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On the concentration of Gaussian Cayley matrices
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Abstract
Given a finite group, we study the Gaussian series of the matrices in the image
of its left regular representation. We propose such random matrices as a benchmark
for improvements to the noncommutative Khintchine inequality, and we highlight an
application to the matrix Spencer conjecture.

1 Introduction

Given Ay, ..., A, € C™? the corresponding Gaussian matriz series is given by

X = i LE‘Z‘AZ',
i=1

where {z;}, are independent standard Gaussian variables. We are interested how the tuple
{A;}, of coefficient matrices influences the expected spectral norm E||.X||. To this end, the
noncommutative Khintchine inequality of Lust-Piquard and Pisier [13] [I5] delivers an upper
bound that is sharp for some commutative tuples, but suboptimal for many noncommutative
tuples. Certain quantifiable notions of noncommutativity have been treated by the improved
bounds of Tropp [I§] and of Bandeira, Boedihardjo, and van Handel [2], but many instances
are yet to be understood. We shine a light on this gap by introducing a noteworthy family
of random matrices.

Given a finite group G of order n, consider the left reqular representation p: G — GL(n)
defined by p(g)es := ey, and extending linearly. The Gaussian Cayley matriz is given by

Xa =Y wyplg),

gelG

where {z,}4cc are independent standard Gaussian variables. By Cayley’s theorem, the co-
efficient matrices {p(g)}4ec form a group that is isomorphic to G. These coefficient matrices
are special because their noncommutativity can be expressed in the language of group theory
and representation theory. This expressivity makes Gaussian Cayley matrices a particularly
revealing class of Gaussian matrix series, as illustrated by our main result:
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Theorem 1. Suppose G is a finite group of order n, let ¥ denote the set of isomorphism
classes of irreducible representations of G, let d. denote the degree of m € X, and put

e : L —drs?/2
m(G) == gg <s + 7; \/dTre )
Then]
Vn SE[Xell £ Vn-m(G) < /nlogn.
Furthermore:
(a) If G is abelian, then E|| Xg|| < v/n - m(G) < v/nlogn.
(b) If G is simple and nonabelian, then E||Xq| < v/n - m(G) < /n.

As we discuss in the following section, neither the noncommutative Khintchine inequal-
ity [13| (5] nor its existing improvements [18| 2] are sharp enough to prove Theorem [Il In
Section 3, we prove Theorem [I] using tools from representation theory. Section 4 then applies
Theorem [I] to resolve a special case of the matrix Spencer conjecture [20, [I4]. We conclude
in Section 5 with a discussion.

2 The failure of existing bounds

We start with the noncommutative Khintchine inequality of Lust-Piquard and Pisier [13] [15]:
Proposition 2. Given self-adjoint A;,..., A, € C™? the corresponding Gaussian matriz
series X satisfies

1/2
o(X) SE|X| So(X)log'?d,  o(X):=

32
=1

The upper bound in Proposition ] is sharp, for example, when n = d and A; = e;e! for
each i € {1,...,d}. In this case, 0(X) =1 and || X|| is the maximum of d independent half
normal variables, the expectation of which is ©(y/log d); see for example Section 3.3 in [I1].

The lower bound in Proposition 2 is sharp, for example, when n = (d'gl) and d of the A;’s

take the form \/iejej-, while the other (g) A;’s take the form eje; + exe; with j < k. In this
case, 0(X) = v/d and X is drawn from the Gaussian orthogonal ensemble, which is known
to satisfy E| X || =< v/d; see for example Section 2.3 in [17].
Notice that Proposition [2] is written in terms of self-adjoint coefficient matrices. The
general setting can be mapped to the self-adjoint case by dilation:
~ 0 A*
i[04

Observe that A € C™4 implies A € C24%2 with

1A = | 22| = max{[|A* Al [|AA*[|} = | A]>

"We write x < y if x < Cy for some universal constant C' > 0, and z < y if both z <y and y < .
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Furthermore, if X =", x;A;, then X = > 1 A;.

Let’s consider Proposition [2in the context of Gaussian Cayley matrices. Suppose G is a
finite group of order n. Then for each g € G, the square of the dilation of p(g) is I5,, and so
0(Xa) = ||ndan]|/? = v/n. As such, Proposition [ gives

Vi S E|Xel| < /nlogn,

regardless of G. Apparently, parts (a) and (b) of Theorem [ identify extreme cases of the
noncommutative Khintchine inequality. To prove Theorem [, we need to more carefully
account for interactions between coefficient matrices in the Gaussian matrix series.

Tropp [18] obtained the following improvement over the upper bound in Proposition 2

Proposition 3. Given self-adjoint A;,..., A, € C™? the corresponding Gaussian matriz
series X satisfies

E|X| < o(X)log"*d + w(X)log"?d,
where o(X) 1s defined in Proposition[d and

n o n 1/4
DY AQIAQAQsA;

i=1 j=1

w(X) :

= max
Q1,Q2,Q3€U(d)

Proposition 3.2 in [18] gives that w(X) < (X)), from which it follows that Proposition (3]
improves upon Proposition 2l This improvement is insufficient to prove Theorem [Ik

Lemma 4. Suppose G is a finite group of order n. Then w(f((;) =./n.
Proof. For each g € G, let A, denote the dilation of p(g). Then
R R R
Aaz_ | el . ] _ { p((g ]
e 0 pllgh™)?)

and so

> (A4 =nlLe > plg?).

g,heG geG

Observe that S := " _, p(g?) is symmetric:
ST=>"p(g>" = plg»H) = _nllg™)*) =5,
geG geG geG
and so ||S|| equals the largest eigenvalue of S (in magnitude). Considering
S1=Y) p(¢”)1=> 1=nl,
geG geq

we have [|S]| > n, and so

- 1/4
w(Xe) > | 3 (4,407 = lnb @ S|V =0V > Vi
g,heCG
The opposite bound w(Xs) < o(Xg) = /n implies equality. 0
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We conclude this section by discussing the following improvement by Bandeira, Boedi-
hardjo, and van Handel [2] over Proposition

Proposition 5. Given self-adjoint A, ..., A, € C™? the corresponding Gaussian matriz

series X satisfies
E[|X| £ o(X) + v(X)?0(X)?1og*" d,

where o(X) is defined in Proposition [d and v(X)?* is the spectral norm of the covariance
matriz Cov(X) of the entries of X, defined by Cov(X);jn = E[X;; X].

Proposition [l improves upon Proposition [ in the regime where v(X) is much smaller
than o(X)/+/logd, e.g., when X is drawn from the Gaussian orthogonal ensemble. However,
the Gaussian Cayley matrix does not reside in this regime. To see this, suppose G is a
finite group of order n. Then X has a total of 4n? entries, 2n? of which are identically
zero, and the other 2n? can be partitioned into n independent batches of size 2n, where
the entries in each batch are identical standard Gaussian variables. As such, Cov(Xg) is
block diagonal with n different 2n x 2n all-ones blocks, and otherwise zero. It follows that

v(Xe) = || Cov(Xe)||'? = v2n.

3 Sharp bounds using representation theory

In this section, we use representation theory to prove Theorem [0l For this approach, it is
more natural to consider the complex Gaussian Cayley matriz defined by

Ze =) 7p(9),

gelG

where {z,},e¢ are independent compler Gaussian variables such that the real and imagi-
nary parts of each z, are independent standard Gaussian variables. The following lemma
establishes that we only lose constants by studying this random matrix:

Lemma 6. Suppose G is a finite group. Then E|| X¢q|| < E||Zg|| < 2E||X¢||-

Proof. Observe that A := Re Zg and B := Im Z; each have the same distribution as Xg.
For every u € R™, it holds that || Zgul||? = ||Au||*> + || Bul|? > ||Au||?, and so
|1Zcll = sup [[Zgul| = sup [ Zgu| = sup [|Aul| = [ A]].
ueCn ueR"™ ucR"™

f[ufl=1 fJuf|=1 fJull=1

Taking the expectation then gives the first inequality. The second inequality follows from
taking the expectation of | Zg|| = ||A+iB|| < ||Al| + || B]|- O

Given a finite group G, let ¥ denote the set of isomorphism classes of irreducible repre-
sentations of GG, and let d, denote the degree of m € X..



Lemma 7. Suppose G is a finite group of order n. There exists a deterministic U € U(n)
such that the complex Gaussian Cayley matrix Zg has the same distribution as the random

block-diagonalized matrix
U[@(Idﬂ ® /dizﬂ)} U,
TED

where { Z; }xex: denote independent random matrices with Z, € C4=* having complex Gaus-
sian entries whose real and imaginary parts are independent standard Gaussian variables.

Proof. For each m € ¥, select A\, € 7 such that \,: G — U(d,). By Peter—Weyl, there exists
U € U(n) such that

plg) = U{@([dﬂ ® Aw(g))} U, geG.
TED
By Schur’s orthogonality relations, the linear map defined by
{ag}gec — { \/ df Z ag)‘ﬂ(g)ij}
geq TEX1,JEdx]

is unitary. It follows from the rotation invariance of the spherical Gaussian that the tuple
{Vdr/n3 0 cq 29Ax(9) tres of random matrices has the same distribution as {Z; }rexn. O

Lemma 8. Suppose G is a finite group of order n. Then

E|Zq|| £ vn-m(G), m(G) = 1nf (s + Z \/7 —dw82/2)

TEY
Furthermore, 1 S m(G) < /logn.

Proof. First, Lemma [7] gives
ﬁEHZGn:ETgHﬁZWH:/O p{ max | - Z | >t}dt (1)

By Gordon’s theorem [19], there is a universal constant C' > 0 such that E||Z;| < C+v/d, for
all 7. Fix s > 0 to be selected later. We truncate the integral in () at C' + s to obtain

[e.e]

E|Za| < C +s +/

P{max“ Z|| >t}dt CH+s+ 1. (2)
C+s

Next, we apply the union bound to the integrand in (2)):

I</c+s7rez {||\/_Z ||>t}dt Z/ {||Z7r||—c\/£>t\/d7}dt. (3)

TeEY

The mapping (R%*)2 — R defined by (X,Y) ~ || X +iY|| is 1-Lipschitz with respect to
the mixed Frobenius-2 norm, and so Gaussian concentration gives

PlIZ ~EZ: > 1} <2 120
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We use this to continue our bound on (3):
D o) I {EA T AN VD S AR e D s
TED TED WEE
Putting everything together, we therefore have
LE||Zal| < C+ s+ V2 Z —e S C (@),
TEY

where the last step selects an optimal s > 0. It remains to show that 1 < m(G) < v/logn.
For the first inequality, isolating the trivial representation gives

s+ Z —d,r32/2 > 8+e—s2/2 > 6—1/2
WEE

for all s > 0, where the last step follows by casing on whether s < 1. For the second
inequality, the bounds d, > 1 and || < n together give

S+Z\/— e~ 12 < s+ ne” s*/2,

TeEY

The infimum of the right-hand side is at most \/2logn + 1 by taking s := /2 logn. O

If G is an abelian group of order n, then |X| = n and d, = 1 for every 7 € 3, and
so m(G) < /logn, i.e., Lemma [§ does not improve over the noncommutative Khintchine
inequality in such cases. Next, fix £ € N and € > 0, and consider all groups G such that

H{r e X :d, <elog|G|}H < k.
Then taking s := \/2/e reveals that m(G) is bounded:

%]

<s+ Oy TN
;\/_ Velog |G|

By the following lemma, this occurs whenever GG is a nonabelian finite simple group.

G2 < \/2)e+ k + 1/ /e,

Lemma 9. There exist universal constants k € N and € > 0 for which the following holds:
For every nonabelian finite simple group G, it holds that |{m € ¥ : d, < elog|G|}| < k.

Proof. We argue in cases using the classification of finite simple groups [1].

First, we treat the alternating groups. For all sufficiently large n, it holds that S,
has four irreducible representations of degree smaller than n(n — 3)/2, namely, the trivial
representation of degree 1 (corresponding to the partition (n)), the standard representation of
degree n — 1 (corresponding to the partition (n— 1, 1)), and their conjugates (corresponding
to the transposed Young diagrams); see [10], for example. By Proposition 5.1 in [6], the
restrictions of these representations to A, give the only two irreducible representations (up



to isomorphism) of degree smaller than n(n — 3)/2. Since n(n — 3)/2 > log|A,|, the claim
holds for all sufficiently large alternating groups.

Next, we treat the classical groups A,(q), Bn(q), Cn(q), Dn(q), 2A.(¢%), and 2D, (¢?).
Letting G denote any of these groups, it holds that log |G| < Cn?logq, where C' > 0 is a
universal constant. The third table in [4] gives that every nontrivial representation of each
of these groups has degree at least cq”, where ¢ > 0 is a universal constant. One may verify
that g™ > n?logq for all n,q € N, and so the claim holds for all classical groups.

Next, consider the exceptional groups of Lie type, namely, Fs(q), E-(q), Es(q), Fi(q),
G2(q), 2Es(q?), 3Da(q?), 2Bs(q), 2Fi(q), and 2G5(q). Letting G' denote any of these groups,
it holds that log |G| < C'log g, where C' > 0 is a universal constant. The fourth table in [4]
gives that every nontrivial representation of each of these groups has degree at least ¢, and
so the claim holds for all exceptional groups of Lie type.

Finitely many finite simple groups remain, and so we are done. O

We note that the alternating groups prevent us from taking £ = 1 in Lemma[@ This was
observed by Gowers in his study of quasirandom groups [§], that is, sequences of groups for
which the minimum degree of the nontrivial representations is unbounded. In [§], Gowers
presents an elementary proof that every nontrivial representation of every nonabelian finite
simple group G has degree at least %\/log |G|, and it would be nice to obtain a similarly
elementary proof of Lemma [@ We are now ready to prove our main result.

Proof of Theorem [l The inequalities follow from combining Proposition 2l with Lemmas
and@ For (a), suppose G is abelian. Then by Lemma(7 || Z¢| is v/n times the maximum of
the absolute values of n independent standard complex Gaussian variables. The expectation
of this maximum is ©(y/logn); see for example Section 3.3 in [I1]. Combining with Lemma 0]
then gives | X¢q|| < ||Z¢|| < v/nlogn. For (b), suppose G is simple and nonabelian. Then
Lemmas B and [ together imply that m(G) < 1. O

4 An application to the matrix Spencer conjecture

Spencer’s theorem [I6] is a celebrated result in discrepancy theory:

Proposition 10. For every ay, . ..,a, € R? such that ||a;||le <1 foralli € {1,...,n}, there
erist €, ...,€6, € {—1,1} such that

n
g €;Q;
i=1

The matriz Spencer conjecture [20], [14] is a noncommutative analogue of Proposition [I

S \/ﬁ-max{l, \/W}

o0

Conjecture 11. For every Ay, ..., A, € R™? such that ||A;]] < 1 for all i € {1,...,n},
there exist €y, ..., €, € {—1,1} such that

< v max {1, /log(d/n) .

n

Z EiAi

1=1




Various cases of the matrix Spencer conjecture have been treated in [12, Bl 9] [3]. In what
follows, we leverage Theorem [I] to resolve yet another special case:

Theorem 12. For every abelian or simple group G of order n, there exists ¢, € {—1,1} for
each g € G such that

> egp(g)H < V.

gelG
Proof. We case on whether GG is abelian or simple and nonabelian.

Case I: G is abelian. Then there exists U € U(n) such that
plg) = U - diag{x(9)},cc: - U™

for every g € GG. Here, G denotes the group of characters y: G — C*. As such,

Zegp(g)H = > eqaq

geG gelG

> egdiag{x(9)},cc

geG

)
o0

where a, € C" has coordinates indexed by G and is defined by (ag)y = x(g). Given z € C",
denote 2 := (Rez,Imz2) € R*™. Then ||Z]| < [|2]loc < V2||2]l0e- In particular, ||a,|le < 1
for every g € G, and so Proposition [0l delivers €, € {—1, 1} for each g € G such that

Zegp@H ~ I e, S iy

geG gelG geG

S Vn.

o0

<V2-

Case II: G is simple and nonabelian. Let {r,},cc denote independent Rademacher variables,
and let {z,},c¢ denote independent standard Gaussian variables. Then z, = sgn(z,)|z,| has
the same distribution as r,|z,|, and so Jensen’s inequality gives

ng(Elngp(g)H = /2 E

geG

E||Xq|| = E,E,

ng|a:g|p<g>H > E,

geG

> T’gp(g)H-

geG

We rearrange and apply Theorem [Ii(b) to obtain

5 eotls)| < E| S raoto)| = 5 ElXGl = v =

gelG geG

min
€

5 Discussion

In this paper, we introduced a family of random matrices that traverses the extremes of the
noncommutative Khintchine inequality, while being amenable to analysis by representation
theory. In the language of Lemma [1 we have

LB Xg|| < Emax|| 2| S m(G),
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and furthermore, the bound m(G) is tight when G is abelian or simple.

It would be interesting to prove Theorem [I2]for more general groups, perhaps by somehow
interpolating between the abelian and simple nonabelian cases. The authors were able to
adapt Gluskin’s volume argument [7] by estimating the tail probability of the spectral norm of
the block-diagonalized random matrix in Lemma/[7, and then using the Gaussian correlation
inequality in place of Sidak’s lemma to produce a partial coloring, but we were not able to
iterate the procedure.

As a generalization of our setting, one might consider any A,,..., A, € R%9 such that
each entry of each matrix is either 0 or 1, and > | A; is the all-ones matrix. For example,
this occurs whenever {A;}" , are the adjacency matrices of an association scheme. The
Gaussian series of these matrices can be thought of as a “patterned Gaussian matrix” (cf.
Section 3.2.1 in [2]), in which the entries can be partitioned into independent batches, with
entries in each batch being identical. Such examples are also interesting in the context of the
noncommutative Khinchine inequality, but the group case is particularly tractable thanks to
its algebraic structure.
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