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Abstract

We consider the random geometric graph on n vertices drawn uniformly from a d–dimensional sphere.
We focus on the sparse regime, when the expected degree is constant independent of d and n. We
show that, when d is larger than n by logarithmic factors, this graph is comparable to the Erdős–
Rényi random graph of the same edge density in the inclusion divergence between the graph laws.
This divergence functions in certain ways like a relaxation of the total variation distance, but is strong
enough to distinguish Erdős–Rényi graphs of different densities with a higher resolution than the total
variation distance. To do the analysis, we derive some exact statistics of the spherical Wishart matrix, the
Gram matrix of n independent uniformly random d–dimensional spherical vectors. In particular we give
expressions for the characteristic function of the spherical Wishart matrix which are well–approximated
using steepest descent.

1 Introduction

The random geometric graph is defined by taking n independent and identically distributed points in a
metric space and connecting them if and only if their distance is sufficiently small. Random geometric
graphs have been the setting of extensive research, and they have a well–developed general theory (see
[Pen03]).

We consider the random geometric graph G(n, p, d), in which n points are sampled from the uniform
measure (normalized Haar measure) on the unit sphere Sd−1, with a distance threshold tp,d chosen in such
a way that the probability that any two points connect is p. Specifically, with X uniformly distributed
on the sphere and with x any fixed point on the sphere, tp,d ∈ [−1, 1] is the unique value such that
P[|x−X| ≤

√
2− 2tp,d] = p, or equivalently such that P[〈x,X〉 ≥ tp,d] = p.

Many authors in recent years have been interested in the problem of testing the hypothesis that a
given graph G has been chosen from the Erdős–Rényi random graph G(n, p) or from G(n, p, d), and in
particular on the effectiveness of such tests as d → ∞. The first paper to discuss this problem with
d → ∞ is [Dev+11] which shows by an appeal to a central limit theorem that as d → ∞ with n and p
fixed,

lim
d→∞

TV
(
G(n, p),G(n, p, d)

)
= 0, (1)

where TV(·, ·) is the total variation distance. In fact, the authors also show that this holds with n→∞
as long is d = ω(n72(n2)). It was also shown that, for d which is only poly–logarithmic in n, the clique
number of G(n, p, d) matches what is seen in Erdős–Rényi. As the total variation distance can only
contract when passing to statistics of the random graphs, (1) shows that in the setting d→∞ with n, p
held fixed, there is no statistic that can distinguish the two random graphs.

The result [Dev+11] was greatly improved in [Bub+16] wherein the authors prove the following:

Theorem 1 ([Bub+16]). (a) Let p ∈ (0, 1) be fixed and suppose that d = o(n3). Then

lim
d→∞

TV
(
G(n, p),G(n, p, d)

)
= 1.

(b) If d = ω(n3), we have
lim
d→∞

sup
p∈[0,1]

TV
(
G(n, p),G(n, p, d)

)
= 0.

1

ar
X

iv
:2

11
0.

10
78

5v
1 

 [
m

at
h.

PR
] 

 2
0 

O
ct

 2
02

1



(c) Let c > 0 be fixed and suppose that d = o(log3 n). Then

lim
d→∞

TV
(
G(n, c/n),G(n, c/n, d)

)
= 1.

Parts (a) and (b) together fully answer the problem of total variation distinguishability in the dense
regime in which p is fixed. Part (c) gives sufficient conditions on d to ensure that the graphs can be
distinguished in the sparse regime in which p = Θ(1/n), but it does not give sufficient conditions to ensure
that the graphs are indistinguishable beyond the result in (b). They [Bub+16] conjecture, however, that
d = ω(log3 n) is the correct sufficient condition to ensure that the graphs are indistinguishable in the
sparse regime. This remains an open problem: the state of the art, due to [BBN20], shows that when
d = ω(n3/2 log7/2 n), the graphs are indistinguishable in the sparse regime.

In this paper, we will consider a different comparison between G(n, p, d) and G(n, p). Let Gn be the
set of undirected graphs on n vertices, and define the inclusion divergence

I-Div
(
G(n, p, d)||G(n, p)

)
:= min

A⊂Gn

{
max
G∈A

∣∣∣∣P[G(n, p, d) ⊇ G]

P[G(n, p) ⊇ G]
− 1

∣∣∣∣+ P[G(n, p) ∈ Ac]
}
.

This can be considered as a type of divergence measure between the laws, in that, should the inclusion
divergence be 0, the laws are equal.

Note that in the sparse regime p = Θ(1/n), G(n, p) is concentrated on a set of graphs whose individual
inclusion probabilities are all e−Θ(n logn). Hence for the inclusion divergence to be small, it must be that
the law of G(n, p, d) matches G(n, p) with very high accuracy for a class of rare events. In particular,
there is no direct comparison possible between the inclusion divergence and total variation distance on
spaces with arbitrarily small atoms. Nonetheless, it can be seen that two Erdős–Rényi graphs are close
in inclusion divergence only if they are close in total variation distance (see Theorem 5).

For the inclusion divergence, we show:

Theorem 2. Suppose p ∼ c/n for some c > 0. Then, if d = ω(n log5 n),

I-Div
(
G(n, p, d)||G(n, p)

)
→ 0.

We expect that the the same holds with total variation distance, but this is beyond our method. Based
on our approximation, it is natural to assume that the condition d = ω(n log5 n) is tight up to logarithmic
factors, and that the statement in the theorem is already false when d = Θ(n log2 n) (see Conjecture 10).

Non–divergence formulation. The proof of Theorem 2 goes by a direct analysis of the inclusion
probability of graphs. Indeed, we identify a collection of graphs A ⊂ Gn for which we show:

lim
d→∞

max
G∈A

∣∣∣∣P[G(n, p, d) ⊇ G]

P[G(n, p) ⊇ G]
− 1

∣∣∣∣ = 0.

This class A will be defined in terms of comparisons of certain graph statistics.
Throughout this paper we will use the following notation to reference certain statistics for the graph

G being considered:

1. µG is the number of nonisolated vertices of G.

2. σG is the number of edges in G.

3. δG is the maximum degree of G.

4. τG is the number of triangles in G.

It should be assumed that all of these statistics, as well as p, may vary with d as d→∞. Note that for
the inclusion probability P[G(n, p) ⊇ G], an isolated vertex may be removed from the graph G without
affecting the probability, and hence where convenient, we will assume that G does not contain any isolated
vertices.

Using these statistics we show:

Theorem 3. Suppose that d and n tend to infinity and that log d = O(log p−1). Set p0 := 1−Φ(
√
dtp,d)

where Φ is the standard normal distribution function. Let A = An be a class of graphs for which

d = ω(σGδ
2
G log2(1/p) + µG logµGδ

2
G log2(1/p) + τ2

GσG log3(1/p)), d log d = Ω(µGσ
−1
G δ4

G log2(1/p)).

Then

lim
d→∞

max
G∈A

∣∣∣∣P[G(n, p, d) ⊇ G]

P[G(n, p0) ⊇ G]
− 1

∣∣∣∣ = 0.
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This theorem implies Theorem 2 on taking A to be the graphs for which for sufficiently large K(c),

µG ≤ n, σG ≤ K(c)n, δG ≤ logn, and τG ≤ logn.

All of these properties are easily seen to hold on an event of probability tending to 1 under G(n, p0).
Using Lemma 8, we may use p0 or p interchangeably for the d considered in Theorem 2. Note that for
d = o(n log2 n) this ceases to be true.

Theorem 3 includes some information about the low–dimensional regime as well.

Corollary 4. Suppose µG is bounded, and suppose that d = ω(log3(1/p)). Then we have

lim
d→∞

∣∣∣∣P[G(n, p, d) ⊇ G]

P[G(n, p0) ⊇ G]
− 1

∣∣∣∣ = 0.

Recall the originally conjectured threshold in [Bub+16] of d = ω(log3(1/p)) for indistinguishability in the
sparse regime.

1.1 Related Work

Hypothesis testing. There has been quite a bit of interest in the past decade or so in hypothesis test-
ing for graphs–see [Dev+11], [Bub+16], [GL17], [Gho+17], [BM17], [BN18], [Rya17], [EM20], [BBN20],
[CC20], to name a few. Typically, one treats G(n, p) as the null hypothesis and some other model as the
alternative hypothesis. One popular alternative model which appears in several related works ([BM17],
[GL17], [Gho+17], [CC20]) is the stochastic block model and, more generally, IER graphs, which are like
G(n, p) in that they have independent edges, but which differ from G(n, p) by not requiring that each
edge be equally likely to appear. These kinds of graphs are popular for modeling community structure
in graphs, particularly social networks. Testing between such graphs and G(n, p) therefore typically re-
volves around checking the graph sample(s) for unusual or unusually frequent structures that are better
explained by the presence of community bias than by pure indifference.

It has also been popular to consider whether or not a graph has geometric biases, that is, whether we
can reliably tell that, instead of being sampled from G(n, p), it was sampled from a random geometric
graph with edge density p but with vertices constrained either by the geometry of the space or by the way
they are distributed over the space [Bub+16], [Dev+11], [Gho+17], [EM20], [BBN20]. For telling such
geometric graphs apart from G(n, p), one typically looks at some statistic of the sampled graph, often
one related to the number of triangles in a sample since geometric graphs tend to form triangles more
frequently. This has necessitated the development of techniques for evaluating interesting statistics in all
kinds of random geometric graph models [AB20], [Bub+16], [Dev+11], [EM20], [Gal+19], [Gal+18].

Distinguishability. The most recent progress in the direction of determining when G(n, p, d) in
particular is indistinguishable from G(n, p) was made through a combination of geometric reasoning and
information inequalities [BBN20]. However, before this, the largest leap forward in the convergence of
random geometric graphs to G(n, p) was made by noticing the relationship that often exists between
random geometric graphs and some variant of the Wishart matrix [Bub+16], [EM20]. By coupling this
relationship with results such as [BG16]and [RR19] which prove various central limit theorems for Wishart
matrices, the authors of [Bub+16] and [EM20] were able to compare random geometric graphs to G(n, p)
by comparing the appropriate Wishart matrix to an appropriately scaled GOE matrix. Recently, [LR21]
extended this analysis to a class of smooth interpolations G(n, p, d, q) which allow for a smooth, tunable
connectivity function that interpolates between G(n, p) and G(n, p, d).

In this paper, we too take note of the relationship between G(n, p, d) and a variant of the Wishart
matrix. This variant, which we call the spherical Wishart matrix, has a more direct relationship to
G(n, p, d) than the standard Wishart matrix, but the possible advantages of using this variant have so
far been overshadowed by the amount of information already known about the standard Wishart matrix.

Another, recent work [BBH21] considers comparisons between Wishart and GOE in a masked sense.
There, a subset of entries of a Wishart matrix are compared to jointly independent normals in total
variation distance. The support of that subset is called the mask, and precise phase transitions for total
variation distance are established in terms of the masking graph’s properties. For example, [BBH21,
Theorem 2.5] gives a sufficient condition for masked total variation distance, which shows that for G
satisfying similar conditions as in Theorem 3, the masked total variation distance between Wishart and
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GOE tends to 0. While Theorem 3 also concerns the marginals of a (almost) Wishart matrix of a similar
mask, Theorem 3 also addresses rare events for this marginal, which are invisible in a total variation
comparison of the graphs G(n, p) and G(n, p, d) restricted to G.

1.2 Layout

The paper is organized as follows. In Section 2 we make some basic estimates about inclusion divergence.
In Section 3 we go over some basic results about G(n, p, d) including bounds on tp,d and p0 which will
be used frequently. In Section 4 we introduce the spherical Wishart matrix and its role in the bounds
to come. In Section 5 we introduce some steepest descent contours over which we compute the graph
inclusion probability. In Section 6 we use Fourier analysis as well as the results of the previous sections
to bound P[G(n, p, d) ⊇ G] in terms of P[G(n, p0) ⊇ G]. In the Appendix, we review contour deformation
insofar as we will need it for the paper.

1.3 Acknowledgements

The first author is supported by an NSERC Discovery grant. The second author was partially supported
by an NSF grant DMS-1547357.

2 Inclusion divergence

We recall the inclusion divergence was defined, for random graphs X and Y,

I-Div
(
X||Y

)
= min
A⊂Gn

{
max
G∈A

∣∣∣∣P[X ⊇ G]

P[Y ⊇ G]
− 1

∣∣∣∣+ P[Y ∈ Ac]
}
.

In this section, we make a simple comparison for how the inclusion divergence compares to the total
variation distance. In particular we show that the inclusion divergence distinguishes Erdős–Rényi graphs
with the greater granularity than the total variation distance throughout the sparse regime.

Theorem 5. Suppose pn and qn are sequences in [0, 1
2
] which tend to 0, and suppose that n2qn → ∞.

Then I-Div(G(n, pn)||G(n, qn))→ 0 if and only if |pn − qn|n2 → 0.

Proof. Let X L
= G(n, pn), Y L

= G(n, qn), and let |G| denote the number of edges in a graph G. Writing
out the inclusion divergence, we have

I-Div(X||Y) = max
G∈A

∣∣∣∣P[X ⊇ G]

P[Y ⊇ G]
− 1

∣∣∣∣+ P[Y ∈ Ac]

for some A ⊂ Gn. Since, for any G, ∣∣∣∣P[X ⊇ G]

P[Y ⊇ G]
− 1

∣∣∣∣ =

∣∣∣∣∣p|G|n

q
|G|
n

− 1

∣∣∣∣∣
which is monotone increasing in |G|, the inclusion divergence will take the form

P[Y ∈ Ac] +

∣∣∣∣pgnqgn − 1

∣∣∣∣
where g is the maximum number of edges among graphs in A. Whatever this g may be, we can minimize
the contribution from P[Y ∈ Ac] by choosing A to be the set of all graphs with at most g edges. Therefore,
letting m =

(
n
2

)
,

I-Div(X||Y) = min
g≤m

{∣∣∣∣pgnqgn − 1

∣∣∣∣+ P[Binom(m, qn) > g]

}
.

If I-Div(X||Y) < ε, for an ε < 1
2
, we can conclude that g ≥ mqn. It follows that for every δ > 0 there is

an ε0 > 0 sufficiently small that ε < ε0 implies

|pn/qn − 1|mqn ≤ |pn/qn − 1|g < δ.

4



Therefore
I-Div

(
X||Y

)
→ 0 =⇒ |pn − qn|n2 → 0.

Conversely, if |pn−qn|n2 → 0, we can take A to be the set of graphs with at most mqn+ω
√
mqn(1− qn)

edges for ω = ωn →∞ growing slowly enough that∣∣∣∣pgnqgn − 1

∣∣∣∣ =

∣∣∣∣(1 + o(1/(mqn))g − 1

∣∣∣∣ = o(1).

By Chebyshev’s inequality, P[G(n, qn) ∈ Ac] = o(1).

Remark 6. This displays, as previously mentioned, that inclusion divergence distinguishes Erdös–Rényi
graphs in this regime with greater resolution than total variation distance. It has been observed (see, for
instance, the relevant example from the introduction of [Jan10]) that TV(G(n, pn),G(n, qn)) → 0 if and
only if |pn − qn|n2 = o(

√
n2qn), a far weaker condition than requiring that |pn − qn|n2 → 0, given that

we are assuming n2qn →∞.

3 The edge inclusion probability

We will start with our most basic computational tool, namely that we know explicitly the probability
density function for the inner product of two uniform points on Sd−1.

Lemma 7. Let X,Y be independent uniform points on Sd−1. For any t ∈ R,

P[〈X,Y 〉 ≥ t] = P[〈X,Y 〉 ≥ t|Y ] = P[X1 ≥ t] =

∫ 1

t

fd(x)dx

where

fd(x) :=
Γ(d/2)√

πΓ((d− 1)/2)
(1− x2)

d−3
2

+ .

Proof. By rotational invariance, Y 7→ P[〈X,Y 〉 ≥ t|Y ] is a constant map. So in particular we have

P[〈X,Y 〉 ≥ t|Y ] = P[〈X, e1〉 ≥ t] = P[X1 ≥ t]

which gives the second inequality, and taking the expectation of this expression gives the first equality.
The last equality just uses the known marginal density function of a coordinate of a uniform point on
Sd−1 with respect to Lebesgue measure.

By noticing that fd(x) is very close to being the density of a mean zero, variance d−1, normal random
variable, we can achieve upper and lower bounds for tp,d, which we recall is defined by the solution of

p =

∫ 1

tp,d

fd(x) dx.

We note that the density (1− x2)
d−3

2 is log concave and moreover its density satisfies

d2

dx2
log((1− x2)

d−3
2 ) = −(d− 3)

d

dx

x

1− x2
= −(d− 3)

1 + x2

(1− x2)2
≤ −(d− 3).

Thus by [Caf00, Theorem 11] or [SW14, Theorem 9.2] there is an even transport map T : R→ R so that
|T (x)| ≤ |x| and so that T (Z/

√
d− 3) has density fd for Z a standard normal. Hence, we have an exact

domination for the tail functions:

P(T (Z/
√
d− 3) ≥ t) ≤ P(Z ≥ t

√
d− 3) for all t > 0, Z ∼ N(0, 1). (2)

As a direct consequence, we have that

p ≤
∫ ∞
tp,d

e−(d−3)x2/2

√
d− 3

2π
dx and

√
d− 3tp,d ≤ Φ−1(1− p), (3)

where Φ−1 is the quantile function of the normal. Moreover, these bounds are close to sharp, as we
show in the following lemma. We note that other quantitative bounds are shown in [Bub+16, Lemma
2], [BBN20, Lemma 5.1] and [Dev+11, Lemma 1].

5



Lemma 8. Suppose p→ 0 and d = ω(log2 p−1), and let p0 := 1− Φ(
√
dtp,d). Then

tp,d ∼
√

2 log p−1

d
and p = p0(1− (1 + o(1))dt4p,d/4).

Remark 9. We note that when d = o(n log2 n), it therefore follows that |p0 − p|n2 → ∞, when pn →
c > 0. This in particular implies that the difference between p and p0 is sufficiently large that G(n, p) and
G(n, p0) are no longer equivalent in the sense of inclusion divergence (see Theorem 5).

This leads us naturally to conjecture rather that:

Conjecture 10. Suppose that p ∼ c0/n for some c0 > 0 and that d ∼ c1n log2 n for c1 > 0. Then
I-Div(G(n, p, d)||(G(n, p0)))→ 0.

It is easily checked that

I-Div(G(n, p, d)||(G(n, p0)))→ 0 =⇒ I-Div(G(n, p, d)||(G(n, p))) 6→ 0

for d, p as chosen in the conjecture.

Proof. As we saw in (3),

tp,d ≤
Φ−1(1− p)√

d− 3
∼
√

2 log p−1

d
.

Here and later we are using the fact that Φ−1(1−p)2 ∼ 2 log p−1 for small p. For a working lower bound,
note that we also have

1

2
− p ≤ Cd

∫ tp,d

0

e−(d−3)x2/2

√
d− 3

2π
dx.

where Cd :=
√

2
d−3

Γ(d/2)
Γ((d−1)/2)

≤ 1
1−2/d

. Thus

p ≥ 1

2
− Cd

(
Φ(
√
d− 3tp,d)−

1

2

)
and

tp,d ≥
Φ−1(1− p− d−1)√

d− 3
= ω(d−1/2).

To compare p to p0, let C′d :=
√

2
d

Γ(d/2)
Γ((d−1)/2)

= 1 +O(d−1). Then, letting Z
L
= N (0, d−1), we have∫ ∞

t

fd(x)dx = C′dE
[
(1− Z2)

d−3
2

+ e
d
2
Z2

1{Z ≥ t}
]

= C′dE
[(

1 +
3

2
Z2 +

15− 2d

8
Z4 +O(dZ6)

)
1{t ≤ Z < 1}

]
.

Writing mk := E[Zk1{t ≤ Z ≤ 1}], one can show by integration by parts that

mk =
k − 1

d
mk−2 +

tk−1φ(
√
dt)− φ(

√
d)√

d

where φ is the density of the standard normal, and m0 = P[t ≤ Z ≤ 1]. Recall that for x→∞,

φ(x)

x
∼ 1− Φ(x) ≤ e−x

2/2.

Thus, assuming that t = ω(d−1/2), it is not hard to show from here that m2k = m0(1 + o(1))t2k. Thus∫ ∞
t

fd(x)dx = m0

(
1− (1 + o(1))dt4/4

)
= p0

(
1− (1 + o(1))dt4/4

)
.

Applying this to t = tp,d now gives the desired result. Using this, we can now provide a sharper lower
bound for tp,d than we currently have. Specifically, we have

p ≥
(

1− (1 + o(1))
log2 p−1

d

)
(1− Φ(

√
dtp,d)).

6



Thus

tp,d ≥ (1− o(1))

√
2 log p−1

d

provided that d = ω(log2 p−1).

4 The Spherical Wishart Matrix

Let M denote the
(
n+1

2

)
–dimensional vector space of real symmetric n× n matrices. By identifying M

with R(n+1
2 ), we can equip M with the Euclidean metric, the Borel sigma–algebra, Lebesgue measure,

and a partial ordering � defined by writing M � N if and only if M − N is positive semidefinite. We
will also use C⊗M to denote the complex symmetric matrices.

We will be interested in two subspaces of M , the n-dimensional subspace of real diagonal n × n
matrices, denoted D , and E := D⊥, the space of n × n real symmetric matrices with 0 along the
diagonal. Let diag : M → D be the projection mapping onto D . The inner product on M inherited

from the inner product on R(n+1
2 ) can be expressed as

〈M,N〉 :=
1

2
tr(MN + diagM diagN).

For any t ≥ 0 we will also let Dt denote those real diagonal matrices with all entries in [−t, t].

Wishart matrices. One access point we have to information about the Gram matrix of n i.i.d.
uniformly random spherical vectors is its relationship with a more well–studied random matrix called
the Wishart matrix which, in its simplest form, is the Gram matrix of n i.i.d. d–dimensional standard
normal vectors. Denote this matrix by W . We will only discuss W as much as it is needed; see Section
3.2 of [Mui05] for more details and proofs of the following formulas. Assuming d ≥ n, the density of W
over M is given by

f(Y ) :=
etr
(
− 1

2
Y
)

detY
d−n−1

2 1{Y � 0}
2
nd
2 Γn(d/2)

, (4)

where Γn(d/2) := π
n(n−1)

4
∏n
i=1 Γ

(
d−i+1

2

)
and etr := exp tr is the exponential of the trace. The charac-

teristic function of W is given by

ϕW (Θ) = E exp (i〈W,Θ〉) = det
(

Id−i(Θ + diag Θ)
)− d

2 (5)

for any Θ ∈ M (see [Mui05, Theorem 3.2.3]). Moreover, this extends to complex Θ as the following
lemma shows.

Lemma 11. For Θ = Θ1 + iΘ2, where Θ1,Θ2 ∈M satisfy Id +Θ2 + diag Θ2 � 0

E exp (i〈W,Θ〉) = det
(

Id−i(Θ + diag Θ)
)− d

2 ,

and moreover the characteristic function is analytic in Θ in this domain.

Proof. We reduce the problem to [Mui05, Theorem 3.2.3], which concerns Θ2 = 0 but allows W to have
a nontrivial covariance strucutre. Observe that we are computing

E exp (i〈W,Θ〉) = etr

(
i

2
XTXΘ

)
= E exp

(
i

2

d∑
j=1

xTj Θxj

)
,

where XTX =
∑d
j=1 xjx

T
j is a representation of W in terms of outer products of d independent standard

normals of dimension n, and where we have used the cyclicity of the trace. Using independence, we
therefore have

E exp (i〈W,Θ〉) =

(
E exp

(
1

2
xT (iΘ1 −Θ2)x

))d
.

7



Thus it suffices to consider the d = 1 case, which we do going forward. Let Q be a new probability
measure with Radon–Nikodym derivative

dQ
dP

= exp

(
−1

2
xTΘ2x

)
det(Id +Θ2 + diag Θ2)1/2.

Under Q, x has inverse covariance matrix Σ = (Id +Θ2 + diag Θ2)−1, and moreover,

E exp (i〈W,Θ〉) = Q(exp (i〈W,Θ1〉)) det(Id +Θ2 + diag Θ2)−1/2,

where we have used Q(·) to denote expectation with respect to Q. Hence, we have reduced the problem
to the real case with a nontrivial covariance. This is done in [Mui05, Theorem 3.2.3], where it is shown

Q(exp (i〈W,Θ1〉)) = det(Id−i(Θ1 + diag Θ1)Σ)−1/2.

This completes the proof as

E exp (i〈W,Θ〉) = det(Id−i(Θ1+diag Θ1)Σ)−1/2×det(Id +Θ2+diag Θ2)−1/2 = det
(

Id−i(Θ+diag Θ)
)−1/2

.

Analyticity of moment generating functions can be concluded in general on the open set of Θ ∈ C⊗M
for which

E| exp (i〈W,Θ〉) | = E exp (Re(i〈W,Θ〉)) <∞.

Spherical Wishart matrices. Recall that we could factor a Wishart matrix W = XTX, which
represents W as a Gram matrix

Wjk = 〈xj , xk〉,
where X has columns (x1, x2, . . . , xn) given by independent standard normals in Rd. Each such column
can be factored as xj = ‖xj‖ xj

‖xj‖
so that ‖xj‖ is χ(d) distributed and

xj
‖xj‖

is uniformly distributed on

the sphere. Moreover, all such lengths and spherical vectors become independent in this factorization.
As matrices, we can therefore decompose

W = XTX = D(Id +V )D where Vjk =

〈
xj
‖xj‖

,
xk
‖xk‖

〉
for all j 6= k, (6)

and D :=
√

diagW is a diagonal matrix of i.i.d. χ(d) random variables independent of V . We call V the
spherical Wishart matrix.

When d ≥ n the spherical Wishart matrix admits a density. Although it will not be used in this
paper, we note the following:

Lemma 12. For d ≥ n, the density of V over E is given by

Y 7→ Γ(d/2)n

Γn(d/2)
det(Id +Y )

d−n−1
2 1{Id +Y � 0}.

Proof. As the Wishart admits a density (4) on M , we may decompose it as the marginal density on D
and the conditional density of E given the marginal density. Moreover, by the independence of D and V
in (6), the density of V is nothing but the conditional density of the Wishart on M given the diagonal
is Id. Note the marginal density of the diagonal is the product density of n independent χ2(d) random
variables, from which the expression follows.

Instead of approaching the problem via its density, we shall approach the problem using the charac-
teristic function, and we note that the representation we use allows for d to be essentially arbitrary. This
representation is derived by partially inverse–Fourier transforming the Wishart characteristic function.

Lemma 13. For d ≥ 3, Θ ∈ C⊗ E with Id + Im Θ � 0

ϕV (Θ) =

(
Γ(d/2)2d/2e1/2

π

)n ∫
D

etr(−i∆)ϕW (Θ + ∆)d∆.
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Proof. Define the law of the random matrix Wt to be that of W conditioned on the event that all entries
of D in (6) are between

√
(1− t)+ and

√
1 + t. We can determine ϕV by determining the characteristic

function for Wt − Id and sending t→ 0. By the independence of V from D, we have that Wt
(d)−→ Id +V

as t → 0. Moreover, as Wt are bounded random variables, we have that for all Θ ∈ C ⊗ E (which we
recall have no entries on the diagonal),

E exp(i〈Wt,Θ〉)→ E exp(i〈V,Θ〉) =: ϕV (Θ)

as t→ 0.
We suppose going forward that Θ ∈ C⊗ E has Id + Im Θ � 0. Let Ct be the probability that any

particular diagonal entry of W − Id is in the interval (−t, t). Since the diagonal entries of W are i.i.d.
χ2(d), we have for t ∈ [0, 1]

Ct =

∫ 1+t

1−t

xd/2−1e−x/2

2d/2Γ(d/2)
dx =

21−d/2
√
eΓ(d/2)

t+O(t3)

as t→ 0.
By definition, we can express the Fourier–Laplace transform of Wt at Θ for any t ∈ [0, 1] as

ϕWt(Θ) =

∫
D

∫
E

1Dt(D
2 − Id) exp (i〈Θ, DV D〉) det(D2)d/2−1 etr(−D2/2)

ϑ(dV )d(D2)

2nd/2Γ(d/2)nCnt
, (7)

where we have let ϑ represent the law of the spherical Wishart matrix. Recall that for Lebesgue–a.e.
D2 ∈ D

1Dt(D
2 − Id) = lim

a→∞

∫
Dt+Id

(a/π)n sinc(a(D2 −X))dX.

Applying bounded convergence (with respect to integration against the law of D2),

ϕWt(Θ) = lim
a→∞

∫
D

∫
Dt+Id

∫
E

exp (i〈Θ, DV D〉) det(D2)d/2−1 etr(−D2/2)(a/π)n sinc(a(D2−X))
ϑ(dV )dXd(D2)

2nd/2Γ(d/2)nCnt
.

(8)
We may now interchange these integrals freely, as they represent an expectation of a bounded random
variable against a finite measure, and so we may bring the dX as the most interior. We then change the
sinc integral using Fourier inversion to produce∫

Dt+Id

(a/π)n sinc(a(D2 −X))dX =

n∏
j=1

a∫
−a

∫ ∞
−∞

1

2π
exp(i∆jj(D

2
jj −Xjj))1Xjj∈[1−t,1+t]dXjjd∆jj

=

n∏
j=1

a∫
−a

exp(i∆jj(D
2
jj − 1))

sin(t∆jj)

π∆jj
d∆jj

=

∫
Da

exp(i〈∆, D2 − Id〉)(t/π)n sinc(t∆)d∆,

from which we conclude (interchanging integrals once more)

ϕWt(Θ) = lim
a→∞∫

Da

∫
E

∫
D

(t/π)n sinc(t∆) exp (i〈∆ + Θ, D(V + Id)D − Id〉) det(D2)d/2−1 etr(−D2/2)
ϑ(dV )d(D2)d∆

2nd/2Γ(d/2)nCnt
.

(9)
In summary, we have the representation

ϕWt(Θ) = lim
a→∞

C−nt

∫
Da

(t/π)n sinc(t∆) etr(−i∆)ϕW (Θ + ∆)d∆

9



The characteristic function ϕW (Θ) becomes integrable with respect to Lebesgue measure on D as soon
as d ≥ 3. This can be seen as

|ϕW (Θ + ∆)| = | det(Id−iΘ− 2i∆)|−d/2 = | det(Id−2i∆)|−d/2|det(Id−iΘ(Id−2i∆)−1)|−d/2.

Thus outside of some compact set of ∆ there is a C(Θ) > 0 so that

|ϕW (Θ + ∆)| ≤ C| det(Id−2i∆)|−d/2.

It follows that we may then take a→∞ to conclude

ϕWt(Θ) = C−nt

∫
D

(t/π)n sinc(t∆) etr(−i∆)ϕW (Θ + ∆)d∆. (10)

Taking the limit as t→ 0, from dominated convergence, we have sinc(t∆)→ 0 and so

ϕWt(Θ)→
(

Γ(d/2)2d/2e1/2

2π

)n ∫
D

etr(−i∆)ϕW (Θ + ∆)d∆.

Since the characteristic function ϕV is entire, we note that it is possible to deform the contour of
integration in the previous representation to give an analytic continuation to all Θ.

Lemma 14. For d ≥ 3, Θ ∈ C⊗ E and λ > 0 so that λ Id + 1
d

Im Θ � 0 the characteristic function of V
is given by

ϕV (Θ) =

(
Γ(d/2 + 1)

2πi(d/2)
d
2

)n ∫
λ Id +iD

(
etrZ

detZ

) d
2

det

(
Id− i

d
ΘZ−1

)− d
2

dZ. (11)

Proof. It suffices to show the identity for Im Θ � 0, for having done so, we have given a representation
which is analytic in this domain and agrees with ϕV , which is entire. Thus, by the Identity Theorem,
we can extend to the domain of analyticity of the representation, which is λ Id + 1

d
Im Θ � 0.

Using Lemma 13

ϕV (Θ) =

(
Γ(d/2)2d/2e1/2

2π

)n ∫
D

etr(−i∆)

det
(

Id−2i∆− iΘ
) d

2

d∆ =

(
Γ(d/2)

2π

)n ∫
D

etr
(

1
2

Id−i∆
)

det
(

1
2

Id−i∆− i
2
Θ
) d

2

d∆.

By making the change of variables 1
2

Id−i∆ = d
2
Z we have

ϕV (Θ) =

(
−Γ(d/2 + 1)

2πi (d/2)
d
2

)n ∫
d−1 Id−iD

(
etrZ

detZ

) d
2

det

(
Id− i

d
ΘZ−1

)− d
2

dZ,

where d−1 Id−iD is the set {Z ∈ D ⊕ iD : ReZ = d−1 Id} with each coordinate oriented so as to move
from i∞ to −i∞. By reversing the orientation of each coordinate, we introduce a factor of (−1)n and
have

ϕV (Θ) =

(
Γ(d/2 + 1)

2πi (d/2)
d
2

)n ∫
d−1 Id +iD

(
etrZ

detZ

) d
2

det

(
Id− i

d
ΘZ−1

)− d
2

dZ.

At this point, the only difference between this formula and the one in the statement of the lemma is the
real part of the path over which we are integrating. We will utilize Lemma 38 to get us to the desired
formula. In the context of Lemma 38, the function we are trying to integrate is

g(Z) :=

(
etrZ

detZ

) d
2

det

(
Id− i

d
ΘZ−1

)− d
2

= (etrZ)
d
2 det

(
Z − i

d
Θ

)− d
2

,

our initial path is α(x) = d−1 + ix, and our target path is β(x) = λ + ix. By the Spectral Theorem,
i ImZ − i

d
Θ is guaranteed to have purely imaginary eigenvalues and thus Z − i

d
Θ is invertible as long as

ReZ > 0 for all j, and as long as this matrix is invertible, g is holomorphic. Therefore the image of the

10



smooth homotopy H(x, y) := d−1 + (λ− d−1)y+ ix stays within g’s domain of holomorphicity. It’s clear
that ∂H

∂y
is uniformly bounded. For 1 ≤ k ≤ n, we have

∫
αn−k×βk

|g(Z)|dZ = e
n−k

2
+ kdλ

2

∫
αn−k×βk

det

(
(ReZ)2 +

(
ImZ − 1

d
Θ

)2
)− d

4

dZ <∞

as long as d ≥ 3. We can also see that, if each coordinate of ReZ is between d−1 and λ, then g tends
to 0 as the imaginary part of any one of its coordinates tends to ±∞. So, by Lemma 38, this path
deformation can be done, and this completes the proof.

We shall need bounds on the modulus of the characteristic function for large Θ. This we can do when
d is much larger than n. The next corollary bounds |ϕV | for such Θ when λ = 1.

Corollary 15. For d > 2n and Θ ∈ C⊗ E with d Id + Im Θ � 0, we have

|ϕV (Θ)| ≤

(
Γ(d/2 + 1)e

d
2

2
√
π(d/2)

d
2

)n
Γ
(
d−2n

4

)
Γ(d/4)

‖ Id +d−1 Im Θ‖nop

det(Id +d−1 Im Θ)
d
2

(
1 +

‖Re Θ‖2F
‖d Id + Im Θ‖2op

)n
2
− d

4

.

Proof. We start with the formula we just derived with λ = 1. Assuming d Id + Im Θ � 0, we have

|ϕV (Θ)| =

∣∣∣∣∣
(

Γ(d/2 + 1)

2πi(d/2)
d
2

)n ∫
Id +iD

(
etrZ

detZ

) d
2

det

(
Id− i

d
ΘZ−1

)− d
2

dZ

∣∣∣∣∣
≤

(
Γ(d/2 + 1) exp

(
d
2

)
2π(d/2)

d
2

)n
det
(
Id +d−1 Im Θ

)− d
2

∫
D

∣∣∣∣det

(
Id +i

Z − d−1 Re Θ

Id +d−1 Im Θ

)∣∣∣∣− d2 dZ.

When we write the fraction of matrices A/B for positive definite B, we define this to be B−1/2AB−1/2.
So in the instance above, the following symmetric matrix appears

Z − d−1 Re Θ

Id +d−1 Im Θ
= (Id +d−1 Im Θ)−

1
2 (Z − d−1 Re Θ)(Id +d−1 Im Θ)−

1
2 .

Thus we can bound this determinant in terms of the Frobenius and operator norms by writing∣∣∣∣det

(
Id +i

Z − d−1 Re Θ

Id +d−1 Im Θ

)∣∣∣∣2 = det

(
Id +

(
Z − d−1 Re Θ

Id +d−1 Im Θ

)2
)

≥ 1 +

∥∥∥∥Z − d−1 Re Θ

Id +d−1 Im Θ

∥∥∥∥2

F

≥ 1 +
‖Z‖2F + d−2‖Re Θ‖2F
‖ Id +d−1 Im Θ‖2op

,

where in the last step we have used that Z and Re Θ are orthogonal in the Frobenius inner product. For
brevity, we will start writing A := Id +d−1 Im Θ and a := ‖A‖op. We now have

|ϕV (Θ)| ≤

(
Γ(d/2 + 1) exp

(
d
2

)
2π(d/2)

d
2

)n
detA−

d
2

∫
D

(
1 +

d−2‖Re Θ‖2F + ‖Z‖2F
a2

)− d
4

dZ

=

(
Γ(d/2 + 1) exp

(
d
2

)
2π(d/2)

d
2

)n
detA−

d
2
(
1 + a−2d−2 ‖Re Θ‖2F

)− d
4

∫
D

(
1 +

‖Z‖2F
a2 + d−2‖Re Θ‖2F

)− d
4

dZ

=

(
Γ(d/2 + 1) exp

(
d
2

)
2π(d/2)

d
2

)n
an detA−

d
2
(
1 + a−2d−2 ‖Re Θ‖2F

)n
2
− d

4

∫
D

(
1 + ‖Z‖2F

)− d
4 dZ

=

(
Γ(d/2 + 1) exp

(
d
2

)
2
√
π(d/2)

d
2

)n
Γ
(
d−2n

4

)
Γ(d/4)

an detA−
d
2
(
1 + a−2d−2 ‖Re Θ‖2F

)n
2
− d

4 .
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Figure 1: Homotopy (circular
arcs) from 1 + iR to the con-
tour u 7→ u cotu + iu (defined
on (−π, π)). The curve is asymp-
totic to −∞±iπ at u = ±π. This
homotopy avoids the (shaded)
region where the function loses
analyticity, which is contained
within the unit disc.

Steepest descent. For Θ ∈ C⊗ E with ‖Θ‖op < d, we can deform λ Id +iD in (11) with λ = 1 to
the contour β parametrized by

β(U) := U cotU + iU =
eiU

sincU

over U ∈ Dπ. To see this, note that, for ‖Θ‖op < d, all the singularities of

Z 7→
(

etrZ

detZ

) d
2

det

(
Id− i

d
ΘZ−1

)− d
2

satisfy minj∈[n] |Zjj | = ‖Z−1‖−1
op < 1. Thus we can define a homotopy of the contour using circular arcs

(see Figure 1). The integral along these arcs is bounded by πnend sinc
d
2
−1 U which tends to 0 as any of

the entries of U tend to ±π, assuming of course that d ≥ 3. Using this β, we now have

ϕV (Θ) =

(
Γ(d/2 + 1)

2πi(d/2)
d
2

)n ∫
β

(
etrZ

detZ

) d
2

det

(
Id− i

d
ΘZ−1

)− d
2

dZ

=

(
Γ(d/2 + 1)

2πi(d/2)
d
2

)n ∫
Dπ

(
etrβ(U)

detβ(U)

) d
2

det

(
Id− i

d
Θβ(U)−1

)− d
2

detβ′(U)dU.

Since Reβ′(U) = cotU −U csc2 U is odd in each coordinate of U and Imβ′(U) = Id, it follows by setting
Θ = 0 that

ηd(U) :=

(
Γ(d/2 + 1)

2π(d/2)
d
2

)n(
etrβ(U)

detβ(U)

) d
2

=

(
Γ(d/2 + 1)

2π(d/2)
d
2

)n (
etr(U cotU) det sincU

) d
2

is a probability density on Dπ, and in particular ηd(u) := Γ(d/2+1)

2π(d/2)
d
2

(
exp(u cotu) sincu

) d
2 is a probability

density on (−π, π). This proves the following lemma.

Lemma 16. Let U ∈ D be a random diagonal matrix with density ηd. For Θ ∈ C⊗ E with ‖Θ‖op < d,

ϕV (Θ) = E

[
det

(
Id− i

d
Θβ(U)−1

)− d
2

detβ′(U)

]

where β(x) = eix

sinc x
.

The density ηd is sufficiently well behaved that we can essentially disregard the β′ and treat β(U)−1 ≈
Id +N (0, cd−1 Id) (see Lemma 22).
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5 Steepest Descent contour for Fourier inversion

Lemma 16 is in a convenient form for estimating ϕV (Θ) when ‖Θ‖op < d. We shall use this in particular
to compare this characteristic function to an appropriately chosen Gaussian characteristic function.

Define T : M → E by writing
(
T (Θ)

)
jk

:= 1{Θjk ≥ tp,d} so that T (V ) has the same law as the

adjacency matrix of G(n, p, d). Now let M = M(n, d) ∈ E have i.i.d. N (0, d−1) upper triangular entries
so that T (M) has the same law as the adjacency matrix of G(n, p0) where

p0 := P[Z ≥
√
dtp,d] =

1

2
erfc

√dt2p,d
2

 , where Z
L
= N (0, 1).

The characteristic function of M is

ϕM (Θ) := etr

(
−d

4
Θ2

)
.

For j < k, let ejk ∈ E be 1 in its (j, k)–th and (k, j)–th entries and 0 elsewhere. For a graph G,
let EG ⊆ E denote the subspace spanned by {ejk : (j, k) ∈ G}. Then the characteristic function for
the random vector

(
Vjk : (j, k) ∈ G

)
is simply ϕV restricted to EG and the analogous statement also

holds for M . Since we can write the event G(n, p, d) ⊇ G as having Vjk ∈ [tp,d,∞) for all (j, k) ∈ G and
G(n, p0) ⊇ G as having Mjk ∈ [tp,d,∞) for all (j, k) ∈ G , we have

P
[
G(n, p, d) ⊇ G

]
= lim
a→∞

∫
EG

ϕV (Θ)
∏

(j,k)∈G

e−itp,dΘjk − e−iaΘjk

2πiΘjk
dΘ. (12)

and

P
[
G(n, p0) ⊇ G

]
= lim
a→∞

∫
EG

ϕM (Θ)
∏

(j,k)∈G

e−itp,dΘjk − e−iaΘjk

2πiΘjk
dΘ. (13)

We will compare these probabilities. To do so, we would like to change the Fourier inversion contour
to one on which the Gaussian integral is non–negative.

Proposition 17. There exists a smooth curve γ ∈ {z ∈ C : Im z < 0} which is symmetric with respect
to the imaginary axis for which

lim
a→∞

exp

(
−γ

2

2d

)
e−itp,dγ − e−iaγ

2πiγ
γ′ = exp

(
−γ

2

2d

)
e−itp,dγ

2πiγ
γ′ ≥ 0.

Moreover, this curve can be parametrized as γ(x) := dtp,d(x− iy(x)) where y′(x) ≤ 0 for all x ≥ 0 and

1 ≤ y ≤ 1 +
arctan (x/y)

dt2p,dx
≤ 1 +

1

dt2p,d
.

Proof. We want to find a γ ∈ {z ∈ C : Im z < 0} such that

γ′

iγ
= exp

(
i Im

(
itp,dγ +

γ2

2d

))
ψ (14)

where ψ is a positive function. We will parametrize γ as above where we hope to have y > 0. This makes
γ′(x) = dtp,d(1− iy′(x)). So (14) becomes

y − xy′

x2 + y2
− i x+ yy′

x2 + y2
= ψ(x) exp

(
idt2p,d(1− y)x

)
.

Equating real and imaginary parts, this equality holds if and only if

(y − xy′) sec
(
dt2p,d(1− y)x

)
= ψ(x)(x2 + y2) = −(x+ yy′) csc

(
dt2p,d(1− y)x

)
.
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Solving for y′ gives us the first–order nonlinear ordinary differential equation

y′(x) =
y(x) tan(dt2p,dx(1− y)) + x

x tan(dt2p,dx(1− y))− y(x)
= −

tan(dt2p,dx(1− y)) + x/y

1− tan(dt2p,dx(1− y))x/y

which, by using the formula for the tangent of a sum of angles, simplifies to

y′(x) = − tan
(
dt2p,dx(1− y) + arctan(x/y)

)
. (15)

Peano’s Existence Theorem states that for each point (x0, y0) ∈ R2 at which

F (x, y) := − tan
(
dt2p,dx(1− y) + arctan(x/y)

)
is continuous, we are guaranteed a local solution y to (15) satisfying y(x0) = y0 which, for some ε > 0, is
defined and differentiable for x ∈ (x0− ε, x0 + ε) and which has a continuous extension to [x0− ε, x0 + ε].
So, should we find that F is still continuous in a neighborhood of the points (x0 ± ε, y(x0 ± ε)), then
Peano’s Theorem can be applied to find a local solution in a neighborhood of (x0 ± ε, y(x0 ± ε)) which
differentiably extends our original local solution beyond x0 ± ε in either direction. This process of
extending a local solution can then be repeated until the solution curve (x, y(x)) meets a point at which
F becomes discontinuous, and we would call this curve a maximal solution to (15). Of course, we would
also like to make sure that our solution stays positive. So, in addition to halting this extension process
once F becomes discontinuous, we also will see fit to halt it if our solution becomes 0.

Our plan will be to initiate the curve at some (x0, y0) where x0 > 0 is arbitrarily large and y0 depends
on x0. We will then show that this curve can be extended backwards to −x0 and that these solutions
defined on [−x0, x0] converge as x0 → ∞ to a well–defined curve on (−∞,∞). In particular, for any
x0 > 0, let y0 = y0(x0) be the unique solution to

dt2p,dx0(1− y0) + arctan(x0/y0) = 0.

Let

xmin := inf
{
x ∈ (0, x0) : 0 < y(x) <∞ and y′(x) = − tan

(
dt2p,dx(1− y) + arctan(x/y)

)
is finite

}
.

For our initial condition, take y(x0) = y0, though it is very important to note that we could set y(x0) to
be anything in (1, y0] for what we are about to do.

The first thing that we would like to prove is that dt2p,d(1−y)x+arctan (x/y) > 0 for all x ∈ (xmin, x0).
Suppose for contradiction that

{
xmin < x < x0 : dt2p,d(1− y)x+ arctan (x/y) ≤ 0

}
is nonempty, and set

x1 := sup
{
xmin < x < x0 : dt2p,d(1− y)x+ arctan (x/y) ≤ 0

}
.

By definition, dt2p,d(1−y)x+arctan (x/y) should have a non–negative derivative at x1, and we should also
have dt2p,d(1−y(x1))x1+arctan (x1/y(x1)) = 0 and y′(x1) = − tan

(
dt2p,d(1− y(x1))x1 + arctan (x1/y(x1))

)
=

0. Thus

x1
d

dx

(
dt2p,d(1− y)x+ arctan (x/y)

) ∣∣∣
x=x1

= dt2p,d(1− y(x1))x1 +
y(x1)x1

y(x1)2 + x2
1

= − arctan (x1/y(x1)) +
y(x1)/x1

(y(x1)/x1)2 + 1
< 0

where the last inequality follows by noting that arctan(t−1) > t
t2+1

for all t > 0. This contradicts{
xmin < x < x0 : dt2p,d(1− y)x+ arctan (x/y) ≤ 0

}
being nonempty. We have therefore established that

dt2p,d(1−y)x+arctan (x/y) > 0 for all x ∈ (xmin, x0) which also implies that y′ < 0 on this entire interval
as well, thus making y0 the global minimum of y over (xmin, x0]. So in total,

y0 < y < 1 +
arctan(x/y)

dt2p,dx
< 1 +

1

dt2p,d
(16)

for x ∈ (xmin, x0). Additionally, it can be seen that we always have y0 > 1. Therefore

0 < dt2p,d(1− y)x+ arctan (x/y) < arctan(x) < arctan(x0) <
π

2
(17)

14



for all x ∈ (xmin, x0). This implies that

xmin = inf
{
x ∈ (0, x0) : 0 < y(x) <∞ and y′(x) = − tan

(
dt2p,dx(1− y) + arctan(x/y)

)
is finite

}
= 0.

Not only does this show a differentiable solution to (15) with y(x0) = y0(x0) exists on [0, x0], but this
solution is unique. Indeed, we can guarantee uniqueness over [x0 − ε, x0] for some ε > 0 by the Picard–
Lindelof Theorem. We claim that, as long as x0 − ε > 0, we will have 1 < y(x0 − ε) < y0(x0 − ε). Thus
we can repeat this process to uniquely extend this solution a little further to the left and continue this
unique extension process until we reach 0. To see that y(x0 − ε) < y0(x0 − ε) as claimed, note that

F (x0 − ε, y(x0 − ε)) = y′(x0 − ε) < 0 = F (x0 − ε, y0(x0 − ε))

and F (x0 − ε, t) is increasing in the variable t for the relevant range of t.
In summary, the solution to (15) with initial condition y(x0) = y0 is uniquely defined, differentiable,

satisfies (16), and is monotone decreasing over [0, x0]. Moreover, we can evenly extend this solution to
[−x0, 0] as follows: Let ỹ(x) := y(−x). Then, for x ∈ [−x0, 0], we have

ỹ′(x) = −y′(−x)

= tan
(
− dt2p,dx(1− y(−x))− arctan(x/y(−x))

)
= − tan

(
dt2p,dx(1− ỹ) + arctan(x/ỹ)

)
.

Since x0 is a critical point for this solution, we can also extend this curve differentiably to R by setting
y(x) = y0 for |x| > x0. Denote by y(x;x0) this curve which is a solution to (15) for x ∈ [−x0, x0].

We still need to show that limx0→∞ y(x;x0) converges to a well–defined solution to (15). First note
that, as we showed earlier, for any x′0 < x0 we have

y(x′0;x0) < y0(x′0) = y(x′0;x′0).

This implies that we must in fact have

1 < y(x;x0) < y(x;x′0)

for all x ≤ x′0 < x0. Indeed, otherwise we would have two different solutions to (15) which go through
(x0, y0(x0)), contradicting the uniqueness of y(x;x0). By how we defined y(x;x0) for x ≥ x0 and the
decreasing nature of the implicitly defined curve y0(x0) and y(x;x0), it follows that

1 < y(x;x0) < y(x;x′0)

for x > x′0 as well. Thus, by (15) and (17), we have

−x < d

dx
y(x;x0) <

d

dx
y(x;x′0)

for x′0 < x0 and x > 0. We therefore have measurable pointwise limits y(x;∞) := limx0→∞ y(x;x0) and
limx0→∞

d
dx
y(x;x0), which, by monotone convergence, satisfy

y(x;∞)− y(0;∞) =

∫ x

0

lim
x0→∞

d

ds
y(s;x0)ds =

∫ x

0

− tan
(
dt2p,ds(1− y(s;∞)) + arctan(s/y(s;∞))

)
ds.

The proof is then completed by differentiating both sides with respect to x.

Lemma 18. For γ as defined in the proof above, we have
∣∣∣ γ′γ ∣∣∣ ≤ 1.

Proof. Since 0 ≤ dt2p,d(1− y)x+ arctan (x/y) ≤ arctan(x/y), the identity cos arctan(x/y) = y√
x2+y2

for

y > 0 gives ∣∣∣∣γ′γ
∣∣∣∣2 =

1 + (y′)2

x2 + y2
=

sec2
(
dt2p,dx(1− y) + arctan(x/y)

)
x2 + y2

≤ 1

y2
≤ 1.

15



Let
γG := {Θ ∈ C⊗ EG : Θjk ∈ γ, (j, k) ∈ G}.

Recall that we had parametrized γ by writing γ(x) = dtp,d(x− iy(x)) and letting x run over all of R. We
can likewise parametrize γG by writing

γGjk(X) := dtp,d(Xjk − iYjk(X))

where Yjk(X) = y(Xjk) and X runs over all of EG.

Corollary 19. The map

x 7→ exp

(
−γ(x)2

2d
− itp,dγ(x)

)
γ′(x)

2πip0γ(x)

is a probability density which is bounded above by√
dt2p,d
2π

exp

(
o(1)−

dt2p,d
2

x2

)
.

Proof. The claim that this function is a probability density follows from the construction of γ. In
particular, since |γ′/γ| ≤ 1 and y ≤ 1 + 1

dt2
p,d

,

exp

(
−γ(x)2

2d
− itp,dγ(x)

)
γ′(x)

2πip0γ(x)
= exp

(
dt2p,d

(
y2 − x2

2
− y
))
|γ′/γ|
2πp0

≤ e
dt2p,d

2
(1−y)2 e

−
dt2p,d

2

2πp0
exp

(
−
dt2p,dx

2

2

)

≤ e
1

2dt2
p,d

e−
dt2p,d

2

2πp0
exp

(
−
dt2p,dx

2

2

)
.

The rest follows by recalling that p0 = 1
2

erfc

(√
dt2
p,d

2

)
∼ e

−
dt2p,d

2√
2πdt2

p,d

.

Lemma 20. For d ≥ 3,

P
[
G(n, p, d) ⊇ G

]
= Re

∫
EG

ϕV (γG)
∏

(j,k)∈G

e−itp,dγ
G
jk

2πiγGjk

∂γGjk
∂Xjk

dX (18)

and

P
[
G(n, p0) ⊇ G

]
=

∫
EG

ϕM (γG)
∏

(j,k)∈G

e−itp,dγ
G
jk

2πiγGjk

∂γGjk
∂Xjk

dX

Proof. Recall we had previously concluded that

P
[
G(n, p, d) ⊇ G

]
= lim
a→∞

∫
EG

ϕV (Θ)
∏

(j,k)∈G

e−itp,dΘjk − e−iaΘjk

2πiΘjk
dΘ

and

P
[
G(n, p0) ⊇ G

]
= lim
a→∞

∫
EG

ϕM (Θ)
∏

(j,k)∈G

e−itp,dΘjk − e−iaΘjk

2πiΘjk
dΘ.

Moreover, we know that these integrands are entire and L1 over any path with bounded imaginary part.
Thus we can deform each coordinate of EG to any curve with bounded imaginary part and unbounded
real part, such as the curve γ defined in the proof of Proposition 17. Along a curve such as this one, we
noticed that we have

lim
a→∞

e−itp,dγ − e−iaγ

2πiγ
=
e−itp,dγ

2πiγ

due to the strict negativity of the imaginary part of γ. The result now follows by noting that the
imaginary parts of these integrals must vanish since the left hand sides are probabilities.
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6 Bounding in terms of graph statistics

In this section, we prove Theorem 3. The error for the difference between P
[
G(n, p, d) ⊇ G

]
and

P
[
G(n, p0) ⊇ G

]
will be quantified in terms of four graph statistics of G. In this section we shall

suppose without loss of generality n = µG, the number of vertices of the graph and that the graph has
no isolated vertices. We shall not explicitly suppose a relationship between p and n, but leave p as a
free parameter. The other three graph parameters are the number of edges in G denoted σG, the largest
degree of G denoted δG, and the number of triangles in G denoted τG. Note that, since n is the number
of nonisolated vertices in G, we always have n/2 ≤ σG ≤ nδG.

We will break the integral in 18 into two parts, one of which we will want to show is close to 1 and
the other we will want to show is negligible in comparison. We will denote this negligible piece by

B(κ) :=

∣∣∣∣∣∣Re

∫
{X∈EG:‖X‖F>

√
2κ}

ϕV (γG)
∏

(j,k)∈G

e−itp,dγ
G
jk

2πiγGjk

∂γGjk
∂Xjk

dX

∣∣∣∣∣∣
where κ is a cutoff over which we can optimize (but which will be chosen o(d)).

6.1 Contribution from Large ‖X‖F
Lemma 21. Assume log d = O(dt2p,d), and suppose G satisfies

σG = o
(
t−2
p,d

)
, δG = o(t−1

p,d),
nδ4
G

σG
= O

(
log d

dt4p,d

)
, and

τG
σG

= O

(
log d

dt3p,d

)
.

Then, for a sufficiently large constant C and κ =
√
CσG, we have B(κ) = O(pσG0 /d).

Proof. By Proposition 17 and our assumptions on G, we see that ‖ Im γG‖op = O(dδGtp,d) = o(d) and
thus we can apply the results of Corollary 15. So we have∣∣∣∣∣∣ϕV (γG)

∏
(j,k)∈G

e−itp,dγ
G
jk

2πiγGjk

∂γGjk
∂Xjk

∣∣∣∣∣∣
≤

(
Γ(d/2 + 1)e

d
2

2
√
π(d/2)

d
2

)n
Γ
(
d−2n

4

)
Γ(d/4)

‖I − tp,dY ‖nop

det(I − tp,dY )
d
2

(
1 +

t2p,d ‖X‖2F
‖I − tp,dY ‖2op

)n
2
− d

4 ∏
(j,k)∈G

e−dt
2
p,dYjk

2π|γGjk|

∣∣∣∣∣ ∂γGjk∂Xjk

∣∣∣∣∣ .
We bound this as follows. By Stirling’s formula,(

Γ(d/2 + 1)e
d
2

2
√
π(d/2)

d
2

)n
Γ
(
d−2n

4

)
Γ(d/4)

≤ exp

(
n2

2(d− 2n)

)
= eO(σG log d).

Since the entries of Y are all bounded above by 1 + 1
dt2
p,d

, we have that

‖I − tp,dY ‖nop ≤ (1 + 2tp,dδG)n ≤ entp,dδG = eO(σG log d)

and

log det(I − tp,dY )−
d
2 ≤ tr(dt2p,dY

2/4) + tr(dt3p,dY
3/6) + 100ndt4p,d‖Y ‖4op

≤
(
1 + 1/(dt2p,d)

)2
σGdt

2
p,d/2 +

(
1 + 1/(dt2p,d)

)3
dt3p,dτG + 200ndt4p,dδ

4
G

= σGdt
2
p,d/2 +O(σG log d).

As defined in Proposition 15, the curve γ(x) = dtp,d(x− iy) satisfies y ≥ 1 and
∣∣∣ γ′γ ∣∣∣ ≤ 1. So

det(I − tp,dY )−
d
2

∏
(j,k)∈G

e−dt
2
p,dYjk

2π|γGjk|

∣∣∣∣∣ ∂γGjk∂Xjk

∣∣∣∣∣ =

(
e−dt

2
p,d/2

π

)σG
eO(σG log d).
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Putting all of this together gives us a bound of∣∣∣∣∣∣ϕV (γG)
∏

(j,k)∈G

e−itp,dγ
G
jk

2πiγGjk

∂γGjk
∂Xjk

∣∣∣∣∣∣ =

(
e−dt

2
p,d/2

π

)σG
eO(σG log d)

(
1 +

t2p,d ‖X‖2F
(1 + 2tp,dδG)2

)n
2
− d

4

.

We can write ∫
{X∈EG:‖X‖F>

√
2κ}

(
1 +

t2p,d ‖X‖2F
(1 + 2tp,dδG)2

)n
2
− d

4

dX =

∫
A

(1 + α2‖x‖22)−qdx

where A := {x ∈ RσG : ‖x‖2 > κ}, and we set q = d−2n
4

and α =
√

2tp,d
1+2tp,dδG

. The presence of the
√

2 in

the expression for α is to account for the symmetry of X. Therefore this integral can be bounded as∫
A

(1 + α2‖x‖22)−qdx =
2πσG/2α−σG

Γ(σG/2)

∫ ∞
ακ

rσG−1

(1 + r2)q
dr

≤ 2πσG/2α−σG

Γ(σG/2)

∫ ∞
ακ

r

(1 + r2)q−σG/2+1
dr

=
πσG/2α−σG

(q − σG/2)Γ(σG/2)
(1 + (ακ)2)σG/2−q.

So altogether we have

B(κ) ≤
∫
{X∈EG:‖X‖F>

√
2κ}

∣∣∣∣∣∣ϕV (γG)
∏

(j,k)∈G

e−itp,dγ
G
jk

2πiγGjk

∂γGjk
∂Xjk

∣∣∣∣∣∣
≤ eO(σG log d)

(
e−dt

2
p,d/2

√
πtp,d

)σG
(1 + t2p,dκ

2)σG/2+n/2−d/4

(d− 2n− 2σG)Γ(σG/2)

≤ eO(σG log d)

 e−dt
2
p,d/2√

πdt2p,d/2

σG

(1 + t2p,dκ
2)−d/5

(d− 2n− 2σG)Γ(σG/2)

≤ pσG0

eO(σG log d)(1 + t2p,dκ
2)−d/5

(d− 2n− 2σG)Γ(σG/2)
.

Here we use the fact that σG = o(t−2
p,d) and κ2 = CσG to write

(1 + κ2t2p,d)
−d/5 = eC(1+o(1))(dt2p,dσG/5).

Since dt2p,d = Ω (log d), we can choose C large enough that B(κ) = O(pσG0 /d).

6.2 Contribution from Small ‖X‖F
Let

K := {X ∈ EG : ‖X‖F ≤
√

2κ}
where κ =

√
CσG is as in the previous lemma. Then

Re

∫
K

ϕV (γG)
∏

(j,k)∈G

e−itp,dγ
G
jk

2πiγGjk

∂γGjk
∂Xjk

dX

= Re

∫
K

(
1− 1 +

ϕV (γG)

ϕM (γG)

)
ϕM (γG)

∏
(j,k)∈G

e−itp,dγ
G
jk

2πiγGjk

∂γGjk
∂Xjk

dX

≤pσG0 + pσG0

∫
K

∣∣∣∣ ϕV (γG)

ϕM (γG)
− 1

∣∣∣∣ϕM (γG)
∏

(j,k)∈G

e−itp,dγ
G
jk

2πip0γGjk

∂γGjk
∂Xjk

dX.
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By the previous lemma, we also have

Re

∫
K

ϕV (γG)
∏

(j,k)∈G

e−itp,dγ
G
jk

2πiγGjk

∂γGjk
∂Xjk

dX

= Re

∫
K

(
1− 1 +

ϕV (γG)

ϕM (γG)

)
ϕM (γG)

∏
(j,k)∈G

e−itp,dγ
G
jk

2πiγGjk

∂γGjk
∂Xjk

dX

≥(1− o(d−1))pσG0 − pσG0

∫
K

∣∣∣∣ ϕV (γG)

ϕM (γG)
− 1

∣∣∣∣ϕM (γG)
∏

(j,k)∈G

e−itp,dγ
G
jk

2πip0γGjk

∂γGjk
∂Xjk

dX.

Thus

∣∣P[G(n, p, d) ⊇ G
]
− pσG0

∣∣ ≤ pσG0

o(d−1) +

∫
K

∣∣∣∣ ϕV (γG)

ϕM (γG)
− 1

∣∣∣∣ϕM (γG)
∏

(j,k)∈G

e−itp,dγ
G
jk

2πip0γGjk

∂γGjk
∂Xjk

dX.

 .

As we noted in Corollary 19,

fM (X) := ϕM (γG)
∏

(j,k)∈G

e−itp,dγ
G
jk

2πip0γGjk

∂γGjk
∂Xjk

is a product probability density, with each marginal density bounded above by a constant times the
density of a centered normal with variance 1

dt2
p,d

. So if we let T have density fM and set Θ := γG(T ),

we are interested in showing

E
[∣∣∣∣ ϕV (Θ)

ϕM (Θ)
− 1

∣∣∣∣1{Θ ∈ γG(K)}
]
→ 0. (19)

To progress, we should start by bounding
∣∣∣ ϕV (Θ)
ϕM (Θ)

− 1
∣∣∣ for fixed Θ ∈ γG(K). If we have ‖Θ‖op < d, then

we can apply Lemma 16. Letting U ∈ D have density ηd, we can write

ϕV (Θ)/ϕM (Θ)− 1 = i−nE
[(
R(U,Θ)− 1

)
detβ′(U)|Θ

]
, (20)

where

R(U,Θ) := det

(
I − i

d
Θβ(U)−1

)− d
2

etr

(
1

4d
Θ2

)
for fixed Θ ∈ γG(K). Before we start bounding (20), we will find the following lemma helpful for
controlling expectations of functions of U .

Lemma 22. For all x ∈ R, we have ηd(x) ≤
√

d
4π

exp
(
− d

4
x2 +O(d−1)

)
.

Proof. This follows by Stirling’s approximation and writing x cotx+ log sincx ≤ 1− x2

2
.

Apropos of this bound and the bound in Corollary 19, we have the following lemma and corollary.

Lemma 23. Let X1, ..., XN be i.i.d. centered real random variables with density function f satisfying

f(x) ≤ Ce
− x2

2s2

√
2πs2

for a fixed constant C. Set X∗ = maxj≤N |Xj |. Then for t < s−1 we have

E exp
(
t2X2

∗/2
)
≤

exp
(
t2s2 log(CN)

)
1− t2s2

.
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Proof. Set g(x) := exp
(
t2x2

2

)
. Integrating by parts, applying a union bound, and then another integra-

tion by parts gives us

Eg(X∗) = g(0) +

∫ ∞
0

g′(x)P[X∗ ≥ x]dx

≤ g(0) +

∫ ∞
0

g′(x) max

(
1, CN erfc

(
x√
2s

))
dx

=

√
2

πs2
CN

∫ ∞
√

2s erfc−1( 1
CN )

exp
(
−(s−2 − t2)x2/2)

)
dx

=
CN√

1− t2s2
erfc

(√
1− t2s2 erfc−1

(
1

CN

))
.

It can be seen by expanding the function
erfc(
√

1−t2s2x)√
1−t2s2 erfc(x)

around x =∞ that

erfc(
√

1− t2s2x)√
1− t2s2 erfc(x)

≤ et
2s2x2

1− t2s2

for large x. Taking x = erfc−1
(

1
CN

)
≤
√

log(CN) gives the desired result.

Corollary 24. Under the same assumptions as the previous lemma, For each q ≥ 1 there are constants

Cq independent of N , C, and s such that EXq
∗ ≤ Cq

(
s2 log(CN)

)q/2
.

The following is the main remaining technical component of the proof.

Proposition 25. If G satisfies

(n logn+ σG)δ2
G = o(d−1t−4

p,d),
√
σGτG = o(d−1t−3

p,d), and logn = O(dt2p,d),

then

E
[∣∣∣∣ ϕV (Θ)

ϕM (Θ)
− 1

∣∣∣∣1{Θ ∈ γG(K)}
]

= o(1).

Proof. Note first of all that for Θ ∈ γG(K), we have

‖Θ‖op ≤ ‖Θ‖F = O(dtp,d
√
σG) = o

(
d

δG
√
dtp,d

)
= o(d).

Thus we are justified in using (20) whenever Θ ∈ γG(K). Towards bounding the modulus of (20) in this
case, we have

|ϕV (Θ)/ϕM (Θ)− 1| ≤
√

E| detβ′(U)|2E[|R(U,Θ)− 1|2|Θ]

=
√

E| detβ′(U)|2
√

E
[∣∣R(U,Θ)| − 1

∣∣2|Θ]+ 2E [|R(U,Θ)| − ReR(U,Θ)|Θ].

We can do away with this first factor as follows. Note that ηd(U) =
(

2π
(
1− 2

d

) d
2
−1
)n

η2(U)ηd−2(U)

and η2(U)| detβ′(U)|2 ≤ η2(0)|detβ′(0)|2 =
(
e

2π

)n
. Thus

E|detβ′(U)|2 ≤
∫

Dπ

(
e

(
1− 2

d

) d
2
−1
)n

ηd−2(U)dU ≤
∫

Dπ

e
2n
d ηd−2(U)dU = e

2n
d .

Having done this, bounding (20) reduces to bounding

e
n
d

√
E
[∣∣R(U,Θ)| − 1

∣∣2|Θ]+ 2E [|R(U,Θ)| − ReR(U,Θ)|Θ]

for Θ ∈ γG(K). Then by Jensen’s inequality, bounding (19) is reduced to bounding

e
n
d

√
E
[(∣∣R(U,Θ)| − 1

∣∣2 + 2
(
|R(U,Θ)| − ReR(U,Θ)

))
1{Θ ∈ γG(K)}

]
. (21)
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To do this, we first need an estimate of L = L(U,Θ) := logR(U,Θ). Let Lr and Li be the real and
imaginary parts of L respectively. Then we have

E
[(∣∣R(U,Θ)| − 1

∣∣2 + 2
(
|R(U,Θ)| − ReR(U,Θ)

))
1{Θ ∈ γG(K)}

]
=E

[(
e2Lr − 2eLr + 1 + 2eLr (1− cosLi)

)
1{Θ ∈ γG(K)}

]
≤E

[(
e2Lr − 2Lr − 1 + eLrL2

i

)
1{Θ ∈ γG(K)}

]
≤E

[(
e2Lr − 2Lr − 1

)
1{Θ ∈ γG(K)}

]
+
√

E [e2Lr1{Θ ∈ γG(K)}]E [L4
i1{Θ ∈ γG(K)}].

We now finish by computing some expectations of L. We have put these expectations into lemmas whose
proofs we delay, and we show how these lemmas complete the proof. By Lemmas 27 and 28,

E
[(
e2Lr − 2Lr − 1

)
1{Θ ∈ γG(K)}

]
= O

(
dt4p,dσGδ

2
G +
√
σGdt

3
p,dτG

)
.

By Lemma 29,√
E [e2Lr1{Θ ∈ γG(K)}]E [L4

i1{Θ ∈ γG(K)}] = O

(
d2t6p,d max

(
δ2
Gn logn

dt2p,d
, σ2

Gδ
4
Gt

2
p,d, τ

2
G

))
.

Since our assumptions on G imply that dt4p,dσ
2
Gδ

2
G+
√
σGdt

3
p,dτG = o(1), the only term from this maximum

that could compete with dt4p,dσGδ
2
G +
√
σGdt

3
p,dτG is ndt4p,dδ

2
G logn. So in total,

E
[∣∣∣∣ ϕV (Θ)

ϕM (Θ)
− 1

∣∣∣∣1{Θ ∈ γG(K)}
]

= O
(√

dt3p,d(tp,dδ
2
G(n logn+ σG) +

√
σGτG)

)
= o(1).

Lemma 26. Let U∗ := maxj∈[n] |Uj | and Θ∗ := max(j,k)∈G |Θjk|. Then, for Θ with ‖Θ‖op < d, we have

L(U,Θ) =
i

2d
tr
(
Θ2U

)
+ E(U,Θ)

where

|E(U,Θ)| = O

(
‖Θ‖2F
d

U2
∗ +

δ2
G‖Θ‖2F
d3

Θ2
∗ +

τG
d2

Θ3
∗

)
.

Proof. Since ‖Θ‖op < d, we have

det

(
I − i

d
Θβ(U)−1

)− d
2

= etr

(
− 1

4d

(
Θβ(U)−1)2 − i

6d2

(
Θβ(U)−1)3) exp

(
O

(
‖Θ‖2op‖Θ‖2F

d3

))
.

Therefore∣∣∣∣L− i

2d
tr
(
Θ2U

)∣∣∣∣ ≤ 1

4d

∣∣tr (Θ2(I − 2iU)− (Θβ(U)−1)2)∣∣+
1

6d2

∣∣∣tr (Θβ(U)−1)3∣∣∣+O

(
‖Θ‖2op‖Θ‖2F

d3

)
.

To bound this first term, we write

tr
(
(Θβ−1)2) =

∑
j,k

Θ2
jkβ
−1
jj β

−1
kk =

∑
j,k

Θ2
jk(1− iUjj − iUkk +O(U2

∗ )) = tr
(
Θ2(I − 2iU)

)
+O

(
‖Θ‖2FU2

∗
)
.

For the cubic term, we have

1

6d2

∣∣∣tr (Θβ(U)−1)3∣∣∣ ≤ 1

6d2

∑
j,k,`

|ΘjkΘk`Θ`jβ
−1
jj β

−1
kk β

−1
`` | ≤

τG
d2

Θ3
∗.

So ∣∣∣∣L− i

2d
tr
(
Θ2U

)∣∣∣∣ = O

(
‖Θ‖2F
d

U2
∗ +

τG
d2

Θ3
∗ +

δ2
G‖Θ‖2F
d3

Θ2
∗

)
.
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Lemma 27. Under the assumptions of Proposition 25,

E[|R|21{Θ ∈ γG(K)}] = 1 +O
(
dt4p,dσGδ

2
G + dt3p,d

√
σGτG

)
.

Proof. By the previous lemma, we can choose a constant C > 0 such that

|R|2 ≤ exp

(
−1

d
Im tr(Θ2U) + C

(
‖Θ‖2F
d

U2
∗ +

τG
d2

Θ3
∗ +

δ2
G‖Θ‖2F
d3

Θ2
∗

))
≤ exp

(
−1

d

∑
j

(∑
k

Im Θ2
jk

)
Ujj + C

(
‖Θ‖2F
d

U2
∗ +

τG‖Θ‖FΘ2
∗

d2
+
δ2
G‖Θ‖2F
d3

Θ2
∗

))
.

Assuming Θ ∈ γG(K), we know that ‖Θ‖F ≤ O(
√
σGdtp,d). So by Cauchy–Schwarz and the independence

of the entries of U ,

E

[
exp

(
−1

d

∑
j

(∑
k

Im Θ2
jk

)
Ujj + C′σGdt

2
p,dU

2
∗

)∣∣∣∣∣Θ
]

≤

√√√√E exp
(

2C′σGdt2p,dU
2
∗

)∏
j

E

[
exp

(
−2

d

(∑
k

Im Θ2
jk

)
Ujj

)∣∣∣∣Θ
]

for some other constant C′ and Θ ∈ γG(K). This first expectation can be bounded via Lemma 23 by

exp
(
O
(
σGt

2
p,d logn)

))
1−O(σGt2p,d)

= exp
(
O
(
σGt

2
p,d logn)

))
= exp

(
O
(
σGdt

4
p,d

))
since σGt

2
p,d < σGdt

4
p,dδ

2
G +

√
σGdt

3
p,dτG = o(1) and log n = O(dt2p,d). Recall that we are writing

Θ = γG(T ) where T is a random matrix with density

fM (X) := ϕM (γG)
∏

(j,k)∈G

e−itp,dγ
G
jk

2πip0γGjk

∂γGjk
∂Xjk

≤
∏

(j,k)∈G

√
C2dt2p,d

2π
e−

dt2p,d
2

X2
jk

for an absolute constant C. So writing Θ = γG(T ) with T ∈ K, we have∑
k

Im Θ2
jk ≤ 3d2t2p,d

∑
k

|Tjk| ≤ 3d2t2p,d

√∑
k

|Tjk|2.

So by Lemma 22 we have

∏
j

E

[
exp

(
−2

d

(∑
k

Im Θ2
jk

)
Ujj

)∣∣∣∣∣Θ
]

= exp

(
O
(n
d

)
+

4

d3

∑
j

(∑
k

Im Θ2
jk

)2)

≤ exp
(
O
(n
d

)
+ 36dt4p,d‖T‖2F

)
= exp

(
O
(
dt4p,dσG

))
.

We have succeeded in showing that

E[|R|2|Θ] = exp

(
O

(
dt4p,dσG +

t2p,dσGδ
2
G + tp,d

√
σGτG

d
Θ2
∗

))

for Θ ∈ γG(K) from which it follows that

E[|R|2|T ] = exp
(
O
(
dt4p,dσG

)
+ C(dt4p,dσGδ

2
G + dt3p,d

√
σGτG)(1 + o(1) + T 2

∗ )
)

for T ∈ K and a fixed constant C. Since ET 2 log σG = O( logn

dt2
p,d

) = O(1), by Lemma 23 we have

E[|R|21{T ∈ K}] =
exp

(
O
(
dt4p,dσGδ

2
G + dt3p,d

√
σGτG

))
1−O (

√
σGtp,d (tp,d

√
σGδ2

G + τG))

Since our assumptions on G imply that dt4p,dσGδ
2
G + dt3p,d

√
σGτG = o(1), the result now follows.
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Lemma 28. Under the assumptions of Proposition 25,

−E[Lr(U,Θ)1{Θ ∈ γG(K)}] = O
(
dt4p,dσGδ

2
G + τGdt

3
p,d

)
.

Proof. By Lemma 26,

−Lr(U,Θ)1{Θ ∈ γG(K)} ≤ 1

2d
Im tr(Θ2U)1{Θ ∈ γG(K)}+ C

(
dt2p,dσGU

2
∗ +

t2p,dσGδ
2
G

d
Θ2
∗ +

τG
d2

Θ3
∗

)
for a large enough constant C. So by Corollary 24

−E[Lr(U,Θ)1{Θ ∈ γG(K)}] ≤ C

(
σGdt

2
p,dEU2

∗ +
σGt

2
p,dδ

2
G

d
EΘ2
∗ +

τG
d2

EΘ3
∗

)
≤ C

(
σGt

2
p,d logn+ σGdt

4
p,dδ

2
G(1 + o(1) + ET 2

∗ ) + τGdt
3
p,dE(1 + o(1) + T 2

∗ )3/2
)

= O
(
σGdt

4
p,dδ

2
G(1 + ET 2

∗ ) + τGdt
3
p,dE(1 + T 2

∗ )3/2
)
.

By Corollary 24, ET 2
∗ = O( logn

dt2
p,d

) = O(1) and

E(1 + T 2
∗ )3/2 ≤

√
E(1 + T 2

∗ )3 = O
(

(1 + ET 2
∗ )3/2

)
= O(1).

Lemma 29. Under the assumptions of Proposition 25, we have

E
[
Li(U,Θ)41{Θ ∈ γG(K)}

]
= O

(
d4t12

p,d max

(
δ2
Gn logn

dt2p,d
, σ2

Gδ
4
Gt

2
p,d, τ

2
G

)2)
.

Proof. By Lemma 26 we have

Li(U,Θ) = − 1

2d
tr(Re Θ2U) + E(U,Θ)

where

|E(U,Θ)| = O

(
‖Θ‖2F
d

U2
∗ +

δ2
G‖Θ‖2F
d3

Θ2
∗ +

τG
d2

Θ3
∗

)
.

In particular,

|E(U,Θ)|1{Θ ∈ γG(K)} = O

(
σGdt

2
p,dU

2
∗ +

σGδ
2
Gt

2
p,d

d
Θ2
∗ +

τG
d2

Θ3
∗

)
.

Let F be the sigma–algebra generated by Θ and the value of U∗. To condense notation, set

Aj := − 1

2d

(∑
k

Re Θ2
jk

)
.

and
C := E[E(U,Θ)|F ]1{Θ ∈ γG(K)}.

so that Aj and C are both F–measurable. Then the entries of U conditioned on F remain symmetric
and independent. Thus, for Θ ∈ γG(K), we have

E[Li(U,Θ)4|F ] = E
[(∑

j

AjUjj

)4∣∣∣∣F]+ 6C2E
[(∑

j

AjUjj

)2∣∣∣∣F]+ C4

= O

(
n2U4

∗ max
j
A4
j + C2nU2

∗ max
j
A2
j + C4

)
= O

(
n2δ4

Gd
−4U4

∗Θ8
∗ + C2nδ2

Gd
−2U2

∗Θ4
∗ + C4) .
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By Corollary 19, Lemma 22, and Corollary 24, for any polynomial P in two variables with nonnegative
coefficients, we have

EP (U∗,Θ∗) = O
(
P (EU∗,EΘ∗)

)
.

Since we can bound C by such a polynomial, we find that

E
[
Li(U,Θ)41{Θ ∈ γG(K)}

]
= O

(
n2δ4

Gd
−4(EU∗)4(EΘ∗)

8 + (EC)2nδ2
Gd
−2(EU∗)2(EΘ∗)

4 + (EC)4) .
We have EU∗ = O(

√
logn/d), EΘ∗ = O (dtp,d), and

EC = O

(
σGdt

2
p,dEU2

∗ +
σGδ

2
Gt

2
p,d

d
EΘ2
∗ +

τG
d2

EΘ3
∗

)
= O

(
σGt

2
p,d logn+ σGδ

2
Gdt

4
p,d + τGdt

3
p,d

)
= O

(
dt3p,d(σGδ

2
Gtp,d ∨ τG)

)
.

So

E
[
Li(U,Θ)41{Θ ∈ γG(K)}

]
= O

(
n2δ4

Gd
−6 log2 n(EΘ∗)

8 + (EC)2nδ2
Gd
−3 logn(EΘ∗)

4 + (EC)4)
= O

(
n2δ4

Gd
2t8p,d log2 n+ (EC)2nδ2

Gdt
4
p,d logn+ (EC)4)

= O

(
n2δ4

Gd
2t8p,d log2 n

(
1 +

(EC)2

n lognδ2
Gdt

4
p,d

+

(
(EC)2

n lognδ2
Gdt

4
p,d

)2))

= O

(
n2δ4

Gd
2t8p,d log2 n

(
1 ∨ (EC)2

n lognδ2
Gdt

4
p,d

)2)

= O

(
n2δ4

Gd
2t8p,d log2 n

(
1 ∨

dt2p,d(σGδ
2
Gtp,d ∨ τG)2

n lognδ2
G

)2)

= O

(
d4t12

p,d max

(
δ2
Gn logn

dt2p,d
, σ2

Gδ
4
Gt

2
p,d, τ

2
G

)2)
.

Proof of Theorem 3. The only thing that needs to be checked here is that the conditions of Theorem 3
imply all of the conditions for Lemma 21 and Proposition 25. Recall the conditions assumed in Theorem
3 were that log d = O(log p−1), n, d→∞, and that G satisfies

(σG + µG logµG)δ2
G = o

(
d

log2 p−1

)
, σGτ

2
G = o

(
d

log3 p−1

)
, and

µGδ
4
G

σG
= O

(
d log d

log2 p−1

)
.

From Lemma 8, we can compare log p−1 = Θ(dtp,d), and thus we have

1. log d = O(dt2p,d),

2. (σG + µG logµG)δ2
G = o

(
d−1t−4

p,d

)
,

3. σGτ
2
G = o

(
d−2t−6

p,d

)
,

4.
µGδ

4
G

σG
= O

(
d−1t−4

p,d log d
)

.

We will start with the conditions of Proposition 25. The conditions σGδ
2
G = o(d−1t−4

p,d) and
√
σGτG =

o(d−1t−3
p,d) follow from conditions 2 and 3 above. Conditions 1 and 2 give us log µG = O(log d) = O(dt2p,d).

As for Lemma 21, we need to show that conditions 1 through 4 imply that

log d = O(dt2p,d), σG = o(t−2
p,d), δG = o(t−1

p,d),
µGδ

4
G

σG
= O

(
log d

dt4p,d

)
, and

τG
σG

= O

(
log d

dt3p,d

)
.
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Both log d = O(dt2p,d) and
µGδ

4
G

σG
= o

(
log d

dt4
p,d

)
are just conditions 1 and 4 respectively. Condition 2 implies

both that σG = o
(
d−1t−2

p,dδ
−2
G t−2

p,d

)
= o(t−2

p,d) and that δG = o(t−1
p,d). Finally, condition 3 tells us that

τG
σG

= o

(
σ
−3/2
G

dt3p,d

)
= O

(
log d

dt3p,d

)
,

which completes the proof.

A Path Integration and Deformation

In this section we review the necessary results that allow us to use these techniques. For this section, U
will always denote a nonempty open subset of C unless it is stated otherwise and −∞ < a < b <∞.

Definition 30. A map f : U → C is said to be holomorphic if and only if the limit limz→z0
f(z)−f(z0)

z−z0
exists and is finite for all z0 ∈ U . In the special case that U = C, f is called entire.

Definition 31. Given a closed interval [a, b] and points A,B ∈ C, a path from A to B is a continuous
map α : [a, b]→ C that’s real and imaginary parts are both piecewise differentiable over (a, b) and which
satisfies α(a) = A and α(b) = B. In the special case that A = B, α is called a contour.

Definition 32. Two paths α, β : [a, b]→ U are called smoothly homotopic in U if there is a continuous
map H : [a, b] × [0, 1] → U such that H(x, 0) = α(x), H(x, 1) = β(x), and which is continuously
differentiable in the second variable whenever the first variable is in {a, b}. This map H is called a
smooth homotopy from α to β. In this context, α is called the initial path and β is called the target path.
If f : U → C is holomorphic, we may say that α and β are homotopic with respect to f .

Definition 33. For a path α : [a, b]→ U and a holomorphic function f : U → C, the path integral of f
over α is defined as ∫

α

f(z)dz :=

∫ b

a

f(α(x))α′(x)dx.

Definition 34. For f : U → C Lebesgue–measurable and α : [a, b]→ U a path, we will write f ∈ L1(α)
to indicate that ∫

α

|f(z)|dz :=

∫ b

a

|f(α(x))α′(x)|dx <∞.

In the special case where −a = b is allowed to tend to ∞, we’ll write f ∈ L1(α) if and only if

lim
b→∞

∫ b

−b
|f(α(x))α′(x)|dx <∞.

Theorem 35 (Path Independence). Let f : U → C be holomorphic and α, β : [a, b] → U be two paths
from A to B which are smoothly homotopic in U . Then∫

α

f(z)dz =

∫
β

f(z)dz.

A slightly stronger result than this is stated and proved in Theorem 6.13 of [Con95].

Corollary 36. Let f : U → C be holomorphic and α, β : [a, b]→ U be two paths which do not necessarily
have the same endpoints. Suppose H : [a, b] × [0, 1] → U is a smooth homotopy between α and β and
define paths γ, δ : [0, 1]→ U by γ(y) := H (a, y) and δ(y) := H (b, y). Then∫

α

f(z)dz −
∫
β

f(z)dz =

∫
γ

f(z)dz −
∫
δ

f(z)dz.

Proof. Note that α(b) = δ(0) and β(a) = γ(1). As such, we can write

(α+ δ)(t) :=

{
α ((b− a)t+ b) , t ∈ [−1, 0]

δ(t), t ∈ [0, 1]
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to denote the concatenation of α and δ, and we can define β+γ analogously. Thus we have two homotopic
paths α+ δ and β + γ between the points α(a) = γ(0) and β(b) = δ(1). So path independence gives us
that ∫

α+δ

f(z)dz =

∫
β+γ

f(z)dz.

We leave this part to the reader to check for themselves, but it follows from the definition of a path
integral and standard manipulations of Riemann integrals that∫

α

f(z)dz +

∫
δ

f(z)dz =

∫
α+δ

f(z)dz =

∫
β+γ

f(z)dz =

∫
β

f(z)dz +

∫
γ

f(z)dz

from which the result follows.

Corollary 37. Let f : U → C be holomorphic and α, β : [−T, T ]→ U be two paths which are homotopic

over U . Suppose H : [−T, T ]×[0, 1]→ U is a smooth homotopy between α and β such that
∣∣∣ ∂∂yH(±T, y)

∣∣∣ ≤
M . Then ∣∣∣∣∫

α

f(z)dz −
∫
β

f(z)dz

∣∣∣∣ ≤M sup
y∈[0,1]

∣∣f(H(−T, y)
)
− f

(
H(T, y)

)∣∣.
Finally, we would like a way to cleanly extend these deformation results to functions of more than

one complex variable. Let U be an open subset of CN and suppose that f : U → C is holomorphic in
each variable. By this we mean that if we fix the coordinates zk for k 6= j, then the single variable map

fj(z) := f(z1, ..., zj−1, z, zj+1, ..., zN )

is holomorphic over {z ∈ C : (z1, ..., zj−1, z, zj+1, ..., zN ) ∈ U} whenever this set is nonempty. We can
define paths in CN (at least the ones we will be interested in) as N–ary direct products of paths in C.
We can then define via Fubini’s theorem the path integral of f : U → C over

∏N
j=1 αj :

∏N
j=1[aj , bj ]→ U

in this setting by writing∫
∏N
j=1 αj

f(z)dz :=

∫ b1

a1

· · ·
∫ bN

aN

f
(
α1(x1), ..., αN (xN )

) N∏
j=1

α′j(xj)dx.

The next lemma gives us sufficient conditions for being able to deform such paths in the special
circumstances that are relevant for our purposes. For a path α : [a, b] → C, define αk : [a, b]k → Ck by
αk(x1, ..., xk) :=

(
α(x1), ..., α(xk)

)
. For z ∈ CN and 1 ≤ k ≤ N , let ẑk := (z1, ..., zk−1, zk+1, ..., zN ) ∈

CN−1.

Lemma 38. Let U ⊆ CN be open and let f : U → C be holomorphic. Let α, β : R → C be piecewise
differentiable and let αT , βT be the respective restrictions of these functions to [−T, T ] which, for each
T > 0, are homotopic over C via the smooth homotopy H with target β and

∣∣ ∂
∂y
H(±T, y)

∣∣ ≤ M for all

T > 0. Suppose that
(
H(x1, y1), ..., H(xN , yN )

)
∈ U for all (x1, ..., xN , y1, ..., yN ) ∈ RN×[0, 1]N . Suppose

for 0 ≤ k ≤ N that f ∈ L1(αN−k × βk) and

lim
T→∞

sup
y∈[0,1]

|fk(H(±T, y))| = 0

whenever ẑk ∈ αN−k × βk−1. Then

lim
T→∞

∣∣∣∣∣
∫
αN
T

f(z)dz −
∫
βN
T

f(z)dz

∣∣∣∣∣ = 0.

Proof. We have∣∣∣∣∣
∫
αN
T

f(z)dz −
∫
βN
T

f(z)dz

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤
N∑
k=1

∣∣∣∣∣
∫
αN−k+1
T

×βk−1
T

f(z)dz −
∫
αN−k
T

×βk
T

f(z)dz

∣∣∣∣∣ .
We will focus on just the kth summand. By Fubini–Tonelli, we can rearrange our integrals to find that∣∣∣∣∣

∫
αN−k+1
T

×βk−1
T

f(z)dz −
∫
αN−k
T

×βk
T

f(z)dz

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤
∫
αN−k×βk−1

∣∣∣∣∫
αT

f(z)dzk −
∫
βT

f(z)dzk

∣∣∣∣ dẑk.
By dominated convergence, our assumptions about f and fk, and the previous corollary, this tends to 0
as T →∞.
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