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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 × 109 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 [46, 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 i, Xj jumps by wj,i,

where Xj describes the membrane potential of the j-th neuron and wj,i represents the synaptic
connection from i to j. The case of no synaptic connection is represented by wj,i = 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 Xi reaches a certain hard threshold value XF .
According to IF dynamics, at such a time point each Xj jumps by wj,i and X

i 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

dXi(t) = µ(Xi(t)) dt+ σ(Xi(t)) 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 Xi(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 [4], and stochasticity was noted in [34, 33, 55]. Although biophysical models such as
Hodgkin-Huxley [48] and FitzHugh-Nagumo [30, 65] 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 [36, 76].

To complete the definition at end points, it is conventional to define Xi(t) at a firing time
as the value after the jump or reset, making each Xi(t) right continuous with left limit (càdlàg
functions). This allows to give a precise mathematical definition of the dynamics. Let (Xi

t)
N
i=1

be the R-valued càdlàg processes representing the membrane potential changes of the N neurons
and let wN := (wi,j;N)Ni,j=1 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}:

(1.1)

Xi;N
t = Xi;N

0 +

∫ t

0
µ(Xi;N

s−
) ds+

∫ t

0
σ(Xi;N

s−
) dBi

s

+
∑

j 6=i

wi,j;N

∫ t

0

∫ ∞

0
1{z ≤ ν(Xj;N

s−
)} N

j(dz,ds)

−
∫ t

0

∫ ∞

0
Xi;N

s−
1{z ≤ ν(Xi;N

s−
)}N i(dz,ds),

where

{N i}Ni=1 are homogeneous spatial Poisson processes w.r.t. Lebesgue measure,

{Bi}Ni=1 are standard Wiener processes, and the 2N processes are independent.

For the target neuron i, the term µ(Xi;N
s−

)ds summarizes its pre-spike dynamics and σ(Xi;N
s−

)dBi
s

adds a Brownian noise. It experiences a jump of wi,j;N when another neuron j fires and is reset
to zero when itself fires. Neuron i firing occurs with a likelihood depending on the membrane

potential, which we denote by ν(Xi;N
s−

) and we introduce the Poisson processes N i(dz,ds).
For the simplified case that the connections between neurons are all identical, i.e. wi,j;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, x), 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
[49]. 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

∑
j wi,j;N ≡ 1 and that

the initial data (Xi
0)

N
i=1 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 wi,j;N =

W (yi;N , yj;N), where yi;N ∈ R
d 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 Erdös-Rényi type, as shown in [41]. 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 wi,j;N without a
priori knowledge of additional regularity. Unfortunately, the use of graphon requires a dense
scaling for the connections with typically maxi,j |wi,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, 56, 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 wi,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,

• The wi,j;N may be completely different for every pair of neurons.
• The wi,j;N can be positive or negative with corresponding excitation or inhibition be-
tween neurons, and are not symmetric.

• 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× 1010 neurons.

• The wi,j;N satisfy the following scaling:

max
(
maxi

∑
j |wi,j;N |,maxj

∑
i |wi,j;N |

)
∼ O(1), maxi,j |wi,j;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(Rk) the space of signed Borel measures with bounded total variation norm on R

k. M+(R
k)
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stands for the subset of non-negative measures. P(Rk) stands for the subset of probability
measures. When choosing a topology on M(Rk), 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,

• For any distinct indices i1, . . . , ik ∈ {1, . . . , N}, denote the marginal law of the agents

Xi1;N
t , . . . ,Xik ;N

t by

f i1,...,ikN (t, ·) := Law(Xi1;N
t , . . . ,Xik ;N

t ) ∈ P(Rk).

• Formally define f i1,...,ikN ≡ 0 if there are duplicated indices among i1, . . . , ik.
• For the full joint law, adopt the simplified notation that

fN (t, ·) := f1,...,NN (t, ·) = Law(X1;N
t , . . . ,XN ;N

t ) ∈ P(RN ).

In the context of exchangeable system (identical connections, wi,j;N = w(N)), it is straightfor-

ward that, if (X1;N
t , . . . ,XN ;N

t ) is a solution of system, then any permutation (Xi1;N
t , . . . ,XiN ;N

t )
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,

f i1,...,ikN (t, ·) = f j1,...,jkN (t, ·) ∈ P(Rk),

if the indices 1 ≤ i1, . . . , ik ≤ are distinct and 1 ≤ j1, . . . , jk ≤ N are also distinct.
Given this property, it is natural to define the unique k-marginal

fN,k(t, ·) := f1,...,kN (t, ·) ∈ P(Rk).

The marginals are solutions to the famous BBGKY hierarchy of equations, in which the equation
for each fN,k depends on itself and the next marginal fN,k+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
(X1;N , . . . ,XN ;N ) converge weak-* to the tensorization of a certain one-particle distribution
f ∈ P(R) as N → ∞, namely,

fN,k
∗
⇀ f⊗k ∈ P(Rk), f⊗k(z1, . . . , zk) :=

k∏

m=1

f(zm), for all fixed k ∈ N.

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:

• Pass to the limit in the BBGKY hierarchy to the Vlasov hierarchy as N → ∞, which

yields fN,k(t, ·) ∗
⇀ f∞,k(t, ·) ∈ P(Rk) where f∞,k(t, ·) represents a solution to the Vlasov

hierarchy with initial data in tensorized form, namely f∞,k(0, ·) = f⊗k
0 .

• Notice that if the one-particle distribution f(t, ·) solves the Vlasov equation with initial
data f0, then the k-marginals in tensorized form f⊗k(t, ·) are a solution to the Vlasov

hierarchy with the same initial data f∞,k(0, ·) = f⊗k
0 .

• Prove the uniqueness of the solution of the Vlasov hierarchy, which allows one to con-
clude that at all time t ≥ 0, f∞,k(t, ·) = f⊗k(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 [40]. However recent results such as [58] and
[8] 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 (X1;N
t , . . . ,XN ;N

t ) of (1.1), a permutation (Xi1;N
t , . . . ,XiN ;N

t ) is not in
general also a solution since w1,2;N is in general not equal to wi1,i2;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 f i1,...,ikN 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 wi,j. Hence, passing to the limit in the hierarchy would require passing to the limit
in some appropriate sense in the coefficients wi,j;N . If the wi,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 f i1,...,ikN but also takes into account the effect of connectivity

wN = (wi,j)
N
i,j=1 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

• Denoting by |T | the total number of vertices in T , index the vertices in T from 1, . . . , |T |.
• The graph of a single node (indexed by 1) belongs to T .
• 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 |+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 (l,m) ∈ E(T ) if there exists an edge
connecting l and m and if l is closer to the root than m. This family enables us to define our
observables.

Definition 1.2. Consider any connectivity matrix wN = (wi,j)
N
i,j=1 and a collection of random

processes (X1;N
t , . . . ,XN ;N

t ). We define the observable τN (T,wN , fN )(t, ·) ∈ M(R|T |), T ∈ T
as the weighted sum of marginals

(1.2) τN (T,wN , fN )(t,dz) :=
1

N

N∑

i1,...,i|T |=1

wN,T (i1, . . . , i|T |)f
i1,...,i|T |

N (t,dz1, . . . ,dz|T |)

where the weight of each marginal is given by

wN,T (i1, . . . , i|T |) :=
∏

(l,m)∈E(T )

wil,im;N ∈ R.
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We also define the absolute observable |τN |(T,wN , fN )(t, ·) ∈ M+(R
|T |), T ∈ T , as

|τN |(T,wN , fN )(t,dz) :=
1

N

N∑

i1,...,i|T |=1

∣∣wN,T (i1, . . . , i|T |)
∣∣f i1,...,i|T |

N (t,dz1, . . . ,dz|T |).

As we can see, if T1, T2 ∈ 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 = T1 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,

τN (T1, wN , fN )(t,dz1) =
1

N

N∑

i=1

f iN (t,dz1).

Hence obtaining the limit of the observables directly provides 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 wN still ensures the total variation of any observable is at most
O(1),

Lemma 1.3. For any T ∈ T , we have that
∥∥|τN |(T,wN , fN )(t, ·)

∥∥
M(R|T |)

≤
(
maxi

∑N
j=1 |wi,j;N |

)|T |−1
.

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

∥∥|τN |(T,wN , fN )(t, ·)
∥∥
M(R|T |)

≤ 1

N

N∑

i1,...,i|T |=1

∣∣wN,T (i1, . . . , i|T |)
∣∣.

If |T | = 1, the right hand side equals to 1 trivially, concluding the proof.
When |T | ≥ 2, we can assume T = T ′ +m and argue recursively

1

N

N∑

i1,...,i|T |=1

∣∣wN,T (i1, . . . , i|T |)
∣∣ = 1

N

N∑

i1,...,i|T |=1

∣∣wN,T ′(i1, . . . , i|T |−1)
∣∣|wim,i|T |;N |

≤
(

1

N

N∑

i1,...,i|T |−1=1

∣∣wN,T ′(i1, . . . , i|T |−1)
∣∣
)
maxi

∑N
j=1 |wi,j;N |.

�

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 Vlasov equation (1.3), are indeed classically
written on densities.

Given the non-exchangeability of the system (1.1), the limiting behavior as N → ∞ cannot
be approximated by just a function f(t, x), with x ∈ R. Following the idea in [54] and [51], we
introduce the so-called extended density f(t, ξ, x) instead, where the additional variable ξ ∈ [0, 1]
accounts for the non-exchangeable indices i ∈ {1, . . . , N} in the mean-field limit. The non-
identical interactions in the limit is described by a kernel we denote by w(ξ, ζ), (ξ, ζ) ∈ [0, 1]2,
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and the Vlasov equation corresponding to (1.1) is given by

(1.3)
∂tf(t, ξ, x) + ∂x

(
µ∗f (t, ξ, x)f(t, ξ, x)

)
− σ2

2
∂xxf(t, ξ, x)

+ν(x)f(t, ξ, x)− δ0(x)Jf (t, ξ) = 0,

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

(1.4) Jf (t, ξ) :=

∫

R

ν(x)f(t, ξ, x) dx, µ∗f (t, ξ, x) := µ(x) +

∫ 1

0
w(ξ, ζ)Jf (t, ζ) dζ.

In our context, w(ξ, ζ) should be the limit object of the sparsely connected wN := (wi,j;N)Ni,j=1

that we have described in Section 1.1. As a consequence, we are forced to consider singular
kernels w(ξ, ζ) and the only property we can inherit from wN is the O(1) scaling of

max
(
maxi

∑
j |wi,j;N |,maxj

∑
i |wi,j;N |

)
= max

(
‖wN‖ℓ∞→ℓ∞ , ‖wN‖ℓ1→ℓ1

)
.

To extend this norm for N ×N connectivity matrices to the kernel on (ξ, ζ) ∈ [0, 1]2, we define
the Banach space L∞

ξ ([0, 1],Mζ [0, 1]) as the topological dual of the (strong) Bochner space

L1
ξ([0, 1], Cζ [0, 1]). Since Mξ,ζ([0, 1]

2) is the topological dual of Cξ,ζ([0, 1]
2) and the canonical

embedding
Cξ,ζ([0, 1]

2) → L1
ξ([0, 1], Cζ [0, 1])

is continuous with dense image, one can consider

L∞
ξ ([0, 1],Mζ [0, 1]) ⊂ Mξ,ζ([0, 1]

2).

This leads to the main Banach space W for the kernels

W := {w ∈ M([0, 1]2) : w(ξ,dζ) ∈ L∞
ξ ([0, 1],Mζ [0, 1]), w(dξ, ζ) ∈ L∞

ζ ([0, 1],Mξ [0, 1])}.
We note that we deal later in the article with a priori estimate of f(t, ξ, x) and we use for those
the usual strong Bochner spaces L∞([0, t∗]× [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(ξ, ζ) ∈ W, (ξ, ζ) ∈ [0, 1]2 and some extended

density f ∈ L∞([0, t∗] × [0, 1];M+(R)). Define the observables τ∞(T,w, f)(t, ·) ∈ M(R|T |),
T ∈ T , as

(1.5) τ∞(T,w, f)(t, z) :=

∫

[0,1]|T |

wT (ξ1, . . . , ξ|T |)
∏|T |

m=1 f(t, ξm, zm) dξ1, . . . ,dξ|T |,

where
wT (ξ1, . . . , ξ|T |) :=

∏

(l,m)∈E(T )

w(ξl, ξm).

It is easy to check the validity of integrals in (1.4) and (1.5) if the kernel w(ξ, ζ) is smooth
or when w ∈ L∞. At the present, it may not be clear yet why the integrations with respect
to ξ ∈ [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 τ∞ 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 τN (T,wN , fN ) can be indeed approximated by the mean-field limit,
provided the initial observables τN (t = 0) are approximated by the initial τ∞(t = 0).

Theorem 1.6. Assume that µ, ν ∈ W 1,∞ and σ > 0. For a sequence of N → ∞, let

(Xi;N
t )Ni=1 be solutions of the non-exchangeable SDE system (1.1) with connectivity matrices

wN := (wi,j;N)Ni,j=1. In addition, let f ∈ L∞([0, t∗]× [0, 1];M+(R)) be a solution of the Vlasov

equation (1.3)-(1.4) with connectivity kernel w ∈ W. Assume that the following holds:
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• The connectivity matrices are uniformly bounded: For some CW > 0,

(1.6) sup
N

max
(
maxi

∑
j |wi,j;N |,maxj

∑
i |wi,j;N |

)
≤ CW .

• The interaction of each pair of agents vanishes:

(1.7) max
1≤i,j≤N

|wi,j;N | → 0 as N → ∞.

• The hierarchy of observables and the extended density are initially bounded by an expo-
nential scale: There exists some a > 0, Ma > 0, such that,

(1.8)

sup
N

∫

R|T |

exp
(
a
∑|T |

m=1 |zm|
)
|τN |(T,wN , fN )(0, z) dz ≤M |T |

a , ∀T ∈ T ,

ess sup
ξ∈[0,1]

∫

R

exp
(
a|x|

)
f(0, ξ, x) dx ≤Ma.

• The hierarchy of observables initially converges in weak-* topology:

(1.9) τN (T,wN , fN )(0, ·) ∗
⇀ τ∞(T,w, f)(0, ·) ∈ M(R|T |) as N → ∞, ∀T ∈ T

Then, the hierarchy of observables converges at any time, in weak-* topology:

(1.10) τN (T,wN , fN )(t, ·) ∗
⇀ τ∞(T,w, f)(t, ·) ∈ M(R|T |) as N → ∞, ∀t ∈ [0, t∗], T ∈ T .

While we state Theorem 1.6 in terms of the observables τN from non-exchangeable systems
converging to the limiting observables τ∞ 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 τ∞(T )(0, ·),
∀T ∈ T come from a pair of extended density f(0, x, ξ) 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 τN (T,wN , fN )(0, ·) is obviously precompact as N → ∞, so that we could
extract a converging sub-sequence. The proof of Theorem 1.6 would then imply that the lim-
iting τ∞ are exact solutions to a limiting, tree-indexed hierarchy. However, without (1.9), we
cannot identify the limiting τ∞ as being obtained through some solution f(t, x, ξ) to the limiting
Vlasov equation.

It is fortunately straightforward to show that (1.9) directly follows when the initial Xi,N
0 =

Xi,N (t = 0) are independent. When the initial data (X1;N
0 , . . . ,XN ;N

0 ) are independent random

variables with f iN,0 = Law(Xi;N
0 ) for all 1 ≤ i ≤ N , the marginal laws are of form f i1,...,ikN,0 =

∏k
m=1 f

im
N,0 for 1 ≤ i1, . . . , ik ≤ N that are distinct. We can then define a graphon-like kernel

and the extended density as

(1.11)

w̃N (ξ, ζ) =
N∑

i,j=1

Nwi,j;N1[ i−1
N

, i
N
)(ξ)1[ j−1

N
, j
N
)(ζ),

f̃N (x, ξ) =

N∑

i=1

f iN(x)1[ i−1
N

, i
N
)(ξ).
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It becomes straightforward to show that the initial observables τN (T,wN , fN , t = 0) are ap-

proximated by τ∞(T, w̃N , f̃N , t = 0) up to an error of O(max1≤i,j≤N |wi,j;N |). We in particular
state the following proposition, whose proof is postponed to Section 4.

Proposition 1.7. For a sequence of N → ∞, consider (X1;N , . . . ,XN ;N ) as independent ran-
dom variables and wN = (wi,j)

N
i,j=1 ∈ R

N×N . Denote the marginal laws as f iN = Law(Xi;N ) for

each N and 1 ≤ i ≤ N . Further, let w̃N , f̃N be the kernel and extended density as defined in
(1.11). Assume that the following holds:

• The connectivity matrices are uniformly bounded: For some CW > 0,

(1.12) sup
N

max
(
maxi

∑
j |wi,j;N |,maxj

∑
i |wi,j;N |

)
≤ CW .

• The interaction of each pair of agents vanishes:

(1.13) w̄N := max
1≤i,j≤N

|wi,j;N | → 0, as N → ∞.

• The laws are bounded by an exponential scale: There exists some a > 0, Ma > 0, such
that,

(1.14) sup
N

max
1≤i≤N

∫

R

exp(a|z|)f iN (z) dz ≤Ma.

Then the difference between observables τN (T,wN , fN ) and their approximations τ∞(T, w̃N , f̃N ),
as formulated by (1.5) and (1.11), is quantified by

(1.15)

∫

R|T |

exp
(
a
∑|T |

m=1 |zm|
)
|τ∞(T, w̃N , f̃N )(z)− τN (T,wN , fN )(z)| dz

≤ max
1≤i,j≤N

|wi,j;N |max
(
maxi

∑
j |wi,j;N |,maxj

∑
i |wi,j;N |

)|T |−2
|T |2M |T |

a .

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

approximate observables τ∞(T, w̃N , f̃N ) converges weak-* to the limit hierarchy τ∞(T,w, f):

(1.16) τ∞(T, w̃N , f̃N )
∗
⇀ τ∞(T,w, f) ∈ M(R|T |) as N → ∞, ∀T ∈ T .

In addition, such extended density f satisfies the bound

ess sup
ξ∈[0,1]

∫

R

exp
(
a|x|

)
f(ξ, x) dx ≤Ma.

When combined with Proposition 1.7, Theorem 1.6 yields the mean-field limit for independent

initial Xi,N
0 with only some appropriate moments bounds and no other structural assumptions

on the wi,j,N . 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 i = 1 . . . N into two distinct subset I1 and I2. We then take wi,j,N = 0
if i ∈ I1 and j ∈ I2 or j ∈ I1 and i ∈ I2. In that case there are no interactions between
neurons in I1 and neurons in I2. We can then easily satisfy Assumption (1.9) by having the

Xi,N
0 independent within each subset I1 and I2 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 Xi,N
0 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

• We introduce the observables directly at the level of the marginals. Instead the notion
of observables in [51] 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.

• 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 L2 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 ξ 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 wi,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 [45]. 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 wi1,j;N = wi2,j;N , ∀i1, i2 6= 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−1⊗k

η that we use throughout the
quantitative estimates. In Section 4, we revisit the limiting observables τ∞(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

η -norm 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(x) :=
1

π

∫ ∞

0
exp(−|x| cosh(ξ))dξ,

we may define the H−1⊗k
η -norm as follows.
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Definition 2.1. For any function F defined on R, denote its tensorization to R
k by

F⊗k(z1, . . . , zk) :=
k∏

m=1

F (zm), ∀(z1, . . . , zk) ∈ R
k.

We then define

‖g‖H−1⊗k := ‖K⊗k ⋆ g‖L2(Rk),

and for any weight function η on R,

‖g‖H−1⊗k
η

:= ‖K⊗k ⋆ (gη⊗k)‖L2(Rk).

The introduction of the weight η 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 α > 0 and define

η(x) = ηα(x) := Cα exp
(√

1 + α2x2
)
, Cα =

∫

R

exp
(
−
√

1 + α2x2
)
dx.

Our definition of H−1⊗k
η leads to a topology that is equivalent to the classical weak-* topology

of M(Rk).

Lemma 2.2. Consider any a > 0, C > 0, 0 < α < a (which determines η = ηα) and any
sequence

{gn}∞n=1 ⊂
{
g ∈ M(Rk) :

∫

Rk

exp
(
a
∑k

m=1 |zm|
)
|g|(z) dz ≤ C

}
.

Then the following are equivalent

• gn
∗
⇀ g∞ under the weak-* topology of M(Rk).

• ‖gn − g∞‖H−1⊗k
η

→ 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−1⊗k

η 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 t > 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

η -norms to investigate the joint law

f i1,...,ikN 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 fN of solutions to the SDE (1.1),

(2.1)

∂tfN (t, x)+

N∑

i=1

[
∂xi(µ(xi)fN (t, x))− σ2

2
∂2xi
fN (t, x)

+ ν(xi)fN (t, x)− δ0(xi)

(∫

R

ν(yi)fN (t, y − (wN )⊤·,i) dyi

)∣∣∣∣
∀j 6=i, yj=xj

]
= 0,

(wN )⊤·,i =
(
w1,i;N , . . . wN,i;N

)
∈ R

N , ∀1 ≤ i ≤ N,

where δ0 is the Dirac delta function at origin. The “spike vector” (wN )⊤·,i corresponds to the
i-th column of connectivity matrix wN 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 µ, ν ∈ W 1,∞ and σ > 0. Let wN := (wi,j;N)Ni,j=1 be the

connectivity matrix and (X1;N
0 , . . . ,XN ;N

0 ) be the initial data with gN = Law(X1;N
0 , . . . ,XN ;N

0 ).

Then, there exists a unique solution (X1;N
t , . . . ,XN ;N

t ) solving SDE (1.1) for all t ≥ 0, whose
law

fN (t, ·) = Law(X1;N
t , . . . ,XN ;N

t )

is the unique distributional solution of Liouville equation (2.1) with initial data gN . In addition,
the observables

τN (T ) = τN (T,wN , fN ), ∀T ∈ T
solve the extended version of BBGKY hierarchy with remainder terms: For all T ∈ T ,
(2.2)
∂tτN (T )(t, z)

=

|T |∑

m=1

{[
− ∂zm(µ(zm)τN (T )(t, z)) +

σ2

2
∂2zmτN (T )(t, z)

− ν(zm)τN (T )(t, z) + δ0(zm)

(∫

R

ν(um)
(
τN (T )(t, u) + RN,T,m(t, u)

)
dum

)∣∣∣∣
∀n 6=m, un=zn

]

− ∂zm

[ ∫

R

ν(z|T |+1)
(
τN (T +m)(t, z) + R̃N,T+m,|T |+1(t, z)

)
dz|T |+1

]}
,

where the remainder terms are given by
(2.3)

RN,T,m(t, z) :=
1

N

N∑

i1,...,i|T |=1

wN,T (i1, . . . , i|T |)
(
f
i1,...,i|T |

N (t, z − w
i1,...,i|T |

N ;im
)− f

i1,...,i|T |

N (t, z)
)
,

R̃N,T,m(t, z) :=

∫ 1

0

1

N

N∑

i1,...,i|T |=1

wN,T (i1, . . . , i|T |)
(
f
i1,...,i|T |

N (t, z − rw
i1,...,i|T |

N ;im
)− f

i1,...,i|T |

N (t, z)
)
dr,

and the wi1,...,ik
N ;j are defined as the restriction of the “spike vector” (wN )⊤·,j to the marginal space,

namely

wi1,...,ik
N ;j :=

(
win,j;N

)k
n=1

=
(
wi1,j;N , . . . wik,j;N

)
∈ R

k.

The proof of the proposition will be done in Section 5.1. Unlike the standard BBGKY
hierarchy that usually gives a closed equation involving fN,k and the next marginal fN,k+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 max1≤i,j≤N |wi,j;N | goes to 0 (which is assumption (1.7) in

Theorem 1.6), those remainder terms R and R̃ vanish in the H−1⊗k
η sense. As we mentioned

earlier, it is a main motivation of choosing H−1⊗k
η as its specific form. This result is precisely

formulated in Proposition 3.6 in the next subsection.
We also note that the presence of the remainder terms R and R̃ is not only a consequence

of the Poisson jump process. Consider the more classical first-order dynamics

Xi;N
t = Xi;N

0 +

∫ t

0
µ(Xi;N

s ) ds+

∫ t

0
σ(Xi;N

s ) dBi
s

+
∑

j 6=i

wi,j;N

∫ t

0
ν(Xi;N

s ,Xj;N
s ) ds.

Depending on the specific form of ν(·, ·), the term R̃N,T+m,|T |+1 may vanish, but the term
RN,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 k neurons i1, . . . , ik 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 [51] are similar to the limiting observables τ∞ in this article, but are con-
structed from the solutions of the Mckean-Vlasov SDE where the interaction felt by one agent
Xi;N is determined not by the exact Xj;N , but the Law(Xj;N ). 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 |τN | whose
proof is also postponed to Section 5.1.

Proposition 2.4. Let N ≥ 1, t∗ > 0 and α > 0 (which determines η = ηα). Assume that
the connectivity matrix wN := (wi,j;N)Ni,j=1 and joint law fN ∈ L∞([0, t∗];M+(R

N )) solves the

Kolmogorov equation (2.1) in the sense of distributions. For any T ∈ T , assume that at t = 0,

‖|τN |(T )(0, ·)η⊗|T |‖M(R|T |) ≤ Cη(T ) <∞.

Then there exists Aη > 0 only depending on α, ‖µ‖W 1,∞ , ‖ν‖W 1,∞ , σ and

max
(
maxi

∑
j |wi,j;N |, maxj

∑
i |wi,j;N |

)
,

such that,

‖|τN |(T )(t, ·)η⊗|T |‖M(R|T |) ≤ Cη(T )
(
exp(Aηt∗)

)|T |
, ∀t ∈ [0, t∗],

and

(2.4) ‖|τN |(T )(t, ·)‖
H

−1⊗|T |
η

≤ Cη(T )
(
‖K‖L2(R) exp(Aηt∗)

)|T |
, ∀t ∈ [0, t∗].

Let us emphasize again that this proposition is about |τN | the absolute observables, which

are non-negative measures obtained by linear combinations of laws f i1,...,ikN , 1 ≤ i1, . . . , ik ≤ N .
We do not expect a straightforward extension to the τN 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 τ∞ 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 R and R̃. In that sense the limiting hierarchy
provides closed recursive relations of the family τ∞(T ), ∀T ∈ 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 µ, ν ∈ W 1,∞ and σ > 0. Then for any t∗ > 0, α > 0 (which
determines η = ηα), any connectivity kernel w ∈ W and any initial extended density g ∈
L∞([0, 1];H−1

η ∩M+(R)), there exists a unique

f ∈ L∞([0, t∗]× [0, 1];H−1
η ∩M+(R))

solving Vlasov equation (1.3)-(1.4) in the sense of distributions. Furthermore, the observables
τ∞(T ) = τ∞(T,w, f), ∀T ∈ T are bounded by

(2.5)
∥∥τ∞(T,w, f)(t, ·)

∥∥
H

−1⊗|T |
η

≤ ‖w‖|T |−1
W ‖f‖|T |

L∞
t,ξ(H

−1
η )x

, ∀t ∈ [0, t∗], T ∈ T ,
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and solve the following non-exchangeable extended version of the Vlasov hierarchy: For all
T ∈ T ,

(2.6)

∂tτ∞(T )(t, z)

=

|T |∑

m=1

{[
− ∂zm(µ(zm)τ∞(T )(t, z)) +

σ2

2
∂2zmτ∞(T )(t, z)

− ν(zm)τ∞(T )(t, z) + δ0(zm)

(∫

R

ν(um)τ∞(T )(t, u) dum

)∣∣∣∣
∀n 6=m, un=zn

]

− ∂zm

[ ∫

R

ν(z|T |+1)τ∞(T +m)(t, z) dz|T |+1

]}
.

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 τN (T,wN , fN )
satisfying the approximate hierarchy (2.2)-(2.3) to τ∞(T ) satisfying the limiting hierarchy (2.6).
The proof of the theorem and the exact derivation of constants C1, C2 in the estimate are
performed in Section 5.2.

Theorem 2.6. Assume that µ, ν ∈ W 1,∞, σ > 0 and N ≥ 1. Let wN := (wi,j;N)Ni,j=1 ∈ R
N×N

be a connectivity matrix and f i1,...,ikN , ∀{i1, . . . , ik} ⊂ {1 . . . N} be marginal laws, from which the
hierarchy of observables τN (T,wN , fN ) and the absolute observables |τN |(T,wN , fN ) are defined
and satisfy (2.2)-(2.3) in distributional sense. Denote the strength of pairwise interaction as

w̄N := max
1≤i,j≤N

|wi,j;N |.

In addition, let τ∞(T ) ∈ L∞([0, t∗];M(R|T |)), ∀T ∈ T satisfy (2.6) in distributional sense.
For some choice of λ > 0 and α > 0 (which determines η = ηα), assume that there exists

n ∈ N s.t.
ε̄ := C1

[
exp

(
(2 + 2α)nw̄N

)
− 1
]
+ (1/4)n < 1,

where C1 is a constant depending only on ‖µ‖W 1,∞ , ‖ν‖W 1,∞ , σ and the scaling factor λ > 0.
Then the following estimate holds: for any tree T∗ ∈ T ,
(2.7)

sup
t≤t∗

(λ/8)|T∗ |‖τN (T∗, wN , fN )(t, ·)− τ∞(T∗)(t, ·)‖2
H

−1⊗|T∗|
η

≤ C2 C
2
λ;η

{
max

(
ε̄, max

|T |≤max(n, |T∗|)

(λ/8)|T |

C2
λ;η

‖τN (T,wN , fN )(0, ·) − τ∞(T )(0, ·)‖2
H

−1⊗|T |
η

)}1/C2

,

where C2 depends only on t∗, ‖µ‖W 1,∞ , ‖ν‖W 1,∞ , σ and λ > 0, and where Cλ;η depends on the
following a priori estimate

(2.8) sup
t≤t∗

max
|T |≤max(n, |T∗|)

λ
|T |
2

(
‖|τN |(T,wN , fN )(t, ·)‖

H
−1⊗|T |
η

+ ‖τ∞(T )(t, ·)‖
H

−1⊗|T |
η

)
≤ Cλ;η.

Remark 1. The values of λ, α, and n must be chosen carefully for this result to be useful. The
scaling factors λ and α 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. ε̄ is small enough, which

would typically lead to taking n ∼ | log w̄N |
w̄N

. However n also enters in the definition of Cλ:η in an

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 .

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 [8] (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 τN 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 H
−1⊗|T |
η norm 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 λ > 0 and Cλ;η > 0, and the maximum over |T | ≤
max(n, |T∗|) can actually replaced by the supremum over all trees T ∈ T .

Recall that for any k ≥ 1,

η⊗k
a (z1, . . . , zk) = Ck

a exp
(∑k

m=1

√
1 + a2z2m

)
,

hence

exp
(∑k

m=1a|zm|
)
≤ η⊗k

a (z1, . . . , zk) ≤ (Ca exp(1))
k exp

(∑k
m=1a|zm|

)
.

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

sup
N

‖|τN |(T )(0, ·)η⊗|T |
a ‖M(R|T |) ≤

(
MaCa exp(1)

)|T |
, ∀T ∈ T ,

‖f(0, ·, ·)‖L∞
ξ (H−1

ηa )x
≤ ‖K‖L2(R)MaCa exp(1).

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

sup
N

∫

R|T |

exp
(
a
∑|T |

m=1 |zm|
)
|τN |(T )(t,dz)

≤ ‖|τN |(T )(t, ·)η⊗|T |
a ‖M(R|T |) ≤

(
MaCa exp(1) exp(Aηt∗)

)|T |
, ∀t ∈ [0, t∗], T ∈ T ,

and a priori energy bounds

‖|τN |(T )(t, ·)
∥∥
H

−1⊗|T |
ηa

≤
(
‖K‖L2(R)MaCa exp(1) exp(Aηt∗)

)|T |
, ∀t ∈ [0, t∗], T ∈ T ,

∥∥τ∞(T,w, f)(t, ·)
∥∥
H

−1⊗|T |
ηa

≤ ‖w‖|T |−1
W ‖f‖|T |

L∞
t,ξ(H

−1
ηa )x

, ∀t ∈ [0, t∗], T ∈ T ,

where the coefficient Aη inside the exponent now only depend on a, ‖µ‖W 1,∞ , ‖ν‖W 1,∞ , σ and

max
(
maxi

∑
j |wi,j;N |, maxj

∑
i |wi,j;N |

)
.

This guarantees (2.8) where the maximum over |T | ≤ max(n, |T∗|) is replaced by the supremum
over all trees T ∈ T , with λ, Cλ;η chosen as

λ = min

((
‖K‖L2(R)MaCa exp(1) exp(Aηt∗)

)−2
,
(
max

(
‖w‖W , 1

)
‖f‖L∞

t,ξ(H
−1
η )x

)−2
)
, Cλ;η = 1.

Hence the assumptions of Theorem 2.6 are satisfied and we apply it along the following point.

• Using (1.6) and (1.8), we choose the coefficients α ∈ (0, a), λ > 0, Cλ;η > 0 in (2.8)
independent of N , and the supremum in (2.8) is taken over all possible T ∈ T . This
implies in particular a uniform bound on exponential moments with coefficient a > 0 so
that Lemma 2.2 applies.
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• Fix T∗ ∈ T . For any ε > 0, choose sufficiently large n, such that

(λ/8)−
|T∗|
2

√
C2 Cλ;η

[
2(1/4)n

]1/2C2 ≤ ε.

• By (1.7), we choose sufficiently large N1, such that for all N ≥ N1 the corresponding

w̄N := max
1≤i,j≤N

|wi,j;N |

is sufficiently small such that

C1

[
exp

(
(2 + 2α)nw̄N

)
− 1
]
≤ (1/4)n.

• 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
N2 ≥ 1 such that for all N ≥ N2,

max
|T |≤max(n, |T∗|)

(λ/8)|T |‖τN (T,wN , fN )(0, ·) − τ∞(T )(0, ·)‖2
H

−1⊗|T |
η

/(4C2
λ;η) ≤ 2(1/4)n.

• In summarize, for any T∗ ∈ T and any ε > 0, by taking N ≥ max(N1, N2) according
to our previous discussion and applying Theorem 2.6, we obtain that

(2.9) sup
t∈[0, t∗]

‖τN (T∗, wN , fN )(t, ·) − τ∞(T∗)(t, ·)‖H−1⊗|T∗|
η

≤ ε.

• Invoking again Lemma 2.2, we finally deduce that

lim
N→∞

τN (T,wN , fN )(t, ·) = τ∞(T )(t, ·), ∀T ∈ T

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 Λ, as follows,

K(x) :=
1

π

∫ ∞

0
exp(−|x| cosh(ξ))dξ, Λ(x) :=

1

2
exp(−|x|), ∀x ∈ R.

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

K ⋆K = Λ, K̂(ξ) =

∫

R

K(x) exp(−2πixξ) dx =
1√

1 + 4π2ξ2
.

It is easy to extend the identity K ⋆K = Λ to the tensorized kernels K⊗k ⋆ K⊗k = Λ⊗k, which
yields the following equivalent formalism of H−1⊗k by Fourier analysis:

‖f‖2H−1⊗k =

∫

z∈Rk

[
K⊗k ⋆ f(z)

]2
dz =

∫

z∈Rk

f(z)
[
Λ⊗k ⋆ f(z)

]
dz

=

∫

ξ∈Rk

( k∏

m=1

1

1 + 4π2ξ2m

)
f̂(ξ)f̂(ξ) dξ.

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

‖f‖H−1⊗1 = ‖f‖H−1(R),

provided we define Hs(R) as

‖g‖2Hs(R) :=

∫

R

(
1 + 4π2ξ2

)s∣∣ĝ(ξ)
∣∣2 dξ,

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

‖f‖H−s(R) = sup
‖g‖Hs(R)≤1

∣∣∣∣
∫

R

f(x)g(x) dx

∣∣∣∣,

and the inequality from Leibniz rule for s = 1,

‖νf‖H−1(R) = sup
‖g‖H1≤1

∣∣∣∣
∫

R

g(x)ν(x)f(x) dx

∣∣∣∣ ≤ sup
‖g‖H1≤1

‖gν‖H1‖f‖H−1 ≤ 2‖ν‖W 1,∞‖f‖H−1(R).

3.2. Tensorization properties. In higher dimensions, our notion of H−1⊗k-norm is the ten-
sorization of H−1(R)-norm to R

k:

Lemma 3.1. For any weight function η : R → R+, one has

‖f⊗k‖H−1⊗k =
(
‖f‖H−1(R)

)k
, ‖f⊗k‖H−1⊗k

η
=
(
‖f‖H−1

η (R)

)k
.

Proof. One has that

‖f⊗k‖2
H−1⊗k

η
=

∫

z∈Rk

[
K⊗k ⋆ (f⊗kη⊗k)(z)

]2
dz =

k∏

m=1

∫

zm∈R

[
K ⋆ (fη)(zm)

]2
dzm

=
(
‖f‖H−1

η (R)

)2k
.

The unweighted case of H−1⊗k is naturally included by choosing η ≡ 1. �

It is important to emphasize however that the tensorized H−1⊗k-norm is weaker than the
standard H−1(Rk)-norm since in Fourier

k∏

m=1

1

1 + 4π2ξ2m
≪ 1

1 + 4π2
∑k

m=1 ξ
2
m

.

This shows that the energy distributed along the diagonals of the Fourier domain have a much
less contribution to the tensorized H−1⊗k-norm than to the H−1(Rk)-norm.

Similarly, while it is possible to include M(Rk) into the standard H−s(Rk), 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−1⊗k-norm,

Lemma 3.2. Consider g ∈ M(Rk) and any weight function η ∈ L1(R,R+) such that η⊗k is
integrable against g, then

(3.1)
‖g‖H−1⊗k := ‖K⊗k ⋆ g‖L2(Rk) ≤ ‖K‖kL2(R)‖g‖M(Rk),

‖g‖H−1⊗k
η

:= ‖K⊗k ⋆ (gη⊗k)‖L2(Rk) ≤ ‖K‖kL2(R)‖gη⊗k‖M(Rk).

Proof. The proof is a simple application of convolutional inequality. �

Hence M(Rk) is naturally included in H−1⊗k, and can also be included into H−1⊗k
η , provided

that the measure has the right moment bound.
The next lemma extends the inequality from Leibniz rule to any dimension.

Lemma 3.3. Consider νm of form

νm = 1⊗ · · · ⊗ ν ⊗ · · · ⊗ 1,

where ν ∈ W 1,∞(R) appears in the m-th coordinate, i.e. νm(z) = ν(zm). Then for any f ∈
M(Rk) ∩H−1⊗k, the following inequality holds

‖νmf‖H−1⊗k ≤ 2‖ν‖W 1,∞(R)‖f‖H−1⊗k ,

while for f ∈ M(Rk) ∩H−1⊗k
η , we have the corresponding

‖νmf‖H−1⊗k
η

≤ 2‖ν‖W 1,∞(R)‖f‖H−1⊗k
η

.
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Proof. Let us first discuss the unweighted inequality and WLOG consider νk that is non-constant
in the k-th dimension. Let us introduce the Fourier transform on the first k − 1 dimensions

F⊗k−1 ⊗ I : Rk−1 × R → R
k−1 × R.

It is easy to verify that
(
F⊗k−1 ⊗ I

)(
K⊗k ⋆ (νkf)

)
(ξ1, . . . , ξk−1, zk)

=

( k−1∏

m=1

1√
1 + 4π2ξ2m

) (
K ⋆k (νkF⊗k−1f)

)
(ξ1, . . . , ξk−1, zk).

By Plancherel identity,

‖νkf‖2H−1⊗k =

∫ ∣∣∣∣
( k−1∏

m=1

1√
1 + 4π2ξ2m

) (
K ⋆k (νkF⊗k−1f)

)
(ξ1, . . . , ξk−1, zk)

∣∣∣∣
2

dξ1, . . . , ξk−1dzk

=

∫ ( k−1∏

m=1

1

1 + 4π2ξ2m

)∥∥∥
(
νkF⊗k−1f

)
(ξ1, . . . , ξk−1, ·)

∥∥∥
2

H−1(R)
dξ1, . . . , ξk−1.

Since ν ∈W 1,∞(R),
∥∥∥
(
νkF⊗k−1f

)
(ξ1, . . . , ξk−1, ·)

∥∥∥
H−1(R)

≤ 2‖ν‖W 1,∞(R)

∥∥∥F⊗k−1f(ξ1, . . . , ξk−1, ·)
∥∥∥
H−1(R)

.

Hence

‖νkf‖2H−1⊗k ≤ 4‖ν‖2W 1,∞(R)

∫ ( k−1∏

m=1

1

1 + 4π2ξ2m

)∥∥∥F⊗k−1f(ξ1, . . . , ξk−1, ·)
∥∥∥
2

H−1(R)
dξ1, . . . , ξk−1

= 4‖ν‖2W 1,∞(R)‖f‖2H−1⊗k ,

which completes the proof of unweighted inequality. Finally, for the weighted inequality, we can
apply the unweighted inequality to obtain

‖νmf‖H−1⊗k
η

= ‖νmfη⊗k‖H−1⊗k ≤ 2‖ν‖W 1,∞‖fη⊗k‖H−1⊗k = 2‖ν‖W 1,∞‖f‖H−1⊗k
η

.

�

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, Ca > 0, 0 < α < a (which determines η = ηα) and any
sequence

(3.2) {gn}∞n=1 ⊂
{
g ∈ M(Rk) :

∫

Rk

exp
(
a
∑k

m=1 |zm|
)
|g|(dz) ≤ Ca

}
.

Then the following are equivalent:

• gn
∗
⇀ g∞ under the weak-* topology of M(Rk).

• ‖gn − g∞‖H−1⊗k
η

→ 0.

Proof of Lemma 2.2. A sequence {gn}∞n=1 satisfying (3.2) is uniformly tight and bounded in
total variation norm. By Prokhorov’s theorem, {gn}∞n=1 is sequentially precompact in the weak-
* topology. Assuming now that ‖gn − g∞‖H−1⊗k

η
→ 0, the definition of H−1⊗k

η directly implies

that (gn− g∞) η⊗k converges to 0 in the sense of distribution. Since η = ηα is smooth, bounded
from below and from above on any compact, it further yields that gn converges to g∞, still in

the sense of distributions. Hence we immediately have that gn
∗
⇀ g∞ under the weak-* topology

of M(Rk).

Assuming now only that gn
∗
⇀ g∞ under the weak-* topology of M(Rk). First recall that

η⊗k(z1, . . . , zk) = Ck
α exp

(∑k
m=1

√
1 + α2z2m

)
≤ (Cα exp(1))

k exp
(∑k

m=1α|zm|
)
.
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The kernel Λ⊗k is Lipschitz. Hence the convolution Λ⊗k ⋆ (gnη
⊗k) is also Lipschitz, by

‖Λ⊗k ⋆ (gnη
⊗k)‖W 1,∞ ≤ ‖Λ⊗k‖W 1,∞ ‖gnη⊗k‖M.

By the exponential moment bound (3.2), we have

‖gnη⊗k‖M = (Cα exp(1))
k

∫

Rk

exp
(
− (a− α)

∑k
m=1 |zm|

)
exp

(
a
∑k

m=1 |zm|
)
|gn|(dz)

≤ (Cα exp(1))
kCa.

This implies that gn η
⊗k is precompact and hence converges to g∞ η⊗k, so that

Λ⊗k ⋆ (gn η
⊗k) → φ = Λ⊗k ⋆ (g∞ η⊗k) ∈ C(Rk) uniformly on all compact subset of Rk.

Let ρ ∈ Cc(R) such that 0 ≤ ρ ≤ 1, ρ([−1, 1]) ≡ 1, supp ρ ⊂ [−2, 2] and denote ρR(x) = ρ(x/R).
Then

‖gn‖2H−1⊗k
η

=

∫

z∈Rk

(gnη
⊗k)(z)

[
Λ⊗k ⋆ (gnη

⊗k)(z)
]
dz

≤
∫

z∈Rk

(gnη
⊗k)(z)(φρ⊗k

R )(z) dz

+

∫

z∈Rk

(gn η
⊗k)(z)((Λ⊗k ⋆ (gnη

⊗k)− φ)ρ⊗k
R )(z) dz

+

∫

z∈Rk

(gnη
⊗k)(z)((Λ⊗k ⋆ (gnη

⊗k))(1− ρ⊗k
R ))(z) dz

=: L1 + L2 + L3.

We note that φρ⊗k
R is continuous and compactly supported so that, for a fixed R, L1 converges

to 0 from the weak-* convergence of gn. L2 also directly converges to 0 for a fixed R from the
uniform convergence of Λ⊗k ⋆ (gnη

⊗k) to φ on compact sets.
Finally, for any ε > 0, choose sufficiently large R > 0 such that

[
Cαexp

(
1− (a− α)R

)]k ≤ ε/6

‖Λ⊗k‖L∞(Cα exp(1))kC2
a

.

Then

L3 ≤ ‖Λ⊗k‖L∞(Cα exp(1))
kCa

∫

z∈Rk

|gnη⊗k|(z)(1 − ρ⊗k
R )(z) dz

≤ ‖Λ⊗k‖L∞ (Cα exp(1))
k Ca

[
Cα exp

(
1− (a− α)R

)]k
Ca ≤ ε/6.

This shows that L3 converges to 0 as R→ ∞ uniformly in n, which concludes. �

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 R and R̃ 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 Λ⊗k, making the behavior of R and R̃ milder in the H−1⊗k sense and laying the
ground for our future commutator estimates.

Lemma 3.5. For any non-negative measure f ∈ M+(R
k) and vector w ∈ R

k, the following
pointwise estimate holds

∣∣(Λ⊗k ⋆ f)(z − w)− (Λ⊗k ⋆ f)(z)
∣∣ ≤

[
exp

(
‖w‖ℓ1

)
− 1
]
(Λ⊗k ⋆ f)(z), ∀z ∈ R

k.

Proof. It is straightforward that
∣∣∣(Λ⊗k ⋆ f)(z − w)− (Λ⊗k ⋆ f)(z)

∣∣∣ ≤
∫

Rk

∣∣∣Λ⊗k(z − w − y)− Λ⊗k(z − y)
∣∣∣f(y) dy.

From the formula,

Λ⊗k(z) =
1

2
exp

(
−

k∑

m=1

|zm|
)
,



THE MEAN-FIELD LIMIT OF SPARSE NETWORKS OF INTEGRATE AND FIRE NEURONS 21

we have that ∣∣∣Λ⊗k(z − w − y)− Λ⊗k(z − y)
∣∣∣ ≤

[
exp

(
‖w‖ℓ1

)
− 1
]
Λ⊗k(z − y).

We conclude the lemma by multiplying both sides by f(y) and integrate by y. �

The following proposition summarizes the estimates of R and R̃ terms.

Proposition 3.6. Consider any α > 0 (which determines η = ηα), any connectivity matrix

wN ∈ R
N×N and any joint law fN ∈ M+(R

N ). Let RN,T,m and R̃N,T,m be the remainder terms
as in (2.3) and let |τN |(T ) = |τN |(T,wN , fN ) as in Definition 1.2 (where the variable t shall be
neglected). Then the following estimate holds:

max

(
‖RN,T,m‖2

H
−1⊗|T |
η

, ‖R̃N,T,m‖2
H

−1⊗|T |
η

)
≤
[
exp

(
(2 + 2α)c(wN , |T |)

)
− 1
]
‖|τN |(T )‖2

H
−1⊗|T |
η

,

where

c(wN , |T |) := min


|T |

(
max
i,j

|wi,j;N |
)
, max

(
max

j

∑

i

|wi,j;N |,max
i

∑

j

|wi,j;N |
)

 .

Notice that the right hand side of the inequality is the “absolute” observables |τN | instead
of τN as non-negativity plays a role in the proof. The constant α > 0 takes the effect of weight
η = ηα into account.

Proof of Proposition 3.6. Once we obtain the bound of RN,T,m, we can derive the same bound

of R̃N,T,m by Minkowski inequality. Hence, let us only consider RN,T,m. For simplicity, we also
omit t variable in the proof.

By definition,

‖RN,T,m‖2
H

−1⊗|T |
η

=

∫

R|T |

[(
RN,T,mη

⊗n
)
(z)
][
Λ⊗n ⋆

(
RN,T,mη

⊗n
)
(z)
]
dz

≤
∫

R|T |

∣∣(RN,T,mη
⊗n
)
(z)
∣∣∣∣Λ⊗n ⋆

(
RN,T,mη

⊗n
)
(z)
∣∣ dz.

We recall the notation

w
i1,...,i|T |

N ;j = (wil,j;N)
|T |
l=1,

so that

‖wi1,...,i|T |

N ;j ‖ℓ1 ≤ min


|T |

(
max
i,j

|wi,j;N |
)
, max

(
max

j

∑

i

|wi,j;N |,max
i

∑

j

|wi,j;N |
)



= c(w, |T |).
By Lemma 3.5, since the marginals are non-negative,∣∣Λ⊗n ⋆

(
RN,T,mη

⊗n
)
(z)
∣∣

≤ 1

N

N∑

i1,...,i|T |=1

∣∣wN,T (i1, . . . , i|T |)
∣∣
∣∣∣∣Λ

⊗n ⋆

((
f
i1,...,i|T |

N (· − w
i1,...,i|T |

N ;im
)− f

i1,...,i|T |

N (·)
)
η⊗n

)
(z)

∣∣∣∣

≤ 1

N

N∑

i1,...,i|T |=1

∣∣wN,T (i1, . . . , i|T |)
∣∣[ exp

(
(1 + α)c(w, |T |)

)
− 1
][
Λ⊗n ⋆

(
f
i1,...,i|T |

N η⊗n
)
(z)
]

=
[
exp

(
(1 + α)c(w, |T |)

)
− 1
][
Λ⊗n ⋆

(
|τN |(T )η⊗n

)
(z)
]
.

Then

‖RN,T,m‖2
H

−1⊗|T |
η

≤
[
exp

(
(1 + α)c(w, |T |)

)
− 1
] ∫

R|T |

∣∣(RN,T,mη
⊗n
)
(z)
∣∣[Λ⊗n ⋆

(
|τN |(T )η⊗n

)
(z)
]
dz

≤
[
exp

(
(1 + α)c(w, |T |)

)
− 1
] ∫

R|T |

[
Λ⊗n ⋆

∣∣RN,T,mη
⊗n
∣∣(z)

][(
|τN |(T )η⊗n

)
(z)
]
dz.
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We hence need to bound also Λ⊗n ⋆
∣∣RN,T,mη

⊗n
∣∣ with the absolute value inside but

(
Λ⊗n ⋆

∣∣RN,T,mη
⊗n
∣∣)(z)

=
1

N

N∑

i1,...,i|T |=1

∣∣wN,T (i1, . . . , i|T |)
∣∣
[
Λ⊗n ⋆

((
f
i1,...,i|T |

N (· − w
i1,...,i|T |

N ;im
) + f

i1,...,i|T |

N (·)
)
η⊗n

)
(z)

]

= 2Λ⊗n ⋆
(
|τN |(T )η⊗n

)
(z)

+
1

N

N∑

i1,...,i|T |=1

∣∣wN,T (i1, . . . , i|T |)
∣∣
[
Λ⊗n ⋆

((
f
i1,...,i|T |

N (· − w
i1,...,i|T |

N ;im
)− f

i1,...,i|T |

N (·)
)
η⊗n

)
(z)

]
.

Hence again by Lemma 3.5,
(
Λ⊗n ⋆

∣∣RN,T,mη
⊗n
∣∣)(z) ≤ 2Λ⊗n ⋆

(
|τN |(T )η⊗n

)
(z)

+
1

N

N∑

i1,...,i|T |=1

∣∣wN,T (i1, . . . , i|T |)
∣∣[ exp

(
(1 + α)c(w, |T |)

)
− 1
][
Λ⊗n ⋆

(
f
i1,...,i|T |

N η⊗n
)
(z)
]

=
[
exp

(
(1 + α)c(w, |T |)

)
+ 1
][
Λ⊗n ⋆

(
|τN |(T )η⊗n

)
(z)
]
.

In conclusion

‖RN,T,m‖2
H

−1⊗|T |
η

≤
[
exp

(
(1 + α)c(w, |T |)

)2 − 1
] ∫

R|T |

[
Λ⊗n ⋆

(
|τN |(T )η⊗n

)
(z)
][(

|τN |(T )η⊗n
)
(z)
]
dz

=
[
exp

(
(2 + 2α)c(w, |T |)

)
− 1
]
‖|τN |(T )‖2

H
−1⊗|T |
η

.

�

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 η = ηα and any signed measure f ∈ M(R). The
following estimate holds:

∣∣∣∣
∫

R

K ⋆ (νf) dx

∣∣∣∣ =
∣∣∣∣
∫

R

νf dx

∣∣∣∣ ≤ C(α)‖ν‖W 1,∞‖f‖H−1
η
,

where C(α) only depends on α > 0.

Proof. Only the inequality in the statement is not trivial. Choose now a non-negative, smooth
function ϕ with compact support suppϕ ⊂ [−1, 1], such that, ϕi = ϕ(· − i), i ∈ N form a
partition of unity of R in the usual sense that

∞∑

i=−∞

ϕ(x− i) ≡ 1, ∀x ∈ R.

It is easy to verify that ∫

R

ϕ dx = 1.

Then
∣∣∣∣
∫

R

νf dx

∣∣∣∣ =
∣∣∣∣
∫

R

(ν/η)fη dx

∣∣∣∣ ≤
∞∑

i=−∞

∣∣∣∣
∫

R

(ν/η)fη ϕi dx

∣∣∣∣ =
∞∑

i=−∞

∣∣∣∣
∫

R

ϕ ⋆
(
(ν/η)fη ϕi

)
dx

∣∣∣∣

≤ C

∞∑

i=−∞

(∫

R

∣∣∣ϕ ⋆
(
(ν/η)fη ϕi

)∣∣∣
2
dx

)1
2

,

where in the last line we use that each integrand is supported in [−2 + i, 2 + i].
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From the smoothness of ϕ, its Fourier transform can be bounded by

ϕ̂(ξ) ≤ C√
1 + 4π2ξ2

= CK̂(ξ).

Hence we further have from Lemma 3.1,

∣∣∣∣
∫

R

νf dx

∣∣∣∣ ≤ C

∞∑

i=−∞

(∫

R

∣∣∣K ⋆
(
(ν/η)fη ϕi

)∣∣∣
2
dx

) 1
2

,

≤ C

∞∑

i=−∞

‖(ν/η)ϕi‖W 1,∞

(∫

R

∣∣K ⋆ (fη)
∣∣2 dx

) 1
2

≤ C

( ∞∑

i=−∞

‖ϕi/η‖W 1,∞

)
‖ν‖W 1,∞‖fη‖H−1 ,

where the constant C is some universal constant which may change line by line.
Since each ϕi is a translation of ϕ and has support in [−1 + i, 1 + i], it is easy the check the

uniform bound
∞∑

i=−∞

‖ϕi/η‖W 1,∞ ≤ C(1 + α)
∞∑

i=−∞

exp(−α|i|) <∞,

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

This lemma also admits the following tensorization.

Lemma 3.8. For f ∈ M(Rk) ∩H−1⊗k
η ,

∫

Rk−1

(∫

R

K⊗k ⋆
(
(νm/ηm)fη⊗k

)
(t, z) dzm

)2 ∏

n 6=m

dzn

≤ C(α)2‖ν‖2W 1,∞‖f‖2
H−1⊗k

η
,

where we recall the notations νm = ν(zm) and ηm = η(zm).

Proof. Without any loss of generality, we may assume m = k and define

g(z) =
[
K⊗(k−1) ⋆1,...,(k−1) (fη

⊗(k−1))
]
(z)

=

∫

Rk−1

∏k−1
n=1K(un − zn)f(u1, . . . , uk−1, zk)

∏k−1
n=1 η(un) dun.

Then, from the previous Lemma,

∫

Rk−1

(∫

R

K⊗k ⋆
(
(νk/ηk)fη

⊗k
)
(t, z) dzk

)2 k−1∏

n=1

dzn

=

∫

Rk−1

(∫

R

ν(zk) g(t, z) dzk

)2 k−1∏

n=1

dzn

≤
∫

Rk−1

C(α)2‖ν‖2W 1,∞

∫

R

([
K ⋆k (gηk)

]
(t, z1, . . . , zk)

)2

dzk

k−1∏

n=1

dzn

= C(α)2‖ν‖2W 1,∞

∫

Rk

([
K⊗k ⋆ (fη⊗k)

]
(t, z1, . . . , zk)

)2 k∏

n=1

dzn,

which concludes. �
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4. The limiting observables from Vlasov equation

This section is centered on the limiting observables τ∞(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 ∈ L∞([0, t∗] × [0, 1];M+(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 τ∞, 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 × C([0, 1];B) → L∞([0, 1];B)

(w,φ) 7→
∫

[0,1]
φ(·, ζ)w(·,dζ)

where B stands for any Banach space such as Lp(R). Then this operator can be uniquely
extended to W × L∞([0, 1];B) → L∞([0, 1];B) with

∥∥∥∥∥

∫

[0,1]
φ(·, ζ)w(·,dζ)

∥∥∥∥∥
Lp([0,1];B)

≤ ‖w‖W‖φ‖Lp([0,1];B).

Proof. The cases for p = 1 and p = ∞ can be checked through a careful but straightforward
density argument, for which we refer to Lemma 3.8 in [51]. Extending the result to 1 < p <∞
is an application of textbook result of interpolation between Banach spaces, which can be found
in [6] for instance. �

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 τ∞(T,w, f), T ∈ T .

Definition 4.2 (A countable algebra). We denote by T the countable algebra of transforms
over spaces of arbitrarily large dimensions which is built as follows: For each transform F ∈ T

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(Rk)). The full algebra T is obtained in a recursive way according to
the following three rules:

(i) (Seed). The elementary 1-rank transform F0 : (w, f) 7→ f belongs to the algebra T .
(ii) (Graft). Let F1 ∈ T and F2 ∈ T be k1 rank and k2 rank transforms respectively. Then,

the following (k1 + k2)-rank transform (F1 ⊗ F2) also belongs to T :

(F1 ⊗ F2)(w, f) :

(ξ, z1, . . . , zk1+k2) 7→ F1(w, f)(ξ, z1, . . . , zk1)F2(w, f)(ξ, zk1+1, . . . , zk1+k2).

(iii) (Grow). Let F ∈ T be a k-rank transform. Then, the following k-rank transform F ∗

also belongs to T :

F ∗(w, f) :

(ξ, z1, . . . , zk) 7→
∫

[0,1]
F (w, f)(ζ, z1, . . . , zk)w(ξ,dζ).

The following lemma shows that the transform of the countable algebra T are well-defined
on W.
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Lemma 4.3. Consider any kernel w ∈ W and extended density f ∈ L∞([0, 1];H−1
η ∩M+(R)).

Then for each F ∈ T , the signed measure F (w, f) is well-defined and belongs to L∞([0, 1];H−1⊗k
η ∩

M+(R
k)) for some k ∈ N. Moreover, as n→ ∞,

F (w(n), f (n)) → F (w, f) in L2([0, 1];H−1⊗k
η )

for any fixed F ∈ T , any sequence {f (n)}∞n=1 uniformly bounded in L∞([0, 1];H−1
η ∩M+(R)),

and any sequence {w(n)}∞n=1 uniformly bounded in W, satisfying

f (n) → f in L∞([0, 1];H−1
η (R)),

w(n)(ξ, ζ) → w(ξ, ζ) in L2
ξH

−1
ζ ∩ L2

ζH
−1
ξ .

We note that since ζ ∈ [0, 1], we have that L2
ξH

−1
ζ ⊂ L∞

ξ Mζ with compact embedding.

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

(i) The seed element F0(w, f) = f is well-defined and belongs to L∞([0, 1];H−1
η ∩M+(R)).

(ii) Consider two elements F1(w, f) and F2(w, f) that are well-defined and satisfying

Fi(w, f) ∈ L∞([0, 1];H−1⊗ki
η ∩M(Rki)), i = 1, 2.

Because both norms are stable under tensorization, for the combined element we have

‖(F1 ⊗ F2)(w, f)‖L∞([0,1];B1⊗B2) ≤ ‖F1(w, f)‖L∞([0,1];B1)‖F2(w, f)‖L∞([0,1];B2),

where we may choose either B1 = H−1⊗k1
η , B2 = H−1⊗k2

η , B1 ⊗ B2 = H
−1⊗(k1+k2)
η or

B1 = M(Rk1), B2 = M(Rk2), B1 ⊗B2 = M(Rk1+k2). Hence,

(F1 ⊗ F2)(w, f) ∈ L∞([0, 1];H−1⊗(k1+k2)
η ∩M(Rk1+k2)).

(iii) Consider an element F (w, f) that is well-defined and satisfies

F (w, f) ∈ L∞([0, 1];H−1⊗k
η ∩M(Rk)).

Applying Lemma 4.1 with p = ∞ with either B = H−1⊗k
η or B = M(Rk), for the grow

element we have

‖F ∗(w, f)‖L∞([0,1];B) ≤ ‖w‖W‖F (w, f)‖L∞([0,1];B).

Hence,

F ∗(w, f) ∈ L∞([0, 1];H−1⊗k
η ∩M+(R

k)).

Since T is generated by the three rules in Definition 4.2, the above argument shows that any
F (w, f), F ∈ T is well-defined.

We can use a similar argument to prove the convergence F (w(n), f (n)) → F (w, f) for any
fixed F ∈ T .

(i) For the seed sequence, F0(w
(n), f (n)) = f (n) → f in L∞([0, 1];H−1

η (R)), hence the

convergence also holds in L2([0, 1];H−1
η (R)).

(ii) Consider the two sequences F1(w
(n), f (n)) and F2(w

(n), f (n)) satisfying

Fi(w
(n), f (n)) → Fi(w, f) in L2([0, 1];H−1⊗ki

η ), i = 1, 2.

Then by introducing the intermediary element F1(w
(n), f (n))⊗zF2(w, f) and by applying

the triangular inequality, we have that

‖(F1 ⊗ F2)(w
(n), f (n))− (F1 ⊗ F2)(w, f)‖L2([0,1];H

−1⊗(k1+k2)
η )

≤ ‖F1(w
(n), f (n))‖

L∞([0,1];H
−1⊗k1
η )

‖F2(w
(n), f (n))− F2(w, f)‖L2([0,1];H

−1⊗k2
η )

+ ‖F1(w
(n), f (n))− F1(w, f)‖L2([0,1];H

−1⊗k1
η )

‖F2(w, f)‖L∞([0,1];H
−1⊗k2
η )

.

As n→ ∞, we immediately have that

(F1 ⊗ F2)(w
(n), f (n)) → (F1 ⊗ F2)(w, f) in L2([0, 1];H−1⊗(k1+k2)

η ).
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(iii) (Grow). Consider a sequence F (w(n), f (n)) satisfying

F (w(n), f (n)) → F (w, f) in L2([0, 1];H−1⊗k
η ).

The difference between the grow sequences is given by

‖F ∗(w(n), f (n))− F ∗(w, f)‖
L2([0,1];H−1⊗k

η )

=

∥∥∥∥
∫

[0,1]
F (w(n), f (n))(ζ, ·)w(n)(ξ,dζ)−

∫

[0,1]
F (w, f)(ζ, ·)w(ξ,dζ)

∥∥∥∥
L2([0,1];H−1⊗k

η )

.

Introduce any φε ∈ H1([0, 1];H−1⊗k
η ) approximating F (w, f) in L2([0, 1];H−1⊗k

η ) and
the intermediary elements

∫

[0,1]
φε(ζ, ·)w(n)(ξ,dζ),

∫

[0,1]
φε(ζ, ·)w(ξ,dζ),

then apply the triangular inequality and Lemma 4.1 with p = 2, B = H−1⊗k
η , we have

‖F ∗(w(n), f (n))− F ∗(w, f)‖L2([0,1];H−1⊗k
η )

≤ ‖w(n)‖W‖F (w(n), f (n))− φǫ‖L2([0,1];H−1⊗k
η ) + ‖w‖W‖F (w, f) − φǫ‖L2([0,1];H−1⊗k

η )

+ ‖w(n) − w‖L2H−1‖φǫ‖H1([0,1];H−1⊗k
η ).

Letting n→ ∞ and ε→ 0, we conclude that

F ∗(w(n), f (n)) → F ∗(w, f) in L2([0, 1];H−1⊗k
η ).

�

The following lemma shows that it is possible to recover the limiting observables τ∞(T,w, f),
T ∈ T from F (w, f), F ∈ T .

Lemma 4.4. For any tree T ∈ T , there exists a transform F ∈ T such that

F (w, f)(ζ, z1, . . . , z|T |) =

(∫

[0,1]|T |−1

wT (ξ1, . . . , ξ|T |)
∏|T |

m=1 f(zm, ξm) dξ2 . . . dξ|T |

)∣∣∣∣
ξ1=ζ

,

where the variable ξ1 corresponding to the root of T is not integrated. As a consequence

τ∞(T,w, f) =

∫

[0,1]
F (w, f)(ζ, z1, . . . , z|T |) dζ.

Proof of Lemma 4.4. For the tree T1 ∈ T with only one node, the corresponding transform in
T is the seed element F0. It is easy to verify that

F0(w, f)(ζ, z1) = f(z1, ζ), τ∞(T0, w, f)(z1) =

∫

[0,1]
f(z1, ζ) dζ.

For any tree T ∈ T with more than one node. Let i1, . . . , ik ∈ {2, . . . , |T |} be all the nodes that
are directly connected to the root 1, and let T1, . . . , Tk be the subtrees of T taking i1, . . . , ik as
their roots. Suppose by induction that we have found corresponding transforms F1, . . . , Fk for
T1, . . . , Tk, then∫

[0,1]|T |−1
wT (ξ1, . . . , ξ|T |)

∏|T |
m=1 f(zm, ξm) dξ2, . . . ,dξ|T |

= f(z1, ξ1)

k∏

l=1

(∫

[0,1]|Tl|
w(ξ1, ξil)

∏

(j,j′)∈E(Tl)

w(ξj , ξj′)
∏

m∈Tl

f(zm, ξm)dξm

)

= f(z1, ξ1)

k∏

l=1

∫

[0,1]
Fl(w, f)(ξil , zil , . . . )w(ξ1,dξil) = F (w, f)(ξ1, z1, . . . , z|T |).
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Up to an index permutation (so that if i ∈ Tl, i
′ ∈ Tl′ , l < l′, then i < i′), it can be reformulated

into the more straightforward form

F (w, f) =

[
F0 ⊗

k⊗

l=1

(Fl)
∗

]
(w, f),

showing F is obtained by making each Fl grow (by rule (iii)) with depth 1, then grafting (by
rule (ii)) together all of them with another seed element F0 (by rule (i)). �

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 Sm(N) := {1, . . . , N}m and

Sm
diag(N) :=

{
(i1, . . . , im) ∈ {1, . . . , N}m : ∃j 6= k s.t. ij = ik

}
.

Recall that

w̃N (ξ, ζ) =

N∑

i,j=1

Nwi,j;N1[ i−1
N

, i
N
)(ξ)1[ j−1

N
, j
N
)(ζ),

f̃N (x, ξ) =
N∑

i=1

f iN(x)1[ i−1
N

, i
N
)(ξ).

Since we have independence, it is straightforward that

τ∞(T, w̃N , f̃N )(dz) =

∫

[0,1]|T |

∏
(l,l′)∈E(T ) w̃N (ξl, ξl′)

∏|T |
m=1 f̃N (t,dzm, ξm) dξ1, . . . ,dξ|T |

=
1

N

∑

(i1,...,i|T |)∈S
|T |(N)

∏
(l,l′)∈E(T ) wil,il′ ;N

∏|T |
m=1 f

im
N (dzm).

On the other hand, again from independence,

τN (T,wN , fN )(dz) =
1

N

∑

(i1,...,i|T |)∈S|T |(N)\S
|T |
diag(N)

∏
(l,l′)∈E(T ) wil,il′ ;N

∏|T |
m=1 f

im
N (dzm),

where the terms involving repeating index are excluded from the summation, contrary to the
case of τ∞.

Therefore the difference is controlled by

τ∞(T, w̃N , f̃N )(dz)− τN (T,wN , fN )(dz)

=
1

N

∑

(i1,...,i|T |)∈S
|T |
diag(N)

∏
(l,l′)∈E(T ) wil,il′ ;N

∏|T |
m=1 f

im
N (dzm),

whose (weighted) total variation norm is bounded by
∫

R|T |

exp
(
a
∑|T |

m=1 |zm|
)
|τ∞(T, w̃N , f̃N )(dz)− τN (T,wN , fN )(dz)|

=

∫

R|T |
exp

(
a
∑|T |

m=1 |zm|
)∣∣∣∣

1

N

∑

(i1,...,i|T |)∈S
|T |
diag(N)

∏
(l,l′)∈E(T ) wil,il′ ;N

∏|T |
m=1 f

im
N (dzm)

∣∣∣∣

≤ 1

N

∑

(i1,...,i|T |)∈S
|T |
diag(N)

∏
(l,l′)∈E(T ) |wil,il′ ;N |

∫

R|T |

∏|T |
m=1 exp(a|zm|)f imN (dzm).

When |T | = 1, this term is zero as S
|T |
diag(N) = ∅, while for |T | ≥ 2 we use the following lemma.
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Lemma 4.5. The following bound holds

1

N

∑

(i1,...,i|T |)∈S
|T |
diag(N)

∏
(l,l′)∈E(T ) |wil,il′ ;N |

≤ max
1≤i,j≤N

|wi,j;N |max
(
maxi

∑
j |wi,j;N |,maxj

∑
i |wi,j;N |

)|T |−2
|T |2.

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

∫

R|T |

exp
(
a
∑|T |

m=1 |zm|
)
|τ∞(T, w̃N , f̃N )(dz)− τN (T,wN , fN )(dz)|

≤ max
1≤i,j≤N

|wi,j;N | max
(
max

i

∑

j

|wi,j;N |, max
j

∑

i

|wi,j;N |
)|T |−2

|T |2M |T |
a .

Proof of Lemma 4.5. Let us consider

∑

(i1,...,i|T |)∈S
|T |(N)

1{im=im′=i}

∏
(l,l′)∈E(T ) |wil,il′ ;N |

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,

∑

(i1,...,i|T |)∈S
|T |(N)

1{im=im′=i}

∏
(l,l′)∈E(T ) |wil,il′ ;N |

≤ max
(
maxi

∑
j |wi,j;N |,maxj

∑
i |wi,j;N |

)|T |−|P |

∑

(in1 ,...,in|P |
)∈S|P |(N)

1{im=im′=i}

∏
(l,l′)∈E(P ) |wil,il′ ;N |,

where we denote P = {n1, . . . , n|P |} with n1 = m and n|P | = 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 k = 1 if m is a parent of m′) and write

∑

(in1 ,...,in|P |
)∈S|P |(N)

1{im=im′=i}

∏
(l,l′)∈E(P ) |wil,il′ ;N

|

=
∑

1≤j1,...,j|P |≤N

1{j1=j|P |=i}

k−1∏

n=1

|wjn+1,jn;N |
|P |−1∏

n=k

|wjn,jn+1;N |

= max
1≤i,j≤N

|wi,j;N |max
(
maxi

∑
j |wi,j;N |,maxj

∑
i |wi,j;N |

)|P |−2
.

Therefore
∑

(i1,...,i|T |)∈Sm(N)

1{im = im′ = i}∏(l,l′)∈E(T ) |wil,il′ ;N |

≤ max
1≤i,j≤N

|wi,j;N |max
(
maxi

∑
j |wi,j;N |,maxj

∑
i |wi,j;N |

)|T |−2
.
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As a consequence,

1

N

∑

(i1,...,i|T |)∈S
m
diag(N)

∏
(l,l′)∈E(T ) |wil,il′ ;N |

≤ 1

N

N∑

i=1

∑

1≤m,m′≤|T |

∑

(i1,...,i|T |)∈Sm(N)

1{im=im′=i}

∏
(l,l′)∈E(T ) |wil,il′ ;N |

≤ max
1≤i,j≤N

|wi,j;N |max
(
maxi

∑
j |wi,j;N |,maxj

∑
i |wi,j;N |

)|T |−2
|T |2,

which concludes the proof. �

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 gn in L∞([0, 1]). Then, there exists
Φ : [0, 1] → [0, 1], a.e. injective, measure preserving, such that the following estimate is verified

∫

[0,1]
|(gn ◦ Φ)(ξ)− (gn ◦ Φ)(ξ + h)| dξ ≤ 2n‖gn‖L∞2

−C
√

log 1
|h|

for any n ∈ 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 ∈ T under measure preserving re-arrangements.

Lemma 4.7. Consider any w ∈ W and f ∈ L∞([0, 1];M+(R)) and any a.e. injective, measure-
preserving Φ : [0, 1] → [0, 1]. Define the push forward kernel and measure

w#(ξ,dζ) := Φ−1
# w(Φ(ξ), ·)(dζ), f#(ξ,dz) := f(Φ(ξ),dz),

where Φ−1 is any a.e. defined left inverse of Φ. Then the algebra F (w, f), F ∈ T is stable
under Φ in the sense that

F (w#, f#)(ξ,dz1, . . . ,dzk) = F (w, f)(Φ(ξ),dz1, . . . ,dzk)

for any transform F ∈ T and for a.e. ξ ∈ [0, 1]. Moreover, τ∞(T,w#, f#) = τ∞(T,w, f) for
any T ∈ T .

Proof. The proof is again done by an induction argument based on the recursive rules defining
F (w, f), F ∈ T .

(i) For the seed element F0(w, f) the property is obvious.
(ii) Consider two elements F1(w, f) and F2(w, f) stable under Φ. Then the grafted element

satisfies

(F1 ⊗ F2)(w#, f#)(ξ,dz1, . . . ,dzk1+k2)

= F1(w#, f#)(ξ,dz1, . . . ,dzk1)F2(w#, f#)(ξ,dzk1+1, . . . ,dzk1+k2)

= F1(w, f)(Φ(ξ),dz1, . . . ,dzk1)F2(w, f)(Φ(ξ),dzk1+1, . . . ,dzk1+k2)

= F (w, f)(Φ(ξ),dz1, . . . ,dzk1+k2),

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

bility property

F ∗(w#, f#)(ξ,dz1, . . . ,dzk) =

∫

ζ∈[0,1]
F (w#, f#)(ζ,dz1, . . . ,dzk)w#(ξ,dζ)

=

∫

ζ∈[0,1]
F (w, f)(Φ(ζ),dz1, . . . ,dzk)w#(ξ,dζ)

=

∫

ζ∈[0,1]
F (w, f)(ζ,dz1, . . . ,dzk)w(Φ(ξ),dζ)

= F ∗(w, f)(Φ(ξ),dz1, . . . ,dzk).
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Finally, for any T ∈ T , take F ∈ T as claimed in Lemma 4.4. Then

τ∞(T,w#, f#)(dz1, . . . ,dz|T |) =

∫

ξ∈[0,1]
F (w#, f#)(ξ,dz1, . . . ,dz|T |) dξ

=

∫

ξ∈[0,1]
F (w, f)(ξ,dz1, . . . ,dz|T |) dξ

= τ∞(T,w, f)(dz1, . . . ,dz|T |),

which finishes the proof. �

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

Lemma 4.8. Under the assumptions of Proposition 1.7, there exists measure-preserving maps
ΦN : [0, 1] → [0, 1] for the sequence of N → ∞ and w ∈ W, f ∈ L∞([0, 1];M+(R)), such that
convergence in the following strong-weak-* sense holds: For all F ∈ T and all ϕ ∈ Cc(R

k),
where k is the rank of F ,

(4.1)

lim
N→∞

∫

z∈Rk

ϕ(z1, . . . , zk)F (w̃N , f̃N )(ΦN (ξ),dz1, . . . ,dzk)

=

∫

z∈Rk

ϕ(z1, . . . , zk)F (w, f)(ξ,dz1, . . . ,dzk)

in any Lp
ξ([0, 1]), 1 ≤ p <∞.

Proof. Since the algebra is countable, we may index the elements as T = {Fm : m ∈ N}. For
each m ∈ N, let km be the rank of Fm and let {ϕm,l}l∈N be any countable dense set of Cc(R

km).
Define the functions

gNm,l(ξ) :=

∫

z∈Rk

ϕm,l(z1, . . . , zkm)Fm(w̃N , f̃N )(ξ,dz1, . . . ,dzkm), ∀m, l,N.

It is straightforward that supN ‖gm,l‖L∞([0,1]) <∞ from the bounds on Fm(w̃N , f̃N ) in the space

L∞([0, 1];M(Rkm)) that follow from Lemma 1.3 and the identification provided by Lemma 4.4.
Thus, by Lemma 4.6, there exists ΦN : [0, 1] → [0, 1] for the sequence N → ∞, so that the

re-arrangements

g̃Nm,l(ξ) = (gNm,l ◦ΦN )(ξ) =

∫

z∈Rk

ϕm,l(z1, . . . , zkm)Fm(w̃N , f̃N )(ΦN (ξ),dz1, . . . ,dzkm)

fulfill the estimates∫

[0,1]
|g̃Nm,l(ξ)− g̃Nm,l(ξ + h)| dξ ≤ Cm,l2

−C
√

log 1
|h| , ∀0 < |h| < 1

for some universal constant C > 0 and Cm,l > 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
g̃m,l ∈ L∞([0, 1]) such that as N → ∞,

g̃Nm,l → g̃m,l in any Lp([0, 1]), 1 ≤ p <∞.

Let us define, for any N in the subsequence, any F ∈ T and ϕ ∈ Cc(R
k), where k is the rank

of F ,

g̃NF,ϕ :=

∫

z∈Rk

ϕ(z1, . . . , zk)F (w̃N , f̃N )(ΦN (ξ),dz1, . . . ,dzk)

=

∫

z∈Rk

ϕ(z1, . . . , zk)F (w̃N ;#, f̃N ;#)(ξ,dz1, . . . ,dzk),

where we again apply the following notation for the re-arrangement

w̃N ;#(ξ,dζ) := Φ−1
# w̃N (Φ(ξ), ·)(dζ), f̃N ;#(ξ,dz) := f̃N(Φ(ξ),dz).
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By a density argument of Cc(R
k), we conclude that for any F ∈ T and ϕ ∈ Cc(R

k), there
exists g̃F,ϕ ∈ L∞([0, 1]) such that as N → ∞,

(4.2) g̃NF,ϕ → g̃F,ϕ in any Lp([0, 1]), 1 ≤ p <∞.

It remains to identify w ∈ W and f ∈ L∞([0, 1];M+(R)) for the limit. Recall that we have
defined the kernel space W as

W := {w ∈ M([0, 1]2) : w(ξ,dζ) ∈ L∞
ξ ([0, 1],Mζ [0, 1]), w(dξ, ζ) ∈ L∞

ζ ([0, 1],Mξ [0, 1])},

where L∞
ξ ([0, 1],Mζ [0, 1]) denotes the topological dual of L1

ξ([0, 1], Cζ [0, 1]).

Hence there exists a subsequence (which we still index byN) and w ∈ W, f ∈ L∞([0, 1];M+(R)),
such that

w̃N ;#
∗
⇀ w, f̃N ;#

∗
⇀ f.

By passing to the limit we can immediately obtain the exponential moment bound

ess sup
ξ∈[0,1]

∫

R

exp
(
a|x|

)
f(ξ,dx) ≤Ma.

Let us define, for any F ∈ T and ϕ ∈ Cc(R
k),

gF,ϕ(ξ) :=

∫

z∈Rk

ϕ(z1, . . . , zk)F (w, f)(ξ,dz1, . . . ,dzk).

It is straightforward that gF,ϕ ∈ L∞([0, 1]) and (4.1) can be simply restated as

(4.3) g̃F,ϕ = gF,ϕ.

We apply another induction argument based on the recursive rules.

(i) For the seed element F0(w, f) = f , it is straightforward that for any ψ ∈ C([0, 1]),
φ ∈ Cc(R),

∫

[0,1]
ψ(ξ)gF0,ϕ(ξ) dξ =

∫

[0,1]
ψ(ξ)

∫

z∈R
ϕ(z)f(ξ,dz) dξ

∗
= lim

N→∞

∫

[0,1]
ψ(ξ)

∫

z∈R
ϕ(z)f̃N ;#(ξ,dz) dξ

=

∫

[0,1]
ψ(ξ)g̃F0,ϕ(ξ) dξ,

where the equality
∗
= is due to the weak-* convergence f̃N ;#

∗
⇀ f . Hence, the identity

(4.3) holds for F0.
(ii) Consider two elements F1, F2 ∈ T satisfying (4.3). Then for any φ1 ∈ Cc(R

k1), φ2 ∈
Cc(R

k2),

g(F1⊗F2),(ϕ1⊗ϕ2)(ξ)

=

∫

z∈Rk1+k2

(ϕ1 ⊗ ϕ2)(z1, . . . , zk1+k2)(F1 ⊗ F2)(w, f)(ξ,dz1, . . . ,dzk1+k2)

= gF1,ϕ1(ξ)gF2,ϕ2(ξ),

hence g(F1⊗F2),(ϕ1⊗ϕ2) = gF1,ϕ1gF2,ϕ2 .

By a similar argument, g̃N(F1⊗F2),(ϕ1⊗ϕ2)
= g̃NF1,ϕ1

g̃NF2,ϕ2
for all N . Passing to the limit

(in any Lp, 1 ≤ p <∞) as N → ∞ we obtain g̃(F1⊗F2),(ϕ1⊗ϕ2) = g̃F1,ϕ1 g̃F2,ϕ2 . Therefore,
one can conclude

g(F1⊗F2),(ϕ1⊗ϕ2) = g̃(F1⊗F2),(ϕ1⊗ϕ2),

which is (4.3) for F = (F1 ⊗ F2) when ϕ ∈ Cc(R
k1+k2) is in the tensorized form ϕ =

ϕ1 ⊗ ϕ2.
Finally, any ϕ ∈ Cc(R

k1+k2) can be approximated by a sum of tensorized functions
so that we derive (4.3) for F = (F1 ⊗ F2) with any arbitrary ϕ ∈ Cc(R

k1+k2).
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(iii) Consider an element F ∈ T satisfying (4.3). Then for any ψ ∈ C([0, 1]), φ ∈ Cc(R
k),

∫

[0,1]
ψ(ξ)gF ∗,ϕ(ξ) dξ

=

∫

[0,1]
ψ(ξ)

∫

z∈Rk

ϕ(z1, . . . , zk)F
∗(w, f)(ξ,dz1, . . . ,dzk) dξ

=

∫

ξ∈[0,1]
ψ(ξ)

∫

z∈Rk

ϕ(z1, . . . , zk)

∫

ζ∈[0,1]
F (w, f)(ζ,dz1, . . . ,dzk)w(dξ, ζ) dζ

=

∫

ξ∈[0,1]
ψ(ξ)gF,ϕ(ζ)w(dξ, ζ) dζ.

By a similar argument, for all N .∫

[0,1]
ψ(ξ)g̃NF ∗,ϕ(ξ) dξ =

∫

ξ∈[0,1]
ψ(ξ)g̃NF,ϕ(ζ)w̃N ;#(dξ, ζ) dζ.

Next, by the convergence

ψ(ξ)g̃NF,ϕ(ζ) → ψ(ξ)gF,ϕ(ζ) in L1
ζ([0, 1], Cξ [0, 1]),

w̃N ;#(dξ, ζ) dζ
∗
⇀ w(dξ, ζ) dζ in L∞

ζ ([0, 1],Mξ [0, 1]),

we obtain that

lim
N→∞

∫

ξ∈[0,1]
ψ(ξ)g̃NF,ϕ(ζ)w̃N ;#(dξ, ζ) dζ =

∫

ξ∈[0,1]
ψ(ξ)gF,ϕ(ζ)w(dξ, ζ) dζ.

Hence gF ∗,ϕ = g̃F ∗,ϕ, which is (4.3) for F ∗.

�

We may now conclude the proof of Proposition 1.7. For any T ∈ T , there exists F ∈ T such
that

τ∞(T, w̃N ;#, f̃N ;#) =

∫

[0,1]
F (w̃N , f̃N )(ΦN (ξ),dz1, . . . ,dz|T |) dξ,

τ∞(T,w, f) =

∫

[0,1]
F (w, f)(ξ,dz1, . . . ,dz|T |) dξ.

For any ϕ ∈ Cc(R
|T |), by Lemma 4.8,

lim
N→∞

∫

z∈R|T |
τ∞(T, w̃N ;#, f̃N ;#)(dz1, . . . ,dz|T |)

= lim
N→∞

∫

[0,1]

∫

z∈R|T |

ϕ(z1, . . . , z|T |)F (w̃N , f̃N )(ΦN (ξ),dz1, . . . ,dz|T |) dξ

=

∫

[0,1]

∫

z∈R|T |

ϕ(z1, . . . , z|T |)F (w, f)(ξ,dz1, . . . ,dz|T |) dξ

=

∫

z∈R|T |

τ∞(T,w, f)(dz1, . . . ,dz|T |).

Since ϕ ∈ Cc(R
|T |) is arbitrary we conclude (1.16), restated here:

τ∞(T, w̃N , f̃N )
∗
⇀ τ∞(T,w, f) ∈ M(R|T |), ∀T ∈ 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 (X1;N
0 , . . . ,XN ;N

0 ) 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, . . . , ik ∈ {1, . . . , N}. It is easy to verify the following identity
deriving the marginal laws from the full joint law,

f i1,...,ikN (t, z1, . . . , zk) := Law(Xi1;N
t , . . . ,Xik ;N

t )

=

(∫

RN−k

fN (t, x1, . . . , xN )
∏

i 6=i1,...,ik
dxi

)∣∣∣∣
∀l=1,...,k, xil

=zl

.

By integrating Liouville equation (2.1) along spatial directions i /∈ {i1, . . . , ik} and calculate
the summation i ∈ {i1, . . . , ik} and i /∈ {i1, . . . , ik} separately, we obtain equations for the
marginals,
(5.1)

∂tf
i1,...,ik
N (t, z1, . . . , zk)

=

k∑

m=1

{[
− ∂zm(µ(zm)f i1,...,ikN (t, z)) +

σ2

2
∂2zmf

i1,...,ik
N (t, z)

− ν(zm)f i1,...,ikN (t, z) + δ0(zm)

(∫

R

ν(um)f i1,...,ikN (t, u− wi1,...,ik
N ;im

)
)
dum

)∣∣∣∣
∀n 6=m, un=zn

]}

+
∑

i 6=i1,...,ik

∫

R

ν(zk+1)

(
f i1,...,ik,iN (t, z − wi1,...,ik,i

N ;i )− f i1,...,ik,iN (t, z)

)
dzk+1.

We can reformulate the last line as
∑

i 6=i1,...,ik

∫

R

ν(zk+1)

(
f i1,...,ik,iN (t, z −wi1,...,ik,i

N ;i )− f i1,...,ik,iN (t, z)

)
dzk+1

=
∑

i 6=i1,...,ik

∫

R

ν(zk+1)

(∫ 1

0

k∑

m=1

−wim,i∂zmf
i1,...,ik,i
N (t, z − rwi1,...,ik,i

N ;i ) dr

)
dzk+1

=
k∑

m=1

−∂zm
[ ∑

i 6=i1,...,ik

wim,i;N

∫

R

ν(zk+1)

(∫ 1

0
f i1,...,ik,iN (t, z − rwi1,...,ik,i

N ;i ) dr

)
dzk+1

]
,

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

f i1,...,ikN (u− wi1,...,ik
N ;im

) = f i1,...,ikN (u)−
{
f i1,...,ikN (u)− f i1,...,ikN (u− wi1,...,ik

N ;im
)
}
,

and proceed to do the same for f i1,...,ik,iN (z − rwi1,...,ik,i
N ;i ), so that the marginal equations (5.1)

now read
(5.2)

∂tf
i1,...,ik
N (z1, . . . , zk)

=

k∑

m=1

{[
− ∂zm(µ(zm)f i1,...,ikN (z)) +

σ2

2
∂2zmf

i1,...,ik
N (z)− ν(zm)f i1,...,ikN (z)

+ δ0(zm)

(∫

R

ν(um)
(
f i1,...,ikN (u)−

{
f i1,...,ikN (u)− f i1,...,ikN (u− wi1,...,ik

N ;im
)
})

dum

)∣∣∣∣
∀n 6=m, un=zn

]

− ∂zm

[ ∑

i 6=i1,...,ik

wim,i;N

∫

R

ν(zk+1)

(∫ 1

0
f i1,...,ik,iN (z)

−
{
f i1,...,ik,iN (z)− f i1,...,ik,iN (z − rwi1,...,ik,i

N ;i )
}
dr

)
dzk+1

]}
,
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where we omit variable t for simplicity.
By taking the time derivative to the definition of observables (1.2), restated here

τN (T,wN , fN )(t, z) :=
1

N

N∑

i1,...,i|T |=1

wN,T (i1, . . . , i|T |)f
i1,...,i|T |

N (t, z1, . . . , z|T |)

and substituting the right hand side ∂tf
i1,...,i|T |

N by the marginal equation (5.2) with k = |T |, we
obtain that

∂t

(
1

N

N∑

i1,...,i|T |=1

wN,T (i1, . . . , i|T |)f
i1,...,i|T |

N (z1, . . . , z|T |)

)
=

1

N

N∑

i1,...,i|T |=1

wN,T (i1, . . . , i|T |)

|T |∑

m=1

{

[
− ∂zm(µ(zm)f

i1,...,i|T |

N (z)) +
σ2

2
∂2zmf

i1,...,i|T |

N (z)− ν(zm)f
i1,...,i|T |

N (z)

+ δ0(zm)

(∫

R

ν(um)
(
f
i1,...,i|T |

N (u)−
{
f
i1,...,i|T |

N (u)− f
i1,...,i|T |

N (u− w
i1,...,i|T |

N ;im
)
})

dum

)∣∣∣∣
∀n 6=m, un=zn

]

− ∂zm

[ ∑

i 6=i1,...,ik

wim,i;N

∫

R

ν(z|T |+1)

(∫ 1

0
f
i1,...,i|T |,i

N (z)−
{
f
i1,...,i|T |,i

N (z)

− f
i1,...,i|T |,i

N (z − rw
i1,...,i|T |,i

N ;i )
}
dr

)
dz|T |+1

]}
.

Noticing the identity wN,T+j(i1, . . . , i|T |+1) = wN,T (i1, . . . , i|T |)wij ,i|T |+1
, we see that all the

marginals, except the two terms of form {f ...N (·)− f ...N (· −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. �

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 Itô 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 η⊗|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 ‖|τN |(T )η⊗|T |‖M(R|T |) can be decomposed as

‖|τ |(T )(t, ·)η⊗|T |‖M(R|T |) =

∫

R|T |

1

N

N∑

i1,...,i|T |=1

∣∣wN,T (i1, . . . , i|T |)
∣∣f i1,...,i|T |

N (t, z)η⊗|T |(z) dz

=
1

N

N∑

i1,...,i|T |=1

∣∣wN,T (i1, . . . , i|T |)
∣∣
∫

R|T |

f
i1,...,i|T |

N (t, z)η⊗|T |(z) dz.

For any distinct indexes i1, . . . , ik, we have
∫

R|T |

f
i1,...,i|T |

N (t, z)η⊗|T |(z) dz =

∫

RN

fN (t, x)
∏|T |

l=1 η(xil) dx.

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

η(x) = exp(h(x)), ∀x ∈ R

such that ‖h′‖L∞ , ‖h′′‖L∞ are bounded and h(0) ≤ h(x). Our choice of η = ηα is clearly

included by choosing h(x) =
√
1 + α2x2, resulting in ‖h′‖L∞ ≤ α and ‖h′′‖L∞ ≤ α2. 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 η(x) = exp(h(x)) such that ‖h′‖L∞ , ‖h′′‖L∞ are
bounded and h(0) ≤ h(x), one has that

|η′/η|(x) ≤ ‖h′‖L∞ , |η′′/η|(x) ≤ ‖h′′‖L∞ + ‖h′‖2L∞ ,

and

η(x+ y)− η(x) ≤ ‖h′‖L∞ |y| exp(‖h′‖L∞ |y|)η(x).
The last inequality can be extended to the tensorized case η⊗k(x) =

∏k
l=1 η(xil) as

η⊗k(x+ y)− η⊗k(x) ≤ ‖h′‖L∞‖y‖ℓ1 exp(‖h′‖L∞‖y‖ℓ1)η⊗k(x).

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

∫

RN

fN (t, x)
∏|T |

l=1 η(xil) dx =

∫

RN

fN (0, x)
∏|T |

l=1 η(xil) dx

+

∫ t

0

∫

RN

fN (s, x)

[ |T |∑

m=1

(
µ(xim)(η

′/η)(xim) +
1

2
σ2(η′′/η)(xim)

)∏|T |
l=1 η(xil)

+
∑

j=i1,...,i|T |

ν(xj)

(
η(0)

η(xj)

∏|T |
l=1 η(xil + wil,j;N)−∏|T |

l=1 η(xil)

)

+
∑

j 6=i1,...,i|T |

ν(xj)

(∏|T |
l=1 η(xil + wil,j;N)−

∏|T |
l=1 η(xil)

)]
dxds.

By Lemma 5.1, we have that
∫

RN

fN(t, x)
∏|T |

l=1 η(xil) dx ≤
∫

RN

fN (0, x)
∏|T |

l=1 η(xil) dx

+

∫ t

0

∫

RN

fN (s, x)

[ |T |∑

m=1

(
‖µ‖L∞‖h′‖L∞ +

1

2
σ2(‖h′′‖L∞ + ‖h′‖2L∞)

)∏|T |
l=1 η(xil)

+

N∑

j=1

‖ν‖L∞ ‖h′‖L∞

∑|T |
m=1 |wim,j;N | exp

(
‖h′‖L∞ maxj

∑
i |wi,j;N |

)∏|T |
l=1 η(xil)

]
dxds

=

∫

RN

fN(0, x)
∏|T |

l=1 η(xil) dx+

[ |T |∑

m=1

(
‖µ‖L∞‖h′‖L∞ +

1

2
σ2(‖h′′‖L∞ + ‖h′‖2L∞)

)

+
N∑

j=1

|T |∑

m=1

|wim,j;N | ‖ν‖L∞‖h′‖L∞ exp
(
‖h′‖L∞ maxj

∑
i |wi,j;N |

)] ∫ t

0

∫

RN

fN(s, x)
∏|T |

l=1 η(xil) dxds,

where the summations of j = i1, . . . , i|T | and j 6= i1, . . . , i|T | are combined together by the simple
fact that h(0) ≤ h(xj), hence η(0)/η(xj) ≤ 1.

Furthermore, we have that

N∑

j=1

|T |∑

m=1

|wim,j;N | ≤ |T | maxi
∑

j |wi,j;N |.

Hence by choosing

CW = max
(
maxi

∑
j |wi,j;N |, maxj

∑
i |wi,j;N |

)
,

Aη =
(
‖µ‖L∞‖h′‖L∞ +

1

2
σ2(‖h′′‖L∞ + ‖h′‖2L∞) + ‖ν‖L∞‖h′‖L∞CW exp(‖h′‖L∞CW)

)
,
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we conclude that
∫

RN

fN (t, x)
∏|T |

l=1 η(xil) dx

≤
∫

RN

fN (0, x)
∏|T |

l=1 η(xil) dx+

∫ t

0
|T |Aη

∫

RN

fN(s, x)
∏|T |

l=1 η(xil) dx ds.

By Gronwall lemma, this implies that
∫

RN

fN(t, x)
∏|T |

l=1 η(xil) dx ≤ exp
(
|T |Aηt

) ∫

RN

fN (0, x)
∏|T |

l=1 η(xil) dx.

Taking the summation over i1, . . . , i|T |, we have that

‖|τ |(T )η⊗|T |(t, ·)‖M(R|T |) ≤ exp
(
|T |Aηt

)
‖|τ |(T )η⊗|T |(0, ·)‖M(R|T |)

≤ Cη

(
Mη exp(Aηt∗)

)|T |

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

‖|τN |(T )(t, ·)‖
H

−1⊗|T |
η

≤ Cη(T )
(
‖K‖L2(R) exp(Aηt∗)

)|T |

for all 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 7→ Lf as the solution of

∂tLf(t, ξ, x) + ∂x

(
µ∗f (t, ξ, x)Lf(t, ξ, x)

)
− σ2

2
∂xx

(
Lf(t, ξ, x)

)

+ν(x)Lf(t, ξ, x)− δ0(x)Jf (t, ξ) = 0

If f is given, then Jf and µ∗f are determined, making the above identity a linear equation with

respect to Lf . We are going to see that if f ∈ L∞([0, t∗] × [0, 1];H−1
η ∩ M+(R)), then Lf

belongs to the same space.
By multiplying the equation by the weight function η and applying Leibniz formula, we obtain

that

∂tLf(t, ξ, x)η(x)

= −∂x
(
µ∗f (t, ξ, x)Lf(t, ξ, x)η(x)

)
+
σ2

2
∂xx

(
Lf(t, ξ, x)η(x)

)
− ν(x)Lf(t, ξ, x)η(x)

+ δ0(x)η(0)Jf (t, ξ) + µ∗f (t, ξ, x)(η
′/η)(x)Lf(t, ξ, x)η(x)

+
σ2

2

[
− ∂x

(
2(η′/η)(x)Lf(t, ξ, x)η(x)

)
+ (η′′/η)(x)Lf(t, ξ, x)η(x)

]
.

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

(5.3)

‖Lf(t, ·, ξ)‖M(R) ≤ ‖f(0, ·, ξ)‖M(R) +

∫ t

0
Jf (s, ξ) ds

≤ ‖f(0, ·, ξ)‖M(R) +

∫ t

0
‖ν‖L∞‖f(s, ·, ξ)‖M(R) ds.

Note that by choosing t1 = 1/(2‖ν‖L∞), we have that

sup
t∈[0,t1]

‖f(t, ·, ξ)‖M(R) ≤ 2‖f(0, ·, ξ)‖M(R) =⇒ sup
t∈[0,t1]

‖Lf(t, ·, ξ)‖M(R) ≤ 2‖f(0, ·, ξ)‖M(R).
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Next, consider the η-weighted total moment,

‖Lf(t, ·, ξ)η‖M(R)

≤ ‖f(0, ·, ξ)η‖M(R) +

∫ t

0

{
η(0)Jf (s, ξ) +

[
‖µ∗f (s, ·, ξ)‖L∞‖η′/η‖L∞ +

σ2

2
‖η′′/η‖L∞

]

‖Lf(s, ·, ξ)η‖M(R)

}
ds

≤ ‖f(0, ·, ξ)η‖M(R) +

∫ t

0

{
η(0)‖ν‖L∞‖f(s, ·, ξ)‖M(R)

+
[(
‖µ‖L∞ + ‖w‖W‖ν‖L∞‖f(s, ·, ·)‖L∞

ξ Mx

)
‖η′/η‖L∞ +

σ2

2
‖η′′/η‖L∞

]
‖Lf(s, ·, ξ)η‖M(R)

}
ds.

By taking the supremum over ξ ∈ [0, 1], we have, for t ∈ [0, t1],
(5.4)

‖Lf(t, ·, ·)η‖L∞
ξ Mx ≤ ‖f(0, ·, ·)η‖L∞

ξ Mx +

∫ t

0
η(0)‖ν‖L∞‖f‖L∞

t,ξMx

+
[(
‖µ‖L∞ + ‖w‖W‖ν‖L∞‖f‖L∞

t,ξMx

)
‖η′/η‖L∞ +

σ2

2
‖η′′/η‖L∞

]
‖Lf(s, ·, ·)η‖L∞

ξ Mx ds

≤
(
‖f(0, ·, ·)η‖L∞

ξ Mx +

∫ t

0
η(0)‖ν‖L∞‖f‖L∞

t,ξMx ds

)

exp

([(
‖µ‖L∞ + ‖w‖W‖ν‖L∞‖f‖L∞

t,ξMx

)
‖η′/η‖L∞ +

σ2

2
‖η′′/η‖L∞

]
t

)
,

where the L∞
t should be understood as the supremum over t ∈ [0, t1].

We construct the invariance set and show L-contractivity on the set by the following proce-
dure: For any R > R0 := ‖f(0, ·, ·)η‖L∞

ξ Mx , and any t∗ > 0, denote

ER;t := {f ∈ M+ : sup
s∈[0,t]

‖f(s, ·, ·)η‖L∞
ξ Mx < R}.

By taking sufficiently small t2, for example

t2 ≤ min

(
1

2‖ν‖L∞
,

R−R0

2η(0)‖ν‖L∞R
,

log 2R
R+R0(

‖µ‖L∞ + ‖w‖W‖ν‖L∞R
)
‖η′/η‖L∞ + σ2

2 ‖η′′/η‖L∞

)
,

we can make ER;t2 an invariance set, i.e. L(ER;t2) ⊂ ER;t2 .
To show that f 7→ Lf is contracting in the H−1

η -sense, we consider the following energy
estimate: Along each fiber ξ ∈ [0, 1],

d

dt

(
1

2

∫

R

[
Λ ⋆

(
(Lf − Lg)η

)]
(Lf − Lg)η dx

)
=

∫

R

[
Λ ⋆

(
(Lf − Lg)η

)]
∂t(Lf − Lg)η dx

=

∫

R

−σ
2

2

[
Λ ⋆ ∂x

(
(Lf − Lg)η

)][
∂x
(
(Lf −Lg)η

)]

+
[
Λ ⋆ ∂x

(
(Lf − Lg)η

)][
µ∗f (Lf − Lg)η + (µ∗f − µ∗g)(Lg)η + σ2(η′/η)(Lf − Lg)η

]

+
[
Λ ⋆

(
(Lf − Lg)η

)][
− ν(Lf − Lg)η + δ0η(0)(Jf − Jg)

+ µ∗f (η
′/η)(Lf − Lg)η + (µ∗f − µ∗g)(η

′/η)(Lg)η + σ2

2
(η′′/η)(Lf − Lg)η

]
dx.
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Apply Cauchy-Schwartz inequality, we obtain that

d

dt

(∫

R

[
Λ ⋆

(
(Lf − Lg)η

)]
(Lf −Lg)η dx

)

≤ 4

σ2
‖µ∗f (Lf − Lg)‖2

H−1
η

+
4

σ2
‖(µ∗f − µ∗g)(Lg)‖2H−1

η
+ 4‖(η′/η)(Lf − Lg)‖2

H−1
η

+
(
4 +

σ2

2

)
‖(Lf − Lg)‖2

H−1
η

+ ‖ν(Lf − Lg)‖2
H−1

η
+ ‖δ0(Jf − Jg)‖2H−1

η

+ ‖µ∗f (η′/η)(Lf − Lg)‖2
H−1

η
+ ‖(µ∗f − µ∗g)(η

′/η)(Lg)‖2
H−1

η
+
σ2

2
‖(η′′/η)(Lf − Lg)‖2

H−1
η
.

Applying Lemma 3.3, we further have that

d

dt
‖(Lf − Lg)‖2

H−1
η

≤
(
16

σ2
‖µ∗f‖2W 1,∞ + 16‖η′/η‖2W 1,∞ +

(
4 +

σ2

2

)

+ 4‖ν‖2W 1,∞ + 4‖µ∗f‖2W 1,∞‖η′/η‖2W 1,∞ + 2σ2‖η′′/η‖2W 1,∞

)
‖(Lf − Lg)‖2

H−1
η

+

(
4

σ2
‖(Lg)‖2

H−1
η

+ 4‖η′/η‖2W 1,∞‖(Lg)‖2
H−1

η

)
|µ∗f − µ∗g|2 + ‖δ0‖2H−1

η
|Jf − Jg|2.

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

∫

[0,1]
|µ∗f (t, ξ, x) − µ∗g(t, ξ, x)|2 dξ =

∫

[0,1]

(∫

[0,1]
w(ξ, ζ)

(
Jf (t, ζ)− Jg(t, ζ)

)
dζ

)2

dξ

≤ ‖w‖2W‖Jf (t, ·)− Jg(t, ·)‖2L2
ξ
.

Secondly, by Lemma 3.7,

∣∣Jf (t, ξ)− Jg(t, ξ)
∣∣ ≤

∣∣∣∣
∫

R

ν(x)
(
f(t, ξ, x)− g(t, ξ, x)

)
dx

∣∣∣∣ ≤ C(α)‖ν‖W 1,∞‖f(t, ·, ξ)− g(t, ·, ξ)‖H−1
η
.

Hence, we have that

‖Jf (t, ·) − Jg(t, ·)‖2L2
ξ
=

∫

[0,1]

∣∣Jf (t, ξ)− Jg(t, ξ)
∣∣2 dξ

≤ C(α)2‖ν‖2W 1,∞

∫

[0,1]
‖f(t, ·, ξ)− g(t, ·, ξ)‖2

H−1
η

dξ = C(α)2‖ν‖2W 1,∞‖f − g‖2
L2
ξ(H

−1
η )x

.

Therefore, by integrating over ξ ∈ [0, 1],
(5.5)

‖(Lf − Lg)(t, ·, ·)‖2
L2
ξ (H

−1
η )x

≤
∫ t

0
M0‖(Lf − Lg)(s, ·, ·)‖2

L2
ξ (H

−1
η )x

+M1‖(f − g)(s, ·, ·)‖2
L2
ξ (H

−1
η )x

ds

≤ exp(M0t)

∫ t

0
M1‖(f − g)(s, ·, ·)‖2

L2
ξ (H

−1
η )x

ds

where M0,M1 are required to satisfy that

M0 ≥ sup
t∈[0,t2]

(
16

σ2
‖µ∗f‖2L∞

ξ W 1,∞
x

+ 16‖η′/η‖2W 1,∞ +
(
4 +

σ2

2

)

+ 4‖ν‖2W 1,∞ + 4‖µ∗f‖2L∞
ξ W 1,∞

x
‖η′/η‖2W 1,∞ + 2σ2‖η′′/η‖2W 1,∞

)

M1 ≥ sup
t∈[0,t2]

[(
4

σ2
‖(Lg)‖2

L∞
ξ (H−1

η )x
+ 4‖η′/η‖2W 1,∞‖(Lg)‖2

L∞
ξ (H−1

η )x

)
‖w‖2W + ‖δ0‖2H−1

η

]
C(α)2‖ν‖2W 1,∞ .
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In addition, by w ∈ W and Lemma 3.7, we can derive

‖µ∗f‖L∞
ξ W 1,∞

x
≤ ‖µ‖

W 1,∞
x

+ sup
ξ∈[0,1]

∣∣∣∣
∫ 1

0
w(ξ, ζ)Jf (t, ζ) dζ

∣∣∣∣

≤ ‖µ‖
W 1,∞

x
+ ‖w‖W ‖Jf (t, ·)‖L∞

≤ ‖µ‖
W 1,∞

x
+ ‖w‖W C(α)‖ν‖W 1,∞‖f‖L∞

ξ (H−1
η )x

.

When f, g,Lf,Lg ∈ ER;t2 , by Lemma 3.2, we have that

‖f‖L∞
ξ (H−1

η )x
≤ R

2
, ‖(Lg)‖L∞

ξ (H−1
η )x

≤ R

2
,

for t ∈ [0, t2].
Hence M0, M1 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 t∗ > 0, for example,

t∗ ≤ max

(
t2,

1

3M1
,
log 2

M0

)
,

by (5.5) we conclude that L is contracting on the set L(ER;t∗) for the L
2
ξ(H

−1
η )x 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 τ∞(T ) =
τ∞(T,w, f) in Definition 1.5, we first obtain

∂tτ∞(T,w, f)(t, z) =

|T |∑

m=1

[
− ∂zm

(
µ(zm)τ∞(T )(t, z)

)
+
σ2

2
∂2zmτ∞(T )(t, z)

− ν(zm)τ∞(T )(t, z) + δ0(zm)

(∫

R

ν(um)τ∞(T )(t, u)

)∣∣∣∣
∀n 6=m,un=zn

− ∂zm

(∫

[0,1]|T |

wT (ξ1, . . . , ξ|T |)f
⊗|T |(t, z1, ξ1, . . . , z|T |, ξ|T |)

(∫ 1

0
w(ξm, ξ|T |+1)

∫

R

ν(z|T |+1)f(t, z|T |+1, ξ|T |+1) dz|T |+1dξ|T |+1

)
dξ1, . . . , ξ|T |

)]
.

The last term can be rewritten by using the observables with one more leaf, resulting the limiting
hierarchy (2.6), restated here:

∂tτ∞(T )(t, z)

=

|T |∑

m=1

{[
− ∂zm(µ(zm)τ∞(T )(t, z)) +

σ2

2
∂2zmτ∞(T )(t, z)

− ν(zm)τ∞(T )(t, z) + δ0(zm)

(∫

R

ν(um)τ∞(T )(t, u) dum

)∣∣∣∣
∀n 6=m,un=zn

]

− ∂zm

[ ∫

R

ν(z|T |+1)τ∞(T +m)(t, z) dz|T |+1

]}
.

�

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

νm = 1⊗ · · · ⊗ ν ⊗ · · · ⊗,
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where ν appears in the m-th coordinate, i.e. νm(z) = ν(zm). The same convention applies to µ
and η.

Define the difference ∆N (T )(t, z) := τN (T )(t, z) − τ∞(T )(t, z). By subtracting (2.6) from
(2.2), one has that

∂t∆N (T )(t, z)

=

|T |∑

m=1

{[
− ∂zm(µ(zm)∆N (T )(t, z)) +

σ2

2
∂2zm∆N (T )(t, z)

− ν(zm)∆N (T )(t, z) + δ0(zm)

(∫

R

ν(um)
(
∆N (T )(t, u) + RN,T,m(t, u)

)
dum

)∣∣∣∣
∀n 6=m, un=zn

]

− ∂zm

[ ∫

R

ν(z|T |+1)
(
∆N (T +m)(t, z) + R̃N,T+m,|T |+1(t, z)

)
dz|T |+1

]}
, ∀T ∈ T .

We highlight that, for any fixed N < ∞, the above equalities and later inequalities involving
∆N (T ) can be understood as recursive relations that holds on all T ∈ T . At a first glance,
one may think that the approximate hierarchy (2.2) is only defined for observables τN (T ) with

|T | ≤ N . Nevertheless, by our formal definition that f i1,...,ikN ≡ 0 if there are duplicated indices
among i1, . . . , ik, it is easy to verify that for any tree T such that |T | > N ,

τN (T,wN , fN )(t, z) :=
1

N

N∑

i1,...,i|T |=1

wN,T (i1, . . . , i|T |)f
i1,...,i|T |

N (t, z1, . . . , z|T |) ≡ 0

as in each marginal there must be duplicated indices. By a similar discussion, we see that
RN,T,m ≡ 0 and R̃N,T+m,|T |+1 ≡ 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 η⊗|T | and integrating, we obtain that

(
∂t∆N (T )(t, z)

)
η⊗|T |(z) =

|T |∑

m=1

{
− ∂zm

(
µm∆N (T )η⊗|T |

)
(t, z) +

σ2

2
∂2zm

(
∆N (T )η⊗|T |

)
(t, z)

−
(
νm∆N (T )η⊗|T |

)
(t, z) +

(
µm(η′m/ηm)∆N (T )η⊗|T |

)
(t, z)

+ δ0(zm)η(zm)

(∫

R

(
(νm/ηm)(∆N (T ) + RN,T,m)η⊗|T |

)
(t, u) dum

)∣∣∣∣
∀n 6=m,un=zn

− ∂zm

[ ∫

R

(
(ν|T |+1/η|T |+1)(∆N (T +m) + R̃N,T+m,|T |+1)η

⊗|T |+1
)
(t, z) dz|T |+1

]

+
σ2

2

[
∂zm

(
− 2(η′m/ηm)∆N (T )η⊗|T |

)
+ (η′′m/ηm)∆N (T )η⊗|T |

]
(t, z)

}
.

Substituting
(
∂t∆N (T )

)
η⊗|T | in the right hand side of

d

dt

(
1

2

∫

R|T |

(
K⊗|T | ⋆

(
∆N (T )η⊗|T |

)
(t, z)

)2
dz

)

=

∫

R|T |

(
K⊗|T | ⋆

(
∆N (T )η⊗|T |

)
(t, z)

)(
K⊗|T | ⋆

(
∂t∆N (T )η⊗|T |

)
(t, z)

)
dz,
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yields the extensive expression

d

dt

(
1

2

∫

R|T |

(
K⊗|T | ⋆

(
∆N (T )η⊗|T |

)
(t, z)

)2
dz

)

=

∫

R|T |

|T |∑

m=1

{
− σ2

2

[
∂zmK

⊗|T | ⋆
(
∆N (T )η⊗|T |

)
(t, z)

]2

+

[
K⊗|T | ⋆

(
∆N (T )η⊗|T |

)
(t, z)

][
−K⊗|T | ⋆

(
νm∆N (T )η⊗|T |

)
(t, z)

+K(zm)η(0)

(∫

R

K⊗|T | ⋆
(
(νm/ηm)∆N (T )η⊗|T |

)
(t, u) dum

)∣∣∣∣
∀n 6=m, un=zn

+K(zm)η(0)

(∫

R

K⊗|T | ⋆
(
(νm/ηm)RN,T,mη

⊗|T |
)
(t, u) dum

)∣∣∣∣
∀n 6=m, un=zn

+K⊗|T | ⋆
(
µm(η′m/ηm)∆N (T )η⊗|T |

)
(t, z) +

σ2

2
K⊗|T | ⋆

(
(η′′m/ηm)∆N (T )η⊗|T |

)
(t, z)

]

+

[
∂zmK

⊗|T | ⋆
(
∆N (T )η⊗|T |

)
(t, z)

][
K⊗|T | ⋆

(
µm∆N (T )η⊗|T |

)
(t, z)

+

∫

R

K⊗|T |+1 ⋆
(
(ν|T |+1/η|T |+1)∆N (T +m)η⊗|T |+1

)
(t, z) dz|T |+1

+

∫

R

K⊗|T |+1 ⋆
(
(ν|T |+1/η|T |+1)R̃N,T+m,|T |+1η

⊗|T |+1
)
(t, z) dz|T |+1

+
σ2

2
K⊗|T | ⋆

(
2(η′m/ηm)∆N (T )η⊗|T |

)
(t, z)

]}
dz.

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

d

dt

(
1

2
‖∆N (T )‖2

H
−1⊗|T |
η

)
≤

|T |∑

m=1

{(
2 +

σ2

4

)
‖∆N (T )‖2

H
−1⊗|T |
η

+
1

2
‖νm∆N (T )‖2

H
−1⊗|T |
η

+
1

2
‖µm(η′m/ηm)∆N (T )‖2

H
−1⊗|T |
η

+
σ2

4
‖(η′′m/ηm)∆N (T )‖2

H
−1⊗|T |
η

+
1

2
‖K‖2L2η(0)

2

∫

R|T |−1

(∫

R

K⊗|T | ⋆
(
(νm/ηm)∆N (T )η⊗|T |

)
(t, z) dzm

)2 ∏

n 6=m

dzn

+
1

2
‖K‖2L2η(0)

2

∫

R|T |−1

(∫

R

K⊗|T | ⋆
(
(νm/ηm)RN,T,mη

⊗|T |
)
(t, z) dzm

)2 ∏

n 6=m

dzn

+
2

σ2
‖µm∆N (T )‖2

H
−1⊗|T |
η

+
σ2

2
‖2(η′m/ηm)∆N (T )‖2

H
−1⊗|T |
η

+
2

σ2

∫

R|T |

(∫

R

K⊗|T |+1 ⋆
(
(ν|T |+1/η|T |+1)∆N (T +m)η⊗|T |+1

)
(t, z) dz|T |+1

)2 |T |∏

n=1

dzn

+
2

σ2

∫

R|T |

(∫

R

K⊗|T |+1 ⋆
(
(ν|T |+1/η|T |+1)R̃N,T+m,|T |+1η

⊗|T |+1
)
(t, z) dz|T |+1

)2 |T |∏

n=1

dzn

}
.

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 ‖∆N (T )‖2

H
−1⊗|T |
η

. The commutator estimate

in Lemma 3.3 can directly bound all the terms with an explicit H
−1⊗|T |
η -norms as the coefficients



42 P.–E. JABIN AND D. ZHOU

µ, ν are W 1,∞ and η is smooth. For example

‖νm∆N (T )‖2
H

−1⊗|T |
η

≤ 4 ‖ν‖2W 1,∞(R) ‖∆N (T )‖2
H

−1⊗|T |
η

.

This leads to the simplified expression for some constant C̃0,
(5.7)

d

dt

(
1

2
‖∆N (T )‖2

H
−1⊗|T |
η

)
≤

|T |∑

m=1

{
C̃0 ‖∆N (T )‖2

H
−1⊗|T |
η

+
1

2
‖K‖2L2η(0)

2

∫

R|T |−1

(∫

R

K⊗|T | ⋆
(
(νm/ηm)∆N (T )η⊗|T |

)
(t, z) dzm

)2 ∏

n 6=m

dzn

+
1

2
‖K‖2L2η(0)

2

∫

R|T |−1

(∫

R

K⊗|T | ⋆
(
(νm/ηm)RN,T,mη

⊗|T |
)
(t, z) dzm

)2 ∏

n 6=m

dzn

+
2

σ2

∫

R|T |

(∫

R

K⊗|T |+1 ⋆
(
(ν|T |+1/η|T |+1)∆N (T +m)η⊗|T |+1

)
(t, z) dz|T |+1

)2 |T |∏

n=1

dzn

+
2

σ2

∫

R|T |

(∫

R

K⊗|T |+1 ⋆
(
(ν|T |+1/η|T |+1)R̃N,T+m,|T |+1η

⊗|T |+1
)
(t, z) dz|T |+1

)2 |T |∏

n=1

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,

∫

R|T |−1

(∫

R

K⊗|T | ⋆
(
(νm/ηm)RN,T,mη

⊗|T |
)
(t, z) dzm

)2 ∏

n 6=m

dzn

≤ C(α)2‖ν‖2W 1,∞‖RN,T,m‖2
H

−1⊗|T |
η

.

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

∫

R|T |−1

(∫

R

K⊗|T | ⋆
(
(νm/ηm)RN,T,mη

⊗|T |
)
(t, z) dzm

)2 ∏

n 6=m

dzn

≤ C(α)2‖ν‖2W 1,∞

[
exp

(
(2 + 2α)c(w, |T |)

)
− 1
]
‖|τN |(T )‖2

H
−1⊗|T |
η

.

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

∫

R|T |−1

(∫

R

K⊗|T | ⋆
(
(νm/ηm)∆N (T )η⊗|T |

)
(t, z) dzm

)2 ∏

n 6=m

dzn

≤ C(α)2‖ν‖2W 1,∞‖∆N (T )‖2
H

−1⊗|T |
η

,

∫

R|T |

(∫

R

K⊗|T |+1 ⋆
(
(ν|T |+1/η|T |+1)∆N (T +m)η⊗|T |+1

)
(t, z) dz|T |+1

)2 |T |∏

n=1

dzn

≤ C(α)2‖ν‖2W 1,∞‖∆N (T +m)‖2
H

−1⊗(|T |+1)
η

,

together with

∫

R|T |

(∫

R

K⊗|T |+1 ⋆
(
(ν|T |+1/η|T |+1)R̃N,T+m,|T |+1η

⊗|T |+1
)
(t, z) dz|T |+1

)2 |T |∏

n=1

dzn

≤ C(α)2‖ν‖2W 1,∞

[
exp

(
(2 + 2α)c(w, |T |)

)
− 1
]
‖|τN |(T )‖2

H
−1⊗|T |
η

.
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Inserting those bounds into the energy estimate (5.7), we obtain a recursive differential inequal-
ity: for all T ∈ T ,
(5.8)

d

dt
‖∆N (T )(t, ·)‖2

H
−1⊗|T |
η

≤
|T |∑

m=1

{
C̃0‖∆N (T )(t, ·)‖2

H
−1⊗|T |
η

+ C̃1‖∆N (T +m)(t, ·)‖2
H

−1⊗(|T |+1)
η

+ ε0(T )‖|τN |(T )(t, ·)‖2
H

−1⊗|T |
η

+ ε1(T )‖|τN |(T +m)(t, ·)‖2
H

−1⊗(|T |+1)
η

}
,

where we can even provide the explicit expressions for the constants

C̃0 = 4 +
σ2

2
+ 4

(
‖ν‖2W 1,∞ + ‖µ(η′/η)‖2W 1,∞ +

σ2

2
‖η′′/η‖2W 1,∞ +

4

σ2
‖µ‖2W 1,∞ + 2σ2‖(η′/η)‖2W 1,∞

)

+ ‖K‖2L2η(0)
2C(α)2‖ν‖2W 1,∞ ,

C̃1 =
4C(α)2

σ2
‖ν‖2W 1,∞ ,

ε0(T ) = ‖K‖2L2η(0)
2C(α)2‖ν‖2W 1,∞

[
exp

(
(2 + 2α)c(w, |T |)

)
− 1
]
,

ε1(T ) =
4C(α)2

σ2
‖ν‖2W 1,∞

[
exp

(
(2 + 2α)c(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 T ∈ T such that |T | ≤ n − 1. In
such a case, since

c(w, |T |) ≤ |T |
(
max
i,j

|wi,j;N |
)
≤ nw̄N ,

the coefficients ε0, ε1 can take the vanishing expression

ε0(n) = ‖K‖2L2η(0)
2C(α)2‖ν‖2W 1,∞

[
exp

(
(2 + 2α)nw̄N

)
− 1
]
,

ε1(n) =
4C(α)2

σ2
‖ν‖2W 1,∞

[
exp

(
(2 + 2α)nw̄N

)
− 1
]
.

For a fixed depth n ≥ 1, ε0(n) and ε1(n) now vanish as w̄N → 0.
Let us now rescale the energy inequality through some λ|T | factor: For all T ∈ T such that

|T | ≤ n− 1,

(5.9)

d

dt
λ|T |‖∆N (T )(t, ·)‖2

H
−1⊗|T |
η

≤
|T |∑

m=1

{
C̃0λ

|T |‖∆N (T )(t, ·)‖2
H

−1⊗|T |
η

+ (C̃1/λ)λ
|T |+1‖∆N (T +m)(t, ·)‖2

H
−1⊗(|T |+1)
η

+ ε0(n)λ
|T |‖|τN |(T )(t, ·)‖2

H
−1⊗|T |
η

+ (ε1(n)/λ)λ
|T |+1‖|τN |(T +m)(t, ·)‖2

H
−1⊗(|T |+1)
η

}
.

We also recall the a priori bound (2.8) for τN , τ∞ assumed in Theorem 2.6:

sup
t≤t∗

max
|T |≤max(n, |T∗|)

λ
|T |
2

(
‖|τN |(T,wN , fN )(t, ·)‖

H
−1⊗|T |
η

+ ‖τ∞(T )(t, ·)‖
H

−1⊗|T |
η

)
≤ Cλ;η,

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

(5.10) sup
t≤t∗

max
|T |≤max(n, |T∗|)

λ|T |‖∆N (T )(t, ·)‖2
H

−1⊗|T |
η

≤ C2
λ;η.
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Denote

Mk(t) = max
|T |≤k

λ|T |‖∆N (T )(t, ·)‖2
H

−1⊗|T |
η

,

C = C̃0 + C̃1/λ,

ε =
[
ε0(n) + ε1(n)/λ

]
C2
λ;η,

L = C2
λ;η,

n = n, n′ = |T∗|,
so that (5.9) and (5.10) can be summarized as follows,

d

dt
Mk(t) ≤ k

(
CMk+1(t) + ε

)
, ∀1 ≤ k ≤ n− 1,(5.11a)

Mk(t) ≤ L, ∀1 ≤ k ≤ max(n, n′), t ∈ [0, t∗].(5.11b)

We now invoke the following result.

Lemma 5.2. Consider a sequence of non-negative functions (Mk(t))
∞
k=1 on t ∈ [0, t∗] that

satisfies the inequalities (5.11a)-(5.11b) with
[
ε/CL+ (2θ)n

]
≤ 1. Then

(5.12)

max
1≤k≤max(n, n′)

[
θkMk(t)

]
≤ L(Ct/θ + 2) max

([
ε/CL+ (2θ)n

]
, max

1≤k≤n−1

[
θkMk(0)

]
/L

) 1

p(Ct/θ+1)

,

holds for any 1 < p <∞, 0 < θ < 2−p′ 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, θ = 1/8 and substitute ε, C,L by its explicit expression to find that

ε/CL =
ε0(n) + ε1(n)/λ

C̃0 + C̃1/λ
= C1

[
exp

(
(2 + 2α)w̄n

)
− 1
]
,

where C1 depends only on λ, the W 1,∞-regularity of coefficients µ, ν and constant σ > 0 in
(2.1), but neither on w̄N nor on n. Choosing C0 = C/θ, and as w̄N → 0 as N → ∞, we deduce
that for N large enough

ε̄ = ε/CL+ (2θ)n = C1

[
exp

(
(2 + 2α)nw̄N

)
− 1
]
+ (1/4)n ≤ 1.

The conclusion of Lemma 5.2 hence holds, showing that

max
|T |≤max(n, |T∗|)

(λ/8)|T |‖τN (T,wN , fN )(t, ·)− τ∞(T )(t, ·)‖2
H

−1⊗|T |
η

≤ C2
λ;η

(
C0t+ 2

)
max

(
ε̄, max

|T |≤n−1
(λ/8)|T |‖τN (T,wN , fN )(0, ·) − τ∞(T )(0, ·)‖2

H
−1⊗|T |
η

/C2
λ;η

) 1

2(C0t+1)

.

This can be further simplified to (2.7) by relaxing the maximum on the left hand side as T = T∗,
taking the maximum on the right hand side over |T | ≤ max(n, |T∗|), and choosing C2 in (2.7)

as C2 = max
(
C0t+ 2, 2(C0t+1)

)
.

�

5.3. Proof of Lemma 5.2.

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

d

dt
Mk(t) ≤ k

(
CMk+1(t) + ε

)
, ∀1 ≤ k ≤ n− 1,

which directly yields

d

dt

(
Mk(t) + (ε/C)

)
≤ kC

(
Mk+1(t) + (ε/C)

)
, ∀1 ≤ k ≤ n− 1.
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For any 1 ≤ k ≤ n − 1 and t ∈ [0, t∗], by inductively integrating the inequalities in time, we
obtain that

(
Mk(t) + (ε/C)

)
≤ Cn−k

∫ t

s

(
n− 1
k − 1

)
(t− r)n−k−1

n− k − 1

(
Mn(r) + (ε/C)

)
dr

+

n−1∑

l=k

C l−k

(
l − 1
k − 1

)
(t− s)l−k

(
Ml(s) + (ε/C)

)
,

We estimate the increase on Mk within time steps of size

t− s = θ/C.

First, we bound the constant terms,

Cn−k

∫ t

s

(
n− 1
k − 1

)
(t− r)n−k−1

n− k − 1
(ε/C) dr +

n−1∑

l=k

C l−k

(
l − 1
k − 1

)
(t− s)l−k(ε/C)

= (ε/C)

{
Cn−k

(
n− 1
k − 1

)
(t− s)n−k−1 +

n−1∑

l=k

C l−k

(
l − 1
k − 1

)
(t− s)l−k

}

= (ε/C)

n∑

l=k

C l−k

(
l − 1
k − 1

)
(t− s)l−k

≤ θ−k(ε/C)

n∑

l=k

(
l − 1
k − 1

)
θl,

where the last inequality uses our choice of time step (t− s) ≤ θ/C.
On the other hand, for θ ≤ 1/2,

∞∑

l=k

(
l − 1
k − 1

)
θl =

1

(θ−1 − 1)k
≤ 1.

Hence,

Cn−k

∫ t

s

(
n− 1
k − 1

)
(t− r)n−k−1

n− k − 1
(ε/C) dr +

n−1∑

l=k

C l−k

(
l − 1
k − 1

)
(t− s)l−k(ε/C) ≤ θ−k ε

C
.

We now turn to the terms involving Ml(s) and Mn(r) (with s ≤ r ≤ t). For Mn(r) we have no
choice but to take

Mn(r) ≤ L

But for Ml(s), k ≤ l ≤ n− 1, we have

Ml(s) ≤ min

(
L, max

1≤m≤n−1

[
θmMm(s)

]
θ−l

)
,

together with any geometric average between the two terms. Choose 1
p + 1

p′ = 1 so that

Ml(s) ≤ L
1
p′

(
max

1≤m≤n−1

[
θmMm(s)

]
θ−l
) 1

p

= L
1
p′ max

1≤m≤n−1

[
θmMm(s)

] 1
p
(
θ

1
p
)−l

.
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Then we may write

Cn−k

∫ t

s

(
n− 1
k − 1

)
(t− r)n−k−1

n− k − 1
Mn(r) dr +

n−1∑

l=k

C l−k

(
l − 1
k − 1

)
(t− s)l−kMl(s),

≤ Cn−k

(
n− 1
k − 1

)
(t− s)n−kL+

n−1∑

l=k

C l−k

(
l − 1
k − 1

)
(t− s)l−kL

1
p′ max

1≤m≤n−1

[
θmMm(s)

] 1
p
(
θ

1
p
)−l

≤ θ−k

{
L

(
n− 1
k − 1

)
θn + L

1
p′ max

1≤m≤n−1

[
θmMm(s)

] 1
p

n−1∑

l=k

(
l − 1
k − 1

)(
θ

1
p′
)−l
}
,

where again use our choice of time step (t− s) ≤ θ/C in the last inequality.
Observe that

(
n− 1
k − 1

)
θn ≤ 2n−1θn,

n−1∑

l=k

(
l − 1
k − 1

)(
θ

1
p′
)−l ≤ 1

(θ
− 1

p′ − 1)k
≤ 1

when choosing θ
1
p′ ≤ 1/2, so that

Cn−k

∫ t

s

(
n− 1
k − 1

)
(t− r)n−k−1

n− k − 1
Mn(r) dr +

n−1∑

l=k

C l−k

(
l − 1
k − 1

)
(t− s)l−kMl(s)

≤ θ−k

(
L(2θ)n + L

1
p′ max

1≤m≤n−1

[
θmMm(s)

] 1
p

)
.

Combining those bounds, provided that θ
1
p′ ≤ 1/2, we have that, for all 1 ≤ k ≤ n− 1,

Mk(t) ≤ θ−k

{
(ε/C) + L(2θ)n + L

1
p′ max

1≤m≤n−1

[
θmMm(s)

] 1
p

}
.

On the other hand, for n ≤ k ≤ max(n, n′), we simply have Mk(t) ≤ L. As θ−k+n ≥ 1,

Mk(t) ≤ L ≤ θ−k

{
L(2θ)n

}
,

and we can combine the two cases to obtain that

max
1≤k≤max(n, n′)

[
θkMk(t)

]
≤ (ε/C) + L(2θ)n + L

1
p′ max

1≤k≤n−1

[
θkMk(s)

] 1
p .

If t ≤ θ/C we are done but otherwise we need to sum up the various bounds. Denote tj = j θ/C
and write that By the fact that , we have that

max
1≤k≤max(n, n′)

[
θkMk(tj)

]

≤ (ε/C) + L(2θ)n + L
1
p′ max

1≤k≤n−1

[
θkMk(tj−1)

] 1
p

≤ (ε/C) + L(2θ)n + L
1
p′

{
(ε/C) + L(2θ)n + L

1
p′ max

1≤k≤n−1

[
θkMk(tj−2)

] 1
p

} 1
p

≤ (ε/C) + L(2θ)n + L
1
p′

{
(ε/C) + L(2θ)n

} 1
p

+ L
1− 1

p2 max
1≤k≤n−1

[
θkMk(tj−2)

] 1
p2

. . .

≤
j−1∑

i=0

L
1− 1

pi

{
(ε/C) + L(2θ)n

} 1
pi

+ L
1− 1

pj max
1≤k≤n−1

[
θkMk(0)

] 1

pj ,

where we use that (a+ b)1/p ≤ a1/p + b1/p by concavity.
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For any t ≥ 0, we hence have with j(t) =

⌊
Ct
θ

⌋
+ 1,

(5.13)

max
1≤k≤max(n, n′)

[
θkMk(t)

]
≤

j(t)−1∑

i=0

L
1− 1

pi

{
ε/C + L(2θ)n

} 1
pi

+ L
1− 1

pj(t) max
1≤k≤n−1

[
θkMk(0)

] 1

pj(t) .

Finally, by the assumption that
[
ε/CL+ (2θ)n

]
≤ 1,

∀i ≤ j, L
1− 1

pi

{
ε/C + L(2θ)n

} 1

pi

= L

{
ε/CL+ (2θ)n

} 1

pi

≤ L

{
ε/CL+ (2θ)n

} 1

pj

.

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

max
1≤k≤max(n, n′)

[
θkMk(t)

]
≤ L(Ct/θ + 2)max

([
ε/CL+ (2θ)n

]
, sup
1≤k≤n−1

[
θkMk(0)

]
/L

) 1

p(Ct/θ+1)

.

�
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[15] J. Chevallier, A. Duarte, E. Löcherbach, and G. Ost, Mean field limits for nonlinear spatially

extended hawkes processes with exponential memory kernels, Stochastic Processes and their Applications,
129 (2019), pp. 1–27.

[16] H. Chiba and G. Medvedev, The mean field analysis for the kuramoto model on graphs i. the mean field

equation and transition point formulas, Discrete Contin. Dyn. Syst. Ser. A, 39 (2019), pp. 131–155.
[17] , The mean field analysis for the kuramoto model on graphs ii. asymptotic stability of the incoherent

state, center manifold reduction, and bifurcations, Discrete Contin. Dyn. Syst. Ser. A, 39 (2019), pp. 3897–
3921.

[18] F. Coppini, H. Dietert, and G. Giacomin, A law of large numbers and large deviations for interacting
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fire model of mckean-vlasov type, Annals of Applied Probability, 25 (2015), pp. 2096–2133.
[24] , Particle systems with a singular mean-field self-excitation. application to neuronal networks, Stochas-

tic Processes and their Applications, 125 (2015), pp. 2451–2492.
[25] S. Delattre, N. Fournier, and M. Hoffmann, Hawkes process on large networks, The Annals of Applied

Probability, 26 (2016), pp. 216–261.
[26] Y. Deng and Z. Hani, On the derivation of the wave kinetic equation for nls, in Forum of Mathematics,

Pi, vol. 9, Cambridge University Press, 2021, p. e6.
[27] , Full derivation of the wave kinetic equation, Inventiones mathematicae, (2023), pp. 1–182.
[28] A. Drogoul and R. Veltz, Exponential stability of the stationary distribution of a mean field of spiking

neural network, Journal of Differential Equations, 270 (2021), pp. 809–842.
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Journal of Physiol Pathol Générale, 9 (1907), pp. 567–578.

[62] L. Lovász and B. Szegedy, Limits of dense graph sequences, Journal of Combinatorial Theory, Series B,
96 (2006), pp. 933–957.

[63] W. S. McCulloch and W. Pitts, A logical calculus of the ideas immanent in nervous activity, The Bulletin
of Mathematical Biophysics, 5 (1943), pp. 115–133.

[64] G. Medvedev, The continuum limit of the kuramoto model on sparse random graphs, Commun. Math. Sci.,
17 (2019), pp. 883–898.

[65] J. Nagumo, S. Arimoto, and S. Yoshizawa, An active pulse transmission line simulating nerve axon,
Proceedings of the IRE, 50 (1962), pp. 2061–2070.

[66] R. I. Oliveira, G. H. Reis, and L. M. Stolerman, Interacting diffusions on sparse graphs: hydrodynamics

from local weak limits, arXiv e-prints, (2018), pp. arXiv–1812.
[67] K. Pakdaman, B. Perthame, and D. Salort, Dynamics of a structured neuron population, Nonlinearity,

23 (2010), pp. 55–75.
[68] K. Pakdaman, M. Thieullen, and G. Wainrib, Fluid limit theorems for stochastic hybrid systems with

application to neuron models, Advances in Applied Probability, 42 (2010), pp. 761–794.
[69] B. Perthame and D. Salort, On a voltage-conductance kinetic system for integrate & fire neural networks,

Kinet. Relat. Models, 6 (2013), pp. 841–864.
[70] B. Perthame, D. Salort, and G. Wainrib, Distributed synaptic weights in a LIF neural network and

learning rules, Physica D, 353-354 (2017), pp. 20–30.
[71] J. Pham, K. Pakdaman, J. Champagnat, and J.-F. Vibert, Activity in sparsely connected excitatory

neural networks: effect of connectivity, Neural Netw., 11 (1998), pp. 415–434.
[72] D. Poyato, Filippov flows and mean-field limits in the kinetic singular kuramoto model, Preprint

arXiv:1903.01305, (2019).
[73] M. G. Riedler, M. Thieullen, and G. Wainrib, Limit theorems for infinite-dimensional piecewise de-

terministic markov processes. applications to stochastic excitable membrane models, Electron. J. Probab, 17
(2012), pp. 1–48.

[74] L. Sacerdote and M. T. Giraudo, Stochastic integrate and fire models: a review on mathematical methods

and their applications, Stochastic biomathematical models: with applications to neuronal modeling, (2013),
pp. 99–148.

[75] H. Spohn, Large scale dynamics of interacting particles, Springer, 1991.
[76] O. Sporns, Networks of the Brain, Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 2010.
[77] A. S. Sznitman, Topics in propagation of chaos, Ecole d’Eté de Probabilités de Saint-Flour XIX-1989, 1464
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