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In this article, we consider random Wigner matrices, that is, symmetric
matrices such that the subdiagonal entries of X, are independent, centered
and with variance one except on the diagonal where the entries have vari-
ance two. We prove that, under some suitable hypotheses on the laws of the
entries, the law of the largest eigenvalue satisfies a large deviation principle
with the same rate function as in the Gaussian case. The crucial assumption
is that the Laplace transform of the entries must be bounded above by the
Laplace transform of a centered Gaussian variable with same variance. This
is satisfied by the Rademacher law and the uniform law on [—«/5, «/§]. ‘We
extend our result to complex entries Wigner matrices and Wishart matrices.

1. Introduction. Very few large deviation principles could be proved so far in random
matrix theory. Indeed, the natural quantities of interest such as the spectrum and the eigen-
vectors are complicated functions of the entries. Hence, even if one considers the simplest
model of Wigner matrices which are self-adjoint with independent identically distributed en-
tries above the diagonal, the probability that the empirical measure of the eigenvalues or
the largest eigenvalue deviates toward an unlikely value is very difficult to estimate. A well-
known case where probabilities of large deviations can be estimated is the case where the
entries are Gaussian, centered and well-chosen covariances, the so-called Gaussian ensem-
bles. In this case, the joint law of the eigenvalues has an explicit form, independent of the
eigenvectors, displaying a strong Coulomb gas interaction. This formula could be used to
prove a large deviations principle for the empirical measure in [10] and for the largest eigen-
value [9] (see also [25] for further discussions of the Wishart case, and [16]). More recently,
in a breakthrough paper, C. Bordenave and P. Caputo [14] tackled the case of matrices with
heavy tails, that is, Wigner matrices with entries with stretched exponential tails, going to zero
at infinity more slowly than a Gaussian tail. The driving idea to approach this question is to
show that large deviations are in this case created by a few large entries, so that the empirical
measure deviates towards the free convolution of the semicircle law and the limiting spectral
measure of the matrix created by these few large entries. This idea could be also used to grasp
the large deviations of the largest eigenvalue by F. Augeri [2]. Generalization to subgraphs
counts and the eigenvalues of random graphs are given in [3, 12, 15]. In the Wishart case,
[17] considered the large deviations for the largest eigenvalue of very thin Wishart matrices
W = GG¥, in the regime where the matrix G is L x M with L much smaller than M. In
the case of Bernoulli entries with parameter p < 1, precise large deviations could be derived
recently for the largest and second largest eigenvalues [12, 15]. Hence large deviations for
bounded entries, or simply entries with sub-Gaussian tails, remained mysterious in the case
of Wigner matrices or Wishart matrices with L of order M. In this article, we analyze the
large deviations of the largest eigenvalue of Wigner matrices with Rademacher or uniformly
distributed random variables. More precisely, our result holds for any independent identically
distributed entries with distribution with Laplace transform bounded above by the Laplace
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transform of the Gaussian law with the same variance. We then prove a large deviation prin-
ciple with the same rate function than in the Gaussian case: large deviations are universal in
this class of measures. We show that this result generalizes to complex entries Wigner ma-
trices as well as to Wishart matrices. We are considering the case of general sub-Gaussian
entries in a companion paper with F. Augeri. We show in particular that the rate function is
different from the rate function of the Gaussian case, at least for deviations toward very large
values.

1 1. Statement of the results. We consider a family of independent real random variables

()

(a )o<,< j<N, such that the variables a; ; are distributed according to the laws ufv i We

moreover assume that the ul j are centered,

“z{\.[j(x) =fxduf,vj(x) =0
and with covariance:
ij(x2)=fx2dﬂf,vj(ﬂ=l Vi<i<j<N,

ul(x*)=2 VI<i<N.

We say that a probability measure p has a sharp sub-Gaussian Laplace transform iff

2, (2
t
(1) VieR, Tu(t)= / exp{rx} dju(x) < exp Mz(x ) }
The terminology “sharp” comes from the fact that for # small, we must have
2, (+2
1 (x”)
T,.(t) > exp{ 5 (14+0())t.

Then we assume that we have the following.

ASSUMPTION 1.1 (AO). We assume that the (M;Yj)igj satisfy a sharp Gaussian Laplace
transform.

REMARK 1.1. Note that the above hypothesis implies that we have the following uni-
form estimates:

e The ,u i have a uniform lower bounded Laplace transform: For any § > 0O, there exists
£(8) > 0 such that for any |t| <e(d),any 1 <i<j<N,any N €N,
(1= 8)2ull; () }
2

Tu’g?/j (t) > exp{

e Moreover, the TN are uniformly C3 in a neighborhood of the origin: For € > 0 small
Hij

enough, sup; <. sup; ; y |8, In T, (D) is finite.
< s v

Indeed, the sharp sub-Gaussian hypothesis implies that for all Z, j, N, all integer numbers p,

XZ 7T
[l < ([ 1rtte s axven ) < epl

for some universal constant c. This implies that in the vicinity of the origin, T, N expands in
ij

power series, with a radius of convergence which does not depend on i, j, N, from which the
above uniform controls hold.
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REMARK 1.2. We could assume a weaker upper bound on the Laplace transform for the
diagonal entries such as the existence of A finite such that

fe“‘ duli(x) <exp{t® + Alt]} V1<i<N;
see the proof of Theorem 1.18.

EXAMPLE 1.3.

(1) Clearly, a centered Gaussian variable has a sharp sub-Gaussian Laplace transform.
(2) The Rademacher law B = %(8_1 + §1) satisfies a sharp sub-Gaussian Laplace trans-
form since for all real number ¢,

Ty (1) = cosh(r) < /2.

(3) U, the uniform law on the interval [—+/3, /3], satisfies a sharp sub-Gaussian Laplace
transform since we have

f x2dU(x) =1,
and
1 f t2n3n
Ty(t) = —=sinh(tV3) =Y ———.
T3 E) Qn+ 1)
n 2
Since for all n > 0, ale) < i, it follows that Ty (1) < e7.

(4) More generally, if ¢ is a symmetric measure on R (i.e., such as u(—A) = u(A) for
any Borel subset A of R) such that
2n)@2n—1)---(n+1)

/xzdu(x) =1, /xZ" dp(x) < o Vn > 2,

then p satisfies a sharp sub-Gaussian Laplace transform.

(5) If X, Y are two independent variables with distribution u and w/, two probability
measures which have a sharp sub-Gaussian Laplace transform, for any a € [0, 1], the distri-
bution of /aX + +/1 — aY has a sharp sub-Gaussian Laplace transform.

Note that many measures do not have a sharp sub-Gaussian—Laplace transform, for ex-
ample, the sparse Gaussian law obtained by multiplying a Gaussian variable by a Bernoulli
variable, or well-chosen sums of Rademacher laws. We will also need that the empirical
measure of the eigenvalues concentrates in a stronger scale than N; see Lemma 1.12. To this
end, we will also make the following classical assumptions to use standard concentration of
measure tools.

ASSUMPTION 1.2. There exists a compact set K such that the support of all ,ufv ; is

included in K for all i, j € {1,..., N} and all integer number N, or all [LlN f satisfy a log-
Sobolev inequality with the same constant ¢ independent of N. More precisely, in the later
case and when the entries are complex, we assume that they are of the form z(x 4 iy) with a
complex number z, and independent real variables x, y which satisfy log-Sobolev inequality
with the same constant ¢ independent of N.

REMARK 1.4. All the examples of Example 1.3 satisfy Assumption 1.2, except possibly
for sums of Gaussian variables and bounded entries.
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We then construct for all N € N, a real Wigner matrix N x N X 1(\}) by setting

al
4 \J

when i < j,
D, . N
Xy G, j) = ‘/(;
]z . .
when i > j.
VN

We denote Amin(Xg\})) =M< <Ay = )»max(XI(\})) the eigenvalues of XI(\}). It is
well known [27] that under our hypotheses the empirical distribution of the eigenvalues
,&g = % ZlN: 1 0; converges weakly toward the semicircle distribution o: for all bounded
N

continuous function f,

2
ngnooff(x)d;lgg)(x):/f(x)do(x):%/zf(x) 4—x2dx as.

It is also well known that the eigenvalues stick to the bulk since we assumed the entries have
sub-Gaussian moments [1, 18]:

. 1 . 1
Jim Aomin(X () = =2, Jim A (x()=2, as.
Our main result is a large deviation principle from this convergence.

THEOREM 1.5. Suppose Assumptions 1.1 and 1.2 hold. Then the law of the largest eigen-
value Amax (XI(\})) of XJ(\}) satisfies a large deviation principle with speed N and good rate
function IV which is infinite on (—o0, 2) and otherwise given by

1 P
1(1)(,0):5/; Vx2 —4dx.

In other words, for any closed subset F of R,

1
limsupﬁln P(Amax(Xj(\})) EF)< —i%fl(l),

N—o0

whereas for any open subset O of R,

o1 .
hmlnfﬁlnP(Amax( (1))6 0) > —1gf1(1).

N—o0

The same result holds for the opposite of the smallest eigenvalue —\mjn(X (1))

Therefore, the large deviations principles are the same as in the case of Gaussian entries
as soon as the entries have a sharp sub-Gaussian—Laplace transforms and are bounded, for
instance, for Rademacher variables or uniformly distributed variables. Hereafter, we show
how this result generalizes to other settings. First, this result extends to the case of Wigner
matrices With complex entries as follows. We now consider a family of independent random

variables (a )1<,< j<N> such that the variables a ( ) are distributed according to a law ,ul

when i < j, Wthh are centered probablhty measures on C (and on R if i = j). We wrlte

al.(’j) =Xx;,j+iy;,j where x; j = S)t(al-’j) and y; j = As(ai’j). We suppose that for all i € [1, N],
vi.i = 0. In this context, for a probability measure on C, we will consider its Laplace trans-

form to be the function
T,(z):= / exp{N(az)}du(a).

We assume the following.
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ASSUMPTION 1.3 (AOc). Foralli < j,
VieC, T,y (0= exp(|7]*/4),

and for all i,

VieR, T, (1)< exp(12/2).

Observe that the above hypothesis implies that for all i < j, ZE[xiz’ j] = ZE[yiz’ j] =
E[xi%i] =1 and E[x; jy; ;] = 0. Examples of distributions satisfying Assumption 1.3 are
given by taking (x; ;, y; ;) centered independent variables with law satisfying a sharp sub-
Gaussian—Laplace transform. Hereafter, we extend naturally Assumption 1.2 by assuming
that the compact K is a compact subset of C or log-Sobolev inequality holds in the complex
setting.

We then construct for all N e N, X 1(\%) a complex Wigner matrix N x N by letting

@)

a;;
: when i < j,
@,. ~_ VN
XN @ j)= o)
a:
Joi . .
wheni > j.
N J

Again, it is well known that the spectral measure of X 1(5) converges toward the semicircle
distribution o and that the eigenvalues stick to the bulk [1].

THEOREM 1.6. Assume that Assumptions 1.3 and 1.2 hold. Then the law of the largest
eigenvalue lmax(X 5\?)) of X ,(\%) satisfies a large deviation principle with speed N and good
rate function I®) which is infinite on (—o0, 2) and otherwise given by

P
1(2)(,0) = 21(1)(,0) :/ Vx2—4dx.
2

We finally generalize our result to the case of Wishart matrices. We let L, M be two inte-
gers with N =L + M. Let G(Lﬁ )M be a L x M matrix with independent entries (al-(ﬁ)) 1<i<L

1<j<M
with laws ,ulL }-M on the real line if 8 =1 and on the complex plane if 8 = 2. The ,ulL M
satisfy a sharp sub-Gaussian—Laplace transform (with real or complex values) for all i, j €
[1, L] x [1, M], and its complementary uniform lower bound (Assumption 1.1, or Assump-

tion 1.3), are centered and have covariance one. We set Wzﬁ })V, = %G(Lﬁ )M(G(L’B’ )M)*. When

M /L converges toward «, the spectral distribution of Wiﬂ l)vl converges toward the Pastur—

Marchenko law [24]: for any bounded continuous function f,
lim /f(x)dﬁL o ()= / fx)dmy(x) as.,
N—o0 WLAVM

where if & > 1 and a, = (1 — )2, by = (1 + Ja)?,

b, — -
no,(dx)=*/< o z););x ““)1[aa,ba]dx.

When o < 1, the limiting spectral measure has additionally a Dirac mass at the origin

with mass 1 — «. We hereafter concentrates on the case M > L up to replace Wiﬂ 1)\4 by

(G(Lé ;W)*G(Lﬂ, )M /M. Again, the extreme eigenvalues were shown to stick to the bulk [7]. We
prove a large deviation principle from this convergence.
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THEOREM 1.7. Assume that the M,N j satisfy Assumption 1.2. Assume they satisfy a sharp
Gaussian—Laplace transform 1.1 when B =1 or 1.3 when B = 2. Assume that there exists

o> 1andk > 0s0 that Z —a =0o(N7"). Then the law of the largest eigenvalue Amax(WéﬁM)

of W L(ﬂ ])W satisfies a large deviation principle with speed N and good rate function J® which

is inﬁrlite on (—00, by) and otherwise given by
YO —b)y — aa)
4(1 + «) Jb Yy

where B =1 in the case of real entries, and ,B = 2 in the case of complex entries.

J® (x) =

This problem can be recasted in terms of Hermitian models X ,, 8) yith independent entries
(hereafter, the subscript wg refers to Wishart matrices with real (resp. complex) entries when

B =1 (resp. B =2)). Indeed if we consider X () the N x N Hermitian matrix given by

0 L -®
X(wﬂ)_ /_N LM
=1 1

N
W(G(Lﬂ,iw)* 0

the spectrum of X 5\1,05 ) is given by L eigenvalues ,/%A, L eigenvalues — %A, where A are

the eigenvalues of Wéﬁ })V,, and M — L vanishing eigenvalues. Hence, the largest eigenvalue

(wp) ; 18, like

of WL(ﬁ 1)‘,1 is the square of the largest eigenvalue of X, () multiplied by N/L. X,
X z a Hermitian matrix which is linear in the random entries, but it has more structure with
its zero entries. It is therefore equivalent to show a large deviation principle for the largest

(wp)

eigenvalue of X, " with speed N and rate function

](wf‘)(x):j(ﬂ)((l +a)x2).

(,3)

This amounts to consider a Wigner matrix with some entries set to zero. We denote a; ;" the

entries of vV N X ](\tvﬁ ):

a" =0, ifi,j<Lorij=L+1,

oW =al) . izL+1,j<L,

a=a¥ . j=L+1li<N.

Again, we denote by MZN i the law of the i, jth entry of this matrix. Hereafter, we denote by

oy the limiting spectral distribution of X ](\1,”’3 ) given for any test function f by

[ 1o = lia(ff(/lfr:a) A7 (x)
—i—/ ( F)dﬂa(x))—i-z—;if@).

Therefore, we shall prove Theorem 1.7 by showing the following.

2

THEOREM 1.8. Assume that the u i satisfy Assumption 1.2. Assume they satisfy a sharp
Gaussian—Laplace transform 1.1 when B =1 or 1.3 when B = 2. Assume that there exists
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o > 1andk > 0so that % —a =0o(N7"). Then the law of the largest eigenvalue \max (XI(\I,Uﬁ))

of X ](\I,Uﬂ ) satisfies a large deviation principle with speed N and good rate function I *#) which
is infinite on (—00, by), if by = v/ (1 + o) ~Lby and otherwise given by

X1
e =L atar( =1 —dady

where B =1 in the case of real entries, and two in the case of complex entries.

1.2. Scheme of the proof. The idea of the proof is reminiscent of Cramér’s approach
to large deviations: we appropriately tilt measures to make the desired deviations likely. The
point is to realize that it is enough to shift the measure in a random direction and use estimates
on spherical integrals obtained by one of the authors and M. Maida [19]. To be more precise,
we shall follow the usual scheme to prove first exponential tightness.

LEMMA 1.9. For B =1,2, wy, wy, assume that the distribution of the entries ai(’ﬁ}) satisfy
Assumption 1.1 for B = 1, wy and Assumption 1.3 for B =2, wy. Then

1
lim limsup v ln]P[)»maX(Xg\’,B)) > K] = —o0.

K—+00 N0

Similar results hold for Amin (X ,(5)).

This result is proved in Section 2. Note that in fact the proof of Lemma 1.9 requires only
sub-Gaussian tails. Therefore, it is enough to prove a weak large deviation principle.

In the following, we summarize the assumptions on the distribution of the entries as fol-
lows.

ASSUMPTION 1.4. FEither the ulN j are uniformly compactly supported in the sense that

there exists a compact set K such that the support of all MlN j is included in K, or the MlN j
satisfy a uniform log-Sobolev inequality in the sense that there exists a constant ¢ independent
of N such that for all smooth function f,

2 f? N N 2
/f lnwdﬂi,j <cui; (IVfI3)-

More precisely, in the later case and when the entries are complex, we assume that they are of
the form z(x +iy) with a complex number z, and independent real variables x, y which satisfy
log-Sobolev inequality with the same constant ¢ independent of N. When 8 = 1, w; /,LlN i
satisfy Assumption 1.1. When 8 = 2, w», they satisfy Assumption 1.3. In the case of Wishart
matrices, § = wp or wy, we assume that there exists o > 0 and x > 0 so that |% —a|<N7F
for N large enough.

We shall first prove that we have a weak large deviation upper bound.

THEOREM 1.10. Assume that Assumption 1.4 holds. Let f = 1,2, w1, wy. Then, for any
real number x,

1
lim sup lim sup NlnIF’(Mmax(X](\',B)) — x| <8) < —Ig(x).

§—~0 N-—>oo

‘We shall then obtain the large deviation lower bound.
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THEOREM 1.11. Assume that Assumption 1.4 holds. Let § = 1,2, wy, wy. Then, for any
real number x,

1
liminfliminfﬁlnIP’(\)»max(Xg\’?)) — x| < 8) = —Ig(x).

§—~0 N—>oo

To prove Theorem 1.10, we first show that the rate function is infinite below the right
edge of the support of the limiting spectral distribution. To this end, we use that the spectral
measure 1y converges toward its limit with a much larger probability. We denote this limit
og: 01 =02 = 0o is the semicircle law and o, = oy, = 0y, is the symmetrization of Pastur—
Marchenko law (2). We let d denote the Dudley distance:

d(n,v)= sup
I fllL<1

’

/ FOOdpx) — f £ dv(x)

where || 111, = sup,zy [£9=LD | 4 sup, [ £ (x)].

LEMMA 1.12. Assume that the M,N jare uniformly compactly supported or satisfy a uni-
form log-Sobolev inequality, as well as, in the case w1, wy, that there exists k > 0 such that
|% — | < N7%. Then, for B =1,2, wy, wy, there exists k' € (0, % A K) such that
1 R /
limsup — InP(d(2" 4, 08) > N™°) = —o0.
N Xy

N—o00

The proof of this lemma is given in the Appendix. As a consequence, we deduce that the
extreme eigenvalues cannot deviate toward a point inside the support of the limiting spec-
tral measure with probability greater than e~¢¥ for any C > 0 and, therefore, we have the
following.

COROLLARY 1.13.  Under the assumption of Lemma 1.12, for B = 1,2 let x be a real
number in (—o0, 2) or for B = wy, wa, take x € (—00, by). Then, for § > 0 small enough,

1
limsupﬁlnP(})\maX(Xj(\’,g)) — x| <8)=—o0.

N—o00

Indeed, as soon § > 0 is small enough so that x 4 & is smaller than 2 — § for 8 = 1,2
(resp., by — & for B = w1, w), d(fin, op) is bounded below by some « (§) > 0 on the event

that [Amax (X ) — x| < 8. Hence, Lemma 1.12 implies the corollary.
In order to prove the weak large deviation bounds for the remaining x’s, we shall tilt the
measure by using spherical integrals:

IN(X,0) =E [N X,

where the expectation holds over e which follows the uniform measure on the sphere SV—!
with radius one. The asymptotics of

1
IN(X,0) = NIHIN(X, 6)
were studied in [19] where it was proved in the following.

THEOREM 1.14 ([19], Theorem 6). If (En)neN is a sequence of N X N real symmetric
matrices when B = 1 and complex Hermitian matrices when B =2, such that:
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e The sequence of empirical measures ;l%’N weakly converges to a compactly supported mea-
sure [,
o There are two reals Amin(E), Amax(E) such that imy_ oo Amin(EN) = Amin(E) and

limpy = 00 Amax (EN) = Amax(E),

and 6 > 0, then

lim JN(EN, 9) = J(M, 0, )hmax(E))-
N—o00

The limit J is defined as follows. For a compactly supported probability measure, we
define its Stieltjes transform G, by

1
Gu(z) = /R ZTtdu(t).

We assume hereafter that u is supported on a compact [a, b]. Then G, is a bijection
from R\ [a, b] to ]G (a), G, (b)[\{0} where G (a), G, (b) are taken as the (possibly in-
finite) limits of G, () when t — a~ and 1 — b*™. We denote by K u 1ts inverse and let
R, (z) := K, (z) — 1/z be its R-transform as defined by Voiculescu in [26] (defined on a
neighborhood of the origin, but also on |G (a), G, (b)[). In the sequel, for any compactly
supported probability measure w, we denote by r(u) the right edge of the support of w. In
order to define the rate function, we now introduce, for any 6 > 0, and A > r(u),

3) T(1.0.3) = 60v(® x)—éflo <1+%9v(0 W — 26 )d (y)
Mm, o, = » M, ) 2 /3 » M, /3 y mLy),
with
Ru(560) 16020 < Huasle ) i=1im [ ——au(y)
v(0, 11, 1) = B B 2a) z—y
A — ﬁ if 2—0 > Hpax (1, A)
29 ﬁ max ) .

We shall later use that spherical integrals are continuous. We recall here Proposition 2.1 from
[22] (see [23] for an erratum) and Theorem 6.1 from [19]. We denote by || A|| the operator

norm of the matrix A given by ||A] = SUP|jy|l,=1 | Aull, where |[ul, =/ |u;|?.

PROPOSITION 1.15.  For every 8 > 0, every k € 10, 1/2[ and every M > 0, there exist a
function g, : RT™ — RT going to 0 at 0 such that for any § > 0 and N large enough, with By
and B}y such that d(jiy, , ,:Lg/N) < N7, |Amax(BN) — Amax(By)| < 8 and supy || By || < M,

supy || By |l < M:
|In(BN,0) — In(By,0)| < gc(8).

From Theorem 1.14 and Proposition 1.15, we deduce the following.

COROLLARY 1.16. For every 6 > 0, every k € 10, 1/2[ and every M > 0, for any 6 > 0
and |4 a probability measure supported in [—M, M, if we denote by By the set of symmetric
matrices By such that d(py, ) < N7%, |Amax(BN) — p| < 8, and supy || By || < M, for N
large enough, we have

limsup sup |Jy(Bw.0) — J (.0, p)| <28 ().

N—oco ByeBy

where g, is the function in Proposition 1.15.
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By Lemma 1.9 and Lemma 1.12, it is enough to study the probability of deviations on the
set where Jy is continuous.

COROLLARY 1.17. Suppose Assumption 1.2 holds. For § > 0, take a real number x and
set for M large (larger than x + § in particular), Aiv’[ s 1o be the set of N x N self-adjoint
matrices given by

AME =X ¢ hnax(X) — x| <8} N {X 1 d(iY, 08) < NV N {X 11X < M},

where k' is chosen as in Lemma 1.12. Let x be a real number, § > 0 and k" as in Lemma 1.12.
Then, for any L > 0, for M large enough

P(Amax (X)) — x| < 8) = P(X¥ € AY) + O(e™NE).

We are now in position to get an upper bound for P(X ,(\f{) € .AQ/{ 5)- In fact, by the continuity

of spherical integrals of Corollary 1.16, for any 6 > 0,

Ivx,0) ]

®)
P(Xy GAiV,Ia):E[I X gy A
N N > '

4) <E[Iy(X},0)]exp|-N _inf Jn(X,0)]
XeAM

x,8
<E[In(X,0)]exp{ N (28, (8) — T (55,6, x))},

where we used that x — J(og, 0, x) is continuous and took N large enough. It is therefore
central to derive the asymptotics of

1
Fy(©. )=~ nE[Iy(X}.0)].
and we shall prove in Section 3 the following.

THEOREM 1.18. Suppose Assumption 1.4 holds. For 8 = 1,2, wy, wy and 6 > 0,
lim Fy(0,B8)=F(@,B)
N—o0

with F(0, 8) =6%/B if B=1,2 and when B = w;,i =1, 2:

FO.w) {292 o)t -+ % }

,wi )= sup {—x(1—x)+——In(l —x)+ ———1Inx

S A 21+ ) 2(1+a)
_iCOl’

_ 1 1
where Cy = mln(H—a) + ﬁln 1%{

We therefore deduce from (4), Corollaries 1.17 and 1.16 and Theorem 1.18, by first letting
N going to infinity, then § to zero and finally M to infinity, that

1
lim sup lim sup Nln]P(P\max(X](f)) —x|<8) <F(@®,B)— J(0p,0,x).

§—~0 N-—>oo

We next optimize over 6 to derive the upper bound:

1
lim sup lim sup — lnIP’(‘)LmaX(Xg\’?)) — x| <9)
5) 550 N—oo N

< —sup{J(og,0,x) — F(0, B)}.
6>0
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To complete the proof of Theorem 1.10, we show in Section 4 that, with the notations of
Theorems 1.7, 1.6 and 1.8, we have the following.

PROPOSITION 1.19. For §=1,2, wy, wo,
Ig(x) =sup{J(og,0,x)— F(0,B)}.
0>0

To prove the complementary lower bound, we shall prove the following.

LEMMA 1.20. For B =1,2, for any x > 2 and for B = wi, ws for any x > by, there
exists 0 = 0, > 0 such that for any § > 0 and M large enough,

o ElLyo qu INXY0)]
liminf — In d )
N—oco N E[Iy(Xy . 0)]

> 0.

This lemma is proved by showing that the matrix whose law has been tilted by the spherical
integral is approximately a rank one perturbation of a Wigner matrix, from which we can
use the techniques developed to study the famous BBP transition [8]. The conclusion of
Theorem 1.11 follows since then

Ellyg cam IN(Xy s 60)]
ElIy(XY, 6.)]

E[1n (X} 6)]

X exp{—N sup Jn(X, Qx)}
XGAQ/{(;

> exp{N(—2gc(8) + F (0, B) — J (08, 0k, x) +0(1))}
> exp{—NIg(x) — N(o(1) +2gcs)}

where we finally used Theorem 1.18 and Lemma 1.20.

2. Exponential tightness. In this section, we prove Lemma 1.9. We will use a standard
net argument that we recall for completeness. We denote by SV~! the unit sphere in CV if
B=2or RN if B=1.For N €N, let Ry be a 1/2-net of the sphere (i.e., a subset of the
sphere SV~ such as for all u € SV ~! there is v € Ry such that |lu — v||» < 1/2). Here, the
sphere is inside RN for B=1,w; and CN for B =2, wy. We know that we can take Ry with
cardinality smaller than 32" . We notice that for M > 0,

(6) Pl x| =4k] <9 sup P[(xPu,v)>K].

u,veERy
Indeed, if we denote, for v € S¥ 1, u, to be an element of Ry such that luy —v]2 <1/2,

1
X1 = sup 1X0l = swp (1xPuly+ 5 1x801)

veSN veSN-1

so that
(7) |X) <2 sup [ X ul,.
MGRN

.. . xPu
Similarly, taking v = —/5——, we find
Xy ull2

[X3 1l = o, X3 ) < ueo. X3u) + v = w2 X3 0]
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from which we deduce that

[x3"] <4 sup (x3"u.v)

u,vERN

and (6) follows. We next bound the probability of deviations of (X 5\’,3)11, u) by using Tcheby-
chev’s inequality. For 6 > 0, we indeed have

P[(xPu,v)> K]

< exp{—@NK}E[exp{N@(Xl(\f)u, v)}]

8) < exp{—ONK}E[exp{\/N(Z Z 57f(al.(5)uil7j) + Zai,iuivi> H

i<j

(2 bl P+ S heiPiul ) ).

i<j i

02N
<exp{—ONK} exp( B

where we used that the entries have a sharp sub-Gaussian—Laplace transform. In the case of

Wishart matrices, we bounded above some vanishing contributions by a nonnegative term.

When B = w;, B’ =i, otherwise B’ = B. We can now complete the upper bound:

6N [lul3[1v113 + (u, v)?
B 2

cenf(-1).

where we took 8 = 1. We conclude that

P[xPu,v) = K] < exp( - eNK)

P{(XPu,v)> K] <exp(N(1 — K)).

This completes the proof of the lemma with (6).

3. Proof of Theorem 1.18. We consider in this section a random unit vector e taken
uniformly on the sphere S¥~! and independent of X ](\’,3). We define Fy by setting, for 6 > 0,

1
Fy(©. p) = - InE o Ec[exp(Nofe, xPe))],

where we take both the expectation [E, over e and the expectation E y(p over X ;{,3). In this
N

section, we derive the asymptotics of Fx (6, B). F(6, B) is as in Theorem 1.18. We prove a
refinement of Theorem 1.18, which shows that under our assumption of sharp sub-Gaussian
tails, the random vector e stays delocalized under the tilted measure.

PROPOSITION 3.1. Suppose Assumption 1.1 holds if = 1, w and Assumption 1.3
holds if B =2, wy. Denote by Vi = {e € SN 1 : Vi, |e;| < N™V/4=€}. Then, for € € (0, ),

F@O,B)= lim Fy(,B)= lim L e [TecveE o [exp(Nofe, XPe))]].
’ N—+o00 ’ N—oo N eLreeVn Xy TON

We first consider the case of Wigner matrices and then the case of Wishart matrices: in
both cases, the proof shows that the above delocalization holds (i.e., we can restrict ourselves
to vectors e in V) and we shall not mention it in the following statements.
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3.1. Wigner matrices. In this section, we prove Theorem 1.18 in the case of Wigner
matrices, namely, the following.

LEMMA 3.2. Suppose Assumption 1.1 holds if B = 1 and Assumption 1.3 holds if B = 2.
Then for any 6 > 0,

02

li Fny@®,B)=F@6,8)=—.

ym N (O, B) ©,B) 5

PROOF. By denoting L, =InT},, we have
(B)
EXX?) [exp(NOe, XA/? e))]

_IEX<ﬂ>[e><l’[\/_0(22:§)Fl (ﬁ)e jéi) +Za(ﬁ)|e’ )”

i<j
—exp{ZL N(zee,e,f)+ZL (Olei] 2f)}
i<j

where we used the independence of the (ai’ f ),-5 j- Using that the entries have a sharp sub-
Gaussian—Laplace transform (using on the diagonal the weaker bound L u (1) < %tz + Alt))

and ) el.2 =1, we deduce that

EX(,s) [exp(NOe, Xg\’,s)e))]

|:exp{ Z|ez| |ej| +—Z|e,| +AJ_€Z }]

i<j
92
< exp(Ng + Aﬁe).
Hence, we have proved the following upper bound:
: : ! ®) 02
) limsup Fy (0, ) <limsup sup —InE (s [exp(NO(e, Xy ¢))] < —.
N—oo Nooo eesh-1 N N

We next prove the corresponding lower bound. The idea is that the expectation over the vector
e concentrates on delocalized eigenvectors with entries so that v/Ne;e j 1s going to zero for
all i, j. As a consequence, we will be able to use the uniform lower bound on the Laplace
transform to lower bound Fy (6, B). Let Vy, be as in Proposition 3.1. We have that

E[exp(N6(e, XPe))]
E, [166% I exp{LMle (2V/Nbéie))) [ Texp{L,x («/N9|el.|2)}]
i<j ' i '
Fore € VS, 2v/N|eje;| <20N~€ so that
lim sup [2v/Nbe;e;| =0.

N—+o00 eeVIf,

By the uniform lower bound on the Laplace transform of Assumptions 1.1 or 1.3, we deduce
that for any 6 > 0 and N large enough

2
(10) E[exp(N6e, Xl(\f)e))] > IPe[Vﬁ,]eN%(l_’S).
We shall use that
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LEMMA 3.3. Foranye € (0,1/4), we have

lim P,[ec Vi]=1.

N—o0o

As a consequence, we deduce from (10) that for any § > 0 and N large enough

. 62
liminf Fy (6, ) = (1 = 6)5.

Hence, together with (9), we have proved the announced limit

02

lim Fy(8,8)=—
Jim Fx @, )=
which completes the proof of Lemma 3.2. Finally, we prove Lemma 3.3. To this end, we use
the well-known representation of the vector e as a renormalized (real or complex) Gaussian
vector:

8
e=—,
lgll2
where g = (g1, ..., gn) is a Gaussian vector of covariance matrix /. By the law of large

numbers, we have the following almost sure limit:

o el _

— =1.
N—>oo\/ﬁ

We also have by the union bound
1
P[3i € [1, N1, |gil > N'/*7€/2] < NP[|g1| > N'/*7¢/2] < Nexp{—ZNl/z_ze}
from which the result follows. [

3.2. Wishart matrices. In this subsection, we prove Theorem 1.18 in the case of Wishart
matrices, namely, the following.

LEMMA 3.4. Let B = w1 or wy. Suppose Assumption 1.4 holds. Then for any 6 > 0, for
i=1,2,

lim Fy(0,w;)=F(@,w)
N—o0

{292 (=) + —— () + —%—In(i )} iC
= sup { —x(1—x)+ ——In(x)+ ————In(l —x); —iC,,
ooyl 20 +a) 20 +a) «

_ 1 1 o o . . .
where Cy, = e In(75) + 30+a) In 1. Moreover, the supremum is achieved at a unique

Xp.o in [0, 1] (as it maximizes a strictly concave function). xg o is the almost sure limit of
||e(1) ||%, the norm of the first L entries of e, under the tilted law,

Ex[exp{ON (e, X\Pe)}]
E[Ex[exp{6N (e, X P e)}1]

dP’ (e) = dP(e).

PROOF. We have, with the same notation than in the previous case,

i 1)-(2
Bynlep(Volxy e )] e 3 1, (VN20e"E?) ),
1<i<M,1<j<L
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where e = (e(V, e®@), that is, ¢! is the vector made of the L first entries of e and e¢® the
vector made of the M last entries of e. Using that the ,uf.Y j have a sharp sub-Gaussian Laplace
transform, we deduce that with V5 as in Proposition 3.1 we find that for any § > 0 and N
large enough

51202 A1 (D 1211202
- Ee[ﬂvﬁe(l T NleWlzle HZ]SEX}(}I' [In (6, w))]

202 A111 (D 121102 (12
< E,[e T MV,

where ||e(1)||% =1- ||e(2)||% follows a Beta law with parameters (iL/2,iM/2). Hence, its
distribution is given by

Beta;pr/2,i1,2(dx) = Cor px P71 = )™M=, oy dx,

with Cpyp =T(EN/2)/T(iM/2)I" (i L/2). Therefore, the Laplace method implies that

1 292
fim - n, exp{ 2 Ve 3 2]
l

(12) N—oo N
{292 Tt — % -0+ In )} Te
= Su —X — X — 1IN — X — IN(Xx —1 .
e\ 7 21 +a) 21+ ) “

(12) thus yields the expected upper bound. To get the lower bound in (11), observe that
conditioning by eV |2, eV and ¢® follow uniform laws on spheres of appropriate radius
so that Lemma 3.3 applies. Hence, V, has probability going to one under this conditional
measure and we can remove its indicator function in the lower bound of (11). We then apply
the Laplace method under the Beta law to conclude. Finally, we see from the above that for
any set A and any 6 > 0,

2
P/(|eV]; € 4)
iL/2—1 iM/2—1 26°
fexp{—NF(Q,wi)-i-N(S}/x (1—x) expy —Nx(1 —x) tdx
A i

from which it follows by Laplace method that the law of ||e(" ||% satisfies a large deviation up-
per bound with speed N and good rate function which is infinite outside [0, 1] and otherwise
given by

262

— T x(—x) - iiaaln(l —x) -

i
— ' nx+ FO.wp).
i 20+ a) A ra RE T O w)

In particular, [|e(! ||% converges almost surely toward the unique minimizer xg o of this strictly
convex function (which vanishes there). [

4. Identification of the rate function. To complete the proof of the large deviation up-
per bound of Theorem 1.10, we need to identify the rate function, that is, prove Proposi-
tion 1.19. This could a priori be done by saying that the rate function corresponds to the one
that is well known for the Gaussian case. But for the sake of completeness, we verify directly
that we have the same formula.

4.1. Wigner matrices. We first consider the case of Wigner matrices. Recall that we want
to prove that for 8 =1, 2,

X 02
(13) Iﬂ(x)=§fz \/y2—4dy=rggg(l(o,e,x>—g),
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where J(u, 8, A) was defined in (3). Note that when u = o, R, (x) = x and Hpax (0, A) =
Gy(A) = %(A — /A2 —4). To prove (13), observe first that the function

02
0,x)=J(0,0,x) — —
¢O,x)=J(0,0,x) 5

2
=0
vanishes when % < Hpax(0,x) = G4(x), since then J(o,0,x) = g X fo‘8 Ry () du = %2

(see [19], p. 4). For % > G4 (x), the critical points of ¢(-, x) satisfy

260
- (89])(6, 09 X).
B
Computing the derivative of J shows that they are solution of
26 B

x__
B 20

which has a unique solution 6, > 8G, (x)/2 which is given by

26 1 1
o _ 2 _4) —
5 —2(x+\/x 4)_Gg(x)'

Therefore, Ig(x) = ¢(0y, x). We can compute the derivative of /g and since 6y is a critical
point of ¢, we find that

OxIp(x) = (0x¢) (0x, x) = (0x J) (0, Ox, X) = Ox — gGG(X) = gx/xz —4.

This proves the claim since /5(2) = 0.

4.2. Wishart matrices. Let us now consider Wishart matrices and compute

Ly, (x) = rgnsg)c(](aw, 6,x) — F(0,wp)).

As in the previous proof, it is enough to compute the point 6, where ¢ (6, x) = J(0y, 0, x) —
F (0, wgp) achieves its maximal value since then we can compute

B
axlwlg(x) =0y J (0w, Oy, x) =0, — EGow(x)-
Note that 9, exists as ¢ is continuous in 8, going to —oo at infinity. To identify 6,, we remark

that when it is larger than gGUw (x), it must satisfy the equation of the critical points of ¢:

x=05F (6, wp) + % = K(0).

Our goal is therefore to identify K and in fact its inverse 6, = K “1(x).

We first show that K is analytic away from the origin and equals the inverse K(,w(%)
of the Stieljes transform for small 6. Indeed, we claim that 6 — F (6, wg) is analytic in a
neighborhood of 0, +o0o[. We recall that it is given in Lemma 3.4 by

F@@,wg) = sup W(0,x)— BCq,

x€[0,1]
202 B Bo
v, x):= ?x(l —Xx)+ mln(x) + mln(l —X).

The maximizer xy o of W (6, x) is solution of

(07
Grox (rad—m 2

0, V) (x,0) = %92(1 —2x)+
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Clearly, x — (0, W)(x, 0) takes its zeroes away from 0, 1 and is analytic in a complex neigh-
borhood of [€, 1 — €] for any € > 0. Moreover, d, WV can only vanish in a small neighborhood
of x =1/2 when 6 is large. But for 3%(6) > 4, the real part of —854’(9, x) is bounded below
uniformly by some c(¢) > 0 uniformly a complex neighborhood U, of [¢, 1 — €] provided
the imaginary part of 6 is smaller than some «. s > 0. Hence, the implicit function theorem
implies that & — xg o, and so F (-, wg), is analytic in a neighborhood of % (0) > § for any
8 > 0. We next show that for 6 small enough,

20
(14) F(e,wﬂ):gfoﬁ R, (u) du.

F is clearly lower bounded by this value as for any M
Iv(xy"6)]

so that for % < Gy, (M), [19], Theorem 1.6, gives the lower bound. The upper bound is

obtained similarly by using the exponential tightness which permits to restrict oneself to
{|Amax| < M}. Therefore, we conclude that K is analytic in 3(6) > 6 and equals

o (3)-ae(2)1

for small 6. We want to find the inverse of K. We thus look for an analytic extension of K, .
But in fact K, satisfies an algebraic equation. Indeed, observe that

1
> liminf — w w
FO, wp) > liminf ZInE wpll, o)

a—1
(1+a)x’
where it is well known that G, the Stieltjes transform of the Wishart matries, is solution of
(22Gr, (2)* = 42(z + 1 — )G, () + 42 — 82 = 0.

We deduce that at least for small x, K, is solution of
(I+a)Kg, (x)x +1— oz)2 —2(Ko,(x) + 1 —a)((1 +o)xKy, (x) + 1 — )
+4(1 4 a)K,, (x)? — 8a =0.

As a consequence, K is also solution of this equation for all x, by analyticity. Now, we are
looking for the inverse of K and so we deduce that 6, = K ~!(x) is solution of the equation

Go, () =2xGr, (1 + )x?) +

<%(1 +oa)x0, +1 —01)2 —2(x+1 —a)(%(l +oa)x0, +1 —oz)

+4(1 +o)x> — 8a =0.

(15)

For 2« < Gg, (x), the solution is

B
2 20 X241—a—-Vx2=-1—-a)2—4a 1-al
Ele—l—a 2x2 +1+a;:GG"’(x)
but when % > G4, (x) we have to take the other solution of the quadratic equation
2 20 24 1—a+J/x2—1—-a)2—4a 1—-al
szl—i—a 2x2 +1+a)_c'

As a result, we then have

Ba J(x2—1—a)? —4a
2 9

axlwﬂ(x) =0, — gGaw(x) =

14+« x
which completes the proof.
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S. Large deviation lower bounds. Recall that we need to prove Lemma 1.20, that is
find for any x > 2 (or b, for Wishart matrices) a & = 6, > 0 such that for any § > 0 and M
large enough,

o ElLyi g INCXY 0]
liminf — In : ) >0,
N—oco N E[In(Xy ,0)]

where we recall that
AMS =X ¢ amax(X) — x| < 8} N {d (2%, o) < N} 0 {I1X]| < M).
For a vector e of the sphere S¥~! and X a random symmetric matrix, we denote by Pg\e},e)
the probability measure defined by

(e,6) _ exp(NO(Xe,e))
Py (X) = Exlexp(NO(Xe, e))] aPn (X0,

where Py is the law of X 5\’,3). We have

Ef1 (X3, 0)]

Xjf)eAﬁ’{(; In
(16) =B [P” (AY)Ex[exp(N6(Xe, e))]]
> Ee[Leeys P " (AY5)Ex [exp(N6(Xe, €))]],

where we recall that Vy = {e € SN=1:e;] < N~1/4=€}. The main point to prove the lower
bound will be to show that IPE\E,’O) (AQ’{ s) is close to one for delocalized vectors e € Vy, and
then proceed as before to show that V;, has probability close to one under the tilted measure.
More precisely, we will show that for € € (%, }1), we can find 6 so that for any x > 2 (resp.
X > by) and § > 0 we can find 6, > 0 so that for M large enough,

(17) lim inf Y% (AM) =1.

€
N—o00 ecVy

This gives the desired estimate since we then deduce from (16) that for N large enough so
that the above is greater than 1/2,

Ee[leeveE X [exp(NO(X e, e))]]

N —

E[HX%)GAQ/{(;IN(X%)’ 9)] >

so that the desired estimate follows from Proposition 3.1. To prove (17), the first point is to
show the following.

LEMMA 5.1. Take € € (0, }1). There exists k' > 0 and K large enough so that for any 6,

lim sup P& (A (X ) = K) = 0.

N—o0 €
eeVy

limsup sup IP’E\?’Q) (d(/lg(ﬂ), og) > N_"/) =0.
N

N—oo ecVy
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PROOF. We hereafter fix a vector e on the sphere. The proof of the exponential tightness
is exactly the same as for Lemma 1.9. Indeed, by Jensen’s inequality, we have

Ex[exp(NO(XPe, e))] = exp{ NOEx[(XPe, €]} = 1.

SNfl

Moreover, by Tchebychev’s inequality, for any u, v, e € , we have

)
/ IL(X,(f)u,v)zK exp(NO(Xy e, e)) dPy
B (B) ®)
<exp{—NK}Ex[exp(NO(Xy e, e)+ N(X 5 u,v))]
< exp{—NK}exp{NZ |0eie; + uiajﬂ}
iJ
<exp{—NK + (8 + 1)*N}
from which we deduce after taking u#, v on a §-net as in Lemma 1.9 that
1
Pﬁ”umAxﬁbzK)smeﬂ—ZNK+w+4VN}

which proves the first point. The second is a direct consequence of Lemma 1.12 and the fact

that the log density of Pg\‘ﬁ’g) with respect to Py is bounded by O N (|Amax (X)| 4+ [Amin (E)|)
which is bounded by 6 K N with overwhelming probability by the previous point (recall that
Amin(X) satisfies the same bounds than A% (X)). U

Hence, the main point of the proof is to show the following lemma.

LEMMA 5.2. Pick e € 1§, 3[. Forany x > 2 if B=1,2 and x > by if p = wi, w, there
exists 0, such that for every n > 0,

lim sup Pg\‘}’e")[lkmax —x|>n]=0.

N—o0 €
eeVy

Again, we first consider the simpler Wigner matrix case and then the case of Wishart
matrices.

5.1. Proof of Lemma 5.2 for Wigner matrices. For e € Vy fixed, let X ©.N be a matrix
with law IP’E\‘}’O). We have

x (e)N :E[X(e)’N] + (X(e),N —E[X(e)’N]),

where E[X] denotes the matrix with entries given by the expectation of the entries of the
matrix X. We first show that E[X ()-V] is approximately a rank one matrix.

LEMMA 5.3. Fore e ]%, zlt[’ there exists k (€) > 0 so that for e € Vlf,,
E[X©N] =20ee* + AN,

where the spectral radius of AN is bounded by N~ uniformly on e € Vy-

PROOF OF THE LEMMA. We can express the density of ]P’gs’e) as the following product:

dply”
dPyx,

(X) = 1_[ exp(Zl"#@\/ﬁm(eie_jai,j) — LM{YJ- (zl#jgﬁe,-éj)),

i<j
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where the a; ; are defined as in the Introduction, basically a rescaling of the entries by multi-
plication by v/N.

So since we took our a; ; independent (for i < j), the entries X; remain independent
and their mean is given in function of the Taylor expansion of L as follows

L' v 2VNbeiey)

(e),N

8i,j(2v/'Nbeiej)N6?|ei|*|e; |

E[X©N)]), = 10 =" e+
( [ ])1,] \/ﬁ ,8 (A \/N
ifi# j,andifi =j
4 12
E[xON]) g N 55 s/ WOl ING e
VN g VN ’

where we used that by centering and variance one, Lu ~ (0) =0, Hess L UV 0) = %Id for all
i,j LJ

i #J, ’LZN.(O) = 3 for all i, N, and where

(18) |8 j(1)] < 4 sup max{|L( (u)|}
lu|<t?
Hence, we have

AN =6, ;2 NOeie)VNO?|eiPlej*. 1<i.j<N.

In order to bound the spectral radius of this remainder term, we use the following lemma.

LEMMA 5.4. Let A be an Hermitian matrix and B a real symmetric matrix such that
Vi, j, 1Aijl = Bij.
Then the spectral radius of A is smaller than the spectral radius of B.
PROOF. Indeed, if we take u on the sphere such that || Au|l; = ||A||, then by denoting A’
the matrix (|A; ;|) and u’ the vector (|u;|), we have by the triangular inequality,
IAl = |Aullz < |A"W'|, < | Bu'|, < | B]. O

Therefore, if we choose C so that C > SUpy ;i j 3i,j (2« NQe,-Ej)QZ and set |e|? to be the
vector with entries (|e; |2)1§,~§N, we have

AN < VN lel(lel) "]

Since ||le|2(le|*)*|| = |||e|? ||2 =) e < N~%, we deduce that if we take €’ € 11/8, 1/4[ we
have with x(¢) = 1/2 — 4e:

[ AN ] = N7, O

REMARK 5.5. F. Augeri noticed that a maybe more elegant proof of this point would be
to use Latala’s theorem [21]:

1

2
B[Y]) < Csup(EX 11, )
J i
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Now we denote
X(e) N — x@©.N E[X(e) N]

The entries of X(©-N are independent, centered of variance 9,9z L W (Be;iej~/N)/N. Re-
call that 0,0; L Ny (0) =1 and that the third derivative of the Laplace transform of the entries
ij
are uniformly bounded so that

0:0zL,y (Beiejv'N)=1+38; j(v/Nleiej|) = 1+ O(N~%)

uniformly on Vy. We can then consider X©-N defined by

v(@,N
FON _ X .
\/8285LM1{vj (0eiéj/N)
Set YON = XN _g@N, So, we have

(y@-Ny. =X N<1 _ ! >
12%)
\/azazLﬂngj ©eiz;/N)

We next show that for all § > 0:
(19) lim sup P[|[Y@V] > s]=0.

N——+o00 eeVs

Indeed, we have the following lemma which is a variant of [1], Theorem 2.1.22.

LEMMA 5.6. Consider for all N € N a random Hermitian matrix AN with independent
subdiagonal entries which are centered and for all k € N:

r,ﬁv = maxN_k/zE[\Aij k].
l’.]

Suppose that there exists No € N, C > 0 such that for N > Ny:

o N < gk,

Then for all § > 0, P[Amax (AN) > 2 + 8] goes to zero as N goes to infinity.

=1,

The proof of this lemma is strictly identical to Theorem 2.1.22 in [1] as we only need to
estimate large moments of the matrix, which only requires upper bounds on moments of the
entries (and not equality as assumed in [1]) as soon as the entries are centered.

We apply this lemma to the matrices ¥ -V /§ to derive (19): note that the hypothesis on
the upper bound on moments is a clear consequence of our bounds on Laplace transform and
are uniform for e € Ve . Indeed, first remark that for all i, j,

E[exp(@X( °). N)] =T~ (0+ x/ﬁe,'ej) exp(—\/ﬁeiej — L;,LN (\/Neieje)).
ij iJ

As a consequence, for e € V;, we have

E[(VNX, "))
2k!
exp(m(e) N)] + Elexp(— m(e) N
2
< sup T,v (t)exp(N~ )exp( sup |LMN (t)|>

te[—(14+N—2€), 14+ N—2€] Hij te[-N—2¢ N-2¢1 "0J
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which is uniformly bounded by Assumption 1.3. Therefore, we have found a finite constant
C > 0 such that
(20) sup sup E[ (VN YI(EJ)N

ecVy i,j

)] < @i,

Furthermore, by the same arguments as in (18), we get

1
lim sup (1 — ) =0
N= ey, \/BzazLugvA(Qeiéj«/N)
LJ
which readily implies that for any § > 0, for N large enough, all k > 1,
VNYN\ 2
21 sup supIE[(—’) ] < C(Q2k)!.
eeV§ ij 8

Hence, we can apply the previous lemma to deduce that

lim sup P[|Y©-N /35| >3] =0.
N—o0

€
eeVy

Hence, since
xON — g@N 29 0 L A@N Ly
ﬂ 9
we conclude by combining (19) and Lemma 5.3 that for € € ][1/4,1/8[ and all § > 0

- 26
(22) lim sup Pg‘;’@)[Hx@vN - (XWN + —ee*>

~®eevy B

BE

since all estimates were clearly uniform on e € Vj,.

And so, to conclude we need only to identify the limit of Amax (XN 4 %ee*). Itis given
by the well-known BBP transition. We collect below the main elements of the argument for
completeness. To identify this limit, we easily see as in [11] that the eigenvalues of X@N 4

%ee* satisfy

~ 260
0= det(z —X@N _ gee*)

~ 20 ~ _
= det(z — X©) det(l — F(z — XNy 1ee*)
and, therefore, z is an eigenvalue away from the spectrum of X©-N jff

SN, B
fe. (e = XNy )= £
To take the large N limit, we will use here the very powerful (and hard) results of [13] but
will follow a more pedestrian moment approach in the Wishart case for completeness. It was
indeed shown in Theorem 2.15 of [13] that for all z with Iz >0, all v € SN 1, (v, (z —
X@©-Ny=ly) converges almost surely toward G, (z) This convergence extends to z > 2 first
by noticing that G is continuous when z goes to the real axis. And moreover, for any € > 0,
N large enough the operator norm of X@©-N jsbounded by 2+ € by Komlos—Fiiredi’s theorem
[1] so that (v, (z — f(e)’N)_lv) is continuous in B(0, 2 + ¢)¢. Therefore, we conclude that
the largest eigenvalue Amax ()N( @.N 4 %ee*), must converge toward the solution pg to

Go (p9> = %
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as soon as it is strictly greater than 2. We find a unique solution to this equation: it is given
by
20 B

PG—F+%~

Reciprocally, for any x > 2, we can find 6, = g(x + +/x% — 4) so that x = py,. Hence, we
have proved that for any sequence of vectors e € Vy, we have the desired estimate for any
n >0,

lim sup ]P’%’QX)[MmaX —x|>n]=0

N_)OOeeV;,

which entails the lemma.

5.2. Proof of Lemma 5.2 for Wishart matrices. We next prove Lemma 5.2 for Wishart
matrices and fix e = (e(), ¢®) € Vy - We decompose as in the previous proof

x(@.N _ x(e)N —}—IE[X(e)’N] + Y(e),N’

where the entries of X©-V are centered and with covariance 1/N and Y (©-V goes to zero in
norm. We then find by the same argument that

20 0 e (e@)*
E[x©N]= 5 <e<z)(e<1>)* (0 ) 4 a0,

where |A@N || < N7 and e (resp., e?) is the vector made of the first L (resp., M last)
coordinates of e. Letting

(D (2)\*
© _ (€ 0 @o_( 0 ()
§ = ( 0 e(2)> and T = ((e(l))* 0

0 e(l)(e(2))*
—s@r©.
(e(Z) (e(l))* 0

we notice that

Therefore, we need to find z > Ea such that

0= det(z _xN@ _ ﬁS(e)T("Q
B

(23)
- 26 SN (o)
=@¢—XM@maO—E$@Q—XM®)%®)

By writing Rgn.«) (2) = (z — XN-(@)-1 by blocks with XN-@© with upper right L x M block
GN©, we get

Ri11(z) Ry 2(2))
Ry (\Z) = ( ’ ’
gh@ @) Ry 1(z) R22(2)
_ ZRGN,(e)(éN.(e))*’(NZZ) (N;N’(E)R(éN.(e))*aN,(e) (Zz)
RGn.@ygn.o () (GN @) RGv@pgne (@) )
where R 1is L X L, R12 L x M, Ry» M x M, we get the simpler equation

der 1= 2 (le?. Rea@e) (e Raa@e @)\ _
B \e®. Rii@e®) (e, Ri2(e?)
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Therefore, we need to find z such that
2 2

20 40
@) 1= e Ra1 @) — e Rea@e® eV, Rui@)eV) = 0.

We are going to prove the following.

LEMMA 5.7. Forany$, e >0,

limsup sup IP’E\’}’Q)< sup e, Ry 1(z)eD)

N—o00 eEVK, 7>byt+e
— 21+ @)V 3G (1 + @))| > 8) =0,

limsup sup IP’E\C}’Q)< sup (e, Ryn(z)e®)

N—oo eeVy Sz=bgte
— 21+ @) [ [3Gmp1/e (1 +0)2?)| > ) =0,

limsup sup Px’9)< sup (e, Ry 1(z)eD)] > 8) =0,

€ ~
N—00 ecVy Sz>bo+e

where Gmp(a) is the Stieltjes transform of a Pastur-Marchenko law with parameter o.

We first derive Lemma 5.2 assuming that Lemma 5.7 holds. We have seen in Lemma 3.4
that ||e ||% converges toward xg o almost surely. Therefore, we arrive to the limiting equation

2
1 222G 1 NG 1 2) = P .
(14 a)"z°Gmpa) ((1 + ) 27) Gmp(1 jo) (1 + ) 27) P ERe p—

Now, we claim that ¢p(6) = 92xe,0,(1 — Xg,) 1s continuous, increasing, going from O to 4-oo.
As xp o 1s a complicated solution of 6 (solution of a degree three polynomial equation), we
use the following asymptotic characterization which easily follows from the previous large
deviation considerations (see Lemma 3.4):

40
er,a(l —Xp,0) =09 F (0, wgp),

where we use that the derivative of W vanishes at its critical point xg . We moreover notice
that G(9) = F(V/06, wg) is convex in 6 (as a supremum of convex functions). Hence,

o) =200, F 0,0 = £026 (07).
It follows that ¢ is smooth as F' is and, moreover,

But since ¢ is nonnegative, G’ is nonnegative and so ¢’ is nonnegative for all & > 0. The
fact that ¢ goes to infinity at infinity is clear as xy o then goes to 1/2. Moreover, for z > b,
Z = 2GMmp() (1 + ®)z%) and z — 2Gmp(1 /) (1 + «)z?) are positive and decreasing and,
therefore, so are their product. Hence, there exist a 6, > 0 so that for every 6 > 0,, the
equation above has a unique solution on [150,, +o00[. Moreover, if we denote pg this solution,
6 +— pg is a bijection from [6,,, +00[ onto [150,, +ool.

PROOF OF LEMMA 5.7. The first two results could be derived from [13] but we here
provide a more pedestrian moment approach to achieve this result, a strategy that we could
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have also followed in the Wigner case. We recall that G=G L.m is a L x M matrix with
centered entries with covariance one and sub-Gaussian tails, e = (¢(1), ¢/®)) a unit vector and

Ri1(z) = (2% — GG*)_I,
Ry2(z) = (2* — G*G)_l,
Ri2(2) =G (2 - G*G)™".

In fact, G depends a priori on e but we will derive uniform bounds in e € Vy in the following
and we will work conditionally to e. Moreover, to simplify the notation we denote G by G.

The first two points of the lemma are direct consequences of [13], Theorem 2.5. It remains
to see that (e, Rz,l(z)e(l)) goes to 0 as NV goes to infinity. Because R» 1(z) = G(z> —
G*G)~! is not the resolvent of the Wishart matrix, but its multiplication by G, we cannot
apply directly [13], Theorem 2.5. We will give an elementary proof of this result based on
classical moment computations. Indeed, for ¢ > 0, we have already seen thanks to (21) and
Lemma 5.6 that

lim sup P(|G*G| > by +¢) =0.
N—oo

€
eeVy

Moreover, on the set where {||G*G|| < by + ¢}, for z > by + 2& we can expand

(e(Z) R, 1(Z)€(1)> __ i (e(l), G(G*G)ke(2)>

2k
k=0 <
K (eM, G(G*G)ke?)
- 72k+2
k=0

ol (ra))
e\by +2¢
and hence it is enough to get the convergence in probability of K moments with K >

2¢~!'Ine™!, uniformly in e:

lim sup P( sup |, G(G*G)*e?®)| = 8) =0.

N—o00 ecVf, 0<k<K

To this end, it is enough to prove by Tchebychev’s inequality that for all k < K

(25) lim sup |E[(e”, G(G*G) e®)]| =0,
N_)OOeeVX,

and then

(26) lim sup Var((e(l), G(G*G)ke(z))) =0.

N—o0 €
ecVy

We first prove (25). It is clearly true for kK = O by centering of the entries and so we consider
k > 1. Let us call Wy the set of words (vy, ..., vy42) of length 2k + 1 so that vy €
{1,...,L}and v2j41 € {1,..., M}. We use the following notation:

Ey =Elay,,v,av,,v; - 'av2k+1,v2k+2]~

We have

1

k

E[le", G(G*G) e<2>)]=m Yo e VEel) .
VEWL+1



LARGE DEVIATIONS FOR RADEMACHER MATRICES 1461

Given a word v, we can construct a bipartite graph G, whose vertices are the {vy, v3,...}U
{L + vo, L 4+ v4,...} of whose edges (occasionally multiple) are the (L + vy;, v2;—1) and
(L + vy;, v12i4+1). We denote V(D (v) the number of vertices in G, lyingin {1,..., L}, VZ(v)
the number of vertices in G, lyingin{L+1,..., L+ M} and V(v) = VD (v) + V2(v) and
A(v) the number of edges of G,. If e is an edge of G, we denote n,(e) the multiplicity of
this edge.

Let us recall that here the entries a; j of G are independent but not identically distributed,
with distribution eventually depending on e. Nevertheless, their variance are 1 and their mo-
ments are bounded uniformly, that is, for every k there exists Cy < +o00, independent of
e € Vy (see (21)) such that

sup E[|a; j|*] < Cy.
N,i,j

For every word v of length k, we can define C, =[] <« Cl(v )

of edge of multiplicity j in G,. we then have

where [(v, j) is the number

|Ey| = Co.

We say that two words v, w are equivalent if there exists a bijection ¢ : {1,...,L} —
{I,...,M}andabijectiony : {1,..., M} — {I,..., M} suchthatvo; = ¢(w2;) and v2j | =
Y (wzj41). If two words v and w are equivalent, then C, = Cy,.

Let Tox+1 be a the quotient set of words of length 2k 4 1 for this equivalency relationship.
We have

2k+2

(1) k (2) (1) 2)
E[< G(G G) Nk+1/2 Z Z Z €y E ev2k+2
J=2 1€Tk+1,V(v)=j v|v~t

Notice that if G, has an edge of multiplicity 1, then E, = O (since the a; ; are independent
and centered). So for E, to be nonzero we need that A(v) < (2k 4+ 1)/2 so A(v) < k. Since
Gy isconnected V(v) < A(v) +1 <k+1.If v € Whi41, there exists Ny :=(L —1)--- (L —
VO + H(M —1)--- (M — V3(v) +1) < NV®—2 equivalent words wj provided we fix
v1 and vy 42 so we have the following bound:

E[(e?, G(G*G)"e®)]

k+1
(1) ,(2)
commY LGN Y e
J=2t€Tp+1,V()=] l<vi<L,1<vp42<M

By using the Cauchy—Schwartz inequality, we have that
) 2
> Lo = Ny x e, < N,
l<i<L,1<j<M
which yields

k+1

k i
E[leV, G(G*G) e@)] = 1/22 > NI
J=21€Top41,V(D)=]

The leading order term here is in N~!/? for k > 1 and so

lim sup |E[{e", G(G*G)*e@)]| =0.

N—=00 |¢|,=1
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We proceed similarly for the covariance (26):

1
N2k+1

Var(leV, G(G*G)fe?)) = T eDeT, e 2

W2 € yn
VEWD 41, WEW k11
where Ty w = Ey .y — EvEy and Ey y = Elay, v,av,,v5 - Qg v Qwywr Gy, ws * Qg wig ]
We extend naturally the previous definitions to couples of words. Let us now do the same
analysis than before with couples of words. Let us take 7544 the quotient set for the equiva-
lency relationship for couples of words. Let (v, w) € 7§k+ 1

First, if G 4, is not connected, since it is the union of two connected graphs G, and G,
we have that G, and G, do not have any edges in common and so, by independence of the
entries Ty, = 0. So we can assume that G, ,, is connected.

Then several cases arise.

First, if v1 # w1 and vyr42 # wok42, then if one edge of G, is of multiplicity 1, then
Ty.w = 0. So we can assume that all edges are of multiplicity at least 2. We deduce that
AW, w) <2k+1and V(v, w) <2k +2. Let N, ,, be the number of couple of words equiv-
alent to (v, w) provided (v, wi, v2x+2, Wak+2) are fixed, we have N, ,, < NZ=2 Hence

Z (l)et(11)Tvvw615223<+2et(221<)+2 Nzk(cv w = CvCy).
(u,t)~(v,w)
Then, if vi = wy and vog42 # wok42 or if vy # wy and vog42 = Wor42, the same reason-
ing concerning the edges holds. So, we have V (v, w) < 2k + 2 and if N, 4, is the number
of couple of words equivalent to (v, w) provided (vi, w1, Vagt2, Wok+2) are fixed, we have
Nyw < NZ=1_1f we are in the case v| = wy,

S eWePT, 0@ e < N*|eM|P(Cpw — CoCu).

Uk+2 etzk+2
(u,t)~(v,w)

And lastly, if vi = w and vyg4+2 = wak+2, we have again Ny, ) < NZ and

> e Towel) seis < N¥ eV |2 (Cow — CuCu).

U2k+2 ef2k+2 —
(u,1)~(v,w)

Hence, we conclude that

Var((eV, G(G*G) @) = 0(%). 0

APPENDIX: PROOF OF LEMMA 1.12

In this section, we want to prove that if y; ; are supported inside a common compact
K or satisfy a log-Sobolev inequality with a uniformly bounded constant ¢, the empirical

measure of the eigenvalues of the matrices X ](\}), X 1(5), X 5\}”'), X 5\7)2) concentrates as stated in
Lemma 1.12. To this end, we will use two concentration results respectively from [20] and

[5].

THEOREM A.1. By [20], Theorem 1.4 (for the compact case) and [20], Corollary 1.4(b)
(for the logarithmic Sobolev case), we have for f = 1,2, wi, wa, and for N large enough

1
lim sup ——~ N7 lnIP[d(,uXI(\,/s), E[sz(f)]) > N~1/6] <o,

N—o0

where d is the Dudley distance.
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We therefore only need to show the following.

THEOREM A.2 ([5], Theorem 4.1). Ifwe let for every N,
Fx}(\}) (-x) = /’LX;\}) (]_OO, -x])7

FG] (x) =01 (]—OO, x]),

we have that
sup| Fy, (x) — E[F, o) (x)]| = O(N~'/%).
xeR N
In order to conclude, we need only to use Lemma 1.9 to see that F X(1>(—M )and 1 —
N
F,a) (M) decay exponentially fast in N for some fixed M so that
N
d(]E[pLX(1>], o1) < 4N yoMm sup|F(x) — E[an)(x)]\
N N

xeR
—o(N1/).

The same results hold in the complex case; see, for example, [4], (8.1.3). For Wishart matri-
ces, we rely on [6], Theorem w.1 and w.2. Recall that Wy = G m (G m)*.

THEOREM A.3 ([6]). Assume that M/N € (1, €~") for some fixed € and M/N converges
towards o. Then

sup|Fr, (x) — E[Fwy (x)]| = O(N—I/IO).
xeR

We can as well use Lemma 1.9 to conclude that 1 — E[ Fy,, (M)] goes to zero like e~ N for
M large enough. Finally, we conclude by noticing that since

N
[ £ dELxg I = 2 [ (PO + VD) iy )

M —N
N

+ 1),

we have

‘ [ FedELxg - o))

<1137 ] +¢7)

M
4 [ 18 VDI Fr, )~ E[Fuy 0]

1
<IfIL(N* +e N 4 2MN" ™).
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