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REGULARIZATION OF NON-NORMAL MATRICES BY GAUSSIAN NOISE - THE
BANDED TOEPLITZ AND TWISTED TOEPLITZ CASES

ANIRBAN BASAK*, ELLIOT PAQUETTE?, AND OFER ZEITOUNTS

ABSTRACT. We consider the spectrum of additive, polynomially vanishing random perturbations of deter-
ministic matrices, as follows. Let My be a deterministic N X N matrix, and let Gy be a complex Ginibre
matrix. We consider the matrix My = My + N~7Gy, where v > 1/2. With Ly the empirical measure
of eigenvalues of My, we provide a general deterministic equivalence theorem that ties Ly to the singular
values of z — M, with z € C. We then compute the limit of Ly when My is an upper triangular Toeplitz
matrix of finite symbol: if My = Z?:o a;J* where 0 is fixed, a; € C are deterministic scalars and J is the
nilpotent matrix J(i,5) = 1j—;41, then Ly converges, as N — oo, to the law of Z?zo a;U* where U is a
uniform random variable on the unit circle in the complex plane. We also consider the case of slowly varying
diagonals (twisted Toeplitz matrices), and, when 9 = 1, also of i.i.d. entries on the diagonals in My .

1. INTRODUCTION

Write Gy for an N x N random matrix whose entries are i.i.d. standard compler Gaussian variables
(a Ginibre matrix), and let {My}3¥_; be a sequence of deterministic N x N matrices. Consider a noisy
counterpart given by

(1.1) My == My + NGy,

where v € (1/2,00) is fixed, noting that by standard estimates, see [, Corollary 1.2],

(1.2) INT'GN|| 2 Nooo 0 ass.,

where || - || denotes the operator norm. Let A;,i =1,..., N denote the eigenvalues of My, and let
N

(1.3) Ly =N 6
i=1

denote the associated empirical measure. In this paper, we study the convergence of Ly for a class of
matrices My . Discussions of background and related approaches are deferred to subsections 1.3 and 1.4.

1.1. Main results. For a probability measure p on C which integrates the log function at infinity, and
z € C, denote the Logarithmic potential associated with pu by

(1.4) Lu(2) = [ 1ogz ~ ylutay).

The importance of the logarithmic potentials lies in the fact that the pointwise convergence of £,, (z) to a
limit £,(z) implies the weak convergence p, — p.

Our first main result is a deterministic equivalence theorem for Ly, (z). We formulate here a simplified
version under more stringent conditions than necessary, and refer to Theorem 2.1 for the general statement,
which also has an explicit description of the functions gn appearing in the statement of Theorem 1.1. Let
Id = Idy stand for the identity matrix of dimension N. Let J = Jy denote the nilpotent matrix with
Jij :1j=i+1 for 1 SZ<]SN
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FI1GURE 1. The eigenvalues of My, with N = 4000 and various . On the top left, My =
J + J?. On the top right, My = Dy + J with Dy(i,i) = —1 + 2i/N. On the bottom,
My = Dy + J with Dy i.i.d. uniform on [—2,2].

Theorem 1.1. Fiz v > 1/2. Fiz z € C and let sy(z) denote the number of singular values of My — z1d
smaller than N=YH1/2H08 where 0 < 6 —N—o00 0. Suppose sn(2)1og N/N —n_ 00 0. Then, there exist
explicit, deterministic functions gn(z) so that

ILry(2) = gn(2)] 2 N—oo O, in probability.

The importance of Theorem 1.1 (and its more elaborate version, Theorem 2.1) lies in the fact that it
reduces the question of weak convergence of the random empirical measure Ly to computations involving
the deterministic matrices My . Still, these computations are, in general, non-trivial. The other results in
this paper are instances in which these computations can be carried through and the limit of Ly can be
described explicitly.

Our second main result deals with upper triangular Toeplitz matrices of finite symbol, that is banded
upper triangular Toeplitz matrices.

Theorem 1.2. Let a;,i = 0,1,...,0 be complex (deterministic) numbers. Let My := Z?:o a;Jt, and let
My and Ly be as in (1.1) and (1.3). Then Ly converges weakly in probability to the law of E?:o a;Ut,
where U is uniformly distributed on the unit circle.

A generalization of Theorem 1.2 to the twisted Toeplitz setup appears in Section 4, see Theorem 4.1 there.
As the next theorem shows, in the case of two diagonals in My more can be said. For z1,z2 € R we denote
x1 V xg := max{zy, 2}
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Theorem 1.3. Let Dy be a diagonal matriz with entries d;, set Mny = Dy + J and let My be as in (1.1).
a) Let d; be i.i.d. random variables of law v supported on a subset of a simply connected compact set with
Lebesgue area 0. Then Ly converges weakly in probability to a measure pi characterized by L,,(z) = (E, log |z—
di]) v 0.

b) Let f :[0,1] — C be Holder-continuous and set d; = f(i/n). Then Ly converges weakly in probability to
a probability measure p satisfying

1
W= / unify ;) 1dz,
0
where unif, ;, denotes the uniform law on a circle in the complex plane of radius b and center a.

See Section 3 for details and further examples, and note that Theorem 1.3 a) is Corollary 3.6, while Theorem
1.3 b) is Corollary 3.9.
An illustration of Theorems 1.2 and 1.3 is provided in Figure 1.

Remark 1.4. We chose to consider throughout the paper only the case of perturbation matrices G which
are complex Ginibre matrices. We believe that the results should carry over in a rather straightforward way
to the case of real Ginibre matrices, and with a significant effort to the i.i.d. setup, in the same spirit as [27].
To avoid additional technicalities, we did not pursue these extensions here.

1.2. A Thouless—type formula. Both Theorems 1.2 and 1.3(a) can also be formulated in terms of Lya-
punov exponents. Consider the vector space

Vi={z eRY: ((My —21d)z); =0,1<j <N -0}
This space is 0—dimensional. Further, to find x € V, having chosen x1,xs,...,zy, one can solve for the

remaining entries of x using the equations (My — zId)z); = 0 for 1 < j < N — 0 to propagate the solution.
Concisely, we can find d x d transfer matrices (Tj(z))Y ° so that forall 1 <j < N -2

(@il = Ti(2) - (w3

For details, see Definition 5.1; for the exposition here, the explicit form of this matrix will not be necessary.
In the setup of Theorem 1.2, these matrices will all be identical. In the setup of Theorem 1.3 part (a),
the matrices will be i.i.d. scalars. In either case, the sequence (T} (z))iv ~? is stationary, and we can consider
the Lyapunov spectra as the set of values
. 1
(22, s} o= { i Liog 1T, ()T 1) Tl v e €0

n—oo N

In the setup of Theorem 1.3 part (a), there is a single Lyapunov eigenvalue, given by p;(z) = Elog |dy — z|.
This allows us to write that
Lr.(2) = p1(z)VO0.

In the setup of Theorem 1.2, if we set P(z) = >5_, a;z’ we have that

Lr,(2) %/%lo \P(ew)fz|ﬁ
Ly o g o

On the other hand, factorizing P(x) — z = ap [[—, (z — \i(2)), We can write
2 : O
/ log | P(e”) — 2l = > ((log [Xi(2)]) v 0) + log |ao-
0 T =
Furthermore, in the Toeplitz case, the eigenvalues of T;(z) = T1(z) are just the roots of the symbol P(z),
and the Lyapunov spectra are nothing but log |A;(z)| for 1 < ¢ < 9. Hence, we have that in both Theorem

1.3 part (a) and Theorem 1.2,
0

Lr(2) = D (ilz) v 0) + loglas).

=1
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FIGURE 2. Numerical evaluation of eigenvalues of Uy MyUR, with Uy Haar-distributed
unitary and N = 1000. On the top left, My = J + J2. On the top right, My = Dy + J
with Dy(i,4) = —1 + 2i/N. On the bottom, My = Dy + J with Dy ii.d. uniform on
[-2,2], N = 4000. The computation was performed in Scipy with a 64-bit floating point
precision. Note the similarity with Figure 1.

A similar result had appeared previously in the study of the Thouless formula for the strip [4, Theorem
2.4]. For the twisted Toeplitz cases (such as in Theorem 1.3 part (b)), the formula must be replaced by an
average over local Lyapunov exponents.

1.3. Connection to pseudospectra. The fact that the spectrum of non—normal matrices and operators
is not stable with respect to perturbations is well known, see e.g. [22] for a comprehensive account and [5]
for a recent study. To illustrate the issue, we attach in Figure 2 an actual simulation of Uy MyUR; where
My is as in Figure 1 and Uy is a random Haar-distributed unitary matrix. While the spectrum of My is
real, the numerical simulations produce errors that make the spectrum look similar to the one for the noisy
perturbed model My, compare with Figure 1. See [23] for early examples of the same phenomenon.

The e—pseudospectrum, defined by

A(My) ={z€C:on(Mn — z1d) <€},
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FIGURE 3. The matrix My = Dy — DyJ + J?, with Dy(i,i) = —1 + 2i/N. The leftmost
image shows eigenvalues of My+N "G for N = 4000. Theorem 4.1 gives the distributional
convergence of the spectra of this matrix on adding Gaussian noise. The rightmost image
shows pseudospectral level lines for N = 100. The levels displayed are 100~*, for k ranging
from 1 to 12. Pseudospectral lines generated by André Gaul’s pseudopy package, based off
Eigtool by Thomas G. Wright.

with o (+) the smallest singular value, is a type of worst—case quantification of the instability of the spectrum.
See [23] for the original formulation and [22] for an extensive background and applications in numerical
analysis and beyond.

In the literature on pseudopsectra, an outsize importance is placed on exponentially good pseudospectra,
i.e. A, where € < e N for some §. Of particular relevance here, simulations of randomly perturbed non-
normal matrices suggest that their spectra concentrate on sets that strongly resemble exponentially good
pseudospectral level lines, see e.g. [15]. In particular, in the upper-triangular Toeplitz case, these curves are
precisely the image of the unit circle in the complex plane by the Toeplitz symbol.

Furthermore, all of the models of non—normal matrices that we consider have been, not coincidentally,
the subjects of study from the point of view of exponentially good pseudospectra. The work [23] describes
many examples of non—normal matrices and gives plots of pseudospectral level lines adjacent their perturbed
eigenvalues. The top two plates in Figures 1 and 2 are Examples 2 and 4 from [23]. Subsequent work [15]
proved, using transfer matrices, some estimates for the locations of the e-pseudospectrum and exponentially
good pseudospectrum of large Toeplitz matrices, and showed in the upper triangular case that the latter
converges to the spectrum of the limit Toeplitz operator, namely to the the image of the unit circle by
the symbol; our Theorem 1.2 shows that indeed, for upper triangular symbols of finite support and under
small Gaussian perturbations, the empirical measure converges to a limit with precisely this support. The
work [25], motivated in part by the Hatano—Nelson model, considers the pseudospectra of random bidiagonal
matrices, identifying four regions of distinct pseudospectral growth. Finally [24] computes the exponentially
good pseudospectrum of some classes of twisted Toeplitz matrices, including the top-right example of Figures
1 and 2 (the “Wilkinson” matrix). See also [20] for related results in the continuous setup.

As we shall see in Section 2, adding small Gaussian noise to My — z Id roughly has the effect of boosting
any exponentially small singular values to the order of unity. Hence in situations in which there are only
a few singular values of My — zId that are exponentially small, the log potential at My — zId+N "Gy
can be approximated by computing the log potential of My — zId and subtracting from it the contribution
of exponentially small singular values. Indeed, if the exponential growth rates of these extremal singular
values are harmonic as functions of z away from the spectra, then a discontinuity in the Laplacian of
the log—potential occurs exactly where the exponential growth of extremal singular values changes signs.
In particular, an exponentially good pseudospectral level line would be contained in the limiting spectral
support of My — 2Id+N"7Gy. See Figure 3 for an illustration.
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However, as a consequence of the theorems we show in this paper, we see that pseudospectrum alone is in
general not sufficient for understanding the limiting spectral distribution of randomly perturbed non—normal
matrices, except for special cases, e.g. when only one singular value of My — z1d is exponentially small, or
in the Toeplitz upper-triangular case.

1.4. Previous results on typical perturbations and strategy. Our work is an attempt to address
the same issue from a “typical” perturbation point of view, and in this sense continues the line of research
initiated in [10, 27] and [6], which we now describe.

In [10], the authors consider the case where My converges in #-moments, that is, there exists an op-
erator a in a non-commutative probability space (A,tr) so that for any non commutative polynomial P,
N=Ytr P(My, M3) — tr P(a,a*). Under a regularity assumption on a and the existence of polynomially
vanishing perturbations of My with empirical measure converging to the spectral measure p, associated with
a, they show that Ly converges to u, in probability. They further show that their assumptions are satisfied
when My = J. The paper [27] shows that this result is stable in the sense that replacing Gy by a matrix with
ii.d. entries satisfying mild assumptions does not change the result. The proofs in [10] and [27] controls the
log potential of My by methods inspired by free probability, and in particular breaks down if the *-moment
limit does not coincide with the limit of Ly. Further, in [10] one can find an example of a matrix My (with
only one non-zero diagonal) where the latter is indeed the case - namely, My (i, j) = J(4,7) - 1j£0 mod log N-

In [6], the authors consider the latter situation and prove a limit theorem, where the limit does depend
on 7. The method of proof is very different from [10, 27] - it involves a combinatorial analysis of det My (2)
where My (2) := My —z1d. Noting that £y, (z) = + log |det M y(z)|, concentration of measure arguments
then identify the terms contributing to the determinant.

Our approach in this paper is related to [6] in that we also compute | det(My(z))|. However, our starting
point is to relate the latter to a truncation of My (z) = My — z1d, where the lowest lying singular values of
My (z) are eliminated (we refer to this as a “deterministic equivalent model”, using terminology borrowed
from [11]). The level of truncation depends on ~y, which parametrizes the strength of the perturbation.
Once this step has been established, we can study the small singular values of My (z) using transfer-matrix
techniques, in case My is Toeplitz with a finite symbol or a slowly-varying version of such a matrix. This

analysis was not present in [10, 6, 27] and seems to be new in the context of the stability that we study.
‘We note that other approaches to the study of perturbations of non-normal operators exist. In particular,
Sjostrand and Vogel [17], [18] identify the limit of the empirical value of a random perturbation of a banded

Toeplitz matrix with two non-zero diagonals, one above and one below the main diagonal. Their methods,
which are quite different from ours, are limited to v > 5/2, and yield more quantitative estimates on the
empirical measure and its outliers.

The structure of the paper is as follows. In the next section, we introduce and prove the deterministic
equivalence. Various standard algebraic facts needed for the proofs are collected in Appendix A. Section 3
presents the analysis of the deterministic equivalent model in the case where only two diagonals are present;
the latter restriction simplifies the analysis because transfer matrices reduce to a scalar in that case. Section
4 treats the case of ® > 1, and reduces the twisted Toeplitz case to piecewise-constant twisted Toeplitz
matrices, described in Theorem 4.4. The proof of the latter appears in Section 5.

1.5. Notation. We use throughout the following standard notation. For two real-valued sequences {a,}
and {b,} we write a, = o(b,) if limsup,,_,. bn/an = 0, a, = O(by,) if limsup,,_, . |bn|/|an] < oo, and
an > by, if limsup,,_, o |an|/|bn| = co. For any = € R, we denote z_ := —min{x,0} and z; := max{z,0}.
For any 2 > 0, we denote log, (z) := (log(x))+. For x1,72 € R we denote x; V x3 := max{z,z2} and
x1 A g = min{zq,x2}. We use e; to denote the standard unit vector, all of whose entries are 0 except for 1

at the j-th entry. For two random variables X;,¢ = 1,2, we write X3 £ X5 to denote that X; and X5 have
the same law. For any matrix M, denote by ||M|| := [Tr(M M*)]'/? its Hilbert-Schmidt norm, and for any
vector v denote by ||v]|2 its Euclidean norm.
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2. THE DETERMINISTIC EQUIVALENT

Let ¥ n(Mpn(z)) be the diagonal matrix of singular values of My (z) := My — z1d. Suppose the entries of
Y n(Mn(z)) are arranged to be non-decreasing going down the diagonal. That is, 3;;(2) = on—it+1(Mn(2))
for i € [N] :={1,2,..., N}, where ¥;;(z) is the i-th diagonal entry of ¥ (Mn(z)), and o;(My(2)) is the
i-th largest singular value of My (z). By invariance of the Gaussian matrix,

det(21d —My) £ det(Sn (Mn(2)) + N'Gy).
Suppose that X n(Mpy(z)) is decomposed into two blocks of sizes N3 + Ny = N, so that

(2.1) Sx(My(2)) = <SN<MN<Z)) B (Z))>,and NGy (ﬁ; §j).

For ease of writing, when the matrix My is clear from the context, we simply write Xy (z), Sy (z), and By(z)
instead of Enx(Mn(2)), Sn(Mn(z)), and By(My(2)). Now by the Schur complement formula,

(2.2) det(Sn(2) + NT7Gy) £ det(By(2) + X4) - det(Sy(2)),
where
(2.3) Sn(z) := Sn(2) + X1—Xo(Bn(2) + X4) ' X3.

(Since the entries of X, are i.i.d. Gaussian, the matrix (By(z) + X4) is a.s. invertible and hence Sy /(2) is
well defined.) The decomposition in (2.2) proves useful when we choose the decomposition so that the entries
of By(z) are somewhat large with respect to the noise. For such a decomposition as we will see later (see
Theorem 2.1) the log determinant of By (z) correctly characterizes the log-potential of the limiting spectral
distribution of My. So we need to define By(z) appropriately.

Fix a sequence of {ey} going down to zero. We define N* := N*(z,7,en) as the largest integer 7 so that
(2.4) Yii(2) < e NTV(N —i+1)Y2,
If no such 1 <4 < N exists then we let N* = 1. Now set Ny = N*. This defines By (z). With this choice of
Bn(z) we have the following result.

Theorem 2.1. Fiz z € C. Suppose that N*log N/N — a < co. Then for any {en} that tends to 0 slowly
enough that log(ey')/log N — 0,

1 1
(2.5) i log|det(Xn(2) + N7"Gn)| — i log | det(Bn(2)| = —a(y — %),

in probability, as N — oco. If a = 0, we may take eny = N~ for any n > 0.

The proof of Theorem 2.1 requires a two-fold argument. First we show that the truncation level chosen
above assures that X, is negligible with respect to By (2). In particular, we obtain the following result.

Lemma 2.2. For any given sequence of {en}, such that ey € (0,1) for all N, we have

(2.6) Edet(By(z) + X4) = det(By(2)).
and
(2.7) Vardet(By (2) + X4) < ig (det(Bn(2)))”.

1—e%
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Proof. Since the entries of X, are independent with zero mean, (2.6) follows from Lemma A.1. To compute
the second moment, we again use Lemma A.1 and the fact that entries of X4 are independent with zero
mean and variance N 27 to obtain

N—-N~*
E|det(By(z) + X*)|* = > Z E|det X*[S] (Hm” )
k=0 NN\[N™] i€S
\S| N N*—k
N—-N~*
= > (NN T IRa)P,
k=0 SC[N]\[N*] i€S
|S|I=N—N*—k

where S := ([N]\ [N*])\ S. As the diagonal entries of ¥ (z) are arranged in non-decreasing order, recalling
the definition of By (z) and N* we find that

[T ()2 < — 9B
ics T (e N (N - N

for any S C [N]\ [N*] with |S| = N — N* — k. Therefore,

—N* . )
E|det(By(z) + XY < Z (N N ) (k-2 detBr ()]
k= (e7!N=7)™ (N — N*)*
< 7| det(By (2))[*.
L—ey
The last display together with (2.6) yields (2.7). 0

Remark 2.3. Bounding higher (centered) moments of det(By(z) + X4) and applying the Borel-Cantelli
lemma one can strengthen the conclusion of Theorem 2.1 and show that (2.5) holds almost surely. This in
turn shows that the conclusions of the main theorems of the paper, such as Theorems 1.2, 1.3, and 4.4 hold
almost surely. We do not pursue this direction here.

Lemma 2.2 shows that if ey | 0 then the log determinant of By (z)+ X4 is asymptotically the same as that
of By (z). To establish Theorem 2.1 we also need to show that the log-determinant of the Schur complement,
log det(Sn(2)), is asymptotically negligible, see (2.2). To this end, we obtain the following lower bound.

Proposition 2.4. Set N := N*V [\/N]. If N* < N/2, then there exist absolute constants cy,c; > 0 so that
(23 Pl det(Bx ()] < N7 /(W] < eesF

Before bringing the proof of Proposition 2.4, we recall the following lemma, which is proved in [6, Lemma
4.4] (in the real case, but the proof carries over to the complex case). An alternative proof can be given
based on [19, Theorem 4].

Lemma 2.5. Suppose that E is a Q X Q standard Gaussian matriz. Then for any Q x Q matriz M
independent of E and all t > 0,

P[|det(E + M)| < t] < P[|det B| < t].
We will also need the following lemma, whose proof is an adaptation of the proof of [6, Lemma 2.5].

Lemma 2.6. Let E be an Ny x Ny matriz of independent complex standard Gaussians. There are absolute
constants ¢ > 0 and cf > 0 so that for all Nj > Ny,

P[|det E| < v/ Nole™ “ 0] <

’ !
_CzNo_

I\JQ\‘ —
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Proof. We begin by recalling from [7] that if E is a complex Ginibre matrix of dimension N x N matrix,
then

N
[det B £ 27N [T 3.,
r=1

where x2 are independent chi-square random variables with r degrees of freedom, i.e. they have the distribu-
tion of the square of the length of an r-dimensional standard real Gaussian vector. Now fix a large integer

K and denote
K
FK = H X2r-
r=1

Then, Fx < 27N with exponentially (in N{}) small probability. Then, proceeding as in the proof of [6,
Lemma 2.5], we find that

5 _ K!
EL;? < Nol

for a sufficiently large K, where

No
LK = H X2r-
r=K+1

The rest follows from Markov’s inequality. ]
Proof of Proposition 2.4. By Lemma 2.5, for all ¢ > 0
P[| det(Sn (2))| < 1] < P|det(X1)] < 4],

where X; is an N* x N* matrix of i.i.d. complex Gaussians of variance N —27. Hence, the desired conclusion
follows from Lemma 2.6. O

We turn to finding an upper bound on the determinant of S ~(z). To this end, we first derive an upper
bound on the norm of the inverse of By (z) + X4.

Lemma 2.7. Fiz {en} such that ey < 1/8 for all N, and assume that N* < N/2. Then,
P (| (Bx(2) + Xa) ! 2N NT(N = N*)7/2) = 1 = exp(—eN),
for some absolute constant c.
Proof. Gordon’s theorem for Gaussian matrices (see [3, Corollary 1.2]) and the triangle inequality give
E||X,|| < 2VZN-"VN — N,

Since A — ||A|| is a 1-Lipschitz function, the standard concentration inequality for Gaussian random variables
applies and yields

P (|1X:]) > AN"'WN = N7 < exp(=2¢(N — N*)) < exp(—cN),
for some absolute constant ¢. On the other hand, by our definition, see (2.4),
Omin(BN(2)) > ey N7'WN — N*,

where opyin(B) denotes the minimum singular value of B. Since ey < 1/8, Weyl’s inequality (see [12,
Theorem 3.3.16(c)]) gives that

UmiII(BN(Z) + X4) > (25N)71N77\/W,
with probability at least 1 — exp(—cN). This completes the proof. 0

Building on Lemma 2.7 and using a standard concentration inequality we have the following result.



10 A. BASAK, E. PAQUETTE, AND O. ZEITOUNI

Lemma 2.8. Fiz {en} such that ey < 1/8 for all N, and assume that N* < N/2. Then there exist absolute
constants ¢’ and C' such that the ly-norm of each of the rows of Xa2(By(z) + X4) 1 X3 is at most

CleyN—H/2,
with probability at least 1 — exp(—c'N).
Proof. By the rotation invariance of X5 and X3,
Xo(By(2) + X4) "' X3 £ X,DX,

where D is a diagonal matrix with entries equal to the singular values of (By(z) + X4)~!. Hence, a row of
Xo(Bn(2) + X4)71 X3 is equal in distribution to

N~7(Dz)' X3,

where « is an (N — N*) dimensional standard complex Gaussian vector independent of X3 and for any vector
y the notation y* denotes its transpose. From the rotation invariance of X3, it follows that

L
(D:B)th = ||D.’1}||2€§X3

The law of || Dx|| is stochastically dominated by the law of || D||||x||2, and so we conclude that the law of the
fo-norm of a row of X5(By(z)+X4) ' X3 is stochastically dominated by +- N =2V xon - Xo(n—ny« - [ (Bn(2)+
X4)7 Y|, where again {x,.} are random variables distributed as the length of an r-dimensional standard real
Gaussian vector. Applying Lemma 2.7 and standard tail bounds for y—variables, the result follows. O

Using Lemma 2.8 we now find an upper bound on the determinant of the Schur complement.

Lemma 2.9. Fiz {enx} such that ey — 0 and en < 1/8 for all N, and assume that N* < N/2. Then there
are absolute constants ¢ and C' such that

| det(Sy(2))] < CN NN N (N)N7/2
with probability at least 1 — exp(—¢N).

Proof. Note that the rows of X1 have £, norm at most 2N/2=7 with probability at least 1 — exp(—¢; N)
where ¢; is some absolute constant. By construction of the diagonal matrix Sy (z), its entries (and hence
the 5 norm of its rows) are bounded by ' N=7F1/2, Tt follows from these facts and Lemma 2.8 that the

5 norm of the rows of S '~ (2) are bounded by a constant multiple of 6&1N 1/2=7 with probability at least
1 — exp(—¢N). Hadamard’s bound on the determinant yields the desired conclusion. O

Equipped with all the ingredients we are now ready to prove Theorem 2.1.

Proof of Theorem 2.1. From Lemma 2.2, upon using Markov’s inequality we find

P( det(By(2) + X4) 1) o 4

-1 > .
> 2
l—ex
Therefore we see that there is a set Q2,1 such that on {2y ; we have

det(By(2)) =2

1 1 2 det(BN(Z) + X4) 1
. - - < Z 1< =
(2.9) I log det(Bn(z) + X4) I logdet By (2)| < N | det(B(2) 1] < N
and
. el
(2.10) P(Qy1) <

1—¢e3°
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Since v > 1/2, from Proposition 2.4 and Lemma 2.9 we also obtain that

1 ~ N*log N N* _ 1 1. N N
o ldet(G (el - SRR (o | < I fiog o tog () + Jow 5|+t + 1
~ 1 1 * ~
N*log N log C' + log (5) + 3 log(N/N*) N
2.11 < 1=
(2.11) <— o N 9|+ @+ )5
on an event () 5 such that
(2.12) P(Q%5) < exp(—2N) + exp(—c2N).

Hence when N*log N/N — a < oo, then taking |log(en)| = o(log V), the desired conclusion holds. With
ey = N7 and N* = o(N/log N) we deduce from (2.11) that

(2.13) %log det(Sy(2))| = o(1),

on the event Qy 2. Now combining (2.9)-(2.10) and (2.12)-(2.13) we see that the convergence in (2.5) holds
in probability. O

3. BIDIAGONAL MATRICES: RIGIDITY THEOREMS FOR SMALL SINGULAR VECTORS OF Dy + J

In this section, we develop estimates for the small singular values of the bidiagonal matrix My = Dy + J
where Dy = — diag(d;, da, . ..,dy) is a diagonal matrix. These are then used to prove Theorem 1.3. For all
i < 4, let DYI be defined by

Di’j = H dg.

i<l<j

Note that D%* = 1 by this definition. For all i < j define a vector by, for each k,

0 k<1,
(3.1) vl =DV i<k <,
0 j<k.

The point of these vectors is that they solve (Myv%9); = 0 for k between the boundaries. Precisely:

1 k=i—-1
(3.2) (Myv™7), = ¢ =Dt k=3
0 otherwise.

Hence if D»*! is much smaller than some D%* > 1 for i < k < j, then this will be nearly a small singular
vector, i.e. a singular vector corresponding to a small singular value.
Note that for i < k < j — 1, we have the identity

(3.3) vy, = dyvy”.

Using the vectors v/ we now construct approximate small singular vectors. Fix an integer L := Ly, the
choice of which will be determined later. Consider integers

O:il<i2<i3<"-<iL<iL+1:N.

The vectors {wj = plithii+||piitlii ||51,j =1,2,... ,L} have disjoint supports and are therefore orthog-
onal. We use these vectors as approximations for the small singular vectors and quantify the approximation.
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To this end, define

DI = DP7| + |D*P d
ki Z.j<;g§;gj+lpzs{l | +[D>?|}, an

(3.4)

s

i 1 1
D137'LJ+1 p— Z — 5.
- ij<812?§ij+1 |’Dp77.| + ‘Ds,p|

p=s

Provided the entries {|dx|:¢; < k <ij41} are consistently larger than 1 or consistenly smaller than 1, at
least one of these quantities will be close to 1. Even in the case of independent d;s, in which there may exist
a relatively long string of diagonal entries with possibly atypical magnitude, it is unlikely that both of these
will be large. We then let

(3.5) D = max [min {Dj{’ij+l,Dij’ij+lH > 1.
15541

When D is small, the approximation will be good. Let 7; denote the coordinate projection from C¥ to the
coordinates that support w’. Our main result in this section on singular values of My is the following.

Theorem 3.1. The (L + 1)-st smallest singular value satisfies
O'N,L(MN) 2 33_1.

There is an absolute constant C > 1 so that the product of the L smallest singular values of My satisfies

L L—1 L
(3.6) (CIMNIDVI)™ ] lImeMyw |z < T onv—r(Mn) < T IlmMyw®|.
k=1 k=0 k=1

The proof of Theorem 3.1 is deferred to Section 3.2.

3.1. Applications. Theorem 1.3 regarding the behavior of the eigenvalues of My in the bidiagonal case
follows from direct applications of Theorems 3.1 and 2.1. We show now how these applications follow.
We begin with a particularly simple case to consider that is not directly related to Theorem 1.3.

Corollary 3.2. Consider a Jordan block

z 1
z

Setting §~1 = min{|1 — |2||, N7, |1 — |2|7[}/2, there is a constant C(z) > 1, depending only on z, so that
for all N, we have

on-1(In(2) 2§ on(In(2) 2 F (I AD)Y/C(2), and  on(JIn(2)) < O()(|l2| ALY,

Proof. We apply Theorem 3.1 with a single block, i.e. L = 1,41 = 0, and is = N. We bound ® < § upon
observing that |DP"| = |z|""P for r > p. By the Gershgorin circle theorem we also have that || Jy(z)] =
| In T2 = O(]z| V 1). Therefore, the proof now finishes upon using (3.1)-(3.2). O

Remark 3.3. Observe that the same conclusions as in Corollary 3.2 hold if the diagonal of Jn were replaced
by arbitrary complex numbers having the same modulus.

Remark 3.4. By combining Corollary 3.2 with Theorem 2.1, we get a new proof of [6, Theorem 1.4].

When Dy is a diagonal matrix of i.i.d. random variables the outcome is similar.



REGULARIZATION OF NON-NORMAL MATRICES 13

Corollary 3.5. Suppose the entries of Dy are i.i.d. complex random variables with
(3.7) E|d;|*% < oo for some By >0 and Elog|d;| # 0.

Then, for every e > 0, there is a 6 > 0 and an L < 5N'79 so that with probability approaching 1 as N — oo,
on—r(My) > N"¢ and
L—1

H O'N—k(MN) — efN(]Elog\dl\)_+o(N).

k=0
Proof. The key to the proof is to construct a partition of [N] so that © is small and the upper and the lower
bounds of (3.6) are evaluated easily. To this end, we first note that

(3.8) lim (BJd,[£7) "7 = =B ],

which follows from Taylor’s theorem and dominated convergence using (3.7).

Now we focus on the case Elog|d;| > 0. By (3.8) there exists a 8 > 0 so that ps := E|d;|7? < 1. We fix
this 8 for the remainder of the proof. Next we recall that if {Z;} is a non-negative martingale with Zy =1
then Doob’s maximal inequality implies that

(3.9) P [Sup Zy > t} <=
1<k

Let G5 be the set of j € [N] so that there exists a k € [N] for which

JVk

[T (5" = N2,

i=jAk
Then

gtk
P(j € Gs) <IP’supH |d;| " ’1) > N?) +P( sup H (|di|Pp ) > N?°) =: P, + P.
k20 ;5 2<k<j, iy

Setting Zj, := JHC 1(|d |~ Bpﬁ ), one sees that {Z;} is a non—negative martingale with Z, := 1. Applying

(3.9) one gets that Py < N~2°. Similarly, setting Z), = [[] i k+1(|di|’5p51), one gets P, < N72°. Thus,
E|Gs| < 2N'~2° and hence by Markov’s inequality, with probability at least 1 — N7, |Gs| < 2N'79. Let
S C Z be defined by

(3.10) S = {[N°kJ;k € [IN'"° 1} (J{Uzea, (@ + {0,111,

where for two sets S; and Sz we denote S1 + Sz := {81 + s2 : s1 € 51,82 € S2}. Enumerate the elements of
S as {ip < i3 < iy < --- < i|g+1}. Extend the collection 4’s by letting iy = 0, L = |[S| + 1, and ir41 = N.
Then L < 5N1-9 with probability at least 1 — N“s7 and the separation ig1 — ix < N9 for all k.

From the definition of the set S, it follows that when i; ¢ Gs, we have for any i; < r < i;41 and any

k>,
k

_ k
H|dz| 1 < N26/5pﬂ/5 < ]\]’2(5/57
where the last inequality follows from the fact that pg < 1. Hence, Dl < g NI(1+2/8) Recalling the
definition of S once more we see that when i; € Gs, we have ;41 = i; + 1. Thus, in that case DIt <9,
Therefore, we conclude that if Elog|d;| > 0 then © < 2N9(1+2/8)  with probability at least 1 — N~9. Using
(3.8), a similar argument yields that

(3.11) Dl < g NOI+2/B) forall j =1,2,...,L,

with probability at least 1 — N~°, when Elog |d;| < 0. Therefore, the same bound as above holds for ® in
this case.
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Now taking § = d(¢) small enough and invoking the first part of Theorem 3.1, one concludes that with
the same probability, on_r(My) > N~¢, as claimed.
To show the second part of the corollary, we claim that for any n > 0 there is a §’ := §'(n) > 0, with
lim,,—, 0’(n) = 0, such that for all ¢ > 0
} < e—é’t.

k k
(3.12)  max {P lz log |d;| < —t 4 k(Elog |d;| — n)] P lz log |d;| > t + k(Elog |d1| + 1)

=1 =1

To see the above, applying Markov’s inequality, we note that for any 8’ € (0, o],

_ B 107

e Bt=B"kn
~ exp (B'kElog|d;])

k
P [Zlog|di| >t + k(Elog|dy| + n)

i=1

Now using (3.8) and choosing ' sufficiently small (depending on 1) we deduce

k
P lz log |d;| >t + k(Elog|dy| +n)| <e 9.

i=1

Using a similar argument for the second probability in the left hand side of (3.12), we conclude that (3.12)
holds.

We continue with the proof of the second part of the corollary. From (3.12) we conclude that for any
n > 0, there is a constant C(n) > 0, with lim, o C(n)~! = 0, so that, with probability 1 — N~1% for all
1<j<L,
(3.13)

tj41
2(ii+1=ij) ([Elog |di|=m)—C(n)log N < H |d;|* = ||7TjMNvij+17ij+1 12 < e2(ij+1—i;)(Elog |d1[+n)+C(n) log N
i=i;+1

In the case that Elog|d;| > 0, using the fact that i1, —i; < N° we see that

41 T
IL 1 < oo < N0 max T 1di®
i=i,+1 GrSiing

Proceeding similarly to the proof of (3.13) and applying an union bound we conclude that with probability
at least 1 = N~ forall1<j <L

(3.14) e2(ij+1—1i;)(Elog |d1|—n)—C(n) log N < ||vij+1,ij+1 H% < e2(ij41—i;)(Elog |d1]+n)+(C(n)+0) log N

Recall that [|m Myw"||y = ||mp Myuv' T4 |y /[|oftLi41 |5 Hence combining (3.13)-(3.14), using the fact
ij+1—1; < N? again, and taking n — 0 sufficiently slowly with N, so that C(n)log N = o(N?), we conclude
that if Elog|d;| > 0 then

L
(3.15) e o) < H ||7TkMN’wk||2 < eO(N)7
k=1
with probability approaching one as N — oc.
Turning to the case Elog |d1| < 0 we begin with the estimate

1< [folthi|2 < N0t < gNWOHUB) - forall j=1,2,..., L,
with probability at least 1 — N9, where the last step follows from (3.11). Therefore
L N o
(3.16) e it logdi|—o(N) < H ||7TkMka||2 = — Hi:} | ’A| < ezg\]:llogldi‘7
k=1 [Tz ottt

with probability approaching one, as N — oo.
To complete the proof using Markov’s inequality and the union bound we note that P(max; |d;| > N2/80) =
O(1/N). Therefore, using the Gershgorin circle theorem we derive that |[My||? = ||M¥My|| = O(N*/0)
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with probability tending to one. Now applying Theorem 3.1, the derived bound on @, using (3.15) when
Elog|di| > 0, and (3.16) and Chebycheff’s inequality when Elog |d;| < 0, the corollary follows. |

The next corollary and Remark 3.7 following it, combine Corollary 3.5 with Theorem 2.1 to obtain
Theorem 1.3 b).

Corollary 3.6. Suppose that Dy is a diagonal matriz of i.i.d. complex random variables of law v, and let
My = Dy +J. Suppose that E|d;|TP° < oo for some By > 0 and that Elog |d; — z| # 0, for Lebesgue-a.e. z €
C. Then Ly converges weakly in probability to the probability measure with log potential (Elog|d; — z|)+.

Remark 3.7. Let . :=Supp (d;). The condition that £,(z) = Elog|dy — z| # 0, for Lebesgue-a.e. z is
satisfied, for example, when . is contained in a compact simply connected set of two-dimensional Lebesgue
measure 0. Indeed, note that £, is harmonic on .¥¢. L, cannot vanish identically in . because ¢ is
connected and limsup,_,  £,(z) = co. By [16, Theorem 3.1.18], it follows that the zero set of £, in .¢ has
zero Lebesgue measure.

Proof of Corollary 3.6. We note first that by Weyl’s inequalities for singular values, if di’, i=1,...,N
denote the monotone decreasing reordering of the variables |dy|,. .., |dy| then |o;(My) — df| < 2 for all i,
with probability approaching 1 as N — co. (In the last statement, we used that ||.J|| < 1 and that by (1.2),
IN""GN|| =+ N—oo 0.) By Weyl’'s majorant theorem [3, Theorem I1.3.6] it follows that, with probability
tending to 1 as N — oo,

N N N
Zlog+ |INi(Mn)| < Zlog+ o;(Mpy) < Zlog+(|di| +2).
i=1

i=1 i=1
Since E|d;|% < oo it follows that Elog, (|di| 4+ 2) < oo. Therefore, denoting by Bc(0, R) the ball of radius
R in the complex plane centered at zero and using the law of large numbers, we find that

N N
. 1 1 Elog. (|di| +2)
Ly(Be(0. R)) = 5 D Liamyisry < (logy B)7H 2> Tlogy [Ai(Mu)| < 2- W

i=1 i=1

)

with probability approaching one. Since R < oo is arbitrary, this in turn implies that the sequence of random
probability measures {Ly}nen is tight. Therefore, by [20, Theorem 2.8.3], the corollary follows once one
proves that L, (2) = Elog|d; — z|+ in probability for Lebesgue almost every z € C.

To prove the convergence of L4, , we check that Dy — z1d +J satisfies the hypotheses of Corollary 3.5
for Lebesgue-a.e. every z. By assumption E|d;|% < oo and hence E|d; — 2| < oo for all z € C. Observe

that for any M >0
1
/ / L aPu(dy) = 2nm
CJ|z—y|<M |Z _y|

with |dz|? the 2-dimensional Lebesgue volume element. In particularly, as this is locally integrable, by
Jensen’s inequality, we have that

E|z —dy|P0 < (Elz — d1|71)50 <

is finite for Lebesgue-a.e. z, where without loss of generality we have assumed By < 1. Hence My — zId
satisfies the hypotheses of Corollary 3.5 for Lebesgue-a.e. z € C.

Let z € C be a point at which these hypotheses are satisfied. Choosing ¢, > 0 sufficiently small so that
< y— % — 1, we get from Corollary 3.5 that there is a § > 0 and an L < 5N'~? so that on—r(My—2z1d) >
N~¢ and

L—1
(3.17) I onv—r(My — 21d) = emNElosldi=zD-FelN),
k=0

with probability approaching to one, as N — co. Applying Theorem 2.1, with ey = N~ we get that

1 M — 21
— log|det(My — z1d)| — —1 N*Elft( N — z1d)]
N N k=0 ON-k(My —21d)

—0

(3.18)
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in probability, where we recall that N* was defined in (2.4) as the largest i so that
on_i < NTY(N —i)/2 < N~=.
So N* < L, and therefore

_ IS on-i(My — 21d)
B H;i\:(;l on—k(My — z1d)

As we have already seen during the proof of Corollary 3.5 that | My || = O(N?/#°) with probability approach-
ing one, by the triangle inequality the same bound continues to hold for | My — z1Id ||. Therefore, using the
fact that L = O(N'~?) we deduce that both the upper and lower bounds in (3.19) are sub-exponential in
N. On the other hand, since My is an upper triangular matrix, by Chebycheff’s inequality it also follows
that | det(My — z1d)| = eNElogldi—2[+o(N) "with probability tending to one. Hence, combining (3.17)-(3.18)
we deduce

(3.19) (N"=Y(N — N*)V/2)E < || My —z1d || *.

eNElog |d1—z|+0o(N)

1 1
N log | det(My — z1d)| — N log N Eleg ) Fo) 0

in probability. As this holds for Lebesgue almost every z € C, the claimed statement follows. O

The next corollary deals with My = Dy + J where the entries in Dy vary slowly.

Corollary 3.8. Suppose that f :[0,1] — C is a-Hélder continuous, and that d; = f(i/N) for 1 < i < N.
For every e > 0, there is a § > 0 and an L = O(N'7%) so that on_1(My) > N~° and

L—-1
[T ow—r(My) = S5 ~Coe 1N o),
k=0

Proof. The key to the proof is again to construct a suitable partition of [N]. Fix any § € (0,1). Inductively
define a; € N by setting a; := 1 and letting

- Jinf{a; <k < N :log|f(k/N)| > N=°}, if log|f(a;/N)| <0,
G Vint{a; < k < N :log|[f(k/N)| < —N-}, if log|f(a;/N)| > 0.

From the definition of {a;} and the Holder continuity of f we see that there is a constant Cy so that

SV < 15(a3/N) = faser/N)] < Co (+N_)

and note that |{a;}| = O(N%/). Let
1-6
S = U, I INEJ | J{a; 1 j € N}

Enumerate the elements of S as {is < i3 <i4 < --- <i|g41}. Extend this by letting iy =0, L = [S|+1, and
iz+1 = N. Then, upon reducing § if necessary, we obtain L = O(N'~%), and the separation i1 — i < N°
for all k.

Next, recalling the definition of %7, by the construction of {a;}, and the triangle inequality we also have
that either

_s 1 -4
D7 < 2N forall iy < s <r < i1 or D% > ie_(T_s)N for all i, < s <7r <igqq.

Hence © < 4eN?, which upon an application of Theorem 3.1 yields that given any e > 0, there exists § > 0,
sufficiently small such that on_r(My) > N75. As |My| = |[MyM3|*/? = O(sup,epoq | f(2)]), by the
Gershgorin circle theorem, applying Theorem 3.1 once again, it remains to show that

L
(3.20) H [ Myw s = eZits —(os [f(i/N))—+o(N)
k=1
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where we recall that w” = v Thist||pietlint|| 71 for 1 < k < L. To this end, we note that for each
1 < k < L we have that either

log |f(s/N)| < N9 for all ij, < s <igy1 or log|f(s/N)| > N2 for all ij, < s <iji1.
Using the Holder continuity of f we further have that | f(ix41/N)| < 2¢N ™" in the first case and |f (kg1 /N)| >
1e=N"" in the second case. Therefore, in the first case, we have that
2 . } 5

1< H’Uik+1’ik+1|‘g < 2€2N6,

and
st TGN =e | 3 GorlfGMDs — 3 Gosl s
j=int1 j=int1 j=int1
— (00~ 3 toelrGM)-)
Hence, o
(3.21) e 3 (g G-,

j=ip+1
Arguing similarly, in the second case, we have that

|Dik+1vik+1 |2 < ||vik+1aik+1 ||§ < 262N6|Dik+1vik+1 |27

and therefore

Tk+t1
(322 Itz = exp (OG0 ) = exp (00w N) = 3 (g 1i/M)- )
Jj=ik+1
Combining (3.21)-(3.22) we arrive at (3.20). This completes the proof. O

Building on Corollary 3.8, the next corollary is Theorem 1.3 b).

Corollary 3.9. Suppose f : [0,1] — C is Hélder continuous, and that d; = f(i/N) for 1 < i < N. Set
My = Dy + J. Then Ly converges weakly in probability to a probability measure with log potential

/0 (1og [f(t) — ,z|)+ dt.

The proof follows a very similar track as the derivation of Corollary 3.6 from Corollary 3.5. Moreover, as
we will see later in Section 5, the proof of Theorem 4.4 also follows a very similar line of arguments. Hence,
the proof of Corollary 3.9 is omitted.

3.2. Proof of Theorem 3.1: estimates for the small singular values of Dy + J. The proof is divided
into three separate claims: Corollary 3.13, which is a bound on the (L 4 1)-st smallest singular value,
Proposition 3.11, which is an upper bound on the product of small singular values, and Proposition 3.14,
which is a lower bound on the product of small singular values.

Recall the notation in (3.3) and (3.5), and that that 7; is the coordinate projection from C¥ to the coor-
dinates that support w’. Let p; be the same coordinate projection that in addition kills the ¢;;; coordinate,
i.e. the last entry of the support of w’.

Lemma 3.10. For all1 < j < L, and any vector x € CcN,
infoec ||7j(z — aw?) ||
[pj (Mnz)l|2

where Diﬁ’ij“ and D9 were defined in (3.4).

: Listi+1 gytirti+l
< min {D+ , D~ } ,
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Proof of Lemma 3.10. By definition of My, we have for any 1 < p < N and any vector z € CV,
Tpi1 = dpry—(My2)p.
By iterating this identity and using (3.2), we have for 4;,.1 >p >k >i; +1

p—1
Tp — aw) = (z), — awy, )ka+z (Myz), D" P,
r==k
Reversing the roles of k£ and p and rearranging the formula, this also shows that for i, >k >p>1; +1

Picking a so that (z;;411 — aw?jﬂ) =0or (v, — a'wfjﬂ) = 0 we have that

DL -
|$p_(l’wj| < {Zr =i;+1 |(MNI)T| |Dr p|’ D>y +1,

ST (M), | - [DPTE Y p < gy — 1

(3.23)

Hence, using the first inequality of (3.23), upon applying Jensen’s inequality,

p—1 p—1
op - aw? < { 3 Jta) ooy {30 ppreio )

’l‘:’i]‘+1 T:ij+1

Summing this bound from p = i; + 1 to p = i;41, rearranging the terms, and using the definition of D”’““,

lj+1 Zj+1—1 o 2 5
||7Tj(SU—aw3)H§ = Z |xp —awg)|2 < { Z |(MN$)T2} . {Df‘z,i]Jrl} _ ||P3(MN$)||2 { 7,] z]+1} .

p:i]' +1 T:ij —+1
Next using the second inequality of (3.23) and proceeding similarly as above we complete the proof. |
We now proceed to using these estimates in order to control the product of the small singular values of
Mp. We begin with obtaining an upper bound on the product of small singular values. To this end, we use

Lemma A.2, which is a multivariate generalization of Courant-Fischer-Weyl min-max principle for singular
values.

Proposition 3.11.

L1 L
(3.24) I ov-r(Mn) < I llmx My
k=0 k=1

Proof. Denote W := [w' w?® --- w’]. Since the columns of W are orthonormal, from Lemma A.2 it
follows that

L1
(3.25) I ov-s(My) < det(W* MMy W).

k=0

To evaluate the RHS of (3.25) we define the L x L matrix M by
Mj7k = (eij+1)tMka,

where {e,} | are canonical basis vectors in CV. Recalling (3.2) we note that W* M3 MyW = M*M. On
the other hand, the matrix M being upper triangular we also have

L L
(3.26) [T lm Myw? (|5 = T] IM; ;17 = | det M|? = det(W™* M3 My W).

The proof concludes by invoking (3.25). a
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We next show that vectors v which have a sizeable component orthogonal to S := span {'wj} will neces-
sarily have || Mywv||2 large. To this end, let ¢ be the orthogonal projection map from C¥ to S. Let p be the
projection

¢
(3.27) pi= ij.
j=1

The projections p and % interact in that
(3.28) pMnyp =0,

which follows immediately from the definition of w’. We can then combine this observation with the earlier
Lemma 3.10 to obtain the next lemma.

Lemma 3.12. For any vector v € CV,

[l = llgoll3 = 11 = )3 < llpMyvl 3%

Proof. On the one hand, using the orthogonality of 7;,

2 2 : i\ |12 : i\ |12 : i\ |2
_ — f _ gy — f (1) — 1 apy) _ f (v — a2
ol = ool = it = 3w} = im0 = sl = 3 fnt o = o)

Hence using Lemma 3.10 and (3.5), we get

1ol13 — ll9oll3 < D llo; Myvl3D%.

J

The stated conclusion of the lemma follows by the orthogonality of the p;. O

The last lemma immediately implies a lower bound for the (L 4 1)-st smallest singular value.

Corollary 3.13.
on_r(My)>D7!

Proof. We recall the standard variational characterization of this singular value in the maximin form:

UN,L(MN):SUI) inf ||MN5L'||2,
VL IJ_VL

where Vy, is an L-dimensional space and z is of unit s-norm. Setting V; = S, the stated corollary immedi-
ately follows from Lemma 3.12. O

Now it remains to find a lower bound on the product of the small singular values; this is slightly more
involved.

Proposition 3.14. With notation as above,

L-1 L
11 ov—x(1n) > (M| v )DVI) " T lImMyw* (o
k=0 k=1

Proof. Using Lemma A.2 we see that it is enough to find a uniform lower bound on H1€=1 || Mnwvg||2 over
all collections of orthonormal vectors {”k}izl- We bound each ||Mpywg|2 below in one of two ways. If
1 — |[vvg]|3 > 5= then vy has a large enough component in the S* direction that we apply Lemma 3.12 to
conclude

1 1 ||7TkMka||2
> ||[pMNvgll2 = > )
oMol = ATe = SovT ]

(3.29) ||MNUk||2
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where p is as in (3.27). Without loss of generality, we may permute the ordering of the vectors so that the
first v1,va,...,v, are those that satisfy 1 — [|¢v;|3 < 5. For these vectors, we have that

(3.30) [Myollz = oMy (1 = )vell3 + (1 = p) M3,
where we have used that pMyv = 0. We now consider two cases. First suppose

(1= p)Mnvpokllz < 4[[(1 = p)Mn(1 = )vg2.
Since

11 = p)Mn (1 = ¥)vllz < |Mn|| - [[(1 — ©)vkll2,
we obtain

[(1 = p)Mnypokllz < 4[| Mn| - [[(1 — )kl
Hence by (3.30) and Lemma 3.12 we deduce
IMyvillz > [lpMy (1 =)oz = lpMyvella = D7 (1 = g)ill2

Mnypvg||2-

\

(3.31)

Y

sl =)
4| Mn|D
On the other hand, if

11 = p)Mytbuglla > 41(1 — p)Ma(1 = )ox |z,
then by (3.30) and the triangle inequality we see that

[Mnvkll2 > [[(1 = p)Myvkll2

3
(3.32) 2 (11 = p)Mypvgllz = (1 = p)Mu (L = )orllz = 711 = p) Mntpvgll2.
Hence, combining (3.31)-(3.32) and noting that ©® > 1 we conclude that in either case,
1
M >———|IM
[Myvell2 > R [ My pvg||2,
where we have again applied the fact that pMpy1 = 0. Thus
p 1 p P
3.33 M > M .
The rest of the proof boils down to finding a lower bound on the RHs of (3.33). To this end, let Y7 be the
matrix whose columns are {¢v;}? ;. Since the columns of W := [wl w? . 'wL] span the subspace

S, there must exist an L X p matrix A; such that Y7 = W A;. We extend the matrix A; to an L x L matrix
A so that the last L — p columns of A are orthonormal and are also orthogonal to the first p columns of A;.
Such an extension is always possible by first extending arbitrarily to a basis and then running Gram-Schmidt
on the final L — p columns. Set Y := W A and denote the columns of Y by y,,, for m € [L].

Turning to bound the RHS of (3.33), by Hadamard’s inequality we now find that

P
det(Y*MLMNY

(334 TT 1ty 3 > SFMMAINY),
k=1 Hk:p+1 [Mnyxll3

We separately bound the numerator and the denominator of (3.34).

Note that y, = anzl A W™ where ay, i is the (m, k)-th entry of A. Since {w™}L _| are orthonormal,

fork=p+1,p+2,...,L, we have

L
(3.35) IMyyillz < 1Myl - lyelle = 1Mull - | Y lamsl?lw™ (3 = | Muyll,

m=1
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where in the last step we also use the fact that the last L —p columns of A have unit £o-norm. The inequality
(3.35) takes care of the denominator of (3.34). Thus it remains to find a lower bound of the numerator of
(3.34). To obtain such a bound, we observe that

L

(3.36) det(Y*M{MyY) = det(W* My My W) det(AA™) = | [] llm; Myw’|[3 | - det(AA").
j=1

where the last step follows from (3.26). It now remains to bound det(AA*).

Let ayyms be the (m,m’)-th entry of A*A. Using the orthonormality of {w*}£_, we have that for any
1<m,m <p,

L
Am,m/ = E C_747",777,047",rn/ -
r=1

L *TL
Z ar,mwr‘| [Z aT,m’wT] = (wvm)*(d}vm’)'
r=1 r=1
Since vy, L vy, for m # m’, we see that

(Yvm) " (Pom:) = = ((Id =)oy )" ((Id = )vn).

1

By our construction we have that ||¢v,, |3 > 1 — form=1,2,...,p. Thus

2L
N 1
|@mm | = [(Yvm)* (@oa )] < 11 = P)om|2[|(1 = P)vav |2 < o7,
for all 1 < m # m’ < p. By a similar reasoning we also obtain that
m,m Z 1- o7
form =1,2,...,p. Since the last L —p columns of A are orthonormal and orthogonal to the first p columns

we further obtain

Gm =1, m=p+1L,p+2,...,L; apm =0, p+1<m#m’' <L,
and

A =0, m € [pl,m' =p+1,p+2,...,L.

So in the first p rows of the matrix A*A we find that the diagonal entries are at least 1 — ﬁ and the sum of
off-diagonal entries in a row is at most (p — 1)/(2L). The last L — p rows of A*A are simply {em/}ﬁq,zpﬂ.
Hence by the Gershgorin circle theorem all eigenvalues of A*A are at least % which implies
(3.37) det(AA*) = det(A*A) > 2L,
Therefore, from (3.33)-(3.36), we derive

P 1 L L
Myvpll2 2 | s | O P T Myw" 3.
[Tt (s ) -7 [Tttt

Combining this bound with (3.29) finishes the proof of the proposition. O

4. LIMITING SPECTRUM OF NOISY VERSION OF BANDED TWISTED TOEPLITZ MATRICES

We consider in this section upper triangular twisted Toeplitz matrices of finite symbols, namely upper
triangular matrices with a finite number of slowly varying diagonals; a particular case is the case of upper
triangular Toeplitz matrices of finite symbol.

Our main result is the following theorem.

Theorem 4.1. Fiz 0 € N, ag > 1/2 and oy € (0,1] for £ € [d]. For each ¢ € D] U {0}, let fo : [0,1] — C
be an ap-Hdlder continuous function, and let D%) be the diagonal matriz with entries {fi(i/N)}ie(n)- Set
My = ZZ:O D%)JZ and set My as in (1.1). Then Ly converges weakly in probability to py ¢, the law of

ZZZO fe(X)U?, where X ~ Unif(0,1), U is uniformly distributed on the unit circle in C, and X and U are
independent of each other.
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Remark 4.2. Theorem 1.2 follows from Theorem 4.1 by taking f,(-) = ay.

Recall the notation £, for the log-potential of a measure y, see (1.4). Similar to Theorem 1.3, we prove
Theorem 4.1 by showing that for Lebesgue a.e. z € C, L (2) = L, ,(2) in probability. Toward this end
we begin by identifying £, ,(-). For z € C and x € [0, 1], introduce the symbol

(4.1) P,x(N) =P, .0 5(N) == fo(@)\° + oot (@NT oo fr ()N fo(z) — 2.

Let 0 := 0(z) denote the degree of P, ,(-). If 0 > 0 then P, ,(-) has 0 roots Ai(z, ), Aa(2,2),..., \5(2,7)
(multiplicities allowed). Partition [0, 1] as follows: for £ € {1,...,0} set

(4.2) Ap:={z €[0,1] : fo(x) # 0}, By := Ag \ (US—py 1 Aj),
and in particular By := Ay. Set By := [0,1] \ (U)_,By).
Lemma 4.3. For Lebesgue a.e. z € C we have

0 1

1 14
(13) Lo, (=30 | [ 4310w Wyl + loglata)l 1, ()| + [ Toglfafe) 2|1, (z) da.

=1 Y0 | =1 0

Setting Y := Z?:o fe(X)U*, we see that the law of Y is compactly supported in C. Therefore, for any
z€Cande >0,
Eua g |log ]V = 21y 22y | < oo
On the other hand from Lemma 4.5 we will see that for Lebesgue a.e. z € C,

BBy, , [log |V = 2[1qy <y = 0.

Therefore, by Fubini’s theorem one can use iterated integrals to evaluate £,,, ,(2), for Lebesgue almost every
z € C. Note that this does not imply the integrability of individual terms under the integral sign in the RHS
of (4.3).

Proof of Lemma 4.3. Following the discussion above we proceed to evaluate £, ,(z) using iterated integrals.

To this end, we have
1 1
= —/ / log | P, . (\)| dz dA
2 st Jo ’

0 1 14 1
1
=> / 7271'/ > log |A = X;(z,2)| p dA + log |fu(w)| 1Be($)d$+/ log | fo(x) — z[1p, (x) dz.
=170 st =1 0

0

2= fu(X)U*

£=0

ﬁuw(z) =E <log

Since | |
1 / [ loglZ|, if|Z|>1
27 /Sl log =" = AldA = { 0, otherwise,
the claim follows. O

4.1. Reduction to piecewise constant {f¢}?_,. To prove Theorem 4.1 we adopt a strategy similar to the
proof of Theorem 1.3. Namely, we find approximate singular vectors corresponding to small singular values
of My — z1Id for almost all z € C. To this end, note that

(4.4) (M — 21d)w); = (foli/N) = 2yw; + 3 fali/N)wes,
(=1

for i € [N —0]. Therefore, given any arbitrary values of {wg}ﬁi?_l one can construct a N-dimensional vector

w such that (My—zId)w); = 0 fori € [N—0]\[j+0—1]. Such choices of w will be candidates for approximate
i . N = T (w.s AT
singular vectors. To study these vectors we note from (4.4) that (wjta,...,wj+1) = Tj(Wjto-1,.-.,wWw;)
for some transfer matrix Tj. Iterating, we have that (wn,...,wn—o11)" = ([T, Tk) - (Wjt0-1,---,w;)T.
Unlike Theorem 1.3, where the transfer matrices are actually scalars, here the transfer matrices {T}} are in
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general non-commuting if {f;}J_, are varying. This complicates the study of the approximate singular value
vector w.

To overcome this difficulty we employ the following two-fold argument. We introduce a regularized model
where the {f,})_, are piecewise constant and hence {D%)}EZO have constant diagonal blocks. Then, the
transfer matrices {T}} are constant, and hence commute, within each block. This will be sufficient to derive
the necessary properties of the small approximate singular vectors, which in turn allows us to deduce that if
the sizes of the blocks are chosen carefully then the empirical spectral distribution (ESD) of the regularized
model admits the limit as described in Theorem 4.1. To complete the proof of Theorem 4.1 we then show
that the limits of the ESDs of the regularized model and the original model must be the same.

We now introduce the regularized model. Let {f¢}3_, be as in Theorem 4.1. Fix some 61,05 € (0,1). For

¢ e ] U {0}, let D%) be a diagonal matrix with

(DV))ii = fe (%) 1 <

and define the regularized version of My as

fe <Wﬁélj)‘ 2N52), i€ [N],

0
(4.5) =Y DY J", = My + N"Gy.
/=0

Note that in My we have an additional truncation 1(] fg( )| > N~92). This means that if in a certain block
{fe}9—y, 41 arc smaller than N~°2 then in that block My can be treated as a matrix with 9, non-zero

off-diagonal entries. This, in particular, implies that if 0, = 0 then in that block My becomes a diagonal
matrix. Furthermore the truncation at N % allows to derive bounds on the operator norm of the transfer
matrices, which will be later used during the proofs.

Now we can state our main result for My. Its proof, which is the main technical part of the proof of
Theorem 4.1, is deferred to Section 5.

Theorem 4.4. Fiz d € N, a9 > 1/2, ap € (0,1] for £ € 0] and 61,02 € (0,1/2) such that max{d,d2} <
(v — 1/2)/(2002). For each £ € [p]U {0}, let fo : [0,1] = C be an ay-Hélder continuous function. Let My
be as in (4.5). Then Ly, converges weakly in probability to iy g

4.2. Proof of Theorem 4.1 assuming Theorem 4.4. The proof is motivated by the proof of [10, Theorem
4, Theorem 5] and the replacement principle, which was introduced in [21, Theorem 2.1]. (We will use a
version of the replacement principle from [2, Lemma 10.1].)

We begin with some preparatory material. To apply the replacement principle we will need the following
“regularity” property of the limit, closely related to [10, Definition 1].

Lemma 4.5. For Lebesgue almost every z € C,
EliL%EMa,f [log (|X - ZD 1{\sz|§e}j| =0.

Proof. Applying Tonelli’s theorem for any probability measure g on R and 0 < a; < ag < 1,

ogaz)p(ar,02)) — [ fog(w)duta) = | [ ] = [ wlan0) g,

As 0 < aj < ag < 1, rearranging the above we obtain

“ u((0,0)
t

t.

/ " Nog(t) du(t) < |tog(az)|u((0, a2)) + /

1 ay
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Therefore, recalling the definitions of pp ¢ from the statement of Theorem 4.1 and P, ,(-) from (4.1), we
have

By, , [log (1X = 2]) 1gx—z<ey]|

1 1 27 1 5 1 2 1{|Pz I(ei9)|<t}
—%logs/o /0 1{|Pz,w(e‘9)|§5} dﬁdx+§/o /0 /0 %d@dwdt

IA

1 2
(4.6) =: o IOgE/ / 1{‘Pz’m(ei9)‘§€} df dx + Termy(e).
0 0
We will show that
(4.7 hm Term, (¢) = 0.
e—0

This will take care of the second term in the RHS of (4.6), and a similar argument (which we omit) applies
to the first term, completing the proof of the lemma.

Turning to prove (4.7), fix 1 > o5 > ap_1 > -+ > oy > 0. Recalling that {\;(z,7)}L, are the roots of
the equation P, ,(\) = 0 on the set By, see (4.2), we write there |P, ,(e!?)| = | fo(z)] - H3=1 IA\j(z,2) — €.
Splitting the integral into the two parts |f5(x)| > t*° and |fp(z)| < t*°, we obtain

0
. 1 1—x
1o 2w Dy ) <

Term,(g) < 2—/ / / {2 ’:) i<t }dexdt—i—Terma,l(s),

2r ; 15 (o) <peo
Termy 1 ( - /// {IP-.x e9\<t} Ufo@)ISt%0} gp 0
T

Since for any A € C, and s > 0 sufficiently small, fo 1{|,\,eis‘gs}d9 < 4s, we conclude that

where

(4.8) lim sup Terms, () < lim sup Termy_q (€).
e—0 e—0

Denote Pz(am)()\) = P, »(\) — fo(x)A® and, when fo_1(z) # 0, let {)\ED)(zw)}f;ll denote its roots. Using the
triangle inequality, for any ¢ € (0,1), we further have that

{IPa(e)] < ) N {Ifo(@)| < %2} C {|PL) ()| < 26}
= (PR < 20} 1 {Ifoa (@) = %=} | ((IPLA)] < 2652} 0 {] for ()] < 1))

Therefore arguing as in the lines leading to (4.8) we obtain

lim sup Termp_1(g)

e—0
2m j;l ) 0 copiT ool
AL x)—eif |[<29-T¢ 0-1 .
< hmbupf/ / / G b }dedxdt—l—hmsupTerma_g(s)
e—0 t e—0
< lim sup Termy_s(e),

e—0

where

2m () (i way " L{|fo 1 (x)|<too—1
Termp _»(e) : =5 / / / {|Pz)z (1) <2t }t {Ifo1(@)l< }dﬁdxdt
™

Iterating the above argument and using induction we deduce that

1 xr z x
(4.9) lim sup Termy (e <11m5up/ / {lfo(=)— |<(a+1t 3w dt.

e—0 e—0

Since fp is an ap-Hélder-continuous function with ag > 1/2, we have that fo([0,1]) := {fo(x) : = € [0,1]}
has zero Lebesgue measure (in C), by a volumetric argument. Moreover the set f,([0,1]) being a closed set,
for every z ¢ fo([0,1]) we have dist(z, fo([0,1])) := inf,c,1) [2 — fo(x)| > 0. Therefore, given a z ¢ fo([0, 1])
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there exists € > 0 sufficiently small such that {z € [0,1] : |fo(z) — 2| < (0 + 1)e*t} = @. Thus, from (4.9) we
deduce (4.7). This completes the proof of the lemma. O

To prove Theorem 4.1 we need another ingredient.

Lemma 4.6. Fiz z € C. Let U3, be the symmetrized version of empirical measure of the singular values
of My — z1d. Define Dj\;lN similarly. Then both U3, and ﬁf\;tN converge weakly in probability, as N — oo,

to the symmetrized version v* of the law of | ZEZO fo(X)U® — 2|, where X and U are as in Theorem 4.1.

Proof of Lemma 4.6. For any probability measure p supported on [0,00), we let fidenote its symmetrized
version, given by i((—y, —x)) = i((z,y)) = 3p((x,y)) for any 0 < 2 < y < oco. We let 7f,  and Vi, be
the symmetrized versions of the empirical measures of the singular values of My — z1d and of My — z1d,
respectively. Note first that ||[N"7Gy|| —N—oo 0 in probability (and in fact, a.s.) and that there exists a
constant C' = C({f¢},z) so that | My — zId|| < O, |My — zId|| < C. Therefore, it follows from Weyl’s
inequalities that for any metric on the space of probability measures on R compatible with the weak topology,

~2

d(ﬂf\,[ ,lji/[ ) — N 00 0, d(l)zA , VT ) —N—00 0,
N N MN MN
in probability. On the other hand, by definition, | My — MNH < N—min{adn,02} where o 1= min)_,{a,} and
therefore, by Weyl’s inequalities,
d(ﬂ@wﬁf\“) —N—oo 0.
Combining the last two displays, we deduce that it is enough to show that v, —converges weakly to v, the

symmetrized version of the law of | 2105:0 fe(X)U® — z|. To this end, we will employ the method of moments.
We will show that for every k € N,
2k

(4.10) lim %tr [(My — 21d)(My — 21d)*]" = E

N—oc0

This will complete the proof. Since we can absorb z in fy(+) it is enough to prove (4.10) only for z = 0.
We begin by evaluating the RHS of (4.10) for z = 0. As U~ = U*, we have

2k ko
3 F®(x)U
t=—kd

(4.11)

for some functions {Fg(k)()} Since EU* = EU¢ =0 for any 0 # ¢ € N, we get

2 2k

> f(x)U*

£=0

1
(4.12) E =E[FP (X)) = / FP(2)da.

0

Expanding the sum in the LHS of (4.11) and collecting the coefficient of U? it follows that
k

k
(4'13) Fék) (Z‘) = Z H fem 1 H fZZL

{6335 00 (B2 —2y)=0=1

Turning to identifying the LHS of (4.10) we see that

k 0
(4‘14) MNMN Z Z 51)J€1 J*)EQD(H)D(Q) D(‘€2k 1)J€gk 1(J*)€2kD(€2k).
i=14£;=0

As {D%)} are diagonal matrices, using the facts that

(Jig = Lagjmivesny, ()05 = Lagjmice<ny, 4,5 € [N,
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we have that

V4 V4 bop_ Y4
(4.15) A = (DS )ii - (D$)itoritsr - (DN )itsritsr - (DN itor vitor s - (D8 )ivps
k

T s, artevi - Liits ey
j=1
where
A(e)z,z — (D%ﬂJZl(J*)ZgD%ﬁD%s) . D%zk—l)J&k,l(J*)ngD%Qk)> ,

and for j € [k] sj := > _7_,(f2i—1 — l2;) and sp := 0. Using the fact that {D%)} are diagonal matrices again
we deduce from (4.15) that if s; # 0 then A(£);; = 0 for any i € [N].

Thus to estabhsh (4.10) we only need to consider the sum over {/;}?¥, such that s, = 0. Fixing such a
sequence of {£;}?£, we observe that for any i € [N — 2k0] \ [2k0]

YA Y4 Y loje— Y4
(4.16) A@)i; = (D) (DY) iterirer - (DG )ivoriver (DN Nisor vitor s - (D)ii,

and A(£);; is bounded for the remaining indices in [N]. Since (D%))m- = fi(i/N), for any {£;}?%, we find
that

k
. 1
ngnooﬁ - / l_llffzi 1 ljllfle

Substituting in (4.14) and using (4. 12) (4.13), we arrive at (4.10) (with z = 0). This completes the proof. [

We next introduce further notation. The Stieltjes transform of a probability measure p on R is defined as

/7,udy e C\R.

We use the following standard bounds on the Stieltjes transform, see [10, (6)-(8)], in order to integrate the
logarithmic function: for any 7,0 > 0, and a,b € R such that b — a > ¢ we have

b+o

(4.17) ,,L([a,b])g/ |SGu(x+ir)\dx+g,
a—o

and
b—o

(4.18) ,u([a,b])z/ ISG (2 + i)|de — .
a+o 0

We need also the symmetrized form of the Stieltjes transform, as follows. For a NV x N matrix Cy, define
~ |0 Cn
ov=la,

and the Stieltjes transform

Gey (€)= %tr(ﬁ CN) LE€C\R

Gey (¢) is the Stieltjes transform of the symmetrized version of the empirical measure of the singular values

of C'n. Using the resolvent identity, we have that for two N x N matrices Cy and Dy,
[Cn — D ||
(4.19) |Gy (§) —Gpy(§)] < TGO?R

We are finally ready to prove Theorem 4.1.
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Proof of Theorem 4.1. To show that L, and L,y —admit the same limit we need to show that for every
continuous bounded function f: C— R

(4.20) / F(2)dL g (2) — / ()L g (2) = 0,

as N — oo, in probability. By continuity we have that max, sup,cjo 1) | fe(2)| < oo, and then || My ||, | My] <

00. Therefore, using (1.2), we have that |[My], [Mn| < oo with probability approaching one. Thus, it
suffices to show that (4.20) holds for compactly supported functions f. Furthermore, an application of the
Stone-Weierstrass theorem yields that one can restrict attentions to smooth functions, namely it is enough
to consider f € C2(C).
Turning to the proof of (4.19) for such f, we use [2, Lemma 8.1] to note that we need to show that:
(i) The expression
1 1, .~
—[[Myl5+ = MnI3
SIMu B+ IV 3
is bounded in probability.
(ii) For Lebesgue almost all z € B¢(0, R),
1
N
as N — oo, in probability.

1 ~
log | det(My — z1d)| — N10g|det(./\/lN —zId)| — 0,

As already noted above, ||My||,||M ]| < co with probability approaching one, condition (i) is immediate.
It remains to establish condition (ii). By the definitions of 7%, and Vi We have
N

1 1 y ~z ~z
(4.21) i log | det(My — z1d)| — i log |det(Mpy — z1d)| = /log |lz|diig, (2) — /log |@|dDSy ().

We point out to the reader that both My — zId and M ~ — z1d being Gaussian perturbations of some
deterministic matrices are non-singular almost surely, and therefore both sides of (4.21) are well defined on
a set with probability one. Now from Lemma 4.6 we have that for any € > 0 and Ry > 1,

(4.22) / log |z|dDj,, (x) — / log [z[diy, (x) — 0,  in probability.
(e,Ro)U(—Ro,—e) (e,Ro)U(—Ro,—e) N
We observe that
E/xzdﬁwa(x)
1 1
=E [N tr { My — zId)(Mny — zId)*}] <3 {|z2 + N tr(My M) + N~0+20) tr(GNG}kV)} <C,

for some C' < co. Thus using the fact that |log|x||/2? is decreasing for |z| > /e, we have that, for any

RO>\/67

log R
/ P, @) | < 250 C
(~Ro,Ro)® Rg

By the same argument

- log RQ
log |z|dp%, (x)| < -C.
/(—R(MRU)c M R(%

So, applying Markov’s inequality we see that for any n > 0, there exists Ry(n) such that

/ log [2]di,, () — / log|ald%, ()
(=Ro(n),Ro(n))° (=Ro(n),Ro(n))°

(4.23) E

(4.24) lim limsup P (

=0 N

>77> =0.
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Combining (4.21)-(4.24) we see that to establish condition (ii) it remains to show that for any n > 0, there
exists €(n) such that
> 277) =0.

e(n) R () ~
(4.25) lim limsup P / log |x|dD},, (z) — / log \x|d1/j\;1N (2)

170 N—oo —e(n)

To prove the above it is enough to show that

e(n)
(4.26) lim lim sup P (‘/ log |z|di},, (z)] > 17) =0
n—0 N—oo 5(77)
and
&(n)
(4.27) hm limsup P (‘/ log |$|dﬂj\;l (z)] > 77) =0,
=0 N N

where £(n) is as in (4.25). Tt follows from Theorem 4.4 that for Lebesgue almost every z € C, ‘CLMN (2) 9 Nooo
Ly, ;(2) in probability, which is equivalent to the statement that

(4.28) /10g|x\dﬂjz\;‘N(x) — /1og|:c|d17;(x), in probability.

Applying Lemma 4.6 we have that
(4.29) / log |z|di}, (x) — log |z[d7}(x),  in probability,
(—&,e)¢N(—Ro,Ro) (—&,e)¢N(—Ro,Ro)
for any € > 0 and Ry < co. As vy is compactly supported using (4.23) we obtain that
log |z|dP%., (z) 7/ log |z[7% ()
/<Ro(n>,Ro<n>>c M (~Ro(m), Ro(m))*

>n>
log |z|dv%, (x)| >n | =0,
/<Ro<n>,Ro<n>>c Mn

where Ry(n) is as in (4.24). Therefore, from (4.28)-(4.29) we now deduce that, for every € > 0,

lim limsup P <

=0 Nooo

=0 Nooo

= lim limsup P <

g €
/ log |a:|dD/Z\;lN(9c) — log|z|dv;(z),  in probability.

—E& —€&
This together with Lemma 4.5 yields (4.27). It remains to establish (4.26).
To this end, from [9, Proposition 16] we have that, for any ¢ > 0,
Plon(My — 21d) < t) < CoN1 2742

for some constant Cy. Therefore, for any n > 0,

N0+

(4.30) limsup P (‘/ log |33|dﬂjz\4N(95)

N—oo N-—0+7) N—oc0

> 77/2) <limsupP(oxy(My — z1d) < N~U+)) = 0.

Since [My — My|| < N7, where &' := min{ady, d}, from (4.19) and setting 7 = N~/ we obtain

(Grty—z1a(@ +17) = Gy qalw +i7)| < N7/
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Setting o = N79/8 s = 0'/16, and using (4.17)-(4.18) in the second inequality, we have that

N—F
—/ log(z)dij, , (z) < (147)log N - Vi, ([N_(H'"Y)7 N7%)
N—(1+v)

IN

(1+7)log N (2N—5’/8 + 7%, (IN"0+) — 29 N=7 4 29]))

<(1+47)logN (2N*5//8 +20%, ([0, 2N*"”"]))

Le A(1 NE
(4.31) <2(1+47)logN - N~%/8 _ (%V)/ log(z)dv, (),
0

for all large N, where in the third inequality we used the symmetry of D/Z\;IN and o = o(N7").

It remains to bound the integral of log(-) over (N~",¢). Toward this, using integration by parts we note
that, for 0 < a; < az < 1 and any probability measure p on R,

(432 = [ os@)auta) = ~tog(ar)utan,aal) + [ 8D
Arguing as in (4.31) we obtain

/Eﬁﬁﬁwﬁﬂ%hﬁNWB/E1ﬁ+/EVMJW_mJ+Nﬂut
—n t - —r —r t

, 22 U (INTF/2,1])
(4.33) < 2kN79/8 log N +2 / My dt,
N+ /2 t

where in the last step we have used the fact that ¢t + N=% < 2t for any ¢ > N ", and a change of variable.
A similar reasoning yields that

(4.34) —log(e)7iy, (IN7",¢]) < —log(e) (QN_‘S//8 + P ([INTF/2, 25])) .

Thus combining (4.31), and (4.33)-(4.34), and using (4.32) we deduce that for £ > 0 sufiiciently small and
all large N,

€ 2e

_ / log()d7i,., () < C) [logN NS / log(2)d7%, (dx)} ,
N-0+7) 0 N

where C{ is some large constant. Now, combining this with (4.27)-(4.30), the claim in (4.26) follows. This

completes the proof of the theorem. O

5. THE PIECEWISE CONSTANT CASE - PROOF OF THEOREM 4.4

Similar to the proof of Theorem 1.3, the main step in the proof of Theorem 4.4 is the proof of convergence
of the log-potentials £ Ly (z), which will use Theorem 2.1. To verify the assumptions of Theorem 2.1 we
need to find an analogue of Theorem 3.1. To this end, we need to identify approximate singular vectors
of My(z) := My — z1d corresponding to small singular values, establish that || My (z)wl||s cannot be small
for any vector w orthogonal to these approximate singular vectors, and obtain matching upper and lower
bounds, up to sub-exponential factors, on the product of the small singular values. Overall, we follow a
scheme similar to the one in Section 3. However, as we will see below, some significant changes are necessary
when treating the case 0 > 1, even in the constant diagonal set-up.

We begin by fixing additional notation. Set

(5.1) by :={i € [N]: [iN*""'] =k}, k=0,1,...,Lo:=|N*%].
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Note that if i € by, for some k, then for any £ € [o] U {0}, (b%))“ = fo(kN")1g 1, (en—01y > N-52) =: te(k),
i.e. the diagonals of My are constant within each by. Therefore, for any w € C and i € by,

(5.2) (My(2)w); = (to(k) — 2)wi + > to(k)wes.
(=1

Using (5.2) we will construct vectors w for which My (z)w ~ 0. It will be easier to reformulate (5.2) as a
system of linear equations, for which we need to define the following notion of transfer matrix.

Definition 5.1. Fix k € NU {0} such that by # (. Denote
On = 0n (k) := max{l: |ty(k)| # 0}.
For 0 (k) > 0 denote

2oy (a1 (R) 5y o(K) t1 (k)
() ._< R w)

and define the following 0N X Oy matrix:

t5 ()
Iy, O

7 z—to(k)
Ti(z) = l k) ] ,

61\]71
where 0,, is the n-dimensional vector of all zeros.

Recall the symbol P, ,, see (4.1). The next result shows that the eigenvalues of the transfer matrix Tj(z)
are the roots of the equations P, ;(\) = 0 for some appropriate choices of x.

Lemma 5.1. Fiz k € NU{0} such that by, # (). Let 0y and Ty(2) be as in Definition 5.1. Assume Oy > 0.
Fiz any ¢ € [0n]. Denote

velB) = (AN (k) AR k) - 1)
where {\o(z, /‘3)}221 are the roots of the equation
P (N = to(B)N + to 1 (RN -+t (k)N + to(k) — 2 = 0.
Then for any £ € Dy, ve(k) is an eigenvector of Ty (z) corresponding to A¢(z, k).

Proof. Since {A(z, k)}?gl are the roots of the equation P, ;()\) = 0, from the definition of Tj(z) we note
that

S\EN(Z, k) — ﬁ]f’zvk(j\g(z, k))
5\ZNil(z% k) 3
Tiu(2)ve(k) = _ = Ae(2, k) - v (k).
j‘f(za k;)
This completes the proof. O

Lemma 5.1 shows that the eigenvalues of Ti(z) are the roots of the polynomial equation P, ,(\) = 0. If
ming{|fe(x)|} > N7%, then it is easy to see that P, ,(\) = P, ;(\) where 2 = kN~%. Therefore, in such
cases, the roots of P, ,(\) and ]Szyk()\) coincide. This property will be later used in the proof of Theorem
4.4.

Note that Lemma 5.1 also provides the eigenvectors of Tj(z). Using these eigenvectors we now construct
approximate singular vectors of My (z), corresponding to small singular values.



REGULARIZATION OF NON-NORMAL MATRICES 31

Construction of approximate singular vectors. Recall, see (5.1), that {bs};2, is a partition of [N] with
Lo = |N% |, so that within each block by, the entries of the diagonals of My remains constant. However,
for certain values of N, the last block bz, may have a small length. To overcome this, we slightly modify
My. Namely, we replace the (off)-diagonal entries of My in the last two blocks by their average. By a slight
abuse of notation, we continue to write {by} to indicate the blocks in which the (off)-diagonal entries of the
modified My are constant. Note that we now have that N1_51/2 < |bg| < 2N1=% for all k. Since this extra
modification results in a change of operator norm of O(N~%% + N~%) where we recall o := min)_,{ay}, it
is enough to prove Theorem 4.4 for the modified My (z).

Fix 63 € (0,1/3). Next we choose a refinement of the above partition {{b,(ﬁj,)}f,;;l}éio C {b}2, such
that N% /2 < \b,(j,)| < 2N% for all k € [Lo] U {0} and j' € [L}]. Since §; < 1/2 and d3 < 1/3, such a
property can be ensured. Fix

Lo
(5.3) L:=) L, =0(N'""%)
k=0

Further let
0=11 <i2<i3<"'<iL+1=N,
be the end points of the partition {{béj)}fil 10, That is, for any k € [Lo] U {0} and j' € [L}] we have
b,(f/) = [ij41) \ [i;] for some j € [L] U {0}, which in turn implies that N% /2 < ;.1 —i; < 2N% for all
jelLjuon J
Next fix k € [Lo) U {0} and j' € [L},] and assume that b,(f) = [ij41] \ [¢;] for some j € [L] U {0}. For
¢ € [0n(k)] define the N-dimensional vectors w? (k) as follows

: Ae(z, k)™ 51 form=i;+1,i;+2,...,1;
7 - AN 7 s by ) s bg+1
(wp (k) - { 0 otherwise

where Ay (z, k), Ao (2, k), .. ., 5\5N (z,k) are the roots of the equation P, ;(\) = 0.

Remark 5.2. Note that when dy(k) = 0 then a block in My(z) becomes diagonal. Since the singular
values of a diagonal matrix are the absolute values of its diagonal entries, we do not need to bother with
constructing approximate singular vectors. Therefore, when computing bounds on the small singular values
we will assume that dy(k) > 0, and define the candidates for small singular vectors {w?(k)} only in that
case.

The next lemma gives a simple but useful property of the vectors {w)(k)}. Before stating the result let
us introduce one more notation. Fix any N-dimensional vector u. For k € [Lo] U {0}, denote
U455 (k) -1

um-‘rﬁN(k)—Q ~

ulk, m] := , m=1,2,....,N—on(k)+ 1.

u?’n

Lemma 5.3. Fiz k € [Lo] U{0} and j' € [L}] such that b;cj/) = [ij41] \ [¢5] for some j € [L]U {0}. Assume
that Oy (k) > 0.
(i) Let u be an N-dimensional vector such that
(5.4) ul[k,m + 1] = Ti(2)ulk, m], m € [ij41 —on (k)] \ [4].
Then R
(My(2)w)m =0, m € [ij41 = On(K)]\ [ij]-
(ii) For any £ € [dn (k)] we have

(My (2)w) (k))m =0, m € [ijp1 — On (k)] \ [i5]-
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Proof. The condition (5.4) implies that

61\](/47)—1
5 () B Ui vy = (2 = To (k) )um — Z b (K) U

m’=1

for m € [ij41 — 0n(K)] \ [i;]. The conclusion of part (i) is now immediate from (5.2) and the definition of
dn (k). To prove (i) we note that w) (k)[k, m] = Ae(z, z)™ % L, (k), for m € [ij41 — On(K)]\ [i;], where v,
is as in Lemma 5.1. Thus from Lemma 5.1 it follows that

Tk(z)wg(k)[[k,m]] = No(z, )" T T (2) v (k) = Mz, k)™ vy (k) = wg(k)[[k,m +1].
Now the proof completes by applying part (i). |
Identification of the set of bad z’s. Recall that to prove Theorem 4.4 we only need to find the limit
of the log-potential for Lebesgue almost every z € C. As we will see below, our methods to control the

small singular values of My (z) break down when P, .(\) = 0 has roots near the unit circle or when the
Vandermonde matrix

(5.5) V(k) = [v1(k) vs(k) - vy, (k)]

loses invertibility. In the next lemma we show that the collection of all such bad z’s has small Lebesgue
measure.

Lemma 5.4. Let By denote the collection of z € C such that either of the following properties hold:
(i) For some k € [Lo) U {0}, such that 9x (k) > 0,

|t5N(k)(k)|0N(k)—1|det(v(k))|2 < N-2010

(ii) For some k € [Lo] U{0}, such that dx(k) > 0, there exists a root X of the equation P, ;;(\) = 0 such
that 1 — N73% < |\ < 1+ N30,

.L() __agby
inf |2 —to()| < N~ 700D

Then Leb(Bx) < N9 for all large N.

Proof. We first estimate the area of z satisfying (ii). Fix k € [Lo] U {0} such that 0y := dx(k) > 0. For any
€ > 0, denote A, := Bc(0,1+¢) \ Be(0,1 —¢), where we recall that Bc(0, ) denote the open disc of radius
7 in the complex plane centered at zero. Let Qi(\) := P, x(\) + 2z = ZZ]:VO t¢(k)A*. Then, the set of z for

which there exists a A € Ap-3s5, so that Pz,k()\) = 0 are contained in the image Qx(Ap-35, ). Therefore the
set of all z’s satisfying property (ii) is contained in UpQp(Ap-35 ). The area of such an image Qp(Ap—ss;)
can be estimated by sup,,| .o |Q.(2)|Leb (Ay-ss: ) . Since Lo = O(N?), it follows that for all N sufficiently
large

Leb (Ur Qi (Ay—s51)) < %N“sl.

Turning to the set of z satisfying (i), we recall that the discriminant of a polynomial P()\) := St
is

(5.6) D(P):=det[Disc(P)] =2 J[ (e—An)?

1<e<t'<m
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where ) )
tn tme1 - ... to
tm  tm—1 - - to
Disc(]f’) P L
L mtm cee 2t2 tl_

Since z appears in Pz’k()\) only as coefficient of \°, expanding the determinant we see

det[Disc(P, ;)] = (Onts, (k))ﬁ’\’ LNy Py (czj)zﬁ’\’_2 + -+ Py(x),

N—2

for some continuous functions {Pg(~)}?1_j(;2. Let {zg(k‘)}zgfl be the roots of the equation det[Disc(P; k)] = 0.
Hence,
R R 61\771
ID(P..x)| = @ty (k) T 12— ze(k)-
=1
Therefore, recalling (5.6) we obtain that
o (R det(V (D) = [, PP T el k) = (e )P
1<e</<on (k)
ﬁN—l

= [D(P.x)] = [onts, ()Y T 12— =e(k)l.
=1
Thus the set of all 2’s satisfying property (i) is contained in

Uk U Be(2(k), 05 N~201),

whose Lebesgue measure is bounded above by N~3% . Taking a union on O(N?') possible k-s we find that
the Lebesgue measure of the set of z satisfying property (i) is bounded by %N —91_ To complete the proof it
remains to prove the same for the set of z satisfying property (iii). This follows from a volumetric argument.
Indeed, recalling the definition of ¢y(-) we find that

ik |2 = to(R) 2 min{dist =, o([0, 1)) 21}

Using the fact that fy is an ap-Hdlder continuous function from the triangle inequality we obtain that

[Ne/=0]
dist(z, fo([0,1])) SN =z¢€ [J Be(fo(k/N/*),2N"%)
k=0
for e > 0. As o9 > %, setting € = 2(2’1(;’511) it yields that

1
Leb({z : dist(z, fo([0,1])) < N~} U Bc(0, N~9)) < §N“51.
This completes the proof. O

Next, building on Lemma 5.3(ii) we show that for z ¢ By and vectors w not belonging to the span of
{w)(k)}, the fy-norm of My (z)w cannot be too small. This yields a bound on the number of small singular
values of My(z).

Fix k € [Lo] U {0} and j' € [L}]. This fixes some j € [L] U {0} such that b,(cj/) = [ij41] \ [¢;]. Denote
Si.j := span(w) (k) : £ € Dy (k)]) and let 1y ; be the orthogonal projection onto Sy ;. Further let 7, ; and

pk,; be the projections onto the span of {em}:fr:lijﬂ and {em}?ji;jffv(k), respectively, where e,, is the m-th
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canonical basic vector. When needed, we will view 7y, ;, x5, and 1)y ; as projection matrices of appropriate
dimensions.

Lemma 5.5. Fiz R < 0o and z € Bc(0,R) \ Bn. Let k € [Lo] and j' € [L}] such that bg/) = [ij41] \ [¢]
for some j € [L]U{0}. Then there exists a positive finite constant Cy (R, 9, f), depending only on R,0, and
max, Sup,eo 1] | fe(z)|, such that for any w € CN, we have

agd n
(5.7) i3 (w — g jw)ll2 < Cy(R, 0, YN0+ 20t 3ty o N (2)w .

Note that Lemma 5.5 is similar to Lemma 3.10. Analogous to the proof of Lemma 3.10, here also the
proof proceeds by identifying a vector y € Sk ; and showing that |7y ;(z — y)||2 satisfies the bound (5.7).
For ® > 1, the choice of an appropriate vector y is significantly more difficult and requires new ideas.

Proof of Lemma 5.5. We write Ay := A¢(z, k) and dy := 0n (k). First let us consider the case 0 = 0. This
implies that Sk ; = 0. Therefore, ¢y, ; = 0 and py ; = 7k ;. So, it is enough to show that

agd ~
(5.8) e jwlla < N7 | My (2w
Since 0 = 0, from (5.2) we further have that
Wk,jMN(Z)’LU = (to(k) — z)mk jw.
agd

Using the fact that z ¢ By we have that infy, |[to(k) — 2| > N~ 2201 . This yields (5.8) and hence (5.7) is
established for 9y = 0. It remains to prove the same when 0y > 0.

Without loss of generality, we assume that {/A\g}gﬁ , are arranged in decreasing order of moduli, and define

09 80 that |Ai| > [Aa| > -+ > [Aog| = 1> [Aogr1| > -+ > |As, |, with 9g = 3y if all A > 1 and 9 = 0 if all
A¢ < 1. Define a (20) x (20y) matrix
v1(k) va (k) e V5, (k) vi(k) - vy, (k) 0 e 0
L = Abj*é]\] Abj*éN(k) "bjféN )
A o(k) Ay va(k) oo A o (k) 0 e 00 wpga(k) e vy ()

where {vg(k)}jgl are as in Lemma 5.1 and b; := ¢;41 — 4. Since z € Bc(0, R) \ By, the eigenvalues {5\5}221
are all distinct, and hence the vectors {v,(k)}J", are linearly independent. Therefore, rank(L) = 20, and
the system of linear equations

a1

59) ( wlk,i; + 1] ):L a;IN

w[[lmijﬂ - 6]\7 + 1]] ay

admits a unique solution. Set

Y= Zagwg(k) and ¢:=((w) :=w—y.
=1

With this choice of { we will show that
(5.10) 7k jClla < Cu(R,0, FYNZIHR0420 o Ny (2)w]o,

for some constant Cy(R, 9, f). This will complete the proof. Indeed, from the definition of the projection
operator 1y ; it follows that

(5.11) [w — g jwll2 < IC]l2-
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On other hand we note that Sy ; C span({em}fq"@iiﬁl). Therefore my j9x,; = ¥, ;. Recalling that y € Sk ;,

we have
lw = ¢r jwll3 = [[(Id = 73 5 )wl3 + |75 (w — Pr jw)|l3

and

€113 = 1A — mr,5)CII3 + Imw,ClI3 = 11(Id — x5 )wll3 + [k, 5113
Thus from (5.11) we obtain
7k, (W = Vi jw)ll2 < [[mr,5C1 2,
and so it is enough to show that (5.10) holds. A
We turn now to the proof of (5.10) Recalling that y € Sy ;, the span of {wé(k)}mm, an application of

Lemma 5.3(ii) implies that py, ; My (z)y = 0. So, using (5.2) and recalling the definition of T} (2) we see that

e
(5.12) C[[I{?, m+ 1]] = Tk(z)C[[hm]] + 0 ) m e [ij+1 - 6]\]] \ [Zj]
0

From the linear independence of {’Ug(k)}?lv, there are {ag}jgl so that

oN
(5.13) (10 - 0)=> amwk).
=1
Hence denoting £, := (5, (k)Y (M (2)w),, we observe that (5.12) simplifies to
oN
(5.14) Clk,m + 1] = Tu(2)CTk, ml + B Y dwve(k),  m € [ij11 —0n]\ [i; + 1].
=1

Iterating (5.14) we obtain

m oN
Clkym+1] = Ti(2)™ ¢k, + 1+ D B Ti(2)™ ™™ | agvi(k)
/=1

m/=i;+1
. DN m ~
(5.15) = Th(2)" ¢k iy + 1]+ > ae | > Ba AP | welk),
=1 m/=i;+1

for m € [i;41 — 0n] \ [i; + 1], where the last step follows from the fact that v,(k) is an eigenvector of Ty (z)
corresponding to A¢ (see Lemma 5.1). Recalling that b; := 4,41 —4; we note that (5.15) in particular implies

dn ijy1—0N ‘ A ,
(5.16) CTky i = O + 10 = Til2)" (ki + 1]+ Y e | D0 B A7 | we(h),
=1 m/=i;+1

Now recalling the definitions of {wi(k)}zdﬁm we see that
w)(k)[k,i; + 1] =v(k)  and  w)(k)[k, ijp1 —On +1] = A7 N wg(k).
Since ( = w — ZZ;VI agwg(k), from (5.9) we obtain
O

00
(5.17) Clkvij +1] =Y apve(k)  and (ki —on +1] = Y ajwe(k).
=1 L=00+1



36 A. BASAK, E. PAQUETTE, AND O. ZEITOUNI

Plugging these in (5.16) we deduce

0 ijr1—0N ) . , R dn ijp1—0N ) N ,
Slae | S0 BT apdy T fwe)+ D0 (ae | Y B g —dl | welk) =
{=1 m/=i;+1 £=00+1 m/=i;+1

Since {wve(k) 221 are linearly independent vectors it further implies that
(5.18)
. ij41—0N ] ~ , ij41—0N . ) ,
GZAZj—ON+&Z Z Bm/)\Zj+1—DN—m — 0, A= [DO]; az =ay Z /BmlAzj#»l—aN—hL ’ /c [6N}\[00}

m/=i;+1 m/=i;+1

Thus from (5.15) and (5.17), using (5.18), we further obtain that for any m € [i;+1 — 0n] \ [{],

O m
CThym+1] = Te(2)" "¢k i + 10+ D ae | D BudP™™ | velk)
(=1 m'=i;+1

00 m
> — . - ~ _ !
= E a})\;n K + ay E Bm/)\zn m ’Ug(k)
=1 m/=i;+1

O m
+ 3 a | YD B AT | wik)

0=09+1 m’/=i;j+1
0 ij+1*6N N m
~ ’ ~ !
(5.19) == | Y B AT | veR)+ D ar| D> B AT | welk).
=1 m’/=m+1 £=00+1 m/=i;+1

Since the first coordinate of ([k,m + 1] is ¢ |Ae| > 1 for £ € [0g], and |A| <1 for £ € [on]\ [00], using

m-‘rﬁ]\]’

the triangle inequality from (5.19) we see that

2 R ij+1—O0N N . m
Comronl <D lael AP0 > B+ D0 aellAe™" Y B
/=1 m/=m+1 £=00+1 m/=i;+1
R ij+1—ﬁN 61\7
(5.20) <ITe@EIEY T D0 1Bwel | - [ Do lael |, for m € [ij41 —n]\ [ij]-
m/=i;+1 =1

From (5.17) and (5.18) it also follows that

L L ij+1—0N ‘ ,
Clkiy + 11 =) apoe(k) = => ar | > Budf ™ | velk).
=1 =1 m/=i;+1
Thus
;40 2 i1 dn
o OO RN [ AP N S E ] YT
r=1 m'=ij+1
ij41—0N N
(5.21) <VO(ITe PP V) | DD 1Bl |- | D] ladd |
m'=i;+1 =1

where we have used the fact that

loe(k)ll2 < Vo - ([A°~ VD).



REGULARIZATION OF NON-NORMAL MATRICES 37

Hence, combining (5.20)-(5.21) we obtain

N ij+176N éN
(5.22) g (Qll: < b; max (G <2N*Vo - (ITk()PH V1) - | D0 1Bl | | D lae|
M=t m=i;+1 /=1
Now to complete the proof we need to find a bound on 22; |@¢|. To this end, recall that (ai,...,d;5,)
satisfies the system of linear equations (5.13). Using Cramer’s rule it is easy to check that a, = [] £ )\Ai"'&
o
Therefore, recalling that V (k) := [vi(k) wva(k) -+ v, ()],
- 5\@/ -1 o(0—1) 1
el = T |+ | < (@1~ v 1) - TT e | < (@I ™ v ) - det(V (k)
040 )\Z’ - AZ 0L YA

< (@IT( 1 v 1) - |det(V (k)]
Recalling that 8, = (t;, (k)" (My (2)w)m, an application of Cauchy-Schwarz yields
(6523 mg(Qlls < 202N (TP V1) - llok M (zhwls - 85, (6) =] det(V (k)2
Since z € BY; (cf. Lemma 5.4),

[t (R)PY W) ~2| det(V (k)) |

[t5,, (F)| - [ det(V (k))[* > 5 > Cy INTR,
o SUPgefo] [f5, (@)[°N 2
for some Cjy < co. By the Gershgorin circle theorem we also have that
(5.24) 1T ()] = ITe(2)" T (2) | = O (5, (k) ~%) = O(N?*2),
where the last step follows from the fact that the non-zero entries of My are bounded below by N—%,
Therefore, plugging the last two bounds in (5.23) we arrive at (5.10). O
Denote
Lo
(5.25) £:=) Lj-dy(k)=O0@QN""%).
k=0

Building on Lemma 5.5 we now prove a lower bound on the (£ 4 1)-st smallest singular value of My (z).
First we prove an estimate that will also be useful in obtaining a lower bound on the product of the small
singular values of My (2). To state it, we let ¢ := > 1)y 4, i.e. ¢ is the orthogonal projection operator onto
the space spanned by USi ;, and p := Y pg ;.

Lemma 5.6. Fiz R < 0o and z € Bc(0,R) \ By. Then for any vector w € CN we have
2 agd ~
e = dwllz < Cy(R0, YN | Ny ()
where C1(R,0, f) is as in Lemma 5.5.

Proof. The proof is a simple application of Lemma 5.5. Since Y 7y ; = 1, 7k ¥k ; = ¥x,;, and {mg ;} are
orthogonal it follows that

2
o = wllf = |3 (e gw = g, = D Imesw = v gw).
Now the result follows from Lemma 5.5 upon noting the fact that {py ;} are orthogonal. O

From Lemma 5.6 we immediately obtain the following corollary.
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Corollary 5.7. Fiz R < 0o and z € Bc(0,R) \ By. Then
ox-e(M(2)) = Co(R,0, £) LN~ o0 o2 i),
where C1(R,0, f) is as in Lemma 5.5.

The proof of Corollary 5.7 is similar to that of Corollary 3.13, and hence omitted.
Remark 5.8. Let {§;}3_; be such that

a061 1 1 53
. < . _ - 73
(5.26) maX{61,52,63, 32ag — 1)} < 1002 (7 2) and 1 < 1

It follows from Corollary 5.7 that there are only at most £ = O(N'~%) singular values of My(z) that are
O(N—3(=1/2)) which upon choosing ey = N~3(1=1/2) in (2.4), implies that N* < £ = o(N/log N). This
verifies that the number of small singular values of My(z), for z € Be(0,R) \ By is as desired. In the
remainder of this paper we will work with {4;}?_, satisfying (5.26).

Equipped with Remark 5.8 we note that it remains to find matching upper and lower bounds, up to sub-
exponential factors, on the product of small singular values. In the context of Theorem 3.1 the upper bound
on the product of the small singular values was achieved by finding a collection of orthonormal vectors which
were approximate singular vectors, and then appealing to Lemma A.2. In the current set-up, one notes that
the approximate singular vectors, in particular {wg(k)}g’ll for any j and k, are not orthogonal. Therefore
we need to work with an orthonormal basis of Sy ;. To this end, a key step will be to obtain bounds on the
determinant of Uy .4l ; where Uy, ; = T My (2)Uy j, and the columns of Uy ; are an orthonormal basis of
Sk,j- We start with bounds on det(2y, ;) where Wy, ; := Wi ;W ;, and Wy, ; is the matrix whose columns
are {w%(k) ,?N(k)

Lemma 5.9. Fiz R < co and z € Bc(0,R) \ By. Let k € [Lo| and j' € [L}] such that b(j ) = = [ij41] \ [¢5] for
some j € [L]U{0}. Assume 0y (k) > 0. Then

) 6N(/€) . b, DN(k}) j
Co(R,0, ) N-20=2% T (|>\g(z,k)| v 1) < det(2Wy, ) < Ca(R, 0, FYN? H (W 2 k)| V 1) :
(=1

for all large N, uniformly over k € [Lo] and j' € [L}], where C2(R,0, f) is some positive finite constant
depending only on d, R, and {fi(-)})_,-

Proof. Throughout the proof, for ease of writing, we write 0 and {Xg}igl instead of 9y (k) and { (=, k)} o2 ON(k .
We first derive the upper bound. Using Hadamard’s inequality we observe that

N N
(5.27) det(Wy;) < [ Wk )ee = ] llwf (8)I13-
=1 =1

We note that ||w](k)||3 = Zb 0 o |Ae?™, where we recall that b; = 4,41 —i; < 2N%. Therefore, using the
fact that z ¢ By, which in turn 1mphes that |As| # 1, we obtain

(5.28) ()13 < 11— 1?74 2R 1A > 1) + 2105 < 1)] -

Since z ¢ By, the desired upper bound follows from (5.27)-(5.28).
For the lower bound, we apply the Cauchy-Binet formula, which gives

(5.29) det(Wy, ;) = §j | det(Wy ;[S]) %,
SC[N]
IS|=dn
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where Wy, ;5] is the On X 0N square submatrix of Wj, ; with rows indexed by S. Hence for a lower bound,
we may pick any S and bound det(20y, ;) > | det(W}, ;[S])|?. Take

S = ([o5 — 0] +45) U (ij41 — 0o + [00])-

Then we can write

(Vi)ie = A, i € [0n — o), £ € [00],

W o [S] = i Vs L (Vz)l,g /\Z+%0 1€ [6]\[ — 00],f S [6]\[ Do],
5, 15] = Ve v, | Where B l+b L Do .

3 V4 (V3)ie = i € [00], ¢ € [00],

(V)i = A;_t’;g‘l—%, i € [00], ¢ € [ — o).

In the cases that either 9y = 0 or 9y = 0y, we need only compute the determinant of Vs or V3 respectively.
Otherwise, by the Schur—complement formula,

(5.30) | det(Wi,[S])] = |det (Fﬁj ‘%D‘ — | det(V3) det(Va) det(Id —V; Vi Vs Vi) .
Observe V5 is a Vandermonde matrix. Writing Vi = V3 - D, where D := d1ag()\ im% L. ,5\2”(;_00), we see

that Vj is also a Vandermonde matrix.
As z ¢ By, we can bound the discriminant of {j\g} from below, and as we can bound |\| < || Tk (2)]|, we
have that there is some C(R,, f) so that

(5.31) [ det(Ve)det(75)?] = 2ITe(2)| v DD [ 1Ae(z) = Ao ()2 = C(R,0, )~ 2000

1<e</<dn
Hence,
o 2b;
(5.32) | det(Ve)* det(Va)?| = C(R, 0, f)~ N2 T <|5\g(z,k)| v 1) ’
=1
Note that the desired lower bound follows from (5.29), (5.30) and (5.32) once we show that
(5.33) Vo 'V vy < 1/2.

To this end, first let us recall the following standard inequality:

M| < ||M||2\/ZT<max{n1,ng} max|M”|
i,j

for any matrix M of dimension ny X na. As || < 1 for £ > 09 + 1 and |Ng| < ||Tx(2)]| for £ < dg, we note
that
V5], [Vall, < oI Te(2)[|° < oN=° and  |[Vall,[IVa]l <.

We can then trivially bound
Va7 = omin(V2) > [det(Va)|/[Val ™ and [V ' ™" = omin(Va) > | det(Va)|/[| Va[P¥ 0.
Hence, using (5.32)
a4DN23 2
| <
| det(V2)] - | det(V3)]
Since z ¢ By, and 461 < 03, the entries of D are bounded below by

(5:34) VWV ID1 < C(R,v, o N®* 5400 D1y

. 1 . 1
(1 + N7351)b]‘70N > exp (2N351 (b] _ 0N)) > exp <8N351+53) > exp(N51/8),

for all large N. Therefore, ||[D~!|| < exp(—N?'/8) and hence, in particular, it is smaller than any power of
N. Thus, from (5.34) we establish (5.33). This completes the proof of the lemma. O
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Building on Lemma 5.9 we now derive bounds on det(8f}; ;1 ;) where we recall that Ll ; 1= my ; My (2)Uy 4,
and the columns of Uy, ; are an orthonormal basis of S ;.

Lemma 5.10. Fiz R < oo and z € Be(0,R) \ By. Let k € [Lo] and j' € [L}] such that b,(f,) = [i541) \ [45]
for some j € [L]U{0}. Assume dn (k) > 0. Then there exists a constant C3(R,d, f) > 1, depending only on
R,0, and {fo(-)}0_,, such that

on (k)

~ 2bj
Cy(R,0, ) N2 20 TT (|N(z R A1) < det(tly 8h)
/=1
2 6N(k) S 2b;
(5.35) < Cy(R,0, N0 T (1(z k) A1)
=1

Proof. Since {'w;(k) Sgl span the subspace Sy ;, there exists a 0y x 0 matrix I' such that Uy ; = Wy ;T". The

orthonormality of the columns of Uy, ; implies I'*20y, ;I" = Id. This in particular implies that I'T* = (%k,j)*l.

Thus

det(Wy ; My (2)* 75y M (2) Wi ;)
det(w;w»)

(5.36) det (8l ;th,;) = det(T* Wy My (2)* w5 e My (2) Wi ;T) =

The bound on the denominator of the RHS of (5.36) follows from Lemma 5.9. To evaluate the numerator

we recall from Lemma 5.3(ii) that pg j My (2)Wj = 0 where 0, xn, s the matrix of zeros of

ijJrlfﬁN)XﬁN’

dimension ny X ng. So, we only need to evaluate the next dn rows of MN(Z)W;CJ.

To this end, we note that for any m =1i;.; —0nx + 1,...,4;41, and £ € [0y], we have
. . ij+l .
(M (2)w] (k))m = (to(k) = 2) (W) (k))m + D tor—m (k) (w] () s
m’'=m-+1
o 41 o,
= (to(k) = 2)A) T 4+ DT (A T
m/=m+1
m+5N
Im—ij—1 » 3 im' —m
=N P = D tem(B)A
m/=ij41+1
m+6N X m+ﬁN—ij+1
m/—i;—1 N Sm’—
== Z tm’—m(kp‘e ! = 7>‘ZJ Z tWL’+ij+1—m(k)/\g 1a
m'=ij41+1 m/=1

where the second last step follows from the fact that Pz,k(j\g) = 0. This implies that

0 0 e 0 5y (k)
N . O(ig+1—6N)X1 0 0 T tﬁN(k) tﬁNfl(k)
T, My (2)w) (k) = —)\ZjAW(k) ,  where A:= : .
Loy (F) tyy_a(k) - t2(k)  ta(R)

It further yields that

R O(ij+1—5N)X5N
Wk’jMN(Z)Wk_’j = —AV(k)AbJ s

O(N*ij+1)><5N
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where A is a diagonal matrix with entries {/A\g}gi_\’17 and recall V (k) is the 0y x 0y matrix whose columns
are {vo(k)}9Y,. Thus

det(Wy My (2)* 7 ;7 i My (2) Wi ;) = det (A*)¥ V (k)* A" AV (k)A™)
(5.37) = l'N[ A2 - det(V (k)V (k)*) - det(A*A).
(=1

Using (5.24) and that z ¢ By (cf. Lemma 5.4) respectively,
det(V ()V (K)") =] det(V (k)2 < | T(2)|P¥E 1 = 0 (N5 |

-1
[det(V (k)" 2 N727 - ( sup faN(:wP”l) .

z€[0,1]
As for A, det(A) = tﬁN(k)ﬁN, and so
N72% < det(A*A) < sup |f;,, ()|
z€[0,1]
Now the desired bound on det (&t} ;U ;) follows from (5.36)-(5.37), upon an application of Lemma 5.9.
O

. Building on Lemma 5.10 we now derive the upper bound on the product of small singular values of
My (2). Before proceeding to the statement of the relevant result let us remind the reader that we chose a
partition of {by}12, of [N] such that for k € [Lo] U {0}, by := {i € [N] : [iN%~'] = k}. We also noted
that N1=% /2 < |bs| < 2N'=% for all k € [Lo] U {0}. We then considered a refinement {{b,(cj )}f,’;l}iio of
{bx}Fo, where N% /2 < |bY)| < 2N% for all k € [Lo] U {0} and j/ € [L}]. Finally recall that 0 = iy <
1o < i3 < -+ < ipy1 = N, with L := Eiio L;., are the endpoints of the partition {{b](cj/)}f,’;l ﬁim and
bj :=i;41 —i;. Therefore fixing k € [Lo] U {0}, and j € [L}] fixes j € [L] U {0} such that 6Y" = [i;.1] \ [i,].

Corollary 5.11. Fiz R < oo and z € Bc(0,R)\ By. Recall £ := Zéio L -on(k) and L = Zﬁio L. Then

o1 A 5 , Lo on(k) A [o5]
[T ok (2)) < Co(R,0, )P N 2L TT T (e, k) A1)
m=0 k=0 (=1

for all large N, where C3(R,0, f) is as in Lemma 5.10. If, for some k, Oyx(k) = 0, then the innermost
product becomes empty which, by convention, is set to equal 1.

Proof. Fix k € [Lo] U {0}, and j € [L}] such that 6" := [i;11] \ [i;]. Let U be the N x dy (k) matrix
whose columns form an orthonormal basis of Sy ;. Denote
(5.38) U .= [Uo,o o Uopy—1r Uiy - Uipger,—1 oo ULo,L] .

Note that if ~n (k) = 0 for some k, then Uy ; is an empty matrix. Therefore, it is equivalent to ignore such
k’s while constructing the matrix U. We will show that

. . 12 . L LednG) o
(5.39) (det(U*MN(z)*MN(z)U)) < {C;;(R@ N Mml} TI 11 (w(z,k)ml) .
k=0 (=1

Since, the columns of U are orthonormal, this, together with Lemma A.2, yields the desired upper bound
on the product of small singular values.

Turning to prove (5.39) we note the following: For any k € [Lo] U {0} and j’ € [L}] such that b,gjl) =
[i;41] \ [i;] and dx (k) > 0, the columns of My (z)Uy ; belong to the subspace

. 41 . ij
Tk, = span <{€m}m:ij+1—DN(’C)-H7 {em}m:ij—ﬁN(k*)*—l) ’
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where (a) k= := k if j/ > 1, and (b) k= := k — 1 if j/ = 1, and we set Ox(—1) := 0.

This, in particular, implies that
(5.40) det(U* My (2)* My (2)U) = det(W3-447),
where {7 is matrix obtained from 7 My (z)U = My (z)U by deleting its zero rows, and 77 is the orthogonal
projection onto span(Us . (x)507k,;)- For any v € CN, let us denote 7y jv to be the bj-dimensional vector
obtained from 7 jv by deletmg its zero rows. Equipped with this notation, we also note that £l isa £ x £
block upper triangular matrix with {7y ;Mn(2)Uy ;} as its diagonal blocks. This yields that

(5.41) det(8lr) = [ det(fr; My (2)Us).

Since

det(U,:’jMN( ) ijﬂk,gMN( )Uk,j) = det(Ug’jMN(Z)*ﬂ';:’jﬂk’jMN(Z)Uk’j),
combining (5.40)-(5.41), and applying Lemma 5.10 we arrive at (5.39). This completes the proof of the
lemma. ([l

It remains to find a matching lower bound on the product of the small singular values. Recall the notation
Lo, L, £, see (5.1),(5.3),(5.25).

Lemma 5.12. Fiz R < 0o and z € B¢(0, R)\ By. Then there exists a constant C4(R,0, ), depending only
on R,0, and {fi}3_,, such that

£-1 . 5 5 g8y Lo aN(k) ‘bkl
I on—m(¥x(2)) > (04(R,b, FNTO 0B 52+4°53+72<2a0-1>) eI 11 (w 2, k)| A 1) :
m=0 k=0 /(=1

for all large N.

The proof of Lemma 5.12 is similar to that of Proposition 3.14. Hence, we provide only a brief outline
below.

Proof of Lemma 5.12. Using Lemma A.2 again we see that it is enough to find a uniform lower bound on
£
H [ My (2) w2

over all collections of orthonormal vectors {wm} Analogous to the proof of Proposition 3.14 we bound

m=1"
each || My (2)wpm |2 in one of two ways. If 1 — ||[pw,,[|3 > 5% then applying Lemma 5.6 we deduce

~ ~ agd
(542) ||MN(z)wm||2 > ||pMN(Z)’LUm||2 > \/Tf’gcl (R, 2, f)_lN_(Qaél+D252+263+§(2"?0%1)),
where we recall that ¢ is the orthogonal projection onto the subspace S := span(USy ;).
Without loss of generality, assume wy,, m € [p] satisfies 1 — [[wy, |3 < 5%. Proceeding similarly as in the
steps leading to (3.33) we find

1T 11V (2) g o-

m=1

p
(5.43) T 185 (2 w2 >

m=1

<C1(R, 0, f)_lN_(2°51+°252+253+m§?7§im) ) g
4(IMN ()] v 1)

Let Y7 be the matrix whose columns are {¢w,,}? _;. Since the columns of U span the subspace S, there
must exist an £ X p matrix A; such that Y7 = UA;. We extend the matrix A; to an £ x £ matrix A so
that the last £ — p columns of A are orthonormal and are also orthogonal to the first p columns of A;. Set
Y := UA and let us denote the columns of Y to be y,,, for m € [£].

Turning to bound the RHS of (5.43), by Hadamard’s inequality we now find that

det(Y* My (= )*MN(Z)Y).
Hm =p+1 ||MN( Jymll3

(5.44) 1T 10 () w3 =
m=1
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We separately bound the numerator and the denominator of (5.44). An argument similar to the proof of
(3.36) yields

(5.45) 1M (2)ymll2 < | M (2)]]-
It remains to find a lower bound of the numerator of (5.44). To obtain such a bound, we observe that
(5.46) det(Y* My (2)* My (2)Y) = det(U* My (2)* My (2)U) det(AA*).

Proceeding similarly as in the proof of (5.39), and applying the lower bound derived in Lemma 5.10 we
deduce

R R _ Lo 61\7(’6) . 2‘[] ‘
(5.47) det (U* My (2)* My (2)U) = {Ca(R.0, f)N #2537 T ] (|)\g(z,k)\ A 1) o
k=0 =1
Arguments analogous to (3.37) further show that det(AA*) > 27¢ > 27°L. Plugging this bound in (5.46),
and using (5.47) we obtain
R . Lo aN(k) Q‘f)k‘
det(Y* Ny (2)* My (2)Y) = {Cs(R,0, )22 NP +20: 32 TT T (IM 2 k)| A 1) .
k=0 ¢=1

Therefore, from (5.43)-(5.45), and using the fact that p < £ < 0L, we derive

L, (k)

2 apdy
I I Gl > (ca(R,a,f>03<R,o,f>N"’°5l“° 52*”‘”’“@%‘”) TLIT (eemian)™
) B () v D) b0 i

Since by the Gershgorin circle theorem, || My (2)| < |2| + 30_, SUp,eoq | fe(@)], using (5.42) we complete
the proof of the lower bound. |

m=1

We are now ready to finish the proof of Theorem 4.4.

Proof of Theorem 4.4. The tightness of the sequence of random probability measures {LMN}NGN in P(R),
the set of all probability measures on R is immediate from the domination by singular values, see the proof
of Corollary 3.6. Therefore, by Prokhorov’s theorem {L My }nven admits subsequential limits. We need to
show that all subsequential limits coincide and are given by the deterministic probability measure jip, .

Suppose on the contrary that there exists a subsequence {N,,,} such that the above does not hold, i.e. the
limit along the subsequence is not py y. We fix a further arbitrary subsequence {N,,,} C {N,,} with
Np,,, > 2" for all n € N and prove for that subsequence that

(5.48) Ly

My, = lo,f @ n — 00, in probability.

This will prove the theorem. Turning to the proof of (5.48), we first apply [20, Theorem 2.8.3] and deduce
that it is enough to show that for Lebesgue a.e. z € C,

(5.49) EMN ( ) =Ly, ;(2), as mn—o0, in probability,

where £ MN(') is the log-potential of the ESD of My. Since o, is compactly supported, one can check the
proof of [20, Theorem 2.8.3] to deduce that in fact it suffices to establish (5.49) for Lebesgue a.e. z € B¢(0, R)
for some large R.

We will show that given any & > 0, there exists a set B. C C, depending on the subsequence {Npm, }, with
Leb(B.) < ¢, such that for all z € Be(0, R) \ B., the convergence in (5.49) holds. Since e > 0 is arbitrary,
this will complete the proof of (5.49).

Toward this end, define B, := Un>no(e) BN,,, U fo([0,1]) for some ng(e) > 1, where By is as in Lemma
5.4. Since fo(+) is a ap-Holder continuous function with g > 1/2, a simple volumetric estimate shows that
Leb(fo([0,1])) = 0. Hence, using Lemma 5.4 and the union bound we see that, given any € > 0, there exists
no := no(e) such that Leb(B.) < e. With this choice of the set B., we now prove (5.49).
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To this end, our goal is to apply Theorem 2.1. We need to show that all the assumptions of Theorem
2.1 are satisfied. From Remark 5.8 we have that for any z € Bc(0, R) \ Be, N* = o(IN/log N) along the
subsequence {N,, }. Therefore applying Theorem 2.1 we conclude that for z € Bc(0, R) \ 5.,

A 1
log |det(My,,, (2))| — N

Mn Mn

(5.50) log | det B(MNmn (z))|‘ —0, as n—o00, in probability.

Thus it remains to find

lim
n— oo

log det ‘B(MNmn (z))‘ .

Mn

To this end, we note that
|det M (2)] _ TI% [to(k) — 2/1®!
Hi;vz*o on—p(Mn(2)) H;V:*O on—p(Mn(2))

Since | My (z)|| = O(1) for any z € Be(0, R), and N* < £ = O(N'~%) by (5.25), using the definition of N*
we have that

(5.51) |det B(My(2))| =

£-1
Jim e | T own, (v, () | =0
p=N*+1

Hence, it is enough to find lim, . Y, (2) and show that it equals £, ,(z), where

Lo
1
T,(z):= 5 log <Z [bx|log |to(k) — 2| — ZlogoN MNM( ))) .

k=0

Since £ = O(N'~%), we have, using Lemma 5.12, that for any z € Be(0, R) \ Bz,

Lo 5N7nn (k)
limsup T,,(2) < limsup ——log [ S be] { loglto(k) — 2/ — > log <|5\g(z,k)| A 1)
n—o00 n—oo My k=0 =1
1 Lo ONm,, (k)
(5.52) = lim_>sup I log Z [by| Z log <|)\g(z7 k)| v 1) + log |tﬁzvmn ) (K] )
nee S k=0 =1
where the last step follows from the fact that {\(z, k)} o2 oN (k) are the eigenvalues of the matrix Ty (z), and
hence
O, (k)
T % z—to(k
(5.59) I e b)) = der(mia))| = oo
= RG]
We claim that for any z € B¢ (0, R) \ B.,
6N7"n (k)
(5.54) sup  sup Z log <|)\g(z,k)\ v 1) + log |t3Nmn(k)(k)| <C(f,0,R) <

n  ke[Lo]u{0} —1

for some constant C(f,0, R) depending only on {f¢}?_,, 9, and R. Indeed, noting that the closed set
f0([0,1]) € Be, we have ng := dist(z, fo([0,1]) > 0. Upon using the triangle inequality we therefore conclude
that there exists 7 > 0, such that for every k € [Lo] U{0}, every root of the polynomial equation P, () = 0
is greater than n in absolute value. Thus,

Ny, (K)

sup |3 og (IAe(z k) AL)| < 3] log(m)].

ke[LoJu{0} | =4
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for all n. Since no < [z — to(k)| < R+ sup,¢po.q) [fo(z)|, for all k € [Lo] U {0}, using (5.53) again the claim
in (5.54) follows.

Next fix z € [0,1]. Tt is easy to check that for any z € (0,1), P, x(\) = P...()\) where k = [N’ |. Since
the roots of a polynomial are continuous function of its coefficients we have that

Ny, (k) o(2)
3 tog ([Rel= k) V1) +loglta, (B = Doz (h(za)] V 1) + log | fyiay @)l
=1 =1

as n — 0o, where k = |zN% |. Therefore, using (5.54) and the bounded convergence theorem, from (5.52)
we deduce that
1 (3@
limsup Ty () < /0 S log (el 2)| V1) +10g | fy oy (2)] b di = Ly, (2):

n— o0 =1
Now applying Corollary 5.11 and using a similar reasoning as above, it also follows that for any z € Bc(0, R)\
B., we have liminf, .o Tpn(2) > Ly, ;(2). This together with (5.50) shows that, for any ¢ > 0, the

convergence in (5.49) holds for all z outside a set of Lebesgue measure at most €. Hence, the proof of the
theorem is now complete. O

APPENDIX A. SOME ALGEBRAIC FACTS

In this section we collect a couple of standard matrix results which have been used in the proofs appearing
in Sections 2, 3, and 5.

The first result shows that the determinant of the sum of the two matrices can be expressed as a linear
combination of products of the determinants of appropriate sub-matrices. The proof trivially follows from
the definition of the determinant. For a proof we refer the reader to [14]. We adopt the convention that the
determinant of the matrix of size zero is one. The following result essentially follows from the definition of
the determinant of a matrix.

Lemma A.1. For an N x N matriz A, and X,Y C [N] we write A[X,Y] for the sub-matriz of A which
consists of the rows in X and the columns in'Y. Then for any two N x N matrices A and B we have

(A1) det(A+B)= > (—1)%n(ex)ssnov) det(A[X,Y]) det(BX,Y)),

X,YC[N]
|X[=1Y]

where X := [N]\ X, Y := [N]\Y and oz for Z € {X,Y} is the permutation on [N] which places all the
elements of Z before all the elements of Z, but preserves the order of elements within the two sets.

The next lemma deals with the characterization of products of singular values.

Lemma A.2. Let A be a N x N matriz. Then for any k < N — 1, we have

k E
A2 on_w(A) = inf (det(Z;A*AZ))/? = inf A2,
#-2) kH Now(A) = dnf o (det(Ef £)) €0.E1,mmmk H 148 Iz
=0 k'=0
where the infimums are taken over set of orthonormal vectors {£o,&1,...,&} and Ey is the matriz whose

columns are {1k, _,.

The equality (A.2) can be thought of as a generalization of Courant-Fischer-Weyl min-max principle.
The equality of the leftmost and the rightmost terms in (A.2) follows from [13, Page 200, Ex. 12]. For
completeness, we provide a proof.

Proof. Using Hadamard’s determinantal inequality we first observe that

k
inf  (det(EpA*AEL))? < inf A |-
£0:&15--,€k ( ( k k)) T €061, 56k k]’;IO ” Sk H2
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Next setting &, &1, - - ., & to be the right singular vectors of A corresponding to on(A),on-1(A),...,on—_k(A),
respectively, we see that the product of the o-norms of A/, for k' = 0,1, ..., k, equals the product of (k+1)-
st smallest singular values of A. Hence, we deduce

H oN—i P H ALk |2-

717

k/f k:/f
Therefore to prove (A.2) it is enough to show that
(A.3) H on_w(A) < inf  (det(Z;A*AZ,))Y2.

Py £0,€15--58k

Let A = UXW be the singular value decomposition of A. Thus
(A.4) det(Z} A*AZ}) = det(EW*S2WEy).

Instead of taking the infimum over all =, whose columns are othonormal, we may change variables and
take the infimum over all W), = WZj, which is again a collection of (k + 1) orthonormal columns. Applying
Cauchy-Binet formula,

det(WpS?Wy) = > [det((SWi)[S])[%,

SCI[N]
|S|=k+1

where (XW})[S] is the (k4 1) x (k+ 1) matrix with rows in S. Since X is a diagonal matrix we observe that

det((ZW)[S]) = det(( D) - ] oi(A) > det(( H on—iw(
€S k’=0
Hence
k k
et (Wi W) > [ odow(4) 3 1det(W[SDP = [ ohu(A) det(Wy i),
k=0 SC[N] k=0
|S|=k-+1
where we have again applied the Cauchy-Binet formula. Since the columns of W}, are orthonormal, combining
the above with (A.4), the inequality (A.3) follows. This completes the proof. O
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