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CONVERGENCE FOR NONCOMMUTATIVE RATIONAL

FUNCTIONS EVALUATED IN RANDOM MATRICES

BENOÎT COLLINS, TOBIAS MAI, AKIHIRO MIYAGAWA, FÉLIX PARRAUD,
AND SHENG YIN 1,2

Abstract. One of the main applications of free probability is to show that
for appropriately chosen independent copies of d random matrix models, any
noncommutative polynomial in these d variables has a spectral distribution
that converges asymptotically and can be described with the help of free prob-
ability. This paper aims to show that this can be extended to noncommutative
rational functions, answering an open question by Roland Speicher.

This paper also provides a noncommutative probability approach to ap-
proximating the free field. At the algebraic level, its construction relies on the

approximation by generic matrices. On the other hand, it admits many em-
beddings in the algebra of operators affiliated with a II1 factor. A consequence
of our result is that, as soon as the generators admit a random matrix model,
the approximation of any self-adjoint noncommutative rational function by
generic matrices can be upgraded at the level of convergence in distribution.

1. Introduction

Following the earlier work of Ching [8], Avitzour [3] and Voiculescu [41] intro-
duced a reduced free product C∗-algebra. In particular, Voiculescu noticed that the
underlying concept of freeness can be interpreted as some highly noncommutative
analog of the notion of independence in classical probability theory; this insight
motivated him to develop what became known as free probability. His early in-
vestigations lead him, in particular, to the free central limit theorem in the spirit
of other noncommutative central limit theorems such as [19], [24]. Generally, non-
trivial free products of groups yield ICC class groups, and their von Neumann
algebra is a factor. Therefore they have only one finite trace, and it was natural to
study free product factors from the point of view of noncommutative probability
spaces – a pair consisting of an algebra and a trace. This point of view has been
spectacularly successful, and arguably one of its most significant – and initially un-
expected – achievements was to describe the limiting spectrum of noncommutative
polynomials in i.i.d. random matrices. This phenomenon is known as asymptotic
freeness. It was initially described in [42, 44]. It has been subsequently enhanced
in many directions, and a notable direction of improvement was the study of the
norm of a random matrix (strong asymptotic freeness). A beautiful breakthrough
was made in 2005 by Haagerup, and Thorbjørnsen in [21], where they proved the
almost sure convergence of the norm of a polynomial evaluated in independent GUE
matrices. This method was then refined in multiple directions; the case of Gaussian
orthogonal and symplectic matrices was tackled in [37], that of Wigner matrices
in [7, 2], and that of Wigner and deterministic matrices in [30, 4]. Besides that,
Collins and Male proved in [15] the same result with unitary Haar matrices instead
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of GUE matrices by mapping this problem with Male’s previous results. Those
result has allowed turning an area of pure mathematics into a very useful tool for
applied mathematics that relies heavily on random matrix models.

The models whose limiting behavior is well-understood thanks to asymptotic
freeness involve the arithmetic operations of multiplication, addition, and scalar
multiplication. Other useful operations have also been successfully studied through
free probability, such as taking matrix values or Hadamard products (asymptotic
freeness with amalgamation). We refer to [33] for an exposition of many classical
and recent results in this direction. Recently, it has also been possible to involve
systematically the composition with smooth functions, even at the level of strong
convergence, cf. [16, 36].

However, one arithmetic operation that remains largely unexplored in the context
of random matrix models is the inverse. The purpose of this paper is to address this
question. A recent result in [47] shows that taking the inverse is a stable operation
if the strong convergence replaces the convergence in distribution for matrices.
More precisely, for a sequence of matrices that strongly converges in distribution
towards a limiting object – an operator which we also call a (noncommutative)
random variable – the sequence of their inverses will eventually be well-defined and
strongly converges in distribution to the inverse of the limiting random variable,
provided that this random variable has a bounded inverse. Furthermore, such a
result can be extended from an inverse to noncommutative rational functions in
multiple variables (a counterpart of commutative rational functions that has been
developed by many pioneers, see, for examples [1, 9]) by a recursive structure of
rational functions (and their representing rational expressions) or by a linearization
trick for rational functions.

However, to go beyond the case of bounded evaluations, a problem that one faces
about the inverse is that using it might fail to result in a well-defined model when
the inverse is performed on non-invertible matrices. On the other hand, the limiting
object has recently been at the center of the attention of free probabilists, and many
breakthroughs have been obtained, see among others [32]. Incidentally, the limiting
theory relies on the theory of noncommutative rational functions and the embedding
question of the rational functions in the generating operators into the algebra of
unbounded operators affiliated with the underlying von Neumann algebra. This
embedding question was affirmatively answered long ago in [27], whose goal was
to answer the Atiyah conjecture for some families of groups, including the free
groups. It was recently noted that this result also answered the well-definedness
question for rational functions in freely independent Haar unitary random variables
in the context of free probability. Moreover, in [32], the well-definedness was further
proved for a large family of random variables beyond the free Haar unitaries.

Let us also mention that there are many natural random matrix models involving
the inverse operation and that this is an important topic nowadays, see e.g. [18,
29]. One goal of our manuscript is to provide a unified approach to the study
of the limiting spectral distribution under such generality. Therefore, the natural
questions are:

• can we make sense of random matrix models involving inverses?
• do they converge towards their natural limiting candidates, whose proper-
ties have been unveiled recently?
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Speicher asked these questions during a meeting at MFO in 2019, [38]. Partial
answers have been given under some assumptions, such as bounded evaluation
and specific random matrix models, cf. [47, 18, 48]. Let us mention that [20,
Theorem 5.2] considers, for freely independent semicirculars (x1, x2, x3, x4), the
operator (x1 + ix2)(x3 + ix4)

−1, whose radial part fits in the context of our study.
While our results do not tell anything about the convergence of the spectral measure
to the Brownmeasure, we can say that the radial part of (XN

1 +iXN
2 )(XN

3 +iXN
4 )−1,

for independent GUE matrices (XN
1 , XN

2 , XN
3 , XN

4 ), converges to the radial part of
(x1 + ix2)(x3 + ix4)

−1, which sheds some additional light on this operator. The
purpose of this paper is to settle these questions in a very general setup. Our main
results can be stated as follows.

Theorem 1. Let XN = (XN
1 , . . . , XN

d1
) be a d1-tuple of self-adjoint random matri-

ces and let UN = (UN
1 , . . . , UN

d2
) be a d2-tuple of unitary random matrices. Further,

let R be a non-degenerate square matrix-valued noncommutative rational expression
in d = d1+d2 variables which is self-adjoint of type (d1, d2); see Definition 10. Sup-
pose that the following conditions are satisfied:

(i) (XN , UN) converges almost surely in ∗-distribution towards a d-tuple of
noncommutative random variables (x, u) in some tracial W ∗-probability
space (M, τ) satisfying the regularity condition ∆(x, u) = d; see Sections
2.4 and 2.5.

(ii) For N large enough R(XN , UN) is well-defined almost surely.

Then R(x, u) is well-defined, and the empirical measure of R(XN , UN) converges
almost surely in law towards the analytic distribution of R(x, u).

The assumption (ii) is satisfied for random matrix models (XN , UN) whose law
on MN (C)d1

sa ×UN(C)d2 is absolutely continuous with respect to the product measure
of the Lebesgue measure on MN (C)sa and the Haar measure on UN (C).

In particular, the assumptions (i) and (ii) are satisfied for random matrix models
satisfying the following conditions:

• (XN , UN) are almost surely asymptotically free.
• The law of each XN

j has a density with respect to the Lebesgue measure on
MN (C)sa and its eigenvalue distribution almost surely converges weakly to
some compactly supported probability measure on R that is non-atomic.

• UN are i.i.d. Haar distributed.

The main part of Theorem 1 will be proved in Theorem 23 and Theorem 27.
Theorem 23 ensures that r(x, u) is well-defined as long as ∆(x, u) = d, whereas
Theorem 27 proves that the convergence in ∗-distribution implies the convergence
of the empirical measure. Note that we prove this theorem for any sequence of
deterministic matrices which satisfies assumptions (i) and (ii). Thus this theorem
can be used outside of the field of randommatrices. Finally in Theorem 18, we prove
that assumption (ii) is satisfied for “absolutely continuous” random matrix models
(XN , UN ). In combination with this, Corollary 17 ensures that the particular
random matrix model (XN , UN ) satisfies the assumptions (i) and (ii) of Theorem
1.

An interpretation of our results is as follows: the free field C (<x1, . . . , xd )> to-
gether with a ∗-structure can be endowed with a noncommutative probability struc-
ture through its embedding in the ∗-algebra of operators affiliated to a II1 factor.
Let us elaborate on this noncommutative probability structure. To each selfadjoint
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rational function R of the free field one can associate a probability measure on R

(i.e. an element of P(R)), which may have unbounded support. One sees that this
map C (<x1, . . . , xd )>sa → P(R) strictly generalizes the tracial map on the ∗-algebra
generated by the generators because, in general, elements of the free field do not
have moments. In addition, it allows one to define a noncommutative probability
structure directly on a ∗-free field without necessarily resorting to von Neumann
algebras and affiliated operators. In this context, our result says that any matrix
approximation of the free noncommutative tracial ∗-algebra generated by the gener-
ators of the free field in the sense of noncommutative distribution convergence, can
be upgraded into pointwise convergence of the map C (<x1, . . . , xd )>sa → P(R). Con-
sequently, this interpretation may allow us to read the information on the algebraic
side (the free field) out of information on the probabilistic side (probability mea-
sures). For example, the inner rank of a self-adjoint matrix A over C (<x1, . . . , xd )>
can be seen from the asymptotic proportion of zero eigenvalues in the spectrum of
the evaluation of A at any approximation matrices that model the free field.

For a d-tuple X satisfying ∆(X) = d, we know from [32] that the division closure

D(X) of C〈X〉 in the ∗-algebra W̃ ∗(X) of all closed and densely defined operators
that are affiliated with W ∗(X) provides a model of the free field C (<x )>. It would be
interesting to find a criterion similar to [17, 28] which allows us to decide whether

an element in W̃ ∗(X) belongs to the division closure D(X). If d ≥ 2 and X are free
Haar unitaries, then W ∗(X) is isomorphic to the free group factor L(Fd); in this
case, such a criterion was provided by Linnell in [28], building on the paper [17] by
Duchamp and Reutenauer in which they proved a conjecture of Connes [12].

This paper is organized as follows: following this introductory section, section 2
gathers necessary facts about noncommutative rational functions and expressions;
section 3 shows that the random matrix model is well-defined for a dimension large
enough, and section 4 evaluates the limiting distribution.
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2. Preliminaries

2.1. Noncommutative rational functions and expressions. Let us denote by
C〈x1, . . . , xd〉 the algebra of noncommutative polynomials over C in the indetermi-
nates x1, . . . , xd. It is well-known that for its commutative counterpart, namely the
ring of commutative polynomials, one can uniquely construct the field of fractions
of this polynomial ring by the quotients of polynomials. However, constructing a
skew field of fractions of C〈x1, . . . , xd〉 is highly non-trivial. Moreover, there exist
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skew fields of fractions of C〈x1, . . . , xd〉 which are not isomorphic (see, for exam-
ple, [9, Exercise 7.2.13]). Nevertheless, there exists a unique field of fractions of
C〈x1, . . . , xd〉, which has some universal property. We call this skew field of frac-
tions of C〈x1, . . . , xd〉 the free field and denote it by C (<x1, . . . , xd )>. An element
in the free field is called a noncommutative rational function.

Since the precise definition of the universal property of the free field is not
relevant to this paper, we refer the interested reader to [9, Chapter 7] for a more
detailed description (as well as some ring-theoretic construction) of the free field.
We take the existence of the free field for granted and apply some recent results
about it.

Like a commutative rational function can be represented by a class of quotients
of polynomials, a noncommutative rational function can be represented by a class of
noncommutative rational expressions. One can think of a noncommutative rational
expression as a representation of a noncommutative rational function. Actually,
in [1], Amitsur constructed the free field C (<x1, . . . , xd )> from noncommutative
rational expressions (see also [26, Section 2]).

More precisely, noncommutative rational expressions are syntactically valid com-
binations of C and symbols x1, . . . , xd with +, ·, −1, and (), which are respectively
corresponding to addition, multiplication, taking inverse, and ordering these opera-
tions. For the sake of completeness, let us mention that polynomial expressions are
obtained in precisely the same manner but without involving inverses. We admit
that this definition, though easy to grasp, is not entirely rigorous as it relies on the
tacit agreement about what is meant by syntactically valid. Thus we refer here to
[23] for an alternative definition based on the graph theory, by which arithmetic
operations for rational expressions can be interpreted as operations on graphs (see
also [48, Section IV.1]). We emphasize that noncommutative rational expressions
(in contrast to noncommutative rational functions, which we will define later) are
formal objects obeying no arithmetic rules like commutativity or associativity. For
example, though clearly, they represent the same function, x1 +(−1) · x1 and 0 are
two distinct rational expressions. Similarly, x1 · (x2 ·x1) and (x1 ·x2) ·x1 are differ-
ent noncommutative rational expressions. Still, since they show the same behavior
when evaluated on associative algebras, we will write shorthand x1 · x2 · x1 or even
x1x2x1 for better legibility as the inherent ambiguity does not cause any problems.

One can also define matrix-valued noncommutative rational expressions ; see Def-
inition 2.1 in [25]. Those are possible combinations of symbols A ⊗ 1 and A ⊗ xj

for j = 1, . . . , d, for each rectangular matrix A over C of arbitrary size, with +,
·, −1, and (), where the operations are required to be compatible with the matrix
sizes. Notice that ⊗ has only symbolic meaning here but will turn into the ordinary
tensor product (over C) under evaluation, as will be defined below.

Let us enumerate the rules which allow us to recursively compute for every
matrix-valued noncommutative rational expression R the domain domA(R) of R
for every unital complex algebra A and evaluations R(X) of R at any point X ∈
domA(R); note that the evaluation R(X) of a p× q matrix-valued noncommutative
rational expression R and every point X ∈ domA(R) belongs to Mp×q(C) ⊗ A ∼=
Mp×q(A).

• If R = A ⊗ 1 for some A ∈ Mp×q(C), then R is a p × q matrix-valued
noncommutative rational expression with domA(R) := Ad and R(X) :=
A⊗ 1A for every X ∈ Ad.
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• If R = A ⊗ xj for some A ∈ Mp×q(C) and 1 ≤ j ≤ d, then R is a p × q
matrix-valued noncommutative rational expression with domA(R) := Ad

and R(X) := A⊗Xj for every X = (X1, . . . , Xd) ∈ Ad.
• If R1, R2 are p × q matrix-valued noncommutative rational expressions,
then R1+R2 is a p× q matrix-valued noncommutative rational expression
with domA(R1 + R2) := domA(R1) ∩ domA(R2) and (R1 + R2)(X) :=
R1(X)+AR2(X) for every X ∈ domA(R1+R2), where +A stands for the
addition Mp×q(A)×Mp×q(A) → Mp×q(A).

• If R1, R2 are p × q respectively q × r matrix-valued noncommutative ra-
tional expressions, then R1 · R2 is a p× r matrix-valued noncommutative
rational expression with domA(R1 · R2) := domA(R1) ∩ domA(R2) and
(R1 · R2)(X) := R1(X) ·A R2(X) for every X ∈ domA(R1 · R2), where ·A
stands for the matrix multiplication Mp×q(A)×Mq×r(A) → Mp×r(A).

• If R is a p× p matrix-valued noncommutative rational expression, then

domA(R
−1) := {X ∈ domA(R) | R(X) is invertible in Mp(A)}

and R−1(X) := R(X)−1 for every X ∈ domA(R
−1).

Note that the (scalar-valued) noncommutative rational expressions we intro-
duced before belong to the larger class of 1 × 1 matrix-valued noncommutative
rational expressions; see Remark 2.11 in [25].

For the reader’s convenience, we introduce two types of matrix-valued noncom-
mutative rational expressions, which are important in a practical sense.

• A noncommutative rational expression evaluated in formal tensor products
of matrices and formal variables like as

R = r(A1 ⊗ x1, A2 ⊗ x2, . . . , Ad ⊗ xd)

where r is a (scalar-valued) noncommutative rational expression and Ai ∈
Mp(C) for 1 ≤ i ≤ d. In other words, in this case, we amplify formal
variables by matrices and then consider their (scalar-valued) rational ex-
pression.

• A matrix which consists of (scalar-valued) noncommutative rational ex-
pressions

R = (rij)1≤i≤p,1≤j≤q .

This can be seen as a p × q matrix-valued noncommutative rational ex-
pression by identifying with

∑
ij(ai ⊗ 1)rij(bj ⊗ 1) where ai ∈ Mp×1(C)

and bj ∈ M1×q(C) are standard basis of Cp and Cq. We will implicitly use
this viewpoint later (for example, in the proof of Proposition 21).

A class of matrix-valued noncommutative polynomial expressions is affine linear
pencils. An affine linear pencil (in d variables with coefficients from Mk(C)) is a
k × k matrix-valued noncommutative polynomial expression of the form

A = A0 ⊗ 1 +A1 ⊗ x1 + · · ·+Ad ⊗ xd

with coefficient matrices A0, A1, . . . , Ad belonging to Mk(C). Notice, once again,
that we omit the parentheses for better readability, as each syntactically valid
placement of parentheses will produce the same result under evaluation. If A is
any unital complex algebra and X ∈ Ad, then

A(X) = A0 ⊗ 1A +A1 ⊗X1 + · · ·+Ad ⊗Xd ∈ Mk(C)⊗A ∼= Mk(A).
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Of particular interest are matrix evaluations. For each matrix-valued noncom-
mutative rational expression R, we put

domM(C)(R) :=
∞∐

N=1

domMN (C)(R),

i.e., domM(C)(R) is the subset of all square matrices over C where evaluation of R
is well-defined. A matrix-valued noncommutative rational expression R is said to
be non-degenerate if it satisfies domM(C)(R) 6= ∅. In the sequel, we will make use
of the following important fact.

Theorem 2 (Remark 2.3 in [25]). Let R be a non-degenerate matrix-valued non-
commutative rational expression. Then there exists some N0 = N0(R) ∈ N such
that domMN (C)(R) 6= ∅ for all N ≥ N0.

Two non-degenerate matrix-valued noncommutative rational expressions R1, R2

are called M(C)-evaluation equivalent if the condition R1(X) = R2(X) is satisfied
for all X ∈ domM(C)(R1) ∩ domM(C)(R2).

As we mentioned earlier, one can construct the free field out of noncommuta-
tive rational expressions. This construction can be done by evaluating (scalar-
valued) noncommutative rational expressions on scalar-valued matrices. For a
non-degenerate noncommutative rational expression r, we denote by [r] its equiva-
lence class of noncommutative rational expressions with respect toM(C)-evaluation
equivalence. We endow the set of all such equivalence classes with the arith-
metic operations + and · defined by [r1] + [r2] := [r1 + r2] and [r1] · [r2] :=
[r1 · r2]. Notice that the arithmetic operations are indeed well-defined as one has
domM(C)(r1)∩domM(C)(r2) 6= ∅ for any two non-degenerate scalar-valued noncom-
mutative rational expressions r1 and r2; see the footnote on page 52 of [26], for
instance. It is known (see Proposition 2.2 in [26]) that the set of all equivalence
classes of noncommutative rational expressions with respect to M(C)-evaluation
equivalence endowed with the arithmetic operations + and · forms the free field
C (<x1, . . . , xd )>.

2.2. Linearization. Let us recall the following terminology introduced in [22, Def-
inition 4.10].

Definition 3 (Formal linear representation). Let R be a p× q matrix-valued non-
commutative rational expression in the variables x1, . . . , xd. A formal linear repre-
sentation ρ = (u,A, v) of R (of dimension k) consists of an affine linear pencil

A = A0 ⊗ 1 +A1 ⊗ x1 + · · ·+Ad ⊗ xd

in d variables and with coefficients A0, A1, . . . , Ad from Mk(C) and matrices u ∈
Mp×k(C) and v ∈ Mk×q(C), such that the following condition is satisfied: for every
unital complex algebra A, we have that domA(R) ⊆ domA(A

−1) and for each
X ∈ domA(R) it holds that R(X) = uA(X)−1v, where A(X) ∈ Mk(A).

Note that we use here a different sign convention by requiringR(X) = uA(X)−1v
instead of R(X) = −uA(X)−1v; this, however, does not affect the validity of the
particular results that we will take from [22]. Furthermore, as we will exclusively
work with formal linear representations for matrix-valued noncommutative rational
expressions, we will go without specifying them as matrix-valued formal linear
representations like it was done in [22].
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It follows from [22, Theorem 4.12] that, indeed, every matrix-valued noncom-
mutative rational expression R admits a formal linear representation ρ = (u,A, v).
For the reader’s convenience, we include with Theorem 4 the precise statement and
its constructive proof. In doing so, we will see that Algorithm 4.11 in [22], on
which the proof of Theorem 4.12 in the same paper relies, provides a formal linear
representation ρ = (u,A, v) of the p × q matrix-valued noncommutative rational
expression R with the additional property that the dimension k of ρ is larger than
max{p, q} and that both u and v have maximal rank; we will call such ρ proper.
Note that if R is a scalar-valued rational expression, then a proper formal linear
representation ρ simply means that u and v are non-zero vectors. In general, due
to the restriction k ≥ max{p, q}, we have that the rank of u is p and the rank of v
is q for any proper formal linear representation ρ = (u,A, v) of R. This notion of
proper formal linear representation will be important in the sequel.

Theorem 4 (Theorem 4.12 in [22]). Every matrix-valued noncommutative rational
expression admits a formal linear representation in the sense of Definition 3 which
is also proper.

Proof. Here, we give the algorithm which inductively builds a proper linear repre-
sentation of any matrix-valued noncommutative rational expression. For R = A⊗1
or R = A⊗ xj for some A ∈ Mp×q(C) and 1 ≤ j ≤ d we have

R(X) =
(
Ip 0p×q

)( Ip ⊗ 1A −R(X)
0q×p Iq ⊗ 1A

)−1 (
0p×q

Iq

)

where Ip ∈ Mp(C) is an identity matrix. We obtain a proper formal linear repre-
sentation in this way.

If the p× q matrix-valued noncommutative expressions R1 and R2 admit proper
formal linear representations (u1, A1, v1) and (u2, A2, v2) then we have

(R1 +R2)(X) =
(
u1 u2

)( A1(X) 0k1×k2

0k2×k1 A2(X)

)−1 (
v1
v2

)
.

This gives us a proper formal linear representation since (u1 u2), resp. (v1 v2)
T is

of rank p, resp. q.
If R1, R2 are p×q, resp. q×r matrix-valued noncommutative rational expressions

and admit formal linear representations (u1, A1, v1), resp. (u2, A2, v2) of dimension
k1, resp. k2 then we have

(R1 · R2)(X) =
(
u1 0p×k2

)( A1(X) −v1u2

0k2×k1 A2(X)

)−1 (
0k1×r

v2

)
.

We obtain a proper formal linear representation since (u1 0p×k2), resp. (0k1×r v2)
T

is of rank p, resp. q.
If R is a p× p matrix-valued noncommutative rational expression which admits

a formal linear representation (u,A, v) of dimension k, then we have

R−1(X) =
(
Ip 0p×k

)( 0p×p u
v A(X)

)−1 (
−Ip
0k×p

)
,

where X belongs to an appropriate domain for each step. This gives us a proper
formal linear representation.
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Finally, since all matrix-valued noncommutative rational expressions can be rep-
resented by finitely many of the above steps, any matrix-valued noncommutative
rational expression has such a formal linear representation that is proper. �

In the non-degenerate case, formal linear representations are connected with the
concept of representations for noncommutative rational functions, which is used,
for instance, in [10, 11]; this will be addressed in Remark 6 and Remark 9. Before,
we need to recall the following terminology.

Definition 5 (Inner rank and fullness). Let R be a ring. For A ∈ Mn×m(R) we
define the inner rank ρR(A) by

ρR(A) = min{r ∈ N | A = BC, B ∈ Mn×r(R), C ∈ Mr×m(R)},

and ρR(0) = 0. In addition we call A full if ρR(A) = min{n,m}.

Remark 6. (i) Let A be a matrix over noncommutative polynomials in a tuple
x = (x1, . . . , xd) of formal variables. According to Theorem 7.5.13 in [9] (see
also A.2 in [31]), we have

ρC〈x〉(A) = ρC (<x )>(A).

For this reason, we say A is full for a square matrix A over the noncommu-
tative polynomials without mentioning which algebra we consider.

(ii) Let A be an affine linear pencil in x with coefficients taken from Mk(C). We
may view A as an element in Mk(C) ⊗ C〈x〉 ∼= Mk(C〈x〉), i.e., A = A(x)
is considered as a matrix over the ring C〈x〉. We notice that if there exists
a tuple X ∈ MN(C)d such that A(X) is invertible in Mk(C) ⊗ MN(C) ∼=
MkN (C), or equivalently, if domM(C)(A

−1) 6= ∅, then A must be full. In
fact, if A is not full, then any factorization A = BC with B ∈ Mk×r(C〈x〉)
and C ∈ Mr×k(C〈x〉) for r = ρ(A) < k yields under evaluation A(X) =
B(X)C(X) at any point X ∈ MN (C)d, so that A(X) is never invertible.

On the other hand, if A is full, then A is invertible as a matrix over C (<x )>.
Indeed, fullness and invertibility are equivalent for any skew field (see Lemma
5.20 in [31]).

(iii) Now, let R be a non-degenerate matrix-valued noncommutative rational ex-
pression. From Theorem 4, we know that there exists a formal linear repre-
sentation ρ = (u,A, v); in particular, we have that

domM(C)(R) ⊆ domM(C)(A
−1)

=
∞∐

N=1

{X ∈ MN(C)d | A(X) invertible in MkN (C)}.

Since R is non-degenerate, we find X ∈ domM(C)(R); from the aforemen-
tioned inclusion and (ii), we infer that A is a full matrix.

(iv) Suppose that R is a non-degenerate p × p matrix-valued noncommutative
rational expression such that R−1 is non-degenerate as well. Let ρ = (u,A, v)
be a formal linear representation of R; we associate to ρ the affine linear pencil

Ã :=

(
0p×p u
v A

)
.

We claim that both A and Ã are full. For A, we already know from (iii) that

this is true. To check fullness of Ã, we use that R−1 is non-degenerate, which
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guarantees the existence of some X ∈ domM(C)(R
−1). Since in particular

X ∈ domM(C)(R), we get as ρ is a formal linear representation of R that

A(X) is invertible and R(X) = uA(X)−1v. Because X ∈ domM(C)(R
−1), we

know that R(X) is invertible. Hence, the Schur complement formula implies

that the matrix Ã(X) is invertible. Thanks to (ii), this implies that the affine

linear pencil Ã is full.

The following lemma explains that non-degenerate matrix-valued noncommuta-
tive rational expressions induce matrices over the free field in some very natural
way.

Lemma 7. Let R be a p×q matrix-valued noncommutative rational expression in d
formal variables. If R is non-degenerate, then x = (x1, . . . , xd) ∈ domC (<x1,...,xd )>(R)
and consequently, R(x) ∈ Mp×q(C (<x )>).

Proof. Let us denote by R0 the set of all non-degenerate matrix-valued noncommu-
tative rational expressions R which have the property x ∈ domC (<x )>(R). We want
to show that R0 consists of all non-degenerate matrix-valued noncommutative ra-
tional expressions. To verify this assertion, we proceed as follows. Firstly, we notice
that both R1 + R2 and R1 · R2 belong to R0 whenever we take R1, R2 ∈ R0 for
which the respective arithmetic operation is defined. Secondly, we consider some
R ∈ R0 which is of size p× p and has the property that R−1 is non-degenerate. By
Theorem 4, there exists a formal linear representation ρ = (u,A, v) of R, say of di-
mension k, and according to Remark 6 (iv) we have that both A and the associated
affine linear pencil

Ã :=

(
0p×p u
v A

)

are full, i.e., A(x) ∈ Mk(C〈x〉) and Ã(x) ∈ Mk+p(C〈x〉) become invertible as ma-
trices over the free field C (<x )>. Since x ∈ domC (<x )>(R) as R ∈ R0, we get R(x) =
uA(x)−1v, because ρ is a formal linear representation of R. Putting these observa-
tions together, the Schur complement formula yields that R(x) ∈ Mp(C (<x )>) must
be invertible, i.e., x ∈ domC (<x )>(R

−1) and thus R−1 ∈ R0, as desired. �

Remark 8. With arguments similar to the proof of Lemma 7 as based on Remark
6 (iv), one finds that if R1, R2 are non-degenerate matrix-valued noncommutative
rational expressions satisfying R1(x) = R2(x), then R1 ∼M(C) R2. In other words,
matrix identities over C (<x )> are preserved under well-defined matrix evaluations.

Remark 9. In the scalar-valued case, the conclusion of Lemma 7 can be strength-
ened slightly. For that purpose, it is helpful to denote the formal variables out of
which the noncommutative rational expressions are built by χ1, . . . , χd to distin-
guish them from the variables x1, . . . , xd of the free skew field C (<x1, . . . , xd )>; note
that accordingly xj = [χj ] for j = 1, . . . , d. Now, if r is any non-degenerate scalar-
valued noncommutative rational expression in the formal variables χ1, . . . , χd, then
Lemma 7 tells us that x ∈ domC (<x )>(r) and r(x) ∈ C (<x )>. Moreover, we have
the equality r(x) = [r]. This can be shown with a recursive argument similar to
the proof of Lemma 7; notice that if a non-degenerate scalar-valued noncommu-
tative rational expression r satisfies r(x) = [r] and has the additional property
that r−1 is non-degenerate, then r(x) = [r] is invertible in C (<x )>, which implies
x ∈ domC (<x )>(r

−1) with r−1(x) = [r]−1 = [r−1].



CONVERGENCE OF NC RATIONAL FUNCTIONS EVALUATED IN RANDOM MATRICES11

This has the consequence that every formal linear representation ρ = (u,A, v) of
r satisfies [r] = r(x) = uA(x)−1v. In the language of [10, 11], this means that the
formal linear representation ρ of r induces a (pure and linear) representation of the
corresponding noncommutative rational function [r].

2.3. Self-adjointness for matrix-valued noncommutative rational expres-

sions. When evaluations of matrix-valued noncommutative rational expressions R
at points X = (X1, . . . , Xd) ∈ domA(R) for ∗-algebras A are considered, it is nat-
ural to ask for conditions which guarantee that the result R(X) is self-adjoint, i.e.,
R(X)∗ = R(X). We aim at formulating conditions which concern the matrix-valued
noncommutative rational expression R and which depend only on the “type” of its
arguments X1, . . . , Xd but not on their concrete realization in some ∗-algebra A.
The case when X1, . . . , Xd are all self-adjoint was discussed in [22, Section 2.5.7].
The following definition generalizes the latter to matrix-valued noncommutative
rational expressions in self-adjoint and unitary variables.

Recall that an element X in a complex ∗-algebra A with unit 1A is called self-
adjoint if X∗ = X , and U ∈ A is said to be unitary if U∗U = 1A = UU∗.

Definition 10 (Self-adjoint matrix-valued noncommutative rational expressions).
Let R be a square matrix-valued noncommutative rational expression in d1 + d2
formal variables which we denote by x1, . . . , xd1 , u1, . . . , ud2. We say that R is self-
adjoint of type (d1, d2), if for every unital complex ∗-algebra A and all tuples X =
(X1, . . . , Xd1) and U = (U1, . . . , Ud2) of self-adjoint respectively unitary elements
in A, the following implication holds:

(X,U) ∈ domA(R) =⇒ R(X,U)∗ = R(X,U)

One comment on this definition is in order. The reader might wonder why the
matrix-valued noncommutative rational expressions do not explicitly involve other
variables u∗

1, . . . , u
∗
d2

serving as a placeholder for the adjoints of u1, . . . , ud2 . In
fact, for (scalar-valued) noncommutative rational expressions, such an approach
was presented, for instance, in the appendix of [18] (a version for noncommutative
polynomials also appears in [40]); more precisely, noncommutative rational expres-
sions in collections of self-adjoint variables x, non-self-adjoint variables y, and their
adjoints y∗ were considered. For our purpose, however, this has the slight dis-
advantage that non-degenerate noncommutative rational expressions of this kind
(take r(y, y∗) = (yy∗ − 1)−1, for example) may have no unitary elements in their
domain. On the other hand, there are noncommutative rational expressions (or
even noncommutative polynomial expressions such as yyy∗ + y∗yy∗) which are not
self-adjoint on their entire domain but self-adjoint on unitaries.

The following example illustrates Definition 10 and highlights the effect of having
two types of variables.

Example 11. x1 + x−1
2 , i(u1− u−1

1 ) and u−1
1 x−1

1 u1 are self-adjoint noncommutative
rational expressions since we have for self-adjoint elements X1, X2 and a unitary
U1 in their domain,

(X1 +X−1
2 )∗ = X∗

1 + (X∗
2 )

−1 = X1 +X−1
2

(i(U1 − U−1
1 ))∗ = −i(U∗

1 − (U∗
1 )

−1) = i(U1 − U−1
1 )

(U−1
1 X−1

1 U1)
∗ = U∗

1 (X
∗
1 )

−1(U∗
1 )

−1 = U−1
1 X−1

1 U1.
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However, u1+u−1
2 , i(x1−x−1

1 ) and x−1
1 u−1

1 x1 are not self-adjoint in our definition.
So we need to be careful about the roles of formal variables when we consider self-
adjoint rational expressions. For the matrix-valued case, the 2×2 respectively 1×1
matrix-valued noncommutative rational expressions

(
x−1
1 u1

u−1
1 x−1

2

)
and

(
u1 x1 + iu2

)( 1 −iu1

iu−1
1 x2

)−1 (
u−1
1

x1 − iu−1
2

)

are self-adjoint of type (2, 1) and (2, 2), respectively.

Like in [22, Definition 4.13] for the case of self-adjoint arguments, we can intro-
duce self-adjoint formal linear representations; see also [18, Definition A.5] for the
scalar-valued case.

Note that to make the machinery of self-adjoint linearizations ready for further
applications, we will switch from now on to a more general situation.

Definition 12 (Self-adjoint formal linear representation). Let R be a p×p matrix-
valued noncommutative rational expression in d formal variables x1, . . . , xd. A tuple
ρ = (Q,w) consisting of an affine linear pencil

Q = A0 ⊗ 1 +

d∑

j=1

(
Bj ⊗ xj +B∗

j ⊗ x∗
j

)

in the formal variables x1, . . . , xd and x∗
1, . . . , x

∗
d, with coefficients being (not neces-

sarily self-adjoint) matrices B1, . . . , Bd in Mk(C) for some k ∈ N, some self-adjoint
matrix A0 ∈ Mk(C) and some matrix w ∈ Mk×p(C) is called a self-adjoint formal
linear representation of R (of dimension k) if the following condition is satisfied:
for every unital complex ∗-algebra A and all tuples X = (X1, . . . , Xd) of (not
necessarily self-adjoint) elements in A, one has

X ∈ domA(R) =⇒ (X,X∗) ∈ domA(Q
−1)

and for every X ∈ domA(R) for which R(X) is self-adjoint, it holds true that

R(X) = w∗Q(X,X∗)−1w.

We point out that in contrast to the related concept introduced in [22, Defini-
tion 4.13] the existence of a self-adjoint formal linear representation in the sense
of the previous Definition 12 does not enforce R to be self-adjoint at any distin-
guished points in its domain. In fact, we have the following theorem: every square
matrix-valued noncommutative rational expression admits a self-adjoint formal lin-
ear representation; this is analogous to [22, Theorem 4.14].

Like for formal linear representations, we will say that a self-adjoint formal linear
representation ρ = (Q,w) of a self-adjoint p × p matrix-valued noncommutative
rational expression R is proper if the dimension k of ρ is larger than p and if w has
a full rank (i.e., the rank of w is p).

Theorem 13. Every square matrix-valued noncommutative rational expression in
d formal variables admits a self-adjoint formal linear representation in the sense of
Definition 12 which is proper.

Proof. Let ρ = (v,Q,w) be a formal linear representation of R in the variables
x1, . . . , xd with the affine linear pencil Q being of the form

Q = A0 ⊗ 1 +

d∑

j=1

Bj ⊗ xj .
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We consider ρ̃ = (Q̃, w̃) with the affine linear pencil

Q̃ = Ã0 ⊗ 1 +

d∑

j=1

(
B̃j ⊗ xj + B̃∗

j ⊗ x∗
j

)

in the variables x1, . . . , xd, x
∗
1, . . . , x

∗
d given by

Ã0 :=

(
0 A∗

0

A0 0

)
, B̃j :=

(
0 0
Bj 0

)
, and w̃ :=

(
1
2v

∗

w

)
.

One verifies that ρ̃ = (Q̃, w̃) is a self-adjoint formal linear representation of R which
is moreover proper whenever ρ is proper. �

Notice that if R is a p × p matrix-valued noncommutative rational expression
in d1 + d2 formal variables x1, . . . , xd1 , u1, . . . , ud2 which is self-adjoint of type
(d1, d2), then each self-adjoint formal linear representation of R can be brought
into the simplified form ρ = (Q,w) with an affine linear pencil

Q = A0 ⊗ 1 +

d1∑

j=1

Aj ⊗ xj +

d2∑

j=1

(
Bj ⊗ uj +B∗

j ⊗ u∗
j

)

in the formal variables x1, . . . , xd1 , u1, . . . , ud2 , u∗
1, . . . , u

∗
d2

with coefficients be-
ing self-adjoint matrices A0, A1, . . . , Ad1 and (not necessarily self-adjoint) matrices
B1, . . . , Bd2 in Mk(C) for some k ∈ N and some matrix w ∈ Mk×p(C); indeed The-
orem 13 yields a self-adjoint formal linear representation of R with an affine linear
pencil in the formal variables x1, . . . , xd1 , x

∗
1, . . . , x

∗
d1

and u1, . . . , ud2, u
∗
1, . . . , u

∗
d2
,

from which we obtain Q of the asserted form by replacing x∗
1, . . . , x

∗
d1

by x1, . . . , xd1

and merging their coefficients. In particular, we have

(X,U) ∈ domA(R) =⇒ (X,U,U∗) ∈ domA(Q
−1)

and for every (X,U) ∈ domA(R) it holds true that

R(X,U) = w∗Q(X,U,U∗)−1w.

Example 14. We return to the self-adjoint noncommutative rational expressions
presented in Example 11. Let us construct a self-adjoint formal linearization of
x1+x−1

2 . Using the algorithm from [22], which we recalled in the proof of Theorem
4, we obtain first a formal linear representation

X1 +X−1
2 =

(
1 0 1

)



1 −X1 0
0 1 0
0 0 X2




−1 


0
1
1


 .

Out of the latter, we construct with the help of Theorem 13 the self-adjoint formal
linear representation

X1+X−1
2 =

(
1
2 0 1

2 0 1 1
)




0 0 0 1 0 0
0 0 0 −X1 1 0
0 0 0 0 0 X2

1 −X1 0 0 0 0
0 1 0 0 0 0
0 0 X2 0 0 0




−1 


1
2
0
1
2
0
1
1




.
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The second example is u1 + u−1
1 . Since we have for unitary U1 in any ∗-algebra

U1 + U−1
1 =

(
1 0 1

)



1 −U1 0
0 1 0
0 0 U2




−1 


0
1
1


 ,

we have a formal self-adjoint linearization

U1 +U−1
1 =

(
1
2 0 1

2 0 1 1
)




0 0 0 1 0 0
0 0 0 −U∗

1 1 0
0 0 0 0 0 U∗

1

1 −U1 0 0 0 0
0 1 0 0 0 0
0 0 U1 0 0 0




−1 


1
2
0
1
2
0
1
1




.

2.4. Unbounded random variables. In this subsection, we set (M, τ) to be a
tracialW ∗-probability space (i.e., a von Neumann algebraM that is endowed with a
faithful normal tracial state τ : M → C). The condition that τ is a trace is necessary
since we are going to consider closed and densely defined operators affiliated with
the von Neumann algebra M. We will call these operators unbounded operators.
In general, unbounded operators might not well-behave under either addition or
composition. However, in the case of tracial W ∗-probability space, they form a

∗-algebra, denoted by M̃, which provides us a framework in which one has well-
defined evaluations of rational expressions.

In a language of probability, this framework allows us to consider random vari-
ables that may not have compact support or even finite moments. For a normal
random variable X in a W ∗-probability space (M, τ), we know that X has finite
moments of all orders and its analytic distribution µX determined by the moments
(i.e., the probability measure associated to X by a representation theorem of Riesz)

has a compact support. For an (unbounded) operatorX in M̃, it may not have finite
moments. But we could still associate a probability measure to X via the spectral
theorem. We refer the interested reader to [35, 6] for more details on unbounded
operators (which are also known as measurable operators as the noncommutative
analog of measurable functions, cf. [39]).

Let P(M) denote the set of self-adjoint projections in M and let M̃sa be the

set of self-adjoint elements in M̃. Given an element X ∈ M̃sa, for a Borel set B
on R, we denote by 1B(X) ∈ P(M) the spectral projection of X on B given by
the spectral theorem (see, for example, [14]). Then we can associate a probability
measure µX to X as follows.

Definition 15. For X ∈ M̃sa, we define its analytic distribution µX by

µX(B) := τ(1B(X)), for all Borel sets B ⊆ R.

Furthermore, we define the cumulative distribution function of X as the function
FX : R → [0, 1] given by,

FX(t) :=

∫ t

−∞

1dµX(s) = τ(1(−∞,t](X)).

In particular, if we take M = L∞(Ω,P) and τ = E for some probability measure

space (Ω,P), then M̃ is the ∗-algebra consisting of all measurable functions, i.e.,
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classical random variables. Moreover, the analytic distribution and cumulative
distribution defined above coincide with their classical counterparts.

Recall that for a probability measure, µ on R. A number λ ∈ R is called an atom

of µ if µ({λ}) 6= 0. Thus for a random variable X in M̃sa, we say that λ ∈ R is an
atom for X if λ is an atom for µX . Moreover, we see that X has an atom λ ∈ R

if and only if pker(λ−X) 6= 0, where pker(λ−X) ∈ P(M) is the orthogonal projection

onto the kernel of λ−X (in the Hilbert space L2(M, τ)). For an atom λ of X , we
have

µX({λ}) = τ(pker(λ−X)).

A closely related notion is a rank defined via the image. That is, we define

rk(X) := τ(pimX),

where pimX is the orthogonal projection onto the closure of the image of X . The
following alternative description of this rank will be needed later:

(1) rk(X) = inf{τ(r) | r ∈ P(M), rX = X}.

Clearly, since pim(X)X = X , we have inf{τ(r) | r ∈ P(M), rX = X} ≤ τ(pim(X)) =

rk(X). To see it is an equality, note that for any r ∈ P(M) satisfying rX = X ,
im(X) ⊆ im(r), which implies that p

im(X)
≤ r.

2.5. The quantity ∆. The regularity condition that we impose in Theorem 27 on
the limit of the considered random matrix model involves the quantity ∆ which was
introduced by Connes and Shlyakhtenko in [13]. We briefly recall the definition. Let
(M, τ) be a tracial W ∗-probability space and consider a tuple x = (x1, . . . , xd) of
(not necessarily self-adjoint) noncommutative random variables in M. We denote
by F(L2(M, τ)) the ideal of all finite rank operators on L2(M, τ) and by J Tomita’s
conjugation operator, i.e., the conjugate-linear map J : L2(M, τ) → L2(M, τ) that
extends isometrically the conjugation x 7→ x∗ on M. We then put

∆(x) := d− dimM⊗Mop

{
(T1, . . . , Td) ∈ F(L2(M, τ))d

∣∣∣∣
d∑

j=1

[Tj, Jx∗
jJ ] = 0

}HS

,

where the closure is taken with respect to the Hilbert-Schmidt norm. Note that
in contrast to [13], we do not require the set {x1, . . . , xd} to be closed under the
involution ∗; see also [32]. Despite this slight deviation from the setting of [13], the
following result remains true.

Theorem 16 (Theorem 3.3 (e) in [13]). Let 1 ≤ k < d and suppose that the sets
{x1, . . . , xk} and {xk+1, . . . , xd} are freely independent, then

∆(x1, . . . , xd) = ∆(x1, . . . , xk) + ∆(xk+1, . . . , xd).

Further, we recall from [32, Corollary 6.4] that ∆(u) = d for every d-tuple u of
freely independent Haar unitary elements in (M, τ).

In the particular case of a d-tuple x consisting of self-adjoint operators in M,
Corollary 4.6 in [13] says that d ≥ ∆(x) ≥ δ(x), where δ(x) denotes the so-called
microstates free entropy dimension which Voiculescu introduced in [43, Definition
6.1]. Now, if the x1, . . . , xd are freely independent, then Proposition 6.4 in [43] tells
us that

δ(x) = d−
d∑

j=1

∑

t∈R

µxj
({t})2,



16BENOÎT COLLINS, TOBIAS MAI, AKIHIRO MIYAGAWA, FÉLIX PARRAUD, AND SHENG YIN 1,2

where µxj
is the analytic distribution of the operator xj in the sense of Definition 15.

We infer that ∆(x1, . . . , xd) = d if x1, . . . , xd are self-adjoint, freely independent
and their individual analytic distributions µx1 , . . . , µxd

are all non-atomic. For
reference, we summarize these observations by the following corollary.

Corollary 17. Let x = (x1, . . . , xd1) be a d1-tuple of self-adjoint and freely in-
dependent elements in (M, τ) with µx1 , . . . , µxd1

being non-atomic. Further, let

u = (u1, . . . , ud2) be a d2-tuple of freely independent Haar unitary elements in
(M, τ). Suppose that x and u are freely independent. Then ∆(x, u) = d1 + d2.

3. Evaluations of non-degenerate matrix-valued noncommutative

rational expressions

By definition, every non-degenerate matrix-valued noncommutative rational ex-
pression has a non-empty domain when evaluations in matrices of sufficiently large
size are considered. In this section, we show that much more is true. Namely, we
establish that the assumptions of Theorem 27 are satisfied in very general situations.

3.1. Evaluations in random matrices. The following result asserts, roughly
speaking, that one can almost surely evaluate every non-degenerated matrix-valued
noncommutative rational expression in “absolutely continuous” random matrix
models, provided that their size is large enough. The precise statement reads as
follows.

Theorem 18. Let R be a matrix-valued noncommutative rational expression in
d = d1 + d2 formal variables, which is non-degenerate. Suppose that µN

d1,d2
is a

probability measure on MN (C)d1
sa × UN(C)d2 which is absolutely continuous with

respect to the product measure of the Lebesgue measure on MN (C)sa and the Haar
measure on UN(C). If (XN , UN ) is a tuple of random matrices in MN(C)d1

sa ×
UN(C)d2 with law µN

d1,d2
, then there exists some N0 ∈ N such that almost surely

(XN , UN ) ∈ domMN (C)(R) for all N ≥ N0.

Remark 19. It is essential to work over the field of complex numbers for Theorem 18
to be true. To see this, let us consider the noncommutative rational expression r =
(x1x2−x2x1)

−1. Note that there are real matricesX1, X2 at which one can evaluate
r, but in MN (R) with N odd, there cannot exist symmetric real matrices X1, X2

at which the evaluation r(X1, X2) would be defined, since necessarily det(X1X2 −
X2X1) = 0. Indeed

det(X1X2 −X2X1) = det
(
t(X1X2 −X2X1)

)
= − det(X1X2 −X2X1).

This observation is consistent with the proof of Proposition 20, on which Theorem
18 relies since we use complex analysis techniques.

One can also find an algebraic construction of a symmetric matrix in the domain
of a noncommutative rational expression in [45, Remark 6.7].

The proof of Theorem 18 relies on a study of evaluations of affine linear pencils.
The first step is the following proposition, which requires some notation. Consider
an affine linear pencil

(2) Q = A0 ⊗ 1 +

d1∑

j=1

Aj ⊗ xj +

d2∑

j=1

Bj ⊗ uj
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in the variables x = (x1, . . . , xd1) and u = (u1, . . . , ud2), say with coefficients
A0, A1, . . . , Ad1 and B1, . . . , Bd2 taken from Mk(C). We regard Q as an element in

Mk(C)⊗ C〈x, u〉 ∼= Mk(C〈x, u〉).

Given an d-tuple Z = (Z ′, Z ′′) of matrices in MN(C), we consider the evaluation
of Q at Z which is given by

Q(Z) := A0 ⊗ 1 +

d1∑

j=1

Aj ⊗ Z ′
j +

d2∑

j=1

Bj ⊗ Z ′′
j ,

where Q(Z) lies in Mk(C) ⊗MN (C) ∼= MkN (C). Building on such evaluations, we
associate Q with functions

φ
(N)
Q : MN(C)d −→ C, Z 7−→ det(Q(Z))

for every N ∈ N. Notice that φ
(N)
Q is a holomorphic commutative polynomial in

the dN2 complex matrix entries appearing in the tuple Z. This allows us to use the

machinery of complex analysis to relate φ
(N)
Q with its restriction to the real space

MN(C)d1
sa × UN (C)d2 .

Proposition 20. Let Q be an affine linear pencil of the form (2) in Mk(C)⊗C〈x, u〉

and let N ∈ N. If φ
(N)
Q |

MN (C)
d1
sa ×UN (C)d2

≡ 0, then φ
(N)
Q ≡ 0.

Proof. Fix any Z = (Z ′, Z ′′) ∈ MN(C)d1 × MN(C)d2 and suppose that the d2-
tuple Z ′′ consists of invertible matrices. We write Z ′ = X + iY with the tuples
X = (X1, . . . , Xd1), Y = (Y1, . . . , Yd1) ∈ MN(C)d1

sa that are given by Xj := ℜ(Z ′
j)

and Yj := ℑ(Z ′
j) for j = 1, . . . , d1. Further, for j = 1, . . . , d2, we consider the polar

decomposition Z ′′
j = PjUj of Z ′′

j with a positive definite matrix Pj ∈ MN (C) and
Uj ∈ UN (C). As the matrices P1, . . . , Pd2 are positive definite, we can define a
holomorphic function f : C → C by

f(z) := φ
(N)
Q

(
X1 + zY1, . . . , Xd1 + zYd1 ,

exp(−iz log(P1))U1, . . . , exp(−iz log(Pd2))Ud2

)

for z ∈ C. Due to the assumption that φ
(N)
Q |

MN (C)
d1
sa ×UN (C)d2

≡ 0, we have that

f |R ≡ 0. Thus, by the identity principle, it follows that f vanishes identically on C.

In particular, φ
(N)
Q (Z) = f(i) = 0. This shows that φ

(N)
Q vanishes on all d-tuples

Z = (Z ′, Z ′′) ∈ MN(C)d1 ×MN(C)d2 satisfying the condition that Z ′′ consists of
invertible matrices. Since those are dense in MN(C)d, the assertion follows. �

With the help of Proposition 20, we see that fullness of affine linear pencils Q
can be detected by evaluations of Q at points in MN(C)d1

sa × UN (C)d2 .

Proposition 21. Let Q be an affine linear pencil of the form (2) in Mk(C) ⊗
C〈x, u〉. Then the following statements are equivalent.

(i) Q is full.
(ii) there exists N0 ∈ N with the following property: for each N ≥ N0,

we have that φ
(N)
Q |

MN (C)
d1
sa ×UN (C)d2

6≡ 0, i.e., one can find some d-tuple

(XN , UN) ∈ MN (C)d1
sa × UN (C)d2 for which Q(XN , UN ) becomes invert-

ible in MkN (C).
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Proof. If Q is not full, we have a non-trivial factorization of Q, and its evaluation
Q(XN , UN) cannot be invertible. This implies (ii) =⇒ (i).

First, we note that there exists some N0 ∈ N such that φ
(N)
Q 6≡ 0 for all N ≥ N0.

This fact is well-known (see Proposition 2.4 in [46], for instance), but we include
the argument for the sake of completeness. Since Q is full, Q(x) is invertible
as a matrix over the free skew field C (<x, u )>; see Remark 6 (ii). Its inverse
Q(x)−1 ∈ Mk(C (<x, u )>) is represented by some non-degenerate k×k matrix-valued
noncommutative rational expression R, i.e., we have Q−1(x) = R(x); this follows
by applying Remark 9 entrywise. From Theorem 2, we know that there exists some
N0 ∈ N such that domMN (C)(R) 6= ∅ for all N ≥ N0. Thanks to Remark 8, the
identity Q(x, u)R(x, u) = Ik over C (<x, u )> continues to hold on domM(C)(R), and

by applying determinants, we infer that φ
(N)
Q 6≡ 0 for all N ≥ N0, as desired.

Having this, Proposition 20 guarantees that φ
(N)
Q does not vanish identically on

all of MN (C)d1
sa × UN (C)d2 , as we wished to show. �

In the next step, we involve the concrete random matrix model we want to
consider.

Proposition 22. Let Q be an affine linear pencil of the form (2) in Mk(C)⊗C〈x, u〉
which is full. For N ∈ N, let (XN , UN) be a random matrix in MN (C)d1

sa ×UN(C)d2

with an absolutely continuous law µN
d1,d2

like in Theorem 18. Then there exists N0 ∈

N such that almost surely Q(XN , UN ) is invertible in Mk(C)⊗MN(C) ∼= MkN (C)
for all N ≥ N0.

Proof. Thanks to Proposition 21, since Q is assumed to be full, there is an N0 ∈

N such that none of the functions φ
(N)
A |

MN (C)
d1
sa ×UN (C)d2

for N ≥ N0 can vanish

identically. Notice that MN(C)d1
sa × UN (C)d2 is a real manifold of dimension dN2.

In suitable local charts, we see that φ
(N)
Q |

MN (C)
d1
sa ×UN (C)d2

induces a real analytic

function on an open subset of RdN2

and can therefore vanish only on a set of
Lebesgue measure 0. Due to the choice of µN

d1,d2
, we conclude that, for eachN ≥ N0,

the random matrix Q(XN , UN ) is almost surely invertible in MkN (C). �

Proof of Theorem 18. We define the set R0 of all non-degenerate matrix-valued
noncommutative rational expressions R for which the conclusion of Theorem 18 is
true, i.e., there exists N0 ∈ N such that almost surely (XN , UN) ∈ domMN (C)(R)
for all N ≥ N0. We have to prove that R0 consists, in fact, of all non-degenerate
matrix-valued noncommutative rational expressions.

Notice that all matrix-valued noncommutative polynomial expressions obviously
belong to R0. Further, it is easily seen that both R1 + R2 and R1 · R2 are in R0

whenever we take R1, R2 ∈ R0 for which the respective arithmetic operation makes
sense. Therefore, it only remains to prove that if R ∈ R0 is square and enjoys the
property that R−1 is non-degenerate, then necessarily R−1 ∈ R0. To verify this, we
take any square matrix-valued noncommutative rational expression R belonging to
R0 for which R−1 is non-degenerate. Further, let ρ = (v,Q,w) be a formal linear
representation of R in the sense of Definition 3, say of dimension k; see Theorem 4.

By assumption, we have that R−1 is a non-degenerate matrix-valued noncom-
mutative rational expression. Thus, Remark 6 (iv) gives us that the affine linear
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pencil in d variables with coefficients from Mk+p(C) which is given by

Q̃ :=

(
0p×p v
w Q

)

is full. Therefore, Proposition 22 tells us that an N0 ∈ N exists such that almost
surely Q̃(XN , UN) is invertible in M(k+p)N (C) for all N ≥ N0. Since R ∈ R0, we
may suppose that (after enlarging N0 if necessary) that at the same time almost
surely (XN , UN ) ∈ domMN (C)(R) for all N ≥ N0. Because ρ is a formal linear

representation, the latter implies that almost surely Q(XN , UN ) is invertible and
R(XN , UN) = vQ(XN , UN )−1w for all N ≥ N0. Putting these observations to-
gether, again with the help of the Schur complement formula, we see that almost
surely R(XN , UN) is invertible for all N ≥ N0. In other words, we have almost
surely that (XN , UN ) ∈ domMN (C)(R

−1) for all N ≥ N0. The latter means that

R−1 ∈ R0, as desired. �

3.2. Evaluation in operators with maximal ∆. It follows from [32, Theorem
1.1] that for any d-tuple X = (X1, . . . , Xd) of (not necessarily self-adjoint) opera-
tors in some W ∗-probability space (M, τ) which satisfy the “regularity condition”
∆(X) = d, where ∆ stands for a quantity that was introduced in [13] and which
we discussed in Section 2.5, then the canonical evaluation homomorphism

evX : C〈x1, . . . , xd〉 → M

which is determined by 1 7→ 1 and xj 7→ Xj for j = 1, . . . , d extends to an injective
homomorphism

EvX : C (<x1, . . . , xd )> → M̃

into the ∗-algebra M̃ of all closed and densely defined operators affiliated with M;
see Section 2.4.

While the result of [32] addresses evaluations of noncommutative rational func-
tions, it leaves open the question of whether also all non-degenerate rational expres-
sions can be evaluated; indeed, this is not immediate as the domain of a rational
function is larger than the domain of any of its representing non-degenerate non-
commutative rational expressions. This question is answered in the affirmative by
the next theorem, which gives the conclusion even in the matrix-valued case. For
that purpose, we will consider the canonical amplifications

Ev•X : M•(C (<x1, . . . , xd )>) → M•(M̃).

Theorem 23. Let X = (X1, . . . , Xd) be a d-tuple of (not necessarily self-adjoint)
operators in some tracial W ∗-probability space (M, τ) satisfying ∆(X) = d. Then,
for every non-degenerate matrix-valued noncommutative rational expression R, we
have that X ∈ dom

M̃
(R) and R(X) = Ev•X(R(x)), where R(x) is the matrix over

C (<x1, . . . , xd )> associated to R via Lemma 7.

Proof. The proof is similar to the proof of Theorem 18. Here, we consider the
set R0 of all non-degenerate matrix-valued noncommutative rational expressions
r for which the conclusion of Theorem 23 is true, i.e., we have X ∈ dom

M̃
(R)

and R(X) = Ev•X(R(x)). We want to show that R0 consists of all non-degenerate
matrix-valued noncommutative rational expressions. This can be done in almost
the same way as in Theorem 18, except for some slight modifications in the last
step. Suppose that R ∈ R0 is of size p × p and has the property that R−1 is
non-degenerate. Consider a formal linear representation ρ = (u,A, v) of r, say of
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dimension k. Like in the proof of Theorem 18, we deduce from Remark 6 (iv) that
the associated affine linear pencil

Ã :=

(
0 u
v A

)

is full. Now, by applying [32, Theorem 5.6] instead of Proposition 22, we get that

Ã(X) is invertible. Having this, we can proceed again like in the proof of Theorem
18, and we arrive at X ∈ dom

M̃
(R−1). Moreover, since R(X) = Ev•X(R(x)) by

the assumption R ∈ R0, we further get that R
−1(X) = R(X)−1 = Ev•X(R(x))−1 =

Ev•X(R(x)−1) = Ev•X(R−1(x)); notice that R(x) is invertible because Lemma 7
guarantees that x ∈ domC (<x )>(R

−1) as R−1 was assumed to be non-degenerate. In
summary, we see that R−1 ∈ R0. �

4. Convergence in law of the spectral measure

4.1. Estimate on the cumulative distribution function of the spectral

measure of self-adjoint operators. In this subsection, we list and prove a few
properties that we need in the following subsection to prove Theorem 27 about the
convergence of the empirical measure of a self-adjoint non-degenerate matrix-valued
noncommutative rational expression evaluated in matrices towards the analytic dis-
tribution of the limiting operator.

Lemma 24 (Lemma 3.2 in [5]). For X ∈ M̃sa and t ∈ R we have

FX(t) = max{τ(p) | p ∈ P(M), p(t−X)p ≥ 0}.

The crux of the proof of Theorem 27 lies in the following two lemmas.

Lemma 25. Let X,Y ∈ M̃sa, then

sup
t∈R

|FX(t)−FX+Y (t)| ≤ rk(Y ).

Proof. We fix t ∈ R. Let r ∈ P(M) be such that rY = Y and q ∈ P(M) such that
q(t−X)q ≥ 0. Then if we set p = q ∧ (1− r), we have pY = 0 and pq = p, thus

p(t−X − Y )p = p(t−X)p = pq(t−X)qp ≥ 0.

Consequently,

FX+Y (t) ≥ τ(p) ≥ τ(q) − τ(r).

By taking the supremum over q and the infimum over r, we get that

FX+Y (t) ≥ FX(t)− rk(Y ).

Now let’s assume that q is such that q(t − X − Y )q ≥ 0, then similarly with
p = q ∧ (1 − r),

p(t−X)p = p(t−X − Y )p = pq(t−X − Y )pq ≥ 0.

Hence

FX(t) ≥ τ(p) ≥ τ(q) − τ(r).

And once again, by taking the supremum over q and the infimum over r, we get
that

FX(t) ≥ FX+Y (t)− rk(Y ).

Hence the conclusion. �
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The authors are indebted to Mikael de la Salle for indicating to them the following
lemma.

Lemma 26. Let p ∈ P(M), X ∈ M̃sa, then rk(pXp) ≤ rk(X).

Proof. Let q ∈ P(M) be such that qX = X , r = p ∧ (1− q), then r + 1− p is such
that

(r + 1− p)pXp = rpXp = rXp = rqXp = 0.

Consequently, (p−r)pXp = pXp. And since p ≥ r, p−r is a self-adjoint projection,
hence

rk(pXp) ≤ τ(p− r) ≤ τ(q).

Hence the conclusion is obtained by taking the infimum over q. �

4.2. Main result. This subsection focuses on proving the convergence in law of the
empirical measure of matrix-valued noncommutative rational expressions evaluated
in matrices under some assumptions. Theorem 27 is for deterministic matrices, but
it can easily be extended to random matrices by applying this result almost surely.

Theorem 27. Let XN = (XN
1 , . . . , XN

d1
) be a d1-tuple of deterministic self-adjoint

matrices and let UN = (UN
1 , . . . , UN

d2
) be a d2-tuple of deterministic unitary ma-

trices. Further, let R be a non-degenerate square matrix-valued noncommutative
rational expression in d = d1 + d2 variables which is self-adjoint of type (d1, d2) in
the sense of Definition 10. Suppose that the following conditions are satisfied:

(i) (XN , UN) converges in ∗-distribution towards a d-tuple of noncommuta-
tive random variables (x, u) in some tracial W ∗-probability space (M, τ)
satisfying ∆(x, u) = d.

(ii) For N large enough R(XN , UN) is well-defined, i.e., there exists N0 ∈ N

such that (XN , UN ) ∈ domMN (C)(R) for all N ≥ N0.

Then (x, u) ∈ dom
M̃
(R), so that R(x, u) is well-defined, and the empirical measure

of R(XN , UN ) converges in law towards the analytic distribution of R(x, u).

The fact that (x, u) ∈ dom
M̃
(R) holds was established already in Theorem

23. Accordingly, the main statement of Theorem 27 is the convergence of the
empirical measure of R(XN , UN ) towards the spectral measure of R(x, u). This
convergence result actually holds in a more general setting than the above theorem.
We summarize it as the following proposition.

Proposition 28. For each N ∈ N, let XN = (XN
1 , . . . , XN

d ) be a d-tuple of
(possibly unbounded) operators affiliated with some tracial W ∗-probability space
(M(N), τ (N)). Furthermore, for any ∗-polynomial P we assume P (XN , XN∗) ∈
L1(M(N), τ (N)) and τ (N)(P (XN , XN∗)) converges towards τ(P (X,X∗)) where X =
(X1, . . . , Xd) is a d-tuple of noncommutative (bounded) random variables in some
tracial W ∗-probability space (M, τ). Let R be a square matrix-valued noncommuta-
tive rational expression in d variables such that, for all N ∈ N which are sufficiently
large,

(i) XN ∈ dom
M̃(N)(R) and X ∈ dom

M̃
(R),

(ii) R(XN ) and R(X) are self-adjoint.

Then the analytic distribution of R(XN ) converges in law towards the analytic
distribution of R(X).
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Once Proposition 28 is shown, the statement about the convergence in Theorem
27 follows immediately. Indeed, the condition formulated in Item (i) of Proposition
28 is satisfied as we have (XN , UN ) ∈ domMN (C)(R) for all N ≥ N0 by Item
(ii) of Theorem 27 and (x, u) ∈ dom

M̃
(R) by Theorem 23; further, we have that

R(XN , UN) for all N ≥ N0 and R(x, u) are self-adjoint thanks to Definition 10 as
R is supposed to be self-adjoint of type (d1, d2), so that the condition in Item (ii)
of Proposition 28 is fulfilled as well.

Let us outline the proof of Proposition 28. Let ρ = (Q,w) be a self-adjoint formal
linear representation of R in the sense of Definition 12 which is moreover proper as
given by Theorem 13. Thanks to Lemma 25, we can ignore the singularity in 0 of
Q(X,X∗)−1. More precisely, as long as the spectral measure of Q(X,X∗) has no
atom at 0, we can use Lemma 25 to prove that the cumulative distribution function
of w∗Q(X,X∗)−1w is close to the one of w∗fε(Q(X,X∗))w where fε is a continuous
function which is equal to t 7→ t−1 outside of a neighborhood of 0 of size ε. Then
we can use the convergence in ∗-distribution of XN to show that the cumulative
distribution function of w∗fε(Q(XN , XN∗))w converges towards the correct limit
when we let N go to infinity and ε go to 0.

It is important to note that in this subsection, by convergence in ∗-distribution of
XN of noncommutative random variables XN = (XN

1 , . . . , XN
d ), we mean that the

trace of any noncommutative ∗-polynomial P evaluated in XN converges towards
the trace of P (X,X∗) where X is a d-tuple of noncommutative random variables
in some tracial W ∗-probability space. In particular, this does not exclude the
case where the operator norm of XN

i is not bounded over N . This forces us to
do a few more computations since the convergence in law of the analytic measure
of P (XN , XN∗) towards the analytic measure of the limiting operator, while still
valid, is not immediate anymore.

Proof of Proposition 28. Let ρ = (Q,w) be a proper self-adjoint formal linear rep-
resentation (of dimension k) of R. If p ∈ N is the size of R, then since k ≥ p and
w have full rank, there exists a matrix T ∈ GLk(C) such that w = Tw0 where
w0 ∈ Mk×p(C) is the rectangular matrix whose diagonal coefficients are all 1, and
non-diagonal coefficients are all 0. By replacing Q by T ∗QT , one can assume with-
out loss of generality that w = w0.

Notice that by assumption QN := Q(XN , XN∗) is invertible in M̃(N) and
R(XN) = w∗Q−1

N w. Further, we have also that Q∞ := Q(X,X∗) is invertible

in M̃ and R(X) = w∗Q−1
∞ w. Thanks to Lévy’s continuity theorem, to prove the

convergence in law of the empirical measure of R(XN ) towards the analytical distri-
bution of R(X), we only need to prove that the cumulative distribution function of
the empirical measure of R(XN) converges towards the one of the analytical distri-
bution of R(X) at every point of continuity. I.e., we need to show that Fw∗QNw(t)
converges towards Fw∗Q∞w(t) for t ∈ R such that the function s 7→ Fw∗Q∞w(s) is
continuous in t. To do so, let g : t 7→ t−1 and fε : R → R be a continuous function
such that on the complementary set of [−ε, ε], fε = g. We have for any t ∈ R,

∣∣∣Fw∗Q−1
N

w(t)−Fw∗Q−1
∞ w(t)

∣∣∣ ≤
∣∣Fw∗fε(QN )w(t)−Fw∗fε(Q∞)w(t)

∣∣

+
∣∣∣Fw∗Q−1

N
w(t)−Fw∗fε(QN )w(t)

∣∣∣

+
∣∣∣Fw∗Q−1

∞ w(t)−Fw∗fε(Q∞)w(t)
∣∣∣ .
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Thus thanks to Lemma 25,
∣∣∣Fw∗Q−1

N
w(t)−Fw∗Q−1

∞ w(t)
∣∣∣ ≤

∣∣Fw∗fε(QN )w(t)−Fw∗fε(Q∞)w(t)
∣∣

+ rk(w∗(fε − g)(QN)w)

+ rk(w∗(fε − g)(Q∞)w).

Since w = w0, we have that for any X ∈ Mp(M̃),

rk(wXw∗) = rk

(
X 0p×(k−p)

0(k−p)×p 0k−p

)

=
p

k
rk(X).

This implies that

rk(w∗(fε − g)(Q∞)w) =
k

p
× rk(ww∗(fε − g)(Q∞)ww∗) ≤

k

p
× rk((fε − g)(Q∞)),

where in the last inequality, we used Lemma 26. Besides 1[−ε,ε](Q∞) is a self-adjoint
projection such that 1[−ε,ε](Q∞)(fε − g)(Q∞) = (fε − g)(Q∞). Consequently, with
Trk the non-renormalized trace on Mk(C) and τ the trace on M,

rk(w∗(fε − g)(Q∞)w) ≤
1

p
Trk ⊗τ( 1[−ε,ε](Q∞) ).

Let hε be a continuous function which takes value 1 on [−ε, ε], 0 outside of [−2ε, 2ε]
and in [0, 1] elsewhere, then

(3) rk(w∗(fε − g)(Q∞)w) ≤
1

p
Trk ⊗τ( hε(Q∞) ).

Hence by applying the same reasoning to QN , we get after combining those esti-
mates that∣∣∣Fw∗Q−1

N
w(t)−Fw∗Q−1

∞
w(t)

∣∣∣ ≤
∣∣Fw∗fε(QN )w(t)−Fw∗fε(Q∞)w(t)

∣∣

+
1

p
Trk ⊗τ( hε(Q∞) )

+
1

p
Trk ⊗τ (N)( hε(QN) ).

To use the Portmanteau theorem, we want to prove that the analytic distri-
bution of w∗fε(QN )w converges towards the analytic distribution of w∗fε(Q∞)w.
However, since this self-adjoint operator is uniformly bounded over N , we need to
prove the convergence of the moments. That is, that

lim
N→∞

1

p
Trp ⊗τ (N)

(
(w∗fε(QN )w)l

)
=

1

p
Trp ⊗τ

(
(w∗fε(Q∞)w)l

)

for any l. The strategy consists in approximating fε by a polynomial and then
using the convergence in ∗-distribution of XN . However, the fact that we did not
assume the operator norm ofXN

i to be bounded overN forces us to make additional
estimates.

Let C = ‖Q∞‖ + 1, and h be a non-negative continuous function which takes
value 0 on [−C,C], 1 outside of [−C − 1, C + 1] and in [0, 1] elsewhere. Let Pm be
a polynomial such that ‖fε − Pm‖C0([−C−1,C+1]) ≤ 1/m. We set

BN :=
(
fε(QN )−Pm(QN )

)
(1−h(QN)) and CN :=

(
fε(QN )−Pm(QN )

)
h(QN ),
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then
1

p
Trp ⊗τ (N)

(
(w∗fε(QN)w)l

)
−

1

p
Trp ⊗τ (N)

(
(w∗Pm(QN )w)l

)

=

l∑

i=1

1

p
Trp ⊗τ (N)

(
(w∗fε(QN )w)i−1w∗(BN + CN )w(w∗Pm(QN )w)l−i

)
.

Thanks to the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we have for any i,∣∣∣∣
1

p
Trp ⊗τ (N)

(
(w∗fε(QN )w)i−1w∗(BN + CN )w(w∗Pm(QN )w)l−i

)∣∣∣∣

≤

(√
1

p
Trp ⊗τ (N) (w∗BNww∗BNw) +

√
1

p
Trp ⊗τ (N) (w∗CNww∗CNw)

)

×

√
1

p
Trp ⊗τ (N)

(
(w∗Pm(QN )w)2(l−i)(w∗fε(QN )w)2(i−1)

)

≤

(√
Trk ⊗τ (N) ((BN )2) +

√
Trk ⊗τ (N) ((CN )2)

)

×

(
1

p
Trp ⊗τ (N)

(
(w∗Pm(QN)w)4(l−i)

))1/4

×

(
1

p
Trp ⊗τ (N)

(
(w∗fε(QN )w)4(i−1)

))1/4

.

Since fε is bounded by a constant K, we have that

1

p
Trp ⊗τ (N)

(
(w∗fε(QN )w)4(i−1)

)
≤ K4(i−1).

Thanks to the convergence in ∗-distribution ofXN , and since the expressionw∗Pm(QN )w
is a matrix of polynomials in XN , we have

lim
N→∞

1

p
Trp ⊗τ (N)

(
(w∗Pm(QN )w)4(l−i)

)
=

1

p
Trp ⊗τ

(
(w∗Pm(Q∞)w)4(l−i)

)
,

which means that

lim
N→∞

1

p
Trp ⊗τ (N)

(
(w∗Pm(QN )w)4(l−i)

)
≤ (K + 1/m)4(l−i).

We also have

Trk ⊗τ (N)
(
(BN )2

)
≤

k

m
.

Finally since fε is bounded, there exists an integer g such that for any t ∈ R,
|fε(t)− Pm(t)| ≤ (1 + t2)g, thus for any r ≥ 0,

Trk ⊗τ (N)
(
(CN )2

)
≤

Trk ⊗τ (N)
(
(CN )2Q2r

N

)

NC2r

≤
Trk ⊗τ (N)

(
(1 +Q2

N)2gQ2r
N

)

NC2r
.

And so for any r ≥ 0,

lim
N→∞

Trk ⊗τ (N)
(
(CN )2

)
≤

Trk ⊗τ
(
(1 +Q2

∞)2gQ2r
∞

)

C2r

≤ k
∥∥(1 +Q2

∞)2g
∥∥ (C − 1)2r

C2r
.
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So by letting r go to infinity, we get

lim
N→∞

Trk ⊗τ (N)
(
(CN )2

)
= 0.

By combining those results, we obtain

lim sup
N→∞

∣∣∣∣
1

p
Trp ⊗τ (N)

(
(w∗fε(QN )w)l

)
−

1

p
Trp ⊗τ

(
(w∗fε(Q∞)w)l

)∣∣∣∣ = O(1/m).

Thus, by letting m go to infinity, we get the convergence of the moments. This
implies that the analytic distribution of w∗fε(QN )w converges towards the analytic
distribution of w∗fε(Q∞)w. Thanks to Portmanteau’s theorem and Lemma 24, we
have

Fw∗fε(Q∞)w(t) ≥ lim sup
N→∞

Fw∗fε(QN )w(t)

≥ lim inf
N→∞

Fw∗fε(QN )w(t) ≥ lim
s→t,s<t

Fw∗fε(Q∞)w(s).

Consequently,

lim sup
N→∞

∣∣∣Fw∗Q−1
N

w(t)−Fw∗Q−1
∞ w(t)

∣∣∣

≤ lim
s→t,s<t

∣∣Fw∗fε(Q∞)w(t)−Fw∗fε(Q∞)w(s)
∣∣+ 2

p
Trk ⊗τ( hε(Q∞) ),

where we used the convergence in ∗-distribution of XN once again in the last line,
coupled with an argument similar to the one which let us prove the convergence of
the moments of w∗fε(QN )w. But by using Lemma 25 one more time, we have

∣∣Fw∗fε(Q∞)w(t)−Fw∗fε(Q∞)w(s)
∣∣

≤
∣∣∣Fw∗Q−1

∞ w(t)−Fw∗Q−1
∞ w(s)

∣∣∣+ 2 rk(w∗(fε − g)(Q∞)w).

Hence by using equation (3), we have that

lim sup
N→∞

∣∣∣Fw∗Q−1
N

w(t)−Fw∗Q−1
∞ w(t)

∣∣∣

≤ lim
s→t,s<t

∣∣∣Fw∗Q−1
∞

w(t)−Fw∗Q−1
∞

w(s)
∣∣∣ + 4

p
Trk ⊗τ( hε(Q∞) ).

Since we made the assumption that t was a point of continuity of the function s 7→
Fw∗Q∞w(s), we have that lims→t,s≤t |Fw∗Q∞w(t)−Fw∗Q∞w(s)| = 0. Besides, by
the dominated convergence theorem, limε→0 Trk ⊗τ(hε(Q∞)) = Trk ⊗τ(1{0}(Q∞)),
which is equal to 0 since otherwise the distribution of Q∞ would have an atom in
0, in contradiction to the invertibility of Q∞; indeed, analogous to the proof of [32,
Corollary 5.13], we notice that Q∞1{0}(Q∞) = 0 and conclude from the latter that

since Q∞ is invertible over M̃ we necessarily have that 1{0}(Q∞) = 0 and hence

µQ∞
({0}) = 1

k Trk ⊗τ(1{0}(Q∞)) = 0. �
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Université de Lyon, ENSL, UMPA, 46 allée d’Italie, 69007 Lyon., Department of

Mathematics, Kyoto University, Kitashirakawa Oiwake-cho, Sakyo-ku, 606-8502, Japan

Email address: felix.parraud@ens-lyon.fr
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