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OUTLIERS AND BOUNDED RANK PERTURBATION FOR

NON-HERMITIAN RANDOM BAND MATRICES

YI HAN

Abstract. In this work we consider general non-Hermitian square random matrices X

that include a wide class of random band matrices with independent entries. Whereas
the existence of limiting density is largely unknown for these inhomogeneous models, we
show that spectral outliers can be determined under very general conditions when per-
turbed by a finite rank deterministic matrix. More precisely, we show that whenever
E[X] = 0,E[XX∗] = E[X∗X] = 1 and E[X2] = ρ1, and under mild conditions on sparsity
and entry moments of X, then with high possibility all eigenvalues of X are confined in
a neighborhood of the support of the elliptic law with parameter ρ. Also, a finite rank
perturbation property holds: when X is perturbed by another deterministic matrix CN

with bounded rank, then the perturbation induces outlying eigenvalues whose limit de-
pends only on outlying eigenvalues of CN and ρ. This extends the result of Tao [42] on
i.i.d. random matrices and O’rourke and Renfrew on elliptic matrices [36] to a family of
highly sparse and inhomogeneous random matrices, including all Gaussian band matrices
on regular graphs with degree at least (logN)3. A quantitative convergence rate is also
derived. We also consider a class of finite rank deformations of products of at least two
independent elliptic random matrices, and show it behaves just as product i.i.d. matrices.

1. Introduction

In this work we consider the spectral properties of a very general class of inhomogeneous
non-Hermitian random matrices, including a wide class of random band matrices.

To put our results in a proper context, we first recall what is known for a random matrix
with i.i.d. entries, which has a fully homogeneous variance profile.

Theorem 1.1. Consider An := {aij}1≤i,j≤n an n by n random matrix with i.i.d. elements
aij having mean zero and finite second moment:

E[aij] = 0 ,and E[|aij |2] = 1. (1.1)

(1) (The circular law, see [43] and references therein) The empirical spectral density

of n−1/2An, defined as n−1
∑n

j=1 δλj
with (λj)1≤j≤n the eigenvalues of n−1/2An,

converges to the circular law, i.e. the uniform distribution in the unit disk in the
complex plane.

(2) (No outliers, see [6] [25]) Let ρ(n−1/2An) denote the spectral radius of n−1/2An.
Assuming the atom distribution aij has a finite fourth moment: E[|aij|4] < ∞, then

ρ(n−1/2An) converges to 1 almost surely.
(3) (Low rank perturbation, see [42]) Assuming the atom distribution aij has a finite

fourth moment. Fix some ǫ > 0 and let Cn be deterministic matrix with O(1) rank
and operator norm for each n, having no eigenvalues with norm in [1+ǫ, 1+3ǫ] and j
eigenvalues λ1(Cn), · · · , λj(Cn) for a j = O(1) in {z ∈ C : |z| > 1+3ǫ}. Then almost
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surely when n is sufficiently large, there are exactly j eigenvalues λ1(n
−1/2An +

Cn), · · · , λj(n
−1/2An + Cn) of n−1/2An + Cn in {z ∈ C : |z| > 1 + 2ǫ} and after

labeling, λi(n
−1/2An + Cn) = λi(Cn) + o(1) for each 1 ≤ i ≤ j.

Remark 1.2. The finite fourth moment condition E[|aij|4] < ∞ is not necessary for the no
outliers result in (2). We only need a finite variance, see [13], [14].

The corresponding problem in (3) low rank perturbation for Hermitian random matrices
has been studied in more detail in [38], [18], [39], [24], [12], and see also references therein.
There is a phase transition called the BBP transform: Consider a Wigner matrix Wn, a
unit vector v and θ > 0, then the largest eigenvalues of n−1/2Wn + θvvt converges to θ + 1

θ
when θ > 1 and converges to 2 when θ < 1. Item (3) of Theorem 1.1 shows that when we
consider instead a square matrix with i.i.d. entries, then eigenvalues outside the unit circle
converge to eigenvalues of the perturbation.

Inhomogeneous random matrix models have attracted much recent interest, from both
the theoretical and applied perspective. Random band matrix is one of the most important
inhomogeneous matrix models in modern mathematical physics [16]. In this paper we
investigate a non-Hermitian version of random band matrix, which can be defined in the
following general form.

Definition 1.3. (Non-Hermitian random matrix on regular graphs) Let N be an integer
and dN ∈ [1, N ] be an integer depending on N .

Fix any dN -regular directed graph GN = ([N ], EN ) having N vertices and a set EN of
directed edges on [N ]. In this graph, self loops are allowed but multiple edges are excluded.
We further require that either one of the following two alternatives hold

(1) There is a self loop (x, x) ∈ EN for all x ∈ [N ],
(2) There is no self loop (x, x) ∈ EN for any x ∈ [N ].

Consider a family of mean 0, variance 1 (real or complex) random variables gxy for each
(x, y) ∈ EN . These random variables are assumed to be independent but not necessarily of
the same distribution. However for the diagonal entries we require E[g2xx] = D for each
(x, x) ∈ EN for some fixed constant D with |D| ≤ 1.

Then we define an N ×N random matrix XN by setting (XN )xy = 1(x,y)∈EN
gxy.

This definition is sufficiently general as it encompasses a wide class of distinct random
matrix models. They include periodically banded matrix where we set (x, y) ∈ EN if
min(|x− y|, N − |x− y|) ≤ dN for a bandwidth dN . They also include block matrix which
is the direct sum of N/dN blocks of i.i.d. matrix of size dN . They further include the direct
sum of block and band matrices, and many other possibilities.

Now we state the main result of this paper, applied to the matrix (dN )−1/2XN .

Theorem 1.4. Assume that the regular digraphs GN are increasing (EN ⊂ EN+1 for each
N) and that we can embed XN as the top-left N × N submatrix of XN+1, so that all the
random matrices XN are defined on the same probability space.

Assume moreover that one of the following three conditions hold:

(1) gxy are standard (real or complex) Gaussian variables and dN >> (logN)3, or
(2) gxy are real or complex random variables that satisfy

lim
N→∞

(logN)2 max
(x,y)∈E

|(dN )−1/2gxy| = 0 a.s.,
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(3) gxy are i.i.d. real centered variance 1 random variables such that, for some p > 4,

we have E[|gxy|p] < ∞ and dN >> N
2

p−2 (logN)
4p
p−2 .

Then the random matrix (dN )−1/2XN in Definition 1.3 satisfies the following properties:

(1) For any ǫ > 0, almost surely as N is sufficiently large, ρ((dN )−1/2XN ) ≤ 1 + ǫ.
(2) Moreover, fix some ǫ > 0, let CN be deterministic matrix with O(1) rank and op-

erator norm for each N , having no eigenvalues with norm in [1 + ǫ, 1 + 3ǫ] and j
eigenvalues λ1(CN ), · · · , λj(CN ) for a j = O(1) in {z ∈ C : |z| > 1 + 3ǫ}.

Then almost surely as N is large, there are exactly j eigenvalues λ1((dN )−1/2XN+

CN ), · · · , λj((dN )−1/2XN +CN ) of (dN )−1/2XN +CN in {z ∈ C : |z| > 1+ 2ǫ} and
after labeling,

λi((dN )−1/2XN + CN ) = λi(CN ) + o((log logN)−
1
2 )

for each 1 ≤ i ≤ j.

A discussion on the quantitative estimates in this theorem are presented in Remark 1.8.

1.1. The elliptic case. In this section we state an elliptic analogue of Theorem 1.4.
Recall that an N×N complex random matrix EN = (eij)i,j=1,··· ,N is said to be elliptic if

each entry eij has mean zero and variance one, that the covariance Cov(eij , eji) = ρ ∈ (−1, 1)
for each i 6= j, and that all entries of EN are independent modulo symmetry constraint.
This definition interpolates the i.i.d. case ρ = 0 and the symmetric case ρ = 1. Under some
additional assumptions, it is proved [34] that the empirical eigenvalue density of N−1/2EN

converges to the elliptic law, that is, the uniform distribution on the ellipse Eρ

Eρ := {z ∈ C :
Re(z)2

(1 + ρ)2
+

Im(z)2

(1− ρ)2
≤ 1} (1.2)

in the complex plane. Assuming further that eij has a finite fourth moment, [36] proved
that a finite rank perturbation result also holds for random elliptic matrices, which in the
i.i.d. case ρ = 0 reduces to Theorem 1.1 (3) (i.e., the result of [42]) and in the Wigner case
ρ = 1 reduces to the result of [38] when the perturbation matrix Cn is self-adjoint.

Analogously to Theorem 1.4, we now consider random band matrices with elliptic corre-
lations, which generalizes Hermitian random band matrices and random band matrices with
independent entries in Definition 1.3. As will be explained in Section 1.4, it is presently
unknown how to prove the limiting eigenvalue density exists and converges to the ellip-
tic law for a random band matrix with elliptic correlation, at least when the bandwidth
bN ≤ N33/34. However, we show in the following theorem that outliers in the banded model
can still be determined under elliptic correlation, thus generalizing [36] to a wide class of
band matrices with elliptic correlation.

In contrast to previous work, we can consider any covariance ρ ∈ C : |ρ| ≤ 1 without
assuming ρ is a real number. In this case we need to define the region Eρ slightly differently
as follows, for any ρ ∈ C, |ρ| ≤ 1,

Eρ := {z ∈ C : z = x+ ρx̄, for some |x| ≤ 1, x ∈ C}. (1.3)

We prove that the new definition of Eρ degenerates to the old one when ρ is real:

Lemma 1.5. Assume that ρ ∈ [−1, 1]R, then the set Eρ defined in (1.3) coincides with the
ellipse defined in (1.2). In general, we have

Eρ = ei arg(ρ)/2E|ρ|,
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that is, Eρ is E|ρ| rotated by the angle arg(ρ)/2 in the counterclockwise direction across the
origin.

This lemma follows from routine computations, and see Section 3 for the proof.
For any ǫ > 0 we denote by Eρ,ǫ the following region which is a neighborhood of Eρ in

the complex plane:

Eρ,ǫ := {z ∈ C : dist(z, Eρ) ≤ ǫ}.
We also use the notation D to mean the unit disk in the complex plane D := {z ∈ C : |z| ≤
1}, and for any ǫ > 0, (1+ ǫ)D denotes the set {z ∈ C : |z| ≤ 1+ ǫ}. Clearly, E0,ǫ = (1+ ǫ)D.

We now state the main result concerning elliptic band matrices:

Theorem 1.6. Let N ∈ N+ and dN ∈ [1, N ]. Consider a family of undirected dN -regular
graphs GN = ([N ], EN ) such that either all self loops (x, x), x ∈ [N ] do not exist in EN , or
all such self loops (x, x), x ∈ [N ] are edges in EN with multiplicity one.

Fix a covariance parameter ρ ∈ C : |ρ| ≤ 1. Define a random matrix XN on [N ]2

such that for any x < y, (x, y) ∈ EN , we set ((XN )(x,y), (XN )(y,x)) to be a pair of mean 0,
variance 1 random variables such that

E[(XN )(x,y)(XN )(y,x)] = ρ.

If (x, y) /∈ EN we set the pair to be (0, 0). For self loops (x, x) ∈ E we set (XN )(x,x) an i.i.d
copy of a mean 0, variance 1 random variable g0. We assume that all the random variables
((XN )(x,y), (XN )(y,x))(x,y)∈EN

are mutually independent over the edges (x, y) ∈ EN .
We assume that the graphs GN are increasing (so that EN ⊂ EN+1) and that XN can

be embedded as the [1, N ] × [1, N ] submatrix of XN+1, so that all the {XN} can be realized
on the same probability space.

For the entry distributions, we further assume that either one of the following three
conditions hold:

(1) Either dN >> (logN)3 and the matrix XN has jointly Gaussian entries;
(2) Or dN >> (logN)5 and almost surely we have |(XN )(x,y)| ≤ C for some fixed C > 0

and all edges (x, y) ∈ EN ; or
(3) For each (x, y) ∈ EN : x < y, the pair ((XN )(x,y), (XN )(y,x)) has the same law

as (g1, g2), where g1, g2 are two real-valued symmetric random variables of mean

0, variance 1, having the same distribution: g1
law
= g2 and E[g1g2] = ρ. We re-

quire (g0, g1, g2) satisfy that, for some p > 4 and dN >> N
2

p−2 (logN)
4p
p−2 , we have

E[|gi|p] < ∞, i = 0, 1, 2.

Then we have the following conclusion:

(1) For any ǫ > 0, almost surely as N tends to infinity there is no eigenvalue of

(dN )−1/2XN in C \ {Eρ,ǫ.
(2) Moreover, fix ǫ > 0 and consider CN a family of fixed N by N matrix with O(1)

rank and operator norm, having no eigenvalues that satisfy

λi(CN ) +
ρ

λi(CN )
∈ Eρ,3ǫ \ Eρ,ǫ and |λi(CN )| > 1,

and having j = O(1) eigenvalues λ1(CN ), · · · , λj(CN ) such that

λj(CN ) +
ρ

λj(CN )
∈ C \ Eρ,ǫ, and |λj(CN )| ≥ 1.
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Then almost surely for N large enough, we can find j eigenvalues of (dN )−1/2XN+

CN : λi((dN )−1/2XN + CN ), i = 1, · · · , j in C \ Eρ,2ǫ that satisfy, after proper rela-
beling,

λi((dN )−1/2XN + CN ) = λi(CN ) +
ρ

λi(CN )
+ o((log logN)−

1
2 )

for each 1 ≤ i ≤ j.

1.2. A master theorem. In this paper we will not prove Theorem 1.4 and 1.6 directly,
but rather deduce them as special cases of the following master theorem.

A major observation here is that the regular graph structure in Theorem 1.4 and 1.6
are not the most intrinsic condition: for an N by N random matrix X with E[X] = 0, the
intrinsic condition guaranteeing ellipticity should be E[X2] = ρ1 for some fixed constant ρ.
The assumption that the variance profile is doubly stochastic, namely E[XX∗] = E[X∗X] =
1, is sufficiently general to cover both the homogeneous case of a standard i.i.d. and standard
elliptic matrix, and the band matrix case considered in Theorem 1.4 and 1.6. We will show
this is indeed the case: for a very general random matrix X with mean zero and satisfying
some constraints, then its behavior in terms of outliers is completely determined whenever
E[X2] = ρ1 and E[XX∗] = E[X∗X] = 1 for some |ρ| ≤ 1. This generalizes the Hermitian
case where ρ = 1, as considered in Theorem 2.7 of [8].

Before presenting our master theorem, we introduce a few notations on very general
random matrices from [9] and [17],

In the Gaussian case, consider the following random matrix model as in [9], Section 1.
Consider fixed matrices A0, · · · .An ∈ MN (C), where MN (C) denotes the set of N by N
square matrices with complex entries. Let g1, · · · , gn be standard real Gaussian variables
with mean 0 and variance 1. Consider a canonical model

X := A0 +
n∑

i=1

giAi. (1.4)

It is clear that any square Gaussian random matrix admits a decomposition as (1.4). We
need to introduce a few more parameters on X.

For a Gaussian matrix X (1.4) we define its covariance profile Cov(X) ∈ MN2(C) via

Cov(X)ij,kl =

n∑

s=1

(As)ij(As)kl

and we now define

v(X)2 = ‖Cov(X)‖ = sup
Tr |M |2≤1

n∑

s=1

[Tr[AsM ]]2,

σ(X)2 := ‖E[(X − EX)∗(X − E(X)]‖ ∧ ‖E[(X − EX)(X − E(X)∗]‖,
σ∗(X)2 := sup

‖x‖=‖w‖=1
E[|〈v, (X − EX)w〉|2],

and finally define

ṽ(X)2 := v(x)σ(X).

Our general theorem in the Gaussian case is as follows
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Theorem 1.7. Fix ρ ∈ C with |ρ| ≤ 1. Consider X an N × N Gaussian random matrix
with

E[X] = 0, E[XX∗] = E[X∗X] = 1, E[X2] = (ρ+DN )1, (1.5)

where DN are fixed complex numbers such that limN→∞(logN)DN = 0.
Assume further that

ṽ(X) ≤ (logN)−1, σ∗(x) ≤ (logN)−1.5.

Then for any fixed ǫ > 0, we can find C1 > 0 a fixed constant depending only on ρ and
ǫ, such that

(1) With probability at least 1− C1N
−1.5 there is no eigenvalue of X lying in C \ Eρ,ǫ.

(2) Consider deterministic N by N matrices CN of rank O(1) and operator norm O(1),
having no eigenvalues that satisfy

λi(CN ) +
ρ

λi(CN )
∈ Eρ,3ǫ \ Eρ,ǫ and |λi(CN )| > 1,

and having j = O(1) eigenvalues λ1(CN ), · · · , λj(CN ) such that

λj(CN ) +
ρ

λj(CN )
∈ C \ Eρ,ǫ, and |λj(CN )| ≥ 1.

Then with probability at least 1 − C1N
−1.4, there exists precisely j eigenvalues

λi(X + CN ), i = 1, · · · , j of X + CN in C \ Eρ,2ǫ and, after a possible relabeling of
the eigenvalues, we have

λi(X + CN ) = λi(CN ) +
ρ

λi(CN )
+ o((log logN)−1/2)

for each 1 ≤ i ≤ j,

Remark 1.8. We have presented our main theorem with quantified probability and conver-
gence estimates. These estimates are not meant to be optimal and are of illustrative use
only. The probability estimate 1−C1N

−1.4 can easily be upgraded to be 1−C1N
−p for any

p ∈ N+, and we use the latter as it is already sufficient for applying Borel-Cantelli lemma.
The error term (log logN)−1/2 is more delicate and can be replaced by any quantity that

vanishes strictly slower than (logN)−p and any p > 0. We choose the term (log logN)−1/2

for rotational simplicity only. This appears to be the first time where an explicit convergence
rate is proven for elliptic random matrices.

An interesting problem is whether the error term can decay faster than (logN)−p: we
believe this cannot hold unconditionally but instead relies strongly on the structure of
the random matrix X. For a square matrix with i.i.d. entries, fluctuations of outlying
eigenvalues on the scale N−1/2 around their deterministic limit are studied in [13]. As
we consider far more general non-Hermitian random matrices, we do not expect a similar
pattern of fluctuations should hold for typical band matrices considered in this paper.

In the general case, consider the following random matrix model as in [17]

X := Z0 +
n∑

i=1

Zi (1.6)

where Z1, · · · , Zn are independent N by N random matrices having mean zero.
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We can define v(X), σ(X) and σ∗(X) analogously as in the Gaussian model. We also
define the following function for X, where ‖Zi‖ is the operator norm of Zi:

R(X) :=

∥∥∥∥max
1≤i≤n

‖Zi‖
∥∥∥∥
∞
, R̄(X) := E

[
max
1≤i≤n

‖Zi‖2
] 1

2

. (1.7)

Then our master theorem for non-Gaussian X is as follows:

Theorem 1.9. Let X be an N by N random matrix in the form (1.6). Assume that

E[X] = 0, E[XX∗] = E[X∗X] = 1, E[X2] = (ρ+DN )1,

where DN are fixed complex numbers satisfying limN→∞(logN)DN = 0 . Assume that

ṽ(X) ≤ (logN)−1, σ∗(x) ≤ (logN)−
3
2 , R(X) << (logN)−2.

Then all the conclusions in Theorem 1.7 continue to hold for X.

Remark 1.10. The constant DN → 0 in Theorem 1.7 and 1.9 is used to take care of the
diagonal entry of X, as they lead to a different computation when we compute E[X2].

Remark 1.11. Theorem 1.6 weakens a number of hypotheses that are traditionally imposed
in the elliptic random matrix literature. In prior works [36], [34] and [3], they consider an
elliptic matrix where each pair (gij , gji) is independently distributed as a pair (g1, g2), where
(g1, g2) belongs to the so-called (µ, ρ) family ([34], Definition 1.6). This definition of (µ, ρ)
family requires the real and imaginary parts of g1, g2 are independent and the covariance
of the real and imaginary parts of gi should have a very specific form. Our theorem 1.6
states that such restrictions are not necessary, and we do not even need (gij , gji) (gkl, glk)
are identically distributed: their real and imaginary parts can have a completely different
covariance matrix for different edges (i, j), (k, l) ∈ E, (but we do require diagonal entries
to be i.i.d.). As another weakening, we can consider any covariance ρ ∈ C, |ρ| ≤ 1 without
assuming ρ is real, as in [36], [34] and [3]. In these cited works, the cases ρ = ±1 are
excluded as the least singular value bound in [34] no longer holds: in the Wigner case ρ = 1
this still holds with a separate proof [33] whereas in the anti-symmetric case ρ = −1 the
matrix is always singular in odd dimensions. In our paper we do not rely on least singular
value estimates as in [34], so we treat |ρ| = 1 in a unified way as for |ρ| < 1, and in particular
we cover the anti-symmetric case ρ = −1 which was largely unexplored before.

Remark 1.12. Theorem 1.4 and 1.6 also cover (homogeneous) sparse i.i.d matrices and
elliptic matrices. Indeed, we may take G to be the complete graph on [N ] and take random

variables gxy to be gxy = bxyhxy where hxy is a Ber(kNN ) random variable taking value 1 with

probability kN
N and 0 otherwise, and hxy are bounded random variables having mean 0 and

variance 1, independent from hxy. Then clearly (N/kN )1/2gxy has mean 0 and variance 1,

and as long as kN > (logN)5 we have that (N/kN )1/2gxy satisfy the assumptions of Theorem

1.4, (2) with gxy replaced by (N/kN )1/2gxy and dN := N . Indeed, the proof of Theorem
1.4 (2) allows distributions of gxy to be N -dependent so long as all quantitative estimates
are satisfied. This establishes finite rank perturbations for kN -sparse (homogeneous) i.i.d.
matrices whenever kN >> (logN)5, which also appears to be new.

We note that due to the homogeneous structure and i.i.d. nature, the same result
on outliers in Theorem 1.4 continues to hold for kN much smaller than logN , and holds
even when kN is a fixed constant. Also, the assumptions (1), (2), (3) in Theorem 1.4 can
be considerably weakened: for a square matrix with i.i.d. entries only assuming entries
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have a finite second moment is sufficient. These claims are recently proven in [29] via
the method of characteristic functions, and the proof is adapted from computations in
[14] and [21]. The results in [29] are not accessible by techniques in this paper as this
paper relies on a Hermitization procedure, and a Hermitian matrix with only finite second
moment entries or constant average degree typically has unbounded operator norm. On
the other hand, general band matrices are not accessible by techniques from [29] either, as
in this case the characteristic function method from [14] and [21] breaks down. Also, in
our master theorem 1.7 we can consider a very general square matrix X without assuming
independence of entries, and thus covers many interesting new applications (Theorem 1.14);
but the characteristic function method requires strongly that all entries are independent.

For the elliptic case, the assumptions of Theorem 1.6 cover (homogeneous) sparse elliptic
random matrices, which is the entrywise product of a standard elliptic random matrix as
considered in [36], together with a symmetric random matrix B = (bxy) with Bxy = Byx ∼
Ber(kNN ), for some kN >> (logN)5, and that all entries of B are independent modulo
symmetry. The conclusion of Theorem 1.6 appears to be new even for such (homogeneous)
sparse elliptic matrices as the fourth moment of each entry is not bounded, lying outside
the assumptions in [36].

Remark 1.13. A somewhat orthogonal set of assumptions on non-Hermitian random ma-
trices with inhomogeneous profile, is to assume an arbitrary variance profile but with a
universal lower and upper bound on the variance of each entry. See [1] and [2] for local
laws and sharp spectral radius bounds in this inhomogeneous case. The assumption that
variance of all entries are bounded from below appears to be a crucial one and excludes
random band matrices (see [19],[20] for a weakening of this hypothesis, but still for dense
matrices). Whereas allowing sparsity, our approach instead relies strongly on the regularity
hypothesis 1.5 (the variance matrix is doubly stochastic) to yield a simple solution to the
matrix Dyson equation. To freely change the variance profile of each entry, one needs to find
solutions to the matrix Dyson equation with general coefficients, but this seems currently
out of reach when the underlying graph GN is very sparse.

1.3. Applications: product of independent elliptic matrices. Random matrix prod-
ucts are a central topic in random matrix theory, and the study of outliers can likewise
be generalized to the product setting. Suppose we consider a class of independent non-
Hermitian random matrices Xi

N , i = 1, · · · ,m satisfying Definition 1.3, we can investigate

the product matrix (dN,1)
−1/2X1

N · · · , (dN,m)−1/2Xm
N and its finite dimensional deforma-

tion ((dN,1)
−1/2X1

N + A1
N ) · · · , ((dN,m)−1/2Xm

N + Am
N ), which is a multi-matrix version of

Theorem 1.4.
The work [22] considered product of independent matrices with i.i.d. entries and showed

a similar result as in the one matrix case, that is, the conclusion of Theorem 1.4 continues
to hold for certain deformations of product i.i.d. matrices. They also mentioned a similar
problem: the product of independent elliptic matrices with general ρi ∈ (−1, 1). Indeed,
[37] showed a remarkable universality phenomenon: the empirical spectral distribution of a
product of (m ≥ 2) independent elliptic random matrices converges to the m-fold circular
law, just as in the case of a product of m independent matrices with i.i.d. entries. They also
used ideas in free probability to explain why this happens: the product of two free elliptic
elements is R-diagonal, and thus has an isotropic Brown measure. However the tools in [22]
did not seem strong enough to study the outliers of product elliptic matrices due to strong
dependence in the entries.
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We show a far-reaching strengthening of the result in [22]: exactly the same result
continues to hold when we consider independent product of elliptic random matrices with
variables ρi ∈ C : |ρi| ≤ 1, and the conclusion continues to hold as we consider non-
Hermitian band matrices as in Theorem 1.4 and 1.6. Previously such results were only
proven for random matrices with i.i.d. entries.

The main result for product elliptic matrices is the following theorem, which can be
regarded as a corollary of our master theorem, Theorem 1.7 and 1.9.

Theorem 1.14. Let m ∈ N+ be a fixed integer, and let (dN,1)
−1/2X1

N , · · · , (dN,m)−1/2Xm
N

be independent N ×N random matrices satisfying one of the following

• (Independent case) Each (dN,i)
−1/2Xi

N satisfies the assumption of Theorem 1.4,

• (Elliptic case) Each (dN,i)
−1/2Xi

N satisfies the assumption of Theorem 1.6 with some
|ρi| ≤ 1,

and the entries of Xi
N should simultaneously satisfy one of the three constraints on entries in

Theorem 1.4 or Theorem 1.6 (i.e., for i = 1, · · · ,m they are simultaneously either Gaussian,
or bounded, or having bounded p-th moment).Then

(1) For any ǫ > 0, almost surely as N tends to infinity there is no eigenvalue of

Dm
N := (dN,1 · · · dN,m)−1/2X1

N · · ·Xm
N

lying outside of (1 + ǫ)D.
(2) Moreover we have the following finite rank perturbation result. Let A1

N , · · · , Am
N be

deterministic N ×N matrices with O(1) rank and operator norm. Then consider

Dm,1
N :=

m∏

k=1

(
(dN,k)

−1/2Xk
N +Ak

N

)
, AN :=

m∏

k=1

Ak
N .

Fix an ǫ > 0 and assume that there is no eigenvalue of AN lying in {z ∈ C : 1+ ǫ ≤
|z| ≤ 1 + 3ǫ} and that there are j = O(1) eigenvalues λ1(AN ), · · · , λj(AN ) outside
(1+3ǫ)D. Then almost surely as N tends to infinity, there are exactly j eigenvalues

λ1(D
m,1
N ), · · · , λj(D

m,1
N ) lying outside (1 + 2ǫ)D and after rearrangement, we have

λi(D
m,1
N ) = λi(AN ) + o(1), i = 1, · · · , j.

The special case m = 2 and ρ1 = ρ2 = 1 implies the eigenvalues of the product of two
i.i.d. Wigner matrices are contained in (1 + ǫ)D with high probability for any ǫ > 0.

Remark 1.15. For any non commutative polynomial P with m+ n non commutative vari-
ables, one may consider the outliers of P evaluated at m independent random matrices and
n deterministic matrices. One also assumes the n deterministic matrices have a strong limit
in free probability. For random matrices with i.i.d. entries this was investigated in [10]. For
non-Hermitian band matrices, it would be possible to generalize Theorem 1.14 to outliers
of any polynomial P , but this requires considerably more effort and is left for further study.

1.4. Proof outline. Now we briefly discuss the context of the problem investigated, and
illustrate the major difficulties and key proof strategies.

For random band matrices with independent entries with bandwidth dN (a special case
of Definition 1.3), a major open problem (see [19], [20], [44]) is to prove the convergence of
the empirical spectral density to a deterministic limit. The limit should be the circular law
as long as dN grows with N , which has been proved for sparse i.i.d matrices in [40]. The
major technical difficulty to proving the circular law (see for example [43]) is to prove an
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estimate on the least singular value of zIN − (dN )−1/2XN for a.e. z ∈ C, so that Girko’s
Hermitization technique [26] [27] can be rigorously justified. This step is highly model
specific and the proof techniques for i.i.d. sparse matrix [40] do not generalize to arbitrary
band matrices which has much less homogeneity. Recently, [31] and [44] introduced new
methods to prove the circular law for periodic block band matrices and periodic band
matrices for bandwidth dN >> N33/34. Yet the case of smaller dN still seems to be open.

The spectral radius for inhomogeneous random matrices is much easier to study thanks
to the method of moments. Via computing the trace of a sufficiently large ℓ ∼ logN
power of (dN )−1/2XN , the spectral radius of (dN )−1/2XN can be bounded with very high
probability. In [11], Theorem 2.11 and Remark 2.13, a method is introduced to bound the

spectral radius for inhomogeneous non-Hermitian random matrix that covers (dN )−1/2XN

when dN ≥ N ǫ for any ǫ > 0. In Theorem 1.4 we illustrate the same spectral radius
bound can be achieved whenever dN = (logN)5. We note that when gxy are standard (real)

Gaussian variables, [7], Theorem 3.1 proved that ‖(dN )−1/2XN‖op = 2(1 + o(1)) with high
possibility whenever dN >> logN . This result is optimal in the sparsity of dN and implies
ρ((dN )−1/2XN ) = 2(1+ o(1)), but the operator norm bound loses a factor 2 compared with
the spectral radius bound 1 + o(1).

The problem of determining the spectral outliers of (dN )−1/2XN + CN for some finite
rank perturbation CN , does not appear to be studied before in such an inhomogeneous
setting, and is the main topic of the current work. On one hand, finding spectral outliers
are more tractable than proving the empirical density convergence: We do not need to
estimate the least singular value, which is a notoriously difficult problem. On the other
hand, it appears that all existing methods on this topic require strong homogeneity on the
variance profile of XN . The first work for non-Hermitian matrices [42] made use of a mo-
ment comparison to the Ginibre ensemble, and later works either followed a similar line, or
resorted to proving an isotropic law (see [36]) whose proof does not carry over to general
inhomogeneous matrices XN with dN = o(N). The method of moments, or some modifica-

tions of it, might be a promising route to study outliers of (dN )−1/2XN +CN . However, as
the eigenvalues are complex, its distribution is not completely determined by the moments.
The method of characteristic functions can alternatively be used to detect spectral outliers,
see [14]. However, for this method to work we need to prove joint convergence of traces of

(dN )−1/2XN to a family of independent Gaussian variables, which is simply not the case
in the current setting of inhomogeneous random matrix on regular graphs. Indeed, the
characteristic function det(IN − z(dN )−1/2XN ) does not form a tight family of holomorphic
functions for |z| ≤ 1 − ǫ, so that the method breaks down completely. Relevant moment
computations for band matrices, also called genus expansion when the entries are Gauss-
ian distributions, can be found in [23] for the i.i.d. case and [5] for the Hermitian case.
These genus expansion formulas (asymptotic freeness up to first order) are only effective for

dN >> N1/3 and dN >> N1/2 respectively, falling short of the smaller dN case. Therefore,
we see that genus expansion is ineffective for dN = o(N1/3) and the characteristic function
technique is ineffective for any dN = o(N), and completely new techniques are needed here.

We will first take a standard Hermitization procedure and consider for any z ∈ C,

Yz :=

(
0 X − zIN

X̄ − z̄IN 0,

)
.

We need to show that σmin(Yz) > 0 when z is away from the unit disk (or ellipse Eρ), and
prove an isotropic law for Yz for z in the same region. The inhomogeneous sparse variance
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pattern of X makes standard techniques ineffective, and we will make use of recent advances
in free probability and universality principles for highly inhomogeneous self adjoint random
matrices, which are illustrated in [9] for the Gaussian case and [17] for the general case. The
idea is to consider a free probability model Yz,free defined from Yz, and the assumptions on
X in Theorem 1.7 (the variance profile being doubly stochastic and E[X2] is a multiple of
identity) make the spectral properties of Yz,free remarkably transparent. Then universality
principles in the cited papers enable us to transfer the estimates back to our random matrix
X. Similar ideas have appeared in [41] which also partially inspires our work.

The main result of this paper can be seen as a non-Hermitian generalization of recent
studies of spectral outliers for random band matrices. For periodically banded Hermitian
matrices, the finite rank perturbation properties (the BBP transform introduced in [38])
are recently studied in [4]. Later [8] introduced a very general framework for solving such
problems in the self-adjoint setting, and established the BBP type phenomena for many
other inhomogeneous random matrices with divers patterns of variance profiles. Theorem
1.7 can be thought of as a non-Hermitian analogue of [8], Theorem 3.1. In contrast to the
Hermitian case, we do not discuss the eigenvector overlaps associated to the outlying eigen-
values. While this might theoretically be possible to investigate, a closed form expression
is too difficult to work out.

2. Preparations: free probability and universality theorems

2.1. Free probability preliminaries. We first recall some standard facts in free prob-
ability that can be found in [35]. Consider a C∗ probability space (A,∗ , τ, ‖ · ‖), where
(A,∗ , ‖ · ‖) is a C∗-algebra and τ is a faithful trace. As τ is a faithful trace, the norm ‖ · ‖
is uniquely determined by ([35], Proposition 3.17)

‖a‖ = lim
k→∞

(τ [(a∗a)k])
1
2k , ∀a ∈ A. (2.1)

A family of self-adjoint elements s1, · · · , sm ∈ A are called a free semicircular family if
for all p ≥ 1 and k1, · · · , kp ∈ [m] we have

τ(sk1 · · · skp) =
∑

π∈NC2([p])

∏

{i,j}∈π
δki,kj ,

where NC2([p]) is the set of non-crossing partitions of [p].

2.2. Universality principles. For the Gaussian case, let X be a Gaussian random matrix
admitting a decomposition (1.4). Although in the statement of Theorem 1.7 the matrix
X is non-Hermitian, we need to consider Hermitian matrices when stating the spectral
universality theorems. This will be achieved via a standard Hermitization procedure. Thus
in this section we assume the matrix (1.4) is Hermitian and A0, · · · , An ∈ MN (C)sa, where
MN (C)sa denotes the set of N by N square matrices which are complex valued and self-
adjoint.

To the Gaussian model (1.4) we introduce the following free element Xfree associated
to X:

Xfree := A0 ⊗ 1+

n∑

i=1

Ai ⊗ si, (2.2)

where A0, · · · , An ∈ MN (C)sa and s1, · · · , sd a free semicircular family.
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For a general matrix model X as defined in (1.6), we associate X with a Gaussian
model G of N ×N matrix such that {ReGij , ImGij : i, j ∈ [N ]} are jointly Gaussian, that
E[G] = E[X] and that Cov(G) = Cov(X). Then we associate to X a free model Xfree via
setting

Xfree := Gfree,

where Gfree is the free model associated to the Gaussian model G as defined in (2.2). We
remark that for a Gaussian matrix X, there could be multiple ways to write X as a sum
in the form of (1.4), so there could be multiple ways to define Xfree. It turns out that any
such Xfree will be sufficient for our use.

For the Gaussian model, we have the following concentration and universality results:

Theorem 2.1. (Resolvent convergence, Gaussian case, [9], Theorem 2.8) Let A0, · · · , An ∈
MN (C)sa. The matrix valued Stieltjes transform for Z ∈ Md(C) is defined as

G(Z) := E[(Z −X)−1], Gfree(Z) := (id⊗τ))[(Z ⊗ 1−Xfree)
−1].

Then we have the estimate

‖G(Z) −Gfree(Z)‖ ≤ ṽ(X)4‖(ImZ)−5‖

which holds for any Z ∈ Md(C) such that ImZ := 1
2i(Z − Z∗) > 0.

For the Gaussian case we only need the following concentration estimate, which is very
similar to [17], Lemma 5.5. The proof is given in Appendix A.

Theorem 2.2. (Resolvent concentration, Gaussian case) Fix any two unit vectors u, v ∈
R
N . Fix z ∈ C with Im z > 0. For any x > 0 we have

P

[∣∣〈u, (z1 −X)−1v〉 − E〈u, (z1−X)−1v〉
∣∣ ≥ σ∗(X)

(Im z)2
x

]
≤ 2e−x2/2.

For any self-adjoint operator X we let sp(X) ⊂ R denote the spectrum of the operator
X. We have

Theorem 2.3. (Spectrum concentration, Gaussian case, [9] Theorem 2.1) For the model
(1.4) with A0, · · · , An ∈ MN (C)sa, then for all t > 0,

P

[
sp(X) ⊆ sp(Xfree) + C{ṽ(X)(logN)3/4 + σ∗(X)t}[−1, 1

]
] ≥ 1− e−t2 ,

for a universal constant C > 0.

For the general case, we will need similar convergence and concentration results. We
have the following universality principle:

Theorem 2.4. (General entry resolvent university, [17] Theorem 2.11) For every z ∈ C

such that Im(z) > 0, we have

‖E[(z1 −X)−1]− E[(z1−G)−1]‖ .
σ(X) + R̄(X)1/10σ(X)9/10

(Im(z)2
.

We will also need the following concentration result on resolvent entries, that will be
proved in Section 4. The proof is outlined in Appendix A and is very similar to the argument
in [17], Proposition 5.6.
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Theorem 2.5. (General entry resolvent concentration) For every z ∈ C such that Im(z) >
0, and any two unit vectors u, v ∈ R

N with ‖u‖L2 = ‖v‖L2 = 1, we have

P[
∣∣〈u, (z1 −X)−1v〉 − E〈u, (z1−X)−1v〉

∣∣ ≥ σ(X)

(Im(z)2)

√
x+ { R(X)

Im(z)2
+

R(X)2

Im(z)3
}x

+ {R(X)1/2(E‖X − EX‖)1/2
Im(z)2

+
R(X)(E‖X − EX‖2)1/2

Im(z)3
}
√
x] ≤ 2e−Cx

for a universal constant C > 0 and for any given x ≥ 0.

Theorem 2.6. (General entry spectrum concentration, [17] Theorem 2.6) For the model
(1.6) with Z0, · · · , Zn ∈ MN (C)sa, such that ‖Zi‖ ≤ R a.s. for each i = 1, · · · , n. Then we
have for all t ≥ 0,

P

[
sp(X) ⊆ sp(Xfree) + C{σ∗(X)t

1
2 +R

1
3σ(X)

2
3 t

2
3 +Rt}[−1, 1]

]
≥ 1−Ne−t2 ,

where C > 0 is a universal constant.

3. Proof of main results

We first prove the very simple lemma Lemma 1.5. We claim no novelty for its proof as
can be found in (4.6)-(4.8) of [3].

Proof of Lemma 1.5. First assume that ρ is real, then taking the real and imaginary parts
of z = x + ρx̄ implies Re z = Re x + ρRe x and Im z = Imx − ρ Imx. Then since |x| ≤ 1,
we have

Re(z)2

(1 + ρ)2
+

Im(z)2

(1− ρ)2
≤ 1.

All these relations can be reversed, hence proving equivalence.
For general ρ ∈ C, we have that z = x+ ρx̄ if and only if

e−i arg(ρ)/2z = e−i arg(ρ)/2x+ |ρ|e−i arg(ρ)/2x

for any x ∈ C : |x| ≤ 1. This implies the equivalence. �

Before entering the proof we introduce elliptic random variables in free probability,
which generalizes the semicircular and circular variables introduced by Voiculescu [45].

We shall also use some notations on operator-valued free probability theory introduced
in [46] and we also refer to [10], Section 3.2.1 for some basic notations.

Definition 3.1. In a C∗-non-commutative probability space (A, τ), an element c is called
a circular element if c = 1√

2
s1 +

i√
2
s2 for two free semicircular variables s1, s2.

In general, for any ρ ∈ [−1, 1] we call cρ :=
√

1+ρ
2 s1 + i

√
1−ρ
2 s2 an elliptic element of

parameter ρ where s1, s2 are two free semicircular variables.

3.1. No outliers in Theorem 1.7. We start with proving the master theorem in Gaussian
case, Theorem 1.7.

First we need to analyze the free operator Xfree associated to X. Fix any z ∈ C and
consider the Hermitization of X at z: define

Yz :=

(
0 X − zIN

X̄ − z̄IN 0,

)
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and in particular when z = 0 we write

Y =

(
0 X
X̄ 0

)
.

The associated free model can be written as

Yz,free =

(
0 −zIN

−z̄IN 0

)
+

(
0 Xfree

X̄free 0

)
.

Also, for any v = E + iη ∈ C with η > 0, we define

Yz(v) =

(
−vIN −zIN
−z̄IN −vIN

)
+

(
0 X
X̄ 0

)
, and

Yz,free(v) =

(
−vIN −zIN
−z̄IN −vIN

)
+

(
0 Xfree

X̄free 0

)
.

To compute the Stieltjes transform we need the following computation. For a self-
adjoint random matrix A = A0 +

∑n
i=1Aigi where Ai ∈ MN (C)sa are self adjoint and gi

are independent real Gaussians of mean 0, variance 1, then for any M ∈ MN (C)sa, we have

n∑

i=1

AiMAi = E

[
(

n∑

i=1

Aigi)M(

n∑

i=1

Aigi)

]
= E [(A− EA)M(A− EA)] . (3.1)

We define the Stieltjes transform of the free model Yz,free as follows: for any v ∈ C+ :=
{z = E + iη ∈ C : η > 0}, we define

Gz(v) := (id⊗τ)(Yz,free(v)
−1).

By [28], equation 1.5 and the computation (3.1), the Stieltjes transform Gz(v) solves
the following self consistency equation

E[YGz(v)Y] +Gz(v)
−1 +

(
vIN zIN
z̄IN vIN

)
= 0. (3.2)

By [30], Theorem 2.1, for any v ∈ C+ there is a unique solution Gz(v) to this equation such
that Gz(v) has a positive imaginary part. Recall that for a square matrix M , its imaginary
part is defined as ImM = 1

2i (M −M∗).
By symmetry we may assume (and will be proved later) that the unique solution to

(3.2) with positive imaginary part is given by

Gz(v) =

(
a(z, v)IN b(z, v)IN
b̄(z, v)IN c(z, v)IN

)
, (3.3)

where a(z, v), b(z, v) and c(z, v) are scalar functions depending on z and v (as we ll as ρ
and DN , which are suppressed from notation).

Taking this block-diagonal form into (3.2), the equation transforms to

(
c (ρ+DN )b

(ρ+DN )b a

)
+

1

ac− |b|2
(

c −b
−b̄ a

)
+

(
v z
z̄ v

)
= 0. (3.4)

We now show that (3.4) has a unique solution such that

(
a b
b̄ c

)
has a positive imaginary

part, and that the solution satisfies some desired properties. We do not try to solve (3.4)
directly, but we show another (well-studied) object in free probability has the same Stieltjes
transform.
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For this we denote by ρ0 := ρ+DN and set θ0 := arg ρ0. Note that by assumption we
have |ρ +DN | ≤ 1. We consider an elliptic element c|ρ0| multiplied by eiθ0/2 and embed it
into a two by two matrix (where s1 and s2 two free semicircular variables), for any z ∈ C,

Cz =


 0 eiθ0/2(

√
1+|ρ0|

2 s1 + i

√
1−|ρ0|

2 s2)− z1A

eiθ0/2(

√
1+|ρ0|

2 s1 − i

√
1−|ρ0|

2 s2)− z̄1A 0


 .

We claim that the Stieltjes transform of Cz, defined as

G̃z(v) := (id⊗τ)((Cz − vI2)
−1) :=

(
ã(z, v) b̃(z, v)

b̃(z, v) c̃(z, v),

)

for v ∈ C+, satisfies that (ã, b̃, c̃) solves the same equation as (3.4) if we substitute a = ã,

b = b̃ and c = c̃ in equation (3.4). This can be verified via directly applying [28], equation

1.5, so that (ã, b̃, c̃) should solve the same equation as (3.4).

The matrix G̃z(v) has positive imaginary part as it is the stieltjes transform of Cz, so
that the existence (and uniqueness) to (3.4) with positive real part is now well-established.

By Riesz representation theorem, we can find unique probability measures µ1, µ2 on the
real line such that for any ϕ ∈ C0(R),

∫

R

ϕdµ1 = (tr⊗τ)ϕ(Cz),
∫

R

ϕdµ2 = (tr⊗τ)ϕ(Yz,free).

Let g1(v) := (tr⊗τ)((Cz − vI2)
−1) and g2(v) := (tr⊗τ)((Yz,free(v))

−1). Then g1 = g2 by
our previous discussion, and by Stieltjes inversion formula

µi = lim
y→o+

(
1

π
Im(gi(x+ iy))dx),

we identify that µ1 = µ2. Since τ is faithful, we may choose ϕ supported on a neighborhood
of the complement of the spectrum of Cz (or Yz,free), and deduce that

sp(Cz) = sp(Yz,free). (3.5)

Now we determine sp(Yz,free) from sp(Cz) as the latter is the rotation of an elliptic
element. Indeed, C0 is the self-adjoint dilation of an elliptic element c|ρ0| rotated by θ/2,
and the spectral support of an elliptic element c|ρ0| has been computed, see for example
[32]. In particular [32] implies that for any z ∈ C \ E|ρ0|,ǫ and any ǫ > 0, we have that
σmin(c|ρ0| − z1A) > 0.

By definition, Eρ0 for complex ρ0 is the rotation of E|ρ0| by eiθ0/2, so that for any

z ∈ C \ Eρ0,ǫ and any ǫ > 0, we have that σmin(e
iθ0/2c|ρ0| − z1A) > 0. Using the fact

that σmin(e
iθ0/2c|ρ0| − z1A) is Lipschitz continuous in z and taking a finite covering over

{z ∈ C : |z| ≤ 10} \ Eρ0,ǫ), we deduce that we can find constant Cρ,ǫ > 0 depending only

on ρ, ǫ such that infz∈C\Eρ,ǫ σmin(e
iθ0/2c|ρ0| − z1A) ≥ Cρ,ǫ > 0. In the last step we have used

two reductions: first, using the näive estimate ‖c|ρ0|‖ ≤ 6, then for any |z| > 10 the nonzero
lower bound on σmin is trivial; and second, as DN → 0 we may assume N is large enough
such that dist(Eρ,ǫ, Eρ0,ǫ) ≤ ǫ/10. Rearranging the value of ǫ justifies the claim.
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In the last paragraph, we have justified that (whenever N is large) for any z ∈ C \ Eρ,ǫ
we have [−Cρ,ǫ, Cρ,ǫ] /∈ sp(Cz). By previous identification (3.5) we then have

[−Cρ,ǫ, Cρ,ǫ] /∈ sp(Yz,free). (3.6)

Now we apply universality principles to show the same holds for sp(Yz) with high probability,
justifying that X has no outliers:

Proof of Theorem 1.7, no outliers. Now the proof of no-outliers is a simple application of
Theorem 2.3 together with estimate (3.6). We only need to consider the region |z| ≤ 10,
as the main results of [9] already imply that ‖X‖op ≤ 6 with very high probability. For
each fixed z ∈ C \ Eρ,ǫ we apply Theorem (2.3) to deduce that, with probability at least
1−C1N

−1.5, [−Cρ,ǫ/2, Cρ,ǫ/2] /∈ sp(Yz), so that σmin(X−zIN ) ≥ Cρ,ǫ/2 > 0 with probability
at least 1−C1N

−1.5. Since σmin(X− zIN ) is Lipschitz continuous in z, we can take a finite
covering of {z ∈ C : |z| ≤ 10} and take a union bound to conclude that with probability at
least 1− C1N

−1.5, we have

inf
z∈C\Eρ,ǫ

σmin(X − zIN ) ≥ Cρ,ǫ/2 > 0. (3.7)

The constant C1 may change from line to line but it depends only on ρ and ǫ. �

3.2. Isotropic laws. In this section we determine an isotropic law, i.e. an almost sure
limit of 〈u, (X − zIN )−1v〉 for unit vectors u, v and z ∈ C \ Eρ,ǫ in the setting of Theorem
1.7.

In the following we only need to evaluate the Stieltjes transform Yz,free(v) at v = iη for
any η > 0, and we will pass to the limit η ց 0 in the end.

Recall that provided X − zIN is invertible, we shall have

Yz(0)
−1 =

(
0 (X̄ − z̄IN )−1

(X − zIN )−1 0.

)
. (3.8)

For any z ∈ C \ Eρ,ǫ, on the event where (3.7) happens (which has possibility at least
1− C1N

−1.5 under the assumption of Theorem 1.7), we have that

‖Yz(0)
−1‖op ≤ 2/Cρ,ǫ < ∞

is uniformly bounded for fixed ǫ. Then from the resolvent identity

(λI −A)−1 − (λI −B)−1 = (λI −A)−1(A−B)(λI −B)−1 (3.9)

we can deduce that for η > 0 sufficiently small one must have

‖(Yz(iη)
−1‖op ≤ ‖(Yz(0)

−1‖op + ‖(Yz(iη)
−1‖opη‖(Yz(0)

−1‖op,
so that for η ∈ [0, Cρ,ǫ/4], we have that on the event where (3.7) happens,

‖(Yz(iη)
−1‖op ≤ 2‖(Yz(0)

−1‖op ≤ 4/Cρ,ǫ. (3.10)

Similarly, for any z ∈ C \ Eρ,ǫ we already have proved in (3.6) that

‖Yz,free(0)
−1‖op ≤ 1/Cρ,ǫ < ∞.

In the following we will compute limηց0(Yz,free(iη))
−1 and use the universality principle in

Section 2.2 to compute Yz(0)
−1.

We set v = iη in the self-consistency equation (3.4). By symmetry, the solution should
satisfy a = c (this can be checked by noting that, swapping the role of a and c, the pair
(c, b, a, d) is again a solution provided that (a, b, c, d) is a solution, and the new solution
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still has positive definite imaginary part; then we resort to uniqueness of solutions in [30]).
Then the individual coordinate equations are given by

a(1 +
1

a2 − |b|2 ) + iη = 0, (3.11)

b̄(ρ+DN )− b

a2 − |b|2 = −z. (3.12)

Next we show that a = c is purely imaginary and has a positive imaginary part. We
will prove this by showing that there exists a solution to (3.4) with purely imaginary a that
also satisfies the positive definite imaginary part assumption, so that by uniqueness [30] the
solution must be of this form. We take

a(z, η) = iV (z, η), V (z, η) ∈ R+.

Then the equation simplifies to

V (1− 1

|V |2 + |b|2 ) + η = 0, b̄(ρ+DN ) +
b

|V |2 + |b|2 + z = 0. (3.13)

Lemma 3.2. For any η > 0, any z ∈ C and |ρ+DN | ≤ 1 there exists a solution V > 0 to
(3.13).

Proof. We may without loss of generality assume ρ0 := ρ + DN is real (and recall θ0 =
arg ρ0), this is because for a solution (V, b) to (3.13) with parameter (ρ0, z) replaced by |ρ0|
and e−iθ/2z, via a simple calculation we see that (V, eiθ0/2b) is a solution to (3.13) with
parameter ρ0 and z.

Then in the case where ρ0 is real, we can follow computations as in [36], Lemma C.2 to
see that V solves the following equation (we have changed notation a 7→ iV and η → iη in
[36], C.2):

1− 1

(V + η)V
= − Re(z)2

(η + (1 + ρ0)V )2
− Im(z)2

(η + (1− ρ0)V )2

Setting V → 0+ and setting V → +∞ on both sides of the equation shows that a solution
must exist. �

Having checked a is purely imaginary, we now derive η ց 0 asymptotics of a. In the
following we consider z ∈ C\Eρ,ǫ. Suppose that lim supηց0 |a(z, η)| > 0, then on a sequence

ηn ց 0 we have |V |2 + |b|2 → 1. Together with the fact that DN → 0 as N → 0, we see
that whenever N is large enough, this forces

b+ b̄ρ = −z + o(1) (3.14)

on this sequence ηn. The asymptotic |V |2 + |b|2 → 1 forces |b| ≤ 1 + o(1) Combining this
with (3.14) and recalling the definition of Eρ,ǫ, this leads to a contradiction to the fact that
z ∈ C \ Eρ,ǫ

Thus for any fixed ǫ > 0 and any z ∈ C \ Eρ,ǫ, whenever N is sufficiently large, we must
have limηց0 |V (z, η)| = 0. Via a standard computation we deduce that

lim
ηց0

b̄(z, η) =

{
−z+

√
z2−4ρ0
2ρ ρ0 6= 0

−1
z ρ0 = 0

where we take the square root
√

z2 − 4ρ0 with branch cut on the segment connecting −2
√
ρ0

and 2
√
ρ0 in the complex plane and such that limz→∞

√
z2 − 4ρ0 − z = 0.
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We have proved the following: for any fixed ǫ > 0, whenever N is large enough, we have

lim
ηց0

a(z, η) = 0, lim
ηց0

b̄(z, η) =

{
−z+

√
z2−4ρ0
2ρ ρ0 6= 0,

−1
z ρ0 = 0

. (3.15)

Now we are ready to proving the following isotropic law, which is the cornerstone to
Theorem 1.7 and generalizes [36], Theorem 5.1.

Theorem 3.3. (Isotropic law) In the setting of Theorem 1.7, set δN = (log logN)−1. Then
for any unit vectors u, v ∈ R

N , with probability at least 1− C1N
−1.4, we have

sup
z∈C\Eρ,ǫ

∣∣∣∣∣〈u, (X − zIN )−1v〉 − −z +
√

z2 − 4ρ

2ρ
〈u, v〉

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ C2δN , ρ 6= 0,

sup
z∈C\Eρ,ǫ

∣∣∣∣〈u, (X − zIN )−1v〉+ 1

z
〈u, v〉

∣∣∣∣ ≤ C2δN , ρ = 0,

(3.16)

where C1, C2 > 0 are some universal constants depending only on ρ and ǫ. Also, the same
estimate holds if we replace δN by (δN )p for any p > 0.

Proof. We invoke Theorem 2.1 to deduce that for any η > 0 and z ∈ C,

E
[
‖(Yz(iη)

−1 − (id⊗τ)Yz,free(iη)
−1‖
]
≤ (logN)−1

η5
. (3.17)

We then invoke Theorem 2.2 to deduce that for any η > 0 and z ∈ C, for any two unit
vectors u, v ∈ R

2N , we have (taking x = c
√
logN in Theorem 2.2 for a large c > 0)

P

(
∣∣〈u, (Yz(iη)

−1v〉 − E〈u,Yz(iη)
−1v〉

∣∣ ≥ (logN)−1/4

η2
)

)
≤ 2N−10. (3.18)

In the following we take
η = (log logN)−1.

By our choice of η and resolvent identity (3.9), we can easily check that the function z 7→
〈u,Yz(iη)

−1v〉 is Lipschitz continuous in z ∈ C \ Eρ,ǫ with a Lipschitz constant (log logN)2.
Therefore taking a covering of z ∈ C \ Eρ,ǫ of mesh size 10−2δN (log logN)−2 and then
apply a union bound to estimate (3.18) for z ranging over these mesh points and |z| ≤
TN := 100 log logN , and then use the (log logN)2- Lipschitz continuity of the function
z → 〈u,Yz(iη)

−1v〉 in z, we deduce that

P

(
sup

z∈(C\Eρ,ǫ)∩{z∈C:|z|≤TN}

∣∣〈u,Yz(iη)
−1v〉 − E〈u,Yz(iη)

−1v〉
∣∣ ≥ δN

)
= O(N−9). (3.19)

Since ‖Y0(iη)‖ ≤ 6 for η > 0 small with probability 1 − O(N−1.4) (this can be proven via
applying [9], Corollary 2.2), we can ensure ‖Yz(iη)‖−1 ≤ 1

4δN for |z| > TN and therefore we
remove the constraint |z| ≤ TN and get,

P

(
sup

z∈C\Eρ,ǫ

∣∣〈u,Yz(iη)
−1v〉 − E〈u,Yz(iη)

−1v〉
∣∣ ≥ δN

)
= O(N−1.4). (3.20)

Applying a similar continuity argument to (3.17) we get

sup
z∈C\Eρ,ǫ

∣∣〈u, (id ⊗ τ)Yz,free(iη)
−1v〉 − E〈u,Yz(iη)

−1v〉
∣∣ ≤ δN . (3.21)
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Combined with (3.20), we get

P

(
sup

z∈C\Eρ,ǫ

∣∣〈u,Yz(iη)
−1v〉 − 〈u, (id ⊗ τ)Yz,free(iη)

−1v〉
∣∣ ≥ 2δN

)
= O(N−1.4). (3.22)

Now we set up a different estimate. Consider the following event

ΩN (z) := {‖Yz(iη)
−1‖op ≤ 4/Cρ,ǫ for all η ∈ [0.Cρ,ǫ/4]}.

Since z ∈ C \ Eρ,ǫ, using the estimate (3.10) we have P(ΩN(z)) ≥ 1−O(N−1.5). Since z 7→
‖Yz(iη)

−1‖op is (log logN)2-Lipschitz continuous, we take a covering of (C\Eρ,ǫ)∩{|z| ≤ T}
of mesh size 10−2/Cρ,ǫ(log logN)−2 to upgrade the bound to be uniform over z ∈ C \ Eρ,ǫ
(the bound ‖Yz(iη)

−1‖op ≤ 4/Cρ,ǫ for |z| > T is trivial when T large ), and conclude with
the following: consider the event

ΩN :=

{
sup

z∈C\Eρ,ǫ,η∈[0.Cρ,ǫ/4]
‖Yz(iη)

−1‖op ≤ 4/Cρ,ǫ

}
,

then

P(ΩN) ≥ 1−O(N−1.4).

Moreover, by the resolvent identity (3.9), on the event ΩN the mapping η 7→ ‖Yz(iη)
−1‖op is

Lipschitz continuous in η > 0 with a Lipschitz constant (4/Cρ,ǫ)
2 uniformly in z ∈ C \ Eρ,ǫ.

That is, we have that for N sufficiently large,

‖Yz(iη)
−1 − Yz(0)

−1‖op ≤ (16/C2
ρ,ǫ)δN for all z ∈ C \ Eρ,ǫ on ΩN . (3.23)

Finally, the asymptotic in (3.15) for entries of the free operator, and the fact that the
function z 7→ ‖(id ⊗ τ)Yz,free(iη)

−1‖ is also (4/Cρ,ǫ)
2-Lipschitz continuous for z ∈ C \ Eρ,ǫ

(which follow from the fact that σmin(Yz,free) is bounded away from zero throughout z ∈
C \ Eρ,ǫ) imply via a continuity argument that

sup
z∈C\Eρ,ǫ

∥∥∥∥(id⊗ τ)Yz,free(iη)
−1 −

(
0 b(z, 0+)IN

b̄(z, 0+)IN 0

)∥∥∥∥
op

≤ (16/C2
ρ,ǫ)δN , (3.24)

where we again take the choice η = (log logN)−1, and the expression b(z, 0+) is given in
(3.15).

We can now conclude the proof via combining (3.22), (3.23) and (3.24). Combining
these estimates we have: for some universal constants C1, C2 > 0 depending on ρ, ǫ,

P

(
sup

z∈C\Eρ,ǫ

∣∣∣∣〈u,Yz(0)
−1v〉 − 〈u,

(
0 b(z, 0+)IN

b̄(z, 0+)IN 0

)
v〉
∣∣∣∣ ≥ C2δN

)
≤ C1N

−1.4.

(3.25)
Recall that Yz(0)

−1 has the expression (3.8). Thus, for any unit vector u, v ∈ R
N ,

setting (u, o) and (0, v) to be the two unit vectors in R
2N in the previous estimate, we

derive the (final) isotropic estimate for the original non-Hermitian matrix X:

P

(
sup

z∈C\Eρ,ǫ

∣∣∣∣∣〈u, (X − zI)−1v〉 − −z +
√

z2 − 4ρ

2ρ
〈u, v〉

∣∣∣∣∣ ≥ C2δN

)
≤ C1N

−1.4, for ρ 6= 0

P

(
sup

z∈C\Eρ,ǫ

∣∣∣∣〈u, (X − zI)−1v〉+ 1

z
〈u, v〉

∣∣∣∣ ≥ C2δN

)
≤ C1N

−1.4, for ρ = 0.

(3.26)
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In the last step we have used (3.15) and the assumption that ρ = ρ0 − DN and that
limN→∞(logN)DN = 0. Going through the above proof, we see that exactly the same
argument works if we replace δN by (δN )p and take η = (log logN)−p for any p > 0.

�

3.3. Determination of outliers. Finally we complete the determination of outlying eigen-
values, which completes the proof of Theorem 1.7.

For this purpose we will do the singular value decomposition for the deterministic matrix
CN :

CN = AABN

where An is some N × k matrix and BN is some k × N matrix, both of which having a
bounded operator norm.

Following [42], Lemma 2.1, we have the following eigenvalue criterion: a complex z ∈ C

is an eigenvalue of X + CN but is not an eigenvalue of X if and only if

det(1 +BN (X − zIN )−1AN ) = 0. (3.27)

The proof is a standard linear algebra exercise using the matrix identity

det(1 +AB) = det(1 +BA) (3.28)

for any n× k matrix A and k × n matrix B. Now we conclude the proof of Theorem 1.7.

Proof of Theorem 1.7, determination of outliers. Define

f(z) = det(1 +BN (X − zIN )−1AN )

and

g(z) = det(1 +BN
−z +

√
z2 − 4ρ

2ρ
AN ), ρ 6= 0,

g(z) = det(1 +BN (−1

z
)AN ), ρ = 0.

By a standard exercise in complex analysis, the function z 7→ −z+
√

z2−4ρ
2ρ bijectively

maps C \ Eρ onto D = E0 when ρ 6= 0. The same holds for z → −1
z when ρ = 0.

Then using the matrix identity (3.28) we deduce that the roots of g(z) on C \ Eρ are
precisely given by λi(CN )+ ρ

λi(CN ) , 1 ≤ i ≤ j, where λ1(CN ), · · · , λj(CN ) are the eigenvalues

of CN such that |λi(CN )| ≥ 1 for each i, so there are only finitely many of them.
We first assume all the roots of g in C \ Eρ,ǫ are simple roots. From the isotropic law

proved in Theorem 3.3, we claim that on an event with probability at least 1 − C1N
−1.4,

for each nonzero eigenvalue λi(CN ) such that |λi(CN )| > 1, λi(CN ) + ρ
λi(CN ) ∈ C \ Eρ,ǫ,

|f(z)− g(z)| < |g(z)|, for all z ∈ ∂B

(
λi(CN ) +

ρ

λi(CN )
, (δN )

3
4

)
, (3.29)

where for any x ∈ C and δ > 0 we let B(x, δ) denotes the disk with center x and radius δ in
the complex plane, and ∂B(x, δ) denotes its boundary. To see why this is true, we assume

N is large enough so that g has no other roots in this disk B
(
λi(CN ) + ρ

λi(CN ) , (δN )
3
4

)
so

that (as g has simple roots) |g(z)| ∼ (δN )
3
4 on ∂B

(
λi(CN ) + ρ

λi(CN ) , (δN )
3
4

)
and implies

the bound (3.29) thanks to the isotropic law in Theorem 3.3 and that (δN )
3
4 >> δN .
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Hence by Rouche’s theorem in complex analysis, f(z) has a solution that is (δN )
3
4 -

close to λi(CN ) + ρ
λi(CN ) (i.e. lies in B(λi(CN ) + ρ

λi(CN ) , (δN )
3
4 )) for each i = 1, · · · , j.

Likewise, fix another domain B(x, δ) ⊂ C \ Eρ,ǫ on which g has no zeros, we must have
|f(z) − g(z)| < g(z) for z ∈ ∂B(x, δ) when N is large, hence by Rouche’s theorem f has
no zeros on B(x, δ). This characterizes all roots of f in C \ Eρ,ǫ and hence determines all
outlying eigenvalues of X +CN in C \ Eρ,ǫ. This completes the proof of Theorem 1.7 as we

have (δN )
3
4 = o((log logN)−

1
2 ).

When g has repeated roots, note that g has degree dg = O(1), we now claim that (3.29)
continues to hold with probability 1 − C1N

−1.4. To see this we assume N is large so g has

no roots in B(λi(CN ) + ρ
λi(CN ) , (δN )

3
4 ) except at the center of this disk, which may have

multiplicity dg or less. Thus we have (δN )
3dg
4 . |g(z)| on z ∈ ∂B

(
λi(CN ) + ρ

λi(CN ) , (δN )
3
4

)
.

Then we can apply the isotropic law in Theorem 3.3 with the version where we have (δN )dg

on the right hand side of (3.16) and thus complete the proof. �

3.4. The non-Gaussian case. The proof of the master theorem 1.9 in the non-Gaussian
case is a simple adaptation of the proof in the Gaussian case.

Proof of Theorem 1.9. We follow exactly the steps in the proof of Theorem 1.7, where we
have the same free probability object Yz,free having the same Stieltjes transform. It suffices
to use Theorem 2.4, 2.5 and 2.6 combined with (or in place of) Theorem 2.1, 2.2 2.3 and
all other steps are not changed: the former group of theorems determines concentration for
the non-Gaussian model and compares the non-Gaussian model to the associated Gaussian
model G or the free model Yz,free; whereas the latter group of theorems further compares
the Gaussian model to the free model. �

4. Proof of applications

4.1. Truncation step. We can now prove Theorem 1.4 and 1.6 via a truncation argument.

Proof of Theorem 1.4. Let X := (dN )−1/2XN where XN is specified in Definition 1.3. By
definition we verify that

E[XX∗] = E[X∗X] = 1

and if all the self-loops (x, x) ∈ EN we have E[X2] = D
dN

1 (recall E[g2ii] = D) where

(logN) D
dN

→ 0 by assumption of dN . Otherwise, if none of the self-loops (x, x) ∈ EN then

simply E[X2] = 0.
Therefore the claim of Theorem 1.4 for Gaussian entries (case (1)) follow from Theorem

1.7 with ρ = 0, and the claim of Theorem 1.4 for bounded entries (case (2)) follow from
Theorem 1.9 with ρ = 0. As we assume the graphs GN are increasing and XN can be
embedded as a submatrix of XN+1, the almost sure statement follows from an application
of Borel-Cantelli lemma.

It remains to prove Theorem 1.4 case (3), where entries are i.i.d. with finite p-th
moment. We begin with a moment estimate similar to [17], Corollary 3.32:

E

[
sup

(x,y)∈EN

|(dN )−1/2gxy|2
]
≤ 1

dN
E

[
max

(x,y)∈EN

|gxy|p
] 2

p

≤ (NdN )
2
p

dN
E[|gpxy]

2
p .
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By our assumption on dN we have (dN )−1(NdN )
2
p << (logN)−4. Therefore we conclude

that we can find a deterministic sequence aN ց 0 such that with probability 1− o(1),

(logN)2 sup
(x,y)∈EN

(dN )−1/2|gxy| ≤ aN . (4.1)

For regularity reasons we also assume that aN ≥ (logN)
− 4

p−2 .

Now we define a truncated matrix X̃N on GN such that for each edge (x, y) ∈ EN , the

entry (X̃N )(x,y) is gxy1|gxy|≤aN (dN )1/2(logN)−2 . We let

g̃xy := gxy1|gxy|≤aN (dN )1/2(logN)−2 ,

since gxy is symmetric we have E[g̃xy] = 0. We also compute that VN := E[|g̃xy|2] =

1 + O(N−1) . This is because by assumption on dN we have aN (dN )1/2(logN)−2 ≥ N
1

p−2 ,
so that

E[g2xy]− E[g̃2xy] = E[g2xy1|gxy|≥aN (dN )1/2(logN)−2 ] ≤ N−1
E[gpxy].

Therefore we may instead consider Y := (dNVN )−1/2X̃N and now this matrix sat-
isfies the assumptions of Theorem 1.4, case (2) (we verify that the entries are bounded
and E[Y Y ∗] = E[Y ∗Y ] = 1, E[Y 2] = ρ(1 + o((logN)−1))1), so the claim on absence of
outliers (part (1)) and on convergence of outlying eigenvalues (part (2)) hold for Y . More-

over, XN = X̃N on the event where (4.1) holds (which has probability 1 − o(1)) and
VN = 1 + o(N−1). Then an elementary exercise enables us to transfer the finite rank
perturbation results on Y to that of X. (To be more specific, we determine outlying eigen-

values of (dN )−1/2VNX̃N + VNCN , but the eigenvalues of the latter matrix are eigenvalues

of (dN )−1/2X̃N + CN multiplied by VN ; and eigenvalues of VNCN are eigenvalues of CN

multiplied by VN . Finally use VN = 1 +O(N−1).)
To upgrade to an almost sure argument, we can use [17], Lemma 9.22 and the fact that

E[|gxy|p] < ∞ to deduce that

lim
N→∞

1

(NdN )
1
p

sup
(x,y)∈EN

|gxy| = 0 a.s.,

then using our assumptions on dN and [17], Lemma 9.21, we deduce that we can find
deterministic sequence aN ց 0, such that

(dN )−1/2 sup
(x,y)∈EN

(dN )−1/2|gxy| ≤ (logN)−2aN eventually a.s..

Then we can upgrade the previous proofs to an almost sure statement. �

For banded elliptic random matrices, a very similar argument can be used to prove
Theorem 1.6.

Proof of Theorem 1.6. Let X := (dN )−1/2XN . Then by definition we have

E[XX∗] = E[X∗X] = 1, E[X2] = (ρ+ o((logN)−1)1.

In case (1) when entries are Gaussian, the claim is implied by Theorem 1.7. In case (2)
when entries are bounded, the claim is implied by Theorem 1.9.

It remains to consider case (3) when (g0, g1, g2) have finite p-th moment. As in the
previous proof, applying [17], Lemma 9.22 to the following three families of random variables
{(XN )(x,y), x < y, (x, y) ∈ EN}, {(XN )(x,y), y < x, (x, y) ∈ EN} and {(XN )(x,x), (x, x) ∈
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EN} (each group consists of i.i.d. random variables) and using the fact that E[|gi|p] < ∞
for i = 0, 1, 2, we conclude that

lim
N→∞

1

(NdN )
1
p

sup
(x,y)∈EN

max
(
|(XN )(x,y)|, |(XN )(y,x)|

)
= 0 a.s.,

then using our assumptions on dN and [17], Lemma 9.21, we deduce that we can find a
deterministic sequence aN ց 0, such that

(dN )−1/2 sup
(x,y)∈EN

(dN )−1/2 max
(
|(XN )(x,y)|, |(XN )(y,x)|

)
≤ (logN)−2aN eventually a.s..

We again assume that aN ≥ (logN)−
4

p−2 , as this can be achieved by replacing aN by

max(aN , (logN)−
4

p−2 ).

Now we define a truncated matrix X̃N on GN such that for each edge (x, y) ∈ EN , the

entry (X̃N )(x,y) is (XN )(x,y)1|(XN )(x,y)|≤aN (dN )1/2(logN)−2 . Then X̃N = XN eventually almost

surely.
From the random variables (g0, g1, g2) we define the truncated version (g̃0, g̃1, g̃2) via

setting g̃i
law
= gi1|gi|≤aN (dN )1/2(logN)−2 for each i = 0, 1, 2. Since g0, g1, g2 are symmetric, we

see g̃0, g̃1, g̃2 still has mean zero. As in the previous proof, applying Markov’s inequality,

the fact that g1
law
= g2, and the finite p-th moment of gi, we check that

E[|g̃1|2] = E[|g̃2|2] = 1 +O(N−1), E[|g̃0|2] = 1 +O(N−1),

and that

E[g̃1g̃2] = ρ+O(N−1).

After a simple computation, we see that we can find a constant VN = 1+O(N−1) such

that Y := VN X̃N satisfies all the assumptions in Theorem 1.9. Then we have proven no out-
lier and finite rank perturbation theorems (i.e. the first and second conclusions of Theorem
1.6) for the matrix Y . By definition of VN , this implies the same limit of outlying eigenvalues

for X̃N . (To be more specific, we determine outlying eigenvalues of (dN )−1/2VN X̃N+VNCN ,

but the eigenvalues of the latter matrix are eigenvalues of (dN )−1/2X̃N + CN multiplied
by VN ; and eigenvalues of VNCN are eigenvalues of CN multiplied by VN . Finally use

VN = 1 +O(N−1).) Since XN = X̃N eventually almost surely, this completes the proof for

(dN )−1/2XN . �

4.2. product elliptic matrices. Finally we give the proof of Theorem 1.14. The proof
relies on a standard linearization argument.

Proof of Theorem 1.14. We consider the following two linearization matrices

XN :=




0 (dN,1)
−1/2X1

N 0

0 0 (dN,2)
−1/2X2

N 0
. . .

. . .

0 0 (dN,m−1)
−1/2Xm−1

N

(dN,m)−1/2Xm
N 0




.
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and the mN ×mN matrix

AN :=




0 A1
N 0

0 0 A2
N 0

. . .
. . .

0 0 Am−1
N

Am
N 0




.

From elementary linear algebra (see [22], Proposition 4.1), we readily see that if λ is an
eigenvalue of XN , then λm is an eigenvalue of (XN )m, so that λm is an eigenvalue of Dm

N .
Similarly, if λ is an eigenvalue of AN (or XN + AN ), then λm is an eigenvalue of AN (or

Dm,1
N ).
Let ζm := {z ∈ C : zm = 1} denote the set of m-th roots of unity. Then the eigenvalues

of AN are given by

({λi(AN ))
1
m ζm, i = 1, · · · , j},

where we use ({λi(AN ))
1
m to denote any m-th square root of λ1(AN ).

For the matrix XN , we readily check that whenever m ≥ 2,

E[XN (XN )∗] = E[(XN )∗XN )] = 1, E[(XN )2] = 0.

Then we can apply Theorem 1.7 and 1.9 to XN + AN (when all entries of XN are
Gaussian in case(1) or bounded in case (2)), and conclude that for any ǫ > 0 a.s. for N

large there are no eigenvalues of XN outside C \ (1+ ǫ)
1
mD, so that there are no eigenvalues

of Dm
N outside (1 + ǫ)D. Moreover, almost surely as N is large, there are precisely mj

outlying eigenvalues of XN + AN in C \ (1 + ǫ)
1
mD, and after relabeling they converge to

(λi(AN ))
1
m ζm(1 + o(1)) for each i = 1, · · · , j. This implies that almost surely for N large,

there are precisely j outlying eigenvalues of Dm,1
N in C \ (1+ ǫ)D, and after relabeling, these

eigenvalues converge to (λi(AN ))(1 + o(1)) for each i = 1, · · · , j.
Finally, when entries of XN have a bounded p-th moment, we may use a similar trun-

cation argument as in the proof of Theorem 1.4, 1.6. The adaptations are straightforward
and hence omitted.

�

Appendix A. Proof of concentration inequalities

In this appendix we outline a proof of Theorem 2.2 and 2.5: the proof is essentially an
adaptation of the version in [17].

Proof of Theorem 2.2. We write the Gaussian model G as

G := A0 +

n∑

i=1

giAi

where g1, · · · , gn are independent mean 0, variance 1 Gaussians and Ai ∈ Mn(C)sa are fixed
self-adjoint matrices. Define f : Rn → R as

f(x) := 〈u, (z1 −A0 −
n∑

i=1

xiAi)
−1v〉.
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We can verify as in [17], Lemma 6.5 that f is σ∗(G)
(Im z)2 Lipschitz continuous, so that 〈u, (z1−

X)−1v〉 is a σ∗(G)
(Im z)2

Lipschitz continuous function of n unit Gaussian variables. Then the

Gaussian concentration inequality from [15] Theorem 5.6 finishes the proof.
�

Proof of Theorem 2.5. We will adapt the proof of [17] and only give a sketch. Some esti-
mates we present are suboptimal, but we will use them as we can simply quote the compu-
tations from the cited work.

Let X be of the form 1.6 and consider (Z ′
1, · · · , Z ′

n) to be some independent copy of
(Z1, · · · , Zn). Let X

∼i := Z0 +
∑

j 6=i Zj + Z ′
i. Then for any fixed unit vectors u, v ∈ R

N ,

n∑

i=1

(
〈u, (z1 −X)−1v − (z1−X∼i)−1v〉

)2
+
≤ W,

where we define W via

W :=
2

(Im z)4
sup

‖v‖=‖w‖=1

n∑

i=1

|〈v, (Zi − Z ′
i)w〉|2 +

8

(Im z)6
R(X)2‖

n∑

i=1

(Zi − Z ′
i)
2‖.

Then we can estimate as in Lemma 5.8 of [17],

E[W ] .
σ∗(X)2

(Im z)4
+

R(X)E‖X − EX‖
(Im z)4

+
R(X)2E‖X − EX‖2

(Im z)6
.

W has the following self-bounding property: consider

W∼i :=
2

(Im z)4
sup

‖v‖=‖w‖=1

∑

j 6=i

|〈v, (Zj − Z ′
j)w〉|2 +

8

(Im z)6
R(X)2‖

n∑

j 6=i

(Zj − Z ′
j)

2‖,

then by [17], Lemma 5.9, W∼i ≤ W and

n∑

i=1

(W −W∼i)2 ≤
{
16R(X)2

(Im z)4
+

64R(X)4

(Im z)6

}
W.

From the self-bounding property of W we get

logE[eW/a] ≤ 2

a
E[W ], a =

16R(X)2

(Im z)4
+

64R(X)4

(Im z)6
.

Then for 0 ≤ λ ≤ a−1/2, by exponential Poincaré inequality and Chernoff bound, we have

P

[
〈u, (z1 −X)−1v〉 ≥ E〈u, (z1−X)−1v〉+

√
8EWx+

√
ax
]
≤ e−x.

We can also prove via a refinement of [15] Theorem 6.16 that for any 0 ≤ λ ≤ (2a)−
1
2 ,

logE
[
e−λ{〈u,(z1−X)−1v〉−E〈u,(z1−X)−1v〉}

]
≤ 4E[W ]λ2

1− λ
√
2a

.

Then Chernoff’s inequality imply the lower tail bound for any x > 0

P

[
〈u, (z1 −X)−1v〉 ≤ E〈u, (z1 −X)−1v〉 − 4

√
EWx−

√
2ax

]
≤ e−x.

This completes the proof with both upper and lower tails derived.
�
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