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Abstract. We study the asymptotic spectral behavior of the conjugate kernel random matrix Y Y ⊤,
where Y = f(W X) arises from a two-layer neural network model. We consider the setting where W

and X are both random rectangular matrices with i.i.d. entries, where the entries of W follow a heavy-
tailed distribution, while those of X have light tails. Our assumptions on W include a broad class of
heavy-tailed distributions, such as symmetric α-stable laws with α ∈ (0, 2) and sparse matrices with
O(1) nonzero entries per row. The activation function f , applied entrywise, is nonlinear, smooth, and
odd. By computing the eigenvalue distribution of Y Y ⊤ through its moments, we show that heavy-tailed
weights induce strong correlations between the entries of Y , leading to richer and fundamentally different
spectral behavior compared to models with light-tailed weights.
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1. Introduction

We study the asymptotic behavior of the eigenvalues of conjugate kernel random matrices Y Y ⊤,
where Y = f(WX) is generated by a two-layer feed-forward neural network. Here, W and X are random
rectangular matrices with i.i.d. entries, representing the weight and data matrices, respectively, and f
is a smooth nonlinear activation applied entrywise. The spectral properties of such models were first
studied under Gaussian assumptions by Pennington and Worah [28] and later extended to light-tailed
distributions by Benigni and Péché [6]. Further generalizations have since been explored in [17, 1, 29, 26,
13, 31].

In this paper, we extend these results to the case where W follows a heavy-tailed distribution. Specif-
ically, we consider settings where the entries of W can be very large, possibly lacking finite second
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moments, while the entries of X remain light-tailed. This framework is motivated by empirical obser-
vations from overparameterized neural networks, where strongly correlated weights frequently emerge,
defying standard Gaussian assumptions [22, 23, 32]. Heavy-tailed distributions may thus provide a more
realistic framework for understanding the complex structure of these correlations. From a mathematical
perspective, random features matrices Y = f(WX) with heavy-tailed weights exhibit entirely new prop-
erties, as the entries of such matrices happen to be much more correlated than for light tails. For instance,
consider the case where W is the adjacency matrix of a Erdös-Rényi graph, where each edge is drawn
independently at random with probability q over the dimension. In this case, the entry Yij = f(Wi ·Xj)
is strongly correlated with every entry Yi′j whenever i and i′ share a common neighbor k. This arises
because Wi ·Xj and Wi′ ·Xj share the term Xkj , which does not vanish as the dimension grows. Hence,
in each column of the matrix Y , there are about q randomly chosen entries which are strongly correlated.
These strong dependencies introduce novel analytical challenges in studying the spectral behavior. In
this work, we study the convergence of the moments of the empirical eigenvalue distribution for a broad
class of conjugate kernel matrices with heavy-tailed weights and light-tailed features.

1.1. Model and main result

Let W ∈ Rp×n be a random weight matrix with i.i.d. entries drawn from a distribution νw, and let
X ∈ Rn×m a random data matrix with i.i.d. entries drawn from a distribution νx. We impose the
following assumptions on νw and νx.

Assumption 1.1 (Distributions νw and νx).
(a) The distribution νw is symmetric and the random variables Wij have a characteristic function

that converges in the following way: for every λ ∈ R,

Φn(λ) = n logEW [exp(iλWij)] → Φ(λ), asn → ∞,

for some limiting function Φ. Moreover, this convergence is uniform over λ. Note that since νw
is symmetric, both Φn and Φ are even functions.

(b) The distribution νx is centered, symmetric, and has finite moments of all orders. We denote its
variance by EX

[
X2
ij

]
= σ2

x.

Item (a) in the above assumptions is satisfied if W is a Lévy matrix, namely if the weights Wij are
independent α-stable symmetric random variables with α ∈ (0, 2). Specifically, let Aij be a symmetric
α-stable random variable, whose characteristic function is given by

EW [exp(iλAij)] = exp(−σα|λ|α),
for all λ ∈ R, where σ > 0. Note that α = 1 corresponds to the Cauchy distribution, and the upper
bound α = 2 corresponds to the normal distribution. To ensure appropriate scaling, we define the weight
matrix as

Wij = 1
n1/αAij , (1.1)

so that EW [exp(iλWij)] = exp(−n−1σα|λ|α), which gives Φ(λ) = Φn(λ) = −σα|λ|α. Another well-known
model for heavy-tailed matrices is given by sparse Wigner matrices, which takes the form:

Wij = BijZij , (1.2)

where Bij is a Bernoulli
(
q
n

)
random variable with q ∈ (0, 1), and Zij is drawn from a symmetric

distribution independent of the dimension and is independent from (Bkℓ). In this case, Φn(λ) =
n log(1 + q

n

(
E[eiλZij ] − 1

)
) and Φ(λ) = q

(
E[eiλZij ] − 1

)
.

We consider an activation function f : R → R satisfying the following assumption:

Assumption 1.2 (Activation function). The activation function f is bounded, odd and belongs to
C∞ ∩ L2.

Note that this assumption includes classical activation functions such as tanh, tan, sin.
We consider the two-layer conjugate kernel random matrix

M := YmY
⊤
m ∈ Rp×p,

where Ym = (Yij)i∈[p],j∈[m] is given by

Yij = 1√
m
f(Wi ·Xj) = 1√

m
f

(
n∑
k=1

WikXkj

)
. (1.3)
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Since by Assumptions 1.1 and 1.2, the distributions νx and νw are symmetric and f is an odd function,
the random variables Yij are also symmetric. Our goal is to study the eigenvalue density of M in the
asymptotic regime.

Assumption 1.3 (Linear-width regime). We assume that
n

m
→ ϕ and

n

p
→ ψ as m, p, n → ∞,

where ϕ and ψ are two positive constants.

Our first main result concerns the convergence of the moments of the empirical spectral measure
µ̂M = 1

p

∑p
i=1 δλi , where λ1, . . . , λp denote the eigenvalues of M .

Theorem 1.4 (Convergence of matrix moments). Under Assumptions 1.1-1.3, the following holds. For
every integer k ∈ N, there exists a real number mk, depending only on ϕ, ψ, f,Φ, νx, such that

lim
m,p,n→∞

1
p

TrMk = mk,

where the convergence holds both in expectation and in probability.

The limiting moment mk is given explicitly in Proposition 4.10. From Theorem 1.4, we deduce the
weak convergence of the empirical spectral measure µ̂M , provided the moments grow sufficiently slowly to
be uniquely described as the moments of a probability measure. We establish this result in the following
two cases:

(i) Φ(λ) = −σα|λ|α with α ∈ (0, 2) and σ > 0, and νx follows a standard normal distribution;
(ii) Φ is bounded.

Item (i) applies to Lévy matrices, as defined in (1.1), while item (ii) is satisfied, for instance, by sparse
Wigner matrices (1.2), where |Φ(λ)| ≤ q for all λ ∈ R.

Theorem 1.5 (Global law). Under Assumptions 1.1-1.3 and either condition (i) or (ii), the following
holds. There exists a unique probability measure µ, depending on ϕ, ψ, f,Φ, νx, supported on the non-
negative real line, such that for every integer k ∈ N,

mk =
∫
xkdµ(x).

Furthermore, the empirical spectral measure µ̂M converges weakly almost surely to µ.

When the limiting measure exists µ exists (in particular, under conditions (i) or (ii)), it exhibits light-
tailed behavior since

∫
R xdµ(x) ≤ ∥f∥2

∞, and every kth moment mk is finite. This contrasts sharply
with typical heavy-tailed models, mainly due to the boundedness of the function f . Figure 1 illustrates
the empirical spectral distribution of the conjugate kernel matrix M under condition (i), with arctan as
an activation function, for different values of the parameter α. As α increases, the eigenvalue distribu-
tion shifts from a heavy-tailed regime with widely spread eigenvalues to a more concentrated spectrum,
highlighting the effect of the weight distribution on spectral properties.

1.2. Related work

The study of random matrices with nonlinear dependencies was initiated by El Karoui [15] and Cheng and
Singer [11] in the context of random inner-product kernel matrices, where the nonlinearity is applied to
the sample covariance matrix, formally f(X⊤X), with X being a rectangular matrix with i.i.d. entries. In
the case of Gaussian entries and linear-width regime, the bulk eigenvalues asymptotically follow the free
convolution of the semicircle and Marchenko-Pastur distributions [11, 16]. More recently, [19] extended
these results to the polynomial growth regime, and [14] generalized them to cases where X has i.i.d.
entries with finite moments, demonstrating the universality of this phenomenon.

Instead of applying a nonlinearity to the sample covariance matrix, one can also consider the sample
covariance matrix of a nonlinearity. This is the focus of the present article, which studies random
matrices of the form Y Y ⊤, where Y = f(WX) is the so-called random features matrix. This model is
crucial for understanding the training dynamics and generalization properties of two-layer feed-forward
neural networks. Specifically, the expected training loss and generalization error are closely linked to the
spectral properties of these matrices in high dimensions. From a mathematical perspective, characterizing
the asymptotic spectrum of the random matrix Y Y ⊤ is challenging due to the nonlinear dependencies
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Figure 1. Eigenvalue histogram of the conjugate kernel matrix YmY ⊤
m for the activation

function f(x) = arctan(x). The weight distribution νw follows a symmetric α-stable
distribution with σ = 1 and different values of α ∈ (0, 2], while νx is the standard normal
distribution. Numerical experiments were conducted with m = n = 10000 and p = 6500.

introduced by the activation function, which make the analysis significantly more complex compared to
linear random matrix ensembles. The global law of the conjugate kernel was first studied by Pennington
and Worah [28] in the setting where W and X have i.i.d. centered Gaussian entries. This work was
later extended by Benigni and Péché [6] to matrices with sub-Gaussian tails and real analytic activation
functions. Péché [27] further showed that the nonlinear random matrix Y Y ⊤ is asymptotically equivalent
to a Gaussian linear model, where the asymptotic effect of the nonlinearity is captured by a linear
combination of the involved matrices and an additional independent Gaussian matrix. Building on this
line of work, the second author in collaboration with Schröder [29] computed the asymptotic spectral
density of the random feature model in the practically important case with additive bias, i.e., Y =
f(WX + B), where B is an independent rank-one rectangular Gaussian random matrix. This work
employed the resolvent method and cumulant expansion, rather than the moment method used in earlier
works [28, 6]. Recently, Speicher and Wendel [31] computed the cumulants of a broader class of nonlinear
random matrices, where the nonlinearity is applied to symmetric orthogonally invariant random matrices,
and showed that a Gaussian equivalence principle holds. Dabo and Male [13] further generalized the model
by considering random matrices with variance profiles, namely matrices where the variance of the entries
varies from one variable to another. They showed that the model is asymptotically traffic-equivalent to
an information-plus-noise type sample covariance matrix, consistent with previous results [27]. In parallel
to [28], Louart, Liao, and Couillet [18] initiated another line of research on the model f(WX)f(WX)⊤,
focusing on the case where X is deterministic, W is a random (with entries given by functions of standard
Gaussian random variables), and f is a Lipschitz activation function. Using concentration inequalities,
they derived a deterministic equivalent for the expectation of the resolvent and showed that the eigenvalue
distribution aligns with that of a standard sample covariance matrix. Generalizations of this result were
explored further in [12].

In this article, we study conjugate kernel random matrices with light-tailed inputs and heavy-tailed
weights. Linear models of symmetric matrices with independent heavy-tailed entries have been extensively
analyzed in [33, 4, 7, 8]. These matrices fall outside the Wigner universality class. Specifically, while
the empirical measure of their eigenvalues converges, the limiting distribution is not the semicircular law.
Instead, it is a probability measure with unbounded support. Depending on the model, this limit can
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exhibit atoms [30], as in the case of adjacency matrices of Erdös-Rényi graphs, or have a smooth density,
such as when the entries follow an α-stable distribution [3]. The eigenvalue fluctuations resemble those
of independent random variables [5]. However, the local spectral fluctuations remain largely unknown,
except in the case of α-stable entries, where certain regimes exhibit fluctuations similar to the Gaussian
Orthogonal Ensemble [9, 10, 2]. In contrast, the behavior of conjugate kernel matrices with heavy-tailed
weights is even less understood. In this work, the empirical spectral measure of these models has light
tails, in fact all finite moments, although we conjecture that the limiting distribution is not compactly
supported. For the eigenvalue fluctuations, we conjecture that they follow the usual scaling of the central
limit theorem which agrees with our rough bounds on the covariance derived in Section 4.3.

1.3. Outline of proofs

Our approach to proving the weak convergence of the empirical spectral measure of YmY ⊤
m relies on the

classical method of moments, involving a modification inspired by Male [21], which consists in studying
more general functionals of the entries of the matrix (the so-called injective moments) than only its
moments. For every positive integer k ≥ 1, the normalized trace of the kth power of YmY ⊤

m can be
expanded as

E
[

1
p

Tr(YmY ⊤
m )k

]
= 1
p

∑
1≤i1,...,ik≤p

∑
1≤j1,...,jk≤m

E

[
k∏
ℓ=1

Yiℓjℓ
Yiℓ+1jℓ

]
, (1.4)

with the convention that ik+1 = i1. We interpret this sum graphically as a sum over cycles of length 2k
on a bipartite graph with one set of vertices labeled by {i1, i2, . . . , ik} and the other set by {j1, j2, . . . , jk},
and with edges from iℓ to jℓ and from jℓ to iℓ+1 for 1 ≤ ℓ ≤ k. To formalize this, we now introduce the
notion of traffic traces from [21], which allows to compute more general functionals of the entries of the
matrix.

Definition 1.6 (Traffic trace [21]).
(a) A test graph of matrices consists of a triple T = (V,E,A), where G = (V,E) is a finite, oriented

graph (possibly with multiple edges and loops) and A = (Ae)e∈E is a collection of N×N matrices
labeling each edge e ∈ E in G.

(b) For every test graph T = (V,E,A), the traffic trace is defined by

τN [T ] := E

 1
N c

∑
ϕ : V→[N ]

∏
e=(u,v)∈E

Ae(ϕ(u), ϕ(v))

 ,
where c denotes the number of connected components of the graph G = (V,E).

(c) For every test graph T = (V,E,A), the mean injective trace is defined by

τ0
N [T ] := E

 1
N c

∑
ϕ : V →[N]

s.t. ϕ is injective

∏
e=(u,v)∈E

Ae(ϕ(u), ϕ(v))

 .
The traffic trace is then recovered via:

τN [T ] =
∑

π∈P(V )

τ0
N [Tπ],

where the sum runs over all partitions of V and Tπ denotes the test graph obtained from T by
identifying the vertices within each block of π.

(d) We say that a collection A of N × N matrices converges in traffic distribution if, for any test
graph T = (V,E,A), the traffic trace τN [T ] converges as N → ∞.

In our case, we only need to consider non-oriented bipartite multigraphs since the matrix YmY
⊤
m

is self-adjoint. According to Definition 1.6, for a non-oriented, finite, connected bipartite test graph
T = (W ∪ V,E, Ym), where the edges run from W to V and are labeled by the random matrix Ym, the
mean injective trace is given by

τ0
p,m,n [T ] := E

1
p

∑
ϕW : W →[p]
ϕW injective

∑
ϕV : V →[m]
ϕV injective

∏
e=(w,v)∈E

(Ym(ϕW (w), ϕV (v)))m(e)

 , (1.5)
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where for each edge e ∈ E, m(e) denotes its multiplicity. From item (c) of Definition 1.6, the normalized
tracial moments of YmY ⊤

m can thus be expressed as

E
[

1
p

Tr(YmY ⊤
m )k

]
= τp,m,n [Tcycle] =

∑
π∈P(W∪V )

τ0
p,m,n

[
Tπcycle

]
, (1.6)

where Tcycle = (G, Ym) denotes the test graph with G = (W ∪ V,E) being the simple bipartite cycle
of length 2k. Our strategy to prove the convergence of matrix moments, and thus prove item (a) of
Theorem 1.4, is based on proving the convergence in traffic distribution of Ym. Due to the invariance
property described in (c) of Definition 1.6, this is equivalent to prove convergence of the mean injective
trace.

Theorem 1.7 (Convergence in traffic distribution). Under Assumptions 1.1- 1.3, the random matrix
Ym converges in traffic distribution. Specifically, for every finite, connected bipartite test graph T =
(W ∪V,E, Ym), there exists a real number τ0

G, depending only on G = (V ∪W,E) and ϕ, ψ, f,Φ, νx, such
that

lim
m,p,n→∞

τ0
p,m,n [T ] = τ0

G.

In [13], the traffic approach was used to compute the traffic trace of the matrix model M = YmY
⊤
m in

the setting where the matrices W and X are profiled and have light-tailed distributions.
To compute the injective trace τ0

p,m,n [T ] for any bipartite test graph T = (W ∪ V,E, Ym), we first
expand (1.5) using the Fourier inversion theorem, which states that f(x) = 1

2π
∫
R f̂(t)eitxdt. This theorem

applies here since f ∈ L2 ∩ C∞ by Assumption 1.2. Expanding in this way, we obtain

τ0
p,m,n [T ] = 1

pm|E|/2

∑
ϕW : W →[p]
ϕW injective

∑
ϕV : V →[m]
ϕV injective

1
(2π)|E|

∫
R|E|

∏
e∈E

m(e)∏
i=1

dγief̂(γie)ΛnG(γ),

where |E| =
∑
e∈Em(e), and

ΛnG(γ) := E

exp

i ∑
e=(w,v)∈E

(γ1
e + . . .+ γm(e)

e )WϕW (w) ·XϕV (v)

 ,
with γ = (γ1

e , . . . , γ
m(e)
e )e∈E . To determine the leading contributions, we expand ΛnG by first taking the

expectation over W , using item (a) of Assumption 1.1. Alternatively, we could proceed by first integrating
over X, which provides a different perspective on the computation. Assuming that νx follows a centered
normal distribution, we obtain

ΛnG(γ) = E
[
eiTr(XEG(γ)W )

]
= EW

[
e− 1

2σ
2
x

∑
v

⟨EG(γ)v,WW⊤EG(γ)v⟩
]
,

where EG(γ) is the matrix with entries given by (EG(γ))wv = (γ1
e + · · · + γ

m(e)
e )1e=(w,v)∈E and EG(γ)v

denotes the corresponding column vector. This approach shows Ym as a matrix with random covariance
given by EG(γ)⊤EG(γ). However, even if this point of view clarifies the correlation between the entries,
we did not succeed to use it to describe more explicitly the limit law.

1.4. Overview

In Section 2, we present the proof of Theorem 1.7. In particular, we identify the connected bipartite
graphs that contribute to the limiting injective trace τ0

G relying on key combinatorial estimates from
Section 3. This result is then applied in Section 4 to compute the asymptotics of the normalized tracial
moments of YmY ⊤

m by studying the traffic trace τp,m,n[Tcycle] associated to the simple bipartite test cy-
cle Tcycle. Thus, Section 4 provides the proof of the convergence in expectation stated in Theorem 1.4.
The convergence in probability is derived from Chebyshev’s inequality by estimating the variance in Sec-
tion 4.3. Finally, Section 4.4 proves the almost sure weak convergence of the empirical spectral measure.

Acknowledgements. We thank Gérard Ben Arous and Camille Male for invaluable discussions
throughout the project. This work was supported by the ERC Advanced Grant LDRaM (No. 884584).
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2. Convergence in traffic distribution

The goal of this section is to compute the limiting injective trace τ0
G from Theorem 1.7 and thereby

prove convergence in traffic distribution. To this end, we will identify the connected bipartite test graphs
T = (G, Ym) for which the limiting injective trace τ0

G is nonzero.

2.1. Preliminary remarks and definitions

Let G = (W ∪V,E) be a finite, connected bipartite multigraph G = (W ∪V,E), where E is a multiset of
edges and m : E → N assigns the multiplicity to each edge e ∈ E. The total number of edges is then given
by |E| =

∑
e∈Em(e), and the degree of a vertex x ∈ W ∪ V is defined by deg(x) =

∑
y : y∼xm((x, y)),

where w ∼ v stands for (w, v) ∈ E.
We first note that some test graphs have a vanishing mean injective trace due to the symmetry in the

distribution of the entries Wij and Xij . In particular, if there is a vertex in either W or V with an odd
degree, the mean injective trace of the corresponding test graph will vanish, as shown by the following
result.

Lemma 2.1. Let T = (W ∪ V,E, Ym) be a finite, connected bipartite test graph with at least one vertex
in either W or V having an odd degree. Then, for every integers p,m, n ∈ N, it holds that τ0

p,m,n [T ] = 0.

Proof. We first assume that there exists v0 ∈ V having an odd degree. For every injective maps ϕW : W →
[p] and ϕV : V → [m], according to (1.5) we have that

E

 ∏
(w,v)∈E

Ym(ϕW (w), ϕV (v))


= E

E
 ∏

(w,v0)∈E

Ym(ϕW (w), ϕV (v0)) | FϕV (v0)

 ∏
(w,v)∈E,v∈V \{v0}

Ym(ϕW (w), ϕV (v))


where FϕV (v0) denotes the σ-algebra generated by {(Wi)i∈[p], (Xj)j ̸=ϕV (v0)}. Now, we recall from (1.3)
that Ym(ϕW (w), ϕV (v)) is given by

Ym(ϕW (w), ϕV (v)) = 1√
m
f
(
WϕW (w) ·XϕV (v)

)
= − 1√

m
f
(
WϕW (w) · (−XϕV (v))

)
,

where we used the fact that f is an odd function. Since the law of the random vector XϕV (v) is symmetric
by Assumption 1.1, we obtain that

E

 ∏
(w,v0)∈E

Ym(ϕW (w), ϕV (v0)) | FϕV (v0)


= (−1)deg(v0)E

 ∏
(w,v0)∈E

1√
m
f
(
WϕW (w) · (−XϕV (v))

)
| FϕV (v0)


= −E

 ∏
(w,v0)∈E

Ym(ϕW (w), ϕV (v0)) | FϕV (v0)

 ,
where we used that deg(v0) is an odd integer. This shows that E

[∏
(w,v0)∈E Ym(ϕW (w), ϕV (v0)) | FϕV (v0)

]
vanishes and so does τ0

p,m,n [T ]. The same argument applies to any vertex w0 ∈ W with an odd degree,
as the law of the entries of W is also symmetric by Assumption 1.1. □

In general, the limit of our injective trace is complicated, especially since the entries Yij are correlated.
We next introduce some definitions which are needed in order to describe its limit.

Definition 2.2 (Induced subgraphs). Let G = (W ∪ V,E) be a connected bipartite multigraph. For
some positive integer K, consider subsets W1, . . . ,WK of W such that ∪Ki=1Wi ⊆ W , which may have
a nontrivial intersection. For each subset Wi, we define the bipartite subgraph Gi = G(Wi) induced by
Wi, where

Vi = {v ∈ V : ∃w ∈ Wi such thatw ∼ v},
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and
Ei = {e = (w, v) ∈ E : w ∈ Wi, v ∈ Vi}.

The degree of a vertex x ∈ Wi ∪ Vi within the subgraph Gi is denoted by degGi
(x) and its degree in the

entire graph G by deg(x). By construction of the subgraph Gi, for every w ∈ Wi, the set Ei includes
all edges in G that are incident to w, so that deg(w) = degGi

(w). For every 2 ≤ k ≤ K and every
1 ≤ ℓ1 < · · · < ℓk ≤ K, we define the sets of common vertices in W and V , respectively, as follows:

WGℓ1 ,...,Gℓk
=
{
w ∈ W : ∃ 1 ≤ i < j ≤ k such that w ∈ Wℓi ∩Wℓj

}
,

and
VGℓ1 ,...,Gℓk

=
{
v ∈ V : ∃ 1 ≤ i < j ≤ k such that v ∈ Vℓi ∩ Vℓj

}
,

respectively.

Example 2.3. Figure 2 provides an example of connected bipartite graph G = (W ∪ V,E), along with
three different collections of subsets W1, . . . ,WK of W for some K ∈ {2, 3} and their corresponding
subgraphs G(W1), . . . , G(WK).

Definition 2.4 (Block structure of connected bipartite multigraphs). Let G = (W ∪V,E) be a connected
bipartite multigraph.

(a) We say that a vertex v ∈ V is a separating vertex if G can be decomposed into connected
subgraphs G(W1), . . . , G(WK), where W1, . . . ,WK ⊆ W and E1, . . . , EK ⊆ E are disjoint, and v
is the only vertex common to V1, . . . , VK .

(b) A block B of G is a maximal subgraph of G that contains no separating vertices in V . If WB are
the set of vertices in W which belong to B, then B = G(WB) with the notation of Definition 2.2.

(c) A graph G with N blocks B1, . . . , BN is called a block tree if for every 2 ≤ k ≤ N and distinct
ℓ1, . . . , ℓk ∈ [N ], it holds that |VBℓ1 ,...,Bℓk

| ≤ k − 1.

Remark 2.5. The term “block tree” reflects the fact that a random walk starting from a block B1,
traversing k blocks, and returning to B1 must pass through at least one separating vertex more than
once. If this were not the case, the random walk would start from B1, traverse the blocks B2, . . . , Bk,
and return to B1 without revisiting any separating vertex (effectively forming a cycle). In this case,
|VB1,...,Bk

| = k, contradicting the definition of a block tree.

Examples of block trees are cactus graphs and double trees, defined as follows.

Definition 2.6 (Cactus graph and double tree). A bipartite cactus graph is a block tree in which each
block is either a simple cycle or a union of simple cycles connected by vertices in W . A bipartite double
tree is a cactus graph where every simple cycle has length two.

Example 2.7 (Example 2.3 continued). Consider the bipartite graph G of Figure 2a. The vertex v1 ∈ V
is a separating vertex, and the subgraphs G1 and G2 of Figure 2b are the two blocks of G. Thus, G is
a block tree. More specifically, G is a cactus graph, since G1 is a simple cycle and G2 is a union of two
simple cycles connected by the vertex w5 ∈ W .

In our case, we require a more intricate structure within the framework of a block tree, which we define
as follows.

Definition 2.8 (Admissible graph). We say that a connected bipartite graphG = (W∪V,E) is admissible
if it satisfies the following conditions:

(a) the graph G is a block tree with separating vertices in V ,
(b) at least one block in G contains more than one vertex from W ,
(c) within each block, every vertex in W has even degree and every vertex in V has degree 2.

Let R denote the number of blocks in an admissible graph that contain more than one vertex from W .
Then, there are S = |W | − | ∪Ri=1 WBi

| blocks, each containing exactly one vertex from W .

Remark 2.9. In an admissible graph, each edge has multiplicity 1 or 2. For all S blocks containing only
one vertex from W , edges have multiplicity 2, meaning that each of these blocks is a double tree.

Remark 2.10. A block of an admissible graph forms a simple cycle if deg(w) = 2 for each vertex w ∈ W .
A block of an admissible graph is a cactus graph if its cycles connect only through vertices in W . If all
blocks of an admissible graph are either simple cycles or cactus graphs, then G itself is a cactus graph.
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v1

w1

v4

w4

v3

w3
v2

w2

w5

v10
w10

v9

w9

w8

v7
w7

v6

w6

v5

w11

v13

v12
w12

v11

(a) A connected bipartite graph G = (W ∪ V, E), where W = {w1, . . . , w12} and V =
{v1, . . . , v12}. The vertices in W are denoted by white nodes, while the vertices in V by
black nodes.

w1

v4

w4

v3

w3

v2

w2

v1

w5

v10
w10

v9

w9

v1

w8

v7
w7

v6

w6

v5

w11

v13

v12
w12

v11

(b) The two connected subgraphs G1 = G(W1) and G2 = G(W2) obtained from the
disjoint subsets W1 = {w1, . . . , w4} and W2 = {w5, . . . , w12}, respectively, according to
Definition 2.2. Moreover, WG1,G2 = ∅ and VG1,G2 = {v1}.

w1

v4

w4

v3

w3

v2

w2

v1

w5

v10
w10

v9

w9

v1

w8

v7
w7

v6

w6

v5

v13

v12
w5

v10

v5

v13

v12

w11

w12

v11

(c) The three connected subgraphs G1 = G(W1), G3 = G(W3) and G4 = G(W4) ob-
tained from the subsets W1 = {w1, w2, w3, w4}, W3 = {w5, w6, w7, w8, w9, w10}, and
W4 = {w5, w11, w12}, respectively, according to Definition 2.2. The colored vertices
represent vertices from the set V which belong to different subgraphs. In particular,
WG1,G3 = ∅, WG1,G4 = ∅, WG3,G4 = {w5}, WG1,G3,G4 = {w5} and VG1,G3 = {v1}, VG1,G4 =
∅, VG3,G4 = {v2, v3, v4, v5}, VG1,G3,G4 = {v1, v2, v3, v4, v5}.

w1

v4

w4

v3

v2

w2

v1

v4

v2

w3

v3

w4 w5

v10
w10

v9

w9

v1

w8

v7
w7

v6

w6

v5

w11

v13

v12

w12

v11

(d) The three connected subgraphs G5 = G(W5), G6 = G(W6) and G2 = G(W2) obtained
from the subsets W5 = {w1, w2, w4}, W6 = {w3, w4}, and W2 = {w5, . . . , w12}, respectively,
according to Definition 2.2. The colored vertices represent vertices from the set V which
belong to different subgraphs. In particular, WG5,G6 = {w4}, WG5,G2 = WG6,G2 = ∅ and
VG5,G6 = {v2, v3, v4}, VG5,G2 = ∅, VG6,G2 = {v1}, VG5,G6,G2 = {v1, v2, v3, v4}.

Figure 2. An example of a connected bipartite graph G = (W ∪V,E) along with three
distinct subgraphs obtained by choosing subsets W1, . . . ,WK of W for K ∈ {2, 3}, as
described by Definition 2.2.



Alice Guionnet and Vanessa Piccolo10

w2

w5

w4

w3

v2
v1

v4
v3

w1

w6

v5

v6

w7

v7 v8

Figure 3. An example of an admissible graph G = (W ∪V,E) with three blocks. Block
B1 = G({w1}) is a simple cycle of length 2; block B2 = G({w2, w3, w4, w5, w6}) is a
cactus graph consisting of two simple cycles connected by the vertex w3; and block
B3 = G({w7}) is a double tree. The separating vertices are v1 and v5. In particular, G
is a cactus graph. Block B2 has two admissible decompositions: {w2, w3, w4, w5, w6} ∈
A1({w2, w3, w4, w5, w6}) and {w2, w3, w4, w5}, {w3, w6} ∈ A2({w2, w3, w4, w5, w6}).

For an admissible graph G = (W ∪ V,E) and a block B = G(WB) that contains more than one vertex
from W , we now define an admissible decomposition of WB .

Definition 2.11 (Admissible decomposition of a block). Let B = G(WB) be a block of an admissible
graph G = (W ∪ V,E) with |WB | ≥ 2. Consider K ≥ 1 subsets W1, . . . ,WK of WB with a nontrivial
intersection (in the sense that for every i ∈ [K],∪j ̸=iWi ∩Wj is not empty) such that WB = ∪Ki=1Wi. We
say that W1, . . . ,WK is an admissible decomposition of WB if the following conditions are satisfied:

(a) each subset Wi contains at least two vertices,
(b) each of the corresponding subgraph Gi = G(Wi) induced by Wi is connected,
(c) for every v ∈ VB , there exists at least one Vi such that degGi

(v) ≥ 2,
(d) for every 2 ≤ k ≤ K and distinct ℓ1, . . . , ℓk ∈ [K], |WGℓ1 ,...,Gℓk

| ≤ k − 1.

The set of admissible decompositions of WB with K subsets W1, . . . ,WK is denoted by AK(WB). Note
that WB ∈ A1(WB).

Example 2.12 (Example 2.3 continued). The connected bipartite graph of Figure 2a is an admissible
graph, with its blocks given by the subgraphs B1 = G(W1) and B2 = G(W2) shown in Subfigure 2b.
The subset W1 has only one admissible decomposition, which is W1 itself. Thus, W1 ∈ A1(W1). For
instance, the decomposition of W1 by W5 and W6, as shown in Figure 2d, is not admissible. This is
because condition (c) is not satisfied: in the induced subgraphs G(W5) and G(W6), the vertex v2 has
degree 1 in each subgraph, whereas condition (c) requires degGi

(v2) ≥ 2 for at least on Gi = G(Wi). The
subset W2 has two admissible decompositions: W2 ∈ A1(W2) and W3,W4 ∈ A2(W2), where the subsets
W3 and W4 are illustrated in Figure 2c.

Example 2.13. The connected bipartite graph shown in Figure 3 is an admissible graph with three
blocks: B1 = G(WB1), B2 = G(WB2) and B3 = G(WB3). These blocks are defined by the subsets WB1 =
{w1},WB2 = {w2, w3, w4, w5, w6} and WB3 = {w7}. The block B2 has two admissible decomposition:
the trivial decomposition WB2 ∈ A1(WB2) and the decomposition with two subsets W1,W2 ∈ A1(WB2),
where W1 = {w2, w3, w4, w5} and W2 = {w3, w6}.

2.2. Limiting injective trace

We are now in the position to present the asymptotics of the mean injective trace τ0
p,m,n[T ] for any

bipartite test graph T = (W ∪ V,E, Ym). We first introduce two important parameters.

Definition 2.14. For every vertex w ∈ W with even degree, we define the parameter Cdeg(w)(f) by

Cdeg(w)(f) = 1
(2π)deg(w)

∫
Rdeg(w)

deg(w)/2∏
i=1

dγ1
i dγ

2
i f̂(γ1

i )f̂(γ2
i )eEX

[
Φ
(∑deg(w)/2

i=1
(γ1

i +γ2
i )Xi

)]
, (2.1)

where X1, . . . , Xdeg(w)/2 are i.i.d. random variables distributed according to νx.
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Definition 2.15. For any subsets W1, . . . ,WK of W with |Wi| ≥ 2, we define the parameter C(Wi)K
i=1

(f)
by

C(Wi)K
i=1

(f) = 1
(2π)|∪K

i
Ei|

∫
R|∪K

i=1Ei|

∏
e∈∪K

i=1Ei

m(e)∏
i=1

dγief̂(γie)e
∑

w∈∪K
i=1Wi

EX [Zw(γ)] K∏
i=1

EX

[ ∏
w∈Wi

Zw(γ)
]
,

(2.2)

where for every w ∈ W , the random variable Zw(γ) is defined by

Zw(γ) = Φ
( ∑
v∈V : v∼w

(γ1
(w,v) + · · · + γ

m((w,v))
(w,v) )Xv

)
, (2.3)

with (Xv)v∈V being i.i.d. random variables distributed according to νx.

We now present a more detailed version of Theorem 1.7, formulated as Proposition 2.16.

Proposition 2.16 (Theorem 1.7 continued). The random matrix Ym converges in traffic distribution:
for every connected bipartite test graph T = (W ∪ V,E, Ym), it holds that

lim
p,m,n→∞

τ0
p,m,n [T ] = τ0

G,

where G = (W ∪V,E) and τ0
G depends only on ϕ, ψ, f,Φ, and νx. The limiting injective trace τ0

G is given
as follows.

(a) If G is a double tree, then

τ0
G = ϕ

|E|
2 −|V |

ψ|W |−1

∏
w∈W

Cdeg(w)(f). (2.4)

(b) If G is an admissible graph, then

τ0
G = ϕ

|E|
2 −|V |

ψ|W |−1

∏
w∈W\∪R

i=1WBi

Cdeg(w)(f)
R∏
i=1

∑
K≥1

∑
W1,...,WK∈AK (WBi

)

C(Wk)K
k=1

(f)

 . (2.5)

(c) Otherwise, τ0
G = 0.

Remark 2.17. A fat tree is a graph that becomes a tree when the multiplicity of the edges is forgotten.
In particular, a double tree is a fat tree in which every edge has multiplicity two. From Proposition 2.16,
if G is a fat tree with edges of multiplicity greater than two, the limiting injective trace τ0

G vanishes.
This behavior contrasts with general heavy-tailed random matrices, where fat trees with edges of even
multiplicity give a nonvanishing contribution, as shown in [20].

We present two specific examples of the limiting injective trace of admissible graphs.

Example 2.18 (Example 2.3 continued). Let G = (W ∪ V,E) denote the bipartite graph given in
Figure 2a. In this case, the limiting injective trace τ0

G is given by

τ0
G = ϕ

ψ11CW1(f) (CW2(f) + CW3,W4(f)) ,

whereW1 = {w1, . . . , w4},W2 = {w5, . . . , w12},W3 = {w5, w6, w7, w8, w9, w10}, andW4 = {w5, w11, w12}.

Example 2.19 (Example 2.13 continued). Let G = (W ∪ V,E) denote the bipartite graph given in
Figure 3. In this case, the limiting injective trace τ0

G is given by

τ0
G = ϕ2

ψ6C2(f)C6(f) (CW1(f) + CW2,W3(f)) ,

where W1 = {w1, w2, w3, w4, w5},W2 = {w1, w2, w3, w4}, and W3 = {w4, w5}.

From Proposition 2.16, we observe that ifG is a double tree, the limiting injective trace τ0
G depends only

on the parameter Cdeg(w)(f). Using elementary properties of the Fourier transform, (2.1) is equivalent to

Cdeg(w)(f) = 1
(2π)deg(w)/2

∫
Rdeg(w)/2

deg(w)/2∏
i=1

dxif2(xi)φ̂(x), (2.6)
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where φ(t) = e
EX

[
Φ
(∑deg(w)/2

i=1
tiXi

)]
. If the weights Wij are symmetric α-stable random variables (i.e.,

Φ(x) = −σα|x|α) and Xij are Gaussian, we note that for deg(w) = 2, φ(t) corresponds to the character-
istic function of a symmetric α-stable random variable S ∼ Sα(σE [|X|α]1/α), where X ∼ N (0, σ2

x). If fS
denotes its density function, we then have that

C2(f) =
∫
R
f2(x)fS(x)dx = E

[
f2(S)

]
.

In the general case of deg(w) > 2, we see that

φ(t) = e
−σαE

[∣∣∑deg(w)/2
i=1

tiXi

∣∣α]
= e

−σα
(∑deg(w)/2

i=1
t2i

)α/2
E[|X|α] = e−σαE[|X|α]|t|α

,

where X ∼ N (0, σ2
x). This corresponds to the joint characteristic function of the isotropic multivariate

stable distribution, see e.g. [25]. If S = (S1, . . . , Sdeg(w)/2) ∈ Rdeg(w)/2 is a random vector having the
isotropic multivariate stable distribution and fS(x) denotes its joint probability density function, then

Cdeg(w)(f) =
∫
Rdeg(w)/2

deg(w)/2∏
i=1

dxif2(xi)fS(x) = E

deg(w)/2∏
i=1

f2(Si)

 .
Remark 2.20. Consider the special case where α = 2. In this case, both random matrices W and X have
i.i.d. centered Gaussian entries with variances E

[
W 2
ij

]
= σ2

w and E
[
X2
ij

]
= σ2

x. In particular, we have
that σ2 = σ2

w/2. From the previous computation (2.6), the Fourier transform of the Gaussian function
φ(t) = e−σ2

wσ
2
x|t|2/2 is given by

φ̂(x) =
( √

2π
σwσx

)deg(w)/2

e−|x|2/(2σ2
wσ

2
x),

leading to

Cdeg(w)(f) =
(

1√
2πσ2

wσ
2
x

∫
R
f2(x)e−x2/(2σ2

wσ
2
x)dx

)deg(w)/2

=
(
EZ∼N (0,σ2

wσ
2
x)
[
f2(Z)

])deg(w)/2
.

As a consequence, if G is a double tree and if we define θ1(f) = EZ∼N (0,σ2
wσ

2
x)
[
f2(Z)

]
, according to (2.5)

the limiting injective trace τ0
G results in

τ0
G = ϕ

|E|
2 −|V |

ψ|W |−1 θ1(f)
∑

w∈W
deg(w)/2 = ϕ

|E|
2 −|V |

ψ|W |−1 θ1(f)|W |.

We recover formulas similar to [6, Theorem 3.5] for more general traffics in Lemma 4.16.

2.3. Proof of the convergence of the injective trace

This section is devoted to the proof of Proposition 2.16. We consider a connected bipartite test graph
T = (W ∪V,E, Ym), where E is a multiset of edges, and write G = (W ∪V,E). According to Lemma 2.1,
we assume that all vertices in W ∪V have even degree; otherwise, τ0

p,m,n[T ] is zero for any integers p,m, n.
To compute the mean injective trace τ0

p,m,n [T ], we begin from (1.5) and expand it as follows:

τ0
p,m,n [T ] = 1

p

∑
ϕW : W →[p]
ϕW injective

∑
ϕV : V →[m]
ϕV injective

E

 ∏
e=(w,v)∈E

(Ym(ϕW (w), ϕV (v)))m(e)


= m|V |p|W |

pm|E|/2 (1 + O(m−1))(1 + O(p−1))E

 ∏
e=(w,v)∈E

(
f
(
WϕW (w) ·XϕV (v)

))m(e)

 .
(2.7)

Since f ∈ L2 ∩ C∞ by Assumption 1.2, the Fourier inversion theorem gives that

f(x) = 1
2π

∫
R
f̂(t)eitxdt, (2.8)

where for any integer number ℓ, there exists a finite constant Cℓ > 0 such that for every t ∈ R,

|f̂(t)| ≤ Cℓ
(1 + |t|)ℓ . (2.9)
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This implies that for every non-negative real number M and every integer number ℓ,∫
[−M,M ]c

|f̂(t)|dt ≤ Cℓ

∫
[−M,M ]c

1
(1 + |t|)ℓ dt ≤ Cℓ

1
1 +M ℓ−2

∫ 1
(1 + |t|)2 dt =: C ′

ℓ

1 +M ℓ−2 . (2.10)

Note that, since f is odd by Assumption 1.2, its Fourier transform f̂ is also odd. Combining (2.7)
and (2.8) and using Assumption 1.3, we obtain the following expression for the mean injective trace:

τ0
p,m,n [T ] = nρ(G)(1 + O(n−1))ϕ

|E|
2 −|V |

ψ|W |−1
1

(2π)|E|

∫
R|E|

∏
e∈E

m(e)∏
i=1

dγief̂(γie)ΛnG(γ), (2.11)

where ρ(G) is defined by

ρ(G) := |W | + |V | − |E|
2 − 1, (2.12)

and for γ = (γ1
e , . . . , γ

m(e)
e )e∈E , ΛnG(γ) is given by

ΛnG(γ) = EW,X

exp

i ∑
e=(w,v)∈E

(γ1
e + · · · + γm(e)

e )Ww ·Xv


= EW,X

[
exp

(
i
∑
w∈W

n∑
k=1

Wwk

( ∑
v∈V : v∼w

(γ1
(w,v) + · · · + γ

m((w,v))
(w,v) )Xkv

))]
.

The main challenge in proving Proposition 2.16 lies in estimating ΛnG(γ). To address this, we take the
expectation with respect to W , yielding

ΛnG(γ) =
(
EX

[
e
n−1
∑

w∈W
Zn

w(γ)
])n

, (2.13)

where
Znw(γ) := n logEW

[
e
iWw

(∑
v∈V : v∼w

(γ1
(w,v)+···+γm((w,v))

(w,v) )Xv

)]
.

Here, the random variables (Xv)v ∈V are i.i.d. with distribution νx, and similarly, (Ww)w ∈W are i.i.d.
with distribution νw. Throughout this subsection, we define

SnG(γ) :=
∑
w∈W

Znw(γ).

From Assumption 1.1, it follows that SnG(γ) converges to SG(γ) =
∑
w∈W Zw(γ) as n → ∞, where

Zw(γ) = Φ
( ∑
v∈V : v∼w

(γ1
(w,v) + · · · + γ

m((w,v))
(w,v) )Xv

)
.

Next, we wish to expand the right-hand side of (2.13) using cumulants. To this end, we first note that
we may assume without loss of generality that the γe’s are bounded in absolute value by nϵ for some
ϵ > 0. Indeed, if we consider the integral in the right-hand side of (2.11), we notice that the integral

Rϵn =
∫

(1R|E| − 1[−nϵ,nϵ]|E|)
∏
e∈E

dγ1
e · · · dγm(e)

e f̂(γ1
e ) · · · f̂(γm(e)

e )ΛnG(γ) (2.14)

can be easily bounded since SnG(γ) has a non-negative real part so that ΛnG(γ) has modulus bounded by
one, and since by hypothesis (2.9) and (2.10) implies that for every integer number ℓ ≥ 2, we can find
finite constants C ′

2, C
′
ℓ > 0 such that

|Rϵn| ≤
|E|∑
k=1

(
|E|
k

)(∫
[−nϵ,nϵ]c

|f̂(t)|dt
)k (∫

R
|f̂(t)|dt

)|E|−k

≤
|E|∑
k=1

(
|E|
k

)
(C ′

ℓ)k(1 + nϵ(ℓ−2))−k(C ′
2)|E|−k = (C ′

2)|E|
(

(1 + C ′
ℓ

C ′
2(1 + nϵ(ℓ−2))

)|E| − 1
)
.

This quantity is as small as wished (negligible with respect to n−ρ(G)), provided ℓ and n are sufficiently
large. When the γi’s are bounded by nϵ, then ΛnG(γ)1/n = EX

[
exp

(
n−1SnG(γ)

)]
corresponds to the

Fourier transform of random variables with finite exponential moments which are taken in the region
where their parameters go to zero. We can therefore expand ΛnG(γ) in terms of its cumulants.
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The ℓ-th cumulant κGℓ of SnG(γ) is defined by

κGℓ (γ) =
∑
π∈Pℓ

µ(π)
|π|∏
i=1

E
[
(SnG(γ))|Bi|

]
, (2.15)

where the sum runs over the set of partitions Pℓ of the set {1, . . . , ℓ}, the product runs over the blocks
B1, . . . , B|π| of the partition π and µ(π) = (−1)|π|−1(|π| − 1)!. Moreover, |Bi| denotes the number of
elements of the block Bi and |π| is the number of blocks in the partition. Since the cumulants κGℓ (γ) are
the coefficients in the power series expansion of the cumulant generating function, i.e., for every t ∈ R,

EX
[
etS

n
G(γ)

]
= exp

( ∞∑
i=1

κGi (γ) t
i

i!

)
,

it then follows from (2.13) that

ΛnG(γ) = eκ
G
1 (γ) exp

∑
i≥2

1
i!ni−1κ

G
i (γ)

 = eEX [Sn
G(γ)]

∑
m2,m3,...≥0

∏
ℓ≥2

1
mℓ!

(
1

ℓ!nℓ−1κ
G
ℓ (γ)

)mℓ

. (2.16)

Since the sum SnG has all finite exponential moments when the γi’s are bounded by nϵ, we easily see that
by Taylor expansion the above expansion holds also asymptotically up to the cumulants of order i with
an error of order (nϵ−1)i, which we can again neglect provided i(1 − ϵ) > ρ(G). The second expansion,
which amounts to expand the exponential function, can also be stopped as mℓ is smaller than ρ(G)
up to an error smaller than n−ρ(G), provided ϵ is small enough. In the sequel, we write the expansion
as infinite, having in mind that we can stop it to the finite set of integer numbers mℓ, ℓ ≥ 2 so that∑
ℓ≥2 mℓ(ℓ− 1) ≤ ρ(G), up to a negligible error.
We now present our expansion for ΛnG(γ). In the following lemma, for any subset E0 ⊆ E, let TE0

denote the map on R|E| that changes γie into −γie for every i ∈ {1, . . . ,m(e)} and every e ∈ E0, while
leaving the other entries unchanged.

Lemma 2.21. Let G = (W ∪ V,E) be a connected bipartite graph in which all vertices have even degree.
Then, for every ϵ > 0,

ΛnG(γ) = eEX [Sn
G(γ)]

(
1 + hnG(γ) + 1

nρ(G) g
n
G(γ)1{G is an admissible graph} + o

(
1

nρ(G)

))
.

Here, nρ(G)o
( 1
nρ(G)

)
goes to zero uniformly on ∥γ∥∞ ≤ nϵ, hnG(γ) is a (finite) sum of functions which

are invariant under TE0 for some subset E0 ⊆ E with odd cardinality |E0|, and gnG(γ) is given by

gnG(γ) =
R∏
i=1

∑
K≥1

∑
W1,...,WK∈AK(WBi

)

K∏
k=1

EX

[ ∏
w∈Wk

Znw(γ)
] . (2.17)

Having Lemma 2.21 at hand, we now prove Proposition 2.16.

Proof of Proposition 2.16. From (2.11) and (2.14), it follows that

τ0
p,m,n [T ] = ϕ

|E|
2 −|V |

ψ|W |−1
1

(2π)|E|

nρ(G)
∫

[−nϵ,nϵ]|E|

∏
e∈E

m(e)∏
i=1

dγief̂(γie)ΛnG(γ) + o(1)

 .

Plugging the estimate of ΛnG given by Lemma 2.21 into the above expression yields

τ0
p [T ] = In1 (G) + In2 (G) + In3 (G) + o(1),

where

In1 (G) = ϕ
|E|

2 −|V |

ψ|W |−1
1

(2π)|E|n
ρ(G)

∫
[−nϵ,nϵ]|E|

∏
e∈E

m(e)∏
i=1

dγief̂(γie)eEX [Sn
G(γ)],

In2 (G) = ϕ
|E|

2 −|V |

ψ|W |−1
1

(2π)|E|

∫
[−nϵ,nϵ]|E|

∏
e∈E

m(e)∏
i=1

dγief̂(γie)eEX [Sn
G(γ)]hnG(γ),

In3 (T ) = ϕ
|E|

2 −|V |

ψ|W |−1
1

(2π)|E|

∫
[−nϵ,nϵ]|E|

∏
e∈E

m(e)∏
i=1

dγief̂(γie)eEX [Sn
G(γ)]gnG(γ)1{G is an admissible graph},
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and we also observe that∣∣∣∣∣∣
∫

[−nϵ,nϵ]|E|

∏
e∈E

m(e)∏
i=1

dγief̂(γie)eEX [Sn
G(γ)]

∣∣∣∣∣∣ ≤

(∫
[−nϵ,nϵ]

|f̂(γe)|dγe

)|E|

is finite so that the error terms in ΛnG(γ) become error terms in τ0
p,m,n [T ].

We first claim that In2 (G) vanishes for all integers n. Since the law of Xv is symmetric, the expectation
EX [SnG(γ)] does not depend on the sign of

∑m((w,v))
i=1 γi(w,v) for every v ∈ V and w ∈ W such that v ∼ w.

In particular, applying TE0 with E0 = (w, v), we find that

EX [SnG(γ)] = EX
[
SnG(T(w,v)(γ))

]
.

Since hnG is a finite sum of functions which are left invariant under some TE0 , if we take such a function, say
h, we then notice that since EX [SnG(γ)] is left invariant under TE0 and since f̂ is odd by Assumption 1.2,
the change of variables TE0 shows that the integral∫

[−nϵ,nϵ]|E|

∏
e∈E

m(e)∏
i=1

dγief̂(γie)eEX [Sn
G(γ)]h(γ)

= (−1)|E0|
∫

[−nϵ,nϵ]|E|

∏
e∈E

m(e)∏
i=1

dγief̂(γie)eEX [Sn
G(γ)]h(γ).

vanishes as |E0| is odd. The same is true for hnG, yielding In2 (G) = −In2 (G), which gives that the integral
In2 (G) vanishes.

We now focus on In1 (G) and observe that if there is an edge e0 ∈ E with odd multiplicity m(e0), then
the integral ∫

[−nϵ,nϵ]|E|

∏
e∈E

m(e)∏
i=1

dγief̂(γie)eEX [Sn
G(γ)]

vanishes for all n by the same reasoning as above using the change of variables Te0 . Therefore, In1 (G) is
nonzero only if all edges in G have even multiplicity. In this case, we claim that ρ(G) ≤ 0 with equality
if and only if all edges e ∈ E have multiplicity m(e) equal to 2. Let G̃ = (W ∪ V, Ẽ) denote the graph
obtained from G by forgetting the multiplicity of the edges. Since G is a connected graph, so is G̃, and
it holds that |W | + |V | ≤ |Ẽ| + 1, with equality if and only if G̃ is a tree. Since all edges in G have even
multiplicity, |E| ≥ 2|Ẽ|, ensuring that ρ(G) = |W | + |V | − |E|/2 − 1 ≤ 0. Hence, we have shown that
ρ(G) = 0 if and only if G̃ is a tree and all edges in G have multiplicity equal to 2. If ρ(G) < 0, τ0

1 [T ]
goes to zero as the integral is uniformly bounded by (2.9). If ρ(G) = 0, we can replace the integral over
[−nϵ, nϵ]|E| by R|E| by the same argument as in (2.14). We deduce that

In1 (G) =

ϕ
|E|

2 −|V |

ψ|W |−1
1

(2π)|E|

∫
R|E|

∏
e∈E

∏2
i=1 dγief̂(γie)e

∑
w∈W

EX [Zw(γ)] + o(1) if G is a double tree,
o(1) otherwise,

where we also used the fact that SnG(γ) converges to
∑
w∈W Zw(γ) from Assumption 1.1, where Zw(γ)

is given by

Zw(γ) = Φ
( ∑
v∈V : v∼w

(
γ1

(w,v) + γ2
(w,v)

)
Xv

)
.

It remains to estimate In3 (G), which is zero if G is non-admissible, and otherwise is given by

In3 (G) = ϕ
|E|

2 −|V |

ψ|W |−1
1

(2π)|E|

∫
R|E|

∏
e∈E

m(e)∏
i=1

dγief̂(γie)eEX [Sn
G(γ)]gnG(γ).

According to Assumption 1.1, we have that SnG(γ) =
∑
w∈W EX [Znw(γ)] converges towards SG(γ =∑

w∈W EX [Zw(γ)], where Zw(γ) is defined by (2.3). Similarly, gnG(γ) converges towards

gG(γ) =
R∏
i=1

∑
K≥1

∑
W1,...,WK∈AK(WBi

)

K∏
k=1

EX

[ ∏
w∈Wk

Zw(γ)
] . (2.18)
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In particular, we find that

In3 (G) = ϕ
|E|

2 −|V |

ψ|W |−1
1

(2π)|E|

∫
R|E|

∏
e∈E

m(e)∏
i=1

dγief̂(γie)eEX [SG(γ)]gG(γ) + o(1)

= ϕ
|E|

2 −|V |

ψ|W |−1
1

(2π)|E\∪R
i=1Ei|

∫
R|E\∪R

i=1Ei|

∏
e∈E\∪R

i=1Ei

2∏
i=1

dγief̂(γie)e
∑

w∈W \∪R
i=1WBi

EX [Zw(γ)]

×
R∏
i=1

1
(2π)|EBi

|

∫
R|EBi

|

∏
e∈EBi

m(e)∏
i=1

dγief̂(γie)e
∑

w∈WBi

EX [Zw(γ)]

×

∑
K≥1

∑
W1,...,WK∈AK (WBi

)

K∏
k=1

EX

[ ∏
w∈Wi

Zw(γ)
]+ o(1)

= ϕ
|E|

2 −|V |

ψ|W |−1

∏
w∈W\∪R

i=1WBi

Cdeg(w)(f)
R∏
i=1

∑
K≥1

∑
W1,...,WK∈AK (WBi

)

C(Wk)K
k=1

(f)

+ o(1),

as desired. □

It remains to prove the crucial expansion of ΛnG stated in Lemma 2.21. To prove this result, we will
use the combinatorial estimates from Section 3.

Proof of Lemma 2.21. We now give the proof of Lemma 2.21, based on some key combinatorial esti-
mates provided in Section 3. We again write series formally, as we have already discussed how to truncate
them and control the reminder terms. According to (2.16), ΛnG is given by

ΛnG(γ) = eEX [Sn
G(γ)]

1 +
∑

m2+m3+···≥1

∏
ℓ≥2

1
mℓ!

(
(−σα)ℓ

ℓ!nℓ−1 κ
G
ℓ (γ)

)mℓ

 .

The product of cumulants in the above display can be written as

∏
ℓ≥2

1
mℓ!

(
1

ℓ!nℓ−1κ
G
ℓ (γ)

)mℓ

=
K∏
k=1

(
1

ℓk!nℓk−1κ
G
ℓk

(γ)
)
, (2.19)

where

• K =
∑
ℓ≥2 mℓ ≥ 1,

•
∑K
k=1 ℓk =

∑
ℓ≥2 ℓmℓ,

• ℓk = 2 for k ∈ {1, . . . ,m2}, ℓk = 3 for k ∈ {m2 + 1, . . . ,m2 +m3}, and so on, i.e.,

ℓk = ℓ ≥ 2 for k ∈

{
ℓ−1∑
i=2

mi + 1, . . . ,
ℓ∑
i=2

mi

}
.

We therefore have that

ΛnG(γ) = eEX [Sn
G(γ)]

1 +
∑
K≥1

ℓi≥2,1≤i≤K

K∏
k=1

(
1

ℓk!nℓk−1κ
G
ℓk

(γ)
) . (2.20)

We need to estimate the product
∏K
k=1 κ

G
ℓk

(γ) in (2.20). According to the definition of cumulant given
by (2.15) and the fact that SnG(γ) =

∑
w∈W Znw(γ), we can expand κGℓ as follows:

κGℓ (γ) =
∑
π∈Pℓ

µ(π)
|π|∏
i=1

∑
wi

1,...,w
i
|Bi|∈W

EX

|Bi|∏
j=1

Znwi
j
(γ)

 , (2.21)
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where B1, . . . , B|π| are the blocks of π. For every 1 ≤ i ≤ |π|, we then note that

∑
wi

1,...,w
i
|Bi|∈W

EX

|Bi|∏
j=1

Znwi
j
(γ)

 =
∑
Wi

∑
ηWi

|Bi|!∏
w∈Wi

ηWi
(w)!EX

[ ∏
w∈Wi

(Znw(γ))ηWi
(w)

]
, (2.22)

where the first summation is over a subset Wi of W such that |Wi| ≤ |Bi| and the second summation
is over a sequence ηWi

= (ηWi(w))w∈Wi ∈ N|Wi| such that
∑
w∈Wi

ηWi(w) = |Bi|. We observe that if
ηWi

(w) = 1 for every w ∈ Wi, then |Wi| = |Bi|. Moreover, we have that
|π|∑
i=1

∑
w∈Wi

ηWi
(w) =

|π|∑
i=1

|Bi| = ℓ.

It then follows from (2.21) and (2.22) that the ℓ-th cumulant κGℓ is given by

κGℓ (γ) =
∑
π∈Pℓ

µ(π)
∑

W1,...,W|π|

∑
ηW1 ,...,ηW|π|

|π|∏
i=1

|Bi|!∏
w∈Wi

ηWi
(w)!EX

[ ∏
w∈Wi

(Znw(γ))ηWi
(w)

]
. (2.23)

From (2.23) we therefore obtain that
K∏
k=1

(
1

nℓk−1κ
G
ℓk

(γ)
)

= 1

n
∑K

k=1
(ℓk−1)

∑
π1,...,πK

µ(π1) · · ·µ(πK)
∑

W 1,...,W K

∑
η1,...,ηK

P(πk,W k,ηk)K
k=1

(γ), (2.24)

where
(i) the first summation is over partitions πk ∈ Pℓk

with blocks Bk1 , . . . , Bk|πk| for k ∈ {1, . . . ,K};
(ii) the second summation is over W 1, . . . ,WK , where each W k denotes W k = {W k

i , 1 ≤ i ≤ |πk|}
and W k

1 , . . . ,W
k
|πk| are subsets of W such that |W k

i | ≤ |Bki |, with equality if ηWk
i

(w) = 1 for every
w ∈ W k

i ;
(iii) the third summation is over η1, . . . ,ηK , where each ηk denotes ηk = {ηWk

i
, 1 ≤ i ≤ |πk|} and

ηWk
i

= (ηWk
i

(w))w∈Wk
i

∈ N|Wk
i | for every i ∈ [|πk|] such that

∑
w∈Wk

i
ηWk

i
(w) = |Bki |;

(iv) the term P(πk,W k,ηk)K
k=1

(γ) is given by

P(πk,W k,ηk)K
k=1

(γ) =
K∏
k=1

|πk|∏
i=1

|Bki |!∏
w∈Wk

i
ηWk

i
(w)!EX

 ∏
w∈Wk

i

(Znw(γ))
η

W k
i

(w)

 . (2.25)

Since the subgraph G(W k
i ) associated to W k

i is not necessarily connected, the expectation in (2.25) may

factorize. We therefore decompose W k = {W k
i , 1 ≤ i ≤ |πk|} as W̃

k
= {W̃ k

i , 1 ≤ i ≤ r(πk)}, where
|πk| ≤ r(πk) and ∪|πk|

i=1W
k
i = ∪r(πk)

i=1 W̃ k
i , so that the subgraph G(W̃ k

i ) associated to W̃ k
i is connected. By

definition we also have that
|πk|∑
i=1

|W k
i | =

r(πk)∑
i=1

|W̃ k
i |. (2.26)

In the following, we let r =
∑K
k=1 r(πk) denote the number of subsets {W̃ k

i , 1 ≤ i ≤ r(πk), 1 ≤ k ≤ K}
and we write {W̃i, 1 ≤ i ≤ r} = {W̃ k

i , 1 ≤ i ≤ r(πk), 1 ≤ k ≤ K} to simplify notation slightly. We also
denote by η̃W̃k

i
= (η̃W̃k

i
(w))w∈W̃k

i
the sequence given by η̃W̃k

j
(w) = ηWk

i
(w) for w ∈ W k

i ∩ W̃ k
j and we

write {η̃i, 1 ≤ i ≤ r} = {η̃W̃k
i
, 1 ≤ i ≤ r(πk), 1 ≤ k ≤ K}. We then rewrite the product (2.25) in (d) as

P(πk,W k,ηk)K
k=1

(γ) =
K∏
k=1

|πk|∏
i=1

|Bki |!∏
w∈Wk

i
ηWk

i
(w)!P(W̃i,η̃i)r

i=1
(γ),

where P(W̃i,η̃i)r
i=1

(γ) is given by

P(W̃i,η̃i)r
i=1

(γ) =
r∏
i=1

EX

 ∏
w∈W̃i

(Znw(γ))η̃i(w)


and η̃i = {η̃i(w), w ∈ W̃i}.
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We next study the right hand side of (2.24) using Section 3 and in particular Proposition 3.10. Since
in Section 3 we consider connected subgraphs of G, we can apply the results of Section 3 to the subsets
W̃1, . . . , W̃r since by definition the associated subgraphs G(W̃1), . . . , G(W̃r) are connected. According to
Proposition 3.10, if W̃1, . . . , W̃r /∈ Wr, then either P(W̃i,η̃i)r

i=1
(γ) is invariant under TE0 for some E0 ⊂ E

with odd cardinality |E0| and we can add this term to hn, or

ρ(G) = |W | + |V | − |E|
2 − 1 <

r∑
i=1

(|W̃i| − 1).

Since
∑r
i=1 |W̃i| =

∑K
k=1

∑r(πk)
i=1 |W̃ k

i | =
∑K
k=1

∑|πk|
i=1 |W k

i | by (2.26) and since |W k
i | ≤ |Bki | by item (b),

we have that

r∑
i=1

(|W̃i| − 1) =
K∑
k=1

r(πk)∑
i=1

|W̃ k
i | − r(πk)

 =
K∑
k=1

|πk|∑
i=1

|W k
i | − r(πk)

 ≤
K∑
k=1

|πk|∑
i=1

|Bki | − |πk|

 ,

yielding

r∑
i=1

(|W̃i| − 1) ≤
K∑
k=1

(ℓk − 1) ,

where we used that ℓk =
∑|πk|
i=1 |Bki | by item (a) and that |πk| ≥ 1. This means that if ρ(G) <

∑r
i=1(|W̃i|−

1), then ρ(G) <
∑K
k=1 (ℓk − 1), showing that this term will provide an error term in gn, see (2.24). If

W̃1, . . . , W̃r ∈ Wr, it then follows from Proposition 3.10 that ρ(G) =
∑r
i=1(|W̃i|−1) and by the argument

above we have that

ρ(G) =
r∑
i=1

(|W̃i| − 1) ≤
K∑
k=1

(ℓk − 1),

with equality if |W k
i | = |Bki | (i.e., if ηWk

i
(w) = 1 for each w ∈ W k

i by (b)) and r(πk) = |πk| = 1. This
implies that in (2.24) the sum simplifies drastically and we may only consider trivial partitions which are
the full set, i.e., πk = {{1, . . . , ℓk}} for all k ∈ [K]. The main contribution to ΛnG is therefore given by
subsets W1, . . . ,WK ∈ WK , where we write W k

1 = Wk for every k ∈ [K] and |Wk| = ℓk ≥ 2. From (2.24)
we then have that

∑
K≥1

ℓi≥2,1≤i≤K

K∏
k=1

(
1

ℓk!nℓk−1κ
G
ℓk

(γ)
)

= hnG(γ) + 1
nρ(G)

∑
K≥1

∑
W1,...,WK∈WK

K∏
k=1

EX

[ ∏
w∈Wk

Znw(γ)
]

+ o

(
1

nρ(G)

)
,

where the error o
( 1
nρ(G)

)
is uniform when ∥γ∥∞ ≤ nϵ. This yields

ΛnG(γ) = eEX [Sn
G(γ)]

1 + hnG(γ) + 1
nρ(G)

∑
K≥1

∑
W1,...,WK∈WK

P(Wk)K
k=1

(γ) + o

(
1

nρ(G)

) ,

where hnG(γ) is a sum of functions which invariant under TE0 for some E0 ⊂ E such that |E0| is odd
and P(Wk)K

k=1
(γ) is given by P(Wk)K

k=1
(γ) =

∏K
k=1 EX

[∏
w∈Wk

Znw(γ)
]
. Finally, from Lemma 3.11, the

connected bipartite multigraphs G = (W ∪ V,E) in which all vertices have even degree and for which
there exists a collection W1, . . . ,WK ∈ WK for some integer K ≥ 1 are admissible graphs. In particular,
they have R ≥ 1 blocks Bi = G(WBi

) with |WBi
| ≥ 2 and S blocks each containing only one vertex from

W . Moreover, the subsets W1, . . . ,WK can be decomposed so that for each i ∈ [R], there exists an index
set Ii ⊆ [K] with Ii ∩ Ij = ∅ for i ̸= j, such that (Wℓ)ℓ∈Ii ∈ A|Ii|(WBi). Letting Ki = |Ii| and writing
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W i
1, . . . ,W

i
Ki

for (Wℓ)ℓ∈Ii
, we have∑

K≥1

∑
W1,...,WK∈WK

P(Wk)K
k=1

(γ)

= 1{G is an admissible graph}
∑

K1,...,KR≥1

∑
W 1

1 ,...,W
1
K1

∈AK1 (WB1 )

· · ·
∑

WR
1 ,...,W

R
KR

∈AKR
(WBR

)

R∏
i=1

P(W i
k

)Ki
k=1

(γ)

= 1{G is an admissible graph}

R∏
i=1

∑
K≥1

∑
W1,...,WK∈AK(WBi

)

P(Wk)K
k=1

(γ)

 .

This completes the proof of Lemma 2.21. □

3. Combinatorial estimates

Let G = (W ∪ V,E) be a finite, connected bipartite multigraph, where E is a multiset of edges
and m : E → N assigns the multiplicity to each edge e ∈ E. For some positive integer r, consider
subsets W1, . . . ,Wr of W , which may have a nontrivial intersection, and sequences η1, . . . ,ηr such that
ηi = {ηi(w), w ∈ Wi} ∈ N|Wi|. For every integer n ≥ 1, we define the following integral:∫ ∏

e∈E

m(e)∏
i=1

dγieg(γie)e
∑

w∈W
EX [Zn

w(γ)]
P(Wi,ηi)r

i=1
(γ), (3.1)

where g : R → R is an odd, L1-integrable function and P(Wi,ηi)r
i=1

(γ) is given by

P(Wi,ηi)r
i=1

(γ) =
r∏
i=1

EX

[ ∏
w∈Wi

(Znw(γ))ηi(w)

]
.

For every w ∈ W and integer n, the random variable Znw(γ) is defined by

Znw(γ) = n logEW
[
e
i
(∑

v∈V : v∼w

(
γ1

(w,v)+···+γm((w,v))
(w,v)

)
Xv

)
Ww

]
,

where Ww are i.i.d. random variables distributed according to νw and Xv are i.i.d. random variables
distributed according to νx (see Assumption 1.1). Notably, fixing w ∈ W , we observe that EX [Znw(γ)]
remains unchanged if we replace every γi(w,v) by −γi(w,v) for all v ∼ w and 1 ≤ i ≤ m((w, v)). This
invariance is due to the symmetry of νx and the fact that Xv appears only once inside EX [Znw(γ)].
For any subset E0 of E, let TE0 denote the map on R

∑
e∈E

m(e) that changes γie to −γie for every
i ∈ {1, . . . ,m(e)} and every e ∈ E0, while leaving the other entries unchanged. Under this notation,
EX [Znw(γ)] is invariant under the transformation T{e=(w,v) : v∼w}. Thus, the sum EX

[∑
w∈W Znw(γ)

]
is

invariant under TE . Since g is an odd function, it follows that if P(Wi,ηi)r
i=1

(γ) is invariant under TE0 for
some subset E0 ⊂ E with odd cardinality |E0|, then the integral (3.1) vanishes. In the first part of this
section, our goal is to determine conditions on W1, . . . ,Wr such that P(Wi,ηi)r

i=1
(γ) fails to be invariant

under TE0 for subsets E0 ⊂ E with odd cardinality.
Given the subsetsW1, . . . ,Wr ofW , we letG1, . . . , Gr denote the bipartite subgraphsGi = (Wi∪Vi, Ei)

given by Definition 2.2, where
Vi = {v ∈ V : ∃w ∈ Wi, v ∼ w},

and
Ei = {e = (w, v) ∈ E : w ∈ Wi, v ∈ Vi}.

We let degGi
(x) denote the degree of a vertex x ∈ Wi ∪Vi within the subgraph Gi, and deg(x) its degree

within the entire graph G. We assume that the subgraphs G1, . . . , Gr are connected, ensuring that the
expectation EX

[∏
w∈Wi

(Znw(γ))ηi(w)
]

in P(Wi,ηi)r
i=1

(γ) does not factorize. We now provide the necessary
conditions for the integral (3.1) to be nonvanishing.

Lemma 3.1. Let w̃1, . . . , w̃q, q ≥ 0, denote the vertices that belong to two or more subsets among
W1, . . . ,Wr (if W1, . . . ,Wr are disjoint, then q = 0). Consider the following conditions:

(A) for every i ∈ [r] and every w ∈ Wi, deg(w) = degGi
(w) ≥ 2;

(B) for every v ∈ ∪ri=1Vi, there exists at least one Vi such that degGi
(v) ≥ 2;
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(C) for every v ∈ Vi such that v ̸∼ w̃1, . . . , w̃q, degGi
(v) is even (if W1, . . . ,Wr are disjoint, then

degGi
(v) is even for all v ∈ Vi);

(D) for every e ∈ E\ ∪ri=1 Ei, m(e) is even.
If any of the conditions (A)-(D) is not satisfied, then there exists at least one subset E0 ⊂ E with
odd cardinality |E0| =

∑
e∈E0

m(e) such that P(Wi,ηi)r
i=1

(γ) is invariant under TE0 . As a result, the
integral (3.1) vanishes.

Proof. We first focus on condition (A). We observe that for every i ∈ [r] such that w ∈ Wi, the degree of
w in Gi is independent of i since the neighborhood of vertices in W does not depend on i. This implies
that deg(w) = degGi

(w) for all w ∈ ∪ri=1Wi. If (A) is not satisfied, then there exists w0 ∈ ∪ri=1Wi such
that deg(w0) = 1. For every i ∈ [r] such that w0 ∈ Wi, it follows that

EX

[ ∏
w∈Wi

(Znw(γ))ηi(w)

]
= EX

(Znw0
(γ)
)ηi(w0) ∏

w∈Wi\{w0}

(Znw(γ))ηi(w)


= EX

(n logEW
[
eiγ(w0,v0)Xv0Ww0

])ηi(w0) ∏
w∈Wi\{w0}

(Znw(γ))ηi(w)


is even in γ(w0,v0) since the law of Xv0 is symmetric and Xv0 appears only once inside the expectation.
This implies that P(Wi,ηi)r

i=1
(γ) is invariant under T(w0,v0) and (3.1) vanishes. If (B) is not satisfied, then

there exists at least one v0 ∈ ∪ri=1Vi with deg(v0) = 1 in ∪ri=1Gi. Let w0 ∈ W such that w0 ∼ v0. For
every i ∈ [r] such that w0 ∈ Wi, we have that

EX

[ ∏
w∈Wi

(Znw(γ))ηi(w)

]
= EX

(Znw0
(γ)
)ηi(w0) ∏

w∈Wi\{w0}

(Znw(γ))ηi(w)

 ,
where in this case Znw0

is given by

Znw0
(γ) = n logEW

[
e
i

(
γ(w0,v0)Xv0 +

∑
v∈V \{v0} : v∼w0

(γ1
(w0,v)+···+γm((w0,v))

(w0,v) )Xv

)
Ww0

]
.

Therefore, EX
[∏

w∈Wi
(Znw(γ))ηi(w)

]
is even in γ(w0,v0) since the law ofXv0 is symmetric andXv0 appears

only once inside the expectation. This implies that P(Wi,ηi)r
i=1

(γ) is even in γ(v0,w0) and the integral (3.1)
vanishes. We now consider condition (C) and we first assume that W1, . . . ,Wr are disjoint. If (C) is not
satisfied, then there exists at least one subgraph Gi with at least one v0 ∈ Vi such that degGi

(v0) is odd.
We let w1, . . . , wk ∈ Wi denote the neighbors of v0 in Gi. We then note that the expectation

EX

[ ∏
w∈Wi

(Znw(γ))ηi(w)

]
= EX

(Znw1
(γ)
)ηi(w1) · · ·

(
Znwk

(γ)
)ηi(wk) ∏

w∈Wi\{w1,...,wk}

(Znw(γ))ηi(w)


is invariant under TE0 for E0 = {(v0, wi) : i ∈ [k]} by the same argument used above. Since by as-
sumption W1, . . . ,Wr are disjoint, it follows that P(Wi,ηi)r

i=1
(γ) is also invariant under TE0 and |E0| =∑k

i=1 m((v0, wi)) = degGi
(v0) is odd. It remains to consider the case whereW1, . . . ,Wr are not necessarily

disjoint. We let I denote
I = {i ∈ [r] : ∃ j ∈ [q] such that w̃j ∈ Wi}

such that w̃1, . . . , w̃q ∈ ∪i∈IWi. We note that the subsets (Wi)i∈Ic are disjoint and have a trivial
intersection with ∪i∈IWi. Assume first that there exists v0 ∈ Vi for some i ∈ Ic such that degGi

(v0)
is odd. Then, by the above computation we have that EX

[∏
w∈Wi

(Znw(γ))ηi(w)
]

is invariant under TE0

for E0 = {(v0, w) : w ∈ Wi, w ∼ v0} and so does P(Wi,ηi)r
i=1

(γ) since Wi is disjoint from the other
subsets. We therefore assume that there is v0 ∈ Vi for some i ∈ I such that degGi

(v0) is odd and
such that the neighbors w1, . . . , wk of v0 in Gi are distinct from w̃1, . . . , w̃q. Since the expectation
E
[∏

w∈Wi
(Znw(γ))ηi(w)

]
is invariant under TE0 for E0 = {(v0, wi) : i ∈ [k]} by the above computation

and since w1, . . . , wk only belong to Wi by assumption, it then follows that the product P(Wi,ηi)r
i=1

(γ) is
also invariant under TE0 . The integral (3.1) vanishes since |E0| =

∑k
i=1 m((v0, wi)) = degGi

(v0) is odd.
Finally, assume that condition (D) is not satisfied. Then, there is e0 ∈ E\ ∪ri=1 Ei such that m(e0) is
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odd. The product P(Wi,ηi)r
i=1

(γ) is invariant under Te0 since it does not depend on γ1
e0
, . . . , γ

m(e0)
e0 . The

integral (3.1) vanishes since m(e0) is odd. □

With the conditions (A)-(D) from Lemma 3.1, our aim in the remainder of this section is to estimate
the sum

∑r
i=1 |Wi| in terms of |W |, |V |, and |E|. To this end, for some integer s ≥ 0, we partition

W\ ∪ri=1 Wi into s subsets Wr+1, . . . ,Wr+s such that ∪si=1Wr+i = W\ ∪ri=1 Wi, with the convention that
s = 0 if W = ∪ri=1Wi. The subsets Wr+1, . . . ,Wr+s may have a nontrivial intersection. We then define
the corresponding bipartite subgraphs G(Wr+1), . . . , G(Wr+s) as described in Definition 2.2 and assume
that G(Wr+1), . . . , G(Wr+s) are connected.

The first result addresses the case where the subsets W1, . . . ,Wr and Wr+1, . . . ,Wr+s are disjoint.
Since G is a connected graph and W1, . . . ,Wr+s are disjoint subsets, the corresponding subgraphs
G(W1), . . . , G(Wr+s) must be connected through vertices of V . We denote the set of common vertices of
V among the subgraphs G1, . . . , Gr as follows: for every k ∈ [2, r+s] and every 1 ≤ ℓ1 < · · · < ℓk ≤ r+s,
we set

VGℓ1 ,...,Gℓk
=
{
v ∈ V : ∃ 1 ≤ i < j ≤ k such that v ∈ Vℓi

∩ Vℓj

}
.

Lemma 3.2. Let G = (W ∪ V,E) and {Gi = G(Wi), 1 ≤ i ≤ r + s} be connected bipartite graphs such
that G = ∪ri=1Gi ⊔ ∪si=1Gr+i. Assume that

(i) W1, . . . ,Wr are disjoint and satisfy (A)-(C);
(ii) Wr+1, . . . ,Wr+s are disjoint and condition (D) holds, i.e., for every i ∈ [s] and every e ∈ Er+i,

m(e) is even.
Then, it holds that

|V | ≤ |E|
2 − (r + s) + 1, (3.2)

from which it follows that

|W | + |V | − |E|
2 − 1 ≤

r+s∑
i=1

(|Wi| − 1). (3.3)

Moreover, equality in (3.2), and thereby in (3.3), holds if and only if
(a) for every i ∈ [r] and every v ∈ Vi, degGi

(v) = 2;
(b) for every i ∈ [s] and every v ∈ Vr+i, degGr+i

(v) = 2;
(c) for every k ∈ [2, r + s] and every 1 ≤ ℓ1 < · · · < ℓk ≤ r + s, |VGℓ1 ,...,Gℓk

| ≤ k − 1.

Remark 3.3. The following observation concerns item (b) of Lemma 3.2. In particular, we observe that,
under both assumptions (i) and (ii) of Lemma 3.2, for every i ∈ [s] and every v ∈ Vr+i, degGr+i

(v) =
2 if and only if |Wr+i| = 1 and m((w, v)) = 2 for every w ∼ v. Assume first that degGi

(v) =∑
w∈Wr+i : w∼vm((w, v)) = 2 for every v ∈ Vr+i. Since m(e) ≥ 2 for every e ∈ Er+i by assumption

(ii), it follows that each vertex v ∈ Vr+i has exactly one neighbor, say wi ∈ Wr+i, and that m(e) = 2
for every e ∈ Er+i. This implies that |Wr+i| = 1 for every i ∈ [s], leading to

∑s
i=1(|Wr+i| − 1) = 0 and

s = |W | −
∑r
i=1 |Wi|. Now, assume that Wr+i = {wi} for every i ∈ [s], and that m((wi, v)) = 2 for every

v ∼ wi. In this case, each vertex v ∈ Vr+i has exactly one neighbor wi ∈ Wr+i, and since m((v, wi)) = 2,
it follows that degGr+i

(v) = m((wi, v)) = 2.

Proof. To prove (3.3), it suffices to show (3.2). Indeed, since W1, . . . ,Wr,Wr+1, . . . ,Wr+s are disjoint
by assumptions (i) and (ii), we have |W | =

∑r+s
i=1 |Wi| and (3.3) follows directly from (3.2). For every

i ∈ [r + s], let Gi = (Wi ∪ Vi, Ei) denote the induced subgraph as defined in Definition 2.2. Since
G is a connected graph and the subsets W1, . . . ,Wr+s are disjoint, the subgraphs G1, . . . , Gr+s are
connected, their set of edges E1, . . . , Er+s are disjoint, and they are connected through vertices in V .
By assumption (i), it holds that degGi

(v) ≥ 2 for every v ∈ Vi and i ∈ [r]. Similarly, by assumption
(ii), degGr+i

(v) =
∑
w∈Wr+i : w∼vm((w, v)) ≥ 2 for every v ∈ Vr+i and i ∈ [s]. This implies that the

connected components G1, . . . , Gr+s are connected by vertices in V with degG(v) =
∑
i degGi

(v) ≥ 4.
Assume that G1, . . . , Gr+s are connected by distinct vertices ṽ1, . . . , ṽp ∈ V for some integer p ≥ 1. For
every i ∈ [p], let n(ṽi) denote the number of components going through ṽi. We then see that

|V | =
r+s∑
i=1

|Vi| −
p∑
i=1

(n(ṽi) − 1) ≤
r+s∑
i=1

|Ei|
2 −

p∑
i=1

(n(ṽi) − 1) = |E|
2 −

p∑
i=1

(n(ṽi) − 1), (3.4)
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where the last equality follows from the fact that E1, . . . , Er+s are disjoint and the inequality follows
from

|Ei| =
∑
v∈Vi

∑
w∈Wi

m((w, v))1{(w,v)∈Ei} =
∑
v∈Vi

degGi
(v) ≥ 2|Vi|. (3.5)

We therefore need to estimate the term
∑p
i=1(n(ṽi) − 1) in (3.4). We first consider the n(ṽ1) components

going through ṽ1. One of them contains at least one vertex among ṽ2, . . . , ṽp, say ṽ2. There are at
most n(ṽ2) − 1 new components going through ṽ2, since at least one component is also connected to ṽ1.
Proceeding in this way, there are at most n(ṽ3) − 1 new components connected to ṽ3, since at least one
component is already connected to ṽ1 or ṽ2. Recursively, we obtain that n(ṽ1) +

∑p
i=2(n(ṽi) − 1) ≥ r+ s,

yielding
p∑
i=1

(n(ṽi) − 1) ≥ r + s− 1. (3.6)

Combining (3.4) and (3.6) we obtain that

|V | ≤ |E|
2 −

p∑
i=1

(n(ṽi) − 1) ≤ |E|
2 − (r + s) + 1,

which proves (3.2).

We now study the case of equality in (3.2). We first note from (3.5) that for every 1 ≤ i ≤ r + s,
|Ei| = |Vi|/2 if and only if degGi

(v) = 2 for every v ∈ Vi. In particular, we have equality in (3.4) if and
only if (a) and (b) holds. We therefore study the case of equality in (3.6). We first assume that item (c)
holds. We consider the n(ṽ1) components (Gi)i∈I1 going through ṽ1, where I1 = {1 ≤ i ≤ r+s : ṽ1 ∈ Gi}
and n(ṽ1) = |I1|. From item (c) it follows that |VGi,Gj | = |{ṽ1}| = 1 for every i, j ∈ I1, thus each of the
vertices ṽ2, . . . , ṽp belongs to at most one subgraph (Gi)i∈I1 . We may assume without loss of generality
that ṽ2 belongs to one of the components (Gi)i∈I1 . Then, there are exactly n(ṽ2) components (Gi)i∈I2

going through ṽ2, where I2 = {1 ≤ i ≤ r + s : ṽ2 ∈ Gi} and n(ṽ2) = |I2|. More precisely, there are
exactly n(ṽ2) − 1 new components going through ṽ2 since one component is already counted as it also
goes through ṽ1. Since |VGi,Gj | = |{ṽ2}| = 1 for every i, j ∈ I2 by item (c), the n(ṽ2)−1 new components
attached to ṽ2 do not share other vertices. Moreover, since by condition (c), |VGi,Gj ,Gk

| ≤ 2 for every
i, j, k ∈ I1 ∪ I2, it follows that each vertex ṽk for 3 ≤ k ≤ p belongs to at most one subgraph among
(Gi)i∈I1∪I2 . Otherwise, there are indices i ∈ I1 and j ∈ I2\I1 such that at least one vertex among
ṽ3, . . . , ṽp belongs to Vi ∩Vj , say ṽ3 ∈ Vi ∩Vj . If we denote by Gk, k ∈ I1 ∩ I2, the component containing
both ṽ1 and ṽ2, then this implies that |VGi,Gj ,Gk

| = |{ṽ1, ṽ2, ṽ3}| = 3, which is a contradiction to item (c).
We may assume without loss of generality that ṽ3 belongs to exactly one component among (Gi)i∈I1∪I2 .
Then, there are exactly n(ṽ3) − 1 new components going through ṽ3. Iterating the argument, we see that
condition (c) requires that at each time there are exactly n(ṽi) − 1 new components going through ṽi.
This implies equality in (3.6).

We now assume by contradiction that (c) is not verified for some k ∈ [2, r + s]. By definition, this
means that there are distinct indices ℓ1, . . . , ℓk ∈ [r + s] such that the subgraphs Gℓ1 , . . . , Gℓk

form a
cycle, i.e., |VGℓ1 ,...,Gℓk

| = k. We may assume without loss of generality that Gℓ1 and Gℓ2 are connected
through ṽ1, Gℓ2 and Gℓ3 through ṽ2, and so on, and finally Gℓk

and Gℓ1 are connected through ṽk. We
then proceed as before. We first fix the n(ṽ1) components going through ṽ1 and consider the n(ṽ2) − 1
new components going through ṽ2, and so on, and finally we have the n(ṽk) − 2 new components going
through ṽk (there are exactly n(ṽk) − 2 new components since Gℓk

and Gℓ1 have already been counted).
Moreover, there are at most n(ṽi) − 1 new components going through ṽi for every i ∈ [k + 1, p]. This
shows that

n(ṽ1) +
k−1∑
i=1

(n(ṽi) − 1) + (n(ṽk) − 2) +
p∑

i=k+1
(n(ṽi) − 1) ≥ r + s,

that is,
∑p
i=1(n(ṽi) − 1) ≥ r + s > r + s− 1, thus yielding a strict inequality in (3.6). □

It remains to address the case where W1, . . . ,Wr and Wr+1, . . . ,Wr+s are not necessarily disjoint.
Analogous to the definition for the set of common vertices of V , we define the set of common vertices of
W among the subgraphs G1, . . . , Gr as follows: for every k ∈ [2, r] and every 1 ≤ ℓ1 < · · · < ℓk ≤ r, we
set

WGℓ1 ,...,Gℓk
=
{
w ∈ V : ∃ 1 ≤ i < j ≤ k such that w ∈ Wℓi

∩Wℓj

}
.
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We can naturally extend this definition to the set of common vertices of W among the subgraphs
Gr+1, . . . , Gr+s. Note that by definition, W1, . . . ,Wr are disjoint from Wr+1, . . . ,Wr+s. We now de-
fine a merging operation for the subsets W1, . . . ,Wr and subgraphs G1, . . . , Gr sharing common vertices
in order to recover the original graph G.

Definition 3.4 (Merging procedure). Since W1, . . . ,Wr are not necessarily all disjoint, for an integer
q ≥ 0, we let w̃1, . . . , w̃q denote the vertices of W which belong to two or more subsets among W1, . . . ,Wr,
with the convention that q = 0 if W1, . . . ,Wr are disjoint. Specifically, we let I denote the subset of [r]
such that w̃1, . . . , w̃q ∈ ∪i∈IWi, i.e.,

I = {i ∈ [r] : ∃ j ∈ [q] such that w̃j ∈ Wi}.

By definition, the subsets (Wi)i∈Ic are disjoint and have a trivial intersection with ∪i∈IWi. For every
j ∈ [q], we also let Ij denote the subset of [r] such that w̃j ∈ ∩i∈Ij

Wi, i.e.,

Ij = {i ∈ [r] : w̃j ∈ Wi}.

We note that I = ∪qj=1Ij . Let C denote the number of components of ∪i∈IWi. Then, for every i ∈ [C],
we let Ĩi denote the maximal subset of I such that ∪j∈Ĩi

Wj is connected and we set

W̃i = ∪j∈Ĩi
Wj ,

where we remove the repeated copies of w̃j for every j ∈ [q] such that Ĩi∩Ij ̸= ∅. By definition, Ĩi∩Ĩj = ∅
for every i ̸= j, so that I = ⊔Ci=1Ĩi. In this way, we obtain C disjoint subsets W̃1, . . . , W̃C such that

∪i∈IWi = ⊔Ci=1W̃i.

Then, for every i ∈ [C], we merge the subgraphs {G(Wj), j ∈ Ĩi} containing w̃j for every j ∈ [q] such that
Ĩi ∩ Ij ̸= ∅ and remove the repeated copies of w̃j as well as the associated edges and vertices v ∼ w̃j . We
also remove the repeated copies of vertices of V which are not adjacent to w̃1, . . . , w̃q. From this merging
operation, we obtain C + |Ic| disjoint subsets such that ∪ri=1Wi =

(
⊔Ci=1W̃i

)
⊔ (⊔i∈IcWi).

The following example refers to Figure 2 and aims to clarify the previous definition.

Example 3.5. Consider the connected bipartite graph of Figure 2a, along with three different collections
of subsets of W shown in Figures 2b-2d. We note the following.

• Figure 2b: The subsets W1 and W2 are disjoint and satisfy W = W1 ⊔W2, thus I = ∅.
• Figure 2c: The subset W1 is disjoint from both W3 and W4, while W3 ∩ W4 = {w5}. Thus,

I = {3, 4}. Applying the merging procedure from Definition 3.4 to W3 and W4 results in the
subset W̃1 = {w5, . . . w12}, which corresponds to W2 from Figure 2b. Moreover, W1 and W̃1 are
disjoint, satisfying W = W1 ⊔W̃1. Merging the subgraphs G3 = G(W3) and G4 = G(W4) removes
the repeated copy of w5, as well as the repeated copy of the vertices v2, v3, v4, and v5 and of their
associated edges. The resulting graph G̃1 corresponds to G2 from Figure 2b.

• Figure 2d: The subsets W5 and W6 are disjoint from W2, while W5 ∩ W6 = {w4}, leading to
I = {5, 6}. Applying the merging procedure to W5 and W6 gives W̃1 = {w1, . . . , w4}, which
corresponds to W1 from Figure 2b. Merging the subgraphs G5 and G6 removes the duplicate
copy of w4 as well as the repeated copy of the vertices v2, v3, v4 and of their associated edges.
The resulting graph G̃1 thus corresponds to the graph G1 in Figure 2b.

For the following result, consider integer q ≥ 0 and let w̃1, . . . , w̃q denote the vertices of W that
belong to two or more subsets among W1, . . . ,Wr. Similarly, consider integer q′ ≥ 0 and let w′

1, . . . , w
′
q′

denote the vertices that belong to two or more subsets among Wr+1, . . . ,Wr+s. More precisely, let I
denote the subset of [r] such that w̃1, . . . , w̃q ∈ ∪i∈IWi, and let J be the subset of {r + 1, . . . , r + s}
such that w′

1, . . . , w
′
q′ ∈ ∪i∈JWi. Following the merging procedure outlined in Definition 3.4, we merge

the subgraphs that share vertices in ∪i∈IWi. This results in C disjoint subgraphs, denoted by {G̃i =
G(W̃i), 1 ≤ i ≤ C}, where C is the number of connected components of ∪i∈IWi. Similarly, applying
the merging procedure to the subgraphs that share vertices in ∪i∈JWi results in C ′ disjoint subgraphs,
denoted by {G′

i = G(W ′
i ), 1 ≤ i ≤ C ′}, where C ′ is the number of connected components of ∪i∈JWi.

Thus, ∪si=1Gr+i is decomposed into disjoint subgraphs G′
1, . . . , G

′
C′ , along with the subgraphs (Gi)i∈J c

that do not share vertices with others. As a result, given the subsets W1, . . . ,Wr and Wr+1, . . . ,Wr+s,
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along with their corresponding subgraphs Gi = G(Wi) for i ∈ [r + s], the merging procedure results in
disjoint connected subgraphs that we denote by

{Ḡi, 1 ≤ i ≤ C + C ′ + |Ic| + |J c|} = {G̃1, . . . , G̃C , (Gi)i∈Ic , G′
1, . . . , G

′
C′ , (Gi)i∈J c}.

Lemma 3.6. Let G = (W ∪ V,E) and {Gi = G(Wi), 1 ≤ i ≤ r + s} be connected bipartite graphs such
that G = ∪ri=1Gi ⊔ ∪si=1Gr+i. Assume that

(i) the subsets W1, . . . ,Wr satisfy (A)-(C);
(ii) condition (D) holds, i.e., for every i ∈ [s] and every e ∈ Er+i, m(e) is even.

Then, it holds that

|W | + |V | − |E|
2 − 1 ≤

r+s∑
i=1

(|Wi| − 1). (3.7)

With the notation introduced above, equality in (3.7) holds if and only if

(a) for every 2 ≤ k ≤ |I| and every distinct ℓ1, . . . , ℓk ∈ I, |WGℓ1 ,...,Gℓk
| ≤ k − 1;

(b) for every i ∈ [C] and v ∈ Ṽi, degG̃i
(v) = 2, and for every i ∈ Ic and v ∈ Vi, degGi

(v) = 2;
(c) for every i ∈ [C ′] and v ∈ V ′

i , degG′
i
(v) = 2, and for every i ∈ J c and v ∈ Vi, degGi

(v) = 2;
(d) for every 2 ≤ k ≤ C + C ′ + |Ic| + |J c| and every distinct ℓ1, . . . , ℓk, |VḠℓ1 ,...,Ḡℓk

| ≤ k − 1.

Proof. Consider first the subsets (Wk)k∈I . The merging procedure described by Definition 3.4 yields C
disjoint subsets W̃1, . . . , W̃C such that ∪k∈IWk = ⊔Ci=1W̃i. Fix i ∈ [C] and recall that the subset W̃i is
obtained by merging the subsets Wk for k ∈ Ĩi and by removing any repeated copy of w̃j for every j ∈ [q]
such that Ij ∩ Ĩi ̸= ∅. This implies that

|W̃i| =
∑
k∈Ĩi

|Wk| −
q∑
j=1

(|Ij ∩ Ĩi| − 1)1{Ij∩Ĩi ̸=∅}.

Furthermore, according to Definition 3.4, if there exists j ∈ [q] such that Ij ∩ Ĩi ̸= ∅, then Ij ⊆ Ĩi,
yielding

|W̃i| =
∑
k∈Ĩi

|Wk| −
q∑
j=1

(|Ij | − 1)1{Ij∩Ĩi ̸=∅}. (3.8)

We therefore need to estimate the sum
∑q
j=1(|Ij | − 1)1{Ij∩Ĩi ̸=∅}. We can proceed in a similar way as

done in the proof of Lemma 3.2. Let j1, . . . , jm ∈ [q] denote the indices such that Ijk
∩ Ĩi ̸= ∅. That is,

w̃j1 , . . . , w̃jm
are the vertices in (w̃j)j∈[q] that belong to W̃i. We first consider the |Ij1 | subgraphs sharing

the vertex w̃j1 . One of them contains at least one vertex among w̃j2 , . . . , w̃jm , say w̃j2 . Then there are at
most |Ij2 | − 1 new components going through w̃j2 , since at least one component is also connected to w̃j1 .
Similarly, there are at most |Ij3 | − 1 new components going through w̃j3 , since at least one component is
already connected to w̃j1 or w̃j2 . Iterating this argument for each w̃jk

for k ∈ [m], we obtain that

|Ij1 | +
m∑
k=2

(|Ijk
| − 1) ≥ |Ĩi|,

leading to
m∑
k=1

(|Ijk
| − 1) ≥ |Ĩi| − 1, (3.9)

Combining (3.8) and (3.9) yields

|W̃i| ≤
∑
k∈Ĩi

|Wk| − |Ĩi| + 1 =
∑
k∈Ĩi

(|Wk| − 1) + 1,

so that
C∑
i=1

|W̃i| ≤
C∑
i=1

∑
k∈Ĩi

(|Wk| − 1) + C =
∑
k∈I

(|Wk| − 1) + C. (3.10)
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Now, consider the subsets (Wk)k∈J . By the merging procedure described in Definition 3.4, we obtain
C ′ disjoint subsets W ′

1, . . . ,W
′
C′ such that ∪k∈JWk = ⊔C′

i=1W
′
i . Following the previous arguments, we

deduce that
C′∑
i=1

|W ′
i | ≤

∑
k∈J

(|Wk| − 1) + C ′. (3.11)

The subsets W̃1, . . . , W̃C , (Wi)i∈Ic are disjoint and satisfy (A)-(C). The W ′
1, . . . ,W

′
C′ , (Wi)i∈J c are also

disjoint, and the multiplicity of each edge in E′
i for i ∈ [C ′] and in Ei for i ∈ J c is even, as the merging

operation preserves edge multiplicities. Applying Lemma 3.2 we therefore obtain that

|W | + |V | ≤
C∑
i=1

(|W̃i| − 1) +
∑
i∈Ic

(|Wi| − 1) +
C′∑
i=1

(|W ′
i | − 1) +

∑
i∈J c

(|Wi| − 1) + |E|
2 + 1

≤
∑
i∈I

(|Wi| − 1) +
∑
i∈Ic

(|Wi| − 1) +
∑
i∈J

(|Wi| − 1) +
∑
i∈J c

(|Wi| − 1) + |E|
2 + 1

=
r+s∑
i=1

(|Wi| − 1) + |E|
2 + 1.

(3.12)

Here, we used (3.10) and (3.11) for the second inequality, along with the fact that
∑r
i=1 |Wi| =

∑
i∈I |Wi|+∑

i∈Ic |Wi| and
∑s
i=1 |Wr+i| =

∑
i∈J |Wi| +

∑
i∈J c |Wi| for the third equality. This shows the inequal-

ity (3.7).
Now, we study the case of equality in (3.7). According to Lemma 3.2, we have equality in the first line

of (3.12) if and only if the following conditions are satisfied:

(b) for every i ∈ Ic and v ∈ Vi, degGi
(v) = 2, and for every i ∈ [C] and v ∈ Ṽi, degG̃i

(v) = 2;
(c) for every i ∈ J c and v ∈ Vi, degGi

(v) = 2, and for every i ∈ [C ′] and v ∈ V ′
i , degG′

i
(v) = 2;

(d) for every 2 ≤ k ≤ C + C ′ + |Ic| + |J c| and every distinct indices ℓ1, . . . , ℓk, we have that
|VḠℓ1 ,...,Ḡℓk

| ≤ k − 1.

Therefore, equality in (3.7) holds if and only if we also achieve equality in the second line of (3.12), which
is equivalent to having equality in (3.9). It remains to show that equality in (3.9) holds if and only if
condition (a) is satisfied. Note that, by Definition 3.4, I = ⊔Ci=1Ĩi. Condition (a) is therefore equivalent
to requiring that, for every i ∈ [C], every 2 ≤ k ≤ |Ĩi|, and every distinct indices ℓ1, . . . , ℓk ∈ Ĩi, it holds
that |WGℓ1 ,...,Gℓk

| ≤ k − 1. The remainder of the argument follows the same approach as in the proof of
Lemma 3.2. □

We now introduce the class Wr of subsets of r subsets of W in order to state the key combinatorial
identity proved in this section.

Definition 3.7 (Class Wr of subsets). Let G = (W ∪ V,E) be a finite, connected bipartite multigraph.
Consider r ≥ 1 subsets W1, . . . ,Wr of W such that ∪ri=1Wi ⊆ W . Let G1 = G(W1), . . . , Gr = G(Wr)
denote the corresponding subgraphs, where Gi = (Wi ∪ Vi, Ei) as defined in Definition 2.2. Set s =
|W | − | ∪ri=1Wi| and let w1, . . . , ws denote the vertices of W\ ∪ri=1Wi. Let w̃1, . . . , w̃q denote the vertices
in W that are shared by several subsets Wi. Let I denote the subset of [r] such that each w̃j lies in
∪i∈IWi, and let C be the number of connected components of ∪i∈IWi. The subgraphs obtained by
merging {Gi, i ∈ I} as per Definition 3.4 are denoted by {G̃i = G(W̃i), 1 ≤ i ≤ C}.

We say that the subsets W1, . . . ,Wr belong to the class Wr if the following conditions are satisfied:
(1) for every i ∈ [r], |Wi| ≥ 2;
(2) the subgraphs G1, . . . , Gr are connected;
(3) for every e ∈ E\ ∪ri=1 Ei, m(e) = 2;
(4) for every i ∈ [r] and w ∈ Wi, degGi

(w) = deg(w) ≥ 2;
(5) for every v ∈ ∪ri=1Vi, there exists at least one Vi such that degGi

(v) ≥ 2;
(6) for every i ∈ Ic and v ∈ Vi, degGi

(v) = 2, and for every i ∈ [C] and v ∈ Ṽi, degG̃i
(v) = 2;

(7) for every 2 ≤ k ≤ |I| and distinct ℓ1, . . . , ℓk ∈ I, |WGℓ1 ,...,Gℓk
| ≤ k − 1;

(8) for any 2 ≤ k ≤ C + |Ic| + s and distinct ℓ1, . . . , ℓk ∈ {1, . . . , C + |Ic| + s}, |VḠℓ1 ,...,Ḡℓk
| ≤ k − 1,

where {Ḡi, 1 ≤ i ≤ C + |Ic| + s} denotes the set {G̃1, . . . , G̃C , (Gi)i∈Ic , G({w1}), . . . , G({ws})}.
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Example 3.8 (Example 3.5 continued). Consider the connected bipartite graph in Figure 2a, along with
three different collections of subsets of W shown in Figures 2b-2d.

• Figure 2b: The subsets W1 and W2 are elements of W2.
• Figure 2c: The subsets W1,W3, and W4 belong to W3.
• Figure 2d: The subsets W5,W6, and W2 do not belong to W3. Indeed, condition (5) of Defini-

tion 3.7 is not satisfied since v2 ∈ V5 ∩ V6 and degG5(v2) = degG6(v2) = 1.

Example 3.9. Figure 3 provides a second example of a connected bipartite graph G = (W ∪ V,E),
for which there exists at least a collection of subsets W1, . . . ,WK ∈ WK for some integer K ≥ 1. In
particular, there are two such collections: the subset W1 = {w2, . . . , w6}, belonging to W1, and the
subsets W2 = {w2, w3, w4, w5} and W3 = {w3, w6}, belonging to W2. Note that, in this case, the graph
obtained by merging G(W2) and G(W3) corresponds to G(W1).

The following result is a direct consequence of the results of this section, namely Lemmas 3.1, 3.2,
and 3.6.

Proposition 3.10. Let G = (W ∪ V,E) be a finite, connected bipartite multigraph. Consider r subsets
W1, . . . ,Wr of W such that the corresponding subgraphs G1, . . . , Gr are connected.

(a) If W1, . . . ,Wr /∈ Wr, then either P(Wi,ηi)r
i=1

(γ) is invariant under TE0 for some E0 ⊂ E with odd
cardinality, or

r∑
i=1

(|Wi| − 1) > |W | + |V | − |E|
2 − 1.

(b) If W1, . . . ,Wr ∈ Wr, then
r∑
i=1

(|Wi| − 1) = |W | + |V | − |E|
2 − 1.

The final result of this section characterizes the connected bipartite multigraphs G = (W ∪ V,E)
in which all vertices have even degrees and for which there exists at least one collection of subsets
W1, . . . ,WK of W belonging to WK for some integer K ≥ 1. We focus on bipartite multigraphs with
vertices of even degree, as this framework is used in Section 2 to prove Lemma 2.21. The following result
shows that these graphs are in bijection with admissible graphs, as defined in Definition 2.8.

Lemma 3.11. Let G = (W ∪ V,E) be a connected bipartite multigraph in which all vertices have even
degree. Then, there exists at least one collection of subsets W1, . . . ,WK ⊆ W belonging to WK for some
integer K ≥ 1 if and only if the following conditions holds:

(a) G is an admissible graph with R = |E|
2 +1−|V |−S blocks such that Bi = G(WBi

) with |WBi
| ≥ 2

for every i ∈ [R],
(b) for every i ∈ [R], there exists an index set Ii ⊆ [K] with Ii ∩ Ij = ∅ for every i ̸= j and

K =
∑R
i=1 |Ii|, such that the subsets (Wℓ)ℓ∈Ii

belong to A|Ii|(WBi
).

Proof. We first assume that there are subsets W1, . . . ,WK ⊆ W such that W1, . . . ,WK ∈ WK for some
integer K ≥ 1. Applying the merging procedure of Definition 3.4 to W1, . . . ,WK , we obtain disjoint
subsets W̄1, . . . , W̄R with |W̄i| ≥ 2. These subsets correspond to W̃1, . . . , W̃C , (Wi)i∈Ic according to
Definition 3.7. Thus, R = C + |Ic|. Additionally, there are S vertices in W\ ∪Ki=1 Wi. From Lemma 3.2,
we deduce that R + S = |E|/2 + 1 − |V |. This implies that G consists of R + S disjoint subgraphs
connected through vertices in V . Condition (8) of Definition 3.7 ensures that G is a block tree with R+S
blocks. Specifically, there are R ≥ 1 blocks Bi = G(WBi

) where WBi
= W̄i, and S blocks, each containing

exactly one vertex in W . The degree condition (c) of Definition 2.8 is satisfied due to the items (3), (4),
and (6) of Definition 3.7 and by the assumption that the vertices in W ∪ V have even degree. Hence,
the graph G is admissible. For every k ∈ [R], let Īk denote the subset of [K] such that W̄k = ∪i∈Īk

Wi

(see also Definition 3.4). By definition, Īk ∩ Īℓ = ∅ for all k ̸= ℓ and
∑R
k=1 |Īk| = K. Furthermore,

we have (Wi)i∈Īk
∈ A|Īk|(W̄k). Indeed, condition (a) of Definition 2.11 follows from condition (1) of

Definition 3.7, condition (b) from condition (2), condition (c) from condition (5), and condition (d) from
condition (7). The result follows by setting Ii = Īi.

Assume now that G is an admissible graph with R+ S blocks, where R blocks contain more than one
vertex from W and S blocks contain exactly one vertex from W . Denote the R blocks as Bi = G(WBi).
Assume further that for every i ∈ [R], there exists an admissible decomposition of WBi , i.e., there exists
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Figure 4. A simple bipartite cycle of length 12.

W i
1, . . . ,W

i
|Ii| ∈ A|Ii|(WBi

). We aim to show that the subsets (W i
1, . . . ,W

i
|Ii|)i∈R belong to WK , where

K =
∑R
i=1 |Ii|. The conditions (1), (2), (5), and (7) of Definition 3.7 follow directly from conditions (a),

(b), (c), and (d) of Definition 2.11. Condition (4) of Definition 3.7 follows from item (c) of Definition 2.8.
Condition (3) is fulfilled by condition (c) of Definition 2.8 because, in the S blocks containing exactly
one vertex from W , every vertex in V has degree 2, thus edges within such blocks have multiplicity 2.
It remains to check conditions (6) and (8). By definition, for every j ∈ [|Ii|],∪k ̸=jW

i
k ∩W i

j ̸= ∅, so that
merging the subsets W i

1, . . . ,W
i
|Ii| results in one connected component W̄i = WBi . By condition (c) of

Definition 2.8, it follows that (6) is satisfied. Moreover, condition (8) is satisfied by the fact that G is a
block tree. □

4. Convergence of matrix moments

This section is devoted to the proof of Theorem 1.4. We begin by proving the convergence in ex-
pectation of the moments of YmY ⊤

m and by computing the corresponding limit. As discussed in Subsec-
tion 1.3, the expected kth moment of YmY ⊤

m corresponds to the traffic trace associated to the test graph
Tcycle = (W ∪ V,E, Ym), where G = (W ∪ V,E) denotes the simple bipartite cycle of length 2k. Our
approach thus relies on applying Proposition 2.16.

Throughout this section, let G = (W∪V,E) denote the non-oriented simple bipartite cycle of length 2k,
with edges e = (w, v) connected vertices from W to V . We define W = {w1, . . . , wk} and V = {v1, . . . , vk}
as the vertex sets and assume the vertices are labeled in cyclic order such that wi < vi < wi+1 for every
i ∈ [k], with the convention that wk+1 = w1. The set of unordered edges E is then labeled by pairs of
cyclically adjacent vertices, i.e., E = ∪ki=1{(wi, vi), (wi+1, vi)}. See Figure 4 for an illustration. According
to Proposition 2.16, we have that

lim
m,n,p→∞

E
[

1
p

Tr(YmY ⊤
m )k

]
= lim
m,n,p→∞

τp,m,n [Tcycle] =
∑

π∈P(V )

∑
µ∈P(W )

τ0
Gπ,µ , (4.1)

where Gπ,µ is the graph obtained from G by identifying vertices of V which belong to the same block
of π and vertices of W which belong to the same block of µ. We do not identify edges, so Gπ,µ may
have multiple edges. The limiting injective trace τ0

Gπ,µ is given by (2.4) if Gπ,µ is a double tree, by (2.5)
if Gπ,µ is an admissible graph, and vanishes otherwise. The goal of this section is thus to compute the
right-hand side of (4.1). To do so, we first need to identify the partitions π ∈ P(V ) and µ ∈ P(W ) for
which the graph Gπ,µ is either a double tree or an admissible graph.

4.1. Basic definitions on partition of sets

We first introduce some general definitions about partitions of sets that will apply to both sets W and
V . We start with some classical definitions.

Definition 4.1. Let X = {x1, . . . , xk} be a set where elements are labeled in cyclic order, meaning
xi < xi+1, with the convention that xk+1 = x1.

(a) A partition π of X is a decomposition π = {B1, . . . , B|π|} into disjoint, non-empty subsets Bi,
called the blocks of the partition. The number of blocks of π is denoted by |π|. Given two elements
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xi, xj ∈ X, we write xi ∼π xj if xi and xj belong to the same block. The set of all partitions of
X is denoted by P(X).

(b) The partition π = {X} ∈ P(X) with only one block is called the singleton partition (or the trivial
partition). The partition π = {{x} : x ∈ X} ∈ P(X) is called the partition of singletons.

(c) A partition π ofX is called crossing if there exist indices i1 < j1 < i2 < j2 such that xi1 ∼π xi2 ̸∼π

xj1 ∼π xj2 . If no such indices exist, π ∈ P(X) is noncrossing. The set of noncrossing partitions
of X is denoted by N C(X). Note that π = {X} ∈ N C(X) and π = {{x} : x ∈ X} ∈ N C(X).

(d) Let Bi = {xi1 , . . . , xi|Bi|} and Bj = {xj1 , . . . , xj|Bj |} be two blocks of a partition π ∈ P(X),
ordered as xi1 < · · · < xi|Bi| and xj1 < · · · < xj|Bj | . We say Bi < Bj if there exist consecutive
elements xjℓ

, xjℓ+1 ∈ Bj such that xjℓ
< xi1 < · · · < xi|Bi| < xjℓ+1.

We now introduce two additional definitions needed to describe the matrix moments.

Definition 4.2. Let X = {x1, . . . , xk} be a cyclically ordered set.
(e) For a partition π of X, let b(π) denote the collection of nearest neighbor pairs within a same

block of π:
b(π) = ∪ki=1 {(xi, xi+1) : xi ∼π xi+1} .

Since X is cyclic, (xk, x1) is also included whenever xk ∼π x1. In particular, in the singleton
partition π = {X}, every pair of neighbors belongs to the same block, i.e., b(π) = {(xi, xi+1) : i ∈
[k]}, and |b(π)| = k.

(f) For a partition π of X, let c(π) denote the collection of pairs of next elements within a block such
that, for every other pair of elements in a same block, the two pairs do not intersect:

c(π) = ∪k−1
i=1 ∪kj=i+1

{
(xi, xj) : xj = min{xℓ : xℓ ∼π xi and ∄ xp ∼π xq such that

xi < xp < xℓ < xq or xp < xi < xq < xℓ}
}
.

Here, pairs (xi, xj) and (xp, xq) are said to intersect (or cross) if they satisfy xi < xp < xj < xq
or xp < xi < xq < xj . For a noncrossing partition π ∈ N C(X), c(π) simplifies to

c(π) = ∪k−1
i=1 ∪kj=i+1 {(xi, xj) : xj = min{xℓ : xℓ ∼π xi}} = ∪|π|

i=1 ∪|Bi|−1
j=1

{
(xij , xij+1)

}
,

where each block Bi = {xi1 , . . . , xi|Bi|} is ordered as xi1 < xi2 < · · · < xi|Bi| . In this case, we

have |c(π)| =
∑|π|
i=1(|Bi| − 1) = k − |π|.

Remark 4.3. The collection b(π) is contained in c(π), except when there exists 1 < ℓ < k such that
x1 ∼π xℓ ∼π xk and (x1, xℓ) is not an intersecting pair. Indeed, every (xi, xi+1) ∈ b(π) for i ∈ [k − 1]
obviously belongs to c(π). However, if (xk, x1) ∈ b(π), the only case in which it does not belong to c(π)
is when there exists an element x1 < xℓ < xk in the same block such that there are no pairs (xp, xq) in
another block, with xp ∼π xq, that intersect (x1, xℓ).

We provide an example for items (e) and (f) of Definition 4.2.

Example 4.4. Consider a set X = {x1, . . . , x10} labeled in cyclic order and consider the following
crossing partition:

π = {{x1, x3, x5}, {x2, x4}, {x6, x7, x9}, {x8, x10}}.
In this case, there is exactly one pair of nearest neighbor elements within a block, namely, b(π) =
{(x6, x7)}. Furthermore, we have c(π) = {(x1, x5), (x6, x7)}. To illustrate, consider the first block
{x1, x3, x5} in π. This block has three possible pairs of elements, i.e., (x1, x3), (x1, x5, and (x3, x5).
However, only (x1, x5) ∈ c(π), as it is the only pair that does not intersect with any pair in other blocks.
For instance, the pair (x1, x3) /∈ c(π) since there exists x2 ∼π x4 such that x1 < x2 < x3 < x4. Similarly,
(x3, x5) /∈ (̧π) since x2 < x3 < x5 < x5. The second block in π contains only the pair (x2, x4), which does
not belong to c(π) since it intersects with (x1, x3) and (x3, x5) in the first block. For the third block in
π, we have three possible pairs (x6, x7), (x6, x9), and (x7, x9). We have (x6, x7) ∈ c(π) since it consists of
nearest neighbor elements within the block, and thus it cannot intersect with any pairs in other blocks.
The pairs (x7, x9) and (x6, x9) do not belong to c(π) because they intersect with (x8, x10).

Throughout, let G = (W ∪ V,E) denote the simple bipartite cycle of length 2k, as introduced at the
beginning of this section. We next describe the set Wπ associated to a partition π ∈ P(W ∪ V ).
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w1

ṽ1

w5

ṽ2w6

w3

w4

v3

Figure 5. The graph Gπ associated to the noncrossing partition π =
{{v1, v5, v6}, {v2, v4}, v3}, where the vertex ṽ1 denotes the vertex obtained by merging
v1, v5, v6 and the vertex ṽ2 denotes the vertex obtained by merging v2, v4. The subsets
Wπ

1 = {w1, w5},Wπ
2 = {w3, w4}, and Wπ

3 = {w6} denote the finest partition of Wπ.

Definition 4.5 (Wπ for π ∈ N C(V )). Let w1 ̸= · · · ≠ wk, and consider a noncrossing partition π ∈
N C(V ) with blocks B1, . . . , B|π|. The set Wπ corresponds to the finest partition of W constructed as
follows. Consider two blocks Bi = {vi1 , . . . , vi|Bi|} and Bj = {vj1 , . . . , vj|Bj |} of π with |Bi| ≥ 2 and
|Bj | ≥ 2, and assume that Bi < Bj , say vj1 < vi1 < · · · < vi|Bi| < vj2 < · · · < vj|Bj | . We then define
disjoint subsets for the elements of W corresponding to the block Bi, denoted by W i

1, . . . ,W
i
|Bi|−1, as

follows:
W i
ℓ = {wiℓ+1, . . . , wiℓ+1} for 1 ≤ ℓ ≤ |Bj | − 1. (4.2)

Similarly, for the block Bj , the disjoint subsets W j
1 , . . . ,W

j
|Bj |−1 are defined by

W j
1 = {wj1+1, . . . wi1} ∪ {wi|Bi|+1, . . . , wj2},

W j
ℓ = {wiℓ+1, . . . , wiℓ+1} for 2 ≤ ℓ ≤ |Bj | − 1.

If a block Bk contains no other blocks within it, we define the subsets W k
1 , . . . ,W

k
|Bk|−1 as given in (4.2).

We proceed in this way for every block of π with at least two elements. Since each block Bi defines |Bi|−1
disjoint subsets, we obtain k−|π| =

∑|π|
i=1(|Bi|−1) disjoint subsets, denoted hereafter by Wπ

1 , . . . ,W
π
k−|π|.

Additionally, we set Wπ
k−|π|+1 = W\ ⊔k−|π|

i=1 Wi, which corresponds to the remaining vertices in W . The
finest partition of Wπ is given by

Wπ = ⊔k−|π|+1
i=1 Wπ

i .

Let Sπ denote the number of subsets among Wπ
1 , . . . ,W

π
k−|π|,W

π
k−|π|+1 that have exactly one element.

According to Definition 4.2, Sπ corresponds to the number |b(π)| of nearest neighbor pairs within a same
block of π. Thus, the number of subsets with cardinality at least 2 is given by Rπ = k − |π| + 1 − Sπ.
We denote by Wπ

1 , . . . ,W
π
Rπ

the subsets with more than one element, and by Wπ
Rπ+1, . . . ,W

π
Rπ+Sπ

those
with exactly one element.

Remark 4.6. The graph Gπ = G(Wπ) obtained from a noncrossing partition π ∈ N C(V ) and with w1 ̸=
· · · ̸= wk is a block tree. The blocks of Gπ consists of the connected subgraphs G(Wπ

1 ), . . . , G(Wπ
Rπ+Sπ

),
as defined according to Definition 2.2. The separating vertices in V are those obtained by merging vertices
within the same block of π. There are

∑|π|
i=1 1{|Bi|≥2} separating vertices in V . Each subgraph G(Wπ

i )
is a bipartite cycle of length 2|Wπ

i |, as the vertices are arranged in a cycle and between any two adjacent
elements of Wπ

i there is exactly one element of V πi . As a result, Gπ is a cactus graph. See Figure 5 for
an example.

As we will see later in Lemma 4.13, if π ∈ P(V ) is crossing then the parameter τ0
Gπ vanishes. We now

consider the partitions of W and begin with the noncrossing ones.

Definition 4.7 (Wπ for π ∈ N C(W )). Let v1 ̸= · · · ̸= vk, and consider a noncrossing partition π ∈
N C(W ) with blocks B1, . . . , B|π|. We define Wπ recursively as follows.

1. Consider a block Bi = {wi1 , . . . , wi|Bi|} of π with |Bi| ≥ 2 and wi1 < · · · < wi|Bi| . Define the
subsets W i

1, . . . ,W
i
|Bi| by

W i
ℓ = {wiℓ+1, . . . , wiℓ+1−1} ∪ {w̃i} for 1 ≤ ℓ ≤ |Bi| − 1,

W i
|Bi| = {wi|Bi|+1, . . . , wi1−1} ∪ {w̃i},
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w̃1 w̃2v1

v6

v2
w3 v3

v4

v5

w5

Figure 6. The graph Gπ associated to the noncrossing partition π =
{{w1, w2}, w3, {w4, w6}, w5}, where the vertex w̃1 denotes the vertex obtained by merg-
ing w1, w2 and the vertex w̃2 denotes the vertex obtained by merging w4, w6. Merging
the subsets Wπ

1 = {w̃1, w̃2, w3} and Wπ
2 = {w̃2, w5} gives Wπ.

where w̃i denotes the vertex obtained by merging wi1 , . . . , wi|Bi| . Note that w̃i is the unique
common vertex shared by the subsets W i

1, . . . ,W
i
|Bi|.

2. Consider another block Bj = {wj1 , . . . , wj|Bj |} with |Bj | ≥ 2 and wj1 < · · · < wj|Bj | . Since π is
noncrossing, the vertices wj1 , . . . , wj|Bj | must belong to exactly one subset among W i

1, . . . ,W
i
|Bi|,

say W i
1. The block Bj then provides a decomposition of W i

1 into subsets W j
1 , . . . ,W

j
|Bj | defined

by

W j
ℓ = {wjℓ+1, . . . , wjℓ+1−1} ∪ {w̃j} for 1 ≤ ℓ ≤ |Bj | − 1,

W j
|Bj | = {wj|Bj |+1, . . . , wi2−1, wi1+1, . . . , wj1−1} ∪ {w̃i, w̃j},

where w̃j stands for the vertex obtained by merging wj1 , . . . , wj|Bj | . Note that w̃j is the unique

common vertex shared by W j
1 , . . . ,W

j
|Bj |.

3. Proceed in this way for every block of π with at least two elements.
The first block Bi defines |Bi| subsets. Every subsequent block Bj introduces |Bj | − 1 new subsets, since
the block Bj provides a decomposition of an existing subset. Thus, at the end of the procedure, we obtain
a total of

∑|π|
i=1(|Bi|−1)+1 = k−|π|+1 subsets of W , which we denote by Wπ

1 , . . . ,W
π
k−|π|+1. Moreover,

the number of vertices w̃1, . . . , w̃q which belong to several Wπ
i is given by q =

∑|π|
i=1 1{Bi|≥2} ≤ k − |π|,

with equality if every block of π has at most two elements.
The number of subsets among Wπ

1 , . . . ,W
π
k−|π|+1 that consist of a single element, denoted by Sπ,

corresponds to the number |b(π)| of pairs of nearest neighbors within a same block of π. Thus, the
number of subsets with cardinality at least two is given by Rπ = k−|π|+1−Sπ. We write Wπ

1 , . . . ,W
π
Rπ

for the subsets with more than one element and Wπ
Rπ+1, . . . ,W

π
Rπ+Sπ

for those with exactly one element.
Note that each subset Wπ

Rπ+i with exactly one element contains a common vertex w̃j . By construction
there exists at least one subset among Wπ

1 , . . . ,W
π
Rπ

that also contains w̃j . Consequently, merging the
subsets Wπ

1 , . . . ,W
π
Rπ

as described in Definition 3.4 results in Wπ.

It remains to consider the case of crossing partitions of W .

Definition 4.8 (Wπ for π ∈ P(W )). Let v1 ̸= · · · ̸= vk, and consider a partition π ∈ P(W ) with blocks
B1, . . . , B|π|. Assume that π has a crossing. We describe the partitioning of the set W according to
π ∈ P(W ).

Consider two blocks Bi = {wi1 , . . . , wi|Bi|} and Bj = {wj1 , . . . , wj|Bj |} with |Bi| ≥ 2 and |Bj | ≥ 2 and
assume that wi1 < wj1 < wi2 < wj2 < · · · < wj|Bj | < wi3 < · · ·wi|Bi| . As seen in Definition 4.7, the block
Bi provides a decomposition into subsets W i

1, . . . ,W
i
|Bi| given by

W i
ℓ = {wiℓ+1, . . . , wiℓ+1−1} ∪ {w̃i} for 1 ≤ ℓ ≤ |Bi| − 1,

W i
|Bi| = {wi|Bi|+1, . . . , wi1−1} ∪ {w̃i},

where we recall that w̃i denotes the vertex obtained by merging wi1 , . . . , wi|Bi| . Since wj1 ∈ W i
1 and

wj2 , . . . , wj|Bj | ∈ W i
2, the block Bj defines a partition of the subset obtained by merging W i

1 and W i
2.

That is, if W̃i denotes the merging of W i
1 and W i

2, i.e.,

W̃i = {wi1+1, . . . , wi2−1, wi2+1, . . . , wi3−1} ∪ {w̃i},
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v1

w̃1

v6

w6

v5

w̃2

v2

w2v3v4

Figure 7. The graph Gπ associated to the crossing partition π =
{{w1, w4}, w2, {w3, w5}, w6}, where the vertex w̃1 denotes the vertex obtained by
merging w1, w4 and the vertex w̃2 denotes the vertex obtained by merging w3, w5.

then the block Bj gives a decomposition of W̃i into subsets W j
1 , . . . ,W

j
|Bj |−1 defined by

W j
ℓ = {wjℓ+1, . . . , wjℓ+1−1} ∪ {w̃j} for 2 ≤ ℓ ≤ |Bj | − 1,

W j
1 = {wi1+1, . . . , wi2−1, wi2+1, . . . , wj2−1, wj|Bj |+1, . . . , wi3−1} ∪ {w̃i, w̃j}.

Given the subsets W i
3, . . . ,W

i
|Bi|,W

j
1 , . . . ,W

j
|Bj |−1, we then proceed recursively for every block with at

least two elements. In particular, we observe that given a partition π ∈ P(W ), the first block Bi defines
|Bi| subsets. If the elements of the next block Bj belong to exactly one subset, then we get |Bj | − 1 new
subsets. Otherwise, if the elements of Bj belongs to N(Bj) different subsets, then we merge these N(Bj)
subsets into a new subset W̃i and Bj provides a decomposition of W̃i into |Bj | − 1 − (N(Bj) − 1) =
|Bj |−N(Bj) new subsets. Given now |Bi|−N(Bj)+1+ |Bj |−N(Bj) = |Bi|+ |Bj |−2N(Bj)+1 subsets,
we proceed in this way for every block of π with more than one element.

The number of subsets that we obtain at the end of the procedure corresponds to |c(π)|+1. Indeed, the
procedure described above is equivalent to start from G and first define subsets associated to every pair of
elements (w,w′) ∈ c(π). Then, inside each subset we make the crossing identifications that are present in
π. We denote the |c(π)|+1 subsets of W that we obtain by Wπ

1 , . . . ,W
π
|c(π)|+1. The number Sπ of subsets

Wπ
i of cardinality equal to one corresponds to the number |b(π)|, so that there are Rπ = |c(π)| + 1 − Sπ

subsets of cardinality at least two. In particular, merging the subsets Wπ
1 , . . . ,W

π
Rπ

results in Wπ.

Remark 4.9. The graph Gπ = G(Wπ) obtained from a partition π ∈ P(W ) and with v1 ̸= · · · ̸= vk is
a block tree with exactly one block since there are no separating vertices in V . The graph G(Wπ) is
obtained by merging the subgraphs G(Wπ

1 ), . . . , G(Wπ
Rπ

) according to the merging procedure defined in
Definition 3.4. Figures 6 and 7 provide an example.

4.2. Convergence of matrix moments in expectation

In this subsection, we compute the limiting tracial moments of M = YmY
⊤
m using the limiting injective

trace of Proposition 2.16. Recall that for any even integer d, the parameter Cd(f) is defined by (2.1) and
for any subsets W1, . . . ,WK ⊆ W with |Wi| ≥ 2, C(Wi)K

i=1
(f) is given by (2.2).

Proposition 4.10. For every integer k ∈ N, the kth moment 1
p TrMk converges in expectation towards

mk = mk(ϕ, ψ, f,Φ, νx), which is given by

mk =
∑

π∈N C(V )

ϕk−|π|

ψk−1 C2(f)Sπ

Rπ∏
i=1

 ∑
µi∈P(Wπ

i
)

ψ|Wπ
i |−|µi|CGπ,µi

i
(f)

 ,

where for every i ∈ {1, . . . , Rπ},

CGπ,µi
i

(f) =
{
C2|Wπ

i
|(f) if µi = {Wπ

i },∑
Pi∈P(Rµi

) C(W̃Pi
j

)|Pi|
j=1

(f)1{each G̃Pi
j

is connected} otherwise.

Here,
• for every partition P of W or V , SP = |b(P )| and RP = |c(P )| + 1 − SP with b(P ) and c(P )

given by Definition 4.2;
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• for π ∈ N C(V ), Wπ
1 , . . . ,W

π
Rπ

are the disjoint subsets of Wπ with at least two vertices, as
described by Definition 4.5, and G(Wπ

1 ), . . . , G(Wπ
Rπ

) are their associated subgraphs;
• for µi ∈ P(Wπ

i ), Gπ,µi

i is the graph obtained from G(Wπ
i ) by identifying vertices of Wπ

i which
belong to the same block of µi;

• for µi ∈ P(Wπ
i ), the subsets Wµi

1 , . . . ,Wµi

Rµi
denote the finest partition of Wπ,µi

i , as described by
Definitions 4.7 and 4.8;

• for any partition Pi ∈ P(Rµi
) of the set {1, . . . , Rµi

} with blocks B1, . . . , B|Pi|, for every 1 ≤
j ≤ |Pi|, we let W̃Pi

j denote the subset obtained by merging {Wµi

ℓ , ℓ ∈ Bj} and G̃Pi
j = G(W̃Pi

j )
according to the merging procedure described by Definition 3.4.

We now describe the previous result in words. We start with the simple bipartite cycle G = (W ∪V,E)
and proceed as follows. Choose a noncrossing partition π ∈ N C(V ). According to Remark 4.6, the
resulting graph Gπ is a cactus graph, which contains

• Sπ simple cycles of length 2, each contributing a parameter C2(f),
• Rπ simple cycles of length 4 or more, denoted by G(Wπ

1 ), . . . G(Wπ
Rπ

).
Consider the cycles G(Wπ

1 ), . . . G(Wπ
Rπ

). Now, for every i ∈ [Rπ], choose a partition µi ∈ P(Wπ
i ) and

consider the resulting subgraph G(Wπ,µi

i ), obtained by identifying the vertices in Wπ
i that belong to the

same block µi. Each subgraph G(Wπ,µi

i ) contributes a sum of terms, detailed as follows:
• For each subset Wπ,µi

i , define the finest partition Wµi

1 , . . . ,Wµi

Rµi
according to Definitions 4.7

and 4.8. This partition provides the contribution C
(Wµi

i
)

Rµi
i=1

(f).
• Consider a partition Pi ∈ P(Rµi

) with blocks B1, . . . , B|Pi|. For each block Bj , merge the
subsets (Wµi

ℓ )ℓ∈Bj
as per Definition 3.4 and denote W̃Pi

j the new subset and G̃Pi
j = G(W̃Pi

j ) the
corresponding subgraph. If G̃Pi

j is connected for every 1 ≤ j ≤ |Pi|, then this partition provides
the contribution C(W̃Pi

j
)|Pi|

i=1
(f), otherwise zero.

The rest of the subsection is devoted to the proof of Proposition 4.10. We first consider the partition
of singletons for both sets V and W .

Lemma 4.11. If G = (W ∪ V,E) is the simple bipartite cycle of length 2k, then

τ0
G =

{
C2(f) if k = 1,

1
ψk−1CW (f) if k ≥ 2.

Proof. If k = 1, then G is a double tree. It follows from Proposition 2.16 that

τ0
G = C2(f).

Assume now that k ≥ 2. The simple bipartite cycle graph is a block tree with exactly one block, where
W contains more than two vertices since k ≥ 2, and all vertices in W ∪ V have degree 2. Thus, G is an
admissible graph and by Proposition 2.16, the limiting injective trace τ0

G is given by (2.5), i.e.,

τ0
G = 1

ψk−1

∑
K≥1

∑
W1,...,WK∈AK(W )

C(Wi)K
i=1

(f).

By definition, W ∈ A1(W ). We claim that there are no other admissible decomposition of W . First,
assume by contradiction that there are W1,W2 ∈ A2(W ). Then, W1 ∪ W2 = W and |W1 ∩ W2| ≥ 1.
If |W1 ∩ W2| = 1, without loss of generality we may label W1 and W2 as W1 = {w1, . . . , wj1} and
W2 = {wj1 , . . . , wk} such that wj1 ∈ W1 ∩ W2. By construction, there exists v ∈ V1 ∩ V2 such that
wn ∼ v ∼ w1 and degG1(v) = degG2(v) = 1. This contradicts condition (c) of Definition 2.11. If there
are two or more common vertices between W1 and W2, then |WG1,G2 | ≥ 2 and this is a contradiction to
(d) of Definition 2.11. Now, assume by contradiction that there exist W1, . . . ,WK ∈ AK(W ) for some
K > 1. Let w̃1, . . . , w̃q ∈ W denote the vertices which belong to two or more subsets among W1, . . . ,WK .
If q ≥ K, then |WG1,...,GK

| = q ≥ K, which contradicts item (d) of Definition 2.11. If q = K − 1,
since W = ∪Ki=1Wi and there is no subset which is disjoint from the others, without loss of generality
we may label the subsets W1, . . . ,WK by W1 = {w1, . . . , wj1},W2 = {wj1 , wj1+1, . . . , wj2}, . . . ,WK =
{wjK−1 , wjK−1+1, . . . , wk}, where 1 < j1 < j2 < . . . < jK−1 < k. In particular, |Wi ∩ Wi+1| = 1
for any 1 ≤ i ≤ K − 1 and |W1 ∩ WK | = 0. By construction, there exists v ∈ V1 ∩ VK such that
wn ∼ v ∼ w1 and degG1(v) = degGK

(v) = 1. This is again a contradiction to item (c) of Definition 2.11.
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Finally, if q ≤ K − 2, any decomposition of W into subsets W1, . . . ,WK fails to satisfy condition (c) of
Definition 2.11.

The only contribution in τ0
G comes therefore from W ∈ A1(W ), i.e.,

τ0
G = 1

ψk−1CW (f).

The parameter CW (f) is given by (2.2) and, in this case, takes the following form:

CW (f) = 1
(2π)2k

∫
R2k

k∏
i=1

dγ(wi,vi−1)dγ(wi,vi)f̂(γ(wi,vi−1))f̂(γ(wi,vi))eEX [Zwi
(γ)]EX

[
k∏
i=1

Zwi
(γ)
]
, (4.3)

where Zwi
(γ) = Φ

(
γ(wi,vi−1)Xvi−1 + γ(wi,vi)Xvi

)
, and we used the convention that v0 = vk. □

We now assume that w1, . . . , wk are pairwise distinct and consider a noncrossing partition of V .

Lemma 4.12. If µ = {{wi} : i ∈ [k]}, then for every π ∈ N C(V ),

τ0
Gπ,µ = ϕk−|π|

ψk−1 C2(f)Sπ

Rπ∏
i=1

CWπ
i

(f),

where
• Sπ = |b(π)| and Rπ = k − |π| + 1 − Sπ (see Definition 4.2);
• Wπ denotes the finest partition of W according to π and Wπ

1 , . . . ,W
π
Rπ

are the subsets of Wπ

with at least two vertices, as described by Definition 4.5.

According to Remark 4.6, each subgraph G(Wπ
i ) is a simple bipartite cycle of length 2|Wπ

i |. Therefore,
the parameter CWπ

i
(f) takes the same form as (4.3) in the proof of the previous lemma.

Proof. We first observe that, since µ ∈ P(W ) is the partition of singletons, the graph Gπ,µ becomes a
double tree if and only if π ∈ N C(V ) is the singleton partition. In this case, deg(wi) = 2 for every i ∈ [k].
By Proposition 2.16, we obtain that

τ0
Gπ,µ = ϕk−1

ψk−1C2(f)k.

Here, Sπ = |b(π)| = k and Rπ = k − |π| + 1 − k = 0.
Now, consider a noncrossing partition π such that π ̸= {V }. According to Definition 4.5 and Re-

mark 4.6, Wπ is decomposed into disjoint subsets Wπ
1 , . . . ,W

π
k−|π|+1 such that the corresponding sub-

graphs G(Wπ
1 ), . . . , G(Wπ

k−|π|+1) are simple bipartite cycles, connected by p =
∑|π|
i=1 1{|Bi|≥2} ≤ k − |π|

vertices in V . The resulting graph Gπ,µ is therefore a block tree with k − |π| + 1 blocks given by the
subgraphs G(Wπ

1 ), . . . , G(Wπ
k−|π|+1). This makes Gπ,µ an admissible graph since each block is a simple

cycle. By Proposition 2.16, the limiting injective trace τ0
Gπ,µ given by (2.5). Since Sπ = |b(π)| denotes the

number of subgraphs of length 2, there are Rπ = k−|π|+1−Sπ subsets Wπ
1 , . . . ,W

π
Rπ

of cardinality ≥ 2.
By definition, we have that Wπ

i ∈ A1(Wπ
i ) for every i ∈ [Rπ]. Therefore, the following term contributes

to τ0
Gπ,µ :

ϕk−|π|

ψk−1

Rπ∏
i=1

CWπ
i

(f)
∏

w∈W\∪Rπ
i=1W

π
i

Cdeg(w)(f).

Since each w ∈ W\ ∪Rπ
i=1 Wi has degree 2, this simplifies to

ϕk−|π|

ψk−1 C2(f)Sπ

Rπ∏
i=1

CWπ
i

(f).

Since each subgraph G(Wπ
i ) is a simple bipartite cycle, there are no further admissible decomposition

of Wπ
i , as shown in Lemma 4.11. Therefore, no additional terms contribute to τ0

Gπ,µ , completing the
proof. □

We next show that if π ∈ P(V ) is a crossing partition, then τ0
Gπ,µ vanishes for any partition µ ∈ P(W ).

Lemma 4.13. For every partition µ ∈ P(W ) and every crossing partition π ∈ P(V ), τ0
Gπ,µ = 0.



Alice Guionnet and Vanessa Piccolo34

Proof. Let π ∈ P(V ) be a partition containing a crossing. Denote by Bi and Bj the two blocks of π such
that there are distinct vertices vi1 , vi2 ∈ Bi and vj1 , vj2 ∈ Bj satisfying vi1 < vj1 < vi2 < vj2 . To analyze
the structure of Gπ, we perform identifications on all blocks of π except those inside Bi and Bj . As stated
in Remark 4.6, the graph obtained through these identifications is a block tree. The crossing can happen
either within a single block or between two blocks. Suppose first that the crossing occurs within a single
block, i.e., suppose that vi1 , vi2 , vj1 and vj2 belong to the same subgraph. The cyclic ordering of vertices
in V implies that, when performing the identifications in Bi and Bj , the resulting subgraph contains at
least one vertex of degree 4. Condition (c) of Definition 2.8 is therefore not satisfied and the resulting
graph Gπ is inadmissible. Suppose now that the crossing occurs between two blocks, i.e., suppose for
instance that vi1 , vj1 and vi2 belongs to a different subgraph than vj2 . Then, merging vi1 with vi2 forms
a new block in the graph, which contains vj1 . Subsequently, the vertex resulting from merging vj1 with
vj2 becomes a separating vertex, connecting the two previously distinct subgraphs. This modification
introduces a cycle among the blocks of Gπ, and therefore, Gπ is not a block tree in this case. In both
cases, by Proposition 2.16, the limiting injective trace τ0

Gπ,µ vanishes. □

We now focus on partitions among the vertices of W . According to Definition 4.5, given a partition
π ∈ N C(V ), the set Wπ is decomposed into k − |π| + 1 disjoint subsets Wπ

1 , . . . ,W
π
k−|π|+1. If we now

consider a partition µ of the set W , the vertices within a same block of µ belong either to exactly one
component or to several components among Wπ

1 , . . . ,W
π
k−|π|+1. We first show that the latter case gives

a zero contribution in τ0
Gπ,µ .

Lemma 4.14. Let π ∈ N C(V ) and consider the partition Wπ = ⊔k−|π|+1
i=1 Wπ

i from Definition 4.5.
Assume that for a partition µ ∈ P(W ) there are at least two vertices wj1 ∼µ wj2 such that wj1 ∈ Wπ

i1

and wj2 ∈ Wπ
i2

for i1 ̸= i2. Then, τ0
Gπ,µ = 0.

Proof. According to Definition 4.5, the subgraphs G(Wπ
i ), . . . , G(Wπ

k−|π|+1) are simple bipartite cycles
connected by p ≤ k − |π| vertices ṽ1, . . . , ṽp ∈ V . From the proof of Lemma 4.12, the graph Gπ is an
admissible graph with blocks given by the subgraphs G(Wπ

i ), . . . , G(Wπ
k−|π|+1). Suppose that there exists

a partition µ ∈ P(W ) such that wj1 ∼µ wj2 , where wj1 ∈ Wπ
i1

and wj2 ∈ Wπ
i2

for i1 ̸= i2. We claim
that the graph Gπ,µ is not admissible. First, assume that Gπi1 = G(Wπ

i1
) and Gπi2 = G(Wπ

i2
) share a

common vertex ṽ ∈ V . Since each component is a simple cycle, we have that degGπ
i1

(ṽ) = degGπ
i2

(ṽ) = 2
and degGπ (ṽ) ≥ 4. By merging wj1 with wj2 , the two subgraphs Gπi1 and Gπi2 result in a new connected
component G̃π,µ, as described by Definition 3.4, where degG̃π,µ(ṽ) = 4. Condition (c) of Definition 2.8 is
therefore not satisfied. Now, assume that Gπi1 and Gπi2 are not connected through a vertex from V and
let Gπi3 , . . . , G

π
in

denote the minimal path connecting Gπi1 to Gπi2 through separating vertices. By merging
wj1 and wj2 according to Definition 3.4, the subgraphs Gπi1 and Gπi2 result in a new connected component,
which we denote again by G̃π,µ. From this merging, we observe that the resulting graph Gπ,µ has one
fewer block than Gπ, as two blocks have been merged. Moreover, the subgraphs G̃π,µ, Gπi3 , . . . , G

π
in

form
a cycle, since |VG̃π,µ,Gπ

i3
,...,Gπ

in

| = n− 1, and Gπ,µ is no longer a block tree. Thus, Gπ,µ fails to satisfy the
criteria for an admissible graph. □

As a consequence of Lemma 4.14, the only partitions of W that gives a nonvanishing contribution
are partitions of Wπ

1 , . . . ,W
π
Rπ

, where we recall that Rπ = k − |π| + 1 − |b(π)| and |b(π)| denotes the
number of nearest neighbors in a same block of π (see Definition 4.2). Since each connected component
Gπi = G(Wπ

i ) is a simple bipartite cycle (see Remark 4.6), in the following we may assume without loss
of generality that v1 ̸= · · · ̸= vk and π ∈ P(W ).

Lemma 4.15. If π = {{vi} : i ∈ [k]}, then for every µ ∈ P(W ) it holds that

τ0
Gπ,µ =

{
C2k(f) if µ = {W},

1
ψ|µ|−1

∑
P∈P(Rµ) C(W̃P

i
)|P |

i=1
(f)1{eachG(W̃P

i
) is connected} otherwise,

where

• Rµ = |c(µ)| + 1 − Sµ, Sµ = |b(µ)|, and c(µ) are given by Definition 4.2;
• for µ ∈ P(W ), the subsets Wµ

1 , . . . ,W
µ
Rµ

denote the finest partition of Wµ (see Definitions 4.7
and 4.8);
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• for any partition P ∈ P(Rµ) of the set {1, . . . , Rµ} with blocks B1, . . . , B|P | we denote by W̃P
i the

subset obtained by merging {Wπ
j , j ∈ Bi} and similarly G(W̃P

i ) the graph obtained by merging
{G(Wπ

j ), j ∈ Bi} (see Definition 3.4).

Proof. We first observe that since π ∈ P(V ) is the partition of singletons, the graph Gπ,µ is a double tree
if and only if µ ∈ N C(W ) is the singleton partition. In this case, Wπ = {w̃} where w̃ denotes the vertex
obtained by merging w1, . . . , wk. According to Proposition 2.16, we obtain that

τ0
Gπ,µ = Cdeg(w̃)(f) = C2k(f).

Now, consider a partition µ such that µ ̸= {W}. According to Remark 4.9, the graph Gµ is a block tree
with a single block. It is an admissible graph since items (a), (b), (c) of Definition 2.8 are easily verified.
From Proposition 2.16, the limiting injective trace τ0

Gπ,µ is given by (2.5). We need to find the admissible
decompositions of Wµ. By definition, Wµ ∈ A1(Wµ), so that the term

1
ψ|µ|−1CWµ(f)

contributes to τ0
Gπ,µ . According to Definitions 4.7 and 4.8, to the partition µ we define subsetsWµ

1 , . . . ,W
µ
Rµ

,
which share q ≤ k − |π| vertices w̃1, . . . , w̃q ∈ W . In particular, we have that Wµ

1 , . . . ,W
µ
Rµ

∈ ARµ
(Wµ).

This implies that the term
1

ψ|µ|−1C(Wµ
i

)Rµ
i=1

(f)

contributes to τ0
Gπ,µ . More generally, let P ∈ P(Rµ) denote a partition of the set {1, . . . , Rµ} with blocks

B1, . . . , B|P | and let W̃P
i denote the subset obtained by merging {Wµ

j , j ∈ Bi}. We also define the
corresponding subgraph G(W̃P

i ) by merging the subgraphs {G(WP
j ), j ∈ Bi} and removing the repeated

copies of vertices and edges (see Definition 3.4). We easily notice that if each component G(W̃P
i ) is

connected, then W̃P
1 , . . . , W̃

P
|P | ∈ A|P |(Wµ). In particular, we observe that if P = {{1, . . . , Rµ}} is the

singleton partition than W̃P = Wµ, while if P = {{i} : 1 ≤ i ≤ Rµ} is the partition of singletons than
W̃P
i = Wµ

i for i ∈ {1, . . . , Rµ}. We therefore deduce that

τ0
Gπ,µ = 1

ψ|µ|−1

∑
P∈P(Rµ)

C(W̃i)|P |
i=1

(f)1{eachG(W̃P
i

) is connected},

as desired. □

We are now able to prove Proposition 4.10 by combining the previous results.

Proof of Proposition 4.10. From (4.1),

lim
p,m,n→∞

1
p
E
[
Tr(YmY ⊤

m )k
]

=
∑

π∈P(V )

∑
µ∈P(W )

τ0
Gπ,µ .

Combining Lemmas 4.12, 4.13, and 4.14 yields

∑
π∈P(V )

∑
µ∈P(W )

τ0
Gπ,µ =

∑
π∈N C(V )

ϕk−|π|C2(f)Sπ

Rπ∏
i=1

 ∑
µi∈P(Wπ

i
)

τ0
G

π,µi
i

 ,

where Gπ,µi

i denotes the graph obtained from Gπi = G(Wπ
i ) by identifying vertices in W which belong to

the same block of µi. Proposition 4.10 then follows from Lemma 4.15. □

We now consider the case of symmetric α-stable entries with α = 2, i.e., for every λ ∈ R the charac-
teristic function of Wij is given by EW [exp(λtWij)] = exp(−σ2

wλ
2/2). Thus, Φ(λ) = −σ2

w/2λ2. We show
that Proposition 4.10 reduces to [6, Theorem 3.5]. We introduce two parameters θ1(f) and θ2(f) which
depends on the activation function f :

θ1(f) = EZ∼N (0,σ2
wσ

2
x)
[
f2(Z)

]
=
∫
R
f2(σwσxx)e

−x2/2
√

2π
dx,

θ2(f) =
(
EZ∼N (0,σ2

wσ
2
x) [f ′(Z)]

)2 =
(
σwσx

∫
R
f ′(σwσxx)e

−x2/2
√

2π
dx

)2

.
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Lemma 4.16. Let νw be the α-stable symmetric distribution with α = 2. Then, the kth moment
1
p Tr(YmY ⊤

m )k converges in expectation towards

mk =
∑

π∈N C(V )

ϕk−|π|

ψk−1 θ1(f)Sπ

Rπ∏
i=1

 ∑
µi∈N C(Wπ

i
)

ψ|Wπ
i |−|µi|θ1(f)Sµi θ2(f)|Wπ

i |−Sµi

 ,

where
• for any noncrossing partition P of W or V , SP = |b(P )| denotes the number of nearest neighbor

pairs within a same block of P (see Definition 4.2) and RP = k − |P | + 1 − SP ;
• Wπ

1 , . . . ,W
π
Rπ

are the subsets with more than one element associated to π ∈ N C(V ), as described
by Definition 4.5.

In particular, Lemma 4.16 says that for any partitions π ∈ P(V ) and µ ∈ P(W ), the limiting injective
trace τ0

Gπ,µ is nonvanishing if the graph Gπ,µ is a cactus of simple bipartite cycles.

Proof. According to Remark 2.20, if d is an even integer, then the parameter Cd(f, 2) is given by

Cd(f) = θ1(f)d/2. (4.4)

We also observe from (2.2) that the parameter CW (f) associated to the simple bipartite cycle G =
(W ∪ V,E) results in

CW (f) = (−σ2
w)|W |

2|W |(2π)2|W |

∫
R2|W |

2|W |∏
i=1

dγif̂(γi)e− σ2
wσ2

x
2 γ2

i

× E

|W |∏
i=2

(γ2(i−1)Xi−1 + γ2i−1Xi)2(γ1X1 + γ2|W |X|W |)2

 .
Note that CW (f) is nonvanishing only for the term in the expectation containing all γi’s. Indeed,
if there is a term which does not contain a parameter γi, say γ1, then we can factorize the inte-

gral
∫
R f̂(γ1)e− σ2

wσ2
x

2 γ2
1 dγ1 which vanishes since f̂ is odd by assumption. As a consequence, the pa-

rameter CW (f) is nonvanishing only for the term in the expectation given by E
[
2|W |∏2|W |

i=1 γiX
2
i

]
=

2|W |σ
2|W |
x

∏2|W |
i=1 γi. We therefore obtain

CW (f) = (−σ2
w σ2

x)|W |

(2π)2|W |

∫
R2|W |

2|W |∏
i=1

dγif̂(γi)γie− σ2
wσ2

x
2 γ2

i =
(
σwσx

2π

∫
R
iγf̂(γ)e− σ2

wσ2
x

2 γ2
dγ
)2|W |

.

By the Fourier property f̂ ′(γ) = iγf̂(γ), we then have

CW (f) =
(
σwσx

2π

∫
R
f̂ ′(γ)e− σ2

wσ2
x

2 γ2
dγ
)2|W |

=
(

1√
2π

∫
R
f ′(x)e− x2

2σ2
wσ2

x dx
)2|W |

= θ2(f)|W |. (4.5)

From Lemma 4.12 and using (4.4) and (4.5), if µ = {{wi}, i ∈ [k]} and π ∈ N C(V ) it follows that

τ0
Gπ,µ = ϕk−|π|

ψk−1 θ1(f)Sπ

Rπ∏
i=1

θ2(f)|Wπ
i | = ϕk−|π|

ψk−1 θ1(f)Sπθ2(f)k−Sπ , (4.6)

where we used the fact that
∑Rπ

i=1 |Wπ
i | + Sπ = k.

Now, consider a partition µ ∈ P(W ) and π = {{vi}, i ∈ [k]}. Recall from the proof of Proposition 2.16
that the limiting injective trace is given by

τ0
Gπ,µ = 1

ψ|µ|−1
1

(2π)2k

∫
R2k

∏
e∈Eπ,µ

m(e)∏
i=1

dγief̂(γie)e
− σ2

w
2

∑
w∈W π,µ EX [Zw(γ)]

gGπ,µ(γ),

where gGπ,µ(γ) is given by (2.18). In this case, EX [Zw(γ)] reduces to

EX [Zw(γ)] = EX

( ∑
v : v∼w

(γ1
(w,v) + · · · + γ

m((w,v))
(w,v) )Xv

)2
 = σ2

x

∑
v : v∼w

(γ1
(w,v) + · · · + γ

m((w,v))
(w,v) )2.
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Since the vertices v1, . . . , vk are pairwise distinct, the edges in Eπ,µ have multiplicity at most two. Note
that the number of edges with multiplicity equal to two corresponds to the number Sµ = |b(µ)| of pairs
of adjacent elements in a same block of µ. This implies that

τ0
Gπ,µ = 1

ψ|µ|−1
1

(2π)2k

∫
R2k

∏
e∈Eπ :
m(e)=1

dγef̂(γe)e− σ2
xσ2

w
2 γ2

e

∏
e∈Eπ :
m(e)=2

dγ1
edγ

2
e f̂(γ2

e )f̂(γ2
e )e− σ2

xσ2
w

2 (γ1
e +γ2

e )2
gGπ,µ(γ).

We observe that τ0
Gπ,µ is nonvanishing only for those terms in gGπ,µ(γ) that contain all γe such that

m(e) = 1. Indeed, as explained above, if there is a summand in gGπ,µ(γ) that does not contain γe0 for

some edge e0 ∈ Eπ,µ such that m(e0) = 1, then we can factorize the integral
∫
R f̂(γe0)e− σ2

wσ2
x

2 γ2
e0 dγe0

which is exactly zero, and thus τ0
Gπ,µ vanishes. In particular, we note that the nonvanishing contribution

comes only from the summand
Rµ∏
i=1

E

 ∏
w∈Wµ

i

Zw(γ)

 ,
where Wµ

1 , . . . ,W
µ
Rµ

denote the finest partition of Wπ,µ (see Definition 4.7). In particular, if µ ∈ P(W )
is crossing, then there are no terms in gGπ,µ(γ) that contain all γe for edges e with multiplicity m(e) = 1.
As a consequence, for every π ∈ N C(W ) and π = {{vi}, i ∈ [k]} we have

τ0
Gπ,µ = 1

ψ|µ|−1
1

(2π)2Sµ

∫
R2Sµ

∏
e∈Eπ,µ :

m(e)=2

dγ1
edγ

2
e f̂(γ2

e )f̂(γ2
e )e− σ2

xσ2
w

2 (γ1
e +γ2

e )2

× 1
(2µ)2k−2Sµ

∫
R2k−2Sµ

Rµ∏
i=1

(−σ2
wσ

2
x)|Wπ

i |
∏

e∈E
π,µ
i

:
m(e)=1

dγeγef̂(γe)e− σ2
xσ2

w
2 γ2

e

= 1
ψ|µ|−1C2Sµ

(f, 2)
(
σwσx

2π

∫
R
iγf̂(γ)e−σ2

wσ
2
xγ

2/2dγ
)2(k−Sµ)

= 1
ψ|µ|−1 θ1(f)Sµθ2(f)k−Sµ ,

where we used (4.4) and (4.5). Combining this with (4.6) as done in the proof of Proposition 4.10 yields
the desired result. □

4.3. Convergence of matrix moments in probability

Having proved the convergence of the expected moments of the empirical eigenvalue distribution µ̂M
in the previous subsection, we now address the convergence in probability of these moments, thereby
completing the proof of Theorem 1.4.

Lemma 4.17. The variances of the moments vanish asymptotically. Specifically, under Assumptions 1.1-
1.3, for every integer k ≥ 1,

lim
m,p,n→∞

Var
(

1
p

TrMk

)
= 0.

The convergence in probability of the matrix moments follows directly from this result by applying
Chebyshev’s inequality.

Proof. For every positive integer k ≥ 1, the variance of 1
p Tr(YmY ⊤

m )k is given by

Var
(

1
p

Tr(YmY ⊤
m )k

)
= 1
p2

∑
1≤i1,...,ik≤p

1≤i′
1,...,i′

k
≤p

∑
1≤j1,...,jk≤m

1≤j′
1,...,j′

k
≤m

(
E
[
P (i, j)P (i′, j′)

]
− E [P (i, j)]E

[
P (i′, j′)

])
,

where for multi-indices i = (i1, . . . , ik) and j = (j1, . . . , jk),

P (i, j) =
k∏
ℓ=1

Yiℓjℓ
Yiℓ+1jℓ

, with ik+1 = i1,

and P (i′, j′) is defined analogously. The expectation E
[
P (i, j)P (i′, j′)

]
factorizes unless there are iden-

tifications among indices in i, i′ or j, j′. Thus, the variance vanishes unless there exists at least one pair
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(ℓ, ℓ′) such that iℓ = i′ℓ′ or jℓ = j′
ℓ′ . This corresponds to overlap between the two bipartite cycle graphs as-

sociated with the terms P (i, j) and P (i′, j′), where vertices in these graphs are identified. Consequently,
the variance can be rewritten as

Var
(

1
p

Tr(YmY ⊤
m )k

)
= 1
p2

∑
∃ℓ,ℓ′ : (iℓ=i′

ℓ′ )∨(jℓ=j′
ℓ′ )

(
E
[
P (i, j)P (i′, j′)

]
− E [P (i, j)]E

[
P (i′, j′)

])
. (4.7)

We focus on the first term in (4.7), which can be expanded as follows:

1
p2

∑
∃ℓ,ℓ′ : (iℓ=i′

ℓ′ )∨(jℓ=j′
ℓ′ )

E
[
P (i, j)P (i′, j′)

]
= 1
p

∑
π,µ∈P(2k) :

∃ℓ,ℓ′∈[k] : (ℓ∼πk+ℓ′)∨(ℓ∼µk+ℓ′)

1
p

∑
i∪i′∈Iπ

∑
j∪j′∈Jµ

E
[
P (i, j)P (i′, j′)

]
= 1
p

∑
π,µ∈P(2k) :

∃ℓ,ℓ′ s.t. ℓ∼πk+ℓ′ or ℓ∼µk+ℓ′

τ0
p,m,n [Tπ,µ] ,

where P(2k) is the set of partitions of {1, . . . , 2k}, and Iπ (respectively, Jµ) is the set of multi-indices
i ∪ i′ in {1, . . . , p}2k (respectively, j ∪ j′ in {1, . . . ,m}2k ) such that r ∼π s if and only if xr = xs,
where x represents either i or i′. Here, Tπ,µ is the connected bipartite test graph of length 4k defined by
identifications encoded in π and µ, and τ0

p,m,n [Tπ,µ] denotes its mean injective trace (see Definition 1.6).
By Theorem 2.16, as p,m, n → ∞ such that n/m → ϕ, n/p → ψ, the mean injective trace τ0

p,m,n [Tπ,µ]
converges to a real number τ0

Gπ,µ . As a result, each summand satisfies

1
p
τ0
p,m,n [Tπ,µ] = O

(
1
p

)
.

The second term in (4.7) is given by

1
p2

∑
∃ℓ,ℓ′ : (iℓ=i′

ℓ′ )∨(jℓ=j′
ℓ′ )

E [P (i, j)]E
[
P (i′, j′)

]
.

We note that the expectation E [P (i, j)] depends only on the identifications among indices within i and
j, so it is unaffected by overlaps with i′ or j′. This invariance allows the second term to be rewritten as

1
p2

∑
∃ℓ,ℓ′ : (iℓ=i′

ℓ′ )∨(jℓ=j′
ℓ′ )

E [P (i, j)]E
[
P (i′, j′)

]
= O

(
1
p

+ 1
m

)1
p

∑
1≤i1,...,ik≤p

∑
1≤j1,...,jk≤m

E [P (i, j)]

2

= O
(

1
p

+ 1
m

)
(τp,m,n [Tcycle])2

,

where the second equality follows from (1.6) and Tcycle denotes the simple bipartite cycle of length 2k. The
scaling factor O

(
1
p + 1

m

)
arises from the fact that identifications such as i1 = i′1 reduce the summation

range for i′, introducing a factor 1
p . Similarly, identifications among indices in j and j′ introduce a factor

1
m . Finally, since the traffic trace τp,m,n [Tcycle] converges by Theorem 2.16, we obtain that

1
p2

∑
∃ℓ,ℓ′ : (iℓ=i′

ℓ′ )∨(jℓ=j′
ℓ′ )

E [P (i, j)]E
[
P (i′, j′)

]
= O

(
1
p

+ 1
m

)
.

Combining both terms, we conclude that

Var
(

1
p

TrMk

)
= O

(
1
p

)
.

Letting p → ∞, the result follows. □
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4.4. Almost sure weak convergence of the empirical spectral measure

In this subsection, we prove Theorem 1.5, which establishes the almost sure weak convergence of the
empirical spectral measure µ̂M . The key step in the proof is to show that the moments mk do not grow
too quickly, ensuring they define a unique probability measure. This is achieved by verifying Carleman’s
condition, which states that a sequence of moments (mk)k∈N uniquely determines a probability measure
µ if

∑∞
k=1 |mk|−1/k = +∞. To this end, we require sharp estimates for the moments mk, which are

explicitly given in Proposition 4.10. The moments mk depend on certain graph-related parameters,
specifically Cd(f) and C(Wi)K

i=1
(f), defined in (2.1) and (2.2), respectively. We first provide bounds for

these parameters under specific assumptions on the distributions νw and νx, and we remind the reader
of the definition of Φ from Assumption 1.1.

Lemma 4.18. For every even integer d, let Cd(f) denote the parameter given by (2.1). Let G =
(W ∪ V,E) be a finite, connected bipartite graph G = (W ∪ V,E). For every subsets W1, . . . ,WK of W
with |Wi| ≥ 2 and with a nontrivial intersection (i.e., for every i ∈ [K], ∪j ̸=iWj∩Wi ̸= ∅), let C(Wi)K

i=1
(f)

denote the parameter given by (2.2). Then, the following results hold.
(a) Assume that there exists a constant M > 0 such that |Φ(λ)| ≤ M for all λ ∈ R. Then, there exist

universal constants c, C > 0 such that

|Cd(f)| ≤ c and |C(Wi)K
i=1

(f)| ≤ CM
∑K

i=1
|Wi|.

(b) Assume that Φ(λ) = −σα|λ|α with α ∈ (0, 2) and σ > 0. Moreover, assume that νx is the centered
normal distribution with variance σ2

x. Then, there exist universal constants c, C > 0 such that

|Cd(f)| ≤ c and |C(Wi)K
i=1

(f)| ≤ C
∑K

i=1
|Wi|

K∏
i=1

|Wi|!.

Note that item (a) is satisfied by sparse Wigner matrices (1.2), whereas item (b) concerns Lévy
matrices (1.1).

Proof. We begin by proving statement (a). According to (2.1) and (2.9), we have

|Cd(f)| ≤ c

(
1

2π

∫
R

|f̂(t)|dt
)d

≤ c̃,

for some universal constant c̃ > 0. Similarly, from (2.2) and using the fact that the random variables Zw,
as defined in (2.3), are also bounded by M , there exists C > 0 such that

|C(Wi)i≤K
(f)| ≤ CM

∑K

i=1
|Wi|,

as desired. We now consider statement (b). The bound for Cd(f) follows again from (2.1) and (2.9) since

we have e−σαEX

[
|
∑d/2

i=1
(γ1

i +γ2
i )Xi|α

]
≤ 1. For the parameter C(Wi)i≤K

(f), substituting Φ(λ) = −σα|λ|α
results in

C(Wi)K
i=1

(f) = 1
(2π)|∪K

i
Ei|

∫
R|∪K

i=1Ei|

∏
e∈∪K

i=1Ei

m(e)∏
i=1

dγief̂(γie)e
∑

w∈∪K
i=1Wi

EX [Zw(γ)] K∏
i=1

EX

[ ∏
w∈Wi

Zw(γ)
]
,

where

Zw(γ) = −σα
∣∣∣∣∣ ∑
v∈V : v∼w

(γ1
(w,v) + · · · + γ

m((w,v))
(w,v) )Xv

∣∣∣∣∣
α

.

For each w, we note that∑
v∈V : v∼w

(γ1
(w,v) + · · · + γ

m((w,v))
(w,v) )Xv

d= σx

√ ∑
v∈V : v∼w

(γ1
(w,v) + · · · + γ

m((w,v))
(w,v) )2Gw,

where the random variables Gw ∼ N (0, 1) may be correlated. Consequently,

EX [Zw(γ)] = −σασαxβα

∣∣∣∣∣ ∑
v∈V : v∼w

(γ1
(w,v) + · · · + γ

m((w,v))
(w,v) )2

∣∣∣∣∣
α/2

, (4.8)
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where

βα := E [|Gw|α] = 2α/2 Γ
(
α+1

2
)

√
π

.

Similarly, we have

EX

[ ∏
w∈Wi

Zw(γ)
]

=
∏
w∈Wi

−σασαx

∣∣∣∣∣ ∑
v∈V : v∼w

(γ1
(w,v) + · · · + γ

m((w,v))
(w,v) )2

∣∣∣∣∣
α/2

E

[ ∏
w∈Wi

|Gw|α
]

≤ (−σασαx )|Wi|βα|Wi|
∏
w∈Wi

∣∣∣∣∣ ∑
v∈V : v∼w

(γ1
(w,v) + · · · + γ

m((w,v))
(w,v) )2

∣∣∣∣∣
α/2

,

(4.9)

where we applied Hölder’s inequality. Combining (4.8) and (4.9), we obtain∣∣∣C(Wi)K
i=1

(f)
∣∣∣ ≤ c|∪K

i=1Ei|(−σασαx )
∑K

i=1
|Wi|

K∏
i=1

βα|Wi|

× 1
(2π)|∪K

i
Ei|

∫
R|∪K

i=1Ei|

∏
e∈∪K

i=1Ei

m(e)∏
i=1

dγie
C2

1 + |γie|2

×
K∏
i=1

∏
w∈Wi

e
−σασα

xβα

∣∣∣∑v∈V : v∼w

(∑m((w,v))
j=1

γj

(w,v)

)2
∣∣∣α/2

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
∑

v∈V : v∼w

m((w,v))∑
j=1

γj(w,v)

2
∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
α/2

,

where we used that |f̂(t)| ≤ C2/(1 + |t|2) according to (2.9). Using that there exists a universal constant
C0 such that uniformly,

e
−σασα

xβα

∣∣∣∑v∈V : v∼w

(∑m((w,v))
j=1

γj

(w,v)

)2
∣∣∣α/2

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
∑

v∈V : v∼w

m((w,v))∑
j=1

γj(w,v)

2
∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
α/2

≤ C0

we deduce that there exists a finite constant C1 so that∣∣∣C(Wi)K
i=1

(f)
∣∣∣ ≤ C

∑K

i=1
|Wi|

1

K∏
i=1

βα|Wi|.

This completes the proof for statement (b). □

We now show that the limiting moments of the symmetrized random matrix H ∈ R(p+m)×(p+m),
defined by

H :=
(

0 Y ⊤
m

Ym 0

)
,

satisfy Carleman’s condition. Let {λi(H), 1 ≤ i ≤ m+p} denote the eigenvalues of H, and let {λi, 1 ≤ i ≤
p} be the eigenvalues of M = YmY

⊤
m . The 2p nonzero eigenvalues of H correspond to ±

√
λ1, . . . ,±

√
λp.

The empirical spectral measure µ̂H = 1
m+p

∑m+p
i=1 δλi(H) of H is therefore related to the empirical spectral

measure µ̂M = 1
p

∑p
i=1 δλi

of M via∫
f(x2)dµ̂H(x) = 2p

p+m

∫
f(x)dµ̂M (x) + m− p

m+ p
f(0), (4.10)

for any bounded and continuous function f . In particular, we see that for every integer number k ≥ 1,

lim
m,p,n→∞

∫
R
x2kdµ̂H(x) = 2ϕ

ϕ+ ψ
mk =: m̃2k,

lim
m,p,n→∞

∫
R
x2k+1dµ̂H(x) = 0 = m̃2k+1,

where we recall that ϕ = limp,m,n→∞ n/m and ψ = limp,m,n→∞ n/p. The following result shows that the
sequence of moments (m̃k) satisfies Carleman’s condition, thereby defining a unique limiting measure µ̂.
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Lemma 4.19. Under assumptions (a) and (b) of Lemma 4.18, there exists a finite constant C > 0 such
that for every integer number k,

|m̃k| ≤ (Ck)k.
As a result, there exists a unique probability measure µ̃ with moments m̃k. Furthermore, there exists
a unique probability measure µ with moments mk. Finally, the empirical spectral measure µ̂M of M
converges weakly, both in expectation and in probability, to µ.

Proof. Recall that the number of noncrossing partitions of a set of size k is given by the Catalan number,
which has the explicit formula Ck = (2k)!

(k+1)!k! and asymptotically behaves as Ck ∼ 4kk−3/2
√
π

. On the other
hand, the number of possible partitions of a set of size k is given by the Bell number Bk, which can be
expressed as

Bk =
k∑
ℓ=1

S(k, ℓ),

where S(k, ℓ) are the Stirling numbers of the second kind and count the possible partitions of a set of size
k into ℓ nonempty subsets. Similarly, the ordered Bell numbers (or Fubini numbers) can be computed
from the Stirling numbers of the second kind via

a(k) =
k∑
ℓ=1

S(k, ℓ)ℓ!,

and asymptotically behave as a(k) ∼ 1
2k! log(2)−(k+1).

From Proposition 4.10, the moments mk are expressed as a sum over noncrossing partitions π of V ,
over partitions µ of the subsets Wπ

i , and over partitions of the set {1, . . . , Rµ}. Using the bounds derived
in Lemma 4.18, we claim

|mk| ≤ Ckk!Cka(k), (4.11)
for some constant C > 0. Substituting the asymptotic expressions for Ck and a(k), we find

|mk| ∼ (C̃k)2k,

for some constant C̃ > 0. This implies that the moments (m̃k) satisfies the bound

|m̃k| ≤ (C̃k)k.

This bound ensures that the sequence (m̃k) satisfies Carleman’s condition. Thus, there exists a unique
probability measure µ̃ such that, for every integer k,

m̃k =
∫
xkdµ̃(x).

By construction, µ̃ is symmetric. Furthermore, for every k ≥ 1, the moments mk satisfy

mk = ψ + ϕ

2ϕ

∫
x2kdµ̃(x) =

∫
xkdµ(x),

where the probability measure µ is given by

µ = ϕ+ ψ

2ϕ x2#µ̃+ ϕ− ψ

2ϕ δ0.

Here, x2#µ̃ denotes the pushforward measure of µ̃ under the mapping x 7→ x2. This last point follows
directly from Theorem 1.4, as convergence in moments is stronger than weak convergence.

We now prove (4.11). By Proposition 4.10 and Lemma 4.18, there are constants c, c̃ > 0 such that

|mk| ≤ ck|N C(V )|
∑

µ∈P(W ),µ̸={W}

∑
P∈P(Rµ)

c̃
∑|P |

i=1
|W̃P

i |
|P |∏
i=1

|W̃P
i |!,

where we used the upper bound in item (b) of Lemma 4.18, as it represents the least favorable case.
Recall that for a partition µ ∈ P(W ), we obtain subsets Wµ

1 , . . . ,W
µ
Rµ

, which form the finest partition
of Wµ (see Definitions 4.7 and 4.8). For every partition P ∈ P(Rµ), merging the corresponding subsets
results in the subsets W̃P

1 , . . . , W̃
P
|P |. The number Rµ satisfies Rµ ≤ k− |µ| + 1. For further clarification,

we refer the reader to Proposition 4.10. According to item (b) of Proposition 3.10, for any partition
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P ∈ P(Rµ),
∑|P |
i=1 |W̃P

i | = |Wµ| + |P | − 1 ≤ |µ| + Rµ − 1 ≤ k. We bound
∏|P |
i=1 |W̃P

i |! above by k! as
follows:

k! ≥ (|W̃P
1 | + · · · + |W̃P

|P ||)! >
|P |∏
i=1

|W̃P
i |!,

where we used the fact that |W̃P
i | > 1. This leads to the inequality

|mk| ≤ ckCk c̃
kk!

∑
µ∈P(W ),µ ̸={W}

∑
P∈P(Rµ)

1,

Our goal is to show that ∑
µ∈P(W ),µ̸={W}

∑
P∈P(Rµ)

1 ≤ C ′a(k),

for some constant C ′ > 0. Let µ denote a partition of W into ℓ blocks, where 2 ≤ ℓ ≤ |W | = k (the case
ℓ = 1 corresponds to µ = {W}). The number of such partitions is given by S(k, ℓ). Thus, the sum can
be bounded as ∑

µ∈P(W ),µ̸={W}

∑
P∈P(Rµ)

1 ≤ C ′
k∑
ℓ=2

S(k, ℓ)Rℓ!,

where C ′ > 0 is a constant and Rℓ denotes the largest possible number Rµ associated with a partition µ
having ℓ blocks. We aim to show that Rℓ ≤ ℓ. Recall that for a partition µ, the number Rµ is defined by

Rµ = |c(µ)| − |b(µ)| + 1,
where b(µ) denotes the collection of pairs of nearest neighbor elements lying in a same block of µ, and
c(µ) the collection of pairs of next elements within a block such that, for every other pair of elements in
a same block, the two pairs do not intersect (see Definition 4.2). First, consider ℓ ≥ ⌈k+1

2 ⌉. In this case,
we have

Rℓ ≤ |c(µ)| + 1 ≤ k − ℓ+ 1 ≤ k −
⌈
k + 1

2

⌉
+ 1 ≤ ℓ,

where we used the fact that |c(µ)| ≤ k− ℓ, with equality when µ is noncrossing. Now, let ℓ ≤
⌈
k−1

2
⌉
. We

want to show that |c(µ)| − |b(µ)| ≤ ℓ− 1.
• We first consider noncrossing partitions. In this case, we have |c(µ)| = k − ℓ, so proving Rℓ ≤ ℓ

is equivalent to showing that |b(µ)| ≥ k − 2ℓ + 1. We proceed by induction on ℓ, showing that
|b(µ)| ≥ k − 2ℓ + 2. If ℓ = 2, then there are two blocks containing r and k − r elements, where
r ≥ 1. Since µ is noncrossing, the blocks contain r−1 and k−r−1 pairs of consecutive elements,
respectively. This gives |b(µ)| = k − 2, which satisfies the inequality. Assume the claim holds for
some 2 ≤ ℓ ≤

⌈
k−1

2
⌉

− 1. To increase the number of blocks from ℓ to ℓ + 1, we split an existing
block into two smaller blocks. This operation reduces the number of nearest neighbor pairs by
at most 2. If a block contains exactly two consecutive elements, say xi ∼ xi+1, moving xi+1
to a new block results in a noncrossing partition with ℓ + 1 blocks and the number of pairs of
consecutive elements decreases by 1. If a block contains at least three consecutive elements, say
xi ∼ xi+1 ∼ xi+2, we can move xi+1 to a new block while keeping xi ∼ xi+2 in the original block.
This results in a noncrossing partition with ℓ + 1 blocks and decreases the number of pairs of
consecutive elements by 2. Thus, after increasing ℓ by 1, the number of nearest neighbor pairs
can decrease at most by 2, leading to |b(µ)| ≥ k − 2ℓ+ 2 − 2 = k − 2(ℓ+ 1) + 2. This completes
the induction and shows that for noncrossing partitions, |c(µ)| − |b(µ)| ≤ ℓ− 2.

• To extend the inequality to crossing partitions, we consider the set c(µ)\b(µ). Note that by
Remark 4.3, b(µ) ⊂ c(µ) ∪ {(x1, xk)} so that |c(µ)| − |b(µ)| ≤ |c(µ)\b(µ)| ≤ |c(µ)| − |b(µ)| + 1. In
particular, if µ is noncrossing, by the previous item, we have

|c(µ)\b(µ)| ≤ ℓ− 1. (4.12)

• We now prove the inequality (4.12) for crossing partitions by induction on the number of crossings
nc in µ. Let µ be a partition with ℓ blocks and nc crossings. This means that there exist xp < xq <
xr < xs such that xp ∼ xr ̸∼ xq ∼ xs, i.e., (xp, xr) and (xq, xs) are intersecting pairs. We note
that by moving xq into the block containing xq+1 while keeping xs in its original block, results
in a new partition µ′ with the same number ℓ of blocks. Moreover, |c(µ′)\b(µ′)| ≥ |c(µ)\b(µ)|,
since if we create a new element of nearest neighbors in b(µ′), it is also included in c(µ′), while we
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have at most the same number of elements in c(µ′). Proceeding inductively, we find a sequence
of partitions µ = µ1, . . . , µnc

of partitions, where µnc
is noncrossing and has ℓ blocks, satisfying

|c(µ)\b(µ)| = |c(µ1)\b(µ1)| ≤ |c(µ2)\b(µ2)| ≤ · · · ≤ |c(µnc
)\b(µnc

)| ≤ ℓ− 1,

where the last step follows from (4.12).
This completes the proof that Rℓ ≤ ℓ for all ℓ, thereby proving the claim (4.11). □

We conclude by showing that the empirical measure of the eigenvalues converges almost surely using
concentration of measure estimates.

Lemma 4.20. Let h : R → R be a function such that the map x 7→ h(x2) has finite total variation norm
∥h∥TV. Then, for every ϵ > 0,

P
(∣∣∣∣∫

R
h(x) dµ̂M (x) − E

[∫
R
h(x) dµ̂M (x)

]∣∣∣∣ ≥ ϵ∥h∥TV

)
≤ 4e− 1

25 ϵ
2p.

Here, the total variation norm of h : R → R is defined by ∥h∥TV = sup
∑
k∈Z |h(xk+1) − h(xk)|, where

the supremum runs over all sequences (xk)k∈Z such that xk+1 ≥ xk for every k ∈ Z.

Applying the Borel-Cantelli Lemma, the above concentration inequality ensures that the convergence
of the empirical spectral measure holds almost surely, thus proving Theorem 1.5.

Proof. Hereafter, we assume that g(x) := h(x2) has a total variation norm bounded by one. According
to (4.10), it suffices to show concentration for

∫
g dµ̂H in order to obtain concentration for

∫
hdµ̂M .

To prove this concentration estimate, we apply the Azuma-Hoeffding inequality, following the approach
outlined in [8, Lemma C.2]. Conditionally to X, H has independent column vectors {(Ym(i), 0), i ≤ p}
and independent row vectors {(Ym(i)⊤, 0), i ≤ p}. Therefore, we can apply the ideas of the concentration
result from [8, Lemma C.2]. To this end, we successively apply Azuma-Hoeffding’s inequality with respect
to integration w.r.t. W and X. First, fix the Xi’s and consider the martingale

Dk := E
[

1
p

Tr(g(H))|Fk
]
,

where Fk denotes the filtration generated by {Wi, i ≤ k} ∪ {Xℓj , j ≤ m, ℓ ≤ n} for 1 ≤ k ≤ p, with
Wi = (Wi1, . . . ,Wim)⊤ ∈ Rm. Let Ek [·] := EW [·|Fk] denote the conditional expectation w.r.t. Fk. We
denote by σX the sigma-algebra of the entries of the matrix X, so F0 = σX . By construction, we have

1
p

Tr(g(H)) − E
[

1
p

Tr(g(H))|σX
]

=
p∑
k=1

(Dk −Dk−1),

since Dp = 1
p Tr(g(H)) and D0 = E

[
1
p Tr(g(H))|σX

]
is the mean with respect to the W of the function

Dp. We now bound the martingale differences uniformly:

∆k := Dk −Dk−1 = Ek
[

1
p

Tr(g(H)) − 1
p

Tr(g(H ′))
]
,

where H and H ′ are coupled such that they are constructed with the same Wi for every i ≤ k − 1 and
every i ≥ k + 1. This implies that H − H ′ has rank at most two, as they differ at most by one column
vector and one row vector. By Weyl’s interlacing property, we deduce that

|Tr(g(H)) − Tr(g(H ′))| ≤ 2,

where we used the assumption that the total variation norm of g is bounded by one. It follows that

|∆k| ≤ 2
p
.

Applying Azuma-Hoeffding inequality (see e.g. [24, Lemma 1.2]), we obtain that uniformly with respect
to the entries of X,

P
(∣∣∣∣1p Tr(g(H)) − E

[
1
p

Tr(g(H))|σX
]∣∣∣∣ ≥ ϵ

)
≤ 2e− pϵ2

8 .
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We can apply the same strategy to integrate E
[

1
p Tr(g(H))|σX

]
w.r.t. X and obtain concentration w.r.t.

the Xi’s by considering the martingale E
[

1
p Tr(g(H))|σ(Xi, i ≤ k)

]
to obtain

P
(∣∣∣∣E [1

p
Tr(g(H))

]
− E

[
1
p

Tr(g(H))|σX
]∣∣∣∣ ≥ ϵ

)
≤ 2e− pϵ2

8 .

Combining these two results with g(x) = h(x2)/∥h(·2)∥TV, together with (4.10), yields the announced
lemma. □
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