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Abstract

We consider quadratic forms of deterministic matrices A evaluated at the random eigenvectors of a large N x N
GOE or GUE matrix, or equivalently evaluated at the columns of a Haar-orthogonal or Haar-unitary random
matrix. We prove that, as long as the deterministic matrix has rank much smaller than v/N, the distributions
of the extrema of these quadratic forms are asymptotically the same as if the eigenvectors were independent
Gaussians. This reduces the problem to Gaussian computations, which we carry out in several cases to illustrate
our result, finding Gumbel or Weibull limiting distributions depending on the signature of A. Our result also
naturally applies to the eigenvectors of any invariant ensemble.
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1 INTRODUCTION

1.1 Overview.
This paper studies fluctuations of the random variables

m_]%X(ui,ANui} and mfalx|<ui,ANui>| (1.1)
asymptotically in the large-N limit. Here the (u; = uz(-N))f\Ll are the ¢(*-normalized eigenvectors of an N x N

random matrix drawn from the Gaussian Orthogonal Ensemble (GOE), and (An)$_, is a sequence of deterministic
N x N real-symmetric matrices, which can be chosen freely subject to an important rank restriction, which we state
informally as

rank(Ay) < N'/2. (1.2)
We recall that the N x N GOE consists of real-symmetric random matrices Hy, whose entries are centered Gaussians,
independent up to the symmetry constraint, normalized as E[(H N)fj] = %(1+ 6;;). Since GOE eigenvectors are

distributed as the columns of a Haar-orthogonal random matrix, the variables (1.1) can equivalently be thought of
as observables of Haar measure.

The joint distribution of a few Haar columns is almost that of independent Gaussian vectors. Our main result,
very informally, says that this approximation holds for extremal statistics of quadratic forms involving < VN
columns. More precisely, our main Theorem 2.1 states that, under the rank restriction (1.2), the variables (1.1) have
the same fluctuations as their Gaussian counterparts, i.e., as the analogues of (1.1) with the vectors u; replaced
by appropriately normalized i.i.d. Gaussian vectors. This reduces the study of (1.1) to (much easier) Gaussian
computations, which can be carried out for any choice of Ay, with an outcome depending on the signature structure
of Any and on the multiplicity of its extreme eigenvalues. To keep the paper at a manageable length, however, we
only present these computations for some representative choices of An. We study all the cases where Ay has an
N-independent rank, plus the case where Ay = diag(1,...,1,0,...,0) with rank(Ayx) &= N for some 0 < o < 1/2.
This leads to explicit limit laws for the variables (1.1) in these special cases (Theorems 2.6 and 2.9, respectively). The
limiting distributions in these cases are those of classical extreme value theory: mostly Gumbel, except for the special
case of maxij\;(ui, Apnu;) when Ay has finite rank and all eigenvalues negative, in which case the limit is Weibull.
Our precise theorems have many cases to cover every possible situation, but here we just give one representative
result for easy orientation:

Theorem 1.1. Fix k € N, and k nonzero real numbers ordered as a1 < --- < ap =: a. Notate the multiplicity of the
largest one as m := #{i:a; = a}. If
AN = diag(al, . .,ak,(), . .,0),

and a > 0, then

k—m

) loglog N + log I‘(%) (1 — %) N2 N 4n distribution,

a

Lm

N N
% malx<ui,ANui> —log N + ( 5

a 1= .
j=1

where A is a Gumbel-distributed random variable, with distribution function P(A < z) = exp(—e™%).

This result is formulated for GOE for definiteness, but it clearly also applies to any random matrix whose eigen-
vectors are Haar distributed. In particular it applies to invariant ensembles, i.e., real-symmetric N x N random
matrices Xy such that, for any deterministic orthogonal O, the matrices Xy and OXyO~! have the same distribu-
tion. This includes smooth invariant ensembles, i.e., random matrices Xy whose law has a density with respect to
Lebesgue measure that is proportional to exp(—N Tr V(X)) for some mildly regular function V : R — R.

While stated for real symmetric ensembles, all our results as well as their proofs also hold for the complex
Hermitian case, meaning they apply to Haar unitary matrices, and consequently to Gaussian Unitary Ensemble
(GUE) and to complex Hermitian invariant ensembles. In fact, the very special rank-one case for GUE has already
appeared in the physics literature [LTBMO0S§] in the context of detecting quantum chaos. See Remark 2.8 for more
details and possible further applications in physics.

Finally, one can also ask about universality beyond invariant ensembles, e.g. in the class of Wigner matrices,
which are real symmetric random matrices whose i.i.d. upper-triangular entries are not necessarily Gaussian. We
conjecture that Theorem 1.1 holds at least when the u;’s are the eigenvectors of a large class of Wigner matrices.



1.2 Previous results on extremal statistics in random matrices.

Classical extremal statistics is primarily concerned with three named probability distributions — Gumbel, Weibull,
and Fréchet, which we will call classical — because of the Fisher-Tippett-Gnedenko theorem, which states that these
three are the only possible limiting laws for the normalized maximum of independent and identically distributed
random variables. But random-matrix eigenvalues tend to be strongly correlated, so their extremes often (although
not always) have non-classical limiting distributions. The most prominent of these is the Tracy-Widom distribution,
which was first introduced by Tracy and Widom to describe the fluctuation of the top eigenvalue of GOE or GUE
matrices [TW93, TW94, TWI6], but later extended to a large class of models, demonstrating the universality
phenomenon [Sos99, Ruz06, TV10, Sod10, BEY14, LY14, LS15, AEKS20]. As another example, we mention results
on the variables Xy = maxgc[o,2x] |det(ei9 -U N)‘, where Uy is a random matrix from the so-called Circular Unitary
Ensemble. These variables are conjectured [FK14, FHK12] to satisfy

Xn — (logN — glog log N) Ny %(Gl + G2) in distribution,
where G; and G5 are independent Gumbel variables, i.e., the limiting distribution is supposed to be almost classical.
Recent results have proved that Xy — (log N — 2 loglog N) is tight [ABB17, PZ18, CMN18].

For non-Hermitian random matrices, however, classical extremal statistics prevail: the spectral radius and the
real part of the rightmost eigenvalue of a Ginibre matrix follow the Gumbel distribution after an appropriate shift
and rescaling [Kos92, Rid03, Benl0, AP14, RS14, CESX22a]. The same limit behavior is conjectured for general
entry distribution (universality); see [CESX22b] for the most recent result in this direction.

In contrast to the eigenvalues, the eigenvectors tend to be much less correlated, almost independent, so their
statistics tend to have the usual limiting distributions. This has been demonstrated in various results on quantum
unique ergodicity (that we will survey in Section 1.4), and our current result is in line with these findings: GOE
eigenvectors are so weakly dependent that even their extremes (at the level of low-rank quadratic forms) fall into the
universality class of classical extremal statistics.

1.3 Previous results on Gaussian approximations to GOE eigenvectors.

It is classical that GOE eigenvectors have the exact same distribution as the Gram—Schmidt orthonormalizations
of i.i.d. standard Gaussian vectors. This simple fact has appeared in various forms in the literature, e.g. in [Eat07,
Proposition 7.2], [Mecl9, pp. 12-13], [GMO05, Fact 8]. Here we recall its easy proof that goes via the Haar measure.
Consider the N x N orthogonal matrix whose columns are ¢?>-normalized GOE eigenvectors. Since the GOE is
invariant under conjugation by any deterministic orthogonal matrix, so is this eigenvector matrix. Thus it must
be Haar distributed on the orthogonal group. On the other hand, one can easily check that the orthogonal matrix
obtained by starting with columns that are independent standard Gaussian vectors and performing Gram—Schmidt
orthonormalization on the columns has the same invariance property, so it must also be Haar distributed. But the
Haar measure is unique, so they coincide in law.

However, roughly speaking, high-dimensional standard Gaussian vectors are almost orthogonal, and their norms
are almost deterministically v/N. This might seem to indicate that Gram-Schmidt does little beyond a rescaling, so
that Haar entries are almost independent Gaussians. This principle first appeared in a 1906 result of Borel, showing
that one entry of a Haar-distributed matrix behaves like a Gaussian variable [Bor06]. One can also ask for this
approximation to hold jointly in the entries, and as long as only a few Gram—Schmidt steps are performed, this
essentially works. Not only the individual eigenvectors, but also their correlations and the joint distribution of not
too many of them is almost Gaussian. But one has to be careful about applying this heuristic to a large number of
columns: While each vector is close to Gaussian and their pair correlations are very weak, these may add up if we
consider a family of too many of them. This can lead to a thresholding phenomenon, where the “Haar measure is
almost independent Gaussian” heuristic is good up to a certain number of joint entries, and fails beyond it.

Of course, this threshold can depend on both the observable being compared and the norms used to compare.
We give several examples: First, if Y = (yij)f-\fj:l is the matrix of independent Gaussians and I' = (%j)f-\szl is the
result after applying Gram—Schmidt on its columns, one can ask for the largest number of columns m = my such
that max}’_; max”" |V/Nij — yij| still tends to zero in probability. Jiang in [Jia05], [Jia06] identified this threshold
by showing that one can take my = o(N/(log N)) and that one cannot take my = CN/(log N).

Second, one can ask for the largest py and gy such that the total variation distance between the law of the
PN X qn principal minors of Y and I' tends to zero. Diaconis, Eaton, and Lauritzen showed that one can take



PN, gy = o(N'/3) [DEL92], which was improved to py, gy = O(N'/3) in the thesis of Collins [Col03, Theorem 4.4.2].
Then Jiang showed both that one can take py, gy = o(Nl/Q), and the total-variation distance does not tend to zero
if py, gy = CN'/2 [Jia06]. Later, in simultaneous independent work, both Stewart [Ste20] and Jiang and Ma [JM19)
showed that one can take non-square py X gy minors as long as pygy = o(IN). In this context, our result says
that py = O(N'Y/?79) and gy = N are still jointly Gaussian as far as the extremal statistics of the corresponding
quadratic forms are concerned, even if they are not close in total variation.

The papers [Jia05, Jia06] are important for us; we comment on the relationship between them and our work in
Remark 2.3 below. In fact, with a relatively simple argument, Jiang’s result can be used to prove a weaker version of
our main result, with the restriction (1.2) replaced with the non-optimal condition rank(Ay) < N1/3; see Remark
3.9 for details.

Finally, we mention some other related results. Jiang also showed the largest entry of a Haar-distributed matrix
has Gumbel fluctuations [Jia05], a result which had been conjectured on the basis of numerics by Donoho and Huo
[DHO1]. Similar techniques have been used by Guionnet and Maida in their study of rank-one Harish-Chandra—
Ttzykson—Zuber integrals [GMO5].

1.4 Previous results on quadratic forms of random-matriz eigenvectors.

Owing to their quantum physics interpretation as measurable quantities, the variables ((u;, Ayu;))¥; have a
long history in random matrices, although to our knowledge this paper is the first study of their extremal statistics.
One motivation for these variables is delocalization, i.e. the idea that for sufficiently mean-field random matrices
the ¢%-mass of the eigenvector u; should be approximately uniformly distributed across its components u;(a). For
example, as an entrywise bound one can prove that

€

N
VN

|u; ()| < with high probability for each ¢ and a, (1.3)

or even the stronger result
g

m]gx m]gx|ui(a)| < with high probability, (1.4)

N
i=1 a=1 \/N
which is tight up to the factor N¢ since the normalized eigenvector has unit mass. Of course, one can interpret
u; (@) = (u;, e,) as a projection onto the ath standard basis vector e,, and from this perspective there is no reason
to single out the standard basis. One could equally study (u;,q) for some deterministic unit vector q. This leads to
the special case of our quadratic form when Ay has rank one, since

[(ui, q)| = 1/ (w;, (agT)u;).

In the literature on random-matrix eigenvectors (and more generally on local laws for resolvents), results with generic
q instead of e,, which first appeared in [KY13b], are called isotropic. For example, [KY13b] showed that (1.3) holds
for (u;,q) with any fixed deterministic unit vector q.

From our perspective, high probability size estimates like (1.3) and (1.4) can be complemented and refined by
distributional results of two types:

(i) On the one hand, in the spirit of (1.3), one can show that any given N/2(u;,q) is asymptotically Gaussian.
This is a distributional result about typical behavior.

ii) On the other hand, in the spirit of (1.4), one can show that maxY , N(u;,q % after an appropriate shift is
=1

asymptotically Gumbel. This is a distributional result about extremal behavior.

All of these results are short exercises in the special case of GOE eigenvectors, but they are highly nontrivial for
other ensembles, such as general Wigner matrices, where orthogonal invariance is not present. Generally speaking,
in the literature there are more size estimates like (1.3) and (1.4) than there are distributional results, and more
distributional results on typical behavior than there are on extremal behavior.

Size estimates like (1.4) were proved first for Wigner matrices in [ESY09], then in [EYY12] for a broader class called
generalized Wigner matrices, as simple corollaries of optimal local laws. The Gaussian fluctuations of v N (u;, q) were
established for generalized Wigner matrices first under a four-moment-matching condition in the bulk [KY13a, TV12]



and a two-moment-matching condition at the edge [KY13a] using comparison techniques for resolvents, then in full
generality [BY17] using Dyson-Brownian motion techniques.

To the best of our knowledge, Gumbel fluctuations of max; N (u;, q>2 are still open beyond GOE and GUE. The
corresponding size estimates have been obtained only recently for generalized Wigner matrices with subexponential
entries, in work of Benigni and Lopatto [BL22b, Theorem 1.2], who showed that for every D > 0 there exists Cp > 0
with

sup P(mﬁxmui,qf > COp log N) < CpN~P. (1.5)
qesy-1 NVi=l

In comparison, the rank-one case of our result shows, informally, that for GOE eigenvectors

mizmlx N{(u;,q)* =~ 2log N — loglog N — log 7 + 2A (1.6)

with A a Gumbel variable. The analogous result for GUE is:

I?fafgmui,qf ~log N + A; (1.7)
see also [LTBMO8] and Remark 2.8.

Our goal is to understand the distributional analogue of the high probability bound (1.5) in the special case of
GOE and GUE, but for higher-rank observables. This extension is naturally related to the celebrated phenomena
of quantum ergodicity (QE) and quantum unique ergodicity (QUE) that appear in a variety of disordered quantum
systems. They say roughly that, for 1,1, ... the eigenfunctions of some Hamiltonian operator, A a deterministic
operator (“observable”) in some appropriate class, and f a model-dependent linear functional on this class, we have

im0, Avy) = 6/ (A).

Results proving this for most pairs (4, ), sometimes by averaging in ¢ and j, are termed QE. Results proving this
along all (i, 7) sequences are termed QUE. In the context of the Laplace-Beltrami operator on a Riemannian manifold
with an ergodic geodesic flow, QUE was defined and conjectured by Rudnick and Sarnak [RS94], following earlier
QE results for the same model by Shnirelman [S74], Colin de Verdiére [CAV85], and Zelditch [Zel87]. In this context
A is from a suitable class of pseudodifferential operators and f(A) is the integral of its symbol on the unit cotangent
bundle. To date, the conjectures of Rudnick and Sarnak have been proved only in certain special cases of arithmetic
surfaces [Lin06, Soul0, HS10]. In recent years, these phenomena have also been established in regular graphs, both
deterministic (in work of Anantharaman and Le Masson [ALM15]) and random (in work of Bauerschmidt, Huang,
Knowles, and Yau [BHY19, BKY17]).

In random matrices, QE and QUE naturally appear when considering (u;, Ayu;) for (u;)Y; the eigenvectors of
the random matrix and Ay a deterministic matrix. For generalized Wigner matrices, Bourgade and Yau in [BY17]
showed a local form of QUE in the bulk of the spectrum, namely that for ¢ any bulk index we have

N

1
m ((ui,ANuﬁ -~ Tr AN) — 0 in probability, as long as rank(Ay) — oco.

The corresponding QUE result, showing this limit for all eigenvectors simultaneously, was established in [BY'Y20] for
matrices with a Gaussian component, strengthened in [Ben21], and resolved in full generality for Wigner matrices
in [CES21] with the optimal speed of convergence. These QUE statements are the analogues of (1.3) for general
observables. Concerning the refinement of these QUE results in the distributional direction for the typical behavior
(in the spirit of (i) above), we mention that Gaussian fluctuations around the QUE were proven in [BL22a] for
special low-rank observables for all i, in [CES22a] for general full-rank observables, and finally for any observable
in [CES22b] in the bulk. More precisely, Theorem 2.8 in [CES22b] asserts that for any Wigner eigenvector u; with
eigenvalue away from the spectral edges we have

Qn(i) = S (<U-iuANui> - %TTAN) N2 N (1.8)

2 Tr(Ay)?



as long as Tr(AN)2 — 00, where AN = An — % Tr Ay is the traceless part of Ay and N stands for the standard
normal distribution.

In this paper we prove distributional results for the corresponding extremal statistics in the spirit of (ii) above.
The asymptotically normal random variables Qn (i) are expected to be almost independent for different indices ¢,
hence their extremal statistics should be classical. Indeed, our Theorem 2.9 below shows the Gumbel distribution
emerging for max; Qn (i), at least for GOE/GUE eigenvectors and Ay = diag(1,1,...1,0,...0). When Ay has
bounded rank, but is otherwise general, then (1.8) does not hold since (u;, Ayu;) is the sum of a few asymptotically
x? distributed random variables. Nevertheless the extremal statistics of the Qx(i)’s are still classical: either Gumbel
or Weibull, depending on the signature of Ay (see Theorem 2.6). These results may be considered as yet another
manifestation of the chaotic behavior of the GOE/GUE eigenvectors via a large class of statistics (parametrized by
Ap) that are sensitive to all eigenvectors at the same time.

1.5 Organization and Notation.

The organization of the paper is as follows: In Section 2, we give our main result comparing the variables (1.1)
and their Gaussian counterparts, as well as some applications, and a sketch of the proof. The proof relies heavily on
the key technical Proposition 2.11, which essentially asserts that, for the purpose of our observable, applying Gram—
Schmidt to Gaussian vectors is little more than rescaling; the proof of this result constitutes Section 3. Finally, the
applications of our main result to fixed-rank and diverging-rank problems rely on Gaussian computations, which are
carried out in Sections 4 and 5, respectively.

Throughout the paper, we use the following notation. We write ||v|| for the Euclidean norm of a vector v (always
writing vectors in boldface) and || M| for the corresponding operator norm of a matrix M. If M has size a x b, we
write

1M = miax max| M|
=1 j=1

for the entrywise maximum norm (in particular, we can take ||-|| of a vector v). The standard notation X Ly
means that the random variables X and Y have the same distribution, and ay = O(by) means that there is some
constant C' such that the sequences (an)F_;, (bn)F_, satisfy ay < Cby. The notation diag(mq,...,my) means
the diagonal matrix with entries m1,...,my along the diagonal.

Acknowledgements.
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2 RESuULTS

2.1 Main result.

Our main result states that the extremal statistics of quadratic forms of GOE eigenvectors coincide with those
of independent Gaussian vectors as long as the rank of Ay is much smaller than N'/2. To formulate it precisely,
let (u;)¥, be the £2-normalized eigenvectors of an N x N GOE matrix, and let (y;)¥; be i.i.d. standard Gaussian
vectors of length N, meaning that y; ~ N(0,Idxx ) for each i (so that |ly;]|*> ~ N).

Theorem 2.1. Let (An)R_, be a sequence of real symmetric deterministic matrices such that, for some § >0,
ky = rank(Ay) = O(N/27°%) (2.1)

and
sup ||An|| < oo.
N

1. If the deterministic real sequences (en)S—; and (dN)F_q, and the probability distribution x, are such that

N
CN m31X<Yi, ANyi) +dNn Nioo X in distribution
1=



and
suplen| < oo,
N

then

N
ey max N(u;, Ayu;) + dy NZyee X in distribution.

i=1

2. If the deterministic real sequences (c)_, and (dy )X, and the probability distribution X', are such that

v I?]%XKYM ANy +dy Nyeo X in distribution
and
sup|cy| < oo,
N
then
cy I{glx N|(u;, Ayw)| + dy Y3y in distribution.

Remark 2.2. Our result is stated for the real case, but the same result holds for the complex case, meaning when
the (u;)N., are eigenvectors of the Gaussian Unitary Ensemble (GUE), the (y;)N., are complex Gaussian vectors
normalized so that ||y;||* =~ N, and the Ax are complex Hermitian matrices. For simplicity we write the proof only
for the real case, as the argument for the complex case is exactly the same with some natural minor adjustments.

Remark 2.3. We comment on the relationship between our work and that of Jiang [Jia05, Jia06], which is a very
important precedent for us. Our paper and his consider the same underlying objects (what we will call \/N”yij — Yij
in, e.g., (3.27)) to compare the outcome of a Gram-Schmidt orthonormalization with independent Gaussian. His
work gives essentially tight estimates on their size. However, for the purpose of the extremal statistics our result boils
down to estimating a certain sum of products of these objects. One could estimate this sum by the absolute value
of each summand using Jiang’s estimates; this would lead to our result but with the tighter and non-optimal rank
restriction
ky = O(NY/379),

The details are given in Remark 3.9 below. To reach the exponent almost 1/2, which we believe is a threshold (see
Remark 2.4), one has to estimate the cancellations between terms in this sum; this is substantially more complicated
than applying the term by term estimates and it requires a quite different method. Our proof still uses some results
from [Jia05], namely in Proposition 3.4 and its corollary Lemma 3.3 below. These are borrowed for convenience: by
replacing the good event there with a high-moment expansion, like we give in the proof of Lemma 3.6, we could have
written a formally independent proof.

Remark 2.4. Of course, one wonders to what extent the restriction (2.1) is tight for Theorem 2.1 to hold. Some
restriction on Ay is necessary: If we take Ay = Id = Idyxn, then maxfi1<yi,yi> is the mazimum of independent
chi-squared random variables, so has Gumbel fluctuations, but maxY | (u;,w;) = 1 deterministically.

If extremal quadratic forms of GOE eigenvectors cease to have Gumbel fluctuations as the rank of An increases,
then the relationship between this phase transition and our result may be subtle, since our result relies on a comparison
between the GOE eigenvectors (u;)Y., and the independent Gaussian vectors (y;)N.,. For simplicity, consider the
case when Ay = diag(1,...,1,0,...,0) with ky = N for some a € (0,1). It may happen that there are two critical
thresholds, ;4. and agumbel, Such that

(i) max | N{u;, Ayw;) is well approzimated by the independent-Gaussian analogue max | (y;, Any;) for a <
Q4. but not beyond,

(i) and max ; N (u;, Ayw;) has Gumbel fluctuations for & < aGumbel (these two already imply i ia. < AGumbel);
(i) but aiiq. < AGumbel With strict inequality.

If such thresholds exist, we believe that probably asiq. = 1/2, but we leave open the value of agumbel- It may
happen that, for some o > «aiiq. (possibly even for any o < 1), one still has Gumbel limiting distribution, but for
the correct Gaussian approzimation one should take the vectors y; to be appropriately correlated Gaussians.



Remark 2.5. It would be interesting to study universality, i.e., to see whether Theorem 2.1 is true when the u;’s
are the eigenvectors of a nmon-invariant ensemble, such as generic Wigner matrices. At the moment, the main
difficulty is that existing universality proofs relying on the Dyson Brownian motion typically consider only finitely
many eigenvectors simultaneously (see [MY20] for the strongest result to date), while maxly | (u;, ANw;) involves all
etgenvectors at the same time.

The value of Theorem 2.1 is that it reduces the study of maxZ¥ , (w;, Axyu;) and max, |(u;, Ayu;)| to the corre-
sponding Gaussian problems. The latter are easier, since they are of the form max2 ; fa, (y:) for some deterministic
functions fa, (+), and especially since the variables f4, (y;) arei.i.d. The following subsection gives several illustrative
examples of how this theorem can be used in practice.

2.2 Corollaries and physical application.

To illustrate the use of Theorem 2.1, we prove limit laws for max® , (u;, Ayu;) and max, |(u;, Ayu;)| for two
special cases of Ay’s via performing the corresponding Gaussian calculation essentially explicitly. Theorem 2.6, with
proof in Section 4, completely characterizes the case when the matrices Ay have a fixed rank and fixed eigenvalues;
Theorem 2.9, with proof in Section 5, considers the special case of diverging rank when Ay = diag(1,...,1,0,...,0)
and rank(Ay) = N for some 0 < o < 1/2. Similar calculations for more general observables with diverging ranks
can also be carried out, but for the sake of brevity we refrain from doing so.

Theorem 2.6. Fix k € N and nonzero real numbers a1, ...,ar. Set
k .
a = maxa;, m = #{i:a; =a},
= (2.2)
k . .
Ay = ma1x|ai|, my = #{i:a; = a.}, m_ = #{i:a; = —a.},
=
as well as

eml(ay, ... ax) = log F(%) (2.3)

aj#a

log ( T(%), /Tljep (1 - 2 ) Fmye > m_
ajFa
C:n+,m,(ala---aak) = log P(f) ngil i]] 1+ ) me+ <m_
J *
171
log | T'(5+) ( [Lienu (1 - Z—J)> + < [Lseqm (1 + Z—J)) ifmy =m_
u’j#u’* aji—a*

(2.4)

with the empty product interpreted as one as usual. Write A for a Gumbel-distributed random wvariable, with dis-
tribution function P(A < x) = exp(—e™™), and ¥y for a %-Weibull—distribut@d random variable, with distribution

function P(¥y, o < z) = max(exp(—(—z)*/2),1). Suppose that
Spec(An) = {a1,aq9,...,a;,0,...,0}.
1. Suppose that a > 0. Then we have

N 00

35 m%X(ui, Anu;) —log N + (1 — %) loglog N + ¢y (aq, ..., ax) NI A in distribution. (2.5)
a i=

and

max(m4,m

2

N—»ooA

)) loglog N + ¢y, o (a1,....a8) = in distribution.

(2.6)

N
%a. max|<ul,ANul>| —log N + <1 —
ay i=1



2/k
2. Suppose that a < 0. Writing v, = %( 2 ) , we have

RT(k/2)
N+% ~
%—kl/km]%x(ui,ANuQ Ny Uy2  in distribution. (2.7)
k i=
(ITi s oyt
(If a < 0, then max¥,|(u;, Ayu;)| = max¥ (u;, (—An)w;), since —An is positive semidefinite; thus this

“fourth case” can be treated with (2.5).)

Remark 2.7. Note that the maximal statistics are all asymptotically Gumbel-distributed except for the case when
all the a;’s are negative, in which case they are asymptotically Weibull-distributed. This is not surprising, since the
latter case is essentially the same as the minimum of independent x? random variables. The latter are asymptotically
Weibull-distributed, related to the fact that the minimum has no tails: it is deterministically nonnegative. Also note
that the N-scaling in (2.7) is different from (2.5) and (2.6). This means that the Weibull results are not a direct
corollary of Theorem 2.1 (roughly, they would require cy = N2/% which is not bounded), but the elementary variant
of Theorem 2.1 needed here is given in Section 3.6.

Remark 2.8. The rank-one, complex-Hermitian special case of this result already appeared in the physics literature,
in a dual form. Indeed, if q is a complex unit vector, (w;)Y.; are GUE eigenvectors, and e; = (1,0,...,0), then by
rotation invariance

2 d 2

N )
max|uy (¢)]7,

m];x<ui, qq’u;) 4 m];x<ui,ele*{ui> = m]gx|ui(1)| ‘
i=1 i=1 i=1 i=1

N a N ,
max(u;, (—qq”)u;) = —minju (),

i.e., we are just considering the largest and smallest squared components of a uniform random vector on the unit
sphere. For these quantities, Lakshminarayan, Tomsovic, Bohigas, and Majumdar [LTBMO08] rigorously showed that

ijg1x|u1 (i)]* —log N N2\ in distribution,
P

N
—N? mi{1|u1 (i)|? N2 W, in distribution.
1=

We mention that these formulas look a bit different from Theorem 2.6, which is written for the real case, but they
follow directly from Theorem 2.1 and easy classical computations for compler Gaussians.

The physical motivation of the authors of [LTBMO0S] was to detect quantum chaos via extremal statistics of
eigenvectors. In particular, they performed extensive numerics for the eigenfunctions of the quantum kicked rotor
model in the strongly chaotic parameter regime and found Gumbel and Weibull distributions emerging. As often
happens in physics of disordered quantum systems, they used GUE eigenvectors as phenomenological replacements
for the actual eigenvectors and for this test case they could actually prove the limiting behavior. Our result for higher
rank observables An may inspire an analogous numerical study for the kicked rotor with higher rank observables, but
such investigation would go beyond the scope of this paper.

Theorem 2.9. Fiz 0 < o < 1/2, and let (An)F_, be any sequence of N x N matrices of the form
Ay = diag(1,...,1,0,...,0)

such that, for some e > 0,
[rank(An) — N¢| < N2 75,

Then
Viog N loglog N log(4 oo
( Noag/2 > m%x N{u;, Ayuw;) — N%\/log N — 2log N + o8 ;g + og(2 ) N2 A in distribution. (2.8)



2.3 Main steps in the proof of Theorem 2.1.

The proof of Theorem 2.1 goes by coupling. Namely, recalling that (y;)X, are i.i.d. standard Gaussian vectors
of length N with entries (y;); = yij, we will need both their Gram-Schmidt orthogonalizations (w;)Y; (with entries
(w;i); = w;j;), defined by wy =y; and

i—1 (i, ;)
WiZ:yi—ZMWj, i:2,...,N,

as well as their orthonormalizations

Yi ‘= ;
([l

with entries (7v;); = 7ij-
The following simple lemma is classical and its proof was already explained in Section 1.3.

Lemma 2.10. Let (w;)Y; be (*-normalized GOE eigenvectors. Then

d
(ug,...,un) = (v1,.--,YN)-

In other words, we realize the eigenvectors as the outcome of a Gram—Schmidt procedure on independent Gaussian
vectors y; and then we estimate the error. Since y’s are almost orthogonal, the effect of the first few Gram—Schmidt
steps is minor, but it adds up when we perform k of them. The following proposition, which is at the heart of the
proof of Theorem 2.1, shows that k < /N steps are still controllable as far as the extremal statistics of quadratic
forms are concerned. Its proof takes up the entire Section 3; some more intuition is explained in Section 3.1.

Proposition 2.11. Fiz § > 0, and take some sequence (k = kn)_, of positive integers satisfying

k=O(N'?77).
For each k, choose a k-tuple of deterministic real numbers (a1,...,ar) = (agk), ceey a,(ck)), and suppose there is some
fixed a > 0, independent of N and of k, with
max mgfc}agk)} < a. (2.9)
Then i
max Z (VNvi;)? max Zazyw N220  in prob. (2.10)
and i
N N —r00 .
(3 1, - 13 b 211
I;laf<<;a(\/_”yj ) max(Zayw> =0 in pro (2.11)
Remark 2.12. A close reading of the proof gives effective estimates of the form P(|...| > &) < Cp NP for any

fized € and D for (2.10) and (2.11).

Proof of Theorem 2.1. We give the proof for the version without absolute values, the version with absolute values
being similar. Write Y (respectively U, respectively T') for the matrix whose columns are y1,...,yn (respectively
uy,...,up, respectively ~1,...,7n). Since the distributions of Y and U are each invariant under orthogonal conju-
gation, we can assume without loss of generality that Ay is diagonal, and has the form

AN:diag(al,...,ak,(),...,())

for some real, nonzero aq, . ..,ar. Furthermore, since the distributions of Y and I are each invariant under switching
rows and columns, we have

N N 2 d N 9
max(y;, Avyi) = max Y ajyl = max > aiyy,
1= =

j=1 i=1

k k
m%xN(ui,ANuQ gmﬁxN(’yi,AN'm :m]g ZCLJ(\/_%J imj\é Zaz \/_%J ,
i=1



where the first equality in distribution in the second line follows from Lemma 2.10. The rest of the proof follows
from Proposition 2.11. o

Remark 2.13. The swapping of row and column indices in the above proof is very important: It allows one to
consider, not the first few entries of all the «;’s, but all the entries of the first few ~;’s. Since the effect of Gram—
Schmidt is smaller on vectors considered earlier in the process, this is a beneficial switch. We point out that we do not
know how to prove the analogue of Proposition 2.11 that considers maxle(Z?Ll ai(vV'N7ij)?) —maxé?:l (Zf;l aiy;)-
For the remainder of the paper, the first index in terms like v;;, typically denoted by i and subject to i < k, will
always track the order in the Gram—Schmidt orthogonalization procedure.

3 UNDOING GRAM—SCHMIDT: PROOF OF PROPOSITION 2.11

3.1 Preliminaries.

The Gram—Schmidt vectors -« are complicated rational functions of the Gaussian vectors y, but to leading order
Yi R yi/ VN, at least when 7 is not too big; this is the main intuition behind Proposition 2.11. We need to estimate
the effect of the error terms on the extremal statistics and it will be done in several steps; see Lemma 3.2 below. In
some easier steps, high probability Gaussian concentration bounds on the y’s suffice (Section 3.2) — this is similar
to Jiang’s method and it is sufficient up to k < N/3, see Remark 3.9. However, to reach our k¥ < N'/2 threshold,
we need to use a delicate cancellation mechanism in a big sum of Gaussian monomials; in Section 3.3 we apply a
fully nonlinear chaos expansion and bookkeep the various terms by graphs, reminiscent to a Feynman diagrammatic
expansion. Here we crucially use the martingale structure built in the Gram—Schmidt procedure: for any index <,
the first ¢ Gram—Schmidt vectors depend only on the first ¢ Gaussian vectors.

Define the error vectors A; (with entries (A;); = A;;) given by

i—1
Ai=0, A=) (yi,ve)y fori=2,... N,
(=1
and notice that -
i
Wi =Y¥i — Z<Yia'7€>'7é =yi— A
=1

The variables A; appear naturally in the Gram-Schmidt procedure, but they include the normalization of w
which is not convenient for expansions, so we will replace them by the variables A;, defined as

1—1
_ -1
Al ::O, A'L :N;<Y’Layl>yf for i:27"'aNa

which are polynomials in the y’s. Note that A /v N is the next order correction to «; =~ y;/v' N in Gram-Schmidt.
The main goal of Section 3 is to prove the following proposition, which essentially shows that higher-order corrections
can be ignored for our purpose. Proposition 2.11 will relatively easily follow from it in Section 3.5.

Proposition 3.1. Fiz § > 0. If

k=O(N'*7°),
then for every D > 0 there exists Cp > 0 with
kN ~ 1 _D

11



We introduce the intermediate quantities

i—1
1
AEI) =N E (¥, Wo) Wy,
=

i—1 i—1

1 1
AEQ) =N Z<Yiawl>}’£ =N
=

i—1

1
AEB) = N Z<y17yf - A§2)>YL
£=1

1—1
AEA) = %Z<Yia}’é - Eé>ye.
=1

Proposition 3.1 will follow from the following lemma (the constants 10 below do not matter; they simply guarantee
that we can use a few triangle inequalities).

Lemma 3.2. Fiz § > 0. If k = O(N/279), then for every D > 0 there exists Cp > 0 with

(Yi,ye — Ar)ye,
1

~
Il

2 (s 2| > g ) < Con 5
P (ol AL} — 85| > 7 ) < Con 2 (33)
(et a0 - 29| > ) < Con ", (3.4)
P(Ig@f%f A - AP > M%ﬂ) < CpN~D, (3.5)
P(@?g@%ﬂ&?) — Ayl > M%ﬂ) < CpN~P. (3.6)

The estimates (3.2), (3.3), (3.4), and (3.5) are easier; the technically delicate one is (3.6), where a full diagrammatic
expansion is used. The proofs of these estimates share the same starting steps, which we now describe in the case of

(3.2). One can rewrite

i—1
Ai= (Z ’Yﬂf) yi = MWy,

{=1

i—1
1 .
Al = (N > wewl ) yi = MOy,
(=1

and then observe that the matrices M) and M9 depend only on y1, ...

of y;, so that for each ¢ and j, we have the equality in distribution

Ay — AZ(-;) 4 Ugj’l)Z,

where Z is a standard Gaussian variable independent of everything else, and

0,1 . % K i )
(o1 ) o= (MO = MDY (MO — M) .

ij

With this information, the union bound gives

;e A — AD] >
P (o], - 2> g5

1
= kNmkaxmj\éXP(N(J(Q’l))2Z2 z 100

1
) < kNmkaxmj\éXP(‘Aij AW >
' j 10N1/2

12
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,Vi—1- In particular they are independent



Thus it remains only to understand N (o (©, 1)) , which we will see is o(1). For the proofs of the other estimates, we
write

1—1
. . 1
Al@) = M(Q’l)yz' where M@ = N ZYEWZT,
=1
. . =
AEB) = M(3’Z)yi where M(37Z) = N Z YE(YE - A§2))Ta
=1
. . 1 =8 -
AE4) = M(47Z)Yi where M®D = N Z ve(ye — AE)T7
=1
o o 1 i—1
~ . p - D) . T
A; = MOy, where M® = N;W}’e,

so that

1,2 . 7 7 K3 [
oy )P = (D) — MDD — M EDYT) .
M(2 i) M(3 z))( (2 i) M(3 i))T)jja

A AP LA e (0P
A§_J2_> _ Ag;?») 4 055,3)2, where (0292 := ((
Al(-?) _ Al(-;-l) 4 0§?’4) Z, where ( )2 ((M(3 ) s z))(M(3 A s i));p)jj7
Agj) - zij = Uf;l’oo)Z, where ( ) (M®D — (Z))(M(4 ) m)T)jj-

Here the Z’s denote standard Gaussian variables, not the same ones from line to line. In the proof of each estimate,

we will jump straightaway into estimating the relevant N 0”, showing that it is o(1). Sometimes this will be in the

sense of high moments (typically order 1/§ moments, where k = O(N'/279)), but other times we will just bound it
on a certain high probability “good” event which we now define, using the error variables

N
L; = — =1
|\/ Twil?

Lemma 3.3. Fiz § >0, k = O(N'/279), and consider the event

N [(Ya: ¥o)l k logN
= a ————— < a <
EkN {max|y b < log N} {(%ai)i (V) Lo log N ;N Izrzlf{(L Wi

| k
N {H})ax|wab| 210gN} {mjé{(|\wa|\2 < NlogN} N {m%{(lggfdAaﬂ < (log N)? N}

Then the complement of E; n has very small probability: For some ¢ > 0,

fori=1,...,N.

(3.8)

P((Ex,n)°) = O(e~ o8N,

The proof of this will be given after the following proposition, which collects some estimates of Jiang [Jia05], and
uses the error variable
EN(k) = max \/N’yij — Yij|-

1<iSk, 1SGSN

Proposition 3.4. Fiz some sequence (k = kn)_, of positive integers satisfying k = O(N'/2). Then for some

13



small ¢ > 0 we have

k 2
PG%WAM>O%NVV—>—Ow“WML (3.9)

N
logN>
VN

P(EN(k) > (logN)S\/£> = O(e_c(logN)2). (3.11)

Proof. (3.9) From [Jia05, Lemma 3.5], we have

3kN 2 —N/2
P(m’ax Al = t) < (1 + ) (3.12)
i=1 t 3(k + tv/N)

for any ¢t > 0. From our choice ¢ = (log N)?(k/N)'/2 in (3.9), this is at most

4 —N/2 o\ —N/2 ,
CN? (1—}—%) < CN2(1+(1()§7]]\\;)> :O(e—c(logN) )

P mgXLi > O(e_c(logN)2), (3.10)
i=1

for some C' > 0.

(3.10) From [Jia05, Lemma 3.6], we have
]P’(mlgmlx L; > T) < Ake—Nr?/16

1=

whenever r € (0,1/4), k < (r/2)N. We take r = N~/2(log N).
(3.11) From [Jia05, Theorem 5], we have!

\ 1 oy 1 2 —N/2
Plen(k) = rs +2t) < ke N7 /16 L 3EN ([ e /2+—<1+7> 3.13
( N( ) ) S t 3(k+t\/N) ( )

whenever € (0,1/4), s > 0, t > 0, and k < (r/2)N. We take, say, r = 1%\[, s = logN, and t =
(log N)2\/k/N.
O

Proof of Lemma 3.3. The L and A terms follow immediately from Proposition 3.4. The two events in (3.8) involving
w’s are actually included in the other four events: this is true for the vectors since w,, is a projection of y, and hence
[IWall < |lyall, and true for the scalars since |wep| < |Yab| + |Aas|, both deterministically. So only the basic Gaussian
events remain to be proven, which are routine: Of course

P nfixlyunl > 0 ¥ ) < NPyl > log ) < N exp(~(1og N)*/2),

but also

P rréva_>§|<ya,yb>|>N1/2logN < 2N?P
atb

Zév:l Yiy2n log N
N ~ N2 )

N Yoo v
P(m§{<||ya||2 > NlogN) <NP| ==L > 10 .

n writing Theorem 5, Jiang writes the last denominator as 3(k 4+ v/N) instead of 3(k + tv/N), which suffices for his purposes. But
indeed he proves the sharper result with 3(k + tv/N), as can be seen by comparing his proof of this result with the statement of his
Lemma 3.5.

14



The two probabilities on the right-hand sides of the above display are each superpolynomially small (precisely, the
first is at most 2 exp(—(log V)?), and the second is at most 2 exp(—N log N/2)). Indeed, they describe large deviations
events for the sample averages of N independent variables (distributed as the product of two independent Gaussians
in the first case, and as x? in the second case), which fall under Cramér’s theorem, the upper bound of which is valid
at finite V. The rate function in the first case is

I():—(—1+\/1+4x2+10 ( 1+”1+4x2)) ?,

which is convex, vanishes at zero, and is at least N~!(log N)? when evaluated at 2 = N~'/2log N. The rate function

in the second case is I(z) = 3(z — 1 — log z), evaluated at = = log N. O

3.2 Proofs of the simpler bounds (3.2), (3.3), (3.4), and (3.5)
Proof of (3.2). Since

1 1 1
VejVeg — 5 WeWeq = WejWeg | 775 — 77 |»
Sy T / q<|wz|2 N)

and the w;’s are orthogonal, we compute

N
Naly)? = N = MO = MO )5 = N 3 M = MO0

N -1 i—1 1 1 1 1
= NZZ Z wﬁjwéqwfljwé/Q(|wl||2 - N) (sznz - N)

Notice that
Le Le(Le+2)

‘IIW@I2 - N‘ - N‘ Iwell? ‘ -

o~ H\/ Twel?

so that on the good event &; v from (3.8), we have

2 5
kN (0.1)y2y < 9 3log N o 100k (log N) < N-1/2
max max(N(o;;)%) < Nk(2log N) (1ogN)N(T3/2 <S—x SN
so that
kN Oy\2,2 o 1 —1/2 2 ¢
max max P N(o;;")* 2% > 00 <P(NY2Z2 > 1/100) + P((Ek.n)°))- (3.14)
1= j=
The first term on the right-hand side is O(exp(—cv/N)), and the second term is O(e~c(°8 N)Q) from Lemma 3.3;
combined with the general estimate (3.7), this finishes the proof (and gives a better estimate than we need). O
Proof of (3.3). We compute
| N it 2
1 2 ,1)
)y NZ M®9)j9) _NZ(ZWJ_% wfq)
q=1 \/=1
i—1i—-1 N 117171 1i1
=N Z DD A Arjuwegueg = N AgjDerj(we, wer) = > AGlwel
NSz 1g¢=1 =10=1 =1
On the good event & n from (3.8), we have
o i N (0 0D)2 < N=Th(N-4)2 N log N < | —— ) log N.
i=1 j=1 Y VN
The rest of the proof is as in (3.14). O
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Proof of (3.4). We compute

N /i1 2
i i 1
NP = N3 (MED — MOD)50)7 = &5 <Z e (Dag A@?))
q=1

i—1 i—1 N

NZZZ%W (Agg — qu)(A . Af;)

(=14¢'=1q=1
1—1 i—1

- _Z Z YejYe s <Ae - A§2),A , A§,2)>.

(=1¢=1
1
N1/2

From (3.2) and (3.3) we see that P((E,E?j\?))c) = Op(N~P) for any D. On 8,&?}3) we have

Consider the good event

=1

5,&?}3) = {maxmaX’A” A(2

(- P, 22 <1
so that, on 5 ’n &k, N, we have
N (2,3) k 2
=2 [
max max N(o;;"™) ( N) (log N)
The rest of the proof is as in (3.14). O

The proof of (3.5) relies on the following result.
Lemma 3.5. If§ >0, k = O(N'/279) and p > 1 is an integer, then

4p
k @ X A@ XN\ k. —4ps
é{rél/a_xlIEKAe NN ]gq(m < C,N=4%%,

Proof of Lemma 3.5. First we compute

/-1 -1

<A,§2) —A,AD - Ae/ = < (Yo, —Am)Ym, Z (ye, _Am’>ym/>
m/=1

l—

1 ¢-1

Z Z (Yo, Ay, A ) (Yms Yimr)-

To estimate this, we need to bound (ys, A,,) in high moments, when m < ¢. For any fixed p we have

m—1 2p m—1 2p
EKYEv Am>2p] = ]E (Z <Ym575><}’5575>> = Z ]E H(<ym575a><y5575a>)]
s=1 81,...,82p=1 a=1

and since £ > m > max>? | s,, we can do the Wick theorem separately on m and £. Write Py, for the set of partitions
mof {1,...,2p} into p pairs, and notate m = (by,...,b,) with blocks b; = (s1(b;), s2(b;)). Since (ys,Vs') = 055, We
find

2
m—1 P m—1
2py _ _.
E[(ye, Am)™] = E E H5sl(bj),32(bj) = Fy .. 0,
51,82p=1 \w=(b1,...,bp) € Pap j=1 51,.,82p=1

16



Notice that F' = Fy,  s,, depends only on p and on the cardinality of the set {s1,...,s2,}, but not on the actual
values of the s; themselves. Since this cardinality takes values in {1,...,2p}, there is some upper bound F' < C,
regardless of m and £. Furthermore, Fy, . s, vanishes unless this cardinality is at most p, i.e., it vanishes if any s;
is alone. Thus E[(y¢, A,,)°] is at most C), times the number of ordered tuples (s1, ..., S2p) such that each s; takes
values in {1,...,m—1} and such that the set S = {s1, ..., s2p} has cardinality at most p (forgetting the requirement
that no s; be alone, to get an upper bound). We can pick such a tuple in the following way: First choose p distinct
elements of {1,...,m — 1}, and fix this as an alphabet. Then select one element of this alphabet, 2p times: the first
is called s1, the second called so, and so on. This procedure produces (mgl) p?? tuples, which overcounts (since, e.g.

when p = 2, the ordered tuple of all ones can be created both by the alphabet {1,2} and by the alphabet {1,3}), so

E[<Y€a Am>2p] < Cp (m N 1) < Cpmp.
p

Standard Gaussian estimates show
E[llym|*] < C,N?

li
and, for m # m/,

] = > Elllym|[] < CpNP.

F:(b1,...,bp)epgp

E[<ymaYm/>

Thus

]ERA?)—E@,A, A@}

-1 -1 2p
NP Z Z E [H (ye, Ama><y4/, Amg><}’ma , Ym;l>
=1

M1,y M2p= 17711 ..... m’2p a=1
-1 ¢-1 ) ) ) 2
<N E[(ye, Am) PIFEyer, D) FTF B, Y ) P15
m=1m'=1
min(¢,6')—1 p
i i i
< N_2 Omm + Z yfu ]GPE[<y€’7Am’>6p] 6pE[<ym7ym’>6p] op
m,m’=1 mz#m/
<C (NfQ(kkl/leﬂN—i— kzkl/zkl/le/Q))% _c (i>4p.
=~ Mp p \/N
O
Proof of (3.5). As in the proof of (3.4), we compute
1—1 i—1
(3, 4) (2) (2)
N( 7/] szylﬂw <A A A A2/>
(=10=1
so that, for integer p > 1, using (a weaker consequence of) Lemma 3.5,
1 p 9 P
kN 3,4 1 2) X 2 X \*|* k

BV € (NS Bl Bl #e(af - Bnal - 30)"| ) <o (%)

0,0'=1

From (the analogue of) (3.7) and Markov’s inequality, we find

1 1
P (ol - 07| > ) < v ubetiep (VG2 > )

\/

i=1 j=1 10N1/2 i=1 j=1 i 100

k2 p
< kN(100)PE[Z27] m%lx mﬁfc E[(N (o)) < CkN (N)
1= Jj=
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which suffices by taking p large enough. O

3.3 Proof of (3.6) via graphical expansion.
The proof of (3.6) relies on the following lemma, which we prove after.

Lemma 3.6. There exist constants C, such that, for each integer p > 1, we have

i mix E[(N (0! 2°)2)P] < © LAY
pax A ij SN

Proof of (3.6). From (the analogue of) (3.7) and Markov’s inequality, we find

P (mlgix m]gX’A@ - NZ

i=1 j=11 "

1 (4,00)\2 2 1
i >W> ’“Nl?afr?fxp(m% T

)

k p
< P 7207 ok I (4,00)y2\p] v
< kN(100)PE[Z ]rfljf(r;n:ach[(N(U )9)P] < CLkN %)
which suffices by taking p large enough. O
Proof of Lemma 3.6. We start by computing

N o N /i-1 N 2
N( 4 OO) NZ (i))jk)2 = %kz (Z (—Alk)>

=1 \¢

Yej
=1
1 1 o
> yejyefj<Ae, Ael>
1¢=1

1 i-1i—-1 N o | izlis
SN vy Aoy = N >
é:l 0=1k=1 (=
and
o -1 V=1 1 -1 ¢'—1
<AZ;AZ’> = <Z y2;ym Ym, Z <YE/7Ym’>Ym’> = m Z Z <y27Ym><YE/7Ym’><Ymaym/>7
m=1 m/=1 m=1m/=1
so that

01—1 £—1 é—lé

ST B S o) oi

Ly, Lp L, =1m1= 1mi=1 mp=1m}=1

(3.15)

H Yeui Ve, (Yew Yma ) (Yer s Yme ) (Yma> Yme, ) |-
a=1

Notice that everything is now written in terms of the y variables, which are independent Gaussians, so in computing
this expectation via the Wick theorem, the only question is which indices coincide. Write A for an assignment of
values to these indices, formally a function from {1,...,4p} to {1,...,4 — 1}, interpreted such that, for k =1,...,p,
A(2k — 1) is the value of ¢, A(2k) is the value of ¢}, A(2p+ 2k — 1) is the value of my, and A(2p + 2k) is the value
of mj,. Not all functions from {1,...,4p} to {1,...,i — 1} are valid assignments; a legal assignment is one in which
my <l and mj, < ¢}, for each k, and legal assignments are the only kind that appear in (3.15). Write < for the set
of all legal assignments. Then define

yai= HW 390, (Vs Yma )Y Ymr ) (Yo Ymr, )

where the indices have the values assigned to them by A, so that

E[(N (o)) N R

Acd
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Say that a pattern P = P(A) is the knowledge of which £ and m variables coincide in A (formally, for each assignment
A, create a graph G 4 whose vertices carry the variable names “/1,” “¢},” ... “m,,” “m;,” and such that two vertices
are connected in G4 if A assigns them the same value; then a pattern P is an equivalence class of assignments A,
where the equivalence relation is A & A’ if G4 = G4/). Each assignment A belongs to exactly one pattern, and in
fact E[y 4] depends only on the pattern P to which A belongs; thus we abuse notation by writing E[yp] instead of

E[ya]. If &2 denotes the set of all legal patterns, and
a(P):=#{Ae o : P(A) = P},

then we can write equivalently

E[(N(ol; ")) = N~ 3" a(P)Elyp]. (3.16)

Pez

Now our goal is to estimate a(P) and |E[yp]|. Notice that yp (technically y 4, where A is a member of the equivalence
class represented by P) is a product of some terms of the form y,; and some terms of the form (y,,ys). In principle
its mean could be exactly computed for each P, by doing all of the integrations, but this is more work than necessary;
on the other end of the spectrum, one could do none of the integrations, which roughly means estimating each (y., ys)
by N(1+9a)/2 and each Yaj by one, but this is not good enough. We need to do some of the integrations, and it
turns out that it is sufficient to only do integrations of the following simple type: Whenever a # b # ¢ and X is
independent of y;, we have

Ey, [(¥Ya: ¥6) (Y5, Ye) X] = (Ya, ye) X,

(3.17)
Ey, [Y6j (Yo, y0) X] = ya; X.

That is, in the estimation, we pay careful attention only to indices which appear exactly twice.
At the end, we will carry out a procedure we call a straight estimate, which we now explain. Consider expectations

of the form . 5 §
puglupling)

with each v, of the form y, ; for some r,, each v, of the form (ys,,y,) for some s, # t3, and each V. of the form
lyu.||? for some u., and with a, 3, > 0, including allowing different indices to coincide. A straight estimate, which
amounts to just a power counting, is the following:

(1) () 11

« B 2l
< (H Ejoa]**7) —> (H Envbr‘*ﬁ“}—w%ﬂ) (H E[|vc|“+ﬁ*”1—a+é+v>

a=1 b=1 c=1

< Ca,,@,v(Nl/z)ﬂNV'

In our case, o, 3, and v will take values in some finite set depending on p, so we can write max, g~ Ca, g,y as some
Cp. This means it suffices to just count how many norms and how many inner products of distinct y’s we have.

So our procedure is to use (3.17) repeatedly in a certain precise way we describe below, then apply a straight
estimate for the remaining factors. Roughly speaking, we will count how many times we can apply (3.17). Note that
each application gains a factor N~/2 over the straight estimate. A final power counting shows that we can apply
(3.17) sufficiently many times to obtain our target bound.

We track the integrations using a graphical notation that we now introduce. The basic idea is that we are going
to define one fixed graph, which at the beginning has no colors. For each assignment A, we will obtain a graph & 4
by coloring the vertices of this graph in up to k distinct colors; multiple vertices with the same color correspond to
multiple appearances in A of the same index. Then applying the rules (3.17) corresponds to “contracting” an edge,
in the sense of erasing an edge from some v to some v’ and also erasing an edge from v’ to some v”, and drawing a
new edge from v to v”.
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The basic graph has 4p + 1 vertices and 5p edges. We name the vertices by index names in the assignment, with
a slight abuse of notation: We have vertices “f1,” “£1,” ..., “€,,” “€,,” “my,” “m3,” ... “m,,” “m;,,” plus one special
vertex called “e;” Later we will assign values to these variables, but these will appear in the graph as colors. If
{1 = 4, then we have a vertex called ¢; with the “color” 4, not a vertex called 4. The edge set consists of the cycles
e — Uy —mg—m) — L, —e; for each a € [1,p], and we will use the term unit to refer to a vertex subset of the form
{lo;mq, m,, 0.} for some a € [1,p]. Occasionally we will use the term abusively to denote these four vertices plus
the three edges between them; or to denote these four vertices, the three edges between them, plus the two edges
between them and e;j. The p = 3 graph is shown in Figure 1 (although the basic graph “has no colors,” we draw the

e; vertex in white to remember that it is special).

Figure 1: The basic graph when p = 3, before coloring, with one of the three “units” labelled.

The point of this graph is that edges correspond to inner products that are present in y,4; for example, ya
contains (y,,ym,) and <ym1,ym/1> but not <ygl,yg/1>. Scalars like yp, ; are thought of as (ye, ,e;) where e; the jth
vector in the standard basis, and this is the point of the vertex e;; it is special because the naive size of (y,,ys) is
order N(+%)/2 hut the naive size of (y,,e;) is order one.

To encode assignments A in the graph, we color the vertices other than e;, recording different values by different
colors. Fix once and for all k colors, which we will sometimes number. For each assignment A, we start with
the basic graph whose p = 3 case is shown in Figure 1, then obtain a graph we call &4 by coloring the vertices
according to the assignment. For example, if A assigns ¢1 to 7, £} to 8, my to 9, and m} to 9, then the vertex
{1 gets the “color” 7, the vertex ¢} gets the “color” 8, and so on. For example, when p = 3, the assignment
A={l, =10, =10, =3,0, =503 =805 =9,m; =2,m] = 3,ma =4,mh =6,m3 =7,my =7} is drawn in
Figure 2 (choosing, for the sake of the picture, actual colors).

This corresponds to

YA = U3ysiUsiy7i¥e; (Y1, ¥2) (y1, ¥3) (y2, ¥3) (Y3, ¥4) (¥5, Y6 ) (Y4, ¥6) (y7, ys) (yo, ys) [ ys]*. (3.19)

(If A’ also has pattern P, then &4, will be related to &4 just by replacing the colors — for example, the pink
vertices in Figure 2 could instead be colored brown.)

One of the main enemies in our counting is the presence of monochromatic edges, meaning edges connecting
vertices of the same color, like the edge between mg3 and mj in Figure 2, since they correspond to norms like ||y7|?
which are large, of order N. It will be very important for us that only p of the edges can be monochromatic, namely
those between m, and m/, for a = 1,...,p. The edges between ¢, and m,, or between ¢, and m], can never be
monochromatic, since in (3.15), we always have m, < ¢, and m/, < £,.

It will be useful to keep track of which colors are shared across units, which we will do using a second auxiliary
graph, that we will call the unit graph and denote by 4. This graph has just p vertices, each vertex representing
a unit. The vertices have no color, but if two units each contain a vertex of a certain color, then we place an edge
of that color between them. Two vertices can be connected by multiple edges (if each has a red vertex and a blue
vertex, say), but only of distinct colors (if two units each have two red vertices, we put one red edge between them,
not two). For example, Figure 3 shows one example graph & 4 and the corresponding unit graph {4 when p = 4.
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Figure 2: A sample graph &4, for the case p = 3 and the assignment A = {{; = 1,0}, = 1,0, = 3,0, =5,03 = 8,0, =
9,my = 2,m) = 3,ma = 4,m}) = 6,m3 = 7,m4 = 7}. For example, the vertices ¢; and ¢; are both assigned the
“color” numbered 1, which is drawn in light blue for the figure, and the vertex m; is assigned the “color” 2, which
is drawn in light cyan for the figure. This graph has exactly one monochromatic edge, namely the edge between ms
and mj, which are both colored pink. (This name is slightly abusive, since we do not color the edges, unlike in the
unit graphs we introduce later; “monochromatic” refers just to the colors on the vertices which the edge connects.)

€j

(G}

HUa o ] ® o

Figure 3: A p = 4 sample graph & 4 and the corresponding unit graph i{4. Notice that & 4 has colored vertices and
colorless edges, while 4[4 has colorless vertices and colored edges. The unit graph has a light blue edge between the
first and second vertices because m) and ¢5 are both light blue, and so on. Notice also that, although the first and
third units each have two orange vertices, we only put one orange edge, not two, between the first and third vertices
in the unit graph.

The unit graph will eventually tell us how many integrations we will do, i.e., in which units we will apply (3.17),
in the following way: Say that a vertex v in the unit graph is monochromatic if all edges touching it have the same
color, otherwise polychromatic. By convention, we take isolated vertices to be monochromatic. In the unit graph in
Figure 3, the third and fourth vertices are monochromatic.

Suppose the number of polychromatic vertices in 4 is ¢ € {0,1,...,p}. For j = 2,3,4, let n?c (respectively,
n}*°) be the number of polychromatic (respectively, monochromatic) vertices in {4 whose corresponding units in & 4
have exactly j distinct colors. For example, in Figure 3, we have ¢ =2, n}“ = 0, n}* =1, nf* =1, n* =1, nc = 0,
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ny'® = 1. Notice that ¢, the n?c’s, and the n'’s depend only on the pattern, not on the assignment. Notice also
that

ng"+ s+ nit =g, ny4ng 4t =p—q
We then make the following claims:

o Claim 1: For each p, there exists C,, with

mc mc

[Elyp]| < Cp(N?)"2 78" (N/2)m0 (N2)8 (v3/2) i N (3.20)

e Claim 2:
anc+3npc+4npc7q+2nmc+3nmc+4nmc
a(P) < k2n5 +3nE"+ang 53 AR (3.21)

Assume these claims for a moment; then since

2n8° 4 3n8° 4+ 4nf° — ¢+ 2nY° + 3n5C + AngC > 2(nS  + 0k + nf) — g+ 2P+ 0P+ nP) =q+2p—q) = p

and
2n5° + 3nz° +4nj° — q2+ 2ny' 4+ 3nz" + 4ny® +2(n5 +nh® + n¥e) + g(nic +n3) + ny'c
=305 + ;ngc + gnic — g +3(ny' + 15" + ni') < 3¢+ 3(p — q) = 3p,

we have

k p
—3p < — .
sup N-a(P)Elyr] < (=)
We plug this into (3.16); since the number of legal patterns (i.e., the cardinality of the set &?) depends on p but not
on N, this completes the proof of Lemma 3.6, modulo the claims above.

We start with Claim 1. Notice that E[yp] is of the form (3.18), and that applying the integration rules (3.17) to
an equation of the form (3.18) produces another equation of the form (3.18). In fact, we will start with E[yp], apply
(3.17) some number of times, and eventually take the straight estimate on what remains.

Since the straight estimate is just power counting, we can consider it one unit at a time. The straight estimate
for any unit is at most C, N2, since there is at most one monochromatic edge (namely, the one between the m’s),
which has size N, and two bichromatic edges, which each have size v/N. The straight estimate for a unit with four
distinct colors is N3/2, since there cannot be any monochromatic edge. From (3.20), we see that we are taking the
straight estimate for all units corresponding to polychromatic vertices in (4, and for all units with two distinct colors
corresponding to a monochromatic vertex in 4. We treat the other units as follows:

o If the unit has exactly three distinct colors and corresponds to a monochromatic vertex in L4, then there are
two distinct colors that appear in the unit exactly one time (and another that appears twice); since at most
one of these also appears in other units, at least one of these only appears in this unit. Suppose it is the color b;
then E[yp] either has the form E[(y., ¥s)(ys, ¥c)X] where a, b, and ¢ are distinct and X is independent of yy,
or has the form E[yy; (ya,¥s)X] where a and b are distinct and X is independent of y;. Either way, we apply
(3.17) to reduce by one the count of inner products of distinct y’s, while leaving the counts of norm-squares
unchanged. Then the straight estimate on the result will be at most N3/2, which is exactly what we want for
(3.20).

o If the unit has exactly four distinct colors and corresponds to a monochromatic vertex in L4, then there are
two distinct colors that appear in the unit exactly one time, and appear in no other unit. We integrate each of
these as in the case of three distinct colors; each gains a factor of v/N, so the straight estimate on the result is
N, which is exactly what we want for (3.20).

This finishes the proof of Claim 1 (3.20).
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Now we prove Claim 2. Without the factor of —g, (3.21) would be trivial, and in fact usually an overcount: We
just choose two colors (k?) for the units with two colors, three colors (k?) for the units with three colors, and four
colors (k*) for the units with four colors, to obtain

pc pc pc mc mec mc
CL(P) < k2n2 +3ng +4n, +2n5 +3n3 " +4n}y , (322)

which overcounts because it does not impose the requirement in some patterns that colors overlap between units. To
account for this, we introduce a new auxiliary graph, called the path graph B 4, which is obtained by removing some
edges from the unit graph by the following procedure:

Fix a color appearing in (4, say blue, and notice that the “blue subgraph” of {4 consisting of all blue edges and
incident vertices is the complete graph on its vertex set Vj, by definition. Remove edges as necessary until the blue
subgraph is just a single path spanning V;. Repeat for every color that appears in 4.

Notice that the path graph can be the same as the unit graph, if no edges needed removing. One example is in
Figure 4.

This unit graph ... ... could lead to this path graph ... ... or to this path graph.
*—0 [ ] o*—0 [ ] *—9 ([
®. @ ®.
[ ] ® ® ([ ®
® () [

Figure 4: An example of the multiple path graphs that can be obtained from a given unit graph. The middle and
the right graphs have no extraneous edges, so if they were themselves unit graphs, they would be the same as their
corresponding path graphs.

It is certainly not unique (see Figure 4), but it has the good property, by construction, that its edge set can
be partitioned into paths of different colors: exactly one blue path, exactly one red path, and so on. It is easy to
see that each edge of the path graph saves one color with respect to the count that ignores inter-unit connections,
meaning that if 84 has r edges, then

CL(P) < k2ngc+3n§°+4ni’c7r+2ng‘c+3n§‘c+4n2‘c. (323)
However, if v is polychromatic in {4, then it is clearly also polychromatic in 4, hence has at least two incident

edges in P 4. Thus P4 has ¢ vertices with at least two incident edges; hence r > ¢, which means that (3.23) implies
(3.21) and finishes the proof of Lemma 3.6. O

3.4  Proof of Proposition 3.7.
The goal of this subsection is to prove the following:

Proposition 3.7. If
k=O(N'27%),

then for every fized D, > 0 there exists Cp . with

k
N -
P A
<f§1§§§ ailijyig

=1

> 8) < CD)EN_D.
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Proof. We start with Markov’s inequality

p
P (r;ﬂ_ax Z a; A ijYij ] ,

=1
and finish by applying Lemma 3.8 below for some large p. O

§ az ij Yij

i=1

>5> < Ne™ pmaxIE

Lemma 3.8. Ifp > 1 is an integer and a is as in (2.9), then

o] (o) o )

Proof. This is essentially an easier analogue of the proof of Lemma 3.6, so we skip the details in some steps. We

T )] £ S8 S ()

i1,..tp=1mi1=1ma=1 mp=1

max E

p
H YipiYmej <yib ) ymb>
b=1

Inside the expectation, the only question is which indices coincide, so we write A for an assignment of values to these
indices; P for the associated pattern, i.e., the knowledge of which i and m variables coincide in A; <7 for the set of
all legal assignments; and & for the set of all legal patterns. Write also

p
A= H (27
b=1

ya =[] Yiniymusi Fies Ym)-
b=1

Then

k p
El(Z aizijyig) 1 = N7 aaBlyal.
i—1 Aet

As before, E[y4] only depends on the pattern of A, but now ay actually depends on A itself; however, since
max?_,|a;| < a, we have maxacs]aa| < aP, so that

(Sedom)

where a(P) is the number of assignments with pattern P. We will again use graphs & 4, but the basic graph now has
2p + 1 vertices and 3p edges: Vertices named “i1,” ..., “ip,” “m1,” ..., “myp,” plus one special vertex called “e;,” with
edges along the cycle e; — i, —my, —e; for each b =1,...,p. A sample colored graph with p = 4 is given in Figure 5,
along with a pictorial definition of unit, consisting of only two vertices this time, and the associated unit graph 4.

Write ¢ for the number of polychromatic Vertices in L4. All units have exactly two distinct colors, so there is no
more need to separate out ¢ = n5° +nk +n}; we distinguish only polychromatic from monochromatic vertices. We

make the following claims:

<a’N7" > |Elyall =a?N7? Y a(P)[Elyp]| (3.24)
Aca pPeZ

o Claim 1: For each p, there exists C, with
[Elyp]| < Cp(N'/2)t (3.25)

e Claim 2:
a(P) < k*71, (3.26)
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Figure 5: A p =4 sample graph & 4 and associated unit graph (4.

Assuming these claims, we find

k p
-p < v
sup Nra(P)Elyr) < G-
which, in light of (3.24), finishes the proof.

Now we prove Claim 1. Here the straight estimate for any unit is /N, and this is what we take for all the
units corresponding to polychromatic vertices in £{4. In the units corresponding to monochromatic vertices in (4,
we integrate: If the vertex corresponding a unit is only incident to edges of a single color in (4, then there is one
color that appears in that unit but in no other unit; we apply (3.17) on this color to get rid of the inner product
for this unit, so that the straight-estimate size of the result is C,. If the vertex corresponding to a unit is isolated
in 4Ly, then each of its colors appears in that unit but in no other unit; then we apply (3.17) as above, so that the
straight-estimate size of the result is C},. This proves (3.25).

The proof of Claim 2 here is a near-verbatim copy of the analogous argument in the proof of Lemma 3.6: The
estimate k% would be trivial and an overcount, so we again take a path graph ¥4 of the unit graph 4, each edge
of which genuinely reduces the entropy in colors, and which has at least ¢ edges. O

3.5 Proof of Proposition 2.11

Proof of Proposition 2.11. We give the proof of (2.10) (the version with absolute values), the proof of (2.11) (the
version without absolute values) being similar. Whenever (A, )évzl and (Bj)é-vzl are deterministic real numbers we
have

’max|A + B; |—max|A I| <

max| B; .
=1

In particular

k k
N N
r]n_alx Z GZ(\/_%J ‘ max Z azy” rn:a Z az(\/—%J Yij)yij| + r?af( Z ai( \/_%J vij)?
i=1 i=1 i=1 (3 27)
N b '
< max Z az(\/—%] Yij )Yij| + aksN(k)2.
i=1
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For any § > 0, (3.11) gives limy_, oo P(aken(k)? > §) = 0, which handles the second term on the right-hand side.
The first term on the right-hand side requires more work. It is naively bounded by 2ae (k) maxévzl Ef:1|yij|, but
this is essentially order k\/k/—N from (3.11), so we need something more sophisticated to take k almost order N1/2
as desired. The idea will be to replace v N Yij — Yij With &Z—j, up to small error; these two quantities have the same
naive size, but the gain is that for &ij one can apply Proposition 3.7 (we do not know how to prove the analogue of
Proposition 3.7 with Eij replaced with \/N%-j — Yij)-

Since
N
VINYij —yig = =5 + (yij — Aij) [will? -1

k
Z aiNijYij

i=1

(even when ¢ = 1), we have

k k k k
< + o (mige L) (i el | (e el + (e a1

k
Z ai(VNYij = Yij )Yij
i=1

A union bound and standard Gaussian tail estimates give

2

—s2/2
e R 3.28
sV 2T ( )

which tends to zero if we take, say, s = log N. For any § > 0, by our choice of k and Proposition 3.4, we thus have

P (ak (mlax Ly ) (max lyill) [ (max 1Al + (mie lyill) ] > o)

=1

< ]P<mkax L; > log N
i=1 VN

N
P (i Iy ]| > 5) <

N k log N
)+ (ulixlyill > o ) + Pl Ad| > 257 ) o

Furthermore, we have

k k k
D ailiyig| < [ ailiyi| + | D ailAy — Ay)yys|.
=1 =1 =1
If )
k N ~
En = {r?_afu?_alx‘Aij — A < N1/ }7
then

k
N ~
P i(Aij — Aij)yij
(gl_af Z} ai(Aij = Aij)yi;
The first term on the right-hand side tends to zero for any 6 > 0 by (3.28), and the second term tends to zero by
Proposition 3.1.
Finally, an application of Proposition 3.7 finishes the proof. o

> a) < P(akN 2w Iyl > 6) + P(ER).

Remark 3.9. As mentioned above, adapting arguments of Jiang [Jia05] gives an easier proof of Theorem 2.1 in
the restricted case when ky = O(N1/3_5), which we mow sketch, ignoring things like log factors and “with high
probability.”

It suffices to prove the analogue of Proposition 2.11 with ky = O(NY37%). As explained just following (3.27),
the difficult task is to show

k
mjglx QZ%‘(V N7vii —vij)yij| = 0 in probability.
=
i=1
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The easy route is to move the absolute value inside, ignoring cancellations. This turns out to work for k = O(N1/3_6),
as we are currently explaining, but to get up to k = O(Nl/zf‘s) one needs to take the cancellations into account; in
fact, this is the main novelty of Section 3. Taking the absolute values inside, one bounds this by

k
N
en (k) max Zl|yij| S ken (k).
i

Since Jiang’s work essentially shows en(k) < 1/% (see (3.11)), we want kw/% to tend to zero, which leads us to a
threshold k < N'/3,

3.6 The Weibull case.

The Weibull results we claimed in (2.7), i.e. the case of max} ,(u;, Ayu;) with Ay = diag(as,...,ax) and
ai,...,ar <0, do not directly fit into the framework elsewhere in this section, since the scaling is different. (Up to
log factors, the maximum of N independent x2 variables with k degrees of freedom is order one, but the minimum is
order N—2/ k) In this section we give the necessary variant on our arguments. To simplify the statement and proof,
we discuss minima and take all a; positive, rather than maxima with all a; negative. The proof of (2.7) is just a
combination of the following lemma with the Gaussian computations given in Lemma 4.3.

Lemma 3.10. Fiz k, and fix a1, ..., ax all positive. Then

k k
N N
2/k . ) 2 . . 2 N—o0 . ..
N [IIE{I( E a;(VNv;j) ) ?E?(_E 1 alyij>] — 0 n probability.

J
i=1
This result follows from Lemmas 3.11 and 3.12 below. The former is longer than the latter, but the latter relies
in a crucial way on the former.

Lemma 3.11. For fixed k, we have

k k
N N
N2/ l ! 1?( E ai“’?j) - mi{l< E aw%)] N2 an probability.
=1\ “ J=1\ 4
=1 =1

J

Proof. Since wi; = y1, when k = 1 there is nothing to prove. In the remainder we assume k > 2.
Consider the good event

k
N
Ev={forall j=2,...;kandalli=1,...,5— 1, |{y;,v)| < (log N)*} N {Nz/kmilll<zaiyi2j> < 10gN}-
= \i=

We make two claims: First, on the event €y, for every € > 0 there exists Ny(¢) such that for all N > Ny(e) we have

k k
N N
N2/k |f;2?< E aiw?j> — IJ11_1111< E aly%)]
=1 =1

Second, limy_, o P(En) = 1. Notice that these two claims suffice to prove the lemma.

We prove the first claim, and assume tacitly in the following that we work on £y. Throughout, we write Cf, 4 for
positive constants which depend on (ay,...,ax) and/or on k, but not on N, and which may change from line to line;
we write C' for absolute constants which change from line to line. Write j, for the (possibly non-unique) minimizing
index for the y problem, i.e., minj-\[:1 Zle aiyy; = Zle a;yy;. . From the second set in the definition of £y and the
strict positivity of all a; this implies

<e. (3.29)

(log N)©

k
Hiljf(|yij*| < Cka N1k (3.30)
From the first set in the definition of £y, we find
i—1 i—1
1 (log N)¢
Ay | < —= i Ye)We4, | < ——— wej, |, 3.31
| J | \/N ;Ky 7€> 1% | \/N ;' 03 ( )
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and hence, via (3.30),

i—1
(log N)¢ 1ogN )¢
+ A4, < Ca N1k Z|w£g*

lwij, | < |yij,

From the triangular structure of this inequality, we find

r?§1X|wij*| < Ck,a%
Plugging this back into (3.31) yields .
i) < O ERE (3.82)
We use (3.32) along with (3.30) to estimate
N [k N [ k k
N2k [Ijn_ull <Z aiwfj> ~ mmin (Z aw%)] < NF [Z ajwl, — Z a:yi),
i=1 i=1 1:1 i=1
= N/ [Z ai(=2yi5. Aij. + AF))
i=1
< Cr.oa N?/*(log N)C( _1 -+ L_) (3.33)
NzT% N1+%

This tends to zero, which is a one-sided inequality towards (3.29) (in the sense that there is no absolute value on the

left-hand side of (3.33)). For the other side, we write jx for the (possibly non-unique) minimizing index for the w

problem, i.e., min}_, Zle a;wy; = Zle aiwizj#. To estimate this minimum from above we use (3.33) together with

the second set in the definition of £y. This implies

log N
I?El)(’wij#’\ca(?{g/‘l/k) 5 (3.34)
thus
c
’AU#} Cka% foreach i=1,...,k,
log N)¢
’yij#‘ ’ww#’—i—‘AU#’ C’W((;sl/k) foreach i=1,...,k.

Like before, these estimates give

k k k k
N N
2/k | 1 2 : 2 2/k 2 2
N2/ lrjn_lrf( E aiyij> —TJIE?( E aﬂﬂq‘)] < N% [E iYij, — g ai’wij#‘|
i=1 i=1 i=1 i=1

k
= N?/* lz ai(2yij, Dij, — AF,)

i=1

1 1
< Ck,aN2/k(10gN)c(N%+% * N1+%>’

which gives the other side of, and therefore completes the proof of, (3.29).
It remains only to show P(Ex) — 1. We have

(Nz/k min Z aiy? < log N) S,
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since the Gaussian computations in Lemma 4.3 show that the random variable N2/¥ minj»v:l Ele aiyfj has a limit

in distribution. For the inner products, we note that on the good event & n from (3.8), we have ||w;]|~! <
N-Y2(1+L;) <CN~/? and

1 _
(¥ vl = m|<ymwz‘>| SONTY2([{y;ya)l + llyslllAll) < Clog N)?

forall j =2,...,kand all ¢ =1,...,5 — 1; since Lemma 3.3 showed P(;,n) = 1 — o(1), this completes the proof
that P(Ex) =1 —o(1). O

Lemma 3.12. For fized k, we have

k k
N
N2/k [m1n< E a;(VNij;) ) — m1111< E aiw%)] NZ20 i probability.
, J=1\4
i=1 =1

Proof. Using the positivity of a;’s, one can compute

N2/E | - VN~ LR B S L B A P ST
k N >
=: |max|—— — 1| | Xn.
(i—l (w2 }

Since Lemma 4.3 below shows that the random variables Yy := N2/* mimﬁ-\]:1 (Zle aiy?j) have a limit in distribution,

and Lemma 3.11 showed that Yy — Xxn tends to zero in probability, the random variables X also have a limit in
distribution. Thus it suffices to show max?_; | N||w;|| =2 — 1| tends to zero in probability, and since the maximum has
only k terms, we can show that |N||w;||=2 — 1| tends to zero in probability for any fixed i. But the variable [|w;||? is
distributed as a x? with N — i + 1 degrees of freedom (see, e.g., the proof of [Jia05, Lemma 3.6]); hence the second
moment of N|w;||~2 — 1 has an explicit form, which tends to zero for every fixed i. O

4  GAUSSIAN COMPUTATIONS: FIXED RANK

The punchline of Section 3 is that, in order to compute certain extremal statistics related to Haar orthogonal entries,
it suffices to compute the same extremal statistics with the Haar entries replaced by rescaled independent Gaussians.
These Gaussian calculations will be done slightly differently depending on the signature structure of A, and by
orthogonal invariance we may assume that A is already diagonal. We thus start our proof of Theorem 2.6 by making
Gaussian computations in the following three lemmas, which handle, respectively, the case where all eigenvalues of
A are positive; the case where some are positive and some are negative; and the case where all are negative.

Lemma 4.1. Fiz k € N and real numbers a1, . . ., ax, which are all positive, and write Ax = diag(aq,...,a,0,...,0).
With the same constants defined in (2.2), (2.3), and (2.4), and with A a Gumbel-distributed random variable, we

have

1 00
_mj\éx<yl,ANyl> log N + (1 - %) loglog N + ¢ (as, ..., ax) NZpeo p

in distribution.
2a i=

Proof. Although the cases of different multiplicity m (the number of a;’s equaling the largest value, a) could be
treated simultaneously, for pedagogical reasons we treat first the case m = k, then the case m = 1, then the case of
intermediate m.

The case m = k, i.e. a1 = --- = ax = a, is easy; the result is then equivalent to the maximal fluctuations of X%
variables, i.e., to the statement § max® ,{X;} —log N + (1—k/2)loglog N +1logI'(k/2) — A where the X;’s are i.i.d.
X3’s, and this is a very classical result (see, e.g., [EKM97, Section 3.4]).

We now assume m = 1, i.e., there is a unique largest a;, which we assume without loss of generality to be
the last one ar. Momentarily writing y; = y;1, we first need large-t asymptotics for P(Zle a;y? > t). Write
E, = {(z1,...,2x) € RE . Y j a;z; < t} for the relevant ellipsoid and its interior; then this probability is of course
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the integral of Gaussian measure over Ef, which we estimate by working k-dimensional hyperspherical coordinates

Zk—1+\/zi+2271
Zk

2

. In
\/zi+2271+"'+z?+1

(ry@1,...,pK—1), with ¢; = arccot for j =1,...,k —2 and ¢r_1 = 2arccot

these coordinates, we have

k
1 _ ke . S
P(Zaiyf >t> 27T)k/2/ (/ . ke 1d7”> in* 2 (p1) sin" 3 (a) - - sin(pp—2) AP
=1 Tt

E

2t)2k/2/ (/ e T b 1du>f(%5)gSink2(<P1)Siﬂk3(<P2)"'Sin(90k2)d<ﬁ (4.1)
s S,

215 2
= g fy (e ) @it s ga) vt 47
7T

where dg = 1—[;@;11 dej, where S, = {(p1,...,06-1) : 0< ¢ < mforj=1,...,k—2, and 0 < 1 < 27}, and
where

t
Te(B) =1e(p1, s 0r-1) = (| Tz
f(&)
F(@) = a1 cos®(p1) + az sin® (1) cos®(¢2) + az sin®(p1) sin®(p2) cos®(p3)
o ag_1sin®(py) - sin®(p_2) cos? (1) + ag sin?(p1) - - - sin? (pr_2) sin®(pr_1).

(The last equality in (4.1) holds since f(F) is m-periodic in @r_1, which does not appear anywhere else, i.e.,

f[o,w]kﬂx[o,ﬂ] = f[O,w]k*QX[w,%r]')
The right-hand side of (4.1) is now amenable to the Laplace method. The integral in u is slightly unusual, since
the exponential is maximized at the endpoint u = 1; this variant on the Laplace method gives, for any ¢ with

f(B) #0 (ie., Lebesgue-a.e. @),
/ eitQJy(Qﬁ) uk71 du ~ f(@)tilei 2fz<ﬁ) ,
1

which leaves us with an integral of the form

/ 9 Ph(F) A,
[0,7]

with g(g) = —#@ and h(@) = f(F)' % sin*2(¢1) sin®3(py) - - - sin(pr—2). Because of how we ordered the a;’s,

the function g takes a unique maximum on [0,7]*~1 at §* = (7/2,...,7/2), where it takes the value —i, and

where it has Hessian V2g(<ﬁ)|$_¢,* = L diag(ar — ax, a2 — ax, ..., ax—1 — ai). Since h(F*) = f(F)% =a, 7, we
- k

obtain

k k k—1
%5 1/27\ 7 1 & 1 e
P WPt~ [ = 2 %
(Ey ) <2w>k/2t<t> g Wl)klnk_l c
k/2 .
\/7 t_%efm.

Now we will use the following classical result in extreme value theory (see, e.g., [EKM97, Proposition 3.3.28]):
Suppose that F' and G are distribution functions with infinite right endpoint, i.e. max(F(z), G(z)) < 1 for every z,
such that for some sequences (cn)F_y, (dn)F—; with ey > 0 we have

lim FY(cyz 4+ dy) = A(x). (4.2)

N—o0
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Then

lim GN(cyz +dy) = Az +b)
N —oc0
if and only if

1-F
im (x) _ b
z—+o00 1 — G(CL')
We apply this with G the distribution function of Zle a;y? and F the distribution function of ay times a x? variable
ie.,

F(z) = /\/% e_y;

2
Nor dy which has 1— F(z) ~/— U =12~ 707
/= V2 T
Then
1—F(x)
i
:E—1>I-|r-loo 1-— G(x)
and since (4.2) holds with ¢y = 2ay, and dy = 2ax(log N — $loglog N — 1logm) (see, e.g., [EKM97, Section 3.4]),
we obtain
1 k—1 .
i - —1 1-=2 d A
maX{Za y”} en | x og E( ak> +dny | = Ax)
which is what we want.

Finally we handle the case of 1 < m < k, and without loss of generality we assume the a;’s are ordered as
a1 < - K Ag—m < Ofg—mt1 =

= a; = a. Notice that in this case
F(@) = a1 cos® (1) + az sin®(p1) cos®(g) + -+ + ag—m sin® (1) - - -

i.e., f(P) actually does not depend on wg— 1,

082 (p—m) + asin®(p1) sin? (o) -
up a factor

- sin’ (‘Pkfm)
,k—1. Thus we can integrate these out first in (4.1), and we pick

k—1 m—2
. m—2 .
/[0771-]7711

sin (@) -sin(ora)  [[ dey =[] Uowsmj } H 2 /7T %% mos T(1)

r(%)
,@r—m) and dp = HFl dp;, and then using the Laplace method on the remaining
k — m variables just as above, we find
k
P (Z aiy; > t)
i=1
k

N[

=7 2
j=k—m+1 7=0
so that, writing ¢ = (i1,

NE

2tz % o0 _pout k. g . . m—
CHZENCY /[]m(/ 0 au) ) s () s (a) s k) g

2t2 T 2 7 1_k 1 : 1= glts—-m
~—_— — a "2 a
t@2m)k2T(2)\ ¢

+ E—
1\k—m rrk—m €’ I‘(m) R t2 e 2a,
\/(a_2) [[= (@ —ay) 2 [[;=" (a—ay)

We use the same tail-equivalence result from extreme value theory, still with G the distribution function of >, a;y7,
but now with F' the distribution function of a times a x;, variable, i.e

F(.”L‘) — 7(%’ %)

20)' 7% .
— which has 1— F(z) ~ COMIE S
(%)
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which is known to satisfy (4.2) with cy = 2a and dy = 2a(log N + (%5 — 1)loglog N —logI'(§)) (see, e.g., [EKMI7,
Section 3.4]). We obtain

k k—m
N
max{z aiy?j} <enlz—= log ( ) +dn | = Az),
J=1 14
=1 j=1
which is what we wanted. O
Lemma 4.2. Fiz k € N and nonzero real numbers ay,...,a, at least one of which is positive, and write Ay =

diag(ay,...,ax,0,...,0). With the same constants defined in (2.2), (2.3), and (2.4), and with A a Gumbel-distributed
random variable, we have

1

% mﬁx(yl, Anyi) —log N + (1 — —) loglog N + ¢ (ay, . .., ax) N2 N in distribution
a =1
and
1 - o
%a mj\élx|<yi,ANyi>| —log N + (1 - %) loglog N + ¢y, 1 (a1,...,ax) N2 A in distribution.
a i=

Proof. As before, we split the proof into cases for pedagogical reasons. In the first half we treat the case without
absolute values (when we assume without loss of generality the ordering a; < --- < ay), treating first the case m =1
and then the case m > 1. In the second half we treat the case with absolute values, when we assume without loss of
generality (up to flipping the signs of all the a;’s) the ordering

Ap = Ap—1 ="+ = Oh—my+1 =0, Ok—my = = Qg—mt+1 = —G, a > max(0,max(|al,...,|ax—m])).

m4 many m_ many

Here we treat first the case when m, :=my 4+ m_ =1, then the case m, > 1.

The case without absolute values when m =1 is very similar to the case when all a;’s are positive; the difference
here is that the shape {(z1,...,2;) € R¥ : > a;z7 <t} is no longer an ellipsoid, but rather a type of conic section.
Its complement can be parametrlzed in our k: dlmensmnal hyperspherical coordinates as

{(r,cpl,...,gok_l) : f(@) >0and r > t/f(gé’)}

(This is also true in the case when all a;’s are positive, but there the condition {f(Z) > 0} is satisfied for every ¢,
which is no longer true when some a;’s are negative.) Then

2t2 e _pu? _ Nk o k— . -
(Zazyl /t> e (e ) @ st o) s 3(a) - sinin-2) a7

using the crucial set Gz = {p1,...,p5-1 € [0,7]*"1 ¢ f(F) > 0}. But, ordering a; < ... < ay without loss
of generality as above, notice that this set is open and contains ¢* = (7/2,...,7/2); hence the Laplace method,
expanding in a small neighborhood about this point, works in the same way as before.

Next we consider the case without absolute values but with m > 1. We still have the crucial property that f({J)
does not depend on @iy y1,- .., Pr—1, SO we can write f(F) = f(p), naturally define G, and then note that Gz has
the product structure Gg = G, x [0, 71]™~1; hence we can integrate out @, _m11,...,9k_1 cleanly and then proceed
in the same way as before.

Next we consider the case with absolute values and m, = 1. Up to flipping the sign of every a;, we can assume
that my = 1 and m_ = 0. Here the relevant sets are

{(zl,...,zk) cRF:

t} ={(re1, o 0k-1) D[P > 0 and r > /[ f(P)]}-
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so that

0

k
2
E a;yY;
=1

BYECORE |c

where |G| = {¢1,...,pp—1 € [0,7]*"1 1 |f(F)] > 0}, which still contains the crucial point ¢* = (7/2,...,7/2) at
which the exponential argument Wlﬁ)\ is uniquely maximized (notice this is still the maximum since we assumed ay,

S w2
(/ e dU) F(@) % sinh 2 (1) sin*3(g2) - - sin(ipr_s) A
1

ol

also had the largest absolute value). Furthermore, the function f is positive in a neighborhood of ¢*; hence for the

purpose of the Laplace method we can drop the absolute values, and obtain the same asymptotics as before.
Finally we consider the case of absolute values and m, > 1, i.e. when there are multiple largest |a;|’s, with

maximal value labelled a,, of which there are m many positive ones and m_ many negative ones. We handle this

by writing
k k k
P( HE t) - P(z e t) +P(z<—ai>y$ > t).
=1 =1 =1

Earlier arguments show that the terms on the right-hand side behave asymptotically, respectively, like chtm_z‘+ ~le~7er

and ¢_t"5 ~le"x for some constants ¢y and c_. Thus the asymptotics of the sum are dominated by term corre-

sponding to max(m4,m_). When m, = m_, the terms have equal size and the constants add. O
Lemma 4.3. Suppose ai,...,ar < 0 are fived, write Ay = diag(ai,...,ax,0,...,0), and write V)5 for a %—

Weilbull-distributed random variable (i.e. with distribution function Wy o(z) = min(exp(—(—z)¥/2),1)). Then with

= 3iriem)

we have "
N N
%71 ma1X<yi, ANyi) Nzpee U2 in distribution.
k Foi=
(Hj:l |aj|)
Proof. In the case a; = - -+ = ap, = a, we note that whenever x < 0 we have

”YkNQ/k N : 2 . 2 € " k/2
P (—a) r§1:alx azyij Sz | =P Zyil > _W — exp(—(—z)"").
i=1 i=1

When the a;’s are not all the same, we will use the classic result (see, e.g., [EKM97, Proposition 3.3.14]) that the
domain of attraction of Wy, is closed under tail-equivalence; precisely, if F' and G are distributions with right
endpoints at zero and there exists a positive sequence (cn)3F_; with

lim FY(cnz) = Uia(z), <0,
N —o00

then
lim GV (bz/chx> =Wy 2(x), <0, (4.4)

N—o00

if and only if
. 1—=F(x)
lim

1-F

We use this with F(z) = exp(—(—:z:)g) and cy = ﬁ, which has limg4 ﬁ = 1, and with G the distribution

function of Zle a;Z?, where the Z;’s are independent Gaussians. That is, for < 0 we have

iy L )
|-Gy = 2207 T b du ) (— £(3)) ¥ sint 2 (1) sin(02) - sin(px_s) A
(2W)k/2 [0,7]*=1 \Jo
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with the notation f(&) from before, and then dominated convergence gives (4.5) with

. —1
- (ﬁ /[ o1 </ “k_ldU><—f<<z>>-%sm’“*(wl)sm’“*(wz)-~sin<‘%’k2)‘“5)

-1
) (W /[ ]“(—f(sz))%smk2<sol>sink3<soz>---sin<9‘”f—2)d¢> e

where the last equality is Lemma 4.4. Then (4.4) gives the result. O

Lemma 4.4. Fizr k € N and a1,...,ax > 0. If we let

a1 cos? (1) + ag sin® (1) cos? (p2) + as sin’ (1) sin?(@2) cos? (¢3)
+ a1 sin®(p1) - - -sin® (g _a) cos? (pr_1) + ag sin®(p1) - - - sin? (g o) sin? (pr_1),
then b2
kg ke . - us 1
[ 5@ st o) st (on) - sin(ioroa) df = T e
— eI

Proof. Consider the axis-aligned ellipsoid E = {(z1,...,2) € R¥ : a12? + --- + axz? < 1}. On the one hand, we
know that its volume is L times the volume of the n-dimensional unit sphere, i.e.,

VIL @

Vol(E) = — " L2 !
CORED T 0, FLOR) T o

On the other hand, we can find the volume of F in hyperspherical coordinates (r,¢1,...,¢n—1); it is described by
{(r,@) : 0 < 7 < rmax(P)} for some function rpay(F) which we now compute. Since one changes variables back as

z1 = rcos(¢1), z2 = rsin(pr) cos(ps), . .., 2k = rsin(py) - - - sin(pg ), we have

1= aleaX(SZ)2 COSQ(‘PI) + a2TmaX(95)2 sin2(<p1) COSQ(@Q) +ee akTmaX(ﬁ)Q Sin2(901) e 'Sin2(<ﬁk) = TmaX(ﬁ)Qf(ﬁ)v

so that
TmaX(SB)
Vol(E) = / / R sin? =2 (1) sin® 3 (0p) - - - sin(pp_o) dr d@
s, Jo
2 -k . L_2 . k—3 s -
=1 f(P) 72 sin" (1) sin" " (p2) - - - sin(ipp—2) AP
[0,71']1671

and now we match terms. O

Proof of Theorem 2.6. This follows immediately from Theorem 2.1 for the Gumbel limits and Lemma 3.10 for the
Weibull limits, along with corresponding Gaussian computations, namely Lemmas 4.1 and 4.2 (which give (2.5) and
(2.6)), and Lemma 4.3 (which gives (2.7)). O

5 GAUSSIAN COMPUTATIONS: DIVERGING RANK

The goal of this section is to make Gaussian computations in a representative case of diverging rank.

Lemma 5.1. Fiz 0 < a <1, and let (kx)%_, be any integer sequence such that, for some ¢ > 0,

lky — N®| < N%7¢, (5.1)
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If we define
AN:diag(l,...,l,O,...,O), rank(AN):kN,

then (recalling that (y;)N., are i.i.d. standard Gaussian vectors)

Viog N loglog N log(4 o
< Nojg >mj§1X<Yi7ANYi> — N%2/log N — 2log N + o8 ;)g + 0g(2 ) N2 N i distribution. (5.2)

Proof. We will need the lower and upper incomplete gamma functions, respectively (-, -) and T'(-,-). They can be
defined for complex arguments, but for us it suffices to consider nonnegative real arguments and the definitions

v(s,x)z/ t5 et dt, I‘(s,x)z/ tsle~tdt.
0 x

With the positive sequences (pn)F_;, (gn)F—, defined by

Na/Q -
pN—pN,a-—W, (5.3)
log(4mlog N)
= N = N*4+2N2( JlogN — —=——=""1 ) 5.4
4N = gn, + ( og 1/log N (5.4)
notice that (5.2) is equivalent to
N A A
maxi— (yi, ANys) — an N3>OO A in distribution,
PN
i.e., to showing that for every real x we have
e . N .
exp(—e ") = lim P(maX<YiaANyi> < pNCC-HJN) = lim P((y1, Any1) < pvaz+qn)"
N—o00 i=1 N—oco
k ot N
= lim [1- P, Be)
= - ,
e o)
where the last equality is an elementary calculation. Writing
kn
n=mn = —
N 2 )
I'(n, PNITHIN
an(x) = an,o(z) = (Ti)
and Taylor-expanding log(1 — =) ~ —z, we find that it suffices to show
lim Nay(z)=e"" (5.5)

N —oc0

for arbitrary x, an analysis exercise that takes up the remainder of the proof.
We will use the following estimate, due to Wimp, published in [BG07, Proposition 3]: Uniformly for ¢ > 1, with

en(x) = Z %T,
m=0
pu(t) ==/t —log(t) — 1,

o ene(’zt) N % 5(_t)1t erfe(v/nu(t)) (1 + Onstoo (%)) : (5.6)
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(Notice that limg)q % = %, so there is no singularity at ¢t = 1.)

On the other hand, one can show that

te,_1(nt 1
ee#n(?)) =14+0p5+0 (%), uniformly in ¢ > 1.

Indeed, the left-hand side is, for each n, a non-decreasing function of ¢ > 1, bounded above by one, whose value at

t=1is 1+ 0(1//n). Since F;’z’:)t) = e "e,_1(nt), these two estimates give

I'(n,nt) 1 pu(t)

I'(n) Vot—1

erfe(v/mp(t)) (1 + O (%) ) uniformly in ¢ > 1. (5.7)

We use this with

PNT + ¢ N W log(4me=2% log N
t=tn(z) =tn(2) ::NTVN: <k_) (1+2N /2<\/1og - g(4 élogNg ) :

N
As above, we find lim,, o % = % Thus to show (5.5) it suffices to show
tn(z)—1
. Nerfc(\/ﬁ( 7 )) .
lim =e 7 (5.8)
N —o00

2
i erfeV/nu(ta(2)))
N—oo erfc(\/ﬁ(—t" (\%_1 ) )

To show these, we first observe the following elementary-calculus consequence of (5.1). For some ¢, C' > 0, and for
N large enough depending on z, we have

eN™2\/log N < tn(x) —1 < CN~*/2/log N. (5.10)

This implies both limy e v/1(tn(z) — 1) = +00, thus by Taylor expansion limy_,e v/np(tn(z)) = 400, as well as
limpy 00 n(tn(x) — 1) = 0. Applying these with the asymptotics lim,_, | erfe(z) exp(z?)zy/7 = 1 and the Taylor
expansion

=1 (5.9)

s— 2
lim —% — )
S,|,1 (8—1)3 -

we can check (5.9) as
tn(z)—1

erfe(Vap(ta(z)) (tn(z) — 1) 7
Nlﬁnooerfcw(ut:@%)):z&ﬁ%oexp[”(t - )| 2l =

To check (5.8), we will need the quantities (recall that ky = 2n)

N> —2x —2x
= a log(4me™ =" log N log(4me™*"log N
() :_“%<2N /2(\/1ogN— (4 T )>) = +/log N — (4 T ),

sn(z) = \/g(tn(x) 1= \/§<k—:(1 AN/ 2 (2)) — 1> — (@) + O(N9),

where the last estimate follows from (5.1). These therefore satisfy

liinoo(rn(a:)Q — sn(2)?) =0,

so we can verify (5.8) as

Jim g erfc[ ﬁ(mﬂ _ o Noep(=sa@)?) N exp(=ra(@)?)

NG N3eo 2T sn(2) Noeo 2 /m  m(2) ’
where the last computation is elementary. This finishes the proof of (5.5) and thus Lemma 5.1. O
Proof of Theorem 2.9. This follows immediately from Theorem 2.1 and Lemma 5.1, which give (2.8). O
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