arXiv:2102.02058v3 [math.PR] 29 Sep 2021

Noname manuscript No. (will be inserted by the editor)

The limit empirical spectral distribution of complex matrix polynomials

Giovanni Barbarino · Vanni Noferini

Preprint of an article published in Random Matrices: Theory and Applications, https://doi.org/10.1142/S201032632250023X © [copyright World Scientific Publishing Company] https://www.worldscientific.com/worldscinet/rmta

Abstract We study the empirical spectral distribution (ESD) for complex n × n matrix polynomials of degree k under relatively mild assumptions on the underlying distributions, thus highlighting universality phenomena. In particular, we assume that the entries of each matrix coefficient of the matrix polynomial have mean zero and finite variance, potentially allowing for distinct distributions for entries of distinct coefficients. We derive the almost sure limit of the ESD in two distinct scenarios: (1) n → ∞ with k constant and (2) k → ∞ with n bounded by O(k^P ) for some P > 0; the second result additionally requires that the underlying distributions are continuous and uniformly bounded. Our results are universal in the sense that they depend on the choice of the variances and possibly on k (if it is kept constant), but not on the underlying distributions. The results can be specialized to specific models by fixing the variances, thus obtaining matrix polynomial analogues of results known for special classes of scalar polynomials, such as Kac, Weyl, elliptic and hyperbolic polynomials.

Keywords random matrix polynomial · empirical spectral distribution · polynomial eigenvalue problem · companion matrix · logarithmic potential · universality

Mathematics Subject Classification (2010) 60B20 · 15B52 · 15A15 · 65F15

1 Introduction

Three famous classes of classic results in probability theory concern the distribution of the roots of random scalar polynomials and the distribution of the eigenvalues of random matrices or random pencils. For example, it is known that, when we take the limit k → ∞ for degree k random polynomials with i.i.d. coefficients, we find that the roots tend to concentrate uniformly on the unit circle. On the other hand, when the entries of an n × n matrix are i.i.d. random variables with mean 0 and variance n^{−1}, and in the limit n → ∞, then the eigenvalues are uniformly distributed on the unit disk. The case of of a random pencil has also been studied, at least in the case of normally distributed entries: under this assumption, the distribution is uniform on the Riemann sphere.

There exist plenty of results on the asymptotic eigenvalue distribution of random matrices (for example [9,10,11,14,19,22,35,36,38,40]) and on the asymptotic root distribution of random polynomials (for example [5,6,8,26,27,28,32,33,37]). Much effort has also been devoted to studying the phenomenon of universality, i.e., proving that limit distributions are independent of the exact distributions of the coefficients or the entries.

Eigenvalues of matrix polynomials can be seen as generalizations both of roots of scalar polynomials and of eigenvalues of matrices and pencils. They are of interest in many application, especially in engineering. Yet, the eigenvalue distribution of random matrix polynomial has not received as much attention

G. Barbarino Department of Mathematics and Systems Analysis, Aalto University, Finland. E-mail: giovanni.barbarino@aalto.fi

V. Noferini Department of Mathematics and Systems Analysis, Aalto University, Finland. E-mail: vanni.noferini@aalto.fi

except in the extremal cases discussed above, i.e., when either the size is 1 (scalar polynomials) or the degree is 1 (matrices or pencils). The main motivation for this paper is to fill this gap by considering the general case of n × n random matrix polynomials of degree k. We obtain results that we believe to be interesting per se in the context of random matrix theory, and in particular we find that the limit empirical distributions associated to polynomial eigenvalue problems exhibit universality, as their classical eigenvalue problem counterparts. Moreover, they may also have some practical relevance, e.g., in the design of numerical experiments based on random coefficients when testing algorithms for solving polynomial eigenvalue problems.

To be more concrete, recall that a square matrix polynomial is an algebraic expression of the form

P (z) = k∑ j=0 C_j z^j (1)

where C_0, C_1, . . . , C_k ∈ C^{n×n} . A finite eigenvalue of P (z) is [13,29] a number λ ∈ C such that

rank_C P (λ) < rank_{C(z)} P (z).

The polynomial eigenvalue problem (PEP) is to find all such eigenvalues [1,12,13,18,21,29,30,41], and possibly other related objects (e.g. eigenspaces, minimal indices, infinite eigenvalues) that are not relevant to this paper. PEPs arise in several areas of applied and computational mathematics, including but not limited to control theory, structural engineering, vibrating systems, fluid mechanics, and acoustics [18,21, 41]. If the characteristic polynomial det P (z) is not the zero polynomial, then the finite eigenvalues of P (z) coincide with the roots of det P (z). A sufficient condition for this to happen is that det C_k ≠ 0: in this case, there are exactly nk finite eigenvalues when counted with multiplicities. Under these assumptions, the Empirical Spectral Distribution (ESD) of the matrix polynomial P (z) is defined [3] as the atomic probability measure

μ_P = 1 nk nk∑ i=1 δ_{λi} , where λ_1, . . . , λ_{nk} are the finite eigenvalues of P (z) counted with their multiplicity and δ_{λi} is the atomic probability measure with a single atom at λ_i. When we introduce randomicity in the coefficients C_j , the ESD becomes a random variable with values in the space of (atomic) probability measures, and one can investigate the average of μ_P , or whether they converge to some known distribution when the size n or the degree k tend to infinity.

Combining matrix polynomials with probability theory is not a complete novelty. For instance, probabilistic methods have been used to analyze the condition number of PEPs. The expected condition number of Gaussian random PEPs was computed by Armentano and Beltrán [2] in the case of complex coefficients and by Beltrán and Kozhasov [5] for real coefficients. Lotz and Noferini [29] performed a probabilistic condition analysis of PEPs by imposing that perturbations are uniformly distributed on the unit sphere. On the other hand, some previous results on the distribution of the eigenvalues preceded the ones derived in this paper. As mentioned above, the average eigenvalue distribution for Gaussian pencils has been derived independently by many authors, e.g., [4,15,25]. Pagacz and Wojtylak [31] assessed how the spectral distribution of random matrix polynomials changes under a low rank perturbation via the resolvent method. Finally, the same authors of the present paper were recently able to obtain the asymptotic distribution of monic Gaussian complex matrix polynomials [3].

Here, we address instead non-monic matrix polynomials, and this allows us to greatly relax the assumptions on the underlying distribution with respect to [3], thus obtaining results with crisp flavours of universality. Indeed, we can even allow the distribution of the coefficient C_j to depend on the index j. Hence, we derive fairly general results that can be specialised to different types of random matrix polynomials, such as Kac, Weyl, elliptic and hyperbolic polynomials. In particular we show that, at least if the distributions involved are continuous and bounded (this assumption is actually only needed when studying the limit k → ∞), the limit distributions can be computed whenever the matrix-valued random variables involved have zero mean and finite variance, and the result only depends on the variances and possibly on k (if k is kept constant while n → ∞). We express the limit empirical eigenvalue distribution of square matrix polynomials of size n and degree k, with all coefficient being complex random matrices, in two different regimes: when n → ∞ with k constant, and when k → ∞ with n bounded by k^P for some P > 0 (which in particular includes the case where n is constant)

Below we state the two main results of the paper.

Theorem 1.1 Consider a random vector [X_0, X_1, . . . , X_k] where all X_j are independent random variables with zero mean and unit variance, not necessarily with the same distribution. Let α_0, . . . , α_k be complex constants with α_k ≠ 0. Suppose C_j are n × n random matrices whose entries are independent copies of X_j , and construct the random matrix polynomial

P_n(z) = k∑ j=0 C_j α_j z^j .

Call p the smallest index such that α_p ≠ 0. Then, for n → ∞, the empirical spectral distribution of P_n(z) converges almost surely to p k δ_0 + k − p k μ where δ_0 is the atomic probability measure with a single atom at zero, and μ is the probability measure with density f(z) = 1 4kπ Δ_z ln k∑ i=p |α_i|^2|z|^{2i−2p} .

Theorem 1.2 Suppose that for any k we have a vector of independent random variables X^{(k)}_0 , X^{(k)}_1 , . . . , X^{(k)}_k with zero mean, unit variance, and continuous distributions with densities uniformly bounded by a constant M > 0 not depending on k. Let also α^{(k)}_0 , α^{(k)}_1 , . . . , α^{(k)}_k be sequences of complex numbers, where α^{(k)}_k ≠ 0 for any k. We consider the n × n matrix polynomial of degree k P_{n,k}(x) = k∑ j=0 α^{(k)}_j C^{(k)}_j x^j ,

where, for j = 0, . . . , k every coefficient C^{(k)}_j is an n × n random matrix whose entries are i.i.d. copies of X^{(k)}_j . If n = n(k) = O(k^P ) for some P > 0, then the empirical spectral distribution of the random matrix polynomials P_{n,k} converge almost surely to a probability measure μ as k → ∞ when the coefficients α^{(k)}_j satisfy the following conditions: – α^{(k)}_k ≠ 0 for every k, – for almost every z, there exists the limit U(z) = lim_{k→∞} 1 2k ln (_k ∑ i=0 |α^{(k)}_i |^2 |α^{(k)}_k |^2 |z|^{2i} )

as a L^1_{loc} function or a distribution, – the probability measure μ satisfies Δ_z U(z) = 2πμ in the sense of distributions.

We emphasize that our results can equivalently be interpreted as results on the empirical eigenvalue distribution of certain structured random pencils: indeed, given a matrix polynomials P (z), a linearization of P (z) is a linear matrix polynomial whose eigenvalues (as well as their geometric and algebraic multiplicities) coincide with those of P (z). Matrix polynomials admit many linearizations: see, e.g., [12, 18,30] and the references therein. One classic and very important linearization is known as the companion pencil, and it plays an important role in this paper. The other main tool used is the logarithmic potential of the various spectral measures involved, and the related results coming from distribution theory.

The structure of the paper is as follows. In Section 2 we review some necessary background material on matrix polynomial theory, space of distributions, logarithmic potential, probability theory, and random matrix theory. Moreover, we recall the definition of the empirical spectral distribution of a random matrix polynomial with invertible leading coefficient (Definition 2.7). In Section 3 and Section 4, we prove our main results, and apply them to classical families of random polynomials. In Section 5 we draw some conclusions and comment on possible future research directions. With the goal of improving the readibility of the main part of the paper, the proofs of some technical results, needed in Sections 3 and 4, are postponed to the appendices.

2 Mathematical background

Given an m × n complex matrix X, we denote its singular values by σ_1(X) ≥ · · · ≥ σ_{min}(X) ≥ 0, having introduced the shorthand σ_{min}(X) := σ_{min(m,n)}(X). The spectral norm of X is denoted by ‖X‖ := σ_1(X), while the Frobenius norm of X is ‖X‖_F .

2.1 Matrix polynomial theory

Let P (z) be the matrix polynomial defined in (1). We review here those notions in the spectral theory of square complex matrix polynomials that are crucial to this paper. Readers interested in more details on matrix polynomial can find further informations in [1,13,18,29] and the references therein. An element λ ∈ C is said to be a finite eigenvalue of P (z) if

rank_C (P (λ)) < rank_{C(x)} (P (z)) =: r,

where C (z) is the field of rational functions with complex coefficients.

If the leading coefficient C_k of the matrix polynomial P (z) in (1) is invertible, then P (z) is called regular and it has kn finite eigenvalues that coincide to the roots of the characteristic equation det P (z) = 0, counted with their respective multiplicities. One can then define the companion matrix of P (z) as (see e.g. [1])

M = −C^{−1}_k C_{k−1} −C^{−1}_k C_{k−2} . . . −C^{−1}_k C_1 −C^{−1}_k C_0 I_n 0 0 . . . 0 0 I_n 0 . . . 0 . . .. . . . . . . . . . 0 . . . 0 I_n 0 ∈ C^{kn×kn} , (2)

where I_n and 0 are, respectively, the n×n identity and zero matrices. It can be proved that the eigenvalues of M, defined in the classical sense, coincide with the eigenvalues of P (z); moreover, they have the same multiplicities. As a consequence, if the leading coefficient C_k is invertible, the PEP for P (z) is equivalent to the classical eigenvalue problem for the structured matrix M. One can also work on the associated companion pencil of P (z), defined as Az − B, where A, B are the kn × kn complex matrices defined as

A := C_k I_n .. . I_n , B := −C_{k−1} . . . −C_1 −C_0 I_n .. . I_n . (3)

Once again, P (z) and Az − B have the same eigenvalues with the same multiplicity, and thus the PEP for P (z) is mathematically equivalent to the generalized eigenvalue problem for Az − B. Note that, if A in (3) is invertible, then M in (2) is well defined and M = A^{−1}B.

2.2 Space of Distributions and Logarithmic Potential

Let D(C ) := C^∞_c (C ) be the space of smooth functions with compact support on C . We equip it with the following notion of convergence: a sequence {φ_n}_n ⊆ D(C ) converges to φ ∈ D(C ) if

– the union of the supports of φ and φ_n for every n is relatively compact, – ∂^αφ_n → ∂^αφ uniformly for every partial derivative ∂^α of any order.

The dual space of D(C ) is the so-called Schwartz Distribution Space D^′(C ). Here we report only basic notions and results that we will use in the paper. Interested readers may consult [20] for a more thorough review.

From now on, the elements of C^∞_c (C ) will be called test functions. For a distribution T and a test function φ, the application of T to φ is denoted by T (φ). We can embed the space of locally integrable functions L^1_{loc}(C ) into D^′(C ), since for every g ∈ L^1_{loc}(C ), the operator T_g (φ) := ⟨g, φ⟩ = ∫ C g(z)φ(z) dz is well-defined, linear and continuous. It is also easy to see that distinct (equivalence classes, modulo almost everywhere equality, of) functions in L^1_{loc}(C ) produce distinct linear operators. The L^1_{loc} convergence coincides with the pointwise convergence of distributions, as shown by the following lemma.

Lemma 2.1 Suppose that g_n and g are in L^1_{loc}(C ). Then g_n^{L1}−−→ g on every compact set if and only if T_{gn} → T_g pointwise. In this case, we write g_n^{D′ (C)}−−−−→ g. Suppose now that μ is a finite mass measure on C . Call T_μ the operator

T_μ(φ) := ∫ C φ(z)dμ(z). T_μ is well-defined, linear and continuous. As a consequence, all finite mass measures are distributions, and we report in the following lemma that the weak convergence of measures coincides with the pointwise convergence of distributions.

Lemma 2.2 Suppose that μ_n and μ are probability measures on C . T_{μn} → T_μ pointwise if and only if μ_n → μ weakly. In this case, we write μ_n^{D′(C)}−−−−→ μ. Define the Laplace operator on D^′(C ) as follows: (ΔT )(φ) := T (Δφ). One can see that ΔT is a well-defined endomorphism of D^′(C ), and that it is linear and continuous.

Assume now that ν belongs the space of probability measures such that z → ln |z| is integrable in a neighbourhood of infinity. Define the Logarithmic Potential of ν, denoted by U_ν , as

U_ν (z) := ∫ C ln |z − z^′| dν(z^′). In this case, U_ν : C → R ∪ {−∞} since ∫ |z−z^′|>1 ln |z − z^′| dν(z^′) < ∞. Since ln | · | is Lebesgue locally integrable on C , one can check by using the Fubini theorem that U_ν is Lebesgue locally integrable on C . Moreover, since ln | · | is the fundamental solution of the Laplace equation in C , we have the following result.

Lemma 2.3 If z → ln |z| is integrable in a neighbourhood of infinity with respect to the probability measure ν, then U_ν ∈ L^1_{loc}(C ) is a distribution, and ΔU_ν = 2πν.

2.3 Probability theory

2.3.1 Notations and a.s. convergence

In this paper we discuss the almost sure convergence of certain random variables. This subsection collects some standard notion and notation from probability theory. We assume that all the random variables have the same domain (Ω, F, P). If X is a random variable, we informally write, e.g., X ∈ S to refer to the corresponding event, e.g., { ω ∈ Ω | X(ω) ∈ S }.

Definition 2.4 Given a sequence {Y_n}_n of random variables, and an additional random variable Y , with values in the same Hausdorff topological space, we say that {Y_n}_n converges almost surely to Y if P ( lim_{n→∞} Y_n = Y ) = 1 and in this case we write Y_n^{a.s.}−−→ Y .

If Y is a random variable whose range consists of a single point p, we write equivalently Y_n^{a.s.}−−→ Y or Y_n^{a.s.}−−→ p. Eventually, we will make use of combinations of random variables with distributions described by bounded density functions. The next lemma is useful to bound the density functions of sums of random variables; the second item appeared in [7].

Lemma 2.5 Let X_i be independent random variables with values on C . Call M(X) the infinity norm of the density of a random variable X, where M(X) = ∞ if the distribution of X is not continuous. Let c ∈ C be a constant complex number. In this case, 1. M(cX) = M(X)/|c|^2, 2. M (_n ∑ i=1 X_i )_{−1} ≥ 1 e n∑ i=1 M^{−1}(X_i).

2.3.2 Empirical spectral distributions

In this subsection, we review the definitions of empirical spectral distribution for a random matrix and for a random matrix polynomial.

If a deterministic matrix A ∈ C^{m×m} has eigenvalues λ_1(A), . . . , λ_m(A), its empirical spectral distribution (ESD) is the atomic measure

μ_A = 1 m m∑ i=1 δ_{λi (A)}, where each distinct eigenvalue appears as many times as its algebraic multiplicity. Analogously, if σ_1(A) ≥ · · · ≥ σ_m(A) are the singular values of A, we define the empirical singular values distribution of A as

ν_A = 1 m m∑ i=1 δ_{σi (A)}. A random matrix can be seen as a random variable with values in the appropriate space of matrices, say, C^{nk×nk} where n and k are fixed parameters. The next classic definition extends the concept of ESDs to random matrices.

Definition 2.6 Given a random matrix A(ω) with values in C^{m×m} , its empirical spectral distribution (ESD) is a random variable with values in the space of probabilities on C , defined as

μ_A(ω) := μ_{A(ω)} = 1 m m∑ i=1 δ_{λi(A(ω))}, and analogously, its empirical singular values distribution is a random variable with values in the space of probabilities on R, defined as

ν_A(ω) := μ_{A(ω)} = 1 m m∑ i=1 δ_{σi(A(ω))}. We will study spectral and singular values distributions for some families of random matrices {A_n}_n, and find that in our cases the sequence {μ_{An} }_n always converges almost surely to a limit probability measure μ ∈ P(C ). In this case, we simply write μ_{An}^{a.s.}−−→ μ. Finally, we recall the definition of the ESD of a random matrix polynomial [3]. We assume that P (z) has size n × n and degree k, and that almost surely P (z) has invertible leading coefficient. This implies that a.s. P (z) has kn finite eigenvalues, that we denote by λ_1(P ), . . . , λ_{kn}(P ).

Definition 2.7 Let P (z) be a random matrix polynomial of size n and degree k, such that its leading coefficient is invertible almost everywhere. Its empirical spectral distribution (ESD) is a random variable with values in the space of probabilities on C , defined as

μ_P := 1 kn kn∑ i=1 δ_{λi (P )}. It is immediate by Definitions 2.6 and 2.7 that the ESD of a random matrix polynomial with invertible leading term coincides with those of its (random) companion matrix (2) and its (random) companion pencil (3). We will often rely on these equivalences.

2.3.3 Bounds on full random matrices

In the paper, we often deal with m × m random matrices, with i.i.d. entries. The properties of such random matrices have been extensively studied in the literature. Here we collect a list of results that are needed below.

Given a sequence of measures (μ_n)_n and a function f : C → C , we say that

– f is uniformly bounded (u.b.) if lim sup_{n→∞} ∫ |f|dμ_n < ∞, – f is uniformly integrable (u.i.) if lim_{t→∞} lim sup_{n→∞} ∫ |f |≥t |f|dμn = 0. Theorem 2.8 Let X be a complex random variable with mean 0 and variance 1, and for every positive integer m let A_m be the m × m random matrix whose entries are i.i.d. copies of X. The following results hold.

1. [36, Theorem 2.1] With probability 1, A_m is invertible for all but finitely many m. 2. [9] There exists β > 0 for which x^β + x^{−β} is u.b. and ln(x) is u.i. for {ν_{Am/}^√_m}_m almost surely. 3. [34] {ν_{Am/}^√_m}_m converges a.s. to the probability distribution ν (called the Marchenko-Pastur law) on [0, 2] with density √ 4 − x^2 π . 4. [11] Assume that the distribution of X is absolutely continuous with bounded density f. In this case, there exists an absolute constant c > 0 such that for every u > 0, P[ √ mσ_m(A_m) ≤ u] ≤ cm^{32} ‖f‖_∞u^2 and thus A_m is almost surely invertible.

5. For every v > 0, P (‖A_m‖ ≥ v) ≤ m^2 v^2 . Item 2. in Theorem 2.8 is especially useful when we need to find some bounds on the logarithmic potentials associated with measures coming from matrices. In the next lemma, this information is required to prove that, for nearby measures, the logarithmic integrals coincide. The result is inspired by the ones in [9].

Lemma 2.9 Let M_n and N_n be random complex matrices of size n × n. Suppose that almost surely,

1. ν_{Mn} − ν_{Nn} → 0 weakly, 2. x → ln(x) is u.i. for {ν_{Mn} }_n and {ν_{Nn} }_n.

Then, almost surely, ∫ ln(x)dν_{Mn} − ∫ ln(x)dν_{Nn}^{n→∞}−−−−→ 0. Proof. If we fix ε > 0, from the second assumption, we can find t > 0 large enough so that ∫ | ln(x)|≥t | ln(x)|dν_{Mn} + ∫ | ln(x)|≥t | ln(x)|dν_{Nn} ≤ ε (4) holds almost surely and for large enough n. If φ : R → R is a continuous function with support on [e^{−2t}, e^{2t}], such that 0 ≤ φ(x) ≤ 1 and φ|_{[e}−t_{,e}t_] ≡ 1, then also φ(x) ln(x) is continuous and with the same compact support. Moreover, using (4), | | | | ∫ | ln(x)|≤t ln(x)dν_{Mn} − ∫ φ(x) ln(x)dν_{Mn} | | | | = | | | | ∫ t<| ln(x)|≤2t φ(x) ln(x)dν_{Mn} | | | | ≤ ∫ t<| ln(x)|≤2t | ln(x)|dν_{Mn} ≤ ∫ | ln(x)|≥t | ln(x)|dν_{Mn} ≤ ε, (5) and the same holds for ν_{Nn} . Since φ(x) ln(x) is continuous and with compact support, the first assumption tells us that, a.s. and for large enough n, | | | | ∫ ln(x)φ(x)d(ν_{Mn} − ν_{Nn} ) | | | | ≤ ε. (6) Using (4), (5) and (6), we find that | | | | ∫ ln(x)dν_{Mn} − ∫ ln(x)dν_{Nn} | | | | ≤ | | | | | ∫ | ln(x)|≤t ln(x)d(ν_{Mn} − ν_{Nn} ) | | | | | + ∫ | ln(x)|≥t | ln(x)|d(ν_{Mn} + ν_{Nn} ) ≤ | | | | ∫ ln(x)1_{| ln(x)|≤t} − φ(x) ln(x)dν_{Mn} | | | | + | | | ∫ ln(x)1_{| ln(x)|≤t} − φ(x) ln(x)dν_{Nn} | | | + | | | ∫ ln(x)φ(x)d(ν_{Mn} − ν_{Nn} ) | | | + ∫ | ln(x)|≥t | ln(x)|d(ν_{Mn} + ν_{Nn} ) ≤ 4ε

for every ε, and in particular, ∫ ln(x)dν_{Mn} − ∫ ln(x)dν_{Nn} → 0

almost surely.

3 Proof of Theorem 1.1: Empirical spectral distribution for n × n complex random matrix polynomials of degree k, in the limit n → ∞

Consider a random vector [X_0, X_1, . . . , X_k] where all X_j are independent random variables with zero mean and unit variance, not necessarily with the same distribution. Let α_0, . . . , α_k be complex constants with α_k ≠ 0. For all j, let C_j be an n × n random matrix whose entries are independent copies of X_j , and build the random matrix polynomial

P_n(z) = k∑ j=0 C_j α_j z^j . (7)

Note that we may equivalently have stated that the entries of C_j have variance |α_j |^2 to recover the original form (1). Moreover, observe that the spectrum of P_n(z) is invariant with respect to a global scaling P_n(z) → αP_n(z) (α ≠ 0). Hence, from now we take α_k = 1 without losing generality.

Thanks to item 1. in Theorem 2.8, with probability 1 and for sufficiently large n, C_k is invertible, so the eigenvalues of P_n(z) coincide with the eigenvalues of its companion matrix M_n (2) and of its companion pencil A_nz − B_n (3). (The suffix n in this section emphasizes that we let n → ∞ while keeping k constant.)

We are now ready to prove Theorem 1.1. Our argument follows the ideas of Girko [17] and more recent authors such as Bordenave, Caputo and Chafai [10] or Tao, Vu and Krishnapur [38]. It relies on a few technical lemmata whose proofs are postponed to the appendices.

Proof. [Proof of Theorem 1.1] As discussed above, we can suppose α_k = 1 because multiplying the matrix polynomials by a constant does not change their eigenvalues, and the density function in the theorem’s statement is not affected. Moreover, since p is the smallest index such that α_p ≠ 0, we can rewrite the polynomial as

P_n(z) = k∑ j=p C_j α_j z^j = z^p k−p∑ j=0 C_{j+p}α_{j+p}z^j

and as a consequence, P_n(z) has np zero eigenvalues, and the rest coincide with the eigenvalues of Q_n(z) := P_n(z)/z^p. If the sequence of Q_n(z) admits a constant limit ESD μ, then it is easy to verify that P_n(z) admits p k δ_0 + k − p k μ as limit ESD. Since Q_n(z) still satisfies the hypotheses of the theorem, it is enough to prove the thesis for matrix polynomials with α_0 ≠ 0 and p = 0. From now on, we thus suppose α_k = 1 and α_0 ≠ 0, and we call A_nz − B_n the associated pencil as expressed in (3).

Note that f(z) is a density function on the complex plane, that is, a positive function with unit mass. Indeed, we can compute the Laplacian operator explicitly as

f(z) = 1 4πk ∑_k j=1(2j)^2|α_j |^2|z|^{2j−2} ∑_k j=0 |α_j |^2|z|^{2j} − (∑_k j=1 2j|α_j |^2|z|^{2j−1} ∑_k j=0 |α_j |^2|z|^{2j} )_2 ,

and, by the Cauchy-Schwartz inequality, k∑ j=1 (2j)^2|α_j |^2|z|^{2j−2} k∑ j=0 |α_j |^2|z|^{2j} ≥ k∑ j=1 2j|α_j |^2|z|^{2j−1} 2

so f(z) is always nonnegative. Via a polar change of coordinates, we can integrate the explicit expression to confirm it has indeed unit mass. ∫ C f(z)dz = 1 4πk ∫_{2π} 0 ∫_∞ 0 ∑_k j=1(2j)^2|α_j |^2r^{2j−1} ∑_k j=0 |α_j |^2r^{2j} − r (∑_k j=1 2j|α_j |^2r^{2j−1} ∑_k j=0 |α_j |^2r^{2j}

)_2 drdθ

= 1 2k ∫_∞ 0 ∑_k j=1(2j)^2|α_j |^2r^{2j−1} ∑_k j=0 |α_j |^2r^{2j} − r ( ∑_k j=1 2j|α_j |^2r^{2j−1} ∑_k j=0 |α_j |^2r^{2j}

)_2 dr

= 1 2k [ ∑_k j=1 2j|α_j |^2r^{2j} ∑_k j=0 |α_j |^2r^{2j} ]_∞ 0 = 1.

Thanks to item 1. in Theorem 2.8, we can work in the probability 1 space of events where C_k , and thus A_n, is invertible for any large enough n. Observe that ln |·| is integrable with respect to the measure μ_{Pn} in a neighbourhood of ∞. Let U_{Pn} (z) :=^1_n ln | det(P_n(z))|; clearly U_{Pn} (z) is a function defined for all z but the eigenvalues of P_n(z). Since the leading coefficient of det(P_n(z)), as a polynomial in z, is det(C_k ), we have

U_{Pn} (z) = 1 n ln | | | |det(Ck) nk∏ i=1 (z − λ_i(P_n)) | | | |

= 1 n ln | det(C_k )| + 1 n nk∑ i=1 ln |z − λ_i(P_n)| = ∫ R^+

ln(x) dν_{Ck} (x) + k ∫ C ln |z − z^′| dμ_{Pn} (z^′). (8)

On the other hand, evaluating the matrix polynomial at any z ∈ C , we observe that P_n(z) is a n × n complex random matrix. As a consequence, the absolute value of its determinant can be expressed as the product of its singular values:

U_{Pn} (z) = 1 n ln | | | | | n∏ i=1 σ_i(P_n(z)) | | | | | = ∫ R^+

ln(x) dν_{Pn (z)}(x). (9)

If we fix z and inspect P_n(z), we find that the entries are i.i.d. copies of a random variable with mean 0 and variance σ^2 = ∑_k i=0 |z|^{2i}|α_i|^2, and the distribution does not depend on n. As a consequence, for all n, P_n(z)/(σ √ n) has i.i.d. entries with mean 0 and variance n^{−1}. From item 2. in Theorem 2.8 we know

that x → ln(x) is u.i. for both the sequences { ν P_n(z)_{σ√n} } n and { ν C_{k√n} } n . Moreover, almost surely both

sequences converge weakly to the Marchenko-Pastur law ν as in Theorem 2.8-3. All the assumptions of Lemma 2.9 are thus satisfied with M_n =^{Pn(z)}_σ^√_n , N_n =^{Ck√}_n , so for almost every z and a.s. ∫ R^+

ln(x) dν P_n (z)_{σ√n} (x) − ∫ R^+ ln(x) dν C_{k√n} (x)^{n→∞}−−−−→ 0. As a consequence, from (8) and (9), for almost every z and a.s. k ∫ C ln |z − z^′| dμ_{Pn} (z^′) = ∫ R^+

ln(x) dν_{Pn (z)}(x) − ∫ R^+

ln(x) dν_{Ck} (x)

= ln(σ) + ∫ R^+

ln(x) dν P_n (z)_{σ√n} (x) − ∫ R^+ ln(x) dν C_{k√n} (x) =⇒ lim_{n→∞} k ∫ C ln |z − z^′| dμ_{Pn} (z^′) = 1 2 ln(σ^2) = 1 2 ln (_k ∑ i=0 |α_i|^2|z|^{2i} ) (10)

The function ln(σ^2) is continuous in z since α_0 ≠ 0, so it belongs to L^1_{loc}(C ) and to the space of Schwartz distributions. If we now call U(x) = (2k)^{−1} ln(σ^2), then by assumption Δ_z U(z) = 2πμ, where μ has density f(z). In Lemma C.1 we prove that a.s.

lim sup n→∞ ∫ |z|≥1 ln |z| dμ_A−1_{n Bn} < ∞, where A_n, B_n is the pencil associated to our polynomial P_n(z). Note that μ_{Pn} = μ_A−1_{n Bn} , and that from (10), U_{μPn} (z) → U(z) for almost every z; we can then apply Lemma B.1 and conclude that μ_{Pn} converges almost surely to μ.

We stress that Theorem 1.1 is universal in the sense that it does not depend on the distributions of the random variables X_j , as long that they are independent, with zero mean and unit variance. The only parameters actually influencing the limit distributions are the constants α_j and, possibly, the degree k. Below, by specializing the result to different choices of α_j , we obtain the limit ESD for some particular sequences of random matrix polynomials.

– Kac Polynomials. If |α_j | = c^j for all j and some c > 0, then we obtain the limit measures with densities f(z) = c^2 πk ( 1 (|cz|^2 − 1)^2 − (k + 1)^2|cz|^{2k} (|cz|^{2k+2} − 1)^2 ) . With a suitable change of variable, one can derive from this example also the limit ESDs when all α_j are zero, except for |α_0| = 1 and |α_k| = c^k. When k = c = 1, then the above formula yields the uniform measure on the Riemann sphere, coinciding with the distribution previously found [4,15,25] for Gaussian pencils (and valid, in that case, also for any finite n).

– Binomial or Elliptic Polynomials. If |α_j |^2 = (_k j ) c^{2j} for all j and some c > 0, then the limit ESD has density f(z) = 1 4kπ Δ_z ln (_k ∑ i=0 ( k i ) |cz|^{2i} ) = 1 4π Δ_z ln ( |cz|^2 + 1 ) = c^2 π(|cz|^2 + 1)^2 . Observe that, in the case of elliptic polynomials, the distribution is independent of k and always coincides with the uniform measure on the Riemann sphere after a stereographic projection with respect to the circle of radius 1/c.

– Flat or Weyl Polynomials. If |α_j |^2 = k^j (j!)^{−1}c^{2j} , then the limit ESD has density

f(z) = c^2 1 − (−k|cz|^2 + k + 1)k|cz|^{2k}Γ^{−1} − k|cz|^{4k+2}Γ^{−2} π , where Γ = e^{k|cz|2} ∫_∞ |cz|^2 (e^{−s}s)^k ds. Remark 3.1 In the cases of Kac and Weyl polynomials, the limit ESDs depend on k. If μ_k is the limit ESD for Kac polynomials with degree k, with density

c^2 πk ( 1 (|cz|^2 − 1)^2 − (k + 1)^2|cz|^{2k} (|cz|^{2k+2} − 1)^2 ) , then it is easy to check that, when k → ∞, μ_k converges weakly to the uniform probability measure on the circle of radius 1/c and centred in zero.

On the other hand, when μ_k is the limit ESD for Weyl polynomials with degree k, with density

c^2 1 − (−k|cz|^2 + k + 1)k|cz|^{2k}Γ^{−1} − k|cz|^{4k+2}Γ^{−2} π , it is possible to verify that μ_k converges weakly to the uniform probability measure on the disk of radius 1/c and centred in zero.

The observations in Remark 3.1 suggest that for increasing sequences of degrees and size of matrices, we can also derive a limit ESD. In the next section, we analyse the limit ESDs for random matrix and scalar polynomials with increasing degree, and show that for Kac and Weyl polynomials, the computed limits coincide with the ones found in the remark above.

4 Proof of Theorem 1.2: Empirical spectral distribution for complex random matrix polynomials of size n = O(k^P ), in the limit k → ∞

Suppose that for any k we have a vector of independent random variables X^{(k)}_0 , X^{(k)}_1 , . . . , X^{(k)}_k with zero mean, unit variance, and continuous distributions with densities bounded by a constant M > 0 not depending on k. Let also α^{(k)}_0 , α^{(k)}_1 , . . . , α^{(k)}_k be sequences of complex numbers, where α^{(k)}_k ≠ 0 for any k. We consider the n × n matrix polynomial of degree k P_{n,k}(x) = k∑ j=0 α^{(k)}_j C^{(k)}_j x^j , (11) where, for j = 0, . . . , k every coefficient C^{(k)}_j is an n × n random matrix whose entries are i.i.d. copies of X^{(k)}_j . Note that one can just assume the entries of C^{(k)}_j to have variance |α^{(k)}_j |^2 to find again the original form (1). Since we are interested in the spectrum of P_{n,k}, we can always divide by α^{(k)}_k , so from now on, we suppose α^{(k)}_k = 1. Again, by Theorem 2.8-4, with probability 1 the matrix C^{(k)}_k is invertible, and hence the eigenvalues of P_{n,k}(x) coincide with the eigenvalues of its companion matrix M_k (2) and of its companion pencil A_kz − B_k (3). (The suffix k in this section emphasizes that we let k → ∞ while controlling n by k^P for some constant P > 0.)

We now prove Theorem 1.2, still following the lead of [10,17,38] and thus providing an almost sure limit for the empirical spectral distributions μ_{Pn,k} , as in Definition 2.7, when k → ∞, and when there exists a constant P > 0 such that n = n(k) = O(k^P ). Again, the most technical steps within the proof are dealt with in the appendices, so to improve the readability of the main text.

Proof. [Proof of Theorem 1.2] For the sake of a lighter notation, let us call G_k(z) := P_{n(k),k} (z), and let us refer to n(k) simply as n when it is not fundamental to stress its dependence on k. By Theorem 2.8-4, we can work in the probability 1 space of events where C_k := C^{(k)}_k , and thus A_k, is invertible. Note that, for a single instance of the polynomial, μ_{Gk} belongs to the space of probability measures that integrate ln | · | in a neighbourhood of +∞. Moreover, we can always suppose |α^{(k)}_k | = 1 for every k, and the assumption of almost everywhere existence for U(z) implies that

ln ∑ i=0,...,k−1 |α^{(k)}_i |^2 |α^{(k)}_k |^2 = O(k).

Let U_k(z) :=^1_{nk} ln | det(G_k(z))| be a function defined for all z except on the eigenvalues of G_k(z). Since the leading term of the polynomial det(G_k(z)) is det(C_k ), we have

U_k(z) = 1 nk ln | | | | det(C_k ) nk∏ i=1 (z − λ_i(G_k )) | | | | = 1 nk ln | det(C_k )| + 1 nk nk∑ i=1 ln |z − λ_i(G_k)| = 1 k ∫ R^+

ln(x) dν_{Ck} (x) + ∫ C ln |z − z^′| dμ_{Gk} (z^′). (12)

On the other hand, if we fix z, then G_k(z) is an n × n complex random matrix. As a consequence, its determinant can be expressed through the product of its singular values:

U_k(z) = 1 nk ln | | | | n∏ i=1 σ_i(G_k (z)) | | | | = 1 k ∫ R^+

ln(x) dν_{Gk (z)}(x). (13)

If we fix z and analyse G_k(z), we find that the entries are i.i.d. copies of a random variable with mean 0, variance σ^2 = ∑_k i=0 |α^{(k)}_i |^2|z|^{2i}, and with a continuous density function. As a consequence, G_k(z)/σ has i.i.d. entries with mean 0 and variance 1 for every k. Each entry of G_k(z)/σ is of the type

Y_k = X^{(k)}_k α^{(k)}_k z^k σ + X^{(k)}_{k−1} α^{(k)}_{k−1}z^{k−1} σ + · · · + X^{(k)}_1 α^{(k)}_1 z σ + X^{(k)}_0 α^{(k)}_0 σ where X^{(k)}_i all have density function uniformly bounded by a constant M > 0. Thanks to Lemma 2.5, we can thus compute a bound on the density function of every entry Y_k in G_k(z)/σ.

M(Y_k)^{−1} ≥ 1 e k∑ i=0 M ( X^{(k)}_i α^{(k)}_i z^i σ )_{−1} ≥ 1 e k∑ i=0 |α^{(k)}_i |^2|z|^{2i} σ^2

M^{−1} = 1 Me

As a consequence the density of each entry of G_k(z)/σ is bounded by a same absolute constant, that in particular does not depend on k, n or z. We can now use Theorem 2.8-4,5 and find that for every u, v > 0, P (σ_n(G_k(z)/σ) ≤ u) ≤ cn^{52} u^2, P (‖G_k(z)/σ‖ ≥ v) ≤ n^2 v^2 , where c ∈ R^+ is an absolute constant. Taking u = (kn^2)^{−1} and v = kn^2, we find that up to a space of probability O(1/k^2), | | | | 1 k ∫ R^+ ln(x) dν_{Gk (z)/σ} (x) | | | | ≤ 1 k ln(kn(k)^2) = O ( ln(k) k )_{k→∞} −−−−→ 0, (14) where we used n(k) = O(k^P ). Since the sequence 1/k^2 is summable, Borel-Cantelli Lemma lets us conclude that (14) holds for any z and, almost surely, for all k large enough. Observe that the very same argument can be repeated after replacing G_k(z)/σ by C_k . Hence, almost surely, | | | | 1 k ∫ R^+ ln(x) dν_{Gk (z)/σ} (x) − 1 k ∫ R^+

ln(x) dν_{Ck} (x) | | | | ≤ | | | 1 k ∫ R^+ ln(x) dν_{Gk (z)/σ} (x) | | | + | | | 1 k ∫ R^+

ln(x) dν_{Ck} (x) | | |^{k→∞} −−−−→ 0. From (12) and (13) we thus have that, almost surely, | | | | | ∫ C ln |z − z^′| dμ_{Gk} (z^′) − ln(σ) k | | | | | = | | | | | 1 k ∫ R^+ ln(x) dν_{Gk (z)/σ} (x) − 1 k ∫ R^+

ln(x) dν_{Ck} (x) | | | | | k→∞ −−−−→ 0. Note now that, by hypothesis, 1 2k ln(σ^2) = 1 2k ln (_k ∑ i=0 |α^{(k)}_i |^2|z|^{2i} ) → U_μ(z). As a consequence, for almost any z and a.s. U_{μGk} (z) = ∫ C ln |z − z^′| dμ_{Gk} (z^′) → U_μ(z). Observe that μ_{Gk} = μ_A−1_{k Bk} , where A_k, B_k is the pencil associated to our polynomial G_k(z). In Lemma C.2 we proved that a.s.

lim sup k→∞ ∫ |z|≥1 ln |z| dμ_A−1_{k Bk} < ∞. Since U_{μGk} (z) → U_μ(z) for almost every z, we can apply Lemma B.1 and conclude that μ_{Pn(k),k} converges almost surely to μ.

As in the previous section, the result is universal in the sense that it does not depend on the distributions of X^{(k)}_j , as long that they are independent, have zero mean, unit variance and continuous and uniformly bounded density functions. By specializing the result to different choices of the weights α^{(k)}_j , we can obtain the limit ESD for particular sequences of random matrix polynomials.

– Kac Polynomials. If |α^{(k)}_j | = c^j for all j, k, where c > 0, then

lim_{k→∞} 1 2k ln (_k ∑ i=0 |α^{(k)}_i |^2 |α^{(k)}_k |^2 |z|^{2i} ) = −c + lim_{k→∞} 1 2k ln (_k ∑ i=0 |cz|^{2i} ) = U(z) = { −c + ln(|cz|), |cz| > 1, −c, |cz| ≤ 1, where one can verify that U(z) is the logarithmic potential of 1_S1_{/c}, the uniform measure on the circle of radius 1/c centred at zero.

The same limit U(z) with c = 1, holds when we impose α^{(k)}_j = 0 for all j, k except |α^{(k)}_k | = |α^{(k)}_0 | = 1.

– Binomial or Elliptic Polynomials. If |α^{(k)}_j |^2 = (_k j ) c^{2j} , for all j, k, where c > 0, then

lim_{k→∞} 1 2k ln (_k ∑ i=0 |α^{(k)}_i |^2 |α^{(k)}_k |^2 |z|^{2i} ) = −c + lim_{k→∞} 1 2k ln (_k ∑ i=0 ( k j ) |z|^{2i} ) = −c + 1 2 ln ( |cz|^2 + 1 ) , leading to a limit ESD with density f(z) = c^2 π(|cz|^2 + 1)^2 , that coincides with the uniform measure on the Riemann sphere after a stereographic projection with respect to the circle with radius 1/c.

– Flat or Weyl Polynomials. If |α^{(k)}_j |^2 = k^j c^{2j} /j!, for all j, k, where c > 0, then lim_{k→∞} 1 2k ln (_k ∑ i=0 |α^{(k)}_i |^2 |α^{(k)}_k |^2 |z|^{2i} ) = −c + lim_{k→∞} 1 2k ln (_k ∑ i=0 k^i/i! k^k/k! |cz|^{2i} ) = −c + 1 2 · { |cz|^2 − 1, |cz| < 1, ln |cz|^2, |cz| ≥ 1. leading to the uniform measure on the disk of radius 1/c and centred in zero.

– Hyperbolic Polynomials. If |α^{(k)}_j |^2 = Γ (d+j)/(Γ (d)j!)c^{2j} where c, d > 0 and Γ (x) = ∫_∞ 0 e^{−t}t^{x−1} dt, then one can verify that this case can be reduced to that of Kac polynomials. Hence, the limit ESD is again the measure 1_S1_{/c}.

We note that all the derived limit measures are independent of n, and in particular we showed that the same results know for scalar random polynomials [37] extend to matrix polynomials of any size. Moreover, they coincide with the limit ESDs computed in Remark 3.1, suggesting the conjecture that they hold for any function n(k), even those not bounded by k^P .

Actually, with slight modifications, one can prove the same result for monic matrix polynomials, meaning C_k = I_n and α^{(k)}_k = 1, thus generalizing a result of [3]. In particular, it is enough to add the hypothesis (_{k−1} ∑ i=0 |α^{(k)}_i |^2|z|^{2i−2k} )_{−1} = O(1)

for almost every z. The latter condition is satisfied, for example, when α^{(k)}_{k−1} ≥ γ > 0 for every k, and it includes the case α^{(k)}_i = 1 and X^{(k)}_i Gaussian discussed in [3].

Remark 4.1 The hypotheses on the density functions of X^{(k)}_j can actually be relaxed as long as we can ensure some bounds on the density of the entries Y_k in G_k(z)/σ. For example, in the case |α^{(k)}_j | = 1, we can see that it suffices to impose the bound on the density only for X^{(k)}_k and X^{(k)}_0 , since we would have M(Y_k) ≤ eM min { 1 − |z|^{−2k−2} 1 − |z|^{−2} , 1 − |z|^{2k+2} 1 − |z|^2 }

that is bounded for almost any z.

5 Further Work

We have rigorously obtained the limit of empirical spectral distribution for complex i.i.d. matrix polynomials under rather mild assumptions on the distribution of their entries. In future work, it could be of interest to extend our results by considering, for instance, coefficients restricted to be real (and/or otherwise structured), random variables with non-zero means, and singular matrix polynomials.

In particular, an interesting extension would be to study cases where the matrix polynomials presents infinite eigenvalues with non-zero asymptotic probability, probably leading to measures on the Riemann sphere. This would allow to relax the hypothesis of boundedness for the density functions of the random variables involved in the case k → ∞.

Under suitable assumptions, we note that taking the average in (12) leads to an expression for the logarithmic potential of the average ESD, so another direction for potential future research is to seek the average ESD for fixed parameter n, k. In fact, this has already been done in same special case ([4,15,25] for Gaussian pencils), but never in the same generality as discussed in this paper.

Acknowledgements

We acknowledge the computational resources provided by the Aalto Science-IT project. We are grateful to Carlos Beltrán for illuminating discussions that inspired us to improve both the presentation and the generality of our results.

References

1. M. Al-Ammari and F. Tisseur. Standard triples of structured matrix polynomials. Linear Algebra Appl., 437(3):817– 834, 2012.

2. D. Armentano and C. Beltrán. The polynomial eigenvalue problem is well conditioned for random inputs. SIAM J.

Matrix Anal. Appl., 40(1):175–193, 2019.

3. G. Barbarino and V. Noferini. The limit empirical spectral distribution of Gaussian monic complex matrix polynomials.

arXiv preprint arXiv:2005.07501, 2020.

4. P. Barone. On the condensed density of the generalized eigenvalues of pencils of gaussian random matrices and applications. Journal of Multivariate Analysis, 111:160 – 173, 2012.

5. C. Beltrán and K. Kozhasov. The real polynomial eigenvalue problem is well conditioned on the average. Found.

Comput. Math., 20(2):291–309, 2020.

6. A. Bharucha-Reid and M. Sambandham. Random Polynomials. Probability and Mathematical Statistics : a series of monographs and textbooks. Academic Press, 1986.

7. S. Bobkov and G. Chistyakov. Bounds on the maximum of the density for sums of independent random variables.

Journal of Mathematical Sciences, 199:100–106, 05 2014.

8. E. Bogomolny, O. Bohigas, and P. Leboeuf. Distribution of roots of random polynomials. Physical review letters, 68:2726–2729, 06 1992.

9. C. Bordenave. On the spectrum of sum and product of non-hermitian random matrices. Electron. Commun. Probab., 16:104–113, 2011.

10. C. Bordenave, P. Caputo, and D. Chafai. Circular law theorem for random markov matrices. Probability Theory and Related Fields, 152, 08 2008.

11. D. Chafaï. Lecture notes in singular values of random matrices, November 2009.

12. F. Dopico, P. W. Lawrence, J. Pérez, and P. Van Dooren. Block Kronecker linearizations of matrix polynomials and their backward errors. Numer. Math., 140:373–426, 2018.

13. F. Dopico and V. Noferini. Root polynomials and their role in the theory of matrix polynomials. Linear Algebra Appl., 584:37–78, 2020.

14. R. B. Dozier and J. W. Silverstein. On the empirical distribution of eigenvalues of large dimensional information-plus-noise-type matrices. Journal of Multivariate Analysis, 98(4):678 – 694, 2007.

15. A. Edelman, E. Kostlan, and M. Shub. How many eigenvalues of a random matrix are real? Journal of the American Mathematical Society, 7(1):247–267, 1994.

16. N. Etemadi. An elementary proof of the strong law of large numbers. Zeitschrift für Wahrscheinlichkeitstheorie und Verwandte Gebiete, 55:119–122, 1981.

17. V. Girko. Theory of Random Determinants. Mathematics and its Applications. Springer Netherlands, 1990. 18. I. Gohberg, P. Lancaster, and L. Rodman. Matrix Polynomials. SIAM, 2009. Unabridged republication of the book first published by Academic Press.

19. I. Y. Goldsheid and B. A. Khoruzhenko. The thouless formula for random non-hermitian jacobi matrices. Israel Journal of Mathematics, 148(1):331–346, 2005.

20. G. Grubb. Distributions and Operators. Graduate Texts in Mathematics. Springer New York, 2008. 21. S. Güttel and F. Tisseur. The nonlinear eigenvalue problem. Acta Numer., 26:1–94, 2017. 22. F. Götze and A. Tikhomirov. Rate of convergence in probability to the marchenko-pastur law. Bernoulli, 10(3):503–548, 06 2004.

23. W. H. Inequalities between the two kinds of eigenvalues of a linear transformation. Proc Natl Acad Sci U.S.A., 35:408–411, 1949.

24. R. A. Horn and C. R. Johnson. Topics in Matrix Analysis. Cambridge University Press, 1991. 25. J. B. Hough, M. Krishnapur, Y. Peres, and B. Verág. Zeros of Gaussian Analytic Functions and Determinantal Point Processes. University lecture series. American Mathematical Soc.

26. I. Ibragimov and D. Zaporozhets. On distribution of zeros of random polynomials in complex plane. In A. N. Shiryaev, S. R. S. Varadhan, and E. L. Presman, editors, Prokhorov and Contemporary Probability Theory, pages 303–323, Berlin, Heidelberg, 2013. Springer Berlin Heidelberg.

27. I. Ibragimov and O. Zeitouni. On roots of random polynomials. Transactions of the American Mathematical Society, 349(6):2427–2441, 1997.

28. Z. Kabluchko and D. Zaporozhets. Asymptotic distribution of complex zeros of random analytic functions. Ann.

Probab., 42(4):1374–1395, 07 2014.

29. M. Lotz and V. Noferini. Wilkinson’s bus: Weak condition numbers, with an application to singular polynomial eigenproblems. Found. Comput. Math., 20:1439–1473, 2020.

30. V. Noferini and F. Poloni. Duality of matrix pencils, Wong chains and linearizations. Linear Algebra Appl., 471:730– 767, 2015.

31. P. Pagacz and M. Wojtylak. Random perturbations of matrix polynomials. Journal of Theoretical Probability, 11 2020. 32. I. E. Pritsker and A. M. Yeager. Zeros of polynomials with random coefficients. Journal of Approximation Theory, 189:88 – 100, 2015.

33. L. Shepp and R. Vanderbei. The complex zeros of random polynomials. Transactions of the American Mathematical Society, 347, 11 1995.

34. J. Silverstein and Z. Bai. On the empirical distribution of eigenvalues of a class of large dimensional random matrices.

Journal of Multivariate Analysis, 54(2):175 – 192, 1995.

35. T. Tao. Topics in Random Matrix Theory. Graduate studies in mathematics. American Mathematical Soc. 36. T. Tao and V. Vu. Random matrices: The circular law. Commun. Contemp. Math., 10(02):261–307, 2008. 37. T. Tao and V. Vu. Local Universality of Zeroes of Random Polynomials. International Mathematics Research Notices, 2015(13):5053–5139, 06 2014.

38. T. Tao, V. Vu, and M. Krishnapur. Random matrices: Universality of ESDs and the circular law. Ann. Probab., 38(5):2023–2065, 2010.

39. R. Thompson. Principal submatrices IX: Interlacing inequalities for singular values of submatrices. Linear Algebra and its Applications, 5(1):1 – 12, 1972.

40. A. Tikhomirov. Limit theorems for random matrices. In P. Eichelsbacher, G. Elsner, H. Kösters, M. Löwe, F. Merkl, and S. Rolles, editors, Limit Theorems in Probability, Statistics and Number Theory, pages 295–317, Berlin, Heidelberg, 2013. Springer Berlin Heidelberg.

41. F. Tisseur and K. Meerbergen. The quadratic eigenvalue problem. SIAM Rev., 43(2):235–286, 2001.

A Appendix: Matrix Theory

In this appendix we collect some useful results on eigenvalues and singular values of matrices.

Lemma A.1 (Weyl Inequalities [23]) For every n × n matrix A and any 1 ≤ k ≤ n, k∏ i=1 |λ_i(A)| ≤ k∏ i=1 σ_i(A), n∏ i=k |λ_i(A)| ≥ n∏ i=k σ_i(A), where |λ_1(A)| ≥ |λ_2(A)| ≥ · · · ≥ |λ_n(A)|, σ_1(A) ≥ σ_2(A) ≥ · · · ≥ σ_n(A). Lemma A.2 ([24]) If M, N are square complex matrices, then σ_{2i}(AB) ≤ σ_i(A)σ_i(B), ∀i : 2i ≤ n, σ_{2i−1} (AB) ≤ σ_i(A)σ_i(B), ∀i : 2i − 1 ≤ n. Lemma A.3 ([9]) If M, N are square complex matrices, then for any α > 0 ∫ x^αdν_{MN} ≤ 2 (∫ x^{2α}dν_M )_{1/2} (∫ x^{2α}dν_N )_{1/2} . A result we use in our arguments is the following interlacing property of the singular values of submatrices.

Theorem A.4 (Interlacing Singular Values for Submatrices [39]) Let A be an m × n matrix, and B a p × q submatrix of A with singular values, respectively,

α_1 ≥ α_2 ≥ · · · ≥ α_{min(m,n)}, β_1 ≥ β_2 ≥ · · · ≥ β_{min(p,q)}.

Then α_i ≥ β_i, i = 1, 2, . . . , min(p, q), β_i ≥ α_{i+(m−p)+(n−q)}, i = 1, 2, . . . , min(p + q − n, p + q − m).

B Appendix: Logarithmic Potential

In this appendix we provide the proofs of some technical results on logarithmic potential of finite measures.

Lemma B.1 Let μ be a probability measure, and U(z) ∈ L^1_{loc}(C ) with ΔU = 2πμ. Suppose that {μ_n}_n is a sequence of probability measures such that U_{μn} (z)^{n→∞}−−−−→ U(z) almost everywhere. If there exists R ≥ 1 such that

lim sup n→∞ ∫ |z|≥R ln |z| dμ_n < ∞, then μ_n → μ weakly.

Proof. Observe first that

lim sup n→∞ ∫ |z|≥R ln |z| dμ_n < ∞ =⇒ sup_{n≥N} ∫ |z|≥R ln |z| dμ_n < C (15)

for a certain index N and a constant C > 0. We can suppose, without loss of generality, that N = 1. As a consequence, every μ_n is integrable in a neighbourhood of infinity, and by Lemma 2.3, the functions U_{μn} are all in L^1_{loc}(C ).

Let now K be any relatively compact subset of C , and in particular suppose that all z ∈ K satisfy |z| ≤ M for some M > 1. U_{μn} are in L^1(K), so we can estimate their integral. ∫ K |U_{μn} (z)| dz = ∫ K | | | | ∫ C ln |z − z^′| dμ_n(z^′) | | | | dz = ∫ K | | | | ∫ |z−z′|≤1 ln |z − z^′| dμ_n(z^′) + ∫ |z−z′|>1 ln |z − z^′| dμ_n(z^′) | | | | dz ≤ ∫ K ∫ |z−z′|≤1 − ln |z − z^′| dμ_n(z^′) dz + ∫ K ∫ |z−z′|>1 ln |z − z^′| dμ_n(z^′) dz.

In both terms, we can invoke the Fubini-Tonelli theorem and swap the order of integration. For the first term, ∫ K ∫ |z−z′|≤1 − ln |z − z^′| dμ_n (z^′) dz ≤ ∫ C ∫ z∈K,|z−z′|≤1 − ln |z − z^′| dz dμ_n (z^′), and switching to polar coordinates, ≤ ∫ C ∫ |z−z′|≤1 − ln |z − z^′| dz dμ_n(z^′) ≤ ∫ C 2π ∫_1 0 −r ln r dr dμ_n (z^′) = π 2 . Actually, if |K| ≤ π, one can find a better bound. Indeed, in this case, we do not integrate on the whole unit disk, but we find that it is dominated by the integral on the disk with radius √ |K|/π, obtaining the bound

≤ ∫ C ∫ |z−z′|≤ √_{|K|/π} − ln |z − z^′| dz dμn(z^′) ≤ ∫ C 2π ∫ √_{|K|/π} 0 −r ln r dr dμ_n(z^′) = |K| 2 ( 1 − ln |K| π ) . For the second term, we can use (15) so that ∫ K ∫ |z−z′|≥1 ln |z − z^′| dμ_n(z^′) dz ≤ ∫ C ∫ z∈K,|z−z′|≥1 ln |z − z^′| dz dμ_n(z^′) ≤ ∫ C ∫ z∈K ln(M + |z^′|) dz dμ_n(z^′) = ∫ C |K| ln(M + |z^′|) dμ_n(z^′) = ∫ |z′|<R |K| ln(M + |z^′|) dμ_n(z^′) + ∫ |z′|≥R |K| ln(M + |z^′|) dμ_n (z^′) ≤ |K| ln(M + R) + ∫ |z′|≥R |K| ln((M/R + 1)|z^′|) dμ_n(z^′) ≤ |K| ln(M + R) + |K| ln(M/R + 1) + |K| ∫ |z′|≥R ln |z^′| dμ_n(z^′)

≤ |K|(2 ln(M + R) − ln(R) + C).

As a consequence, when |K| > π we have that ∫ K |U_{μn} (z)| dz is bounded from above by ∫ K |U_{μn} (z)| dz ≤ π 2 + |K|(2 ln(M + R) − ln(R) + C) < ∞,

and when |K| ≤ π, we get ∫ K |U_{μn} (z)| dz ≤ |K| 2 ( 1 − log |K| π ) + |K|(2 ln(M + R) − ln(R) + C)^{|K|→0}−−−−−→ 0. (16) If we now fix ε > 0, then ∫ K |U_{μn} (z) − U(z)| dz = ∫ K |U_{μn} (z) − U(z)|1_{|Uμn (z)−U(z)|≤ε} dz + ∫ K |U_{μn} (z) − U(z)|1_{|Uμn (z)−U(z)|>ε} dz ≤ |K|ε + ∫ K |U_{μn} (z)|1_{|Uμn (z)−U(z)|>ε} dz + ∫ K |U(z)|1_{|Uμn (z)−U(z)|>ε} dz.

Define E_n := {z ∈ K : |U_{μn} (z) − U(z)| > ε} and observe that in the limit n → ∞ it must be |E_n| → 0 since U_{μn} → U. Since U(z) ∈ L^1(K), we get that ∫ K |U(z)|1_{En} dz^{|En|→0} −−−−−→ 0. Moreover, since E_n is relatively compact and |E_n| → 0, then (16) yields ∫ K |U_{μn} (z)|1_{En} dz = ∫ En |U_{μn} (z)| dz^{|En|→0} −−−−−→ 0 so lim sup n→∞ ∫ K |U_{μn} (z) − U(z)| dz ≤ |K|ε

for every ε > 0, and in particular, U_{μn}^{L1(K)}−−−−→ U.

To conclude, we note that U_{μn} and U are locally integrable, and thus they are Schwartz distributions. From Lemma 2.1, U_{μn}^L 1 loc −−−→ U implies that U_{μn}^{D′(C)}−−−−→ U. Moreover, the Laplacian operator Δ is continuous on the space of distributions, and since μ_n are integrable in a neighbourhood of infinity by (15), then ΔU_{μn} = 2πμ_n ∈ D^′(C ) from Lemma 2.3. As a

consequence ΔU_{μn} = 2πμ_n^{D′(C)}−−−−→ 2πμ = ΔU, that yields the weak convergence of measures due to Lemma 2.2.

C Appendix: Matrix Polynomials

In this appendix we state and prove two intermediate lemmata that are needed for our main results. In the proofs, we borrow in part arguments from [9], and we use the following kn × kn block diagonal matrix D_n as a normalization factor.

D_n := 1√ n I_n I_n . . . I_n . (17)

Lemma C.1 Let A_n, B_n be the pencil associated with the random matrix polynomial (7), where α_k = 1. We have that

lim sup n→∞ ∫ |z|≥1 ln |z| dμ_A−1_{n Bn} < ∞.

Proof. Recall that

A_n := C_k I_n . . . I_n , B_n :=

−α_{k−1}C_{k−1} . . . −α_1C_1 −α_0C_0 I_n .. . I_n and that, thanks to Theorem 2.8-1, we can always consider A_n invertible.

Note that thanks to Lemma A.1, and for any α > 0, ∫ |z|≥1 ln |z| dμ_A−1_{n Bn} = 1 nk ∑ |λi|≥1 ln |λ_i(A^{−1}_n B_n)| = 1 nk ln ∏ |λi|≥1 |λ_i(A^{−1}_n B_n)|

≤ 1 nk ln ∏ |λi|≥1 σ_i(A^{−1}_n B_n) ≤ 1 nk ln ∏ σi≥1 σ_i(A^{−1}_n B_n)

= ∫ x≥1 ln x dν_A−1_{n Bn} ≤ c_α + ∫ R x^α dν_A−1_{n Bn} , where c_α is a constant that depends only on α. Moreover, from Lemma A.3, ∫ x^α dν_A−1_{n Bn} ≤ 2 (∫ x^{2α} dν_{(DnAn)}−1 )_{1/2} (∫ x^{2α} dν_{DnBn} )_{1/2} = 2 (∫ x^{−2α} dν_{DnAn} )_{1/2} (∫ x^{2α} dν_{DnBn} )_{1/2}

where D_n is the normalization matrix in (17). As a consequence, it is enough to prove that there exists an α > 0 for which x^{−α} is u.b. for {ν_{DnAn} }_n and x^α is u.b. for {ν_{DnBn} }_n. Observe that set of the singular values of D_nA_n consists of nk − n singular values equal to 1 and of the n singular values of C_k / √ n. Theorem 2.8-2 shows that there exists α > 0 for which

lim sup n→∞ ∫ x^{−α} dν_{DnAn} = 1 k lim sup n→∞ ∫ x^{−α} dν_{Ck /}^√_n + k − 1 k < ∞.

Moreover, for α = 2, we have that ∫ x^2 dν_{DnBn} = 1 nk ‖D_nB_n‖^2_F

= n(k − 1) nk + 1 k k−1∑ j=0 |α_j |^2 1 n^2 ‖C_j ‖^2_F

and by strong law of large numbers, every term ‖C_j ‖^2_F /n^2 converges almost surely to 1, so

lim n→∞ ∫ x^2 dν_{DnBn} = k − 1 k + 1 k k−1∑ j=0 |α_j |^2 < ∞.

Lemma C.2 Let A_k and B_k be the pencil associated to the matrix polynomial (11), where n = n(k) is a function for which there exists a constant P > 0 such that n(k) = O(k^P ). Moreover, suppose that the coefficients α^{(k)}_j satisfy

ln 1 + ∑ j=0,...,k−1 |α^{(k)}_j |^2 = O(k).

Then, almost surely, lim sup k→∞ ∫ |z|≥1 ln |z| dμ_A−1_{k Bk} < ∞. Proof. Recall that

A_k := C_k I_n .. . I_n , B_k :=

−α^{(k)}_{k−1}C_{k−1} . . . −α^{(k)}_1 C_1 −α^{(k)}_0 C_0 I_n .. . I_n and due to item 4. in Theorem 2.8, we can always consider A_k invertible. Let

D_k := 1√ n I_n I_n .. . I_n and notice that A^{−1}_k B_k = (D_kA_k)^{−1}(D_k B_k).

Using Lemma A.1 and Lemma A.2, for any α > 0, ∫ |z|≥1 ln |z| dμ_A−1_{k Bk} = 1 nk ∑ |λi|≥1 ln |λ_i(A^{−1}_k B_k)| = 1 nk ln ∏ |λi|≥1 |λ_i(A^{−1}_k B_k)|

≤ 1 nk ln ∏ |λi|≥1 σ_i(A^{−1}_k B_k ) ≤ 1 nk ln ∏ σi≥1 σ_i(A^{−1}_k B_k)

≤ 2 nk ln ∏ σi(A−1k Bk )≥1 σ_i((D_k A_k)^{−1})σ_i(D_k B_k)

≤ 2 nk ln ∏ σi≥1 σ_i((D_k A_k)^{−1}) + 2 nk ln ∏ σi≥1 σ_i(D_k B_k)

= 2 ∫ x≥1 ln x dν_{(Dk Ak )}−1 + 2 ∫ x≥1 ln x dν_{Dk Bk} ≤ 2c_α + 2 ∫ R+ x^{−α} dν_{Dk Ak} + 2 ∫ x≥1 ln x dν_{Dk Bk} , where c_α is a constant that depends only on α. Observe that D_kB_k has a rectangular identity submatrix of size (k−1)n×kn.

If S_k = 1 + ∑ s=0,...,k−1 |α (k) s |^2, then by assumption ln(S_k ) = O(k). Thanks to Theorem A.4, we thus know that all but its largest n singular values are bounded by 1. We can crudely bound the largest singular values with the spectral norm of D_kB_k by P[‖D_kB_k ‖ > e^k √ S_k] ≤ P[‖D_kB_k‖^2_F > e^{2k} S_k] ≤ n(k − 1) + nS_k e^{2k}S_k .

Therefore, since n(k) = O(k^P ), we have that ‖D_kB_k ‖ ≤ e^k √ S_k up to a space of probability O(e^{−k}). As a consequence, ∫ x>1 ln x dν_{Dk Bk} = 1 kn n∑ i=1 ln(σ_i(D_kB_k )) ≤ ln(e^k √ S_k) k = O(1).

Since n(k) = O(k^P ), we can use item 4. in Theorem 2.8 to see that P[σ_n(C_k / √ n) ≤ k^{−1− 7}4^P ] ≤ cn(k)^72 ‖f‖_∞k^{−2− 7}2^P = O(k^{−2}).

Thus, up to a space of probability O(k^{−2}), ∫ x^{−α} dν_{Dk Ak} = 1 k ∫ x^{−α} dν_{Ck /}^√_n + k − 1 k ≤ 1 k k^{(1+ 7}4^{P )α} + k − 1 k ≤ 2 for any α ≤ 1/(1 +^7_4 P ). By Borel-Cantelli Lemma we conclude that ∫ |z|≥1 ln |z| dμ_A−1_{k Bk} ≤ 2c_α + 2 ∫ R+ x^{−α} dν_{Dk Ak} + 2 ∫ x≥1 ln x dν_{Dk Bk} = O(1)

almost surely.