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Large deviations for macroscopic observables of heavy-tailed

martrices

Charles Bordenave® Alice Guionnet! and Camille Male?

Abstract

We consider a finite collection of independent Hermitian heavy-tailed random matrices
of growing dimension. Our model includes the Lévy matrices proposed by Bouchaud and
Cizeau, as well as sparse random matrices with O(1) non-zero entries per row. By repre-
senting these matrices as weighted graphs, we derive a large deviations principle for key
macroscopic observables. Specifically, we focus on the empirical distribution of eigenvalues,
the joint neighborhood distribution, and the joint traffic distribution. As an application, we
define a notion of microstates entropy for traffic distributions which is additive for the free

traffic convolution.

1 Introduction

1.1 Large deviations for empirical spectral distribution of random matrices

Background Consider a self-adjoint matrix Y € M,,(C) of dimension n. We classically define
its empirical spectral distribution (ESD) as the probability measure on R which puts an equal

mass to all its eigenvalues counted with multiplicities :
1 n
Ly =~ > 6x.v) € P(R). (1.1)
k=1

Given a sequence of matrices Y = Y,, of growing dimensions, a classical question is to study
the convergence, say for the weak topology, of Ly as the dimension grows toward a limiting
probability measure L,. When Y is a random matrix, such convergence could be in expectation
or in probability. This convergence of the ESD is well-understood for essentially all classical
models of self-adjoint random matrices, see the monographs [13, 7, 42].

Much less is known however on the probability of large deviations of the ESD away form its

typical behavior L, beyond a short list of probabilistic ensembles. Before going through this list,
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let us recall briefly the definition of a large deviation principle (LDP) for a sequence of random
variables which was introduced by Varadhan [46]. Let (X, d) be a metric space. A rate function
I:X —]0,00] is a lower semi-continuous function. A rate function is good if for all ¢ € [0, ),
I71(]0,1]) is a compact subset of X. Then, a sequence of random variables X,, € (X,d) (here
X, = Ly and X = P(R)) satisfies a LDP at rate v,, with lim, v, = co and rate function I, if
for every measurable set A C X,
—inf I(x) < liminfi InP(X, € A) < limsup iln]P’(Xn € A) < — inf I(z),
z€A Un Un, z€A

where A and A are the interior and closure of A respectively. For references on this classical
topic of probability theory, see [34, 32, 35].

Sanov’s theorem asserts that the rate of the LDP for the empirical measure of i.i.d random
variables is always n and therefore does not depend on their distribution. The situation is very
different for the LDP for ESD of random matrices where it depends on the tail of the entries.
We now list the known LDP for ESD of random matrices, ordered by decreasing rates. The
LDP for the ESD at rate n? of the Gaussian unitary ensemble and more general orthogonal or
unitary invariant matrix ensembles was established in [16]. Recently [15, 43] established the
LDP with rate n? for the ESD of sums of matrices in typical positions : A + UBU* where
A, B are self-adjoint and U is random unitary sampled according to the Haar measure on the
unitary group. In [22], the LDP with rate n!T®/2? was proved for Wigner matrices Y = X/\/n
where the entries of X have an exponential tail of the form P(|X;;| > t) ~oo c1 exp(—cat®)
for some 0 < a < 2. In the recent work [10], Augeri proves the LDP for the ESD for sparse
Wigner matrices Yj; = A;;X;;/ \/np where X is self-adjoint with iid bounded centered entries
above the diagonal and A is self-adjoint with iid Bernoulli {0, 1}-entries above the diagonal,
P(A;; = 1) = p. In the regime logn < p < 1, Augeri proves that Ly satisfies a LDP with rate
n%p. Moreover, from the references [23] and [18, pp 103-107] , a LDP at rate n for the ESD of
the adjacency matrix can be extracted for the above matrix A in the regime p = d/n with d fixed
or for adjacency matrices of random graphs uniform given their sequence of degrees, provided
that the degree sequence converges.

A first goal of the present work is to present new large deviation principles for the ESD of

random matrices at rate n.

Weighted graphs with uniformly bounded average degrees We start with sparse Wigner
matrices with order 1 non-zeroes entries per row. More precisely, for every integer n > 1, let
(Aij)i<icj<n beiid independent Bernoulli variables, P(A4;; = 1) =1 —P(A;; = 0) = min(d/n, 1)
for some fixed d > 0. We set A;; = A;; and A;; = 0. Let v be a probability measure on C which
is invariant by complex conjugation (that is y(B) = «(B) for all Borel sets B C C). We consider
the self-adjoint matrix X = (Xj;;) with zero diagonal entries X;; = 0 and for all 4 > j, (Xj;;) iid
with law ~. Finally, as above we set

Yi;j = Aij Xij, (1.2)



(in other words, for n > d, Y;; has law (1—d/n)do+(d/n)y outside the diagonal). By construction
A is the adjacency matrix of an Erdds-Rényi random graph on n vertices and edge probability
p/n.

Note that by definition, the rate function I of a LDP is non-negative and inf I = 0. If [ is a
good rate function, this infimum is achieved. Here and below, we will say that a rate function
I on X has a unique minimizer if there is a unique = € X such that I(z) = 0. This property is
important as it implies the almost sure convergence of the random variable satisfying this LDP

towards the unique minimizer x.

Theorem 1.1. Let d > 0, v € P(C) be invariant by complex conjugation and Y the Wigner
matriz with entries defined in (1.2). The ESD Ly satisfies a LDP in P(R) with speed n and

good rate function Jy 4 with a unique minimizer i 4 € P(R).

Interestingly, there is no tail assumption on the law ~ for the the conclusion of Theorem 1.1
to hold. As explained below, the rate function J, 4 will be obtained by a contraction principle
from an explicit rate function on a larger space of marked graphs (see Section 5.3). Therefore,
the minimizer ¢ will be described as the push-forward of the unique minimizer of a rate
function on this larger space, namely a random marked tree UGW (v, d) (see Lemma 2.6). This
minimizer also characterizes the almost sure limit of the ESD Ly already described in [19, 25]

The proof of Theorem 1.1 is very robust, we may for example consider Laplacian instead of
adjacency operators for the conclusion to hold. We may also consider the case where A is the
adjacency matrix of other random graphs than the Erdés-Rényi random graph. More precisely,
let (D1(1),...,Dp(n)) be an integer sequence such that > D,(k) is even and 1 < D, (v) < 0
for some fixed # > 0. Assume further that any integer & > 0,

R
Jim — ; 1(D,(v) = k) = w(k),
for some probability measure 7 in P(Z4). Let G,, be a random graph uniformly sampled on the
set of simple graphs on the vertex set V,, = {1,...,n} such that for all v € V,,, the degree of v
is Dy (v). This set is non-empty for n large enough. Let A be the adjacency matrix of G, and
define the self-adjoint matrix Z = (Z;;) with Z;; = A;; X;; and X independent of A as above.

Theorem 1.2. Let w € P(Z4) be as above and v € P(C) be invariant by complex conjugation.
The ESD Ly satisfies a LDP in P(R) with speed n and good rate function J, r with a unique

MANIMIZET by 1.

This result is proved in Section 5.3.

Heavy-tailed random matrices We consider a random Hermitian matrix Y, such that

(Yij)i>; are iid with law ~,,, the diagonal entries (Yj;); are independent variables, and they are



independent of (Y;;);~;. We assume that 7, is invariant by complex conjugation and that for
every Borel sets A C C, 0 ¢ A,
lim nvy,(A) = A(A), (1.3)

n—oo

where A is a non-trivial Radon measure on R¥\{0} which we call the intensity measure of the
model. We assume that A is finite at infinity, that is, if By is the unit ball of R¥, we assume
that

A(RM\By) < . (1.4)

Sparse Wigner matrices Y;; = A;;X;; defined in the previous paragraph is contained in this
model with A = dy’ where v/ = v — y({0})dp. Importantly, the Lévy matrices fit also into this
framework. They are defined as follows. Consider an infinite triangular array (Xj;);>; which
are iid copies of a random variable X on R and for some a € (0,2), some (p,q) € [0,1]? so that
p+g=1land ¢ >0, P(X >t) ~t 00 pct™ and P(X < —t) ~yy00 get ™. We set Xj; = X;; for

i < j and define the symmetric matrix ¥ = (Y;;)1<i j<n with

X,
(Cn)l/a :

Yij =
It is immediate to check that the law +, of Y;; satisfies (1.3) with A given by
A(dt) = (1(t > 0)p + 1(t < 0)q)alt| > at. (1.5)

This measure satisfies (1.4) for any o > 0.
Back to the general setup, we assume the tail assumption: for some ¢y > 0 and 0 < a < 2,
forall n > 1, 4, 7,
nP(|Yij| > t) <cot™® forall 0 <t < 1. (1.6)

Theorem 1.3. Let v, € P(C) be invariant by complex conjugation. Assume that (1.3)-(1.4)
and (1.6) hold for some 0 < o < 2. The ESD Ly satisfies a LDP in P(R) with speed n and

good rate function Jp with a unique minimizer pp .

This theorem is also obtained by the contraction principle thanks to a large deviation princi-
ple on a larger space, namely networks. It is proved in Section 5. The minimizer u, is thus also
described as the push-forward of the unique minimizer of this rate function, namely Aldous’s
PWIT (see Lemma 4.2). This minimizer was shown to be the limit of the ESD [24]. In the

special case of Lévy matrices, a different characterization of this limit was provided in [17].

The rate function for regular weighted graphs In this paragraph, we give an expression
for the rate function .J, » which appears in Theorem 1.2 in the simplest example where 74 = d4
is a Dirac mass at some integer d > 2 and the support of v is a compact subset of R. The general
expression of the rate functions in the above theorems requires to introduce more notions and

we postpone its definition to Section 5.



Let T'= (V, E) be an infinite d-regular tree. We equip the set of probability measures on RE,
P(RF), with the product topology. A real random process indexed by E, say A = (A¢)ecE, is
invariant if its law is left invariant by all automorphisms of 7' (that is bijections ¢ : V' — V such
that o(T) = T). We denote by P,(RE) C P(RE), the set of laws of invariant processes such
that for any finite subsets F' C FE of edges, the restriction of A to F' has a finite relative entropy
with respect to the product measure ¥, Recall that the relative entropy between probability
measures p, g is given by Dy, (plg) = [ dp(z)In(dp(z)/dq(z)).

Let 0 € V be a distinguished vertex and p = {a,b} € E be a distinguished edge. For h > 1,
let Bj, be the ball of radius h around o and Eh be the ball of radius h — 1 around p (the union
of the two ball of radius h — 1 around a and b). We let pp, and jij, be the laws of the restriction
of A to the balls of radius h around the roots. For p € P(RF) we define its entropy as

limy, o0 (DKL(uh!7®Bh) - %DKL(ﬁh!7®§h)> if u € Py (RF)

00 otherwise.

E%Wd (/‘) = {

We shall prove that the above limit is well-defined: in fact, for u € P, (RE), Dky,(un|y®Br) —
%DKL(ﬁhh@éh) is non-decreasing in h. The entropy X, r, will appear as the good rate function
of an LDP on random weighted regular graphs. The unique global minimizer of X, , is the
product measure 7&¥.

Now, to each element A = (A.)ecr € R¥ with uniformly bounded coordinates, sup, |A¢| <
0o, we can associate a bounded self-adjoint operator on ¢2(V), which we also denote by A, by
the following formula that for every ¢ € ¢2(V) and u € V,

(AY)(w) = Y Apwyv(v).

vi{u,v}eE

From the spectral theorem, we can then define its spectral measure at vector 1 as the unique

probability measure Lﬁ € P(R) such that for every bounded continuous functions f,
wos ) = [ )

Since ~ has bounded support, the above condition sup, |Ac| < oo holds a.s. if u € P, (RF)
and A has law p. If (e, )ver is the canonical basis of £2(V), we set

L= BulL) = [ Ligdu(a).

We are finally ready to give an expression for the rate function J, r, which appears in
Theorem 1.2: for p € P(R),

Jyra(p) = inf {E, -, (1) : p € Py(RF) such that L, = p}, (1.7)

with the usual convention that the inf over an empty set is co. This expression is already rather

delicate to understand: neither the map u — L, nor the map p — X, r, (1) are straightforward



to compute. In general, the formula for the rate functions J, 4, Jyr and Jj in Theorem 1.1,
Theorem 1.2 and Theorem 1.3 are of the same nature but will require more care to be properly
defined.

1.2 A microstates entropy for heavy-tailed traffic distribution

Background The notion of traffics [40] generalizes the notion of non-commutative variables
introduced by Voiculescu in the framework of free probability, see the monographs [48, 7, 42].
Voiculescu defined several notions of entropy in this framework, mainly the microstates free
entropy x and the free entropy x*, see [50, 51]. Even though these two notions were expected
to match, it could only be proved so far that one is bounded by the other [20, 30, 37]. The
microstates entropy is defined as the rate function of a large deviation principle for the non-
commutative distribution of Gaussian matrices, namely as the volume of matrices whose non-
commutative distribution approximates a given non-commutative law. One of the main difficulty
is that a full large deviation principle has not yet been proven, in particular that the limsup of
these volumes can be replaced by a liminf. As a consequence, one of the main expected property
that the entropy sums under freeness is still an open question in general.

The introduction of traffic distributions was motivated by study of the non-commutative
distribution of heavy-tailed matrices and sparse matrices [39]. While they allow to generalize
the later, they also give a more appropriate framework to deal with such matrices which have no
unitary invariance, but rather invariance under permutation multiplied entry-wise by bounded
matrices. This distribution symmetry is relevant for matrices that are associated to random
marked graphs. On the other hand, the data of the traffic distribution is equivalent to the
neighborhood distribution of these graphs.

In this section, we show how the large deviation principle for the law of a Erdos Renyi marked
graphs implies a large deviation principle for their traffic distribution, by a contraction principle.
The rate function for these large deviations defines an entropy in the traffic framework that we

call the entropy of sparse traffics. We show that it sums under independence of traffics [39, 40].

Traffic distribution Let us recall the notion of traffic distribution of a collection Y of matrices
in M, (C). It is encoded in the linear form defined below, which contains more information than
the usual non commutative distribution of Y seen in the %-probability space M, (C) equipped
with the tracial state Ltr(-).

Let us fix a label set J. We call test graph labeled in J a finite connected graphs H =
(V,E, ¢, e) with possibly multiple edges, where V' is a nonempty set and each edge e € F has
labels ¢(e) € J and e(e) € {1,*}. We use this terminology since we use them as elementary
functions in order to understand Y = (Yj);c, for which an edge e € E is associated to the
matrix Y;((:)) (YJ* denotes the conjugate transpose of Yj). In the definitions of this subsection,
the graphs are directed, and they may have self-loops and multiple edges, each with its own

labels. An isomorphism between two test graphs H and H’ is a bijection between the sets of



vertices of H and H’ which preserves the adjacency structure and the edge labels. We denote
by H(J) the set of test graphs up to isomorphisms, by CH(J) the linear space it generates (the
elements of the set form a basis of the space). Then an (algebraic) traffic distribution is an
element of the linear dual space Traf(J) := CH(J)* of linear forms on CH(J). f Y = (Yj),cs
is a collection of matrices in M, (C), then their canonical traffic distribution 7y € Traf(J) is
defined by

wE = Y T v 6w o). (18)

¢o:V—{1,...,n} e=(v,w)EE

We equip Traf(J) with the topology of pointwise convergence. Investigating LDPs for traffic
distribution, a difficulty arises with the fact that the canonical traffic distribution 7y [H] may
go to infinity or become ill-defined when n goes to infinity. This can be avoided if each of the

matrices belong to a set

B0 = 1 < M) o (1) <0, s (3o t0) <0, s Wl <0

(1.9)
for some deterministic real & > 0. This is the case when Y are independent matrices with law

Z as in Theorem 1.2 with 7 and ~ with bounded support. We then can show that

Theorem 1.4. Let'Y be |J| independent matrices distributed as in Theorem 1.2, with parame-
ters, for j € J, mj € P(Z4) finitely supported and ~y; € P(C) invariant by complex conjugation
and compactly supported. Set m = (mj)jcy and v = (vj)jes. Then, the traffic distribution of Y

satisfies a LDP with speed n and good rate function xr .~ with a unique minimizer T .

As in Voiculescu’s definition of micro-states entropy [49, 47], the rate function 7, can be
thought as a micro-states entropy on traffic distributions. However, in situations where the
family of random matrices Y do not belong to the sets B, (6) for all n for some 6 > 0 such
an approach has to be modified. To do so, we have identified two possible strategies that we
explain below. But, let us first describe the setting. We now consider independent sparse Wigner
or heavy-tailed random matrices. More precisely, we consider a sequence Y = (Yj);es of iid
random matrices in M, (C) for a finite set J of labels. The entries (Yj(k,[))r>; are assumed to
be independent, diagonal entries are assumed to be 0 for simplicity and outside the diagonal,
the entries have distribution ~,, € P(C) invariant by complex conjugation. We assume that (1.3)

holds for some measure A. We restrict ourselves to the simplest case :
0 < A(C\{0}) < 0 (1.10)

This is a strengthening of (1.4). This case contains the sparse Wigner matrices defined in (1.2)
with A = dv, but not the a-stable laws.
We now describe the first strategy to define the micro-states entropy, which is similar to

Voiculescu’s micro-state entropy. With the above assumptions, the probability that Y; € B, (#) is



of order exp(—nL(#)(1+0(1))) for some L(#) > 0 for every 6 large enough with limg_,o, L(0) =0
(see Subsection 6.2). Nevertheless we can deduce from our work that for all # > 0 large enough,
any 7 € Traf(J),
1
¥ao(7) = limliminf —InP (Y € B,(0)” ;d(ry,7) <¢)

el0 n—oo N

1
= limlimsup—InP (Y € B,()” ;d(ry,7) <e),
el0 nsco N
where d is any distance generating the topology of pointwise convergence (see Subsection 6.2).
The map 7 — Xa¢(7) is a good rate function. By monotonicity, we may then define the good
rate function:

Xa(7) = lim xae(7). (1.11)

The need to restrict ourselves to matrices in By, (6) is similar to Voiculescu’s restriction to
matrices with bounded norm in his definition of the micro-sates entropy: otherwise the traffic
distribution may be ill-defined. For example, in [9], the rate of the large deviations for traces of
moments of GUE matrices is shown to depend on the power of these moments.

The second strategy to define a micro-state entropy and circumvent this issue is to change
the topology. In the definition of Voiculescu’s micro-states entropy, in [20, 28] polynomials test
functions were replaced by products of resolvents. In [14], it was shown that these different
notions give the same definition of Voiculescu’s micro-states entropy.

In our case where Y are |J| independent heavy-tailed random matrices satisfying (1.10), we
may use that with overwhelming probability only a few number of columns have a large number
of non-zero (or very small) entries or large entries. To study the traffic distribution of these
matrices, we found to be more convenient to study the rooted traffic distribution 7y ; where
the value of the function ¢ in Definition 1.8 is specified for a vertex of H: the root of H has
to be sent to a given i € {1,...,n}. We then take i at random and consider the randomly

rooted-traffic distribution given by

1 n
Ty = - 2 Ory -
1=

Our main result is a LDP for the random rooted traffic distribution of independent sparse
Wigner or heavy-tailed random matrices, see subsection 6.3 for the precise definition of the

topologies.

Theorem 1.5. Assume that v, € P(C) is invariant by complex conjugation, and that (1.3) and
(1.10) hold for some A. Then Ty, the randomly rooted traffic distribution of Y, satisfies a LDP

with speed n and good rate function xa with a unique minimizer Tx.

The rate function y defines a notion of entropy for the traffic distributions: by definition as

a rate function it is a micro-states entropy since it measures the volume of small balls around a



given traffic distribution. On the other hand, we identify in (6.14), Section 6, that the microstates
entropy xa is given by a rate function xJ, thanks a contraction principle as the pushforward of
an entropy for the law of a weighted Erdos-Rényi graphs, see Theorem 2.5. The minimizer 75
is the product of the distributions ®, as described in [40, Definition 2.11], with ®, the limiting
traffic distribution of a single matrix (see [39]). An advantage of xa over xa defined in (1.11) is
that it does not require a truncation step.

Interestingly, the existence of the LDP implies that this entropy is additive for the traffic
distributions in situation of traffic independence. The notion of independence for traffics was
introduced in [40], and encodes in particular the other notions of non-commutative independence
such as classical, boolean or free independence. As for the latter notions, it is formulated in
terms of a product of their traffic distribution, called the free product of the traffic distributions
where free has be be understood as canonical.

To fit the framework of LDP, surprisingly, we must consider an adequate notion of random
traffic distributions drawing inspiration from the concept of amalgamation, which allows to well

define the free product 7 * 7o of two random traffic distributions, see Section 7.

Corollary 1.6. For any random traffic distributions 7, o, with xa as in Theorem 1.5

XA (T * 72) = xa(T1) + xA(T2)-

This result is interesting notably because the analog statement is open in general for Voiculescu’s
microstates entropy. Voiculescu’s free product ® = &1 * ®5 of two non-commutative tracial dis-
tribution corresponds to the free product 7¢ = 7¢, * Te, via the universal construction [29].
However, the case considered in this article is somehow orthogonal to Voiculescu’s original mo-
tivation, when @, and ®, are the distribution of free semicircular variables the above additivity
results is trivial as both sides are infinite. The techniques of this article may open perspectives

for further investigations on Voiculescu’s microstates entropy question.

1.3 Organization of the paper

In Section 2, we define the metric space of unlabeled random rooted marked graphs and its
local weak topology. Some of our matrices will be embedded into this space. On this metric
space, we establish large deviation principles. In Section 4, we consider the enlarged metric
space of unlabeled random rooted networks which is necessary to deal with general heavy-tailed
matrices. In Section 5, we prove that the ESD extends to a continuous function on these
metric spaces. As a byproduct, we will obtain Theorem 1.1, Theorem 1.2 and Theorem 1.3
by a contraction principle. In Section 6, we prove Theorem 1.5 and Corollary 1.6 again by a
contraction principle. We also prove that traffic distributions and neighborhood distributions of
unlabeled rooted marked graphs are homeomorphic in Lemmas 6.2 and 6.3 . Finally, in Section
8, we establish a general convergence result for the relative entropy of discretization variables in

R? which is of general interest.
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2 Microstates entropy for locally finite marked graphs

2.1 Marked graphs

Basics We start with a few definitions. Let G = (V, E) be a graph on a countable set V
and edge set E. In the definitions of this section, the graphs are unoriented, they can have
multiple edges and self-loops attached to a vertex. A graph is locally finite if for all v € V,
deg(v) < oo, where deg(v) is the degree of v € V in G (i.e. number of adjacent edges, a self-loop
counts as two adjacent edges). Let Z be a set. A marked graph G = (V, E,€) on Z is a graph
(V, E') where each edge carries two marks in Z, one towards each of its endpoints. For an edge
e = {u,v} € E between vertices u,v in V, we denote its mark towards the vertex v by {(u,v),
and its mark towards the vertex u by £(v,u). The marked graphs considered in this work are
symmetric marked graphs, namely we assume that Z is equipped with an involution denoted by
« ((2%)* = z for all z € Z) such that for all {u,v} € E,

E(u,v) =E&(v,u)". (2.1)

By marked graph, we will always mean symmetric marked graph (note that there is no loss of
generality here: up to replacing Z by Z x Z equipped with the involution (z, w)* = (w, z) we may
always identify a marked graph with a symmetric marked graph). For functions or parameters
of G, we might use sometimes a subscript G to insist on its dependence on G, Vg, Eg,degq, g
and so on.

For a marked graph G = (V, E &) and v € V, we denote by G(v) the connected component
v (the subgraph spanned by vertices connected to v).

A rooted marked graph g = (G,0) is the pair formed by a connected marked graph and
a distinguished vertex o € V(G) called the root. Let (G,0) and (G’,0’) be rooted marked
graphs. We say that (G,0) and (G',0') are isomorphic, and write (G,0) = (G',0'), if there
exists a bijection between the sets of vertices of G and G’ which maps o to o’ while preserving
the adjacency structure of these connected components, and the edge marks. Let G* = G*(2)
denote the space of locally finite rooted marked graphs up to isomorphism. In combinatorial
language, G*(Z) is the set of unlabeled locally finite rooted marked graphs. From [3, 4], if Z
is a Baire space, for each g € G°, there is a canonical representative marked graph on a vertex
set in N with root o = 0. It is thus fine to write for g € G*, g = (G,0) where G = (V, E,§) is a
marked graph as long as the properties we consider are class properties (that is do not depend
on the choice of the representative of g). In the next subsection, we shall introduce a random
labeling which will turn to be convenient.

If G = (V,E,¢) is a marked graph, its unmarked graph is denoted by G' = (V, E). Similarly
for rooted marked graphs, if g = (G, 0), we set § = (G, 0).

10



Degree sequence Let G = (V, E,§) be a locally finite marked graph. The marked degree of
v € V is the counting measure Deg(v) on Z defined by

Deg(v) = Z 6§(v,u)7

u~v
where the sum is over all u € V such that {u,v} € E, that is, the neighbors of v. In other words,
for any z € Z, Deg(v; 2) := [ 1(;3Deg(v) is the number of neighbors of u such that §(v,u) = z.

In particular, the total mass of the marked degree is the usual degree:
Deg(v; Z) = deg(v).

The marked degree sequence of G is the sequence (Deg(v))vev. If G = (V, E,§) is finite then the

following edge counting measure is well-defined:

m=> Deg)= > (o +O%wm)
veV e={u,v}eFE
where we recall that {u,v} and E are non oriented edges. Namely, for any z € Z, m(z) =
J 1{z3dm is the number of oriented edges (u,v) with {u,v} € E such that {(u,v) = z. From
(2.1) and the hand-shaking lemma, if G is finite, the counting measure m satisfies the following

balance equations : for any subset A C Z:
m(A) =m(A4A*) and m(A4) € 2N if A= A*. (2.2)

For V finite, the Erd&s-Gallai Theorem and its extensions give the necessary and sufficient
conditions for a sequence of finite counting measures on Z, D = (D(v))yey to be the marked

degree sequence of a simple marked graph G = (V, E,§), see [36, 45].

2.2 Benjamini-Schramm convergence

Local weak topology The local topology on G* is the product topology inherited from pro-
jections around the root. More precisely, for an integer number » > 0 and g € G°®, let g, be
the intersection of the graph G with the ball (for the graph metric) of center o and radius 7.
Assume from now on that Z is a complete separable metric space equipped with the distance d.
Let g = (G,0), ¢ = (G',0') € G*, we say that the pair (r,d) is good for (g,¢’) if there exists an
isomorphism 1 between g, and g. such that

sup  d(E(u0), &y vien) < O
wweV(Gr) (W (), (v))

We then endow G*® with the local topology, which is compatible with the distance

1
dloc(g7g/) = inf { 1

—+r

+ 6 : (r,0) is good for (g,g/)} .

The set G* equipped with djo. is a complete separable metric space. We denote by P(G*)

the set of probability measures on G* equipped with the topology of weak convergence.
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Neighborhood distribution of finite graphs Let G = (V, E,£) be a marked graph with V'
finite. The neighborhood distribution U(G) € P(G®) of G is the law of the equivalence class of

the rooted graph (g, 0) where the root o is sampled uniformly, namely

1
U(G) =mr > il (2.3)
‘ ’ veV
where [G,v] € G* stands for the equivalence class of (G(v),v).
We shall say that a sequence of finite marked graphs (G,,) converges in Benjamini-Schramm

sense toward p € P(G®) if U(G,,) converges weakly to .

Unimodularity The neighborhood distribution U(G) satisfies a reversibility assumption called
unimodularity, see [3]. An edge-rooted marked graph (G, e) is a connected marked graph G with
a distinguished oriented edge e = (u,v) € V2 (we do not necessarily assume {u,v} € E). The
above isomorphisms for rooted marked graphs extend to edge-rooted marked graphs and we
may speak of unlabeled edge-rooted marked graphs. We denote by G", the set of unlabeled edge
locally finite marked graphs. The local topology extends to this setting as well. If G = (V, E,§)
is a connected marked graph and e = (u,v) € V2, let [G,e] denotes its associated unlabeled
edge-rooted marked graph. We then say that a probability measure p € P(G®) is unimodular if

for every non-negative measurable functions f on G°®, we have

/ > f([G0,0])dp(G,0]) = / > F((G.v,9)du((G, ). (2.4)
veV veV
It is in fact necessary and sufficient to check (2.4) for functions f such that f(G,u,v) = 0 unless

{u,v} € Eg, see [3, Proposition 2.2]. This equivalent property is called involution invariance.

Edge-rooting If p € P(G®) and E, deg(o) = [ deg(o)du([G,0]) € (0,00), we define its edge-

rooted version [ € P(g’) by the formula: for every measurable sets A on J’,

1

= T, deg(0) deg(o)E“ Z 1([G,0,v] € A)

v~o

fi(A) , (2.5)

where the sum is over all neighbors of 0 in G. Thanks to [3, Proposition 2.2], the unimodularity
of u (2.4) is equivalent to the invariance of [ by inverting the root edge. Observe that if
G = (V,E,§) is a finite graph, then by definition of U(G),

- 1
U(G) = 3B Z (O1Gu0) + 9(G,0u]) -
e={u,w}eFE

Hence, U (GQ) corresponds to the law of the edge-rooted graph (G, p), where the edge is sampled

uniformly at random.
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Finite-depth neighborhood and invariance For integer h > 0, we denote by Gy C G°,
the subset of unlabeled rooted marked graph such that g. = gp, for all > h: that is unlabeled
rooted marked graphs which are contained in the ball of radius & from the root. If u € P(G*®), we
denote by up € P(Gp) its image by the map g — gp,. Similarly, for integer h > 1 for (G, p) € Ge,
p = (0,0"), we define (G, p);, as its restriction to the (h — 1)-neighborhood around {o,0'} (in
other words, (G, p)p, is the restriction to the ball of radius h centered at a fictitious vertex in
the middle of {o,0'}). We define P(gﬁ) similarly.

We will say that p € P(Gp) is invariant if (2.4) holds for all f such that f(G,u,v) = 0
unless {u, v} is an edge and f(G,u,v) is measurable with respect to (G, u,v),. For € P(G*),
being unimodular is equivalent to py invariant for all A > 1 (in (2.4), functions with bounded
support are dense). Similarly, we will say that v € P(gﬁ) is invariant if v = [i for some invariant
)

Random labeling As we have seen, unlabeled rooted graphs give the proper setup for defining
the Benjamini-Schramm convergence. Rooted labeled graphs are however more convenient than
unlabeled rooted graphs to do computations. We now define a randomized canonical labeling of

graphs which appeared notably in [12, 11]. We define the set of finite integer sequences as
N/ = UpsoNF (2.6)

where NO = {0} and N = {1,2,...,} by convention. Let (G,0) be a random rooted marked
graph. The law of [G, o] is denoted by p € P(G®). We perform the breadth-first search tree on
the unmarked graph G started at the root o, where ties between vertices are broken uniformly
at random and independently of (G, 0). This defines a random marked graph (G’,0) on a subset
of N/ whose law depends only the equivalence class of (G,0): a vertex at distance k from the
root receives a label in N¥_if (iy,...,i,_1) is the label of its parent in the search tree, it has the
label (i1,...,ix_1,7) if it is the j-th offspring of its parent in the random ordering. We call this
random rooted marked graph, the uniform labeling of p € P(G*®).

The same construction can be performed for edge-rooted graphs (G, p), p = (01, 02), with
two copies N x Nf. Indeed, we perform the breadth-first search tree by starting from two seeds
(01,02): we start with the neighbors of 0; different from o0y, then the neighbors of 0o, which have
not been seen before and so on. This defines the uniform labeling of v € P(G®).

In the sequel, when the choice of the root is clear, we will often omit the root and write G
in place of (G, o) or (G, p).

2.3 Entropy for marked graphs
2.3.1 Graphs with colors and reals marks

In this subsection, we define an entropy associated to the Benjamini-Schramm topology for

rooted weighted graphs when the weights are taken in Z = B x R¥ where B is a finite set (which
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can be thought as the set of ”colors”, which will later allow us to include traffic distributions
of several matrices, the set B being then the set of indices of these matrices). This notion of
entropy is obtained by using microstates, or rather in a probabilistic terminology, by establishing
a large deviation principle for a sequence of random weighted graphs. When Z is a finite set
such results have been established in [23, 31, 11].

We consider an involution * on B. To avoid technicalities, we consider an involution on R
which comes from a signed involution on coordinates. More precisely, we fix some € € {—1,1}*
and a permutation 7 € Sy, such that for all i € {1,...,k}, 72(i) = i and gi€rs) = 1. Then for
x = (x1,...,x)) We set

(1, k)" = (E127(1), - - - > ERT7 (k) )- (2.7)

The most relevant examples are * = x, on C ~ R? the complex conjugate z* = Z and on R?,
(z1,22)* = (w2, 1) (this choice allows to represent marks on vertices as marks on edges). These
involutions on B and R¥ extend as an involution on Z = B x R* defined as (b, z)* = (b*, z*).

Let G = (V,E,€) be a (possibly random) marked graph on the mark set Z = B x R¥. We
denote by G° = (V, E,£°) the marked graph with mark set B obtained from G = (V, E,¢) by
setting £%(u,v) = b if £(u,v) = (b, x). The same constructions extend to rooted marked graphs.
By construction, if u € P(G*(Z)), we denote by u° € P(G*(B)) the push-forward of u by the map
(G,0) — (G° 0). Similarly, for i € P(G*(Z)), its push-forward is denoted by i® € P(G*(B)).
By construction, we have E oDeg(o) = E,Deg(o)(- x R¥).

2.3.2 Entropy associated to a partially given average marked degree

Graphs with a partially given average marked degree We start by considering marked
graphs such that their edge counting measure restricted to B is given. To this end, we consider
d € [0,00)" and let (m,) be a sequence in ZZ such that for all b € B,

lim mn (b)
n—o00 n

= d(b), (2.8)

and which satisfies (2.2) for every b € B. We set
d=>_d(b).
b

Let V,, = {1,...,n}. The set of marked graphs on V,, with mark set Z whose edge counting

measure is m, when restricted to B is denoted by
Gnm, = 1G = (Va, Eg, &) : Va = Vyu,ma({b} x R¥) = m,,(b) for all b € B}, (2.9)

We denote by gg,mn the set of simple marked graphs on the mark set B whose edge-counting
measure is m,. It is also the image of G,m, by the map G — G (recall the definition in
section 2.3.1). The dependency in B is implicit. The sets ngn and G, m, are non-empty iif
m, < n(n—1)/2.
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Randomly marked graph We next define a random graph G,, = (V,,, E,,,&,,) taking value
in Gy, m, as follows. Let v, = (y,.5)eB be a collection of probability measures on RF which are

s-invariant in the sense that for every b € B and every Borel set A C R¥,
Yn,b(A) = Y- (A"). (2.10)

The graph G° = (V,,, E,,,£9) is sampled uniformly on gg,mn. Then, independently for each
edge e = {u,v} € E, with u < v and £°(u,v) = b, we sample a weight &,(u,v) in {b} x R¥
according to the probability distribution ~,, ;. Finally, we set &,(v,u) = &,(u,v)*. Note that
since 7, is *-invariant, any deterministic choice of the ordering (u,v) or (v, u) leads to the same
distribution for GG,,. We assume that there exists a collection of probability measures v = (7 )pen
such that for all b € B, and all Borel sets A C R¥,

Jim 5 (A) = 76(A). (2.11)

LDP for random graphs We may now state our main result on the large deviation principle

for the sequence of random graphs (Gy,).

Theorem 2.1 (Entropy with a given average marked degree). For every integer number h > 1,
U(Gp)n and U(Gy), satisfy a LDP on P(Gr) and P(JE) with rate n and good rate func-
tions X q(p, h) and i%d(u, h) respectively. Moreover U(Gy) and U(Gy) satisfy a LDP on
P(G*) and P(G*) with rate n and good rate function Y, a(p) = limy, X, g(pn, h) and i%d(u) =
limy, i%d(uh, h).

The precise expression for X;(u, h) and id(u, h) is defined below when p and v satisfy some
admissibility conditions. We conjecture that the entropy is infinity otherwise. We shall call
these functions the vertex and edge entropies associated to the pair (v, d). Note that their limits

as h goes to infinity are well defined by monotonicity.

Definition of the entropy If G = (V,FE,£) is a (possibly random) marked graph on the mark
set Z = BxRF, we denote by Gy = (V, E,&,) the random marked graph obtained as follows. We
have pr =G = (V,E,£%). Given G, e = {u,v} € E and an independent choice of orientation
(u,v), for £%(u,v) = b, we set &, (u,v) = (b,y.), where the variables (ye)ecp are independent and
ye has distribution 7. Finally, we set &, (v,u) = &, (u,v)*. Note that since 7 is *-invariant, the
choice of the orientation is irrelevant.

We denote by Dxri,(plg) = [ dp(z)In(dp(z)/dq(z)) the relative entropy between two proba-
bility measures p, ¢, which we also write Dkr,(X|Y) if X has law p and Y law q.

Definition 2.2 (Admissible neighborhood). For h > 1, a measure i € P(Gp) is admissible if it

satisfies the following conditions:

(C1) p is invariant,
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(C2) w is supported on marked trees,

(C3) E, deg(o) Indeg(o) < oo,

We further say that p is (v, d)-admissible if it is admissible and
(C4) EyoDeg(o) = d.

(C5) Dx1(G|Gy) < oo, where G is the uniform labeling of p.

We say that p is d-admissible if it is admissible and satisfies (C4). Similarly, we say that
S P(g;:) is admissible if there exists p € P(Gy) admissible such that [i = v and (v,d)-

admissible if we further have that

(C4°) €%p) has law d(-)/d and, if h > 2, d, = (E, deg(o)~")"! > d,
(C5°) Dx1(G|G.) < oo where G is the uniform labeling of v.
We say that v is d-admissible if it is is admissible and satisfies (C}’).

We note that if the support of 7 is a finite set, then condition (C5) is satisfied when assump-
tions (C1)-(C2)-(C3) hold, see [23, Lemma 5.10] and [31, Lemma 4].

We are ready for the definition of the entropy. In general, the vertex entropy X 4(pt, h) and
the edge-entropy i%d(u, h) will be defined as limits in the proof of Theorem 2.1. For p € P(G})

which is (v, d)-admissible, we have an explicit finite expression:

E’y,d(:u’ h) EO (M h) + E*y d(:u’ h)v (212)
where ¥9 and E}% 4 are defined as follows. If u € P(G}) is (7, d)-admissible, we set
CZ - =
2 a(p, h) = Dki(GIG,) — 5 Dxu(GlGy), (2.13)

where G and G are the randomly labeled rooted marked graphs with laws p and [ respectively.
We shall check that if u is (v, d)-admissible, [ is (7, d)-admissible and thus DKL(C_}’\Gy) < 00
Hence, the above difference (2.13) is well defined if p is (7, d)-admissible.

Recall the definition of the Shannon entropy and conditional Shannon entropy for random

variables X,Y on a finite set:

Z]P’ 2)InP(X = z) and H(X|Y) = Z]P’ =) InP(X = z|]Y =y).

If p e P(Gr(B)) is d-admissible, we set

£(. ) = ~H(GI(C)1) + SH(GI(@)1) + Dce(Deac(0)|N). (214)

where G and G are the uniform labeling of 11 and i respectively and Ny is a multivariate Poisson
variable (Ng(b))pep where (Ng(b))pep are independent and for every b € B, Ny4(b) has distribution
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Poi(d(b)). Otherwise, we set XJ(u, h) = co. For a very interesting alternative expression of %9
with only non-negative terms involving relative entropies, see the recent work [44] and Remark
3.7 below.

If 4 € P(G}) is not (7, d)-admissible then we conjecture that X, 4(u, h) = co. We will prove
this claim under a small extra condition on pu, see Lemma 2.3 below.

Similarly, for v € P(gﬁ) which is (v, d)-admissible, we also define the edge-entropy associated
to (v,d) as

Sya(v,h) = S90° k) + 5L 4, h), (2.15)

where 30 and %! are defined as follows. For integer number h > 1, if v € P(gﬁ), we consider
the element of 7 € P(Gp_,) defined, for A measurable set of Gp_,, by

liGo),_1ca
V(A) = d,E, | ——2=
o) = 4.5, 152052
where o is the origin vertex of the root edge p and d,, = (E, deg(o)~!)~1. If h = 1, © is trivial

since G§ has a unique element. Finally, we set
7= i(d) = (1 — p)do + Py, (2.16)

with p = d/d, and 0 is the rooted graph with a single vertex. For h > 2, this is a probability
measure if and only if d,, > d.
For u € P(G*) with finite positive expected degree, we denote by i € P(G*®), its sized-biased
version defined for A measurable set of G® as
[(A) = E[de%(o)l(G € A)]
[deg(0)]

We set i
5L 4w, h) = §DKL(é!év) — dDkL(G|G,) + DxL(G|G,),

where G, G and G are the uniform labeling of 7, € P(Gy_,) and v respectively. Note that for
h=1,

- d -
E,1y7d(1/, 1) = §DKL(G‘G’Y)

If v € P(G?(B)) is d-admissible, we set

S4(v,h) = —gH(él(éh) +dH(G|(G)1) — H(G|(G)1) + Dkr(Degg(0)|Na),

where G, G and G are the uniform labeling of v, v € P(Gy_,) and v respectively. Finally Ny is
the multivariate Poisson random variable as above. Otherwise, v is not d-admissible and we set
ig(u, h) = occ.

Again, we conjecture that ¥, 4(v,h) = oo if v is not (v, d)-admissible. Here is our partial
result in this direction. We say that ;. € P(G}) is well-behaved if for any 1 < k < h—1 such that
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Di1L((G)k|(G4)k) < oo we also have Dxp,((G)x|(G-)x) < oo. For example if the vertex degree
deg(o) under p has bounded support then p is well-behaved. Similarly, v € P(gﬁ) is well-behaved
if for any 1 < k < h — 1 such that Dkp((G)x|(G~)x) < co we also have Dkp,((G)x|(G4)k) < o0
where G, G and G are the uniform labeling of v, € P(Gp_,) and v respectively.

Lemma 2.3 (Infinite entropy). For every integer number h > 1, if u € P(Gp) is either not d-
admissible or well-behaved and not (v, d)-admissible then ¥ 4(p, h) = oo. Similarly, if v € P(é;)

is either not d-admissible or well-behaved and not (v, d)-admissible then i%d(u, h) = .

Finally, we remark that the entropy is lower-semi-continuous but not continuous on P(G*),

even when restricted to admissible measures, see [23, Proposition 5.14].

2.3.3 Entropy associated to a partially given marked degree distribution

We now extend the results of the previous paragraph to marked graphs on Z = B x R* with
a given marked degree sequence on B. Let m be a probability measure on fo_ and D with
distribution . As above, we set ED = d and d = 5", d(b). We will assume d(b) = d(b*) for all
b € B and support of 7 finite. We next consider a sequence (D,,),, with D,, = (D, (v))yev, and
Dy, (v) € Z8 such that for all k € Z%,

lim ~ > UDn(v) = k) = n(k). (2.17)
v=1

n—oo n

Setting m,, = Y, D, (v) we assume that m,, satisfies (2.2) and that D,, is uniformly bounded,
that is for 8 > 0, >, Dyp(v;b) < 0 for all v € Vj, and integer number n > 1. Under these

assumptions, we have for all b € B,

im ™20 _ ),

n—oo n

The set of Z-marked graphs on V,, whose B-marked degree sequence is D, is
gn,Dn = {G = (VG7EG7£G) : VG = VnyDegG(U)(' X Rk) = Dn(v) for all v € VTL}

This is a subset of G, i, defined in (2.9) which is not empty for all n large enough.

We now define a random graph H, = (Vj,, Ey,,&,) on G, p, as follows. The graph HY =
(Viy En, &) is sampled uniformly on Qg’ p,- Then, independently and independently for each edge
e = {u,v} € E, with u < v and £°(u,v) = b, we sample a weight &,(u,v) in {b} x RF according
to the probability distribution 7, ; defined as in (2.10). Finally, we set &,(v,u) = &,(u,v)*. Note
that since +, is *-invariant, any deterministic choice of the ordering (u,v) or (v, u) leads to the
same distribution for H,,.

We say that u € P(G}) is (v, 7) admissible if it is (v, d) admissible and Deg®(0) has law 7

under p. The vertez-entropy associated to (v, ) is

YO (ul, h) + Z}hd(,u, h) if w is (v, 7)-admissible

o0 otherwise,

E%W(:uv h) = {
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where E}y,d is defined as above. For p € P(Gp(B)) satisfying 4 = m and conditions (C1)-(C2)-
(C3), we set

21, h) = ~H(GI(C)) + SHGIO))

where G and G are the uniform labeling of p and [ respectively. Similarly, the next theorem is
the analog of Theorem 2.1 for U(H,,).

Theorem 2.4 (Entropy with a partially given marked degree sequence). Let 7 be a probability
measure omn Z_‘i with finite support and average d € (0,00)8. For any integer number h > 1,
U(Hy,)p satisfies a LDP on P(Gy) with rate n and good rate function ¥ (p, h). Moreover
U(H,) satisfies a LDP on P(G*) with rate n and good rate function ¥ r(p) = limy, X (1n, h).

There is also a LDP for U (Hy)n but we have omitted the explicit expression for the sake
of concision (see the proof of Theorem 2.4). When 7 = ¢4 is a Dirac mass at d € Z?_ with
d =3, d(b) and d(b*) = d(b). Then the entropy has a particularly nice expression. Indeed,
there is a unique admissible u° € P(G*(B)) such that (u%); = J4: this the (Dirac mass at the)
deterministic infinite d-regular tree where each vertex u has exactly d(b) neighbors v such that

£(u,v) = b. In this case, we thus have X°(u°, h) = 0 for all  which are (-, 7)-admissible.

2.4 Entropy associated to marked Erdés-Rényi random graphs

We finally consider a model of random graphs with independent edges. We take Z = R¥ without

loss of generality for this model. Let d,, be a sequence of positive real numbers such that

lim d, =d > 0.

n—o0

We also consider a sequence of *-invariant probability measures (7,)neny on R¥ such that for
every Borel sets A C R”,

lim v, (A) = ~(A),
where 7 is a probability measure on R¥. We consider the random marked graph G', = (V,,, E,,, &)
on the vertex set V,, = {1,...,n} where each edge {u,v} of the complete graph is present
independently with probability min(d,/n,1) and &,(u,v) = &,(v,u)* receives an independent
mark with distribution ~,.

For § > 0, we set j; to be the entropy for the mean degree:

ja(6) = % (dln (%l) +d- 5) .

We have the following corollary of Theorem 2.1. In the statement below X ; denotes the

rate function which appears in Theorem 2.1 (when B is reduced to a singleton).

Theorem 2.5. For any integer number h > 1, U(G),), satisfies a LDP on P(Gy) with rate
n and good rate function 25}}(#, h) = ¥ s5(u, h) + ja(6) where 6 = E, deg(o) (if 6 = oo then
EE}}(M, h) = o0). Moreover U(GY,) satisfies a LDP on P(G®) with rate n and good rate function

EE%(,u) = limy, EEE(MM h). ES’%(#) has a unique minimizer.

19



The minimizer of E‘El}(,u) is described in Lemma 2.6.

2.5 Global minimizer of the entropy

For discrete marks, [23, 31, 11, 44] gave a precise description of the unique minimizer pu(p) of
the entropy given a d-admissible neighborhood p € P(Gp(B)):

inf{X5(x) : p € P(G*(B)), . = p} = Zg(u(p)).

That is, there is a unique and explicit measure P(G®(B)) which minimizes the entropy given the
law of its h-neighborhood. We will not extend these developments for our more general marked
space Z = B x R* here. We will simply prove that there is a unique global minimizer that we
describe now.

If 7 is a probability measure on Z?_ with non-zero expectation d = ED = ), kn(k) € Z?_
such that d(b) = d(b*) for all b € B. For b € B such that d(b) > 0, we define the size-biased law
T € fo_ by the formula
(k) = (ke + 1327b()k + 16*),
where 1, € Z% is the vector 1,(c) = 1(b = ¢). As in [23, Section 4.4], the unimodular Galton-

Watson tree with degree distribution 7 is the random B-marked rooted tree G® where the root

has marked degree Deg(o) with distribution 7. Then, recursively and independently, any vertex
v # o such that &(u,v) = b, where u is the parent of v, produces offspring according to the
distribution 7. Finally, we denote by UGW (v, 7) the law of the Z-marked rooted tree G = G?Y

where GY is as above.

Lemma 2.6 (Minimizer of the entropy). For any integer number h > 1 and p € P(G}), we
have ¥ (p, h) = 0 if and only if p = UGW (v, 7). Similarly EE%(% h) = 0 if and only if
w=UGW(v,Poi(d)), where Poi(d) is the multivariate Poisson distribution with mean d.

3 Proofs of Theorem 2.1, Theorem 2.4 and Theorem 2.5

3.1 Discrete marks

We start by establishing the LDP for U(G%) and U(G?), that is the case of marked graphs where
the mark set B is finite.

Proposition 3.1. For any integer number h > 1, U(GY), and U(GY),, satisfy a LDP on
P(Gr(B)) and P(g_;'L(B)) with rate n and good rate functions 9(u, h) and ig(u, h).

We start with a simple lemma on the law of the mark of the root edge under fi.

Lemma 3.2. Let p € P(G®) such that E,Deg(o) = d, d = Y, d(b) € (0,00). Then, under i,
&(p) has law d(-)/d. Moreover, for every integer number k > 1,

By(deg(o) = k) = k:IP’u(degSo) = k:)
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Proof. Let B be a measurable subset of the mark space Z. For the first claim, we apply
(2.5) to A = {&(p) € B} and use E, deg(o) = d. For the second claim, we apply (2.5) to
A = {deg(o) = k}. O

We split the proof of this proposition in two parts: the case of U(G?) and the case of U(G2).

The latter is a consequence of known results.

Proof of Proposition 3.1 : the case U(GY). The statement on U(GY)j, is contained in [11, Theo-
rem 4.11] which follows itself from [31, Theorem 3| together with a simplification of the formulas
appearing in [23, 31] thanks to the introduction of the random labeling of an unlabeled rooted
graph, see [11, Equation (4.8)]. More precisely, it follows from these references that U(G2)j,
satisfies a LDP with good rate function on P(G;(B)):

—H(G) + gH(é) +og(p), if pis admissible and E,Deg(o) = d

. (3.1)
00 otherwise,

Jd(:uv h) = {
where G and G are uniform labeling with law p and ji respectively and

d. - d(b) -
oq(p) = E,In(deg(o)!) — 3 Ind — Z 5 In(d(b)) +d.
beB
We finally show that Jg(u,h) = X, 4(p, h) Indeed, writing H(G) = H(G|Gy) + H(G1) and
H(G) = H(G|G,) + H(G1) we find that

T ) = ~H(GIG) + SH(GIGy) ~ H(Gr) + SH(G) + auln). (32)

By Lemma 3.2, we have
dH(Gy) ==Y _d(b)Ind(b) + dInd.
beB
By [11, Lemma 2.4], we have

H(G1) = H(Degg(0)) — Y E,In(Deg(o;b)!) + E, In(deg(o)!).
beB

Finally, if Ny is as in the definition (2.14) of %(u, h) and D is a random variable on Z5 with
ED = d, then we observe that

- . P(D = 6)
Dt (DINg) = 522 R0 =0 (=)

= —H(D)+d—Y_d(b)In(d(b)) + Y _Eln(D(b)!). (3.3)

beB beB

Putting together these equations, we find that

~H(G) + SH(G) + oa(i) = Dia (Do) No)

and we obtain the claimed formula: Jq(u, h) = X, q(p, h). O
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Remark 3.3 (Expression of the entropy with unlabeled graphs). Following the same proof and
using the above references [31, 11], it also possible to write the same expression for Eg(u, h) with

unlabeled marked graphs. More precisely if ji is admissible and E,Deg(o) = d, we have
d = =
Sau, k) = —H(G|G1) + S H(GI(G)1) + Dxr.(Degg(0)|Na)-

where G and G are unlabeled rooted marked graphs with laws p and fi. In this case, we simply
have H((G)1) = H(Degg(0)).

We now turn to the proof of the LDP for U(G,,)s. We start with the existence of the LDP.

Lemma 3.4. Let h > 1 be an integer. U(GP)), satisfies a LDP on P( q}'L(B)) with good rate
function
Ja(v, h) = nf{Sq(n, h) : p € P(G°(B)), ji = v}.

Proof. If G = (V,E,¢€) is a finite weighted graph with |E| = m, |V| = n, for any bounded

continuous function f : Gp — R,

GEnN) =53 S S(Gue) = S=UGH()
ueV v{uv}elr
with
F(Gr0) = 3" 1(Go,0).
The function g — u(f) is not necessarily continuous for the weak topology (as f may be un-
bounded). However, for any ¢t > 0, on D; = {u € P(G}(B)) : for all b, E,Deg(o;b) In(Deg(o;b)) <
t}, the function g — u(f) is continuous.

We note also that X9(u, h) > %9(u, 1) = Dxr(Deg(0)|Ng). Since nlnn < In(n!) + Cn for all
integers n > 1 and H(Deg(0)) is uniformly bounded over all u such that E,Deg(o) = d (see for
example [23, Lemma 5.5]), we deduce that inf,¢p, X9(u, h) > inf,¢p, Dkr(Deg(o)|Ng) diverges
as t — oo since the last term in the right hand side of (3.3) does. From the contraction principle
in its extended version, see [32, Theorem 4.2.23], we deduce that U(G,,)y satisfies a LDP with
good rate function Jy(v, h) = inf{X9(u, h) : ji = v} as requested. O

In view of Lemma 3.4, we need to prove that Jy = ig. We start with a preliminary lemma.

Recall the definition of 7 = ©(d) in (2.16).

Lemma 3.5. For every integer number h > 2 and pu € P(G}) with E deg(o) = d, the distribution
[i is equal to pp_1. If v € P(Gr) is invariant and is such that £(p) has law d/d under v and
d, > d, then E;Deg(o) = d.

Proof. We start with the first claim and set v = fi. We start by observing for any integer number

k>,
1 kP, (deg(o) = k)

P,(deg(o) = k) = =B, > 1(deg(o) = k) = :

v~o
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Therefore,

I 1 = P,(deg(0) =k) P, (deg(0) > 0)
7= () = T = R 4

Recall the definition of 7 above (2.16). For any measurable event A C G;_,, since v is supported

k=1

on graphs with deg(o) > 0,

P(A) = d,E, (”G"’“dfgf‘(‘j;g(°’>°> - %x, <§Nj %W) = % 2 (An{deg(0) > 0))
It follows that & is equal to the distribution of pj,_1 conditioned on {deg(o) > 0}. In particular,
p=d/d, =P,(deg(o) > 0) and pp_1 = (1 — p)do + pdy = v as requested in the first claim.

For the second claim, since v is invariant, v = [ for some invariant p € P(Gy). Let p be
equal to p conditioned on {deg(o) > 0}. Note that u(q) = (1 —q)dg+qu’ with 0 < g < 1 satisfies
fi(g) = v and, from (3.4), E,, deg(0) = qd,. Since d, > d, E,, deg(o) = d for ¢ = d/d,,. For
such ¢, let d’ = E, g Deg(o). From the first claim, we have E;Deg(o) = d’. However Lemma 3.2
implies that d’ = d. O

A final lemma will be useful.

Lemma 3.6. Let h > 1 and k > 1 be integers and i € P(Gy). Let G,é be uniform labeling
with laws p and fi and GO be the (h — 1)-neighborhood of the origin vertex of the root-edge of
G. Then G2 is the uniform labeling of ju,—1. In particular, conditioned on {deg(0) = k}, the
distributions of (G)p—1 and G©) are equal. Similarly, conditioned on {deg(o) =k}, if (1,...,k)

are the neighbors of the root-vertex o, the distributions of (G,0,1), and G are equal.

Proof. Let B C Gp_, and k > 1. We apply (2.5) to A = {[G,0] € B} N {deg(o) = k} and get
P(G© € A,deg(o) = k) = kP((G)h_1 € A,deg(o) = k)/d. We finally use Lemma 3.2. For the
proof of the second claim we take A = {[G, p|, € B} N {deg(o) = k}. O

We are now ready to prove the second claim of Proposition 3.1.

Proof of Proposition 3.1 : the case U(G2). By Lemma 3.4, U(G2)}, satisfies a LDP on P( #}’L(B))

with good rate function
Ja(v.h) = mf{q(u, h) : p € P(GR(B)), ji = v}.

Our goal is therefore to show that Jy(v, h) = ( h).

If h > 2, from the definition of 7, d, = (E (deg( ) ™))t = Es(deg(o)). Let u € P(Gr(B)).
By Lemma 3.5, if ji = v and E,,[deg(0)] = d then ji = ¥ is the law up,_1 conditioned on {deg(o) >
0}. In particular, d, = d/P,(deg(o) > 0). It follows that d,, > d otherwise Jy(v,h) = co. If
dy, > d, it follows from Lemma 3.5, that all u € P(G(B)) such that Edeg(o) = d and ji = v
have the same marginal distribution on ball of radius (h — 1): up—1 = v. Also by Lemma 3.2,
under v, £(p) has law d/d.
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We deduce that if v is not admissible or if d, < d (for h > 2) or if £°(p) has not law d/d then
J:l(y, h) = co. Hereafter, we may and shall restrict ourselves to v admissible, so that d, = d
and £°(p) has law d/d. When v is admissible and, by [23, Lemma 5.10] and [31, Lemma 4],
Eg(u, h) < oo for all p admissible such that fi = v. We start with the lower bound of Jy by ig

and prove an even stronger statement: for every d-admissible p such that i = v,
(. h) > S, h). (3.5)

Let G,G,G be uniform labeling of p, fi and 7 = v. Writing H(X|f(X)) = H(X) — H(f(X)),
the lower bound (3.5) is equivalent to
H(G) — dH(G)n1) + H((G)n-1),

H(G) - H(G)

N

d
2

Let Hy(-) denote the conditional entropy given {deg(o) = k} and let w(k) = P,(deg(o) = k).
We write H(G) = H(degg(0)) + H(G|degi(0)) = H(degg(0)) + > _p»y m(k)Hi(G) and similarly
for H(G) = H(degs(0)) + H(G] deg(0)). We deduce that (3.5) is equivalent to

> (k) (Hi(G) = kHL(G) + (k ~ DH((G)r) ) <O,

k>1

where we have used Lemma 3.2 and Lemma 3.6. Let (1,...,k) be the neighbors of o in G with
p = (0,1) and let G; be the edge-rooted graph ((_j, 0,1). Similarly, we set G; = (G, 0,1),. The
rooted marked graph G is in bijection with the k-tuple (G1,...,Gy). In particular

Hy(G) = Hy((G)n—1) + He(G(G)n-1) = Hr((G)n-1) + He((G1, -, Gp)|(G)n-1)
k
< Hil((G)n-1) + ) H(Gil(G)n-v)- (3.6)
i=1
Also, by exchangeability and by Lemma 3.6, G; and G; have the same distribution. Using
exchangeability and Lemma 3.6 again, we write

k k

kH(G) =Y H(Gi) = kHp((G)n1) + Y H(Gi|(G)n-1)-
i=1 =1

It concludes the proof of (3.5). For the upper bound, we observe that (3.6) is an equality if and
only if (Gy,...,Gy) are independent conditioned (G)n—1 and deg(o) = k. This characterizes
uniquely a measure y and it is immediate to check that this measure is admissible. It concludes
the proof. O

3.2 Proof of Theorem 2.1 : existence of the LDP

In this subsection, we establish that U(G,,) satisfies a LDP. By a projective limit, we will prove

that it is a consequence of Proposition 3.1 for finite mark sets.
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Quantization of marks. We first describe a natural quantization of R¥ into bins. Fix
a mesh size 6 > 0 and a window size k > 0 with /0 integer. The quantization is a map
{3 RF — (02N -k, £))F U {w} with w € RF\(6Z)* is any default value such that w* = w.
Assume first that k = 1. For |z| > K, we set {z}§ = w. For 0 < z < &, we set {z}§ = |x/6]d.
If —k <2 <0, weset {z}§ = —{—a}5. On RF, we set {(z1,...,24)}§ = ({z1}§,..., {za}s).
Finally, if /3 is not an integer, we set {z}§ = {2}§ with ' = §[r/5].

We fix a non-increasing function  : (0, 1] — (0, 00) such that

(%1_% K(6) = oo.

We set
L = (020 [—k(0), k(6)F U{w} and Z°=Bx L’

Note that the involution * defined in (2.7) acts on L°. The marked space Z° is thus also equipped
with a compatible involution.

If G = (V,E,€) is a marked graph on the mark set Z, we define G = (V, E, &%) as the
marked graph on the mark set Z° obtained by setting for e = {u,v} € E, & (u,v) = {£(u,v)}§.

Projective system. We set A = {277 : i € N}. The set A is totally ordered with the
mesh order < defined as § < ¢ if &' < 6. Moreover, if § < ¢ there is a natural projection
pss from marked graphs with mark set 2% to marked graphs with mark set Z9 by setting
pser (G) = G°. These projections define a projective system in the sense that D516 © Poy5s = D165
for 61 < dy = 03 (because d2/d3 and 071/ are integers). These projections extend to G*(Z) and
G*(29%) the locally finite unlabeled rooted marked graphs on the mark sets Z and Z°. For the
local topology, we can identify G*(Z) with the projective limit of the sets (G*(Z%))sea, that is
sequence (gs)sea such that gs € G*(2%) and gs = pss/(gs) for all § < &', see [32, Section 4.6].
Indeed, for any z € Z, |z| < §[k(5)/d] for all § small enough (for the usual order) and thus

k(0
2 — {2596 <,

where |z|o = max; |z;| is the L>®-norm on R*. Note that the projections pss are continuous on
G*(2%).

The projective system extends to P(G*(Z)) and P(G*(2%)) equipped with the local weak
topology. For u € P(G*(Z)), we denote by u® € P(G*(Z2°)) the push forward of u by the map
g — ¢°, that is the law of (G?,0) where (G, 0) has law p.

Large deviation for the projections. Recall that G,, = (V,,, E,,, &) € Gpm,, is our random
graph. We denote by GO = (V,, E,, &) its quantized version. The edge counting measure of G?
is given for z € 2% by

mi(z) = > W& (u,v) =2)+ 1 (v,u) =2).

e={u,v}€b,
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By construction, for every b € B,

> mp(b.0) = ma(h).
leL’
For | € L\{w}, we set B} = [l; +0) x --- x [l + ). Similarly, we set B, = B, = {x €
R* : |z|oo = K(0)}. Forl € L% b € B and an edge e = {u,v} € E,, the probability that
€ (u,v) = (b,1) given {£2(u,v) € {b} x RF} is equal to 72717(1) = vn5(BY). We set

(1) = w(BY).

By assumption (2.11),
lim ’Yg,b(l) = ().

n—o0

If b # b*, the law of the vector md(b,-) = (m(b,1)),crs is a multinomial distribution with
parameters (m,,(b), (’Yz,b(l))leLé))' If b = b*, the law of the vector m?(b,-)/2 is a multinomial
distribution with parameters (m,,(b)/2, (’yz’b(l)) iers))- Let P(L?) be the set of probability mea-
sures on L° (equipped with the weak topology). It follows from Sanov’ Theorem that, as n — oo,
m® (b, -)/m,, (b) satisfies a large deviation principle in P(L°) with speed m,,(b)/2%=t* and good

rate function

Dxr(vl) =Y v(l)In

leL’

see e.g. [32, Theorem 2.10]. From (2.8), the vector md (b, -)/n satisfies a large deviation principle

n

on Rf with speed n and good rate function

1 o(l) . _
3,0) = { s 2000 In gapery if 35,0(1) = d(b)

00 otherwise.

Moreover, the vectors (mS(b,1)),czs are independent for different values of b € B since the marks
were chosen independently. Hence, the vector (m®(z)/n) .cz¢s satisfies a large deviation principle

s in Rfé with speed n and good rate function given by

L 0(2) . s B o
Ij(a) _ )2 Ez:(b,l)egs 9(2)In FORHO) if forallbe B, z € 2°, >7,09(b,1) = d(b) and d(z*) = 0(2)
o0 otherwise.

Given the random vector (md(z)),czs, the random graph G? is uniform on G In other

S .
n,my

words, Gfl is a mixture of uniform measures on G Writing explicitly the dependence in the

n,mg, -
marked set, U(G2) is a random element in P(G*(Z°)). For integer number h > 1, it follows
from Biggins [21, Theorem 5(b)] and Proposition 3.1, that U(G?)), satisfies a large deviation

principle in P(G*(2?)) with speed n and good rate function given, for u € P(Gs(Z2°)), by

S5 k) = inf {331, ) + 150) }
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where the infimum is over all 0 € Rfé. Now by Proposition 3.1, $9(u, h) = oo unless E,Deg(0) =
0. We deduce that
Sa(us h) = 53(u, h) + I5(0), (3.7)

with 0 = [E,Deg(o).

Dawson-Gértner’s Theorem. It follows from Dawson-Gértner’s Theorem [32, Theorem
4.6.1] that for every integer number h > 1, U(G),); satisfies a large deviation principle with
good rate function

yalp, h) = sup Sy(u°, h) = lim SH(u°, h) (3.8)

0EA SeA

where the last equality comes from the fact that u — Zg(,ué ,h) increases as 6 € A goes to
zero because our choice of discretization is strictly increasing. Indeed, the topology on Z9 gets
finer as § goes to zero in A so that the volume of balls decreases with §, and hence the rate
functions Eg(,u‘s, h), which measure the volume of a small ball around p after projection in 2%,
increase with ¢ going to zero. We have for € P(G®), 3, 4(p) = limp, 00 £ a(, h) by another
application of Dawson-Gértner’s Theorem. This proves the existence of the LDP for U(G,,) in
Theorem 2.1.

The same argument carries over for U(G,). For h > 1, we find that U(GS)j, satisfies a LDP
with good rate function on P(,C’;,'L(Zé)) given by

S2(v,h) = 39(v, h) + I3(0), (3.9)

where under v, £(p) has law 0(-)/d.

3.3 Proof of Theorem 2.1 and Lemma 2.3 : the rate function

Let h > 1 and § € A be an integer. Our goal is to compute, for 1 € P(Gy(Z2)) and v € P( _)}'L(Z)),

— 1 6(,,0 3 — i S0/, ,0
Yy alp, h) = %1_1}(1) Yg(u®,h) and X, 4(v,h) = %1_1}(1) Y9, h)
where %) and ift are defined in (3.7) and (3.9). We may assume that p is d-admissible. Otherwise
Y4(p, h) = oo by using Proposition 3.1 and Lemma 2.3 for ¢ small enough. Similarly, we may

assume that v is d-admissible.

Formula for ¥%(u’, k) and ig(ﬁ,h). Recall that if G = (V, E,€) is a marked graph on
the mark set Z = B x R¥, we write £ = (£9,¢!), where £° is the mark on B and &' is the mark
on RF, that is €%(u,v) = b if £(u,v) = (b,x). Recall that we denote by G = (V, E, £°), the
corresponding B-marked graph. Beware that this notation should not be mistaken with the
quantized marked graph G° for ¢ € (0,1) defined in the previous subsection.

Let G and G be the uniform labeling of p and i respectively. In this subsection, the
distributions of G° and G° on labeled B marked graphs is denoted by p® and ji°. We shall

27



write E,[f(G)] and Eﬁ[f(é)] to insist on which graph, G or G, we take expectation. For g in
the support of u? with vertex set Vy and edge set F, let ,u; be the probability distribution of
(ﬁl(u,v)){u,v}eEg € (RF)Fs given G = ¢g. The choice of the orientation (u,v) of the edge {u,v}
is such that u is the parent of v (any other deterministic convention is possible). We define ﬁ;
for g € Q:’l in the support of i analogously.

Note that d = E 0Deg(0) = E,Deg(0)(- x R¥) by assumption. We set 2’ = E wDeg(o) €
(0,00)26. By construction, for (b,1) € Z°,9°(b,1) = E,Deg(o)({b} x BY). Since > ,0(b,1) = d(b),
we find, with o4 as in (3.1),

> 0, )y (D)

(b,ezs

_ o—d(deg(o))—%Eu S Inad (), (3.10)

ecEg:o€e

oys (deg(0)) + 19(0°) = oa(deg(o)) —

N =

where the last sum is over all edges e = {0, v} adjacent to the root o so that g (o0,v) = (be,x.)
with z, € Bl‘i. On the other hand, we have

H(GY) = Zuh S ub(B) b (BY), (3.11)

le(L%)Eyg

where the first sum is over all g in the support of 4, and for I = (I¢)eer € (L°)F, we have set

= X B} C (RME,

leFE

We next consider the random graph G, and use that G?Y = GY. We obtain the identity

H(G’) — H(G®) + D (G°1GY) = =D phle) Y. wy(B)In [T 7. 0)
le(L?)Ey e€ly
= — Z P(G° =g,z € Bl‘s)ln’yge(l)
g,l€eLd ecE,
= —E, > Iny) (L),
ecEqg

where at the last line, as in (3.10), for e = {u, v} oriented as (u, v), we have set {g(u,v) = (be, x,)
with z, € Bl‘i. If e = {u,v} € Eg, let us denote by G) the marked graph rooted at v obtained
by considering the connected component of v in the graph G when the edge {u, v} is removed.

We can rewrite the above expression as

H(G%) — H(G") + DKL(G5|G6) (3.12)
= _EN Z In ’Ybe Z Z lanb
ecEg:o€e UEVG v~0 e€EE (o)
Similarly,
H(G) =H(G) =) iiplg) D [g(B))Injig(BY)).
g le(L5)E9
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It follows that
H(G’) — H(G") + D1(G°|G) = —Ez Y Inp (L)

EEE@
Using the definition of /i in (2.5), we deduce that
d ~6 ~0 ~6 | _ 6
(@) - HE@) + D(@IE)) =3B, S Y mal)

veVg:v~o eiee(G,0,0),

:_%EN Z ln’Yge(ZE)_%EN Z Z ln’yge(le)—i— Z ln'}’ge(le)

ecEg:o€e vEVGw~o \e€E  (ov) e€E (vo)
1
=3B ), W ()-E, > Y oyl
ecEg:oce vGVG V0 eEE (o)

where at the last line, we have used the invariance of y (property (C1)).

Consequently, if we combine this last expression with (3.10) and (3.12), we deduce that
d -
a(n’,h) = Dxw(G°1GY) = 5 Dkw(GP1GY) + Xg(1°, 1), (3.13)

where we have used that X9(u°, h) = J4(u°, h) defined in (3.1) in Proposition 3.1.

The same argument gives
o d . - eel s "
S0, h) = 5DKL(Gﬂai) — dDkL(G°|GY) + Dki(G°|GY) + S5(1°, h). (3.14)

where G, G, G are uniform labeling of v, and v.

Convergence of relative entropy. = We next claim that

lim DkL(G°|GS) = Dxw(GIGy), (3.15)
lim DxL(G°|GY) = Dxw(G|G,), (3.16)
lim D ((G)°)(GY)°) = Dki(GIGY)). (3.17)

The proofs of (3.15)-(3.16)-(3.16) are identical and are consequences of a general result. Note
that the above limits could be infinite. We only prove (3.15). Using the notation of (3.11), we

write

DkL(G°|GY) ZN > uy(B)1

1e(Ls)E(9)

Zu (g [7g)-

where v, = ®geE( )Yeo(e) and ,u;’é, ’yg are the distributions on (Ls)®() defined by ,u;’&(l) =
,u;(Bl‘S) and 79 Y4(BY). Lemma 8.1 implies that for any fixed g,
%i_lg% Dir (i |79) = Dxr(pglg)-

Moreover, on A = {27% : i € N}, § — DKL(M;’J\’YS) is monotone (by the variational formula

(8.1) below). Thus, by monotone convergence, the claim (3.15) follows.
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Proof of Theorem 2.1.  All ingredients are gathered to conclude the proof of Theorem 2.1.
It remains to show that if u € P(G}) is (v, d)-admissible then X, 4(u, h) is given by (2.12) and
ifve P(JE) is (7, d)-admissible then i%d(u, h) is given by (2.15). We prove the latter. Recall
that X9(u’, h) < co. In particular, since ¥, 4(u, h) = limg X4(u®,h) > 0, the condition (C5),
Dx1,(G|G,) < oo and (3.15)-(3.16) imply that Dk, (G|G,) < oo (as otherwise ¥, 4(u, h) = —o0
from (3.13)). From (3.13)-(3.15)-(3.16), it gives the claimed formula. The argument is identical
for $(v, h). O

Proof of Lemma 2.3.  We have already checked that if 11 is not d-admissible then >, 4(u, h) =
oo. We should prove that if p is d-admissible, well-behaved and not (v, d)-admissible then
3..a(p, h) = co. Let G, G, G be uniform labeling of y, fi, i respectively. We have Dk (G|G,) =
oo by assumption. Let 1 < k < h be the largest k such that either Dy, ((G)r|(Gy)r) = oo or
D1 (Gl (G)x) = oo. Tf Dxp((G)rl(G)k) < oo then (3.13)-(3.15)-(3.16) applied to k gives
¥ a(pk, k) = oo. However, since the map p — py is continuous for the weak topology, the
contraction principle gives

Yyd(ps h) = Xy a(pk, k) = oo,

as requested. Otherwise Dkp,((G)x|(G)r) = oo and, by construction Dk1,((G)g—1/(GH)r-1) <
0. Since p is well-behaved, we have Dkr,((G)g—1|(G~)k—1) < oo. Then (3.14)-(3.15)-(3.16)-
(3.17) applied to k gives i%d(ﬁk, k) = co. By contraction, it implies i%d([j, h) = co. By Lemma

—

3.4, we further get ¥, q(u,h) > %, q(fi,h) = co. It concludes the proof that X, 4(u,h) = oo.
The same proof gives f‘,%d(l/, h) = oo if v is well-behaved and not (v, d)-admissible. O

Remark 3.7 (Alternative expression for ¥, 4(u, h)). The recent work [44] gives an alternative
formula of Xq(u°, h) as the sum of 2h relative entropies. Using their expression, our discretiza-
tion procedure and the general convergence of discretized relative entropies given by Lemma 8.1,

it should be possible to extend their formula to our setting with real marks.

3.4 Proof of Theorem 2.4

It follows from [31, Subsection 5.4] and [23, Section 6.1] that U(H?);, satisfies a LDP with good
rate function on P(Gy(B)), if p is admissible and Deg(o) has law 7 under p,

and Y9 (i1, h) = oo otherwise. We may then reproduce the above argument. We find that U (H?);,
satisfies a LDP with good rate function on P(Gp(Z2°)), if u is admissible and Deg®(0) has law
under u,

S0 (1, h) = S5, h) — S(r, 1).

Using Dawson-Gértner’s Theorem, U(H,,);, satisfies a LDP with good rate function:
Yy (1, h) = lim Zi(,u, h).
0—0
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Similarly, U (H?);, satisfies a LDP with good rate function
5 (v, h) = (v, h) — Ei(m, 1).

if v = ji for some p € P(G*(2%) which is (v, 7)-admissible. Otherwise, flfsm(u, h) = co. We may
then conclude as in the proof of Theorem 2.4. Note that in this case, since 7 has bounded support,
for any integer number 1 < k < h, DkL((G)x|(G4)r < oo implies that Dkp,((G)x|(GH)r < oo
where G, G are uniform labeling of y and fi. O

3.5 Proof of Theorem 2.5

Theorem 2.5 is an easy corollary of Theorem 2.1. The argument is given in [23, Section 6.3]. It
suffices to check that jg is the rate function for 2|E,|/n, the average degree in G}, and invoke

the large deviation principles for mixtures, Biggins [21, Theorem 5(b)]. O

3.6 Proof of Lemma 2.6

We first assume that - has a finite support. Then the lemma is a consequence of [11, Lemma 4.10)
(see also Remark 4.12 there and [44]). In the general case, this follows from (3.8). Indeed, using
the notation from (3.8), if 4 # UGW (v, 7);, then there exists § > 0 such that pu® # UGW (v, 7)J.
Hence 29(u°,h) > Y5 (UGW(vy,7)%,h) = 0 from what precedes. Since the limit in (3.8) in

non-decreasing, the claim follows. O

4 Microstate entropy for networks

In this section, we extend the previous results on entropy for locally finite marked graphs to
the locally finite networks defined in [5, 22]. In short, networks are marked graphs where the

definition of neighborhoods depend on the marks.

4.1 Benjamini-Schramm convergence

Euclidean network In short, networks are marked graphs which are projective limits of
locally finite marked graphs. We will only consider here networks on the marked set Z = R*
and # is an involution as in Subsection 2.3.1. As above, we consider marked graphs G = (V, E,§)
with weights on Z where {(u,v) = £(v,u)* for all edges {u,v} € E. For z € Z, |z| denotes the
Euclidean norm. For € > 0, we denote by G° = (V, E¢,¢{) the marked graph spanned by all
edges {u,v} € E such that |{(u,v)| > . We assume that for all edges {u,v} € E,

|€(u,v)| > 0. (4.1)

We then say that the marked graph G is a (Euclidean) network if for all € > 0, G® is locally
finite (as a marked graph). We denote by N'* = N*(Z), the set of connected rooted networks

up to isomorphisms. An element of N'® will be called an unlabeled rooted network.
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Local weak topology If g = (G,o0) is a rooted network, for real € > 0 and integer number
r > 0, we denote by g2 = (¢°), the marked r-neighborhood of ¢ for the graph metric, we call g2
the (g, r)-neighborhood of g. The local topology on N, is the product topology inherited from
projections around the root. More precisely, let g = (G,0), ¢ = (G',0") € N'*, we say that the

triple (r,d,¢) is good for (g,¢’) if there exists an isomorphism ¢ between g& and g° such that

Sup d(é(u’v)’gl U v ) < 57
uweV(Gy) (¥(u),P(v))
where d((b,x), (b',2")) = 1(b £ V) + |x — 2'|. We then endow N'*® with the local topology, which

is compatible with the distance

dioc(g,9') = inf {l—j—r +d+e:(rd,e) is good for (g,g')} .

Note that condition (4.1) is here to guarantee that dj,. is indeed a distance. The set A/
equipped with dj,. is a complete separable metric space. We denote by P(N*®) the set of

probability measures on N'® equipped with the topology of weak convergence.

Neighborhood distribution, unimodularity and invariance For a finite network G =
(V,E,§), we define U(G) as in (2.3) and the Benjamini-Schramm convergence is defined as for
marked graphs. For integer number h > 1, U(G,,);, is the distribution of the depth-h neigh-
borhood. Unimodularity is defined as in (2.4) except that f should now be a non-negative
measurable function on N *, the edge-rooted networks up to isomorphisms. The notion of in-

variance for the law of depth-A neighborhood extends also.

4.2 Entropy for networks

Random network with a given intensity For integer number n > 1, let v,, be a probability
measure on R¥ which is *-invariant in the sense that for all Borel A C R¥, 4, (A) = y,(A*). We
assume that as n — oo, for all Borel A C RF, 0 ¢ A,

lim nvy,(A) = A(A), (4.2)

n—oo

where A is a non trivial Radon measure on R¥\{0} which we call the intensity measure of the
model. We assume that A is finite at infinity, that is, if By is the unit ball of R¥, we assume
that

A(RM\By) < . (4.3)

Let V, = {1,...,n} and K,, = {{u,v} : 1 < u < v < n}. We define a random network
Gn = (Vi, Epn, &) by sampling &(u,v) for each {u,v} € K,, u < v, independently according to
the probability distribution ~,. Finally, we set &,(v,u) = &,(u,v)* and E,, = {{u,v} € K, :
&n(u,v) # 0}.
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For example, if £ = 1 and ~, = (1 —d/n)dy + (d/n)d; for some d > 0, then the network G,
is an Erdés-Rényi random graph with edge probability d/n. In this case, we have A = dd;. If
k=1 and v,([0,#]) = e~ /%) for all t > 0 and some a > 0, then G,, is the mean-field model
of distance defined in [5] when « is an integer number (the weights in [5] are the inverse of our
weights). Or more generally, v, is the distribution of X/n® where X is a non-negative random
variable so that P(|X| > t) ~t~® when t goes to infinity. In this case, the intensity measure A

is the measure on R,
A(dt) = at™"1dt.

Observe that in this case A(C\{0}) = +oo.

LDP for random networks We now state our result on the large deviation principle for the

sequence of random networks (G,,) with weight distribution -, and asymptotic intensity A.

Theorem 4.1 (Entropy for networks). For any integer number h > 1, U(G,,) satisfies a LDP
on P(N}) with rate n and good rate function Ya(u, h) defined below. Moreover U(G,,) satisfies
a LDP on P(N®) with rate n and good rate function Y (u) = limy, X (up, )

We now define X, (p, h) for p € P(N?). For p € P(N°®) and for € > 0, we define p° as
the push-forward of p by the N'* — G®* map : G — G°. The map pu — u° is not continuous.
However, it is continuous at p if P,(3{u,v} € E : |{(u,v)| =€) = 0. We denote by £(u) the set
of € such that v — v° is continuous at u. From what precedes, 0 is an accumulation point of
E(un). We set

d, = / 12| > £)dA(2). (4.4)

Note that d. < 0 by Assumption (4.3) and since we assumed that A is Radon. For ¢ small
enough, d. > 0 and we can define the probability measure: for A C R¥,

_ AAN{z:|z| = €})
de

A (A) . (4.5)
Recall the rate ZE}; appearing in Theorem 2.5. Finally, the rate function ¥ (p, h) is defined for
€ PN as

EA(M? h) = lim EERd (:u67 h)v (46)
e—0,6€E (1) e

where the limit is taken along continuity points at g of the map v — v°.

Global minimizer of the entropy The unique global minimizer of the entropy X, is a nat-
ural generalization of the Poisson Weighted Infinite Tree introduced by Aldous in his resolution
of the ((2)-conjecture of Parisi and Mézard for the random assignment problem [2, 6, 5].

For A # 0, this random rooted network g = (V, E, £, 0) is defined as follows. The vertex set

is a subset of N/ defined in (2.6). For each v € N/, we sample an independent Poisson point
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process =, on R¥\{0} with intensity A. From assumption (4.3), the support of =, is almost

surely bounded and we may order the points of the process as

EU = {gv,k : |£U,1| P |£v,2| = .. -},

where we break ties uniformly at random. If A(R¥) = d is finite then d(v) = Z,(RF) is a Poisson
variable with mean d. If d = oo, then =, is a.s. infinite. Now, we consider the random network
on N/ where between v = (i1,4a,...,i) to u = (i1,...,...,in, k) = (v,) with 1 < j < d(v), we

place an edge {u,v} with associated mark

é(u, U) = f(U, ’LL)* = gv,k'

If d = oo, then this network is a.s connected. If d < oo, we define V' C N7 as the connected
component of the root 0. We denote by PWIT(A) € P(N*®) the distribution of this random
rooted network. For example if A = dy where 7 is a *-invariant probability measure on R¥, then
PWIT(A) coincides with UGW (v, Poi(d)). As announced we have the following result.

Lemma 4.2 (Minimizer of the network entropy). For any h > 1 and p € P(N}), we have
Ya(p, h) =0 if and only if p = PWIT(A).

4.3 Proof of Theorem 4.1

Fix € > 0 and consider the marked random graph G%,. By construction, G¢ has distribution G,

defined in Subsection 2.4 with parameter (v, dp )
dn,e = nn(l2] 2 €),

and Yp () = (- N{lz] = €})/m(z| = €) (f 1 (2] = €) = 0 then ~, is arbitrary). Since
A #0, d(e) > 0 for all € small enough. Also, as n — oo, dj . converges to d. and 7, . toward
A; because we assumed that e € £(p). It follows that from Theorem 2.5 that U(G,,); satisfies
a LDP with good rate function ZES 4.- Theorem 4.1 is then a consequence of Dawson-Gértner’s
Theorem [32, Theorem 4.6.1]. O

4.4 Proof of Lemma 4.2

Recall the definition of truncation map p — p° below Theorem 4.1. For any € > 0, let d.
and A be as in (4.4)-(4.5). The Poisson thinning property implies that PWIT(A)® is equal
to UGW(A., Poi(d:)). Thus Lemma 2.6 implies that E%Eds(PWIT(A)i,h) = 0. Hence from
(4.6), ZA(PWIT(A)p, h) = 0. Now, if u # PWIT(A), € P(NVY), there exists ¢ > 0 such that
p® # PWIT(A)j. Again, Lemma 2.6 implies that Egids (u,h) > 0. Since the limit in (4.6) in

non-decreasing (Dawson-Gértner’s Theorem [32, Theorem 4.6.1]), the conclusion follows.
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5 Large deviations for the ESD of heavy-tailed matrices

In this section, we explain how a large deviation principle for the ESD of heavy-tailed matrices
can be deduced by contraction from the large deviation principle for marked graphs that we
studied in the previous section. To this end, we first discuss how to associate an operator to
a marked graph and discuss the smooth dependence of its ESD in terms of the neighborhood
distribution of these graphs. We then deduce by the contraction principle the large deviation
principle for the ESD stated in Theorem 1.1, Theorem 1.2 and Theorem 1.3.

5.1 ESD of sparse matrices and associated graphs

The set C ~ R? is equipped with the involution z — Z. We associate to an Hermitian matrix
A € M, (C) amarked graph G(A) on vertex set V,, = {1,...,n}, edgeset E4 = {(4,7) : |Aij| # 0}

Conversely, if G = (V, E,£) is a marked graph on C such that for all u € V,

> L 0)f? < o, (5.1)

vi{u,v}eF

we may associate an operator Ag defined on £°(V'), the set of compactly supported functions of
?2(V), by for ¢ € £O(V),
Agpu) = Y &(u,v)(v). (5:2)

Note that if G = G(A) then Ag = A. Note also that condition (5.1) is satisfied if G is a locally
finite marked graph. Condition (5.1) implies that G is a network as defined in Section 4. If Ag
has a unique self-adjoint extension, we may define unambiguously its spectral measure at vector
e (V) LﬁG € P(R) by Lﬁc(f) = (¢, f(Ag)¥) for all f bounded continuous. If G = G(A) is
the marked graph graph associated to an Hermitian n x n matrix A, then the ESD defined in

(1.1) is the average of spectral measures:
1 n
La=— > LY =Eyay ki), (5.3)
v=1

where o is the uniformly distributed root and e, is the canonical vector e,(u) = 1(v = u).

5.2 Continuity of mean spectral measure

If Y is an Hermitian matrix, the measure Ly belongs to the set P(R) of probability measures
on the real line. We equip P(R) with the weak topology where a sequence p,, converges towards

wiff

n—o0

lim | f()dpn(z) = / f(@)dp(z)
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for every bounded continuous function f. This space is Polish. We equip it with the following

distance
d(p,v) = sup /fd(u —v)
IAz<LIfllrv<1
where
11 = sup DTGy = sup {37 1 e — £ b
ety T =Yl -

where the supremum is taken on increasing sequences (zx)gen. We discuss in the next lemma
the continuity of the spectral measure of the eigenvalues of a self-adjoint matrix in terms of the
local weak limit of its associated graph U(G(Y,)). Such a continuity was already studied in
depth, in particular in [26, 22, 1, 27, 18] in various settings. For the sake of completeness, we
recall the main arguments as well as how to define the spectral measure associated to a general
unimodular v € P(G*®).

Lemma 5.1. Let v € P(G®) be a unimodular measure. There exists a probability measure L, €
P(R) such that the following holds. Let Y,,n > 0, be a sequence of n X n self-adjoint matrices
with associated marked graphs G(Yy). Assume that U(G(Y,,)) converges toward v € P(G®) for
the local weak topology.

1. If the degrees and marks are uniformly bounded, namely

supmax |Y,(7,7)] < oo and supmax E Ly, (i,j)20 < 09,
n 2¥) n ? -
j
then Ly, € P(R) converges in moments to L,,.

2. In general, Ly, converges weakly to the probability measure L, .

3. We have that Ag is v-a.s. essentially self-adjoint and L, = IE,,[LZ“G]. Moreover, the map

v — L, is continuous on the set of unimodular measures.

Note that if v is supported on finite marked graphs, the formula L, = E, [LZ’G] boils down
to the identity (5.3).

Proof of Lemma 5.1. e For the first point, it is enough to prove the convergence of moments.
Because the degrees are uniformly bounded by D, Y, is uniformly bounded in operator norm by
D sup,,ensup; ;i |Yn(4,j)| < oo. Hence, the moments of Ly, are uniformly bounded. Moreover,

the kth moment of Ly, is easily seen to be a smooth function of U(G(Y,,)) since

Ly, () = ~ua(, ka 0.0) = [ AUG()
where fi((G,0)) is the local function on rooted graphs given by

=2 I«

w:o—o0 ecw
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where we sum over all loops of length k going through o and take the products over the marks
at the edges of these loops. Since we assume the degrees uniformly bounded, fj are finite degree
polynomials in the marks, and hence continuous for the local weak convergence. We conclude
that Ly, (z¥) is a continuous function of U(G(Y;,)) which converges towards [ frdv under our
hypothesis.

e We now prove the second point. When the degrees or weights are unbounded, and more
specifically when they do not have all the moments finite, it is not possible to argue by using the
moments which may be unbounded and ill-defined. The idea is to approximate our distributions
by ones with bounded degrees and weights. The central point is to recall that if A, B are two

self-adjoint operators with spectral measures L4 and L,

[La(f) = La(f)| < [fllrvRank(A — B) (5.4)

where || f|lTv denotes the total variation norm of the function f. We can use this result to
approximate the empirical measures Ly;, of the eigenvalues of the matrices Y,, by the empirical
measures Ly, , of the matrices Y, defined for some fixed integer number k as follows: the
entries in columns or rows with either (i) more than & non-zero entries or (ii) an entry larger
that k are put to zero. This corresponds, at the level of the underlying graph G(Y,), to remove
edges connected to vertices with degree higher than & or connected to a weight larger than k& to
get G(Y,, ). We deduce from (5.4) that

2 n
|Ly, (f) = Ly, . (/)] < ||f||Tv; > 15,1y o2k Or max; |vi; |2k
=1

= 2| fllrvU(G(Yn)) [Mdeg g (0)>k OF maxums [€(0,0)| k)
= 2HfHTVPn([k7 OO))?

where P, € P(Z4) is the distribution under U(G,) of max(deg(o), maxy~, |{(0,v)|). By as-
sumption U(G(Y,)) converges toward v, in particular, P, converges weakly toward P the law
under v of max(deg(0), max,~, |£(0,v)|). Hence P, is a tight family of probability measures and

for some function 6(k) with limy 6(k) = 0, we have for every integer number k
sup Py [k, 00)) < 3(k). (5.5)
Taking the supremum over the test functions f yields for k < &’

d(Lyn,Lyn,k) § 2(5(/€) and d(Lyn LYn,k) § 25(1€) (56)

R

Let G — G®) be the map on marked graphs where all vertices with degree larger than k
or which are adjacent to an edge with weight larger than k have been isolated from the graph
and have no edges connected to them. We extend this map to rooted marked graphs (G, o) by
defining (G, o)(k) as the connected component rooted at o of G*. For each k, since elements in

G* are locally finite, the map g — ¢(*) is continuous on G* for the local topology and

lim g™ = g, (5.7)
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(indeed, for any h > 1 and g € G*, Dy = max,cy ((g),) deg(v) < o). For v € P(G*), we denote
by v*) the push-forward of v by the map ¢ — ¢(*). By construction G(Ynr) = G(Yn)(k) and
by continuity, U(G(Y; 1)) converges toward v¥) € P(G*). Also, (5.7) implies that for the local
weak topology,

k)

lim v
k—oo

This shows that U(G(Y, ) and U(G(Y,)) are close for the local weak convergence, this
guarantees that Ly, depends continuously on U(G(Y,)). More precisely, from the first point

= V.

applied to Y, ;. for fixed k, weakly

Jim Ly, = Ly

From (5.6), for k < k', d(L,w), L)) < 20(k). Hence (L,x) )r=0 is a Cauchy sequence
which converges toward some probability measure L,. Finally, using the (5.6) again and

limy, o0 Ly, ,, = Ly, we get for any k > 1,
limsupd(Ly,, L,) < limsupd(Ly,, pt, ) + d(L,x), L) < 40(k).

Letting k£ going to infinity, we obtain the second point.

e We now explain the third point which ultimately comes from the fact that we can associate
to v € P(G*) unimodular a self-adjoint affiliated operator, see [27, Proposition 1.4], [18, pp 103-
107]. This point will play no role in the present paper but for the sake of completeness we sketch
this argument below. If G = (V| E) is locally finite, we can always define the operator Ag by
(5.2) on finitely supported functions £°(V') C £2(V). Ag is symmetric since we assume that the
marks are. If G has uniformly bounded degrees and marks then Ag is self-adjoint on £2(V).
Hence, we can define the spectral measure of Ag by ,ug( f) = (b, f(Ag)v) for all ¥ € £2(V) and
f continuous. We set if v € P(G*),

L(f) =By [L7,(f)]- (5:8)

Following the same type of arguments as above (see also the proof of [27, Proposition 1.4], [18,
pp 103-107]), A can be more generally defined as an affiliated operator of the von Neumann
algebra associated to the unimodular measure v. This von Neumann algebra is introduced in
[3, 38]. In fact, assuming without loss of generality that the vertex set V is deterministic,
we set H = (?(V) and denote B(H) the set of bounded linear operators on H. For a given
unimodular measure v, we associate the %-algebra of bounded operators M C L*>(G*,B(H),v)
which commute with the operators A\, defined for all v € V' by A,(e,) = ey, for any bijection
o :V — V. The x-algebra M is endowed with the faithful normal trace

T(B) = Eu<607 B€O> .

The operator A¢ is uniquely defined as a self-adjoint operator affiliated to M (see [8, Definition
5.2.28]) with spectral measure defined by (5.8). One of the nice property of an affiliated operator
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is that if A, B are two self-adjoint affiliated operators, and p self-adjoint projection so that
pAp = pBp and 7(p) > 1 — ¢, then the Kolmogorov-Smirnov distance of the spectral measures
of A and B differ at most by ¢, see [8, Lemma 5.2.34]. As an application, if we let 7, be the
projection onto vertices with degree and adjacent weights bounded by k, the distribution of
mrAgmy and Ag are at distance at most 1 — 7(mx) = v(degqi(0) > k) < 6(k), which generalizes
(5.4). O

We have the following variant of Lemma 5.1 to networks which is a slight improvement on
[22]. In the following, we say that a measure v € P(N®) is sofic if there exists a sequence of finite
marked graphs {G,,} such that U(G,,) converges to v for the local weak topology on networks.

The set of sofic measures is a closed subset of the set of unimodular measures.

Lemma 5.2. Let 0 < 8 < 2, ¢ > 0, and let Kg. be the set of v € P(N*®) sofic such that
Ey [Y om0 16(0,0)[PL¢(00)1<c] < 1. Then, there exists a probability measure L, € P(R) such that
the following holds. Let Y,,n > 0, be a sequence of n X n self-adjoint matrices with associated
marked graphs G(Y,). Assume that U(G(Y,)) € Kg. and that U(G(Y,)) converges toward
v € P(N®) for the local weak topology on networks.

1. The Kg. — P(R) map v — L, is continuous.
2. We have that Ag is v-a.s. essentially self-adjoint and L, = E, [Li{’c].

Proof. @ For G = (V,E, &) and u € V, let Eg(u) =, |€(u,v)|?. We first claim that

v-a.s. Eq(u) < oo. (5.9)

Indeed, since (>, z;)" < ), «} for x; > 0 and 0 < r < 1, we have

(Ea@)P? <Y 1E(0,0) P Lgtoumy<e + D 1€(0,0)[PLig(o0) e
v~o v~o
The first term has a finite expectation, it is thus a.s. finite. The second term is a.s. a finite sum
since v € P(N*®), in particular, the second term is also a.s. finite. This implies (5.9)

The definition of L, is given in [22, Lemma 3.12]. It is as follows. The idea is again to
truncate the network to have a bounded operator. For 0 < 6 < 1, we consider the network G(©)
where we have removed all edges {u, v} such that {(u,v) # 0 and |{(u, v)| < 0, and removed all
edges adjacent to a vertex u such that £;(u) > 0~2. The push-forward of v by the map g + g
on N* is denoted by v?). By construction, the operator Aoy is bounded with operator norm
at most 6~2. Hence, Aqe is self-adjoint on ?2(V). We thus define the probability measure
Loy =E,[ Z"G(e)] =E,@[p%,]. Then [22, Lemma 3.12] asserts that L, ) converges weakly to
a measure L, as 6 — 0 under the stronger condition E, [}, , [£(0,v)|’] < M. We may obtain

the same claim under the conditions of the present lemma by the following minor modification.
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The proof of [22, Lemma 3.12] implies that for 0 < ' < 6

1/2
d(Ly @), Ly @)) < 4P, (Ego) = 07%) +2 (Eu D 1€(0,0)P1([¢(0,v)] < 9))

v~o

1/2
< AP, (Eg(o) > 072) + 2010/ <EV > Lo, )P[0, v)| < 9))

v~Oo

For 0 < @ < ¢, the later is upper bounded by 4P, (£5(0) > 6=2) +260'~8/2. The second term goes
to zero since § does as B < 2. Also, by (5.9), we have 4P, (Eg(0) = 072) = §(6) with () — 0
as @ — 0. It proves that the sequence (L, ) is Cauchy and converges toward some probability
measure L, as § — 0. The first point of the lemma is the content of [22, Lemma 3.13] up to
the minor change on the upper bound for P,(£g(0) > #~2) explained above and the fact that
lim sup,, Py, (Ealo) = 07%) <Py, (Ea(o) = 672) for all 6.

e Then, the second point follows from the same argument than the last point of the proof of
Lemma 5.1. U

Remark 5.3. The assumption E, [}, £(0,v)[?1(|&(0,v)| < 1/M)] < 1 is not optimal for the
conclusion of Lemma 5.2 to hold. For example, it is not hard to show that the spectral measure
L, can be defined as soon as E, Y, [£(0,v)]*1(]€(0,v)] < ) < oo for @ small enough. The
continuity of the spectral measure seems to require however some uniform integrability.

5.3 Proofs of Theorem 1.1 and Theorem 1.2

We start with the proof of Theorem 1.1. As an immediate consequence of Theorem 2.5, Lemma
5.1 and the contraction principle [33], we deduce that if ZE% is the rate function described in

Theorem 2.5 Ly, satisfies a LDP with speed n and good rate function on P(R),

Jy,a(p) = nf{ZVE(u) : L, = p}.
The proof of Theorem 1.2 is identical. It suffices to use Theorem 2.4 instead and replace

SE% by 2o r O

5.4 Proof of Theorem 1.3

Set Y =Y, be as in Theorem 1.3. We start by proving that Ly, belongs to the set Kz . defined

in Lemma 5.2 with exponential probability.

Lemma 5.4. Assume (1.6) and fix B > «. Then, for e,§ > 0 we have

1 —n
P 52\%\61%55 >6 | <eE) (5.10)

i<y
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with f(g,0) going to +0o when de® P does. As a consequence, for any B < o, for any T > 0,
there exists € > 0 such that

limsupP(U(G(Yy)) ¢ Kg.) < —T.

n—oo

Proof. We first check that (5.10) implies the final statement of the lemma. By definition, we

have
1 2
Evca) O 160,01 L)< = - > Vil Ny, <e < - > Vil 1y <o
ij

v~o i<

Hence, from (5.10), we get, for 0 < e < 1/2,
1
PU(G(Yn)) ¢ Kge) <P | — Z |Yz‘j|61|yij|<6 >1] <e &2
n <
i<

with f(g,1/2) going to +oo if AT goes to infinity, namely € goes to zero when 8 > a. The
conclusion follows from the properties of f. We now prove (5.10). By Chernoff bound, for every
A>0

1 —\on )\)/i'ﬂl -5 <e
P Wil e 28] < e [N ] (5.11)

1<j 1<
To estimate the above expectation, recall the integration by parts formula, for u probability

measure on R and f in C', a < b,

b b
/ f(t)du(t)=f(a)u([a700))—f(b)u([b700))+/ f'@®)u([t, 00))dt.

Using this equality with u the law of |Y;;|%, f(x) = (¢** — 1), a = 0 and b = ”, we see that

B
E [Ty, <e(5” = 1)] = =" = Du([e?, +00)) + A /0 N u([x, 00))do

0

18
E |[M! I‘YinE] = 1+E [lmjlga(ekmﬂﬁ - 1)}
eBnBle
0
P
= 1 +co)\a/6n_1/ z Py,
0

Hence, since 3 > a, for A < ¢, we find for some new constant ¢; > 0,

MY Py, o — Boap—1
E le [Yis| \Ym\gs] < 1+cl)\5ﬂ an 1 Secl)‘e no
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From (5.11), we get

1 _ B—a
P ; Z ‘K]‘Bl‘Yzﬂge 2 6 g e Adn—+ncy e .
i<j
This implies (5.10) by taking A = e=? with f(e,d) = de ™ — c1e=%. The result follows. O

Proof of Theorem 1.3 We fix 3 such that o < 8 < 2. For pp € P(N*)\ U~ Kp,e, We set
L, = 0p. We have that y — L, is continuous on Kg. C P(N*®) by Lemma 5.2 and that by
Lemma 5.4, for any 7' > 0, for some € > 0, limsup,, ,,, P(U(G(Yy,)) ¢ Kg.) < —T. The theorem
is thus an application of Theorem 4.1 and the contraction principle in its extended version, see
[32, Theorem 4.2.23]. We find that Ly;, satisfies an LDP with speed n and good rate function,

Ja(p) = mt{S() : L = p}.

To be complete, we note that in Theorem 4.1, the diagonal values of the networks were set to 0.
It is however easy to check that the diagonal entries of Y;, play asymptotically no role on Ly, .
Let us check this claim. We denote by Y;, the matrix Y;, where all diagonal entries have been

set to 0 and Y;¢ those were all diagonal entries with modulus greater than € have been set to 0.

1

From (5.4), we have d(Lye, Ly,) < S. Moreover, by Hoffman-Wielandt inequality [8][Lemma
2.1.19], d(Lyg, Ly ) < e. Thus, d(Ly , Ly,) < S + . We also observe from (1.6) that

For € > 0, we set

1 CoEa
E[S]==) P(Vul>e)<——,

and
Co€a

n? '

Var(s) = E [(S — E[S])?] = % 3 Var(lly, o) <

Therefore, Bennett’s inequality implies that

P(52 0+ B[S) < oxp (e )

with h(t) = (1 +t)log(1 +t) —t. We take e* = § = (logn)~'/2. As t — oo, h(t) ~ tlogt, we
deduce that, for some ¢ > 0, all n > 1,

P (S > 1/\/clogn) < exp(—cny/logn).
Since d(Ly; , Ly, ) < € + S, we obtain, for some new ¢ > 0,
P (d(L};n,Lyn) > 1/\/clogn) < exp(—cny/logn).

It follows that Ly is an exponentially good approximation of Ly, [33][Definition 4.2.10] and
therefore the LDP at rate n of Ly implies the LDP at rate n of Ly, with the same rate function
[33][Theorem 4.2.13]. O
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6 Microstates entropy for the traffic distribution of marked graphs

6.1 Traffic distributions : proof of Theorem 1.4

We first outline the proof of Theorem 1.4, which is a direct consequence of Theorem 2.4 and the
contraction principle. We endow the space Traf (J) of traffic distributions with its weak topology.
We consider the independent matrices Y = (Z;);es with Z;(k,¢) = A;(k,£)X;(k,¢) with A; the
adjacency matrix of the random graph G7 with vertices V,, = {1,...,n} uniformly sampled so
that the degree of v is Dy, j(v). We consider the marked graph G; with vertices V;, and with up
to |J| edges between i and j, namely one edge with mark X;(k,¢) as soon as A;(k,£) # 0, for
j € J. It is uniformly sampled on colored random graph so that the degree of edges of color j
of v is D, j(v) for each j € J and each of its edge of color j carry a mark X;(k,¢). The graph
G;{ can also be seen as a particular example of randomly marked graphs considered in Section
2.3.2 with B = J and distribution of marks . Hence, Theorem 2.4 states that U(G;}) satisfies
a LDP with rate n and good rate function ¥, .. On the other hand, for every test graph H,

ry[H] = / frdU(GY)

where f11(G10) = X1, oot Hemwaner Vi) (6(w), ¢(v)). Thus, for any p € P(G%)
and any test graph H, we can set 7,[H] := [ fudp. Clearly fg is bounded continuous, uniformly
on the set Bé% of marked graphs with degree bounded by € and marks bounded by some K. As a
consequence, /i — T, is continuous, from P(G* N Bé%) into the space of traffics equipped with its
weak topology. Hence, Theorem 1.4 is a direct consequence of Theorem 2.4 and the contraction

principle: Ty satisfies a LDP with speed n and good rate function
Xrny(T) = inf{Z, 7 (p), 7 = 7}.

6.2 Traffic distributions : definition of y,(7)

In this subsection, we explain how to define properly ya(7) introduced in (1.11). Let 6y be
such that A(Bg(0,600)) > 0 where Bc(0,7) is the ball in C of radius r. As explained in the
introduction, it is sufficient to prove the following identity, for any fixed 8 > 6y and 7 € Traf(J),

T0(T) = XL o(™) (6.1)
where we have set,

1
N =limliminf = InP (Y € B, (0)” ;d <
Xao(T) elﬁ)l iminf —In (Y € B,()” ;d(ry,7) <¢)

anda x T) 1S demlned simi aryw1t a 111m sup. €1l . olds, we aenne
d X} () is defined similarly with a I When (6.1) holds, we defi

Xa0(T) == Xp () and  xa(r) = Jim Xa0(7)- (6.2)
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Since Yj is self-adjoint for all j € J, we may replace in the above expression, B,,(¢) by BH(H), the
subset of self-adjoint matrices of B,(0). If Y = (Y;);es € M,;/(C) is a collection of self-adjoint
matrices, we denote by G;! the graph defined in Subsection 6.1 on the vertex set V,, = {1,...,n}
and with edge marks in J associated to the non-zero entries of Y;,j € J. We also set D/ =
(Dy(v))vev, the degree sequence of G, where D, (v) = (D, ;(v)); € Z7 counts the number of
edges adjacent to v with a j-th mark, j € J. The empirical degree distribution of G is then

Lpy =~ ZaD € P(Z).

’UGVn

We denote by 77;{79 C P(Z7]) the set of empirical probability measures of the form
1 n
- > daw)s
v=1
with 0 < d;(v) < 6 for all j € J. We have |73;L]’9| < n® and therefore :

lim —ln| 9| = 0. (6.3)

n—,oo n,

We may decompose B,,(8)” over the values of the empirical degree distributions:

Bn(e)J: U {YGMn(C) LDJ —p,I]naX|( Puv| <O} = U B#(P,e)-
pGP;{ye pEP;{,g

From (6.3), we deduce that

%ln]P’ (Y € B,(0) ;d(ry,7) < e) = mg}}( - lnIP’ (Y € Bl (p,0) ;d(ry,7) < e) +0o(1). (6.4)

Now, for every fixed p € Ph],ev we write that %ln]P’ <Y € B/(p,0) :d(ry,7) < e) equals

1 _ 1 _
~InP (Y c B;{(p,e)> + =P (d(fy,f) <Y € B;{(p,e)> . (6.5)

Consider a sequence p = p,, € 73‘] 0 which converges toward a probability measure 7 € P(Z‘] ).

Since Ph],a is relatively compact, the proof of (6.1) follows from the following two claims:
im0 2 In PP <Y e B (p, 9)) = LoA(6). (6.6)
ry given {Y € B/ (p,0)} satisfies a LDP with rate n and rate function X a, (6.7)

where Ag(.) = A(. N Be(0,0))/A(Bc(0,6)). It is indeed easy to deduce from (6.4),(6.5), (6.6)
and (6.7), that (6.2) is satisfied and

Xao(T) = lnf {Xw Ap(T) — Lz a(6)}.
eP(z)
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Let us check the two claims (6.6) and (6.7). We start with (6.6). Let ¢, = P((Yj)12 > 0), and
rn = P(|(Y;)12| < 8|(Yj)12 # 0). From (1.3)-(1.10), we have

> 0.

- oy : ooy ABc(0,6)\{0})

nh_)ngo ngn, = A = A(C\{0}) >0 and nh_)n;o rn =1(0) = AC\{0])
Note that the matrices (1(Yj)uv750)u7v, j € J, are the adjacency matrices of independent Erdés-
Rényi random graph with edge probability ¢,. Note also that {Y € B;{ (p,0)} is equivalent to
all edges of G; have a corresponding value in Y of absolute value at most 6 and G; € G, (p)
where G, (p) is the set of J-marked graphs on V;, whose empirical degree sequence is p and

whose restriction G2 to color j is a simple graph for all j € J. It follows that
P (Y € Bl(0.0)) = Gu(p)](gn)" /(1 — gu) D/ e 2,

where, with D = (D, ..., D;) having distribution p under Ep, nd,, = nEp zj D; is twice the
total number of edges in any G} € G, (p). We have d,, — d = E, >_;j Dj where D = (Dy,..., Dj)
has distribution 7 under E,.. We deduce that

P(Y € BJ(p,6)) = [Ga(p)|e™ 2" M 7enal®i+od)

with a(f) = (d/2)In A — (A\/2) 4+ (d/2) Inr(#). On the other hand, the asymptotic equivalent of
|Gr(p)| is well-known. It follows for example from [23, Corollary 4.6, (5.7)-(5.8)] that,

ndn
|Qn(p)| ~ eTlnnenb(w)(l—i-o(l))

with b(m) = H(m) 4+ (1/2) >, d(j) In(d(j)/e) — >; Ex In(D;!) and d(j) = E-D;. This concludes
the proof of (6.6) with L A(0) = b(m) + a(6).

We now prove the claim (6.7). The law of G given {Y € BJ(p,0)} is, by exchangeability
of vertices, a random marked graph as in Theorem 2.4 with A replaced by Ay. Therefore, we see
that U(G3]) given {Y € B (p,0)} satisfies a LDP with good rate function X, .. We may thus
repeat the proof of Theorem 1.4 as in Section 6.1 to deduce that the law of 7y conditional to
{Y € B/(p, )} satisfies a LDP for with a good rate function Y, obtained by the contraction
principle so that Xx a,(7) = inf{¥p, (1) : 7, = 7}.

6.3 Rooted traffic distributions

Recall that a test graph H = (Vi, Eg, ¢, ¢) is a finite graph (Vy, Ef) and the maps ¢ : By —
J,e: Eg — {1, }, interpreted as edge labeling by indeterminates y;, y;.J €. As our approach
is local, we define a rooted test graph as a couple (H,1) where H is a test graph and 1 € V is
a vertex called the root. When the context is clear, we write in short H to refer to the couple
(H,1). We denote by H*(J) the set of test graphs up to root preserving isomorphisms and by
CH?®(J) the vector space they generate. An (algebraic) rooted-traffic distribution is therefore a
linear form on CH®(.J)*.
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We also extend the definition of Section 1.2 to the locally finite marked graphs of Section 2.1.
Let J be a fixed finite label set. Let G = (V, E, &) be a marked graph on the mark set Z = C/
equipped with the involution (zj);feJ = (Zj)jes. For j € J, we set E; C E the set of edges
e € E such that the j-th coordinate of the mark is §;(e) # 0, and denote by G; = (V, E;,§;)
the marked graph on the mark set Z; = C. For j € J, we consider the operator A¢; defined in
(5.2) under the assumption (5.1). We strengthen assumption (5.1) by assuming that G is locally
finite.

Definition 6.1 (Rooted traffic distribution for marked graphs). Let (G, 0) € G*(C”) be a marked
graph, where G = (V, E, &) and G; are as above. The (canonical) rooted-traffic distribution 7(q o)
of (G,o0) is defined by: for any H = (Vig,Eg,L,e) € CH®*(J),

el = > I &) ew) ec (6.8)
d)(z)\{]l{)zzv e=(v,w)EEH

where the sum is over all maps ¢ from Vi to V such that ¢(1) = o.

To connect this definition with the traffic distribution of matrices, note that if V.= {1,...,n}
and Ag = (Ag,)jes the adjacency operator of G, then % > ;TG = TA. With 74, as in Definition
6.1. Note also that since G is locally finite, the sum defining 7(¢ ,)[H] can be reduced to a sum
over a finite number of maps ¢, so it is well defined. Also, this definition depends only on the
isomorphism class of the rooted graph (G, o), so it well defines a function on the set of locally

finite rooted marked graphs with marks in Z = C”/

71 G*(C7) — Traf*(J)

(G, 0) — TG,0- (6‘9)

The definitions imply the following observation.

Lemma 6.2. Endowing G*(C”) with the weak local topology and Traf®(J) with the topology of

pointwise convergence, the map T 1S continuous.

Proof. Since H is finite, all vertices of H are within graph distance at most say A > 1 from
1 € Vy. In particular, 7 (H) is a function on G restricted to Bg(h), the ball of radius h
around the root o of G. The continuity follows immediately from the definition of the local

topology on G°. O

Lemma 6.2 shows that the rooted-traffic distributions of a locally finite graph contains a
certain information about the graph. Actually, it contains all its information, even in the
context where of random graphs, and this is the main argument to deduce a LDP of the traffic
distribution from a LDP of the local law of the graph by the contraction principle.

More precisely, we endow the space CH®(J)* with the topology of pointwise convergence and

denote by P(Traf®(J)) the set of probability measures on the space of rooted-traffic distributions.
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If u is the law in P(G*(C”)), we define 7, € P(Traf*(J)) as the push-forward of u by 7, that
is the law of the random rooted-traffic distribution 7 o) where (G, 0) has law p. Therefore 7,
is characterized by the collection of complex numbers given, for every k-tuple of test graphs
H c H(J)* and bounded continuous function f from C*¥ — C, by

TH](f) = B[ f(r6.0)[H])]
In particular, we observe that if Y = (Y});jes is a collection of matrices in M, (C) and G(Y) is

the associated marked graph on C’, we have

Ty = TUGY)); (6.10)
where, as usual, U(G) is as in (2.3).

Lemma 6.3. The map 7 : P(G*(C’)) — P(Traf*(J)) induced by 7 is injective. Moreover,
denoting by P(Trafg(J)) its image set, the inverse map 7' : P(Traf§(J)) — p € P(G*(C’)) is

continuous.

This implies that the weak topology of traffics and the Benjamini Schramm topology are
equivalent. The lemma is proved in the next section, we present the first argument.

As in previous sections, we use the approximation of rooted-graphs by graphs with bounded
marks and degree in a neighborhood of the root. For any k > 1, we denote by P (G*(C”))
the set of laws of weighted graphs with degree uniformly bounded by k£ and marks uniformly
bounded by k, and we set Puo(G*(C”)) the union of all P(G*(C’))’s. In the proof of Lemma
5.1, we have seen that Puo(G®*(C”)) is dense in P(G*(C7)).

Let now g in Pso(G*(C7)) be the rooted-traffic distribution of a random graph (G,0). Then
for any tuple of rooted test graphs H = (Hy, ..., Hy), the values of 7¢ o(H1), . .., 7¢,0(Hy) belong
almost surely to a uniformly bounded subset of C™ where any continuous bounded function can
be approximated by polynomials. We can hence extend 7,[H|(f) for f a polynomial in n
variables and n conjugate variables. Let f be a monomial of the form f: (x1,Z1 ..., 2, ZTpn) —

_K/ _k! . . .
a:lflxll ...xknzpr for some ki, Ky, ..., kn, k], > 1. Then the expression of 7¢ , implies that

/ ’

S— k.,
f(TG,O(H1)7 ce 7TG,0(Hk)) = TG,O(Hl)leG,o(Hl) Lo TG,O(Hn)knTG,o(Hn) = TG,O(H0)7
where Hy = Hy(k, H) € H*(J) is the rooted test graph obtained as follow. For each i =1,...,n

consider k; copies of each H;, as well as ki copies of the graph H; obtained by reversing the
orientation of the edges of H; and replacing the label map € by €*. Then Hj is obtained by
identifying the vertex 1 of all these graph copies for all i.

As a conclusion, for i in P (G®*(C7)), the moments of the traffic distribution read

Tu[H](f) = E[7g,0(Ho)] := Tu[Ho)- (6.11)

Note in particular that if G is a graph on the vertex set {1,...,n} and o is uniformly chosen
at random, then 7,[H](f) coincides with the definition of [40]. Hence the traffic distribution
7, € P(Traf®(J)) and the expectation of the rooted distribution E[r(¢ ] € Traf®(J) define the

same object when f is in P (G*(C7)) and we can use usual traffic techniques.
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6.4 Proof of Lemma 6.3

In this section we prove the equivalence between the weak topology of traffics distributions and
the Benjamini Schramm topology. We first note that, as usual for the product topology, we
can consider a distance d = dj on P(Traf®(J)) by choosing, for each n > 1, a countable dense
set (gnk)ken of continuous bounded functions C* — C, and a exhaustive sequence of tuples

H,,n > 1 of rooted graph tests with n edges, and setting

A ) = 3 gremin(1 17 (HL) (g0) — 7 (o) (920

n,keN

We write in short G* = G®*(C”) in this section. In order to prove the lemma it is sufficient to
prove the injectivity and bi-continuity for the map v € Py (G®) — 71, € Poo(Traf*(J)). Indeed,
as seen in the proof of Lemma 5.1, we can approximate v € P(G®) by v € Poo(G®) up to an error
0r going to zero and moreover 7 = 7, and 7, = 7, are at distance going to zero with ¢; since
the map v — 7, is continuous by Lemma 6.2. If we establish that there is a unique v}, = v, pre-
image of 73, then it is as close as wished to v. It follows that if v € P (G®) — 7, € Poo(Traf®(J))
is a homeomorphism on its image, then so is the map v € P(G*) — 7, € P(Traf*(J)). It is
hence sufficient to prove the property for the map (G, 0) — 7g, on the set of bounded locally
finite rooted marked graphs.

Our main tool is the so-called injective transform 7'87 o, of 7q . It is defined as the expression
in the right hand side of (6.8) of 7¢, where the sum is restricted to injective maps ¢. For a
partition m € P(Vi) of the vertex set of a test graph H, we set H™ the test graph obtained by

identifying vertices in a same block of m. We therefore have the relations

TG7O[H] = Z Tg,o[HW]v (612)
T€P(VH)

e H = > J[EDPTHIBI = gl [HT), (6.13)
weP(Vy) Bem

which exhibits a (linear) bijection 7¢,, — 7'87 o, bi-continuous for the product topology. It hence
suffices to prove the injectivity and bi-continuity of the map (G, o) — 7'87 , on the set of rooted
marked graph (G,0) on the marked set C’ with degree uniformly bounded by %k and marks
uniformly bounded by k, for k arbitrary large.

We hence fix such a graph (G,o0) and prove that the injective traffic distribution of (G, 0)
completely characterize the graph in a continuous way. The proof has two steps. We first recover
the graph (G,0) up to the values of the non zero coordinate of the mark. More precisely, we
call chromatic skeleton G of G the marked graph obtained by replacing each mark ¢ € C’ by
(1§j¢0) jes. We first show in lemma 6.4 below that the chromatic skeleton (G, 0) is a continuous
function of the injective traffic distribution of (G,0). In a second step, we prove that we can

recover the marks.
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For the rest of the section, it is important to recall that a rooted graph is defined up to
root preserving isomorphisms, which means that (G,0) = (G’, ') if and only if there is a root-
preserving bijection Vg — Vv, such that an edge between two vertices of G implies that there is
an edge in G’ between the image of these vertices with same mark. For rooted test graphs, the
bijection sends 1 to 1 and respects also the multiplicity and labels. Moreover, G is a subgraph
of G’ (we write G < G') if there is an isomorphism from G to G’ which is an injective map
Vo — V.

We define the skeleton H of a test graph H = (V, E,~,¢) as the triplet H = (V, E,%) where
(V,E) is the undirected graph obtained by forgetting the orientation of the edges of E, the ¢
labels, as long as the multiplicity of the edges of H labeled with a same color j € J. For an
edge € € E we associate the label 7(&) = 7(e) where e is any edge in the group forming . For
any p > 1 let 7:[;(J ) be the set of skeleton test graphs H whose depth is not greater than p,
up to isomorphisms preserving 1. For Hy € 7-_[;,(J ), denote by ’H}{O(J ) the set of test graphs
H € H*(J) such that H = Hy. In this proof, we identify a chromatic skeleton with the skeleton
test graph obtained by replacing an edge e whose non zero coordinates are ji,...,j, by n edges

labeled so between the same endpoints.

Lemma 6.4. For any p > 1, let X, be the set of all H' in Hy(J) such that there exists H €
4 (J) satisfying 7'8’ J(H) #0. Then X, has a mazimal element with respect to the partial order
<, which is the chromatic skeleton graph of Gp. As a consequence, the latter is a continuous

function of the injective distribution 7‘870.

Proof of Lemma 6.4. Recall the definition of 7°: for all H = (V, E,~,¢),

o) = Y I € (ew),éw).
¢ Vg—=V e=(u,w)eEE
H(1)=0
injective 50 (H,d))

Note first that for any test graph H, if H # G, then the above expression vanishes since
the sum is over the empty set. For any p > 1, we fix a test graph Hy whose skeleton is G,
(i.e. Hy € ’H'GP(J )), whose edges are of multiplicity two in each color, such that for each pair
e = {e, €'} of edge of multiplicity two, we have e(e) # £(e’) and the edges have opposite direction.

Let ¢ : Vi, — V be an injective map such that ¢(1) = o and §ce ((;S(e)) # 0 forall e € Ey,.
Firstly, the latter condition applied to the edges of Hy adjacent to its root 1 implies that ¢ must
send the neighbors i1,...,i;, of 1 to the neighbors v1,...,vr of o by preserving the adjacency
and the color labels of the edges between 1 and the i,’s. Moreover, the skeleton of Hy is the
chromatic skeleton of (G, 0), so the numbers of root neighbors are the same in Hy and in G, i.e.
L = L'. Since ¢ is injective, it realizes a bijection between these two sets of vertices. Similarly,
if two vertices i and iy of Hy are linked by an edge with color j, then 6°(H,¢) # 0 implies
that there an edge in G with same label between the images of ¢. Altogether, this shows that,

restricted to the ball of radius one, ¢ an isomorphism of rooted graphs from Hy to Gi.
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We can reproduce the argument to the vertex adjacent to the neighbors of o, and by induction
on the distance of the root, see that ¢ is an bijection between Hy and the vertex set of (ép, 0),
which must respect the root, the adjacency of the graph (with the above convention). Hence ¢
is a root preserving isomorphism between the skeleton of Hy and the skeleton G. In particular,

for such a ¢, in the expression of 0°(Hy, ¢) each mark appears exactly twice with opposite &

label,
“wo)= 1T I Il

e€En, jE€J|€;(e)#0

This is valid for any automorphism ¢, so if we denote by Aut(Hp) the set of automorphisms of
Hy that preserve the root 1, then we get 7¢,,(H) = 6°(H, ¢) x |Aut(Hyg)| # 0. O

Now that we have determined the chromatic skeleton of (G, 0), we shall determine its marks.
We first consider an orientation of the edges of Ey. Then we denote by X, = (£{(€))ccr, the
collection of all non-zero marks given that orientation (£(e) = &;(e’) whenever e has color
j and corresponds to €’ via the identification Hy ~ Gp). Since (G,0) is determined up to
automorphism, note that this collection is invariant by the action of Aut(Hj). The knowledge

of X, is equivalent to the knowledge of the empirical distribution of marks

He(Gy) = m > Oep(e et
$eAut(Ho)
where we use the shortcut ¢(e) = (¢(v), d(u)) for e = (u,v).

On the other hand, for two collections k, k' of positive integers indexed by the edges of Hy,
denote the monomial h(x) = [[.cp, M zH (€) and set Hj, € He, (J) the test graph with skeleton
G)p, whose edges are oriented as for Ey with k(e) representants with label € equal to 1 and /(e)
representants with label k’(e). The argument of Lemma 6.4 holds for Hj, instead of Hy: that
the injections ¢ : Vi, — V such that ¢(1) = o and §°(H(h),$) # 0 are the root preserving

isomorphisms of the skeleton of Hy in Gp, in which case
O°(H(h),9) = T (€(@(e))") (E(d(e))*.
ecFy
We then have, using the invariance by automorphism of the marks

G HM] = Y [T ) (E(g(e))"

¢€Aut H()) ecFy

_ Z H k(¢(e)) ( ))k’(¢(e)) = |Aut(H0)|/th5(Gp)v

peAut(Ho) e€Fo

where fi¢(q,) is as above. First we extend the definition of h — TCO;’O[H (h)] by linearity to
polynomials. Since pe(q,) has compact support (recall that we bounded the marks by k), by
Stone-Weierstrass we can continuously extend this definition to bounded continuous functions.

We then have completely determined [ Jdpe(g,) in a continuous way. By Riesz representation
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theorem, there is a unique positive measure p such that [ fdu = [ hdpg(q,)- Hence dug(g,) is
the unique possible distribution of weights given 7'8’ o

This proves that the equivalence class of a deterministic graph (G, 0) with bounded weights
and degree is determined continuously by its injective traffic distribution 7(g ). It follows that
v € Pxo(G®) — 7, € P(Traf®(J)) is a homeomorphism on its image, and so is v € P(G®) — 7, €
P(Traf®(J)) which completes the proof of Lemma 6.3.

6.5 Proof of Theorem 1.5

As before, we can therefore deduce a LDP for the rooted-traffic distribution from our LDP on
marked graphs. We define a marked graph G(Y) = (V, E, ¢) with marks in Z = C” on the vertex
set V ={1,...,n} by setting E = {{k,l} : Y;(k,1) # O for some j} and &(k,1) = (Y;(k,1))je-

Let p, be the probability that {1,2} € E and let ], be the law of £(1,2) conditioned on
{1,2} € E. We set d,, = np,,. The graph G(Y) is a marked Erdés-Rényi random graph as defined
in Subsection 2.4 with parameters (d,,~,,). Using independence and (1.3), it is straightforward
to check that

liyrlndn =dy = |J|A(C),

(where for ease of notation, we have extended A to C by setting A({0}) = 0). We have 0 < dp <
oo by (1.10). Similarly, for j € J, let A7 be the measure on C” defined as A/ = ®i+;00 @ A. We
have, for every Borel set A C C”,

lim7)(4) = 1 (4) = s SN (A)
jeJ

As a consequence of Theorem 2.5, we therefore find that U(G(Y)) satisfies a LDP in P(G*)

ER
E“YA,dA‘

contraction principle and Lemma 6.2 imply Theorem 1.5 with good rate function

with good rate function Also from (6.10), we have 7y(q(y)) = Ty. Therefore, the

XA(T) = inf{EgﬁdA () : 17 =7}, (6.14)

(the notation x7} is valid since both dj and 7, are functions of A, note however that x} depends

ER
YA dA

has a unique minimizer 7o = Ty .ay - Moreover, by Lemma 6.3, we see that the infimum defining

implicitly on J). Since Theorem 2.5 also proves that X has a unique minimizer g, 4,, Xi

X (7) is achieved at v; so that
ER
XR(T) = E’*/A,dA (VT) .
Moreover, since this minimizer must also be the almost sure limit of 7y, we deduce from [39]

that it is the free product of the marginal limiting traffic distributions, described in [40, 39] and

ER
YAdA

therefore is supported on marked trees. Hence, x} (7) is infinite if 7 is not the traffic associated

in the next sections. Furthermore, by Lemma 2.3, X is infinite if v is not admissible and

to a random rooted tree. O
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6.6 Definitions of the free products

The definition of the free product of random graphs uses a step by step construction algorithm.

Definition 6.5. Let 1 € P(G*(C™)) and pgy € P(G*(CP)) be two distributions of rooted
weighted random graphs. We call the free product of p1 and pe and denote pyxpe € P(g’ ((CJluJ2))
the law of the random graph (G, p) described as follows.

Let first (Ggo),pgo)) and (Ggo),pgo)) be two independent realizations of p1 and e and denote

by GO the graph obtained by identifying pgo) and pgo). For each edge e of GO, we associate

the mark €9 (e) = (£(e),0,...,0) if e comes from Ggo) and €O (e) = (0,...,0,&(e)) if it comes
from Ggo) so0 that the marks belong to C'"2. We say that we have "fused” (Gg)),péo)) to Ggo)
at o0

p1 -

Let v be a vertex of GO different from p, and let us consider an independent realization

)

Gz(,l), either distributed according to p1 if v belongs to G\ , or according to po if v is a vertex
of Ggo)' Then we fuse Ggl) to GO at v and repeat this operation for for each vertex different
from the root, getting a graph GV). We pursue this process to construct a sequence of graphs
G . n > 1, rooted at pgo) = péo), obtained by fusing independent copies alternating from pi and
wa. This sequence converges in weak local topology since it describes neighborhood of arbitrary

depth. We denote by (G, p) the limit of this random rooted graph and by py * pa its law.

On the other hand, [40] defines a notion of product for traffic distributions in the following
terms. A colored component of a test graph H € H(J; Ll Jo) is a maximal connected subgraph
of H labeled in J; or in Jo. We denote by CC(H) the set of colored components of H. The
graph of colored components GCC(H) is the undirected graph whose vertex set is CC(H), and
such that two colored components are linked by one edge for each vertex they have in common.

Moreover, if H in H*(J; U J3) is a rooted test graph such that GCC(H) is a tree, then the
colored colored components S of H are rooted as follows. If S contains the root 1 of H, then
it is rooted at 1. Otherwise, S is rooted at the closest vertex to the root 1 of H for the graph

distance, that we may call the cut-vertex of S.

Definition 6.6. Let 7 € Traf(J1) and 1o € Traf(Jy). The free product 7 % 1o € Traf(J; U Jo)
is then defined via the injective traffic distribution (11 * 72)° thanks to (6.12), by the following
formula: for any H in H{J; U J3)

(11 *72)0(];[) = 1(QCC(H) is a tree> H TZ-O(S)(H), (6.15)
Secc(H)

where i(S) = i whenever S € H(J;).

Proposition 6.7. Let v, v1 and vy be three random graphs with law respectively in P (g'((CJluJQ)),
Poo(G*(CT1)) and P (G°(C'2)). Then v = vy x vy if and only if the map 7, defined in (6.11)

satisfies T, = Ty, * Tyy.
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Therefore, for 7,, € P(Trafg(J1)) and 7, € P(Trafg(Jz)) we define the free product 7, *
Ty '= Tuysps € P(Trafg(J; U J3)) as the traffic distributions of the free product of the laws of
marginal graphs, consistently with [40].

Proof. We say that a test graph H € H(Jy U Jo) is a free product if it is constructed as in the
definition of the free product of random graphs by considering arbitrary test graphs in H®(.J;)
and in H*(J;) instead of independent copies of the random graphs, and proceeding a finite
number of steps. These copies in H(J;) clearly form the colored components of H since at each
step we fuse graphs with different labels. The graph of colored components of H is a tree since
the fusing process results in cut-vertex identifications.

Let us show that the traffic distribution of v = v * vy satisfies (6.15). If the graph of colored
components of H is not a tree, its skeleton is not a subgraph of the skeleton of any realization
(G, p) of v, therefore (71 * 7'2)0(H) = 0. Assume that it is a tree and let ¢ : Vg — V such that
(1) = p and SZ((:)) (p(w),d(v)) # 0 for any e = (v,w) € Ep. The latter condition implies that
the vertices that are in a colored component of H containing 1 are sent by ¢ to vertices in a
colored component of the root in G.

Let now S be a colored component of H that do not contain the root, but contains a cut-
vertex vp in a colored component of the root. The condition SZ((:)) (¢(w),d(v)) # 0 implies that
the image of S belong to a colored component of G with the same property with a cut-vertex
wy for which ¢(vg) = wg. By induction, the image by ¢ of a colored component of H belongs to
a colored component of G that is determined by its cut-vertex in the same way.

Let now Sy be a leaf in the tree of colored component of H with cut vertex vg. Denote
H \ Sy the graph obtained from H by removing the edges of S and the vertices that are not
vg. Consider Sy as rooted in vg. A map ¢ as above therefore decomposes as an injective map
¢’ on the vertices of H \ Sy, and denoting wq the image by ¢’ of vg, an injective map ¢g on the

vertices of Sy with image in the colored component of (G, 0) with cut-vertex wy = ¢ (vg):
way = Y Bl I gl ew),ew)

¢,ZVH\SO—>V EZ(U,UJ)EEH\SO
P(1)=i

S [I €50,
¢0:VSO —)V\(;ﬁ/ (V) e:(v,w)EEgo
¢(vo)=wo

Conditionally on wy, the colored component rooted at wy is independent of the rest of the graph,

which gives the formula
To(H) = T)(H\ So) X Ti(sy)[So]-

By induction, this proves that 7, is the free product of the marginal distributions.
Reciprocally, if p is the law a random rooted graph such that 7,, = 7,, * 7,,, then it has the
same traffic distribution as the free product of the marginal laws of random graphs p; and po.

By injectivity of the map p — 7, (Lemma 6.3), necessarily p = 1 * po. O
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6.7 Proof of Corollary 1.6 for the free product of random graphs

In this section, all random rooted-traffic distributions belong to P(Trafg(J)), i.e. there are
distributions of random rooted graphs.

Let Y = (Yj)jes be as in Theorem 1.5. To stress on the dependence of x on J, we write
here xa,s in place of xao. By Theorem 1.5, we have the weak large deviation principle , namely
that for every 7 € P(Trafg(J)), the microstates entropy xa,s defined by

—xA,J(7) = limlimsup ! log P(d(1y,T) <¢) (6.16)
el0 nosoco M
is unchanged if we replace the limsup by a liminf:

1
—xas(7) = limliminf —logP(d(ry,7) <€) (6.17)

el0 n—oo N

Theorem 1.5 shows that xa ;7 = x} ; but we will not use the formula for x} ; in this proof.
Because the limsup is equal to the liminf, we can prove summability under traffic independence.
If J=JyUJy and 7 € P(H*(J)), we denote by 7; = 7|, the restriction of 7 to test graphs in
H(J;). Then we always have

XA, LU (T) = XA (T1) + XA,0, (T2) (6.18)

Indeed, by definition, if Y = (Y7,Ys) with Y; the matrices indexed by J;, we always have for
i=1,2,
{d(TY7T) < 6} - {d(TYi7Ti) < 6}

Consequently

P({d(ry,m) <e€}) < P{d(ry,,71) < e} N{d(ry,,72) < €})
= P{d(ry,,n1) < e}) P({d(7y,, 2) < €})

where we finally used the independence of Y1 and Y. Therefore, we have

1
lim lim sup — log P(d(7y,7) < ¢€)

el0 n—oo

1 1
< limlimsup — log P(d(7y,,7) < €) + lim lim sup — log P(d(7y,,7) < ¢€)
ei(] n—soo N 5\1/0 n—oo T

from which (6.18) follows. By taking 7 = 7 % 7o with the definition of the previous section, we
deduce by the definition (6.16) that

XA, J1UJ2 (7_1 * 7_2) > XA, Jq (Tl) + XA, (7—2)

To prove the converse bound, it is enough to show thanks to (6.17) that for every € > 0 there
exists () > 0 so that

<
lim inf l log P(d(ry, 1 *12) <€)

n—oo N P(d(my,, 1) < k(€))P(d(Ty,, T2) < K(€)) >0. (6.19)
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To prove this statement, the idea is that by independence of Y1 and Y, we can conjugate the
matrices of Yo by an independent permutation S and that conditionally to (Y1,Y32), Y; and
SY,S5* are asymptotically traffic independent. A difficulty arises from the fact that we need this
convergence to hold uniformly over the test graphs, or equivalently for the distance d. To do
so, we first approximate the graphs and their traffic distributions by ones with bounded degrees
and bounded entries.

To this end, for a fixed integer number k > 1, we denote by Y* the sequence of matrices
where the entries corresponding to vertices with degree larger than k or entries with modulus
greater than k have been put to zero (namely we replace the entries by their pushforward by
a smooth function f; which vanishes outside the ball of radius k£ and is equal to one on the
ball of radius k — 1). We let G(Y*) be the corresponding marked graph with marks on C’
which is defined in the proof of Theorem 1.5. By definition, we have 7y;(g(yk)) = Tyr. We have
already seen that U(G(Y*)) converges towards U(G(Y)) for the weak topology as k goes to
infinity. Therefore, by continuity of 7, 7y converges towards Ty pointwise. To get a uniform
convergence we restrict ourselves to a compact set. In fact, for any compact set of K C P(G*),

there exists a function dx (k) going to 0 as k — oo, such that for all n > 0,
d(ry, 7vr) < 0x (k) + 1(U(G(Y)) ¢ K). (6.20)

As explained in the proof of Theorem 1.5, G(Y) is a marked Erdés-Rényi random graph. By
Theorem 2.5, U(G(Y)) is exponentially tight since it satisfies a LDP with a good rate function:
for any M > 0, there exists a compact set K such that P(U(G(Y)) ¢ K) < exp(—nM) for all
n large enough. As a consequence, by taking k = k(e, M) large enough so that dx (k) < /2, we
get

P(d(Ty,Tl * T2) S E)

v

P({d(Ty,Tl * T2) < E} N {U(G(Y)) S K})

> P(d(ryr, 11 x12) <g/2) — e "M

We note 7F the traffic distribution of the operators A%, with G truncated to have degree smaller
than k£ and entries given by the pushforward by fi of the entries of G. Similarly, Tf converges
weakly towards 7! when k goes to infinity so that d(7¥,7;) < ¢/8 for k large enough. Moreover,

it is easy to see from the definition of independence that we also have that 7f * 75[H](f) goes

to 71 * o[H](f) as n goes to zero so that d(7f * 75,71 * 73) goes to zero as k goes to infinity. We
assume hereafter k large enough so that this is smaller than /4.

Now, the matrices Yf and Y§ are independent and the distributions of Yf is permutation
invariant (that is Y¥ and SYF®S* have the same distribution for any permutation matrix S of
size n). In particular, we can replace Y§ by SYSS * where S is a uniform permutation matrix
and set S.Y* = (Y¥,SYkS*). By construction Y¥ and S.Y* have the same distribution.
It was shown in [40, Theorem 1.8] that, given (Y¥,Y%) so that d(ryx,7F) < £/8, i = 1,2
Ty (H, P) — 7F % 7%(H, P) is of order O(g) in probability (with respecé to the randomness of
the permutation S) for every test graph H = (Hj, ..., Hy) and every polynomial P. Importantly,
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the errors are uniform on (Y¥,Y%) (but depend on k). Because everything is bounded, we can
approximate any bounded continuous function f by a polynomial P. This implies that uniformly
Tgye(H, f) — 78 % 75 (H, f) is of order ¢, and therefore, given (Y¥,Y%), d(1gy«, 7 * 7§) goes to
zero in probability uniformly in (Y¥, Y%). Notably, for every § > 0, there exists #(0) = rx(8) > 0
going to zero with J, so that for n large enough,

P(d(7g v, 1+ 75) < 0| max d(ryr, 7)) < £(8)) > 1/2. (6.21)

)

We take § < £/4, remember that k was chosen large enough so that d(7f * 75,7 * 79) < ¢/8 and

write
P(d(myr,T1x12) <e/2) = P(d(rgyr, 71 *m2) <e/2)
> Pld(rgyrt *7f) < 8 maxd(ryr, ) < (5))
1
> SPdlryy, ) < w(0) B(d(ryy, ) < 5(6))
> Py, m) < #(6)P(d(ry,, ™) < K(8)) — 26

where we finally used (6.20) to find «/(4) > 0 so that for k large enough {d(ry,,71) < K'(0)} C
{d(TY;f,Tf) < k(6)} when U(G(Y)) belongs to K. Hence, gathering the above estimates we
deduce

P(d(ry, 1) < &(8))P(d(Ty,, 1) < K(6)) — 4.

N

]P)(d(TY,Tl * 7'2) § 6) 2

Since M can be taken arbitrarily large so that the last term in the above right hand side is
negligible, (6.19) follows. This proves Corollary 1.6 when the random rooted traffic distributions

are distributions of random graphs. O

7 Random traffics and Corollary 1.6

7.1 Motivation

At first glance, the previous section concludes the proof of Corollary 1.6. For all 7; € P(Traf®(J;)),
if 71 is not in P(Trafg(J)) then the additivity condition holds trivially since

+00 = xa(T1 % 72) = xa(T1) + XA(T2) = +00 + xA(T2) (7.1)

since xa(72) > 0 by definition of micro-state entropy. The problem, which is not related to LDP,
is the ill-definiteness of the free product for random rooted-traffic distributions, when theyr are
not the distribution of random rooted graphs. In general, a random rooted-traffic distribution
in P(Traf®(J)) cannot be encoded into a canonical traffic distribution in the classical sense as

in (6.11), so the definition of traffic independence from [40] cannot be directly applied.
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This section hence introduce more sophisticated notions, new in the context of traffic proba-
bility, whose aim is to extend trivially the identity (7.1) by defining 7j * 72 in greater generality.
Hence this part is less relevant outside the perspectives of traffic probability. The problem is
that seeing a random traffic as a traffic whose distribution is random is the classical sense omits
notions of dependence that have no analogue in classical probability. For sparse Wigner ma-
trices, traffic probability nevertheless indicates that amalgamation is an ingredient that cannot
be bypassed for stating the additivity property of heavy traffic entropy, thanks to a result of

independent interest stated in the next section.

7.2 Semicircularity over the diagonal of sparse Wigner matrices

Voiculescu’s central notion of entropy is not defined in terms of sparse Wigner matrices, but of
independent GUE matrices. Such as, the analogue of the heavy traffic entropy is, for Voiculescu,
the semicircular entropy. The fact that the sparse traffic entropy is related to freeness with amal-
gamation, a notion defined by Voiculescu more than 50 years old, may be justified heuristically

by the following result.

Proposition 7.1. Let X be a collection of independent sparse Wigner matrices as in (1.2) where
the moments of v are finite. Then X converges to a semi-circular system over the diagonal,

namely with amalgamation with respect to the operator A : A — Diag;(A; ;).

Proof. We sketch the proof, which is in fact valid for the slightly more general of Ryan-
Zakharevich Wigner matrices with exploding moments considered in [39] with variance profiles.
In the context of [41], asymptotically semi-circularity of a collection X of matrices means the

convergence to the same limit of the complex numbers

<D0,X1D1...XLDL> :O(l) + <D(), Z H,W(XlDl,...,XLDL», (72)
c€NCy(L)

where, (4, B) = E[+Tr(AB*)], k. is the L-th cumulant-function over the diagonal and NCy(L)
the set of non-crossing pair partitions. On the other hand, the so-called false freeness property
of [39], that relates the distribution of heavy Wigner matrices with an enumeration of NCqy(L),

is nothing else than a proof of (7.2). O

The interest is that it gives a new characterization of the macroscopic asymptotic properties
of heavy Wigner matrices, in particular a Pastur’s equation over the diagonal. Nevertheless the
important consideration in the above proposition is that the matrices are not asymptotically
semi-circular with respect to E[A]. Therefore using in practice this equation is delicate since we
shall consider operator-valued free probability theory in a context where the diagonal coefficients
are random. Although our strategy do not take benefit of the above proposition, it serves us to

guide the definition in the next subsection.
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7.3 Definition of random traffics and their independence

Let H = (Hy,..., Hy) in CH*(J)* be a k-tuple of rooted test graphs, where Hy = (Vy, E, s, €s)
for any s = 1,...,k. Denote by Hy the test graph obtained by identifying the roots of the H’s.
We call amalgamation of H a partition p of the vertex set V{ of Hy such that each block of p
contains at most one vertex from each Hy. We denote by Hi™(J) the set couples (H, p), where
H is a k-tuple of rooted test graphs and p an amalgamation of H. We say in short that (H, p)
are am.-test graphs. We set CH*™(J) = ®p>1CHL™(J) the space of am.-test graphs.

Definition 7.2 (Amalgamated traffic distribution of marked graphs). Let (G, o) € G*(C”) be a
marked graph, where G = (V, E,§). The amalgamated rooted-traffic distribution 7(g 4y of (G,0)
is the linear map 7(q o) : CH*™(J) — ®r>1CF such that, for any (H,p) € HI™(J), with above

notations,

ool = > (I & w)e.w)) et (7.3)

¢V, —V e=(v,w)EFH,
s.t. ¢(1)=t
vl =(v)=g(v')
where the sum is over all root preserving maps ¢ : Vi, — V such that ¢(v) = ¢(v") whenever
v and v’ are in a same block of p, and where ¢s denotes the restriction of ¢ on Vs for any
s=1,...,k.

One sees that an obvious analogue of property (6.11) still applies. As previously it shows that
for random rooted graphs with bounded marks and degree, the amalgamated traffic distribution
does not contain more information than the traffic distribution. Our proofs, up to the definition
of traffic independence, are always based on a computation on traffic distributions, so their con-
sequence remains valid with amalgamated traffic distributions replacing random rooted-traffic
distributions.

The amalgamated rooted traffic distribution of a random graph forms a consistant sequence,
in the sense that if p splits as two partitions of disjoint subsets of graphs, it is given by the product
of the distributions for the induced am.-test graphs in an obvious way. We call (algebraic,
rooted) amalgamated traffic distribution a linear map CH*(.J) — ®>1CF that satisfies these
consistance properties. Endowing this space with the product topology, we can hence consider
the space of random traffic distribution P (Lin(CH*™(.J), ®j>1C")) which is the true setting for
Corollary 1.6.

Firstly, we set T(OG7O) as T(q,0) but with summation over all injective maps. This injective
version is equivalent to the plain one thanks to the same relations as before. Let H = H; ®
- ® Hy, € CH*(J, U J2)®F be a tensor product of rooted test graphs, where Hy = (Vy, Es, s, €5)
for any s = 1,...,k (a tensor notation is introduced to ease the formulation below). Denote
as before by Hy = (V, E,,¢) the test graph obtained by identifying the roots of the Hy’s and
p € P(V) forming an amalgamation of the test graphs.
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Assume that the graph GCC(Hy) of colored components of Hy is a tree. Denote by U (Hf)
the set of roots of the connected components of GCC(HY). For each i € U(Hf) we denote by
H?(i) the corresponding colored component, and for each s = 1,...,k, we denote by H(7) the
subgraph of H whose edges are in H{ () (if it has no edge, H,(i ) is the test graph rooted in 4
with no edge), and we set H(i) = H1 (1) ® - - - ® Hy (7). We also denote by p(i) the restriction of
p on the vertices of Hy(i).

Definition 7.3. Let u1, uo and u the law of random rooted traffic distributions 11, 7o and 7 labeled
in Ji, Jo and Jy U Jo respectively. We say that u is the free product of 1 and po whenever, for
any H=H, ® - @ Hy € CH*(J; U J2)®* and p as above,

0(H; p) & 1(QCC(H6T) is a tree> H 2 (H(i); p(3)),
i€V(HY)

where (Tio)ie‘II(Ho) is an independent collection of random rooted traffic distributions (in the

sense of classical probability), distributed as py if the labels of S(i) are in Jy and distributed as

o otherwise.

8 Discretization and relative entropy

In this section, we give a continuity result for the relative entropy with respect to our discretiza-
tion procedure of the Euclidean space.
We recall the discretization map defined in the proof of Theorem 2.1. Fix a mesh size

§ > 0 and a window size £ > 0 with x/d integer. The quantization is a map {-}§ : R? —

(67N [—k, K)* U {w} with w € R\ (6Z)? is any default value such that w* = w. Assume first
that d = 1. For |z| > K, we set {z}§ =w. For 0 <z < K, we set {z}§ = |z/0]0. If —x <z <O,
we set {z}§ = —{—a}%. On RY, we set {(z1,...,2q4)}§ = ({z1}5,...,{za}}). Finally, if x/J is

not an integer, we set {x}% = {a}§ with &' = §[r/d].
Lemma 8.1. Let X,Y be random variables on R®. Then,

lim lim Dy, ({X}5[{Y}5) = Dk (X[Y).
K—00 §—0

Proof. The proof is based on the variational formula, for probability measures p, g on R%,

()
Dxr(plg) = ¢€SC?&d {/qb )dp(z /e dQ(:L")}- (8.1)

By construction {X}5 and {Y'}§ are random variables on L§ = (0Z N [—k, k)4 {w}. We
may omit the explicit dependence of L and other parameters on (k,d) for ease of notation. For
l€L,let Bp={x € RY: {z}% = I} be the bin associated to [. By construction, if [ € L\{w},
we have By = [l; + 6] x --- x [lg + 6] and B, = {x € R? : |2|o > K}, where |z|o = max; |z;].
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Let p,q be the distributions of X and Y. Then (8.1) implies that
DX = sup { [ otwipta) i [ e

where &F is the set of functions on R? such that ¢ is constant on B; for all [ € L. We note also
that (8.1) implies that

Dro) s s { [ 6010 [0},
k>0 peCr

where C" is the set of continuous functions with support in [—k, K})d. To prove the lemma, it is
thus sufficient to check that for any x > 0,

;égt; { / $(x)dp(x) — / e?@dg(x) } < sup { / ¢(x)dp(a / e(z’(””)dq(w)}- (82)
;gﬁ {/qﬁ )dp(x /e¢(x)dq(x)} < hni)mf ;;SR{ {/gb )dp(x /e¢(x)dq(x)}. (8.3)

Fix € > 0 and take ¢ € S§ such that the left-hand side of (8.2) is finite, that is ¢ positive
on some Bj, which intersects the support of g. By taking a convolution with a compactly
supported smooth kernel, we find that there exists a bounded continuous function ¢. € Cp such
that ¢ — @c|oo < €. Then, for all € > 0 small enough, ¢. positive on By, . It follows by dominated

convergence that

tig { [ octdipte) ~m [ e @ato)} = [ oteripte) [ caata.

This proves (8.2). Similarly, take ¢ € C, such that the left-hand side of (8.3) is finite, that
is support ¢ intersects the support of ¢. Let ¢s € S§ be equal to 0 on B, and, on B; with

l € L\{w}, to y; with,
/ @ dg(z) = / eY'dq(x)
B, B,

Also, since ¢ is uniformly continuous, ¢s converges uniformly toward ¢ along any sequence

9 — 0. Again, by dominated convergence, this proves (8.3). O
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