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Abstract

We consider time-continuous Markovian discrete-state dynamics on random networks of
interacting agents and study the large population limit. The dynamics are projected onto
low-dimensional collective variables given by the shares of each discrete state in the system,
or in certain subsystems, and general conditions for the convergence of the collective variable
dynamics to a mean-field ordinary differential equation are proved. We discuss the convergence
to this mean-field limit for a continuous-time noisy version of the so-called “voter model” on
Erdős–Rényi random graphs, on the stochastic block model, and on random regular graphs.
Moreover, a heterogeneous population of agents is studied.

1. Introduction

Large networks, where the nodes represent agents and the edges indicate some form of interaction
between them, are used to model numerous (social) phenomena [1, 2], e.g., the spreading of a disease
[3] or the diffusion of a certain (political) opinion within a society [4], just to name a few. In such
a framework each node has a state that changes over time, in dependence upon the states of other
nodes. Stochastic effects are often included in the model in order to take account of uncertainty in
the dynamics and variability of the agents’ behavior [2]. Even for simple interaction rules dictating
the evolution of an agent’s state, the emergent macroscopic system behavior remains difficult to
examine analytically. Hence, one usually resorts to numerical simulations in order to analyze such
systems [5]. As the computational effort for running simulations typically increases linearly or
faster with the size of the network, simulating large populations of agents is often cumbersome
or even infeasible. Thus, while on the one hand modeling each agent’s behavior simultaneously
carries the hope of capturing effects that are elusive to less detailed models, on the other hand one
is interested in reduced-order models that retain the central phenomena of the detailed model and
still allow for a good understanding and computational feasibility. One approach to address this
issue is to find a low-dimensional representation of the system which captures the dynamics in the
large population limit.
One of the classical results on this is by Kurtz [6], who studied continuous-time Markov chains

in the context of chemical reaction networks and showed the convergence of the concentrations to
the solution of an ordinary differential equation (ODE) as the system size tends to infinity. These
results may directly be translated to the Markovian dynamics of interacting agents on an all-to-
all coupled network, i.e., on a complete graph [7]. Several generalizations of this type of result
have emerged, both by employing different dynamics on the network and by considering different
interaction networks affecting the agents’ dynamics. For an all-to-all coupled network, by allowing
the states of the agents to evolve as stochastic differential equations (SDEs), one arrives at what
for interacting particle systems is called a McKean–Vlasov equation [8]. The mean-field limit of
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non-Markovian dynamics has been considered e.g. in [9, 10]. As for other interaction structures,
one has considered instead of a complete graph also (infinite) lattices [11], co-evolving graphs [12],
and in particular random graphs. In the present work, random interaction graphs in conjunction
with continuous-time discrete-state random processes are considered.
A recent branch of literature utilizes the concept of graphons [13, 14] (or graph limits) to derive

a large population limit of the dynamics on certain random graphs. For deterministic dynamics,
graphon theory is utilized, e.g., in [15] for the analysis of reaching consensus, in [16] for graphs with
changing edge weights, and in [12] for Kuramoto-type models with adaptive network dynamics.
As for stochastic dynamics, there exist, e.g., works on the stochastic Kuramoto model on Erdős–
Rényi and regular random graphs [17] and on particle systems with randomly changing interaction
graphs [18]. In [19] the probability distribution of the discrete state of each single node is examined,
which in the large population limit yields a description of the process in terms of a partial integro-
differential equation. This approach is quite versatile, as the derived limit equation is able to
represent a wide range of dynamics. However, this versatility comes with the price of rather
high complexity, mathematical intricacies, and also not all random graph models can be modeled
by a graphon. We also note that while [19] considers a homogeneous population, where each
agent evolves according to analogous (stochastic) rules, our setup will allow for considering a
heterogeneous population.
A mean-field limit in the form of a PDE can also be obtained by considering the continuity

equation (or transport equation), which is discussed in [16, 20] for deterministic consensus dynamics
with time-varying edge weights. Instead of considering the probability distribution of each node’s
state, other works describe the large population limit via distributions over other observables, e.g.,
the number of edges between nodes of certain states [21].
Furthermore, for discrete-state dynamics there are works that exploit symmetries in the network

to show that some system states of the global Markov process can be lumped together, in order
to obtain a process with fewer states [22, 23]. While this approach could potentially yield a lower
dimensional representation of the process, the finding of (approximately) lumpable states still poses
a considerable problem [24, 25].
Another common approach to obtain mean-field type approximations is via so-called “moment-

closure” methods [26, 5]. Here, equations for the evolution of the frequency of network motifs
are derived, e.g., the frequency of single nodes in a certain state, the frequency of linked pairs
(neighbors) in certain states, or the frequency of triangles in certain states. These equations are
often hierarchical, i.e., the equation for single nodes contains the frequency for pairs, the equation
for pairs contains the frequency of triplets, and so on. Hence, a closure of the equations has to be
performed to eliminate dependency on higher-order motifs. (Commonly, the equations for pairs
are closed, which yields the well-known pair-approximation [27, 28, 29].) This closure introduces
an error that generally does not vanish in the large population limit, and hence, these approaches
do not guarantee an exact large population limit.
In this work, we prove large population limits in the form of an ordinary differential equation,

which we call the mean-field limit, for stochastic processes on random graphs. We consider the
case that each node has one of finitely many discrete states and the evolution of a node’s state
is given by a continuous-time Markov chain. In this setting, it is of particular interest to observe
the shares (or concentrations) of each of the discrete states in the whole system, for example the
percentage of infected agents in an epidemiological model. Hence, we consider these shares as a
projection onto the before-mentioned low-dimensional space, and will refer to them as collective
variables. However, we also consider collective variables given by finer shares that measure the
concentrations of the different states only for a subset of nodes, for instance, the shares in a certain
cluster (or community) of nodes. Our main results are:

1. Let a sequence of (random) graphs of increasing size and a dynamical model as described
above be given. We provide conditions for the choice of collective variables that guarantee
that their evolution for the original process converges in probability on finite time intervals
to a mean-field ODE (MFE) in the limit of infinitely large networks (Theorem 3.1 and
Corollary 3.4).

2. We verify these conditions for multiple random network topologies in section 4, in particular
for a voter model on Erdős–Rényi random graphs, on the stochastic block model, and on
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random regular graphs. We find that the MFE is a valid approximation for graphs of inter-
mediate density, i.e., where the average degree grows mildly with the graph size—depending
on the random graph model, logarithmically or even slower. Moreover, we discuss a voter
model with heterogeneous population, that is, the dynamical laws of agents can differ across
the network.

While common approaches using graph limits [19, 16] are restricted to random graph models that
can be represented by graphons, our high-level convergence theorem (given in section 3) can in
principle be applied to arbitrary sequences of random graphs. For example, random regular graphs
exhibit stochastically dependent edges and can thus not be represented via graphons, but they can
be handled using the theory presented in this work (cf. section 4.5 and in particular Corollary 4.14).
Furthermore, we note that the bounds for the required graph density, which we derive in section 4,
are consistent with comparable findings from (diluted) graphon approaches [30].
The remaining part of this paper is structured as follows. In section 2 we give a precise definition

of the model and introduce the low dimensional projection (collective variable) we consider. In
section 3 we prove that the large population limit of the projected dynamics is given by a mean-
field ODE, if certain conditions are fulfilled. We verify these conditions for several examples in
section 4 and conclude this paper in section 5.

2. Prerequisites

Notation For an integer N ∈ N, we define [N ] := {1, . . . , N}. Furthermore, bold symbols always
refer to random variables. The symbol

p−→ denotes convergence of random variables in probability.
The symbol ∥·∥ denotes any appropriate vector norm. For two functions f, g : R → R>0 we denote
the asymptotic dominance of f over g by

f(x) ≫ g(x) :⇔ f(x) = ω(g(x)) :⇔ lim
x→∞

f(x)

g(x)
= ∞ (1)

and asymptotic dominance of g over f by

f(x) ≪ g(x) :⇔ f(x) = o(g(x)) :⇔ lim
x→∞

f(x)

g(x)
= 0. (2)

The model We consider a simple undirected graph G = (V,E) of size |V | = N . Without loss of
generality, we set V = [N ]. Additionally, each node i ∈ [N ] has one of M ∈ N discrete states, i.e.,
xi ∈ [M ]. We denote the complete system state as x = (x1, . . . , xN ) ∈ [M ]N .

Each node i changes its state over time due to a continuous-time Markov chain with transition
rate matrix QG

i (x), Q
G
i : [M ]N → RM×M . For m ̸= n, the (m,n)-th entry of the rate matrix,

(QG
i (x))m,n ≥ 0, specifies at which rate node i transitions from state m to state n. The diagonal

entries are such that each row sums to 0. Note that the transition rates QG
i (x) may depend on

the full system state x and on the graph G. Moreover, each node i may be subject to a different
function QG

i determining the transition rates. We denote the stochastic process referring to the
state of node i at time t as xi(t), and the full process as x(t) =

(
x1(t), . . . ,xN (t)

)
. The generator

QG of the full process x(t) is given by

QG(x, y) =

{(
QG

i (x)
)
xi,yi

∃i ∈ [N ] ∀j ̸= i : xj = yj

0 else
(3)

and specifies the rate of transitioning to a state y ∈ [M ]N when starting in a different state x ∈
[M ]N . Note that this process has the following interpretation: Given x(t) = x, the processes xi(s),
i = 1, . . . , N , are independent Markov jump processes with rate matrixQG

i (x) for s > t as long as no
jump takes place, i.e., x(r) = x for all t < r < s. When a jump occurs (almost surely no two jumps
occur simultaneously), the state x is re-set, with it the rate matrices QG

i (x), and the independent
processes in the nodes start over with initial conditions dictated by x. This interpretation gives
rise to the common Gillespie algorithm [31] for generating individual realizations of the process:
draw the duration until the next event from the exponential distribution corresponding to the
accumulated rate of events, then draw the actual event with probabilities proportional to the
individual events’ rates.
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Example 2.1. Common examples of the model introduced above are the following:

1. SI-model: In epidemiology, the SI-model [3] describes the spreading of a disease on a net-
work. The state of a node is either susceptible (S) or infectious (I). Let dGi,I(x) ∈ N0 denote
the number of infectious nodes in the neighborhood of node i when in system state x. Then
the rate of the susceptible node i becoming infectious is proportional to dGi,I(x), and infectious
nodes become susceptible again at a constant rate, i.e.,

QG
i (x) =

(
−αdGi,I(x) αdGi,I(x)

β −β

)
(4)

with parameters α, β > 0.

2. Majority rule model: In the majority rule model of opinion dynamics [32, 5] a node i with
state m can only adopt a different state n if a majority of its neighbors have that state n. Let
the indicator variable δGi,n(x) ∈ {0, 1} denote whether more than 50% of agent i’s neighbors
have state n. Then (

QG
i (x)

)
m,n

= α δGi,n(x) (5)

with parameter α > 0. We remark that a deterministic discrete time majority rule model on
random graphs is considered in [33], where a fast convergence to consensus is shown.

3. Voter model: In the so-called “voter model”, originally introduced in [34], the state of a node
refers to its opinion about some issue and changes stochastically based on the neighborhood
of the node. There are many variations of the voter model with slightly different dynamical
rules or other modifications, see e.g. [35, 36, 37, 38, 28, 29]. In the model that we consider
later, a node’s rate to change to some state n other than its current state scales linearly with
the fraction of nodes in its neighborhood that have state n. We discuss the model in detail in
section 4.

Random graphs In the following, we also examine Markov jump processes on random graphs. We
define a random graph G on N nodes as a random variable with values in the set of all 2N(N−1)/2

many simple graphs on nodes V = [N ]. In this setting, the stochastic process x(t) depends on
both the selection of a random graph according to G and the stochastic transitions of the Markov
jump process. More precisely, a realization of x(t) is given by first sampling a graph G from G,
initializing the node states, and then letting the Markov jump process run on G.

Classes and collective variables The main result of this work provides conditions under which
a low-dimensional representation of the dynamics described above converges to a mean-field ODE
in the large population limit. The map which projects the system state x onto this reduced space
is called a collective variable. We consider a special type of collective variables that measure the
concentration of each discrete node state within certain subsets of the nodes. We define these
subsets as follows. We assign each node to one of K ∈ N classes and denote the classification of
node i as si ∈ [K]. Note that the class si of node i is fixed and does not depend on the realization
of the random graph G or on time. We call the tuple (xi, si) the extended state of node i. Finally,
the collective variable C : [M ]N → RMK is defined by measuring the shares of each extended state
in each of these subsets, i.e.,

C(x) =
(
C(m,k)(x)

)
m∈[M ],k∈[K]

, C(m,k)(x) :=
#{i ∈ [N ] : (xi, si) = (m, k)}

N
. (6)

It is well-known that mean-field approximations, i.e., expressing the dynamics only in terms of
concentrations, work best if nodes (or particles in physical literature) are at least somewhat in-
distinguishable and interchangeable [5, 16]. Hence, it is reasonable in our setting to group nodes
together in classes if they have similar traits and thus may become indistinguishable in the large
population limit. We provide some examples below.

Example 2.2. Common examples for the choice of classes:

4



cluster 1 cluster 2

C(1,1) =
2
20

C(2,1) =
8
20

C(1,2) =
6
20

C(2,2) =
4
20

Figure 1: Example graph G of size N = 20, sampled from a stochastic block model with two
clusters (see section 4.4 for more details). Each node has one of two states, state 1 is
indicated by blue color and state 2 by green color. We assign a node to class k if it is
located in cluster k, k = 1, 2. The collective variable C(x) measures the shares of the
two states in each cluster.

1. In the case K = 1, the extended states are the states itself, (xi, si) = (xi, 1) ∼= xi. The
collective variable C(x) measures the share of each state in the system. These collective
variables are commonly discussed in mean-field literature, e.g. [39]. A necessary and sufficient
condition on the random graph sequence for the mean field limit to hold has been derived in
[40] for processes where the transition rates Qi are affine-linear in the so-called neighborhood
vector (an example would be given by equation (4)). We note that the continuous-time noisy
voter model that we consider later (cf. section 4.1) does not fall in this category of processes
and neither do so-called “complex contagion” models in which the infection rates are nonlinear
functions of the infection prevalence in the node’s neighborhood.

2. If the random graph exhibits a fixed modular structure with K communities or clusters, it is a
natural choice to measure the shares of the states in each cluster separately, i.e., a node located
in cluster k is assigned to class k. Hence, the extended state (xi, si) = (m, k) refers to a node
with state xi = m located in cluster k. We provide an example in Figure 1. Differentiating
nodes by their community is frequently used in the literature, see e.g. [38, 41, 42]. The
well-known stochastic block model, which we discuss in more detail in section 4.4, generates
random graphs that exhibit this clustered structure.

3. If nodes differ by their transition rate matrices QG
i , i.e., the population is heterogeneous, it

is reasonable to assign them to different classes. As an example, there could be very active
nodes (large transition rates) and rather inactive nodes (small or zero transition rates, often
referred to as “zealots” in literature [43, 38, 44]). We discuss the case of a heterogeneous
population in section 4.3.

4. We may want to differentiate between nodes by their position on the graph. For instance, we
could construct classes based on node degrees or centrality measures. An “influencer” class
could consist of nodes with high node degrees, while the “follower” class has lower degrees.
Note that in this case the class si of node i depends on the realization of the random graph
G, contrary to our previous assumption. We can remedy this issue by defining a function s
such that si = s(i, G) and adapting the collective variable accordingly, i.e.,

CG
(m,k)(x) :=

#{i ∈ [N ] : (xi, s(i, G)) = (m, k)}
N

. (7)

The main theorem for convergence in the large population limit, which we will discuss in
section 3, also applies for this slight extension of the class framework. However, as the
examples that we discuss later in section 4 all employ fixed classes si, we will not consider
this extension further in this work.
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Due to the dynamics, a node with extended state (m, k) may transition to any other state n ̸= m,
such that after the transition it has extended state (n, k). We refer to this transition as (m, k) → n
and there are MK(M − 1) transitions in total. Each transition has an associated state-change
vector v(m,k)→n ∈ ZMK and a propensity function αG

(m,k)→n : [M ]N → R≥0. The state-change
vector

v(m,k)→n := e(n,k) − e(m,k), (8)

where e(m,k) denotes the (m, k)-th unit-vector, describes the changes in extended state populations
due to the associated transition (m, k) → n, i.e., there is one less node in extended state (m, k)
and one more in (n, k). The propensity function αG

(m,k)→n measures the cumulative rate of the

transition (m, k) → n, i.e., the sum of the transition rates of all agents with extended state (m, k)
to state n

αG
(m,k)→n(x) :=

∑
i∈[N ]:(xi,si)=(m,k)

(
QG

i (x)
)
m,n

. (9)

In the following, we abbreviate the summation over all MK(M − 1) transitions with the symbol

∑
(m,k)→n

:=

M∑
m=1

K∑
k=1

M∑
n=1
n ̸=m

, (10)

and analogously for the maximum over all transitions: max(m,k)→n.

3. Conditions for convergence in the large population limit

Let the extended states (m, k) and collective variables C(x) be as defined in the previous section.
We assume that the classes are chosen such that the collective variables capture the most important
dynamical information. This statement is made more precise later in the conditions of Theorem 3.1.
In a broad sense we demand that the propensities (9) of the transitions can be approximated well
by using only the reduced information C(x) of the state, i.e., there exist propensity functions
α̃(m,k)→n : RMK → R with

1

N
αG
(m,k)→n(x) ≈ α̃(m,k)→n

(
C(x)

)
∀x ∈ [M ]N . (11)

We assume that all α̃(m,k)→n are Lipschitz continuous. Existence of such an appropriate choice
of classes and reduced propensity functions α̃(m,k)→n for a given dynamical system on a certain
network is not clear, and finding them is no trivial task. However, if classes and propensity
functions can be found such that the approximation (11) becomes exact in the large population
limit, then there exists a mean-field ODE describing the projected system state C(x), which we
show in Theorem 3.1.
In order to specify the large population limit, we consider a sequence of random graphs (Gℓ)ℓ∈N,

such that Gℓ has Nℓ nodes and the sequence (Nℓ)ℓ∈N is strictly increasing. Furthermore, let
sℓi ∈ [K] denote the class of node i of the random graph Gℓ and define the collective variables

Cℓ
(m,k)(x) :=

#{i ∈ [Nℓ] : (xi, s
ℓ
i) = (m, k)}

Nℓ
. (12)

Let xℓ(t) denote the stochastic jump process on the random graph Gℓ, and

cℓ(t) := Cℓ(xℓ(t)) (13)

the projected process. In order to quantify the approximation (11), we define the difference

∆Gℓ(x) := max
(m,k)→n

∣∣∣ 1
Nℓ

αGℓ

(m,k)→n(x)− α̃(m,k)→n

(
Cℓ(x)

)∣∣∣ (14)

6



for x ∈ [M ]Nℓ . Moreover, we assume that the transition rate matrices QG
i (x) have bounded entries,

i.e., there is a bound B > 0, such that for any graph G on any number of nodes we have

QG
i (x) < B elementwise for any system state x and all i ∈ [N ]. (15)

The mean-field ODE, which we will refer to as the mean-field equation (MFE), is given by

d

dt
c(t) =

∑
(m,k)→n

α̃(m,k)→n(c(t)) v(m,k)→n =: F
(
c(t)
)
, (16)

where c : R → RMK . The infinitesimal change in c is characterized by the propensities of each
transition α̃(m,k)→n times their effect on the extended state populations v(m,k)→n. Due to the
assumption that the α̃(m,k)→n are Lipschitz continuous, the mean-field ODE has a unique solution,
given initial condition c(0) = c0.

The following theorem is inspired by work about the concentration of Markov processes by Kurtz
[6], which can be applied to a sequence of complete graphs increasing in size. The proof of the
following theorem generalizes the proof of Kurtz’s result presented in [45, Thm. A.14], and is
relying on combining the law of large numbers and Gronwall’s lemma.

Theorem 3.1. Assume that for all ε > 0 there exists a function fε : N → R≥0 with limℓ→∞ fε(ℓ) =
0 such that

∀ℓ ∈ N : P
(

max
x∈[M ]Nℓ

∆Gℓ(x) ≥ ε
)
≤ fε(ℓ). (17)

Furthermore, let there be initial conditions xℓ(0), such that cℓ(0)
p−→ c0 ∈ RMK as ℓ → ∞. Let

c(·) denote the solution of the mean-field equation (16) with initial condition c(0) = c0. Then

∀t ≥ 0 : sup
0≤s≤t

∥∥cℓ(s)− c(s)
∥∥ p−→

ℓ→∞
0. (18)

Proof. See appendix B.

Remark 3.2 (Rate of convergence). In the proof of the previous theorem, we derive the following
bound (cf. equation (A.37)) which indicates the main factors controlling the rate of convergence
as ℓ→ ∞:

∥cℓ(t)− c(t)∥ ≤
(
∥cℓ(0)− c(0)∥+ δ̂ℓ(t) + δ̃ℓ(t)

)
exp(Lt). (19)

In this remark we roughly outline how the above bound behaves. For a detailed definition of the
occurring symbols see appendix B. First of all, we note that the factor exp(Lt) implies that the
deviation between the stochastic process cℓ(t) and the mean-field solution c(t) may increase over
time for a fixed ℓ. The rate L of this deterioration is proportional to the Lipschitz constants of the
propensities α̃(m,k)→n. Hence, for practical purposes, if a good match between model and mean-field
solution is required for a longer time, the network size Nℓ may have to be increased substantially.
For the three terms inside the brackets, we note the following:

1. The difference between initial conditions ∥cℓ(0)− c(0)∥ is typically not a limiting factor. For
example, for any target initial condition c0 ∈ [0, 1]MK , we can find (deterministic) initial
conditions cℓ(0) on the graph with an error ∥cℓ(0)− c0∥ = O(N−1

ℓ ).

2. The convergence of the second term δ̂ℓ(t) → 0 is essentially given by the law of large numbers,

applied to normalized and centered Poisson processes. Thus, the rate of convergence of
√
Nℓ

−1

is dictated by the central limit theorem. For a detailed derivation, see Remark B.1.

3. Finally, the term δ̃ℓ(t) ≥ 0 captures the influence of the random graph. From (A.28) and
Lemma A.1, it follows E[δ̃ℓ(t)] = O(fε(ℓ)) for all ε. Hence, the rate at which this term goes
to 0 is determined by how fast ∆Gℓ becomes small.

We can conclude that the rate of convergence is the slower one of
√
Nℓ

−1
(due to point 2.) and

fε(ℓ) (due to point 3.).

7



Remark 3.3. The case of a sequence of deterministic graphs (Gℓ)ℓ∈N (as opposed to random
graphs) is also contained in the previous theorem. In this case, the condition of the theorem
collapses to

max
x∈[M ]Nℓ

∆Gℓ(x)
ℓ→∞−→ 0. (20)

Corollary 3.4 (Quenched result). If the function fε from Theorem 3.1 additionally satisfies

∀ε > 0 :

∞∑
ℓ=1

fε(ℓ) <∞, (21)

the convergence to the mean-field limit also holds for almost all realizations of the sequence of ran-
dom graphs. More precisely, if cℓG(s) denotes the stochastic process given by the network dynamics
on the fixed graph G, then for almost all realizations (Gℓ)ℓ of the sequence of random graphs (Gℓ)ℓ
we have

∀t ≥ 0 : sup
0≤s≤t

∥∥cℓGℓ
(s)− c(s)

∥∥ p−→
ℓ→∞

0. (22)

This stronger result is often called the quenched result, whereas the previous Theorem 3.1, in which
cℓ(s) contains both the random graph and the random dynamics, describes the annealed result.

Proof. From the Borel–Cantelli lemma it follows that with probability 1 the event{
max

x∈[M ]Nℓ

∆Gℓ(x) ≥ ε

}
(23)

only occurs for finitely many ℓ. Due to the arbitrary choice of ε > 0, we have

P
(

max
x∈[M ]Nℓ

∆Gℓ(x) −→
ℓ→∞

0

)
= 1. (24)

Hence, we can apply Remark 3.3 for almost all realizations of the sequence of random graphs.

4. Large population limits for a voter model

In this section we analyze the large population limit of the continuous-time noisy voter model
(CNVM) on Erdős–Rényi random graphs (cf. section 4.2), the stochastic block model (cf. sec-
tion 4.4), and uniformly random regular graphs (cf. section 4.5) by verifying that the conditions
of Theorem 3.1 hold. Moreover, we also consider a heterogeneous population, where the agents
may have different transition rates, in section 4.3. We start with introducing the CNVM of our
interest.

4.1. The continuous-time noisy voter model (CNVM)

The CNVM originates from opinion dynamics, but is connected to many other applications like
epidemiology [3, 5], genetics [46], and statistical mechanics [47]. Hence, we refer to the state xi of
node i as its opinion. Moreover, we use the terms “node” and “agent” synonymously. The CNVM
can be described by the following procedure:

1. Each agent is regularly influenced by its neighbors. For all agents (that have at least one
neighbor), these influencing events happen randomly with rate r0 > 0 and independently
from others.

2. If an event is triggered for agent i, a random neighbor is chosen. Hence, the probability that
agent i is influenced by a neighbor of opinion n is given by dGi,n(x)/d

G
i , where d

G
i,n(x) denotes

the number of neighbors of agent i with opinion n, and dGi the node degree of agent i.

3. After being influenced, agent i decides whether or not to adopt the opinion of the contacted
neighbor. Let pm,n ∈ [0, 1] denote the probability that an agent of opinion m, after being
influenced by a neighbor of opinion n, adopts the opinion n.

8



4. Additionally, agent i transitions from its current opinion m to a different opinion n at a
constant rate r̃m,n ≥ 0 that does not depend on its neighbors. (Hence, the r̃m,n can be
thought of as noise intensity.)

Thus, the entries of the transition rate matrices QG
i (x) ∈ RM×M are given by

(
QG

i (x)
)
m,n

= r0
dGi,n(x)

dGi
pm,n + r̃m,n (25)

= rm,n

dGi,n(x)

dGi
+ r̃m,n, (26)

where rm,n := r0pm,n and m ̸= n. Due to the various parameters, i.e., the number of opinions
M ∈ N, the rates rm,n ≥ 0, and the rates r̃m,n ≥ 0, the CNVM is a fairly general model for a
simple spreading process on a graph.
The following example from epidemiology is in its abstract form also a CNVM:

Example 4.1 (SIRS model [48]). We construct an SIRS (susceptible, infectious, recovered, sus-
ceptible) model from the CNVM as follows. If an agent is susceptible, it has a rate of rS,I > 0
to become infectious if all its neighbors are infectious. This rate scales linearly with the share of
infectious neighbors, e.g., if half of its neighbors are infectious the agent becomes infectious at a
rate of 1

2rS,I . If an agent is infectious, it takes on average 1/r̃I,R time units until the infection is
over and the agent becomes recovered. (To be precise, the event is exponentially distributed with
rate r̃I,R.) Being recovered, an agent becomes susceptible again after 1/r̃R,S time units on average.
Hence, the rates rm,n and r̃m,n, written in matrix form in the order (S, I,R), are given by

r =

− rS,I 0
0 − 0
0 0 −

 , r̃ =

 − 0 0
0 − r̃I,R

r̃R,S 0 −

 . (27)

In the following sections we derive and prove mean-field limits of the CNVM on different random
graphs.

4.2. Erdős–Rényi random graphs

The Erdős–Rényi (ER) random graph GN,p, also called binomial random graph, is defined as the
random graph where each possible edge appears independently with probability p > 0. To be
precise, we have

P(GN,p = G) = p|E(G)|(1− p)(
N
2 )−|E(G)|, (28)

where G is a simple graph on vertices [N ] and |E(G)| denotes the number of edges in G [49]. We
implicitly allow the edge probability p = p(N) to depend on the number of nodes N . It is especially
interesting to investigate if a mean-field limit exists depending on the asymptotic behavior of p,
e.g., depending on how fast p converges to 0 as N → ∞.

In this section we show that the CNVM on ER random graphs converges to a mean-field limit
with respect to the shares of each opinion, provided the expected node degree p(N − 1) grows fast
enough with N . Thus, we have K = 1 and the extended states (xi, si) = (xi, 1) collapse to just
the states xi. For easier notation, we refer to the transition (m, 1) → n as m → n. Moreover, we
consider the sequence of random graphs

(
GN,p

)
N∈N, such that we can use the index N instead of

ℓ from the previous section.

Heuristic derivation of the mean-field equation Let us first derive the mean-field ODE in a
heuristic manner. Consider for a given graph G the propensity functions

αG
m→n(x) =

∑
i:xi=m

(
QG

i (x)
)
m,n

(29)

=
∑

i:xi=m

(
rm,n

dGi,n(x)

dGi
+ r̃m,n

)
(30)

9



describing the cumulative rate at which an opinion change m → n occurs in the entire graph.
Because of the homogeneous nature of an ER random graph G, we expect the share of agents of
opinion n in the neighborhood of agent i, dGi,n(x)/d

G
i , to be approximately equal to the share of

opinion n in the whole system, Cn(x) =: cn. Hence, we have

1

N
αG
m→n(x) ≈

1

N

∑
i:xi=m

(
rm,ncn + r̃m,n

)
(31)

= cm
(
rm,ncn + r̃m,n

)
=: α̃m→n(c), (32)

which yields the following mean-field ODE when inserted into (16):

d

dt
c(t) =

∑
m ̸=n

cm(t)
(
rm,ncn(t) + r̃m,n

)
(en − em), (33)

where the summation is over all pairs (m,n) ∈ [M ]× [M ] with m ̸= n.
Now we show that the propensity functions α̃m→n(c) derived above indeed fulfill the conditions

of Theorem 3.1. We will make use of the following results.

Auxiliary concentration results

Lemma 4.2. Let G = GN,p denote the ER random graph and x ∈ [M ]N an arbitrary but fixed
state. Define the random variable Em,n as the number of edges between nodes of opinion m and
nodes of opinion n ̸= m in G, according to x, i.e., Em,n =

∑
i:xi=m dGi,n(x). Then we have the

concentration inequality

P(|Em,n − cmcnN
2p| ≥ ε) ≤ 2 exp

(
− ε2

3N2p

)
(34)

for all ε > 0, where c := C(x).

Proof. There are u := cmcnN
2 possible edges between m-opinion and n-opinion nodes. As every

edge in GN,p is present with probability p independently of all other edges, it follows that Em,n is
binomially distributed with u trials and success probability p for each trial. In particular, we have
E[Em,n] = up = cmcnN

2p, and applying the Chernoff bound (Lemma A.2) yields

P(|Em,n − cmcnN
2p| ≥ ε) ≤ 2 exp

(
− ε2

3up

)
(35)

≤ 2 exp
(
− ε2

3N2p

)
, (36)

where the last inequality follows from u ≤ N2.

Furthermore, we can show in a similar fashion (see Lemma A.3) that the node degrees d
GN,p

i are
concentrated around Np, i.e., for ε > 0 and i ∈ [N ] we have

P
(∣∣dGN,p

i −Np
∣∣ ≥ εNp

)
≤ 2 exp

(
− ε2Np

3
+

2ε

3

)
. (37)

Now we can verify the conditions of Theorem 3.1:

Proposition 4.3. Let GN,p denote the ER random graph and r̂ := maxm ̸=n rm,n. For all ε ∈ (0, r̂)
we have that

∀N ∈ N : P
(

max
x∈[M ]N

∆GN,p(x) ≥ ε
)
≤ fε(N), (38)

where

fε(N) := 4MN+2 exp
(
− 1

12
N2p

(ε
r̂
− ε2

r̂2

)2)
+ 2N exp

(
−N

ε2p

12r̂
+

ε

3r̂

)
. (39)
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Proof sketch. The detailed proof can be found in appendix C. The main idea of the proof is as
follows. We fix any N ∈ N and denote G := GN,p. By inserting the propensity functions (30) and
(32) into (14), it follows that

∆G(x) = max
m̸=n

rm,n

∣∣∣ 1
N

∑
i:xi=m

dGi,n(x)

dGi
− Cm(x)Cn(x)

∣∣∣. (40)

Let δ ∈ (0, 1) and define the random events

A :=
{

max
x∈[M ]N

∆G(x) ≥ ε
}
=
{

max
x∈[M ]N

max
m̸=n

rm,n

∣∣∣ 1
N

∑
i:xi=m

dGi,n(x)

dGi
− Cm(x)Cn(x)

∣∣∣ ≥ ε
}
, (41)

B :=
{
∀i : (1− δ)Np ≤ dGi ≤ (1 + δ)Np

}
. (42)

We need to bound P(A). Note that, due to the concentrated node degrees in ER random graphs,
the probability of event B is large. To be precise, from equation (37) and the union bound, it
follows that

P(BC) ≤ 2N exp
(1
3
(−δ2Np+ 2δ)

)
, (43)

where BC denotes the complement of B. Using Lemma 4.2 and an appropriate choice of δ, we can
show that

P(A ∩ B) ≤ 4MN+2 exp
(
− 1

12
N2p

(ε
r̂
− ε2

r̂2

)2)
. (44)

All in all, this yields

P(A) ≤ P(A ∩ B) + P(BC) (45)

≤ 4MN+2 exp
(
− 1

12
N2p

(ε
r̂
− ε2

r̂2

)2)
+ 2N exp

(
−N

ε2p

12r̂
+

ε

3r̂

)
, (46)

from which the proposition follows.

Large population limit By examining the bounding function fε that we have derived in the
previous proposition, we can conclude edge densities p = p(N) for which the mean-field result
holds. The following theorem states that ER random graphs of intermediate density are sufficient
to obtain the mean-field limit. Interestingly, the derived threshold for the edge density p is exactly
the sharp threshold that yields (asymptotically almost surely) connectedness of GN,p [49].

Theorem 4.4. Let the edge probability p = p(N) of the ER random graph GN,p be a function of
the number of vertices N . If p dominates log(N)/N asymptotically, i.e.,

p = ω
( logN

N

)
as N → ∞, (47)

then the dynamics of the opinion shares in the CNVM converges to a mean-field limit as N → ∞,
in the sense of both Theorem 3.1 (annealed result) and Corollary 3.4 (quenched result). The mean-
field solution satisfies the ODE

d

dt
c(t) =

∑
m ̸=n

cm
(
rm,ncn + r̃m,n

)
(en − em). (48)

Proof. In Proposition 4.3 we derived the function

fε(N) = 4MN+2 exp
(
− 1

12
N2p

(ε
r̂
− ε2

r̂2

)2)
+ 2N exp

(
−N

ε2p

12r̂
+

ε

3r̂

)
(49)

as a bound for P
(
maxx ∆

GN (x) ≥ ε
)
. In order to apply Theorem 3.1, we have to make sure that

fε(N) → 0 as N → ∞. For the right term in fε to converge to 0, it is necessary that Npε2
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Figure 2: Mean (dashed line) ± standard deviation (shaded area) of the CNVM on ER random
graphs with edge probability p = 0.01, estimated from 200 numerical simulations of the
model, in comparison with the mean-field solution (MFE) (48). See Example 4.5.

dominates logN for all ε > 0, which is given for p = ω
(
logN
N

)
. Similarly, for the left term in

fε to converge to 0, it is necessary that N2p dominates N , which is less restrictive and also true
for p = ω

(
logN
N

)
.

Moreover, neglecting constants, the right term of fε satisfies N exp(−Np) ≪ N−2, from which
the condition

∑
N fε(N) <∞ of Corollary 3.4 follows.

Example 4.5. We provide numerical results of two example models in Figure 2, which indicate
how the derived mean-field solution becomes a good approximation of the stochastic process c(t) for
large numbers of agents N . For every numerical sample of the process, we generate a new random
graph and then simulate the CNVM on that graph using Gillespie’s stochastic simulation algorithm
[31]. In the first example (cf. Figure 2a) we examine the CNVM with M = 2 opinions, initial
conditions c(0) = (0.2, 0.8), and rate constants

r =

(
− 0.99
1 −

)
, r̃ =

(
− 0.01

0.01 −

)
. (50)

In the second example (cf. Figure 2b) there are M = 3 opinions, the initial condition is c(0) =
(0.2, 0.5, 0.3), and rate constants are

r =

 − 0.8 0.2
0.2 − 0.8
0.8 0.2 −

 , r̃m,n = 0.01 for all m ̸= n. (51)

For both examples the edge density was set to p = 0.01. Note that if the number of agents is too
small, the mean-field equation fails to approximate the dynamics well because of the high variance
of c(t), and also the mean of c(t) may not be close to the mean-field solution. As we let the
number of agents increase, the variance of the process decreases and the mean moves closer to the
mean-field solution, see Figure 2a. Moreover, note that the quality of the approximation of c(t) by
the mean-field limit may deteriorate over time, as indicated by equation (A.37), which can be seen
in Figure 2b.

4.3. ER random graphs with heterogeneous population

Similarly to the previous section, we consider a sequence of Erdős–Rényi (ER) random graphs
(GN,p)N∈N. However, we now assume a heterogeneous population, i.e., there are K distinct classes
of agents that differ by their rate constants rkm,n and r̃km,n, k = 1, . . . ,K, in the CNVM (26). For
a given graph G an agent i of class k has the rate matrix(

QG
i (x)

)
m,n

= rkm,n

dGi,n(x)

dGi
+ r̃km,n , m ̸= n. (52)
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Hence, the collective variable C(m,k)(x) is given by the share of agents that have opinion m and
class k. Note that the quantity of agents in each class and the assignment of agents to the classes
are arbitrary, as long as the initial shares cℓ(0) can converge to a constant vector c0 in the large
population limit ℓ→ ∞ (cf. Theorem 3.1). This implies that also the shares of each class k, i.e., the
percentages of agents in each class, have to converge in the large population limit. Note however
that, as discussed in section 2, the class assignment is not allowed to depend on the realization of
the random graph. In other words, for each ℓ there is a deterministic assignment of the nodes to
the classes, while the edges are drawn afterwards and at random.
Let us again derive the mean-field solution in a heuristic manner. Consider the propensity

functions

αG
(m,k)→n(x) =

∑
i:(xi,si)=(m,k)

(
QG

i (x)
)
m,n

(53)

=
∑

i:(xi,si)=(m,k)

(
rkm,n

dGi,n(x)

dGi
+ r̃km,n

)
. (54)

Because of the homogeneous nature of an ER random graph G, we expect the share of agents of
opinion n in the neighborhood of agent i, dGi,n(x)/d

G
i , to be approximately equal to the share of

opinion n in the whole system, cn :=
∑

k∈[K] C(n,k)(x). Hence, we have

1

N
αG
(m,k)→n(x) ≈

1

N

∑
i:(xi,si)=(m,k)

(
rkm,ncn + r̃km,n

)
(55)

= c(m,k)

(
rkm,ncn + r̃km,n

)
=: α̃(m,k)→n(c) (56)

which yields the following mean-field ODE when inserted into (16):

d

dt
c(t) =

∑
(m,k)→n

c(m,k)(t)
(
rkm,n

∑
k′∈[K]

c(n,k′)(t) + r̃km,n

)(
e(n,k) − e(m,k)

)
. (57)

Theorem 4.6. Consider the heterogeneous CNVM as introduced above on the sequence of Erdős–
Rényi random graphs (GN,p)N∈N. Let the edge probability p = p(N) be a function of the number
of vertices N . If p dominates log(N)/N asymptotically, i.e.,

p = ω
( logN

N

)
as N → ∞, (58)

then the dynamics of the collective variables c = C(x), where c(m,k) denotes the share of agents
that have opinion m and class k, converges to a mean-field limit as N → ∞, in the sense of
both Theorem 3.1 (annealed result) and Corollary 3.4 (quenched result). The mean-field solution
satisfies the ODE (57).

Proof. The proof is analogous to the proof for a homogeneous population in section 4.2. We first
define

Ex
(m,k)→n :=

∑
i:(xi,si)=(m,k)

d
GN,p

i,n (x) (59)

as the number of edges between nodes of extended state (m, k) and nodes of opinion n. Then,
analogously to Lemma 4.2, we show by using the Chernoff bound (Lemma A.2) that

P
(∣∣∣Ex

(m,k)→n − C(m,k)(x)Cn(x)N
2p
∣∣∣ ≥ ε

)
≤ 2 exp

(
− ε2

3N2p

)
, (60)

where Cn(x) :=
∑

k∈[K] C(n,k)(x). Now, by inserting the propensity functions to (14), we have

∆G(x) = max
(m,k)→n

rkm,n

∣∣∣ 1
N

∑
i:(xi,si)=(m,k)

dGi,n(x)

dGi
− C(m,k)(x)Cn(x)

∣∣∣. (61)
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Figure 3: Mean (dashed line) ± standard deviation (shaded area) of the CNVM (M = 2 opinions)
with heterogeneous population on ER random graphs with p = 0.01, estimated from
200 numerical simulations of the model, in comparison with the mean-field solution (57).
The population consists of K = 2 different classes, and the rates rk are such that class
1 slightly prefers opinion 2 and class 2 prefers opinion 1, i.e., r11,2 > r12,1 and r21,2 < r22,1.
Initial conditions are (c(1,1), c(1,2), c(2,1), c(2,2)) = (0.25, 0.25, 0.25, 0.25).

Analogously to the proof of Proposition 4.3, we define the events A and B, and show by means
of (60) that

P(A) ≤ P(A ∩ B) + P(BC) (62)

≤ fε(N) := 4KMN+2 exp
(
− 1

12
N2p

(ε
r̂
− ε2

r̂2

)2)
+ 2N exp

(
−N

ε2p

12r̂
+

ε

3r̂

)
. (63)

The bounding function fε is identical to the homogeneous case (39) except for the additional factor
K, due to the additional maximum over the class k before applying the union bound.

We provide numerical results for an example model in Figure 3.

4.4. Stochastic block model

In this section we discuss the CNVM (with homogeneous population) on random graphs given
by the stochastic block model. In the stochastic block model the population of agents is split
into several clusters (blocks) and there are different edge probabilities for connections inside the
clusters and for connections between clusters; see Figure 1 for an example with two clusters. More
precisely, let there be K blocks with sizes b1, . . . , bK ∈ (0, 1]∩Q, such that

∑
k bk = 1. We consider

graphs on Nℓ = ℓ LCD(b1, . . . , bk) nodes, where LCD refers to the lowest common denominator,
and declare that nodes {1, . . . , Nℓb1} belong to block 1, nodes {Nℓb1 +1, . . . , Nℓ(b1 + b2)} to block
2, and so on. Furthermore, we have a symmetric matrix of probabilities (pk,k′)Kk,k′=1, such that
pk,k′ ≥ 0 is the probability of an edge between a node in block k and a node in block k′. The edges
are then drawn randomly and independently according to these probabilities. We assume that for
all k ∈ [K] there is at least one k′ ∈ [K] such that pk,k′ > 0.
We define the class of node i as si = k if node i is located in the k-th block. Hence, the collective

variable C(m,k)(x) is given by the share of agents that are located in cluster k and have opinion m.
Let us again derive the mean-field solution in a heuristic manner. Consider for a given graph G
the propensity functions

αG
(m,k)→n(x) =

∑
i:(xi,si)=(m,k)

(
rm,n

dGi,n(x)

dGi
+ r̃m,n

)
. (64)
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(Note that we have a homogeneous population, i.e., every node has equal rate constants r and r̃.
It would be straightforward to extend this to the case where nodes have different rate constants
rk and r̃k depending on the class k, similarly to section 4.3.) For a random graph G generated
by the stochastic block model, we expect that the degree dGi of node i in block k is concentrated
around

dGi ≈ Nℓ

∑
k′∈[K]

bk′pk,k′ =: Nℓp̄k . (65)

Thus, we have

αG
(m,k)→n(x) ≈

rm,n

Nℓp̄k

∑
i:(xi,si)=(m,k)

dGi,n(x) +
∑

i:(xi,si)=(m,k)

r̃m,n . (66)

Furthermore, the random variable
∑

i:(xi,si)=(m,k) d
G
i,n(x), which counts the number of edges be-

tween nodes in cluster k that have opinion m and nodes anywhere that have opinion n, is expected
to be concentrated around its mean∑

i:(xi,si)=(m,k)

dGi,n(x) ≈
∑

k′∈[K]

c(m,k)c(n,k′)N
2
ℓ pk,k′ , (67)

where c(m,k) = C(m,k)(x). Hence, it follows

1

Nℓ
αG
(m,k)→n(x) ≈ c(m,k)

(
rm,n

∑
k′∈[K] c(n,k′)pk,k′

p̄k
+ r̃m,n

)
=: α̃(m,k)→n(c) (68)

and we obtain, after inserting into (16), the mean-field ODE

d

dt
c(t) =

∑
(m,k)→n

c(m,k)(t)
(
rm,n

∑
k′∈[K] c(n,k′)(t) pk,k′

p̄k
+ r̃m,n

)(
e(n,k) − e(m,k)

)
, (69)

where p̄k =
∑

k′∈[K] bk′pk,k′ .

Theorem 4.7. Consider the CNVM (26) on a sequence of stochastic block model random graphs
(Gℓ)ℓ∈N as defined above. We introduce a sequence of scaling factors (κℓ)ℓ∈N, κℓ ∈ [0, 1], and
employ the scaled edge probabilities κℓ pk,k′ (instead of pk,k′) for generating Gℓ. If κℓ dominates
log(Nℓ)/Nℓ asymptotically, i.e.,

κℓ = ω
( logNℓ

Nℓ

)
as ℓ→ ∞, (70)

then the dynamics of the collective variables c = C(x), where c(m,k) denotes the share of agents that
have opinion m and are located in the k-th block, converges to a mean-field limit as ℓ→ ∞, in the
sense of both Theorem 3.1 (annealed result) and Corollary 3.4 (quenched result). The mean-field
solution satisfies the ODE (69).

Proof. Again, the proof is analogous to the proof for ER random graphs in section 4.2. We provide
the detailed proof of this theorem in appendix D. The derived bounding function

fε(ℓ) = 4MNℓ+2K exp
(
− 1

12
N2

ℓ p̄
ℓ
(ε
r̂
− ε2

r̂2

)2)
+ 2Nℓ exp

(
−Nℓ

ε2p̄ℓ

12r̂
+

ε

3r̂

)
, (71)

where p̄ℓ := κℓ mink∈[K] p̄k, is identical to the bounding function for ER random graphs (cf. Propo-

sition 4.3), except for the additional factor K and the value p̄ℓ instead of p.

Remark 4.8. In the previous theorem we have considered the case that all edge probabilities
pk,k′ are scaled using the same factor κℓ. It is also possible to let each edge probability scale
independently, i.e., we define as pℓk,k′ the edge probabilities used to construct the graph Gℓ. For
the bounding function fε(ℓ) in (71) to converge to 0 it is then required that

p̄ℓ := min
k∈[K]

p̄ℓk := min
k∈[K]

∑
k′∈[K]

bk′pℓk,k′ = ω
( logNℓ

Nℓ

)
, (72)
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Figure 4: Mean (dotted line) ± standard deviation (shaded area) of the CNVM on a stochastic
block model (SBM) with two equal size blocks and p1,1 = p2,2 = 0.01 and p1,2 = 0.0001,
estimated from 200 numerical simulations of the model, in comparison with the mean-
field solution (69). M = 2 opinions with initial conditions (c(1,1), c(1,2), c(2,1), c(2,2)) =
(0.5, 0, 0, 0.5).

which yields the following condition on the pℓk,k′ for convergence to a mean-field limit:

∀k ∈ [K] ∃k′ ∈ [K] : pℓk,k′ = ω
( logNℓ

Nℓ

)
as ℓ→ ∞. (73)

Moreover, the mean-field equation (69) has to be adapted to this setting: the factor pk,k′/p̄k in
(69) has to be replaced by the limit limℓ→∞ pℓk,k′/p̄ℓk and hence the edge probabilities pℓk,k′ may only
be chosen in such a way that these limits exist for all k, k′. All in all, this means that for the
mean-field limit to hold it is sufficient that every cluster is well connected to at least one other
cluster or itself. If a cluster k is only sparsely connected to another cluster k′ (or itself), the two
are not coupled in the MFE as the factor pℓk,k′/p̄ℓk becomes 0 in the limit ℓ→ ∞.

We provide numerical results of an example stochastic block model in Figure 4. In the example,
there are two equal size blocks and M = 2 opinions. Initially, every agent in block 1 has opinion 1
and every agent in block 2 has opinion 2. Over time the concentrations in both blocks equilibrate.

4.5. Uniformly random regular graphs

In this section we derive mean-field results for the CNVM on uniformly random regular graphs. A
simple graph is called d-regular if every node has a degree of exactly d. We denote by GN,d the
uniformly random d-regular graph on N nodes, i.e., every d-regular graph has equal probability
and every other graph has probability 0. We again implicitly allow that d = d(N) depends on
the size of the graph N . Similarly to Erdős–Rényi random graphs from the previous sections,
uniformly random d-regular graphs are likely to have a homogeneous edge density, which indicates
a mean-field limit with respect to the simple opinion shares (K = 1), and thus, we employ the
same propensity functions and we expect the same mean-field ODE as in section 4.2:

d

dt
c(t) =

∑
m ̸=n

cm(t)
(
rm,ncn(t) + r̃m,n

)
(en − em). (74)

However, due to the stochastic dependence of edges in GN,d (in contrast to ER random graphs)
working with random d-regular graphs is more intricate, especially in the case of small d. In
the case of a large degree d on the other hand, the distributions of the random regular graph and
the ER random graph with p = d/N become asymptotically identical, which is the subject of the
Sandwich conjecture [50]:
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Conjecture 4.9 (Sandwich conjecture). If d = d(N) dominates logN asymptotically, there exist
p∗ = (1 − o(1)) d/N and p∗ = (1 + o(1)) d/N as well as ER random graphs G∗ ∼ GN,p∗ and
G∗ ∼ GN,p∗ , such that

P(G∗ ⊆ GN,d ⊆ G∗) = 1− o(1), (75)

where ⊆ denotes inclusion of edges.

Proof. To date, the Sandwich conjecture has only been proven for d≫ log4N/ log3 logN , see [51].
It is an open question whether or not the conjecture holds for the missing range logN ≪ d ≪
log4N/ log3 logN .

Given a degree d large enough such that the above conjecture applies, e.g., d ≈ Na for any fixed
a > 0, the convergence to the mean-field limit is obtained by our previous Theorem 4.4 for ER
random graphs.

Theorem 4.10. Let a sequence of random regular graphs (GNℓ,d)ℓ∈N be given such that d =
d(Nℓ) ≫ log4Nℓ/ log

3 logNℓ. Then the dynamics of the opinion shares in the CNVM converges to
a mean-field limit as ℓ→ ∞, in the sense of both Theorem 3.1 (annealed result) and Corollary 3.4
(quenched result). The associated mean-field ODE is given in (74).

As stated before, the case of random regular graphs with small degree d is substantially more
difficult. It is often easier to deal with the configuration model instead, which we introduce below,
and then transfer the results back to the regular simple graph setting.

Configuration model The configuration model [49, section 11.1] enables us to define random
multigraphs with arbitrary degree distributions. However, we restrict ourselves to d-regular multi-
graphs. Unlike simple graphs, multigraphs allow self-loops, i.e., edges from a node to itself, and
also multiple edges between two nodes. For our purposes, we will need to discard multigraphs that
are not simple from the sampling.
The configuration model is constructed as follows. We choose N and d such that Nd is even and

define the set W = [Nd]. Consider the partition W = W1 ∪ · · · ∪WN , where Wi := {(i − 1)d +
1, . . . , id}. Moreover, we define the map

φ : [Nd] → [N ], φ(e) = i :⇔ e ∈Wi. (76)

In this setup, the elements of Wi refer to half-edges attached to the i-th node, and joining two
half-edges e, h ∈W denotes forming an edge between the nodes φ(e) and φ(h) in the multigraph.
More precisely, we call a partition F of W into η := Nd/2 pairs a configuration and denote the
multigraph G = (V,E) that is induced by the configuration F by

γ(F ) := (V,E) =
(
[N ], {(φ(e), φ(h)) | (e, h) ∈ F}

)
. (77)

Let the random variable F denote a uniformly random configuration, i.e., every possible configu-
ration F is equally likely. Then one can show that for any two d-regular simple graphs G1 and G2

we have

P(γ(F ) = G1) = P(γ(F ) = G2), (78)

and hence, GN,d can be obtained by conditioning the configuration model γ(F ) on the set of simple
graphs [49, Corollary 11.2].
It remains to find a simple way to sample configurations F uniformly at random. Let

Π :=
{
(t1, . . . , tη) | ∀r ∈ [η] : tr ∈ {1, . . . , (Nd− 2r + 1)}

}
. (79)

A tuple t ∈ Π uniquely induces a configuration F = ψ(t), where the map ψ is defined via the
following procedure. Let U1 := W and Ur+1 := Ur \ {ur0, urtr}, r = 1, . . . , η, where uri is the
(i+ 1)-th smallest element of Ur. Then F = ψ(t) := {(ur0, urtr ) | r = 1, . . . , η}. In words, we start
with W and define an edge by connecting the nodes associated to the first and t1-th element of W .
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Figure 5: For d = 3 and N = 4 and an example tuple t ∈ Π, we show the induced configuration
ψ(t) and multigraph γ(ψ(t)).

Then we remove this pair of elements from W and continue this procedure on the remaining set
with the first and t2-th element, and so on. We provide an example in Figure 5. Note that, for the
random variable t ∈ Π that is uniformly distributed, i.e., each component tr ∈ {1, . . . , (Nd−2r+1)}
is picked uniformly at random and independently from the others, we have

ψ(t)
d
= F . (80)

In order to verify the conditions of Theorem 3.1 for uniformly random d-regular graphs, the
following concentration result is useful:

Lemma 4.11. Let x ∈ [M ]N and fix two distinct opinions m,n ∈ [M ]. Assume that the state x
is ordered, such that the m-opinion nodes are first, the n-opinion nodes come after that, and then
the rest. Define the random variable g(t) as the number of edges between nodes of opinion m and
nodes of opinion n in the induced multigraph γ(ψ(t)), with respect to x. Then it follows

P

(∣∣∣∣g(t)− cmcnN
2d2

Nd− 1

∣∣∣∣ ≥ ε

)
≤ 2 exp

(
− ε2

4Nd

)
, (81)

where cm denotes the share of opinion m in the state x.

Proof. We assume that there is at least one node with opinion m and at least one node with
opinion n in x; otherwise the lemma is trivially true. Consider two tuples t, t′ ∈ Π that only differ
in one coordinate l, i.e., t = (t1, . . . , tη), t

′ = (t1, . . . , tl−1, t
′
l, tl+1, . . . , tη). Let bm ∈ W denote the

maximal element such that xφ(bm) = m (recall (76)), and define bn analogously. Note that, due to
the ordering of x, we have bm < bn. The values bm and bn act as important boundaries because
the edges counting towards g(t) have to cross bm but must not cross bn. (An edge (s, e) with
s, e ∈ W is defined to be crossing the boundary b if s ≤ b < e.) In Lemma A.4, we show that the
number of edges crossing any boundary can vary by at most 2 between t and t′. Hence, it follows
that |g(t) − g(t′)| ≤ 4, because there are the two boundaries bm, bn to consider for g(t). As the
random vector t = (t1, . . . , tη) has independent components, we are able to apply McDiarmid’s
inequality [52]:

P
(∣∣∣g(t)− E[g(t)]

∣∣∣ ≥ ε
)
≤ 2 exp

(
− 2ε2

16η

)
= 2 exp

(
− ε2

4Nd

)
. (82)

Finally, note that there are cmNd half-edges attached to nodes of opinion m, and each of these
has a cnNd/(Nd− 1) chance to get matched with a half-edge of a node with opinion n. Hence, we
have

E[g(t)] = cmNd
cnNd

Nd− 1
, (83)

which completes the proof.
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Now we can derive the bounding function fε from the conditions of Theorem 3.1. We consider
a sequence of uniformly random regular graphs Gℓ = GNℓ,d, ℓ ∈ N. Note that for a fixed degree
d ∈ N not all graph sizes N ∈ N are possible, hence the sequence (Nℓ)ℓ is necessary.

Proposition 4.12. For all ε > 0 there exists a function fε : N → R≥0 such that

∀ℓ ∈ N : P
(

max
x∈[M ]Nℓ

∆Gℓ(x) ≥ ε
)
≤ fε(ℓ), (84)

where

fε(ℓ) = (2 + o(1))MNℓ+2 exp
(
d2 −Nℓd

ε2

4r̂2
+

ε

4r̂

)
as ℓ→ ∞. (85)

Proof. Let ℓ ∈ N and denote G := Gℓ. By inserting the propensity functions (cf. equations (30)
and (32)), we have

∆G(x) = max
m ̸=n

rm,n

∣∣∣ 1
Nℓ

∑
i:xi=m

dGi,n(x)

dGi
− Cm(x)Cn(x)

∣∣∣. (86)

Fix two opinions m ̸= n and let x ∈ [M ]Nℓ be ordered as in Lemma 4.11. For simpler notation, we
write cm := Cm(x). As all realizations of G are d-regular, it follows

1

Nℓ

∑
i:xi=m

dGi,n(x)

dGi
=

1

Nℓd

∑
i:xi=m

dGi,n(x) =:
1

Nℓd
Em,n , (87)

where Em,n denotes the number of edges between nodes of opinion m and nodes of opinion n in
GNℓ,d, with respect to x. Consider also the number of edges between nodes of opinion m and
nodes of opinion n in the configuration model, which we denote by g(t) as in Lemma 4.11. We can

relate these two quantities as follows, provided d < N
1/7
ℓ [49, Thm 11.3]:

P
(∣∣∣Em,n − cmcnN

2
ℓ d

2

Nℓd− 1

∣∣∣ ≥ ε
)
≤ (1 + o(1))eλ(λ+1)P

(∣∣∣g(t)− cmcnN
2
ℓ d

2

Nℓd− 1

∣∣∣ ≥ ε
)

(88)

≤ (1 + o(1))eλ(λ+1)2 exp
(
− ε2

4Nℓd

)
(89)

where λ := d−1
2 . With the notation r̂ := maxm ̸=n rm,n, we have

P
(
rm,n

∣∣∣ 1
Nℓ

∑
i:xi=m

dGi,n(x)

dGi
− cmcn

∣∣∣ ≥ ε
)

(90)

≤ P
(∣∣∣ 1
Nℓ

∑
i:xi=m

dGi,n(x)

dGi
− cmcnNℓd

Nℓd− 1

∣∣∣+ ∣∣∣cmcnNℓd

Nℓd− 1
− cmcn

∣∣∣ ≥ ε

r̂

)
(91)

= P
( 1

Nℓd

∣∣∣Em,n − cmcnN
2
ℓ d

2

Nℓd− 1

∣∣∣+ cmcn
Nℓd− 1

≥ ε

r̂

)
(92)

= P
(∣∣∣Em,n − cmcnN

2
ℓ d

2

Nℓd− 1

∣∣∣ ≥ Nℓd
(ε
r̂
− cmcn
Nℓd− 1

))
(93)

(89)

≤ (1 + o(1))eλ(λ+1)2 exp
(
−
(
Nℓd(

ε
r̂ − cmcn

Nℓd−1 )
)2

4Nℓd

)
(94)

≤ (1 + o(1))eλ(λ+1)2 exp
(
−Nℓd

ε2

4r̂2
+

ε

4r̂

)
. (95)

Recall that we have assumed an ordered state x. However, due to the indifference of the random
regular graph with respect to the specific node numbering, a certain regular graph is just as likely
as the same graph but with permuted node labels. Using this property, it follows that the bound
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(95) holds for general states x. We give a more detailed explanation in appendix E. Finally, we
apply the union bound

P
(

max
x∈[M ]Nℓ

∆G(x) ≥ ε
)

(96)

= P
(

max
x∈[M ]Nℓ

max
m̸=n

rm,n

∣∣∣ 1
Nℓ

∑
i:xi=m

dGi,n(x)

dGi
− Cm(x)Cn(x)

∣∣∣ ≥ ε
)

(97)

(95)

≤ (1 + o(1))MNℓM(M − 1)eλ(λ+1)2 exp
(
−Nℓd

ε2

4r̂2
+

ε

4r̂

)
(98)

≤ (2 + o(1))MNℓ+2 exp
(
d2 −Nℓd

ε2

4r̂2
+

ε

4r̂

)
(99)

to conclude the proof.

As in the previous sections, we can summarize our findings in the following

Theorem 4.13. Consider the CNVM (26) on a sequence of uniformly random regular graphs

Gℓ = GNℓ,dℓ
, ℓ ∈ N. If dℓ → ∞ as ℓ→ ∞, but slower than N

1/7
ℓ , i.e.

dℓ = ω(1) ∩ o(N1/7
ℓ ), (100)

then the dynamics of the opinion shares concentrates around a mean-field limit as ℓ → ∞, in the
sense of both Theorem 3.1 (annealed result) and Corollary 3.4 (quenched result). The mean-field
solution satisfies the ODE (74).

Proof. We need to guarantee that the bounding function derived in Proposition 4.12

fε(ℓ) = (2 + o(1))MNℓ+2 exp
(
d2ℓ −Nℓdℓ

ε2

4r̂2
+

ε

4r̂

)
(101)

converges to 0 as ℓ → ∞. Hence, the exponent (after removing constants) Nℓ + d2ℓ − Nℓdℓε
2 has

to converge to −∞ for all ε > 0. Using Nℓ → ∞ and dℓ ≥ 1, we require

lim
ℓ→∞

Nℓ + d2ℓ
Nℓdℓε2

= lim
ℓ→∞

1

dℓε2
+

dℓ
Nℓε2

!
= 0. (102)

The left term goes to 0 for dℓ = ω(1), and the right term for dℓ = o(Nℓ). Additionally, we used

[49, Thm 11.3] in the previous proposition, which requires that dℓ = o(N
1/7
ℓ ).

Moreover, neglecting constants, fε(ℓ) is bounded by exp(Nℓ + d2ℓ − Nℓdℓ) ≪ N−2
ℓ , from which

the condition
∑

ℓ fε(ℓ) <∞ of Corollary 3.4 follows.

Combining our insights for random regular graphs with small degree and with large degree yields
the following corollary.

Corollary 4.14. Let a sequence of random regular graphs (GNℓ,dℓ
)ℓ∈N satisfy

lim
ℓ→∞

dℓ = ∞. (103)

Then the dynamics of the opinion shares in the CNVM converges to a mean-field limit as ℓ→ ∞, in
the sense of both Theorem 3.1 (annealed result) and Corollary 3.4 (quenched result). The associated
mean-field ODE is given in (74).

Proof. We have shown the convergence to the mean-field limit for 1 ≪ d≪ N1/7 in Theorem 4.13
and for d ≫ log4N/ log3 logN in Theorem 4.10. Due to the fact that N1/7 ≫ log4N/ log3 logN ,
the convergence follows for all d≫ 1.

Remark 4.15. In section 4.2 we showed convergence to the MFE for Erdős–Rényi random graphs
if the average node degree grows faster than log(N), whereas our result for d-regular graphs (The-
orem 4.13) only requires unboundedness of the degree d, i.e., it can grow arbitrarily slowly. Intu-
itively, the regularity of the graphs allows for the mean-field limit to hold under more sparsity.
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Figure 6: Mean (dotted line) ± standard deviation (shaded area) of the SIR model (cf. Example
4.1) on uniformly random regular graphs with N = 10000 nodes, estimated from 100
realizations, in comparison to the mean-field solution (74) (solid line). Initial shares
(cS , cI , cR) = (0.99, 0.01, 0).

We provide a numerical example for uniformly random regular graphs in Figure 6. We choose
the rates r and r̃ to replicate the SIR model discussed in Example 4.1 and observe a steep wave of
infections followed by a smaller second wave. The figure illustrates how the discrepancy between
model realizations and mean-field solution decreases when we increase the degree d, as indicated
by Theorem 4.13. For d = 10, the approximation quality of the mean-field solution is poor, even
though the number of agents N = 10000 is quite large. (Increasing N reduces the variance of the
model realizations, but does not necessarily move the mean closer to the mean-field solution.) For
d = 100, on the other hand, the mean-field limit is a reasonable approximation. Hence, in order
to achieve a certain approximation quality it is crucial that both N and d are large enough.

5. Conclusion

In this work we have derived conditions under which Markovian discrete-state systems on networks
(as described in section 2) converge to a mean-field limit. More precisely, we have provided an
ordinary differential equation (ODE) such that the shares of nodes of certain classes behave like the
solution of this ODE in the large population limit, if the conditions are fulfilled. Moreover, we have
applied these results to the well-known voter model on Erdős–Rényi random graphs, the stochastic
block model, and uniformly random regular graphs, specifying the convergence conditions for
each of these graph types. As for Erdős–Rényi graphs we also have shown how to incorporate a
heterogeneous population with different classes of agents. Numerical examples have validated the
derived mean-field solutions.
While we have provided verifiable conditions that guarantee convergence to a mean-field limit,

the question of finding optimal collective variables for a given problem is still open. In many
(rather simple) examples, like the ones we have discussed in this paper, it is obvious which collective
variables to choose, i.e., on which subsets of nodes the concentrations of states should be measured.
In order to deal with more intricate problems, methods to construct viable collective variables could
be investigated in future work. One of the first of such methods was proposed in [53], where also
scale-free networks are studied. Indeed, such network topologies that better resemble the social
network structures found in real-life data [54] are of particular interest and could be subject of
future theoretical studies.
Furthermore, fluctuations around the mean-field solution could be analyzed in order to inves-

tigate the convergence to the mean-field limit more thoroughly. For medium-sized populations,
that do not allow a good approximation via the mean-field limit, these fluctuations could be taken
into account to construct an approximation via a stochastic differential equation, e.g., by adding
a stochastic correction term to the mean-field limit [7].
Moreover, the framework introduced in this paper could be extended to more general models in
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future works. For instance, a changing network structure that is coupled to the dynamics of the
nodes’ states, e.g., as in the adaptive voter-model [55], could be investigated.
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A. Auxiliary lemmas

Lemma A.1. Let (Ω,F ,P) be a probability space and zℓ : Ω × R → [0, 1], ℓ ∈ N, a sequence
of stochastic processes with Lebesgue-measurable realizations, i.e., zℓ(ω, ·) is measurable for all ω.
We denote the random variable describing the process at time t ∈ R as zℓ(t). Assume that for all
ε > 0 there exists a function fε : N → R such that

a) ∀ℓ ∈ N ∀s ∈ R : P(zℓ(s) ≥ ε) ≤ fε(ℓ)

b) limℓ→∞ fε(ℓ) = 0.

Then it follows that

1) ∀s ∈ R : limℓ→∞ E[zℓ(s)] = 0

2) ∀t ∈ R≥0 : limℓ→∞ E[
∫ t

0
zℓ(s)ds] = 0

3) ∀t ∈ R≥0 :
∫ t

0
zℓ(s)ds

p−→ 0 as ℓ→ ∞.

Proof. Let ε > 0 and define for every ℓ ∈ N the stochastic process ẑℓ(s) by

ẑℓ(s) :=

{
ε, zℓ(s) < ε

1, else.
(A.1)

Thus, we have zℓ(s) ≤ ẑℓ(s) and

E[zℓ(s)] ≤ E[ẑℓ(s)] = εP(zℓ(s) < ε) + P(zℓ(s) ≥ ε) (A.2)

≤ ε+ fε(ℓ). (A.3)

By assumption b) this yields limℓ→∞ E[zℓ(s)] ≤ ε. As ε > 0 was arbitrary, statement 1) follows.
In order to prove statement 2), we first use Tonelli’s theorem to interchange integral and expected
value, i.e.

E
[ ∫ t

0

zℓ(s)ds
]
=

∫ t

0

E[zℓ(s)]ds, (A.4)

since the integrand is non-negative. Given E[zℓ(s)] ≤ 1, we can apply the dominated convergence
Theorem, which yields

lim
ℓ→∞

∫ t

0

E[zℓ(s)]ds =

∫ t

0

lim
ℓ→∞

E[zℓ(s)]ds = 0 (A.5)

by statement 1). Statement 3) follows directly from 2), as convergence in L1 is stronger than
convergence in probability.

Lemma A.2 (Chernoff bound). Let X1, . . . ,Xn be independent random variables with values in
{0, 1} and denote X :=

∑
i Xi. Then for all ε > 0

P
(∣∣X − E[X]

∣∣ ≥ ε
)
≤ 2 exp

(
− ε2

3 E[X]

)
. (A.6)

Proof. See for example [56, Theorem A.14].

Lemma A.3. Let GN,p denote the ER random graph and the random variable di := d
GN,p

i the
degree of the i-th node. Then for all ε > 0 and all i ∈ [N ] we have

P(|di −Np| ≥ εNp) ≤ 2 exp
(
− ε2Np

3
+

2ε

3

)
. (A.7)
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Proof. In GN,p the degree di of each vertex is Binomial distributed with N − 1 trials and success
probability p. Hence, we have E[di] = (N − 1)p and using the Chernoff bound (Lemma A.2) it
follows that

P
(
|di − (N − 1)p| ≥ ε

)
≤ 2 exp

(
− ε2

3(N − 1)p

)
. (A.8)

Thus, we have

P
(
|di −Np| ≥ εNp

)
≤ P

(
|di − (N − 1)p|+ p ≥ εNp

)
(A.9)

(A.8)

≤ 2 exp
(
− (εNp− p)2

3(N − 1)p

)
(A.10)

≤ 2 exp
(
− (εNp− p)2

3Np

)
(A.11)

≤ 2 exp
(
− ε2Np

3
+

2ε

3

)
. (A.12)

Lemma A.4. Let 1 ≤ b ≤ Nd and for a tuple t ∈ Π let h(t) := |{(s, e) ∈ ψ(t) | s ≤ b < e}| denote
the number of edges that cross the boundary b. Let t, t′ ∈ Π only differ in one coordinate l, i.e.,
t = (t1, . . . , tη), t

′ = (t1, . . . , tl−1, t
′
l, tl+1, . . . , tη). Then it follows that

|h(t)− h(t′)| ≤ 2. (A.13)

Proof. Let Ur and uri be as introduced in section 4.5. Define

δr :=

{
1, if ur0 ≤ b < urtr
0, else

(A.14)

and note that h(t) =
∑η

r=1 δ
r. Moreover, let ir := max{i | uri ≤ b} be the index of the largest

element in Ur that is not larger than b. (We set max ∅ := −1.) The following relations between δr

and ir hold:

0 ≤ ir < tr ⇔ δr = 1 (A.15)

ir ≥ tr or ir = −1 ⇔ δr = 0 (A.16)

δr = 1 ⇒ ir+1 = ir − 1 (A.17)

δr = 0 ⇒ ir+1 =

{
−1, if ir = −1

ir − 2, else.
(A.18)

Relation (A.17) holds because δr = 1 implies that exactly one element that is smaller or equal to
b is removed from Ur, and hence ir+1 is one less than ir. Relation (A.18) holds because δr = 0
implies that either two elements that are smaller or equal to b are removed from Ur, which yields
a reduction of ir+1 by 2 compared to ir, or both removed elements are larger than b, which is the
case if ir = −1.
We denote the respective analogous objects for t′ as (U ′)r, (u′)ri , (δ

′)r, and (i′)r. W.l.o.g., we
assume that tl < t′l.
Clearly, for r ≤ l we have Ur = (U ′)r and ir = (i′)r, and for r < l we have δr = (δ′)r. Consider
the case that it also holds δl = (δ′)l. Due to equations (A.17) and (A.18), this yields il+1 = (i′)l+1,
and as tr = t′r for r > l, we have δl+1 = (δ′)l+1 via equations (A.15) and (A.16). By iteration, we
have δr = (δ′)r for all r > ℓ and hence h(t) = h(t′).
We now consider the case that δl ̸= (δ′)l, i.e., by tl < t′l and (A.14), δl = 0 and (δ′)l = 1. By
(A.16) this implies il = (i′)l ̸= −1. Also, by equations (A.17) and (A.18) we have (i′)l+1 = il+1+1.
Depending on the value of (i′)l+1, one of the following three outcomes occurs:
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1. (i′)l+1 = 0: It follows from (A.15) that (δ′)l+1 = 1, and because il+1 = −1 we have δl+1 = 0.
Moreover, in the next step from (A.17) we have (i′)l+2 = −1 = il+2 and thus, (i′)r = ir also
for all subsequent steps r > l + 2. As a result, for all r > (l + 1) we have δr = (δ′)r = 0. All
in all, this yields h(t′) = h(t) + 2.

2. (i′)l+1 = tl+1: It follows from (A.16) that (δ′)l+1 = 0, and because il+1 = tl+1 − 1 we have
δl+1 = 1. Hence, by equations (A.17) and (A.18) we have (i′)l+2 = il+2 and thus, by iteration
also (i′)r = ir for all subsequent steps r > l + 2. As a result, for all r > (l + 1) we have
δr = (δ′)r. All in all, this yields h(t′) = h(t) + 1− 1 = h(t).

3. Else: For all other values of (i′)l+1, we have δl+1 = (δ′)l+1. Thus, in the next step we still
have the relation (i′)l+2 = il+2 + 1 due to (A.17) if δl+1 = 1, or due to (A.18) if δl+1 = 0.
By iteration, we get into either case 1. or 2. in one of the subsequent steps r > (l + 1), i.e.,
either (i′)r = 0 or (i′)r = tr, which yields h(t′) = h(t) + 2, or h(t′) = h(t) respectively.

B. Proof of Theorem 3.1

Let
(
P(m,k)→n(t)

)
m,k,n

denote independent unit-rate Poisson processes. Then we can write (cf.

[45, section 1.2])

cℓ(t) = cℓ(0) +
∑

(m,k)→n

P(m,k)→n

(∫ t

0

αGℓ

(m,k)→n(x
ℓ(s)) ds

)v(m,k)→n

Nℓ
. (A.19)

We further define the centered Poisson processes P̃(m,k)→n(t) := P(m,k)→n(t)− t, which leads to

cℓ(t) = cℓ(0) +
∑

(m,k)→n

P̃(m,k)→n

(∫ t

0

αGℓ

(m,k)→n(x
ℓ(s)) ds

)v(m,k)→n

Nℓ︸ ︷︷ ︸
=:δℓ(t)

+

∫ t

0

Fℓ(x
ℓ(s))ds, (A.20)

where

Fℓ(x) :=
∑

(m,k)→n

αGℓ

(m,k)→n(x)
v(m,k)→n

Nℓ
. (A.21)

Note that due to the assumption (15) of transition rates bounded by B > 0, we have

αGℓ

(m,k)→n(x) =
∑

i:(xi,si)=(m,k)

(
QGℓ

i (x)
)
m,n

≤ NℓB (A.22)

and thus

δ̂ℓ(t) := sup
0≤s≤t

∥δℓ(s)∥ (A.23)

≤
∑

(m,k)→n

sup
0≤s≤t

∣∣∣ 1
Nℓ

P̃(m,k)→n(sNℓB)
∣∣∣∥v(m,k)→n∥. (A.24)

By the law of large numbers, one can show that (see for example [57, Theorem 1.2])

sup
0≤s≤t

∣∣ 1
Nℓ

P̃(m,k)→n(sNℓB)
∣∣ p−→ 0 as ℓ→ ∞ (A.25)

and hence

∀t : δ̂ℓ(t)
p−→

ℓ→∞
0. (A.26)
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Furthermore, we have that∥∥∥∫ t

0

Fℓ(x
ℓ(s))− F (cℓ(s))ds

∥∥∥ (A.27)

≤
∫ t

0

∑
(m,k)→n

∣∣∣ 1
Nℓ

αGℓ

(m,k)→n(x
ℓ(s))− α̃(m,k)→n(c

ℓ(s))
∣∣∣∥v(m,k)→n∥︸ ︷︷ ︸

=:zℓ(s)

ds =: δ̃ℓ(t) (A.28)

and

zℓ(s) ≤
∑

(m,k)→n

∆Gℓ
(
xℓ(s)

)
v̄ =MK(M − 1) ∆Gℓ

(
xℓ(s)

)
v̄, (A.29)

where v̄ := max(m,k)→n∥v(m,k)→n∥. Let ε > 0 and define ε̃ := ε
MK(M−1)v̄ . Then it follows that

P(zℓ(s) ≥ ε) ≤ P
(
∆Gℓ

(
xℓ(s)

)
≥ ε̃
)

(A.30)

≤ P
(

max
x∈[M ]Nℓ

∆Gℓ(x) ≥ ε̃
)

(A.31)

≤ fε̃(ℓ)
ℓ→∞−→ 0. (A.32)

Hence, from Lemma A.1 it follows that

δ̃ℓ(t) =

∫ t

0

zℓ(s)ds
p−→

ℓ→∞
0. (A.33)

Now, writing c(t) = c(0) +
∫ t

0
F (c(s))ds and cℓ(t) as in (A.20), we obtain

∥cℓ(t)− c(t)∥ =
∥∥∥cℓ(0)− c(0) + δℓ(t) +

∫ t

0

Fℓ(x
ℓ(s))− F (c(s))ds

∥∥∥ (A.34)

≤ ∥cℓ(0)− c(0)∥+ ∥δℓ(t)∥+
∥∥∥∫ t

0

Fℓ(x
ℓ(s))− F (cℓ(s))ds

∥∥∥ (A.35)

+
∥∥∥∫ t

0

F (cℓ(s))− F (c(s))ds
∥∥∥

≤ ∥cℓ(0)− c(0)∥+ δ̂ℓ(t) + δ̃ℓ(t) + L

∫ t

0

∥cℓ(s)− c(s)∥ds, (A.36)

where L denotes the Lipschitz constant of F . (F is Lipschitz continuous because we have assumed

that all α̃(m,k)→n are.) Note that δ̂ℓ(t) and δ̃ℓ(t) are monotonically increasing in t. Thus, by the
Gronwall lemma we obtain

∥cℓ(t)− c(t)∥ ≤
(
∥cℓ(0)− c(0)∥+ δ̂ℓ(t) + δ̃ℓ(t)

)
exp(Lt)

p−→ 0
ℓ→∞

(A.37)

due to (A.26) and (A.33). Because of the monotonicity of the above bound, the theorem follows.

Remark B.1. We show that the rate of convergence of δ̂ℓ(t) to 0 as ℓ → ∞ is
√
Nℓ

−1
, in the

sense that E[δ̂ℓ(t)] = O(
√
Nℓ

−1
). Neglecting constant factors, we can conclude from (A.24) that

E[δ̂ℓ(t)] is bounded by

E
[
sup

0≤s≤t

∣∣∣ 1
Nℓ

P̃ (sNℓB)
∣∣∣] , (A.38)

where P̃ is a centered Poisson process and B > 0 is the bound of the transition rates, see (15).
One can show [57, Lemma 1.3] that the centered Poisson process is approximated well by Brownian
motion W , i.e., for all ℓ ∈ N,

Γ := sup
t≥0

|P̃ (tNℓB)−W (tNℓB)|
log(max(2, tNℓB))

<∞ a.s., E[Γ] <∞, (A.39)
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from which we have (assuming ℓ large enough so that tNℓB ≥ 2)

sup
0≤s≤t

∣∣∣P̃ (sNℓB)−
√
Nℓ W (sB)

∣∣∣ ≤ Γ log(tNℓB). (A.40)

This implies

sup
0≤s≤t

∣∣∣ 1
Nℓ

P̃ (sNℓB)
∣∣∣ ≤ Γ

log(tNℓB)

Nℓ
+ sup

0≤s≤t

∣∣∣ 1√
Nℓ

W (sB)
∣∣∣ (A.41)

and

E
[
sup

0≤s≤t

∣∣∣ 1
Nℓ

P̃ (sNℓB)
∣∣∣] ≤ E[Γ]

log(tNℓB)

Nℓ
+

1√
Nℓ

E
[
sup

0≤s≤t
|W (sB)|

]
, (A.42)

from which the claim E[δ̂ℓ(t)] = O(
√
Nℓ

−1
) follows.

C. Proof of Proposition 4.3

We fix any N ∈ N and denote G := GN,p. By inserting the propensity functions (30) and (32), it
follows that

∆G(x) = max
m̸=n

rm,n

∣∣∣ 1
N

∑
i:xi=m

dGi,n(x)

dGi
− Cm(x)Cn(x)

∣∣∣. (A.43)

Let δ ∈ (0, 1) and define the events

A :=
{

max
x∈[M ]N

∆GN (x) ≥ ε
}
=
{

max
x∈[M ]N

max
m ̸=n

rm,n

∣∣∣ 1
N

∑
i:xi=m

dGi,n(x)

dGi
− Cm(x)Cn(x)

∣∣∣ ≥ ε
}
,

(A.44)

B :=
{
∀i : (1− δ)Np ≤ dGi ≤ (1 + δ)Np

}
. (A.45)

From equation (37) and the union bound, it follows that

P(BC) ≤ 2N exp
(1
3
(−δ2Np+ 2δ)

)
, (A.46)

where BC denotes the complement of B. We will now show that P(A∩B) is small, from which the
Proposition follows when combined with (A.46). We define Ex

m,n :=
∑

i:xi=m dGi,n(x) as we did in

Lemma 4.2. For any fixed state x ∈ [M ]N and any opinions m ̸= n, we have

P
(
rm,n

∣∣∣ 1
N

∑
i:xi=m

dGi,n(x)

(1± δ)Np
− Cm(x)Cn(x)

∣∣∣ ≥ ε
)

(A.47)

= P
( 1

(1± δ)N2p
rm,n

∣∣Ex
m,n − Cm(x)Cn(x)(1± δ)N2p

∣∣ ≥ ε
)

(A.48)

≤ P
(∣∣Ex

m,n − Cm(x)Cn(x)N
2p
∣∣+ Cm(x)Cn(x)︸ ︷︷ ︸

≤1

δN2p ≥ r−1
m,n(1± δ)N2pε

)
(A.49)

≤ P
(∣∣Ex

m,n − Cm(x)Cn(x)N
2p
∣∣ ≥ r−1

m,n(1± δ)N2pε− δN2p
)

(A.50)

≤ P
(∣∣Ex

m,n − Cm(x)Cn(x)N
2p
∣∣ ≥ N2p(r̂−1ε− r̂−1εδ − δ)

)
. (A.51)

Hence, this also holds after applying the maximum:

P
(

max
x∈[M ]N

max
m̸=n

rm,n

∣∣∣ 1
N

∑
i:xi=m

dGi,n(x)

(1± δ)Np
− Cm(x)Cn(x)

∣∣∣ ≥ ε
)

(A.52)

≤ P
(

max
x∈[M ]N

max
m ̸=n

∣∣Ex
m,n − Cm(x)Cn(x)N

2p
∣∣ ≥ N2p(r̂−1ε− r̂−1εδ − δ)

)
. (A.53)
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In order to ensure that r̂−1ε − r̂−1εδ − δ > 0 for the given ε ∈ (0, r̂), we choose δ = r̂−1ε/2, i.e.,
(r̂−1ε− r̂−1εδ − δ) = (r̂−1ε− r̂−2ε2)/2. Applying the union bound and Lemma 4.2 yields

P
(

max
x∈[M ]N

max
m̸=n

rm,n

∣∣∣ 1
N

∑
i:xi=m

dGi,n(x)

(1± δ)Np
− Cm(x)Cn(x)

∣∣∣ ≥ ε
)

(A.54)

≤ 2MNM(M − 1) exp
(
− (N2p(r̂−1ε− r̂−2ε2)/2))2

3N2p

)
(A.55)

≤ 2MN+2 exp
(
− 1

12
N2p

(ε
r̂
− ε2

r̂2

)2)
. (A.56)

Moreover, we have

P(A ∩ B) (A.57)

= P
(

max
x∈[M ]N

max
m̸=n

rm,n

∣∣∣ 1
N

∑
i:xi=m

dGi,n(x)

dGi
− Cm(x)Cn(x)

∣∣∣ ≥ ε (A.58)

and ∀i : (1− δ)Np ≤ dGi ≤ (1 + δ)Np
)

≤ P
(

max
x∈[M ]N

max
m̸=n

max
ξ1,...,ξN∈[−1,1]

rm,n

∣∣∣ 1
N

∑
i:xi=m

dGi,n(x)

(1 + ξiδ)Np
− Cm(x)Cn(x)

∣∣∣ ≥ ε
)
. (A.59)

Since the right term, Cm(x)Cn(x), is independent of i, the maximum is reached by either making
the left term,

∑
i:xi=m dGi,n(x)/(1 + ξiδ)Np, as large as possible or as small as possible, i.e., either

all ξi = 1 or all ξi = −1. Therefore, we have, again using the union bound

P(A ∩ B) ≤ P
(

max
ξ∈{−1,1}

max
x∈[M ]N

max
m̸=n

rm,n

∣∣∣ 1
N

∑
i:xi=m

dGi,n(x)

(1 + ξδ)Np
− Cm(x)Cn(x)

∣∣∣ ≥ ε
)

(A.60)

(A.56)

≤ 4MN+2 exp
(
− 1

12
N2p

(ε
r̂
− ε2

r̂2

)2)
. (A.61)

Finally, it follows

P(A) ≤ P(A ∩ B) + P(BC) (A.62)

(A.46),(A.61)

≤ 4MN+2 exp
(
− 1

12
N2p

(ε
r̂
− ε2

r̂2

)2)
+ 2N exp

(
−N

ε2p

12r̂
+

ε

3r̂

)
. (A.63)

D. Proof of Theorem 4.7 (convergence for the stochastic block model)

In this section we verify the conditions of Theorem 3.1 for the continuous-time noisy voter model
on stochastic block model random graphs. The proof is analogous to the proof for ER random
graphs in section 4.2. For simplicity of notation, we consider the edge probabilities pk,k′ without
the scaling factor κℓ. We begin with an analogous version of Lemma 4.2.

Lemma D.1. Given a fixed state x ∈ [M ]N and the stochastic block model random graph G = GNℓ
,

we define

Ex
(m,k)→n :=

∑
i:(xi,si)=(m,k)

dGi,n(x) (A.64)

as the number of edges between nodes of extended state (m, k) and nodes of opinion n. Then we
have

E[Ex
(m,k)→n] =

∑
k′∈[K]

C(m,k)(x)C(n,k′)(x)N
2pk,k′ =: µ (A.65)

and, using the notation p̄k :=
∑

k′∈[K] bk′pk,k′ , we have

P
(∣∣∣Ex

(m,k)→n − µ
∣∣∣ ≥ ε

)
≤ 2 exp

(
− ε2

3N2p̄k

)
. (A.66)
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Proof. The number of edges between a node with extended state (m, k) and a node with extended
state (n, k′) is binomial distributed with C(m,k)(x)C(n,k′)(x)N

2 trials and success probability pk,k′ ,
i.e.,

Ex
(m,k)→n ∼

∑
k′∈[K]

Bin
(
C(m,k)(x)C(n,k′)(x)N

2, pk,k′
)
. (A.67)

From the Chernoff bound (Lemma A.2), we have

P
(∣∣∣Ex

(m,k)→n − µ
∣∣∣ ≥ ε

)
≤ 2 exp

(
− ε2

3µ

)
≤ 2 exp

(
− ε2

3N2p̄k

)
, (A.68)

where the last inequality is due to C(m,k)(x)C(n,k′)(x) ≤ bk′ .

Moreover, we show that the node degrees are concentrated, analogously to Lemma A.3.

Lemma D.2. Let node i ∈ [N ] be in cluster k and let di := dGi denote the degree of node i in the
stochastic block model. Then for all ε > 0 we have

P
(
|di −Nℓp̄k)| ≥ εNℓp̄k

)
≤ 2 exp

(
−Nℓ

ε2p̄

3
+

2ε

3

)
, (A.69)

where p̄ := mink∈[K] p̄k.

Proof. Note that di is the sum of independent binomial random variables

di ∼
∑

k′∈[K]\{k}

Bin(Nℓbk′ , pk,k′) + Bin(Nℓbk − 1, pk,k). (A.70)

Using the abbreviation µ := E[di], we have Nℓp̄k = µ+ pk,k and

P
(
|di −Nℓp̄k)| ≥ εNℓp̄k

)
≤ P

(
|di − µ)|+ pk,k ≥ εNℓp̄k

)
(A.71)

≤ 2 exp
(
− (εNℓp̄k − pk,k)

2

3µ

)
(A.72)

≤ 2 exp
(
− (εNℓp̄k − pk,k)

2

3Nℓp̄k

)
(A.73)

≤ 2 exp
(
−Nℓ

ε2p̄k
3

+
2εpk,k

3

)
(A.74)

≤ 2 exp
(
−Nℓ

ε2p̄

3
+

2ε

3

)
(A.75)

where the second inequality is due to the Chernoff bound (Lemma A.2).

Now we can verify the conditions of Theorem 3.1.

Proposition D.3. Let Gℓ denote the stochastic block model random graph and r̂ := maxm̸=n rm,n.
We further denote p̄ := mink∈[K] p̄k. For all ε ∈ (0, r̂) we have that

∀ℓ ∈ N : P
(

max
x∈[M ]Nℓ

∆GNℓ (x) ≥ ε
)
≤ fε(ℓ), (A.76)

where

fε(ℓ) := 4MNℓ+2K exp
(
−N2

ℓ p̄
(ε
r̂
− ε2

r̂2

)2/
12
)
+ 2Nℓ exp

(
−Nℓ

ε2p̄

12r̂
+

ε

3r̂

)
. (A.77)

Proof. We fix any ℓ ∈ N and denote G := Gℓ. Inserting the propensity functions for the stochastic
block model given in (64) and (68) yields

∆G(x) = max
(m,k)→n

rm,n

∣∣∣ 1
Nℓ

∑
i:(xi,si)=(m,k)

dGi,n
dGi

− C(m,k)(x)

∑
k′∈[K] C(n,k′)(x)pk,k′

p̄k

∣∣∣. (A.78)
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Let δ ∈ (0, 1) and define the events

A :=
{

max
x∈[M ]N

∆G(x) ≥ ε
}

(A.79)

B :=
{
∀i : (1− δ)Nℓp̄si ≤ dGi ≤ (1 + δ)Nℓp̄si

}
. (A.80)

From Lemma D.2 and the union bound, it follows that

P(BC) ≤ 2Nℓ exp
(
− δ2Nℓp̄

3
+

2δ

3

)
, (A.81)

where BC denotes the complement of B. We will now show that P(A ∩ B) is small, from which
the Proposition follows when combined with (A.81). We define Ex

(m,k)→n as in Lemma D.1.

For any fixed state x ∈ [M ]N and any transition (m, k) → n, we have, using the abbreviation
c(m,k) := C(m,k)(x),

P
(
rm,n

∣∣∣ 1
Nℓ

∑
i:si=(m,k)

dGi,n(x)

(1± δ)Nℓp̄k
− c(m,k)

∑
k′∈[K] c(n,k′)pk,k′

p̄k

∣∣∣ ≥ ε
)

(A.82)

= P
( rm,n

(1± δ)N2
ℓ p̄k

∣∣Ex
(m,k)→n − c(m,k)

∑
k′∈[K]

c(n,k′)pk,k′(1± δ)N2
ℓ

∣∣ ≥ ε
)

(A.83)

≤ P
(∣∣Ex

(m,k)→n − c(m,k)

∑
k′∈[K]

c(n,k′)pk,k′N2
ℓ

∣∣+ c(m,k)

∑
k′∈[K]

c(n,k′)pk,k′

︸ ︷︷ ︸
≤p̄k

δN2
ℓ (A.84)

≥ r−1
m,n(1± δ)N2

ℓ p̄kε
)

(A.85)

≤ P
(∣∣Ex

(m,k)→n − c(m,k)

∑
k′∈[K]

c(n,k′)pk,k′N2
ℓ

∣∣ ≥ r−1
m,n(1± δ)N2

ℓ p̄kε− δN2
ℓ p̄k

)
(A.86)

≤ P
(∣∣Ex

(m,k)→n − c(m,k)

∑
k′∈[K]

c(n,k′)pk,k′N2
ℓ

∣∣ ≥ N2
ℓ p̄(r̂

−1ε− r̂−1εδ − δ)
)
. (A.87)

Thus, choosing δ = r̂−1ε/2, as we did in the proof of Proposition 4.3, adding the maxima, and
applying Lemma D.1 and the union bound yields

P
(

max
x∈[M ]N

max
(m,k)→n

rm,n

∣∣∣ 1
N

∑
i:si=(m,k)

dGi,n(x)

(1± δ)Nℓp̄k
− C(m,k)(x)

∑
k′∈[K] C(n,k′)(x)pk,k′

p̄k

∣∣∣ ≥ ε
)

≤ 2MNℓ+2K exp
(
− 1

12
N2

ℓ p̄
(ε
r̂
− ε2

r̂2

)2)
(A.88)

With the same arguments as in the proof of Proposition 4.3, this leads to

P(A) ≤ P(A ∩ B) + P(BC) (A.89)

≤ 4MNℓ+2K exp
(
− 1

12
N2

ℓ p̄
(ε
r̂
− ε2

r̂2

)2)
+ 2Nℓ exp

(
−Nℓ

ε2p̄

12r̂
+

ε

3r̂

)
. (A.90)

From the bounding function fε derived above, Theorem 4.7 follows.

E. Invariance under graph isomorphism

Let GN denote the set of simple graphs with vertex set [N ]. A graph isomorphism between two
simple graphs G = ([N ], EG) and H = ([N ], EH) is a permutation τ : [N ] → [N ] such that

(i, j) ∈ EG ⇔ (τ(i), τ(j)) ∈ EH . (A.91)

Hence, we will denote H = τ(G), if H and G are isomorphic with permutation τ . Many random
graphs that we typically work with are indifferent with respect to the specific node labels, which
motivates the following definition:
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Definition E.1. A random graph G ∈ GN is called invariant under isomorphism if for any two
isomorphic graphs G,H ∈ GN we have

P(G = G) = P(G = H). (A.92)

Example E.2. Erdős–Rényi random graphs (cf. section 4.2) are invariant under isomorphism as
the probability depends only on the number of edges, which is preserved under graph isomorphism.
Uniformly random d-regular graphs (cf. section 4.5) are also invariant under isomorphism as every
d-regular graph has equal probability, any not d-regular graph has probability 0, and d-regularity is
preserved under graph isomorphism.

Let x ∈ [M ]N be a state and τ : [N ] → [N ] a permutation. We define the permuted state
τ(x) ∈ [M ]N by τ(x)i := xτ−1(i). Note that certain observables are identical for (G, x) and
(τ(G), τ(x)), for example the number of edges between nodes of state m and nodes of state n.

Definition E.3. We call a function f : GN × [M ]N → R invariant under isomorphism if for all
permutations τ : [N ] → [N ] and all (G, x) ∈ GN × [M ]N we have f(G, x) = f(τ(G), τ(x)).

Example E.4. Let f(G, x) denote the number of edges between nodes of state m and nodes of
state n, m ̸= n. Then

f(G, x) =
∑

i:xi=m

dGi,n(x) (A.93)

=
∑

i:xi=m

d
τ(G)
τ(i),n(τ(x)) (A.94)

=
∑

i:τ(x)i=m

d
τ(G)
i,n (τ(x)) = f(τ(G), τ(x)), (A.95)

i.e., f(G, x) is invariant under isomorphism.

We consider the following

Proposition E.5. Let both the random graph G ∈ GN and the function f : GN × [M ]N → R be
invariant under isomorphism. Let τ : [N ] → [N ] be a permutation and x ∈ [M ]N a state. Then
we have

f(G, x)
d
= f(G, τ(x)). (A.96)

Proof. Define for some fixed β ∈ R

G := {G ∈ GN : f(G, x) = β} (A.97)

G∗ := {G ∈ GN : f(G, τ(x)) = β}. (A.98)

Due to the invariance under isomorphism of f , we have for any G ∈ G

β = f(G, x) = f(τ(G), τ(x)) (A.99)

and thus τ(G) ∈ G∗. Now, let G∗ ∈ G∗. Then

f(τ−1(G∗), x) = f(G∗, τ(x)) = β (A.100)

and thus τ−1(G∗) ∈ G. Altogether, we have τ(G) = G∗. Finally, by the invariance under isomor-
phism of G, it follows

P(f(G, x) = β) = P(G ∈ G) = P(G ∈ G∗) = P(f(G, τ(x)) = β). (A.101)

As a consequence, it is sufficient to only deal with ordered system states, for example x =
(1, . . . , 1, 2, . . . , 2, 3, . . . ) ∈ [M ]N , when examining the distribution of f(G, x), as any permutation
of x would yield an identical distribution. This is exploited in Proposition 4.12.
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[41] J.-H. Niemann, S. Klus, C. Schütte, Data-driven model reduction of agent-based systems
using the Koopman generator, PLOS ONE 16 (5) (2021) 1–23. doi:10.1371/journal.pone.
0250970.

[42] L. Helfmann, J. Heitzig, P. Koltai, J. Kurths, C. Schütte, Statistical analysis of tipping path-
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