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SELF-NORMALIZED SUMS IN FREE PROBABILITY THEORY

LEONIE NEUFELD

Abstract. We show that the distribution of self-normalized sums of free self-adjoint random variables
converges weakly to Wigner’s semicircle law under appropriate conditions and estimate the rate of
convergence in terms of the Kolmogorov distance. In the case of free identically distributed self-adjoint
bounded random variables, we retrieve the standard rate of order n

−1/2 up to a logarithmic factor,
whereas we obtain a rate of order n

−1/4 in the corresponding unbounded setting. These results provide
free versions of certain self-normalized limit theorems in classical probability theory.

1. Introduction

Let (Xi)i∈N be a sequence of free self-adjoint non-commutative random variables and define

Sn :=

n
∑

i=1

Xi, V 2
n :=

n
∑

i=1

X2
i , Un := V −1/2

n SnV
−1/2
n (1.1)

for any n ∈ N. The aim of this work is to prove that the distribution of the self-normalized sum Un

converges weakly to Wigner’s semicircle law as n → ∞ and to determine the corresponding rate of
convergence.

1.1. Self-normalized sums in classical probability theory. Before we state our results, let us discuss
self-normalized sums in classical probability theory.

Given a sequence of classical random variables (Xi)i∈N, let Sn and V 2
n be defined as in (1.1). Under

the convention Sn/Vn := 0 on the event {Vn = 0}, the quotient Sn/Vn = V
−1/2
n SnV

−1/2
n is called a

self-normalized sum. The interest in such self-normalized sums is twofold: First, it is known that the
random variable Sn/Vn is closely related to the classical Student’s t-statistic, thus making it relevant in
mathematical statistics. Second, self-normalized sums often exhibit an improved limiting behavior and
allow limit theorems under weaker distributional assumptions than sums that are normalized in the usual
way, i.e. deterministically as in the central limit theorem. The intuition behind this phenomenon is that
the denominator Vn weakens irregular fluctuations of the numerator Sn in a stronger way than the usual
normalization.

In the following, we collect some results on the asymptotics of self-normalized sums. We start with
an intuitive approach to determine the limiting distribution of Sn/Vn under the exemplary assumption
that the random variables (Xi)i∈N are independent and identically distributed (i.i.d.) with mean zero
and unit variance. According to the central limit theorem, the sum n−1/2Sn is asymptotically standard
normal. The weak law of large numbers states that n−1V 2

n converges in probability to 1 as n → ∞.
Lastly, an application of Slutsky’s theorem yields that Sn/Vn converges in distribution to the standard
normal distribution as n → ∞.
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Since the above-mentioned argument considers numerator and denominator separately, the concept
of self-normalization hardly comes into effect. In particular, the previously required moment conditions
are unnecessarily strong as can be seen by the following self-normalized central limit theorem established
by Giné, Götze, and Mason [GGM97]: Given a sequence (Xi)i∈N of i.i.d. random variables, the self-
normalized sum Sn/Vn is asymptotically standard normal if and only if X1 is in the domain of attraction
of the normal law and EX1 = 0. This proves a conjecture made by Logan, Mallows, Rice, and Shepp
[Log+73]. As already observed by Maller [Mal81] among others, the if-part of the stated equivalence
follows easily by a variation of Raikov’s theorem. The proof of the only-if-direction is more involved and
makes use of the fact that the moments of Sn/Vn converge to those of the standard normal distribution,
whenever Sn/Vn is asymptotically standard normal. It is worth noting that in general the convergence
of moments does not hold in the central limit theorem.

Mason [Mas05] and Shao [Sha18] generalized the previously stated self-normalized central limit theo-
rem to independent non-identically distributed (non-i.d.) random variables. The rate of convergence to
normality in terms of the Kolmogorov distance was analyzed by Bentkus and Götze [BG96] in the i.i.d.
case and by Bentkus, Bloznelis, and Götze [BBG96] in the independent non-i.d. setting. Under the as-
sumption of zero mean and finite third absolute moments, both works provide a rate of convergence of the
distribution of Sn/Vn to the standard normal distribution, which coincides with the corresponding rate
in the Berry-Esseen theorem, i.e. with n−1/2 or the third Lyapunov fraction. In particular, Lindeberg’s
condition is sufficient for Sn/Vn to be asymptotically standard normal.

We refer to [PLS09, SW13] for extensive overviews of the theory of self-normalized sums, including the
analysis of non-uniform Berry-Esseen bounds and self-normalized large deviations as well as the study
of all possible (non-Gaussian) limiting distributions of self-normalized sums and generalizations of such
sums to the setting of random vectors.

1.2. Self-normalized sums in free probability theory – Main results. We continue by analyzing
if and to what extent we can formulate self-normalized limit theorems in free probability theory.

Considering the intuitive approach to self-normalized sums presented in Section 1.1 and the fact that
we have free analogs of the central limit theorem and the law of large numbers, one might think that
a free self-normalized limit theorem with Wigner’s semicircle law as the limiting distribution can be
derived without much effort. Indeed, as we will see in the course of this work, the proof for such a limit
theorem is still rather intuitive, but we encounter two difficulties: First, we have to define an appropriate
non-commutative analog of a self-normalized sum, with particular attention paid to the normalizing part
due to the needed inversion process. Second, we miss a free analog of Slutsky’s theorem that helps to
combine the limits arising from the free central limit theorem and the law of large numbers.

We solve these two problems as follows: Given a sequence of free self-adjoint non-commutative random
variables (Xi)i∈N and letting the sums Sn and V 2

n be defined as in (1.1), it turns out that V 2
n is invertible

under appropriate conditions. Hence, as already indicated at the beginning of this work, the self-adjoint
random variable Un = V

−1/2
n SnV

−1/2
n from (1.1) can be seen as a non-commutative self-normalized sum.

The use of Slutsky’s theorem as explained in Section 1.1 will be substituted by the machinery of Cauchy
transforms. For completeness, let us mention that in some cases, Slutsky’s theorem can also be replaced by
a convergence result for non-commutative rational expressions in strongly convergent random variables;
compare to Remark 4.5.

A concrete realization of these ideas depends heavily on whether the random variables (Xi)i∈N are
bounded or unbounded. Thus, in the following, we differentiate between bounded and unbounded self-
normalized sums. Recall that random variables are called bounded, whenever they are elements in a
C∗-algebra belonging to a C∗-probability space, whereas unbounded random variables are given by un-
bounded linear operators on some Hilbert space that are affiliated with a von Neumann algebra. We refer
to Section 2 for the definitions.
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Let us begin with the study of bounded self-normalized sums. Our first result shows that self-
normalized sums of free self-adjoint (possibly non-i.d.) bounded random variables converge to Wigner’s
semicircle law ω under appropriate conditions on some Lyapunov-type fraction with a rate that is only
slightly worse than the one obtained in the free central limit theorem; compare to Theorem 2.1. We
measure the rate of convergence in terms of the Kolmogorov distance denoted by ∆ and defined in (2.3)
and consider two modes of convergence, namely weak convergence and convergence of the moments of
the corresponding distributions.

Theorem 1.1. Let (A, ϕ) be a C∗-probability space with faithful tracial functional ϕ and norm ‖ · ‖A.
Let (Xi)i∈N be a sequence of free self-adjoint random variables in A with ϕ(Xi) = 0 and ϕ(X2

i ) = σ2
i for

all i ∈ N. For any n ∈ N, define

Sn :=

n
∑

i=1

Xi, V 2
n :=

n
∑

i=1

X2
i , B2

n :=

n
∑

i=1

σ2
i

and assume B2
n > 0. Moreover, set

LS,3n :=

∑n
i=1 ‖Xi‖3A
B3

n

, LS,4n :=

∑n
i=1 ‖Xi‖4A
B4

n

.

Then, under the condition LS,4n < 1/16, the self-normalized sum Un := V
−1/2
n SnV

−1/2
n is well-defined in

A. If we additionally assume that LS,3n < 1/2e holds and let µn denote the analytic distribution of Un,
we have

∆(µn, ω) ≤ Cmax
{

|logLS,3n|LS,3n, |logLS,4n|L
1/2
S,4n

}

for some absolute constant C > 0. Lastly, if limn→∞ LS,4n = 0 holds, we obtain µn ⇒ ω as n → ∞ and

lim
n→∞

∫

R

xkµn(dx) =

∫

R

xkω(dx)

for all k ∈ N.

We will comment on the subscript S (standing for support) in the Lyapunov-type fractions LS,3n and
LS,4n in Section 2.3. Moreover, for a discussion of the conditions imposed in the theorem above as well as
of possible variations of it, we refer to Remark 4.4. At this point, let us just mention that the assumption
limn→∞ LS,4n = 0 is stronger than the free analog of Lindeberg’s condition given in (1.2).

As a byproduct of our proof of Theorem 1.1, we obtain that bounded self-normalized sums partly
exhibit superconvergence to Wigner’s semicircle law. More precisely, as stated in the following corollary,
the support of the distribution of the self-normalized sum from above is close to that of Wigner’s semicircle
law.

Corollary 1.2. Using the notation introduced in Theorem 1.1, assume that B2
n > 0 and LS,4n < 1/64

hold. Then, we have

suppµn ⊂
(

−2− maxi∈{1,...,n} ‖Xi‖A
Bn

− 57L
1/2
S,4n, 2 +

maxi∈{1,...,n} ‖Xi‖A
Bn

+ 57L
1/2
S,4n

)

.

Note that the combination of the last two results with [CM14, Proposition 2.1] implies that, under
the condition limn→∞ LS,4n = 0, the self-normalized sum Un from Theorem 1.1 strongly converges to a
standard semicircular element as n → ∞; see Section 2.1 for the definitions of strong convergence and
semicircular elements.

In the special case of identical distributions, all conditions on the Lyapunov-type fractions made above
are satisfied for large n. Thus, in that case, Theorem 1.1 and Corollary 1.2 take the following form:
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Corollary 1.3. Let (A, ϕ) be a C∗-probability space with faithful tracial functional ϕ and norm ‖ · ‖A.
Let (Xi)i∈N be a sequence of free identically distributed self-adjoint random variables in A with ϕ(X1) = 0
and ϕ(X2

1 ) = 1. For any n ∈ N, define Sn and V 2
n as in Theorem 1.1. Then, for n > 16‖X1‖4A, the self-

normalized sum Un := V
−1/2
n SnV

−1/2
n is well-defined in A. If we let µn denote the analytic distribution of

Un for those n, we have

∆(µn, ω) ≤ C‖X1‖3A
logn√

n

for some absolute constant C > 0. In particular, it follows µn ⇒ ω as n → ∞ and

lim
n→∞

∫

R

xkµn(dx) =

∫

R

xkω(dx)

for all k ∈ N. Lastly, for n > 64‖X1‖4A, we obtain

suppµn ⊂
(

−2− 58‖X1‖2A√
n

, 2 +
58‖X1‖2A√

n

)

.

Hence, in the case of identical distributions, the limiting behavior of self-normalized sums is compa-
rable to that of sums considered in the free central limit theorem: First, up to some logarithmic factor,
the distributions of both sums exhibit the same rate of convergence to Wigner’s semicircle law measured
in terms of the Kolmogorov distance; compare to Theorem 2.1. Second, both sums admit convergence of
their support to [−2, 2] with identical speed up to constants; see [Kar07b].

Let us continue with analyzing unbounded self-normalized sums. We obtain an unbounded analog
of Theorem 1.1 under the assumption of finite fourth moments and Lindeberg’s condition. Below, for a
W ∗-probability space (A, ϕ), we denote the corresponding non-commutative L4-space by L4(A, ϕ). Recall
that L4(A, ϕ) is contained in the algebra Aff(A) of all operators that are affiliated with A; compare to
Section 2.2 for more details.

Theorem 1.4. Let (A, ϕ) be a W ∗-probability space with tracial functional ϕ. Let (Xi)i∈N be a sequence
of free self-adjoint random variables in L4(A, ϕ) with ϕ(Xi) = 0 and ϕ(X2

i ) = σ2
i for all i ∈ N. For any

n ∈ N, define Sn, V
2
n , and B2

n as in Theorem 1.1. Assume that B2
n > 0 as well as Lindeberg’s condition,

i.e.

∀ε > 0 : lim
n→∞

1

B2
n

n
∑

i=1

∫

|x|>εBn

x2µXi(dx) = 0 (1.2)

with µXi being the analytic distribution of Xi for any i ∈ N, are satisfied. Moreover, set

L4n :=

∑n
i=1 ϕ(|Xi|4)

B4
n

.

Then, there exists n0 ∈ N such that the self-normalized sum Un := V
−1/2
n SnV

−1/2
n is well-defined in Aff(A)

for all n ≥ n0. If we let µn denote the analytic distribution of Un for those n, we have

∆(µn, ω) ≤ C
(

L
1/4
4n +

√
nL

3/4
4n + nL

5/4
4n

)

for some absolute constant C > 0. Lastly, if limn→∞
√
nL4n = 0 holds, we obtain µn ⇒ ω as n → ∞.

In the setting of the above theorem and under the additional condition that the Lyapunov fraction
L4n is of order n−1, we deduce that ∆(µn, ω) is of order n−1/4 for sufficiently large n. This includes the
case of identical distributions; the corresponding result is formulated in the following corollary.
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Corollary 1.5. Let (A, ϕ) be a W ∗-probability space with tracial functional ϕ. Let (Xi)i∈N be a sequence
of free identically distributed self-adjoint random variables in L4(A, ϕ) with ϕ(X1) = 0 and ϕ(X2

1 ) = 1.
For any n ∈ N, define Sn and V 2

n as in Theorem 1.1. Then, there exists n0 ∈ N such that the self-
normalized sum Un := V

−1/2
n SnV

−1/2
n is well-defined in Aff(A) for all n ≥ n0. If we let µn denote the

analytic distribution of Un for those n, we have

∆(µn, ω) ≤ C
ϕ(|X1|4)5/4

n1/4

for some absolute constant C > 0. In particular, it follows µn ⇒ ω as n → ∞.

By our approach, we were not able to establish rates of convergence that go beyond the ones obtained
in Theorem 1.4 and Corollary 1.5. A comment on the difficulties encountered is provided in Remark 5.9.

For completeness, let us mention that all of the above results apply to self-normalized sums of free
self-adjoint random variables contained in a von Neumann algebra. Note that in the special case of
identical distributions, the rate of convergence stated in Corollary 1.3 is better than the one derived in
Corollary 1.5. In the non-i.d. case, the condition for the existence of the self-normalized sum given in
Theorem 1.4 is more accessible than that in Theorem 1.1.

Organization. This paper is structured as follows: We start with recalling the basics of free probability
theory and formulate a few auxiliary results in Section 2. In Section 3, we derive versions of Bai’s in-
equality relating the Kolmogorov distance between two probability measures to their Cauchy transforms.
Section 4 is divided into two parts. In Section 4.1, we prove Theorem 1.1 and Corollaries 1.2 and 1.3.
Then, in Section 4.2, we study self-normalized sums of independent GUE matrices, providing an example
of how the intuitive approach to self-normalized sums can be applied in the context of random matri-
ces. The results on unbounded self-normalized sums, i.e. Theorem 1.4 and Corollary 1.5, are verified in
Section 5.

Acknowledgments. I would like to thank Friedrich Götze for numerous discussions and helpful feedback
on this project. Moreover, I thank Franz Lehner for valuable comments.

2. Preliminaries

The aim of this section consists of recalling the basic concepts of free probability theory with main
focus on its operator-algebraic aspects. We start with the introduction of non-commutative bounded
random variables in the context of C∗-probability spaces in Section 2.1, followed by an overview of non-
commutative possibly unbounded random variables realized as operators that are affiliated with a von
Neumann algebra in Section 2.2. In Section 2.3 we discuss rates of convergence in the free central limit
theorem in the bounded and unbounded setting.

2.1. Bounded random variables. In the following, we define C∗-probability spaces and introduce non-
commutative bounded random variables. We refer to [NS06, KR97] for extensive overviews including the
definitions and statements given below.

A tuple (A, ϕ) is a ∗-probability space if A is a unital ∗-algebra over C with unit 1A ∈ A and ϕ : A → C

is a positive linear functional with ϕ(1A) = 1. Recall that ϕ is said to be positive if we have ϕ(x∗x) ≥ 0
for all x ∈ A. For later reference, let us mention that ϕ is called tracial if ϕ(xy) = ϕ(yx) holds for all
x, y ∈ A and faithful whenever ϕ(x∗x) = 0, x ∈ A, implies x = 0. We say that (A, ϕ) is a C∗-probability
space if it is a ∗-probability space and A is a unital C∗-algebra with norm ‖ · ‖A : A → [0,∞).

From now on, let (A, ϕ) be a C∗-probability space. Since A is endowed with an involution, we can
define normal and self-adjoint elements in A as usual. Let σ(x) := {z ∈ C : z1A−x is not invertible in A}
denote the spectrum of x ∈ A. Recall that for any normal x ∈ A there exists a continuous functional
calculus allowing to define f(x) as an element in A for all continuous functions f : σ(x) → C. Making
use of that functional calculus, we obtain ‖x‖A = sup{|z| : z ∈ σ(x)} for normal x ∈ A.
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We use the notation x ≥ 0 to indicate that x ∈ A is positive, i.e. x is self-adjoint and we have
σ(x) ⊂ [0,∞). It is easy to prove that the set of all positive elements is a convex cone in the real vector
space Asa of all self-adjoint elements in A. The notion of positivity induces a partial order on Asa as
follows: We write x ≤ y for x, y ∈ Asa if y−x ≥ 0 holds. Let us recall a few properties of this order: First,
for x, y ∈ Asa and c ∈ A, the relation x ≤ y implies c∗xc ≤ c∗yc. Consequently, for all x, y ∈ A, we get
0 ≤ y∗x∗xy ≤ ‖x‖2A|y|2 with |y| := (y∗y)1/2 being defined via functional calculus. Second, for x, y ∈ Asa

satisfying 0 ≤ x ≤ y, we have 0 ≤ xα ≤ yα for all α ∈ (0, 1], 0 ≤ ϕ(x) ≤ ϕ(y), and ‖x‖A ≤ ‖y‖A.
Additionally, if x is invertible in A, then one can prove that y is invertible in A with 0 ≤ y−1 ≤ x−1.

We refer to elements in A as (bounded) random variables. A family of unital subalgebras (Ai)i∈I in
A for some index set I is called free if for any choice of indices i1, . . . , ik ∈ I, k ∈ N, with i1 6= i2,
i2 6= i3, . . . , ik−1 6= ik and all xj ∈ Aij with ϕ(xj) = 0, j ∈ {1, . . . , k}, we have ϕ(x1 · · ·xk) = 0. A family
of random variables (xi)i∈I ⊂ A is said to be free if the unital subalgebras generated by xi, i ∈ I, are free.
The (analytic) distribution µx of a random variable x ∈ Asa is given by the unique probability measure
µx on R with suppµx ⊂ σ(x) (or even suppµx = σ(x) if ϕ is faithful) satisfying

ϕ(f(x)) =

∫

R

f(t)µx(dt)

for any continuous function f : σ(x) → C. A random variable in A with distribution given by Wigner’s
semicircle law ω is called a standard semicircular random variable. Recalling that the Cauchy transform
Gµ of a probability measure µ on R is given by

Gµ(z) :=

∫

R

1

z − t
µ(dt), z ∈ C

+ := {z ∈ C : ℑz > 0}, (2.1)

we can write ϕ
(

(z1A − x)−1
)

= Gµx(z) for any self-adjoint x ∈ A and all z ∈ C+. Sometimes, for z ∈ C,
we abbreviate z1A = z, where it is clear from the context if we consider z as a complex number or an
element in A.

Lastly, let us define strong convergence of (tuples of) bounded random variables; compare to [CM14].
For each n ∈ N, let x(n) = (x

(n)
1 , . . . , x

(n)
m ) be an m-tuple of random variables in A. We say that (x(n))n∈N

strongly converges to an m-tuple x = (x1, . . . , xm) of elements in A as n → ∞ if we have

lim
n→∞

ϕ
(

P
(

x(n), (x(n))∗
)

)

= ϕ(P (x, x∗)) and lim
n→∞

∥

∥

∥P
(

x(n), (x(n))∗
)

∥

∥

∥

A
= ‖P (x, x∗)‖A

for any polynomial P in 2m non-commuting formal variables. Note that the above-mentioned convergence
in ϕ is also known as convergence in distribution.

2.2. Unbounded random variables. The extension of bounded random variables to unbounded ones is
done in the context of unbounded operators on some Hilbert space that are affiliated with a von Neumann
algebra acting on that space. We start with introducing the basic setting, followed by a discussion of
affiliated operators in Section 2.2.1. Lastly, in Section 2.2.2, we recall the theory of non-commutative
Lp-spaces.

Throughout this section, let H be a complex Hilbert space with inner product 〈·, ·〉H and let B(H)
denote the vector space of bounded linear operators on H. We denote the identity operator in B(H) by
1, whereas the operator norm is given by ‖ · ‖. Moreover, fix a W ∗-probability space (A, ϕ) with tracial ϕ,
i.e. A is a von Neumann algebra acting on H and ϕ : A → C is a linear functional with ϕ(1) = 1, which
is faithful, normal, tracial, and positive. Recall that ϕ is normal if we have supi∈I ϕ(Ti) = ϕ(supi∈I Ti)
for each monotone increasing net (Ti)i∈I of operators in A.

Before we discuss affiliated operators, we formulate a few results from the spectral theory of self-adjoint
operators on H. For a self-adjoint operator T : D(T ) → H with domain D(T ) ⊂ H, let ET denote its
spectral measure defined on the Borel σ-algebra B(R) taking values in the set of orthogonal projections of
H. Recall that the spectrum of T is given by σ(T ) := {z ∈ C : z1−T is not a bijection of D(T ) onto H}
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and that the support of ET is equal to σ(T ). For any ET -almost surely (a.s.) finite Borel function
f : R → C ∪ {∞}, the closed densely defined operator f(T ) : D(f(T )) → H is given by the spectral
integral f(T ) =

∫

R
f(λ)ET (dλ) with D(f(T )) ⊂ H being some suitably defined domain. The assignment

f 7→ f(T ) is known as the functional calculus for T ; we refer to [Sch12, Chapter 5.3] for an extensive
overview of properties of that calculus. For M ∈ B(R), we call ET (M) = 1M (T ) a spectral projection.

2.2.1. Affiliated operators. We say that a closed densely defined operator T on H with polar decomposi-
tion T = V |T | for |T | := (T ∗T )

1/2, is affiliated with A if we have V,E|T |(M) ∈ A for all M ∈ B(R). Note
that a bounded operator T ∈ B(H) is affiliated with A if and only if T ∈ A holds.

Let Aff(A) denote the set of all operators on H which are affiliated with A. Equipped with the
operation of taking adjoints, the strong multiplication, and the strong addition (given by the closures of
the usual multiplication and addition), Aff(A) is a ∗-algebra containing A; compare to [MN36]. From
now on, whenever we add or multiply operators in Aff(A), we always refer to the corresponding strong
operation.

The set of all self-adjoint operators in Aff(A) is denoted by Aff(A)sa. As can be shown with the help
of [Sch12, Propositions 4.23 and 5.15], we have f(T ) ∈ Aff(A) for T ∈ Aff(A)sa and any ET -a.s. finite
Borel function f . Note that this statement implies that a self-adjoint operator T is affiliated with A if
and only if f(T ) ∈ A holds for any ET -a.s. bounded Borel function f . In particular, for T ∈ Aff(A)sa,
we get (z1 − T )−1 ∈ A for all z 6∈ σ(T ) and the second resolvent identity remains valid in Aff(A)sa, i.e.
we have

(z1− T )−1(T − S)(z1− S)−1 = (z1− T )−1 − (z1− S)−1

for S, T ∈ Aff(A)sa and z 6∈ σ(T ) ∪ σ(S). Again, for complex z, we sometimes abbreviate z1 = z.
Recall that a self-adjoint operator T : D(T ) → H is called positive – denoted by T ≥ 0 – if we have

〈Tx, x〉H ≥ 0 for any x ∈ D(T ). The convex cone of all positive operators in Aff(A)sa is denoted by
Aff(A)+. We can define a partial order on Aff(A)sa by writing S ≤ T for S, T ∈ Aff(A)sa whenever
T − S ≥ 0 holds. Let us state a few properties of the just-defined order; we refer to [DP14, Proposition
1] and [Sch12, Proposition 10.14] for the corresponding proofs. First, for S, T ∈ Aff(A)sa with S ≤ T
and C ∈ Aff(A), we have C∗SC ≤ C∗TC. Second, for S, T ∈ Aff(A)sa, the inequality 0 ≤ S ≤ T implies
0 ≤ Sα ≤ Tα for any α ∈ (0, 1]. Moreover, if S is invertible in Aff(A), then T is invertible in Aff(A)
with 0 ≤ T−1 ≤ S−1. Third, for S, T ∈ Aff(A)+, we have S ≤ T if and only if D(T 1/2) ⊂ D(S1/2) and
‖S1/2x‖ ≤ ‖T 1/2x‖ hold for all x ∈ D(T

1/2).
As introduced in [BV93], we call elements in Aff(A) (unbounded) random variables. For a random

variable T ∈ Aff(A) with polar decomposition T = V |T |, let W ∗(T ) ⊂ A denote the von Neumann
subalgebra generated by V and all spectral projections of |T |. A family of random variables (Ti)i∈I in
Aff(A) for some index set I is said to be free if the von Neumann subalgebras (W ∗(Ti))i∈I are free in A;
compare to Section 2.1 for the definition of freeness in A. The (analytic) distribution µT of an operator
T ∈ Aff(A)sa is the unique probability measure on R, concentrated on σ(T ), satisfying

ϕ(f(T )) =

∫

R

f(t)µT (dt)

for any (ET -a.s.) bounded Borel function f : R → C. As before, the Cauchy transform GµT of µT (as
defined in (2.1)) can be retrieved via GµT (z) = ϕ((z1− T )−1) = ϕ((z − T )−1) for z ∈ C+. Note that the
definitions of freeness and analytic distributions of possibly unbounded random variables are consistent
extensions of the corresponding definitions given in the context of bounded random variables.

For completeness, let us define free additive convolutions in the unbounded and bounded setting. Let
X1, . . . , Xn be free self-adjoint (unbounded or bounded) random variables with distributions µ1, . . . , µn.
Then, the distribution of the sum X1 + · · ·+Xn is known as the free additive convolution µ1 ⊞ · · ·⊞ µn.
We refer to [MS17] and the references given therein for an analytic approach to free additive convolutions.
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2.2.2. Non-commutative integration theory. In this section we discuss the non-commutative analog of
Lp-spaces. We follow the expositions given in [FK86, Hia20, Nel74].

The linear functional ϕ : A → C can be extended to Aff(A)+ via

ϕ (T ) := sup
n∈N

ϕ

(∫ n

0

λET (dλ)

)

=

∫ ∞

0

λϕ (ET (dλ)) ∈ [0,∞], T ∈ Aff(A)+. (2.2)

Then, the non-commutative Lp-space on (A, ϕ) for 0 < p < ∞ is given by

Lp(A) = Lp(A, ϕ) :=

{

T ∈ Aff(A)

∣

∣

∣

∣

‖T ‖p := ϕ(|T |p)1/p < ∞
}

.

We set L∞(A, ϕ) = A and equip L∞(A, ϕ) with the operator norm ‖ · ‖.
Let us recall a few properties of non-commutative Lp-spaces: Firstly, (Lp(A), ‖ · ‖p) is a Banach space

for 1 ≤ p ≤ ∞. Secondly, for S1, S2 ∈ A, T ∈ Lp(A), and 0 < p ≤ ∞, we have S1TS2 ∈ Lp(A)
with ‖S1TS2‖p ≤ ‖S1‖‖S2‖‖T ‖p. Thirdly, Hölder’s inequality holds true, i.e. for 0 < p, q, r ≤ ∞ with
r−1 = p−1 + q−1 and for S ∈ Lp(A), T ∈ Lq(A), we obtain ST ∈ Lr(A) with ‖ST ‖r ≤ ‖S‖p‖T ‖q. Lastly,
we can write

‖T ‖pp =

∫

R

|t|pµT (dt)

for all T ∈ Lp(A) ∩ Aff(A)sa, 0 < p < ∞, with µT being the analytic distribution of T.
For T ∈ Aff(A) and t > 0, the t-th generalized singular number µt(T ) is defined by

µt(T ) := inf
{

s ≥ 0 : ϕ
(

E|T |((s,∞))
)

≤ t
}

.

One can prove that ϕ(T ) =
∫ 1

0
µt(T )dt is valid for any T ∈ Aff(A)+. Together with µt(S) ≤ µt(T )

holding for S, T ∈ Aff(A)+ with S ≤ T and all t > 0, we get ϕ(S) ≤ ϕ(T ). Moreover, we have

‖T ‖pp =
∫ 1

0

µt(T )
pdt

for all T ∈ Aff(A) and 0 < p < ∞.
Since A∩L1(A) is dense in L1(A), the functional ϕ defined on A can be extended uniquely to a positive

linear functional on L1(A) (again denoted by ϕ) such that |ϕ(T )| ≤ ‖T ‖1 holds for any T ∈ L1(A). Let
us recall the following properties of this extension: First, for positive T ∈ L1(A), ϕ(T ) coincides with
the definition in (2.2). Second, note that ϕ is not tracial in general. However, we can at least prove
the following: Let T ∈ Aff(A). Then, we have T ∗T ∈ L1(A) if and only if TT ∗ ∈ L1(A), in which case
ϕ(T ∗T ) = ϕ(TT ∗) follows; compare to [DDP93, Lemma 3.1]. Third, if S, T ∈ L1(A) are free, then we
have ST ∈ L1(A) and ϕ(ST ) = ϕ(S)ϕ(T ) = ϕ(TS); see [LP97, Section 3] for a reference.

2.3. Rates of convergence in the free CLT. The goal of this section is to recall rates of convergence in
the free central limit theorem (CLT). We refer to [MS23, NS06] for several versions of this limit theorem,
including a free analog of the Lindeberg CLT in [MS23, Theorem 4.1].

Before we start with providing the rates of convergence, let us fix some notation: Given two probability
measures ν1, ν2 on R, the Kolmogorov distance ∆(ν1, ν2) between ν1 and ν2 is defined by

∆(ν1, ν2) := sup
x∈R

|ν1((−∞, x])− ν2((−∞, x])|. (2.3)

For a family of (bounded or unbounded) free self-adjoint random variables X1, . . . , Xn with mean zero,
variances σ2

1 , . . . , σ
2
n, and finite k-th absolute moments, the k-th Lyapunov fraction Lkn is given by

Lkn :=

∑n
i=1 ϕ(|Xi|k)

Bk
n

, B2
n :=

n
∑

i=1

σ2
i , k ∈ N, k ≥ 3.
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As shown in [Pet75, Chapter IV, §2, Lemma 2], we have

L3n ≤ L
1/(k−2)

kn

for k ≥ 3. In agreement with the notation used in Theorem 1.1, we define the Lyapunov-type fractions
LS,kn as follows: If X1, . . . , Xn are free self-adjoint bounded random variables with mean zero and
variances σ2

1 , . . . , σ
2
n in some C∗-probability space (A, ϕ) with norm ‖ · ‖A, we set

LS,kn :=

∑n
i=1 ‖Xi‖kA

Bk
n

, k ∈ N, k ≥ 3,

where B2
n is defined as above. The additional subscript S in LS,kn stands for "support" and is meant to

indicate the replacement of the absolute moments considered in Lkn by appropriate powers of the norms
of the underlying random variables. Recall that the norm of a bounded random variable is closely related
to the support of its distribution. It is easy to see that

L
1/k
S,kn ≤ L

1/3
S,3n

holds for all k ≥ 3.
Now, we continue by recalling rates of convergence in the free CLT for bounded random variables.

The following theorem summarizes results taken from [CG08, CG13, Neu23].

Theorem 2.1. Let (A, ϕ) be a C∗-probability space with norm ‖ · ‖A. Choose free self-adjoint random
variables (Xi)i∈N in A with ϕ(Xi) = 0 and ϕ(X2

i ) = σ2
i > 0 for all i ∈ N. For any n ∈ N, define

B2
n :=

n
∑

i=1

σ2
i , Sn :=

1

Bn

n
∑

i=1

Xi,

and let µSn denote the analytic distribution of Sn. Then, we have

∆(µSn , ω) ≤ C0LS,3n and ∆(µSn , ω) ≤ C1L
1/2
3n

for constants C0, C1 > 0. In the special case of identical distributions with ϕ(X2
1 ) = 1, we obtain

∆(µSn , ω) ≤ C2
ϕ(|X1|3)√

n

for some C2 > 0.

The case of (possibly) unbounded random variables was studied in [CG08, CG13]. The corresponding
results read as follows:

Theorem 2.2. Let (A, ϕ) be a W ∗-probability space with tracial functional ϕ. Choose free self-adjoint
random variables (Xi)i∈N in L3(A) ⊂ Aff(A) with ϕ(Xi) = 0 and ϕ(X2

i ) = σ2
i > 0 for all i ∈ N. For any

n ∈ N, define B2
n, Sn, and µSn analogously to Theorem 2.1. Then, we have

∆(µSn , ω) ≤ C1L
1/2
3n

for a constant C1 > 0. In the special case of identical distributions with ϕ(X2
1 ) = 1, we obtain

∆(µSn , ω) ≤ C2
ϕ(|X1|3)√

n

for some C2 > 0.

For completeness, let us mention that throughout this work, rates of convergence in the free law of
large numbers (LLN; compare to [BP96, LP97] for references) will be of relevance too. Since those can
be derived easily, we do not formulate them here. Instead, we just refer to Lemma 4.3 and (5.1), where
we calculate the corresponding rates exemplarily.
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3. Variations of Bai’s inequality

In this section we prove two inequalities relating the Kolmogorov distance between two probability
measures to their Cauchy transforms. A first contribution in that direction is due to Bai [Bai93, Section
2]. Making use of Cauchy’s integral theorem, Götze and Tikhomirov [GT03, Corollary 2.3] established a
version of Bai’s inequality. The following theorem is a generalization of their result.

Theorem 3.1. Let µ and ν be probability measures on R with distribution functions Fµ and Fν and
Cauchy transforms Gµ and Gν . Assume that

∫ ∞

−∞

|Fµ(x)− Fν(x)|dx < ∞ (3.1)

holds. Choose v ∈ (0, 1), ε ∈ (0, 2), and a, γ > 0 in such a way that

γ =
1

π

∫

|x|<a

1

1 + x2
dx >

1

2
and ε > 2va

are satisfied. Then, we have

∆(µ, ν) ≤Cγ

(

∫ 2

−∞

|Gµ(u + i)−Gν(u + i)|du+ sup
x∈[−2+ε/2,2−ε/2]

∫ 1

v

|Gµ(x + iy)−Gν(x+ iy)|dy

+
1

v
sup
x∈R

∫

|y|<2va

|Fν(x) − Fν(x+ y)|dy + γπmax{Fν(−2 + ε), 1− Fν(2− ε)}
)

,

where Cγ > 0 is given by Cγ := ((2γ − 1)π)−1.

Proof. Let v, ε, a, and γ be as given above and define

Iε := [−2 + ε, 2− ε], I ′ε := [−2 + ε/2, 2− ε/2], ∆ε(µ, ν) := sup
x∈Iε

|Fµ(x) − Fν(x)|.

Following some of the ideas presented in [Bai93, GT03], we proceed in several steps: We start with
establishing two preliminary bounds on ∆(µ, ν); see (3.2) and (3.3) below. The first one shows that it
suffices to analyze ∆ε(µ, ν), whereas the second one provides an estimate for ∆ε(µ, ν). Lastly, using
Cauchy’s integral theorem, we obtain the claimed inequality.

Let us begin by relating ∆(µ, ν) to ∆ε(µ, ν). Observe that

∆(µ, ν) = max

{

∆ε(µ, ν), sup
x>2−ε

|Fµ(x) − Fν(x)|, sup
x<−2+ε

|Fµ(x) − Fν(x)|
}

holds. In order to bound the term supx>2−ε |Fµ(x) − Fν(x)|, note that we have

1− Fν(2 − ε) ≥ 1− Fν(x) ≥ Fµ(x)− Fν(x)

≥ Fµ(2− ε)− Fν(2− ε)− 1 + Fν(2 − ε) ≥ −∆ε(µ, ν)− 1 + Fν(2− ε)

for any x > 2− ε. This implies

sup
x>2−ε

|Fµ(x) − Fν(x)| ≤ max{1− Fν(2− ε),∆ε(µ, ν) + 1− Fν(2− ε)} = ∆ε(µ, ν) + 1− Fν(2− ε).

Similarly, for any x < −2 + ε, we get

−Fν(−2 + ε) ≤ Fµ(x)− Fν(−2 + ε) ≤ Fµ(x) − Fν(x)

≤ Fµ(−2 + ε)− Fν(−2 + ε) + Fν(−2 + ε) ≤ ∆ε(µ, ν) + Fν(−2 + ε)

yielding the estimate

sup
x<−2+ε

|Fµ(x) − Fν(x)| ≤ ∆ε(µ, ν) + Fν(−2 + ε).
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Hence, we deduce

∆(µ, ν) ≤ ∆ε(µ, ν) + max{Fν(−2 + ε), 1− Fν(2− ε)}. (3.2)

We continue by bounding the quantity ∆ε(µ, ν). Due to (3.2) and γ(2γ − 1)−1 ≥ 1, we are allowed
to assume that ∆ε(µ, ν) > 0 holds. By definition of ∆ε(µ, ν), there exists a sequence (tn)n∈N ⊂ Iε with
limn→∞ |Fµ(tn) − Fν(tn)| = ∆ε(µ, ν). After passing to a convergent subsequence if necessary, it follows
limn→∞ Fµ(tn)− Fν(tn) ∈ {∆ε(µ, ν),−∆ε(µ, ν)}.

Let us start with considering the case limn→∞ Fµ(tn) − Fν(tn) = ∆ε(µ, ν). By integration by parts
for the Riemann-Stieltjes integral, we have

ℑGµ(u+ iv) =

∫ ∞

−∞

v

(y − u)2 + v2
µ(dy) = −

∫ ∞

−∞

2v(y − u)Fµ(y)

((y − u)2 + v2)2
dy, u ∈ R.

Clearly, a similar equation holds for ν. For any x ∈ R, we obtain
∣

∣

∣

∣

∫ x

−∞

ℑ(Gµ(u+ iv)−Gν(u + iv))du

∣

∣

∣

∣

≥
∫ x

−∞

(∫ ∞

−∞

2v(y − u)(Fµ(y)− Fν(y))

((y − u)2 + v2)2
dy

)

du

=

∫ ∞

−∞

(Fµ(y)− Fν(y))

(∫ x

−∞

2v(y − u)

((y − u)2 + v2)2
du

)

dy

=

∫ ∞

−∞

(Fµ(y)− Fν(y))v

v2 + (x− y)2
dy

=

∫ ∞

−∞

Fµ(x− vy)− Fν(x− vy)

y2 + 1
dy.

Note that we applied the Fubini-Tonelli theorem in the first equality, which is possible due to (3.1). The
monotonicity of Fµ implies
∫

|y|<a

Fµ(x− vy)− Fν(x − vy)

y2 + 1
dy ≥ γπ(Fµ(x − va)− Fν(x− va)) −

∫

|y|<a

|Fν(x− vy)− Fν(x − va)|dy

= γπ(Fµ(x − va)− Fν(x− va)) − 1

v

∫

|y|<va

|Fν(x− y)− Fν(x− va)|dy

for x as above. By observing that
∫

|y|≥a

Fµ(x− vy)− Fν(x− vy)

y2 + 1
dy ≥ −∆(µ, ν)

∫

|y|≥a

1

y2 + 1
dy = −∆(µ, ν)(1 − γ)π

and tn + va ∈ I ′ε hold, we get

sup
x∈I′

ε

∣

∣

∣

∣

∫ x

−∞

ℑ(Gµ(u + iv)−Gν(u+ iv))du

∣

∣

∣

∣

≥
∣

∣

∣

∣

∫ tn+va

−∞

ℑ(Gµ(u + iv)−Gν(u+ iv))du

∣

∣

∣

∣

≥ γπ(Fµ(tn)− Fν(tn))−
1

v

∫

|y|<va

|Fν(tn)− Fν(tn + va− y)|dy − (1− γ)π∆(µ, ν)

for any n ∈ N. Using integration by substitution, it follows
∫

|y|<va

|Fν(tn)− Fν(tn + va− y)|dy =

∫ 2va

0

|Fν(tn)− Fν(tn + y)|dy ≤ sup
x∈R

∫

|y|<2va

|Fν(x)− Fν(x+ y)|dy.
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Combining the last two inequalities and passing to the limit n → ∞, we arrive at

sup
x∈I′

ε

∣

∣

∣

∣

∫ x

−∞

ℑ(Gµ(u+ iv)−Gν(u+ iv))du

∣

∣

∣

∣

≥ γπ∆ε(µ, ν) −
1

v
sup
x∈R

∫

|y|<2va

|Fν(x) − Fν(x + y)|dy − (1− γ)π∆(µ, ν).

Together with (3.2), we deduce

sup
x∈I′

ε

∣

∣

∣

∣

∫ x

−∞

ℑ(Gµ(u + iv)−Gν(u+ iv))du

∣

∣

∣

∣

≥ (2γ − 1)π∆ε(µ, ν) − (1− γ)πmax{Fν(−2 + ε), 1− Fν(2− ε)}

− 1

v
sup
x∈R

∫

|y|<2va

|Fν(x) − Fν(x+ y)|dy.

In the second case, i.e. if limn→∞ Fµ(tn) − Fν(tn) = −∆ε(µ, ν) holds, we switch the roles of Fµ and
Fν and obtain the same inequality as above. In total, we have proved

∆ε(µ, ν) ≤
1

(2γ − 1)π
sup
x∈I′

ε

∣

∣

∣

∣

∫ x

−∞

ℑ(Gµ(u+ iv)−Gν(u+ iv))du

∣

∣

∣

∣

+
1

(2γ − 1)π

1

v
sup
x∈R

∫

|y|<2va

|Fν(x) − Fν(x + y)|dy

+
1− γ

2γ − 1
max{Fν(−2 + ε), 1− Fν(2− ε)}.

(3.3)

Lastly, we apply Cauchy’s integral theorem for rectangular contours to the first integral on the right-
hand side in (3.3). For any fixed x ∈ I ′ε and M > 0 with x > −M , it follows
∫ x

−M

Gµ(u+ iv)−Gν(u+ iv)du =

∫ x

−M

Gµ(u + i)−Gν(u+ i)du+ i

∫ 1

v

Gµ(−M + iy)−Gν(−M + iy)dy

− i

∫ 1

v

Gµ(x+ iy)−Gν(x+ iy)dy.

Observe that

|Gµ(−M + iy)| ≤
∫

|t|≤M/2

1

| −M + iy − t|µ(dt) +
1

y

∫

|t|>M/2

µ(dt) ≤ 2

M
+

µ((M/2,∞))

y

holds for any y > 0. An analog inequality is valid for Gν(−M + iy). Thus, we have
∣

∣

∣

∣

∫ 1

v

Gµ(−M + iy)−Gν(−M + iy)dy

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤ 4

M
+
(

µ((M/2,∞)) + ν((M/2,∞))
)

|log(v)| → 0

as M → ∞. By the dominated convergence theorem, it follows
∫ x

−∞

ℑ (Gµ(u + ib)−Gν(u+ ib)) du = lim
M→∞

ℑ
∫ x

−M

Gµ(u + ib)−Gν(u + ib)du, b ∈ {v, 1}

leading to
∫ x

−∞

ℑ(Gµ(u+ iv)−Gν(u+ iv))du =

∫ x

−∞

ℑ(Gµ(u + i)−Gν(u+ i))du

− i

∫ 1

v

ℑ(Gµ(x + iy)−Gν(x+ iy))dy
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for all x ∈ I ′ε. This implies

sup
x∈I′

ε

∣

∣

∣

∣

∫ x

−∞

ℑ(Gµ(u + iv)−Gν(u+ iv))du

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤
∫ 2

−∞

|Gµ(u+ i)−Gν(u+ i)|du

+ sup
x∈I′

ε

∫ 1

v

|Gµ(x+ iy)−Gν(x+ iy)|dy.

Combining (3.2) and (3.3) with the inequality above, the claim follows. �

The result of the following corollary can be obtained easily from Theorem 3.1. The idea is to replace
the domain of integration (−∞, 2) of the first integral in the upper bound for the Kolmogorov distance
as given in Theorem 3.1 by a bounded interval at the cost of gaining an additional term in that upper
bound. The proof given below is inspired by the proof of [Bai93, Corollary 2.3].

Corollary 3.2. In the setting of Theorem 3.1, we additionally choose A > B > 0 such that

κ :=
2B

π(A −B)(2γ − 1)
< 1

holds. Then, we have

∆(µ, ν) ≤Cγ,κ

(∫ 2

−A

|Gµ(u+ i)−Gν(u+ i)|du + sup
x∈[−2+ε/2,2−ε/2]

∫ 1

v

|Gµ(x+ iy)−Gν(x+ iy)|dy

+
1

v
sup
x∈R

∫

|y|<2va

|Fν(x) − Fν(x+ y)|dy + π

∫

|x|>B

|Fµ(x) − Fν(x)|dx

+ γπmax{Fν(−2 + ε), 1− Fν(2− ε)}
)

,

where Cγ,κ > 0 is given by Cγ,κ := ((2γ − 1)π(1− κ))−1.

Proof. Choose A > B > 0 as in the premise. Then, with the help of integration by parts and the
Fubini-Tonelli theorem, we obtain

∫ −A

−∞

|Gµ(u + i)−Gν(u+ i)| du

≤
∫ −A

−∞

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∫ B

−B

Fµ(x)− Fν(x)

(x− (u+ i))2
dx

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

du+

∫ −A

−∞

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∫

|x|>B

Fµ(x)− Fν(x)

(x− (u+ i))2
dx

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

du

≤ 2B∆(µ, ν)

∫ −A

−∞

1

(u+B)2
du+

∫

|x|>B

|Fµ(x)− Fν(x)|
(

∫ −A

−∞

1

(x− u)2 + 1
du

)

dx

≤ 2B∆(µ, ν)

A−B
+ π

∫

|x|>B

|Fµ(x)− Fν(x)|dx.

Combining this calculation with Theorem 3.1 and recalling the notation I ′ε := [−2+ ε/2, 2− ε/2], it follows

(2γ − 1)π∆(µ, ν) ≤
∫ 2

−A

|Gµ(u+ i)−Gν(u+ i)|du+
2B∆(µ, ν)

A−B
+ π

∫

|x|>B

|Fµ(x) − Fν(x)|dx

+ sup
x∈I′

ε

∫ 1

v

|Gµ(x+ iy)−Gν(x + iy)|dy + 1

v
sup
x∈R

∫

|y|<2va

|Fν(x)− Fν(x+ y)|dy

+ γπmax{Fν(−2 + ε), 1− Fν(2− ε)},
which implies the claim. �
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We end this section with a remark concerning the integrability condition (3.1) and the special case
that one of the measures appearing in Theorem 3.1 or Corollary 3.2 is given by Wigner’s semicircle law.

Remark 3.3. Assume that we are in one of the settings given in the last two results.

(i) As can be seen easily by the layer cake representation, the condition (3.1) is satisfied if the
measures µ and ν both have finite second moment.

(ii) If we choose ν = ω, then some of the terms in the previously derived upper bounds on the
Kolmogorov distance can be calculated easily. More precisely, we have

1

v
sup
x∈R

∫

|y|<2va

|Fω(x)− Fω(x+ y)|dy ≤ 4a2v

π
and max{Fω(−2 + ε), 1− Fω(2− ε)} ≤ ε3/2

π
,

where Fω denotes the distribution function of ω. The first inequality can be proven by using
the fact that the density of Wigner’s semicircle law is bounded by π−1, whereas the second one
follows easily by symmetry.

4. Bounded self-normalized sums

The main goal of this section is to analyze self-normalized sums of free self-adjoint bounded random
variables, i.e. of random variables contained in some C∗-algebra. In Section 4.1, we provide the proofs of
Theorem 1.1 and Corollaries 1.2 and 1.3. Later, in Section 4.2, we show how some of the ideas presented
in those proofs can be used to establish a convergence result for self-normalized sums of independent
GUE matrices.

4.1. Proofs of Theorem 1.1 and Corollaries 1.2 and 1.3. This section is structured as follows: We
start by proving the results in Theorem 1.1, from which the statements of Corollaries 1.2 and 1.3 follow
without much effort. Lastly, we comment on an alternative proof of some of the claims in Theorem 1.1.

In the proof of all three results, we work in the following underlying setting: Let (A, ϕ) be a C∗-
probability space with unit 1 = 1A ∈ A, norm ‖ · ‖ = ‖ · ‖A : A → [0,∞), and faithful tracial ϕ. Fix a
sequence (Xi)i∈N ⊂ A of free self-adjoint random variables with ϕ(Xi) = 0 and ϕ(X2

i ) = σ2
i for all i ∈ N.

Let B2
n, LS,3n, and LS,4n be defined as in Theorem 1.1 and assume that B2

n > 0 holds true. In contrast
to the definitions given in Theorem 1.1, we set

Sn =
1

Bn

n
∑

i=1

Xi, V 2
n =

1

B2
n

n
∑

i=1

X2
i . (4.1)

Note that this change does not have any effect on the self-normalized sum Un = V
−1/2
n SnV

−1/2
n whenever

it exists in A. In the case of existence, we let µn denote the analytic distribution of Un, whereas Fn and
Gn denote the distribution function and the Cauchy transform of µn. Moreover, the Cauchy transform
of the analytic distribution µSn of Sn will be referred to as GSn .

In order to prove Theorem 1.1, we proceed in three steps: First, we show that Un is well-defined in A
under certain conditions. For better comparability with the unbounded case, this will be outsourced and
done separately in Lemma 4.3. The key ingredient in the proof of this lemma is the fact that V 2

n is close
to 1 in norm.

Second, in order to establish the claimed rate of convergence, we apply a version of Bai’s inequality.
Then, it remains to bound the difference between the Cauchy transforms Gn and Gω . Together with the
above-mentioned fact concerning V 2

n , we obtain that Gn is close to GSn , whereas the free Berry-Esseen
theorem from Theorem 2.1 helps to control the difference between GSn and Gω . Note that this procedure
strongly resembles the intuitive approach used for self-normalized sums in classical probability theory:
We consider the sums Sn and V 2

n separately and make use of the free CLT – in form of the corresponding
Berry-Esseen theorem – and a statement similar to the free LLN – in form of the closeness of V 2

n to 1. As
14



already indicated in Section 1.2, the machinery of Cauchy transforms serves as a substitute for Slutsky’s
theorem and thus helps to combine the results concerning Sn and V 2

n .
Third, the convergence claims at the end of Theorem 1.1 follow from certain calculations made in the

second step without much effort.

We begin by proving that the self-normalized sum Un is well-defined in A. For this purpose, it suffices
to ensure that V 2

n is invertible in A. This can be done with the help of the next two lemmata. The first
one (following from [KR97, Lemma 3.1.5]) is rather standard, but we include it for completeness.

Lemma 4.1. Let a ∈ A with ‖1− a‖ < 1. Then, a is invertible in A and we have

a−1 =

∞
∑

k=0

(1 − a)k,
∥

∥a−1
∥

∥ ≤ 1

1− ‖1− a‖ ,
∥

∥1− a−1
∥

∥ ≤ ‖1− a‖
1− ‖1− a‖ .

The second lemma provides an upper bound on the norm of sums of free self-adjoint random variables
in A proven by Voiculescu in [Voi86, Lemma 3.2]. In contrast to the formulation given below, Voiculescu’s
version of the lemma is written in terms of free additive convolutions. Let us remark that this change of
perspective is possible since ϕ is faithful. Throughout the rest of this work, we abbreviate [k] := {1, . . . , k}
for k ∈ N.

Lemma 4.2. Let a1, a2, . . . , ak be free self-adjoint random variables in A with ϕ(ai) = 0 for all i ∈ [k].
Then, we have

‖a1 + · · ·+ ak‖ ≤ max
i∈[k]

‖ai‖+ 2

(

k
∑

i=1

ϕ
(

a2i
)

)1/2

.

Using the previous lemmata, we are able to derive a few useful results concerning the random variable
V 2
n – namely its invertibility and closeness to 1 – under the assumption that LS,4n is sufficiently small.

Lemma 4.3. Assume that LS,4n < 1/16 holds. Then, we have:

(i)
∥

∥V 2
n − 1

∥

∥ < 4L
1/2
S,4n,

(ii) V 2
n , Vn, and V

1/2
n are invertible in A.

Proof. By Lemma 4.2 and due to the assumption LS,4n < 1/16 , we get

∥

∥V 2
n − 1

∥

∥ =

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

n
∑

i=1

X2
i − σ2

i

B2
n

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

≤ 2maxi∈[n] ‖Xi‖2
B2

n

+ 2

(

n
∑

i=1

ϕ

(

(X2
i − σ2

i )
2

B4
n

)

)1/2

< 4L
1/2
S,4n < 1.

Combining Lemma 4.1 with the inequality above, we obtain that V 2
n is invertible in A. Next, observe

that 0 ≤ 1 ≤ Vn+1 holds, implying that Vn+1 is invertible in A. Its inverse satisfies 0 ≤ (Vn + 1)−1 ≤ 1,
which leads to ‖(Vn + 1)−1‖ ≤ 1. Since we can write Vn − 1 = (Vn + 1)−1(V 2

n − 1), it follows

‖Vn − 1‖ ≤
∥

∥(Vn + 1)−1
∥

∥

∥

∥V 2
n − 1

∥

∥ ≤
∥

∥V 2
n − 1

∥

∥ < 1.

Hence, by Lemma 4.1, we deduce that Vn is invertible in A. The invertibility of V
1/2
n can be shown

analogously. �

Now, let us complete the proof of Theorem 1.1.

Proof of Theorem 1.1. In the setting fixed at the beginning of this section, assume that LS,4n < 1/16
holds. According to Lemma 4.3, Un is well-defined in A, which proves the first claim in Theorem 1.1.

We continue by proving the second claim of the theorem dealing with the rate of convergence of µn to
Wigner’s semicircle law ω under the conditions LS,4n < 1/16 and LS,3n < 1/2e. Let us temporarily assume

15



the stronger condition LS,4n < 1/(160e)2. Then, we can apply Bai’s inequality as given in Corollary 3.2
with the parameters

A = 8, B = 3, a = 2, γ > 0.7, v = max
{

LS,3n, 80L
1/2
S,4n

}

, ε = 6v.

Note that the integrability of |Fn − Fω| as requested in (3.1) is guaranteed due to the fact that Un is an
element in A and thus µn has finite second moment; compare to Remark 3.3.

Let us proceed by showing that µn has compact support in [−3, 3]. This will allow us to simplify Bai’s
inequality; see (4.4) below. In view of the calculations made in the proof of Lemma 4.3, we have

‖Vn − 1‖ ≤
∥

∥V 2
n − 1

∥

∥ ≤ 4L
1/2
S,4n <

1

40

leading to ‖V −1
n ‖ < 40/39 with the help of Lemma 4.1. By Lemma 4.2, we obtain

‖Sn‖ ≤ 2 +
maxi∈[n] ‖Xi‖

Bn
≤ 2 + L

1/4
S,4n <

21

10
. (4.2)

It follows

‖Un‖ =
∥

∥

∥V −1/2
n SnV

−1/2
n

∥

∥

∥ ≤
∥

∥

∥V −1/2
n

∥

∥

∥

2

‖Sn‖ =
∥

∥V −1
n

∥

∥ ‖Sn‖ ≤ 40

39
‖Sn‖ < 3, (4.3)

which proves suppµn ⊂ [−3, 3] as claimed above. Combining this with suppω = [−2, 2] and Remark 3.3,
Bai’s inequality from Corollary 3.2 reduces to

C−1
γ,κ∆(µn, ω) ≤

16v

π
+ γε

3/2 +

∫ 2

−8

|Gn(u + i)−Gω(u + i)|du

+ sup
x∈[−2+ε/2,2−ε/2]

∫ 1

v

|Gn(x+ iy)−Gω(x + iy)|dy
(4.4)

with Cγ,κ being the constant from Corollary 3.2.
It suffices to bound the difference between the Cauchy transforms Gn and Gω evaluated at certain

z ∈ Av := {z ∈ C+ : |ℜz| ≤ 8, 1 ≥ ℑz ≥ v}. Before we continue with this, let us do some preparatory
work, mainly consisting of the analysis of the random variables (zVn − Sn)

−1 and (z − Sn)
−1 for z ∈ Av.

Due to

zVn − Sn = V
1/2
n (z − Un)V

1/2
n

and since V
1/2
n is invertible, we obtain that zVn−Sn is invertible in A for any z ∈ C

+. For z ∈ Av, define
Wz := z(z − Sn)

−1(Vn − 1) ∈ A and Uz := 1 +Wz ∈ A. Then, because of v ≥ 20‖Vn − 1‖, we have

‖Wz‖ ≤ |z|
ℑz ‖Vn − 1‖ ≤ 9

ℑz ‖Vn − 1‖ ≤ 9

v
‖Vn − 1‖ <

1

2

for any z ∈ Av. Thus, by Lemma 4.1, Uz is invertible in A with

∥

∥U−1
z

∥

∥ ≤ 1

1− ‖Wz‖
< 2

for z ∈ Av. Consequently, we can write

(zVn − Sn)
−1 =

(

(z − Sn)
(

1 + z(z − Sn)
−1(Vn − 1)

))−1
= U−1

z (z − Sn)
−1, z ∈ Av.

Using the inequality 0 ≤ y∗x∗xy ≤ ‖x‖2|y|2 holding for any x, y ∈ A, we get

ϕ

(

∣

∣

∣(zVn − Sn)
−1
∣

∣

∣

2
)

= ϕ
(

(z̄ − Sn)
−1
(

U−1
z

)∗
U−1
z (z − Sn)

−1
)

< 4ϕ
(

∣

∣(z − Sn)
−1
∣

∣

2
)
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for all z ∈ Av. The resolvent identity implies

ϕ
(

∣

∣(z − Sn)
−1
∣

∣

2
)

= ϕ
(

(z̄ − Sn)
−1(z − Sn)

−1
)

=
ϕ
(

(z̄ − Sn)
−1
)

− ϕ
(

(z − Sn)
−1
)

z − z̄

= −ℑ
(

ϕ
(

(z − Sn)
−1
))

ℑz =
|ℑ (GSn(z)) |

ℑz
for all z ∈ C+. By integration by parts and the inequality |Gω| ≤ 1 holding in C+ (see [Kar07a, Lemma
8]), we obtain

|GSn(z)| ≤ 1 + |GSn(z)−Gω(z)| ≤ 1 +
π∆(µSn , ω)

ℑz , z ∈ C
+.

Theorem 2.1 yields

|GSn(z)| ≤ 1 +
πC0LS,3n

ℑz ≤ 1 + πC0

for all z ∈ C
+ with ℑz ≥ LS,3n, where C0 > 0 is taken from Theorem 2.1. It follows

ϕ
(

∣

∣(z − Sn)
−1
∣

∣

2
)

≤ |GSn(z)|
ℑz ≤ 1 + πC0

ℑz , ℑz ≥ LS,3n.

Now, let us analyze the difference of Gn and GSn evaluated at some z ∈ Av. Since ϕ is tracial, we get

Gn(z) = ϕ
(

(z − Un)
−1
)

= ϕ
(

V
1/2
n (zVn − Sn)

−1V
1/2
n

)

= ϕ
(

Vn(zVn − Sn)
−1
)

=ϕ
(

(Vn − 1) (zVn − Sn)
−1
)

+ ϕ
(

(zVn − Sn)
−1
)

(4.5)

for all z ∈ C
+, which leads to

Gn(z)−GSn(z) = ϕ
(

(Vn − 1)U−1
z (z − Sn)

−1
)

+ ϕ
(

(zVn − Sn)
−1 − (z − Sn)

−1
)

for all z ∈ Av. Combining our preparatory work with the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality for ϕ and using
|ϕ(x)| ≤ ‖x‖ holding for all x ∈ A, the first summand on the right-hand side in the equation above
admits the estimate

∣

∣ϕ
(

(Vn − 1)U−1
z (z − Sn)

−1
)∣

∣ ≤ ϕ
(

(Vn − 1)U−1
z (U−1

z )∗(Vn − 1)
)1/2

ϕ
(

∣

∣(z − Sn)
−1
∣

∣

2
)1/2

≤
∥

∥U−1
z

∥

∥ ‖Vn − 1‖ϕ
(

∣

∣(z − Sn)
−1
∣

∣

2
)1/2

≤ 2
√
1 + πC0√
ℑz

‖Vn − 1‖

for any z ∈ Av. Similarly, we deduce
∣

∣ϕ
(

(zVn − Sn)
−1 − (z − Sn)

−1
)∣

∣ =
∣

∣ϕ
(

(zVn − Sn)
−1z(1− Vn)(z − Sn)

−1
)∣

∣

≤ |z| ‖Vn − 1‖ϕ
(

∣

∣

∣(zVn − Sn)
−1
∣

∣

∣

2
)1/2

ϕ
(

∣

∣(z − Sn)
−1
∣

∣

2
)1/2

≤ 2|z| ‖Vn − 1‖ϕ
(

∣

∣(z − Sn)
−1
∣

∣

2
)

≤ 2(1 + πC0)|z|
ℑz ‖Vn − 1‖

for all z as above. Hence, we arrive at

|Gn(z)−GSn(z)| ≤
(√

1 + πC0√
ℑz

+
(1 + πC0)|z|

ℑz

)

8L
1/2
S,4n, z ∈ Av.

Integration yields
∫ 2

−8

|Gn(u+ i)−GSn(u+ i)|du ≤
(

10
√

1 + πC0 + (1 + πC0)

∫ 2

−8

√

1 + u2du

)

8L
1/2
S,4n

≤
(

80
√

1 + πC0 + 293(1 + πC0)
)

L
1/2
S,4n
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and
∫ 1

v

|Gn(x+ iy)−GSn(x+ iy)|dy ≤
(∫ 1

v

√
1 + πC0√

y
dy + (1 + πC0)

∫ 1

v

|x+ iy|
y

dy

)

8L
1/2
S,4n

≤
(

16
√

1 + πC0 + 8(1 + πC0) + 16(1 + πC0)|log v|
)

L
1/2
S,4n

for any x ∈ [−2 + ε/2, 2− ε/2].
It remains to handle the integral contributions from the difference of GSn and Gω. We have

∫ 1

v

|GSn(x+ iy)−Gω(x+ iy)|dy ≤
∫ 1

v

πC0LS,3n

y
dy ≤ πC0LS,3n|log v|

for x as above and
∫ 2

−8

|GSn(u+ i)−Gω(u+ i)|du ≤ 10πC0LS,3n.

Using (4.4), we conclude

C−1
γ,κ∆(µn, ω) ≤

16v

π
+ γε

3/2 + πC0LS,3n (10 + |log v|) + L
1/2
S,4n (C1 + C2|log v|) (4.6)

for suitably chosen constants C1, C2 > 0.
Observing that v < 1/e holds, we obtain

max
{

LS,3n, L
1/2
S,4n

}

≤ max
{

LS,3n, L
1/2
S,4n

}

|log v|

≤ max
{

LS,3n, L
1/2
S,4n

} ∣

∣

∣log
(

max
{

LS,3n, L
1/2
S,4n

})∣

∣

∣

≤ max
{

|logLS,3n|LS,3n, |logLS,4n|L
1/2
S,4n

}

.

Together with (4.6), this implies

∆(µn, ω) ≤ C3 max
{

|logLS,3n|LS,3n, |logLS,4n|L
1/2
S,4n

}

for some constant C3 > 0.
Recall that the inequality above only holds under the stronger condition LS,4n < 1/(160e)2. Let us

now consider the remaining case, i.e. we are given 1/16 > LS,4n ≥ 1/(160e)2 and LS,3n < 1/2e. Due to
LS,4n ≤ L

4/3
S,3n ≤ LS,3n, we obtain LS,3n ≥ 1/(160e)2, which leads to

max
{

|logLS,3n|LS,3n, |logLS,4n|L
1/2
S,4n

}

≥ max{|logLS,3n|, |logLS,4n|}
(160e)2

≥ |logLS,4n|
(160e)2

>
2

(160e)2
.

In particular, we arrive at

∆(µn, ω) ≤ 1 ≤ (160e)2

2
max

{

|logLS,3n|LS,3n, |logLS,4n|L
1/2
S,4n

}

.

Hence, by setting C := max{C3, (160e)
2
/2}, the claim concerning the rate of convergence follows in all

cases.
Let us end by verifying the last two claims of Theorem 1.1. Assume that limn→∞ LS,4n = 0 holds.

Then, the free Lindeberg CLT is applicable and we get limn→∞ GSn(z) = Gω(z) for all z ∈ C+. Com-
bining (4.5) with the inequality

‖(zVn − Sn)
−1‖ ≤ 40

39

1

ℑz , z ∈ C
+,
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it follows

|Gn(z)−GSn(z)| ≤
40

39
‖Vn − 1‖

(

1

ℑz +
|z|

(ℑz)2
)

≤ 160

39

(

1

ℑz +
|z|

(ℑz)2
)

L
1/2
S,4n

for all z ∈ C+. Thus, we conclude limn→∞ Gn(z) = Gω(z) for all z ∈ C+ leading to µn ⇒ ω as
n → ∞. Due to suppµn ⊂ [−3, 3] holding for sufficiently large n and [Bil99, Theorem 25.12], the claimed
convergence of moments follows from the just-proven weak convergence. �

Before we continue with proving the remaining claims on bounded self-normalized sums, let us briefly
comment on the assumptions made in Theorem 1.1 as well as on possible variations of our proof.

Remark 4.4. (i) In our proof, the assumption LS,4n < 1/16 is necessary in order to guarantee that
Un is a well-defined random variable in A, whereas the condition LS,3n < 1/2e is made mainly for
convenience. In fact, it is possible to obtain the same rate of convergence (up to constants) as
in Theorem 1.1 under the assumptions 1 > c0 > LS,3n for some c0 ∈ (0, 1) and LS,4n < 1/16 by
replacing the constant C appearing in the last-named theorem by C′ := max{C, 2e(|log c0|)−1}.

(ii) The rate of convergence established in Theorem 1.1 depends on LS,3n due to the fact that
the speed of convergence in the free CLT is of order LS,3n; compare to Theorem 2.1. Since
Theorem 2.1 additionally provides an alternative rate in the free CLT of order L

1/2
3n , one can also

bound ∆(µn, ω) in terms of the quantities L
1/2
S,4n and L

1/2
3n – up to some logarithmic factors and

under suitable conditions on both fractions.

Let us now study the support of µn. According to the calculations in (4.2) and (4.3), we already know
that

suppµn ⊂
[

−40

39

(

2 +
maxi∈[n] ‖Xi‖

Bn

)

,
40

39

(

2 +
maxi∈[n] ‖Xi‖

Bn

)]

holds, whenever LS,4n is sufficiently small. A modification of those calculations leads to the result in
Corollary 1.2.

Proof of Corollary 1.2. In the setting introduced at the beginning of this section, assume that LS,4n < 1/64
holds. In view of Lemma 4.1 and the calculations made in the proof of Lemma 4.3, we have

∥

∥

∥
V

1/2
n − 1

∥

∥

∥
≤ ‖Vn − 1‖ ≤ 4L

1/2
S,4n <

1

2
,

∥

∥

∥
V −1/2
n − 1

∥

∥

∥
< 2

∥

∥

∥
V

1/2
n − 1

∥

∥

∥
≤ 8L

1/2
S,4n.

Together with (4.2), it follows

‖Un‖ ≤
∥

∥

∥

(

V −1/2
n − 1

)

Sn

(

V −1/2
n − 1

)∥

∥

∥
+
∥

∥

∥

(

V −1/2
n − 1

)

Sn

∥

∥

∥
+
∥

∥

∥
SnV

−1/2
n

∥

∥

∥

≤
∥

∥

∥V −1/2
n − 1

∥

∥

∥

2

‖Sn‖+ 2
∥

∥

∥V −1/2
n − 1

∥

∥

∥ ‖Sn‖+ ‖Sn‖

<
(

2 + L
1/4
S,4n

)(

64LS,4n + 16L
1/2
S,4n

)

+ 2 +
maxi∈[n] ‖Xi‖

Bn

≤ 2 +
maxi∈[n] ‖Xi‖

Bn
+ 57L

1/2
S,4n.

�

Lastly, we prove Corollary 1.3 dealing with the special case of identical distributions.

Proof of Corollary 1.3. Assume that the sequence (Xi)i∈N fixed at the beginning of this section is a
sequence of free identically distributed self-adjoint random variables with ϕ(X1) = 0 and ϕ(X2

1 ) = 1.
Then, it follows B2

n = n > 0, LS,3n = ‖X1‖3n−1/2, and LS,4n = ‖X1‖4n−1. From Theorem 1.1, we know
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that the self-normalized sum Un is well-defined in A for n > 16‖X1‖4 and that its analytic distribution
µn satisfies

∆(µn, ω) ≤ 2C0‖X1‖3
logn√

n

for n > max{16‖X1‖4, 4e2‖X1‖6} with C0 > 0 being the constant in Theorem 1.1. In the case that
16‖X1‖4 < n ≤ 4e2‖X1‖6 holds, we have n−1/2 logn > (2e‖X1‖3)−1, which leads to

∆(µn, ω) ≤ 1 ≤ 2e‖X1‖3
logn√

n
.

Letting C := 2max{C0, e}, we arrive at ∆(µn, ω) ≤ C‖X1‖3(logn)n−1/2 for n > 16‖X1‖4 as claimed.
The weak convergence and the moment convergence of µn to ω as n → ∞ both follow from Theorem 1.1,
whereas the statement concerning the support of µn is immediate from Corollary 1.2. �

In Section 1.2, we indicated that the use of Cauchy transforms is not the only option to substitute
Slutsky’s theorem in the intuitive approach to self-normalized sums. As we will see in the following remark,
one can use a convergence result for rational expressions in strongly convergent bounded random variables
in order to prove the convergence of moments (and thus the weak convergence) stated in Theorem 1.1.
We refer to [Col+22, Yin18] for the definition of non-commutative rational expressions.

Remark 4.5. We work in the setting fixed at the beginning of this section. Assuming limn→∞ LS,4n = 0
and making use of [Yin18, Theorem 1.2], our goal is to show that the self-normalized sum Un satisfies

lim
n→∞

ϕ(Uk
n ) = ϕ(sk), k ∈ N,

where s ∈ A is a standard semicircular element.
Note that we find n0 ∈ N in such a way that LS,4n < 1/64 holds for all n ≥ n0. Then, by Lemma 4.3,

the random variable V 2
n is invertible in A, implying that Un is well-defined for those n. For any k ∈ N,

define the rational expression rk by rk(x, y) := (xy−1)k and observe that we have ϕ(Uk
n) = ϕ(rk(Sn, Vn))

for any n ≥ n0 (since ϕ is tracial) as well as rk(s, 1) = sk ∈ A. If we assume that (Sn, Vn) strongly
converges to (s, 1) as n → ∞, then we can apply [Yin18, Theorem 1.2] to rk leading to

lim
n→∞

ϕ(Uk
n) = lim

n→∞
ϕ(rk(Sn, Vn)) = ϕ(rk(s, 1)) = ϕ(sk)

for all k ∈ N as claimed.
It remains to verify that (Sn, Vn) strongly converges to (s, 1) as n → ∞. For this, we have to prove

lim
n→∞

ϕ(P (Sn, Vn)) = ϕ(P (s, 1)), lim
n→∞

‖P (Sn, Vn)‖ = ‖P (s, 1)‖

for any polynomial P in two non-commuting formal variables. Let us begin with the convergence in ϕ.
Due to linearity, it suffices to establish convergence of all mixed moments, i.e.

lim
n→∞

ϕ(Sp1
n V q1

n Sp2
n V q2

n · · ·Spm
n V qm

n ) = ϕ(sp1+p2+···+pm)

for all choices of p1, q1, p2, q2, . . . , pm, qm,m ∈ N. Below, we restrict to m = 3; the general case can be
dealt with in complete analogy. Fix p1, q1, p2, q2, p3, q3 ∈ N. With the help of Lemmata 4.2 and 4.3, we
get

‖Sn‖ ≤ 2 + L
1/4
S,4n < 3, ‖Vn‖ ≤ 1 + ‖Vn − 1‖ ≤ 1 + 4L

1/2
S,4n < 2

for n ≥ n0. Moreover, note that we have

‖V qj
n − 1‖ =

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

(Vn − 1)

qj
∑

i=1

V i−1
n

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

≤ ‖Vn − 1‖
qj
∑

i=1

‖Vn‖i−1 < 4L
1/2
S,4n

qj
∑

i=1

2i−1 → 0
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as n → ∞ for any j ∈ [3]. Together with

Sp1
n V q1

n Sp2
n V q2

n Sp3
n V q3

n = Sp1
n (V q1

n − 1)Sp2
n V q2

n Sp3
n V q3

n + Sp1+p2
n V q2

n Sp3
n V q3

n

= Sp1
n (V q1

n − 1)Sp2
n V q2

n Sp3
n V q3

n + Sp1+p2
n (V q2

n − 1)Sp3
n V q3

n + Sp1+p2+p3
n V q3

n

= Sp1
n (V q1

n − 1)Sp2
n V q2

n Sp3
n V q3

n + Sp1+p2
n (V q2

n − 1)Sp3
n V q3

n

+ Sp1+p2+p3
n (V q3

n − 1) + Sp1+p2+p3
n ,

it follows
∣

∣ϕ(Sp1
n V q1

n Sp2
n V q2

n Sp3
n V q3

n )− ϕ(Sp1+p2+p3
n )

∣

∣

≤ ‖Sn‖p1+p2+p3
(

‖V q1
n − 1‖‖Vn‖q2+q3 + ‖V q2

n − 1‖‖Vn‖q3 + ‖V q3
n − 1‖

)

≤ 3p1+p2+p3
(

2q2+q3‖V q1
n − 1‖+ 2q3‖V q2

n − 1‖+ ‖V q3
n − 1‖

)

→ 0

as n → ∞. By the free Lindeberg CLT, which is applicable due to limn→∞ LS,4n = 0, we know that
µSn ⇒ ω holds as n → ∞. Together with suppµSn ⊂ [−3, 3] for all n ≥ n0, we arrive at

lim
n→∞

ϕ(Sp1+p2+p3
n ) = ϕ(sp1+p2+p3).

Combining the last observations, we obtain

lim
n→∞

ϕ(Sp1
n V q1

n Sp2
n V q2

n Sp3
n V q3

n ) = ϕ(sp1+p2+p3)

as claimed.
In order to verify the requested norm convergence, let P be a polynomial in two non-commuting formal

variables. Making use of [CM14, Proposition 2.1], we get limn→∞ ‖P (Sn, 1)‖ = ‖P (s, 1)‖. Hence, the
claimed convergence follows if we can prove limn→∞ ‖P (Sn, Vn)− P (Sn, 1)‖ = 0. Here, it suffices to show

lim
n→∞

‖Sp1
n V q1

n Sp2
n V q2

n · · ·Spm
n V qm

n − Sp1+p2+···+pm
n ‖ = 0

for all choices of p1, q1, p2, q2, . . . , pm, qm,m ∈ N, which can be done easily by using the previous calcula-
tions. For instance, in the case m = 3, we have

∥

∥Sp1
n V q1

n Sp2
n V q2

n Sp3
n V q3

n − Sp1+p2+p3
n

∥

∥

≤ 3p1+p2+p3
(

2q2+q3‖V q1
n − 1‖+ 2q3‖V q2

n − 1‖+ ‖V q3
n − 1‖

)

→ 0

as n → ∞.

4.2. Example: Self-normalized sums of independent GUE matrices. The goal of this section is
to show how some of the arguments provided in the previous section, especially those belonging to the
intuitive approach to self-normalized sums, can be used to derive a self-normalized limit theorem in the
context of independent GUE matrices.

Before we formulate the exact statement, let us briefly recall some aspects from random matrix theory.
For N ∈ N, let MN (C) denote the C∗-algebra of matrices of dimension N × N over C. For any matrix
X ∈ MN (C), the normalized trace of X is denoted by trN (X), whereas ‖X‖N is the operator norm
given by the largest singular value of X . A self-adjoint random matrix X = N−1/2(Xij)i,j∈[N ] over some
probability space (Ω,F ,P) is a GUE matrix if its entries satisfy the following conditions: Each Xij is
a standard Gaussian random variable on (Ω,F ,P), which is complex for i 6= j and real for i = j, and
{Xij : i ≤ j} are independent. Recall that Wigner’s semicircle law applies to GUE matrices and that
tuples of independent GUE matrices of dimension N×N almost surely strongly converge to tuples of free
standard semicircular random variables in some C∗-probability space as N → ∞. We refer to [MS17] for
more details on the last-mentioned convergence results.

Having introduced the necessary notation, we can formulate our result on self-normalized sums of
independent GUE matrices.
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Proposition 4.6. For all choices of n,N ∈ N, let Xn,N =
(

X
(N)
1 , . . . , X

(N)
n

)

be an n-tuple of independent
GUE matrices of dimension N ×N over some probability space (Ω,F ,P). Define

Sn,N :=

n
∑

i=1

X
(N)
i , V 2

n,N :=

n
∑

i=1

(

X
(N)
i

)2
.

Then, there exists N0 ∈ N such that for P-a.e. ω ∈ Ω the self-normalized sum Un,N(ω) given by

Un,N(ω) :=
(

V 2
n,N (ω)

)−1/4
Sn,N(ω)

(

V 2
n,N (ω)

)−1/4

is well-defined in MN(C) for all N ≥ N0, n ∈ N. Moreover, for P-a.e. ω ∈ Ω and all z ∈ C+, we have

lim
n→∞

lim sup
N→∞

∣

∣trN
(

(z − Un,N (ω))−1
)

−Gω(z)
∣

∣ = 0,

where Gω(z) denotes the Cauchy transform of Wigner’s semicircle law ω (not to be confused with the
element ω ∈ Ω) evaluated at z ∈ C+.

Before we provide the proof of the proposition above, let us make a few comments: First, an application
of the results established in Section 4.1 is not possible since the GUE matrices X

(N)
1 , . . . , X

(N)
n are neither

free nor elements in a C∗-probability space. Moreover, Yin’s strong convergence result [Yin18, Theorem
1.2] as used in Remark 4.5 does not imply Proposition 4.6 either due to the consideration of the double
limit. Second, the sole purpose of Proposition 4.6 and its proof is to show how some of the ideas of the
intuitive approach to (bounded) self-normalized sums are still applicable in the setting of independent
GUE matrices. In particular, the proof of Proposition 4.6 is dominated by the free probabilistic approach
to random matrices.

Proof of Proposition 4.6. We proceed in three steps: In the first step, we verify that Un,N is P-a.s. well-
defined for all n and all sufficiently large N . The second step, non-rigorously speaking, consists of showing
that V 2

n,N and V −2
n,N are P-a.s. close to the identity matrix IN ∈ MN (C) in the operator norm ‖ · ‖N for

large N and n. In the third step, we prove the claimed convergence by comparing trN((z − Un,N)−1) to
trN ((z − Sn,N )−1) for any z ∈ C+ and by using Wigner’s semicircle law for GUE matrices.

Before we start with the first step, let us introduce some notation. As before, we agree on considering
the normalized versions of Sn,N and V 2

n,N , i.e. from now on, let

Sn,N =
1√
n

n
∑

i=1

X
(N)
i , V 2

n,N =
1

n

n
∑

i=1

(

X
(N)
i

)2
.

Define the non-commutative polynomial Pn in n formal variables by Pn(x1, . . . , xn) :=
∑n

i=1 x
2
i . More-

over, set rn(x1, . . . , xn) := (Pn(x1, . . . , xn))
−1 and observe that rn is a non-degenerate non-commutative

rational expression. Lastly, after passing over to a countable union of null sets if necessary, we find a null
set M0 ⊂ Ω such that for all ω 6∈ M0 and all N,n ∈ N, i ∈ [n], we have

(

X
(N)
i (ω)

)∗

= X
(N)
i (ω) ∈ MN (C).

Now, we begin with the first step. Clearly, it suffices to show that V 2
n,N is P-a.s. invertible for all

n and sufficiently large N . For this purpose, we use [Col+22, Theorem 18] dealing with evaluations of
certain rational expressions in random matrices that are distributed according to an absolutely continuous
probability measure. Let us go into detail here: Fix n ∈ N and i ∈ [n]. Applying the last-cited theorem
to the rational expression r1 and the GUE matrix X

(N)
i , we find N0 ∈ N and a null set M1 ⊂ Ω – both

independent of i and n – such that for all ω 6∈ M1 and all N ≥ N0 the matrix

r1

(

X
(N)
i (ω)

)

=
(

X
(N)
i (ω)

)−2
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exists in MN (C). In particular, it follows that
(

X
(N)
i (ω)

)2
is positive definite for all ω 6∈ M0 ∪M1 and

N,n, and i as above. Together with

Pn(Xn,N (ω)) =

n
∑

i=1

P1

(

X
(N)
i (ω)

)

,

we deduce that V 2
n,N (ω) = n−1Pn(Xn,N (ω)) is positive definite and thus invertible for all ω 6∈ M0 ∪M1,

N ≥ N0, and n ∈ N. For completeness, let us remark that it is possible to apply [Col+22, Theorem
18] to rn and Xn,N directly, i.e. the detour via r1 can be avoided. However, by this approach, it is not
immediate that the lower bound on the matrix dimension N is independent of n.

Before we continue with the second step, let us do some preparatory work. For this, fix n ∈ N and let
(s1, . . . , sn) be an n-tuple of free standard semicircular random variables in some C∗-probability space
(A, ϕ) with faithful tracial functional ϕ, unit 1 = 1A, and norm ‖·‖A. Making use of some information on
free Poisson elements taken from [NS06, Propositions 12.11 and 12.13], our goal is to analyze the random
variables n−1Pn(s1, . . . , sn) and nrn(s1, . . . , sn). Note that nrn(s1, . . . , sn) a priori does not need to exist
in A. Recall that s2i is a free Poisson element of rate and jump size both equal to 1 for any i ∈ [n]. In
particular, we have κm(s2i ) = 1 for all m ∈ N, i ∈ [n], where κm(·) denotes the m-th free cumulant as
defined in [NS06, Definition 11.3]. By freeness of s21, . . . , s

2
n and vanishing of mixed cumulants, it follows

κm

(

Pn(s1, . . . , sn)

n

)

= κm

(

1

n

n
∑

i=1

s2i

)

= n

(

1

n

)m

=
1

nm−1

for all m ∈ N implying that n−1Pn(s1, . . . , sn) is a free Poisson element with rate n and jump size n−1.
Since n−1Pn(s1, . . . , sn) is normal and ϕ is faithful, we get

σ

(

Pn(s1, . . . , sn)

n

)

=

[

1− 2√
n
+

1

n
, 1 +

2√
n
+

1

n

]

⊂ [0,∞)

leading to
∥

∥

∥

∥

Pn(s1, . . . , sn)

n
− 1

∥

∥

∥

∥

A

= sup

{

|z − 1| : z ∈ σ

(

Pn(s1, . . . , sn)

n

)}

=
2√
n
+

1

n
. (4.7)

Under the additional assumption n ≥ 20, we obtain ‖n−1Pn(s1, . . . , sn) − 1‖A ≤ 1/2. Then, Lemma 4.1
yields that n−1Pn(s1, . . . , sn) is invertible in A with inverse nrn(s1, . . . , sn) ∈ A satisfying

‖nrn(s1, . . . , sn)− 1‖A ≤
∥

∥n−1Pn(s1, . . . , sn)− 1
∥

∥

A

1− ‖n−1Pn(s1, . . . , sn)− 1‖A
≤ 4√

n
+

2

n
(4.8)

for all n ≥ 20.
Now, we turn to the second step of the proof. Since nrn(s1, . . . , sn) is defined in A, we can apply

[Yin18, Corollary 1.3] to the rational expressions nrn(x1, . . . , xn)− 1 and n−1Pn(x1, . . . , xn)− 1 for any
n ∈ N. Consequently, we find a null set M2 ⊂ Ω – again after passing over to a countable union of null
sets if necessary – such that for all ω 6∈ ∪2

i=0Mi and all N ≥ N0, n ∈ N, we have

lim
N→∞

∥

∥V −2
n,N (ω)− IN

∥

∥

N
= ‖nrn(s1, . . . , sn)− 1‖A ,

lim
N→∞

∥

∥V 2
n,N (ω)− IN

∥

∥

N
=

∥

∥

∥

∥

Pn(s1, . . . , sn)

n
− 1

∥

∥

∥

∥

A

.
(4.9)

Finally, let us continue with the third step. Here, we argue realization-wise. Thus, for the following
calculations, fix ω 6∈ ∪2

i=0Mi as well as N ≥ N0, n ∈ N, and z ∈ C+. Because of ω 6∈ M0, the realizations
X

(N)
1 (ω), . . . , X

(N)
n (ω) are self-adjoint random variables in the C∗-probability space (MN (C), trN ). In

particular, we can reuse some of the ideas presented in the proof of Theorem 1.1.
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We already know that ‖(z − Un,N(ω))−1‖N ≤ (ℑz)−1 and ‖(z − Sn,N (ω))−1‖N ≤ (ℑz)−1 hold. Note
that zVn,N(ω)− Sn,N (ω) is invertible in MN(C) with inverse

(zVn,N(ω)− Sn,N (ω))−1 = V
−1/2
n,N (ω)(z − Un,N (ω))−1V

−1/2
n,N (ω).

Thus, we obtain

∥

∥

∥(zVn,N(ω)− Sn,N (ω))−1
∥

∥

∥

N
≤

∥

∥

∥V −1
n,N (ω)

∥

∥

∥

N

ℑz .

Since V −1
n,N (ω) is positive definite, all eigenvalues of V −1

n,N (ω) + IN are larger than 1, implying that the
matrix V −1

n,N (ω) + IN is invertible in MN (C) with
∥

∥

∥(V −1
n,N (ω) + IN )−1

∥

∥

∥

N
≤ 1.

Together with V −1
n,N (ω)− IN = (V −1

n,N (ω) + IN )−1(V −2
n,N (ω)− IN ), it follows

∥

∥

∥V −1
n,N (ω)− IN

∥

∥

∥

N
≤
∥

∥

∥

(

V −1
n,N (ω) + IN

)−1
∥

∥

∥

N

∥

∥

∥V −2
n,N (ω)− IN

∥

∥

∥

N
≤
∥

∥

∥V −2
n,N (ω)− IN

∥

∥

∥

N
,

which leads to
∥

∥

∥V −1
n,N (ω)

∥

∥

∥

N
≤ 1 +

∥

∥

∥V −2
n,N (ω)− IN

∥

∥

∥

N
.

Moreover, by using the same arguments as above, we get

‖Vn,N (ω)− IN‖N ≤
∥

∥

∥(Vn,N (ω) + IN )
−1
∥

∥

∥

N

∥

∥V 2
n,N (ω)− IN

∥

∥

N
≤
∥

∥V 2
n,N (ω)− IN

∥

∥

N
.

Now, we write

trN

(

(z − Un,N(ω))
−1 − (z − Sn,N (ω))

−1
)

= trN

(

(Vn,N (ω)− IN ) (zVn,N(ω)− Sn,N(ω))
−1
)

+ trN

(

(zVn,N(ω)− Sn,N(ω))
−1 − (z − Sn,N(ω))−1

)

= trN

(

(Vn,N (ω)− IN ) (zVn,N(ω)− Sn,N(ω))−1
)

+ trN

(

(zVn,N(ω)− Sn,N(ω))
−1

z(IN − Vn,N (ω))(z − Sn,N (ω))−1
)

.

The first term in the last sum above admits the estimate
∣

∣

∣trN

(

(Vn,N (ω)− IN ) (zVn,N(ω)− Sn,N (ω))
−1
)∣

∣

∣ ≤
∥

∥Vn,N (ω)− IN
∥

∥

N

∥

∥ (zVn,N (ω)− Sn,N (ω))
−1 ∥
∥

N

≤

∥

∥V 2
n,N (ω)− IN

∥

∥

N

(

1 +
∥

∥

∥V −2
n,N (ω)− IN

∥

∥

∥

N

)

ℑz ,

whereas the second term can be bounded by
∣

∣

∣trN

(

(zVn,N (ω)− Sn,N (ω))
−1

z(IN − Vn,N (ω))(z − Sn,N(ω))−1
)∣

∣

∣

≤ |z| ‖Vn,N (ω)− IN‖N
∥

∥

∥(zVn,N (ω)− Sn,N (ω))
−1
∥

∥

∥

N

∥

∥

∥(z − Sn,N(ω))
−1
∥

∥

∥

N

≤ |z|
(ℑz)2

∥

∥V 2
n,N (ω)− IN

∥

∥

N

(

1 +
∥

∥V −2
n,N (ω)− IN

∥

∥

N

)

.

It is immediate that the last two inequalities combined with (4.7), (4.8), and (4.9) imply

lim
n→∞

lim sup
N→∞

∣

∣

∣trN

(

(z − Un,N(ω))
−1 − (z − Sn,N (ω))

−1
)∣

∣

∣ = 0.
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Since Sn,N is a GUE matrix for any n,N ∈ N, Wigner’s semicircle law is applicable. Hence, there exists
a null set M3 ⊂ Ω such that for all ω 6∈ M3, z ∈ C+, and n ∈ N, we have

lim
N→∞

trN

(

(z − Sn,N (ω))−1
)

= Gω(z).

Finally, we conclude: There exists a null set M ⊂ Ω, namely M := ∪3
i=0Mi, such that for all ω 6∈ M

and all z ∈ C+, we have

lim
n→∞

lim sup
N→∞

∣

∣trN
(

(z − Un,N (ω))−1
)

−Gω(z)
∣

∣ = 0.

�

5. Unbounded self-normalized sums: Proofs of Theorem 1.4 and Corollary 1.5

This section is devoted to the analysis of self-normalized sums of free self-adjoint unbounded operators
that are affiliated with a von Neumann algebra. We start with proving Theorem 1.4, from which the
claims in Corollary 1.5 dealing with the special case of identical distributions can be derived easily.

Throughout this section, we work in the following setting: Let (A, ϕ) be a W ∗-probability space act-
ing on some Hilbert space H with tracial functional ϕ. Recall that the identity operator in B(H) is
denoted by 1, whereas the operator norm is given by ‖ · ‖. Fix a sequence (Xi)i∈N ⊂ L2(A) ⊂ Aff(A)
of free self-adjoint random variables with ϕ(Xi) = 0 and ϕ(X2

i ) = σ2
i for all i ∈ N. Let B2

n be defined
as in Theorem 1.1 and assume that B2

n > 0 as well as Lindeberg’s condition in (1.2) are satisfied. In
agreement with the notation introduced in Section 4, we consider the normalized versions of Sn and V 2

n

as given in (4.1). In the case of existence, µn denotes the analytic distribution of the self-normalized
sum Un = V

−1/2
n SnV

−1/2
n and Fn and Gn are its distribution function and Cauchy transform. Lastly, GSn

denotes the Cauchy transform of the analytic distribution µSn of Sn.

Before we start with some preparations for the proof of Theorem 1.4, let us briefly comment on the
general idea. On a superficial level, we proceed similarly to the proof of Theorem 1.1: First, we show
that Un is well-defined in Aff(A) for large n; compare to Lemma 5.4. Second, in order to derive the
claimed rate of convergence of µn to ω, we argue by a version of Bai’s inequality and bound the resulting
differences between the Cauchy transforms Gn and Gω by making use of the closeness of V 2

n to 1 and the
free CLT. Third, the convergence claim at the end of Theorem 1.4 follows immediately from calculations
done in the second step. As we will see in the course of this section, the explicit realizations of the first
two steps differ strongly from the ones given in Section 4.

We begin by showing that the self-normalized sum Un is well-defined in Aff(A) for sufficiently large
n. For this, we have to verify that V 2

n is invertible in Aff(A) for large n. The following lemma provides a
sufficient condition for a self-adjoint operator in Aff(A) to be invertible in Aff(A). Due to its generality,
the corresponding statement could also be included in Section 2.2.1. However, we chose to give the lemma
here for better comparability of the proofs of the invertibility of V 2

n in the bounded and unbounded case;
compare to Remark 5.5.

Lemma 5.1. Let T ∈ Aff(A) be self-adjoint with spectral measure ET satisfying ET ({0}) = 0. Then, T
is invertible in Aff(A).

Proof. Due to ET ({0}) = 0, the identity map is ET -a.s. non-zero on R and we can make use of [Sch12,
Theorem 5.9]. It follows that T is invertible with T−1 = f(T ) for f : R → R∪{∞}, f(x) := 1/x for x 6= 0,
f(0) := ∞. Since f is ET -a.s. finite and due to T ∈ Aff(A)sa, we obtain T−1 = f(T ) ∈ Aff(A); compare
to Section 2.2.1. �

Let us briefly add some remarks to the last lemma.
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Remark 5.2. (i) For T as in Lemma 5.1, the condition ET ({0}) = 0 is equivalent to µT ({0}) = 0
with µT being the analytic distribution of T . For self-adjoint T (not necessarily in Aff(A)), the
equation ET ({0}) = 0 is equivalent to T being injective; compare to [Sch12, Proposition 5.10].

(ii) As shown in [Rei98, Lemma 2.6], any injective operator in Aff(A) is invertible in Aff(A). The
proof of this statement is based on the polar decomposition of closed densely defined operators,
functional calculus, and the faithfulness of ϕ. Tembo [Tem09, Lemma 3.2] proved that any
injective normal operator in Aff(A) is invertible in Aff(A) without the use of functional calculus.

Later, we would like to apply Lemma 5.1 to the sum V 2
n . In view of Remark 5.2, it suffices to gather

some information on possible atoms of the free additive convolution µV 2
n
= µX2

1/B2
n
⊞ · · ·⊞ µX2

n/B2
n
. For

this purpose, we use the following well-known regularity result for free additive convolutions proven by
Bercovici and Voiculescu [BV98, Theorem 7.4].

Proposition 5.3. Let ν1 and ν2 be probability measures on R and let γ ∈ R. The following are equivalent:

(i) γ is an atom of ν1 ⊞ ν2.
(ii) There exist atoms α, β ∈ R of ν1, ν2, respectively, with γ = α+ β and ν1({α}) + ν2({β}) > 1.

If (ii) holds, then (ν1 ⊞ ν2)({γ}) = ν1({α}) + ν2({β})− 1.

Finally, we are able to prove that V 2
n is invertible in Aff(A) for sufficiently large n. As a byproduct

of our proof, we obtain that the same conclusion holds true for the random variable Sn. Let us note
that the invertibility of Sn in Aff(A) is not very surprising considering Lemma 5.1, Remark 5.2, and the
phenomenon of superconvergence in the free CLT.

Lemma 5.4. There exists n0 ∈ N such that V 2
n , Vn, V

1/2
n , and Sn are invertible in Aff(A) for all n ≥ n0.

Proof. Let us begin by proving that the analytic distribution µSn has no atoms for sufficiently large n.
It is well-known that Lindeberg’s condition, which we assumed to hold at the beginning of this section,
implies

lim
n→∞

maxi∈[n] σ
2
i

B2
n

= 0.

Chebyshev’s inequality yields

max
i∈[n]

µXi/Bn
({x : |x| ≥ ε}) ≤ ε−2 max

i∈[n]
ϕ

(

X2
i

B2
n

)

= ε−2maxi∈[n] σ
2
i

B2
n

→ 0

as n → ∞ for any ε > 0, i.e. the family {µXi/Bn
: n ∈ N, i ∈ [n]} is an infinitesimal array of probability

measures. Moreover, according to the free Lindeberg CLT, we have µSn = µX1/Bn
⊞ · · ·⊞ µXn/Bn

⇒ ω as
n → ∞. The last two observations allow to apply the superconvergence result for free additive convolutions
in [Ber+22, Corollary 2.4] implying that µSn is absolutely continuous in a neighborhood of [−1, 1] for
sufficiently large n, say n ≥ n0. In particular, we get µSn({0}) = 0 for those n. By Lemma 5.1, Sn is
invertible in Aff(A) for all n ≥ n0.

In order to verify the claims concerning V 2
n , Vn, and V

1/2
n , we argue similarly: Assume that 0 is an

atom of µV 2
n
. Then, by induction on Proposition 5.3, we find atoms xi ∈ R of µX2

i/B2
n

such that

0 =

n
∑

i=1

xi and

n
∑

i=1

µX2
i/B2

n
({xi}) > n− 1

hold. By positivity of X2
i/B2

n for all i ∈ [n], we must have xi = 0 for all i ∈ [n]. Making use of functional
calculus, it follows 0 < µX2

i/B2
n
({0}) = µXi/Bn

({0}) for all i ∈ [n]. In particular, Proposition 5.3 – this
time in the reverse direction – yields that 0 has to be an atom of µSn , which is a contradiction whenever
n ≥ n0 holds. Hence, we obtain 0 = µV 2

n
({0}) = µVn({0}) = µV

1/2
n

({0}) for n ≥ n0. �
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Let us briefly compare the proofs of the invertibility of V 2
n in the bounded and unbounded case;

compare to Lemmata 4.3 and 5.4.

Remark 5.5. (i) In the bounded case, i.e. in Lemma 4.3, the invertibility of V 2
n was derived with

the help of a Neumann series type argument with respect to the norm defined on the underlying
C∗-algebra combined with the fact that V 2

n is close to 1 in that norm. This approach fails in
the unbounded case since the operator norm of V 2

n may be infinite. Additionally, in the proof of
Lemma 5.4, we did not use the closeness of the unbounded operator V 2

n to the identity 1.
(ii) The proof of the invertibility of V 2

n in the unbounded case, compare to Lemma 5.4, heavily relies
on the fact that V 2

n is a linear operator (and not just an abstract object in some C∗-algebra)
allowing us to talk about injectivity and spectral measures. In particular, V 2

n being invertible is
not tied to the condition that 0 is not contained in its spectrum and we can make sense of V −2

n

as a linear operator whenever the premise of Lemma 5.1 is satisfied, i.e. whenever V 2
n is injective.

A statement similar to that in Lemma 5.1 is not possible in the context of C∗-probability spaces,
even in view of the GNS representation.

In the following, assume that n ≥ n0 holds with n0 taken from the preceding lemma. Then, the self-
normalized sum Un is well-defined in Aff(A). Before we pass over to the complete proof of Theorem 1.4,
let us collect some information on the integrability of Un. We start by recalling the following lemma taken
from [BS12, Lemma 2.1].

Lemma 5.6. Let T1, . . . , Tk ∈ Aff(A) and λ1, . . . , λk > 0 with
∑k

i=1 λi ≤ 1. Then, we have

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

k
∑

i=1

λiTi

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

2

≤
k
∑

i=1

λi|Ti|2.

Clearly, the last lemma implies 0 ≤ |Sn|2 ≤ nV 2
n . With the help of this inequality, we can prove that

the self-normalized sum Un satisfies |Un| ≤
√
n and is contained in Lp(A) for all 0 < p ≤ ∞. Let us

remark that these statements can be interpreted as a consequence of some kind of regularizing effect of
the self-normalization. By Cauchy’s inequality, a comparable regularizing effect is observable in the case
of self-normalized sums in classical probability theory.

Lemma 5.7. We have U2
n ≤ n and thus obtain |Un| ≤

√
n. It follows Un ∈ A and ‖Un‖p ≤ √

n for any
p ∈ (0,∞].

Proof. From the proof of Lemma 5.4, we get µ|Sn|({0}) = 0 and thus conclude that |Sn| is invertible in
Aff(A). Using Lemma 5.6 and some of the properties of the partial order ≤ given in Section 2.2.1, we
obtain 0 ≤ |Sn| ≤

√
nVn, which yields 0 ≤ V −1

n ≤ √
n|Sn|−1. The functions x 7→ x|x|−1x = x2|x|−1

with 0 being sent to 0 and x 7→ |x| (ESn -a.s.) agree on R. Hence, by functional calculus, we deduce
Sn|Sn|−1Sn = |Sn|. Finally, it follows

|Un|2 = U2
n = U∗

nUn = V −1/2
n SnV

−1
n SnV

−1/2
n =

(

SnV
−1/2
n

)∗

V −1
n

(

SnV
−1/2
n

)

≤
√
nV −1/2

n Sn|Sn|−1SnV
−1/2
n

=
√
nV −1/2

n |Sn|V −1/2
n ≤ n,

which implies |Un| ≤
√
n. In particular, as stated in Section 2.2.1, we obtain H = D(

√
n) ⊂ D(|Un|).

Combining this with the closed graph theorem and the fact that Un is affiliated with A, we get Un ∈ A.
In order to prove the last claim, recall that we have

‖Un‖p =

(∫ 1

0

µt(Un)
pdt

)1/p

∈ [0,∞]
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for any p ∈ (0,∞). Together with µt(Un) = µt(|Un|) ≤
√
nµt(1) ≤ √

n holding for all t > 0, we arrive
at ‖Un‖p ≤ √

n for p as above. For p = ∞, the claimed inequality ‖Un‖ ≤ √
n is immediate from

limtց0 µt(|Un|) = ‖Un‖. �

According to the last lemma, we have ‖Un‖2 ≤ √
n whenever the underlying sequence of random

variables (Xi)i∈N is in L2(A). The following lemma shows that under stronger moment assumptions,
we obtain a new bound on ‖Un‖2. This bound contains a summand of the form

√
n‖V 2

n − 1‖2, which
– in view of our expectation that V 2

n is close to 1 – will turn out to be advantageous in the proof of
Theorem 1.4.

Lemma 5.8. Assume that (Xi)i∈N ⊂ L4(A) holds. Then, we have

‖Un‖2 ≤ 2 + 3
√
2n
∥

∥V 2
n − 1

∥

∥

2
and

∥

∥SnV
−1/2
n

∥

∥

2
≤

√
2 +

√
n
∥

∥V 2
n − 1

∥

∥

2
.

Proof. Let us start by analyzing the spectral projection p = EV 2
n
((0, 1/4)). Since V 2

n is affiliated with A,
we have p ∈ A. Due to EV 2

n
({0}) = EVn({0}) = E

V
1/2
n

({0}) = 0, we can write

p = EVn ((0, 1/2)) = EV −1
n

((2,∞)) = E
V

−1/2
n

((
√
2,∞

))

= EV −2
n

((4,∞)) .

Now, define f : R → R by f(x) := |x − 1| and note that f−1((α,∞)) = (−∞, 1 − α) ∪ (α + 1,∞) holds
for any α ≥ 0. Thus, it follows

E|V 2
n−1| ((α,∞)) = Ef(V 2

n ) ((α,∞)) = EV 2
n
((−∞, 1− α) ∪ (α+ 1,∞))

= EV 2
n
((0, 1− α)) + EV 2

n
((α + 1,∞))

for α ∈ (0, 1). Combining this equation for the specific choice α = 3/4 with Chebyshev’s inequality, we
obtain

ϕ(p) = ϕ
(

EV 2
n
((0, 1/4))

)

≤ ϕ
(

EV 2
n
((0, 1/4))

)

+ ϕ
(

EV 2
n
((7/4,∞))

)

= ϕ
(

E|V 2
n−1|((3/4,∞))

)

= µ|V 2
n−1|((3/4,∞)) ≤ 2

∥

∥V 2
n − 1

∥

∥

2

2
.

Note that we have ‖V 2
n − 1‖2 < ∞ due to Xi ∈ L4(A) for all i ∈ [n]. Moreover, observe that we can

write Vnp = g(Vn) for g : R → R given by g(x) := x for x ∈ (0, 1/2) and g(x) := 0 for x 6∈ (0, 1/2). Due to
0 ≤ g ≤ 1/2 and Vn ∈ Aff(A)sa, we get Vnp ∈ A with 0 ≤ Vnp ≤ 1/2. Similarly, it follows

(1− p)V −1/2
n = V −1/2

n (1− p) ∈ A, 0 ≤ V −1/2
n (1 − p) = V −1/2

n E
V

−1/2
n

((

0,
√
2
])

≤
√
2.

Let us proceed by proving the claim for ‖SnV
−1/2
n ‖2. Together with 0 ≤ S2

n = |Sn|2 ≤ nV 2
n following

from Lemma 5.6, we obtain
∥

∥SnV
−1/2
n p

∥

∥

2

2
= ϕ

(

pV −1/2
n S2

nV
−1/2
n p

)

≤ ϕ(pnVnp) = n‖pVnp‖1 ≤ n‖p‖1‖Vnp‖ ≤ n

2
ϕ(p) ≤ n

∥

∥V 2
n − 1

∥

∥

2

2
.

For later reference, note that this implies
(

SnV
−1/2
n p

)∗(
SnV

−1/2
n p

)

= pV −1/2
n S2

nV
−1/2
n p ∈ L1(A),

which, by the tracial property of ϕ as formulated in Section 2.2.2, leads to
∥

∥pV −1/2
n Sn

∥

∥

2

2
= ϕ

(

(

pV −1/2
n Sn

)∗(
pV −1/2

n Sn

)

)

= ϕ
(

(

SnV
−1/2
n p

)(

SnV
−1/2
n p

)∗
)

= ϕ
(

(

SnV
−1/2
n p

)∗(
SnV

−1/2
n p

)

)

=
∥

∥SnV
−1/2
n p

∥

∥

2

2
≤ n

∥

∥V 2
n − 1

∥

∥

2

2
.

By freeness, we have ϕ(XiXj) = 0 for i 6= j and thus obtain ‖Sn‖2 = 1. Combining this with
∥

∥SnV
−1/2
n (1− p)

∥

∥

2
≤ ‖Sn‖2

∥

∥V −1/2
n (1− p)

∥

∥ ≤
√
2,
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we arrive at
∥

∥SnV
−1/2
n

∥

∥

2
≤
∥

∥SnV
−1/2
n p

∥

∥

2
+
∥

∥SnV
−1/2
n (1− p)

∥

∥

2
≤

√
n
∥

∥V 2
n − 1

∥

∥

2
+
√
2

as claimed.
In order to prove the remaining inequality, we use 0 ≤ p = p2 ≤ 1 as well as Lemma 5.7 leading to

‖pUnp‖22 = ϕ
(

pUnp
2Unp

)

≤ ϕ
(

pU2
np
)

≤ nϕ
(

p2
)

≤ 2n
∥

∥V 2
n − 1

∥

∥

2

2
.

Together with

‖(1− p)Un(1− p)‖2 =
∥

∥(1− p)V −1/2
n SnV

−1/2
n (1− p)

∥

∥

2
≤
∥

∥(1− p)V −1/2
n

∥

∥

∥

∥V −1/2
n (1− p)

∥

∥‖Sn‖2 ≤ 2

and Un = pUnp+ (1− p)Un(1− p) + (1− p)Unp+ pUn(1− p), we conclude

‖Un‖2 ≤
√
2n
∥

∥V 2
n − 1

∥

∥

2
+ 2 +

∥

∥(1− p)V −1/2
n SnV

−1/2
n p

∥

∥

2
+
∥

∥pV −1/2
n SnV

−1/2
n (1− p)

∥

∥

2

≤
√
2n
∥

∥V 2
n − 1

∥

∥

2
+ 2 +

∥

∥(1− p)V −1/2
n

∥

∥

∥

∥SnV
−1/2
n p

∥

∥

2
+
∥

∥pV −1/2
n Sn

∥

∥

2

∥

∥V −1/2
n (1 − p)

∥

∥

≤ 2 + 3
√
2n
∥

∥V 2
n − 1

∥

∥

2
.

�

Finally, let us see how the previous lemmata help to prove Theorem 1.4.

Proof of Theorem 1.4. Let (Xi)i∈N be given as in Theorem 1.4. Assume that n ≥ n0 holds with n0 taken
from Lemma 5.4. Then, by the same lemma, the self-normalized sum Un is well-defined in Aff(A) proving
the first claim of the theorem.

In order to derive the claimed rate of convergence in terms of the Kolmogorov distance, let us – for
the moment – additionally assume that L4n < 1/16 holds. We will use Bai’s inequality from Corollary 3.2
with the choices

A = 3B, B = L
−1/4
4n > 2, a = 2, γ > 0.7, v ∈ (0, 1), ε = 6v ∈ (0, 2).

The parameter v will be specified in the course of this proof. Note that the integrability of |Fn − Fω| is
ensured by Lemma 5.7 and Remark 3.3. Moreover, observe that the above-made choices guarantee that
the constants κ and Cγ,κ from Corollary 3.2 do not depend on n.

It remains to establish upper bounds for the integrals appearing on the right-hand side of the inequality
in Corollary 3.2. Since the resulting bounds partly depend on ‖V 2

n − 1‖2, let us note that the freeness of
X2

1 , . . . , X
2
n implies

∥

∥V 2
n − 1

∥

∥

2

2
=

1

B4
n

ϕ





(

n
∑

i=1

X2
i − σ2

i

)2


 =
1

B4
n

n
∑

i=1

ϕ
(

(

X2
i − σ2

i

)2
)

=
1

B4
n

n
∑

i=1

ϕ
(

X4
i

)

− σ4
i ≤ L4n. (5.1)

Now, we start with estimating one of the integrals appearing in Corollary 3.2. By Chebyshev’s in-
equality, we obtain 1 − Fn(x) ≤ ‖Un‖22x−2 for x > 0 and Fn(x) ≤ ‖Un‖22x−2 for x < 0. Combining this
with Lemma 5.8 and (5.1), it follows

∫ ∞

B

1− Fn(x)dx ≤ ‖Un‖22
B

≤ 8L
1/4
4n + 36nL

5/4
4n ,

∫ −B

−∞

Fn(x)dx ≤ 8L
1/4
4n + 36nL

5/4
4n

leading to
∫

|x|>B

|Fn(x)− Fω(x)|dx ≤ 16L
1/4
4n + 72nL

5/4
4n . (5.2)
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Let us continue with the integrals over the difference of the Cauchy transforms. The resolvent identity
implies

|Gn(z)−GSn(z)| =
∣

∣ϕ
(

(z − Un)
−1 − (z − Sn)

−1
) ∣

∣ =
∣

∣ϕ
(

(z − Un)
−1(Un − Sn)(z − Sn)

−1
)∣

∣

≤ 1

(ℑz)2 ‖Un − Sn‖1, z ∈ C
+.

(5.3)

Rewriting

Un − Sn =
(

V −1/2
n − 1

)

SnV
−1/2
n + Sn

(

V −1/2
n − 1

)

=
(

1− V
1/2
n

)

Un + SnV
−1/2
n

(

1− V
1/2
n

)

,

we get

‖Un − Sn‖1 ≤
∥

∥

∥
1− V

1/2
n

∥

∥

∥

2

(

‖Un‖2 +
∥

∥

∥
SnV

−1/2
n

∥

∥

∥

2

)

.

By functional calculus, we deduce that 1 + V
1/2
n is invertible with inverse (1 + V

1/2
n )−1 ∈ A satisfying

‖(1 + V
1/2
n )−1‖ ≤ 1. Together with 1− V

1/2
n = (1 − Vn)(1 + V

1/2
n )−1, it follows

∥

∥1− V
1/2
n

∥

∥

2
≤ ‖1− Vn‖2

∥

∥

∥

(

1 + V
1/2
n

)−1
∥

∥

∥ ≤ ‖1− Vn‖2.

Repeating the last two calculations, we arrive at
∥

∥1− V
1/2
n

∥

∥

2
≤ ‖1− V 2

n ‖2. With the help of Lemma 5.8,
we conclude

‖Un − Sn‖1 ≤ L
1/2
4n

(

‖Un‖2 +
∥

∥

∥SnV
−1/2
n

∥

∥

∥

2

)

≤ L
1/2
4n

(

4 + 6
√
nL

1/2
4n

)

.

Integration yields
∫ 1

v

|Gn(x+ iy)−GSn(x+ iy)| dy ≤ ‖Un − Sn‖1
∫ 1

v

1

y2
dy ≤ ‖Un − Sn‖1

v
≤ v−1L

1/2
4n

(

4 + 6
√
nL

1/2
4n

)

for any x ∈ [−2 + ε/2, 2− ε/2] and
∫ 2

−A

|Gn(u + i)−GSn(u+ i)|du ≤ (2 +A)‖Un − Sn‖1 ≤ 4L
1/4
4n

(

4 + 6
√
nL

1/2
4n

)

.

It remains to bound the integral contributions from the difference between GSn and Gω . In the proof
of Theorem 1.1, we used integration by parts and a Berry-Esseen type estimate in order to handle these
contributions. However, the same procedure would increase the final rate of convergence in the setting
at hand, which is due to the fact that the corresponding Berry-Esseen rate of order L

1/2
3n – compare to

Theorem 2.2 – is too weak. Fortunately, a detailed look into the proof of Theorem 2.2 given in [CG08,
Theorem 2.6] solves this problem. According to the inequalities (6.38), (6.39), (6.43), and (6.44) in
[CG08], we have

∫ 2

−A

|GSn(u+ i)−Gω(u+ i)|du ≤
∫ ∞

−∞

|GSn(u+ i)−Gω(u+ i)|du ≤ C0L3n,

sup
x∈[−2,2]

∫ 1

v

|GSn(x+ iy)−Gω(x+ iy)|dy ≤ C1

(

L
3/4
3n + L3n|logL3n|

)

for absolute constants C0, C1 > 0, whenever L3n ≤ D1 and v ≥ D2L
1/2
3n are satisfied for appropriately

chosen constants D1, D2 > 0.
From now on, assume that the inequalities L4n < min{1/16, 1/(3D2)

4}, L3n < min{D1, 1} hold. We set
v := D2L

1/4
4n and note that we have v ≥ D2L

1/2
3n . We obtain

∫ 2

−A

|Gn(u+ i)−Gω(u+ i)|du ≤ 16L
1/4
4n + 24

√
nL

3/4
4n + C0L

1/2
4n
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and

sup
x∈[−2+ε/2,2−ε/2]

∫ 1

v

|Gn(x+ iy)−Gω(x + iy)|dy ≤ D−1
2

(

4L
1/4
4n + 6

√
nL

3/4
4n

)

+ 2C1L
1/4
4n .

Combining the last two estimates with (5.2), Corollary 3.2, and Remark 3.3, it follows

∆(µn, ω) ≤ C3

(

L
1/4
4n +

√
nL

3/4
4n + nL

5/4
4n

)

for some constant C3 > 0 (independent of n), whenever the conditions on L4n and L3n given above are
satisfied.

Lastly, note that if at least one of these conditions does not hold, we have L
1/4
4n +

√
nL

3/4
4n + nL

5/4
4n > C4

for some C4 > 0 by using the inequality L4n ≥ L2
3n. Consequently, we get

∆(µn, ω) ≤ max
{

C3, C
−1
4

}

(

L
1/4
4n +

√
nL

3/4
4n + nL

5/4
4n

)

for all n ≥ n0.
In order to prove the last claim, assume that limn→∞

√
nL4n = 0 holds. Due to (5.3), we obtain

|Gn(z)−GSn(z)| ≤
1

(ℑz)2L
1/2
4n

(

4 + 6
√
nL

1/2
4n

)

→ 0

as n → ∞ for all z ∈ C
+. Together with limn→∞ GSn(z) = Gω(z) for all z ∈ C

+ following from the free
Lindeberg CLT, the claimed weak convergence of µn to ω as n → ∞ is immediate. �

Let us continue with the proof of Corollary 1.5 considering the special case of identical distributions.

Proof of Corollary 1.5. Let (Xi)i∈N be given as in Corollary 1.5. Keeping the notation introduced in
Theorem 1.4, we have B2

n = n > 0, L4n = ‖X1‖44n−1. Moreover, Lindeberg’s condition is satisfied. By
the last-mentioned theorem, we find n0 ∈ N such that the self-normalized sum Un exists in Aff(A) for
n ≥ n0 and its analytic distribution µn satisfies

∆(µn, ω) ≤ C0
‖X1‖4 + ‖X1‖34 + ‖X1‖54

n1/4
≤ 3C0

‖X1‖54
n1/4

for all n ≥ n0 with C0 > 0 being the constant from Theorem 1.4. The weak convergence of µn to ω as
n → ∞ follows immediately from limn→∞ ∆(µn, ω) = 0. �

We end the discussion of unbounded self-normalized sums with two comments.

Remark 5.9. (i) In view of the rates of convergence established in the context of the free CLT in
Theorem 2.2, the rates obtained in Theorem 1.4 and Corollary 1.5 do not seem to be optimal.
The reason why we were not able to go beyond these non-optimal rates in our proofs is twofold:
First, the bound on the difference between the Cauchy transforms Gn(z) and GSn(z) in (5.3) is
too weak – in particular due to the factor (ℑz)−2. However, any attempt to improve this bound
(for instance by proceeding as in the proof of Theorem 1.1) was not successful since evaluations
of the (extended) functional ϕ in unbounded random variables are rather delicate to handle.
Second, the support of µn a priori grows with n, which forces us to choose the parameters A and
B in Corollary 3.2 dependently on n.

(ii) In Remark 4.5, we saw that the approach via Cauchy transforms can be substituted by a conver-
gence result for rational expressions in strongly convergent bounded random variables. Recently,
Collins et al. [Col+22, Proposition 28] established a similar result in the unbounded setting.
However, the assumptions made in the last-cited proposition are stronger than the ones needed
in Theorem 1.4: Among others, we would have to assume that the underlying sequence of random
variables is contained in Lk(A) for any 1 ≤ k < ∞ in order to be able to derive weak convergence
of the analytic distribution of the self-normalized sum to Wigner’s semicircle law.
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