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Abstract

The present manuscript studies signal detection by likelihood ratio tests in a number
of spiked random matrix models, including but not limited to Gaussian mixtures and
spiked Wishart covariance matrices. We work directly with multi-spiked cases in these
models and with flexible priors on the signal component that allow dependence across
spikes. We derive asymptotic normality for the log-likelihood ratios when the signal-to-
noise ratios are below certain thresholds. In addition, we show that the variances of the
log-likelihood ratios can be asymptotically decomposed as the sums of those of a collec-
tion of statistics which we call bipartite signed cycles.

Keywords: Contiguity; Finite rank deformation; Principal Component Analysis; Ran-
dom graphs; Signal detection.

1 Introduction

An important class of signal detection problems share the following hypothesis testing frame-
work. Under the null hypothesis, the observed data matrix consists of pure noise. Under the
alternative, its has a “signal + noise” structure, where the signal component is of low rank
and certain knowledge can be encoded as a prior distribution on the signal.

We consider two different cases of the problem.
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e In the unnormalized case, we assume that the observed data matrix X is in R™*P. Let
Z = (Zij) € R™P with Z; %4 N(0,1). We aim to test

1
Hy: X =2, wvs. H1:X:ﬁ@U/+Z, (1)

where © € R™** follows some prior distribution mg and U € RP** follows some prior
distribution 7y and ©,U and Z are mutually independent. Throughout, we assume
that under mg (and 7y, resp.), the rows of © (U, resp.) are ii.d. random vectors
with E[©1,] = 0 and Cov(0],01.) = Yo (with E[U1,] = 0 and Cov(U{,Uix) =

Yy, resp.). In other words, we assume that Xj; i N(0,1) under Hy, and under

ZTLd K
Hi, Xi|(©,U) ~ N(% > i1 ©9aUj, 1) where E[0y] = 0, E[Ujy] = 0, E[04,0;,] =

1
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Yo(l1,l2) and E[Uj;,Uj,] = Xy (lh, 1) for 1,11,ly € [k]. Here and after, for any matrix
A € R™P A’ stands for its transposition, A;, € RY¥P its i-th row, and Asj € R™*1 jtg
Jj-th column. We use A;; and A(i, j) exchangeably to denote its (4, j)-th entry. For any
positive integer [, [I] = {1,2,...,l}. Under Hy, if the distribution of O, is discrete
and takes a finite number of values, then conditioning on U the rows of X in (1) can
be viewed as i.i.d. observations from a Gaussian mixture distribution.

e In the normalized case, we test
Hy:X=27 vs. H:X=0V'+2Z (2)

where V = U(U'U)~Y/2 and U is defined as is in the previous case. In other words,
V is a self-normalized version of U such that V'V = I, and so V € O(p, k), i.e., the
Stiefel manifold consisting of all k-frames in RP. Under Hi, if O, N (0,Xe) with
Yo = H = diag(hq,...,hs) with hy > --- > h,; > 0, then conditioning on V the rows
of X are i.i.d. observations from a p-dimensional normal distribution with mean 0 and
multi-spiked covariance matrix VHV'+1,. Here I, is the p-dimensional identity matrix.
In this case, (2) reduces to the high dimensional sphericity test against multi-spiked

alternative.

In either case, we aim to detect a spiked random matrix model against the null. Moreover,
we deal with simple vs. simple hypothesis testing since we put some prior distribution on
the signal component under the alternative. Therefore, the Neyman—Pearson lemma dictates
that the likelihood ratio test is optimal.

In this manuscript, we are concerned with the asymptotic behavior of likelihood ratios in
the aforementioned testing problems. In particular, let p = p,, scale with n. We are interested
in the asymptotic regime where

p/n— v € (0,00) as n — 0. (3)

351’" denote the likelihood
0,n

Let Py 5, be the null distribution and Py ,, the alternative. Let L,, =
ratio, and we call log(L,,) the log-likelihood ratio.

A series of papers have discovered the following general phenomenon in these testing
problems. Depending on the signal-to-noise ratio (SNR), there are two different types of
asymptotic behavior of the likelihood ratio. If the SNR is below certain threshold, then L,, has
a nontrivial weak limit, and the null and alternative distributions are mutually contiguous.
When the SNR is sufficiently large, the likelihood ratio converges to zero under null and
diverges to infinity under alternative in probability as n tends to infinity. In this case,
the two distributions are asymptotically singular. Banks et al. [5] focused on locating the
boundary between asymptotically contiguous and singular regimes in both model (1) and
its symmetric counterpart known as the Gaussian spiked Wigner model. Perry et al. [19]
investigated the same issue in three single-spiked models: Gaussian spiked Wigner model,
non-Gaussian spiked Wigner model and spiked Wishart model. In addition, they determined
when spectral method, i.e., PCA, is optimal or sub-optimal in these models. The single-
spiked Wishart model they considered is a special case of model (1) with k = 1. In a slightly
different line of research, Onatski et al. [17, 18] (see also [12]) derived asymptotic normality of
the likelihood ratio under both single and multiple spiked Wishart models for all contiguous



alternative distributions, provided that the prior on the leading eigenvectors is the uniform
probability measure on the corresponding Stiefel manifold. The scenario they considered can
be viewed as model (2) with the entries of U sampled independently and identically from a
standard normal distribution. Furthermore, El Alaoui et al. [8] and El Alaoui and Jordan
[7], among other results, derived asymptotic normality results for log-likelihood ratios for
single spiked Wigner and Wishart models, which allowed for priors with uniformly bounded
support size on each entry of the leading eigenvector or the leading singular vector pair.
Their approach is borrowed from spin glass literature and uses cavity method. For single
spiked Wishart models, their result is complementary to that in [17] as it required a bounded
support condition on the prior and hence excluded the Gaussian prior that underpins the
result in [17].

1.1 Main contributions

The main contributions of the present manuscript are two-folded:

(1) For both models (1) and (2) and for a large collection of priors on © and U, we show that
when the SNR is below certain threshold that depends only on v and second moments
and sub-Gaussianity parameters of the priors, the null and the alternative distributions
are asymptotically mutually contiguous and that the log-likelihood ratio has normal
limits under both null and alternative as n — oo and p/n — v € (0,00). The limiting
normal distributions have different means but the same variance, both of which depend
only on « and second moments of the priors. We allow any prior on © that assigns
independent sub-Gaussian row vectors, and any such prior on U. This allows rows of ©
(and U) to be i.i.d. according to any multivariate normal distribution or any multivariate
discrete/continuous distribution with bounded support, among other possibilities. To
the best of our limited knowledge, the present manuscript is the first to give such results
for these multi-spiked signal detection problems beyond the case of uniform priors.

(2) In either model, when the SNR is below the threshold under which we have asymptotic
normality for the log-likelihood ratio, we show that under either null or alternative, the
log-likelihood ratio can be decomposed as the weighted sum of a collection of statistics,
defined later as bipartite signed cycles, which are asymptotically independently and nor-
mally distributed. This provides an analysis of variance for the asymptotic log-likelihood
ratio. Such a result sheds light on the source of randomness in the asymptotic likelihood
ratio. In addition, it serves as a first step toward designing computationally efficient
tests that can achieve the exact optimal power of the likelihood ratio test for the testing
problems of interest. See, for instance, the effort made in [4] along this direction for
testing Erd6s—Rényi random graphs against planted partition models.

The approach we shall take in the present manuscript is inspired by a parallel line of
research on contiguity and signal detection for Erdés—Rényi random graphs and the planted
partition model (i.e., symmetric two block stochastic block models). Janson [11] introduced
a second moment argument to study asymptotically contiguous random graph models with
respect to random d-regular graphs where the degree parameter d remains finite as the graph
size tends to infinity. In addition, he showed that the asymptotic likelihood ratios between
these sparse random graph models are determined by counts of cycles on graphs. Mossel



et al. [16] established a comparable set of results when studying the detection of planted
partition model against Erdés—Rényi random graphs in the asymptotic regime where the
average degree of nodes remain finite when the graph size tends to infinity. They determined
the exact boundary between asymptotically contiguous and singular regimes and showed that
within the contiguous regime, the asymptotic log-likelihood ratio is determined by counts of
cycles and has a Poisson mixture limit. Banerjee [3] studied the same Erdés—Rényi model
vs. planted partition model detection problem in a different asymptotic regime where average
degree and graph size tend to infinity together. Similar to [16], he determined the exact
boundary between contiguity and singularity while he also showed that in the contiguous
regime, the asymptotic likelihood ratio is determined by a series of graph statistics called
signed cycles as opposed to actual counts of cycles on graph. The major tool in [3] is a
Gaussian version of the second moment method in [11]. This second moment method also
serves as the backbone of arguments in the present manuscript, while the major difficulty here
lies in constructing and analyzing the collection of statistics that determine the asymptotic
likelihood ratios for models (1) and (2). As we shall show later, the bipartite signed cycles
will serve this purpose.

1.2 Organization

The rest of this manuscript is organized as the following. In Section 2, we introduce the
second moment method, define bipartite signed cycles, and state the main theorems. Section
3 establishes the asymptotic normality of bipartite signed cycles and Section 4 proves the
main theorems. The appendix presents the details of the second moment method.

2 Main results

2.1 Preliminaries

Contiguity For two sequences of probability measures P,, and Q, defined on o-fields
(Q, Frn), we say that Q,, is contiguous with respect to P,,, denoted by Q,,<P,,, if for any event
sequence A, P,(Ay,) — 0 implies Q,(A,,) — 0. We say that they are (asymptotically) mu-
tually contiguous, denoted by P, <>Q,,, if both Q,,<P,, and P, <@Q,, hold. We refer interested
readers to Le Cam [13] and Le Cam and Yang [14] for general discussions on contiguity.

To establish our main results, we rely on the following proposition for establishing conti-
guity and asymptotic normality of log-likelihood ratios. For any two probability measure P
and Q on the same probability space, we write Q < P when Q is absolutely continuous with
respect to PP.

Proposition 1 (Janson’s second moment method). Let P, and Q,, be two sequences of prob-
ability measures such that for each n, both are defined on the common o-algebra (Qy,, Fr).
Suppose that for each i > 1, W, ; are random variables defined on (0, Fy,). Then the proba-
bility measures P, and Q,, are asymptotically mutually contiguous if the following conditions
hold simultaneously:

(i) Qy, is absolutely continuous with respect to P, for each n;

(it) For any firted k > 1, one has Wy 1,..., Wy i) Py LS (Z1,....2Zk) and (W 1,..., Wy 1) |Qy 4
(Z1,....2}).



(iii) Z; ~ N(0,0%) and Z! ~ N(p;,02) are sequences of independent random variables.

} 0. (4)
Furthermore, we have that under P,

v d f: piZi — 53 (5)
= ex —

i=1 v

(iv) The likelihood ratio statistic Y, = % satisfies

limsup Ep,, < exp { Z

n— o0

|7§
~olso

and that given any €,6 > 0 there exists a natural number K = K(d,€) such that for any
sequence ny there is a further sub-sequence n;,, such that

K opp W, 1) — 12
log(Ynlm)—{Z pe (Wo ) = i

k=1 Tk

limsup Py,
m—r0o0

> e] <. (6)

Remark 1. The proposition can be viewed as a Gaussian version of Theorem 1 in Janson [11]
which dealt with convergence to a Poisson mixture. In addition, it generalizes Proposition
3.4 in [3] where a more specific version of it appeared with an additional redundant condition
(P,, being absolutely continuous with respect to Q,,) and without conclusion (6).

Bipartite signed cycles In view of Proposition 1, our proofs rely on finding out a class of
random variables which are “asymptotically sufficient” for determining the likelihood ratio.
To this end, we define the following set of statistics.

Definition 1 (Bipartite signed cycle of length 2k). For each k € [n A p|, we define the
bipartite signed cycle of length 2k as

1
By = nk Z Xio,joXir,joXirj1 Xiaj1 -+ - X1 g1 Xio,jr—1 (7)
20,J0581,J 15+ 8k —1,Jk—1
where ig,41,...,ik_1 € [n] are all distinct, and so are jo, ji,...,jk—1 € [p]-

As we shall show later, for both models (1) and (2), the collection of bipartite signed
cycles of increasing lengths determines the asymptotic likelihood ratio, at least for a large
collection of prior distributions on © and U which we now define.

Sub-Gaussian prior distributions We first define sub-Gaussian random vectors and
their variance proxies.

Definition 2. Suppose X is a random vector of dimension d. We say the random vector X
is sub-Gaussian with variance proxy Yx if E[X] = 0 and E[exp (' X)] < exp (%t’ Y Xt) for

any t € R%. Here Sy isa non-negative definite matrix.



By definition, if 3 x is a variance proxy for X, then so is any matrix 3 such that £— Y is
non-negative definite. For any multivariate normal distribution the variance proxy matches
with the true covariance matrix. If X is a random vector with i.i.d. Rademacher entries then
X is sub-Gaussian with variance proxy I;. Furthermore, if X is sub-Gaussian with variance
proxy Sx then AX is sub-Gaussian with variance proxy A’ SxA for any A. Finally, if X is
a random variable taking values within [a, b], then X — E[X] is sub-Gaussian with variance

proxy 1 (a — b)?.

Definition 3 (Sub-Gaussian prior). For any given number £ < min(n, p), let P(n, k, Yo, f]@)
be the collection of all priors mg on © such that under mg, the row vectors {O;, : i € [n]} are
i.i.d. sub-Gaussian random vectors in R with mean zero, covariance matrix ¥g and variance
proxy Z@ Let P(p, K, X, EU) be defined analogously for U.

2.2 Statement of theorems

We first state the theorem for testing problem (1). For any matrix A, let || A||2 be its spectral
norm. For any event F, let 15 be its indicator function.

Theorem 1. Consider the testing problem defined in (1) with the © prior T € P(n, x, Yo, gl@)

and the U prior my € P(p, k, v, Xy). Denote the null distribution by Py, the alternative

distribution Py, and the likelihood ratio L, = 351 2 Suppose as n — oo, p/n — v € (0,00)

while k, Yo, YU, Yo, S remain fized. The following hold whenever |SoXy|2|Seu|l2 < 7
1. Py and Py, are asymptotically mutually contiguous.

2. Under Hy,
d o 202k — s
k=1
where Zy, are independent N (0 2k‘7k) random variables and for any k, pi = Tr ((E@EU)k).
In other words, under Hy, log(Ly,) LN N(—302,0}) with

o ,u2 1 & hihs
1
Y — Y
k=1 =1 ]:1
where hy > --- > h, are the eigem/alues of YeXy. Under Hi, we have (8) with

Zi, ™ N (g, 2k7%) and log(Ly,) % N(Lo2,02).

3. Further under both null and alternative the log-likelihood ratio satisfies the following
ANOVA type decomposition:

m.
“ 24, (B — pli=1) — i3

log(Ly,) — Y - (B " =Ko (10)
k=1

where m,, is any sequence growing to oo at a rate o(y/logn) .

Next we state the counterpart of Theorem 1 for the testing problem in (2).



Theorem 2. Consider the testing problem defined in (2). Denote the null distribution by

Po,n, the alternative distribution Py, and the likelihood ratio L, = Sgé'z. Under the condition

of Theorem 1, whenever
1552205 Se 21 Zell2 < 7,

the three conclusions of Theorem 1 hold with pu = Tr(E’é) and hy > --- > hy the eigenvalues
Of 2@ .

It is not surprising that the results for the testing problems (1) and (2) are essentially

the same. By law of large number, one has ||\/p(UU’)~1/2 — 2[_]1/2“2 0. Hence (UU")~1/?

%El}l/ % for large values of p. In addition, the distribution of X in (2)
1/2

remains unchanged if we replace U with UX,/". Hence the testing problem is essentially
the same as the unnormalized version (1) with Xy = .

is essentially same as

Sphericity test against multi-spiked Wishart covariance matrix Suppose 71(% assigns
i.i.d. N,(0,I,) rows vectors in © and 7f; does the same on U. Then V = U(U'U)"!/?
follows the uniform distribution on the Stiefel manifold O(p, k), and (2) reduces to the high-
dimensional sphericity testing problem considered in [18], since in this case, the full data
likelihood ratio reduces to the likelihood ratio of the eigenvalues of the sample covariance
matrix. Since 71% € P(n,k, I, I;) and 71?] € P(p, k, I, I;), we obtain the following corollary
of Theorem 2 which reconstructs the key result in [18] for normal data. However, the proof
approach we take is completely different from that used in [18].

Corollary 1. Let Xq,...,X, i Ny(0,%). Consider testing Hy : ¥ = I, vs. Hy : ¥ =
I, + V'HV where H = diag(hi,...,hy) with hy > --- > hy, > 0 and V follows the uniform
distribution on O(p, k). Denote the null distribution by Py ,,, the alternative distribution Py,
and the likelthood ratio L, = 35312. Suppose as n — oo, p/n — v € (0,00) while k remains

fived. The following hold whenever hy < /7.

1. Py, and P1,, are asymptotically mutually contiguous.

2. Under Hy, (8) holds where Zy, are independent N (O,2/<;’yk) random variables and for
any k, pp = Tr (Hk) In other words, under Hy, log(Ly,) S N(—%Jg, ag) with

Under Hy, we have (8) with Zj ind N (pr, 2k+*) and log(Ly,) KN N(302,07).

3. Further under both null and alternative the log-likelihood ratio satisfies (10) where my,
is any sequence growing to oo at a rate o(y/logn) .

Remark 2. Since our main theorems depend on the priors only through covariance matrices
and sub-Gaussian variance proxies, Corollary 1 holds for any prior 7y € P(p, &, I, 1), e.g.,
the prior that assigns entries of U with i.i.d. Rademacher random variables.



3 Asymptotic normality of bipartite signed cycles

We now give the limiting distribution of the statistics B, ;’s defined in (7). These statistics
serve the purpose of the W, ;’s in Proposition 1 when it comes to proving Theorems 1 and 2.

Proposition 2 (Bipartite signed cycles). Consider both testing problems (1) and (2). The
following results hold:

(i) Under Hy, when 1 < ky < ...< k = o(y/Iogn),

<Bn,k1 —plg =1 By, i,

(ii) Under Hy, when 1 < ki < ... <k = o(y/logn),

Bk, — Pliy—1 — Bk —
( nky = Pli=1 =ty Bnky “’“l)iNl(o,Il), (12)

V/2kyyM C 2k

where for testing problem (1),

) 4 Ny 0, 1). (11)

i = > Yo(l1, lw)Eu(l, 12)2e (2, l3) - .. Bu(lok—1, l2k)
l1...,l2k€{1,...,l-€}2k (13)
=Tr ((ZeXu)"),

and for testing problem (2)
e = Tr(ZE). (14)

3.1 Preliminaries

The proof of the foregoing proposition is inspired by the remarkable paper [1]. The fun-
damental idea is to prove the asymptotic normality by using the method of moments and
showing that moments of the limiting distributions satisfy Wick’s formula. We first state the
method of moments.

Lemma 1. Let Y, 1,...,Y, be a random vector of | dimension. Then (Yp1,...,Yn)) i)
(Zy,..., 7)) if the following conditions are satisfied:

(1) limy oo E[ X1 ... X m] exists for any fized m and X, ; € {Yn1,..., Y} for 1 <i <
m.

(ii) (Carleman’s Condition)[6]

Further,

Here Xy ; € {Yn1,...,Y, 1} for 1 <i < m and X; is the in distribution limit of X, ;. In
particular, if X, ; = Xy j for some i # j € {1,...,1} then X; = Xj.



Now we state Wick’s formula for Gaussian random variables which was first proved by
Isserlis [10] and later on introduced by Wick [21] in the physics literature.

Lemma 2 (Wick’s formula [21]). Let (Y1,...,Y;) be a multivariate mean 0 random vector
of dimension | with covariance matrix ¥ (possibly singular). Then (Y1,...,Y]) is jointly
Gaussian if and only if for any integer m and X; € {Y1,..., Y} for1 <i<m

E[X,... X,] = py [14: E[X, 61 X)) for m even (15)
0 for m odd.
Here n is a partition of {1,...,m} into % blocks such that each block contains exactly 2

elements and n(i,j) denotes the jth element of the ith block of n for j =1,2.

The proof of the aforesaid lemma is omitted. However, we note that the random variables
Y1,...,Y; may be the same. In particular, taking Y7 = --- = Y}, Lemma 2 provides a
description of the moments of multivariate Gaussian random variables.

3.2 Proof of Proposition 2

In this part, we focus on the proof of Proposition 2 for testing problem (1). In view of the
discussion after the statement of Theorem 2, the modification of the formula for py for (2) is
natural as we could in some sense treat this case similarly to (1) with Xy = I;. In particular,
we could modify the proof below by considering a sequence of high probability events 2,
such that |1, \/p(UU")~Y2 — 251/2Hmax < 0, — 0 and then establish all the weak limits on

2. Here and after, for any matrix A, ||A|lmax = max; ; |A;;| is its vector £, norm.

Additional notation and definition Given a set S, an S letter s is simply an element
s € §. With two sets S1 and So, a bi-word for S; and Ss is defined as an alternating ordered
sequence of letters where the letters at odd positions come from S; and the letters at even
positions come from So; The final letter is required to come from S;. We call the letters from
S1 type I and those from Sy type II. Given any bi-word w, the ith type I letter is denoted
by «; and the ith type II letter by ;. As a convention, we start the subscripts for letters
in a bi-word with 0. Observe that any bi-word w starts from and ends with a type I letter
and so the total number of letters in w is always odd. In particular, any bi-word w looks like
(v, Bo, 1, B,y -« -y a). We use l(w) = 2k + 1 to denote the length of w. A bi-word is called
closed if ag = ay.

Throughout the proof, we take S; = {1,...,p} and So = {1,...,n}. The bipartite graph
induced by a bi-word w = («, Bo, a1, 51, - - ., ) is denoted by G,,. It is defined as follows.
One treats the letters (oo, Bo, a1, B, - - ., o) as nodes and one puts an edge between o and ;
whenever |i—j| = 1. Observe that for any closed bi-word w, G, is a cycle of even length!. Two
bi-words w; and wy are called paired if the graphs G, and G, are the same. For a closed

bi-word w = («ag, Bo, 1, b1, - .., ak), its mirror image is W = (o, Br—1, Ak—1, Bk—2,- -+, Q).
Furthermore, for a cyclic permutation 7 of the set {0,1,...,k — 1} and a closed bi-word w,
we define w” := (ar(0), Br(0) r(1)s Br(1)s - - - s Br(k—1), @r(0))- If two closed bi-words w; and wy

are paired, then there exists a cyclic permutation 7 such that either w] = wg or w] = ws.

1Cycles of odd length in a bipartite graph do not exist.



Remark 3. These bi-words are not fundamentally different from the words defined in [1] and
[2]. In particular, they form a restricted class of words where the alphabet set is taken to be
S1 U Ss. Hence all the properties of the words can be derived with minimal modifications of
the proofs in [1] and [2].

We call an ordered tuple of m words (wi,...,wy,,) a sentence. For any sentence a =
(w1, ... wp), Gg = (Va, Ey) is the graph with V, = U™, V,,, and E, = U", E,,. A sentence a
is called a weak CLT sentence if each edge in GG, is traversed at least twice. By Lemma 4.10
of [1], The following lemma gives a bound on the number of weak CLT sentences. For any
numbers b and ¢, bV ¢ = max(b,c) and b A ¢ = min(b, c).

Lemma 3. Let Ay = Ai(ly,...,Ln) be the set of weak CLT sentences such that for each
a € Ay, it consists of m words of lengths Iy, ..., L, respectively and #V, =t. Then

Cam 3(X; li—2t)
H#A; < 2%l <cl Zli) <Z zi) nt(yv 1), (16)

Proof. The proof of this lemma is almost identical to the proof of Lemma 4.3 in [3]. The only
difference is in the possible choices of vertices of V,. Here this choice will be n'ip!2 where
t1+1to =t and t1 is the number of vertices which are from S; and ¢ is the number of vertices
which are from Sy. It is easy to see in this case nf1p?? = nly?2 < nt(yVv 1)\ O

Proof of part (i) We complete the proof of this part in two steps. In the first step we
calculate the asymptotic variances of (B, k,, ..., By, ). The second step is dedicated towards
proving the asymptotic normality and independence of (B, ,,- .., Bnk,)-

Step 1 (Calculation of variance): Under Hy, the case k; = 1 is simple as it is a sum
of i.i.d. random variables and hence its variance calculation is omitted. One important thing
to note is that the case k = 1 depends on E[Xf’j] (which is equal to 3 in the current case).
This makes the asymptotic variance of B,, ; equal to 2, which is not be the case in general.

In what follows, we focus on the case when k; > 2. Now we prove that Var(B, ) =
(14 0(1))2ky* for any finite k. Define for any bi-word w = (g, Bo, a1, B1, - - . , ),

X 1= Xag,80Xa1,80Xar1,81 Xaz,1 - - - Xy 1,851 Xa0,86-1 — Lk=1- (17)

Now observe that

o= (1) (£ | = ()"

Since both X,,, and X,,, are products of independent mean 0 random variables that appears
exactly once with X, or Xy,, E[Xy, Xu,] # 0 if and only if all the edges in G, are repeated
in Gy,. This happens only if w; and ws are paired. Now there are (1 + o(1))n*p” choices
for wy and for each wy there are exactly 2k wo’s such that wy and wy are paired (images of
cyclic permutations of wy and of ;). As a consequence,

> leXw2] : (18)

w1, W2

’I’Lk k
Var(B,x) = (1+ o(1))2kn—£ = (1+ o(1))2k~".
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Step 2 (Proof of asymptotic normality): In order to complete this step, it suffices
to prove the following two limits:

lim E [(Bmkl — p]-kl:l) Bmkz] —0 (19)
n—oo
whenever k1 < ko and there exist random variables Z1, ..., Z,, such that for any fixed m
lim E[Xn1 ... Xom] = 4 20 1Lz BlZnn Zyz)] - for m even, (20)
n—+00 0 for m odd.
Bn,kl

B —ply. —
where X, ; € { ok _Zoki=l

ply parts i) and i7) of Lemma 1. The implication of part i) is obvious. For part ii) one can take
Xpni's to be all equal and from Wick’s formula (Lemma 2) the limiting distribution of X, ;’s
are normal and it is well known that normal random variables satisfy Carleman’s condition.

.. . . . . . . By ky —pli =1 ankl .
In addition, (20) also implies that the limiting distribution of < S e is

multivariate normal. Hence one gets the asymptotic independence by applying (19).

}. To see this, observe that (20) simultaneously im-

We first prove (19). Observe that

1 k1+k22
E[(Bnk — Plii=1) Buk,) = (E) E

> leXw2] :

w1, w2

However, here I(w;) # l(w2). So E[Xy, Xw,] = 0. As a consequence, (19) holds.

Now we prove (20). Let [; — 1 be the length of the bipartite cycle corresponding to X, ;
(so that I; is the length of the word corresponding to the bipartite cycle). Observe that
li%l € {ki1,...,k} for any i. At first we expand the left hand side of (20) as

1\ 3 Zili=D)
E[X01 ... Xnml = <;>

> E[Xuy o Xu,l. (21)

Wi, Wm

Here each of the graphs Gy, , ..., Gy,, are cycles of length [; —1,... [, — 1 respectively.

In order to have E [X,, ... Xy,,] # 0, we need each of the edges in Gy, ...,Gy,, to be
traversed more than once. This is true even for [; = 2 for some 4. In particular, in this case
Gy, is a single edge and this edge is traversed twice. So one can think this as a cycle of length
2. Thus, a = (wy,...,wy) is a weak CLT sentence. Given any weak CLT sentence a, we
introduce a partition n(a) of {1,...,m} in the following way: If i and j are in same block of
the partition n(a), then G, and G, ; have at least one edge in common. As a consequence,
we can further expand the right hand side of (21) as

(l) 32 > Y EXe . Xul (22)

n
n WY gy Win
N(wi,...,;wm)=n
We now show that we only need to care about those n’s which have at most |% | blocks
when evaluating the expectation. For any number b, |b| denotes the largest integer that is
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no larger than b. To this end, observe that each block in 7 should have at least 2 elements.
Otherwise there is an i such that G, does not share any edge with G, for any j # i.
Hence the random variables X, and H#Z w; are independent, and so E (X, - Xw,,| =
E[Xu,] E[[];4; Xw,;] = 0 from definition. As a consequence, in order for E [X,,, - - me] # 0,
the number of blocks in n< %]

In what follows, we show that only those n’s such that the number of blocks in them are
exactly % contribute to a non-vanishing asymptotic mean. Note that this necessarily requires
m to be even.

When 7(w1,...,wy) have strictly less than || blocks (including all cases of odd m
and the case of even m when the number of blocks is strictly less than %), G has strictly
less than |%| connected components. From Lemma 4.10 of [1] it follows that in this case

#Vy, <D0, 1251' Applying Lemma 3 and noting that the a’s are weak CLT sentences, we
have

1 %Zi(li_l)
<E> > E([Xu, - Xu,]

a:#VL <3 b 71

1\ 3 2iti=1) Cam 33, Li—2t) 1
= <E> > <Cl > li) <Z li) n' (yV1)'E [|X11|5 z li]

t<%zi(li_1) i

Com 3m 3\ i(li—1)—2¢
gE[\Xllr%Zi“] (clzl,) (Zh) (yvpzZi 3 <@sz)>

t<i >, (li—1)
Cydy ol
(om) ™ qunimio (L)
’ (23)
]

Here we have also used the fact for any standard Gaussian random variable E[|X|] <
(C31)“4!. Observe that the rightmost side of (23) is o(1) since for ly,...,l, = o(y/logn),
(C3> 1 )C it © /n® — 0 whenever a > 0 and m is finite?.

Now the only remaining partitions are pair partitions which have exactly 3 many blocks
(and so naturally m is even). We now fix a partition n of this kind. Let for any i € {1,...,%
n(i,1) < n(i,2) be the elements in the ith block. Observe now that fixing a pair partition 17
and (w1, ..., wy,) such that n(wi,...,wy,) = n, the random variables Xwn(il’j) and Xwn(ig,j)
are independent when ever i1 # iy for any j € {1,2}. As a consequence, we now can rewrite
(22) as

l

<%>%Zi(lilz > EXuy - X,

W1y yWmt
(w17 7wm) n

1\ 3 2iti=1) :
s

n pair partition =~ Wi,..,Wm!:
U(wl, 7wm) 77

(24)

2In fact the term E[|X11]>%/?] is not optimal. One can prove the CLT under the null upto o(logn) order
by the arguments similar to (2.1.32) in Anderson et al. [2]. However for our purpose this suffices.

12



n

Now observe that whenever [[,2; E[X,, Wiy Xwyiay| 7 05 we have wy; 1) and wy; o) are paired.

When l(wn(Z 1)) = lwy,2)) # 3, there are (1+0(1)) (1, 1) —1)(n\/7)l"(i’1>_1 many such choices
of (w, wy(;,2)) for every i. Herel,; 1)—1 equals the common length of the cycles induced by
Wy (3,1) and Wy(;,2)- In this case E[X X 1. On the other hand, when I(w,; 1)) = 3,

W (i,1) wn(z‘,z)] =
there are (1+ o0(1))n!G:0 =ty many such choices of (wWy(i1)s Wy(i2)) for every i and in this case
E[Xy . X = 2. Hence, we get the following further reduction of the right side of (24):

n(i,1) wn(iﬁ)]

w3

1
1\2 Zi(li_l) o
o(1) + (1 + (1)) <ﬁ> Z H(ln(i,l) - ]‘)1ln(i,1):ln(i,2) (nﬁ)l"(z'l) !

n pair partition i=1

(25)
l 7 i -1
=o(l)+(1+o(1)) H ay — D=L
n pair partition ¢=1
Recalling that [; = 2k; + 1 we complete the proof. O

Proof of part (ii) We at first look at the case when k = 1. This is an exceptional case
and needs to be handled differently. Then we deal with the general case of k > 2.

Analysis of B, ;: Recall that B, ; = % S Z?:l XZ]-. We have

1 e 2
Bn1|0,U =~ Y (Zij+ Miy) (26)

i=1 j=1

where for any (3, j),
1 K
= E 0,,U; 21
VP i o !

and Z; ; N (0,1). Observe that in this case one can apply the Lindeberg—Feller central

limit theorem. So it suffices to calculate the limiting mean and variance of By, ;1 |0,U. Now

E[X7;10,U] =1+ M}, (28)
and
Var [X7;|0,U] = \hﬂZ?+2&ﬂmﬂ®iﬂ
= Var [Z7 ;| + 4Var[Z; ]Mf] (29)

=2 +4M§j.

So it is enough to prove

Z 27 Bell, )Tyl ). (30)

l1,l2

As a consequence,

1
Var B, 1] = — 2np + Z4M,%j — 27.

13



To this end, note that

%ZMZ ZZ ezlezl’ ]lUjl’
0,

5 LU

(31)
K K 1 n 1 D
33 (ES o) (F3 v
=1 = \"" =1 P34
The weak law of large numbers then gives
1 - P, / 1 - P /
~ > 000 B Te,l)  and = U Ui B Su(L1).
i=1 P 4
Since & is fixed, we obtain (30).
Analysis of B, with £ > 2: We first write
1
Bn,k = m Z XioJo s XiOy]'kfl
20,J05- Tk —1:Jk—1
1
= F > (Zigjo + Mig jo) - - - (Zig.jucr + Mig ji_y) (32)
20,J05- Tk —1:Jk—1
1
=% > Zigjo -+ - Zio -1 + Pk + Vs
20,J05- Tk —1:Jk—1
where 1
Hnk = nk Z Mg jo -+ - Mig gy (33)

20,J05-+ Tk —1:0k—1
and V), i collects all the terms involving cross-products.
The proof of the asymptotic normality of n—lk Dici i o Zig o Zigjr_, is the same

20,7053tk —1Jk—1

as the proof we have just finished for the null distribution. We shall prove later that pg
satisfies (13). Now we focus on Vj, ;. Observe that E[V,, ;| ©,U] = 0 and hence E[V,, ;] = 0.
So our goal is to prove E[Vf ] = 0 which implies V;, ; = 0.

Note that V,,, = >, Vikw where the summation is over all closed bi-words of length
2k + 1. Fix such a bi-word w and let ) C Ey C E,, be any subset. Then

Vn,k,w = % Z Efa H Ze.

@gEngw GEEw\Ef

Here

wEpw) = [ Mae.p.-
EEEf

where for any edge e, a. and B, denote its two end points which belong to &; and Ss
respectively. Now

E V20,0 = > E[Vikw Vakw 0, U] (34)

w1, w2

14



We now give an upper bound to E [V, k., Vi kw,]- At first fix any word w; and the set
0 CFE + C Ey, and consider all the words wy such that E,, N E,, = E,, \E¢. As every edge
in Gy, and G, appear exactly once within G, and Gy,

E[Vn,k,wlvn,k,wz |@, U]
1 2k

Euw, \E'CEuw, \Ey e€Ew\ B (35)
1 2k

= Y (5) EeuEELNE) )]

By \E'CEy, \Ef

Now it is enough to prove

2k
B <%> Z Z Z Z [N(E,7wl)N(Ew2\(Ew1\El)7w2)]

w1 @gEngw EfCE, {U)2|Ew1 ﬂEwQZEwl\Ef}

2k
= <%> Z Z Z Z E |M(El7 wl)N(sz\(Ewl \E,)v wQ)‘ — 0.

w1 @gEngw EfCE’ {w2‘EwlnEw2 :Ewl \Ef}

(36)
Now observe that for any w in consideration and any subset E of E,,,
1\ 7 =
)= (5) 7 TT |3 Onitin.
p ek | 1=1
Hence we have for any E C E,, and E C Ey, such that #F = #F,
E | (B, wi)u(E, wy)|
N o 24 B THE o S4BT 7B
< <—> ITE|[]D©ails. ITE||>" Oacils, (37)
p eeE =1 eckE =1

1\*F Co#E 1\*F Csk
g(lg) (C5#E) §<5> (Crk)Cs*.

The last step follows from the fact no matter what the value of e is, Y ;| ©,,;Ugs, ; is sub-

exponential with parameter C' for some constant C' that depends on &, g and Y. Plugging
the estimate obtained in (37) in (36), we have

2k
g <%> Z Z Z Z [IU(E,’wl):u(EU)Q\(Ewl\E/)’w?)]

w1 OCE;CEy, BEyCE {wQ\EwlmeQZEwl\Ef}

e s s s (e o

w1 OCE;CEy EpCE {U)Q\Ewl NEwy=Euw, \Ef}

<@ ez s ()L T

w1 BCErCEy By CE" {wa| Ew) NEwy=Euw, \Ey }
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Observe that the graph corresponding to the edges E,,, \ E; is a disjoint collection of line seg-
ments. Let the number of such line segments be (. Obviously ¢ < #(E,, \E¢). The number
of ways these ¢ components can be placed in wy is bounded by (2k)¢ < (2k)#(Fwi\Er) < (2k)2F
and all other nodes in w9 can be chosen freely. So there are at most (14+0(1)) [(y V 1) n]%_#VEwl\Ef (2Kk)%F
choices of such wy. Here Vg \g ; 1s the set of vertices of the graph corresponding to G,, with
all edges in E; removed, i.e., E,\Ef. Observe that, whenever 2k = E,, > #E¢ > 0, E,\E;

is a forest and so #Vg,\g, = #(Ew\Ey) + 1 which is equivalent to
2k — #Vig\m, < #E; - L.

Also observe that there are no more than 2% many choices of E;’s and for each E; there are
no more than 22 many choices for E’s. Combining all these, we have the rightmost side of
(38) is bounded by

<l>2k (C7k7)csk Z Z <l> #Ey (2)2k % (2k)2k [(,7 v 1) n]#Ef_l
n w1 PCE;CEy p (39)

Val 2k
< 2 (Cyk)Csk (2k) 2kt ['YT] 0.

1
p

Now our final task is to prove fi, LN iy defined in (13). First we expand fi, 1, in (33) as

11
Hnk = ﬁﬁ Z Z Oio,ii Ujo i - - - Oig oy, U1 1o,
10,J05+ Tk —15Jk—1 11, l2
1
= Z nk Z Oig, 11 Oig, 1o i1 1Ol - - Oy lag 5O 4 0a 1 | X (40)
1,2k 10y ik—1
1
]? Z Ujo,llUjoh Uj1,l3Uj1,l4 s Ujk71712k—1Ujk—17l2k
J0sesJk—1
Now fix the values of l1,...,ls; and for this value of the group assignment we have

1
E nk Z 62'0711 ®i0,l2k@i1,l2 62'1713 s @ik—lyl2k—2®ik—1712k—1

2050yl —1

=mi . = (1+01)Ze(l1,lo) - .. Lo (lok—2, lok—1)-

Now
1
Var | —% D i Oiotor ©ir12@irts - Oy tar 2Oty ey
1050 bk —1
= L Z E|[Ow, O O o) O .a) —mP x  (41)
n* OO io ol g ook T Tty ok ity laka lseslok
(1 (1 (2 (2
2o ettty ety

0. G ...6. G —m® .
< Z(()l),lz 2(()1)71% 7/22,)17l2k72 21(62,)17121@71 l,elak



However, if the indices (z'((]l) z,il)l) and (282), . ,z',(f_)l) are disjoint,

E((©4 © Ne) <} —m® X
Z(()l)vll Z(()l),lgk 2217) ,lgk,Q 112121712k71 l17~~~7l2k

0. 6. .0 O (2 —my = 0.
< l(()l),lz Z(()l),lzk 122)1712k72 Z;(c)lyl2k71 l,oslak

Now consider the indices
A;:{@S%”.Jﬁg)ugk.wﬁﬁg| #0030 G, 4?1)21}.

It is easy to see #A < (1 k:)CQk n?=1. Further from sub-Gaussianity and Holder’s inequality
we also have

I C)
H <@ My @ U ok 6221)1,l2k72®i1(€1,)1712k71 mll""’l%) x

© cak
<®igl)712@iél),l2 -8, (2) 9, - mll,~~~7l2k> H = (C?’k) !

G lok—2 iy qslak—1

uniformly over the indices. This gives us the final expression of (41) to be bounded by
(co+tcy)k
(ercah) 2T — 0. The proof for

1
_k; Z U]O ll ]0 l2 U,?l lSU.]l ly - Ujkfl,lgkflUjkfl,lgk £> 2U(ll7 12)2U(l37 l4) LR EU(ZQk—la 2k)

J0y-sJk—1

is analogous and so we omit the details. O

4 Proof of main results

In this section, we focus on the proof of Theorem 1. The proof of Theorem 2 can be established
analogously using the same strategy mentioned at the beginning of Section 3.2.

Throughout the proof, without further specification, all probability and expectation cal-
culations are conducted with respect to Pg,, i.e., under the null hypothesis. For any two
matrices A = (a;;) € R™>™2 and B = (b; ;) € R™*"2, we define their Kronecker product
AR B as

al,lB aLgB e al,mQB
a27lB CL272.B <o Qg B
A®B=| . . "
A 1B am, 2B ... Gy om, B
In addition, vec(A) = (A,;,..., A,,,,) € R™™2*1 s the vector obtained from stacking all

column vectors of A in order.

4.1 Proof of parts 1 and 2

Recall that p = p,, is a sequence depending on n. In this proof we shall use the following two
sequences of o-fields:

=0 (X)), Fa=o ({Outim UYL - (42)
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It is straightforward to verify that
Ly = E[L}|Gx] (43)
where the expectation is taken over © and U and for M; ; defined in (27),

n p
LJL = exXp Z Z <Xi,jMi,j — %ij>

i=1 j=1

Step 1. We now consider any sequence of events 2, € F,, such that P[QS] — 0 as n — oc.
An explicit description of the §2,,’s of our interest will be given in step 2. Now define

L, :=E[L{1q, |G.].

In the rest of this step, we argue that it suffices to prove the desired results for Zn Since
L, < L,, almost surely under Py ,,, the measure Q,, on G,, defined as

~ 1 -
Qn(An) = MEPO’R [LnlAn]7 V Ap € Gp,

is a probability measure. By definition,

< e l(Ln — LlLa] + PraCn) gt "
1 L PO 1 P[] U“
< gy e [Bn = Lol + ] = B es] + )
1 Q5] _, P[]
P[Qn]E[m%E[L{mH o = 2P

In other words, the total variation distance between Py, and @n converges to zero. As a
consequence, for any fixed [ € N and any 1 < ky < --- < k; = o(1/log(n)), under Q,,

(Bn,kl — Py =1 — gy Bk, — Nkl> d Ni(0, 1)

V 2kt TV 2kk

Now if one can choose 2, in such a way that

lim sup Ep, , [Zi] = limsup Ep, ,,

n—o0 n—oo

1 ~\? > ,u2
(at)]nlE ) o

then one can use Proposition 1 to conclude that

1 = d o 22 — s
———L, | Py, — exp —F 5
P[] {kz::l Ak

18



Hence, Zn | Py, converges in distribution to the same limit. Then it remains to prove that
Ly — Ly Py, 5 0.

Observe that L, > L, almost surely under Pg,,. If the last display is not true, then there
exist positive constants c1,co > 0 and a subsequence nj such that

it Pon, [11,, 7,50 2 2
However
lrlzfl—igf [Pl Mtk <1L”k_Z”k>cl> ~ Qu, <1L"k _an>cl>}
> i (P (111 <P 9100, (11 1,0)} 200

This contradicts (44) since that bound is uniform over all A,, € G,,.

(46)

Step 2. Now we prove (45) by making appropriate choices of the €2,,’s. First observe that
E[[%] =E[E[L{1q, |gnﬂ
=E E[Lfl(l)LfL@)lQ%l)ng) ‘ gnH

—E|L{O L1011 95?)}

—E|1,0 1,0 B[O L@ | F]).

Here L£(1) and L£(2) are two independent copies of Lfl where the X;’s are kept fixed but one
takes two i.i.d. copies of the ©’s and U’s. This is feasible (only) under the null hypothesis
when the X;’s are independent of ©® and U. With slight abuse of notation, we use F,, to
denote the o-field generated by both copies. We call the corresponding random variables
{0 UM} and {6@), UP}. Observe that

E |:L£(1)Lf(2) | Fn }

n

p K
" L 2@,
= exp ! —@u U-’l >
1]22(2 g )(Eﬁ ’ (48)

Z

=1, 1) L@ 2
= exp Z Z P ®>(kll ®>(f<12 U”Ell) Uilz)>
l1=112=1

We denote E[Lﬁ(l)LfL@)\}"n] = Y = Y, (0,0 UM UR) for conciseness.
Now define

1
(1) . 1,0 4@
s {lslllll,&llfgn< (©., 0.0 — Be(ln, l2)]

*ll ? *12

1, .«
- p<U>£zl)vU£zQ)> u(l,l2)

) < 6n} (49)
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where 9, — 0 and IP’((QS))C) — 0 as n — oo. Such a sequence of 9, exists due to law of
(1)

large numbers. Define Qg) as an identical and independent copy of €2’ that depends on
0@ U® . Conditioning on O, UM and UP| the exponent in (48) can be written as

\/% (Z,V) (50)

where 1
V =AvecU?) e R  for A=—1I,® UV eR"*"P, (51)
VP
7 = Bvec(@@)eR"  for B= % I, ® (M) ¢ RF**n, (52)

Our goal is to prove the random variables {tn 1 (1)1 (2)}n>1 are uniformly integrable. To

this end, it suffices to show that E[l/)n (1)1 (2)] is uniformly bounded for some n > 0.
Now from assumption on the priors, we have “for Sufﬁmently large values of n,

E [1D£L1+77) 197(11)197(12) @(1), U(l), U(2)} =E [1D£L1+77) 19(1)1 (z)lﬁ(z)

ey, U(2>}

1 AV, I (53)
<E [1953)1653) exp (a(l +20)2V'BDe B V)] .
Here
02 _ @) 772y _ <
o {1<]ln3,?zx<n p<U*l1 Uugp) = 2, b)| < 5n} ’
o) _ 2 o®
% = {1<Il13,&llf<n 0Oty Ouy) ~ ol b)) < 5"}
and B
Do =S¢ ® I, € RF*<n, (54)
As a consequence, for B defined in (52), we have
BDeB' =% ® E(@U))’@(l)] . (55)

Recall that for any matrix A, let ||Allmax = max; j|A4;;| be the vector oo-norm of A. On the

event 52512) N Qg), we have |[BDgB' — Yo ® Yo llmax < Hi@Hmaxén. Now we know that for
any symmetric matrix ¥ of dimension 2 x k2, |22 < [|Z||r € #2(|2|lmax Where || - [|2 and
| - llr denote the spectral norm and Frobenius norm respectively. So

19(1) 15(2) V/BD@B/V < 19(1) 15(2) V/<§J@ ® 2o + l{2||§:@||max5nf,£2>v

<1l,mlze V'<§@ ® Yo + 5%152)‘/

20



where §/, — 0 is a sequence depending only on x, i@ and J,,. Therefore, we have
[ 1
E 1Q£L1) 1553) exp (%(1 + 2?7)2V/BD@B/V>:|

[ 1
< E 1Q£L1) 1653) exXp (—

217 (T /
3 (1 20V (e @ Yo +5nf,£2)v)}

- . B
=E |1,0E [15(2) exp (%(1 +2n)*V' (Ze ® Xo + 5;1H2)V) ‘(9(1), U(l)” (56)

<E 19(1)E[exp< (1+2n)? V’(E@®E@+5’ «2) )(@ >”

[ 1
=E |10 exp (%(1 +2m)?V' (S0 ® Yo + 5;1[H2)v)} .
In Step 3 we prove that the sequence

1 -
limsup E [19(1) exp (2—(1 +2n)°V'(Se ® Lo + %Iﬁz)V)] < oo for somen >0. (57)
n ’7

n—oo

If we assume (57), the rest of the proof can be completed as follows. Observe that by central
limit theorem

d
Pn 1921)1922) — €xp Z Z T1y 1, Y1y 0

l1 1lp=1

where ﬁ(Hl(ll),Hl(fb — T, 1, and \}_<ul(1), (2)> — Y}, 1,. In addition, the collections {7}, ;,}
and {Y}, ;,} are mutually independent. Furthermore, the random variables Tj, ;, are jointly
Gaussian with mean 0 and Cov (1}, 1,,T1,.1,) = Ye(l1,13)Xe(l2, 1) and analogous results hold
for {Y, 1,}. Let T = (1}, 1,) and Y = (Y7, 1,) be £ x k matrices. Then the foregoing discussion
implies that vec(T') ~ N,2(0,3g ® Xg) and is independent of vec(Y') ~ N,.2(0, Xy ® Xp).
This, together with the uniform integrability of Tﬂleg)l 0@ implies that

lim E | 1,010 0| = E [eXp (\% (vec(T),vec(Y)))}

n—

—E [exp (%Vec(Y)/(E@ ® E@)vec(Y)ﬂ
o) 53w (1) )

J— ZZ 7
_ exp{]; Tk }
- {i Tr (ZeXv)* @ (ZeZu)¥)

P
— 2k~

Here {\i}1<;<,2 are the eigenvalues of the matrix (Sy ® $y/)/?(Se ® Z@)( U® Z‘,U)l/2 We
complete the proof by noting that Tr((ZeXy)* @ (ZeXy)*) = [Tr(ZeXy)* )] =
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Step 3. In the final step of the proof, we verify (57). Recall (51) to observe that

1 -
exp <%(1 +2n)°V' (26 ® Se + 5,’1],{2)‘/)

(59)
= exp <%(1 + 2n)2vec(U(2))’A'(Z@ ® Yo + 5;I,€2)Avec(U(2))> .
Now write
U2 — D(;l/zU@)
where B
Dy=3y® Ip € RFPXP, (60)
So we have
exp <%(1 + 2n)2 (vec(U) ) A’ <§]@ ® Yo + 5,’1],4) Avec(U)(2)>
(61)
= exp <%(1 + n)vec(U@))’D[l/zA’ (E@ ® Yo + %Iﬁz) AD[1]/2vec(U(2))> .
Theorem 1 from [9] implies for any non-random non-negative definite © and all ¢ > 0,
P [(vec(ﬁ@))'ivec(ﬁ@))) > Tr(E) + \/Tr(52)t + 2\|§||2t] <et. (62)

In particular, the tail bound in (62) only depends on the nonzero eigenvalues of 5. Now the
nonzero eigenvalues of

DYA (ig ® T + 5;1#) AD}/?

are the same as those of B
ADy A! (z:@ ® Yo + 5;LIR2) .

However on Qg), we have ADy A = iU ® Xy + P where P is a perturbation matrix with
| P|lmax = O(6r). As a consequence, Theorem 5.5.4 of [20] implies that the nonzero eigenval-
ues of

ADp A/ (ig ® Yo + 5;IR2>

are the eigenvalues of N N
Er @ Xy)(Xe ® Xg) + O(6,).

Here the constant in the O(6,,) term depends on the eigenvalues of (S ® L1)(Se ® Se) and
v, but not on n and p.

For convenience, we define & := D(1]/2A’(§3@ ® Yo + 5;[E2)AD[1/2. On Qg), Tr(3) and
Tr(§2) are uniformly bounded. So given any e¢ > 0, there exists a sufficiently large tg > 0
that is independent of n such that for all ¢ > t,

Tr(X) + 4/ Tr(32)t _

7 =

€.
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So for all ¢ > ty we have

1,mP [lvec(ﬁ(z))'ivec(ﬁ@)) > (2@ + e) t ‘@(1), uW

ot
Y

and hence

1,mP [exp <%(1 + 277)2vec((7(2))'ivec(ﬁ(z))> >t ‘@(1), U(l)]

I T
< (%) (1+2m)22[Sllg/v+e)

Since ||(Sy ® Sp)(Ze ® Ze)|l2 < 7, we can choose € and 7 small enough such that on ol
2

(1+20)2(2[Z]l2/7 +¢)

Hence we have the last expression in (63) is bounded from above by t~%°. As a consequence,

>ap>1

1 ~ ~ ~
E [19(1) exp (a(l + 277)2vec(U(2))’Evec(U(Q))>}
is uniformly bounded. This completes the proof.

4.2 Proof of part 3

We have from the proof of Proposition 1 that for any given €,6 > 0 there exists K = K (¢, )
and for any subsequence n; there exists a further subsequence n;, such that

€
]P)Tqu [ 2 5] é

Now choose K’ > K such that

K 241 (B, e — Pli=1) — 13
) B Z 20,%

log(Ly, (64)

l\’)lQ':

k=1

2 2
Hic o €
o2 = max{loo’ 100}'
K'+1
Now observe that for any ki < ko < m,, = o(y/logn), Ep, [By, ] = 0, Cov(By k,, Bnk,) =0
2
and Var(B,, x,) = 2k;y*i <1 + O(%)) for i € {1,2}. So

. Mny, 2Nanlq,k — Mz o Mny, 2 5e2
7 e TR Tk« 22
| 2 207 * nlq . ;ﬂ o2 = 100

k=K'+1

Now for large value of n,,

“ 2u,B 2
HkDry K € 164¢€
Py, || 2 T2 21| STo0e  wdo
| |k=K+1 (65)
4 2p (Bn k) — 13
p lg> k S € N ¢ | < 166¢
n 2 N 2
a My 207 4 100 100¢
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Plugging in the estimates of (64) and (65) we have for all large values of n;_,

Pr

" (B 1 2
Z /’Lk( nlq,k —-D kZl) _/’[/k;

10g(Lmq ) — 20,2

e| <. (66)

lq
k=1

Since (66) occurs to any subsequence and any (e, d) pair, this completes the proof. O

A Appendix: Proof of Proposition 1

At first we introduce the concept of Wasserstein’s metric which will be used in the proof of
Proposition 1. Let F' and G be two distribution functions with finite p-th moment. Then the
Wasserstein distance W), between F' and G is defined to be

1/p
W,(F,G) = inf E|X-Y]

~FY ~

Here X and Y are random variables having distribution functions F' and G respectively. The
following result will be useful in our proof. See, for instance, Mallows [15] for its proof.

Proposition 3. Suppose F, be a sequence of distribution functions and F be a distribution
function. Then F, 4 F in distribution and [ 22dF,(z) — [2*dF(z) if Wo(F,, F) — 0.
Proof of Proposition 1. We now prove the proposition.

Proof of mutual contiguity and (5): This proof is broken into two steps. We focus on
proving (5). Given (5), mutual contiguity is a direct consequence of Le Cam’s first lemma
[13].

Step 1. We first prove the random variable on the righthand side of (5) is almost surely
positive and has mean 1. Let us define

_L;:exp{z%}7 L(m) ::exp{E:%}7 VYm € N.

i=1 v i=1 v

As Z; ~ N(0,02), for any i € N, and so

7,2
E[m]zl,

2
207

So {L(™) }>°_, is a martingale sequence and

[ L(m ] HeXp{Ml}—eXp{Zul}
Now by the righthand side of (4), L) is a L? bounded martingale. Hence, L is a well defined

random variable with
E[L] =1, E[L?] = exp {Z }
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On the other hand log(L) is a limit of Gaussian random variables, hence log(L) is Gaussian

with - -
Z , Var[log(L Z

i=1
Hence P[L = 0] = P[log(L) = —oc] = 0.
Step 2. Now we prove Y, 4 . Since

qw|:-;w

N =

Ellog(L)] = —

|7§
ol

~

limsup Ep, [Y,?] < 00,

n—oo

condition (iv) implies that the sequence Y, is tight. Prokhorov’s theorem further implies
that there is a subsequence {n;}7°, such that Y}, converge in distribution to some random
variable L({n}). In what follows, we prove that the distribution of L({ny}) does not depend

on the subsequence {ng}. In particular, L({ng}) 2 L. To start with, note that since Y,,,
converges in distribution to L({ny}), for any further subsequence {ny,} of {n;}, ¥y, also
converges in distribution to L({ng}).

Given any fixed € > 0 take m large enough such that

exp Z—; — exp Z—; <€
i=1 7 i=1 i

For this fixed number m, consider the joint distribution of (Y, , Wy, 1,..., Wp, m). This
sequence of m + 1 dimensional random vectors with respect to I, is tight by condition (ii).
So it has a further subsequence such that

d
Youeys W 1+ - W ) [P, 5 (L({ni}), Z3 -, Zon) -

We are to show that we can define the random variables L(™ and L({n;}) in such a way
that there exist suitable o-algebras F; C F» such that L™ € Fi, L({ny}) € Fo, and
E[L({n})| F1] = L™.

Since lim sup,,_, . Ep,, [Y2] < 00, the sequence Yo, is uniformly integrable. This, together
with condition (i), leads to

E[L({ng})] = lim Ep, [V, ]=1. (67)
l—o0 1 l
Now take any positive bounded continuous function f : R”™ — R. By Fatou’s lemma
liminf g, [f(Wn,Wl,...,Xnkpm)YnkJ >E[f(Z1,...,Zm) L({na})]. (68)

However for any constant £, (67) implies § = {Ep,, [Yn, | = CE[L({rx})] = £ So (68) holds
l
for any bounded continuous function f. On the other hand, replacing f by —f we have

Jim Ee,, [f(Wnkl,l, N .,Wnklvm)Ynkl} =E[f(Z,...,Zm)L{ns})]. (69)

Now condition (ii) leads to
/f it -+ Wi ) Yoy, APy _/f(Wnkl,l,...,Wnklvm)danl —>/f(Z{,...,Z,;L)dQ.
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Here @ is the measure induced by (Z1,...,Z],). In particular, one can take the measure
@ such that (Zy,...,Z,,) themselves are distributed as (Z1,...,Z],) under the measure Q.
This is true since

/f(Zi,---,Zln)dQ =E [f(zl,...,zm)um] _

for any bounded continuous function f, andso [, dQ = E[14L™] for any A € o(Z1, ..., Zm).
Now looking back into (69), we have for any A € 0(Zy,. .., Zm), E[14AL™)] = E[14L({n})].
Since L") is o(Zy, ..., Zy,,) measurable, we have

L™ =E[L{ne}) | 0(Z1,..., Zm)].

From Fatou’s lemma
00 ,u2
E[L({n})?] < hm 1nfE]p> = exp Z —Zz

As a consequence, we have
0 < E[L({nx}) — LU = E[L({ms})?] - E[L"™?] <e.

So LQ(FL(m),FL({"k})) < . Here FI' and FLUmY) denote the distribution functions
corresponding to L™ and L({n;}) respectively. As a consequence, WQ(FL(W) ,FLED) 0
as m — oo. Hence by Proposition 3, L(™) L\ L({nx}). On the other hand, we have already
proved L™ converges to L in L. So L({n}) 4

Proof of (6): Consider any fixed pair of (¢,6) € (0,1) x (0,1). First observe that the
sequence log(Y},) is tight from the proof of the previous part. For the given §, there exists
a fixed number M < oo such that P, [-M < log(Y,) < M] > 1 — 76 for all n, implying
P, [e™ <Y, <eM] >1- ﬁé. Now consider 7 € (0,e~™). The function log(-) is uniformly
continuous on [7,eM*!]. On this interval consider € such that [log(z) — log(y)| < £ for all z,y
on this interval with |z —y| < €. Let ¢; = min{¢,e™™ — 7, eM*+1 — M} and pick a sufficiently
large K € N such that

S S

2
=1 Ok k=1

wm|ww

Se?
} < 100° (70)

From the proof of the previous part, we also know given any subsequence n; there exists
a further subsequence {n;,, } so that under P,

K 2 K 2
2u Why k) — 1 d 2uk (Zx) —
Ymm,exp Z ( lm2) k — | L,exp Z—'u ( ; Hi;
Pt 2Uk Pt 2Uk

and



As a consequence,

K 2
: 20 (Why, k) — i, €1
lmsup Pr,,, | ¥, = exp {Z 22,}3 Z5
m k=1 (71)
K
2uk (Zi) — 13 €1 0
<P L— _— > = < —.
= [( eXp{Z 207 =2 =2
k=1
As a consequence, for large values of n;,,,
K 2
2u (W, -
P, Y., —exp i l"“k) at > <L and Y, & [e M eM]
Im Im 20.2 2 Im
k=1 k (72)
5.0 8
—25 100 "2
Therefore, for large values of n;, ,
K 2
211 (W, k) — Hi, € §
P, log(Yy, ) — e > <=
o | [108(Yor) {kzzl 202 2| =2
This completes the proof. O
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