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Abstract. In this article, we study random graphs with a given degree sequence d1, d2, · · · , dn from
the configuration model. We show that under mild assumptions of the degree sequence, the spectral
distribution of the normalized Laplacian matrix of such random graph converges in distribution to
the semicircle distribution as the number of vertices n → ∞. This extends work by McKay [12]
and Tran, Vu and Wang [15] which studied random regular graphs (d1 = d2 = · · · = dn = d).
Furthermore, we extend the assumption to show that a slightly more general condition is equivalent
to the weak convergence to semicircle distribution. The equivalence is also illustrated by numerical
simulations.

1. Introduction

1.1. Backgrounds. Random graphs, since their introduction in the 1960s, have been a widely
researched subject that continually receives attentions of scholars. The random graph models
shed light on a variety of real-world phenomena and have found applications in the studies of
social networks, economics, and biological engineering. Researchers have developed a comprehen-
sive framework of various random graph models, such as the Erdős-Rényi model, the Preferential
Attachment model, the stochastic block model, etc. [4] and [16] are excellent manuscripts that
introduce popular random graph models in a systematic manner.

A key tool for studying random graphs is random matrix theory, which often focuses on properties
such as spectral distribution. In the context of random graphs, researchers study the spectral dis-
tribution of the adjacency matrices and normalized Laplacians, for they provide significant insights
into the graph’s structural properties.

Previous work in this area has mostly focused on settings where the entries in the random
matrix, which are essentially degrees in the random graphs, are uncorrelated [7] or have short-range
correlation [1, 6]. When given degree sequences are introduced, entries have long-range negative
correlation, which causes difficulties in the study of the spectral distribution.

A plethora of work have been done in the context of random d-regular graphs. In [12], Mckay
showed that the spectral distribution converges to the Kesten-McKay distribution when d is fixed.
[2] showed that the spectral distribution holds under the optimally small scale. [11] improved on
the rigidity of eigenvalues as well as an error bound on the extremal eigenvalue. In [15], Tran,
Vu, and Wang showed that the spectral distribution converges to the semicircle distribution when
d→ ∞.

In this work, we extend the d-regular assumptions to situations where each degree in the degree
sequence is allowed to vary, to consider non-regular graphs. Such random graphs are called the
configuration model, firstly introduced by Bollobás [3]. The configuration model is frequently stud-
ied due to its wide application in statistical inferences and unique properties. In [10], the authors
studied the use of configuration model as null model to test empirical graph properties. In [9], the
authors proved a new universality class for the configuration model due to their behavior of critical
percolation. More general notions of configuration models are also discussed and investigated in
the work of [5], such as erased configuration model and repeated configuration model.

In this paper, we assume mild conditions on the asymptotic behavior of the degree sequence and
show that the spectral distribution of the normalized Laplacian converges in distribution to the
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semicircle distribution. To prove convergence in distribution, we mainly use the moments method.
To bound the moments, we use tools from Fourier analysis developed by Sarid [14]. To deal
with combinatorial difficulties when bounding the moments, we apply several graph transformation
techniques. To extend the condition to the equivalent condition, we use birth-death processes to
model the graph pruning process.

1.2. Preliminaries. In this section, we introduce the configuration model and establish the nec-
essary notations. Consider a graph with a fixed degree sequence d1, d2, · · · , dn, where the total
degree is D = d1 + d2 + · · ·+ dn. The configuration model is constructed as follows: for n vertices
v1, v2, · · · , vn, each vertex vi is associated with di half-edges. A random perfect matching is then
performed on these D half-edges. Specifically, one half-edge is randomly connected to any of the
remaining D − 1 half-edges, and the process is repeated for each unused half-edge, reducing the
pool of available half-edges by two at each step. This procedure continues until all half-edges are
matched. The result is a uniformly random graph (potentially with multi-edges and self-loops)
among all graphs with the given degree sequence.

Given a degree sequence d1, d2, · · · , dn, we can sample a graph G from the configuration model.
This random graph defines an adjacency matrix A, where Aij represents the number of edges
between vertices vi and vj . To obtain the normalized Laplacian, we normalize all entries of A
to have a mean of 0 and variance 1/n. Specifically, for each entry Aij , we consider each pair of
half-edges, one from vi and one from vj , as an indicator random variable that takes the value 1 if
the two half-edges are connected in the random graph.

More precisely, for each vertex vi, we enumerate its half-edges from 1 to di. For vertices vi and
vj , and for 1 ≤ s ≤ di and 1 ≤ t ≤ dj , we define the indicator function Hst

ij , which equals 1 if the
s-th half-edge of vi is connected to the t-th half-edge of vj . Then, we can express Aij as

Aij =

di∑
s=1

dj∑
t=1

Hst
ij .(1)

Using linearity of expectation, the mean and variance can be computed as

E [Aij ] =
didj
D − 1

, Var (Aij) ≈
didj
D

.(2)

We define the diagonal matrix ∆, where ∆ii = di represents the degree of vertex vi in the graph
G, and ∆ij = 0 for i ̸= j. The normalized Laplacian matrix associated with G is a scaled version of
its adjacency matrix A, given by:

M =

√
D

n
∆− 1

2

(
A−

[
didj
D − 1

]
ij

)
∆− 1

2 =

√
D

n

∆− 1
2A∆− 1

2 −

[√
didj

D − 1

]
ij

(3)

Note that M is a normalized version of the standard Laplacian matrix associated with G (see [8]).
This normalization ensures that E[Mij ] = 0 and Var(Mij) ≈ 1/n, matching the mean and variance
of Wigner matrices. However, unlike Wigner matrices, where the entries are independent, the
entries of M exhibit long-range correlations.

Before presenting our main results, we introduce some necessary notation. Let µn denote the
empirical eigenvalue distribution of M , defined as µn = 1

n

∑n
i=1 δλi

, where λi are the eigenvalues of
M . We denote by ρsc the semicircle distribution supported on [−2, 2], with the density function

dρsc(x) =
1

2π

√
4− x2dx.

The moments of the semicircle distribution are given by the Catalan numbers. Specifically,

1

2π

∫ 2

−2
xn
√
4− x2dx =

{
0, if n is odd,

Cn/2, if n is even,
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where Ck is the Catalan number with the following explicit formula

Ck =

(
2k
k

)
k + 1

.

An important observation is that Ck also has a combinatorial interpretation: it counts the number
of distinct rooted trees with k edges.

Throughout the paper, we will use several asymptotic notations. Suppose {an} and {bn} are two
sequences of non-negative numbers in R. we write an = o(bn) or an ≪ bn if limn→∞ an/bn = 0;
an = ω(bn) if limn→∞ an/bn = ∞; an = O(bn) if there exists a large constant C > 0, such that
an ≤ Cbn; an = Ω(bn) if there exists a small constant c > 0 such that an ≥ cbn. Additionally, for
any integer n, we use [n] to denote the index set {1, 2, · · · , n}.

1.3. Main Results. In this section, we present the main results of this paper. The first main
theorem indicates that moments of the eigenvalue distribution of M (n) converge to those of the
semicircle distribution.

Theorem 1.1. Consider the degree sequence {d(n)1 , d
(n)
2 , · · · , d(n)n } with total degree D(n) = d

(n)
1 +

d
(n)
2 + · · ·+ d

(n)
n for each n ≥ 1. Suppose that min{d(n)i }i∈[n] ≫

√
D(n)/n as n→ ∞. Consider the

normalized Laplacian matrixM (n) as defined in (3). Then, the moments of the empirical eigenvalue

distribution of M (n) converge to the moments of the semicircle distribution:

lim
n→∞

1

n
E[Tr[(M (n))k]] =

{
Ck/2 for even k,

0 for odd k,
(4)

where Ck/2 is the k/2-th Catalan number. Moreover, the empirical eigenvalue distribution µn of

M (n) weakly converges to the semicircle distribution ρsc in probability:

µn
D−→ ρsc, in probability.(5)

Remark 1.2. In our statements and proofs, we work with the normalized Laplacian matrix M as
defined in (3),

M =

√
D

n
∆− 1

2

(
A−

[
didj
D − 1

]
ij

)
∆− 1

2

as it offers intuitive insights and simplifies computations. However, it is also valid to omit the

subtraction of the matrix
[
didj
D−1

]
ij
, since it is rank-1 and does not affect the limiting eigenvalue

distribution of the resulting matrix M .

In the proof of Theorem 1.1, we use the method of moments to establish weak convergence. It is
important to note that moment convergence is a sufficient condition for weak convergence. With

more refined analysis, the condition “min{d(n)i }i∈[n] ≫
√
D(n)/n” in Theorem 1.1 can be relaxed

if we are interested in a more general sufficient condition for weak convergence to the semicircle
distribution.

Before introducing this more general condition, we first present a lemma that simplifies the
analysis.

Lemma 1.3. We assume that for arbitrarily large C > 0 and arbitrarily small ε > 0, the degree

sequence satisfies that
∑n

i=1 1{d
(n)
i < C

√
D(n)/n} ≤ εn for all large n > N(C, ε). Then, with

probability 1 − o(1), we may remove at most 2εn vertices and edges adjacent to them, so that the
following holds:

(1) The total number of edges removed is no larger than 4εC
√
nD;

(2) Each vertex of the remaining graph has a degree larger than C
√
D(n)/n;
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(3) Condition on the degree sequence of the remaining graph, its law is given by the configuration
model.

Now, we are ready to present the more general sufficient condition for the weak convergence,
whose proof follows from Lemma 1.3 and Theorem 1.1.

Theorem 1.4. Consider the degree sequence {d(n)1 , d
(n)
2 , · · · , d(n)n } with total degree D(n) = d

(n)
1 +

d
(n)
2 + · · ·+ d

(n)
n for each n ≥ 1, and recall the normalized Laplacian matrix M (n) as defined in 1.2.

Suppose the following condition holds: for arbitrarily large C > 0 and arbitrarily small ε > 0, the

degree sequence satisfies that
∑n

i=1 1{d
(n)
i < C

√
D(n)/n} ≤ εn for all large n > N(C, ε). Then the

empirical eigenvalue distribution µn of M (n) weakly converges to the semicircle distribution ρsc in
probability:

µn
D−→ ρsc in probability.

Remark 1.5 (Necessity of the condition). The condition in Theorem 1.4 is also necessary for weak
convergence to hold. Suppose there is a fixed proportion of vertices with degrees on the order of

C
√
D(n)/n, and this proportion does not vanish as n → ∞. In this case, Lemma 1.3 cannot be

applied. Furthermore, as noted in Remark 2.15, we can construct a k-step walk that violates moment
convergence, meaning that the moments of the eigenvalue distribution will no longer match those
of the semicircle distribution. For readability, the technical details of this argument are postponed
until Remark 2.15, after the proof of Theorem 1.1.

From now on, for the simplicity of notations in later proofs, we will drop the superscript of (n)
in all symbols.

1.4. Proof Ideas and Difficulties. The main difficulty lies in the proof of Theorem 1.1. We use
a variety of techniques such as the Fourier transform, graph pruning, and combinatorial arguments
to tackle the proof. Particularly, the main idea behind is that we expand the quantity in terms of
different graph types

1

n
E[TrMk] =

∑
G

1

n
tG

where each G is a valid closed directed graph with k edges. We basically show that only the graphs
that are trees and have k/2 edges (thus each edge has multiplicity of 2) will make a contribution
of 1. Other possible graphs will have contributions of 0 asymptotically. Therefore, if k is odd,
G cannot be a tree and thus this quantity is 0. If k is even, this sum is counting the number of
distinct trees which have k/2 edges. That is exactly the combinatorial meaning of the Catalan
number Ck/2.

Although the main idea is straightforward, there are two technical difficulties to overcome in the
proof:

1. Fine enough bounds on different graphs are needed so that we can prove the asymptotic
contribution of most graphs to be 0.

2. There are too many possibilities of graphs with k edges. We need to transform most of
them into a limited set of graph types and apply combinatorial arguments so that we only
need give bounds on a small number of graph types.

To tackle the first point, we have to attain a good upper bound on the part of graph where edges
have multiplicities of 1. It is because this part appears most frequently in our computations. To do
it, we recreate the methods developed in [14]. We develop a Fourier transform on the conditional
probabilities of the edge indicators and bound the Fourier coefficients.

To tackle the second point, we introduce a variety of graph transformations which only increase
tG. Therefore, whenever we show that the transformed graph has contributions of o(1), we know
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that the untransformed graphs have contributions of o(1). We basically define all possible transfor-
mations and show that the transformed graph consists of several components whose contributions
are easier to compute.

Another difficulty lies in proving Lemma 1.3, since we need to make sure that the pruning
operation will not continue forever and lead to an empty set of vertices in the end. We use a birth
and death chain to keep track of the number of half-edges in vertices whose degrees are less than
the threshold. By iterative probability arguments, we bound the stopping time of the chain and
show that the impact will be no more than o(n) vertices.

2. Proof of Theorem 1.1

In this section we prove the first statement (4) of Theorem 1.1, and the following theorem,

which states that the moments of the empirical eigenvalue distribution of M (n) concentrate on its
expectation.

Theorem 2.1. Consider the degree sequence {d(n)1 , d
(n)
2 , · · · , d(n)n } for each n ≥ 1. Suppose that

min{d(n)i }i∈[n] ≫
√
D(n)/n as n→ ∞. Consider the normalized Laplacian matrix M (n) as defined

in (3). Then, the moments of the empirical eigenvalue distribution of M (n) concentrates on its
expectation: for any ε > 0,

lim
n→∞

P
(∣∣∣ 1
n
Tr[(M (n))k]− 1

n
E[Tr[(M (n))k]]

∣∣∣ > ε

)
→ 0.

We use subsections 2.1, 2.2, 2.3, and 2.4 to prove (4) of Theorem 1.1 and use subsection 2.5 to
prove Theorem 2.1.

The second statement (5) of Theorem 1.1 follows from combining (4) and Theorem 2.1 by a
standard argument. We thus postpone its proof to the Appendix A.

2.1. Moments Expansion. In this section we derive an expression for Tr[Mk]/n. Let

Q =
√
D∆− 1

2

(
A−

[
didj
D − 1

])
∆− 1

2 = n
1
2M, Qij =

√
D

didj

(
Aij −

[
didj
D − 1

])
.(6)

With the above notation, we have

1

n
E[Tr(Mk)] =

1

n1+
k
2

E
[
Tr(Qk)

]
=

∑
i1,i2,··· ,ik

E [Qi1i2Qi2i3 · · ·Qiki1 ]

=
D

k
2

n
k
2
+1

∑
i1,i2,··· ,ik

1

di1di2 · · · dik
E
[(
Ai1i2 −

[
di1di2
D − 1

])
· · ·
(
Aiki1 −

[
dikdi1
D − 1

])]
.

(7)

We recall the indicator function Hst
ij from (1), which equals 1 if the s-th half-edge of vi is

connected to the t-th half-edge of vj . Then, we have that Aij − didj
D−1 =

∑di
s=1

∑dj
t=1(H

st
ij − 1

D−1).
And it follows that

E
[(
Ai1i2 −

[
di1di2
D − 1

])(
Ai2i3 −

[
di2di3
D − 1

])
· · ·
(
Aiki1 −

[
dikdi1
D − 1

])]

=

di1∑
s1=1

di2∑
t2=1

di2∑
s2=1

di3∑
t3=1

· · ·
dik∑
sk=1

di1∑
t1=1

E
[(
Hs1t2

i1i2
− 1

D − 1

)(
Hs2t3

i2i3
− 1

D − 1

)
· · ·
(
Hskt1

iki1
− 1

D − 1

)]
.

In the rest of this section, we will need to evaluation

E
[(
Hs1t2

i1i2
− 1

D − 1

)(
Hs2t3

i2i3
− 1

D − 1

)
· · ·
(
Hskt1

iki1
− 1

D − 1

)]
(8)

which involves the most important definition as below.
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Figure 1. Two examples of walks with “good” (in green) and “bad” (in red) edges.

Definition 2.2. For any term in the form of (8), we view the term as a closed path with vertices
vi1 , vi2 , vi3 , · · · , vik , vi1, where for each 1 ≤ j ≤ k, the edge from vij to vij+1 involves the sj-th
half-edge of vertex vij and the tj+1-th half-edge of vertex vij+1. We define such a closed path of
length k as a k-walk.

In general, the indicator functions Hs1t2
i1i2

, Hs2t3
i2i3

, . . . ,Hskt1
iki1

are weakly correlated, except when

they share some half-edges. For example, if t ̸= t′ or j ̸= j′, at most one of Hst
ij and Hst′

ij′ can be
equal to 1. To deal with such cases, we break the walk into two parts

• (“bad” part) For any 1 ≤ j ≤ k, H
sjtj+1

ijij+1
is in “bad” part if it shares exactly one half edge

with another term. More specifically, there exists some other 1 ≤ j ̸= j′ ≤ k, such that

|{(ij , sj), (ij+1, tj+1)} ∩ {(ij′ , sj′), (ij′+1, tj′+1)}| = 1.(9)

In this case we call the j-th step a “bad” edge, which consists of the sj-th half-edge of
vertex vij and the tj+1-th half-edge of vertex vij+1 .

• (“good” part) For any 1 ≤ j ≤ k, H
sjtj+1

ijij+1
is in “good” part if it does not share exactly one

half edge with other terms. More specifically, for any other 1 ≤ j ̸= j′ ≤ k, we have

|{(ij , sj), (ij+1, tj+1)} ∩ {(ij′ , sj′), (ij′+1, tj′+1)}| ≠ 1.(10)

We remark that we allow that H
sjtj+1

ijij+1
share both half edges with some other term. In this

case, then two indicator functions equal.

Some examples of “good” and “bad” edges are illustrated in Figure 1. We remark that the number
of terms in “bad” parts is either zero, or is at least two, because there cannot be a single “bad”
edge. Moreover, the number of walks with a “bad” part should be very small because it’s extremely
rare to pick two edges that share a half-edge.

Let us rename the indicator random variables. For the “good” part, assume there are r edges
that appear multiple times in the product (8), which we rename as H1, H2, . . . ,Hr. Further,
assume that each Hi appears αi ≥ 2 times. For the remaining “good” part, there are p distinct
edges, each appearing only once in the product (8). We denote the corresponding indicators as
Hr+1, Hr+2, . . . ,Hr+p. For the “bad” part, assume there are L distinct “bad” edges, denoted as
Hr+p+1, Hr+p+2, . . . ,Hr+p+L, where each Hi appears βi ≥ 1 times for r + p + 1 ≤ i ≤ r + p + L.



THE SPECTRAL DISTRIBUTION OF RANDOM GRAPHS WITH GIVEN DEGREE SEQUENCES 7

After renaming, we can rewrite (8) as follows:

E
[(
Hs1t2

i1i2
− 1

D − 1

)(
Hs2t3

i2i3
− 1

D − 1

)
· · ·
(
Hskt1

iki1
− 1

D − 1

)]
=E
[(
H1 −

1

D − 1

)α1
(
H2 −

1

D − 1

)α2

· · ·
(
Hr −

1

D − 1

)αr

×
(
Hr+1 −

1

D − 1

)
· · ·
(
Hr+p −

1

D − 1

)
×
(
Hr+p+1 −

1

D − 1

)βr+p+1

· · ·
(
Hr+p+L − 1

D − 1

)βr+p+L
]

(11)

where Σr
i=1αi + p+Σr+p+L

i=r+p+1βi = k. Note that αi ≥ 2 ∀i and βi ≥ 1 ∀i.
We need to handle three parts involved in the product (11) differently. Recall that they are

the “good” part where each indicator random variable is repeated (denoted as “good” repeated
edges), the “good” part where each indicator random variable has multiplicity 1 (denoted as
“good’ simple edges), and the “bad” part (denoted as “bad” edges). For simplicity, when we
are dealing with a part of the expectation, we usually rename the indicator random variables so
that the index starts with 1. For example, when we are later dealing with the “good” simple edges,
we use the notation of H1, · · · , Hp instead of the cumbersome notation of Hr+1, ..,Hr+p.

2.2. Bounds. In this section, we respectively show upper bounds on the three parts in the product
(11) respectively.

First, we show the bounds for the “good” simple part.

Proposition 2.3 (Bounds on “good” simple edges). Suppose there are p distinct “good” edges with
multiplicities 1. When conditioned on the first r “good” repeated edges and the last L “bad” edges,
the following bound is achieved∣∣∣∣E [(Hr+1 −

1

D − 1

)
· · ·
(
Hr+p −

1

D − 1

) ∣∣∣∣ H1, H2, · · · , Hr, Hr+p+1, · · · , Hr+p+L

]∣∣∣∣ ≤ Cp

(D − 1)
3p
2

.

First note that after conditioning onH1, H2, · · · , Hr andHr+p+1, · · · , Hr+p+L, the law ofHr+1, Hr+2, · · · , Hr+p

is still from a configuration model, which differs from the original configuration model only by a
factor of (1 + o(1)). This is because the new configuration model has degree sequence di −O(k) =
(1 + o(1))di.

Next we rename E[(Hr+1 − 1
D−1) · · · (Hr+p − 1

D−1)] as E[(X1 − 1
D−1) · · · (Xp − 1

D−1)], and bound

its value using the techniques from [14].
Define the function pi : {0, 1}i−1 → R as pi(x1, x2, · · · , xi−1) = P(Xi = 1|X1 = x1, · · · , Xi−1 =

xi−1). Furthermore, for any T = {t1, t2, · · · , tj} ⊆ [i − 1], let xT = xt1xt2 · · ·xtj and pi(T ) be the
function pi where xl = 1 if l ∈ T and 0 otherwise. From [13], we can write pi(x1, · · · , xi−1) =∑

T⊆[i−1] χT (pi)xT for some unique χT (pi). These are the Fourier coefficients of pi. From [13],

χT (pi) =
∑
S⊆T

(−1)|T |+|S|pi(S).

Lemma 2.4. Suppose p3 ≪ D, 1 ≤ i ≤ p, and S ⊆ [i − 1] is an arbitrary subset. Then, the
following bound on the Fourier coefficient can be achieved

χ∅(pi) =
1

D − 1
, |χS(pi)| ≤

(1 + o(1))

D − 1

(
2|S|
D − 1

)|S|
.
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Proof. The probability that Xi = 1 is determined by the number of available half-edges. Each
Xj = 1 for j < i makes two fewer available half-edges, so

pi(Xi = 1|X1 = x1, · · · , Xi−1 = xi−1) =
(1 + o(1))

D − 1− 2
∑i−1

j=1 xj
=

(1 + o(1))

(D − 1)

(
1− 2

∑i−1
j=1 xj

D−1

) .(12)

We can expand (12) as an infinite series,

1

D − 1

1

1− 2
∑i−1

j=1 xj

D−1

=
1

D − 1

∞∑
l=0

(
2
∑i−1

j=1 xj

D − 1

)l

=
1

D − 1

∞∑
l=0

2l

(D − 1)l

 i−1∑
j=1

xj

l

=
1

D − 1

∞∑
l=0

2l

(D − 1)l

∑
α1+α2+···+αi−1=l

l!∏i−1
j=1 αj !

i−1∏
j=1

x
αj

j

=
1

D − 1

∞∑
l=0

2l

(D − 1)l

∑
α1+α2+···+αi−1=l

l!∏i−1
j=1 αj !

i−1∏
j=1

x
min{1,αj}
j .

From [13], the Fourier coefficients are unique, so we have that the Fourier coefficient of S =
{j1, j2, · · · , jm} where |S| = m is

χS(pi) =
1

D − 1

∞∑
l=m

2l

(D − 1)l

∑
αj1

+αj2
+···+αjm=l

αj1
,αj2

,··· ,αjm≥1

l!∏m
q=1 αjq !m!

(1 + o(1))(13)

where the sum ∑
αj1

+αj2
+···+αjm=l

αj1
,αj2

,··· ,αjm≥1

l!∏m
q=1 αjq !

(14)

is the number of ways to arrange l marbles fromm different colors in a line, with at least 1 from each
color. This is equivalent to the number of ways to put l distinct marbles intom boxes, with no boxes
empty. This is S(l,m)m!, the Stirling numbers of the second kind. Therefore, (14)/m! = S(l,m).

We can therefore provide an upper bound where the boxes can be empty so that (14)/m! ≤ ml

m! .
From here, we can bound (13) as

χS(pi) ≤
(1 + o(1))

D − 1

∞∑
l=m

(2m)l

(D − 1)l
=

(1 + o(1))

D − 1

(
2|S|
D−1

)|S|
1− 2|S|

D−1

=
(1 + o(1))

D − 1

(
2|S|
D − 1

)|S|

which concludes the proof. □

Lemma 2.5 (Proposition 3.2 from [14]). Suppose there are p “good” simple edges. Then, their
contribution can be evaluated using the following Fourier coefficients

E
[(
X1 −

1

D − 1

)(
X1 −

1

D − 1

)
· · ·
(
Xp −

1

D − 1

)]
=

∑
S1,··· ,Sp

Si⊆[i−1]

p∏
i=1

(
1− 1

D − 1
· 1i∈∪j>iSj

)
χSi

(
pi −

1

D − 1
· 1i/∈∪j>iSj

)
.

The proof is omitted, since it is the same as in [14].
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Proof of Proposition 2.3. Using Lemma 2.5, we can further bound the expectation as

E
[(
X1 −

1

D − 1

)
· · ·
(
Xp −

1

D − 1

)]
≤

∑
S1,··· ,Sp

Si⊆[i−1]

p∏
i=1

∣∣∣∣χSi

(
pi −

1

D − 1
· 1i/∈∪j>iSj

)∣∣∣∣ .(15)

From here, our proof strategy is to recreate the method in [14]. For any set S = (S1, S2, · · · , Sp) ∈
D = 2∅ × 2[1] × · · · × 2[p−1], denote ψS =

∏p
i=1 |χSi(pi)|. We iteratively define sets Ci and Di and

corresponding functions fi : Di \ Ci → Di such that MψS ≤ ψfi(S) for all S ∈ Di \ Ci. Furthermore,
if there are at most N preimages for any fi(S), then we require N/M = o(1). To see the motivation
behind this, observe that ∑

S∈Di

ψS =
∑

S∈Di\Ci

ψS +
∑
S∈Ci

ψS

≤
∑

S∈Di\Ci

1

M
ψfi(S) +

∑
S∈Ci

ψS

≤
∑

U∈fi(Di\Ci)

N

M
ψU +

∑
S∈Ci

ψS .

Rearranging, we have ∑
S∈Ci

ψS ≥ (1− o(1))
∑
S∈Di

ψS ,

so that the hypersets in Ci contribute most of the sum that makes up the Fourier coefficient.
We start with D1 = D and C1 = {(S1, · · · , Sp) ∈ D1 : Si ∩ Sj = ∅}. For any U ∈ D1 \ C1, there

must be an element a ∈ Si ∩ Sj . We set f1 : D1 \ C1 → D1 to be a function that takes the smallest
a ∈ Si ∩ Sj and removes a from Si where i < j without loss of generality. This multiplies the i-th

bound in the product (15) by M ≥ O(D−1
p )(1 + o(1)). We also have that N ≤ p2 since there are

at most p choices for a and p choices for Si. Then, as long as p3 ≪ D, 1 − o(1) of the Fourier
coefficient comes from the set C1.

Next, we consider D2 = C1 and C2 = {(S1, · · · , Sp) ∈ D2 : ∪p
j=1Sj ⊆ {i : Si = ∅}}. For any

U ∈ D2 \ C2, there must be i ∈ ∪p
j=1Sj such that Si ̸= ∅. We set f2 : D2 \ C2 → D1 to be a function

that considers the smallest-indexed such Si and removes i from a later set Sj . This results in the
same M and N bounds as before, so as long as p3 ≪ D, 1 − o(1) of the Fourier coefficient comes
from the set C2.

We claim at least half of the sets in any U ∈ C2 must be empty. Suppose this is not the case.
Then, fewer than half the sets are empty. All the other sets must take elements from these sets,
so by the Pigeonhole principle, there must be at least two sets that share an element, which is a
contradiction due to our definition of C1.

Next, we consider D3 = C2 and C3 = {(S1, · · · , Sp) ∈ D3 : |Si| ≤ 1}. For any U ∈ D3 \ C3, there
must be a set Si that contains at least two elements. We set f3 : D3 \ C3 → D3 which takes the
smallest-indexed set Si with at least two elements a < b, removes a and b from Si, and adds a to

Sb. Si’s bound changes by a factor of O( (D−1)2

p2
)(1 + o(1)) while Sb’s bound changes by a factor of

O( p
D−1)(1 + o(1)) so that M ≥ O(D−1

p )(1 + o(1)). There are p choices for a and p choices for Si so

N ≤ p2. Then, if p3 ≪ D, 1− o(1) of the Fourier coefficient comes from the set C3.
Next, we consider D4 = C3 and C4 = {(S1, · · · , Sp) ∈ D4 :

∑p
i=1 |Si| = ⌊p2⌋}. For any U ∈ D4 \C4,

we must have
∑p

i=1 |Si| < ⌊p2⌋ by the claim that at least half of the sets are empty. Then, there
must be a pair of i < j such that Si = Sj = ∅ and i, j /∈ Sk for any k because the inequality is
strict. We set f4 : D4 \ C4 → D4 to be a function that considers the smallest such pair i < j and
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adds i to Sj . In this case, note that the bound on Si is χSi(pi − 1
D−1) = 0, so that C4 contributes

1− o(1) of the Fourier coefficient.
Then, 1− o(1) of ψS comes from elements where half the sets are empty and half the sets have

one element. For any S ∈ C4, we must have

ψS ≤
∏

i:Si=∅

|χ∅(pi)|
∏

j:Sj={k} for some k

|χ{k}(pj)|
p
2

=

(
1

D − 1

) p
2
(

1

(D − 1)2

) p
2

=
1

(D − 1)
3
2
p
.

To bound E
[(
X1 − 1

D−1

)
· · ·
(
Xp − 1

D−1

)]
, we must enumerate the number of such S. We pair all

the elements up and then choose which element in each pair is the non-empty one, giving 2
p
2 (p−1)!!.

Since p is fixed, asymptotically, E
[(
X1 − 1

D−1

)
· · ·
(
Xp − 1

D−1

)]
≤ Cp

(D−1)
3
2 p
.

Therefore, we have finished the proof for Proposition 2.3. □

Next, we show the bounds for the “good” repeated edges.

Proposition 2.6 (Bounds on “good” repeated edges). Suppose there are r distinct “good” repeated
edges with multiplicities αi ≥ 2. The following bound is achieved

E
[∣∣∣∣H1 −

1

D − 1

∣∣∣∣α1
∣∣∣∣H2 −

1

D − 1

∣∣∣∣α2

· · ·
∣∣∣∣Hr −

1

D − 1

∣∣∣∣αr
]
≤ (1 + o(1))

(D − 1)r
.

Proof. We show the case via induction on r. The base case for r = 1 and α1 = 2 is easily verified.
Now we assume the inductive hypothesis for r = k that

E
[∣∣∣∣H1 −

1

D − 1

∣∣∣∣α1
∣∣∣∣H2 −

1

D − 1

∣∣∣∣α2

· · ·
∣∣∣∣Hk −

1

D − 1

∣∣∣∣αk
]
≤ (1 + o(1))

(D − 1)k

For r = k + 1, we have

E
[∣∣∣∣H1 −

1

D − 1

∣∣∣∣α1
∣∣∣∣H2 −

1

D − 1

∣∣∣∣α2

· · ·
∣∣∣∣Hk+1 −

1

D − 1

∣∣∣∣αk+1
]

= E
[
E
[∣∣∣∣Hk+1 −

1

D − 1

∣∣∣∣αk+1
∣∣∣∣ H1, H2, · · · , Hk

]
|X|
]

≤ E

[
E

[∣∣∣∣Hk+1 −
1

D − 1

∣∣∣∣2
∣∣∣∣∣ H1, H2, · · · , Hk

]
|X|

](16)

where

X :=

∣∣∣∣H1 −
1

D − 1

∣∣∣∣α1
∣∣∣∣H2 −

1

D − 1

∣∣∣∣α2

· · ·
∣∣∣∣Hk −

1

D − 1

∣∣∣∣αk

.(17)

The conditional expectation of |Hk+1 − 1/(D + 1)|2 is given by (1 + o(1))/(D − 1), thus

E
[∣∣∣∣H1 −

1

D − 1

∣∣∣∣α1
∣∣∣∣H2 −

1

D − 1

∣∣∣∣α2

· · ·
∣∣∣∣Hk+1 −

1

D − 1

∣∣∣∣αk+1
]

≤ E
[
(1 + o(1))

D − 1
|X|
]
≤ (1 + o(1))

D − 1
· (1 + o(1))

(D − 1)k
by the inductive hypothesis

≤ (1 + o(1))

(D − 1)k+1
.
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Thus we conclude our proof. □

Remark 2.7. The equality in Proposition 2.6 is achieved up to a factor of 1 + o(1) when αi = 2
for all i ∈ [r]. To see why, if all multiplicities are 2, then the equality is achieved on the line of 16
and this is the only place where the inequality is used.

Then, we show the bounds for the “bad” part.

Proposition 2.8 (Bounds on “bad” edges). Suppose there are L distinct “bad” edges with mul-
tiplicities βi ≥ 1. When conditioned on the first r “good” repeated edges, the following bound is
achieved

E

[∣∣∣∣Hr+p+1 −
1

D − 1

∣∣∣∣βr+p+1

· · ·
∣∣∣∣Hr+p+L − 1

D − 1

∣∣∣∣βr+p+L

∣∣∣∣∣H1, H2, · · · , Hr

]
≤ CL

(D − 1)L
.

Proof. The same as in the proof of Proposition 2.3, we notice that conditioning on H1, H2, · · · , Hr

only adds a factor of (1 + o(1)). We only need to consider E[|Hr+p+1 − 1
D−1 |

βr+p+1 · · · |Hr+p+L −
1

D−1 |
βr+p+L ] which we rename as E[|X1 − 1

D−1 |
β1 · · · |XL − 1

D−1 |
βL ].

We can encode (X1, X2, · · · , XL) by a subset S ⊆ [L], where i ∈ S if Xi = 1, otherwise Xi = 0.
We say S is realizable if it is possible to construct a corresponding graph with all edges in S. For
example, S is not realizable if there are two edges in S which connect to the same half-edge of a
vertex. Then, by using the definition of expectation, we have

E

[∣∣∣∣X1 −
1

D − 1

∣∣∣∣β1

· · ·
∣∣∣∣XL − 1

D − 1

∣∣∣∣βL
]

=

(
1 +O

(
1

D

)) ∑
S⊆[L]

1S is realizable

∣∣∣∣ 1

D − 1

∣∣∣∣|S| ∣∣∣∣1− 1

D − 1

∣∣∣∣L−|S| ∣∣∣∣1− 1

D − 1

∣∣∣∣
∑

i∈S βi
∣∣∣∣0− 1

D − 1

∣∣∣∣
∑

i/∈S βi

≤
(
1 +O

(
1

D

)) ∑
S⊆[L]

1S is realizable

∣∣∣∣ 1

D − 1

∣∣∣∣|S|+
∑

i/∈S βi

.

The expression above is a sum of terms of different orders. Note that for any subset S ⊆ [L], we
must have |S| +

∑
i/∈S βi =

∑
i∈S 1 +

∑
i/∈S βi ≥

∑
i∈S 1 +

∑
i/∈S 1 = L. Now we know that each

term in the above sum is bounded by (D− 1)−L. Since there are at most 2L possible S’s, we know

E

[∣∣∣∣X1 −
1

D − 1

∣∣∣∣β1

· · ·
∣∣∣∣XL − 1

D − 1

∣∣∣∣βL
]
≤ 2L

(D − 1)L

(
1 +O

(
1

D

))
≤ CL

(D − 1)L

where CL is a constant only depending on L. Putting back the conditions, we get

E

[∣∣∣∣X1 −
1

D − 1

∣∣∣∣β1

· · ·
∣∣∣∣XL − 1

D − 1

∣∣∣∣βL

∣∣∣∣∣H1, H2, · · · , Hr

]
≤ CL

(D − 1)L
(1 + o(1)).

Thus we conclude our proof. □

Finally, we combine all the bounds together and prove the bound for a k-walk, as defined in
Definition 2.2, with parameters of r, p, L.

Proposition 2.9 (Bounds on an arbitrary k-walk). Suppose an arbitrary k-walk consists of r
“good” repeated edges, p “good” simple edges, and L “bad” edges. Then the following bound is
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achieved

E
[(
H1 −

1

D − 1

)α1
(
H2 −

1

D − 1

)α2

· · ·
(
Hr −

1

D − 1

)αr

(
Hr+1 −

1

D − 1

)
· · ·
(
Hr+p −

1

D − 1

)
(
Hr+p+1 −

1

D − 1

)βr+p+1

· · ·
(
Hr+p+L − 1

D − 1

)βr+p+L
]

≤ (1 + o(1))

(D − 1)r
Cp

(D − 1)
3p
2

CL

(D − 1)L
.

(18)

Proof. Let X denote the product of the first r terms and the last L terms on the lefthand side of
(18). By using conditional expectation, we have

LHS ≤ E
[
E
[(

Hr+1 −
1

D − 1

)
· · ·
(
Hr+p −

1

D − 1

) ∣∣∣X]|X|
]

≤ E
[

Cp

(D − 1)
3p
2

|X|
]
by Proposition 2.3

=
Cp

(D − 1)
3p
2

E[|X|].

Then we observe the expectation of the remaining terms. Let Y denote the product of the first r
terms on the lefthand side of (18). By using conditional expectation again, we have

E[|X|] ≤ E
[
E
[ ∣∣∣∣Hr+p+1 −

1

D − 1

∣∣∣∣βr+p+1

· · ·
∣∣∣∣Hr+p+L − 1

D − 1

∣∣∣∣βr+p+L ∣∣∣Y ]|Y |
]

≤ E
[

CL

(D − 1)L
|Y |
]
by Proposition 2.8

=
CL

(D − 1)L
E[|Y |].

Next, we apply Proposition 2.6 and get

E[|Y |] ≤ E
[ ∣∣∣∣H1 −

1

D − 1

∣∣∣∣α1

· · ·
∣∣∣∣Hr −

1

D − 1

∣∣∣∣αr
]
≤ 1 + o(1)

(D − 1)r
.

Finally, we combine all estimates above together and get

LHS ≤ Cp

(D − 1)
3p
2

CL

(D − 1)L
(1 + o(1))

(D − 1)r

which concludes the proof.
□

From here, we can put it all together. Our strategy now involves representing the entire sum we
have bounded thus far, and then once again finding functions to reduce the size of the set until we
are only counting trees with k/2 edges.



THE SPECTRAL DISTRIBUTION OF RANDOM GRAPHS WITH GIVEN DEGREE SEQUENCES 13

Thanks to Proposition 2.9, we can upper bound (7) as

1

n
|E[TrMk]| ≤ 1

n

√
D

n

k ∑
i1,··· ,ik

s1,t2,··· ,sk,t1

1

di1 · · · dik
(1 + o(1))CpCL

(D − 1)r(D − 1)
3p
2 (D − 1)L

=
1

n

√
D

n

k ∑
i1,··· ,ik

s1,t2,··· ,sk,t1

1

di1 · · · dik
(1 + o(1))CpCL

DrD
3p
2 DL

=
D

k
2

n
k
2
+1

∑
G∈Gk

∑
i1,··· ,ik

∑
s1,t2,··· ,sk,t1

1

di1 · · · dik
(1 + o(1))CpCL

Dr+ 3p
2
+L

where we take an approximation by replacing D − 1 with D. The set Gk denotes the set of all
possible shapes of a k-walk up to permutations of vertices and half-edges. However, we distinguish
“good” edges and “bad” edges in the structure. For example, a circle consisting of k “good” edges
is counted as a different shape than a circle consisting of k “bad” edges.

In the expression above, the second sum over i1, · · · , ik determines what vertices are used to
instantiate the walk. One such example may be i1 = 1, i2 = n/2, i3 = n, · · · out of the n vertices
that we consider. The third sum over s1, t2, · · · , sk, t1 refers to the previous step that we break up

the terms Ai1i2 −
didj
D−1 into

∑di1
s1=1

∑di2
t2=1(H

s1t2
i1i2

− 1
D−1).

Now we focus on the following part∑
i1,··· ,ik

∑
s1,t2,··· ,sk,t1

1

di1 · · · dik
.

We modify our notation a bit to better represent the results. Note that i1, · · · , ik encode a k-walk
and s1, t2, · · · , sk, t1 encode connected half-edges. We use V to denote its vertex set.

Now let Ek be all the edges traversed in the “good” part of the k-walk and Vk all the vertices
involved the “good” part. Let E′

k be all the edges traversed in the “bad” part of the k-walk and V ′
k

all the vertices involved the “bad” part. Note that Vk and V ′
k may overlap and that V = Vk ∪ V ′

k.
For each “good” edge e ∈ Ek (including both repeated edges and simple edges), we denote its

multiplicity as αe. For each “bad” edge e′ ∈ E′
k, we denote its multiplicity as βe′ . We also have that∑

e αe +
∑

e′ βe′ = k. For each vertex i ∈ Vk, we use zi to denote the number of distinct half-edges
used for vertex i that correspond to the “good” edges. For each vertex i ∈ V ′

k, we use z′i to denote
the number of distinct half-edges used for vertex i that correspond to the “bad” edges.

If we sum over all such graphs, we can write, for every “good” edge e = (ie, je) ∈ Ek and every
“bad” edge e′ = (ie′ , je′) ∈ E′

k,∑
i1,··· ,ik

∑
s1,t2,··· ,sk,t1

1

di1 · · · dik
=

∑
i1,··· ,ik

∏
e∈Ek

1√
diedje

αe

∏
e∈Ek

diedje
∏

e′∈E′
k

1√
die′dje′

βe′

∏
i∈V ′

k

d
z′i
i .

Here is an important difference between the “good” part and “bad” part of the walk. For a
“good” edge e ∈ Ek, we need to divide by

√
diedje

αe
to account for the multiplicity of αe. We

further need to multiply by diedje to select two new half-edges, one from ie and one from je. It
is not hard to verify that, for a vertex i ∈ Vk, zi =

∑
i∈e,e∈Ek

1, since “good” edges don’t share

half-edges. For a “bad” edge e′ ∈ E′
k, we still need to divide by

√
die′dje′

βe′ to account for the
multiplicity of βe′ . However, when selecting half-edges, the definition of “bad” part indicates that
we may not need to select new half-edges for ie′ and je′ . Thus, we use z′i to denote the number of
distinct half-edges used for vertex i in the “bad” part and loop over all vertices i ∈ V ′

k to account
for selecting half-edges.
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Figure 2. An example of a walk with “good” (in green) and “bad” (in red) edges.

One example is illustrated in Figure 2, where our notations are defined in the following way,

k = 8, Vk = {1, 2, 3, 4}, V ′
k = {2, 3, 4}

Ek = {H1, H2, H3, H7, H8}, E′
k = {H4, H5, H6}

z1 = 3, z′1 = 0, z2 = 2, z′2 = 1, z3 = 1, z′3 = 1, z4 = 2, z′4 = 1.

Counting over vertices instead of edges, we have∑
i1,··· ,ik

∑
s1,t2,··· ,sk,t1

1

di1 · · · dik
=

∑
i1,··· ,ik

∏
i∈V

d

∑
i∈e,e∈Ek

(1−αe
2
)+z′i−

∑
i∈e′,e′∈E′

k

βe′
2

i

=
∑

i1,··· ,ik

∏
i∈V

d
zi−

∑
i∈e,e∈Ek

αe
2
+z′i−

∑
i∈e′,e′∈E′

k

βe′
2

i

=
∑

i1,··· ,ik

∏
i∈V

dwi
i =

∏
i∈V

n∑
l=1

dwi
l

where we set

wi = zi −
∑

i∈e,e∈Ek

αe

2
+ z′i −

∑
i∈e′,e′∈E′

k

βe′

2
.(19)

The last equation is because we want to specify all i1, · · · , ik with vertices from 1 to n. By the
Binomial Theorem, it’s easy to establish the last equation.

Summarizing what we have here, we establish that

| 1
n
E[TrMk]| ≤

∑
G∈Gk

D
k
2

n
k
2
+1

∏
i∈V

n∑
l=1

dwi
l

(1 + o(1))CpCL

Dr+ 3p
2
+L

=
∑
G∈Gk

(1 + o(1))CpCL

n

D
k
2

n
k
2

∏
i∈V

n∑
l=1

dwi
l

1

Dr+ 3p
2
+L

=
∑
G∈Gk

(1 + o(1))CpCL

n
tG



THE SPECTRAL DISTRIBUTION OF RANDOM GRAPHS WITH GIVEN DEGREE SEQUENCES 15

where we set

tG =
D

k
2

n
k
2

∏
i∈V

n∑
l=1

dwi
l

1

Dr+ 3p
2
+L

(20)

Before constraining the set of graphs, we first establish some important observations about the
powers wi, summarized in the following lemma.

Lemma 2.10 (Properties of wi). If wi = 1, then
∑

l d
wi
l = D. If wi = 0, then

∑
l d

wi
l = n. If

wi ≤ −1, then
∑

l d
wi
l = o(n(n/D)|wi|/2).

Additionally, if wi increases by 1, then
∑

l d
wi
l increases by a factor of ω(

√
D/n).

Proof. The cases where wi = 1 and where wi = 0 are easy to verify. Now let us discuss the case
wi ≤ −1. By the assumption of di = ω(

√
D/n) for all i, we have that∑

l

dwi
l =

∑
l

d
−|wi|
l =

∑
l

o

(√
n

D

|wi|
)

= o

(
n

√
n

D

|wi|
)
.

Additionally, let us discuss the effect of increasing wi by 1. Again by the assumption of di =
ω(
√
D/n) for all i, we know that each term of the sum increases by a factor of at least ω(

√
D/n).

Thus the sum will increase by a factor of at least ω(
√
D/n). □

Remark 2.11. The assumption “di ≫
√
D/n for all i” is crucial for the lemma to hold. If such

assumption is substituted by the weaker condition “di ≥
√
D/n for all i”, then we have a slightly

weaker conclusion: if wi increases by 1,
∑

l d
wi
l will increase by a factor of Ω(

√
D/n).

2.3. Transformation. We first consider any graph G which contains at least one edge with odd

multiplicity. Our plan here is to transform G so that t
G̃
of the final graph G̃ will be convenient to

deal with.
In the analysis below, we will frequently but implicitly refer to the bound of tG, whose expression

is in (20). There are three parts:

D
k
2

n
k
2

,
∏
i∈V

n∑
l=1

dwi
l ,

1

Dr+ 3p
2
+L
.(21)

Whenever we make a transformation, we will comment the changes on these three parts respectively
and summarize the overall change in the bound. Our goal is to make sure that each step of
transformation will only increase the bound, so that as long as the bound of the final transformed
graph goes to 0 asymptotically, all such graphs have contribution of 0 asymptotically.

2.3.1. Transformation of the “good” part. Consider any αe ≥ 4 for e = (a, b). In these cases, we
can see that we upper bound the expression’s value by substituting αe with αe − 2. This increases
wa by 1 and wb in (19) by 1, so the product increases by a factor of ω(D/n). Since k decreases by
2, the expression of tG in (20) decreases by a factor of n/D. Thus, the overall bound increases by
a factor of ω(1).

Therefore, we only need to consider “good” part where αe = 1, 2, 3. If αe = 2, the expression
does not change if we substitute αe with αe− 2. To see why, suppose e = (a, b). Let us first discuss
the effect of deleting such an edge. Firstly, the D’s terms in (21) will be multiplied by D because
one repeated “good” edge is gone. Secondly, wa and wb remain the same. Thirdly, the length of the

walk (k) decreases by 2, the term D
k
2 /n

k
2 will also decrease by a factor of n/D. Thus, the overall

bound will increase by a factor of at least n.
In this case, one may worry if the graph will be disconnected into two connected components

since we delete an edge. Denote the graph with e deleted as G′. Note that G′ may be a connected
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graph or a disconnected graph, and either case works. The reason is best summarized with the
following general decomposition lemma.

Lemma 2.12 (Decomposition of graphs). Suppose G = Ga ∪Gb is a k-step graph with vertex set
V and edge set E. Va (resp. Vb) is the vertex set of Ga (resp. Gb). Ea (resp. Eb) is the edge set of
Ga (resp. Gb). Suppose E = Ea ⊔Eb where ⊔ denotes disjoint union. Suppose V = Va ∪ Vb. Then,
the following holds

tG ≤ tGatGb
.

Proof. Observe the fact that
∑n

l=1 d
wi
l ≤

∑n
l=1 d

w′
i

l

∑n
l=1 d

w′′
i

l where w′
i + w′′

i = wi for all i. Then,
we may write

tG =
D

k
2

n
k
2

∏
i∈V

n∑
l=1

dwi
l

1

DrD
3p
2 DL

≤ D
ka
2

n
ka
2

∏
i∈Va

n∑
l=1

d
w′

i
l

1

DraD
3pa
2 DLa

× D
kb
2

n
kb
2

∏
i∈Vb

n∑
l=1

d
w′′

i
l

1

DrbD
3pb
2 DLb

= tGatGb

where ka (resp. kb) is the number of steps in Ga (resp. Gb) and w
′
i (resp. w

′′
i ) is the corresponding

term for w in Ga (resp. Gb). □

Remark 2.13. We will mainly use the lemma in the following two scenarios: (1) when G is a
graph with one connected component but can be decomposed into two induced subgraphs Ga and Gb;
(2) when G is a graph with two separate connected components Ga and Gb. In both scenarios we
have that tG ≤ tGatGb

and it suffices to achieve bounds separately on tGa and tGb
. Note that the

idea of decomposing a graph into several components or subgraphs will be frequently used in later
proofs.

Now we go back to the claim about G′. If G′ is still a connected graph, we simply have tG ≤ tG′ .
If G′ has two connected components Ga and Gb, by Lemma 2.12 we know tG ≤ tG′ ≤ tGatGb

. We
can show asymptotic bounds for Ga and Gb separately. In the most special case where (a, b) is the
only edge that involves b, we can still delete it. The only difference is that now the term in (21)
with wb = 1, which has a contribution of n, will disappear, leading to a decrease by the factor of
1/n. The net effect of reduction in this special case is thus 1. Overall, we can freely drop the edges
with multiplicities 2. Note that we will not drop the entire graph because we are discussing graphs
which have at least one odd multiplicity.

2.3.2. Transformation of the “bad” part. The main idea here is “disentangling” the “bad” edges.
For example, (a, b) and (b, c) are originally a pair of “bad” edges, where both edges pick the same
half-edge from b. To “disentangle” (a, b) and (b, c) on b means transforming to the same pair of
edges (a, b) and (b, c) but with the difference that they are “good” edges and that they pick two
different half-edges from b. Note that we can also “disentangle” edges with multiplicities larger
than one. For example, (a, b) with multiplicity 3 and (b, c) with multiplicity 2 are “bad” edges,
sharing the same half-edge on b. In this case, only one half-edge from b is used. To “disentangle”
them means that we consider the same pair of edges (a, b) and (b, c) with their corresponding
multiplicities. However, two half-edges from b are used, one with multiplicity 3 for (a, b) and the
other with multiplicity 2 for (b, c).

Now we try to “disentangle” the “bad” edges as far as we can. At the same time we need to
ensure that the bounds will not decrease during each step. Here we present two important obser-
vations on whether we can “disentangle” the edges.

Observation 1. If the disentanglement does not produce any new “good” edges, then we can
conduct the disentanglement.
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Observation 2. If all the “good” edges produced by the disentanglement have multiplicities larger
than 1, then we can conduct the disentanglement.

Proof. Observation 1 is not hard to verify. Suppose (a, b) and (b, c) are disentangled on b. After
the disentanglement, (a, b) and (b, c) are still “bad” edges sharing half-edges with some other edges.
Since the disentanglement does not produce any new “good” edges, then everything in the terms of
D in (21) remains the same. The only thing that changes is the power wb = zb −

∑
b∈e,e∈Ek

αe/2+

z′b −
∑

b∈e′,e′∈E′
k
βe′/2. z

′
b becomes larger because we are now picking one more distinct half-edge

from b in the “bad” part. This change will only increase the bound thanks to Lemma 2.10.
For Observation 2, suppose (a, b) and (b, c) with multiplicities m1 and m2 are disentangled on

b. After the disentanglement, (a, b) and (b, c) both become “good” edges with their multiplicities
unchanged. Since the disentanglement changes two “bad” edges into two “good” repeated edges,
the value of L decreases by 2 and the value of r increases by 2, which doesn’t change the value of
D’s terms in (21). For w’s terms, again, the powers will only become larger because we are picking
more distinct half-edges. Thus, this change will only increase the bound.

Note that Observation 2 also includes the case where only one “good” edge is produced, which
is easy to verify using the same logic. □

The essence of the two observations is that any disentanglement will be valid as long as it does
not produce any “good” simple edges.

Now, we reduce the graphs by disentangling each “bad” edge as far as we can, until any further
disentanglement will violate the conditions in the two observations. The final transformed graph
will result in only 3 basic types of “bad” sub-graphs. We call them G1(m), G2(m), and G3(m)
respectively. Note that all these 3 basic types are minimal, which is easier to verify. Also, any
“bad” sub-graph other than the 3 basics types can be further disentangled at some place.

Type G1(m). “Bad” graph of (a, b) with multiplicity 1 and (b, c) with multiplicity m. They
share a half-edge on b.
Type G2(m). “Bad” graph of (a, b) with multiplicity 1, (b, c) with multiplicity m, and (c, d) with
multiplicity 1. They share half-edges on b and c.
Type G3(m). “Bad” graph of (a, b1) with multiplicity 1, (a, b2) with multiplicity 1, · · · , (a, bm)
with multiplicity 1. They all share one half-edge on a.

Here, we prove that any “bad” graph can be reduced into the union of 3 basic types above.

Proposition 2.14. The “bad” part of any minimal graph will only contain copies of the 3 basic
types above. A graph is said to be minimal if no further disentanglement can be performed on the
graph.

Proof. First, we show that the diameter of the minimal graph cannot exceed 3.
For the purpose of contradiction, we assume that the diameter of the final graph is equal to or

larger than 4. By the definition of diameter, we know that there exist a chain of (a, b), (b, c), (c, d), (d, e),
which share half-edges on b, c, d. Thus, we can transform this final graph by disentangling (b, c)
and (c, d) on c. This transformation will not produce any new “good” edges. Thus, the original
final graph is not minimal. Therefore, the diameter of the minimal graph cannot exceed 3.

Next, we consider all cases of graphs with diameter less than or equal to 3 and check that they
either fall into the 3 basic types or are not minimal.

Consider a graph with diameter 2. The most general form of such a graph will be a graph
of (a, b1), (a, b2), · · · , (a, bm) with multiplicities x1, x2, · · · , xm. They all share one half-edge on a.
Firstly, assume that m ≥ 3. If any xi is larger than 1, we can disentangle it from the graph, because
the disentanglement will only produce a repeated “good” edge. By disentangling all repeated “bad”
edges, we will get exactly G3(m′). Next, assume that m = 2. If both are repeated “bad” edges,
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then we can disentangle them because the disentanglement will only produce two repeated “good”
edges. If one is repeated and the other is simple, then if falls into the type G1(m′). If both are
simple, then it falls into the type G1(1).

Consider a graph with diameter 3. If the graph contains a circle, we can of course disentangle
on one vertex of the circle without producing new “good” edges. Thus, we only need to consider
acyclic graphs. The most general form will be a graph of (a, b1), (a, b2), · · · , (a, bm) with multi-
plicities x1, x2, · · · , xm, (a, c) with multiplicity y, and (c, d1), (c, d2), · · · , (c, dn) with multiplicities
z1, z2, · · · , zn. Note that here we abuse the notation a bit, but such notations will only be used in
this proof. Now, for any xi and zi larger than 1, we can directly disentangle those edges by the
same logic. Without loss of generality, we consider 3 overall cases: (1) m ≥ 2 and n ≥ 2 with all
x, z = 1; (2) m ≥ 2 and n = 1 with all x = 1 but z1 being any integer; (3) m = 1 and n = 1 with
x1, z1 being any integer.

In case (1), we first disentangle the graph on a so that the left part becomes G3 and the right part
becomes (a, c) plus the cluster surrounding c. This disentanglement will not produce any “good”
edges. If y = 1, the remaining part is also G3 so we are done. If y ≥ 2, we further disentangle
(a, c) from the cluster surrounding c and the cluster becomes G3. This disentanglement will only
produce a repeated “good” edge (a, c) so it’s valid.

In case (2), we again disentangle the graph on a so that the left part becomes G3 and the right
part becomes (a, c) plus (c, d1), both with general multiplicities. This disentanglement will not
produce any “good” edges. If y ≥ 2 and z1 ≥ 2, we can of course disentangle them on c. If at least
one of y and z1 is 1, it falls in type G1.

In case (3), we simply have a chain of (b1, a), (a, c), and (c, d1), each with arbitrary multiplicity.
If all of them are repeated, we can of course disentangle all of them. If two of them are repeated,
we further discuss their locations. If the two are adjacent, we disentangle on the vertex they share,
producing one repeated “good” edge and one G1. If the two are separate, we disentangle on a,
again producing one repeated “good” edge and one G1. If only one of them are repeated, we
further discuss their locations. If the repeated edge is on the side ((b1, a) or (c, d1)), we respectively
disentangle on a or c, producing one repeated “good” edge and one G1. If the repeated edge is in
the middle, it falls in type G2. If all of them are simple, it falls in type G2.

Therefore, we have proven that any minimal graph will fall in one of the 3 basic types. □

Then we investigate the 3 basic types and reduce the graph further.
For Type G1(m) where m ≥ 3, we can always reduce m by 2. First of all, since m ≥ 3, this

reduction will not create any “good” edges. Thus, the D’s terms in (21) remain the same. Also,
wb and wc will both increase by 1 because β(b,c) decreases by 2. The middle term in (21) will thus

be multiplied by at least
√
D/n×

√
D/n = D/n. Since the length of the walk (k) decreases by 2,

the term D
k
2 /n

k
2 will also decrease by a factor of n/D. Thus, the overall bound for tG in (20) will

either remain the same or increase. This reduction is valid.
For Type G1(m) where m = 2, we can also reduce m by 2. An important difference is that the

result will not be Type G1 any more. Instead, the reduced graph will be one “good” edge. Firstly,

the D’s terms will be multiplied by D2 ×D− 3
2 =

√
D because two “bad” edges are gone and one

“good” simple edge is present. Secondly, wb will increase by 1 and wc will remain the same, which
multiplies the product by at least

√
D/n. Thirdly, the length of the walk (k) decreases by 2, the

term D
k
2 /n

k
2 will also decrease by a factor of n/D. Thus, the overall bound for tG in (20) will

increase by a factor of at least
√
n. This reduction is valid.

For Type G2(m) where m ≥ 3, we can again reduce m by 2 freely. The reason is the same as
Type G1(m).

For Type G2(m) where m = 2, we can also reduce m by 2. An important difference is that the
result will be two “good” edges. Firstly, the D’s terms will be multiplied by D3×D−3 = 1 because
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three “bad” edges are gone and two “good” simple edges are present. Secondly, wb and wc will
both increase by 1, which multiplies the product by at least

√
D/n×

√
D/n = D/n. Thirdly, the

length of the walk (k) decreases by 2, the term D
k
2 /n

k
2 will also decrease by a factor of n/D. Thus,

the overall bound for tG in (20) will either remain the same or increase. This reduction is valid.
For Type G3(m) where m ≥ 4, we can reduce m by 2. We do this by removing (a, bm) and

(a, bm−1) and by adding (bm, bm−1). Note that the reduced graph will be G3(m− 2) and a “good”

edge (bm, bm−1). Firstly, the D’s terms will be multiplied by D2 ×D− 3
2 =

√
D because two “bad”

edges are gone and one “good” simple edge is present. Secondly, wa will increase by 1, which
multiplies the product by at least

√
D/n. Thirdly, the length of the walk (k) decreases by 1, the

term D
k
2 /n

k
2 will also decrease by a factor of

√
n/D. Thus, the overall bound for tG in (20) will

increase by a factor of at least
√
D. This reduction is valid.

For Type G3(3), we can also reduce m by 2. An important difference is that the result will be
two “good” edges (a, b1) and (b2, b3). Firstly, the D’s terms will be multiplied by D3 × D−3 = 1
because three “bad” edges are gone and two “good” simple edges are present. Secondly, wa will
increase by 1, which multiplies the product by at least

√
D/n. Thirdly, the length of the walk (k)

decreases by 1, the term D
k
2 /n

k
2 will also decrease by a factor of

√
n/D. Thus, the overall bound

for tG in (20) will either remain the same or increase. This reduction is valid.
After the reductions above, the transformed graph’s “bad” part will only contain G1(1) and

G2(1).

2.3.3. Contribution of the transformed graph. Putting together everything, the current graph have
αe = 1, 3 in the “good” part and G1(1), G2(1) in the “bad” part. Since all degrees are even, and we
have only been removing even numbers of edges, the graph can be decomposed into cycles and, since

we allow parallel edges, walks of the form a−b−a. Again note that
∑n

l=1 d
wi
l ≤

∑n
l=1 d

w′
i

l

∑n
l=1 d

w′′
i

l
where w′

i +w′′
i = wi for all i. Then, if we decompose G into cycles C1, C2, · · · , Cy and walks of the

form a− b− a denoted by W1,W2, · · · ,Wz. We then have tG ≤ tC1tC2 · · · tCy tW1tW2 · · · tWz . From
what we know before, any tWi has an asymptotic contribution of 0. For a cycle Ci, we have that
αe = 1, 3 and βe = 1. In any cycle, we have wi = 1,−1, 0 since the two incoming edges in a cycle
can have αe = 1, 3, so

∑n
l=1 d

wi
l ≤ D.

Here is an important clarification. The k we are considering does not correspond to the original
k, but refers to the number of steps in the part we are investigating, such as the cycle Ci. As long
as we show that each part (with their distinct k’s) goes to 0 asymptotically, we can conclude that
tG goes to 0 asymptotically.

Consider any circle C that consists of “good” simple edges, “good” repeated edges with multi-
plicity 3, G1(1), and G2(1). We need to show that such a circle will make an asymptotically small
contribution to the expression.

It is noteworthy that the four components of the circle C are not equally costly.
If we change a G2(1) into G1(1), the bound for (20) will only increase. Firstly, the D’s terms will

be multiplied by D because one “bad” edge is gone. Secondly, one term with w = 0 will be gone
because we deleted one vertex, which multiplies the product by 1/n. Thirdly, the length of the

walk (k) decreases by 1, the term D
k
2 /n

k
2 will also decrease by a factor of

√
n/D. Thus, the overall

bound will increase by a factor of at least
√
D/n. Therefore, we change all G2(1) into G1(1).

If we change a “good” simple edge into a “good” repeated edge with multiplicity 3, the bound
will also only increase. Suppose the edge is (a, b). Firstly, the D’s terms will be multiplied by

√
D

because one “good” simple edge is gone and one “good” repeated edge is present. Secondly, wa

will decrease by 1 and wb will decrease by 1, which multiplies the product by n/D. Thirdly, the

length of the walk (k) increases by 2, the term D
k
2 /n

k
2 will also increase by a factor of D/n. Thus,



20 SHUYI WANG1, KEVIN LI2, AND JIAOYANG HUANG3

the overall bound will increase by a factor of at least
√
D. Therefore, we change all “good” simple

edges into “good” repeated edges with multiplicity 3.
Now, we only have two components left. We will show that if the two consecutive units are of

the same kind, we can combine them into one.
Suppose that we have two consecutive “good” repeated edges with multiplicities 3, called (a, b)

and (b, c) respectively. If we change them into (a, c) with multiplicity 3, the bound (20) will only
increase. Firstly, the D’s terms will be multiplied by D because one “good” repeated edge is gone.

Secondly, the term of wb = 2− 6/2 = −1 will disappear, which multiplies the product by D
1
2n−

3
2 .

Thirdly, the length of the walk (k) decreases by 3, the term D
k
2 /n

k
2 will also decrease by a factor

of n
3
2D− 3

2 . Thus, the overall bound will remain the same. Therefore, we combine all consecutive
“good” repeated edges.

Suppose that we have two consecutive G1(1)’s, called (a, b), (b, c), (c, d), (d, e) where (a, b) and
(b, c) share a half-edge on b, (c, d) and (d, e) share a half-edge on d. If we change them into (a, c)
and (c, e) which share a half-edge on c, the bound will only increase. Firstly, the D’s terms will be
multiplied by D2 because two “bad” edges are gone. Secondly, the term of wb = 0 and wd = 0 will
disappear, which multiplies the product by 1/n2. The term of wc will change from 1 to 0, which

multiplies the product by n/D. Thirdly, the length of the walk (k) decreases by 2, the term D
k
2 /n

k
2

will also decrease by a factor of n/D. Thus, the overall bound will remain the same. Therefore, we
combine all consecutive G1(1)’s.

Finally, we consider a cycle alternatively consisting of “good” repeated edges with multiplicity 3
and G1(1). Suppose there are a copies of “good” repeated edges and a copies of G1(1). (Recall that
the two components appear alternatively) Since what we consider is a k-walk, we have 3a+2a = k.
Note that k here may not correspond to the original k since we have transformed the graph.
However, we will show that any k here will yield an asymptotic bound. Now consider the vertices
within each G1(1) and the vertices on the interface between “good” repeated edge and G1(1), it is
not hard to see that all such vertices have w = 0. Finally, we can compute the bound for such a
circle

tC =
D

k
2

n
k
2

∏
i∈Vk

n∑
l=1

dwi
l

1

DrD
3p
2 DL

=
D

k
2

n
k
2

n2a+a

D2a+a
=
( n
D

)3a− k
2
=
( n
D

) 3k
5
− k

2
=
( n
D

) k
10 → 0.

Thus, we conclude that all graphs G which have at least an edge with odd multiplicity make
contributions of 0 asymptotically.

2.4. Conclusion of (4). Suppose k is odd. Then there must be an edge which has an odd
multiplicity. As shown above, all such graphs have contribution of 0 asymptotically. Thus,
limn→∞

1
nE[TrM

k] = 0 for all odd k.
Suppose k is even. As shown above, a graph with any edge which has an odd multiplicity has a

contribution of 0 asymptotically. Therefore, the only graphs that do not make small contributions
must have even multiplicities for all edges. Among these graphs, we first investigate the “good”
graphs whose edges all have multiplicities 2. Thus, p = 0, r = k/2, and L = 0. Note that in this
case, by Remark 2.7, the equality is achieved for the bounds in Proposition 2.6. Therefore, for any
G of this kind,

(1 + o(1))CpCL

n
tG =

(1 + o(1))

n

D
k
2

n
k
2

∏
i∈Vk

n
1

D
k
2

= (1 + o(1))
n|Vk|

n
k
2
+1
.

We now note that |Vk| ≤ |Ek| + 1 = k/2 + 1 with equality holding if and only if G is a tree. If
the equality does not hold, this term becomes asymptotically small. Therefore, the terms that
make contributions to the sum are those that have αe = 2 and are trees. Each of these makes a
contribution of 1.
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Then, let us consider the “good” graphs whose edges not only have multiplicities 2 but also larger
even numbers. For those graphs, we may reduce the edges with larger even numbers by 2 as we did
before and get a reduced graph that have αe = 2 for all edges. The effect of reducing multiplicities
is as follows. Suppose the reduced edge is (a, b). Firstly, the length of the walk (k) decreases by 2
so the expression decreases by a factor of n/D. Secondly, both wa and wb increases by 1, thus by
Lemma 2.10 the sum increases by a factor of ω(D/n). Thus, the overall term increases by a factor
of ω(1). Since the reduced graphs have contributions of at most 1, we know that the unreduced
graphs which have multiplicities larger than 2 must have contributions of o(1). Thus, such graphs
make a contribution of 0 asymptotically.

Finally, let us consider the “bad” graphs with even multiplicities. Note that for all such graphs,
we can always disentangle them and get a corresponding “good” graph of the same shape. However,
during the process of disentangling, the w’s terms will increase by at least 1 because we are using
more half-edges from the vertices. Thus, the bound will increase by a factor of at least

√
D/n.

Since the disentangled graphs have contributions of at most 1, we know that the “bad” graphs
must have contributions of o(n/D). Thus, such graphs make a contribution of 0 asymptotically.

To summarize, for even k, the only graphs that make contributions of 1 are those rooted planar
trees with lengths k/2. We conclude the proof for semicircle law. □

Remark 2.15 (sufficient and necessary condition for the convergence of moments). The condition

of “di ≫
√
D/n for all i” in Theorem 1.1 can be slightly relaxed to the weaker condition below

∑
l

dwi
l = o

(
n

√
n

D

|wi|
)

for all wi ≤ −1.

We have proved in Lemma 2.10 that the former condition implies the latter. Note that the latter
cannot imply the former, where a counter example can be easily constructed by only having one
di = O(

√
D/n). The latter condition is optimal in the sense that it is the sufficient and necessary

condition for the semicircle law to hold.
For the sufficient part, it is not hard to see that during the entire proof, we only used the latter

condition. The only part we used the former condition is in Lemma 2.10 where we showed that it
implies the latter condition. Therefore, the latter condition is sufficient for the semicircle law.

For the necessary part, we prove it below. Assume that there is a wi ≤ −1 such that
∑

l d
wi
l =

Ω(n(n/D)|wi|/2). Denote k = 2(1 − wi). Now consider a graph consisting of two vertices and one
edge between them with multiplicity k. The contribution of such a graph is

D
k
2

n1+
k
2

(
∑
l

d
1− k

2
l )2

1

D
=

D
k
2

n1+
k
2

Ω(n2
n

k
2
−1

D
k
2
−1

)
1

D
= Ω(1).

Thus, graphs of the above shape will also make contributions of Ω(1) even if they are not graphs
with all multiplicities 2. In other words, semicircle law does not hold without the optimal condition.
Therefore, the latter condition is necessary for the semicircle law to hold.

2.5. Proof of Theorem 2.1. In this subsection, we prove Theorem 2.1, which basically states
that the moments of the empirical eigenvalue distribution concentrate around their expectations.
To show it, we prove that

E
[∣∣∣ 1
n
Tr[Mk]− 1

n
E[Tr[Mk]]

∣∣∣2]→ 0.

Moreover, the above quantity is the same as the variance, so it suffices to prove that

1

n2

(
E
[
Tr[Mk]2

]
− E[Tr[Mk]]2

)
→ 0.
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Now we denote the term (Hsltm
ijik

− 1
D−1) as h

sltm
ijik

. By the same computations, we have that

1

n2

(
E
[
Tr[Mk]2

]
− E[Tr[Mk]]2

)
=

Dk

nk+2

( ∑
i1,··· ,ik,i′1,··· ,i′k

s1,t2,··· ,sk,t1,s′1,t′2,··· ,s′k,t
′
1

1

di1 · · · dikdi′1 · · · di′k
E
[
hs1t2i1i2

· · ·hskt1iki1
h
s′1t

′
2

i′1i
′
2
· · ·hs

′
kt

′
1

i′ki
′
1

]

−
∑

i1,··· ,ik,i′1,··· ,i′k
s1,t2,··· ,sk,t1,s′1,t′2,··· ,s′k,t

′
1

1

di1 · · · dikdi′1 · · · di′k
E
[
hs1t2i1i2

· · ·hskt1iki1

]
E
[
h
s′1t

′
2

i′1i
′
2
· · ·hs

′
kt

′
1

i′ki
′
1

])
.

Let GII′ denote the graph associated with the term E[hs1t2i1i2
· · ·hskt1iki1

h
s′1t

′
2

i′1i
′
2
· · ·hs

′
kt

′
1

i′ki
′
1
], GI associated with

E[hs1t2i1i2
· · ·hskt1iki1

] and GI′ associated with E[hs
′
1t

′
2

i′1i
′
2
· · ·hs

′
kt

′
1

i′ki
′
1
]. From the analysis before, the maximum

of the second term is achieved when GI and GI′ both have k/2 + 1 vertices and k/2 “good” edges
of multiplicities 2, without sharing any common vertex.

For the first term, we see that GII′ has at most 2 connected components. However, by Lemma
2.12 and Remark 2.13, we can simply do the same analysis to the 2 connected components. By
repeating all the transformation and reduction as in the previous proof, we note that the only
contributing graphs are when all edges have multiplicities of 2. In this scenario, GII′ has at most
k distinct edges. Accompanied with the fact that GII′ has at most 2 connected components, it
has at most k + 2 vertices. Therefore the terms are not asymptotically vanishing if and only if
GII′ = GI +GI′ where GI ∩GI′ = ∅ and they both have k/2+1 vertices and k/2 edges. This implies
that the leading terms of the two terms in the expression above cancels, and the contribution from
remaining terms is o(1), which concludes the proof.

3. Proof of Lemma 1.3 and Theorem 1.4

3.1. Proof of Lemma 1.3. We generate a random graph G with degree sequence di1≤i≤n using
the configuration model as follows:

(1) Begin with n vertices, where each vertex i has di half-edges. Index these half-edges sequen-
tially from 1 to D.

(2) While there exist vertices with fewer than C
√
D/n unused half-edges, choose the unused

half-edge with the smallest index from these vertices (if there exists any) and match it
uniformly at random with another unused half-edge.

(3) Repeat step 2 until every vertex has either 0 or at least C
√
D/n unused half-edges.

(4) Let {d̃i}1≤i≤n denote the number of unused half-edges at each vertex, so that either d̃i = 0

or d̃i ≥ C
√
D/n for each i. Matching these remaining half-edges yields a graph G̃, which is

a configuration model graph with degree sequence {d̃i}1≤i≤n.

In the above procedure, the graph G̃ can be obtained from G by sequentially removing edges. In
the following, we show the graph G̃ satisfies the properties in Lemma 1.3. We remark that condition
on the degree sequence {d̃i}1≤i≤n, the law of G̃ is the same as a configuration model graph with
that degree sequence. And the third statement of Lemma 1.3 holds.

To get the degree sequence {d̃i}1≤i≤n (viewed as n vertices with each vertex i has d̃i half-edges)
from the degree sequence {di}1≤i≤n in the procedure above, we have the stochastic process: choose

the half-edge with the smallest index from vertices with fewer than C
√
D/n half-edges, remove it,

and another uniform randomly picked half-edge. We continue this process of dropping half-edges
in pairs of two until all vertices have degrees either 0 or at least C

√
D/n.
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For the conciseness of notation, we call vertices with degrees 0 or larger than C
√
D/n heavy

vertices and other vertices light vertices. We call half edges associated with heavy vertices
heavy half-edges, and half edges associated with light vertices light half-edges.

Note that the difficulty of this task lies in the fact that the action of eliminating light vertices
will also eliminate a fraction of half-edges connected to heavy vertices and transfer them into light
vertices. We want to make sure that this pruning process will not lead to the situation that each
vertex has degree 0. Additionally, we specify the relative magnitudes of some asymptotic terms

(22) lim
n→∞

εn = 0, lim
n→∞

Cn = ∞, lim
n→∞

Kn = ∞, lim
n→∞

KnεnC
2
n = 0.

Although the terms above have asymptotic behaviors, in this proof we will deal with a fixed large
enough n and thus fixed εn, Cn,Kn. Therefore, we simply write εn, Cn,Kn as ε, C,K.

For the rigorousness of proof, we formally model the pruning process. The pruning procedure is
essentially removing half-edges in pairs of two, one from a light vertex and another one uniformly
out of all half-edges. We repeat this step at each integer time stamp t ∈ N until there are no light
vertices. The number of light half-edges at each time t: {St}t∈N, can be viewed as a birth-death
process. Particularly, S0 > 0 is the number of light half-edges of the original graph. We write
St = S0 +

∑t
i=1Xi where Xi’s are the increments or decrements of light half-edges at each time i.

Since the process stops when there are no light vertices, we use τ to denote the stopping time

τ = inf{t ∈ N : St = 0} ∧ 3εC
√
nD.(23)

The second part in (23) is to make sure τ ≤ 3εC
√
nD. We will show with high probability

τ ≤ 3εC
√
nD. Note that τ is half of the total number of deleted half-edges because at each t we

delete two half-edges.
Now we consider the distribution of Xt, which is the net change of St when we delete one half-

edge from a light vertex and another one uniformly out of all half-edges. We denote Dt the number
of vertices which have degrees of C

√
D/n at time t. Firstly, we delete one half-edge from a light

vertex. It implies that St will decrease by 1. Secondly, we randomly delete a half-edge, which comes
from a vertex v. There are three cases:

(1) If v happens to be a light vertex, then we know that Xt = −1− 1 = −2.

(2) If v happens to be a vertex with degree C
√
D/n, then we will have to add C

√
D/n − 1

to St because v has transferred from a heavy vertex to a light vertex. In this case, Xt =
−1 + C

√
D/n− 1 = C

√
D/n− 2.

(3) If v does not fit into the last two cases above, then Xt = −1.

In summary,

Xt =


−2 with probability St

D−2t+1 ,

C
√

D
n − 2 with probability

Dt×C
√

D
n

D−2t+1 ,

−1 with probability 1− St
D−2t+1 −

Dt×C
√

D
n

D−2t+1 ,

where Dt is the number of vertices which have degrees of C
√
D/n at time t.

Next we show that almost surely, for t ≤ τ , the random variable Dt ≤ 2εn. The meaning of
the upper bound is that at any time t, the number of vertices which have degrees of C

√
D/n will

be upper bounded by 2εn. The reason is as follows. Recall our definition of τ from (23), we have

τ ≤ 3εC
√
nD. Thus we are guaranteed that the total number of heavy half-edges deleted in this

process will not exceed 3εC
√
nD. We divide all vertices into two groups, those with degrees smaller

than 4C
√
D/n and those with degrees larger than 4C

√
D/n. For the first group, we conservatively

assume that all degrees are exactly C
√
D/n at time t. The cardinality of the first group can be

bounded by εn by simply letting C = 4C in our assumption, provided n is large enough. For the
second group, if any vertex has its degree decreased to C

√
D/n, a number of at least 3C

√
D/n
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heavy half-edges must be deleted from it. Since the total number of heavy half-edges deleted will
not exceed 3εC

√
nD, we know that the number of vertices which have degrees of C

√
D/n that are

reduced from the second group will not exceed 3εC
√
nD

3C
√

D/n
= εn. Thus, the total number of vertices

which have degrees of C
√
D/n will be upper bounded by εn+ εn = 2εn at any time t.

We can construct a new random variable X̃t

X̃t =

C
√

D
n − 1 with probability

4εn×C
√

D
n

D ,

−1 with probability 1−
4εn×C

√
D
n

D ,

Then from the discussion above, almost surely, we have

P(X̃t = C
√
D/n− 1) =

4εn× C
√

D
n

D
≥

2Dt × C
√

D
n

D
≥
Dt × C

√
D
n

D − 2t+ 1
= P(Xt = C

√
D/n− 1).

We can couple X̃t and Xt, such that X̃t ≥ Xt almost surely. We define S̃t = S̃0 +
∑t

i=1 X̃i. It

immediately follows that St ≤ S̃t almost surely for all t. We define the same stopping time

τ̃ = inf{t ∈ N : S̃t = 0} ∧ 3εC
√
nD,(24)

where

τ̃ ≥ τ(25)

almost surely. Therefore, as long as we bound the stopping time τ̃ , we obtain an upper bound on
the total number of deleted half-edges in the original process.

Now, let us investigate the behavior of the process {S̃t}t∈N. Considering the construction above,

we know that X̃t will be −1 for most of the time and an upsurge occasionally, i.e. X̃t = C
√
D/n−1.

We treat the time interval t ∈ [1, T1] with T1 = εC
√
nD as the first round, and define the number

of upsurges P̃1 inside first round:

P̃1 := {1 ≤ t ≤ T1 : X̃t = C
√
D/n− 1}.(26)

Then after the first round, we have

S̃T1 = S̃0 + P̃1(C
√
D/n− 1)− (T1 − P̃1) = P̃1C

√
D/n,(27)

which is the initial value for the second round, P̃1C
√
D/n. It is noteworthy that the distribution

of P̃1 will be Bin(εC
√
nD,

4εnC
√

D/n

D ) = Bin(εC
√
nD, 4εC

√
n/D).

Then we treat the time interval [T1 + 1, T2] with T2 − T1 = P̃1C
√
D/n as the second round.

Similarly, we define the number of upsurges during the second round as P̃2 and know that ST2 =

P̃2C
√
D/n, and P̃2 ∼ Bin(P̃1C

√
D/n,

4εnC
√

D/n

D ). We repeat this process. We treat the time

interval [Tk−1 + 1, Tk] with Tk − Tk−1 = P̃kC
√
D/n as the k-round, and define the number of

upsurges during the k-round as P̃k

P̃k := {Tk−1 + 1 ≤ t ≤ Tk : X̃t = C
√
D/n− 1}.(28)

Then STk
= P̃kC

√
D/n, and P̃k ∼ Bin(P̃kC

√
D/n,

4εnC
√

D/n

D ).
Now that preparations are set up, we start to discuss the probability statements regarding the

process. In the first round, we sample P̃1 ∼ Bin(εC
√
nD, 4εC

√
n/D) and decide the starting point

for the second round. By properties of the Binomial distribution and Chernoff bounds, we may
obtain the expectation and the tail bound as follows,

EP̃1 = εC
√
nD × 4εC

√
n

D
= 4ε2C2n =: µ1,
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and it follows

P(P̃1 > 2µ1) ≤ exp(−1

3
4ε2C2n).

For the second round, we condition on P̃1 ≤ 2µ1 = 8ε2C2n. Then we sample the Binomial
distribution P̃2 ∼ Bin(P̃1C

√
D/n, 4εC

√
n/D) where we know that P̃1 ≤ 8ε2C2n. Let P̂2 ∼

Bin(8ε2C3
√
nD, 4εC

√
n/D), and we can couple it with P̃2 such that P̃2 ≤ P̂2 almost surely. Now

we may obtain the expectation the the tail bound as follows,

E[P̃2|P̃1 ≤ 2µ1] ≤ EP̂2 = 8ε2C3
√
nD × 4εC

√
n

D
= 32ε3C4n =: µ2(29)

P(P̃2 > 2µ2|P̃1 ≤ 2µ1) ≤ P(P̂2 > 2EP̂2) ≤ exp(−1

3
32ε3C4n)(30)

We repeat this process. In the k-th round, we condition on P̃k−1 ≤ 2µk−1 = (8εC2)k−1εn. Then

we sample P̃k ∼ Bin(P̃k−1C
√
D/n, 4εC

√
n/D) where we know that P̃k−1 ≤ (8εC2)k−1εn. We

couple P̃k with P̂k ∼ Bin((8εC2)k−1εC
√
nD, 4εC

√
n/D), such that P̂k ≥ P̃k almost surely. This

gives us the following expectation, and the tail bound,

E[P̃k|P̃k−1 ≤ 2µk−1] ≤ EP̂k = (8εC2)k−1εC
√
nD × 4εC

√
n

D
= 2k−1(4εC2)kεn =: µk,

P(P̃k > 2µk|P̃k−1 ≤ 2µk−1) ≤ P(P̂k > 2EP̂k) ≤ exp(−1

3
2k−1(4εC2)kεn).

(31)

We consider the N -th round such that 2µN−1 = K where K is a large number whose magnitude
is specified in (22). Recall that N -th round is for time t ∈ [TN−1 + 1, TN ], where

TN = (εn+ P̃1 + P̃2 + · · ·+ P̃N−1)× C
√
D/n.(32)

In the N -th round, we condition on P̃N−1 ≤ 2µN−1 = K. Then we sample the binomial random

variable P̃N ∼ Bin(P̃N−1C
√
D/n, 4εC

√
n/D) where we know that P̃N−1 ≤ K. Again we can

couple P̃N with P̂N ∼ Bin(KC
√
D/n, 4εC

√
n/D) such that P̂N ≥ P̃N almost surely. This gives

the following probability

P(P̃N ≥ 1|P̃N−1 ≤ 2µN−1) ≤ P(P̂N ≥ 1) = 1− (1− 4εC

√
n

D
)
KC

√
D
n

= 1− e−4KεC2 ≤ 4KεC2.

(33)

Here the second last step follows from the definition of e and the fact that limn→∞
√
D/n = ∞;

and the last step follows from (22) and a first-order Taylor expansion.
Recall µk from (31). We compute the following quantity, which will be useful later

εn+ 2µ1 + 2µ2 + · · ·+ 2µN−1 + 1 ≤εn+ 2µ1 + 2µ2 + · · ·+ 2µN−1 + 2µN + · · ·
=εn+ 8ε2C2n+ 64ε3C4n+ · · ·

≤ 1

1− 8εC2
εn ≤ 2εn

(34)
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where we know that εC2 will go to 0 by using (22). Now we use P̃ = P̃1 + P̃2 + · · ·+ P̃N to denote
the total number of upsurges. Then it satisfies

P(P̃ > 2(µ1 + µ2 + · · ·+ µN−1) + 1)

≤P(P̃1 > 2µ1) + P(P̃1 ≤ 2µ1, P̃2 > 2µ2) + · · ·+ P(P̃1 ≤ 2µ1, P̃2 ≤ 2µ2, · · · , P̃N ≥ 1)

≤P(P̃1 > 2µ1) + P(P̃2 > 2µ2|P̃1 ≤ 2µ1) + · · ·+ P(P̃N ≥ 1|P̃N−1 ≤ 2µN−1)

≤ exp(−1

3
4ε2C2n) + exp(−1

3
32ε3C4n) + · · ·+ exp(−1

3
2N−2(4εC2)N−1εn) + 4KεC2

=exp(−1

3
4ε2C2n) + exp(−1

3
32ε3C4n) + · · ·+ exp(−1

3
K) + 4KεC2

≤ 1

1− 8εC2
exp(−1

3
K) + 4KεC2

≤2 exp(−1

3
K) + 4KεC2,

(35)

where we used (31) and (33) for the fourth line.
In the following we denote the event

Ω := {P̃ ≤ 2(µ1 + µ2 + · · ·+ µN−1) + 1}.(36)

Then (35) implies

P(Ω) ≥ 1− 2 exp(−1

3
K)− 4KεC2 = 1− o(1).(37)

Moreover, on Ω, we have

STN
= P̃NC

√
D/n = 0.(38)

Recall that τ̃ from (24) is the stopping time for the process, then τ̃ ≤ TN . Recall TN from (32), it
follows

τ̃ ≤ TN ≤ (εn+ P̃ )× C
√
D/n ≤ (εn+ 2(µ1 + µ2 + · · ·+ µN−1) + 1)× C

√
D/n

≤ 2εn× C
√
D/n

(39)

where the last inequality follows from (34). By using the fact that τ̃ ≥ τ almost surely (recall from
(25)), we conclude that on Ω,

τ ≤ τ̃ ≤ 2ε× C
√
nD.

Therefore, we conclude that the total number of half-edges deleted will be less than 4εC
√
nD

condition on Ω, because τ is half of the total number of half-edges deleted. Meanwhile, the number
of vertices deleted will be less than εn + P̃ ≤ 2εn condition on Ω. This finishes the proof of
Lemma 1.3.

3.2. Proof of Theorem 1.4. In this section, we define the following notation for matrices: given
any matrix A and any index set I, let AI denote the matrix obtained by removing the columns
and rows of A indexed by I.

By Lemma 1.3, we know that the original graph G may be pruned using the graph pruning
process and transferred into a graph G̃ where all degrees are now larger than C

√
D/n. It also

follows that, with probability 1 − o(1), the number of removed vertices is less than 2εn and the

number of removed half-edges is less than 4εC
√
nD. The law for the pruned graph G̃ follows the

configuration model.
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Consider the corresponding normalized Laplacian matrix M̃ for the pruned graph G̃

M̃ =

√
D̃

n
∆̃− 1

2

Ã−

[
d̃id̃j

D̃ − 1

]
ij

 ∆̃− 1
2

where D̃, ∆̃, Ã, d̃i are defined accordingly.
Since the law for G̃ follows the configuration model, we apply Theorem 1.1 and conclude that

the empirical distribution of eigenvalues µ̃n of M̃ weakly converges to the semicircle distribution in
probability. In this proof, we will make connections between the normalized Laplacians M and M̃
and show that their eigenvalue distributions are asymptotically the same.

Note that A is the adjacency matrix for G and Ã is the adjacency matrix for G̃. Therefore, Ã
is simply the resulting matrix by symmetrically setting at most 2εn rows and columns in A to be
0. We use the index set I to denote the corresponding rows and columns of 0’s. Here, we have

Ã(I) = A(I). Meanwhile, it is immediate that D̃ = (1− o(1))D. Additionally, the matrix
[
d̃id̃j
D̃−1

]
ij

will not modify the eigenvalue distribution due to our observations in Remark 1.2. In other words,
the Laplacians are connected in the following way,(

∆̃
1
2 M̃∆̃

1
2

)(I)
= (1− o(1))

(
∆

1
2M∆

1
2

)(I)
.

Hence by applying (I) to all matrices and moving terms,

(∆(I))−
1
2 (∆̃(I))

1
2 M̃ (I)(∆̃(I))

1
2 (∆(I))−

1
2 = (1− o(1))M (I).

The most important part is how ∆̃(I) differs from ∆(I). We first establish an important observation.
Denote the number of vertices whose degrees decrease by a factor of at least

√
ε as

K =
n∑

i=1

1 di−d̃i
di

≥
√
ε
.

Noting that the total number of deleted half-edges is less than 4εC
√
nD, we conclude the following

K ≤ 3εn+
n∑

i=1

1 di−d̃i
di

≥
√
ε and di≥C

√
D
n

≤ 3εn+
n∑

i=1

1 di−d̃i

C
√

D
n

≥
√
ε

≤ 3εn+ 4
√
εn

where 3εn accounts for the portion of vertices that are entirely removed. The third inequality holds
because otherwise, the total number of removed half-edges will be greater than 4

√
εn×

√
εC
√
D/n =

4εC
√
nD, which forms a contradiction. Therefore, O(

√
εn) entries in the diagonal matrix ∆̃(I) will

be less than a factor of 1−
√
ε of the corresponding entries in ∆(I). The rest n− O(

√
εn) entries

in ∆̃(I) will be bounded above this cutoff.
We use J to denote the index set of the O(

√
εn) rows and columns where their corresponding

entries in ∆̃(I) are respectively less than a factor of 1−
√
ε of their corresponding entries in ∆(I).

We further take off this part of the rows and columns with respect to the equation above and get

(40) (I −∆ε)
1
2 M̃ (I,J )(I −∆ε)

1
2 = (1− o(1))M (I,J )

where ∆ε is a diagonal matrix where all entries are within the range of (0,
√
ε). We want to show

that the multiplication of (I −∆ε)
1
2 on both sides does not vary the eigenvalues much.

Consider a symmetric matrix B(t), its eigenvalue λ(t), and its normalized eigenvector v(t) which
all depend on a variable t. By taking derivatives on both sides of the equation Bv = λv, we have
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that Ḃv+Bv̇ = λ̇v+λv̇. Taking dot product with v on both sides and noting that v is perpendicular

to v̇, we have λ̇ = ⟨v, Ḃv⟩. If we substitute B(t) = (I −∆εt)
1
2 M̃ (I,J )(I −∆εt)

1
2 , we know that

|λ̇| = |⟨v,−∆ε(I −∆εt)
− 1

2 M̃ (I,J )(I −∆εt)
1
2 v⟩|

= |⟨v,−∆ε(I −∆εt)
−1λv⟩|

≤ |λ| · ∥v∥2 ·
∥∥∆ε(I −∆εt)

−1
∥∥

≤ 2
√
ε|λ|.

It immediately follows that

|λ(1)− λ(0)| ≤
∫ 1

0
|λ̇|dt ≤ 2

√
ε|λ| · 1 → 0.

Recall that λ(1) corresponds to a eigenvalue for the matrix B(1) = (I −∆ε)
1
2 M̃ (I,J )(I −∆ε)

1
2 and

that λ(0) corresponds to a eigenvalue for the matrix B(0) = M̃ (I,J ).

Suppose we take an arbitrary Lipschitz function f . Note that the eigenvalue distribution of M̃
weakly converges to the semicircle distribution in probability. By Cauchy interlace theorem, the
eigenvalue distribution of M̃ (I,J ) also weakly converges to the semicircle distribution in probability
since we take off at most |I| + |J | = O(εn) + O(

√
εn) entries. Therefore, we know that, with

probability 1− o(1),

1

n

n∑
i=1

f(λi(0)) →
∫
f(x)ρSC(x)dx

Particularly, if we simply take the second moment, we have that

1

n

n∑
i=1

λi(0)
2 →

∫
x2ρSC(x)dx = C

where C is the second moment of a semicircle distribution. Moreover, if we consider the difference
between λ(1) and λ(0), with probability 1− o(1),

1

n

n∑
i=1

f(λi(1))−
1

n

n∑
i=1

f(λi(0)) =
1

n

n∑
i=1

f(λi(1))− f(λi(0))

≤ 1

n

∥∥f ′∥∥∞ ·
n∑

i=1

|λi(1)− λi(0)| because f is Lipschitz

≤ 1

n

∥∥f ′∥∥∞ ·
n∑

i=1

2
√
ε|λi(0)|

≤ 2
√
ε
∥∥f ′∥∥∞ ·

√∑n
i=1 |λi(0)|2

n

→ 2
√
ε
∥∥f ′∥∥∞ ·

√
C

→ 0

Therefore, we have that, with probability 1− o(1),

1

n

n∑
i=1

f(λi(1)) =
1

n

n∑
i=1

f(λi(0)) +
1

n

n∑
i=1

f(λi(1))−
1

n

n∑
i=1

f(λi(0)) →
∫
f(x)ρSC(x)dx,

which implies that the eigenvalue distribution of B(1) = (I−∆ε)
1
2 M̃ (I,J )(I−∆ε)

1
2 weakly converges

to the semicircle distribution in probability.
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Figure 3. Spectral distribution
for d1 = 100, d2 = 500, n = 105.

Figure 4. Spectral distribution
for d1 = 10, d2 = 200, n = 105.

Moreover, by (40), the eigenvalue distribution of M (I,J ) weakly converges to the semicircle
distribution in probability. Again by Cauchy interlace theorem, the eigenvalue distribution of
M weakly converges to the semicircle distribution in probability, since we simply add at most
|I|+ |J | = O(εn)+O(

√
εn) entries toM (I,J ). Therefore, we know that the eigenvalue distribution

of M weakly converges to the semicircle distribution in probability.

4. Computational Verification

To computationally verify our results, we used Python along with numerical computing libraries
NumPy and SciPy to produce distributions of eigenvalues1. In particular, we randomly assigned
each of n = 10, 000 vertices one of two degrees (denoted d1, d2), then generated a random graph
based on these fixed degree sequences. Figure 3 and Figure 4 show the spectral distributions
for different values of (d1, d2). In particular, Figure 3 demonstrates the semicircle law when our

assumption that d1, d2 >
√
D/n is satisfied while Figure 4 demonstrates that when our assumption

is not satisfied, the matrix can not follow the semicircle law.
In Figure 3, the fixed degree sequence matches our required conditions (d1, d2 >

√
D/n), resulting

in the semicircle distribution and supporting our conclusion. Note that Figure 4 is not a semicircle
distribution. Since we used d1 = 10 and d2 = 200, we have D/n ≈ 105 so

√
D/n ≈ 10.25. Since in

this case d1 = 10 <
√
D/n ≈ 10.25, this provides evidence that our assumption that di >

√
D/n

is necessary.
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Appendix A. Proof of Equation (5)

Proof of Equation (5). Combining Equation (4) and Theorem 2.1, we have for any positive integer
k

lim
n→∞

P
(∣∣∣ ∫ xkdµn −

∫
xkdρsc

∣∣∣ > ε

)
→ 0.

Therefore, for any polynomial p(x), we have

lim
n→∞

P
(∣∣∣ ∫ p(x)dµn −

∫
p(x)dρsc

∣∣∣ > ε

)
→ 0.(41)

Now consider any continuous bounded function f such that supx∈R |f(x)| ≤ M , and any arbi-
trarily small ε > 0. We want to show that

lim
n→∞

P
(∣∣∣ ∫ f(x)dµn −

∫
f(x)dρsc

∣∣∣ > ε

)
→ 0.

Fix an arbitrarily large number K. We define the truncated function f̃ as

f̃(x) =

{
f(x) if x ∈ [−K,K],

0 otherwise.

Now observe that

µn([−K,K]C) ≤
∫
x2dµn
K2

≤ 2C1

K2

where C1 is Catalan number with parameter 1. We take large K such that 2C1M
K2 < ε

5 . Therefore,
we know

(42)
∣∣∣ ∫ fdµn −

∫
f̃dµn

∣∣∣ = ∣∣∣ ∫
[−K,K]C

fdµn

∣∣∣ ≤ sup
x∈[−K,K]C

|f(x)| · µn([−K,K]C) ≤M
2C1

K2
<
ε

5
.

By Stone-Weierstrass theorem, on the finite interval of [−K,K], we can approximate any continuous
function by polynomials to arbitrary precision. Therefore, we may choose a polynomial p(x) which

controls the difference between f̃ and p on the interval of [−K,K]. On the interval of [−K,K]C , a
similar argument as in (42) can be applied. Therefore, by combining two arguments and choosing
a polynomial with finer precision, we have

(43)
∣∣∣ ∫ f̃dµn −

∫
pdµn

∣∣∣ < ε

5
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and

(44)
∣∣∣ ∫ pdρsc −

∫
f̃dρsc

∣∣∣ < ε

5
.

We notice the fact that

(45)
∣∣∣ ∫ f̃dρsc −

∫
fdρsc

∣∣∣ = 0

because ρsc has a support of [−2, 2]. Finally, by observations (41), (42), (43), (44), and (45), we
conclude that

lim
n→∞

P
(∣∣∣ ∫ f(x)dµn −

∫
f(x)dρsc

∣∣∣ > ε

)
= lim

n→∞
P
(∣∣∣ ∫ fdµn −

∫
f̃dµn +

∫
f̃dµn −

∫
pdµn +

∫
pdµn −

∫
pdρsc +

∫
pdρsc −

∫
f̃dρsc

+

∫
f̃dρsc −

∫
fdρsc

∣∣∣ > ε

)
≤ lim

n→∞
P
(∣∣∣ ∫ fdµn −

∫
f̃dµn

∣∣∣ > ε

5

)
+ lim

n→∞
P
(∣∣∣ ∫ f̃dµn −

∫
pdµn

∣∣∣ > ε

5

)
+ lim

n→∞
P
(∣∣∣ ∫ pdµn −

∫
pdρsc

∣∣∣ > ε

5

)
+ lim

n→∞
P
(∣∣∣ ∫ pdρsc −

∫
f̃dρsc

∣∣∣ > ε

5

)
+ lim

n→∞
P
(∣∣∣ ∫ f̃dρsc −

∫
fdρsc

∣∣∣ > ε

5

)
→ 0

which concludes our proof. □
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