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PAIRING BETWEEN ZEROS AND CRITICAL POINTS OF
RANDOM POLYNOMIALS WITH INDEPENDENT ROOTS

SEAN O’ROURKE AND NOAH WILLIAMS

ABSTRACT. Let pn be a random, degree n polynomial whose roots are chosen
independently according to the probability measure p on the complex plane.
For a deterministic point & lying outside the support of p, we show that almost
surely the polynomial gn(2z) := pn(2)(z — &) has a critical point at distance
O(1/n) from . In other words, conditioning the random polynomials p, to
have a root at £ almost surely forces a critical point near §&. More generally,
we prove an analogous result for the critical points of ¢n(z) = pn(2)(z —
&1) - (2—&), where &1, . .., & are deterministic. In addition, when k = o(n),
we show that the empirical distribution constructed from the critical points of
gn converges to p in probability as the degree tends to infinity, extending a
recent result of Kabluchko [20].

1. INTRODUCTION

This article deals with the relationship between zeros and critical points of ran-
dom polynomials in one complex variable. Recall that a critical point of a polyno-
mial f is a root of its derivative f’. There are many results concerning the location
of critical points of polynomials whose roots are known. One of the most famous
examples is the Gauss—Lucas theorem, which offers a geometric connection between
the roots of a polynomial and the roots of its derivative.

Theorem 1.1 (Gauss—Lucas; Theorem 6.1 from [24]). If f is a non-constant poly-
nomial with complex coefficients, then all zeros of f' belong to the convex hull of
the set of zeros of f.

There are many refinements of Theorem [T} we refer the reader to [2], B [8 10,
(1T, 13}, [19L 221 23] 25| 30} 33, [34], 36l 37, 38, 41] and references therein.

A probabilistic version of the problem was first studied by Pemantle and Rivin
[31]. Specifically, Pemantle and Rivin raised the following question. For a random
polynomial f, when are the zeros of f’ stochastically similar to the zeros of f?
Before introducing their results, we fix the following notation. For a polynomial f
of degree n, we define the empirical measure constructed from the roots of f as

1
py = > 6.
z€C: f(2)=0

where each root in the sum is counted with multiplicity and ¢, is the unit point
mass at z. In particular, when f is a random polynomial, ;t; becomes a random
probability measure. For the critical points of f, we introduce the notation
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In other words, u’f is the empirical measure constructed from the critical points of
f.
Let X7, Xo, ... be independent and identically distributed (iid) random variables
taking values in C, and let p be their common probability distribution. For each
n > 1, define the polynomial
n
pa(2) =[] (z = X)), (1)
j=1
Under the assumption that p has finite one-dimensional energy, Pemantle and Rivin
[31] show that s, converges weakly to p as n tends to infinity. Let us recall what
it means for a sequence of random probability measures to converge weakly.

Definition 1.2 (Weak convergence of random probability measures). Let T be a
topological space (such as R or C), and let B be its Borel o-field. Let (un)n>1 be
a sequence of random probability measures on (T, B), and let p be a probability
measure on (T, B). We say p, converges weakly to p in probability as n — oo (and
write pu, — p in probability) if for all bounded continuous f : T — R and any

e >0,
nli_)n;OPQ/fdun—/fdu} >5> =0.

In other words, p,, — 1 in probability as n — oo if and only if [ fdu, — [ fdp in
probability for all bounded continuous f : T'— R. Similarly, we say u,, converges
weakly to p almost surely as n — oo (and write u, — p almost surely) if for all
bounded continuous f : T — R,

almost surely.
Kabluchko [20] generalized the results of Pemantle and Rivin to the following.

Theorem 1.3 (Kabluchko; [20]). Let u be an arbitrary probability measure on C,
and let X1, X, ... be a sequence of iid random variables with distribution p. For
each n > 1, let p, be the degree n polynomial given in (). Then u;n converges
weakly to p in probability as n — oo.

Subramanian, in [39], verified a special case of Theorem [[3when p is supported
on the unit circle in the complex plane.

Naturally, one may ask whether the assumptions in Theorem (such as the
roots X1, Xo,... being independent) can be relaxed. In [27], the first author man-
aged to prove a version of Theorem [[.3] for random polynomials with dependent
roots provided the roots lie on the unit circle and satisfy a number of technical
conditions. In particular, the results in [27] apply to characteristic polynomials of
random unitary matrices and other matrices from the classical compact groups (the
eigenvalues of such matrices are known to not be independent). Similar results for
characteristic polynomials of nearly Hermitian matrices were studied in [29, Section
2.5]. In [35], Reddy considers polynomials whose zeros are chosen randomly from
two deterministic sequences of complex numbers in which the empirical measures
for both sequences converge to the same limit. It is shown that the limiting empir-
ical measure of the zeros and critical points agree for these polynomials, yielding
a version of Theorem where the randomness can be reduced and independence
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still remains. However, as the following example shows, the randomness in Theo-
rem [[L3 cannot be completely eliminated (i.e., the theorem does not always hold
for sequences of deterministic polynomials).

Example 1.4. Let p,(z) := 2™ — 1. Then the roots of p, are the n-th roots of
unity, and so p,, converges weakly to the uniform measure on the unit circle as n
tends to infinity. However, all n — 1 critical points of p,, are located at the origin.
Hence, j1;, = o for all n.

1.1. Asymptotic notation. We use asymptotic notation (such as O, o) under the
assumption that n — oo. In particular, X = O(Y), ¥ = Q(X), X < Y, and
Y > X denote the estimate | X| < CY, for some constant C' > 0 independent of n
and for all n > C. If we need the constant C' to depend on another constant, e.g.
C = Cy, we indicate this with subscripts, e.g. X = O(Y), Y = Q(X), X < Y,
and Y >, X. We write X = oY) if |X| < ¢(n)Y for some c(n) that goes to zero
as n — oco. Specifically, o(1) denotes a term which tends to zero as n — co.

2. MAIN RESULTS

To introduce our results, we first consider a special case of the polynomial p,,
defined in (), when g is the uniform probability measure on the unit circle centered
at the origin. In this case, Theorem implies that p, converges weakly in
probability to 4 as n — oo. A numerical simulation of this result is shown in
Figure[ll as can be seen, all critical points of p!, lie very close to the unit circle. On
the other hand, if we consider the polynomial (z — &)p,(2) for some deterministic
point £ outside the unit circle, we see in Figure [l that one of the critical points
leaves the unit disk and lies very close to &. However, the remaining critical points
still lie close to the unit circle.

The goal of this note is to describe the pairing between the root £ and the nearby
critical point. More generally, we consider the case when several deterministic zeros
are appended to the random polynomial p,, and when g is an arbitrary measure in
the complex plane with compact support (not just the uniform distribution on the
unit circle). See, for example, Figures Bl and

Let us mention that this pairing phenomenon between roots and critical points
has been observed previously for random polynomials. Hanin [I5] proves a similar
pairing result when a number of deterministic roots are appended to a random
polynomial whose roots are chosen independently from a probability measure u
supported on the Riemann sphere. Hanin’s proof is guided by an intuitive electro-
static interpretation of the zeros and critical points. In contrast to many of our
results, Hanin’s proof works both when p is supported on a compact subset and
when g is supported on the entire Riemann sphere. Unlike the results in [15] how-
ever, our results do not require the measure p to have bounded density or require
the deterministic roots to satisfy a separation condition. In addition, our methods
are significantly different than those used in [I5] and allow us to describe the exact
number of critical points lying in a region outside the support of . In a separate
paper [14], Hanin considers the joint distribution of roots and critical points for
a class of Gaussian random polynomials. However, the polynomials considered in
[14] are quite different than the model considered in this paper. Finally, let us men-
tion the work of Dennis and Hannay [9] from the physics literature, which gives
an electrostatic explanation for the pairing of critical points and zeros of random
polynomials and characteristic polynomials of random matrices.
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FIGURE 1. The roots (red circles) and critical points (blue crosses)
of a random, degree 100 polynomial, where all 100 roots are chosen
independently and uniformly on the unit circle (black curve).

2.1. Limiting distribution of the critical points. To begin, we first consider
the analogue of Theorem [[.3] when o(n) deterministic zeros are appended to the
random polynomial p,, in ().

Theorem 2.1 (Limiting distribution of the critical points). Let u be an arbitrary
probability measure on C, and suppose X1, Xa,... are iid random variables with
distribution p. For each n > 1, let k, be a deterministic non-negative integer no
larger than n such that k, = o(n). In addition, let fln), e ,(C:) be a deterministic
triangular array of complex values, and let

=

n

H Hz_gl"),

=1
Then p, —converges weakly to pu in probability as n — oo.

Theorem [2.1] is a generalization of Theorem Indeed, Theorem [L3] can be
recovered from Theorem 2] by taking k, = 0. Unsurprisingly, we prove Theorem
2Tin Appendix [Al by slightly generalizing the methods developed by Kabluchko in
[20].

Let us discuss the intuition behind Theorem 2l To do so, we must begin with
Theorem[I.3l Roughly speaking, Theorem [[.3] describes the phenomenon that if p,,
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FIGURE 2. The roots (red circles) and critical points (blue crosses)
of a random, degree 101 polynomial, where 100 roots are chosen
independently and uniformly on the unit circle (black curve), and
one root takes the deterministic value £ = 1.5.

is a degree m random polynomial, then

Hpn — M;n —0 (2)
in probability as n — co. In other words, the limiting behavior of the critical points
is the same as the limiting behavior of the roots. While Theorem [L.3] only applies
to random polynomials with iid roots, the same phenomenon has been observed for
other ensembles of random polynomials [27], 29], and numerical simulations show
that it should be true for many other models. Stated another way, the behavior
in (@) appears to be universal among random polynomials. Let us now consider
the polynomial p,, from Theorem 2l It follows from the law of large numbers
that p,, — p weakly almost surely as n — oo since k, = o(n). Therefore, if
the convergence in (2)) applies to the polynomial p,,, the triangle inequality would
immediately imply that p;, also converges weakly to u in probability. This heuristic
is the basis for our proof of Theorem 2.1

The above heuristic also hints that the condition k, = o(n) in Theorem 21
is sharp. Indeed, if [en] deterministic roots were to be appended, the limiting
distribution is, in general, not u as shown by the following example.

Example 2.2. Let 0 < ¢ < 1 and k,, := [en]. Define

n—~Rn

pa(z) = [T (2= Xp),

Jj=

—
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FIGURE 3. The roots (red circles) and critical points (blue crosses)
of a random, degree 203 polynomial, where 200 roots are chosen
independently and uniformly on the unit circle (black curve), and
three roots take the deterministic values £ = 1414, & = 1.5, and
& =1.240.3i.

where X7, X5, ... are iid random variables uniformly distributed on the unit circle
centered at the origin in the complex plane. Then, by Theorem [[.3] M;n converges
weakly to the uniform measure on the unit circle in probability as n — co. However,
the polynomial
Gn(2) = 2 py(2)

has at least k, — 1 critical points at the origin. In particular, u; ({0}) > €/2 for
n sufficiently large. Among other things, this implies that i, ~does not converge
weakly to the uniform probability measure on the unit circle as n — oo.

While Theorem 2.1l shows that the global behavior of the critical points is un-
changed by the addition of o(n) deterministic roots, the addition of one or more
deterministic roots can create a number of outlying critical points as illustrated in
Figures[2 and Bl One way of viewing this phenomenon is to view the deterministic
roots as a small perturbation of the original polynomial. This small perturbation is
not enough to change the global distribution of the critical points; it may, however,
as observed in the figures above, create a small number of outlying critical points.
Our main results below describe these outliers.

2.2. No outlying critical points for the unperturbed model. Before we con-
sider the perturbed model, we first consider the case when there are no deterministic
roots. In this initial case, we want to determine exactly where the critical points
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of the random polynomial p,,, defined in (), are located. This way, when we do
append the small perturbation of deterministic roots, we will be able to tell exactly
what effect the perturbation has had.

Let 4 be a probability measure on C, and suppose X,...,X, are iid random
variables with distribution u. In view of the Gauss—Lucas theorem (Theorem [T]),
the roots of p,(z) := H?Zl (z — X;), must lie in Conv(supp(x)), the convex hull of
the support of p. However, as we discussed above in the case when pu is supported
on the unit circle (shown in Figure[l), nearly all of the critical points appear near
the support of u, which is only a small subset of the convex hull. Thus, our goal is
to determine the exact subset of Conv(supp(u)) where the critical points will lie,
with high probability. We do so in the theorem below. To define this set where
the critical points are located, we will first need to introduce the Cauchy—Stieltjes
transform.

Let ;1 be a probability measure on C, and let m,, be the Cauchy—Stieltjes trans-
form of u defined by

mpe)i= [P st

z—x
Also, define

M, := {z € C\ supp(p) : my(2) = 0}
to be the set of zeros of m,. If u has compact support, it turns out that M, C
Conv(supp(p)); see Proposition B.§] for details. For € > 0, we also define the set

N.(e) :={z € C : dist(z, supp(p) UM,,) < ¢}

to be the e-neighborhood of supp(p) U M,,. Here, dist(z, D) := inf,ep |2 — w| is
the distance from z € C to a set D C C.

The following theorem shows that all critical points of p, must lie inside N, (¢)
with high probability.

Theorem 2.3 (No outliers in the unperturbed model). Let p be a probability mea-
sure on C with compact support, and suppose Xi,...,X, are iid random vari-
ables with distribution u. Then, for every e > 0, there exists C,c > 0 (depending
only on p and €) such that, with probability at least 1 — Ce™ ™, the polynomial
pn(2) ===, (2 — X;) has no critical points outside Ny,(e).

Remark 2.4. By the Gauss—Lucas theorem (Theorem [[T]), the critical points of p,
must lie inside Conv(supp(u)). Thus, Theorem 23] actually reveals that, with high
probability, p,, has no critical points outside N, () N Conv(supp(u)).

We now justify our choice of the set N, (¢) as the correct location of the critical
points. First, in the case that p is degenerate, p,(z) = (2 — a)™ for some a € C,
which has critical point z = a with multiplicity n — 1. This example shows that
clearly the critical points of p,, may lie in supp(u). The next example shows that
the critical points can also be in a neighborhood of the zero set M,,.

Example 2.5. Let p:= pd, + (1 — p)dp for some a,b € C with a # b and p € (0,1),
and assume X1, Xo,... are iid random variables with distribution . Then
pa(z) = [[(z = X)) = (z —a)*(z = b)”

Jj=1
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for some non-negative integers «, 5 with a+ 3 = n. Almost surely, for n sufficiently
large, a,, 5 > 1, and, in this case,
ph(2) =(z—a)* t(z =) (nz —ab— Ba).

Thus, by the law of large numbers, p,, has a critical point at

ab a

e= B (- p)ato(1)

n n

almost surely. On the other hand,
1 —

p + p
z—a z-0

my(z) =
has exactly one zero located at z = pb + (1 — p)a.

By the Borel-Cantelli lemma, Theorem immediately implies the following
corollary.

Corollary 2.6. Let pu be a probability measure on C with compact support, and
suppose X1, Xa, ... are ©id random variables with distribution p. Fiz € > 0. Then,
almost surely, for n sufficiently large, the polynomial p,(z) = H?Zl (z — X;) has
no critical points outside N,(¢).

We conclude this subsection with two examples of Theorem and Corollary
2.0l

Example 2.7. Let p be the uniform distribution on the unit circle centered at the
origin. A simple computation shows that

m(z) = 0, if|z] <1,
MWL if ] > 1,

z)?

and hence M, = {z € C: |2] < 1}. Since Conv(supp(p)) = {#z € C: |2] < 1},
Theorem does not rule out the possibility of critical points in the disk D;_. :=
{z € C:|z| < 1—¢}. This is not a limitation of Theorem 23] and is consistent with
the results in [31], which imply that, with positive probability, D;_. contains at
least one critical point. More precisely, let py(z) := [[j_, (2~ Xj), where X1, Xa, . ..
are iid random variables with distribution p. Then for any 0 < ¢ < 1, there exists
7 > 0 (independent of n) such that p, has a critical point in the disk D;_. with
probability at least n for all sufficiently large n. This follows from the determinantal
structure described in [31, Theorem 3]. A numerical simulation of this example is
shown in Figure [l

Example 2.8. Let y be the uniform distribution on the union of disjoint circles
C1UCy, where C1 is the unit circle centered at 5/2 and Cs is the unit circle centered
at —5/2. Then

g i |2 =5/2/> Land | +5/2] > 1,
mu(z) = w55 i [z—5/2) <1,
S, if[z+5/2[ <1,

and M, = {0}. Let ¢ > 0, and take p,(2) := [[j_,(# — Xj), where X1, Xa, ...
are iid random variables with distribution u. Then Corollary guarantees that
almost surely, for n sufficiently large, all critical points of p, lie in the set

A1UA2U{Z€(C:|Z|<E},
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FIGURE 4. The roots (red circles) and critical points (blue crosses)
of a random, degree 200 polynomial, where all 200 roots are chosen
independently and uniformly on the union of the two unit circles
(black curves) centered at —5/2 and 5/2, respectively.

where A; and Ay are the annuli
A1 ={zeC:1l-e<|z2=5/2|<14¢}, As:={z€C:l-e<|z2+5/2] < 1+e}.

A numerical simulation of this example is shown in Figure [l In particular, the
simulation depicts a single critical point near the origin, showing that critical points
may lie in a neighborhood of the zero set M,,. In fact, it follows from the law of
large numbers and Walsh’s two circle theorem (see, for example, [34, Theorem
4.1.1]) that, for any 0 < € < 1/4, almost surely, for n sufficiently large, there is
exactly one critical point of p,, in the disk {z € C : |z] < 1+ ¢}. Combined with
Corollary 2.6] we conclude that almost surely this critical point must converge to
the origin as n tends to infinity.

2.3. Locations of the outlying critical points in the perturbed model.
We now consider the outlying critical points depicted in Figures Pl and Bl To do
so, we will need the following notation. For a polynomial p of degree n, we let
w1 (p), ..., wn—1(p) be the critical points of p counted with multiplicity.

Theorem 2.9 (Locations of the outlying critical points). Let u be a probability
measure on C with compact support, and suppose X1, Xo, ... are iid random vari-
ables with distribution p. Let k > 1, and assume &1, ...,& are deterministic com-
plex numbers (which do not depend on n); in addition, suppose there are s values
&1y, & not in supp(p) U M,,. Then, there exists eg > 0 such that the following
holds for any fired 0 < € < g9. Almost surely, for n sufficiently large, there are
exactly s critical points (counted with multiplicity) of the polynomial

n—k k
pa(z) = [[ =X ][ -&)
j=1 =1

outside N, (), and after labeling these critical points correctly,

wi(pn) =& +o(1)
foreach 1 <1 <s.
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Theorem describes exactly the phenomenon we observe in Figures [2] and
In particular, this theorem shows that each deterministic root outside supp(u)UM,,
creates one outlying critical point, which is asymptotically close to the deterministic
root.

For comparison, we provide the following example which shows that the conclu-
sion of Theorem fails for deterministic polynomials.

Example 2.10. Let p,(2) := 2"~ ! — 1 and ¢,(2) := pn(2)(z — 1/2). Then the
roots of ¢, are (n — 1)-th roots of unity with an outlier at z = 1/2. However, we
will show that ¢, has no critical points near z = 1/2. Indeed,

1 n-—1

¢, (2) =nz""" — 221

2 )
and so the critical points are the solutions of
1 ne1 1In—-1 o

1
—q,(2) = 2 Z =0,

For |z| < 3/4, we have

In—1 7/3\"% 1
n—1_ — n—2 < n—1 n—2 < L e -
i 2 n * < || + 1l — 4 (4) < n

for n sufficiently large. This implies that ¢, (z) # 0 for every z € C with |z| < 3/4.
Hence, for n sufficiently large, there are no critical points of ¢, in the disk {z € C:
|z| < 3/4}. More generally, this argument shows that for a fixed n € (0,1), there
are no critical points of ¢, in the disk {z € C: |z| <1 — n} for sufficiently large n.

We next state two generalizations of Theorem [2.91 Both results deal with the
case when the deterministic points &1,..., & (as well as the integer k) are allowed
to depend on n. Because the points can now depend on n, some additional technical
assumptions are required. These technical assumptions are trivially satisfied when
&1,...,& do not depend on n. As such, Theorem is actually a corollary of the
following more general result.

Theorem 2.11 (Locations of the outlying critical points: dependence on n). Let

1 be a probability measure on C with compact support, and suppose X1, Xo, ... are
itd random wvariables with distribution p. For each n > 1, let én), . ,5,(;:) be a
triangular array of deterministic complex numbers with k,, = O(1), and assume
max{|e{”]..... &)} = O(1). (3)
Fix ¢ > 0, and suppose that for all sufficiently large n, there are no wvalues of
{1"), e /(c:) in N,,(3¢) \N,,(¢) and there are s values én), e ,§£n) outside N, (3¢).

Then, almost surely, for n sufficiently large, there are exactly s critical points
(counted with multiplicity) of the polynomial

n—knp kn

pa(z) = [] - x) ][z —€™)
j=1 =1

outside N, (2¢), and after labeling these critical points correctly,
wi(pn) = & +o(1)
foreach 1 <1 <s.
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The O(1)-magnitude assumption in (3)) is required for our proof. However, we
conjecture that this condition is not needed. In fact, in the case when s = 1, we
can remove this assumption, and we obtain the following stronger result.

Theorem 2.12 (Locations of the outlying critical points: s = 1 case). Let u
be a probability measure on C with compact support, and suppose X1, Xo,... are

triangular array of deterministic complex numbers with k, = O(1). Fiz ¢ > 0,

and suppose that for all sufficiently large n, there are no values of §§n), ey ,(c:) mn

N,.(3¢)\N,(e) and there is one value §§") outside N,,(3¢). Then, almost surely, for
n sufficiently large, there is exactly one critical point of the polynomial

n—ky kn
()= [I =X ] -4")

=1

itd random wvariables with distribution p. For each n > 1, let 5571) ,5,(;:) be a

outside N, (2¢€), and after labeling the critical points correctly,
wi(pn) =" (140 (1/n)) + O(1/n). (4)
Remark 2.13. If {1") = O(1), then {@) implies that, almost surely,
wi(pa) = &+ O(1/n).
More generally, if {1") = o(n), Theorem 212 yields that, almost surely,
w(pn) = & + o(1).
In other words, the location of the outlying critical point w1 (py,) is asymptotically

close to the outlying root {%").

Remark 2.14. In the case where {En) lies at least a fixed distance away from the
convex hull of the support of u, the conclusion in (@) is a deterministic result
(regardless of the asymptotic behavior of ky). This can be deduced from Walsh’s
two-circle theorem (see [34, Theorem 4.1.1]).

We present a numerical simulation of Theorem [2.12in Figure

2.4. Outline. The rest of the paper is devoted to the proof of our main results.
In Section [B] we develop several tools we will need for the proofs. The proof of
Theorem is presented in Section @l We prove Theorems 2.9] [Z11] and 2212 in
Section Bl Finally, the proof of Theorem 2.1]is given in Appendix [Al

3. TOOLS AND NOTATION
We present here some tools we will need to prove our main results.

3.1. Tools from probability theory. We will need the following complex-valued
version of Hoeffding’s inequality.

Lemma 3.1 (Hoeffding’s inequality for complex-valued random variables). Let
Yi,...,Y, be iid complez-valued random variables which satisfy |Y;| < K almost
surely for some K > 0. Then there exist absolute constants C,c > 0 such that

1 1|
P EZYJ-—EE S Y| | =t] < Cexp(—ent?/K?)

j=1 j=1
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FIGURE 5. The roots (red circles) and critical points (blue crosses)
of a random, degree n = 100 polynomial, where 99 roots are chosen
independently and uniformly on the outlined region, and one root
takes the deterministic value £ = —0.8—0.8¢. The small green circle
centered at £ that contains the critical point nearby has radius 4/n.

for every t > 0.
Proof. Let

If |S,| > t, then | Re(S,)| > t/v/2 or | Im(S,,)| > t/v/2. So, we have

P(|Sn| > t) < P(|Re(Sn)| = t/V2) +P(| Im(Sy,)| = t/V2).
The claim now follows from the classic (real-valued) version of Hoeffding’s inequality
(see [16]) since |Re(Y;)| < K and |Im(Y;)| < K. O
3.2. Nets. We introduce e-nets as a convenient way to discretize a compact set.

Definition 3.2. Let X be a subset of C, and € > 0. A subset N of X is called
an e-net of X if every point € X can be approximated within £ by some point
y € N, ie. so that |z —y| <e.

For a finite set A, we let |[N| denote the cardinality of N. We will need the
following estimate for the size of an e-net.
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Lemma 3.3. Let D be a compact subset of {z € C: |z| < M} for some M > 0.
Then, for every € > 0, there is an e-net N of D such that

2
V| < <1+¥) .

Proof. Let N’ be a maximal £/2-separated subset of S := {z € C: |z| < M}. In
other words, N’ is such that |z —y| > /2 for all z,y € N’ with z # y, and no
subset of S containing A" has this property. Such a set can always be constructed
by starting with an arbitrary point in S and at each step selecting a point that is
at least £/2 distance away from those already selected. Since S is compact, this
procedure will terminate after a finite number of steps.

The maximality property implies that A/’ is an €/2-net of S. Indeed, otherwise
there would exist z € S that is at least ¢/2-far from all points in M. So N’ U {z}
would still be an e/2-separated set, contradicting the maximality property above.

Moreover, the separation property implies that the balls of radii /4 centered at
the points in N’ are disjoint. In addition, all such balls lie in the ball of radius
M + £/4 centered at the origin. Comparing areas gives

;1 (E\2 €\ 2
V() = (reg)

2
V] < (1+¥> .

We now use N’ to construct an e-net of D. Indeed, we construct A iteratively
using the following procedure. Let (z,,))_; be an enumeration of the points in N”,
and set Ny := 0. Given N, for 0 <n < N — 1, we construct NV,,;1 as follows:

(1) If the ball of radius /2 centered at x,; does not intersect D, then let
Nn+1 = Nn

(2) If the ball of radius /2 centered at x,,4+1 does intersect D, let y,41 be an
element of the intersection and set NV, 41 := N, U {ynt1}-

Now take A/ := Ny. By the procedure above, it follows that |N| < |N”|. It remains
to show that N is an e-net of D. Let z € D. Since D C S, there exists x € N’ such
that |z — z| < /2. This means that the ball of radius £/2 centered at x intersects
D. Thus, from the procedure above, there exists y € A such that |z — y| < £/2.
Therefore, by the triangle inequality, |z — y| < e. O

and hence

3.3. Tools from linear algebra. We will need the following companion matrix
result, which describes a matrix whose eigenvalues are the critical points of a given
polynomial. This result appears to have originally been developed in [21] (see [21]
Lemma 5.7]). However, the same result was later rediscovered and significantly
generalized by Cheung and Ng [0 [7].

Theorem 3.4 (Lemma 5.7 from [21]; Theorem 1.2 from [7]). Let p(2) := [[j_, (2 —
zj) for some complex numbers z1,. .., zn, and let D be the diagonal matric D :=
diag(z1,...,2n). Then

Lp/(2) = det <z[ D (1 - %J)) ,

where I is the n x n identity matriz and J is the n X n all-one matrizx.
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Theorem B4 allows us to translate the problem of studying critical points to a
problem involving the eigenvalues of certain matrices. For studying the eigenvalues
of such matrices, we will need the following lemmata.

Lemma 3.5 (Block determinant). Suppose A, B,C, and D are matrices of dimen-
sion n X n, n X m, mxn and m X m, respectively. If A is invertible, then

A B _
det (c D) = det(A)det(D — CA'B).

Proof. The conclusion follows immediately from the decomposition

A BY (A 0 I, A7lB

C D) \C I, 0 D-CA'B)’
where I,, and I,,, are the identity matrices of dimension nxn and mxm, respectively.
A similar proof is given in [I7, Section 0.8.5]. O

Lemma 3.6 (Sherman—Morrison formula). Suppose A is an invertible matriz and
u,v are column vectors. If 1 +vT A7 u # 0, then

Ayt A—Y

1+vTA-1y’

Lemma can be found in [3]; see also [I7, Section 0.7.4] for a more general
version of this identity known as the Sherman-Morrison-Woodbury formula. We
will also require the following bound involving the difference of two determinants.

For a matrix A, we let ||A|| denote the spectral norm of A, i.e., ||A| is the largest
singular value of A.

Lemma 3.7. Let A and B be k x k matrices. If ||All, || B| = O(1), then
|det(A) — det(B)| <« ||A — B|.

(A+uw™)t =471

Proof. By the Leibniz formula for the determinant, it follows that

k k
Z sgn(o) <H Ag(iy,i — H BU(i),i) |
- i1 =1
k k
< Z H Ag(iy,i — H Bs(),i
i1 im1

e
where the sums range over all permutations o of {1,...,k} and sgn(o) is the sign
of the permutation o. We now take advantage of the fact that the spectral norm
of a matrix bounds the magnitude of each entry. In particular,
sup (|Ai;| +1Bij|) < [[ Al + |B]| = O(1)

1<id,j<k

|det(A) — det(B)| =

: (5)

and

sup |Ay — By;| < ||A - B.
1<i,j<k

Thus, by multiple applications of the triangle inequality, we obtain

k k
HAa(i),i - H By iyi| <k |A— B
=1

=1

uniformly in o. Combining this bound with (G completes the proof. O
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3.4. Other tools. We collect here some additional tools and facts we will need.
First, we note that if p has compact support, then the convex hull of the support
of 11 is also a compact set; see [I, Corollary 5.33] for details.

The following proposition shows that the zero set of the Cauchy—Stieltjes trans-
form of p must lie inside the convex hull of the support of u. It is a generalization
of the Gauss—Lucas Theorem (Theorem [[I]) in the sense that Proposition 3.8 is
precisely the Gauss—Lucas Theorem when p is atomic.

Proposition 3.8. Let pu be a probability measure on C with compact support. If
my(2) =0 for some z & supp(u), then z € Conv(supp(u)).

Proof. Let S := Conv(supp(u)), and define
S:={T:2€85}.
Suppose z ¢ S. Then

mu(2)] = lemy ()] = [Im (emy.(2))| =

/ Im (e (z — 7))
C

for any € R. Since supp(p) is compact, it follows from [I, Corollary 5.33] that S
is also compact. Thus, by the hyperplane separation theorem, there exists a pair
of parallel lines, separated by a gap € > 0, separating S and Z. Let 6 be the angle
these lines make with the real axis (if they do not meet the real axis take 6 = 0).
Then Im (e*(z — T)) is of the same sign for all z € S and

|Im(e®(z —T))| > ¢
for all x € S. Thus, we obtain

d
) ze [ A
supp(p) |2 — 7|

As supp(p) is compact, there exists M > 0 such that |z — x| < M for all z € S.
Hence, we conclude that

1
Imy(2)] = ik 0,
and the proof is complete. (|

We will also need the following observation concerning the translation of roots
and critical points.

Proposition 3.9 (Translation of the critical points). Let p be a monic polynomial
of degree n, and suppose wi,...,w,—1 are the critical points of p counted with
multiplicity. Then, for any a € C, the critical points of q(z) := p(z — a) are
w1+ a,...,Wp—1 +a.

Proof. Since p is a monic polynomial of degree n,
n—1
P() = n [z - wy).
j=1
Thus,
n—1
() =p—a)=n[[(—a—w)
j=1

and the claim follows. O
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4. PROOF OF THEOREM [2.3]
This section is devoted to the proof of Theorem 2.3l For € > 0, define
Su(e) :={z € C: dist(z,supp(n)) < €}

to be the e-neighborhood of the support of u. We begin with the following concen-
tration inequality.

Lemma 4.1. Let p be a probability measure on C with compact support, and sup-

pose X1,...,X, are #id random variables with distribution p. Then, for every
M,e, t >0,
1 40M
P — —my(2)| >t] <C <1 + ) exp (—cnt?e?
2€CH|2 \<Mz€S (e |n Z zZ—= Xa g et ( )

j=1

for some absolute constants C,c > 0.

Proof. Let M,e,t > 0, and define

D:={zeC:|z| <M, z¢&S,(e)}.

We assume D is nonempty as the conclusion is trivial otherwise. Let N be an
€2t/10-net of D. By Lemma 33 N can be chosen so that

402M)2 ©)

V| < (1+

We observe that X; € supp(p) almost surely for every 1 < j < n. Thus, almost
surely, for z € D,

1
Z—Xj

(7)

1
< —.
5

Hence, for z,w € D,

1 & - |z—w|
Ezz X; nzw X, g2

Jj=1 Jj=1 J

| —

In other words, the function m,(z) := %Z?:l ﬁ is almost surely Lipschitz

continuous on D with Lipschitz constant e~2. Similarly, for z,w € D,

1 1
/supp(#) <Z —z w- x) Au()

<[ Lt
supp(p) |z—x||w _‘T|

|z — wl

Imyu(2) —my(w)| =

2

Suppose sup,¢p |mn(2) —mu(z)| > t. As m, and m, are both continuous on
the compact set D, there exists z € D such that |m,(z) — ( )| > t. Since N is

an €%t/10-net of D, there exists w € A such that |z — w| < £t. So, by the reverse
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triangle inequality and the fact that the m,, and m, are Lipschitz continuous, we
have

[mn (w) = my(w)| > [ma(2) = mu(z)| = Ima(z) —mn(w) — (mu(2) = my(w))]
|z — wl
>t— 27
4t
> —.
-5
Therefore, by the union bound, we conclude that

P (sup b (2) = my (2] = ¢) < P sup () = mufu)] = 5 )

2€D weN 5
<SP (I -m=F) ®)

weEN

As Emy,(2) = my(z) for z € D, Hoeffding’s inequality (Lemma [B.1]) and the bound
in () imply that

4t
sup P <|mn(w) —my(w)| > —> < Cexp(—cnt?e?) 9)
weN 5

for some absolute constants C, ¢ > 0. Thus, combining (@), [8), and (@) yields

P (sup |mn(2) —mu(z)] > t) <C (1 + 45;:?) exp(—cnt?e?),
z€D

as desired. O

We now prove Theorem

Proof of Theorem[Z.3 Let ¢ > 0. With probability one, X; € supp(u) for each
1 < j < n. Thus, the zeros of

mp(z) = lmzlz 1

n pn(z) nj:1Z_Xj

outside of N, (¢) are exactly the critical points of p,, outside of N,,(g). We will show
that my,(z) has no zeros in D := Conv(supp(x)) \ Nu(¢). The claim then follows
immediately since, by the Gauss-Lucas theorem (Theorem [[I]), all the critical
points of py, lie in Conv(supp(u)).

Since p has compact support, Conv(supp(u)) is also a compact set (see [T, Corol-
lary 5.33]), and hence D is compact. As m, is a continuous function on D, |m,|
achieves its minimum on D, which, by definition of N,(¢) cannot be zero (since
N, (¢) contains the zero set M,,). Thus, there exists ¢’ > 0 such that

|m,(2)| > ¢ forall z € D.

Since D is compact, there exists M > 0 (depending only on supp(u)) such that
|z| < M for all z € D. Thus, by Lemma [.T] (taking ¢ = ¢’/2), we obtain

/ M
P { sup |mn,(2) — mu(z)] > c <C|(1+ s0M exp(—cnc'e?)
z€D 2 e2¢

for some absolute constants C, ¢ > 0. Hence, on the complementary event, we have

~

[ma(2)] = [m(2)] = [mn(2) —mu(2)] =
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for all z € D. Since the constants C' (1 + 8821;{) and cc’e? only depend on p and ¢,

the proof is complete. O

5. PROOF OF THEOREMS [2.9] 2. 17|, aAnD [2.12]
This section is devoted to the proof of Theorems 2.9 2. 11| and 212

5.1. Proof of Theorem We now prove Theorem using Theorem 2111
Indeed, let &1, ..., & satisfy the assumptions of Theorem Since &1,...,& do
not depend on n, there exists €9 > 0 such that, for any 0 < ¢ < €,

e &1,...,& are outside N, (3¢),

® &ot1,..., &, are in Ny (e).
In addition, condition (@) trivially holds because &1,...,&; do not depend on n.
Thus, Theorem 2.I1] is applicable for any 0 < ¢ < gg, and hence Theorem
follows.

5.2. Proof of Theorems [2.11] and [2.72. We will prove Theorem 211l via the
following result.

Theorem 5.1. Let p be a probability measure on C with compact support, and
suppose 0 € supp(p). Let X1, Xo,... be iid random variables with distribution .
For each n > 1, let §£n), . ,f,i:) be a triangular array of deterministic complex
numbers with k, = O(1), and assume max{|§1")|, ce |§,(€Z)|} = O0(1). Fize >0,
and suppose that for all sufficiently large n, there are no values of §§n), ce /(c:)

in N, (3¢) \ N,(e) and there are s values {%n), e ,fsn) outside N, (3¢). Then, al-
most surely, for n sufficiently large, there are exactly s critical points (counted with
multiplicity) of the polynomial

kn

n—knp
() =[] = Xn ][]~ &™)

=1
outside N, (2¢), and after labeling these critical points correctly,
wi(pn) = & +o(1)
foreach 1 <1 <s.
The only difference between this theorem and Theorem 2TT] is that Theorem

Bl assumes 0 € supp(u). Using Theorem 511 we prove Theorem 2.11] by applying
Proposition

Proof of Theorem [2Z11l Let p have compact support. Since supp(u) is nonempty,
choose a € supp(p). We now consider the polynomial

n—kny kn n—kn kn
pa(z+a) = J] =X —a) [[(z= (€ —a) = ] c-¥)][]z— (& —a)),
j=1 =1 j=1 =1

where Y; := X; — a. Let v be the distribution of Y;. Then v has compact support
and 0 € supp(v). In addition, the sets M, and supp(v) are translates by —a of
the sets M, and supp(u), respectively. Thus, by assumption, there are no values of
¢ _a, .. ,51(62) —ain N,(32) \ N, (¢) and there are s values ™ —a,..., ¢ —a
outside N, (3¢). Therefore, by Theorem 5.1l and Proposition 3.9 we conclude that
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almost surely, for n sufficiently large, there are exactly s critical points of p,, outside
N, (2¢) and after labeling correctly,

wi(pn) —a= {l(n) —a+o(1)
for 1 <[ <s. Adding a to both sides completes the proof. O

Similarly, Theorem [2.12] can be proven using the following.

Theorem 5.2. Let p be a probability measure on C with compact support, and
suppose 0 € supp(p). Let X1, Xo,... be #id random variables with distribution .
For each n > 1, let f;n), e ,5,(;:) be a triangular array of deterministic complex
numbers with k, = O(1). Fiz ¢ > 0, and suppose that for all sufficiently large n,
there are no values of §1n), ce /(c:) in N,(3¢) \ N, (¢) and there is one value f;n)
outside N, (3¢). Then, almost surely, for n sufficiently large, there is exactly one
critical point of the polynomial

=

n

—kn
H (z— &™)

1

outside N, (2¢), and after labeling the critical points correctly,

wi(pn) = & (L+ 0 (1/n)).

The proof of Theorem [2.12] using Theorem [5.2] is nearly identical to the proof of
Theorem 2.I1] above; we omit the details. It remains to prove Theorems (.1l and

5.3. Proof of Theorems [5.1] and We prove Theorems [5.1] and simul-
taneously. Indeed, for the first part of the proof, we continue to use the notation
of Theorem [F.Il However, the same argument applies to Theorem by simply
taking s = 1. The conclusion of the proof will require us to consider the conditions
of both theorems separately. In fact, the conclusion of the proof is the only place
where we require condition ([B]). For notational convenience, throughout the proof
we allow the implicit constants and rates of convergence in our asymptotic notation
(such as O, 0) to depend on the parameter & without notating this dependence.
For n sufficiently large, we decompose

n—knpn s kn
p@ =[] c=X)[-¢") T -4,
j=1 1=1 l=s+1
where, by assumption, f%n), . ,fg") are outside N, (3¢) and §S+1, . 751(:) are in

N, (e). In addition, X1,..., X,,_, are in supp(p) C N, () with probability 1.
Let D be the diagonal matrix

Dy, 0
D= ( 0 Dout) ’

Dy := diag(X1, ..o, Xnop,, €7, E7)

where

and
Doy = diag(e™, ..., ¢,
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Here, the subscripts “in” and “out” refer to the roots inside and outside N, (¢),
respectively. Of course, D, Di,, and D,y all depend on n, but we do not denote

this dependence in our notation.
By Theorem [3.4] it follows that

lzp;z(z) = det (ZI - D+ lDJ,,) (10)
n

n
zI 0 Din 0 1 (D, 0
mon (5 5) - (0 o) =2 (0 )]
where [ is the identity matrix and J, is the n x n all-one matrix. We decompose,
Jnfs Jnfs,s
In = (Jn J, ) !

where J; ,,, denotes the [ x m all-one matrix. Thus, we conclude that

1 / _ 2l — Din + %Dianfs %Dint]nfs,s
Ezpn(Z) N det ( %Doutt]s,nfs 2l — Dout + %Doutt]s ’ (11)

We will eventually apply Lemma [3.5] to compute this determinant, but first we will
need to consider the upper-left block

1
2l — Din + _Dian—s-
n

Let 1,, denote the all-one n-vector; we will often drop the subscript (and just write
1) when its size can be deduced from context. We will make use of the following
lemma.

Lemma 5.3. Under the assumptions of Theorem[51] (alternatively, Theorem[52.3),
almost surely, for n sufficiently large, the matriz

1
2zl — Din + —DinJp—s (12)
n

is invertible for every z & N, (2¢) and the function
1o 1 -
z— —1 2l — Din + —Dindn_s D1 (13)
n n
is analytic outside N, (2¢). In addition, almost surely

sup =0(1).

1 1 !
_]-T (ZI - Din + _Dians> Din]-
z€C\N, (2¢) n

n

Proof. Recall that the entries of the diagonal matrix Dj, are contained in N ,(e).
Thus, for z & N, (2¢), the matrix zI — Dy, is invertible. In addition, since (2 —
D;,) ! is a diagonal matrix, we obtain

1
—17(2I — D) 'Din1 = = tr[(2 — D) "' Dy
n n

g™

— (14)
LS )

Among other things, this implies that the function %IT(zI — D)1 Diy1 is analytic
outside N, (2¢); we will use this fact later to show that the function in (I3)) is
analytic on the same set. Since supp(u) is compact, it follows from Proposition
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B8 that N, (¢) is bounded. Let £ > 0 be such that |z| < & for all z € N, (¢). Let
M :=10k. Then for |z| > M, we have
Xl <k, |z—X;|>M—-k=9k
for 1 < j <n—k, and similarly
1<k e= g2 M~k =95
for each s +1 <1 < k,,. Thus,

1
—1%(2I — D) " 'Diu1
n

sup <

|z|>M
In particular, this bound implies that 1+ %].T(ZI— Din) " 'Diy1 # 0 for all |z| > M.
Thus, we can apply Lemma 3.0 to conclude that the matrix in (I2)) is invertible for
every |z| > M. Indeed, since %Dian_S = %DinllT is at most rank oneEL it follows
from Lemma (taking u = Dij1 and v = 1) that

- (15)

K
9K

1_p 1 -
-1 ZI—Din+ _Dian—s Dinl
n n

(117 (21 — Dyy) ' D1 d)?
1+ 117 (2] — Dyy) ' Dyl

1
= 217(2I = Dyy) ' Dinl — (16)
n

Hence, by the bound in ([IH]), we have, with probability one,

142
g$+ (5) —0o(1).

sup T
=3

1 o 1 -t
-1 ZI—Din"’ _Dianfs Din]-
|z[>M n

n

In addition, the right-hand side of (I6]) is analytic in the region |z| > M, which
implies that the function on the left-hand side is also analytic in the same region.

Let © be the compact set {z € C : |z| < M} \ N,(2¢). It remains to show
that, almost surely, for n sufficiently large, the matrix in (I2) is invertible for every
z € Q, the function in ([3)) is analytic in €2, and

sup =0(1).

1o 1 !
-1 ZI_Din+_Dian—s Dinl
z€Q) n

n

To establish these results we will again apply Lemma However, in this case,
we will need more precise estimates than those established above.
Indeed, returning to ([I4)), we find that

n— k
1 n—s z S| Z — 1
—1%(2I — D) Dyl = — — E — E . 17
n (2 ) n +n 4 z—Xj+n Z_g(”) a7)
=1 I=s+1 1
Since §§j_)1, . ,fl(c:) are contained in N, (¢), it follows from the triangle inequality
that
k
- 1 kn M
sup z — < —— =0(1). (18)
Q| T 2= e

1Hero, we have used the fact that J,_s is rank one, and so the product D;y,J,—s is either rank
one or rank zero. In fact, a simple computation reveals that the product is rank zero if and only
if D, is the zero matrix.
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In addition, by Lemma [Tl and the Borel-Cantelli lemma, we have, almost surely

PR
sup |—
zeQ [T

27 —x; —zmy(z)| = o(1). (19)

As Q is compact and m, cannot vanish on  (since M, C N,(¢c)), there exists
C,c > 0 such that ¢ < |m,(z)] < C for all z € Q. Specifically, by the assumption
that 0 € supp(u), it follows that

ec < lzmy(2)] < MC, forall z € Q. (20)
Therefore, by ([I8), (I9), and (20), we conclude from ([IT) that, almost surely, for

n sufficiently large,

1
—1%(2I — Dyy) "' Dyl

sup <24+ MC
zeQ |
and
1
inf |1+ -17(2] — Dyn) "' Din1| > &£,
2€Q n 2

Hence, by Lemma [3.0] we obtain (8] for z €  which, combined with the bounds
above, yields

(2+ MC)? _

ce

2

sup <24+ MC+

1.r 1 !
-1 ZI—Din+ _Dian—s Dinl
1Y) n

n

0(1)

almost surely. As before, (0] also implies that the function in (I3) is analytic on
Q. The proof of the lemma is complete. O

Let us dispatch the simplest case of Theorem 5.1} when s = 0. Indeed, if s = 0,
then D = Dj,. In this case, (I0) and the invertibility of ([I2]) imply that p, has
no critical points outside N, (2¢), completing the proof. Thus, for the remainder of
the proof, we assume s > 1.

We return to the block determinant in ([I). By Lemma B3] almost surely, for
n sufficiently large, the upper-left block is invertible for all z & N, (2¢). Thus, by
Lemma [35] we conclude that almost surely

1 1
—zpl(z) = det <zI — Dy, + —DianS>
n n

1 1 1
x det (z[ — Doyt + —DoutJs — —DouthﬁnsG(z)—Diansys)
n n n

for all z & N,,(2¢), where
1 ~1
G(Z) = (ZI — Dy, + _Dian—s> .
n

In other words, the zeros of p;, outside of N,(2¢) (counted with multiplicity) are
precisely the zeros of

1 1 1
det (z[ — Doyt + —DoutJs — —Dochs,nsG(z)—Dians,s> (21)
n n n

outside of N, (2¢) (counted with multiplicity). Notice that this is the determinant
of an s X s matrix, and s < k, = O(1). We have thus reduced the problem of
studying an n x n matrix to an s x s matrix. This reduction greatly simplifies the
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forthcoming analysis. Before we conclude the proof, we make one final observation:
since Jg p—s = 1,1T and Jn—s,s = 1,_s1T we can rewrite the determinant in

n—s s
@I as

1 1
det <zI — Dout + —DowJs — — (11_,G(2) Dinl,—s) Douth) (22
n n
We now conclude the proof of Theorems 5.1 and separately. Let us begin
with Theorem [5.1l Indeed, under the assumptions of Theorem [B.]

| Doutl| = max{|e{™],..., |6 [} = O(1).

(Recall that ||Doyt|| denotes the spectral norm of the matrix Doyt.) Thus, by
Lemma [377] and Lemma [5.3] we have, almost surely

1 1
det (ZI - Dout + EDouth - FDouth,nsG(z)Dians,s> - det(ZI - Dout)

sup
2¢N,, (2¢)

1 1 ¢

< =[[Dout [[[Is]l + | Dout [[ | S|l sup _glnst(Z)Dinln*S
n 2gN,, (2¢) | T
1

< =
n

because ||Js|| = s < kn, = O(1). Notice that the zeros of det(z] — Doyy) are precisely
the values §§n), e ,55"). In view of Rouché’s theorem (since both determinants are
analytic outside N, (2¢) due to Lemma [5.3]), we conclude that, almost surely, for n
sufficiently large, p,, has exactly s critical points outside N,(2¢), and after correctly
labeling the critical points,

wi(pn) = " +o(1) (23)
for each 1 <[ < s. This completes the proof of Theorem .11

Remark 5.4. With a more careful application of Rouché’s theorem, the error in (23)
can be improved to

wi(pn) = " +0(n"")
for each 1 <[ < s, where 7 > 0 depends on s. In addition, if the deterministic

roots 51("), 1 <1 < s satisfy some kind of separation criteria, this error term can be
further improved. We do not pursue these matters here.

We now turn to the proof of Theorem[(.2l Recall that, in this case, s = 1. Thus,
the matrix in ([22)) is just a 1 x 1 matrix, and hence the zeros of p), outside of N, (2¢)
are precisely the solutions of

2=+ g — 4" 5176(:) Dl = 0 (24)
outside N, (2¢). By Lemma [5.3] we have, almost surely,

(=€ + 160 -6 176D ) - (s - )| < S 25)

sup
n2

2¢N, (2¢)

for some constant C' > 0. Since both these terms are analytic outside N, (2¢) due

to Lemma [5.3] we can again apply Rouché’s theorem. However, since %|§£n)| does
not necessarily converge to zero, we have to be slightly more careful. Let I';, be
any simple closed contour outside N, (2¢) which satisfies |z — §§n)| > %|§§")| for
all z € T,,. Then, by the estimate in ([25), Rouché’s theorem implies that the
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number of solutions to (24) inside T', is the same as the number of zeros of z — {571)
inside I';,. Hence, we conclude that almost surely, for n sufficiently large, there
is exactly one critical point of p, outside N, (2¢) and that critical point takes the

value {1") (14 O(1/n)). The proof of Theorem is complete.

APPENDIX A. PROOF OF THEOREM 2.1

The proof of Theorem [2.T] presented here is modeled after Kabluchko’s proof of
[20, Theorem 1.1]. We note that Theorem 2] does not follow from the results in
[20], and the notable difference between our proof and the one given in [20] is that we
must control the additional contribution coming from the deterministic triangular

array. For convenience, we use p, and p;, to mean p,, and g, , respectively and
define

o0
== {gl") 1<i< kn} (26)
n=1
to be the collection of values present in the deterministic triangular array. We let
) represent Lebesgue measure on C, and we denote the positive and negative parts
of the real logarithm by

logz|, 0<a<1, 0, 0<z<1,
log_x:= and log, x:=
0, x> 1, logz, = >1,

for © € [0,00). We use the convention that log_(0) := oo so that log_(-) is a
function taking values in the extended real line.

We prove Theorem 2. T]using the following result, which requires the deterministic
array satisfy an additional assumption.

Theorem A.1l. Under the same hypotheses as in Theorem [21] and with the addi-
tional assumption that there is a set E of Lebesgue measure zero for which z € C\ E
implies
1o
limsup — Z log_

n
n— 00 =1

2= =0, (27)

it follows that u., converges weakly to u in probability as n — oo.

Unfortunately, we cannot always guarantee that the deterministic array satisfies
condition (7). To get around this issue, we will work on subsequences where the
condition does hold; specifically, the proof of Theorem 2.1 will require the following
corollary of Theorem [A.T]

Corollary A.2. Assume the same hypotheses as in Theorem[2.1 and, in addition,
suppose [y, is a subsequence of iy, for which there is a set E C C of zero Lebesgue
measure such that z € C\ E implies

knm

1
limsup — Z log_
=1

Z— fnm)} =0.

m— o0 nm

Then p,, — converges weakly to p in probability as n — co.
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Proof. We show that u,  is a subsequence of a new sequence of random measures
(modified from p,) for which condition (27) does hold. To this end, define the
sequence k, by

= {kn, if n = n,, for some m € N,

0, otherwise,

1
Eall
3
Eall

n

pa(2) = [] G- x) ][z —-&™).
] 1

<
Il
A
Il

Also let fi,, and fi;, denote p15, and iz , respectively. By construction, ji,,, and juy,
are subsequences of [i,, and fi),, respectively. Now, kp = o(n), and for z € C\ E,

k
1 n
limsup — Z log_

n
n— 00 =1

knnl

1
z— §l(n)‘ = limsup — Z log_
1=1

m—oo Tm T

Z — §l(nm) =0.

Thus, Theorem [AT]limplies that fi}, converges weakly to y in probability as n — oo.
It follows that the subsequence p;, ~also converges to p weakly in probability as
m — 00. (]

The following lemma will allow us to justify the use of Corollary [A2l

Lemma A.3. Let u, be a sequence of random probability measures on C, and
suppose [ is a deterministic probability measure on C. Then, u, converges weakly to
W in probability if and only if each subsequence of j, contains a further subsequence
that converges weakly to p in probability.

Proof. Observe that, for each bounded and continuous function f : C — R, the
sequence fc fduy, is a sequence of complex-valued random variables whose subse-
quences are of the form fC fdun,,, where uy, is a subsequence of p,. In addition,
J fdp is a constant. Thus, the claim follows by applying Theorem 2.6 on page 20
of [] to the random variables [ f dfin. O

We now prove Theorem 2.1 by way of Corollary [A-2] and Lemma [A-3] The proof
of Theorem [AT] is delayed until Section [AJl Fix a subsequence p;, —of p;,. We
will show that there exists a further subsequence that converges weakly to u in
probability, which, by Lemma [A.3] would complete the proof of Theorem 211

Clearly, pn,, is a subsequence of pu,. If A denotes Lebesgue measure on C, then
Markov’s inequality implies that, for any € > 0,

kn
1 1 n
—/—Zlog_ }z— l(’")} dA(z)
€ Je tm o

kn
1 = n
AzeC: — E log_}z—fl( ’")‘25
N
1=1

IN

kn
1 = n
Z/log_ ‘z— l( ’")‘ d\(z)
& hm i Je

kn
= /1og7 |z| dA(2).
C

€Ny,
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The last expression tends to zero as m — oo by the local integrability of the
logarithm and the fact that k, = o(n). Thus, the sequence of functions

kn
1 Ko (o)
~ Nom 1 ‘ B ‘
z - lgl og_ |z —§

converges to zero in measure as m — oo. Among other things, this implies that
there exists a subsequence of this sequence that converges to zero for almost every
z € C (see, for instance, Theorem 2.30 on page 61 of [12] for details). Let fiy,,,
denote the corresponding subsequence of random measures. By Corollary [A2] we
have that ,u;mj converges weakly to p in probability as 7 — oo, completing the
proof.

A.1. Proof of Theorem [A1]l It remains to prove Theorem [AIl The proof pre-
sented here is modeled after the arguments given in [20]. The case where p is
degenerate is straightforward to establish by computing p!, explicitly and directly
verifying that U(C fdul, — f(C fdun’ — 0 almost surely as n — oo for any bounded
and continuous function f : C — R. We now consider the case that p is non-
degenerate.

The proof of Theorem [AJ] will reduce to studying the logarithmic derivative L,
of p,, defined by the formula
2)

2) =~

k
P 1 ~ 1
L,(z):= + .
() pn( Z—Xj ;Z— l(n)

Specifically, Theorem [A. ] will follow from Lemma below. We also now state a
related lemma (Lemma [A.4)), which we will need later. Note that these two lemmas
are very similar to [20, Lemmas 2.1 and 2.2]; however, neither lemma follows directly
from the results in [20] because of the deterministic contribution to L.

Lemma A.4. Under the assumptions of Theorem [A1], there is a set F C C of
Lebesgue measure zero such that if z € C\ F, then

1
—log|Ln(2)] — 0
n

in probability as n — oo.

Lemma A.5. Under the assumptions of Theorem[A 1, for any continuous, com-
pactly supported function p : C — R, we have

% / log | Ln(2)] 0(2) dA(z) —> 0 (28)
C

in probability as n — oo. (Recall that \ denotes Lebesgue measure on C.)

We now prove Theorem [A 1] assuming Lemma[A.5l The key idea is the following
formula (see, for instance, [I8 Section 2.4.1]), which relates the integral in (28] to
the measures p, and u/,. For any polynomial f that is not identically zero,

1

z€C: f(z)=0
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in the distributional sense, where each root in the sum is counted with multiplicity.
In other words, for any compactly supported, smooth function ¢ : C — R, we have

% /«: log|f(:)| Ap(z)dA() = 5 w(2).

z€C: f(z)=0

From this relationship we obtain that, for any smooth, compactly supported func-
tion ¢ : C — R,

Y eDmr X el = g [ lomlna(@)] Ae)aA).

n n
z€C:pl (2)=0 z€C:py(2)=0

In view of Lemma [AF] the integral on the right tends to zero in probability as
n — oo. In addition, by the law of large numbers and the fact that k, = o(n),

n—knp kn

1 1 1
oD — o Y )+ 2 el — [ ) duta)

n X
2€C:pp(z)=0 7j=1 =1

almost surely as n — oo. Hence, for any smooth, compactly supported function
p:C—-R

/CsD(Z)du;(Z)= ﬁ Z —>/

z€C:p! (2)

in probability as n — oo. Since p is a probability measure, we conclude from a
simple approximation argument that u!, converges weakly to u in probability. This
completes the proof of Theorem [AT]

A.1.1. Proof of Lemma[A.] We now turn our attention to proving Lemmas [A.4]
and [ALBl We begin with Lemma [A4] which we will need to prove Lemma [A5]
First, we construct the exceptional set F described in Lemma [A4] from several
smaller subsets. The first of these, F, contains points where p misbehaves, while
another, Fy, includes values too close to the deterministic array. Define the set F}

by
F = {zeccz/log3 |z =yl du(y) —00}-
C

F1 has Lebesgue measure zero since

/<c (/«: log? |z —y du(y)) d\(z) = /cc </Clog2_ |z — y d)\(z)) du(y)

s s
_[CEd,u(y)—§<oo

by the Fubini-Tonelli theorem.
We now construct the subset Fy by applying the Borel-Cantelli lemma. Recall
that the set =, defined in (26, is at most countable, and hence A\(E) = 0. Thus,
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for afixedn e Nand 1 <1 < k,,

.
2 — €™~

A(ze(C\E: ﬁ):A(ze(C\E:log_|z—§l(n)|2\/ﬁ>

1 n
< F/Clog‘i |2 — €] dA(z)
C

3

n

by Markov’s inequality, where C' > 0 is an absolute constant equal to the integral
of log® |-| over C. Thus, we obtain

oo kn _ 1 _ oo kn C (o) Okn

Z )‘<Z€C\::ﬁzef>§22$_zn3 < 00

n=1[=1 |Z §l | n=1[=1 n=1

since k(n) = o(n). It follows by the Borel-Cantelli lemma and the fact that = is

countable that there exists a set F» D = of Lebesgue measure zero such that, for

every z € C\ Fy, |z — §l")|_1 < eV for all but finitely many pairs (n,l). We

conclude that, for z € C\ Fy,
kn

1 —
=l -g")
where the asymptotic notation O.(-) means the implicit constant is allowed to
depend on z.
If we define F' to be F := E'U F; U F5, then F has Lebesgue measure zero and,
as we shall see, satisfies the requirements of Lemma [A.4l (Recall the definition of

E from the statement of Theorem [A] above.) Notice that F' contains the atoms
of 1 and the values in the deterministic triangular array.

0. (e?V™), (29)

Lemma A.6. For every z € C\ F,

1
limsup — log|L,(2)] <0
n

n—oo

almost surely.

Proof. Fix z € C\ F, and let ¢ > 0 be given. By Markov’s inequality, for any
n € N, we have

P (ﬁ > e€"> =P (10g7 |z — Xn| > an)
E [log” |z — X,|]
= =212
1 2
=33 /Clog_ |z =yl du(y)
e2n?’

for a non-negative constant C since z ¢ Fi. Hence,

e 1
P{—— >
Sr (g zen) <o
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so the Borel-Cantelli lemma applies. In particular, almost surely \z——1X| < €™ for
all but finitely many n. Furthermore, z is not an atom of u, so we have almost
surely that, for all n,

k’!l
1

= |z

where W is an almost surely finite random variable. Now, since z € C\ Fy, the
bound in (29) implies that, for n sufficiently large,

|Ln(2)| < W +ne™ 4+ Coe?V < 2

|[Lp(2)| <KW + (n— kp)e™™ +

for a positive constant Cy (depending on z). It follows that

1
limsup — log | Ly (2)] < 2e

n—oo N

almost surely. Since € > 0 was arbitrary, the proof is complete. ([

The reverse inequality in Lemma [A4] requires an anti-concentration result that
can be found, for example, in [32), Theorem 2.22 on page 76]. Before stating the
lemma, we define the Lévy concentration function of a complex-valued random
variable.

Definition A.7 (Lévy concentration function). Let Z be a complex-valued random
variable. The Lévy concentration function of Z is defined as

L(Z,t) :=supP(|Z —u| <t)
ueC

for all t > 0.

The Lévy concentration function bounds the small ball probabilities for Z, which
are the probabilities that Z falls in a ball of radius ¢.

Lemma A.8 (Anti-concentration estimate). Suppose that Z1,...,Z, are iid, non-
degenerate, complex-valued random variables. Then, there is a positive constant C
(depending only on the distribution of Z1), so that, for anyt >0,

1+t
E(Z1+"'+th)§07 (30)

n
foralln > 1.

Proof. Theorem 2.22 on page 76 in [32] implies that equation (B0) holds when
Z1,...,2Zy, are iid real-valued random variables and the supremum in the concen-
tration function is taken over real numbers (see also [28, Corollary 6.8] for a more
general version of this inequality). We extend this to the complex case in the fol-
lowing way. By assumption, Z1,..., Z, are iid and non-degenerate, so at least one
of the real-valued random variables Re(Z;) or Im(Z;) is non-degenerate. Without
loss of generality, assume Re(Z;) is non-degenerate. Then

L(Zi+ -+ Zp,t)=supP (| Z1 + -+ Z, —u| < 1)
ueC

<supP(|Re(Z1)+ - -+ Re(Z,) — Re(u)| < 1)
ueC

=supP (|Re(Z1) + - -+ Re(Z,) —u| < t).
u€ER
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The last expression is bounded by C 1—%, for some constant C' that depends only

on the distribution of Re(Z;) by the previously mentioned result in [32]. A nearly
identical argument applies if Re(Z;) is degenerate and Im(Z;) is non-degenerate.
O

Lemma A.9. For every z € C\ F and every € > 0,

1
lim P|—log|L,(z)] < —e| =0.
n

n—oo

Proof. Since k,, = o(n), we assume n is sufficiently large so that k, < n. Fix
z € C\ F, and let € > 0 be given. Since p is non-degenerate and z is not an atom of
1, it follows that ﬁ, ﬁ, ... are iid, non-degenerate, complex-valued random
variables satisfying the hypotheses of Lemmal[A.8 By absorbing the contribution of

;21 (z— fl(n))_l into the complex number u in the definition of the concentration
function, we conclude from Lemma [A.§ that

n—k
S| 14e 5"
P(|L,(2)| <e ") < L e <08
R

for a positive constant C' depending only on the distribution of _1X . Asn — oo,
z—X1

the right-hand side goes to zero (since k,, = o(n)), which completes the proof. O

Together, Lemmas [A.6] and [A.9 establish Lemma [A.4]

A.1.2. Proof of Lemma A4 In this section, we prove Lemma [A5] by way of the
following dominated convergence result due to Tau and Vu [40)].

Lemma A.10 (Tao—Vu; Lemma 3.1 in [40]). Let (X, A, v) be a finite measure space,
and let f1, fa,...: X — R be random functions which are defined over a probability
space (Q, B,P) and are jointly measurable with respect to A® B. Assume that

(i) for v-a.e. x € X we have f,(x) — 0 in probability, as n — o,
(i) for some § > 0, the sequence [ | fo (@) du(z) is tight.

Then [y fn(x)dv(z) converges in probability to 0.

In order to prove Lemma [A5] we will apply Lemma [A. 10 to the random func-
tions fn(z) := L(log|Ln(2)|)¢(z), where ¢ is a continuous function with compact
support. Lemma [A4] establishes the first condition, and the tightness condition
(with § = 1) follows from the next lemma. For the remainder of the paper, we let

Dr:={2€C:|z| <R}

denote the open disk of radius R > 0 centered about the origin. Fix r > 0 such
that the support of ¢ is contained in the open disk ID,.. We will occasionally use
1p, to denote the indicator function of the set D).

Lemma A.11. The sequence 23 [ log? | L, (2)| d\(2) is tight.

nZ
In view of Lemma[A.1(] the proof of Lemma [A 5l reduces to establishing Lemma,
[A 11l We bound the integral in Lemma [AT1] by employing the Poisson—Jensen
formula as in [20]. In order to do so, we will need a uniform bound on |L,(z)| for
z of certain magnitudes, which is the content of the following lemma.
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Lemma A.12. There is an exceptional set G C (0,00) of Lebesgue measure zero
such that, for any R € (0,00) \ G, we have

1
lim sup — log sup |L,(z)| <0 (31)

n—oo N |z|=R
almost surely.

Proof. The proof is similar in spirit to that of Lemma [A.6l We first claim that

sup

1
— 2 K = ||X|-R| < —, 32
S X 1X] =Rl < - (32)

for any X € C, R € (0,00) \ {|X|}, and K > 0. This equivalence will allow us to
employ the method of Lemma [A.f] and control the behavior of log_ || X,| — R|. To
establish the forward direction of ([B2]), observe that

0 <[[X] =R = [|X] = |z]] < |X — 2|

for any z satisfying |2| = R. Hence, sup|,|_g |X — z|7' > K implies || X| - R| <
K~1. On the other hand, if || X| — R| < K~ !, write X = pe? in polar coordinates,
and note that z* := Re has modulus R # p and satisfies

1
0<|s*—X|=|R-p|=||X|-R| < —.
<lz | =IR—pl=]IX]-Rl< &

The fact that sup|,—p |X — 2|7 > K follows.
We are ready to construct G from two exceptional sets G; and Ga. Define

6= {Re0.00): 1062 ]~ Rl duto) = |

It follows from the Fubini-Tonelli theorem that G; has Lebesgue measure zero since

//1og3||y|—R| du(y)dR=//10g3||y|—R| deu(y)=/2du(y)=2<00-
RJC CJR C

We now construct G3. Let Ag denote Lebesgue measure on the real line, and let
== | {|§§">| 1<i< kn}
n=1

Clearly, A\g(Zr) = 0. Equivalence (32)) and Markov’s inequality imply that for a
fixedn € Nand 1 <1< k,,

1
AR (RE (0,00) \ Eg : sup — Zeﬁ>
=R |z =&

|z

~ (R € (0,00)\ Zg : log_[|€™| - R| > \/ﬁ)

1 n
<= [ log® [|g"| — R|dR
n
0,00
1 6
< — [ log |R| dR
n° Jr
C

n3’
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where C' > 0 is an absolute constant. It follows that

»3 1 > Ck
ZZ)\R (RE(O,OO)\ER: sup 72(3%) SZ ngn < oo,
n=1

n=11=1 |2|=R |2 — fzn)|

so the Borel-Cantelli lemma and the countability of =g show that outside of a set
G2 D Eg of Lebesgue measure zero,

1
sup ﬁ < e‘/ﬁ
lsl=R |z = &

for all but finitely many pairs (n,!). Hence, for R € (0,00) \ G2,
kn
sup O < Cr+ kne\/ﬁ = OR(62\/H), (33)
=1 A=k [z =
where Cr is a positive constant depending on R. (Note that since Egp C Ga,
SUp|.=p |z — fl(")|_1 < oo for each pair (n,l)). If we define G = G; U Ga, then,
G C (0,00) has Lebesgue measure zero, and for R € (0,00) \ G, we have that, for
any n € N and any ¢ > 0,

1
Pl sup ——— >¢e" | =P (log_ || X,|— R| > en
(lz—R |2 = Xl ) ( )
1
< 52n2E[10g2, ||Xn| - RH
_Ck
=

where we used [32) in the first step and Markov’s inequality in the second. Here,
C%, is a positive constant depending only on R and p. By the Borel-Cantelli lemma,
it follows that almost surely, sup|,|_z \z——1Xn| < " for all but finitely many n. This
guarantees that for R € (0,00) \ G, there is an almost surely bounded, real-valued
random variable Wgr for which

kn

1
sup |Ln(2)] < W+ (n = kn)e™" + »  sup

2en
— <e
|z|=R 1= l2l=R |z = &"|

almost surely. (Note that P(]X,,| = R) =0 for all R € (0,00) \ G by the definition
of the set G1.) The last inequality holds for all sufficiently large n by (B3)). As
€ > 0 was arbitrary, (3I]) now follows. O

We now use the Poisson—Jensen formula to re-write log|Ly(z)|. For any R > r
and n € N, let

(n) (n)

(n) (") and wy Wy

yl 7ty ysn
be the roots and critical points, respectively, of p,, that are located in the open disk
Dg. The Poisson—Jensen formula (see, for example, [26, Chapter I1.8]) implies that
for any z € Di which is not a zero or pole of L,

log | Ln(2)] :In(z;R)—l—Zlog 7 —Zlog
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where )
I,(z; R) := % /0 i log }Ln(Rei9)| Pr(|z|,0 — arg z) db,
and Pgr denotes the Poisson kernel
R~ p?
R2 4+ p2 —2Rpcosa’
Lemma A.13. There exists an R > max{1,3r} such that

Pr(p,a) : p€[0,R], a €]0,27]. (35)

1
limsup — sup I,,(z; R) <0 (36)

n—oo T zeD,

almost surely.

Proof. Fix z € D,.. Then, for any « € [0, 27] and R > 3r, we have
2 _ 152 _

L R BeRE) R,

R2 + 2| = 2R|z|cosa ~ R%+|z|* —2R|z| R— |

The last inequality follows from the fact that |z| < r and from the equivalence

Pr(lz],a)

Byr o o R>s
R—r
which holds for all R > r > 0. Consequently, for any z € D, and R > 3r,
1

1 27 1 .
%MMS—/ —log | Ly (Re™)| - 2d0
27T 0 n

n

IN

1?1
= —log sup |L,(w)| df
0 n

g lw|=R

2
—log sup |Lp(w)].
n lw|=R

Therefore, we obtain

1 2
limsup — sup I,(z; R) < limsup —log sup |L,(w)]. (38)

n—oo N zeD, n—oo N |w|=R
The desired result now follows by applying Lemma [A T2 to (88). In particular,

since the exceptional set G C (0,00) of Lemma [A.T2 has measure zero, we can
choose R > max {1, 3r} so that ([B8) holds almost surely. O

Next, we show that I,,(z; R) is bounded below uniformly for z € D,.. We assume
that 0 ¢ F, and we first consider the case when z = 0. There is no loss of generality
in assuming 0 ¢ F', for if 0 € F, we can choose a different point ¢ ¢ F' and prove
Theorem [A] for the random variables X j = X; — c and the deterministic array
él") = {l") — c¢. This follows since the translation of the roots of p, by ¢ simply
translates the critical points by ¢ (see Proposition [3.9)).

Lemma A.14. Suppose 0 ¢ F. Let R > max{1,3r} be the value from Lemma

[A. 13 Then there exists a non-negative constant A such that

hmP(lhmﬂﬂg—A>=0
n

n—00
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Proof. Since 0 ¢ F, we have p,(0) # 0 almost surely; in other words, 0 is almost
surely not a pole of L,,. Furthermore, by Lemma [A.9] it follows that 0 is not a zero
of L, with probability 1 — o(1). Consequently, on the same event, the Poisson—
Jensen formula ([34]) applies to z = 0 € D, and we obtain

LR = Liog|L (0)|—3§:10 i +lilo o
~I,(0; R) = —log| Ly n 2108 T |ty 28|
- = (39)
> Liog [L,(0)] + im o
= 0Bl n SR |
The inequality comes from eliminating
tn (n)
1
—Zlog Ye <0.
n = R

We bound the remaining two terms in probability. A bound for the first term
follows from Lemma It remains to find a lower bound (in probability) for the
last term in (39). Let

xgn),...,x(? and Cfn),... (n)

u I DSUp

be the random and deterministic roots, respectively, of p, that are contained in
Dg. (Note that u, + v, = s,.) The law of large numbers implies that

LN P 1 "X X,
1 L= log |=2| 1p, (X; ~El =
n—kn;()g R | n—k ; o8 | g | oa(Xs) — Og}R

almost surely as n — oo. The expectation on the right-hand side is finite since
Elog_ |X1| < oo due to the assumption 0 ¢ F and by the bounds

_E [k,g_ '% ] =_E [1og_ '%' —log_ [X1] +log_ |X1|]
> _E [log (%)} —E [log_ | X1]]
> —log(R) — E [log_ | X1]],

which follow from the fact that R > 1. Since k,, = o(n), it follows that
1 &
L3
n
u=1

almost surely as n — oo, and as a consequence, we have almost surely

2 X1
7 ~E [log_ ‘fu > —log(R) — Elog_ | X

(n)

Tuy

Z _Al ) (40)

1
lim inf — 1
imint 7 2 log
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for some non-negative constant A; (depending on R). Similarly, as R > 1, we have

o (n) K, (n)
1 Cv 1 gl n)
> — E = — E 2
0 n UleOg R n i log R Ion (61 )
kn (’ﬂ)
1 £
== 1 2
n Z 08— R
=1
kn (n) kn
gl n) 1 n)
=2 <1°g— | o |67 ) - w2 o8- é

Y

k k
1 n 1 1 n n)
- lE_l log_ ’}—J - l_E 1 log_ }fl

k 1 o (n)
— _fny ~-=301 ’ "
og(R) " 0g_ gl

n

By condition (27)) and the fact that k, = o(n), we obtain

1 &
lim — 1
Jim 7 2o

n)
C;% =0. (41)

(Recall that 0 ¢ F, and hence 0 ¢ E.) Together, (d0) and (4I) imply the desired
conclusion. g

Lemma A.15. Suppose 0 ¢ F. Let R > max{1,3r} be the constant from Lemma
[A 13 Then there erxists a non-negative constant B such that

lim P (l inf I,(z; R) < —B> =0.

n—r00 n zebh,

Proof. The proof presented here closely follows the arguments in [20]. For simplic-
ity, define

qh(0) = %log+ ‘Ln(Rew)’ and ¢, (0) := %log_ ’Ln(Rem)‘

for 6 € [0,27]. By the definition of the Poisson kernel (30 and reasoning similar
to that used to derive the bounds in ([B7]), we have

< Pgr(|z],0) <2

N =

for all z € D, and 6 € [0,27]. Notice that Pr(0,0) = 1 for all § € [0,27], so we
have

27 27
27 1(0:R) = / gt (0)do — / gz (0) do.
n 0 0
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It follows that, for any n € N and any z € D,

2
—I,(z; R
L R)

21 27
/ G (0)Pr(|z] 0 — arg =) do — / 47 (0)Pr(l2],0 — arg=) db
0 0

1 27 2
5[ a@d-2 [ g @
0 0

_ <%_2) /O%q;(o)dmz(/O%q,j(o)do_/o%qn(e)w)

3 27r+ 4
= —= 0) do —In 5 .
3| at@an+ T

Y%

In the case where ¢} (6) = 0 for all 6 € [0, 27], we obtain the bound
2m 4dr
—I,(z;R) > —I,(0; R).
(2 R) > L0 R)

Otherwise,

1
¢y (0) < —log sup |Ly ()]
n |z|=R

for all 8 € [0, 27], and continuing from above,

2—7TI (z;R) > 4—7TI (0; R) —§/2Tr l10 sup |L,(z)| df
n n b P n n b 2 o n g|z|:pR n
4dr 3m
= —1I,(0; R) — —log sup |Ln(2)].
n n |z|:R

In either case, taking the infimum over all z € D, and applying the results of
Lemmas [A 2] and [A14] gives the desired conclusion. O

We complete the proof of Lemma [A.11] by applying Lemma [A.T3] and Lemma
[AT5 to (B4). Let R > max{1,3r} be as in Lemma[A13l From (34), we apply the
Cauchy—Schwarz inequality twice to obtain

tn R{z— w(n))
1 3 3t, ( :
o log2 |L,(2)| < FI%(Z; R)+ el log2 ..

s=1 R2 —EZ’

for z € Dg that is not a zero or pole of L,,. Since there are finitely many zeros and
poles of L,, for a fixed n and a fixed realization of L,,, ([@2) implies

tn

R(z—w™
1 9 3 o 3ty 9 ( t )

t=1 R? — w§") z
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almost surely. Lemmas [A.13] and [A.15]establish that
3
lim ]P< / I?(z; R) d\(2)| > C'> =0
n—oo D'r‘

n?
for some constant C' > 0, and hence the sequence 2 [ I2(z; R)dA(z) is tight.
The remaining two terms of ({A3)) are bounded almost surely. Indeed, for z € D,

and y§"> € Dg, we have

R B R O B ER T
and hence - - -
1Og2 R(Z_ys ) S10g2 |Z_ys |+10g2 |Z_y5 |
RQ_ygn)Z 2R R_T

By a simple change of variables, we obtain

(n)
1 2 |Z_y5 | </ 1 2 |Z|
/DT og —or d\(z) < - og ¥ d\(2),

and similarly

R—r -7
Thus, by the local integrability of the squared logarithm,

Sn, Rz — y.gn) 2
35—;/ 3 log? (7_) dA(z) < o < 30
n ) R2 — ygn) . n

()
/ 1og2 w d\(z) < / log2 ﬂ d\(2).
r ]D)QR R

almost surely for all n € N, where C’ > 0 is a constant that depends only on R and
r, and, in the last inequality, we used the fact that s, < n. A similar argument

applies to the integral of the sum in (43]) involving the critical points wt(n); we omit

the details.
We conclude that the sequence — Jo. log? |Ln(2)| dA(2) is tight, and the proof
of Lemma [A.T1] is complete.
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