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Abstract

This paper is concerned with Spearman’s correlation matrices un-
der large dimensional regime, in which the data dimension diverges to
infinity proportionally with the sample size. We establish the central
limit theorem for the linear spectral statistics of Spearman’s correlation
matrices, which extends the results of [Ann. Statist. 43(2015) 2588–
2623]. We also study the improved Spearman’s correlation matrices
[Ann. Math. Statist 19(1948) 293–325] which is a standard U-statistic
of order 3. As applications, we propose three new test statistics for
large dimensional independent test and numerical studies demonstrate
the applicability of our proposed methods.

1 Introduction

In multivariate statistical analyses, the covariance matrix is a fundamental
tool used to describe the relationships among features. Its theoretical prop-
erty is crucial for understanding many statistical methods. For the classical
setting where the data dimension p is fixed and the sample size n tends
to infinity, these properties and their applications in various methods are
summarized in textbooks, e.g., Anderson (2003).
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In the last few decades, large amounts of work are focused on the large
dimensional regime,

n → ∞, p = p(n) → ∞, p/n = yn → y ∈ (0,∞). (1)

Random matrix theory, as a powerful tool, provides insights into the behav-
ior of large dimensional sample covariance matrices, extending the famous
Wishart distribution theory. The pioneering work Marc̆enko and Pastur
(1967) derived the limiting spectral distribution (LSD) which is called Marc̆enko-
Pastur (MP) law. With the LSD, we can describe the limits of linear
spectral statistics (LSS). Furthermore, Bai and Silverstein (2004) firstly de-
rived the central limit theorem (CLT) of LSS. The following works include
Pan and Zhou (2008); Anderson and Zeitouni (2008); Lytova and Pastur (2009);
Pan (2014); Zheng et al. (2015) and so on. As applications of RMT on the
sample covariance matrix, Dobriban and Wager (2018) and Wang and Jiang
(2018) studied the prediction errors of ridge regression and regularized lin-
ear discriminant analysis; Hastie et al. (2022) demonstrated the double de-
scent phenomenon in the simple linear regression; Bai et al. (2009) pro-
posed a bias correction to the likelihood ratio test; Wang et al. (2013) and
Wang and Yao (2013) considered the identify test and the sphericity test
of covariance matrices, respectively. For more results on large dimensional
covariance matrices, it is referred to Paul and Aue (2014) and Yao et al.
(2015) for a comprehensive review.

Normalization is a common procedure in data analysis. By standardiz-
ing the sample covariance matrix, we obtain Pearson’s correlation matrix,
a scale-invariant measure. Recent research has extensively studied Pear-
son’s correlation matrices. Jiang (2004b) first derived the limiting spectral
distribution. Bao et al. (2012) and Pillai and Yin (2012) established limit-
ing distributions for the extreme eigenvalues. Mestre and Vallet (2017) and
Gao et al. (2017) developed the CLT of LSS of Pearson’s correlation ma-
trices. Zheng et al. (2019) extended the CLT to general covariance struc-
tures. See also Jiang (2019) and Parolya et al. (2024). For a large class of
population distributions, El Karoui (2009) demonstrated that the spectral
properties of Pearson’s correlation matrices resemble those of sample covari-
ance matrices. Typically, these studies assume finite fourth moments for the
features. However, for distributions with infinite fourth moments, such as
heavy-tailed populations, the applicability of these results may require ad-
ditional verification or may no longer hold. For instance, Heiny and Parolya
(2024) justified the CLT of log-determinant statistics of Pearson’s correla-
tion matrices and Heiny and Yao (2022) discovered a new LSD result for
heavy-tailed distributions.
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To address the challenges posed by heavy-tailed data, non-parametric
statistics offer robust correlation measures. Among these, Spearman’s rank
correlation matrix and Kendall’s rank correlation matrix are particularly
popular due to their distribution-free nature, making them suitable for
heavy-tailed data. Recent research has explored the properties of these
rank-based correlation matrices. For example, Leung and Drton (2018) and
Wang et al. (2024) studied a class of rank-based U-statistics for indepen-
dence test. In the realm of random matrix theory, Bai and Zhou (2008)
and Wu and Wang (2022) investigated the LSD of Spearman’s correlation
matrices. Bandeira et al. (2017) and Li et al. (2023) studied the LSD of
Kendall’s correlation matrices. As far as the CLT, Bao et al. (2015) con-
sidered asymptotic distributions of polynomial functions of Spearman’s cor-
relation matrices and Li et al. (2021) studied the CLT of LSS of Kendall’s
correlation matrices.

In this paper, we focus on Spearman’s correlation matrices and aim to
establish a central limit theorem for general linear spectral statistics. Due to
introducing ranking, the independence among samples are violated and thus,
we turn to consider Gram matrices. The rescaled Gram matrix is a sample
covariance matrix related to the distribution which are independent and uni-
formly distributed on the permutations of {1, · · · , n}. In Bao et al. (2015),
they adopted the celebrated moment method and derived the CLT for poly-
nomial functions. In this work, we follow the classical technique developed
by Bai and Silverstein (2004) and consider the asymptotic distribution of
Stieltjes transforms. Key challenges arise in computing the covariance of
quadratic forms and establishing concentration inequalities for these forms.
For uniform distribution on {1, · · · , n}, it is challenging to derive the explicit
covariance of quadratic forms. We derive the three leading terms which all
contribute to the final CLT. More details can be found in our Lemma A.1
and Lemma A.2. The obtained results are consistent with Bao et al. (2015)
for polynomial functions and are also applicable to more general LSS such
as log-determinant functions. The resulting CLT of Stieltjes transform can
connect to many other covariance or correlation matrices.

In non-parametric statistics, Hoeffding (1948) theoretical analyzed the
Spearman’s correlation from the perspective of U-statistics and proposed an
improved version. Specifically, Spearman’s correlation can be expressed as
a U-statistics of order 3 with an additional term. To address this, Hoeffding
(1948) introduced an improved Spearman’s correlation which is a standard
U-statistic of order 3. Sample covariance matrices and Kendall’s correla-
tion matrices are well-known examples of U-statistics of order 2, and their
CLTs have been extensively studied in Pan (2014) and Li et al. (2021), re-
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spectively. To the best of our knowledge, there are no CLTs for general
LSS of U-statistics of order higher than 2. While the improved Spearman’s
correlation matrix is challenging to analyze directly, we can evaluate the
difference between it and the classical Spearman’s correlation matrix. This
approach enables us to establish a CLT for standard U-statistics of order
3. This result is of interest for covariance/correlation matrices of U-statistic
types and may contribute to the development of CLTs for LSS of general
U-statistics of higher order.

As applications of such CLTs, we revisit hypothesis testing for indepen-
dence. Numerous studies have proposed various test statistics based on dif-
ferent correlation matrices, including Jiang (2004a), Zhou (2007), Gao et al.
(2017), Bao et al. (2015), Leung and Drton (2018), Bao (2019a), Li et al.
(2021). Our proposed test statistics fall into two categories: those based
on Euclidean distance and those based on Stein’s loss. Through extensive
numerical experiments, we demonstrate the competitive performance of our
proposed methods compared to well-established approaches.

Our contributions are summarized as follows:

1. For Gram matrices, we study a novel population distribution which is
uniformly distributed on the permutations of {1, · · · , n}. Unlike the
independent component model or elliptical distributions, the quadratic
forms associated with this distribution exhibit a complex covariance
structure. By carefully analyzing three leading terms, we derive a new
central limit theorem.

2. For Spearman’s correlation matrices, we establish a CLT of general lin-
ear spectral statistics, extending the work of Bao et al. (2015) which
focused on polynomial functions. Our approach, based on classical ran-
dom matrix techniques and the Stieltjes transform, provides a more
direct connection to other classical results, shedding light on the un-
derlying structure of Spearman’s correlation.

3. From a U-statistic perspective, Spearman’s correlation is not a stan-
dard U-statistic. Hoeffding (1948) proposed an improved version which
is a U-statistic of order 3. By carefully evaluating the difference be-
tween the classical and improved Spearman’s correlation matrices, we
derive the explicit impact on the asymptotic mean and establish a CLT
for the improved Spearman’s correlation matrix. As we know, this is
the first CLT for standard U-statistic of order 3 in random matrix
theory.
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4. Spearman’s correlation matrices, derived from ranking and standardiz-
ing the original data matrix, can be viewed as both sample covariance
and Pearson-type correlation matrices. From a U-statistic perspec-
tive, Spearman’s correlation matrices are of order 3, while Kendall’s
correlation matrices are of order 2. Thus, Spearman’s correlation ma-
trices can be connected with many existing random matrix models
and the corresponding CLT results can also be connected with well-
established CLT results. The obtained results allow us to gain deeper
insights into the asymptotic distribution of linear spectral statistics
for various sample covariance and correlation matrices.

The remainder of the paper is structured as follows: Section 2 introduces
the necessary background knowledge and tools from random matrix theory.
Section 3 presents our main results, including the CLTs for Gram matri-
ces, Spearman’s correlation matrices, and improved Spearman’s correlation
matrices. Section 4 applies our theoretical results to hypothesis testing for
independence and conducts numerical experiments to demonstrate the ef-
fectiveness of our proposed methods. In Section 5, we summarize our CLTs
with discussions and the Appendix provides detailed proofs of our theoretical
results.

2 Preliminary result in RMT

Let Hn be any n×n Hermitian matrix with eigenvalues λ1 ≥ · · · ≥ λn. The
empirical spectral distribution (ESD) is defined as

FHn(x) =
1

n

n∑

i=1

I(λi ≤ x), (2)

where I(·) is the indicator function. If FHn converges weakly to some lim-
iting distribution F , then we call F the limiting spectral distribution of
Hn.

With the LSD, we can study the linear spectral statistic which is defined
as

1

n

n∑

i=1

f(λi) =

∫
f(x)dFHn(x).

Here f(·) is any bounded and continuous function. By the property of weak
convergence, we can conclude∫

f(x)dFHn(x) →
∫

f(x)dF (x).
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Some common functions in statistics include

1

n

n∑

i=1

λk
i =

1

n
tr(Hk

n), k = 1, 2, · · · ,

1

n

n∑

i=1

(λi − 1)2 =
1

n
‖Hn − In‖2F ,

1

n

n∑

i=1

λi − log(λi)− 1 =
1

n
tr(Hn)−

1

n
log det(Hn)− 1,

and so on. If Hn is a random matrix, we can further consider the central
limit theorem of linear spectral statistics.

In random matrix theory, one of the most powerful tools is Stieltjes
transform, which is defined as

mF (z) =

∫
1

x− z
dF (x), z ∈ C

+, (3)

with respect to any distribution function F . Here C+ is the upper half space
of the complex plane. Similar to the characteristic function in probability,
there is a one-to-one correspondence between the probability distribution
and its Stieltjes transform, e.g.,

Fn
d−→F ⇐⇒ mFn(z) → mF (z), ∀ z ∈ C

+.

With the Stieltjes transform, by the residue theorem of complex analysis,

1

n

n∑

i=1

f(λi) =

∫
f(x)dFHn(x) = − 1

2πi

∮

C
f(z)mFHn (z)dz,

where
∮
C is closed and taken in the positive direction, enclosing the support

of FHn . Furthermore, we can study the asymptotic distribution, e.g.,

∫
f(x)dFHn(x)−

∫
f(x)dF (x) =

1

2πi

∮

C
f(z) (mF (z)−mFHn (z)) dz.

In summary, to find the LSD of a random matrix Hn, we can study its
Stieltjes transform

mFHn (z) =
1

n
tr (Hn − zIn)

−1 .
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To explore the asymptotic distribution of the LSS, we need to find the
asymptotic distribution of

mF (z)−mFHn (z),

which is usually a Gaussian process. The Gaussian process further yields the
asymptotically normal distribution of the LSS. It is referred to Bai and Silverstein
(2010) for a comprehensive survey on random matrix theory.

3 Main result

For independent and identically distributed (i.i.d.) samples X1, . . . ,Xn ∈
R
p, we denote their rank statistics as rk = (ri1, · · · , rip)⊤, i = 1, . . . , n. For

each feature j ∈ {1, · · · , p}, (r1j , . . . , rnj) are uniformly distributed on the
permutations of {1, · · · , n}. Then,

Erij =
n+ 1

2
, var(rij) =

n2 − 1

12
.

With the rank statistics, the Spearman’s rank correlation matrix is defined
by

ρn =
12

n(n2 − 1)

n∑

k=1

(rk −
n+ 1

2
1p)(rk −

n+ 1

2
1p)

⊤, (4)

which is the Pearson’s correlation matrix based on r1, . . . , rn ∈ R
p. Due

to ranking, r1, . . . , rn ∈ R
p are not independent anymore and it is hard to

tackle the Spearman’s rank correlation matrix directly. Here we turn to its
Gram matrix.

3.1 Gram matrix

Standardizing rank statistics, we denote

√
12

n2 − 1



r11 − n+1

2 · · · r1p − n+1
2

... · · · ...
rn1 − n+1

2 · · · rnp − n+1
2


 def

=
(
s1, · · · , sp

)
.

If the features are completely independent, s1, . . . , sp ∈ R
n are i.i.d. and

have been centered, e.g.,

Esi = 0n, Σ
def

= cov(s1) =
n

n− 1

(
In − 1

n
1n1

⊤
n

)
.
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Then, we can study the sample covariance matrix of s1, . . . , sp,

gn =
1

p

p∑

i=1

sis
⊤
i . (5)

This sample covariance matrix can also be regarded as the Gram matrix of
the original rank statistics, that is,

gn =
12

p(n2 − 1)

(
(rk −

n+ 1

2
1p)

⊤(rk −
n+ 1

2
1p)

)

n×n

.

Thus, gn and ρn/yn share the same non-zero eigenvalues.
Denoting mn(z) as the Stieltjes transforms of ρn i.e.,

mn(z) =
1

p
tr(ρn − zIp)

−1,

it is proven in Bai and Zhou (2008) that mn(z) → m(z) almost surely and

m(z) =
1− y − z +

√
(1 + y − z)2 − 4y

2yz
. (6)

This result shows that the LSD of ρn converges weakly to the M-P law Fy

almost surely, whose density function is

py(x) =

√
(x− (1−√

y)2)((1 +
√
y)2 − x)

2πxy
I
(
(1−√

y)2 < x < (1 +
√
y)2
)
,

for y ≤ 1 and has a point mass 1− 1/y at origin for y > 1.
We further denote sn(z) and sn(z) as the Stieltjes transform of gn and

ρn/yn, respectively

sn(z) =
1

n
tr(gn − zIn)

−1 = y2nmn(ynz)−
1− yn

z
,

sn(z) =
1

p
tr(

ρn

yn
− zIp)

−1 =
1

yn
(sn(z) +

1

z
)− 1

z
,

and almost surely

sn(z) → s(z) =
1− y0 − z +

√
(1 + y0 − z)2 − 4y0
2y0z

,

sn(z) → s(z) =
−(1− y0 + z) +

√
(1 + y0 − z)2 − 4y0
2z

,
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where y0 = 1/y. Then, the LSD of gn converges weakly to the M-P law Fy0

almost surely.
For the LSS of gn,

∫
f(x)dF gn(x) =

1

n

n∑

i=1

f (λi(gn)) ,

where f is an analytic function and λ1(gn) ≥ · · · ≥ λn(gn) are eigenvalues
of gn, we have almost surely

∫
f(x)dF gn(x) →

∫
f(x)dFy0(x).

Further, we study the asymptotic distribution of the LSS. Let

Gn(x) = n
(
F gn(x)− Fn/p(x)

)
,

and we focus on
∫

f(x)dGn(x) = n

(∫
f(x)dF gn(x)−

∫
f(x)dFn/p(x)

)
. (7)

Our central limit theorem is presented as follows.

Theorem 3.1. Assume that {Xij : i = 1, . . . , n; j = 1, . . . , p} are doubly in-
dependent and absolutely continuous with respect to the Lebesgue measure.
Let f1, . . . , fk be functions on R and analytic on an open interval containing

[I(y0 < 1)(1 −√
y0)

2, (1 +
√
y0)

2]. (8)

Then, as n/p → y0 ∈ (0,∞), the random vector

(∫
f1(x)dGn(x), · · · ,

∫
fk(x)dGn(x)

)

converges weakly to a Gaussian vector (Gf1 , · · · , Gfk) with the asymptotic
mean

EGf = − 1

2πi

∮

C
f(z)µ(z)dz,

and the asymptotic covariance function

cov(Gf , Gg) = − 1

4π2

∮

C1

∮

C2
f(z1)g(z2)σ(z1, z2)dz1dz2,
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where

µ(z) =
y0s

3(z) (1 + s(z))
(
(1 + s(z))2 − y0s2(z)

)2 − 2y0s
3(z)(

(1 + s(z))2 − y0s2(z)
)
(1 + s(z))

+
s3(z)

(1 + s(z))2 − y0s2(z)
,

σ(z1, z2) =
2s′(z1)s′(z2)

(s(z1)− s(z2))
2 − 2

(z1 − z2)2
− 2y0s

′(z1)s′(z2)

(1 + s(z1))
2 (1 + s(z2))

2 .

The contour
∮
C is closed and taken in the positive direction, each enclosing

the support (8).

For concrete functions such as logarithms and polynomials, we will de-
rive CLTs in next section. In details, the integral involving s(z) can be
calculated explicitly for most cases. Furthermore, we present a remark on
the asymptotic mean and covariance.

Remark 3.1. Regarding s1, . . . , sp as an i.i.d. sample from the population
distribution s ∈ R

n with

Es = 0n, cov(s) = Σ =
n

n− 1

(
In − 1

n
1n1

⊤
n

)
,

we have

cov(s⊤As, s⊤Bs) = 2tr(AB)− 6

5
tr(A ◦B)− 4

5n
tr(A)tr(B) +O (‖A‖‖B‖) ,

where A and B are non-random n× n symmetric matrices. Denoting

µ(z)
def

= µ1(z) + µ2(z) + µ3(z), σ(z1, z2)
def

= σ1(z1, z2) + σ2(z1, z2) + σ3(z1, z2),

µ1(z) and σ1(z1, z2) + σ2(z1, z2) firstly appeared in the seminal work of
Bai and Silverstein (2004) which are due to the term 2tr(AB). The sec-
ond term tr(A ◦B) was firstly studied by Pan and Zhou (2008). The third
term tr(A)tr(B)/n is new which has similar effect as tr(A ◦ B) under the
current setting and these two terms contributes to µ2(z) and σ3(z1, z2) to-
gether. The remaining µ3(z) comes from the difference between Σ and In.
More specifically, the Marc̆enko-Pastur equation of Fn/p is

s(0)n (z) =
1

(1− n
p − n

pzs
(0)
n (z))− z

.
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For Σ which has n−1 eigenvalues equal to n/(n−1) and one zero eigenvalue,
the corresponding Marc̆enko-Pastur equation is

s(1)n (z) =

∫
1

t(1− n
p − n

p zs
(1)
n (z)) − z

dFΣ(t)

=
n− 1

n

[
n

n− 1

(
1− n

p
− n

p
zs

)
− z

]−1

− 1

nz
.

Through careful calculation, we can conclude

n
(
s(1)n (z)− s(0)n (z)

)
→ s3(z)

(1 + s(z))2 − y0s2(z)

def

= µ3(z).

More details can be found in the proof, e.g., the equation (41).

3.2 Spearman’s rank correlation matrix

For Spearman’s rank correlation matrix ρn ∈ R
p×p which has the same

non-zero eigenvalues as the ones of yngn ∈ R
n×n, we have

∫
f(x)dFρn(x) =

1

p

p∑

i=1

f(λi(ρn)) =
1

p

n∑

i=1

f(ynλi(gn)) +
p− n

p
f(0)

=
1

yn

∫
f(ynx)dF

gn(x) +
p− n

p
f(0).

In addition, by the property of M-P law,
∫

f(ynx)dFn/p(x) = yn

∫
f(x)dFyn(x) + (1− yn)f(0),

which yields
∫

f(x)dFyn(x) =
1

yn

∫
f(ynx)dFn/p(x) +

p− n

p
f(0).

Therefore, we can study the asymptotic distribution of

T (f)
def

= p

(∫
f(x)dFρn(x)−

∫
f(x)dFyn(x)

)
=

∫
f(ynx)dGn(x).

By Theorem 3.1, we have proven the CLT of
∫
f(yx)dGn(x) and the

remaining is to show
∫

f(ynx)dGn(x)−
∫

f(yx)dGn(x) = op(1),

whose details can be found in the proof. Based on these observations, we
state the CLT for ρn in the following theorem.
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Theorem 3.2. Assume that {Xij : i = 1, . . . , n; j = 1, . . . , p} are doubly in-
dependent and absolutely continuous with respect to the Lebesgue measure.
Let f1, · · · , fk be functions analytic on an open interval containing

[
I(y < 1)(1 −√

y)2, (1 +
√
y)2
]
. (9)

Then, as p/n → y ∈ (0,∞), the random vector (T (f1), · · · , T (fk)) converges
weakly to a Gaussian vector (Zf1 , · · · , Zfk) with mean function

EZf = − 1

2πi

∮

C′

f(yz)µ(z)dz = − 1

2πi

∮

C
f(z)

µ(z/y)

y
dz, (10)

and covariance function

cov(Zf , Zg) = − 1

4π2

∮

C′

1

∮

C′

2

f(yz1)g(yz2)σ(z1, z2)dz1dz2,

= − 1

4π2

∮

C1

∮

C2
f(z1)g(z2)

σ(z1/y, z2/y)

y2
dz1dz2, (11)

where µ(z) and σ(z1, z2) are defined in Theorem 3.1, and the contour
∮
C is

closed and taken in the positive direction, each enclosing the support (9).

Remark 3.2. In Bao et al. (2015), they derived the asymptotic distribu-
tion of tr(ρk

n) for for any positive integer k ≥ 2. Technically, they utilized
Anderson and Zeitouni’s cumulant method (Anderson and Zeitouni, 2008)
and proposed a two-step comparison approach to obtain the explicit mean
and covariance of CLTs. Here we adopt the classical proof technique from
the seminal work of Bai and Silverstein (2004). Taking f(x) = xk, we will
revisit the results of Bao et al. (2015) in (16).

Remark 3.3. Note that ρn is a correlation matrix which means tr(ρn) = p.
Thus, f(x) = x is a degenerate case. Taking f(x) = x, we can show that
the asymptotic mean and the variance are both zero.

Remark 3.4. For sample covariance matrices, using the sample mean or
the true population mean has impacts on the final CLT and Pan (2014)
compared the two types of sample covariance matrices. More specifically,
Zheng et al. (2015) proposed a substitution principle which adjusted the
sample size from n to n − 1 for the sample covariance matrix based on
the sample mean. For Spearman’s rank correlation matrices, although the
sample mean of the rank statistics is constant, e.g.,

1

n

n∑

i=1

ri =
n+ 1

2
1p,

12



it still contributes to the CLT. In details, the population covariance matrix
Σ ∈ R

n×n related the Gram matrix gn has one zero eigenvalue. Following
Zheng et al. (2015), we can also use n− 1 and consider the ratio p/(n− 1).
Then, the additional term such as µ3(z) can be removed and more details
can be found in Remark 3.1.

3.3 Improved Spearman’s correlation matrix

The Spearman’s rank correlation is a classical method in non-parametric
statistics. We note that the rank statistics can be transformed into the sum
of indicators, which implies

rij −
n+ 1

2
=

1

2

∑

k 6=i

sign(Xij −Xkj).

Here sign(·) is the sign function. Denoting the sign vector

Aij = sign(Xi −Xj)
def

=



sign(Xi1 −Xj1)

...
sign(Xip −Xjp)


 ,

we have

ρn =
3

n(n2 − 1)

n∑

i=1

∑

j,k 6=i

AijA
⊤
ik.

In the form of non-parametric U-statistics, it can be decomposed into two
U-statistics,

ρn =
3

n(n2 − 1)

∗∑

i,j

AijA
⊤
ij +

3

n(n2 − 1)

∗∑

i,j,k

AijA
⊤
ik =

3

n+ 1
Kn +

n− 2

n+ 1
ρ̃n,

where

Kn =
1

n(n− 1)

∗∑

i,j

AijA
⊤
ij

is Kendall’s rank correlation matrix and

ρ̃n =
3

n(n− 1)(n − 2)

∗∑

i,j,k

AijA
⊤
ik

13



is the improved Spearman’s rank correlation matrix proposed by Hoeffding
(1948). Here

∑∗ denotes summation over mutually different indices and
more details can be found in Wu and Wang (2022).

As can be seen, the Kendall’s correlation matrix Kn is a U-statistic of
order 2 and Li et al. (2021) studied the asymptotic distribution of its linear
spectral statistics. The improved Spearman’s rank correlation matrix ρ̃n

is a U-statistic of order 3, that is difficult to analyze it directly. Based on
the CLT of ρn, we can study the difference between ρ̃n and ρn which is
3(Kn − ρ̃n)/(n + 1). For LSD (Wu and Wang, 2022), this difference can
be ignored. However, for the CLT of LSS, this deviation does contribute a
non-trivial term to the asymptotic distribution. Considering the centered
statistic

T̃ (f)
def

= p

(∫
f(x)dF ρ̃n(x)−

∫
f(x)dFyn(x)

)
,

we present the main result in the following theorem.

Theorem 3.3. Under the conditions of Theorem 3.2, as yn → y, the
random vector (T̃ (f1), · · · , T̃ (fk)) converges weakly to a Gaussian vector
(Z̃f1 , · · · , Z̃fk) with mean function

EZ̃f = − 1

2πi

∮

C
f(yz) (µ(z) + µ̃(z)) dz, (12)

and covariance function

cov(Z̃f , Z̃g) = − 1

4π2

∮

C1

∮

C2
f(yz1)g(yz2)σ(z1, z2)dz1dz2, (13)

where µ(z), σ(z1, z2) are defined in Theorem 3.1, and

µ̃(z) =
s3(z) (2 + s(z))

(1 + s(z))2 − s2(z)/y
.

Compared with Theorem 3.2 for ρn, the asymptotic variance is the same
and there is a new additional term to the asymptotic mean which is due to
the difference ρ̃n − ρn.

4 Application

For sample correlation matrices, one important application is to test mutual
independence among features. More specifically, we consider the hypotheses
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testing problem

H0 : R = I,

where R is a population correlation matrix such as the classical Pearson’s
correlation matirx, Spearman’s correlation matrix, Kendall’s correlation ma-
trix and so on.

To evaluate R = I, we have the following equivalent definitions

ℓ2 loss: ‖R− I‖22 = tr(R2)− 2tr(R) + p = 0;

Stein’s loss: tr(R)− log(R)− p = 0;

ℓ∞ loss: ‖R− I‖∞ = 0.

Based on an estimator R̂, intuitively one can conduct test statistics

T1(R̂) =tr(R̂2)− 2tr(R̂) + p,

T2(R̂) =tr(R̂)− log(R̂)− p,

T3(R̂) =‖R̂− I‖∞.

For large dimensional data, it is challenging to derive the asymptotic distri-
bution of these statistics. In the past 20 years, significant progress has been
made in this field and many important methods were proposed in literature.
In special, ℓ2 loss and Stein’s loss can be expressed by linear spectral statis-
tics and in RMT, they motivate the study on the LSS of these correlation
matrices. We summarize the developments of testing correlation matrices
in Table 1.

Table 1: Developments of testing correlation matrices in RMT
Sample correlation Kendall’s τ Spearman’s ρ

ℓ2 loss Gao et al. (2017); Zheng et al. (2019) Li et al. (2021) Bao et al. (2015)
Stein’s loss Gao et al. (2017) Li et al. (2021)
ℓ∞ loss: Zhou (2007) Han et al. (2017) Han et al. (2017)

In special, Chen et al. (2010) proposed a U-statistic’s trick to estimate
the ℓ2 loss directly which can obtain a better convergence rate. Using this
trick, several statistics based on T1(R̂) can be extended to high-dimensional
data case where p ≫ n. See Leung and Drton (2018) for more details.

As application of Theorem 3.2 for Spearman’s correlation matrix ρn, we
can fill the gap for Stein’s loss, i.e., obtaining the asymptotic distribution
of T2(ρn). Similarly, based on the improved Spearman’s correlation matrix
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ρ̃n, we can also conduct three test statistics. Han et al. (2017) has studied
T3(ρ̃n) and here we can derive the distributions of T1(ρ̃n) and T2(ρ̃n).

Taking f(x) being logarithm log(x) or polynomial xk for k ≥ 2, by
direct calculations of Theorem 3.2 and Theorem 3.3, we obtain the following
asymptotic distributions.

Theorem 4.1. Under the conditions of Theorem 3.2, we have

log |ρn|+ (n− p) log(1− yn) + p
d−→N(µlog, σ

2
log), (14)

log |ρ̃n|+ (n− p) log(1− yn) + p
d−→N(µ̃log, σ

2
log), (15)

tr(ρk
n)−

k−1∑

j=0

pyjn
(j + 1)

(
k

j

)(
k − 1

j

)
d−→N(µxk , σ2

xk), (16)

tr(ρ̃k
n)−

k−1∑

j=0

pyjn
(j + 1)

(
k

j

)(
k − 1

j

)
d−→N(µ̃xk , σ2

xk), (17)

where the asymptotic means are

µlog =
3

2
log(1− y) + 2y,

µ̃log =µlog −
y2

1− y
,

µxk =
1

4

[
(1−√

y)2k + (1 +
√
y)2k

]
− 1

2

k∑

j=0

(
k

j

)2

yk−j − 2

y

k∑

j=0

(
k

j

)
(y − 1)j

(
2k − j

k − 2

)

+

k∑

j=0

(
k

j

)
(y − 1)j

(
2k − j − 1

k − 2

)
,

µ̃xk =µxk −
k−1∑

j=0

(
k

j

)
(y − 1)j

(
2k − j − 2

k − 1

)
+

k∑

j=0

(
k

j

)
(y − 1)j

(
2k − j

k − 1

)
,

and the asymptotic variances are

σ2
log =− 2 log(1− y)− 2y,

σ2
xk =2

k−1∑

j1=0

k∑

j2=0

(
k

j1

)(
k

j2

)
(y − 1)j1+j2

k−j1∑

l=1

l

(
2k − 1− (j1 + l)

k − 1

)(
2k − 1− j2 + l

k − 1

)

− 2

y

k∑

j1=0

k∑

j2=0

(
k

j1

)(
k

j2

)
(y − 1)j1+j2

(
2k − j1
k − 1

)(
2k − j2
k − 1

)
.
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For polynomials of ρn, our results (16) are consistent with ones of Bao et al.
(2015) and the other three asymptotic distributions are new which can be
used to derive the asymptotic distribution of test statistics.

Noting tr(ρn) = p and tr(ρ̃n) = p, we can simplify the test statistics of
T1(ρn), T1(ρ̃n), T2(ρn), T2(ρ̃n) and consider

Lρ,2 = tr(ρ2
n), Lρ,log = log(|ρn|), Lρ̃,2 = tr(ρ̃2

n), Lρ̃,log = log(|ρ̃n|).

With Theorem 4.1, we can get four rejection regions for testing the null
distribution

R1 ={Lρ,2 −
p2

n
− p > y2n − yn + 2ynZα},

R2 ={Lρ,log + (n− p) log(1− yn) + p <
3

2
log(1− yn) + 2yn

−
√

−2 log(1− yn)− 2ynZα},

R3 ={Lρ̃,2 −
p2

n
− p > 3y2n − yn + 2ynZα},

R4 ={Lρ̃,log + (n− p) log(1− yn) + p <
3

2
log(1− yn) +

2yn − 3y2n
1− yn

−
√

−2 log(1− yn)− 2ynZα},

where Zα is the upper-α quantile of N(0, 1).
To examine the finite sample performance of these test statistics, we con-

duct the following null hypotheses with data Xn = (Xij)n×p generated from
different models. Specifically, we consider three types of null distributions:

• Normal distribution: Xij are i.i.d. N(0, 1) for 1 ≤ i ≤ n and 1 ≤ j ≤ p.

• Cauchy distribution: Xij are i.i.d. Cauchy distribution with location
0 and scale 1 (Cauchy(0, 1)) for 1 ≤ i ≤ n and 1 ≤ j ≤ p.

• Mixed distribution: Xij1 are i.i.d. Cauchy(0, 1) for 1 ≤ i ≤ n, 1 ≤ j1 ≤
⌊p/4⌋; Xij2 are i.i.d. N(0, 1) for 1 ≤ i ≤ n, ⌊p/4⌋ + 1 ≤ j2 ≤ ⌊p/2⌋;
Xij3 are i.i.d. χ2(2) for 1 ≤ i ≤ n, ⌊p/2⌋+ 1 ≤ j2 ≤ p.

It is noted that Cauchy(0, 1) is a well known heavy-tailed distribution with-
out expectation, and the mixed distribution is from Li et al. (2021).

As for comparison, we consider other 8 test statistics based on Spearman,
Kendall and Pearson’s correlation matrices:

1. Lρ,max: maximum test based on Spearman’s correlations (Han et al.,
2017);
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2. Lρ̃,max: maximum test based on improved Spearman’s correlations
(Han et al., 2017);

3. LK,2: ℓ2 test based on Kendall’s correlations (Li et al., 2021);

4. LK,log: Stein’s test based on Kendall’s correlations (Li et al., 2021);

5. LK,max: maximum test based on Kendall’s correlations (Han et al.,
2017);

6. LR,2: ℓ2 test based on Pearson’s correlations (Han et al., 2017);

7. LR,log: Stein’s test based on Pearson’s correlations (Han et al., 2017);

8. LR,max: maximum test based on Pearson’s correlations (Zhou, 2007).

We conduct numerical experiments to evaluate the performance of our
proposed test statistics. We consider various combinations of sample size n,
dimension p, and underlying distributions, and compare our methods with
existing approaches. Table 2 presents the empirical sizes of the tests at a
nominal significance level of 5% based on 1000 replications. Our results
demonstrate that Pearson’s correlation-based tests are sensitive to distribu-
tional assumptions and may not perform well under heavy-tailed distribu-
tions. In contrast, rank-based test statistics, including our proposed Lρ,log,
Lρ̃,2, and Lρ̃,log, exhibit robust performance across different distributions.
The empirical sizes of our proposed tests are close to the nominal 5% level,
confirming the validity of our theoretical results.

To evaluate the power of our proposed test statistics, we generate data
under various alternative hypotheses. We start with data generated from
the above three null distributions and then generate the correlated data Xn

as follows:

• Global correlation: Xn = ZnΣ, where Σ = (σij)p×p is the Toeplitz
matrix with σii = 1, σi−1,i = σi,i+1 = ρ, σij = 0 for |i− j| > 1;

• Local correlation: Xi1 = Zi1 + ρZi2, Xi2 = ρZi1 + Zi2 and Xij = Zij

for 1 ≤ i ≤ n, 3 ≤ j ≤ p.

By combining these data generation methods, we obtain six different alter-
native hypotheses. For each alternative hypothesis, we fix the sample size
(n = 200) and dimension (p = 100), and vary the correlation parameters ρ
to assess the power of the tests. Since Pearson’s correlation-based tests are
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Table 2: Empirical sizes of independence test statistics based on Pearson,
Spearman and Kendall’s correlations.

n 100 200 400 100 200 400 100 200 400

p 50 100 200 70 140 280 200 400 800

y 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.7 0.7 0.7 2 2 2

Normal distribution
Lρ,2 0.046 0.05 0.046 0.044 0.041 0.045 0.051 0.059 0.058
Lρ,log 0.037 0.049 0.041 0.052 0.043 0.048 - - -
Lρ,max 0.023 0.028 0.037 0.025 0.033 0.041 0.022 0.023 0.049
Lρ̃,2 0.047 0.052 0.047 0.047 0.042 0.046 0.063 0.062 0.059
Lρ̃,log 0.102 0.075 0.05 0.069 0.049 0.052 - - -
Lρ̃,max 0.023 0.027 0.037 0.025 0.033 0.042 0.022 0.023 0.049
LK,2 0.043 0.05 0.047 0.046 0.045 0.047 0.059 0.067 0.06
LK,log 0.047 0.054 0.045 0.055 0.045 0.046 0.119 0.09 0.064
LK,max 0.039 0.039 0.048 0.035 0.042 0.048 0.034 0.029 0.058
LR,2 0.083 0.109 0.086 0.074 0.076 0.083 0.28 0.292 0.252
LR,log 0.04 0.045 0.044 0.04 0.05 0.056 - - -
LR,max 0.027 0.023 0.04 0.027 0.028 0.037 0.012 0.029 0.039

Cauchy distribution
Lρ,2 0.056 0.055 0.039 0.042 0.058 0.041 0.048 0.051 0.044
Lρ,log 0.065 0.05 0.055 0.056 0.052 0.045 - - -
Lρ,max 0.023 0.029 0.044 0.03 0.031 0.039 0.016 0.02 0.038
Lρ̃,2 0.058 0.058 0.04 0.047 0.058 0.041 0.057 0.057 0.05
Lρ̃,log 0.121 0.071 0.064 0.072 0.061 0.049 - - -
Lρ̃,max 0.023 0.027 0.044 0.03 0.031 0.039 0.016 0.02 0.038
LK,2 0.06 0.058 0.041 0.043 0.06 0.045 0.056 0.058 0.052
LK,log 0.062 0.063 0.053 0.057 0.051 0.05 0.125 0.074 0.072
LK,max 0.031 0.041 0.051 0.037 0.037 0.042 0.029 0.032 0.038
LR,2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
LR,log 0.912 0.983 1 0.765 0.917 0.987 - - -
LR,max 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

Mixed distribution
Lρ,2 0.053 0.061 0.051 0.038 0.054 0.049 0.043 0.041 0.044
Lρ,log 0.057 0.052 0.055 0.056 0.053 0.05 - - -
Lρ,max 0.02 0.033 0.036 0.021 0.034 0.031 0.017 0.028 0.032
Lρ̃,2 0.056 0.063 0.052 0.042 0.054 0.049 0.049 0.043 0.045
Lρ̃,log 0.109 0.068 0.065 0.077 0.063 0.056 - - -
Lρ̃,max 0.02 0.033 0.036 0.021 0.034 0.031 0.017 0.028 0.032
LK,2 0.06 0.064 0.054 0.047 0.061 0.048 0.049 0.042 0.044
LK,log 0.065 0.062 0.059 0.052 0.065 0.049 0.115 0.066 0.061
LK,max 0.036 0.047 0.043 0.03 0.043 0.036 0.033 0.044 0.04
LR,2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
LR,log 1 1 1 1 1 1 - - -
LR,max 0.91 1 1 0.712 0.988 1 1 1 1
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Table 3: Empirical powers of independence test statistics based on Spearman
and Kendall’s correlations under global structure.

ρ 0.01 0.02 0.03 0.04 0.05 0.06 0.07 0.08

Normal distribution
Lρ,2 0.06 0.071 0.175 0.295 0.538 0.804 0.958 0.995
Lρ,log 0.065 0.063 0.137 0.243 0.417 0.674 0.864 0.969
Lρ,max 0.031 0.04 0.041 0.071 0.107 0.18 0.311 0.584
Lρ̃,2 0.06 0.072 0.178 0.3 0.54 0.807 0.958 0.995
Lρ̃,log 0.071 0.074 0.145 0.264 0.443 0.683 0.884 0.971
Lρ̃,max 0.031 0.04 0.041 0.071 0.107 0.179 0.31 0.583
LK,2 0.061 0.075 0.178 0.31 0.543 0.804 0.956 0.996
LK,log 0.063 0.08 0.173 0.298 0.503 0.782 0.948 0.993
LK,max 0.037 0.037 0.051 0.073 0.122 0.203 0.356 0.616

Cauchy distribution
Lρ,2 0.241 0.836 0.997 1 1 1 1 1
Lρ,log 0.183 0.693 0.982 1 1 1 1 1
Lρ,max 0.057 0.224 0.713 0.987 1 1 1 1
Lρ̃,2 0.247 0.841 0.997 1 1 1 1 1
Lρ̃,log 0.196 0.707 0.983 1 1 1 1 1
Lρ̃,max 0.057 0.223 0.713 0.987 1 1 1 1
LK,2 0.248 0.852 0.999 1 1 1 1 1
LK,log 0.232 0.829 0.998 1 1 1 1 1
LK,max 0.071 0.279 0.791 0.999 1 1 1 1

Mixed distribution
Lρ,2 0.079 0.256 0.6 0.882 0.992 1 1 1
Lρ,log 0.077 0.182 0.461 0.763 0.964 0.999 1 1
Lρ,max 0.038 0.083 0.293 0.697 0.954 0.996 1 1
Lρ̃,2 0.081 0.261 0.603 0.883 0.992 1 1 1
Lρ̃,log 0.083 0.203 0.477 0.778 0.968 0.999 1 1
Lρ̃,max 0.038 0.083 0.292 0.697 0.954 0.996 1 1
LK,2 0.081 0.263 0.622 0.889 0.994 1 1 1
LK,log 0.085 0.251 0.582 0.874 0.993 1 1 1
LK,max 0.053 0.106 0.355 0.765 0.971 0.999 1 1

sensitive to distributional assumptions, we focus on rank-based tests (Spear-
man and Kendall) in our power analysis. Simulation results are presented
in Table 3 and Table 4.

From Tables 3 and 4, we observe that the power of all test statistics
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Table 4: Empirical powers of independence test statistics based on Spearman
and Kendall’s correlations under local structure.

ρ 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5 0.6 0.7 0.8

Normal distribution
Lρ,2 0.059 0.085 0.13 0.212 0.35 0.432 0.512 0.594
Lρ,log 0.054 0.081 0.114 0.25 0.504 0.715 0.937 0.998
Lρ,max 0.059 0.818 1 1 1 1 1 1
Lρ̃,2 0.06 0.089 0.131 0.219 0.357 0.436 0.516 0.595
Lρ̃,log 0.066 0.09 0.131 0.269 0.528 0.738 0.945 0.999
Lρ̃,max 0.059 0.818 1 1 1 1 1 1
LK,2 0.062 0.091 0.144 0.267 0.492 0.676 0.829 0.939
LK,log 0.057 0.092 0.154 0.314 0.628 0.887 0.994 1
LK,max 0.068 0.825 1 1 1 1 1 1

Cauchy distribution
Lρ,2 0.092 0.164 0.261 0.384 0.456 0.513 0.577 0.626
Lρ,log 0.083 0.167 0.326 0.537 0.799 0.941 0.99 1
Lρ,max 0.866 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Lρ̃,2 0.097 0.167 0.268 0.388 0.456 0.513 0.577 0.626
Lρ̃,log 0.091 0.176 0.356 0.557 0.82 0.948 0.992 1
Lρ̃,max 0.866 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
LK,2 0.103 0.206 0.372 0.575 0.774 0.887 0.944 0.976
LK,log 0.109 0.232 0.483 0.778 0.958 0.999 1 1
LK,max 0.894 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

Mixed distribution
Lρ,2 0.088 0.173 0.288 0.363 0.477 0.502 0.583 0.615
Lρ,log 0.084 0.177 0.335 0.561 0.775 0.937 0.99 1
Lρ,max 0.862 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Lρ̃,2 0.091 0.176 0.293 0.365 0.481 0.504 0.583 0.616
Lρ̃,log 0.095 0.185 0.353 0.577 0.795 0.952 0.992 1
Lρ̃,max 0.862 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
LK,2 0.098 0.216 0.393 0.586 0.742 0.879 0.946 0.983
LK,log 0.102 0.245 0.491 0.773 0.955 0.999 1 1
LK,max 0.896 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

increases as the correlation strength ρ increases. This demonstrates the
effectiveness of rank-based tests, especially under heavy-tailed distributions.
For global correlation structures, tests based on ℓ2 loss and Stein’s loss tend
to have higher power. In contrast, for local correlation structures, maximum-
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type tests exhibit better power. We leave the theoretical analysis of these
powers as a future work. Overall, our proposed test statistics Lρ,log, Lρ̃,2,
and Lρ̃,log demonstrate comparable performance across various scenarios.

5 Discussion

For the Stieltjes transform of the considered matrix, we can get study its
limit which yields the limit of LSS and the CLT which yields the CLT of
LSS. We summarize the results as following for ℑ(z) > c.

• For the Gram matrix gn ∈ Rn×n, we have

LSD : F gn d−→F1/y, a.s.;

Stieltjes transform: sn(z) =
1

n
tr(gn − zIn)

−1 a.s.−→ s(z) = m(1/y, z);

CLT: n (sn(z)− Esn(z))
d−→Gaussian Processes (0, σ(z1, z2)) ,

where

nEsn(z) = n ·m(n/p, z) + µ(z) + o(1).

• For re-scaled Spearman’s rank correlation matrix ρn/yn ∈ R
p×p,

LSD : Fρn/yn d−→F 1/y, a.s.;

Stieltjes transform: sn(z) =
1

p
tr(ρn/yn − zIn)

−1 =
n

p

(
sn(z) +

1

z

)
− 1

z

a.s.−→ s(z) =
1

y

(
s(z) +

1

z

)
− 1

z
;

CLT: p (sn(z)− Esn(z))
d−→Gaussian Processes (0, σ(z1, z2)) ,

where

pEsn(z) =n ·m(n/p, z) + µ(z) +
n− p

z
+ o(1)

=n

(
m(n/p, z) + (1− p

n
)
1

z

)
+ µ(z) + o(1).
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• For Spearman’s rank correlation matrix ρn ∈ R
p×p

LSD : Fρn d−→Fy, a.s.;

Stieltjes transform: mn(z) =
1

p
tr(ρn − zIn)

−1 =
1

yn
sn(z/yn)

a.s.−→ 1

y
s(z/y) = m(z) = m(y, z);

CLT: p (mn(z)− Emn(z))
d−→Gaussian Processes

(
0,

σ(z1/y, z2/y)

y2

)
,

where

pEmn(z) = p ·m(p/n, z) +
µ(z/y)

y
+ o(1).

• For improved Spearman’s rank correlation matrix ρ̃n ∈ R
p×p

LSD : F ρ̃n d−→Fy, a.s.;

Stieltjes transform: m̃n(z) =
1

p
tr(ρ̃n − zIn)

−1 a.s.−→m(z) = m(y, z);

CLT: p (m̃n(z)− Em̃n(z))
d−→Gaussian Processes

(
0,

σ(z1/y, z2/y)

y2

)
,

where

pEm̃n(z) = p ·m(p/n, z) +
µ(z/y)

y
+

µ̃(z/y)

y
+ o(1).

With these CLTs, we can construct hypothesis tests based on Spearman’s
and improved Spearman’s correlation matrices. Our simulation studies
demonstrate the practical applicability of these new test statistics.

In this work, we study the improved Pearson’s correlation which is a
standard U-statistic of order 3. Studying general U-statistic typed correla-
tion matrices could be a topic of future work. Moreover, we compare the test
statistics through simulations. Investigating the asymptotic distribution of
test statistics under local alternatives could be another interesting future
work.

6 Proof

6.1 Proof sketch

The rigorous proof of Theorem 3.1 and Theorem 3.3 will be presented in
this section. As can be seen, the Gram-type of Spearman’s rank correlation
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matrix gn is formulated as the sum of independent outer product matrices,
which reveals similar structure with sample covariance matrix. Therefore,
our methodology is originated from the proof in Bai and Silverstein (2004)
that establish the CLT of LSS of large dimensional sample covariance ma-
trices.

We denote s
(0)
n (z) and s

(0)
n (z) as the Stieltjes transforms of Fn/p and Fn/p

respectively. By Cauchy’s integral formula, we have

∫
f(x)dGn(x) = − 1

2πi

∫
f(z) · n

(
sn(z)− s(0)n (z)

)
dz, (18)

where the contour of this integral is closed and enclose the extreme eigenval-
ues of gn. It is noted that if the limit superior and limit inferior of extreme
eigenvalues of gn are contained in the support of Fy0 with probability 1,
then for any function f analytic on (8) and closed contour enclosing (8), the
formula (18) holds for all sufficiently large n with probability 1. However
the concerntration of extreme eigenvalues are not trivial at all, and a more
stronger control is presented in the following lemma.

Lemma 6.1. Under the same assumptions in Theorem 3.1, for any ηl <
(1−√

y)2, ηr > (1 +
√
y)2 and any m > 0,

P (λ1(ρn) > ηr) = o(n−m), P
(
λmin{n,p}(ρn) ≤ ηl

)
= o(n−m). (19)

Remark 6.1. The boundness of the largest eigenvalue is a direct corollary
of Proposition 2.3 in Bao (2019b). Due to the strong local law, the rigidity
on the left edge can be derived with the same steps as right edge. Therefore,
the boundness of the smallest eigenvalue can also be concluded.

As has been discussed in the above, the focus of the problem is shifted
to establishing the asymptotic distribution of

Mn(z)
def

= n
(
sn(z) − s(0)n (z)

)
= p

(
sn(z)− s(0)n (z)

)
.

Since the CLT of LSS is obtained through a process of integration, we define
a contour C enclosing interval (8) as follows. Let ηl and ηr be any two num-
bers such that (8) ⊂ (ηl, ηr), and choose v0 > 0. The contour is described
as a rectangle,

C = {x± iv0 : x ∈ [ηl, ηr]} ∪ {x+ iv : x ∈ {ηl, ηr}, v ∈ [−v0, v0]}.
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For further analysis, we consider M̂n(z) instead, a truncated version of
Mn(z), which is defined as

M̂n(z) =





Mn(z), z ∈ Cn,
Mn(x+ in−1εn), x ∈ {ηl, ηr} and v ∈ [0, n−1εn],

Mn(x− in−1εn), x ∈ {ηl, ηr} and v ∈ [−n−1εn, 0],

where Cn = {x ± iv0 : x ∈ [ηl, ηr]} ∪ {x ± iv : x ∈ {ηl, ηr}, v ∈ [n−1εn, v0]}
and {εn} is a sequence decreasing to zero satisfying εn ≥ n−α for some

α ∈ (0, 1). It follows that M̂n(z) pauses at x+ in−1εn when z tends to the
real line, which makes the imaginary gap a natural bound to control the
spectral norm or Euclidean distance of Stieltjes transforms. Besides, this
truncation step have no influence on the limiting behavior of (18) since for
all sufficiently large n,

∣∣∣∣
∫

C
f(z)

(
Mn(z) − M̂n(z)

)
dz

∣∣∣∣ ≤Cεn
(∣∣(1 +√

y0)
2 ∨ λ1(gn)− ηr

∣∣ (20)

+
∣∣I(yn > 1)(1 −√

y0)
2 ∧ λp(gn)− ηl

∣∣) ,

which converges to zero. So now we have prepared all ingredients and the
proof of Theorem 3.1 can be completed by the following lemma establishing
the convergence of M̂n(z) on C.

Lemma 6.2. Under the same assumptions in Theorem 3.1, {M̂n(·)}, as a
stochastic process on C, converges weakly to a Gaussian process M(·) with
mean function

EM(z) = µ(z),

and covariance function

cov(M(z1),M(z2)) = σ(z1, z2),

where µ(z) and σ(z1, z2) are defined in Theorem 3.1.

Theorem 3.2 is a corollary of Theorem 3.1 with the application of Cauchy’s
integral formula. More specifically, if f(y·) is analytic on an open interval
containing (8), f(yn·) converges to f(y·) uniformly and by the method of
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Stieltjes transform,

T (f) =− 1

2πi

∫

C
f(ynz)Mn(z)dz

=− 1

2πi

∫

C
f(ynz)M̂n(z)dz + oP (1)

=− 1

2πi

∫

C
f(yz)M̂n(z)dz + oP (1),

where the contour C encloses a neighborhoog of (8). The second equality
holds by the same procedure of (20), and the last equality holds by

E

∣∣∣∣
∫

C
(f(ynz)− f(yz)) M̂n(z)dz

∣∣∣∣ ≤|C| · sup
z∈C

|f(ynz)− f(yz)| · sup
z∈C

E

∣∣∣M̂n(z)
∣∣∣

=o(1).

Therefore, by the convergence of M̂n(z) stated in Lemma 6.2, we obtain
Theorem 3.2.

The proof of Theorem 3.3 basically follows the same approach as Lemma
6.2. With the help of Theorem 3.2, we only need to figure out the difference
of F ρ̃n and Fρn . By Cauchy’s integral formula,

p

(∫
f(x)dF ρ̃n(x)−

∫
f(x)dFρn(x)

)
= − 1

2πi

∫
f(z) · p (mF ρ̃n (z) −mFρn (z)) dz,

and we are supposed to find the limit of

Ln(z)
def

= p (mF ρ̃n (z)−mFρn (z)) .

As has been discussed before, we consider L̂n(z), a truncated version of

Ln(z), defined on C by the same way of M̂n(z). By the rigidity of the edge of
Kendall’s correlation matrix, we are able to control the extreme eigenvalues
of ρ̃n as in Lemma 6.1, which implies

∫
f(z)Ln(z)dz −

∫
f(z)L̂n(z)dz → 0

almost surely. The following Lemma states the convergence of L̂n(z), which
conclude Theorem 3.3.

Lemma 6.3. Under the same assumptions in Theorem 3.3, {L̂n(·)}, as a
stochastic process on C, converges weakly to a non-random function

L(z) = µ̃(z/y)/y,

where µ̃(z) is defined in Theorem 3.3.
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6.2 Proof of Lemma 6.2

We decompose M̂n(z) into two parts as

M̂n(z) =n (sn(z)− Esn(z)) + n
(
Esn(z)− s(0)n (z)

)

def

=M (1)
n (z) +M (2)

n (z),

where M
(1)
n (z) is the random part and M

(2)
n (z) is the non-random part. For

simplicity, denote

D(z) =gn − zIn, Dj(z) = gn − zIn − 1

p
sjs

⊤
j ,

βj(z) =
1

1 + 1
ps

⊤
j D

−1
j (z)sj

, βj(z) =
1

1 + 1
ptrΣD−1

j (z)
, bn(z) =

1

1 + 1
pEtrΣD−1

1 (z)
,

εj(z) =
1

p
s⊤j D

−1
j (z)sj −

1

p
trΣD−1

j (z), δj(z) =
1

p
s⊤j D

−2
j (z)sj −

1

p
EtrΣD−2

j (z).

Note that βj(z), βj(z) and bn(z) are all bounded by |z|
ℑ(z) , where ℑ(·) is the

imaginary part. And by some matrix identity, we have

D−1
j (z) =D−1(z) +

1

p
βj(z)

⊤D−1
j (z)sjs

⊤
j D

−1
j (z), (21)

sn(z) =− 1

z
· 1
p

p∑

i=1

βi(z). (22)

Step 1. Finite-dimensional weak convergence of M
(1)
n (z).

Let Ek(·) be the conditional expectation with respect to the σ-field gen-
erated by s1, · · · , sk. By martingale difference decomposition,

M (1)
n (z) =

p∑

j=1

(
EjtrD

−1(z)− Ej−1trD
−1(z)

)

=− 1

p

p∑

j=1

(Ej − Ej−1)βj(z)s
⊤
j D

−2
j (z)sj

=− 1

p

p∑

j=1

(Ej − Ej−1)
(
βj(z) − β

2
j(z)εj(z) + β

2
j (z)βj(z)ε

2
j (z)

)
s⊤j D

−2
j (z)sj

=−
p∑

j=1

Ej

(
βj(z)δj(z) + β

2
j (z)εj(z)

1

p
trΣD−2

j (z)

)
+ oP (1),
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where the second-to-last equality holds by the identity βj(z) = βj(z) −
β
2
j(z)εj(z) + β

2
j (z)βj(z)ε

2
j (z), and the last equality holds by Lemma A.2.

The dominant term denoted by

Yj(z) = Ej

(
βj(z)δj(z) + β

2
j (z)εj(z)

1

p
trΣD−2

j (z)

)
, j = 1, · · · , p,

is still a martingale difference sequence. For some fixed r > 0, since

r∑

i=1

αiM
(1)
n (zi) =

p∑

j=1

r∑

i=1

αiYj(zi) + oP (1),

by martingale CLT in Lemma A.3, it suffices to verify

p∑

j=1

E

∣∣∣∣∣
m∑

i=1

αiYj(zi)

∣∣∣∣∣

4

→ 0, (23)

and find the limit of convergence in probability of

n∑

j=1

Ej−1Yj(z1)Yj(z2). (24)

By Lemma A.2,

E |Yj(z)|4 ≤ C

( |z|4
ℑ4(z)

E|δj(z)|4 +
|z|8

ℑ16(z)
E|εj(z)|4

)
= o(n−1),

which implies (23). As for (24), observe that

βj(z)δj(z) + β
2
j (z)εj(z)

1

p
trΣD−2

j (z) =
d

dz
βj(z)εj(z),

so we have

∂2

∂z1∂z2
Ej−1

[
Ej

(
βj(z1)εj(z1)

)
Ej

(
βj(z2)εj(z2)

)]
= Ej−1Yj(z1)Yj(z2).

With similar arguments on Page 571 of Bai and Silverstein (2004), it suffices
to determine the limit of

p∑

j=1

Ej−1

[
Ej

(
βj(z1)εj(z1)

)
Ej

(
βj(z2)εj(z2)

)]
. (25)
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Since by (21) and (22), we have

E
∣∣βj(z)− bn(z)

∣∣2 ≤ C

p2
E

∣∣∣trΣD−1
j (z) − EtrΣD−1

1 (z)
∣∣∣
2
= O(p−1),

and

|bn(z) + zs(z)| ≤ |bn(z)− Eβ1(z)| + |Eβ1(z) + zs(z)|
= o(1).

Therefore, we only need find the limit of

z1z2s(z1)s(z2)

p∑

j=1

Ej−1 [Ejεj(z1)Ejεj(z2)] . (26)

By Lemma A.1 and (21),

z1z2s(z1)s(z2)

p∑

j=1

Ej−1Ejεj(z1)Ejεj(z2) = 2I1 −
6

5
I2 −

4

5
I3 +OP (p

−1),

where

I1 =z1z2s(z1)s(z2)
1

p2

p∑

j=1

tr
(
EjD

−1(z1)EjD
−1(z2)

)
,

I2 =z1z2s(z1)s(z2)
1

p2

p∑

j=1

tr
(
EjD

−1(z1) ◦ EjD
−1(z2)

)
,

I3 =z1z2s(z1)s(z2)
1

np2

p∑

j=1

tr(EjD
−1(z1))tr(EjD

−1(z2)).

For I1, since that

∣∣tr
(
EjD

−1(z1)EjD
−1(z2)

)
− tr

(
ΣEjD

−1(z1)EjD
−1(z2)

)∣∣

=

∣∣∣∣−
1

n− 1
tr
(
EjD

−1(z1)EjD
−1(z2)

)
+

1

n− 1
1⊤nEjD

−1(z1)EjD
−1(z2)1n

∣∣∣∣
=O(1),

and similarly

∣∣tr
(
ΣEjD

−1(z1)EjD
−1(z2)

)
− tr

(
ΣEjD

−1(z1)ΣEjD
−1(z2)

)∣∣ = O(1),
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the effect of the multiplying Σ is negligible and

I1 = z1z2s(z1)s(z2)
1

p2

p∑

j=1

tr
(
ΣEjD

−1(z1)ΣEjD
−1(z2)

)
+O(n−1).

With similar arguments on Pages 572-578, by Lemma A.2,

I1 = log
s(z1)− s(z2)

s(z1)s(z2)(z1 − z2)
+ oP (1). (27)

For I2, following similar steps on Pages 1247-1249 of Pan and Zhou (2008)
with applications of Lemma A.2, we have

I2 =z1z2s(z1)s(z2)
1

p2

p∑

j=1

tr
(
ED−1(z1) ◦ ED−1(z2)

)
+ oP (1) (28)

=s(z1)s(z2)
1

p2

p∑

j=1

tr
(
(s(z1)Σ+ In)

−1 ◦ (s(z2)Σ+ In)
−1
)
+ oP (1).

Denote ek ∈ R
n as the unit vector with k-th element being one and the rest

being zero. Since that

∣∣∣e⊤k (s(z)Σ + In)
−1

ek − (s(z) + 1)−1
∣∣∣

=
∣∣∣s(z)(s(z) + 1)−1e⊤k

(
(s(z)Σ + In)

−1 (In −Σ)
)
ek

∣∣∣

≤ C

n− 1

∣∣∣e⊤k (s(z)Σ + In)
−1

ek

∣∣∣+ C

n− 1

∣∣∣e⊤k (s(z)Σ + In)
−1

1n1
⊤
n ek

∣∣∣

=O(n− 1

2 ),

Σ can be approximated by In and

tr
(
(s(z1)Σ+ In)

−1 ◦ (s(z2)Σ+ In)
−1
)

=
n∑

k=1

e⊤k (s(z1)Σ+ In)
−1eke

⊤
k (s(z2)Σ+ In)

−1ek

=n (s(z1) + 1)−1 (s(z2) + 1)−1 +O(1).

Thus, we obtain

I2 =
y0s(z1)s(z2)

(s(z1) + 1) (s(z2) + 1)
+ oP (1). (29)
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I3 can be simplified by the following approximation steps,

trD−1(z) = tr (−zs(z)Σ− zI)−1 + oP (1) = n (zs+ z)−1 + oP (1),

which implies

I3 =
y0s(z1)s(z2)

(s(z1) + 1) (s(z2) + 1)
+ oP (1). (30)

Collecting (27), (29) and (30), we have

(26) → 2 log
s(z1)− s(z2)

s(z1)s(z2)(z1 − z2)
− 2y0s(z1)s(z2)

(s(z1) + 1) (s(z2) + 1)
, in probability,

which conclude by taking derivatives

(24) → σ(z1, z2), in probability. (31)

Step 2. Tightness of M
(1)
n (z).

Combined with finite-dimensional weak convergence ofM
(1)
n (z) and tight-

ness on z ∈ Cn, we are able to prove the weak convergence of stochastic pro-

cess M
(1)
n (·). To prove its tightness, by Theorem 12.3 of Billingsley (2013),

it suffices to verify

sup
n;z1,z2∈Cn

E|M (1)
n (z1)−M

(1)
n (z2)|2

|z1 − z2|2
< ∞.

By Lemma 6.1,

E‖D−1(z)‖k ≤ C1 + v−kP (‖G‖ ≥ ηr or λmin(G) ≤ ηl) ≤ C, (32)

for sufficiently large l. We emphasize that the moments bound here are
uniform in n and z ∈ Cn, that is, the constant C is independent of n and
z ∈ Cn. By the same way in (32), one can prove that the moments of
‖D−1

j (z)‖ is also bounded uniformly in n and z ∈ Cn. Therefore, we extend
Lemma A.2 slightly as

∣∣∣∣∣Ea(v)
q∏

l=1

(
s⊤1 Bl(v)s1 −

1

p
trΣBl(v)

)∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ Cn− q

2
+δ, (33)

where Bl(v) is independent of s1 and a(v) is some product of factors of the
form β1(z) or s

⊤
1 Bl(v)s1. Following similar procedures on Pages 581-583 of

Bai and Silverstein (2004) and applying (33), we have

E

∣∣∣∣∣
M

(1)
n (z1)−M

(1)
n (z2)

z1 − z2

∣∣∣∣∣

2

= E
∣∣trD−1(z1)D

−1(z2)− EtrD−1(z1)D
−1(z2)

∣∣2 ≤ C,

31



uniformly in z1, z2 ∈ Cn.
Step 3. Uniform convergence of M

(2)
n (z).

Before proceeding, we collect some necessary results as follows, whose
proofs are omitted since one can verify them in the same approaches on
Pages 584-586 of Bai and Silverstein (2004):

sup
z∈Cn

|Esn(z)− s(z)| → 0, (34)

sup
n;z∈Cn

∥∥∥∥∥

(
1

yn
Esn(z)In + In

)−1
∥∥∥∥∥ < ∞, (35)

sup
z∈Cn

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
Es2n(z)(

1 + 1
yn
Esn(z)

)2

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
< ξ < 1, (36)

E
∣∣trD−1(z)M− EtrD−1(z)M

∣∣2 ≤ C‖M‖2, (37)

where M is a non-random n× n matrix.
Next, we decompose M

(2)
n (z) further into two parts as

M (2)
n (z) = p

(
Esn(z)− s(1)n (z)

)
+ p

(
s(1)n (z)− s(0)n (z)

)
,

where s
(1)
n (z) ∈ C

+ is the unique solution to the following equation

z = − 1

s
(1)
n (z)

+
1

yn

∫
t

1 + ts
(1)
n (z)

dFΣ(t). (38)

It is noted that (38) is a particular case of generalized MP equation formu-
lated as

z = −1

s
+ y0

∫
t

1 + ts
dH(t).

By the fact that C lies outside (8), one can verify that

sup
z∈C

∣∣∣s(1)n (z)− s(z)
∣∣∣→ 0, sup

z∈C

∣∣∣s(0)n (z)− s(z)
∣∣∣→ 0.

Throughout the rest proof, all bounds and convergence statements hold
uniformly in z ∈ Cn, so we omit the argument z for simplicity of writing.

On the one hand, since Σ has one eigenvalue of 0 and n−1 of n/(n−1),
(38) can be expressed as

z = − 1

s
(1)
n

+

1
yn

1 + n
n−1s

(1)
n

. (39)
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Considering

s
(1)
n − s

(0)
n

s
(0)
n s

(1)
n

=
1

s
(0)
n

− 1

s
(1)
n

=

1
yn

1 + s
(0)
n

−
1
yn

1 + n
n−1s

(1)
n

,

we have

s(1)n − s(0)n =

1
yn
s
(0)
n s

(1)
n

[
n

n−1s
(1)
n − s

(0)
n

]

(
1 + s

(0)
n

)(
1 + n

n−1s
(1)
n

)

=

1
yn
s
(0)
n s

(1)
n

[
s
(1)
n − s

(0)
n

]

(
1 + s

(0)
n

)(
1 + n

n−1s
(1)
n

) +
1

n− 1
·

1
yn
s
(0)
n

(
s
(1)
n

)2
(
1 + s

(0)
n

)(
1 + n

n−1s
(1)
n

) ,

which implies

p
(
s(1)n − s(0)n

)
=

p
n−1

1
yn
s
(0)
n

(
s
(1)
n

)2
(
1 + s

(0)
n

)(
1 + n

n−1s
(1)
n

)


1−

1
yn
s
(0)
n s

(1)
n(

1 + s
(0)
n

)(
1 + n

n−1s
(1)
n

)




−1

→ s3

(1 + s)2 − y0s2
. (40)

On the other hand, we consider

p
(
Esn − s(1)n

)
= −


1− 1

yn

∫
t2s

(1)
n Esn(

1 + ts
(1)
n

)
(1 + tEsn)

dFΣ(t)




−1

ps(1)n EsnRn,

(41)

where

Rn =
1

Esn
+ z − 1

yn

∫
t

1 + tEsn
dFΣ(t).

Therefore, it suffices to analyze the limit of ns
(1)
n EsnRn. Denote

K(z) = Esn(z)Σ + In.

We have

pEsnRn =pEsn

(
1

Esn
+ z − 1

yn

∫
t

1 + tEsn
dFΣ(t)

)

=pEs⊤1 D
−1K−1s1 + zEsnEtrD

−1ΣK−1
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Applying (21) and (22), s⊤1 D
−1 = β1s

⊤
1 D

−1
1 and zEsn = −Eβ1, which

implies

pEsnRn =pEβ1s
⊤
1 D

−1
1 K−1s1 − Eβ1EtrD

−1ΣK−1

=pEβ1s
⊤
1 D

−1
1 K−1s1 − Eβ1EtrD

−1
1 ΣK−1 + Eβ1Etr

(
D−1

1 −D−1
)
ΣK−1

Considering respectively the following two terms,

pEβ1s
⊤
1 D

−1
1 K−1s1 − Eβ1EtrD

−1
1 ΣK−1, (42)

Eβ1Etr
(
D−1

1 −D−1
)
ΣK−1. (43)

By identity β1 = bn − b2nγ1 + β1b
2
nγ

2
1 , (42) can be split into three parts. For

the first part,

pbnEs
⊤
1 D

−1
1 K−1s1 − bnEtrD

−1
1 ΣK−1 = 0.

For the second part, by (33) and Lemma A.1,

− pb2nEγ1s
⊤
1 D

−1
1 K−1s1 + b2nEγ1EtrD

−1
1 ΣK−1

=− pb2nE

(
s⊤1 D

−1
1 s1 −

1

p
trΣD−1

1

)(
s⊤1 D

−1
1 K−1s1 −

1

p
trΣD−1

1 K−1

)
+ o(1)

=− z2s2E

(
2

p
trD−2

1 K−1 − 6

5p
tr
(
D−1

1 ◦D−1
1 K−1

)
− 4

5np
trD−1

1 trD−1
1 K−1

)
+ o(1).

(44)

For the third part, by (33),
∣∣∣pb2nEβ1γ21s⊤1 D−1

1 K−1s1 − b2nEβ1γ
2
1EtrD

−1
1 ΣK−1

∣∣∣

=pb2n

∣∣∣cov
(
β1γ

2
1 , s

⊤
1 D

−1
1 K−1s1

)∣∣∣

≤pb2n

√
E
∣∣β1γ21

∣∣2
√

var
(
s⊤1 D

−1
1 K−1s1

)

→0.

(43) can be expressed by (21) as

Eβ1Etr
(
D−1

1 −D−1
)
ΣK−1 =

z2s2

p
EtrΣD−1

1 ΣK−1D−1
1 + o(1), (45)

Collecting (44) and (45), by (21) and (33), we obtain

pEsnRn = −J1 +
6

5
J2 +

4

5
J3 + o(1),
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where

J1 =
z2s2

p

(
2EtrD−2K−1 − EtrΣD−1ΣK−1D−1

)
,

J2 =
z2s2

p
Etr

(
D−1 ◦D−1K−1

)
,

J3 =
z2s2

np
EtrD−1trD−1K−1.

As has been discussed in Step 1, multiplying Σ has no influence on J1,
which implies

J1 =
z2s2

p
EtrΣD−1ΣK−1D−1 + o(1).

Following the same procedures on Pages 589-592 of Bai and Silverstein (2004)
and applying (33), we have

J1 =
y0s

2

(
(1 + s)2 − y0s2

)
(1 + s)

+ o(1). (46)

With similar arguments in (28)-(30) and applying (33), we have

J2 =
z2s2

p
tr
(
ED−1 ◦ ED−1K−1

)
+ o(1)

=
z2s2

p
tr
(
(−zsΣ− zIn)

−1 ◦ (−zsΣ− zIn)
−1(sΣ+ In)

−1
)
+ o(1)

=
y0s

2

(1 + s)3
+ o(1). (47)

and

J3 =
z2s2

np
EtrED−1trED−1K−1 + o(1)

=
z2s2

np
tr (−zsΣ− zIn)

−1 tr (−zsΣ− zIn)
−1 (sΣ+ In)

−1 + o(1)

=
y0s

2

(1 + s)3
+ o(1). (48)

Collecting (46)-(48), we obtain

pEsnRn = − y0s
2

(
(1 + s)2 − y0s2

)
(1 + s)

+
2y0s

2

(1 + s)3
+ o(1). (49)
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Together with (40), (41) and (49),

p
(
Esn(z)− s(0)n (z)

)
→ µ(z).

6.3 Proof of Lemma 6.3

The main process is similar with the proof of Lemma 6.2. First we prove
the convergence of L̂n(z) in probability for each z ∈ C, then we show its
tightness on C, which leads to the convergence of stochastic process.

Step 1. Convergence of L̂n(z).
Since that

ρn − ρ̃n =
3

n+ 1
(Kn − ρ̃n) ,

we have

L̂n(z) =tr (ρ̃n − zIp)
−1 (ρn − ρ̃n) (ρn − zIp)

−1

=
3

n+ 1
tr (ρ̃n − zIp)

−1
Kn (ρn − zIp)

−1

− 3

n+ 1
tr (ρ̃n − zIp)

−1
ρ̃n (ρn − zIp)

−1 .

We further expand (ρn − zIp)
−1,

tr (ρ̃n − zIp)
−1

Kn (ρn − zIp)
−1 − tr (ρ̃n − zIp)

−1
Kn (ρ̃n − zIp)

−1

=
3

n+ 1
tr (ρ̃n − zIp)

−1
Kn (ρ̃n − zIp)

−1
Kn (ρn − zIp)

−1

− 3

n+ 1
tr (ρ̃n − zIp)

−1
Kn (ρ̃n − zIp)

−1
ρ̃n (ρn − zIp)

−1 .

By the rigidity of the edge of Kendall’s rank correlation matrix, ‖Kn‖ is uni-
formly bounded almost surely, and then subsequently ρ̃n = (n+ 1)ρn/(n−
2)− 3Kn/(n− 2) also has uniformly bounded spectral norm. So we have

3

n+ 1
tr (ρ̃n − zIp)

−1
Kn (ρn − zIp)

−1

=
3

n+ 1
tr (ρ̃n − zIp)

−1
Kn (ρ̃n − zIp)

−1 + oP (1),

and similarly,

3

n+ 1
tr (ρ̃n − zIp)

−1
ρ̃n (ρn − zIp)

−1

=
3

n+ 1
tr (ρ̃n − zIp)

−1
ρ̃n (ρ̃n − zIp)

−1 + oP (1),
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which implies

L̂n(z) =
3

n+ 1
tr (ρ̃n − zIp)

−1
Kn (ρ̃n − zIp)

−1

− 3

n+ 1
tr (ρ̃n − zIp)

−1
ρ̃n (ρ̃n − zIp)

−1 + oP (1).

Denote by Ai the conditional expectation of Aij given Xi, Ai = E[Aij|Xi].
By the Hoeffding’s decomposition ofAij illustrated in Bandeira et al. (2017),
Wu and Wang (2022) and Li et al. (2023),

Aij = Ai +Aj + εij,

where εij is uncorrelated with Ai and Aj. So we naturally approximate ρ̃n

and Kn by

Un =
3

n

n∑

i=1

AiA
⊤
i

and

Vn =
2

n

n∑

i=1

AiA
⊤
i +

1

3
Ip

respectively. The error of this approximation can be well controlled as fol-
lows.

Lemma 6.4. Suppose X1, · · · ,Xn i.i.d. from a poplulation X ∈ R
p, whose

entries are independent and absolutely continuous respect to the Lebesgue
measure. Then we have

E ‖ρ̃n −Un‖2F = o(p), (50)

and

E ‖Kn −Vn‖2F = o(p). (51)

To replace ρ̃n and Kn with Un and Vn, we consider

3

n+ 1
tr (ρ̃n − zIp)

−1
Kn (ρ̃n − zIp)

−1 − 3

n+ 1
tr (ρ̃n − zIp)

−1
Kn (Un − zIp)

−1

=
3

n+ 1
tr (ρ̃n − zIp)

−1
Kn (ρ̃n − zIp)

−1 (Un − ρ̃n) (Un − zIp)
−1 .
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By Cauchy’s inequality and Lemma 6.4,

E

∣∣∣tr (ρ̃n − zIp)
−1

Kn (ρ̃n − zIp)
−1 (Un − ρ̃n) (Un − zIp)

−1
∣∣∣

≤E

(
p · ‖Kn‖

∥∥∥(ρ̃n − zIp)
−1
∥∥∥
2 ∥∥∥(Un − zIp)

−1
∥∥∥ tr (Un − ρ̃n)

2

) 1

2

.p
1

2

(
Etr (Un − ρ̃n)

2
) 1

2

=o(p),

which conclude by Markov’s inequality that

3

n+ 1
tr (ρ̃n − zIp)

−1
Kn (ρ̃n − zIp)

−1

=
3

n+ 1
tr (ρ̃n − zIp)

−1
Kn (Un − zIp)

−1 + oP (1).

Following similar steps above, we obtain

3

n+ 1
tr (ρ̃n − zIp)

−1
Kn (ρ̃n − zIp)

−1

=
3

n+ 1
tr (Un − zIp)

−1
Vn (Un − zIp)

−1 + oP (1).

And similarly,

3

n+ 1
tr (ρ̃n − zIp)

−1
ρ̃n (ρ̃n − zIp)

−1

=
3

n+ 1
tr (Un − zIp)

−1
Un (Un − zIp)

−1 + oP (1).

Observing that

tr (Un − zIp)
−1

Vn (Un − zIp)
−1 =tr (Un − zIp)

−2
Vn

=
d

dz
tr (Un − zIp)

−1
Vn,

so it suffices to find the limit of

3

n+ 1
tr (Un − zIp)

−1
Vn (52)

and

3

n+ 1
tr (Un − zIp)

−1
Un. (53)
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For simplicity of writing, we denote

ti =

√
3

n
Ai, H(z) = Un − zIp, Hj(z) = Un − zIp − tjt

⊤
j .

As for the first term,

(52) =
2

n+ 1

n∑

j=1

t⊤j H
−1(z)tj +

1

n+ 1
trH−1(z).

By the leave-one-out method,

H−1(z) = H−1
j (z)−

H−1
j (z)tjt

⊤
j H

−1
j (z)

1 + t⊤j H
−1
j (z)tj

,

and then

t⊤j H
−1(z)tj =

t⊤j H
−1
j (z)tj

1 + t⊤j H
−1
j (z)tj

.

Since that

E

∣∣∣∣∣
t⊤j H

−1
j (z)tj − 1

ntrH
−1(z)

1 + t⊤j H
−1
j (z)tj

∣∣∣∣∣

.E

∣∣∣∣t⊤j H−1
j (z)tj −

1

n
trH−1

j (z)

∣∣∣∣ +
1

n
E

∣∣∣trH−1
j (z)− trH−1(z)

∣∣∣

=O(n− 1

2 ),

and

E

∣∣∣∣∣
1

1 + t⊤j H
−1
j (z)tj

− 1

1 + 1
ntrH

−1

∣∣∣∣∣

=E

∣∣∣∣∣∣
t⊤j H

−1
j (z)tj − 1

ntrH
−1(z)(

1 + t⊤j H
−1
j (z)tj

) (
1 + 1

ntrH
−1(z)

)

∣∣∣∣∣∣

.E

∣∣∣∣t⊤j H−1
j (z)tj −

1

n
trH−1

j (z)

∣∣∣∣ +
1

n
E

∣∣∣trH−1
j (z)− trH−1(z)

∣∣∣

=O(n− 1

2 ),
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we have

(52) =
2n

n+ 1
·

1
ntrH

−1(z)

1 + 1
ntrH

−1(z)
+

1

n+ 1
trH−1(z) + oP (1).

By Theorem 2 of Wu and Wang (2022),

1

p
trH−1(z) → m(z) =

1− y − z +
√

(1 + y − z)2 − 4y

2yz
, almost surely.

Therefore,

(52) → 2ym(z)

1 + ym(z)
+ ym(z), in probability.

And similarly,

(53) =
3

n+ 1

n∑

j=1

t⊤j H
−1(z)tj →

3ym(z)

1 + ym(z)
, in probability.

To sum up,

L̂n(z) =
3

n+ 1
tr (Un − zIp)

−2 (Vn −Un) + oP (1)

=
3

n+ 1

d

dz
tr (Un − zIp)

−1 (Vn −Un) + oP (1)

→ym′(z) − ym′(z)

(1 + ym(z))2
, in probability.

Since

s(z) =
−1 + y − z +

√
(1 + y − z)2 − 4y

2z
,

we have

y0s(y0z) =
−1 + y0 − y0z +

√
(1 + y0 − y0z)2 − 4y0

2y0z

=
−y + 1− z +

√
(y + 1− z)2 − 4y

2z
= m(z).

Therefore,

ym′(z)− ym′(z)

(1 + ym(z))2
= y0s

′(y0z)−
y0s

′(y0z)

(1 + s(y0z))
2 = y0µ̃(y0z).
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Step 2. Tightness of L̂n(z).
Similar with the step 2 of the proof of Lemma 6.2, it suffices to verify

sup
n;z1,z2∈Cn

E|L̂n(z1)− L̂n(z2)|2
|z1 − z2|2

< ∞.

Since

E|L̂n(z1)− L̂n(z2)|2
|z1 − z2|2

=E

∣∣∣tr (ρ̃n − z1Ip)
−1 (ρ̃n − z2Ip)

−1 − tr (ρn − z1Ip)
−1 (ρn − z2Ip)

−1
∣∣∣
2

=E

∣∣∣∣∣

p∑

i=1

1

(λ̃i − z1)(λ̃i − z2)
−

p∑

i=1

1

(λi − z1)(λi − z2)

∣∣∣∣∣

2

=E

∣∣∣∣∣

p∑

i=1

(λi + λ̃i − z1 − z2)(λi − λ̃i)

(λ̃i − z1)(λ̃i − z2)(λi − z1)(λi − z2)

∣∣∣∣∣

2

,

where λ1 ≥ · · · ≥ λp and λ̃1 ≥ · · · ≥ λ̃p are the eigenvalues of ρn and ρ̃n

respectively. By Weyl’s inequality,
∣∣∣λi − λ̃i

∣∣∣ ≤ ‖ρn − ρ̃n‖ =
3

n+ 1
‖Kn + ρ̃n‖ .

By the rigidity of edge of Kn and ρn and the truncation of L̂n(z),

E

∣∣∣∣∣

p∑

i=1

(λi + λ̃i − z1 − z2)(λi − λ̃i)

(λ̃i − z1)(λ̃i − z2)(λi − z1)(λi − z2)

∣∣∣∣∣

2

≤ C1p

p∑

i=1

E

∣∣∣λi − λ̃i

∣∣∣
2
≤ C2,

uniformly in z1, z2 ∈ Cn.

A Auxiliary lemmas

Lemma A.1. For non-random n×n symmetric matrices A and B, we have

Es⊤As =trΣA;

cov(s⊤As, s⊤Bs) =2tr(AB)− 6

5
tr(A ◦B)− 4

5n
tr(A)tr(B) +O(1)‖A‖‖B‖.

Proof. Noting

Es = 0n, cov(s) = Σ =
n

n− 1

(
In − 1

n
1n1

⊤
n

)
,
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we have Es⊤As = trΣA. Furthermore, we calculate the covariance of the
interaction term cov(sisj, sksl).

By Faulhaber’s formula,

var(s21) = E(s21 − 1)2 =
144

n(n− 1)2(n+ 1)2

n∑

i=1

(
i− n+ 1

2

)4

− 1 =
4

5
− 12

5(n2 − 1)
.

Noting s1 + . . .+ sn = 0, we have

0 = cov
(
s21, s1(s1 + . . . + sn)

)
= var(s21) + (n− 1)cov(s21, s1s2),

which yields

cov(s21, s1s2) = − 1

n− 1
var(s21).

Similarly, since s21 + . . . + s2n = n,

0 = cov
(
s21, s

2
1 + . . .+ s2n)

)
= var(s21) + (n− 1)cov(s21, s

2
2),

which yields

cov(s21, s
2
2) = − 1

n− 1
var(s21).

By exploiting this trick, we can get

cov(s21, s2s3) =
2

(n− 1)(n − 2)
var(s21),

var(s1s2) =
n(n− 2)

(n− 1)2
− 1

n− 1
var(s21),

cov(s1s2, s1s3) =− n

(n− 1)2
+

2

(n− 1)(n − 2)
var(s21),

cov(s1s2, s3s4) =
2n

(n− 1)2(n − 3)
− 6

(n− 1)(n − 2)(n − 3)
var(s21).
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Now, we are ready to derive the covariance

cov(s⊤As, s⊤Bs) = cov




n∑

i=1

aiis
2
i + 2

∑

i<j

aijsisj ,

n∑

k=1

bkks
2
k + 2

∑

k<l

bklsksl




=
∑

i,k

aiibkkcov(s
2
i , s

2
k) + 2

∑

i,k<l

aiibklcov(s
2
i , sksl)

+ 2
∑

i<j,k

aijbkkcov(sisj, s
2
k) + 4

∑

i<j,k<l

aijbklcov(sisj , sksl)

=var(s21)
n∑

i=1

aiibii + cov(s21, s
2
2)

∗∑

i,k

aiibkk

+ 2cov(s21, s1s2)
∗∑

k,l

akkbkl + cov(s21, s2s3)
∗∑

i,k,l

aiibkl

+ 2cov(s21, s1s2)
∗∑

i,j

aijbii + cov(s21, s2s3)
∗∑

i,j,k

aijbkk

+ 2var(s1s2)

∗∑

i,j

aijbij + 4cov(s1s2, s1s3)

∗∑

i,j,k

aijbjk + cov(s1s2, s3s4)

∗∑

i,j,k,l

aijbkl

=
(
var(s21)− cov(s21, s

2
2)− 4cov(s21, s2s3) + 4cov(s21, s2s3)− 2var(s1s2) + 8cov(s1s2, s1s3)

−6cov(s1s2, s3s4)) tr(A ◦B) +
(
cov(s21, s

2
2)− 2(s21, s2s3) + cov(s1s2, s3s4)

)
tr(A)tr(B)

+ (2var(s1s2)− 4cov(s1s2, s1s3) + 2cov(s1s2, s3s4)) tr(AB)

+
(
2cov(s21, s1s2)− 2cov(s21, s2s3)− 4cov(s1s2, s1s3) + 4cov(s1s2, s3s4)

)
1⊤nBdiag(A)

+
(
2cov(s21, s1s2)− 2cov(s21, s2s3)− 4cov(s1s2, s1s3) + 4cov(s1s2, s3s4)

)
1⊤nAdiag(B)

+ (4cov(s1s2, s1s3)− 4cov(s1s2, s3s4)) 1
⊤
nAB1n + cov(s1s2, s3s4)1

⊤
nA1n1

⊤
nB1n

=2tr(AB) − 6

5
tr(A ◦B)− 4

5n
tr(A)tr(B) +O(1)‖A‖‖B‖,
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where we use the facts

∗∑

i,k

aiibkk =
∑

i,j

aiibjj −
n∑

i=1

aiibii = tr(A)tr(B)− tr(A ◦B);

∗∑

k,l

akkbkl =
∑

i,j

aiibij −
n∑

i=1

aiibii = 1⊤nBdiag(A)− tr(A ◦B);

∗∑

i,k,l

aiibkl =

n∑

i=1

aii


∑

k,l

bkl + 2bii − 2

n∑

k=1

bil −
n∑

k=1

bkk




=tr(A)1⊤nB1n + 2tr(A ◦B)− 21⊤nBdiag(A)− tr(A)tr(B);
∗∑

i,j

aijbii =1⊤nAdiag(B)− tr(A ◦B);

∗∑

i,j,k

aijbkk =tr(B)1⊤nA1n + 2tr(A ◦B)− 21⊤nAdiag(B)− tr(A)tr(B);

∗∑

i,j

aijbij =
∑

i,j

aijbij −
n∑

i=1

aiibii = tr(AB) − tr(A ◦B);

∗∑

i,j,k

aijbjk =
∗∑

i,k




n∑

j=1

aijbjk − aiibik − aikbkk




=1⊤nAB1n − tr(AB) − 1⊤nBdiag(A)− 1⊤nAdiag(B) + 2tr(A ◦B)
∗∑

i,j,k,l

aijbkl =
∗∑

i,j,k

aij

(
n∑

l=1

bkl − bki − bkj − bkk

)

=

∗∑

i,j

aij


∑

k,l

bkl −
n∑

l=1

bil −
n∑

l=1

bjl


−

∗∑

i,j,k

aij (bki + bkj + bkk)

=1⊤nA1n1
⊤
nB1n − 21⊤nAB1n − tr(A)1⊤nB1n + 21⊤nBdiag(A)

− 2
(
1⊤nAB1n − tr(AB) − 1⊤nBdiag(A)− 1⊤nAdiag(B) + 2tr(A ◦B)

)

−
(
tr(B)1⊤nA1n + 2tr(A ◦B)− 21⊤nAdiag(B) − tr(A)tr(B)

)

=1⊤nA1n1
⊤
nB1n − 41⊤nAB1n + 41⊤nAdiag(B) + 41⊤nBdiag(A)

− tr(A)1⊤nB1n − tr(B)1⊤nA1n − 6tr(A ◦B) + 2tr(AB) + tr(A)tr(B)
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and the bounds

tr(A ◦B) = O(n)‖A‖‖B‖, tr(A)tr(B) = O(n2)‖A‖‖B‖, tr(AB) = O(n)‖A‖‖B‖,
1⊤nBdiag(A) = O(n)‖A‖‖B‖,1⊤nAdiag(B) = O(n)‖A‖‖B‖,
1⊤nA1n1

⊤
nB1n = O(n2)‖A‖‖B‖,1⊤n AB1n = O(n)‖A‖‖B‖.

The proof is completed.

Lemma A.2. For non-random n × n matrices Ak, k = 1, · · · , r and Bl,
l = 1, · · · , q, we have

∣∣∣∣∣E
r∏

k=1

s⊤1 Aks1

q∏

l=1

(
s⊤1 Bls1 −

1

p
trΣBl

)∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ Cn− q

2
+δ

r∏

k=1

‖Ak‖
q∏

l=1

‖Bl‖,

(54)

for arbitrarily small δ > 0.

Proof. For non-random n×n matrix B, by Proposition 2.1 of Bao (2019b),

E

∣∣∣∣s⊤1 Bs1 −
1

p
trΣB

∣∣∣∣
q

≤ Cn− q

2
+δ‖B‖q, (55)

for arbitrarily small δ > 0. When r = 0, q > 1, (54) is a consequence of (55)
and Holder’s inequality. If r > 0, by induction on r we have

∣∣∣∣∣E
r∏

k=1

s⊤1 Aks1

q∏

l=1

(
s⊤1 Bls1 −

1

p
trΣBl

)∣∣∣∣∣

≤
∣∣∣∣∣E

r−1∏

k=1

s⊤1 Aks1(s
⊤
1 Ars1 −

1

p
trΣAr)

q∏

l=1

(
s⊤1 Bls1 −

1

p
trΣBl

)∣∣∣∣∣

+
n

p
‖Ar‖

∣∣∣∣∣E
r−1∏

k=1

s⊤1 Aks1

q∏

l=1

(
s⊤1 Bls1 −

1

p
trΣBl

)∣∣∣∣∣

≤Cn− q

2
+δ

r∏

k=1

‖Ak‖
q∏

l=1

‖Bl‖,

which conclude the result.

Lemma A.3 (Theorem 35.12 of Billingsley (2017)). Suppose for each n,
Yn1, · · · , Ynrn is a real martingale difference sequence with respect to σ-field
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{Fn,j} having finite second moments. If

rn∑

j=1

E
(
Y 2
nj|Fn,j−1

)
→ σ2, in probability,

and for each ε > 0,

rn∑

j=1

E
(
Y 2
n,jI(|Yn,j| ≥ ε)

)
→ 0,

then
rn∑

j=1

Yn,j → N(o, σ2), in distribution.

Proof of Theorem 4.1. Let f(x) = xk, the centering term is

∫
xkdFyn(x) =

k−1∑

j=0

yjn
j + 1

(
k

j

)(
k − 1

j

)
.

The asymptotic mean and asymptotic variance can be derived with the same
approach in Theorem 1.4 of Pan and Zhou (2008), so we omit details here.
Then we consider the case of f(x) = log(x). By (3.6) of Bai et al. (2009),
the centering term is

∫
log(x)dFyn(x) =

yn − 1

yn
log(1− yn)− 1.

Next, for asymptotic mean and asymptotic variance, we notice that

s′(z) =
s2(z) (1 + s(z))2

(1 + s(z))2 − y0s2(z)
.

Since we consider the case of y < 1, then y0 = 1/y > 1. when x > (1+
√
y0)

2,
we have 0 > s(x) > −1, and when x < (1−√

y0)
2, we have s(x) > 1/(y0−1).

Then we calculate for k ≥ 2,
∫

log(z)s′(z)

(1 + s)k
dz =

∫
log(z(s))

(1 + s)k
ds

=
1

k − 1

∫
(s+ 1)2 − y0s

2

(s+ 1)k
· 1

s ((y0 − 1)s − 1)
ds

=
2πi

k − 1

[
1− (

y0 − 1

y0
)k−1

]
,
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and for k = 1,
∫

log(z)s′(z)
1 + s

dz =

∫
log(z(s))

1 + s
ds

=

∫ (
(s+ 1)2 − y0s

2
)
log(1 + s)

s+ 1
· 1

s ((y0 − 1)s− 1)
ds

=− 2πi log(1− 1

y0
).

As for µlog and µ̃log, with similar rouine in section 5 of Bai and Silverstein
(2004),

− 1

2πi

∫
log(yz)µ1(z)dz =

1

2π

∫ (1+
√
y0)2

(1−√
y0)2

1

x
arg

(
1− y0s

2(x)

(1 + s(x))2

)
dx

=
1

2π

∫ (1+
√
y0)2

(1−√
y0)2

1

x
arctan

(
x− 1− y0√

4y0 − (x− 1− y0)2

)
dx

=
1

2
log(1− 1

y0
).

For other terms,

− 1

2πi

∫
log(yz)µ2(z)dz =

y0
πi

∫
log(z)s(z)s′(z)

(1 + s(z))3
dz

=
y0
πi

∫
log(z(s))

(1 + s)2
ds− y0

πi

∫
log(z(s))

(1 + s)3
ds

=
1

y0
,

− 1

2πi

∫
log(yz)µ3(z)dz =− 1

2πi

∫
log(z)s(z)s′(z)

(1 + s(z))2
dz

=− 1

2πi

∫
log(z(s))

1 + s
ds+

1

2πi

∫
log(z(s))

(1 + s)2
ds

= log(1− 1

y0
) +

1

y0
,

− 1

2πi

∫
log(yz)µ̃(z)dz =− 1

2πi

∫
log(z)s(z)s′(z)

1 + s(z)
dz − 1

2πi

∫
log(z)s(z)s′(z)

(1 + s(z))2
dz

=− 1

2πi

∫
log(z(s))ds +

1

2πi

∫
log(z(s))

(1 + s)2
ds

=
1

y0 − 1
+

1

y0
.
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As for σlog and σ̃log,

− 1

4π2

∫∫
log(yz1) log(yz2)σ1(z1, z2)dz1dz2

=− 1

2π2

∫
log(z2)s

′(z2)
∫

log(z1)s
′(z1)

(s(z1)− s(z2))
2dz1dz2

=− 1

πi

∫
log(z(s2))

(
1

s2
− 1

s2 − 1
y0−1

)
ds2

=− 1

πi

∫
log(

s2 − 1
y0−1

s2
)

(
1

s2
− 1

s2 − 1
y0−1

)
ds2

+
1

πi

∫
log(s2 + 1)

(
1

s2
− 1

s2 − 1
y0−1

)
ds2

=− 2 log(1− 1

y0
),

and

− 1

4π2

∫∫
log(yz1) log(yz2)σ2(z1, z2)dz1dz2

=
y0
2π2

∫
log(yz1)s

′(z1)

(1 + s(z1))
2 dz1

∫
log(yz2)s

′(z2)

(1 + s(z2))
2 dz2

=− 2

y0
.

Collecting all the above terms, we complete our calculations.

Proof of Lemma 6.4. For population X = (X1, · · · ,Xp)
⊤, we write Fi as

the distribution function of Xi. Since Xi is absolutely continuous respect
to the Lebesgue measure, Fi(Xi) is uniformly distributed on [0, 1] and Yi =
Φ−1(Fi(Xi)) is a standard Gaussian distribution. Rank statistics are in-
variant under this monotonic transformation, that is r(Xi) = r(Yi) for
i = 1, · · · , n. Therefore, (50) and (51) are obtained in Wu and Wang (2022)
and Li et al. (2023).
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