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Abstract. We analyze the spectral properties of the high-dimensional random geometric graph
G(n, d, p), formed by sampling n i.i.d vectors {vi}ni=1 uniformly on a d-dimensional unit sphere and
connecting each pair {i, j} whenever ⟨vi, vj⟩ ≥ τ so that p = P(⟨vi, vj⟩ ≥ τ). This model defines a
nonlinear random matrix ensemble with dependent entries. We show that if d = ω(np log2(1/p))
and np → ∞, the limiting spectral distribution of the normalized adjacency matrix A√

np(1−p)
is the

semicircle law. To our knowledge, this is the first such result for G(n, d, p) in the sparse regime.
In the constant sparsity case p = α/n, we further show that if d = ω(log2(n)) the limiting spec-
tral distribution of A in G(n, α/n) coincides with that of the Erdős-Rényi graph G(n, α/n). Our
approach combines the classical moment method in random matrix theory with a novel recursive
decomposition of closed-walk graphs, leveraging block-cut trees and ear decompositions, to control
the moments of the empirical spectral distribution. A refined high trace analysis further yields
a near-optimal bound on the second eigenvalue when np = Ω(log4(n)), removing technical condi-
tions previously imposed in [44]. As an application, we demonstrate that this improved eigenvalue
bound sharpens the parameter requirements on d and p for spontaneous synchronization on random
geometric graphs in [1] under the homogeneous Kuramoto model.

1. Introduction

Random geometric graphs arise naturally in modeling complex systems with latent spatial or
geometric structures [54, 45], such as wireless communication networks [49], biological networks
[31], and social graphs [32]. In a random geometric graph, each node is assigned a random position
in a geometric space, and edges are formed based on pairwise geometric proximity, inducing intri-
cate dependencies between edges. These dependencies distinguish random geometric graphs from
classical random graph models like Erdős–Rényi graphs, where edges are included independently.

Let v1, . . . ,vn ∈ Rd be n independent random vectors uniformly distributed on the (d − 1)-
dimensional unit sphere Sd−1. The random geometric graph G(n, d, p) is constructed by adding
edges between two vertices i and j if their corresponding vectors satisfy ⟨vi,vj⟩ ≥ τ . The threshold
parameter τ is chosen such that for i ̸= j, E1(⟨vi,vj⟩ ≥ τ) = p. This implies that G(n, d, p) has
the same edge density as the Erdős-R’enyi graph G(n, p).

A compelling aspect of this model is that the graph structure emerges from a geometric represen-
tation of the vertices. This makes it particularly suitable for modeling applications in data science,
where network nodes are naturally described by feature vectors in a d-dimensional space, and edges
reflect similarity in features [55]. Additionally, geometric random graphs exhibit the triangle-closing
property [16], the phenomenon that “a friend of a friend is also likely to be a friend.” This arises
from the inherent dependencies among edges: if two nodes are each close to a common neighbor
in the geometric space, then they are more likely to be close to each other as well, making the
formation of triangles more probable. Such edge correlations are absent in classical Erdős–Rényi
graphs, but are crucial for capturing clustering behaviors observed in real-world networks.

In this paper, our primary objective is to investigate the limiting spectral distribution and the
second eigenvalue of the adjacency matrix associated with G(n, d, p), and to determine under what
conditions it resembles the spectral properties of G(n, p). Understanding the spectral properties
of random geometric graphs, particularly in high dimensions and sparse regimes, is crucial for
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advancing both theoretical and applied research in network science, high-dimensional statistics,
and random matrix theory.

Testing high-dimensional geometry. Recent advances in statistics and learning theory high-
light the growing importance of high-dimensional feature spaces. In this context, the random
geometric graph model G(n, d, p) has become a canonical model. [19] first showed that, for fixed
n and d → ∞, G(n, d, p) and G(n, p) become indistinguishable in total variation distance. When
n, d → ∞, with constant p, [13] identified a sharp phase transition at d ≍ n3 in the total variation
distance between the two models. In the sparse regime p = α

n for a constant α > 0, the same authors

showed that the total variation distance between the two distributions goes to 1 if d = o(log3(n))
and conjectured a a critical window at d ≍ log3(n). This conjecture was nearly solved by [43], who
showed indistinguishability when d = Ω(log36(n)).

Subsequent works have extended these testing thresholds to varied settings. [5] used Edgeworth-
style expansions to analyze random toroidal graphs. [7, 8] investigated low-degree polynomial
complexity and the sandwiching coupling for comparing random geometric and Erdős–Rényi graphs.
[12] determined thresholds for anisotropic latent geometries, and [41, 48] studied the recovery of
the latent inner product ⟨vi,vj⟩, locating a threshold at d ≍ np log(1/p).

While the total variation distance gives one angle of comparison, another perspective comes from
spectral graph theory. Since Wigner’s semicircle law, it has been known that for the Erdős–Rényi
model G(n, p), the empirical eigenvalue distribution of its adjacency matrix converges to the semi-
circle law [60]. This raises the question:

Can one distinguish G(n, d, p) from G(n, p) by their limiting spectral distributions?

We answer this in the negative under a mild condition on the dimension: as soon as d ≫
np log2(1/p), the two models share the same global spectrum for all p ∈ (0, 1/2). We treat the
case when np → ∞ and np = c differently since G(n, p) has different limiting spectral distributions
[36, 60]. The case when np → 0 is trivial since (1− o(1))n many vertices are isolated and 1− o(1)
portion of the eigenvalues are 0.

Our results (Theorems 2.1 and 2.2) thus reveal a universality phenomenon: despite their very
different constructions, G(n, d, p) and G(n, p) become spectrally indistinguishable above a critical
dimension. Based on the entropic and spectral thresholds d ≍ np log(1/p) pointed out in [8, 41, 48],
we conjecture that the true threshold for semicircle convergence is in fact d ≫ np log(1/p), removing
just a single logarithmic factor from our current condition.

Nonlinear random matrices. A nonlinear random matrix is obtained by a nonlinear function
applied entrywise to a classical random matrix ensemble. In recent years, a rich theory has emerged
around such models, including kernel random matrices [10, 14, 20, 24, 51, 52], conjugate kernels
and neural tangent kernels arising from neural networks [46, 53, 26, 29]. Semicircle laws have been
obtained [47, 23, 62] for a broad class of nonlinear random matrices.

Closest to the random geometric graph setting is the random inner-product kernel matrices
studied in [47]. Let A be an n × n random matrix such that Aij = f(⟨vi,vj⟩)1{i ̸= j}, where
v1, . . . ,vn are i.i.d. random vectors uniformly distributed on Sd−1, and f is a function independent
of d. It was shown in [23] that when d/n = nε for ε > 0, the limiting spectral distribution of A
is the semicircle law. Taking f(x) = 1{x ≥ τ} recovers the adjacency matrix of a G(n, d, p) for
fixed p ∈ (0, 1). However, in the sparse regime p → 0, f is a function depending on n, and existing
proofs break down.

To the best of our knowledge, Theorems 2.1 and 2.2 are the first to describe the limiting spec-
tral distributions of G(n, d, p) in the simultaneous high-dimensional (d → ∞) and sparse (p → 0)
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regimes. This model unites two of the most challenging aspects in modern random matrix anal-
ysis, nonlinearity and sparsity, and therefore requires novel technical tools. Beyond the growing-
dimension setting, the spectrum of fixed-dimensional random geometric graphs has also been ex-
plored in [3, 30].

Spectral gap of random graphs. The adjacency matrix in the Erdős–Rényi graph G(n, p) has
long been an important object in both random graph theory and random matrix theory. In par-
ticular, once the average degree satisfies np = Ω(log n), it is known that, with high probability,
the second-largest eigenvalue (in absolute value) is of order O(

√
np) [27, 40, 9]. These results

show that sparse Erdős–Rényi graphs exhibit nearly optimal spectral expansion, comparable with
random regular graphs [28].

In recent years, this line of work has been extended to high-dimensional random geometric graphs
[44, 7, 8], motivated by connections to high-dimensional expanders and data-science models. In
parallel, [5] shows that by changing to the ℓ∞-metric on the d-dimensional torus, the spectral
properties of the random geometric graphs are different from the spherical case. [41] analyzed a
Gaussian-mixture block model variant of G(n, d, p), showing consistency of spectral clustering based
on the adjacency matrix.

A natural question is whether, despite the edge dependencies induced by geometry, G(n, d, p) still
achieves the optimal O(

√
np) bound once d exceeds an appropriate threshold. Our Theorem 2.3

shows that for d = Ω(np), the second eigenvalue ofA is of order O(log4(n)
√
np), which is optimal up

to a polylog(n) factor. We conjecture that, above a critical dimension, the second largest eigenvalue
of G(n, d, p) indeed satisfies the optimal O(

√
np) bound. Achieving such a bound with the moment

method would likely require a novel combinatorial counting argument that goes beyond the classical
high-trace method developed in [61].

The Kuramoto model on random geometric graphs. The Kuramoto model [39] is a clas-
sical framework in nonlinear dynamical systems that captures the collective behavior of coupled
oscillators evolving on a network, which may exhibit synchronization [22, 21, 57]. Understanding
how the network topology influences the emergence of synchrony is a central question in the theory
of synchronization [37, 59], where random graphs are often used as tractable models for complex
networks. However, most rigorous analyses of the Kuramoto model have focused on homogeneous
random graphs [42, 2, 38, 34], which do not capture the intrinsic geometric structures observed in
many real-world systems. The work of [1] provides the first rigorous result for the Kuramoto model
on random geometric graphs, and recent studies [15, 18, 17] further explore related synchroniza-
tion phenomena in such geometrically structured settings. Building on our new spectral gap result
for G(n, d, p), we show that the Kuramoto model on a sparse random geometric graph achieves
synchronization with high probability under relaxed conditions on p and d compared to [1]. See
Section 2.4 for further details.

Organization of the paper. The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. In Section
2, we state our main theorems and give an outline of the proofs. Section 3 includes some basic
facts about random matrix theory, ear decomposition, and the block-cut tree, which will be used
in our proof. In Sections 4 and 5, we prove Theorems 2.1 and Theorem 2.2 for the limiting spectral
distribution, respectively. We combine the new proof technique with the high trace method to
prove Theorem 2.3 in Section 6. The proof of Theorem 2.6 is in Section 7. Auxiliary lemmas and
their proofs are included in Appendix A. A detailed comparison with [44] is given in Appendix B.

2. Main results

2.1. Semicircle law for G(n, d, p). Our first main result establishes a semicircle law for random
geometric graphs.
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Theorem 2.1 (Semicircle law). Let A be the adjacency matrix of a random graph G ∼ G(n, d, p).
Assume p ∈ (0, p0] for any constant p0 < 1/2, np → ∞ and d = ω(np log2(1/p)). Then the
empirical spectral distribution of A√

np(1−p)
converges weakly in probability to the semicircle law.

When p is constant, Theorem 2.1 recovers the semicircle law for random inner-product kernel
matrices from [23] in the regime d = ω(n) while [23] requires a stronger condition d = n1+ε. The
special case p = 1/2 can also be proved using the results from [7]. More broadly, it exhibits
a universality phenomenon for G(n, d, p): even as the graph becomes sparse, the semicircle law
persists under the relatively mild condition d = ω(np log2(1/p)), quantifying the precise trade-off
between sparsity and the ambient dimension.

2.2. Limiting spectral distribution for G(n, d, αn ). We next turn to the very sparse regime
p = α

n , for fixed α > 0. In this case, the limiting spectral distribution of G(n, αn ) no longer follows
the semicircle law. Instead, as shown in [11, 36, 25], the empirical spectral distribution of the
rescaled adjacency matrix 1√

α
A converges weakly to a deterministic limit να. Its odd moments

vanish, and for even k = 2m,

lim
n→∞

E
1

n
tr

(
A√
α

)2m

=
m∑
ℓ=1

1

ℓ+ 1

(
2ℓ

ℓ

)
αℓ−m. (1)

Moreover, as α → ∞, να converges back to the semicircle law, although no closed-form density is
known for να. Our next theorem shows that the random geometric graph G(n, d, αn ) shares this
same limiting spectral distribution να whenever the dimension grows mildly.

Theorem 2.2 (Bounded expected degree). Let A be the adjacency matrix of a random graph G
sampled from G(n, d, p). Assume p = α

n and d = ω(log2(n)). Then the empirical spectral distribution

of A√
α
converges weakly in probability to να.

We present two numerical simulations for Theorems 2.1 and 2.2. Figure 1 shows a semicircle law
behavior of the empirical spectral distributions for both G(n, p) and G(n, d, p), and Figure 2 shows
when p = c

n , the empirical spectral distributions for both G(n, p) and G(n, d, p) are close even when
d is small.

2.3. Second largest eigenvalue. Applying the trace estimates based on ear decomposition and
the block-cut tree in the proof of Theorem 2.1, we also obtain the following bound on the second
largest eigenvalue (in absolute value)

λ(A) := max{|λ2(A)|, |λn(A)|}.

Theorem 2.3 (Second largest eigenvalue). Let A be the adjacency matrix of a random graph G

sampled from G(n, d, p). For any constant γ ≥ 1, assume (4γ logn)4

n ≤ p ≤ e−4. Then there is an
absolute constants C1 > 0 such that when d ≥ C1 log(1/p), with probability 1− n−γ,

∥A− EA∥ ≤ 4
(
γ4(logn)4

√
np+ τnp

)
and

λ(A) ≤ 4
(
γ4(log n)4

√
np+ τnp

)
. (2)

Remark 2.4 (Relaxing the conditions in [44]). A second eigenvalue bound appears in [44, Theorem
1.7] as a corollary of [44, Theorem 1.10], but only under two restrictive assumptions: (i) τ ≥ 1√

np ,

equivalently d = O(np log2(1/p)) and (ii) np = ω(d3 log4(n)), which confine their result to a low-
dimensional regime. A detailed comparison is provided in Appendix B. These conditions limit its
applicability when one studies expansion properties of G(n, d, p) (see, e.g., [1]). By contrast, we
remove these technical constraints so that (2) holds for all d = Ω(log(1/p)).
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Figure 1. Empirical spectral distributions of the Erdős-Rényi graph G(2500, 0.01)
(left) and the geometric graph G(2500, 300, 0.01) (right).

Figure 2. Empirical spectral distributions of the Erdős-Rényi graph
G(2500, 2.23/2500) (left) and the geometric graph G(2500, 100, 2.23/2500) (right)

From Lemma A.3, τ ≍
√

log(1/p)
d . Therefore, when d = Ω(np), Theorem 2.3 implies λ(A) =

O(log4(n)
√
np), showing that in high–dimensional regimes, the expansion of G(n, d, p) matches

that of the Erdős-Rényi graph [27, 40], up to a poly log(n) factor. The generalized Alon-Boppana
bound in [35, Theorem 8] implies that λ(A) = Ω(

√
np) with high probability. Thus Theorem 2.3

is tight up to a poly log(n) factor.

2.4. Spontaneous synchronization on random geometric graphs. The Kuramoto model [39]
describes the temporal evolution of a system of coupled phase oscillators. Following the formulation
in [1], we consider the homogeneous case where all oscillators share the same natural frequency.
The dynamics of the system are governed by

dθi(t)

dt
=

1

n

n∑
j=1

sin
(
θi(t)− θj(t)

)
,

where θi(t) denotes the phase of oscillator i at time t. When the interactions are constrained by a
graph G = (V,E) with adjacency matrix A = (aij), aij ∈ {0, 1}, the dynamics become

dθi(t)

dt
=

1

n

n∑
j=1

aij sin
(
θi(t)− θj(t)

)
.

This system of coupled oscillators can equivalently be viewed as a gradient flow minimizing the
energy function

EG(θ) :=
∑
i,j

aij
(
1− cos(θi − θj)

)
, (3)
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which quantifies the total phase misalignment across edges of the graph [21]. Synchronization can
therefore be characterized in terms of the critical points of this energy function.

Definition 2.5. A graph G = (V,E) with adjacency matrix A is said to be globally synchronizing
if every local minimum of the energy function (3) corresponds to a constant configuration, i.e.,
θi = θ for all i ∈ [n].

As an application of Theorem 2.3, we provide the following guarantee of spontaneous synchro-
nization in the Kuramoto model on random geometric graphs. The proof of Theorem 2.6 is deferred
to Section 7.

Theorem 2.6 (Spontaneous synchronization). Let G be a random graph sampled from G(n, d, p).
There exist absolute constants C1 > 0 and C2 > 0 such that if d ≥ C1 log(1/p) log

2(n) and
C2 log

10(n)
n ≤ p ≤ e−4, then with probability 1−O(n−2), the graph G is globally synchronizing.

Remark 2.7 (Comparison with [1]). The same result was stated in [1, Theorem 4] under the
assumptions d = C1 log

3 n and np = C2 log
10 n. However, their proof implicitly requires np =

ω(d3 log4 n) to invoke the spectral gap bound from [44, Theorem 1.10] (see Appendix B for details).
Consequently, under their setting d = C1 log

3 n, one must in fact assume np = ω(log13 n). In
contrast, our proof of Theorem 2.6, which builds on Theorem 2.3, improves the sparsity requirement
from np = ω(d3 log4 n) to np = Ω(log10 n). Furthermore, when p ≤ e−4 is independent of n, the
dimensional condition is further relaxed to d = Ω(log2 n).

2.5. Technical overview. Our proof relies on the moment method from random matrix theory
[6, 61], applied both to derive the limiting spectral distribution and to bound the top eigenvalues.

To obtain the limiting spectral distribution for a Wigner-type matrix M with independent (up
to symmetry) entries [63], one analyzes the normalized trace 1

nE tr(Mk) for each fixed k. After a
proper scaling, the dominant contributions come from closed walks on rooted planar trees, each
edge of which is traversed exactly twice. Counting these “double-edge” walks yields the Catalan
numbers, and hence the k-th moment of the semicircle law. Crucially, independence forces any
walk containing an edge visited only once to have zero expectation. To obtain a sharp spectral
norm bound, one lets k = O(logn) and evaluates E tr(Mk) by a finer subgraph-count estimate, and
then applies Markov’s inequality [61].

In contrast, the adjacency matrix of G(n, d, p) exhibits edge dependencies that invalidate the
“zero-contribution” argument for edges traversed only once. To apply the moment method, we
work with the centered adjacency matrix Q = A− EA and study its normalized trace:

1

n
E tr

(
Q√

np(1− p)

)k

=
1

nk/2+1(p(1− p))k/2

∑
i1,...,ik∈[n]

E[Qi1i2Qi2i3 · · ·Qik−1ikQiki1 ].

Each term corresponds to a closed walk on the complete graph. To overcome the edge dependencies,
our analysis proceeds in two stages:

(1) Tree-like closed walks: When the underlying walk graph is a tree (each edge traversed
exactly twice), we exploit conditional independence: by peeling off leaves one at a time,
we evaluate the expectation recursively. This recovers the Catalan-number moments of the
semicircle law.

(2) Non-tree closed walks: For walks whose underlying graph contains cycles or edges traversed
more than twice, we develop a novel graph-decomposition algorithm combining block-cut
trees and ear decompositions (see Section 3 for a brief introduction) to evaluate the expec-
tation of a closed-walk graph recursively. Conditioned on the random vectors associated
with the endpoints of each ear, this peeling procedure allows us to show that each ear con-
tributes negligibly in the limit. Together with refined subgraph probability estimates from
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[41], we obtain the semicircle law down to d = ω(np log2(1/p)). A similar strategy works
for the proof of Theorem 2.2 in the constant expected degree regime.

Earlier works also applied the trace method to G(n, d, p). [44] used a 2-core contraction argument
to bound E tr(Qk) by conditioning on vertices with degree at least three. [41] expanded the thresh-
old function in Gegenbauer polynomials and used their orthogonality to evaluate the closed-walk
subgraphs, also with a contraction argument. However, their estimates fall short of proving the
moment convergence to the semicircle. Different from their arguments, we evaluate conditional
expectations recursively by peeling off ears one by one, which helps us to obtain a tighter bound
for the contribution of non-tree closed walks.

For the second eigenvalue bound, we apply our new estimates to all closed-walk subgraphs to
bound E[tr(A− EA)k] for k = O(log n). This allows us to remove the technical conditions in [44]
and achieve a spectral gap bound valid across all regimes of d. We expect that our decomposition
and peeling techniques will extend to other sparse random geometric graph models and to more
general nonlinear random matrices.

3. Preliminaries

3.1. Random matrix theory.

Definition 3.1 (Empirical spectral distribution). Given an n× n Hermitian matrix A with eigen-
values λ1(A) ≤ λ2(A) ≤ ... ≤ λn(A), the empirical spectral distribution (ESD) for A is

µA(x) =
1

n

n∑
i=1

δλi(A)(x).

The semicircular distribution with density supported on [−2, 2] is σ(x) = 1
2π

√
4− x2, whose k-th

moment mk satisfies mk =

{
0 k is odd

C k
2

k is even
, where Ck =

(2kk )
k+1 is the Catalan number [58].

3.2. Ear decomposition. Our proof for the semicircle law will rely on the ear decomposition
[50, 56] of 2-edge connected graphs to evaluate the contribution of each subgraph in the trace
expansion. We give a brief introduction below.

Definition 3.2 (k-edge-connected). A graph is k-edge-connected if the removal of any (k − 1)
edges leaves a connected subgraph.

Definition 3.3 (Ear decomposition). Let G = (V,E) be a finite, undirected, 2-edge-connected
graph. An ear decomposition of G is a sequence of subgraphs (R1, R2, . . . , Rs) satisfying the fol-
lowing conditions:

• R1 is a simple cycle in G.
• For each i ≥ 2, Ri is a path (called an ear) whose internal vertices are disjoint from⋃i−1

j=1 V (Rj), and whose endpoints lie in
⋃i−1

j=1 V (Rj).

• The union of all edges in the sequence gives the edge set of G, i.e.,
⋃s

i=1E(Ri) = E(G).

See Figure 3 for an example of an ear decomposition. By peeling off R4, R3, R2, R1 recursively,
the graph becomes empty.

In the proof of our main results, we will use the following fact about ear decomposition:

Lemma 3.4. A graph G is 2-edge-connected if and only if it has an ear decomposition. For every
vertex v in G, there exists an ear decomposition in which v ∈ R1.

The proof of Lemma 3.4 is deferred to Appendix A.
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1

2

3

4

5

6 7

8 9 10

11

Figure 3. Ear decomposition of a 2-edge-connected graph with 11 vertices,
where R1 = {(1, 2)(2, 3), (3, 4), (4, 1)}, R2 = {(2, 5), (5, 6), (6, 7), (7, 4)}, R3 =
{(4, 11), (11, 7)}, and R4 = {(5, 8), (8, 9), (9, 10), (10, 7)}

3.3. Block-cut tree. Another ingredient in our proof is the block-cut tree. Any connected graph
can be decomposed into a tree of 2-edge-connected components, which is called the block-cut tree
of the graph [33]. We now introduce some definitions for block-cut trees.

Definition 3.5 (bridges). We define bridges as edges whose removal increases the number of
connected components.

Definition 3.6 (Block-cut tree). We decompose the graph G into its 2-edge-connected components,
which are connected by bridges. We express G as

G =
r⋃

i=1

GCi ∪
q⋃

j=1

Fj ,

where each GCi denotes a 2-edge-connected component, and each Fj represents a 1-edge-connected
component spanned by bridges. We call each Fj a bridge component, and it is a subtree of G. This
gives a block-cut tree of G.

See Figure 4 for an example of a block-cut tree decomposition of a graph G.

1

2

3 4

5

6

7

8

910

Figure 4. In this example, the graph contains one bridge component (shown in
red), (8, 2, 1, 5), and two 2-edge-connected components (shown in black): (8, 9, 10)
and (2, 3, 4, 6, 7).

Definition 3.7 (junction vertex). We define junction vertices as vertices in the intersection between
bridges and the 2-edge-connected components. Let J(G) be the set of all junction vertices in G.

In the example shown in Figure 4, {2, 8} is the set of junction vertices.
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4. Proof of Theorem 2.1

4.1. Trace expansion. Denote

Q = A− EA.

We will show Theorem 2.1 by applying the moment method toQ. We start with the trace expansion,

1

n
E tr

(
Q√

np(1− p)

)k

=
1

nk/2+1(p(1− p))k/2

∑
i1,...,ik∈[n]

E[Qi1i2Qi2i3 · · ·Qik−1ikQiki1 ], (4)

where the sum is over all sequences (i1, . . . , ik) with ij ̸= jj−1, 2 ≤ j ≤ k and ik ̸= i1. The sequence
(i1, . . . , ik, i1) corresponds to a closed walk of length k + 1 on a complete graph with n vertices.
For each closed walk I = (i1, . . . , ik, i1), we can associate a graph GI = (V,E). We classify closed
walks into two categories:

• C1: Closed walks in which each edge is traversed exactly twice, and the underlying graph
is a tree.

• C2: All other closed walks not included in C1.
We write (4) as

1

n
E tr

(
Q√

np(1− p)

)k

= S1 + S2,

where Si is the contribution from all GI in Ci. We estimate each Si in the following subsections.

4.2. Estimating S1. By our definition, S1 = 0 if k is odd since closed walks on the tree must be
of even length. Now we assume k = 2m, then for each closed walk I ∈ C1, GI = (V,E) is a tree
and we must have |V | = m+ 1 and |E| = m. With (4),

S1 =
1

nm+1(p(1− p))m

∑
(i1,i2,...i2m)∈C1

E[Qi1,i2Qi2,i3 ...Qi2m,i1 ].

Let Tm be the set of all rooted planar trees with m+ 1 vertices, then

|Tm| =
(
2m
m

)
m+ 1

, (5)

which is the m-th Catalan number [58]. For each unlabeled rooted planar tree T ∈ Tm, there are
n(n − 1) · · · (n −m) = (1 + o(1))nm+1 many ways to label T with distinct vertex labels from [n].
Each rooted planar tree T with m + 1 distinct vertex labels in [n] corresponds to a closed walk
(i1, . . . , i2m), with the vertex sequence in the depth-first search on T . We apply a canonical labeling
with {1, . . . ,m+ 1} to vertices in T such that whenever the k-th distinct vertex v is visited by the
depth-first search on T for the first time, v is assigned with a label k ∈ [m+ 1].
Since each edge in T is visited exactly twice, we can rewrite S1 as

S1 =
n(n− 1) · · · (n−m)

nm+1(p(1− p))m

∑
T∈Tm

E
∏

e∈E(T )

Q2
e, (6)

where Qe = Qij if e = {i, j}, which represents the entry of Q index by an edge e ∈ T . Let T be a
tree with m edges e1, . . . , em and m+ 1 vertices v1, . . . , vm+1. Since each v ∈ V (T ) corresponds to
a latent vector v ∈ Rd, we define

E
∏

e∈E(T )

Q2
e (7)

as the expectation taken over all vectors corresponding to the vertices v ∈ V (T ). We denote the
collection of such vectors by V.
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We aim to compute (7) by recursively peeling off the leaves of the tree. At each step, we choose
one of the leaf edges e∗ = (v∗1, v

∗
2), where v

∗
1 is a leaf node and v∗2 is an internal node. We condition

on the random vector v∗
2 associated with node v∗2 to make the leaf edge independent from the rest

of the tree. By independence, we can write:

Ev∈V
∏

e∈E(T )

Q2
e = Ev∗

2
Ev∈V\{v∗

2}
∏

e∈E(T )

Q2
e = Ev∗

2

Ev∈V\{v∗
1 ,v

∗
2}

∏
e∈E(T )\{e∗}

Q2
e · Ev∗

1
Q2

e∗

 .

Since for each edge, Qe satisfies

EQ2
e = p(1− p)2 + (1− p)(−p)2 = p(1− p),

we can iteratively peel off one leaf at a time, multiplying the expectation by p(1− p) at each step.
Repeating this for all m edges in the tree, we obtain:

E
∏

e∈E(T )

Q2
e = [p(1− p)]m. (8)

From equations (6) and (5), this gives:

S1 =

 (1 + o(1))

(
2m
m

)
m+ 1

if k = 2m,

0 if k is odd.

4.3. Estimating S2. Note that in the analysis of S1, no assumption on d is used. However,
estimating S2 involves closed walks where certain edges are traversed only once, and their contri-
butions depend on the vector dimension d. To establish that closed walks in C2 have vanishing
contributions to the moment, we combine block-cut tree decomposition and the ear decomposition
and algorithmically evaluate the moment.

4.3.1. A graph decomposition algorithm. Recall that we want to evaluate

S2 =
1

nk/2+1(p(1− p))k/2

∑
(i1,i2,...,ik)∈C2

E[Qi1,i2Qi2,i3 · · ·Qik,i1 ].

For a closed walk of length k, I = (i1, . . . , ik) ∈ C2, we denote by GI = (V,E) the simple graph
spanned by I, with v = |V | and e = |E|. Let G2 denote the collection of distinct unlabeled graphs
obtained from all possible closed walks in C2. For each G ∈ G2, there are

n(n− 1) · · · (n− v + 1) = O(nv)

ways to label it. It suffices to evaluate the contribution of a fixed G ∈ G2, given by

Ev∈V (G)

∏
e∈E(G)

Qm(e)
e , (9)

where m(e) denotes the multiplicity of each edge e ∈ E(G), and the expectation is taken over the
random vectors v corresponding to each vertex v ∈ V (G) as we did in Section 4.2. We proceed
with the following steps.

Step 1: A block-cut tree of G
Recall the definition of a block-cut tree from Definition 3.6. We decompose the graph G into

its 2-edge-connected components, which are connected by bridges. Since G is spanned by a closed
walk I, every bridge must be traversed at least twice. We express G as

G =
r⋃

i=1

GCi ∪
q⋃

j=1

Fj ,
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where each GCi denotes a 2-edge-connected component, and each Fj is a bridge component. This
gives a block-cut tree of G. Note that when r = 0, G is a tree.

Denote by vFj and eFj the number of vertices and edges in Fj , respectively, and by vCi and eCi

the number of vertices and edges in the 2-edge-connected component GCi , respectively.
Let J(G) be the set of all junction vertices in G defined in Definition 3.7. We condition on all

junction vertices to make the contribution from each 2-edge-connected component and each bridge
independent. We can bound (9) by∣∣∣∣∣∣Ev∈V (G)

∏
e∈E(G)

Qm(e)
e

∣∣∣∣∣∣
≤Ev∈J(G)

r∏
i=1

∣∣∣∣∣∣Ev∈V (GCi
)\J(G)

∏
e∈E(GCi

)

Qm(e)
e

∣∣∣∣∣∣
q∏

j=1

∣∣∣∣∣∣Ev∈V (Fj)\J(G)

∏
e∈E(Fj)

Qm(e)
e

∣∣∣∣∣∣ . (10)

Step 2: Evaluating the expectation of a leaf component
Denote T (G) the block-cut tree of G. A leaf of T (G) has two possibilities:

(1) It corresponds to a leaf in G, belonging to certain Fj .
(2) It corresponds to 2-edge-connected component GCi that only contains one junction vertex.

We call this Fj or GCi an leaf component of G. We treat the two cases separately.

Case 1: Fj is a leaf component
Since each edge in the bridge path Fj is traversed at least twice and Fj contains a leaf vertex in

G, by (8), and the fact |Qe| ≤ 1, we have

∣∣∣∣∣∣Ev∈V (Fj)\J(G)

∏
e∈E(Fj)

Qm(e)
e

∣∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ Ev∈V (Fj)\J(G)

∏
e∈E(Fj)

Q2
e = [p(1− p)]

vFj
−1

, (11)

where the last identity holds by taking the conditional expectation sequentially as in (8).

Case 2: GCi is a leaf component
We now deal with the conditional expectation from a 2-edge-connected component GCi , where

GCi contains only one junction vertex.
Our analysis relies on the ear decomposition defined in Definition 3.3. By Lemma 3.4, we

can find an ear decomposition whose initial cycle R1 contains the junction vertex in GCi . Let
(R1, R2, . . . , Rs) be the ear decomposition of GCi , where s = s(Ci) is the number of ears. Let
eRj = |E(Rj)|. By the properties of the ear decomposition, we have

eCi =

s(Ci)∑
j=1

eRj .

We have the following inequality from the ear decomposition:∣∣∣∣∣∣Ev∈V (GCi
)\J(G)

∏
e∈E(GCi

)

Qm(e)
e

∣∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ Ev∈V (GCi
)\J(G)

s∏
j=1

∣∣∣∣∣∣Ev∈V (Rj)\J(G)

∏
e∈E(Rj)

Qm(e)
e

∣∣∣∣∣∣ .
Next, we handle the contribution from each ear recursively. There are two subcases:
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Case (1): s = 1. In this case, GCi is a cycle of length eCi . Note that GCi contains only one
junction vertex, with Lemma A.2, we have∣∣∣∣∣∣Ev∈V (GCi

)\J(G)

∏
e∈E(GCi

)

Qm(e)
e

∣∣∣∣∣∣ =
∣∣∣∣∣∣E

∏
e∈E(GCi

)

Qm(e)
e

∣∣∣∣∣∣
=

∣∣∣∣∣∣E
∏

e∈E(GCi
)

(αm(e)Qe + βm(e))

∣∣∣∣∣∣ , (12)

where αm(e), βm(e) are constants with αm(e) ∈ [0, 1]. We can expand the expectation in (12) to
obtain

E
∏

e∈E(GCi
)

[Qeαm(e) + βm(e)] = E
∏

e∈E(GCi
)

Qeαm(e) +
∑

S⊊E(GCi
)

E
∏
e∈S

Qeαm(e)

∏
e/∈S

βm(e)

= E
∏

e∈E(GCi
)

Qeαm(e), (13)

where the second term on the right-hand side vanishes because each subset S ⊊ E(GCi) forms a
forest, and the expectation is zero due to the conditional independence of edges.

On the other hand, by a binomial expansion and the conditional independence of edges,∣∣∣∣∣∣E
∏

e∈E(GCi
)

Qe

∣∣∣∣∣∣ =
∣∣∣∣∣∣E

∏
e∈E(GCi

)

(Ae − p)

∣∣∣∣∣∣
=

∣∣∣∣∣∣E
∏

e∈E(GCi
)

Ae − peCi

∣∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ CpeCi
−1(Cτ)eCi

−2
√

log(1/p) (14)

for a constant C ≥ 1 such that Cτ < 1, where the last inequality is due to the cycle probability
estimate from Lemma A.5 under the assumption d ≥ C1 log(1/p).

Combining all (12), (13), and (14), we obtain∣∣∣∣∣∣Ev∈V (GCi
)\J(G)

∏
e∈E(GCi

)

Qm(e)
e

∣∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ CpeCi
−1(Cτ)eCi

−2
√
log(1/p).

Case (2): s ≥ 2. In this case, R2, . . . , Rs are paths. Note that the last ear Rs only intersects with

the previously constructed subgraph
⋃s−1

j=1Rj through its two endpoints. Let J(Rj) be the set of
the two endpoints in Rj . There are three cases depending on eRj :

• If eRj ≥ 3, using the the expansion as in (12) (13), and (14), the contribution of Rj is
bounded by∣∣∣∣∣∣Ev∈V (Rj)\J(Rj)

∏
e∈E(Rj)

Qm(e)
e

∣∣∣∣∣∣ ≤
∣∣∣∣∣∣Ev∈V (Rj)\J(Rj)

∏
e∈E(Rj)

Ae − p
eRj

∣∣∣∣∣∣
≤ Cp

eRj
−1

(Cτ)
eRj

−2
√

log(1/p), (15)

where in the last inequality, we use the path probability estimate from Lemma A.5.
• If eRj = 1, with e being the only edge, we have V (Rj) \ J(Rj) = ∅, and∣∣∣Qm(e)

e

∣∣∣ ≤ 1.

• If eRj = 2, let (v1, v2, v3) be the path formed by Rj with e1 = (v1, v2), e2 = (v2, v3), we have
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∣∣∣∣∣∣Ev∈V (Rj)\J(Rj)

∏
e∈E(Rj)

Qm(e)
e

∣∣∣∣∣∣ =
∣∣∣Ev2 [Q

m(e1)
v1v2 Qm(e2)

v2v3 ]
∣∣∣ ≤ |Ev2Qv1v2Qv2v3 | ≤ Ev2 |Qv1v2 | ≤ 2p,

where in the first inequality we use (12). Hence combining the cases for eRj = 1, 2, when eRj ≤ 2,
we have ∣∣∣∣∣∣Ev∈V (Rj)\J(Rj)

∏
e∈E(Rj)

Qm(e)
e

∣∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ (2p)
eRj−1 . (16)

Let tCi , xCi be the number of length-2 and length-1 ears in GCi , respectively. Let sCi be the
number of ears in GCi . We can apply the estimate (15) and (16) sequentially by peeling off
Rs, . . . , R2, and finally R1 to obtain

∣∣∣∣∣∣Ev∈V (GCi
)\J(G)

∏
e∈E(GCi

)

Qm(e)
e

∣∣∣∣∣∣
≤

sCi∏
j=2

(
p
eRj

−1
(Cτ)

eRj
−2

C
√

log(1/p)1eRj>2 + 2p1eRj
=2 + 1eRj

=1

)
peR1

−1(Cτ)eR1
−2C

√
log(1/p)

=2tCipeCi
−sCi (Cτ)eCi

−2sCi
+xCiCsCi

−tCi
−xCi log(sCi

−tCi
−xCi

)/2(1/p). (17)

Step 3: Peeling off the block-cut tree
In Step 2, we have shown how to evaluate the contribution from the first leaf component in the

block-cut tree of G. Now, we decompose each graph G by starting with any leaf component in its
block-cut tree. After evaluating its conditional expectation, we sequentially remove leaf components
one by one until the block-cut tree is empty.

Using the conditional independence, combining (11) and (17), we can bound (10) by∣∣∣∣∣∣Ev∈V (G)

∏
e∈E(G)

Qm(e)
e

∣∣∣∣∣∣
≤

r∏
i=1

(
2tCipeCi

−sCi (Cτ)eCi
−2sCiCsCi

−tCi log(sCi
−tCi

)/2(1/p)
) q∏

j=1

p
vFj

−1

= 2
∑r

i=1 tCip e(G)−∑r
i=1 sCi(Cτ)

∑r
i=1(eCi

−2sCi
+xCi

)C
∑r

i=1(sCi
−tCi

−xCi
)log

1
2

∑r
i=1(sCi

−tCi
−xCi

)(1/p). (18)

Denote t(G) =
∑r

i=1 tCi and x(G) =
∑r

i=1 xCi the total number of length-2 and length-1 ears in
G, respectively. Since the number of all ears in the block-cut tree is the excess of G denoted by

g(G) := e(G)− v(G) + 1,

we have
∑r

i=1 sCi = g(G) = e(G) − v(G) + 1. We also denote c(G) =
∑r

i=1 eCi to be the number
of total edges in all 2-edge-connected components of G. Then we can simplify (18) as∣∣∣∣∣∣E

∏
e∈E(G)

Qm(e)
e

∣∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ 2t(G)pv(G)−1(Cτ)c(G)−2g(G)+x(G)
(
C
√

log(1/p)
)g(G)−t(G)−x(G)

, (19)

which holds for any G ∈ G2.
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4.3.2. Bounding S2. Recall

S2 =
1

nk/2+1(p(1− p))k/2

∑
(i1,i2,...,ik)∈C2

E[Qi1,i2Qi2,i3 · · ·Qik,i1 ]

=
∑
G∈G2

[ nv(G)

nk/2+1(p(1− p))k/2
E
∏

e∈E(G)

Qm(e)
e

]
.

For each G ∈ G2, from (19), since p ∈ [0, p0],

nv(G)

nk/2+1(p(1− p))k/2

∣∣∣∣∣∣E
∏

e∈E(G)

Qm(e)
e

∣∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ 2k/2+t(np)v−1−k/2(Cτ)c−2g+x(C
√
log(1/p))g−t−x. (20)

Here, t, v, c, g x stand for t(G), v(G), c(G), g(G), and x(G), respectively.
One can check that (20) also holds when G is a tree. Therefore (20) holds for all graphs spanned

by a closed walk of length k.

We now consider two cases:

Case 1: G is a tree.
In this case, since G ∈ G2 does not contribute to S1, G contains only bridges, and at least one

bridge is visited more than twice. This implies

v < 1 +
k

2
, and t = c = g = x = 0.

Therefore, since np → ∞, (20) is bounded by

2k/2(np)−1 = o(1).

Case 2: G is not a tree.

In this case, we have g ≥ 1. Since τ ≤ 2

√
log(1/p)

d from Lemma A.3, we can bound (20) by

2k/2+t+c−2g+x(np)v−1−k/2

(
2C

√
log(1/p)

d

)c−2g+x

(C
√
log(1/p))g−t−x

=2k/2+t+c−2g+xCc−g−t (np)
v−1−k/2 log(1/p)c/2−g/2−t/2

dc/2−g+x/2
.

Since the number of edges in G equals the sum of the number of edges in all bridges and the number
of edges in all 2-edge-connected components, and since each edge in a bridge must be visited at least
twice, we have

e ≤ c+
k − c

2
=

k

2
+

c

2
.

Thus

v − 1− k

2
≤ c

2
− e+ v − 1 =

c

2
− g

and we can further bound (20) by

2k/2+t+c−2g+xCc−g−t
(np log2(1/p)

d

)c/2−g+x/2
(np)−x/2(log(1/p))3g/2−t/2−c/2−x. (21)

Since the total number of edges in all 2-edge-connected components equals the number of length-1
ears plus twice the number of length-2 ears plus the number of edges in all other ears of length ≥ 3,
we have c ≥ x+ 2t+ 3(g − t− x) = 3g − t− 2x, or equivalently,

3g/2− t/2− c/2− x ≤ 0. (22)



SPECTRA OF HIGH-DIMENSIONAL SPARSE RANDOM GEOMETRIC GRAPHS 15

Moreover, by our construction of the ear decomposition, each 2-edge-connected component GCi has
at least a cycle ear R1 of length at least 3, so we have g ≥ t+ x+ 1, hence c ≥ 2g + (g − t− 2x) ≥
2g − x+ 1, or equivalently,

c/2− g + x/2 ≥ 1/2. (23)

Under the assumption d = ω(np log2(1/p)) and np → ∞, we obtain (21) is o(1) for any fixed k.

Combining Cases 1 and 2, since |G2| is finite when k is fixed, we conclude S2 = o(1).

4.4. Variance bound. Let

mn,k =
1

n
tr

(
Q√

np(1− p)

)k

.

Next, we show that for any fixed k,

Var(mn,k) = o(1). (24)

Note that

Var(mn,k) = E
[
m2

n,k

]
−
(
Emn,k

)2
=

1

nk+2(p(1− p))k
·

∑
i1,...,ik∈[n]

∑
j1,...,jk∈[n]

(
E

[
k∏

ℓ=1

Qiℓiℓ+1

k∏
r=1

Qjrjr+1

]
− E

[
k∏

ℓ=1

Qiℓiℓ+1

]
E

[
k∏

r=1

Qjrjr+1

])
.

Whenever the graphs GI , GJ spanned by two closed walks (i1, . . . , ik, i1) and (j1, . . . , jk, j1) share
no common edge, we have

E

[
k∏

ℓ=1

Qiℓiℓ+1

k∏
r=1

Qjrjr+1

]
= E

[
k∏

ℓ=1

Qiℓiℓ+1

]
· E

[
k∏

r=1

Qjrjr+1

]
.

We can then upper bound Var(mn,k) by

Var(mn,k) ≤
1

nk+2(p(1− p))k
· (25)

∑
i1,...,ik∈[n], j1,...,jk∈[n]

E(GI)∩E(GJ )̸=∅

{∣∣∣∣∣E
k∏

ℓ=1

Qiℓiℓ+1

k∏
r=1

Qjrjr+1

∣∣∣∣∣+
∣∣∣∣∣E

k∏
ℓ=1

Qiℓiℓ+1

∣∣∣∣∣ ·
∣∣∣∣∣E

k∏
r=1

Qjrjr+1

∣∣∣∣∣
}
,

where the sum is over I = (i1, . . . , ik, i1), J = (j1, . . . , jk, j1) such that the associated graph GI and
GJ share at least one common edge.

Define the connected graph GH = GI∪GJ . Recall that we defined v(G) as the number of vertices
of G, E(G) as the set of edges of G, and m(e) as the multiplicity of each edge e ∈ E(G). For each
e ∈ E(GH), we consider m(e) to be the total multiplicity, i.e. mH(e) = mI(e)+mJ(e). We rewrite
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(25) as

Var(mn,k)

≤ 1

nk+2(p(1− p))k
·

∑
i1,...,ik∈[n], j1,...,jk∈[n]

E(GI)∩E(GJ )̸=∅


∣∣∣∣∣∣E

∏
e∈E(GH)

Qm(e)
e

∣∣∣∣∣∣+
∣∣∣∣∣∣E

∏
e∈E(GI)

Qm(e)
e

∣∣∣∣∣∣ ·
∣∣∣∣∣∣E

∏
e∈E(GJ )

Qm(e)
e

∣∣∣∣∣∣


≤
∑

GI ,GJ∈G,E(GI)∩E(GJ )̸=∅

nv(GH)

nk+2(p(1− p))k
·

∣∣∣∣∣∣E
∏

e∈E(GH)

Qm(e)
e

∣∣∣∣∣∣+
1

n2
· nv(GI)

nk/2+1(p(1− p))k/2
·

∣∣∣∣∣∣E
∏

e∈E(GI)

Qm(e)
e

∣∣∣∣∣∣ · nv(GJ )

nk/2+1(p(1− p))k/2
·

∣∣∣∣∣∣E
∏

e∈E(GJ )

Qm(e)
e

∣∣∣∣∣∣ ,
where G denotes the collection of distinct unlabeled simple graphs induced by closed walks of length
k. The extra 1/n2 comes from the fact that any pair of GI , GJ ∈ G shares at least two vertices.

Applying (20) to each GH (with 2k in place of k), we obtain

nv(GH)

nk+2(p(1− p))k

∣∣∣E ∏
e∈E(GH)

Qm(e)
e

∣∣∣ = 1

n
· nv(GH)

nk+1(p(1− p))k

∣∣∣E ∏
e∈E(GH)

Qm(e)
e

∣∣∣ = o(1).

Similarly, applying (20) to each GI , GJ ∈ G yields

1

n2
· nv(GI)

nk/2+1(p(1− p))k/2
·

∣∣∣∣∣∣E
∏

e∈E(GI)

Qm(e)
e

∣∣∣∣∣∣ · nv(GJ )

nk/2+1(p(1− p))k/2
·

∣∣∣∣∣∣E
∏

e∈E(GJ )

Qm(e)
e

∣∣∣∣∣∣ = o(1).

Since G is finite for fixed k, summing over all possibilities yields the total contribution of the
joint term is o(1). Then (24) holds.

4.5. Proof of Theorem 2.1.

Proof of Theorem 2.1. Combining all the estimates above, we obtain

lim
n→∞

Emn,k = lim
n→∞

1

n
E tr

(
Q√

np(1− p)

)k

= S1 + S2 =

{
1

m+1

(
2m
m

)
if k = 2m,

0 if k is odd.

Since (24) holds, this impliesmn,k converges in probability to the k-th moment of the semicircle law.
Standard moment convergence results (see, e.g., [6, 4]) imply the empirical spectral distribution of

Q√
np(1−p)

converges weakly in probability to the semicircle law.

Define B to be the n× n matrix obtained by subtracting p from each entry of A, including the
diagonal entries. Then rank(A−B) = 1. By Lemma A.1,

∥F
A√

np(1−p) − F
B√

np(1−p) ∥ ≤ 1

n
, (26)

and thus A√
np(1−p)

and B√
np(1−p)

have the same limiting spectral distribution. Note that the matrix

Q differs from B only in the diagonal entries. Moreover, adding pI, where I is the identity matrix,
shifts the eigenvalues by at most p/

√
np(1− p) = o(1). Therefore A√

np(1−p)
and Q√

np(1−p)
have the

same limiting spectral distribution. This finishes the proof of Theorem 2.1. □
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5. Proof of Theorem 2.2

Now we aim to show that for G(n, p, d), when np = α for some fixed constant α > 0, the
normalized adjacency matrix attains the same limiting spectral distribution as G(n, αn ). Again, we
start with the trace expansion.

1

n
E tr

(
Q√
α

)k

=
1

nαk/2

∑
i1,...,ik∈[n]

E[Qi1i2Qi2i3 · · ·Qik−1ikQiki1 ], (27)

We classify closed walks into two categories:

• C1: Closed walks in which the resulting simple graph is a tree.
• C2: All other closed walks not included in C1.

Our goal is to demonstrate that when n → ∞, walks belonging to C1 contribute to (27), whereas
those in C2 have vanishing contributions.

5.1. Estimating S1. By our definition, S1 = 0 when k is odd, since closed walks on a tree must
be of even length. Note that C1 here differs from the definition in Section 4; here we also consider
walks that may traverse some edges more than twice.

Now assume k = 2m. For each closed walk I ∈ C1, the graph GI = (V,E) is a tree, and we must
have |V | = |E|+ 1 ≤ m+ 1 and |E| ≤ m. Using (27), we can write:

S1 =
1

nαk/2

∑
(i1,i2,...,i2m)∈C1

E[Qi1i2Qi2i3 · · ·Qi2mi1 ].

Let Tℓ denote the set of all rooted planar trees with ℓ+ 1 vertices. Then

|Tℓ| =
1

ℓ+ 1

(
2ℓ

ℓ

)
, (28)

which is the ℓ-th Catalan number. For each unlabeled rooted planar tree T ∈ Tℓ, there are n(n−
1) · · · (n − ℓ) = (1 + o(1))nℓ+1 ways to assign distinct vertex labels from [n]. Each such labeled
tree corresponds to a closed walk (i1, . . . , ik), where the vertex sequence follows a depth-first search
traversal of T . We apply a canonical labeling using {1, . . . , ℓ + 1} such that whenever the k-th
distinct vertex v is first visited in the depth-first search of T , it is assigned label k ∈ [ℓ+ 1].

We can now rewrite S1 as

S1 =

m∑
ℓ=1

n(n− 1) · · · (n− ℓ)

nαk/2

∑
T∈Tℓ

E

 ∏
e∈E(T )

Qm(e)
e

 (29)

where Qe = Qij if e = {i, j}. By Lemma A.2, we have that for m(e) ≥ 2,

E[Qm(e)
e ] = (1 + o(1))p.

Therefore, for a tree T with ℓ edges, for any fixed ℓ,

E
∏

e∈E(T )

Qm(e)
e = [(1 + o(1))p]ℓ = (1 + o(1))pℓ. (30)
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With (30) and (28), we can rewrite (29) into

S1 =
m∑
ℓ=1

nℓ+1

nαk/2
· 1

ℓ+ 1

(
2ℓ

ℓ

)
· (1 + o(1))pℓ

= (1 + o(1)) ·
m∑
ℓ=1

(np)ℓ

αm
· 1

ℓ+ 1

(
2ℓ

ℓ

)

=
m∑
ℓ=1

1

αm−ℓ
· 1

ℓ+ 1

(
2ℓ

ℓ

)
+ o(1).

This matches the moments of the limiting spectral distribution of G(n, αn ), as shown in (1).

5.2. Bounding S2. We apply the graph decomposition algorithm in Section 4.3.1 and replace np
with α to bound S2.

|S2| ≤
1

nαk/2

∑
(i1,i2,...,ik)∈C2

|E[Qi1,i2Qi2,i3 · · ·Qik,i1 ]|

≤
∑
G∈G2

nv(G)

nαk/2

∣∣∣∣∣∣E
∏

e∈E(G)

Qm(e)
e

∣∣∣∣∣∣ .
For each G ∈ G2, from (19),

nv(G)

nαk/2

∣∣∣E ∏
e∈E(G)

Qm(e)
e

∣∣∣ ≤ α−k/22t(G)(np)v(G)−1(Cτ)c(G)−2g(G)+x(G)
(
C
√
log(1/p)

)g(G)−t(G)−x(G)

= αv−1−k/22t

(
2C

√
log(1/p)

d

)c−2g+x (
C
√
log(1/p)

)g−t−x
, (31)

where we use the upper bound on τ in Lemma A.3. Same as in the proof of Theorem 2.1, since we
have (22) and (23), when d = ω(log2(n)), we obtain (31) is o(1) for any fixed k. Since |G2| is finite
when k is fixed, we conclude S2 = o(1). Therefore

lim
n→∞

1

n
E tr

(
Q√
α

)k

=

{∑m
l=1 α

l−m · 1
l+1

(
2l
l

)
k = 2m

0 k = 2m+ 1
.

5.3. Proof of Theorem 2.2. By exactly the same argument as in Section 4.4, we obtain for each
fixed k,

Var

(
1

n
tr

(
Q√
α

)k
)

= (1).

Then the empirical spectral distribution of Q√
α
converges weakly in probability to να. Since

Q√
α
and

A√
α
have the same limiting spectral distribution due to (26), this finishes the proof of Theorem 2.2.

6. Proof of Theorem 2.3

In this section, we apply our graph decomposition method to bound the second eigenvalue of A.
Recall from (19), we have the following lemma:
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Lemma 6.1. Assume p ∈ (0, p0] with a constant p0 < 1/2 and d ≥ C1 log(1/p) for some constant
C1 > 0 depending on p0. For each fixed graph G spanned by a closed walk of length k, we have∣∣∣∣∣∣E

∏
e∈E(G)

Qm(e)
e

∣∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ 2t(G)pv(G)−1(Cτ)c(G)−2g(G)+x(G)
(
C
√

log(1/p)
)g(G)−t(G)−x(G)

(32)

for some constant C ≥ 1 such that Cτ < 1. Here

• v(G) is the number of vertices in G;
• t(G) is the number of length-2 ears in G;
• x(G) is the number of length-1 ears in G;
• g(G) = e(G)− v(G) + 1 is the excess number of G, which is also equal to the total number
of ears in the ear decomposition of G;

• c(G) is the number of total edges in all 2-edge connected components.

Proof. In Section 4.3.1, we have shown (32) for any graph that is not a tree. Since (32) also holds
when G is a tree, this finishes the proof. □

Let b(G) be the number of single edges in G. We will use the following counting lemma in [44].

Lemma 6.2 (Claim 3.10 in [44]). The number of closed walks in the trace expansion whose asso-

ciated graph G satisfies e(G) = e, b(G) = b, g(G) = g is at most ne+1−gk2(k−b+g).

With Lemmas 6.1 and 6.2, we are ready to prove Theorem 2.3.

Proof of Theorem 2.3. Let k be even. From (32) and Lemma 6.2, we have

E trQk ≤
k∑

c=0

c∑
b=0

k∑
x=0

c+x
2∑

g=0

k+b
2∑

e=c

g∑
t=0

ne+1−gk2(k−b+g)2tpe−g(Cτ)c−2g+x
(
C
√
log(1/p)

)g−t−x
,

where we have the range 0 ≤ g ≤ c+x
2 and c ≤ e ≤ k+b

2 by counting the number of ears and edges
respectively. Since we assume log(1/p) ≥ 4, summing over t, we obtain,

E trQk ≤ k
k∑

c=0

c∑
b=0

k∑
x=0

c+x
2∑

g=0

k+b
2∑

e=c

ne+1−gk2(k−b+g)pe−g(Cτ)c−2g+x
(
C
√
log(1/p)

)g−x
.

Since np ≥ 1, summing over e yields

E trQk ≤ nk2
k∑

c=0

c∑
b=0

k∑
x=0

c+x
2∑

g=0

(np)
k+b
2

−gk2(k−b+g)(Cτ)c−2g+x
(
C
√

log(1/p)
)g−x

≤ nk3
k∑

c=0

c∑
b=0

k∑
x=0

max{(Cτ)ck2(k−b)(np)
k+b
2

(
τ/
√

log(1/p)
)x

, (np)
k+b−c−x

2 k2(k−b)+c+x(C
√

log(1/p))c−x/2}.

Assume np ≥ k4. Since τ/
√

log(1/p) ≤ 1 and k2

Cnp
√

log(1/p)
≤ 1, summing over x, we obtain

E trQk ≤ nk4
k∑

c=0

c∑
b=0

max{(Cτ)ck2(k−b)(np)
k+b
2 , (np)

k+b−c
2 k2(k−b)+c(C

√
log(1/p))c}.
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Assume k ≥ log n. Since np ≥ k4, we further have

E trQk ≤ nk5
k∑

c=0

max
{
(Cτ)ck2(k−c)(np)

k+c
2 , (np)

k
2 k2k−c

(
C
√

log(1/p)
)c}

≤ nk6max
{
k2k(np)

k
2 , (Cτnp)k, (np)

k
2 kk(C

√
log(1/p))k

}
= nk6max

{
k2k(np)

k
2 , (Cτnp)k

}
.

Take k = 4⌊γ logn⌋ for any γ ≥ 1. Then by Markov’s inequality,

P
(
∥Q∥ ≥ 3max{(4γ log n)4√np,Cτnp}

)
≤ nk63−k ≤ n−γ .

Therefore when np ≥ (4γ log(n))4 and log(1/p) ≥ 4, with probability 1− n−γ ,

∥Q∥ ≤ 3
(
(γ log n)4

√
np+ τnp

)
.

Moreover, by the Courant min-max theorem,

λ(A) ≤ ∥A− p11⊤∥

≤ ∥A− EA∥+ ∥p11⊤ − EA∥
≤ ∥A− EA∥+ p

≤ 4
(
(γ log n)4

√
np+ τnp

)
.

This finishes the proof. □

7. Proof of Theorem 2.6

Same as in [1], we will show that the following deterministic conditions hold for random geometric
graphs with high probability when d = Ω(log(1/p) log2(n)) and np = Ω(log10(n)).

Lemma 7.1 (Theorem 11 in [38]). Let G be a graph with n vertices, p0 ∈ (0, 1). Let A be its
adjacency matrix and L = D−A, where D is the diagonal degree matrix. Define ∆A := A− pJ,
with J denoting the n × n all-ones matrix and ∆L := L − np0 I + p0J. If the following conditions
are satisfied:

(i) ∥∆A∥
np0

< 1
12 ,

(ii) ∥∆L∥
np0

< 1
4 ,

(iii) π/4

sin−1
(
12 ∥∆A∥/(np)

) > log(n/6)

log
( np
2∥∆L∥−1

) + 1,

then the homogeneous Kuramoto model on G globally synchronizes.

Proof of Theorem 2.6. By Theorem 2.3 when d = Ω(log(1/p)) and np = Ω(log10(n)), p ≤ e−4 for
G(n, d, p), we have with probability 1−O(n−2),

∥∆A∥
np

≤ C

(
log4 n
√
np

+ τ

)
for some absolute constant C > 0. To meet condition (i) in Lemma 7.1, it suffices to have

log4 n
√
np

≤ 1

24C
, and τ ≤ 1

24C
.

From Lemma A.3, this is equivalent to having

np ≥ C1 log
8 n, and d ≥ C2 log(1/p), (33)
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where both C1 and C2 are absolute constants. Note that when p < e−4 and under (33),

∥∆L∥ = ∥D−A− npI+ pJ∥ = ∥D−A− ED+ EA− pI∥

≤ ∥D− ED∥+ ∥A− EA∥+ p ≤ ∥D− ED∥+ 1

8
.

By Chernoff’s inequality, with probability 1 − O(n−2), ∥D − ED∥ ≤ 1
8 when np ≥ C1 log n for

sufficiently large C1. Therefore, Condition (ii) holds. It has been checked in [1, Proof of Theorem
1] that under Conditions (i) and (ii), if additionally

∥∆A∥
np

≤ 1

48 logn
,

Condition (iii) also holds. To meet this condition, we need to upgrade the conditions in (33) by
ensuring:

np ≥ C3 log
10 n, d ≥ C4 log(1/p) log

2 n,

where both C3 and C4 are absolute constants. This finishes the proof. □
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graphs. Random Structures & Algorithms, 49(3):503–532, 2016.

[14] Xiuyuan Cheng and Amit Singer. The spectrum of random inner-product kernel matrices. Random Matrices:
Theory and Applications, 2(04):1350010, 2013.

[15] Francisco Cirelli, Pablo Groisman, Ruojun Huang, and Hernán Vivas. Scaling limit of the kuramoto model on
random geometric graphs. SIAM Journal on Applied Mathematics, 85(4):1719–1748, 2025.

[16] Jesper Dall and M. Christensen. Random geometric graphs. Physical Review E, 66(1):016121, 2002.



22 YIFAN CAO AND YIZHE ZHU

[17] Cecilia De Vita, Julián Fernández Bonder, and Pablo Groisman. The energy landscape of the kuramoto model
in random geometric graphs in a circle. SIAM Journal on Applied Dynamical Systems, 24(1):1–15, 2025.

[18] Cecilia De Vita, Pablo Groisman, and Ruojun Huang. Phase synchronization in random geometric graphs on
the 2d sphere. arXiv preprint arXiv:2504.01151, 2025.
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Appendix A. Additional proofs and auxiliary lemmas

A.1. Proof of Lemma 3.4.

Proof of Lemma 3.4. The if and only if statement is due to [56]. Algorithm 1 describes the process
of finding an ear decomposition based on the Depth-First Search (DFS), which guarantees R1 is a
cycle containing a given vertex in G. □

A.2. Auxiliary lemmas.

Lemma A.1 (Rank inequality, Theorem A.43 in [6]). Let An, Bn be two n×n Hermitian matrices.
Let FAn , FBn be the cumulative distribution function of the empirical spectral distributions of An

and Bn. Then

∥FAn − FBn∥ ≤ rank(An −Bn)

n
,

where ∥ · ∥ is the L∞-norm.

Lemma A.2 (Multiplicity reduction). For all integer k ≥ 1, there exists αk and βk, s.t.

(Ae − p)k = (Ae − p)αk + βk,

where αk ∈ [0, 1], |βk| ≤ 2p(1− p).
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Algorithm 1 Ear Decomposition via DFS

Require: A 2-edge-connected graph G = (V,E)
Ensure: A sequence of ears (R1, R2, . . . , Rs)
1: Perform a DFS traversal on G to classify each edge as a tree edge or a back edge.
2: Root the DFS tree and orient:

• All tree edges toward the root
• All back edges away from the root

3: for each back edge do
4: Traverse the unique directed cycle formed by the back edge and DFS tree edges
5: Stop traversal when a previously visited vertex is reached
6: Add the path to the ear sequence as a new ear Ri

7: end for
8: return (R1, R2, . . . , Rs)

Proof. A simple calculation yields:

(Ae − p)k = Ae((1− p)k − (−p)k) + (−p)k

= (Ae − p)((1− p)k − (−p)k) + p(1− p)k + (−p)k+1 + (−p)k

= (Ae − p)αk + βk,

where

αk = (1− p)k − (−p)k, βk = p(1− p)k + (1− p)(−p)k.

We can check αk ∈ [0, 1] and |βk| ≤ 2p(1− p). □

A.3. Relations between d, p, and τ . A typical inner product of two random vectors ⟨xi, xj⟩ on
the unit sphere is of order 1√

d
. Choosing the threshold τ above this typical scale yields a sparse

geometric random graph. Lemma A.3 further shows that τ ≍
√

log(1/p)
d , establishing the precise

relation among τ , p, and d.

Lemma A.3 (Two sided bounds on τ). There is a universal constant C > 0 such that for any
p ∈ (0, 1/2], (

C−1

(
1

2
− p

)√
log(1/p)

d

)
∧ 1

2
≤ τ ≤ 2

√
log(1/p)

d
.

In particular, assume p ∈ (0, p0] for a constant p0 < 1/2. There exists a universal constant C0 > 0
such that when d ≥ C0 log(1/p), we have

C−1(
1

2
− p0)

√
log(1/p)

d
≤ τ ≤ 2

√
log(1/p)

d
. (34)

Proof. The lower bound on τ is from Lemma 2 in [13] and the upper bound on τ is due to [43,
Lemma 3.6]. □

A.4. Subgraph probability estimates. We will use the following theorem from [44] to estimate
the probability of a certain subgraph appearing in the random geometric graph. We relate subgraph
probabilities to the mixing rate of a random walk on Sd−1. Let Pp denote the transition kernel of

a random walk, where at each step, we walk from a point x ∈ Sd−1 to a uniformly random point
in the measure-p cap around it. Let ρ denote the uniform distribution on Sd−1. Our subgraph
probability estimates will depend on the following result from [44]:
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Lemma A.4. Assume p ∈ (0, p0] with any constant p0 < 1/2. For any probability distribution µ
over Sd−1 and any integer k ≥ 1, the total variation distance between P k

p µ and ρ satisfies

dTV (P
k
p µ, ρ) ≤ ((1 + odτ2(1))τ)

k−1 (1 + odτ2(1))
√

log(1/p),

where odτ2(1) denotes a function that goes to 0 as dτ2 → ∞. In particular, assuming d ≥
C1 log(1/p) for a constant C1 depending on p0, there is a constant C ≥ 1 depending on p0 such that
Cτ < 1 and

dTV (P
k
p µ, ρ) ≤ C(Cτ)k−1

√
log(1/p). (35)

Proof. The first claim follows from [44, Corollary 4.7] based on [44, Theorem 4.19]. For the second
statement, due to the lower bound on τ in (34), when d ≥ C0 log(1/p),

dτ2 ≥ C−2
1 (1/2− p0)

2 log(1/p0),

where C1 is an absolute constant. Then there is a constant C > 0 depending on p0 such that
(1 + odτ2(1))τ ≤ C. Now let d ≥ C1 log(1/p) for a sufficiently large constant C1 > C0, from the
upper bound on τ in (34), we can guarantee that (1 + odτ2(1))τ ≤ Cτ < 1. □

With Lemma A.4, we can obtain the following useful lemma on subgraph probabilities. These
bounds have been derived in [44] and are included here for completeness.

Lemma A.5 (Subgraph probability). Assume p ∈ (0, p0] with any constant p0 < 1/2. Let Cℓ be a
cycle of length ℓ with vertices v0, ...vℓ−1. Then there are constants C,C1 > 0 depending only on p0
such that when d ≥ C1 log(1/p), we have Cτ < 1 and

|E
∏
e∈Cℓ

Ae − pℓ| ≤ Cpℓ−1(Cτ)ℓ−2
√

log(1/p).

Similarly, let Pℓ be a path of length ℓ ≥ 2 with distinct vertices v0, . . . , vℓ. Then∣∣∣∣∣∣Ev1,...,vℓ−1

∏
e∈Pℓ

Ae − pℓ

∣∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ Cpℓ−1(Cτ)ℓ−2
√

log(1/p),

where the expectation is conditioned on the random vectors corresponding to v0, vℓ and is taken over
random vectors corresponding to v1, . . . , vℓ−1.

Proof. We first consider the cycle probability. Let v0, . . . ,vℓ−1 be the random vectors associated
with v0, . . . , vℓ−1. Then

|E
∏
e∈Cℓ

Ae − pℓ| = |P(Cℓ ∈ G)− pℓ|

=
∣∣∣pℓ−1P (⟨vℓ−1,v0⟩ ≥ τ |⟨vi,vi+1⟩ ≥ τ, 0 ≤ i ≤ ℓ− 2)− pℓ

∣∣∣
≤ pℓ−1

(
p+ dTV

(
P ℓ−1
p δv0 , ρ

))
−pℓ

= pℓ−1dTV

(
P ℓ−1
p δv0 , ρ

)
.

Applying (35), we get

|E
∏
e∈Cℓ

Ae − pℓ| ≤ Cpℓ−1(Cτ)ℓ−2
√
log(1/p).
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Similarly,∣∣∣∣∣∣Ev1,...,vℓ−1

∏
e∈Pℓ

Ae − pℓ

∣∣∣∣∣∣ =
∣∣∣P(⟨vℓ,vℓ−1 ≥ τ, · · · , ⟨v1,v0⟩ ≥ τ)− pℓ

∣∣∣
=
∣∣∣pℓ−1P(⟨vℓ,vℓ−1 ≥ τ |⟨vi,vi+1⟩ ≥ τ, 0 ≤ i ≤ ℓ− 2)− pℓ

∣∣∣
≤ pℓ−1

(
p+ dTV

(
P ℓ−1
p δv0 , ρ

))
−pℓ

= pℓ−1dTV

(
P ℓ−1
p δv0 , ρ

)
.

Applying (35) again finishes the proof. □

Appendix B. Comparison with [44]

We clarify that the proof of [44, Theorem 1.7] implicitly assumes several additional conditions
beyond those stated in the theorem, and we provide a brief explanation of these requirements.

The mixing rate of the p-cap random walk was given in [44, Theorem 1.17]:

dTV (P
k
p α, ρ) ≤ ((1 + odτ2(1))τ)

k−1

√
1

2
log(1/p). (36)

On the other hand, their general Theorem 1.10 requires that for any k ≥ 1,

dTV (X
kα, ρ) ≤ Cλk (37)

and

λ ∈ [(np)−1/2, 1]. (38)

The authors use (36) and Theorem 1.10 to get their Theorem 1.7 under the condition

np = ω(C6 log4 n), (39)

where C in (39) is the same parameter in (37). To apply Theorem 1.10, one has to check the three
conditions (37), (38), and (39). Below, we discuss the choice of λ in two cases:

• Case 1: (1 + odτ2(1))τ ≥ 1√
np . We pick λ = (1 + odτ2(1))τ . Here

C =

√
1
2 log(1/p)

(1 + odτ2(1))τ
= O

(√
d
)
,

due to (36) and τ ≍
√

log(1/p)
d from Lemma A.3. Thus the restriction (39) becomes np =

ω(d3 log4(n)).
• Case 2: (1 + odτ2(1))τ < 1√

np . The smallest λ one can choose is λ = 1√
np in (37). This

indicates C =
√
np ·

√
1
2 log(1/p), which contradicts with (39).

Therefore, np = ω((d3 log4(n)) and τ ≥ (np)−1/2 are required to apply [44, Theorem 1.10]. Instead,
our Theorem 2.3 improves the sparsity condition to np ≥ C0 log

4 n for an absolute constant C0.
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