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THE MEAN-FIELD LIMIT OF SPARSE NETWORKS OF INTEGRATE

AND FIRE NEURONS

PIERRE-EMMANUEL JABIN AND DATONG ZHOU

ABSTRACT. We study the mean-field limit of a model of biological neuron networks based
on the so-called stochastic integrate-and-fire (IF) dynamics. Our approach allows to derive a
continuous limit for the macroscopic behavior of the system, the 1-particle distribution, for a
large number of neurons with no structural assumptions on the connection map outside of a
generalized mean-field scaling. We propose a novel notion of observables that naturally extends
the notion of marginals to systems with non-identical or non-exchangeable agents. Our new
observables satisfy a complex approximate hierarchy, essentially a tree-indexed extension of the
classical BBGKY hierarchy. We are able to pass to the limit in this hierarchy as the number of
neurons increases through novel quantitative stability estimates in some adapted weak norm.
While we require non-vanishing diffusion, this approach notably addresses the challenges of
sparse interacting graphs/matrices and singular interactions from Poisson jumps, and requires
no additional regularity on the initial distribution.
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1. INTRODUCTION

This article derives a continuous limit for the large-scale behavior of networks of neurons
following a type of dynamics known as integrate-and-fire (IF). It is a natural example of multi-
agent systems, where each agent (neuron) could influence others and be influenced in return.
However because each neuron has a priori different connections to other neurons, it is also an
important example of non-exchangeable systems.

We focus on IF systems for large number of agents or neurons, typically 86 x 10 in a
human brain for example. This makes it quite challenging to study the original system, either
numerically or analytically. Instead one can try to approach the large scale behavior of such
multi-agent systems through the concept of mean-field limit. In classical exchangeable systems,
the mean-field limit consists in replacing the exact influence exerted on one particle by its
expectation or mean. It is hence connected to the famous notion of propagation of chaos which
allows the use of a law of large number to rigorously justify this approximation. However in
non-exchangeable systems, the derivation of the mean-field limit also requires a way to capture
the limit of the non-identical interactions between particles or agents.

This article introduces a novel strategy based on a new concept of observables that are well
chosen linear combinations of empirical laws of agents or neurons. This family solves a tree-
indexed hierarchy, approximately for a finite number of neurons and exactly at the limit; a
key feature of this hierarchy is that the connection weights between neurons does not appear
explicitly anymore. As a consequence, the mean-field limit can be derived directly by passing to
the limit in the hierarchy, bypassing a priori structural assumptions on the connection weights.
In particular our result is entirely compatible with sparse connection weights, as supported by
experimental findings in neuroscience. However the IF-type dynamics involve jump processes in
time, which inevitably introduce discontinuities. Therefore, at the technical level, a major con-
tribution of this article is the development of well adapted weak norms that provide quantitative
stability estimates.

1.1. An IF neuron network with non-identical sparse connections. We focus in this
article on a type of stochastic integrate and fire models. In this model, neurons interact through
“spikes” that represent short electrical pulses in the membrane potential, typically lasting 1-2
ms. A broad range of IF models adopt the following theoretical simplification that dates back
to the earliest mathematical model of neuron [61] as well as [16, 63].

Spikes occur at distinct points in time, initiating what is typically referred to as a “fire”
event. For a network of IF neurons, at the exact time when the i-th neuron fires,

for all j connected to 4, X7 jumps by Wj,

where X7 describes the membrane potential of the j-th neuron and wj; represents the synaptic
connection from ¢ to j. The case of no synaptic connection is represented by w;; = 0.

There exists a large variety of models with various rules to determine when a neuron is firing
and what is the evolution of the membrane potential between spikes. In the seminal work [61],
the firing of neuron i is predicted at the time X' reaches a certain hard threshold value Xr.
According to IF dynamics, at such a time point each X7 jumps by wj; and X ! is reset to zero.
However we consider instead in the present paper a notion of soft threshold where the firing of
each neuron follows independent Poisson process with a rate that depends on the membrane
potential.

When there is no firing, the “pre-spike” dynamics of membrane potential is usually given by
a simple ODE or SDE, which we may write in our case as

dX(t) = w(X'(t)) dt + o(X (1)) dt.

As mentioned earlier, there exists a large variety of IF models in terms of the equations for
pre-spike dynamics and criteria for firing. From the point of view of the mathematical analysis
developed in this paper, both the stochasticity in the SDE equation on X'(t) and the soft
threshold are needed.
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The non-linearity of pre-spike dynamics has been observed in modern experimental studies
such as [1], and stochasticity was noted in [34, 33, 55]. Although biophysical models such as
Hodgkin-Huxley [18] and FitzHugh-Nagumo [30, (5] are available for more accurately repre-
senting the shape of each spike, IF type dynamics are frequently preferred for their perceived
precision when investigating multiple-neuron networks. Nevertheless the present is still a com-
promise between mathematical succinctness and biological plausibility. Some extended mathe-
matical models that aim to capture more complex neuronal phenomena have also been studied,
for example, in [11, 67, 69]. For a more extensive discussion of IF models in the context of
neuroscience, we refer to [9, 35, 36] and the references therein. For a more thorough exploration
of the biological considerations, we direct interested readers to references [30, 76].

To complete the definition at end points, it is conventional to define X%(¢) at a firing time
as the value after the jump or reset, making each X*(t) right continuous with left limit (cadlag
functions). This allows to give a precise mathematical definition of the dynamics. Let (X})X,
be the R-valued cadlag processes representing the membrane potential changes of the N neurons
and let wy = (w; j; N)gjzl be the interaction matrix describing the synaptic connection between
these neurons. The IF-type dynamics of neurons are characterized by the following SDE in
integral form holding for all i € {1,...,N}:

. . t . t . )
XN = x5V 4 / (XY ds + / o(X"N) dB!
0 0

t 00
(1.1) + Zwi,j;N/ / 1{z < V(XZLN)} N7 (dz,ds)
i 0 70
L i 5N\ AT
—/0 /0 X 1{z < v(X)}N'(dz,ds),

where

{N ‘ ?;1 are homogeneous spatial Poisson processes w.r.t. Lebesgue measure,

{Bi}iil are standard Wiener processes, and the 2N processes are independent.
For the target neuron ¢, the term ,u(X;;,N)ds summarizes its pre-spike dynamics and U(X;;,N)dBi
adds a Brownian noise. It experiences a jump of w; j,y when another neuron j fires and is reset
to zero when itself fires. Neuron ¢ firing occurs with a likelihood depending on the membrane
potential, which we denote by V(Xz’_N) and we introduce the Poisson processes N(dz,ds).

For the simplified case that the connections between neurons are all identical, i.e. w; ;.n =
1/N, ¥{i,j} € {1,..., N}, the mean-field limit of (1.1) or its variations can be expressed as a
PDE about the (time-varying) density function f(t,z), where x € R represents the membrane
potential. We mention [73] that employs a PDE-based approach, and [22, 24, 29] that each
offer a distinct probabilistic perspective. Though significantly different from (1.1), Hawkes
processes give another type of popular models for biological neuron networks and their mean-
field limit has also been studied, as in [14, 25]. We also cite [5] for the study of large biophysical
models with Hodgkin-Huxley and FitzHugh-Nagumo equations for the neurons, together with
[68] which derives an IF model from biophysical models in a mean-field setting. Even in the
case of identical connections, we emphasize that some neuron models may contain singularities
that lead to important mathematical challenges when deriving the mean-field limit.

While assuming identical connections is a significant simplification, the derived mean-field
limits have nonetheless provided useful insights into our understanding of large biological neuron
networks. For some limiting models, the mean-field equations can for example exhibit blow-up
in finite time, which may represent some large-scale synchronization within the network, see for
instance [10, 12, 13] from a PDE perspective, and [23] from a probability point of view. The
issue of convergence to equilibrium in the mean-field limit is also an important question, for
which we refer for example to [32] and [28]. Other studies, such as [20, 21, 19], have explored the
spectral conditions sufficient for the existence of periodic solutions near the invariant measure
through a Hopf bifurcation.
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Systems with non-identical connections remain less understood, despite their relevance to ap-
plications in neuroscience, as noted for instance in [71]. This is also supported by recent progress
in experimental biology that makes detailed connection graph for large neuron networks available
[19]. Mathematically, non-identical connections fundamentally alters the dynamics of coupled
ODEs or SDEs like (1.1), rendering them non-exchangeable and making many established tools
for exchangeable systems lose their applicability.

Despite these challenges, there exists a wide range of results that are able to handle systems
with certain types of non-identical connections, provided some structural assumptions are made.
A first example assumes that connections follow the algebraic constraint jWigin =1 and that

the initial data (X{§)¥ | are i.i.d.; the same mean-field equation as in the exchangeable case is
then obtained, see for instance [50]. Another well known case is found when the connections
smoothly depend on the physical location of each neuron: A typical assumption is that w; j.y =
W (yi;n,yj:n), where y;.n € R? denotes the spatial location of the i-th neuron and W(-,-) is
a smooth function. This case leads to some version of the well-known neural field equations,
see [7, 42, 43, 44,79, 1]. Within this type of assumptions on connections, the mean-field limit
has also been investigated in [15] for a model based on the Hawkes processes. Another well-
known setting consists in taking random connections, typically corresponding to some classical
random graph. This can of course be an attractive assumption when the connections remains
mostly unknown. The mean-field limit has been rigorously derived with several types of random
connections including the Erdos-Rényi type, as shown in [11]. We also mention [18, 64, 66] that
obtain mean-field limits of other multi-agent systems, still with random connections.

It is also enlightening to draw a comparison with the wider spectrum of results on general
non-exchangeable systems and not specifically IF models. Many approaches rely on graphon
theory, such as [54] which derives the mean-field limit for the Kuramoto model (originally
introduced in [57]) while subsequent explorations of the dynamics were performed in [16, 17].
Graphons are natural tools to try to describe the graph limit of connections wj; j,n without a
priori knowledge of additional regularity. Unfortunately, the use of graphon requires a dense
scaling for the connections with typically max; ;j |w; j.n| ~ O(1/N). There are still some results
on sparse graph connections. We mention [59] based on some concept of weak convergence on
graphs, or [37, 50, 38, 39] which are based on extensions of graphons such as graph-op. While
those results still require a priori knowledge of some additional convergence of w; j.n, the case
of sparse connections without a priori regularity has been recently studied in [51].

We keep in the present article the same general assumptions on connections as [51] namely,

e The w; j,ny may be completely different for every pair of neurons.

e The w; j,y can be positive or negative with corresponding excitation or inhibition be-
tween neurons, and are not symmetric.

e The number of neurons is assumed to be very large N > 1. We recall in particular that
the human brain for example contains approximately 8.6 x 10! neurons.

e The wj; j,n satisfy the following scaling:

max (maXz > |wigin |, max; 3, |wz‘,j;N|) ~O0(1),  maxy;|wi n| < 1.

This scaling allows each neuron i to be connected to a large population of neurons j,
while keeping the network sparsely connected. This again seems to fit with the average
of 7000 synaptic connections per neuron in the human brain.

However, as explained later on, we introduce several new key ideas with respect to [51], which
allows for a broader set of assumptions on the initial data and also makes dealing with jump
processes easier.

1.2. The marginal laws and BBGKY hierarchy for exchangeable systems. A classical
way to address this mean-field limit of large SDE systems like (1.1) is to shift our focus from
tracking trajectories to examining the joint law of various subsets of neurons.

For clarity, let us first mention some of the notations that we are using. We denote by
M(RF) the space of signed Borel measures with bounded total variation norm on R¥. M (RF)
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stands for the subset of non-negative measures. P(R¥) stands for the subset of probability
measures. When choosing a topology on M(R¥), we will mostly use the classical notion of
weak-* convergence. Note that we will also have bounds on some exponential moments, so that
together with those estimates, weak-* convergence will typically imply tight convergence.

We now introduce the classical concept of marginals for exchangeable systems, where we
emphasize the following steps to highlight the difference with non-exchangeable systems,

e For any distinct indices i1,...,7; € {1,..., N}, denote the marginal law of the agents
XN XN by

]i\/lv,...fik (t, .) = Law(X;17N’ e ’sz7N) S P(Rk)'

e Formally define sz\}““ = 0 if there are duplicated indices among i1, ..., ix.

e For the full joint law, adopt the simplified notation that
X 1,....N 1L;N N;N N
In(t,-) = fy7 (t,-) =Law(X. 7, ..., X, ) € P(RY).
In the context of exchangeable system (identical connections, wj j.x = w(N)), it is straightfor-
ward that, if (X, ..., X"V} is a solution of system, then any permutation (X, ... x/¥®V)

solves the same system as well. This implies that the full joint law equation is symmetric, so it
suffice to consider that marginals of the same order are identical, namely,

;\}""’Zk(t, ) _ ]jvl,...,]k(t’ ) c P(Rk),

if the indices 1 < iq,...,7; < are distinct and 1 < j1,...,Jr < IN are also distinct.
Given this property, it is natural to define the unique k-marginal

fN,k(t’ ) = ]1\77“.716(75’ ) € P(Rk)
The marginals are solutions to the famous BBGKY hierarchy of equations, in which the equation
for each fx ; depends on itself and the next marginal fx ;1 recursively.

One of the key concepts to obtain the mean-field limit is the notion of (Kac’s) chaos, which
can be defined in various equivalent ways. One possible definition involves the marginals which
is the one we use in this article: We have chaos iff the k-marginals of random variables
(XEN ., XNNY converge weak-* to the tensorization of a certain one-particle distribution
f € P(R) as N — oo, namely,

k
fue = fER e PRY), f (2, . z) = [] f(zm), for all fixed k € N,
m=1

At least for smooth enough dynamics, it is possible to show that chaos on the initial data
implies chaos at every later time, which is the famous propagation of chaos. Among the various
strategies for proving propagation of chaos and for obtaining the Vlasov equation as a mean-field
limit, we highlight the following one given its similarities with the approach we will follow:

e Pass to the limit in the BBGKY hierarchy to the Vlasov hierarchy as N — oo, which
yields fax(t,-) = foor(t,-) € P(RF) where fu (t,-) represents a solution to the Vlasov
hierarchy with initial data in tensorized form, namely f x(0,-) = gpk .

e Notice that if the one-particle distribution f(¢,-) solves the Vlasov equation with initial
data fo, then the k-marginals in tensorized form f®*(t,-) are a solution to the Vlasov
hierarchy with the same initial data fu x(0,-) = f*.

e Prove the uniqueness of the solution of the Vlasov hierarchy, which allows one to con-
clude that at all time t > 0, foo x(t,-) = f&5(t, ).

A variation of this argument involves directly obtaining stability estimates between the BBGKY
hierarchy and the Vlasov hierarchy, yet quantifies the deviation of the N-particle SDE system to
the Vlasov equation on the level of marginal laws. In general deriving the mean-field limit can
be challenging, especially when the interaction between particles is singular or when there is no
diffusion in the dynamics. Not surprisingly, the above approach usually requires smoothness on
the dynamics: from analytic in [75] to Lipschitz in [10]. However recent results such as [78] and
[3] have shown how to take advantage of non-vanishing diffusion to handle interactions through
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a kernel merely in respectively only L (more precisely some exponential Orlicz space) and
only LP for p > 1.

We hope to implement a similar strategy for non-exchangeable systems, such as our (1.1).
However, given a solution (th;N, . ,XtN;N) of (1.1), a permutation (XZ“N, . ,XZN;N) is not in
general also a solution since wy 2.y is in general not equal to w;, ;,.n for example. Consequently,
the concept of k-marginals does not actually exist and, instead, we have to consider the more
complicated situation where for a fixed k, each marginal law fy** might differ.

It is, however, not even the most significant obstacle. The more intricate issue lies in the
fact that any direct generalization of the BBGKY hierarchy would depend explicitly on the
coefficients w; ;. Hence, passing to the limit in the hierarchy would require passing to the limit
in some appropriate sense in the coefficients w; ;. y. If the w; j,n are of order O(1/N), one can
potentially apply the graphon theory [(62] to achieve this, as has been done for the Kuramoto
model in [54]. Unfortunately, we are considering potentially sparse networks without any a
priori smoothness and we have no idea how to generalize graphon theory in that case.

1.3. The novel notion of observables for non-exchangeable systems. A main contribu-
tion of the paper is to introduce a novel concept of observables in Definition 1.2, which not only
incorporates into the marginal laws f3"7** but also takes into account the effect of connectivity
WN = (wl}j)g\,[jzl in (1.1).

Those observables satisfy an approximate hierarchy that extends in some sense the BBGKY
hierarchy but which does not involve any explicit dependence on the connection weights. This
new hierarchy hence offers a promising framework for obtaining the mean-field limit, as it will
be enough to pass to the limit in a countable family of observables and equations.

Its structure however remains more complex. The main idea behind the definition of the new
observables, is to track all possible interactions between any finite number of neurons. In the
exchangeable case, it does not matter in which order these interactions take place, so that our
observables would reduce to the marginals and only depend on the total number of neurons
under consideration. But in the non-exchangeable case such as here, it is necessary to keep
track of which neuron is interacting with which. To achieve this, we use tree graphs to index
our observables, and establish a natural correspondence between adding a leaf on a node of the
tree and interacting with a particular agent among the k selected ones.

Definition 1.1. Define T as a set of directed labeled graphs (trees) constructed recursively in
the following manner
e Denoting by |T| the total number of vertices in T, index the vertices in T from 1,...,|T)|.
e The graph of a single node (indexed by 1) belongs to T .
o All other elements of T are constructed recursively: For any T € T and any 1 < m <
|T|, the graph T + m belongs to T, where T + m is obtained by adding a leaf to vertex
#m namely by adding a node indexed by |T|+1 and adding (m,|T|4+1) as an edge to T'.

The family T corresponds to all trees up to isomorphisms but it is equipped with a natural
orientation. The root of the tree is always labeled 1, and (I,m) € £(T) if there exists an edge
connecting [ and m and if [ is closer to the root than m. This family enables us to define our
observables.

Definition 1.2. Consider any connectivity matriz wy = (wm)%:l and a collection of random

processes (XN, ..., XN, We define the observable 5 (T, wx, fn)(t,-) € MRITH, T € T
as the weighted sum of marginals
N

(12) TN(T,U]N,fN)(t,dZ) = N Z wN,T(Zla-"aZ‘TOf]\} 7! (t,dzla"'?dZ|T‘)

1,0 =1
where the weight of each marginal is given by

’LUN7T(’L.17---7Z‘|T‘) = H Wiy im; N €R.
(Im)e&(T)
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We also define the absolute observable |tn|(T,wy, fn)(t,-) € MLRITH, T €T, as
1 N
. Zl? 72
v (Towy, )t d2) = = D0 (i i)y das - dapr).
1,0 =1

As we can see, if T1,T5 € T are isomorphic as tree graphs, the corresponding observables are
also identical up to permutation. In this sense, we can say our observables are indexed by trees.
It will be apparent later that the weights are chosen in a natural way so that, in the evolution
of observable T', the observable T+ m accounts for the interaction with the m-th agent among
the |T'| selected ones.

There does not appear to be an immediate interpretation for most observables, with the
obvious exception of the first one. If we take as T' = T} the first trivial tree with only vertex,
then the observable is the 1-particle distribution which is just the average of all marginals of
order 1,

(T17wN7fN)tdzl Zthd2'1

Hence obtaining the limit of the observables directly prov1des the limit of the 1-particle distri-
bution.

We also emphasize that, in contrast to the marginals, our observables are not probability
measures. They are neither necessarily normalized to a total mass of 1, nor guaranteed to be
non-negative. But the scaling of wy still ensures the total variation of any observable is at most

o),

Lemma 1.3. For any T € T, we have that

H|TN|(T5 wN’fN HM(R\T\ (maxlz - |w2] N|)‘T|_1-

Proof. Recall that any marginal law has total mass 1 by definition, thus,

1 N
H|7'N|(T,wNafN)(t")HM(R\T\)SN Z lwnr (i1, - .- ir))]-

i1, =1

If |T'| = 1, the right hand side equals to 1 trivially, concluding the proof.
When |T'| > 2, we can assume T' =T’ 4+ m and argue recursively

- 1«
N Z ‘wN,T(il,---ai\ﬂ)‘ = N Z |wN7T/(7:17"’7i|T‘*1)||wim7i\TﬁN

i1 ey =1 i1 oo =1

N
1 ) )
< <N g ‘U}N,T/(Zl,...,ZT|_1)‘>maXi Zé\le |U)i,j;N|-

11,87 —1=1

Remark 1.4. While in Definition 1.2 the laws and observables are only assumed to be measures,
and hence are denoted by f(dz), we may adopt the abuse of notation f(z) in latter discussions.
Many of the forthcoming equations, such as the Viasov equation (1.3), are indeed classically
written on densities.

Given the non-exchangeability of the system (1.1), the limiting behavior as N — oo cannot
be approximated by just a function f(¢,x), with z € R. Following the idea in [51] and [51], we
introduce the so-called extended density f(¢,&, z) instead, where the additional variable £ € [0, 1]
accounts for the non-exchangeable indices ¢ € {1,..., N} in the mean-field limit. The non-
identical interactions in the limit is described by a kernel we denote by w(&, (), (£,¢) € [0,1)?,
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and the Vlasov equation corresponding to (1.1) is given by

0.2
(1.3) Ouf (1,6 2) + 00 (1€, 2) £(6,6,2) ) = T-00af (1,6, 0)
+v(2) f(t, & x) — do(x)J¢(¢,€) =0,

where the mean firing rate and the mean-field drift are defined as

1
(L4 T = /R V(@) f(€x) de,  p5(tEx) = p() + /0 w(&, C)J5(t,€) dC.

In our context, w(§, ) should be the limit object of the sparsely connected wy = (wj ;. N)l]'szl
that we have described in Section 1.1. As a consequence, we are forced to consider singular
kernels w(&, ¢) and the only property we can inherit from wy is the O(1) scaling of

max (maxz' > lwigin|, max; 32 |w@',j;N|> = max ([lwn|lese e, [wn o).

To extend this norm for N x N connectivity matrices to the kernel on (£, ¢) € [0,1]2, we define
the Banach space Lg°([0,1], M¢[0,1]) as the topological dual of the (strong) Bochner space
L%([O, 1], C¢[0,1]). Since Mg ¢([0,1]?) is the topological dual of C¢ ([0, 1]?) and the canonical
embedding
Ce c([0,1]?) = Lg([0,1], C¢[0,1])
is continuous with dense image, one can consider
L?([Oa 1]7 MC[()? 1]) - M&C([Oa 1]2)'
This leads to the main Banach space W for the kernels
W= {w € M([0,1]%) : w(&, d¢) € Lg=([0, 1], Mc[0,1]), w(dé, ¢) € LE([0, 1], M¢[0,1])}.
We note that we deal later in the article with a priori estimate of f(¢,&,z) and we use for those
the usual strong Bochner spaces L>(]0,t.] x [0, 1]; M(R)).

The proper definition of the kernel space W allows us to correctly define the conjectured
limiting observables from the extended density.

Definition 1.5. Consider a connectivity kernel w(¢,¢) € W, (€,¢) € [0,1]? and some extended
density f € L>®([0,t,] x [0,1]; M (R)). Define the observables Too(T,w, f)(t,-) € M(RIT],
TeT, as

(1.5) oo (T, w, f) (¢, 2) ::/MT wr €y Er) Iy F(t &y 2m) dér, ..., dEp),

where

wr, ) = [ w(ésém)-

(1,m)€&(T)

It is easy to check the validity of integrals in (1.4) and (1.5) if the kernel w(¢,() is smooth
or when w € L°°. At the present, it may not be clear yet why the integrations with respect
to & € [0,1] involved in (1.4) and (1.5) make sense when we only have w € W. We prove in
Section 4 that it is possible to extend the bounds in Lemma 1.3 through a density argument.

We note that a definition akin to 7., along with a similar argument on integrability has been
addressed in [51].

1.4. Main result. Our main result states that the large scale dynamics of (1.1) described
in terms of observables 7n(T,wy, fn) can be indeed approximated by the mean-field limit,
provided the initial observables 7y (¢ = 0) are approximated by the initial 7. (¢ = 0).

Theorem 1.6. Assume that p,v € WH™ and o > 0. For a sequence of N — oo, let
(XZ‘;N)ZZ\L1 be solutions of the non-exchangeable SDE system (1.1) with connectivity matrices
Wy = (wm;N)z]‘Yj:l' In addition, let f € L*([0,t.] x [0,1]; M4 (R)) be a solution of the Viasov
equation (1.3)-(1.4) with connectivity kernel w € W. Assume that the following holds:
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e The connectivity matrices are uniformly bounded: For some Chyy > 0,
(1.6) Sup max (maxz‘ > [wijin |, max; 3 !wi,j;ND < Cw.

e The interaction of each pair of agents vanishes:

(1.7) 1<I?§E(N |w; j:n| =0 as N — oo.
e The hierarchy of observables and the extended density are initially bounded by an expo-
nential scale: There exists some a > 0, M, > 0, such that,

sup / exp (a z‘,}f':l 2 )| | (T wiv, fn)(0,2) dz < MJTT, VT €T,
N RIT
(1.8)

ess sup/ exp (a]w\)f(O,{,x) dz < M,.
¢efo,1] JR

e The hierarchy of observables initially converges in weak-* topology:
(1.9) (T, wy, fn)(0,) = Too(Tyw, £)(0,-) € MRITN) as N — 00, VT €T
Then, the hierarchy of observables converges at any time, in weak-* topology:
(1.10)  75(T,wn, fa)(E ) = Too(Tyw, )(E, ) € M(RITY) as N =00, Vte[0,t.], T€T.

While we state Theorem 1.6 in terms of the observables 7 from non-exchangeable systems
converging to the limiting observables 7o, in weak-* topology, our approach is inherently quanti-
tative. We state, in the next section, a precise and quantitative version of Theorem 1.6, namely
Theorem 2.6.

We recall that the first observable immediately correspond to the 1-particle distribution
so that Theorem 1.6 provides the limit of this 1-particle distribution. It would in fact be
possible to derive the limit of other well-known statistical objects, the 2-particle distribution
and correlations for example. To do that, we would build another family of new observables
starting from the 2-particle distribution in addition to the 1-particle distribution. This would
also require stronger assumptions with the initial convergence on both families instead of only
(1.9). However we did not want to further add to our approach or our statements and confine
ourselves to the limit of the 1-particle distribution.

The only non-straightforward assumption in Theorem 1.6 is (1.9) about whether the 7o, (T")(0, -),
VT € T come from a pair of extended density f(0,z,£) and w € W as defined in Definition 1.5.
It would be possible to formulate a version of Theorem 1.6 without this assumption. The se-
quence of initial data 7n (7T, wn, fn)(0, ) is obviously precompact as N — oo, so that we could
extract a converging sub-sequence. The proof of Theorem 1.6 would then imply that the lim-
iting 7, are exact solutions to a limiting, tree-indexed hierarchy. However, without (1.9), we
cannot identify the limiting 7, as being obtained through some solution f (¢, z,£) to the limiting
Vlasov equation. ‘

It is fortunately straightforward to show that (1.9) directly follows when the initial Xé’N =

XN (t = 0) are independent. When the initial data (Xol;N, e ,XéV;N) are independent random

variables with f]ivo = LaW(Xé;N) for all 1 <4 < N, the marginal laws are of form fji\}’o'"’ik =

anzl fk,”o for 1 < iq,...,7; < N that are distinct. We can then define a graphon-like kernel
and the extended density as

(1.11)
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It becomes straightforward to show that the initial observables 7n (T, wy, fn,t = 0) are ap-
proximated by 7. (T, Wy, fn,t = 0) up to an error of O(maxi<; j<n |w;j;n|). We in particular
state the following proposition, whose proof is postponed to Section 4.

Proposition 1.7. For a sequence of N — oo, consider (X5, ..., XN:V) as independent ran-
dom variables and wy = (wi7j)%:1 € RN Denote the marginal laws as fi = Law(X%Y) for
each N and 1 < i < N. Further, let wy, fn be the kernel and extended density as defined in
(1.11). Assume that the following holds:

e The connectivity matrices are uniformly bounded: For some Cyy > 0,

(1.12) Sup max (maXi 225 lwigin |, max; 37, |wz‘,j;N|> < Cw.
e The interaction of each pair of agents vanishes:
(1.13) wN = 1;51’??]\7 |w; j:n| =0, as N — oo.
e The laws are bounded by an exponential scale: There exists some a > 0, M, > 0, such
that,
1.14 G(2) dz < M,.
(1.14) Sup 1r§z>§véexp(a|2|)fjv(2) 2 <M,

Then the difference between observables v (T, wy, fn) and their approzimations Teo(T, W, f),
as formulated by (1.5) and (1.11), is quantified by

T -
/ L D (0L [l oo Ty v, ) (2) = v (T ww, fv)(2)] =
(1.15) R 712 .
< max |wjjv|max (maxz > [wijin |, max; 3 \wm‘;N!) ITI* M, .
1<i,j<N

Moreover, by extracting a subsequence (which we still index by N for simplicity), there exists a
pair of kernel w € W and extended density f € L>°([0,1]; M (R)), such that the hierarchy of
approzimate observables Too (T, Wy, fN) converges weak-* to the limit hierarchy Too (T, w, f):

(1.16) Too (T, 0N, fN) = Too (T, w, f) € M(R'T‘) as N —o0, VI eT.
In addition, such extended density f satisfies the bound

ess sup/ exp (a|x|)f(£,x) dr < M,.
¢clo,1] JR

When pombined with Proposition 1.7, Theorem 1.6 yields the mean-field limit for independent
initial Xé’N with only some appropriate moments bounds and no other structural assumptions
on the w; j . However we do emphasize that for non-exchangeable systems, the convergence
of observables can in general be much less demanding than independence. It is a very different
situation from exchangeable systems where chaos (or approximate independence) is essentially
equivalent to the asymptotic tensorization of the marginal.

But for our present models, counterexamples are easy to construct. We can for instance
separate the index 7 = 1... N into two distinct subset I; and I;. We then take w;;n = 0
ifiel;and j € I or j € I; and ¢ € I5. In that case there are no interactions between
neurons in I; and neurons in I5. We can then easily satisfy Assumption (1.9) by having the
XS’N independent within each subset I1 and I but with as much correlation as desired between
the subsets. This example can obviously be generalized to any arbitrary fixed number of subsets
and it is possible to construct even more intricate examples. But this already shows that the
optimal assumptions on the initial Xé’N have to depend intrinsically on the structure of the
connections in non-exchangeable cases. In that regard, we conjecture that Assumption (1.9) is
both necessary and sufficient to have the convergence of the 1-particle distribution.

Theorem 1.6 is the first rigorous result to obtain the mean-field limit for networks of neurons
interacting through integrate and fire models. The approach through an extended hierarchy
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solved by observables has very few comparisons in the literature, having only been used previ-
ously in [51]. In comparison with the previous [51] however, we put forward several new key
ideas with notably

e We introduce the observables directly at the level of the marginals. Instead the notion
of observables in [71] was only valid for almost independent variables, which required
first the propagation of independence. There are hence several advantages to our new
definition, first as per the discussion above about independence but also by providing a
much immediate notion of the statistical distribution in the system.

e We develop a new approach for the quantitative estimates on the hierarchy, based on
weak norms. This is again in contrast to [51] which was using strong L? norms. This is
a critical point because the jumps in integrate and fire models lead to discontinuities so
that we cannot have convergence in the hierarchy for our system for any strong norm.
On the other hand, the use of weak norms forces a different method in the analysis
as propagating weak norms necessarily creates intricate commutator estimates. An
important technical contribution of the present paper is to introduce the “right” weak
norms and a novel approach to handle those commutators.

There are however many remaining open questions. First of all, the statistical approach followed
here does not seem to allow to obtain the limit of any individual trajectory. This is again in con-
trast with classical exchangeable systems where obtaining the limit of the 1-particle distribution
allows to have the limit of typical (in some sense) trajectories. Another important question is
whether it is possible to connect the additional variable £ to some properties of individual neu-
rons, which could lead to classifying neurons in terms of their role in the dynamics. We mention
as final example of open problem, the issue of including learning in the models. In the setting of
(1.1), learning can be simply incorporated in the model by considering time-dependent synaptic
weights w; j.n(t) together with some equation prescribing the evolution of those weights. This
has been recognized to be a critical mechanism as early as the famous Hebb rule in [15]. But
it is unclear how to model this kind of learning appropriately while keeping sparse connections
and a mean-field scaling, or whether the present approach would remain valid for such mod-
els. The mean-field limit has been derived [70, 78] for neuron networks incorporating learning
mechanisms, and also in [3] for an opinion dynamics model. But those results impose the strong
algebraic constraint that w;, j.n = w;, j;N, Vi1, i2 # J.

The rest of the paper is structured as follows. In Section 2, we present our approach of
directly obtaining stability estimates, starting from the extended BBGKY hierarchy from non-
exchangeable system (1.1), the corresponding Vlasov hierarchy, and their a priori estimates.
The main stability result, as a quantitative version of (1.10), is stated as Theorem 2.6.

The subsequent sections are about rigorously proving the results in Section 2. We discuss
in Section 3 the properties of the weak norms denoted as H,’ 18k that we use throughout the
quantitative estimates. In Section 4, we revisit the limiting observables 7o (T, w, f), T € T,
to show that they are well-defined. Finally, with the preliminaries done in Section 3 and 4,
Section 5 is devoted to the proofs of the main results of Section 2, including Theorem 2.6.

2. QUANTITATIVE STABILITY ESTIMATES

2.1. A tensorized negative Sobolev norm. This subsection is dedicated to the introduction
of H, 1®k_pnorm along with its basic properties. While it is straightforward, the specific choice
of this norm plays a key role in our later estimates as it leads to good commutator estimates.
Introducing the mollification kernel

K(e) = 1 [ expl-lal cosh(€))de,

we may define the H, - 19k _norm as follows.
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Definition 2.1. For any function F defined on R, denote its tensorization to RF by

k
FOk (21, . z) = H F(zm), Y(z1,...,2,) € RE
m=1

We then define
) k
Igllzz-108 = K=" x gl| 12 mry,

and for any weight function n on R,
. k k
gl gr-10n = (=" 5 (gn =) | 2 )

The introduction of the weight 7 is motivated by the need for some control on the decay of
the solutions at infinity since we work on the whole R. We simply choose some « > 0 and define

n(x) = na(x) := Cyexp (\/ 1+ a2x2>, Co = /Rexp < — V14 a2x2> dz.

Our definition of H,’ 18k Jeads to a topology that is equivalent to the classical weak-* topology
of M(RF).

Lemma 2.2. Consider any a > 0, C > 0, 0 < a < a (which determines n = ny) and any
sequence

s c {oe MEY: [ o @Sy lnlolle) dz < €.

Then the following are equivalent

® gn — goo under the weak-* topology of M(RF).
® gn — gooan—hx”’C — 0.

The proof of Lemma 2.2 is postponed to Section 3, where we also conduct a deeper examina-
tion of the relationship between the H, 18k norm and classical negative Sobolev norms. The use
of weak distances such as Wasserstein distances is classical in the derivation of the mean-field
limit, in particular when looking at the notion of empirical measures.

However our observables are bounded functions at any ¢ > 0, for which we can even prove
bounds, and a main motivation for the use of weak norms stems from the singularity introduced
by the Poisson jump processes. The usefulness of negative-Sobolev norms in that context has
been highlighted in works such as [73]. We also mention [31] which considers a somewhat relaxed
IF model with connections depending on the spatial structure of neurons. However, instead of
studying the 1-particle distribution, we use tensorized H,’ 1®k_norms to investigate the joint law

N " and the observables, which seems to be a novel approach in this context.
2.2. From the original SDE system to the extended BBGKY hierarchy. We show in
this subsection that the observables, as defined in Definition 1.2, satisfy an extended BBGKY
hierarchy.

We first recall the Liouville or forward Kolmogorov equation that is satisfied by the full joint
law fx of solutions to the SDE (1.1),

N

0.2
Ut} Y |0n (e (1.0) - 502 lt.o)

=1
()t - wm( [ vty = @) dyi)

(wN)TZ = (wl,i;N,' . 'wN,i;N) € RN, V1 <1< Na

(2.1) .

VJ5£Z7yJ:m]:|

where §y is the Dirac delta function at origin. The “spike vector” (wN)TZ corresponds to the

i-th column of connectivity matrix wpy that account for the jumps when the i-th neuron fires.
From the Kolmogorov equation, we may derive equations on each observable.
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Proposition 2.3. Assume that p,v € WH™ and o > 0. Let wy := (w@j;N)ij:l be the
connectivity matriz and (X' N, . ,XéV;N) be the initial data with gy = LaW(Xé;N, . ,XéV;N).
Then, there exists a unique solution (th;N, e ,XtN;N) solving SDE (1.1) for allt > 0, whose
law
fn(t, ) = Law(X/N, . XV

is the unique distributional solution of Liouville equation (2.1) with initial data gn. In addition,
the observables
TN(T):TN(T7wN7fN)7 VI'eT

solve the extended version of BBGKY hierarchy with remainder terms: For all T € T,

(2.2)
N (T) (¢, 2
|T| o2
_ [ 0y (p(zm) T ()1, ) + 502, T (D) 2)
m=1

— (o) (T)(E, 2) + Go(2m) < /R V() (TN(T)(t, W) + BN 1m(t, u)) dum>

Vn#m, un:zn:|
-0, { /R v(aprpn) (W (T + M)t 2) + B 711 (2 2)) dzml} }

where the remainder terms are given by

(2.3)

N
1 3 ARG} i 7"'7' ] 7"'7'
Fnrmlt,2) =~ D wnalin i) (1 =l = T 2)),

z’l,...,z‘m=1

Gy rm(t,z) / o wnrin, i) (I = ) = T () dr,

i1, ﬂm 1

and the wé\l,i'j“’i’“ are defined as the restriction of the “spike vector” (wN)Tj to the marginal space,

namely
w%:] ik = (win,j;N)flzl = (wihj;N, .. wi,mj;]v) S Rk.

The proof of the proposition will be done in Section 5.1. Unlike the standard BBGKY
hierarchy that usually gives a closed equation involving fx; and the next marginal fy 1,
the hierarchy of equations derived here is only approximate as the remainder terms do not
only depend on our observables. Thus, an essential part of our approach is to prove that as
the strength of pairwise interaction maxi<; j<n |w; j:n| goes to 0 (which is assumption (1.7) in
Theorem 1.6), those remainder terms % and Z vanish in the H, 1®F sense. As we mentioned
earlier, it is a main motivation of choosing H," 19k a5 its specific form. This result is precisely
formulated in Proposition 3.6 in the next subsection. B

We also note that the presence of the remainder terms &% and Z is not only a consequence
of the Poisson jump process. Consider the more classical first-order dynamics

X=X+ [y ds+ [ o) B

0 0
+waN/ (XEN XTNY ds.
J#i

Depending on the specific form of v(:,-), the term @N7T+m7|T‘+1 may vanish, but the term
HN,T.m is always present. More than the specific form of the dynamics, the remainders reflect
the more essential difficulty that interaction between the first £ neurons iq,...,4%; can not be
fully described by the observables as defined in Definition 1.2.
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This is also one of the crucial distinctions that separates the method in this article from [51].
The observables in [71] are similar to the limiting observables 7o, in this article, but are con-
structed from the solutions of the Mckean-Vlasov SDE where the interaction felt by one agent
XN is determined not by the exact X7V, but the Law(X7V). This leads to a simplified hier-
archy without remainders. On the other hand, in this article all the observables are constructed
directly from the solution of (1.1), hence the extended, approximate BBGKY hierarchy (2.2)
reflects the dynamics of the original non-exchangeable system.

We conclude the subsection with a priori estimates of the absolute observables |7x| whose
proof is also postponed to Section 5.1.

Proposition 2.4. Let N > 1, t, > 0 and o > 0 (which determines n = n,). Assume that
the connectivity matriz wy = (wi7j;N)ij:1 and joint law fn € L°([0,t.]; M (RYN)) solves the
Kolmogorov equation (2.1) in the sense of distributions. For any T € T, assume that at t =0,

(T, 0| pyqgirry < Col(T) < 0.

Then there exists A, > 0 only depending on o, ||p|lwie, ||V]|wie, o and

max (maxi Zj |’U)i,j;N|a max; Zz |wi,j;N|) )

such that,

N @) M L aaguirty < ColT) (exp(Agt) ™ vt € [0,8.],
and
(24) N yreim < Col@) (1K lp2qmy exp(Aqt) ™, Ve € 0,6,

Let us emphasize again that this proposition is about |7x| the absolute observables, which
are non-negative measures obtained by linear combinations of laws f"7"", 1 <'iy,..., i < N.
We do not expect a straightforward extension to the 7 as the potential cancellations of positive
and negative terms in the dynamics makes the problem much less tractable.

2.3. From the limiting Vlasov equation to the limiting hierarchy. The following propo-
sition states that the limiting observables 7., defined from the limiting Vlasov equation (1.3)-
(1.4) satisfy the limiting hierarchy (2.6), which is similar to the BBGKY hierarchy (2.2) in
Proposition 2.3 but without the remainder terms % and . In that sense the limiting hierarchy
provides closed recursive relations of the family 7..(7T"), VT' € T. In particular the quantitative
estimates proved later would imply the uniqueness of solutions to the hierarchy for a given
choice of initial data.

Proposition 2.5. Assume that u,v € WY and o > 0. Then for any t, > 0, a > 0 (which

determines 1 = 1), any connectivity kernel w € W and any initial extended density g €
Le(]0,1]; Hn_l N M (R)), there exists a unique

fer=(o,t] x [0,1]; H, ' N M(R))

solving Vlasov equation (1.3)-(1.4) in the sense of distributions. Furthermore, the observables
Too(T) = Too (T, w, f), VI € T are bounded by

|T|—1 T
(25) HTOO(T,waf)(t’ ')HH;1®‘T‘ S ||w||W HfHL??E(Hn_l)x, \V/t € [Oat*]7 T € Ta



THE MEAN-FIELD LIMIT OF SPARSE NETWORKS OF INTEGRATE AND FIRE NEURONS 15

and solve the following non-exchangeable extended version of the Vlasov hierarchy: For all
TeT,
hToo(T) (1, 2)

|T| 2
= { [— Ory (1(2m) oo (1) (8,2)) + 502, oo (1), 2)

2.6
(2:6) —v(2m)Too (T) (L, 2) + 50(Zm)</RV(Um)Too(T)(t,U) dum>

—o., [ [ v (T +me.2) dzml} }

The proof of the proposition is again done in Section 5.1.

2.4. Quantitative stability estimates between the hierarchies. We are now ready to
state the main quantitative result in this paper, which compares the observables 7 (T, wy, fn)
satisfying the approximate hierarchy (2.2)-(2.3) to 7oo(T") satisfying the limiting hierarchy (2.6).
The proof of the theorem and the exact derivation of constants C7, Cs in the estimate are
performed in Section 5.2.

Theorem 2.6. Assume that p,v € WH>®, 0 >0 and N > 1. Let wy = (wi,j;N)Qg-:l e RVxN

be a connectivity matriz and f}\}lk, V{i1,... it} C {1... N} be marginal laws, from which the
hierarchy of observables Tn (T, wn, fn) and the absolute observables |Tn|(T,wy, fn) are defined
and satisfy (2.2)-(2.3) in distributional sense. Denote the strength of pairwise interaction as

wy = max |wi;n|-
1<¢,5<N

In addition, let Too(T) € L=([0,t,]); M(RIT))), VT € T satisfy (2.6) in distributional sense.

For some choice of A > 0 and o > 0 (which determines n = n,), assume that there exists
n € N s.t.

£:=Ci[exp ((2+ 2a)nwy) — 1] + (1/4)" < 1,

where Cy is a constant depending only on ||p||yy1.00, ||V]| 1,00, 0 and the scaling factor X\ > 0.
Then the following estimate holds: for any tree Ty € T,
(2.7)
sup (\/8)7"
t

<t

N (T wn, fN)(E, ) = Too (T (, ')||§{;1®\T*\

/) e
<y Cim {max <€, \T|§mr£(?r}i 70 W |7 (T, wiv, fn)(0, ) — 7o (T') (0, ')H;—@T) } )

where Co depends only on t., [|pu|lwi.e, |[V]|wie,0 and X > 0, and where C,, depends on the
following a priori estimate

[T
(2.8) sup | max AT (H\TN](T,wN,fN)(t, Wgoir + 7o (T)(E, ')HHn—l@\T\) < Cxp-
Remark 1. The values of A, a;, and n must be chosen carefully for this result to be useful. The
scaling factors A and « need to be selected so that the various norms in the theorem are finite,
to fit with the existing a priori estimates. Also, we need to have n s.t. € is small enough, which
would typically lead to taking n ~ @
implicit way as a larger value of n forces to take the max over more trees T. Hence the actual
optimal value of n is not so easy to determine unless (2.8) is a priori given where the maximum
is replaced by the supremum over all trees T € T.

. However n also enters in the definition of C)., in an

Stability and uniqueness estimates on the kind of generalized hierarchy that we are dealing
with here are notoriously difficult, with only limited results available. As we mentioned before
there are obvious similarities between our approach and the hierarchy derived in [51] or the
strong estimates on the classical BBGKY hierarchy in [¢] (leading for example to the mean-field
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limit to the Vlasov-Fokker-Planck-Poisson equation). We also mention results around the wave
kinetic equation in [26, 27].

A major difference in Theorem 2.6 is that the observables 7y do not solve an exact hierarchy
and the remainder terms only vanish in some weak norms. As we briefly explained earlier, this
forces the use of the Hj, 1IT1 orm to both control the remainders and to have appropriate
commutator estimates, which is the main technical innovation in the paper.

We also emphasize that the general method used to derive stability estimates relies on recur-
sive inequalities, which often leads to a blow-up in finite time. Those do not occur here because
we can derive a priori estimates, namely (2.8) from Proposition 2.4 and Proposition 2.5, that
are strong enough with respect to the weak norms that we are using.

2.5. Proving Theorem 1.6 from our quantitative estimates. We conclude this subsection
by explaining how Theorem 1.6 follows from all the estimates presented here.

Proof of Theorem 1.6. The first step is to make sure that we can apply Theorem 2.6 from
the assumptions (1.6)-(1.9) in Theorem 1.6. More precisely, we tend to show that (2.8) in
Theorem 2.6 hold for some well chosen A > 0 and Cy,, > 0, and the maximum over |T'| <
max(n, |Tk|) can actually replaced by the supremum over all trees T' € T .

Recall that for any k > 1,

n?k(zl, cey2g) = Cf exp <Zﬁ:1\/ 1+ a2272n),
hence
k ®k k k
exp (Shoialzml) <01, 2) < (Caexp(D)Fexp (Shyalznl).

Thus, from assumption (1.8) in Theorem 1.6, the following two inequalities about the initial
data can immediately be derived,

7|
Sl]ifp H ‘TN‘(T)(()? )77?'1—“ HM(R\T\) < (Maca exp(l)) ) VT € T,

Hf(O,',‘)HLgo(H v <K g2 ) MaCa exp(1).

Now, applying Proposition 2.4 and Proposition 2.5 to the two initial bounds, we obtain the
exponential moment bound

sup [ e (L e (D)0, 02)

N
[T |T|
< e (DY E Ima iy < <M Cyexp(1 )exp(Ant*)> , Vtelo,t.), TeT,

and a priori energy bounds

1
N (D)t | orom < (HKHLQ(R)MGC’anp(l)eXp(Ant*)) . Vte[ot], TeT,

T|—1 T
S HfH' ‘

HToo T, w f —1®\T\ < HUJH 1 L) Vit € [O,t*], TeT,

M

where the coefficient A, inside the exponent now only depend on a, |||y, ||¥|[w1., o and

max <max,~ Zj |wi j;n|, max; ), ‘wz}j;ND :

This guarantees (2.8) where the maximum over |T'| < max(n, |T|) is replaced by the supremum
over all trees T' € T, with A, C),, chosen as

-2 -2
A:min((uk’up \MaCaexp(L) exp(Ayt)) s (max (Jwlw, )11 o 1,1, ) ) Oy = 1.

Hence the assumptions of Theorem 2.6 are satisfied and we apply it along the following point.
e Using (1.6) and (1.8), we choose the coefficients o € (0,a), A > 0, Cy,;, > 0 in (2.8)
independent of N, and the supremum in (2.8) is taken over all possible T" € 7. This
implies in particular a uniform bound on exponential moments with coefficient a > 0 so

that Lemma 2.2 applies.
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e Fix T, € T. For any £ > 0, choose sufficiently large n, such that

*\
(\/8)" 2 /Ty Oy [201/4)"] 77 < &
e By (1.7), we choose sufficiently large N, such that for all N > N; the corresponding

wy = max |w; |
1<4,j<N

is sufficiently small such that
Cilexp ((24 2a0)nwn) — 1] < (1/4)".

e Notice that there are only finitely many T' € T satisfying |T'| < max(n, |T%|). By (1.9)
on the weak-* convergence of initial data, and by Lemma 2.2, choose a sufficiently large
Ny > 1 such that for all N > No,

e ) e (T, f)(0.) = ool D)0V voim /(4C,) < 20/4)"

e In summarize, for any 7, € T and any € > 0, by taking N > max(/N;, Ns) according
to our previous discussion and applying Theorem 2.6, we obtain that

T*7 9 ') T ooT* 5" —1®|T« S .
(2.9) tes[(‘ipt*} |78 (T, wi, fN)(E, ) — Too(Th)(t )H}L7 8T S €

e Invoking again Lemma 2.2, we finally deduce that

dim i (Towy, f)(E) = 7o(T) (), VTET

in the weak-* topology of L>([0, t.], M).

3. THE WEAK NORM AND THE EXPONENTIAL MOMENTS
3.1. Basic properties. We first revisit our definition of the kernel K, and introduce another
kernel, denoted as A, as follows,
1 [ 1
K(z):= = exp(—|z|cosh(£))dg, A(x) = 3 exp(—|z[), VzeR.
T Jo

For x > 0, the kernel K is, in fact, the zero-th order modified Bessel function of second type.
From the known properties of Bessel functions, K is a non-negative, radially-decreasing L2
function, and satisfies

1
1+ 4m2e2

It is easy to extend the identity & + K = A to the tensorized kernels K®* x K®* = A®* which
yields the following equivalent formalism of H'®* by Fourier analysis:

2 = Sk ()] dz = 2)[A®F % f(2)] dz
s = | s az= [ pi)] a
k

N Lew (}Iﬁ) F©)f() as.

In one dimension, it is straightforward that our notion of H~'®*-norm for k = 1 is equivalent
to the negative Sobolev norm of H~!(R), i.e.

[l = [1f =

KxK=A\, K@) = / K (z) exp(—2mizf) dz =
R

provided we define H*(R) as

2, = 1+ 47262)% g 2d,
19117 (@) /R( +47°€%)"[9(€)|” d¢

for any s € R.
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This also gives us the duality formula

£l -5y =

)

/R f(2)g(x) da

sup
lgllzrs m)<1

and the inequality from Leibniz rule for s = 1,

/R g(@)(x)f(x) d

< sup gyl I flla- < 20wl flla-1 @)

lvfllg-1@®) = sup
|g ].IIS1

llgll grr <1

3.2. Tensorization properties. In higher dimensions, our notion of H~'®¥-norm is the ten-
sorization of H~!(R)-norm to R*:

Lemma 3.1. For any weight function n: R — R4, one has
k k
1FE*  ree = (1) ™y 1 g1er = (11 )™

Proof. One has that
k

2 2
Hf®k||fq—1®’f - / [K@k* (f®k77®k)(z)] dz = H / [K* (fn)(zm)] dz,,
1 z€RF m—=1 " zm€R
2k
= (”f”H;l(]R))
The unweighted case of H'®* is naturally included by choosing n = 1. O

1®k

It is important to emphasize however that the tensorized H ~"®"-norm is weaker than the

standard H~!(R¥)-norm since in Fourier

k

1 1
< .
mH1 L+4m28E 1+ 4n an:l £2,

This shows that the energy distributed along the diagonals of the Fourier domain have a much
less contribution to the tensorized H~'®**-norm than to the H~!(R*)-norm.

Similarly, while it is possible to include M(R¥) into the standard H~*(R¥), the order s > 0
in such Sobolev inequalities depends on the dimension k, namely s > k/2. On the other hand,
the following lemma holds for our notion of H~'®*¥-norm,

Lemma 3.2. Consider g € M(RF) and any weight function n € L'(R,R,) such that n®* is
integrable against g, then

. k k
3.1) g/l zz-10% == K" % gll p2mry < IK 172w ll9l mrrys
gl =10% = [1E=F % (gn=*) | 2 ey < 1K 20 l9n™* | vaes)-
" (R)
Proof. The proof is a simple application of convolutional inequality. O

Hence M(Rk ) is naturally included in H —1®k "and can also be included into H,; 19k brovided
that the measure has the right moment bound.
The next lemma extends the inequality from Leibniz rule to any dimension.

Lemma 3.3. Consider v, of form
Upn=1® - Qr®---®1,

where v € WH(R) appears in the m-th coordinate, i.e. vy (2) = v(zy). Then for any f €
M(RFY N H1®% the following inequality holds

[Vm [l =190 < 20w l[wrco @) 11| 105

while for f € M(RF)n Hn*1®k, we have the corresponding

im0 < 20wl i 11 g 08
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Proof. Let us first discuss the unweighted inequality and WLOG consider v that is non-constant
in the k-th dimension. Let us introduce the Fourier transform on the first £ — 1 dimensions

FH LT RFI xR — RFI xR,
It is easy to verify that
(F @ 1) (K% % (v f)) (€1, - - 5 Gty 20)

k-1
N ( 1__[1 m> (K s e FE 1)) (Eas -5 €k 20).

By Plancherel identity,

[ /‘( 1+4772§ > (K xk e FE* 1) (61 ket 20)

/(1

),
H(Vk]:®k lf)(&,---,ﬁk—h')H

Hence

2
déy,. .., §p—1dzy

:L‘

1 +4ﬂ2§2 >H(ukf®’“‘1f)<§1,...,§k1,-)({2_1(R)dg1,...,gkl.

m

Since v € WH(R

H-1(R) < 2||V||W1’°°(R) H]:®k71f(fla oo &1, ')HHfl(R)'

k-1

o Vy-von < Aty [ TT tgmge ) [72 €0 i g 60
m=1 m

= 4”””12/1/1700(]1%)“.]0“?{—1@67
which completes the proof of unweighted inequality. Finally, for the weighted inequality, we can
apply the unweighted inequality to obtain
v f Nl g 10n = v f1%* ) g-sen < 20wl | F15F ] g-1en = 20Vl |11l ren-

O

3.3. The weak-* topology on measures. Now, we proceed to the proof of Lemma 2.2,
restated here.

Lemma 3.4. Consider any a > 0, Cy > 0, 0 < o < a (which determines n = n,) and any
sequence

(32) npzr e {oe MED: [ ow@Sho, sl < G, .

Then the following are equivalent:
® gn = goo under the weak-* topology of M(RF).
o |lgn — gOOHH71®k — 0.

Proof of Lemma 2.2. A sequence {g,}>2; satisfying (3.2) is uniformly tight and bounded in
total variation norm. By Prokhorov’s theorem {gn}>2 is sequentially precompact in the weak-
* topology. Assuming now that ||g, — goo||H;1®k — 0, the definition of Hn_l(g’k directly implies
that (gn — goo) n®F converges to 0 in the sense of distribution. Since 7 = 1, is smooth, bounded
from below and from above on any compact, it further yields that g, converges to g, still in
the sense of distributions. Hence we immediately have that g, — goo under the weak-* topology
of M(RF).
Assuming now only that g, — go. under the weak-* topology of M(R¥). First recall that

%% (21, ..., 2) = Chexp (Zm V14 a?z22 > (Cy exp(1))F exp (z],fﬂ:la\zmo.
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The kernel A®* is Lipschitz. Hence the convolution A®* x (g,7®*) is also Lipschitz, by

IAZF 5 (gan ™) oo < [IAZF 100 [19an ™" || s

By the exponential moment bound (3.2), we have

lgnn® s = (Ca exp(1))* / exp (= (a— ) S _ Jzml)exp (a5, J2m]) gn](d2)

Rk
< (Caexp(1))*Ca.
This implies that g, n®F is precompact and hence converges to goo n%*, so that
A®E % (g0 1®F) = ¢ = A®F % (goo n®%) € C(R¥) uniformly on all compact subset of RF.

Let p € C.(R) such that 0 < p < 1, p([-1,1]) = 1, supp p C [—2, 2] and denote pr(x) = p(x/R).
Then

lonlion = [ @A x (g2 a
< [ @R as
[ @@ « ) - 9)p7)(e) d

[ @I 5 )0 - s s
=: 11+ Lo+ Ls.

We note that ¢ p%k is continuous and compactly supported so that, for a fixed R, L; converges
to 0 from the weak-* convergence of g,. Lo also directly converges to 0 for a fixed R from the
uniform convergence of A®* x (g,,n®*) to ¢ on compact sets.

Finally, for any € > 0, choose sufficiently large R > 0 such that

k < 5/6
= [|A®|| e (Co exp(1))RCZ°

[Coexp (1= (a— @)R)]

Then
Ly < [|[A®¥[| 1 (Ca exp(l))kCa/ . 19,0%"|(2) (1 = p")(2) dz
zeR
k
< || A®F| oo (Coexp(1))* Cq [Coexp (1 — (a — a)R)]" Cy < /6.
This shows that L3 converges to 0 as R — oo uniformly in n, which concludes. O

3.4. Bounding the remainder terms. As a first example of application of our weak norms,
we can derive a quantified weak convergence of the remainder terms # and Z in (2.3). LP norms
are too sensitive to the pointwise density of the distribution, which makes it difficult to quantify
vanishing translations. The following lemma shows how such translations are smoothen when
mollified by A®¥, making the behavior of #Z and Z# milder in the H '®* gense and laying the
ground for our future commutator estimates.

Lemma 3.5. For any non-negative measure f € M (RF) and vector w € R¥, the following
pointwise estimate holds

(A % 1)z —w) — (A% % £)(2)] < [exp ([wlle) — 1] (A% % £)(2), ¥z € RE.
Proof. 1t is straightforward that

A% )= w) - (A ()| <

Rk

A®F(z —w —y) — A®¥(z — y) | f(y) dy.

From the formula,

AK(z) = Sexp ( - S )
2 m I
m=1
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we have that
A%k(z —w —y) = A%z — )| < [exp (wlle) — 1]A(z — p).
We conclude the lemma by multiplying both sides by f(y) and integrate by y. O
The following proposition summarizes the estimates of % and X terms.

Proposition 3.6. Consider any o > 0 (which determines n = n,), any connectivity matrix
wy € RVN and any joint law fy € M+(RN). Let ZN 1m and %N)MT,m be the remainder terms
as in (2.3) and let |Tn|(T) = |7n|(T, wn, fn) as in Definition 1.2 (where the variable t shall be
neglected). Then the following estimate holds:

max (u%m,mui,_m, u%mmuifw) < Texp (2 + 20)c(wy, 7)) = 1| (D)2, -sorm
] n n

where

c(wy, |T]) == min |T|(H;§;X |wij;nl), max <meZ |wz‘,j;N|,m?XZ Iwz',j;N|>
i j
Notice that the right hand side of the inequality is the “absolute” observables |7x| instead

of Ty as non-negativity plays a role in the proof. The constant a > 0 takes the effect of weight
7 = 1) into account.

Proof of Proposition 3.6. Once we obtain the bound of Zn 1, we can derive the same bound

of @Nmm by Minkowski inequality. Hence, let us only consider Zn, . For simplicity, we also
omit ¢ variable in the proof.
By definition,

||%N,T,m”§{;1®m = /RT [(%N,T,mn@?n)(z)] [A®”* (%N,T,mn@)n)(z)] dz

< / (e rmt®) (2)| A" 5 (™) (2)] d.
RITI

We recall the notation S
Ulyeend|T| (w ) )‘T|
N;j = Wi 35N ) 1=1>
so that
;™™ e < min | (7 (s fo ] e (mase 3 g o] mae 3 v )
k2 Z J
= c(w, |TY).
By Lemma 3.5, since the marginals are non-negative,

‘A®n * (:@Nj,m?]@n) (Z)‘

) N
SN Z l‘wN,T(i17---ai\T|)‘

U1yt =

A (A = 1 ) ) )

1
<

<+ lwnrin, - i) [exp (1 + a)e(w, |T])) = 1] [AZ™  (fu 9= (2)]

M) =

i1 vyl =1

= [exp ((1 + a)c(w, |T|)) — 1] [A®" * (|7’N|(T)77®")(z)].
Then

1800l v < [exp (1 0w TD) = 1) [ (™) ()[4 (| (D)) 2)]

< [exp (1 + a)c(w, |T])) —1] /

[ [ ™ )] [ (T)) 2)] =
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We hence need to bound also A®™ % |%N7T,m77®"| with the absolute value inside but

(A®n * ‘:@Nj,m?]@n D (Z)

N o o o
— X fumrtieim [0 (R ) ) 0

i1y =1

= 2A%" % (| |(T)n™") (2)

+ % Z ‘wN,T(ila o ’iIT\)| [A@m « <(f]z\},...,2T(, _ wj\I/;{,;”T‘) . f;\}7...7”T‘ ())77®n> (Z)} )

U100 =1
Hence again by Lemma 3.5,

(A" x|} (2) € 2A%" 5 (] (DI7) )
N

+ % S JwnrGin, i) [exp ((1+ @)e(w, |T])) = 1 [A®"  (fy~ "= (2)]

i1yeeed =1
= [exp ((1 + a)c(w, |T|)) + 1] [A®" * (|7’N|(T)77®”)(z)].

In conclusion

1800l v < [exp (e TD)* 1] [ (A% (el (T)™) (2] (Il (T)™) (2] s

= [exp ((2 + 2a)c(w, |T1)) — | |ITn (D)2, 1o -

n

O

3.5. Bounding the firing rate through exponential moments. We present here another
set of technical result which shows how to handle the weight function in our subsequent com-
mutator estimates.

Lemma 3.7. Consider weight function n = no and any signed measure f € M(R). The
following estimate holds:
= '/Vf dz
R

/ K x (vf) dx

R

where C'(a) only depends on a > 0.

Proof. Only the inequality in the statement is not trivial. Choose now a non-negative, smooth
function ¢ with compact support suppy C [—1,1], such that, ¢; = ¢(- — i), ¢ € N form a
partition of unity of R in the usual sense that

< C@|wllwre £l g1

o0

Z polr—i)=1, VxeR.

1=—00
/ pdr=1.
R

< _Z ‘/R(V/n)fwi dz
2 3
dx) ,

< Cii ([lo* (wrma)

where in the last line we use that each integrand is supported in [—2 + 7,2 + i].

It is easy to verify that

Then

'/Ryfdx

= i '/Rw*((V/n)fwi> dz

1=—00

=| [ as
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From the smoothness of ¢, its Fourier transform can be bounded by
C A
() < —— =CK(§).
p(§) < e (€)

Hence we further have from Lemma 3.1,

[vsa| <o 3 ([ [s (@mme)

1=—00

1
2 2
dx) ,

<cy I/m it ([ \K*(fn)fdx)é

i=—00

o0
sc( 3 ||so@-/n||W1,oo)||u||W1,ooufnuH-1,

1=—00

where the constant C' is some universal constant which may change line by line.

23

Since each y; is a translation of ¢ and has support in [—1 + 4,1 + i], it is easy the check the

uniform bound
o0

Y li/nlwre < CL+a) Y exp(—alil) < oo,

1=—00 1=—00

where the constant only depends on the particular choice of ¢, which concludes the proof.

This lemma also admits the following tensorization.
Lemma 3.8. For f € M(R*)n H1®*,

/R“ (/RK@”“* (Vi /1) F®*) (2, 2) dzm>2 I dzn

n#m
< C(a)2HVH%/VL°OHfH?;In—l®k7
where we recall the notations vy, = v(zm) and m = 1n(2m).

Proof. Without any loss of generality, we may assume m = k and define
9(=) = [K5ED sy (P50 (2)

= | T K = 2 f (s uner, 2) [T 0(un) dun,
-

Then, from the previous Lemma,

2k—1

Lo, (Lrss s @iy s ) TT o
= /Rk—l (/Ry(zlrg)g(t, 2) dzk>2lﬁ dz,
k-1

< /Rk1 C(Oé)2||V||%/V1,oo/R<[K*k (9mm)] (t,Zh---,Zk))Z dzknl—[ dzp

2 k -
= C(OC)QHVHI%VL‘X’/ <[K®k*(fn®k)] (t, Zl,...,Zk)> H dz,,
R¥ n=1

which concludes.

O
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4. THE LIMITING OBSERVABLES FROM VLASOV EQUATION

This section is centered on the limiting observables 7o (T, w, f), T € T. We first show that
Definition 1.5 is still correct when the kernel and extended density are merely w € W and
f e L*>(]0,ts] x [0,1]; M4+ (R)). We also prove Proposition 1.7, which shows the compactness
can be attained not only at the level of weak-* topology of each limiting observable 7o, T € T,
but also directly at the level of w and f.

Contrary to the rest of the paper, this section owes much to the technical framework developed
in [51], that it extends to our setting.

4.1. Revisiting the definition of limiting observables. A motivation behind introducing
the Banach space W in its current form is due to its ability to operate as a LP — LP mapping.

Lemma 4.1. Consider the following bounded linear operator
W x C([0,1]; B) — L>([0,1]; B)
(’U}, ¢) — /[0 1 ¢(7 C)w(7 dC)

where B stands for any Banach space such as LP(R). Then this operator can be uniquely
extended to W x L*°([0,1]; B) — L*°([0,1]; B) with

l

Proof. The cases for p = 1 and p = oo can be checked through a careful but straightforward

< ”w”W|’¢HLP([O,1];B)-
[0,1]

Lr([0,1];B)

density argument, for which we refer to Lemma 3.8 in [51]. Extending the result to 1 < p < o
is an application of textbook result of interpolation between Banach spaces, which can be found
in [6] for instance. O

The integrals appearing in Definition 1.5 can then be made rigorous by sequentially consider
the integrations as operations LP — LP. To assist such argument, we follow again [51] and intro-
duce the following countable algebra, which, as we see later, contains all necessary information
to reproduce the limiting observables 7o (T, w, f), T € T.

Definition 4.2 (A countable algebra). We denote by 7 the countable algebra of transforms
over spaces of arbitrarily large dimensions which is built as follows: For each transform F €
there exists k € N (called the rank of F') so that F' maps each couple (w, f) into a signed measure
F(w, f) € L=([0,1]; M(R¥)). The full algebra J is obtained in a recursive way according to
the following three rules:

(i) (Seed). The elementary 1-rank transform Fy : (w, f) — f belongs to the algebra 7.
(ii) (Graft). Let Fy € T and Fy € F be ky rank and ko rank transforms respectively. Then,
the following (k1 + ka)-rank transform (Fy @ Fy) also belongs to T :

(11 ® ) (w, f):
(57217 cee 7zk1+k2) = Fl(w7f)(§7217' .o 7zk1)F2(w7f)(§7 k141 7zk1+k2)'

(iii) (Grow). Let F € T be a k-rank transform. Then, the following k-rank transform F*
also belongs to 7 :

F(w, f) :
& z1,m) = [ Fw, )G 21, 2)w(E, Q).

[0,1]

The following lemma shows that the transform of the countable algebra 7 are well-defined
on W.
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Lemma 4.3. Consider any kernel w € W and extended density f € L*°([0,1]; Hn_l NM4(R)).
Then for each F' € 7, the signed measure F(w, f) is well-defined and belongs to L*>([0, 1]; H,71®kﬂ
M (RF)) for some k € N. Moreover, as n — oo,

Fw™, f™) » F(w, f) in  L*([0,1]; H, '®%)
for any fired F € 7, any sequence {f™) o0 1 uniformly bounded in L*([0,1]; Hgl N M4 (R)),
and any sequence {w(") o uniformly bounded in W, satisfying
F = f in L([0,1]; Hy ' (R),
w™(§,¢) »w(§,¢) in  LZH;'NLZH; .
We note that since ¢ € [0, 1], we have that LEH c Lc Lg° M with compact embedding.

Proof. We use an induction argument based on the recursive rules in Definition 4.2.

(i) The seed element Fy(w, f) = f is well-defined and belongs to L>([0, 1]; H, ' N M (R)).
(ii) Consider two elements Fi(w, f) and Fa(w, f) that are well-defined and satisfying

Fi(w, f) € L=([0,1]; H, *®% n M(R¥)), i =1,2.
Because both norms are stable under tensorization, for the combined element we have
[(F1 @ Fo)(w, f)llLeo1];81082) < [1F1(w, f)llzee (0,118 1F2(w, )l Loo ((0,11;B2)
where we may choose either By = H771®k1, By, = H771®k2, By ® By = Hn_1®(k1+k2) or
By = M(R*), By = M(R*?), B; ® By = M(RF17#2). Hence,
(Fy @ Fp)(w, f) € L([0, 1]; H 1908 0 p(RIHE)),
(iii) Consider an element F(w, f) that is well-defined and satisfies
F(w, f) € L>([0,1]; H, '®* n M(R¥)).
Applying Lemma 4.1 with p = co with either B = Hn_1®k or B = M(RF), for the grow

element we have
1E™ (w, f)l| oo o,11:8) < llwllw I F(w, f)ll Lo 0,15;8)-
Hence,
F*(w, £) € L7(0, 1]; H 1% 0 M, (RE).
Since 7 is generated by the three rules in Definition 4.2, the above argument shows that any
F(w, f), F € J is well-defined.

We can use a similar argument to prove the convergence F(w(™, f(") — F(w, f) for any

fixed F € 7.
(i) For the seed sequence, Fo(w("),f(") f™ — f in L%([0, 1];Hn_1(]R)), hence the
convergence also holds in L2([0, 1]; H, ( ))-
(ii) Consider the two sequences F (w(™ f ™) and Fy(w™, f(")) satisfying

Fy(w™, f™) = Fy(w, f) i L*([0,1]; H;'®%), i=1,2.

Then by introducing the intermediary element F} (w™, f(")®, Fy(w, f) and by applying
the triangular inequality, we have that

Iy ® E)(w®, 1) = (Fy © E3)(w, £ o gy 1660140,
< IF @™, FN o1, ek 1B (™, £ = Fa(w, Ol o 01,01 119k
FIR @, 1)~ By, £ oo g5 V0 D) e oy 502
As n — oo, we immediately have that

(F1 @ B)(w™, f™) 5 (FL @ Fy)(w, f)  in L2([0,1); B, 'Sk,
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(iii) (Grow). Consider a sequence F(w(™, f() satisfying
F™, ) = F(w,f) in L*((0,1]; H,'").
The difference between the grow sequences is given by

1F* (0™, £ = F*(w, I g2 o rem)

_ H /M F(w®™, f0)(¢, ™ (€, d¢) - /[ Flw, £)(C, w(€, dC)

)

L2017 %)
Introduce any ¢. € H'([0,1]; H,'®*) approximating F(w, f) in L*([0,1]; H, '®¥) and
the intermediary elements

fL, a0 [ ol e do),
then apply the triangular inequality and Lemma 4.1 with p =2, B = Hn_1®k, we have

| E* (w™), f)y — F*(w’f)Hp([og};H;l@’“)
< ™ Il F 0, £) = 6l oz 1%y + I, £) = Gell o o g0
™ = w21 el s oy 108
Letting n — oo and € — 0, we conclude that
Fr(w™, ™)y = F*(w,f) in  L*([0,1]; H, '®").
O

The following lemma shows that it is possible to recover the limiting observables 7o (T, w, f),
TeT from F(w, f), F e 7.

Lemma 4.4. For any tree T' € T, there exists a transform F €  such that

P )G ozm) = () wrten T e ) a6 i

)

§1=¢

where the variable & corresponding to the root of T is not integrated. As a consequence

TOO(T,U),f):/ F(U),f)(c,zl,...,Zuﬂ‘) dC

[0,1]

Proof of Lemma 4.4. For the tree T; € T with only one node, the corresponding transform in
T is the seed element Fy. It is easy to verify that

Fo(w, £)(¢,21) = f(21,€), Too(To,w, f)(21) = [ ]f(Zl,C) dg.
0,1
For any tree T € T with more than one node. Let i1,...,ix € {2,...,|T|} be all the nodes that
are directly connected to the root 1, and let T3, ..., Ty be the subtrees of T taking i1,...,1; as
their roots. Suppose by induction that we have found corresponding transforms Fi, ..., F} for

T1,...,T}, then

/[0 e wr(&s, .. ,§\T|)H L1 f(zm, &m) Ao, ..., dE

k
—f(z1,§1)H< SRR w(fj,smr[f(zm,gm)dfm)

= (4,3")€E(T) meT

k
f(z1,61) H/ (w, £)(&i» zigs - - )w(é1,dE;,) = F(w, £) (&1, 215 -5 2y7))-
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Up to an index permutation (so that if i € Tj,4¢' € Ty, I <l’, then i < i), it can be reformulated
into the more straightforward form

k
Flw.) = |Foe ?31)(5})*] (w, f

showing F' is obtained by making each F; grow (by rule (iii)) with depth 1, then grafting (by
rule (ii)) together all of them with another seed element Fy (by rule (i)). O

4.2. Compactness of the limiting observables. We now turn to the proof of Proposi-
tion 1.7.

Proof of Proposition 1.7. To prove (1.15), let us define S™(N) :={1,..., N} and

Sitag(N) i= { (i1, ,im) € {1,... ,N}Y" : 3j # k s.t. ij = ir}.
Recall that
N
BN (€0 = Y Nwigivlis o) ()Lt 4(),
.7]._1

ZfN Tt (€).

Since we have independence, it is stralghtforward that

Too (TN, fv)(dz) = [Ol]ml‘[(,,,/)eg 7 N (&L &) Tl P (t dzm, €m) d€1, ... A€y

1 T im
- N Z H(z,z')eg(T) Wiy iy s N H|m‘:1 N (dzm).
(il,...,i‘T‘)GS‘T‘(N)

On the other hand, again from independence,

1 T
™(T,wn, fn)(dz) = N Z H(l,l/)eS(T) Wiy iy s N H‘ml 1IN (dZm)
(i1,...,i‘T‘)€S‘T‘( )\S(‘i’{éi (N)

where the terms involving repeating index are excluded from the summation, contrary to the
case of 7.
Therefore the difference is controlled by

Too (T, 0N, fv)(dz) — 7n (T, wy, f)(dz)

T im
= N Z H(z,z')eg(T) Wiy iy s N H|m‘:1 N (dzm),

(11,587 )GS(‘ilEig(N)

whose (weighted) total variation norm is bounded by

exp( Z ’Zm’)‘Too(T wNafN)(dZ)_TN(T7wN7fN)(dZ)‘

7|
T
/ eXp Z 1’2m’)' Z H(z,l')ee(T) wilvilHNH‘mll N (dzm)

(i1,.. ,i\T\)GS,‘i,Jg( )

1
X Hoveen vl [ UL explalen) £ o),

(11,597 )GS(‘:lla‘g(N)

IN

When |T'| = 1, this term is zero as ST

diag(V) = @, while for |T'| > 2 we use the following lemma.
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Lemma 4.5. The following bound holds

1
N > Hayeer) [wiipn
(i1t JESh 1 (V)
|T|—
< Dax |wi, ;| max (maxz > [wijin |, max; 3 \wm‘;N!) T

Once we prove Lemma 4.5, we immediately obtain (1.15),

[ o0 (@S )T F)(02) = (T, ) (2)

|T‘72 2 |T‘
< 151?§le2] ;N| max <m?XZ|w@',j;N|, mj&tXZ |wi,j;N|) T|" M,
J K

Proof of Lemma 4.5. Let us consider

Z ]l{zm ) = Z}H LINe&(T ’wzml/ N‘

(il,...,i‘T‘)ES‘T‘( )

for any 1 < m,m’ < |T| and 1 <i < N. We introduce the path P which is the set of indices
n on the unique path connecting m and m’. We can immediately remove from the sum the
indices not in P as before,

Z l{im:im,:i}n(l,l’)eg(T) |wiy N |

|T|—|P|
< max <maXz > lwijn|, max; 3 |wz‘,j;N|)

Z ]l{z‘m:z‘m,:z‘}n(u')eg(p) |wil,il/;N )

(ing »--ovin p JESIPI(IV)

where we denote P = {ny,...,n|p/} with n; = m and njp=m

The path P connecting m and m’ naturally goes up in the tree first (to reach the parent
vertex that is shared by m and m’) and then down. Denote by k the number of indices for
which the path goes up (with possibly £ = 1 if m is a parent of m’) and write

Z l{im:im/:i}n(l,l’)eg(P) |wz‘z,z’l/;N|
(iny st o JESIPI(N)
k—1 |P|-1
- Z L, =jip|= Z}H W 1,33 | H (W s 1N |
1<g1,--.01p| <N n=k

|P|—2
= | amax oy | mae (mai | masy s il )

Therefore
Z ll{lm = by = Z}H 1,1"He&(T ‘wwu N‘

(il,...,i‘T‘)ESm(N)

IT|-2
< max o] mae (mas; 5 vl mas; 3 vl )
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As a consequence,

1
N Z H(l,l’)eS(T) |wiz,z’l/;N
(#1271 € S g (V)
1 N
=N ) Vi=i=it Ly es () 1WisiyN|

i=1 1<m,m/<|T| (i1,...,47))€ES™(N)
< max_|w; j.N| max (max, > |wijin|, max; >, \wij.ND ‘Tl_le\Q,
1<ij<N = S v
which concludes the proof. O
It remains to prove (1.16), for which we first invoke Corollary 4.9 in [51].

Lemma 4.6 (Corollary 4.9 in [51]). Consider any sequence g, in L°°([0,1]). Then, there exists
® :[0,1] — [0,1], a.e. injective, measure preserving, such that the following estimate is verified

/[01] (9.0 B)(E) — (g 0 @€ + )| dE < 2" gl 2V

for anyn € N, 0 < |h| < 1 and some universal constant C.

This lemma tells us that, at the cost of a measure-preserving re-arrangement, a minimum reg-
ularity of L* functions on [0, 1] can be obtained. In order to apply Lemma 4.6, we need to first
check the stability of the algebra F'(w, f), F' € 7 under measure preserving re-arrangements.

Lemma 4.7. Consider anyw € W and f € L*([0,1]; M (R)) and any a.e. injective, measure-
preserving ® : [0,1] — [0,1]. Define the push forward kernel and measure

wy(€,d0) == B w(®(€), )(dQ),  fa(€,dz) == f(B(E),d2),

where ®~1 is any a.e. defined left inverse of ®. Then the algebra F(w, f), F € 7 is stable
under ® in the sense that

Flwg, f)(& s ... dz) = Flw, £)(®(€),dzn, .. dz)

for any transform F € 7 and for a.e. £ € [0,1]. Moreover, Too (T, w4, f4) = Too(T,w, f) for
any T € T.

Proof. The proof is again done by an induction argument based on the recursive rules defining
Fw,f), Fe 7.

(i) For the seed element Fy(w, f) the property is obvious.
(ii) Consider two elements I (w, f) and F(w, f) stable under ®. Then the grafted element
satisfies

(F1 @ Fo)(wy, fg)(&,d21, ..., d2g 1k,)
= Fi(wy, f4)(& dz1, ..., dzg, ) Fo(wy, f4)(& dzk 41, - - A2k 4ky)
= Fi(w, f)(®(&),dz1, ... ,dzg, ) Fo(w, ) (P(E),dzk, 41, -+ » d2ky 1k )
= F(w, [)(®(€),dz1, ... ,dzk,+k,),

which is the stated stability under .
(iii) Consider an element F'(w, f) stable under ®. Then the grow element satisfies the sta-
bility property

F*(U)#, f#)(f, dzi,... ,dzk) = /Ce[o . F(U)#, f#)(C,le, L. ,dzk)w#(f,dg“)
= [ @ p@©.da w6 d)
¢elo,1]

= /ge[o ; F(w, f)(¢,dz1,. .., dzp)w(®(), dC)
= F*(w, f)(®(E),dz1,...,dz).
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Finally, for any T € T, take F' € 7 as claimed in Lemma 4.4. Then

Too (T wy, f4)(dz1,. .. dzp) = /56[0 : F(wy, f4)(§,dz1, ..., dzip)) d€

= / F(waf)(g’dzly---adz\’f” dg
£€[0,1]
= Too(T, w, f)(d21,. .., d21)),
which finishes the proof. O

The next step is to is to derive the compactness of the algebra F'(w, f), F' € 7 and identify
the limit, which we summarize here.

Lemma 4.8. Under the assumptions of Proposition 1.7, there exists measure-preserving maps
Oy 2 [0,1] — [0,1] for the sequence of N — oo and w € W, f € L>®([0,1]; M4+ (R)), such that
convergence in the following strong-weak-* sense holds: For all F € 7 and all ¢ € C.(R¥),
where k is the rank of F,

lim ()O(Zla7Zk)F(1I)N7fNN)(q)N(§)7d2177dzk)
N—oo [, cRrk

= / o(z1y. .y zk)F(w, £)(&,dz1, ..., dzg)
2€RF

in any L¢([0,1]), 1 <p < oco.

(4.1)

Proof. Since the algebra is countable, we may index the elements as 7 = {F,, : m € N}. For
each m € N, let &y, be the rank of F,, and let {¢p,;}1en be any countable dense set of C,(RFm),
Define the functions

9%71(5) ::/ RK Som,l(zla"'azk‘m)Fm(wNafN)(gadzla"'7dzk‘m)? vm’l7N'
ze

It is straightforward that supy || gm,ill Lo ([0,1)) < o0 from the bounds on Fy, (W, fn) in the space

L>([0,1]; M(R¥m)) that follow from Lemma 1.3 and the identification provided by Lemma 4.4.
Thus, by Lemma 4.6, there exists ®y : [0,1] — [0,1] for the sequence N — oo, so that the
re-arrangements

gn]\i,l(g) = (g%,l © ‘I)N)(f) = / R me,l('zla .- 'aka)Fm(U?NafN)(q)N(é)’dzla s adzkm)
z€RF

fulfill the estimates

—C. log L
/ 1GN (€)= G (€ + )] dE < Cpy2 VBT w0 < [B] < 1
[0,1]

for some universal constant C' > 0 and C),,; > 0 depending on the two indexes only.

By the Fréchet-Kolmogorov theorem and using a diagonal extraction there exists some sub-
sequence of N (which we still denote N for simplicity) and for all m,l € N, there exists
Gm, € L>([0,1]) such that as N — oo,

é%,z — gmy in any LP([0,1]), 1 < p < oo.

Let us define, for any N in the subsequence, any F' € .7 and ¢ € C.(RF), where k is the rank
of F,

g%(p = / R 80(21,...,Zk)F(’lDN,fN)((I)N(g),th...,dZ,Ig)
z€RFK

= / 80(21,...,Zk-)F(’J)N;#,fN;#)(g,th...,de-),
2€Rk
where we again apply the following notation for the re-arrangement

N (€, dC) = DL N (R(E),)(dAC),  favip(€,dz) = fn(@(€), d2).
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By a density argument of C,(R¥), we conclude that for any F' € .7 and ¢ € C.(RF), there
exists gr, € L°°([0,1]) such that as N — oo,
(4.2) r, — Gre nany LP([0,1]), 1 < p < occ.
It remains to identify w € W and f € L*°([0,1]; M4+ (R)) for the limit. Recall that we have
defined the kernel space W as
W= {w € M([0,1]*) : w(¢,d¢) € LE([0, 1], Mc[0,1]), w(dE, ¢) € LE([0,1], Me[0,1])},

where Lg°([0,1], M¢[0,1]) denotes the topological dual of L%([O7 1],C¢[0,1]).
Hence there exists a subsequence (which we still index by N) and w € W, f € L>([0, 1]; M4+ (R)),
such that
fd)N;#iw, fN,#if
By passing to the limit we can immediately obtain the exponential moment bound
ess sup/ exp (a|x|)f(£,dx) < M,.
£elo,1] JR

Let us define, for any F € .7 and ¢ € C.(RF),

0ol = [ el )P (€ e da)

It is straightforward that gr, € L°°([0,1]) and (4.1) can be simply restated as
(43) gF,cp = gF,p-

We apply another induction argument based on the recursive rules.

(i) For the seed element Fy(w,f) = f, it is straightforward that for any ¢ € C([0,1]),
¢ € Cc(R),

B(E) g o (€) dE = /

[0,1]

() / (e ag

[0,1]

= him [ (e / (=) e (€, d2) de
[0,1] z€R

N—oo

= ]¢(£)§F0#P(£) dg,

[071

where the equality = is due to the weak-* convergence fN;# X f. Hence, the identity
(4.3) holds for Fp.

(ii) Consider two elements I}, [, € .7 satisfying (4.3). Then for any ¢; € C.(R*1), ¢y €
Col(RP2),

g(F1®F2)7(<P1®4,02)(5)
- / Rkﬁ@(% ® 02) (215 -+ Zky ko) (F1 @ Fo)(w, f)(&,d21, ., dziy vky)
zEe

= gFi 01 (5)9172,902 (),

hence g(p om),(p1002) = 9F1019F2.00-

By a similar argument, gé}l BF),(9102)

(inany LP, 1 < p < o0) as N — 0o we obtain §(p g r,),(p10ps) = IF1,010F,p,- Lherefore,
one can conclude

= gbf\fwlgg,w for all N. Passing to the limit

IR (p18¢2) = JFRoR) (p10p2))
which is (4.3) for F' = (F} ® I3) when ¢ € C.(R¥1752) is in the tensorized form ¢ =

Y1 X P2.
Finally, any ¢ € C,(R¥**2) can be approximated by a sum of tensorized functions
so that we derive (4.3) for F' = (I} ® F») with any arbitrary ¢ € C.(RF++2),
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(iii) Consider an element F € .7 satisfying (4.3). Then for any v € C([0,1]), ¢ € C.(RF),

(€)gr o (§) A&

[0,1]

_ / () / D(s e ) F* (w, ) dons . dag) dE
0,1] 2€Rk

_ / () / o1 20) / Flw, £)(Cdzn, ..., dzg)wl(de, ¢) dC
£elo,1] z€Rk ¢elo,1]

- / B(E)gr (Cw(dE, ) d.
£€[0,1]

By a similar argument, for all N.
V(E)GE,,(6) A€ = Y(E)FPp (i (A, €) dC.
[0,1] £€l0,1]
Next, by the convergence
W(€)Tre(C) = ¥(©)gre(Q) i L¢((0,1], Ce[0,1)),
W (dE, €) dC = w(dg, ¢) d¢ in L ([0,1], M¢[0,1]),

we obtain that

Jim [ @O0 Al = [ (Egra(Ou(de Q) i
o0 Jee0,] ¢efo,1]
Hence gp+ , = gr=p, which is (4.3) for F™*.
U

We may now conclude the proof of Proposition 1.7. For any T' € T, there exists F' € .7 such
that

o (T i) = / Flin, ) (@x(€). day. .. dzyry) de,

[0,1]
Too (T w, f) = /[0’1] F(w, f)(§,d21, ..., dzg) €.
For any ¢ € Cc(Rm), by Lemma 4.8,
lim Too (T, 0N, fnge) (d21, . ,dz7))

N—oo 2eRITI

= lim /[071} /zeRT Lp(zl,...,Z‘T|)F(U~}N,fN)((I)N(f),dzl,...,dZ‘T|) d§

N—oo

- /[0 1} /ERT (p(zl’ st Z‘T|)F(w’ f)(§7 d217 o 7dZ|T‘) df

= / TOO(T,w,f)(dzl,...,dzm).
z€RIT

Since ¢ € C,(RIT1) is arbitrary we conclude (1.16), restated here:
Too (T, 0, f) = 7o (T, w, ) € M(RITD, VT € T.

5. PROOFS OF THE QUANTITATIVE RESULTS

5.1. The hierarchy of equations. The subsection provides the main proofs of Proposition 2.3,
2.4 and 2.5, which derive the hierarchy of equations from the Liouville equation (2.1) and the
Vlasov equation (1.3)-(1.4).

We begin with the proof of Proposition 2.3, showing that the observables corresponding to
the laws of (Xol;N, . ,XéV;N) solving (1.1) satisfy the extended BBGKY hierarchy (2.2)-(2.3).
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Proof of Proposition 2.3. Since the coefficients are bounded Lipschitz, the well-posedness of the
SDE system (1.1) and the Liouville-type equation (2.1) are classical results. For simplicity of
the presentation, we avoid using weak formulations but only present a formal calculation.

Consider any distinct indexes i1, ..., i, € {1,..., N}. It is easy to verify the following identity
deriving the marginal laws from the full joint law,

TP . i1; N ik N
JZ\} Zk(t’zl"",zk;) = L&W(thl ,...,sz )

= (/RN—k In(t,ze,. .. ’xN)Hz#il,...,ik d$l)

By integrating Liouville equation (2.1) along spatial directions i ¢ {i,...,ix} and calculate
the summation ¢ € {iy,... it} and i ¢ {i1,...,ix} separately, we obtain equations for the
marginals,
(5.1)

(9f“’ ot (t Z1yenes 2k)

k
=Z{}%M%w“u@>—¥“”u@

— U ) f1 R (1 z)+50(zm)</Rl/(um) T (- )) dum>

vi=1,...,k, Ti; =2

Vn#£m, unzn:| }

+ Z / Zk+1 ( Ulyeen bkt (t,z N w;\lfz gyt ) N f}i\}v"'vikvi(t’ Z)> Az 1.

Z?ézly 52

We can reformulate the last line as

Z / v(zps1 < 115eey0k0 (t,z — w?/’z Skt ) — ]’i\}v"'vikvi(t’z)> dzp i1

(ES AT
— -0 217 ikt 15000 d d
= V(2k+1) — Wi, 0z, f (t,z — TWy 4 ) dr | dzgiq
1E0] yeenybke
=Z%%{Zz%w/um(/mkmwwmkmﬁm@,
m=1 101,000k 0

changing it into an additional advection term 9, [...] to the equation.
Introduce the simple identity

(ST Ul,ell) 21, 7% 21, 7% Uyl () 0 U1l
In (u —wyi ™) = fy ~{sy N (= e )}

and proceed to do the same for f}\}l’”(z rw}&,’l 261 50 that the marginal equations (5.1)

now read

(5.2)
D il ik (2, )
k
=§Z{{—6m<< D 2) + TR 1) — v )
m=1

+%@m(4umm(“” ~ ﬁ“’w—wﬁfﬂﬁdwo

82,”[' Z Wim,i;NAV(Zk+1)<A f]z\},--.,zk,z(z)

£ ik
117 ,Zlm Ulyeeeslksl i1, 7lk7
—{f¥ N (2 = rw ™ ) dr> deH} }

Vn#m, un:zn:|
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where we omit variable ¢ for simplicity.
By taking the time derivative to the definition of observables (1.2), restated here

N

1 . . 15y
™~ (T, wN, fN)(t, 2) =N Z wN,T(Zla'--aZ\TDf]Z\} Z‘T‘(t,zl,---,zm)

i1 vyl =1

i1y

and substituting the right hand side 0, f i by the marginal equation (5.2) with k = |T'|, we
obtain that

N N |T|
1 ) . i1, 1 ) .
at(ﬁ ' g w7 (i1, . J\T|)fN (21, -,Z\T|) - N A E wN,T(h,---,Z|T\) E
7/17"'72"1_“:1 21,...,Z‘T‘:1 m=1

i o2 $1,0eegi T §1,0eegi T
[_ Dz (1(zm) fy 1 (2)) + Eagmfzv (2 = v(zn) iy (2)
) ([ ) (50770 = {75 00 = 1= i)Y d )
T o
Z wim,i;N/RV(Z|T+1)</O I ) = LT )

1701500

Vn#m, un:zn:|

—@m[

U107 58 (PNIL AN
_fN ITI (Z_TwN;i ITI )}dT‘)dZ|T+1:|}.

Noticing the identity wn11;(i1,. .., i7141) = wN,T(z'l,...,2'|T‘)wij7im+l, we see that all the
marginals, except the two terms of form {fy (-) — fi/(- —w)}, are expressed in the right way so
they can be rewritten as observables, obtaining (2.2) as the approximate hierarchy and (2.3) as
the explicit form of the remainders. O

We now turn to the proof of Proposition 2.4. It is worth noting that the main Gronwall
estimate could also be written in the probabilistic language of 1t6 calculus. However, we prefer
to keep an approach and notation similar to the rest of the proofs presented.

Proof of Proposition 2.4. To simplify the argument, we only present a formal calculation where
the tensorized weight n®!T! is directly used as the test function, while, strictly speaking, the
valid test functions for distributional solutions should have compact support. Given that the
remaining coefficients are bounded Lipschitz and all terms in the subsequent calculation are
non-negative, passing the limit to justify the use of unbounded weight on the dual side poses
no problems.

The weighted total variation |||7n]|(T)n®!"! [ m(wiT1y can be decomposed as

N

|||T|(T)(t,-)n®lT\|M(RT):/TN Yo lwvrin. ) fy T @ 0T () dz

R . .
Zl,...,Z‘T‘:l

N
1 . . 150507 QT
= — wN,T(1,...,1% t,z z) dz.
N > Jwnr(ia T|)‘/RT I (t, 2)n"1"1(2)

1,0 =1

For any distinct indexes i1, ..., i, we have

/ P @ ) dz = [ () T ) da.
RITI RN

The forthcoming estimate is not exclusive to our specific choice 7 = 1,, but for any weight
function adhering to the form

n(z) = exp(h(z)), VreR

such that [|A/||ps, ||h”||z~ are bounded and h(0) < h(z). Our choice of n = 7, is clearly
included by choosing h(z) = V1 + o222, resulting in ||W/|r~ < a and ||h"||L~ < o?. The
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following inequalities are immediate results by chain rule and fundamental theorem of calculus.

Lemma 5.1. For any weight function of form n(z) = exp(h(zx)) such that |||, ||[h"|| 1 are
bounded and h(0) < h(x), one has that

' /ol(z) < [0 ]|zee, 0" /ul(2) < 1B |lzee + B |7,
and
(@ +y) —n(z) < [|F]|ze< |yl exp (7] oo [yl)n(z)-
The last inequality can be extended to the tensorized case n®F(z) = Hle n(x;,) as
S +y) = n® (@) < K|z lylle exp(IR [z ly o )n®* (2).

We are now ready to prove Proposition 2.4 under the more general assumption that n(x) =
exp(h(x)). Since fy solves (2.1) in the distributional sense, it is easy to verify that

ot )T () de = IV, DL n(ws) da

¢ |T|
<[] ot LZ (mmm)(n'/n)(xim) 500 /n)as) )T o)

+ ) ”(xj)<% lTlln(xil+wilvj;N)_HlT|177($il)>

J=t1,.% 1)

+ Z v(z )(Hl 177(90zl+wil,j;1v) Hl 177(36,))] dxds.

JFLl) )

By Lemma 5.1, we have that

St )1 n(es,) de < / I (0, )T, (e da

RN

7|
1 T
/ / stx[ (uﬂumuh'um+5a2<uh'/um+Hh'\\%w>)nl L ()

T T
3 e =5 1 i vl exp (19| ma; 37w )T 'lnml)] dads

|T|
1
= [ v ) ot | S (lom i + 500 e + 1))
m=1
N |T]
303 i Wl 11l oo exp (IH 1o mas 3, fwigon ] / [ ot i) dads,
j=1m=1
where the summations of j = iy,...,%p and j # 41, ...,% 7| are combined together by the simple

fact that h(0) < h(x;), hence 7(0)/n(x;) < 1.
Furthermore, we have that

N |T]

D7 D7 i vl < 7| ma 3 .

j=1m=1

Hence by choosing
Cw = max (maxz > lwigin |, max; 3 !wi,j;N\) ;

1
Ay = (IlulleHh'lle + 50 (B llzoe + 1P [7) + [[Pllzoe 12| £ O eXp(Hh'HLoon)),
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we conclude that

/ thle 177(1'21) x
/ fNOle 1773% dx—i—/ ]T\A/ stle 177(gzc”)duvds.

By Gronwall lemma, this implies that

[T ) do < exo (T14,0) | (00T ) o
Taking the summation over iy, ..., %7, we have that

I @ gy < exp (T1A) NI, ) iy
< Cy(My eXp(Ant*))m

Finally, by applying Lemma 3.2 to the left hand side, we immediately obtain (2.4), restated
here,

T
N () yorm < ColT) (1K N2 exp(Ayt)) ™
forall T € T,t € [0, t.].

Finally, we give the proof of Proposition 2.5.

Proof of Proposition 2.5. We show the well-posedness of Vlasov equation (1.3)-(1.4) by a clas-
sical fixed point argument. Let us first define the mapping f — Lf as the solution of

2
at'cf(ta 5, CC) + a:v (:U’}(t’ 5’ x)ﬁf(t, 5, CC)) - %a:m: <£f(t’ 5’ x))
+v(@)Lf(t,€ @) — do(x)Jy(t, ) =0

If f is given, then J; and ,u}i are determined, making the above identity a linear equation with
respect to Lf. We are going to see that if f € L*°([0,t.] x [0, 1];]-[77_1 N M4 (R)), then Lf
belongs to the same space.

By multiplying the equation by the weight function 1 and applying Leibniz formula, we obtain
that

QLI (L, &, x)n(x)
2

- _8$ <M>}(t7 57 x)ﬁf(t7 §7 x)n(@) + %al‘l‘ <£f(t7 §7 x)n(@) - V(x)ﬁf(t7 §7 95)77(9”)
+ 00 (2)n(0)J (t,€) 4+ pp(t, & x) (' /n) () Lf (t, &, 2)n(x)

2

+ % [ — 0, (2(n'/n)(w)ﬁf(t, 3 :v)n(:v)) + (0" /) (@) Lf(, €, :v)n(:v)} :

We start the a priori estimate of the linear mapping £ by the total mass. It is straightforward
to verify that

t
LLF ) iy < 170, )z + / J5(s,€) ds
(5.3)

<10l + [ =l
Note that by choosing t; = 1/(2||v||L=), we have that

sup [If(t - Olmm) < 200, mm = sup [Lf () mm) < 2000, 8) |l mm)-
te(0,t1] te(0,t1]
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Next, consider the n-weighted total moment,
! * / o’ "
< 170 Onllwee + | {U(O)Jf(37§)+ 3 (5, )llpee 1 /nl[ 22 + = lln /nHm}
1L (s, Ol | ds
t
<Ol + [ {nOI 175, aae

2
g
+ [(IIMIILOO +llwlwlwllze £ (s, Mlzgan ) fnllzee + = [n" /nllze |[1££ (s, -,£)UIIM(R)} ds.

By taking the supremum over £ € [0, 1], we have, for t € [0,¢4],
(5.4)

t
5l an, < 150l + [ 1Ol 1z,
0.2
[l + Nl £ ) o e + Sl [N (5.l s
t
< (11O ilizsn + [ 9Oz, ds)

0,2
exp ([l + Ilbw o Uzl + G Il )

where the L should be understood as the supremum over t € [0, ¢4].
We construct the invariance set and show L-contractivity on the set by the following proce-
dure: For any R > Ry := [/ f(0, -, ')77||L§°Mz, and any t, > 0, denote

Epy={feM;: sup 1 (s, Inllzgem. < R}
s€|0,t

By taking sufficiently small 9, for example

1 R — Ry log 735

2z 2n(O)[¥ iz B (|lul poe + llwllwvllzoe R) 1 /1]l e + "—;IIU”/UHLOO>’

ty < min(

we can make Fr.y, an invariance set, i.e. L(ERgy,) C Epy,.
To show that f — Lf is contracting in the H, L_sense, we consider the following energy
estimate: Along each fiber £ € [0, 1],

%(% /R (A« (L] = o) |(£f = Lom dx) = /R A ((£f — Lgym) |ou(cf — Loy dz
— /R—“; A% 0,((£f ~ Lom) | [0.((£f = £oy) |
+ [Mwon((er — Lom)] 12T = Lo+ (i = ) (Lo + 0 ) 1 — Lo
+ (A (ef = Lopm)| [ — v(Lf = Lg)n+ on(0) (7 — Jy)

0.2
+ 3 (' (L] = Lg)n + (uf — ) (' /) (Lg)n + = (" /m) (L] = Eg)n] d.
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Apply Cauchy-Schwartz inequality, we obtain that
d

at (/R (A< ((cf = Lg)n) | (L] = Loy dx)

4 4
< SluHLf = Lol + —5ll(f = 1w (Lo G + 40" mLF = L)l
0.2
(44 S)IEF = LPIs + W (Lf = L)1 + 1005 = T
2
+ i /n)(Lf — ﬁg)HfH;l +11(kf — ﬂ;)(n’/n)(ﬁg)HH v+ "L - Eg)l!

Applying Lemma 3.3, we further have that

16 * O'2
II(Ef L7 < (;Hufuivl,w + 16|17 /0300 + (4 + 7)

A + Al 10 /0l + 202\\n”/n|!%v1,oo> I£f = Lo

(Ao 0 Pl ) s Yy = i + Ul = Sy

Now let us consider the integration over £ € [0,1]. Firstly, using that w € W combined with
classical interpolation,

2
/ ’M?(ta 3 1’) - M;(t7 3 x)‘Q d¢§ = </ w(§7 C)(Jf(ta C) - Jg(ta C)) dC) d¢
[0,1] [0,1] [0,1]
< fwlyll 5t ) = Tyt ')||ig-

Secondly, by Lemma 3.7,

{Jf(t,f) - Jg(taé)‘ < < C(OZ)HVHWUX’ ||f(ta ’5) - g(ta ’g)HHn_l :

lévwﬂﬂtéw—yﬁﬁwndx

Hence, we have that

£

5t = ey = [ 1500~ Ayt a
[0,1]
< COPIRpn [ 1560 =0t Ol 46 = COP IS = 08,

Therefore, by integrating over £ € [0, 1],
(5.5)

2

IN

[ MO = £0)(50 ) gy, + M = )y,

IN

2
exp(Mot)/O Ml”(f_9)(5"")‘|L§(Hv71)x ds

where My, M7 are required to satisfy that

2

16 o
A@zsm>Qwﬁwwlm+wmwwLw+@+—)
te(0,t2] o2 LEWs W 2

+4[vlfe + 4\|MfHLooW1 w11 /1100 + 207 | /nll%vl,oo>

Mz sup | (IO g, + A0 s N g Yl 1| G2 o
€[0,t2
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In addition, by w € W and Lemma 3.7, we can derive

1
/0 w(E, Q)Jp(t,¢) d¢

HM}HLOOW;’OO S H,UJHW;,oo + sup
¢ €€0,1]

< leellyyzoe + llwllw 15 (8, )l oo
< llullyree + llwlhw Cl@)wllwreoll £l e ayry, -

When f,g,Lf,Lg € Ery,, by Lemma 3.2, we have that
R R
HfHLgo(Hn_l)x < E, H(Eg)HLgO(H;l)x < Ea
for t € [0, t2].
Hence My, Mj in (5.5) can be chosen such that they only depend on R and the regularity of
the various fixed coefficients in the system. By choosing sufficiently small ¢, > 0, for example,

b < ; 1 log2
max —_—, —
* = 30, M, )

by (5.5) we conclude that £ is contracting on the set L(Eg,, ) for the LE(H{ 1), norm. Repeating
the argument allows extending the weak solution to any finite time interval as usual, since the
a priori estimates (5.3) and (5.4) do not blow up in finite time.

We now turn to the derivation of the limiting hierarchy. Taking the derivative of 7o (T) =
Too (T, w, f) in Definition 1.5, we first obtain

7] o2
oo (T, w, f)(t,2) = Z [— Oz (,U,(Zm)TOO(T)(t, z)) + Eangoo(T)(t, z)

m=1

= ()T (T)(E 2) + 50(zm)< /R V(um)Too(T)(t,u)>

Vn#m,un==z2n

— Oz </ wr(&r, . &) FETNE 21, &0 2y )
[0,1]I71

1
(/0 w(&m, §ry41) /R v+ ) (& 211415 § 1) 41) dZ|T+1d§T|+1> déi, ... ,€|T>} -
The last term can be rewritten by using the observables with one more leaf, resulting the limiting
hierarchy (2.6), restated here:

oo (T) (1, 2)
7|

= E — 0y, (u(zm)Too(T)(t, 2)) + 0—28§mTw(T)(t, 2)
2
m=1

—v(2m)Too (T)(t, 2) + 50(Zm)</RV(um)Too(T)(t,u) dum>

Vnm, unzn:|
_ o, [ /R V(241 moo(T + m) (1, 2) dz|T+1] }
O

5.2. Quantitative stability. This subsection focuses on the proof of the main quantitative
estimate of the article. The technical Lemma 5.2 about recursive differential inequalities is given
separately in the next subsection.

Proof of Theorem 2.6. For simplicity, let us recall the notation
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where v appears in the m-th coordinate, i.e. v, (2) = v(z,). The same convention applies to
and 7.

Define the difference An(T)(t,z) := 7n(T)(t,2) — Too(T)(t, 2z). By subtracting (2.6) from
(2.2), one has that

WAN(T)(t, 2)
7|

o2
>3 { [— Oz (1(zm) AN (T)(t,2)) + 502, AN (T) (2, 2)
m=1

() AN(T)(E, 2) + 6o(2m) ( /R () (AN(T) () + Byt ) dum>

Vn#m, un:zn:|

—a,. [ /R V(271 (AN(T +m)(t,2) + B s 11 z)) dzml} } VT eT.

We highlight that, for any fixed N < oo, the above equalities and later inequalities involving
AN(T) can be understood as recursive relations that holds on all 7" € 7. At a first glance,
one may think that the approximate hierarchy (2.2) is only defined for observables 7 (T') with
|T| < N. Nevertheless, by our formal definition that fy"""** = 0 if there are duplicated indices
among i1, ..., 1, it is easy to verify that for any tree T" such that |T| > N,

N
TN(T,wN,fN)(t, z) = N E wN7T(21,...,Z‘T|)f]Z\} ATl (t, Zl,...,Z‘T|) =0

1,0 =1

as in each marginal there must be duplicated indices. By a similar discussion, we see that
ZANTm = 0 and %N’N7T+m7|T‘H = 0 when |T| > N. With these formal definition, it is then
straightforward to show that approximate hierarchy (2.2) holds for all T' € T.

By multiplying by the weight function ®!”! and integrating, we obtain that

(O An(D)(t,2))n®"(z) = > { = 0 (i AN 1 2) + T 02, (M@ ) 1.2)

m=1

= (AN @) (2 4 (st ) A (D) 1. 2)

et [ (/1) AN )+ ™) 100 s

Vn#m, un==zn

-0, [/R ((V\T|+1/77|T\+1)(AN(T +m) + '@N,T—i—m,\Tl—l—l)n@‘Tl—’—l) (t,z) dZT|+1:|

2

+ % [Bzm ( —~ Q(UZL/nm)AN(T)n@\Tl) n (nﬁb/nm)AN(T)nQ”'] 0 Z)}.

Substituting (8;An(T))n®*! in the right hand side of

%(% /RT <K®\T| * (AN(T)77®\T|)(75, z)>2 dz)
= / <K®'T*(AN(T)77®'T)(W)> <K®T|*(8tAN(T)n®T|)(t, z)) dz,
RITI
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yields the extensive expression

%(% /RT <K®|T\ * (AJ\;(T)n@\TI)(t,Z))2 dz>

7|

+ [K®T| * (AN(T)?]@T')(L Z)] [_ KOITI (VmAN(T)n®\T|)(t, Z)

+ K(zm)n ( / KT s (v /) AN (D)0 (8, w) dum>

n#£m, un=zn

+ K(Zm)n(o) < /R K®‘T| * ((Vm/nm)%N,T,mn@T‘) (tv u) dum)

Vn#m, un=zn

+ KO s (i (10 /1) A (T (2, 2) + U;K@T' * (/) AN (T (2, 2)
+ [ameM' * (An (@) (¢, z)] [KM' * (nm AN (T (t, 2)
+ /RK®T|+1 * ((V\T|+1/77\T|+1)AN(T + m)n@TlH)(ta z) dzr)41

+/RK®T|+1* (W11 /713 LN 1m0 (£ 2) A2y

+ %QKW % (20 /mm) AN (T (2, Z)] } =

We then apply Cauchy-Schwartz inequality to obtain,
(5.6)

(10 o & R .
(IO som ) < 34 (24 5 1AM o + 3lomAw(DI,srm

m=1

o2
_HMm(Wm/nm)AN( )H ~18IT] + 4 H(n,'%/nm)AN(T)HQ 18I

s gIlaor [ ( /R K () D7) 49 a2 ) T

n#m

1
+ Sl 1 720(0)* /]RT_1 (/RK®T|*((Vm/nm)'@N,T,mU@T )(t, 2 dzm) II d=

n#m

2
+ S lum AN (T |3 71®m+ ||2(77m/77m)AN( )12 po e
2 |T|
= (/K®T|+1*((V|T+1/77T|+1)AN(T+m)n®T|+1)(t 2 dZ|T+1> H dzy

\T|
92 2
+— (/ KT s (g /mrs1) 2 v T (8, 2) dZT|+1> H dzn}

U
RITI n=1

This is where the proper choice of weak distance becomes critical as we need to bound the

various terms in the right-hand side by the norm HAN(T)HE—@\T\- The commutator estimate

—16/T]

in Lemma 3.3 can directly bound all the terms with an explicit H, -norms as the coefficients
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w, v are W1 and 7 is smooth. For example

HVmAN(T)HfH;l@\T\ < A [fyr.0o r) ||AN(T)||2;1®\T\-

This leads to the simplified expression for some constant Cy,

(5.7)
d/1 , T (- ,
— | =||ANn(T)|]% _ < Co ||AN(T)|%. -
dt<2” N ( )||Hn1®T> _m§=1{ 0 lAN (DI 160

2
w302 [ (RO () Ax D 0,2 a5 ) TT s

2
_HK||L277 / (/K®T|* /nm)f@N,T,mn@T‘)(taz) dzm) H dzy,
|T|—1

n#m
2 2 |7
—l— — - </ KOITI+1 ((V|T\+1/77\T|+1)AN(T+m) ®\T|+1)(t z) dZ|T+1> H dz,
n=1
2 . 2 |7
+ ;/RT (/RK®T|+1*((V|T+1/?7T|+1)%N,T+m,T|+1n®T|+1)(t z dzT|+1> H dzn}

The remaining integrals terms in (5.6) can be bounded by first applying Lemma 3.8 followed
by Proposition 3.6. For example, consider the first remainder term and write by Lemma 3.8,

/ (/ K s (U /1) By ) (8, 2 d2m> II d=
RITI-1 R

n#m

< C(a)2||’/||%/v1,ooHf@N,T,mHZ;l@T\-

Next, apply Proposition 3.6 to the right hand side to conclude that

/ (/K®T|*((Vm/nm)%N,T,m77®| )¢, 2) dZm) II d=
RITI-1 R

n#Em
< C(@)?[V[ffy 1.0 [exp (2 + 2a)c(w, [T1)) — 1] [[l7a [(T)13, 1817

The method applies for the other integrals terms in (5.7), which yields

/RT1 </RK®T|*((ym/nm)AN(T)77®IT )(t, 2 dzm> 1T de

n#m
< C(a)2||l/||%,[,1,oo||AN(T)||§{;1®‘T‘,
2 |7
/RT (/RK®T|+1* (W /mr ) AN (T +m)n® ) (¢, 2) dZT|+1> H dzy,
< Cla)* |V lAN(T + m)!@;l@(mwa

together with

2 |7

/RT </RK®|TH* ((V\T|+1/77|T\+1)@N,T+m,|T\+177®|T‘H)(’5 z dZ|T+1> H dz,

< C()?[V[lyr.00 [exp (2 + 20)c(w, |T])) 1] HITNI(T)IIH;l@\T\-
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Inserting those bounds into the energy estimate (5.7), we obtain a recursive differential inequal-
ity: forall T € T,

(5.8)
d 2 Q ~ 2 ~ 2
—||AN(T)(¢, - _ < CollAn(T) (¢, - _ Ci||An(T t,- _
AN (T >||Hn1®T_m§:jl{ DI AN, ot + Crl AN +m)(E )2 ssgrrin

+eo(DNINIT)(E )y reir + ex DT +m) () egrion }

n

where we can even provide the explicit expressions for the constants

0.2

- o2 4
Co =4+ G+ 4 (IR + 1 ) By 10 e+ g+ 222167 ) )

+ [ K[IZ2m(0)*C () [V oo

~ le% 2

&= e,

o(T) = I Bn(0)2C ) v e [exp (2-+ 2a)e(w, [T) — 1],
_ 4C (ar)?

e1(T) = "= S e [ (24 20)e(w, T)) — 1],

We can now restrict the recursion relations by truncating them at any given depth n > 1,
meaning that we only consider the inequalities (5.8) for all 7" € T such that |T| < n —1. In
such a case, since

c(w, |T1) < |T|(max fwijinl) < now,

the coefficients g, €1 can take the vanishing expression

eo(n) = [K[720(0)*C(a)|[v {1 [exp (2 + 20)nwy) — 1],

o)2
e1(n) = 400(2 ) HVHI%VI,OO [exp ((2 + 2a)mDN) — 1].

For a fixed depth n > 1, g(n) and €1 (n) now vanish as wy — 0.
Let us now rescale the energy inequality through some A factor: For all T € T such that

d
N AN o
7l (. 5
(5.9) = Z_l {COAT'\mN(T)(t, Wy errr + (CrNTFHANT +m) (& ogrin

+eo(m) AT 17w [(T) (¢, ')IIiI;l@\T\ + (1 (n) /N[ (T + m) (¢, ‘)Hzn—l@a(\T\H) }
We also recall the a priori bound (2.8) for 7x, 7o assumed in Theorem 2.6:

|T|
)\7( T, wx, fa)(t, )] ), |- )<C.,
swp e S (I F0) 6o + 7 (Tl yrom) <

where T, € T is the tree index in the final estimate (2.7). By a triangle inequality, this implies
the following uniform bound of Ay,

7| 22 2
(5.10) g mnA AN (T)(E 1o < Chie
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Denote
— |7 12
My,(t) = fﬁa;;i)‘ AN (T)(t, )HH;1®‘T"
C=Cy+ 01/)\,
e = [eo(n) +e1(n)/A] C3.),
L=C3,,

n=n, n =|T,

so that (5.9) and (5.10) can be summarized as follows,

d
(5.11a) SM(#) < k(CMkH(t) + s), Vi<k<n-—1,
(5.11Db) Mi(t) < L, V1 < k <max(n, n'), t € [0,t.].
We now invoke the following result.

Lemma 5.2. Consider a sequence of non-negative functions (My(t))7>, on t € [0,t,] that
satisfies the inequalities (5.11a)-(5.11b) with [¢/CL + (20)"] < 1. Then
(5.12)
i SCT/Ey
max (0% My (t)] < L(Ct/0 + 2) max <[6/CL +(20)"], max [GkMk(O)] /L) ,

1<k<max(n, n') 1<k<n-—1
holds for any 1 < p < 0o, 0 < 0 < 277 where 1/p+1/p' =1, and any t € [0,t,].

Assume for the time being that Lemma 5.2 holds and apply it to (5.9) and (5.10). Choose
p =2, 0 =1/8 and substitute e, C, L by its explicit expression to find that
go(n) +e1(n)

= /A— ex a)wn) —
6/C’L_ C~,O+él/>\ _Cl[ p((2+2 ) ) 1],

where C; depends only on A, the W1 >-regularity of coefficients y, v and constant ¢ > 0 in
(2.1), but neither on wy nor on n. Choosing Cy = C/0, and as wy — 0 as N — oo, we deduce
that for N large enough

E=¢/CL+ (20)" = C[exp (24 2a)nwy) — 1] + (1/4)" < 1.
The conclusion of Lemma 5.2 hence holds, showing that

Tl (T t,-) — 7o (T) (£, )12
<X |T*|)()\/8) |7 (T, wi s fN)(Es ) — T (T)(E, )”H;@‘T‘

2 _ IT| 2 2 oD
< C)\m (Cot—i-Q) max | &, |TI\2%L)51()\/8) HTN(T7 wNva)(()?') - TOO(T)(OV)HHJI@)\T\ /CAm :
This can be further simplified to (2.7) by relaxing the maximum on the left hand side as 7' = T,
taking the maximum on the right hand side over |T'| < max(n, |Ty|), and choosing Cy in (2.7)
as Cy = max (Cot + 2, 2(00t+1)).

(]

5.3. Proof of Lemma 5.2.

Proof of Lemma 5.2. Let us restate here the recursive differential inequality (5.11a),

d
SM(t) < k(CMkH(t) n a), Vi<k<n-—1,

which directly yields

S (Melt) + (£/0)) < KO (M (1) + (£/0)), 1<k <n—1.
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For any 1 < k <n—1and t € [0,t,], by inductively integrating the inequalities in time, we
obtain that

(i) + /) <ot [ (1) T () + (/) ar

n—1
kfl—1 _
£ (L) - () + (e/0),
=k
We estimate the increase on M} within time steps of size
t—s=20/C.

First, we bound the constant terms,
t n—k—1 n—1
n—k n—1\ (t—r) -k (11 Ik
¢ /s (k‘—1> n—k—1 (g/C)dTJr;C k1) E=9)"(E/0)
n—1 — -1
_ n—k - n—k—1 -k - -k
_(5/0){0 <k_1> (t—s) +l§;c <k_1> (t—s) }

— (£/C) zn:cl—k (fﬁj) (t — 5)

=k

< 9k (e/C) f: <]i:i> o

=k

where the last inequality uses our choice of time step (t —s) < 0/C.
On the other hand, for § < 1/2,

> (00) 0= <

=k

Hence,

ok /st (Z - }) %(8/0) dr+ :i; ol (é‘_ 11> (t— 5)F(e/C) < oF

We now turn to the terms involving M;(s) and M, (r) (with s <r <t). For M, (r) we have no
choice but to take

Qlo

M,(r) <L

But for M;(s), k <1 <n—1, we have

1<m<n—1

M;(s) < min (L, max [amMm(s)]a—l>,

together with any geometric average between the two terms. Choose % + 1% =1 so that

1
M(s) < LV (| _max (07 My(s)]07")’
— L7V max [HmMm(s)]%(H%)_l.

1<m<n—1
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Then we may write

cnk / t (Z - }) %Mnm dr + nzl ik <1l<; - 11> (t — ) My (s),

n— 1 n— l 1 ks m 1 1,_
<ot (321) -9 k“zcl F(h ) e e a5 (0
<o ("N e 4Ly max  [07M(5)]7 Z F=13 ()

- k-1 1<m<n—1 i E—1 ,

where again use our choice of time step (¢t — s) < 6/C in the last inequality.
Observe that

n n n—1 n = -1 Ly =l 1
<k_1>0 < 2"y Z(k_1>(ep) <—F——<1

=k

when choosing o < 1/2, so that
t n—k—1 n—l
n—k n—1\ (t—=r) -k (=1 Ik
C /s(k_1> p—— Mn(r)dr+§c g 1) (=) " Mi(s)

)

1
Combining those bounds, provided that 7" < 1/2, we have that, for all 1 <k <n —1,

b

On the other hand, for n < k < max(n, n'), we simply have M (t) < L. As 67+ > 1,

B =

<m<n-—1

<g* <L(29)" + L¥  max (67 M (s)]

B =

M (t) < ak{(g/c*) FLEO"+ LY max 07 M(s)]

1<m<n—1

My(t) < L < Hk{L(QH)"},

and we can combine the two cases to obtain that

'U\'—‘

max  [0*Mi(t)] < (¢/C) + L(20)" + LV max [0 My(s)] .

1<k<max(n, n’) 1<k<n-—1

If t < 6/C we are done but otherwise we need to sum up the various bounds. Denote t; = j0/C
and write that By the fact that , we have that

max [HkMk(tj)]

1<k<max(n, n’)

< (¢/C) + L(20)" + L (Jnax [0FMi(tj-1)]

k<n-—1

B =

B =

< (e/C) + L(20)" + LV {(a/C) +L(20)" + L7 | Jhax (0% My (tj—2)] }p

1

{(e/C) +L(29) }P +L17P72 1§r]£1§ar}1{_1 [9 Mk( j— 2)]%

JH

<(e/C)+L(26)" + L

1
%

SZ_: { (e/C) + L(20)" }p' + v | nax [HkMk(O)]ﬁ,

<k<n—1

where we use that (a 4 b)'/? < a!/? + b/ by concavity.
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For any ¢ > 0, we hence have with j(t) = {%J +1,

(5.13)
o L )
k s n NIO) k NIO)
N e S e IR WO e

Finally, by the assumption that [¢/CL + (20)"] <1,

1
pJ

vi<j LU {e/c + L(29)"}; _ L{e/CL + (29)"}’; < L{e/CL + (29)"} .

Hence we can replace every i and every j(t) in (5.13) by (Ct/6 + 1), which gives the looser
bound (5.12), restated here

1<k<max(n, n')

(1]

(10]
(11]

(12]

(13]
(14]

(15]

(16]

(17]

(18]

max [GkMk(t)] < L(Ct/0 + 2) max ([5/CL +(20)"], 1<21<1p_1 [QkMk(O)] /L) m.
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