arXiv:2212.11634v1 [math.PR] 22 Dec 2022

Extreme eigenvalues of Log-concave Ensemble

Zhigang Bao^*

Hong Kong University of Science and Technology mazgbao@ust.hk

Xiaocong Xu^‡

Hong Kong University of Science and Technology xxuay@connect.ust.hk

Abstract: In this paper, we consider the log-concave ensemble of random matrices, a class of covariance-type matrices XX^∗ with isotropic log-concave X-columns. A main example is the covariance estimator of the uniform measure on isotropic convex body. Non-asymptotic estimates and first order asymptotic limits for the extreme eigenvalues have been obtained in the literature. In this paper, with the recent advancements on log-concave measures [18, 36], we take a step further to locate the eigenvalues with a nearly optimal precision, namely, the spectral rigidity of this ensemble is derived. Based on the spectral rigidity and an additional “unconditional” assumption, we further derive the Tracy-Widom law for the extreme eigenvalues of XX^∗, and the Gaussian law for the extreme eigenvalues in case strong spikes are present.

1. INTRODUCTION AND MAIN RESULTS

1.1. Background and matrix model. Let q_1, · · · , q_N ∈ R^M be i.i.d. isotropic log-concave random vectors. That means, E q_i q^∗_i = I and q_i possesses a density function exp(−V ) where V is convex. The commonly considered sample covariance matrix of q_i’s is defined as

H ≡ H_N := 1 N N∑ i=1 q_iq^∗_i =: XX^∗, (1)

with X := (x_1, · · · , x_N ) = N^{−1/2}(q_1, · · · , q_N ) is the scaled random matrix. The study of the random matrix H dates back to [35], which was motivated by the question “ How many independently and uniformly chosen points on an isotropic convex body are needed for the empirical covariance estimator to approximate the identity sufficiently well?”. The question then boils down to the estimate of the extreme eigenvalues of the random matrix H, since uniform measure on isotropic convex body is isotropic log-concave. The problem has been investigated in [15, 31, 46, 49, 5, 44], and the strongest result is obtained in [2]. It is shown in [2] that in case M ≤ N ≤ exp( √ M), one has 1 − C √ M N log 2N M ≤ λ_M (H) ≤ λ_1(H) ≤ 1 + C √ M N log 2N M with probability greater than 1 − exp(−c √ n), with numerical constants C, c > 0. Here we ordered the eigenvalues in descending order λ_1(H) ≥ · · · ≥ λ_M (H). The above non-asymptotic bounds also match the asymptotic estimates of the extreme eigenvalues in the regime M ≡ M(N) and M/N ≡ y → y^∞ ∈ (0, ∞) in [17], which read λ_{M∧N} (H)^P−→ (1 − √ y^∞)^2 =: λ^∞_− , λ_1(H)^P−→ (1 + √ y^∞)^2 =: λ^∞_+ , as N → ∞, (2)

where the first convergence is proved in the regime y^∞ ∈ (0, 1). Prior to the above convergence of the extreme eigenvalues, the Machenko-Pastur law (MP law) for H was proved in [45]. Specifically,

*Supported by Hong Kong RGC grant GRF 16303922 and NSFC grant 12271475 and NSFC22SC01 ‡Supported by Hong Kong RGC grant GRF 16301520 and GRF 16305421

denote by ν_{1N} :=^1_M ∑_M i=1 λ_i(H) the empirical spectral distribution of H, the results in [45] states that as N → ∞, the measure ν_{1N} converges weakly (a.s.) to

ν_y∞_{,1}(dx) := 1 2πxy^∞ √( (λ^∞_+ − x)(x − λ^∞_− ) ) +dx + ( 1 − 1 y^∞ ) + δ(dx) (3)

In the sequel, we will use the notations λ_+, λ_−, ν_{y,1} which can be obtained via replacing y^∞ by the non-asymptotic parameter y =^M_N in the definitions of λ^∞_+ , λ^∞_− , ν_y∞_{,1}.

In this paper, we take a step further to study the asymptotic behavior of the eigenvalues of H, especially the extreme eigenvalues, on a local scale. The MP law in (3) depicts the global behaviour of the eigenvalues. A control of the eigenvalue locations down to the scale slightly above eigenvalue spacings is called “local law”. A systematic study of local law started from [26]. We also refer to [25, 27, 28, 29], the survey [12] and more references therein for the local semicircle law for Wigner type matrices. For the covariance type of matrices, the local MP type laws have been obtained in [11, 51, 48, 3, 38]. A direct consequence of local law is the spectral rigidity, which can be regarded as a precise large deviation control of the individual eigenvalues. The local law and spectral rigidity serve as the main technical inputs for the universality of local statistics. Especially, based on the dynamic approach and the Green function comparison approach, equipped with the local laws, the extreme eigenvalues of many random matrix models have been proved to follow the Tracy-Widom law, which is also known as the edge universality. For instance, we refer to [29, 24, 40, 4, 33, 39, 41, 38] and also the monograph [30] for the development on these approaches. Specifically, for covariance type of matrices, the local law and Tracy-Widom limit have been obtained in [48, 47, 9, 11, 22, 21] for sample covariance matrices and sample correlation matrices. In this work, we extend this line of research to the log-concave ensemble H.

A major technical input for the proof of local laws is a Hanson-Wright type inequality, namely, a concentration inequality for the quadratic forms of a column or row of the random matrices. Thanks to the recent breakthrough [18, 36] on the lower bound of the isoperimetric coefficient in the KLS conjecture, a sufficiently sharp Hanson-Wright type inequality is possible for the log-concave ensemble; see Lemma 3.3 below. Based on this concentration inequality, the proof of the local law and spectral rigidity then follows the strategy in [48]. Nevertheless, the proof of the edge universality requires one to control high-order correlations among the matrix entries, which brings the major obstacle in contrast to the independent case in [48] or self-normalized independent case in [47, 9]. Instead of the general log-concave ensemble, we consider the sub-class of unconditional log-concave ensemble, for the edge universality. Further, again for the unconditional ensemble, we consider the case when the isotropic covariance is perturbed by a finite rank of spikes, and derive the Gaussian law for the extreme eigenvalues when the spikes are sufficiently large.

In the next subsection, we state our main results.

1.2. Main results. Throughout the paper, our basic assumption is as follows.

Assumption 1.1. We make the following two assumptions on H = XX^∗.

(i)(On X) We assume that X has i.i.d. columns x_i’s, and x_i’s are isotropic log-concave. (ii) (On y) We assume that M/N ≡ y → y^∞ ∈ (0, ∞) \ {1}, as N → ∞.

To state our main results, we first introduce some basic notions that are commonly used throughout the whole paper. We first introduce the notions of stochastic domination which originated from [23].

Definition 1.2 (Stochastic domination). Let X = ( X^{(N)}(u) : N ∈ N, u ∈ U^{(N)} ) , Y = ( Y^{(N)}(u) : N ∈ N, u ∈ U^{(N)} ) be two families of random variables, where Y is nonnegative, and U^{(N)} is a possibly N-dependent parameter set.

We say that X is stochastically dominated by Y, uniformly in u, if for all small ϵ > 0 and large D > 0 , sup u∈U^{(N)} P (| |X^{(N)}(u) | | > N^εY^{(N)}(u) ) ⩽ N^{−D} for large enough N > N_0(ϵ, D). If X is stochastically dominated by Y, uniformly in u, we use the notation X ≺ Y , or equivalently X = O_≺(Y). Note that in the special case when X and Y are deterministic, X ≺ Y means that for any given ϵ > 0, |X^{(N)}(u)| ≤ N^ϵY^{(N)}(u) uniformly in u, for all sufficiently large N ≥ N_0(ϵ).

Our first result is on the rigidity of the eigenvalues. Let the classical locations of the eigenvalues γ_j ’s be defined as follows: ∫_{λ+} γ_j ν_{y,1}(dx) = j − 1/2 N . (4)

Theorem 1.3 (Spectral rigidity). Suppose that Assumption 1.1 holds. For any 1 ≤ j ≤ M ∧ N, we have |λ_j(H) − γ_j | ≺ N^{−2/3}(min{M ∧ N + 1 − j, j})^{−1/3} . (5) Next, we turn to the limiting distribution of the extreme eigenvalue. We need a further assumption on the ensemble.

Definition 1.4 (Unconditional random vector). A random vector ξ = (ξ_1, . . . , ξ_n) is unconditional if

(ξ_1, · · · , ξ_n)^d= (δ_1ξ_1, · · · , δ_nξ_n)

for any choice of signs δ_1, . . . , δ_n independent of ξ.

For any Hermitian matrix A ∈ C^{n×n} we use λ_1(A) ≥ · · · ≥ λ_n(A) to denote the ordered eigenvalues of A. Let X^w be an M × N random matrix with i.i.d. mean 0 and variance N^{−1} Gaussian entries, and the corresponding sample covariance matrix W := X^w(X^w)^∗ is known as the real Wishart matrix. Denote P^W as the probability measure according to which the entries of X^w are distributed. P^H is defined analogously. We then have the following result

Theorem 1.5 (Universality of largest eigenvalue). Suppose that Assumption 1.1 holds. Assume further that x_i’s are distributed unconditionally. Then there exists c > 0 and δ > 0 such that for any real number s, we have for sufficiently large N lim N→∞ P^H ( N^{2/3}(λ_1(H) − λ_+) ≤ x ) = lim_{N→∞} P^W ( N^{2/3}(λ_1(W ) − λ_+) ≤ x ) , where λ_+ = (1 + √ y)^2.

It is well known that for Wishart matrix, after appropriate centering and rescaling, the largest eigenvalue converges in distribution to the Tracy-Widom law. Combining with Theorem 1.5, we have the following corollary.

Corollary 1.6. Under the same condition as Theorem 1.5, we have

Nλ_1(H) − ( √ M + √ N)^2 ( √ M + √ N)(1/ √ M + 1/ √ N)^{1/3}

→ TW_1,

where TW_1 denotes the Tracy-Widom distribution.

Remark 1.7. Our discussions on Theorem 1.5 and Corollary 1.6 can be extended to the smallest eigenvalue as well. Hence, the edge universality also holds at the left edge. For brevity, here we present and proof the results for the largest eigenvalue only.

Our last result is on the spiked model, which is defined as

Q ≡ Q_N := T XX^∗T^∗ (6)

with the population covariance matrix

Σ := T T^∗ = I_M + r∑ i=1 d_ie_ie^∗_i .

Here {e_i} is the standard basis and r is a fixed number. We further assume d_1 ≥ · · · ≥ d_r > √ y. The spiked model has been studied extensively in the literature. The primary interest is to investigate the limiting behaviour of its extreme eigenvalues and eigenvectors. Not trying to be comprehensive, we refer to [7, 6, 13, 16, 14, 34, 8, 10] for related study.

We summarize the more precise assumptions on d_i’s as follows.

Assumption 1.8. Assume r to be fixed. For any 1 ≤ i, j ≤ r, we assume d_i ≥ √ y + ϵ and min_{i≠j} |d_i − d_j | > N^{−1/2+ϵ} for some small constant ϵ > 0.

Under the above assumption, we have the following result.

Theorem 1.9. Under Assumption 1.8 and the assumptions in Theorem 1.5, there exists a random variable Φ_i such that the outlying eigenvalue admits the expansion

λ_i(Q) = θ(d_i) + √ d^2_i − y N Φ_i + O_≺ ( 1 N^{1/2+ϵ} ) , i = 1, · · · , r, (7) for some small constant ϵ > 0, and θ(d_i) = 1 + d_i + y + yd^{−1}_i . Furthermore,

Φ_i − a_i b_i ⇒ N (0, 1), (8)

where

a_i =

(d_i + 1) √ N √ d^2_i − y

d^3_i E [_N ∑ k=1 x^2_{ik} M∑ u=1,u≠i ( x^2_{uk} − 1 N ) ] ,

b^2_i = 2(1 + d^{−1}_i )^2 +

(d^2_i − y)(d_i + 1)^2 d^4_i ( E (√ Nx_{ik} )_4 − 3 ) . 1.3. Proof Strategy. First, our proofs rely on recently developed poly-log bound for Cheeger constant of log concave measures. In the recent breakthrough [18] and [36] on the KLS conjecture, a lower bound better than n^{−ϵ} with any ϵ > 0 is obtained for the Cheeger constant of log concave measure on R^n . Specifically, a poly-log bound log^{−5} n is recently derived in [36]. Based on this near constant lower bound and the fundamental concentration result of Gromov and Milman, we have a nearly optimal concentration for the Lipschitz function of the isotropic log concave random vectors; see Theorem 2.4 and Corollary 2.5 below. With the aid of the Lipschitz concentration, following the argument in [1], one can then derive a Hanson-Wright type inequality for the quadratic forms of the isotropic log concave random vectors, with a nearly optimal tail probability bound; see Lemma 3.3 below.

The Hanson-Wright type inequality, or the large deviation inequality for the quadratic forms of the columns of our data matrix X, is a key input for our random matrix analysis. From [48], one knows that as long as a data matrix X has i.i.d. columns and the columns satisfy sufficiently strong concentrations for their linear forms and quadratic forms, one will have the local MP law (cf. Theorem 3.1) and the rigidity of the eigenvalues ( cf. Theorem 1.3). With these precise large deviation controls on the spectrum, we can then proceed with the analysis of the limiting distributions of the extreme eigenvalues. For edge universality, roughly speaking, we will follow the dynamic approach together with the Green function comparison approach developed by the Erdős-Yau school. We refer to the monograph [30] for a detailed introduction of this framework. For our model, more specifically, we will first construct an interpolation between X and the matrix X^w with i.i.d. N(0, 1/N) entries. That is X(t) := √ 1 − tX + √ tX^w, and H(t) = X(t)X^∗(t) is the corresponding covariance matrix. The work [22], an adaptation of the work [39] from the Dyson Brownian Motion to the rectangular Dyson Brownian Motion, indicates that the edge universality holds for our H(t) as long as t ≥ t_0 = N^{− 1}3^{+ϵ}. Then what remains is to compare the distribution of the extreme eigenvalues of H(t_0) with that of the original matrix H = H(0). For this step, we adopt a Green function comparison approach which dates back to [48]. The Green function comparison heavily relies on effective controls of high order correlation of the components of the matrix columns. However, it is known that for the general log concave random vectors, estimating the high-order correlation is challenging. Therefore, instead of proving the edge universality of the most general log concave ensemble, we consider a sub class with an additional unconditional assumption. We then show that under the conditional assumption, the high order correlation of the vector components effectively resemble the i.i.d. counterparts. Finally, when the population covariance is not exactly isotropic, we also consider the case when spikes are present. Relying on the local law and the high order correlation control, we can then also derive the fluctuation of the extreme eigenvalues when the spikes are above the threshold.

1.4. Notations and Conventions. Throughout this paper, we regard N as our fundamental large parameter. Any quantities that are not explicit constant or fixed may depend on N; we almost always omit the argument N from our notation. We use ‖u‖_α to denote the ℓ^α-norm of a vector u. We further use ‖A‖_{(α,β)} to denote the induced norm sup_{x∈C} n_{,‖x‖α=1} ‖Ax‖_β for an A ∈ C^{m×n} . We write ‖A‖ ≡ ‖A‖_{(2,2)} for the usual operator norm of a matrix A. We use C to denote some generic (large) positive constant. The notation a ∼ b means C^{−1}b ≤ |a| ≤ Cb for some positive constant C. Similarly, we use a ≲ b to denote the relation |a| ≤ Cb for some positive constant C. When we write a ≪ b and a ≫ b for possibly N-dependent quantities a ≡ a(N) and b ≡ b(N), we mean |a|/b → 0 and |a|/b → ∞ when N → ∞, respectively.

1.5. Organization. The paper is organized as follows. Section 2 is devoted to the preliminaries, which is crucial for later discussion. In Section 3, we establish the local MP law which further implies the spectral rigidity in Theorem 1.3 . The proof Theorem 1.5 is stated in Section 4, based on a Green function comparison. Finally, in Section 5 and 6, we prove Theorem 1.9. The proofs of some additional technical estimates are relegated to the appendix.

2. PRELIMINARIES

In this section we collect some necessary notations and technical tools. First, we have the following elementary result about stochastic domination.

Lemma 2.1. Let

X_i = (X^{(N)}_i (u) : N ∈ N, u ∈ U^{(N)}), Y_i = (Y^{(N)}_i (u) : N ∈ N, u ∈ U^{(N)}), i = 1, 2 be families of random variables, where Y_i, i = 1, 2, are nonnegative, and U^{(N)} is a possibly N-dependent parameter set. Let Ψ = (Ψ^{(N)}(u) : N ∈ N, u ∈ U^{(N)}) be a family of deterministic nonnegative quantities. We have the following results:

(i) If X_1 ≺ Y_1 and X_2 ≺ Y_2 then X_1 + X_2 ≺ Y_1 + Y_2 and X_1X_2 ≺ Y_1Y_2.

(ii) Suppose X_1 ≺ Ψ, and there exists a constant C > 0 such that |X^{(N)}_1 (u)| ≤ N^C Ψ^{(N)}(u) a.s. uniformly in u for all sufficiently large N. Then EX_1 ≺ Ψ.

The high probability event is then defined as follows.

Definition 2.2 (High probability event). We say an event E ≡ E(N) holds with high probability (in N) if for any fixed D > 0, P(E^c) ≤ N^{−D} when N is sufficiently large.

Recall the matrix Q from (6). Its Green function will be denoted by G(z) := (Q − zI)^{−1}, z = E + iη, E ∈ R, η > 0. In the sequel, we also need to consider H := X^∗X which shares the same non-zero eigenvalues with H. We further denote the Green functions of H and H respectively by G_1(z) = (H − zI)^{−1}, G_2(z) = (H − zI)^{−1}, z = E + iη, E ∈ R, η > 0. The corresponding normalized traces are defined by

m_{1N} (z) := 1 M TrG_1(z) = ∫ (x − z)^{−1}dF_{1N} (x), m_{2N} (z) := 1 N TrG_2(z) = ∫ (x − z)^{−1}dF_{2N} (x), (9)

where F_{1N} (x), F_{2N} (x) are the empirical spectral distributions of H and H respectively, i.e.,

F_{1N} (x) := 1 M M∑ i=1 1(λ_i(H) ≤ x), F_{2N} (x) := 1 N N∑ i=1 1(λ_i(H) ≤ x). When the entries of X are i.i.d. with suitable moment condition, it is well-known since [43] that F_{1N} (x) and F_{2N} (x) converge weakly (a.s.) to the MP laws ν_{y,1} and ν_{y,2} (respectively) given below

ν_{y,1}(dx) := 1 2πxy √( (λ_+ − x)(x − λ_−) ) +dx + ( 1 − 1 y ) + δ(dx), ν_{y,2}(dx) := 1 2πx √( (λ_+ − x)(x − λ_−) ) +dx + (1 − y)_+δ(dx), (10)

where λ_± := (1 ± √ y)^2. Note that here the parameter y may be N-dependent. Hence, the weak convergence (a.s.) shall be understood as ∫ g(x)dF_{aN} (x)− ∫ g(x)ν_{y,a}(dx)^{a.s.}−→ 0 for any given bounded continuous function g : R → R, for a = 1, 2. We further denote by F_a the cumulative distribution function of ν_{y,a} for a = 1, 2. Note that m_{1N} and m_{2N} can be regarded as the Stieltjes transforms of F_{1N} and F_{2N} , respectively. We further define their deterministic counterparts, i.e., Stieltjes transforms of ν_{y,1}, ν_{y,2}, by m_1(z), m_2(z), respectively, i.e.,

m_a(z) := ∫ (x − z)^{−1}ν_{y,a}(dx), a = 1, 2. From the definition (10), it is elementary to compute

m_1(z) =

1 − y − z + i √ (λ_+ − z)(z − λ_−) 2zy , m_2(z) = y − 1 − z + i √ (λ_+ − z)(z − λ_−) 2z , (11) where the square root is taken with a branch cut on the negative real axis. Equivalently, we can also characterize m_1(z), m_2(z) as the unique solutions from C^+ to C^+ to the equations

zym^2_1 + [z − (1 − y)]m_1 + 1 = 0, zm^2 + [z + (1 − y)]m_2 + 1 = 0. (12)

Using (11) and (12), one can easily derive the following identities

m_1 = − 1 z(1 + m_2)

, 1 + zm_1 =

1 + zm_2 y , m_1 ( (zm_2)^′ + 1 ) = m^′_1 m_1

, (13)

which will be used in the later discussions.

We will also often consider the minors of X which are denoted as follows. For T ⊂ {1, · · · N} we denote by X^{(T)} the (M × (N − |T|)) minor of X obtained by removing all columns of X indexed by i ∈ T. The quantities G^{(T)}_1 (z), G^{(T)}_2 (z), λ^{(T)}_α are defined similarly using X^{(T)}. Analogously, For T ⊂ {1, · · · M} we define X^{[T]} as the ((M − |T|) × N) minor of X obtained by removing all rows of X indexed by j ∈ T. The quantities G^{[T]}_1 (z), G^{[T]}_2 (z), λ^{[T]}_α are defined similarly using X^{[T]}.

In the sequel, we collection some basic properties of the log-concave measures. The following proposition can be found in [50], for instance.

Proposition 2.3. Suppose that x, y are independent isotropic log-concave random vectors in R^n , we have the following.

(i) (Preservation by convolution) √ tx + √ 1 − ty is also isotropic log-concave for any t ∈ [0, 1].

(ii) (Preservation by marginalization) Any sub-vector of x is isotropic log-concave.

Further it is also well-known that log-concave measures have sub-exponential tails, see [20]. Hence, all moments of its components exist. We then recall the following fundamental result of Gromov and Milman [32]; see also [42].

Theorem 2.4 (Lipschitz concentration). For any L-Lipschitz function g : R^n → R, and isotropic logconcave y ∈ R^n with density ρ, P(|g(y) − E g(y)| > cLt) ≤ e^{−tψρ} , (14) where ψ_ρ is the Cheeger constant of ρ defined by

ψ_ρ := inf_{A∈Rn} ∫ ∂A ρ(x)dx min {∫ A ρ(x)dx, ∫ R^n\A ρ(x)dx }.

The optimal lower bound for ψ_ρ is a long standing problem in the field of high-dimensional convex geometry. It is conjectured that the lower bound for ψ_ρ should be dimensional-free. In the very recent breakthrough of this problem [18, 36], this bound is improved to of order log^{−5} n. Therefore, using this estimate of the Cheeger constant gives a bound of e^{−ct/ log5 n} at the RHS of (14) for any isotropic log-concave density ρ in R^n . The result can be summarised as follows,

Corollary 2.5. For any L-Lipschitz function g : R^n → R, and isotropic log-concave y ∈ R^n , P(|g(y) − E g(y)| > cLt) ≤ e^{−ct/(log n)5} . (15)

Remark 2.6. We remark here that although the KLS conjecture is still open, the current bound ψ_ρ ≳ log^{−5} n suffices for our purpose in this paper.

3. LOCAL MP LAW Our goal in this section is to establish the local MP law. The following is the main result in this section, which is also our main technical input for establishing other main theorems. Set the domain

D(ϵ) := {z ∈ C : 1_{y<1}(λ_−/5) ≤ E ≤ 5λ_+, N^{−1+ϵ} ≤ η ≤ 10(1 + y)}. (16)

Theorem 3.1 (Local MP law). Suppose that Assumption 1.1 holds. Let ϵ > 0 be given. We have (i) The Stieltjes transform of the empirical spectral distribution of H satisfies |m_{2N} (z) − m_2(z)| ≺ 1 Nη , (17)

uniformly on D(ϵ).

(ii) The individual matrix elements of the Green function satisfy

|[G_2(z)]_{ij} − m_2(z)δ_{ij} | ≺ √ ℑm_2(z) Nη + 1 Nη (18)

uniformly on D(ϵ).

Remark 3.2. We remark here (17) can be improved when λ_+ ≤ E ≤ 5λ_+. Similar to the analysis in [48], the following stronger estimate holds for λ_+ ≤ E ≤ 5λ_+, |m_{2N} (z) − m_2(z)| ≺ 1 N(κ + η) + 1 (Nη)^2 √ κ + η , (19)

where κ = |E − λ_+| is the distance to the rightmost edge.

Based on Theorem 3.6 in [48] and the analysis therein, we know that to prove Theorems 3.1 and also 1.3, it suffices to prove the following large deviation lemma.

Lemma 3.3 (Large deviation lemma). Suppose that Assumption 1.1 holds. For any fixed k ≤ N, and for any deterministic A_i ∈ C and B_{ij} ∈ C , we have | | | M∑ i=1 x_{ik}A_i | | | ≺ 1√ N ( ∑ i |A_i|^2 )_{1/2} , (20) | | | M∑ i,j=1 x_{ik}B_{ij} x_{jk} − 1 N M∑ i=1 B_{ii} | | | ≺ 1 N ( ∑ i,j |B_{ij} |^2 )_{1/2} . (21)

Proof of Theorems 3.1 and 1.3. By Theorem 3.6 in [48], with the aid of Lemma 3.3, one can conclude Theorems 3.1 and 1.3. □

Hence, what remains is the proof of Lemma 3.3.

Proof of Lemma 3.3. For any isotropic log-concave random vector q ∈ R^M , let g(q) := ∑_M i=1 q_iA_i.

Notice that the Lipschitz constant of g is apparently ‖A‖_2 = √∑ i |A_i|^2. Then (20) follows from Corollary 2.5 directly. The large deviation for quadratic form (21) follows from a Hanson-Wright type inequality for the log-concave random vectors which can be derived using the arguments in [1] based on Corollary 2.5, with only slight modification. As pointed out in [1] (Remark 2.8), one can modify accordingly the tail probability of the resulting Hanson-Wright type inequality under the different assumptions on rate of decay for the tail probability of the Lipschitz concentration. To be more precisely, we can show that for any B = (B_{ij} )^M_{i,j=1} and for every t > 0, there exists a constant C > 0 such that P | | | | M∑ i,j=1 x_{ik}B_{ij} x_{jk} − 1 N M∑ i=1 B_{ii} | | | | ≥ t ≤ 2 exp ( − ψ_ρ C min ( Nt ‖B‖_{HS} , ( Nt ‖B‖ )_{1/2})) . (22)

For the convenience of the reader, in Appendix we briefly reproduce Adamczak’s argument to prove (22), under a different tail probability of the Lipschitz concentration. Considering the current best bound ψ_ρ ≳ log^{−5} M with t = N^{ϵ−1}‖B‖_{HS} for arbitrary small ϵ > 0, we can conclude the proof of (21). □

4. PROOF OF THEOREM 1.5

In this section, we prove Theorem 1.5, with the unconditional assumption (cf. Definition 1.4). For any t ∈ [0, 1], we define

X(t) := √ 1 − tX + √ tX^w, (23)

where X(0) = X and X^w is an M × N random matrix with i.i.d N(0, 1/N) Gaussian entries. We then set H(t) = X(t)X(t)^∗. First, the edge universality of Dyson Brownian motion by Landon-Yau in [39] indicates that when the spectrum of the initial H is sufficiently regular, then after t ≥ N^{− 1}3^{+ε}, the local equilibrium at the edge can be achieved. The covariance matrix adaptation of this dynamical result of edge universality was derived in [22], and the regularity of the initial spectrum is guaranteed by the spectral rigidity. Hence, we will have the edge universality for H(t) with t_0 = N^{− 1}3^{+ϵ}. Then Green function comparison between H ≡ H(0) and H(t_0) allows us to prove the edge universality in Theorem 1.5. In the sequel, we show the detailed discussion.

First, notice that the random matrix X(t) is always unconditional isotropic log-concave (cf. Proposition 2.3) for all t ∈ [0, 1]. Our argument can be divided into two steps,

(i) Edge Universality for X(t)X(t)^∗ for t ≥ t_0 := N^{− 1}3^{+ϵ}.

(ii) Comparison between the extreme eigenvalue distributions of X(t_0)X(t_0)^∗ and XX^∗. Having established local MP law for log-concave ensembles, which ensures the square root behavior of the spectral density at the edge, the convergence analysis for the extreme eigenvalue of matrix ensemble X(t) is identical to the analysis in [22] (Proof of Theorem III.2). For the convenience of the reader, we will sketch the proof of step (i) in Section 4.1.

The main focus of the proof lies in step (ii). The basic framework to prove step (ii) is an adaptation of the Green function comparison in [48, 47], which has been used to prove universality results of sample covariance/correlation matrices and many other different random matrix models. However, previous comparison techniques used for sample covariance/correlation matrix [48] were hindered by the high-order correlation structure of the log-concave ensembles. To circumvent this, we give an estimation on the mixed moments of the coordinates of the unconditional isotropic log-concave random vector. The detailed proof is given in Section 4.2.

4.1. Edge Universality of X(t_0)X(t_0)^∗. The regularity conditions for the square root behavior near the spectral edge is stated as the following.

Definition 4.1 (η_∗-regular). Let η_∗ be a deterministic parameter satisfying η_∗ := N^{−ϕ∗} for some constant 0 < ϕ_∗ ≤ 2/3. We say an M × M matrix V is η_∗-regular around the right edge λ^V_+ := λ_1(V ) if the following properties hold for some constants c_V , C_V > 0.

(i) For z = E + iη with λ^V_+ − c_V ≤ E ≤ λ^V_+ and η_∗ + √ η_∗|λ^V_+ − E| ≤ η ≤ 10, we have 1 C_V √ |λ^V_+ − E| + η ≤ ℑm_V (E + iη) ≤ C_V √ |λ^V_+ − E| + η. (24)

(ii) For z = E + iη with λ^V_+ ≤ E ≤ λ^V_+ + c_V and η_∗ ≤ η ≤ 10, we have 1 C_V η √ |λ^V_+ − E| + η ≤ ℑm_V (E + iη) ≤ C_V η √ |λ^V_+ − E| + η . (25)

(iii) We have 2c_V ≤ λ^V_+ ≤ C_V /2.

Here m_V (z) := M^{−1} ∑_M i=1(λ_i(V ) − z)^{−1}, z ∈ C^+ denotes the Stieljes transform of V .

Recall t_0 = N^{−1/3+ϵ} for some small constant ϵ > 0. We denote X̃ ≡ X(t_0) for simplicity. The corresponding sample covariance matrix is defined as H̃ := X̃X̃^∗. Note that X(t) from (23) can be regarded as a rectangular matrix Dyson Brownian Motion starting from X. It is routine to prove that the η^∗-regularity holds with high probability for our initial matrix H, with the aid of the local MP law and rigidity in Theorems 3.1 and 1.3.

With the η^∗-regularity, by Theorem 4 in [22], we can conclude that there exists a positive parameter γ_0 of order 1 such that for any x ∈ R, lim N→∞ P ( γ_0N^{2/3}(λ_1(H̃) − λ_{+,t0} ) ≤ x ) = lim_{N→∞} P ( N^{2/3}(λ_1(GOE) − 2) ≤ x ) , (26)

for all x ∈ R, where we denote λ_1(GOE) as the largest eigenvalue of the Gaussian Orthogonal Ensemble. Here we clarify that λ_{+,t0} is the right edge of ρ_{H,t0} , which is the rectangular free convolution of ρ_0 := M^{−1} ∑_M i=1 δ_{λi(H)} with MP law at time t_0. Following the analysis in [22] (Appendix A, proof of Theorem III.2), one can further replace λ_{+,t0} with λ_+ in (26) by showing that

N^{2/3}|λ_{+,t0} − λ_+|^P→ 0.

We omit the details. Further notice that γ_0 can be determined by the square root behavior of MP law near the edge, with the well-known result of Tracy-Widom limit of Wishart matrix, we can obtain for any x ∈ R, lim N→∞ P^{H̃} ( N^{2/3}(λ_1(H̃) − λ_+) ≤ x ) = lim_{N→∞} P^W ( N^{2/3}(λ_1(W ) − λ_+) ≤ x ) (27)

This completes the proof for step (i).

4.2. Green function comparison between X̃ and X. Recall X̃ ≡ X(t_0) with t_0 = N^{−1/3+ϵ}. Notice that the isotropic log-concavity property is preserved when running the Brownian Motion (23). Hence, Theorems 1.3 and 3.1 still hold for X̃. Our goal in this section is to prove the following proposition.

Proposition 4.2. Under the assumption of Theorem 1.5, we have lim N→∞ P^{H̃} ( N^{2/3}(λ_1(H̃) − λ_+) ≤ x ) = lim_{N→∞} P^H ( N^{2/3}(λ_1(H) − λ_+) ≤ x ) . (28)

Proof of Theorem 1.5. Combining (28) and (27), we arrive at lim N→∞ P^H ( N^{2/3}(λ_1(H) − λ_+) ≤ x ) = lim_{N→∞} P^W ( N^{2/3}(λ_1(W ) − λ_+) ≤ x ) . This completes the proof of Theorem 1.5. □

As shown in [48], to prove (28), it suffices to establish a Green function comparisons for H̃ and H on the edge, i.e., Proposition 4.3. Let G̃_2(z) := (H̃ − zI)^{−1} be the Green function of H̃ with H̃ := X̃^∗X̃, and the corresponding Stieltjes transform is denoted by m̃_{2N} (z) := N^{−1}TrG̃_2(z). Proposition 4.3 (Green function comparison). Let F : R → R be a function whose derivatives satisfy max_x |F^α(x)|(|x| + 1)^{−C1} ≤ C_1, α = 1, 2, 3, 4 for some constant C_1 > 0. Then there exist ϵ_0 > 0, N_0 ∈ N and δ > 0 depending only on C_1 such that for any ϵ < ϵ_0, N ≥ N_0 and real numbers E, E_1 and E_2 satisfying |E − λ_+| ≤ N^{−2/3+ϵ}, |E_1 − λ_+| ≤ N^{−2/3+ϵ}, |E_2 − λ_+| ≤ N^{−2/3+ϵ}, and η_0 = N^{−2/3−ϵ}, we have |E F (Nη_0 ℑm̃_{2N} (z)) − EF (Nη_0 ℑm_{2N} (z))| ≤ CN^{−δ+Cϵ}, z = E + iη_0, (29) and | | |E F ( N ∫_{E2} E_1

dyℑm̃_{2N} (y + iη_0) ) − E F ( N ∫_{E2} E_1

dyℑm_{2N} (y + iη_0) )| | | ≤ CN^{−δ+Cϵ} (30) for some constant C.

Proof of Proposition 4.2. Based on Proposition 4.3, the proof of Proposition 4.2 is the same as the proof of Theorem 1.1. in [48], and thus we omit the details here. □ The rest of this section is devoted to the proof of Proposition 4.3.

Proof of Proposition 4.3. In the sequel, we show the proof of (29) only. The proof of (30) is similar, and thus we omit it. Similarly to the strategy in [48], we replace the columns of X by those of X̃ one by one and estimate the one-step difference between the functionals of two Green functions. For 1 ≤ γ ≤ N, denote by X_γ the random matrix whose j-th column is the same as that of X̃ if j ≤ γ and that of X otherwise. In particular, X_N = X̃ and X_0 = X. Set H_γ := X^∗_γ X_γ , G_{2,γ} (z) := (H_γ − zI)^{−1}, m_{2N,γ} (z) := 1 N TrG_{2,γ} (z). Then we have telescoping sum

E F (Nη_0 ℑm̃_{2N} (z)) − E F (Nη_0 ℑm_{2N} (z)) = N∑ γ=1 EF (Nη_0 ℑm_{2N,γ} (z)) − EF (Nη_0 ℑm_{2N,γ−1}(z)). (31) Recall the notations of minors in Section 2. Define μ_γ = η_0ℑTrG^{(γ)}_{2,γ} (z) − ℑ η_0 z . We can further rewrite (31) as E F (Nη_0 ℑm̃_{2N} (z)) − E F (Nη_0 ℑm_{2N} (z)) = N∑ γ=1 (E F (η_0 ℑTrG_{2,γ} (z)) − EF (μ_γ )) − (E F (η_0 ℑTrG_{2,γ−1}(z)) − E F (μ_γ )). (32)

We can then complete the proof of Proposition 4.3 by establishing the following lemma. Lemma 4.4. Under the same condition as Proposition 4.3, for any γ ∈ {1, · · · , N}, we have |EF (η_0 ℑTrG_{2,γ} (z)) − EF (μ_γ )|, |E F (η_0 ℑTrG_{2,γ−1}(z)) − E F (μ_γ )| ≲ N^{−7/6+ϵ}. (33)

The proof of Lemma 4.4 is postponed to the end of this section. By Lemma 4.4, the telescoping sum (32) can be bounded as follows |E F (Nη_0 ℑm̃_{2N} (z)) − E F (Nη_0 ℑm_{2N} (z))| ≲ N^{−1/6+ϵ}, which implies (29). Similarly, one can show (30), which completes the proof of Proposition 4.3. □ We first present a key lemma which will be used frequently in the proof of Lemma 4.4.

Lemma 4.5. Assume y = (y_1, . . . , y_M ) ∈ R^M is an unconditional isotropic log-concave random vector scaled by 1/ √ N. Let ℓ be any fixed integer. For any fixed k_1, · · · , k_ℓ, define B^±_{k1,··· ,kℓ} := { k_{ℓ+1} ∈ {1, . . . , M} : ± ( E ℓ+1∏ i=1 y^2_{ki} − N^{−1}E ℓ∏ i=1 y^2_{ki} ) ≥ N^{−(3ℓ+4)/3} } , (34)

We have #B^±_{k1,··· ,kℓ} ≲ N^{2/3}.

Proof of Lemma 4.5. We shall use the following thin shell bound for the isotropic log-concave random vectors with unconditional basis, which is proved in [37].

Lemma 4.6. Assume y = (y_1, . . . , y_n) ∈ R^n is an isotropic log-concave random vector with unconditional basis, scaled by 1/ √ N. we have Var(‖y‖^2) ≤ C n N^2 , for a universal positive constant C.

We show the estimate of #B^+_{k1,··· ,kℓ} only, and #B^−_{k1,··· ,kℓ} can be handled similarly. By direct calculation, we have E ∑ k_{ℓ+1} ∈B^+_{k1,··· ,kℓ} ℓ+1∏ i=1 y^2_{ki} =E ℓ∏ i=1 y^2_{ki} ( ∑ k_{ℓ+1}∈B^+_{k1,··· ,kℓ} y^2_{kℓ+1} − #B^+_{k1,··· ,kℓ} N ) + #B^+_{k1,··· ,kℓ} N E ℓ∏ i=1 y^2_{ki}

≤C √ #B^+_{k1,··· ,kℓ} N^{ℓ+1} + #B^+_{k1,··· ,kℓ} N E ℓ∏ i=1 y^2_{ki} , (35)

for some universal constant C > 0. Here in the last step, we used the thin shell bound (cf. Lemma 4.6) and a simple Cauchy-Schwarz. On the other hand, by the definition of B^+_{k1,··· ,kℓ} , we have E ∑ k_{ℓ+1} ∈B^+_{k1,··· ,kℓ} ℓ+1∏ i=1 y^2_{ki} ≥ #B^+_{k1,··· ,kℓ} N E ℓ∏ i=1 y^2_{ki} + #B^+_{k1,··· ,kℓ} N^{(3ℓ+4)/3}

. (36)

Combining (35) and (36), we must have #B^+_{k1,··· ,kℓ} N^{(3ℓ+4)/3} ≤ C √ #B^+_{k1,··· ,kℓ} N^{ℓ+1} . Then the bound on #B^+_{k1,··· ,kℓ} follows. The bound on #B^−_{k1,··· ,kℓ} can be proved in the same way. □ We then proceed with the proof of Lemma 4.4 based on Lemma 4.5.

Proof of Lemma 4.4 . We show the proof for γ = 1, and the other cases are identical.

First, we claim the following bounds for G^{(1)}_1 (z) with z = E + iη_0, where E and η_0 satisfy the assumption in Proposition 4.3:

|⟨x_1, (G^{(1)}_1 )^2x_1⟩| ≺ N^{1/3+ϵ}, (37)

|[G^{(1)}_1 ]_{ii} − m_1| ≺ N^{−1/3+ϵ}, |[G^{(1)}]_{ij} | ≺ N^{−1/3+ϵ}, i ≠ j (38)

|[(G^{(1)}_1 )^2]_{ij}| ≺ N^{1/3+ϵ}, (39)

The proofs of these bounds are postponed to Appendix B.1. Hereafter we drop variable z when there is no confusion.

With the bounds (37)-(39), one can easily show the following expansion

EF (η_0ℑTrG_{2,0}) − EF (μ_1 ) = E F^{(1)} (μ_1)η_0ℑ ( ∑ 0≤n<k≤3 C_{k,n}YZ^n ) + EF^{(2)} (μ_1)η^2_0 ( 1 2 (ℑ(C_{1,0}Y))^2

+ ℑ(C_{1,0}Y)ℑ(C_{2,0}Y) + ℑ(C_{1,0}Y)ℑ(C_{2,1}YZ) ) + E F^{(3)} (μ_1)η^3_0 (1 6 (ℑ(C_{1,0}Y))^3 ) + O_≺(N^{−4/3+ϵ}), (40)

where C_{k,n} = O(1), Y = ⟨x_1, (G^{(1)}_1 )^2x_1⟩ and Z = ⟨x_1, G^{(1)}_1 x_1⟩. Define Ỹ = ⟨x̃_1, (G^{(1)}_1 )^2x̃_1⟩ and Z̃ = ⟨x̃_1, G^{(1)}_1 x̃_1⟩ with x̃_1 be the first column of X̃, we can obtain that (40) also holds for the case when Y and Z are replaced by Ỹ and Z̃, respectively.

By (40) and its tilde counterpart, we see that in order to show (33), it suffices to show that for any 1 ≤ a ≤ 3, 1 ≤ a + b ≤ 3, E ( η^a_0 a∏ i=1 ⟨x_1, Y_ix_1⟩ b∏ j=1 ⟨x_1, Z_ix_1⟩ ) − E ( η^a_0 a∏ i=1 ⟨x̃_1, Y_ix̃_1⟩ b∏ j=1 ⟨x̃_1, Z_ix̃_1⟩ ) = O_≺(N^{−1−δ}), (41)

where Y_i = (G^{(1)}_1 )^2 or ((G^{(1)}_1 )^2)^∗ and Z_j = G^{(1)}_1 or (G^{(1)}_1 )^∗. We only consider the case when Y_i = (G^{(1)}_1 )^2 and Z_i = G^{(1)}_1 , and the other cases are similar. In the sequel, for convenience, for any integer ℓ ≥ 1, we simply denote by ∑ k_1,··· ,k_ℓ the sum over the index set {1, . . . , M}

ℓ and we use ∑_∗ k_1,··· ,k_ℓ to denote

the sum over {(k_1, · · · , k_ℓ) ∈ {1, . . . , M}^ℓ : k^′_is are distinct}.

Let x_{k1} and x̃_{k1} be the k-th element of x_1 and x̃_1, respectively. First, when a = 1 and b = 0, since both x_1 and x̃_1 are independent of G^{(1)}_1 , we have by the isotropic condition that

Eη_0 ⟨x_1, (G^{(1)}_1 )^2x_1⟩ − Eη_0 ⟨x̃_1, (G^{(1)}_1 )^2x̃_1⟩ = 0.

Recall that η_0 = N^{−2/3−ϵ} and t_0 = N^{−1/3+ϵ}. For a = 3, b = 0, using (39), we have the following crude bound, E ( η^3_0 ⟨x_1, (G^{(1)}_1 )^2x_1⟩^3 ) − E ( η^3_0 ⟨x̃_1, (G^{(1)}_1 )^2x̃_1⟩^3 ) ≲ t_0η^3_0 E ( max_{k1,k2} | [(G^{(1)}_1 )^2]_{k1k2} |)_3 = O_≺(N^{−4/3+ϵ}).

For the other cases, we need to estimate in more delicate way. We will only show the proof of the case a = 1 and b = 2 in detail, since the others can be proved similarly. For brevity, we use the notation A(ab, ij, st) := E [(G^{(1)} )^2]_{ab}[G^{(1)}]_{ij} [G^{(1)}]_{st} in the sequel. We have E ( η_0⟨x_1, Y_ix_1⟩⟨x_1, Z_ix_1⟩^2 ) = η_0 ∗∑ k_1,k_2,k_3 E 3∏ i=1 x^2_{ki1} ( A(k_1k_1, k_2k_2, k_3k_3) + 2A(k_1k_1, k_2k_3, k_2k_3)

+ 4A(k_1k_2, k_1k_2, k_3k_3) + 8A(k_1k_2, k_1k_3, k_2k_3) ) + η_0 ∑ E_6 E 6∏ i=1 x_{ki1}A(k_1k_2, k_3k_4, k_5k_6), (42)

where E_6 denotes the set of indices k_i ∈ {1, · · · , M}, i = 1, · · · , 6 such that k_i appears even number of times and there is an index k_i appears at least four times. Here we used the fact that the expectation equals to 0 when there is an index k_i appears odd number of times since x_1 is unconditionally distributed. Observe that #E_6 ≲ N^2. Then using (38) and (39), we have | |η_0 ∑ E_6 E 6∏ i=1 x_{ki1}A(k_1k_2, k_3k_4, k_5k_6) | | ≲ N_{−4/3+ϵ}.

Replacing x_1 with x̃_1 in (42) and then taking the difference, we arrive at E ( η_0⟨x_1, Y_ix_1⟩⟨x_1, Z_ix_1⟩^2 ) − E ( η_0⟨x̃_1, Y_ix̃_1⟩⟨x̃_1, Z_ix̃_1⟩^2 ) =: 4∑ i=1 2^{i−1}ΔI_i + O_≺(N^{−4/3+ϵ}),

where

ΔI_1 := η_0 ∗∑ k_1,k_2,k_3

Δ̄_{k1k2k3} A(k_1k_1, k_2k_2, k_3k_3), ΔI_2 := η_0 ∗∑ k_1,k_2,k_3

Δ̄_{k1k2k3} A(k_1k_1, k_2k_3, k_2k_3),

ΔI_3 := η_0 ∗∑ k_1,k_2,k_3

Δ̄_{k1k2k3} A(k_1k_2, k_1k_2, k_3k_3), ΔI_4 := η_0 ∗∑ k_1,k_2,k_3

Δ̄_{k1k2k3} A(k_1k_2, k_1k_3, k_2k_3), (43)

with Δ̄_{k1k2k3} := E (

∏_3 i=1 x^2_{ki1} −

∏_3 i=1 x̃^2_{ki1}). In fact, we are able to show that

ΔI_1, ΔI_3 = O_≺(N^{−7/6+ϵ}), ΔI_2, ΔI_4 = O_≺(N^{−4/3+ϵ}). (44)

With these estimates, we obtain E ( η_0⟨x_1, Y_ix_1⟩⟨x_1, Z_ix_1⟩^2 ) − E ( η_0⟨x̃_1, Y_ix̃_1⟩⟨x̃_1, Z_ix̃_1⟩^2 ) = O_≺(N^{−7/6+ϵ}).

We briefly state the idea of proving (44). Since G^{(1)}_1 is independent of x_1 and x̃_1, we only need to consider the bounds for the difference of mixed moments of x_1 and x̃_1. If x_1 and x̃_1 both have i.i.d coordinates, we can easily obtain that ΔI_i = 0. However, x_1 and x̃_1 are isotropic log-concave random vectors in the current scenario. By Lemma 4.5, we know that most of the mixed moments of x_1 and x̃_1 behave similarly to the i.i.d case. This observation enables us to obtain desired bounds for ΔI_i’s. In the sequel, we show the detailed estimates for ΔI_i’s.

We first consider the estimation of ΔI_1. From the definition in (43), we can derive

ΔI_1 =η_0(1 − (1 − t_0)^3)ΔI_{11} − η_0

(1 − t_0)^2t_0 N ΔI_{12} − η_0 (−3t2_0(1 − t_0)

N^3 + t^3_0 N^3 )^∗∑ k_1,k_2,k_3

A(k_1k_1, k_2k_2, k_3k_3), (45)

where

ΔI_{11} := E ∗∑ k_1 ,k_2,k_3

x^2_{k11}x^2_{k21}x^2_{k31}A(k_1k_1, k_2k_2, k_3k_3),

ΔI_{12} := E ∗∑ k_1 ,k_2,k_3

(x^2_{k11}x^2_{k21} + x^2_{k21}x^2_{k31} + x^2_{k11}x^2_{k31})A(k_1k_1, k_2k_2, k_3k_3).

For ΔI_{11}, we can further split it into three terms.

ΔI_{11} =E ∗∑ k_1 ,k_2,k_3 3∏ a=1 x^2_{ka1}[(G^{(1)}_1 )^2]_{k1k1} m^2_1 + E ∗∑ k_1 ,k_2,k_3 3∏ a=1 x^2_{ka1}[(G^{(1)}_1 )^2]_{k1k1} ([G^{(1)}_1 ]_{k2k2} − m_1)m_1

+ E ∗∑ k_1 ,k_2,k_3 3∏ a=1 x^2_{ka1}[(G^{(1)}_1 )^2]_{k1k1} [G^{(1)}_1 ]_{k2k2} ([G^{(1)}_1 ]_{k3k3} − m_1)

= : ΔI_{111} + ΔI_{112} + ΔI_{113}.

Next, we bound the above terms one by one. Note that ∑ k E x^2_{k1} = y. We first rewrite ΔI_{111} as

ΔI_{111} = y^2 N E ∑ k_1

[(G^{(1)}_1 )^2]_{k1k1} m^2_1 + yE ∑ k_1

x^2_{k11} ( ∑ k_2

x^2_{k21} − y ) [(G^{(1)}_1 )^2]_{k1k1} m^2_1 + E ∑ k_1 ,k_2

x^2_{k11}x^2_{k21} ( ∑ k_3

x^2_{k31} − y ) [(G^{(1)}_1 )^2]_{k1k1} m^2_1 + O(N^{−4/3+ϵ}),

where the error term comes from the replacement of ∑_∗ by ∑ . Using (39) together with the thin shell bound for unconditional log-concave random vector (cf. Lemma 4.6), we have | | |E ∑ k_1

x^2_{k11} ( ∑ k_2

x^2_{k21} − y ) [(G^{(1)}_1 )^2]_{k1k1} | | |

≤ ( E | | ∑ k_1

x^2_{k11}[(G^{(1)}_1 )^2]_{k1k1} | |^2 )_{1/2}( E | | ∑ k_2

x^2_{k21} − y | |^2 )_{1/2} ≲ N^{−1/6+ϵ}, and similarly, | |E ∑ k_1 ,k_2

x^2_{k11}x^2_{k21} ( ∑ k_3

x^2_{k31} − y ) [(G^{(1)}_1 )^2]_{k1k1} | | ≲ N^{−1/6+ϵ}. Therefore, we have

ΔI_{111} = y^2 N E ∑ k_1

[(G^{(1)}_1 )^2]_{k1k1} m^2_1 + O(N^{−1/6+ϵ}).

Next, we rewrite ΔI_{112} as

ΔI_{112} =E ∑ k_1 ,k_2 ∑ k_3∈B^+_{k1,k2} ∪B^−_{k1,k2} 3∏ a=1 x^2_{ka1}[(G^{(1)}_1 )^2]_{k1k1} ([G^{(1)}_1 ]_{k2k2} − m_1)m_1

+ E ∑ k_1 ,k_2 ∑ k_3 /∈B^+_{k1,k2} ∪B^−_{k1,k2} 3∏ a=1 x^2_{ka1}[(G^{(1)}_1 )^2]_{k1k1} ([G^{(1)}_1 ]_{k2k2} − m_1)m_1 + O(N^{−2/3+ϵ}).

Using (38) and (39) with Lemma 4.5, we get | | |E ∑ k_1 ,k_2 ∑ k_3∈B^+_{k1,k2} ∪B^−_{k1,k2} 3∏ a=1 x^2_{ka1}[(G^{(1)}_1 )^2]_{k1k1} ([G^{(1)}_1 ]_{k2k2} − m_1)m_1 | | | ≲ N^{−1/3+ϵ}.

Further, we have E ∑ k_1 ,k_2 ∑ k_3 /∈B^+_{k1,k2} ∪B^−_{k1,k2} x^2_{k11}x^2_{k21}x^2_{k31}[(G^{(1)}_1 )^2]_{k1k1} ([G^{(1)}_1 ]_{k2k2} − m_1)m_1

= yE ∑ k_1 ,k_2

x^2_{k11}x^2_{k21}[(G^{(1)}_1 )^2]_{k1k1} ([G^{(1)}_1 ]_{k2k2} − m_1)m_1 + O(N^{−1/3+ϵ})

Therefore,

ΔI_{112} = 1 N E ∑ k_1 ,k_2,k_3

x^2_{k11}x^2_{k21}[(G^{(1)}_1 )^2]_{k1k1} ([G^{(1)}_1 ]_{k2k2} − m_1)m_1 + O(N^{−1/3+ϵ}).

Repeatedly using Lemma 4.5 to replace x^2_{ki1}, i = 1, 2 with N^{−1} up to negligible error, we finally get

ΔI_{112} = 1 N^3 E ∑ k_1 ,k_2,k_3

[(G^{(1)}_1 )^2]_{k1k1} ([G^{(1)}_1 ]_{k2k2} − m_1)m_1 + O(N^{−1/3+ϵ}),

The estimation of ΔI_{113} is identical to that of ΔI_{112}, and thus we omit the details. We have

ΔI_{113} = 1 N^3 E ∑ k_1 ,k_2,k_3

[(G^{(1)}_1 )^2]_{k1k1} [G^{(1)}_1 ]_{k2k2} ([G^{(1)}_1 ]_{k3k3} − m_1) + O(N^{−1/3+ϵ}).

Combining the estimates of ΔI_{111}, ΔI_{112} and ΔI_{113} above, we obtain

ΔI_{11} = 1 N^3 ∑ k_1,k_2,k_3

A(k_1k_1, k_2k_2, k_3k_3) + O(N^{−1/6+ϵ}). (46)

Similarly, we can also show ΔI_{12} = N^{−3} ∑ k_1,k_2,k_3 A(k1k1, k2k2, k3k3) + O(N −1/6+ϵ). Plugging the

estimates of ΔI_{11} and ΔI_{12} to (45), and using the fact that η_0t_0 ∼ N^{−1+ϵ}, it is elementary to show

ΔI_1 = O(N^{−7/6+ϵ}).

The estimation of ΔI_3 is similar, we omit the details.

Next, we consider the estimation of ΔI_2 and ΔI_4. Similar to (45),

ΔI_2 =η_0(1 − (1 − t_0)^3)E ∗∑ k_1 ,k_2,k_3

x^2_{k11}x^2_{k21}x^2_{k31}A(k_1k_1, k_2k_3, k_2k_3)

− η_0 (1 − t_0)^2t_0 N E ∗∑ k_1 ,k_2,k_3

(x^2_{k11}x^2_{k21} + x^2_{k21}x^2_{k31} + x^2_{k11}x^2_{k31})A(k_1k_1, k_2k_3, k_2k_3)

− η_0 ( −3t^2_0(1 − t_0) N^3 + t^3_0 N^3 )_∗∑ k_1,k_2,k_3

A(k_1k_1, k_2k_3, k_2k_3). (47)

Notice that |([G^{(1)}]_{k2k3} )^2| ≺ N^{−2/3+ϵ} when k_2 ≠ k_3 (cf. (38)), ΔI_2 can be crudely bounded as ΔI_2 = O(N^{−4/3+ϵ}). Since ΔI_4 also contains two off-diagonal entries [G^{(1)}_1 ]_{k1k3} and [G^{(1)}_1 ]_{k2k3} , we have ΔI_4 = O(N^{−4/3+ϵ}). This concludes all the estimates. □

5. SPIKED COVARIANCE MATRICES In this section, we give the proof of Theorem 1.9. The following Lemma in [14] describes the location of the outlier eigenvalues. Although the original result is proved for X with i.i.d entries, the whole proof only requires the local MP law and spectral rigidity, which are now available for our model.

Lemma 5.1. Suppose the assumptions in Theorem 1.9 hold. We have |λ_i(Q) − θ(d_i)| ≺ N^{−1/2}, where θ(z) := 1 + z + y + yz^{−1}, for z ∈ C , ℜz > √ y. Based on the location of the outlier eigenvalues, we can also have the following lemma for the representation of the eigenvalues. The proof of the following lemma can be found in [8], again with the aid of the local MP law and spectral rigidity. Lemma 5.2. Suppose the assumptions in Theorem 1.9 hold. We have

λ_i(Q) = θ(d_i) − (d^2_i − y)θ(d_i) ([G_1(θ(d_i))]_{ii} − m_1(θ(d_i))) + O_≺(N^{− 12 −ϵ}), i = 1, · · · , r for some small fixed constant ϵ > 0.

With the above two lemmas, we now begin the proof of Theorem 1.9. Proof of Theorem 1.9. Define Φ_i := − √ N(d^2_i − y)θ(d_i) ([G_1(θ(d_i))]_{ii} − m_1(θ(d_i))) , i = 1, · · · , r. (48) Let r_i be the i-th row of X, and therefore x_{ik} is the k-th entry of r_i. By the resolvent identity, we have

[G_1(θ(d_i))]_{ii} = 1 −θ(d_i)(1 + ⟨r_i, G^{[i]}_2 (θ(d_i))r_i⟩)

= m_1(θ(d_i)) +

Θ_i θ(d_i)(1 + m_2(θ(d_i)))^2

+ O_≺(Θ^2_i ). (49)

where Θ_i := ⟨r_i, G^{[i]}_2 (θ(d_i))r_i⟩ − m_2(θ(d_i)). We claim that Θ_i = O_≺(N^{−1/2}). (50) The proof of (50) is given in Section 6. Having the bound for Θ_i, (49) can written as

[G_1(θ(d_i))]_{ii} = m_1(θ(d_i)) +

Θ_i θ(d_i)(1 + m_2(θ(d_i)))^2

+ O_≺(N^{−1}).

Plugging the above estimate into (48), we have

Φ_i = − √ d^2_i − y (1 + m_2(θ(d_i)))^2 √ NΘ_i + O_≺(N^{− 12} ), i = 1, · · · , r.

Therefore, to obtain the asymptotic distribution of Φ_i, it suffices to derive the asymptotic distribution of √ NΘ_i. In the sequel, for brevity, we omit θ(d_i) from the notations such as [G^{[i]}_2 (θ(d_i))] and m_a(θ(d_i)). Under the assumption that x_{ik}’s are unconditionally distributed, we have √ NΘ_i^d= √ N ( ∑ k,l δ_kδ_lx_{ik}x_{il}[G^{[i]}_2 ]_{kl} − ∑ k x^2_{ik}[G^{[i]}_2 ]_{kk} ) + √ N ( ∑ k x^2_{ik}[G^{[i]}_2 ]_{kk} − m_2 ) =: Q_1 + Q_2, where δ_i’s are i.i.d. Rademacher variables, independent of X. With certain abuse of notation, in this section, we also use the notation ∑ k_1,k_2,...,k_ℓ to denote the sum over the index set {1, . . . , N}

ℓ when there is no confusion. We first consider Q_2. By the resolvent identity, we have

[G^{[i]}_2 ]_{kk} = − 1 θ(d_i)(1 + ⟨x^{[i]}_k , G^{[i](k)}_1 x^{[i]}_k ⟩)

= m_2 + Γ_{ik} θ(d_i)(1 + ym_1)^2

+ O_≺(Γ^2_{ik}),

where x^{[i]}_k is the vector obtained by removing the i-th entry of x_k and Γ_{ik} = ⟨x^{[i]}_k , G^{[i](k)}_1 x^{[i]}_k ⟩−ym_1. Note that x^{[i]}_k and G^{[i](k)}_1 are independent, by the large deviation lemma, we can easily obtain |Γ_{ik}| ≺ N^{−1/2}. Therefore, Q_2 can be estimated as follows

Q_2 = √ N ( ∑ k x^2_{ik} − 1 ) m_2 + √ N (∑ k x^2_{ik}Γ_{ik} ) θ(d_i)(1 + ym_1)^2

+ O_≺(N^{− 12} ).

Observe that the first term in Q_2 is the sum of i.i.d random variables. By the classical CLT, we know that this term converges to a Gaussian random variable. Now we focus on the second term of Q_2. Further splitting it into diagonal part and off-diagonal part gives √ N ( ∑ k x^2_{ik}Γ_{ik} ) = √ N ∑ k x^2_{ik} ( ∑ u,u≠i x^2_{uk}[G^{[i](k)}_1 ]_{uu} − ym_1 )

+ √ N ∑ k x^2_{ik} ( ∑ u,v u,v≠i,u≠v x_{uk}x_{vk}[G^{[i](k)}_1 ]_{uv} ) =: Q_{21} + Q_{22}. (51)

We estimate Q_{21} and Q_{22} by their mean and variance in Appendix 6.2, which gives

Q_{21} = √ Nm_1 ∑ k x^2_{ik} ∑ u,u≠i ( x^2_{uk} − 1 N ) + o_p(1), Q_{22} = o_p(1).

For the fluctuation of the first term in Q_{21}, we have Var (√ N ∑ k x^2_{ik} ∑ u,u≠i ( x^2_{uk} − 1 N )) = N ∑ k Var ( x^2_{ik} ∑ u,u≠i ( x^2_{uk} − 1 N )) ≲ N^{− 16} . (52)

The proof of (52) is postponed to Section 6. Therefore, the second term in Q_2 only contributes to the expectation part of the whole distribution of Θ_i, and thus we arrive at

Q_2 = √ Nm_2 ( ∑ k x^2_{ik} − 1 ) + √ Nm_1 θ(d_i)(1 + ym_1)^2 E [ ∑ k x^2_{ik} ∑ u,u≠i ( x^2_{uk} − 1 N )] + o_p(1). (53)

Next, we consider the fluctuation of Q_1.We have the following lemma by only considering the randomness of δ_k’s. It is simply a CLT for the quadratic form of δ-variables, conditioning on xvariables.

Lemma 5.3. Let E_δ denote the expectation on δ_k’s, we have for any t ∈ R, E_δ [ exp ( it Q_1 √ b^2_1 + b^2 )] = exp ( −D_2t^2 2(b^2_1 + b^2) ) + O_≺(N^{−c}), (54)

for some constant c > 0. Here

b^2_1 = 2(m^′_2 − m^2), b^2 = m^2 ( E (√ Nx_{ik} )_4 − 1 ) , D_2 = 2N ∑ k,l,k≠l x^2_{ik}x^2_{il}([G^{[i]}_2 ]_{kl})^2.

Furthermore,

D_2 = 2m^′_2 − 2m^2 + o_p(1). (55)

The proof of Lemma 5.3 will be stated in Appendix 6.4. Set a = √ Nm_1(θ(d_1)) θ(d_i)(1 + dm_1)^2 E [ ∑ k x^2_{ik} ∑ u≠i ( x^2_{uk} − 1 N )] .

Our final goal is to prove

Q_1 + Q_2 − a √ b^2_1 + b^2

⇒ N (0, 1). (56)

Let E_x denote the expectation w.r.t. x_{ij} ’s. Then, considering the characteristic function of the above random variable, we have for any t ∈ R,

E exp ( it Q_1 + Q_2 − a √ b^2_1 + b^2 ) = E_x E_δ exp ( it Q_1 + Q_2 − a √ b^2_1 + b^2 )

= E_x [ exp ( it Q_2 − a √ b^2_1 + b^2 ) E_δ [ exp ( it Q_1 √ b^2_1 + b^2 )]]

= E_x [ exp ( it Q_2 − a √ b^2_1 + b^2 ) exp ( −D_2t^2 2(b^2_1 + b^2) )] + o(1).

From (53) and (52), we know

Q_2 = √ Nm_2 ( ∑ k x^2_{ik} − 1 ) + a + o_p(1).

Since the above x_{ik}’s are i.i.d., we have

Q_2 − a √ b^2_1 + b^2 ⇒ N ( 0, b^2 b^2_1 + b^2 ) . We then recall the following basic lemma.

Lemma 5.4. For n ≥ 1, let U_n, T_n be r.v.s satisfying the following conditions: (i) U_n^p→ a; (ii) {T_n} and {T_nU_n} are uniformly integrable sequence, (iii) E T_n → c. Then we have E T_n U_n → ac as n → ∞.

Let U_N := exp(−D_2t^2/(2b^2_1 + 2b^2)) and T_N := exp(it(Q_2 − a)/ √ b^2_1 + b^2). It is obvious that {T_N } and {T_N U_N } are uniformly integrable sequence since they are both uniformly bounded by 1. The other conditions are readily proved. Hence, by Lemma 5.4, we can get

E exp ( it Q_1 + Q_2 − a √ b^2_1 + b^2 ) → exp ( − t^2 2 ) , as N → ∞. This completes the proof of (56). Therefore, we complete the proof of Theorem 1.9 after some elementary simplification using (13). □

6. TECHNICAL ESTIMATES IN SECTION 5

6.1. Bound for Θ_i. Recall the definition of Θ_i from (49). We can rewrite it as

Θ_i = E_1 + E_2 + ∑ k,l,k≠l x_{ik}x_{il}[G^{[i]}_2 (θ(d_i))]_{kl}, (57)

where

E_1 := ∑ k x^2_{ik} ( [G^{[i]}_2 (θ(d_i))]_{kk} − m_2(θ(d_i)) ) , E_2 := ∑ k ( x^2_{ik} − 1 N ) m_2(θ(d_i)).

Using entry-wise local law (cf. (18)), we have |E_1| ≺ N^{−1/2}. Since x_{ik}’s are i.i.d random variables, we can easily obtain |E_2| ≺ N^{−1/2}. Hence, what remains is the estimate of the last term in (57). For brevity, we omit the variable θ(d_i) from the notations such as G^{[i]}_2 (θ(d_i)) and m_2(θ(d_i)) in the sequel. Since x_{ik}’s are unconditionally distributed, we have ∑ k,l,k≠l x_{ik}x_{il}[G^{[i]}_2 ]_{kl}^d= ∑ k,l,k≠l δ_kδ_lx_{ik}x_{il}[G^{[i]}_2 ]_{kl}

where δ_k’s are i.i.d Bernoulli random variables. Applying large deviation inequality for the quadratic form of δ_i’s, we have | | ∑ k,l,k≠l δ_kδ_lx_{ik}x_{il}[G^{[i]}_2 ]_{kl} | | ≺ | | ∑ k,l,k≠l x^2_{ik}x^2_{il}|[G^{[i]}_2 ]_{kl}|^2 | | 1 2 ≺ N^{− 12} .

Therefore, we can conclude that |Θ_i| ≺ N^{−1/2}.

6.2. Estimates of Q_{21} and Q_{22}. We first consider the estimation of Q_{21}. We first rewrite

Q_{21} = √ Nm_1 ∑ k x^2_{ik} ∑ u,u≠i ( x^2_{uk} − 1 N ) + √ N ∑ k x^2_{ik} ∑ u,u≠i ( x^2_{uk} − 1 N ) (G^{[i](k)}_1 ]_{uu} − m_1) + √ Ny ∑ k x^2_{ik} ( 1 M TrG^{[i](k)}_1 − m_1 ) . Using the local law (cf. Theorem 3.1), we see that the last term above is O_≺(N^{− 1}2 ). For the second term, we have E | | ∑ u,u≠i ( x^2_{uk} − 1 N ) (G^{[i](k)}_1 ]_{uu} − m_1) | |^2 = ∑ u_1,u_2 u_1,u_2≠i E ( x^2_{u1k} − 1 N )( x^2_{u2k} − 1 N ) E(G^{[i](k)}_1 ]_{u1u1} − m_1)(G^{[i](k)}_1 ]_{u2u2} − m_1)

≤ ∑ u_1,u_2 u_1≠i,u_2≠i O_≺( 1 N )E ( x^2_{u1k}x^2_{u2k} − 1 N^2 ) ≺ N^{− 43} ,

where in the last step, we again used Lemma 4.5. Hence, we have

Q_{21} = √ Nm_1 ∑ k x^2_{ik} ∑ u≠i ( x^2_{uk} − 1 N ) + o_p(1),

Next, we consider the estimation of Q_{22}. Under the unconditional assumption, we have

Q_{22}^d= √ N ∑ k x^2_{ik} ( ∑ u,v u,v≠i,u≠v δ_{uk}δ_{vk}x_{uk}x_{vk}G^{[i](k)}_1 ]_{uv} ) ,

where δ_{uk}’s are i.i.d Rademacher random variables. Then taking the expectation w.r.t. the δ-variables simply leads to

EQ_{22} = 0, and VarQ_{22} =N ∑ k E x^4_{ik} ( ∑ u,v u,v≠i,u≠v x^2_{uk}x^2_{vk}G^{[i](k)}_1 ]^2_{uv} ) = O_≺(N^{−1}).

Therefore, we have Q_{22} = o_p(1).

6.3. Proof of (52). Write Var ( x^2_{ik} ∑ u,u≠i ( x^2_{uk} − 1 N )) = E ( x^2_{ik} ∑ u,u≠i ( x^2_{uk} − 1 N ))_2 − ( E ( x^2_{ik} ∑ u,u≠i ( x^2_{uk} − 1 N )))_2 . For the second term, we can directly bound it by Lemma 4.5, which gives E ( x^2_{ik} ∑ u,u≠i ( x^2_{uk} − 1 N )) ≲ 1 N^43 . For the first term, we have by Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, E ( x^2_{ik} ∑ u,u≠i ( x^2_{uk} − 1 N ))_2 ≤ ( E ( x^4_{ik} ∑ u,u≠i ( x^2_{uk} − 1 N ))_2)_{1/2}( E ( ∑ u,u≠i ( x^2_{uk} − 1 N ))_2)_{1/2}

≲ 1 N^2 ( ∑ u_1,u_1≠i ∑ u_2,u_2≠i E ( x^2_{u1k}x^2_{u2k} − 1 N^2 ))_{1/2} ≲ 1 N^{13}6 , where in the last step we used Lemma 4.5 again to estimate the mixed moments. We conclude the proof of (52) by combining the above estimates.

6.4. Proof of Lemma 5.3. In this section, we give the proof of Lemma 5.3. We first consider (54). Let

a_k := δ_k √ N , A_{kl} := Nx_{ik}x_{il}[G^{[i]}_2 ]_{kl}.

Then A = (A_{kl})^N_{k,l=1} is an N × N symmetric matrix, and A_{kl} = O_≺(N^{−1/2}) if k ≠ l and A_{kk} = O_≺(1). For brevity, we will use the notation ∂_k := ∂/∂a_k. Rewrite Q_1 as the following,

Q_1 = √ N ( ∑ k,l a_ka_lA_{kl} − 1 N ∑ k A_{kk} ) . We set the characteristic function Φ(t) = E_δ ϕ(t) with ϕ(t) = exp(itQ_1/ √ b^2_1 + b^2). Then we can write its derivative as

Φ^′(t) = i √ N √ b^2_1 + b^2 ∑ k,l E_δ [ a_ka_lA_{kl}ϕ(t) ] − i √ b^2_1 + b^2 √ N ∑ k E_δ [ A_{kk}ϕ(t) ] .

Observe that if k = l, we have a^2_k = 1. Therefore,

Φ^′(t) = i √ N √ b^2_1 + b^2 ∑ k,l,k≠l E_δ [ a_ka_lA_{kl}ϕ(t) ] . For k ≠ l, performing cumulant expansion w.r.t. a_k gives, ∑ k,l,k≠l E_δ [ a_ka_lA_{kl}ϕ(t) ] = 1 N ∑ k,l,k≠l E_δ [ a_lA_{kl}∂_kϕ(t) ] − 1 3N^2 ∑ k,l,k≠l E_δ [ a_lA_{kl}∂^3_k ϕ(t) ] + R. (58)

The remainder term R can be easily bounded as R = O_≺(N^{−1/2}), we omit the details.

For the first term in the RHS of (58), by direct calculation, we have 1 N ∑ k,l,k≠l E_δ [ a_lA_{kl}∂_kϕ(t) ] = 2it √ N √ b^2_1 + b^2 ( 1 N ∑ k,l,k≠l A^2_{kl} ) E_δ [ϕ(t)]

+ 2it √ N √ b^2_1 + b^2 ∑ j,l E_δ [ ∑ k,k≠l ( a_la_j A_{kl}A_{jk} − E_δ [ a_la_j A_{kl}A_{jk} ]) ϕ(t) ] . Notice that by the large deviation inequality for quadratic form of a_i’s, ∑ j,l ∑ k,k≠l ( a_la_jA_{kl}A_{jk} − E_δ [ a_la_jA_{kl}A_{jk} ]) ≺ 1 N ( ∑ l,j | | ∑ k,k≠l A_{kl}A_{jk} | |^2 )_{1/2}

≺ 1 N (TrA^2)^{1/2} + 1 √ N ≺ 1 √ N . Therefore, we have 1 N ∑ k,l,k≠l E_δ [ a_lA_{kl}∂_kϕ(t) ] = 2it √ N √ b^2_1 + b^2 ( 1 N ∑ k≠l A^2_{kl} ) E_δ [ϕ(t)] + O_≺(N^{− 12} ).

For the second term in (58), we have 1 3N^2 ∑ k,l,k≠l E_δ [ a_lA_{kl}∂^3_k ϕ(t) ] = −4t^2 N(b^2_1 + b^2) ∑ k,l,k≠l E_δ [ a_lA_{kl}A_{kk} ( ∑ j a_jA_{jk} ) ϕ(t) ]

− 8it^3 3 √ N(b^2_1 + b^2)^{3/2} ∑ k,l,k≠l E_δ [ a_lA_{kl} ( ∑ j a_j A_{jk} )_3 ϕ(t) ] = O_≺(N^{−1}).

where in the last step we used ∑ j a_jA_{jk} = O_≺(N^{−1/2}). Combining the above estimates, we have

Φ^′(t) = −

2t^2 b^2_1 + b^2 ( 1 N ∑ k,l,k≠l A^2_{kl} ) Φ(t) + O_≺(N^{− 12} ).

Then (54) follows by solving the differential equation.

Next, we give the proof of (55). Notice that by Theorem 3.1, we have N ∑ k,l,k≠l x^2_{ik}x^2_{il}([G^{[i]}_2 ]_{kl})^2 = m^′_2 − m^2 + N ∑ k,l,k≠l ( x^2_{ik}x^2_{il} − 1 N^2 ) ([G^{[i]}_2 ]_{kl})^2 + O_≺(N^{− 12} ).

Hence, what remains is to show N ∑ k,l,k≠l ( x^2_{ik}x^2_{il} − 1 N^2 ) ([G^{[i]}_2 ]_{kl})^2 = o_p(1). (59)

To show (59), it suffices to estimate the expectation and variance of the LHS of (59). We first consider the expectation. For simplicity, in the sequel, we adopt the following shorthand notation (i)∑ u,v := ∑ u,v u,v≠i .

Using the following resolvent expansion

[G_2(z)]_{kl} = z[G_2(z)]_{kk}[G^{(k)}_2 (z)]_{ll} ( ∑ u,v x_{uk}x_{vl}[G^{(kl)}_1 (z)]_{uv} ) , (60)

we have E [( x^2_{ik}x^2_{il} − 1 N^2 ) ([G^{[i]}_2 ]_{kl})^2 ]

=θ^2(d_i)E [( x^2_{ik}x^2_{il} − 1 N^2 ) ([G^{[i]}_2 ]_{kk})^2([G^{[i](k)}_2 ]_{ll})^2

(^{(i)}∑ u,v x_{uk}x_{vl}G^{[i](kl)}_1 ]_{uv} )_2]

=θ^2(d_i)m^4_2E [( x^2_{ik}x^2_{il} − 1 N^2 )(^{(i)}∑ u,v x_{uk}x_{vl}[G^{[i](kl)}_1 ]_{uv} )_2]

+ O_≺(N^{− 72} )

=θ^2(d_i)m^4_2E [( x^2_{ik}x^2_{il} − 1 N^2

)^{(i)}∑ u,v x^2_{uk}x^2_{vl}([G^{[i](kl)}_1 ]_{uv})^2 ] + O_≺(N^{− 72} ),

where in the second equality we used Theorem 3.1 to replace the diagonal entries of [G^{[i]}_2 ]_{kk} and [G^{[i](k)}_2 ]_{ll} with m_2, and in the last step we used the condition that x_{ij} ’s are unconditionally distributed. Notice that E [( x^2_{ik}x^2_{il} − 1 N^2

)^{(i)}∑ u,v x^2_{uk}x^2_{vl}([G^{[i](kl)}_1 ]_{uv})^2 ] = (i)∑ u,v ( E [ x^2_{ik}x^2_{uk} ] E [ x^2_{il}x^2_{vl} ] − 1 N^4 ) E [ ([G^{[i](kl)}_1 ]_{uv})^2 ] . By Lemma 4.5 and the estimates of ([G^{[i](kl)}_1 ]_{uv})^2 in Theorem 3.1, we have E [( x^2_{ik}x^2_{il} − 1 N^2

)^{(i)}∑ u,v x^2_{uk}x^2_{vl}([G^{[i](kl)}_1 ]_{uv})^2 ] = O_≺(N^{− 103} ).

Therefore, N ∑ k,l,k≠l E [ ( x^2_{ik}x^2_{il} − 1 N^2 ) ([G^{[i]}_2 ]_{kl})^2 ] = O_≺(N^{− 13} ).

Next, we consider the second moment of the LHS of (59). Applying the resolvent expansion (60) to [G^{[i]}_2 (z)]_{kl} and further using Theorem 3.1, we have E ( ∑ k,l,k≠l ( x^2_{ik}x^2_{il} − 1 N^2 ) ([G^{[i]}_2 ]_{kl})^2

)_2

= θ^4(d_i)m^8_2E ( ∑ k,l,k≠l ( x^2_{ik}x^2_{il} − 1 N^2 )(^{(i)}∑ u,v x_{uk}x_{vl}[G^{[i](kl)}_1 ]_{uv} )_2)2

+ O_≺(N^{−3}).

Also we have, E [( ∑ k,l,k≠l ( x^2_{ik}x^2_{il} − 1 N^2 )(^{(i)}∑ u,v x_{uk}x_{vl}[G^{[i](kl)}_1 ]_{uv} )_2)2]

= E [( ∑ k_1,l_1,k_1≠l_1 ( x^2_{ik1} x^2_{il1} − 1 N^2 )(^{(i)}∑ u_1,v_1 (i)∑ u_2,v_2

x_{u1k1} x_{v1l1} x_{u2k1} x_{v2l1} [G^{[i](k1l1)}_1 ]_{u1v1} [G^{[i](k1l1)}_1 ]_{u2v2} ))

× ( ∑ k_2,l_2,k_2≠l_2 ( x^2_{ik2} x^2_{il2} − 1 N^2 )(^{(i)}∑ u_3,v_3 (i)∑ u_4,v_4

x_{u3k2} x_{v3l2} x_{u4k2} x_{v4l2} [G^{[i](k2l2)}_1 ]_{u3v3} [G^{[i](k2l2)}_1 ]_{u4v4} ))] . We only have to consider the case of {k_1, l_1}∩{k_2, l_2} = ∅, since the other cases have fewer summands which will collectively give smaller order errors. Crudely bounding the other cases gives E [( ∑ k,l,k≠l ( x^2_{ik}x^2_{il} − 1 N^2 )(^{(i)}∑ u,v x_{uk}x_{vl}[G^{[i](kl)}_1 ]_{uv} )_2)2]

= ∑ k_1≠l_1 ∑ k_2≠l_2 {k_1,l_1}∩{k_2,l_2}=∅ (i)∑ u_1,v_1 (i)∑ u_3,v_3 E [( x^2_{ik1} x^2_{il1} − 1 N^2 ) x^2_{u1k1} x^2_{v1l1} [G^{[i](k2l2)}_1 ]^2_{u3v3}

× ( x^2_{ik2} x^2_{il2} − 1 N^2 ) x^2_{u3k2} x^2_{v3l2} [G^{[i](k1l1)}_1 ]^2_{u1v1} ] + O_≺(N^{−3}),

where we also used the unconditional assumption. Further, by the Woodbury matrix identity, we have

[G^{[i](k2l2)}

1 ]_{u3v3} = [G^{[i](k2l2k1)}

1 ]_{u3v3} − e^∗_{u3} G^{[i](k2l2k1)}

1 x_{k1} x^∗_{k1} G^{[i](k2l2k1)}

1 e_{v3} 1 + x^∗_{k1} G^{[i](k2l2k1)}

1 x_{k1} . Notice that by large deviation lemma for log-concave random vector (cf. Lemma 3.3), we have

|e^∗_{u3} G^{[i](k2l2k1)}

1 x_{k1} | = | | ∑ j [G^{[i](k2l2k1)} 1 ]_{u3j}x_{jk1} | | ≺ 1√ N ( ∑ j |[G^{[i](k2l2k1)} 1 ]_{u3j} |^2 )_{1/2} ≺ N^{− 12} .

Therefore,

[G^{[i](k2l2)}

1 ]^2_{u3v3} = [G^{[i](k2l2k1)}

1 ]^2_{u3v3} + O_≺ ( |[G^{[i](k2l2k1)} 1 ]_{u3v3} | N ) . Repeating the above procedure, we get

[G^{[i](k2l2)}

1 ]^2_{u3v3} = [G^{[i](k2l2k1l1)}

1 ]^2_{u3v3} + O_≺ ( |[G^{[i](k2l2k1)} 1 ]_{u3v3} | + |[G^{[i](k2l2k1l1)}

1 ]_{u3v3} | N ) . Similarly,

[G^{[i](k1l1)}

1 ]^2_{u1v1} = [G^{[i](k2l2k1l1)}

1 ]^2_{u1v1} + O_≺ ( |[G^{[i](k1l1k2)} 1 ]_{u1v1} | + |[G^{[i](k2l2k1l1)}

1 ]_{u1v1} | N ) .

With these estimates, we have E [( ∑ k,l,k≠l ( x^2_{ik}x^2_{il} − 1 N^2 )(^{(i)}∑ u,v x_{uk}x_{vl}[G^{[i](kl)}_1 ]_{uv} )_2)2]

= ∑ k_1,l_1,k_1≠l_1 ∑ k_2≠l_2 {k_1,l_1}∩{k_2,l_2}=∅ (i)∑ u_1,v_1 (i)∑ u_3,v_3 E [( x^2_{ik1} x^2_{il1} − 1 N^2 ) x^2_{u1k1} x^2_{v1l1} [G^{[i](k2l2k1l1)}

1 ]^2_{u3v3} ]

× E [( x^2_{ik2} x^2_{il2} − 1 N^2 ) x^2_{u3k2} x^2_{v3l2} [G^{[i](k1l1k2l2)}

1 ]^2_{u1v1} ] + O_≺(N^{− 52} )

= ∑ k_1,l_1,k_1≠l_1 ∑ k_2≠l_2 {k_1,l_1}∩{k_2,l_2}=∅ (i)∑ u_1,v_1 ( E [ x^2_{ik1} x^2_{u1k1} ] E [ x^2_{il1} x^2_{v1l1} ] − 1 N^4 ) E [ [G^{[i](k1l1k2l2)} 1 ]^2_{u1v1} ]

× (i)∑ u_3,v_3 ( E [ x^2_{ik2} x^2_{u3k2} ] E [ x^2_{il2} x^2_{v3l2} ] − 1 N^4 ) E [ [G^{[i](k2l2k1l1)} 1 ]^2_{u3v3} ] + O_≺(N^{− 52} )

≺ 1 N^2 ∑ k_1,l_1,k_1≠l_1 (i)∑ u_1,v_1 | |E [x_{2ik1} x_{2u1k1} ]E [x_{2il1} x_{2v1l1} ] − 1 N^4 | |

× ∑ k_2,l_2,k_2≠l_2 (i)∑ u_3,v_3 | |E [ x^2_{ik2} x^2_{u3k2} ] E [ x^2_{il2} x^2_{v3l2} ] − 1 N^4 | | + O≺(N^{− 52} )

= 1 N^2 ( ∑ k_1,l_1,k_1≠l_1 (i)∑ u_1,v_1 | |E [x_{2ik1} x_{2u1k1} ]E [x_{2il1} x_{2v1l1} ] − 1 N^4 | | )_2

+ O_≺(N^{− 52} ).

By Lemma 4.5, for any k_1 ≠ l_1, we have (i)∑ u_1,v_1 | |E [ x^2_{ik1} x^2_{u1k1} ] E [ x^2_{il1} x^2_{v1l1} ] − 1 N^4 | | ≲ N^{− 73} Therefore, we obtain, E [( ∑ k,l,k≠l ( x^2_{ik}x^2_{il} − 1 N^2 ) ([G^{[i]}_2 ]_{kl})^2

)_2]

≺ N^{− 83} + N^{− 52} ≺ N^{− 52} .

Together with the estimate of expectation, we get N ∑ k,l,k≠l ( x^2_{ik}x^2_{il} − 1 N^2 ) ([G^{[i]}_2 ]_{kl})^2 = o_p(1).

APPENDIX A. HANSON-WRIGHT TYPE INEQUALITY FOR ISOTROPIC LOG-CONCAVE RANDOM

VECTOR

In this section, we briefly reproduce Adamaczak’s augument in [1] to prove (22), under a different tail probability of the Lipschitz concentration. In the sequel, we fix k = 1 and let y := √ N(x_{11}, · · · , x_{M1})^T. Thus, y is an isotropic log-concave random vector.

To prove (22), we need the following technical lemmas. The proofs of these lemmas are essentially the same as those in [1], we modify them to meet the Lipschitz concentration in Corollary 2.5.

Lemma A.1. Assume that a random variable Z satisfies

P (|Z − Med(Z)| ≥ t) ≤ 2 exp ( − min ( t a , √ t b )) . (61)

Here Med(Z) is the median of Z. Then for some absolute constant C and all t > 0 P (|Z − E(Z)| ≥ t) ≤ 2 exp ( − min 1 C ( t a , √ t b )) . (62)

Lemma A.2. Let Y and Z be random variables and a, b, t > 0 be such that for all s > 0, P (|Y − E (Y )| ≥ s) ≤ 2 exp ( −s a + √ bt ) (63) and P(Y ≠ Z) ≤ 2 exp ( − √ t b ) . (64)

Then

P (|Z − Med(Z)| ≥ t) ≤ 2 exp ( − 1 C min ( t a , √ t b )) . (65)

With the above lemmas, we proceed to the proof of (22). Letting Z ≡ φ(y) := y^TBy, the main part of the proof is to construct a suitable Y , such that (63) and (64) in Lemma A.2 hold. With the conclusion of Lemma A.2, and further using Lemma A.1 to replace the median with mean, we finish the proof of (22).

Notice that if Z is a Lipschitz function, we can set Y = Z. However, the quadratic function is not Lipschitz. The key idea in [1] to construct Y can be summarized as follows. First, observe that ‖∇φ(y)‖_2 is a Lipschitz function. We can restrict y in a small convex set B where ‖∇φ(y)‖_2 is bounded by an appropriately chosen constant, and then φ(y) is Lipschitz on B. Next, we can extend this restricted function to R^M . This means that we can find another function φ̃(y) which is Lipschitz on R^M and is equal to φ(y) on B. Then Y can be set as φ̃(y).

Without loss of generality, we prove (22) with real symmetric B. Notice that (E ‖∇φ(y)‖_2 )^2 ≤ E ‖∇φ(y)‖^2 = 4‖B‖^2_{HS} .

This implies that E ‖∇φ(y)‖ ≤ 2‖B‖_{HS} . For any t > 0, define the set B to be

B := {y ∈ R^M : ‖∇φ(y)‖_2 ≤ 2‖B‖_{HS} + √ t‖B‖}, and φ̃(y) is defined as φ̃(y) := max_{x∈B} (⟨∇φ(x), y − x⟩ + φ(x)).

One can easily verify that φ̃(y) ≤ φ(y) on R^M and φ̃(y) = φ(y) on B. Therefore, P(φ̃(y) ≠ φ(y)) ≤ P(y /∈ B) =P(‖∇φ(y)‖_2 > 2‖B‖_{HS} + √ t‖B‖) ≤P(|‖∇φ(y)‖_2 − E‖∇φ(y)‖_2 | > √ t‖B‖) ≤ exp ( − ψ_ρ C √ t ‖B‖ ) , where in the last inequality we used Corollary 2.5 with the fact that ‖∇φ(y)‖ is 2‖B‖-Lipschitz. This established (64) in Lemma A.2. For (63), one can verify that the Lipschitz constant of φ̃(y) is 2‖B‖_{HS} + √ t‖B‖. Then by Corollary 2.5, we get for any s > 0,

P (|φ̃(y) − Eφ̃(y)| ≥ s) ≤ 2 exp ( − ψ_ρ C · s ( 2‖B‖_{HS} + √ t‖B‖ ) ) , which established (63).

APPENDIX B. PROOFS OF TECHNICAL ESTIMATES IN SECTION 4

B.1. Proofs of (37)-(39).

Proof of (37). Recall that z = E + iη_0 with η_0 = N^{−2/3−ϵ}. By Cauchy’s integral formula, we have

⟨x_1, (G^{(1)}_1 (z))^2x_1⟩ = 1 2πi ∮ γ_{η0} ⟨x_1, G^{(1)}_1 (a)x_1⟩ (a − z)^2 da, where γ_{η0} is chosen as the circle centered at z with radius η_0/2. Therefore, we have by triangular inequality, | |⟨x_1, (G(1)_1 (z))_2x_1⟩ | | ≲ | | | ∮ γ_{η0} N^{−1}TrG^{(1)}_1 (a) (a − z)^2 da | | | + | | | ∮ γ_{η0} ⟨x_1, G^{(1)}_1 (a)x_1⟩ − N^{−1}TrG^{(1)}_1 (a) (a − z)^2 da | | | For the first term, we have | | | ∮ γ_{η0} N^{−1}TrG^{(1)}_1 (a)

(a − z)^2 da | | | ≲ | | | Tr(G^{(1)}_1 (z))^2 N | | | ≲ 1 N N∑ i=1 1 |λ^{(1)}_i − z|^2 = ℑTrG^{(1)}_2 (z) Nη_0 ≺ 1 √ η_0 ≤ N^{1/3+ϵ}. For the second term, using large deviation lemma (cf. Lemma 3.3), we have | | | | ∮ γ_{η0} ⟨x_1, G^{(1)}_1 (a)x_1⟩ − N^{−1}TrG^{(1)}_1 (a) (a − z)^2 da | | | | ≺ ( ℑTrG^{(1)}_1 (z) N^2η^3_0 )_{1/2} ≲ ( ℑTrG^{(1)}_2 (z) N^2η^3_0 )_{1/2} ≺ N^{1/3+ϵ}. Then (37) follows by combining the above estimates . □

Proof of (38). In the following proof, z = E + iη_0 with η_0 = N^{−2/3−ϵ} and |E − λ_+| ≤ N^{−2/3+ϵ}. For notational simplicity, We show the bound for [G_1(z)]_{11} while the bound for [G^{(1)}_1 (z)]_{ii} can be proved similarly. By the resolvent identity, we have

[G_1(z)]_{11} = 1 −z − z⟨r_1, G^{[1]}_2 (z)r_1⟩ =: 1 −z − zm^{[1]}_2 (z) − z(I_1 + I_2 + I_3) , where

I_1 := ( ∑ i x^2_{1i} − 1 ) m^{[1]}_2 (z), I_2 := ∑ i x^2_{1i} ( [G^{[1]}_2 (z)]_{ii} − m^{[1]}_2 (z) ) , I_3 := ∑ i,j,i≠j x_{1i}x_{1j} [G^{[1]}_2 (z)]_{ij} .

Note that Theorem 3.1 can be still applied to G^{[1]}_2 (z) since each column of X^{[1]} is still an unconditional isotropic log-concave random vector with dimensional M − 1 (cf. Proposition 2.3). Therefore, | |[G^{[1]}_2 (z)]ij − m^{[1]}_2 (z)δij | | ≺ √ ℑm^{[1]}_2 (z) Nη + 1 Nη . Here m^{[1]}_2 (z) is the Stieljes transform of Marcenko-Pastur law with parameter ỹ = (M − 1)/N.

We first consider the estimate of I_3. Since x_{1i}’s are unconditionally distributed, we have ∑ i,j,i≠j x_{1i}x_{1j} [G^{[1]}_2 (z)]_{ij}^d= ∑ i,j,i≠j δ_iδ_j x_{1i}x_{1j}[G^{[1]}_2 (z)]_{ij} ,

where δ_i’s are i.i.d Rademacher random variables. Therefore, by large deviation of the quadratic form of δ_i’s, we have | | ∑ i,j,i≠j δ_iδ_j x_{1i}x_{1j} [G^{[1]}_2 (z)]_{ij} | | ≺ ( ∑ i,j,i≠j x^2_{1i}x^2_{1j} |[G^{[1]}_2 (z)]_{ij} |^2 )_{1/2} ≺ N^{−1/3+ϵ}. Hence, we have |I_3| ≺ N^{−1/3+ϵ}. For I_2, we have

|I_2| ≤ ∑ i x^2_{1i}|[G^{[1]}_2 (z)]_{ii} − m^{[1]}_2 (z)| ≺ N^{−1/3+ϵ} ∑ i x^2_{1i} ≺ N^{−1/3+ϵ}.

Lastly, for I_1, using the fact that |m^{[1]}_2 (z)| ∼ 1, we can trivially bound it as |I_1| ≺ N^{−1/2} since x_{1i}’s are i.i.d.. Then using (13), the fact |m_1(z) − m^{[1]}_1 (z)| ≲^1_{Nη0} , together with the above estimates, we have

[G_1(z)]_{11} = m_1(z) + O_≺(N^{−1/3+ϵ}).

For i ≠ j, by the resolvent identity, we have,

|[G_1(z)]_{ij} | = |z[G_1(z)]_{ii}[G^{[i]}_1 (z)]_{jj} ⟨r_i, G^{[ij]}_2 (z)r_j ⟩| ≺ |⟨r_i, G^{[ij]}_2 (z)r_j ⟩| = | | ∑ k,l x_{ik}x_{jl}[G^{[ij]}_2 (z)]_{kl} | | Again, by the unconditional assumption, we have ∑ k,l x_{ik}x_{jl}[G^{[ij]}_2 (z)]_{kl}^d= ∑ k,l δ_{ik}δ_{jl}x_{ik}x_{jl}[G^{[ij]}_2 (z)]_{kl}, where δ_{ik}’s and δ_{jl}’s are i.i.d Rademacher random variables. Applying the large deviation inequality for the quadratic forms of δ-variables, we have | | ∑ k,l δ_{ik}δ_{jl}x_{ik}x_{jl}[G^{[ij]}_2 (z)]_{kl} | | ≺ ( ∑ k,l x^2_{ik}x^2_{jl}|[G^{[ij]}_2 (z)]_{kl}|^2 )_{1/2} ≺ N^{−1/3+ϵ}. Here we used the bounds from Theorem 3.1 for G^{[ij]}_2 . Therefore, we have the bound |[G_1(z)]_{ij} | ≺ N^{−1/3+ϵ}. This concludes the proof of (38). □

Proof of (39). By the Cauchy’s integral formula, we have

|[(G_1(z))^2]_{ij} | ≲ | | | ∮ γ_{η0} [G_1(a)]_{ij} (a − z)^2 da | | | . For the case of i ≠ j, we can directly bound the RHS of the above inequality using (38), | | | | ∮ γ_{η0} [G_1(a)]_{ij} (a − z)^2 da | | | | ≺ N^{1/3+ϵ}. If i = j, we have | | | ∮ γ_{η0} [G_1(a)]_{ii} (a − z)^2 da | | | ≲ | | | ∮ γ_{η0} [G_1(a)]_{ii} − m_1(a) (a − z)^2 da | | | + | | | ∮ γ_{η0} m_1(a) (a − z)^2 da | | | ≺ N^{−1/3+ϵ} η_0

+ |m^′_1(z)| ≺ N^{1/3+ϵ}.

Hence, (39) follows from combining the above estimates. □

REFERENCES

[1] Radosław Adamczak. A note on the hanson-wright inequality for random vectors with dependencies. Electronic Communications in Probability, 20:1–13, 2015.

[2] Radosław Adamczak, Alexander Litvak, Alain Pajor, and Nicole Tomczak-Jaegermann. Quantitative estimates of the convergence of the empirical covariance matrix in log-concave ensembles. Journal of the American Mathematical Society, 23(2):535–561, 2010.

[3] Bloemendal Alex, László Erdős, Antti Knowles, Horng-Tzer Yau, and Jun Yin. Isotropic local laws for sample covariance and generalized wigner matrices. Electronic Journal of Probability, 19:1–53, 2014.

[4] Johannes Alt, László Erdős, Torben Krüger, and Dominik Schröder. Correlated random matrices: band rigidity and edge universality. The Annals of Probability, 48(2):963–1001, 2020.

[5] Guillaume Aubrun. Sampling convex bodies: a random matrix approach. Proceedings of the American Mathematical Society, 135(5):1293–1303, 2007.

[6] Zhidong Bai, Jian-feng Yao. Central limit theorems for eigenvalues in a spiked population model. Annales de l’IHP Probabilités et statistiques, 44(3):447–474, 2008.

[7] Jinho Baik, Gérard Ben Arous and Sandrine Péché Phase transition of the largest eigenvalue for nonnull complex sample covariance matrices. The Annals of Probability, 33(5):1643–97, 2005.

[8] Zhigang Bao, Xiucai Ding, Jingming Wang, and Ke Wang. Statistical inference for principal components of spiked covariance matrices. The Annals of Statistics, 50(2):1144–1169, 2022.

[9] Zhigang Bao, Guangming Pan, and Wang Zhou. Tracy-widom law for the extreme eigenvalues of sample correlation matrices. Electronic Journal of Probability, 17:1–32, 2012.

[10] Zhigang Bao, Dong Wang. Eigenvector distribution in the critical regime of BBP transition. Probability Theory and Related Fields, 182(1):399–479, 2022.

[11] Zhigang Bao, Guangming Pan, Wang Zhou. Universality for the largest eigenvalue of sample covariance matrices with general population. The Annals of Statistics, 43(1):382–421, 2015.

[12] Benaych-Georges Florent and Antti Knowles Lectures on the local semicircle law for Wigner matrices. arXiv preprint arXiv:1601.04055, 2016.

[13] Benaych-Georges Florent and Raj Rao Nadakuditi. The singular values and vectors of low rank perturbations of large rectangular random matrices. Journal of Multivariate Analysis, 111:120–35, 2012.

[14] Alex Bloemendal, Antti Knowles, Horng-Tzer Yau, and Jun Yin. On the principal components of sample covariance matrices. Probability theory and related fields, 164(1):459–552, 2016.

[15] Jean Bourgain. Random points in isotropic convex sets. Convex geometric analysis, 34:53–58, 1996. [16] Mireille Capitaine and Catherine Donati-Martin. Spectrum of deformed random matrices and free probability. arXiv preprint arXiv:1607.05560, 2016.

[17] Djalil Chafaï and Konstantin Tikhomirov. On the convergence of the extremal eigenvalues of empirical covariance matrices with dependence. Probability Theory and Related Fields, 170(3):847–889, 2018.

[18] Yuansi Chen. An almost constant lower bound of the isoperimetric coefficient in the kls conjecture. Geometric and Functional Analysis, 31(1):34–61, 2021.

[19] Giorgio Cipolloni, László Erdős, and Dominik Schröder. Edge universality for non-hermitian random matrices. Probability Theory and Related Fields, 179(1):1–28, 2021.

[20] Madeleine Cule and Richard Samworth. Theoretical properties of the log-concave maximum likelihood estimator of a multidimensional density. Electronic Journal of Statistics, 4:254–270, 2010.

[21] Xiucai Ding and Fan Yang. A necessary and sufficient condition for edge universality at the largest singular values of covariance matrices. The Annals of Applied Probability, 28(3):1679–1738, 2018.

[22] Xiucai Ding and Fan Yang. Tracy-widom distribution for heterogeneous gram matrices with applications in signal detection. IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, 2022.

[23] László Erdős, Antti Knowles, and Horng-Tzer Yau. Averaging fluctuations in resolvents of random band matrices. In Annales Henri Poincaré, volume 14, pages 1837–1926. Springer, 2013.

[24] László Erdős, Antti Knowles, Horng-Tzer Yau, and Jun Yin. Spectral statistics of erdős-rényi graphs ii: Eigenvalue spacing and the extreme eigenvalues. Communications in Mathematical Physics, 314(3):587–640, 2012.

[25] László Erdős, Antti Knowles, Horng-Tzer Yau, and Jun Yin. The local semicircle law for a general class of random matrices. Electronic Journal of Probability, 18:1–58, 2013.

[26] László Erdős, Benjamin Schlein, and Horng-Tzer Yau. Semicircle law on short scales and delocalization of eigenvectors for wigner random matrices. The Annals of Probability, 37(3):815–852, 2009.

[27] László Erdős, Benjamin Schlein, and Horng-Tzer Yau. Local semicircle law and complete delocalization for Wigner random matrices. Communications in Mathematical Physics, 287(2):641–655, 2009.

[28] László Erdős, Benjamin Schlein, and Horng-Tzer Yau. Wegner estimate and level repulsion for Wigner random matrices. International Mathematics Research Notices, 2010(3):436–479, 2010.

[29] László Erdős, Benjamin Schlein, and Horng-Tzer Yau. Rigidity of eigenvalues of generalized Wigner matrices. Advances in Mathematics, 229(3):1435–1515, 2012.

[30] László Erdős, Benjamin Schlein, and Horng-Tzer Yau. A dynamical approach to random matrix theory American Mathematical Soc., volume 28, 2017.

[31] A Giannopoulos, M Hartzoulaki, and A Tsolomitis. Random points in isotropic unconditional convex bodies. Journal of the London Mathematical Society, 72(3):779–798, 2005.

[32] Mikhael Gromov and Vitali D Milman. A topological application of the isoperimetric inequality. American Journal of Mathematics, 105(4):843–854, 1983.

[33] Jiaoyang Huang, Benjamin Landon, and Horng-Tzer Yau. Transition from tracy–widom to gaussian fluctuations of extremal eigenvalues of sparse erdős–rényi graphs. The Annals of Probability, 48(2):916–962, 2020.

[34] Iain M Johnstone. On the distribution of the largest eigenvalue in principal components analysis. The Annals of statistics, 29(2):295–327, 2001 .

[35] Ravi Kannan, László Lovász, and Miklós Simonovits. Random walks and an o*(n5) volume algorithm for convex bodies. Random Structures & Algorithms, 11(1):1–50, 1997.

[36] Bo’az Klartag and Joseph Lehec. Bourgain’s slicing problem and kls isoperimetry up to polylog. Geometric and Functional Analysis, 32(5):1134–1159, 2022.

[37] Bo’az Klartag. A berry-esseen type inequality for convex bodies with an unconditional basis. Probability theory and related fields, 145(1):1–33, 2009.

[38] Antti Knowles and Jun Yin. Anisotropic local laws for random matrices. Probability Theory and Related Fields, 169(1):257–352, 2017.

[39] Benjamin Landon and Horng-Tzer Yau. Edge statistics of dyson brownian motion. arXiv preprint arXiv:1712.03881, 2017.

[40] Ji Oon Lee and Kevin Schnelli. Edge universality for deformed wigner matrices. Reviews in Mathematical Physics, 27(08):1550018, 2015.

[41] Ji Oon Lee and Jun Yin. A necessary and sufficient condition for edge universality of Wigner matrices. Duke Mathematical Journal, 163(1):117-73, 2014.

[42] Yin Tat Lee and Santosh S Vempala. Stochastic localization+ stieltjes barrier= tight bound for log-sobolev. In Proceedings of the 50th Annual ACM SIGACT Symposium on Theory of Computing, pages 1122–1129, 2018.

[43] Vladimir A Marčenko and Leonid Andreevich Pastur. Distribution of eigenvalues for some sets of random matrices.

Mathematics of the USSR-Sbornik, 1(4):457, 1967.

[44] Shahar Mendelson. On weakly bounded empirical processes. Mathematische Annalen, 340(2):293–314, 2008. [45] Alain Pajor and Leonid Pastur. On the limiting empirical measure of the sum of rank one matrices with log-concave distribution. arXiv preprint arXiv:0710.1346, 2007.

[46] Grigoris Paouris. Concentration of mass on convex bodies. Geometric & Functional Analysis GAFA, 16(5):1021–1049, 2006.

[47] Natesh S Pillai and Jun Yin. Edge universality of correlation matrices. The Annals of Statistics, pages 1737–1763, 2012. [48] Natesh S Pillai and Jun Yin. Universality of covariance matrices. The Annals of Applied Probability, 24(3):935–1001, 2014.

[49] Mark Rudelson. Random vectors in the isotropic position. Journal of Functional Analysis, 164(1):60–72, 1999. [50] Adrien Saumard and Jon A Wellner. Log-concavity and strong log-concavity: a review. Statistics surveys, 8:45, 2014. [51] Terence Tao, Van Vu. Random covariance matrices: Universality of local statistics of eigenvalues. The Annals of Probability, 40(3):1285-315, 2012.