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Abstract

We study products of functions evaluated at self-adjoint polynomials in deterministic matrices and
independent Wigner matrices; we compute the deterministic approximations of such products and
control the fluctuations. We focus on minimizing the assumption of smoothness on those functions
while optimizing the error term with respect to N, the size of the matrices. As an application, we
build on the idea that the long-time Heisenberg evolution associated to Wigner matrices generates
asymptotic freeness as first shown in [9]. More precisely given P a self-adjoint non-commutative
polynomial and YV a d-tuple of independent Wigner matrices, we prove that the quantum evolution
associated to the operator P(Y™) yields asymptotic freeness for large times.

1 Introduction and main results

In this paper, we consider polynomials in several independent Wigner matrices Y;",..., YV, In the
early nineties, in his seminal work [40], Voiculescu showed that the fitting framework to understand
spectral properties of such polynomials is Free Probability, a non-commutative probability theory with
a notion of freeness analogous to independence in classical probability. For Gaussian Wigner matrices

he proved that for any given collection of polynomials Pi, ..., Py and i; € [1,d], almost surely,
Jim ey (P e Pe(Y) = 7(Pulea) - Pr,), (1.1)
where try denotes the normalized trace on My (C); x1,...,24 € Cq4 is a system of d free semicircular

variables and 7 is the trace on the C*-algebra Cy4; see Definition BX71 This result was generalized in
numerous ways, to begin with in [I4], the author extended this result to non-Gaussian Wigner matrices
coupled with deterministic matrices under certain assumptions; see also Theorem 5.4.5 of [3] for a proof
without those assumptions on the deterministic matrices. It is further possible to consider continuous
functions but only by approximating them with polynomials. For such results, one usually first proves
the convergence in expectation, and then uses concentration inequalities to establish the almost sure
convergence. One of the limitations of such combinatorial methods is that they are not well-suited to
obtain estimates on the convergence rate in (LI)). Strong quantitative estimates for smooth functions
were first obtained in [22] by Haagerup and Thorbjgrnsen in the Gaussian case. They studied not only
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the convergence of the trace but also of the operator norm. These results were extended to include
deterministic matrices in [32, [37], and to more general Wigner matrices in [T, [4]. Beyond the question
of polynomials, it is also worth noting that the case of non-commutative rational functions was tackled
in [I1} 41]. Those papers however focus on studying the expectation rather than proving almost sure
estimates, i.e. estimates on the difference between our random variable and its deterministic limit which
hold with high probability. While measure concentration inequalities are usually sufficient to deduce
almost sure results, one does not necessarily have such tools for general Wigner matrices. Indeed if the
law of the entries of our random matrices satisfy a log-Sobolev inequality then so do their joint laws;
see Section 2.3 of [3] for a good introduction on the topic. However, in this paper we do not make this
kind of assumption on our random matrices. A possible way to address this issue would be the approach
of [26] which uses mollified log-Sobolev inequalities to prove concentration estimates. In this paper we
choose a more direct approach by studying high order moments.

The main results of our paper are a high probability estimates for the trace as well as the matrix
entries of any products of sufficiently smooth functions evaluated at polynomials in deterministic and
independent Wigner matrices. We are in particular interested in optimizing the error term with respect
to not only N but also the derivatives of our functions. This will be especially useful for Theorem
later below.

The following notions will be used in our statement of Theorem [[LJ1 A square random matrix
Y = (Y);, of size N is a Wigner matrix if it is Hermitian or real symmetric and its entries are independent

up to the symmetry constraints. The entries are assumed to be centered with variances E[|Y; ;|?] = %,
for all i # j, and they satisfy the moment bounds
P
sup E H\/NYZ-J- } < 0, (1.2)

NeN,1<i,j<N

for any p > 2, c.f. Definition 2] below. Given a sequence of random variables (Xn, Yn)n>1 as well as
a sequence (eny)n>1 of non-negative real numbers, we say that with high probability

Xy =IYn + Olen),

if for any k > 0, there exists a numerical constant C' such that, P(|Xxy — Vx| > C en) < N=* holds for
any N sufficiently large, see Definition [2.4]

Theorem 1.1. Let the following objects be given,

c YN = (YN, YdN) independent real symmetric or compler Hermitian Wigner matrices of size N
defined as in Definition [21] below,

« AN = (A}, ... AN deterministic matrices of size N, such that sup;<;<, yen- || AN || < oo,

o v = (11,...,24) a system of free semicircular variables, free from AV, i.e. they belong to the free
product Cq(x) * My (C) where Cq is the C*-algebra generated by x (see Definition[Z7 below),

o f1,..., fx, K > 1, functions such that either f; = idr or there exists a complex-valued measure p;
such that
WER £ = [ duty), (13)
R
o P1,..., Py non-commutative polynomials, such that whenever f; # idgr, P; is self-adjoint (see Sub-
section [2.3).

Then with the convention || fil|, = 1 if fi =idr, and otherwise,

1filly = / 1+ yY) dlpil (). (1.4)

where |u| is the variation of the measure u. Then we have the following result. For any e > 0, with high
probability,

try (FL(PLYN,AN)) - fro(Pe(YN, ANY))



max; i
= v (F1(Pr (2, AN)) - fu(Pu(a, AV))) + O (N%) , (1.5)
where try is the normalized trace on My (C), while Ty is the trace on the free product Cq x My (C); see
Definition [Z7. Moreover for x,y € CN, we also have with high probability that

<X, fl(Pl(YNaAN)) T fk(Pk(YN’AN))Y>
8H1aXini

= (x By @ [P (5, A) Sl 4¥)]y) + 0 (822 o v, ) 00

where Eny(cy s the conditional expectation from Cq * Miy(C) to Mn(C) (see Definition and the
remarks that follow, notably for some special cases where this conditional expectation is easy to compute).
Finally, if for every i, YN is a GUE or GOE random matriz, then one can replace | f||, by || filly in all
of the previous formulas.

Theorem [[1] calls for the following remarks:

« It is important to note that unlike previous works, we do not study the Stieltjes transform to get
Equations (L) and (L6), instead we study the Fourier transform of the functions f;. A different
strategy would be to use Helffer-Sjostrand calculus after studying a product of resolvent, i.e of
terms of the form (z; — P;(YN, AN))~! for some polynomials P; and complex numbers z;. But then
the error term will depend on max; |Sz;| =% which translates into a bound in terms of max; || f;| .-
However as one can see in Equations (L3 and (L), this dependence on k is not optimal as soon
as k is larger than 4.

+ The norm |-, is the one associated to the fourth Wiener space Wy (R); we refer to [35], Section 3.2,
for more information on the topic. In particular, if f and its Fourier transform are integrable, then f

satisfies Assumption (L3) with the measure du(y) = f(y) dy. Then assuming that || f||, is finite
implies that f is four times differentiable and

/1l :/R(1+y4)lf(y)| dy:/ﬂ{lf@)lﬂ@@)l dy.

Thus heuristically || f|, is related to the fourth derivative of f.

« Note that in Theorem [LT} one can chose the functions (fi)ic[1,x) to depend on N, this implies
that the norm in the error term will also depend on N. This allows us for example to consider
mesoscopic test functions of the form

2

Nz g (N2 — E)),

where F € R,a € [0,1/2) and the functions g; satisfy Assumptions [[.3] and [[4l However the error
term will be of order N***¢~Imax; ||g;||, (or N?*T¢~!max; ||g;||, if for every i, Y is a GUE or
GOE random matrix) instead of N°~! max; || fi||,. Besides the deterministic approximation will

depend on N in Equations (L3 and (LE).

+ The estimates in (I5) and (LG are optimal in terms of the powers in N since in the case of GUE
random matrices, the difference between the left hand side and the right hand side of Equation
(CH) multiplied by N converges in law towards a Gaussian random variable, hence it has to be of
order 1 with respect to N. Indeed, thanks to Theorem 3.4 of [37], one can replace the trace on the
right hand side by the expectation of the left hand side. Then proving such a central limit theorem
is a well-known problem, see Theorem 7.6 of [2I] for the case of polynomials. However, we believe
that the optimal exponent of y = 1+ max |y;| in Proposition B3] and should be two, as it is the
case for the Gaussian ensembles, see also Theorem 2.6 in [9] for £ < 4. Thus in turn we expect
that the estimates in (I5]) and (L) hold for functions in the second Wiener space; i.e. with || f]l,
instead of | f]|,.

« Lastly, we remark that the Wigner matrices YV can be both real symmetric or complex Hermitian,
or a mix of them in (LX) and (). Further, we do not need the matrix entries to have the same
law and the variances of the diagonal entries are only assumed to be of order 1/N.



One can notably compare Theorem [[I] with Theorem 2.6 of [9] and Corollary 2.7 of [I0]. The
biggest difference in our work is that we consider any polynomials P, ..., P whereas in [9] the authors
considered monomials of degree 1, i.e. P(YN,AN) = Y} for some j; € [1,d], or P;(YN,AN) = AN
for some j; € [1,q]. For such products the key result to prove Theorem 2.6 in [9] is a multi-resolvent
local law (Theorem 3.4 of their paper): Let GV (z) := (YN — 2)~!, 2 € C\R, denote the resolvent or
Green function of a single Wigner matrix Y. Then the Green function GV (2) is well approximated
by mse(2)IN with m.(2) the Stieltjes transform of the semicircle law, in averaged sense [I5] [I8, 19] as
well as in isotropic sense [7, 28], for |3z > N~ i.e. down to local scales slightly above the typical
eigenvalue spacing. Theorem 3.4 in [9] and Theorem 2.5 in [10] give the deterministic approximation for
multi-resolvents of the form GV (21)ANGN (22)AY --- AN | GN (1) AY with optimal error terms and on
local scales; where (AY) are as in Theorem [Tl The Helffer-Sjostrand calculus allows then to extend
this local law to observables of the form f1(YN)AY fo(YN)--- fr,(YN)AY, for Sobolev functions (f;), in
averaged and isotropic sense, yielding the results in Theorem 2.6 of [9]. Yet, local laws for a single Green
function of a polynomial in Wigner matrices |2} [16] 20, 33] are difficult to derive, partly due to hard to
check stability conditions stemming from the linearization trick [22]. In particular for our desired results
the local laws needed to be established up to the spectral edges, which for general polynomials seems
challenging, not to speak of multi-resolvent local laws.

We circumvent this difficulty by working with the Fourier transform instead of the Stieltjes trans-
form. A main novelty are concentration estimates for quantities of the form el”1¥1 R, - .. elPk¥k Ry with
(P;) and (R;) polynomials in Y~ and A", and (y;) € R*; see Propositions and below. These
concentration results are obtained by a long-time continuous interpolation between Wigner matrices and
the GUE applied to the non-commutative setting using recursive moment estimates [23], [3]; see [29] B0]
for long-time interpolations for Green functions of single Wigner matrices. This strategy does not rely on
the linearization of non-commutative polynomials and hence avoids stability issues. The concentration
estimates in Propositions B3] and are then combined with results in [37] to replace GUE matrices
with semicircular variables by interpolating them with the help of free stochastic calculus. This strategy
of interpolating between random matrices and free variables was first developed in [12] before being
refined to get a better estimate of the remainder term in [37]. Via the Fourier transform our results in
Theorem [I.1] follow for functions in the fourth Wiener space.

Another difference to [9] is that our method focuses on algebraic rather than combinatorial aspects.
In [9] the main results, including the multi-resolvent local law, are stated using advanced combinatorics,
such as free cumulant functions, partial traces or the Kreweras complement. A key insight of [9] was
to connect resolvent expansions to non-crossing partitions and free cumulants. In this paper, we rely
instead on the algebraic formalism of free probability, e.g. free products of C*-algebras or conditional
expectations, that allows us to formulate the convergence results in (LH) and (6] in all generality,
i.e. with P; arbitrary polynomials in Y~ and A™. In Subsection 2] we outline how to pass from an
algebraic to a combinatorial formulation in some special cases.

Motivations for Theorem [[.1] come from free probability and mathematical physics. As explained
in [9], the RAGE theorem (see [I3], Theorem 5.8) states that given H a self-adjoint operator on an
infinite dimensional Hilbert space, ¢ a vector state in the continuous spectral subspace of H, and C a
compact operator, then the Heisenberg time evolution of C vanishes on ¢ when ¢ goes to infinity, more
precisely, the Cesaro mean of (¢, e Ce =1 ¢) vanishes for large t. Thus heuristically the RAGE theorem
describes the asymptotic behavior of the Heisenberg time evolution under some assumptions on C' and
¢. For example one may consider the operator H = P(z1,...,z4) where P is a polynomial and (z;) are
free semicircular variables. It is well-known that the spectrum of a polynomial in independent Wigner
matrices behaves similarly to the one of the same polynomial evaluated in free semicircular variables, see
for example Theorem 5.4.2 in [3]. Consequently one expects that up to an error which depends on N,
the Heisenberg time evolution associated with the operator H = P(Y{", ..., YdN ) will behaves similarly.
Indeed, from Theorem [Tl we get that if P is such a polynomial, then for ¢t and N large enough, we have
for any bounded sequence of deterministic matrices (BY) and (C¥), as well as vectors x,y € CV, that

<X, eitP(YN)CNefitP(YN)y> ~ try (CN) x (x,y), (1.7)

tr (eitP(YN)CNefitP(YN)BN) ~try (CN) X Ty (BN) _ (1.8)

That the quantities on the right sides do not necessarily converge towards 0 comes from the fact that (CV)



may not behave asymptotically as a compact operator, indeed one could for example take (CV) the iden-
tity matrices. Equations (L7) and (L.8)) indicate decays of correlations under the long-time Heisenberg
evolution, a phenomenon referred to as thermalization in [9]. More generally, the authors showed in
Corollary 2.12 of [9], that the long-time Heisenberg evolution associated to a Wigner matrix generates
asymptotic freeness.

The first link between Free Probability and Random Matrix Theory was made by Voiculescu in
the nineties. In [40] he showed that the trace of any polynomial in GUE random matrices converges
towards the trace of the same polynomial but evaluated in free semicircular operators. He introduced
the notion of asymptotic freeness accordingly: A sequence of families of random matrices (X{",..., X2)
is asymptotically free if for every collection of polynomials P,..., P, € C[X] such that try(P; (Xz];[ )
converges towards 0, then if 4; # ;11 for every j, we have that

lim try (P1(Xi]¥) e Pn(Xz]Z)) =0.

N —oc0

In particular, if (AY) and (B") are asymptotically free, then

lim try ( (AN —try (AN)) (BY — try(BY)) ) =0.

N —o00

Consequently, Equation (L) is a corollary of the asymptotic freeness of eit”’ (YM)ONe=itP(Y™) and BN,
Given two sequences of real numbers (uy) and (vy), we write uy < vy if uny /vy converges towards 0.

Theorem 1.2. Let the collection of deterministic matrices AN = (AY, ..., AN) and of Wigner matrices
YN = (YN,...,Y}) be given as in Theorem[Ldl Let P be a non-constant self-adjoint non-commutative
polynomial in d variables. Besides we assume that for every i, AN converges in distribution towards a
non-commutative random variable a;; see Definition [Z8. Further, let yI¥ < --- <yl € R be such that
foranyie[lk—1], 1 < yi]YH —yN < NY4. Then with

al = eiyf\’P(YN)AfVe*iyé\’P(YN),
almost surely the family of non-commutative random variables (ad', ..., aiv) converges jointly in distribu-
tion towards (ay,...,ay) where the (a;) are free. Moreover, if for every i, YN is a GUE or GOE random

matriz, then one can replace N*/* by NY/2 in the previous assumptions, i.e. one can assume that for
any i€ [1,k—1], 1 < yM, —yN < N2,

One can notably compare this theorem with Corollary 2.12 of [9] which studied the case of a single
Wigner matrix, i.e. d =1 and P = X; in the theorem above. Besides, the equivalents of Equations (L))
and (L)) are given in Theorem 2.6 of [9] (respectively Corollary 2.7 of [I0]), there the error term depends
on the k-th Sobolev norm (respectively k/2) of the functions (f;) where k is the number of functions
considered. In the case of the function f, : ¢ € R — el¥t, the k-th Sobolev norm of fy is of order y* whereas
if we use Theorem [T we will get that || f,, is of order y*. While the former is better for smaller k,
this dependence on k requires one to assume in Corollary 2.12 of [9] that 1 <« yﬁl —yN < NV for
any k, which can be improved to N?/* thanks to Remark 2.8 of [10]. Consequently, in order to derive the
simultaneous convergence of every moment — i.e. the convergence in distribution as defined in Definition
— out of this result, one has to assume that the time differences go to infinity slower than any power
of N.

One can also wonder about the thermalization decay rates in Theorem Indeed, given a polyno-
mial P as defined in this theorem, the convergence rates depend on the behavior of the Fourier transform
of the limiting spectral measure of P evaluated in free semicircular variables. For example, in the case
of a single Wigner matrix, the spectral measure at the limit is the semicircle law which has square root
decay at the spectral edges, hence this yields the exponent dp = 3/2 in the equation below; as in Corol-
lary 2.10 of [9]. For general P, thanks to Theorem 1.1(5-6) of [39], one can show that there exists a
constant dp > 0, such that for any polynomial @, one has that for any ¢ > 0, with high probability,

N¢ 1
N N N N4
Q =7(Q + O —m S -y |t ]
TN( ((11 ) , Qg )) 7'( (ala ;ak)) (N z;?jx|yz y] | ;élnlyZN _y;\[|5p)
17]



This estimate could be further improved depending on the polynomial @, as in Corollary 2.11 of [9].
However, for a general given polynomials P, it is hard to compute the corresponding exponent dp, thus
we use the Riemann-Lebesgue lemma in the last step in the proof of Theorem This is why we do
not give the precise thermalization decay rates unlike Corollaries 2.9, 2.10 and 2.11 in [9]. Finally, note
that although it does not yield an exact formula, it is possible to use the algorithm of Theorem 4.1 in [5]
to approximate the spectral distribution of a given polynomial in semicircular variables.

We conclude this section by summarizing the organization of the paper. In Section 2] we first recall
definitions from random matrix theory and free probability theory. Then in Subsection 2.3l we introduce
the formalism suited to handle polynomials in non-commutative random variables and their derivatives.
In Subsection 2.4, we recall the Schwinger-Dyson equations for Gaussian Wigner matrices as well as
the cumulant expansions which can be viewed as a generalization of the Schwinger-Dyson equations
for Wigner matrices. In Section Bl we derive key concentration estimates for the trace of products of
exponentials of polynomials in Wigner matrices. This is accomplished by a continuous interpolation
between Wigner matrices and GUE matrices in combination with a recursive moment estimate. In
Section M} we then combine the concentration estimates from Section [ with the main results from [37]
to prove our main results in Theorem [[.T] and Theorem

2 Framework and standard properties

2.1 Definitions from Random Matrix Theory

In this subsection we define the main object of our study, the Wigner matrix. We make the assumption
that the matrix entries are independent and have finite moments to every order, however we do not need
to assume that they have the same law.

Definition 2.1. We say that a square random matriz'Y of size N is a Wigner matriz if it is a Hermitian
or symmetric matriz whose entries are independent up to the Hermitian symmetry and such that for any
i,j, E[Y: ;] =0, and additionally if i # j, E[|Y; j|?] = N~!. Besides we assume that for any p € N,

p
sup E H\/NYZ-J-‘ } < . (2.1)
NeN,1<i,j<N

The assumption on the large moments being finite is natural as we are working with polynomials.
Although since in Theorem [[1] we give equations which hold true with high probability rather than
estimates on the expectation, there might be a way around this assumption by using the truncation
method (see Section 2 of [I]), but this would reflect in the error terms of Equations (IH) and (LG).

Besides, we use two specific types of Wigner matrices whose entries are all Gaussian, the Gaussian
Unitary Ensemble (GUE) and the Gaussian Orthogonal Ensemble (GOE).

Definition 2.2. A GUE random matriz X~ of size N is a Hermitian matriz whose entries are random
variables with the following laws:

« Forl <1i < N, the random variables v/ NXZ-,AQ are independent centered Gaussian random variables
of variance 1.

o« For1 <i < j <N, the random variables V2N %Xf\g and V2N ngJ\g are independent centered
Gaussian random variables of variance 1, independent of (ij\i)z

Definition 2.3. A GOE random matriz X~ of size N is a symmetric matriz whose entries are random
variables with the following laws:

e Forl <1< N, the random variables ,/%Xﬂ are independent centered Gaussian random variables

of variance 1.

« For 1 <1 < j < N, the random wvariables \/NXZ-]YJ- are independent centered Gaussian random
variables of variance 1, independent of (Xl{\i)z

Finally, we conclude this subsection by defining a notation that we will use regularly in the rest of
the paper.



Definition 2.4. Given a sequence of random variables (Xn,YnN)n>1 as well as a sequence (en)N>1 of
non-negative real numbers, we say that with high probability

Xn = YN + Ofen),
if for any k > 0, there exists a numerical constant C' such that,
P(| Xy —Yn| > Cen) < N°F

holds for any N sufficiently large.

2.2 Definitions from Free Probability Theory
In order to be self-contained, we begin by recalling the following definitions from free probability.
Definition 2.5.

« A C*-probability space (A, *,T,].]|) is a unital C*-algebra (A, *,||.||) endowed with a state T, i.e. a
linear map 7 : A — C satisfying 7(14) = 1 and 7(a*a) > 0 for all a € A. In this paper we always
assume that T is a trace, i.e. that it satisfies T(ab) = 7(ba) for any a,b € A. An element of A is
called a non-commutative random variable. We will always work with a faithful trace, namely, for
a€ A, t(a*a) =0 if and only if a = 0.

o Let Ay, ..., A, be x-subalgebras of A, having the same unit as A. They are said to be free if for

all k, for all a; € Aj, such that j1 # j2, jo # J3, -+, Jr—1 7 Jk:
T((a1 —7(a1))(ag — 7(az)) -+ (ax — T(ak))) =0. (2.2)
Families of non-commutative random variables are said to be free if the x-subalgebras they generate
are free.
o Let A = (ai,...,a) be a k-tuple of non-commutative random variables. The joint distribution

of the family A is the linear form py : P — T[P(A,A*)] on the set of polynomials in 2k non-
commutative variables. By convergence in distribution, for a sequence of families of variables
(AN)n>1 = (al,....a) )n>1 in C*-algebras (An,* , 7w, ||| ), we mean the pointwise convergence
of the map

HAyN : P TN(P(AN,A?V)).

o A family of non-commutative random variables x = (x1,...,xq) is called a free semicircular system
if the non-commutative random variables are free, self-adjoint (x; = 7 ), and for all k € N and
i € [1,d], one has

m(xh) = / thdo(t),
R
with do(t) = 5=v4 — 2 1y<o dt the semicircle distribution.

It is important to note that thanks to [34, Theorem 7.9], which we recall next, one can consider free
copies of any non-commutative random variable.

Theorem 2.6. Let (A;, ¢;)icr be a family of C*-probability spaces such that the functionals ¢; : A; — C,
1 € I, are faithful traces. Then there exist a C*-probability space (A, @) with ¢ a faithful trace, and a
family of norm-preserving unital x-homomorphism W; : A; — A, i € I, such that:

e poW; =¢;, Viel.
o The unital C*-subalgebras W;(A;), i € I, form a free family in (A, ¢).
We will usually denote A by ';IAi or simply Ay x Ay when I only has two elements.

Let us finally fix a few notations concerning the spaces and traces that we use in this paper.



Definition 2.7.
« My (C) is the set of N x N matrices with coefficients in C.

o (An,7Tn) is the free product My (C) x Cq4 of My (C) with Cyq the C*-algebra generated by a free
semicircular system x = (x1,...,24), that is the C*-probability space built in Theorem [2.8. Note
that when restricted to My (C), Ty is just the regular normalized trace on matrices, in this case
we will denote it by try. The restriction of Ty to Cq is denoted as 7. Note that one can view this
space as the limit of a matriz space, we refer to Proposition 3.5 from [12].

o Try is the non-normalized trace on My (C), while try is the normalized one.
« We denote E, s € My (C) the matriz with entries equal to 0 except in (r,s) where it is equal to 1.
In order to interpret Theorem [[.1l we need to define the conditional expectation first.

Definition 2.8. Let A be a C*-algebra and B be a unital C*-algebra, then E : A — B is said to be a
conditional expectation if it is a linear map such that:

« E is positive, i.e. for every a € A, there exist b € B such that E[a*a] = b*b.

o E is a B-B-bimodule map, i.e. for every a € A,by1,ba € B, one has E[bjabs] = by E|a]bs.
« For every b € B, E[b] =b.

It is well-known that we have the following property.

Proposition 2.9. Let (A, 7) be a W*-algebra, i.e. a von Neumann algebra with a faithful normal trace
7, and B a W*-subalgebra. Then there exists a unique conditional expectation E : A — B. Besides given
a € A, it is characterized by the fact that for any b € B, 7(E[a]b) = 7(ab). Finally, for every element
a € A, we have that ||Ela]|| < ||al|, where ||-|| is the operator norm.

With those definitions and properties, one can deduce the following which gives us some understanding
on Equation (6.
Remark 2.10.

o While the C*-algebra Apn built in Definition[270 is not necessarily a von Neumann algebra, one can
always replace it by its enveloping von Neumann algebra. Hence, since My (C) is a von Neumann
algebra, there exists a unique conditional expectation Ey (c) from Ay to My (C). That being said,
it is not really mecessary to understand the methods used to define the conditional expectation to

read this paper. The rest of this remark will provide more details on how to estimate this quantity
most of the time.

o Thanks to Proposition[2.9 we can deduce several properties of the conditional expectation in Equa-
tion (L6, first and foremost one has the following bound

|(x, Ewiy ) [f1(Pr(2, AY)) -« fi(Pi(m, AV))]y)|
< | By [f1 (P, AN)) - fr (P, AN Iy Il
< |l (Pr(a, AN - [ fo (P, AN D] x5 -

Besides if f; = idg, then ||fZ(R(:c,AN))|| = HR-(x,AN)H, and otherwise
5P AN < sup 7@ < [ 1l < 115
zeR R

Consequently as long as our functions do not depend on N, the first order term in Equation (L8]
is also independent of N except with respect to the norm of the matrices AN and the one of the
vectors X,y which is to be expected.



o It is also worth noting that since

(%, By ) [S1(Pr (2, AN)) - fr(Pr(a, AN))]y)
=Try (EMN(C) [fl(Pl (z, AN)) o fo(Pe(z, AN))]yX*)
= N1y (fl(Pl(z,AN)) o fo(Pr(z, ANY) yx*),

it is not necessary to compute the conditional expectation of fi1(Pi(x, AN))--- fu(Pe(x, AN)) to
determine the first order term of Equation (LG). However, the formulation with the conditional
expectation renders it clear that this term is of order one.

o It is possible to use advanced combinatorics associated with free probability to compute the leading
terms on the right of (LB and (LO), especially when for every i such that f; # idg, P; is a
polynomial in x rather than (x, AN); see Section 2 of [9]. For example with s a single semicircular
variable, we have that

™~ (fl(S)A{V"'fk(S)AiV) = Z <A{V7"'7AkN>K(7r) H sco[BY,

TENCIk] Bem

where NC[k] is the set of non-crossing partitions of [1,k], (AN, ... ,Ag)K(W) is a quantity that
depends only on the matrices AN, ..., A{CV and the Kreweras complement K () of m, whereas the
free cumulant function sco[ - | depends on the functions fi,. .., fi and the semicircular distribution.
We refer to [3])] for an introduction to the combinatorics of free probability.

« If one does not have any matrices AN, then since fi1(P1(x))--- fu(Px(x)) are free from M (C), we
have that for any b € My (C),

™~ (fL(PL(x)) - fr(Pr(2))b) = v (b) x T(f1(P1(2)) - - fu(Pr())).
Hence, Eyiy ) [f1(P1(z)) - fu(Pr(2))] = 7(f1(P1(2)) - fu(Pr(x))) and

(%, By o) [1(Pr(2)) - fie(Pe(2))]y) = (x,3) x 7(fr(Pr(2) - fu(Pr())).-

2.3 Noncommutative polynomials and derivatives

Let Ag2r = C(X1,...,X4, Z1,. .., Zar) be the set of non-commutative polynomials in d+ 2r variables.
We set ¢ = 2r to simplify notations. We denote by deg M the total degree of M (that is the sum of its
degree in each letter X1,..., X4, Z1,...,Z2.). Let us now define several maps that are frequently used
in Operator Algebra. First, for A, B,C € Aq,q, let

A®B#C := ACB, A® B#C :=BCA, m(A® B):= BA. (2.3)

We define an involution * on Ay, by X/ = X;, Z) = Z;, if 1 <i <r, Z} = Z;_, else, and then we
extend it to Ay 4 by linearity and the formula (aPQ)* = aQ*P*. P € Ay, is said to be self-adjoint
if P* = P. Self-adjoint polynomials have the property that if x1,...,24,21,...,2, are elements of a
C*-algebra such that x1,...,z4 are self-adjoint, then so is P(z1,...,Zd,21, .+, 2r, 25, -, 25).

» T

Definition 2.11. If 1 < i < d, one defines 0; : Aqq — Adq ® Adq the non-commutative derivative
with respect to X; as such. First on a monomial M € Aq 4, one sets

O, M = S A® B,
A,BEA; 4 such that M=AX;B

and then extend it by linearity to all polynomials. We can also define 0; by induction with the formulas,

QA UPQ)= (0.P)(15Q) + (P2 1)(0:Q),
(2.4)

Simalarly, with m as in (Z3), one defines the cyclic derivative D; : Aqq —> Aqq for P € Aqq by



In this paper we need to work not only with polynomials but also with more general functions, since
we will work with the Fourier transform we introduce the following space.

Definition 2.12. We set S = {R € Ay 4 | R* = R}, then we denote
‘quq = C<(ER)R€SvX15 v aXd; Zlv sy Z2T>7

the set of polynomials in X1,...,Xq, Z1,..., 22 as well as in a family of variable indexed by S. Then

*

given y = (L1, Xdy 21, -y 2r, 21, ..., 25) elements of a C*-algebra, one can define by induction the

e
evaluation of an element of Fq 4 in y by following the following rules:

« VQ € Agq, Qy) is defined as usual,

« VQ1,Q2 € Faq, (Q1+ Q2)(y) = Q1(y) + Q2(y), (Q1Q2)(y) = Q1(v)Q2(y),
« YRES, Ep(y) = elFW).

One can extend the involution * from Aqq to Faq by setting (Er)* = E(_g), and then again we have
that if Q € Fq,q is self-adjoint, then so is Q(y). Finally, in order to make notations more transparent,
we will usually write ¥ instead of Ep.

Note that for technical reasons which are explained in Remark 2.10 of [37], one cannot view Fg 4 as a
subalgebra of the set of formal power series in X1,...,Xg4, Z1,..., Zs-. Hence, why we need to introduce
the notation Eg.

Now, as we will see in Proposition 215 a natural way to extend the definition of 9; (and D;) to Fy 4
is by setting

1
9l = i/ (e“f®1) R (1® ei(lf‘”‘)R)da. (2.5)

0
However we cannot define the integral properly on F4, ® Fq44, but after evaluating our polynomials
in a matrix space this is not a problem anymore. Indeed, a tensor of matrix spaces is also a matrix

space and hence the integral of continuous functions on this space is well-defined. Thus we define the
non-commutative differential on Fg 4 as following.

Definition 2.13. For a € [0, 1], we define On,i : Fa,q = Fa,q ® Fa,q as the map which satisfies 24) and
is such that for any R € Aq,q self-adjoint,
Oaief=i(*F @ 1) OR (1 ® ei(lfa)R) , Doy =mo0q.

Then, given y = (Y1, - ., Yd+q) elements of Mn(C), we define for any Q € Faq,

2Q(y) = /O 90sQ(y) do, DiQy) = /O DaiQ(y) da.

Note that for any P € Ag 4, since fol lda = 1, we do also have with 9;Q defined as in Definition 2.TT]
that

2:Q(y) = /O D0 iQ(y) dov

Thus Definition 213 extends indeed the definition of 0; from Ag 4 to Fq4. Besides, it also means that
we can rigorously define the composition of noncommutative differentials. Since the map d,,; goes from
Faq to Fa,q ® Fq,q it is very easy to do so. For example one defines the following operator that we use
later on.

Definition 2.14. Let Q € Fyq, given y = (y1,...,Yd+q) elements of a C*-algebra, let i € [1,d], with o
the composition of operator we define

di o DiQ(y) = / Oz i © Day iQ(y) dardas.

[0,1]
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2.4 The Schwinger-Dyson equations and their generalization

A tool that we use repeatedly with Gaussian random matrices are the so-called Schwinger-Dyson
equations. It is a consequence of Gaussian integration by parts which can be summarized into the
following formula. If Z is a centered Gaussian random variable with variance one and f a C! function,
then

E[Zf(2)] = El02f(Z)] - (2.6)

From there on, we deduce the Schwinger-Dyson equations in the following proposition. For more infor-
mation about these equations and their applications, we refer to [3], Lemma 5.4.7.

Proposition 2.15. Let X be a GOE random matriz of size N, AN deterministic matrices, Q € Fi 4,
then

1
E{m«N (xV Q(XN,AN))} - E[tr%Q (61Q(XN,AN))} + NE[trN (h(@lQ(XN,AN)))}, (2.7)
where h is the linear map such that h(A ® B) = AT B with AT is the transpose of A.

Proof. Let us first assume that Q € A; 4. One can write X~ = \/—%(Jchs)lgnsgz\/ and thus

E[trN(XN Q(XN)):| = L ZE [l'r,s TrN(ET,S Q(XNvAN))}

N3/2

1
i > E[Try(Ers 0, Q(XN, AN))]

% > E[Try (Bro 1Q(XN, AN)#(Es s + Er.))]

1
E[652(01Q(x Y, AY))] + TE| ey (h(@1Q(x™, 4Y)) |,
where notably we used that for any matrices A, B € My (C),

> A;;Bij=Tin(A"B).
1<i,j<N

If Q € Faq, then the proof is pretty much the same but we need to use Duhamel’s formula (for a very
similar proof see [38], Proposition 2.2) which states that for any matrices A and B,
1
B — et = / e*B(B — A)e1=94 dq. (2.8)
0
Thus this allows us to prove that for any self-adjoint polynomials P € A4 4,

1
&CmeiP(XN) _ i/ elaP(X™Y) 81P(XN)#ES7T eil=a)P(X™) da,
0

and the conclusion follows. O

In the case of GUE random matrices we have an even shorter formula. The following Proposition is
actually Proposition 2.23 of [37] whose proof is quite similar to the one of Proposition 215

Proposition 2.16. Let X~ be a GUE random matriz of size N, AN deterministic matrices, Q € Fi 4,
then
E[try (XY Q(xV, 4%) | =E[u§? (0,Q(xY, aV)) ]. (2.9)

For studying Wigner matrices, there exists a more general formula, the cumulant expansion. Its
usefulness in random matrix theory was recognized in [27] and has widely been used since, e.g. [8] 17
23, 24, 25], [3T], B6]. We will use a specific version with an explicit expression for the remainder. To do so
we follow the proof of Proposition 3.1 of [36] but we do not upper bound the remainder.

11



Proposition 2.17. Let u,v be real random variables such that E[lu|*t?] < oo and E[|v|*T?] < oo for
some natural number €. Let (Knm)n,men be the joint cumulants of u and v, i.e. the numbers that satisfy

itutisv Rn,m je \m /s \m
logE [+ = 37 (in)" (i)™ + o(max{ ], |s[}).
0<n+m<~t T

Then for any function ® : R? — C of the class C*1, we have that

E[ud(u,0)] = > ““jl”’ x B[0%0® (u, v)] + er11, (2.10)
alb!
0<a+b<t
with Kais
err1 = Elugoo(w,v)] = > ZTb{ X E[gap(u,v)],
0<a+b<e 7
where we defined
1
. 2
Ga,b : (Xl,XQ) c R — m Z )(61 .. 'X5€+1—a—b

T ec{1,2}t+1-a—b
1
/ Ocy + Oepyy o, OLOSR(EX 1,1 X0) (1 — )70 dt.
0
Proof. Since we have that
E [ueitu—i-isv] —E [eitu-i-isv] % (_lat) (lOgE [eitu-i-isv}) ,

then with fin m = E[u™v™], this implies that for n +m < ¢,

i Z Ka+1,b " nlm! i
Lm = —am—b-
b a'b! (n —a)l(m—p) """
0<a<n
0<b<m

Consequently, for any polynomial P of degree smaller than ¢, we have that

EuP(u,0)] = Y. 20 s B[920bP(u,v)]

alb!
0<a<oo
0<b< 0

= Y Rl L R[920hP(u,v)).

aldb!
0<a+b<¢

For X1, Xs € R, let f:t€[0,1] — ®(tX1,tX5), then thanks to Taylor’s theorem, we have that

4 . 1
< sP0) 1 (6+1) ¢
f(1) = E TR A SETIBA =) dt.
Consequently, there exists a polynomial 7y of degree at most ¢ such that

1 1
B(X1, Xp) = m (X1, X2) + 5 > X, ---Xam/ Oey 0y, P(tX1,tX0) (1— 1) dt  (2.11)
0

T ee{1,2}441

= (X1, X2) + go,0(X1, X2).
Thus we get that
E [u®(u,v)] = E [um(u, v)] + E [ugo,o(u, v)]
= > i X ELOhme(u,0)] + E [ugoo(u,v)]

0<a+b<t

12



But thanks to Equation (ZIT]), we have that

61 ((I)(Xl, XQ) — W@(Xl, XQ))

1 1
=2 > Xe o Xo, 01(Xo)Xc,, ~~X€H1/ Oey -+ 0ey , P(EX1,tX0) (1— 1) dt
Cee{1,2} ! 0
JE,64+1]
1 1
+ 7 > X, ~~~X€H1/ Dey ey, N P(EX1,1X2) X t(1 — 1)* dt
eef{1,2}4+1 0

1
= % Z Xey- "Xae/ Oey = 0,01 P(tX1,tX2) (1 — t)e dt x (£ +1)
Cee{1,2}* 0
1 14 ,
+3 Z X., - X., a@ (B, -+ 0,00 P (tX1,tX2)) x t(1 —t)* dt
ee{1,2}¢

1
= % Z X, ~~~X€[/ Dy 02,00 P(tX1,tX0) x (1 =)L x (1 =t)(0+1) — (1 —t) + £t) dt
" ee{1,2}¢ 0

1 ! _
=TT > Xgl---xw/O Dy - 0,00 P(tX1,tX0) x (1 — )1 dt.
e€{1,2}¢

Hence, by induction we get that 9¢05 (® — 7¢) = ga». Note that we used that ® was of class C**? in
this computation but by an argument of density we only need ® to be of class C‘*! eventually. Thus in
conclusion,

Ra+41,b a Ra+1,b
E [u®(u,v)] = Z a?_b! x E[020®(u,v)] + E [ugo.o(u, v)] — Z a?b! X E[gqp(u,v)].
0<a+b<t 0<a+b<t

This proves Equation (ZI0). O

3 Reduction of the problem to the case of GUE matrices

3.1 Concentration of the trace

In order to prove Theorem [[I] the first step is to reduce the proof to the case of GUE random
matrices. To do so we prove two concentration results. First for the trace in Proposition 3.3 then for
the scalar product in Proposition Before giving those propositions, we state the following lemmas
which will be useful for the proof.

Lemma 3.1. Given non-negative random variables X,Y, a > 0, n € N* then with g € [1,n],
o9E [X"7Y] <E[X")+a"E[¥F].

Proof. For a,b > 0 and conjugate exponents p, ¢, we have Young’s inequality

q Y4
< Y (3.1)
q p

Consequently, with p = nL_g, q= %, we have that

o’E [x"79Y] < ——E[x"] + La"E Vi] <E[x"]+a"E [¥F],

and the claim follows

13



Lemma 3.2. Given

« YN a d-tuple of independent Wigner matrices as in Definition [Z1,

o AN deterministic matrices such that sup,<;<, nen- AfVH < 00,
* Q... QL€ Fag,
e ceRT,
then
sup E DtrN (@YY, AN)) .ty (QZ(YN,AN))}C} < (3.2)

NeN*

Besides if one writes each Q; as a linear combination of terms of the form PP Ry - ek Ry, then the
upper bound on the equation above does not depend on the (self-adjoint) polynomials Py, ..., Py.

Proof. To begin with, thanks to Hélder’s inequality, one can always assume that [ = 1. Besides, one has

for any p > 1,
c C 1
E [lirx (@, AM)[] <E [Jirw (@™, 4%)|7] .

Consequently, one can assume that c is an even integer. In which case we have that
c . % c/2
ltry (Qu(YN, AM) [ < trn (@ (YN, AV)[) = try ((Ql(YN, ANYQ (YN, AN)) ) .

Hence, it is sufficient to prove that for a given Q € Fy4,q,

sup |E [try (Q(YN, AN))]| < oo. (3.3)
NeN*
By linearity, one can also assume that there exists P, ..., Py, Rq,..., Ry € Ag 4 non-commutative poly-
nomials such that Py,..., P, are self-adjoint and Q = 'Ry ---ei*R;. Then thanks once again to

Hoélder’s inequality, one has that

1
ein(YN#‘N)‘%)] * .

Let us now remark that given a self-adjoint matrix 7', we have that ‘eiT‘ = Ve iTell = [y, Thus

B iy (@YY, AY) \<HE[M( R0 ) By (Y a) )] B o

L
k

[B [try (@Y™, 47) \<HE[“N( RN, ANy Ry (N, 417

Thanks to Theorem 5.4.5 of [3], such a quantity is uniformly bounded with respect to N (since we
assumed that the norm of our deterministic matrices was uniformly bounded with respect to N).
O

We can now state our concentration estimate for the trace.
Proposition 3.3. Given
o YN a d-tuple of independent Wigner matrices as in Definition 2.1,
« XY a d-tuple of independent GUE random matrices, independent from YV,

o AN deterministic matrices such that SUP1<;<q, NeN*

AfVH < 00.
Lety; € R, y = 14+ max; |y;|, P1,..., Pk, R1,..., Ry € Agqq non-commutative polynomials. If we assume
that Py, ..., P, are self-adjoint, then with Q = e'V1 Ry ... eilx¥k Ry we have for any e > 0 that with
high probability,
4
try (QIYN,AY)) =E [try (Q(XN,AV))] + 0 (Nayﬁ) : (3.4)

Besides if YN a d-tuple of independent GOE or GUE matrices, then one can replace y* by y? in the
previous equality.
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In order to render the proof easier to read, we divide it in five steps. The first one establishes an
equation on the moments of My (defined in Equation ([3.3) below). Then in each of the following three
steps we bound a specific error term. In the last step, we study the case of the GUE and the GOE.

Proof of Proposition[F3 Step 1 (Using the cumulant expansion): Our first step is to define
My = try (Q(YN,AN) —IE[Q(XN,AN)]). (3.5)
Then we want to study the moments of My in order to use Markov’s inequality. To do so, we are going
to prove that for any n € N, for any € > 0, there exists a constant C,, such that for N large enough,
y4 2n
2n
E [|MN| } <C, (W) . (3.6)

Let us now set for ¢t € RT,
xN = (YNe*W + XN e )2, AN), (3.7)
so that we have the following equality,

28 [y QUK M|

(& 1 n—15;"
=—5 2 E [“N (DsQ(XtN ) <et/2YSN o >) < MRy ]

1<s<d

== 3 B[ty (D,QUMYY) - (9.D,Q(XY)) ) x My N
1<s<d

where we used the Schwinger-Dyson equations, i.e. Proposition .16, to get the last line. Note that from
B2, the non-commutative differential of X}V with respect to X is (1 —e~*)'/21 ® 1, hence why the
factor (1 —e~*)~1/2 disappears from the second to the third line above. Since

E [ty (QUX)) x My N | = B [try (QUYY)) x My~ MR

lim E [try (Q(XP)) x My NN "| = E [try (Q(X™M)] < E M~ TN,

t—o0

we have that

1 00 S
E[MyP] =5 3 /0 e 'E [(et/QtrN (DQXMYN) — tr¥? (astQ(XtN))) x M Ny }dt.
1<s<d

(3.8)

Next we want to use the cumulant expansion in Proposition 217 to the third order (¢4 1 = 3) with the
choices

u=RY")ig),  v=S((Y)iy) (3.9)
and
O ;0 (RY)ig), S(VN)ig)) — €% try (DsQ(XMN)E; ;) My~ "My (3.10)

Here the ®, ; is chosen to reproduce the first term in the integrand on the right side of B8], i.e.
E [(6t/2 try (DsQ(XtN)YSN)) Mﬁ_lM—Nn} = Y E[VM)ii®is (RO, S(V)ig))] -
1<i,j<N
We now compute the first derivatives of ®; ;. If ¢ # j, we have that
au(l)i,j(’u, ’U) = tI’N ((&DSQ(XtN)#(Ew —|— Ej,i))Ei,j) M;\?_IM—N’”
+(n -1ty (DsQXN)E: ;) trn (DsQXY ) (Eij + Eji)) My My (3.11)
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* n—177_ "1
+ ntrN (DéQ(Xt]V)EZ,J) tI‘N (DéQ (Xév)(EZ,J —|— Ejﬂ')) MN 1MN N

and

By j(u,v) = itry ((0sDsQXP)#(Esj — Eji)) Eij) My " My"
+i(n—1)try (DsQXN)Ei ) trn (DsQXY)(Eiy — Eji)) My * My (3.12)
+intry (DsQ(XN)E: ;) trn (DsQ (XN (Eiy — Ej)) My "My~

Further if ¢ = j, then 0,®;;(u,v) is obtained similarly but with E;; instead of E;; + E;;, and
0y ®; i (u,v) = 0. Besides with u and v defined as such, their cumulants satisfy

1
K10 = gﬁE[(YSN)i,j] =0,

1
Ko,1 = —iSE[(YSN)i,j] =0,

2
K20 + ko2 = E[|(YV)i;°],
k2,0 — Koz + 2ik11 = E[(Y,V)7 . (3.13)

In particular, as we set in Definition 11 if i # j, k20 + K02 = 1/N. Thus by using the cumulant
expansions in Proposition 217 with ¢ = 2, we get that

et/?E [(YSN)Z,J- x trn (DsQ(XN)E, ;) M]\‘,_lM—N"] (3.14a)
- %E [trN (0 DsQ(XNVH#E; ) Es ;) M}\’,_lM—Nn} (3.14D)
+ B i (D.QUXN)EL) tr (DLQ(X)E, ) My My (3.14¢)
+TE [ty (DQ(XN)Ery) trn (DoQ* (X)) Ey) My N (3.14d)
¥ (EKYSN)?J] - 1;3‘) E [trx (9.0, QX 48, ) s ) My TIy] (3.14¢)

BV B [y (D.QUXN)Beg) o (DQUGE)E) MY ()

1) (E[(Yﬁ)%,j] -

+n <E[<YSN>$,J-1 - 1;’;’) E [try (D,Q(XM)Bry) o (D@ (X3 Eig) My M| (3.14g)

1
N g (3.14h)

Jr]\73/2 1,J 0,j

where HZ]\Q" is the term coming from the second order derivatives (i.e. 92®; j(u,v), 02®; ;(u,v) and

0u0y®; j(u,v)), and Rfvjn is the remainder €3, consequently this term correspond to the third order
derivatives of ®; ;.

Step 2 (Bounding the first order error term): In this step, we focus on upper bounding the
terms in Equations [3.14d) to (3.I4g), to do so we use the following inequality. Given two matrices A
and B of size N,

Z |A; ;B j| < Z |A; 5|2 Z |A; |2 = N\/try (AA*) try (BB¥). (3.15)

1<ij<N 1<i,j<N 1<i,j<N

Consequently, thanks to the moment assumption in (21J), after summing over ¢ and j, one can bound

the terms in (3.14d), B.14d), (3140 and by

JyV—ZE {|MN|2"2\/trN(B1(ZN)) try(B2(ZN))] (3.16)
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for some By, By € Faqq and ZV = (XN, YV, AN). Indeed, for example, if one looks separately at (3.141),

5 (B2 - B2 ) B [ (DQUNE) e (D.QUG)E) My

1<ij<N

Sup; 4 N NE“(YsN)i,jF] +1 N
S N3 E Z ‘(DSQ(Xt ))j,i

1<ij<N

< %]E {\/tmv (D.QXY ) D.Q(XN)) ey (DSQ(XéV)*DSQ(X(Z)V)NMNFn2] |

|MN|2n72

(DsQ(X3")

with Cy = sup, ; y NE[|(Y}Y):;]?] + 1, which is finite thanks to moment assumption in (ZI). Then if

we write D;Q) = Zl cgM; where ¢; € C and M; are unitary monomials in XtN and elBX) (for any
self-adjoint R), then thanks to Equation (Z3)), d; = sup,, , cgc/y is finite and

Very (D.QUXY1D.QIXY))
< S Jaly/tn (XN ) MQ(XY))
l

<y Y ldily/trn (Mi(XF) MQXY))
l

<yK Ztrzv (My (XN ) MQ(XY)),
!
for some constant K. Hence we can find By, By € Faq,4 such that

1<§<N ‘ <E[(YSN>?,j] - 1—]\‘/) E [trN (DsQ(X[)Es ;) trn (DsQ(Xg") Eig) M;;—QM—N”]

< L8 [1at o2 e (3123 e (Bal2) |

Similarly after summing over i and j, one can bound the terms in (BI4e) by

y—]\j]E {|MN|2"1\/trN(Bl(ZN))trN(Bg(ZN))] , (3.17)

Then by using Lemma Bl with o = y2/N'=¢, X = N~ %My, V = Ve (Bi(ZNV)) try (B2(ZN)),
and g = 1 or 2, we get that (3I6) and [BI7) can be upper bounded by

NTE M ¥ (NyTQ)QE (e (B1(27)) e (B2(2V)) 7|

Thus, thanks to Lemma B2 there exists a constant C), such that the terms in Equations (316) and
BI1) can be upper bounded by

2 2n
N7°E [|Mn|*"] + Cy (%) :

Consequently, after summing over ¢, j, Equation (314) yields

’E [(ef/Q try (DLQXN)YN) — tr2 (QSDSQ(XtN))) X M}(lM—N"} (3.18)
1 2 2n
3 DMV S S A B C- =

1<ij<N 1<ij<N
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Step 3 (Bounding the second order error term): Next we want to tackle the term HZ]\;”
in (BI8). We recall that it is the term coming from the second order derivatives, i.e. 92®; ;(u,v),
029, ;i (u,v) and 9,0,®; j(u,v), in (I4L). The first order derivatives of ®; ; are given in Equations
BI0) and (BI2). Besides, we compute

My = e Pty (DQXY)(E;; + Eji)) Mut,

OuMy, = ie"Pntry (D.QX)Y)(Ei; — Eji)) My,
Outry (DsQXMVE; ;) = ety ((0sDsQ(XM)#(Eij + Eji)) Eij)
Oy trn (DsQ(XM)Ei ;) = ie " trn ((0sDsQ(XN)#(Eij — Ej0))Eij)

Oy try ((astQ(XtN)#(Ei,j + Ej.:))Ei ;)
= e 2 try (((8s ®id) 0 s DsQ(XM)#(Es j + By Ei j + Ej ) Ei j)
+e ey (((id®0s) o 0sDsQ(XN)#(E; j + Eji, Ei j + E;i)Ei;) .

O try ((8s DsQ(X{)#(Eij + Eji)) Ei j)
=ie " try (((0s ®1d) 0 Os D QXN V#(E; ; — Ejiy Eij + Ej,i))Eiyj)
+ie " try (((1[d ®0s) 0 s DsQ(X]M)#(Eij + Eji  Eij — Ej)) Eij) -
Moreover, thanks to the moment assumption in (21I), one can bound the mixed cumulants of the real
and imaginary part of v/ N (YV);, ; uniformly over ¢, j and N. Note that since this term comes from the

second order derivative, the cumulants which appears due to Proposition 217 are of order 3, i.e. Kpm

with n + m = 3, hence why we normalize H ™ by N3/2 in Equation ([BI4L). Consequently, H;; Ny
be bounded by a linear combination (whose coefﬁments are independent of 7, j) of terms of the form

E [ltYN(AFlBFQCF3)| X |MN|2n—1} :
nlk [|trN(AFlBF2)trN(CF3)| % |MN|2n72} ,
n’E [|try (AFy) try (BE) try (CF3)| x [My[*"73],

with F1, Py, F € {E; j, Ej;} and A, B, C elements of F, , evaluated in X;¥. So one can sum HZ]\;” over
1,7 and by using the following kind of inequalities,

> 1AiBiCisl < | Y0 ABiI | YD G (3.19)

1<ij<N 1<ij<N 1<ij<N
S 1AlP Y] 1B Ten(CH0)
1<ij<N 1<ij<N

< /Try(A*A) Try (B*B) Try (C*C)
< N32\/try (A*A) try (B*B) try (C*C),

and

> 1AuBCisl < | >0 AuBR | D I (3.20)

1<i,j<N 1<i,j<N 1<i,j<N
< /Try(A*A) Try (B*B) Tra (C*C)
< N3/2\/try(A*A) try (B*B) trn (C*C),
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one has the following bounds for some constant Cy,, and Bi, By, B3 € Faq,4 and ZN = (XN, YN, AN,

1 N,n
—N3/22|H” | < CLE
2y

y® y® y®
<N|MN|QH1 4 m|]\4N|2nf2 4 F|]\4N|2nB)

% \Jtrn (Bu(ZN)) trx (Ba(2N)) trn (Bs(2V)) .

Next, we use Lemma [3.I] with

a=y} /N5, X = N5 My, V= Cn\/trN(Bl(ZN))trN(BQ(ZN)) try (B3 (ZN)),

and g = 1,2, 3. Thanks to Lemma [3.2] we get that there exists a constant C,, such that

2n
1 Nn n y3

Step 4 (Bounding the third order error term): It remains to bound R " in ([3.I]). Since we

have an explicit expression for the remainder €3 in Proposition 27, we let My" s be defined just like
My but with the entries (j,7) and (i, j) of the matrix Y.V multiplied by u € [0, 1]. Then one has that

Rfvjn is bounded by a linear combination (whose coeflicients are independent of 4, j) of terms of the form,

4 ” 1 MLbI8|12n—m - 1/8
y (V)i /O My trN(Bl(ZN))...trN(Bl(ZN))‘ du| , (3.22)

N2-7/2 E

Nm

where r,m € [1,4], Bi,...,B; € Fq,4, and ZN is defined like ZV but with the entries (j,i) and (4,7) of
the matrix Y, multiplied by w. This is notably due to the fact that by Holder’s inequality, for example,
for any matrices R, S, T,U,

trn(RE; ;SE; jTE;UE; ;) < try (|RI*)Y ten (ISP)Y2 ten (IT1F)V2 ten (JUIP) S

Besides, given a matrix R,

ltrn (R (Eij(Y.V)ij + Eja(Y2)j4))| < 2v/trw (R*R ’ ’ (3.23)

thus we have that for any u € [0, 1],

u,,7,8 Y Y;N K 1/c

M5 — My | < MP (| (Y);.4]) [ten (CL(ZM)) . trn (Cu (Z7))] e (3.24)
VN

for some polynomials P, Cy, ..., Cp and a constant c. Hence, one can bound (3.22)) by a linear combination

(whose coeficients are once again independent of ¢, j) of terms of the form, for h € [0,2n — m],

y4+h 1/8

N2+(h—r)/2+m E

N |Mn 2= ey (B (ZN)) . ten (Bi(ZY))

’(YN) ’T—i-h

X< P (|(¥)5a]) [trn (CL(Z7)) - .trN<cp<zN>>!”C] .

Next, by using Equation [323) again, one can find polynomials P, Dy, ..., D;» and a constant ¢ such
that the quantity above is bounded by

r+h
o

NQT [My P72 Q (J(VY)4]) [ten (D1(Z27)) -‘EI“N(DV'(ZN))F/Cll :
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We can then use Lemma [B.]] with
a=y*/N'"5 g=m+h, X=N"=73°|My|,

1/¢

Y= VRO Q) [ (D1 (2Y)) e (D (27)

Then thanks to the moment assumption in ([Z) and Lemma B2l we can once again upper bound

Equation (322) by
2n
L N¢E [|MN|2n] + Cn y4
N2 Nl-e

for some constant C,,. Consequently, we have for some other constant C,,, that

4

2n
> RYr<c, <N€E [[Mn[*"] + <Ny1_8) ) : (3.25)

1<i,j<N

Thus by combining Equations BI8)), (32I) and (325, we get that for some constant C),

’IE Ket/Q tra (DyQXMYY) — r8? (0, D,Q(XY ))) x M}&,‘lM—N"}

4 2n
<, (N% ) + (5= ) ) -

Hence, by plugging this result in Equation [3.8)), for N sufficiently large,

C y4 2n y4 2n
2n n
E[[My["] < — 10, N (le) <200 (=)

(3.26)

With the above moment estimate at hand, we can apply Markov’s inequality: for any 6 > 0, we have for
any n, for N large enough,

P (Jtry (QYN,AN)) —Eftry (Q(XN, AV))]| > 6) < E[[My[*")67%" < 2C, (Nyi) n5*2”.

Hence, we choose § = y*N2?~1, and we have that for any n, for N large enough,

P (ytrN QYN AN)) —Eltry (Q(XN, AN))]| > (N?f%)) < 2C, N~

Consequently, for any € > 0, we have with high probability that

try (QYN, AY)) = Eftry (Q(XN, AM))]+0 <Nyf4_> ,

which proves Equation (34)).

Step 5 (The case of the GUE and the GOE): In the case where YV is a GOE random matrix,
then by using Proposition [Z15] (with a slight modification to take into account for the term M}\’,_lM Nn)
one has that

€t/2E {trN (DéQ(XtN)Y'SN) M]”\lfilM—Nni|
= %E [tr%Q (0sD:Q(XM)) M;—lM—N"]
* % (n-DE [WN (D:QX")D:Q(X{)) M}\’,*QM—N"}

+ 33 [ty (DY) (D.QXY))T) My M| (3.27)
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+ L [ury (1 (0.D.QOXN) 25T

N
+ % (g N 1) E {trN ((DsQ(XtN))TDSQ(XéV)) MZ,\,[_QM—NH}
* #E [trzv ((DSQ(XtN ) (DQXY ))*) Mx-lM—Nn_l] |

where AT is the transpose of A, and h is the linear map such that h(A ® B) = AT B. Thus, similarly to
Equation (BI8), we get that

‘IE {(et/Q trn (DLQXMYY) — 682 (0, D,Q(XY ))) X M]’\lflM—Nn}

2 2n
< N™°E [|[My[*"] + C,, (%) .

Hence by reinjecting this result in Equation ([B.8), we prove that E[|Mx|"] = O((y?N°~1)?") for any n.
The case where Y is a GUE random matrix is even simpler. Indeed, we compute that

et/?E [trN (D.QXM)YN) M};*M_N"}

= TE [uf (0.0.Q(xY)) My T

N
1 n n—257 "N
t N2 (5 - 1) E {U"N (DsQ(X{V)DsQ(X{)) My~ *My }
n * n— —n—1
+ 37 [t (DQUXY) (D,QUX))") My "
and the result follows. O

Remark 3.4. We suspect that it should be possible to improve the error term NG% in B4) for Wigner

matrices to Nﬁy—;, as is the case for GOE and GUE matrices. The weaker bound in the general case
comes from certain inequalities used to bound contributions from the second and third order terms in the
cumulant expansions that cannot be easily improved for general polynomials, e.g.(320) or [B22)), as one
does not expect cancellations from higher order terms in the cumulant expansion.

3.2 Concentration of the scalar product

Next we prove a similar concentration result for the scalar product. The main difference is that
instead of having a concentration of order N~!, it is only of order N~'/2. Note that this speed of
convergence cannot be improved by pushing the cumulant expansion further since it comes from the first
error term (see Equation ([B:35d) to (3:35g))). Besides it is in line with results obtained by proving local,
see for example Theorem 2.6 of [6]. The main difference between local laws and Proposition comes
from the term y* which as we discussed in Remark [3.4] we suspect is not optimal. Before giving the
concentration estimate we prove the following lemma which we will need.

Lemma 3.5. Given

« YN a d-tuple of independent Wigner matrices as in Definition [Z1],

o AN deterministic matrices such that SUP1<;j<q NeN* AfVH < 00,
¢ Q1,...,Q1 € Fuy,
- ccRT,
then for all v > 0,
P %E (@™, AN @y ™, aM)[)] < . (3.28)

Besides if one writes each Q; as a linear combination of terms of the form PP Ry - ek Ry, then the
upper bound on the equation above does not depend on the (self-adjoint) polynomials Py, ..., Py.
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Proof. For any k and j, one has that

L
2k

J@ir™, aM)|| = [ (@i, avy @™, 4"

L
k

< (o (@0 A @A)’
=Nz (trN ((QJ(YNvAN)*Qj(YNvAN))k))

L
2k

Thus thanks to Lemma [3.2] one has that for any k, there exists a constant Cj, such that for any N,
c e
B[(lQi 0, 4" e, AN )] < cn.

Hence the conclusion by picking k£ such that ﬁ <. [l
We can now state our concentration estimate.

Proposition 3.6. Given
« YN a d-tuple of independent Wigner matrices as in Definition [Z1],

« X a d-tuple of independent GUE random matrices, independent from YV,

o AN deterministic matrices such that SUP1<j<q,NeN* AfVH < 00.

Letx,y € CN, y; € R, y = 1+ max; |yi|, P1,..., Py, R1,..., Ry, € Aqq non-commutative polynomials. If
we assume that Py, ..., Py are self-adjoint, then with Q = "1 Ry . eilkYr Ry we have for any e > 0
that with high probability,

(x, QYN AN)y) = E [(x, Q(XY, AV)y)] + O (Nj—ﬁ I, |y||2) | (3.20)

Besides if YN a d-tuple of independent GOE or GUE matrices, then one can replace y* by y> in the
previous equality.

Similarly to the proof of Lemma [3.3] we divide the following proof it in four steps. The first one
establishes an equation on the moment of My (defined in Equation (30)). Then in each of the following
two steps we bound a specific error term. In the last step, we study the case of the GUE and the GOE.

Proof of Proposition[Z8. Step 1 (Using the cumulant expansion): First one has that for any matrix
R € My (C), (x, Ry) = Try(Ryx*). Consequently, with P = yx*, as previously we set

My = Toy (@Y, 4%) — E[Q(X™, AV)]) P). (330)

and we want to study the moments of My in order to use Markov’s inequality. We want to prove that
for any n € N, & > 0 there exists a constant C), such that for IV large enough

4 2n
n Y
B[] < Co (i 1P1) (3.31)

One can always assume that y* < /N, otherwise, since
M| < (R, AN [ +E[[Q(x™, AMI]) 171

we immediately get Equation (B3] thanks Lemma First just like in Equation (3.8]), we have that
for n € N*,

E[|My[2"] = % 3 /OOO e*tE[(et/Q Try (8SQ(XtN)%éP x YSN) (3.32)

1<s<d
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— N7 Tr$2 (as (0.Q(XN )#P))) < MU=V MN"| dt.
Then we want to use the cumulant expansion with u = R((Y,Y); ;) and v = S((YV), ), and
©ij: (RIY)ig)s S(Y)ig) — € Try (3SQ(X5V)%P x Eu) My~ My".

In particular if ¢ # j, we have for the first derivatives of ® that

Ou®ij(u,v) = Try ((35 (&Q(thv)%lp) #(Eij + E]-,Z-)) Eu) My My" (3.33)
+ (g - 1) Try ((@Q(va)#P) Ez',j) try ((GSQ(XéV)%@P) (Bij + Ej,i)) MMy
- gTI'N ((@Q(va)#P) Ez',j) try ((GSQ(X(%V)%ZP)* (Bij + Ej,i)) MM
and
0,®:5(u,v) = i Ten (0, (0.QUXNVFEP) #(Bi — Bji)) Big) My~ Mn" (3.34)

+i (g - 1) Try ((&Q(ng)%lp) Ej) trav (((’%Q(Xév)%ép) By - Ej,i)) M
+ ig Try ((asQ(XtN)#P) E”) try ((3SQ(X(])V);#P)* (E;; — EM)) Mjr\lflM—Nn_l_

Moreover if ¢ = j, then 0,®;;(u,v) is defined similarly but with E;; instead of E;; + E;;, and
0y ®; ;(u,v) = 0. By using again Equations (3.13)) and Proposition ZI7 with £ = 1, we get that

e'/’E [(YSN)z',j x Try (@(Q(thv)#P)Ei,j) M}ff—lM—N"} (3.35a)
= VE [Ty (0. (0. FP) #E5,) Buy ) My T (3.35b)
+ % (g - 1) E {TYN ((GSQ(XfV)%@P)Ei,j) Try ((asQ(XéV)%EP)EM) M};*QM—N”} (3.35¢)
+ %E {TrN ((GSQ(XtN )%ZP)EZ-J) Try ((GSQ*(XéV )%ZP)EN-) M;@‘lM—N”’l} (3.35d)
+ (E[(Yf)%,j] - 17‘) B [try ((0u(0.QUXM )V RPIHE ) Eis ) My Vx| (3.350)
+ (g - 1) (E[(YSN)E,J-] - 1]7-) E [trN ((QSQ(XtN );elp)Ei,j) tr ((QSQ( xM)EP) E]) M}WM—N"}
(3.35f)
3 (B0, - B2 ) E o (0N RPIE) te (0.QX)FP) By ) My 3]
(3.35g)
+ R,

where R; J" is the remainder €5, consequently this term correspond to the second order derivatives.

Step 2 (Bounding the first order error term): Next one can use the following inequality. Given
two matrices A and B of size N and rank 1,

S ABil < | D 1Al | YD |Bil? = VTN (AA%) Ten (BB*) < ||A|[||BI|. (3.36)

1<ij<N 1<i,j<N 1<i,j<N

Hence, thanks to Equation (2.]), one can bound the terms in ([3.35d), (3.35d), (3.351) and by

2 P 2
AP (g (2. | (2%

], (3.37)
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for some polynomials By to B; and Z = (X~ Y~ AN). Similarly one can bound the term in ([335€) by

v IPll [[My | Bu(ZM)| ... || Bi(Z™M)]|] - (3.38)
VN
Then by using Lemma B with « = y?/NV/?7¢ X = N %3 My, Y = ||Bl(ZN)|| ...HB;(ZN)H,

and g = 1 or 2, we get that (8.37) and ([B38]) can be upper bounded by

N ]+ () B (Bl e ]

Thus, thanks to Lemma which we use with v = ¢, there exists a constant C,, such that the terms in
Equations 337) and (338) can be upper bounded by

2 2n
— 2n Y
N~°E [|[My|*"] + Cn <7N1/“5> :

Thus after summing over 4, j, Equation (338]) yields

2R [Ten (0QUXN)FP)YN ) My BN - %E %7 (0, (0. #P) ) My NN '

2 2n
N, — 2 Yy
1<i,j<N
Step 3 (Bounding the second order error term): Since we have an explicit expression of the
remainder Rfv]" in Proposition 217, we define My;"7"* just like My but with the entries (¢, j) and (7, 1)
of the matrix Y. multiplied by u. Then we have that Rfv]" is bounded by a linear combination (whose
coefficients are independent of 4, j) of terms of the form,

3 1

N2 |:’(S/SN)Z'J’ /0 ’(AY ") eren o (AR ) e oo | IME S PR (3.40)

where r,m € [1,3], e1,...,es € {i,5}, and A" to AY"7* are matrices which are evaluation of elements
in Fg 4. Besides, thanks to P, m of those matrices have rank 1. Furthermore the indices ey, ..., es come

from the derivatives with respect to R((YV); ;) and S((YJV):;) which makes E;; and E;,; appear,
coupled with the fact that Try (AFE; ;) = A, ;. Consequently, half of the indices ¢; are equal to ¢ and the
other half to j. This fact will come in handy in the next few computations.

Next, let R € Fy, be such that A7"""* = R(ZN) where ZV is defined like ZV but with the entries
(j,i) and (i, j) of the matrix Y;¥' multiplied by u € [0,1]. Then with ev(A ® B) = A(ZV) ® B(ZN) and
ev(A® B® C) = A(ZN)® B(ZN) @ B(ZN),

R(ZN) = R(Z") = (1 =) evod Rt (Eij (V)i + Eja(Y)4)

S

=(1—u) 35R(ZN)# (Ei,j(YsN>i,j + Ej,i(YN>J}i)

S

— (1 —u)? evo(id®d,) o asR(ZN)#( (Bi(YV)ig + Eja(Y))54)

(Bis (Y )ig + Eja(Y);4) )

Consequently, since |1 —u| < 1, one can find matrices A}, A%, A3, polynomials By, ..., B;,C1,...,Cp, L
such that

(AT er e

< [(ADereo| + W)l ([(ADer.a| + [(AD o) [ BUZY] - || Bu(Z™)]|
+ly(VM)is Pl @) -G (2] L (M) 121"

where €; and €3 are equal to either i or j. Besides if A} is of rank 1, then one can pick A? and A3 of
rank at most 1, and h; = 1. In every other case hy = 0. One can also find polynomials Dy, ..., D;, L’
such that

MG — My | < (YN | |DL(ZY)|| . D2 L (J(vN)ai]) 1P
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which means that

2n—m

. om —
e < ST (2 e D D () P it P,
i=1

Thus, one can bound [B40) by a linear combination (whose coefficients are independent of i, j) of terms
of the form

%E <|(A})61,e2‘ + % ([(ADer.a| + |(AD) e en|) + %) (3.41)
x <|(A%)eg,e4\ + \/LN (|(A2)ey ] + (4D ]) + %)
X <|(A§)e5,66} - \/LN (1(A2)es.0| + | (AD) ez e |) + w>
CNHE) - 2| L (V)] |MN|%M],
for some polynomials Hy,. .., H;, L. Since the non-normalized trace of a rank 1 matrix is smaller than

its norm, given A, B, C' matrices of size N, assuming that g of them have rank 1, one has that

> 1AiBiCisl < | Y ABilP [ > (G (3.42)

1<i,j<N 1<i,j<N 1<4,j<N

< V/Try(C*C) x max{||B|| /Trn (A*A), ||A|| v Trn (B*B)}

< NI/ A Bl IC]

and

S |ABCigl < | YD ABR DD (G

1<i,j<N 1<i,j<N 1<i,j<N
< /Try(A*A) Try (B*B) Try (C*O) (3.43)
< NE=O2 Al Bl IC] -

Similarly, we have that

> JAiB;Cisl < NG9 A]|B|||C], (3.44)
1<i,j<N
> JABiiCil < NP2 Al BI|[Cl,
1<i,j<N
> 1A4;B;iCial < N*92 A B |IC]l,
1<ij<N
Y lAiBuCial < NP2 4] |B] ||
1<i,j<N

If we only have two matrices, g of them being of rank 1,

> |AiBij| < N2 ALBY, (3.45)
1<ig<N

> lAiBidl < NG9 4] B,
1<i,j<N

> |AiiBii| < N*792 || A] | Bl
1<i,j<N
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Further, with one matrix, with g = 1 if it is of rank 1 and 0 otherwise
Yo Al S NCTO2 4] (3.46)
1<i,j<N
Yo Al < N4

1<ij<N

Thus thanks to Equations (3.42)) and (343]), we have that

N3/2 Z | Jerea (

y3
es 64("4%)65166} S Nm/2 HA%H ||A%|| ||A%’|| .

Thanks to the first two line of Equation (3:44]), we also get that

4
N2 Z A2 61,62’ + ‘ A?)a,ez‘) ’(A%)€37€4(Aé)657€6‘ < Nm/2 HAQH + HA3H) HAQH HA?’H
2,7

With all of Equation (3.44)), since we assumed that y* < v/ N, we have that

~57z 2 ([(ADer | + [(AD)a o) (|(AD)es. | + [(AD)5 0 ]) [ (A3)es o]
ij

y5
< NG (1431 -+ flAz ) (lAs] + [4s]l) [l4s]

< sz (14310 14210 (lla3) + 142 148

and

ﬁ Z (Af)ehgz‘ + ’(A?)a,@‘) (‘(Ag)es,el’ + ‘(Ag)gs,m‘) (’(A2 es e~6’ + ‘ A} s eo’)
¥

y6
< yromanze (1Al (142D (1As] -+ [4s[1) (llA3] + [143]1)

2
< srs (1421 + 1421 (14311 + 1420 (A3 + 11431 -

Then thanks to Equation ([345), we also have

o7 Z [(A2)es.ex

y5
Jes.co| < sarmrmys 1431 1431] < sz 14311 114311

and
Y6
~7 2= (W)esal + (D) e |) |(A3)en.eo| < Frrcmmnmz (14311 + [[43]]) (|43
i,J
y?
< Nm/z (Il 431 + [l43[]) [ A3l
as well as

(2]

]Vy7/2 Z (‘(Ag)esﬁél‘ + |(Ag)6~3,64‘) (‘(Ag)esa 673‘ + | A3 €5 66‘)

7
Y
< ez (1A2] + [142]) (1[As]] -+ [[4s]])

< N(Tz;/g (a2 + [1421]) 1431 + f4s]]) -
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Consequently, thanks to LemmasBl (with ¢ = m+p) and B0 as well as the moment assumption in (21]),
we get that after summing over 7 and j, there exists a constant C;, such that the term in Equation (3.41])
is bounded by

4 2n
- 2n y P
N R [lMNl ] + Cn (N1/225 .

Thus from Equations (339) and (340) combined with the above estimate, we get that for a con-
stant C,,

/2B {ﬁN (8S(Q(XtN )#P)YSN) M}\’flM—N"} - %E [ﬂ% (as (8SQ(XtN )%EP)) M}\’flM—N"} ‘
. oy, (HIPLY"
SCn (N IE['JMN| } + (N1/2—28) :

Hence by plugging this estimate back into Equation ([332)), for N sufficiently large,

. C gt y P

2n n

E M) < T—ae 3= (N12€) <20\ == )
2vn

Consequently from Markov’s inequality we have, for any € > 0, with high probability that

(5, QY AN)y) = E [(x, Q(xY, AN)y)] + O (]yviu,f L.

Since |[ P = x|, [lyll,s this proves B23).

Step 4 (The case of the GUE and the GOE): In the case where Y.V is a GOE random matrix,
then by using the Schwinger-Dyson equations, i.e. Proposition (with a slight modification to take
into account the term M]’\’,_lM—Nn), Equation ([335) simplifies into

e!2E [Try (0,(QXN)#P) YN) My Ty
= LE[1 (0, (0.0 FP) ) My W]
+ = (5-1) B[ ((0.006M%P) (0,050 #P) ) M1
+ oo 1oy ((0.0)%P) (0.QxN)#P) ) My Ty
+ < [Ty (b (0 (@UXMEP)) ) My T
w1 (318 oy ((0@ee)ER) (@R ) a0
+ o [y ((20ER) (ou@xdpe) ) o ary

where AT is the transpose of A, and h is the linear map such that h(A ® B) = AT B. Thus, we get that
for some constant C,,,

e!/?E [TrN (QS(Q(XtN )#P)Y;V) M;—lM—N”] - %E [Tr%Q (as (QSQ(XtN )#P)) M;—lM—N”]
<c, <N—EE [IMy ] + <]321/'72Pﬂ)2n> |

Hence, by using Equation (332), one concludes that E[|My|2"] = O(y**N—"1=9) || P||*") for any n.
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The case where YV is a GUE random matrix is even simpler. Indeed, we compute that
e!/?E [TrN (8S(Q(XtN VAP) YN ) M};*MN”]

= [0 (0, (0.00x))FP) ) My BN

N
(5 1)y (0.0 EP) (0.Q060)FP) ) My W]
+ 5B [Ty (0.5 #P) (0.0 %P) ) My T
and the result follows. O

4 Proof of the main theorems

Proof of Theorem[Idl. To prove Equation (LX), we combine Proposition with Lemma 3.6 of [37].
Indeed, with @ defined as in Proposition B3] we have for any ¢ > 0, that with high probability

4

try (QYN,AY)) =E [try (Q(XN,AV))]| + 0O (N%) . (4.1)

Whereas if we use Lemma 3.6 of [37] (with n = 0), where = (x1,...,z4) are free semicircular variables,
free from AN € My (C)4, we get that

E [try (Q(XN, AN))] = 7n (Q(z, AN)) (4.2)

1 [e'e] t .
+ m/ / (/ e "TTIR (T8 (Ra,8,6,7,m,t)] dadﬂd’yd(S)drdt,
o Jo [0,1]4

where R 8,5,4,r,¢ is such that for some constant C independent of o, 8,6,v,r,t,y and N,
E (| Ra,5.6.ril] < Cy.

Hence we have that .

E [ty (Q(XN, AM))] = 7 (Q(x, AN)) + O <%) | (4.3)

Finally, with f; to fi defined as in Theorem [[LI] we set

- Vit i f; o idg,
fist { t else.

Then with Q = f; (Pp)... F (Pg), and p; the Dirac measure in 1 if f; = idg, thanks to the functional
calculus we have

FiPL (YN AN)) - fo(Pe(YN,AN)) = /kQ (YN, AY) dpn(yr) - - dpn(y)- (4.4)
R
Thus by combining Equations [@I]) and 3], we get Equation ([H]) after integrating over y.
Besides in the case where we are working only with GUE and GOE random matrices, then one can
replace y* by 3?2 in Equation (). Then if y?> < N, Equation {@.2) let us conclude, whereas if 3% > N,
then we simply use the fact that

try (QYY, AN)) — 7y (Q(, AY)) = 0(1) = O (yﬁ> .

To prove Equation (L6, we also start by using Proposition B.6] to show that for any € > 0, with high
probability

4

(x,QYY, AM)y) =E [(x,Q(X", AM)y)] + O (Nj—ﬁ %]l |y||2> : (4.5)
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where one can replace y* by 32 in the case where we are working only with GUE and GOE random
matrices. Then we need to estimate E [<x, QXN AN)y>]. Thanks again to Lemma 3.6 of [37], we get
that

E [<x, Q(XN, AN)y>]
=E [Try (Q(XY, AN )yx™)]

[e’s} t
= N (@ ANyx) 4 [ ( | e B Ry dadﬁdvd5> drdt
N Jo Jo \Jjpop
= Trw (Buy o) [Q(z, AY)] yx*)
1 [e'e] t
+ m/ / </ e”"'E [Try (Buy () [Ra8,67.mt] YX)] dadﬁd’yd&) drdt
0 0 [0,1]4
= (x, Emy(c) [Q(z, AM)] y)

1 [e'e) t o .
+ ﬁ/ / </ e TR [TrN (EMN(C) [Ra.8,6,y,rt) YX )] dadﬂd’yd(S) drdt,
o Jo [0,1]4

where R, 3,5,v,r,t iS once again such that for some constant C' independent of «, 3,6,7,r,t,y and N,
E[||Ra.8,5,4,rtll] < Cyt.

Consequently since P = yx* is of rank 1 and ||P|| = ||x||, ||¥|l5.

B [(x, QUX™, AV)y)] = (x.Buay(o) [Qe AV)]v) + 0 (35 s vl )

The rest of the proof follows as for Equation (IL3]) with the difference that after integrating over y, we use
the fact that b — Epy, (c)[b] is a continuous linear functional to switch the integral and the conditional
expectation. [l

Proof of Theorem[LZ2 Let Q1 to @, be non commutative polynomials, i1,...,4, € [1,k] be such that
s(yN _ N

for every j, 7(Qj(ai;)) = 0 and if j < p, i; # i;41. Then if we set uévj,l — Wiy )P(2) (with the

convention 49 = ip) and ué\g =Q; (Af;f ), one can apply Theorem [[Tl to obtain that with high probability

1
™ (Ql(aﬁ) - Qp(af-j)) =7 (ug uy' .. ugy,_yug,) + O (Nrggxlyfv — y§VI4) :
Further, if Y is a family of GUE and GOE matrices, then
1
™ (Ql(aﬁf) . -Qp(aﬁi)) =7 (up ug’ . ugy,_qugy) + O (N max |y y§V|2) :

Since by assumption for any i,7, [y — yJN| < N2 in the case of GUE and GOE matrices, and
lyN —y)| < N 1/4 in all generality, we get in both cases that with high probability

™ (Ql(ag) .. .Qp(ag)) =TN (uf[uév . u%,lu%) +o(1).

Thus the former equality is true almost surely by Borel-Cantelli.

But then thanks to Proposition 11.4 of [34], with NC[2p] the set of non-crossing partition of [1,2p]
(i.e. the set of partitions of [1,2p] such that one cannot find a, ¢ in one block as well as b, d in another
block such that a < b < ¢ < d), we can write

TN (U{Vug)): Z Hﬂ(uivauévv"'vué\;—laué\;%

TENC[2p]
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where rr(ul,ud, ... ,ué\;_l, ué\;) are the so-called free cumulants. We do not need to define those in
details in this proof, however it is important to note that o, (ul,ud’, ... ,ué\;_l, ué\;) is a linear combi-

nation of products of traces such that u¥ and ujv can only be in the same trace if i and j belong to the
same block in the partition 7.

Besides thanks to Theorem 11.16 of [34], if 4, j belong to the same block in the partition 7 and ufv
is free from uév, then ki (ud, udl, ... ,u%fl,ué\;) = 0. Consequently the elements uév for odd j cannot
be in the same trace as those for even j. More precisely, for #, (ud,ud, ..., ué\;_l, ué\;) not to be 0, odd
and even integers in [1, 2p| cannot be in the same block. Hence either {2} is a singleton, or else 2 belongs
to B a block of the partition m which contains only even integers. Let b > 2 be one of those integers,
then since 7 is non-crossing, one can iterate this process with 3 instead of 2 and [3,b — 1] instead of
[2,2p]. Thus by a quick induction, one can see that necessarily for i, (ud,ud’, ... ,ué\;_l, ué\;) to be non
zero, there has to be a block in the partition 7w which consists of a single element which is not 1 (this
is important since we did not assume that i; # 4,, and hence one could have uY¥ = 1). Then since for
any j)

Jim 7y (ugy) = 7(Qj(as,)) = 0,
(ei(yé\; -l )P(I))

we only need to show that for any 7, J\}im T = 0. But since by assumption @; # 7;_1,
—00

we have that |yf>[ — yfj .| > 1. Consequently, all we need to prove is that | l‘im T (eitP(w)) = 0. However
- t|—o0

thanks to [39], Theorem 1.1, (6), there exists f € L'(R) such that

T(eitP(I)) = / eit“f(a) da.
R

Thus, thanks to the Riemann-Lebesgue lemma, we have that

J\}i_r)noo v (ugy_,) =0.

Hence we proved that for any 41,...,i, € [1,k] such that for j < p, ¢; # 4;41 and non commutative
polynomials @;, such that for every j, 7(Q;(as;)) = 0,

lim 7n (Ql(ag) e Qp(ag\;)) = 0.

N—o00
Hence (af',...,a} ) converges in distribution towards the free family (ay,...,ax). O
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