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LOCAL MARCHENKO-PASTUR LAW AT THE HARD EDGE OF THE SAMPLE
COVARIANCE ENSEMBLE

ANASTASIS KAFETZOPOULOS AND ANNA MALTSEV

ABSTRACT. Consider an N by N matrix X of complex entries with iid real and imaginary parts. We show
that the local density of eigenvalues of X*X converges to the Marchenko-Pastur law on the optimal scale
with probability 1. We also obtain rigidity of the eigenvalues in the bulk and near both hard and soft edges.
Here we avoid logarithmic and polynomial corrections by working directly with high powers of expectation of
the Stieltjes transforms. We work under the assumption that the entries have a finite 4th moment and are
truncated at N'/%. In this work we simplify and adapt the methods from prior papers of Gotze-Tikhomirov
and Cacciapuoti-Maltsev-Schlein to covariance matrices.

1. INTRODUCTION

In this paper we obtain optimal large deviation bounds on the Stieltjes transform for the sample covariance
random matrix ensemble. Let X be a M x N matrix with components x;; = Re x;; +4Im x;;. Assume that
Re z;; and Im z;; are independent identically distributed (iid) real random variables with mean zero and
variance % so that

(1.1) Ez;j =0 and Elz;*=1 i=1,.,N,j=1,....,M.
and
d:= M/N.
In what follows we shall denote by Xy the scaled matrix
(1.2) Xy = X/VN.

We are interested in the analysis of the asymptotic empirical spectral measure of the matrix X3 Xy for
N — 0o, when M = N. This is the case when the limiting measure has a square root singularity near 0
with typical distance between eigenvalues on the order of 5. We are able to obtain results on the hard
edge, the bulk, and the soft edge in a unified way.

Let so, o =1,..., N, be the eigenvalues of X3 Xx. Since X3 Xy is Hermitian and positive definite we can
assume that 0 < s1 < s9 < ... < sy. We denote by ny the empirical spectral distribution of the eigenvalues
Sas

(1.3) nn(E) = w#{0 < N sa < E)
and
(1.4) N(I) = #{a < N|sq €1}

For any 6§ € C with Im 6 # 0 we define the Stieltjes transform of ny as

N
(1.5) An(0) —/Rmiedn]v(x) = ;]TY(XNXN )" = %Z

We denote by v the probability distribution of Re x;; and Im x;;. In this paper we assume that

(1.6) sup sup E|xjk|4 =: lg < 00,
N>11<j k<N
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and that there exists a constant D > 0 such that for all NV:

(1.7) sup |z5| < DNVA.
1<j,k<N

These assumptions are the same as in the papers of Gotze-Tikhomirov [0, 5], and with easy modifications
all the proofs and results hold as well for z;; such that E|z;;|? < (Cq)“? for universal constants C, c.

The first results about universality of covariance matrices date back to ’67. Let
A = (1£Vad)2

Marchenko Pastur in [10] show that dvy — p weakly with probability 1, where p is the Marchenko-Pastur
distribution, given by

(1.8) pyup(E) = 217r\/(/\+ — E)E(gE — )\_)7

whenever E € [A_, A;] and 0 otherwise. In the case of a square matrix X, the density of the Marchenko-
Pastur distribution is

1 4
—/=—1 O0< E<4
(1.9) p(E)=< 27V E -
0 otherwise

and for any 6 such that Im 6 # 0 we denote by A the associated Stieltjes transform

(1.10) A(Q):/inep(m)dx

which satisfies the quadratic equation

(1.11) A:_ﬂKfﬁ

In [I0], the convergence of the density of states is on intervals whose sizes are independent of N. In this

case, the intervals that are away from the endpoints contain an order of N eigenvalues. A natural question
to study is whether the convergence remains on intervals whose size (we call the interval size scale) goes to
zero as N grows.

In [3], Erdos-Schlein-Yau-Yin establish convergence of the empirical spectral density for general covariance
matrices to the Marchenko-Pastur law in the bulk for d < 1 on small intervals. They use a decomposition
by minors for the diagonal elements of the resolvent to establish a self-consistent equation for the Stieltjes
transform Ay of dvy. Large deviation estimates and a continuity argument are then used show the conver-
gence of the spectral measure on small intervals (involving polynomial corrections) in the bulk distribution.
These methods have been extended to the hard edge and logarithmic rather than polynomial corrections
by Cacciapuoti-Maltsev-Schlein in [I]. More precisely, the authors show that the fluctuation of the Stieltjes

transform VEAy away from vEA is on the order of ‘/\/7% and they obtain convergence of the counting

function of eigenvalues everywhere including close to the hard edge. Eigenvalue rigidity with polynomial
corrections for the bulk and soft edges for entries with subexponential decay can be found in Pillai-Yin [12].

A related question is that of the universality of the correlation function of the eigenvalues. Results in the
bulk using local laws and a local relaxation flow can be found in [3| [12]. A similar result in [16] by proving
a version of the four moment theorem for random covariance matrices for any 0 < d < 1 in the bulk of
the spectrum. Wang [I7] extends these results to the soft edge (cf Remark 1.8 in [I7]). For the hard
edge, universality of the joint distribution of low-lying eigenvalues has been established by Tao-Vu in [15].
Another related question is about the rate of convergence of the density of states to the Marchenko-Pastur
law. In [6], the authors establish that the Kolmogorov distance between the expected spectral measure and
the Marchenko-Pastur law is O(N~1!). Additionally, there has been some remarkable progress on similar
questions in the case of Wigner (matrices with i.i.d. entries up to Hermitian symmetry) and more general
Wigner-type matrices [9, [§]. The authors use homogenization theory, which relies on coupling two Dyson
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Brownian motions, to establish the Gaussianity of fluctuation of individual eigenvalues in the bulk of the
spectrum.

In this paper we obtain optimal bounds on the expectations of high moments of the fluctuation A = Ay — A
on the optimal scale. Our methods and results apply to the bulk as well as the soft and hard edges. The
main objective of this work is to extend the results and methodology of [2] to a hard edge setup. We were
able to simplify the proof of Theorem |l|in [2] avoiding different cases for the bulk and edges. Unlike in the
Wigner case, where both edges are soft, the presence of the hard edge at 0 allows us to extend the bounds
on the real part of the Stieltjes transform to the negative real line, thus also yielding a fluctuation for the
individual eigenvalue near the hard edge that is decreasing with the eigenvalue number. This paper also
improves on [I] by removing the logarithmic corrections and improving the fluctuation bounds. We also
extended the proofs in [5, 6] on fluctuations of quadratic forms to a soft edge setup by improving a factor
of |A] to a factor of Im A.

To state our theorem we define the domain Sk, where we obtain our bounds:
(1.12) Spy = {4n > c(E* +n* — 4E)}

for some ¢ > 0. This domain is chosen so that Im (A + 1/2)? > c¢Re ((A + 1/2)?) which we need for the
proof of Proposition While all the proofs work for all ¢ > 0 not dependent on N, we will specifically
work with ¢ = 1 to allow us the opportunity to illustrate it the following picture, Figure

L(E+in,)

i

E+ing

E-ing

FIGURE 1. The set S, g shaded in blue and the integration contour L(zp) from (7.1]) in red

Theorem 1. Let Xy be a N x N matriz as described in equation (1.2), and assume (1.6) and (1.7). Let
AN and A be the Stieltjes transforms defined in equations (1.5)) and (1.10). Moreover set = E + in, with

% > M for some suitably large M. Then there exist positive constants cg, C' such that for each K > 0

1/8
andlgqgc()('NTZ‘) and 8 € Sg,y or £ <0

VoOl\ _ (Cq)®
(1.13) PQVWAMQ—AW)ZKNh>§ K

Furthermore, for any E € R and n > 0 such that |NTZ| > M we have that

(1.14) P (|\/5||1m (An(6) — A(0))] = K‘]\\{Z‘) = <C§)ch -
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We then use our Theorem [1] to obtain fluctuation estimates on the counting function as stated in the next
theorem. Letting

E
(1.15) nMp(E)—/O p(z)dz,

we compare it to ny.
Theorem 2. With assumptions as in Theorem [l there exist constants Moy, No, C,c > 0 such that for any
K>0and E > 2%

(1.16) P <|nN(E) — nup(E)| > Kmm{@’ loA;gVN}> . <C§)ch2

forall E€R, K >0,N > Nyg,q € N.

We use the above estimate to obtain rigidity estimates that is how far each eigenvalue can fluctuate away
from its classical location. We define the classical locations of the eigenvalues, predicted by the Marchenko-
Pastur distribution, as the points v, (a = 1, ..., N) such that

" (BB =
| otear - 5

In particular, we obtain the fluctuation of eigenvalues near the hard edge to be of the order of k}%év . The
fluctuations of eigenvalues in the bulk and soft edges of both the Gaussian Unitary Ensemble and the Wishart

Ensemble are known to be respectively of the order ¥ kj\%N in the bulk and kl”/;(;@ 75 for the kth eigenvalue

from the edge, k — oo (see [7,[14]). To our knowledge similar results are not yet available for the hard edge.

Theorem 3. With assumptions as in Theorem[1], there exist constants C,c, Ny, e > 0 such that

(117) (1l = KN (4)) < (Ca)”

Ka
fora=1,..,[N/2], N > Ny, K >0, and q € N with ¢ < N°€. Furthermore, for a <log N we have that
a?\ _ (Cq)r

N 2) - K2

In this theorem the factor - accounts for the higher density at the hard edge. Here we focus on hard-edge
rigidity, since proofs of soft-edge rigidity require control of the largest eigenvalue which, to our knowledge,

is not currently available in the case of truncated entries with four moments, in either Wigner or Sample
Covariance case.

(1.18) P <|A —Yal > K

2. USEFUL IDENTITIES

In this section we collect some useful known identities. Let J,J1,J2 C {1,..., N}. We will denote by X )
the submatrix of X with columns of indices J removed, and X5 with rows of indices J removed.
We define the resolvent matrices

J) . (J1)y# 3 (1) -1 T (@1 Ty -1
(2.1) Gl = ((X(J;)) XY - 9) and Gl = (X(J;) (XG) ~ 9)

When our arguments work for any Ji,Jo we will mention this and then suppress them for ease of notation,
and we will write Gg;g i for the ijth element. We notice here that G is the minor of G := G with J-th
rows and J-th columns removed. Lastly we notice that

Jl)
(2.2) g} ; oy

Similarly we introduce

(J) (J) (J)._ (J1)

and we use Ay and A when J1,Jo = @. We will use x;, and x”c for rows and columns of VN X respectively.



We state some well-known identities for resolvent entries (Lemma 2.3 of [12]).

Lemma 2.1. With Gglg as before fori,j # k, we have

(1) sty | GGl
) _ aWufk)) | T (2) ik (J2).ki
(2.4) Clo)ig = Clayis T @)

J2),kk

Furthermore, as seen for example in (3.2) of [2], we have the following relationship between the (k, k) element

of G2 and Im Gy, and the same holds for Ggl), ng)
Im G(z )kk
25) o), = LGl
7
yielding that
Im G
(2.6) (G| < —2%,

Next we observe that using the proof of (3.10) in [2] we can also obtain the following for the resolvent of

the sample covariance ensemble, and the proof works for Gglg, g((j]];)) for any Jy, Jo:

Lemma 2.2. With G and G as before, we have that
(2.7) GH(E + in/s) < SGH(E + i??).

Furthermore we have the following bounds on the Stieltjes transform of the Marchenko-Pastur law. For
E > 0 we set k := |E — 4. For any fixed E{, Ey > 0 and 79 > 0 there exist constants C' > 0 such that

(2.8) ’A+;’ > C(k% +n2)i > CVr 1,
and
(2.9) c—1 — <ImA <O

VEy < E<E) 0<n<mno, x>

3. EQUATIONS FOR A

Lemma 3.1. Take 6 = E +in. For any N > Ny one has

N
1 1 1
31 AR, =~ Z
N (J1) (J1U{k}) (J1) 5
k=1 0(1+AN(J)+T +T(1) ) <1+A 1( +77“+Yju{k})>
with
[1J1] — |[Jo| [+ 1
. <
(3.2) T, | Th] < N
and
J k J k}) J Ty
(33) Ty = (= B) @/ VNG VN and Yy = (- Ba) oGl @i/ V.
_ 1 @ugey 1 (J1) . J)uik} _ ().
(3.4) Ty := NTrg(J;) — NTrG(J;) and Ti = NTrG( ) T rG ) !

where 2 is the k—th column of the matriz X and xy, is the k—th row of X.
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Proof. By the definition of Ay and from the formula

(3.5) Gg;% ok = ™0 o o LUk (Jlu{:}) (J1)U{k} PG OIS
W = 0= Gy X (PG o) gy )
1 1

(1 + (xk/V/N)*G Jlu{k})xk/\ﬁ) 9< 4 Agl()u]] T+ T%;J{k})>

we obtain that

N
1 1
(3.6) Agl(?yz) =% Z
: N (J1) (J1U{k})
9<1+A D)+ T+ T )
where Tg;f{k}) is as in (3.3) and
T1U{k}) , v (T1U{k _ 1 J _
(3 7) T NT (X(( 1U{k}) (X 1U{ })) 9) 1 NTr((X((JQ))) (X(( 1))) _9) 1
' |J1] — Ile 1 @U{kD\x - (B10{EY) -1 L Ty @) g1
=~ N7 NTr((X(J;) ) X(J;) —0)" — NTY((X(J;)) X(J;) —0)".
Rewriting, we obtain
(3.8)
um - ub al 31— [Jo] | 1 GGl
Ty = ——"77— | ="y T A i
! ;G ;G N TN ; G e ;G
|Jl\ - \le 1 GikGri [Jif —1[J2] 1 1 al Jul = 1J2]  (G*ik
= =2 - = - — GinGri = — - .
#Zk Gre N0 NG ; Rk No NGk
We now use (2.5 to obtain
(3.9) T < [1J1] = J2] | Tm G

N|o| |Gri|Nn

yielding that

([1J1] = 132 | + 1|V
<
V||| < N .

Note also

J1) — !
(3.10) g(Jg),kk - (J1) « 3 (1) o
(1 + (xx/V'N) <(X 5otk X Galgry) ~ 9) X/ W)

which similarly yields the second part of (3.1]), recalling ([2.2)).



Rewriting (3.1)) using ﬁ = % — ﬁ we obtain (also for any Jp,J2, thus we suppress them here)

N
1 1
Ay = ——
N N Z O(1+ A) + OA + 0(Ty, + THED)

k=1
B 11 ZN: OA + (T, + YD)
C0(1+A) N9 0 (1+ An + (T + THED))
(3.11) -
A

2

N
A
= ~ kz_: ONGLr, + — kz_l Grrd(Ty + THD)

N
A
= A= AOAAN + =3 3 G + YD)

k=1
This yields that
(3.12) A =0AANA+A) + Z Grb(Ty + YD)
k 1
Let
N
(3.13) R:=N"1 Z G (T + TAFD)
k=1

and (similarly can define Rg;;) which yields the following quadratic for A

(3.14) OAA? + (0A? — 1)A + AOR = 0.
Dividing by A, using that A = —ﬁ and the quadratic formula, yields
(3.15) —(A+1/2) /(A +1/2)2 -

as two solutions. From definition of A in ([2.3)) it follows that Im A > Im A, thus if we take the branch cut of
the square root to be on the positive reals so that the imaginary part of the square root is always positive,
we obtain that

(3.16) A=—(A+1/2)+(A+1/2)2 -
We also notice that the second solution, call it A, to (3.14) is given by
(3.17) A=—-A-2A—-1.

The following proposition is analogous to Proposition 2.2 of [2].

Proposition 3.2. Let 0 = E + in. There exists a constant C' > 0, such that:

) R
(3.18) \A]ngm{|A|+’%|,\/\f},
for all (E,n) € S,.g as well as for any E < 0. Furthermore, for any E € R and n > 0 we have that
(3.19) |Im A <C’min{ |R|1 ,\/@}
A+ 5|
and
(3.20) min{|A],|A]} < CV/|R|.

Analogous statements hold for Ag;; with R%S
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Proof. To show (3.18)), we apply (2.17) of [2] with a = (A + %)2 and b = —R. Since Im A > 0, with our

choice of branch cut we have that \/(A +1/2)? = A +1/2, and we recall that we defined S, g in (1.12) to
be exactly the set where Im (A +1/2)% > c¢Re ((A +1/2)?) for some ¢ > 0. Note that (3.19) follows directly
from (2.18) of [2], while the proof of (3.20)) is identical to the proof of (2.16) in [2].

Recalling that Ay (z) = % Yoa saﬂlEfin and noting that for ' < 0 the real part of each summand is positive

we conclude that Re Ay > 0 for £ < 0, and similar to our argument about the imaginary part of A, we see
from (2.3) that Re A > —Re A while from (3.17)) we see that Re A < —Re A — 1. Since we have that

Re A = — Re (A +1/2) + Re <\/(A T 1/2)% - R)
Re A = —Re (A +1/2) — Re (\/(A+ 1/2)? —R)

we see that Re (\/(A +1/2)2 — R) > 0 and thus |Re A| < |Re A| and thus one part of (3.18) follows from
(3.20). For the other part of (3.18]), we estimate that

R
V(A +1/2)2 — R+ (A+1/2)

where the last inequality follows since both real and imaginary parts of both summands in the denominator
are positive. The fact that Re (A + %) > 0 comes from the definition of our spectral domain, namely by the
constraint E? + n? — 4E < 4.

(3.21) A| =

R
<
|55l

O
4. BOUNDS ON QUADRATIC FORMS
Here we obtain the necessary bounds on quadratic forms.
Lemma 4.1. Let G = g("]h or G“U1 for some J1,J2. Let T := ( Ex)x*Gx, assuming (L.6), (L.7) for

elements of x. Then we have that

2
(4.1) E|T|2 < (Cq)% (E(Im Trg)* n E[G1]* n E\gn\q)

N4(Nn) N4 (N'n)
Moreover, we have a more precise inequality

Cq Im Tr G\ g1
4.2 E|T[* < E E
42) N (Nn> ( ( N ) - VN

N |, (COE(GroP + [Gu[*)
N4 '

Proof. We start by the decomposition'

Z%xlgﬂ t N Z(\%HZ 1)Gjj = ez + e,

J?él
where
1 o 1
(4.3) €= ;fﬁjﬂilgﬂ and €; := N ; |='L'J| 1)Gjj-
J

We use Rosenthal’s inequality (Lemma |8.1f) to obtain:

(4.4) Elea* < (Cq)*'N77 | Y Ela[“EIGj;1* + | pa Y EIGj;1?
J J
We notice that
(4.5) 21| < DNY* = E|z;[* < D44 NI~1y,,
which yields that
Elei[*? < (Cq)*IN"IE|G;[*.
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For es we will systematically use both Burkholder’s and Rosenthal’s inequalities, expressed for complex
random variables in the Appendix Lemmas [8.1] and Using Burkholder’s Inequality we obtain

29 4 2q
N N
(46) E‘EQ‘Q(] <N 2 C’lq E Z Z [I}kgjk —i—ml?xE\a:k\QqZE Z mkgjk
j=2 |1<k<j—1 J=2  |1<k<j-1
N 21949 N 2q
-2 2 2
+ N7(C1g)™ | E Z > a0k +m]?XE!$k\ QZE > wGiy
j=2 [1<k<j—1 j=2 |1<k<j—-1
We define the quantities:
N 2 N 2
(4.7) Qo == Z Z 21Gin/VN|  and Qp:= Z Z 21Gni/VN
j=2 |1<k<j—1 J=2 |1<k<j-1

The difficult part of the proof will be to bound expectations of powers of this quantity. For the other terms
we apply Rosenthal’s inequality and (4.5]) getting that:
(4.8) Elea*® < (Cq)*'N™9(E|Qo|* + E|Qo|*)

N

N
HC ' NTETST ST BleUEIGY + ElGy ) + Y E So1GxP ] | DD 19k
j=2

§=2 1<k<j—1 1<k<j—1 1<k<j—1
J J

For the middle term we observe that

(49) ’glj‘ < 1 ;Im gll ;Im g]]

which can be obtained as follows. Let u; be the jth normalized eigenvector of G and Ag = 0. Then

N

N
“lq“qj |Ulq“q1| |Ulq’ +’qu‘2 |urg|? 1 |ugs|?

4.1 | = -

(4.10) |Gy5] - Z‘)\ _Z| Z N —2 Zp\ —z|2 ZP\ — 2

where in the last step we recall that the eigenvectors are normalized and use Jensen’s ineqality. Then (4.9)
follows. Using for the last term that Zfil 1Gi1|? < n~'Im Gj; we now get that

(Cq)*
(Nn)4

(4.11) Ele2]?? < (Cq)**NIE|Qo|? + E|Im Gy9.

We will now bound the quantity E|Qo|?, and note that E@(ﬂq is similar. We will implement an induction
scheme on the quantity E|Q|? to gradually decrease its exponent ¢ and finally remove it. The technique
is similar to one in [3] [6] but we expand Rosenthal and Burkholder inequalities to complex entries in the
Appendix and improve the bound so that it can be applied to the soft edge. Similar to [5] we define the
quantities

2
N
(412) QV = Z Z x]agz) , Qul = Zal”-‘rla
=2 |1<k<j—1
N
Q=Y (P =1 e, and Q= Y wmall

=1 1<I#j<N
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v)

where a, ; are defined recursively via

N

0 1 v+1 v v
(4.13) al(j) = ﬁglj and af,l ) = Z (m)agj)
j=max{rl}+1

for v =0,1,...,L — 1, L with integer L such that ¢ = 2”. From [5] Lemma 5.1 and Corollaries 5.2 and 5.3,
we have the following bounds:

(v+1) )2 Im Tr G ''Im G,
(4.14) max{|al’ V), %:|aj | }<( N ) N

To set up our induction scheme we expand the absolute value square and interchange the order of summations

in Q,:
N N -
_E: = () (V) _ E: — §: (v) ()
(4.15) Q. = Z ThyThoQp ' Qkyi = Ly Ty Oy Qhyj
§=2 1<kq ko <j—1 1<ki,k2<N-1 j=max{ki,ka}+1
§ : (V+1)
= Tj Tj,0Q J1j2 = Q1+ Qu2+ Qus
1<j1,72<N

2L7V

Now taking power and expectation we obtain that

2L v 2L—1/

L—v L—v L—v
(4.16) EQu* <32 (BElQu ™" + ElQuw? " +ElQusl* )

We apply Rosenthal’s inequality for the quantity Q.o getting that

oL—(v+1)

(4.17) E|Quo)* " (Z\al”“ ) +ZE|x R
oL—(v+1)
l

where we used (4.5 in the last line. We notice that the first term is bounded above by the second term by
Jensen’s Inequality, so we obtain that

L—(+1) 1 N ( ) 2L
2 v+1 v+1),2L—v
Nz ay |

2L7V

v ]. v —v
(4.18) E|Q,o " < (Cq)tN ZEM“ 2 < g,

where we use (4.14)) and introduce the notation

2L72L7u 2L7V

Im Tr g
Nn

oL—(v+1)

Im G11(2)

4.19 J, =N~
(4.19) ”

?

Now we apply Burkholder’s Inequality to E|Q,3|? we obtain a bound which involves E|Q, +1 ]‘I/ 2 and E@VH \q/ 2
asin (4.8). We use Rosenthal’s inequality to bound the other term arising from the application of Burkholder’s
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Inequality:
2L v v+1 2L7u
(420) ElQul " <El > ayway
1<51,§2<N,j1#52
n jfl 2L7 Jfl 2L7V
L—(v+1) ~ L—(v+1) L—v +1 +1
< (Cq)(E|Qy41 ] +EIQur P ) 4 Bl TN B Dl e+ > e Vay,
j=2 k=1 k=1
N oL—(v+1)
L—(v+1) L—(v+1) L-(w+2) 1 +1
< (O ElQuar ™ +EIQua ) 4 (€N SNBSS Jal P

j=2 L<I<N,l#£j
1 N
+(Cq )qN2L (v+1) - Z Z E| l,+1 |2L—1/
J=2 1<ISN,I#j

The resulting terms are bounded by (4.14)) and the following argument. By Hélder inequality and above
definition, we obtain that

N oL—(v+1)
( 2 o
(4.21) 22 > oy Z zwm]
7=2 1<r<N,r#j j=21<r<Nyo#j | I1
2
N L—(v+1)
]. 2 1 L—(v+1 ]. L—v
_ ), (V) . (v)2L—(+D) 4 (¥)2
=Nz X |ay < |y 2 la| < 5 2 a7
j=2 1<r<N,r#j j j
This yields that
L—v L—(v+1) oy L—(v+1)
(422) E|Qusl " < (C)UEIQuar " +EIQui ")
L I o\ g P I Tr\2 ! gyl
C 2qN2L (v+2) o) m 1r m Yq1 C qNQLf(ujtl)E m 1r m Y11
+(Cq) N N N + (Cq) N N
L—(v+1) ~ L—(v+1)
< (CQUEIQur > "™ +EIQuar ™) + (CO* (Jyia + 1)

Same bounds hold for @l, with @l,l and @yQ defined analogously, thus by an induction argument we obtain
that

(4.23) E(|Qo[*" +1Qo*")
L—1
< (Cg) (E(\QLy 10D + 3 (BUQa ™ +1@u ™) + E(IQual ™ +1Qua" ") + 4 + JVH))
v=0
L—-1L-1 L L L
< (Cq)™ (Ercm + 3 S E®IQu P 1@ ) + ZJV) :

v=0 v=0 v=0

Now, we bound the three terms on the RHS. For 0 < v < L we have that

2L7u

(4.24) J, <0 ¥E (Im Trg>2L ’Im Gu(z) N

N VN ImTrg

o <<Im]\T[rg>2L . ’hnj%(z)

:
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By the definition of (),; and the definition of the coefficients al(ly H), we can check that

L
. Im TrG1?
4.25 ElQ.2" <E
(4.25) QP <E [
and lastly, using and - we obtain
— —— (v+1) (L+1) Im Trg
(4.26) EQcl=E Y  ;,Za, EZ@ <E ( N ,

1<j1,j2<N

and similar for E]Q |, which upon substitution yields that

Im TrGg\¢? Im Gi1(2)
E |22 FL)
N ) " ‘ VN

(4.27) E|Qol? + E|Go|? < (Cq)“n~? (E <

)

5. NON-OPTIMAL BOUND AND BOOTSTRAP ARGUMENT IN THE BULK

and the desired bounds on E|Y|?? follows.

Let

J J A
(5.1) G = max{|AL]) s, min{| A AR [}, | Tm AL}
By Proposition \H\QE\)\&;)P‘] < C2q\9]qE]R(J;) |9. Taking expectation of a power of #R we obtain (as in

21)

(5.2) E|OR) )|q<| ‘ ZEK +’r§hf{’“}>) ¢

q
J2)J€’€‘

< e |(n x|

E[Co(1131] - 1321 | + VGG 4| .
q 2 | @100D |
< )7 +|C0) \/IEG l qE‘T(J) ‘
J q
<E’09(||J1|—|J2H+1)GEJ;§’H‘ o \/EG Bl LP
- (Nn)a + [Coq| ‘ 1‘ — N¢

J1u{1}) JhU{l}
+|Coq |BIGE) [ g TG )0 Elog,) 1
o (Nm)iNa (Nn)

E|Co(| 1| - 02/ | + 16 GO0 g

gl + |Ctg|* \/E\G pe iz [
11

<
B (Nn)? Ne
Jh) (Cq)ea ((1|I1] +1—[Tof [\ ? (J1U{1}) (J0{1})
+1C0| \/E|G(J;),11|2q )i N +E (Im A +Im A(J;) > + E\Q(J;) 9o |1
\/ AL Y
cq J1
< |COq|™ \| EIG ;) 111 T

011\ /EIVOG) | 2
+ |Cq| N g2 10l 1 = (B2 4 \/EVEN + VW 0G(5ay3: 11

n)?
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In the second to last line, the term %1;'32‘ arises from equation ([2.2)), and Im Ag;f{l}) is close to Im Ag g

similar to ([3.8). Since for any z,8 > 0, /4 < §z+6—1/3, setting § = (2(E|\/5Gg3 11’2(1)1/2 CL( wl‘_(]@;‘)t/rzl)) ‘0|q/4>
and using Cauchy-Schwarz inequality on y/E|vOA|4, we get

(5.3)
Cq(| |J1| = |J2f | + 1)) J g 7
prEr < (Gl 1('Nn')j/'6‘ D% jgjor2 (mIVBGE PP 4 (1] - 102+ 11%) (@IVAGE) 2012 + 1)
\/ E|G (Jlu{1}>| q
cq 2
+|Cogt\[EIGE |, o022
4
Lemma 5.1. Let g < (|f|> v , Nn > |\/§|M for some constant M > 0, fixed E. Assume that Jq,Jo are

such that 0 < |J1]|—1|J2| < Cq for a uniform constant C. Then with definitions as before, ]E|Gg;g 11\/§|‘1 <1
and E|g Jlu{l} f\q < C1, for some constant C.

Proof. We Wlll implement an induction argument similar to [2, 5]. The induction hypothesis will be that for
n; = no/167 for some constant ny, any Jq ;,J2; with [J1 ;| = [J2;| < |logign|+1—j =:Lj and k ¢ J; ;

J1uJ J1UJ 1})
(5.4) E|G(J;8J;j) n( )\f‘q <(Cj and E|g(J21th21]u{ Y (77])\[|q <C§

Nnj
constant. Letting 7,41 =n;/16 and Lj;1 = L; — 1 we will show that inequality (5.4]) taken at n; implies the

same inequality with the same constant Cy for n;41. For easier notation, we will suppress the dependence
on J1,Jo mentioning only the step where they come up (which is equation (5.11])).
From the induction hypothesis and Lemma [2.2] we see that

(5.5) EIG 5y 1 (n+1) VAT < (16C0)7 and  E|G) 5" () VBT < (16Co)°

1/4
) for a universal constant Cy. We notice that this holds to initiate our induction for ng

for any Jy j,J2; with |J1 ;| = |J2;| < L — j. This will need to be improved to the bound C{ for any
J1j4+1,J2,41 of size up to L — j — 1.

From (3.5) and (3.17) we obtain that

5.6

| éiﬁijiii w = A= VBAWAAG VAT - VBTG GG

5.7

| c):g;;g 1= A= VOA(=VOAG ) — VOT - VoY ﬁlﬂif{l}))eggglg +OARA +1)GHIY .
The analogous statements for Q (T, ’)U ;21}) follow similarly from (3.10]) and (| -

68 GG = A= VoA [VIAGEY - VAT - VB Yﬁ? e Gz

This yields that

Gl AL+ G (VBG4 oL o | (0 ) v/

Gl < | ramemy| 196 00 o O

and using (1.10)) we see that 1 — 0A(2A + 1) = —0A? and thus m = ;.
We will use the bounds C; < [v/A| < Oy, valid in our domain, and let C' = max{C}, C>}. So, we have that:

|\/§G(J1,j+1) ‘S C |:1_’_’\/§G(J1,j+l w\[’ mm{\A (J1,5+1) | | J1J+1 ’}+ ’\[T1|+‘\TT J1]+1U{1})D:|

(J2,541),11 (J2,541),11 (J2,5+1) (J2,5+1) J2,j+1)
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and, taking power ¢, expectation, and using Cauchy-Schwarz we get at 1,41

(Jo,j41),11 (J2,541),11 J2,5+1)

(5.9) EVOG[ Y |7 < o1+ \/IE!x/éG(J““) \Qq\/E(\\/@AE“’“)\})Qq

Y Ors . J 1
i (1\"77#1) E’\f Jlj‘i%,ll‘q—f— E‘\[GEJHF 11]2‘1 E|\/§TEJ;]+IU{ })‘Qq]

Using the above, Lemma and a calculation similar to (5.2)) we obtain again at 7j41

(5.10)

BIVIGEL T < (€ |1 [BVAGEL Y oy fEVaNG e+ g i

J2,j+1) ( 77]+1) J2 ]+1) 11

\/E‘\/»G J1,5+1) ’2q’\/§’q/4\/ +E‘\[)\ J1g+1)‘q+E’\fg J141) u{1}’q

2,541),11 (Nnj+1)q/2 (J2,541),22

+ \/E’\/gG(JLjH) ‘2q

(J2,541),11

J 1
ElVg )t
N4

We use ) to bound the terms E\\fG Jl J“ 11|2¢1 and E]fg (1,1 U{I}PQ in the above inequality, noting

(J2,5+1),22
Nn /4 . Nn; 1/4 . .
that [J1 ;41 U {1} < Lj;. To use (5.5) we need 2¢ < (I\/EJ\) , which gives us ¢ < (16|\/]E\) , which is

what we need. Then using (5.5) on equation (5.3)) at 7;41 and recalling that | [J1| — |J2| | < C'q we obtain

(J1,5+1 (Cq)* /12 /2)2 (CQ)Cq(mco)
(5.11) IE|\[)\(J2:1 < WW\Q ((1600)q + (Cq)? ) Nz
Substituting this into (5.10]), we obtain that at 7;,1:
(T1541) c 0]/ eqy , (16Co)*

+ (1600)qW\/2 + Mww/l? ((16Cp) + (Cq)q/2)2 + (1600)q]

(Nnj41) 2/ (Nnj41)9/6
a/6
Vol
< “ 12+ K1
< (Cq) + < Nu
for a constant K > 0 depending on Cy and C. We can choose Cy > 2C and ﬁ% > M > K9 so that
q/6
K1 (‘—\@'> < 1 and therefore E[V0G11(n;+1)]? < C¢ as required. We notice that all the steps are identical

for G :]1]]1) ;2}) using (5.8)), and exactly one row gets stripped as well as exactly one column so |J1 j41| = |J2,j4+1]-
O

6. OPTIMAL BOUND FOR THE STIELTJES TRANSFORM

In this section we prove Theorem We will use the matrix expansion algorithm from [2], which carries
over directly as it is based entirely on linear algebra of resolvents. We will make a note of the important
modifications. We note, importantly, that as we expand resolvent entries, we will be removing columns of
X and we never need to remove rows. The expansion algorithm yields results in terms of high moments
of the following quantities:
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(6.1) VG|, | ——=|, |1 = Ep)——=|, VoG,

and we begin this section by estimating these moments.

To obtain optimal bounds on A near the soft edge the ﬂuctuation bound on relevant quadratic forms (4.1))
needs to be improved. For that purpose we will use to obtain bounds on |v# G(Jl) kl| as well as

Vo Q(Jl) 4| then use these in ) to improve on the RHS of (4.2). For convenience of notation we introduce
the control parameter

(6.2) £ 1= {[Im<|0|A>lq+E|0Arq |9|Q}

Nalgp T Ny N
We now show how to estimate the last quantity in (6.1]), using the formulas (see e.g. (2.20) of [I2]) (valid
also for any Ji,Jo, with k,1 ¢ J; U J2)

VG = VGG (Vo(xE VN WD (<) VN)) =: VIGuVoGEY K,

VOGr = VOGuVOG 1y 1k (VO(xi /VN)G 1.1y (31/VN))* =1 VOGuVOG (13 1Ko

We can define K ((Jl)) Kl IC%;; ,; analogously. The following lemma provides the necessary bound on E|K, Kl |2

(J1)

and an improved bound on T(JQ).

(6.3)

Lemma 6.1. Assume (1.6) and (1.7) for the entries of the matrix X as before and let 6 = E + in. Then
there exist constants c,co, C, My, Ms > 0 such that

(6.4) max{E|Ky|*, E|Ky|*} < (Cq)“E,
forEnGSEn,N>M1, > My, k#1e€{l,..,N}, g € N with ¢ < ¢gN. Assuming | |J1]| — |J2| | < Cq

|f|
for some constant C', same inequality holds for K((J ))kl’ ;CEJH; i

Proof. The following argument is identical for K ((Jl)) ,IC%; 4> 50 we work with Kj;. By the definition of
-P

K}, and using the notation ey, €, for €1 and ey as in (4.3 we get that:

(C]Vo)*
N2q

(CqlV0))

6.5) E|Kyl* <
(6.5) E|Kk| (N)

[
Elee 2 + B 168 ayjay | <
J

where E|eg2| is bounded using (4.11)), and E) |Q§?l)xijlj]2q is bounded by Rosenthal’s inequality
like E|ek1\2‘1 in . We also use Lemma to bound E\gkklzq. Now using , , and Lemma we
obtain that

y _ (Co)

(6.6) E|Gp ™ < (N)T-
To improve the bound , we see that using equation and as well as Lemma (also using
that + Nq) we obtain

2 < 1
(Nn)aNe/2 = (Nn)%a

(6.7) E|T|% < Y ch|1mT&~g|q + (Cq)™ L, 1
' ~ \ Nt (N2
and using we can improve the bound on Eleg|?? in (4.8), which yields (6.4)).
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Lemma 6.2. Assume (1.6) and (1.7) for the entries of Xy as before and let ¢ = E +in € Sg,. There
exist constants ¢, C, M > 0 such that

e 1
VoG 1
for 6 € Sg.,, Nn > |VOIM, ¢ < c(Nn)'/* and J C {1,..., N}, with |J| < 2q.

Proof. We can take J = () as the argument is similar in the general case. We have that:

1

E—— =ENVO(1 + (x')*¢Wx!/N) 2 < 07 + (C|9])?E|(x")* 6P x! /N |
NN V(1 +(x7) /N)| (ClO])El(x") /NI
< CU1+ |0)°E|(x)*¢Wx! /N — B (x)*¢Wx! /N2 + E|E,. VO *¢Wx! /N |?9).
The second term on the RHS is small by Lemma For the third term, we find that:
2q

(6.8) E[EaVo(x)*¢Wx! /N2 = ‘ VOTr(GM) <,

=K ' < + Tr(G<1>)>
where we used Lemma [5.1 and that ]AN —Apn| < N—n as in (3.9).

To estimate the third quantity in (6.1)), we find by (6.7]) that:

1
6.9 I-E, - ‘—\/ér“’“})‘ < (Cq)™é,.
(©.9) 1B o (e,
q
Lastly, we also need a bound on E ﬁ which we obtain in the following lemma.
x* V0G1,

Lemma 6.3. Let E,n € Sg,), where § = E +in. There exist constants ¢,C, M > 0 such that:

q

1
E B T <1,
XIV@GM
1/4
foan>|f\Mandforquwzthq<c< ) .
Vel
Proof. The proof is similar to Lemma 5.1 in [2]. We define
—— 1 1
Gn = =— .
U R e+ Trgn)

We calculate that
. d {1
d. d. (1\ d L T
9 E =|—1 — —1 ———m =7 T e
‘dﬁ og G11( +Z77)‘ ‘dn 0g <9) +d77 Og<1+Trg({1}))‘ ‘ 6 1+Trg{1})

We show that ‘% Tr g<{1}>‘ < W as follows:
N d ) N N

(6.10) Trg<1 de G (0) = 3T i((G )2 = 3 ier, (1) 2ey)
k=1 k=1

k=
! ' 1y 1 1)y* ({1 Im (G
:>‘dng({ })’<Z‘(g({ Dyell 160 erl] < 3G G = 3

k=1 k=1 k=1

=
2
=

Im Tr g{1H
o .
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We conclude that

1 Im Tr g{1H
<+ 77 <
0 " g+ T g]

)

d _
6.11 — log G
( ) ‘dn 0g 11

2
n
yielding that

(6.12) ‘logé\l/l(E%—in) —log(?l/l(E—Fin/s)‘ =

nd __ »
/n/s . log G11(E + iv)dv

T2
g/ Zdv = log s?
n

/s V

and thus |@I(E + )| < 52|EJI(E +in/s)|. The proof now proceeds with induction on 7 just like in the
proof of Lemma using the identity

(6.13) VG = VG + VOG11 VG (I — Byt )(VOG)
as well as and the results of Lemma . O

Lastly, we use the matrix expansion algorithm to take advantage of the fluctuations. Hence the following
proposition, analogous to Lemma 4.1 of [2]:

Proposition 6.4. Let & be the control parameter as in (6.2)). There exist constants C, M, cy > 0 such that

2q

1
(6.14) E| v Y VOTUDVEGH| < (Core,’,
k

1/8 ,
forlgqgc()('NTz') ,%ZM,K>0,0=E+’L’/]€SE,U.

Proof. To match notation in [2], we introduce Wy = VOYVOG, and we split:
1 1 1
N zk: Wi =+ zk:(]l —Eg)Wi+ Zk:Eka-

By Holder’s inequality,

2q 2q
1 1
(6.15) E |+ Zk: Wi <CUE|& Zk:(]l —Ep)Wi| + CIE|E; W]
To bound the second term in @ above, using that vOYT{F) = —(1 — Ek)ﬁ%’ we obtain
kk

Ex[VOG 5 (vOT{F))2]

(6.16) E, Wi, =
(= va6)
0G i
and applying Lemma to (6.16)), we get that:
1 8q %
E|E, W1 |% < (E[VOG[8)1 [ E - (E[VoY D) Bay2
1\/§G11
1
o] Im |0|A))% + E|9A|29 2
< (Cq)™ 6] (Im |0]A))% + E|OA| 7
()% (Nn)ta

which is what we want.

In order to handle the first term of (6], we use the matrix expansion algorithm as in Section 5.2 of [2]. We
notice that equations (5.7), (5.8), and (5.9) are the basis of the expansion algorithm, and they are equivalent
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to the following (see e.g. (2.18) in [12]):

N{leiiVels
VOGS = VoG + W for 4,5,k ¢ T and i, # k,
G
(6.17) Kk
1 1 VoG VeG!,

= - for i,k ¢ T and i # k

VoG veeE VG VeGP vac)

Using the above equation (6.17]), we see that in our case the steps of the expansion algorithm (5.13), (5.14),
(5.15) in [2] are the same except that each resolvent entry is multiplied by a factor of v/6. Using our definition
of W, equation (5.6) in [2] becomes analogous to

1
(6.18) (I — Ex, ) Wi, = (I—Eg,) [(}1 — Eks)] VOGy k.5 =1,...,2q,
VOG, i,
so the initial terms of the algorithm are A” := v/Gy, r, and B" := ——— are the same as (5.16), (5.17) of

 VO0Gk.k,
[2] except that each resolvent entry is multiplied by a v/6. Then (5.18), (5.19), and (5.20) of [2] carry over
directly as well as properties (1) through (5) of relevant strings. We then obtain the desired result
2q

1
< (Cq)r' g,

N > (1-Ep)Wi
k

using the proof of (5.32) of [2]. It relies on counting the types of terms that result from the expansion

algorithm. Since our algorithm yields the same type and number of terms in each step, the proof in our

case will be identical. In [2], we notice the use of bounds (3.9) and Lemma 5.2 in (5.44) as well as in Case

2, bounds (5.26) and (3.4) in (5.43) and (5.49). We can replace (3.9), Lemma 5.2, (5.26), and (3.4) of [2] by

our bounds on the relevant quantities in as well as our (5.4).

E

O
Proof of Theorem[1. By Proposition in order to control A, we need to control high moments of R =
N
NS Gi(Ty, + YUED) . Taking expectation of 2¢ power we obtain

k=1
1 2q 1 2q
(6.19) E[6R[* < C? | E ~ > VO V0G| +E v > VOTTHEIVGG)y,
k k
For the first term by (3.9)), we obtain
2q
1 1

. — <CI— .

(6.20) By Zk: VOTV6G| <O N24|g|a

while the second term is handled in Proposition yielding that
2 2,1/2
E|6R[* < (Cq)T" &),

Here we are able simplify the analysis in [2] by only using the bounds proportional to R from Proposition
to control E|A|* on Sg, and E|Im A|?%. Our simplifications carry over also to the Wigner case. We
can assume that

0|
m o)+ B>
n
(otherwise E|A[% < W, as we want) and in this case:
£, — 1 Im (|0|A)]% + E|9A|% < n? + Im (|0]A))%7 + E|9A|*
T Nafgle (Nn)* B (Nn)?e ’

Using the bound proportional to |R| from Proposition we obtain
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1/2
E|0A[9 <

q q cq? q 2g\ 1/2 cq? q q
CUEORY _ (Co (1 [ (0 | (CoT 0 (o
A+ T A+ (Nn)%a |A+ L|a (Nn)e \ 6]

NG q+ mA )
0]]A + 5 A+

To obtain the desired bound we now note that Im A < |A + 3| and | OIIXZ 1 < C on our domain. The first
2

(Cq)*’ |6)7
= (Nn)

one follows easily and for the second one we argue as follows:

Vi 20
o1+ 31 V1elv/16 -4
and by triangle inequality either [#| > 2 or |#—4| > 2. Then in the first case, we use the bound /5 < /[0 — 4

and in the second case the bound /i < /6].
Overall, this implies that

2

K Nn)4 cq

(6.21) P(\AN—A]2M>§(KZ) E\A\qg(cl?q ,
for1<q<e (M) 2> M K50 0= B 1inesp,.
= =0\ve) e =T ’ K

7. CONVERGENCE OF THE COUNTING FUNCTION

In this section we prove Theorem

Proof of Theorem[9. Let 0 < E < 4. We will use a Pleijel argument from [13], recently used in obtaining
estimates on a measure from estimates on a Stieltjes transform in [4]. We start from the following equations
(equations (13) and (14) in [4], following from equation (5) of [13]):

1
(7.1) w(—K,E) = / mu(2)dz + L Re my(z0) + O(no Im my(20))
2710 J1(z0) us
and
1 . .
(7.2) pl,a') = 5 / oy (2N Ol i) -+ i)
vy(z,x’

where m, is the Stieltjes transform of y and L(zp) is a contour as in Figure |1| (see also [4] Fig 1A), namely
connects with line segments the points ¥ —ing, £ —iQ, —1 —iQ, -1 +iQ, £ 4+ iQ, E 4 ing in that order with
an arbitrarily chosen constants —1 and @, and ~(z, ') is the contour connecting x + ing, x + iQ, =’ + iQ,
and 2’ + inp in that order.

By Markov inequality we obtain that
NIE(|nn(E) — nyp(E)|9)
(Klog N )1

<

(7.3) P (\nN(E) — nyp(E)| > Kl;ng>

Then using ((7.1)) and taking zg := E + ing with ng := MT‘/E with M as in Theorem |1| we obtain that

1 q

1 / Az)dz + ™ Re A(z0) + O (mo(Im An(z0) +Im Anrp(20))
L(zo)

(74) E(lnn(E) = nyp(B)|") = E|5—
0l E A(z)dz
= ( /L(Zo) ( )

q

+ O (GEIA(20)|* + ng Im AMP(Zo)q)> :
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noting that the constant in the O comes from the Pleijel formula and is uniform in the matrix randomness.
We study the above expression one term at a time. For £ < 4 we can bound the second term as follows

Cq? Cq?

7.5 IE|A(20)]7 < nd < :

The third term is bounded using the above inequality (7.5)) on A as well as
C’no C’M

(76) nolm Apyp < —— < ——

Now for the integral, we note that it suffices to study the part of the contour where Im z > 0 since
A(Z) = A(z). Thus we obtain

(7.7) )
E A2)dz| <C?|E
‘/L(zw (Bde) = (

Since all eigenvalues are positive we bound A for —1 < 0 by A(—1 + in) < 2 which yields

q

70
A(=1+iy)dy| +E

Q
0 [ A i) - A + iy

70

+E‘/EA($—|—iQ)dZE
—1

)

70 q 70 q
(7.8) A1) < </O |A(—1+iy)|dy> < o,
Next we note that
E T (09T
7.9 IE/ Az +1Q)dx| <
(7.9) \ A i < (GO0

q q
Now we can bound the expected value of the integrals E (fncg |IA(E + iy)|dy) and E <fn602 |IA(—1+ iy)]dy)
for ¥ < 4, noting that the argument is identical at £ and —1,

Q q Q Q Q
E(/ IA(E+iy)|dy) ZE/ IA(E+iy1)|dy1/ A(E+iyz)\dy2~-/ |A(E + iyq)|dy,
0

70 10 70

Q Q Q 1 g
:E/ / H\AEHWH@J // E [ IACE +iy;)| T dus
w I moo G j=1

j=1

Q Q1 q Q Q )e q
70 10 ]:1 10

M j=1 yJ

() ydyy : <><>

where we can apply (6.21]) inside the integral because our estimates on A are uniform on compact sets.

To prove the second part of ([1.16[), we use the (7.2]) and study the interval [—F, E], noting that ny(E) =
N([-E, E])/N and nyp(E) = nyp(E) — nayp(—FE). The corresponding integral can be bounded similar
to above

E q
(7.10) E ‘/_E A(x +ing) — Az —ing)dx

E
:E’/ 2Im Az + ing)
~E

BoogE (Cq)T BT _ (Cq) (VE)
— E 2Im A(z; +ing)|dzy - - -dzy < <
| [T 2t Ae + imldon -+-dey < 0 2o < =0

and, similar to ((7.6))

Zi

(7.11) max{noAnp(—E),noAnp(E )}<\F

which together with ([7.5)) yields the second part of (1.16) for F < 4.
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To establish the (|1.16]) for £ > 4, we use (|1.16]) for & = 4 to establish bounds on the number of eigenvalues
outside the spectrum. Letting N; be the number of eigenvalues in an interval I, we see that

which by (1.16) for £ = 4 yields that

Nuooy . KlogNY\ _ (Cg)?

. ’ <
(7.13) IP’< N o N > <
and for E > 4,

Klog N Nuoo) - Klog N

.14 P ) — E)| > <P .
(7.14) (I (8) = masp()] = 5EN ) < (Fgd > 2
thus ([7.13)) gives the desired bound. O

8. RIGIDITY OF THE EIGENVALUES

The aim of this section is a proof of Theorem
Proof of Theorem[3 Let o < % We will make use of the following inequalities near the hard edge and
away from the soft edge:
vz < nyp(z) < Cvz,
and
cenyp(a) ™! < p(x) < Cnprp(x) ™!
valid for x € (0, 3]. The second inequality implies that

N N
1 — < a <C—
(8.1) ca_p(’v) Ca

for any a < %
For € > 0, we have that

P <\)\a — Y| > Ke%)

§P<\Aa—’ya\ ZK&“% and A\, S’ya) +IP’<|)\a—’ya| ZKE% and A\, >’ya>
=A+B.

We consider first the term A. We set

a
0= Ke
N

From A\, <7, and |Aq — 74| > £ we find that A, <, —£. This implies that ny(v. —¢) > & = nup(va). By
the mean value theorem for the function ny/p, there exists a point x* € [y, — £, 4] such that narp(ve) —
nyp(Ya — £) = p(z*)l, yielding that

82) nN(Ya =€) —nup(Ya —£) = nN(Ya — £) — nup(Ya) + p(a*)l > p(z*)l > p(va)K&?% > cKe,

because p is non-increasing, a < N/2, and from (8.1). Setting ¢ = we deduce from Theorem [2| that

cKlog N < (Cq)”
N - Kt

log N
N

(8.3) A<P <|nN< ) = nupla — O] >

For a <log N, set € = § > ¢,/7, to obtain

(8.4) A <P (Jny(ra—0) = e — O] > ek /(e — 05 )g

We now estimate the term B. From the estimate nyrp(z) ~ /2 near the hard edge, we have that

Ya < C(%Y,
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for some constant C' > 0 for all a < N/2. We consider the number

y=ac(3)

and we further consider the cases that v, +¢ <y or v, + /¢ > y.

In the first case since A\, > 7, and [Ay — 74| > ¢, we have that A\, > v, +¢ and so ny (v, +£) < )
Hence, from the mean value theorem, we find z* € [v4, Va4 + ¢] C [Va,y] such that nyp(v. +£) — narp () =
p(x*)¢, yielding that

* * * a a
nmpP(Ya +6) = nn(va +£) = nup(va) = (Ya + 0 + p(a*) 2 p(2")l = p(a*) Ke 2 p(y) Ke 2 cKe,
where we used that p is nonincreasing and that p(y) > ﬁ near the hard edge. Setting ¢ = % and using
Theorem 2, we conclude that
log N Cq)t
(85) 5 < (Inaurtn + )~ naa + 0] 2 o 50 ) < O

as required. For rigidity at the hard edge equation (1.18]), let ¢ = £ to obtain

(8.6) B<P <|nMp<% ) - (et 0) 2 K)

N
(Cq)r”
<P (Inarp(a +0) = (o + 0] = VE VA ) < 0
where the second line follows as before because /7, < cx and £ = KN—";

In the other case we have that v, + ¢ > y so the inequality A\, > 7, + £ implies that A\, > y and therefore
nn(y) < & = nap(Ye). Hence from the mean value theorem there exists 2* € [v,,y| such that nyp(y) —
nyrp(Va) = p(x*)l, which yields

nyvp(y) —nn(y) = npp(va) — nn(y) + p(a*)l > p(z*)l = p(x*)Ke% > p(y)KS% > cKe,

and we can conclude ([1.17)) and (1.18) as above. This finishes the proof of Theorem O

APPENDIX

Here we state Rosenthal’s and Burkholder’s inequalities adapted to complex variables and non-Hermitian
bilinear forms (useful for G). Given z1, ...,z withii.d. real and imaginary parts with ERe ; = EIm 2; =0
and E|Re z;|* = E|Im z;|*> = 1/2, as in our setup. We also assume that E|z;[P < u, n for p > 1, so the
moments exist but may depend on N.

The following lemma is our version of Rosenthal’s inequality, which is easy to prove by separating real and
imaginary parts of the random variables and using Lemma 7.1 of [5]:

Lemma 8.1 (Rosenthal’s inequality). There ezists a constant Cy such that
p/2

N
+ Hp,N Z |a;|”
j=1

N N
(8.7) B[ aja? < CpP [ | D |ay)?
j=1

j=1

The following lemma is our version of Burkholder’s inequality. This is an extension of Lemma 7.3 of [5] for
complex entries.
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Lemma 8.2 (Burkholder’s Inequality). Let Q@ = i jcni<p<n jzk GikTiTh- Then there exists absolute
constants C1,Cy such that

27 9/2

n |j—-1 no|j-1
EQI" < (Cig)? [E DD ajrzs +pgn Y B ajpmy
7=2 k=1 j= =1
n [j-1 27 4/2 n
+ (C2q)? Z Ak Tk, + pg,N Z E Z akjTk
7=2 k=1 j=2 =
Proof. We introduce the random variables
j—1 j—1
(8.8) & = x; Z ajrxy , & = x; Zaijk
k=1 k=1

We let R; = o(&, .. ,§J) be the sigma-algebra generated by the first j random variables &1, ..., &;.

observe that the &; and fj are Rj—measurable with E[¢{;|R;_1] = 0 and E[fj |Rj—1] = 0, which means that
they form martingale dlfferences. Next, we write () as

(89) Q=Y 5+36
j=2 j=2

and so,
q " q

n
ElQI? < CE|> &| +CE|D &l |
j=2 j=2
We now apply a general Burkholder-Rosenthal Inequality see e.g. [11], analogous to Lemma 7.2 from [5],
to the martingale difference sequences &1, ..., &, and &, ..., &,. We will evaluate E[§2|RJ 1] and EJ[¢;1,

7 =1,...,n. The case is similar for the fAl, . gAn random variables. We therefore observe that:

i-1 2|t 2
B[R] =Bl * > ajran| = > ajpus

k=1 k=1

j—1 q j—1 q
Elg|? = BIGIE > apar| < pgn B> ajpwr|
k=1 k=1
and the lemma follows. O
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