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Abstract

We study the landscape complexity of the Hamiltonian XN (x)+ µ
2
‖x‖2, whereXN is a smooth Gaussian

process with isotropic increments on R
N . This model describes a single particle on a random potential in

statistical physics. We derive asymptotic formulas for the mean number of critical points of index k with
critical values in an open set as the dimension N goes to infinity. In a companion paper, we provide the
same analysis without the index constraint.
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1 Introduction

This is the second part of two papers on the landscape complexity of locally isotropic Gaussian random
fields (a.k.a. Gaussian random fields with isotropic increments). In this second article, we investigate the
complexity of critical values with a given index.

The model is defined as follows. Let BN ⊂ R
N be a sequence of subsets and let HN : BN ⊂ R

N → R

be given by

HN(x) = XN (x) +
µ

2
‖x‖2, (1.1)

where µ ∈ R, ‖x‖ is the Euclidean norm of x, and XN is a Gaussian random field that satisfies

E[(XN (x)−XN (y))2] = ND
( 1

N
‖x− y‖2

)

, x, y ∈ R
N .

Here the function D : R+ → R+ is called the correlator (or structure) function and R+ = [0,∞). The
correlator D has a representation

D(r) =

ˆ

(0,∞)

(1− e−rt2)ν(dt) + Ar, r ∈ R+, (1.2)

where A ∈ R+ is a constant and ν is a σ-finite measure with

ˆ

(0,∞)

t2

1 + t2
ν(dt) <∞.

The case where ν(0,∞) = ∞ is called a long range correlated (LRC) Gaussian field and is the focus of this
paper. We refer the reader to [Yag87, Section 25.3] for more details on locally isotropic Gaussian fields.

In [AZ20], we considered the mean number of critical points of LRC fields. Here, we will study critical
points with given indices. To state our main results, let E ⊂ R be a Borel set. We define

CrtN,k(E,BN ) = #{x ∈ BN : ∇HN(x) = 0,
1

N
HN(x) ∈ E, i(∇2HN(x)) = k},

CrtN(E,BN ) = #{x ∈ BN : ∇HN(x) = 0,
1

N
HN(x) ∈ E},

where i(∇2HN(x)) is the index (or number of negative eigenvalues) of the Hessian ∇2HN(x).
Throughout the paper we will consider the following extra assumptions on XN .
Assumption I (Smoothness). The function D is four times differentiable at 0 and it satisfies

0 < |D(4)(0)| <∞.

Assumption II (Pinning). We have
XN (0) = 0.

These two assumptions are natural and necessary for our study on complexity; see [AZ20] for a dis-
cussion. We state our main results in two separate batches. The first set counts the average of the total

number of local minima and saddles of HN . The second set counts the average number of local minima
and saddles of HN with a given fixed critical value. Although the results of the first set can be essentially
recovered from the second, formulas and proofs for the first set are much clearer thus we state them sep-
arately. We hope this organization provides a gentle introduction to the reader to appreciate the second
set of results, where most of the novelty (and difficulty of the paper) resides.

The following condition is only needed when the critical value is not restricted, which simply provides
the correct scaling for domains of the random fields.

Assumption III (Domain growth). Let zN be a standard N dimensional Gaussian random variable.
There exist Ξ or Θ such that the sequence of sets BN satisfies

lim
N→∞

1

N
log P(zN ∈ |µ|BN/

√

D′(0)) = −Ξ ≤ 0, µ 6= 0, (1.3)

lim
N→∞

1

N
log |BN | = Θ, µ = 0. (1.4)

Our first main result counts the total number of critical points of a fixed index k.
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Theorem 1.1. Assume Assumptions I, II, and III. Let k ∈ Z+ = {0, 1, 2, ...}. Then we have

lim
N→∞

1

N
logECrtN,k(R, BN ) =







µ2

4D′′(0) − log |µ|√
−2D′′(0)

− 1
2
− Ξ + Ik, µ 6= 0,

log
√

−2D′′(0)− 3
2
− 1

2
log(2π)− 1

2
log[D′(0)] + Θ, µ = 0,

where the positive constant Ik is given in (2.18).

Remark 1.1. We will see in the proof that the sequence of constants (Ik)k≥0 is strictly decreasing and
Ik ≥ 1 when µ >

√

−2D′′(0). When k = 0 and µ 6= 0, we have

I0 =
µ2

−4D′′(0)
+

1

2
+ log

|µ|
√

−2D′′(0)
,

and it follows that limN→∞
1
N

logECrtN,0(R, BN ) = −Ξ, which coincides with the complexity of total

number of critical points for µ >
√

−2D′′(0) obtained in [AZ20, Theorem 1.1]. When µ ≤
√

−2D′′(0), Ik
does not depend on k, which also includes the case µ = 0.

The cases k ≥ 1 and k = 0 do not have a unified expression for Ik. The reason for this unusual
phenomenon will be more clear when we recover this theorem from the general Theorems 1.3 and 1.4.

Remark 1.2. By symmetry, one can get the complexity of critical points with index N−k for fixed k ∈ Z+.

Next, we consider the total number of critical points of diverging index k = kN . Let γ ∈ (0, 1) and
k = kN a sequence of integers such that

lim
N→∞

kN
N

= γ.

Let sγ be the γth quantile of the semicircle law, i.e.

1

π

ˆ sγ

−
√

2

√

2− x2dx = γ. (1.5)

Theorem 1.2. Assume Assumptions I, II, and III. Let kN , γ and sγ be as above. Then we have

lim
N→∞

1

N
logECrtN,kN (R, BN )

=







µ2

4D′′(0) − log |µ|√
−2D′′(0)

− 1
2
− 1

2
s2γ − µsγ√

−D′′(0)
− Ξ, µ 6= 0,

log
√

−2D′′(0)− 1
2
− 1

2
log(2π)− 1

2
log[D′(0)]− 1

2
s2γ +Θ, µ = 0.

Remark 1.3. In particular, the complexity of total number of critical points obtained in [AZ20, Theorem
1.1] when |µ| ≤

√

−2D′′(0) can be recovered by considering the supremum over all γ ∈ (0, 1).

In the following, we refine previous results by imposing restrictions on the location of the critical values
of HN . More precisely, we concern the number of minima/saddles with critical values in an open set E ⊂ R

and confined to a shell BN (R1, R2) = {x ∈ R
N : R1 <

‖x‖√
N
< R2}. The shell is a natural choice, as the

isotropy assumption implies rotational invariance. To emphasize the dependence on R1 and R2, we also
write

CrtN(E, (R1, R2)) = CrtN (E,BN (R1, R2)),

CrtN,k(E, (R1, R2)) = CrtN,k(E,BN (R1, R2)). (1.6)

We assume Assumptions I, II, and the following technical assumption for the general theorems:
Assumption IV. For any x ∈ R

N \ {0}, we have

−2D′′(0) >

(

α‖x‖2
N

+ β

)

β, (1.7)

−4D′′(0) >

(

α‖x‖2
N

+ β

)

α‖x‖2
N

, (1.8)

where α and β are defined in (A.1).
This assumption is rather mild, and is satisfied by e.g. the so called Thorin–Bernstein functions; see

[AZ20, Section 3] and [SSV12] for more details. The next result provides the asymptotic behavior of the
number of local minima.
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Theorem 1.3. Let 0 ≤ R1 < R2 ≤ ∞ and E be an open set of R. Assume Assumptions I, II, IV, and

|µ|+ 1
R2

> 0. Then

lim
N→∞

1

N
logECrtN,0(E, (R1, R2)) =

1

2
log[−4D′′(0)]− 1

2
logD′(0) +

1

2

+ sup
(ρ,u,y)∈F

[ψ∗(ρ, u, y)− I−(ρ, u, y)],

where F = {(ρ, u, y) : ρ ∈ (R1, R2), u ∈ E, y ≤ −
√
2} and the functions ψ∗ and I− are defined in (2.10)

and (4.4) respectively.

The condition |µ| + 1
R2

> 0 merely says R2 < ∞ if µ = 0, which is necessary to get non-trivial
asymptotics as we saw in Assumption III. In Example 1 at the end of Section 4, we show how to recover
the k = 0 case of Theorem 1.1 from Theorem 1.3. The next result establishes the complexity of saddles
with fixed index.

Theorem 1.4. Let 0 ≤ R1 < R2 ≤ ∞ and E be an open set of R. Assume Assumptions I, II, IV, and

|µ|+ 1
R2

> 0. Then for any fixed k ∈ N,

lim
N→∞

1

N
logECrtN,k(E, (R1, R2)) =

1

2
log[−4D′′(0)]− 1

2
logD′(0) +

1

2

+ max
{

sup
(ρ,u,y)∈F

[ψ∗(ρ, u, y)− kJ1(y)], sup
(ρ,u,y)∈F

[ψ∗(ρ, u, y)− I+(ρ, u, y)− (k − 1)J1(y)]
}

,

where F = {(ρ, u, y) : ρ ∈ (R1, R2), u ∈ E, y ≤ −
√
2} and the functions ψ∗, I+, and J1 are given by

(2.10), (5.7) and (2.6), respectively.

In Example 2 at the end of Section 5, we provide details on how to recover the k ≥ 1 cases of Theorem
1.1 from Theorem 1.4, which amounts to solving the involved optimization problem in Theorem 1.4.
Theorems 1.3 and 1.4 also show the evident difference between the cases k = 0 and k ≥ 1, which explains
the inconsistent formulas for Ik in Theorem 1.1. Our last result concerns the complexity of saddles with
diverging index.

Theorem 1.5. Let 0 ≤ R1 < R2 ≤ ∞ and E be an open set of R. Assume Assumptions I, II, IV,

|µ|+ 1
R2

> 0, and limN→∞
kN
N

= γ ∈ (0, 1). Then

lim
N→∞

1

N
logECrtN,kN (E, (R1, R2))

=
1

2
log[−4D′′(0)]− 1

2
logD′(0) +

1

2
+ sup

R1<ρ<R2,u∈E
ψ∗(ρ, u, sγ),

where the function ψ∗ is given in (2.10).

Let us briefly explain the novelty of this paper and sketch our plan of attack. In part one [AZ20],
we found the conditional distribution of the Hessian as a deformation of a matrix from the Gaussian
Orthogonal Ensemble (GOE) and introduced bounds to control its dependency on the field location,
the source of the main difficulty and difference between LRC and invariant models. Here, we develop
techniques to handle the extra condition on indices, which turns out to be quite subtle. In previous papers
that dealt with complexity of saddles and local minima [ABAC13, ABA13], fixing the index translated
directly to a large deviation estimate on fixed eigenvalues of GOE. Here, the format of the conditional
Hessian (and in particular its dependence on the field location) forces us to follow a different route. First,
we take advantage of a result of Lazutkin that relates the signature of a matrix to its principal minor.
Then the most technical part of this paper is to deal with quadratic forms of Gaussian random variables,
where the coefficients are given by the Stieltjes transform of GOE matrices with singularities on the real
line. For a fixed index, these singularities lie outside the support of semicircle distribution; this allows us
to derive various large deviation estimates. For the diverging index, since the singularity is in the support
of semicircle distribution, we rely on an identity to transfer the expectation of the singular sum to the
expectation of a single eigenvalue combined with a convexity argument.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we fix the notation and provide the proofs
of Theorems 1.1 and 1.2. We deduce a variety of large deviation estimates for Gaussian quadratic forms
with singular coefficients in Section 3. This is the major technical input for analyzing the complexity of
local minima in Section 4 and the complexity of saddles with fixed index in Section 5. Finally, we derive
the complexity of saddles with diverging index in Section 6. In the Appendix, we list some facts proved
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in [AZ20] and needed in this paper for the reader’s convenience and to make this version as self-contained
as possible.

Acknowledgments. Both authors would like to thank Yan Fyodorov for suggesting the study of
fields with isotropic increments and providing several references, Julian Gold for providing the reference
[Laz88]. A.A. thanks the hospitality of the International Institute of Physics where part of this work was
developed. Q.Z. thanks Jiaoyang Huang for showing him the identity (6.3).

2 Notation and proofs for Theorems 1.1 and 1.2

We basically follow the notations used in [AZ20]. Throughout, we regard a vector to be a column vector.
We write e.g. Cµ,D for a constant depending on µ and D which may vary from line to line. For N ∈ N,
let us denote [N ] = {1, 2, ..., N}. Given a, b ∈ R, we write a ∨ b = max{a, b} and a ∧ b = min{a, b}. Also,
a+ = a∨0 and a− = a∧0. For a vector (y1, ..., yN)T ∈ R

N , we write L(yN1 ) = 1
N

∑N
i=1 δyi for its empirical

measure. Recall that an N ×N matrix M in the Gaussian Orthogonal Ensemble (GOE) is a symmetric
matrix with centered Gaussian entries that satisfy

E(Mij) = 0, E(M2
ij) =

1 + δij
2N

, i, j ∈ [N ]. (2.1)

We will simply write GOEN or GOE(N) for the matrix M . Denoting by λ1 ≤ · · · ≤ λN the eigenvalues
of M , we write LN = L(λN

1 ) = 1
N

∑N
k=1 δλk

for its empirical spectral measure. From time to time, we
may also use λk to denote the kth smallest eigenvalue of GOEN+1 or GOEN−1. This should be clear
from context. For a closed set F ⊂ R, we denote by P(F ) the set of probability measures with support
contained in F . We equip the space P(R) with the weak topology, which is compatible with the metric

d(µ, ν) := sup
{
∣

∣

∣

ˆ

fdµ−
ˆ

fdν
∣

∣

∣
: ‖f‖∞ ≤ 1, ‖f‖L ≤ 1

}

, µ, ν ∈ P(R), (2.2)

where ‖f‖∞ and ‖f‖L denote the L∞ norm and Lipschitz constant of f , respectively. Let B(ν, δ) denote
the open ball in the space P(R) with center ν and radius δ w.r.t. to the metric d given in (2.2). Similarly,
we write BK(ν, δ) = BK(ν, δ) ∩ P([−K,K]) for some constant K > 0. We denote by σsc the semicircle
law scaled to have support [−

√
2,
√
2].

We will frequently use the following facts which are consequences of large deviations. Using the large
deviation principle (LDP) of empirical measures of GOE matrices [BAG97], for any δ > 0, there exists
c = c(δ) > 0 and Nδ > 0 such that for all N > Nδ,

P(L(λN
1 ) /∈ B(σsc, δ)) ≤ e−cN2

. (2.3)

In the same spirit, by [MMS14, Theorem 5], there exist c1, c2 > 0 such that for any t > c1

√

log(1+N)
N

,

P

(

sup
‖h‖L≤1

∣

∣

∣

1

N

N
∑

i=1

h(λi)−
ˆ

h(x)σsc(dx)
∣

∣

∣
> t
)

≤ e−c2N
2t2 . (2.4)

On the other hand, by the LDP of extreme eigenvalues of GOE matrices [BADG01, ABAC13], for any
fixed k = 1, 2, 3, ..., the kth smallest eigenvalue λk satisfies an LDP with speed N and a good rate function

Jk(x) = kJ1(x) =

{

k
´ −

√
2

x

√
z2 − 2dz, x ≤ −

√
2,

∞, otherwise,
(2.5)

where the function J1(x) can be explicitly computed as

J1(x) =

{

1
2
log 2− 1

2
x
√
x2 − 2− log(−x+

√
x2 − 2), x ≤ −

√
2,

∞, x > −
√
2.

(2.6)

In particular, writing λ∗
N = maxi∈[N] |λi| for the operator norm of GOEN , by [BADG01, Lemma 6.3],

there exists N0 > 0 and K0 > 0 such that for K > K0 and N > N0,

P(λ∗
N > K) ≤ e−NK2/9. (2.7)
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This can also be seen directly from the LDP of λ1, even though it was originally proved as a technical
input for the LDP of λ1. For a probability measure ν on R, let us define

Ψ(ν, x) =

ˆ

R

log |x− t|ν(dt), Ψ∗(x) = Ψ(σsc, x). (2.8)

By calculation,

Ψ∗(x) =
1

2
x2 − 1

2
− 1

2
log 2−

ˆ |x|

√
2

√

y2 − 2dy1{|x| ≥
√
2}

=

{

1
2
x2 − 1

2
− 1

2
log 2, |x| ≤

√
2,

1
2
x2 − 1

2
− log 2− 1

2
|x|

√
x2 − 2 + log(|x|+

√
x2 − 2), |x| >

√
2.

(2.9)

Note that Ψ∗(x) − x2

2
≤ − 1

2
− 1

2
log 2. We define the major part of complexity functions ψ∗(ρ, u, y) for

u, y ∈ R and ρ > 0,

ψ∗(ρ, u, y) = ψ(σsc, ρ, u, y),

ψ(ν, ρ, u, y) = Ψ(ν, y)−
(u− µρ2

2
+ µD′(ρ2)ρ2

D′(0) )2

2(D(ρ2)− D′(ρ2)2ρ2
D′(0) )

− µ2ρ2

2D′(0)
+ log ρ− −2D′′(0)

−2D′′(0)− [D′(ρ2)−D′(0)]2

D(ρ2)−D′(ρ2)2ρ2

D′(0)

×
(

y +
1

√

−4D′′(0)

[

µ+
(u− µρ2

2
+ µD′(ρ2)ρ2

D′(0) )(D′(ρ2)−D′(0))

D(ρ2)− D′(ρ2)2ρ2
D′(0)

])2

. (2.10)

By [AZ20, Lemma 5.7], with other variables fixed we have

lim
ρ→0+

ψ∗(ρ, u, y) = −∞, lim
|y|→∞

ψ∗(ρ, u, y) = −∞. (2.11)

Let z be a standard Gaussian r.v. and Φ the c.d.f. of z. For a ∈ R, b > 0, we have

E[(a+ bz)1{a+ bz > 0}] = aΦ(
a

b
) +

b√
2π
e
− a2

2b2 , (2.12)

which is strictly increasing as a increases, and

E[−(a+ bz)1{a + bz < 0}] = −aΦ(−a
b
) +

b√
2π
e
− a2

2b2 , (2.13)

which is strictly decreasing as a increases. These two functions are 1-Lipschitz convex in a. Also,
√

2

π
b ≤ E|a+ bz| =

√
2b√
π
e
− a2

2b2 + a(2Φ(
a

b
)− 1) ≤

√

2

π
b+ |a|. (2.14)

Unless specified otherwise, we always assume Assumptions I and II throughout. Moreover, Assumption
IV is assumed after this section.

In the rest of this section, we prove the results for the total number of critical points with given indices.
The starting point is the Kac–Rice formula (see e.g. [AT07, Theorem 11.2.1]),

ECrtN,k(E,BN ) =

ˆ

BN

E[| det∇2HN(x)|1{ 1

N
HN(x) ∈ E, i(∇2HN(x)) = k}|∇HN (x) = 0]

× p∇HN (x)(0)dx, (2.15)

where p∇HN (x)(t) is the p.d.f. of ∇HN(x) at t. By Lemma A.1, we have in distribution

∇2HN(x)
d
=
√

−4D′′(0)GOEN − (

√

−2D′′(0)

N
Z − µ)IN

where Z is a standard Gaussian variable independent of GOEN . When E = R, there is no restriction
on the critical value. And thanks to the independence of ∇HN and ∇2HN , the above representation
of ∇2HN(x) as a GOE matrix shifted by an independent scalar matrix is good enough for asymptotic
analysis. Indeed, together with large deviation principles, it is sufficient to result in the high dimensional
limits. This strategy is by far standard after it was developed in [ABAC13].
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Proof of Theorem 1.1. The Kac–Rice formula in the current setting simplifies to

ECrtN,k(R, BN ) =

ˆ

BN

E[|det∇2HN (x)|1{i(∇2HN (x)) = k}]p∇HN (x)(0)dx.

A direct application of Lemma 3.3 in [ABAC13] gives us

ECrtN,k(R, BN ) =
CN

N + 1
EGOE(N+1)e

− 1
2
(N+1)λ2

k+1−
√

N(N+1)µλk+1√
−D′′(0) , (2.16)

where

CN =







√
2[−4D′′(0)]N/2Γ(N+1

2
)(N+1)

√
πNN/2eNm2 |µ|N

P(zN ∈ |µ|BN/
√

D′(0)), µ 6= 0,
√

2[−4D′′(0)]N/2Γ(N+1
2

)(N+1)|BN |
√

πNN/2(2π)N/2D′(0)N/2 , µ = 0,
(2.17)

whose asymptotics is given by the Stirling’s formula and Assumption III. Let

φ(x) = −1

2
x2 − µx

√

−D′′(0)
.

Since φ is bounded above, by (2.5) and Varadhan’s Lemma,

sup
x∈R

φ(x)− Jk+1(x) ≤ lim inf
N→∞

1

N
logEGOE(N+1)e

(N+1)φ(λk+1)

≤ lim sup
N→∞

1

N
logEGOE(N+1)e

(N+1)φ(λk+1) ≤ sup
x∈R

φ(x)− Jk+1(x).

Let Ik = supx∈R
[φ(x)− Jk+1(x)]. Then

Ik =















φ(−
√
2) = −1 +

√
2µ√

−D′′(0)
, µ ≤

√

−2D′′(0),

φ(x0)− J1(x0), µ >
√

−2D′′(0), k = 0,

φ(xk)− Jk+1(xk), µ >
√

−2D′′(0), k ≥ 1,

(2.18)

where

x0 = − µ

2
√

−D′′(0)
−
√

−D′′(0)

µ
, xk =

µ− (k + 1)
√

µ2 −D′′(0)k(k + 2)

k(k + 2)
√

−D′′(0)
.

A combination of these observations with Lemma A.4 is enough to obtain the result.

Remark 2.1. Clearly x0 < −
√
2. One can check that xk < −

√
2 if and only if

[

k(k + 2)
µ2

−2D′′(0)
− k(k + 2)

]2

> 0,

which indeed holds for k ≥ 1. Since φ(x) − Jk+1(x) < φ(x) − Jk(x) for any x < −
√
2, we see that Ik is

strictly decreasing in k and Ik ≥ 1 when µ >
√

−2D′′(0). Observe also that x0 and xk in (2.18) have
different expressions. The reason for different formats of local minima and saddles will become clear in
Sections 4 and 5.

Proof of Theorem 1.2. The main ingredient of the proof is the LDP for the empirical spectral measure of
GOE matrices (2.3). By Lemma A.4, it suffices to obtain the asymptotics of

EGOE(N+1)e
(N+1)φ(λk+1).

As a consequence of (2.3), we have for each ε > 0,

P(|λk+1 − sγ | > ε) ≤ e−c(N+1)2 (2.19)

for some c = c(γ, ε). Therefore,

EGOE(N+1)e
(N+1)φ(λk+1)
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≤ EGOE(N+1)e
(N+1)φ(λk+1)1{λk+1 ∈ [sγ − ε, sγ + ε]}+ e

(N+1)µ2

−2D′′(0)−c(N+1)2

≤ e
(N+1) supsγ−ε≤x≤sγ+ε φ(x)

+ e
(N+1)µ2

−2D′′(0)−c(N+1)2

.

On the other hand,

EGOE(N+1)e
(N+1)φ(λk+1) ≥ EGOE(N+1)e

(N+1)φ(λk+1)1{λk+1 ∈ [sγ − ε, sγ + ε]}
≥ e(N+1) infsγ−ε≤x≤sγ+ε φ(x)

P(|λk+1 − sγ | ≤ ε).

It follows that

inf
sγ−ε≤x≤sγ+ε

φ(x) ≤ lim inf
N→∞

1

N
logEGOE(N+1)e

(N+1)φ(λk+1)

≤ lim sup
N→∞

1

N
logEGOE(N+1)e

(N+1)φ(λk+1) ≤ sup
sγ−ε≤x≤sγ+ε

φ(x).

By the continuity of φ, sending ε→ 0+ we see that

lim
N→∞

1

N
logEGOE(N+1)e

(N+1)φ(λk+1) = φ(sγ),

which ends the proof of the theorem.

3 Large deviations for singular Gaussian quadratic forms

3.1 Reduction to large deviation estimates

From now on, we consider the domain BN to be a shell BN (R1, R2) = {x ∈ R
N : R1 <

‖x‖√
N
< R2}, where

0 ≤ R1 < R2 ≤ ∞. By Lemma A.1, Y := HN (x)
N

− D′( ‖x‖2
N

)
∑N

i=1 xi∂iHN (x)

ND′(0) is independent of ∇HN(x).

Thanks to (A.5) and (A.7), by conditioning and recalling the notation (1.6), we can rewrite the Kac–Rice
representation (2.15) as

ECrtN,k(E, (R1, R2))

=

ˆ

BN

ˆ

E

E[|det∇2HN(x)|1{i(∇2HN (x))} = k|Y = u]p∇HN (x)(0)P(Y ∈ du)dx

ρ=
‖x‖√

N
= SN−1N

(N−1)/2

ˆ R2

R1

ˆ

E

E[|detG|1{i(G) = k}] 1√
2πσY

e
− (u−mY )2

2σ2
Y

1

(2π)N/2D′(0)N/2
e
−Nµ2ρ2

2D′(0) ρN−1dudρ. (3.1)

Here SN−1 = 2πN/2

Γ(N/2)
is the area of N − 1 dimensional unit sphere, G depends on u implicitly. Note that

lim
N→∞

1

N
log(SN−1N

N−1
2 ) =

1

2
log(2π) +

1

2
. (3.2)

Enumerate the eigenvalues of G and G∗∗ as (λj(G))1≤j≤N and (λj(G∗∗))1≤j≤N−1 in ascending manner.
By the interlacement property, for all j ∈ {1, . . . , N − 1},

λj(G) ≤ λj(G∗∗) ≤ λj+1(G) . (3.3)

For k ≥ 1, we have

{i(G) = k} ⊂ {i(G∗∗) = k − 1} ∪ {i(G∗∗) = k}.

The following result of Lazutkin [Laz88] relates the signature of a matrix and that of a principal minor.
Recall that the signature of a symmetric matrix is the number of positive eigenvalues minus that of negative
eigenvalues.
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Lemma 3.1 ([Laz88, Equation 2]). Let S be a symmetric block matrix, and write its inverse S−1 in block

form with the same block structure:

S =

(

A B

BT C

)

, S−1 =

(

A′ B′

(B′)T C′

)

.

Then, sgn(S) = sgn(A) + sgn(C′), with sgn(M) denoting the signature of the matrix M .

Recall z′1 = σ1z1 − σ2z2 +m1, z
′
3 = (σ2z2 +

ρ
√

αβz3√
N

−m2)/
√

−4D′′(0) as in (A.5). To save space, let
us write the Schur complement of G∗∗ as

ζ = ζ(z′1, z
′
3) = z′1 − ξTG−1

∗∗ ξ, (3.4)

where

ζ(r, s) = r − [−4D′′(0)]−1/2
〈

ξ,
(

√

N − 1

N
GOEN−1 − sIN−1

)−1

ξ
〉

. (3.5)

Remark 3.1. The variable ζ will be pivotal in the following analysis. Recalling the block matrix representa-
tion (A.5) of G and applying Lemma 3.1 in our setting, G−1 can be expressed in block form, with (G−1)11
given by 1

ζ
so that the index of G is equal to the index of G∗∗ exactly when ζ = z′1 − 〈ξ, (G∗∗)

−1ξ〉 > 0.
In other words, for k ≥ 1,

{i(G) = k} = {i(G∗∗) = k, ζ > 0} ∪ {i(G∗∗) = k − 1, ζ < 0}, (3.6)

and for k = 0,

{i(G) = 0} = {i(G∗∗) = 0, ζ > 0}. (3.7)

Substituting (3.6) into the Kac–Rice formula (3.1), we have

ECrtN,k(E, (R1, R2)) = SN−1N
(N−1)/2

ˆ R2

R1

ˆ

E

E[|detG|(1{i(G∗∗) = k, ζ > 0}

+ 1{i(G∗∗) = k − 1, ζ < 0})] 1√
2πσY

e
− (u−mY )2

2σ2
Y

1

(2π)N/2D′(0)N/2
e
−Nµ2ρ2

2D′(0) ρN−1dudρ. (3.8)

Since CrtN,k(E,BN ) ≤ CrtN (E,BN ), by Lemmas B.1 and B.2 we may assume Ē to be compact and
R2 <∞. Let us define

Ik(E, (R1, R2)) =

ˆ R2

R1

ˆ

E

E[|detG|1{i(G∗∗) = k, ζ > 0}]

e
− (u−mY )2

2σ2
Y√

2πσY

e
−Nµ2ρ2

2D′(0)

(2π)N/2D′(0)N/2
ρN−1dudρ,

IIk(E, (R1, R2)) =

ˆ R2

R1

ˆ

E

E[|detG|1{i(G∗∗) = k − 1, ζ < 0}]

e
− (u−mY )2

2σ2
Y√

2πσY

e
−Nµ2ρ2

2D′(0)

(2π)N/2D′(0)N/2
ρN−1dudρ. (3.9)

If k = 0, we understand {i(G∗∗) = k − 1, ζ < 0} = ∅ and II0 = 0. Using the Schur complement formula,
we have

detG = det(G∗∗)(z
′
1 − ξTG−1

∗∗ ξ). (3.10)

Let us write
Q = Q(z′3) = ξTG−1

∗∗ ξ

so that ζ = z′1 − Q(z′3). Recall that λ1 ≤ λ2 ≤ · · · ≤ λN−1 denote the ordered eigenvalues of GOEN−1.
Using the representation (A.6),

Q(z′3) = [−4D′′(0)]−1/2
N−1
∑

i=1

ξ′
2
i

(N−1
N

)1/2λ̃i − z′3

d
=

√

−D′′(0)

N

N−1
∑

i=1

Z2
i

(N−1
N

)1/2λi − z′3
,
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where ξ′ = V ξ and Zi’s are independent standard Gaussian random variables. Since ξ′ is independent of

λ̃i’s, the last
d
= follows by applying a random permutation (depending on λ̃i’s) to ξ′. For convenience,

we regard
√

−2D′′(0)
N

Zi = ξ′i. By convention, λ0 = −∞. A direct calculation yields that the conditional

distribution of z′1 given z′3 = y is given by

z′1|z′3 = y ∼ N
(

ā,
b
2

N

)

, (3.11)

where

ā = m1 −
σ2
2(
√

−4D′′(0)y +m2)

σ2
2 + αβρ2

N

=
−2D′′(0)αρ2(u− µρ2

2
+ µD′(ρ2)ρ2

D′(0) )

(−2D′′(0)− β2)
√

D(ρ2)− D′(ρ2)2ρ2
D′(0)

+
αβρ2µ

−2D′′(0)− β2

− (−2D′′(0)− β2 − αβρ2)
√

−4D′′(0)y

−2D′′(0)− β2
,

b
2

N
= σ2

1 + σ2
2 − σ4

2

σ2
2 + αβρ2

N

=
−4D′′(0)

N
+

2D′′(0)α2ρ4

N(−2D′′(0)− β2)
.

Using (3.10), (3.11), (2.12) and by conditioning, we have

E[| detG|1{i(G∗∗) = k, ζ > 0}] = E(|detG∗∗||z′1 − ξTG−1
∗∗ ξ|1{i(G∗∗) = k, ζ > 0})

= [−4D′′(0)]
N−1

2 E[| det((N − 1

N
)1/2GOEN−1 − z′3IN−1)|1{λk < (

N

N − 1
)1/2z′3 < λk+1}

E(|z′1 −Q(z′3)|1{z′1 −Q(z′3) > 0}|λN−1
1 , z′3, ξ

′)]

= [−4D′′(0)]
N−1

2

ˆ

R

E

[

|det((N − 1

N
)1/2GOEN−1 − yIN−1)|1{λk < (

N

N − 1
)1/2y < λk+1}

(aNΦ(

√
NaN

b
) +

b√
2πN

e
−Na

2
N

2b2 )
]

√

−4ND′′(0) exp{−N(
√

−4D′′(0)y+m2)
2

2(−2D′′(0)−β2)
}

√

2π(−2D′′(0)− β2)
dy, (3.12)

where

aN = aN (ρ, u, y) = ā−Q(y). (3.13)

For any x ∈ R and b > 0, using l’Hospital’s rule,

lim
N→∞

1

N
log
(

xΦ(

√
Nx

b
) +

b√
2πN

e
−Nx2

2b2

)

= − (x−)
2

2b2
, (3.14)

where we recall the notation x− = x ∧ 0. We want to replace Q(y) with a deterministic quantity in the
large N limit.

Let R̄ = R ∪ {−∞,+∞} be the extended real numbers.

Lemma 3.2. Let h : R → R̄ be a measurable function that is bounded and continuous on an open set

G ⊃ [−
√
2,
√
2]. Then for any fixed ℓ = 1, 2, ... and any deterministic sequence θN → 1, we have almost

surely

lim
N→∞

1

N − 1

N−1
∑

i=ℓ

h(θNλi) =

ˆ

h(x)σsc(dx),

and

lim
N→∞

1

N − 1

N−1
∑

i=ℓ

h(θNλi)Z
2
i =

ˆ

h(x)σsc(dx).

Proof. Let [−
√
2,
√
2] ⊂ (−K,K′) be a neighborhood such that h(x) is bounded and continuous for

x ∈ [−K,K′]. Let

ĥ(x) =











h(x), if −K ≤ x ≤ K′,

h(K′), if x > K′,

h(−K), otherwise.
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Since ĥ(x) is a bounded continuous function on R, by the semicircle law, we have almost surely

lim
N→∞

1

N − 1

N−1
∑

i=ℓ

ĥ(λi) = lim
N→∞

1

N − 1

N−1
∑

i=1

ĥ(λi) =

ˆ

ĥ(x)σsc(dx) =

ˆ

h(x)σsc(dx).

On the other hand, using the LDP of the extreme eigenvalues of GOE (2.5), for any ε > 0, by continuity
we have for all N large enough,

P

(∣

∣

∣

1

N − 1

N−1
∑

i=ℓ

[ĥ(λi)− h(θNλi)]
∣

∣

∣
> ε
)

≤ P(λℓ ≤ −θ−1
N K) + P(λN−1 ≥ θ−1

N K′) ≤ e−ℓNJK + e−NJK′

where JK is an absolute constant depending on K. By the Borel–Cantelli lemma, we have almost surely

lim
N→∞

1

N − 1

N−1
∑

i=ℓ

[ĥ(λi)− h(θNλi)] = 0,

and the first assertion follows. For the second one, using the Bernstein inequality for the subexponential
variables Z2

i − 1 and by conditioning,

P

(∣

∣

∣

1

N − 1

N−1
∑

i=ℓ

h(θNλi)(Z
2
i − 1)

∣

∣

∣ > ε,−K ≤ θNλℓ < θNλN ≤ K′
)

≤ 2EGOE(N−1)

[

1{−K ≤ θNλℓ < θNλN−1 ≤ K′}

× exp
(

− cmin
{ (N − 1)2ε2
∑N−1

i=ℓ h(θNλi)2
,

(N − 1)ε

maxℓ≤j≤N−1 |h(θNλj)|
})]

≤ 2 exp
(

− cmin
{ (N − 1)ε2

‖ĥ‖2∞
,
(N − 1)ε

‖ĥ‖∞

})

.

It follows that for N large enough

P

(∣

∣

∣

1

N − 1

N−1
∑

i=ℓ

h(θNλi)(Z
2
i − 1)

∣

∣

∣
> ε
)

≤ P(λℓ < −θ−1
N K) + P(λN−1 > θ−1

N K′)

+ P

(∣

∣

∣

1

N − 1

N−1
∑

i=ℓ

h(θNλi)(Z
2
i − 1)

∣

∣

∣ > ε,−K ≤ θNλℓ < θNλN−1 ≤ K′
)

≤ 3e−cN ,

for some constant c = c(ε, ℓ,K,K′, ‖ĥ‖∞). The proof is completed by using the Borel–Cantelli lemma
again.

Let us fix y < −
√
2. Then hy(x) = 1

x−y
is a bounded continuous function on [ 1

2
(y −

√
2), 2] whose

interior contains [−
√
2,
√
2]. Recall that the Stieltjes transform of the semicircle law is defined as

m(z) =

ˆ

√
2

−
√
2

1

x− z
σsc(dx) = −z −

√

z2 − 2, z < −
√
2.

Here we have chosen the branch of square root
√
w > 0 for any w > 0 so that m(z) ∼ − 1

z
as z → −∞.

By Lemma 3.2 with θN = (N−1
N

)1/2, we have limN→∞Q(y) =
√

−D′′(0)m(y) almost surely. Recalling ā

as in (3.11), let us define

a = a(ρ, u, y) = ā−
√

−D′′(0)m(y) =
1

−2D′′(0)− β2

(−2D′′(0)αρ2(u− µρ2

2
+ µD′(ρ2)ρ2

D′(0) )
√

D(ρ2)− D′(ρ2)2ρ2
D′(0)

+ αβρ2µ− (−2D′′(0)− β2 − αβρ2)
√

−4D′′(0)y
)

−
√

−D′′(0)m(y). (3.15)
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Observe that the coefficient of u in a is negative, thus a < 0 for large u > 0 and a > 0 for small u < 0.
However, we cannot replace Q(y) with

√

−D′′(0)m(y) directly due to the lack of good concentration. In
fact, E[Q(y)] is not even finite. In some sense, all the argument below is meant to resolve this issue.
The correct quantity to replace Q(y) turns out to involve the semicircle and chi-square distributions in a
twisted way. Intuitively, a is approximately the mean of z′1 conditioning on z′3, and the sign of a determines
whether we should use the left or the right tail of the conditional distribution. We also remark that the
factor (N−1

N
)1/2 barely affects our analysis below.

We consider a Lipschitz approximation of f(x) = 1
x−y

. Fix δ ∈ (0,−
√
2 − y] and define a Lipschitz

function

fy,δ(x) =











1
x−y

, if x ≥ y + δ,
x−y
δ2
, if y ≤ x < y + δ,

0, otherwise.

We have for x > y,

1

x− y
1{x ≥ y + δ} ≤ fy,δ(x) ≤ 1

x− y
, (3.16)

and
´

fy,δ(x)σsc(dx) = m(y).
Let h : R → R+ be a nonnegative bounded Lipschitz function which is strictly decreasing on [−

√
2,
√
2].

By Lemma 3.2, for every t > − 1
2‖h‖∞ , we have almost surely

lim
N→∞

t

N − 1

N−1
∑

i=ℓ

h(λi)− 1

N − 1

N−1
∑

i=ℓ

1

2
log(1 + 2h(λi)t)

= t

ˆ

h(x)σsc(dx)− 1

2

ˆ

log[1 + 2h(x)t]σsc(dx).

Let us define

Λ(t;h) =

{

t
´

h(x)σsc(dx)− 1
2

´

log[1 + 2h(x)t]σsc(dx), if t ≥ − 1
2‖h‖∞ ,

+∞, otherwise.
(3.17)

If 0 > t > − 1
2‖h‖∞ , there exists c ∈ (0, 1) such that

ˆ

log[1 + 2h(x)t]σsc(dx) ≥
ˆ

2h(x)t

1 + 2h(x)t
σsc(dx) = −

ˆ

ch(x)

‖h‖∞ − ch(x)
σsc(dx) > −∞,

we see Λ(t;h) <∞ for all t > − 1
2‖h‖∞ . Let

Λ∗(s;h) = sup
t∈R

[ts− Λ(t;h)]

be the Fenchel–Legendre transform of Λ. Fix ℓ ∈ N. For t ∈ R, we define

ΛN (t;h, ℓ) = t

ˆ

h(x)σsc(dx) + logEe−
t
N

∑N−1
i=ℓ

h(λi)Z
2
i .

Lemma 3.3. Let h : R → R+ be a nonnegative bounded Lipschitz function which is strictly decreasing on

[−
√
2,
√
2]. Then

1. For any real number t 6= − 1
2‖h‖∞ , Λ(t;h) = limN→∞

1
N−1

ΛN (Nt;h, ℓ) as extended real number.

2. Λ(t;h) is differentiable for t > − 1
2‖h‖∞ .

3. For any Λ′(− 1
2‖h‖∞+;h) < s <

´

h(x)σsc(dx) there is a unique τs > − 1
2‖h‖∞ such that Λ′(τs; h) = s

and Λ∗(s;h) = sτs − Λ(τs;h). Here Λ′(− 1
2‖h‖∞+;h) is the right limit of Λ′(t;h) at t = − 1

2‖h‖∞ .

Moreover, for any t 6= s, τs(t − s) + Λ∗(s;h) < Λ∗(t;h), i.e., any such s is an exposed point. For

s∞ =
´

h(x)σsc(dx), Λ
∗(s∞;h) = limt→∞ s∞t− Λ(t;h).

Proof. For item 1, using the moment generating function of chi-square distribution with conditioning, we
find for t > − 1

2‖h‖∞ ,

1

N − 1
ΛN (Nt; h, ℓ) =

Nt

N − 1

ˆ

h(x)σsc(dx) +
1

N − 1
logE exp

(

− 1

2

N−1
∑

i=ℓ

log[1 + 2h(λi)t]
)

.
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Note that log[1 + h(x)t] is a bounded Lipschitz function in x. By (2.4), there exists a constant c =
c(h, t, ℓ) > 0 such that for N large,

P

(∣

∣

∣

1

N − 1

N−1
∑

i=ℓ

log[1 + 2h(λi)t]−
ˆ

log[1 + 2h(x)t]σsc(dx)
∣

∣

∣
> N−1/4

)

≤ e−cN3/2

.

Let

ΩN = {| 1

N − 1

N−1
∑

i=ℓ

log[1 + 2h(λi)t]−
ˆ

log[1 + 2h(x)t]σsc(dx)| ≤ N−1/4}

be the event with overwhelming probability. Since

lim sup
N→∞

1

N − 1
logE1Ωc

N
exp

(

− 1

2

N−1
∑

i=ℓ

log[1 + 2h(λi)t]
)

≤ lim sup
N→∞

1

N − 1
log exp

[ (N − 1)‖h‖∞t−
1 + 2‖h‖∞t−

− cN3/2
]

= −∞,

it follows that

lim
N→∞

1

N − 1
logE exp

(

− 1

2

N−1
∑

i=ℓ

log[1 + 2h(λi)t]
)

= lim
N→∞

1

N − 1
log
(

e−
N−1

2
[
´

log[1+2h(x)t]σsc(dx)+O(N−1/4)]
P(ΩN )

)

= −1

2

ˆ

log[1 + 2h(x)t]σsc(dx)

and we have limN→∞
1

N−1
ΛN (Nt;h, ℓ) = Λ(t;h) for t > − 1

2‖h‖∞ . For t < − 1
2‖h‖∞ , by continuity we may

find y0 ∈ R such that 1 + 2h(y0)t < 0. It follows that

E

N−1
∏

i=ℓ

1

[1 + 2h(λi)t]1/2
= ∞

because the joint density of eigenvalues does not vanish in a neighborhood of (y0, y0, ..., y0) ∈ R
N−ℓ.

For items 2 and 3, by the dominate convergence theorem,

Λ′(t;h) =

ˆ

h(x)σsc(dx)−
ˆ

h(x)

1 + 2h(x)t
σsc(dx)

is strictly increasing and continuous in t such that Λ′(t;h) < 0 for t < 0, Λ′(0; h) = 0 and
limt→+∞ Λ′(t;h) =

´

h(x)σsc(dx). It follows that for any Λ′(− 1
2‖h‖∞+;h) < s <

´

h(x)σsc(dx) there

is a unique τs > − 1
2‖h‖∞ such that Λ′(τs;h) = s. Therefore,

Λ∗(s;h) = sτs − Λ(τs; h).

If s =
´

h(x)σsc(dx), the function t 7→ st− Λ(t;h) is strictly increasing and we have

Λ∗(s;h) = lim
t→∞

st− Λ(t;h).

The assertion on exposed points is just [DZ98, Lemma 2.3.9(b)].

Let us define

Λ̄(t;h) = lim sup
N→∞

1

N
logE exp

[

t

ˆ

h(x)σsc(dx)− t

N

N−1
∑

i=ℓ

h(λi)Z
2
i

]

,

Λ̄∗(s;h) = sup
t∈R

{st− Λ̄(t;h)}.

By Lemma 3.3, Λ(t;h) = Λ̄(t;h) for t 6= − 1
2‖h‖∞ . Since for t1 < t2,

t1

ˆ

h(x)σsc(dx) + lim sup
N→∞

1

N
logE[e−t1

∑N−1
i=ℓ

h(λi)Z
2
i ]
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≥ t1

ˆ

h(x)σsc(dx) + lim sup
N→∞

1

N
logE[e−t2

∑N−1
i=ℓ

h(λi)Z
2
i ],

sending t2 → t1+, we deduce that for any t, Λ̄(t;h) ≥ Λ̄(t+;h) = Λ(t+;h). It follows together with
continuity that for any s ∈ R,

Λ̄∗(s;h) = sup
t>− 1

2‖h‖∞

{st− Λ(t;h)} = Λ∗(s;h), (3.18)

and thus

Λ∗(s;h) =























+∞, s >
´

h(x)σsc(dx),

limt→∞ st− Λ(t;h), s =
´

h(x)σsc(dx),

sτs − Λ(τs;h), Λ′(− 1
2‖h‖∞+;h) < s <

´

h(x)σsc(dx),

− s
2‖h‖∞ − Λ(− 1

2‖h‖∞+;h), s ≤ Λ′(− 1
2‖h‖∞+;h).

(3.19)

We will mainly consider the case h = fy,δ for y < −
√
2 and δ ∈ (0,−

√
2− y]. In particular,

− 1

2‖fy,δ‖∞
= − δ

2
, Λ(y + δ; fy,δ) <∞, − 1

2‖fy,−√
2−y‖∞

=

√
2 + y

2
.

Note also that Λ∗(s; fy,δ) does not depend on δ > 0 if s ≥ 0. For simplicity, we will write Λ∗(s; y) =
Λ∗(s; fy,−

√
2−y).

3.2 Left tail of Q(y)

We first consider the right tail of aN , or the left tail of Q(y). Sometimes the right tail of Q(y) will also be
obtained as a by-product.

Proposition 3.4. For any fixed ℓ ∈ N, y < −
√
2, 0 < δ ≤ −

√
2− y, and Λ(− δ

2
+; fy,δ) ≤ s < s′ ≤ m(y),

lim
N→∞

1

N
log P

(

m(y)− s′ ≤ 1

N

N−1
∑

i=ℓ

fy,δ(λi)Z
2
i ≤ m(y)− s

)

= − inf
x∈[s,s′]

Λ∗(x; fy,δ).

In particular, for 0 ≤ s < s′ ≤ m(y),

lim
N→∞

1

N
log P

(

m(y)− s′ ≤ 1

N

N−1
∑

i=ℓ

fy,δ(λi)Z
2
i ≤ m(y)− s

)

= −Λ∗(s; fy,δ).

Proof. This is a consequence of the Gärtner–Ellis theorem applying to the random variables m(y) −
1
N

∑N−1
i=ℓ fy,δ(λi)(Z

2
i ). Indeed, with Lemma 3.3 and (3.18) we deduce from [DZ98, Theorem 4.5.3] the

upper bound for compact sets

lim sup
N→∞

1

N
log P

(

m(y)− 1

N

N−1
∑

i=ℓ

fy,δ(λi)Z
2
i ∈ [s, s′]

)

≤ − inf
x∈[s,s′]

Λ∗(x; fy,δ).

This also implies that this sequence of random variables is exponentially tight as shown in the proof of
[DZ98, Theorem 2.3.6]. By Lemma 3.3, every x ∈ (s, s′) is an exposed point of Λ∗ with an exposing
hyperplane τx for which Λ(τx; fy,δ) = limN→∞

1
N
ΛN (Nτx; fy,δ) and Λ(γxτx; fy,δ) <∞ for some γx > 1, it

follows from [DZ98, Theorem 4.5.20] that

lim inf
N→∞

1

N
log P

(

m(y)− 1

N

N−1
∑

i=ℓ

fy,δ(λi)Z
2
i ∈ [s, s′]

)

≥ − inf
x∈(s,s′)

Λ∗(x; fy,δ).

Since Λ′(0; fy,δ) = 0 and Λ′(t; fy,δ) is strictly increasing, we see that Λ∗(0; fy,δ) = 0. But Λ∗(·; fy,δ) is
nonnegative and convex, we have

inf
x∈(s,s′)

Λ∗(x; fy,δ) = inf
x∈[s,s′]

Λ∗(x; fy,δ)

and the first assertion follows. If s ≥ 0, then infx∈[s,s′] Λ
∗(x; fy,δ) = Λ∗(s; fy,δ).
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Fix k, ℓ ∈ N. We will need to deal with the joint probability involving λj and 1
N

∑N−1
i=ℓ

Z2
i

λi−y
. Let us

write

Λ̃N (t1, t2; δ) = logE exp
{

t1λj − t2
N

N−1
∑

i=ℓ

fy,δ(λi)Z
2
i + t2m(y)

}

, t1, t2 ∈ R,

Λ̃(t1, t2; δ) = lim sup
N→∞

1

N
Λ̃N (Nt1, Nt2; δ),

Λ̃∗(s1, s2; δ) = sup
(t1,t2)∈R2

[s1t2 + s2t2 − Λ̃(t1, t2; δ)].

Lemma 3.5. For s1, s2 ∈ R,

Λ̃∗(s1, s2; δ) = jJ1(s1) + Λ∗(s2; fy,δ).

If y′ < −
√
2,Λ′(− δ

2
+; fy,δ) < s < m(y), then (y′, s) is an exposed point of Λ̃∗.

Proof. Using the tail probability estimate of λ1 (2.7),

P(λj ≤ −K) ≤ P(λ1 ≤ −K) ≤ e−
1
9
(N−1)K2

for K large enough. If t1 ≤ 0, we may take in particular K > 10|t1| so that

Eet1Nλj1{λj ≤ −K} ≤
∞
∑

i=1

e−t1NK(i+1)
P(λj ∈ [−(i+ 1)K,−iK])

≤
∞
∑

i=1

e−t1NK(i+1)− 1
9
(N−1)i2K2 ≤ 2.

It follows that

lim sup
N→∞

1

N
logEet1Nλj ≤ lim sup

N→∞

1

N
log[e−t1NK

P(λj > −K) + Eet1Nλj1{λj ≤ −K}] ≤ |t1|K.

Similar estimates hold for t1 > 0 as well. This verifies Varadhan’s lemma [DZ98, Theorem 4.3.1] and thus

lim
N→∞

1

N
logEeNt1λj = sup

x∈R

[t1x− jJ1(x)].

For t1 ∈ R, t2 > − δ
2
, by conditioning and (2.4) as before,

Λ̃N (t1, t2; δ) = t2m(y) + logE exp
{

t1λj − 1

2N

N−1
∑

i=ℓ

log[1 + 2t2fy,δ(λi)]
}

= t2m(y) + log
[

E1ΩN exp
{

t1λj − 1

2

ˆ

log[1 + 2t2fy,δ(x)]σsc(dx) +O(N−1/4)
}

+ E1Ωc
N
exp

{

t1λj − 1

2N

N−1
∑

i=ℓ

log[1 + 2t2fy,δ(λi)]
}]

where ΩN = {| 1
N

∑N−1
i=k log[1 + 2fy,δ(λi)t2] −

´

log[1 + 2fy,δ(x)t2]σsc(dx)| ≤ N−1/4} and P(Ωc
N ) ≤

e−c(t2,δ,y,k)N
3/2

. From here we deduce that for t1 ∈ R, t2 > − δ
2
,

Λ̃(t1, t2; δ) = t2m(y)− 1

2

ˆ

log[1 + 2t2fy,δ(x)]σsc(dx) + sup
x∈R

[t1x− jJ1(x)],

and Λ̃(t1, t2; δ) = +∞ for t2 < − δ
2
. By the duality lemma [DZ98, Lemma 4.5.8],

Λ̃∗(s1, s2; δ) = jJ1(s1) + Λ∗(s2; fy,δ).

Here is a subtlety that is worth more explanation following the same idea as for (3.19) in one variable.
For general 0 < δ ≤ −

√
2− y, one has Λ̃(t1,− δ

2
; δ) ≥ Λ̃(t1,− δ

2
+; δ) and the two sides may not be equal.

Hence Λ̃∗(s1, s2; δ) does not depend on Λ(t1,− δ
2
; δ) and is instead determined by Λ(t2; fy,δ) for t2 > − δ

2
.

Since Λ(t2; fy,δ) is right continuous at t2 = − δ
2
, Λ∗(s2; fy,δ) yields the correct formula for Λ̃∗(s1, s2; δ).

By Lemma 3.3 and [DZ98, Lemma 2.3.9], if y′ < −
√
2,Λ′(− δ

2
+; fy,δ) < s < m(y), then (y′, s) is an

exposed points for Λ̃∗.
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Proposition 3.6. Let y < −
√
2 and 0 < δ ≤ −

√
2 − y. Fix k, ℓ ∈ N. Then for any closed set B and

x < −
√
2,

lim sup
N→∞

1

N
log P

(

λk ≤ x, m(y)− 1

N

N−1
∑

i=ℓ

fy,δ(λi)Z
2
i ∈ B

)

≤ −kJ1(x)− inf
s∈B

Λ∗(s; fy,δ).

Moreover, if 0 ≤ s < m(y),

lim inf
N→∞

1

N
log P

(

λk ≤ x, m(y)− 1

N

N−1
∑

i=ℓ

fy,δ(λi)Z
2
i ≥ s

)

≥ −kJ1(x)− Λ∗(s; fy,δ).

Proof. 1. For t > − δ
2
, let ΩN = {| 1

N

∑N−1
i=ℓ log[1 + 2fy,δ(λi)t]−

´

log[1 + 2fy,δ(x)t]σsc(dx)| ≤ N−1/4}. By

(2.4), there exists a constant c = c(y, δ, ℓ, t) > 0 such that for N large, we have P(Ωc
N ) ≤ e−cN3/2

. Since
Zi’s are independent of λi’s, by an argument similar to that of Lemma 3.3 with conditioning, we have for
all w and any − δ

2
< t ≤ 0,

P

(

λk ≤ x, m(y)− 1

N

N−1
∑

i=ℓ

fy,δ(λi)Z
2
i ≤ w

)

≤ e−Nt[w−m(y)]
E

(

1{λk ≤ x}
N−1
∏

i=ℓ

(1 + 2tfy,δ(λi))
−1/2

)

≤ e−Nt[w−m(y)]
(

e−
N
2
(
´

log[1+2fy,δ(x)t]σsc(dx)−N−1/4)
P(λk ≤ x,ΩN ) + e

Nt
δ+2t P(Ωc

N)
)

≤ e−N[t(w−m(y))+ 1
2

´

log[1+2fy,δ(x)t]σsc(dx)−N−1/4]
P(λk ≤ x) + e

Nt
δ+2t

−Nt[w−m(y)]−cN3/2

.

By Lemma 3.3, Λ(t; fy,δ) ≥ 0 for all t, if w ≤ 0, then

Λ∗(w; fy,δ) = sup
− δ

2
<t≤0

{

wt−m(y)t+
1

2

ˆ

log[1 + 2fy,δ(x)t]σsc(dx)
}

.

Using the LDP of λk, sending N → ∞ and then optimizing in t, for w ≤ 0 we find

lim sup
N→∞

1

N
log P

(

λk ≤ x,m(y)− 1

N

N−1
∑

i=ℓ

fy,δ(λi)Z
2
i ≤ w

)

≤ −kJ1(x)− sup
− δ

2
<t≤0

{wt− Λ(t; fy,δ)}

= −kJ1(x)− Λ∗(w; fy,δ).

Since Λ∗(w; fy,δ) ≥ 0 is convex and Λ∗(0; fy,δ) = 0, Λ∗(w; fy,δ) = infs≤w Λ∗(s; fy,δ). We have proved the
lemma for B = (−∞, w] and w ≤ 0. The case B = [w,∞) and w ≥ 0 can be proved in a similar way with
t ≥ 0. The argument for general closed B is standard.

2. By Lemma 3.5, every (x′, s′) is an exposed point of Λ̃∗ for x′ < x,Λ(− δ
2
+; fy,δ) < s < s′ < m(y).

Using the abstract Gärtner–Ellis theorem [DZ98, Theorem 4.5.20] again,

lim inf
N→∞

1

N
log P

(

λk ≤ x, m(y)− 1

N

N−1
∑

i=ℓ

fy,δ(λi)Z
2
i ≥ s

)

≥ − inf
x′<x,s<s′<m(y)

[kJ1(x
′) + Λ∗(s′; fy,δ)]

and the second claim follows from the monotonicity and continuity of J1 and Λ∗.

3.3 Right tail of Q(y)

The right tail of Q(y) is more involved compared to the left tail as Λ̄ is not steep and s is not an exposed
point for s ≤ Λ′(− δ

2
+; fy,δ). We also need some sort of uniform estimates on the (upper bound of) tail

probability. Recall that we write Λ∗(s; y) = Λ∗(s; fy,−
√

2−y).
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Proposition 3.7. Fix k, ℓ ∈ N, y < −
√
2 and δ > 0 such that y + δ ≤ −

√
2. For any y1 < −

√
2 and

s < 0, we have

lim sup
N→∞

1

N
log sup

y′≤y

P

(

λℓ ≤ y1,
1

N

N−1
∑

i=k

fy′,δ(λi)Z
2
i −m(y) ≥ −s

)

≤ −ℓJ1(y1)− Λ∗(s; y).

Moreover, if y ≤ y2 < −
√
2 and ℓJ1(y1) < kJ1(y2), we have for s < m(y),

lim inf
N→∞

1

N
log P

(

λℓ ≤ y1, λk > y2,
1

N

N−1
∑

i=k

Z2
i

λi − y
−m(y) ≥ −s

)

≥ −ℓJ1(y1)− Λ∗(s−; y).

Proof. 1. To get the uniform estimate, let

f̄y′,δ,y(x) =















1
x−y

, if x ≥ −
√
2,

1√
2+y′+δ

(

1
δ
+ 1√

2+y

)

(x+
√
2) + 1

−
√

2−y
, if y′ + δ ≤ x < −

√
2,

fy′,δ(x), x < y′ + δ,

and g(x) = f̄y′,δ,y(x) − fy,−
√
2−y(x), x ∈ R. Morally speaking, f̄y′,δ,y is a bridge to go from the function

x 7→ 1
x−y′ to x 7→ 1

x−y
by connecting the points (y′ + δ, 1

δ
) and (−

√
2, 1

−
√

2−y
) with straight line. Clearly,

f̄y′,δ,y(x) ≥ fy′,δ(x) for all x ∈ R and g is supported in [y′,−
√
2] such that 0 ≤ g(x) ≤ 1

δ
. For any ε > 0,

P

(

λℓ ≤ y1,
1

N

N−1
∑

i=k

fy′,δ(λi)Z
2
i ≥ m(y)− s

)

≤ P

(

λℓ ≤ y1,
1

N

N−1
∑

i=k

[fy,−
√

2−y(λi) + g(λi)]Z
2
i ≥ m(y)− s

)

≤ P

(

λℓ ≤ y1,
1

N

N−1
∑

i=k

fy,−
√
2−y(λi)Z

2
i ≥ m(y)− s− ε

)

+ P

(

λℓ ≤ y1,
1

N

N−1
∑

i=k

g(λi)Z
2
i ≥ ε

)

.

By Proposition 3.6 and continuity,

lim sup
ε→0+

lim sup
N→∞

1

N
log P

(

λℓ ≤ y1,
1

N

N−1
∑

i=k

fy,−
√
2−y(λi)Z

2
i ≥ m(y)− s− ε

)

≤ −ℓJ1(y1)− Λ∗(s; y).

For ε > 0, we take γ = γ(ε, δ) > 0 such that

1

2

(δε

γ
− log

δε

γ
− 1
)

> 10Λ∗(s; y) + 10.

Since limN→∞
[γN]
N

= γ, by LDP of empirical measures of GOE as in (2.19), we may find c = c(γ) > 0

such that P(λ[γN] <
sγ−

√
2

2
) ≤ e−cN2

where sγ is the quantile with σsc([−
√
2, sγ ]) = γ. It follows that

uniformly for y′ ≤ y,

P

(

λℓ ≤ y1,
1

N

N−1
∑

i=k

g(λi)Z
2
i ≥ ε

)

≤ P

(

λℓ ≤ y1,
1

N

N−1
∑

i=k

Z2
i 1{λi ≤ −

√
2} ≥ δε, λ[γN] <

sγ −
√
2

2

)

+ P

(

λℓ ≤ y1,
1

N

N−1
∑

i=k

Z2
i 1{λi ≤ −

√
2} ≥ δε, λ[γN] ≥

sγ −
√
2

2

)

≤ P

(

λ[γN] <
sγ −

√
2

2

)

+ P

(

λℓ ≤ y1,
1

N

[γN]
∑

i=k

Z2
i ≥ δε

)

.

By Cramer’s Theorem and the LDP for λℓ,

lim sup
N→∞

1

N
log P

(

λℓ ≤ y1,
1

N

[γN]
∑

i=k

Z2
i ≥ δε

)

≤ −ℓJ1(y1)− 1

2

(δε

γ
− log

δε

γ
− 1
)

.
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From here the upper bound follows.
2. For the lower bound, we take advantage of an idea in [BGR97]. If m(y) > s > s0 :=

Λ′(
√
2+y
2

+; fy,−
√
2−y), by Lemma 3.5, (y1, s) and (y2, s) are exposed points of Λ̃∗. Using [DZ98, The-

orem 4.5.20],

lim inf
N→∞

1

N
log P

(

λℓ ≤ y1,
1

N

N−1
∑

i=k

fy,−
√
2−y(λi)Z

2
i −m(y) ≥ −s

)

≥ −ℓJ1(y1)− inf
s0<s′<s

Λ∗(s′; y),

lim sup
N→∞

1

N
log P

(

λk ≤ y2,
1

N

N−1
∑

i=k

fy,−
√
2−y(λi)Z

2
i −m(y) ≥ −s

)

≤ −kJ1(y2)− inf
s′≤s

Λ∗(s′; y).

Since ℓJ1(y1) < kJ1(y2) and observing that

P

(

λℓ ≤ y1, λk > y2,
1

N

N−1
∑

i=k

Z2
i

λi − y
−m(y) ≥ −s

)

≥ P

(

λℓ ≤ y1,
1

N

N−1
∑

i=k

fy,−
√
2−y(λi)Z

2
i −m(y) ≥ −s

)

− P

(

λk ≤ y2,
1

N

N−1
∑

i=k

fy,−
√

2−y(λi)Z
2
i −m(y) ≥ −s

)

,

the assertion follows. Now assume s ≤ s0. For ε > 0, by independence,

P

(

λℓ ≤ y1, λk > y2,
1

N

N−1
∑

i=k

Z2
i

λi − y
−m(y) ≥ −s

)

≥ P

( 1

N

N−1
∑

i=k+1

Z2
i

λi − y
−m(y) ≥ −s0 − ε,

Z2
k

N(λk − y)
≥ −s+ s0 + ε, y2 < λk ≤ −

√
2 + ε, λℓ ≤ y1

)

≥ P

( 1

N

N−1
∑

i=k+1

Z2
i

λi − y
−m(y) ≥ −s0 − ε, y2 < λk ≤ −

√
2 + ε, λℓ ≤ y1

)

P

( Z2
k

N(−
√
2 + ε− y)

≥ −s+ s0 + ε
)

≥
[

P

(

λℓ ≤ y1,
1

N

N−1
∑

i=k+1

fy,−
√
2−y(λi)Z

2
i −m(y) ≥ −s0 − ε

)

− P

(

λk > −
√
2 + ε

)

− P

(

λk ≤ y2,
1

N

N−1
∑

i=k+1

fy,−
√
2−y(λi)Z

2
i −m(y) ≥ −s0 − ε

)]

P

( Z2
k

N(−
√
2 + ε− y)

≥ −s+ s0 + ε
)

.

Since s0 + ε is an exposed point, using the LDP for λk and the Gärtner–Ellis theorem again,

lim inf
N→∞

1

N
log P

( 1

N

N−1
∑

i=k+1

Z2
i

λi − y
−m(y) ≥ −s0 − ε, y2 < λk ≤ −

√
2 + ε, λℓ ≤ y1

)

≥ −ℓJ1(y1)− Λ∗(s0 + ε; y).

Using the tail probability asymptotic estimates for standard Gaussian,

lim inf
N→∞

1

N
log P

( Z2
k

N(−
√
2 + ε− y)

≥ −s+ s0 + ε
)

≥ −1

2
(−s+ s0 + ε)(−

√
2 + ε− y).

It follows from continuity that

lim inf
ε→0+

lim inf
N→∞

1

N
log P

(

λℓ ≤ y1, λk > y2,
1

N

N−1
∑

i=k

Z2
i

λi − y
−m(y) ≥ −s

)

≥ 1

2
(−s+ s0)(

√
2 + y)− ℓJ1(y1)− Λ∗(s0; y) = −ℓJ1(y1)− (

√
2 + y)s

2
+ Λ

(

√
2 + y

2
; y
)
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= −ℓJ1(y1)− Λ∗(s; y).

Here we used the fact that Λ∗(s; y) = (
√

2+y)s
2

− Λ(
√

2+y
2

; y) for s ≤ s0.

Let us compute Λ∗(s; fy,δ) for y < −
√
2 and δ ∈ (0,−

√
2− y]. In this case, we have ‖fy,δ‖∞ = 1

δ
and

for t > − δ
2
, Λ′(− δ

2
+; fy,δ) < s < m(y),

Λ(t; fy,δ) = m(y)t− 1

2
[
1

2
(y − 2t)2 − 1

2
y2 − 1

2
y
√

y2 − 2 +
1

2
(y − 2t)

√

(y − 2t)2 − 2

+ log(2t− y +
√

(y − 2t)2 − 2)− log(−y +
√

y2 − 2)],

Λ′(t; fy,δ) = m(y)−m(y − 2t) = −2t+
√

(y − 2t)2 − 2−
√

y2 − 2,

τs =
s2 + 2s

√

y2 − 2

−4(s+ y +
√

y2 − 2)
=
s2 + 2s

√

y2 − 2

4(m(y)− s)
,

Λ∗(s; fy,δ) = −1

8
s2 − s

2m(y)
− 1

2
log
(

1− s

m(y)

)

=
( 1

4m(y)2
− 1

8

)

s2 +
∞
∑

n=3

sn

2nm(y)n
.

From Proposition 3.7, it should be transparent that the case δ = −
√
2− y will play a special role in the

following. In particular, Λ′(
√

2+y
2

+; y) = −
√
2− y −

√

y2 − 2.

Remark 3.2. All these calculations are made for fixed y < −
√
2 and 0 < δ ≤ −

√
2− y. Later on, we may

need the boundary behavior as δ ↓ 0 or as y ↑ −
√
2 which forces δ ↓ 0. We observe that the functions are

unchanged whenever the variables remain fixed and well-defined as δ ↓ 0. By continuity and (3.19),

lim
y→−

√
2−

Λ′(t; fy,δ) = −2t+

√

(
√
2 + 2t)2 − 2, lim

y→−
√
2−,t→0+

Λ′(t; fy,δ) = 0,

lim
y→−

√
2−
τs =

s2

4(
√
2− s)

, lim
y→−

√
2−,s→0+

τs = 0,

lim
y→−

√
2−

Λ∗(s; fy,δ) =

{

− 1
8
s2 − s

2
√

2
− 1

2
log
(

1− s√
2

)

, s ≥ 0,

0, otherwise.

The bottom line is that those functions extend continuously to the boundary.

In the following, the above large deviation estimates are typically applied for finitely many points so
that the convergence in N is uniform. To give a rough idea on how to use these estimates, if a < 0, then
the right tail of aN (and the left tail of Q(y)) will potentially contribute in (3.12). It turns out that this
tail probability only affects the complexity function for local minima. For saddles, we will see that it
suffices to simply drop z′1 − Q(z′3) > 0 in (3.12). If a ≥ 0, then the left tail of aN (and the right tail of
Q(y)) will potentially contribute when z′1 −Q(z′3) < 0.

4 Local minima

For local minima, we only need to consider I0 defined in (3.9). For ρ, u and y < −
√
2 fixed, let us define

I−(ρ, u, y;x) = Λ∗(x; fy,δ) +
1

2b2
[(a+

√

−D′′(0)x)−]
2, x ≥ 0,

which is independent of δ ∈ (0,−
√
2− y].

Lemma 4.1. Let

x̂ = x̂(ρ, u, y) =
C +Bm(y)−

√

(C −Bm(y))2 + 4B

2B
,

B = B(ρ) =
−D′′(0)α2ρ4

(−2D′′(0)− β2)b2
, C = C(ρ, u, y) =

1

m(y)
− 2

√

−D′′(0)a

b2
. (4.1)

Then

inf
x∈[0,m(y)]

I−(ρ, u, y;x) =

{

I−(ρ, u, y; 0) = 0, if a ≥ 0,

I−(ρ, u, y; x̂) > 0, otherwise.

Moreover, if a < 0, the minimum is attained at 0 < x̂ < m(y) with a+
√

−D′′(0)x̂ < 0.
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Proof. For any fixed ρ, u and y, I−(ρ, u, y; ·) is a continuous function of x ∈ [0,m(y)] and attains minimum.
Since Λ∗(x; fy,δ) is strictly increasing for x ≥ 0, if a+

√

−D′′(0)x ≥ 0, then

I−(ρ, u, y;x) ≥ Λ∗(−a[−D′′(0)]−1/2 ∨ 0; fy,δ).

In particular, if a ≥ 0,
inf

x∈[0,m(y)]
I−(ρ, u, y;x) = Λ∗(0; fy,δ) = 0.

Suppose a < 0. A calculation yields

∂xI−(ρ, u, y;x)

= −1

4
x+

1

4
(y −

√

y2 − 2) +
1

2(−y −
√

y2 − 2− x)
+

√

−D′′(0)(a+
√

−D′′(0)x)

b2
(4.2)

=
−D′′(0)α2ρ4x

2(−2D′′(0)− β2)b2
+

1

2(−y −
√

y2 − 2− x)
+

1

4
(y −

√

y2 − 2) +

√

−D′′(0)a

b2
. (4.3)

Since in (4.2),

−1

4
x+

1

4
(y −

√

y2 − 2) +
1

2(−y −
√

y2 − 2− x)
> 0

for x > 0 and tends to +∞ as x → m(y), we see that the minimum of I−(ρ, u, y; ·) can only be attained
for a+

√

−D′′(0)x < 0. From (4.3), it is clear that there is a unique solution to ∂xI−(ρ, u, y;x) = 0 and
this solution is in (0,m(y)). It follows that I−(ρ, u, y; ·) has a unique minimizer x̂, which is in (0,m(y)).
We claim that x̂ is given by (4.1). Indeed, since Cm(y) > 1, we see

C +Bm(y)−
√

(C −Bm(y))2 + 4B

2B
> 0.

If Bm(y) ≤ C we have

C +Bm(y)−
√

(C −Bm(y))2 + 4B

2B
<
C +Bm(y)− |C −Bm(y)|

2B
= m(y).

If Bm(y) > C, since the other possible solution to ∂xI−(ρ, u, y;x) = 0 is

C +Bm(y) +
√

(C −Bm(y))2 + 4B

2B
>
C +Bm(y) + |Bm(y)− C|

2B
= m(y),

the expression given in (4.1) has to be the minimizer in (0,m(y)).

Thanks to this lemma, we know x̂ > 0 when a < 0. Let us define

I−(ρ, u, y) =

{

I−(ρ, u, y; 0) = 0, if a ≥ 0,

I−(ρ, u, y; x̂), otherwise.
(4.4)

If a = 0, Cm(y) = 1 and thus x̂ = 0. Clearly, I− is a continuous function of (ρ, u, y). Note that I− extends
continuously to y = −

√
2. Since Λ∗(x; fy,δ) is independent of δ for x ≥ 0, we will write Λ∗(x) = Λ∗(x; fy,δ)

in what follows when there is no ambiguity.

4.1 Upper bound

We need a covering argument for the quantity I0 defined in (3.9) in the following. To this end, let K > 0
be a large constant to be determined later. For ρ′ ∈ [R1, R2], u

′ ∈ Ē, y′ ∈ [−K,−
√
2], δ > 0 and δ1 > 0,

let

IN(ρ′, u′, y′; δ; δ1) =

ˆ ρ′+δ

ρ′−δ

ˆ u′+δ

u′−δ

ˆ y′+δ

y′−δ

e
− (u−mY )2

2σ2
Y

−Nµ2ρ2

2D′(0) −
N(
√

−4D′′(0)y+m2)2

2(−2D′′(0)−β2)

σY

√

−2D′′(0)− β2

E

[

e(N−1)Ψ(L((N−1
N

)1/2λN−1
1 ),y)

1{L((N − 1

N
)1/2λN−1

1 ) ∈ BK(σsc, δ1), (
N − 1

N
)1/2λ1 > y}
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(

aNΦ
(

√
NaN

b

)

+
b√
2πN

e
−Na

2
N

2b2

)]

ρN−1dydudρ.

Here and in what follows we always replace the integration limits with the boundary of (R1, R2) × Ē ×
(−K,−

√
2) if they exceed the latter set; e.g. we always replace y′ + δ with −

√
2 if y′ + δ > −

√
2. From

Lemma A.2 and (3.15), we know

sup{|a(ρ, u, y)| : (ρ, u, y) ∈ [R1, R2]× Ē × [−K,−
√
2]} <∞. (4.5)

Lemma 4.2. For any K > 0 and 0 < δ < 1, we have

lim sup
δ1→0+

lim sup
N→∞

1

N
log IN(ρ′, u′, y′; δ; δ1) ≤ sup

ρ′−δ<ρ<ρ′+δ,u′−δ<u<u′+δ,
y′−δ<y<y′+δ

ψ∗(ρ, u, y)

− inf
0<x<m((y′+δ)∧−

√
2)
Λ∗((x− 3

√
δ)+; fy′−2δ,δ) +

1

2b2m
[(am +

√

−D′′(0)x)−]
2.

Here bm = supρ∈(ρ′−δ,ρ′+δ)∩[R1,R2]
b(ρ) and

am = sup
(ρ,u,y)∈(ρ′−δ,ρ′+δ)×(u′−δ,u′+δ)×(y′−δ,y′+δ)∩[R1,R2]×Ē×[−K,−

√
2]

a(ρ, u, y).

Moreover,

lim inf
δ→0+

inf
0<x<m((y′+δ)∧−

√
2)
Λ∗((x− 3

√
δ)+; fy′−2δ,δ) +

1

2b2m
[(am +

√

−D′′(0)x)−]
2 = I−(ρ′, u′, y′).

Proof. Let y ∈ (y′ − δ, y′ + δ) and ε1 > 0 be a small number that will be sent to zero later. Since m(y) is
convex and increasing, we have

m((y′ + δ) ∧ −
√
2)−m(y′ − 2δ) ≤ m(−

√
2)−m(−

√
2− 3δ) ≤ 3

√
δ.

By Proposition 3.4, for any ε2 > 0 there exists N(ε2, y
′, δ) > 0 such that

1

N
log P

( 1

N

N−1
∑

i=1

fy′−2δ,δ(λi)Z
2
i ∈ [0,m((y′ + δ) ∧ −

√
2)− jε1]

)

≤ −Λ∗[(jε1 − [m((y′ + δ) ∧ −
√
2)−m(y′ − 2δ)])+] + ε2 ≤ −Λ∗[(jε1 − 3

√
δ)+] + ε2

for all N > N(ε2, y
′, δ) and all j = 0, 1, ..., [m(y)

ε1
]. Note that the functions

x 7→ xΦ(

√
Nx

b
) +

b√
2πN

e
−Nx2

2b2 , b 7→ xΦ(

√
Nx

b
) +

b√
2πN

e
−Nx2

2b2 , y 7→ m(y)

are increasing. For (N−1
N

)1/2λi > y and N large enough, 1

(N−1
N

)1/2λi−y
> 1

λi−y′+2δ
≥ fy′−2δ,δ(λi), we

deduce

E

[

1{(N − 1

N
)1/2λ1 > y}

(

aNΦ(

√
NaN

b
) +

b√
2πN

e
−Na

2
N

2b2

)]

≤
[
m(y)
ε1

]
∑

j=0

E

[(

aNΦ(

√
NaN

b
) +

b√
2πN

e
−NaN

2

2b2

)

1

{

(
N − 1

N
)1/2λ1 > y,

1

N

N−1
∑

i=1

Z2
i

(N−1
N

)1/2λi − y
∈ [m(y)− (jε1 + ε1),m(y)− jε1]

}]

+ E

[

(aNΦ(

√
NaN

b
) +

b√
2πN

e
−NaN

2

2b2 )1
{ 1

N

N−1
∑

i=1

Z2
i

(N−1
N

)1/2λi − y
> m(y)

}]

≤
⌈

m(y)

ε1

⌉

max
0≤jε1≤m(y)

{

P

( 1

N

N−1
∑

i=1

fy′−2δ,δ(λi)Z
2
i ∈ [0,m((y′ + δ) ∧ −

√
2)− jε1]

)
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[

b√
2πN

e
−

N(a+
√

−D′′(0)(jε1+ε1))2

2b2 + [a+
√

−D′′(0)(jε1 + ε1)]Φ
(

√
N(a+

√

−D′′(0)(jε1 + ε1))

b

)]}

+
[

aΦ
(

√
Na

b

)

+
b√
2πN

e
−Na

2

2b2

]

≤
[

amΦ
(

√
Nam

bm

)

+
bm√
2πN

e
−Na

2
m

2b2

]

+
⌈

m(−
√
2)

ε1

⌉

max
0≤x≤m((y′+δ)∧−

√
2)

{

e−N(Λ∗((x−3
√

δ)+)−ε2)

[

bm√
2πN

e
−

N(am+
√

−D′′(0)(x+ε1))2

2b2m + [am +
√

−D′′(0)(x+ ε1)]Φ
(

√
N(am +

√

−D′′(0)(x+ ε1))

bm

)]}

.

Note that

Φ
(

√
N(am +

√

−D′′(0)(x+ ε1))

bm

)

≤ 1{am +
√

−D′′(0)(x+ ε1) ≥ 0}

+
bm√

2πN |am +
√

−D′′(0)(x+ ε1)|
e
−

N(am+
√

−D′′(0)(x+ε1))2

2b2m 1{am +
√

−D′′(0)(x+ ε1) < 0}.

Similar estimate holds for Φ
(√

Nam
bm

)

. Combining altogether, we deduce that

lim sup
ε2→0+

lim sup
N→∞

1

N
log sup

ρ′−δ<ρ<ρ′+δ,u′−δ<u<u′+δ,
y′−δ<y<y′+δ

E

[

1{(N − 1

N
)1/2λ1 > y}

(

aNΦ(

√
NaN

b
) +

b√
2πN

e
−Na

2
N

2b2

)]

≤ − inf
−ε1<x<m((y′+δ)∧−

√
2)
Λ∗((x− 3

√
δ)+; fy′−2δ,δ) +

1

2b2m
[(am +

√

−D′′(0)(x+ ε1))−]
2.

Observe that the right-hand side is continuous in ρ, u, y and ε1, δ, and it tends to −I−(ρ′, u′, y′) as
ε1 → 0+, δ → 0+ by Lemma 4.1. We also note that the only possible singular function in the integrand of

IN is ρ2
√

D(ρ2)−D′(ρ2)2ρ2

D′(0)

, which continuously extends to ρ ∈ [0, R2) and attains its maximum on compact

intervals. Since Ψ(ν, y) is upper semi-continuous for (ν, y) ∈ BK(σsc, δ)× [−K,K], we conclude that

lim sup
δ1→0+,
ε1→0+

lim sup
ε2→0+

lim sup
N→∞

1

N
log IN (ρ′, u′, y′; δ; δ1)

≤ lim sup
δ1→0+

sup
ρ′−δ<ρ<ρ′+δ,u′−δ<u<u′+δ,
y′−δ<y<y′+δ,ν∈BK (σsc,δ1)

ψ(ν, ρ, u, y)

− lim inf
ε1→0+

inf
−ε1<x<m((y′+δ)∧−

√
2)
Λ∗((x− 3

√
δ)+) +

1

2b2m
[(am +

√

−D′′(0)(x+ ε1))−]
2

≤ sup
ρ′−δ<ρ<ρ′+δ,u′−δ<u<u′+δ,

y′−δ<y<y′+δ

ψ∗(ρ, u, y)

− inf
0<x<m((y′+δ)∧−

√
2)
Λ∗((x− 3

√
δ)+; fy′−2δ,δ) +

1

2b2m
[(am +

√

−D′′(0)x)−]
2.

The second assertion follows from continuity and Lemma 4.1 by sending δ → 0+.

Recall I0(E, (R1, R2)) as in (3.9).

Proposition 4.3. Assume Ē is compact and R2 <∞. Then

lim sup
N→∞

1

N
log I0(E, (R1, R2)) ≤ 1

2
log[−4D′′(0)]− 1

2
log(2π)− 1

2
logD′(0)

+ sup
(ρ,u,y)∈F

[ψ∗(ρ, u, y)− I−(ρ, u, y)],

where F = {(ρ, u, y) : ρ ∈ (R1, R2), u ∈ Ē, y ≤ −
√
2}.
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Proof. Thanks to Lemma B.1, we may assume R1 > 0. By (2.11) and the definition of a as in (3.15), for
any fixed ρ > R1 and u ∈ Ē, we have limy→−∞ a = ∞ and

lim
y→−∞

ψ∗(ρ, u, y)− I−(ρ, u, y) = lim
y→−∞

ψ∗(ρ, u, y) = −∞.

For any fixed u, y, since I−(ρ, u, y) ≥ 0, by (2.11), we have

lim
ρ→0+

ψ∗(ρ, u, y)− I−(ρ, u, y) = −∞.

We may choose K large enough so that supρ∈[R1,R2],u∈Ē,y≤−
√
2[ψ∗(ρ, u, y) − I−(ρ, u, y)] is attained at a

point (ρ0, u0, y0) ∈ [R1, R2] × Ē × [−K,−
√
2] with ρ0 > 0. Let ε > 0. By (2.3), we deduce that for any

y ≥ −
√
2 + ε,

P(λ1 > y) ≤ e−cN2

for some c = c(ε) > 0. Since

E[|detG|1{i(G∗∗) = 0, ζ > 0}] ≤ E[|detG|1{(N − 1

N
)1/2λ1 > z′3}],

using Lemmas B.3, B.4, B.5, and B.6, by choosing K > 0 large enough we have for δ1 > 0,

lim sup
N→∞

I0(E, (R1, R2))

≤ 1

2
log[−4D′′(0)] + max{lim sup

N→∞
I0N(δ1; [−K,−

√
2− ε)), lim sup

N→∞
I0N(δ1; [−

√
2− ε,−

√
2 + ε])}

where

I0N(δ1;G) :=

ˆ R2

R1

ˆ

E

ˆ

G

E

[

| det((N − 1

N
)1/2GOEN−1 − yIN−1)|

1{L((N − 1

N
)1/2λN−1

1 ) ∈ BK(σsc, δ1), (
N − 1

N
)1/2λ1 > y}

(

aNΦ(

√
NaN

b
) +

b√
2πN

e
−Na

2
N

2b2

)]

e
− (u−mY )2

2σ2
Y√

2πσY

e
−Nµ2ρ2

2D′(0)

(2π)N/2D′(0)N/2

√

−4ND′′(0) exp{−N(
√

−4D′′(0)y+m2)
2

2(−2D′′(0)−β2)
}

√

2π(−2D′′(0) − β2)
ρN−1dydudρ.

Here we remark that K may depend on ρ through m2; we can choose K < ∞ since we have assumed
R1 > 0. Note that I0N (δ1; [−K,−

√
2 − ε)) ≤ I0N(δ1; [−K,−

√
2]). Consider a cover of the compact set

[R1, R2]× Ē × [−K,−
√
2] with cubes of side length 2δ and center (ρ′, u′, y′) so that (ρ0, u0, y0) is one of

the centers. We deduce from Lemma 4.2 that

lim sup
δ→0+

lim sup
δ1→0+

lim sup
N→∞

1

N
log I0N(δ1; [−K,−

√
2]) ≤ −1

2
log(2π)− 1

2
logD′(0)

+ lim sup
δ→0+

max
(ρ′,u′,y′)

centers of cubes

{

sup
ρ′−δ<ρ<ρ′+δ,u′−δ<u<u′+δ,

y′−δ<y<y′+δ

ψ∗(ρ, u, y)

− inf
ρ′−δ<ρ<ρ′+δ,u′−δ<u<u′+δ,

y′−δ<y<y′+δ,0<x<m((y′+δ)∧−
√

2)

Λ∗((x− 3
√
δ)+; fy′−2δ,δ) +

1

2b2
[(a+

√

−D′′(0)x)−]
2
}

= −1

2
log(2π)− 1

2
logD′(0) + ψ∗(ρ

0, u0, y0)− I−(ρ0, u0, y0).

Here we understand that the supremum and infimum were always taken within (R1, R2)× Ē× [−K,−
√
2).

Let us consider I0N (δ1; [−
√
2− ε,−

√
2 + ε]). From (3.13), we know for fixed ρ, u and all y ≥ −

√
2− ε,

aN(ρ, u, y)1{(N − 1

N
)1/2λ1 > y} ≤ aN (ρ, u,−

√
2− ε)1{(N − 1

N
)1/2λ1 > y}

≤ aN (ρ, u,−
√
2− ε)1{(N − 1

N
)1/2λ1 > −

√
2− ε}.

Using (2.12) together with continuity of functions in question, we find

lim sup
N→∞

1

N
log I0N(δ1; [−

√
2− ε,−

√
2 + ε]) ≤ −1

2
log(2π)− 1

2
logD′(0)
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+ lim sup
N→∞

1

N
log

ˆ R2

R1

ˆ

E

exp
{

(N − 3) sup
ν∈BK (σsc,δ1),

−
√

2−ε<y<−
√

2+ε

[Ψ(ν,−
√
2− ε) + ψ(ν, ρ, u, y)−Ψ(ν, y)]

}

E

[(

aN(ρ, u,−
√
2− ε)Φ(

√
NaN (ρ, u,−

√
2− ε)

b
) +

b√
2πN

e
−NaN (ρ,u,−

√
2−ε)2

2b2

)

1{(N − 1

N
)1/2λ1 > −

√
2− ε}

]

dudρ.

As in the proof of Lemma 4.2, for N large enough since 1

(N−1
N

)1/2λi−(−
√
2−ε)

> 1

λi−(−
√
2−2ε)

on

{(N−1
N

)1/2λ1 > −
√
2− ε}, for ε1, ε2 > 0 we deduce from Proposition 3.4 that

E

[

1{(N − 1

N
)1/2λ1 > −

√
2− ε}

(

aN (ρ, u,−
√
2− ε)Φ(

√
NaN (ρ, u,−

√
2− ε)

b
) +

b√
2πN

e
−NaN (ρ,u,−

√
2−ε)2

2b2

)]

≤
⌈

m(−
√
2− 2ε)

ε1

⌉

max
0≤jε1≤m(−

√
2−2ε)

{

P

( 1

N

N−1
∑

i=1

f−
√

2−2ε,ε(λi)Z
2
i ∈ [0,m(−

√
2− 2ε)− jε1]

)

[

b√
2πN

e
−

N(a+
√

−D′′(0)(jε1+ε1))2

2b2 + [a+
√

−D′′(0)(jε1 + ε1)]Φ
(

√
N(a+

√

−D′′(0)(jε1 + ε1))

b

)]}

+
[

aΦ
(

√
Na

b

)

+
b√
2πN

e
−Na

2

2b2

]

≤
[

aΦ
(

√
Na

b

)

+
b√
2πN

e
−Na

2

2b2

]

+
⌈

m(−
√
2)

ε1

⌉

max
0≤x≤m(−

√
2−2ε)

{

e−N(Λ∗(x)−ε2)

[

b√
2πN

e
−

N(a+
√

−D′′(0)(x+ε1))2

2b2 + [a+
√

−D′′(0)(x+ ε1)]Φ
(

√
N(a+

√

−D′′(0)(x+ ε1))

b

)]}

.

Here we wrote a = a(ρ, u,−
√
2− 2ε). With the same covering argument as for I0N(δ1; [−K,−

√
2]), we find

lim sup
ε→0+

lim sup
δ1→0+,

ε1→0+,ε2→0+

lim sup
N→∞

1

N
log I0N(δ1; [−

√
2− ε,−

√
2 + ε])

≤ −1

2
log(2π)− 1

2
logD′(0) + lim sup

ε→0+
sup

R1<ρ<R2,

u∈Ē

[ψ∗(ρ, u,−
√
2− 2ε)− I−(ρ, u,−

√
2− 2ε)]

≤ −1

2
log(2π)− 1

2
logD′(0) + ψ∗(ρ

0, u0, y0)− I−(ρ0, u0, y0).

We have completed the proof.

4.2 Lower bound

Recalling I0(E, (R1, R2)) as in (3.9), we have the following lower bound.

Proposition 4.4. Suppose E is open and R2 <∞. Then

lim inf
N→∞

1

N
log I0(E, (R1, R2)) ≥ 1

2
log[−4D′′(0)]− 1

2
log(2π)− 1

2
logD′(0)

+ sup
(ρ,u,y)∈F

[ψ∗(ρ, u, y)− I−(ρ, u, y)],

where F = {(ρ, u, y) : ρ ∈ [R1, R2], u ∈ Ē, y ≤ −
√
2}.

Proof. Without loss of generality assume E 6= ∅. Choose (ρ0, u0, y0) as in the proof of Proposition 4.3 and
δ > 0 small enough so that

(ρ0 − δ, ρ0 + δ)× (u0 − δ, u0 + δ)× (y0 − δ, y0) ⊂ (R1, R2)× E × (−K,−
√
2).
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Here for simplicity in writing, we assumed u0 is in the interior of Ē. If u0 is on the boundary, we can
simply replace the interval (u0−δ, u0+δ) with (u0, u0+δ) or (u0−δ, u0) in an obvious way. By restriction,
we have

I0(E, (R1, R2))

≥
√
N [−4D′′(0)]N/2

(2π)(N+2)/2D′(0)N/2

ˆ ρ0+δ

ρ0−δ

ˆ u0+δ

u0−δ

ˆ y0−δ/2

y0−δ

e
− (u−mY )2

2σ2
Y

−Nµ2ρ2

2D′(0) −
N(
√

−4D′′(0)y+m2)2

2(−2D′′(0)−β2)

σY

√

−2D′′(0)− β2

E[e(N−1)Ψ(L((N−1
N

)1/2λN−1
1 ),y)

1{L(λN−1
1 ) ∈ B(σsc, δ1), (

N − 1

N
)1/2λ1 > y}

(aNΦ(

√
NaN

b
) +

b√
2πN

e
−Na

2
N

2b2 )]ρN−1dydudρ

=:

√
N [−4D′′(0)]N/2

(2π)(N+2)/2D′(0)N/2
I0N(δ, δ1).

Let x̂ = x̂(ρ0, u0, y0) as defined in (4.1). Note that for any y ∈ [y0− δ, y0− δ
2
] we have y0− δ

2
> ( N

N−1
)1/2y

and fy0− δ
2
, δ
4
(x) ≥ 1

x−(y0− δ
2
)
1{x − (y0 − δ

2
) ≥ δ

4
}. Choose N large enough so that m(y0 − 2δ) − x̂ ≤

(N−1
N

)1/2(m(y0 − δ)− x̂). Since x 7→ xΦ(
√

Nx
b

) + b√
2πN

e
−Nx2

2b2 is positive and strictly increasing,

E

[

e(N−1)Ψ(L((N−1
N

)1/2λN−1
1 ),y)

1{L((N − 1

N
)1/2λN−1

1 ) ∈ B(σsc, δ1), (
N − 1

N
)1/2λ1 > y}

(

aNΦ(

√
NaN

b
) +

b√
2πN

e
−Na

2
N

2b2

)]

≥ E

[

e(N−1)Ψ(L((N−1
N

)1/2λN−1
1 ),y)

(

aNΦ(

√
NaN

b
) +

b√
2πN

e
−NaN

2

2b2

)

1

{

(
N − 1

N
)1/2λ1 > y,

L((
N − 1

N
)1/2λN−1

1 ) ∈ B(σsc, δ1),
1

N

N−1
∑

i=1

Z2
i

λi − ( N
N−1

)1/2y
≤ (

N − 1

N
)1/2[m(y)− x̂]

}]

≥
(

(a+
√

−D′′(0)x̂)Φ(

√
N(a+

√

−D′′(0)x̂)

b
) +

b√
2πN

e
−

N(a+
√

−D′′(0)x̂)2

2b2

)

E

[

e(N−1)Ψ(L((N−1
N

)1/2λN−1
1 ),y)

1

{

L((
N − 1

N
)1/2λN−1

1 ) ∈ B(σsc, δ1),

λ1 > y0 − δ

4
,
1

N

N−1
∑

i=1

fy0− δ
2
, δ
4
(λi)Z

2
i ≤ m(y0 − 2δ)− x̂

}]

≥
(

(a+
√

−D′′(0)x̂)Φ(

√
N(a+

√

−D′′(0)x̂)

b
) +

b√
2πN

e
−

N(a+
√

−D′′(0)x̂)2

2b2

)

e
(N−1) inf

ν−>y0− δ
4
,y<y0− δ

2
,ν∈B(σsc,δ1)

Ψ(ν,y)
[

P

( 1

N

N−1
∑

i=1

fy0− δ
2
, δ
4
(λi)Z

2
i ≤ m(y0 − 2δ)− x̂

)

− P

(

λ1 ≤ y0 − δ

4
,
1

N

N−1
∑

i=1

fy0− δ
2
, δ
4
(λi)Z

2
i ≤ m(y0 − 2δ) − x̂

)

− P(L((
N − 1

N
)1/2λN−1

1 ) /∈ B(σsc, δ1))
]

.

Here ν− denotes the lower edge of the support of ν. Note that Ψ(ν, y) is a continuous function for
ν ∈ B(σsc, δ1) with ν− > y0− δ

4
and y < y0− δ

2
. Using (3.14), Propositions 3.4 and 3.6, since all functions

in question are continuous on compact sets, we have

lim inf
δ1→0+

lim inf
N→∞

1

N
I0N(δ, δ1)

≥ inf
ρ0−δ<ρ<ρ0+δ,u0−δ<u<u0+δ,

y0−δ<y<y0− δ
2

ψ∗(ρ, u, y)− Λ∗[x̂+m(y0 − δ

2
)−m(y0 − 2δ)]
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− sup
ρ0−δ<ρ<ρ0+δ,u0−δ<u<u0+δ,

y0−δ<y<y0− δ
2

[(a+
√

−D′′(0)x̂)−]
2

2b2
.

Sending δ → 0+, we find by continuity and Remark 3.2 if necessary,

lim inf
N→∞

1

N
log I0(E, (R1, R2))

≥ 1

2
log[−4D′′(0)]− 1

2
log(2π)− 1

2
logD′(0) + ψ∗(ρ

0, u0, y0)− I−(ρ0, u0, y0).

The proof is complete.

Proof of Theorem 1.3. The case for Ē to be compact and R2 <∞ have been handled by Propositions 4.3
and 4.4. Suppose Ē is not compact or R2 = ∞. Using (2.11) and Lemma B.1, we may choose R <∞ and
T <∞ large enough such that

lim
N→∞

1

N
logECrtN,0(E, (R1, R2)) = lim

N→∞

1

N
logECrtN,0(E ∩ (−T, T ), (R1, R2) ∩ [0, R])

=
1

2
log[−4D′′(0)]− 1

2
logD′(0) +

1

2
+ sup

y≤−
√
2,R1<ρ<R∧R2,u∈Ē∩[−T,T ],

ψ∗(ρ, u, y)

=
1

2
log[−4D′′(0)]− 1

2
logD′(0) +

1

2
+ sup

(ρ,u,y)∈F

ψ∗(ρ, u, y).

Remark 4.1. Let us justify that I−(ρ0, u0, y0) cannot always vanish. From (3.15) we compute

∂ya = − (−2D′′(0)− αβρ2 − β2)
√

−4D′′(0)

−2D′′(0) − β2
−
√

−D′′(0)m′(y) < 0,

∂ua =
−2D′′(0)αρ2

(−2D′′(0)− β2)
√

D(ρ2)− D′(ρ2)2ρ2
D′(0)

< 0.

We may choose ρ and (large) u appropriately so that a < 0 for all y ∈ [−2
√
2,−

√
2]. From Lemma 4.1,

we see that I−(ρ, u, y) is differentiable with possible exception for a = 0. In particular, for a < 0, using
∂xI−(ρ, u, y; x̂) = 0,

∂yI−(ρ, u, y) = ∂yI−(ρ, u, y; x̂) + ∂xI−(ρ, u, y; x̂)∂yx̂

= ∂yΛ
∗(x̂; y) +

1

b
(a+

√

−D′′(0)x̂)−∂ya < 0.

Recall (A.3) and let J =
√

−2D′′(0). In [AZ20, Example 2], we computed

∂yψ∗ =
−(β2 + J2)y −

√
2J(µ+ βv)

J2 − β2
− sgn(y)

√

y2 − 21{|y| >
√
2}. (4.6)

For y < −
√
2 and u large enough so that µ+ βv < 0,

∂y[ψ∗(ρ, u, y)− I−(ρ, u, y)] > 0.

Hence, to maximize ψ∗(ρ, u, y)−I−(ρ, u, y) when the critical value u is restricted to large values, we must
take y0 = −

√
2 which ensures I−(ρ0, u0, y0) > 0.

Example 1. Here we use Theorem 1.3 to recover Theorem 1.1 for the case k = 0. Let 0 ≤ R1 < R2 ≤ ∞
and E = R. This removes restriction on the range of the random field. Recall (A.3) and (A.4). We rewrite

a =
αβρ2( J

2v
β

+ µ)− (J2 − αβρ2 − β2)
√
2Jy − (J2 − β2) 1√

2
Jm(y)

J2 − β2

=
J√
2
(−y +

√

y2 − 2) +
αρ2(J2v +

√
2Jβy + µβ)

J2 − β2
.

(4.7)

In [AZ20, Example 2], we calculated

∂vψ∗ =
−J2v − β(

√
2Jy + µ)

J2 − β2
,
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and solving ∂vψ∗ = 0, we found

v = −β(
√
2Jy + µ)

J2
,

√
2Jy + µ+ βv =

(
√
2Jy + µ)(J2 − β2)

J2
. (4.8)

Recalling (2.9), we can eliminate v and rewrite

ψ∗(ρ, u, y) = −1

2
y2 − 1

2
− 1

2
log 2− J1(−|y|)1{|y| >

√
2} −

√
2µy

J
− µ2

2J2
− µ2ρ2

2D′(0)
+ log ρ. (4.9)

If the first order condition (4.8) holds, we would find a = J√
2
(−y +

√

y2 − 2) > 0 for any y ≤ −
√
2.

Recall that (ρ0, u0, y0) is a maximizer of [ψ∗(ρ, u, y)−I−(ρ, u, y)]. We claim I−(ρ0, u0, y0) = 0. Indeed,
suppose I−(ρ0, u0, y0) > 0 and thus a(ρ0, u0, y0) < 0. Then (ρ0, u0, y0) cannot verify condition (4.8). Note
that we can always find a point (ρ0, u0

1, y
0) satisfying (4.8) which differs from (ρ0, u0, y0) in the second

coordinate. Since I−(ρ0, u0
1, y

0) = 0, by strict concavity of u 7→ ψ∗(ρ
0, u, y0), we have

ψ∗(ρ
0, u0, y0) < ψ∗(ρ

0, u0
1, y

0) ≤ ψ∗(ρ
0, u0, y0)− I−(ρ0, u0, y0),

which contradicts our assumption. Thus we find the same complexity function as that for all critical points
and the function I− does not play a role in this case. In particular, if µ > J we have y0 = − 1√

2
(µ
J
+ J

µ
) <

−
√
2. If µ ≤ J , since ψ is concave in y and is increasing when y is small enough, we must take y0 = −

√
2.

Observe that this includes the case µ ≤ 0. Plugging these values into (4.9), we can obtain the conclusion
of Theorem 1.1 for k = 0 in the same way as that in [AZ20, Example 2] when BN is a shell. We summarize
the results as follows.

Case 1 : µ 6= 0. We only give results for R1 <

√
D′(0)
|µ| . Then ρ0 = ρ∗ where ρ∗ is

ρ∗ =

{
√

D′(0)
|µ| , if R2 >

√
D′(0)
|µ| ,

R2, otherwise,

u0 =







(

µ
−2D′′(0) −

√
2√

−D′′(0)

)

[D′(ρ2∗)−D′(0)] +
µρ2∗
2

− µD′(ρ2∗)ρ
2
∗

D′(0) , µ ≤
√

−2D′′(0),

D′(ρ2∗)−D′(0)
µ

+
µρ2∗
2

− µD′(ρ2∗)ρ
2
∗

D′(0) , µ >
√

−2D′′(0),

and

ψ∗(ρ
0, u0, y0)

=



































−2− 1
2
log 2 +

√
2µ√

−D′′(0)
+ µ2

4D′′(0) + log

√
D′(0)
|µ| , µ ≤

√

−2D′′(0), R2 >

√
D′(0)
|µ| ,

− 1
2
log 2− log

√

−2D′′(0)− 1
2
+ 1

2
logD′(0), µ >

√

−2D′′(0), R2 >

√
D′(0)
|µ| ,

− 3
2
− 1

2
log 2 +

√
2µ√

−D′′(0)
+ µ2

4D′′(0) + logR2 − µ2R2
2

2D′(0) , µ ≤
√

−2D′′(0), R2 ≤
√

D′(0)
|µ| ,

− 1
2
log 2− log

√

−2D′′(0) + log |µ|+ logR2 − µ2R2
2

2D′(0) , µ >
√

−2D′′(0), R2 ≤
√

D′(0)
|µ| .

Case 2 : µ = 0. We have ρ0 = R2 < ∞,

u0 = −
√
2[D′(R2

2)−D′(0)]
√

−D′′(0)
,

ψ∗(ρ
0, u0, y0) = −3

2
− 1

2
log 2 + logR2.

Theorem 1.3 suggests that the local minima around the value u0 and variable ρ0 given above dominate all
other places. Moreover, we observe that ψ∗(ρ

0, u0, y0) = ψ∗(ρ∗, u∗, y∗) when µ >
√

−2D′′(0), where u∗
and y∗ were given in [AZ20, Example 2]. Actually y∗ = y0 and u∗ = u0 for µ >

√

−2D′′(0). Finally, we
remark that as in [ABAC13, Theorem 2.12], by investigating when the complexity function equals zero,
we may obtain a lower bound of the global minimum of the Hamiltonian in the large N limit.
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5 Saddles with fixed index k ≥ 1

Recall Ik(E, (R1, R2)) and IIk(E, (R1, R2)) as in (3.9). One would expect similar behavior of I0 and Ik.
A moment of reflection, however, reveals that the method to prove upper bound for I0 does not work for
Ik, simply because (N−1

N
)1/2λi − y < 0 for i ≤ k on {(N−1

N
)1/2λk < y < (N−1

N
)1/2λk+1}. Fortunately, it

turns out that we do not need that precise upper bound, which would always be dominated by IIk in the
large N limit. On the other hand, the upper bound for IIk and the lower bound for index k ≥ 1 will be
established following ideas similar to that for local minima.

5.1 Upper bound involving Jk

For the upper bound of Ik, using (3.10), we have

E[|detG|1{i(G∗∗) = k, ζ > 0}] ≤ E(|detG∗∗||z′1 − ξTG−1
∗∗ ξ|1{i(G∗∗) = k})

= [−4D′′(0)]
N−1

2 E[|z′1 −Q(z′3)||det((
N − 1

N
)1/2GOEN−1 − z′3IN−1)|

1{(N − 1

N
)1/2λk < z′3 < (

N − 1

N
)1/2λk+1}]

≤ [−4D′′(0)]
N−1

2

(

E

[

|z′1|
N−1
∏

i=1

|(N − 1

N
)1/2λi − z′3|1{(

N − 1

N
)1/2λk < z′3 < (

N − 1

N
)1/2λk+1}

]

+

√

−D′′(0)

N

N−1
∑

i=1

E

[

Z2
i

∏

j 6=i

|(N − 1

N
)1/2λj − z′3|1{(

N − 1

N
)1/2λk < z′3 < (

N − 1

N
)1/2λk+1}

])

.

To handle the two terms, let

Ik1 (E, (R1, R2)) = [−4D′′(0)]
N−1

2

ˆ R2

R1

ˆ

E

E

[

|z′1|
N−1
∏

i=1

|(N − 1

N
)1/2λi − z′3|

1{(N − 1

N
)1/2λk < z′3 < (

N − 1

N
)1/2λk+1}

] e
− (u−mY )2

2σ2
Y√

2πσY

e
−Nµ2ρ2

2D′(0)

(2π)N/2D′(0)N/2
ρN−1dudρ,

Ik2 (E, (R1, R2)) =
[−4D′′(0)]

N
2

2N

N−1
∑

i=1

ˆ R2

R1

ˆ

E

E

[

Z2
i

∏

j 6=i

|(N − 1

N
)1/2λj − z′3|

1{(N − 1

N
)1/2λk < z′3 < (

N − 1

N
)1/2λk+1}

] e
− (u−mY )2

2σ2
Y√

2πσY

e
−Nµ2ρ2

2D′(0)

(2π)N/2D′(0)N/2
ρN−1dudρ. (5.1)

It follows that Ik ≤ Ik1 + Ik2 . We first consider the upper bound for Ik1 . With (3.11) and (2.14), we find
for y ≤ −

√
2,

E[|z′1||z′3 = y] ≤
√

2

π

b√
N

+ |ā|.

Since by (2.3), for any y ≥ −
√
2 + ε, P(λk+1 > y) ≤ e−cN2

, using Lemmas B.5 and B.6, for large K > 0
and small δ, ε > 0, we have

lim sup
N→∞

1

N
log Ik1 (E, (R1, R2)) ≤ max

{

lim sup
N→∞

1

N
log Ik1 (E, (R1, R2), [−K,−

√
2); δ),

lim sup
N→∞

1

N
log Ik1 (E, (R1, R2), [−

√
2,−

√
2 + ε]; δ)

}

,

where

Ik1 (E, (R1, R2), G; δ) = [−4D′′(0)]
N
2

ˆ R2

R1

ˆ

E

ˆ

G

E

[(

√

2

π

b√
N

+ |ā|
)

N−1
∏

i=1

|(N − 1

N
)1/2λi − y|1{(N − 1

N
)1/2λk < y,L((

N − 1

N
)1/2λN−1

i=1 ) ∈ BK(σsc, δ)}
]
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e
− (u−mY )2

2σ2
Y√

2πσY

e
−Nµ2ρ2

2D′(0)

(2π)N/2D′(0)N/2

exp{−N(
√

−4D′′(0)y+m2)
2

2(−2D′′(0)−β2)
}

√

2π(−2D′′(0)− β2)
ρN−1dydudρ.

For any (ρ′, u′, y′) ∈ (R1, R2] × Ē × (−K,−
√
2] and δ > 0, using the LDP of λk (2.5) and continuity of

functions in question we have

lim sup
N→∞

1

N
log Ik1 ((u

′ − δ, u′ + δ), (ρ′ − δ, ρ′ + δ), (y′ − δ, y′ + δ); δ1) ≤ 1

2
log[−4D′′(0)]

− 1

2
logD′(0)− 1

2
log(2π)− kJ1((y

′ + δ) ∧ −
√
2) + sup

ν∈BK (σsc,δ1),ρ′−δ<ρ<ρ′+δ,

u′−δ<u<u′+δ,y′−δ<y<y′+δ

ψ(ν, ρ, u, y).

Here as usual we understand all intervals are replaced with shorter intervals if they go out of (R1, R2]×
Ē × [−K,−

√
2]. As for the case of local minima in Proposition 4.3, we may assume R1 > 0. Since

limy→−∞ ψ∗(ρ, u, y) = −∞ by (2.11), we may choose K large enough so that

sup
R1≤ρ≤R2,u∈Ē,y≤−

√
2

ψ∗(ρ, u, y)− kJ1(y) = max
R1≤ρ≤R2,u∈Ē,−K≤y≤−

√
2
ψ∗(ρ, u, y)− kJ1(y).

Here K may depend on R1 > 0. Let (ρk1 , u
k
1 , y

k
1 ) be a maximizer. Since limρ→0+ ψ∗(ρ, u, y) = −∞, we

have ρk1 > 0. Consider a cubic cover of [R1, R2]× Ē× [−K,−
√
2] with side length 2δ such that (ρk1 , u

k
1 , y

k
1 )

is one of the centers. It follows that

lim sup
δ→0+,
δ1→0+

lim sup
N→∞

1

N
log Ik1 (E, (R1, R2), [−K,−

√
2); δ1)

≤ lim sup
δ→0+,
δ1→0+

max
cubes with

centers(ρ′,u′,y′)

lim sup
N→∞

1

N
log Ik1 ((u

′ − δ, u′ + δ), (ρ′ − δ, ρ′ + δ), (y′ − δ, y′ + δ); δ1)

≤ 1

2
log[−4D′′(0)]− 1

2
logD′(0) − 1

2
log(2π) + ψ∗(ρ

k
1 , u

k
1 , y

k
1 )− kJ1(y

k
1 ).

For Ik1 (E, (R1, R2), [−
√
2,−

√
2 + ε]; δ), when y ∈ [−

√
2,−

√
2 + ε],

N−1
∏

i=1

|(N − 1

N
)1/2λi − y|1{(N − 1

N
)1/2λk < y,L((

N − 1

N
)1/2λN−1

i=1 ) ∈ BK(σsc, δ1)}

≤ e(N−1) supν∈BK (σsc,δ1) Ψ(ν,y).

Note that

Ik1 (E, (R1, R2), [−
√
2,−

√
2 + ε]; δ) ≤ [−4D′′(0)]

N
2

ˆ R2

R1

ˆ

E

ˆ −
√

2+ε

−
√

2

N−1
∏

i=1

|(N − 1

N
)1/2λi − y|E

[(

√

2

π

b√
N

+ |ā|
)

1{L((N − 1

N
)1/2λN−1

i=1 ) ∈ BK(σsc, δ)}
]

e
− (u−mY )2

2σ2
Y√

2πσY

e
−Nµ2ρ2

2D′(0)

(2π)N/2D′(0)N/2

exp{−N(
√

−4D′′(0)y+m2)
2

2(−2D′′(0)−β2)
}

√

2π(−2D′′(0)− β2)
ρN−1dydudρ.

Using the same covering argument as above, sending δ → 0+, δ1 → 0+ and ε→ 0+ sequentially, we have

lim sup
ε→0+

lim sup
δ→0+
δ1→0+

lim sup
N→∞

1

N
log Ik1 (E, (R1, R2), [−

√
2,−

√
2 + ε]; δ1)

≤ 1

2
log[−4D′′(0)]− 1

2
logD′(0)− 1

2
log(2π) + sup

R1<ρ<R2,u∈Ē

ψ∗(ρ, u,−
√
2)

≤ 1

2
log[−4D′′(0)]− 1

2
logD′(0)− 1

2
log(2π) + ψ∗(ρ

k
1 , u

k
1 , y

k
1 )− kJ1(y

k
1 ). (5.2)

In fact, in this special case the covering argument is not necessary; we can directly bound the integrand
from above since J1(−

√
2) = 0.
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Let us consider Ik2 as in (5.1). Similar to the above, we can assume R1 > 0 and choose K large and
δ, ε small such that

lim sup
N→∞

1

N
log Ik2 (E, (R1, R2)) ≤ max

{

lim sup
N→∞

1

N
log Ik2 (E, (R1, R2), (−K,−

√
2); δ),

lim sup
N→∞

1

N
log Ik2 (E, (R1, R2), [−

√
2,−

√
2 + ε]; δ)

}

,

where

Ik2 (E, (R1, R2), G; δ) =
[−4D′′(0)]

N+1
2

2N

N−1
∑

i=1

ˆ R2

R1

ˆ

E

ˆ

G

E

[

N−1
∏

j 6=i

|(N − 1

N
)1/2λj − y|1{(N − 1

N
)1/2λk < y,L((

N − 1

N
)1/2λN−1

i=1 ) ∈ BK(σsc, δ)}
]

e
− (u−mY )2

2σ2
Y√

2πσY

e
−Nµ2ρ2

2D′(0)

(2π)N/2D′(0)N/2

exp{−N(
√

−4D′′(0)y+m2)
2

2(−2D′′(0)−β2)
}

√

2π(−2D′′(0) − β2)
ρN−1dydudρ.

Note that L((N−1
N

)1/2λN−1
i=1 ) ∈ BK(σsc, δ) implies that L((N−1

N
)1/2λN−1

i=1,i6=j) ∈ BK(σsc, 2δ) for any j =

1, ...., N − 1. For any (ρ′, u′, y′) ∈ (R1, R2]× Ē × (−K,−
√
2] and δ > 0, the LDP of λk and continuity of

functions in question we have

lim sup
N→∞

1

N
log Ik2 ((u

′ − δ, u′ + δ), (ρ′ − δ, ρ′ + δ), (y′ − δ, y′ + δ); δ1) ≤ 1

2
log[−4D′′(0)]

− 1

2
logD′(0)− 1

2
log(2π)− kJ1((y

′ + δ) ∧ −
√
2) + sup

ν∈BK (σsc,2δ1),ρ′−δ<ρ<ρ′+δ,

u′−δ<u<u′+δ,y′−δ<y<y′−δ

ψ(ν, ρ, u, y).

Here as usual we understand all intervals are replaced with shorter intervals if they go out of (R1, R2]×
Ē × [−K,−

√
2]. We may choose K large enough so that

sup
R1≤ρ≤R2,u∈Ē,y≤−

√
2

ψ∗(ρ, u, y)− kJ1(y) = max
R1≤ρ≤R2,u∈Ē,−K≤y≤−

√
2
ψ∗(ρ, u, y)− kJ1(y),

and (ρk1 , u
k
1 , y

k
1 ) is a maximizer. Using the same covering argument as for Ik1 , we find

lim sup
δ→0+,
δ1→0+

lim sup
N→∞

1

N
log Ik2 (E, (R1, R2), (−K,−

√
2); δ1)

≤ lim sup
δ→0+,
δ1→0+

max
cubes with

centers(ρ′,u′,y′)

lim sup
N→∞

1

N
log Ik2 ((ρ

′ − δ, ρ′ + δ), (u′ − δ, u′ + δ), (y′ − δ, y′ + δ); δ1)

≤ 1

2
log[−4D′′(0)]− 1

2
logD′(0) − 1

2
log(2π) + ψ∗(ρ

k
1 , u

k
1 , y

k
1 )− kJ1(y

k
1 ).

Also, we have

lim sup
ε→0+

lim sup
δ→0+
δ1→0+

lim sup
N→∞

1

N
log Ik2 (E, (R1, R2), [−

√
2,−

√
2 + ε]; δ1)

≤ 1

2
log[−4D′′(0)]− 1

2
logD′(0)− 1

2
log(2π) + ψ∗(ρ

k
1 , u

k
1 , y

k
1 )− kJ1(y

k
1 ).

From here we conclude

Proposition 5.1. Assume Ē is compact and R2 <∞. Then

lim sup
N→∞

1

N
log Ik(E, (R1, R2)) ≤ 1

2
log[−4D′′(0)]− 1

2
log(2π)− 1

2
logD′(0)

+ sup
(ρ,u,y)∈F

[ψ∗(ρ, u, y)− kJ1(y)],

where F = {(ρ, u, y) : ρ ∈ (R1, R2], u ∈ Ē, y ≤ −
√
2}.
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Let us turn to IIk. Note that

E[| detG|1{i(G∗∗) = k − 1, ζ < 0}] = E(|detG∗∗||z′1 − ξTG−1
∗∗ ξ|1{i(G∗∗) = k − 1, ζ < 0})

= [−4D′′(0)]
N−1

2 E[|det((N − 1

N
)1/2GOEN−1 − z′3IN−1)||z′1 −Q(z′3)|

1{z′1 −Q(z′3) < 0}1{(N − 1

N
)1/2λk−1 < z′3 < (

N − 1

N
)1/2λk}]

= [−4D′′(0)]
N−1

2 E

[

|det((N − 1

N
)1/2GOEN−1 − z′3IN−1)||z′1 −Q(z′3)|1{z′1 −Q(z′3) < 0}

(

1{(N − 1

N
)1/2λk−1 < z′3 < (

N − 1

N
)1/2λk < z′3 + δ′}

+ 1{(N − 1

N
)1/2λk−1 < z′3, z

′
3 + δ′ ≤ (

N − 1

N
)1/2λk}

)]

for some small δ′ > 0 to be chosen later. Define

IIk1 (E, (R1, R2); δ
′) = [−4D′′(0)]

N−1
2

ˆ R2

R1

ˆ

E

E[|det((N − 1

N
)1/2GOEN−1 − z′3IN−1)|

|z′1 −Q(z′3)|1{(
N − 1

N
)1/2λk < z′3 + δ′}]e

− (u−mY )2

2σ2
Y√

2πσY

e
−Nµ2ρ2

2D′(0)

(2π)N/2D′(0)N/2
ρN−1dudρ,

IIk2 (E, (R1, R2); δ
′) = [−4D′′(0)]

N−1
2

ˆ R2

R1

ˆ

E

E[|det((N − 1

N
)1/2GOEN−1 − z′3IN−1)|

|z′1 −Q(z′3)|1{z′1 −Q(z′3) < 0}1{(N − 1

N
)1/2λk−1 < z′3, z

′
3 + δ′ ≤ (

N − 1

N
)1/2λk}]

e
− (u−mY )2

2σ2
Y√

2πσY

e
−Nµ2ρ2

2D′(0)

(2π)N/2D′(0)N/2
ρN−1dudρ.

It follows that IIk(E, (R1, R2)) ≤ IIk1 (E, (R1, R2); δ
′)+ IIk2 (E, (R1, R2); δ

′). For IIk1 we can follow verba-
tim the argument for Ik. The only difference is that we have an extra δ′ here, which can be sent to zero
in the last step. Thus, we find

lim sup
δ′→0+

lim sup
N→∞

1

N
log IIk1 (E, (R1, R2); δ

′) ≤ 1

2
log[−4D′′(0)]− 1

2
log(2π)− 1

2
logD′(0)

+ sup
(ρ,u,y)∈F

[ψ∗(ρ, u, y)− kJ1(x)]. (5.3)

It remains to understand IIk2 .
Using (3.11), (2.12) and by conditioning, we have

E

[

|det((N − 1

N
)1/2GOEN−1 − z′3IN−1)||z′1 −Q(z′3)|

1{z′1 −Q(z′3) < 0, (
N − 1

N
)1/2λk−1 < z′3, z

′
3 + δ′ ≤ (

N − 1

N
)1/2λk}

]

= E[| det((N − 1

N
)1/2GOEN−1 − z′3IN−1)|1{(N − 1

N
)1/2λk−1 < z′3, z

′
3 + δ′ ≤ (

N − 1

N
)1/2λk}

E(|z′1 −Q(z′3)|1{z′1 −Q(z′3) < 0}|λN−1
1 , z′3, ξ

′)]

=

ˆ

R

E

[

|det((N − 1

N
)1/2GOEN−1 − yIN−1)|1{(N − 1

N
)1/2λk−1 < y, y + δ′ ≤ (

N − 1

N
)1/2λk}

(−aNΦ(−
√
NaN

b
) +

b√
2πN

e
−Na

2
N

2b2 )
]

√

−4ND′′(0) exp{−N(
√

−4D′′(0)y+m2)
2

2(−2D′′(0)−β2)
}

√

2π(−2D′′(0)− β2)
dy,

where aN , b
2 are given in (3.13). By l’Hospital’s rule, for x ∈ R and b > 0 we have

lim
N→∞

1

N
log
[

− xΦ(−
√
Nx

b
) +

b√
2πN

e
−

√
Nx2

2b2

]

= − (x+)
2

2b2
, (5.4)
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where x+ = x∨0. Let ε > 0. Using Lemmas B.3, B.4, B.5, and B.6, by choosing K > 0 large and δ1, δ
′ > 0

small such that

lim sup
N→∞

IIk2 (E, (R1, R2); δ
′) = max{lim sup

N→∞
IIk2 (E, (R1, R2), (−K,−

√
2); δ1, δ

′),

lim sup
N→∞

IIk2 (E, (R1, R2), [−
√
2,−

√
2 + ε); δ1, δ

′)}

where

IIk2 (E, (R1, R2), G; δ1, δ
′)

= [−4D′′(0)]
N
2

ˆ R2

R1

ˆ

E

ˆ

G

E

[

(−aNΦ(−
√
NaN

b
) +

b√
2πN

e
−Na

2
N

2b2 )e(N−1)Ψ(L((N−1
N

)1/2λN−1
1 ),y)

1{L((N − 1

N
)1/2λN−1

1 ) ∈ BK(σsc, δ1), (
N − 1

N
)1/2λk−1 < y, y + δ′ < (

N − 1

N
)1/2λk}

]

e
−

N(
√

−4D′′(0)y+m2)2

2(−2D′′(0)−β2)

√

2π(−2D′′(0)− β2)

e
− (u−mY )2

2σ2
Y√

2πσY

e
−Nµ2ρ2

2D′(0)

(2π)N/2D′(0)N/2
ρN−1dydudρ. (5.5)

Note that

IIk2 (E, (R1, R2), [−
√
2,−

√
2 + ε); δ1, δ

′) ≤ [−4D′′(0)]
N
2

ˆ R2

R1

ˆ

E

ˆ −
√
2+ε

−
√

2

E

[

e(N−1)Ψ(L((N−1
N

)1/2λN−1
1 ),y)

1{L((N − 1

N
)1/2λN−1

1 ) ∈ BK(σsc, δ1)}
]

e
−

N(
√

−4D′′(0)y+m2)2

2(−2D′′(0)−β2)

√

2π(−2D′′(0)− β2)

e
− (u−mY )2

2σ2
Y√

2πσY

e
−Nµ2ρ2

2D′(0)

(2π)N/2D′(0)N/2
ρN−1dydudρ.

Using an argument similar to that of (5.2), we find

lim sup
ε→0+

lim sup
δ1→0+

δ′→0+

lim sup
N→∞

IIk2 (E, (R1, R2), [−
√
2,−

√
2 + ε); δ1, δ

′)

≤ 1

2
log[−4D′′(0)]− 1

2
logD′(0)− 1

2
log(2π) + sup

R1<ρ<R2,u∈Ē

ψ∗(ρ, u,−
√
2)

≤ 1

2
log[−4D′′(0)]− 1

2
logD′(0)− 1

2
log(2π) + ψ∗(ρ

k
1 , u

k
1 , y

k
1 )− kJ1(y

k
1 ). (5.6)

It remains to control IIk2 (E, (R1, R2), (−K,−
√
2); δ1, δ

′) for R1 > 0, which turns out to be a major obstacle
for the case of fixed index.

5.2 Upper bound involving Jk−1

Recall Λ∗(x; y) = Λ∗(x; fy,−
√
2−y) as in (3.19) and Λ′(

√
2+y
2

+; y) = −
√
2 + m(y). For y < −

√
2, let us

define

I+(ρ, u, y;x) = Λ∗(x; y) +
1

2b2
[(a+

√

−D′′(0)x)+]
2,

I+(ρ, u, y) =

{

I+(ρ, u, y; 0) = 0, if a ≤ 0,

I+(ρ, u, y; x̃), otherwise,
(5.7)

where

x̃ =







b
2(

√
2+y)

2D′′(0) − a√
−D′′(0)

, if b
2(

√
2+y)

2D′′(0) − a√
−D′′(0)

≤ Λ′(
√
2+y
2

+; y),

x̂, otherwise,

and x̂ is given as in (4.1). When a ≤ 0, it is clear that I+(ρ, u, y) = infx≤0 I+(ρ, u, y;x) = 0 and the
unique minimizer is x = 0. We may extend I+(ρ, u, y) to y = −

√
2 by continuity.
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Lemma 5.2. For a > 0, we have

I+(ρ, u, y) = inf
x≤0

I+(ρ, u, y;x) > 0

and the minimizer is unique, which is in [− a√
−D′′(0)

, 0].

Proof. Since x 7→ Λ∗(x; y) is strictly decreasing for x ≤ 0,

inf
x≤0

I+(ρ, u, y;x) = inf
− a√

−D′′(0)
≤x≤0

I+(ρ, u, y;x),

and for any fixed ρ, u and y, I+(ρ, u, y; ·) has a unique minimizer. From (3.19), we see that x 7→ Λ∗(x; y)

is differentiable. If − a√
−D′′(0)

< x < Λ′(
√

2+y
2

+; y),

∂xI+(ρ, u, y;x) =

√
2 + y

2
+

√

−D′′(0)(a+
√

−D′′(0)x)

b2
.

Solving ∂xI+(ρ, u, y;x) = 0 for x gives x′ := b
2(

√
2+y)

2D′′(0) − a√
−D′′(0)

> − a√
−D′′(0)

. If x′ ≤ Λ′(
√
2+y
2

+; y),

inf
− a√

−D′′(0)
≤x≤0

I+(ρ, u, y;x) = I+(ρ, u, y;x
′).

Otherwise, ∂xI+(ρ, u, y;x) < 0 for − a√
−D′′(0)

≤ x ≤ Λ′(
√

2+y
2

+; y). Now suppose x′ > Λ′(
√

2+y
2

+; y).

In this case I+(ρ, u, y; ·) can only attain the minimum for x > Λ′(
√
2+y
2

+; y) for which ∂xI+(ρ, u, y;x) is
given as in (4.2). We claim the minimizer is given by x = x̂ as in (4.1). Indeed, since Cm(y) < 1, we have

C +Bm(y) <
√

(C −Bm(y))2 + 4B, C +Bm(y) +
√

(C −Bm(y))2 + 4B > 0.

This means that x̂ < 0 while the other possible solution to ∂xI+(ρ, u, y;x) = 0 is positive. From the
expression of ∂xI+(ρ, u, y;x), we deduce that − a√

−D′′(0)
< x̂ < x′. Finally, we clearly have I+(ρ, u, y;x) >

0 for x ≤ 0 and thus I+(ρ, u, y) > 0.

From the proof, we see that [−
√
2+m(y)]∨− a√

−D′′(0)
< x̃ < x′ if x′ > −

√
2+m(y), while − a√

−D′′(0)
≤

x̃ ≤ −
√
2 +m(y) if x′ ≤ −

√
2 +m(y) for the two cases of the minimizer. Recall IIk2 from (5.5).

Lemma 5.3. For any (ρ′, u′, y′) ∈ [R1, R2]× Ē × [−K,−
√
2], and 0 < δ < 1, we have

lim sup
δ1→0+

lim sup
N→∞

1

N
log IIk2 ((u

′ − δ, u′ + δ), (ρ′ − δ, ρ′ + δ), (y′ − δ, y′ + δ); δ1, δ
′)

≤ 1

2
log[−4D′′(0)]− 1

2
logD′(0)− 1

2
log(2π)

− (k − 1)J1(ỹ) + sup
ρ′−δ<ρ<ρ′+δ,

u′−δ<u<u′+δ,y′−δ<y<y′+δ

ψ∗(ρ, u, y)

− inf
x≥0

{

Λ∗
([

− x− 2δ(1 +
ỹ

√

ỹ2 − 2
)
]

−
; ỹ
)

+
1

2b2m
(ao −

√

−D′′(0)x)2+

}

.

Here ỹ = (y′ + δ) ∧ (−
√
2− δ′/2), bm = supρ∈(ρ′−δ,ρ′+δ)∩[R1,R2]

b(ρ) and

ao = inf
(ρ,u,y)∈(ρ′−δ,ρ′+δ)×(u′−δ,u′+δ)×(y′−δ,y′+δ)∩[R1,R2]×Ē×[−K,−

√
2]
a(ρ, u, y).

Moreover,

lim inf
δ→0+,
δ′→0+

inf
x≥0

{

Λ∗
([

− x− 2δ(1 +
ỹ

√

ỹ2 − 2
)
]

−
; ỹ
)

+
1

2b2m
(ao −

√

−D′′(0)x)2+

}

= I+(ρ′, u′, y′).
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Proof. We follow the proof of Lemma 4.2 with the same notation. Let y < y′ + δ. If y + δ′
2
> −

√
2, by

the LDP of L(λN−1
i=1 ) (2.3), there exists c = c(δ′) such that for N large,

P((
N − 1

N
)1/2λk > y + δ′) ≤ P(λk > −

√
2 + δ′/2) ≤ e−cN2

uniformly for y > −
√
2 − δ′

2
. Using Lemmas B.4 and B.6, the contribution from this is exponentially

negligible. We only need to consider y ≤ −
√
2− δ′

2
. For simplicity, let us write δ2 = δ′

2
. Observe that for

(N−1
N

)1/2λk−1 < y < (N−1
N

)1/2λk − δ′,

aN ≥ ā−
√

−D′′(0)

N

N−1
∑

i=k

Z2
i

(N−1
N

)1/2λi − y
≥ ā−

√

−D′′(0)

N − 1

N−1
∑

i=k

fy,δ2(λi)Z
2
i =: a′N ,

which implies that

−aNΦ(−
√
NaN

b
) +

b√
2πN

e
−NaN

2

2b2 ≤ −a
′
NΦ(−

√
Na

′
N

b
) +

b√
2πN

e
−Na

′
N

2

2b2 , (5.8)

since the function x 7→ −xΦ(−
√
Nx
b

) + b√
2πN

e
−Nx2

2b2 is strictly decreasing.

Using the concentration inequality for chi-square distribution [ML00] and conditioning, for any t > 0,

P

(

N−1
∑

i=k

fy,δ2(λi)Z
2
i ≥

N−1
∑

i=k

fy,δ2(λi) + 2
√
t
(

N−1
∑

i=k

fy,δ2(λi)
2
)1/2

+ 2 max
k≤i≤N−1

fy,δ2(λi)t
)

≤ e−t.

Since ‖fy,δ2‖L = δ−2
2 and ‖f2

y,δ2
‖L = 2δ−3

2 , with the concentration inequality for empirical measures of
GOE eigenvalues (2.4), we know there exists c = c(δ2) > 0 independent of y such that

P

(∣

∣

∣

1

N

N−1
∑

i=k

fy,δ2(λi)− σsc(fy,δ2)
∣

∣

∣
> N−1/4 or

∣

∣

∣

1

N

N−1
∑

i=k

fy,δ2(λi)
2 − σsc(f

2
y,δ2)

∣

∣

∣
> N−1/4

)

≤ e−cN3/2

uniformly in y, where σsc(f) =
´

f(x)σsc(dx). Note that σsc(fy,δ2) ≤ m(−
√
2) =

√
2 and σsc(f

2
y,δ2

) ≤ 1
δ22

.

For N large, we have

P

( 1

N

N−1
∑

i=k

fy,δ2(λi)Z
2
i ≥ 2 +

2
√
2T

δ2
+

2T

δ2

)

≤ (1− e−cN3/2

)e−NT + e−cN3/2

.

It follows that

lim sup
T→+∞

lim sup
N→+∞

1

N
log P

( 1

N − 1

N−1
∑

i=k

fy,δ2(λi)Z
2
i ≥ 3T

δ2

)

= −∞.

We choose T large enough so that P( 1
N−1

∑N−1
i=k fy,δ2(λi)Z

2
i ≥ 3T

δ2
) is exponentially negligible uniformly

in y ∈ [y′ − δ, (y′ + δ) ∧ (−
√
2− δ2)].

Let ε > 0 be a small number that will be sent to zero later. Since y′ − δ ≤ y ≤ ỹ, we deduce from
Proposition 3.7 that for N large enough and j = 0, 1, ..., [

am+√
−D′′(0)ε

],

1

N
log sup

y≤ỹ
P

(

λk−1 < y,
1

N − 1

N−1
∑

i=k

fy,δ2(λi)Z
2
i ≥ m(y) + jε

)

≤ 1

N
log sup

y≤ỹ
P

(

λk−1 < ỹ,
1

N − 1

N−1
∑

i=k

fy,δ2(λi)Z
2
i ≥ m(ỹ) + jε + 2δ(1 +

ỹ
√

ỹ2 − 2
)
)

≤ −(k − 1)J1(ỹ)− Λ∗
([

− jε− 2δ(1 +
ỹ

√

ỹ2 − 2
)
]

−
; ỹ
)

+ ε.

Here am = sup(ρ,u,y)∈(ρ′−δ,ρ′+δ)×(u′−δ,u′+δ)×(y′−δ,y′+δ)∩[R1,R2]×Ē×[−K,−
√
2] a(ρ, u, y). From (4.5) we know

ao > −∞. Using the above facts, for a large T and y′ − δ ≤ y ≤ ỹ we deduce that

E

[

1

{

(
N − 1

N
)1/2λk−1 < y, y + δ′ < (

N − 1

N
)1/2λk,

1

N − 1

N−1
∑

i=k

fy,δ2(λi)Z
2
i <

3T

δ2

}
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(−a
′
NΦ(−

√
Na

′
N

b
) +

b√
2πN

e
−Na

′
N

2

2b2 )
]

≤ 1{am > 0}

[
am√

−D′′(0)ε
]

∑

j=0

E

[

1{(N − 1

N
)1/2λk−1 < y, y + δ′ < (

N − 1

N
)1/2λk}

1

{ 1

N − 1

N−1
∑

i=k

fy,δ2(λi)Z
2
i ∈ [m(y) + jε,m(y) + (j + 1)ε]

}

(−a
′
NΦ(−

√
Na

′
N

b
) +

b√
2πN

e
−Na

′
N

2

2b2 )
]

+ E

[

(−a
′
NΦ(−

√
Na

′
N

b
) +

b√
2πN

e
−Na

′
N

2

2b2 )

(

1

{

(
N − 1

N
)1/2λk−1 < y,m(y) +

am+
√

−D′′(0)
<

1

N − 1

N−1
∑

i=k

fy,δ2(λi)Z
2
i ≤ 3T

δ2

}

+ 1

{

(
N − 1

N
)1/2λk−1 < y,

1

N − 1

N−1
∑

i=k

fy,δ2(λi)Z
2
i < m(y)

})]

≤
⌈

am+
√

−D′′(0)ε

⌉

max
0≤jε≤ am+√

−D′′(0)

{[

− (a−
√

−D′′(0)(j + 1)ε)Φ(−
√
N(a−

√

−D′′(0)(j + 1)ε)

b
)

+
b√
2πN

e
−

N(a−
√

−D′′(0)(j+1)ε)2

2b2

]

P

(

λk−1 < y,
1

N − 1

N−1
∑

i=k

fy,δ2(λi)Z
2
i ≥ m(y) + jε

)}

+
(3T

√

−D′′(0)

δ2
+ |ā|+ b√

2πN

)

P

(

λk−1 < y,
1

N − 1

N−1
∑

i=k

fy,δ2(λi)Z
2
i > m(y) +

am+
√

−D′′(0)

)

+
[

− aΦ
(

−
√
Na

b

)

+
b√
2πN

e
−Na

2

2b2

]

P(λk−1 < y)

≤
(3T

√

−D′′(0)

δ2
+ |ā|+ bm +

⌈

am
√

−D′′(0)ε

⌉)

max
−ε≤x≤ am+√

−D′′(0)

{[

bm√
2πN

e
−

N(ao−
√

−D′′(0)(x+ε))2

2b2m

− (ao −
√

−D′′(0)(x+ ε))Φ(−
√
N(ao −

√

−D′′(0)(x+ ε))

bm
)
]

exp
[

−N
(

(k − 1)J1(ỹ) + Λ∗
([

− x− 2δ(1 +
ỹ

√

ỹ2 − 2
)
]

−
; ỹ
)

− ε
)]}

.

Since

Φ(−
√
N(ao −

√

−D′′(0)(x+ ε))

bm
) ≤ 1{ao −

√

−D′′(0)(x+ ε) ≤ 0}

+
bm√

2πN [ao −
√

−D′′(0)(x+ ε)]
e
−

N(ao−
√

−D′′(0)(x+ε))2

2b2m 1{ao −
√

−D′′(0)(x+ ε) > 0},

using (5.8), sending N → ∞ and then ε→ 0+, δ1 → 0+ we find

lim sup
δ1→0+,
ε→0+

lim sup
N→∞

1

N
log IIk2 ((u

′ − δ, u′ + δ), (ρ′ − δ, ρ′ + δ), (y′ − δ, y′ + δ); δ1, δ
′)

≤ 1

2
log[−4D′′(0)]− 1

2
logD′(0)− 1

2
log(2π)

− (k − 1)J1(ỹ) + sup
ρ′−δ<ρ<ρ′+δ,

u′−δ<u<u′+δ,y′−δ<y<y′+δ

ψ∗(ρ, u, y)

− min
0≤x≤ am+√

−D′′(0)

{

Λ∗
([

− x− 2δ(1 +
ỹ

√

ỹ2 − 2
)
]

−
; ỹ
)

+
1

2b2m
(ao −

√

−D′′(0)x)2+

}

.

The second assertion follows from continuity.
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Proposition 5.4. Assume Ē is compact, k ≥ 1 and R2 <∞. Then

lim sup
δ′→0+

lim sup
δ1→0+

lim sup
N→∞

1

N
log IIk2 (E, (R1, R2), (−K,−

√
2); δ1, δ

′) ≤ −1

2
log(2π)

+
1

2
log[−4D′′(0)]− 1

2
logD′(0) + sup

(ρ,u,y)∈F

[ψ∗(ρ, u, y)− I+(ρ, u, y)− (k − 1)J1(y)],

where F = {(ρ, u, y) : ρ ∈ (R1, R2], u ∈ Ē, y ≤ −
√
2}.

Proof. We follow the argument of Proposition 4.3 and assume R1 > 0. By (2.11), for any fixed ρ > R1

and u ∈ Ē,

lim sup
y→−∞

ψ∗(ρ, u, y)− I+(ρ, u, y)− (k − 1)J1(y) ≤ lim sup
y→−∞

ψ∗(ρ, u, y)− (k − 1)J1(y) = −∞.

We may choose K large enough so that

sup
ρ∈(R1,R2],u∈Ē,y≤−

√
2

[ψ∗(ρ, u, y)− I+(ρ, u, y)− (k − 1)J1(y)]

is attained at a point (ρk2 , u
k
2 , y

k
2 ) ∈ (R1, R2]× Ē × [−K,−

√
2].

Consider a cover of the compact set [R1, R2]× Ē × [−K,−
√
2] with cubes of side length 2δ and center

(ρ′, u′, y′) so that (ρk2 , u
k
2 , y

k
2 ) is one of the centers. We deduce from Lemma 5.3 that

lim sup
δ→0+,
δ′→0+

lim sup
δ1→0+

lim sup
N→∞

1

N
log IIk2 (Ē, (R1, R2), (−K,−

√
2); δ1, δ

′)

≤ 1

2
log[−4D′′(0)]− 1

2
logD′(0)− 1

2
log(2π)

+ lim sup
δ→0+,
δ′→0+

max
(ρ′,u′,y′)

centers of cubes

{

− (k − 1)J1(ỹ) + sup
ρ′−δ<ρ<ρ′+δ,

u′−δ<u<u′+δ,y′−δ<y<y′+δ

ψ∗(ρ, u, y)

− inf
x≥0

[([

− x− 2δ(1 +
ỹ

√

ỹ2 − 2
)
]

−
; ỹ
)

+
1

2b2m
(ao −

√

−D′′(0)x)2+

]}

=
1

2
log[−4D′′(0)]− 1

2
logD′(0)− 1

2
log(2π) + ψ∗(ρ

k
2 , u

k
2 , y

k
2 )− I+(ρk2 , u

k
2 , y

k
2 )− (k − 1)J1(y

k
2 ).

Here we understand that the supremum and infimum were taken within [R1, R2] × Ē × [−K,−
√
2). We

have completed the proof.

Let

Jk(Ē, (R1, R2)) = max{J 1
k (Ē, (R1, R2)),J 2

k (Ē, (R1, R2))}, (5.9)

where

J 1
k (Ē, (R1, R2)) = sup

(ρ,u,y)∈F

[ψ∗(ρ, u, y)− kJ1(y)] = ψ∗(ρ
k
1 , u

k
1 , y

k
1 )− kJ1(y

k
1 ),

J 2
k (Ē, (R1, R2)) = sup

(ρ,u,y)∈F

[ψ∗(ρ, u, y)− I+(ρ, u, y)− (k − 1)J1(y)]

= ψ∗(ρ
k
2 , u

k
2 , y

k
2 )− I+(ρk2 , u

k
2 , y

k
2 )− (k − 1)J1(y

k
2 ).

From (3.2), (5.3), (5.6), Propositions 5.1 and 5.4, we conclude

lim sup
N→∞

1

N
logECrtN,k(E, (R1, R2)) ≤ 1

2
log[−4D′′(0)]− 1

2
logD′(0) +

1

2
+ Jk(Ē, (R1, R2)). (5.10)

Remark 5.1. It is crucial to note that J 1
k ≤ J 2

k always holds if a(ρk1 , u
k
1 , y

k
1 ) ≤ 0. This explains why we do

not need I− like the case of local minima in the expression of J 1
k (which we cannot get from our analysis

anyway). However, it could be J1(y
k
1 ) = 0 so that J 1

k = J 2
k . Let us justify the necessity of J 2

k . In other
words, we have to show that J 1

k (ρ
k
1 , u

k
1 , y

k
1 ) < J 2

k (ρ
k
1 , u

k
1 , y

k
1 ) is possible.
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To this end, it suffices to cook up an example where J1(y
k
1 ) > 0 while a(ρk1 , u

k
1 , y

k
1 ) < 0. Let us fix the

structure function D and leave µ,E,R1, R2 free to specify later. Recall the notation from Example 1 and
(4.7). Using Lemma A.2 and continuity, for ρ > 0 small enough,

2(J2 − αβρ2 − β2)− (J2 − β2) < 0.

Recall from Remark 4.1 that ∂ya < 0. By continuity we may find δ > 0 and ρ0 > 0 such that

−(J2 − αβρ2 − β2)
√
2Jy − (J2 − β2)

1√
2
Jm(y) < 0

for y ∈ [−
√
2− δ,−

√
2] and ρ ∈ [ 1

2
ρ0,

3
2
ρ0]. It remains to designate J2v

β
+ µ < 0 to ensure a < 0. On the

other hand, from (4.6) we have for y < −
√
2,

∂y[ψ∗(ρ, u, y)− kJ1(y)] =
−(β2 + J2)y −

√
2J(µ+ βv)

J2 − β2
+ (k + 1)

√

y2 − 2.

Let C(ρ, y) = 1√
2J

[−(J2+β2)y

J2−β2 + (k + 1)
√

y2 − 2]. Given any y ∈ [−
√
2 − δ,−

√
2) and ρ ∈ [ 1

2
ρ0,

3
2
ρ0], we

have C(ρ, y) > 0 and since J2 > β2, the following (in)equalities

µ+ βv

J2 − β2
= C(ρ, y),

J2v

β
+ µ < 0

have solutions when µ > C(ρ, y)J2.
The discussion above allows us to complete our job. Indeed, take any

µ > max
ρ∈[ 1

2
ρ0,

3
2
ρ0],y∈[−

√
2−δ,−

√
2− δ

2
]
C(ρ, y)J2

and let

T−(ρ) = min
y∈[−

√
2−δ,−

√
2− δ

2
]

C(ρ, y)(J2 − β2)− µ

β(ρ)

√

D(ρ2)− D′(ρ2)2ρ2

D′(0)
+
µρ2

2
− µD′(ρ2)ρ2

D′(0)
,

T+(ρ) = max
y∈[−

√
2−δ,−

√
2− δ

2
]

C(ρ, y)(J2 − β2)− µ

β(ρ)

√

D(ρ2)− D′(ρ2)2ρ2

D′(0)
+
µρ2

2
− µD′(ρ2)ρ2

D′(0)
.

Since ∂yC(ρ, y) < 0, we have T−(ρ) < T+(ρ) for any ρ > 0. By continuity, we may choose ε > 0 small
enough such that ρ0 − ε > 1

2
ρ0, ρ0 + ε < 3

2
ρ0 and

max
ρ0−ε≤ρ≤ρ0+ε

T−(ρ) < min
ρ0−ε≤ρ≤ρ0+ε

T+(ρ).

Let R1 = ρ0 − ε,R2 = ρ0 + ε and E = (maxρ0−ε≤ρ≤ρ0+ε T−(ρ),minρ0−ε≤ρ≤ρ0+ε T+(ρ)). Now suppose
(ρk1 , u

k
1 , y

k
1 ) is a maximizer of ψ∗(ρ, u, y)− kJ1(y) in F as in Proposition 5.4. Since

uk
1 ∈ Ē =

⋂

ρ0−ε≤ρ≤ρ0+ε

[T−(ρ), T+(ρ)], ρ0 − ε ≤ ρk1 ≤ ρ0 + ε,

we conclude that yk1 ∈ [−
√
2− δ,−

√
2− δ

2
] and thus J1(y

k
1 ) > 0, a(ρk1 , u

k
1 , y

k
1 ) < 0.

Using similar ideas, one can argue that J 1
k is also needed. In fact, later on we will see that when there

is no restriction on the critical value, J 1
k is larger than J 2

k .

5.3 Lower bound

Recall Ik and IIk as in (3.9).

Proposition 5.5. Suppose E is open and R2 <∞. If J 1
k > J 2

k , then

lim inf
N→∞

1

N
log Ik(E, (R1, R2)) ≥ 1

2
log[−4D′′(0)]− 1

2
log(2π)− 1

2
logD′(0)

+ sup
(ρ,u,y)∈F

[ψ∗(ρ, u, y)− kJ1(y)],

where F = {(ρ, u, y) : ρ ∈ [R1, R2], u ∈ Ē, y ≤ −
√
2}.
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Proof. Choose δ > 0 small enough so that

(ρk1 − δ, ρk1 + δ)× (uk
1 − δ, uk

1 + δ)× (yk1 − δ, yk1 ) ⊂ (R1, R2)× E × (−K,−
√
2).

Here as usual we understand if ρk1 (resp. uk
1) is on the boundary, we can simply replace the interval

(ρk1 − δ, ρk1 + δ) [resp. (uk
1 − δ, uk

1 + δ)] with (ρk1 , ρ
k
1 + δ) or (ρk1 − δ, ρk1) [resp. (uk

1 , u
k
1 + δ) or (uk

1 − δ, uk
1)] in

an obvious way. Using (3.12), by restriction we have

Ik(E, (R1, R2))

≥
√
N [−4D′′(0)]N/2

(2π)(N+2)/2D′(0)N/2

ˆ ρk1+δ

ρk1−δ

ˆ uk
1+δ

uk
1−δ

ˆ yk
1−δ/2

yk
1−δ

e
− (u−mY )2

2σ2
Y

−Nµ2ρ2

2D′(0) −
N(
√

−4D′′(0)y+m2)2

2(−2D′′(0)−β2)

σY

√

−2D′′(0)− β2

E[e(N−1)Ψ(L((N−1
N

)1/2λN−1
1 ),y)

1{L((N − 1

N
)1/2λN−1

1 ) ∈ B(σsc, δ1), λk < (
N

N − 1
)1/2y < λk+1}

(aNΦ(

√
NaN

b
) +

b√
2πN

e
−Na

2
N

2b2 )]ρN−1dydudρ

=:

√
N [−4D′′(0)]N/2

(2π)(N+2)/2D′(0)N/2
IkN(δ, δ1).

Note that for any y ∈ [yk1 − δ, yk1 − δ
2
] we have fy, δ

4
(x) ≥ 1

x−y
1{x− y ≥ δ

4
}. Let K > 0 be a large constant

such that K2 > 10[kJ1(y
k
1 −δ)+Λ∗(m(yk1 − δ

2
)−m(yk1 −2δ); fyk

1− δ
2
, δ
4
)]. Since x 7→ xΦ(

√
Nx
b

)+ b√
2πN

e
−Nx2

2b2

is positive and strictly increasing, for yk1 − δ < y < yk1 − δ
2
≤ −

√
2− δ

2
,

E

[

e(N−1)Ψ(L((N−1
N

)1/2λN−1
1 ),y)

1{L((N − 1

N
)1/2λN−1

1 ) ∈ B(σsc, δ1), λk < (
N

N − 1
)1/2y < λk+1}

(

aNΦ(

√
NaN

b
) +

b√
2πN

e
−Na

2
N

2b2

)]

≥ E

[

e(N−1)Ψ(L((N−1
N

)1/2λN−1
1 ),y)

1

{

L((
N − 1

N
)1/2λN−1

1 ) ∈ BK(σsc, δ1),

(
N − 1

N
)1/2λk + 2δ < yk1 < (

N − 1

N
)1/2λk+1 +

δ

4
,
1

N

N−1
∑

i=1

Z2
i

(N−1
N

)1/2λi − y
≤ m(y)

}

(

aNΦ(

√
NaN

b
) +

b√
2πN

e
−NaN

2

2b2

)]

≥
(

aΦ(

√
Na

b
) +

b√
2πN

e
−Na

2

2b2

)

exp
{

(N − 1) inf
ν∈B(σsc,δ1)∩P([−K,K]\(yk

1−2δ,yk
1− δ

4
))
Ψ(ν, y)

}

E

[

1

{

L((
N − 1

N
)1/2λN−1

1 ) ∈ BK(σsc, δ1), (
N − 1

N
)1/2λk + 2δ < yk1 < λk+1 +

δ

4
,

1

N

N−1
∑

i=k+1

Z2
i

λi − (yk1 − δ
2
)
≤ (

N − 1

N
)1/2m(yk1 − δ)

}]

≥
(

aΦ(

√
Na

b
) +

b√
2πN

e
−Na

2

2b2

)

exp
{

(N − 1) inf
ν∈B(σsc,δ1)∩P([−K,K]\(yk

1−2δ,yk
1− δ

4
))
Ψ(ν, y)

}

[

P

(

(
N − 1

N
)1/2λk < yk1 − 2δ,

1

N

N−1
∑

i=k+1

fyk
1− δ

2
, δ
4
(λi)Z

2
i ≤ m(yk1 − 2δ)

)

− P

(

λk+1 ≤ yk1 − δ

4
,
1

N

N−1
∑

i=k+1

fyk
1− δ

2
, δ
4
(λi)Z

2
i ≤ m(yk1 − 2δ)

)

− P(L((
N − 1

N
)1/2λN−1

1 ) /∈ B(σsc, δ1))− P(λ∗
N−1 > K)

]

.

Note that Ψ(ν, y) is continuous for yk1 − δ < y < yk1 − δ
2

and ν ∈ B(σsc, δ1)∩P([−K,K]\ (yk1 −2δ, yk1 − δ
4
)).

Using Proposition 3.6, we have

lim inf
N→∞

1

N
log P

(

(
N − 1

N
)1/2λk < yk1 − 2δ,

1

N

N−1
∑

i=k+1

fyk
1− δ

2
, δ
4
(λi)Z

2
i ≤ m(yk1 − 2δ)

)
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≥ −kJ1(yk1 − 2δ)− Λ∗
(

m(yk1 − δ

2
)−m(yk1 − 2δ); fyk

1− δ
2
, δ
4

)

,

lim sup
N→∞

1

N
log P

(

λk+1 ≤ yk1 − δ

4
,
1

N

N−1
∑

i=k+1

fyk
1− δ

2
, δ
4
(λi)Z

2
i ≤ m(yk1 − 2δ)

)

≤ −(k + 1)J1(y
k
1 − δ

4
)− Λ∗

(

m(yk1 − δ

2
)−m(yk1 − 2δ); fyk

1− δ
2
, δ
4

)

.

We can always choose δ small enough so that

kJ1(y
k
1 − 2δ) < (k + 1)J1(y

k
1 − δ

4
).

Since J 1
k > J 2

k , a(ρk1 , u
k
1 , y

k
1 ) > 0. Using (3.14), (2.7) and the LDP of the empirical measures of GOE

eigenvalues, since all functions in question are continuous, we deduce that

lim inf
δ1→0+

lim inf
N→∞

1

N
IkN(δ, δ1)

≥ inf
ρk
1
−δ<ρ<ρk

1
+δ,uk

1
−δ<u<uk

1
+δ,

yk1−δ<y<yk1 − δ
2

ψ∗(ρ, u, y)− kJ1(y
k
1 − 2δ) − Λ∗

(

m(yk1 − δ

2
)−m(yk1 − 2δ); fyk

1− δ
2
, δ
4

)

.

Sending δ → 0+, we find by continuity and Remark 3.2 if necessary

lim inf
N→∞

1

N
log Ik1 (E, (R1, R2))

≥ 1

2
log[−4D′′(0)]− 1

2
log(2π)− 1

2
logD′(0) + ψ∗(ρ

k
1 , u

k
1 , y

k
1 )− kJ1(y

k
1 ).

The proof is complete.

Proposition 5.6. Suppose E is open and R2 <∞. Then

lim inf
N→∞

1

N
log IIk(E, (R1, R2)) ≥ 1

2
log[−4D′′(0)]− 1

2
log(2π)− 1

2
logD′(0)

+ sup
(ρ,u,y)∈F

[ψ∗(ρ, u, y)− I+(ρ, u, y)− (k − 1)J1(y)],

where F = {(ρ, u, y) : ρ ∈ (R1, R2], u ∈ Ē, y ≤ −
√
2}.

Proof. Choose δ > 0 small enough so that

(ρk2 − δ, ρk2 + δ)× (uk
2 − δ, uk

2 + δ)× (yk2 − δ, yk2 ) ⊂ (R1, R2)× E × (−K,−
√
2).

Here as usual we understand if uk
2 or ρk2 is on the boundary, we can simply replace the corresponding

interval by half of itself in an obvious way. Note that by conditioning

E[|detG|1{i(G∗∗) = k − 1, ζ < 0}] = E(|detG∗∗||z′1 − ξTG−1
∗∗ ξ|1{i(G∗∗) = k − 1, ζ < 0})

= [−4D′′(0)]
N−1

2

ˆ

R

E

[

|det((N − 1

N
)1/2GOEN−1 − yIN−1)|1{λk−1 < (

N

N − 1
)1/2y < λk}

(−aNΦ(−
√
NaN

b
) +

b√
2πN

e
−Na

2
N

2b2 )
]

√

−4ND′′(0) exp{−N(
√

−4D′′(0)y+m2)
2

2(−2D′′(0)−β2)
}

√

2π(−2D′′(0)− β2)
dy. (5.11)

It follows from restriction that

IIk(E, (R1, R2))

≥
√
N [−4D′′(0)]N/2

(2π)(N+2)/2D′(0)N/2

ˆ ρk2+δ

ρk2−δ

ˆ uk
2+δ

uk
2−δ

ˆ yk
2−δ/2

yk
2−δ

e
− (u−mY )2

2σ2
Y

−Nµ2ρ2

2D′(0) −
N(
√

−4D′′(0)y+m2)2

2(−2D′′(0)−β2)

σY

√

−2D′′(0)− β2

E[e(N−1)Ψ(L((N−1
N

)1/2λ
N−1
1 ),y)

1{L((N − 1

N
)1/2λN−1

1 ) ∈ B(σsc, δ1), λk−1 < (
N

N − 1
)1/2y < λk}
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(−aNΦ(−
√
NaN

b
) +

b√
2πN

e
−Na

2
N

2b2 )]ρN−1dydudρ

=:

√
N [−4D′′(0)]N/2

(2π)(N+2)/2D′(0)N/2
IIkN(δ, δ1).

Recalling x̃ as in (5.7), let

sk = sk(ρ
k
2 , u

k
2 , y

k
2 ) =

{

0, if a(ρk2 , u
k
2 , y

k
2 ) ≤ 0,

x̃, otherwise.

Let K > 0 be a large constant such that

K2 > 10
[

(k − 1)J1(y
k
2 − 2δ) + Λ∗

(

[sk +m(yk2 − 3

2
δ)−m(yk2 − δ

2
)]−; y

k
2 − 3

2
δ
)]

.

Since x 7→ −xΦ(−
√
Nx
b

) + b√
2πN

e
−Nx2

2b2 is positive and strictly decreasing, for yk2 − δ < y < yk2 − δ
2
,

E

[

e(N−1)Ψ(L((N−1
N

)1/2λN−1
1 ),y)

1{L((N − 1

N
)1/2λN−1

1 ) ∈ B(σsc, δ1), λk−1 < (
N

N − 1
)1/2y < λk}

(

− aNΦ(−
√
NaN

b
) +

b√
2πN

e
−Na

2
N

2b2

)]

≥ E

[

e(N−1)Ψ(L((N−1
N

)1/2λN−1
1 ),y)

1

{

L((
N − 1

N
)1/2λN−1

1 ) ∈ BK(σsc, δ1),

(
N − 1

N
)1/2λk−1 + 2δ < yk2 < (

N − 1

N
)1/2λk +

δ

4
,
1

N

N−1
∑

i=1

Z2
i

(N−1
N

)1/2λi − y
≥ m(y)− sk

}

(

− (a+
√

−D′′(0)sk)Φ(−
√
N(a+

√

−D′′(0)sk)

b
) +

b√
2πN

e
−

N(a+
√

−D′′(0)sk)2

2b2

)]

≥
(

− (a+
√

−D′′(0)sk)Φ(−
√
N(a+

√

−D′′(0)sk)

b
) +

b√
2πN

e
−

N(a+
√

−D′′(0)sk)2

2b2

)

e
(N−1) inf

ν∈B(σsc,δ1)∩P([−K,K]\(yk
2
−2δ,yk

2
− δ

4
))

Ψ(ν,y)

E

[

1

{

L((
N − 1

N
)1/2λN−1

1 ) ∈ BK(σsc, δ1), (
N − 1

N
)1/2λk−1 < yk2 − 2δ, λk > yk2 − δ

4
,

1

N

N−1
∑

i=k

Z2
i

λi − (yk2 − 3
2
δ)

≥ m(yk2 − δ

2
)− sk +

k − 1

Nδ

}]

≥
(

− (a+
√

−D′′(0)sk)Φ(−
√
N(a+

√

−D′′(0)sk)

b
) +

b√
2πN

e
−

N(a+
√

−D′′(0)sk)2

2b2

)

e
(N−1) inf

ν∈B(σsc,δ1)∩P([−K,K]\(yk
2
−2δ,yk

2
− δ

4
))

Ψ(ν,y)
[

P

(

(
N − 1

N
)1/2λk−1 < yk2 − 2δ,

λk > yk2 − δ

4
,
1

N

N−1
∑

i=k

Z2
i

λi − (yk2 − 3
2
δ)

≥ m(yk2 − δ

2
)− sk +

k − 1

Nδ

)

− P(L((
N − 1

N
)1/2λN−1

1 ) /∈ B(σsc, δ1))− P(λ∗
N−1 > K)

]

.

We can choose in the beginning δ small enough so that

(k − 1)J1(y
k
2 − 2δ) < kJ1(y

k
2 − δ

4
).

It follows from Proposition 3.7 that

lim inf
N→∞

1

N
log P

(

λk−1 < yk2 − 2δ, λk > yk2 − δ

4
,

1

N

N−1
∑

i=k

Z2
i

λi − (yk2 − 3
2
δ)

≥ m(yk2 − δ

2
)− sk +

k − 1

Nδ

)
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≥ −(k − 1)J1(y
k
2 − 2δ)− Λ∗

(

[sk +m(yk2 − 3

2
δ)−m(yk2 − δ

2
)]−; y

k
2 − 3

2
δ
)

.

Sending δ → 0+, using (5.4), (5.7), the LDP of L(λN−1
1 ), continuity of functions in question and Remark

3.2 if necessary,

lim inf
N→∞

1

N
log IIk(E, (R1, R2)) ≥ 1

2
log[−4D′′(0)]− 1

2
log(2π)− 1

2
logD′(0)

+ψ∗(ρ
k
2 , u

k
2 , y

k
2 )− I+(ρk2 , u

k
2 , y

k
2 )− (k − 1)J1(y

k
2 ).

The proof is complete.

Proof of Theorem 1.4. With (5.10), Propositions 5.5 and 5.6, using the same argument as for Theorem
1.3, we have established Theorem 1.4.

Example 2. Here we use Theorem 1.4 to recover Theorem 1.1 for k ≥ 1 when BN is a shell. Let us recall
the setting in Example 1. we first consider ψ∗(ρ, u, y) − kJ1(y) for y ≤ −

√
2. In [AZ20, Example 2], we

computed

∂yyψ∗ = −J
2 + β2

J2 − β2
− |y|
√

y2 − 2
1{|y| >

√
2},

∂yvψ∗ = −
√
2Jβ

J2 − β2
, ∂vvψ∗ = − J2

J2 − β2
.

Thus for any fixed ρ, this is a strictly concave function of (y, u) and there is at most one global maximum.
Suppose the global maximum is attained at (yk1 , u

k
1). Solving ∂yψ∗(ρ, u, y)− kJ ′

1(y) = 0 with (4.8) yields

−y −
√
2µ

J
+ (k + 1)

√

y2 − 2 = 0, yk1 =

√
2µ−

√
2(k + 1)

√

µ2 + k(k + 2)J2

Jk(k + 2)
.

We see that yk1 < −
√
2 if and only if µ > J . If µ ≤ J , since the global maximum of ψ∗ is attained at

y ≥ −
√
2 as shown in [AZ20, Example 2], the maximum of (u, y) 7→ ψ∗(ρ, u, y)− kJ1(y) must be attained

at y = −
√
2, for otherwise this maximum must be a local maximum which would lead to a contradiction.

All these calculations plugging in (4.9) recover Theorem 1.1 provided sup(ρ,u,y)∈F [ψ∗(ρ, u, y) − kJ1(y)]
always dominates the other term in Theorem 1.4 for the current non-restriction situation. This is indeed
true due to the following result.

Proposition 5.7. For any fixed ρ > 0, we have

sup
u∈R

ψ∗(ρ, u, y)− kJ1(y) > sup
u∈R

ψ∗(ρ, u, y)− I+(ρ, u, y)− (k − 1)J1(y)

for any y < −
√
2.

Proof. Let us write in this proof

Lρ(y) = sup
u∈R

ψ∗(ρ, u, y)− kJ1(y),

Rρ(y) = sup
u∈R

ψ∗(ρ, u, y)− I+(ρ, u, y)− (k − 1)J1(y).

From (4.9), we find

Lρ(y) = −1

2
y2 − (k + 1)J1(y)−

√
2µy

J
− µ2

2J2
− µ2ρ2

2D′(0)
+ log ρ− 1

2
− 1

2
log 2.

To figure out Rρ(y), we start with investigating I+(ρ, u, y). Given ρ and y, note that the maximizer u(ρ, y)
for Rρ(y) must satisfy a(ρ, u(ρ, y), y) > 0, for otherwise I+(ρ, u(ρ, y), y) = 0 and the first order condition
(4.8) implies a(ρ, u(ρ, y), y) > 0 as shown in Example 1. By definition, I+(ρ, u, y) = I+(ρ, u, y; x̃). Since
∂xI+(ρ, u, y;x)|x=x̃ = 0, using the chain rule with (4.7) to differentiate in v, we have

∂v[ψ∗(ρ, u, y)− I+(ρ, u, y)− (k − 1)J1(y)] =
−J2v − β(

√
2Jy + µ)

J2 − β2
−

(a+ Jx̃√
2
)J2αρ2

b2(J2 − β2)
. (5.12)
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As in Lemma 5.2, to find out which minimizer we should use, we work with the branch

Λ∗(x; y) =
(
√
2 + y)x

2
− Λ(

√
2 + y

2
+; y)

for x ≤ Λ′(
√

2+y
2

+; y) = −
√
2 + m(y) and consider x′ := − b

2(
√

2+y)

J2 −
√

2a
J

≤ −
√
2 + m(y) as an ansatz.

Plugging in (3.13) and (3.15) we obtain

x′ =
1

J2 − β2
[−

√
2(2J2 − 2β2 − α2ρ4) + (α2ρ4 − 2αβρ2)y −

√
2αρ2

J
(J2v + µβ)] +m(y).

Setting (5.12) equal to zero and using the ansatz a+ Jx̃√
2
= − (

√
2+y)b2√

2J
, we find

v =
1

J2

( (
√
2 + y)Jαρ2√

2
−

√
2Jβy − µβ

)

. (5.13)

Plugging in the last display for x′, after simplification we obtain x′ = −2
√
2+m(y), which indeed verifies

the ansatz x′ ≤ −
√
2 +m(y). Since the minimizer is unique, we must have x̃ = x′.

Using (5.13) to eliminate u in ψ∗(ρ, u, y)− I+(ρ, u, y), we find

ψ∗(ρ, u, y) = −1

2
y2 − α2ρ4(

√
2 + y)2

4(J2 − β2)
− J1(y)−

√
2µy

J
− µ2

2J2
− µ2ρ2

2D′(0)
+ log ρ− 1

2
− 1

2
log 2,

I+(ρ, u, y) =
1

4
y2 − α2ρ4(

√
2 + y)2

4(J2 − β2)
− 1

4
y
√

y2 − 2 +
1

2
logm(y)− 1

2
− 1

4
log 2.

From (2.6), we see that J1(y) = − 1
2
log 2− 1

2
y
√

y2 − 2 + logm(y) and then

Rρ(y) = −3

4
y2 − (k +

1

2
)J1(y)−

√
2µy

J
− 1

2
log 2− µ2

2J2
− µ2ρ2

2D′(0)
+ log ρ.

It follows that

Lρ(y)−Rρ(y) =
1

4
y2 − 1

2
J1(y)− 1

2
.

Finally, observing that y 7→ Lρ(y)−Rρ(y) is strictly decreasing for y < −
√
2 with Lρ(−

√
2)−Rρ(−

√
2) = 0,

we have completed the proof.

Like what we did in Example 2, we can also solve ∂yRρ(y) = 0 to find the optimizer yk2 , which would
further yield uk

2 and ρk2 . From here we see that the sup in Proposition 5.7 can be taken over a compact
set instead of R. Moreover, the above discussion suggests that the critical points with index k around the
value uk

1 and variable ρk1 given above dominate all other places.

Remark 5.2. Observe that in the setting of Remark 4.1, since y0 = −
√
2,

ψ∗(ρ
0, u0, y0)− I−(ρ0, u0, y0) < ψ∗(ρ

0, u0, y0) ≤ ψ∗(ρ
k
1 , u

k
1 , y

k
1 )− kJ1(y

k
1 ).

This shows that the complexity function of index k may be larger than that of the local minima even
though we have Remark 1.1 for the total number of critical points with index k. This seems to be a new
phenomenon, compared to the spherical p-spin glass model where the latter always dominates [ABAC13].

6 Saddles with diverging index

Let γ ∈ (0, 1) and k = kN ∈ (1, N) be a sequence with limN→∞
kN
N

= γ. Define

IkN (E, (R1, R2)) =

ˆ R2

R1

ˆ

E

E[| detG|1{i(G∗∗) = kN}]e
− (u−mY )2

2σ2
Y√

2πσY

e
−Nµ2ρ2

2D′(0)

(2π)N/2D′(0)N/2
ρN−1dudρ. (6.1)

Proposition 6.1. Let R2 <∞ and E be an open set. We have

lim
N→∞

1

N
log IkN (E, (R1, R2))

=
1

2
log[−4D′′(0)]− 1

2
logD′(0) − 1

2
log(2π) + sup

R1<ρ<R2,u∈E
ψ∗(ρ, u, sγ).
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Proof. As before, we may assume R1 > 0. Note that denoting the probability space as Ω,

IkN (E, (R1, R2)) ≤ IkN
1 (E, (R1, R2)) + IkN

2 (E, (R1, R2))

≤ I1(E, (R1, R2),Ω) + I2(E, (R1, R2),Ω)

where IkN
1 and IkN

2 are defined as in (5.1), and I1 and I2 are defined as in Section B. As in (2.19) and
(1.5), for any ε > 0, we may find δ = δ(ε, γ) and c = c(ε, γ) > 0 such that

{|λk − sγ | > ε} ⊂ {L(λN−1
i=1 ) /∈ B(σsc, δ)}.

It follows from Lemmas B.5 and B.6 that for large K and small δ > 0,

lim sup
N→∞

1

N
log IkN

1 (E, (R1, R2)) ≤ lim sup
N→∞

1

N
log IkN

1 (Ē, (R1, R2), ε;K, δ),

where

Ik1 (Ē, (R1, R2), ε;K, δ) = [−4D′′(0)]
N
2

ˆ R2

R1

ˆ

Ē

ˆ sγ+ε

sγ−ε

E

[(

√

2

π

b√
N

+ |ā|
)

N−1
∏

i=1

|(N − 1

N
)1/2λi − y|1{λk < (

N

N − 1
)1/2y < λk+1, L((

N − 1

N
)1/2λN−1

i=1 ) ∈ BK(σsc, δ)}
]

e
− (u−mY )2

2σ2
Y√

2πσY

e
−Nµ2ρ2

2D′(0)

(2π)N/2D′(0)N/2

exp{−N(
√

−4D′′(0)y+m2)
2

2(−2D′′(0)−β2)
}

√

2π(−2D′′(0)− β2)
ρN−1dydudρ.

Sending N → ∞, δ → 0+, ε → 0+ sequentially, and using the upper semi-continuity and continuity as
proving upper bounds for fixed indices, we find

lim sup
ε→0+

lim sup
δ→0+

lim sup
N→∞

1

N
log IkN

1 (Ē, (R1, R2), ε;K, δ)

≤ 1

2
log[−4D′′(0)]− 1

2
logD′(0) − 1

2
log(2π) + sup

R1<ρ<R2,u∈Ē

ψ∗(ρ, u, sγ).

For IkN
2 , we deduce from Lemmas B.3 and B.4 that for large K and small δ > 0,

lim sup
N→∞

1

N
log IkN

2 (E, (R1, R2)) ≤ lim sup
N→∞

1

N
log IkN

2 (Ē, (R1, R2), ε;K, δ),

where

Ik2 (Ē, (R1, R2); ε,K, δ) =
[−4D′′(0)]

N+1
2

2N

N−1
∑

i=1

ˆ R2

R1

ˆ

Ē

ˆ sγ+ε

sγ−ε

E

[

N−1
∏

j 6=i

|(N − 1

N
)1/2λj − y|1{λk < (

N

N − 1
)1/2y < λk+1, L((

N − 1

N
)1/2λN−1

i=1 ) ∈ BK(σsc, δ)}
]

e
− (u−mY )2

2σ2
Y√

2πσY

e
−Nµ2ρ2

2D′(0)

(2π)N/2D′(0)N/2

exp{−N(
√

−4D′′(0)y+m2)
2

2(−2D′′(0)−β2)
}

√

2π(−2D′′(0)− β2)
ρN−1dydudρ.

Note that L((N−1
N

)1/2λN−1
i=1 ) ∈ BK(σsc, δ) implies L((N−1

N
)1/2λN−1

i=1,i6=j) ∈ BK(σsc, 2δ) for any j = 1, ..., N−
1. Sending N → ∞, δ → 0+, ε → 0+ sequentially, and using the upper semi-continuity and continuity
again, we find

lim sup
ε→0+

lim sup
δ→0+

lim sup
N→∞

1

N
log IkN

2 (Ē, (R1, R2), ε;K, δ)

≤ 1

2
log[−4D′′(0)]− 1

2
logD′(0) − 1

2
log(2π) + sup

R1<ρ<R2,u∈Ē

ψ∗(ρ, u, sγ).
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Let (ργ , uγ) be a maximizer of ψ∗(ρ, u, sγ) in [R1, R2] × Ē which exists clearly. For lower bound, using
(2.14) with conditional distribution (3.11),

E[|z′1 − ξTG−1
∗∗ ξ||z′3 = y] ≥

√

2

π

b√
N
.

It follows that

E[|detG|1{i(G∗∗) = k}] = E[E(|detG∗∗||z′1 − ξTG−1
∗∗ ξ|1{i(G∗∗) = k})|z′3, λN−1

1 ]

≥
√

2

π

b√
N

E(|detG∗∗|1{i(G∗∗) = k})

Let δ > 0 be a small constant. Since G∗∗ =
√

−4D′′(0)(N−1)
N

(GOEN−1−( N
N−1

)1/2z′3IN−1), using [ABAC13,

Lemma 3.3] with m = − m2N
1/2√

−4D′′(0)(N−1)
and t2 = −2D′′(0)−β2

−4(N−1)D′′(0) ,

IkN (E, (R1, R2))

≥
ˆ ργ+δ

ργ−δ

ˆ uγ+δ

uγ−δ

√

2

π

b√
N

E(|detG∗∗|1{i(G∗∗) = k})e
− (u−mY )2

2σ2
Y√

2πσY

e
−Nµ2ρ2

2D′(0)

(2π)N/2D′(0)N/2
ρN−1dudρ

=

√
2Γ(N

2
)N−N

2 [−4D′′(0)]
N
2

π

ˆ ργ+δ

ργ−δ

ˆ uγ+δ

uγ−δ

b
√

−2D′′(0)− β2

e
− (u−mY )2

2σ2
Y√

2πσY

EGOE(N)

[

exp
{N(λN

k+1)
2

2
−
N(λN

k+1 +
m2√

−4D′′(0)
)2

−2D′′(0)−β2

−2D′′(0)

}] e
−Nµ2ρ2

2D′(0)

(2π)N/2D′(0)N/2
ρN−1dudρ

=: IkN ((ργ − δ, ργ + δ), (uγ − δ, uγ + δ), λN
k+1),

where λN
k+1 is the (k+ 1)th smallest eigenvalue of GOEN . Since kN+1

N
→ γ, we still have P(|λN

k+1 − sγ | >
ε) < e−cN2

. We can thus restrict λN
k+1 to (sγ − ε, sγ + ε). Sending N → ∞, δ → 0+, ε→ 0+ sequentially,

and using the Stirling formula and continuity, we deduce from (2.9) that

lim inf
δ→0+,
ε→0+

lim inf
N→∞

1

N
log IkN ((ργ − δ, ργ + δ), (uγ − δ, uγ + δ), λN

k+1)

≥ 1

2
log[−4D′′(0)]− 1

2
logD′(0)− 1

2
log(2π) + ψ∗(ργ , uγ , sγ).

The proof is complete.

Proof of Theorem 1.5. As before, it suffices to consider 0 < R1 < R2 < ∞. Since limN→∞
kN−1

N
= γ, we

have

lim
N→∞

1

N
log IkN (E, (R1, R2)) = lim

N→∞

1

N
log IkN−1(E, (R1, R2)),

where by Proposition 6.1 the limits exist. Noting that

{i(G) = k} ⊂ {i(G∗∗) = k} ∪ {i(G∗∗) = k − 1},

the upper bound immediately follows from Proposition 6.1. For the lower bound, using (3.8), (3.9), (3.12)
and (5.11), we have

ECrtN,k(E, (R1, R2)) = SN−1N
(N−1)/2[−4D′′(0)]

N−1
2

ˆ R2

R1

ˆ

E

E

[(

1{λk < (
N

N − 1
)1/2z′3 < λk+1}(aNΦ(

√
NaN

b
) +

b√
2πN

e
−Na

2
N

2b2 )

+ 1{λk−1 < (
N

N − 1
)1/2z′3 < λk}(−aNΦ(−

√
NaN

b
) +

b√
2πN

e
−Na

2
N

2b2 )
)

|det((N − 1

N
)1/2GOEN−1 − z′3IN−1)|

] 1√
2πσY

e
− (u−mY )2

2σ2
Y

1

(2π)N/2D′(0)N/2
e
−Nµ2ρ2

2D′(0) ρN−1dudρ.
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Here aN = aN(ρ, u, z′3) as in (3.13). Let us define fN (x) = xΦ(
√

Nx
b

) + b√
2πN

e
−Nx2

2b2 . Using the same

argument as that of [ABAC13, Lemma 3.3] with m = − m2N
1/2√

−4D′′(0)(N−1)
and t2 = −2D′′(0)−β2

−4(N−1)D′′(0) , we can

rewrite

E

[(

1{λk < (
N

N − 1
)1/2z′3 < λk+1}(aNΦ(

√
NaN

b
) +

b√
2πN

e
−Na

2
N

2b2 )

+ 1{λk−1 < (
N

N − 1
)1/2z′3 < λk}(−aNΦ(−

√
NaN

b
) +

b√
2πN

e
−Na

2
N

2b2 )
)

|det((N − 1

N
)1/2GOEN−1 − z′3IN−1)|

]

=
Γ(N

2
)N−N−1

2

√

−4D′′(0)
√

π(−2D′′(0)− β2)
E

[(

fN (âN (ρ, u, λN
k+1)) + fN (−âN(ρ, u, λN

k ))
)

exp
{N(λN

k+1)
2

2
−
N(λN

k+1 +
m2√

−4D′′(0)
)2

−2D′′(0)−β2

−2D′′(0)

}]

where λN
k+1 is the (k + 1)th smallest eigenvalue of GOEN , and

âN (ρ, u, λN
k+1) :=

−2D′′(0)αρ2(u− µρ2

2
+ µD′(ρ2)ρ2

D′(0) )

(−2D′′(0) − β2)
√

D(ρ2)− D′(ρ2)2ρ2
D′(0)

+
αβρ2µ

−2D′′(0)− β2

− (−2D′′(0)− β2 − αβρ2)
√

−4D′′(0)λN
k+1

−2D′′(0)− β2
−
√

−D′′(0)

N

N
∑

i=1,i6=k+1

Z2
i

λN
i − λN

k+1

.

Let (ργ , uγ) be a maximizer of ψ∗(ρ, u, sγ) in [R1, R2]× Ē. Since fN (x) is a convex function in x, for any
δ > 0, by Jensen’s inequality and restriction,

ECrtN,kN (E, (R1, R2)) ≥
SN−1Γ(

N
2
)[−4D′′(0)]N/2

√

π(−2D′′(0)− β2)

ˆ ργ+δ

ργ−δ

ˆ uγ+δ

uγ−δ
[

fN (E[âN (ρ, u, λN
k+1)]) + fN (−E[âN(ρ, u, λN

k )])

− E

(

[fN (âN(ρ, u, λN
k+1))1{|λN

k+1 − sγ | > ε}+ fN (−âN(ρ, u, λN
k ))1{|λN

k − sγ | > ε}]
)]

exp
{

N inf
y∈[sγ−ε,sγ+ε]

(y2

2
−

(y + m2√
−4D′′(0)

)2

−2D′′(0)−β2

−2D′′(0)

)}

1√
2πσY

e
− (u−mY )2

2σ2
Y

1

(2π)N/2D′(0)N/2
e
−Nµ2ρ2

2D′(0) ρN−1dudρ. (6.2)

Since P(λk < sγ − ε or λk+1 > sγ + ε) < e−cN2

, using (3.12), (2.14), the Cauchy–Schwarz inequality, and
the argument of [ABAC13, Lemma 3.3] again,

Γ(N
2
)N−N−1

2

√

−4D′′(0)
√

π(−2D′′(0)− β2)
E[fN (âN (ρ, u, λN

k+1))1{|λN
k+1 − sγ | > ε}]

= E

[(

1{λk < (
N

N − 1
)1/2z′3 < λk+1, |z′3 − sγ | > ε}(aNΦ(

√
NaN

b
) +

b√
2πN

e
−Na

2
N

2b2 )
)

|det((N − 1

N
)1/2GOEN−1 − z′3IN−1)| exp

{

− N(z′3)
2

2
+

N(z′3 +
m2√

−4D′′(0)
)2

−2D′′(0)−β2

−2D′′(0)

}]

= E

(

|det((N − 1

N
)1/2GOEN−1 − z′3IN−1)||ζ| exp

{

− N(z′3)
2

2
+
N(z′3 +

m2√
−4D′′(0)

)2

−2D′′(0)−β2

−2D′′(0)

}

1{λk < (
N

N − 1
)1/2z′3 < λk+1, ζ > 0, |z′3 − sγ | > ε}

)
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≤
√

−4ND′′(0)
√

π(−2D′′(0)− β2)

ˆ

|y−sγ |>ε

E

[(

E(|z′1||z′3 = y)

N−1
∏

i=1

|(N − 1

N
)1/2λi − y|

+
−2D′′(0)

N

N−1
∑

i=1

Z2
i

∏

j 6=i

|(N − 1

N
)1/2λj − y|

)

1{λk < (
N

N − 1
)1/2y < λk+1}

]

e−
Ny2

2 dy

≤ CN
D (|ā|+ b)

[

ˆ ∞

sγ+ε

E[(1 + (λ∗
N−1)

2N + |y|2N )]1/2P(λk+1 > sγ +
ε

2
)1/2e−

Ny2

2 dy

+

ˆ sγ−ε

−∞
E[(1 + (λ∗

N−1)
2N + |y|2N )]1/2P(λk < sγ − ε

2
)1/2e−

Ny2

2 dy
]

≤ CN
D (|ā|+ b)e−cN2

.

From here we deduce that the term involving

E

(

[fN (âN (ρ, u, λN
k+1))1{|λN

k+1 − sγ | > ε}+ fN (−âN (ρ, u, λN
k ))1{|λN

k − sγ | > ε}]
)

in (6.2) is bounded above by e−cN2

and thus is exponentially negligible as other terms are bounded below
by eΩ(N) as we will show below. To compute the expectation E[âN(ρ, u, λN

k )], we observe that

0 =

ˆ

λ1≤λ2≤···≤λN

∂λk
pGOE(λ1, ..., λN)

N
∏

i=1

dλi

=

ˆ

λ1≤λ2≤···≤λN

1

ZN
∂λk

∏

1≤i<j≤N

|λi − λj |e−
N
2

∑N
ℓ=1 λ2

ℓ

N
∏

i=1

dλi

=

ˆ

λ1≤λ2≤···≤λN

(

N
∑

i=1,i6=k

1

λk − λi
−Nλk

)

pGOE(λ1, ..., λN )

N
∏

i=1

dλi.

It follows that

E(λN
k ) =

1

N
E

N
∑

i=1,i6=k

1

λN
k − λN

i

. (6.3)

From here we compute

E[âN (ρ, u, λN
k+1)]− E[âN (ρ, u, λN

k )] =
(−2D′′(0)− β2 − αβρ2)

√

−4D′′(0)E(λN
k − λN

k+1)

−2D′′(0) − β2

+
√

−D′′(0)E(λN
k+1 − λN

k ).

It is by far well known that E(λN
k+1−λN

k ) = o(1). In fact, using rigidity of eigenvalues for Wigner matrices
[EYY12], for any given ε0 > 0, we have E(λN

k+1 − λN
k ) = O(N−1+ε0 ) for all N large enough. By convexity

and continuity, we have

fN (E[âN (ρ, u, λN
k+1)]) + fN (−E[âN (ρ, u, λN

k )]) ≥ 2fN (o(1))

where o(1) → 0 uniformly in ρ ∈ [ργ − δ, ργ + δ] and u ∈ [uγ − δ, uγ + δ] as N → ∞. Using (2.9), (3.2),
the Stirling formula and continuity again, we find

lim inf
δ→0+
ε→0+

lim inf
N→∞

1

N
logECrtN,kN (E, (R1, R2))

≥ 1

2
log[−4D′′(0)]− 1

2
logD′(0) +

1

2
+ ψ∗(ργ , uγ , sγ).

The proof is complete.

Example 3. In the setting of Example 1, it is easy to check that the complexity function in Theorem 1.5
recovers Theorem 1.2. Indeed, from (4.9) we have for µ 6= 0,

ψ∗(ργ , uγ , sγ) =











− 1
2
s2γ − 1− 1

2
log 2− µsγ√

−D′′(0)
− µ2

−4D′′(0) + log

√
D′(0)
|µ| , if R2 >

√
D′(0)
|µ| ,

− 1
2
s2γ − 1

2
− 1

2
log 2− µsγ√

−D′′(0)
− µ2

−4D′′(0) −
µ2R2

2
2D′(0) + logR2, otherwise,
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uγ = − [D′(ρ2)−D′(0)](
√

−4D′′(0)sγ + µ)

−2D′′(0)
+
µρ2γ
2

− µD′(ρ2γ)ρ
2
γ

D′(0)
,

ργ =

{
√

D′(0)
|µ| , if R2 >

√
D′(0)
|µ| ,

R2, otherwise.

For µ = 0, we have

ψ∗(ργ , uγ , sγ) = −1

2
s2γ − 1

2
− 1

2
log 2 + logR2,

uγ = − [D′(ρ2)−D′(0)](
√

−4D′′(0)sγ)

−2D′′(0)
,

ργ = R2.

These expressions match those in Theorem 1.2 when BN is a shell between radii
√
NR1 and

√
NR2.

A Covariances and Hessian distribution

For the reader’s convenience, in this part we list some results proved in [AZ20] that are needed in the text.

Lemma A.1 ([AZ20, Lemma A.1]). Assume Assumptions I and II. Then for x ∈ R
N ,

Cov[HN (x), ∂iHN(x)] = D′
(‖x‖2

N

)

xi,

Cov[∂iHN (x), ∂jHN(x)] = D′(0)δij ,

Cov[HN (x), ∂ijHN(x)] = 2D′′
(‖x‖2

N

)

xixj

N
+

[

D′
(‖x‖2

N

)

−D′(0)

]

δij

Cov[∂kHN (x), ∂ijHN(x)] = 0,

Cov[∂lkHN (x), ∂ijHN(x)] = −2D′′(0)[δjlδik + δilδkj + δklδij ]/N,

where δij are the Kronecker delta function.

Let Y = HN (x)
N

− D′( ‖x‖2
N

)
∑N

i=1 xi∂iHN (x)

ND′(0) and define

α = α(‖x‖2/N) =
2D′′(‖x‖2/N)

√

D( ‖x‖
2

N
)− D′(‖x‖2/N)2

D′(0)
‖x‖2
N

,

β = β(‖x‖2/N) =
D′(‖x‖2/N)−D′(0)

√

D( ‖x‖
2

N
)− D′(‖x‖2/N)2

D′(0)
‖x‖2
N

. (A.1)

Writing ρ = ‖x‖√
N

, we introduce the following notations

m1 = m1(ρ, u) = µ+
(u− µρ2

2
+ µD′(ρ2)ρ2

D′(0) )(2D′′(ρ2)ρ2 +D′(ρ2)−D′(0))

D(ρ2)− D′(ρ2)2ρ2
D′(0)

,

m2 = m2(ρ, u) = µ+
(u− µρ2

2
+ µD′(ρ2)ρ2

D′(0) )(D′(ρ2)−D′(0))

D(ρ2)− D′(ρ2)2ρ2
D′(0)

,

σ1 = σ1(ρ) =

√

−4D′′(0)− (αρ2 + β)αρ2

N
, σ2 = σ2(ρ) =

√

−2D′′(0)− (αρ2 + β)β

N
,

mY = mY (ρ) =
µρ2

2
− µD′(ρ2)ρ2

D′(0)
, σY = σY (ρ) =

√

1

N

(

D(ρ2)− D′(ρ2)2ρ2

D′(0)

)

,

α = α(ρ2) =
2D′′(ρ2)

√

D(ρ2)− D′(ρ2)2ρ2
D′(0)

, β = β(ρ2) =
D′(ρ2)−D′(0)

√

D(ρ2)− D′(ρ2)2ρ2
D′(0)

, (A.2)
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Sometimes, we also use the following change of variable

v =
u− µρ2

2
+ µD′(ρ2)ρ2

D′(0)
√

D(ρ2)− D′(ρ2)2ρ2
D′(0)

=
u−mY√
NσY

, (A.3)

m1 = µ+ v(αρ2 + β), m2 = µ+ vβ. (A.4)

In many situations, we need to take care of the singularity as ρ→ 0+. Thus the following result is helpful.

Lemma A.2 ([AZ20, Lemma 3.1]). We have limρ→0+
D(ρ2)

ρ4
− D′(ρ2)2

D′(0)ρ2 = − 3
2
D′′(0) and

lim
ρ→0+

β(ρ2)2 = −2

3
D′′(0), lim

ρ→0+
α(ρ2)β(ρ2)ρ2 = −4

3
D′′(0), lim

ρ→0+
[α(ρ2)ρ2]2 = −8

3
D′′(0).

We have the following conditional distribution which is our basis for complexity analysis.

Proposition A.3 ([AZ20, Proposition 3.3]). Under Assumptions I, II and IV, we can find deterministic

orthogonal matrices U such that

(U∇2HNU
T|Y = u)

d
=

(

z′1 ξT

ξ
√

−4D′′(0)(
√

N−1
N

GOEN−1 − z′3IN−1)

)

=: G, (A.5)

where with z1, z2, z3 being independent standard Gaussian random variables,

z′1 = σ1z1 − σ2z2 +m1, z′3 =
1

√

−4D′′(0)

(

σ2z2 +

√
αβρ√
N

z3 −m2

)

,

and ξ is a centered column Gaussian vector with covariance matrix
−2D′′(0)

N
IN−1 which is independent

from z1, z2, z3 and the GOE matrix GOEN−1.

We write frequently

G∗∗ =
√

−4D′′(0)
(

√

N − 1

N
GOEN−1 − z′3IN−1

)

.

As a property of GOE matrices, we may find a random orthogonal matrix V which is independent of the
unordered eigenvalues λ̃j , j = 1, ..., N − 1 and z′3, such that

G∗∗ =
√

−4D′′(0)V T







(N−1
N

)1/2λ̃1 − z′3 · · · 0
...

. . .
...

0 · · · (N−1
N

)1/2λ̃N−1 − z′3






V. (A.6)

To connect with the Kac–Rice formula (2.15), we have

E(|det∇2HN |1{i(∇2HN) = k}|Y = u)

= E(|U det∇2HNU
T|1{i(U∇2HNU

T) = k}|Y = u) = E(|detG|1{i(G) = k}) (A.7)

where G depends on u implicitly.
We need the following technical lemma for proving Theorems 1.1 and 1.2.

Lemma A.4 ([AZ20, Lemma B.1]). Let νN be probability measures on R and µ 6= 0. Suppose

lim
N→∞

1

N
log

ˆ

R

e
− 1

2
(N+1)x2− (N+1)µx√

−D′′(0) νN+1(dx) > −∞.

Then we have

lim
N→∞

1

N

(

log

ˆ

R

e
− 1

2
(N+1)x2−

√
N(N+1)µx√

−D′′(0) νN+1(dx)− log

ˆ

R

e
− 1

2
(N+1)x2− (N+1)µx√

−D′′(0) νN+1(dx)
)

= 0.
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B Exponential tightness

The following results allow us to reduce our analysis to the compact setting. They were proven via
hard analysis in [AZ20] for the sake of all critical points. In this paper, they are applicable because
CrtN,k(E, (R1, R2)) ≤ CrtN (E, (R1, R2)).

Lemma B.1 ([AZ20, Lemma 4.2]). Suppose µ 6= 0. Then

lim sup
T→∞

lim sup
N→∞

1

N
logECrtN([−T, T ]c, (0,∞)) = −∞,

lim sup
R→∞

lim sup
N→∞

1

N
logECrtN(R, (R,∞)) = −∞,

lim sup
ε→0+

lim sup
N→∞

1

N
logECrtN (R, (0, ε)) = −∞.

Lemma B.2 ([AZ20, Lemma 4.3]). Let µ = 0 and R <∞. Then

lim sup
T→∞

lim sup
N→∞

1

N
logECrtN ([−T, T ]c, [0, R)) = −∞.

For an event ∆ that may depend on the eigenvalues of GOE and other Gaussian random variables in
question, let us define

I1(E, (R1, R2),∆) = [−4D′′(0)]
N−1

2

ˆ R2

R1

ˆ

E

E

[

|z′1|
N−1
∏

i=1

|(N − 1

N
)1/2λi − z′3|1∆

]

e
− (u−mY )2

2σ2
Y√

2πσY

e
−Nµ2ρ2

2D′(0)

(2π)N/2D′(0)N/2
ρN−1dudρ,

I2(E, (R1, R2),∆) =
[−4D′′(0)]

N
2

2N

N−1
∑

i=1

ˆ R2

R1

ˆ

E

E

[

Z2
i

∏

j 6=i

|(N − 1

N
)1/2λj − z′3|1∆

]

e
− (u−mY )2

2σ2
Y√

2πσY

e
−Nµ2ρ2

2D′(0)

(2π)N/2D′(0)N/2
ρN−1dudρ.

Lemma B.3 ([AZ20, Lemma 4.5]). Suppose |µ|+ 1
R2

> 0. Then

lim sup
K→∞

lim sup
N→∞

1

N
log I2(E, (R1, R2), {λ∗

N−1 > K}) = −∞,

lim sup
K→∞

lim sup
N→∞

1

N
log I2(E, (R1, R2), {|z′3 − E(z′3)| > K}) = −∞.

Lemma B.4 ([AZ20, Lemma 4.6]). Suppose |µ|+ 1
R2

> 0. Then for any δ > 0,

lim sup
N→∞

1

N
log I2(E, (R1, R2), {L(λN−1

1 ) /∈ B(σsc, δ)}) = −∞.

Lemma B.5 ([AZ20, Lemma 4.7]). Suppose |µ|+ 1
R2

> 0. Then we have

lim sup
K→∞

lim sup
N→∞

1

N
log I1(E, (R1, R2), {λ∗

N−1 > K}) = −∞,

lim sup
K→∞

lim sup
N→∞

1

N
log I1(E, (R1, R2), {|z′3 − E(z′3)| > K}) = −∞.

Lemma B.6 ([AZ20, Lemma 4.8]). Let δ > 0. Suppose |µ|+ 1
R2

> 0. Then we have

lim sup
N→∞

1

N
log I1(E, (R1, R2), {L(λN−1

1 ) /∈ B(σsc, δ)}) = −∞.
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