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Arbitrary Spectral Edge of Regular Graphs

Dingding Dong * Theo McKenzie †

Abstract

We prove that for each d ≥ 3 and k ≥ 2, the set of limit points of the first k eigenvalues of
sequences of d-regular graphs is

{(µ1, . . . , µk) : d = µ1 ≥ · · · ≥ µk ≥ 2
√

d − 1}.
The result for k = 2 was obtained by Alon and Wei, and our result confirms a conjecture of
theirs. Our proof uses an infinite random graph sampled from a distribution that generalizes
the random regular graph distribution. To control the spectral behavior of this infinite object,
we show that Huang and Yau’s proof of Friedman’s theorem bounding the second eigenvalue
of a random regular graph generalizes to this model. We also bound the trace of the non-
backtracking operator, as was done in Bordenave’s separate proof of Friedman’s theorem.

1 Introduction

For a graph G on N vertices, we denote by λ1(G) ≥ · · · ≥ λN(G) the eigenvalues of the adjacency
operator on G. Given a family of graphs G1,G2, . . ., all of bounded degree d for fixed d ≥ 3, a natural
question asks what are the possible limit points of the k-dimensional vectors (λ1(Gi), . . . , λk(Gi)).
This question is a variant of the inverse spectral problem—as opposed to the classical problem
asking whether we can recover a graph up to isomorphism from the first few eigenvalues, this
question asks which spectral edges are in fact possible.

In terms of what is possible, a consequence of the Perron–Frobenius theorem is that λ1(Gi) ≤ d
for all i. If we further assume that the graphs are d-regular, the Alon-Boppana bound [1, 38] gives

that λ2(G) ≥ 2
√

d − 1 − oN(1). More generally (stated for example in [16, 20, 39]) for every fixed

k ≥ 1, as i → ∞, we have λk(Gi) ≥ 2
√

d − 1 − oN(1). Therefore, for regular graphs, the question
reduces to asking the following.

Question 1.1. Fix d ≥ 3 and k ≥ 2. For which vectors in

{(µ1, . . . , µk) : d = µ1 ≥ · · · ≥ µk ≥ 2
√

d − 1} (1.1)

does there exist an infinite family of d-regular graphs {Gi}i∈N with limi→∞ λ j(Gi) = µ j for every j ∈ [k]?

Alon and Wei [3] investigated Question 1.1 and showed that when k = 2, the answer was all

pairs of numbers d = µ1 ≥ µ2 ≥ 2
√

d − 1. They also showed for all k ≥ 2 that all vectors in the
slightly smaller set

{(µ1, . . . , µk) : d = µ1 ≥ · · · ≥ µk ≥ 2
√

d − 1 + (d − 1)−1/2}
*Harvard University. ddong@math.harvard.edu
†Stanford University. theom@stanford.edu

1

http://arxiv.org/abs/2412.09570v1


exist as limit points. Note this set converges to (1.1) as d → ∞. They also proved that the entire
set in (1.1) exists as limit points if we relax the requirement of being d-regular to being of degree at
most d (note that in this scenario there could be other limit points, as the d-regular Alon-Boppana
bound no longer holds).

Alon and Wei conjectured that every point in (1.1) can be achieved as a limit point for some
sequence of d-regular graphs [3, Conjecture 1.3]. The main result of this paper is that this conjecture
is true.

Theorem 1.2. Fix d ≥ 3 and k ≥ 2. For all d = µ1 ≥ · · · ≥ µk ≥ 2
√

d − 1, there exists a sequence of
d-regular finite simple graphs G1,G2, . . . such that limi→∞ λ j(Gi) = µ j for all 1 ≤ j ≤ k.

The d-regular construction of Alon and Wei starts by taking a series of small, high girth graphs
F1, . . . ,Fk−1 of degree at most d. Then, vertices of degree less than d are extended with large trees.
To be specific, for L ∈ N ∪ ∞+, we define the depth-L tree extension TLF to be the graph obtained
by attaching d − deg

F
(v) rooted (d − 1)-ary trees of height L to each v ∈ V(F). Note that in TLF, all

vertices are of degree d except for the leaves of the trees. These tree extensions TLF1, . . . ,TLFk−1 are
then implanted into a much larger high girth d-regular graph F0. The authors were able to show
that, under appropriate conditions, the top k eigenvalues of the obtained graph are close to those
of a disjoint union of F0,TLF1, . . . ,TLFk−1 [3, Lemma 4.4] . Using this argument, one can deduce
Theorem 1.2 from the following.

Theorem 1.3. Fix 2
√

d − 1 < µ < d and ǫ > 0. Fix any R > 0. Then there exists a simple (perhaps infinite)
d-regular graph G such that

1. G = T∞G0 for some finite graph G0,

2. G has girth ≥ R,

3. |λ1(G) − µ| < ǫ and λ2(G) < 2
√

d − 1 + ǫ.

Alon and Wei obtained the same statement as Theorem 1.3 with the weaker bound of λ2(G) ≤
2
√

d − 1+(d−1)−1/2+ǫ. They used the following construction: take a random N-lift of Kd+1, denoted
F∗, and iteratively delete vertices from F∗ until the resulting graph F′ satisfies |λ1(T∞F′) − µ| ≤ ǫ.
The authors showed that if vertices are deleted in a specific order, then for every subgraph F′ of

F∗ appearing during the iteration, λ2(T∞F′) ≤ 2
√

d − 1 + (d − 1)−1/2 + ǫ. It is unclear whether a
stronger inequality is possible for this particular construction.

Our work introduces a slightly different construction that satisfies the stronger bound λ2(G) ≤
2
√

d − 1+ ǫ. Given 2
√

d − 1 < µ < d, we will pick some p = p(µ) ∈ [0, 1] (specified in Definition 3.1)
and then do the following:

1. Let H be a random d-regular graph (possibly with loops and multiedges) on N vertices.

2. Let G0 be a random subgraph of H obtained by including every edge of H independently
with probability p.

3. Take G = T∞G0.

We will show that for some suitably chosen p ∈ [0, 1], with positive probability, the resulting
T∞G0 is a simple graph that satisfies Theorem 1.3. The two graphs to keep in mind as examples
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Figure 1: A random construction for Theorem 1.3 when d = 3

for Theorem 1.3 are the random d-regular graph (for µ = d) and the infinite d-regular tree (for

µ = 2
√

d − 1). We think of our construction T∞G0 as some interpolation between the two. Indeed,
when p = 1, T∞G0 will be the random d-regular graph and when p = 0, T∞G0 will be a disjoint

union of infinite d-regular trees. As we will show, for every 2
√

d − 1 < µ < d, there exists some
p = p(µ) such that the corresponding graph G has spectral radius close to µ with high probability.

1.1 Proof techiniques

Our proof of Theorem 1.3 uses several ideas in spectral theory. To show concentration of λ1(T∞G0),
we use the Ihara–Bass formula for regular graphs [5,7] that gives a correspondence between eigen-
values of T∞G0 and eigenvalues of B, the nonbacktracking walk operator of T∞G0 (Definition 2.9).
We then give probabilistic bounds on the number of cycles in G0 that show concentration of λ1(B),
which leads to the desired result for λ1(T∞G0). These types of ideas were used in Bordenave’s
proof of Friedman’s theorem, which states that for any d ≥ 3 a randomly sampled d-regular graph

H on N vertices has, with high probability, max{λ2(H), |λN(H)|} = 2
√

d − 1 + oN(1) [10, 21].
A strong statement is true about the eigenvector of the nonbacktracking operator that corre-

sponds to any eigenvalue greater than
√

d − 1, in that it is not supported on edges in the tree
extension directed towards G0. This means that to estimate large eigenvalues of the nonback-
tracking operator of T∞G0, it suffices to look at the operator on G0. This eigenvector can be
approximated by using the tree neighborhood of most vertices, and realizing that the neighbor-
hood of most vertices approximates a random tree branching process [11]. We will reason about
the combinatorial statistics of these neighborhoods through the Kesten-Stigum theorem, which
states that the distribution of the sizes of neighborhoods in this process converge to a deterministic
limit [29].

To upper bound λ2(T∞G0), we will prove a mild generalization of Friedman’s theorem to the
random infinite graph model described above. A challenge in generalizing Friedman’s theorem
to our model is that previous proofs [10, 15, 21, 26] make use of two natural facts concerning finite
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regular graphs: (1) they are finite, which allows us to bound the second eigenvalue by bounding a
normalized trace; (2) we have explicit knowledge about the top eigenvalue and eigenvector, which
allows us to project away the dependence on this eigenvalue when applying a trace method or
performing Green’s function analysis. Neither of these two points is true in our model.

We found that the proof that was easiest to generalize to our model was that of Huang and Yau,
which gives a local law for the random regular graph distribution tight enough to imply Friedman’s
theorem [26]. The local law states that the Green’s function G(z) := ( A√

d−1
− zI)−1 approximates that

of the infinite regular tree. This proof generalizes nicely to our setting, as much of it is dedicated
to showing that the contribution of certain subgraphs to the Green’s function is approximately
that given by replacing the subgraph with an infinite tree. Our model is identical, except some
subgraphs are actually infinite trees, meaning that many parts of the proof immediately generalize
to our model (namely, the true random regular graph is the most difficult version to analyze).

Another advantage here is that the Green’s function allows us to analyze the infinite tree
extension T∞G0 through the original graph G0. The Green’s function of T∞G0 on G0 is equal to that
of a finite graph where each connection to an infinite tree is replaced by a weighted loop. This
“finitization” of the Green’s function is possible through the Schur complement formula, and has
been crucial in proving sharp spectral statistics in random regular graphs [8, 25, 26]. Moreover,

we will show that any eigenvalue λ > 2
√

d − 1 has an Anderson localized eigenvector, in that
the eigenvector is exponentially decaying away from G0. This allows us to bound λ2(T∞G0) by
bounding the normalized projected trace, where the projection is on the finite vertex set of G0.

Nevertheless, Huang and Yau still use explicit knowledge of the top eigenvalue and eigenvector
in [25]. Having calculated the Green’s function, they show that after subtracting the contribution
of the d eigenvalue we achieve a sufficiently tight local law. As noted above, we cannot do this,
as we do not know our top eigenvector; even if we could show that it is almost deterministic,
the contribution of this top eigenspace in our model becomes quite complicated. To avoid this,
we perform our second eigenvalue bound in two steps. The first step is to show that in fact, our
trace bound is strong enough to show that λ1(T∞G0) − λ2(T∞G0) > ǫ, for some constant ǫ > 0,
using an argument similar to Broder and Shamir’s proof that a random regular graph has second
eigenvalue O((d − 1)3/4) [14]. This allows us to ignore the structure of the top eigenvector, and in
the second step we can reduce to analyzing our Green’s function for z away from λ1(T∞G0). This
simplifies our analysis, as we can show that in this region Green’s function of the graph sharply
approximates that of the infinite tree, rather than having to consider the error term coming from
the top eigenvalue explicitly.

1.2 Related work

The infinite graph we use has the form of a finite graph extended with regular trees; the properties of
such a graph, such as the fact that the absolutely continuous spectrum is that of the infinite tree,were
studied in [17]. Our method of preserving spectrum when passing from disjoint infinite graphs
to a large graph with fixed (λ1, . . . , λk) follows a number of works asking whether graphs with
optimal spectral expansion can preserve this property after undergoing some small perturbation.
Kahale used this general idea of taking a small gadget graph and implanting it within a larger,
optimally expanding graph to show a tight relationship between spectral expansion and vertex
expansion [28]. Implanted gadget graphs into large Ramanujan graphs have been used to relate
spectral gap with combinatorial properties [36], as well as to relate spectral gap with eigenvector
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localization [2, 22].
In order to give tight bounds onλ1(T∞G), we must consider the percolated graph. The spectrum

of percolated graphs has been well studied [11, 13], as has the spectrum for branching processes
[6]. Moreover, we see this as closely related to the study of the nonbacktracking operator for
Erdős-Rényi (where the local limit is a branching process), where we see similar structure of the
eigenvector of the nonbacktracking operator [12, Theorem 3].

Other versions of the inverse spectral problem have also been of interest. Kollár and Sarnak
studied possible gaps in the spectrum for cubic graphs [30]. Magee showed a version of the
theorem of Alon and Wei for hyperbolic surfaces by showing that the set of limit points of the
smallest nontrivial eigenvalue of an arithmetic hyperbolic surface is the interval [0, 1/4] [34] (note
that there is an Alon-Boppana type bound for hyperbolic surfaces at 1/4, meaning this region is
the largest possible). The related problem of studying the the spectral edge of hyperbolic surfaces
is also of much interest [4, 24]. Specifically, the methods of [4] include proving analogous results
to those of Friedman’s original theorem. Moreover, similar ideas to the eigenvalue multiplicity
problem on graphs from [27] and [37] have been used to upper and lower bound the multiplicity
of eigenvalues of negatively curved surfaces [31]. As our method applies a generalization of
Friedman’s theorem, and Green’s function analysis can deduce spectral behavior in both settings,
we are curious as to whether our result can generalize in such a way that it can prove an arbitrary
spectral edge for hyperbolic surfaces.

Acknowledgements. T.M. thanks Jiaoyang Huang and Horng-Tzer Yau for helpful discussions.

2 Preliminaries

Notation. We fix d ≥ 3 to be constant throughout the paper. For a graph G = (V,E) (possibly
infinite), let A := AG denote the adjacency operator of G. Unless otherwise specified, G may be a
multigraph. We say that G is simple if it does not have loops and multiedges. The spectrum of G
is defined as

σ(G) := {λ ∈ R : A − λI does not have a bounded inverse}
where I is the identity operator. For every i ≥ 1, λi(G) will represent the ith largest value in the
spectrum, allowing for continuous spectrum. Namely,

λi(G) := sup
S⊆R|V|

dim(S)=i

inf
v∈ℓ2(S)

v∗Av.

For a vector ψ and a subset of coordinates W, we let ψW denote the projection of ψ onto W.
For a graph G = (V,E), a cycle in G is a sequence of distinct edges e1, . . . , ek ∈ E such that for

each ei = uivi, we have vi = ui+1 (where k + 1 is identified with 1). We define girth(G) to be the
length of the shortest cycle in G. For v ∈ V and r ≥ 1, let Br(v,G) denote the radius r ball centered
at v in G. For A,B ⊆ V, let distG(A,B) denote the distance from A to B in G. For U ⊆ V, we use G \U
to denote the induced subgraph of G on V \ U. For a subgraph G′ ⊆ G, we define G \ G′ to be the
graph on V(G) with edge set E(G) \ E(G′).

Let V0 be a set of N vertices. The random d-regular graph on V0 denotes the configuration
model (see [40, Section 2]), formed through choosing a uniformly random matching on the set of
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half-edges {(i, j) : i ∈ V0, j ∈ [d]}, and adding an edge i1i2 to the graph for every matched pair
(i1, j1), (i2, j2).

We use standard asymptotic notation O(·), o(·),Ω(·), ω(·),Θ(·). We say that f = Õ(1) if | f (N)| ≤
|s(N)1(N)| for some subpolynomial function s. We say that a . b if a(N) = O(b(N)), a≪ b if a = oN(b),
and a ≍ b if a(N) = Θ(b(N)). All logarithms are base e unless otherwise specified.

2.1 Tree extension and eigenvector localization

In this section, we give formal definition of the tree extension operator TL mentioned in the
introduction, and show that tree extensions have localized eigenvectors for large eigenvalues.

Definition 2.1 (d-augmentation). Let H be a graph with maximum degree at most d. The d-augmentation
ofH, written as TH, is obtained by adding d−deg(v) distinct new neighbors to every v ∈ V(H). In particular,
all vertices in TH have degree d or 1. If H is d-regular, then we have TH = H.

Definition 2.2 (Tree extension). Let H be a graph with maximum degree at most d, and L ≥ 1. The
depth-L tree extension TLH is defined by

TLH = T · · ·T︸︷︷︸
L times

H.

Given a tree extension TLH, for every ℓ ≥ 0, we define Vℓ to be the set of vertices in TLH that have distance
exactly ℓ from H.

Lemma 2.3 (Eigenvector localization). Suppose G = T∞F for some F. Then σ(G) has no continuous

spectrum in the region (2
√

d − 1,∞), and for any eigenvalue λ > 2
√

d − 1 of G with unit eigenvector ψ,

the projection of ψ onto V0, denoted as ψ0, satisfies ‖ψ0‖ > λ−2
√

d−1
2d .

Proof. Let A be the adjacency operator of G. For any normalized vector ψ, let ψ0 denote the
projection of ψ onto V0 and ψ≥1 denote the projection of ψ onto V \ V0. Since G \ V0 is a disjoint

union of infinite rooted (d − 1)-ary trees, the spectral radius of which are 2
√

d − 1, we have

ψ∗≥1
Aψ≥1 ≤ 2

√
d − 1. Therefore there are finitely many eigenvalues greater than 2

√
d − 1, and

they form pure point spectrum.

Suppose λ > 2
√

d − 1 is an eigenvalue of G with unit eigenvector ψ. Then we have

λ = ψ∗Aψ = ψ∗0Aψ0 + 2ψ∗0Aψ1 + ψ
∗
≥1Aψ≥1 ≤ d‖ψ0‖2 + 2‖ψ0‖

√
1 − ‖ψ0‖2 + 2

√
d − 1(1 − ‖ψ0‖2).

Solving for ‖ψ0‖, we recover that ‖ψ0‖ > λ−2
√

d−1
2d . �

The following lemma shows that eigenvectors of T∞F with large eigenvalues have exponen-
tially decaying eigenvectors at some quantifiable rate down the tree.

Lemma 2.4. Suppose G = T∞F has eigenvalue λ = (ζ + 1
ζ )
√

d − 1 for some ζ > 1 with normalized

eigenvector ψ. Then for all ℓ ≥ 0, we have
∑

u∈Vℓ
|ψ(u)|2 ≤ ζ−2ℓ+2.
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Proof. Fix any v ∈ V1. Let W denote the set of v and its descendants in G. We create a new graph Gv

by taking the infinite rooted (d−1)-ary treeG[W] and adding a loop of weightλ−∑u∼v,u∈W ψ(u)/ψ(v)
onto v. Then λ is an eigenvalue of Gv with eigenvector ψW.

Deleting the root vertex from Gv will leave a graph with spectral radius 2
√

d − 1. Therefore, by

Cauchy interlacing, λ is the unique eigenvalue of Gv that is greater than 2
√

d − 1. We now claim

that the loop has weight ζ
√

d − 1. Indeed, assume the loop is of weight ζ′
√

d − 1 for ζ′ > 1. Define
the vector φ ∈ R|W| such that for every u ∈W,

φ(u) := ψ(v)(ζ′)−ℓ(d − 1)−ℓ/2

where ℓ is the distance between u and v. One can check that Gv has eigenvalue λ = (ζ′+1/ζ′)
√

d − 1
with eigenvector φ. Moreover, by the Perron-Frobenius theorem, the spectral radius is monotonic
in the weight of the loop, meaning that to have eigenvalue λ, we must have ζ′ = ζ. Therefore φ is
a constant multiple of ψW.

Squaring and summing, we get that
∑

u∈Vℓ+1

|ψ(u)|2 ≤
∑

v∈V1

(d − 1)ℓ · |ψ(v)|2ζ−2ℓ(d − 1)−ℓ ≤ ζ−2ℓ.

�

Due to the localization of this eigenvector, trees of finite depth will approximately have the
same large eigenvalues.

Corollary 2.5. Let F be a finite graph with maximum degree at most d. Then for any λ > 2
√

d − 1 in
σ(T∞F), there exist C, c > 0 such that for all L ≥ 0, there exists some λ′ ∈ σ(TLF) with |λ−λ′| < C(1+ c)−L.

We now state the Alon–Wei patching lemma [3, Lemma 4.4]. As mentioned in the introduction,
a combination of the patching lemma with localization properties of tree extensions will give a
reduction from Theorem 1.2 to Theorem 1.3.

Definition 2.6 (R-patching). Fix R ≥ 3. Let F0 be a d-regular graph with girth at least 8R, and F1, . . . ,Fk

be graphs with maximum degree at most d. Moreover, suppose

1.
∑k

i=1 |{v ∈ V(TFi) : degTFi
(v) = 1}| =Md for some M ≥ 1,

2. there exists U ⊆ V(F0), |U| =M such that distF0
(u, v) > 4R for every pair of vertices u, v ∈ U.

Then an R-patching of F1, . . . ,Fk to F0 is constructed by identifying the Md vertices of degree 1 in
⋃k

i=1 TFi

with the Md vertices of degree d − 1 in F0 \U. Observe that every R-patching is a d-regular graph.

Lemma 2.7 ([3, Lemma 4.4]). Fix R ≥ 3 and L ≥ 8R. Suppose P is an R-patching of TLF1, . . . ,TLFk to
F0, such that F0 has girth at least 8R and TLF1, . . . ,TLFk each has girth at least 4R. Let

µ = max{λ2(F0), λ2(TLF1), . . . , λ2(TLFk)},
and suppose

λ1(TLF1) ≥ · · · ≥ λ1(TLFk) ≥ max{2
√

d − 1, µ}.
Then for every 2 ≤ i ≤ k + 1, we have

|λi(P) − λ1(TLFi−1)| ≤ max



√
d − 1

R
,

2d3
∑k

i=1 |V(TLFi)|
|V(F0)|

 .
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2.2 Nonbacktracking walk matrix

In this section, we introduce the notion of a nonbacktracking walk matrix.

Definition 2.8. For a graph G = (V,E) and e = {u, v} ∈ E an undirected edge in the graph, let e1, e2 =

(u, v), (v, u) denote the two directed edges with underlying edge e. Define êi to be the unique reversing of ei

(so ê1 = e2 and ê2 = e1). Let ~E =
⋃

e∈E{e1, e2} denote the set of directed edges in G.

Definition 2.9 (Nonbacktracking walk matrix). For a graph G = (V,E), the nonbacktracking walk

matrix of G is the ~E × ~E matrix B given by

B f,e = 1(v = x, f , ê) for all e = (u, v), f = (x, y) ∈ ~E.

Definition 2.10. Let G = (V,E) be a graph and ℓ ≥ 1. A nonbacktracking walk of length ℓ in G is defined
to be a sequence of directed edges e1 · · · eℓ+1 such that

• ei ∈ ~E for all 1 ≤ i ≤ ℓ + 1,

• for all 1 ≤ i ≤ ℓ with ei = (u, v) and ei+1 = (u′, v′), we have v = u′ and ei , êi+1.

We say that a nonbacktracking walk e1 · · · eℓ+1 starts at e and ends at f if e1 = e and eℓ+1 = f . In particular,
for every ℓ ≥ 1, Tr(Bℓ) equals the number of length-ℓ nonbacktracking walks in G that start and end at the
same edge.

We now state the Ihara–Bass formula that gives a correspondence between eigenvalues and
eigenvectors of G and its nonbacktracking walk matrix B. The following is stated explicitly for
finite graphs in [32, Proposition 3.1], however, the infinite version is shown and utilized in the
proof of [5, Theorem 1.5].

Proposition 2.11. Let G = (V,E) be a potentially infinite d-regular graph. For every eigenvalue |µ| >
2
√

d − 1, for the unique |ζ| > 1 satisfying µ = (ζ+ ζ−1)
√

d − 1, there are two corresponding eigenvalues of

B, ζ
√

d − 1 and ζ−1
√

d − 1. Besides eigenvalues of this form, the spectrum of B is contained in the complex

disk of radius
√

d − 1.

For every θ ∈ C, define the map Sθ : RV → C~E by

(Sθ f )(u, v) = θ f (v) − f (u) for all (u, v) ∈ ~E.

Let µ be an eigenvalue of G with eigenvector ψ. Suppose θ , ±1 satisfies θ2 − µθ + (d − 1) = 0. Then θ is
an eigenvalue of B with eigenvector Sθψ.

Remark 2.12. Note that if µ > 2
√

d − 1, then the given ζ is the constant from Lemma 2.4.

2.3 Green’s function preliminaries

Let C+ denote the set of complex numbers z with ℑ[z] > 0. We define the Green’s function of the

normalized adjacency operator H := AG/
√

d − 1 of a d-regular graph G = (V,E) by

G(G, z) := (H − zI)−1, z ∈ C+.

8



When H is finite-dimensional, we have the spectral decomposition

G(G, z) =

N∑

i=1

ψiψ⊤i
λi − z

where ψi is the unit eigenvector for λi(G). We will drop the dependence on G and z when it is clear
from the context.

Note that the Green’s function has the interpretation as a walk generating function, as

G = −1

z
− AG

z2
√

d − 1
−

A2
G

z3(d − 1)
− · · · .

Although we will consider z that lie within the radius of convergence, this interpretation will
remain useful in our analysis.

Let V0 be a vertex subset of G. We denote the V0-Stieltjes transform of H by

mN(z) :=
1

N

∑

i∈V0

Gii(z). (2.1)

Therefore, rather than taking the entire spectral density, we have reweighted our spectral
density by the norm of the projection onto V0. Therefore for the spectral density ̺(x) of H,

mN(z) =

∫

R

PV0(x)̺(x)

x − z
dx,

where PV0(x) is the spectral projector onto V0 at eigenvalue x. In fact, to bound the largest
eigenvalues, it is sufficient to consider mN(z) as we know by Lemma 2.3 that a constant fraction of
all eigenvector mass for large eigenvalue is contained in ψ0. Projecting to this finite set allows us
to use the combinatorial properties of the Green’s function.

We define the Kesten-McKay measure to be the spectral density of the infinite tree

̺d(x) := 1x∈[−2,2]

(
1 +

1

d − 1
− x2

d

)−1 √
4 − x2

2π
. (2.2)

Our goal will be to approximate mN(z) with md(z), the Stieltjes transform of the Kesten–McKay law

md(z) :=

∫

R

̺d(x)dx

x − z
, z ∈ C+.

We also recall the semi-circle distribution ̺sc(x), its Stieltjes transform msc(z), and the quadratic
equation satisfied by msc(z):

̺sc(x) := 1x∈[−2,2]

√
4 − x2

2π
, msc(z) :=

∫

R

̺sc(x)dx

x − z
=
−z +

√
z2 − 4

2
, msc(z)2

+ zmsc(z) + 1 = 0.

(2.3)
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The Stieltjes transform of the Kesten–McKay law md(z) can be expressed in terms of the Stieltjes
transform msc(z) through a Schur complement,

md(z) =
1

−z − d
d−1 msc(z)

. (2.4)

Note that the Kesten-McKay law is absolutely continuous with respect to the semicircular law.
As with previous arguments [25,26], we will deduce mN ≈ md by considering a function Q that

approximates the semicircular law msc, and showing that Q ≈ msc implies mN ≈ md. To this end,

for any V ⊆ V, we define G(V) to be the Green’s function of the graph G(V) := G \V. Let ~E0 ⊆ ~E be
the set of directed edges supported on V0, and let

Q(G, z) :=
1

|~E0|

∑

(o,i)∈~E0

G
(i)
oo . (2.5)

Note that Q is not uniform over o ∈ V0 and depends on the degree of o in G0. We will show in
Section 6 that Q −msc is small enough to bound λ2(T∞G).

2.4 Properties of random regular graphs

In this section, we state properties of random regular graphs that we will utilize. These concern
the spectrum and distribution of cycles.

Definition 2.13. Let H be a graph with possibly loops and multiedges. We say that H is tangle-free if it
contains at most one cycle (loops and multiple edges count as cycles). We say that H is ℓ-tangle-free if every
neighborhood of radius ℓ in H contains at most one cycle.

Lemma 2.14 ([8, Lemma 4.1]). Let H be a random d-regular graph on N vertices. Then for any constant
0 < c < 1, with probability at least 1 −O(N−1+c), all vertices in H are ( c4 logd−1 N)-tangle-free, and all but
Nc vertices have tree neighborhood of radius c4 logd−1 N.

Lemma 2.15 ([35, Corollary 2]). Let H be a random d-regular graph on N vertices. Then for any fixed
R ≥ 0, we have

P[girth(H) ≥ R] = exp


−

R∑

r=1

(d − 1)r

r
+ oN(1)


 .

We will also utilize the corollary of [23, Theorem 4], that the distribution of long cycles of
random regular graphs is well behaved.

Lemma 2.16. Let H be a random d-regular graph on N vertices. Suppose k is a subpolynomial function of
N that satisfies 10 logd−1 N ≤ k. Let UH be the set of length-k cycles in H. Then with probability 1− oN(1),

we have |UH| = (1 + Õ(N−1))E[|UH |].

Finally we state the sharper version of Friedman’s theorem appearing as [26, Theorem 1.3].

Lemma 2.17. Let H be a random d-regular graph on N vertices. With probability at least 1 −N−1+oN(1),

max{λ2(AH),−λN(AH)} ≤ 2
√

d − 1 +O(N−.01).
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2.5 Percolation theory and branching processes

For 0 < p < 1, we define the p-percolation of a graph H, denoted as perc(H, p), to be the random
subgraph obtained by including each edge of H independently with probability p.

At one point in the proof of Theorem 1.3, we will show a preliminary spectral gap of G0, the
p-percolation of the random d-regular graph, between its first and second eigenvalues. To achieve
this we need to control the general shape of G0 and show that it approximates the percolation of
the infinite tree. Let G∗ = {(G, v) : v ∈ V(G)} denote the set of rooted graphs with underlying graph
G. For a function τ : G∗ → [0, 1], we say that τ is h-local if each τ(G, v) only depends on the radius h
neighborhood of v. The following lemma is a straightforward application of an Azuma inequality.

Lemma 2.18 ([11, Lemma 30]). Let H be a d-regular graph on N vertices, and S ⊆ V(H) be a vertex
subset such that every v ∈ S has a tree neighborhood of radius h. Let p ∈ [0, 1] and G = perc(H, p). Suppose
τ : H∗ → [0, 1] is h-local. Then for any γ ≥ 0, we have

P




∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
∑

v∈S
τ(G, v) − E

∑

v∈S
τ(G, v)

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
≥ |S|γ


 ≤ 2 exp



− |S|γ2

2
(
1 + d

(d−1)h−1
d−2

)2



.

1 + d
(d−1)h−1

d−2 is the size of a tree neighborhood of radius h in a d-regular graph.
We will also make use of the Kesten–Stigum theorem ([29], see also [33]), which states that the

normalized size of the depth-ℓ neighborhood in a supercritical branching process converges to an
explicit distribution. We state a simplified version that applies to our work here.

Lemma 2.19 ([33, Theorem 1]). Let T be the infinite (d − 1)-ary tree and G be the p-percolation of T, with
p > 1√

d−1
. For any vertex v in T, let Zℓ denote the number of walks from v to the boundary of Bℓ(v,G).

Then there is a scalar random variable W with positive moments and E[W] = 1 such that

lim
ℓ→∞

Zℓ
(p(d − 1))ℓ

→ W.

We will also use that the moment generating function of Zℓ
(p(d−1))ℓ

is bounded. Specifically, the

distribution has exponential tails.

Lemma 2.20 ([9, Theorem 2]). Let d, p, Zℓ be as above. Then for sufficiently large ℓ′, there is a constant
cℓ′ > 0 such that for ℓ ≥ ℓ′,

P(Zℓ ≥ xpℓ(d − 1)ℓ) ≤ exp(−cℓ′x). (2.6)

3 Proof of Theorem 1.2

In this section, we further examine our construction and show that Theorem 1.3 implies Theo-
rem 1.2.

Definition 3.1. Fix 2
√

d − 1 < µ < d. We define θ to be the unique solution to θ2 − µθ + d − 1 = 0 with

θ ∈ (
√

d − 1, d − 1). We set p := θ/(d − 1). Let V0 be a set of N vertices and H be the random d-regular
graph on V0. Let G0 be the random subgraph of H obtained by including every edge independently with
probability p (so G0 = perc(H, p)). Let G := T∞G0 be the infinite tree extension of G0.

11



We will estimate the top eigenvalues of G conditioned on high probability events. We start by
assuming our graph is 1

6 logd−1 N-tangle-free, and that we have a reasonable number of edges in V0.

By Lemma 2.14, the graph H (and thus G) is 1
6 logd−1 N-tangle-free with probability 1 − O(N−1/3).

Let ~E be the set of directed edges in G (Definition 2.8) and ~E0 := {(u, v) ∈ ~E : u, v ∈ V0} be the set of
directed edges on V0. By a Chernoff bound, we have

P

(
|~E0| ≤

1

2
pdN

)
≤ e−pdN/16. (3.1)

Because in our regime p = Θd(1), this probability is sufficiently small.

Definition 3.2. We defineΩ to be the high probability event that the graph G is 1
6 logd−1 N-tangle free and

|~E0| ≥ 1
2pdN.

We will now show that G satisfies the requisite properties for Theorem 1.3. The following
proposition is proven in Section 4.

Proposition 3.3. Let G be the graph as in Definition 3.1. Then there exists δ > 0, not depending on N,
such that with probability 1 − oN(1), we have |λ1(G) − µ| = O(N−0.05) and λ2(G) ≤ (1 − δ)µ.

The following proposition is proven in Section 5 and Section 6.

Proposition 3.4. Let G be the graph as in Definition 3.1. For any constant q ≥ 0, with probability

1 −O(N−q) conditioned on Ω, we have λ2(G) ≤ 2
√

d − 1 +O((log log(N))−1).

Assuming these two propositions, we can show Theorem 1.3.

Proof of Theorem 1.3. Let G be given as in Definition 3.1. By construction, G satisfies the first

condition. By Lemma 2.14 and (3.1), we know that Ω occurs with with probability 1 − O(N−1/3).

Conditioned on Ω, by Propositions 3.3 and 3.4, G satisfies the third condition with probability at
least 1 − oN(1). For the second condition, by Lemma 2.15, G has girth at least R with constant
probability (in particular G is simple as long as R > 2). Thus with constant probability, our random
construction satisfies all the conditions in Theorem 1.3. �

Given Theorem 1.3, we can now prove Theorem 1.2.

Proof of Theorem 1.2. First, we will show that we can reduce to the case where d = µ1 > µ2 ≥ · · · ≥
µk > 2

√
d − 1. Assume that there is some j′ ≥ 0 such that µk− j′ = · · · = µk = 2

√
d − 1. We know

from the previously mentioned generalizations to the Alon-Boppana bound (see e.g. [16]) that

any family of d-regular graphs {Gi}∞i=1
will satisfy lim infi→∞ λk(AGi

) ≥ 2
√

d − 1. Therefore, it is

sufficient to show that lim supi→∞ λk− j′ (AG) ≤ 2
√

d − 1, in which case we use the same construction
for µ1, . . . , µk− j′−1.

Similarly, if µ2 = · · · = µ j = d for j ≥ 2, we can take a family of graphs {G′
i
}∞
i=1

that solves the
problem for µ1, µ j+1, µ j+2, . . . , µk, and take Gi to be the union of G′

i
with j − 1 disconnected random

d-regular graphs. With high probability, this will not introduce any further large eigenvalues by
Lemma 2.17, so will solve the problem for µ1, µ2, . . . , µk.

Therefore, we can assume that d = µ1 > µ2 ≥ · · · ≥ µk > 2
√

d − 1. Consider any 0 < ǫ <

min
{

d−µ2

10 ,
µk−2

√
d−1

10

}
. Fix R > ǫ−1

√
d − 1. For every 1 ≤ i ≤ k − 1, let T∞Fi be the graph obtained

12



from applying Theorem 1.3 with parametersµi+1, 4R and ǫ. In particular, we have girth(T∞Fi) ≥ 4R,

|λ1(T∞Fi) − µi+1| < ǫ and λ2(T∞Fi) < 2
√

d − 1 + ǫ.
By Corollary 2.5, there exists L > 0 sufficiently large such that |λ1(T∞Fi) − λ1(TLFi)| < ǫ for all

1 ≤ i ≤ k−1. Thus, we have |λ1(TLFi)−µi+1| < 2ǫ and in particularλ1(TLFi) ≥ µi+1−2ǫ ≥ 2
√

d − 1+8ǫ

for all 1 ≤ i ≤ k − 1. Moreover, we have λ2(TLFi) ≤ λ2(T∞Fi) < 2
√

d − 1 + ǫ.
Finally, let F0 be a sufficiently large d-regular graph such that

• F0 has girth ≥ 8R,

• λ2(F0) < 2
√

d − 1 + ǫ,

• there exists U ⊆ V(F0) such that |U| = M with Md =
∑k−1

i=1 |{v ∈ V(TL+1Fi) : degTL+1Fi
(v) = 1}|,

and distF0
(u, v) > 4R for every pair u, v ∈ U,

• |V(F0)| ≥ ǫ−1 · 2d3
∑k−1

i=1 |V(TLFi)|.

By Lemma 2.15 and Lemma 2.17, we can always find a graph F0 satisfying these points.
Let P be an R-patching of TLF1, . . . ,TLFk−1 toF0 (so P is d-regular). We now verify that P satisfies

the condition of Lemma 2.7. We already know that girth(F0) ≥ 8R and girth(TLF1), . . . , girth(TLFk−1) ≥
4R. Moreover, we have

µ := max{λ2(F0), λ2(TLF1), . . . , λ2(TLFk−1)} < 2
√

d − 1 + ǫ.

Up to reordering TLF1, . . . ,TLFk−1 so that their first eignvalues have descending order, we have

λ1(TLF1) ≥ · · · ≥ λ1(TLFk−1) ≥ 2
√

d − 1 + 8ǫ ≥ max{2
√

d − 1, µ}.

Therefore by Lemma 2.7, we have

|λi(P) − λ1(TLFi−1)| < max



√
d − 1

R
,

2d3
∑k−1

i=1 |V(TLFi)|
|V(F0)|

 ≤ ǫ for all 2 ≤ i ≤ k,

where the second inequality follows from our choices of R and F0. Altogether, we get that

|λi(P) − µi| ≤ |λi(P) − λ1(TLFi−1)| + |λ1(TLFi−1) − µi| = 3ǫ for all 2 ≤ i ≤ k.

Taking ǫ→ 0, we can obtain a sequence of d-regular graphs that certifies Theorem 1.2. �

4 First eigenvalue bound

4.1 Test eigenvector

Recall from Definition 3.1 that H is the random d-regular graph on the N-vertex set V0, G0 =

perc(H, p), and G = T∞G0. In this section, we show that with high probability G has an eigenvalue

at µ +O(N−0.05). Note that by definitions of θ, p, we have µ = θ2+d−1
θ = p(d − 1) + p−1.

Lemma 4.1. Let G be as in Definition 3.1. With probability 1 − oN(1), there is an eigenvalue λ of G that
satisfies

|λ − (p(d − 1) + p−1)| = O(N−0.05). (4.1)
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We will do this by showing a vector obtained via the power method is close to satisfying the
eigenvector equation with our desired eigenvalue. Define

t = 0.22 logd−1 N.

For every v ∈ V0, define Zt(v) to be the number of vertices in V0 of distance exactly t from v. We
define the vector ψt ∈ RV as

ψt(v) =



Zt(v)
pt(d−1)t v ∈ V0, Bt+1(v,G) is a tree

0 v ∈ V0, Bt+1(v,G) is not a tree

p−ℓ(d − 1)−ℓψt(u) v ∈ Vℓ, ℓ ≥ 1 lies in the (d − 1)-ary tree rooted at u ∈ V0.

We now show that ψt almost satisfies the eigenvector equation of AG with eigenvalue µ.

Lemma 4.2. Let A = AG be the adjacency operator of G. Then with probability 1 − exp(−Ω(N0.06)), we
have

‖(A − (p(d − 1) + p−1))ψt‖2
‖ψt‖2

= O(N−0.1). (4.2)

We first show how this concentration is enough to find λ1.

Proof of Lemma 4.1. As A is a self-adjoint operator, Lemma 4.2 implies that A − (p(d − 1) + p−1)I has
an eigenvalue of magnitude O(N−0.05) with high probability, which gives the result. �

Proof of Lemma 4.2. To do this, we will apply Lemma 2.18 with the functions

τ1(G, v) = min
{∣∣∣(Aψt)(v) − (p(d − 1) + p−1)ψt(v)

∣∣∣2 , 1
}
,

τ2(G, v) = min{N−0.01 |ψt(v)|2, 1}.

Since ψt(v) is (t + 1)-local, τ1 and τ2 are (t + 2)- and (t + 1)-local, respectively. We define

S = {v ∈ V0 : Bt+2(v,H) is a tree}.

By Lemma 2.14, we know that |S| ≥ N−N0.88 with probability 1−O(N−0.12). Applying Lemma 2.18
with S and γ = N−1/4, we get that with probability 1 − exp(−Ω(N0.06)),

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
∑

v∈S
τ1(H, v) − E

∑

v∈S
τ1(H, v)

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
,

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
∑

v∈S
τ2(H, v) − E

∑

v∈S
τ2(H, v)

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
≤ N3/4. (4.3)

We now compute the expectation E
∑

v∈S τ1(H, v). For every v ∈ S, let dv denote the number

of neighbors of v in V0. For every x, y ∈ V0, let Z
(x)
t (y) denote the number of vertices u ∈ V0 of

distance exactly t from y such that x does not lie on the length-t walk from y to u. Since

Zt(x) =
∑

y∼x, y∈V0

Z
(x)
t−1

(y),
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we have that

∑

x∼v

ψt(x) =
1

pt(d − 1)t




∑

x∼v, x∈V0

Zt(x) + (d − dv)
Zt(v)

p(d − 1)




=
1

pt(d − 1)t




∑

x∼v, x∈V0


Z

(x)
t−1

(v) +
∑

y∼x, y∈V0\{v}
Z

(x)
t−1

(y)


 + (d − dv)

Zt(v)

p(d − 1)


 .

Observe that ∑

x∼v, x∈V0

Z
(x)
t−1

(v) = (dv − 1)Zt−1(v)

and ∑

x∼v, x∈V0

∑

y∼x, y∈V0\{v}
Z

(x)
t−1

(y) = Zt+1(v).

Thus we get that

(Aψt)(v) =
∑

x∼v

ψt(x) =
1

pt(d − 1)t

(
Zt+1(v) + (dv − 1)Zt−1(v) + (d − dv)

Zt(v)

p(d − 1)

)
,

which gives

(Aψt)(v) − (p(d − 1) + p−1)ψt(v)

=
1

pt(d − 1)t

(
Zt+1(v) + (dv − 1)Zt−1(v) + (d − dv)

Zt(v)

p(d − 1)
− p(d − 1)Zt(v) − p−1Zt(v)

)

=
1

pt(d − 1)t

((
Zt+1(v) − p(d − 1)Zt(v)

) − dv − 1

p(d − 1)

(
Zt(v) − p(d − 1)Zt−1(v)

))
.

Since

E[(Zt(v) − p(d − 1)Zt−1(v))2 | Zt−1(v)] = Var[Zt(v) | Zt−1(v)] = p(1 − p)(d − 1)Zt−1(v),

we get that

E[τ1(H, v) | Zt−1(v)] ≤ E[|(Aψt)(v) − (p(d − 1) + p−1)ψt(v)|2 | Zt−1(v)] = O

(
Zt−1(v)

p2t(d − 1)2t

)
.

For every v ∈ S, we have E[Zt−1(v)] = pt−1d(d − 1)t−2. Therefore, we have

E[τ1(H, v)] = O

(
pt−1d(d − 1)t−2

p2t(d − 1)2t

)
= O(N−0.11).

By (4.3), we get that with probability 1 − exp(−Ω(N0.06)),
∑

v∈S
τ1(H, v) = O(N0.89). (4.4)

Along with this, we need to consider the other part
∑

v∈V\S τ1(H, v). Observe that for every
v ∈ V \ V0, we have (Aψ)(v) = (p(d − 1) + p−1)ψ(v) so τ1(H, v) = 0. By Lemma 2.14, we know that
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|V0 \ S| ≤ N0.88 with probability 1−O(N−0.12). By (2.6) we can further assume that ψt(v) ≤ N0.01 for
all v ∈ S, which gives ||ψt||∞ ≤ N0.01. Thus we have the bound

∑

v∈V\S
τ1(H, v) ≤ d||ψt||2∞N0.88 ≤ dN0.02+0.88

= O(N0.9).

Combining this with (4.4) gives

‖(A − (p(d − 1) + p−1))ψt‖2 = O(N0.9). (4.5)

We now estimate
∑

v∈S E[τ2(H, v)]. By (2.6), with high probability we have N−0.01|ψt(v)|2 ≤ 1 for
all v ∈ S, so E(τ2(G, v)) ≍ N−0.01E[ψt(v)2]. Moreover, by Lemma 2.19, we have

E[τ2(G, v)] = Ω(N−0.01). (4.6)

Thus, we get that with high probability

||ψt||2 ≥ N0.01
∑

v∈S
τ2(G, v) ≥ N0.01



∑

v∈S
E[τ2(G, v)] −N3/4


 = Ω(N). (4.7)

Moreover, with probability 1 − exp(−Ω(N)), τ1 is never 1 on S, so we condition on this as well.
Combining this with (4.5) and (4.7) gives that

‖(A − (p(d − 1) + p−1))ψt‖2
‖ψt‖2

= O(N−0.1).

�

4.2 Proof of Proposition 3.3

So far we have shown that G has an eigenvalue close to p(d − 1) + p−1. It remains to show that it
is indeed the largest eigenvalue of G. We start with the following observation. Recall that B is the
nonbacktracking walk operator of G (Definition 2.9).

Lemma 4.3. Suppose θ >
√

d − 1 is an eigenvalue of B with unit eigenvector φ. Let B0 denote the ~E0 × ~E0

submatrix of B (with ~E0 defined in Section 3), and φ0 denote the projection of φ onto ~E0. Then θ is also an
eigenvalue of B0 with eigenvector φ0.

Proof. Let (u, v) be a directed edge in ~E \ ~E0 that points towards V0 (i.e., dist(v,V0) = dist(u,V0)− 1).
Then for all k ≥ 1, we have

θkφ(u, v) = (Bkφ)(u, v) =
∑

(a,b)∈Ck(u,v)

φ(a, b),

where Ck(u, v) is the set of distance-k children of (u, v). Since |Ck(u, v)| = (d − 1)k, we have

∑

(a,b)∈Ck(u,v)

|φ(a, b)|2 ≥ (d − 1)k




∑

(a,b)∈Ck(u,v)

|φ(a, b)|
(d − 1)k




2

≥ (d − 1)k

(
θk|φ(u, v)|

(d − 1)k

)2

=

(
θ√

d − 1

)2k

|φ(u, v)|2.
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If φ(u, v) , 0, then this diverges as k→ ∞, contradicting the fact that ||φ|| = 1. Therefore we must
have φ(u, v) = 0.

Observe that for all (u, v) ∈ ~E0, if B(u,v)(a,b) = 1 for some (a, b) ∈ ~E, then either (1) (a, b) ∈ ~E0, or (2)

(a, b) ∈ ~E \ ~E0 is pointed towards V0, in which case φ(a, b) = 0. For all (u, v) ∈ ~E0, we have

B0φ0(u, v) =
∑

(B0)(u,v)(a,b)=1

φ0(a, b) =
∑

B(u,v)(a,b)=1

(a,b)∈~E0

φ(a, b)

= Bφ(u, v) = θφ(u, v) = θφ0(u, v),

so we get that θ is also an eigenvalue of B0 with eigenvector φ0. �

Since G has an eigenvalue p(d − 1) + p−1 + oN(1) > 2
√

d − 1, by Lemma 4.3, we know that B has

an eigenvalue greater than
√

d − 1. Thus by Lemma 4.3, the first eigenvalues of B and B0 agree.
We now proceed to estimate the first eigenvalue of B0 using a trace method. We start by

estimating the number of k-cycles in H, the random d-regular graph on V0. For convenience in
counting, in the remainder of this section we assume that every k-cycle is an ordered k-tuple of
edges (so e1 . . . ek and e2 · · · eke1 are treated as distinct cycles).

Proposition 4.4. Let H be a random d-regular graph on N vertices. Let k be a subpolynomial function of
N with k ≥ 10 logd−1 N, and let UH denote the set of k-cycles in H. Then with high probability we have

|UH| = (1 + Õ(N−1))(d − 1)k.

Proof. We first compute E|UH|. Observe that in a random matching on Nd half-edges, the proba-
bility that k explicit pairs get matched equals

(dN − 2k)!!

(dN)!!
=

1

(dN − 1)(dN − 3) · · · (dN − 2k + 1)
= (1 + Õ(N−1))

1

(dN)k
. (4.8)

Observe that |UH| is at least the number of k-cycles in H that occupies k distinct vertices. Thus,
letting (N)k := N(N − 1) · · · (N − k + 1), we can explicitly compute that

E[|UH|] ≥ (1 + Õ(N−1))
(N)kdk(d − 1)k

(dN)k
= (1 + Õ(N−1))(d − 1)k · (N)k

Nk
= (1 + Õ(N−1))(d − 1)k.

On the other hand, by choosing non-distinct vertices, (4.8) gives

E[|UH|] ≤ (1 + Õ(N−1))
Nkdk(d − 1)k

(dN)k
= (1 + Õ(N−1))(d − 1)k.

Combining the two, we get that E[|UH|] = (1 + Õ(N−1))(d − 1)k. The result then follows from
Lemma 2.16. �

Lemma 4.5. Let H be a random d-regular graph on N vertices. Let k be a subpolynomial function of N with
k ≥ 10 logd−1 N. For every 1 ≤ i ≤ k, let UH,i be the set of pairs of k-cycles in H that intersect in exactly i
edges. Then

E




k∑

i=1

p2k−i |UH,i|

 = Õ(N−1p2k

E[|UH|]2).
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Proof. For i = 1, . . . , k−1, if two k-cycles intersect in i edges, then their intersection must be a union
of s disjoint paths for some 1 ≤ s ≤ i; thus, their union occupies 2k− (i+ s) vertices and 2k− i edges.

For every s, there are
(i−1
s−1

)
ways to partition i edges into s paths and

(k−i−1
s−1

)
ways to partition k − i

edges into s paths. Thus there are
(i−1
s−1

)(k−i−1
s−1

)2
possible underlying graphs of the union of these two

cycles. Finally, given the underlying graph, there are k2 ways to order the vertices in each cycle.
Thus, we have the upper bound

E[|UH,i|] ≤ (1 + oN(1))

i∑

s=1

(
i − 1

s − 1

)(
k − i − 1

s − 1

)2
N2k−(i+s)d2k−i(d − 1)2k−i

(dN)2k−i
· k2

≤ k2
i∑

s=1

(
i − 1

s − 1

)(
k − i − 1

s − 1

)2
(d − 1)2k−i

Ns
≤ k2(d − 1)2k−i

i∑

s=1

k3s

Ns

≤ 2k5

N
· (d − 1)2k−i.

Finally, when i = k, it is clear that E[|UH,k|] = kE[|UH |]. This gives

E




k∑

i=1

p2k−i|UH,i|

 ≤ kE[|UH |] · pk

+
2k5

N

k−1∑

i=1

(d − 1)2k−i · p2k−i

= kE[|UH |] · pk
+

2k5

N

2k−1∑

i=k+1

(d − 1)ipi

≤ (2k)5

N
(pk
E[|UH|])2

= Õ(N−1p2k
E[|UH|]2).

�

This immediately gives strong concentration of Tr(B0).

Lemma 4.6. Let k = c log N, with c := max
{
10, 3

log(p
√

d−1)

}
. Then with probability 1 − oN(1), we have

Tr(Bk
0) = (1 + Õ(N−1))(p(d − 1))k.

Proof. Note that by our choice of c, we have

k ≥ 10 logd−1 N, N2d ≤
(
p
√

d − 1
)k
.

Recall that G0 is obtained from H by including every edge independently with probability p.
Let UG0

denote the set of k-cycles in G0. With high probability, H satisfies Proposition 4.4 and
Lemma 4.5. Under this assumption, we have

E[|UG0
|] = pk|UH| = (1 + Õ(N−1))pk(d − 1)k.

For the variance, we have

E[|UG0
|2] − E[|UG0

|]2 ≤
k∑

i=1

E

[
p2k−i |UH,i|

]
= Õ(N−1p2k(d − 1)2k).
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Therefore, by a Chebyshev inequality, with high probability we have

|UG0
| = (1 + Õ(N−1))pk(d − 1)k.

Finally, observe that Tr(Bk
0
) equals the number of length-k nonbacktracking walks in G0 (Defini-

tion 2.10) that start and end at the same directed edge.
By Lemma 2.17, with high probability the number of such walks in H is

(d − 1)k
+O(Nd(d − 1)k/2),

meaning that the number of such walks that are not k-cycles in H (and thus, not k-cycles in G0) is
O(Nd(d − 1)k/2) = O(N−1pk(d − 1)k). Thus, we have that with high probability

Tr(Bk
0) = (1 + Õ(N−1))pk(d − 1)k

+O(Nd(d − 1)k/2) = (1 + Õ(N−1))pk(d − 1)k.

�

We are now ready to prove Proposition 3.3.

Proof of Proposition 3.3. Take k = c log N as in Lemma 4.6. We know that with high probability

Tr(Bk
0
) = (1 + Õ(N−1))pk(d − 1)k. By Proposition 2.11, Lemma 4.1, and Lemma 4.3, B0 has an

eigenvalue θ = p(d − 1) +O(N−0.05). Thus, we know that

Tr(Bk
0) − θk

= Õ(N−1)pk(d − 1)k
+O(kN−0.05)pk(d − 1)k

= O(kN−0.05)pk(d − 1)k,

meaning that for any other eigenvalue θ′ , θ of B0, we have that for sufficiently large N,

|θ′| ≤ (k2/ke−0.05 log N/k)p(d − 1) = (1 + oN(1))e−
1

20c p(d − 1). (4.9)

Note that c > 0 is an absolute constant that only depends on d and µ. Using Proposition 2.11
and Lemma 4.3 again, we get that λ1(G) = (1 + O(N−0.05))µ, and there exists δ > 0 such that
λi(G) ≤ (1 − δ)µ for all i > 1. �

5 Green’s function preliminaries

5.1 Overview

In this section, we begin our proof of Proposition 3.4 through the argument of Huang and Yau [26].
The following is a simplified version of the parameters used in this previous work.

Definition 5.1 (Choices of parameters). We fix c := 0.01. Let R = (c/4) logd−1 N, r = (c/32) logd−1 N
and ℓ ∈ [12 logd−1 log N, 24 logd−1 log N]. With this choice,

R/8 = r = O(log N)≫ ℓ = Θ(log log N), (log N)12 ≤ (d − 1)ℓ ≤ (log N)24. (5.1)
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For real and imaginary parts E and η, we restrict ourselves to the domain z = E(z) + iη(z) ∈ C+,
with (log N)300/N ≤ η ≤ 2d and |E| ≤ 2d. We define κ(z) := min{|E(z)−2|, |E(z)+2|} to be the distance
from z to the spectral edges ±2. By (2.3) and (2.4) (see also [19, Lemma 6.2]) we have

ℑ[md(z)] ≍ ℑ[msc(z)] ≍
{ √

κ(z) + η(z) if |E(z)| ≤ 2,

η(z)/
√
κ(z) + η(z) if |E(z)| ≥ 2.

(5.2)

We now fix our error parameter. For z ∈ C+, let

ε0(z) := (log N)96




1

(d − 1)r
+

√
ℑ[md(z)]

Nη(z)
+

1

(Nη(z))2/3


 , (5.3)

and

ε(z) :=


ε0(z) if ε0(z) ≤ κ(z)+η(z)

log N ,

(log N)4ε0(z) if ε0(z) >
κ(z)+η(z)

log N .
(5.4)

The error
√
ℑ[md(z)]/(Nη(z)) in (5.3) is a common error appearing in random matrix theory; the

error 1/(d− 1)r is to take into account the radius of approximation we will use. The split definition
in (5.4) guarantees that we always achieve an improvement to the error during a bootstrapping
argument.

We further let

ε′(z) := (log N)3ε(z), ϕ(z) := (log N)24

√
ℑ[md(z)] + ε′(z) + ε(z)/

√
κ(z) + η(z) + ε(z)

Nη(z)
. (5.5)

Notice that from our choice of parameters, on the spectral domain z ∈ C+ withℑ[z] ≥ (log N)300/N,
we have

ε(z) ≤ 1

(log N)48
, ϕ(z) ≤ ε(z)

(log N)48
. (5.6)

Our first step will be to approximate entries of the Green’s function with their radius r neigh-
borhoods. It will be convenient to do this not for the original graph, but for a “finitized” version
(see Figure 2), where all adjacency from V0 to V1 is replaced with a weighted loop.

Definition 5.2. Given an infinite graph G sampled from Definition 3.1, we generate a finite graph G f by
removing all edges in E[V0,V1] (so with one vertex in V0 and one vertex in V1). For each edge we have

removed, we add a loop of weight −msc/
√

d − 1 to its end vertex in V0. We then pass to the subgraph
induced by V0.

One of the useful facts about Green’s functions is that, through the Schur complement formula,
the entries of the Green’s function on G and G f on V0 are the same.

Lemma 5.3 (Reduced version of [8, Lemma 5.4]). For all x, y ∈ V0 and z ∈ C+, Gxy(z,G) = Gxy(z,G f ).
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·

· · ·

···· · ·

Figure 2: The “finitization” process

Typically, when approximating the Green’s function by local neighborhoods, we will consider
the finite graph G f . However, for some calculations it will be convenient to consider the infinite
graph G.

We now wish to come up with a self-consistent equation satisfied by msc that Q is close to
satisfying. For a graph G with subgraph H ⊂ G, we define the truncation function 1H(v) : V → Z≥0

to be the change in degree after passing from G to H.

1H(v) := deg
G
(v) − deg

H
(v). (5.7)

We want to show that our Green’s function is reasonably approximated after passing to this
neighborhood. Therefore, we define the Green’s function of the graph after extending with weight
function ∆(z) as

G(Ext(H,∆(z)), z) :=


−z +H|H −

∆

d − 1

∑

v∈H
1H(v)eve∗v




−1

.

Note that the extension contains two types of weighted loops: weights of −msc/
√

d − 1 corre-

sponding to infinite tree extensions, and weights of −∆/
√

d − 1 corresponding to the boundary of
H.

Before proving sharp proximity of Q with msc, we prove a weaker bound on all entries of the
Green’s function of G f .

Definition 5.4. Recall the definition of Q from (2.5), G f from (5.2), and ε from (5.4). For any z ∈ C+, we

define Ω(z) ⊆ Ω to be the event that

|Gi j(G, z) − Gi j(Ext(Br({i, j},G f ),Q(G, z)), z)| ≤ ε, (5.8)

|Q(G, z) −msc(z)| ≤ ε√
κ + η + ε

(5.9)

for every i, j ∈ [N].

Our first goal will be to show that, with high probability, Ω(z) occurs simultaneously for every
z in our domain.

Proposition 5.5. For any constants q > 0, with probability 1 −O(N−q) conditioned onΩ, G satisfies Ω(z)
for every z = E + iη with η ≥ log300 N/N.
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In order to show this and create a self-consistent equation that shows that Q ≈ msc, we define
Y to be the infinite (d− 1)-ary tree with root o and X to be the infinite d-regular tree with root o. For
any function ∆(z) : C+ → C+ and ℓ ∈ Z≥0, define

Xℓ(∆(z)) := Goo(Ext(Bℓ(o,X),∆(z)), z), Yℓ(∆(z)) := Goo(Ext(Bℓ(o,Y),∆(z)), z). (5.10)

Note that Xℓ(msc(z)) = md(z) and Yℓ(msc(z)) = msc(z). The next proposition gives the Taylor
expansion around these fixed points. These follow from the resolvent identity (A.1) and the Schur
complement formula (A.4). Here and throughout, we omit the dependence on z when it is clear.

Proposition 5.6 ([26, Proposition 2.10]). If ℓ|∆ −msc| ≪ 1, then

Xℓ(∆, z) −md =
d

d − 1
m2

dm2ℓ
sc (∆ −msc) +O(ℓ|∆ −msc|2), (5.11)

Yℓ(∆, z) −msc = m2ℓ+2
sc (∆ −msc) +m2ℓ+3

sc

(
1 −m2ℓ+2

sc

1 −m2
sc

)
(∆ −msc)

2
+O(ℓ2|∆ −msc|3). (5.12)

More generally, for any extension of the (d − 1)-ary tree containing the root, the value of the
root is msc. Therefore we can do a Taylor expansion around msc to produce the following.

Proposition 5.7 ([26, Proposition 2.11]). For ℓ > 0, consider a (potentially infinite) graph G which is
d-regular except at a distinguished vertex o which has degree d− 1, with tree neighborhood of radius at least
ℓ + 1. Then if ℓ|∆ −msc| ≪ 1,

Goo (Ext(Bℓ(o,G),∆), z) − ∆ = O
(
ℓ(
√
κ + η|∆ −msc| + |∆ −msc|2)

)
.

Our goal will be to show that Q is close to satisfying a self-consistent equation that is satisfied
by msc, and therefore is close to msc itself. This self-consistent equation is based on the idea that

given a vertex pair (o, i) ∈ ~E0, we can use a Schur complement formula to write G
(i)
oo in terms of the

Green’s function of vertices at distance ℓ + 1 from o in G(i). An important difference between our
model and the random regular graph is that we do not expect the contribution of vertices on the
boundary of Bℓ(o,G(i)) to be uniform. Rather, the goal is to show that the contribution of vertices
on the boundary in V0 is approximately Q, whereas we know that vertices from the infinite trees
always give a contribution of msc. In the random regular graph, there are no contributions of the
second type.

It will be convenient to consider the expected contribution of the boundary at distance ℓ + 1.
For o ∼ i ∈ V0, assume that o has tree neighborhood of radius ℓ+1 in G(i) (we know this will be true
for almost all vertices by Lemma 2.14). Out of the (d−1)ℓ+1 vertices on the boundary of Bℓ+1(o,G(i)),
we expect there to be pℓ+1(d− 1)ℓ+1 vertices in V0, as the path from o to such a vertex must be made
completely of vertices in V0. Thus we expect (1 − pℓ+1)(d − 1)ℓ+1 to be in V \ V0. Therefore, given
the function ∆(z), we define

∆ℓ(z) := pℓ+1
∆(z) + (1 − pℓ+1)msc(z) (5.13)

to signify the average contribution of the Green’s function if vertices in V0 contribute∆ and vertices
in V \ V0 contribute msc. Our goal will be to show that Q − Yℓ(Qℓ) ≈ 0.
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5.2 Switching dynamics

In this section, we recall the local resampling and its properties as introduced in [25, 26]. Recall

that for graph G = (V,E), we use ~E to denote the set of directed edges in G (Definition 2.8). For a

subset ~S ⊆ ~E(G), we denote by S the set of corresponding non-oriented edges.

Definition 5.8. A (simple) switching is encoded by two oriented edges ~S = {(v1, v2), (v3, v4)} ⊆ ~E. Then
the switching consists of replacing the edges {v1, v2}, {v3, v4} by the edges {v1, v4}, {v2, v3}. We denote the
graph after the switching by T~S(G).

The local resampling is a sequence of switchings of the edges in ~E0. We fix a vertex o ∈ V0 to
be the center of the resampling. We denote by T := Bℓ(o,G f ) the ball of radius ℓ surrounding o in
G and T to be the vertex set of T.

We enumerate the edges of ∂ET as ∂ET = {e1, e2, . . . , eµ}, where eα = {lα, aα} with lα ∈ T and
aα ∈ V0\T. Thus µ is the number of vertices at distance ℓ + 1 to o in V0. We orient the edges eα
by defining ~eα = (lα, aα). We note that µ and the edges e1, e2, . . . , eµ depend on G. The edges eα
are distinct, but the vertices aα are not necessarily distinct, nor are the vertices lα. To perform our
local resampling, we choose (b1, c1), . . . , (bµ, cµ) to be independently and uniformly chosen oriented
edges from the random edges in G0 within (V0\T) × (V0\T), and we define

~Sα = {~eα, (bα, cα)}, S = (~S1, ~S2, . . . , ~Sµ). (5.14)

The sets S will be called the resampling data for G. We remark that repetitions are allowed in
the resampling data (b1, c1), (b2, c2), · · · , (bµ, cµ). We define an indicator that will be crucial to the
definition of switch.

Definition 5.9. Recall the definition of G(V) in Section 2.3. For α ∈ [µ], we define Iα = Iα(G,S) to be the
indicator function that

1. the subgraph BR/4({aα, bα, cα},G(T)) after adding the edge {aα, bα} is a tree;

2. distG(T)({aα, bα, cα}, {aβ, bβ, cβ}) > R/4 for all β ∈ [µ] \ {α}.

We define the set

W =WS := {α ∈ [µ] : Iα(G,S)}. (5.15)

This will be the set of indices on which we perform the switch. We denote the setW =WS := {bα :
α ∈ WS}. Let ν := |W| be the number of admissible switchings and α1, α2, . . . , αν be an arbitrary
enumeration of W. Then we define the switched graph by

TS(G) :=
(
T~Sα1

◦ · · · ◦ T~Sαν

)
(G). (5.16)

When the switch is clear from the context we will write G̃ := TS(G). More generally, the

tilde accent will denote the function applied to G̃. For example, G̃(z) := G(G̃, z), Q̃ := Q(G̃, z), and
ãα ∈ {aα, cα} is the neighbor of lα after the switch.
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To make the structure more clear, we introduce an enlarged probability space. Equivalent to

the definition in (5.14), the sets ~Sα are uniformly distributed over

Sα(G) := {~S ⊆ ~E : ~S = {~eα,~e}, ~e is not incident to T},

i.e., the set of pairs of oriented edges in ~E containing~eα and another oriented edge in G(T). Therefore

S = (~S1, ~S2, . . . , ~Sµ) is uniformly distributed over the set S(G) := S1(G) × · · · × Sµ(G).
We introduce the following notations on the probability and expectation with respect to the

randomness of the S ∈ S(G).

Definition 5.10. Given any graph G, we denote PS(·) the uniform probability measure on S(G); and ES[·]
the expectation over the choice of S according to PS.

Key to our analysis is that this random swapping of edges does not change the distribution.
This is an identical result to [26, Proposition 3.3 and Lemma 7.3], but we reproduce the proof in
Appendix B as the probability space of the infinite graph is different.

Lemma 5.11. Fix d ≥ 3. We recall the operator TS from (5.16). Let G be a random d-regular graph and S
uniformly distributed over S(G), then the graph pair (G,TS(G)) forms an exchangeable pair:

(G,TS(G))
law
= (TS(G),G).

In the following lemma we show that typically W is very large.

Lemma 5.12. Assuming G ∈ Ω(z), with probability 1 − N−ωN(1), µ − |W| ≤ log N, and if o has tree
neighborhood of radius R, probability 1 −O(N−1+2c), |W| = µ.

Proof. We only prove the first statement, as the second is analogous. By the assumption that G
is R-tangle free, the R-neighborhood of o has at most one cycle. Moreover, there cannot be a
cycle that is contained in BR/4(aα,G(T)) for two different α′s, as that will create two cycles in the
R-neighborhood of o, one in G(T) and another in G containing o. Thus there is at most one aα such
that BR/4(aα,G(T)) is not a tree.

Suppose aα has a tree neighborhood of radiusR/4. By Lemma 2.14, there are at most Nc choices
of bα that do not have tree neighborhood of radius R. Assuming we have not made such a choice,
all conditions of Iα are satisfied if distG(T)(bα, aα ∪ {bβ}β,α) ≥ R/4 + 1. The number of vertices v

such that distG(T)(v, aα ∪ {bβ}β,α) ≤ R/4 is at most d(d − 1)ℓd(d − 1)
c
4 log N ≤ Nc/2. As the choice of

each bα is independent, the probability that we choose at least log N − 1 many bad bα is at most( µ
log N−1

)
N− log N(1−c) ≤ (d − 1)log NℓN− log N(1−c) = N−ωN(1). �

5.3 Improved error on the Green’s function

To show Proposition 5.5, we will bootstrap by showing that being in Ω implies that with high
probability, we can improve our error. This will allow us to reason about the statement for
different z by using that entries of the Green’s function are 1

η -Lipschitz.
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Definition 5.13. Define Ω−o (G, z) ⊆ Ω(z) to be the event that the randomly selected graph G satisfies the
stronger bounds

|Q(G, z) −msc(z)| ≤ ε(z)

log N
√
κ + η + ε

, (5.17)

|Goi(G, z) − Goi(Ext(Br({o, i},G f ),Q(G, z)), z)| ≤ ε

(log N)2
for all i ∈ [N]. (5.18)

The bootstrapping follows by the following proposition.

Proposition 5.14. Assume that G ∈ Ω. We then perform the local resampling at depth ℓ around vertex o.

For any fixed q > 0, with probability 1 −O(N−q), we have that the resampled graph G̃ ∈ Ω−o (z).

We will show Proposition 5.14 in the next section. For now we discuss how it implies Proposi-
tion 5.5. As the distribution of the random regular graph is invariant under edge swaps, taking a
union bound over all vertices immediately implies the following.

Corollary 5.15. Under the assumptions of Proposition 5.14, with probability 1 −O(N−q+1),

|Q(G, z) −msc(z)| ≤ ε(z)

log N
√
κ + η + ε

,

|Gi j(G, z) − Gi j(Ext(Br({i, j},G f ),Q(G, z)), z)| ≤ ε

(log N)2
for all i, j ∈ [N].

Corollary 5.15 implies Proposition 5.5 through the argument of [26, Proposition 4.9]. For an idea
of the proof, we start with for |z| ≥ 2d for which Proposition 5.5 is true through the Combes–Thomas
method [18]. We then then bootstrap by applying Corollary 5.15. Entries of the Green’s function
are Lipschitz with constant 1/ℑ[z]. Therefore, we know that Ω(z′) holds for any |z′ − z| ≤ ℑ[z]/2.
We then can apply Corollary 5.15 for z′ = E + iη/2. We repeat this until we reach η ≈ log300 N/N.
We apply this process to create a net of z where Corollary 5.15 is satisfied, givingΩ(z) for the entire
region.

5.4 Initial bounds

Our starting point to show Proposition 5.14 will be the combinatorial bounds of Section 5 of [26].
Fundamental to these ideas is that of the Ward identity.

Lemma 5.16 (Ward identity for V0). For any vertex i and truncation function f (·) := fG0
(·) as in (5.7),

we have

ℑ[Gii] = η
∑

j∈V0

|Gi j|2 +
ℑ[msc]

d − 1

∑

j∈V0

f ( j)|Gi j|2. (5.19)
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Proof. Let H0 be the normalized adjacency matrix of G0. By the resolvent identity (A.1), we have

ℑ[Gii] =
1

2i




1

−z +H0 − msc

d−1

∑
j f ( j)e je

∗
j

−



1

−z +H0 − msc

d−1

∑
j f ( j)e je

∗
j




∗
ii

=


G


ℑ[z] +

ℑ[msc]

d − 1

∑

j

f ( j)e je
∗
j


G∗




ii

= η
∑

j∈V0

|Gi j|2 +
ℑ[msc]

d − 1

∑

j∈V0

f ( j)|Gi j|2.

(5.20)

�

In particular, we have
1

N

∑

j∈V0

|Gi j|2 ≤
ℑ[Gii]

Nη
. (5.21)

Note that this is stronger than the bound given for finite graphs, in which case (5.21) is an equality.
There is a series of propositions in [26, Section 5] that bound the change of Green’s function

under adding or removing vertices. These bounds all come from the following properties of
random regular graphs:

1. Distance bound: randomly selected vertices are typically far from each other in graph dis-
tance. This expresses itself, for example, through Lemma 2.14.

2. Green’s function bound: by the Ward identity (Lemma 5.16), most pairs of vertices have
Green’s function entry at most ϕ, for ϕ as defined in (5.5).

In our model, both of these statements have only improved, as distance has only increased,
and using the Ward identity to bound the Green’s function now uses an inequality rather than an
equality. Specifically, by the definition ofΩ(z), Proposition 5.7, and (5.21), we have

1

N

∑

j∈V0

|Gi j|2 ≤
ℑ[Gii]

Nη
.
ℑ[md(z)] + ε′ + ε/

√
κ + η + ε

Nη
.

This means that we can apply the preliminary bounds in [26] stated for the random regular graph
to our model. In the rest of the current section, we introduce the preliminary results we can
immediately apply. In Section 6 we state and prove statements that are different in our setting.

In this section, we assume Ω(z) and perform the switch as described in Section 5.2 around a
fixed vertex o ∈ V0. We define T = Bℓ(o,G), TS to be the local resampling with resampling data

S = {(lα, aα), (bα, cα)}α∈[µ] around o, and G̃ := TSG. We recall the sets T,W,W associated with the
switching. The set of comparisons is that of [26, Remark 5.19], which is

G→ G(T) → G(TW)
= G̃(TW) → G̃(T) → G̃.

The first statement we use is that deleting the vertex set T does not affect the approximation

given by Ω (that is, (5.8)) too strongly. This result follows from expanding G
(T)
i j

with the Schur

complement formula, and then approximating all relevant terms. Because most of the vertices at
the boundary of T are far from each other after deleting T, the contribution of these in the Schur
complement expansion is minimal.
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Lemma 5.17 ([26, Proposition 5.1]). For any G ∈ Ω and i, j ∈ [N]\T,

|G(T)
i j
− Gi j(Ext(Br({i, j},G(T)

f
),Q), z)| ≤ log3 Nε.

The next result is that for most vertices involved in the switch, most relevant entries of the
Green’s function are not significantly larger than what we would expect from the Ward identity.
To track this, we use the following definition.

Definition 5.18. The set U ⊆W is the set of indices α such that there is no β ∈W, β , α where

distG(bα, bβ) ≤ R/4 (5.22)

or
|Gbαbβ | ≥ ϕ, (5.23)

where R and ϕ are defined in Definition 5.1.

We can use the combinatorial distance in the graph and the Ward identity to show that with
high probability almost all indices are in U, and that the Green’s function associated with these
vertices is well-behaved.

Proposition 5.19 ([26, Proposition 5.10, Proposition 5.18 (5.51-5.53) and Proposition 6.3]). Let G ∈ Ω.
For any fixed q > 0, with probability at least 1−O(N−q) over the choice of resampling data S, the following
holds.

1. |W \ U| . log N, with U defined in Definition 5.18.

2. for any fixed α ∈W\U, at most Oq(1) indices β ∈W satisfy (5.22) or (5.23).

3. We have

|G̃(T)
icα

(z)| . (ε′(z))2
+ ϕ(z), if i = cβ for some β ∈ [1, µ] \ U, (5.24)

|G̃(T)
icα

(z)| . (ε′(z))3
+ ϕ(z), if i = cβ for some β ∈ U \ {α}, (5.25)

|G̃(T)
icα

(z)| . (ε′(z))2
+ ϕ(z), if |Gicα |, |Gibα | ≤ ϕ and distG̃(T)(i, aα, bα, cα) ≥ R/4. (5.26)

4. For any index α ∈ U, we have

|G̃(T)
cαcα − G

(Tbα)
cαcα | . (d − 1)ℓϕ2. (5.27)

Because Q is an average over all vertices, the difference of Q between the original and switched
graphs is smaller. We obtain a bound from decomposing Q into its constituent parts, then using a
Ward identity (5.21) where i is each vertex in the switch.

Lemma 5.20 ([26, Proposition 5.22]). With probability 1 −O(N−q), we have

|Q(G, z) −Q(G̃, z)| .
(d − 1)2ℓ

(
ℑ[md] + ε′ + ε/

√
κ + η + ε

)

Nη
+N−1+c. (5.28)
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The last result that follows immediately from the previous work is an updated error bound for

G̃oi, which, compared to (5.8), is improved apart from a new error term |Q̃ −msc|. This is because

the first order dependence of G̃oi is a weighted average
∑
α∈µ wαG

(T)

ãαãα
that corresponds to walks

that go from o to ãα and back to i, where
∑
α |wα|2 ≤ (d − 1)−(ℓ−ℓi) with ℓi = distG(o, i). For all α ∈ U,

these terms are independent, and we can use an Azuma inequality giving that G̃oi concentrates

well, with error bound
√∑

α |wα|2.

Proposition 5.21 ([26, Proposition 6.4 (6.17-6.18)]). Define P̃ := G(Ext(Br(o, G̃ f ),Q), z) and ℓi =

distG(o, i). Under the assumption that G ∈ Ω, with high probability,

|G̃oi − P̃oi| .
(

log N

(d − 1)ℓ/2
+

(log N)2

(d − 1)ℓ−ℓi/2

)
ε′ + log N(

√
κ + η|Q̃ −msc| +O(|Q̃ −msc|2)), ∀i ∈ T, (5.29)

and

|G̃oi − P̃oi| .
(log N)2ε′

(d − 1)ℓ/2
+ log N(

√
κ + η|Q̃ −msc| +O(|Q̃ −msc|2)), ∀i ∈ [N]\T. (5.30)

6 New Green’s function proofs

6.1 Entrywise bound

Our results and our proofs begin to differ from those for the random regular graph at the next

step, which is to quantify the difference between Q and Yℓ(Qℓ). To do this, we consider (o, i) ∈ ~E0

and show G
(i)
oo is well approximated by Yℓ(Qℓ). A key difference is that in G, unlike the random

regular graph, the neighborhood of a randomly selected vertex is not almost deterministic (i.e., the
Benjamini-Schramm limit is a non-trivial distribution).

First, we define a quantity that will help approximate G
(i)
oo − Yℓ(Qℓ). Next we will define a

complex number πoi to be the actual weight of vertices in V0 on the boundary versus what is
expected from Yℓ(Qℓ).

Definition 6.1. For P := G(Ext(Bℓ(Y, o),Qℓ), z) and an arbitrary vertex l such that dist(o, l) = ℓ, we define

πoi :=
P2

ol

d − 1

(
|V0 ∩ {v ∈ V : dist(o, v) = ℓ + 1, dist(i, v) = ℓ + 2}| − pℓ+1(d − 1)ℓ+1

)
.

Incorporating this allows us to achieve a tighter concentration bound.

Proposition 6.2. Recall the definition of Yℓ(Qℓ) from (5.10). For G ∈ Ω and any constant q, if vertex o ∼ i
has a radius R tree neighborhood, then with probability at least 1 −O(N−q),

|G(i)
oo − Yℓ(Qℓ) − πoi(Q −msc)| .

log Nε′

(d − 1)ℓ/2
. (6.1)

Proposition 6.2 says that regardless of the number of weighted loops close to o, we can always
treat our neighborhood as being completely tree-like, without loops, by subtracting the term
πoi(Q − msc) and adjusting the weight on the boundary from Q to Qℓ. Note that by the Kesten-
Stigum theorem, the distribution of πoi is nontrivial [29], so we cannot remove this extra factor of
πoi(Q −msc) without knowledge that Q −msc is small.
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To show Proposition 6.2, we will give a concentration result on
∑
α(G̃

(T)
ãαãα
− Q) which is the

first term created when doing a resolvent expansion of (6.1). The concentration is based on a
concentration of measure bound from an Azuma inequality.

Proposition 6.3. Assume that G ∈ Ω and o has a radius R/4 tree neighborhood. Recall that T is the vertex
set of Bℓ(o,G), and ãα ∈ {aα, cα} is the neighbor of lα after the switch. Then for any constant q > 0, with
probability 1 −O(N−q) over the randomness of the switch, we have

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
∑

α

(G̃
(T)
ãαãα
−Q)

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
.

log Nε′

(d − 1)ℓ/2
. (6.2)

Proof. First, we want to give a bound on the infinity norm. With probability 1 −O(N−q) we have

G̃ ∈ Ω, which gives

∣∣∣∣G̃(T)

ãαãα
−Q

∣∣∣∣ 5.28
=

∣∣∣∣G̃(T)

ãαãα
− Q̃

∣∣∣∣ +O




(d − 1)2ℓ
(
ℑ[md] + ε′ + ε/

√
ε + κ + η

)

Nη




=

∣∣∣∣(G̃(T)

ãαãα
− Gãαãα(Ext(Br (̃aα, G̃

(T)), Q̃), z) − (Q̃ − Gãαãα (Ext(Br (̃aα, G̃
(T)), Q̃), z))

∣∣∣∣

+O




(d − 1)2ℓ
(
ℑ[md] + ε′ + ε/

√
ε + κ + η

)

Nη


 .

(6.3)

Here by the assumption that G̃ ∈ Ω and Lemma 5.17, we have

|G̃(T)

ãαãα
− Gãαãα(Ext(Br(̃aα, G̃

(T)), Q̃), z)| ≤ ε′.

By Proposition 5.7, we have

|Q̃ − Gãαãα(Ext(Br (̃aα, G̃
(T)), Q̃), z)| = O

(
log N(

√
κ + η|Q̃ −msc| + |Q̃ −msc|2)

)
= O(ε′).

Next, we want to reduce to a sum over centered independent random variables. We define χα
to be the indicator that cα is distance at least R/4 from o. Note that χα = 1 for all α ∈ W: if cα is
R/4-close to o, it will be (R/4 + ℓ)-close to all other aα′ ∈ [µ] so it will not satisfy Definition 5.9. By
Lemma 5.12 and Proposition 5.19, µ − |W| . log N . Therefore, we have

∑

α∈[µ]

(G̃
(T)

ãαãα
−Q) =

∑

α∈[µ]

χα(G̃
(T)
cαcα −Q) +O

(
log Nε′

)

=

∑

α∈[µ]

χα(G
(Tbα)
cαcα −Q) +O

(
log Nε′ + (d − 1)2ℓϕ2

) (6.4)

where the last line is true by (5.27).
For every α with χα = 1, we use (A.5) to obtain

G
(Tbα)
cαcα = G

(T)
cαcα − G

(T)

cαbα
(G

(T)

bαbα
)−1G

(T)

bαcα
.

By Lemma 5.17, we can approximate this as

Gcαcα(Ext(Br(cα,G
(T)),Q), z)

−Gcαbα(Ext(Br({cα, bα},G(T)),Q), z)(Gbαbα(Ext(Br(bα,G
(T)),Q), z))−1Gbαcα(Ext(Br({cα, bα},G(T)),Q), z)+O(ε′).
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Recall that bα and cα are adjacent in the graph G. It is not hard to show that we can pass from the
ball around bα or around {bα, cα} to that around cα with minimal error (see [26, Proposition 2.14]).
Thus the above equals

Gcαcα(Ext(Br(cα,G
(T)),Q), z)

− Gcαbα(Ext(Br(cα,G
(T)),Q), z)(Gbαbα(Ext(Br(cα,G

(T)),Q), z))−1Gbαcα(Ext(Br(cα,G
(T)),Q), z) +O(ε′)

(A.5)
= Gcαcα(Ext(Br(cα,G

(Tbα)),Q), z) +O(ε′).

Moreover, we know from Proposition 5.7 that

|Gcαcα(Ext(Br(cα,G
(Tbα)),Q), z) −Q| . ε′.

This means that for every α with χα = 1, we have

|χα(G
(Tbα)
cαcα −Q)| . ε′, (6.5)

which will be incorporated into the Azuma inequality.

We now show that ES[G
(Tbα)
cαcα ] ≈ Q. To get the expectation of G

(Tbα)
cαcα over the randomly selected

cα, we expand according to (A.4) and obtain that

G
(Tbα)
cαcα = G

(bα)
cαcα − (G(bα)(G(bα)|T)−1G(bα))cαcα . (6.6)

The first term on the right-hand side has expectation Q, by definition. We want to use a Ward
identity to upper bound the second term. However, we cannot directly use this on, for example,

ES[|G(bα)
cαx |2], because as we vary cα the deleted vertex bα changes, thereby also changing the graph.

Therefore, we expand

ES[|(G(bα)(G(bα)|T)−1G(bα))cαcα |] = ES[|
∑

xy∈T
G

(bα)
cαx (G(bα)|T)−1

xy G
(bα)
ycα |]

≤ ES[
∑

xy∈T
|(G(bα)|T)−1

xy |(|G(bα)
cαx |2 + |G(bα)

ycα |2)].
(6.7)

The first step is to show that |(G(bα)|T)−1
xy | is not too large. Thus we define P := G(Ext(Br(T,G),Q), z)

and expand

(G(bα)|T)−1
=

∞∑

k=0

(P|T)−1
(
(P|T − G(bα)|T)(P|T)−1

)k
. (6.8)

To bound this, we have by the Schur complement formula (A.2) that

‖(P|T)−1‖ = ‖H|T − z − B∗QB‖ . 1.

Therefore, splitting (G(bα)|T)−1 in (6.8) according to k = 0 and k > 0 gives that for x, y ∈ T, we have

|(G(bα)|T)−1
xy | = |(P|T)−1

xy | +O(ε) . 1 (6.9)

where we used that (P|T − G(bα)|T)xy = O(ε) by Ω.
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Returning to (6.7), we are left to upper bound

ES[
∑

xy∈T
(|G(bα)

cαx |2 + |G(bα)
ycα |2)] . (d − 1)ℓ

∑

x∈T
ES[|G(bα)

cαx |2].

We expand

G
(bα)
cαx

(A.5)
= Gcαx − Gcαbα(Gbαbα)−1Gbαx.

We know from the Ward identity (5.21) that

ES[|Gcαx|2] .
ℑ[Gxx]

Nη
.
ℑ[md] + ε′ + ε/

√
ε + κ + η

Nη
.

Because ofΩ, it is not hard to show that |Gbαcα |, |Gbαbα | ≍ 1 (see [26, Proposition 2.12]), meaning

ES[|Gcαbα(Gbαbα)−1Gbαx|2] . ES[|Gbαx|2] .
ℑ[Gxx]

Nη
.
ℑ[md] + ε′ + ε/

√
ε + κ + η

Nη
.

Altogether, we get that

∑

x∈T
ES[|G(bα)

cαx |2] .
ℑ[md] + ε′ + ε/

√
ε + κ + η

Nη
. (6.10)

Putting together (6.7), (6.9) and (6.10) gives that

ES[|(G(bα)(G(bα)|T)−1G(bα))cαcα |] ≤
(d − 1)2ℓ

(
ℑ[md] + ε′ + ε/

√
ε + κ + η

)

Nη
. (6.11)

Using an Azuma lemma and (6.5) gives

P




∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
∑

α

χα(G
(Tbα)
cαcα −Q)

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
≥ tε′(d − 1)ℓ/2 +

(d − 1)2ℓ
(
ℑ[md] + ε′ + ε/

√
ε + κ + η

)

Nη


 ≤ e−t2/C.

We can set t = log N to make a sufficiently small probability event. This gives (6.2). �

We can now show Proposition 6.2 using Proposition 6.3.

Proof of Proposition 6.2. We recall the definition of P and Pol from Definition 6.1. We note that

|Pol| . (d − 1)−ℓ/2 (6.12)

(see, e.g., [25, Lemma 4.4]).
Now, we expand around o as if it is part of the original infinite graph G, rather than the finite

graph, as per Definition 5.2. We define B := H
TT∁

, so B is the adjacency operator from vertices of
distance ℓ to o to distance ℓ + 1. We have

G̃
(i)
oo − Yℓ(Q̃ℓ)

(A.2)
=

(
−z +HT(i) − BG̃(T)B∗

)−1

oo
−

(
−z +HT(i) − B

(
pℓ+1Q̃ + (1 − pℓ+1)msc

)
IB∗

)−1

oo
.

We then expand according to (A.1). Letting P̃ := G(Ext(Bℓ(o,G(i)), Q̃ℓ), z) (so P̃oo = Yℓ(Q̃ℓ)), we have
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G̃
(i)
oo − Yℓ(Q̃ℓ) = (G̃B(G̃(T) − Q̃ℓI)B

∗P̃)oo

= (P̃B(G̃(T) − Q̃ℓI)B
∗P̃)oo + (G̃B(G̃(T) − Q̃ℓI)B

∗P̃B(G̃(T) − Q̃ℓI)B
∗P̃)oo

=
P̃2

ol

d − 1

∑

α∈[µ]

G̃
(T)
ãαãα
+

P̃2
ol

d − 1

∑

α,β

G̃
(T)

ãαãβ
+

P̃2
ol

d − 1
((d − 1)ℓ+1 − µ)msc − P̃2

ol(d − 1)ℓQ̃ℓ (6.13)

+ (G̃B(G̃(T) − Q̃ℓI)B
∗P̃B(G̃(T) − Q̃ℓI)B

∗P̃)oo.

In the last line, the first three terms are parts of (P̃BG̃(T)B∗P̃)oo corresponding to the different choices

of boundary vertices when passing fromT toT∁. The first term is if we choose the same boundary
vertex twice, the second is if we choose two different ones, and the third is if we choose a boundary

vertex not in V0. The fourth term in the last line equals (P̃BQ̃ℓIB
∗P̃)oo.

By Lemma 5.17 and Proposition 5.7, the last term is O((d − 1)2ℓ(ε′)2). Moreover, by another

resolvent expansion (see [26, Remark 2.13]), we have P̃ol = Pol +O(ℓ(d − 1)−ℓ/2ǫ). Therefore, up to
negligible error, we can reduce to

P2
ol

d − 1

∑

α∈[µ]

G̃
(T)
ãαãα
+

P2
ol

d − 1

∑

α,β

G̃
(T)

ãαãβ
+

P2
ol

d − 1
((d − 1)ℓ+1 − µ)msc − P2

ol(d − 1)ℓQ̃ℓ.

For the second term, by splitting into cases whether α, β ∈ U, we know from Proposition 5.19 that

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
P2

ol

∑

α,β

G̃
(T)

ãαãβ

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
. (d − 1)ℓ((ε′)3

+ ϕ) + (d − 1)−ℓ log Nε.

Thus, we can reduce to bounding

P2
ol

d − 1

∑

α∈[µ]

G̃
(T)
ãαãα
+ P2

ol((d − 1)ℓ − µ/(d − 1))msc − P2
ol(d − 1)ℓQ̃ℓ

=
P2

ol

d − 1

∑

α∈[µ]

G̃
(T)
ãαãα
+ P2

ol((d − 1)ℓ − µ/(d − 1))msc − P2
ol(d − 1)ℓQℓ +O




(d − 1)2ℓ
(
ℑ[md] + ε′ + ε/

√
ε + κ + η

)

Nη




=




P2
ol

d − 1

∑

α∈[µ]

(G̃
(T)
ãαãα
−Q)


 + πoi(Q −msc) +O




(d − 1)2ℓ
(
ℑ[md] + ε′ + ε/

√
ε + κ + η

)

Nη


 .

(6.14)

Here, the first equality results from Lemma 5.20 and the second results from the definition of Qℓ

from (5.13) and of πoi from Definition 6.1.
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Therefore, by Lemma 5.20, Proposition 6.3 and (6.14), we have

G̃
(i)
oo − Yℓ(Q̃ℓ) − πoi(Q −msc)

=
P2

ol

d − 1

∑

α∈[µ]

(G̃
(T)
ãαãα
−Q) +O




log N
(
ℑ[md] + ε′ + ε/

√
ε + κ + η

)

Nη
+N−1+c




= O


log Nε′(d − 1)−ℓ/2 +

log N
(
ℑ[md] + ε′ + ε/

√
ε + κ + η

)

Nη
+N−1+c


 = O

(
log Nε′(d − 1)−ℓ/2

)

with probability 1 −O(N−q). �

Proof of Proposition 5.14. We first show (5.17). Indeed, this can be done by using Proposition 6.2.
We have

Q̃ − Yℓ(Q̃ℓ) =
1

|~E0|

∑

(o,i)∈~E0

G̃
(i)
oo − Yℓ(Q̃ℓ) − πoi(Q̃ −msc) +

1

|~E0|

∑

(o,i)∈~E0

πoi(Q̃ −msc). (6.15)

By Lemma 2.14, the contribution from all pairs of vertices (o, i) ∈ ~E0 that do not have a tree
neighborhood of radius R in this sum is O(N−1+c). For the parts that do have such a neighborhood,
Proposition 6.2 gives that this sum is

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
1

|~E0|

∑

(o,i)∈~E0

G̃
(i)
oo − Yℓ(Q̃ℓ) − πoi(Q̃ −msc)

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
.

log Nε′

(d − 1)ℓ/2
.

We now want to show thatπoi is well concentrated. To do this, we use a McDiarmid inequality. If
we toggle each edge from existing to not existing, we change | 1

|~E0|
∑

o∈V0 ,i∼o πoi| by at most 2(d−1)ℓ/N.

Moreover, according to our model,
E[πoi] = 0

for every o, i ∈ ~E0 with a tree neighborhood of radius ℓ. Once again using that |~E0| is bounded from
below by (3.1), we have that

P




∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
1

N

∑

oi

πoi

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
> N−1/3


 . e

− N1/3

(d−1)ℓ . (6.16)

This means that with high probability, the total contribution of the last term in (6.15) is at most
ε/N1/3, which gives

|Q̃ − Yℓ(Q̃ℓ)| ≤
log Nε′

(d − 1)ℓ/2
. (6.17)

Given this, we can proceed as per the proof of [26, Proposition 4.12], beginning with equation 4.31,
to give (5.17). (5.18) then follows immediately from combining (5.17) and Proposition 5.21. �
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6.2 Proving optimal spectral gap

We now will improve our above error terms to such an extent that we can preclude the existence
of large eigenvalues. Here, we do not calculate the contribution of the top eigenvalue explicitly.
Instead we use our knowledge of the weak spectral gap from Proposition 3.3 to let us ignore the
contribution of the top eigenvalue and compare different ℓ. We define D ∈ RN to be the vector
such that D(x) is the degree of x in G0 (so the number of neighbors of x that are in V0), and we recall
the all ones matrix J ∈ RN×N.

We first explicitly write out the difference between Q and mN and their tree counterparts. As
we will see, this will be negligible for our z interest. We define

δQ := m2
scp

2(d − 2)
p(d − 1) − p−ℓ(d − 1)−ℓ

p(d − 1) − 1

(
1 +

msc√
d − 1

)2

(mscp
√

d − 1)2ℓD∗GD

D∗ JD

δm :=
d

d − 1
m2

dp2

(
(d − 1)−ℓ + (d − 2)

p(d − 1) − p−ℓ(d − 1)−ℓ

p(d − 1) − 1

) (
1 +

msc√
d − 1

)2

(mscp
√

d − 1)2ℓD∗GD

D∗ JD
.

(6.18)

We now proceed to show Proposition 3.4, which is implied by the following statement on high
moments.

Lemma 6.4. For any integer ρ ≥ 0, we have

E

[
|Q − Yℓ(Qℓ) − δQ|2ρ1(G ∈ Ω)

]
.


ε

2
+ ε1/2

(
(d − 1)3ℓ(ℑ[md] + ε′ + ε/

√
κ + η)

Nη

)1/2

2ρ

(6.19)

and

E

[
|mN − Xℓ(Qℓ) − δm|2ρ1(G ∈ Ω)

]
.


ε

2
+ ε1/2

(
(d − 1)3ℓ(ℑ[md] + ε′ + ε/

√
κ + η)

Nη

)1/2

2ρ

. (6.20)

We first show that Lemma 6.4 implies Proposition 3.4.

Proof of Proposition 3.4. We fix integer ρ ≥ q/2f. Then by Markov’s inequality and (6.19),

P


|Q − Y(Qℓ) − δQ| ≥ Nf


ε

2
+ ε1/2

(
(d − 1)3ℓ(ℑ[md] + ε′ + ε/

√
κ + η)

Nη

)1/2




= P


|Q − Y(Qℓ) − δQ|2ρ ≥ N2ρf


ε

2
+ ε1/2

(
(d − 1)3ℓ(ℑ[md] + ε′ + ε/

√
κ + η)

Nη

)1/2

2ρ

= O(N−2ρf) = O(N−q).

(6.21)
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We then have that under this high probability event, from the expansion of (5.12),

O


Nf


ε

2
+ ε1/2

(
(d − 1)3ℓ(ℑ[md] + ε′ + ε/

√
κ + η)

Nη

)1/2




= Q − Yℓ(Qℓ) − δQ

= Q −msc −m2ℓ+2
sc (Qℓ −msc) −

(
m2ℓ+3

sc

(
1 − (msc)

2ℓ+2

1 − (msc)2

)
+O(ℓ2|Qℓ −msc|)

)
(Qℓ −msc)

2 − δQ

= Q −msc −m2ℓ+2
sc pℓ+1(Q −msc) −

(
m2ℓ+3

sc

(
1 − (msc)

2ℓ+2

1 − (msc)2

)
+O(ℓ2pℓ+1 |Q −msc|)

)
p2ℓ+2(Q −msc)

2 − δQ.

This gives a quadratic equation in (Q − msc). The two solutions to an equation of the form
ax2 + bx + c = 0 are r1 = −b/a + O(|c/b|) and r2 = O(|c/b|). By the same argument as the proof of
[25, Proposition 4.12], only the second solution is feasible, which gives

∣∣∣∣∣∣Q −msc −
δQ

1 − pℓ+1m2ℓ+2
sc

∣∣∣∣∣∣ .
Nf

1 − pℓ+1m2ℓ+2
sc


ε

2
+ ε1/2

(
(d − 1)3ℓ(ℑ[md] + ε′ + ε/

√
κ + η)

Nη

)1/2 . (6.22)

We can do a similar calculation as (6.21) for mN − Xℓ(Qℓ), giving

|mN − Xℓ(Qℓ) − δm| . Nf


ε

2
+ ε1/2

(
(d − 1)3ℓ(ℑ[md] + ε′ + ε/

√
κ + η)

Nη

)1/2 . (6.23)

By performing the expansion (5.11) and combining (6.22) and (6.23), we have

mN −md = mN − Xℓ(Qℓ) + Xℓ(Qℓ) −md

= δm +
dm2

d
m2ℓ

sc pℓ+1

(d − 1)(1 − pℓ+1m2ℓ+2
sc )

δQ +
O(Nf)√
κ + η


ε

2
+ ε1/2

(
(d − 1)3ℓ(ℑ[md] + ε′ + ε/

√
κ + η)

Nη

)1/2 .

Ignoring the negligible error term, the right hand side is equal to

d

d − 1
m2

dp2

(
(d − 1)−ℓ + (d − 2)

p(d − 1) − p−ℓ(d − 1)−ℓ

p(d − 1) − 1

(
1 + pℓ+1 m2ℓ+2

sc

1 − pℓ+1m2ℓ+2
sc

))

·
(
1 +

msc√
d − 1

)2

(mscp
√

d − 1)2ℓD∗GD

D∗ JD
. (6.24)

For υ := 2d/(log logd−1 N), in order to show Proposition 3.4, by Proposition 3.3, it is sufficient to

show that there is no eigenvalue λ2(G) satisfying 2
√

d − 1+υ ≤ λ2 ≤ (1−δ)(p(d−1)+p−1). Therefore,

assume such a λ2 exists. Then we set z = E + iη, where E = 2 + κ = λ2/
√

d − 1 and η = log300 N/N.
In this case, by Lemma 2.3 and (2.1), ℑ[mN] ≥ 1/(N(logd−1 log N)2η). Therefore, by (5.2),

|mN −md| ≥ |ℑ[mN] − ℑ[md]|

≥ 1

N(logd−1 log N)2η
−O(η/

√
κ + η)

≥ (1 − oN(1))
1

N(logd−1 log N)2η
.

(6.25)
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On the other hand, by (6.24) and (6.28)

mN −md

= (1 +O((logd−1 N)−6))
d

d − 1
m2

dp2

(
(d − 2)

p(d − 1)

p(d − 1) − 1

) (
1 +

msc√
d − 1

)2

(mscp
√

d − 1)2ℓD∗GD

D∗ JD
.

(6.26)

Thus we must have
∣∣∣∣∣(mscp

√
d − 1)2ℓD∗GD

D∗ JD

∣∣∣∣∣ &
1

N(logd−1 log N)2η
.

Suppose z = ζ + 1/ζ, for ζ > 1. Then we have msc(z) = −1/ζ by (2.3). In general, since msc(z) is

1-Lipschitz and 2 + υ√
d−1
≤ Re(z) ≤ (1 + oN(1))

(
e−

1
21c p
√

d − 1 + 1

e−
1

21c p
√

d−1

)
(as seen in (4.9)), we get

that
e

1
21c

p
√

d − 1
≤ |msc(z)| ≤ 1

1 + υ/2
.

Therefore, it is impossible that (6.26) is satisfied for all ℓ ∈ [12 logd−1 log N, 24 logd−1 log N]. Indeed,
the choices of ℓ = 12 logd−1 log N and ℓ = 24 logd−1 log N which, when applied to (6.26), have a

difference far larger than the error term of Nf√
κ+η

(
ε2 + ε1/2

(
(d−1)3ℓ(ℑ[md]+ε′+ε/

√
κ+η)

Nη

)1/2
)
. Thus there

can be no such λ2. �

We now show Lemma 6.4. We first show that δQ, δm do not greatly change when we apply the
switch.

Lemma 6.5. We have that

|δQ − δQ̃
|, |δm − δm̃| . (d − 1)3ℓℑ[md] + ε′ + ε/

√
ε + κ + η

Nη
+N−1+c.

Proof. This will follow from a similar argument as what is shown in [26, Lemma 5.22]. We define
χx to be the indicator that x < TW. This is satisfied by N −NoN(1) vertices.

We can split

(G − G̃)xy = (χxχy + (1 − χxχy))(G − G̃)xy = χxχy(G − G̃)xy +O(N1+oN(1)).

By (A.4),

χxχy

∣∣∣∣(G − G̃)xy

∣∣∣∣ = χxχy

∣∣∣∣∣
(
G(G|TW)−1G − G̃(G̃|TW)−1G̃

)
xy

∣∣∣∣∣ .
∑

u,v∈TW
|Gxu|2 +

∣∣∣Gyv

∣∣∣2 ,

as the entries of (G|TW)−1 can be bounded using an argument similar to (6.9). We can then sum
over all x, y and u, v. By (5.21), we have

∑

x,y∈[N]

D(x)D(y)χxχy((G − G̃)xy) .
∑

u,v∈TW
N
ℑ[Guu] +ℑ[Gvv]

η
. (d − 1)2ℓN

ℑ[md] + ε′ + ε/
√
ε + κ + η

η
.
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Therefore,

|D∗(G − G̃)D| . (d − 1)2ℓN
ℑ[md] + ε′ + ε/

√
ε + κ + η

η
+N1+oN (1). (6.27)

By (3.1),
D∗ JD = 4|E0|2 ≥ p2d2N2. (6.28)

By (6.18), (6.27), and (6.28), we have that

|δQ − δQ̃
|, |δm − δm̃| . (d − 1)3ℓ

ℑ[md] + ε′ + ε/
√
ε + κ + η

Nη
+N−1+c.

�

Proof of Lemma 6.4. We will use the same strategy as [26, Section 7.1]. The main differences in our
proof is that δQ is not deterministic, the contribution from different vertices is non-uniform, and we
work with Qℓ rather than Q. Here we describe the proof for (6.19). The proof of (6.20) is analogous.

Recall that o is any vertex in V0 that we choose to be the center of resampling, and i is any
neighbor of o in G0. Define the indicator I :=

∏
α Iα, where Iα was defined in Section 5.2. We can

then write, for Q′ := Q − δQ,

E[|Q′ − Yℓ(Qℓ)|2p1(G ∈ Ω)]

= E[N2/|~E0| · Aoi(G
(o)
ii
− δQ − Yℓ(Qℓ))(Q

′ − Yℓ(Qℓ))
p−1(Q′ − Yℓ(Qℓ))

p1(G ∈ Ω)]

= E[N2/|~E0| · Aoi(G
(o)
ii
− δQ − Yℓ(Qℓ))(Q

′ − Yℓ(Qℓ))
p−1(Q′ − Yℓ(Qℓ))

p1(G, G̃ ∈ Ω, I)]
+ E[N2/|~E0| · Aoi(G

(o)
ii
− δQ − Yℓ(Qℓ))(Q

′ − Yℓ(Qℓ))
p−1(Q′ − Yℓ(Qℓ))

p1(G ∈ Ω)(1 − 1(G, G̃ ∈ Ω, I)]
= E[N2/|~E0| · Aoi(G

(o)
ii
− δQ − Yℓ(Qℓ))(Q

′ − Yℓ(Qℓ))
p−1(Q′ − Yℓ(Qℓ))

p1(G, G̃ ∈ Ω, I)]
+N−1+c

E(|Q − Yℓ(Qℓ)|2p1(G ∈ Ω)),

by Lemma 5.12 and Proposition 5.5, letting us reduce to the first term.
By the exchangeability of the switch, we can write this as

E

[
N2/|~E0| · Aoi(G

(o)
ii
− δQ − Yℓ(Qℓ))(Q

′ − Yℓ(Qℓ))
p−1(Q′ − Yℓ(Qℓ))

p1(G, G̃ ∈ Ω, I)
]

= E

[
N2/|~E0| · Aoi(G̃

(o)
ii
− δ

Q̃
− Yℓ(Q̃ℓ))(Q̃′ − Yℓ(Q̃ℓ))

p−1(Q̃′ − Yℓ(Q̃ℓ))
p1(G, G̃ ∈ Ω, I)

]
.

Moreover, by Lemma 5.20, (5.12), and Lemma 6.5, we have

|Q′ − Q̃′|, |Yℓ(Qℓ) − Yℓ(Q̃ℓ)|, |δQ − δQ̃
| .

(d − 1)3ℓ
(
ℑ[md] + ε′ + ε/

√
κ + η + ε

)

Nη
.

Therefore,

E(N2/|~E0| · Aoi(G̃
(o)
ii
− δ

Q̃
− Yℓ(Q̃ℓ))(Q̃′ − Yℓ(Q̃ℓ))

p−1(Q̃′ − Yℓ(Q̃ℓ))
p1(G, G̃ ∈ Ω, I))

= E(N2/|~E0| · Aoi(G̃
(o)
ii
− δQ − Yℓ(Qℓ))(Q

′ − Yℓ(Qℓ))
p−1(Q′ − Yℓ(Qℓ))

p1(G, G̃ ∈ Ω, I))

+O

(
ε ·

(d − 1)3ℓ(ℑ[md] + ε′ + ε/
√
κ + η + ε)

Nη
E

[
|Q′ − Yℓ(Qℓ)|2p−2

])

+O

(
(d − 1)3ℓ(ℑ[md] + ε′ + ε/

√
κ + η + ε)

Nη
E

[
|Q′ − Yℓ(Qℓ)|2p−1

])
.
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If the first term inside the O(·) were dominant, a Hölder inequality would imply that

E[|Q′ − Yℓ(Qℓ)|2p] . εp

(
(d − 1)3ℓ(ℑ[md] + ε′ + ε/

√
κ + η + ε)

Nη

)p

as desired. Similarly, the second term inside the O(·) were dominant, a Hölder inequality would
imply that

E[|Q′−Yℓ(Qℓ)|2p] .

(
(d − 1)3ℓ(ℑ[md] + ε′ + ε/

√
κ + η + ε)

Nη

)2p

. εp

(
(d − 1)3ℓ(ℑ[md] + ε′ + ε/

√
κ + η + ε)

Nη

)p

as ε > 1
(Nη)2/3 ≫ 1

Nη .

Therefore, we are left to bound

E[N2/|~E0| · Aoi(G̃
(o)
ii
− δQ − Yℓ(Qℓ))(Q

′ − Yℓ(Qℓ))
p−1(Q′ − Yℓ(Qℓ))

p1(G, G̃ ∈ Ω, I)].

We set P := G(Ext(Bℓ(o,G(i)),Q), z), and Pol := Polα for any α. By the expansion (6.13) and (6.14) as
in Proposition 6.2, we have

G̃
(i)
oo − Yℓ(Qℓ) − δQ = πoi(Q −msc) +

P2
ol

d − 1

∑

α

(G̃
(T)
cαcα −Q) +

P2
ol

d − 1

∑

α,β

G̃
(T)
cαcβ − δQ

+ (G̃B(G̃(T) − P(T))B∗PB(G̃(T) − P(T))B∗P)oo +O(N−1+c).

By the assumption that we are inΩ, the last term is O((d−1)2ℓ(ε′)2). Moreover, taking expectation
over all vertices and using (6.16), we have

∣∣∣E[πoi(Q −msc)(Q − Yℓ(Qℓ))
p−1(Q − Yℓ(Qℓ))

p]
∣∣∣

≤
ε√

κ+η+ε

N1/3
E

[
|Q − Yℓ(Qℓ)|2p−1

]
≤ ε2
E

[
|Q − Yℓ(Qℓ)|2p−1

]
.

Thus by a Hölder inequality again, if this were the dominant term, then

E

[
|Q − Yℓ(Qℓ)|2p

]
. (ε2)2p

as desired.
Thus we are left to show that

E







P2
ol

d − 1

∑

α

(G̃
(T)
cαcα −Q) +

P2
ol

d − 1

∑

α,β

G̃
(T)
cαcβ − δQ


 (Q − Yℓ(Qℓ))

p−1(Q − Yℓ(Qℓ))
p1(G, G̃ ∈ Ω, I)


 (6.29)

is approximately 0.

Recall from Section 5.2 thatW = {bα : α ∈ [µ]}. In particular we have G \ TW = G̃ \ TW. We
have through (A.4) for α, β ∈ [µ] (with the possibility that α = β) that

G̃
(T)
cαcβ

= G
(TW)
cαcβ + (G(TW)B̃∗(G̃(T)|W)B̃G(TW))cαcβ

= G
(bαbβ)
cαcβ − (G(bαbβ)(G(bαbβ)|TW\bαbβ)

−1G(bαbβ))cαcβ + (G(TW)B̃∗(G̃(T)|W)B̃G(TW))cαcβ .

(6.30)
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By the assumption of I and a similar argument to (6.11), we have
∣∣∣∣−(G(bαbβ)(G(bαbβ)|TW\bαbβ)

−1G(bαbβ))cαcβ + (G(TW)B̃∗(G̃(T)|W)B̃G(TW))cαcβ

∣∣∣∣ = O((d − 1)ℓ(ε′)2).

If α = β, then, letting ES denote the expectation over the switch, by definition of Q,

ES[G
(bα)
cαcα −Q] = O(N−1+c), (6.31)

which once again gives a negligible contribution.
Thus, we now assume α , β. We further expand, defining P′ = G(Ext(Br({bα, bβ},G),Q), z).

Now, whenever it is possible to replace G with P′ while only introducing error O(ε2) we do so
using Proposition 5.5. We also note that P′ is block diagonal, with two blocks corresponding to
the block around bα and bβ, respectively. We then expand

G
(bαbβ)
cαcβ

= Gcαcβ − (G(G|{bα,bβ})−1G)cαcβ

(A.1)
= Gcαcβ − (G(P′|{bα,bβ})−1G)cαcβ − (G(P′|{bα,bβ})−1((P′|{bα,bβ}) − (G|{bα,bβ}))(P′|{bα,bβ})−1G)cαcβ +O(ε2)

= Gcαcβ − Gcαbα(P′bαbα
)−1Gbαcβ − Gcαbβ(P

′
bβbβ

)−1Gbβcβ + Gcαbα(P
′
bαbα

)−1Gbαbβ(P
′
bβbβ

)−1Gbβcβ +O(ε2)

= Gcαcβ − P′cαbα
(P′bαbα

)−1Gbαcβ − Gcαbβ(P
′
bβbβ

)−1P′bβcβ + P′cαbα
(P′bαbα

)−1Gbαbβ(P
′
bβbβ

)−1P′bβcβ +O(ε2)

Taking the expectation over all vertices gives that

ES[G
(bαbβ)
cαcβ ] = ES[(1 − P′cαbα

(P′bαbα
)−1)2Gbαbβ] +O(ε2)

= ES[(1 − P′cαbα
(P′bαbα

)−1)2]
D∗GD

D∗ JD
+O(ε2).

By (6.28) D∗GD
D∗ JD = O(1/(Nη)). Therefore, by (5.9), we can replace

ES[(1 − P′cαbα
(P′bαbα

)−1)2]
D∗GD

D∗ JD
=

(
1 +

msc√
d − 1

)2
D∗GD

D∗ JD
+O(ε2).

We now need to bound the expected number of potential pairs (bα, cα) counted here, i.e., the
expected number of pairs x, y that have distance ℓ+ 1 to o in H and are both retained in Bℓ+1(o,G0).
For every such pair x, y in H, suppose the length-(ℓ + 1) path from o to x and the length-(ℓ + 1)
path from o to y overlap in ℓ + 1 − k edges. Then for every fixed x and 1 ≤ k ≤ ℓ + 1, there are
(d− 2)(d− 1)k−1 such y in H, and given that x is retained in Bℓ+1(o,G0), the probability that one such
y is retained is pk. Altogether, we have

∑

y,x

E(1x1y) = pℓ+1
ℓ+1∑

k=1

pk(d − 2)(d − 1)k−1
= pℓ+2(d − 2)

pℓ+1(d − 1)ℓ+1 − 1

p(d − 1) − 1
.

By Lemma 2.18, the average number of candidate pairs (bα, cα) concentrates around this, with

a small error term (similar to πoi). Taking the coefficient
P2

ol

d−1 from (6.29), and summing over x, the
overall contribution of this part is

m2ℓ+2
sc

(
pℓ+2(d − 2)

pℓ+1(d − 1)ℓ+1 − 1

p(d − 1) − 1

) (
1 +

msc√
d − 1

)2
D∗GD

D∗ JD
= δQ

as desired. �
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We make the following observation, which we do not prove.

Remark 6.6. Let d be the normalized vector d := D/||D||. When z ≈ p
√

d − 1 + 1/(p
√

d − 1), we can
further reduce to

mN(z) −md(z) ≈ 1

N
· p((d − 1)2p − 1)

(d − 1)2p2 − 1
· d∗Gd ≈ 1

N
ψ∗Gψ

where ψ is the vector with independent entries following the limiting Kesten-Stigum distribution. ψ is the
limiting Perron eigenvector.
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A Green’s function identities

Throughout this paper, we repeatedly use some (well-known) identities for Green’s functions,
which we collect in this appendix.

A.1 Resolvent identity

The following well-known identity is referred as resolvent identity: for two invertible matrices A
and B of the same size, we have

A−1 − B−1
= A−1(B − A)B−1

= B−1(B − A)A−1. (A.1)
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A.2 Schur complement formula

Given an N ×N matrix M and index setV ⊆ [N], up to rearrangement of indices, M can be written
in the block form

M =

[
A B∗

B D

]
.

The Schur complement formula asserts that the inverse of M satisfies

M−1
=

[
(A − B∗D−1B)−1 −(A − B∗D−1B)−1B∗D−1

−D−1B(A − B∗D−1B)−1 D−1 +D−1B(A − B∗D−1B)−1B∗D−1

]
.

Taking M = H − z where H is the normalized adjacency matrix of G, we know that M−1 = G is the
Green’s function of G, and D−1 = G(V) is the Green’s function of G(V).

Let G|V,G|VV∁ ,G|V∁V,G|V∁ denote the four blocks of G, so that

G =

[
G|V G|

VV∁

G|
V∁V

G|
V∁

]
.

Then by the Schur complement formula, with B = G|
V∁V

, we have the identity

G|V = (H − z − B∗G(V)B)−1 (A.2)

and

G|
VV∁

= −G|VB∗G(V). (A.3)

Moreover, we have

G|
V∁
= D−1

+D−1B(A − B∗D−1B)−1B∗D−1

= G(V)
+ G(V)B(G|V)B∗G(V)

= D−1
+D−1B(A − B∗D−1B)−1(A − B∗D−1B)(A − B∗D−1B)−1B∗D−1 (A.4)

= G(V)
+ (G|

V∁V
)(G|V)−1(G|

VV∁
).

TakingV to be a single vertex set {k}, we get the special case that

G
(k)
i j
= Gi j − GikG−1

kk Gkj. (A.5)

B Proof of Lemma 5.11

Define GN,d to be the set of possible graphs given the degree distribution of V0. For H ∈ GN,d

denote by ι(G) := {G} ×S(G) the fiber of local resamplings of G (with respect to vertex o), and define
the enlarged probability space

G̃N,d = ι(GN,d) =
⋃

G∈GN,d

ι(G),
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with the probability measure P̃(G,S) := P(G)PG(S) = (1/|GN,d|)(1/|S(G)|) for any (G,S) ∈ G̃N,d. Here
PG is the uniform probability measure on S(G).

Let π : G̃N,d → GN,d, (G,S)
π7→ G be the canonical projection onto the first component. Note π is

measure preserving: P = P̃ ◦ π−1.
On the enlarged probability space, we define the maps

T̃ : G̃N,d → G̃N,d, T̃(G,S) := (TS(G),T(S)), (B.1)

T : G̃N,d → GN,d, T(G,S) := π(T̃(G,S)) = TS(G). (B.2)

For any finite graph T on a subset of [N], we define GN,d(T) := {G ∈ GN,d : Bℓ(o,G) = T} to be the set
of d-regular graphs whose radius ℓ neighborhood of the vertex o in G is T. We now claim that for
any graph T,

T̃(ι(GN,d(T))) = ι(GN,d(T)), (B.3)

Since our local resampling does not change the radius ℓ neighborhood of o, from our con-
struction, T̃(ι(GN,d(T))) ⊆ ι(GN,d(T)). Next we show that T̃ is an involution, with T̃(ι(GN,d(T))) =
ι(GN,d(T)).

To verify that T̃ is an involution, let (G,S) ∈ G̃N,d and abbreviate (G̃, S̃) := T̃(G,S). Then by (B.3),

the edge boundaries of the radius ℓ neighborhoods of o have the same number of edges µ in G̃ and

G. Moreover, we can choose the enumeration of the boundary of the ℓ-ball in G̃ such that, for any

α ∈ [1, µ], we have Tα(~Sα) ∈ Sα(G̃). Define

W̃S̃ := {α ∈ [1, µ] : Iα(G̃, S̃)}.

We claim that W̃S̃ =WS.
First, by the definition of switchings, we have that dist̃

G
({aα, bα, cα}, {aβ, bβ, cβ}) ≤ R/4 if and

only if distG({aα, bα, cα}, {aβ, bβ, cβ}) ≤ R/4. Thus, assume that {aβ, bβ, cβ} < BR/4({aα, bα, cα},G(T)) for

all β , α. If ({aα, bα, cα},G(T)) ∪ {bα, cα} is not a tree, then we do not perform the switch around α,

so ({aα, bα, cα}, G̃(T)) ∪ {bα, cα} is not a tree either. If alternatively ({aα, bα, cα},G(T)) ∪ {bα, cα} is a tree,
then after performing the switch, by the assumptions of the switch and the tree neighborhood, we

obtain ({aα, bα, cα}, G̃(T))∪ {bα, cα} is also a tree. This implies Iα(G̃, S̃) = 1. Therefore we have that the

R/4-neighborhoods of {aα, bα, cα} never change, i.e., BR/4({aα, bα, cα},G(T)) = BR/4({aα, bα, cα}, G̃(T)).

Thus W̃S̃ =WS. By the definition of our switching, it follows that T(S̃) = S and TS̃(G̃) = G. Therefore
T̃ is an involution.

This means that edge swaps form a reversible Markov chain which proves Lemma 5.11.
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