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Abstract

In this paper we show that the empirical eigenvalue distribution of any sample covariance
matrix generated by independent copies of a stationary regular sequence has a limiting distri-
bution depending only on the spectral density of the sequence. We characterize this limit in
terms of Stieltjes transform via a certain simple equation. No rate of convergence to zero of the
covariances is imposed. If the entries of the stationary sequence are functions of independent
random variables the result holds without any other additional assumptions.

As a method of proof, we study the empirical eigenvalue distribution for a symmetric matrix
with independent rows below the diagonal; the entries satisfy a Lindeberg-type condition along
with mixingale-type conditions without rates. In this nonstationary setting we point out a
property of universality, meaning that, for large matrix size, the empirical eigenvalue distribution
depends only on the covariance structure of the sequence and is independent on the distribution
leading to it. These results have interest in themselves, allowing to study symmetric random
matrices generated by random processes with both short and long memory.

1 Introduction and the main Result.

Due to the fact that random matrices appear in many applied fields, their empirical spectral
distribution is a subject of intense research. Earlier works, pioneered by the celebrated paper
by Wigner (1958), deal with symmetric matrices having independent entries below the diagonal.
Only in the last two decades there has been an effort to weaken the hypotheses of independence
and various forms of weak dependence have been considered. The progress was in general
achieved first for Gaussian random matrices. For this case the joint distribution of eigenvalues
is tractable. Among the papers for symmetric Gaussian matrices with correlated entries we
mention the works of Khorunzhy and Pastur (1994), Boutet de Monvel et al. (1996), Boutet
de Monvel and Khorunzhy (1999), Chakrabarty et al. (2014).

Our paper is essentially motivated by the study of large sample covariance matrices, which
is a very important topic in multivariate analysis. The spectral analysis of large-dimensional
sample covariance matrices has been actively studied starting with the work of Marcenko and
Pastur (1967). Extensions can be found in the works of Wachter (1978), Yin (1986), Silverstein
(1995), Silverstein and Bai (1995), Hachem et al. (2005), Bai and Zhou (2008), Adamczak
(2011), Pfaffel and Schlemm (2011), Yao (2012), Banna and Merlevede (2013).
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In this paper, in Theorem [I, we find the limiting empirical eigenvalue distribution for the
sample covariance matrix of a stationary process which is regular. The regularity is an ergodic-
type property. Our result shows that the limit can be obtained much beyond the situation of
weakly dependent case which corresponds to continuous and bounded spectral densities, short
range dependence and absolutely summable covariances. It applies to long range dependent
stationary stochastic processes and sheds light on the theory of sample covariance random ma-
trices, which is important in large sample statistics for stochastic processes. We show that the
limit of the empirical spectral distribution exists and we also characterize the limit in terms of
its Stieltjes transform, even for the case when the spectral density is not continuous or even
square integrable. The previous works on short memory processes heavily relied upon the limits
of Toeplitz matrices induced by the covariance structure. In our case, the covariance matri-
ces fall outside the range of the celebrated Szego-Trotter theorem for Toeplitz matrices, which
is restricted to square summable entries, therefore to square integrable spectral densities. We
showed that the spectral density of the underlying stationary process is a key factor to describe
the limit in all the situations.

Furthermore, the technical theorems leading to Theorem [Il are also important. They reduce
the study of the empirical spectral distribution of symmetric matrices with independent regular
rows, below diagonal, to the study of the sequence of the expected value of Stieltjes transforms
associated to a Gaussian matrix with the same covariance structure. These results are set in
the non-stationary case for variables satisfying a certain Lindeberg condition. Their proofs
are complicated by the fact that our intention was to avoid the use of rates of decay of the
covariances.

In order to stress the importance of our results we include several applications to regular
processes, functions of i.i.d., and linear processes with martingale differences innovations. As we
shall see, Theorem [I] applies to large sample covariance matrices constructed from independent
copies of any stationary process whose entries are functions of i.i.d. which are centered and
has finite second moments. In particular the theorem applies to any causal linear process with
square summable coefficients and i.i.d. innovations as soon as the process exists in L2, so it
could have long memory.

Our proofs are a blend of probabilistic techniques for dependent structures such as the big
and small block argument and martingale approximations, properties of Gaussian processes, and
algebraic and Fourier analysis tools. Because our variables are correlated the method of proof
is based on the Stieltjes transform, which is well adapted to handle dependent entries. The
Stieltjes transform is also useful to characterize the limit.

Here are some notations used all along the paper. The notation [z] is used to denote the
integer part of a real x. The notation 0, means a row vector of size p with components equal
to zero. When no confusion is possible concerning the size of a null vector 0 we will omit the
index of its size. For a matrix A, we denote by A7 its transpose matrix, by Tr(A) its trace. We
shall also use the notation || X]||, for the L"-norm (r > 1) of a real valued random variable X.

For any sequence of square matrices A,, of order n with only real eigenvalues A, <--- <
An.n, the spectral distribution function is defined by

1 n
Fir (@) =~ T(kn <),
k=1

where I(B) denotes the indicator of an event B. The general problem is to find a distribution
function F such that F4» — F at all points of continuity of F, or equivalently d(F An F)—0,
where the Lévy distance between two distribution functions F' and G is defined by

d(F,G)=inf{e >0 : F(x —¢) —e < G(x) < F(x +¢)+¢}.



The Stieltjes transform of F4» is given by

An _ 1 An _ 1 -1
S4n(z) = / p— zdF (x) = nTr(An —zI,) 7,
where z = u + iv € CT (the set of complex numbers with positive imaginary part), and I,, is
the identity matrix of order n. It is well-know that lim,, d(FA",F ) = 0 if and only if for
all 2 € Ct, Sy, (2) — Sp(z). We can also see, for instance, in Proposition 2.1 in Bobkov et al.
(2010), that the estimate of the Lévy distance between empirical spectral distribution functions
associated with two matrices can be also given in terms of their Stieltjes transforms.
Let N and p be two positive integers and consider the N X p matrix

Anp = (Xij)1gz§N,1§jgp’ (1)
where X;;’s are real-valued random variables. Define now the symmetric matrix By of order p
by
1
N
The matrix By is usually referred to as the sample covariance matrix associated with the process
(Xu)uezz- It is also known under the name of Gram random matrix.

In Theorem [Mlbelow, we consider N independent copies (X;j) ez, i = 1,..., N of a stationary
sequence (X;);ez of real-valued random variables in IL? and give sufficient conditions to character-
ize the limiting distribution of F®~¥ when p/N — ¢ € (0,00). Relevant to this characterization is
the notion of spectral distribution function induced by the covariances of (X;);ez. By Herglotz’s
Theorem (see e.g. Brockwell and Davis [12]), there exists a non-decreasing function G (the spec-
tral distribution function) on [—, 7] such that, for all j € Z, Cov(Xo, X;) = [™_exp(ij0)dG(0).
If G is absolutely continuous with respect to the normalized Lebesgue measure A on [—7, 7],
then the Radon-Nikodym derivative f of G with respect to the Lebesgue measure is called the
spectral density, it is a nonnegative, even and integrable function on [—, 7| which satisfies

By = — X%, XNp- (2)

™

Cov(Xo, X;) :/ exp(ijf)f(0)dl, jeZ.

—T
We shall introduce the following regularity conditions. Define the left tail sigma field of (X;)iez
by g*OO = ﬂkeZ gk; Where gk; - O-(X]’.] S k)

E(Xo|G—o0) = 0 ass. (3)

and for every integer k
E(XoXk]Q_OO) - E(XQXk) a.s. (4)
We point out that if (3] holds, then the process (X )rez is purely non deterministic. Hence, by

a result of Szego (see for instance [0 Theorem 3]) if ([B) holds, the spectral density f of (Xj)rez
exists and if X is non degenerate,

/ﬂ log f(t) dt > —o0;

—T
in particular, f cannot vanish on a set of positive measure.

Theorem 1. Consider N independent copies (Xij)jcz, @ = 1,..., N of a stationary sequence
(X:)iez of real-valued random variables centered and in L2 and that satisfies the conditions (3]
and [@l). Assume p/N — ¢ € (0,00). Then there is a nonrandom probability distribution F
such that d(FBN,F) — 0 a.s. Furthermore, the Stieltjes transform S = S(z), z € CT, of F is
determined by the equation

1 c ™ 1
S / ST @nfo)) T ©)

where S := —(1 —¢)/z+ ¢S and f(-) is the spectral density of (Xi)kez-



Remark 2. As a matter of fact, we can relaz the stationarity to stationarity in L2. More
precisely, the conclusion of Theorem [ applies for Gram matrices constructed from a process
(Xu)uezz satisfying the conditions of Theorem [A below if we assume in addition that for any
i, k,linZ

Cov(Xik, Xie) = Cov(Xox, Xor) = Cov(Xoo, Xo,0—) -

In this case, f(-) is the spectral density of (Xok)kez-

Note that if G_ is trivial then the conditions (B]) and (@) hold. Therefore we can immediately
formulate the following corollary to Theorem [T}

Corollary 3. Consider N independent copies (Xij)jcz, i = 1,...,N of a stationary sequence
(X:)icz of real-valued random variables centered and in 1L with trivial left tail sigma field, G_ .
Then the conclusion of Theorem [l holds.

2 Some technical results for symmetric matrices

A key step in the proof of Theorem [lis to show that the study of the limiting spectral distribution
function of By can be reduced to studying the same problem as for a Gaussian matrix with
the same covariance structure. This step will be achieved with the help of some preliminary
technical results concerning symmetric matrices with independent rows below the diagonal.
These technical results have interest in themselves since they show that, for symmetric matrices
with independent rows below the diagonal, very simple regularity conditions on the entries of
each row allow to reduce the study of their limiting spectral distribution function to the one of a
symmetric Gaussian matrix with the same covariance structure. In particular, this applies when
the rows, below the diagonal, are independent and generated by the same stationary sequence
provided it is regular, i.e. has a trivial left tail sigma-field.

To state the results of this section, let us introduce some notations. Let (Xy)uenz be real-
valued random variables on a probability space (2, F,P). In what follows, we consider the
symmetric n X n random matrix X,, defined as follows: for any ¢ and j in {1,...,n},

(Xp)ij = X fori>j and (6)
(Xn)ij = Xj; fori <j.
Define

1

Xp 1= 12

X, (7)
and set

1 n %
L(A) = — SO E(XZI(X5] > A)),
i=1 j=1
where A is a positive number.
We shall introduce now a Lindeberg’s type condition:

Condition 4. (1) E(Xy) =0 for all u € N2,
(2) There is ¢ > 0 such that supyene || Xull2 < o.
(3) For every e > 0 we have L(en'/?) = 0 as — oc.

Clearly the items (2) and (3) of this condition are satisfied as soon as the family (X2) is
uniformly integrable or the random field is stationary.

Next result, in the nonstationary setting, shows that two mild regularity-like conditions
without rates, are sufficient for reducing the study of the limiting spectral distribution of a
symmetric matrix with independent rows below the diagonal to the corresponding problem for



a Gaussian matrix having the same covariance structure. This result indicates that for large
matrix size, the empirical distribution of the eigenvalues is universal, in the sense that it is
determined only by the covariance structure of the process.

Theorem 5. Assume that Condition []] is satisfied and in addition that the random wvectors
(Ri)i>1, where R; = (Xjj)jen, are mutually independent. For any i > 1 fized, let G, =
o(Xij,1 < j < k) and, by convention, for k < 0, Gy, = {0,Q}. Then, under the following
two additional assumptions:

Nm = sup [|E(Xi;]Gij—m)ll2 =0 (8)
i>j>m
and
Ym = sup ||E(XuxXie|Gik-—m) — E(XiXir)|1 = 0, 9)
i>0>k>m

the following convergence holds: for all z € CT,
S%n(2) —ESY"(2) — 0 almost surely, as n — oo, (10)

where X, is defined by @) and Y, =Y, /\/n, Y, being the symmetric matriz defined as in (6
and constructed from a centered real-valued Gaussian random field (Yu)uenz having the same
covariance structure as (Xu)uenz-

Remark 6. Since Y, is constructed from a centered real-valued Gaussian random field (Ya)uenz
having the same covariance structure as (Xu)uenz, we have in particular that the random vectors
(Gi)i>1, where Gy = (Yij)jen, are mutually independent. Therefore relation (I0) in the proof of
Theorem [Q also holds for Y,,. Hence, in addition to the conclusion of Theorem [3, we also have

SEn(2) — SYn(2) — 0 almost surely, asn — oo,

provided that (Xyu)uenz and (Yu)uenz are defined on the same probability space.

Remark 7. Theorem [ also holds if we allow the random variables X;; to depend on the matriz
size n. In this context we write Xl-(]n) instead of X;;, we adapt in a natural way Condition 1 and

we modify conditions [§) and @) as follows:
sup sup [E(X|G) )2 —m o0 0
n>1i>j>m

and

sup sup |E(X; n)X ")\glk m) — E(X(n)X n))Hl —m—oo 0.
n>1i>0>k>m

Next corollary applies to stationary sequences and shows that the conclusion of Theorem
holds under simple regularity conditions.

Corollary 8. Let (Xjj)jez, i = 1,...,n be n independent copies of a stationary sequence
(Xk)kez of real-valued random variables which are centered and in L2. Then the conclusion
of Theorem [ holds under the reqularity conditions [B]) and ().

Theorem [B] and its Remark [7 allow us to formulate the following result for Gram matrices.
It will be a key step in the proof of Theorem [

Theorem 9. Under the conditions of Theorem [A and if p/N — ¢ € (0,00), the following
convergence holds: for all z € CT,

SBN(2) —ESHN(2) — 0 almost surely, as N — oo,

where By is defined by (3) and Hy is a Gram random matriz associated with a centered real-
valued Gaussian process (Yu)uezz having the same covariance structure as (Xu)uezz -



3 Examples

Below we give a few examples of regular processes.

1. Functions of i.i.d. random variables. Let (cy)ucz be ii.d. and g : R? — R be
a measurable function such that, for any i,j in Z, X;; = g(ei, k < j) is well defined in L2
and E(X;;) = 0. These are regular random fields since each row has a trivial left sigma field.
Therefore for these processes, conditions ([B) and (@) are satisfied. Examples include linear
processes, functions of linear processes and iterated random functions (see for instance Wu and
Woodroofe (2000), among others).

For example let X;; = ZZO:() ai€; k—j, where g;; are i.i.d. with mean 0 and finite variance, and
ay, are real coefficients with Y7 | a% < 0o. In this case Xj; is well-defined, the process is regular,
and therefore the conclusion of Theorem [l holds. The limiting empirical eigenvalue distribution
of Gram matrices associated with linear processes was investigated in several papers (see for
instance [21], [31] and [4]) but, all the previous known results treat only the short memory case
meaning that the a;’s are absolutely summable.

As we mentioned before, conditions (B) and (] are satisfied for a stationary sequence if the
left tail sigma field G_ is trivial. Processes with trivial tail sigma field are called regular (see
Chapter 2, Volume 1 in Bradley, 2007). We give next examples of regular processes.

1. Mixing sequences. The strong mixing coefficient is defined in the following way:

a(A,B) =sup{|P(ANB) —P(A)P(B)|: A€ A, B € B},

where A and B are two sigma algebras.
The p—mixing coefficient, also known as maximal coefficient of correlation, is defined as

p(A, B) = sup{Cov(X,Y)/||X|]2]|]Y]]2 : X € L2(A), Y € L}(B)}.

For the stationary sequence of random variables (Xj)rez, F" denotes the o—field generated by
X; with indices ¢ > n, and F,,, denotes the o—field generated by X; with indices ¢ < m. Then
we define the sequences of mixing coeflicients

apn, = a(Fo, F") and p, = p(Fo, F").

A sequence is called strongly mixing if a,, — 0. It is well-known that for strongly mixing
sequences the left tail sigma field is trivial; see Claim 2.17a in Bradley (2007). Examples of this
type include Harris recurrent Markov chains.

If lim,, 00 pr < 1, then the tail sigma field is also trivial according to Section 2.5 in Bradley
(2005).

Note that our conditions () and (@) also hold without the assumptions of stationarity and
of regularity. For instance, if

Qg = SUp supa(a(Xﬂ, ey Xik), J(Xi,kJrn,Xi,Hn)) -0,
i>1 >k
and if the variables are centered and (X2),cz2 is uniformly integrable, then (8) and (@) are
satisfied. Note that the condition ag, — 0 is not enough for regularity.

For a nonstationary example we shall look at a more general linear process, based on mar-
tingale difference innovations satisfying Lindeberg’s condition.

2. Linear processes with martingale entries. Assume that for any 1 < j < i < n, the
(i,7)™ entry of X,, is given by a linear process of the form

o0
Xi; = Zawdz‘,j—z, (11)
=0

6



where (ay)uezz is a sequence of real numbers and (dy)yez2 is a sequence of real-valued random
variables satisfying the conditions below:

A A,y = Z? 0 Z] < 00 is convergent as n — oo uniformly in ¢ > 1.

Ay There is ¢ > 0 such that sup,cz2 ||dull2 < o and for every € > 0,

QZZE 1(|d;j] > ey/n)) = 0 as n — oo.

=1 j=1

A Setting Fj = o(dig, k < 5), E(dij|Fij—1) = 0 as. for any (i,7) in Z? and

supsup ||E(d5;|Fij—n) — E(d?j)Hl — 0 as n — oo.

i>1 j>n U’
Corollary 10. Assume that (X;;) is a linear process as defined in ([Il) such that the conditions
A, Ay and Az hold. Assume in addition that the random vectors (d;.)i>1, where d;, = (dij) jez,
are mutually independent. Then the conclusion of Theorem [d hold.

The proof of this corollary is based on standards arguments for martingales and is left to the
reader.

4 Proofs

4.1 Preparatory materials

In this section, we collect several results useful for our proofs.
The first result we mention is Lemma 2.1 in Gétze et al. (2012) that allows to compare the
difference between two Stieltjes transforms.

Lemma 11. Let A and B be two symmetric n X n matrices with real entries. Then, for any
z=z+1y € C\R,

1Sa(2) — SB(2)] < (A -B)2.

| Tr
\/_

Relevant to the proof of Theorem [ is the following lemma which gives an estimate of the
Lévy distance between two distribution functions of eigenvalues (see Corollary A.42 in Bai and
Silverstein (2010)).

Lemma 12. Let A and B be two n X p matrices with real entries, and d be the Lévy distance.
Then, for any z = x + iy € C\R,

d*(Fppr, Fgpr) < \/—[Tr(AAT +BB”)Tr((A — B)(A — B)")]Y/2.

All along the proofs, we shall use the fact that the Stieltjes transform of the spectral measure
is a smooth function of the matrix entries. To formalize things in a way that is suitable for our
purpose, we shall adopt the same notations as in Chatterjee (2006) and introduce the following
map A which "constructs" Wigner-type matrices. Let N = n(n + 1)/2 and write elements of
RY as x = (zi;)1<j<i<n. For any x in R, let A(x) be the matrix defined by

(A0, ={ T, (12)

EN{



Let z € Ct and s, := S, be the function defined from RY to C by

sn(x) = %Tr(A(x) ) (13)
where I,, is the identity matrix of order n.

The function s,, as defined above, admits partial derivatives of all orders that are uniformly
bounded. In particular, denoting for any u € {(7,7)}1<j<i<n, Ousn for 0s,/0zy, the following
upper bounds hold: for any u,v,w in {(4,7)}1<j<i<n, there exist universal positive constants
c1,co and cg depending only on the imaginary part of z such that

C1

|0uBy 5| < % and |9udy O sn| < % (14)

(See Chatterjee (2006)). In addition, concerning the partial derivatives of second order, the

following lemma will be also useful.

Lemma 13. Let z € (C+ and Sn = Sn,z be deﬁned by (m) Let (al'j)lgjgign and (bij)lgjgign
be real numbers. Then, there exists an universal positive constant c4 depending only on the
imaginary part of z such that for any subset I, of {(i,5)}1<j<i<n and any element x of RY,

‘ Z Z aubvauavsn(x)‘ < %( Z o Z bf,)l/Q.

ue’l, vel, uez, veLly

Proof. Setting G = (A(x) — 2I,,) !, we have
1 1
OuOy sy, = ETr(GauAGBVAG) + ETr(GGVAGauAG) .
(See the equality (20) in Chatterjee (2006)). Whence, with the notations

A= Z auOuA and B = Z budu A,
UGIn UEIn
it follows that 9
Z Z by Ouly Sy, = —Tr(G%ZGE).
n

UEIn VGIn
Recall now the following facts: Let B and C be two complex valued matrices of order n. Then,

|Tr(BC)| < ||B|l2]|Cll2 where |B|Z = >°1, > i1 bj; (the b;;’s being the entries of B) and

max{||BC||2,||CBl2} < maxi<i<p |ni|.]|C||2 if B admits a spectral decomposition with eigen-
values 71, ..., 7n,. Therefore using the above facts, together with the facts that (0yA4);; = n1/2
if (i,7) = uw or (j,7) = u and 0 otherwise, and that G admits a spectral decomposition with
eigenvalues bounded by 1/y with y = Im(z), we get

1 ~ ~ ~ ~ 1 2 1/2
LITH(GRAGE)| < G AlaIGEla < = (Y ad S 8)
ue’l, vely,
proving the lemma. O

Another key result we use for dealing with Gaussian vectors is:

Lemma 14. Let X = (Xi.)1<p<n and Y = (Yi)1<k<n be two vectors in IL? which have the same
covariance structure. Assume in addition that Y is Gaussian. Then, for all u < k we have

IEVFD 2 < [EXEFD]2,

where FY = o(Y;,i < u) and FX = o(X;,i < u).



Proof. To prove the inequality above, it suffices to notice the following facts. Let
VY =span(1, (Y;, 1 <j <w)) and V' =span(l, (X;, 1 <j < w)),

where the closure is taken in L?. Denote by H%w(-) the orthogonal projection on V) and by
Iyx () the orthogonal projection on VX, Since (Yj)1<j<n is a Gaussian vector E(Yy|FY) =
HV{(Y;C) a.s. and in L2, On another hand, since (Y})1<k<n has the same covariance structure
as (Xj)1<k<n, we observe that

[y (Ye)[l2 = [IThyx (Xk)][2 -

But, by the definition of the conditional expectation, || X; — E(Xz|FX)|l2 < || Xi — Iy x (Xk)|f2-
Hence, by Pythagora’s theorem,

ITTyx (X3 l2 < [E(XIF)]2 -

Combining all the observations above, the lemma follows. O

Our next proposition gives in particular a well-known linear representation for stationary
Gaussian processes which have a spectral density. It can be found in Varadhan (Ch 6, Section
6.6., (2001)); see also Fact 3.1 in Chakrabarty et al. (2014).

Proposition 15. Let f be the spectral density on [—m, 71| of a real-valued 1L?-stationary process.

For any k € Z, let
1 Tk
ap = — e x)dx. 15
=) vV [(@) (15)

Then the ay,’s are real numbers satisfying Y az < oo. In addition, if we define for any k € Z,

Y = Zajgkfj ;

JET

where (§5) ez is a sequence of i.i.d. standard normal real-valued random variables, then (Yy)kez
is a centered real-valued stationary Gaussian process with spectral density f on [—m,x].

4.2 Proof of Theorem

The proof of this theorem requires several steps. First we reduce the problem to studying
the difference of expected values. Next, in order to weaken the dependence, we partition the
variables in each row in big and small blocks. The big blocks are approximated by vector valued
martingale differences. Then, we replace one by one these martingale differences by Gaussian
random vectors having the same covariance structure with the help of a blockwise Lindeberg-type
method.

All along the proof z = x + iy will be a complex number in C*. Also, the notation a < b

means that there is a constant C' depending only on Im z = y such that a < Cb.

Step 1: Reduction of the problem to a difference of expected values.
Since the random vectors (R;)1<i<n, where R; = (Xj;)1<j<i, are mutually independent, it
is well-known (see for instance the arguments in the proof on page 34 in Bai-Silverstein, 2010)
that
S§%n(z) —ES%n(2) — 0 a.s. (16)

Hence, in order to prove Theorem [l it suffices to show that

ES%n(z) —ESY"(2) — 0. (17)



To prove the above convergence, notice that there is no loss of generality in assuming that the
entries (Yy) of Y, are independent of the entries (Xy) of X,,. Therefore, from now on, we assume
that Y, is a symmetric matrix constructed from a real-valued centered Gaussian random field
(Yy) having the same covariance structure as (Xy) and independent of (Xy,).

We write S%7(z) and S¥"(z) as a function of the entries on and below the diagonal, arranged
row after row. More exactly, using the notation (I3)), we write

§%(2) = s (L¥) and 5% (2) = sn (L") ,

where LX - (L%'X)lﬁign and LY - (L@Y)lﬁiﬁn with L%X - (Xih ‘e ,X”) and Lz/ - (Y;‘l, ‘e ,Y;Z)
Also, in the sequel, to further simplify the notation we shall skip the index n from s, and we

put § = Sy 1= Sy 2.

Step 2: Martingale approximation.

We shall introduce a martingale structure on each row. We start from the celebrated Bern-
stein big and small blocks argument which weakens the dependence. We partition the variables
in each row in big and small blocks and show that the variables in large blocks have a dominant
contribution. The large blocks are then decomposed in martingale differences and a rest which
also has a smaller contribution.

Let p and g be two integers fixed for the moment. Fix ¢ in {1,...,n} and let k; = [i/(p +
q)]. We partition the set {1,...,i} in big and small blocks with the following restriction: a
big block of size p is followed by a small block of size q. We shall have the set of indexes
Liv, Ji1, Lo, Jio, s Lig, s Ji k;+1 Where each index set I;; is of size p, each index set .J;; is of size ¢
and the last block has a size at most p + ¢q. More precisely, for any ¢ in {1,...,n} and for any
JjE {1,...,]@},

L={G-Dp+9+1,....,0 —Dp+q) +p} and J; ={(G-1)p+q)+p+1,....5(p+q)}.

and

Corresponding to this index decomposition, the vectors Lf( and L}/ are partitioned in k; + 1
consecutive vectors. Setting

* *
BZ] == (Xu)uelij 9 blj - (Xu)uEJij 9 sz - (Yu)uEI,’j and sz - (Yu)ueJij
we write
X Y * * * * * * *
Li = (Bi17bi1=Bi27bi27"' 7Biki7bikwbi,k‘i+1) and Li = ( 115 Y515 P52, Y525 77 5 Pk iki’bi,krf’l)'
We introduce now the following vectors

BX == (Bi170ani27OQ7”' 7Biki7OQ707") and BzY :( ;17OQ7B:27OQ7'” 3 ;kki70Q7OT‘)7

2

where 7 = i — k;i(p + q). Note that B;¥ (resp. B)) is derived from L (resp. L)) where we
replace the variables in b;; (resp. b’{j) by 0’s. In addition, for A a positive real, fixed for the
moment, we set for any u € Z2

Xy = Xul(| Xy < A),
and, for any i € {1,...,n},

EX = (éﬂ,oq,éig,oq, s ,Eiki,oq,or) where Eij = ()?u)uelij fOI‘j < {1, e 7kz}

7
Next, for any i € {1,...,n}, we consider the sigma algebras ]:Z)O( = }% = {0,Q} and for
1 <0<k Fjp =0(Bij;1 <j<{)and Fy = o(Bj;1<j <{). Then, for any £ € {1,...,k;},
we define B B N
Djp = By — B(By|Fy_1) (18)
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and

i = E(Bj|Fie1)- (19)
By E( ,g| ) (vesp. E(B}|F/, 'r—1)) we understand a vector of dimension p where each com-
ponent is a component of the vector Bj (resp. Bj,) conditioned with respect to .7-"52_1 (resp.
FY, o 1)- Note that (5ig)1<g<k and (D},)1<¢<k, are vector valued martingale differences adapted

)

respectively to (Fix)i<e<k; and (F) )i1<s<r,. We then define the vectors ]_N?ZX and D} with

2.
dimension ¢ and with a similar structure as BZX as follows:

ﬁ‘X = (ﬁilaoq,ﬁi%oq"” ’ﬁikwoq’or) and DzY :( il,Oq’DzQ’ ) ;ki’oqaor)- (20)

Setting DX = (ﬁf{)lgign, we first compare Es(LY) to Es(DX). We write
Es(LY) — Es(DX) = EA|(s) + EAs(s) + EAs(s),

where B
Ai(s) = s(LY) = s(BY), Ao(s) = s(BY) — s(BY)

and

As(s) = s(BY) = s(D¥),
with the notations BX = (BX),<i<, and BX = (BX)1<ij<,. To control each of the EA(s) for
1=1,2,3, we apply Lemma [[Tl Therefore, we get

n ki+1

EA(s)]” < YD Y E(X]) <<( +q:p>az,

i=1 j=1 ueld;;

EAs(s)? < —ZZ Y E(XRI(1Xu] > 4) < L(4),

i=1 j=1u€l;;
and

n

k;
[EA3(s) ZZ IE(Xul 7S )!BS?(L(AH max |[E(Xi;[Gi ;- q)H2>
=1y
(4) +

1<j<i<n
cl;j
< (I

)

We proceed in a similar way with the matrix Y,,. Therefore, setting DY = (Dly)lgigru we write
Es(LY) — Es(DY) = EA|(s) + EAL(s),
with the notations
Al(s) = s(LY) — s(BY) and Al(s) = s(BY) — s(DY),
where BY = (BY)i<i<n. Applying Lemma [ and using the fact that (Y3) has the same

covariance structure as (Xy), we derive

EAi(sn)? < (4 4+ T2 ) supE(r) < (4 4+ L0)o.

On another hand, Lemmas [[1] and [[4] imply that

[EA (s <<—ZZ > IEQF DB < QZ Z B (Xl 77502

1=1 j=1uel;; i=1 j=1 uely

2 2
<« Jnax IE(Xi51Gi -2 < mg-

11



Overall we have the decomposition
ES%"(2) — ESY"(2) = Es(DX) — Es(DY) + E,(p, g, A), (21)

with
Eutpa. ] < (44 22) Tt 120) 4 ).

Step 3: The study of Es(DY) — Es(DY).

To study Es(D¥) — Es(DY) we first decompose the difference according to the rows and
after that we study the rows separately. With this aim we introduce a telescoping sum where
each term is a difference of two functions whose arguments differ only by one row. Namely we
write

ES(DX) - ES(DY) = Z (ES(D[u 1] DX D[H—l n]) ES(D[U 1] DY D[H—l n]))
i=1
where D[X b = = (DX,. DX) and D[ b= = (DY,...D}) with DX and DY defined in @0). Now for
every i fixed denote by N
si(x) = s(D[)iifl],x, D§+17n}) .

Note that s; is a random function from R? to C. With this notation

Es(DX) — Es(DY) = ZE si(D¥) = s:(D)) .
1=1

From now on, for easier notation, it will be convenient to extend the vectors (Dijs)1<¢<f, and

(D}))1<e<k, defined in (I8) and (I9) as follows:
D!, = (Dy,0,) and D', = (D};,0,) for 1 <€ <k;—1 (22)

and N B
it; = (Dik;, 0g4r) and D'5 = (D, 0q4r) - (23)

With these notations, as in the Lindeberg’s method, we write now another telescoping sum
where we change one by one the vectors D!, by D'j, in the argument of s;. With this aim we
write

Sl(ﬁix) - SZ(DY) = ‘(5217 cee 7521%) - Si(D/;'klv s 7D/;<ki)

- Z Sl J1u—1]2 Dgu? D/;(,[qul,ki]) - Si(Dg,[l,ufl} Dl;kw D/z Ju+1,k; })

kz

Z Slu — S u(D,* )) ) (24)

u=1

where ]_N?g’[kl} = (]_N);k, . ,ﬁgg) and D'}y, g == (D'}, ..., D'}y). Note that the s;,’s defined above
are random functions from RP*? to C if 1 < u < k; — 1 and from RI*" to C if u = k; (where
r=i—ki(p+aq))

We shall treat separately each term in the sum (24) corresponding to the i-th row. So, in
the following, 7 is fixed. To facilitate the study of this difference we introduce some auxiliary
terms:

SW(ﬁiu) - Siu(DI:u) = Sw(ﬁ;u) — 8iu(0) + 5i,(0) — SiU(D/:u)-

12



Denote by d%) the j-th component of the vector lAj;u Using Taylor’s expansion of order three,
we get

siu(Dy) — 5:u(0) = Ry + Ra + Ry, (25)
where )
R =Y d0s(0), Fo= (D d00;) sul0
j=1 J=1
and

(Zd ) s (0D),) with 6 €0, 1[.

Similarly, if we denote by gl(u) the j-th component of the vector D7, we get
siu(D'5) — si(0) = Ry + R + R3, (26)
where
p .
j=1
and

* 1 & ] 3 * .
Rz = E(Zgl(i)aj) s (0D'7,) with 6 €]0,1].
j=1
Now notice that, for any u € {1,...,k;} and any j € {1,...,p},

ds) = X w1 orayti — B 1) (ora) i | Fiue) = X9 _E(xXU|FX Tu—1) (27)

and

gl(i) =Y; (u-1)pta)+i — BV um1)pta) 15 1 Firuet1) = Y(J (Y(J | Fru1) - (28)

Therefore
1113 < 23| XD} < Ao?,

and since Y,, has the same covariance structure as X,, and is a Gaussian vector,
g 113 < 221V 13 < 2413 < o,

Taking into account the two previous inequalities and the upper bound on the partial derivatives
of order three of s given in (I4]), we infer that

~ N 1
IE(R3) + E(R})| < Wp?’UQ(A +0). (29)

On another hand, we notice that for any j, ¢ in {1,...,p}, 9;s:,(0) and 0;0ys,(0) are complex-
valued random variables measurable with respect to the sigma algebra H;,, defined by

Hiw = Fioy 1V o (L) r<jiot, (L} ivi<i<n) V 0 (D1, - Djy) - (30)
Hence ,
E(Ri) =Y E(9;su(0)E(dS) [Hiu)) |
J=1
and
- 1 2 0
= 5 8 10rsiu(0)E(d zi)diu ’Hz U))

13



Since the rows of X,, are assumed to be independent and Y, is assumed to be independent of
X, then O'(d(l) d(p)) v FN “u—1 18 independent of

w )T T
o (L3 hgj<iots (LY itr<hzn) V 0 (Diyss -+ Di,)-
Therefore by the properties of the conditional expectation, E(dfﬁ\?—l,u) = ( b \ iu—1) =0
and E( zu zu |qu) - (dz(zjt zu| T, U— 1) Hence?
1 & (g
E(R;) =0 and E(Ry) = 3 > E(E dDdO|FX _1)0;005:(0)) . (31)
Jil=1

We handle now the terms E(R}) and E(R;). With this aim we notice that by definition (D}, :
1<u<k; )1<Z<n is a centered Gaussian vector such that Cov (D}, D}, /) = Opp if (4,u) # (¢, 2/).
Therefore Dy, i =1,...,n, u=1,... k are centered Gaussian random variables in RP which
are mutually 1ndependent. In addition they are independent of (Xy). Therefore,

E(g%2 )E(8;5:(0)) =0, (32)

Me

E(Ry) =
1

<.
Il

and

12
=5 Z E( gw gw (9 ;05300 )) . (33)

Jil=1

So, starting from (24]) and taking into account (28, 26), 29), BI)), (B2) and (B3], we derive

that for any ¢ € {1,...,n},

ki p
E(si(DX)) — E(s:(D))) 122( (B (17 ) — Blold) ol) 030000 0) )
u=1j b=

1
kip*o®(A+a). (34)

+W

We handle now the first term in the right-hand side of the above inequality. Recalling the
notations (27)) and 28)), we first write

0) {4
E(dg) dy, | 7Y 1) = B(eh of) = B XIFS ) - B YD)
(X(]‘ lu 1) (X(el zu 1) ( (Y(]’ z )E(szgf)’]:?,/ufl))
Therefore, by triangle inequality and Jensen inequality,

(ZZ (@2 d1F5 ) ~ B9 9'))) 0005 (0) )|

u=1jl=1

ki p
<3N E(EEDXDIFS ) - B Y)050i0(0)) |

u*ljé—l
+ZE‘ Z X(J| lu 1) (X(z| zu l)ajaﬁsiu(o)‘
u=1 Jf=1
Y(]‘ lu 1) ( ’ 1,U— 1))E(8j653w(0))‘
u=1 7 f=1
=T+ 15+ T;. (35)
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Let us first handle T3. Recalling the notation ([22)) and (23) and setting

Ci,u_ (D[lz 1]» gl""’ z,‘,u—l’ D,zu—i—l"' D/;kuk ’D[H—ln})’ (36)
we note that IE( v | iu—1)E (Y(z |FY iu—1) is independent of ;098 (Ciw). This is because of
the 1ndependence between Y, and X together with the independence between the vectors

£) *
EYD|IF D EYFY, ) and <un+1, . D'wk,Dgﬂnp

2) *
dence, it suffices to notice that (E (Y(J \FY o 1) (Y( \FY 1) Dgts 5 D ok, ,D[};rl .

To prove the latter indepen-

) is a

Gaussian vector and that (E(Y(J \FY tu—1)s ( o | tu_1)) and (D7, 1y, .. D’:uk ,Dﬁ;rl n]) are
uncorrelated. So, we can bound T3 as follows:
k;
<D B[ Y B ERlF)00ms(Cra)|
u=1  j kel
An application of Lemma I3 gives
2
‘ Z Fi Ju— 1 (Y;k“’rz )aljalks n2 Z z )) :
j keI, JEI,
Whence, using in addition Lemma [[4] we derive
Iz < — Z > IEY AL DIE < 2 Z > IECGIFR-)IE.
u=1jel} u=1jel
Since ]:Zu 1CGip—qforany fe {(u—1)(p+q)+1,...,(u—1)(p+q) +p}, it follows that
1< 2 L o
L5 > IE(X5Gi5-0) 13 < g (37)
j=1
To treat T we proceed as in the proof of relation ([B7), and infer that
Ih<— Z IE(Xi51Gii-q) 13 < 77q +3 Z X35 (1 X5 > Al - (38)

We handle now the term 77 in (33]). Using the notation (36]) and the fact that Y,, has the same
covariance structure as X,,, we start by rewriting 73 as follows:

ki
T = Z Z |E((E()~(ij)~(i€\fﬁf1) — E(Xij Xi0)) 0350i5(Ci)) |

uzlj ter,

_Z > E((X E(Xi5 X)) 0;j0i¢s(Ci))

u=1jlel!,

, (39)

where for the second equality we used the fact that 0;;0;0s(C;,,) is measurable with respect to
Hi, defined by B0) and that o ((X; (u—1)(p+q)+j)1<i<p) V .7-"5271 is independent of

o (L3 )1<j<io1s (L3 it1<k<n) V 0 (Df i, -, D).

To treat the summands in ([39), we further weaken the dependence by suppressing some
variables in Cj, which are "close” to X;; X;,. Let a be a positive integer fixed for the moment.
Then, setting,

Ci(,z) = (D[)l(,i—l}? z,‘l"' D;u a’ ‘D/Z autly e D,* D[}i/-l-l,n]) if u Za+ 1’

zuk’
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and
Ci(,a) (D[12 1 0.D"; 11, D D[@+1n}) ifl1<u<a,

(e
we write o
|E((Xij Xir — B(XijXi0))0350i08(Ci)) | < Iy + 1. (40)
where
I = |E((5(:Z])?Zg — E(Xz‘iné))aijaiZ (Sn(Cz‘,u) - Sn(CZ(C:L))))‘
and

IQ == ‘IE(()NCU)N(M - E(XZ]XZg))aZ]aMS(CZ(Z)))‘ .
By using the multivariate Taylor expansion of first order for J;;0;¢s, taking into account the

definitions of Cj , and C’Z((;) and then by using (I4]), we derive, after simple computations, that

a+1

- 1
L < 5/222 1(Xij Xie — E(Xi; Xi0)) (Xir — B(Xi0 | FiX) [ < 7 (Aap)o®.  (41)
v=2rel

Next, using (I4) again and the definition of the conditional expectation, we infer that
I < — LRy Rielo(C)) = B(X5 X0 |1

Notice now that, since X,, and Y, are assumed to be independent and since the rows of X,
are independent, E(XinidO'(Ci(z))) E(XZ]X,A e o)
based on the definition of X;; and on the fact that A||X;;I(|X;;| > A)[1 < HX%I(]XU] > A1,
we obtain

L < 2||E(ngXw| Tuea) —E(Xi X)L + =

Therefore, after simple computations

— IIXwI(IXmI > A2 )| Xl (|Xie| > A2 (42)

Starting from (B9]) and taking into account (IZIII) 1) and [@2), we get

1
Tl < 3/2 (Aap )U + _2 Z ” ’XZ]’ > A)”l + kzp Yag - (43)
J=1
So, overall, starting now from the inequality (34]), taking into account (33l), (37), (38)) and (@3],

and summing over i, we obtain that

~ 1
[Esn(DY) = Esn(DY)| < —75p*0*(A+ad + ) + pL(A) + g + PYag - (44)

Step 4: End of the proof.
Starting from (2I]), taking A = e/n and considering the upper bound ([4), we get

1
[ES%n(2) — ESY"(2)| < pPo?(e + ac + —7 7 o) 4+ pL(ev/n) + 03 + PYag

+ p\1/2
+( +—qnp) o+ LY (ey/n) +1,.
Therefore, when n — oo, we obtain for all p, ¢, a, and ¢,

lim sup ‘ESX"(Z) - ESY"(2)| < p202(€ + ag) + 772 + Mg + PYag + (q/p)l/2

n—0o0
Now we let ¢ — 0 and obtain
lim sup |ESX"(2) — ESY"(Z)‘ < 772 + g + DVag + (q/p)l/2 o
n—oo

Then we let a — o0, and, by our hypotheses, for any p and ¢ we obtain
lim sup |ESX"(2) — ESY"(2)| < 772 + g + (q/p)l/2 o
n—o0

Now we can let p and ¢ tend to oo in such a way ¢/p — 0 to obtain the desired result. O
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4.3 Proof of Corollary 8

By the reverse martingale convergence theorem and condition (), we get that lim,, o E(Xo|G_»)
= E(X0|G_o) = 0 a.s. So, since X belongs to L2, this last convergence implies that condition
([®) holds. We prove now that under the conditions of the corollary, condition (@) is satisfied.
Note first that, by stationarity, this latter condition reads as

sup IE(X0Xu|G—rn) — E(XoXy)|l1 = 0asn — oco. (45)

To prove that (45]) holds we shall prove that
lim limsup sup [|[E(XoXy|G-n) — E(XoXu)|1 =0, (46)

P=X pn—oco u>Sp+1
and that
lim lim sup max. HE(XOX 1G_rn) —E(XoXu)|1 =0. (47)

P—0 poso 1<

To prove (0], we note that
sup [[E(XoXu|G-n) — E(XoXu)[1 < sup [[E(XoXu|Go) — E(XoXu)1

u>p+1 u>p+1
= sup [ XoE(Xu|Go) — E(Xo X1
u>p+1
< 2{[Xollz - sup {[E(XulGo)ll> < 2[|Xoll2 - [E(Xo|G—p)ll2

u>p+

This shows that ([6]) holds since (8) does under ([B)). We turn now to the proof of ([@7). By the

reverse martingale convergence theorem

lim max. HE(XOX 1G_n) — E(XoX,)|1 = max hm IE(X0Xu|G-n) — E(XoXu)1

n—o00 1<u u<p
= sup HE(XOXu’g—OO) — E(XoXu)l1,

1<u<p

which is equal to zero by condition (). This ends the proof of ([@7) and then of the corollary. ¢

4.4 Proof of Theorem

It is well-known that for deriving the limiting spectral distribution of By it is enough to study
the Stieltjes transform of the following symmetric matrix of order n = N + p:

Xﬂ:: 1 < ORP Aﬁap )
VN \ Xnp OnnN

Indeed the eigenvalues of X2 are the eigenvalues of N _1/\,’]:(, »ENp together with the eigenvalues of
N—x N,p/\,’]:\r, - Since these two latter matrices have the same nonzero eigenvalues, the following
relation holds: for any z € C*, Sp, (2) = 271/2%5& (z1%) + % (see, for instance, page 549
in Rashidi Far et al. [22] for additional arguments leading to the relation above. Obviously
a similar equation holds for the Gram random matrix Hy associated with (Yy)uez2, namely:
Sty (2) = 2_1/22%5%(21/2) + %7 where Y,, is defined as X,, but with X, replaced by Y,
Therefore, in order to prove the theorem, it suffices to show that, for any z € CT,

lim |Sx,(z) — E(Sy,(2))| =0 as. (48)
N—oo
Note now that X,, := n_1/2[ Z(?)]” | where x( = /N Xicpjlizpr1licj<p if 1 < j < i <,
and xgj) = xﬁ? if 1 <1i¢ < j <n. Similarly we can write Y, := _1/2[%(])]” 1 where the

yi(j) s are defined as the a:gm’s but with X;_, ; replaced by Y;_, ;. The theorem then follows by

applying Remark [ of Theorem [l to the matrices X,, and Y,, defined above. %
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4.5 Proof of Theorem [1I

According to Theorem [0 and Theorem B.9. in Bai and Silverstein (2010), the proof of Theorem
@ is reduced to show that, for any z € CT

lim E(S"~(2)) = S(2), (49)
N—o00

where Hy is the Gram matrix associated with a Gaussian random field (Y3 )uez having the same
covariance structure as (Xy)uez and S(z) is a Stieltjes transform of a measure F' and satisfies
equation (B]). To prove the convergence above, we shall proceed in two steps. In the first step we
shall prove that ([@9]) holds under the additional assumption that the spectral density of (Xx)kez
is square integrable. The proof of this particular case is facilitated by the fact that a square
integrable spectral density allows us to use the celebrated Szego-Trotter theorem for Toeplitz
matrices. This assumption will be removed in a second step, where we approximate the spectral
density by a square integrable one and then extend the characterization of the limit.

Step 1. Proof of ([@9) when the spectral density is square integrable.
We shall apply Theorem 1.1 in Silverstein (1995). Consider N independent copies (g;;);cz,

i=1,...,N of a sequence (gi)rez of i.i.d. standard normal random variables. Set
co o ey
r,:= C:I C:O : Cp?2 where ¢ = Cov(Xp, Xi) .
Cp;l Cp;g . C-O

Using the stationarity of the Gaussian process (Yu)uczz, we can easily verify that the random

vector ((Y1j)1<j<p,---,(¥YNj)i<j<p) has the same distribution as (gll“ll;ﬁ, . ,gNI‘Il,/Q) where for

any i € {1,...,N}, 8 = (9ij)1<j<p and I’Il,/2 is the symmetric non-negative square root of I'y.
Therefore, for any z € CT,

E(SHN (2)) = B(S™Y 0T (2)),

where Gy = %gfvpgw with Gy, = (gij)1<i<n,1<j<p- Hence, according to Theorem 1.1 in
Silverstein (1995), if p/N — ¢ € (0,00) and

F'* converges to a probability distribution H as p — oo, (50)
then there is a nonrandom probability distribution F' such that
dA(FEN F) = 0 as. (51)

Furthermore, the Stieltjes transform S = S(z), 2 € CT, of F satisfies the equation

1
o= / (1l —c—czS) — de(x)

Setting S := —(1 — ¢)/z + ¢S, this last equation becomes

1 x
z:—S+c/1+x§dH(x). (52)

We mention that S is also a Stieltjes transform (see relation (1.3) in [23] or [15]), so ImS > 0
for z € CT.

Note now that, since the spectral density f is assumed to be square integrable, by Parseval’s
identity we have that ), ci < 00. Therefore by a version of the Szegé’s theorem for Toeplitz
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forms (see page 72 of Trotter (1984)), the convergence (B0 holds and we have, for any ¢ which
is continuous and bounded,

[t =5 [ pensoi

—T

Since the function ¢(z) := z/(1 + xS) is continuous and bounded by 1/Im S, the relation (52])
can be rewritten as (B). To end the proof of ([@9) when the spectral density is assumed to be
square integrable, it suffices to notice that (GI)) implies that limy o, STV (2) = S(z) a.s. which
in turn entails (49) since the Stieltjes transforms are bounded.

Step 2. Proof of ([@9) when the spectral density is not necessarily square integrable.

To remove the assumption on the square integrability of the spectral density, we shall truncate
the spectral density, then define a Gaussian process with the help of the truncated spectral
density. Next, we use the limit of the empirical eigenvalue distribution for this truncated process
to approximate and then characterize the limit of FH».

In the rest of the proof, (&u)uez2 is a sequence of i.i.d. standard normal real-valued random
variables. According to Proposition [[3] there is no loss of generality by assuming from now on
that (Yy)uez has the following linear representation: for any k, /¢ in Z,

1 T
Yie = a;&ky_; with ap = — ke zr)dx . 53
ot jeZZ 5€k,0—j o= V (@) (53)
For a fixed positive real b, we define another centered real-valued Gaussian random field (Z3),cz2
with the help of the function
fo=[fNb.
Note that since f is a nonnegative, even and integrable function on [—7, 7], so is f,. Then

fv is also the spectral density on [—, 7| of a L2?-stationary process. Therefore, according to
Proposition [[3] if we set, for any k, ¢ in Z,

k@ / fy(x)dx and 72, = Zagsz s (54)

27T - JEZL

(Z5)ueze is a centered real-valued stationary Gaussian random field. In addition, for any fixed
integer k, ( kz)gez admits f, as spectral density on [—m,7]. Let H4 be the Gram matrix
associated with (Z2 Juezz- Since f, is bounded, it is in particular square integrable. Then, by
the Step 1 of the proof, we conclude that there is a nonrandom distribution function F® such
that

lim d(FEY | FY) =0 as. (55)

N—o0

On another hand, by using Lemma [I2] together with Cauchy-Schwarz’s inequality, we infer that

e 1) « g3 0g+ an] | S S -2

Since E(ng) =2 kez a%, E((ij)2) = kez di and E((Y;j - ij)z) =D ez (ar — ag)?, by using
Parseval’s identity, it follows that

B (r, 1) < ([t [ ) ([0 - 5 @)
< (/W f(x)dx)l/Q( 7; FI(f > b)(m)dm)lﬂ.

—Tr
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Therefore, by the Lebesgue dominated convergence theorem

lim lim sup Ed?(FHN, Fb) = 0. (56)

b—00 N300

Since for any positive reals b and b’ we have
P(FY, F) < 2Bd?(F"~ | FY) 4 2Bd?(FH~ , FY)

(BB) implies that F® is Cauchy. Taking into account that the space of distribution func-
tions endowed with Lévy metric is complete, we conclude that there is a nonrandom dis-
tribution function F such that limy_,. d(F®, F) = 0 which, combined with (G6), also gives
limpy 0o Ed(FHN | F) = 0. If we denote by S the Stieltjes transform of F' and by S? the Stieltjes
transform of F?, by the continuity theorem (see for instance Theorem B.9 in [2]), we obtain,
for any z € CT, the convergence of S®(z) to S(z) and the convergence in probability of S5~ (z)
to S(z). Since the Stieltjes transforms are bounded, we also have limy o E(S™V (2)) = S(2),
which completes the proof of the convergence (49).

We shall prove now that S(z) satisfies (5. We start from the equation satisfied by S° which
was found in Step 1, namely

1 ™
z=——+ c/ _hl@) ydr, (57)
S a1+ 27be(1')§
with S° := —(1 —¢)/z + ¢S®. We note at this point that, and for any z in C*, we also have

S(z) = limy_, S°(2). Tt follows that S = — (1 —¢)/z+ ¢S, where S is also a Stieltjes transform,
implying that Im(S)(z) > 0. Therefore, for almost all z in [—m, 7],

B @)
b—oo 1 + 27be($)§b 1+ 27Tf(£l?)§ '

Also, for all b sufficiently large,

fo(2) 1
1+ 27fy(2)S8 ! — 27 Im(S®) ~ Im(S)

By the Lebesgue dominated convergence theorem, by passing to the limit when b — oo in (57])
we obtain that S satisfies equation [@). ¢
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