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Global Universality of Singular Values in Products

of Many Large Random Matrices

Boris Hanin∗, Tianze Jiang†

Abstract

We study the singular values (and Lyapunov exponents) for products of N independent n×n
random matrices with i.i.d. entries. Such matrix products have been extensively analyzed using
free probability, which applies when n → ∞ at fixed N , and the multiplicative ergodic theorem,
which holds when N → ∞ while n remains fixed. The regime when N,n → ∞ simultaneously is
considerably less well understood, and our work is the first to prove universality for the global
distribution of singular values in this setting. Our main result gives non-asymptotic upper
bounds on the Kolmogorov-Smirnoff distance between the empirical measure of (normalized)
squared singular values and the uniform measure on [0, 1] that go to zero when n,N → ∞
at any relative rate. We assume only that the distribution of matrix entries has zero mean,
unit variance, bounded fourth moment, and a bounded density. Our proofs rely on two key
ingredients. The first is a novel small-ball estimate on singular vectors of random matrices from
which we deduce a non-asymptotic variant of the multiplicative ergodic theorem that holds for
growing matrix size n. The second is a martingale concentration argument, which shows that
while Lyapunov exponents at large N are not universal at fixed matrix size, their empirical
distribution becomes universal as soon as the matrix size grows with N .

1 Introduction

This article concerns the distribution of singular values for products of independent random matrices

XN,n , WN · · ·W1, Wi ∈ R
n×n, (1)

with entries of
√
nWi drawn i.i.d. from a fixed distribution µ. We assume µ satisfies the following

Condition 1. The probability measure µ has zero mean, unit variance, a finite fourth moment
M4 < ∞, and a density with respect to the Lebesgue measure bounded above by K∞ < ∞.

Our main result, Theorem 1, is a quantitative universality result for

ρN,n ,
1

n

n∑

i=1

δsi(Xn,N )2/N ,

the empirical distribution of rescaled singular values s1(XN,n) ≥ · · · ≥ sn(XN,n) of XN,n.

Theorem 1. Under Condition 1, there exist constants c1, c2, c3, c4 > 0 depending on K∞,M4 with
the following property. For all ε ∈ (0, 1/2), if N > c1ε

−2 and n > c2ε
−2 · log(1/ε), then

P
(
dKS(ρN,n, U[0,1]) > ε

)
≤ c3 exp{−c4nNε2/ log n}, (2)

where dKS is the Kolmogorov-Smirnoff distance and U[0,1] is the uniform distribution on [0, 1].
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Theorem 1 is the first universality result for ρN,n which holds for a general class of distributions
µ regardless of the relative size of n,N . It guarantees that as soon as µ matches the first two
moments of a standard Gaussian (and has bounded fourth moment and L∞ norm), the empirical
singular value distribution is close to the case when µ is a (real) standard Gaussian (see Theorem 1.2
in [HP21]). Our result also extends to complex distributions with independent real and imaginary
parts (see Section 4). The nature of the universality underlying Theorem 1, however, is unusual in
the following two senses:

• Requirement of bounded density. Universality is a hallmark of random matrix theory
in the regime where the matrix size n tends to infinity. It is uncommon in such universality
results to include the hypothesis that µ has a bounded density. But such an assumption is
essential in our setting because we are interested in the setting of growing N . For example,
the matrix product XN,n has rank one with positive probability if µ contains an atom and N
is exponential in n2. In the ergodic limit of fixed n and diverging N , moreover, the limiting
empirical measure ρn,∞ of singular values is known to be non-universal and depends on µ,
see e.g. [Kar14, ABK14, AEV23]. This is in contrast the free probability limit where it is
typical to consider polynomials of fixed degree (e.g. fixed N) evaluated at a collection of n×n
random matrices with n → ∞ (see e.g. [GT10, OS10, GJ21]).

• One global shape, many local shapes. For many classical random matrix ensembles,
universality holds not just for the global distribution of eigenvalues or singular values but
persists also at the microscopic scale where consecutive eigenvalues or singular values remains
order 1 apart as n → ∞. In our setting, however, even in the simplest case when µ is
a standard complex Gaussian, the local distribution depends on the limiting value of n/N
[ABK14, LWW18]. The relative size of n,N therefore determines the local statistics but does
not impact the global properties of ρN,n. It remains open both to determine at what scale the
local distribution of singular values begins to depend on N/n and whether the local limits,
derived using methods from integrable systems, are universal (see [HN20] for some partial
progress).

While the effect of simultaneously large n,N on the statistics ρn,N is still far from understood,
prior work showed that the global distribution of singular values ρn,N converges to U[0,1] if one either
first takes n → ∞ and then N → ∞ or vice versa [IN92, Kar08]. These articles use very different
tools: the work [Kar08], which first takes n → ∞, relies on free probability while [IN92] uses the
multiplicative ergodic theorem to analyze what happens when one first takes N → ∞.

Neither free probability nor ergodic techniques are simple to make effective when both n and N
are large but finite. To make progress in this direction the article [HP21] used small ball probabilities
to quantify, at finite N , the rate of the convergence in the multiplicative ergodic theorem and obtain
a sharper version of Theorem 1 in the special case when µ is the standard (real) Gaussian (see
Section 4 for a discussion of our optimality). We take a similar approach. The core difference is
that the distribution of the individual Wi matrices is no longer isotropic (invariant under left or
right rotations). As we explain in Section 3, this means we must obtain new small ball probabilities
for the inner product between a fixed k-frame in R

n and the projection onto the span of the top k
singular vectors for XN,n.

Outline of Remainder of the Article.

The rest of this article is organized as follows. First, in Section 2, we give a more thorough review of
the relation between our results and prior work. Then in Section 3 we state the main results needed
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to prove Theorem 1. We make some further remarks on the results as well as future directions in
Section 4. The remaining proofs of these results are provided in Section 6, after a brief recall of
auxiliary technical results needed in Section 5.

2 Related works

Products of random matrices are a vast subject. We provide here some representative references,
focusing mainly on work in which the number of matrices, N , is large or growing.

The setting where the matrix size n is fixed while the the number of terms in the matrix product
N grows has attracted much interest starting from the seminal work of Furstenberg [FK60] and later
of Oseledec [Ose68] on the multiplicative ergodic theorem. Particularly relevant to the present article
are the works of Newman [New86] and Isopsi-Newman [IN92]. Since then, the study of Lyapunov
exponents of random matrix products has found applications to the study of random Schödinger
operators [B+12], number theory and dynamics [KZ97, MT02], and beyond [Wil17, AJM+95].

Matrix products when n → ∞ while N is potentially large but fixed have also been extensively
studied. For instance, classical results in free probability concern the spectrum of products of a
fixed number of (freely) independent matrices [MS17, VDN92, NS06]. In this vein, the articles
[Tuc10, Kar08] both use tools from free probability to obtain the analog of Theorem 1 in the setting
where first n → ∞ and then N → ∞. Prior work has also taken up a non-asymptotic analysis of
eigenvalues [GT10, GJ21] for such matrix products as well as the local distribution of their singular
values [LWZ19].

The setting when n,N simultaneously grow is less well understood but has nonetheless attracted
significant interest in recent years. For example, we point the reader to a beautiful set of the articles
that use techniques from integrable systems and integrable probability to study singular values for
products of iid complex Ginibre matrices and related integrable matrix ensembles. These include
the works [ABK14, AB12, ABK19, AKMP19, BNS12, BLS13] which, at a physics level of rigor, were
the first to analyze the asymptotic distribution of singular values for products of iid complex Ginibre
matrices. Some of the results in the preceding articles were proved rigorously in [LWW18]. We also
point the interested reader to [Ahn22, GS18] another perspective on how to use techniques from
integrable probability to study such matrix products. The study of the singular values of XN,n when
n,N are both large has also received attention due to its connection with the spectrum of input-
output Jacobians in randomly initialized neural networks [PSG17, PSG18a, PSG18b, HN20, Han18].

3 Main ideas and proof outline

As we will explain in this section, there are three key steps in the proof of Theorem 1. To present
them, let us agree on some notations. We write Frn,k = {X ∈ R

n×k : XTX = Ik} for the space
of k-frames in R

n (i.e. orthonormal systems of k vectors). For any matrix A ∈ R
a×b, a, b ≥ k, we

write: ‖A‖(k) ,
∏k

i=1 si(A) the product of top k singular values. For any n× k matrix X we thus
have

||X||(k) =
k∏

i=1

si(X) =
√

det(XTX) (3)

following the Gram identity. Unless specified otherwise, all constants are finite, positive, and may
depend on M4,K∞, the moments in Condition 1.
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Step 1: From many singular values to the top singular value. To study the singular values
of XN,n, it will be convenient to study their partial products:

||XN,n||(k) =
k∏

i=1

si(XN,n) = sup
U∈Frn,k

||XN,nU ||(k) , k = 1, . . . , n, (4)

where the first equality is a definition and the second equality follows from standard linear algebra.
The representation on the right of (4) recasts the product of the top k singular values of XN,n

as the top singular value for the action of XN,n on the space of k-frames in R
n. This is useful

since analyzing the top singular value, or equivalently top Lyapunov exponent, is a natural and
well-studied way to understand the long time behavior of a dynamical system. This is precisely the
philosophy of most prior work in the regime where N → ∞ (see e.g. [IN92, FK60, HP21, LP06]).

Step 2: Removing the supremum in (4). One advantage of the representation on the right
of (4) is that each term ||XN,nU ||(k) inside the supremum can naturally be thought of as simple
sub-multiplicative functional of the state of a random dynamical system after N steps. In this
analogy, the frame U determines the initial condition and the evolution from time t − 1 to time t
consists of multiplying by Wt.

The second and most important technical step in our proof of Theorem 1 is to show that once
N is large, we can approximately drop the supremum over frames in (4). That this is possible is
a key conceptual insight that goes back to [FK60], which showed that for a wide range of entry
distributions µ, we have

lim
N→∞

1

N
log

(
supV ∈Frn,k

||XN,nV ||(k)
||XN,nU0||(k)

)
= 0

on fixed U0 ∈ Frn,k. The previous displayed equation is a consequence of the multiplicative ergodic
theorem, which guarantees that as N → ∞ the supremum, the average, and the pointwise behavior
of ||XN,nV ||(k) is the same for almost every frame V . Since we seek to describe the distribution of
singular values of XN,n when N is finite, we will need a quantitative version of this result. This is the
content of Proposition 1, which is more conveniently phrased in terms of the Lyapunov exponents
of XN,n:

λi = λi(XN,n) =
1

N
log si(XN,n) = i-th Lyapunov exponent,

k∑

i=1

λi =
1

N
log ||XN,n||(k)

Proposition 1 (Reduction from sup norm to pointwise norm). Denote by U0 = I
T
[k] ∈ Frn,k the

k-frame whose columns are the first k standard basis vectors of R
n. Then, assuming Condition 1

holds, there exist constants c1, c2, c3 > 0 depending only on K∞,M4, such that for any n ≥ k:

P

(
1

n

∣∣∣∣∣

k∑

i=1

λi −
1

N
log ||XN,nU0||(k)

∣∣∣∣∣ > s

)
≤ c1 exp{−c2nNs}. (5)

for all s > c3
k log(en/k)

nN .

We prove Proposition 1 in Section 6.1 and emphasize here only the main ideas. The key ob-
servation is that the estimate (5) follows from proving that the subspace spanned by the top k
singular vectors of XN,n is “well-spread” on the Grassmannian with high probability when N ≫ 1.
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To explain this, let us consider the simple but illustrative case of k = 1. Our goal is then to obtain
a lower bound for

0 ≥ 1

Nn
log ‖XN,nv‖(1) −

1

n
λ1 =

1

Nn
log

‖XN,nv‖
‖XN,n‖op

,

where v = [1, 0, 0, . . . ]T . If si are the singular values of XN,n and ei, fi are the corresponding right
and left singular vectors, then

XN,nv =
n∑

i=1

si〈v, ei〉fj

and we have
2

Nn
log

‖XN,nv‖
‖XN,n‖op

=
1

Nn
log

∑n
i=1 s

2
i |〈v, ei〉|2
s21

≥ 1

Nn
log |〈v, e1〉|2. (6)

Obtaining lower bounds on 〈v, e1〉 is the same as obtaining small ball probabilities for e1 around the
orthogonal complement to v. Repeating this argument for general k shows that Proposition 1 will
follow from the statement that “the distribution of the top singular vectors does not concentrate on
a fixed co-dimension k subspace”. See Lemma 11 for the key result to this end.

Prior work [BNS12, BLS13, ABK14, Ahn22, GS22, HP21] assumed that the matrices Wi are
rotationally invariant and hence that the law of right singular vectors (ei)

k
i=1 is Haar for every k.

In particular, when k = 1 this implies

P
(
|〈v, e1〉| ≤ ǫ/

√
n
)
≤ Cǫ

for a universal constant C. The main technical difficulty in our present setting is that we do
not know how to characterize the (joint) distribution of the top k singular vectors of XN,n, even

when k = 1. Nonetheless, we obtain small ball probabilities for log
(
||XN,nU0||(k) / ||XN,n||(k)

)
in

Section 6.1 relying only on small ball probabilities for the entrywise measure µ.
Finally, we mention that the frame U0 from Proposition 1 does not have to be the canonical

frame. A different proof shows, that a slightly weaker version of (5) holds for any U0 ∈ Frn,k (see
eq. (20)). This yields seemingly new information on the problem of studying singular vectors of W1,
which we believe is of independent interest. We defer this discussion to Section 6.1.1.

Step 3: Doob decomposition and concentration for log ||XN,nU0|| in (4). In light of Propo-
sition 1, estimating the partial products ||XN,n||(k) comes down to bounding the “point-wise” norms
||XN,nU0||(k) for a fixed frame U0 ∈ Frn,k, which is done in the following

Proposition 2. Assuming Condition 1, there exist constants c1, c2, c3 > 0 depending on M4,K∞
such that for any n, k,N , any U0 ∈ Frn,k, and for all s ≥ c3n

−1 log(ek):

P


 1

n

∣∣∣∣∣∣
1

N
log ||XN,nU0||(k) −

1

2

k∑

j=1

log
n− i+ 1

n

∣∣∣∣∣∣
> s


 ≤ c1 exp{−c2sn/ log(ek)}. (7)

We prove Proposition 2 in Section 6.2. The main idea is to express log ||XN,nU0||(k) as an
average. For this, let U1 = U0 and define Ut+1 inductively through the singular value decomposition
of WtUt:

WtUt = Ut+1diag({si(WtUt)}ki=1)Ot, Ot ∈ Frk,k, Ut+1 ∈ Frn,k
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Then, recalling (3) and noting that Ut is a measurable function of W1, . . . ,Wt−1, a simple compu-
tation gives the following equality in distribution

1

N
log ‖XN,nU‖2(k) =

1

N

N∑

i=1

log ‖WiUi‖2(k). (8)

A direct computation now shows that given any U ∈ Frn,k we have

E√
nW∼µ⊗n×n

[
||WU ||2(k)

]
=

n!

nk(n− k)!
=

k∏

j=1

n− j + 1

n
. (9)

These expectations determine the constants around which 1
N log ||XN,nU0||(k) concentrates in Propo-

sition 1. The result then follows from an Azuma-type concentration inequality for random variables
with sub-exponential tails (see Lemma 9).

Combining everything together. Putting Proposition 1 and Proposition 2 we get for s &
log(ek)/n that

P


 1

n

∣∣∣∣∣∣

k∑

i=1

λi(XN,n)−
1

2

k∑

j=1

log
n− i+ 1

n

∣∣∣∣∣∣
> s


 ≤ c1 exp {−c2sn/ log(ek)} . (10)

Together with some elementary algebra in Section 6.3, we are able to control the cumulative distri-
bution function for the empirical measure ρN,n of singular values with high probability.

4 Discussions

In this section, we discuss some extensions and limitations of the present work.

Dependence on n,N . We begin by briefly remarking on the dependence in Theorem 1 and
relation (10) on n,N . In particular, for fixed N , consider an i.i.d. sequence of {XN,n} and let
ε ≍ N−1/2 one has:

P

(
sup
t∈R

∣∣∣∣
1

n
#
{
1 ≤ i ≤ n | s2/Ni (XN,n) ≤ t

}
− U(t)

∣∣∣∣ ≥ c1N
−1/2

)
≤ 2 exp{−c2n/ log n}

where U(t) , Px∼U[0,1](x ≤ t). By Borel-Cantelli lemma, this implies that with probability one,

sup
t∈R

∣∣∣∣ limn→∞
1

n
#
{
1 ≤ i ≤ n | s2/Ni (XN,n) ≤ t

}
− U(t)

∣∣∣∣ ≤
C√
N

.

The O(1/
√
N) rate can be seen as a Berry-Esseen type bound, see also [HP21, Section 1.2]. This

suggests that our dependence on N is at least comparable to standard CLT rates. However, since
we require in (10) that s ∈ Ω(log(ek)/n) (even when N → ∞), is unclear whether the dependence
on n is optimal. This dependence, unfortunately, cannot be improved significantly based on current
techniques. To illustrate this, consider k = 1. The dependence of the mean E[log ‖WU0‖2] =
Exi∼i.i.d.µ[log

∑n
i=1 x

2
i ] on µ can be shown to be Ω(1/n) (i.e. there exists different µ’s such that the

expectation differs by Ω(1/n)). The studies of more fine-grained behaviors of Lyapunov exponents
in the ergodic regime (when universality does not hold for n < ∞) are left open to future works.
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Extension to complex matrices. While our proofs are formulated for real matrices, we re-
mark that all results can be directly extended to complex random variables under the following
assumptions on µ:

Condition 2. Suppose that each entry of the
√
nWi’s are i.i.d. drawn from a distribution X + Y i,

where X ∼ µX and Y ∼ µY are independent (real) random variables satisfying (1) zero mean and
unit variance: E[X] = E[Y ] = 0,E[X2 + Y 2] = 1; (2) finite fourth moment E[X4 + Y 4] ≤ M4 < ∞;
and (3) density bounded above ‖µX‖L∞

, ‖µY ‖L∞
≤ K∞ < ∞.

Extending both Proposition 1 and Proposition 2 mainly requires replacing transpose with con-
jugate transpose and absolute values with norms does not require much conversions at all. The
only nontrivial technical difference lies in transforming existing small ball estimates for real random
variables (which appears in Lemma 4) to their complex analog. This can be done by noting that a

complex frame A+Bi ∈ Frn,k can be converted into a real frame

[
A −B
B A

]
∈ Fr2n,2k (and defining

the density of a C
d complex distribution to be the density of the distribution of their canonical

real decomposition in R
2d). As a result, Theorem 1 and (10) holds under Condition 2 as well with

different set of constants (versus Condition 1). Moreover, in fact, our proof only needs that Wi’s
are independent and distributed according to Wi =d AiPi where Pi is any fixed orthogonal matrix
and Ai ∼ µ⊗n×n

i for some µi satisfying prescribed conditions.

Dependence on constants M4,K∞. A careful analysis of the proof shows that the constants
c1, c2, c3, c4 appearing in the statement of Theorem 1 can be taken to depend on constants M4,K∞
as follows

c1 ∈ O(Kδ
∞ ·M4), c2 ∈ O(Kδ

∞ ·M4), c3 = 2, c−1
4 ∈ O(Kδ

∞ ·M4), (11)

where δ > 0 is arbitrary but fixed and the implicit constants in the big-O terms are universal.

5 Review of auxiliary technical results

Before we complete all the deferred proofs, we collect below we several technical results use in our
main proofs and establish some notation.

Notation. We use =d to denote equivalence in distribution. Unless specified otherwise, we use ∧
to denote the minimum and ∨ the maximum of two numbers. We denote [r] , {1, 2, . . . , r}, r ∈ N,
and

([r]
t

)
, {I ⊆ [r] : |I| = t}. When not specified otherwise, we write (for a m × n matrix A)

Ai ∈ R
n as the i-th row of A for i ∈ [m] and AI ∈ R

|I|×n as the |I| × n submatrix for I ⊆ [m].
Furthermore, we denote s1(A) ≥ s2(A) ≥ . . . be the ordered singular values of any matrix A.

An isotropic inequality for right product with random uniform frames. We will examine
the effect of a “uniformly random” frame being applied on any matrix.

Lemma 1 (See also Section 9 in [HP21]). There exists a constant c with the following property.
Suppose G is sampled from the Haar measure on Frn,k. For any invertible matrix M ∈ R

n×n

P

((‖MG‖(k)
‖M‖(k)

) 1
k

≤ ε

√
k

n

)
≤ (cε)

k
2 .
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Proof. Note that there exists L,R ∈ Frn,k such that:

LTM = diag({si(M)}ki=1)R
T

so
‖MG‖(k) ≥ |det(LTMG)| = ‖M‖(k)|det(RTG)|

and hence
‖MG‖(k)
‖M‖(k)

≥ |det(RTG)|

where R is a fixed frame. The rest follows from Corollary 9.4 and equation (9.1) in [HP21].

Sub-multiplicativity for products of top singular values. We will use the following result,
which shows that the ‖ · ‖(k) norm is sub-multiplicative.

Lemma 2 (See also [GN50]). For any two matrices A,B ∈ R
n×n, one has:

‖AB‖(k) ≤ ‖A‖(k)‖B‖(k) (12)

Proof. For any two matrices A,B ∈ R
n×n and frames L,R ∈ Frn,k such that det(LTABR) =

‖AB‖(k), the standard SVD gives: LTA = Σ
(L)
k×kR

T
1 and BR = L1Σ

(R)
k×k where L1, R1 ∈ Frn,k so:

‖AB‖(k) = det(LTABR) =
∏

i

(Σ
(L)
k×k)i(Σ

(R)
k×k)i · det(RT

1 L1) ≤
∏

i

(Σ
(L)
k×k)i(Σ

(R)
k×k)i ≤ ‖A‖(k)‖B‖(k)

which concludes our claim.

Useful results on small-ball probability. To control the small-ball density of projections, we
will use the following result. In fact, this is the only place in which we needed bounded Lebesgue
density in Condition 1.

Lemma 3 (Theorem 1.1 of [RV15]). Let X = (X1, . . . ,Xn) where Xi are real-valued independent
random variables. Assume that the densities of Xi are bounded by K almost everywhere. Let
P ∈ Frn,d be an orthogonal projection from R

n onto R
d. Then the density of the random vector P TX

is bounded by (CK)d almost everywhere, where C is a positive absolute constant. Furthermore, when
d = 1 and P is a vector with norm 1, the max density of 〈P,X〉 is at most

√
2K.

As a corollary, we can show that

Lemma 4. Let X = (X1, . . . ,Xn) where Xi are real-valued independent random variables. Assume
that the densities of Xi are bounded by K almost everywhere. Let P ∈ Frn,d be a orthogonal projection
in R

n onto R
d. Then

P
(
‖PX‖22 ≤ d · s

)
≤ (C1K

√
s)d

where C1 is an absolute constant.

Proof. Consider the Lebesgue measure on a d-dimensional ball with radius
√
ds. Its volume Vd(

√
ds)

satisfies:

Vd(
√
ds) ≤

(
Cs1/2

)d

where C is a universal constant independent of d. Hence, via Lemma 3 we get:

P
(
‖P TX‖22 ≤ d · s

)
≤
(
Cds

1/2
)d

· (CK)d ≤ (C̃K
√
s)d

for some universal C̃.
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Useful results on sub-exponential random variables. We collect here some simple results
on sub-exponential random variables. We begin with an elementary result:

Lemma 5. If a random variable X with constants c1 > 1 and c2 > 0 such that:

P(|X| ≥ t) ≤ c1 exp(−t/c2)

for all t > 0 then P(|X| ≥ t) ≤ 2 exp[−t/(2c1c2)] for all t > 0.

Proof. Since probabilities are always bounded above by 1, this can be easily verified via checking:

c1 exp(−t/c2) ∧ 1 ≤ 2 exp[−t/(2c1c2)] ∧ 1

for all c1 > 1, c2 > 0, t ≥ 0.

We now recall the usual equivalent definitions of a sub-exponential random variable.

Lemma 6 (Sub-exponential properties, Proposition 2.7.1 in [Ver18]). Let X be a random variable.
Then the following properties are equivalent: the parameters Ki > 0 appearing in these properties
differ from each other by at most an absolute constant factor.

1. The tails of X satisfy

P{|X| ≥ t} ≤ 2 exp (−t/K1) for all t ≥ 0

2. The moments of X satisfy

‖X‖Lp = (E|X|p)1/p ≤ K2p for all p ≥ 1

3. The MGF of |X| satisfies

E exp(λ|X|) ≤ exp (K3λ) for all λ such that 0 ≤ λ ≤ 1

K3

4. The MGF of |X| is bounded at some point, namely

E exp (|X|/K4) ≤ 2

Moreover, if E[X] = 0 then previous properties are also equivalent to the following one: the MGF
of X satisfies

E exp(λX) ≤ exp
(
K2

5λ
2
)

for all λ such that |λ| ≤ 1
K5

.

Lemma 7 (Sub-exp properties for almost centered random variables). There exists a universal
c0 > 0, such that the following holds. If a random variable Z satisfies for some constants c1:

P(|Z| ≥ t) ≤ 2 exp(−t/c1),

then

E

[
eλZ
]
≤ exp

{
2 (c0c1)

2 λ2
}
, |λ| ∈

[
2

c20c1
,

1

c0c1

]
.

9



Proof. First of all, denote µ = E[Z] then

|µ| ≤ E[|Z|] =
∫ ∞

0
P(|Z| ≥ t)dt ≤

∫ ∞

0
2 exp(−t/c1)dt = 2c1.

By Lemma 6, for all p = 1, 2, . . . ,
(E[|Z|p])1/p ≤ c0c1p

for some fixed constant c0. Thus for p = 1, 2, . . . ,

(E[|Z − µ|p])1/p ≤ (E[(2|Z| ∨ 2|µ|)p])1/p ≤ 2(c0c1p ∨ |µ|) ≤ (2c0 ∨ 2)c1p

and hence (again via Lemma 6) for all |λ| < (c̃0c1c2)
−1 one has:

E[eλ(Z−µ)] ≤ exp{(c̃0c1)2λ2}.

or
E[eλZ ] ≤ exp{λµ + (c̃0c1)

2λ2}.
Thus, so long as |λµ| ≤ (c̃0c1)

2λ2, or |λ| ≥ |µ|/(c̃0c1)2, the mean deviation is dominated and we get
the desired results for some universal constant c̃0.

Moment inequalities for almost-martingale stochastic processes

Lemma 8 (See also [Sha11]). Suppose there is a stochastic process {Zi}Ti=1 along with a filtration
{Fi}Ti=1 and that for all i and some function {Gi(·)} one has:

E[Gi+1(Zi+1)|Fi}] ≤ ai almost surely

for a sequence of positive numbers {ai}, then for any fixed T :

E

[
T∏

i=1

Gi(Zi)

]
≤

T∏

i=1

ai.

Proof. We use the law of total expectations multiple times

E

[
T∏

i=1

Gi(Zi)

]
= E

[
E

[
T∏

i=1

Gi(Zi)

∣∣∣∣∣FT }
]]

= E

[
E [G(ZT ) |FT−1}]E

[
T−1∏

i=1

Gi(Zi)

∣∣∣∣∣FT−1}
]]

≤ aT · E
[
E

[
T−1∏

i=1

Gi(Zi)

∣∣∣∣∣FT−1}
]]

. . . ≤
T∏

i=1

ai.

10



Lemma 9. There exists a universal c0 such that the following holds. For stochastic process {Zi}
on a filtration {Fi} where for all i, with probability one over Fi−1, the next item satisfies:

P (|Zi| ≥ t | Fi−1) ≤ c1 exp(−t/c2)

for some c1 > 1, c2 > 0. Then, for any ǫ ≥ 2(c0c1c2),

P

(∣∣∣∣∣
1

T

T∑

t=1

Zt

∣∣∣∣∣ > ǫ

)
≤ 2 exp{T · (2− (c0c1c2)

−1ǫ)}. (13)

Proof. We call Lemma 5 as well as Lemma 7 to get that some universal c0 > 0:

E[eλZi |Fi−1] ≤ exp{2(c0c1c2)2λ2}

for |λ| = 1/(c0c1c2). Hence, by Lemma 8, a Chernoff-type bound yields:

P

(
1

T

T∑

t=1

Zt > ǫ

)
= P

(
eλ

∑T
t=1 Zt > eλTǫ

)
≤ e−λTǫ

E

[
eλ

∑
t Zt

]
≤ exp{−λTǫ+ 2T (c0c1c2)

2λ2}.

Hence, take λ = 1/(c0c1c2) we get

P

(
1

T

T∑

t=1

Zt > ǫ

)
≤ exp{−λTǫ+ 2T (c0c1c2)

2λ2} = exp{T · (2− (c0c1c2)
−1ǫ)}.

Repeating the arguments for {−Zi}, we get the desired concentration.

An inequality concerning the partial sums of log n−i+1
n ’s. We adapt two inequalities from

prior literature that will be useful. Their proofs involve converting sums into respective integrals.

Lemma 10 (Adapted from the proof of Lemma 12.1 in [HP21]). Fix positive integers q,m satisfying
4 ≤ m ≤ q. If q > m, then

m∑

j=1

log

(
1

1− j/q

)
≥ m2

2q
.

and (even for q = m)
m∑

j=1

log

(
1

1 + j/q

)
≤ −2m2

3q
.

6 Remainder of the proofs

6.1 Remaining proofs in Step 2

The key estimate result (5), is follows immediately once we show that (recall (3) and (4))

P

(
− log

‖XN,nU0‖(k)
‖XN,n‖(k)

≥ ck log(en/k)

)
≤ c1(en/k)

−c2ck (14)

for c > c3. We prove this estimate by first obtaining an upper bounding the inverse moment of the
determinant of T =

√
n1[k]WU (and thus also a small-ball estimate this determinant).

11



Lemma 11. For all C1 ≤ 1/10, there exists a constant C with the following property. For all n ≥ k
and U ∈ Frn,k, T = MU ∈ R

k×k where M ∼ µ⊗k×n satisfies:

E

[(
|det (T )|2 /k!

)−C1
]
≤

k∏

t=1

eC2/t ≤ eC2(1+log k), C2 = CK4C1
∞ M4,

where K∞ is the upper bound for the density of µ in condition 1.

Proof. For matrix S and vector v we define dist(v, S) , infw∈span(S) ‖v − w‖. Note that

log |det(T )|2/k! =
k∑

i=1

log ‖dist(Ti, T<i)‖2 − log(k − i+ 1) ,
k∑

i=1

log(C(i)/i),

where for each fixed i we’ve set

C(i) , ‖dist(Tj , T<j)‖2, j = k − i+ 1.

Note that the rows T1, . . . , Tk of T are projections of the rows of M1, . . . ,Mk of M onto the column
space of U . Hence, we may also write

C(i) = ||dist(Mj , T<j)||2 (15)

Note that Mj is independent of T<j. Hence, by Lemma 8, the conclusion of Lemma 11 will follow
once we show that there exists C2 > 0 such that for all t ≥ 1 (and frame Θt):

E

[
(C(t)/t)−C1

]
≤ 1 + C2/t ≤ exp{C2/t}.

To obtain this estimate, we will show that

E

[
(C(t)/t)−C11{(C(t)/t)−1>(CK∞)4}

]
= O(1/t) (16)

E

[
(C(t)/t)−C11{(C(t)/t)−1<(CK∞)4}

]
= 1 +O(1/t), (17)

where C is some universal constant C such that CK∞ ≥ 2. To obtain (16) and (17), we return to
(15) and denote by Θi ∈ Frn,i a frame consisting an orthonormal basis for the orthogonal complement
to T<j . We then have

C(i) =d

∣∣∣∣ΘT
i u
∣∣∣∣2 , u = Mi is the i− th row of M, (18)

where Θi is independent of u. Since u ∼ µ⊗n, we have has

E[C(i)] = i.

Moreover, by Lemma 4,

P

((
C(t)/t

)−C1 ≥ s

)
≤ (CK∞ · s−1/2C1)t

for some universal constant C, which we assume is sufficiently large that CK∞ ≥ 2. In particular,
we have that

s ≥ (CK∞)4C1 =⇒ (CK∞ · s−1/2C1)t ≤ s−t/4C1

12



and hence that

E

[
(C(t)/t)−C11{(C(t)/t)−1>(CK∞)4}

]
≤
∫ ∞

(CK∞)4C1

P

(
(C(t)/t)−C1 > s

)
ds

≤
∫ ∞

1
s−t/4C1ds =

4C1

t− 4C1
= O(1/t).

This confirms (16). Next, to verify (17), note that since x−C1 is a convex function, there exists
a finite D(K∞) such that for all x ≥ (CK∞)−4 it is bounded above by it’s second order Taylor
expansion around x = 1:

x−C1 ≤ 1 + C1(1− x) +D(1− x)2.

The right hand side is always positive and hence

E

[
1C(t)/t≥(CK∞)−4(C(t)/t)−C1

]
≤ E

[
1− C1(1− C(t)/t) +D(1− C(t)/t)2

]
= 1+

D

t2
E

[
(C(t) − t)2

]
.

(19)
To deduce (17) we must therefore show that the expression on the right is 1 + O(1/t). For this
observe, recall from (18) that

C(t) = ‖ΘT
t u‖2.

Write
A(µ) := E

[
(C(t))2

]
,

where we emphasize the dependence on the distribution µ. Note that (C(t))2 is a degree four
polynomial in the ui’s and that

A(µ) =

n∑

i=1

t∑

s=1

Θ2
siE[u

4
i ] + terms that depend only on the first two moments of µ.

Since the first two moments of µ are the same as those of a standard Gaussian we therefore find

A(µ) = (M4 − 3)t+A(N (0, 1)).

Moreover, writing χ2
t for a chi-squared distribution with t degrees of freedom we find

A(N (0, 1)) = E[
(
χ2
t

)2
] = t(t+ 2).

Hence,
A(µ) = t2 + (M4 − 1)t

and so
E(C(t) − t)2 = M4t.

When combined with (19) this yields Therefore E
[
(C(t) − t)2

]
≤ (M4 + 5)t, and

E

[
(C(t)/t)−C1

]
≤ 1 +

1 +DM4

t
≤ exp

{
1 +DM4

t

}

where D = 100(CK∞)4C1 suffices. This verifies (17) and completes the proof.
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Completion of Proof of Proposition 1. Given the above tools, we are now in place to show
Proposition 1, for which we only needed to establish (14). To do this, note that via Lemma 2:

‖XN,n‖(k) ≤ ‖W1‖(k)‖WN · · ·W3W2‖(k)
and that there exists Θ0, L ∈ Frn,k via the SVD of WNWN−1 . . .W2 such that

ΘT
0 ·WN · · ·W3W2 = diag({si(WN · · ·W3W2)}ki=1) · LT

and hence the determinant is

‖XN,nU0‖(k) ≥(3) |det(ΘT
0 XN,nU0)| = |det

(
LTW1U0

)
| · ‖WN · · ·W2‖(k) ≥ |det(LTW1U0)|

‖XN,n‖(k)
‖W1‖(k)

Thus,

0 ≤ − log
‖XN,nU0‖(k)
‖XN,n‖(k)

≤ log
‖W1‖(k)

|det (LTW1U0)|
= log

‖M‖(k)
|det (LTMU0)|

where M =
√
n ·W1 ∼ µ⊗n×n is the un-normalized random matrix. To complete the derivation of

(14), it now suffices to show that there exists constants c1, c2, c3 > 0 such that for G ∼ unif(Frn,k)
(see Lemma 1 for the exact definition):

P

(
‖M‖2(k)
‖MG‖2(k)

≥ (en/k)ck

)
,P

(
‖MG‖2(k)

k!
≥ (en/k)ck

)
,P

(
k!

|det(LTMU0)|2
≥ (en/k)ck

)

are all at most
c2(en/k)

−c1ck

whenever c > c3. We bound these probabilities separately below:

1. We consider, for any full-rank M , with randomness over G:

P

(
‖M‖2(k)
‖MG‖2(k)

≥ (en/k)ck

)
= P

(
‖MG‖2(k)
‖M‖2(k)

≤
(

k

en

)ck
)

This quantity is bounded directly by Lemma 1 which states that the above objective is at
most:

P

((‖MG‖(k)
‖M‖(k)

) 1
2k

≤ ε

√
k

n

)
≤ (cε)

k
2

for any ε and some universal constant c. This means that

P

(
‖M‖2(k)
‖MG‖2(k)

≥ (en/k)ck

)
≤
(en
k

)c0k−ck/4

for a universal c0.

2. We show that one has, for any G:

P

(
‖MG‖2(k)

k!
≥ (en/k)ck

)
≤
(en
k

)k−ck

This is because by (9):

E

[
‖MG‖2(k)

k!

]
=

n(n− 1) · · · (n− k + 1)

k!
≤ nk

k!
≤ (en/k)k

14



3. For U0 being the truncated identity, by Lemma 11, there exists C1, C2 such that:

P

(
k!

|det(LTMU0)|2
≥ (en/k)ck

)
≤ (en/k)−C1ck(ek)C2 ≤ (en/k)C2(k+1)−C1ck

holds for any L ∈ Frn,k directly, since (en/k)k+1 ≥ ek+1 > ek.

Combining these three points along with a union bound concludes our proof of (14) and Proposi-
tion 1. �

6.1.1 A different proof without restricting U0

Of perhaps separate interest, we show a similar result to Proposition 1 without restricting on U0 to
be the truncated identity. Specifically, we show that:

Proposition 3. Assuming Condition 1, there exist constants c1, c2, c3 > 0 depending only on
K∞,M4, such that for any n ≥ k and any U0 ∈ Frn,k:

P


 1

n

∣∣∣∣∣∣

k∑

j=1

λi −
1

N
log ‖XN,nU0‖(k)

∣∣∣∣∣∣
> s


 ≤ c1 exp{−c2nNs/k}. (20)

for all s > c3
k log(en)

nN .

Following the exact same recipe for the proof in Proposition 1, the only distinction lies in the
following lemma, which we find interesting in its own rights.

Lemma 12. For any fixed frames U, V ∈ Frn,k and M ∈ µ⊗n×n where µ satisfies Condition 1, one
has that for all t > 0:

P

(∣∣det
(
UTMV

)∣∣1/k ≤ n−(t+1)k−1/2
)
≤ 2

√
2K∞n−tk.

Proof. First, we look at what linear transformations we can do to U, V while preserving det(UTMV ):

• Adding a constant multiple of one column to another column. This, by definition, does not
change the determinant.

• Row exchanges. This changes the determinant but preserves the law of det(UTMV ) as the
law of M is invariant with respect to row and column exchanges.

Note that for any frame, these two operations allow us to turn them into the form:

UT , V T → ŨT , Ṽ T =




a1 0 0 · · · 0 · · ·
0 a2 0 · · · 0 · · ·
...

...
...

. . .
...

0 0 0 · · · ak · · ·


 ,




b1 0 0 · · · 0 · · ·
0 b2 0 · · · 0 · · ·
...

...
...

. . .
...

0 0 0 · · · bk · · ·




where |ai|, |bj | ≥ 1√
n
, by following the algorithm below.
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Algorithm: Diagonalizing frame U ∈ Frn,k column by column.

1. Initialize U = U (0). For t = 1, 2, . . . , k, do the following to get U (t) from U (t−1):

(1) row-exchanging the argmax (of absolute value) entry row of the t-th column (U (t−1))Tt
to the t-th row;

(2) use column elimination (adding appropriate scalar multiples of the t-th column) to
make the t-th row all zero except at the t-th column.

2. Output Ũ = U (k).

To analyze this procedure, note that under time t, the norm of the t-th column is at least 1
because (ignoring row exchanges which are irrelevant) it has only been added a linear combination
of the first (t− 1) columns which are all orthogonal to itself. Hence, the arg-max absolute value is
at least 1/

√
n at time t. Hence, the result U (k) must have the top k × k submatrix diagonalized

with diagonal entries at least 1/
√
n.

Note that we can take any k×k matrices that have bounded determinant and left (right) multiply
to our product. Let two k × k matrices be

L,R =




a−1
1 0 · · · 0

0 a−1
2 · · · 0

...
...

. . .
...

0 0 · · · a−1
k


 ,




b−1
1 0 · · · 0

0 b−1
2 · · · 0

...
...

. . .
...

0 0 · · · b−1
k


 ,

then both A = ŨL and B = Ṽ R share the form of




1 0 · · · 0 · · ·
0 1 · · · 0 · · ·
...

...
. . .

...
0 0 · · · 1 · · ·


 . Note that since

|det(L)|, |det(R)| ≤ nk/2

we only need to study the small ball probability for

|det(UTMV )| =d |det(ŨTMṼ )| = |det(ATMB)| · (|det(L)||det(R)|)−1 ≥ n−k|det(ATMB)|. (21)

To analyze this determinant, we need the following result.

Lemma 13. Under Condition 1, let M ∼ µ⊗k×k. Fix any X ∈ R
k×k, one has:

P

(
|det(X +M)| <

(
n−t

√
k−1

)k)
≤ 2

√
2K∞n−tk

Proof. Note this simple observation (Lemma 5.1, [TV10]): let N be any matrix and then the i-th
row of J , (N−1)T satisfies:

‖Ji‖−1 = ‖(N−1)i‖−1 = min
cj∈R

‖Ni −
∑

j 6=i

cjNj‖

and this is simply because 〈Ji, Ni −
∑

j 6=i cjNj〉 = 1 always for any {c}. Hence,

σmin(N) = σ−1
max(J) ≥ ‖J‖−1

F ≥
√
k−1 min

i
min

cj∈Rk−1,j 6=i

∥∥∥∥∥∥
Ni −

∑

j 6=i

cjNj

∥∥∥∥∥∥
.
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To use a union bound on the k rows of N = X +M , we only need to show that for any fixed i,

P


 min

c−i∈Rk−1

∥∥∥∥∥∥
Ni −

∑

j 6=i

cjNj

∥∥∥∥∥∥
≤ n−t


 ≤ 2

√
2Kn−t.

This is because, fix M−i and only consider Mi ∼ µ⊗k. Let the unit vector of null space {N−i}⊥
(which is independent with Mi) be wi then:

min
c−i∈Rk−1

∥∥∥∥∥∥
Ni −

∑

j 6=i

cjNj

∥∥∥∥∥∥
= |〈Mi, wi〉+ 〈Xi, wi〉|

where Xi, wi are σ(M−i)-measurable. The probability that this is small is directly concluded
Lemma 3.

To complete the proof, let us write the product ATMB as a linear combination of

ATMB =
∑

1≤i,j≤n

MijA
T
i Bj

where Ai, Bj ∈ R
1×k. Note that AT

i Bj = E(i,j) for 1 ≤ i, j ≤ k where E(i,j) denotes the rank-1
matrix with only the (i, j)th entry being 1 and else 0. Hence, conditioned on the irrelevant entries
σ({Mij : i ∨ j ≥ k}) (treating them as constant) we get

ATMB , M[k],[k] +X, X ⊥⊥ M[k],[k]

applying Lemma 13 and combining with (21) we are done.

6.2 Remaining proofs in Step 3: Derivation of Proposition 2

Our goal in this section is to derive Proposition 2. As mentioned in Section 3 the main idea is
to express the norm log ‖XN,nU0‖(k) as an average. To do this, we repeatedly use the SVD yields
to obtain an alternative representation of ‖XN,nU‖(k) as follows. First, let U1 = U0 and Ut+1 be
defined via (for t = 1, 2, . . . , N − 1) the singular value decomposition of WtUt as:

WtUt = Ut+1diag({si(WtUt)}ki=1)O(t)

for O(t) ∈ Frk,k and Ut+1 ∈ Frn,k. Then ‖XN,nU0‖(k) can be also written as (recall (3)):

‖XN,nU0‖(k) = sup
V

det(V TXN,nU0)

= sup
V

det(V TWNUN ) ·
N−1∏

i=1

det
[
diag({si(WiUi)}ki=1)

]

=

N∏

i=1

‖WiUi‖(k).

Since Ut ∈ σ(W t−1
1 ) is independent with Wt for all t, we only need to study the objective in (8):

1

N
log ‖XN,nU‖2(k) =

1

N

N∑

i=1

log ‖WiUi‖2(k).
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Let us define the n × k product matrix T (i) =
√
nWiUi where each rows are independent

(conditioned on Ui) from the following law

Tj ∼i.i.d. U
T
i w |w∼µ⊗n

with E[(Tj)i] = 0,E[(Tj)
2
i ] = 1,E[((Tj)i1(Tj)i2 ] = 0 for all i, j, i1 6= i2. Thus, for any k×k submatrix

TI (indexed by a row subset I ∈
([n]
k

)
of size k), the expected determinant squared (by independence

of rows) is exactly

E[|det(TI)|2] =
∑

i1,i2,...,ik
j1,j2,...,jk

k∏

s=1

E [TIsisTIsjs ] =
∑

i1,i2,...,ik
j1,j2,...,jk

k∏

s=1

1 [is = js] = k!.

This gives

E

[
‖WiUi‖2(k)

]
= E[det

(
(WiUi)

TWiUi

)
] =

1

nk

∑

I∈([n]
k )

E|det(TI)|2 =

k∏

j=1

n− j + 1

n
.

To complete the proof of Proposition 2 note that

P


1

n

∣∣∣∣∣∣
log ‖WiUi‖2(k) −

k∑

j=1

log
n− j + 1

n

∣∣∣∣∣∣
> s


 ≤ exp{−sn}+ P

(
‖WiUi‖2(k)

n!
(n−k)!·nk

< exp{−sn}
)
,

(22)

where the upper tail P

(
‖WiUi‖2(k)

n!

(n−k)!·nk

> exp{−sn}
)

≤ e−sn follows from Markov’s inequality. Observe

thatLemma 11 gives the following inverse moment bound:

E

[(
|det (TI)|2 /k!

)−C1
]
≤ eC2(1+log k)

for some constant C1, C2 depending only on M4,K∞. Therefore, one can apply Jensen’s inequality
on f(x) = x−C1 to get:

E

[(
‖WU‖2(k)/

n!

(n− k)! · nk

)−C1
]
= E





 1(n

k

)
∑

|I|=k

|det(TI)|2/k!




−C1



Jensen’s inequality ≤ E

[∑
|I|=k(|det(TI)|2/k!)−C1

(
n
k

)
]
≤ (ek)C2 .

This gives the following bound on the lower tail:

P

(
‖WU‖2(k)/

n!

(n − k)! · nk
< e−sn

)
≤ exp{−C1sn+ C2 log(ek))}. (23)

To conclude the proof of Proposition 2, we combine (8), (23) and (13) in Lemma 9 with

Zi =
1

n

(
log ‖WiUi‖2(k) −

k∑

i=1

log
n− i+ 1

n

)
,
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to see that the conditions for Lemma 9 hold with c1 ∈ Θ(1) and c2 ∈ Θ( log(ek)n ). We get as a result
that for some constants c0, c3 depending only on K∞,M4 and for all s ≥ c3n

−1 log(ek):

P


 1

nN

∣∣∣∣∣∣
log ‖XN,nU‖2(k) −N

k∑

j=1

log
n− j + 1

n

∣∣∣∣∣∣
> s


 ≤ 2 exp{−c0nNs/ log(ek)}.

This concludes the proof of (7). �

6.3 Completion of Proof of Theorem 1

We are now in a position to complete the proof of Theorem 1. For this, note that (10) follows
immediately when combining (5), (7), and a union bound. Given this, we can check Theorem 1 via
a union bound as follows.

By twisting constants (multiplying by universal constants) in (2), we may assume that ε > 5/n
and that ε < 0.01. Note that under the given conditions of N ≥ c1ε

−2, n ≥ c2ε
−2 log ε−1, one has

that (via (10)):

P

(∣∣∣∣∣
1

n

k∑

i=m

(
λi −

1

2
log

n− i+ 1

n

)∣∣∣∣∣ ≥ ε2

)
≤ C2 exp

{
−C3nNε2/ log(ek)

}
≤ n−4

if we pick large enough constants c1, c2. As a result, a union bound may be applied such that

P

(
∃m < k,

∣∣∣∣∣
1

n

k∑

i=m

(
λi −

1

2
log

n− i+ 1

n

)∣∣∣∣∣ ≥ ε2

)
≤ C2 exp

{
−C̃3nNε2/ log n

}
.

for some C̃3 > 0. In fact, we will show that so long as:

∣∣∣∣∣
1

n

k∑

i=m

(
λi −

1

2
log

n− i+ 1

n

)∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ ε2 (24)

holds for all 1 ≤ m < k ≤ n, one has that for all 1 ≥ t ≥ 0:

|F (t)| ,
∣∣∣∣
1

n
#
{
1 ≤ i ≤ n | s2/Ni (XN,n) ≤ t

}
− t

∣∣∣∣ ≤ 5ε (25)

which, if true, concludes the proof of Theorem 1 (by, again, twisting constants). First let us check
two basic inequalities following from Lemma 10 directly. In particular, it follows that for any
n ≥ q ≥ m ≥ 5 one has:

m log(q/n)−
n−q+m∑

j=n−q+1

log
n− j + 1

n
=

m−1∑

j=1

log
1

1− j/q
≥ (m− 1)2

2q
. (26)

Furthermore for any n ≥ q ≥ m ≥ 5, n − q −m ≥ 0, we also have

m log(q/n)−
n−q∑

j=n−q−m+1

log
n− j + 1

n
=

m∑

j=1

log

(
1

1 + j/q

)
≤ −2m2

3q
. (27)

19



To show (25), it suffices to check that for t = 1 and t = s/n where 1 ≤ s ≤ n− 1 is an integer. The

reason is that 1
n#

{
1 ≤ i ≤ n | s2/Ni (XN,n) ≤ t

}
is non-decreasing. Hence if nt ∈ (s, s + 1) where

0 ≤ s ≤ n− 1 then

|F (t)| ≤ 1

n
+ |F (s/n)| ∨ |F ((s + 1)/n)| ≤ ε+ |F (s/n)| ∨ |F ((s + 1)/n)|

and 0 ≥ F (t) ≥ F (1) if t ≥ 1. The case for t ≤ 0 is trivial. Suppose α ≤ nε < α+1 where α ≥ 5 is
an integer. We will show that |F (t)| ≤ 4ε for t = s/n, s = 1, 2, . . . , n.

The case of t = 1 Suppose λ1 ≥ λ2 · · · ≥ λr ≥ 0 > λr+1. Then |F (1)| = r/n and (24) reads:

nε2 ≥
r∑

i=1

(
λi −

1

2
log

n− i+ 1

n

)
≥ −1

2

r∑

i=1

log
n− i+ 1

n
.

If r ≤ 5 ≤ 3α then (25) is already closed. Otherwise, by (26) with q = n,m = r one gets

nε2 ≥ −1

2

r∑

i=1

log
n− i+ 1

n
≥ (r − 1)2

2n
>

r2

4n
.

which implies that r/n < 2ε.

The case of t = s/n, where s ∈ [1, n − 1] is an integer Suppose

λ1 ≥ λ2 · · · ≥ λr >
1

2
log(s/n) ≥ λr+1 ≥ · · · ≥ λn.

Then |F (t)| = |r + s− n|/n. Again, if |r + s− n| ≤ 5, then we are already done.

• If r+ s−n ≥ 5, then our condition (24), combined with (26) with q = s,m = r+ s−n reads:

2nε2 ≥
r∑

i=n−s+1

(
2λi − log

n− i+ 1

n

)
≥ m log(s/n)−

r∑

j=n−s+1

log
n− j + 1

n
≥ (m− 1)2

2s

or (n|F (t)| − 1)2 ≤ 4nsε2 ≤ 4n2ε2. This implies that |F (t)| ≤ 1/n + 2ε < 3ε.

• If n− s− r ≥ 5. If n− r < α then we are already done. Assume otherwise, if n− r ≤ 2s, then
(27) with q = s,m = n− r − s reads

2nε2 ≥
n−s∑

i=r+1

(
−2λi + log

n− i+ 1

n

)
≥ −m log(s/n) +

n−s∑

j=r+1

log
n− j + 1

n
≥ 2m2

3s

which implies, as before, |F (t)| ≤ 2ε < 3ε. If n− r > 2s, then (27) with q = s = m reads

2nε2 ≥
n−s∑

i=n−2s+1

(
−2λi + log

n− i+ 1

n

)
≥ −s log(s/n) +

n−s∑

j=n−2s+1

log
n− j + 1

n
≥ 2s

3

which implies s ≤ 3nε2 < α and t < ε. In this case, note that:

|F (t)| = n− r

n
− t ≤

∣∣∣∣F
(
α+ 1

n

)∣∣∣∣+
α+ 1− s

n
≤ 3ε+

α

n

from our previous discussion. This concludes our claim.

Our proof is concluded. �
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