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Abstract. Consider D random systems that are modeled by independent N×N complex Hermitian Wigner

matrices. Suppose they are lying on a circle and the neighboring systems interact with each other through a
deterministic matrix A. We prove that in the asymptotic limit N → ∞, the whole system exhibits a quantum

chaos transition when the interaction strength ∥A∥HS varies. Specifically, when ∥A∥HS ≥ Nε, we prove that

the bulk eigenvalue statistics match those of a DN × DN GUE asymptotically and each bulk eigenvector
is approximately equally distributed among the D subsystems with probability 1− o(1). These phenomena

indicate quantum chaos of the whole system. In contrast, when ∥A∥HS ≤ N−ε, we show that the system is

integrable: the bulk eigenvalue statistics behave like D independent copies of GUE statistics asymptotically
and each bulk eigenvector is localized on only one subsystem. In particular, if we take D → ∞ after the

N → ∞ limit, the bulk statistics converge to a Poisson point process under the DN scaling.
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1. Introduction

Consider a quantum Hamiltonian Hλ = H + λHI , where H represents the Hamiltonian of some sepa-
rable (or independent) subsystems in a specific coordinate system, and HI is a non-separable perturbation
describing the interactions between these subsystems. In the study of quantum chaos, researchers aim to
answer the following questions. (i) Does the behavior of the system become “chaotic” when the interaction
(measured by the parameter λ > 0) becomes sufficiently strong? If the chaotic phase indeed exists, then
(ii) what kind of features of energy levels, eigenstates, or some other physical observables can be used to
distinguish between the integrable (or non-chaotic) and chaotic phases, and (iii) when the quantum chaos
transition occurs as λ varies.

In the context of a generic integrable model, the well-known Berry-Tabor conjecture [18, 19, 87] states
that the local energy level statistics should follow a Poisson process, i.e., neighboring energy levels should
be uncorrelated. Conversely, for a generic chaotic model, the renowned Bohigas-Giannoni-Schmit (BGS)
conjecture [23,24] suggests that its local energy level statistics should resemble those of Gaussian orthogonal
ensemble (GOE). Specifically, it predicts the presence of level repulsion between neighboring energy levels,
and the nearest neighbor spacing is expected to align with the “Wigner surmise” predicted by [106] for
Wigner matrices. The eigenfunctions of chaotic models are predicted to satisfy a fundamental property called
quantum ergodicity [51, 101, 112], i.e., almost all eigenfunctions become equidistributed as the energy tends
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to ∞. Later, a stronger notion called quantum unique ergodicity (QUE) states that the above equipartition
principle holds for all eigenfunctions in the high-energy limit [92]. We refer the readers to [21, 22, 31] for a
more comprehensive review of the above conjectures and the relation between quantum chaos and random
matrix theory. There have been numerous studies on the Berry-Tabor conjecture [38, 39, 88, 89, 104] and
quantum unique ergodicity [74, 85], to name just a few. However, to the best of our knowledge, the BGS
conjecture remains unproven in the existing literature.

In the past few decades, there has been great progress in understanding the chaotic behaviors of some
classical ensembles of random matrices, including the delocalization of eigenvectors, QUE, the GOE/GUE
statistics of eigenvalues (or the Wigner surmise), and so on. They are now considered a good paradigm for
exploring many ideas related to quantum chaos and the BGS conjecture. The extensive body of literature
explores these behaviors across various random matrix ensembles, such as Wigner matrices (see, for example,
[8, 27, 33, 41–43, 45, 59–63, 65–67, 81, 82, 103]), random graphs (see, for example, [10, 11, 14–16, 30, 55, 57,
76]), heavy-tailed random matrices (see, for example, [4–6]), and non-mean-field random matrices (see, for
example, [28,34,56,107–109,111]), to name just a few. For a historical review of seminal works that have led to
the proof of the Wigner surmise and the delocalization of eigenvectors for random matrices, readers can refer
to the book [64]. However, most of these models (except for non-mean-field random matrices) are chaotic in
nature, so they generally do not exhibit integrable features and hence are not suitable for the investigation
of the transition between integrable and chaotic phases. On the other hand, random band matrices are
proposed for this purpose. The random band matrix ensemble with band width W and system size N is
conjectured to exhibit a quantum chaos transition as W varies (see, for example, [25, 35, 36, 68, 69, 102]):

there exists a critical band width Wc =
√
L such that

• if W ≪Wc, H has localized bulk eigenvectors, and the bulk eigenvalues satisfy Poisson statistics;
• if W ≫ Wc, H has delocalized bulk eigenvectors satisfying QUE, and the bulk eigenvalues satisfy
GOE/GUE statistics depending on the symmetry of the system.

This conjecture remains unresolved; however, significant progress has been made in the past decade towards
establishing its validity (see, for example, [13, 28,34,37,50,52,53,56,70,73,91,94–100,111]).

1.1. Overview of the main results. In this paper, we consider a simpler random matrix model (than
random band matrices) that also naturally exhibits the quantum chaos transition. More precisely, fix an
integer D ≥ 2, we take D independent random subsystems, assuming that they can be modeled by N ×N
Wigner matrices, whose entries have mean zero, variance N−1, and fulfill certain moment conditions. With-
out introducing interactions, the whole system is modeled by a block diagonal matrix H with diagonal blocks
being independent Wigner matrices Ha, a = 1, . . . , D. Next, we assume that the subsystems are aligned
along a cycle and the neighboring subsystems interact with each other through an arbitrary deterministic
N ×N matrix A (non-nearest-neighbor interactions can also be allowed; see Remark 1.1 below). We denote
the interaction Hamiltonian by Λ, which is a tridiagonal block matrix with non-diagonal blocks being A or
A∗, and denote the whole system by HΛ. In other words, HΛ is defined as

HΛ = H + Λ, (1.1)

where H and Λ are D ×D block matrices defined as

H =



H1 0 0 · · · 0 0
0 H2 0 · · · 0 0
0 0 H3 · · · 0 0
...

...
...

. . .
...

...
0 0 0 · · · HD−1 0
0 0 0 · · · 0 HD


, Λ =



0 A 0 · · · 0 A∗

A∗ 0 A · · · 0 0
0 A∗ 0 · · · 0 0
...

...
...

. . .
...

...
0 0 0 · · · 0 A
A 0 0 · · · A∗ 0


. (1.2)

Furthermore, we assume that HΛ is a perturbation of H, i.e., ∥A∥ ≪ E∥H∥ ∼ 1.
In this paper, we prove that the bulk eigenvalues and eigenvectors of HΛ exhibit a transition from the

integrable phase to the chaotic phase, and this transition occurs at ∥A∥HS ∼ 1. For simplicity, we introduce
the index sets Ia := J(a− 1)N +1, aNK, a ∈ {1, . . . , D}, for the subsystems and let I := JDNK be the index
set for the whole system. Hereafter, for any n,m ∈ R, we denote Jn,mK := [n,m] ∩ Z and JnK := J1, nK.
Roughly speaking, we prove the following results:

2



• If ∥A∥HS ≪ 1, then every bulk eigenvector v is concentrated on only one subsystem, i.e., there
exists an Ia such that

∑
k∈Ia

|v(k)|2 = 1− o(1) with probability 1− o(1) (Theorem 2.4). The bulk

eigenvalues of HΛ are negligible perturbations of those of H (Theorem 2.5); in particular, if D is
large, the eigenvalue statistics around a bulk energy is almost a Poisson point process under the DN
scaling.

• If ∥A∥HS ≫ 1, then every bulk eigenvector v extends to the whole system (Theorem 2.2): on each
Ia, ∑

k∈Ia

|v(k)|2 = D−1 + o(1) with probability 1− o(1). (1.3)

The bulk eigenvalue statistics of HΛ match those of a DN ×DN GOE/GUE asymptotically (The-
orem 2.3). For ease of presentation, we will, with a slight departure from strict notation, refer to
(1.3) as the “QUE estimate” within the context of this paper. It is important to note, however, that
QUE typically denotes a stronger property; see the discussion below Theorem 2.2.

We would like to emphasize that these results apply to any deterministic interaction A—no specific structure
about A will be used in the proof except for the operator norm bound ∥A∥ ≪ 1 and the conditions on ∥A∥HS.

As N → ∞, when D is fixed, the typical spectral distances between D independent Wigner matrices are
of order N−1. Intuitively, quantum chaos arises when the interaction Λ mixes the spectra of subsystems. In
the proof, we will show that Λ induces a shift in the eigenvalues of magnitude N−1∥A∥HS, thereby rigorously
confirming the aforementioned intuition: when ∥A∥HS ≪ 1, the spectra of subsystems remain separate,
indicating integrability of the entire system; when ∥A∥HS ≫ 1, the subsystems become mixed, resulting in
chaotic behavior.
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Figure 1.1. The entries |v(k)|2 for k ∈ I, where v is the (DN/2)-th eigenvector of HΛ.
We choose D = 10, N = 200, and A = λI. In (a) and (b), the red lines mark the value
N−1; in (c) and (d), the red lines mark the value (DN)−1.

We now perform some simulations to illustrate the theoretical results. We choose the D independent
N × N Wigner matrices to be GOE, and take A = λI (so ∥A∥HS = λ

√
N and the transition occurs at

λ = N−1/2). In Figure 1.1, we show the squared magnitudes of the entries of a bulk eigenvector. One can
observe that in the subcritical cases, the eigenvector entries are localized in only one block, while in the
supercritical cases, the eigenvector is delocalized. In Figure 1.2, we depict the simulated distributions of
the energy gaps between neighboring bulk eigenvalues under the scaling DN . In the subcritical cases, the
simulated gap distribution exhibits a good resemblance to the exponential distribution, providing evidence
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that the behavior of bulk eigenvalues locally resembles that of a Poisson process. This finding substantiates
the Berry-Tabor conjecture within our framework. Conversely, in the supercritical cases, the simulated gap
distribution closely aligns with the Wigner surmise, indicating that the bulk eigenvalues follow the GOE
statistics. This result confirms the BGS conjecture within our context.
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Figure 1.2. The bulk eigenvalue gap distributions under the same setting as Figure 1.1.
The normalized histograms plot the rescaled eigenvalue gaps DNρsc(λk)(λk+1 −λk), where
λk are the eigenvalues of HΛ with k ∈ JDN/20, 19DN/20K and ρsc is the semicircle density
given by (2.17) below. In (a) and (b), the red curves plot the probability density function
for the exponential distribution: f(x) = e−x. In (c) and (d), the red curves plot the Wigner

surmise: f(x) = πx
2 e

−πx2/4. Note that repulsions between eigenvalues already appear to be

present in the λ = N−0.6 case. We attribute this phenomenon to the finite-N effect.

Remark 1.1. There are some direct extensions of our results to various other models. Our method relies
primarily on the block diagonal structure of matrixH and the block translation invariance of the interactions.
Hence, the proofs in our paper can be readily extended to more general cases encompassing non-nearest-
neighbor interactions (including interactions within each block), as long as the interaction between the i-th
and j-th blocks depends only on j − i (by utilizing the periodic distance on the cycle). We can further relax
the condition and only require that the interactions have the same distribution. For instance, the interactions
can consist of independent lower triangular matrices with i.i.d. entries, in which case we get random band
matrices. Alternatively, the interactions can be independent Ginibre matrices with i.i.d. entries, leading
to the Wegner orbital model [91]. In addition, the random matrix characterizing each subsystem can be
more intricate models, such as sparse random matrices, generalized Wigner matrices, or deformed Wigner
matrices. Finally, our results can be easily extended to higher-dimensional models, where the subsystems
reside on a d-dimensional lattice with d ≥ 2. In this setting, all our arguments remain applicable as long as
the interactions between different blocks maintain translation symmetry on the lattice.

Remark 1.2. At the critical point where ∥A∥HS ∼ 1, simulations show that each block contains a substantial
portion of a bulk eigenvector, although certain blocks contain significantly larger amounts (measured in
terms of the ℓ2-norm) than others. We conjecture that the ℓ2-mass distribution across the D blocks would
follow a polynomial decay. Additionally, we anticipate that the bulk eigenvalue statistics would exhibit an
interpolation between the GOE/GUE statistics and D independent copies of GOE/GUE statistics. The
investigation of this critical scenario is deferred for future research.
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1.2. Physical background. One of the main physical motivations behind this model is to gain insights
into the Anderson metal-insulator transition of the well-known Anderson model [12]. In the Anderson
model, the random potential (denoted by V ) consists of i.i.d. diagonal entries. However, in our model
(and its higher-dimensional counterparts, as mentioned in Remark 1.1), we have replaced V with a block
diagonal random matrix H and generalized the Laplacian matrix to a more general matrix Λ that introduces
interactions between adjacent blocks. From a physical perspective, our “block potential” is related to the
Anderson potential through a scaling transformation. Regarding Λ, choosing A = I yields the block Anderson
model [91], while incorporating random independent interactions leads to random band matrices or the
Wegner orbital model, as mentioned in Remark 1.1 above. These models represent important extensions
of the Anderson model and all exhibit the desired metal-insulator transition as the strength of interactions
varies. In particular, the Wegner orbital models draw inspiration from the work of Wegner [105], which was
further developed in [90, 93]. They are proposed to model the motion of a quantum particle with many
internal degrees of freedom in a disordered medium. We expect that investigating the block model HΛ could
provide an alternative approach to the renowned Anderson metal-insulator transition conjecture. We will
delve into this aspect in an ongoing paper [110], where we study the localization-delocalization transition of
the block Anderson and Wegner orbital models as the interaction strength changes. It is worth highlighting
that the framework presented in that paper poses greater challenges, as it involves examining “more local”
interactions where D → ∞ as N → ∞.

Next, we explore another physical connection, aiming to gain some heuristic insights into the mechanism
of quantum chaos transition through the lens of random matrix theory. To accomplish this, we begin by
considering a simplified toy model. Consider the two-dimensional (2D) quantum billiard inside the unit disk
D:

−∆ψ(r, θ) = Eψ(r, θ), ψ|∂D = 0.

This is an integrable model with eigenfunctions ψn,m(r, θ) = J|m|(km,nr)e
imθ and eigenvalues E = k2m,n,

where m ∈ Z, n ∈ N, J|m| is the |m|-th Bessel function, and km,n is the n-th zero of J|m|. We then add a
potential V (r, θ) to the Hamiltonian: H = −∆+ V (r, θ). Note when V tends to ∞ · 1B for a region B ⊂ D,
we get a quantum billiard inside the region between ∂D and ∂B. Our goal is to understand when quantum
chaos arises as the potential V varies. In particular, we are interested in the asymptotic behavior of the
eigenvalues and corresponding eigenstates around an energy E in the high-energy limit E → ∞.

In the original quantum billiard in D, there is a conserved physical quantity, namely the angular momen-
tum −i∂θ. As a result, the operator −∆ can be decomposed according to its invariant subspaces characterized
by the quantum numbers for the angular momentum:

Vm :=
{
ψ(r, θ) : ψ(r, θ) = f(r)eimθ for some radial function f(r)

}
,

where −∆ restricted to Vm is given by

−∆ψ = −∆(m)ψ, with ψ(r, θ) = f(r)eimθ, ∆(m) :=
∂2

∂r2
+

1

r

∂

∂r
− m2

r2
. (1.4)

This decomposition naturally leads to a block structure of H with blocks labeled by the quantum numbers for
the angular momentum. More precisely, let {fn(r)} be an orthonormal basis of the space of radial functions
with fn(1) = 0. Then, the (m,m′)-block of H can be represented by an ∞-dimensional matrix with entries

H
(m′,m)
n′,n =

1

2π

∫∫
f̄n′(r)

[
−∆(m) + V (r, θ)

]
fn(r)e

i(m−m′)θdrdθ. (1.5)

By performing a finite-dimensional reduction, we can express H as a block matrix.
The block matrix obtained above is a deterministic matrix, whose behavior seems to be inherently

complex to analyze. Intuitively, one would expect that, for a general V , H exhibits characteristics akin
to a “quasi-random” matrix, with entries possessing intricate magnitudes and phases. To facilitate a more
accessible study of the quantum chaos transition, we propose employing a block random matrix HΛ as a
computationally feasible “toy model”. This model allows for easier investigation while still capturing essential
qualitative features that establish a connection between the aforementioned quantum billiard model and the
model (1.1).

(i) Due to the fast-oscillating nature of the functions fn when n is large, the entries within the diagonal
blocks H(m,m) exhibit complicated phases. Furthermore, neighboring diagonal blocks demonstrate
slightly different spectra (due to the term −m2/r2 in (1.4)). Following Wigner’s insight [106], we
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Figure 1.3. A 2D quantum billiard inside a circle with a potential V supported in a
compact region. The left picture depicts an integrable system featuring a radially symmetric
potential, which does not mix eigenstates with different angular momentum. In the right
picture, the rotational symmetry of V is broken, resulting in mixing of eigenstates with
different angular momentum, which can induce chaotic behavior. Note when the potential
V → ∞, essentially forming an inner boundary, the system becomes a quantum billiard
between two boundaries.

propose employing independent Wigner matrices to model these blocks—random matrices serve as
effective phenomenological models for complex “quasi-random” matrices, and independent Wigner
matrices have distinct yet closely aligned spectra.

(ii) When the potential V (r, θ) is zero or exhibits rotational symmetry, as depicted in the left graph
of Figure 1.3, the eigenstates with different angular momentum remain unmixed, resulting in an
integrable model. This scenario corresponds to the A = 0 case in our model (1.1).

(iii) When we modify the potential V as shown in the right graph of Figure 1.3, off-diagonal block entries
H

(m′,m)
n′,n = (2π)−1

∫∫
f̄n′(r)V (r, θ)fn(r)e

i(m−m′)θdrdθ with m′ ̸= m will emerge and they reflect the
strength of V and the departure of V from rotational symmetry. From (1.5), we first notice that H
exhibits a block translation symmetry, meaning that H(m′,m) depends on m′ and m only through
their difference m′ −m. This aligns with the block translation invariance of Λ in (1.2). Second, the
magnitudes of the off-diagonal block entries H

(m′,m)
n′,n generally decrease as the difference |m′ −m|

increases, given fixed n and n′. Consequently, we have chosen Λ in (1.2) to be nearest-neighbor
interactions to model such “short-range phenomenon”. (However, this simplification is not crucial
since, as mentioned in Remark 1.1, we do allow for the inclusion of non-nearest-neighbor interactions
as well.)

Physically, item (ii) above means that the introduction of a circular hole at the center still gives a block
diagonal matrix, so our results in the integrable phase imply heuristically the integrability of the quantum
billiard model. On the other hand, in this paper, we provide evidence of a quantum chaos transition for HΛ

as the interaction strength increases. In particular, as V → ∞, our results suggest, in a heuristic sense, that
adding a “generic” non-rotationally symmetric hole will lead to chaos.

We expect that our paper may serve as an initial step towards heuristically understanding the quantum
chaos transition from the perspective of random matrix theory. Significant efforts are still needed to attain
a more comprehensive understanding and navigate the vast realm awaiting exploration. One important
extension is explained in the following remark.

Remark 1.3. In the model (1.1), the quantities D and N correspond to the number of quantum numbers m
for the angular momentum and the number of basis functions fn retained in the finite-dimensional reduction,
respectively. On the other hand, given a target energy E, the matrix dimension DN represents the number
of energy levels falling within an energy window around E, say [0, 2E]. When |m| or n is large, utilizing
the asymptotics of the zeros of Bessel functions, we see that the eigenvalues of −∆ scale as k2m,n ∼ m2 + n2.
Consequently, it becomes apparent that the most relevant regime for investigating the quantum chaos tran-
sition should be D ∼ N ∼

√
E. Note that this regime corresponds to a random band matrix model with

a critical band width, which is a highly challenging problem as mentioned earlier. As a simplification, this
paper focuses on a scenario where D remains fixed as N → ∞, i.e., we only examine the mixing of a finite
number of blocks with similar angular momentum. It is possible to relax the assumption to a certain extent
with 1 ≪ D ≪ N , but we defer such exploration to [110] and more future studies.
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The rest of this paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we define our model and state the main
results, which consist of two parts: in the chaotic regime with ∥A∥ ≥ Nε, we state the QUE of bulk
eigenvectors (Theorem 2.2) and the GUE statistics for the bulk eigenvalues (Theorem 2.3); in the integrable
regime, we state the localization of bulk eigenvectors (Theorem 2.4) and the Poisson statistics for the bulk
eigenvalues (Theorem 2.5). These theorems (Theorems 2.2–2.5) are proved in Section 3, Section 6, Section 7,
and Section 8, respectively. For the proof of Theorem 2.2, we reduce its proof to that of a Gaussian divisible
case with a small Gaussian component in Section 4, and then prove the Gaussian divisible case using a
characteristic flow argument in Section 5. Finally, the proofs of several estimates used in the main proofs
are included in Appendix A–C, including some basic deterministic estimates, a Green’s function comparison
estimate, and the local laws for the Green’s function of HΛ.

Notations. To facilitate the presentation, we introduce some necessary notations that will be used through-
out this paper. In this paper, we are interested in the asymptotic regime with N → ∞. When we refer to
a constant, it will not depend on N . Unless otherwise noted, we will use C to denote generic large positive
constants, whose values may change from line to line. Similarly, we will use ε, δ, τ , c etc. to denote generic
small positive constants. For any two (possibly complex) sequences aN and bN depending on N , aN = O(bN )
or aN ≲ bN means that |aN | ≤ C|bN | for a constant C > 0, whereas aN = o(bN ) or |aN | ≪ |bN | means that
limN→∞ |aN |/|bN | → 0. We say that aN ∼ bN if aN = O(bN ) and bN = O(aN ). For any a, b ∈ R, we denote
a ∨ b := max{a, b} and a ∧ b := min{a, b}. For an event Ξ, we let 1Ξ or 1(Ξ) denote its indicator function.
Given a vector v, ∥v∥ ≡ ∥v∥2 denotes the Euclidean norm and ∥v∥p denotes the ℓp-norm. Throughout
this paper, we use “∗” to denote the Hermitian conjugate of a matrix. Given a matrix B = (Bij), we use
∥B∥, ∥B∥HS, and ∥B∥max := maxi,j |Bij | to denote the operator, Hilbert-Schmidt, and maximum norms,
respectively. We also adopt the notion of generalized entries: Buv ≡ u∗Bv for vectors u,v.

Acknowledgement. Fan Yang is supported in part by the National Key R&D Program of China (No.
2023YFA1010400). Jun Yin is supported in part by the Simons Fellows in Mathematics Award 85515.
The authors would like to thank László Erdős for helpful comments on an earlier draft of this paper. We
are very grateful to two anonymous referees for the helpful comments, which have resulted in a significant
improvement of the paper.

2. Main results

2.1. The model and main results. In this paper, we consider a block random matrix model. Fix any
integer D ⩾ 2, let H1, H2, . . . ,HD be D independent copies of N × N Wigner matrices, i.e., the entries of
Ha are independent (up to symmetry H = H∗) random variables satisfying that

E(Ha)ij = 0, E|(Ha)ij |2 = N−1, a ∈ JDK, i, j ∈ JNK. (2.1)

For the definiteness of notations, in this paper, we consider the complex Hermitian case, while the real case
can be proved in the same way with some minor changes in notations. In the complex case, we assume
additionally that

E[(Ha)
2
ij ] = 0, a ∈ JDK, i ̸= j ∈ JNK. (2.2)

We assume that the diagonal entries are i.i.d. real random variables and the entries above the diagonal are
i.i.d. complex random variables. Let A be an arbitrary N ×N (real or complex) deterministic matrix. Then,
we consider the block random matrix model HΛ defined in (1.1) with H and Λ given in (1.2). Note that the
distribution of the model HΛ exhibits block translation symmetry. As we consider HΛ as a perturbation of
H, we always assume in this paper that ∥A∥ ≪ E∥H∥ ∼ 1. Under this assumption, the empirical measure
of HΛ follows approximately the semicircle law with support [−2, 2]. (We believe that the results in the
chaotic regime, Theorems 2.2 and 2.3, remain valid even for ∥A∥ ≳ 1 provided that A has a reasonably large
rank. However, they may fail if, for example, A contains only one nonzero entry.) We now summarize the
assumptions for the model (1.1).

Assumption 2.1. Fix any integer D ≥ 2, we consider the model (1.1), where A is an arbitrary N × N
deterministic matrix with ∥A∥ ≤ N−δA for a constant δA > 0, and H1, H2, . . . ,HD are D i.i.d. N × N
complex Hermitian Wigner matrices satisfying (2.1), (2.2), and the following high moment condition: for
any p ∈ N, there exists a constant Cp > 0 such that

E |H11|p + E |H12|p ⩽ CpN
−p/2. (2.3)

7



Let the eigenvalues of HΛ be λ1 ≤ λ2 ≤ · · · ≤ λDN and denote the corresponding (unit) eigenvectors by
v1,v2, . . . ,vDN . Now, we are ready to state the first two main results concerning the bulk eigenvectors and
eigenvalues in the quantum chaotic phase when ∥A∥HS ≫ 1. Our first theorem states that with probability
1− o(1), each bulk eigenvector is asymptotically uniformly distributed among all Ia, a ∈ JDK.

Theorem 2.2 (Chaotic regime: eigenvectors). Under Assumption 2.1, let κ ∈ (0, 1/2) be an arbitrary
constant and suppose there exists a constant εA > 0 such that

∥A∥HS ≥ NεA . (2.4)

Then, for any k ∈ JκDN, (1− κ)DNK, there exists a constant c > 0 such that

P
(
max
a∈JDK

∣∣v∗
kEavk −D−1

∣∣ ≥ N−c

)
≤ N−c, (2.5)

where Ea ∈ CDN×DN denotes the block identity matrix restricted to Ia, i.e., (Ea)ij = 1(i = j ∈ Ia).
In the proof, we will prove a slightly stronger result than (2.5):

P
(

max
i,j∈Jk−Nc,k+NcK

max
a∈JDK

∣∣v∗
i (Ea −D−1)vj

∣∣ ≥ N−c

)
≤ N−c. (2.6)

As mentioned below (1.3), we will refer to (2.5) and (2.6) as the “QUE estimates” of bulk eigenvectors.
However, QUE usually represents a stronger property: with probability 1 − o(1), the entries of vk are
approximately equally distributed on any subset I ⊂ I with |I| ≫ 1. Such probabilistic QUE was first proved
for Wigner matrices [33]; later, a stronger notion called the eigenstate thermalization hypothesis (ETH) was
also established for Wigner matrices [40, 42, 43, 45]. The QUE (or ETH) of eigenvectors has been extended
to many other types of mean-field random matrices and random graphs (such as [1, 5, 15, 17, 30, 41, 86], to
name just a few) and non-mean-field random matrices [28, 34, 107]. In this paper, we refrain from proving
the stronger QUE for brevity, and the current form is already sufficient for our proof of the following result,
Theorem 2.3. We leave the exploration of optimal QUE or ETH to future works.

Our second theorem shows that the local bulk eigenvalue statistics of HΛ match those of GUE asymp-
totically under the condition (2.4), that is, HΛ satisfies the bulk universality. Let pHΛ

(λ1, . . . , λDN ) denote
the joint symmetrized probability density of the eigenvalues of HΛ. For any 1 ≤ n ≤ DN , define the n-point
correlation function by

p
(n)
HΛ

(λ1, · · · , λn) :=
∫
RDN−n

pHΛ (λ1, · · · , λDN ) dλn+1 · · · dλDN .

Denote the corresponding n-point correlation function for DN ×DN GUE by p
(n)
GUE .

Theorem 2.3 (Chaotic regime: eigenvalues). In the setting of Theorem 2.2, let O ∈ C∞
c (Rn) be an arbitrary

smooth, compactly supported function. Then, for any |E| ≤ 2 − κ and fixed n ∈ N, there exists a constant
c > 0 so that∣∣∣∣∫

Rn

dα O(α)
[
p
(n)
HΛ

− p
(n)
GUE

] (
E +

α1

DN
, . . . , E +

αn

DN

)∣∣∣∣ ⩽ N−c, α = (α1, . . . , αn) .

The next two main results concern the bulk eigenvectors and eigenvalues of HΛ in the integrable (or
non-chaotic) phase when ∥A∥HS ≪ 1. First, Theorem 2.4 shows that in contrast to Theorem 2.2, each bulk
eigenvector is mostly localized in only one Ia in the integrable phase.

Theorem 2.4 (Integrable regime: eigenvectors). Under Assumption 2.1, let κ ∈ (0, 1/2) be an arbitrary
constant and suppose there exists a constant εA such that

∥A∥HS ≤ N−εA . (2.7)

Then, for any k ∈ JκDN, (1− κ)DNK, there exists a constant c > 0 such that

P
(

D
max
a=1

∥Eavk∥2 ≤ 1−N−c
)
≤ N−c. (2.8)

Next, we show that under the condition (2.7), the bulk eigenvalues of HΛ are negligible perturbations of
those ofH under the scaling N . As a result, the bulk eigenvalue statistics of HΛ and H match asymptotically.

Denote the eigenvalues of H as λ1(H) ≤ . . . ≤ λDN (H), and for any 1 ≤ n ≤ N , let p
(n)
H represent the n-point

correlation function of them.
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Theorem 2.5 (Integrable regime: eigenvalues). Under the setting of Theorem 2.4, for any k ∈ JκDN, (1−
κ)DNK, there exists a constant c > 0 such that

P
(
|λk − λk(H)| ≥ N−1−c

)
≤ N−c. (2.9)

As a consequence, it implies that for any |E| ≤ 2 − κ, fixed n ∈ N, and smooth, compactly supported test
function O ∈ C∞

c (Rn), there exists a constant c > 0 so that∣∣∣∣∫
Rn

dα O(α)
[
p
(n)
HΛ

− p
(n)
H

] (
E +

α1

DN
, . . . , E +

αn

DN

)∣∣∣∣ ⩽ N−c, α = (α1, . . . , αn) .

The spectrum of H consists of the eigenvalues of D independent copies of Wigner matrices H1, . . . ,HD.
Recall that it has been shown in a sequence of works (see e.g., [27, 59, 62, 65–67, 103]) that the eigenvalue
statistics of each Ha, a ∈ JDK, around a bulk energy E ∈ [−2+κ, 2−κ] and under a scaling N converge to a
determinantal point process with sine-kernel. Hence, the eigenvalue statistics of HΛ around E and under a
scaling DN will converge to D independent copies of sine processes as N → ∞. In particular, if we consider
the limit N → ∞ followed by D → ∞, the bulk eigenvalue statistics DN(λk − E) is expected to converge
to a Poisson point process whose density is determined by the limiting density ρN defined in (2.18) below.

Remark 2.6. We expect that for k ∈ J1, κDNK, the transition threshold from the integrable phase to the
chaotic phase should be

∥A∥HS ∼ N1/3/k1/3. (2.10)

In fact, the proofs for the bulk case in this paper suggest that the interaction Λ induces an eigenvalue
perturbation of order N−1∥A∥HS. We expect chaos to enter when this perturbation can mix neighboring
energy levels. On the other hand, the typical energy gap between the k-th and (k + 1)-th eigenvalues of H
near the spectral edge is known to be of order N−2/3k−1/3. Thus, the transition should occur when

N−1∥A∥HS ∼ N−2/3k−1/3,

which leads to the threshold (2.10). We leave the detailed study of the edge case for future research.

To summarize, Theorems 2.2 and 2.3 together indicate the chaotic behavior of the whole system under
(2.4), while Theorems 2.4 and 2.5 indicate the non-chaotic/integrable behavior of the whole system under
(2.7). Hence, we have established the quantum chaos transition of the random matrix model (1.1) as ∥A∥HS

crosses the threshold 1.

2.2. Local law. One basic tool for our proof is the local law for the Green’s function (or resolvent) of HΛ,

G(z) ≡ G(z,H,Λ) := (HΛ − z)−1, z ∈ C+ := {z ∈ C : Im z > 0}, (2.11)

as we will state in Lemma 2.10 below. Note the model (1.1) can be regarded as a deformed generalized
Wigner matrix. Many methods have been developed in the literature (see e.g., [9, 58, 72, 78, 84]) to show
that in the N → ∞ limit, G(z) converges to a deterministic matrix M(z) in the sense of local laws (see
Lemma 2.10). Moreover, M(z) ≡M(z,Λ) satisfies the matrix Dyson equation:

(S(M) + z − Λ)M + I = 0, (2.12)

where S(·) is a linear operator acting on M such that S(M) is a diagonal matrix with entries

S(M)ij = 1(i = j)
∑
x

sixMxx = 1(i = j)D⟨MEa⟩, i, j ∈ Ia.

Hereafter, we denote the variances of the entries of H by

sij = E|Hij |2 = N−11(i, j ∈ Ia for some a ∈ JDK), (2.13)

and let S = (sij : i, j ∈ I) be the variance matrix. In addition, we use ⟨B⟩ := (DN)−1 TrB to denote the
normalized trace of a DN ×DN matrix B. Due to the block translation symmetry of S and Λ, we see that
M is also block translation invariant, which implies that S(M) should be a scalar matrix S(M) = mI, where
m(z) is defined as m(z) := ⟨M(z)⟩.

9



Remark 2.7. When D = 2, the block translation symmetry may not hold. In this case, we denote

M =

(
M(11) M(12)

M(21) M(22)

)
.

Then, we can derive directly from equation (2.12) that

M(11) =
m+ z

AA∗ − (m+ z)2
, M(22) =

m+ z

A∗A− (m+ z)2
,

M(12) =
1

AA∗ − (m+ z)2
A, M(21) =

1

A∗A− (m+ z)2
A∗,

(2.14)

where m(z) satisfies the self-consistent equation m(z) = N−1 TrM(11)(z) = N−1 TrM(22)(z).

Definition 2.8 (Matrix limit of G). We define m(z) ≡ mN (z) as the unique solution to

m(z) =
〈
(Λ− z −m(z))

−1
〉

(2.15)

such that Imm(z) > 0 whenever z ∈ C+. Then, we define the matrix M(z) ≡MN (z,Λ) as

M(z) := (Λ− z −m(z))
−1
. (2.16)

Since Λ is Hermitian, we have that m(z̄) = m(z) and M(z̄) =M(z)∗.

Under this definition, m(z) is actually the Stieltjes transform of a probability measure µN , called the
free convolution of the empirical measure of Λ and the semicircle law with density

ρsc(x) =
1

2π

√
4− x21x∈[−2,2]. (2.17)

Moreover, the probability density ρN of µN is determined from m(z) by

ρN (x) = π−1 lim
η↓0

Imm(x+ iη). (2.18)

Under the assumption ∥A∥ = o(1), the support of ρN is a single interval [−aN , bN ] with |aN −2|+ |bN −2| =
o(1), and m(z) is close to the Stieltjes transform of ρsc given by msc(z) = (−z +

√
z2 − 4)/2. In this paper,

we focus on the eigenvalues and eigenvectors of HΛ in the bulk [−2+κ, 2−κ] for some constant κ > 0, away
from the edges −aN and bN . We define the quantiles γk, k ∈ I, of ρN as

γk := sup
x∈R

{∫ x

−∞
ρN (x)dx <

k

DN

}
. (2.19)

To state the local law and streamline the presentation, in this paper, we adopt the following convenient
notion of stochastic domination introduced in [54].

Definition 2.9 (Stochastic domination and high probability event). (i) Let

ξ =
(
ξ(N)(u) : N ∈ N, u ∈ U (N)

)
, ζ =

(
ζ(N)(u) : N ∈ N, u ∈ U (N)

)
,

be two families of non-negative random variables, where U (N) is a possibly N -dependent parameter set. We
say ξ is stochastically dominated by ζ, uniformly in u, if for any fixed (small) τ > 0 and (large) D > 0,

P
( ⋃

u∈U(N)

{
ξ(N)(u) > Nτζ(N)(u)

})
≤ N−D

for large enough N ≥ N0(τ,D), and we will use the notation ξ ≺ ζ. If for some complex family ξ we have
|ξ| ≺ ζ, then we will also write ξ ≺ ζ or ξ = O≺(ζ).

(ii) As a convention, for two deterministic non-negative quantities ξ and ζ, we will write ξ ≺ ζ if and only
if ξ ≤ Nτζ for any constant τ > 0.

(iii) Let A be a family of random matrices and ζ be a family of non-negative random variables. Then, we
use A = O≺(ζ) to mean that ∥A∥ ≺ ξ, where ∥ · ∥ denotes the operator norm.

(iv) We say an event Ξ holds with high probability (w.h.p.) if for any constant D > 0, P(Ξ) ≥ 1 − N−D

for large enough N . More generally, we say an event Ω holds w.h.p. in Ξ if for any constant D > 0,
P(Ξ \ Ω) ≤ N−D for large enough N .
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Lemma 2.10 (Local laws and rigidity of eigenvalues). Under Assumption 2.1, for any small constant τ > 0,
the following local laws hold uniformly in z = E + iη with |z| ≤ τ−1 and η ≥ N−1+τ .

• Anisotropic local law: For any deterministic unit vectors u,v ∈ CDN , we have

(G(z)−M(z))uv ≺

√
Imm(z)

Nη
+

1

Nη
. (2.20)

• Averaged local law: For any deterministic matrix B ∈ CDN×DN with ∥B∥ ≤ 1, we have

⟨(G−M)B⟩ ≺ 1

Nη
. (2.21)

As a consequence of (2.21) when B = I, we have the rigidity of eigenvalues:

λk − γk ≺ N−2/3 min(k,DN + 1− k)−1/3, k ∈ I. (2.22)

In addition, all the above estimates remain valid even if we do not assume identical distributions for the
diagonal and off-diagonal entries of H.

With the anisotropic local law (2.20), we can derive the following estimate on the products of resolvents.
The proofs of Lemma 2.10 and Lemma 2.11 are both presented in Appendix C.

Lemma 2.11. Fix any integer p ≥ 1. Suppose (Λi)1⩽i⩽p is an arbitrary sequence of D ×D block matrices
of the same form as Λ and consisting of N × N deterministic blocks Ai and A∗

i with ∥Ai∥ = o(1). Let
(Bi)1⩽i⩽p be an arbitrary sequence of deterministic matrices satisfying ∥Bi∥ ≤ 1. Suppose the anisotropic
local law (2.20) holds for all Gi, where Gi := G(zi, H,Λi) for a sequence (zi)1⩽i⩽p with zi ∈ {z, z̄}. Then,
for any deterministic unit vectors u,v ∈ CDN , we have

u∗

(
p∏

i=1

GiBi

)
v ≺ 1

ηp−1
. (2.23)

2.3. Proof ideas. In this subsection, we discuss some key ideas for the proof of the main results.

Integrable regime. We define a sequence of interpolating matrices as

HΛ(θ) := H + θΛ, θ ∈ [0, 1], with HΛ(0) = H, HΛ(1) = HΛ. (2.24)

By the standard perturbation theory for eigenvalues, we have λ′k(θ) = vk(θ)
∗Λvk(θ), where k is a bulk

index, λk(θ) is the k-th eigenvalue of HΛ(θ), and vk(θ) denotes the corresponding eigenvector. Thus, the

shift of the eigenvalue λk is of order
∫ 1

0
E|vk(θ)

∗Λvk(θ)|dθ ≤
∫ 1

0
(E|vk(θ)

∗Λvk(θ)|2)1/2dθ. With the spectral

decomposition of Gθ(z) := (HΛ(θ)− z)−1, we can show that

E|vk(θ)
∗Λvk(θ)|2 ≺ η2ETr [ImGθ(zk(θ))Λ ImGθ(zk(θ))Λ], zk(θ) := γk(θ) + iη, (2.25)

where ImGθ := (Gθ −G∗
θ)/(2i), η = N−1+c for an arbitrary small constant c > 0, and γk(θ) is the classical

location of λk(θ) defined as in (2.19). Then, we will prove a key technical estimate that

ETr [ImGθ(zk(θ))Λ ImGθ(zk(θ))Λ] ≺ ∥A∥2HS. (2.26)

Together with (2.25), it implies that as long as ∥A∥HS ≤ N−εA and c < εA/2, Λ leads to a perturbation of
λk of order O(N−1−εA/2) with probability 1− o(1), which is negligible under the scaling DN .

Now, we have shown that λk(1) is a perturbation of the eigenvalue λk(0) of H. Suppose λk(0) is the
eigenvalue of a diagonal block Ha, a ∈ JDK. By the bulk universality of Wigner matrices [27], we know
that conditioning on λk(0), the eigenvalue spectra of other blocks Hb, b ̸= a, are away from λk by a
distance of order N−1 with probability 1− o(1). Without loss of generality, suppose a ̸= 1. We write vk as

vk = (u⊤
k ,w

⊤
k )

⊤ for uk ∈ CN and wk ∈ C(D−1)N , and let Ã :=
(
A,0N×(D−3)N , A

∗) denote the upper right
N × (D − 1)N block of HΛ. Then, from the eigenvalue equation HΛvk = λkvk, we get that

H1uk + Ãwk = λkuk ⇒ uk = − (H1 − λk)
−1
Ãwk.

Our intuition is thatH1 andwk are almost independent in the integrable regime, so when dist(λk, spec(H1)) ≳
N−1, ∥uk∥ = ∥ (H1 − λk)

−1
Ãwk∥ should be small. In fact, we will prove that

E∥uk∥2 = E∥ (H1 − λk)
−1
Ãwk∥2 ≺ Nτ+2cETr [ImG0(zk)Λ ImG(zk)Λ]

11



for any small constant τ > 0, where G0 denotes the resolvent of H and zk ≡ zk(θ = 1) is defined in (2.25).
For the right-hand side (RHS), we will prove a similar bound as in (2.26):

ETr [ImG0(zk)Λ ImG(zk)Λ] ≺ ∥A∥2HS. (2.27)

Thus, as long as ∥A∥HS ≤ N−εA and τ + 2c < εA, we obtain that ∥uk∥ ≤ N−εA/2 with probability 1− o(1).
Applying this argument to all blocks Hb with b ̸= a, we can show that the ℓ2-norm of vk within each Ib is
negligible, implying that vk must be concentrated on the subset Ia.

The proof of the multi-resolvent estimates (2.26) and (2.27) constitutes the main technical part of the
above argument. We will apply the cumulant expansions formula in [71,77] iteratively to bound the left-hand
sides (LHS) of (2.26) and (2.27). A key point of the proof is that we need to find a systematic way to expand
the resolvent entries so that after each expansion, the resulting expressions become strictly smaller until
they satisfy the desired bound ∥A∥2HS. For this purpose, we need to keep track of the fine structures of the
expressions and find the “correct” resolvent entry to expand; see Section 8.1 for more details.

Chaotic regime. By Markov’s inequality, the QUE estimate (2.5) follows immediately from the second
moment bound E[∥Eavk∥2 − D−1]2 ≤ N−δ for a constant δ > 0. To prove this bound, we again need to
establish a multi-resolvent estimate for G(z). More precisely, when ∥A∥HS ≥ NεA , we aim to show that

E⟨ImG(z)(Ea −D−1) ImG(z)(Ea −D−1)⟩ ≤ N−1−δη−2, a ∈ JDK, (2.28)

for a constant δ > 0 depending on εA. With the spectral decomposition of ImG, we obtain from (2.28) that

Eη4
∑
i,j∈I

|v∗
i (Ea −D−1)vj |2

|λi − z|2|λj − z|2
≤ N−δ, z = γk + iη, a ∈ JDK.

From the above equation, we see that a bound of the form (2.28) at η = N−1+c implies that a local sum of
|v∗

i (Ea − D−1)vj |2 in |i − k| = O(Nη) and |j − k| = O(Nη) is bounded by N−δ. In particular, by taking
i = j = k, it gives the desired estimate.

Let z1, z2 ∈ {z, z̄} and abbreviate Gi := G(zi). Writing ImG(z) = (G(z)−G(z̄))/(2i) and I =
∑

aEa, we
can expand the LHS of (2.28) into a linear combination of two-resolvent traces of the form ELab, a, b ∈ JDK,
with Lab := D⟨G1EaG2Eb⟩. Then, a key point of our proof is to establish the following two-resolvent local
law for ELab: there exists a deterministic matrix K and a constant δ′ > 0 so that

|ELab −Kab| ≤ N−1−δ′η−2. (2.29)

This estimate shows that ELab is approximated by Kab up to a negligible error. In addition, we will show
that the deterministic part K is “flat” when ∥A∥HS ≫ 1, that is, maxa,b |Kab − K11| = O(N/∥A∥2HS). It
implies that the leading part of the LHS of (2.28) is of order O(N/∥A∥2HS) ≪ N−1−εAη−2 as long as we take
2c < εA. This observation, combined with (2.26), elucidates the essence of the quantum chaos transition
occurring at ∥A∥HS ∼ 1.

We will see that, without the expectation, Lab satisfies the following (essentially sharp) local law:

|Lab −Kab| ≺ N−1η−2. (2.30)

Multi-resolvent local laws as in (2.30) have been an important development in the random matrix theory
literature over the past few years. Specifically, (almost) sharp multi-resolvent local laws have been established
for Wigner matrices in [40,42,44,45,47,49] and they have played an important role in proving the eigenstate
thermalization hypothesis for Wigner matrices [40,42,43,45]. Later, they are extended to deformed Wigner
matrices [41] and generalized Wigner matrices with mean-field variance profiles [1]. In these works, the
canonical proof is to derive a self-consistent equation for L and then bound the fluctuation error carefully
using the cumulant expansion method. However, their proofs depend crucially on the flat (or some special
mean-field) variance profiles of the random matrices, which do not apply to our block variance profile setting.
Instead, we will adopt a dynamical approach called the method of characteristic flow. This idea of estimating
resolvents dynamically first appeared in [83], and was later applied to various models [2, 3, 26, 75, 79, 80] to
show single-resolvent local laws (or closely related quantities). More recently, its usefulness in establishing
multi-resolvent local laws has also been recognized in [29,40,46], as well as the concurrently posted paper [48].
However, in comparison to these works, our specific setting presents two distinct challenges: the non-mean-
field nature of the problem and the arbitrary interaction A. Moreover, we need to improve the estimate
(2.30) to (2.29) by a small factor N−δ′ .
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In the proof of (2.30), we will consider a matrix-valued process HΛ(t), where each diagonal block of HΛ

satisfies an independent matrix-valued Ornstein-Uhlenbeck (OU) process Ha(t) with initial condition Ha,
and each off-diagonal block satisfies a matrix-valued linear differential equation. Then, we let the spectral
parameter zt of the resolvent Gt := (HΛ(t)− zt)

−1 satisfy a first-order differential equation, which is indeed
the characteristic flow of the underlying complex Burgers equation. Along this flow, the leading terms in the
time evolution of Gt cancel each other, and ηt = Im zt decreases, which enables us to transfer the estimates
(2.29) and (2.30) from larger scales of η to smaller scales at the expense of an added Gaussian component.
But, we can easily remove it with a standard Green’s function comparison argument. The aforementioned
flow approach comprises two components: an initial estimate at t = 0 and large η0, followed by a flow
estimate for the subsequent time evolution. One interesting observation is that the initial estimate, often
believed to be simple at large η, actually becomes a major obstacle when attempting to improve (2.30) to
(2.29). More precisely, when we expand Lab−Kab using cumulant expansions, besides some centered random
fluctuations, we also find leading deterministic terms in Lab of exact order N−1η−2. We will need to obtain
the exact expressions of these terms and show an intricate cancellation between them through an explicit
calculation. However, we remark that this cancellation is not accidental and indeed corresponds to a deep
self-energy renormalization mechanism originally identified in the context of random band matrices [108];
see Remark 4.15 below. We believe that this kind of self-energy renormalization is a conceptually universal
mechanism behind the chaotic behavior of non-mean-field random models.

Finally, we remark that Lab = N−1
∑

x∈Ib,y∈Ia
Gxy(z1)Gyx(z2) corresponds to the T -variable in the

study of random band matrices, so the T -expansion method developed in [32,56,107–109,111] is potentially
useful for the proof of the two-resolvent local laws for L. Although it is not as concrete as the flow method
in the current setting, the T -expansion method can be crucial when we consider extensions to the large D
case later.

Given the QUE estimates in Theorem 2.2, we can prove the GOE/GUE statistics for the bulk eigenvalues
of HΛ adopting an idea developed recently in [107]. More precisely, similar to many previous proofs of bulk
universality of random matrices, our starting point is the three-step strategy initiated in [59, 62]. Readers
can refer to [64] for an overview of this strategy. The first step is to establish a local law for the resolvent
G(z) up to the optimal scale η ≫ N−1, which has been accomplished in Lemma 2.10. For the second step,
one considers the matrix Brownian motion HΛ(t) = Ht +Λ, where Ht = (hij(t))i,j∈I is a matrix-valued OU
process. Note that in contrast to the flow HΛ(t) defined above in the characteristic flow approach, Ht here
satisfies a DN × DN matrix-valued OU equation (see (6.1) for the definition) and Λ remains unchanged.
With the local law as main input, it was proved in [81,82] that the local bulk statistics of HΛ(t) converge to
those of GOE/GUE at time t≫ N−1. In the third step, one needs to show that the local bulk statistics of the
original matrix HΛ are well-approximated by those of HΛ(t), which is achieved by comparing the moments
of ⟨ImG(z)⟩ with those of ⟨ImGt(z)⟩, where Gt(z) := (HΛ(t)− z)−1 denotes the resolvent of HΛ(t). In the
literature (see e.g., [59, 62, 64, 67]), this step is typically accomplished through a standard Green’s function
comparison approach via moments matching between the entries of HΛ and those of HΛ(t). However, this
kind of moment-matching argument fails in our specific setting. To address this challenge, we adopt the idea
in [107], that is, we utilize the QUE of bulk eigenvectors to perform the Green’s function comparison. We
will see that the leading terms appearing in the comparison of ⟨ImG(z)⟩ with ⟨ImGt(z)⟩ will contain factors
of the form v∗

i (Ea −D−1)vj . These factors are small as shown in the QUE estimate (2.6), which will help
with bounding the leading terms in the comparison. This allows us to prove that the local bulk statistics of
HΛ match those of HΛ(t) asymptotically.

3. Chaotic regime: eigenvectors

In this section, we prove Theorem 2.2. As discussed in Section 2.3, the main ingredient for the proof is
a precise two-resolvent local law on quantities of the form ⟨G(z1)EaG(z2)Eb⟩, a, b ∈ JDK. We first introduce
several notations.

Definition 3.1. Define the spectral domain D(κ, τ) := {z = E+iη ∈ C : |z| ≤ τ−1, |E| ≤ 2−κ, |η| ≥ N−1+τ}
for an arbitrarily small constant τ > 0. For z1, z2 ∈ D(κ, τ), we define the D ×D matrices M̂ and L as

M̂ab(z1, z2,Λ) := D⟨M(z1)EaM(z2)Eb⟩, Lab(z1, z2, H,Λ) := D⟨G(z1)EaG(z2)Eb⟩, (3.1)
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for a, b ∈ JDK, and define the D ×D matrix K by

K(z1, z2,Λ) :=
[
1− M̂(z1, z2,Λ)

]−1

M̂(z1, z2,Λ). (3.2)

For ease of presentation, we introduce the following simplified notations: given a matrix-valued function

(e.g., G, M , M̂ , L, and K) of z, we use subscripts to indicate its dependence on the spectral parameters. For
example, we will denote Gi := G(zi, H,Λ), Mi := M(zi,Λ), M̂(1,2) := M̂(z1, z2,Λ), L(1,2) := L(z1, z2, H,Λ),
and K(1,2) := K(z1, z2,Λ).

Lemma 3.2. Take any z = E + iη ∈ D(κ, τ) with η = N−1+εL for a small constant εL > 0. Then, under
the assumptions of Theorem 2.2, there exists a constant cL > 0 (depending on εL, εA, and δA) such that(

EL(1,2) −K(1,2)

)
ab

= O(N−1−cLη−2) (3.3)

for z1, z2 ∈ {z, z̄} and a, b ∈ JDK.

Before proving this key lemma, we first use it to prove Theorem 2.2.

Proof of Theorem 2.2. For z = E + iη, using the spectrum decomposition of ImG(z), we get that for any
DN ×DN matrix B,

Tr [ImG(z)B ImG(z)B∗] = η2
∑
i,j∈I

|v∗
iBvj |2

|λi − z|2|λj − z|2
.

In particular, choosing B = Ea − D−1I and zk = γk + iN−1+εL and using the rigidity of eigenvalues in
(2.22), we get from this estimate that for any constant c ∈ (0, εL),

max
i,j∈Jk−Nc,k+NcK

|v∗
i (Ea −D−1)vj |2 ≺ N−2+2εL Tr

[
ImG(zk)(Ea −D−1I) ImG(zk)(Ea −D−1I)

]
. (3.4)

It remains to bound the RHS. By denoting z1 = zk, z2 = z̄k and using (3.3), its expectation is estimated as

− N−2+2εL

4
ETr

[
(G1 −G2)

(
Ea −D−1

∑
b

Eb

)
(G1 −G2)

(
Ea −D−1

∑
b′

Eb′

)]
= N−1+2εL

(
ELaa −

2

D

D∑
b=1

ELab +
1

D2

D∑
b,b′=1

ELbb′

)

= N−1+2εL

(
Kaa −

2

D

D∑
b=1

Kab +
1

D2

D∑
b,b′=1

Kbb′

)
+O

(
N−cL

)
, (3.5)

where the D ×D matrices L and K are defined as L := (L(12) + L(21) − L(11) − L(22))/4 and K := (K(12) +
K(21) −K(11) −K(22))/4. On the other hand, we claim that for i, j ∈ {1, 2},

max
a,b,a′,b′∈JDK

∣∣(K(ij)

)
ab

−
(
K(ij)

)
a′b′

∣∣ = O
(
N/∥A∥2HS

)
. (3.6)

We postpone the proof of this estimate to Lemma A.1 in the appendix. With (3.6), we obtain that

N−1+2εL

(
Kaa −

2

D

D∑
b=1

Kab +
1

D2

D∑
b,b′=1

Kbb′

)
≲ N−2εA+2εL . (3.7)

Combining (3.4), (3.5), and (3.7), we obtain that for any small constant ε > 0,

E max
i,j∈Jk−nc,k+ncK

|v∗
i (Ea −D−1)vj |2 ≤ N−cL+ε +N−2εA+2εL+ε. (3.8)

If we take εL < εA/2 and ε < (cL ∧ εA)/2, this gives that

E max
i,j∈Jk−nc,k+ncK

|v∗
i (Ea −D−1)vj |2 ≤ N−cL/2 +N−εA/2.

Then, applying Markov’s inequality and a simple union bound over a ∈ JDK concludes (2.6). Taking i = j =
k, we obtain (2.5). □

For the proof of Lemma 3.2, we first establish it for a special case with Gaussian divisible H. Its proof
will be presented in Section 4.
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Lemma 3.3. Under the setting of Theorem 2.2, suppose Ha, a ∈ JDK, are of the form

Ha =
√
1−N−εg ·H(0)

a +N−εg/2H(g)
a , (3.9)

where H
(0)
a are independent Wigner matrices satisfying the assumptions for Ha in Assumption 2.1 and H

(g)
a

are i.i.d. GUE satisfying (2.1) and (2.2). Then, for small enough constant εg > 0 (depending on εL and εA)
and z = E + iη with |E| ≤ 2− κ, there exists an absolute constant C > 1 such that

∥EL(1,2) −K(1,2)∥HS ≺ N−1−(εg∧δA)η−2, for N−1+Cεg ≤ η ≤ N−Cεg , z1, z2 ∈ {z, z̄}. (3.10)

Now, Lemma 3.2 follows from Lemma 3.3 combined with a Green’s function comparison result stated in
Lemma 3.4. We postpone the proof of Lemma 3.4 to Appendix B.

Lemma 3.4. Let H and H̃ be two matrices satisfying Assumption 2.1. Suppose they satisfy the following
moment-matching conditions: for i, j ∈ I and integers k, l ≥ 0,

E(Hij)
k(H∗

ij)
l − E(H̃ij)

k(H̃∗
ij)

l = 0 for k + l ≤ 3, (3.11)

and there exists a constant δ ∈ (0, 1/2) such that∣∣∣E(Hij)
k(H∗

ij)
l − E(H̃ij)

k(H̃∗
ij)

l
∣∣∣ ≲ N−2−δ for k + l = 4. (3.12)

Then, for any z ∈ D(κ, τ), z1, z2 ∈ {z, z̄}, and a, b ∈ JDK,

E⟨G1EaG2Eb⟩ − E⟨G̃1EaG̃2Eb⟩ ≺ N−1−δη−2, (3.13)

where G̃i ≡ G(zi, H̃,Λ), i ∈ {1, 2}, denote the Green’s functions of H̃.

Proof of Lemma 3.2. Given the matrixH considered in Lemma 3.2, we can construct another random matrix

H̃ satisfying the setting in Lemma 3.3 and such that the moment-matching conditions (3.11) and (3.12) hold
with δ = εg (see e.g., Lemma 6.5 in [66]). By Lemma 3.3, as long as we choose εg small enough such that
Cεg ≤ εL ≤ 1− Cεg, there is

DE⟨G̃1EaG̃2Eb⟩ − (K(1,2))ab ≺ N−1−(εg∧δA)η−2,

for η = N−1+εL . On the other hand, by Lemma 3.4, we have that

E⟨G1EaG2Eb⟩ − E⟨G̃1EaG̃2Eb⟩ ≺ N−1−εgη−2.

Combining the above two estimates, we conclude Lemma 3.2 by choosing cL < εg ∧ δA. □

4. Gaussian divisible case

In this section, we prove the key lemma—Lemma 3.3—in the proof of Theorem 2.2. We first introduce
some new notations that are similar to those in Definition 3.1 but with three z arguments.

Definition 4.1. Define the D ×D ×D tensors L and K as

[L(z1, z2, z3, H,Λ)]a1a2a3
:= D⟨G1Ea1

G2Ea2
G3Ea3

⟩,

[K(z1, z2, z3,Λ)]a1a2a3
=

∑
b1,b2,b3

(I − M̂(1,2))
−1
a1b1

(I − M̂(2,3))
−1
a2b2

(I − M̂(3,1))
−1
a3b3

D⟨M1Eb1M2Eb2M3Eb3⟩,

for ai ∈ JDK, i ∈ {1, 2, 3}. Here, we have abused the notations a little bit and still use L and K to denote
these tensors. Moreover, we will also abbreviate them by L(1,2,3) and K(1,2,3).

As discussed in Section 2.3, the proof of Lemma 3.3 is based on the characteristic flow method in [83].
We start with several estimates at the initial scale η ∼ N−εg as stated in Lemmas 4.2 and 4.3. Their proofs
will be postponed to Sections 4.1 and 4.2.

Lemma 4.2. Under the assumptions of Theorem 2.2, take any z = E + iη with |E| ≤ 2− κ and η ∼ N−εg .
Then, for any constant εg ∈ (0, 1/4) and zi ∈ {z, z̄}, i ∈ {1, 2, 3}, we have that

∥L(1,2) −K(1,2)∥2 ≺ N−1η−3, (4.1)

∥L(1,2,3) −K(1,2,3)∥2 ≺ N−1η−4, (4.2)

where ∥ · ∥2 denotes the ℓ2-norm by regarding matrices and tensors as vectors (for matrices, it is the Hilbert-
Schmidt norm).

15



Lemma 4.3. Under the assumptions of Theorem 2.2, take any z = E + iη with |E| ≤ 2− κ and η ∼ N−εg .
Then, for any constant εg ∈ (0, 1/4) and zi ∈ {z, z̄}, i ∈ {1, 2}, we have that

max
a∈JDK

|E⟨(G(z)−M(z))Ea⟩| ≺ N−1, (4.3)

∥EL(1,2) −K(1,2)∥2 ≺ N−1η−2
(
η +N−δA

)
. (4.4)

Next, we apply the flow method to transfer the bounds at larger scales of η to smaller scales of η.

Definition 4.4 (Characteristic flow). Given a starting time t0 ∈ R and initial values (zt0 ,Λt0), we define
flows of z and Λ as

d

dt
zt = −1

2
zt − ⟨Mt⟩,

d

dt
Λt = −1

2
Λt, t ≥ t0, (4.5)

where Mt := M(zt,Λt) is the solution to (2.12) with z and Λ replaced by zt and Λt. Let tc := inf{t ≥ t0 :
Im ztc = 0} be the first time Im zt vanishes. We also introduce the function Z : C× CDN×DN → CDN×DN

as Z(z,Λ) := zI − Λ and abbreviate that Zt := Z(zt,Λt). Note that Zt satisfies

d

dt
Zt = −1

2
Zt − ⟨Mt⟩. (4.6)

Given the initial random matrix Ht0 satisfying Assumption 2.1 with diagonal blocks (Ha)t0 , a ∈ JDK, we
define the flow Ht as a DN×DN random matrix with diagonal blocks (Ha)t being matrix-valued OU processes

d(Ha)t = −1

2
(Ha)tdt+

1√
N

d(Ba)t, (4.7)

where (Ba)t, a ∈ JDK, are independent complex Hermitian matrix Brownian motions (i.e.,
√
2Re(Ba)ij

and
√
2 Im(Ba)ij, i < j, and (Ba)ii are independent standard Brownian motions and (Ba)ji = (Ba)ij). In

particular, for each t ≥ t0, (Ha)t has the same law as

e−(t−t0)/2 ·H(0)
a +

√
1− e−(t−t0) ·H(g)

a , (4.8)

where H
(g)
a , a ∈ JDK, are i.i.d. GUE. Then, we define the Green’s function flow Gt = (Ht + Λt − zt)

−1
.

Finally, with (zi)t, i ∈ {1, 2, 3}, Λt, Ht, and Mt, we can define

M̂(1,2),t = M̂((z1)t, (z2)t,Λt), L(1,2),t = L((z1)t, (z2)t, Ht,Λt), K(1,2),t = K((z1)t, (z2)t,Λt)

as in Definition 3.1, and define

L(1,2,3),t = L((z1)t, (z2)t, (z3)t, Ht,Λt), K(1,2,3),t = K((z1)t, (z2)t, (z3)t,Λt)

as in Definition 4.1.

We now collect some basic properties of the characteristic flows in (4.5).

Lemma 4.5. Under Definition 4.4, the following properties hold.

• Denote mt := ⟨Mt⟩. Suppose Im zt = o(1). Then, for any t ≥ t0, we have that

tc − t =
Im zt
Immt

(1 + o(1)). (4.9)

• Mt satisfies the following equation for t ≥ t0:

d

dt
M(zt,Λt) =

1

2
M(zt,Λt). (4.10)

• Conjugate flow: We have Zt = Z(z̄t,Λt) andM t =M(z̄t,Λt). Moreover, they satisfy the following
equations under the conjugate flows (z̄t,Λt) for t ≥ t0:

d

dt
Z(z̄t,Λt) = −1

2
Z(z̄t,Λt)− ⟨M(z̄t,Λt)⟩,

d

dt
M(z̄t,Λt) =

1

2
M(z̄t,Λt). (4.11)

• For any (zi)t ∈ {zt, z̄t}, i ∈ {1, 2, 3}, M̂(1,2),t and K(1,2),t satisfy the equations

d

dt
M̂(1,2),t = M̂(1,2),t,

d

dt
K(1,2),t =

(
K(1,2),t

)2
+K(1,2),t, (4.12)
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and K(1,2,3),t satisfies that for any a1, a2, a3 ∈ JDK,

d

dt
(K(1,2,3),t)a1a2a3 =

3

2
K(1,2,3),t +

D∑
a=1

[
(K(1,2),t)a1a(K(1,2,3),t)aa2a3 + (K(2,3),t)a2a(K(1,2,3),t)a1aa3

+(K(3,1),t)a3a(K(1,2,3),t)a1a2a

]
. (4.13)

Proof. The estimate (4.9) follows by tracking Immt solved from the first equation in (4.5) and using the
simple facts that zs − zt = o(1) and ms(zs)−mt(zt) = o(1) for all s ∈ [t, tc] as long as |tc − t| = o(1). Now,
we prove the identity (4.10). Using Mt = −(Zt +mt)

−1 and equation (4.6), we obtain that

Ṁt =Mt(Żt + ṁt)Mt =Mt(−Zt/2−mt + ṁt)Mt, (4.14)

where we have used Newton’s notation for derivatives with respect to time. Taking trace and using ZtMt =
−I −mtMt, we obtain

ṁt =
1

2
mt +

1

2
mt⟨M2

t ⟩ −mt⟨M2
t ⟩+ ṁt⟨M2

t ⟩ ⇒ ṁt =
1

2
mt.

Plugging it back into (4.14), we conclude (4.10). Taking conjugate transposes of (4.6) and (4.10), we get
(4.11). The equations (4.12) and (4.13) follow from direct calculations with (4.6) and (4.10). □

For the proof of Lemma 3.3, we need the following several key lemmas, Lemmas 4.6–4.9. These lemmas
rely on the previously defined flow and their detailed proofs will be provided in Section 5.

Lemma 4.6. Suppose the assumptions of Theorem 2.2 hold for Ht0 and Λt0 . Under Definition 4.4, take
any zt0 = E + iη ∈ D(κ, τ) such that tc − t0 ∼ N−εg . Let (z1)t, (z2)t ∈ {zt, z̄t} for t ∈ [t0, tc]. Then, for any
fixed constant C > 4 and t ∈ [t0, tc −N−1+Cεg ],

∥L(1,2),t −K(1,2),t∥2 ≺ (tc − t0)
2

(tc − t)2
∥∥L(1,2),t0 −K(1,2),t0

∥∥
2
+

1

N(tc − t)2
. (4.15)

Together with (4.1), it implies that for any t ∈ [t0, tc −N−1+Cεg ],∥∥L(1,2),t −K(1,2),t

∥∥
2
≺ Nεg

N(tc − t)2
. (4.16)

Lemma 4.7. Under the assumptions of Lemma 4.6, let (z1)t, (z2)t, (z3)t ∈ {zt, z̄t} for t ∈ [t0, tc]. Then, we
have that for any t ∈ [t0, tc −N−1+Cεg ],∥∥L(1,2,3),t −K(1,2,3),t

∥∥
2
≺ (tc − t0)

3

(tc − t)3
∥∥L(1,2,3),t0 −K(1,2,3),t0

∥∥
2
+

Nεg

N(tc − t)3
. (4.17)

Together with (4.2), it implies that for any t ∈ [t0, tc −N−1+Cεg ],∥∥L(1,2,3),t −K(1,2,3),t

∥∥
2
≺ Nεg

N(tc − t)3
. (4.18)

Lemma 4.8. Under the assumptions of Lemma 4.6, we have that for any t ∈ [t0, tc −N−1+Cεg ],

max
a∈JDK

E⟨(Gt −Mt)Ea⟩ ≺
tc − t0
tc − t

max
a∈JDK

|E⟨(Gt0 −Mt0)Ea⟩|+
Nεg

N2(tc − t)2
. (4.19)

Together with (4.3), it implies that for any t ∈ [t0, tc −N−1+Cεg ],

E⟨(Gt −Mt)Ea⟩ ≺
N−εg

N(tc − t)
. (4.20)

Armed with the above three lemmas, we can prove the following key result for the proof of Lemma 3.3.

Lemma 4.9. Under the assumptions of Lemma 4.6, we have that for any t ∈ [t0, tc −N−1+Cεg ],∥∥EL(1,2),t −K(1,2),t

∥∥
2
≺ (tc − t0)

2

(tc − t)2
∥∥EL(1,2),t0 −K(1,2),t0

∥∥
2
+

N−εg

N(tc − t)2
+

N2εg

N2(tc − t)3
. (4.21)

Together with (4.4), it implies that for any t ∈ [t0, tc −N−1+Cεg ],∥∥EL(1,2),t −K(1,2),t

∥∥
2
≺ N−(εg∧δA)

N(tc − t)2
. (4.22)
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Proof of Lemma 3.3. Suppose we want to prove (3.10) for z = E + iη and Λ satisfying the assumptions of
Lemma 3.3. In particular, we have |E| ≤ 2 − κ and N−1+Cεg ≤ η ≤ N−Cεg for some constant C > 4 such
that Lemma 4.9 holds. Now, take tf = 0 and let t0 = tf−N−εg/2. We can find initial values zt0 and Λt0 such

that ztf = z and Λtf = Λ at t = tf . (In fact, we can first solve the second equation in (4.5) as Λt = e(tf−t)/2Λ
and then plug it into the first equation in (4.5). In the resulting equation, the RHS is a locally Lipschitz
function in t and z, so there exists a solution zt0 at t = t0.) Since mt(z) = msc(z) + o(1) under ∥Λt∥ = o(1)
(see (A.1) in the appendix), we have Immt(zt) ∼ 1. Thus, by (4.9), we know that tc − tf ∼ η, which also
gives tc − t0 = (tf − t0)(1 + o(1)) = N−εg (1/2 + o(1)).

Under the assumption (3.9) for H, we can find another Gaussian divisible matrix Ht0 such that Htf has
the same law as H under the evolution (4.7). With the above choices of Ht0 , zt0 and Λt0 , we have

EL(1,2) = EL(1,2),tf , K(1,2) = K(1,2),tf .

Finally, using (4.22) at t = tf , we conclude the desired result (3.10). □

4.1. Proof of Lemma 4.2. Our proof relies on the following formula derived from the definitions of G and
M in (2.12),

G−M = −G(H +m)M = −M(H +m)G, (4.23)

and the following complex cumulant expansion formula. We adopt the form stated in [71, Lemma 7.1].

Lemma 4.10. (Complex cumulant expansion) Let h be a complex random variable with all its moments
exist. The (p, q)-cumulant of h is defined as

C(p,q)(h) ..= (−i)p+q ·
(
∂p+q

∂sp∂tq
logEeish+ith̄

) ∣∣∣∣
s=t=0

.

Let f : C2 → C be a smooth function, and we denote its holomorphic derivatives by

f (p,q)(z1, z2) ..=
∂p+q

∂zp1∂z
q
2

f(z1, z2) .

Then, for any fixed l ∈ N, we have

Ef(h, h̄)h̄ =

l∑
p+q=0

1

p! q!
C(p,q+1)(h)Ef (p,q)(h, h̄) +Rl+1 , (4.24)

given all integrals in (4.24) exist. Here, Rl+1 is the remainder term depending on f and h, and for any
τ > 0, we have the estimate

Rl+1 =O(1) · E
∣∣hl+21{|h|>Nτ−1/2}

∣∣ · max
p+q=l+1

∥∥f (p,q)(z, z̄)∥∥∞
+O(1) · E|h|l+2 · max

p+q=l+1

∥∥f (p,q)(z, z̄) · 1{|z|≤Nτ−1/2}
∥∥
∞ .

With assumptions (2.1), (2.2), and (2.3), we can show that for i, j ∈ I,

C(0,1)(Hij) = C(1,0)(Hij) = 0, C(1,1)(Hij) = sij , C(0,2)(Hij) = C(2,0)(Hij) = sijδij ,

and that for any fixed p, q ∈ N with p+ q ≥ 3, there exists a constant C > 0 such that

max
i,j∈I

|C(p,q)(Hij)| ≤ (CN)
−(p+q)/2

. (4.25)

We also adopt the following notation from [42, equation (42)].

Definition 4.11. Suppose that f and g are matrix-valued functions. Define

g(H)Hf(H) := g(H)Hf(H)− Ẽg(H)H̃(∂H̃f)(H)− Ẽ(∂H̃g)(H)H̃f(H), (4.26)

where H̃ is an indepdent copy of H, Ẽ denotes the partial expectation with respect to H̃, and (∂H̃f)(H)

denotes the directional derivative of the function f in the direction H̃ at the point H, i.e.,

[(∂H̃f)(H)]xy = (H̃ · ∇f(H))xy :=
∑

α,β∈I

H̃αβ
∂f(H)xy
∂Hαβ

. (4.27)
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The terms subtracted from g(H)Hf(H) are precisely the second-order term in the cumulant expansion.
In particular, if all entries of H are Gaussian, we have E g(H)Hf(H) = 0. Moreover, if we take g(H) = I

and f(H) = G, we have that

HG = HG+ Ẽ[H̃GH̃]G, with Ẽ[H̃GH̃] =

D∑
a=1

D⟨GEa⟩Ea. (4.28)

First, we prove the estimate (4.1). Here, we restrict our consideration to the case where z1 = z and
z2 = z̄; the case where z1 = z2 ∈ {z, z̄} is simpler and can be treated in a similar manner. For simplicity,

we drop the subscripts and abbreviate M̂ ≡ M̂(1,2), L ≡ L(1,2), and K = K(1,2). Using (4.23) and (4.28), we
write that

G−M = −M(m+H)G = −MHG+M(Ẽ[H̃GH̃]−m)G. (4.29)

Applying it to G2 and multiplying by G1Ea from the left gives

G1EaG2 = G1EaM2 −G1EaM2HG2 +G1EaM2(Ẽ[H̃G2H̃]−m2)G2.

On the other hand, by definition,

G1EaM2HG2 = G1EaM2HG2 +G1Ẽ[H̃G1EaM2H̃]G2, (4.30)

so we have that

G1EaG2 = G1EaM2 −G1EaM2HG2 +G1Ẽ[H̃G1EaM2H̃]G2 +G1EaM2(Ẽ[H̃G2H̃]−m2)G2.

Now, multiplying Eb from the right and taking the trace, we get that

Lab =D⟨G1EaM2Eb⟩ −D⟨G1EaM2HG2Eb⟩

+D

D∑
x=1

⟨G1EaM2Ex⟩Lxb +D2
D∑

x=1

⟨(G2 −M2)Ex⟩⟨G1EaM2ExG2Eb⟩.
(4.31)

Then, using the averaged local law (2.21) and Lemma 2.11, we can estimate the RHS as

Lab = M̂ab −D⟨G1EaM2HG2Eb⟩+ (M̂L)ab +O≺(η
−1(Nη)−1), a, b ∈ JDK.

With the bound on ∥(1− M̂)−1∥ in (A.7) below, we get from the above equation that

Lab =Kab −D

D∑
x=1

(
1− M̂

)−1

ax
⟨G1ExM2HG2Eb⟩+O≺(η

−2(Nη)−1). (4.32)

To conclude (4.1), we only need to prove that given any a, b ∈ JDK, there is

Z := ⟨G1EaM2HG2Eb⟩ ≺ (Nη2)−1.

By Markov’s inequality, it suffices to prove the following high-moment bound: for any fixed p ∈ 2N with
p ≥ 4,

E|Z|p ≺ (Nη2)−p. (4.33)

To prove (4.33), we use the cumulant expansion formula in Lemma 4.10:

E|Z|p = E⟨G1EaM2HG2Eb⟩Z|Z|p−2 =
1

DN2

D∑
x=1

∑
α,β∈Ix

E(G2EbG1EaM2)βα∂βα(Z|Z|p−2)

+

l∑
m+n=2

1

DN

D∑
x=1

∑
α,β∈Ix

1

m!n!
C(n,m+1)
βα E∂mαβ∂nβα

(
(G2EbG1EaM2)βαZ|Z|p−2

)
+Rl+1

=: X1 +

l∑
m+n=2

Xm,n +Rl+1,

(4.34)
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where ∂βα ≡ ∂hβα
, C(n,m)

βα = O(N−(n+m)/2) denotes the (n,m)-cumulant of hβα, and Rl+1 denotes the error

term involving the (l + 2)-th order moment of hβα. By definitions, we can write Z as

Z = ⟨G1EaM2HG2Eb⟩+D

D∑
x=1

⟨G2Ex⟩⟨G1EaM2ExG2Eb⟩+D

D∑
x=1

⟨G1ExG2Eb⟩⟨G1EaM2Ex⟩. (4.35)

With this formula and HG2 = I − (Λ− z)G2, we can check with direct calculations that

X1 = N−2E
(
X11|Z|2 + X12(Z)

2
)
|Z|p−4, (4.36)

where X11 and X12 are linear combinations of O(1) many terms taking the following forms with coefficients
of order O(1):

• ⟨
∏k

i=1GjiBi⟩ for some k ≤ 5, ji ∈ {1, 2}, and deterministic matrices Bi with ∥Bi∥ = O(1);

• ⟨
∏k

i=1GjiBi⟩⟨
∏k′

i=1Gji′Bi′⟩ for some k, k′ ≥ 1 with k + k′ ≤ 6, ji, ji′ ∈ {1, 2}, and deterministic
matrices Bi, Bi′ with ∥Bi∥ = O(1), ∥Bi′∥ = O(1).

Then, using Lemma 2.11, we can bound (4.36) by

X1 ≺ (Nη2)−2E|Z|p−2. (4.37)

Next, we consider the terms Xm,n with 2 ≤ m + n ≤ l. Using (4.35), the anisotropic local law (2.20),
and Lemma 2.11, we can check that for any fixed m,n ∈ N with m+ n ≥ 1,

∂mαβ∂
n
βα

(
G2EbG1EaM2

)
βα

≺ 1

η
, ∂mαβ∂

n
βαZ ≺ 1

Nη2
. (4.38)

With these estimates, we obtain that

∂mαβ∂
n
βα

(
(G2EbG1EaM2)βα Z|Z|

p−2
)
≺

p−1∑
q=0

1

η

(
1

Nη2

)q

|Z|p−1−q,

which gives that for any 3 ≤ m+ n ≤ l,

Xm,n ≺
p∑

q=1

N2−(n+m+1)/2

(
1

Nη2

)q

E|Z|p−q ≤
p∑

q=1

(
1

Nη2

)q

E|Z|p−q. (4.39)

It remains to consider the m+ n = 2 case:

(i) If no derivative or both derivatives act on (G2EbG1EaM2)βα, using the anisotropic local law (2.20)
and Lemma 2.11, we can check directly that∑

α,β∈Ix

∣∣∣∂mαβ∂nβα(G2EbG1EaM2

)
βα

∣∣∣2 ≺ η−3N.

Together with the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, it implies that∑
α,β∈Ix

∣∣∣∂mαβ∂nβα(G2EbG1EaM2

)
βα

∣∣∣ ≺ η−3/2N3/2. (4.40)

(ii) If one derivative acts on (G2EbG1EaM2)βα and the other on Z or Z, then we can check that∣∣∣∂αβ(G2EbG1EaM2

)
βα

∣∣∣+ ∣∣∣∂βα(G2EbG1EaM2

)
βα

∣∣∣ ≺ η−1,
∑
α,β

|∂αβZ|2 ≺ N−1η−5. (4.41)

To see the second estimate, we express ∂αβZ as

∂αβZ =
1

DN

(
Z(1)

βα + Z(2)
βα

)
,

where Z(1)
βα comes from the derivative of the first term in (4.35):

Z(1)
βα := −(G1EaM2EbG1)βα + (G1EaM2(Λ− z)G2EbG1)βα + (G2EbG1EaM2(Λ− z)G2)βα,
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and Z(2)
βα comes from the derivative of the remaining two terms. Moreover, Z(2)

βα is a sum of 6 terms

with coefficients of order O(1), taking the forms:

D

D∑
x=1

(Gj1B1Gj2B2Gj1)βα⟨Gj3B3⟩, or D

D∑
x=1

⟨Gj1B1Gj2B2⟩(Gj3B3Gj3)βα,

where ji ∈ {1, 2} and Bi are deterministic matrices such that ∥Bi∥ = O(1) for i ∈ {1, 2, 3}. By using
Lemma 2.11, we can establish the bounds:∑

α,β

|Z(1)
βα |

2 ≺ Nη−5,
∑
α,β

|(Gj1B1Gj2B2Gj1)βα⟨Gj3B3⟩|2 ≺ Nη−5,

∑
α,β

|⟨Gj1B1Gj2B2⟩(Gj3B3Gj3)βα|2 ≺ η−2
∑
α,β

|(Gj3B3Gj3)βα|2 ≺ Nη−5.

These conclude the second estimate in (4.41). Now, combining (4.41) with the Cauchy-Schwarz
inequality, we obtain that∑

α,β∈Ix

(∣∣∣∂αβ(G2EbG1EaM2

)
βα

∣∣∣+ ∣∣∣∂βα(G2EbG1EaM2

)
βα

∣∣∣) (|∂αβZ|+ |∂βαZ|) ≺
N1/2

η7/2
. (4.42)

Therefore, combining (4.38), (4.40), and (4.42), we obtain that for m+ n = 2,

Xm,n ≺
3∑

q=1

(
1

Nη2

)q

E|Z|p−q. (4.43)

Finally, for the remainder term Rl+1, with the argument in e.g., [71, Lemma 4.6], it is easy to prove the
following estimate: as long as l is sufficiently large depending on τ and p, there is

Rl+1 ≺ N−p. (4.44)

Since the argument is standard, we omit the details here.
Now, plugging (4.37), (4.39), (4.43), and (4.44) into (4.34) yields that for any small constant ε > 0,

E |Z|p ≺
p∑

q=1

(
N−1η−2

)q E |Z|p−q ≤
p∑

q=1

(
N−1η−2

)q
(E |Z|p)

p−q
p ≺

(
N−1+εη−2

)p
+N−ε E |Z|p,

where we have applied Hölder’s and Young’s inequalities in the second and third steps. This implies (4.33)
since ε is arbitrary, which further completes the proof of (4.1).

Remark 4.12. In the above proof, the matrix Eb can be replaced by any deterministic B with ∥B∥ = O(1).
Thus, the above arguments lead to the following estimate that is similar to (4.1):

⟨G1EaG2B⟩ −
∑

b∈JDK

(
1− M̂(1,2)

)−1

ab
⟨M1EbM2B⟩ ≺ N−1η−3. (4.45)

Furthermore, in the case where z1 = z2 ∈ {z, z̄}, since ∥(1 − M̂)−1∥ ≲ 1 due to (A.8), the error term in
(4.32) becomes O≺(N

−1η−2). Thus, we get a better bound

∥L(1,2) −K(1,2)∥2 ≺ N−1η−2 when z1 = z2. (4.46)

Next, we prove the estimate (4.2). Note that two of z1, z2, z3 must take the same value. We assume
without loss of generality that z1 = z3 ∈ {z, z̄}. Then, using (4.23) and Definition 4.11, we write that

G1Ea1G2Ea2G3Ea3 = G1Ea1G2Ea2M3Ea3 −G1Ea1G2Ea2M3HG3Ea3

+G1Ea1
G2Ea2

M3Ẽ[H̃(G3 −M3)H̃]G3Ea3

+G1Ẽ[H̃G1Ea1G2Ea2M3H̃]G3Ea3 +G1Ea1G2Ẽ[H̃G2Ea2M3H̃]G3Ea3 .

Taking the trace and applying (2.21) and Lemma 2.11, we derive from this equation that

(L(1,2,3))a1a2a3
= D⟨G1Ea1

G2Ea2
M3Ea3

⟩ −D⟨G1Ea1
G2Ea2

M3HG3Ea3
⟩

+

D∑
x=1

(M̂(2,3))a2x(L(1,2,3))a1xa3 +

D∑
x=1

D⟨G1Ea1G2Ea2M3Ex⟩(K(3,1))a3x
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+

D∑
x=1

D⟨G1Ea1
G2Ea2

M3Ex⟩
(
L(3,1) −K(3,1)

)
a3x

+O≺(η
−2(Nη)−1). (4.47)

Applying (4.46) to the last sum on the RHS and using Lemma 2.11, we get that

D

D∑
x=1

⟨G1Ea1
G2Ea2

M3Ex⟩
(
L(3,1) − (K(3,1))

)
xa3

≺ N−1η−3.

Applying (4.45) to the first term on the RHS of (4.47), we get that

D⟨G1Ea1G2Ea2M3Ea3⟩ =
∑
x

(I − M̂(1,2))
−1
a1xD⟨M1ExM2Ea2MEa3⟩+O≺(N

−1η−3). (4.48)

For simplicity, we will abbreviate the first term on the RHS of (4.48) as νa1a2a3
. The equation (4.48) also

applies to the fourth term on the RHS of (4.47) and gives that

D

D∑
x=1

⟨G1Ea1
G2Ea2

M3Ex⟩(K(3,1))a3x =

D∑
x=1

νa1a2x(K(3,1))a3x +O≺(N
−1η−3),

where we used that ∥K(3,1)∥ ≲ 1 by (A.8) below. Finally, we can prove that

⟨G1Ea1
G2Ea2

M3HG3Ea3
⟩ ≺ N−1η−3

using a similar argument as that for the proof of (4.33) with cumulant expansions. We omit the details here.
In sum, we have derived from (4.47) that

(L(1,2,3))a1a2a3
= νa1a2a3

+

D∑
x=1

νa1a2x(K(3,1))a3x +

D∑
x=1

(M̂(2,3))a2x(L(1,2,3))a1xa3
+O≺(N

−1η−3).

Now, solving for L(1,2,3), using (A.7) and that I +K(3,1) = (I − M̂(3,1))
−1, the estimate (4.2) follows.

4.2. Proof of Lemma 4.3. For any z1, z2 ∈ {z, z}, we abbreviate that

M̂ ≡ M̂(1,2), L ≡ L(1,2), K ≡ K(1,2), and M̃ ≡ M̂(2,1), L̃ ≡ L(2,1), K̃ ≡ K(2,1).

Moreover, given any deterministic matrix B ∈ CDN×DN , we denote

Lab(B) := D⟨G1EaG2EbB⟩, Kab(B) :=
∑
x

(1− M̂)−1
axD⟨M1ExM2EbB⟩.

Similarly, we define L̃ab(B) and K̃ab(B) by exchanging 1 and 2. Now, taking the expectation of (4.31), we
obtain that

ELab = M̂ab +DE⟨(G1 −M1)EaM2Eb⟩ −DE⟨G1EaM2HG2Eb⟩+
D∑

x=1

M̂axELxb

+D

D∑
x=1

E⟨(G1 −M1)EaM2Ex⟩Lxb +D2
D∑

x=1

E⟨(G2 −M2)Ex⟩⟨G1EaM2ExG2Eb⟩

= M̂ab +DE⟨(G1 −M1)EaM2Eb⟩ −DE⟨G1EaM2HG2Eb⟩+
D∑

x=1

M̂axELxb (4.49)

+D

D∑
x=1

E⟨(G1 −M1)EaM2Ex⟩Kxb +D2
D∑

x=1

E⟨(G2 −M2)Ex⟩K̃ba(M2Ex) + O≺(N
−2η−4),

where we used the averaged local law (2.21) and the estimates (4.1) and (4.45) in the second step. The proof
of Lemma 4.3 is based on the next two lemmas, Lemmas 4.13 and 4.14, which give precise estimates of the
expectations on the RHS of (4.49).
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Lemma 4.13. Under the setting of Lemma 4.3, we have that

−DE⟨G1EaM2HG2Eb⟩ = O≺(η
−2N−3/2 + η−3N−2)

+
Dκ(2,2)

N

D∑
x=1

[
⟨diag(M2)

2Ex⟩K̃ba(M2 diag(M2)Ex) + ⟨M1 diag(M2)Ex⟩K̃bx(diag(M1EaM2))
]

+
Dκ(2,2)

N

D∑
x=1

[
⟨M1EaM2 diag(M1)Ex⟩K̃bx(diag(M1)) + ⟨M1EaM2 diag(M2)Ex⟩K̃bx(diag(M2))

]
, (4.50)

where κ(2,2) is the normalized (2, 2)-cumulant of h12 defined as κ(2,2) := N2C(2,2)
12 , and diag(B) is the diagonal

matrix consisting of the diagonal entries of the given matrix B.

Proof. We again use the cumulant expansion in Lemma 4.10:

−DE⟨G1EaM2HG2Eb⟩ =
−1

N

l∑
m+n=2

∑
α,β

1

m!

1

n!
C(n,m+1)
βα E∂mαβ∂nβα(G2EbG1EaM2)βα +R′

l+1,

where we choose l large enough such that the remainder term satisfies R′
l+1 ≺ N−2. Using Lemma 2.11, it

is straightforward to check that ∂mαβ∂
n
βα(G2EbG1EaM2)βα ≺ η−1. We thus obtain the rough bound

Ym,n :=
−1

N

∑
α,β

1

m!

1

n!
C(n,m+1)
βα E∂mαβ∂nβα(G2EbG1EaM2)βα ≺ N−(m+n−1)/2η−1,

which is good enough when m+ n ⩾ 4. It remains to deal with the cases m+ n ∈ {2, 3}.
For the m+ n = 2 case, we take m = n = 1 as an example:

Y1,1 =− 1

N

∑
α,β

C(1,2)
βα E [(G2)ββ(G2)βα(G2EbG1EaM2)αα + (G2)ββ(G2)αα(G2EbG1EaM2)βα]

− 1

N

∑
α,β

C(1,2)
βα E [(G2)ββ(G2EbG1)αα(G1EaM2)βα + (G2)βα(G2EbG1)ββ(G1EaM2)αα]

− 1

N

∑
α,β

C(1,2)
βα E [(G1)ββ(G2EbG1)βα(G1EaM2)αα + (G1)αα(G2EbG1)ββ(G1EaM2)βα] .

For the first term on the RHS, we write it as

1

N5/2
E

D∑
x=1

∑
α,β∈Ix

(
κ(1,2) + uδαβ

)
(G2)ββ(G2)βα(G2EbG1EaM2)αα (4.51)

where we used that C(1,2)
βα = N−3/2(κ(1,2) + uδαβ) with κ

(1,2) := N3/2C(1,2)
12 and u being some fixed number.

Then, using (G2)ββ ≺ 1 and (G2EbG1EaM2)αα ≺ η−1 by Lemma 2.11, applying the trivial bound ∥G2∥ ≤
η−1 gives that

(4.51) ≺ 1

N5/2
· N
η

+
1

N5/2
· 1
η

N

η
≤ 2η−2N−3/2.

The other terms in Y1,1 and the terms in the (m,n) ∈ {(0, 2), (2, 0)} cases can be handled in a similar way.
For the m+ n = 3 case, through direct calculations, we see that when (m,n) ∈ {(0, 3), (2, 1), (3, 0)}, the

corresponding Ym,n consists of terms of the form

J1 =
1

N3

D∑
x=1

∑
α,β∈Ix

(GsB)ijF1 or J2 =
1

N3

D∑
x=1

∑
α,β∈Ix

(G2EbG1B)ijF2, (4.52)

where s ∈ {1, 2}, (i, j) ∈ {(α, β), (β, α)}, B is some deterministic matrix with ∥B∥ = O(1), and F1 and F2 are
expressions satisfying F1 = O≺(η

−1) and F2 = O≺(1). Using Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and Lemma 2.11,
we get that ∑

β∈Ix

|(GsB)ij | ≺ η−1/2N1/2,
∑
β∈Ix

|(G2EbG1B)ij | ≺ η−3/2N1/2,

with which we can bound J1 and J2 by J1 + J2 ≺ (Nη)−3/2.
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Finally, we consider the remaining case with m = 1 and n = 2. In this case, some terms in Y1,2 will be of

the form (4.52), so they can be bounded by O≺((Nη)
−3/2). However, Y1,2 also contains some leading terms

that contribute to (4.50). We can expand Y1,2 as

Y1,2 = −κ
(2,2)

2N3

D∑
x=1

∑
α,β∈Ix

E∂αβ∂2βα(G2EbG1EaM2)βα

=
κ(2,2)

2N3

D∑
x=1

∑
α,β∈Ix

E∂αβ∂βα [(G2)ββ(G2EbG1EaM2)αα + (G2EbG1)ββ(G1EaM2)αα]

= −κ
(2,2)

N3

D∑
x=1

∑
α,β∈Ix

E∂αβ [(G2)ββ(G2)αβ(G2EbG1EaM2)αα + (G2)ββ(G2EbG1)αβ(G1EaM2)αα]

− κ(2,2)

N3

D∑
x=1

∑
α,β∈Ix

E∂αβ [(G1)αβ(G2EbG1)ββ(G1EaM2)αα] .

When ∂αβ acts on the off-diagonal terms (G2)αβ , (G2EbG1)αβ , and (G1)αβ , it yields 4 leading terms
consisting of diagonal terms only. The partial derivative ∂αβ acting on other terms gives errors, each
containing two off-diagonal entries of the form (GsB)ij and (GsEγGs′B)ij , where s, s

′ ∈ {1, 2}, (i, j) ∈
{(α, β), (β, α)}, γ ∈ {a, b}, and B is some deterministic matrix with ∥Bi∥ = O(1). By Lemma 2.11, we have∑

β∈Ix
|(GsB)ij |2 ≺ η−1 and

∑
β∈Ix

|(GsEγGs′B)ij |2 ≺ η−3. Combining these bounds with Cauchy-Schwarz

inequality, we can bound the error terms by O≺((Nη)
−2). In sum, we obtain that

Y1,2 =
κ(2,2)

N3

D∑
x=1

∑
α,β∈Ix

E(G2)ββ [(G2)ββ(G2)αα(G2EbG1EaM2)αα + (G2)αα(G2EbG1)ββ(G1EaM2)αα]

+
κ(2,2)

N3

D∑
x=1

∑
α,β∈Ix

E(G1)ββ [(G2)ββ(G2EbG1)αα(G1EaM2)αα + (G1)αα(G2EbG1)ββ(G1EaM2)αα]

+ O≺((Nη)
−2).

Then, using the anisotropic local law (2.20), Lemma 2.11, and the estimate (4.45), we get from the above
expression that

Y1,2 =
κ(2,2)

N2

D∑
x=1

{ ∑
β∈Ix

[(M2)ββ ]
2
K̃ba(M2 diag(M2)Ex) +

∑
α∈Ix

(M2)αα(M1EaM2)ααK̃bx(diag(M2))

}

+
κ(2,2)

N2

D∑
x=1

{ ∑
β∈Ix

(M1)ββ(M2)ββK̃bx(diag(M1EaM2)) +
∑
α∈Ix

(M1)αα(M1EaM2)ααK̃bx(diag(M1))

}
+O≺

(
(Nη)−3/2 + η−3N−2

)
.

Rewriting this expression concludes (4.50). □

Lemma 4.14. Under the setting of Lemma 4.3, let B be an arbitrary deterministic matrix with ∥B∥ ≤ 1.
Then, we have that

E⟨(G1 −M1)B⟩ =κ
(2,2)⟨diag(M1)

2⟩
N

[
⟨M1BM1 diag(M1)⟩+

⟨M2
1 diag(M1)⟩
1− ⟨M2

1 ⟩
⟨M2

1B⟩
]

+O≺
(
η−1N−3/2 + (Nη)−2

)
.

(4.53)

Proof. Using (4.23) and (4.28), we get that

E⟨(G1 −M1)B⟩ = −E⟨M1HG1B⟩+D

D∑
x=1

E⟨(G1 −M1)Ex⟩⟨M1ExG1B⟩

= −E⟨M1HG1B⟩+D

D∑
x=1

E⟨(G1 −M1)Ex⟩⟨M1ExM1B⟩+O≺((Nη)
−2),

(4.54)
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where we used the averaged local law (2.21) in the second step. Taking B = Ea and using (A.8) below, we
can solve this equation to get that

E⟨(G1 −M1)Ea⟩ = −
D∑

x=1

(1− M̂(1,1))
−1
ax E⟨M1HG1Ex⟩+O≺((Nη)

−2). (4.55)

With the cumulant expansion in Lemma 4.10, using a similar argument as in the proof of Lemma 4.13, we
can derive that

−E⟨M1HG1Ex⟩ =
κ(2,2)

DN3

D∑
y=1

∑
α,β∈Iy

E [(G1)ββ ]
2
(G1)αα(G1ExM1)αα +O≺

(
η−1N−3/2

)
=
κ(2,2)

N
⟨diag(M1)

2⟩⟨M1ExM1 diag(M1)⟩+O≺
(
η−1N−3/2

)
=
κ(2,2)

DN
⟨diag(M1)

2⟩⟨M2
1 diag(M1)⟩+O≺

(
η−1N−3/2

)
, (4.56)

where we used the averaged local law (2.21) and the block translation symmetry ofM1 in the above derivation.
A similar argument gives that

−E⟨M1HG1B⟩ = κ(2,2)

N
⟨diag(M1)

2⟩⟨M1BM1 diag(M1)⟩+O≺
(
η−1N−3/2

)
. (4.57)

Now, plugging (4.56) into (4.55) and using

D∑
x=1

(1− M̂(1,1))
−1
ax =

1

1−
∑D

x=1(M(1,1))ax
=

1

1− ⟨M2
1 ⟩
,

we obtain that

DE⟨(G1 −M1)Ea⟩ =
κ(2,2)

N

⟨diag(M1)
2⟩⟨M2

1 diag(M1)⟩
1− ⟨M2

1 ⟩
+O≺

(
η−1N−3/2 + (Nη)−2

)
. (4.58)

Finally, applying (4.57) and (4.58) to (4.54), we conclude (4.53). □

Now, we are ready to complete the proof of Lemma 4.3 using Lemmas 4.13 and 4.14.

Proof of Lemma 4.3. Notice that (1− ⟨M(z)2⟩)−1 ≲ 1 by (A.2) and (A.3) below. Hence, the estimate (4.3)
follows from Lemma 4.14 immediately for η ∼ N−εg . It remains to show (4.4).

First, when z1 = z2 ∈ {z, z̄}, by (A.8) below, we have maxa,b∈JDK ∥Kab(B)∥ ≲ 1 for any matrix B with
∥B∥ = O(1). Then, applying Lemma 4.13 and Lemma 4.14 to (4.49), we obtain that

ELab = M̂ab +

D∑
x=1

M̂axELxb +O≺(N
−1 + η−2N−3/2 + η−4N−2),

solving which gives (4.4).
Next, we consider the case z1 = z̄2 ∈ {z, z̄}. Without loss of generality, we assume that z1 = z̄2 = z.

Again, applying Lemma 4.13 and Lemma 4.14 to (4.49), we obtain that

ELab = M̂ab +

D∑
x=1

M̂axELxb +O≺
(
N−δA(Nη)−1 +N−1 + η−2N−3/2 + η−4N−2

)
+
κ(2,2)

N

[
msc(z2)

4 + |msc(z1)|4 + |msc(z1)|2msc(z1)
2 + |msc(z1)|2msc(z2)

2
]
Kab

+
κ(2,2)

N

(
msc(z1)

4|msc(z1)|2

1−msc(z1)2
+

msc(z2)
6

1−msc(z2)2

)
Kab, (4.59)

where we have used the estimate (A.2) below to replaceM1 andM2 by scalar matricesmsc(z1)I andmsc(z2)I
up to an error of order O(∥A∥) = O(N−δA). Now, using |msc(z1)| = 1 − O(η) and msc(z2) = msc(z1), we
can check that

msc(z2)
4 + |msc(z1)|4 + |msc(z1)|2msc(z1)

2 + |msc(z1)|2msc(z2)
2 +

msc(z1)
4|msc(z1)|2

1−msc(z1)2
+

msc(z2)
6

1−msc(z2)2
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= msc(z2)
4 +msc(z1)

2 +msc(z2)
2 + 1 +

msc(z1)
4

1−msc(z1)2
+

msc(z2)
6

1−msc(z2)2
+O(η) = O(η). (4.60)

Plugging it back to (4.59) and using that η ∼ N−εg with εg ∈ (0, 1/4), we get

ELab = M̂ab +

D∑
x=1

M̂axELxb +O≺
(
N−δA(Nη)−1 +N−1

)
.

Solving EL from this equation and using (A.7) below concludes (4.4). □

Remark 4.15. We remark that the cancellation in (4.60) is not a mere coincidence. Instead, there is a
robust mechanism behind it that does not depend on the specific properties of msc. This mechanism has
been thoroughly investigated and elucidated in the context of random band matrices in [108], where it is
referred to as the sum zero property or self-energy renormalization. To explain the core idea, we recall that
by Lemmas 4.13 and 4.14, there is

ELab = M̂ab +

D∑
x=1

M̂axELxb +Dab +O≺(N
−1), (4.61)

for some deterministic matrix D satisfying the “rough bound” ∥D∥ ≺ (Nη)−1. Now, summing both sides of
this equation over a ∈ JDK, we get that(

1− Imm

Imm+ η

)
ED Im⟨GEb⟩

η
=

Imm

Imm+ η
+

D∑
a=1

Dab +O≺(N
−1),

where we have used equation (A.4) below and applied Ward’s identity (C.11) to
∑

x Lxb. By Lemma 4.14,
this equation gives

D∑
a=1

Dab =
D ImE⟨(G−M)Eb⟩

Imm+ η
+O≺(N

−1) = O≺(N
−1). (4.62)

This already indicates a non-trivial cancellation compared to the rough bound (Nη)−1. In particular, if we
can write Dab as some coefficient cN times Kab (up to a small error) as shown in the proof of Lemma 4.3
above, then cN must be of order O≺(η/N). This gives another proof of (4.60).

5. Characteristic flow estimates

In this section, we complete the proofs of Lemmas 4.6–4.9 using the characteristic flow method. Let
Bt = (bij(t))i,j∈I be a D×D block matrix Brownian motion consisting of the diagonal blocks (Ba)t in (4.7).

Then, by (4.7), Ht = (hij(t))i,j∈I satisfies the equation

dhij = −1

2
hijdt+

1√
N

dbij(t),

with initial data Ht0 = H0. Let F be any function of t and H with continuous second-order derivatives.
Then, by Itô’s formula, we have that

dF = ∂tFdt+

D∑
a=1

∑
k,l∈Ia

∂hkl
Fdhkl +

1

2N

D∑
a=1

∑
k,l∈Ia

∂hkl
∂hlk

Fdt. (5.1)

We will apply this equation to functions of the resolvents Gi,t ≡ (Gi)t = (Ht −Zi,t)
−1 with Zi,t = (zi)t −Λt

for zi ∈ {z, z̄}. Using the formula (with the simplified notation ∂kl ≡ ∂hkl
)

∂kl (Gi,t)k′l′ = − (Gi,t)k′k (Gi,t)ll′ , k′, l′ ∈ I, k, l ∈ Ia, a ∈ JDK, (5.2)

we can easily obtain the following identities (with Mi,t ≡ (Mi)t):

∂tGi,t = Gi,t

(
d

dt
Zi,t

)
Gi,t, with

d

dt
Zi,t = −1

2
Zi,t − ⟨Mi,t⟩; (5.3)

D∑
a=1

∑
k,l∈Ia

hkl∂klGi,t = −Gi,tHtGi,t = −Gi,t −Gi,tZi,tGi,t; (5.4)
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∑
k,l∈Ia

∂kl (Gi,t)k1l1
· ∂lk (Gi′,t)k2l2

= (Gi,tEaGi′,t)k1l2
(Gi′,tEaGi,t)k2l1

, k1, l1, k2, l2 ∈ I. (5.5)

5.1. Proof of Lemma 4.6. In this subsection, we give the proof of Lemma 4.6. For simplicity of notations,

we abbreviate M̂(1,2),t, L(1,2),t, and K(1,2),t as M̂t, Lt, and Kt. Moreover, we denote zt = Et + iηt and

L̃t ≡ L̃(1,2),t := (tc − t)Lt, K̃t ≡ K̃(1,2),t := (tc − t)Kt. (5.6)

Using Itô’s formula (5.1) and the identities (5.2)–(5.5), we can calculate that for x, y ∈ JDK,

d(L̃t)xy = −(Lt)xydt+
1√
N

D∑
a=1

∑
k,l∈Ia

∂kl(L̃t)xydbkl +D(tc − t) ⟨G1,tExG2,tEy⟩dt

+D2(tc − t)

D∑
a=1

⟨G1,tExG2,tEa⟩ ⟨G2,tEyG1,tEa⟩dt

+D2(tc − t)

D∑
a=1

⟨(G1,t −M1,t)Ea⟩ ⟨G1,tExG2,tEyG1,tEa⟩dt

+D2(tc − t)

D∑
a=1

⟨(G2,t −M2,t)Ea⟩ ⟨G2,tEyG1,tExG2,tEa⟩dt.

Using the definitions of L̃t and L(1,2,3),t, we can rewrite the above equation as

d(L̃t)xy =
1√
N

D∑
a=1

∑
k,l∈Ia

∂kl(L̃t)xydbkl +

(
1− 1

tc − t

)
(L̃t)xydt+

1

tc − t

D∑
a=1

(L̃t)xa(L̃t)aydt

+D(tc − t)

D∑
a=1

{
⟨(G1,t −M1,t)Ea⟩ [L(1,2,1),t]xya + ⟨(G2,t −M2,t)Ea⟩ [L(2,1,2),t]yxa

}
dt. (5.7)

Next, with the averaged local law (2.21) and Lemma 2.11, we can bound the last term by O≺((tc − t) ·
N−1η−3

t ) = O≺(N
−1(tc − t)−2), where we used ηt ∼ tc − t by (4.9). Hence, we can rewrite (5.7) as

dL̃t =
1√
N

D∑
a=1

∑
k,l∈Ia

∂klL̃tdbkl +

[(
1− 1

tc − t

)
L̃t +

1

tc − t
(L̃t)

2

]
dt+O≺

(
1

N(tc − t)2

)
dt. (5.8)

On the other hand, by (4.12), we see that K̃t satisfies the following equation:

d

dt
K̃t =

(
1− 1

tc − t

)
K̃t +

1

tc − t
(K̃t)

2, (5.9)

which matches the drift term in (5.8).
We now study the martingale term in (5.8), which is denoted as Lt:

dLt =
1√
N

D∑
a=1

∑
k,l∈Ia

∂klL̃tdbkl with Lt0 = 0.

The quadratic variation of (Lt)xy, x, y ∈ JDK, is given by

[Lxy]t =
1

N

∫ t

t0

D∑
a=1

∑
k,l∈Ia

|∂kl(L̃s)xy|2ds. (5.10)

Using (5.2), we can calculate the integrand as

D∑
a=1

∑
k,l∈Ia

|∂kl(L̃s)xy|2 =
(tc − s)2

N2

D∑
a=1

∑
k,l∈Ia

(
|(G1,sExG2,sEyG1,s)lk|2 + |(G2,sEyG1,sExG2,s)lk|2

+ 2Re
[
(G1,sExG2,sEyG1,s)lk(G2,sEyG1,sExG2,s)lk

] )
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=
D(tc − s)2

N

D∑
a=1

(
⟨G1,sExG2,sEyG1,sEaG

∗
1,sEyG

∗
2,sExG

∗
1,sEa⟩

+ ⟨G2,sEyG1,sExG2,sEaG
∗
2,sExG

∗
1,sEyG

∗
2,sEa⟩

+ 2Re⟨G1,sExG2,sEyG1,sEaG
∗
2,sExG

∗
1,sEyG

∗
2,sEa⟩

)
.

Applying Lemma 2.11 and (4.9), we obtain that if t0 ≤ s ≤ tc −N−1+τ for a constant τ > 0,

D∑
a=1

∑
k,l∈Ia

|∂kl(L̃s)xy|2 ≺ |tc − s|2

N
· 1

η5s
≲

1

N(tc − s)3
. (5.11)

With a standard continuity argument, we obtain that this estimate holds uniformly in s ∈ [t0, tc −N−1+τ ]
(i.e., we first show that (5.11) holds uniformly in t belonging to an N−C-net of [t0, tc − N−1+τ ] and then
extend it uniformly to the whole interval using the Lipschitz continuity in t). Plugging (5.11) into (5.10),
we get the estimate

[Lxy]t ≺
1

N2(tc − t)2
, if t0 ≤ t ≤ tc −N−1+τ . (5.12)

On the other hand, we have the trivial bound |[Lxy]t| ≤ N by using ∥Gi,s∥ ≤ η−1
s ≪ N for t ∈ [t0, tc−N−1+τ ].

Together with (5.12) and Definition 2.9, it implies that for any constant c > 0 and fixed p ∈ N,

E |[Lxy]t|p ≤
(

N c

N2(tc − t)2

)p

, if t0 ≤ t ≤ tc −N−1+τ .

Applying the Burkholder-Davis-Gundy inequality, we obtain a p-th moment bound on sups∈[t0,t] |(Ls)xy|.
Then, applying Markov’s inequality yields that for any t ∈ [t0, tc −N−1+τ ] and x, y ∈ JDK,

sup
s∈[t0,t]

|(Ls)xy| ≺
1

N(tc − t)
. (5.13)

Inserting (5.13) back to (5.8), we obtain that for any t ∈ [t0, tc −N−1+τ ] and x, y ∈ JDK,

L̃t − L̃t0 =

∫ t

t0

[(
1− 1

tc − s

)
L̃s +

1

tc − s
(L̃s)

2

]
ds+O≺

(
1

N(tc − t)

)
. (5.14)

On the other hand, by (5.9), we have

K̃t − K̃t0 =

∫ t

t0

[(
1− 1

tc − s

)
K̃s +

1

tc − s
(K̃s)

2

]
ds. (5.15)

For simplicity, we introduce the notation ∆̃t := L̃t − K̃t and define the linear operator Tt acting on D ×D
matrices as

Tt(V ) := K̃tV + V K̃t − [1− (tc − t)]V, V ∈ CD×D. (5.16)

Then, subtracting (5.15) from (5.14), we obtain that

∆̃t − ∆̃t0 =

∫ t

t0

[(
1− 1

tc − s

)
∆̃s +

1

tc − s

(
K̃s∆̃s + ∆̃sK̃s + (∆̃s)

2
)]

ds+O≺

(
1

N(tc − t)

)
=

∫ t

t0

(
[(tc − s)− 1] ∆̃s + K̃s∆̃s + ∆̃sK̃s + (∆̃s)

2
) ds

tc − s
+O≺

(
1

N(tc − t)

)
=

∫ t

t0

(
Ts(∆̃s) + (∆̃s)

2
) ds

tc − s
+ Et, (5.17)

where Et is a D×D random matrix satisfying that ∥Et∥HS ≺ [N(tc − t)]−1 uniformly in t ∈ [t0, tc −N−1+τ ].

Denoting ∆̂t := ∆̃t − Et and noticing that Et0 = 0, we can rewrite (5.17) as

∆̂t − ∆̂t0 =

∫ t

t0

(
Ts(∆̂s) + Ts(Es) + (∆̂s + Es)2

) ds

tc − s
. (5.18)
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Let Φ (t; t0) be the standard Peano-Baker series corresponding to the linear operator Tt/(tc − t), i.e., it is
the unique solution to the following linear integral equation

Φ (t; t0) = 1+

∫ t

t0

Ts
tc − s

◦ Φ (s; t0) ds, (5.19)

where 1 denotes the identity operator. Equivalently, Φ (t; t0) satisfies the differential equation

d

dt
Φ (t; t0) =

Tt
tc − t

◦ Φ (t; t0) , with Φ (t0; t0) = 1.

By Duhamel’s principle, the solution ∆̂t to (5.18) can be expressed as

∆̂t = Φ(t; t0) ∆̂t0 +

∫ t

t0

Φ (t; s)

(
Ts(Es) + (∆̂s + Es)2

tc − s

)
ds. (5.20)

Suppose the space CD×D of D×D matrices is equipped with the Hilbert-Schmidt norm. Then, we claim
that, as a linear operator on CD×D, Tt has operator norm at most 1 + o(1):

∥Tt∥op ≤ 1 + o(1). (5.21)

Before proving this estimate, we first use it to prove (4.15). With (5.21), we get from (5.19) that

d

dt
∥Φ(t; s)∥op ≤ 1 + o(1)

tc − t
∥Φ(t; s)∥op.

Using Grönwall’s inequality, we conclude that for t0 ≤ s ≤ t ≤ tc −N−1+τ ,

∥Φ (t; s) ∥op ≺ tc − s

tc − t
. (5.22)

Applying (5.21) and (5.22) to (5.20) and using the bound on ∥Et∥HS, we obtain that

∥∆̂t∥2 ≺ tc − t0
tc − t

∥∆̂t0∥2 +
1

tc − t

∫ t

t0

∥∆̂s + Es∥22ds+
∫ t

t0

ds

N(tc − t)(tc − s)
.

From this estimate, writing ∆̂t = ∆̃t − Et, we obtain that for tc − t0 ∼ N−εg and tc − t ≥ N−1+τ ,

∥∆̃t∥2 ≺ tc − t0
tc − t

∥∆̃t0∥2 +
1

tc − t

∫ t

t0

∥∆̃s∥22ds+
1

N(tc − t)
. (5.23)

By (4.1), we have ∥∆̃t0∥2 ≺ N−1+2εg . Then, from (5.23), we derive the the following self-improving estimate
for t ∈ [t0, tc −N−1+Cεg ] when C > 2:

sup
s∈[t0,t]

N(tc − s)∥∆̃s∥2 ≤ N2εg ⇒ N(tc − t)∥∆̃t∥2 ≺ Nεg +N (4−C)εg . (5.24)

Moreover, defining the stopping time T = inft≥t0{N(tc − t)∥∆̃t∥2 ≥ N2εg}, we obtain from (5.23) that

∥∆̃t∥2 ≺ tc − t0
tc − t

∥∆̃t0∥2 +
1

N(tc − t)

if t ≤ T and tc − t ≥ N−1+Cεg with C > 4. Now, applying a standard continuity argument with (5.24) gives
that T ≥ tc −N−1+Cεg with high probability when C > 4 and hence concludes the desired result (4.15).

Finally, we prove the bound (5.21). Notice that

∥K̃t∥ = (tc − t)∥Kt∥ ≤ (tc − t)∥(1− M̂t)
−1∥∥M̂t∥ ≲ (tc − t)∥(1− M̂t)

−1∥. (5.25)

Hence, when (z1)t = (z2)t ∈ {zt, z̄t}, we have ∥K̃t∥ ≲ tc − t by (A.8) below, with which we readily derive

(5.21). It remains to consider the case (z1)t = (z̄2)t ∈ {zt, z̄t}. Since M̂t is a circulant matrix, it has an

eigendecomposition M̂t = UtDtU
∗
t , where Dt is the diagonal matrix of eigenvalues and Ut is a D×D unitary

matrix. Then, K̃t can be written as

K̃t = UtΞtU
∗
t , Ξt := (tc − t)

Dt

1−Dt
.

Now, we define the linear operator T̃t as
T̃t(V ) := ΞtV + V Ξt − [1− (tc − t)]V, V ∈ CD×D.
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It is easy to see Tt(V ) = Ut[T̃t(U∗
t V Ut)]U

∗
t , which implies that ∥Tt∥op = ∥T̃t∥op. From the definition of T̃t,

we see that

∥T̃t∥op ≤ max
k,l∈JDK

|(Ξt)kk + (Ξt)ll − 1|+ |tc − t|. (5.26)

It remains to estimate the eigenvalues of K̃t.
Since the entries of M̂t are all non-negative when (z1)t = (z̄2)t, it has a Perron–Frobenius eigenvalue

d1 =
Immt(zt)

Immt(zt) + ηt

by equation (A.4) below. Moreover, by equation (A.5), the eigenvalues dk of M̂t satisfy dk = d1 − ak − ibk,
k ∈ JDK, for some ak ≥ 0 and ak + |bk| = o(1) (specifically, a1 = b1 = 0). Thus,

(Ξt)kk + (Ξt)ll − 1 = (tc − t)

[
d1 − ak − ibk

(1− d1) + ak + ibk
+

d1 − al − ibl
(1− d1) + al + ibl

]
− 1

=
ηt

ηt + a′k + ib′k
+

ηt
ηt + a′l + ib′l

− 1 + o(1),

where we used (4.9) in the second step and abbreviated that a′k := (Immt(zt)+ηt)ak and b′k := (Immt(zt)+
ηt)bk. Together with the simple fact |1/(1 + z)− 1/2| ≤ 1/2 when Re z ≥ 0, this equation implies |(Ξt)kk +
(Ξt)ll − 1| ≤ 1 + o(1). Plugging it into (5.26) concludes (5.21).

5.2. Proof of Lemma 4.7. The proof of Lemma 4.7 is similar to that of Lemma 4.6 above. Hence, we only
describe an outline of the proof without giving all the details. For simplicity, we abuse the notations a little
bit and abbreviate L(1,2,3),t and K(1,2,3),t as Lt and Kt. Moreover, we denote zt = Et + iηt and

L̃t := (tc − t)3/2Lt, K̃t := (tc − t)3/2Kt, L̃(1,2),t = (tc − t)L(1,2),t, K̃(1,2),t = (tc − t)K(1,2),t.

Similar to (5.8), using Itô’s formula (5.1), the identities (5.2)–(5.5), and Lemmas 2.10 and 2.11, we obtain
that for x, y, w ∈ JDK,

d(L̃t)xyw =
1√
N

D∑
a=1

∑
k,l∈Ia

∂kl(L̃t)xywdbkl +
3

2

(
1− 1

tc − t

)
(L̃t)xywdt+O≺

(
1

N (tc − t)
5/2

)
dt

+
1

tc − t

D∑
a=1

[
(L̃(1,2),t)xa(L̃t)ayw + (L̃(2,3),t)ya(L̃t)xaw + (L̃(3,1),t)wa(L̃t)xya

]
dt. (5.27)

We again denote the martingale term by

dLt :=
1√
N

D∑
a=1

∑
k,l∈Ia

∂kl(L̃t)xyzdbkl.

Similar to (5.13), we can prove that uniformly in t ∈ [t0, tc −N−1+τ ],

sup
x,y,w∈JDK

sup
s∈[t0,t]

|(Ls)xyw| ≺
1

N(tc − t)3/2
. (5.28)

Plugging it into (5.27), we obtain the following estimate for x, y, w ∈ JDK and t ∈ [t0, tc −N−1+τ ]:(
L̃t − L̃t0

)
xyw

=

∫ t

t0

3

2

(
1− 1

tc − s

)
(L̃s)xywds+O≺

(
1

N(tc − t)3/2

)
(5.29)

+

∫ t

t0

1

tc − s

D∑
a=1

[
(L̃(1,2),s)xa(L̃s)ayw + (L̃(2,3),s)ya(L̃s)xaw + (L̃(3,1),s)wa(L̃s)xya

]
ds.

Using (4.16) and applying Lemma 2.11 to L̃s, we obtain from (5.29) that

L̃t − L̃t0 =

∫ t

t0

Ts(L̃s)
ds

tc − s
+O≺

(
Nεg

N(tc − t)3/2

)
, (5.30)
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where Tt : CD×D×D → CD×D×D is a linear operator defined as follows: for V ∈ CD×D×D,

Tt(V )xyw =

D∑
a=1

[
(K̃(1,2),t)xaVayw + (K̃(2,3),t)yaVxaw + (K̃(3,1),t)waVxya

]
− 3

2
[1− (tc − t)]Vxyw.

On the other hand, by (4.13), we have

K̃t − K̃t0 =

∫ t

t0

Ts(K̃s)
ds

tc − s
. (5.31)

Now, subtracting (5.31) from (5.30) and denoting ∆̃t := L̃t − K̃t, we obtain that

∆̃t − ∆̃t0 =

∫ t

t0

Ts(∆̃s)
ds

tc − s
+ Et, (5.32)

where Et is a D×D×D random tensor satisfying that ∥Et∥2 ≺ Nεg/[N(tc − t)3/2], where ∥ · ∥2 denotes the
ℓ2-norm by regarding Et as a D3-dimensional vector. We now claim that

∥Tt∥op ≤ 3/2 + o(1). (5.33)

This bound is trivial when (z1)t = (z2)t = (z3)t. Next, we assume that (z1)t = (z3)t = (z̄2)t ∈ {zt, z̄t}
without loss of generality. Then, ∥K̃(3,1),t∥ = o(1) and (K̃(2,3),t)ya = (K̃(1,2),t)ay. Hence, we can write Tt as

Tt(V ) = T
(1)
t (V ) +

D∑
a=1

(K̃(3,1),t)waVxya −
1

2
[1− (tc − t)]Vxyw,

where the operator T
(1)
t is defined as

T
(1)
t (V )xyw :=

D∑
a=1

[
(K̃(1,2),t)xaVayw + Vxaw(K̃(1,2),t)ay

]
− [1− (tc − t)]Vxyw.

Note that when w is fixed, T
(1)
t reduces to the operator (5.16). With (5.21), we can easily conclude (5.33).

Finally, we adopt a similar argument as that below (5.21). Let Φ (t; t0) be the standard Peano-Baker series
corresponding to the linear operator Tt/(tc−t). From (5.33), we can derive that for t0 ≤ s ≤ t ≤ tc−N−1+τ ,

∥Φ (t; s) ∥op ≺ (tc − s)3/2

(tc − t)3/2
. (5.34)

Then, from (5.32) and (5.34), we obtain that

∥∆̃t∥2 ≺ (tc − t0)
3/2

(tc − t)3/2
∥∆̃t0∥2 +

Nεg

N(tc − t)3/2
,

which implies (4.17) and completes the proof of Lemma 4.7.

5.3. Proof of Lemma 4.8. To mimic our proofs of Lemmas 4.6 and 4.7 above, we abuse the notations

again and denote L̃t, K̃t ∈ CD by

(L̃t)x := (tc − t)1/2⟨GEx⟩, (K̃t)x := (tc − t)1/2⟨MEx⟩, x ∈ JDK.

Again, using Itô’s formula (5.1), the identities (5.2)–(5.5), we get that for x ∈ JDK and (z1)t ≡ zt = Et + iηt,

dE(L̃t)x =
1

2

(
1− 1

tc − t

)
E(L̃t)xdt+

1

tc − t

D∑
a=1

E(L̃(1,1),t)xa(L̃t − K̃t)adt, (5.35)

where recall that L̃(1,1),t was defined in (5.6) with (z1)t = zt. By (2.21), (4.16), and (4.9), we have that for

t ∈ [t0, tc −N−1+Cεg ],

(L̃t − K̃t)a ≺ 1

N(tc − t)1/2
, L̃(1,1),t − K̃(1,1),t ≺

Nεg

N(tc − t)
.

Again, these estimates hold uniformly in t due to the N−C-net argument. Therefore, (5.35) now writes

dEL̃t =
1

2

(
1− 1

tc − t

)
K̃tdt+

1

tc − t
Tt

(
EL̃t − K̃t

)
dt+O≺

(
Nεg

N2(tc − t)5/2

)
dt,
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where Tt : CD → CD is a linear operator defined as

Tt(V ) = K̃(1,1),tV − 1

2
[1− (tc − t)]V, V ∈ CD.

On the other hand, with (4.10), we can derive that

dK̃t =
1

2

(
1− 1

tc − t

)
K̃tdt.

Subtracting the above two differential equations and denoting ∆̃t := EL̃t − K̃t, we get

∆̃t − ∆̃t0 =

∫ t

t0

Ts(∆̃s)
ds

tc − s
+ Et, (5.36)

where Et is a D-dimensional random vector satisfying ∥Et∥2 ≺ Nεg/[N2(tc − t)3/2]. Since ∥K̃(1,1),t∥ = o(1),
we easily see that ∥Tt∥op ≤ 1/2 + o(1). Again, using the argument with Peano-Baker series, we obtain from
(5.36) that

∥L̃t − K̃t∥2 ≺ (tc − t0)
1/2

(tc − t)1/2
∥L̃t0 − K̃t0∥2 +

Nεg

N2(tc − t)3/2
,

which implies (4.19) and completes the proof of Lemma 4.8.

5.4. Proof of Lemma 4.9. Finally, in this subsection, we complete the proof of Lemma 4.9 with Lemmas
4.7 and 4.8 and the proof of Lemma 4.6 as main inputs. Taking the expectation of (5.7), we obtain that

d

dt
EL̃t =

(
1− 1

tc − t

)
EL̃t +

1

tc − t
E(L̃t)

2 +O≺

(
N−εg

N(tc − t)2
+

Nεg

N2(tc − t)3

)
. (5.37)

In the derivation of this equation, we have applied (4.18) and (2.21) to get that

E ⟨(G1,t −M1,t)Ea⟩ [L(1,2,1),t]xya = E ⟨(G1,t −M1,t)Ea⟩ [K(1,2,1),t]xya +O≺

(
Nεg

N2(tc − t)4

)
≺ N−εg

N(tc − t)3
+

Nεg

N2(tc − t)4
,

where in the second step we have used (4.20) to control E⟨(G1,t −M1,t)Ea⟩ and the bound |(K(1,2,1),t)xya| ≲
η−2
t ≲ (tc−t)−2 due to the estimates (A.7) and (A.8) below. The other term E ⟨(G2,t −M2,t)Ea⟩ [L(2,1,2),t]yxa
can be bounded in a similar way.

Next, the estimate (4.16) implies that for any x, y, a ∈ JDK,

E(L̃t)xa(L̃t)ay − E(L̃t)xaE(L̃t)ay ≺ N2εg

N2(tc − t)2
.

Plugging this estimate into (5.37), we can improve the expectation of equation (5.17) to

E∆̃t − E∆̃t0 =

∫ t

t0

Ts(E∆̃s)
ds

tc − s
+ Et, Et = O≺

(
N−εg

N(tc − t)
+

N2εg

N2(tc − t)2

)
.

Then, following the proof below (5.18), we can derive that

∥E∆̃t∥2 ≺ tc − t0
tc − t

∥E∆̃t0∥2 +
N−εg

N(tc − t)
+

N2εg

N2(tc − t)2
,

which implies (4.21) and completes the proof of Lemma 4.9.

6. Chaotic regime: eigenvalues

Consider the matrix OU process HΛ(t) = Ht + Λ, where Ht = (hij(t))i,j∈I satisfies the OU equation

dhij = −1

2
hijdt+

1√
DN

dbij(t), with H0 = H, (6.1)

where Bt = (bij(t))i,j∈I denotes a Hermitian matrix whose upper triangular entries are independent complex
Brownian motions with variance t. Then, Theorem 2.3 follows immediately from Lemmas 6.1 and 6.2 below.

32



Lemma 6.1. Under the assumptions of Theorem 2.3, suppose t = N−1+c for a constant c ∈ (0, 1/10). Then,
for any fixed n ∈ N, there exist a constant cn = cn(c, δA) > 0 such that∣∣∣∣∫

Rn

dα O(α)
[
p
(n)
HΛ(t)

(
E +

α

DN

)
− p

(n)
GUE

(
E +

α

DN

)]∣∣∣∣ ≤ N−cn , (6.2)

where p
(n)
HΛ(t) denotes the n-point correlation function of HΛ(t) and we have abbreviated that E + α

DN =(
E + α1

DN , . . . , E + αn

DN

)
.

Proof. This lemma is a simple consequence of Theorem 2.2 in [81]. More precisely, Ht in (6.1) has law

Ht
d
= e−t/2 ·H +

√
1− e−t ·W, (6.3)

where
d
= means “equal in distribution” and W is a DN × DN GUE independent of H. Since the matrix

H + et/2Λ also satisfies Assumption 2.1, its resolvent satisfies the averaged local law (2.21) with Λ replaced
by et/2Λ. Then, applying [81, Theorem 2.2] with V = e−t/2H + Λ gives that∫

Rn

dα O(α)

[
p
(n)
HΛ(t)

(
E +

α

DNρ̂fc,t(E)

)
− p

(n)
GUE

(
E +

α

DNρsc(E)

)]
≤ N−c (6.4)

for a constant c > 0, where ρ̂fc,t denotes the density for the free convolution of the empirical measure of
V and the semicircle law with variance 1 − e−t. More precisely, ρ̂fc,t can be defined through its Stieltjes
transform m̂fc,t(z), which is the unique solution to

m̂fc,t(z) =
1

DN
Tr

1

V − z − (1− e−t)m̂fc,t(z)
with Im m̂fc,t(z) > 0 whenever Im z > 0.

Using the averaged local law for H + et/2Λ, we get that

m̂fc,t(z) = et/2m
(
et/2z + (et/2 − e−t/2)m̂fc,t(z), e

t/2Λ
)
+O≺

(
(N t)−1

)
= msc(z) + O≺

(
(N t)−1 + ∥A∥+ t

)
for z = E + iη with E ∈ [−2 + κ, 2 − κ] and 0 ≤ η ≤ 1, where in the second step, we used that m is
well-approximated by msc due to the estimate (A.2) below. Taking the imaginary part of the above equation
when η = 0, we obtain that ρ̂fc,t(E) = ρsc(E) +O≺(N

−c∧δA). Plugging it into (6.4), applying the change of
variables, and using the smoothness of the test function O, we conclude (6.2). □

Lemma 6.2. Under the assumptions of Theorem 2.3, there exists a constant c > 0 depending on εA such
that the following holds for t = N−1+c. For any fixed n ∈ N, there exists a constant cn = cn(c, εA) such that∫

Rn

dα O(α)
(
p
(n)
HΛ(t) − p

(n)
HΛ

)(
E +

α

N

)
⩽ N−cn . (6.5)

The rest of this section is devoted to the proof Lemma 6.2. We will use the following correlation function
comparison theorem stated in [64, Theorem 15.3], which is a slightly modified version of [66, Theorem 6.4].

Lemma 6.3 (Theorem 15.3 of [64]). Under the assumptions of Theorem 2.3, let G and Gt denote the
resolvents of HΛ and HΛ(t), respectively. Suppose that for some small constants σ, δ > 0, the following two
conditions hold.

(i) Fix any ε > 0 and k ∈ N, there is

E[Im⟨G(z)⟩]k + E[Im⟨Gt(z)⟩]k ≲ 1, for z = E + iN−1+ε with |E| ≤ 2− κ. (6.6)

(ii) For any sequence zj = Ej +iηj, j = 1, . . . , n, with |Ej | ⩽ 2−κ and ηj = N−1−σj for some constants
0 < σj ⩽ σ, we have ∣∣∣∣∣E

n∏
i=1

Im⟨G(zi)⟩ − E
n∏

i=1

Im⟨Gt(zi)⟩

∣∣∣∣∣ ⩽ N−δ. (6.7)

Then, for any integer n ⩾ 1, there is a constant cn = cn(σ, δ) > 0 such that for any |E| ⩽ 2 − 2κ and any
C1-function O : Rn → R with compact support,∫

Rn

dα O(α)
(
p
(n)
HΛ(t) − p

(n)
HΛ

)(
E +

α

N

)
⩽ N−cn .
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Next, we bound the quantities in (6.6) and (6.7) using Lemma 2.10 and Theorem 2.2. Note that we have
only proved Lemma 2.10 and Theorem 2.2 for HΛ, but they can be extended to any HΛ(t) with t ∈ [0, t].
(Heuristically, adding a GUE component will “help” the QUE of eigenvectors, so there is no essential difficulty
in making this extension.) Let Mt(z) be the solution to the matrix Dyson equation (2.12) with the operator
S replaced by St:

St(Mt) := e−tS(Mt) + (1− e−t)⟨Mt⟩.
However, note that the self-consistent equation (2.15) formt(z) := ⟨Mt(z)⟩ is unchanged, so we havemt(z) =
m(z) and Mt(z) =M(z) as given by (2.16).

Lemma 6.4. For any t ∈ [0, t], under the assumptions of Lemma 2.10, the local laws (2.20)–(2.21) holds
for Gt and the eigenvalue rigidity estimate (2.22) holds. Under the assumptions of Theorem 2.2, (2.6) holds
for the bulk eigenvectors of HΛ(t).

Proof. The local laws and eigenvalue rigidity can be proved in the same way as Lemma 2.10 using the
methods developed in e.g., [9, 58, 72]; more details will be explained in Appendix C.1 below. The proof of
(2.6) is similar to that for Theorem 2.2, and we omit the details. □

Proof of Lemma 6.2. The estimate (6.6) follows directly from the local law (2.21) for Gt(z) established in
Lemma 6.4. Now, to apply Lemma 6.3 to conclude Lemma 6.2, we only need to prove the Green’s function
comparison estimate (6.7). Using the local law of Gt(z) and the fact that η Im(Gt)xx(E+iη) is an increasing
function of η for fixed x ∈ I and E ∈ R, we obtain that for any constant ε > 0,

max
x∈I

sup
|E|≤2−κ

sup
N−1−σ≤η≤N−1+ε

Im(Gt)xx(E + iη) ≤ N−1+ε

N−1−σ
max
x∈I

sup
|E|≤2−κ

Im(Gt)xx(E + iN−1+ε) ≺ Nσ+ε.

Then, using [64, Lemma 15.5], we can derive that

max
x,y∈I

sup
|E|≤2−κ

sup
η≥N−1−σ

|(Gt)xy(E + iη)| ≺ Nσ+ε. (6.8)

Since Im⟨Gt(zi)⟩ = (⟨Gt(zi)⟩ − ⟨Gt(z̄i)⟩)/(2iηi), to show (6.7), it suffices to prove that for zj = Ej ± iηj ,
j = 1, . . . , n, we have ∣∣∣∣∣E

n∏
i=1

⟨G(zi)⟩ − E
n∏

i=1

⟨Gt(zi)⟩

∣∣∣∣∣ ⩽ N−δ. (6.9)

To prove (6.9), we apply the Itô’s formula and get that

∂tE
n∏

i=1

⟨Gt(zi)⟩ =
1

2DN
E
∑

x,y∈I
∂xy∂yx

(
n∏

i=1

⟨Gt(zi)⟩

)
− 1

2
E
∑

x,y∈I
hxy(t)∂xy

(
n∏

i=1

⟨Gt(zi)⟩

)
,

where ∂xy denotes the partial derivative ∂/∂hxy(t). Then, applying the cumulant expansion in Lemma 4.10
to the second term on the RHS, we get that

∂tE
n∏

i=1

⟨Gt(zi)⟩ =
e−t

2
E
∑

x,y∈I

(
1

DN
− sxy

)
∂xy∂yx

(
n∏

i=1

⟨Gt(zi)⟩

)
+

l∑
k=3

Fk + El+1, (6.10)

where we used that E|hxy(t)|2 = e−tsxy + (1− e−t)(DN)−1 by (6.3) (recall that sxy was defined in (2.13)),

Fk is the sum of terms involving the cumulants C(m,n)(hxy(t)) with m + n = k, and El+1 is the remainder
term. We can choose l sufficiently large such that El+1 ≤ 1. For the terms Fk, using the estimates in (6.8)
and the fact that ε is arbitrarily small, it is easy to check that

Fk ≺ N−k/2+2+(n+k)σ, 3 ≤ k ≤ l. (6.11)

It remains to bound the first term on the RHS of (6.10). To simplify notations, for a fixed t ∈ [0, t], we
abbreviate Gi ≡ Gt(zi). Then, we can write the first term on the RHS of (6.10) as e−t times

F2 :=
1

DN2
E
∑

x,y∈I

(
D−1 −Nsxy

){ ∑
i∈JnK

(G2
i )xx(Gi)yy

∏
k ̸=i

⟨Gk⟩+
1

DN

∑
i<j∈JnK

(G2
i )xy(G

2
j )yx

∏
k/∈{i,j}

⟨Gk⟩
}

=DE
∑

a∈JDK

⟨G2
i (D

−1 − Ea)⟩⟨GiEa⟩
∏
k ̸=i

⟨Gk⟩+
1

DN2
E

∑
i<j∈JnK

⟨G2
i (D

−1 − Ea)G
2
jEa⟩

∏
k/∈{i,j}

⟨Gk⟩.
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It remains to bound the two terms

X(i; a) := ⟨G2
i (D

−1 − Ea)⟩⟨GiEa⟩
∏
k ̸=i

⟨Gk⟩,

Y (i, j; a) := N−2⟨G2
i (D

−1 − Ea)G
2
jEa⟩

∏
k/∈{i,j}

⟨Gk⟩.

With the bound (6.8), we can derive that

⟨Gk⟩ ≺ Nσ, ⟨GiEa⟩ ≺ Nσ, ⟨G2
i (D

−1 − Ea)⟩ ≺ N1+2σ, ⟨G2
i (D

−1 − Ea)G
2
jEa⟩ ≺ N3+4σ. (6.12)

With these estimates, we get the following rough bounds on X and Y :

X(i; a) ≺ N1+(n+2)σ, Y (i, j; a) ≺ N1+(n+2)σ. (6.13)

To improve these estimates, we consider the eigendecompositions〈
G2

i

(
D−1 − Ea

)〉
=

1

DN

∑
k

v∗
k(D

−1 − Ea)vk

(λk − zi)2
, (6.14)

〈
G2

i

(
D−1 − Ea

)
G2

jEa

〉
=

1

DN

∑
k,l

v∗
k(D

−1 − Ea)vl · v∗
l Eavk

(λk − zi)2(λl − zj)2
, (6.15)

where λk ≡ λk(t) and vk ≡ vk(t) denote the eigenvalues and eigenvectors of Ht + Λ, respectively. Now, let
k0 ∈ I be the integer such that |γk0 − Ei| = mink∈I |γk − Ei|. Using the eigenvalue rigidity (2.22) and the
QUE estimate (2.6) for HΛ(t) in Lemma 6.4, we can bound (6.14) as follows: with probability 1−O(N−c),

(6.14) ≲
1

DN

∑
|k−k0|≤Nε

N−c

η2i
+

1

DN

∑
Nε<|k−k0|≤Nc

N−c

|k − k0|2/N2
+

1

DN

∑
|k−k0|>Nc

1

|k − k0|2/N2

≲ N1−c+2σ+ε, (6.16)

for any small constant ε ∈ (0, c). Similarly, we can bound (6.15) as

P
(∣∣⟨G2

i

(
D−1 − Ea

)
G2

jEa⟩
∣∣ ≥ N3−c+4σ+ε

)
≲ N−c. (6.17)

Combining (6.16) and (6.17) with (6.12), we obtain that for any constant ε > 0,

P
(
|X(i; a)|+ |Y (i, j; a)| ≥ N1−c+(n+2)σ+ε

)
≤ N−c.

Together with the rough bound (6.13), it yields that

F2 ≲ N1−c+(n+2)σ+ε +N1+(n+2)σ+ε ·N−c ≤ 2N1−c+(n+2)σ+ε. (6.18)

Finally, plugging (6.11) and (6.18) into (6.10), we conclude that for any small constant ε > 0,∣∣∣∣∣∂tE
n∏

i=1

⟨Gt(zi)⟩

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ N1−c+(n+2)σ+ε +N1/2+(n+3)σ+ε, t ∈ [0, t],

if we choose σ ∈ (0, 1/2). Integrating over t, we conclude (6.7) with δ = (c− (n+ 2)σ − ε− c) ∧ (1/2− (n+
3)σ − ε− c) as long as we choose c, σ, and ε sufficiently small depending on c. □

7. Integrable regime: eigenvectors

In this section, we prove Theorem 2.4. For notational convenience, we will assume D = 2 in the
subsequent proof, although the argument remains the same for the general case of D ≥ 2.

Take the k-th bulk eigenvalue λk with k ∈ JDN, (1− κ)DNK. Denote the corresponding eigenvector by

vk =

(
uk

wk

)
. Then, we have the eigenvalue equation

H

(
uk

wk

)
=

(
H1 A
A∗ H2

)(
uk

wk

)
= λk

(
uk

wk

)
.

From this equation, we derive that

wk = −G2(λk)A
∗uk, uk = −G1(λk)Awk,
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where we denote the resolvents of H1 and H2 by

G1(z) := (H1 − z)−1, G2(z) := (H2 − z)−1.

Now, given an arbitrarily small constant δ > 0, we define the events

E1 :=
{
dist(λk, spec(H1)) ≥ N−1−δ

}
, E2 :=

{
dist(λk, spec(H2)) ≥ N−1−δ

}
.

We claim that

P (E1 ∪ E2) = 1−O(N−δ/2). (7.1)

To prove this claim, notice that

P ((E1 ∪ E2)
c) ≤ P

(
∃i, j ∈ JNK such that |λ(1)i − λ

(2)
j | ≤ 2N−1−δ

)
,

where λ
(1)
i and λ

(2)
j denote the eigenvalues of H1 and H2, respectively. Using the rigidity of eigenvalues for

Wigner matrices [67, Theorem 2.2] (or using (2.22) in the case of D = 1), we get

|λ(1)i − γsci |+ |λ(2)i − γsci | ≺ N−2/3 min(i,N + 1− i)−1/3, i ∈ JNK, (7.2)

where γsci , i ∈ JNK, denote the quantiles of the semicircle law:

γsci := sup
x∈R

{∫ x

−∞
ρsc(x)dx <

i

N

}
.

By the bulk universality of H1, there exists a constant δ > 0 such that for any constant τ > 0 and j ∈ JNK,

P
(
∃i ∈ JNK, |λ(1)i − λ

(2)
j | ≤ 2N−1−δ

∣∣∣H2

)
≤ N−δ+τ . (7.3)

In fact, [27, Proposition B.1] shows that (7.3) holds for a Gaussian divisible ensemble; then, applying the
Green’s function comparison theorem [64, Theorem 15.3 and Theorem 16.1] concludes (7.3). Let k0 :=
argminNi=1|γsci − γk|. Now, using (7.2) and (7.3), we obtain that for any constants τ, C > 0,

P ((E1 ∪ E2)
c) ≤ P

(
∃i, j ∈ Jk0 −Nτ , k0 +Nτ K such that |λ(1)i − λ

(2)
j | ≤ 2N−1−δ

)
+O(N−C)

≤
∑

j∈Jk0−Nτ ,k0+Nτ K

P
(
∃i ∈ JNK, |λ(1)i − λ

(2)
j | ≤ 2N−1−δ

)
+O(N−C) = O(N−δ+2τ ).

Taking τ < δ/4 concludes (7.1).
Without loss of generality, suppose E1 holds. Then, we claim the following estimate.

Lemma 7.1. Under the assumptions of Theorem 2.4 (with D = 2) and the notations defined above, the
following estimate holds for any constants ε, C > 0:

P
(
∥G1(λk)Awk∥ ≥ Nδ+ε∥A∥HS +N−C ;E1

)
≤ N−ε. (7.4)

Remark 7.2. The intuition behind the estimates (7.4) is that we believe wk is delocalized in the eigenbasis
of H1 on E1, since H1 and wk should be almost independent in the integrable regime. As a consequence, we
expect that on E1,

∥uk∥2 ≺ 1

N
Tr [A∗G1(λk)

∗G1(λk)A] ≺ ∥A∥2HS max
i

(ua
i )

∗G1(λk)
∗G1(λk)u

a
i

N

≺ ∥A∥2HS

N2

N∑
i=1

1

|λ(1)i − λk|2
≺ N2δ∥A∥2HS,

where ua
i are the eigenvectors of AA∗. Above, in the second step, we used the definition of ∥A∥2HS in terms

of the singular values of A; in the third step, we used the delocalization of ua
i in the eigenbasis of H1; in the

last step, we used the definition of E1 and the rigidity of eigenvalues (7.2).

Proof of Lemma 7.1. Let z = E + iη with E = γk and η = N−1+c for a small constant c ∈ (0, 1/2). We
claim that

E
(
∥G1(λk)Awk∥2;E1

)
≲ N2(c+δ)ETr

[(
0 0
0 A∗ ImG1(z)A

)
ImG(z)

]
. (7.5)
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To see why (7.5) holds, with the spectral decomposition of ImG, we obtain that

ETr

[(
0 0
0 A∗ ImG1(z)A

)
ImG(z)

]
= E

∑
j∈I

η

(λj − γk)2 + η2
w∗

jA
∗ ImG1(z)Awj

≥ E
η

(λk − γk)2 + η2
w∗

kA
∗ ImG1(z)Awk ≳ η−1Ew∗

kA
∗ ImG1(z)Awk,

where in the last step, we used the rigidity of λk given by (2.22). On the other hand, with the spectral
decomposition of G1, we obtain that on the event E1, with high probability,

η2∥G1(λk)Awk∥2 =
∑
j

η2|(u(1)
j )∗Awk|2

(λ
(1)
j − λk)2

≲ N2(c+δ)
∑
j

η2|(u(1)
j )∗Awk|2

(λ
(1)
j − λk)2 + η2

≲ N2(c+δ)
∑
j

η2|(u(1)
j )∗Awk|2

(λ
(1)
j − γk)2 + η2

= N2(c+δ) · ηw∗
kA

∗ ImG1(z)Awk,

where u
(1)
j , j ∈ JNK, denote the eigenvectors of H1, and we used the definition of E1 in the second step and

the rigidity of λk in the third step. The above two estimates together conclude (7.5).
Using (7.5) and the trivial bound

ETr

[(
0 0
0 A∗ ImG1(z)A

)
ImG(z)

]
≤ ETr [ImG0(z)Λ ImG(z)Λ] with G0(z) := (H − z)−1,

we obtain that

E
(
∥G1(λk)Awk∥2;E1

)
≲ N2(c+δ)ETr [ImG0(z)Λ ImG(z)Λ] . (7.6)

The estimate (7.4) then follows from the next lemma together with Markov’s inequality.

Lemma 7.3. Under the setting of Theorem 2.4 (without requiring that D = 2), let z = E + iη with E = γk
and η = N−1+c. Then, we have that for any constant C > 0,

ETr [ImG0(z)Λ ImG(z)Λ] ≺ ∥A∥2HS +N−C . (7.7)

The proof of this lemma is the same as that for Lemma 8.2 below, which will be presented in full detail
in Section 8. Hence, we omit the proof of Lemma 7.3 here.

Combining (7.7) with (7.6) gives that

E
(
∥G1(λk)Awk∥2;E1

)
≺ N2(c+δ)(∥A∥2HS +N−C).

Then, applying Markov’s inequality concludes (7.4) since c is arbitrarily small. □

Now, we are ready to conclude Theorem 2.4.

Proof of Theorem 2.4. When D = 2, by Lemma 7.1, we have that for any constant ε > 0,

P
(
∥uk∥ ≥ N−εA+δ+ε;E1

)
≤ N−ε.

By symmetry, a similar estimate holds for wk on E2. Together with (7.1), these estimates imply that

P
(
min{∥uk∥, ∥wk∥} ≥ N−εA+δ+ε

)
≲ N−ε +N−δ/2,

which concludes (2.8) as long as we choose δ + ε < εA.
For the general case of D ≥ 2, the proof is similar. More precisely, define events E(a), a ∈ JDK, as

E(a) :=
{
dist

(
λk,∪k∈JDK\{a} spec(Hk)

)
≥ N−1−δ

}
.

Again, using the eigenvalue rigidity and bulk universality for Wigner matrices, we get that P(∪D
a=1E(a)) =

1−O(N−δ/2). Then, similar to (7.6), we can show that∑
k∈JDK\{a}

E
(
∥Ekvk∥2;E(a)

)
≲ N2(c+δ)ETr [ImG0(z)Λ ImG(z)Λ] .

Applying Lemma 7.3 and Markov’s inequality, we obtain that for any constant ε > 0,

P
(
1− ∥Eavk∥2 ≥ N−2εA+2δ+ε;E(a)

)
≲ N−ε/2 +N−δ/2.

Finally, taking the union bound over a ∈ JDK concludes the proof. □
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8. Integrable regime: eigenvalues

Finally, in this section, we give the proof of Theorem 2.5. Recall the interpolating matrices defined in
(2.24). Denote the eigenvalues and corresponding eigenvectors of HΛ(θ) by λi(θ) and vi(θ), i ∈ I. Then, we
have that for any k ∈ I,

λk(1)− λk(0) =

∫ 1

0

d

dθ
λk(θ)dθ =

∫ 1

0

vk(θ)
∗Λvk(θ)dθ, (8.1)

from which we derive that

E |λk(1)− λk(0)| ≤
∫ 1

0

E |vk(θ)
∗Λvk(θ)|dθ ≤

∫ 1

0

(
E |vk(θ)

∗Λvk(θ)|2
)1/2

dθ. (8.2)

Remark. Rigorously speaking, dλk(θ)/dθ = vk(θ)
∗Λvk(θ) holds when λk(θ) is not a degenerate eigenvalue

of HΛ(θ). To handle this issue, we can add a small Gaussian component to H so that each entry of the
diagonal blocks has a continuous distribution. For example, we can take a matrix H ′

Λ whose blocks satisfy
the law (4.8) with t− t0 = e−N . Then, almost surely, all the eigenvalues of H ′

Λ are non-degenerate, which,
together with Fubini’s theorem, implies that

E[λk(1)− λk(0)] =

∫ 1

0

Evk(θ)
∗Λvk(θ)dθ.

Hence, (8.2) remains valid for the ensemble H ′
Λ. After showing (2.9) for H ′

Λ, we then remove the small
Gaussian component, which leads to a negligible error of order O≺(e

−N ) to both λk and λk(H). For clarity
and without loss of generality, it suffices to assume that (8.2) holds throughout the following proof.

Given (8.2), we will prove that there exists a constant ε′A > 0 (depending on εA) such that for any
θ ∈ [0, 1] and k ∈ JκDN, (1− κ)DNK,(

E |vk(θ)
∗Λvk(θ)|2

)1/2
≤ N−1−ε′A . (8.3)

Plugging this bound into (8.2) and applying Markov’s inequality, we get that

P
(
|λk(1)− λk(0)| ≥ N−1−ε′A/2

)
≤ N−ε′A/2,

which concludes the proof.

Remark 8.1. We now explain heuristically why the estimate (8.3) should hold. Fix any θ ∈ [0, 1], suppose
vk ≡ vk(θ) is decomposed into D sub-vectors vk,i := (vk(x) : x ∈ Ii), i ∈ JDK. Then, v∗

kΛvk involves inner
products v∗

k,iAvk,j , j ̸= i, and their complex conjugates. If we believe that the eigenvectors of different

blocks Hi, i ∈ JDK, do not mix (which is partially suggested by Theorem 2.4), then vk,i and vk,j should be
approximately independent random vectors, which implies that v∗

k,iAvk,j ≺ N−1∥A∥HS ≤ N−1−εA .

The rest of this section is devoted to the proof of (8.3). Without loss of generality, we can take θ = 1 in
the following proof—for a general θ, we can just take θΛ as our new Λ. With the spectral decomposition of
ImG, we get that

Tr [(ImG)Λ(ImG)Λ] =
∑
k,l∈I

η2 |v∗
kΛvl|2

|z − λk|2|z − λl|2
, z = E + iη.

Let E = γk and η = N−1+c for a small constant c > 0. Then, we obtain from the above equation that

E|v∗
kΛvk|2 ≤ E

[
(λk − γk)

2 + η2
]2

η2
Tr [(ImG)Λ(ImG)Λ] ≺ η2ETr [(ImG)Λ(ImG)Λ] , (8.4)

where we used the eigenvalue rigidity (2.22) in the second step. Now, to conclude (8.3), it suffices to show
that for z = γk + iN−1+c,

ETr [(ImG)Λ(ImG)Λ] ≺ ∥A∥2HS +N−1.

Writing ImG = (G−G∗)/(2i), it suffices to prove the following lemma.

Lemma 8.2. Under the setting of Theorem 2.5, let c ∈ (0, 1) be an arbitrary small constant. Fix any
z = E+ iη with |E| ≤ 2−κ and η = N−1+c. Then, for z1, z2 ∈ {z, z̄} and any constant C > 0, we have that

E ⟨G1ΛG2Λ⟩ ≺ N−1∥A∥2HS +N−C . (8.5)
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Again, the proof of this estimate relies on (4.23) and the cumulant expansion formula, Lemma 4.10. We
first consider a simpler case where the entries of H are complex Gaussian. In this case, Lemma 4.10 can be
replaced by the Gaussian integration by parts.

8.1. Proof of Lemma 8.2: Gaussian case. We recall the definitions of the scalar m and the matrix M
in (2.15) and (2.16). In the following proof, we denote m̃ := −(m+ z)−1 and

M̃ :=M − m̃ = −m̃ΛM = −
∞∑
k=1

(m+ z)−(k+1)Λk. (8.6)

When z = zi, i ∈ {1, 2}, we then use the notations m̃i and M̃i.
By the averaged local law (2.21), we have that

⟨M1ΛG2Λ⟩ = ⟨Λ2M1G2⟩ ≺ N−1∥A∥2HS.

Thus, we only need to bound ⟨(G1−M1)ΛG2Λ⟩. With (4.23) and Gaussian integration by parts, we get that

E⟨(G1 −M1)ΛG2Λ⟩ = −E⟨G1(H +m1)M̃1ΛG2Λ⟩ − m̃1E⟨G1(H +m1)ΛGΛ⟩ = Y1, (8.7)

where Y1 is defined as

Y1 = DE
D∑

a=1

⟨G1EaM̃1ΛG2Λ⟩⟨(G1 −M1)Ea⟩+DE
D∑

a=1

⟨G1EaG2Λ⟩⟨M̃1ΛG2Ea⟩

+Dm̃1E
D∑

a=1

⟨G1EaΛG2Λ⟩⟨(G1 −M1)Ea⟩+Dm̃1E
D∑

a=1

⟨G1EaG2Λ⟩⟨ΛG2Ea⟩. (8.8)

We can keep expanding Y1 using (4.23) and Gaussian integration by parts. During the expansions, all our
expressions can be written into certain forms with some loop structures, which we now describe in more
detail. In the expansions, each term only contains a deterministic coefficient and the following four types of
loops (i.e., terms of the form ⟨·⟩):

(i) Light weights: ⟨(G−M)Eai
⟩ for some ai ∈ JDK.

(ii) G-loops: ⟨G(k)⟩ for some k ≥ 2, where G(k) represents an expression of the form

G(k) = Ea0

k∏
i=1

GsiEai
(8.9)

for some sequences ai ∈ JDK and si ∈ {1, 2}.
(iii) (G,Λ)-loops: ⟨G(k)Λ(n)⟩ for some k ≥ 0 and n ≥ 1, where G(k) is of the form (8.9) (with the

convention that G(0) = 1) and Λ(n) represents an expression of the form

Λ(n) ∼ Ea0

n∏
i=1

ΛEai
(8.10)

for some sequence ai ∈ JDK.
(iv) (G,Λ, G,Λ)-loops: ⟨G(k1)Λ(n1)G(k2)Λ(n2)⟩ for some k1, k2, n1, n2 ≥ 1.

Let W(k) denote a product of light weights of the form W(k) =
∏k

i=1⟨(G −M)Eai
⟩, and let Γ

(m)
n denote a

product of G-loops of the form

Γ(m)
n =

n∏
i=1

⟨G(ki)⟩ with ki ≥ 2,

n∑
i=1

ki = m.

Hereafter, we slightly abuse the notation and use m to denote an integer instead of m(z) defined in (2.15).
We will show that by following a specific expansion strategy, we can continue expanding Y1 until each

expression is bounded by O≺(N
−1∥A∥2HS + N−C) as required. Before introducing the formal expansion

strategy, we will examine some low-order expansions as illustrative examples. In equation (8.8), the first
two terms have “smaller sizes” compared to the third and fourth terms, owing to the additional M̃1 factor.
Utilizing the local laws (2.21) and (2.23) along with the estimates (8.25)–(8.29) below, we can show that

E⟨G1EaM̃1ΛG2Λ⟩⟨(G1 −M1)Ea⟩+ E⟨G1EaG2Λ⟩⟨M̃1ΛG2Ea⟩ ≺
∥A∥HS√
Nη

∥A∥2HS

N
, (8.11)
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E⟨G1EaΛG2Λ⟩⟨(G1 −M1)Ea⟩+ E⟨G1EaG2Λ⟩⟨ΛG2Ea⟩ ≺
∥A∥2HS

Nη
. (8.12)

Therefore, we will focus on expanding the two terms in (8.12). Using (4.23), we can expand them as

E⟨G1EaΛM2Λ⟩⟨(G1 −M1)Ea⟩ − E⟨G1EaΛG2(H +m2)M2Λ⟩⟨(G1 −M1)Ea⟩
+ E⟨G1EaM2Λ⟩⟨ΛG2Ea⟩ − E⟨G1EaG2(H +m2)M2Λ⟩⟨ΛG2Ea⟩. (8.13)

With the estimate (8.28) below, we can already bound the first and third terms by O≺(N
−1∥A∥2HS). For

the second and fourth terms in (8.13), by applying Gaussian integration by parts, we find:

DE
D∑

x=1

⟨G2ExM2ΛG1EaΛ⟩⟨(G1 −M1)Ea⟩⟨(G2 −M2)Ex⟩ (8.14)

+ DE
D∑

x=1

⟨G2ExG1EaΛ⟩⟨G1ExM2Λ⟩⟨(G1 −M1)Ea⟩ (8.15)

+
1

DN2
E

D∑
x=1

⟨G2ExG1EaG1ExM2ΛG1EaΛ⟩ (8.16)

+ DE
D∑

x=1

⟨G1EaG2ExM2Λ⟩⟨(G2 −M2)Ex⟩⟨ΛG2Ea⟩ (8.17)

+ DE
D∑

x=1

⟨G1ExM2Λ⟩⟨G1EaG2Ex⟩⟨ΛG2Ea⟩ (8.18)

+
1

DN2
E

D∑
x=1

⟨G1EaG2ExG2EaΛG2ExM2Λ⟩. (8.19)

Note the expressions (8.14) and (8.17) exhibit similar loop structures to the two terms in (8.12), albeit with
an additional light weight. Consequently, their sizes are smaller by an extra factor of (Nη)−1:

(8.14) + (8.17) ≺ ∥A∥2HS/(Nη)
2.

Moving from the two terms in (8.12) to (8.16) and (8.19), the two loops combine into a single loop while
gaining an N−2 coefficient. Utilizing the estimate (8.29) below, we can bound them by

(8.16) + (8.19) ≺ ∥A∥2HS/(Nη)
2,

which is also better than (8.12) by a factor of (Nη)−1. Furthermore, from the first term in (8.12) to the
expression (8.15), a (G,Λ, G,Λ)-loop is split into two (G,Λ)-loops. Using the estimate (8.28) below, we can
show that (8.15) also satisfies a better bound than (8.12):

(8.15) ≺ ∥A∥2HS/(Nη)
2.

It remains to address the expression (8.18). Utilizing the estimate (8.28), we can show that

(8.18) ≺ ∥A∥2HS/(Nη). (8.20)

While there is no improvement compared to the bound (8.12), we have a change in the loop structure.
Specifically, two (G,Λ)-loops, denoted as ⟨G(k1)Λ(n1)⟩⟨G(k2)Λ(n2)⟩ with k1 = 2, k2 = 1, and n1 = n2 = 1,
transform into a ⟨G(2)⟩ loop along with two (G,Λ)-loops with k1 = k2 = 1 and n1 = n2 = 1. The key
feature of this change is that k1 + k2 is decreased by 1, indicating that the two (G,Λ)-loops become “more
deterministic”. To proceed, we further expand (8.18) (without the summation over x and the D factor) as

E⟨M1ExM2Λ⟩⟨G2EaΛ⟩⟨G1EaG2Ex⟩ − E⟨G1(H +m1)M1ExM2Λ⟩⟨G2EaΛ⟩⟨G1EaG2Ex⟩. (8.21)

Note that the first term contains two (G,Λ)-loops ⟨G(k1)Λ(n1)⟩⟨G(k2)Λ(n2)⟩ with k1 = 0, k2 = 1, and n1 =
n2 = 1, making it even “more deterministic” than (8.18). Moreover, recalling (8.6), the factor ⟨M1ExM2Λ⟩
can be bounded by

⟨M1ExM2Λ⟩ = m̃1⟨ExM̃2Λ⟩+ m̃2⟨M̃1ExΛ⟩+ ⟨M̃1ExM̃2Λ⟩ ≲ N−1∥A∥2HS.
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This estimate, together with (2.23) and the estimate (8.28) below, implies that

E⟨M1ExM2Λ⟩⟨G2EaΛ⟩⟨G1EaG2Ex⟩ ≺
∥A∥HS√
Nη

· ∥A∥
2
HS

N
,

an improvement over (8.20) by a factor of N−1/2∥A∥HS. Subsequently, by applying Gaussian integration by
parts to the second term in (8.21), we obtain that

DE
D∑

y=1

⟨G1EyM1ExM2Λ⟩⟨G2EaΛ⟩⟨(G1 −M1)Ey⟩⟨G1EaG2Ex⟩

+
1

DN2
E

D∑
y=1

⟨G2EyM1ExM2ΛG1EyG2EaΛ⟩⟨G1EaG2Ex⟩

+
1

DN2
E

D∑
y=1

⟨G1EyM1ExM2ΛG1EyG1EaG2Ex⟩⟨G2EaΛ⟩

+
1

DN2
E

D∑
y=1

⟨G1EaG2EyM1ExM2ΛG1EyG2Ex⟩⟨G2EaΛ⟩.

By using the estimates (8.28) and (8.29) below, we can show that the first two expressions are bounded by
O≺(∥A∥2HS/(Nη)

2), while the latter two expressions are bounded by O≺(∥A∥2HS/(Nη)
3). These bounds are

better than (8.20) by at least a factor of (Nη)−1.
Inspired by the above calculations, we define the following two types of expressions with n1, n2 ≥ 1:

• Type I expressions: W(k)Γ
(m)
n ⟨G(k1)Λ(n1)⟩⟨G(k2)Λ(n2)⟩ with a deterministic coefficient of order

O
(
N−(m−n+k1+k2−3)−1(k1=0)−1(k2=0)

)
. (8.22)

• Type II expressions: W(k)Γ
(m)
n ⟨G(k1)Λ(n1)G(k2)Λ(n2)⟩ with a deterministic coefficient of order

O
(
N−(m−n+k1+k2−2)−1(k1=0)−1(k2=0)

)
. (8.23)

In our expansions, Y1 can be expanded (in the sense of equal expectation) into a linear combination of these
two types of expressions. The coefficients take the forms (8.22) and (8.23) due to the following reasons. In
(8.8), every term has three G factors and two N−1 factors associated with the two loops, so the number of G
factors is greater than the number of N−1 factors by 1. For each application of Gaussian integration by parts,
we gain one more G factor and one more N−1 factor. Hence, we should have (m−n)+(k1−1)+(k2−1)−1
many N−1 factors for type I expressions and (m − n) + (k1 + k2 − 1) − 1 many N−1 factors for type II
expressions if k1 ̸= 0 and k2 ̸= 0. The case of k1 = 0 or k2 = 0 happens when we have replaced (at least)
one or two Gi, i ∈ {1, 2}, factors with Mi, so we should gain one or two more N−1 factors in those cases.

We are now prepared to describe our expansion strategy and a systematic approach to bounding all
expressions that appear during the expansion process. Prior to that, let us provide a brief overview of our
proof. We will see that for a type I expression (resp. type II expression), if k1 = k2 = 0 (resp. k1 = 0
or k2 = 0), it can already be bounded by O≺(N

−1∥A∥2HS). Otherwise, suppose k1 > 0 without loss of

generality. Then, we select the first G to the right of Λ(n1), denoted as Gs with s ∈ {1, 2}. We expand
this Gs with (4.23), i.e., Gs =Ms −Gs(H +ms)Ms, and subsequently apply Gaussian integration by parts.
Every resulting expression from this expansion satisfies one of the following properties:

• It can be bounded by O≺(N
−1∥A∥2HS).

• It satisfies a better bound compared to the original expression by at least a factor of (Nη)−1.
• It is “more deterministic” than the original expression in the sense that k1 + k2 becomes strictly
smaller.

This expansion process can be iterated until every resulting expression can be bounded by O≺(N
−1∥A∥2HS+

N−C). The number of iterations is at most O(1).
With the above idea in mind, we now begin with the formal proof. With the local laws in Lemma 2.10

and Lemma 2.11, we immediately obtain that

W(k) ≺ (Nη)−k, Γ(m)
n ≺ η−(m−n). (8.24)
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Furthermore, let G(k) be an N × N block of the matrix B0

∏k
i=1GiBi, where (Bi)0⩽i⩽k is an arbitrary

sequence of deterministic matrices satisfying ∥Bi∥ ≤ 1. Then, using Lemma 2.11 and the singular value
decomposition A =

∑
i λ

a
i u

a
i (v

a
i )

∗, we obtain that

Tr(G(k)A) =
∑
i

λai (v
a
i )

∗G(k)ua
i ≺ η−(k−1)

√
N∥A∥HS, (8.25)

Tr(G(k)AA∗) =
∑
i

(λai )
2(ua

i )
∗G(k)ua

i ≺ η−(k−1)∥A∥2HS, (8.26)

Tr(G(k)A2) =
∑
i,j

λai λ
a
j (v

a
j )

∗G(k)ua
i (v

a
i )

∗ua
j ≺ η−(k−1)

∑
j

λaj

∥∥∥∑
i

λai u
a
i (v

a
i )

∗ua
j

∥∥∥ ≺ η−(k−1)∥A∥2HS. (8.27)

Similar bounds also hold if we switch A and A∗. With these bounds, we can readily derive that

⟨G(k)Λ(n)⟩ ≺ η−(k−1)∥A∥n−[1+1(n≥2)] · (N−1/2∥A∥HS)
1+1(n≥2) (8.28)

for any G(k) and Λ(n) with k, n ≥ 1. Following a similar argument based on Lemma 2.11, we also obtain that

⟨G(k1)Λ(n1)G(k2)Λ(n2)⟩ ≺ ∥A∥n1+n2−2−(1(n1≥2)+1(n2≥2))

ηk1+k2−2
· (N−1/2∥A∥HS)

1(n1≥2)+1(n2≥2)∥A∥2HS (8.29)

for any G(k1),G(k2),Λ(n1),Λ(n2) with k1, k2, n1, n2 ≥ 1. When k = 0 and n = 1, we trivially have ⟨G(0)Λ(n)⟩ =
0; when k = 0 and n ≥ 2, we have

⟨G(0)Λ(n)⟩ ≺ ∥A∥n−2 ·N−1∥A∥2HS. (8.30)

When k1 = 0 and k2, n1, n2 ≥ 1, we have

⟨G(0)Λ(n1)G(k2)Λ(n2)⟩ ≺ η−(k2−1)∥A∥n1+n2−2 ·N−1∥A∥2HS. (8.31)

For simplicity of presentation, we use notations T1(k,m, n; k1, k2, n1, n2) and T2(k,m, n; k1, k2, n1, n2) to
denote generic type I and type II expressions, together with their deterministic coefficients satisfying (8.22)
and (8.23). Their exact forms may change from one line to the next. Using the above bounds (8.24)–(8.31),
we readily obtain some “rough bounds” on type I and type II expressions: for i ∈ {1, 2} and n1, n2 ≥ 1,

Ti(k,m, n; k1, k2, n1, n2) ≺
(

1

Nη

)k+m−n+k1+k2−2

· (N−1/2)1(n1≥2)+1(n2≥2)∥A∥n1+n2

HS . (8.32)

(Note we allow that k1 = 0 or k2 = 0 in this bound.) When k1 = 0, we have better bounds:

T1(k,m, n; 0, k2, n1, n2) ≺
(

1

Nη

)k+m−n+k2−1

· (N−1/2)1+1(n2≥2)∥A∥n1+n2

HS , k2 ≥ 1, (8.33)

T2(k,m, n; 0, k2, n1, n2) ≺
(

1

Nη

)k+m−n+k2−1

·N−1∥A∥n1+n2

HS , k2 ≥ 1, (8.34)

Ti(k,m, n; 0, 0, n1, n2) ≺
(

1

Nη

)k+m−n

·N−1∥A∥n1+n2

HS , i ∈ {1, 2}. (8.35)

Similar bounds also hold when k2 = 0. The bounds (8.32)–(8.35) show that the following expressions can be
bounded by O≺(N

−1∥A∥2HS) as desired:

(E1) Ti(k,m, n; k1, k2, n1, n2), i ∈ {1, 2}, with n1, n2 ≥ 2;
(E2) Ti(k,m, n; k1, k2, n1, n2), i ∈ {1, 2}, with k1 = k2 = 0;
(E3) T2(k,m, n; k1, k2, n1, n2) with k1 = 0 or k2 = 0;
(E4) T1(k,m, n; k1, k2, n1, n2) with k1 = 0, n2 ≥ 2 or k2 = 0, n1 ≥ 2;
(E5) N−1Ti(k,m, n; k1, k2, n1, n2), i ∈ {1, 2}, with n1, n2 ≥ 1.

Now, the estimate (8.5) in the Gaussian case follows immediately from the next claim.

Claim 8.3. For any constant C0 > 0, we can expand Y1 in (8.8) as the expectation of a linear combination
of O(1) many expressions satisfying (E1)–(E5) and some error expressions of order O≺(N

−C0).
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Proof. In the following proof, corresponding to (8.32)–(8.35), we define the sizes of the expressions on the
LHS by their RHS. For example, if k1, k2 ≥ 1, we define

size [Ti(k,m, n; k1, k2, n1, n2)] :=
(

1

Nη

)k+m−n+k1+k2−2

· (N−1/2)1(n1≥2)+1(n2≥2)∥A∥n1+n2

HS .

If k1 = 0 and k2 ≥ 1 (or k2 = 0 and k1 ≥ 1), we define the sizes of Ti(k,m, n; k1, k2, n1, n2), i ∈ {1, 2},
through (8.33) and (8.34); if k1 = k2 = 0, we define the sizes through (8.35). If we have an expression, say
aNT + bNT ′, for some deterministic coefficients aN , bN and type I or type II expressions T , T ′, then

size(aNT + bNT ′) := aN size(T ) + bN size(T ′).

We set the stopping rule of our expansions as follows: we stop expanding an expression ET if it satisfies
(E1)–(E5) or size(T ) ≺ N−C0 .

Given Y1 in (8.8), we first expand M̃1 using the Taylor expansion (8.6):

M̃1 = −
n0∑
k=1

(m1 + z1)
−(k+1)Λk + (m1 + z1)

−(n0+1)Λn0+1M1, (8.36)

where n0 is chosen sufficiently large such that ∥A∥n0 ≤ N−C0−10. In every resulting expression, if it contains
the error term (m1 + z1)

−(n0+1)Λn0+1M1, then we can easily check that it is of order O≺(N
−C0); otherwise,

between each product of two matrices, we decompose the identity matrix as I =
∑D

a=1Ea, i.e., for every
matrix product B1B2, we write it as

∑
aB1EaB2. In this way, we can expand (8.8) into the expectation of

a linear combination of O(1) many expressions in T1(k = 0,m = 0, n = 0; k1 = 2, k2 = 1, n1 = 1, n2) and
T2(k = 1,m = 0, n = 0; k1 = 1, k2 = 1, n1 = 1, n2) with n2 ≥ 1 plus error expressions of size O≺(N

−C0).
Now, given any type I or type II expression that is not an error of size O≺(N

−C0) and does not satisfy
(E1)–(E4), say T (k,m, n; k1, k2, n1, n2) with n1, n2 ≥ 1, we expand it according to the following strategy.

Step 1: In this expression, we have either n1 = 1 or n2 = 1 since it does not satisfy (E1). Without loss of
generality, suppose n1 = 1. Then, we must have k1 ≥ 1. Otherwise, if k1 = 0 and T is a type I expression,
then we trivially have ⟨Λ(1)⟩ = 0; if k1 = 0 and T is a type II expression, then T satisfies (E3). Now, we
pick the first G to the right of this Λ(1), say Gs with s ∈ {1, 2}, i.e., there is a factor GsEa0

ΛEa1
in the loop

containing Λ(1) = Ea0ΛEa1 , a0, a1 ∈ JDK. We then expand Gs with (4.23), i.e., Gs =Ms −Gs(H +ms)Ms.

Step 2: In a new expression from step 1 that does not satisfy the stopping rule, suppose we have replaced
this Gs with Ms. By expanding M̃s with (8.36) and adding I =

∑
aEa between matrix products, we get

some error expressions of size O≺(N
−C0) plus expressions of the form T ′ = (N−1)1(k1≥2) · Ti(k,m, n; k1 −

1, k2, n
′
1, n2), i ∈ {1, 2}, with n′1 ≥ n1 = 1. Then:

• If k1 ≥ 2, then T ′ satisfies (E5).
• If k1 = 1 and i = 2, then T ′ satisfies (E3).
• If k1 = 1, i = 1, and n2 ≥ 2, then T ′ satisfies (E4).
• If k1 = 1, i = 1, n2 = 1, and k2 = 0, then T ′ satisfies (E2).

In the remaining cases with i = 1, k1 = 1, k2 ≥ 1, n′1 ≥ n1 = 1, and n2 = 1, T ′ is a type I expression
T1(k,m, n; 0, k2, n′1, 1) with size(T ′) ≤ N−1/2size(T ). We send this T ′ back to Step 1.

Step 3: In a new expression from step 1 that does not satisfy the stopping rule, suppose we have replaced

the Gs with −Gs(H +ms)Ms. Again, by expanding M̃s with (8.36) and adding I =
∑

aEa between matrix
products, we get errors of size O≺(N

−C0) plus expressions of the form ET1 or ET2, where for some ñ1 ≥ n1,

T1 = cNW(k)Γ(m)
n ⟨G(k1−1)Gs(H +ms)Λ

(ñ1)⟩⟨G(k2)Λ(n2)⟩

with a deterministic coefficient cN = O(N−(m−n+k1+k2−3)−1(k1=0)−1(k2=0)) or

T2 = cNW(k)Γ(m)
n ⟨G(k1−1)Gs(H +ms)Λ

(ñ1)G(k2)Λ(n2)⟩

with a deterministic coefficient cN = O(N−(m−n+k1+k2−2)−1(k1=0)−1(k2=0)).
First, we apply the Gaussian integration by parts to ET1:

ET1 =
cN
DN2

E
D∑

x=1

∑
α,β∈Ix

∂βα

[(
Λ(ñ1)G(k1−1)Gs

)
βα

W(k)Γ(m)
n ⟨G(k2)Λ(n2)⟩

]
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+ cNmsEW(k)Γ(m)
n ⟨G(k1−1)GsΛ

(ñ1)⟩⟨G(k2)Λ(n2)⟩. (8.37)

Taking the derivative ∂βα, we get the following cases.

• If ∂βα acts on Gs, then the resulting expression together with the second term on the RHS of
(8.37) gives a sum of expressions in T1(k + 1,m, n; k1, k2, ñ1, n2). These new expressions have sizes
≲ (Nη)−1size(T1).

• If ∂βα acts on a light weight in W(k), then we get a sum of expressions in T1(k − 1,m, n; k1 +
2, k2, ñ1, n2). These new expressions have sizes ≲ (Nη)−1size(T1).

• If ∂βα acts on a G-loop in Γ
(m)
n , then we get a sum of expressions in T1(k,m − k′, n − 1; k1 + k′ +

1, k2, ñ1, n2) for some 2 ≤ k′ ≤ m. These new expressions have sizes ≲ (Nη)−2size(T1).
• If ∂βα acts on G(k1−1), then we create a new G-loop and get a sum of expressions in T1(k,m+k′, n+

1; k1 − k′ + 1, k2, ñ1, n2) for some 2 ≤ k′ ≤ k1. These new expressions have sizes ≲ size(T1), but the
value of k1 is decreased at least by 1.

• If ∂βα acts on G(k2), then we create a (G,Λ, G,Λ)-loop and get a sum of expressions in T2(k,m, n; k′1, k1+
k2 − k′1 + 1, ñ1, n2) for some 1 ≤ k′1 ≤ k2. These new expressions have sizes ≲ (Nη)−1size(T1).

Second, we apply the Gaussian integration by parts to ET2:

ET2 =
cN
DN2

E
D∑

x=1

∑
α,β∈Ix

∂βα

[(
Λ(ñ1)G(k2)Λ(n2)G(k1−1)Gs

)
βα

W(k)Γ(m)
n

]
+ cNmsEW(k)Γ(m)

n ⟨G(k1−1)GsΛ
(ñ1)G(k2)Λ(n2)⟩. (8.38)

Taking the derivative ∂βα, we get the following cases.

• If ∂βα acts on Gs, then the resulting expression together with the second term on the RHS of
(8.38) gives a sum of expressions in T2(k + 1,m, n; k1, k2, ñ1, n2). These new expressions have sizes
≲ (Nη)−1size(T2).

• If ∂βα acts on a light weight in W(k), then we get a sum of expressions in T2(k − 1,m, n; k1 +
2, k2, ñ1, n2). These new expressions have sizes ≲ (Nη)−1size(T2).

• If ∂βα acts on a G-loop in Γ
(m)
n , then we get a sum of expressions in T2(k,m − k′, n − 1; k1 + k′ +

1, k2, ñ1, n2) for some 2 ≤ k′ ≤ m. These new expressions have sizes ≲ (Nη)−2size(T2).
• If ∂βα acts on G(k1−1), then we create a new G-loop and get a sum of expressions in T2(k,m+k′, n+

1; k1 − k′ + 1, k2, ñ1, n2) for some 2 ≤ k′ ≤ k1. These new expressions have sizes ≲ size(T2), but the
value of k1 is decreased at least by 1.

• If ∂βα acts on G(k2), then we create two (G,Λ)-loops and get a sum of expressions in T1(k,m, n; k′1, k1+
k2 − k′1 + 1, ñ1, n2) for some 1 ≤ k′1 ≤ k2. These new expressions have sizes ≲ (Nη)−1size(T2).

For every new expression from Step 3 that does not satisfy the stopping rule, we send it back to Step 1.

Now, we iterate the above expansion strategy, Steps 1–3, until all resulting expressions satisfy the
stopping rule. It then suffices to show that this expansion process will finally stop after O(1) many iterations.
In fact, we see that after one iteration of Steps 1–3, for each new expression, either it has a strictly smaller
size than the input graph by a factor (Nη)−1 ≤ N−c, or the value of k1 + k2 decreases at least by 1. With
this observation, we can show that all expressions will satisfy the stopping rule after at most (⌈C0/c⌉+10)2

many iterations. This concludes the proof of Lemma 8.2 in the Gaussian case. □

8.2. Proof of Lemma 8.2: non-Gaussian case. In the non-Gaussian case, we apply the cumulant ex-
pansion, Lemma 4.10, to (8.7) and get some new terms containing higher-order cumulants of the H entries
plus an error term Rl+1. Again, this error term is negligible if we take l sufficiently large. We now need to
estimate Y1 in (8.8) and the following terms:

Yn,m := − 1

DN

∑
α,β∈I

1

n!m!
C(n,m+1)
βα E∂mαβ∂nβα(M1ΛG2ΛG1)βα, 2 ≤ m+ n ≤ l. (8.39)

Taking the derivatives, we can write (8.39) into a linear combination of O(1) many terms of the following
forms for some s, t ∈ N with s+ t = n+m and (x(i), y(i)), (x̃(j), ỹ(j)) ∈ {(α, β), (β, α)}, i ∈ JsK, j ∈ JtK:

1

DN

∑
α,β∈I

C(n,m+1)
βα E(M1ΛG2)βx(1)(G2)y(1)x(2) · · · (G2ΛG1)y(s)x̃(1)(G1)ỹ(1)x̃(2) · · · (G1)ỹ(t)α, s ≥ 1; (8.40)
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1

DN

∑
α,β∈I

C(n,m+1)
βα E(M1ΛG2ΛG1)βx̃(1)(G1)ỹ(1)x̃(2) · · · (G1)ỹ(t)α, s = 0. (8.41)

By the anisotropic local law (2.20), we have that

(M1ΛG2)βx(1) ≺ ∥e∗βM1Λ∥, (G2ΛG1)y(s)x̃(1) ≺
√
N∥A∥HS, (M1ΛG2ΛG1)βx̃(1) ≺ ∥e∗βM1Λ∥ ·

√
N∥A∥HS,

where eβ denotes the standard unit vector along the β-th direction. So, we can bound (8.40) and (8.41) by

|(8.40)|+ |(8.41)| ≺ N3/2∥A∥HS

N (n+m+1)/2+1

∑
β

∥e∗βM1Λ∥ ≺ N−(m+n−3)/2 ·N−1∥A∥2HS,

which is sufficiently small if m+ n ≥ 3.
When m+ n = 2, the above bound has an extra N1/2 factor, so we need to further expand the terms in

Yn,m. Take two terms in Y1,1 as examples:

− 1

DN

D∑
x=1

∑
α,β∈Ix

C(1,2)
βα E [(M1ΛG2ΛG1)ββ(G1)αα + (M1ΛG2)ββ(G2ΛG1)αα] (G1)βα.

In the above expression, we can expand either G2 or G1 in the factor G2ΛG1 with (4.23). If we replace G1

with M1, by the anisotropic local law (2.20), the resulting expression can be bounded by

1

N5/2

D∑
x=1

∑
α,β∈Ix

[
∥e∗βM1Λ∥∥ΛM1eβ∥+ ∥e∗βM1Λ∥∥ΛM1eα∥

]
≲ N−3/2∥A∥2HS.

(Note that if we have replaced G2 with M2 instead, the resulting expression can be bounded by N−1∥A∥2HS,
which is still good enough.) Now, for the term with G1 replaced by −M1(m1 +H)G1, applying cumulant
expansions we get a sum of small enough errors, Gaussian integration by parts terms, and terms involving
third or higher-order cumulants: for some 2 ≤ m+ n ≤ l,

Y1,1;n,m =
1

DN

∑
α,β∈I

C(1,2)
βα

∑
i,j∈I

C(n,m+1)
ji E∂mij ∂nji [(M1ΛG2ΛM1)βi(G1)jβ(G1)αα(G1)βα]

+
1

DN

∑
α,β∈I

C(1,2)
βα

∑
i,j∈I

C(n,m+1)
ji E∂mij ∂nji [(M1ΛG2)ββ(G2ΛM1)αi(G1)jα(G1)βα] .

With the anisotropic local law (2.20), we can bound this term by

Y1,1;n,m ≺ 1

N3+n+m
2

∑
α,β,i,j

∥e∗βM1Λ∥ (∥ΛM1ei∥+ ∥ΛM1ej∥) ≲ N−n+m
2 ∥A∥2HS ≤ N−1∥A∥2HS.

Hence, we only need to further expand the Gaussian integration by parts terms.
We can estimate all the terms Yn,m with n+m = 2 using a similar argument as above. In this way, we

obtain that

E⟨(G1 −M1)ΛG2Λ⟩ = Y1 +
∑

m+n=2

Yn,m;1 +O≺
(
N−1∥A∥2HS

)
,

where Y1 is given in (8.8) and Yn,m;1 denotes the Gaussian integration by parts terms obtained from the
expansions of Yn,m. To bound the RHS, we still need to further expand Y1 and Yn,m;1. Since the proof
closely resembles that of Claim 8.3, we will provide only a concise overview of the proof by outlining the
main expansion strategy, while omitting some of the finer details.

In the expansions of Yn,m;1, if an expression involves third or higher-order cumulants of the H entries,
then it can be bounded by O≺(N

−1∥A∥2HS). Hence, we only need to consider expressions obtained from
repeated applications of (4.23) and Gaussian integration by parts. In this process, we either get a sufficiently
small error of size O≺(N

−C0) or expressions consisting of light weights, G-loops, at most one (G,Λ)-loop
⟨G(k)Λ(n)⟩ for some k ≥ 0 and n ≥ 1, and terms of the form

(Λ(n1)G(k1)Λ(n′
1))βa(Λ

(n′
2)G(k2)Λ(n2)G(k′

2)Λ(n′′
2 ))bc, or (Λ(n1)G(k1)Λ(n2)G(k2)Λ(n′

2))βa,

for some n1, n2 ≥ 1, k1, k2, n
′
1, n

′
2, n

′′
2 ≥ 0, and a, b, c ∈ {α, β}. One can check that if (i) there is a (G,Λ)-loop,

(ii) at least one of n′1, n
′
2, n

′′
2 is non-zero, (iii) at least one of n1, n2 is at least 2, or (iv) k2 = 0 or k′2 = 0,
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then the expressions is bounded by O≺(N
−1∥A∥2HS). Hence, we only need to handle expressions containing

the following factors:

(ΛG(k1))βa(G(k2)ΛG(k′
2))bc, or (ΛG(k1)ΛG(k2))βa, k1 ≥ 0, k2, k

′
2 ≥ 1. (8.42)

Then, similar to the expansion strategy (Steps 1–3) in the proof of Claim 8.3, we choose the G in G(k2) right
next to Λ, use (4.23) to expand it, and then apply Gaussian integration by parts. (We will also need to use
(8.36) and add I =

∑
aEa between matrix products in this process.) For each new expression, at least one

of the following cases holds: (1) it is a small error O≺(N
−C0); (2) it can be bounded by O≺(N

−1∥A∥2HS); (3)
its size is smaller than the original expression by O((Nη)−1); (4) the value of k2+k

′
2 is decreased at least by

1 (we let k′2 = 0 for (ΛG(k1)ΛG(k2))βa as a convention). We can show that after at most (⌈C0/c⌉+10)2 many
iterations of this expansion strategy, all the resulting expressions is bounded by O≺(N

−1∥A∥2HS +N−C0).
Now, we look at the expansions of Y1. If an expression involves (1) a fourth or higher-order cumulant or

(2) at least two third-order cumulants of the H entries, then it can be bounded by O≺(N
−1∥A∥2HS). If we

only apply Gaussian integration by parts in the whole expansion process, then the relevant expressions have
been handled in Section 8.1. Finally, we need to address the scenario in which we employ the third-order
cumulant expansion only once, while utilizing Gaussian integration for the remaining expansions. Before the
third-order cumulant expansion, we follow the expansion strategy in the proof Claim 8.3, while after that,
we follow the strategy below (8.42). Here we omit the relevant details. This concludes the proof Lemma 8.2,
which further concludes Theorem 2.5.

Appendix A. Some deterministic estimates

In this section, we provide some deterministic estimates about M and M̂ that have been used in the
main proofs.

Lemma A.1 (Basic properties of M and M̂). Let A be an arbitrary deterministic matrix with ∥A∥ = o(1).
For any constant τ > 0, the following estimates hold uniformly for all z = E + iη with |z| ≤ τ−1 and η > 0.

• We have that

|m(z)−msc(z)| ≲ ∥A∥1/2, ∥M(z)−m(z)I∥ ≲ ∥A∥1/2. (A.1)

Furthermore, when |E| ≤ 2− κ for a constant κ > 0, we have the better bounds

|m(z)−msc(z)| ≲ ∥A∥, ∥M(z)−m(z)I∥ ≲ ∥A∥. (A.2)

As a consequence of (A.2), we have

|(m(z) + z)−1| ≲ 1, and |(1−m(z)2)−1| ≲ 1 if |E| ≤ 2− κ. (A.3)

• M̂ is translation invariant, i.e., M̂ab = M̂a′b′ whenever a− b = a′ − b′ mod D.
• For z1 = z̄2 ∈ {z, z̄} and a ∈ JDK, we have that

D∑
b=1

M̂(z1, z2)ab =
Imm(z)

Imm(z) + η
=: d1, (A.4)

where d1 denotes the Perron–Frobenius eigenvalue of M̂(z1, z2) with (1, . . . , 1)⊤ being the correspond-

ing eigenvector. The other eigenvalues of M̂(z1, z2) satisfy

dk = d1 − ak − ibk, k = 2, 3, . . . , D, (A.5)

where ak, bk ∈ R satisfy that

ak ≥ 0, ak ∼ N−1∥A∥2HS, |bk| = o(N−1∥A∥2HS). (A.6)

• For z1 = z̄2 ∈ {z, z̄}, we have that∥∥[1− M̂(z1, z2)]
−1
∥∥ =

Imm(z) + η

η
≲ η−1. (A.7)
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• When |E| ≤ 2− κ for a constant κ > 0, there exists a constant Cκ > 0 such that∥∥[1− M̂(z, z)]−1
∥∥ ≤ Cκ. (A.8)

Moreover, for z1, z2 ∈ {z, z̄}, we have that

max
a,b,a′,b′∈JDK

∣∣∣[(1− M̂(1,2))
−1M̂(1,2)

]
ab

−
[
(1− M̂(1,2))

−1M̂(1,2)

]
a′b′

∣∣∣ ≲ N

∥A∥2HS

. (A.9)

Proof. The first estimates in (A.1) and (A.2) follow by comparing the self-consistent equation (2.15) with
the equation msc(z) = −[z +msc(z)]

−1 and by utilizing the stability of the equation. The second estimates
in (A.1) and (A.2) then follow from the Taylor expansion

M = −
∞∑
k=0

(m+ z)−k−1Λk. (A.10)

The estimate (A.3) holds due to the simple fact that msc(z) satisfies the corresponding bounds.
The translation invariance of M̂ follows from the block translation invariance of M . As a consequence,

its eigenvectors are given by uk, k ∈ JDK, with

uk(a) = D−1/2 exp(i · 2π(k − 1)(a− 1)/D). (A.11)

The corresponding eigenvalues are

dk =

D∑
a=1

M̂1a(z1, z2)e
i2π(k−1)(a−1)/D. (A.12)

In particular, when z1 = z̄2 ∈ {z, z̄}, d1 is the Perron–Frobenius eigenvalue of M̂(z1, z2) and the identity
(A.4) follows by applying Ward’s identity (C.11) below to M(z) and utilizing the identity

D∑
b=1

M̂(z1, z2)ab =
1

D

D∑
a,b=1

M̂(z1, z2)ab =
1

DN

∑
i,j∈I

|Mij(z)|2.

With the Taylor expansion (A.10), we can derive that when z1 = z̄2 ∈ {z, z̄},

M̂(z1, z2)11 =
1

|m+ z|2
+

2(1 + 1D>2)

|m+ z|2
Re
[
(m+ z)−2

]
·N−1∥A∥2HS + o(N−1∥A∥2HS),

M̂(z1, z2)12 = |m+ z|−4N−1∥A∥2HS + o(N−1∥A∥2HS),

M̂(z1, z2)1D = |m+ z|−4N−1∥A∥2HS + o(N−1∥A∥2HS),

M̂(z1, z2)1k = o(N−1∥A∥2HS), 3 ≤ k ≤ D − 1.

(A.13)

Plugging these estimates into (A.12), we immediately obtain (A.5) and (A.6). Finally, using the eigende-

composition of M̂(z1, z2), we can derive (A.7) from with (A.5).
When |E| ≤ 2− κ, we have

|1−msc(z)
2| ≥ cκ (A.14)

for a constant cκ > 0. Combining this estimate with (A.1), we can obtain (A.8). Now, with the eigendecom-

position of M̂(z1, z2), we get[
(1− M̂(1,2))

−1M̂(1,2)

]
ab

=
1

D

D∑
k=2

dk
1− dk

ei·2π(k−1)(a−b)/D +
1

D

d1
1− d1

,

which gives that ∣∣∣∣[(1− M̂(1,2))
−1M̂(1,2)

]
ab

− 1

D

d1
1− d1

∣∣∣∣ ≲ D
max
k=2

∣∣(1− dk)
−1
∣∣ . (A.15)

If z1 = z2, then combining (A.14) with (A.1), we obtain that |1 − dk| ≳ 1, which gives (A.9). If z1 = z̄2,
applying (A.5) and (A.6), we obtain that |1 − dk| ≳ N−1∥A∥2HS for k ∈ J2, DK. Together with (A.15), it
concludes (A.9). □
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Appendix B. Green’s function comparison

In this section, we complete the proof of Lemma 3.4 using a standard Green’s function comparison
argument. We adopt the continuous comparison method introduced in [78], which is based on the following
interpolation.

Definition B.1 (Interpolating matrices). Introduce the notations H0 := H̃ and H1 := H. Let ρ0ij and ρ1ij be
the laws of H̃ij and Hij, respectively. For θ ∈ [0, 1], we define the interpolated laws ρθij := (1− θ)ρ0ij + θρ1ij .
(Note that ρ0ij = ρ1ij = δ0 if i and j are not in the same Ia.) Let {Hθ : θ ∈ (0, 1)} be a collection of random

matrices such that the followings hold. For any fixed θ ∈ (0, 1), (H0, Hθ, H1) is a triple of independent
DN ×DN random matrices, and the matrix Hθ = (Hθ

ij) has law∏
i≤j∈I

ρθij(dH
θ
ij). (B.1)

(Note that we do not require Hθ1 to be independent of Hθ2 for θ1 ̸= θ2 ∈ (0, 1).) For λ ∈ C, i, j ∈ I, we
define the matrix Hθ,λ

(ij) as

(
Hθ,λ

(ij)

)
kl

:=


Hθ

ij , if {k, l} ≠ {i, j},
λ, if (k, l) = (i, j),

λ̄, if (k, l) = (j, i).

(B.2)

Correspondingly, we define the resolvents

Gθ(z) := G
(
z,Hθ,Λ

)
, Gθ,λ

(ij)(z) := G
(
z,Hθ,λ

(ij),Λ
)
.

With (B.1), taking the derivative with respect to θ, we get the following interpolation formula: for any
differentiable function F : RDN×DN → C,

d

dθ
EF (Hθ) =

∑
i≤j∈I

[
EF

(
H

θ,H1
ij

(ij)

)
− EF

(
H

θ,H0
ij

(ij)

)]
, (B.3)

provided all the expectations exist. Then, Lemma 3.4 follows from the next estimate on the RHS of (B.3)
with F (Hθ) = ⟨Gθ

1EaG
θ
2Eb⟩.

Lemma B.2. Under the assumptions of Lemma 3.4, we have∑
i≤j∈I

[
EF

(
H

θ,H1
ij

(ij)

)
− EF

(
H

θ,H0
ij

(ij)

)]
≺ N−1−δη−2 (B.4)

for all θ ∈ [0, 1], where F (Hθ) := ⟨Gθ
1EaG

θ
2Eb⟩.

Proof. The proof of (B.4) uses the moment matching conditions (3.11) and (3.12) and the following resolvent
expansion: for any λ, λ′ ∈ C and K ∈ N,

Gθ,λ′

(ij) = Gθ,λ
(ij) +

K∑
k=1

Gθ,λ
(ij)

{[
Re(λ− λ′)∆ij + i Im(λ− λ′)∆̃ij

]
Gθ,λ

(ij)

}k

+Gθ,λ′

(ij)

{[
Re(λ− λ′)∆ij + i Im(λ− λ′)∆̃ij

]
Gθ,λ

(ij)

}K+1

,

(B.5)

where the matrices ∆ij and ∆̃ji are DN ×DN matrices defined as (∆ij)kl := δkiδlj + δkjδli and (∆̃ij)kl :=

δkiδlj − δkjδli. Since H
θ and Gθ,Ha

ij , a ∈ {0, 1}, also satisfy the setting of Lemma 2.10, we have that for each

θ ∈ [0, 1], Gθ and Gθ,Ha
ij satisfy the local laws (2.20) and (2.23). Furthermore, let ξ be an arbitrary random

variable satisfying |ξ| ≺ N−1/2. With the expansion (B.5), we can readily show that the local laws (2.20)

and (2.23) hold also for the resolvent Gθ,ξ
(ij). We will use these estimates tacitly in the following proof.

By changing from H0
ij := X0

ij + iY 0
ij to H1

ij := X1
ij + iY 1

ij , we can break down the replacement into two

distinct steps. We first modify the real part X0
ij to X1

ij , followed by replacing the imaginary part Y 0
ij with

Y 1
ij . Hence, without loss of generality, we assume for the rest of the proof that H0

ij and H1
ij have the same
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imaginary part, i.e., Y 0
ij = Y 1

ij , while the case of X0
ij = X1

ij can be handled in the same way. Moreover, with
a slight abuse of notation, we denote

H
θ,Xγ

ij

(ij) := H
θ,Hγ

ij

(ij) , G
θ,Xγ

ij

(ij) := G
θ,Hγ

ij

(ij) , γ ∈ {0, 1}.

Using (B.5) with λ = 0 and K = 7 and applying the local law (2.20), we get that[
(Gs)

θ,Xγ
ij

(ij)

]
xy

=
[
(Gs)

θ,0
(ij)

]
xy

+

7∑
k=1

X (ij)
xy (s, γ, k) + O≺(N

−4), x, y ∈ I, s ∈ {1, 2}, γ ∈ {0, 1}, (B.6)

where the random matrices X (ij)(s, γ, k) are defined by

X (ij)(s, γ, k) := (−Xγ
ij)

k(Gs)
θ,0
(ij)

[
∆ij(Gs)

θ,0
(ij)

]k
, with max

x,y∈I
|X (ij)

xy (s, γ, k)| ≺ N−k/2. (B.7)

Note that (Gs)
θ,0
(ij) is independent of X

γ
ij , γ ∈ {0, 1}. Then, with (B.6) and (B.7), using the moment matching

condition (3.11), we obtain that∑
i≤j∈I

[
EF

(
H

θ,X1
ij

(ij)

)
− EF

(
H

θ,X0
ij

(ij)

)]
=
∑

i≤j∈I

∑
1≤k,l≤7,k+l≥4

E
[
⟨X (ij)(1, 1, k)EaX (ij)(2, 1, l)Eb⟩ − ⟨X (ij)(1, 0, k)EaX (ij)(2, 0, l)Eb⟩

]
+O≺(N

−3/2η−1/2), (B.8)

where we have applied the anisotropic local law for (Gs)
θ,0
(ij) to control the terms containing the error O≺(N

−4)

in (B.6). When k + l ≥ 4, using the moment matching condition (3.12), we get that∑
i≤j∈I

E
[
⟨X (ij)(1, 1, k)EaX (ij)(2, 1, l)Eb⟩ − ⟨X (ij)(1, 0, k)EaX (ij)(2, 0, l)Eb⟩

]
≺
(
N−2−δ ∧N−(k+l)/2

) ∑
i≤j∈I

E
∣∣∣∣〈(G1)

θ,0
(ij)

[
∆ij(G1)

θ,0
(ij)

]k
Ea

[
(G2)

θ,0
(ij)∆ij

]l
(G2)

θ,0
(ij)Eb

〉∣∣∣∣
≺ N−3−δ

∑
i≤j∈I

E
∣∣∣∣Tr [(G2)

θ,0
(ij)Eb(G1)

θ,0
(ij)

[
∆ij(G1)

θ,0
(ij)

]k
Ea

[
(G2)

θ,0
(ij)∆ij

]l]∣∣∣∣
≺ N−3−δ ·

(
N2η−2

)
= N−1−δη−2, (B.9)

where in the third step we have applied the estimates (2.20) and (2.23) to (Gs)
θ,0
(ij). Plugging (B.9) into (B.8)

concludes the proof. □

Appendix C. Proof of local laws

C.1. Proof of Lemma 2.10. In this subsection, we briefly outline the proof of Lemma 2.10, which is divided
into two parts: a probabilistic part that focuses on deriving the self-consistent equation, and a deterministic
part concerning the stability of this equation.

The probabilistic part of the proof has been addressed by the arguments presented in [72]. Following
the notation therein, we define the functions Π ≡ Π(·, z) : CDN×DN → CDN×DN and R ≡ R(·, z) : C → C
as follows:

Π(X) := I + zX + S(X)X − ΛX, Rξ ≡ R(ξ) := (Λ− ξ − z)
−1
.

Then, we can write M(z) and G(z) as

M = Rm, G = RS(G) −RS(G)Π(G).

Subtracting the above two equations yields

G−M = RS(G) −Rm −RS(G)Π(G).

Multiplying both sides with Ek, k ∈ JDK, and taking the averaged trace, we obtain that

gk −m−D⟨(RS(G) −Rm)Ek⟩ = −D⟨RS(G)Π(G)Ek⟩, with gk := D⟨GEk⟩. (C.1)
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Using the arguments in [72], one can show that Π(G) is indeed a small error, and ⟨Π(G)B⟩ satisfies a
better bound for any deterministic matrix B with ∥B∥ ≤ 1. Furthermore, S(G) can be written as S(G) =∑D

k=1 gkEk. Hence, (C.1) leads to a self-consistent vector equation for g = (g1, . . . , gD) ∈ CD:

gk −m−D⟨(Rg·E −Rm)Ek⟩ = Ek, k ∈ JDK, (C.2)

where E := (E1, . . . , ED), g · E :=
∑D

k=1 gkEk, and Ek denotes an error term. When Ek = 0, this equation
admits a solution m := (m(z), . . . ,m(z)) ∈ CD. By combining the stability of the self-consistent equation
(C.2) as presented in Lemma C.1 below with the error estimates established for Π(G) and ⟨Π(G)B⟩, we
can deduce the local laws (2.20) and (2.21) employing the arguments in Section 4 of [72]. Let κE :=
|E− bN | ∧ |E+aN | (recall that −aN and bN represent the spectral edges). In the proof of the averaged local
law (2.21), we can also derive a stronger estimate outside the spectrum:

⟨G(z)⟩ −m(z) ≺ 1

N(κE + η)
+

1

(Nη)2
√
κE + η

,

uniformly in z = E + iη with |z| ≤ τ−1, η ≥ N−1+τ , and Nη
√
κE + η ≥ Nτ . By combining this estimate

with the local law (2.21) when B = I, we can derive (2.22) using the argument in [67].
It remains to establish the stability of the self-consistent equation (C.2). Our framework closely aligns

with the general settings outlined in [9, 58], except that our model does not satisfy the flatness assumption
in them (see Assumption A1 of [9] or Assumption E of [58]). This flatness assumption is required by [9, 58]
to guarantee the stability of the self-consistent equations. Nevertheless, the absence of this assumption
can be compensated for by the simple form of our self-consistent equation, which is a perturbation of the
quadratic self-consistent equation for semicircle law, due to our assumption that ∥A∥ = o(1). Consider the
self-consistent equation f(z,x) = 0, where the vector-valued function f : C+ × CD → CD is defined as

fk(z,x) := xk −m(z)−D⟨(Rx·E(z)−Rm(z)(z))Ek⟩, k ∈ JDK.

Define the domain D(τ) := {z = E + iη : |z| ≤ τ−1, η ≥ N−1+τ}. For each z ∈ D(τ), introduce the set

L(z) := {z} ∪ {z′ ∈ D(τ) : Re z′ = Re z, Im z′ ∈ [Im z,∞) ∩ (N−10N)}.

In other words, L(z) is a 1-dimensional lattice with spacing N−10 along with the point z. The stability
estimate we aim to establish for the equation f(z,x) = 0 on D(τ) is as follows:

Lemma C.1. Let c0 > 0 be a sufficiently small constant. The self-consistent equation f(z,x) = 0 is stable
on D(τ) in the following sense. Suppose the z-dependent function δ satisfies N−2 ≤ δ(z) ≤ (logN)−1 for
z ∈ D(τ) and is Lipschitz continuous with a Lipschitz constant ≤ N3. Additionally, assume that for each
fixed E, the function η 7→ δ(E + iη) is non-increasing for η > 0. Suppose every component uk of a vector
function u : D(τ) → C is the Stieltjes transform of a probability measure on R. For any z ∈ D(τ), if for
every z′ ∈ L(z) the bound

∥f(z′,u(z′))∥∞ ≤ δ(z′) (C.3)

holds, then we have that

∥u(z)−m(z)∥∞ ≤ Cδ(z)

Imm(z) +
√
δ(z)

, (C.4)

where C > 0 is a constant independent of both z and N .

Proof. A delicate stability analysis of a general class of quadratic self-consistent equations has been carried
out carefully in [7,9,20]. Following the ideas from these works, we will now outline the proof of the stability
estimate (C.4) without giving all the details.

Given an arbitrary z = E + iη ∈ D(τ), suppose we have proved that (C.4) holds for all z ∈ L(z′) with
Im z′ > Im z. Then, using the Lipschitz continuity of the functions δ(z), u(z), and m(z), we obtain that

∥u(z)−m(z)∥∞ ≤ 2Cδ(z)

Imm(z) +
√
δ(z)

. (C.5)

By assumption, u(z) satisfies the system of equations fk(z,u(z)) = εk(z), k ∈ JDK, for some quantities εk(z)
with maxk |εk| ≤ δ(z). Under condition (C.5), we can perform a Taylor expansion of Ru·E to express these
equations as

vk −D⟨M(v ·E)MEk⟩ −D⟨M(v ·E)M(v ·E)MEk⟩ = εk +O(∥v∥3∞), k ∈ JDK,
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where we denote v ≡ u−m. Recalling M̂ defined in (3.1), we can rewrite the above equation as

vk −
D∑
l=1

M̂kl(z, z)vl −m(z)3v2k = εk +O(∥v∥3∞ + ∥A∥1/2∥v∥2∞). (C.6)

In the derivation of (C.6), we also utilized the fact that

D⟨M(v ·E)M(v ·E)MEk⟩ =
∑
l,s

D⟨MElMEsMEk⟩vlvs = m(z)3v2k +O(∥A∥1/2∥v∥2∞),

where the second step stems from (A.1). Let k ∈ JDK such that |vk| = ∥v∥∞. Then, we can write (C.6) as

a(z)vk −m(z)3v2k = εk +O(∥v∥3∞ + ∥A∥1/2∥v∥2∞), (C.7)

where a(z) := 1−
∑D

l=1 M̂kl(z, z)vl/vk satisfies that

|a(z)| ≳
√
κE + η ∼ Imm(z) (C.8)

by using Lemma A.1 and a similar expansion as in (A.13) for M̂kl(z1, z2) with z1 = z2 = z. By using (C.8)
and (C.5), along with an analysis of equation (C.7) similar to the reasoning in the proof of [20, Lemma 4.5],
we can conclude the estimate (C.4). Detailed specifics are omitted here.

It remains to establish the stability estimate (C.4) for a specific z0 ∈ L(z). Combining this initial
stability estimate with the continuity argument outlined above, we can conclude the proof of Lemma C.1
by induction. For this purpose, we choose z0 = E + iC0 for a sufficiently large constant C0 > 0. Since both
m(z) and the components of u are Stieltjes transforms, we have the a priori bounds

|m(z0)|∞ ≤ C−1
0 , ∥u(z0)∥∞ ≤ C−1

0 . (C.9)

As long as C0 is chosen sufficiently large, Ru·E behaves well, allowing us to perform a Taylor expansion.
This expansion leads us back to equation (C.6) with |a(z0)| ≥ 1/2. Analyzing this equation reveals that

∥u(z0)−m(z0)∥∞ ≤ C1δ(z0) or ∥u(z0)−m(z0)∥∞ ≥ C−1
1

for a constant C1 > 0 independent of C0. However, the latter scenario contradicts (C.9) if we choose
C0 > 2C1. Therefore, we must have ∥u(z0)−m(z0)∥∞ ≤ Cδ(z), establishing the initial stability estimate at
z0 and concluding the proof of Lemma C.1. □

C.2. Proof of Lemma 2.11. The proof of Lemma 2.11 uses an induction argument based on the Cauchy-
Schwarz inequality and the following classical Ward’s identity, which follows from a simple algebraic calcu-
lation.

Lemma C.2 (Ward’s identity). Let A be a Hermitian matrix. Define its resolvent as R(z) := (A − z)−1

for any z = E + iη ∈ C+. Then, we have∑
x

Rxy′Rxy =
Ry′y −Ryy′

2iη
,
∑
x

Ry′xRyx =
Ryy′ −Ry′y

2iη
. (C.10)

As a special case, if y = y′, we have∑
x

|Rxy(z)|2 =
∑
x

|Ryx(z)|2 =
ImRyy(z)

η
. (C.11)

The case of p = 1 follows directly from the anisotropic local law (2.20). Suppose now that p ⩾ 2 and the
estimate (2.23) holds for products of k many GiBi’s when 1 ≤ k ⩽ p− 1.

First, if p = 2q is even, then we have

|(G1B1 · · ·GpBp)uv| = |(u∗G1B1 · · ·Gq)Bq(Gq+1Bq+1 · · ·GpBpv)|

⩽
(∑

j

|(G1B1 · · ·Gq)uj |2
)1/2(∑

j

|(Gq+1Bq+1 · · ·GpBp)jv|2
)1/2

.

Using Ward’s identity, we get∑
j

|(G1B1 · · ·Gq)vj |2 = η−1[G1B1 · · ·Gq−1Bq−1(ImGq)B
∗
q−1G

∗
q−1 · · ·B∗

1G
∗
1]vv (C.12)
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=
(G1B1 · · ·Gq · · ·B∗

1G
∗
1)vv − (G1B1 · · ·G∗

q · · ·B∗
1G

∗
1)vv

2iη
≺ 1

η2q−1
,

where we used the induction hypothesis in the last step with the observation that the two terms in the
numerator have (2q − 1) many G’s. The term

∑
j |(Gq+1Bq+1 · · ·GpBp)jv|2 can be proved in the same way.

This gives (2.23) for the even p case.
On the other hand, if p = 2q + 1 is odd, we find that

|(G1B1 · · ·GpBp)uv| ⩽
(∑

j

|(G1B1 · · ·Gq+1)uj |2
)1/2(∑

j

|(Gq+2Bq+2 · · ·GpBp)jv|2
)1/2

(C.13)

≺ η−(2q−1)/2
(∑

j

|(G1B1 · · ·Gq+1)uj |2
)1/2

,

where we have bounded
∑

j |(Gq+2Bq+2 · · ·GpBp)jv|2 as in (C.12). Now, we use the induction hypothesis

and the trivial bound ∥Gi∥ ≤ η−1 to get that∑
j

|(G1B1 · · ·Gq+1)uj |2 = η−1(G1B1 · · ·GqBq(ImGq+1)B
∗
qG

∗
q · · ·B∗

1G
∗
1)uu

⩽ η−2(G1B1 · · ·GqG
∗
q · · ·B∗

1G
∗
1)uu ≺ η−(2q+1).

Plugging it into (C.13), we get (2.23) for the odd p case.
Finally, Lemma 2.11 follows by induction in p.
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of Probability, 41(3B):2279–2375, 2013.
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