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Large deviations for extreme eigenvalues of deformed Wigner random matrices
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We present a large deviation principle at speed N for the largest eigenvalue of some additively deformed Wigner
matrices. In particular this includes Gaussian ensembles with full-rank general deformation. For the non-
Gaussian ensembles, the deformation should be diagonal, and we assume that the laws of the entries have sharp
sub-Gaussian Laplace transforms and satisfy certain concentration properties. For these latter ensembles we
establish the large deviation principle in a restricted range (—oo,z.), where z. depends on the deformation only
and can be infinite.
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1 INTRODUCTION

1.1 Deformed ensembles: typical behavior. In this paper, our goal is to prove a large deviation principle
(LDP) for the largest eigenvalue of the random matrix

W
Xy = —~ + Dy. (1.1)

VN

Here Y/V—% lies in a particular class of real or complex Wigner matrices. Specifically, we will ask that the laws of the
entries of Wy have sub-Gaussian Laplace transforms with certain variances, and that these laws satisfy concentration
properties. The archetypal examples of this class are the Gaussian ensembles (GOE and GUE). We also assume that
Dy is a deterministic matrix whose empirical spectral measure tends to a deterministic limit up and whose extreme
eigenvalues tend to the edges of pp. In all of our proofs we will assume that Dy is diagonal, but by rotational
invariance, our results hold for the deformed Gaussian models even when Dy is not diagonal. More details on our
assumptions will be given in Section

If we write A; (M) < --- < Ay (M) for the eigenvalues of a self-adjoint matrix M and fin = & Ef;l Ox,(m) for
its empirical measure, it is well-known that

fixy — psc B up,

both almost surely and in expectation, where py. is the semicircle law normalized as pg(dz) = 5=+/(4 — %) 1 dz and
p B v is the free convolution of the probability measures p and v [Pastur, 1972|Voiculescu, 1991].

If 1 is a compactly supported measure on R, we write 1(x) and r(u) for the left and right endpoints, respectively,
of its support. For some special cases of our model, it is known that

AN(XN) = r(psc Bup) almost surely.
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New cases will be a corollary of our large deviation principle; see Remark below for details.

Our model also exhibits edge universality for many choices of Dy; that is, the fluctuations of Ay (X ), rescaled
appropriately, are known to follow the Tracy-Widom distribution. This was first established by [Shcherbina, 2011]
for the deformed GUE, if jip, — pp quickly (d(fipy,pup) = O(N~2/37¢) is enough, where d is defined in Equation
([C3)) and without outliers. The convergence-rate assumption was removed by [Capitaine and Péché, 2016, which
also allowed a finite number of outliers in a controlled way, under a technical assumption implying that pp does not
decay too quickly near its edges. The assumption of Gaussianity was removed by [Lee and Schnelli, 2015], under a
similar technical assumption on pp.

1.2 History of large deviations in random matrixz theory. The history of LDPs for random matrix theory
is fairly sparse. The first result, from [Ben Arous and Guionnet, 1997], is for the empirical measure of the Gaussian
ensembles. The first LDP for the largest eigenvalue of a random matrix ensemble, namely for the GOE, appeared
in [Ben Arous et al., 2001]. We mention also [Fey et al., 2008] for the largest eigenvalue of thin sample covariance
matrices, and [Bordenave and Caputo, 2014] for the empirical measure and [Augeri, 2016] for the largest eigenvalue
of Wigner matrices whose entries have tails heavier than Gaussian.

There are also several results for the large deviations of deformed random matrices. For example, the paper
[Guionnet and Zeitouni, 2002] studied large deviations of the empirical measure of full-rank deformations of Gaussian
ensembles, making rigorous a prediction from [Matytsin, 1994]. The largest eigenvalue of a rank-one deformation
of a Gaussian ensemble was studied by [Maida, 2007]; this result was recovered as the time-one marginal of a large
deviation principle for Hermitian Brownian motions in [Donati-Martin and Maida, 2012]. Finite-rank deformations,
rather than rank-one deformations, were covered in [Benaych-Georges et al., 2012].

Our work builds on the recent papers |[Guionnet and Husson, 2018] and [Guionnet and Maida, 2018]. These
works use techniques discussed below to establish LDPs for extreme eigenvalues, treating respectively sharp sub-
Gaussian Wigner matrices and the free-convolution model A + UBU* (with U Haar orthogonal or Haar unitary).
This method was also adapted in [Biroli and Guionnet, 2019] to study joint large deviations of the largest eigenvalue
and of one component of the corresponding eigenvector for rank-one deformations of Gaussian ensembles. Very
recently, [Augeri et al., 2019] adapted this method to study non-sharp sub-Gaussian Wigner matrices; see Remark
23l below for a precise explanation of this terminology.

1.3 Large deviations for ensembles with full-rank deformations. In many large-deviations proofs, one
wants to tilt measures by a Laplace transform. The insight of the paper [Guionnet and Husson, 2018] was that the
appropriate Laplace transform in our context is the so-called (rank-one) spherical integral

E,[eN0teMe), (1.2)

Here M is an N x N self-adjoint matrix, 6 > 0 is the argument of the Laplace transform, and the integration E. is
over vectors e uniform on the unit sphere S¥~! (we take SV=1 c RY if M is real, or S¥=! ¢ C¥ if M is complex,
so that (L2)) is real). If M is a random matrix, then ([2]) is a random variable. This is a special case of the famous
Harish-Chandra/Itzykson/Zuber integral.

For an LDP for the model ([I.1]), we encounter two technical challenges. If we write Py for the law of X and Ex,,
for the corresponding expectation (and define Eyy,, in the obvious way), then the main challenge is the computation
of

1 1
lim NlogEXN [E[eN0(eXNe] = lim NlogEe[EWN [eﬁe(e’WNe>]-eNe(e’DNe>]. (1.3)

N—o00 N—o0
The term Ex, [Ec[eN?(Xne}]] appears as a normalization constant when tilting the measure, so its logarithmic
asymptotics appear as part of the rate function. To understand these asymptotics when Wy is not Gaussian, we use
the method of [Guionnet and Husson, 2018, Lemma 3.2] to understand Ey, [eVN?(©Wne)] pointwise for unit vectors
e that are delocalized in an appropriate sense. We combine this with the new result (see Lemma 4] below)

Ee 16 elocalize No(e.Dwe)
for 6 small enough depending on up, ngnoo N log [ Id[-z:[;\;@(j;zv@] ] =0.

The qualifier “for 6 small enough” means that, via this argument, we can only obtain large-deviations asymptotics
of events that localize Ay (Xx) below some critical threshold z., which depends on the deformation pup only. We
show z. > r(psc B up) with strict inequality except in degenerate cases, and that z. can be infinite. For example,
Z. = 400 when pup is the uniform measure on an interval. For the Gaussian ensembles, the limit in (3] is directly



computable for every # > 0 without recourse to this delocalization problem, so our results for those models are
stronger.
The second difficulty is that we need a concentration result of the form

lim El log P (d(fixyspse Bup) > N7%) = —c0 (1.4)
N—oco N

for k > 0 small enough, where d is defined in ([5]). With ps.Bup replaced with E[fix, ], this is standard concentration
of linear statistics [Guionnet and Zeitouni, 2000], easily extended to our model. To approximate E[fix, | with ps.Bup,
we use local laws for deformed ensembles [Lee et al., 2016,[Lee and Schnelli, 2015, [Erdds et al., 2019]. Our argument
is slightly technical, since these local laws let us approximate E[fix, ], not directly by ps. B pp, but by a measure
close to psc B fipy , so several intermediate comparisons are needed.

The organization of the paper is as follows: In Section 2] we state our assumptions and main result with com-
mentary and examples. In Section Bl we provide background on spherical integrals, introduce the tilted measures,
and provide a high-level overview of the technique as well as proofs of weak-large-deviations upper and lower bounds.
These arguments rely on several key lemmas, the proofs of which make up the remaining three sections. In Section
[ we address the first technical issue discussed above. In Section Bl we prove exponential tightness for our model,
then address the second technical issue discussed above. In Section [ we establish properties of the rate function.
Throughout, our results are stated for both the real and complex cases, but we only give proofs in the real case. The
proofs in the complex case require only minor modifications.

Conventions. We use the shorthand g for the symmetry class at hand: S = 1 refers to real symmetric matri-
ces and = 2 refers to complex Hermitian matrices. Our norm || M| on matrices is the operator norm [[M| =
Sup|y|,=1 [[Mull2. Our metric d on probability measures will be the Dudley distance (also called the bounded-
Lipschitz distance), given by

oup ) = )

d(p,v) = sup { ‘/fd(u -v)

+ 1 fllp < 1}. (1.5)

Recall that this distance metrizes weak convergence.
Finally, we recall the Stieltjes transform and the Voiculescu R-transform of a compactly supported probability
measure. If p is a probability measure on R the convex hull of whose support is [a,b], then we will normalize its

Stieltjes transform G, as
_ [ p(dt)
G#(y) = / y—t
If we write G, (a) = limyy, G, (y) and G, (b) = limy, G, (y), then it can be shown that G, is a bijection from R\ [a, b]
to (Gu(a),Gu(b)) \ {0}. We will write

K+ (Gu(a), Gu(®)\ {0} = B\ [a,]

for its functional inverse, and write
1

Ruly) = Kuly) = -

for its Voiculescu R-transform, which linearizes free convolution: R,m, = R, + R,.

Acknowledgements. The author would like to thank Paul Bourgade for many helpful discussions, and Alice Guion-
net and Ofer Zeitouni for explaining that one assumption in an early version of this paper was superfluous.

2 MAIN RESULT
2.1 Assumptions. We first present our assumptions on Dy, which will be made throughout, even though we will
only state them in the presentation of the main results.

Assumption I. The matrix Dy is real, diagonal, and deterministic, and its empirical measure fip, tends weakly
as N — oo to a compactly supported probability measure up. Furthermore,

AN(DN) = x(pup),
AM(DN) = 1(pp).



Assumption II. There exist C' > 0 and ¢y > 0 such that
d(:aDNhu’D) < CONT.

Remark 2.1. We emphasize that pp is allowed to be quite poorly behaved. For example, it can be singular with

respect to Lebesgue measure. It can also have disconnected support Notice that Assumption [[Ilis fairly mild. For

example, if yup has a density and the entries of Dy are the ——quantﬂes of up, then in fact d(fipy, up) = O(%) If

the entries of Dy were obtained from i.i.d. random Variables we would have d(fip,,pup) = O(ﬁ)

In fact, the proof of Lemma below shows that, instead of Assumption [ it suffices to bound the difference
between the Stieltjes transforms of jip, and up at distance N~% from the real line, for § > 0 small enough.

We will write the Laplace transform of a measure p on C as

T,(t) == /e%(zz)u(dz).

If in fact p is supported on R and ¢ is real, this reduces to the familiar
7,0) = [ e*u(do)

We assume that WX ~ is a Wigner matrix, by which we mean that its entries are independent up to the self-adjoint
condition. Our assumptions on the Wigner part are named, rather than numbered, to emphasize that our results
apply under either of them, rather than both of them.

Gaussian Hypothesis. The matrix Y/V—% is distributed according to the Gaussian Orthogonal Ensemble if § = 1,

or the Gaussian Unitary Ensemble if § = 2. (That is, the law of Wy on the space of symmetric/Hermitian matrices
has density proportional to exp(—Btr(W3)/4).)

SSGC Hypothesis. (This labelling stands for “sharp sub-Gaussian and concentrates,” and matches the assumptions
of [Guionnet and Husson, 2018].)
Write plV ; for the law of the (7, j)th entry of Wy.

1. Assume both of the following.

e The first and second moments match those of the relevant Gaussian ensemble. In our normalization, this
means that for every N € N and 4,5 € [1, N], if 8 = 1 we have

/qu,vj(dx) 0, / 2N (dz) = 1+ b5,

whereas if § =2 and i # j we have

[ R = [ = [REsEH ) = o
1
3

[rerud) = [ 9y @) -

If 5 = 2, then each p}; is supported on R, with [ zul;(dz) =0 and [ 2?u);(dz) =
e For every N € N and i, j € [1, N], the measure u - has a sharp sub-Gaussian Laplace transform:

teRif =1 [t (1 + 65)
for all Tox (t) < B T0%0 ), 2.2
e {te(Cifﬁ:2 ! “m()—e’{p< 28 2.2)

2. In addition, assume one of the following concentration-type hypotheses.
e There exists a constant ¢ independent of N such that, for all N € N and all 4,5 € [1, N], the law ,ufvj
satisfies a log-Sobolev inequality with constant c.

e There exists a compact set K independent of N (real if 8 = 1, or complex if 8 = 2) such that, for all
N € N and all 4,5 € [1, N], the law ,ufvj is supported in K.



Remark 2.3. A list of examples satisfying the SSGC|Hypothesis is provided in [Guionnet and Husson, 2018]. Among
these examples are real matrices whose entries follow the Rademacher law %((5_1 + d41) or the uniform law on

[—/3, /3] (appropriately rescaled on the diagonal).
In the literature, it is common to call a centered measure p on R with unit variance sub-Gaussian whenever

1
A :=2sup 2 log T),(t)
teR

is finite. We emphasize that we are asking for more; in ([2.2]) we require A = 1 (off the diagonal, with appropriate
modifications otherwise), and following [Guionnet and Husson, 2018] we call such measures sharp sub-Gaussian. This
is a strict subclass; for example, the law of %BG, where B ~ Bernoulli(p) and G ~ N(0,1) are independent, has unit
variance but A = 1/p. This example appears in [Augeri et al., 2019, which treats the general case A > 1, with zero
deformation.

2.2 Main result.

Definition 2.4. For a compactly supported measure v, a parameter § > 0, and a real number .# > r(v), define

S0 Ru(tyat 0 < 20 < G, (),

Jw,0,.4)=JPW,0, 4) =
( ) ( = Yon - g [1 +log (%9)] — & [og(A —y)(dy) it 20 > G, ().

(2.5)

(If A = r(v), we recall our convention G, (r(v)) = limy () G, (y), which is possibly infinite.) In Section B.1] we will
explain how this function arises as the limit of appropriately normalized spherical integrals.
For > r(psc B up) and 6 > 0, we define

92
I(B)(x,ﬁ) = J(psc i uDaeax) - E - J(MDueur(uD))

and then set
1@ (z) = I+ " if 2 < x(pse B pp),
suppso 17 (2,0) if x> r(psc B pup).

We will show below that
I (z) = 21W ()

for all measures up.
To state our result, we will need the following critical threshold.

Definition 2.6. Given the compactly supported measure pp, define the real number z. by

Te = x.(pip) = r(up) + Gup (x(pp)) if Gup(x(pp)) < 400,
’ ‘ +oo otherwise.

It will be shown in Proposition below that x. > r(psc B pp), with equality if and only if an inequality involving
the Stieltjes transform of yp degenerates.

The main result of the paper is the following:
Theorem 2.7. Suppose that Assumptions [l and [I1 hold.

1. If the [Gaussianl Hypothesis holds, then the law of the largest eigenvalue Ay (Xy) satisfies a large deviation
principle at speed N with the good rate function I('B)(:v). By rotational invariance, we have the same result
when Dy is not diagonal but simply symmetric (if 8 = 1) or Hermitian (if § = 2) and satisfies the rest of the
requirements of Assumption [l

2. If instead the[SSGA Hypothesis holds, then the law of the largest eigenvalue Ay (X ) satisfies what we will call
a “restricted large deviation principle on (—oo,x.)” at speed N with the good rate function %) (z). This means
the following:



o For every closed set F' C (—o0,x.), we have

limsup%bg]P’N()\N(XN) € F) < —inf I (x). (2.8)

N —o00 zeF

e For every open set G C (—oo,x.), we have

1
fooe b S B) (). .
l}gélof ¥ logPyn(An(XN) € G) > znelfGI (x) (2.9)
3. In particular, if the[SSGA Hypothesis holds and up is such that x. = +00, then the law of the largest eigenvalue
AN (X N) satisfies a large deviation principle at speed N with the good rate function I(ﬂ)(:t) in the usual sense.

Remark 2.10. See Proposition below for a more in-depth study of the function I®)(z). There, it is shown that
I®)(z) has a unique minimizer at x = r(ps. B pp), where it takes the value zero. In particular, if the
Hypothesis holds, or if the [SSGC| Hypothesis holds and pp is such that . = 400, then

AN(Xn) = r(pse Bup) almost surely. (2.11)

This result appears to be new in the real case when psc B p is multicut, and in the complex non-Gaussian case when
pseBpp is multicut and (Dy )R, has “internal outliers” between the connected components of supp(up) that persist
as N — co. (Recall that we forbid “external outliers” by assuming Ay (Dy) — r(pp) and A\ (Dn) — 1(up).) In the
literature Equation (2-T1]) appears as an easy corollary of edge universality results, or as a special case of BBP results
when the deforming matrix Dy has no external outliers. For example, it follows from [Capitaine and Péché, 2010]
for deformed GUE, possibly multicut with internal outliers, under some assumptions about the decay rate of yup near
its edges; from [Lee and Schnelli, 2015] for general real or complex noise if up is such that ps. B up is supported on
a single interval with square-root decay at its two edges; and from [Belinschi and Capitaine, 2017] in the complex
(and possibly multicut) case with no outliers. Of course, all of these papers achieve much more.

Remark 2.12. The proof of the “restricted LDP,” i.e., of Equations (2:9) and (2.8)), follows in the classical way from
estimates of small-ball probabilities via a weak large deviation principle and exponential tightness, except that we
can only lower-bound small-ball probabilities Px(|An(Xn) — 2| < 0) for z < z. rather than z € R. However, we can
upper-bound these probabilities for all = (see Theorem B4), so Equation (2.8]) actually holds for all closed F C R,
not just F' C (—o0, xc).

Remark 2.13. Of course, one would prefer to write the rate function non-variationally, and we can do this when
the argument is at or above the critical threshold z.(up). Proposition shows that, for all © > r(ps. B up), the
supremum in the definition of I(x) is achieved at a unique 6. For x > z. (which is relevant for the Gaussian case),
this 6, is given explicitly as 6, = %(x —r(up)); thus if z > z.(up),

. B [(z—x(up))?
o> aup), 10@) = 5 [CTEIODT - frone ) (e 8 un)(ay) + [ loa(r(up) — punlay)]|
(If zc(pup) < oo, then [log(r(up) — y)up(dy) < oo.) But for subcritical = values, 6, is defined implicitly in the
proof of Proposition as the unique solution of the constrained problem

B

2 2 .
—0 + K,p (EHJC) =z subject to 0, € (§GpscEEuD (r(psc B up)), gGHD (r(uD))> . (2.14)

B

We have not found a way to solve this constrained problem explicitly, nor to write [ (ﬁ)(:zr, 0..) explicitly at its
solution. If the domain of 8, in the constraint were instead (0, gG poeBun (T(pse Bup))), the equation would simplify
to K, mup (%Gm) = z, which has the solution 6, = ngschD (x). But K, m,,(-) is not generally guaranteed to exist
for arguments larger than G, g, (r(psc B pp)), and even when extendable it may not be globally invertible.

Thus our rate function remains implicit for subcritical x values. Nevertheless, in some simple cases the constrained
problem can be solved explicitly; two examples are given below in Sections 2.3 and 241

Remark 2.15. If Dy = 0, then z,. = +o0,

19 () = +00 ifr <2 [4oo ifz<2
- 2 - T .
supezo{J(psc,t?,x)—%} ifz>2 SyviE—4dt ifx>2,



and we recover [Guionnet and Husson, 2018, Theorems 1.4 and 1.5, which in particular includes the classical LDP
for the Gaussian ensembles. (The last equality in the above display is true by [Guionnet and Husson, 2018| Section
4.1].) Notice that we get the same rate function if Dy is not identically zero but rather ||Dy|| — 0 sufficiently
quickly.

Remark 2.16. One wants to recover large deviations for BBP-type problems, so it is tempting to conjecture that, if
the largest eigenvalue of Dy tends not to r(up) but to some p > r(pp), then an LDP should hold for Ay (Xy) at
speed N with the good rate function

N 400 if 2 < r(psc B pp)
I(ﬂ)(x — 92 .
SUPp>0 {J(pSC B up,0,z) — G — J(up, 0, p)} otherwise.

But, at least for certain simple situations, such a conjecture would be wrong. For example, suppose that W—\/% is

distributed according to the GOE (if 5 = 1) or the GUE (if 8 = 2), that up = do (so that psc B up = psc), and that
Dy has N — 1 zero eigenvalues with one spike at, say, 2 for concreteness. Then it is known [Maida, 2007, Theorem
1.2] that Ay (X ) satisfies an LDP at speed N with the good rate function

f(ﬁ)(g;)— +00 T <2
- gfgmdz_g(x_g)+§[x2_(gﬂ x> 2.

(The published rate function has a typo; it is corrected in the v2 arXiv posting. We also normalize the semicircle

law differently.) Notice that this vanishes uniquely at z = g, which lies outside supp(ps.) — this model is past the

BBP phase transition. But in this situation we can compute
+o0 x <2
1Pz =<0 2<z<3
7 5
It is likely that our method could be extended, as in [Guionnet and Malda, 2018], to models where limy o An(Dn)

is a spike below the BBP threshold, i.e., such that still Ay (Xn) — r(psc B up) almost surely. But a new idea is
needed beyond the BBP threshold.

2.8 First ezample (x. < o0). If

1735) (dI) = 402 — x2116[—20,20] dz

2mo?

for some parameter o > 0, then ps. B up is again semicircular, scaled so its support lies in [—-2v/02 + 1,2V02 + 1].
The constrained equation (214 can be solved explicitly, and we can calculate

e if  <r(psc Bup) =2vo?+1
zy/z2—4(1+0?) 21402 . 1 _
I(B)(;[;): B W+10g(m>} 1f2‘/0'2+1§x§20'+;—$c

ﬁ (1_20)2 m\/12—4(1+02)—12

1 20 1 : 1 _
4 + 8(1+02) T2 log z+ 124(1+02)) - §:| =20t e Tt

Notice that (¥ () is C? but no better at x., which is perhaps surprising. Figure [[] plots this function when 3 = 1
and o = 1 (i.e., when up is the usual semicircle law supported on [—2,2]). Here r(ps. B up) = 2v/2 ~ 2.83, z. = 3,
and I®)(z.) ~ 0.03 - 3. Under the Hypothesis, we would be able to estimate, say, Py (Ay € (2.9,2.95)) but
not ]P)N()\N S (29,31))

2.4 Second example (z. = o0c). Now suppose

1
HUD = 5(57a + 5+a)

for some parameter a > 0. Here z.(up) = G, (a) = 400, so all x are subcritical; that is, we can estimate any
probability P (Any € A) under either the SSGC| Hypothesis or the Hypothesis. Our computations use the

known result
(4a® — 1+ /8aZ +1)%/2 (@ (2.17)
=.r(a). .
2v/2a(v/8a%2 +1 1)

r(psc Bpup) =



r(Psc »EE pup) ~= 2.83

Te=3

PN ST PN [

NI

Figure 1: Sketch of the rate function when =1 and up = psc.

In the physics literature this dates back to [Zee, 1996, Equations (55), (56)]; it was established in the mathematical
literature in [Bleher and Kuijlaars, 2004, Equations (3.5), (3.6)] (for a > 1), [Aptekarev et al., 2005 Section 1] (for
a < 1), and [Bleher and Kuijlaars, 2007, Section 7] (for a = 1). The latter three papers establish that the measure
psc B up undergoes a phase transition at @ = 1. When a > 1, the support of psc H up consists of two intervals; when
a = 1, these intervals meet at zero, where the density has cubic-root decay; and when a < 1 the support is a single
interval, on the interior of which the density is strictly positive. (This set of three papers also establishes universality
of correlation functions.) We emphasize that our results apply to all a > 0.
Using the equivalent [Guionnet and Maida, 2005, Theorem 6] formula

2 2

J(v,0,.4) =0R, (—9) — 2 [ og <1 + 2R, (—9) _2

B

3 5 3 3 9y> v(dy),

valid if 0 < %9 < G, (), and the constrained equation ([2I4) implicitly defining 6., one can see that
07 B 2 B
1) = % 4.5 [0 (0= 3.~y ) nolan) = 5 [ onte = o B 1u0)()

- g (%91)2 + glog [<x - %%)2 - 021 - gflog(:z: —Y)(psc B pup)(dy)

/ 2
for > r(pse B pp). We invert K, m,, (y) = w to obtain G, m,,,, (y) for y > r(a), choosing branches

according to the requirement that G,_ g, (y) be decreasing on (r(psc B p1p), 00); this yields

(2.18)

2 1 9y + 18a?y — 2y3
Gpscaauo(y)zgly—\/—3+3a2+y251n <ﬁ——arctan( yt Sy — %y ))1

3 3 \/—4(3 —3a? — y?)3 — (9y + 18a2y — 2y3)?

if y > r(a). In the limit y | r(a) we obtain

(—1+4a? + T T 8a)¥2 — /(1 + 8a2)(~1 — da? + 8at + VI T 8a2)
Gp.clpup (r(a)) = =: c(a).

3v2a(—1+ V1 + 8a?)

This gives us the bounds on the constrained problem (2.14)); since K, (y) = %, this has the solution

2 2 1 18a°x — 2
3995:5 x — =3+ 3a?+ z2sin <§arctan< Jv + 187w — 2 ))] if z > r(a).

V—4(3 = 3a? — 22)? — (9z + 18a2x — 213)?



On the other hand, since ps. B pup decays at most like a cube root near its edges [Biane, 1997, Corollary 5], we
can differentiate under the integral sign to obtain

x

[ 108t =)o B o) = |

G,y (1)t + / log(r(pee B 1) — 1) (pse B 1p)(dy).
r(Psc EH#D)

We compute the second term on the right-hand side by setting z = r(ps. B pp) in (ZI8), since then %) () = 0 and
%em = GPSCEE,LLD (r(psc & ND)) = c(a); this yields

[ 10850 B 1a0) = ) B 110} () = 5 (c(a)® +log((x(a) = cla))* - )

Thus, if > r(psc B pp),

7P )

|

(x
p
4

2
5 1 9z + 18a%x — 22°
z [x— —3 4+ 3a2 + 22sin <§arctan< Tt Sar - )2))”

3 V—4(3 = 3a? — 22)3 — (9z + 18a%x — 223

2
T 2v/-3+3a2+22 . (1 9z + 18a%r — 223 5
+log || =+ sin | - arctan —a
3 3 V—4(3 — 3a2 — 22)3 — (92 + 18a2x — 223)2

z 9
_2/ 2
r(a) 3

— (c(a)® +log((x(a) — c(a))® — a2))] -

1 9t + 18a*t — 2t*
t— —3+3a2+t2Sin<%——arctan< il )2))1(%

3 V/—4(3 — 3a? — 12)3 — (9t + 18a2t — 213

Figure 2 plots this function at the critical parameter a = 1 (so that r(psc B up) = %) when = 1.

I N

3

ol
[SIEN]

r(psc B ,ub) ~ 2.60

Figure 2: Sketch of the rate function when 8 =1 and up = %(51 +0_1).

Question 2.19. Does the mechanism driving the deviations {A\n(Xn) = x} change as x passes the critical threshold
. ? Specifically, can one formalize and prove the notion that, with large probability, while the eigenvector correspond-
ing to An 1s delocalized under the above event for subcritical x values, it localizes for supercritical x values?



3 PROOF OVERVIEW

3.1 Spherical integrals. Given a self-adjoint N x N matrix X and 6 > 0, consider
In(X,0) = E[eN0teXe)],

JN(X,H) = %IOgIN(X,H).

We recall that E. only averages over the unit sphere, so if X is random then Iy (X,6) and Jy(X,6) are random
variables.

If {Xn} is such that fix, has a weak limit v, then we might hope that Jy(Xx,#) also has a limit depending on v
and 0. This is so; but the limit also depends on Ay (X ) if € is sufficiently large. This should not be surprising, since
the integrand eN?(¢X¢) is maximized near the eigenvector corresponding to Ay (X), especially for larger 6 values.
Indeed, we have the following result.

Proposition 3.1. [Guionnet and Maida, 2005, Theorem 6] Suppose that the sequence (An)S—, of self-adjoint
matrices is such that fia,, — v weakly for some compactly-supported measure v, that A\1(An) has a finite limit, and
that AN (AN) — A for some real number .# . (Notice that we are not assuming that .# is the right edge of v, but
of course we must have A4 > x(v).) If 6 > 0, then

lim JN(AN,H) = J(I/,H,.//),
N—oc0
where J(v,0, ) is as in (Z3).

3.2 Tilted measures and weak large deviations. Our general strategy will be to show a weak large deviation
principle, as well as exponential tightness. In the proof of the weak-large-deviations lower bound for our measure of
interest, we will actually need a weak-large-deviations upper bound for the following family of measures.

Definition 3.2. Given # > 0, we consider the “tilted” measure ]P"?V on N x N matrices (symmetric if § = 1, or
Hermitian if 8 = 2) whose density with respect to the law Py of Xy is given by

%( )_ IN(Xve)
dPy - Ex,(In(Xn,0))

Notice from the definition of Iy that P, = Py.

We will need the following asymptotics of the free energy for this measure, with proof in Section [l

Proposition 3.3. Given the compactly supported measure up, define the threshold

5Gup(x(1p)) if Gup (x(ip)) < +o0,
+00 otherwise.

6‘0 = ec(ﬁuﬂD) = {

Under the [Gaussianl Hypothesis, choose any 0 > 0; or, under the [SSGQA Hypothesis, choose any 0 < 0 < 0.. Then

. 1 62
lim N logEx, [IN(XnN,0)] = E + J(up, 0, r(up)).

N—o0
We split up the weak-large-deviations upper and lower bounds as follows:
Theorem 3.4. First, let v < r(psc B up). Under either Hypothesis, choose any 6 > 0. Then
1
lim lim sup — log P (|]An (Xn) — | < §) = —oc.
=0 N_seo IN

Second, let x > r(pse B up). Under the [Gaussian]l Hypothesis, choose any 0 > 0; or, under the [SSGA Hypothesis,
choose any 0 < 0 < 0.. Then

1
lim sup lim sup — logP% (AN (Xn) — 2] <68) < —(IP(x) — 1P (x,0)).

6—0 N —oc0

Notice that I(B)(x, 0) =0 for all measures up and all x > r(psc B pup). Thus when = 0 we recover the weak large
deviation upper bound for the measure of primary interest, under either Hypothesis.

Theorem 3.5. Under the [Gaussianl Hypothesis, choose any x € R; or, under the [SSGA Hypothesis, choose any
r < x.. Then )
lim inf lim inf N logPn (AN (Xn) — x| < 8) > —1P)(x).

§—0 N-—oo

10



3.3 Outline. When estimating < log Px (| An (Xn) — | < 6) by tilting by spherical integrals, one wants to under-
stand Jy(Xn,0) on the event {|An(Xn) — x| < §}. To localize Jy(Xn, 6), one needs to control fix, . Therefore one
wants to find a set

Azs C{IAN(Xn) — 2] < 8}

of matrices with controlled empirical measures (which will turn out to depend on some M >> 1) satisfying both of
the following:

e On the one hand, A%& is a continuity set for spherical integrals, in the sense that we have a good enough
understanding of Jy (M, 6) for M € A}'s to be able to estimate

1

N log]P’N(A%;) ~ e NP @),

e On the other hand, Ai‘/{é is not too much smaller than {|A\n(Xn) — 2| < 0}, in the sense that
! logPn (| AN (XN) — x| < 9) ! logPn(AL's)
— -z ~— M.
N 08PN (AN (AN < N 08N (A

The next subsection first details the continuity result of [Malda, 2007], which helps us choose A%& while satisfying
the first point, then states a proposition which we need to show that our choice satisfies the second point.

3.4 Continuity of spherical integrals.

Proposition 3.6. [Maida, 2007, Proposition 2.1] For any 6 > 0 and any r > 0, there exists a function g, 9 : RT —
R™T going to zero at zero such that, for any 6 >0 and N large enough, if By and Bl are sequences of matrices such
that d(fipy, fipy) < N7%, [ANn(BN) = AN(Bjy)| <6, supy || Bn|| < 0o, and supy || By || < oo, then we have

|IN(Bn,0) — In(By,0)| < gi,0(0).

This suggests that we introduce the following deterministic sets of NV x N symmetric matrices. Fix once and for
all a x satisfying Proposition 3.9, below, and write gy for g ¢; then for any x € R, 6 > 0, and M > 0, let

AV = {X 1 |]AN(X) — 2] < 6,d(jix, psc B pp) < N7, and || X|| < M}.

In the next few results, we discretize the measure ps. B up so that we can apply Proposition and control
JIn (X, 0) uniformly for Xy € A%s.

Lemma 3.7. Fiz 2 > r(psc B up) and M > max(x, |L(psc B up)|). Then there exists a sequence of deterministic
matrices Bl with the following properties:

* AN(By) =z,
® SUpn>1 HBE\/H <M, and

) d(ﬂBgv,psc Bup) < N=* for N sufficiently large.

Proof. Given N, define the 5 quantiles {v; }5\7:1 = {vj(-N)}j»V:l of the measure pg. B up implicitly by

I = (pue B 10)((~00,%)).

(This is possible since ps. B up admits a density [Biane, 1997, Corollary 2].) Then let By, = diag(v,...,Ynv-1,%).
Since our distance on probability measures is defined with respect to bounded-Lipschitz test functions, it is easy to
show that, in fact, d(fipy,, psc B pip) = O(%)- O

Corollary 3.8. For every 0 >0, © > r(psc Bup), § >0, and M > max(z + 4, |L(psc B up)|), we have

limsup sup |Jn(Bn,0) — J(psc Bup,0,2)] < go(9).
N—oo ByeAM,

11



Proof. Let {Bjy}%_, be as in LemmaB7 Then whenever By € A)s we have d(fipy, fip,) < 2N~" < N™%, and
[An(Bn) — An(BYy)| < 6, so that by Proposition 3.6 and by our definition of gg

sup |Jn(Bn,0) — In(Bly,0)] < go(d)
BNG.AS;{J

for N sufficiently large. In addition, by Proposition Bl we have
hm |JN(B§V79) - J(pSC Hﬂ ‘UD,H,I” = 0
N—o0
The result follows. O

On the other hand, the result below shows that the restrictions we added to {X : |An(X) — 2| < &} to arrive
at Ai/)[(; have probability negligibly close to 1 at the exponential scale. Notice that the first point is exponential
tightness. The proof will make up Section

Proposition 3.9. Assume either the [Gaussian] Hypothesis or the [SSGQA Hypothesis.

1. For every 6 > 0 we have

1
lim limsup N log P (A\y > K) = —o0,

K—oo Noo

A 1 0 _
thloo hjffnjgop N log Py (M < —K) = —o0.

2. For every 8 > 0 we have
1
lim _lim sup log P4 (|| X n || > M) = —oc.

M—o00o N0

3. There exists v > 0 such that, for any 0 < k <~ and any 6 > 0,
1
lim — logp%(d(ﬂXNupsc & ND) > N_N) = —00.
N—oo N

Theorem 27 follows in the classical way from the exponential tightness above, the weak LDP upper bound
(Theorem B4, and the weak LDP lower bound (Theorem [B.5). We now prove the latter two.

3.5 The proof of the weak LDP upper bound.

Lemma 3.10. Fizy > r(ps.Bup) and M > y sufficiently large. Under thelGaussianl Hypothesis, choose any 6 > 0;
or, under the [SSGU Hypothesis, choose any 0 < 60 < 6.. Then

1
lim sup lim sup N log P?V(A%;) < —(IP(y) = 1P (y,0)).
6—=0 N—oo

Proof. For any 6’ > 0, we have

1
P (AM) = ——— _Ex, [1XN6A%IN<XN, 6)

In(Xn, 9’)]
"~ Exy[In(Xn,0)]

In(Xn,0")

>

Exy[IN(Xn,0")] 1
< sup In(X,0 sup —— | .
B In (5. 0)] oo, YO T2, T

Fix ¢ > 0. By Corollary B.§ and Lemmas [.T] (applied to €', which is any nonnegative number) and (applied to
6, which is subcritical if necessary), if M >y + § (true for small enough § since M > y) and for N sufficiently large
depending on 6, 6, and ¢, we thus have

1
7 108 PR (AY5) < T9(y,0) = I (y,0') + 290(9) + 290/ (8) + €.
By taking N — oo, then § | 0, then € | 0, we obtain

1
lim sup lim sup — log P (Ay5) < —(I9(y,6") — 1”)(y,0))
540 N —oc0

which gives us the result by optimizing over 6'. O
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Proof of Theorem[54l We first focus on the case when x < r(psc B pp). For such an z, if § is so small that
x4+ 06 < r(pse B pp) — 0, then whenever |Ay(Xn) — x| < §, the empirical spectral measure fix, does not charge
(r(psc Bup) — 0,r(pse Bup)). Hence d(fixy, pse B up) > f(§) for some positive function f. Thus for such ¢ and for

N large enough we have
1 1 . ke
N log P (AN (Xn) — 2| < 6) < N log Py (d(fixy, psc B pp) > N7F)

which suffices in light of Proposition 3.9 Thus in the following it remains only to consider x > r(psc B up).
Fix 0 >0,6 >0, 2 > r(psc Bpup), and a sufficiently large M. Then we have

PA(An € [z — 6,2+ 6]) < PR (AYL)+PX (d(fixy s pse B up) > N7%) + PR (| XN || > M).

An application of Proposition gives us

1 1 1
lim sup N log PG (\y € [z — 6,2 + 6]) < max (limsup N logIP?V(AfQJ),Ii;nsup N log P (|| X n || > M)) .
—00

N—o0 N—o0
By taking ¢ | 0 and applying Lemma 310, we obtain

1 1
lim sup lim sup N log P4 (AN € [z — 6,2 + 6]) < max (—(I('B)(x) — I¥)(z,6)), lim sup N log P& (| X v || > M)) .
510 N—o0 N—o00

Finally we obtain the result by taking M — oo and applying again Proposition O

3.6 The proof of the weak LDP lower bound. The following lemma relies on results about the rate function
which will be established in Section

Lemma 3.11. Under the[Gaussianl Hypothesis, choose any x > r(ps.Bup); or, under the[SSGA Hypothesis, choose
any r(psc B pup) < x < x.. Then there exists 0, > 0 such that, for any M sufficiently large depending on x and any
0 > 0 sufficiently small depending on x, we have

. 1 9
1\}%0 N log P (AM5) = 0.
If v < x., then 0, < 6,.

Proof. Fix 2 > r(ps. B up), and let 6, be such that I%)(x) = supys [P (z,0) = 1P (2, 6,). Proposition Bl below
shows that this exists and is unique (except at x = r(ps. B pp), where we choose one of many possible 6, values
by convention), and that 6, < 6. whenever z < x.. We claim that in fact P?\? (Ai/)[é) =1 — 0o(1); to prove this, by
Proposition it suffices to show

1
limsup — log P% (Ax & [z — 6,24 3]) <0
N—o0 N

for ¢ small enough. Since {Any < r(pse Bup) — 1} C {d(fixy, psc B p) > €} for some ¢, and since the law of Ay is
exponentially tight under ]P"?\“;, we need only show that for K large enough

1
limsupﬁlogP% (Av € [r(psc Bup) — 1,2 — 0] U [z + 6, K]) < 0.

N —o00

But Theorem [B.4] shows a weak large deviation upper bound for ]P’?Vz with the rate function J;ﬁ)(y) =1 (ﬂ)(y) —
I¥)(y,,), which Proposition B.I] below shows is nonnegative and vanishes uniquely at y = 2. (This theorem applies,
since 0, is less than 6. if necessary.) Since [r(pse Bup) — 1,2 — 8] U [z + 6, K] is a compact set that does not contain
x, this suffices. O

Proof of Theorem[33. If © < r(ps. B pp), then I®)(z) = 400, and there is nothing to prove. Thus we will assume
in the following that z > r(ps. B up).
Whenever X € Ai‘/ﬂg, by Corollary B.8 we have

JN(X; 9&0) S 2992 (5) + J(psc H HUD, emv'r)
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for N sufficiently large. In addition, for every € > 0, Lemma [B.11] tells us that for N sufficiently large depending on
e we have P (AM) > e~ Ne,
We wish to use Proposition to conclude that, for N sufficiently large depending on € and on 6,, we also have

Ex, [In(Xy,0:)] > eN (047 (up 02 (D)) —€)

Under the [Gaussianl Hypothesis, this is permissible for every x; under the [SSGC| Hypothesis, our restriction < z.
tells us by Lemma [31T] that 6, < 6., so that Proposition B.3] indeed applies.
Thus

Exy[xyear IN(Xn,0z)]
Exy [In(Xn,02)]

> P?\“f (Ai\{s)eN(eiJrJ(ﬂD»9w7r(uD))_6)e

_NsupXeAMa IN(X,0z)

PN(A%;) >

Exy[IN(XnN,02)le

—NsupxeAyé IN(X,0z)

> e—NeeN(ngrJ(,m,em,r(uD))—e)e—N(J(pschD,ez,w)+2gez(6))

— ¢~ NUP (@) 4264290, (5))
Thus, fixing some M sufficiently large, we obtain
1 1
liminf — log Py (|An (Xn) — 2| < 6) > liminf — log Px (AM) > —(I¥) (2) 4 2¢ + 2gp, (9))
N—ooo N N—ooo N ’

and since this is true for every € > 0 we can take the limit as § | 0 to conclude. O

4 FREE ENERGY EXPANSION

In this section we prove Proposition [3.3

Proof under the [Gaussianl Hypothesis. Then one can compute directly that
IEAXN [IN(XN7 9)] = 6N92IN(DN7 9)7

so Proposition follows from Proposition Bl (This computation is detailed in the proof of Lemma 1] below; all
inequalities there are actually equalities for the Gaussian ensembles.) o

The proof under the [SSGC| Hypothesis is more involved and will take up the remainder of this section. We
separate the upper and lower bounds as follows:
Lemma 4.1. Under the [SSGA Hypothesis, for any 8 > 0 we have

. 1 02
lim sup N logEx, [In(XnN,0)] < E + J(up,0,r(up))-

N—o0

Lemma 4.2. Under the[SSGA Hypothesis, for any 0 < 0 < 6, we have

o] 0?
I%&fﬁ logEx, [IN(Xn,0)] > 7 + J(pp,0,x(up)).

The proof of the lower bound will use the following two technical results.
Lemma 4.3. Under the [SSGA Hypothesis, for every § > 0 there exists €(§) > 0 such that, for every N € N, every
i,7 € [1,N], and every t € R with |t| < e(d) if B=1 (or every t € C with [t| < €(d) if B =2),

o (1 +6ij>> |

Tuﬁ’j (t) > exp ((1 —9) 25

Lemma 4.4. For any 0 < 0 < 6. we have
N0<e,DNe)}

1 ]Ee |:1 _3
lim — log llelloo <N
N—oo N IN(DN,G)

=0. (4.5)
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Proof of Lemma[{-1] For the remainder of this paper, we introduce the notation
Dy = diag(dy, ..., dy) = diag(d™, ..., d{").
For every unit vector e, by the sub—Gaussian—Laplace—transform assumption of the [SSGC| Hypothesis we have

EXN[eNG(e,XNe>]: HT 2\/_961%

1<j

H T \/_96 Nedief

N
< Hexp 2]\“92 lHeXp N92e4—|—N9de )]

i<j i=1

= exp (N6?) exp (N0 (e, Dye)) .
To complete the proof, we integrate over SV and apply Proposition .11 O

Proof of Lemma[{.2 Fix § > 0, and let € = €(d) be as in Lemma [A3] proved below. Whenever the unit vector e is
such that ||e]|sc < N~3/%, we have

max

< €(0), max}x/ﬁ@ef

i€j < €(d)

for N > Ny(d). (The proof below will work with any exponent strictly between —1/2 and —1/4; but since the
exponent does not appear in the final result, we have chosen —3/8 for definiteness.) Thus the lower bound on the
Laplace transform of the [SSGC| Hypothesis gives us, for such vectors e,

Ex [N = 1 T] Tox (2VNOese;)

i<j

N
H 6(1—5)21\/926?65 lH e(l—é)N@%f-ﬁ-N@dwf]

i<j i=1
_ 6(1—6)N926N9(e,DNe) '

HT \/_6‘6 NOdic}

| S|

Y%

Therefore

Exy [IN(XN,0)] = Be[Ex, [V > B [1)0 . <n-2/sExy [In (Xn, 0)]]

e [1, cn- 3P
> ((1-0)NO’ [1 NG(e,DNr:')} _ (1-8)N6? eloco<N B Io(Dr 0).
= lefoo<n—§€ € In(Dy,0) ~(Dn,6)
Thus Lemma 4] which is proved below, and Proposition Bl give us
1
liminf — logEx, [In(Xn,0)] > (1 —8)6% + J(up,0,r(up))
N—oo N
for every § > 0. O

Proof of Lemma[{.3 Let p # 0o be a centered measure on R, and write p(f) for the integral of a function f against
1. Whenever x € R, we have e > 1+ x + % + %; thus

Pa?) | Ppa) | Pp?) P aal’)
> - .
2 + 6 =1+ 2 6

Now it is standard that the bound T),(t) < exp(t2”§w2)) implies pu(|z|?) < 3(2u(22))3/2T(3/2) < 8u(22)3/2. Then the
result follows from the limit

T,(t) > 1+

Eue?) _ Sl uE)??
1 |log {1 + B - } D)
lim — 1 —_ .

10 [t] (t2u(12)> I
2

The speed of convergence in this limit can only depend on u through p(z?); thus in the result we may choose €(§)
uniformly in the distributions ,ufvj O
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Proof of Lemma[{.4) This builds on the proof of Lemma 14 in [Guionnet and Maida, 2005]. Notice that the upper
bound in Equation (&) is for free; we only need show the lower bound.

It is well known that
(1, en) 2 (9_9_N)
lgll2 llgll2

where g = (g1,...,9n) is a standard Gaussian vector in R™. The idea is to work in this Gaussian representation,
relying on the fact that ||g|| will concentrate around v N.
Towards this end, we rewrite our desired inequality as

Tgll2 i=1J1

E {exp (NGL%} di-;’f )}

i=19%

N o dig?
E [1 lallss <y —3/s €XP (N9%)]

lim inf —1
i los

Since standard Gaussian measure is isotropic, we may and will assume for the remainder of this proof that the d;’s
are ordered as dy > -+ > dy. Write vy for the unique solution in (dy — %, +00) of the equation

11 & 1 X
R — 71 = .
26‘N1_:1 ’UN—F@—di
(This exists and unique because the left-hand side is a strictly decreasing positive function of v € (dy — %, +00),
tending to infinity as v | d; — % and tending to zero as v — ©0.)
Let us pause to collect some facts about vy. If we write

Amax = dmax (NO) sup (max |d |)
N>N,
for Ny large enough, then we have [Maida, 2007, Fact 2.4(3)] that vy < d; < dmax , and by definition vy > dy — % >
—dmax — 55, SO
max 20

1
< dmax an”
|UN| < + 20

Furthermore, the proof of [Guionnet and Maida, 2005, Theorem 2| shows that, since 6 < 0., there exists some small
1 > 0 such that

(4.6)

for all ¢, 1+ 20vy —260d; > 1. (4.7)

By the proof of [Guionnet and Maida, 2005, Lemma 14] (for the first inequality) and Equation (48] (for the second),
for every 0 < k < % and N large enough depending on x, we have

N

1 1 { —~Nfoy—N'""9 d
5 T [T+ 200n = 20d;] e~ N0on =N 0o )
i o (o))~ 211
=19 N (4.8)
1 — NOuN =N 0(2dmax + )
> gi]:[l{\/uzew—zodi}e v ),
For 0 < k < 1, we introduce the event Ay(k) = {}% — 1} < N"“}. Now the same arguments from
[Guionnet and Maida, 2005, Lemma 14], along with Equation ([&0)), give
EAL dig?
N 2
N dig?
>E (14,1 lalles < v—s/5 ©XP <N9%%>]
gll2 — = gZ
' (4.9)

N
_Nl-w
> N0 —N 0(dmax +lon g |flAN(H)1 Hug.'?HHOQO <N-3/8 €XP (Z (di —vn)g )1
1

N
NOvN—N %0 (2dmas +55) 1 ]PUN <A Iglloc N—3/s)
’ 1;[ {\/1+2907N—29d W AN T = ’
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where PN = PyY D0 45 the probability measure on RY defined by

N
1
Py (dgr,...,dgn) = ~ H {\/ 14 260v— 26‘dfve*%(1+29”*29dﬁv)gf dg; | .
V2T =

By Equations ([@8)) and ([@3]), we are done if we can show that

. HQ”oo -3 8)
lim PN | An(k), < N33} =1,
Jim P (e,

The proof of [Guionnet and Maida, 2005, Lemma 14] shows that, for our choice of vy and since we have chosen
0 < 0., we have

Py (An()°) = o(1),

so it remains only to bound

N 2
pu~ ( Ay, Jole N3/8> <y Py < Ay, i N3/4>

lgll2 P gl

[\ V)

N

N
1
<375 (f2 T NENE) <30 102 0)
=1

=1

for N large enough depending on . But now we observe that g; = \/1 +20vy — 20dY g; are i.i.d. standard normal
variables under Py, so that by Equation (L) we have

N N

1 1
> oy (|gi| > 51\]1/8) => Py <|g;-| > §N1/8\/1 + 20uy — 29d§v>

i=1 i=1

< NP (Igiil > gzvl“) < Nexp (—gN'")

which is o(1). This concludes the proof. O

5 CONCENTRATION AND EXPONENTIAL TIGHTNESS FOR TILTED MEASURES

5.1 Proof overview. The proof of Proposition 3.9 is broken into the following four lemmata:

Lemma 5.1. If Proposition holds for 8 = 0, then it holds for all & > 0. (For the last point, the same v > 0
works for all > 0.)

Lemma 5.2. For any K > 2dmax,
K
]P)N()\N(XN) > K) < 4€Xp (N (5 — —)) R

Pn(M(Xy) < —K) < 4exp (N (5 - —)) .

In particular, the first point of Proposition is true for 8 = 0.
Lemma 5.3. The second point of Proposition is true for § = 0:

1
lim limsup N log Py (| XN > M) = —o0.

M—o0 N —o00

Lemma 5.4. Under Assumption [Il, the third point of Proposition is true for 8 = 0: There exists v > 0 such
that, for any 0 < Kk < v,

1 A B
lim N 1OgPN(d(,uXNapsc H ,UD) >N ) = —0Q.

N—o00

Note that this result is the only place in the paper where we use Assumption [Tl
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5.2 Proof of Lemma [5.1l Fix 6 > 0. Lemma .2 gives sharp lower bounds on Ex, [In (X, 8)] for subcritical 8
values, but here we need a much weaker lower bound for all positive 6 values. Towards this end, notice that whenever
i is a centered measure on R, Jensen’s gives us infyer T),(t) > 1. Thus for every unit vector e we have

N N
H T~ (\/N@ef)eNedie? > H eNO0die] > o= NOdumax (5.5)
’ i=1

=1

Ex, [eN0(eXne)] HT (2V/Nbee;)

1<j

Now, whenever A = Ay is a Borel subset of the space of N x N real matrices, Equation (5.3) and Cauchy-Schwarz
give us, for N sufficiently large depending on 6,

Exy[1xyealn(Xn,0)] N
Exy[In(Xn,0)] B

< eV0dmax \/PN (A)Exy.e [62N0<eXNe) dmax \/PN VExy [In(Xn,20)]

< eNodmox | /P A)ezN(@@) +J(uD,29,r<uD)))

NH(e,XNe>]

P?V(A) = mx ]EXqu[]‘XNGAe

where the last inequality follows from Lemma Il Thus for any sequence { Ay} we have

1 1 1
lim sup N log P4 (AN) < Odumax + B lim sup N log P (An) +2 ((20)* + J(up,20,x(up))) -

N—o0 N—o0

This estimate gives us the following two points, from which we can verify the various claims of Proposition by
taking various choices of {An} and {Anm N}

o If {AN} is such that limy_, % logPn(An) = —o0, then for all 8 > 0 we have

1
lim sup N log P& (An) = —oc.

N —o00

o If {Ap N} is such that limp— oo imsupy_, o 7 log P4 (A, n) = —o0, then for all # > 0 we have

1
A}grl@ll}glj&pﬁlogPN(AM N) = —00.

5.8 Proof of Lemmas and [5.3. For Lemma [5.2] notice that it suffices to bound Py (|| Xn|| > K). But

(1l > K) < (|22 > ) By (10wl > 5 )

and the second term vanishes for K large enough, so we only need to control the first term. But this was done
in [Guionnet and Husson, 2018, Lemma 1.8]. The constants are slightly worse for the 8 = 2 estimate, and we phrase
Lemma in terms of these worse constants.

Lemma is an immediate consequence.
5.4 Proof of Lemma[57)
Lemma 5.6. With C and ¢y as in Assumption[Il, then for any n <1 we have

. . 8VCN~%
G (B4 m) = Gy (B 4 )| o) € .

Proof. By recalling the definition of the Dudley distance and by calculating the L norm and Lipschitz constants

of the function y — ﬁn—u’ we find that

) . 2 .
GPscEﬂDN (E +in) — GPSCEMD (E+1in)| < ﬁd(psc B jiipy,pse B up),

uniformly in F € R.
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Now we control d(psc Bfipy, pse Brp) in terms of d(fip, , up). Write dy, for the Lévy distance between probability
measures
dr(p,v) =inf{e > 0: u(A) < v(A°) + € for all Borel A}.

Then it is classical [Dudley, 2002, Corollary 11.6.5, Theorem 11.3.3] that, whenever p and v are probability measures
on R,

1
§d(/h’/) SdL(Muy) <2 d(ﬂa’/)
On the other hand, [Bercovici and Voiculescu, 1993 Proposition 4.13] says that

dr(pse B fipy s pse B pup) < dr(pse, psc) + dr(fipy, pp) = dr(fipy, D)
Putting these together, we obtain

d(psc B up, psc B :ELDN) < 2dL(psc B up, psc © :[)’DN) <2dp (:ELDNMU’D) <4 d(ﬂDN s /LD)-
This finishes the proof by Assumption [l O

Lemma 5.7. Fiz some A > 0 independent of N. If § > 0 is chosen sufficiently small, then
A
/ ’IEXN [Gix (E+iN7)] = Gy i (E +iN"°)|dE = O(NZ0—min(0.99,3)y
—A

Proof. Throughout, we write z = FE + 7). Later, we will decide how to choose n = n(N).

We start by giving an informal overview of the proof. We will compare Ex (G, (-)] and G,_m,.,(-) via three
intermediate comparisons. First, we will import a local law to show that G,;XN (z) is, with high probability and for
appropriate z values, close to the negative normalized trace of a matrix Mypr(z) = My umpe(2) that exactly solves
a matrix equation called the Matrix Dyson Equation (MDE):

1
GﬂXN (Z) ~ —N tr MMDE(Z)

(The negatives appear since the convention in the local-law literature is to define the Stieltjes transform of a measure
as f “z(%z) instead of our f %. We have preferred to stick to that convention when working in that vein, so that the
reader can more easily cross-reference.) Then we will show that a matrix Mwyig(z) = Mn wig(2) whose normalized

trace is exactly _GpscEBﬂDN approximately solves the MDE; standard arguments about the so-called stability of the
MDE will then show

1
—~ tr Mwig(2) = Gy mip,, (2)-

1
—N tl“MMDE(Z) ~ N

Finally, we will use Lemma to show
GPscEEﬂDN (2) ~ GPSCEE#D (2)
Notice that all quantities here, except for Gy, are deterministic.

For a matrix M € CV*N we define its imaginary part as (M) = 5-[M — M*]. Whenever § : CV*N — CV*N ig
a linear operator preserving the set {M : (M) > 0}, it is known [Helton et al., 2007] that the following constrained
equation admits a unique solution:

0=1Id+(21d —Dy + SM(z))M(z)  subject to  S(M(2)) = —[M(2) — M*(2)] > 0. (5.8)

24

In particular, we will be interested in the unique solutions to this equation corresponding to two operators S:
1 1
Svpe[M] = N tr(M)1d —i—NMT induces the solution Mypg(z),

1
Swig|M] = N tr(M)Id induces the solution Myig(2).

By rearranging Equation (B.8]) and taking the normalized trace, one can see that % tr Mwig(z) satisfies the Pastur

equation
1 (dA
—tr Mng / /'I’DN )
N A=z — L tr Myig(2)’

which characterizes [Pastur, 1972] the Stieltjes transform of pc EH fipy - Hence (recall our sign convention)

1
—N tr MWig(Z) = GPscEEﬂDN (2)
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e For any § > 0, write H= {z € C:n > 0} and define the complex domain
DY, ={z€H:|z| <N 5 >N}

(The notation reminds us that points in this domain are relatively far from the real line; typically in local laws
the optimal scale is n > %) Then [Erdds et al., 2019, Theorem 2.1] tells us that there is a universal constant
¢ > 0 such that, for any sufficiently small € > 0, there exists C' = C(¢) such that

P <‘GﬂxN (2) + % tr(MMDE(z))‘ < NW in Dfar) — CN10Y,

Since =+ tr(MupE(2)) is known by [Ajanki et al., 2019, Proposition 2.1] to be the Stieltjes transform of some
measure, we also have the trivial bounds ’GﬂxN (E + “7)’ l and |+ tr(Mupge(E +in))| < % If n = N for
some —ce < a < 0, then for N sufficiently large we have {E—|— in:|E| < A} C D§S,; thus whenever |E| < A and

7 is as above we have

Ne 20

. 1 . _
Exy |Gux, (E+in) + NtrMMDE(E+m)‘ <SSt p N0,

so that
A
/.

e By the definition of My, and since Smpr[M] = Swig[M] + %MT, we have

Exy[Gax. (E+in)] + % tr Mype(E + in)} dE <24 (]X[ E1\1100) :
N n

1
Id +(Z Id —DN + SMDE[MWig(Z)])MWig(Z) = NMWig(Z)TMWig(Z) .

=:F(z)

As the notation suggests, we will show that E(z) is an error term, so that Mwig(z) approximately solves
Equation (B.8) with S = Smpg. Indeed, the proof of [Ajanki et al., 2019 Proposition 2.1] shows that, for every
z € H, we have

([ Mwig(2)[] <

dll—‘

In particular, we have

IEGI < 575

We will use results of [Erdés et al., 2019], which are phrased in terms of a special matrix norm || B||x
depending on K € N and z,y € (CN the only information we shall need about this norm is that |(z, By)] S
| B||ZYK for every z, y, and K. If we choose 7 = N for some positive or negative a, then [Erd8s et al., 2019,
Lemma 5.4] tells us that, for every z, y, and K, and for every € > 0 and N > Ny(e¢, K), we have

1
N2’

Y, K

sup | B[l < N€-
Thus [Erdds et al., 2019, Equation 8] tells us that, for every e > 0, there exists §(e) > 0 and C. > 0 such that,
if NN—; < N‘ﬁ, we have

K L K N2tar : o
sup [ Mupe(z) — Mwig(2)[[§%" < C.NT2F (sup || B[S ) < Ce——=—  in D,
z,y z,y Nn

In particular, if {e;} are the standard basis vectors, then for every ¢ > 0, K € N and N > Ny(e, K) we have

1 1
— tr MMDE(Z) — —tr MWig(Z) S - max |<6i, (MMDE(Z) — MWig(z))eiH
N N 1=1,...,N
< tnax | MypE(2) — Mywig(2)][50"
N26+ﬁ 5(e)
<Ci——— in D, -
Nn? £
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For definiteness, let us choose, say, € = 175 and K = 100, and write ¢’ = C. andd = 6(355); thenif np > N =2,
for N sufficiently large we have {F + in : |E| < A} C DI so that

far

1 N0.0l
—tr MMDE(E + i?]) — N tr MWig(E + 277)‘ dE < 2AC" . N

I3
_alN
e If n <1 then Lemma [5.0] gives us

I

n?

1 . . 4 . .
N tr Mwig(E +in) — Gy, i, (B + “7)‘ dE = / ‘GPSCEE[LDN (B +1n) = Gp 8, (E +in) | AE
—A

_f0

Combining these estimates, we have the following result: If n = N~ and ¢ is sufficiently small, then every assumption
we made on 7 in the above bounds is satisfied and, for all sufficiently small € > 0,

A Ne 1 N0.0l 1
/_A ‘]EXN[GﬂXN (E+in)] — prcE,U.D(E—i_”?)‘ dE =0 ( I + 00 + No? + Ne’?ﬁ2>

-0 (Nzé—min(o.gg,%“)> '

This concludes the proof. O
Lemma 5.9. Write

F

Fxy = fixy ((—00,1]),
pscBup = ( s

¢ B pp)((—o0, z]).

Then there exists some small v > 0 such that
sup [Exy [Fxy (2)] = Fy, @, ()] =

Proof. In order to apply a standard technique for bounding Kolmogorov-Smirnov distances, we must first show

| By Py 0] = By )] o < o (5.10)

Since Ex [Fxy] and F,_m,, both take values in [0, 1], it suffices to find M > 0 such that

/ M }EXN [Fxy ()] = Fp 8up ($)| A < 0.

Furthermore, since ps. B p1p is compactly supported, we may take M so large that F, g, (x) vanishes for x < —M
and is identically one for x > M. Now,

N N
Exy [Fxy () *—JEXN Z J(Xn)<z | = Z i(Xn) <) <Py (Xn) <) (5.11)

so that, by Lemma [5.2]
M -M
/_Oo Ex, [Fxy (z)]dz < /_OO 4exp(N(5+ z/(8V2))) dz = —32&/5 exp [N (5 - %ﬂ < o0
Similarly,

/00(1 —Exy[Fxy(z)])dz < oo
M

which finishes the proof of ([G.I0).
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Thus we may import [Bai, 1993, Theorem 2.2], which says that, for any choice of > 0 and B > 0, we have

1
sup |EXN [FXN (I)] - FPSCEE’MD (IE)} < [E sup/l < |F seBup (:E + y) - FPSCEBHD (I)| dy
T z y|<5n

2w
+— e|>B |EXN [Fxy (2)] = Fy. 8Bpp (33)} dz
x|>

10B
[ [BxalGan (B4 in)) = Gy (B + im)|aE.
—10B

We will control the three terms on the right-hand side in order. In the course these estimates we shall choose the
parameters B and n = n(N).

e Since the compactly supported measure ps.Hyup has L density [Biane, 1997, Corollary 5], F,
so we can control the third term by

1
L sup / |Fy o (&4 ) — Fo e (2)] dy < 250 F 0, () |-
N = Jyl<sn

e 18 Lipschitz,

where || f||Lip = sup,.4, %

e Choose some B > max(|r(psc B pp)|, [1(psc B up)]); then arguments as above show that
2 27 642 { ( B ﬂ
— Ex,[Fxy(x)] - F z)|de < — - exp [ N[{6———=|.
o B e (0] = By () o < 0 == v NG

Since we will ultimately choose n = N~9 for some small § > 0, we can choose B so large that this decays
exponentially fast.

e If we choose n = N9 for § > 0 sufficiently small, then Lemma [5.7 tells us that

10B
[ (G, (B+iN2)) = Gy (B +iN )| dE = OV~ ),
—-10B

We combine these to obtain

max( )
sup‘]EXN[FXN(x)] E, @ (T ’_ (Nmax(=6:26-)y

O

Lemma 5.12. Under either the[Gaussianl Hypothesis or the [SSGQ Hypothesis, there exist positive constants Cy and
Cy (depending on the constants in those hypotheses) such that

Py [d(iixy, Exy[ixy]) > N~Y6| < CiNY4exp (—02N7/6) .

Proof. Concentration results of this type are quite classical, using either the Herbst argument under the log-Sobolev
assumption, or results of Talagrand under the compact-support assumption. Indeed, results of the former type are
available “out of the box”; results of the latter type are available “out of the box” when Dy vanishes, and we will
explain below how to modify the existing proofs for our situation.

Suppose first that we satisfy the log-Sobolev option of the Hypothesis, that is, that the laws of the entries
of Wi satisfy a log-Sobolev inequality with a uniform constant. Since Gaussian measure satisfies the log-Sobolev
inequality, the same statement is true under the Hypothesis. Furthermore, one can see directly from the
definition of the inequality that, if the law of the real random variable X satisfies the logarithmic Sobolev inequality
with constant ¢, then for any deterministic « € R the law of X + « also satisfies the logarithmic Sobolev inequality
with constant ¢. Thus the laws of the entries of v/ N Xy satisfy a log-Sobolev inequality with uniform constant. This
uniformity allows us to import the result [Guionnet and Zeitouni, 2000, Corollary 1.4b], which tells us that there
exist positive universal constants C; and Cy such that, for any § > 0,

exp ( CgN265) .

. N Ch
PN[d(MXN7]EXN [/’LXN]) > 5] = 53/2
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By choosing § = N~'/6, this completes the proof under the Hypothesis or under the log-Sobolev option of
the Hypothesis.

Next, we turn to the compact-support option of the Hypothesis. The barrier to using existing results is
that, even if the entries of Wy are uniformly compactly supported, the diagonal entries of

VNXy =Wn+VNDy
are supported in boxes that, while of fixed size, may have centers tending to infinity. So we modify the existing
proofs for this situation. Specifically, we start by importing the following result.

Lemma 5.13. [Guionnet and Zeitouni, 2000, Theorem Z.S’a/ Fiz (a; ;)i ;<N C RN, and suppose that there exists a
compact set K C R such that the i, jth entry of VN X is supported on the compact set a;;+K ={a;;j+k:ke K}
Write 61(N) = 8 |K|/7/N. Let K C R be compact, and define the class of test functions

f(x;—f(y)' . 1}_

Flipk = {f supp(f) C K, [ flloo + sup
z#yY -y

Then, for any § > 44/|K|61(N), we have

32|K| N2 52 2
P (@%ﬁx ltrv (f(Xn)) = Eftrny (f(Xn))]] 2 5) < 5 exp <— GIK [TIICI - 51(N)} ) :

The authors of [Guionnet and Zeitouni, 2000] then extend this result to a supremum over all bounded Lipschitz
functions, not just those that are compactly supported, but in the case that E[Xy] = 0. Their arguments require a
bound on 4 tr(X%), which we replace for our model with

1
() < supflaf? s 2 € K+l + 1,
which is true for IV sufficiently large. Following their proofs but substituting this estimate, we obtain the following

result, which is analogous to [Guionnet and Zeitouni, 2000, Corollary 1.4a]:

Lemma 5.14. Under the assumptions and notation of the previous lemma, write S = Sup{|3:|2 cx € K} and
8(S+d2,. +1). Then for any N sufficiently large and for any § > 0 satisfying the implicit equation
§ > (128(M + v/6)61(N))?/3, we have

X R 128(M + V/3) N2 §5/2 2
]P)XN (d(/’LXN7EXN(MXN)) > 5) < Texp <_16|K|2 |:128(M+\/3) _51(N):| ) :

For N sufficiently large, § = N~/ satisfies the implicit equation given in the lemma, and it is easy to show that

§5/2 2 NT7/6
128(M +V/9) N2(512M)
for N large enough, which gives the desired result in this case. O

Proof of Lemma[57] By Lemma[EI2 if k < & we have
PN(d(,aXN y Psc i MD) > Nﬁﬁ)

X N NT"
< 1d(]EXN[ﬂXN]7PSCEN/D)>D +Pn (d(MXN7EXN [NXN]) > ) )

2

C
_ 1/4 _Z2NT/6
S Lisy laxylpuBupy> s +OLN T exp < 2 > '

Now we wish to estimate d(Ex, [fixy]; psc B tp), in order to show that the above indicator vanishes. Towards this

end, choose an arbitrary test function f with || f|[ze + sup,_, W <1.

I This result was initially stated for centered entries, but by shifting the test function they use to apply [Talagrand, 1996} Theorem
6.6] the proof goes through.
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First we estimate the tails. For M large enough, Equation (511 gives us

S llo=Exy [Fxy (=M)]

-M
- / F(@)Exy [fixy ] (dz)

— 00

-M
| / F@)Exy lixa] — (oo B p))(dz)

< Exy [Fxy (=M)] < Py(M(Xn) < —M) < e

where the last inequality follows from Lemma Similarly,

‘/Moo F@)(Exy lfixy] = (psc B pp))(de)| < 1—Exy [Fx, (M)] < e

Thus it remains to estimate ‘fin F(@)Exyixy] — (psc B uD))(dx)’. We will do this by approximating f by a
test function smooth enough to integrate by parts. '
More precisely, suppose first that f is C' and || f'[| L~ = sup,, W < 1. Then

M
| / @) Exylixa] = (e B ap) ()

M
- | / £(2) d(Exy [Fxn (@)] = Fo iy <x>>|
-M

M|z + 1 fllz + 1 f L Exy [Fxn] = Fpomup 2o

<
< (M 4+ 2)||Exy [Fxy] = Fpmup 1o

|f(9‘6)*f‘(y)|
T—y
N, we may choose g € C! with 9" | Loe((=nmrnpy < 1 and [[f = gllpee—a,my) < (M 4 1)||Exy [Fxy] = Fp mupllzes
thus

Now suppose that f only satisfies || f[|L + sup,_, < 1. Since [-M, M] is a compact set independent of

M
|/_M(f($) = 9(2))(Exy [iixy] = (pse B pp))(d)| < 2[|f = gl oo (- ar,a1))

< (2M + 2)|[Exy [Fxy] = Fpmpp -
Combining these and and optimizing over f, we have
d(EXN [:ELXN]? Psc &) ,LLD) < 267N + 4(M + ]‘)H]EXN [FXN] - FPSCEMD ||L°° = O(Ni’y)v
where the last equality follows from Lemma [5.9l Thus if we choose 0 < k <+, we have

- v =20
d(]EXN [HXNLPSCEMD)>NT

for sufficiently large N; in particular this shows us that
Pr(d(fixy, pse Bpp) > N7%) < CyNY* exp <——N7/6>

from which point it is easy to conclude the proof. o

6 PROPERTIES OF THE RATE FUNCTION

The purpose of this section is to show that the supremum in the definition of %) (z) = supyso I?)(z, ) is achieved
at a value 6., which is unique (except for = r(psc B up), where it is chosen by conventian) and which depends
injectively on x. This implies that, in the large-deviation upper bound established for tilted measures in Theorem
B4l the rate function has a unique zero; this property was crucial in the proof of Lemma [3.17] above. At the end of
this section, we establish goodness of I3 (.).

Proposition 6.1. For every x > r(psc Bup) and for each = 1,2, there exists a unique 8 > 0, which we will write
0, = 99(6'6), such that

I®(z) = sup I'P(z,0) = 1P (x,0,).
0>0
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Furthermore, I(ﬂ)(:v) vanishes uniquely at x = r(psc B up); and if we define by convention

B
er(pchE,uD) = §GPSCEE;LD (r(psc B up))

then the map x — 0, on the domain {x > r(psc B up)} is injective. In particular, whenever x # y are at least
r(pse B i), we have
1D(y) > 19)(y,0,).

We also have
re > r(pse B pup)

with equality if and only if G, (r(up)) = Gy, Bup (*(psc B up)). In addition,

o _ J5CuLEuD) i Gup(x(up)) < +oo,
e +o0 otherwise, by convention

and if © < z. then 0 < 0,.. Finally,
1% =21,

Proof. For the duration of this proof, we introduce the notation

1T o= psc B pp.

It can be checked directly from the definition that that, for any compactly supported measure v and any .# > r(v),

0

2 0.0, - {Rl, (20) if0<20< G, (),

M- 35 20> G, ().
Notice that this is a continuous function of . Furthermore, it is known |Guionnet and Maida, 2018 Lemma 11] that

G5 (e(pp)) < min(Gp (v(1p)), G, (2(pse))) = min(Gp (x(p)), 1)-
Since G, is decreasing on (r(v), +00), there are three (or two) phases of 8 values:

5 Ry (20) =20 — Ry, (20) =0 if 0 < 20 < G e (2),
%I(l)(x, 0) =4 x—20—K,, (20) if Gpse(x) <20 < Gy (x(1p)),
r—20— r(MD) if 20 > GMD (r(ND))v

where the third case disappears if G, , (r(up)) = +o0 and the second case disappears if x = r(u55) and G s (r(155)) =
Gpp(r(up)). Notice that this is a continuous function of 6 > 0, and that, if G (7) < %6‘ < Gss(r(p35)), we can in
fact write

9 a
%ﬂ (2,0) = 2 — Kz (20) .
In general we have

Gup (x(pp)) € [Grss (x (1)), +00].

For the purposes of our analysis, the endpoints of this interval are degenerate cases, and will be handled separately
at the end. For now, assume that

Gup (x(1p)) € (G (x(1p)), +00).

Then Oyl (1)(17, 0) has three non-degenerate piecewise sections, and z. < co, where we recall the threshold

o = JGup(x(up)) +x(up) if Gpup (x(pp)) < oo,
¢ +00 otherwise.

In the course of the casework, we will show that z. > r(x55) in this nondegenerate regime.
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e Case 1 (z < x.): First we study the interval 6 € ( Gp (r(up))) and write the function 9p 1™ (x, 6)

as

%Gu“ (@), %

0 f.(0) =2 — 20— K, (20)

defined on this interval. We have

o G (K 20) pp(d) p(dt)
f0) =4 (G, (Ko, (20)° i </ (Kpup (29)—t)2> </ (Kpup (29)—t)3> h

since 20 < G, (r(up)), so that K, ,(20) > r(up) and I% > 0 for i = 2,3. Thus f, is strictly

concave.

Let us find out where it is maximized. Since

1
f;(9)22 f wp (dt) -1 )
(K (20)—t)2

we can rearrange

r(p5) = Kuss (Guss (1))
Ry (Gruss (£ (15)) + Kpup (Gss (£ (1))
= G (r(1)) + Kpup (Gruss (x(15)))

to obtain

1 < 1
12 (3G (e ) =2 P m——
(r(p3s se (r(pp5))—1)?

But it is known that

/ pp(dt) 1

)~ G OB —0F

Indeed, using the notation and results of |[Capitaine et al., 2011}, Proposition 2.1] (although the ideas date back
to [Biane, 1997]), the above statement is equivalent to the statement vy ., (Fi ., (x(pS))) = 0. But Fy,,
maps into [+ 0 € CF : 0> 10, ()], and here Fy, (r(4i5) = £(155) — Gy (r(i5)) is real; furthermore
v1,up (1) is a continuous function [Biane, 1997] of the real parameter u. Combined, these conditions force
V1,up (F1,up (r(155))) = 0. But this means that

12 (3G e ) =0

Thus we have shown that f.(f) = 0pI()(x,0) is a strictly concave function on the open interval
(%Gusﬁ' (2), £Gup, (x(pp)), taking a unique maximum value (which can be computed to be z — r(455)) at the
point 6 = %GHsDc (r(p35))- Its value at the left endpoint of the interval is 0, and its value at the right endpoint
of the interval is £ — z. < 0. In particular, since f, is decreasing on (%GHsDc (x(155)), 3G pup (x(1p))), taking the
value z — r(u35) on the left endpoint and value x — x. on the right endpoint, we have z. > r(13S) as claimed.

Now if 0 > $G,, (x(up)), then
9pI™M (2,0) = & — 20 — x(up) < xc — Gpp (t(1p)) — (1p) = 0.

There are two subcases here:

r(uss)): Here f2(0) = 91 (2,0) takes maximum value x — r(u35) = 0 on the

— Subcase a (z =
Gss(r (uD)) 121G, (r(1p))), and is negative on the interval [1G ., (r(up)), +00). Thus

open interval (3

1M (x(pss)) = 0.
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— Subcase b (z > r(uj5)): Here, the value of the function f, at 6 = $G s (r(p35)) is © —r(p35) > 0. Thus
it vanishes at a unique point 0, € (5Guss(r(15)), 3Gup (r(ip))). For such values of z, then, I (2,0)
vanishes for § € [0, $G ¢ (2)]; strictly increases for 6 € (§Gsc, 0,); and strictly decreases for 6 € (6, +00).
In particular (W (z) > 0 for such x values.

e Case 2 (z > x.): Here we can explicitly write

6. = =(z — x(up)). (6.2)

N =

The function f, defined above is still strictly concave on its domain and still vanishes at the left endpoint of
this domain, but now its value at the right endpoint is nonnegative; thus I (1)(x, 6) is strictly increasing for
CRS (%G#sjg (), 4G, (x(pup))). A simple analysis of I (z,0) for 6 > 121Gy, (r(1p)) shows that 6, as defined

above is, as claimed, the unique 6 value that maximizes I (z, ), and I (z) > 0.

In particular notice that

L G (e ().

0. = g we —(un)) = 3

It remains only to show that z1 # 2 =— 0, # 0.,. If z1 < z. < x9, then 0,, and 6,, as constructed
above lie in disjoint intervals, so cannot be equal; and if z. < x1,x2 then we can see 0., # 0., from our explicit
formula (©.2). Thus we only need consider zy < 23 < x.. If &1 = r(p55), then 0y, = $Gusc(r(p55)) < b, by
construction; thus we can assume r(p3S) < 21 < 22 < .. But then 0,, and 6,, are defined on the common interval
(3G (x(1135)), 3Gpup (x(1p))) as the unique points satisfying

205, + Kpup (205,) = 21 # @2 =205, + K,up) (2605,) .

Thus we must have 0, # 0,,.
Now we explain the necessary adjustments in the degenerate cases.

e Degenerate Case 1 (G, (r(up)) = Guss(r(135))):

The proof of [Guionnet and Maida, 2018, Lemma 11] shows that w(r(35)) > r(pp), where w is defined (see
[Capitaine et al., 2011} Proposition 2.1]) as w(z) = z — G5 (2); hence

ze =T(up) + Gup (r(p)) = r(pp) + Guss (x(1p))
= r(up) + x(pp) — w(r(4p)) < x(up)
and all x are “at least critical.”
— Degenerate Subcase a (z = r(¢55)): Then we only have

o1V (x (u5),0) =

0 if 0 <20 <G, (x(pp))
r(W) — 20— x(up) 120> Gy (x(1p).

From the first line of this display and from the equality G, (r(up)) = G s (r(p35)) we have

0= Ryuss (Gruss (r(1)) = Gpup (t(1D)) = By (Grup (x(pp))) = £(455) — Gup (t(pp)) — x(pp).  (6.3)

On the one hand, (63) tells us that

Te =1 (Up)
so that by convention
1 s 1
0. = 5Gis (£(45)) = 3G (x (1))

as claimed. On the other hand, if 20 > G, (r(pp)) then (6.3 tells us that

O (x(p5,0)) = (i) — 20 — r(up) < r(155) — Gpup (r(pp)) — r(up) = 0.

So 9pI™M (x(p55)) < 0 for all @ and I (x(155)) = 0 as claimed.
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— Degenerate Subcase b (z > r(u35)): Then f, as above is defined and strictly concave on a nonde-
generate interval; it vanishes at the left endpoint of this interval; it takes a positive maximum (namely
x —r(p5)) at the right endpoint of this interval. Thus the analysis of Case 2 above holds to show that 6,
is given by Equation (G.2)).

The argument above for injectivity goes through, since Equation (6.2]) works for all z values.

e Degenerate Case 2 (G, (r(1p)) = +00): Here z, = +00, and all = values are subcritical. The function f,
from Case 1 is then defined and strictly concave on the interval (:G use (), +00). It has a unique maximum at

%G#sg (r(135)), where its value is positive; and strict concavity tells us limg_, o f2(0) = —o0; thus f; still has
a unique zero on its domain, which we still call §,. The argument above for injectivity goes through.

Now we show I(?) = 2T, If z < ., then we showed that 6, is defined implicitly by
2
g

If z > z., then we have

0+ K, (%%) =z subject to %% € (Gpss(x(155)), Gpup (x(10))) -

%GI =z —r(up).

Notice that %996 is independent of B. But then the definition (23] gives us

J(B:2) (Va 0%; %) = 2‘](6:1)(V7 91; %)
from which the claim follows. O
Proposition 6.4. The function I'¥)(-) is a good rate function.

Proof. First, for any compactly-supported measure p and any A > r(u), we have J(u,0,\) = 0; hence IV (z) is
nonnegative.

For every fixed 6, dominated convergence tells us that J(psc B up,8,x) is a continuous function of z > r(psc);
hence I(M)(-) is lower semi-continuous at such z values. It is also lower semi-continuous for < r(ps B up), where
its value is infinite. Finally, since I(Y)(-) is nonnegative and vanishes at r(ps. B up), it is also lower semi-continuous
there.

Hence 1M (.) is a rate function. But since I(V)(-) is the rate function for a weak LDP of an exponentially tight
family, it is classical (see, e.g., [Dembo and Zeitouni, 2010, Lemma 1.2.18]) that IM is in fact good. O

REFERENCES

[Ajanki et al., 2019] Ajanki, O. H., Erdés, L., and Kriiger, T. (2019). Stability of the matrix Dyson equation and
random matrices with correlations. Probab. Theory Related Fields, 173(1-2):293-373.

[Aptekarev et al., 2005] Aptekarev, A. 1., Bleher, P. M., and Kuijlaars, A. B. J. (2005). Large n limit of Gaussian
random matrices with external source. II. Comm. Math. Phys., 259(2):367-389.

[Augeri, 2016] Augeri, F. (2016). Large deviations principle for the largest eigenvalue of Wigner matrices without
Gaussian tails. FElectron. J. Probab., 21:Paper No. 32, 49.

[Augeri et al., 2019] Augeri, F., Guionnet, A., and Husson, J. (2019). Large deviations for the largest eigenvalue of
sub-Gaussian matrices. arXiv:1911.10591v1.

[Bai, 1993] Bai, Z. D. (1993). Convergence rate of expected spectral distributions of large random matrices. I. Wigner
matrices. Ann. Probab., 21(2):625-648.

[Belinschi and Capitaine, 2017] Belinschi, S. T. and Capitaine, M. (2017). Spectral properties of polynomials in
independent Wigner and deterministic matrices. J. Funct. Anal., 273(12):3901-3963.

[Ben Arous et al., 2001] Ben Arous, G., Dembo, A., and Guionnet, A. (2001). Aging of spherical spin glasses. Probab.
Theory Related Fields, 120(1):1-67.

28



[Ben Arous and Guionnet, 1997] Ben Arous, G. and Guionnet, A. (1997). Large deviations for Wigner’s law and
Voiculescu’s non-commutative entropy. Probab. Theory Related Fields, 108(4):517-542.

[Benaych-Georges et al., 2012] Benaych-Georges, F., Guionnet, A., and Maida, M. (2012). Large deviations of the
extreme eigenvalues of random deformations of matrices. Probab. Theory Related Fields, 154(3-4):703-751.

[Bercovici and Voiculescu, 1993] Bercovici, H. and Voiculescu, D. (1993). Free convolution of measures with un-
bounded support. Indiana Univ. Math. J., 42(3):733-773.

[Biane, 1997] Biane, P. (1997). On the free convolution with a semi-circular distribution. Indiana Univ. Math. J.,
46(3):705-718.

[Biroli and Guionnet, 2019] Biroli, G. and Guionnet, A. (2019). Large deviations for the largest eigenvalues and
eigenvectors of spiked random matrices. arXiv:1904.01820v1.

[Bleher and Kuijlaars, 2004] Bleher, P. and Kuijlaars, A. B. J. (2004). Large n limit of Gaussian random matrices
with external source. I. Comm. Math. Phys., 252(1-3):43-76.

[Bleher and Kuijlaars, 2007] Bleher, P. M. and Kuijlaars, A. B. J. (2007). Large n limit of Gaussian random matrices
with external source. III. Double scaling limit. Comm. Math. Phys., 270(2):481-517.

[Bordenave and Caputo, 2014] Bordenave, C. and Caputo, P. (2014). A large deviation principle for Wigner matrices
without Gaussian tails. Ann. Probab., 42(6):2454-2496.

[Capitaine et al., 2011] Capitaine, M., Donati-Martin, C., Féral, D., and Février, M. (2011). Free convolution with
a semicircular distribution and eigenvalues of spiked deformations of Wigner matrices. Electron. J. Probab., 16:no.
64, 1750-1792.

[Capitaine and Péché, 2016] Capitaine, M. and Péché, S. (2016). Fluctuations at the edges of the spectrum of the
full rank deformed GUE. Probab. Theory Related Fields, 165(1-2):117-161.

[Dembo and Zeitouni, 2010] Dembo, A. and Zeitouni, O. (2010). Large deviations techniques and applications, vol-
ume 38 of Stochastic Modelling and Applied Probability. Springer-Verlag, Berlin. Corrected reprint of the second
(1998) edition.

[Donati-Martin and Maida, 2012] Donati-Martin, C. and Maida, M. (2012). Large deviations for the largest eigen-
value of an Hermitian Brownian motion. ALEA Lat. Am. J. Probab. Math. Stat., 9(2):501-530.

[Dudley, 2002] Dudley, R. M. (2002). Real analysis and probability, volume 74 of Cambridge Studies in Advanced
Mathematics. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge. Revised reprint of the 1989 original.

[Erdds et al., 2019] Erdés, L., Kriiger, T., and Schréder, D. (2019). Random matrices with slow correlation decay.
Forum Math. Sigma, T:e8, 89.

[Fey et al., 2008] Fey, A., van der Hofstad, R., and Klok, M. J. (2008). Large deviations for eigenvalues of sample
covariance matrices, with applications to mobile communication systems. Adv. in Appl. Probab., 40(4):1048-1071.

[Guionnet and Husson, 2018] Guionnet, A. and Husson, J. (2018). Large deviations for the largest eigenvalue of
Rademacher matrices. arXiv:1810.01188v1.

[Guionnet and Maida, 2005] Guionnet, A. and Maida, M. (2005). A Fourier view on the R-transform and related
asymptotics of spherical integrals. J. Funct. Anal., 222(2):435-490.

[Guionnet and Maida, 2018] Guionnet, A. and Maida, M. (2018). Large deviations for the largest eigenvalue of the
sum of two random matrices. arXiv:1810.02538v2.

[Guionnet and Zeitouni, 2000] Guionnet, A. and Zeitouni, O. (2000). Concentration of the spectral measure for large
matrices. Electron. Comm. Probab., 5:119-136.

[Guionnet and Zeitouni, 2002] Guionnet, A. and Zeitouni, O. (2002). Large deviations asymptotics for spherical
integrals. J. Funct. Anal., 188(2):461-515.

29



[Helton et al., 2007] Helton, J. W., Rashidi Far, R., and Speicher, R. (2007). Operator-valued semicircular elements:
solving a quadratic matrix equation with positivity constraints. Int. Math. Res. Not. IMRN, (22):Art. ID rnm086,
15.

[Lee and Schnelli, 2015] Lee, J. O. and Schnelli, K. (2015). Edge universality for deformed Wigner matrices. Rev.
Math. Phys., 27(8):1550018, 94.

[Lee et al., 2016] Lee, J. O., Schnelli, K., Stetler, B., and Yau, H.-T. (2016). Bulk universality for deformed Wigner
matrices. Ann. Probab., 44(3):2349-2425.

[Maida, 2007] Maida, M. (2007). Large deviations for the largest eigenvalue of rank one deformations of Gaussian
ensembles. FElectron. J. Probab., 12:1131-1150.

[Matytsin, 1994] Matytsin, A. (1994). On the large-N limit of the Itzykson-Zuber integral. Nuclear Phys. B, 411(2-
3):805-820.

[Pastur, 1972] Pastur, L. A. (1972). The spectrum of random matrices. Teoret. Mat. Fiz., 10(1):102-112.

[Shcherbina, 2011] Shcherbina, T. (2011). On universality of local edge regime for the deformed Gaussian unitary
ensemble. J. Stat. Phys., 143(3):455-481.

[Talagrand, 1996] Talagrand, M. (1996). A new look at independence. Ann. Probab., 24(1):1-34.

[Voiculescu, 1991] Voiculescu, D. (1991). Limit laws for random matrices and free products. Invent. Math.,
104(1):201-220.

[Zee, 1996] Zee, A. (1996). Law of addition in random matrix theory. Nuclear Phys. B, 474(3):726-744.

30



	1 Introduction
	2 Main result
	3 Proof overview
	4 Free energy expansion
	5 Concentration and exponential tightness for tilted measures
	6 Properties of the rate function

