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Abstract

In this note, we prove that if X ∈ Rn×d and Y ∈ Rn×p are two independent matrices with i.i.d entries then
the empirical spectral distribution of 1

d
XX⊤ ⊙ 1

p
Y Y ⊤, where ⊙ denotes the Hadamard product, converges to

the Marchenko–Pastur distribution of shape γ in the quadratic regime of dimension n
dp

→ γ and p
d
→ a.

1. Introduction and main results

First studied by Wishart [Wis28] for some problems in statistics, random matrix theory has then skyrocketed
after the works of Wigner [Wig55] in mathematical physics and Marchenko and Pastur [MP67] in statistics
which both considered high-dimensional problems. In the latter, the authors considered the empirical eigenvalue
distribution of matrices of the form 1

d
XX⊤ where X ∈ Rn×d is a matrix with i.i.d centered entries with unit

variance (the paper actually concerns more general cases where the entries of X have some covariance structure).
They then show that,

1

n

n∑
i=1

δλi −−−−→
n→∞

µMPγ

weakly in probability if n and d grows together linearly in the sense that n
d
→ γ. If γ ∈ (0, 1], the Marchenko–

Pastur distribution is given by

µMPγ (dx) =

√
(b− x)(x− a)

2πγx
1x∈[a,b]dx with b = (1 +

√
γ)2 and a = (1−√

γ)2. (1.1)

If γ > 1, since the eigenvalues of XX⊤ and X⊤X are the same up to a mass at 0, it is enough to add (1− 1
γ
)δ0

to the measure. This result has been generalized to many different models and different assumptions on the
entries of X, see [BS10] for a book on the subject.

Recently, paradigms in machine learning have introduced new models of random matrix theory involving
different structures or different scaling of dimensions, see [CL22] for a book on the subject. For instance, the
analysis of large neural networks have developed further the study of matrices where a nonlinearity is applied
entrywise [LLC18,PW17,BP21,FW20,PS21,WZ24,DM24], models which were first introduced through inner-
product kernel matrices [EK10,CS13]. Beside nonlinear random matrices, other forms of structures have risen.
The Neural Tangent Kernel corresponds to the covariance matrix of the Jacobian of the output of a neural
network during training [JGH18,COB19] and can be written, in the simpler case of a two-layer network, in the
form

NTK =
1

d
XX⊤ ⊙ 1

p
σ′(XW )D2σ′(XW )⊤ +

1

p
σ(XW )σ(XW )⊤ (1.2)

where σ : R → R, X ∈ Rn×d, W ∈ Rd×p, D ∈ Rp×p represents respectively the activation function, the matrix
of data, the matrix of weights of the hidden layer at initialization, the diagonal matrix of the output layer vector
at initialization, and ⊙ is the Hadamard or entrywise product (A⊙B)ij = AijBij . The spectrum of this matrix
has been studied in [FW20,WZ24] in a regime of dimension where the first part collapses to the identity matrix.
The regime where this part becomes nontrivial is given by n ≍ dp and has been studied in [BP24]. We note
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that such polynomial scalings are becoming important for these models as training data samples are becoming
huge and has been studied in numerous recent works [Mis22,LY22,DLMY23,HLM24,MZ22,PWZ24,MM23].

The literature on the Hadamard product of random matrices is sparse and this sparks the subject of the
current paper. We consider a simpler model than (1.2) where the two matrices being multiplied entrywise are
independent and are both null sample covariance matrices. We consider the distribution of the eigenvalues of

M =
1

d
XX⊤ ⊙ 1

p
Y Y ⊤ (1.3)

with ⊙ being the Hadamard product, X ∈ Rn×d with i.i.d entries, and Y ∈ Rn×p with i.i.d entries independent
of X. We give the following assumptions on the distribution of X and Y

Assumption 1.1. We have that there exists C > 0, such that for all i ∈ [[1, n]], j ∈ [[1, d]], and ℓ ∈ [[1, p]]

• E [Xij ] = 0, E
[
X2

ij

]
= σ2

x, and E
[
X4

ij

]
⩽ C

• E [Yiℓ] = 0, E
[
Y 2
iℓ

]
= σ2

y, and E
[
Y 4
iℓ

]
⩽ C

These assumptions are quite general. However, we do not know whether the existence of a fourth moment
is necessary for the convergence of the empirical eigenvalue distribution to the Marchenko–Pastur distribution.
We have the following assumptions on the scaling of dimensions

Assumption 1.2. We suppose that
n

pd
−−−−→
n→∞

γ > 0,
p

d
−−−−→
n→∞

a > 0.

Our main result is given by the following

Theorem 1.3. Under Assumptions 1.1 and 1.2, the empirical eigenvalue distribution µn of 1
σ2
xσ2

y
M defined in

(1.3) converges weakly in probability to the Marchenko–Pastur distribution of shape γ defined in (1.1).
Additionally, if we assume that all moments of X and Y are finite, we obtain almost sure weak convergence

of the empirical eigenvalue distribution.

This result is illustrated in Figure 1.

Figure 1: Histogram of eigenvalues of M for n = 20000, p = 282, d = 141 with the curve of the Marchenko–Pastur
distribution.

2. Proof of the main result

The proof is based on the method of moments. We start by obtaining the limiting expected moments in
Proposition 2.1 and then prove concentration of such moments in Proposition 2.2. This will be proved assuming
that all moments of X and Y are finite. To come back to Assumption 1.1, we use the truncation and centralisation
technique in Proposition 2.3. We note that other proofs are possible notably with the Stieltjes transform of
the empirical eigenvalue distribution. This can be done using the result from [BZ08] which consists in checking
concentration of quadratic forms.
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Proposition 2.1. Suppose that we have the assumptions made in Theorem 1.3 and that for all k ∈ N,
E
[
|Xij |k

]
+E

[
|Yiℓ|k

]
< +∞ for i ∈ [[1, n]], j ∈ [[1, d]], and ℓ ∈ [[1, p]]. Then,

E

[∫
xk dµn

]
−−−−→
n→∞

k−1∑
s=0

γs

s+ 1

(
k − 1

s

)(
k

s

)
Proof. We start by calculating

µk
n := E

[∫
xk dµn

]
= E

[∫
xk · 1

n

n∑
i=1

δλi dx

]
=

1

n
E

[
n∑

i=1

∫
xkδλi dx

]
=

1

n
E

[
n∑

i=1

λk
i

]
.

In addition, by the definition of the trace and the following property Tr(AB) = Tr(BA), we have:

µk
n =

1

n
E
[
Tr(Mk)

]
=

1

n
E

 ∑
1≤i1,...,ik≤n

Mi1i2Mi2i3 . . .Miki1


using the definition of M ,

µk
n =

1

n

∑
1≤i1,...,ik≤n

E

[
1

dp

[
XX⊤

]
i1i2

[
Y Y ⊤

]
i1i2

1

dp

[
XX⊤

]
i2i3

[
Y Y ⊤

]
i2i3

. . .
1

dp

[
XX⊤

]
iki1

[
Y Y ⊤

]
iki1

]
=

1

ndkpk

∑
1≤i1,...,ik≤n

1≤m1,...,mk≤d
1≤j1,...,jk≤p

E [Xi1m1Xi2m1Xi2m2Xi3m2 . . . XikmkXi1mkYi1j1Yi2j1Yi2j2Yi3j2 . . . YikjkYi1jk ] .

We now introduce the notations

I := (i1, i2, . . . , ik), M := (m1,m2, . . . ,mk), J := (j1, j2, . . . , jk)

and
XIM := Xi1m1Xi2m1 . . . XikmkXi1mk , YIJ := Yi1j1Yi2j1 . . . YikjkYi1jk .

We can then write
µk
n =

1

ndkpk

∑
I∈[[1,n]]k

∑
M∈[[1,d]]k

∑
J∈[[1,p]]k

E [XIMYIJ ]

Suppose that Wx := (i1,m1, i2,m2, . . . , ik,mk, i1) is the path made by the vertices is and ms and Wy :=
(i1, j1, i2, j2, . . . , ik, jk, i1) is the path created by the vertices is and js for s ∈ [[1, k]]. We denote G the set of all
the graphs G with 4k steps that have the same shape as the paths (Wx,Wy). This is illustrated in Figure 2.
We also define Π(G) as the expectation of XIMYIJ knowing the shape of the graph G, hence we can write,

µk
n =

1

ndkpk

∑
G∈G

Π(G) ·#{(Wx,Wy) : G has the shape of (Wx,Wy)}.

First of, we notice that each edge has to be crossed at least twice, we suppose the opposite, which means
that there exist an edge isms (without loss of generality), such that it is crossed only once, hence we get the
following, by independence and centering of the entries of X,

Π(G) = E [XIMYIJ ] = E [Xisms ] ·E
[
Xi1m1Xi2m1 . . . Xisms−1Xis+1ms . . . XikmkXi1mkYIJ

]
= 0.

In addition, the graph made by Wx has 2k steps, which implies a maximum of k edges. Plus, it is a connected
graph, so we have #vertices ≤ #edges + 1. Actually, each edge has to be crossed exactly 2 times. If not, we
would have a maximum of k−1 edges for the path Wx so a maximum of k vertices. Suppose that G′ := {G ∈ G :
each edge is crossed at least 2 times and that there exist at least 1 edge that is crossed more than 2 times},
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i1

m1 = m5

j1 = j5

i2 = i5

m2 = m4

j2 = j4

i3 = i4

m3

j3

Figure 2: Example of a graph where Wx = (i1,m1, i2,m2, i3,m3, i3,m2, i2,m1, i1) and the other path is given by
Wy = (i1, j1, i2, j2, i3, j3, i3, j2, i2, j1, i1).

suppose also that s+1 = # vertices i so that we have a maximum of k− s− 1 vertices m and k− s− 1 vertices
j, then:

1

ndkpk

∑
G∈G′

Π(G) ·#{(Wx,Wy) : G has the shape of (Wx,Wy)}

≤ 1

ndkpk

∑
G∈G′

max{Π(G) : G ∈ G′} ·#{(Wx,Wy) : G has the shape of (Wx,Wy)}

≤ 1

ndkpk
·max{Π(G) : G ∈ G′}

∑
G∈G′

ns+1dk−s−1pk−s−1

=
1

n
· n

s+1dk−s−1pk−s−1

dkpk
·max{Π(G) : G ∈ G′}

∑
G∈G′

1 ≤ 1

n
· ns+1

ds+1ps+1
· C −−−→

n�∞
0 · γs+1 · C = 0

with C = max{Π(G) : G ∈ G′}
∑

G∈G′ 1. Note that we have C < ∞ since G′ depends only on k and because of
the hypothesis E[Xk

ij ] < ∞,E[Y k
iℓ ] < ∞. Thus, to get a non-vanishing contribution to the moment, each edge

must be crossed exactly 2 times.
Moreover, we notice that the shape of the path made by Wy is a symmetry of the shape of the path made by

Wx, hence we have #vertices j = #vertices m. To see this, first see that the two paths completely share the i
vertices so that there cannot be any discrepancies on this part of the path. Now, at any point of the path made
by Wx or Wy, any vertex in the graph formed by Wx or Wy has a maximum of 2 neighboring edges such that
those edges have been crossed once, if not we would have a cycle which contradicts the fact that Wx and Wy

are both a tree. To prove that the path made by Wy is a symmetry of the shape of the path made by Wx, we
do it by contradiction, we suppose that they are not a symmetry and illustrate this through an example. We
start by having the following graph.

i1

m1

j1

i2

Since we suppose that Wx and Wy are not the same path, we see that Wx will, along the path, consider a
new vertex (here m2 on the figure) but not Wy or vice versa. This gives the graph

4



i1

m1

j1 = j2

i2

m2

Notice that i2 in the path Wx has 2 neighboring edges such that those edges have been crossed once, in our
case it’s i2m1 and i2m2, but in Wy’s case, there is none. So when the path Wx go back to i2 (which will happen
since i2m1 and i2m2 have to be crossed twice), the only way for Wy to do that is through vertex j1 or j2 since
they are the only connection to i2, hence an edge will be crossed at least 3 times, which is a contradiction with
the fact that each edge must be crossed twice.

The problem consists now in counting double trees which is exactly the same counting problem as the moment
of Marchenko–Pastur [BS10, Section 3.1.1]. Remember that the path made by Wy is the same path with the
number of vertices j equal to the number of the vertices m. Since each edge has been crossed exactly 2 times
then the path made by Wx will have k edges and k+1 vertices. Suppose that s+1 = # vertices i and k−s = #
vertices m = # vertices j. Therefore we get the following:

µk
n =

1

ndkpk

∑
G∈G

Π(G) ·#{(Wx,Wy) : G has the shape of (Wx,Wy)}

=

k−1∑
s=0

n(n− 1) . . . (n− s)d(d− 1) . . . (d− k + s+ 1)p(p− 1) . . . (p− k + s+ 1)

ndkpk
σ2k
x σ2k

y

s+ 1

(
k − 1

s

)(
k

s

)

−−−→
n�∞

k−1∑
s=0

γs (σxσy)
2k

s+ 1

(
k − 1

s

)(
k

s

)
.

Proposition 2.2. Suppose that we have the same assumptions of Proposition 2.1, then

Var

[∫
xk dµn

]
= O

(
1

n2

)
Proof. Following the same steps as the previous calculus and using the definition of the variance, we get the
following:

Var

[∫
xkdµn

]
=

1

n2d2kp2k
Var

∑
1≤i1,...,ik≤n

1≤m1,...,mk≤d
1≤j1,...,jk≤p

Xi1m1Xi2m1Xi2m2Xi3m2 . . . XikmkXi1mkYi1j1Yi2j1Yi2j2Yi3j2 . . . YikjkYi1jk

=
1

n2d2kp2k

∑
I,I′∈[n]k

M,M′∈[d]k

J,J′∈[p]k

E [XIMYIJXI′M′YI′J′ ]−E [XIMYIJ ]E [XI′M′YI′J′ ]

=
1

n2d2kp2k

∑
G∈G

Π(G) ·#{(Wx,Wx′ ,Wy,Wy′) : G has the shape of (Wx,Wx′ ,Wy,Wy′)}.

We transform again the problem into a graph problem with H being the set of the all the graphs G with 8k
steps that have the same shape of the paths (Wx,Wx′ ,Wy,Wy′), and

Π(G) := E [XIMYIJXI′M′YI′J′ ]−E [XIMYIJ ]E [XI′M′YI′J′ ] .
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In fact we are going to focus on the graph made by the paths (Wx,Wx′) because # vertices M = # vertices J
and # vertices M ′ = # vertices J ′. Suppose that Gxx′ is the graph made by (Wx,Wx′) and that Gx and Gx′

are the graphs made respectively by Wx and Wx′ . First of, notice that Gxx′ has 4k steps. Furthermore, each
edge has to be crossed at least twice, if not, Π(G) = 0, hence we have a maximum of 2k edges. Moreover, it has
to be a connected graph, if not:

Π(G) = E [XIMYIJXI′M′YI′J′ ]−E [XIMYIJ ]E [XI′M′YI′J′ ]

= E [XIMYIJ ]E [XI′M′YI′J′ ]−E [XIMYIJ ]E [XI′M′YI′J′ ] = 0.

Since Gxx′ is a connected graph then # vertices ≤ # edges+1, hence |Gxx′ | ≤ 2k+1 with |Gxx′ | the number of
vertices of the graph Gxx′ . But if we have |Gxx′ | = 2k+1 then Gxx′ is a tree. And since Wx starts and finishes
with the same vertice i1 then Gx is also a tree and every edge of Gx is crossed at least twice by Gx. Using the
same logic Gx′ is a tree as well and every edge of Gx′ is crossed at least twice by Gx′ . Moreover we should have
an edge in common between the paths Wx and Wx′ , if not, we would have independence and Π(G) = 0 just like
before. Hence we have an edge in common and it has to be crossed at least once by both Gx and Gx′ , so the
edge in common is crossed at least 4 times by Gx and Gx′ which implies that |Gxx′ | < 2k + 1, hence we have
that |Gxx′ | ≤ 2k. Suppose that s + 1 = # vertices i, and 2k − s − 1 = # vertices M + # vertices M ′ = #
vertices J +# vertices J ′. Then we get the following:

Var

[∫
xkdµn

]
=

1

n2d2kp2k

∑
G∈H

Π(G) ·#{(Wx,Wx′ ,Wy,Wy′) : G has the shape of (Wx,Wx′ ,Wy,Wy′)}

≤ 1

n2d2kp2k

∑
G∈H

max{Π(G) : G ∈ H} · n!

(n− s− 1)!

d!

(d− 2k + s+ 1)!

p!

(p− 2k + s+ 1)!

using the fact that #{(Wx,Wx′ ,Wy,Wy′) : G has the shape of (Wx,Wx′ ,Wy,Wy′)} ≤ n(n− 1) . . . (n− s)d(d−
1) . . . (d− 2k + s+ 2)p(p− 1) . . . (p− 2k + s+ 2), hence:

Var

[∫
xkdµn

]
≤ 1

n2d2kp2k

∑
G∈H

max{Π(G) : G ∈ H}ns+1d2k−s−1p2k−s−1

=
ns+1d2k−s−1p2k−s−1

n2d2kp2k
max{Π(G) : G ∈ H}

∑
G∈H

1 =
1

n2
· ns+1

ds+1ps+1
· C = O

(
1

n2

)
with C = max{Π(G) : G ∈ G}

∑
G∈H 1 < ∞.

We now have convergence of the expected moments as well as concentration under the form of a bound of
the variance of the moments. However, these results hold under moment assumptions on the entries. We now
work to remove the moment assumptions by comparing our initial distribution to a truncated one. To do so,
we first introduce the Lévy distance on cumulative distribution function,

L(F,G) = inf{ε > 0, G(x− ε)− ε ⩽ F (x) ⩽ G(x+ ε) + ε, ∀x ∈ R}

and we recall that convergence in this metric implies convergence in distribution.

Proposition 2.3. Suppose that we have the same assumptions as Theorem 1.3. We define for c > 0,

M̃ =
1

d
X̃X̃⊤ ⊙ 1

p
Y Y ⊤ with X̃ij = Xij1|Xij |≤c −E

[
Xij1|Xij |≤c

]
.

If we consider

FM (x) =
1

n
#{i, λi ⩽ x} and F M̃ (x) =

1

n
#{i, λ̃i ⩽ x}

where λi, λ̃i are the eigenvalues of M and M̃ respectively, then:

lim
c→∞

lim
n→∞

E

[
L
(
FM , F M̃

)3]
= 0

6



Proof. By [BS10, Corollary A.41] we have:

E

[
L
(
FM , F M̃

)3]
≤ 1

n
E

[
Tr
((

M − M̃
)(

M − M̃
)⊤)]

=
1

n

∑
1≤i,j≤n

i ̸=j

E
[
(mij − m̃ij)

2]+ 1

n

n∑
i=1

E
[
(mii − m̃ii)

2]

we begin by calculating the part where i ̸= j. Using the definition of M and M̃ we get the following:

1

n

∑
1≤i,j≤n

i ̸=j

E
[
(mij − m̃ij)

2] = 1

n

∑
1≤i,j≤n

i ̸=j

E

(1

d

d∑
k=1

XikXjk − X̃ikX̃jk

)2
E[(1

p

p∑
l=1

YilYjl

)2]

and since we have by independence of the entries of Y ,

E

[(
1

p

p∑
l=1

YilYjl

)2]
=

1

p2

∑
1≤l1,l2≤p

E [Yil1Yjl1Yil2Yjl2 ] =
1

p2

∑
1≤l1≤p

E
[
Y 2
il1

]
E
[
Y 2
jl1

]
=

1

p
σy

4.

This gives

1

n

∑
1≤i,j≤n

i ̸=j

E
[
(mij − m̃ij)

2] = σy
4

npd2

∑
1≤i,j≤n

i ̸=j

E

( d∑
k=1

XikXjk − X̃ikX̃jk

)2


which has the same form as
(∑

k ak

)2
=
∑

k a
2
k + 2

∑
k1<k2

ak1ak2 , however we have that for k1 < k2:

E
[(

Xik1Xjk1 − X̃ik1X̃jk1

)(
Xik2Xjk2 − X̃ik2X̃jk2

)]
= (E[X11])

4−2 (E [X11])
2
(
E
[
X̃11

])2
+
(
E
[
X̃11

])4
= 0.

And using the inequality (a+ b)2 ≤ 2
(
a2 + b2

)
we get:

1

n

∑
1≤i,j≤n

i ̸=j

E
[
(mij − m̃ij)

2] = σy
4

npd2

∑
1≤i,j≤n

i ̸=j

d∑
k=1

E

[(
Xik

(
Xjk − X̃jk

)
+ X̃jk

(
Xik − X̃ik

))2]

≤ 4σy
4

npd2

∑
1≤i,j≤n

i ̸=j

d∑
k=1

max
{
E
[
X2

ik

]
,E
[
X̃2

ik

]}
E

[(
Xjk − X̃jk

)2]

−−−→
n�∞

4γσ4
y max

{
E
[
X2

ik

]
,E
[
X̃2

ik

]}
E

[(
Xjk − X̃jk

)2]
−−−→
c�∞

0

where we use the fact that

E

[(
Xjk − X̃jk

)2]
= E

[(
Xjk −Xjk1|Xjk|<c +E

[
Xjk1|Xjk|<c

])2]
−−−→
c�∞

0.

Now we want to calculate the part where i = j:

1

n

n∑
i=1

E
[
(mii − m̃ii)

2] = 1

n

n∑
i=1

E

(1

d

d∑
k=1

X2
ik − X̃2

ik

)2
E[(1

p

p∑
l=1

Y 2
il

)2]

=
1

nd2p2

n∑
i=1

∑
1≤k1,k2≤d

E
[
X2

ik1
X2

ik2
−X2

ik1
X̃2

ik2
− X̃2

ik1
X2

ik2
+ X̃2

ik1
X̃2

ik2

]
E

 ∑
1≤l1,l2≤p

Y 2
il1Y

2
il2
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we have d2 − d cases where k1 ̸= k2 and d cases where k1 = k2, similarly we have p2 − p cases where l1 ̸= l2 and
p cases where l1 = l2, thus

1

n

n∑
i=1

E
[
(mii − m̃ii)

2] = (
p2 − p

) (
E
[
Y 2
11

])2
+ pE

[
Y 4
11

]
p2

×

×

(
d2 − d

)((
E
[
X2

11

])2 − 2E
[
X2

11

]
E
[
X̃2

11

]
+
(
E
[
X̃2

11

])2)
+ d

(
E
[
X4

11

]
− 2E

[
X2

11X̃
2
11

]
+E

[
X̃4

11

])
d2

−−−→
n�∞

σ4
y

((
E
[
X2

11

])2 − 2E
[
X2

11

]
E
[
X̃2

11

]
+
(
E
[
X̃2

11

])2)
and since we have

E
[
X̃2

11

]
= E

[(
X111|X11|<c −E

[
X111|X11|<c

])2] −−−→
c�∞

E
[
(X11 −E [X11])

2] = E [X2
11

]
,

we finish by

1

n

n∑
i=1

E
[
(mii − m̃ii)

2] −−−→
n�∞

σ4
y

((
E
[
X2

11

])2 − 2E
[
X2

11

]
E
[
X̃2

11

]
+
(
E
[
X̃2

11

])2)
−−−→
c�∞

0.

We can now finish the proof of Theorem 1.3 by combining the previous results.

Proof of Theorem 1.3. We first note that from convergence of expected moments from Proposition 2.1 and
the summable bound on the variance of the moments from Proposition 2.2, we obtain the almost sure weak
convergence of the distribution to Marchenko–Pastur (see [BS10] for instance) which gives the second part of
the theorem.

For the first part, we use the centering and truncating from Proposition 2.3. We first define M̂ = 1
d
X̃X̃⊤ ⊙

1
p
Ỹ Ỹ ⊤, with Ỹij = Yij1|Yij |≤c −E[Yij1|Yij |≤c]. Since X and Y are playing the same role in the definition of M ,

by doing the same steps as Proposition 2.3 we have that limc→∞ limn→∞E

[
L
(
F M̂ , F M̃

)3]
= 0, hence by the

two steps we get that

lim
c→∞

lim
n→∞

E

[
L
(
F M̂ , FM

)3]
= 0

Since the entries of M̂ are bounded by definition and centered, we can use Propositions 2.1 and 2.2 to see that the
empirical eigenvalue distribution of M̂ converges weakly almost surely to the Marchenko–Pastur distribution of
shape γ. This L3 bound of the Lévy distance gives that it converges in probability which gives our convergence
in distribution in probability of the empirical eigenvalue distribution.
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