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Abstract

Let A be the adjacency matrix of the Erdős-Rényi directed graph G (N, p). We denote the
eigenvalues of A by λA1 , ..., λ

A
N , with |λA1 | = maxi |λAi |. For N−1+o(1) ⩽ p ⩽ 1/2, we show that

max
i=2,3,...,N

∣∣∣∣ λAi√
Np(1− p)

∣∣∣∣ = 1 +O(N−1/2+o(1))

with very high probability. In addition, we prove that near the unit circle, the local eigenvalue
statistics of A/

√
Np(1− p) coincide with those of the real Ginibre ensemble. As a by-product,

we also show that all non-trivial eigenvectors of A are completely delocalized.
For Hermitian random matrices, it is known that the edge statistics are sensitive to the

sparsity: in the very sparse regime, one needs to remove many noise random variables (which
affect both the mean and the fluctuation) to recover the Tracy-Widom distribution [18, 19, 24,
26, 27, 30, 32]. Our results imply that, compared to their analogues in the Hermitian case, the
edge statistics of non-Hermitian sparse random matrices are more robust.

The edge of non-Hermitian matrices possesses the cusp singularity, which was believed to be
a technical difficulty of the model. Our first novelty is the observation that the cusp singularity
is in fact an advantage instead of an obstacle, and when used properly, it makes the computation
easier for non-Hermitian matrices. The second novelty is a use of integration by parts formula
for the shift variable inside the Girko’s Hermitization, which completely avoids the study of
the Green function at larger spectral scales. The third novelty is a self-similarity of the self-
consistent equations of certain Green functions, which eliminates the effect of large expectations
of the matrix entries.

1 Introduction

In this paper, we consider the Erdős-Rényi directed graph G (N, p), i.e. a directed graph on N
vertices, and each edge is included in the graph with probability p, independently from every other
edge. We denote the adjacency matrix of G (N, p) by A. It is easy to see that A ∈ {0, 1}N×N is a
random matrix with independent entries satisfying

Aij =

{
1 with probability p

0 with probability 1− p
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for all i, j. For numerical convenience, we introduce the normalized matrix

A =

√
1

Np(1− p)
A (1.1)

so that Var(Aij) = N−1. From the circular law [4,5,22,33,35,40], we know that when pN ≫ 1, the
limiting spectral density of A converges to the uniform law on the unit disc of the complex plane.

One of the most important questions for the Erdős-Rényi ensemble is to study its extreme
eigenvalue statistics. Since the entries of the adjacency matrix have positive expectations, its
largest eigenvalue (in magnitude) is very large and far away from the rest of the spectrum. We are
therefore interested in the probability distribution of the eigenvalues of A near the unit disc.

The matrix A has typically N2p nonzero entries, and in the regime p ≍ 1, A is a dense matrix,
as a nontrivial portion of its entries are not zero. Under the four moment matching condition, it was
proved in [36] that the local statistics of a dense non-Hermitian random matrix coincide with those
of the Ginibre ensemble. This is known as the universality of non-Hermitian random matrices.
Without the four moment matching condition, the local circular law was proved for matrices with
uniform variance profile in [12, 13, 41], and for matrices with general variance profile in [3]. The
spectral radius of non-Hermitian random matrices was determined in [2]. Near the spectral edge,
the universality of non-Hermitian random matrices was established in [14].

In the regime p ≪ 1, which is more interesting in terms of graphs, the majority of the entries
of A are 0. In other words, A is a sparse matrix. For sparse non-Hermitian random matrices, there
is by far no result on the local eigenvalue statistics. In this paper, we prove the edge universality
for A in the whole regime N−1+o(1) ⩽ p ⩽ 1/2.

For a square matrix S ∈ CN×N with eigenvalues λS1 , ..., λ
S
N , we define its k-point correlation

function pSk through∫
Ck

F (z1, ..., zk)p
S
k (z1, ..., zk)dz1 . . . dzk =

(
N

k

)−1

E
N∑∗

i1,...,ik=1

F (λSi1 , ..., λ
S
ik
) , (1.2)

for any smooth compactly supported F : Ck → C, and
∑∗ is shorthand for distinct sum. For the

real Ginibre ensemble W , and w = (w1, ..., wk), z = (z1, ..., zk) ∈ Ck, the microscopic scaling limit
of pWk exists such that

lim
N→∞

pWk

(
w1 +

z1

N1/2
, ..., wk +

zk
N1/2

)
=.. pw(z) .

For the detailed formula of pw(z), one may refer to [11]. We may now state our first main result.

Theorem 1.1. Fix τ > 0 and assume p ∈ [N−1+τ , 1/2]. Fix k ∈ N+. Let w = (w1, ..., wk) ∈ Ck

with |w1| = · · · = |wk| = 1. Then for any smooth compactly supported F : Ck → C, we have

lim
N→∞

∫
Ck

F (z)

[
pAk

(
w +

z

N1/2

)
− pw(z)

]
dz = 0 .

Theorem 1.1 shows that the edge universality of G (N, p) holds as long as the expected degree
of each vertex has a polynomial growth in N . On the other hand, its Hermitian analogue is not
true. Let AH be the (rescaled) adjacency matrix of the undirected Erdős-Rényi graph GH(N, p)
with normalization Var(AH

ij ) = N−1. In [18, 19, 32], it was proved that for Np ⩾ N1/3+o(1), the

second largest eigenvalue of AH satisfies

N2/3(λH2 − EλH2 )
d−→ TW1 , (1.3)
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where TW1 is the Tracy-Widom distribution for GOE [38,39]. For No(1) ⩽ Np ⩽ N1/3−o(1), it was
shown in [24,26] that √

N2p

2
(λH2 − EλH2 )

d−→ N (0, 1) .

In other words, there is a phase transition at Np ≍ N1/3, and the edge universality fails if Np ⩽
N1/3−o(1). It was later observed in [27, 30] that when Np ≍ N ε, there are Ω(e1/ε) number of noise
random variables that outscale the Tracy-Widom distribution. These noise terms affect both the
mean and fluctuation of λH2 . For small ε, there is by far no efficient way to calculate them explicitly,
and even EλH2 is not precisely known.

Our second main result proves the optimal rigidity estimate of the spectral radius of A, as well
as the complete delocalization of the eigenvectors.

Theorem 1.2. Fix τ > 0 and assume p ∈ [N−1+τ , 1/2]. Let λ1, λ2, ..., λN be the eigenvalues of A
with |λ1| = maxi |λi|.

(i) For any fixed ε > 0, we have

max
2⩽i⩽N

|λi| = 1 +O(N−1/2+ε) (1.4)

with very high probability.

(ii) Suppose u ∈ CN satisfies Au = λu for some λ ∈ C with |λ| ⩽ 2. Then for any fixed ε > 0,
we have ∥u∥∞ = O(N−1/2+ε∥u∥) with very high probability.

Remark 1.3. To simplify the presentation, we assume that all matrix elements of A have identical
variance 1/N . As in [19,20], one may however easily generalize this condition and require that the
diagonal elements of A vanish. Thus one may for instance consider Erdős-Rényi digraphs in which
a vertex cannot link to itself.

The main results imply that the edge statistics of Erdős-Rényi digraphs are very robust: with
the simple rescaling (1.1), both the spectral radius and extreme eigenvalue fluctuations coincide
with those of the real Ginibre ensemble. The phenomenon that non-Hermitian random matrices
have more regular edge statistics than Hermitian matrices has also been observed in the literature.
For instance, the convergence of spectral radius of non-Hermitian random matrices only requires
the existence of the second moment [6,9,10]; in the Hermitian case, in order to have the convergence
of the extreme eigenvalues, stronger conditions are needed both for sparse matrices [1, 7, 37] and
for matrices with α-stable entries [31].

1.1. Proof outline and new ideas.

The benefits of cusp singularity. Comparing to the dense case, the main obstacle in the sparse
regime is the slow decay of the higher order terms. Our first key novelty is turning another well-
known obstacle in non-Hermitian matrices, cusp singularity, to our advantage. This completely
eliminates the sparsity contribution near the edge.

More precisely, let H̃w ∈ C2N×2N be the shifted Hermitization of A defined in (2.2) below. We
study the spectrum {λ1, ..., λN} of A via Girko’s Hermitization formula

1

N

∑
i

fw∗(λi) =
i

4πN

∫
C

∫ ∞

0
∇2fw∗(w) Tr(H̃w − iη)−1dη d2w , (1.5)
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where f ∈ C∞
c (C) is fixed, fw∗(w)

..= Nf(N1/2(w − w∗)) and |w∗| = 1. The main step is thus to
analyze the Stieltjes transform of Hw, namely

g̃ ..=
1

2N
Tr G̃ , where G̃ ≡ G̃w(iη) ..= (H̃w − iη)−1 .

The quantity g̃ is expected to be close to a deterministic m ≡ m(w, iη), where m is the solution of

P (m) ..= m3 + 2iηm2 + (1− η2 − |w|2)m+ iη = 0

with Imm > 0. It can be shown that

g̃ −m = O

(
P (g̃)

P ′(m)

)
,

and the key to understanding (1.5) is to get a good estimate of P (g̃). Comparing to the bulk
case, the local law near the unit circle is known to possess extra difficulties, due to the cusp
singularity [2, 17], i.e.

P ′(m) = 3m2 + 4iηm+ (1− η2 − |w|2) ≍ |1− |w||+ η2/3 .

When w is near the unit circle, the self-consistent equation is highly unstable, which requires a
very precise bound of P (g̃). The smallness of P ′(m) origins from that of m, i.e.

m = i Imm = O
(
|1− |w||1/2 + η1/3

)
. (1.6)

Our observation here is that the cusp singularity, in particular (1.6), can in fact help us on
estimating higher order terms in the sparse regime. For instance, when we compute EP (g̃) via
cumulant expansion (Lemma 2.2), we get

EP (g̃) = O(NC4(A12)Eg̃3) +O(NC6(A12)Eg̃5) + · · ·+ error , (1.7)

where Ck denotes the k-th cumulant (here due to the algebraic structure of the Green function, the
terms associated with odd cumulants are always small enough). Thanks to (1.6), we have

NC4(A12)Eg̃3 ≈ NC4(A12)m
3 = O

(
|1− |w||3/2 + η

Np

)
= O

(
P ′(m)

|1− |w||1/2 + η1/3

Np

)
.

Thus this term will not affect the estimate of g̃−m. In addition, the second term on RHS of (1.7)
is even smaller, due to the increasing power of g̃. The same type of smallness also occurs when we
compute E|P (g̃)|n, which suggests that the fluctuation of g̃ is also insensitive to the sparsity. As a
result, it turns out that the cusp singularity is an advantage rather than an obstacle when studying
sparse non-Hermitian matrices.

Let us make a comparison with the Hermitian case. We denote the Stieltjes transform of AH

by gH ..= N−1Tr(AH − z)−1. It is known that gH can be approximated by the Stieltjes transform
mH of the semicircle density, which satisfies

PH(mH) ..= 1 + zmH + (mH)2 = 0 , ImmH > 0 .

If we compute EPH(gH), we get

EPH(gH) = O(NC4(AH
12))E(gH)4) +O(NC6(AH

12)E(gH)6) + · · ·+ error .
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In the Hermitian case, the real part of the Stieltjes transform is no longer small near the spectral
edge. Instead, we have |mH | ≍ 1, and NC4(AH

12))E(gH)4 ≍ N−1p−1, which is not negligible for
small p. In fact, when p is close to N−1, we also observe nonomittable fluctuation terms, and they
all needed to be added into PH to form a new self-consistent equation of gH . We refer the readers
to [27,30] for more details.

Another difficulty in the sparse regime is to utilize the contributions of (more than 2) off-diagonal
entries of G̃. To this end, we prove a generalized Ward identity (Lemma 3.8), whose proof relies
on the fact that the sum of Green functions preserves its form under differentiation (see (3.19)).

By exploring the cusp-singularity and performing careful estimates of E|P |n (Proposition 3.6),
it can be shown that near the unit circle, we have

|g̃ −m| ⩽ CN ε
( 1

Nη
+
η1/3

Np

)
(1.8)

with very high probability. Thus for η ⩽ N−3/4, we get the optimal estimate |g̃−m| = O(N−1+εη−1)
with very high probability, regardless of the value of p.

Integration by-parts for the shift variable. Our second key novelty is the use of integration
by-parts inside Girko’s Hermitization, namely∫ ∫

∇2fw∗(w)g̃ dηd
2w = −4

∫ ∫
∂w̄fw∗(w)∂wg̃ dηd

2w .

This is a crucial step in our proof: (1.5) requires the understanding of g̃ for all η > 0, while the
unimprovable bound (1.8) is only sufficient for η ⩽ N−3/4. In other words, estimates through
original Hermitization will be too large for us. To this end, we write∫

C

∫ ∞

N−3/4

∇2fw∗(w)g̃ dηd
2w = −4

∫
C

∫ ∞

N−3/4

∂w̄fw∗(w)∂wg̃ dηd
2w

= − 2i

N

∫
C

∫ ∞

N−3/4

∂w̄fw∗

N∑
i=1

∂ηG̃i+N,i dηd
2w =

2i

N

∫
C
∂w̄fw∗

N∑
i=1

G̃i+N,i(iN
3/4) d2w

(1.9)

where in the second step we used ∂wg̃ = 1
2N

∑
i(G̃

2)i+N,i =
i

2N

∑
i ∂ηG̃i+N,i. We introduce (1.9)

basing on two observations. Trivially, as ∥∇2fw∗∥1 = O(N) and ∥∂wfw∗∥1 = O(N1/2), the use of
integration by parts improves the estimate by a factor of N−1/2. In addition, we are able to prove
that ∣∣∣∣ 1N

N∑
i=1

G̃i+N,i(iN
3/4) +

1 +m2

w

∣∣∣∣ ⩽ N−1/2+ε ,

with very high probability (see Proposition 5.1). As a comparison, the trace only satisfies |g̃(iN−3/4)−
m| ⩽ N−1/4+ε. In other words, after integration by parts, the Green function satisfies a stronger
large deviation estimate. The combination these observations allows us to avoid the treatment of
g̃ −m at larger spectral scales.

We remark that the idea of integration by parts inside Girko’s Hermitization and estimating the
derivatives of the Green function w.r.t. the shift has the potential to be applied to other problems.
For instance, double integration by parts is later used in [15] to study the distribution of spectral
radius in the dense case.
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The non-zero expectation. Our third key novelty is a self-similarity of the self-consistent equa-
tions of certain Green functions, which wipes out the effect of large expectations of the matrix
entries.

Up to this point, we have not considered the fact that A has positive expectations, and H̃w is
a rank-two perturbation of its centered version Hw (2.2). As a result, there are in fact additional
terms in the estimate of P (g̃), e.g.

f
N∑
i=1

2N∑
α=N+1

G̃iα , (1.10)

(see also (4.35)). As f is large, it is challenging to eliminate the effect of (1.10) for edge statistics.
In fact, even for the Hermitian model (i.e. undirected Erdős-Rényi graphs), the Tracy-Widom law
was only obtained for the centered matrix when p ⩽ N−2/3 [26, 28].

To deal with this problem, we make use of the fact the rank-two perturbation is close to a
projection, and this allows us to form new self-consistent equations for (1.10), which yields the
desired estimate for the expectation terms (see Proposition 4.3(ii) and Lemma 4.8). The method
presented here also applies to the Hermitian case.

Comparisons with Gaussian models. The above steps, together with the small ball probability
estimate [34], allow one to prove Theorem 1.2 as well as

1

N

∑
i

fw∗(λi)−
1

π

∫
|w|⩽1

fw∗(w)d
2w = O(N ε)

with very high probability. To establish the edge universality, we need to study (1.5) near the
critical regime η ∼ N−3/4 in more detail. To achieve this, we use the approach of Green function
flow [14, 32]. Here we again face the issue that A is not centered. We solve it by using a two-
step comparison. More precisely, let W denote the real Ginibre ensemble. We first compare H̃w

and the Hermitization of W + EA (Lemma 5.3). We then compare the Hermitizations of W and
W ′ = W + NEA12(1, 0, ..., 0)

∗(1, 0, ..., 0), and conclude the proof with the fact that W + EA and
W ′ have the same distribution. In the comparison step we also make use of the isotropic estimate
Lemma 4.8.

Organization. The paper is organized as follows. In Section 2 we introduce the notations used
in this paper. In Section 3 we exploit the cusp fluctuation and prove strong local law for Hw near
the edge (Theorem 3.4). In Section 4 we prove the two isotropic type estimates (Proposition 4.3
(ii) and Lemma 4.8). In addition, for H̃w, we obtain entrywise local law in the whole spectrum
(Theorem 4.2) and strong local law outside the spectral domain (Proposition 4.6). These results
also establish the upper bound in Theorem 1.2 (i) as well as Theorem 1.2 (ii). In Section 5 we
prove Theorem 1.1. In addition, we prove a local law for A near the edge (Theorem 5.7), which
yields the lower bound of Theorem 1.2 (i).

Conventions. Unless stated otherwise, all quantities depend on the fundamental large parameter
N , and we omit this dependence from our notation. We use the usual big O notation O(·), and
if the implicit constant depends on a parameter α we indicate it by writing Oα(·). For random
variables X (possibly complex) and Y ⩾ 0, we write X ≺ Y , or equivalently X = O≺(Y ), if for any
fixed ε,D > 0,

P(|X| ⩾ Y N ε) = Oε,D(N
−D) .

We write X ≍ Y if X = O(Y ) and Y = O(X). We write X ≪ Y to mean X = Oε(Y N
−ε)

for some fixed ε > 0. We say an event Ω holds with overwhelming probability if for any D > 0,
1− P(Ω) = OD(N

−D).
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2 Notations and preliminaries

Let A be defined as in (1.1). For the rest of this paper, we use the parameters

q ..=
√
Np(1− p) and ξ ..= logN 2q .

We always assume ξ ∈ [τ/2, 1/2] with τ defined as in Theorem 1.1. We denote the centered
adjacency matrix B by B ..= A− EA. It is easy to see that

A = B + fee∗ ,

where e ..= N−1/2(1, 1, . . . , 1)∗, and f ≍ q. We have Var(Bij) = N−1 and

E|Bij |k = Ok(N
−1q−k+2) (2.1)

uniformly for all i, j and k ⩾ 3.
For w ∈ C, we define the shifted Hermitizations of B and A by

Hw
..=

(
0 B − w

B∗ − w̄ 0

)
, and H̃w

..=

(
0 A− w

A∗ − w̄ 0

)
. (2.2)

In addition, we abbreviate
H ..= H0 and κ ..= ||w| − 1| . (2.3)

For z = E + iη and η > 0, we define the Green functions by

G ≡ Gw(z) ..= (Hw − z)−1 and G̃ ≡ G̃w(z) ..= (H̃w − z)−1 . (2.4)

In the sequel, we use the convention that the indices satisfy

i, j, k, ... ∈ {1, 2, ...N} , α, β, γ... ∈ {N + 1, ..., 2N} and ı̂, ȷ̂, k̂, , ... ∈ {1, 2, ..., 2N} .

As a result, ∑
i

≡
N∑
i=1

,
∑
α

≡
2N∑

α=N+1

and
∑
ı̂

≡
2N∑
ı̂=1

.

Furthermore, we set ı̂′ = ı̂+N (mod 2N). In particular, i′ ..= i+N and α′ ..= α−N . We have the
abuse of notations

∑
i

f(i, i′) ≡
N∑
i=1

f(i, i+N) and
∑
α

f(α′, α) ≡
2N∑

α=N+1

f(α−N,α) .

We abbreviate

∂ı̂ȷ̂F
..=

∂F

∂Hı̂ȷ̂

for differentiable functions F of Hw and H̃w. It is easy to see that

∂ı̂ȷ̂Gk̂l̂ = −Gk̂ı̂Gȷ̂l̂ −Gk̂ȷ̂Gı̂l̂ and ∂ı̂ȷ̂G̃k̂l̂ = −G̃k̂ı̂G̃ȷ̂l̂ − G̃k̂ȷ̂G̃ı̂l̂ (2.5)

7



whenever Hı̂ȷ̂ ̸≡ 0. For a square matrix Q ∈ RM×M of any size, we denote its normalized trace by

Q ..=M−1TrQ . (2.6)

Let us denote the limiting density law of Hw by ϱw. We denote the Stieltjes transform of ϱw at z
by m ≡ m(w, z). It satisfies

− 1

m
= z +m− |w|2

z +m
, Imm > 0 . (2.7)

We also define
m ≡ m(w, z) ..= − m

z +m
.

The deterministic approximation of G is defined by M ≡M(w, z) ∈ C2N×2N , which satisfies

M ..=

(
mIN wmIN
w̄mIN mIN

)
, (2.8)

where IN is the identity matrix in RN×N . The next lemma collects some elementary facts whose
proofs we omit.

Lemma 2.1. (i) We have the Ward identity∑
ı̂

|Gı̂ȷ̂|2 =
ImGȷ̂ȷ̂

η
⩽

|Gȷ̂ȷ̂ −m|+ Imm

η
. (2.9)

(ii) We have ∑
i

Gii =
∑
α

Gαα , (2.10)

and for z = iη,
Giα = Gαi , Gij = −Gji , and Gαβ = −Gβα .

(iii) Parts (i) and (ii) remain valid when we replace G by G̃.

(iv) For z = iη and 0 < η ⩽ 1, the quantity m ≡ m(w, iη) satisfy

m = i Imm ≍

{
κ1/2 + η1/3 if |w| ⩽ 1

η
κ+η2/3

if |w| > 1 .
(2.11)

Cumulant expansion. Recall that for a real random variable h, all of whose moments are finite, the
k-cumulant of h is

Ck(h) ..= (−i)k
(

dk

dtk
logE[eith]

)∣∣∣∣∣
t=0

.

We shall use a standard cumulant expansion from [16, 23, 29]. The proof was given in e.g. [25,
Appendix A].

Lemma 2.2. Let f : R → C be a smooth function, and denote by f (k) its kth derivative. Then, for
every fixed ℓ ∈ N, we have

E
[
h · f(h)

]
=

ℓ∑
k=0

1

k!
Ck+1(h)E[f (k)(h)] +Rℓ+1, (2.12)

8



assuming that all expectations in (2.12) exist, where Rℓ+1 is a remainder term (depending on f
and h), such that for any t > 0,

Rℓ+1 = O(1) ·
(
E sup

|x|⩽|h|

∣∣f (ℓ+1)(x)
∣∣2 · E ∣∣h2ℓ+41|h|>t

∣∣)1/2

+O(1) · E|h|ℓ+2 · sup
|x|⩽t

∣∣f (ℓ+1)(x)
∣∣ . (2.13)

The following result gives bounds on the cumulants of the entries of B, whose proof follows
from (2.1) and the homogeneity of the cumulants.

Lemma 2.3. For every fixed k ⩾ 3 we have

Ck(Bij) = Ok(1/(Nq
k−2))

uniformly for all i, j.

3 Local law for Hw.

In this section, we focus on the centered model Hw. We shall first prove a weak local law on the
whole spectrum, and then establish a strong local law near the spectral edge.

3.1. Weak local law for Hw. For fixed δ > 0, we define the domain

Dδ
..= {(w, z) ∈ C2 : |w| ⩽ δ−1, z = E + iη, |E| ⩽ δ−2, N−1+δ ⩽ η ⩽ δ−1} . (3.1)

We shall show that the random matrix Hw satisfies the local density law, which says that its
eigenvalue distribution is close to the deterministic ϱw in (2.7), down to spectral scales containing
slightly more than one eigenvalue. This local density law is formulated using the Green function,
whose individual entries are controlled by large deviation bounds. The detailed statements are as
follows.

Theorem 3.1. Fix δ ∈ (0, ξ/100). We have

max
ı̂ȷ̂

∣∣Gı̂ȷ̂ −Mı̂ȷ̂

∣∣ ≺ 1

(Nη)1/6
+

1

q1/3
and max

ı̂ȷ̂
|Gı̂ȷ̂| ≺ 1 (3.2)

uniformly for (w, z) ∈ Dδ.

The next result is the probabilistic step in showing Theorem 3.1. The proof is a standard
process using Lemma 2.2. The proof of a similar result can be found in [25, Theorem 1.5(i)]; we
omit the details.

Proposition 3.2. Fix δ ∈ (0, ξ/100) and ν ∈ (0, δ/100). Let (w, z) ∈ Dδ. Suppose that maxı̂ȷ̂ |Gı̂ȷ̂−
Mı̂ȷ̂| ≺ ϕ for some deterministic ϕ ∈ [N−1, Nν ] at (w, z). Then at (w, z) we have

max
ı̂ȷ̂

∣∣(HG)ı̂ȷ̂ +GGı̂ȷ̂

∣∣ ≺ (1 + ϕ)4 ·
(√

1

Nη
+

1

q

)
=.. E .

Here H = H0, as defined in (2.3), and the normalized trace G was defined in (2.6).

Having Proposition 3.2 at hand, Theorem 3.1 then follows from a straightforward stability
analysis argument.
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Proof of Theorem 3.1. Let us denote g ..= G, and g ..= N−1
∑

iGi′i. Suppose that maxı̂ȷ̂ |Gı̂ȷ̂ −
Mı̂ȷ̂| ≺ ϕ at (w, z) ∈ Dδ. Triangle inequality and (2.11) imply maxı̂ȷ̂ |Gı̂ȷ̂| ≺ 1 + ϕ. Proposition 3.2
and the resolvent identity imply that

1 + zg + g2 + wg ≺ E and zg+ gg+ w̄g ≺ E . (3.3)

Multiplying z + g and w on the first and second relation of (3.3) respectively, together with |z| =
O(1) and maxı̂ȷ̂ |Gı̂ȷ̂| ≺ 1 + ϕ, we have

g3 + 2zg2 + (1 + z2 − |w|2)g + z ≺ (1 + ϕ) E .

As m satisfies m3 +2zm2 +(1+ z2 − |w|2)m+ z = 0, by Taylor expansion, we get a cubic equation
for g −m, namely

(g −m)3 + (3m+ 2z)(g −m)2 + (3m2 + 4zm+ 1 + z2 − |w|2)(g −m) ≺ (1 + ϕ) E . (3.4)

Note that Im(3m+ 2z) > Im 2z = 2η > 0. A simple analysis of the cubic equation (3.4) implies

g −m ≺ ((1 + ϕ)E)1/3 . (3.5)

To estimate the entries of G, we can use Proposition 3.2, (3.5), and the resolvent identity to obtain

δiȷ̂ + (z +m)Giȷ̂ + wGi′ ȷ̂ ≺ (1 + ϕ)2E1/3 , δi′ ȷ̂ + w̄Giȷ̂ + (z +m)Gi′ ȷ̂ ≺ (1 + ϕ)2E1/3 . (3.6)

We can view (3.6) as a system of linear equations, with unknowns Giȷ̂ and Gi′ ȷ̂. Note that its
determinant satisfies

|(z +m)2 − |w2||−1 =
∣∣∣ m

z +m

∣∣∣ = |m| =
∣∣∣1 + zm+m2

w2

∣∣∣ = O(1) ,

where we use the second and fourth term to get the estimate for the cases |w| ⩽ 1/2 and |w| ⩾ 1/2
respectively. Solving (3.6) for Giȷ̂ and Gi′ ȷ̂, we get

max
ı̂ȷ̂

|Gı̂ȷ̂ −Mı̂ȷ̂| ≺ (1 + ϕ)2E1/3 (3.7)

at (w, z), provided that maxı̂ȷ̂ |Gı̂ȷ̂ −Mı̂ȷ̂| ≺ ϕ. In addition, (3.7) also implies maxı̂ |Gı̂̂ı| ≺ 1 at
(w, z). By a deterministic monotonicity result (see e.g. [8, Lemma 10.2]), one can show that

max
ı̂ȷ̂

|Gı̂ȷ̂| ≺ Nν

for all (w, z̃), where z̃ = E+iη̃, η̃ ∈ [N−νη, η). Then the proof can be concluded through a standard
bootstrap argument (see e.g. [25, Section 4.2]).

A straight-forward consequence (see e.g. [2, Corollary 2.4]) of Theorem 3.1 is the following
complete eigenvector delocalization of Hw.

Corollary 3.3. Let w satisfy |w| ⩽ δ−1 for some fixed δ > 0, and let u1, ...,u2N ∈ C2N be the
L2-normalized eigenvectors of Hw. Then maxi ∥ui∥∞ ≺ N−1/2.
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3.2. Strong local law for Hw near the spectral edge. For fixed δ > 0, we define the
spectral domains near the edge

S
(1)
δ

..= {(w, iη) ∈ C× iR : ||w| − 1| ⩽ N−1/2+δ, N−1+δ ⩽ η ⩽ N−3/4+δ} (3.8)

and

S
(2)
δ

..= {(w, iη) ∈ C× iR : 1 +N−1/2+δ ⩽ |w| ⩽ δ−1, N−1+δ ⩽ η ⩽ N−3/4+δ} . (3.9)

We also set Sδ
..= S(1) ∪ S(2). In other words, we are now only considering the Stieltjes transform

of Hw at z = iη. Applying Corollary 3.3, we can improve (2.9) to

∑
ı̂

|Gı̂ȷ̂|2 =
ImGȷ̂ȷ̂

η
≺ ImG

η
≺ |G−m|+ Imm

η
, (3.10)

and as m(w, iη) is purely imaginary, we also have

Gı̂̂ı = i ImGı̂̂ı ≺ |G| ⩽ |G−m|+ Imm. (3.11)

In sections 3.2 – 3.5 we shall prove the following result.

Theorem 3.4. Fix δ ∈ (0, ξ/100), ν ∈ (0, δ/100). We have the following results.

(i) For (w, iη) ∈ S
(1)
δ , we have

G−m ≺ 1

Nη
.

(ii) When (w, iη) ∈ S
(2)
δ , we have the stronger estimate

G−m ≺ 1

N1+νη
. (3.12)

An immediate consequence of Theorem 3.4 is the optimal upper bound on the spectral radius
of B.

Corollary 3.5. Let λB1 , ..., λ
B
N be eigenvalues of B. Then for any fix δ > 0, we have(

max
i

|λBi | − 1
)
+
= O(N−1/2+δ)

with very high probability.

Proof. Fix ν ∈ (0, δ/100). By Theorem 3.4 (ii) and Lemma 2.1 (iv), together with the fact that G
is N3-Hölder continuous in the variables w and η, we get

ImG ≺ 1

N1+νη

simultaneously for all (w, iη) ∈ S
(2)
δ . This means for 1 + N−1/2+δ ⩽ |w| ⩽ δ−1, with very high

probability, Hw has no zero eigenvalue, and B−w has no zero singular value. Thus with very high
probability, no eigenvalue of B lies in the ring {w : 1 +N−1/2+δ ⩽ |w| ⩽ δ−1}.

On the other hand, using the moment method, it is not hard to see that ∥H∥ = O(1) with very
high probability (see e.g. [19, Lemma 4.3] for the proof of a similar result), and thus the spectral
radius of B is also bounded. This finishes the proof.
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For (w, iη) ∈ Sδ, we denote

P (x) ≡ Pw,η(x) ..= x3 + 2iηx2 + (1− η2 − |w|2)x+ iη . (3.13)

Clearly from (2.7), m satisfies P (m) = 0. The main step in showing Theorem 3.4 is the following
strong self-consistent equation of Hw, where w is near the spectral edge.

Proposition 3.6. Fix δ ∈ (0, ξ/100), and let (w, iη) ∈ Sδ. Denote g ..= G. Suppose that |g−m| ≺ Λ
for some deterministic Λ ∈ [N−1, N−δ] at (w, iη). Then at (w, iη) we have

P (g) ≺ (Λ + Imm)2

Nη
+
(Λ + Imm)1/2

N5/2η5/2
+
(Λ + Imm)1/2κ3/4

Nη
+
Λ3 + (Imm)3 + η + η1/3κ

q2
+

1

Nη1/3
=.. E1 .

The next estimate will be useful in the subsequent steps. The proof is a straight-forward
application of (2.5), (3.10) and (3.11), and we omit the details here.

Lemma 3.7. Let us adopt the assumptions of Proposition 3.6. Then

P ′(g) ≺ (Imm+ Λ+ η + κ1/2)2 and P ′′(g) ≺ Imm+ Λ+ η .

For any fixed integer r ⩾ 1, we have

∂rı̂ȷ̂P (g) ≺
(Imm+ Λ+ η + κ1/2)2(Imm+ Λ)

Nη
≺ (Imm+ Λ+ κ1/2 + η)E1 .

In the sequel, we first prove a prior estimate, Lemma 3.8, in Section 3.3. We then prove
Proposition 3.6 in Section 3.4. Finally, we deduce Theorem 3.4 from Proposition 3.6 in Section 3.5.

3.3. A generalized Ward identity. We have the following generalization of (3.10).

Lemma 3.8. Let us adopt the assumptions of Proposition 3.6. Then

max
ȷ̂

1

N

∑
ı̂

|Gı̂ȷ̂|4 ≺
(Λ + Imm

Nη

)2
+

1

N
=.. E2 . (3.14)

Proof. Fix an index ȷ̂. Let us denote G ..= N−1
∑

i |Giȷ̂|4 and G∗ ..= maxȷ̂N
−1
∑

ı̂ |Gı̂ȷ̂|4. Fix a
positive integer n. We shall prove the lemma by showing that

EGn ≺
n∑

a=1

(E2 +N−δΦ)aEGn−a +ΦE1/4
2 EGn−5/4 . (3.15)

provided G∗ ≺ Φ for some deterministic Φ ∈ [N−1, N4]. More precisely, (3.15) and Hölder’s
inequality imply

EGn ≺
n∑

a=1

(E2 +N−δΦ+ Φ4/5E1/5
2 )a(EGn)(n−a)/n .

Since n is arbitrary, we get G ≺ E2 +N−δΦ+ Φ4/5E1/5
2 . Similarly, we can also show that

1

N

∑
α

|Gαȷ̂|4 ≺ E2 +N−δΦ+ Φ4/5E1/5
2 .

Take the maximum over ȷ̂, we have

G∗ ≺ E2 +N−δΦ+ Φ4/5E1/5
2 (3.16)
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provided G∗ ≺ Φ. Iterating (3.16) yields the desired result.

Let us turn to the proof of (3.15). By the resolvent identity, we have w̄Giȷ̂ = −δi′ ȷ̂ − ηGi′ ȷ̂ +
(HG)i′ ȷ̂. As |w| ⩾ 1/2, we have

EGn =
1

Nw̄

∑
i

EGiȷ̂G
∗2
ȷ̂i (−δi′ ȷ̂ − ηGi′ ȷ̂ + (HG)i′ ȷ̂)Gn−1

=
1

Nw̄

∑
i

EGiȷ̂G
∗2
ȷ̂i (HG)i′ ȷ̂Gn−1 +O≺(N

−1)EGn−1 (3.17)

=
1

Nw̄

ℓ∑
r=1

∑
ik

1

r!
Cr+1(Hi′k)E∂ri′k(Giȷ̂G

∗2
ȷ̂i GkjGn−1) +Rℓ+1 +O≺(N

−1)EGn−1 ,

where in the first step we used (3.10), and in the second step we used Lemma 2.2.

The second term on RHS of (3.17) is the remainder term. Following a standard argument
(e.g. [23, Section 4.3]), one can show that for any fixed D > 0, there is a fixed ℓ > 0 such that
Rℓ+1 = O(N−D). For the rest of the paper, we shall always assume the remainder term is negligible
for large enough ℓ. As a result,

EGn =
1

Nw̄

ℓ∑
r=1

∑
ik

1

r!
Cr+1(Hi′k)E∂ri′k(Giȷ̂G

∗2
ȷ̂i Gkȷ̂Gn−1) +O(N−n) +O≺(N

−1)EGn−1

=
1

Nw̄

ℓ∑
r=1

r∑
r1=0

∑
ik

1

r!
Cr+1(Hi′k)

(
r

r1

)
E∂r1i′k(Giȷ̂G

∗2
ȷ̂i Gkȷ̂)∂

r−r1
i′k (Gn−1) +O(N−n) +N−1EGn−1

=..
ℓ∑

r=1

r∑
r1=0

Wr,r1 +O(N−n) +O≺(N
−1)EGn−1 , (3.18)

where in the second step we used Lemma 2.3. Note that by (2.5), we have the estimate

∂li′kG ≺ G∗ ≺ Φ and N−2
∑
i′k

E∂li′k(Giȷ̂G
∗2
ȷ̂i Gkȷ̂) ≺ G∗ ≺ Φ (3.19)

for all fixed l ⩾ 0. Now for fixed (r, r1), let us estimate Wr,r1 . We split into three cases.

Case 1. When r ⩾ 2, by Lemma 2.3 and (3.19)

Wr,r1 ≺ 1

N2qr−1

∑
ik

E|∂r1i′k(Giȷ̂G
∗2
ȷ̂i Gkȷ̂)∂

r−r1
i′k (Gn−1)|

≺ 1

qr−1
· Φ ·

n∧(r+1)∑
a=1

Φa−1EGn−a ≺
n∑

a=1

q−a/3ΦaEGn−a ≺
n∑

a=1

(N−δΦ)aEGn−a .

(3.20)

Here in the last two steps we used 3(r − 1) ⩾ r + 1 ⩾ a and q1/3 = N ξ/3 > N10δ respectively.

Case 2. When (r, r1) = (1, 0), by (3.10) and (3.19) we have

W1,0 ≺
1

N2

∑
ik

E
[
|Giȷ̂G

∗2
ȷ̂i Gkȷ̂| · ΦGn−2

]
≺ Φ

N

(
Imm+ ϕ

Nη

)1/2∑
i

E|Giȷ̂G
∗2
ȷ̂i Gn−2|

≺ Φ

(
Imm+ ϕ

Nη

)1/2

EGn−5/4 ⩽ ΦE1/4
2 EGn−5/4 .

(3.21)
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Here in the third step we used Hölder’s inequality.
Case 3. When (r, r1) = (1, 1), by (2.5) and (3.10) we get

W1,0 = − 1

N2w̄

∑
ik

EGiȷ̂G
∗2
ȷ̂i Gi′ ȷ̂GkkGn−1 +O≺(E2)EGn−1

= − m

Nw̄

∑
i

EGiȷ̂G
∗2
ȷ̂i Gi′ ȷ̂Gn−1 +O≺(E2 +N−δΦ)EGn−1 = O≺(E2 +N−δΦ)EGn−1 ,

(3.22)

where in the second step we used Theorem 3.1, and in the third step we used Lemma 2.1 (iv) and
Hölder’s inequality. Inserting (3.20) – (3.22) into (3.18), we get (3.15) as desired. This finishes the
proof.

3.4. Proof of Proposition 3.6. Fix an even integer n ⩾ 2, and abbreviate P ≡ P (g). Propo-
sition 3.6 follows directly from

E|P |n ≺
n∑

a=1

Ea
1E|P |n−a (3.23)

and Hölder’s inequality. In the sequel, we shall ignore the absolute value on LHS of (3.23), which
plays no role in the estimates. More precisely, we will show that

EPn ≺
n∑

a=1

Ea
1E|P |n−a . (3.24)

By the resolvent identity and Lemma 2.1 (ii), we can split

P = (iη + g)
(
N−1

∑
i

(HG)ii + g2
)
− w

(
N−1

∑
i

(HG)i′i + gN−1
∑
i

Gi′i

)
=.. (iη + g)P1 + P2 .

The estimate (3.24) follows from

E(iη + g)P1P
n−1 ≺

n∑
a=1

Ea
1E|P |n−a (3.25)

and

EP2P
n−1 ≺

n∑
a=1

Ea
1E|P |n−a . (3.26)

Comparing to P2, the term (iη + g)P1 contains the additional factor iη + g ≺ Imm + Λ, which
contributes extra smallness to the estimate. As a result, the proof of (3.26) is more involved than
that of (3.25). One key idea of showing (3.26) is the cusp fluctuation averaging introduced in [2,17].
We shall only give detailed steps in showing (3.26), and omit the proof of the simpler case (3.25).

By Lemma 2.2, we have

EP2P
n−1 = −w

N

∑
ij

EHi′jGjiP
n−1 − w

N

∑
i

EgGi′iP
n−1

= −w

N

ℓ∑
r=1

∑
ij

1

r!
Cr+1(Hi′j)E∂ri′j(GjiP

n−1)− w

N

∑
i

EgGi′iP
n−1 +O≺(En

1 ) (3.27)

=..
ℓ∑

r=1

Xr −
w

N

∑
i

EgGi′iP
n−1 +O≺(En

1 ) .

The proof of (3.26) then follows from the next lemma.
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Lemma 3.9. We have

X1 −
w

N

∑
i

EgGi′iP
n−1 ≺

n∑
a=1

Ea
1E|P |n−a (3.28)

and

Xr ≺
n∑

a=1

Ea
1E|P |n−a (3.29)

for r = 2, 3, ..., ℓ.

In the remaining part of Section 3.4 we prove (3.28) and (3.29) for r = 2, 3. For r ⩾ 4, the
estimates of Xr is easier due to Lemma 3.7, and we omit the details.

3.4.1. Proof of (3.28). By C2(Hi′j) = N−1 and (2.5), we split

X1 = − w

N2

∑
ij

E(∂i′jGji)P
n−1 − w(n− 1)

N2

∑
ij

EGji(∂i′jP )P
n−2

=
w

N

∑
i

EgGi′iP
n−1 +

w

N2

∑
ij

EGji′GjiP
n−1 − w(n− 1)

N2

∑
ij

EGji(∂i′jP )P
n−2

=..
w

N

∑
i

EgGi′iP
n−1 +X1,1 +X1,2 .

(3.30)

Note that the first term on RHS of (3.30) gives us the cancellation in (3.28). It remains to estimate
X1,1 and X1,2.

Step 1. The estimate of X1,1. In this estimate we make use of the cusp fluctuation averaging,
which is contained in the factor Gji′ . The resolvent identity gives wGji′ = −δji − iηGji + (GH)ji.
Thus

X1,1 = − 1

N

∑
i

EGiiP
n−1 − iη

N2

∑
ij

EGjiGijP
n−1 +

1

N2

∑
ij

E(GH)jiGijP
n−1

=
1

N2

∑
ijα

EGjαHαiGijP
n−1 +O≺(E1)E|P |n−1 (3.31)

=
1

N2

ℓ∑
r=1

∑
ijα

1

r!
Cr+1(Hαi)E∂rαi(GjαGijP

n−1) +O≺(E1)E|P |n−1 =..
ℓ∑

r=1

X1,1,r +O≺(E1)E|P |n−1 ,

where in the second and third steps we used (3.10), (3.11) and Lemma 2.2 respectively. We start
to estimate the RHS of (3.31) for the case r = 1. By (2.5) and (3.10), we can split X1,1,1 into

1

N3

∑
ijα

E
[
(−GjiGααGij−GjαGiiGαj)P

n−1+(n−1)GjαGijP
n−2(∂αiP )

]
+O≺(E1)E|P |n−1 . (3.32)

By (3.10) and (3.11), we get

1

N3

∑
ijα

E(−GjiGααGij −GjαGiiGαj)P
n−1 ≺ E1E|P |n−1 . (3.33)

In addition, (3.10) and Lemma 3.7 implies

1

N3

∑
ijα

E(n− 1)GjαGijP
n−2(∂αiP ) ≺

(Imm+ Λ+ κ1/2)E1
N3

∑
ijα

E|GjaGijP
n−2| ≺ E2

1E|P |n−2 .

(3.34)
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Combining (3.32), (3.33) and (3.34) results

X1,1,1 ≺ E1E|P |n−1 + E2
1E|P |n−2 . (3.35)

For r ⩾ 2, the estimates are similar to those of r = 1. More precisely,

X1,1,r ≺
1

N3qr−1

r∑
r1=0

∑
ijα

E∂r1αi(GjαGij)∂
r−r1
αj (Pn−1) =..

r∑
r1=0

X1,1,r,r1 . (3.36)

When r1 ⩽ r − 1, by Lemma 3.7 we have ∂r−r1
αj (Pn−1) ≺ (Imm+Λ+ κ1/2)

∑n
a=2 E

a−1
1 |P |n−a, and

together with (3.10) we get

X1,1,r,r1 ≺ Imm+ Λ

Nη
· (Imm+ Λ+ κ1/2)

n∑
a=2

Ea−1
1 E|P |n−a ≺

n∑
a=2

Ea
1E|P |n−a . (3.37)

When r1 = r, by (2.5), we see that in each term of ∂r1αi(GjαGij), there are either three entries of G
that we can apply (3.10), or there are only two entries of G that we can apply (3.10) but there is at
least one diagonal entry of G that we can estimate by (3.11). As a result,

∑
ijα ∂

r1
αi(GjαGij) ≺ N3E1,

and
X1,1,r,r ≺ E1E|P |n−1 . (3.38)

Inserting (3.37) and (3.38) into (3.36) we get X1,1,r ≺
∑n

a=1 Ea
1E|P |n−a for all r ⩾ 2. Together with

(3.31) and (3.34), we get

X1,1 ≺
n∑

a=1

Ea
1E|P |n−a . (3.39)

Step 2. The estimate of X1,2. By (2.5), we have

X1,2 =
w(n− 1)

2N3

∑
ij

EGji

(
(G2)ji′ + (G2)i′j

)
P ′P 2n−2 , (3.40)

where P ′ = P ′(G) and the derivative is on the variable G. By the resolvent identity we have
w̄(G2)ji′ = −Gji − iη(G2)ji + (G2H)ji . Together with (3.10) and Lemma 3.7, we get

w

N3

∑
ij

EGji(G
2)ji′P

′P 2n−2 =
w

N3w̄

∑
ij

EGji(−iη(G2)ij + (G2H)ji)P
′P 2n−2 +O≺(E2

1 )E|P |n−2 .

To estimate the first term on RHS of the above, we apply∑
j

|Gji(G
2)ij | ⩽

∑
ȷ̂

|Gȷ̂i(G
2)iȷ̂| ⩽ ((GG∗)ii(G

2G∗2)ii)
1/2 ≺ Λ + Imm

η2
, (3.41)

where in the second step we used the resolvent identity and (3.11). Thus

w

N3

∑
ij

EGji(G
2)ji′P

′P 2n−2 =
w

N3w̄

∑
ij

EGji(G
2H)jiP

′P 2n−2 +O≺(E2
1 )E|P |n−2

=
w

N3w̄

∑
ijα

EGji(G
2)jαHαiP

′P 2n−2 +O≺(E2
1 )E|P |n−2 (3.42)

=
w

N3w̄

ℓ∑
r=1

∑
ijα

1

r!
Cr+1(Hαi)∂

r
αi(Gji(G

2)jαP
′P 2n−2) +O≺(E2

1 )E|P |n−2 =..
ℓ∑

r=1

X1,2,r +O≺(E2
1 )E|P |n−2 .
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Here in the third step we used Lemma 2.2. For fixed r ⩾ 1, we have

X1,2,r ≺
1

N4qr−1

r∑
r1=0

∂r1αi(Gji(G
2)jα)∂

r−r1
αi (P ′P 2n−2) =..

r∑
r1=0

X1,2,r,r1 . (3.43)

The remaining steps are similar to the estimates of X1,1,r,r1 in (3.36). More precisely, when
r1 ⩽ r − 1, by (2.5), (3.10) and Lemma 3.7, we have

∂r−r1
αi (P ′P 2n−2) ≺ ((Imm)2+Λ2+κ+η2)

n∑
a=3

((Imm+Λ+κ1/2)E1)a−2|P |n−a+(Imm+Λ+κ1/2)E1|P |n−2

Note that each term of ∂r1αi(Gji(G
2)jα) contains the factor Gjx(G

2)jy or GjxGjy for some x, y ∈
{i, α}, and we can estimate it using (3.41) or (3.10) respectively. We get

X1,2,r,r1 ≺
n∑

a=2

Ea
1E|P |n−a . (3.44)

When r1 = r, we can split the terms of ∂r1αi(Gji(G
2)jα) into two cases. The first case is when the

result contains the factor Gjx(G
2)jy for some x, y ∈ {i, α}. For this factor, we can estimate it using

(3.41). In addition, there is at least one off-diagonal entry of G that we can estimate by (3.10), or
one diagonal entry of G that we can estimate by (3.11). The second case is when the result contain
GjxGjy(G

2)zw for some x, y, z, w ∈ {i, a}, and we can estimate
∑

j GjxGjy and (G2)zw both by
(3.10). Together with Lemma 3.7, we have

X1,2,r,r ≺ E2
1E|P |n−2 . (3.45)

Inserting (3.43) – (3.45) into (3.42), we obtain

w

N3

∑
ij

EGji(G
2)ji′P

′P 2n−2 ≺
n∑

a=2

Ea
1E|P |n−a ,

which finishes the estimate of the first term on RHS of (3.40). The estimate of the other term
follow in the same fashion. Thus

X1,2 ≺
n∑

a=2

Ea
1E|P |n−a . (3.46)

Inserting (3.39) and (3.46) into (3.30) concludes the proof of (3.28).

3.4.2. The estimate of X2. Note that C3(B12) = O(N−1q−1), and we split

X2 = −w

N

∑
ij

1

2
C3(Hi′j)E∂2i′j(GjiP

n−1) = O
( 1

N2q

)∑
ij

E∂2−r
i′j (Gji)∂

r
i′j(P

n−1) =..
2∑

r=0

X2,r . (3.47)

We first consider X2,0. By (2.5), we get

X2,0 =O
( 1

N2q

)∑
ij

EGjiG
2
i′jP

n−1 +O
( 1

N2q

)∑
ij

EGjjGi′i′GjiP
n−1

+O
( 1

N2q

)∑
ij

EGjjGi′iGi′jP
n−1 =.. X2,0,1 +X2,0,2 +X2,0,3 .
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By Hölder’s inequality and Lemma 3.8, we have N−1
∑

i |GijG
2
i′j | ≺ E3/4

2 , and thus

X2,0,1 ≺ q−1E3/4
2 ≺ E1E|P |n−1 .

By (3.10), (3.11) and Cauchy-Schwarz, we get

X2,0,2 ≺
1

N2q
N2(Imm+ Λ)2

( Imm+ Λ

Nη

)1/2
E|P |n−1 ≺ E1E|P |n−1 .

To estimateX2,0,3, note that we have the resolvent identity wGi′j = −δij−iηGij+(HG)ij . Together
with |w|−1 ⩽ 2, we get

X2,0,3 = O
( 1

N2q

)∑
ij

EGjjGi′i(HG)ijP
n−1 +O≺(E1)E|P |n−1

= O
( 1

N2q

)∑
ijα

EGjjGi′iHiαGαjP
n−1 +O≺(E1)E|P |n−1 .

(3.48)

Now we apply Lemma 2.2 to the first term on RHS of (3.48) with h = Hiα, and estimate the results
by (3.10), (3.11) and Lemma 3.7. This leads to the estimate X2,0,3 ≺

∑n
a=1 Ea

1E|P |n−a as desired.
As a result, we have

X2,0 ≺
n∑

a=1

Ea
1E|P |n−a . (3.49)

Now let us consider X2,1. By (2.5), (3.10), (3.11) and Lemma 3.7, we see that

X2,1 = O
( 1

N2q

)∑
ij

EGi′iGjj(∂i′jG)P
′Pn−2 +O

( 1

N2q

)∑
ij

EGjiGji(∂i′jG)P
′Pn−2

= O
( 1

N3q

)∑
ij

EGi′iGjj((G
2)i′j + (G2)ji′)P

′Pn−2 +O≺(E2
1 )E|P |n−2 .

(3.50)

To estimate the first term on RHS of (3.50), we again use the resolvent identity w(G2)i′j = −Gij −
iη(G2)ij + (HG2)ij and |w|−1 ⩽ 2, which lead to

X2,1 = O
( 1

N3q

)∑
ijα

EGi′iGjjHiα(G
2)αjP

′Pn−2 +O≺(E2
1 )E|P |n−2 ≺

n∑
a=1

Ea
1E|P |n−a . (3.51)

Here in the second step we used Lemma 2.2 with h = Hiα, and estimate the results by (3.10),
(3.11) and Lemma 3.7. The second term on RHS of (3.50) can be estimated in the same fashion.
Then let us consider the term X2,2, which cam be split into

X2,2 = O
( 1

N2q

)∑
ij

EGji(∂
2
i′jP )P

n−2 +O
( 1

N2q

)∑
ij

EGji(∂i′jP )
2Pn−3 =.. X2,2,1 +X2,2,2 .

By (2.5), the most dangerous term in X2,2,1 is

O
( 1

N3q

)∑
ij

EGjiGi′i′(G
2)jjP

′Pn−2

≺ 1

N3q
N2
( Imm+ Λ

Nη

)1/2 (Imm+ Λ)2

η
(Imm+ Λ+ η + κ1/2)2E|P |n−2 ≺ E2

1E|P |n−2 ,

where in the first step we used (3.10), (3.11) and Lemma 3.7. By estimating other terms in X2,2,1

in a similar fashion, we get X2,2,1 ≺ E2
1E|P |n−2. In addition, by Lemma 3.7 and (3.10), one easily

sees that X2,2,2 ≺ E3
1E|P |n−3. Thus X2,2 ≺ E2

1E|P |n−2 + E3
1E|P |n−3. Together with (3.47), (3.49)

and (3.51), we get X2 ≺
∑n

a=1 Ea
1E|P |n−a as desired.
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3.4.3. The estimate of X3. Note that C4(B12) = O(N−1q−2), and thus

X3 = −w

N

∑
ij

1

6
C4(Hi′j)E∂3i′j(GjiP

n−1)

=

3∑
r=0

∑
ij

O
( 1

N2q2

)
E∂3−r

i′j (Gji)∂
r
i′j(P

n−1) =..
3∑

r=0

X3,r . (3.52)

Let us first estimate X3,0. When we apply three ∂i′j on Gji, there will be three types of terms:
terms containing only diagonal entries of G, terms contain two off-diagonal entries of G, and terms
containing four diagonal entries of G. All these terms can be easily estimated by Lemma 3.8 and
(3.11). More precisely, we have

X3,0 ≺
1

N2q2

∑
ij

E|G2
jjGi′iGi′i′P

n−1|+ 1

N2q2

∑
ij

E|Gi′iGjjG
2
i′jP

n−1| (3.53)

+
1

N2q2

∑
ij

E|Gi′i′GjjGi′jGijP
n−1|+ 1

N2q2

∑
ij

E|G3
i′jGijP

n−1| ≺ E1E|P |n−1 .

Next we estimate of X3,1. By (2.5), we see that

X3,1 ≺
1

N3q2

∑
ij

E|∂2i′j(Gji)P
′(G2)i′jP

n−2|

≺ 1

N3q2

∑
ij

E|GjjGii′Gi′jP
′(G2)i′jP

n−2|+ 1

N3q2

∑
ij

E|GjjGi′i′GijP
′(G2)i′jP

n−2|

+
1

N3q2

∑
ij

E|GijG
2
i′jP

′(G2)i′jP
n−2| =.. X3,1,1 +X3,1,2 +X3,1,3 .

By (3.11) and Lemma 3.7, we have

X3,1,1 ≺
(Λ + Imm)((Imm)2 + Λ2 + κ+ η2)

N3q2

∑
ij

E|Gi′j(G
2)i′jP

n−2|

≺ (Λ + Imm)((Imm)2 + Λ2 + κ+ η2)

N3q2
N(Imm+ Λ)

η2
E|P |n−2 ≺ E2

1E|P |n−2 ,

and the same estimate works for X3,1,2. In addition, (3.10) and Lemma 3.7 imply

X3,1,3 ≺
(Λ + Imm)((Imm)2 + Λ2 + κ+ η2)

N3ηq2

∑
ij

E|G2
i′jP

n−2| ≺ E2
1E|P |n−2 .

As a result,
X3,1 ≺ E2

1E|P |n−2 . (3.54)

Now we estimate X3,2. By (2.5), we have

X3,2 ≺
1

N2q2

∑
ij

E|(∂i′jGji)(∂i′jP )
2Pn−3|+ 1

N2q2

∑
ij

E|(∂i′jGji)(∂
2
i′jP )P

n−2|

≺ 1

N4q2

∑
ij

E|Gi′iGjj(P
′(G2)i′j)

2Pn−3|+ 1

N4q2

∑
ij

E|Gji′Gji(P
′(G2)i′j)

2Pn−3|

+
1

N3q2

∑
ij

E|Gi′iGjj∂i′j(P
′(G2)i′j)P

n−2|+ 1

N3q2

∑
ij

E|GjiGji′∂i′j(P
′(G2)i′j)P

n−2|

=..X3,2,1 + · · ·+X3,2,4 .
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By (3.10), (3.11) and Lemma 3.7, we get

X3,2,1 ≺
(Λ + Imm)(Λ2 + (Imm)2 + κ+ η2)2

N4q2

∑
ij

E|(G2)2i′jP
n−3|

≺ (Λ + Imm)(Λ2 + (Imm)2 + κ+ η2)2

N4q2
N(Λ + Imm)

η3
E|Pn−3| ≺ E3

1E|P |n−3

and similarly we get X3,2,2 ≺ E3
1E|P |n−3. In addition, by (2.5), (3.10), (3.11) and Lemma 3.7 we

get

X3,2,3 ≺
1

N3q2

∑
ij

EGii′Gjj(Gjj(G
2)i′i′ +Gi′i′(G

2)jj)P
′Pn−2 + E2

3E|P |n−2

≺ 1

N3q2
N2(Imm+ Λ)3

η
(Imm+ Λ+ η + κ1/2)2E|P |n−2 + E2

3E|P |n−2 ≺ E2
3E|P |n−2 ,

and similarly X3,2,4 ≺ E2
1E|P |n−2. As a result, we get

X3,2 ≺ E2
3E|P |n−2 + E3

3E|P |n−3 . (3.55)

Finally we estimate of X3,3. By (3.10), (3.41) and Lemma 3.7, it is easy to see that

X3,3 ≺
1

N3q2

∑
ij

E|Gji(∂
3
i′jP )P

n−2|+
4∑

a=3

Ea
1E|P |n−a

≺ 1

N3q2

∑
ij

E|Gji∂
2
i′j(P

′(G2)i′j)P
n−2|+

4∑
a=3

Ea
1E|P |n−a

≺ 1

N3q2

∑
ij

E|Gji(∂
2
i′j(G

2)i′j)P
′Pn−2|+

4∑
a=3

Ea
1E|P |n−a .

(3.56)

By (2.5), (3.10) and (3.11), the first term on RHS of (3.56) is stochastically dominated by

1

N3q2

∑
i,j

E
∣∣Gji

[
(G2)i′i′GjjGi′j + (G2)jjGi′i′Gi′j + (G2)i′jG

2
i′j + (G2)i′jGi′i′Gjj

]
P ′Pn−2

∣∣ ≺ E2
1E|P |n−2

Inserting the above into (3.56) we get

X3,3 ≺
4∑

a=2

Ea
1E|P |n−a . (3.57)

Combining (3.53), (3.54), (3.55) and (3.57), we get X3 ≺
∑4

a=2 Ea
1E|P |n−a as desired. This finishes

the proof of Lemma 3.9, and thus we conclude the proof of Proposition 3.6.

3.5. Stability analysis: Proof of Theorem 3.4. By Proposition 3.6, Taylor expansion and
P (m) = 0, we have

(g −m)3 + (3m+ 2iη)(g −m)2 + (3m2 + 4imη + 1− η2 − |w|2)(g −m) ≺ E1 .

From Lemma 2.1, we see that

3m2 + 4imη + 1− η2 − |w|2 = 2m2 + 2imη − iη

m
≍ (Imm)2 +

η

Imm
.
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By a standard stability analysis of cubic equations (e.g. [17, Lemma 3.10]) we get

g −m ≺ min

{
E1/3
1 ,

E1/2
1

(Imm+ η)1/2
,

E1
(Imm)2 + η/ Imm

}
. (3.58)

(i) When (w, iη) ∈ S
(1)
δ , Lemma 2.1 and (3.58) imply

g −m ≺ min

{
E1/3
1 ,

E1
κ+ η2/3

}
= min

0⩽a⩽1
Ea/3
1

(
E1

κ+ η2/3

)1−a

. (3.59)

In addition,

E1 ≺
Λ2 + (Imm)2

Nη
+

Λ1/2 + (Imm)1/2

(Nη)5/2
+

Λ1/2 + (Imm)1/2

Nη
κ3/4 +

Λ3 + (Imm)3 + η + η1/3κ

q2
+

1

Nη1/3
,

where Imm ≺ κ1/2 + η1/3. Combining (3.59) and the above, we get

g −m ≺
(

Λ2

Nη

)1/3

+
1

Nη
+
( Λ

(Nη)5

)1/6
+

1

Nη
+

Λ1/3

(Nη)2/3
+

Λ

q2/3
+
κ1/2 + η1/3

q2
+

1

Nη

provided that g −m ≺ Λ. Iterating the above gives

g −m ≺ 1

Nη
+
κ1/2 + η1/3

q2
≺ 1

Nη
,

which is the desired result.

(ii) When (w, iη) ∈ S
(2)
δ , Lemma 2.1 and (3.58) imply

g −m ≺ min

{
E1/3
1 ,

E1
κ

}
= min

{
E1/3
1 ,

E1/2
1

κ1/4
,
E1
κ

}
. (3.60)

In addition, Lemma 2.1 shows Imm = O(η/κ), and thus

E1 ≺
Λ2 + (η/κ)2

Nη
+

Λ1/2 + (η/κ)1/2

(Nη)5/2
+

Λ1/2 + (η/κ)1/2

Nη
κ3/4 +

Λ3

q2
+

η3

q2κ3
+
η

q2
+
η1/3κ

q2
+

1

Nη1/3
.

Combining (3.60) with the above we get

g −m ≺ 1

N1+νη
+N−νΛ

provided that g −m ≺ Λ. By iterating the above we get the desired result.

4 Local law of H̃w, delocalization and spectral radius of A.

Recall the definition of G̃ in (2.4).
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4.1. The average law. We have the following averaged law for H̃w, which is a simple conse-
quence of Theorems 3.1 and 3.4.

Corollary 4.1. Fix δ ∈ (0, ξ/100). Let Dδ and Sδ be defined as in (3.1) and just below (3.9)
respectively. The following estimates hold.

(i) We have

G̃−m ≺ 1

(Nη)1/6
+

1

q1/3

uniformly for (w, z) ∈ Dδ.
(ii) We have

G̃−m ≺ 1

Nη

uniformly for (w, iη) ∈ Sδ.

Proof. Let w ∈ C, 0 ..= (0, 0, ..., 0)∗ ∈ RN and e ..= N−1/2(1, 1, ..., 1)∗ ∈ RN . Then

H̃w = Hw + f

(
e
e

)(
e∗ e∗

)
− f

(
e
0

)(
e∗ 0∗

)
− f

(
0
e

)(
0∗ e∗

)
.

In other words, H̃w and Hw differs by three rank-one perturbations. Let ρw and ρ̃w denote the
empirical eigenvalue densities of Hw and H̃w respectively, then Cauchy interlacing theorem implies

|ρw(I)− ρ̃w(I)| ⩽
3

2N

for any I ⊂ R. Thus using integration by parts we have

G̃−G =

∫
ρ̃w(x)− ρw(x)

x− iη
dx = −

∫
ρ̃w((−∞, x])− ρw((−∞, x])

(x− iη)2
dx = O(N−1)

∫
1

x2 + η2
dx ,

which implies |G̃−G| ⩽ C/(Nη). The result then follows from Theorems 3.1 and 3.4.

4.2. Entrywise law and delocalization. In this section prove the following entrywise den-

sity law for H̃w.

Theorem 4.2. Fix δ ∈ (0, ξ/100), and let Dδ be defined as in (3.1). We have

max
ı̂ȷ̂

∣∣G̃ı̂ȷ̂ −Mı̂ȷ̂

∣∣ ≺ 1

(Nη)1/6
+

1

q1/3
and max

ı̂ȷ̂
|G̃ı̂ȷ̂| ≺ 1

uniformly for (w, z) ∈ Dδ.

To show Theorem 4.2, we need the following probabilistic estimates.

Proposition 4.3. Recall the definition of H in (2.3). Fix δ ∈ (0, ξ/100) and ν ∈ (0, δ/100). Let
(w, z) ∈ Dδ. Suppose that maxı̂ȷ̂ |G̃ı̂ȷ̂ −Mı̂ȷ̂| ≺ ϕ for some deterministic ϕ ∈ [N−1, Nν ] at (w, z).

(i) At (w, z) we have

max
ı̂ȷ̂

∣∣(HG̃)ı̂ȷ̂ + G̃G̃ı̂ȷ̂

∣∣ ≺ (1 + ϕ)4 ·
(√

1

Nη
+

1

q

)
=.. E .

Here H = H0, as defined in (2.3).
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(ii) Suppose in addition that

max
ȷ̂

∣∣∣∑
i

G̃iȷ̂

∣∣∣+max
ȷ̂

∣∣∣∑
α

G̃αȷ̂

∣∣∣ ≺ ψ

for some deterministic ψ ∈ [N−1, N1+ν ] at (w, z). Then at (w, z) we have

Q∗ ..= max
ȷ̂

∣∣∣∑
i

(
(HG̃)iȷ̂ + G̃G̃iȷ̂

)∣∣∣+max
ȷ̂

∣∣∣∑
α

(
(HG̃)αȷ̂ + G̃G̃αȷ̂

)∣∣∣
≺ (Imm+ ϕ)η−1 + (1 + ϕ)2(|m|+ ϕ)2Nq−2 + ψ =.. Ẽ .

Proof. Part (i) is essentially identical to Proposition 3.2, whose proof is a standard argument using
Lemma 2.2, and we shall omit it and only give the details of part (ii). Fix an even integer n ⩾ 2
and an index ȷ̂. Let us denote Q ..=

∑
i((HG̃)iȷ̂+G̃G̃iȷ̂) and suppose Q∗ ≺ Ψ for some deterministic

Ψ ∈ [1, N2]. We shall prove our statement by showing that

E|Q|n ≺
n∑

a=1

(Ẽ + Ẽ1/2Ψ1/2 +N−δΨ)aE|Q|n−a . (4.1)

Indeed, (4.1) implies
∑

i((HG̃)iȷ̂ + G̃G̃iȷ̂) ≺ Ẽ + Ẽ1/2Ψ1/2 + N−δΨ. Similarly, we also have∑
α((HG̃)αȷ̂ + G̃G̃αȷ̂) ≺ Ẽ + Ẽ1/2Ψ1/2 +N−δΨ. Since the estimates are uniform in ȷ̂, we get

Q∗ ≺ Ẽ + Ẽ1/2Ψ1/2 +N−δΨ (4.2)

provided that Q∗ ≺ Ψ. Iterating (4.2) we get the desired result. As complex conjugates play no
roles in our argument, we shall ignore it on LHS of (4.1) and prove

EQn ≺
n∑

a=1

(Ẽ + Ẽ1/2Ψ1/2 +N−δΨ)aE|Q|n−a (4.3)

instead. By Lemma 2.2 we get

EQn =
∑
iα

EHiαG̃αjQn−1 +
∑
i

EG̃G̃iȷ̂Qn−1

=

ℓ∑
r=1

∑
iα

Cr+1(Hiα)E∂riα(G̃αȷ̂Qn−1) +
∑
i

EG̃G̃iȷ̂Qn−1 + (N−10n)

=..
ℓ∑

r=1

Yr +
∑
i

EG̃G̃iȷ̂Qn−1 + (N−10n) .

(4.4)

By (2.5) and Lemma 2.1 (iii), we have

Y1 = −
∑
i

EG̃G̃iȷ̂Qn−1 − 1

N

∑
iα

EG̃αiG̃αȷ̂Qn−1 +
n− 1

N

∑
iα

EG̃2
αȷ̂Qn−2

− n− 1

N

∑
iα

EG̃αȷ̂G̃αj

∑
k

((HG̃)ki + G̃G̃ki)Qn−2 − n− 1

N

∑
iα

EG̃αȷ̂G̃ij

∑
k

((HG̃)kα + G̃G̃kα)Qn−2

− (n− 1)

2N2

∑
iα

EG̃αj((G̃
2)iα + (G̃2)αi)

∑
k

G̃kȷ̂Qn−2

= −
∑
i

EG̃G̃iȷ̂Qn−1 +O≺((Imm+ ϕ)η−1)E|Q|n−1 +O≺((Imm+ ϕ)η−1)E|Q|n−2

+O≺((Imm+ ϕ)η−1Ψ)E|Q|n−2 +O≺((Imm+ ϕ)N−1η−2ψ)E|Q|n−2 ,

23



and thus
Y1 +

∑
i

EG̃G̃iȷ̂Qn−1 = O≺(Ẽ)E|Q|n−1 +O≺(Ẽ2 + ẼΨ)E|Q|n−2 . (4.5)

Note that for s ⩾ 1

∂siαQ ≺ (1 + ϕ)s−1
(
Ψ(|G̃iȷ̂|+ |G̃αȷ̂|) +

(Imm+ ϕ)ψ

Nη

)
, (4.6)

and ∂siαG̃αȷ̂ ≺ (1+ϕ)s−1(|G̃iȷ̂|+ |G̃αȷ̂|)(|G̃αi|+ |G̃ii|+ |G̃αα|). Thus Lemma 2.1 (iii) and (2.9) implies

1

N

∑
iα

∂siαG̃αȷ̂ ≺ (1 + ϕ)s−1 Imm+ ϕ

η
+ (1 + ϕ)s−1 (Imm+ ϕ)1/2(|m|+ ϕ)N1/2

η1/2
. (4.7)

For r ⩾ 2, we split

Yr ≺
1

Nqr−1

r∑
r1=0

∑
iα

E(∂r−r1
iα G̃αj)(∂

r1
iαQ

n−1) =..
r∑

r1=0

Yr,r1 . (4.8)

When r1 ⩾ 1, by (4.6), ∂r−r1
iα G̃αȷ̂ ≺ (1 + ϕ)r−r1(|G̃iȷ̂|+ |G̃αȷ̂|) and (2.9), we get

Yr,r1 ≺ (1 + ϕ)r−1(Imm+ ϕ)

ηqr−1

r∧(n−1)∑
a=1

(Ψ + ψ)aE|Q|n−1−a ≺
n−1∑
a=1

(Imm+ ϕ)η−1N−δa(Ψ + ψ)aE|Q|n−1−a

For r1 = 0, we get from (4.7) that

Yr,0 ≺
(
(1 + ϕ)r−1(Imm+ ϕ)

ηqr−1
+

(1 + ϕ)r−1(Imm+ ϕ)1/2(|m|+ ϕ)N1/2

η1/2qr−1

)
E|Q|n−1

≺
(
(Imm+ ϕ)

η
+

(1 + ϕ)(Imm+ ϕ)1/2(|m|+ ϕ)N1/2

η1/2q

)
E|Q|n−1 ≺ ẼE|Q|n−1 .

where in the second step we used r ⩾ 2, and in the third step we used

(1 + ϕ)(Imm+ ϕ)1/2(|m|+ ϕ)N1/2η−1/2q−1 ≺ (Imm+ ϕ)η−1 + (1 + ϕ)2(|m|+ ϕ)2Nq−2 .

Thus

Yr ≺
n∑

a=1

(Ẽ + Ẽ1/2Ψ1/2 +N−δΨ)aE|Q|n−a (4.9)

for all r ⩾ 2. Inserting (4.5), (4.9) into (4.4), we get (4.3) as desired. This finishes the proof.

Proof of Theorem 4.2. Fix ν ∈ (0, δ/100). Suppose that maxı̂ȷ̂ |Gı̂ȷ̂ −Mı̂ȷ̂| ≺ ϕ for some determin-
istic ϕ ∈ [N−1, Nν ] at (w, z) ∈ Dδ. By triangle inequality we get maxı̂ȷ̂ |Gı̂ȷ̂| ≺ 1 + ϕ. Thus

max
ȷ̂

∣∣∣∑
i

G̃iȷ̂

∣∣∣+max
ȷ̂

∣∣∣∑
α

G̃αȷ̂

∣∣∣ ≺ ψ (4.10)

for some deterministic ψ ∈ [N−1, N1+ν ]. By Proposition 4.3 (ii) and the resolvent identity, we get∑
i

(
(HG̃)iȷ̂ + G̃G̃iȷ̂

)
= δȷ̂∈{1,2,...,N} + z

∑
i

G̃iȷ̂ + G̃
∑
i

G̃iȷ̂ + w
∑
α

G̃αȷ̂ − f
∑
α

G̃αȷ̂ ≺ Ẽ ,
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and thus∑
α

G̃αȷ̂ ≺ f−1(Ẽ + ψ) ≺ (Imm+ ϕ)η−1f−1 + (1 + ϕ)2(|m|+ ϕ)2Nq−2f−1 +N−δψ .

Here in the last step we used f ≍ N ξ. Similarly, we get the same estimate for
∑

i G̃iȷ̂. As the last
estimates hold uniformly in ȷ̂, we get

max
ȷ̂

∣∣∣∑
i

G̃iȷ̂

∣∣∣+max
ȷ̂

∣∣∣∑
α

G̃αȷ̂

∣∣∣ ≺ (Imm+ ϕ)η−1f−1 + (1+ ϕ)2(|m|+ ϕ)2Nq−2f−1 +N−δψ (4.11)

provided (4.10) holds. Iterating (4.11) we get

max
ȷ̂

∣∣∣∑
i

G̃iȷ̂

∣∣∣+max
ȷ̂

∣∣∣∑
α

G̃αȷ̂

∣∣∣ ≺ (Imm+ ϕ)η−1f−1 + (1 + ϕ)2(|m|+ ϕ)2Nq−2f−1 (4.12)

at (w, z). By Proposition 4.3 (i) and resolvent identity, we get

max
iȷ̂

|δiȷ̂ + zG̃iȷ̂ + G̃G̃iȷ̂ + wGi′ ȷ̂| ≺ E +max
ȷ̂

∣∣∣∑
α

f

N
G̃αȷ̂

∣∣∣ ≺ E

at (w, z). Similarly, maxαȷ̂ |δαȷ̂+ zG̃αȷ̂+ G̃G̃αȷ̂+ w̄Gα′ ȷ̂| ≺ E at (w, z). The rest of the proof follows
exactly as the steps in the proof of Theorem 3.1.

Basing on Theorem 4.2, have the following delocalization result.

Lemma 4.4. Let |w| ⩽ δ−1 for some fixed δ > 0. We denote the eigenvalues and corresponding

L2-normalized eigenvectors of H̃w by ±σ1, ...,±σN and

(
v1

±w1

)
, ...,

(
vN

±wN

)
respectively. Here

vi,wi ∈ CN for all i. Then

max
i

∥vi∥∞ +max
i

∥wi∥∞ ≺ N−1/2+ε .

Proof. W.L.O.G assume σ1, ..., σN ⩾ 0 and σ1 = maxi σi. Using the moment method, it is not hard
to show that ∥Hw∥ = O(1) with very high probability (see e.g. [19, Lemma 4.3] for the proof of a
similar result). Thus an application of Bauer-Fike Theorem shows that with very high probability

|σ1 − f | = O(1) and max
2⩽i⩽N

|σi| = O(1) .

Hence Theorem 4.2 and a spectral decomposition implies

max
i⩾2

∥vi∥∞ +max
i⩾2

∥ui∥∞ ≺ N−1/2+ε .

Let 0 ..= (0, 0, ..., 0)∗ ∈ RN and e ..= N−1/2(1, 1, ..., 1)∗ ∈ RN . In addition, set x ..=

(
e
0

)
and

y ..=

(
0
e

)
. The identity H̃w = Hw + fxy∗ + fyx∗ yields

σ1

(
v1

w1

)
= Hw

(
v1

w1

)
+ f(e,w1)x+ f(e,v1)y .
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As σ1 is not in the spectrum of Hw with very high probability, we get(
v1

w1

)
= fσ−1

1 (e,w1)(I − σ−1
1 Hw)

−1x+ fσ−1
1 (e,v1)(I − σ−1

1 Hw)
−1y . (4.13)

Using an argument similar to [19, Lemma 7.10], it can be shown that

(I − σ−1
1 Hw)

−1x = x+ ε1 and (I − σ−1
1 Hw)

−1y = y + ε2 , (4.14)

where ∥ε1∥∞, ∥ε2∥∞ ≺ N−1/2σ−1
1 . As σ1 ≍ f with very high probability, we get from (4.13) and

(4.14) that

v1 = (e,w1)e+ ε3 and w1 = (e,v1)e+ ε4 ,

where ∥ε3∥∞, ∥ε4∥∞ ≺ N−1/2f−1. Thus ∥v1−e/
√
2∥∞+∥w1−e/

√
2∥∞ ≺ N−1/2f−1. This finishes

the proof.

To prove delocalization Theorem 1.2 (ii), we also need the following prior estimate on the
extreme eigenvalues of A.

Lemma 4.5. Let λ1, λ2, ..., λN be the eigenvalues of A with |λ1| = maxi |λi|. Then with very high
probability,

|λ1 − f | = O(1) and max
2⩽i⩽N

|λi| = O(1) .

Proof. Recall the definition of H in (2.3). Using the moment method, it is not hard to see that
∥H∥ = O(1) with very high probability. Thus ∥B∥ = O(1) with very high probability. The result
then follows easily from the Bauer-Fike theorem.

Proof of Theorem 1.2 (ii). Let us use the normalization that ∥u∥ = 1. Set 0 ..= (0, 0, ..., 0)∗ ∈ RN .

It is easy to see that 0 is an eigenvalue of H̃λ, with eigenvector

(
0
u

)
∈ C2N . As Lemma 4.5 shows

that max2⩽i⩽N |λi| = O(1) with very high probability, we can easily deduce from Theorem 4.2 and
spectral decomposition that ∥∥∥∥(0u

)∥∥∥∥
∞

≺ N−1/2 .

This completes the proof.

4.3. The spectral radius of A. Recall the definition of S
(2)
δ in (3.9). The main goal of this

section is to prove the following improvement of Corollary 4.1 outside the unit disc.

Proposition 4.6. Fix δ ∈ (0, ξ/100) and ν ∈ (0, δ/100). We have

G̃−m ≺ 1

N1+νη

uniformly for all (w, iη) ∈ S
(2)
δ

From Lemma 4.5, we know thatA has a nontrivial eigenvalue λ1 ∈ C that satisfies |λ1−f | = O(1)
with very high probability. Moreover, Proposition 4.6 implies that for any fixed δ > 0, with very
high probability, A has no eigenvalues in the ring {w : 1 +N−1/2+δ ⩽ |w| ⩽ δ−1}. Thus we deduce
the following upper bound in Theorem 1.2 (i).
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Corollary 4.7. Let λ1, λ2, ..., λN be the eigenvalues of A with |λ1| = maxi |λi|. We have

max
2⩽i⩽N

|λi| ⩽ 1 +O≺(N
−1/2) .

Similar to (3.10) and (3.11), we can apply Theorem 4.2 and Lemma 4.4 to improve (2.9) to∑
ı̂

|G̃ı̂ȷ̂|2 =
Im G̃ȷ̂ȷ̂

η
≺ Im G̃

η
≺ |G̃−m|+ Imm

η
, (4.15)

and we also have
G̃ı̂̂ı ≺ |G̃| ⩽ |G̃−m|+ Imm. (4.16)

The next result is the key in showing Proposition 4.6.

Lemma 4.8. Fix δ ∈ (0, ξ/100), and let (w, iη) ∈ Sδ. Denote g ..= G. Suppose that |g −m| ≺ Λ
for some deterministic Λ ∈ [N−1, N−1η−1] at (w, iη). Then at (w, η) we have

max
ȷ̂

∣∣∣∑
i

G̃iȷ̂

∣∣∣+max
ȷ̂

∣∣∣∑
α

G̃αȷ̂

∣∣∣ ≺ Imm+ Λ

fη
(4.17)

as well as

K ..=
∣∣∣∑

ij

G̃ij

∣∣∣+ ∣∣∣∑
iα

G̃iα

∣∣∣+ ∣∣∣∑
αi

G̃αi

∣∣∣+ ∣∣∣∑
αβ

G̃αβ

∣∣∣ ≺ (Imm+ Λ)η−2f−2 +Nf−1 . (4.18)

Proof. (i) We first prove (4.17). By Theorem 4.2, the LHS of (4.17) is stochastically dominated by
N . Now suppose

max
ȷ̂

∣∣∣∑
i

G̃iȷ̂

∣∣∣+max
ȷ̂

∣∣∣∑
α

G̃αȷ̂

∣∣∣ ≺ ψ

for some deterministic ψ ∈ [N−1, N ] at (w, iη). We can repeat the proof of Proposition 4.3 (ii),
using (4.15) instead of (2.9), and together with the help of (4.16), to show that

Q∗ ..= max
ȷ̂

∣∣∣∑
i

(
(HG̃)iȷ̂ + G̃G̃iȷ̂

)∣∣∣+max
ȷ̂

∣∣∣∑
α

(
(HG̃)αȷ̂ + G̃G̃αȷ̂

)∣∣∣
≺ (Imm+ Λ)η−1 + (Imm+ Λ)2Nq−2 + ψ ≺ (Imm+ Λ)η−1 + ψ .

(4.19)

Here in the last step we used Lemma 2.1 (v). The rest of the proof is very close to the derivation
of (4.12); we omit the details. Note that (4.17) and (4.19) also implies

Q∗ ≺ (Imm+ Λ)η−1 . (4.20)

(ii) Now we prove (4.18). Suppose at (w, iη) we have K ≺ φ for some deterministic φ ∈ [1, N2].
We shall show (4.18) by proving that

S∗ ..=
∣∣∣∑

ij

(
(HG̃)ij + G̃G̃ij)

∣∣∣+ ∣∣∣∑
iα

(
(HG̃

)
iα

+ G̃G̃iα

)∣∣∣+ ∣∣∣∑
αi

(
(HG̃)αi + G̃G̃αi

)∣∣∣
+
∣∣∣∑

αβ

(
(HG̃)αβ + G̃G̃αβ

)∣∣∣ ≺ (Imm+ Λ)η−2f−1 +N + φ =.. Ê .
(4.21)

Indeed, as the resolvent identity gives∑
ij

(
(HG̃)ij + G̃G̃ij

)
= N + iη

∑
ij

G̃ij +
∑
ij

G̃G̃ij + w
∑
αj

G̃αi − f
∑
αj

G̃αi ≺ Ê ,

27



which implies ∣∣∣∑
αj

G̃αj

∣∣∣ ≺ (Imm+ Λ)η−2f−2 +Nf−1 + f−1φ .

The same estimate applies to the other three terms in K. Thus

K ≺ (Imm+ Λ)η−2f−2 +Nf−1 + f−1φ (4.22)

provided that K ≺ φ. Iterating (4.23) we get the desired result.

Now suppose S∗ ≺ Ψ̂ for some deterministic Ψ̂ ∈ [1, N3]. Let S ..=
∑

ij((HG)ij + G̃G̃ij), and
fix an even integer n ⩾ 2. We shall prove (4.21) by showing that

E|S|n ≺
n∑

a=1

(Ê + Ê1/2Ψ̂1/2 +N−δΨ̂)nE|S|n−a . (4.23)

Indeed, (4.23) implies that |
∑

ij((HG)ij + G̃G̃ij)| ≺ Ê + Ê1/2Ψ̂1/2 + N−δΨ̂. Then by estimating
other three terms in S∗ in a similar fashion, we get

S∗ ≺ Ê + Ê1/2Ψ̂1/2 +N−δΨ̂ (4.24)

provided that S∗ ≺ Ψ̂. Iterating (4.24) finitely many time we get (4.21) as desired. Moreover, as
complex conjugates play no role in the subsequent analysis, we shall ignore it on LHS of (4.23) and
prove

ESn ≺
n∑

a=1

(Ê + Ê1/2Ψ̂1/2 +N−δΨ̂)nE|S|n−a (4.25)

instead. By Lemma 2.2 we get

ESn =

ℓ∑
r=1

∑
ijα

Cr+1(Hiα)E∂riα(G̃αjSn−1) +
∑
ij

EG̃G̃ijSn−1 +O≺(N
−10n)

=..
ℓ∑

r=1

Zr +
∑
ij

EG̃G̃ijSn−1 +O≺(N
−10n) .

(4.26)

By (2.5), we have

Z1 = −
∑
ij

EG̃G̃ijSn−1 − 1

N

∑
ijα

EG̃αiG̃αjSn−1 + (n− 1)
∑
jlα

EG̃αjG̃αlSn−2

− n− 1

N

∑
jlα

EG̃αjG̃αl

∑
ik

((HG̃)ki + G̃G̃ki)Sn−2 − n− 1

N

∑
ijlα

EG̃αjG̃il

∑
k

((HG̃)kα + G̃G̃kα)Sn−2

− 2(n− 1)

N2

∑
ijα

EG̃αj((G̃
2)iα + (G̃2

αi))
∑
kl

G̃klSn−2

= −
∑
ij

EG̃G̃ijSn−1 +O≺((Imm+ Λ)2f−2η−2)E|S|n−1 +O≺(N(Imm+ Λ)2f−2η−2)E|S|n−2

+O≺((Imm+ Λ)2f−2η−2Ψ̂)E|S|n−2 +O≺((Imm+ Λ)f−1η−1φ(Imm+ Λ)η−1)E|S|n−2

+O≺((Imm+ Λ)2f−1η−2φ)E|S|n−2 ,
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where in the second step we used (4.17), (4.20), and K ≺ φ. Thus

Z1 +
∑
ij

EG̃G̃ijSn−1 = O≺(Ê)E|S|n−1 +O≺(Ê2 + ÊΨ̂)E|S|n−2 . (4.27)

For r ⩾ 2, we have

Zr ≺
1

Nqr−1

r∑
r1=0

∑
ijα

E(∂r−r1
iα G̃αj)(∂

r1
iαS

n−1) =..
r∑

r1=0

Yr,r1 .

Note that for s ⩾ 1, by (4.17) and (4.20),

∂siαS ≺ (Imm+ Λ)2f−1η−2 + (Imm+ Λ)f−1η−1 +
(Imm+ Λ)

Nη
(φ+ (Imm+ Λ)2f−2η−2)

≺ (Imm+ Λ)Ê
(4.28)

and ∑
αj

∂siαGαj ≺
(
Imm+ Λ

fη

)(√
N(Im+Λ)

η
+N(Imm+ Λ)

)
≺ N δÊ . (4.29)

From (4.29) we know

Zr,0 ≺
1

qr−1
ÊE|S|n−1 ≺ ÊE|S|n−1 .

By (4.17) and (4.28) we have

Zr,r1 ≺ N

qr−1

Imm+ Λ

fη
(Imm+ Λ)

(n−1)∧r∑
a=1

ÊaE|S|n−1−a ≺
n−1∑
a=1

ÊaE|S|n−1−a .

for all r1 ⩾ 1. Combining the above two result we have Zr ≺
∑n

a=0 ÊaE|S|n−a for all r ⩾ 2.
Together with (4.27), we get (4.18) as desired. This finishes the proof.

Proposition 4.6 now follows immediately from the following analogue of Proposition 3.6 and
Lemma 3.8, together with the stability analysis presented in Section 3.5.

Lemma 4.9. Fix δ ∈ (0, ξ/100), and let (w, iη) ∈ Sδ. Denote g̃ ..= G̃. Suppose that |g̃ −m| ≺ Λ
for some deterministic Λ ∈ [N−1, N−1η−1] at (w, iη). Then at (w, η) we have

max
ȷ̂

1

N

∑
ı̂

|G̃ı̂ȷ̂|4 ≺
(Λ + Imm

Nη

)2
+

1

N
(4.30)

and

P (g̃) ≺ (Λ + Imm)2

Nη
+
(Λ + Imm)1/2

N5/2η5/2
+
(Λ + Imm)1/2κ3/4

Nη
+
Λ3 + (Imm)3 + η + η1/3κ

q2
+

1

N
. (4.31)

Proof. Observe that the main difference between the proofs of (4.30), (4.31) and those of Lemma
3.8, Proposition 3.6 is the use of resolvent identity. More precisely, Green function G satisfies

δiȷ̂ + iηGiȷ̂ − (HG)iȷ̂ + wGi′ ȷ̂ = 0 ,
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while for the Green function G̃, we have

δiȷ̂ + iηG̃iȷ̂ − (HG̃)iȷ̂ + wG̃i′ ȷ̂ =
f

N

∑
α

G̃αȷ̂ . (4.32)

Thanks to Lemma 4.8, we have a sufficient estimate of the RHS of (4.32), which leads to

δiȷ̂ + iηG̃iȷ̂ − (HG̃)iȷ̂ + wG̃i′ ȷ̂ ≺
Imm+ Λ

Nη
. (4.33)

Similarly, we also have

δαȷ̂ + iηG̃αȷ̂ − (HG̃)αȷ̂ + w̄G̃α′ ȷ̂ ≺
Imm+ Λ

Nη
, (4.34)

and

1 + iηG̃−HG̃+
w

N

∑
i

G̃i′i =
f

N2

∑
iα

G̃αi ≺
Imm+ Λ

N2η2
+

1

N
, (4.35)

as well as
iη

N

∑
i′

G̃i′i −
1

N

∑
i

(HG̃)i′i −
1

N

∑
i

(HG̃)i′i + w̄G ≺ Imm+ Λ

N2η2
+

1

N
. (4.36)

Using (4.33) – (4.36), the proofs (4.30) and (4.31) are essentially identical to those of Lemma 3.8
and Proposition 3.6 respectively; we omit the details.

5 Edge universality of A

To start with, we prove the following estimate.

Proposition 5.1. Fix δ ∈ (0, ξ/100). We have

1

N

∑
i

G̃i′i +
1 +m2

w
≺ 1

N2η2
+

1

Nη2/3

uniformly for (w, iη) ∈ Sδ.

Proof. From Corollary 4.1, we know that |G̃ −m| ≺ N−1η−1 =.. Λ. Fix an even integer n. Using
Lemma 2.2 and a argument similar to the proof of Proposition 3.6, it is not hard to get the recursive
estimate

E|HG̃+G̃2|n ≺
n∑

a=1

(
Imm+ Λ

Nη
+
(Imm+ Λ)1/2

(Nη)3/2
+
(Imm+ Λ)2

q2
+

1

Nη2/3

)a

E|HG̃+G̃2|n−a . (5.1)

In fact, (5.1) is much easier to prove than (3.23), as it does not require the exploration of cusp
fluctuation. By (5.1) and Lemma 2.1, we get

HG̃+ G̃2 ≺ Imm+ Λ

Nη
+

(Imm+ Λ)1/2

(Nη)3/2
+

(Imm+ Λ)2

q2
1

Nη2/3
⩽

C

N2η2
+

C

Nη2/3
. (5.2)

The resolvent identity, Corollary 4.1 and Lemma 4.8 imply

HG̃+ G̃2 = 1+ iηG̃+ G̃2+
w

N

∑
i

G̃i′i−
f

N2

∑
αi

G̃αi = 1+m2+
w

N

∑
i

G̃i′i+O≺

( 1

N2η2
+

1

Nη2/3

)
.

Combining the above with (5.2) and |w|−1 ⩽ 2, we conclude the proof.

30



5.1. Matrix flows. Let W ∈ RN×N denote the real Ginibre ensemble, i.e.Wij(1 ⩽ i, j ⩽ N)

are i.i.d. with Wij
d
= N (0, 1/N). We also assume W and A are independent. Denote

B(t) ..= e−t/2B +
√

1− et/2W and A(t) ..= B(t) + fee∗

for any t ∈ [0,∞]. It is easy to see that A(0) = A and A(∞) =W + fee∗. Accordingly, for w ∈ C
and η > 0, we define the Hermitization of A(t) and its Green function by

H̃w(t) ..=

(
0 A(t)− w

A∗(t)− w̄ 0

)
and G̃w(t; η) ..= (H̃w(t)− iη)−1

respectively. In addition,

H̃(t) ..= H̃0(t) , H(t) ..=

(
0 B(t)

B∗(t) 0

)
, and ∂ı̂ȷ̂F

..=
∂F

∂Hı̂ȷ̂(t)

for differentiable functions F of H̃w(t). It is easy to check that

∂ı̂ȷ̂G̃(t)k̂l̂ = −G̃k̂ı̂(t)G̃ȷ̂l̂(t)− G̃k̂ȷ̂(t)G̃ı̂l̂(t) . (5.3)

Note that the entries of B(t) satisfies EBij(t) = 0, Var(Bij(t)) = N−1 and Ck(Bij(t)) =

Ok(1/(Nq
k−2)) for all fixed k ⩾ 3. As a result, everything we have proved so far for G̃, we

can repeat exactly the same proof for G̃(t).

Lemma 5.2. Let t ∈ [0,∞]. All results stated in Section 4 concerning G̃ = G̃(0) also hold for
G̃(t).

Next we would like to control the number of eigenvalues of H̃w with size less than N−3/4.

Lemma 5.3. For (w, iη) ∈ S
(1)
δ , we have

E
dG̃(t)

dt
≺ N10δ

( η1/3
et/2q

+
1

et/2Nηq

)
=.. E4 (5.4)

and

E
d|G̃(t)− G̃(∞)|2

dt
≺ N10δ

( 1

et/2Nη2/3q
+

1

et/2N2η2q

)
(5.5)

for all t ∈ [0,∞].

Proof. For simplicity we shall not write the parameter t in G̃. Note that

E
dG̃

dt
= − 1

2N

∑
αi

EȦαi(t)(G̃
2)iα − 1

2N

∑
iα

EȦiα(t)(G̃
2)αi . (5.6)

By Lemma 2.2, we have

− 1

2N

∑
αi

EȦαi(t)(G̃
2)iα

=
e−t/2

4N

∑
αi

EBαi(G̃
2)iα − e−t

4N
√
1− e−t

∑
αi

EWαi(G
2)iα

=
e−t/2

4N

ℓ∑
r=1

∑
αi

1

r!
Cr+1(Bαi)e

−r/2E∂rαi(G̃2)iα − e−t

4N2

∑
αi

E∂αi(G̃2)iα +O(e−r/2N−1)

=
e−t/2

4N

ℓ∑
r=2

∑
αi

1

r!
Cr+1(Bαi)e

−r/2E∂rαi(G̃2)iα +O(e−r/2N−1) =..
ℓ∑

r=2

Ur +O(e−r/2N−1) . (5.7)
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When r = 2, we have

U2 =O(e−tN−2q−1)
∑
αi

E(G̃2)ααG̃iiG̃αi +O(e−tN−2q−1)
∑
αi

E(G̃2)iiG̃ααG̃αi

+O(e−tN−2q−1)
∑
αi

E(G̃2)αiG̃
2
αi +O(e−tN−2q−1)

∑
αi

E(G̃2)αiG̃ααG̃ii

+O(e−tN−2q−1)
∑
iα

E(G̃2)αiG̃ααG̃ii =.. U2,1 + U2,2 + U2,3 + U2,4 + U2,5 .

By the resolvent identity w̄G̃αi = (G̃H)αi′ + fN−1
∑

j G̃αj − δαi′ − iηG̃αi′ and |w|−1 ⩽ 2, we get

U2,1 = O(e−tN−2q−1)
∑
αij

E(G̃2)ααG̃iiG̃αjHji′ +O(e−tN−3q−1f)
∑
αij

E(G̃2)ααG̃iiG̃αj

= O(e−tN−2q−1)
∑
αij

E(G̃2)ααG̃iiG̃αjHji′ +O≺(E4) . (5.8)

Here in the second step we used ∑
j

G̃αj ≺
Imm+ 1/(Nη)

ηf
,

which is deduced from Lemmas 4.8 and 5.2. We then expand the first term on RHS of (5.8) by
Lemma 2.2, and estimate the results by (4.15), (4.16) and Lemmas 4.8 and 5.2. This leads to

U2,1 =O(e−tN−3q−1)
∑
αij

E(G̃2)ααG̃ijG̃i′iG̃αj +O(e−tN−3q−1)
∑
αij

E(G̃2)ααG̃jiG̃ii′G̃αj

+O(e−tN−3q−2)
∑
αij

E(G̃2)ααG̃jjG̃i′iG̃ii′G̃αj +O≺(E4) .
(5.9)

The first three terms on RHS of (5.9) cannot be naively bounded by O≺(E4). This is due to the fact
that when expanding the RHS of (5.8), the index i′ in Hji′ and the index i in G̃ii can be matched,

which results in G̃ii′ , G̃i′i ≍ 1. Luckily, we can proceed by again applying the resolvent identity
wG̃i′i = (HG̃)ii + fN−1

∑
β G̃βi − 1− iηG̃ii and Lemma 2.2. Similar to (5.8) and (5.9), we have

U2,1 =O(e−tN−3q−1)
∑
αij

E(G̃2)ααG̃ijG̃αj +O(e−tN−3q−1)
∑
αij

E(G̃2)ααG̃jiG̃αj

+O(e−tN−2q−2)
∑
αj

E(G̃2)ααG̃jjG̃αj +O≺(E4) =.. U2,1,1 + U2,1,2 + U2,1,3 .

Now for the term U2,1,1, if we again use resolvent identity on G̃ij and expand via Lemma 2.2, there
will no longer be other Green functions that matches the index i, and we can get U2,1,1 ≺ E4. The
same holds for U2,1,2. As a result, we have

U2,1 = U2,1,3 +O≺(E4) = O(e−tN−2q−2)
∑
αj

E(G̃2)ααG̃jjG̃αj +O≺(E4) . (5.10)

Note that U2,1,3 and U2,1 are similar in structure, yet U2,1,3 is q−1 times smaller than U2,1, due to
the extra factor q−1. We can then iterate (5.10) finitely many times, and get U2,1 ≺ E4 as desired.
Similar arguments also work for U2,2, ..., U2,5. Thus U2 ≺ E4.
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When r = 3, by (5.3), Lemma 5.2, (4.15) and (4.16) we get

U3 = O(e−tN−2q−1)
∑
αi

E(G̃2)αiG̃
3
αi +O≺(E4)

= O(e−tN−2q−1) · η
1/3 + 1/(Nη)

η

∑
αi

E|G̃3
αi|+O≺(E4) .

(5.11)

In addition, Lemmas 4.9 and 5.2 imply∑
i

E|G̃3
αi| ≺ N ·

( Imm+ 1/(Nη)

Nη

)3/2
, (5.12)

and combining (5.11) and (5.12) we get U3 ≺ E4.
When r ⩾ 4, the estimates of Ur are easier than that of U4, due to the decay of cumulants. As

a result, from (5.7) we have

− 1

2N

∑
αi

EȦαi(t)(G̃
2)iα ≺ E4 .

Due to symmetry, the second term on RHS of (5.6) can be handed in the same way; this finishes
the proof of (5.4).

For the proof of (5.5), we have

E
d|G̃(t)− G̃(∞)|2

dt
= E

d[(G̃(t)− G̃(∞))(G̃∗(t)− G̃∗(∞))]

dt

= − 1

2N

∑
αi

EȦαi(t)(G̃
2)iα(t)(G̃

∗(t)− G̃∗(∞))− 1

2N

∑
iα

EȦiα(t)(G̃
2)αi(t)(G̃

∗(t)− G̃∗(∞))

− 1

2N

∑
αi

EȦαi(t)(G̃
∗2)iα(t)(G̃(t)− G̃(∞))− 1

2N

∑
iα

EȦiα(t)(G̃
∗2)αi(t)(G̃(t)− G̃(∞)) . (5.13)

Due to symmetry, we only look at the first term on RHS of (5.13). Similar to (5.7), we get

− 1

2N

∑
αi

EȦαi(t)(G̃
2)iα(t)(G̃

∗(t)− G̃∗(∞))

=
e−t/2

4N

ℓ∑
r=2

∑
αi

1

r!
Cr+1(Bαi)E∂̃rαi[(G̃2)iα(t)(G̃

∗(t)− G̃∗(∞))] +O(e−r/2N−1) ,

(5.14)

where we abbreviate ∂̃ı̂ȷ̂F = ∂F/∂Hı̂ȷ̂(0). The rest of the proof is essentially the same to that of
(5.4): we first apply (5.3), and then explore the index matching through the resolvent identity and
Lemma 2.2. We omit the details.

By Lemma 5.3, we see that

EG̃(0)− EG̃(∞) ≺ η1/3

q
+

1

Nηq
(5.15)

as well as

E|G̃(0)− G̃(∞)|2 ≺ 1

Nη2/3q
+

1

N2η2q
. (5.16)
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To interpolate between A(∞) and W , let e1 = (1, 0, ..., 0)∗ ∈ RN , and set Ŵ ..=W + fe∗1e1. By

the invariance of W , see that Ŵ and A(∞) have the same spectral distribution. For w ∈ C and

η > 0, we denote the Hermitization of Ŵ and its Green function by

Ĥw
..=

(
0 Ŵ − w

Ŵ − w̄ 0

)
and Ĝ ..= (Ĥw − iη)−1 (5.17)

respectively. In addition, we set

HW
w

..=

(
0 W − w

W − w̄ 0

)
and GW ..= (HW

w − iη)−1

Next we compare EĜ = EG̃(∞) and EGW .

Lemma 5.4. For (w, iη) ∈ S
(1)
δ , we have

EĜ− EGW ≺ 1

Nη

(1
q
+

1

N1−δη

)
(5.18)

and

E|Ĝ−GW |2 ≺ 1

N2η2

(1
q
+

1

N1−δη

)
. (5.19)

Proof. As in Corollary 4.1 (ii), it is easy to show that

Ĝ−m ≺ 1

Nη
and GW −m ≺ 1

Nη
. (5.20)

Let us denote the eigenvalues and corresponding L2-normalized eigenvectors of Ĥ by ±σ̂1, ...,±σ̂N
and

(
v̂1

±ŵ1

)
, ...,

(
v̂N

±ŵN

)
respectively. Here σ̂1, ..., σ̂N ⩾ 0, σ̂1 = maxi σ̂i, and v̂i, ŵi ∈ CN for all

i. Similar to the proof of Lemma 4.4, we can show that

∥v̂1 − e1/
√
2∥∞ + ∥ŵ1 − e1/

√
2∥∞ ≺ N−1/2f−1 (5.21)

and
max
i⩾2

∥v̂i∥∞ +max
i⩾2

∥ŵi∥∞ ≺ N−1/2 , (5.22)

where e1 ..= (1, 0, ..., 0) ∈ RN . By the resolvent identity, we have

Ĝ−GW = − f

2N

∑
ı̂

GW
ı̂1′Ĝ1ı̂ −

f

2N

∑
ı̂

GW
1ı̂ Ĝı̂1′ = − f

2N
(ĜGW )11′ −

f

2N
(ĜGW )1′1 , (5.23)

and
δ1′ ı̂ + iηĜ1′ ı̂ = (HW Ĝ)1′ ı̂ − w̄Ĝ1ı̂ + fĜ1ı̂ , (5.24)

where HW ..= HW
0 . From (5.24) and Stein’s formula, we know that

(f − w̄)E(ĜGW )11 = E
(
GW

1′1 + iη(ĜGW )1′1 −
∑
i

HW
1′i(ĜG

W )i1

)
(5.25)

=E
(
GW

1′1 + iη(ĜGW )1′1 +N−1
∑
i

(
Ĝi1′(ĜG

W )i1 + Ĝii(ĜG
W )1′1 + (ĜGW )i1′G

W
i1 + (ĜGW )iiG

W
1′1

))
.
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For any indices ı̂, ȷ̂, using Cauchy-Schwarz and the Ward identity, we can get

η(ĜGW )ı̂ȷ̂ ≺ (Im Ĝı̂̂ı ImGW
ȷ̂ȷ̂ )

1/2 .

As σ1 ≍ f , we can use spectral decomposition and (5.20) – (5.22) to show that

Im Ĝı̂̂ı ≺ f−1 + Im Ĝ ≺ f−1 + (Nη)−1 + |m| ≺ f−1 + (N1−δη)−1 . (5.26)

Together with ImGW
ȷ̂ȷ̂ ≺ (N1−δη)−1 we get

η(ĜGW )ı̂ȷ̂ ≺ f−1 + (N1−δη)−1 . (5.27)

Inserting (5.26) and (5.27) into (5.25) we get

(f − w̄)E(ĜGW )11′ ≺ η−1
(
f−1 + (N1−δη)−1

)
.

Similarly, (f − w)E(ĜGW )1′1 ≺ η−1
(
f−1 + (N1−δη)−1

)
. Inserting the above two estimates into

(5.23), and together with |w| ⩽ 2 and f ≍ q, we get (5.18) as desired. The proof of (5.19) follows
in a similar fashion; we omit the details.

5.2. Proof of Theorem 1.1. In this section we prove the following result, which obviously
implies Theorem 1.1.

Proposition 5.5. Fix k ∈ N+ and w1, ..., wk ∈ C with |wj | = 1 for all j ∈ {1, 2, ..., k}. Let
f1, ..., fk : C → C be smooth and compactly supported, independent of N , and set

fj,wj (w)
..= Nfj(

√
N(w − wj))

for all j ∈ {1, 2, ..., k}. Let λ1, ..., λN be the eigenvalues of A, and µ1, ..., µN be the eigenvalues of
W . Then

E

[
k∏

j=1

(
1

N

N∑
i=1

fj,wj (λi)−
1

π

∫
|w|⩽1

fj,wj (w)d
2w

)

−
k∏

j=1

(
1

N

N∑
i=1

fj,wj (µi)−
1

π

∫
|w|⩽1

fj,wj (w)d
2w

)]
= O(N−c)

for some constant c ≡ c(ξ, k, f1, ..., fk) > 0.

Our starting point is Girko’s Hermitization formula [21], which reads

1

N

∑
i

fj,wj (λi) =
1

2πN

∑
i

∫
C
∇2fj,wj (w) log |λi − w| d2w , (5.28)

and ∑
i

log |λi − w| = i

2

∫ ∞

0
Tr G̃w(iη)dη . (5.29)

We would like to replace the integral on RHS of (5.28) by a Riemann sum. To this end, fix
δ ∈ (0, ξ/100), and let K be an N−10-net of the ring {w ∈ C : ||w| − 1| ⩽ N−1/2+δ}. Let U ..=
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∪iBλi
(N−5), where Bz(r) denotes the ball centered at z with radius r. As ∥∇2fj,wj (w)∥∞ = O(N2),

we have

1

2πN

∑
i

∫
C
∇2fj,wj (w) log |λi − w|d2w − 1

2πN21

∑
i

∑
w∈K∩Uc

∇2fj,wj (w) log |λi − w|

=
1

2πN

∑
i

∫
C∩Uc

∇2fj,wj (w) log |λi − w|d2w (5.30)

− 1

2πN21

∑
i

∑
w∈K∩Uc

∇2fj,wj (w) log |λi − w|+O(N−6) = O(N−6) ,

where in the last step we used log |λi − w| − log |λi − w′| = O(N5|w − w′|) for all w,w′ ∈ K ∩ U c,
and

|K ∩ U c ∩ supp fj,wj | = O(N19) . (5.31)

By (5.28), (5.29) and (5.30) we get

1

N

∑
i

fj,wj (λi) =
1

2πN21

∑
i

∑
w∈K∩Uc

∇2fj,wj (w) log |λi − w|+O(N−6)

=
i

4πN21

∑
w∈K∩Uc

∫ ∞

0
∇2fj,wj (w) Tr G̃w(iη)dη +O(N−6) .

As a result
1

N

∑
i

fj,wj (λi)−
∫
|w|⩽1

fj,wj (w)d
2w = Tj,1 + Tj,2 + Tj,3 +O(N−6) , (5.32)

where

Tj,1 =
i

2πN20

∑
w∈K∩Uc

∫ η∗

0
∇2fj,wj (w)

(
G̃w(iη)−m(w, iη)

)
dη

Tj,2 =
i

2πN20

∑
w∈K∩Uc

∫ η∗

η∗

∇2fj,wj (w)
(
G̃w(iη)−m(w, iη)

)
dη

Tj,3 =
i

2πN20

∑
w∈K∩Uc

∫ ∞

η∗
∇2fj,wj (w)

(
G̃w(iη)−m(w, iη)

)
dη

with η∗ = N−3/4−δ, η∗ = N−3/4+δ, and fixed δ ∈ (0, ξ/100).

The following lemma gives prior estimates for the RHS of (5.32).

Lemma 5.6. We have

|Tj,1|+ |Tj,2| ≺ 1 (5.33)

and

Tj,3 ≺ N−δ (5.34)

uniformly in j.

Proof. (i) Using Corollary 4.1 (ii) and a deterministic monotonicity argument (see e.g. [8, Section
10]), we have

G̃−m ≺ 1

Nη
(5.35)
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for all |1− |w|| ⩽ N−1/2+δ and 0 < η ⩽ N−3/4+δ. Together with (5.31) we have

Tj,2 ≺
1

N20

∑
w∈K∩Uc

∫ η∗

η∗

|∇2fwj (w)|
1

Nη
dη ≺ 1 .

To estimate Tj,1, first note that by (5.32) and a triangle inequality, we have the deterministic

bound |Tj,1| = O(N2). Applying [34, Theorem 2.9] with ρ = p/(1 − p), x
d
= Bern(1 − p) and

M = −w
√
(1− p)I, we have

P
(
max
w∈K

∥H̃−1
w ∥ ⩾ N logN

)
= O(N−D) (5.36)

for any fixed D > 0. By (5.35), we know that on the event Σ ..= {maxw∈K ∥H̃−1
w ∥ < N logN} we

have

Tj,1 ≺
1

N18

∑
w∈K∩Uc

∣∣∣∣ ∫ N− logN

0
G̃w −m(w, iη) dη

∣∣∣∣+ 1 ≺ N max
w∈K∩Uc

∣∣∣∣ ∫ N− logN

0
G̃w dη

∣∣∣∣+ 1

≺ max
w∈K∩Uc

∑
|σi,w|⩾N− logN

log

(
1 +

1

σ2i,wN
2 logN

)
+ 1 ≺ 1 ,

(5.37)

where σi,w are the eigenvalues of H̃w. This finishes the proof of (5.33).

(ii) Note that by the trivial bound maxı̂ȷ̂ ∥G̃w(iη)ı̂ȷ̂∥ ⩽ η−1, we have∫ ∞

η∗
∇2fj,wj (w)

(
G̃w(iη)−m(w, iη)

)
dη −

∫ ∞

η∗
∇2fj,wj (w

′)
(
G̃w′(iη)−m(w′, iη)

)
dη

= O
(
|w − w′|

(
N2/η∗ +N5/2

))
= O(N3|w − w′|)

for all w,w′ ∈ K. As a result, we can recover an integration from the Riemann sum in Tj,3, i.e.

Tj,3 =
i

2π

∫
C

∫ ∞

η∗
∇2fwj (w)

(
G̃−m

)
dη d2w +O(N−6)

Let u ..= −w̄m/(iη +m), and thus 1 + iηm+m2 + wu = 0. It is east to check that

∂wm =
i

2
∂ηu and ∂wG̃ =

1

2N

∑
i

(G̃2)i′i =
i

2N

∑
i

∂ηG̃i′i .

Together with integration by parts, we get

Tj,3 = −2i

π

∫
C

∫ ∞

η∗
∂w̄fwj (w)

(
∂wG̃− ∂wm

)
dη d2w +O(N−6)

=
1

π

∫
C

∫ ∞

η∗
∂w̄fwj (w)

( 1

N

∑
i

∂ηG̃i′i − ∂ηu
)
dη d2w +O(N−6)

= − 1

π

∫
C
∂w̄fwj (w)

( 1

N

∑
i

G̃i′i(iη
∗)− u(iη∗)

)
d2w +O(N−6) .

(5.38)

By Proposition 5.1 and u(iη∗) = −(1 +m2)/w +O(η∗), we have

Tj,3 ≺ N−1/2−δ

∫
C
|∂w̄fwj (w)|d2w +N−6 ≺ N−δ .

This finishes the proof of (5.34).
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Proof of Proposition 5.5. Now we deduce Proposition 5.5 from Lemmas 5.2, 5.3 and 5.6. A similar
strategy was used in [14].

Step 1. We first show that

E|Tj,1| ≺ N−δ/2 . (5.39)

Let Σ ..= {maxw∈K ∥H̃−1
w ∥ < N logN}, and (5.36) shows P(Σc) = O(N−D) for any fixed D > 0.

Thus by (2.11) we know that for all w ∈ K,∣∣∣∣1Σ ∫ η∗

0
G̃w(iη)−m(w, iη)dη

∣∣∣∣
= O(N−1)1Σ

∑
|σi,w|⩽N− logN

log
(
1 +

η2∗
σ2i,w

)
+O(N−1)

∑
|σi,w|⩾N− logN

log
(
1 +

η2∗
σ2i,w

)
+

∣∣∣∣ ∫ η∗

0
m(w, iη)dη

∣∣∣∣
=O(N−1)

∑
|σi,w|⩾N− logN

log
(
1 +

η2∗
σ2i,w

)
+O(N−1−δ) ,

where σi,w denotes the eigenvalues of H̃w, and in the second step we used (2.11). By (5.32), we
have the deterministic bound |Tj,1| = O(N2). Hence

E|Tj,1| = E|1Σ Tj,1|+O(N−1) ≺ 1

N19

∑
w∈K∩Uc

∑
|σi,w|⩾N− logN

E log
(
1 +

η2∗
σ2i,w

)
dw +O(N−δ) . (5.40)

Observe that∑
|σi|⩾N− logN

E log
(
1 +

η2∗
σ2i

)
≺ E|{i : |σi| ⩽ N δ/2η∗}|+ E

∑
|σi|⩾Nδ/2η∗

η2∗
σ2i

≺ E|{i : |σi| ⩽ N δ/2η∗}|+ E
∑

|σi|⩾Nδ/2η∗

η2∗
σ2i + (N δ/2η∗)2

(5.41)

≺ E|{i : |σi| ⩽ N δ/2η∗}|+N1−δ/2η∗E Im G̃(iN δ/2η∗) ≺ E|{i : |σi| ⩽ N δ/2η∗}|+N−δ ,

where in the last step we used Lemma 5.2 and Corollary 4.1 (ii). By (5.15) and (5.18), we get

E|{i : |σi| ⩽ N δ/2η∗}| ⩽ Nη∗E Im G̃(iN δ/2η∗)(0) = Nη∗E Im Ĝ(iN δ/2η∗)(0)+O(N−δ) = O(N−δ/2) ,

where in the last step we used [14, (28)]. Combining the above with (5.40) and (5.41), we get (5.39)
as desired.

Step 2. Similar as in (5.32) let us define

T̂j,1 =
i

2πN21

∑
w∈K∩Uc

∗

∫ η∗

0
∇2fj,wj (w)

(
Ĝ(0)−m

)
dη

T̂j,2 =
i

2πN21

∑
w∈K∩Uc

∗

∫ η∗

η∗

∇2fj,wj (w)
(
Ĝ(0)−m

)
dη

T̂j,3 =
i

2πN21

∑
w∈K∩Uc

∗

∫ ∞

η∗
∇2fj,wj (w)

(
Ĝ(0)−m

)
dη ,
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where U∗ ..= ∪iBλW
i
(N−5), and λWi are the eigenvalues of W . It is conventional to check that

Lemma 5.6 and (5.39) remain valid for Tj,1, ..., Tj,3 replaced by T̂j,1, ..., T̂j,3. By Lemma 5.6 and
(5.39), we get

E
[ k∏
j=1

(
1

N

N∑
i=1

fj,wj (λi)−
1

π

∫
|w|⩽1

fj,wj (w)d
2w

)
−

k∏
j=1

(
1

N

N∑
i=1

fj,wj (µi)−
1

π

∫
|w|⩽1

fj,wj (w)d
2w

)]

= E
[ k∏
j=1

Tj,2 −
k∏

j=1

T̂j,2

]
+O≺(N

−δ/2) ≺
k∑

j=1

E|Tj,2 − T̂j,2|+N−δ/2 . (5.42)

As ∥∇2fj,wj∥∞ = O(N2), and |U |, |U∗| = O(N10), for each j,

E|Tj,2 − T̂j,2| ≺ N max
w∈K

∫ η∗

η∗

E|G̃(0)− Ĝ(0)|dη +N−1

≺N max
w∈K

∫ η∗

η∗

E|G̃(0)− G̃(∞)|dη +N max
w∈K

∫ η∗

η∗

E|Ĝ(1)− Ĝ(0)|dη +N−1

≺N max
w∈K

∫ η∗

η∗

(
1

Nη2/3q
+

1

N2η2q
+

1

N3−δη3

)1/2

dη +N−1 ≺ N−δ/2 ,

(5.43)

where in the third step we used (5.16) and (5.19). Combining (5.42) and (5.43) we conclude the
proof of Proposition 5.5.

5.3. Proof of Theorem 1.2. The upper bound in (1.4) was proved in Corollary 4.7, and
Theorem 1.2 (ii) was proved at the end of Section 4.2. Now we only need to prove the lower bound
in (1.4). The statement follows directly from the following local circular law near the spectral edge.

Theorem 5.7. Fix δ ∈ (0, ξ/100), and let f : C → C be smooth and compactly supported, inde-
pendent of N . Fix a ∈ (1/2 − δ/2, 1/2] and let w∗ ∈ C satisfy 1 − N−1/2+δ/2 ⩽ |w∗| ⩽ δ−1. Let
λ1, λ2, ..., λN be the eigenvalues of A and fw∗(w)

..= N2af(Na(w − w∗)). Then

1

N

∑
i

fw∗(λi)−
1

π

∫
|w|⩽1

fw∗(z)d
2w ≺ N2a−1 .

Proof. The steps are essentially identical to those of Lemma 5.6. We omit the details.
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[20] L. Erdős, H.-T. Yau, and J. Yin, Bulk universality for generalized Wigner matrices, Prob. Theor. Rel.
Fields 154 (2012), 341–407.

[21] V.L. Girko, The circular law, Teor. Veroyatnost. i Primenen. (Russian) 29 (1984), 669–679.

[22] F. Götze and A. Tikhomirov, The circular law for random matrices, Ann. Prob. 38 (2010), 1444–1491.

[23] Y. He and A. Knowles, Mesoscopic eigenvalue statistics of Wigner matrices, Ann. Appl. Prob. 27 (2017),
1510–1550.

[24] Y. He and A. Knowles, Fluctuations of extreme eigenvalues of sparse Erdős-Rényi graphs, Prob. Theor.
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