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Testing covariance matrices is crucial in high-dimensional statistics. Tra-
ditional methods based on the Frobenius and supremum norms are widely
used but often treat the covariance matrix as a vector and neglect its inherent
matrix structure. This paper introduces a new testing framework based on the
operator norm, designed to capture the spectral properties of the covariance
matrix more accurately. The commonly used empirical bootstrap and multi-
plier bootstrap methods are shown to fail for operator norm-based statistics.
To derive the critical values of this type of statistics, we propose a universal
bootstrap procedure, utilizing the concept of universality from random matrix
theory. Our method demonstrates consistency across both high- and ultra-
high-dimensional regimes, accommodating scenarios where the dimension-
to-sample-size ratio p/n converges to a nonzero constant or diverges to in-
finity. As a byproduct, we provide the first proof of the Tracy-Widom law
for the largest eigenvalue of sample covariances with non-Gaussian entries
as p/n — oco. We also show such universality does not hold for the Frobenius
norm and supremum norm statistics. Extensive simulations and a real-world
data study support our findings, highlighting the favorable finite sample per-
formance of the proposed operator norm-based statistics.

1. Introduction. Testing large covariance has received considerable attention due to its
critical role in high-dimensional statistics. Generally, statistics for testing one-sample high-
dimensional covariance matrices are based on the distance between the sample covariance
and the hypothesized covariance matrices. As highlighted by Chen, Qiu and Zhang (2023),
this distance is typically measured using two types of norms: the Frobenius norm (e.g., Chen,
Zhang and Zhong (2010); Cai and Ma (2013)) and the supremum norm (e.g., Jiang (2004);
Cai and Jiang (2011)), similar to their application in high-dimensional mean tests Chen and
Qin (2010); Cai, Liu and Xia (2014).

In contrast to the Frobenius norm and the supremum norm which treat the covariance ma-
trices as vectors, the operator norm captures the spectral structure of the covariance matrices
and has recently gained significant attention. For n independent, not necessarily identically

distributed random vectors X, --- , X,, € R? with zero mean and a common covariance ma-
trix X, consider the statistics
(1) T:”2_20”0p’

where 3 = >, X, XT/nis the sample covariance matrix, X is the hypothesized covariance
matrix, and the operator norm of a matrix A is defined as || Allop = supj,,; [l Awll. The statis-
tic T is fundamental in principal component analysis, as it bounds the error of sample eigen-
values and eigenvectors. As a result, numerous studies have developed non-asymptotic upper
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bounds for the tail of 7, e.g., Adamczak et al. (2011); Bunea and Xiao (2015); Koltchinskii
and Lounici (2017). However, these upper bounds are often conservative when used to con-
struct confidence intervals for 7. Only a few studies have explored the asymptotic distribution
of T due to the complex nature of the spectral analysis, including Han, Xu and Zhou (2018);
Lopes (2022a); Lopes, Erichson and Mahoney (2023); Giessing (2023). Nonetheless, these
works assume that either the dimension p grows slower than n, or that the eigenvalues of 3
and X, decay fast enough, making its effective rank smaller than n. Under such conditions,
the empirical covariance matrix 3" is a consistent estimator of 3 with respect to the operator
norm. Essentially, these assumptions reduce the intrinsic dimension of the problem, leaving
the true high-dimensional cases unresolved. This article studies the behavior of 7 under both
high- and ultra-high-dimensional regimes, characterized by constants C;,C, >0 and @ > 1,
such that

(2) Cin" < p<Cyn”.

Furthermore, no eigen-decay assumptions are made for 3 or ¥,. In this context, the
dimension-to-sample size ratio ¢ = p/n may converge to a nonzero constant or diverge to
infinity, and no consistent estimators exist for 3 under the operator norm, as discussed in
Ding and Wang (2023); Ding, Hu and Wang (2024). This setting, while challenging, is com-
mon in practice. For example, the simple case of X = I, with p growing proportionally to n
falls into this inconsistent regime. Consequently, existing results are not applicable to such
cases. The theoretical difficulties in determining the distribution of T restrict the use of the
operator norm in high-dimensional covariance testing within the inconsistent regime.

1.1. Random matrix theory. Building upon prior work, various approaches have been
developed for analyzing 7' and its variants in specific scenarios using random matrix the-
ory. When 3 = I, the distribution of 7' can be derived by examining the limiting behav-

ior of the extreme eigenvalues of the sample covariance matrix 3. The study of extreme
spectral properties of high-dimensional covariance matrices has attracted substantial inter-
est, resulting in a number of influential contributions, including Johnstone (2001); Bianchi
et al. (2011); Onatski, Moreira and Hallin (2013); Johnstone and Paul (2018). Building on
the progress of these studies, El Karoui (2007); Bao, Pan and Zhou (2015); Lee and Schnelli
(2016); Knowles and Yin (2017) established that under conditions where the dimension p
and sample size n grow proportionally and other certain regularity conditions, the limiting
distribution of the largest eigenvalue of 3 follows the Tracy—Widom law. In cases where
3 is invertible, Bao, Pan and Zhou (2015) proposed transforming the data X,---, X, into
EEI/ZXI, ‘e ,ES”QX,,, allowing for testing whether the covariance of Zal/zX,- is the iden-
tity matrix I,,. This transformation results in the statistic 7" taking the form of Roy’s largest
root statistic
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and the Tracy—Widom distribution results hold for TR when p and n grow proportionally,
i.e., @ = 1. However, similar distributional results for 7" have not yet been obtained for general
3, even when p/n is bounded. To address this gap, we leverage random matrix theory to
characterize the extreme singular values for the matrix of the form 3 + R with a general
matrix 2. When taking R = —%, this gives the limiting properties of 7. Additionally, we
introduce a novel technique, the universal bootstrap, designed to directly approximate the
distribution of 7T in the context of general X.
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1.2. Bootstrap. The bootstrap method, a generic resampling technique to approximate
the distribution of a statistic, was first introduced by Efron (1979). Originally designed
for fixed-dimensional problems, the bootstrap method has recently been adapted for high-
dimensional settings through substantial work. Chernozhukov, Chetverikov and Kato (2013,
2017); Lopes, Lin and Miiller (2020); Lopes (2022b); Chernozhukov, Chetverikov and Koike
(2023) developed Gaussian approximation methods and established the approximation rates
for empirical bootstrap and multiplier bootstrap for the supremum norm of the sum of high-
dimensional vectors. Moreover, Han, Xu and Zhou (2018); Lopes, Blandino and Aue (2019);
Yao and Lopes (2021); Lopes (2022a); Lopes, Erichson and Mahoney (2023) explored boot-
strap methods for spectral statistics of covariance matrices, while these works often assume
a low intrinsic dimension or effective rank relative to the sample size n. Despite such ad-
vances in high-dimensional bootstrap methods, El Karoui and Purdom (2019) and Yu, Zhao
and Zhou (2024) demonstrated that empirical and multiplier bootstraps can be inconsistent
for T, even when X = I, if p and n grow proportionally and the eigenvalues of X and 3,
do not decay.

To address the inconsistency issues associated with high-dimensional bootstraps based on
Gaussian approximation, motivated by the concept of universality, a topic of recent interest
in random matrix theory (Hu and Lu, 2022; Montanari and Saeed, 2022), we develop a novel
resampling method informed by universality principles. Specifically, traditional bootstrap
methods (Chernozhukov, Chetverikov and Kato, 2013, 2017; Chernozhukov, Chetverikov
and Koike, 2023), depending on the high-dimensional central limit theorem, treat the large
sample covariance matrix S= 2 X, X l.T /n as a sum of random matrices and approximate
its distribution with a Gaussian matrix sharing the same covariance as 3. Nonetheless, as
the dimension p increases, the accuracy of this approximation diminishes, eventually lead-
ing to inconsistency, as shown by El Karoui and Purdom (2019). This inconsistency indi-
cates that in high-dimensional contexts, the large matrix structures dominate the central limit
theorem’s applicability, causing the sample covariance matrix 3 to diverge from Gaussian
behavior. To circumvent this limitation, the universal property leverages high-dimensional
structures. Broadly, the universality suggests that the asymptotic distribution of 7" only de-
pends on the distribution of X7,---, X, through their first two moments. This allows us
to construct the universal bootstrap statistic by substituting independent Gaussian samples
Y:,....Y, ~ N(0,X) in place of Xy,..., X, in the definition of (1),

) T = |2 - |, .

where 30 = 3 YY" /n. The key insight here is that while the universal bootstrap matrix
33 need not approximate a Gaussian matrix, it effectively replicates the structure of s,
which is disrupted by the empirical and multiplier bootstraps. Although this method relies on
sophisticated random matrix theory, the implementation remains straightforward.

1.3. Our contributions. 'We summarize our contribution as three-fold. First, we establish
the anisotropic local law for matrices of the form 3 + R within both high- and ultra-high-
dimensional settings (2), where R may have positive, negative, or zero eigenvalues. Erdss,
Yau and Yin (2012); Knowles and Yin (2017) demonstrated that the anisotropic local law is
essential for proving eigenvalue rigidity and universality. The anisotropic local law for 32 has
been previously established by Knowles and Yin (2017) for @ = 1 and by Ding and Wang
(2023); Ding, Hu and Wang (2024) for a > 1. However, the existence of R alters the struc-
ture of the sample covariance matrix 33, rendering existing techniques invalid. Additionally,
due to the potential ultra-high dimension, each block of the Green function matrix (see (18)
for definition) may converge at different rates, making the bound derived in Ding and Wang
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(2023) suboptimal. To address these challenges, we introduce a new "double Schur inver-
sion" technique to represent the Green function matrix using local blocks. We also define an
auxiliary parameter-dependent covariance matrix and establish the corresponding parameter-
dependent Marcenko-Pastur law. This parameter-dependent structure enables us to prove the
entry-wise local law, which represents a weaker version of the anisotropic local law. Fur-
thermore, we present an improved representation of the anisotropic local law, enhancing the
results of Ding and Wang (2023) and Ding, Hu and Wang (2024). This unified structure
provides a valuable tool for establishing the anisotropic local law.

Second, we establish the universality results for the statistic 7', based on which the univer-
sal bootstrap procedure is introduced. Leveraging this universality, we demonstrate that the
empirical distribution generated by the universal bootstrap in (4) effectively approximates the
distribution of 7. Additionally, the asymptotic distribution of T is shown to be independent
of the third and fourth moments of X, -+, X, allowing us to focus primarily on the covari-
ance. In contrast, we find that two commonly used norms, the Frobenius norm and supremum
norm, lack this universality, as their asymptotic distributions explicitly depend on all fourth
moments of the data. Therefore, standardized statistics based on these norms requires fourth-
moment estimation, which is generally more complex than estimating the covariance. This
difference highlights a key advantage of employing the operator norm for covariance testing.

Third, we perform size and power analyses for the statistics 7 and TR® and propose a
combined approach to enhance testing power. We also develop a generalized universality
theorem to show the consistency of the universal bootstrap for statistics based on extreme
eigenvalues, including this combined statistic. For size analysis, we demonstrate that the
universality results apply to TR%. As a byproduct, we extend the Tracy—Widom law for the
largest eigenvalue of sample covariance with general entries under the ultra-high dimension
regime, addressing a long-standing gap since it was only proven for Gaussian entries by
Karoui (2003). For power performance, we analyze both T and TR% within the generalized
spiked model framework from Bai and Yao (2012); Jiang and Bai (2021). We show that TR
performs better in worst-case scenarios while T excels on average performance. To further
enhance the power, we propose a new combined statistic, 7°°™, supported by a generalized
universality theorem that confirms the validity of the universal bootstrap for 7°°™. This also
serves as a theoretical guarantee for the universal bootstrap applicable to a broader range of
other statistics based on extreme eigenvalues. Extensive simulations validate these findings,
highlighting the superior performance of our combined statistics across a range of scenarios.

1.4. Notations and paper organization. Throughout the paper, we reserve boldfaced
symbols for vectors and matrices. For a complex number z € C, we use Rz and Jz for its

real part and imaginary part, respectively. For a vector u € R”, we use |[u]| = / le ”12 for
its Euclidean norm. For a matrix A = (a;j)uxn, We use || Allop, [|Allr =: Z?Zl 7 1al.zj, and
| Allsup =: SUP;<icpr1<jen laijl to represent its operator norm, Frobenius norm and the supre-
mum norm, respectively. Denote the singular values of A by 01(A) > 03(A) > .- > 0,(A),
where r = min{M, N}. When M = N, we use 1;(A), A2(A),--- Ay (A) for the eigenvalues of
A. The trace of a square matrix A is denoted by tr(A) = Zf:] a;;. For two sequences {a,} |,
{bn},. > We use a, < by, or a, = O(b,) to show there exists a constant C not depending on n
such that |a,| < Cb,, for all n € N. Denote a, = o(b,) if a,,/b, — 0, and a, < b, if both a,, < b,
and b, < a,.

The paper is organized as follows. Section 2 provides an overview of the proposed method
and presents our main results on the consistency of the proposed universal bootstrap proce-
dure. Section 3 describes the key tools from random matrix theory and applies the universality
theorem to covariance testing problems. Section 4 presents the power analysis of the universal
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bootstrap procedure. Section 5 provides simulation results and a real data example, demon-
strating the numerical performance of our operator norm-based statistics. Detailed technical
proofs are provided in the supplementary material. The data and codes are publicly available
in a GitHub repository (https://github.com/zhang-guoyu/universal_bootstrap).

2. Proposed method and theoretical outlines. In this section, we introduce the co-
variance testing problem and present an informal summary of our main universal results.
The formal results are provided in Section 3.3. We also discuss statistical applications of
our proposed universal bootstrap method, which utilizes the concept of universality. Con-
sider n independent random vectors X1,---, X, € R” with zero mean and covariance ma-
trix X = (07i;)pxp, Which are not necessarily identically distributed. For a given p by p non-
negative matrix >y, we aim to test the hypothesis

5) Hy:X=3g vs. H;:X#3.

As we focus on testing the covariance structure, we allow the third and fourth moments of
X, to differ acrossi=1,--- ,n.

To simplify notation, we arrange the data into an n X p matrix X = (X,---, X,,)T e R™P,
where AT denotes the transpose of A, and the sample covariance matrix is expressed by
S=XTX /n. Recall the definition of statistic 7 in (1), we aim to control the size of our
procedure by charaterizing the asymptotic distribution of 7 under the null hypothesis Hy.
Consider the Gaussian data matrix Y = (Y7,---,Y,)! e R, with Y7,---,Y, ~ N(0, ).
Its sample covariance is defined accordingly as S0 = yTY /n. Throughout this article, we
work under both the proportionally growing high-dimensional regime and the ultra-high di-
mensional regime (2). Under these regimes, the key quantity of interest to bound is as follows

’

(6) pn(X0) = sup

>0

P(ﬁ: € Bop(Zo, t)) - P(i“b € Bop(Zo, z))

where Boy(20,1) = {IN : |[IN — Xllop < t} represents operator norm ball with center X and
the radius ¢.
A simplified form is given to illustrate our main results.

Resurr 1 (Informal). We have
N on(Z)<Cn® -0 as n— oo,

for some constants C and ¢ > 0, where X is the covariance matrix of X.

This result enables us to approximate the asymptotic distribution of 7 using 7"°, as defined
in (4). Under Hy, 3 = X and the distribution of T"* does not contain any unknown quan-
tities. This inspires the procedure of universal bootstrap. Given the analytical complexity of
T"°°s distribution, we generate B independent samples, Y!,..., Y2, from the same distribu-
tion as Y. We define 320% = (YO)T(Y?)/n foreachb=1,...,B, allowing us to compute

TV =[S0 2| b=1,-- B

The empirical distribution of T'? forb=1,..., Bserves as an approximation for the distribu-

tion of 7. In particular, we use the empirical upper-« quantile, c}‘g’:g)(a), of Tt p=1,...,B,

as the threshold for the test (5) based on 7. Defining @‘;’;}B (@) = Gub-B (@), we reject Hy

95,3,
if T> Q‘;’(;B (@). Results like (7) ensure the consistency of 6]‘;’(’)3 (@) to the upper-a quantile

gs,(@) of T under Hy as n — oo and B — oo, validating the universal bootstrap procedure.
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To contextualize our findings, we briefly compare (7) with existing high-dimensional boot-
strap results. Generally, these results are presented as

p(A)=sup[P(T € A)-P(T* €A | X)| -0,
AeA

where T is a statistic, 7" is its Gaussian counterpart, and A represents a specified family
of sets. For example, Chernozhukov, Chetverikov and Kato (2013, 2017); Chernozhukov,
Chetverikov and Koike (2023) considered 7 as mean estimators and A as all rectangular
in R”. A more related choice of A is in Zhai (2018); Xu, Zhang and Wu (2019); Fang and
Koike (2024), who also considered mean estimators but take A to be the sets of Euclidean
balls and convex sets in R”. Their results demonstrated that under mild conditions and for
sets of Euclidean balls A, p(A) converge to 0 if and only if p/n — 0, meaning the Gaussian
approximation holds when p = o(n). For comparison, we observe that the operator norm ball
B,y (v, 1) for vector v in R? coincides with the Euclidean balls, and our results show that the
universality approximation holds when p/n converges to a nonzero constant or even diverges
to infinity. For the covariance test, Han, Xu and Zhou (2018) took T as the sample covariance
matrix and A as all sets of s-sparse operator norm balls (defined in their work). Especially,
with A as all operator norm balls, i.e. s = p, they required p = o(n'/?), limiting p to be con-
siderably smaller than n. Similarly, Lopes (2022a); Lopes, Erichson and Mahoney (2023)
considered 7" as sample covariance with A as operator norm balls, but imposed a decay rate
i? for the i-th largest eigenvalue 1,(X) of ¥ with 8> 1, implying a low intrinsic test di-
mension. Likewise, Giessing (2023) required the effective rank r(X) = tr(32)/|3],p to satisfy
r(X) = o(n'/%). In contrast, we impose no such assumptions, allowing each eigenvalue of X
to be of comparable scale. To summarize, previous work has typically assumed either p < n
or fast-decaying eigenvalues, yielding consistent estimates for 3. In our setting, however, no
consistent estimator of 32 exists (see Cai and Ma (2013)). These comparisons underscore the
advantages of our proposal, even in regimes lacking consistency.

Given these improvements on existing results, we establish a universal result that extends
beyond (7).

REesurr 2 (Informal).  For X that commutes with 32, we have
8) (B <Cn® -0 as n— oo.

for some constants C and ¢ > 0. See Theorem 3.5 for a formal description.

This result generalizes the universal bootstrap consistency of 7" under Hy to alterna-
tive covariance 3y distinct from 3. The commutativity requirement between 3, and X
assumes the two matrices share eigenvectors. Similar assumptions appear in Zhou, Bai
and Hu (2023); Zhou et al. (2024). The result in (8) further guarantees universal boot-
strap consistency for statistics beyond 7. For instance, we can estimate 3 with shrink-
age estimators such as as + (I —a)I, for a € (0,1) as proposed by Schifer and Strimmer
(2005), or a3 for some a > 0 as in Tsukuma (2016). Using these estimators, covariance
can be tested with statistics T3 = a3 + (1 - a)I,, - 20|0p =al¥-(Zp-(1- a)Ip)/a'Op or

TS = ’aﬁ) - Zo|0p =a |ﬁ) -3 /a|0p. Under Hy, universal bootstrap consistency for 73" and

T;hr can be shown by p, ((20 -(1- a)Ip)/a) — 0and p, (Xp/a) = 0,as (3o -1 -a)l,)/a
and Xy /a commute with 3.

Despite the broad applications of (8), certain statistics using extreme eigenvalues remain
outside its scope. For example, as outlined in Section 1, we define 7™ to combine T and
TR for enhanced statistical power, where 7°°™ is given by

2

Com __ T Roy\2
9 T = —tr(Eo) + (TY)~.
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While (8) demonstrates universal bootstrap consistency for 7 and TR separately, it does not
apply to TC°™, This limitation arises from 7°°™’s dependence on the joint law of o (Z - 20)

and o (26 1 2226 2_1 p), which introduces a complex dependence structure. To address
these limitations, we develop a generalized universality theorem that accounts for dependen-
cies among various extreme eigenvalues. We begin by introducing the generalized operator
norm ball By o, (31, 37, £1)

(10) Beon(S1, 5,00 = (N (55 (VN - 2085 < i= 1,0 k),

where X, is positive-definite, and #; = (¢1,--- , )7 with ; > 0 for each i = 1,--- k. Since
the operator norm ||IN — Xl|,, equals the largest singular value o1(IN — ), we obtain
Bop(2,0) = By op(2,1),,1). Next, we define the following quantity for symmetric matrices

33 positive-definite matrices 3, m=1,--- , M,

M
P(ﬁ) (S ﬂ Bkm,op(zl,m’ EZ,ma tkm))

pn({zl,m, 22,m}%:1) = sup

tiy o by, 20

m=1
M
(11) = P(Eub € ﬂ Bi,.op(Z1.ms 22.m, tkm))‘,
m=1
where we use t; > 0 to represent ¢, > 0 foreachi=1,--- ,k.

Resurr 3 (Informal). For 2;;{221,,"2;”{2 that commutes with 2;2{222;;{2 for m =
1,---, M, we have

(12) on(Z 1 Dol )<Cn® -0 as n— oo

Take M =1, ky =1, 31 = X9, 3o = I,,, (12) recovers (8). But (12) provides a more
general result, showing that the joint law of

N ~EVe
yo ,(O'k (22,34(2 - 21””)225‘4))@1}’

1. _1\\ki
N
can be approximated by the universal bootstrap. This result allows for constructing statistics
by combining extreme eigenvalues in (13) in various ways, with (12) confirming universal
bootstrap consistency for these statistics.

3. Universal bootstrap.

3.1. Preliminaries. Our results rely on the universality from the random matrix theory.
To proceed, we first introduce some preliminary results relevant to our analysis. Denote
X, =X'2Z, where Z; has zero mean and identity covariance matrix for i = 1,--- ,n. We
accordingly define Z = (Z,--- , Z,)" € R™”. The primary matrix of interest is 3 — 3. This
inspires us to consider the matrix of a general form

(14) M,=%+R=¢>M

where M = (np)™'? £12ZTZ%!? + R’ and R’ = ¢~'/? R. Here, R is a symmetric matrix
with eigenvalues that may be positive, negative, or zero, and M’ is normalized to address
cases where a > 1, as per Ding and Wang (2023). We impose some assumptions to determine
the limit of the Stieltjes transform mag;(z) = tr(M], — zI,)"' /p of M.



AssumptioN 1. Suppose that Z = (Z;;),x, and {Z,-j, i=1,---,n;j=1,-- ,p} are indepen-
dent with E[Z;;] =0, E[Zl.zj] = 1. There exists a positive sequence C; such that E[|Z; jlk] <Cy
fori=1,---,n;j=1,---,pand ke N.

AssumptioN 2. The matrix 3 and R are bounded in spectral norm, i.e. there exists some
positive C such that [[3||op, || Rllop < C. Furthermore, there are constants ¢, ¢, > 0 such that
the empirical spectral distribution F of 3 satisfies F>(c}) < ¢».

AssumptioN 3. The matrix ¥ and R are commutative, i.e. YR = RX.

Assumptions 1 and 2 are standard and often appear in the random matrix literature. No-
tably, Assumption 1 relies only on independence, without assuming identical distribution as
in Qiu, Li and Yao (2023). While all moments exist under Assumption 1, this condition could
be relaxed as discussed in Ding and Yang (2018). We do not pursue this here. We also per-
mit 3 to be singular, a less restrictive condition than the invertibility assumed in Ding and
Wang (2023); Ding, Hu and Wang (2024). This generalization enables testing singular 3,
where TR is invalid but 7 remains applicable. Lastly, Assumption 3, imposed for technical
requirements, necessitates that 3 and R share the same eigenvectors. The same Assumption
is required in the signal-plus-noise model as in Zhou, Bai and Hu (2023); Zhou et al. (2024).

We introduce the following deterministic equivalence matrix

-1
(15) Q0= (R + ————%-zI,] .

$2(1 + p2e(z))

where ¢ = p/n and e(z) is the fixed point of the equation e(z) = tr(R’ + ¢~ '/2(1 +
$'"%e(2)) 'S — I p)_lE /p. Using Q_p(z), we define the associated Stieltjes transform 77, (z)
as my(z) = tr(Qp(z))/ p. According to Couillet, Debbah and Silverstein (2011), e(z) and
Q,(z) are well-defined for every z € C*, and 7m,(z) serves as the Stieljes transform of
a measure p on R. We further denote E, and E_ as the endpoints of p. Formally, if
we define supp(p) = {xeR : p([x —€,x+€]) >0, Ve >0}, we have E, = supsupp(p) and
E_ = inf supp(p). Combining results of Knowles and Yin (2017) for the @ = 1 case and Ding
and Wang (2023) for the @ > 1 case, it follows that E, = ¢'? and |[E_| < 1. Intuitively, the
largest eigenvalue A(M,) approaches E., while 4,(M,) approaches E_. The next subsec-
tion characterizes the fluctuations of A;(M,) — E, and A,(M,) — E_.

3.2. Universality. In this subsection, we establish the anisotropic local law, which forms
the foundation for our universality results. Specifically, we aim to describe the fluctuations of
(M) - E, and A,(M,) — E_. This requires us to analyze the convergence of the Stieltjes
transform near the endpoints £, and £_. We define the local domains 9, and D_ as

(16) D, =D.(1)= {Z =E+ineC* : g>1|E-E, <t ' n"<py< T_l}

for a fixed parameter 0 <7< 1. Fora =1, let D =D, U D_, and for @ > 1, define D =D,.
We will focus on the behavior of the Green function on 9. This definition ensures that for
« =1, both the largest and smallest eigenvalues of M, are controlled, so that o (M) =
max{|4;(M,)|,|1,(M,)|} can also be controlled. While for the case a > 1, we always have
|E.| > |E_|, thus only the largest eigenvalue requires attention.

To facilitate the presentation of the anisotropic local law, we assume in this subsection that

a7 "3 is invertible and R is positive-definite".
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Under (17), we can rewrite M as M, = X!/ ((np)-1/2 ZTZ+R”)21/2 where R =
S-12R'$-12 Since M is quadratic in X, we follow Knowles and Yin (2017) to define
the linearization matrix H (z) and the corresponding linearized Green function G(z)
-» ' (R —L.z7
Y (np)4 4
(18) H@=|(R): -z, 0 . G@=H"(2).

L.Z 0 -,
(np)*

Notice that G(z) is a large (n + 2p) X (n + 2p) matrix. We also define the deterministic equiv-
alent Green function as

= ZZII%C?IPEZ)E% 1 ?%C{?K(Z)E%QRN)% 1 0
(19) G@)=|(R):2:Q,0%: L (R):2:Q,Z (R -1,) 0 |,
0 0 m(Z)In

where (z) = =z (1 + ¢'/?e(z))~". The anisotropic local law aims to control the difference
G(2) - G(z) for z € D. A crucial observation is that defining the parameter z-dependent co-
variance 3(z) = zX(zI, — R')”" with the corresponding measure 7° = 3\ | 6,/ p, where
0. is the Dirac point measure at z, we have the following z-dependent deformed Marcenko-
Pastur law,

(20) 1o f _ P .
m(z) 1+ ¢ 2m(2)t

This result mirrors the form of the deformed Mar¢enko-Pastur law in Ding and Wang (2023),
with 3(z) as the covariance matrix. This demonstrates that the effect of R can be represented

by turning 3 into the z-dependent covariance 3i(z). This insight simplifies our proof and
presentation. For the denominator in (20), we impose the following technical assumption.

AssumpTioN 4. When a = 1, we require that there exists 7 > 0 such that

@D 1+ ¢ REDMEEN 217, i=1,--,p.

We provide several remarks regarding Assumption 4. Informally, condition (21) ensures
that the extreme eigenvalues of X do not spread near the endpoints E.., thereby preventing
spikes outside the support of p. Similar assumptions have been made in the literature for the
universality of 3, using the Stieltjes transform in place of m and A;(X) in place of A;(2(E.)),
as in Bao, Pan and Zhou (2015); Knowles and Yin (2017). This aligns with the intuition that
the effect of R can be expressed through the transformation from 32 to 3(z). Moreover, (21)
is automatically satisfied when ¢ = p/n — oo, i.e. @ > 1. We thus impose Assumption 4 only
in the case @ = 1.

To state our main results, we define the concept of stochastic domination, introduced by
Erdés, Knowles and Yau (2013) and widely applied in random matrix theory (Knowles and
Yin, 2017). For two families of non-negative random variables A = (A(”)(u) :neNyuelU ("))

and B = (B(”)(u) :neNue U(")), where U™ is n-dependent parameter set, we say A
is stochastically dominated by B uniformly in # if for any € > 0 and D > 0, we have
supueU(,,)P(A(")(u) > nEB(")(u)) < nP for large enough n > ny(e, D). We use the notation
A < B to represent this relationship. When A is a family of negative or complex random
variables, we also write A < B or A = O.(B) to indicate |A| < B. With these definitions, we
state the anisotropic local law as follows.
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TueorEM 3.1 (Anisotropic local law). Define the control parameter as Y(z) = /S;"—T;Z) +

%7. Suppose that Assumptions 1, 2, 3, 4 and (17) hold.
(i) We have

(22) u' @37 (G(2) - G(2)E v = O(Julllvl¥(2)),

uniformly in vectors w,v € R™?? and z € D, where the weight matrix ® is defined as P =
diag(¢_]/4Ip, ¢_3/4Ip, I,,) and the augemented covariance matrix is 3 = diag(3, I, p).
(ii) Moreover, we have the average local law

(23) mp(2) = mp(2) = O<((n) ™),
uniformly in z € D.

The anisotropic local law provides a delicate characterization of the discrepancy between
the random Green function and its deterministic counterpart, yielding a precise bound to an-
alyze the behavior of the extreme eigenvalues of M, . When R = 0, similar results have been
established for @ = 1 in Knowles and Yin (2017) and for @ > 1 in Ding and Wang (2023);
Ding, Hu and Wang (2024). As demonstrated in Ding and Wang (2023), the results for gen-
eral @ > 1 hold without requiring the dimension p and sample size n to grow proportionally,
resulting in different convergence rates for the blocks of G(z). Ding and Wang (2023) sepa-
rately provides convergence rates for each block and offers a coarse bound for the anisotropic
local law

Giu(2) = 0<(¢ W), i= L. pu=p+1--.2p+n
In this study, we enhance these findings by introducing the weight matrix ®, allowing us to
express the anisotropic local law (22) in a more compact form. This reformulation refines the
convergence rate and simplifies our proof.

Building on the anisotropic local law theorem, we proceed to establish our universality
result. Our first step involves deriving key implications from Theorem 3.1. Recall that p is
the measure on R whose Stieltjes transform is the deterministic equivalence 71,(z). We define
the quantile sequence of p as wy > - -- > w), such that fwtwp(x)dx =@{-1/2)/pfori=1,---,p.
We aim to demonstrate that the eigenvalues A;(M,) of M remain close tow; fori=1,---,p.

THeorEM 3.2 (Rigidity of eigenvalues). Suppose that Assumptions 1, 2, 3, 4 hold.
(i) When a = 1, we have for any fixed integer number k > 1,
(24) [4i(M) = wil, [A,-i(M,;) = wp_i| < (min{i,p + 1 - N n3,

uniformly for 1 <i<k.
(ii)When a > 1, we have

(25) |4:(M,) —w;| < (min{i,n + 1 —i})”

uniformly for 1 <i<n.

W

n>-,

W=
W

Theorem 3.2 establishes the rigidity of the eigenvalues of M, with two main implications.
First, when a = 1, equation (24) shows that the largest and smallest k-th eigenvalues lie
within an n~2/3*¢-neighborhood of w),, respectively, for any € > 0. Furthermore, we have
wi — E4l,lw, — E_| < n=?3  leading to [4,(M)) — E.|, [A,-i(M,) - E_| < n~2/3 uniformly for
1 <i<k. Second, with Theorem 3.2, we demonstrate that w; < ¢!/ — 40 for 1 <i <n,
revealing a fast n=2/*€ approximation rate for the diverging quantities 2;(M) and w;.

To establish the universality result, we provide bounds for the discrepancy between the
distribution of 1;(M) and its Gaussian counterpart. We denote by P9 and ES® the prob-
ability and expectation under the additional assumption that {Z;;}<;<x 1<j<p are independent
standard Gaussian variables. With this notation, we present the following result.
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TreoreM 3.3 (Universality of the largest eigenvalue). Under Assumptions 1, 2, 3, 4, there
exists constant C for large enough n and t € R such that for any small € > 0,

P(nd ((My) = Eo) <t —n €)= n 7€
(26) <PCU(n3 (A (M) — E4) < 1)
<P(5 (4(M]) - E,) <t +n") +n s+,
When a = 1, similar results also hold for A,(M,).

The universality Theorem 3.3 shows that the asymptotic distributions of A;(M,,), 1,(M,,),
and consequently o1 (M,,) = || M,||,p, rely solely on the first two moments of X. In contrast,
as discussed in Section 4.3, other widely-used norms of M), such as || M,,||r and || M,,||syp,are
influenced by the first four moments of X. This universality characteristic of the operator
norm offers a straightforward yet effective framework for constructing rejection regions in
hypothesis testing. A detailed exploration of this application is presented in Section 3.3.
Before applying universality to covariance matrix testing, we outline several corollaries of
Theorem 3.3, which are of notable independent interest.

CoroLLary 1. Consider the case @ > 1, £ = I,, R = 0. Define p = p, o = p'/?n71/5.
Under Assumption 1, we have as n — oo,

MZTZ)—p
o

Q27) = TW,,

where “=" represents convergence in law, and TW is the Tracy-Widom distribution of type
1.

One of the central problems in random matrix theory is establishing the asymptotic dis-
tribution of the largest eigenvalue of a sample covariance matrix. In this context, (27) was
derived for Gaussian Z in the setting where p/n — oo (Karoui, 2003). However, for general
distributions of Z where @ > 1, no further results have been established. Our universality
Theorem 3.3 addresses this significant gap in random matrix theory.

Cororrary 2. Consider the case @ = 1, 3 = I,, and a general symmetric matrix J2. Under
Assumptions 1,2,4, we have n — oo,

ni(A(E+R)-E,) o
(o

(28)

Wi.
Here E, and o are two constants depending on R.

As demonstrated in Section 5 in the Supplement, when Z follows a Gaussian distribution,
(28) can be derived using the findings from Ji and Park (2021). For non-Gaussian distributions
of Z, our universality Theorem 3.3 extends this result to the same form. These results expand
the traditional analysis of extreme eigenvalues in the sample covariance matrix 3 to a more
general setting 32 — X, where R = —X, with broader applications in covariance testing
within high-dimensional statistics.
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3.3. Universal bootstrap for covariance test. Theorem 3.3 is commonly termed univer-
sality in random matrix literature concerning extreme eigenvalue, see Bao, Pan and Zhou
(2015); Knowles and Yin (2017). However, this universality does not ensure the validity of
our universal bootstrap procedure, which depends on bounds like (7) and (8). Specifically,
(26) provides bounds on P(n**(T — ¢'/?E) < t + n~¢) and P(n*/*(T"® — ¢'/?E) < t) with E =
max{E,, —E_}, while we aim to bound P(n*3(T — ¢'/*E) < t) and P(n*3(T*™® — ¢'/?E) < 1).
Establishing this bound requires demonstrating the closeness between P(n*/*(T — ¢'/?E) <
t+n~¢) and P(n*’3(T — ¢'/>E) < t). This step relies on the anti-concentration inequality (Cher-
nozhukov, Chetverikov and Kato, 2013) that will be established below.

We first define the Lévy anti-concentration function for random variable T as
(29) a(T,6) =supP(t<T <t+9),

teR
for ¢ > 0. We shall provide bounds for a(7’, 6). We note that the theorems derived thus far ap-
ply specifically to the extreme eigenvalues A;(M,) and 1,(M,). As we will show, extending
these results to extreme singular values o1 (M) requires only weaker assumptions.

AssumpTioN 4’.  When a = 1, we require that there exists 7 > 0 such that

() if |E,| > |E_|, we assume |1 + ¢~ 2i(E)AG(Z(EL) > T fori=1,---, p.
(ii) if |E,| < |E_|, we assume |1 + ¢~ V2 i(E_)A(S(E_)| >t fori=1,---, p.
(iii) if |E,| = |E_|, we assume |1 + ¢~ 2(E)A(Z(EL)) >t fori=1,---, p.

Assumption 4’ is evidently weaker than Assumption 4. The reasoning behind Assump-
tion 4’ is straightforward: given that the singular value o-(M,) = max{|4;(M,)|,|1,(M,)|}, if
|EL| > |E,]|, then with probability 1, oo(M,) = |1;(M,)| for sufficiently large n, meaning only
the spectral behavior near the right edge E. is necessary to consider. A similar argument
applies when |E,| < |E.|. While this relaxation may appear minor, the following example
demonstrates its merit in extending the applicability of our theorem, even in the simplest
case.

ExampLE 1. Consider the case @ = 1 and ¥ = I,, R = —1I,. We can show that M, =
¢~'/2(3 — I,,) satisfies Assumption 4’ for all n and p, but fails to satisfy Assumption 4 if
p>n.

This demonstrates the relevance of introducing Assumption 4" when focusing on o"(M,).
Specifically, in the case where p > n, the smallest eigenvalue, 1,(M,), becomes isolated at
the left edge E_ = —¢~'/? and does not satisfy Assumption 4. However, we can show that
when p > n, |E,| > |E_|, allowing Assumption 4’ to hold consistently. Accordingly, we adopt
Assumption 4’ in our analysis of extreme singular values. Recalling that 7 is the largest
singular value of 3 — 3, we are led to define the concept of an admissible pair.

Dermnttion 1 (Admissible pair). We call two p by p non-negative matrices (X, 3,) an
admissible pair, if (32, R) = (X2, —X) satisfy Assumptions 2, 3, 4.

TueEOREM 3.4 (Anti-concentration inequality). Under Assumption I, for any admissible
pair (X, X0) and § <n~*3, we have

(30) a(T, ) < n36.

Equipped with these results, we present the universal consistency theorem for 7. Recall

. . . Aub, aub, ~ub, Aub,
the test in (5), where we reject Hy if T > quzoB(a/). Here q‘gOB(a/) = qgfxo(a) and qg’go(a/)
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denotes the empirical upper a-th quantile of 7", b = 1,---, B. To establish the theoretical
validity of this universal bootstrap procedure, we provide a bound on the uniform Gaussian
approximation error

€1y Pn(3o) = sup

=0

P(i) € Bop(So, z)) - P(f)“b € Boy(So. t)) ,
where B, (3, ) is the operator norm ball centered at 3y with radius 7. The probability in
(31) is defined with respect to X and Y, whose rows have covariance matrix 33, which may
differ from 33y. We summarize the results for universal bootstrap consistency as follows.

TraeorEM 3.5 (Universal bootstrap consistency). Under Assumption 1, for any admissible
pair (3,X)), we have the uniform Gaussian approximation bound
(32) on(Z)<Cn° -0 as n— oo,
for some constants C, 6 > 0.

Moreover, we have with probability approaching 1,

(33) sup <pu(So) + B2

0<e<l1

P(T > qg;g(a)

Yl,---,YB)—a

Theorem 3.5 establishes the uniform Gaussian approximation bound and Type I error
bound of the universal bootstrap. Expression (33) ensures that we can uniformly control
the test size with an error of at most n~% + B~'/2, which vanishes as n — oo and B — 0.
This result, therefore, guarantees the uniform consistency of the universal bootstrap pro-
cedure. To appreciate these results, we compare our universal bootstrap with the widely
used multiplier bootstrap that approximates the distribution of 7" using the distribution of
T = ||% 1 el-(Xin.T - f])”op conditioned on X, where €, - ,¢, € R are random vari-
ables with zero mean and unit variance. To ensure consistency of multiplier bootstrap, Han,
Xu and Zhou (2018) required a low dimension condition, while Lopes (2022a); Lopes, Erich-
son and Mahoney (2023); Giessing (2023) imposed a fast eigen-decay condition, as discussed
in Section 2. These methods rely on the consistency of sample covariance, i.e. ||f3 —3lop — O,
which does not hold even when X = I}, and a > 1. This highlights the key advantage of our
proposal for covariance testing in a high-dimensional setting where estimation consistency is
unattainable, yet test consistency is assured.

3.4. Sharp uniform simultaneous confidence intervals. The approximation of the distri-
bution of the largest singular value has numerous applications, including determining the
number of spikes, as discussed in Ding and Yang (2022). Next, we present an additional
important application of Theorem 3.5. Define the inner product of two matrices A and B
as (A, B) = tr(AT B), and the Schatten 1—-norm of matrix A as [|A|ls, = Y-, 0i(A). We
shall construct sharp uniform simultaneous confidence intervals for (A, 3) and clTZch for all
A e RP*P and ¢y, c; € R?. To achieve this, we note that Z];E”B () = qgg’&)(a) where the spectral
matrix is defined as Sp(X) = diag(4;(2), - ,4,(%)). Although the complete matrix X can-

not be consistently estimated in our setting, certain estimators §§(Z) of the spectral matrix
Sp(32) have been shown to be consistent under a suitable normalized distance. For instance,
given the distance dgp(Sp(z:), Sp(X)) = tr(Sp(X) — Sp(X))?/ p, Ledoit and Wolf (2015); Kong

and Valiant (2017) proposed estimators EB(Z) satisfying dsp(§§(2), Sp(3)) »0asn— oo

"> (@) can replace the unknown §'>2. ().
P

when « = 1. Therefore, the estimated threshold q§§(2) Ispis)
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THeEOREM 3.6.  Under Assumption 1, for any admissible pair (32, X3) and estimators S’Z)(E)
of Sp(X2), we have the following sharp uniform simultaneous confidence intervals for (A, X))

(34) sup

0<a<l1

PVA R, (A S)e(A ) - 420 (@ IAls,,

(A, 2)+ 427 () ”AHSI] < Pu(B0)+dsy(Sp(S), Sp()) + B2

Sp()

Y‘,---,YB)—(l—a)

As a special case, we can also construct sharp uniform simultaneous confidence intervals for
clTZcz

(35)
sup [F(Ver, e2 € 77, ¢ S e [cficz — 4" (@) el - lleall,
0<a<l Sp(%)

ISz + 420 @ lleil-lleal| < Pu(S0) + sy (Sp(E), Sp(E)) + B2

b Y‘,---,YB)—(l—a)
Sp(X)

Theorem 3.6 establishes sharp uniform simultaneous confidence intervals for both (A, 32)
and clTZ)cz. Specifically, intervals (34) and (35) are sharp, as their probability converges
uniformly to 1 — @, rather than no less than 1 —a. When ¢, and ¢; are chosen as the canonical
basis vectors ey,---,e, in R”, we obtain a uniform entry-wise confidence interval for all
oi;. Notably, Corollary 3.6 extends this result by providing confidence intervals for all linear
combinations of entries of 3. Constructing confidence intervals for all such combinations is
considerably more challenging than for individual entries. For a mean vector in the simpler
vector case, achieving confidence intervals for each entry requires only In p = o(n“) for some
a > 0, see Chernozhukov, Chetverikov and Kato (2013, 2017); Chernozhukov, Chetverikov
and Koike (2023). In contrast, confidence intervals for all linear combinations of the mean
vector require p = o(n), see Zhai (2018); Xu, Zhang and Wu (2019); Fang and Koike (2024).
Remarkably, we are able to construct sharp simultaneous confidence intervals for all (A, 33)
even as p/n converges or diverges to infinity.

4. Power analysis and the generalized universal bootstrap approximation.

4.1. Power analysis for operator norm-based statistics. As noted in Section 1, several
popular statistics utilize the operator norm in covariance testing, such as Roy’s largest root
statistic TR in (3). Our Theorem 3.5 also applies to Roy’s largest root with universal boot-
strap, prompting the question of which test to use. In this subsection, we perform a power
analysis across a family of statistics, with T and TR examined as specific cases.

We conduct a power analysis under the generalized spike model setting, which allows
variability in the bulk eigenvalues and does not assume block independence between the
spiked and bulk parts, as in Bai and Yao (2012) and further developed by Jiang and Bai
(2021). We assume the following generalized spike structure

D O]UT, 230=U[V1 O]UT, zle[Rl 0 ]UT,

(36) z;:U[OV2 0V 0 R,

where D, Vi, Ry e RV, Ry e RP=0X(=h) gre diagonal matrices, k is a fixed number, and
U is orthogonal matrix. Thus

S D 0 -1 -1 V' o0
2 2 _ T 2 2 _ 1 T
(37) )03 > —U[ 0 VZ,]U D IED 79 >3 _U[ A VZ,}U :
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where D’ = DR;', V/ = ViR;', V] = V,R;'. We assume that [|D’[lop, |V llop, [IV5 llop are
bounded, without requiring the eigenvalues of V, to be the same, unlike the classical spike
model. We consider the family of statistics

’

op

(38) T(x%)=

‘Eﬁ (B-30)5"

and reject Hy if T(3;) > 6]‘;’;?/22 2:_1/2(01). Notably, T = T(1,), TRY = T(X,) are both in-
1 04

cluded in this family. Define E,(3;), E_(X2;) and /m(z; 3;) as in Section 3 with (32, R) =
(V),=V}))in M, in (14). Intuitively, E,(31), E_(3) and /(z; X ) are limits of the upper and
lower bound and the Stieltjes transform of bulk eigenvalues of ¢~/ 22;1/ 2 (ﬁ} - 20) 2;1/ 2,
For simplicity, we restrict our analysis to @ = 1 and |E.(321)| > |E_(35)|.

Tueorem 4.1.  Under Assumptions 1 and (36), define D’ = diag ((dlf)le), V| =diag ((v;)i.‘zl)
and the threshold
i oV,
(¢TI ES)  Ei(@ 7 EqE))
(i) If for some 1 < i <k we have d; > k, then

K=—

P(T(El)zqub’tf 1(a)]—>1, asn— oo, B— oo,
D 30 i
i.e. the power goes to 1.

(ii) If for all 1 <i <k, we have d} < k and T(2y) = A, (27" (£ = 2o) %7"2), then

P(T(Z]) > Q;?Llfﬂzoz_l,z(a)) —a, asn— 0o, B— oo,
1 1

i.e. there is no power under this setting.

Theorem 4.1 provides the power analysis of the test based on the statistic (38). Specifically,
it identifies the phase transition point

¢! o2v;

Mg ESS)  Edi(¢TE D)

which closely resembles the well-known Baik-Ben Arous-Péché (BBP) phase transition for
the largest eigenvalues of the sample covariance matrix, see Baik, Ben Arous and Péché
(2005); Baik and Silverstein (2006); Paul (2007). When the spike eigenvalues exceed this
phase transition point, they lie outside the bulk eigenvalue support, yielding full test power.
Conversely, if the spike eigenvalues d’ fall below this point, distinguishing them from the
null case using 7'(3;) becomes infeasible, as the spike and bulk eigenvalues are indistin-
guishably close. It is noted that Theorem 4.1 focuses solely on the largest eigenvalue spike,
as analyzing the smallest eigenvalue spike is more complex. Since this power analysis serves
as a preliminary illustration, we do not extend our investigation in that direction.

With Theorem 4.1, we can now deduce the power of T and TR as special cases.

CororLARY 3. Under the same assumption in theorem 4.1, define D = diag ((di)f.‘: 1), Vi=
diag ((v)L,).

(i) If for some 1 <i <k, we have d; —v; > — 1”2 i

¢
m — Vl'(l + W), then

P(TZ@]%’(’)B(Q))—) 1, asn — oo, B— oo,
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i.e. the power goes to 1. Here m(z) = m(z; X) satisfies E,m(E,) < —1.
(ii) If for some 1 <i <k, we have d; — v; > ¢'/?v;, then

P(TROy > @l}b’B(a')) — 1, asn— 0o, B— oo,
P
i.e. the power goes to 1.

We compare the phase transition points (i) and (ii) for 7 and TR, respectively. These
points reveal distinct behaviors: as ¢~'/2E (¢~'/?E,) < —1, the phase transition point of (i)
decreases with v;, whereas the phase transition point of (ii) increases with v;. This indicates
that when spikes affect the larger eigenvalues, i.e. for large v;, then the statistics 7 achieves
full power more effectively than the normalized TR® due to a lower phase transition point.
Conversely, the normalized statistic 7R% performs better for smaller v;. Thus, Corollary 3
quantifies this intuitive observation.

4.2. The generalized universal bootstrap. Given that neither T and TR% dominates
across all settings, a natural approach is to combine these two statistics to enhance testing
power, see TC°™ in (9) as an example. In Section 5, simulations demonstrate that 7¢°™ can
outperform both T and TR® in certain scenarios. However, conducting tests with 7C°™ re-
quires calculating an appropriate threshold. While Theorem 3.5 provides thresholds for T
and TR individually, it cannot be directly applied to 7<°™ due to the complex dependence
between T and TR%. To address this, we develop a generalized universality theorem that
applies to a broad class of statistics involving extreme singular values.

We consider the statistic TF*S as a general function of extreme singular values

_l . _1I\\ki 1. _1\\km
6 1= f({(r(ZiE-mm)) (o (ZE-wsy,)) )
where f is a measurable function, (3 ,,, ¥,,,) are matrices, and k, denotes integgrs for
m=1,---, M. The universal bootstrapped version, T*$'*_is defined by replacing 3 with

> in (39). We then define the empirical universal bootstrap threshold flg(?gb’Bz (@
s Lms&=2m {1

as the upper a-th quantile of TES:b1 ... TEXSUB of the ji.d. samples TE*S'°. This setup
enables the following generalized universal bootstrap consistency result.

TueEOREM 4.2 (Generalized universal bootstrap consistency). Under Assumption 1, given
M admissible pairs (252222522, 2_1/221,,412_1/2) and fixed integer numbers k,, for m =

2,m 2.m
1,---, M, we have the uniform Gaussian approximation bound
(40) on(Z i Do)l )<Cn° -0 as n— oo,

for some constants C, 6 > 0, where p,({X1 1, Ez,m}f‘le) is defined in (11).
Moreover, we have

(41) sup < pu(S0) + B2,

0<ae<l

ExS o AExSubB ) B
P(T = Isz,2)" (@)«

m=1

Theorem 4.2 extends Theorem 3.5 by demonstrating that universal bootstrap consistency
applies not only to T and TR, but also to combinations like 7¢°™, the sum of the largest k-th
singular values of 3! proposed by Ke (2016), and to all statistics based on extreme singular
values with arbitrary dependencies in the form of (39). This result reinforces our universal
bootstrap principle: to approximate the distribution of statistics involving extreme eigenval-
ues, it suffices to substitute all random variables with their Gaussian counterparts, showcasing
the practical advantage of universality.
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4.3. Comparison with other norms. In this subsection, we compare statistics based on
the operator norm with those based on the two widely used norms: the Frobenius norm and
the supremum norm. Define the statistics

(42) = |zisn o || T 2rige o,

sup

While the universality Theorem 3.3 holds for operator norm-based statistics 7 and TR, we
demonstrate that it does not extend to TF or 7. Theorem 3.3 specifies that the asymptotic
distribution of 7 and TR® depends solely on the first two moments of X, allowing for the
construction of a universal bootstrap procedure. In contrast, the asymptotic distributions of TF
and T°" rely on the first four moments of X. We present the following modified assumptions
to establish the asymptotic distribution of TF.

AssumpTioN 1’.  Suppose that Z = {Zij,i: 1,---,mj=1,--- ,p} are 1.1.d. random vari-
ables with E[Z;;] = 0, E[Z}] = 1, E[Z}] = v4. Assume that E[|Z;;|**¢] < co for some € > 0.

ProrosiTion 1. Under Assumption 17, if @ =1 or @ > 2, we have

Z(TF)2 - }19 (tr(SE*l))2 — (va=2) = N(0,4).

To facilitate the Gaussian approximation of 7°"P, we introduce the following sub-Gaussian
assumption. This assumption is employed here for simplicity and can be extended to a more
general, though tedious bound if needed.

AssumptioN 1”7, Suppose that fori=1,---,n; ji,jo=1,---,p,
E [CXP(|Zij1 Zijzl/Bn)] <2,

for some positive sequence B,,.
AssumptioN 2”7, We have fori=1,---,n; ji,jo=1,---,p,
IS 1 ¢
2 2 4 272
by=— Z ElZijZij = 5] Z E[(Zij Zij, - 07j,j)"] < B,b)
i=1 i=1
for some positive numbers by, b, and sequence B, in Assumption 1”.

ProrosiTion 2. If Assumptions 1”7, 2" hold, we have

sup

>0

1
B2In*(pn)\*
n b

P(TS“P < t) - IP(IIGIISup < t)‘ < (

where G' € RP*? is a Gaussian random matrix with zero mean and covariance Cov(G;, j,, G, j,) =
1 vn e e
w2t CoV(Zii, Zijy» Ziir Zicjy)» 11512, 1> J2 = 1,0+, p.

Propositions 1 and 2 follow as direct corollaries from Qiu, Li and Yao (2023) and Cher-
nozhuokov et al. (2022), and we omit the proofs here. These propositions demonstrate that
statistics based on the Frobenius and supremum norms lack the second-moment universal-
ity as the operator norm. Consequently, tests relying on the Frobenius and supremum norms
require normalization through fourth-moment estimates of X, a process more complex than
estimating the covariance structure itself. This complexity arises because the Frobenius and
supremum norms reduce the covariance matrices to vector forms, calculating the L? and L™
norms, respectively. As a result, deriving the asymptotic distribution necessitates the second
moment of the sample covariance, equivalent to the fourth moment of X. Thus, the operator
norm emerges as a more easy-to-implement option for covariance testing.



18

5. Numerical results.

5.1. Simulation. In this subsection, we evaluate the empirical size and power of the pro-
posed universal bootstrap for the operator norm-based statistics 7 in (1) (Opn) and the com-
bined statistics 7°™ in (9) (Com). These are compared with the operator norm-based statis-
tic TR% in (3) (Roy), the Frobenius norm-based linear spectral statistic 75! from Qiu, Li
and Yao (2023) (Lfn), the debiased Frobenius norm-based U statistic 7F? from Cai and Ma
(2013) (Ufn), and the supremum norm-based statistic 7°"? inspired by Cai and Jiang (2011);
Cai, Liu and Xia (2013) (Supn). The expressions for these statistics are provided in Section
12 of the Supplement.

To evaluate the robustness of our method, we generate n independent, non-identically dis-
tributed samples of p-dimensional random vectors with zero means and covariance matrix 3.
We set sample sizes n = 100 and n = 300 and vary the dimension p over 100, 200, 500, 1000,
and 2000 to cover both proportional and ultra-high-dimensional cases. For each configura-
tion, we calculate the average number of rejections based on 2000 replications, with the uni-
versal bootstrap procedure using 1000 resamplings. The significance level for all tests is fixed
at 0.05. We consider three different structures for the null covariance matrix 3o = (07,;;) pxp:

(a). Exponential decay. The elements o7 ;; = 0.6/,

(b). Block diagonal. Let K = |p/10] be the number of blocks, with each diagonal block
being 0.551101170 +0.451.

(). Signed sub-exponential decay. The elements o7 ;; = (—1)™70.41"

These structures have been previously analyzed in Cai, Liu and Xia (2013); Zhu et al.
(2017); Yu, Li and Xue (2024) for models (a) and (b), and in Cai, Liu and Xia (2013); Yu, Li
and Xue (2024) for model (c), highlighting the broad applicability of our approach. To assess
the empirical size, we examine the following distributions of X = 327

(1). Gaussian distribution: {Z;j, i=1,--- ,n; j=1,---, p} arei.i.d. standard normal random
variables.

(2). Uniform and t-distributions: {Z;;, i =1,---,|n/2];j=1,---,p} are i.i.d. normalized
uniform random variables on [-1,1], while {Z;;, i = n/2] +1,--- ,n;j=1,---,p} are i.i.d.
normalized t random variables with degree of freedom 12.

(3). Gaussian and uniform distributions: {Z;;, i=1,---,|n/2]; j=1,---, p} are i.i.d. stan-
dard normal random variables, while {Z;;, i = [n/2]+1,--- ,n;j=1,---, p} are i.i.d. normal-

ized uniform random variables on [—1, 1].

(4). Gaussian and t-distributions: {Z;;, i =1,---,|n/2];j=1,---,p} are i.i.d. standard
normal random variables, while {Z;;, i = n/2|+1,--- ,n;j=1,---, p} are i.i.d. normalized t
random variables with degree of freedom 12.

Common covariance test cases often consider the Gaussian and uniform distributions
Chen, Qiu and Zhang (2023), while the t-distribution with 12 degrees of freedom is ex-
amined in Cai, Liu and Xia (2013); Zhu et al. (2017). All distributions are standardized to
zero mean and unit variance. Except for the Gaussian baseline, the other cases share identical
covariance matrices but differ in distribution, creating challenging yet crucial scenarios for
testing covariance structures without imposing additional distributional assumptions. These
cases reflect the broad applicability of our universality result.



TaBLE 1
The empirical sizes of the supremum, the Frobenius, and the operator norm tests with a significance level 0.05 for data with Gaussian distribution and the t and uniform distribution
and the combinations of the sample size n, the dimension p, and the covariance matrix X.

3 Exp. decay(0.6) Block diagonal Signed subExp. decay(0.4)

p 100 200 500 1000 2000 100 200 500 1000 2000 100 200 500 1000 2000
Gaussian, n=100

Supn  0.203 0.240 0316 0.406 0487 0203 0.240 0316 0406 0487 0203 0.240 0316 0406 0.487
Lfn 0.049 0.050 0.049 0.050 0.055 0.049 0.050 0.049 0.050 0.055 0.049 0.050 0.049 0.050 0.055
Ufn 0.048 0.056 0.046 0.049 0.056 0.048 0.056 0.046 0.049 0.056 0.048 0.056 0.046 0.049 0.056
Roy 0.050 0.050 0.045 0.053 0.049 0.050 0.050 0.045 0.053 0.049 0.050 0.050 0.045 0.053 0.049
Opn 0.051 0.046 0.048 0.044 0.049 0.048 0.047 0.048 0.047 0.052 0.053 0.055 0.049 0.049 0.052
Com 0.050 0.046 0.046 0.047 0.049 0.050 0.046 0.047 0.045 0.050 0.055 0.054 0.048 0.052 0.051

Gaussian, n=300
Supn  0.073 0.066 0.071 0.070 0.076 0.073 0.066 0.071 0.070 0.076 0.073 0.066 0.071 0.070 0.076
Lfn 0.056 0.048 0.045 0.045 0.053 0.056 0.048 0.045 0.045 0.053 0.056 0.048 0.045 0.045 0.053
Ufn 0.053 0.048 0.044 0.044 0.057 0.053 0.048 0.044 0.044 0.057 0.053 0.048 0.044 0.044 0.057
Roy 0.048 0.049 0.050 0.052 0.051 0.048 0.049 0.050 0.052 0.051 0.048 0.049 0.050 0.052 0.051
Opn 0.057 0.052 0.047 0.051 0.052 0.052 0.050 0.052 0.052 0.049 0.042 0.046 0.054 0.049 0.054
Com 0.057 0.050 0.046 0.052 0.052 0.053 0.050 0.050 0.051 0.048 0.042 0.048 0.052 0.049 0.055

uniform and t(df=12), n=100
Supn  0.251 0.293 0.391 0492 0.613 0251 0.293 0391 0492 0.613 0251 0.293 0391 0492 0.613
Lfn 0.057 0.050 0.053 0.052 0.062 0.057 0.050 0.053 0.052 0.062 0.057 0.050 0.053 0.052 0.062
Ufn 0.056 0.051 0.048 0.051 0.064 0.056 0.051 0.048 0.051 0.064 0.056 0.051 0.048 0.051 0.064
Roy 0.050 0.045 0.051 0.050 0.050 0.050 0.045 0.051 0.050 0.050 0.050 0.051 0.051 0.050 0.050
Opn 0.045 0.033 0.043 0.041 0.047 0.052 0.043 0.042 0.051 0.043 0.047 0.047 0.051 0.060 0.049
Com  0.045 0.033 0.044 0.041 0.050 0.051 0.044 0.041 0.055 0.046 0.049 0.047 0.046 0.063 0.055

uniform and t(df=12), n=300
Supn  0.093 0.089 0.098 0.109 0.125 0.093 0.089 0.098 0.109 0.125 0.093 0.089 0.098 0.109 0.125
Lfn 0.055 0.047 0.050 0.039 0.053 0.055 0.047 0.050 0.039 0.053 0.055 0.047 0.050 0.039 0.053
Ufn 0.056 0.044 0.049 0.040 0.056 0.056 0.044 0.049 0.040 0.056 0.056 0.044 0.049 0.040 0.056
Roy 0.050 0.046 0.038 0.053 0.054 0.050 0.046 0.038 0.053 0.054 0.050 0.046 0.038 0.053 0.054
Opn 0.040 0.051 0.049 0.051 0.050 0.042 0.053 0.051 0.047 0.051 0.046 0.042 0.036 0.042 0.061
Com 0.046 0.051 0.041 0.048 0.047 0.043 0.052 0.050 0.046 0.052 0.049 0.045 0.038 0.045 0.058
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Table 1 reports the empirical sizes of the supremum, the Frobenius, and the operator norm
tests at the significance level 0.05 across various sample size n, dimension p, covariance
3y and data generation distributions of Gaussian and the uniform and t distributions, (dis-
tributions (1) and (2)). For results on Gaussian-uniform and Gaussian-¢ distributions (dis-
tributions (3) and (4)), see Table 2 in the Supplement, which demonstrates similar patterns.
The three operator norm tests are performed using the proposed universal bootstrap pro-
cedure, while the supremum and Frobenius norm tests rely on their respective asymptotic
distribution formulas. Both Table 1 and Table 2 in the Supplement show that the universal
bootstrap effectively controls the size of all operator norm-based statistics at the nominal sig-
nificance level across all tested scenarios. This approach performs well under both Gaussian
and non-Gaussian distributions, for both i.i.d. and non-i.i.d. data, in proportional and ultra-
high dimensional settings, and across various covariance structures. These findings confirm
the universality and consistency of the universal bootstrap procedure, providing empirical
support for our theoretical results in Theorem 3.5 and Theorem 4.2. Additionally, the Frobe-
nius norm-based test maintains appropriate size control, while the supremum norm-based test
exhibits substantial size inflation at n = 100 and moderate inflation even at a larger sample
size of n =300.

To evaluate the empirical power of these statistics, we consider a setting where X =
3o + A, with A having a low rank. This setup corresponds to the power analysis pre-
sented in Theorem 4.1. As shown in Theorem 4.1, the statistic 7 outperforms TR® when
the eigenspaces of A align with the eigenvectors of 3 corresponding to larger eigenvalues.
In contrast, TR performs better when A aligns with the smaller eigenvectors of 3. For a
fair comparison, we define A = cuu’ /2 + ocvv’ /4, where w is the fifth-largest eigenvector
of 3y, v is uniformly sampled on the unit sphere in R”, and o is the signal strength. We
term this configuration the spike setting. For completeness, we also conduct a power anal-
ysis where A has full rank by setting A = oI, where o represents the signal level. This
configuration, termed the white noise setting, represents the covariance structure after adding
white noise to the null covariance. Together, the spike and white noise settings cover both
low- and full-rank deviations from the null covariance. For illustration, we consider sample
sizes n = 100 and 300, with dimension p = 1000. Based on the universality results in The-
orem 3.5 and empirical size performance, we conduct the power analysis using a Gaussian
distribution for simplicity. Further empirical power comparisons under varying sample sizes
and dimensions are provided in Table 1 of the Supplement table.

Figure 1 illustrates the empirical power performance of six test statistics across different
signal levels and null covariance structures under the spike setting, where the dashed line rep-
resents the significance level of 0.05. Under this setting, the proposed operator norm-based
statistics, 7 and TC°™ exhibit similar power, while the two Frobenius norm-based statistics
and the normalized operator norm statistic TR® perform comparably. When n = 100, the op-
erator norm-based statistics T and 7°°™ maintain appropriate test size and achieve the highest
power, approaching 1 quickly across all three covariance configurations. The normalized op-
erator norm statistic 7R% and the two Frobenius norm-based statistics 7F! and T2 also
control the test size but exhibit lower power, among which TR slightly outperforms. The
supremum norm-based statistic, however, exhibits significant size inflation and fails to de-
tect signals, as its power curve does not increase with signal level. The pattern is similar for
n =300, except that the power curves for the supremum norm-based statistic remain near the
dashed line, indicating limited power performance. This provides empirical evidence for the
advantage of operator norm-based statistics over the other norms in the spike setting, par-
ticularly supporting the proposed statistic T over TR . We further make comparisons under
the white noise setting across various signal levels in Figure 2. In this setting, the combined
statistic 7°°™ and the normalized statistic TR outperform other statistics. Because the white
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Fig 1: Empirical powers of the supremum, the Frobenius, and the proposed operator norm
tests with respect to the signal level of the spike setting alternatives under three covariance
structures, the sample size n = 100, 300, dimension p = 1000, and the Gaussian data with
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with 2000 replications.
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noise setting applies a uniform signal across eigenvector directions of 3y with both large and
small eigenvalues, the normalized statistic 7R achieves higher power than T, which is con-
sistent with our power analysis Theorem 4.1. Notably, the combined statistic 7°™ performs
robustly in both the spike and white noise settings, demonstrating enhanced power without
size inflation, as supported by the generalized universal bootstrap consistency Theorem 4.2.
As observed in the spike setting, Frobenius norm-based statistics display lower power, while
the supremum norm-based statistic fails to control size. In summary, when the covariance
structure is known, we recommend using the statistic 7. When the covariance structure is
unknown, we prefer the more robust combined statistic, T Com,

5.2. Data application. We apply our test procedure to annual mean near-surface air tem-
perature data from the global scale for the period 1960 — 2010, using the HadCRUT4 dataset
(Morice et al. (2012)) and the Coupled Model Intercomparison Project Phase 5 (CMIPS5,
Taylor, Stouffer and Meehl (2012)), as detailed in Li et al. (2021). The global dataset in-
cludes monthly anomalies of near-surface air temperature across 5° x 5° grid boxes. To re-
duce dimensionality, these grid boxes are aggregated into larger 40° X 30° boxes, resulting in
S =54 spatial grid boxes. To mitigate distribution shifts due to long-term trends, we divide
the 1960 — 2010 period into five decades and analyze the data for each decade separately. The
monthly data for each decade are averaged over five-year intervals, yielding a temporal di-
mension T = 2 for each ten-year period. To illustrate the rationale of the covariance test in this
context, we first outline the commonly used modeling procedure in climatology. Following
Li et al. (2021), one considers a high-dimensional linear regression with errors-in-variables

Y, =

2
XiBri+ € k=1,---,5,

i=1

where Y} € R is the vectorized observed mean temperature across spatial and temporal
dimensions for the k-th decades after 1960, with dimension L =S x 7. The vectors Xy,
X2, € € RE represent the expected unobserved climate response under the ANT and NAT
forcings, and the unobserved noise, respectively. The coefficients Sy 1, Bx» are unknown scal-
ing factors of interest for statistical inference. To estimate 3y 1, Bx 2, in addition to the observed
data Y;, we have n; noisy observation fingerprints X ; ; of the climate system

Xpij=Xpi+&ijp k=15 j=1,--+,n; i=1,2.

In our dataset, n; = 35, n, = 46. For privacy, the data X ; ; are preprocessed by adding white
noise, with the according covariance of the noise added to the hypothesized matrix X
defined below. The climate models also provide N simulations é;, k=1,---,5; i=1,--- ,N
with N = 223 provided in this dataset, which are assumed to follow the same distribution
as the unobserved noise €. To efficiently estimate S;,5,, a typical assumption is that the
natural variability simulated by the climate models matches the observed variability, i.e., the
covariance of €; ;, k=1,...,5; j=1,...,n; i = 1,2, equals the covariance matrix X of .
Since € is unobserved, a common choice for ¢ is the sample covariance of the simulations
Yk = Zfi 1 ék’iéz’i /N. Therefore, it is important to test the hypothesis

43) Hoy:Cov(éj)=Xek, k=1,---,5 j=1,---,n;;i=1,2.

As noted by Olonscheck and Notz (2017), this equivalence (43) is crucial for optimal finger-
print estimation in climate models. However, few studies have validated (43) with statistical
evidence, which calls for the need to test this hypothesis.

We construct the data matrix X € R™P by combining quantities X'k,l,.,- - ):(k,l for j =
1,...,n; and Xk’z’j - Xk,z for j=1,...,np, where n =n; + n, =81 and p = L = 108. Here
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TABLE 2
Estimated p-values of tests for covariances for observation group and control group using the supremum
norm-based statistic (Supn), the Frobenius norm-based statistic (Lfn, Ufn), and the operator norm-based
statistics (Roy, Opn, Com), with sample size n = 81, dimension p = 108.

p-value observation group control group

year Supn Lfn Ufn Roy Opn Com Supn Lfn Ufn Roy Opn Com
1960-1970 783  .006 .001 .000 .000 .000 .002 566 .521 .805 .646 .734
1970-1980 406 .146 .115 .000 .000 .000 .004 230 .243 401 452 427
1980-1990 249 .001 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 419 451 .638 713 .677
1990-2000 .905 .634 410 .000 .000 .000 223 .072 .042 445 383 414
2000-2010 .984 .002 .001 .000 .000 .000 .719 368 376 .244 288 .268

X ki = Z?"zl X k.i,j/ni- We apply several statistics to the data matrix X, with the hypothesized

matrix X¢z: the proposed operator norm-based statistics 7 (Opn) and 7™ (Com), the op-
erator norm-based statistics TR® (Roy), the Frobenius norm-based statistics 75! (Lfn) and
TF2 (Ufn), and the supremum norm-based statistic 7P (Supn). For comparison, we gener-
ate i.i.d. Gaussian samples X',;j ~N(@O0,Xc) for j=1,...,n; k=1,...,5 as a control group.

The observed data X forms the observation group. The p-value results for these statistics
are summarized in Table 2. The supremum norm-based statistic 7" fails to reject the ob-
servation group for all periods but rejects the control group in the periods 1960 — 1970,
1970 — 1980, and 1980 — 1990. The Frobenius norm-based statistics 75! and T2 fail to re-
ject the observation group in the periods 1970 — 1980 and 1990 — 2000, and T rejects the
control group during 1990 —2000. Only the operator norm-based statistics ', 7™, and TR
reject the null hypothesis in the observation group while not rejecting it in the control group
for all years. This suggests that the commonly assumed hypothesis (43) should be rejected,
and a more suitable assumption should be used to estimate S;; and S, for all k.

In summary, the operator norm-based statistics demonstrate strong performance across
various covariance structures and signal configurations, with the universal bootstrap ensuring
the consistency of tests constructed from diverse combinations of operator norms. Numer-
ical results align with the theoretical framework, indicating that the proposed tests exhibit
robust power properties and that the universal bootstrap procedures maintain appropriate size
control.
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