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Abstract

In this paper we describe a triple correspondence betweghdimits, information theory and
group theory. We put forward a new graph limit concept caltegiconvergence that is closely
connected to dense graph limits but its main applicatioagathe study of sparse graph sequences.
We present an information theoretic limit concept fotuples of random variables that is based
on the entropy maximization problem for joint distribut®af random variables where a system
of marginal distributions is prescribed. We give a fruitbdrrespondence between the two limit
concepts that has a group theoretic nature. Our applicatomin graph theory and information
theory. We shows that if is a bipartite graphP; is the edge andis the homomorphism density
function then the supremum &g ¢(H, G)/logt(P1,G) in the set of all graph& is the same as
in the set of graphs that are both edge and vertex transifives result gives a group theoretic
approach to Sidorenko’s famous conjecture. We obtain in&bion theoretic inequalities regarding
the entropy maximization problem. We investigate the knot sparse random graphs and discuss

quasi-randomness in our framework.

1 Introduction
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In the frame of graph limit theory one considers large finitepips as approximations of analytic
objects and thus graph limit theory brings tools from anialirgo graph theory. Quite interestingly,
graph limit theory branches into a number of distinct the®depending on the number of edges
in the graphs that we study. If the growth rate of the numbedufes is quadratic in the number
of vertices in a graph sequence then it is calledkasegraph sequence and in the sub-quadratic
case it is called aparsegraph sequence. The well established theory of dense grajib (see:
[91,[20],[21,[17]), trivializes when applied for sparsegeences. There are various limit theories for
sparse graph sequences. Most of these limit theories amedsfi the very sparse setting when
graphs have bounded degree and in this case almost all limdepts are variants of the so-called

Benjamini-Schramm limit conceptl[5]. Despite of very premg directions([3]/[11] the picture is
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even less coherent in the sub-quadratic but super-lingamee The goal of this paper is to present a
circle of new ideas in this subject that emerged as byprafdhe information theoretic approach
[14] of Sidorenko’s famous conjecture [13].

For a pair of finite graph#, G let t(H, G) denote the probability that a random function from
V(H) to V(G) maps edges to edges. One can interf{tt G) as the density of the gragi in G.
In dense graph limit theory a sequence of grapfis} 2, is called convergent fim;_,~, t(H, G;)
exists for everyd. Note that if{G,}5°, is sparse then these limit numbers aredall

Sidorenko’s conjecture can be stated as the inequalify G) > t(P;, G)/FUD! whereH is a
bipartite graph ,P; is the single edge and is an arbitrary graph. This was originally formulated
by Sidorenkol[[1B] in an equivalent form as a family of cortiela inequalities for Feynmann type
integrals. The conjecture is verified for various familiébipartite graphs but a complete solution
is still missing.

Sidorenko’s inequalities are examples for graph ineqgealihat are linear after taking logarithm.
An advantage of writing such inequalities in a logarithnoerf is that the quantityl(H, G) :=
—log(t(H,G)) has an information theoretic meaning that can be utilizgadofs. It was observed
and exploited in[14] thad( H, G) is the relative entropy (KL-divergence) of the uniform distition
on edges i with respect to the uniform measure BiiGG) x V(G). Entropy is usually measured
in bits however quotients of the ford{ H1, G)/d(H, G) are dimensionless quantities that are very
natural to consider since they express the numider whicht(Hz, G)* = t(H;, G). (Note that the
quantitiesd(H,, G)/d(Hs, G) are similar to homomorphism domination exponents however t
behavior is different.)

Roughly speaking, log-convergence is the convergence fshationsd(H, G;)/d(H2, G;) in
a graph sequenc“;}:2,. We have to be careful about a few things in this definitione Tirst
problem is that these quantities are not always boundedrausdie loose the convenient compact-
ness property that every graph sequence has a convergeséguénce. The second problem is
that if ¢(H, G) = 0 thend(H, G) is not defined. There are various ways of getting around these
problems (chaptér 11 is partially devoted to this issue)éwawif we work in the bipartite setting,
as we do in most of the paper, then these problems disappeé#hne bbipartite setting graphs are
equivalent with subsets in product séfsx V5. In this sense, from an algebraic point of view, the
bipartite setting is more general than the graph settingesimaphs are symmetric subset$’ok V'
and thus graphs can be regarded as special objects in théteipatting. For example Sidorenko’s
conjecture in the original form was formulated in the biiarsetting and it implies the analogous
conjecture in the graph setting by regarding graphs as alpalgjects in the bipartite setting. We
differentiate between graphs in the bipartite setting araplgs that happen to be bipartite (for a
more detailed explanation see chapier 2).

A convenient fact about the bipartite setting is thaK d(H,G)/d(P;,G) < cy holds (if



the edge sets aff and H are not empty) for some constant < |V;(H)||V2(H)| depending on

H whereV;(H) and V2 (H) are the two color classes iH. (Note that Sidorenko’s conjecture
says that the optimal value ef; is |[E(H)| but the weaker estimaté’ (H)||V2(H)| is easy to
prove.) This implies that (in the bipartite setting) everggh sequence contains a convergent sub-
sequence since log-convergence is equivalent with theergance of the quantitids( H, G) :=
d(H,G)/d(Py, Q).

Convergence of the quantitidéH, G) is equivalent with dense graph convergence however the
normalization byd(P;, G) changes the behavior significantly. Quite surprisingly-éogvergence
differentiates between an infinite family of sparse randaaph models depending on a sparsity
exponent) < 8 < 1. In these graph models edgedirare created independently with probability
|V (G)]?A~2. In theoreni B we determine the limiting quantitigs?, G) (as|V (G)| goes to infinity)
in sparse random graph models depending on the paraphétead another parametarthat comes
into the picture due to the bipartite setting and disappieatse graph setting). Our proof uses tech-
niques developed for counting small sub-graphs in sparsdora graph< 1] and a special property
of bipartite graphs.

From the extremal combinatorics point of view there is a \@nyvenient property of log-limits.
Let £ denote the completion of the set of (bipartite) graphs wétspect to log-convergence. The
graph parameter§ — h(H,G) extend continuously t€. The spaceC is compact and embeds
naturally intoR> as a convex subset using the paramet€ig, —) (this convexity is proved in
lemmd4.8). The Krein-Milman theorem implies that the lagil spacel is the closed convex hull
of its extreme points. We can regard these extreme pointgjasie elements irt.

Note that despite of the fact that graphons (two variableswmesdble functions representing dense
graph limits) form a convex space there is no known naturavep structure on the dense graph
limit spaceWV consisting of equivalence classes of graphons. A large lobdyork in extremal
combinatorics (in the dense setting) can be described dgistuthe properties of finite dimensional

projections of the dense graph limit space using maps ofdtre f
W — (t(Hy, W), t(Hy, W), ... ,t(Hy, W)) € R

for a finite set of graphg H;}%_,. These projections are compact but typically non convex and
rather complicated shapes. Due to extensive researchdadds there is a complete description of
the two dimensional shape whéh is a single edge anff; is the triangle[[12]. However such a
complete description is known only in a very few cases. Eipibjections of the log-limit spacé
usingh(H, —) are convex sets iR* which gives hope for a nicer description using extremal fsoin
Most of this paper deals with a fruitful correspondence leetwlog-limits and an information
theoretic limit concept for joint distributions of randoraniables. The information theoretic limit

concept is based on an entropy maximization problem thattégesting on its own right. Quite



surprisingly group theory comes naturally into the picture

Let us consider (finite) joint distributiony = (X, Xs,...,X}y) of k random variables. It
is a classical fact that if we prescribe the individual disttions of X; for everyi then the joint
distribution that maximizes the entropy with these marigirssthe independent coupling of the given
distributions. It is natural to investigate the more commgied entropy maximization problem in
which we prescribe a system of marginal distributions offten { X; };c ., whereL = {L;}7_, is
asetsystemifl,2,...,k}. Ingeneralitis not clear whether such a system of margimadtaints
can be satisfied by any joint distribution at all. Howevek ifs the edge set of a bipartite graph
and the marginal distributions are all the same, Bay- (Y1, Y3), then there is at least one such
joint distribution (see chaptét 5) and thus the entropy mization problem makes sense. It turns
out that the mutual informatios*(H, Y") of the entropy maximizing distribution (which is unique)
shares many properties with the logarithmic subgraph tdesdi{ H, ). It is worth mentioning that
the entropy maximizing distribution is a Gibbs distributiand consequently a Markov random field
on the vertices off. We study the convergence notion corresponding to the Haadequantities
h*(H,Y) := d*(H,Y)/d*(P1,Y). Convergence of the quantitid$(H,Y") is analogous to dense
graph limits and convergence bf(H,Y) is analogous to log-convergence. We say that a sequence
of joint distributions{Y* = (Y, Y3)}2, is h*-convergent iflim, ., h*(H,Y?) exists for every
bipartite graphH with no isolated points.

A central result in this paper (see theoreéim 1) connects thenpstersh(H, —) andh*(H, —)

through log-convergence.

For every finite joint distributiort” = (Y1, Y2) there is sequence of grapR&7; 152, that are
both edge and vertex transitive witlw;, ., h(H, G;) = h*(H,Y).

We call graphs that are both edge and vertex transitilge-vertex transitive graph@\ote that
in the bipartite setting automorphisms have to respectdlte classes and so edge-vertex transitivity
is equivalent with the property that the graph is edge ttavesand has no isolated vertices.) Edge-
vertex transitive graphs are fully described through thie plastabilizers of the two endpoints of
an edge and thus edge-vertex transitive graphs are giveripbgstG, 71, 7> whereG is a finite
group andl}, T, are subgroups id=. Subgraph densities of edge-vertex transitive graphs ean b
characterized through the number of solutions of equatietes in finite groups and thus theorem
[ puts the quantities*(H,Y") into a group theoretic context.

If Gis a graph and{; = (X3, X») is a uniformly chosen random edge with endpoifts
and X, then we can apply theordm 1 féf; and obtain a graph sequeng@;}5°, of edge-vertex
transitive graphs withim; , . h(H, G;) = h*(H, Xg) > h(H,G). We can regard the graplig
as uniformized (or smoothened) versionstaf Thus we encode valuable information fraghin
highly symmetric and homogeneous objects. Using this spoedence we obtain a group theoretic

and an information theoretic characterization of the va(é!) := sup, h(H,G). Sidorenko’s
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conjecture for a bipartite grapH is equivalent withc(H) = |E(H)|. Since this is checked for
various graphg/ we obtain new inequalities in group theory and informatioeary (see corollary
B.1.) On the other hand we also obtain that Sidorenko’s ctunje holds forH if and only if
t(H,G) > t(P,G)FUH)I holds in every edge-vertex transitive graghs

2 Graph homomorphisms and dense graph limits

A graph homomorphismis a map from the vertexisetl ) of a graphH to the vertex se¥' (G) of a
graphG such that edges are mapped to edges. Let Hénd7) denote the set of all homomorphisms.
The (homomorphism) density éf in G is the probability that a random map frov( H) to V(G)

is a homomorphism. We denote the homomorphism densityByG) and we have tha{ H, G) =
[Hom (2, G)[|V(G)|~IVUDL,

Graph homomorphisms can be studed in the context of bipantitphs. LeBB denote the set of
finite graphs in which the vertices are partitioned into tiasses labeled by the natural numbers
1 and?2 such that the endpoints of every edge have different lafieli £ B then we denote by
V1(G) andV,(G) the partition classes given by the label. The edge set carebed as a subset in
V1(G) x Vo(G). A homomorphism between two graphsfris defined as a graph homomorphism
with the extra property that it preserves the label of evasgtex. The homomorphism density
t(H,G) insideB is defined as the probability that a random label preserviag fromV (H) to
V(@) is a graph homomorphism. As the next example shows, it is itapbto distinguish between
graphs that happen to be bipartite and graplis. ibet P, be the single edge. One can calculate that
t(Py, P1) = 1/2. However if we viewP; as an element i8 with endpoints labeled by and2 then
t(Py, Py) = 1.

Homomorphis densities in both the general and in the bipactintexts satisfies the following

properties (see [7]).

Blow up invariance: If G,, is obtained from the grapff by replacing each vertex by-vertices
and replacing each edge by the complete bipartite gfaph,, thent(H, G) = t(H, G,,) holds for
everym € N. In the bipartite setting, if7,,,,, is obtained fronG by replacing each vertex ivi (G)
by m points, each vertex iiz (G) by n points and each edge By, ,, thent(H, G) = t(H, G..n)-

Right multiplicativity: For two graph€,, G, let G; x G2 denote graph with vertex sét(G;) x
V(G2) and edge sef((vy, wy), (v2, w2)) | (v1,v2) € E(G1), (w1, w2) € E(G2)}. For two graphs
G1 andG; in B we defineG; x Gs the graph inB with V4 (G x G2) = V4(G1) x V1(G2) and
V2(G1 x G3) = Va(G1) x V2(G2). Edges are defined in the same way as in the non-bipartitegsett
by adding thain, v2 € V1 (G) anduvs, we € Va(G). In both settings we have thetH, G1 x G3) =
t(H,Gh)t(H,G3).



Left multiplicativity: If H3; is the disjoint union off; andH, thent(Hs, G) = t(Hy, G)t(Hs, G)
holds for evenyG.

One point graph: If P, is the one point graph ther Py, G) = 1 holds for everyG. Note that in

the bipartite setting there are two one point graphs up tm@phism.

Monotonicity: If H' is defined orV/ (H) andE(H') C E(H) thent(H',G) > t(H, G) holds for
all graphsG.

In the framework of the so-called dense graph limit theorgequence of graphg;}5°, is
called convergent ifim;_,, t(H, G;) exists for every finite grapif. Convergence in the bipartite
setting can be defined in the same way. The limit of a convégraph sequence can be represented
by thetrivial limit object which a graph parameter of the forfn: G — [0, 1] whereg is the set
of (isomorphism classes of) finite graphs af(d{) := lim;_, ., t(H, G). Similarly, in the bipartite
setting we get graph parameters of the fgfmB — [0, 1] as trivial limit objects. LetV denote the
set of all possible trivial limit objects for convergent ghasequences and ¥V, denote the set of
all possible trivial limit objects for convergent sequesigess. It is clear that bothV andW, are
closed compact sets iR> with the product topology. However the structure of thede severy
far from being trivial. For exampl®&V andW, are not convex. Projections of these sets to finitely
many coordinates represented by finitely many grd@hg ~_, are very importantin extremal graph
theory since these finite dimensional shapes encode alibp@$sequalities between the densities
of {H;}%_,. Even the simple looking case whéh is an edge and/; is the triangle took decades
to completely describe. This two dimensional non-convexare has a boundary that is the union

of countably many algebraic curves.

3 Edge-vertex transitive bipartite graphs

In this paper we will need graph automorphisms in the bifmgetting. An automorphism of a
bipartite graphH € B is an ivertible homomorphism from to itself. In other words automor-
phisms in the bipartite setting are normal graph automasrphiwith the extra condition that they
preserve labels. We say that a bipartite grépk B is edge-vertex transitiveif it is both edge and
vertex transitive. Note that in the bipartite settifigis called vertex transitive if the automorphism
group acts transitively on both (H) andV>(H). Edge-vertex transitivity in the bipartite setting
is equivalent with the property that a graph is edge traresdind contains no isolated vertices. The
next definition and lemma shows that edge-vertex trangifiephs in3 can be all described using

only a pair of subgroups in a finite group and thus they areligtoup theoretic objects.

G(G,T1,T5) the graphH in B such thatV;(H) := {¢T; | g € G} is the lef coset space according

Definition 3.1 Let G be a finite group and lef}, 7> < G be subgroups irG. We denote by



toT;fori=1,2andE(H) = {(9T1,9T2) | g € G}.

Lemma 3.1 The set of edge-vertex transitive graph#iis the same as the set of gragh&7, 71, T5)

whereG, Ty, T, are finite groups witll;, 75 < G.

Proof. Itis clear that every grapfi(G, 11, T») is edge-vertex transitive since the actigfi’;, g7>)" :=
(hgTh, hgT>) is transitive on the edges and on both left coset spaceshEather direction leff
be an edge vertex transitive graph with automorphism gr@@md let(vq, v2) € E(G) be a fixed
edge. Letl; denote the stabilizer af; for ¢ = 1,2. Then each vertex iW;(H) is uniquely deter-
mined by a left coset df;. The orbit of (v1,v2) under the action o is the set of all edges and
thusH is isomorphic taG (G, 11, T3).

Note thaiG(G, Ty, T») is connected if and only i} andT; generate the groug. Itis also worth
mentioning that there is a group theoretic interpretatiod 5, G(G, Ty, T»)) in terms of the number
of solutions of an equation system@h. For a bipartite grapli/f € 5 (with no isolated point) let
W (H,G, Ty, Ty) denote set of vectorfg.}eepmy in G satisfyingg.g;' € T, whenever
e N f € V;. These equations express the fact haf; = ¢,T; for every pair of edges, f with
eNn f € V; and thus for every element € V; there is a unique cosetT; with the property that
g.T; = t,T; holds whenevee containsv. This implies that the map — ¢,7; (forv € V) is a
homomorphism off to G(G, Ty, T%) and it is easy to see that every homomorphism is obtained in

|} N Ty [lEUD ways. It follows that
IHom(H, G(G, Ty, T2))| = |W (H, G, Ty, T)||Ty N Tp| 1]
and thus

t(H,G(G, 1, Tv)) = |W(H, G, 11, To) || T2 |V DN | V2D 1y 0 Ty 7 EUDT g = VD)

4 Logarithmic graph limits

The main motivation for our convergence notion comes frostlidy of graph theoretic inequalities
that are linear in the logarithms of subgraph densities Wwell known for example tha{Cy, G) >

t(P,, G)? holds where(, is the4-cycle andP, is the path withn-edges. It was conjectured by
Sidorenko that(H,G) > t(P;, G)P)| holds whenevefd is bipartite. (This is conjectured in
both in the bipartite and in the normal setting, but the Hif@wersion is stronger.) Sidorenko’s
conjecture is checked for a variety of graptis For a recent survey see [14]. These inequalities
are all linear inequalities for the quantitieg; ¢(H, G). It is very natural to represent every gra@gh

by the graph parametdf — —logt(H, G) where the negative sign is used to get a non-negative

number. It was pointed out in [14] thdtH, G) := — log t(H, G) is the relative entropy (also called



KL-divergence) of the uniform distribution on Hof#/, G) with respect to the uniform distribution
on V(@)Y H), For studying linear inequalities between the quantifigs, G) it is enough to view
the infinite dimensional vectdrl(H, G)) ycg up to a multiplication with scalar. In other words we
wish to work in the infinite dimensional projective spaceeTbss of information by the projective
view seems to be minor since we work with vectors in an infiditaensional space and we loose
basically one dimension. However this minor informatiosdaurns out to be fundamental. It leads
to a graph limit notion which is non-trivial for many intetegy sparse graph sequences. We say
that a graph sequendé;; 122, is log-convergentif lim;_, o, d(H1, G;)/d(Ha, G;) exists for every
pair of graphsH,, H, where bothH; and H, have at least one edge. The limit here might be
infinite. Another type of singularity that one has to be cakefith is whent(H», G) = 0 and thus
d(H2, G;) is not defined. It turns out however that in the bipartiteisgtive can completely avoid
these infinities and thus our limit notion behaves nicer.hia paper we study our limit concept in

the bipartite case and we will discuss the graph case in etiafit
Lemma 4.1 For H,G € Bwith E(H) # 0, E(G) # () we have that

d(P1,G) < d(H,G) < cpd(P1, G)
for some constanty depending orf{.

Proof. The inequalityd(P;,G) < d(H,G) follows fromt(P1,G) > ¢(H,G) which is a con-
sequence of the monotonicity 6f The monotonicity of also implies thati(H, G) < d(K,G)
where K is the complete bipartite graph on the vertex 8&tH) = Vi (H) U Vo(H). Since

K satisfies Sidorenko’s conjecture [13] we have thdt, G) > t(P,, G)IV1EIIV2(H)l and thus
d(K,G) < |Vi(H)||V2(H)|d(P1,G). It follows that the statement of the lemma is satisfied with
crr = [Vi(H)||Va(H)|.

Note that if H statisfies Sidorenko’s conjecture thepn = |E(H)| is the optimal choice in
lemmal4]. Leth(H,G) := d(H,G)/d(P1,G). If G is a complete graph then we have that
d(P,G) = d(H,G) = 0. In this case it is natural to defing H, G) := |E(H)| since this is
the limit of h(H, G,,) whenG,, tends toG in the normalized cut norm. Howeverd or H has no
edges (empty graph) there is no natural meaning éf, G). Let B, denote the set of graghi in B
such that?'(G) # 0. Note that lemmBb4]1 can also be writtenlas h(H, G) < cy whereG € By
andH e By.

Lemma 4.2 A graph sequencéG,}2, in By is log-convergent if and only iim; .., h(H, G;)

exists for everyd € By. Every graph sequence By has a log-convergent subsequence.

Proof. If {G;}32, is log-convergent then by definition(H, G;) is a convergent sequence if
E(H) # (). Onthe other hand, by finiteness of limits, we havethat . d(H1, G;)/d(H2, G;) =



lim; 00 h(H1, G;)/h(H2, G;) = lim; o h(Hy,G;)/lim; o h(H2,G;). The second statement
follows from1 < h(H,G) < cy.

Similarly to dense graph limits we can represent convergesgph sequences by trivial limit
objects. For a grapl € By let 7(G) € RBo denote the vectoth(H, G))mep,- A graph se-
quence{G,;}32, in By is log-convergent if and only f7(G;)}$2, is a convergent sequence in the

topological spac®&?°. The closureC of the set{7(G)}¢es, is the graph log-limit space.

Lemma 4.3 The graph log-limit space& is a convex compact set &P0.

Proof. Letz = lim; o 7(G;) andy = lim,_, ., 7(K;) for some log-convergent graph sequences
{Gi}2, and{K;}2, in By. Let0 < a < 1 be a real number. Ldt; denote the grapty; x G; x

X Gy x Ky x Ky x ... x K; whereG; is usedh;-times andK; is usedk; times for some sequence
{n;}22, and{k;}s2, of natural numbers withim; . d(P;, G;)d(P1, K;) " 'nk; ' = a(l—a)7
We have for every grapH € B, that

h(H, L) = (d(H,Gi)n: + d(H, K:)k;)/(d(Py, Gi)ni + d(Py, K;)ki) =

h(H,G;)(1 + d(Pr, K;)d(P1,Gi) "k )™t + h(H, K;)(1 + d(Py, G,)d(Pr, K;) 'ngk; )7L

It follows that
lim h(H,L;) = o lim h(H,G;)+ (1 — «) lim h(H, K;)

l—?OO 71— 00 11— 00
holds for everyH € By and thudim; ., 7(L;) = ax + (1 — «)y. The compactness & follows
from lemmd 4.D.

Remark 4.1 It follows from lemma 413 that every finite dimensional petin of the graph log-
limit space. to coordinates given byi, Hs, ..., H, € By is a convex compact set. It is not
clear whether these convex sets are polytopes i.e. conWisxdfifine point sets. One dimensional
projections are closed intervals but the endpoints are matvkn for every graptd. Sidorenko’s
conjecture says that(H, G) < |E(H)|.

Definition 4.1 We say thatV € L is ergodic ifiV is an extremal point irC.

Note that according to the Krein-Milman theoretns the closed convex hull of ergodic limit
objects. The most natural metric that metrizes log-coremeg comes from the definition itself. For
two graphsH, Hs € By let us define

K(G1,Ga) = Y |h(H,G1) — h(H,Gy)[27 VI,
HeBo

Since there are at mogt”/2 graphsH with |V (H)| = n and|h(H,G1) — h(H,Gs)| < |V (H)|?
we have that the above sum converges. It is clear that coeweegink is equivalent with log-

convergence and is the completion of3, with respect tos.
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5 Entropy maximization with marginal constraints

In this chapter we investigate the following problem. Assuthat for a set of random variables
X1, Xo, ... X, the joint distributions for certain subsets of the indi¢és2, ..., n} are prescribed.
With this constraint what is the maximal possible entropyha joint distribution of(X;) ,? A
trivial example is when the distribution of each individug) is given. In this case the entropy is
maximized if the random variables are independent. Anakample is when the joint distribution
of (X1, X5) and (X2, X3) are given. In this case the two given marginals must have ahees
marginal onX, otherwise there is no joint distribution f¢i’;)?_, satisfying this constraint. If the
marginals are given in a consistent way than the so-calleditonally independent coupling of
(X1, X2) and(X2, X3) maximizes the entropy.

For a precise formulation of the general problem we need swotation.

Definition 5.1 Let H C 2V be a set system (also called hypergraph) on a finite/seFor each
v € V let F, be a finite set and assume that for eachSet H there is a probability measure
ps onJ],cq Fo. We denote bfP({1s}scn) the set of all probability measurgson [, .y F
satisfyingu o wgl = pgs foreveryS € H whererns : [, .\ Fv — [],cg Fo denotes the projection
to the coordinates irb. We say that the systefus}scx is a consistent system of marginalsf

P({us}secn) is not empty.

Definition 5.2 Let H C 2V be a set system and for eache V let F, be a finite set. A probabilty
measurey on [ ], ., F, is called anH-Gibbs measure if there are non-negative functigis:
[1,cs Fo = RU {0} for everyS € H such that

p(z) =z""[] fs(ms(x))

SeH

wherez is the sum of [ 4 ;; fs(ms(x)) overallz € [[, oy Fo.
Using classical tools we get the following proposition.

Proposition 5.1 Assume thafus}scm is a consistent system of marginals. Then there is a unique

maximizery inside the sett € P({us}sen). Furthermore the measuyeis an H-Gibbs measure.

Proof. Using that marginals of convex combinations of measureshare&orresponding convex
combinations of the marginals we obtain that the/Réfu.s}sc ) is a convex set. It is also clear
thatP({us}ser) is a compact set. The entropy function is a strictly concarginuous function
and thus it has a unique maximizem P ({ s} se ). The marginal constraints farcan be written
in the form of (75" (z)) = ps(x) whereS runs throughl andz runs throug [, 5 F». These
equations are linear equations of the fo¥f) _ - 11(y) 1. (s (y)) = ps(x) for the values of: where

F =T],cy Fu- The principle of maximal entropy says that the entropy méaér ;. has the form
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Zexp(M f1+ Aafa + ...+ A fim) fOr some constant8 and{\;}7*, in R where eacly; : F — R

is a function of the forny;(y) = 1,(7s(y)) for someS € H andx € [],.¢ F,. This proves that

ves
is an H-Gibbs measure.

In the rest of this chapter we focus on special systems of ima@rgonstraints that are mostly
related to our graph limit notion. Roughly speaking we wishdquire that in a system of random
variables{ X, } ,cv indexed by the vertices of a bipartite grafihthe marginal§ X,,, X,,) are the
same distribution( X, X») for every edgdv,w) € E(H) withv € Vi(H),w € Vo(H). It will
turn out that such marginal constraints are always comgiste

We formulate our definitions in a more general hypergraptinget Assume that/ = UF_| V;
and thatd C 2V is such thatS N V;| = 1 holds for everyS € H and1 < i < k. It follows that
|S| = k holds for everyS € H. In combinatoricsd is called ak-partite k-uniform hypergraph.
The setH can also be regarded as a subsétjirx 1, x ... x Vi. The sepecial case &f= 2 is the
same as our sé of bipartite graphs with labeled color classes.

Assume that for everywe associate the same finite g&twith every element € V;. In other
words there is a given bijectiopy, : F,, — F; foreveryl < i < kandv € V;. ForeveryS € H
there is a bijectionbs : [],cg Fv — 1-, Fi given by[[,cs ¢o- Letv be a probability measure
on Hle F; and letus := v o ¢g for everyS € H. A convenient fact about the systefns}scn
is that it is always a consistent system of marginals. Thisloaseen in the following way. Let
¥ TI5, Fi — 1,y Fo defined by

Y(ar,az,...,ar) = (¢y " (a;))1<i<kvev;-

The measure defined byu(T) := v(yp =1 (T)) isin P({us}scu). Assume that the measurds
given by the joint distributionX = {X;, Xo, ..., X\ } whereX; takes values ir; for 1 < i <
k. Then we denote b@)(H, X) the setP({us}tsem). In other wordsQ(H, X) is the set of all
joint distributions{ X, } ,cv () such that the marginals on the edgegbare all equal taX. The

consistency of the marginal constraints in this settingjfjas the next definition.

Definition 5.3 Let H be ak-partite k-uniform hypergraph and leX = (X1, Xs,..., X)) be a
joint distribution ofk random variables with finite distributions. We denoterby, X) the maxi-
mal entropy in the sef (H, X ). We introduce the related quantites
k
d*(H,X) := —m(H, X) + > _H(X;)|Vi(H)],
=1
t"(H, X) := e~ @ (H.X)
and
W(H,X) = d*(H,X)/d* (Eg, X)

where E), denotes the singlé-edge. (IfX is an independent system of random variables then

0=d*(H,X) = d*(E, X). In this case we define*(H, X ) := |E(H)|.)
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Note thatd*(H, X)) is the mutual information in the entropy maximizing joinsttibution in
Q(H,X). In particulard*(Ey, X) is the mutual information of Xy, X, ..., X}). Since mutual

information is non-negative it follows thdt (H, X') is non-negative.

Remark 5.1 If X = (X3, X»,..., X)) is not a finite distribution but has finite mutual information
(this can be defined through relative entropy) then one céinéé* (H, X)) as the infimum of mutual

information in the seQ(H, X).

In the next few lemmas we prove various facts aliguandd* showing thati*(H, X) is the ana-
logue ofd(H, G), t*(H, X) is the analogue of(H, G) andh*(H, X) is the analogue of(H, G).
Then we finish the chapter with a theorem that formulates eefaching connection betweérand

h*. Let M* denote the set df-uniform k-partite finite hypergraphs with no isolated points.

Lemma5.1 If H, H' € M, are defined on the same vertexset&id’) C E(H)thenh*(H', X) <
h*(H, X) holds for every finite distributioX = (X1, Xs,..., X%).

Proof. We have that)(H, X) C Q(H’,X) and thusn(H, X) < m(H', X). Consequently we
haved*(H,X) > d*(H', X) implying h*(H, X ) > h*(H', X).

Lemma5.2 Let X = (X1, X2) be a finite distribution and assume thAtis a tree with at least
one edge. Theh*(H, X) = |E(H)|.

Proof. We have by propositidn 5.1 that the entropy maximizing dhistion in Q(H, X) is a Gibbs
measure and so it is a Markov random field. This implies thadilstribution of every vertex of
degresel is conditionally independent from the remaining verticéthwespect to its neighbor. This
means that by deletingthe change inn(H, X) is the mutual informatiod (X;; X5). This proves

the lemma by induction on the number of edgediin

Lemma5.3 Let X = (X, Xo,..., Xx) be an arbitrary finite joint distribution and? € M¥.
Thenl < h*(H,X) < Hle |V:(H)|. If & = 2 then we have the stronger lower bound

max(|Vi ()|, [Va(H)|) < b*(H, X).

Proof. We start with the upper bound. By lemimal5.1 it is enough to @the upper bound for the
completek-partitek-uniform hypergrapti on the vertex set”_, V;. Observe that the upper bound
is equivalent with
k
H(9) = pH(X) =) (p — [ViDH(X)) (1)
i=1

wherep = Hle |V;] andd is the entropy maximizing distribution i (K, X ). We go by induction
on the number of indicesfor which |V;| > 1. If |[V;| = 1 holds for everyl < i < k then the

statement is trivial sincé*(K,rv) = 1 holds in this case. Assume that the statement holds for
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some completdd with |V;| = 1 for some index. Now we add- — 1 new vertices td/; in K and

we denote byK’ the complete:-partite k-uniform hypergraph on this vertex set. Our goal is to
construct a probability measuféin Q(K’, X) that has high enough entropy to prove the necessary
lower bound for the entropy maximizer. L&tdenoter fold conditionally independent coupling of

6 with respect to the marginal on;;V;. Itis clear that’ € Q(K’, X'). Furthermore, following

the method in[[14], we have that

H(0') > rH(0) — (r = 1) D H(X;)[V;].
i
Usin (@) forH(#) in the above inequality we obtain the corresponding verél)rior K’ and thus
the induction is complete.

To prove the lower bound for generalobserve that sincé/ has at least one edge and mutual
information of random variables is decreasing when takirgssts of variables we get by restricting
the entropy maximizing distribution to a single edge #igtH, X ) > d*(Ex, X).

For the casé = 2 assume without loss of generality tH&t (H)| > |V2(H)|. SinceH has
no isolated point there is an edgg for everyv € Vi (H). Let H' be the graph whose edge set
is {eyJv € VA(H)}. Itis clear thatH’ is a tree with|V;| edges. We have by lemniab.2 that
h*(H', X) = |V4]. Sinceh*(H', X) < h*(H, X) the proof is complete.

Lemma 5.4 Assume thall € M isthe disjointunion off,, H, € M. LetX = (X1, Xo,..., Xk)
be afinite joint distribution. Them(H, X) = m(H1, X) + m(Hs, X),d*(H, X) = d*(H1, X) +
d*(Hy, X) andh*(H,X) = h*(Hq, X) + h*(Hz, X).

Proof. It is clear that the elements @(H, X) are all possible couplings ap(H;, X) and
Q(H2, X). Thus the entropy maximizer iQ(H, X) is the independent coupling of the entropy
maximizers inQ(H;, X ) andQ(H2, X). This proves the first claim. The remaining two equations

are direct consequences of the first one.

Lemma5.5 Let X = (X1, Xa,..., X)) andY = (Y7, Y5,...,Y}) be finite joint distributions and
let X x Y denote the independent couplifgXy, Y1), (X2, Y2),..., (X, Y%)). Then for every
H € M;, we have thati*(H, X xY) =d*(H,X) 4+ d*(H,Y).

Proof. Assume thafX; is F;-valued andY; is L;-valued forl < : < k. Let Px = Hle EW(H)

and Py = Hle LZV?‘(H). Let vx (resp. vy) denote the probability measure @ty (resp. Py)
representingX (resp. Y). We have thatX x Y is represented byx x vy on Px x Py. If
p € Q(H,X xY) then letux denote the marginal gf on Px and letuy denote marginal of:
on Py. We have thajux x uy € Q(H,X xY) and thatH(ux x py) > H(u). It follows that
the entropy maximizer i)(H, X x Y) is the product of the entropy maximizers@(H, X ) and

Q(H,Y).
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A novelty of definitio 5.8 is that it gives a natural definitifor sugbraph densities in joint distri-
butions of random variables. We believe that the quantitié&, X ), d*(H, X) andh*(H, X) are
useful information theoretic invariants of joint distriimns. The relationship between the quantities
h*(H,X) andh(H, G) is explained by the next theorem.

Theorem 1 For every finite joint distributionX = (X, X5) there is a log-convergent graph se-
quence{G; }52, such that; is edge-vertex transitive for eveiye N and

lim h(H,G;) =h"(H,X)

1— 00

holds for everyd € B.

Proof. We assume thaX; is a probability distribution o, and X, is a probability distribution
on Fy. ThusX is represented by a probability measuren F; x F». We denote the distributions
of X; and X, by 4, andv,. Note first that) (H, X') depends continuously anand thusn(H, X)
andh*(H, X) are also continuous in. Consequently it is enough to prove the statement for the
case where all probabilities inare rational numbers. This implies in particular that bodrginals
are given by rational probabilities.

In this proof we will use the convention thatdfis an element in some product SEt then
we denote bylistr(e) the probability distribution o’ obtained by choosing a uniformly random
coordinate ok. It is clear that exactly those probability distributiorende produced this way for
a fix n where each probability is of the forayn for some integet. The symmetric groug,, acts
on F™ by permuting the coordinates. It is clear thate; € F™ are in the same orbit &f,, if and
only if distr(e;) = distr(ez).

We denote by ,, (resp.Va ,) the subset of elementsn F*' (resp. inF3') in whichdistr(v) =
11 (resp.distr(v) = e). If n is big enough thef; ,, andV% ,, are non empty using the rationality
of the probabilities. Viewind/; ,, x V,,, as a subset ifiF; x Fg)”! we denote byF,, the set of
elements in V4 ,, x V5, that satisfydistr(e) = v. Again if n is big enough theif,, is non empty.
ThetripleG,, := (Vi n, V2.0, Ey,) is a bipartite graph such that the symmetric gréypacts on it by
permuting the coordinates. Sinég is given by a fix distribution it follows tha$,,; acts transitively
on E, and thusG,, is edge transitive. Note thaf, is embedded intd{™ as ansS, invariant
sub-graph wher&’ is the complete graph with; (K) = F, Vo (K) = Fy, E(K) = F; x Fb.

Let H € By be some fixed graph. The grosh, acts on the homomorphism set HO#/, G,,)
by (f™)(z) = f(z)™ wherer € S,,,z € V(H) andf € Hom(H, G,,). The fact thatS,, acts as
automorphisms oid7,, guarantees that images of homomorphisms are homomorphiBneskey
idea of the proof is that the number of orbits®f on Hom(H, G,,) is polynomial inn! however
the size of the largest orbit is exponential. Thus the sizé@fargest orbit dominates the logarithm

of [Hom(H, G,)| when normalized by.!. We need the next claim.
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Claim: Leta, denote the size of the largest orbit$)fy on Hom(H, G,,). Thenlim;_,, log(a,)/n! =
m(H, X)

Let O be an orbit ofS,,; on Hom(H, G,,). Assume thaff € O is some element. Sind&, is
embedded intd(™ we have thaff € Hom(H, K™) and thusf can be represented as a sequence
{fi}™, where eacly; is an element in Horfil, K). Let u = distr(f). We have thaO = {g|g €
Hom(H, K™),distr(g) = u). It follows by basic properties of entropy thabg(|O|) /n!—H(u)| =
o(1) uniformly for every orbitO if n is large enough. Observe thatis a probability distribution
on Flvl(H) X FQVZ(H) with the property that the marginal on every edgdbfs equal tov. This is
clear from the fact that these marginals represent edg€’ inecausef is a homomorphism. We
obtain thatlog(|O|)/n! < m(H, X) + o(1). To finish the proof of the claim we need to find an
orbit O with log(|O|) = m(H,X) + o(1). The idea is to discretize the probability distributién
in Q(H, X) that maximizes entropy. If we manage to fiédin Q(H, X) with the property that
drv(0,0") = o(1) for the total variation distancéry and¢’(z)n! € Z for every elementary event
x then#’ represents an orbit of homomorphismsHfinto G,, with the desired property. The set
Q(H, X) is a convex set defined by rational inequalities. It follohesttextremal points a (H, X)
have rational coordinates and thus rational points areedeng(H, X'). We obtain that) can be
approximated arbitrarily well by rational probability tibutions insideQ(H, X). If n is large
enough then any such approximatiwill have the integrality property’ (z)n! € Z. The proof of
the claim is thus finished.

Let b,, denote the number of orbits ¢, on Hom(H, G,,). Each orbit is represented by a

(H)

probability distribution onFlv1 X F2V2(H) with the property that elementary events have prob-

abilitis of the formr/n! for some integed < r < n!. This means thak, < (n! + 1)! where
t = |F |V (D Fy|V2(H)  Now we have that,, < Hom(H,G,,) < a,b, and thus

log(a,)/n! < log(|HOM (H, G,)|)/n! < log(a,)/n! + log(b) /nl.
We have by our estimate thiaig(b,,)/n! = o(1) and thus
log(|Hom (H, G,)|)/n! = m(H, X) + o(1). @)
Observe thalog(|V;.|)/n! = H(v;) + o(1) for i = 1,2. Thus we have by{2) that
log(t(H. G.,)) /n! = m(H, X) — Vi (H)[E{(v1) — [Va(H)[Hi(vz) + o(1) = d* (H, X) + o(L).

Using the above equation we obtain thatl, G,,) = h*(H, X) + o(1) finishing the proof.

6 An information theoretic limit concept

The goal of this chapter is to introduce limit concepts fanjaistributions ofk random vari-

ables wheré: is fixed. In chaptdr]5 we have introduced various ways ofrtgsdi joint distribution
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X = (X1, Xo,..., X;) by afinitek-partitek-unifrom hypergraph. These can be used to introduce
limit concepts in information theory. The limit conceptatdd tod* (or equivalently ta*) is very
similar to dense graph and hypergraph convergence. In #ifispwve are interested in convergence

corresponding to the quantitié$ and especially in the cage= 2.

Definition 6.1 Let {X® = (XF, X35,...,X})}22, be a sequence of finite joint distributions. We
say that{ X}, is h*-convergent (respd*-convergent) if we have thétm; ., h*(H, X?) (resp.
lim; o d*(H, X*)) exists for everyd € MP*.

Lemmal[5.B implies the convenient property /of convergence that every sequence of joint
distributions ofk random variables has/a -convergent subsequence. Similarly to the graph log-
limit space£ we denote byC; the limit space ofk-fold joint distributions inRM~. A function
[+ My — Risin £; if and only if there is a sequendeX*}5°, of k-fold joint distributions such
that f(H) = lim;_, h*(H, X*) holds for everyH € M,,. It follows from lemmd5.} following
the same argument as in lemmal 4.3 thatis a convex compact set. Similarly to definition]4.1 we
say thatiW € L£* is ergodic if it is an extreme point. ¥ = 2 we use the short-hand notatidri for

L5. An immediate corollary of theorefm 1 is thét is contained inC.

Definition 6.2 For a graphG € By let X = (X1, X2) denote the distribution of a uniform
random edge irG whereX; € V;(G) and X, € V(@) are the endpoints of the edge. By abusing
the notation we introduce*(H,G) = d*(H,X¢q), t*(H,G) = t(H,X¢) and h*(H,G) =
h*(H,Xg).

Lemma 6.1 LetG € By. Thenh*(H,G) > h(H,G) holds for everyH € B,. Furtehrmore ifG
is edge-vertex transitive théit (H, G) = h(H,G),d*(H,G) = d(H,G) andt*(H,G) = t(H, G)
holds for everyd € B.

Proof. We start with a few observations. It is clear theg(|V;(G)|) > H(X;) for i = 1,2

sincelog |V (G;)| is the entropy of the uniform distribution dni(G;) and uniform distribution has
the maximal entropy. Similarog(|[Hom(H,G)|) > m(H, X¢) holds since every distribution
in Q(H, X¢) is concentrated on the homomorphism set HémG). Observe that we have by

definition thatH(X ) = log(|E(G)|). From the definition oh*(H, X) we have

m(H,X) = h"(H, X¢)H(Xa) = Y _(h"(H,Xg) — |Vi(H)H(X,)

=1
and thus by the previous observations and lefinma 5.3 we obtain
2
log([Hom(H, G)|) > h*(H, X¢)log(|E(G)|) = Y _(h*(H, X¢) — [Vi(H)|) log(|Vi(G)])
=1
which is equivalent with the first statement.
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To see the second statement we have to check that all thealitezgiused above become
equalities and thad*(P;,G) = d(P1,G). The fact thatG is edge-vertex transitive implies that
the automorphism group @ acts transitively on botfv; (G) and V2(G) and thus the marginals
of X; and X, of X are uniform. It follows thafog(|V;(G)|) = H(X;) fori = 1,2. It fol-
lows thatd*(P,,G) = d(Pi,G). Edge-vertex transitivity implies that the uniform measur
on Hom(H, G) has uniform marginals on the edges and thus Q(H, X¢). It follows that
log(|Hom(H, G)|) < m(H, X¢) and this together with the opposite inequality from abovglies
log(|Hom(H, G)|) = m(H, X¢g).

From lemma&J1 and theordrh 1 we obtain the following groupttic characterization of the

information theoretic limit spacg*.

Theorem 2 The closure of all edge-vertex transitive graphs with respe log-convergence (rep-

resented inC) is equal toL*.

This is a somewhat surprising connection between infolonatieory and group theory. We

finish with a set of linear equations that satisfies withinl

Lemma 6.2 LetW € L*. Then we have the following two properties
1. h(H,W) = h(H1, W)+ h(H2, W) if H is obtained fromH; and H» by identifying a vertex.

2. h(H,W) = h(H1,W) + h(H2,W) — 1 if H is obtained fromH; and H by identifying an
edge.

Proof. We have thatV is a limit of edge-vertex transitive graphs so it is enougprmve it in the
case wherWV is such a graph. The first equation follows from vertex tréwigr since every vertex
of W has the same number of copiesf and H, and thus(H, W) = t(Hy, W)t(Hz, W). The

second statement follows in a similar way from edge trarigiti

Question 1 Is £* characterized byC* c £ and the linear equations in lemrha.2?

7 Sparsity exponent

In dense graph limit theory sparsity (or density) is desatiby the edge densitf P, G). The
natural analogue of edge density in the logarithmic frant&isthe powers to which we have to
raise the number of the edges in the complete graph @#) = V1(G) U V2(G) (which is equal
to |[V1(G)||V2(G)|) to obtain the number of edges @. Unfortunately this sparsity exponent can
not be read off in a simple way using the paramet€ig, G). (Note thath( Py, G) is alwaysl so it
gives no information.) In this chapter we show a connectismien the asymptotic behavior of the
graph parametell — h(H,G) and the sparsity exponent. We also study how to extend thiemot
of sparsity to the log limit spacé.
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Let G € By be a graph, let
Bu(G) :=log |[E(G)|/(log [V1(G)] + log [V2(G)|)

and let
Be(G) = H(Xg)/(H(X1) + H(X2))

where X = (X3, X>) is a uniform random edge i6' with endpointsX; and X,. Using that
H(X¢q) = log|E(G)] , log|V;| > H(X;) fori = 1,2 and thatd > I(X;;X5) = H(X;y) +
H(X5) — H(X¢) we have thab < 3,(G) < B.(G) < 1. If G is regular (i.e. there are two numbers
a, b such that every vertex i, has degree and every vertex i, has degreé) thenX; and X»
have uniform distributions and thu,(G) = S.(G). Intuitively we can views.(G) as an “edge
version” of sparsity where vertices of small degree couss.ldf we add isolated points 1@ then
B.(G) does not change. Note that the quanfitycan naturally be extended to arbitrary finite joint
distributionsX = (X, X2) by essentially the same formula.

It is clear that3, (G) andj3.(G) are not determined by(G) € L sinceh(H,G) = h(H,Gy,)
holds if G,,, is anm-fold blow up of G however ifm goes to infinity we have théitn,,, o 5,(Gn) =
lim,,, 00 Be (G ) = 1. Despite of this fact it will turn out that if? is regular and twin free (i.e. there
are no two distinct vertices with identical neighborhodrt we can reconstruét,(G) = 8.(G)

from 7(G). We continue with two sparsity notions on the log-limit sp#c

Definition 7.1 For W € L let 5o(W') denote the infimum of the numbersuch that there is a log-
convergent graph sequeng¢é; }5°, with limit W andlim inf,_, 5,(G;) = «. Let furthermore
B(W) :=sup,ey (1 —1/g,(W)) where

gn(W) := h(Kop, W) + h(Kp 2, W) — h(K1,0, W) — (K1, W)
and K, , is the complete bipartite graph with'; (K, ;)| = a and|Va(Kqa5)| = b.

Proposition 7.1 The parametergy, 3, B, and 3. have the following properties.

1. [3 and g, are lower semi continuous i.e.{#V; },_,~ is a convergent sequencefhwith limit

W thenlim inf;_,. A(W;) > B(W) andlim inf; o0 8o(Wi) = Bo(W).
2. fW e Lthen3(W) < Bo(W).
3. If G € By is arbitrary then3(G) < 5u(G) < B,(G) < B(G).

4. If G € By is a regular twin free graph thed(G) = Bo(G) = B,(G) = B.(G).

Proof. We start with the first statement. Assume thHf; }5°, converges tdV in £. By definition
we havdim;_, o g, (W;) = ¢, (W) for everyn and thudim inf;_, - B(Wi) > gn(W). Thisimplies

the lower semicontinuity of.
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To see the lower semicontinuity ¢f choose element§; € B, such thats(G;, W;) < 1/n
and|5,(G;) — Bo(W;)| < 1/n. We have thatim inf;_, 8,(G;) = liminf;_, ., 5o(W;) and that
lim;_, o, G; = W. This shows thaB, (W) < liminf,_, o Bo(W;).

We continue with the proofqﬁ(G) < B,(G) for G € By. Forv,w € V;(G) let A, ,,; denote

the number of common neighborswandw in G. Let

T, = Z(log( Z Avwz)—log( Z AU“))

= veV;(G)
Note that the four terms in the above sum are the logarithrisarh (K- ,,, G)| and|Hom (K, 2, G)|
with plus sign and the logarithms gflom (K ,,, G)| and|Hom (K, 1, G)| with minus sign. Using

this fact an elementary calculation shows that

gn(G) = (log [Vi(G)| +log|[V2(G)| — Tn)/ (log [V1(G)| + log [V2(G)| — log [E(G)[).  (3)

Observe that by(K1 ., G) > t(K2,,G) andt(K, 1,G) > t(K, 2, G) we have thay, (G) > 0.
Thus byT,, > 0 and [3) we obtain that, (G) > 1 — 1/g,(G). This proves thaB(G) < 3,(G).

We prove now that (W) < S, (W) holds foriW € L. Itis clear that we can choose a sequence
{G;}22, in By with limit W such thatim;_, . 8, (G;) = Bo(W). Using the lower semicontinuity
ofﬂ and the fact thazB( i) < By»(G;) we obtain thaﬁ(W) < liminf;_ B(Gi) < Bo(W).

Now let us assume that is twin free and regular. To shog, (G) = 3(G) itis enough to prove
thatlim,,_,., T, = 0. Thisis easy to see from the fact thé} ,, ; = d; holds universally if; where
d, anddy are the uniform degrees and furthermdre,, ; < d; holds ifv # w are inV;.

To complete the proof we need to show thiatG) < 5,(G) holds forG € By. This is trivial

since the constant sequen@eonverges t@ in L.

8 Quasi-randomness

In dense graph limit theory a sequence of grafiis} 32, is quasi random with density< p < 1 if
lim; o t(H, G;) = p!PU! holds for every graplif € B. For0 < p < 1 these sequences are log-
convergent but their limit irC does not depend gn The limit object is always the graph parameter
defined byf(H) := |E(H)|. In other words there is a unique dense random object (reptes by
f) inthe graph log-limit space. However we show in this chaffitat log-convergence differentiates
between an infinite family of different sparse quasi-ranadnjects related to sparsity exponents.
Forfix0 < 8 < 1land0 < a < 1letG = G(n, B, a) denote the random graph model where
we have thatV; (G)| = [n%], [Va(G)| = [n'~*] and edges are created between pairs of vertices
v € V1(G),w € Va(G) independently with probability®~!. We investigate the log-limits of such

random graphs wherg, « are fixed anch goes to infinity.
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Definition 8.1 ForagraphH € By, 0 < S <land0 < a < lleta; := a,as :=1— «aand let
R(f, «, H) denote the minimum of

2

[E(H)| + (1= 8)"" Y (Vi) = [Vi(H") ) (4)

=1
where H' runs through all homomorphic images &f (this means that there is a homomorphism
from H to H' which is surjective on the vertices and on the edgel 9fWe denote byr(3, «) the
graph parameter that mapd to R(5, o, H).

Note that if 3 = 1 thenitis natural to defin&(3, o, H) to be|E(H)| since this is the limit of it
asg goes tol. In general we have that< R(S,«, H) < |E(H)| where the uppur bound is given
by the choiceli’ = H. The next proposition implies thd (3, «) is a graph parameter i and
that it can be obtained as the limit of Erdés-Rényi typal@an graphs. In the rest of this chapter we

prove the next theorem.

Theorem 3 For every fix pair0 < g < 1,0 < a < 1 and graphH € By we have that
h(H,G(n,3,«)) converges toR(S, «, H) in probability asn goes to infinity. It implies that
R(B,a) € L

Note that the notion of convergence in probability makeseefirandom variables take values
in R U {oco} where thexo symbol stands for “not defined”. This extension is imporsinte with
a very small probabilitys = G(n, 8, «) is empty and thu&(H, G) is not defined in this case. To
prove theorerhl3 we will need some preparation. For maimtgisymmetry in our formulas let us
introducea; := aandas := 1 — a. Foragraphd € By let D(H) := a1 |V1(H)| + az|Va(H)| —
(1—pB)|E(H)| and letM (H) denote the minimum ab(H’) whereH’ runs through the subgraphs
in H. Note that the quantitie®(H) and M (H) depend onvy, a2, 5 but these constants are fixed
throughout the proof of theorelm 3. We will use the short hanigtionG,, for the random graph
model G(n, 3,«). For two graphH and G let us denote by Hom(H, G) the set of injective

homomorphisms froni/ to G. We will use the next logarithmic version of Chebyshev'sjuality.

Lemma 8.1 Let{X;}$°, be a sequence of non negative random variables. Assumiéthat., E(X;) =
+oo and thatlim;_,~, o(X;)/E(X;) = 0. Thenlog X,/ logE(X;) converges td in probability as

1 goes to infinity.
Proof. We have thaP(|log X;/logE(X;) — 1| > €) is equal to
P(X; > E(X)') + P(X; <E(X;)'™°)

which is less than

2P(1X; — E(X;)| > E(X;) — E(X;)' ™)
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if E(X;) is big enough. Using that(X;) = o(E(X;)) andE(X;)'~¢ = o(E(X;)) we obtain by
Chebyshev’s inequality that the above probability gods to

The next lemma is a basically a bipartite version of a resuBbllobas [1].

Lemma 8.2 Let H € B, such thatM (H) > 0. Thenlog |Hom(H, G,)|/logn converges to
D(H) in probability asn goes to infinity.

Proof. Let X,, be the random variabliHomy(H, G,,)|. We start by computin@(X,,). Let
L,, be the set of pairs of injective maps(H) — Vi(Gp),Va(H) — V2(G,). We have that
|Ln| = nal‘V1(H)|+a2“’2(H>|+0(1). For everyp € L, the probability that) gives a homorphism is

nB=DIEE)  ThusE(X,) is nP(H+e()  Using lemmd 811 it is enough to show thetX,,) =
o(E(X,,)) so we continue by estimating the variance’df.

Each elemenp € L,, gives a copyp(H) of H on the vertex sk (G,,) U Va(G,,). Forg € L,

let I, be the indicator function of the event thatH) C G,,. We write¢ ~ ¢ if E(¢(H)) N
E(y(H)) # 0. We have that

Var(X. Z Z cov(Iy, Iy) = Z Z E(I,Iy) < O Z n2D(H)*D(H’))'

$ELn P9 ¢ELn h~g H'CH

It follows that

Var(X,,)/E(X O( Z n_D(H)) =o(1).

H'CH

This completes the proof.

Lemma 8.3 Let H' be a homomorphic image of a gragh € B, that maximizedD(H’). Then

M(H") > 0.

Proof. Assume by contradiction thdf; is a subgraph i’ with D(H>) < 0. Let H; be the graph
obtaind fromH’ be contractindg/; (H2) C Vi (H') andVa(Hsz) C Vo(H') to a single point; andvy
and then reducing multiple edges. Observe tRdt,)| > 1. It is clear thatH3 is a homomorphic
image ofH’ in whichv; andvs are connected. Using; (Hs)| = |Vi(H')| — |Vi(H2)| + 1 we have
that

D(Hs) — D(H') = (1 - B)(|E(H")| — |E(Hz)|) +Zaz — [Vi(H2)|) =
(1= B)(|E(H') - |E(Hs)| - |E(Hz2)|) + 1 — D(Hz).

Since(1 — 8) and—D(H>) are non-negative it is enough to show tha{H')| + 1/(1 — 3) >
|E(Hs)|+ E(H2)|. Let¢p € Hom(H’, H3) be the homomorphism constructed above. We have that
|E(H")| = 3 c n(a,) |9~ (e)]. notice that fofe = (v1,v2) we have that¢~" (e)| = |E(H2)| and
thus|E(H')| > |E(H3)| + |E(H2)| — 1. Using thatl /(1 — 3) > 1 the proof is complete.
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Proof of theorerh3 Let us define the random variabl&s := |Hom(H, G,,)|, Y, := |[Hom(Py, G,,)|
. We have that

h(H,G,) = (a1|Vi(H)| + az|Va(H)| — log X,/ logn)(1 — log Yy, /logn) + o(1).

where the erroo(1) comes from the rounding error betwee® and[n]. It remains to prove that

log Y,/ log, convergest@ andlog X,,/logn converges to
a1|V1(H)|+CY2|‘/2(H)|_(1—B)R(ﬁ7a7H) (5)

in probability. The first statement follows (by using lemm&)&rom the fact that’, is the sum of
n + o(n) independent random variables that are the charactenistatibns of the edges i&,, and
SOE(Y,) = n?(1 4 o(1)) anda(Y;,) = nP/2(1 + o(1)).

Observe that{5) is equal to the maximupnof D(H') where H’ runs through the homomor-
phic images ofH. Let us choose a maximizéi’. By lemmal8.B we have that/(H’) > 0.
Thus by lemm&8]2 we obtain thiatg |Homg(H’, G,,)|/ logn converges taD in probability. Us-
ing that|Homo(H',G,)| < |[Hom(H, G, )| we obtain thatP(log X,,/logn < D —¢€) = o(1)
for everye > 0. To prove the upper bound notice tHalom (H,G,)| = >, [Hom (K, Gy,)|
where K runs through the homomorphic imagesif Note that fro each fix homomorphic image
K we have thaE(|Homg (K, G,,)|) = nPFE)+e(l) (see the proof of lemnia8.2). This implies that
E([Hom(H, G,)|) = O(nPF)+e(1)) This implies by Markov’s inequality th@(log X,/ logn >
D +e=o0(1).

Question 2 In general we have if thath(Cy, W) < 4. Inthe spirit of the famous Chung-Graham-
Wilson theorem [B] it is interesting to study what happenthatextremal valué(Cy, W) = 4. Itis
easy to see thadt(Cy, R(5,1/2)) = 4 forevery3/4 < g < 1. Is it true thath(Cy, W) = 4 implies

thatV is a convex combination of quasi-random elemét(s, «) in £?
The next question is related to Sidorenko’s conjecture:

Question 3 Is R(f, «) an ergodic element (extreme point)4?

9 Applications

Our results on log-convergence akitconvergence create an interesting link between grapimtheo
information theory and group theory. We demonstrate thisty some applications.

For a bipartite graplif let c(H) be the smallest real number such th@df, G) > t(P;, G)°(H)
holds for every grapli € B. A famous conjecture of Sidorenko says th@t/) = |E(H)| holds

for every bipartite graph and it is checked for various féesilof graphs. Independently from the
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fact whether Sidorenko’s conjecture is true or false in gani¢ is an important problem in ex-
tremal combinatorics to determiné€H ) for every bipartite graph. It is clear that using our notatio
c(H) = supgep, h(H, G). The next theorem gives an information theoretic and a gtbegpretic

characterization fot(H ).
Theorem 4 We have for an arbitrary bipartite grapH (with no isolated point) that
sup h(H7 G) = sup h(Hag(GaTlaTQ)) = sup h*(HaX)
GeBy G, T1,T> X:(Xl,Xg)
where in the second expressi@#, 77, T>) runs through all triples of finite groups with;, 7> < G

and in the third expressioX = (X3, X5) runs through all finite joint distributions.

Proof. We have by theoref 2 that the last two quantities coincideofdnil implies that the first
guantity is at least as big as the second one and ldmrha 6.iestipat the second quantity is at least
as big as the first one.

The next corollary establishes Sidorenko’s conjecture simale entropy inequality involving
entropy maximizers. Note that since Sidorenko’s conjectuas checked for numerous bipartite

graphs corollar{9]1 yields a number of new inequalitiesfiorimation theory.

Corollary 9.1 A bipartite graphH (with no isolated point) satisfies Sidorenko’s conjectienid
only if
2
m(H, X) > [E(H)H(X) =Y > (deg(v) — 1)H(X;)
=1 veV;(H)

holds for every finite joint distributiotX = (X1, X32).

Proof. Using the definition of:* the inequality is trivially equivalent with*(H, X) < |E(H)|
which is equivalent with Sidorenko’s conjecture accordimgheoreni 4.

The next corollary of theorefd 4 puts Sidorenko’s conjectot@a group theoretic context.
Corollary 9.2 A bipartite graphH satisfies Sidorenko’s conjecture if and only if
t(H,G(G, T1,T2)) > H(P1,G(G, T1, Ty)) P
holds for every triple G, T1, T>) whereT}, T, are subgroups in the finite grou@.

It is worth mentioning that corollafy 9.2 implies variousdwn results on Sidorenko’s conjec-
ture. For example iff is a tree then triviallyt(H, G) = t(P;, G)/FUDI holds in any edge-vertex
transitive graph and thus corolldry .2 immedieatley impBidorenko’s conjecture for trees which
is not a trivial result. (Note that for paths Sidorenko’s mture was first proved in a paper by
Blackley-Roy in [4].)

Another direct implication of corollary 9.2 is that if a bipige graphH is obtained by gluing

two graphsH; and H, along an edge anfl; and H, satisfy Sidorenko’s conjecture théh also
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satisfies Sidorenko’s conjecture. This was first proved]rb[R it also follows from the fact that
t(H,G) =t(Hy,,G)t(Hs,G)/t(P1, G) holds if G is edge-vertex transitive.

10 Examples

Convergenet sequences of dense graphst {G;}°, be a convergent graph sequencéinsuch

thatlim; .~ t(P1,G;) > 0. Thenitis clear thaf G, }$2, is log-convergent.

HypercubesLet us fix0 < a < 1. Let us denote by, the bipartite graph on the vertex set
{0, 1}™ in which two vectors are connected if their Hamming distashisean odd number satisfying
|d/n — «| < €, for some sufficiently slowly decreasing sequetieg} 2 ; with lim,, o, €, = 0.
We can view,, as an element i3 by labeling the two color classes withand2. It can be shown
using methods from the present paper that,, . h(H, G,,) = h*(H, X) holds for everyH € By
where in the joint distributiodX = (X7, X3) both marginalsY; and X, are uniform or{0, 1} and
P(X; # X3) = .

Bounded degree graph$.et GG, be a growing sequence of graphdSimvith maximum degree: and
minimum degred. Assume for simplicity thal; (G,,)| = |V2(Gy)| = n. We have that(H, G,,)
is constant times. ()~ IVl wherec(H) denotes the number of connected component.irit
follows that the log-limit object is represented by the dragrameteyf (H) := |V (H)| — ¢(H). In
other wordsf (H) is the number of edges in a spanning forestiofNote thatf = R(1/2,1/2) and

thusG,, is a quasi-random sequence.

Projective planesincidence graphs of finite projective planes provide im@atiexamples in ex-
tremal combinatorics. They are examples for interestiragsggraphs. Lei be a prime number
and letPG(2, p) be the projective plane over the prime fi#lgl Let G, denote the incidence graph
between points and lines RG (2, p). We denote by (G, ) the set of points and by, (G,,) the set
of lines in PG(2, p). We have thatVi (G,)| = [V2(G,)| = p® + p + 1. Furthermore we have that
|E(Gp)| = (p+ 1)(p? + p + 1). This means that(G),)| is roughly of sizd V(G,,)|*/2. By hand
we calculated thai(H, G,) converges ta?(3/4,1/2,1/2, H) for various small graph#/.

Question 4 Is it true that the graphss, converge taR(3/4,1/2)?

Heisenberg graphsLet U, denote the Heisenberg group (group of upper uni-trianguoktrices in
dimension3) over the fieldF, with p-elements. Lef , denote the subgroup of matricgés € U,
with M1 3 = M>3 = 0 and letT: , denote the subgroup of matricdé < U, with M, =
M 5 = 0. Note that|T} ,| = |T»,| = p, |U,| = p* andTi, N T>, = {1} hold. We callG,, :=
G(Up, Ty, T3,,) the Heisenberg graph over the fidlg. One can calculate that for a connected

graphH € B the size of the homomorphism set HO#, G,) is p-times the number of maps
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f: V(H) — F, with the property thaf (v1) f (v2) — f(ve) f(vs) + ... — f(v,) f(v1) = 0 holds for
every cyclev, va, ..., vy, v1 in H. In particular we have thaiom (Cy, G,)| = p*(2p—1) and thus
t(Cy, G,) = (2p—1)/p°. Using the factthat(P;, G,) = 1/p we obtain thatim, . h(Cy, Gp) =

4.

11 The graph setting and concluding remarks

Any graphG can be regarded as a symmetric subs&t(it') x V(G) and thus it can be represented
by a graph in the bipartite setting. More precisélys represented by the bipartie graphe B in
which the two color classes are identical copied’¢&) and each edgév, w) of G is represented
by two edgeqv, w) and (w,v). This representation preserves densities of bipartitptgra Our
results in the bipartite setting can be applied for graplisguhis representation. The information
theoretic analogue of the graph setting is the study of jdistributionsX = (X3, X») where
X; and X, take values in the same sgtand X is symmetric in the sense théX;, X,) has
the same distribution a&X», X;). It is important to mention that theorell 1 can be stated for
symmetric joint distributions with the stronger conclusibat there is sequendér; }5°, of edge-
veretex transitive graphs (here edge transitivity meaatsitis transitive on the directed edgesof
such thatim; ., h(H, G;) = h*(H, G) holds for every bipartite grapH. (Note that this statement
is formulated in the graph setting $6is a normal graph that has no odd cycles.)

The chapter on quasi-randomness becomes simpler in tha gedfing. Recall that in the bi-
partite limit space quasi-randomness depended on two aeas, 5. Since graphs can be rep-
resented by bipartite graphs with equal color classes we tiata = 1/2 always holds and thus
we obtain a one parameter family of quasi random objectsrdéipg only the sparsity exponent
B. The random graph model correspondingsts a graphG(n, 3) onn vertices where edges are
independently created with probability®—2. It is important that in the graph version of theoriem 3
the test graph#l are still required to be bipartite since B.3 uses this faavtg

It is potentially interesting to investigate power relasel( H;, G)/d(H2, G) for non bipartite
graphsH,, H,. These quantities are not uniformly bounded and are notssacéy defined since
t(H;, G) can be) evenifG is not empty. One can still force compactness by introduttiegymbol
oo and regard it as the one point compactificatiorRofWe can also use it if expressions are not
defined. In this setting sequences that convergetbecome formally convergent. Furthermore
every sequencéG; }°, has a subsequence such thél;, G)/d(Hz, G) is convergent for every
pair of graphsH, H,. We are not sure how much from our statements can be saveld &etting.

We finish this chapter with a potential refinement of our cogeace notions motivated by in-
formation theory. We mentioned in the introduction thék, G) can be interpreted as the relative

entropy of the uniform measure on H@#i, G) with respect to the uniform measure on all functions
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V(G) — V(H). ltis very natural to investigate the relative entropy of arginal of the uniform
measure on HorftH, G) on some subset df (H) in a similar way. This can be formulated as a
graph parameter for labeled graphs in which the labels §pt#w marginal. We can extend the
notion of log-convergence with the convergence of all theggameters normalized by P, G). In

a similar fashion we can extend the information theoretrapeeters!* (H, X ) to labeled graph#l

by regarding mutual information in marginal distributionshe entropy maximizing distributions in
Q(H, X). Itis not clear weather these notions are really finer tharotiginal convergence notions

however theorerl 1 generalizes naturally to these new pagasne
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