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Large deviations for macroscopic observables of heavy-tailed

matrices

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 ∈Mn(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 :

LY =
1

n

n∑

k=1

δλk(Y ) ∈ P(R). (1.1)

Given a sequence of matrices Y = Yn 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,∞] is a lower semi-continuous function. A rate function is good if for all t ∈ [0,∞),

I−1([0, t]) is a compact subset of X . Then, a sequence of random variables Xn ∈ (X , d) (here

Xn = LY and X = P(R)) satisfies a LDP at rate vn with limn vn = ∞ and rate function I, if

for every measurable set A ⊂ X ,

− inf
x∈Ȧ

I(x) 6 lim inf
1

vn
lnP(Xn ∈ A) 6 lim sup

1

vn
lnP(Xn ∈ A) 6 − inf

x∈Ā
I(x),

where Ȧ and Ā 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 n2 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 n2 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 n1+α/2 was proved for Wigner matrices Y = X/
√
n

where the entries of X have an exponential tail of the form P(|Xij | > t) ∼t→∞ c1 exp(−c2tα)
for some 0 < α < 2. In the recent work [10], Augeri proves the LDP for the ESD for sparse

Wigner matrices Yij = AijXij/
√
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(Aij = 1) = p. In the regime log n ≪ p ≪ 1, Augeri proves that LY satisfies a LDP with rate

n2p. 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 sparseWigner

matrices with order 1 non-zeroes entries per row. More precisely, for every integer n > 1, let

(Aij)16i<j6n be iid independent Bernoulli variables, P(Aij = 1) = 1− P(Aij = 0) = min(d/n, 1)

for some fixed d > 0. We set Aji = Aij and Aii = 0. Let γ be a probability measure on C which

is invariant by complex conjugation (that is γ(B) = γ(B̄) for all Borel sets B ⊂ C). We consider

the self-adjoint matrix X = (Xij) with zero diagonal entries Xii = 0 and for all i > j, (Xij) iid

with law γ. Finally, as above we set

Yij = AijXij , (1.2)
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(in other words, for n > d, Yij has law (1−d/n)δ0+(d/n)γ outside the diagonal). By construction

A is the adjacency matrix of an Erdős-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 I 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 ∈ X such that I(x) = 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, γ ∈ P(C) be invariant by complex conjugation and Y the Wigner

matrix with entries defined in (1.2). The ESD LY satisfies a LDP in P(R) with speed n and

good rate function Jγ,d with a unique minimizer µγ,d ∈ P(R).

Interestingly, there is no tail assumption on the law γ for the the conclusion of Theorem 1.1

to hold. As explained below, the rate function Jγ,d 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 µγ,d 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(γ, 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 Erdős-Rényi random graph. More precisely,

let (D1(1), . . . ,Dn(n)) be an integer sequence such that
∑

vDn(k) is even and 1 6 Dn(v) 6 θ

for some fixed θ > 0. Assume further that any integer k > 0,

lim
n→∞

1

n

n∑

v=1

1I(Dn(v) = k) = π(k),

for some probability measure π in P(Z+). Let Gn be a random graph uniformly sampled on the

set of simple graphs on the vertex set Vn = {1, . . . , n} such that for all v ∈ Vn, the degree of v

is Dn(v). This set is non-empty for n large enough. Let A be the adjacency matrix of Gn and

define the self-adjoint matrix Z = (Zij) with Zij = AijXij and X independent of A as above.

Theorem 1.2. Let π ∈ P(Z+) be as above and γ ∈ P(C) be invariant by complex conjugation.

The ESD LZ satisfies a LDP in P(R) with speed n and good rate function Jγ,π with a unique

minimizer µγ,π.

This result is proved in Section 5.3.

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

(Yij)i>j are iid with law γn, the diagonal entries (Yii)i are independent variables, and they are
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independent of (Yij)i>j. We assume that γn is invariant by complex conjugation and that for

every Borel sets A ⊂ C, 0 /∈ A,

lim
n→∞

nγn(A) = Λ(A), (1.3)

where Λ is a non-trivial Radon measure on R
k\{0} which we call the intensity measure of the

model. We assume that Λ is finite at infinity, that is, if B1 is the unit ball of Rk, we assume

that

Λ(Rk\B1) <∞. (1.4)

Sparse Wigner matrices Yij = AijXij defined in the previous paragraph is contained in this

model with Λ = dγ′ where γ′ = γ − γ({0})δ0. Importantly, the Lévy matrices fit also into this

framework. They are defined as follows. Consider an infinite triangular array (Xij)i>j which

are iid copies of a random variable X on R and for some α ∈ (0, 2), some (p, q) ∈ [0, 1]2 so that

p+ q = 1 and c > 0, P(X > t) ∼t→∞ pct−α and P(X 6 −t) ∼t→∞ qct−α. We set Xji = Xij for

i 6 j and define the symmetric matrix Y = (Yij)16i,j6n with

Yij =
Xij

(cn)1/α
.

It is immediate to check that the law γn of Yij satisfies (1.3) with Λ given by

Λ(dt) = (1I(t > 0)p+ 1I(t < 0)q)α|t|−α−1dt. (1.5)

This measure satisfies (1.4) for any α > 0.

Back to the general setup, we assume the tail assumption: for some c0 > 0 and 0 < α < 2,

for all n > 1, i, j,

nP(|Yij| > t) 6 c0t
−α for all 0 < t 6 1. (1.6)

Theorem 1.3. Let γn ∈ P(C) be invariant by complex conjugation. Assume that (1.3)-(1.4)

and (1.6) hold for some 0 < α < 2. The ESD LY satisfies a LDP in P(R) with speed n and

good rate function JΛ with a unique minimizer µΛ.

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 µΛ 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 Jγ,π which appears in Theorem 1.2 in the simplest example where πd = δd

is a Dirac mass at some integer d > 2 and the support of γ 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.
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Let T = (V,E) be an infinite d-regular tree. We equip the set of probability measures on R
E ,

P(RE), with the product topology. A real random process indexed by E, say A = (Ae)e∈E , is

invariant if its law is left invariant by all automorphisms of T (that is bijections ϕ : V → V such

that ϕ(T ) = T ). We denote by Pγ(RE) ⊂ P(RE), the set of laws of invariant processes such

that for any finite subsets F ⊂ E of edges, the restriction of A to F has a finite relative entropy

with respect to the product measure γ⊗F . Recall that the relative entropy between probability

measures p, q is given by DKL(p|q) =
∫
dp(z) ln(dp(z)/dq(z)).

Let o ∈ V be a distinguished vertex and ρ = {a, b} ∈ E be a distinguished edge. For h > 1,

let Bh be the ball of radius h around o and ~Bh be the ball of radius h− 1 around ρ (the union

of the two ball of radius h− 1 around a and b). We let µh and ~µh be the laws of the restriction

of A to the balls of radius h around the roots. For µ ∈ P(RE) we define its entropy as

Σγ,πd(µ) =

{

limh→∞

(

DKL(µh|γ⊗Bh)− d
2DKL(~µh|γ⊗ ~Bh)

)

if µ ∈ Pγ(RE)
∞ otherwise.

We shall prove that the above limit is well-defined: in fact, for µ ∈ Pγ(RE), DKL(µh|γ⊗Bh) −
d
2DKL(~µh|γ⊗ ~Bh) is non-decreasing in h. The entropy Σγ,πd will appear as the good rate function

of an LDP on random weighted regular graphs. The unique global minimizer of Σγ,πd is the

product measure γ⊗E .

Now, to each element A = (Ae)e∈E ∈ R
E with uniformly bounded coordinates, supe |Ae| <

∞, we can associate a bounded self-adjoint operator on ℓ2(V ), which we also denote by A, by

the following formula that for every ψ ∈ ℓ2(V ) and u ∈ V ,

(Aψ)(u) =
∑

v:{u,v}∈E

A{u,v}ψ(v).

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

probability measure LψA ∈ P(R) such that for every bounded continuous functions f ,

〈ψ, f(A)ψ〉 =
∫

R

f(λ)dLψA(λ).

Since γ has bounded support, the above condition supe |Ae| < ∞ holds a.s. if µ ∈ Pγ(RE)
and A has law µ. If (ev)v∈V is the canonical basis of ℓ2(V ), we set

Lµ = Eµ[L
eo
A ] =

∫

LeoA dµ(A).

We are finally ready to give an expression for the rate function Jγ,πd which appears in

Theorem 1.2: for p ∈ P(R),

Jγ,πd(p) = inf
{
Σγ,πd(µ) : µ ∈ Pγ(RE) such that Lµ = p

}
, (1.7)

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

delicate to understand: neither the map µ→ Lµ nor the map µ→ Σγ,πd(µ) are straightforward
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to compute. In general, the formula for the rate functions Jγ,d, Jγ,π and JΛ 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 χ and the free entropy χ∗, 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 Erdös 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 Mn(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 Mn(C) equipped

with the tracial state 1
ntr(·).

Let us fix a label set J . We call test graph labeled in J a finite connected graphs H =

(V,E, ℓ, ε) with possibly multiple edges, where V is a nonempty set and each edge e ∈ E has

labels ℓ(e) ∈ J and ε(e) ∈ {1, ∗}. We use this terminology since we use them as elementary

functions in order to understand Y = (Yj)j∈J , for which an edge e ∈ E is associated to the

matrix Y
ε(e)
ℓ(e) (Y ∗

j 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
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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〉. If Y = (Yj)j∈J

is a collection of matrices in Mn(C), then their canonical traffic distribution τY ∈ Traf〈J〉 is

defined by

τY[H] =
1

n

∑

φ:V→{1,...,n}

∏

e=(v,w)∈E

Y
ε(e)
ℓ(e)

(
φ(w), φ(v)

)
. (1.8)

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 τY[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

Bn(θ) =






Y ∈Mn(C) : max

1≤i≤n

( n∑

j=1

1IYij 6=0

)

≤ θ, max
1≤j≤n

( n∑

i=1

1IYij 6=0

)

≤ θ, max
1≤i,j≤n

|Yij | ≤ θ






,

(1.9)

for some deterministic real θ > 0. This is the case when Y are independent matrices with law

Z as in Theorem 1.2 with π and γ 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 , πj ∈ P(Z+) finitely supported and γj ∈ P(C) invariant by complex conjugation

and compactly supported. Set π = (πj)j∈J and γ = (γj)j∈J . Then, the traffic distribution of Y

satisfies a LDP with speed n and good rate function χπ,γ with a unique minimizer τπ,γ.

As in Voiculescu’s definition of micro-states entropy [49, 47], the rate function τπ,γ 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 Bn(θ) for all n for some θ > 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)j∈J of iid

random matrices in Mn(C) for a finite set J of labels. The entries (Yj(k, l))k>l are assumed to

be independent, diagonal entries are assumed to be 0 for simplicity and outside the diagonal,

the entries have distribution γn ∈ P(C) invariant by complex conjugation. We assume that (1.3)

holds for some measure Λ. We restrict ourselves to the simplest case :

0 < Λ(C\{0}) <∞ (1.10)

This is a strengthening of (1.4). This case contains the sparse Wigner matrices defined in (1.2)

with Λ = dγ, but not the α-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 Yj ∈ Bn(θ) is

7



of order exp(−nL(θ)(1+o(1))) for some L(θ) > 0 for every θ large enough with limθ→∞ L(θ) = 0

(see Subsection 6.2). Nevertheless we can deduce from our work that for all θ > 0 large enough,

any τ ∈ Traf〈J〉,

χ̃Λ,θ(τ) = lim
ǫ↓0

lim inf
n→∞

1

n
lnP

(
Y ∈ Bn(θ)J ; d(τY , τ) ≤ ǫ

)

= lim
ǫ↓0

lim sup
n→∞

1

n
lnP

(
Y ∈ Bn(θ)

J ; d(τY, τ) ≤ ǫ
)
,

where d is any distance generating the topology of pointwise convergence (see Subsection 6.2).

The map τ → χ̃Λ,θ(τ) is a good rate function. By monotonicity, we may then define the good

rate function:

χ̃Λ(τ) = lim
θ→∞

χ̃Λ,θ(τ). (1.11)

The need to restrict ourselves to matrices in Bn(θ) 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 τY,i where

the value of the function φ 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

TY =
1

n

n∑

i=1

δτY,i
.

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 γn ∈ P(C) is invariant by complex conjugation, and that (1.3) and

(1.10) hold for some Λ. Then TY, the randomly rooted traffic distribution of Y, satisfies a LDP

with speed n and good rate function χΛ with a unique minimizer τΛ.

The rate function χΛ 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

8



given traffic distribution. On the other hand, we identify in (6.14), Section 6, that the microstates

entropy χΛ is given by a rate function χ∗
Λ, thanks a contraction principle as the pushforward of

an entropy for the law of a weighted Erdös-Rényi graphs, see Theorem 2.5. The minimizer τΛ

is the product of the distributions ΦΛ as described in [40, Definition 2.11], with ΦΛ the limiting

traffic distribution of a single matrix (see [39]). An advantage of χΛ over χ̃Λ 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 τ1 ∗ τ2 of two random traffic distributions, see Section 7.

Corollary 1.6. For any random traffic distributions τ1, τ2, with χΛ as in Theorem 1.5

χΛ(τ1 ∗ τ2) = χΛ(τ1) + χΛ(τ2).

This result is interesting notably because the analog statement is open in general for Voiculescu’s

microstates entropy. Voiculescu’s free product Φ = Φ1 ∗Φ2 of two non-commutative tracial dis-

tribution corresponds to the free product τΦ = τΦ1 ∗ τΦ2 via the universal construction [29].

However, the case considered in this article is somehow orthogonal to Voiculescu’s original mo-

tivation, when Φ1 and Φ2 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
d 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) <∞, 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, ξ) 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 ξ(u, v),

and its mark towards the vertex u by ξ(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

∗ ((z∗)∗ = z for all z ∈ Z) such that for all {u, v} ∈ E,

ξ(u, v) = ξ(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×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,degG, ξG

and so on.

For a marked graph G = (V,E, ξ) 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, o) is the pair formed by a connected marked graph and

a distinguished vertex o ∈ V (G) called the root. Let (G, o) and (G′, o′) be rooted marked

graphs. We say that (G, o) and (G′, o′) are isomorphic, and write (G, o) ≡ (G′, o′), 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•(Z)

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, o) where G = (V,E, ξ) 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, ξ) is a marked graph, its unmarked graph is denoted by Ḡ = (V,E). Similarly

for rooted marked graphs, if g = (G, o), we set ḡ = (Ḡ, o).
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Degree sequence Let G = (V,E, ξ) be a locally finite marked graph. The marked degree of

v ∈ V is the counting measure Deg(v) on Z defined by

Deg(v) =
∑

u∼v

δξ(v,u),

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; z) :=
∫
1{z}Deg(v) is the number of neighbors of u such that ξ(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))v∈V . If G = (V,E, ξ) is finite then the

following edge counting measure is well-defined:

m =
∑

v∈V

Deg(v) =
∑

e={u,v}∈E

(
δξ(u,v) + δξ(v,u)

)
,

where we recall that {u, v} and E are non oriented edges. Namely, for any z ∈ Z, m(z) =
∫
1{z}dm is the number of oriented edges (u, v) with {u, v} ∈ E such that ξ(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 ⊂ Z:

m(A) = m(A∗) and m(A) ∈ 2N if A = A∗. (2.2)

For V finite, the Erdős-Gallai Theorem and its extensions give the necessary and sufficient

conditions for a sequence of finite counting measures on Z, D = (D(v))v∈V to be the marked

degree sequence of a simple marked graph G = (V,E, ξ), 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 r > 0 and g ∈ G•, let gr be

the intersection of the graph G with the ball (for the graph metric) of center o and radius r.

Assume from now on that Z is a complete separable metric space equipped with the distance d.

Let g = (G, o), g′ = (G′, o′) ∈ G•, we say that the pair (r, δ) is good for (g, g′) if there exists an

isomorphism ψ between ḡr and ḡ′r such that

sup
u,v∈V (Gr)

d(ξ(u, v), ξ′(ψ(u),ψ(v))) 6 δ.

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

dloc(g, g
′) = inf

{
1

1 + r
+ δ : (r, δ) is good for (g, g′)

}

.

The set G• equipped with dloc 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, ξ) 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, o) where the root o is sampled uniformly, namely

U(G) =
1

|V |
∑

v∈V

δ[G,v], (2.3)

where [G, v] ∈ G• stands for the equivalence class of (G(v), v).

We shall say that a sequence of finite marked graphs (Gn) converges in Benjamini-Schramm

sense toward µ ∈ P(G•) if U(Gn) converges weakly to µ.

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) ∈ V 2 (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, ξ)

is a connected marked graph and e = (u, v) ∈ V 2, let [G, e] denotes its associated unlabeled

edge-rooted marked graph. We then say that a probability measure µ ∈ P(G•) is unimodular if

for every non-negative measurable functions f on ~G•, we have

∫
∑

v∈V

f([G, o, v])dµ([G, o]) =

∫
∑

v∈V

f([G, v, o])dµ([G, o]). (2.4)

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 µ ∈ P(G•) and Eµ deg(o) =
∫
deg(o)dµ([G, o]) ∈ (0,∞), we define its edge-

rooted version ~µ ∈ P(~G•) by the formula: for every measurable sets A on ~G•,

~µ(A) =
1

Eµ deg(o)
Eµ

[
∑

v∼o

1I([G, o, v] ∈ A)

]

, (2.5)

where the sum is over all neighbors of o in G. Thanks to [3, Proposition 2.2], the unimodularity

of µ (2.4) is equivalent to the invariance of ~µ by inverting the root edge. Observe that if

G = (V,E, ξ) is a finite graph, then by definition of U(G),

~U(G) =
1

2|E|
∑

e={u,v}∈E

(
δ[G,u,v] + δ[G,v,u]

)
.

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

uniformly at random.
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Finite-depth neighborhood and invariance For integer h > 0, we denote by G•
h ⊂ G•,

the subset of unlabeled rooted marked graph such that gr = gh for all r > h: that is unlabeled

rooted marked graphs which are contained in the ball of radius h from the root. If µ ∈ P(G•), we

denote by µh ∈ P(G•
h) its image by the map g → gh. Similarly, for integer h > 1 for (G, ρ) ∈ ~G•,

ρ = (o, o′), we define (G, ρ)h as its restriction to the (h − 1)-neighborhood around {o, o′} (in

other words, (G, ρ)h is the restriction to the ball of radius h centered at a fictitious vertex in

the middle of {o, o′}). We define P(~G•
h) similarly.

We will say that µ ∈ P(G•
h) 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)h. For µ ∈ P(G•),

being unimodular is equivalent to µh invariant for all h > 1 (in (2.4), functions with bounded

support are dense). Similarly, we will say that ν ∈ P(~G•
h) is invariant if ν = ~µ for some invariant

µ ∈ P(G•
h).

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
f = ∪k>0N

k (2.6)

where N
0 = {o} and N = {1, 2, . . . , } by convention. Let (G, o) be a random rooted marked

graph. The law of [G, o] is denoted by µ ∈ P(G•). We perform the breadth-first search tree on

the unmarked graph Ḡ started at the root o, where ties between vertices are broken uniformly

at random and independently of (G, o). This defines a random marked graph (G′, o) on a subset

of Nf whose law depends only the equivalence class of (G, o): a vertex at distance k from the

root receives a label in N
k, if (i1, . . . , ik−1) is the label of its parent in the search tree, it has the

label (i1, . . . , ik−1, j) 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 µ ∈ P(G•).

The same construction can be performed for edge-rooted graphs (G, ρ), ρ = (o1, o2), with

two copies Nf ×N
f . Indeed, we perform the breadth-first search tree by starting from two seeds

(o1, o2): we start with the neighbors of o1 different from o2, then the neighbors of o2 which have

not been seen before and so on. This defines the uniform labeling of ν ∈ 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, ρ).

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×R
k 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
k

which comes from a signed involution on coordinates. More precisely, we fix some ε ∈ {−1, 1}k
and a permutation τ ∈ Sk such that for all i ∈ {1, . . . , k}, τ2(i) = i and εiετ(i) = 1. Then for

x = (x1, . . . , xk) we set

(x1, · · · , xk)∗ = (ε1xτ(1), . . . , εkxτ(k)). (2.7)

The most relevant examples are x∗ = x, on C ≃ R
2 the complex conjugate x∗ = x̄ and on R

2,

(x1, x2)
∗ = (x2, x1) (this choice allows to represent marks on vertices as marks on edges). These

involutions on B and R
k extend as an involution on Z = B × R

k defined as (b, x)∗ = (b∗, x∗).

Let G = (V,E, ξ) be a (possibly random) marked graph on the mark set Z = B × R
k. We

denote by G0 = (V,E, ξ0) the marked graph with mark set B obtained from G = (V,E, ξ) by

setting ξ0(u, v) = b if ξ(u, v) = (b, x). The same constructions extend to rooted marked graphs.

By construction, if µ ∈ P(G•(Z)), we denote by µ0 ∈ P(G•(B)) the push-forward of µ by the map

(G, o) 7→ (G0, o). Similarly, for ~µ ∈ P(~G•(Z)), its push-forward is denoted by ~µ0 ∈ P(~G•(B)).
By construction, we have Eµ0Deg(o) = EµDeg(o)(· × R

k).

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,∞)B and let (mn) be a sequence in Z
B
+ such that for all b ∈ B,

lim
n→∞

mn(b)

n
= d(b), (2.8)

and which satisfies (2.2) for every b ∈ B. We set

d̄ =
∑

b

d(b).

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

measure is mn when restricted to B is denoted by

Gn,mn = {G = (VG, EG, ξG) : VG = Vn,mG({b} × R
k) = mn(b) for all b ∈ B}, (2.9)

We denote by G0
n,mn

the set of simple marked graphs on the mark set B whose edge-counting

measure is mn. It is also the image of Gn,mn by the map G → G0 (recall the definition in

section 2.3.1). The dependency in B is implicit. The sets G0
n,mn

and Gn,mn are non-empty iif

m̄n 6 n(n− 1)/2.
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Randomly marked graph We next define a random graph Gn = (Vn, En, ξn) taking value

in Gn,mn as follows. Let γn = (γn,b)b∈B be a collection of probability measures on R
k which are

∗-invariant in the sense that for every b ∈ B and every Borel set A ⊂ R
k,

γn,b(A) = γn,b∗(A
∗). (2.10)

The graph G0
n = (Vn, En, ξ

0
n) is sampled uniformly on G0

n,mn
. Then, independently for each

edge e = {u, v} ∈ En with u < v and ξ0(u, v) = b, we sample a weight ξn(u, v) in {b} × R
k

according to the probability distribution γn,b. Finally, we set ξn(v, u) = ξn(u, v)
∗. Note that

since γn is ∗-invariant, any deterministic choice of the ordering (u, v) or (v, u) leads to the same

distribution for Gn. We assume that there exists a collection of probability measures γ = (γb)b∈B

such that for all b ∈ B, and all Borel sets A ⊂ R
k,

lim
n→∞

γn,b(A) = γb(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 (Gn).

Theorem 2.1 (Entropy with a given average marked degree). For every integer number h > 1,

U(Gn)h and ~U(Gn)h satisfy a LDP on P(G•
h) and P(~G•

h) with rate n and good rate func-

tions Σγ,d(µ, h) and ~Σγ,d(ν, h) respectively. Moreover U(Gn) and ~U(Gn) satisfy a LDP on

P(G•) and P(~G•) with rate n and good rate function Σγ,d(µ) = limhΣγ,d(µh, h) and ~Σγ,d(ν) =

limh
~Σγ,d(νh, h).

The precise expression for Σd(µ, h) and ~Σd(ν, h) is defined below when µ and ν 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 (γ, d). Note that their limits

as h goes to infinity are well defined by monotonicity.

Definition of the entropy If G = (V,E, ξ) is a (possibly random) marked graph on the mark

set Z = B×R
k, we denote by Gγ = (V,E, ξγ) the random marked graph obtained as follows. We

have G0
γ = G0 = (V,E, ξ0). Given G0, e = {u, v} ∈ E and an independent choice of orientation

(u, v), for ξ0(u, v) = b, we set ξγ(u, v) = (b, ye), where the variables (ye)e∈E are independent and

ye has distribution γb. Finally, we set ξγ(v, u) = ξγ(u, v)
∗. Note that since γ is ∗-invariant, the

choice of the orientation is irrelevant.

We denote by DKL(p|q) =
∫
dp(z) ln(dp(z)/dq(z)) the relative entropy between two proba-

bility measures p, q, which we also write DKL(X|Y ) if X has law p and Y law q.

Definition 2.2 (Admissible neighborhood). For h > 1, a measure µ ∈ P(G•
h) is admissible if it

satisfies the following conditions:

(C1) µ is invariant,
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(C2) µ is supported on marked trees,

(C3) Eµ deg(o) ln deg(o) <∞,

We further say that µ is (γ, d)-admissible if it is admissible and

(C4) Eµ0Deg(o) = d,

(C5) DKL(G|Gγ) <∞, where G is the uniform labeling of µ.

We say that µ is d-admissible if it is admissible and satisfies (C4). Similarly, we say that

ν ∈ P(~G•
h) is admissible if there exists µ ∈ P(G•

h) admissible such that ~µ = ν and (γ, d)-

admissible if we further have that

(C4’) ξ0(ρ) has law d(·)/d̄ and, if h > 2, dν = (Eν deg(o)
−1)−1 > d̄,

(C5’) DKL( ~G| ~Gγ) <∞ where ~G is the uniform labeling of ν.

We say that ν is d-admissible if it is is admissible and satisfies (C4’).

We note that if the support of γ 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 Σγ,d(µ, h) and

the edge-entropy ~Σγ,d(ν, h) will be defined as limits in the proof of Theorem 2.1. For µ ∈ P(G•
h)

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

Σγ,d(µ, h) = Σ0
d(µ

0, h) + Σ1
γ,d(µ, h), (2.12)

where Σ0
d and Σ1

γ,d are defined as follows. If µ ∈ P(G•
h) is (γ, d)-admissible, we set

Σ1
γ,d(µ, h) = DKL(G|Gγ)−

d̄

2
DKL( ~G| ~Gγ), (2.13)

where G and ~G are the randomly labeled rooted marked graphs with laws µ and ~µ respectively.

We shall check that if µ is (γ, d)-admissible, ~µ is (γ, d)-admissible and thus DKL( ~G| ~Gγ) < ∞.

Hence, the above difference (2.13) is well defined if µ is (γ, d)-admissible.

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

variables X,Y on a finite set:

H(X) = −
∑

x

P(X = x) lnP(X = x) and H(X|Y ) = −
∑

x,y

P(X = x, Y = y) lnP(X = x|Y = y).

If µ ∈ P(G•
h(B)) is d-admissible, we set

Σ0
d(µ, h) = −H(G|(G)1) +

d̄

2
H( ~G|( ~G)1) +DKL(DegG(o)|Nd), (2.14)

where G and ~G are the uniform labeling of µ and ~µ respectively and Nd is a multivariate Poisson

variable (Nd(b))b∈B where (Nd(b))b∈B are independent and for every b ∈ B, Nd(b) has distribution
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Poi(d(b)). Otherwise, we set Σ0
d(µ, h) = ∞. For a very interesting alternative expression of Σ0

d

with only non-negative terms involving relative entropies, see the recent work [44] and Remark

3.7 below.

If µ ∈ P(G•
h) is not (γ, d)-admissible then we conjecture that Σγ,d(µ, h) = ∞. We will prove

this claim under a small extra condition on µ, see Lemma 2.3 below.

Similarly, for ν ∈ P(~G•
h) which is (γ, d)-admissible, we also define the edge-entropy associated

to (γ, d) as
~Σγ,d(ν, h) = ~Σ0

d(ν
0, h) + ~Σ1

γ,d(ν, h), (2.15)

where ~Σ0 and ~Σ1 are defined as follows. For integer number h > 1, if ν ∈ P(~G•
h), we consider

the element of ν̂ ∈ P(G•
h−1) defined, for A measurable set of G•

h−1, by

ν̂(A) = dνEν

[
1I[G,o]h−1∈A

deg(o)

]

,

where o is the origin vertex of the root edge ρ and dν = (Eν deg(o)
−1)−1. If h = 1, ν̂ is trivial

since G•
0 has a unique element. Finally, we set

ν̇ = ν̇(d̄) = (1− p)δ0 + pδν̂ , (2.16)

with p = d̄/dν and 0 is the rooted graph with a single vertex. For h > 2, this is a probability

measure if and only if dν > d̄.

For µ ∈ P(G•) with finite positive expected degree, we denote by µ̌ ∈ P(G•), its sized-biased

version defined for A measurable set of G• as

µ̌(A) =
E[deg(o)1I(G ∈ A)]

E[deg(o)]

We set

~Σ1
γ,d(ν, h) =

d̄

2
DKL( ~G| ~Gγ)− d̄DKL(Ǧ|Ǧγ) +DKL(G|Gγ),

where G, Ǧ and ~G are the uniform labeling of ν̇, ˇ̇ν ∈ P(G•
h−1) and ν respectively. Note that for

h = 1,

~Σ1
γ,d(ν, 1) =

d̄

2
DKL( ~G| ~Gγ).

If ν ∈ P(~G•
1 (B)) is d-admissible, we set

~Σ0
d(ν, h) = − d̄

2
H( ~G|( ~G)1) + d̄H(Ǧ|(Ǧ)1)−H(G|(G)1) +DKL(DegG(o)|Nd),

where G, Ǧ and ~G are the uniform labeling of ν̇, ˇ̇ν ∈ P(G•
h−1) and ν respectively. Finally Nd is

the multivariate Poisson random variable as above. Otherwise, ν is not d-admissible and we set
~Σ0
d(ν, h) = ∞.

Again, we conjecture that ~Σγ,d(ν, h) = ∞ if ν is not (γ, d)-admissible. Here is our partial

result in this direction. We say that µ ∈ P(G•
h) is well-behaved if for any 1 6 k 6 h−1 such that
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DKL((G)k |(Gγ)k) < ∞ we also have DKL((Ǧ)k|(Ǧγ)k) < ∞. For example if the vertex degree

deg(o) under µ has bounded support then µ is well-behaved. Similarly, ν ∈ P(~G•
h) is well-behaved

if for any 1 6 k 6 h − 1 such that DKL((G)k|(Gγ)k) < ∞ we also have DKL((Ǧ)k|(Ǧγ)k) < ∞
where G, Ǧ and ~G are the uniform labeling of ν̇, ˇ̇ν ∈ P(G•

h−1) and ν respectively.

Lemma 2.3 (Infinite entropy). For every integer number h > 1, if µ ∈ P(G•
h) is either not d-

admissible or well-behaved and not (γ, d)-admissible then Σγ,d(µ, h) = ∞. Similarly, if ν ∈ P(~G•
h)

is either not d-admissible or well-behaved and not (γ, d)-admissible then ~Σγ,d(ν, 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 × R
k with

a given marked degree sequence on B. Let π be a probability measure on Z
B
+ and D with

distribution π. As above, we set ED = d and d̄ =
∑

b d(b). We will assume d(b) = d(b∗) for all

b ∈ B and support of π finite. We next consider a sequence (Dn)n with Dn = (Dn(v))v∈Vn and

Dn(v) ∈ Z
B
+ such that for all k ∈ Z

B
+,

lim
n→∞

1

n

n∑

v=1

1I(Dn(v) = k) = π(k). (2.17)

Setting mn =
∑

vDn(v) we assume that mn satisfies (2.2) and that Dn is uniformly bounded,

that is for θ > 0,
∑

bDn(v; b) 6 θ for all v ∈ Vn and integer number n > 1. Under these

assumptions, we have for all b ∈ B,

lim
n→∞

mn(b)

n
= d(b).

The set of Z-marked graphs on Vn whose B-marked degree sequence is Dn is

Gn,Dn = {G = (VG, EG, ξG) : VG = Vn,DegG(v)(· × R
k) = Dn(v) for all v ∈ Vn}.

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

We now define a random graph Hn = (Vn, En, ξn) on Gn,Dn as follows. The graph H0
n =

(Vn, En, ξn) is sampled uniformly on G0
n,Dn

. Then, independently and independently for each edge

e = {u, v} ∈ En with u < v and ξ0(u, v) = b, we sample a weight ξn(u, v) in {b} ×R
k according

to the probability distribution γn,b defined as in (2.10). Finally, we set ξn(v, u) = ξn(u, v)
∗. Note

that since γn is ∗-invariant, any deterministic choice of the ordering (u, v) or (v, u) leads to the

same distribution for Hn.

We say that µ ∈ P(G•
h) is (γ, π) admissible if it is (γ, d) admissible and Deg0(o) has law π

under µ. The vertex-entropy associated to (γ, π) is

Σγ,π(µ, h) =

{

Σ0
π(µ

0, h) + Σ1
γ,d(µ, h) if µ is (γ, π)-admissible

∞ otherwise,
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where Σ1
γ,d is defined as above. For µ ∈ P(G•

h(B)) satisfying µ01 = π and conditions (C1)-(C2)-

(C3), we set

Σ0
π(µ, h) = −H(G|(G)1) +

d̄

2
H( ~G|( ~G)1),

where G and ~G are the uniform labeling of µ and ~µ respectively. Similarly, the next theorem is

the analog of Theorem 2.1 for U(Hn).

Theorem 2.4 (Entropy with a partially given marked degree sequence). Let π be a probability

measure on Z
B
+ with finite support and average d ∈ (0,∞)B. For any integer number h > 1,

U(Hn)h satisfies a LDP on P(G•
h) with rate n and good rate function Σγ,π(µ, h). Moreover

U(Hn) satisfies a LDP on P(G•) with rate n and good rate function Σγ,π(µ) = limhΣγ,π(µh, h).

There is also a LDP for ~U(Hn)h but we have omitted the explicit expression for the sake

of concision (see the proof of Theorem 2.4). When π = δd is a Dirac mass at d ∈ Z
B
+ with

d̄ =
∑

b d(b) and d(b∗) = d(b). Then the entropy has a particularly nice expression. Indeed,

there is a unique admissible µ0 ∈ P(G•(B)) such that (µ0)1 = δd: this the (Dirac mass at the)

deterministic infinite d̄-regular tree where each vertex u has exactly d(b) neighbors v such that

ξ(u, v) = b. In this case, we thus have Σ0(µ0, h) = 0 for all µ which are (γ, π)-admissible.

2.4 Entropy associated to marked Erdős-Rényi random graphs

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

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

lim
n→∞

dn = d > 0.

We also consider a sequence of ∗-invariant probability measures (γn)n∈N on R
k such that for

every Borel sets A ⊂ R
k,

lim
n→∞

γn(A) = γ(A),

where γ is a probability measure on R
k. We consider the randommarked graphG′

n = (Vn, En, ξn)

on the vertex set Vn = {1, . . . , n} where each edge {u, v} of the complete graph is present

independently with probability min(dn/n, 1) and ξn(u, v) = ξn(v, u)
∗ receives an independent

mark with distribution γn.

For δ > 0, we set jd to be the entropy for the mean degree:

jd(δ) =
1

2

(

d ln

(
d

δ

)

+ d− δ

)

.

We have the following corollary of Theorem 2.1. In the statement below Σγ,d 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′
n)h satisfies a LDP on P(G•

h) with rate

n and good rate function ΣER
γ,d(µ, h) = Σγ,δ(µ, h) + jd(δ) where δ = Eµ deg(o) (if δ = ∞ then

ΣER
γ,d(µ, h) = ∞). Moreover U(G′

n) satisfies a LDP on P(G•) with rate n and good rate function

ΣER
γ,d(µ) = limhΣ

ER
γ,d(µh, h). ΣER

γ,d(µ) has a unique minimizer.
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The minimizer of ΣER
γ,d(µ) 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 µ(p) of

the entropy given a d-admissible neighborhood p ∈ P(G•
h(B)):

inf{Σ0
d(µ) : µ ∈ P(G•(B)), µh = p} = Σ0

d(µ(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 × R
k here. We will simply prove that there is a unique global minimizer that we

describe now.

If π is a probability measure on Z
B
+ with non-zero expectation d = ED =

∑

k kπ(k) ∈ Z
B
+

such that d(b) = d(b∗) for all b ∈ B. For b ∈ B such that d(b) > 0, we define the size-biased law

π̂b ∈ Z
B
+ by the formula

π̂b(k) =
(kb∗ + 1)π(k + 1b∗)

d(b)
,

where 1b ∈ Z
B
+ is the vector 1b(c) = 1I(b = c). As in [23, Section 4.4], the unimodular Galton-

Watson tree with degree distribution π is the random B-marked rooted tree G0 where the root

has marked degree Deg(o) with distribution π. Then, recursively and independently, any vertex

v 6= o such that ξ(u, v) = b, where u is the parent of v, produces offspring according to the

distribution π̂b. Finally, we denote by UGW(γ, π) the law of the Z-marked rooted tree G = G0
γ

where G0 is as above.

Lemma 2.6 (Minimizer of the entropy). For any integer number h > 1 and µ ∈ P(G•
h), we

have Σγ,π(µ, h) = 0 if and only if µ = UGW(γ, π)h. Similarly ΣER
γ,d(µ, h) = 0 if and only if

µ = UGW(γ,Poi(d))h, 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(G0
n) and

~U(G0
n), that is the case of marked graphs where

the mark set B is finite.

Proposition 3.1. For any integer number h > 1, U(G0
n)h and ~U(G0

n)h satisfy a LDP on

P(G•
h(B)) and P(~G•

h(B)) with rate n and good rate functions Σ0
d(µ, h) and

~Σ0
d(ν, h).

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

Lemma 3.2. Let µ ∈ P(G•) such that EµDeg(o) = d, d̄ =
∑

b d(b) ∈ (0,∞). Then, under ~µ,

ξ(ρ) has law d(·)/d̄. Moreover, for every integer number k > 1,

P~µ(deg(o) = k) =
kPµ(deg(o) = k)

d̄
.
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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 = {ξ(ρ) ∈ B} and use Eµ deg(o) = d̄. For the second claim, we apply (2.5) to

A = {deg(o) = k}.

We split the proof of this proposition in two parts: the case of U(G0
n) and the case of ~U(G0

n).

The latter is a consequence of known results.

Proof of Proposition 3.1 : the case U(G0
n). The statement on U(G0

n)h 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(G0
n)h

satisfies a LDP with good rate function on P(G•
h(B)):

Jd(µ, h) =

{

−H(G) + d̄
2H( ~G) + σd(µ), if µ is admissible and EµDeg(o) = d

∞ otherwise,
(3.1)

where G and ~G are uniform labeling with law µ and ~µ respectively and

σd(µ) = Eµ ln(deg(o)!) −
d̄

2
ln d̄−

∑

b∈B

d(b)

2
ln(d(b)) + d̄.

We finally show that Jd(µ, h) = Σγ,d(µ, h) Indeed, writing H(G) = H(G|G1) + H(G1) and

H( ~G) = H( ~G| ~G1) +H( ~G1) we find that

Jd(µ, h) = −H(G|G1) +
d̄

2
H( ~G| ~G1)−H(G1) +

d̄

2
H( ~G1) + σd(µ) . (3.2)

By Lemma 3.2, we have

d̄H( ~G1) = −
∑

b∈B

d(b) ln d(b) + d̄ ln d̄.

By [11, Lemma 2.4], we have

H(G1) = H(DegG(o)) −
∑

b∈B

Eµ ln(Deg(o; b)!) + Eµ ln(deg(o)!).

Finally, if Nd is as in the definition (2.14) of Σ0
d(µ, h) and D is a random variable on Z

B
+ with

ED = d, then we observe that

DKL(D|Nd) =
∑

δ∈ZB
+

P(D = δ) ln

(
P(D = δ)

∏

b(e
−d(b)d(b)δb/δ(b)!)

)

= −H(D) + d̄−
∑

b∈B

d(b) ln(d(b)) +
∑

b∈B

E ln(D(b)!). (3.3)

Putting together these equations, we find that

−H(G1) +
d̄

2
H( ~G1) + σd(µ) = DKL(DegG(o)|Nd)

and we obtain the claimed formula: Jd(µ, h) = Σγ,d(µ, h).
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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 Σ0
d(µ, h) with

unlabeled marked graphs. More precisely if µ is admissible and EµDeg(o) = d, we have

Σ0
d(µ, h) = −H(G|G1) +

d̄

2
H( ~G|( ~G)1) +DKL(DegG(o)|Nd).

where G and ~G are unlabeled rooted marked graphs with laws µ and ~µ. In this case, we simply

have H((G)1) = H(DegG(o)).

We now turn to the proof of the LDP for ~U(Gn)h. We start with the existence of the LDP.

Lemma 3.4. Let h > 1 be an integer. ~U(G0
n)h satisfies a LDP on P(~G•

h(B)) with good rate

function
~Jd(ν, h) = inf{Σ0

d(µ, h) : µ ∈ P(G•(B)), ~µ = ν}.

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

continuous function f : ~G•
h → R,

~U(G)h(f) =
1

2m̄

∑

u∈V

∑

v:{u,v}∈E

f(G,u, v) =
n

2m̄
U(G)h(f̌),

with

f̌(G, o) =
∑

v∼o

f(G, o, v).

The function µ → µ(f̌) is not necessarily continuous for the weak topology (as f̌ may be un-

bounded). However, for any t > 0, onDt = {µ ∈ P(G•
h(B)) : for all b, EµDeg(o; b) ln(Deg(o; b)) 6

t}, the function µ→ µ(f̌) is continuous.

We note also that Σ0
d(µ, h) > Σ0

d(µ, 1) = DKL(Deg(o)|Nd). Since n lnn 6 ln(n!) +Cn for all

integers n > 1 and H(Deg(o)) is uniformly bounded over all µ such that EµDeg(o) = d (see for

example [23, Lemma 5.5]), we deduce that infµ/∈Dt
Σ0
d(µ, h) > infµ/∈Dt

DKL(Deg(o)|Nd) diverges

as t→ ∞ 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(Gn)h satisfies a LDP with

good rate function ~Jd(ν, h) = inf{Σ0
d(µ, h) : ~µ = ν} as requested.

In view of Lemma 3.4, we need to prove that ~Jd = ~Σ0
d. We start with a preliminary lemma.

Recall the definition of ν̇ = ν̇(d̄) in (2.16).

Lemma 3.5. For every integer number h > 2 and µ ∈ P(G•
h) with E deg(o) = d̄, the distribution

~̇µ is equal to µh−1. If ν ∈ P(G•
h) is invariant and is such that ξ(ρ) has law d/d̄ under ν and

dν > d̄, then Eν̇Deg(o) = d.

Proof. We start with the first claim and set ν = ~µ. We start by observing for any integer number

k > 1,

Pν(deg(o) = k) =
1

d̄
Eµ

∑

v∼o

1I(deg(o) = k) =
kPµ(deg(o) = k)

d̄
.

22



Therefore,

1

dν
= Eν

(
1

deg(o)

)

=

∞∑

k=1

Pν(deg(o) = k)

k
=

Pµ(deg(o) > 0)

d̄
. (3.4)

Recall the definition of ν̂ above (2.16). For any measurable event A ⊂ G•
h−1, since ν is supported

on graphs with deg(o) > 0,

ν̂(A) = dνEν

(
1I[G,o]h−1∈A,deg(o)>0

deg(o)

)

=
dν
d̄
Eµ

(
∑

v∼o

1I[G,o]∈A,deg(o)>0

deg(o)

)

=
dν
d̄
µh−1(A∩{deg(o) > 0}).

It follows that ν̂ is equal to the distribution of µh−1 conditioned on {deg(o) > 0}. In particular,

p = d̄/dν = Pµ(deg(o) > 0) and µh−1 = (1− p)δ0 + pδν̂ = ν̇ as requested in the first claim.

For the second claim, since ν is invariant, ν = ~µ for some invariant µ ∈ P(G•
h). Let µ′ be

equal to µ conditioned on {deg(o) > 0}. Note that µ(q) = (1−q)δ0+qµ′ with 0 6 q 6 1 satisfies

~µ(q) = ν and, from (3.4), Eµ(q) deg(o) = qdν . Since dν > d̄, Eµ(q) deg(o) = d̄ for q = d̄/dν . For

such q, let d′ = Eµ(q)Deg(o). From the first claim, we have Eν̇Deg(o) = d′. However Lemma 3.2

implies that d′ = d.

A final lemma will be useful.

Lemma 3.6. Let h > 1 and k > 1 be integers and µ ∈ P(G•
h). Let G, ~G be uniform labeling

with laws µ and ~µ and ~G(o) be the (h − 1)-neighborhood of the origin vertex of the root-edge of
~G. Then ~G(o) is the uniform labeling of µ̌h−1. In particular, conditioned on {deg(o) = k}, the
distributions of (G)h−1 and ~G(o) are equal. Similarly, conditioned on {deg(o) = k}, if (1, . . . , k)
are the neighbors of the root-vertex o, the distributions of (G, o, 1)h and ~G are equal.

Proof. Let B ⊂ G•
h−1 and k > 1. We apply (2.5) to A = {[G, o] ∈ B} ∩ {deg(o) = k} and get

P( ~G(o) ∈ A,deg(o) = k) = kP((G)h−1 ∈ A,deg(o) = k)/d̄. We finally use Lemma 3.2. For the

proof of the second claim we take A = {[G, ρ]h ∈ B} ∩ {deg(o) = k}.

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

Proof of Proposition 3.1 : the case ~U(G0
n). By Lemma 3.4, ~U(G0

n)h satisfies a LDP on P(~G•
h(B))

with good rate function

~Jd(ν, h) = inf{Σ0
d(µ, h) : µ ∈ P(G•

h(B)), ~µ = ν}.

Our goal is therefore to show that ~Jd(ν, h) = ~Σ0
d(ν, h).

If h > 2, from the definition of ν̂, dν = (Eν(deg(o)
−1))−1 = Eν̂(deg(o)). Let µ ∈ P(G•

h(B)).
By Lemma 3.5, if ~µ = ν and Eµ[deg(o)] = d̄ then ~̂µ = ν̂ is the law µh−1 conditioned on {deg(o) >
0}. In particular, dν = d̄/Pµ(deg(o) > 0). It follows that dν > d̄ otherwise ~Jd(ν, h) = ∞. If

dν > d̄, it follows from Lemma 3.5, that all µ ∈ P(G•
h(B)) such that E deg(o) = d̄ and ~µ = ν

have the same marginal distribution on ball of radius (h − 1): µh−1 = ν̇. Also by Lemma 3.2,

under ν, ξ(ρ) has law d/d̄.
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We deduce that if ν is not admissible or if dν < d̄ (for h > 2) or if ξ0(ρ) has not law d/d̄ then
~Jd(ν, h) = ∞. Hereafter, we may and shall restrict ourselves to ν admissible, so that dν = d̄

and ξ0(ρ) has law d/d̄. When ν is admissible and, by [23, Lemma 5.10] and [31, Lemma 4],

Σ0
d(µ, h) < ∞ for all µ admissible such that ~µ = ν. We start with the lower bound of ~Jd by ~Σ0

d

and prove an even stronger statement: for every d-admissible µ such that ~µ = ν,

Σ0
d(µ, h) >

~Σ0
d(ν, h). (3.5)

Let G, Ǧ, ~G be uniform labeling of µ, µ̌ and ~µ = ν. Writing H(X|f(X)) = H(X) − H(f(X)),

the lower bound (3.5) is equivalent to

H(G)− d̄

2
H( ~G) 6

d̄

2
H( ~G)− d̄H((Ǧ)h−1) +H((G)h−1),

Let Hk(·) denote the conditional entropy given {deg(o) = k} and let π(k) = Pµ(deg(o) = k).

We write H(G) = H(degG(o))+H(G|degG(o)) = H(degG(o))+
∑

k>1 π(k)Hk(G) and similarly

for H( ~G) = H(deg ~G(o)) +H( ~G|deg ~G(o)). We deduce that (3.5) is equivalent to

∑

k>1

π(k)
(

Hk(G)− kHk( ~G) + (k − 1)Hk((G)h−1)
)

6 0,

where we have used Lemma 3.2 and Lemma 3.6. Let (1, . . . , k) be the neighbors of o in ~G with

ρ = (o, 1) and let ~Gi be the edge-rooted graph ( ~G, o, i). Similarly, we set Gi = (G, o, i)h. The

rooted marked graph G is in bijection with the k-tuple (G1, . . . , Gk). In particular

Hk(G) = Hk((G)h−1) +Hk(G|(G)h−1) = Hk((G)h−1) +Hk((G1, . . . , Gk)|(G)h−1)

6 Hk((G)h−1) +

k∑

i=1

H(Gi|(G)h−1). (3.6)

Also, by exchangeability and by Lemma 3.6, ~Gi and Gi have the same distribution. Using

exchangeability and Lemma 3.6 again, we write

kHk( ~G) =

k∑

i=1

H(Gi) = kHk((G)h−1) +

k∑

i=1

H(Gi|(G)h−1).

It concludes the proof of (3.5). For the upper bound, we observe that (3.6) is an equality if and

only if (G1, . . . , Gk) are independent conditioned (G)h−1 and deg(o) = k. This characterizes

uniquely a measure µ and it is immediate to check that this measure is admissible. It concludes

the proof.

3.2 Proof of Theorem 2.1 : existence of the LDP

In this subsection, we establish that U(Gn) 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
k into bins. Fix

a mesh size δ > 0 and a window size κ > 0 with κ/δ integer. The quantization is a map

{·}κδ : Rk → (δZ ∩ [−κ, κ))k ∪ {ω} with ω ∈ R
k\(δZ)k is any default value such that ω∗ = ω.

Assume first that k = 1. For |x| > κ, we set {x}κδ = ω. For 0 6 x < κ, we set {x}κδ = ⌊x/δ⌋δ.
If −κ < x < 0, we set {x}κδ = −{−x}κδ . On R

k, we set {(x1, . . . , xd)}κδ = ({x1}κδ , . . . , {xd}κδ ).
Finally, if κ/δ is not an integer, we set {x}κδ = {x}κ′δ with κ′ = δ⌈κ/δ⌉.

We fix a non-increasing function κ : (0, 1] → (0,∞) such that

lim
δ→0

κ(δ) = ∞.

We set

Lδ = (δZ ∩ [−κ(δ), κ(δ)))k ⊔ {ω} and Zδ = B × Lδ.

Note that the involution ∗ defined in (2.7) acts on Lδ. The marked space Zδ is thus also equipped

with a compatible involution.

If G = (V,E, ξ) is a marked graph on the mark set Z, we define Gδ = (V,E, ξδ) as the

marked graph on the mark set Zδ obtained by setting for e = {u, v} ∈ E, ξδ(u, v) = {ξ(u, v)}κδ .

Projective system. We set ∆ = {2−i : i ∈ N}. The set ∆ is totally ordered with the

mesh order � defined as δ � δ′ if δ′ 6 δ. Moreover, if δ � δ′ there is a natural projection

pδδ′ from marked graphs with mark set Zδ′ to marked graphs with mark set Zδ by setting

pδδ′(G) = Gδ. These projections define a projective system in the sense that pδ1δ2 ◦ pδ2δ3 = pδ1δ3
for δ1 � δ2 � δ3 (because δ2/δ3 and δ1/δ2 are integers). These projections extend to G•(Z) and

G•(Zδ) the locally finite unlabeled rooted marked graphs on the mark sets Z and Zδ. For the

local topology, we can identify G•(Z) with the projective limit of the sets (G•(Zδ))δ∈∆, that is

sequence (gδ)δ∈∆ such that gδ ∈ G•(Zδ) and gδ = pδδ′(gδ) for all δ � δ′, see [32, Section 4.6].

Indeed, for any z ∈ Z, |z| < δ⌈κ(δ)/δ⌉ for all δ small enough (for the usual order) and thus

|z − {z}κ(δ)δ |∞ 6 δ,

where |x|∞ = maxi |xi| is the L∞-norm on R
k. Note that the projections pδδ′ are continuous on

G•(Zδ′).

The projective system extends to P(G•(Z)) and P(G•(Zδ)) equipped with the local weak

topology. For µ ∈ P(G•(Z)), we denote by µδ ∈ P(G•(Zδ)) the push forward of µ by the map

g → gδ , that is the law of (Gδ, o) where (G, o) has law µ.

Large deviation for the projections. Recall that Gn = (Vn, En, ξn) ∈ Gn,mn is our random

graph. We denote by Gδn = (Vn, En, ξ
δ
n) its quantized version. The edge counting measure of Gδn

is given for z ∈ Zδ by

m
δ
n(z) =

∑

e={u,v}∈En

1I(ξδn(u, v) = z) + 1I(ξδn(v, u) = z).
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By construction, for every b ∈ B,
∑

l∈Lδ

m
δ
n(b, l) = mn(b).

For l ∈ Lδ\{ω}, we set Bδ
l = [l1 + δ) × · · · × [lk + δ). Similarly, we set Bω = Bδ

ω = {x ∈
R
k : |x|∞ > κ(δ)}. For l ∈ Lδ, b ∈ B and an edge e = {u, v} ∈ En, the probability that

ξδn(u, v) = (b, l) given {ξδn(u, v) ∈ {b} × R
k} is equal to γδn,b(l) = γn,b(B

δ
l ). We set

γδb (l) = γb(B
δ
l ).

By assumption (2.11),

lim
n→∞

γδn,b(l) = γδb (l).

If b 6= b∗, the law of the vector m
δ
n(b, ·) = (mδ

n(b, l))l∈Lδ is a multinomial distribution with

parameters (mn(b), (γ
δ
n,b(l))l∈Lδ )). If b = b∗, the law of the vector m

δ
n(b, ·)/2 is a multinomial

distribution with parameters (mn(b)/2, (γ
δ
n,b(l))l∈Lδ )). Let P(Lδ) be the set of probability mea-

sures on Lδ (equipped with the weak topology). It follows from Sanov’ Theorem that, as n→ ∞,

m
δ
n(b, ·)/mn(b) satisfies a large deviation principle in P(Lδ) with speed mn(b)/2

1Ib=b∗ and good

rate function

DKL(ν|γδb ) =
∑

l∈Lδ

ν(l) ln
ν(l)

γδb (l)
,

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

on R
Z
+ with speed n and good rate function

Iδd,b(d) =

{
1

21Ib=b∗

∑

l d(l) ln
d(l)

d(b)γδb (l)
if
∑

l d(l) = d(b)

∞ otherwise.

Moreover, the vectors (mδ
n(b, l))l∈Lδ are independent for different values of b ∈ B since the marks

were chosen independently. Hence, the vector (mδ
n(z)/n)z∈Zδ satisfies a large deviation principle

s in R
Zδ

+ with speed n and good rate function given by

Iδd(d) =

{
1
2

∑

z=(b,l)∈Zδ d(z) ln
d(z)

d(b)γδb (l)
if for all b ∈ B, z ∈ Zδ,

∑

l d(b, l) = d(b) and d(z∗) = d(z)

∞ otherwise.

Given the random vector (mδ
n(z))z∈Zδ , the random graph Gδn is uniform on Gn,mδ

n
. In other

words, Gδn is a mixture of uniform measures on Gn,mδ
n
. Writing explicitly the dependence in the

marked set, U(Gδn) is a random element in P(G•(Zδ)). For integer number h > 1, it follows

from Biggins [21, Theorem 5(b)] and Proposition 3.1, that U(Gδn)h satisfies a large deviation

principle in P(G•(Zδ)) with speed n and good rate function given, for µ ∈ P(G•
h(Zδ)), by

Σδd(µ, h) = inf
{

Σ0
d(µ, h) + Iδd(d)

}

,
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where the infimum is over all d ∈ R
Zδ

+ . Now by Proposition 3.1, Σ0
d(µ, h) = ∞ unless EµDeg(o) =

d. We deduce that

Σδd(µ, h) = Σ0
d(µ, h) + Iδd(d), (3.7)

with d = EµDeg(o).

Dawson-Gärtner’s Theorem. It follows from Dawson-Gärtner’s Theorem [32, Theorem

4.6.1] that for every integer number h > 1, U(Gn)h satisfies a large deviation principle with

good rate function

Σγ,d(µ, h) = sup
δ∈∆

Σδd(µ
δ, h) = lim

δ→0
δ∈∆

Σδd(µ
δ, h) (3.8)

where the last equality comes from the fact that µ → Σδd(µ
δ, h) increases as δ ∈ ∆ goes to

zero because our choice of discretization is strictly increasing. Indeed, the topology on Zδ gets

finer as δ goes to zero in ∆ so that the volume of balls decreases with δ, and hence the rate

functions Σδd(µ
δ, h), which measure the volume of a small ball around µ after projection in Zδ,

increase with δ going to zero. We have for µ ∈ P(G•), Σγ,d(µ) = limh→∞Σγ,d(µ, h) by another

application of Dawson-Gärtner’s Theorem. This proves the existence of the LDP for U(Gn) in

Theorem 2.1.

The same argument carries over for ~U(Gn). For h > 1, we find that ~U(Gδn)h satisfies a LDP

with good rate function on P(~G•
h(Zδ)) given by

~Σδd(ν, h) =
~Σ0
d(ν, h) + Iδd(d), (3.9)

where under ν, ξ(ρ) has law d(·)/d̄.

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

Let h > 1 and δ ∈ ∆ be an integer. Our goal is to compute, for µ ∈ P(G•
h(Z)) and ν ∈ P(~G•

h(Z)),

Σγ,d(µ, h) = lim
δ→0

Σδd(µ
δ, h) and ~Σγ,d(ν, h) = lim

δ→0

~Σδd(ν
δ, h)

where Σδd and
~Σδd are defined in (3.7) and (3.9). We may assume that µ is d-admissible. Otherwise

Σd(µ, h) = ∞ by using Proposition 3.1 and Lemma 2.3 for δ small enough. Similarly, we may

assume that ν is d-admissible.

Formula for Σδd(µ
δ, h) and ~Σδd(ν

δ, h). Recall that if G = (V,E, ξ) is a marked graph on

the mark set Z = B × R
k, we write ξ = (ξ0, ξ1), where ξ0 is the mark on B and ξ1 is the mark

on R
k, that is ξ0(u, v) = b if ξ(u, v) = (b, x). Recall that we denote by G0 = (V,E, ξ0), the

corresponding B-marked graph. Beware that this notation should not be mistaken with the

quantized marked graph Gδ for δ ∈ (0, 1) defined in the previous subsection.

Let G and ~G be the uniform labeling of µ and ~µ respectively. In this subsection, the

distributions of G0 and ~G0 on labeled B marked graphs is denoted by µ0 and ~µ0. We shall
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write Eµ[f(G)] and E~µ[f( ~G)] to insist on which graph, G or ~G, we take expectation. For g in

the support of µ0 with vertex set Vg and edge set Eg, let µ
1
g be the probability distribution of

(ξ1(u, v)){u,v}∈Eg
∈ (Rk)Eg given G0 = 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 ~µ1g
for g ∈ ~G•

h in the support of ~µ0 analogously.

Note that d = Eµ0Deg(o) = EµDeg(o)(· × R
k) by assumption. We set d

δ = EµδDeg(o) ∈
(0,∞)Z

δ
. By construction, for (b, l) ∈ Zδ, dδ(b, l) = EµDeg(o)({b}×Bδ

l ). Since
∑

l d(b, l) = d(b),

we find, with σd as in (3.1),

σdδ (deg(o)) + Iδd(d
δ) = σd(deg(o))−

1

2

∑

(b,l)∈Zδ

d
δ(b, l) ln γδb (l)

= σd(deg(o))−
1

2
Eµ

∑

e∈EG:o∈e

ln γδbe(le), (3.10)

where the last sum is over all edges e = {o, v} adjacent to the root o so that ξG(o, v) = (be, xe)

with xe ∈ Bδ
le
. On the other hand, we have

H(Gδ) = H(G0)−
∑

g

µ0h(g)
∑

l∈(Lδ)Eg

µ1g(B
δ
l ) ln µ

1
g(B

δ
l ), (3.11)

where the first sum is over all g in the support of µ0h, and for l = (le)e∈E ∈ (Lδ)E , we have set

Bδ
l =×

l∈E

Bδ
le ⊂ (Rk)E .

We next consider the random graph Gγ and use that G0
γ = G0. We obtain the identity

H(Gδ)−H(G0) +DKL(G
δ |Gδγ) = −

∑

g

µ0h(g)
∑

l∈(Lδ)Eg

µ1g(B
δ
l ) ln

∏

e∈Eg

γδbe(le)

= −
∑

g,l∈Lδ,e∈Eg

P(G0 = g, xe ∈ Bδ
l ) ln γ

δ
be(l)

= −Eµ

∑

e∈EG

ln γδbe(le),

where at the last line, as in (3.10), for e = {u, v} oriented as (u, v), we have set ξG(u, v) = (be, xe)

with xe ∈ Bδ
le
. If e = {u, v} ∈ EG, let us denote by G

(uv) 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(Gδ)−H(G0) +DKL(G
δ |Gδγ) (3.12)

= −Eµ

∑

e∈EG:o∈e

ln γδbe(le)− Eµ

∑

v∈VG:v∼o

∑

e∈E
G(ov)

ln γδbe(le).

Similarly,

H( ~Gδ) = H( ~G0)−
∑

g

~µ0h(g)
∑

l∈(Lδ)Eg

~µ1g(B
δ
l ) ln ~µ

1
g(B

δ
l ).
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It follows that

H( ~Gδ)−H( ~G0) +DKL( ~G
δ | ~Gδγ) = −E~µ

∑

e∈E~G

ln γδbe(le).

Using the definition of ~µ in (2.5), we deduce that

d̄

2

(

H( ~Gδ)−H( ~G0) +DKL( ~G
δ | ~Gδγ)

)

= −1

2
Eµ

∑

v∈VG:v∼o

∑

e:e∈(G,o,v)h

ln γδbe(le)

= −1

2
Eµ

∑

e∈EG:o∈e

ln γδbe(le)−
1

2
Eµ

∑

v∈VG:v∼o




∑

e∈E
G(ov)

ln γδbe(le) +
∑

e∈E
G(vo)

ln γδbe(le)





= −1

2
Eµ

∑

e∈EG:o∈e

ln γδbe(le)− Eµ

∑

v∈VG:v∼o

∑

e∈E
G(ov)

ln γδbe(le),

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

Consequently, if we combine this last expression with (3.10) and (3.12), we deduce that

Σδd(µ
δ, h) = DKL(G

δ |Gδγ)−
d̄

2
DKL( ~G

δ |Gδγ) + Σ0
d(µ

0, h), (3.13)

where we have used that Σ0
d(µ

0, h) = Jd(µ
0, h) defined in (3.1) in Proposition 3.1.

The same argument gives

~Σδd(ν
δ, h) =

d̄

2
DKL( ~G

δ| ~Gδγ)− d̄DKL(Ǧ
δ |Ǧδγ) +DKL(G

δ |Gδγ) + ~Σ0
d(ν

0, h). (3.14)

where G, Ǧ, ~G are uniform labeling of ν̇, ˇ̇ν and ν.

Convergence of relative entropy. We next claim that

lim
δ→0

DKL(G
δ |Gδγ) = DKL(G|Gγ), (3.15)

lim
δ→0

DKL( ~G
δ | ~Gδγ) = DKL( ~G| ~Gγ), (3.16)

lim
δ→0

DKL(( ~G
(o))δ|( ~G(o)

γ )δ) = DKL( ~G
(o)| ~G(o)

γ ). (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
δ |Gδγ) =

∑

g

µ0(g)
∑

l∈(Lδ)E(g)

µ1g(B
δ
l ) ln

µ1g(B
δ
l )

γg(Bδ
l )

=
∑

g

µ0(g)DKL(µ
1,δ
g |γδg).

where γg = ⊗g∈E(g)γξ0(e) and µ1,δg , γδg are the distributions on (Lδ)
E(g) defined by µ1,δg (l) =

µ1g(B
δ
l ) and γ

δ
g = γg(B

δ
l ). Lemma 8.1 implies that for any fixed g,

lim
δ→0

DKL(µ
1,δ
g |γδg) = DKL(µ

1
g|γg).

Moreover, on ∆ = {2−i : i ∈ N}, δ → DKL(µ
1,δ
g |γδg) 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 µ ∈ P(G•
h) is (γ, d)-admissible then Σγ,d(µ, h) is given by (2.12) and

if ν ∈ P(~G•
h) is (γ, d)-admissible then ~Σγ,d(ν, h) is given by (2.15). We prove the latter. Recall

that Σ0
d(µ

0, h) < ∞. In particular, since Σγ,d(µ, h) = limδ Σd(µ
δ, h) > 0, the condition (C5),

DKL(G|Gγ) <∞ and (3.15)-(3.16) imply that DKL( ~G| ~Gγ) <∞ (as otherwise Σγ,d(µ, h) = −∞
from (3.13)). From (3.13)-(3.15)-(3.16), it gives the claimed formula. The argument is identical

for ~Σ(ν, h).

Proof of Lemma 2.3. We have already checked that if µ is not d-admissible then Σγ,d(µ, h) =

∞. We should prove that if µ is d-admissible, well-behaved and not (γ, d)-admissible then

Σγ,d(µ, h) = ∞. Let G, Ǧ, ~G be uniform labeling of µ, µ̌, ~µ respectively. We have DKL(G|Gγ) =
∞ by assumption. Let 1 6 k 6 h be the largest k such that either DKL((G)k|(Gγ)k) = ∞ or

DKL(( ~G)k|( ~Gγ)k) = ∞. If DKL(( ~G)k|( ~Gγ)k) < ∞ then (3.13)-(3.15)-(3.16) applied to k gives

Σγ,d(µk, k) = ∞. However, since the map µ → µk is continuous for the weak topology, the

contraction principle gives

Σγ,d(µ, h) > Σγ,d(µk, k) = ∞,

as requested. Otherwise DKL(( ~G)k|( ~Gγ)k) = ∞ and, by construction DKL((G)k−1|(Gγ)k−1) <

∞. Since µ is well-behaved, we have DKL((Ǧ)k−1|(Ǧγ)k−1) < ∞. Then (3.14)-(3.15)-(3.16)-

(3.17) applied to k gives ~Σγ,d(~µk, k) = ∞. By contraction, it implies ~Σγ,d(~µ, h) = ∞. By Lemma

3.4, we further get Σγ,d(µ, h) > ~Σγ,d(~µ, h) = ∞. It concludes the proof that Σγ,d(µ, h) = ∞.

The same proof gives ~Σγ,d(ν, h) = ∞ if ν is well-behaved and not (γ, d)-admissible.

Remark 3.7 (Alternative expression for Σγ,d(µ, h)). The recent work [44] gives an alternative

formula of Σd(µ
0, 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(H0
n)h satisfies a LDP with good

rate function on P(G•
h(B)), if µ is admissible and Deg(o) has law π under µ,

Σ0
π(µ, h) = Σ0

d(µ, h)− Σ0
d(π, 1),

and Σδπ(µ, h) = ∞ otherwise. We may then reproduce the above argument. We find that U(Hδ
n)h

satisfies a LDP with good rate function on P(G•
h(Zδ)), if µ is admissible and Deg0(o) has law π

under µ,

Σδπ(µ, h) = Σδd(µ, h)− Σ0
d(π, 1).

Using Dawson-Gärtner’s Theorem, U(Hn)h satisfies a LDP with good rate function:

Σγ,π(µ, h) = lim
δ→0

Σδπ(µ, h).
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Similarly, ~U(Hδ
n)h satisfies a LDP with good rate function

~Σδπ(ν, h) =
~Σδd(ν, h)− ~Σ0

d(π, 1).

if ν = ~µ for some µ ∈ P(G•(Zδ) which is (γ, π)-admissible. Otherwise, ~Σδγ,π(ν, h) = ∞. We may

then conclude as in the proof of Theorem 2.4. Note that in this case, since π has bounded support,

for any integer number 1 6 k 6 h, DKL((G)k|(Gγ)k < ∞ implies that DKL((Ǧ)k|(Ǧγ)k < ∞
where G, Ǧ are uniform labeling of µ and µ̌.

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 jd is the rate function for 2|En|/n, the average degree in G′
n and invoke

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

3.6 Proof of Lemma 2.6

We first assume that γ 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 µ 6= UGW(γ, π)h then there exists δ > 0 such that µδ 6= UGW(γ, π)δh.

Hence Σδd(µ
δ, h) > Σδd(UGW(γ, π)δh, h) = 0 from what precedes. Since the limit in (3.8) in

non-decreasing, the claim follows.

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
k

and ∗ is an involution as in Subsection 2.3.1. As above, we consider marked graphs G = (V,E, ξ)

with weights on Z where ξ(u, v) = ξ(v, u)∗ for all edges {u, v} ∈ E. For z ∈ Z, |z| denotes the
Euclidean norm. For ε > 0, we denote by Gε = (V,Eε, ξ) the marked graph spanned by all

edges {u, v} ∈ E such that |ξ(u, v)| > ε. We assume that for all edges {u, v} ∈ E,

|ξ(u, v)| > 0. (4.1)

We then say that the marked graph G is a (Euclidean) network if for all ε > 0, Gε 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, o) is a rooted network, for real ε > 0 and integer number

r > 0, we denote by gεr = (gε)r the marked r-neighborhood of gε for the graph metric, we call gεr
the (ε, r)-neighborhood of g. The local topology on Nr is the product topology inherited from

projections around the root. More precisely, let g = (G, o), g′ = (G′, o′) ∈ N •, we say that the

triple (r, δ, ε) is good for (g, g′) if there exists an isomorphism ψ between ḡεr and ḡ′εr such that

sup
u,v∈V (Gr)

d(ξ(u, v), ξ′(ψ(u),ψ(v))) 6 δ,

where d((b, x), (b′, x′)) = 1I(b 6= b′) + |x− x′|. We then endow N • with the local topology, which

is compatible with the distance

dloc(g, g
′) = inf

{
1

1 + r
+ δ + ε : (r, δ, ε) is good for (g, g′)

}

.

Note that condition (4.1) is here to guarantee that dloc is indeed a distance. The set N •

equipped with dloc 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, ξ), 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(Gn)h 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-h neighborhood extends also.

4.2 Entropy for networks

Random network with a given intensity For integer number n > 1, let γn be a probability

measure on R
k which is ∗-invariant in the sense that for all Borel A ⊂ R

k, γn(A) = γn(A
∗). We

assume that as n→ ∞, for all Borel A ⊂ R
k, 0 /∈ A,

lim
n→∞

nγn(A) = Λ(A), (4.2)

where Λ is a non trivial Radon measure on R
k\{0} which we call the intensity measure of the

model. We assume that Λ is finite at infinity, that is, if B1 is the unit ball of Rk, we assume

that

Λ(Rk\B1) <∞. (4.3)

Let Vn = {1, . . . , n} and Kn = {{u, v} : 1 6 u < v 6 n}. We define a random network

Gn = (Vn, En, ξn) by sampling ξ(u, v) for each {u, v} ∈ Kn, u < v, independently according to

the probability distribution γn. Finally, we set ξn(v, u) = ξn(u, v)
∗ and En = {{u, v} ∈ Kn :

ξn(u, v) 6= 0}.

32



For example, if k = 1 and γn = (1 − d/n)δ0 + (d/n)δ1 for some d > 0, then the network Gn

is an Erdős-Rényi random graph with edge probability d/n. In this case, we have Λ = dδ1. If

k = 1 and γn([0, t]) = e−1/(ntα) for all t > 0 and some α > 0, then Gn is the mean-field model

of distance defined in [5] when α is an integer number (the weights in [5] are the inverse of our

weights). Or more generally, γn is the distribution of X/nα where X is a non-negative random

variable so that P (|X| ≥ t) ≃ t−α when t goes to infinity. In this case, the intensity measure Λ

is the measure on R+,

Λ(dt) = αt−α−1dt.

Observe that in this case Λ(C\{0}) = +∞.

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

sequence of random networks (Gn) with weight distribution γn and asymptotic intensity Λ.

Theorem 4.1 (Entropy for networks). For any integer number h > 1, U(Gn)h satisfies a LDP

on P(N •
h ) with rate n and good rate function ΣΛ(µ, h) defined below. Moreover U(Gn) satisfies

a LDP on P(N •) with rate n and good rate function ΣΛ(µ) = limhΣΛ(µh, h)

We now define ΣΛ(µ, h) for µ ∈ P(N •
h ). For µ ∈ P(N •) and for ε > 0, we define µε as

the push-forward of µ by the N • → G• map : G 7→ Gε. The map µ → µε is not continuous.

However, it is continuous at µ if Pµ(∃{u, v} ∈ E : |ξ(u, v)| = ε) = 0. We denote by E(µ) the set

of ε such that ν → νε is continuous at µ. From what precedes, 0 is an accumulation point of

E(µ). We set

dε =

∫

1I(|z| > ε)dΛ(z). (4.4)

Note that dε < 0 by Assumption (4.3) and since we assumed that Λ is Radon. For ε small

enough, dε > 0 and we can define the probability measure: for A ⊂ R
k,

Λε(A) =
Λ(A ∩ {z : |z| > ε})

dε
. (4.5)

Recall the rate ΣER
γ,d appearing in Theorem 2.5. Finally, the rate function ΣΛ(µ, h) is defined for

µ ∈ P(N •
h ) as

ΣΛ(µ, h) = lim
ε→0,ε∈E(µ)

ΣER
Λε,dε(µ

ε, h), (4.6)

where the limit is taken along continuity points at µ of the map ν → νε.

Global minimizer of the entropy The unique global minimizer of the entropy ΣΛ is a nat-

ural generalization of the Poisson Weighted Infinite Tree introduced by Aldous in his resolution

of the ζ(2)-conjecture of Parisi and Mézard for the random assignment problem [2, 6, 5].

For Λ 6= 0, this random rooted network g = (V,E, ξ, o) is defined as follows. The vertex set

is a subset of Nf defined in (2.6). For each v ∈ N
f , we sample an independent Poisson point
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process Ξv on R
k\{0} with intensity Λ. From assumption (4.3), the support of Ξv is almost

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

Ξv = {ξv,k : |ξv,1| > |ξv,2| > . . .},

where we break ties uniformly at random. If Λ(Rk) = d is finite then d(v) = Ξv(R
k) is a Poisson

variable with mean d. If d = ∞, then Ξv is a.s. infinite. Now, we consider the random network

on N
f where between v = (i1, i2, . . . , ih) to u = (i1, . . . , . . . , ih, k) = (v, j) with 1 6 j 6 d(v), we

place an edge {u, v} with associated mark

ξ(u, v) = ξ(v, u)∗ = ξv,k.

If d = ∞, then this network is a.s connected. If d < ∞, we define V ⊂ N
f as the connected

component of the root o. We denote by PWIT(Λ) ∈ P(N •) the distribution of this random

rooted network. For example if Λ = dγ where γ is a ∗-invariant probability measure on R
k, then

PWIT(Λ) coincides with UGW(γ,Poi(d)). As announced we have the following result.

Lemma 4.2 (Minimizer of the network entropy). For any h > 1 and µ ∈ P(N •
h ), we have

ΣΛ(µ, h) = 0 if and only if µ = PWIT(Λ)h.

4.3 Proof of Theorem 4.1

Fix ε > 0 and consider the marked random graph Gεn. By construction, Gεn has distribution G′
n

defined in Subsection 2.4 with parameter (γn,ε, dn,ε)

dn,ε = nγn(|z| > ε),

and γn,ε(·) = γn(· ∩ {|z| > ε})/γn(|z| > ε) (if γn(|z| > ε) = 0 then γn,ε is arbitrary). Since

Λ 6= 0, d(ε) > 0 for all ε small enough. Also, as n → ∞, dn,ε converges to dε and γn,ε toward

Λε because we assumed that ε ∈ E(µ). It follows that from Theorem 2.5 that U(Gn)
ε
h satisfies

a LDP with good rate function ΣER
Λε,dε

. Theorem 4.1 is then a consequence of Dawson-Gärtner’s

Theorem [32, Theorem 4.6.1].

4.4 Proof of Lemma 4.2

Recall the definition of truncation map µ → µε below Theorem 4.1. For any ε > 0, let dε

and Λε be as in (4.4)-(4.5). The Poisson thinning property implies that PWIT(Λ)ε is equal

to UGW(Λε,Poi(dε)). Thus Lemma 2.6 implies that ΣER
Λε,dε

(PWIT(Λ)εh, h) = 0. Hence from

(4.6), ΣΛ(PWIT(Λ)h, h) = 0. Now, if µ 6= PWIT(Λ)h ∈ P(N •
h ), there exists ε > 0 such that

µε 6= PWIT(Λ)εh. Again, Lemma 2.6 implies that ΣER
Λε,dε

(µε, h) > 0. Since the limit in (4.6) in

non-decreasing (Dawson-Gärtner’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
2 is equipped with the involution z → z̄. We associate to an Hermitian matrix

A ∈Mn(C) a marked graph G(A) on vertex set Vn = {1, . . . , n}, edge set EA = {(i, j) : |Aij | 6= 0}
and weight ξ(i, j) = ξ̄(j, i) = Aij .

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

∑

v:{u,v}∈E

|ξ(u, v)|2 <∞, (5.1)

we may associate an operator AG defined on ℓ0(V ), the set of compactly supported functions of

ℓ2(V ), by for ψ ∈ ℓ0(V ),

AGψ(u) =
∑

v:{u,v}∈E

ξ(u, v)ψ(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

ψ ∈ ℓ0(V ) LψAG
∈ P(R) by LψAG

(f) = 〈ψ, f(AG)ψ〉 for all f bounded continuous. If G = G(A) is

the marked graph graph associated to an Hermitian n × n matrix A, then the ESD defined in

(1.1) is the average of spectral measures:

LA =
1

n

n∑

v=1

LevA = EU(G(A))[µ
eo
AG

], (5.3)

where o is the uniformly distributed root and ev is the canonical vector ev(u) = 1I(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 µn converges towards

µ iff

lim
n→∞

∫

f(x)dµn(x) =

∫

f(x)dµ(x)
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for every bounded continuous function f . This space is Polish. We equip it with the following

distance

d(µ, ν) = sup
‖f‖L≤1,‖f‖TV≤1

∫

fd(µ− ν)

where

‖f‖L = sup
x 6=y

|f(x)− f(y)|
|x− y| and ‖f‖TV = sup

{
∑

k

|f(xk+1 − f(xk)|
}

.

where the supremum is taken on increasing sequences (xk)k∈N. 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(Yn)). 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 ν ∈ P(G•).

Lemma 5.1. Let ν ∈ P(G•) be a unimodular measure. There exists a probability measure Lν ∈
P(R) such that the following holds. Let Yn, n ≥ 0, be a sequence of n × n self-adjoint matrices

with associated marked graphs G(Yn). Assume that U(G(Yn)) converges toward ν ∈ P(G•) for

the local weak topology.

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

sup
n

max
i,j

|Yn(i, j)| <∞ and sup
n

max
i

∑

j

1Yn(i,j)6=0 <∞,

then LYn ∈ P(R) converges in moments to Lν.

2. In general, LYn converges weakly to the probability measure Lν .

3. We have that AG is ν-a.s. essentially self-adjoint and Lν = Eν [L
eo
AG

]. Moreover, the map

ν → Lν is continuous on the set of unimodular measures.

Note that if ν is supported on finite marked graphs, the formula Lν = Eν [L
eo
AG

] boils down

to the identity (5.3).

Proof of Lemma 5.1. • For the first point, it is enough to prove the convergence of moments.

Because the degrees are uniformly bounded by D, Yn is uniformly bounded in operator norm by

D supn∈N supi,j |Yn(i, j)| < ∞. Hence, the moments of LYn are uniformly bounded. Moreover,

the kth moment of LYn is easily seen to be a smooth function of U(G(Yn)) since

LYn(x
k) =

1

n
tr(Y k

n ) =
1

n

n∑

i=1

fk((G(Yn), i)) =

∫

fkdU(G(Yn))

where fk((G, o)) is the local function on rooted graphs given by

fk((G, o)) =
∑

w:o→o

∏

e∈w

ξe
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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, fk are finite degree

polynomials in the marks, and hence continuous for the local weak convergence. We conclude

that LYn(x
k) is a continuous function of U(G(Yn)) which converges towards

∫
fkdν under our

hypothesis.

• 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 LA and LB ,

|LA(f)− LB(f)| ≤ ‖f‖TVRank(A−B) (5.4)

where ‖f‖TV denotes the total variation norm of the function f . We can use this result to

approximate the empirical measures LYn of the eigenvalues of the matrices Yn by the empirical

measures LYn,k
of the matrices Yn,k defined for some fixed integer number k as follows: the

entries in columns or rows with either (i) more than k non-zero entries or (ii) an entry larger

that k are put to zero. This corresponds, at the level of the underlying graph G(Yn), to remove

edges connected to vertices with degree higher than k or connected to a weight larger than k to

get G(Yn,k). We deduce from (5.4) that

|LYn(f)− LYn,k
(f)| ≤ ‖f‖TV

2

n

n∑

i=1

1I∑
j 1IYji 6=0≥k or maxj |Yij |≥k

= 2‖f‖TVU(G(Yn))[1IdegG(o)≥k or maxv∼o |ξ(o,v)|≥k]

= 2‖f‖TVPn([k,∞)),

where Pn ∈ P(Z+) is the distribution under U(Gn) of max(deg(o),maxv∼o |ξ(o, v)|). By as-

sumption U(G(Yn)) converges toward ν, in particular, Pn converges weakly toward P the law

under ν of max(deg(o),maxv∼o |ξ(o, v)|). Hence Pn is a tight family of probability measures and

for some function δ(k) with limk δ(k) = 0, we have for every integer number k

sup
n
Pn([k,∞)) 6 δ(k). (5.5)

Taking the supremum over the test functions f yields for k 6 k′

d(LYn , LYn,k
) ≤ 2δ(k) and d(LYn,k′

, LYn,k
) ≤ 2δ(k). (5.6)

Let G 7→ G(k) 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 Gk. For each k, since elements in

G• are locally finite, the map g → g(k) is continuous on G• for the local topology and

lim
k
g(k) = g, (5.7)
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(indeed, for any h > 1 and g ∈ G•, Dg,h = maxv∈V ((g)h) deg(v) <∞). For ν ∈ P(G•), we denote

by ν(k) the push-forward of ν by the map g → g(k). By construction G(Yn,k) = G(Yn)
(k) and

by continuity, U(G(Yn,k)) converges toward ν(k) ∈ P(G•). Also, (5.7) implies that for the local

weak topology,

lim
k→∞

ν(k) = ν.

This shows that U(G(Yn,k)) and U(G(Yn)) are close for the local weak convergence, this

guarantees that LYn depends continuously on U(G(Yn)). More precisely, from the first point

applied to Yn,k for fixed k, weakly

lim
n→∞

LYn,k
= Lν(k) .

From (5.6), for k 6 k′, d(Lν(k) , Lν(k′)) ≤ 2δ(k). Hence (Lν(k))k>0 is a Cauchy sequence

which converges toward some probability measure Lν . Finally, using the (5.6) again and

limn→∞ LYn,k
= Lν(k) , we get for any k > 1,

lim sup
n

d(LYn , Lν) 6 lim sup
n

d(LYn , µν(k)) + d(Lν(k) , Lν) 6 4δ(k).

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

• We now explain the third point which ultimately comes from the fact that we can associate

to ν ∈ 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 ℓ0(V ) ⊂ ℓ2(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 ℓ2(V ).

Hence, we can define the spectral measure of AG by µψG(f) = 〈ψ, f(AG)ψ〉 for all ψ ∈ ℓ2(V ) and

f continuous. We set if ν ∈ P(G•),

Lν(f) = Eν[L
e0
AG

(f)] . (5.8)

Following the same type of arguments as above (see also the proof of [27, Proposition 1.4], [18,

pp 103-107]), AG can be more generally defined as an affiliated operator of the von Neumann

algebra associated to the unimodular measure ν. 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 = ℓ2(V ) and denote B(H) the set of bounded linear operators on H. For a given

unimodular measure ν, we associate the ∗-algebra of bounded operators M ⊂ L∞(G•,B(H), ν)

which commute with the operators λσ defined for all v ∈ V by λσ(ev) = eσ(u) for any bijection

σ : V → V . The ∗-algebra M is endowed with the faithful normal trace

τ(B) = Eν〈eo, Beo〉 .

The operator AG 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 τ(p) ≥ 1 − ǫ, then the Kolmogorov-Smirnov distance of the spectral measures

of A and B differ at most by ǫ, see [8, Lemma 5.2.34]. As an application, if we let πk be the

projection onto vertices with degree and adjacent weights bounded by k, the distribution of

πkAGπk and AG are at distance at most 1− τ(πk) = ν(degG(o) ≥ k) ≤ δ(k), which generalizes

(5.4).

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 ν ∈ P(N •) is sofic if there exists a sequence of finite

marked graphs {Gn} such that U(Gn) converges to ν 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 < β < 2, ε > 0, and let Kβ,ε be the set of ν ∈ P(N •) sofic such that

Eν

[∑

v∼o |ξ(o, v)|β1I|ξ(o,v)|6ε
]
6 1. Then, there exists a probability measure Lν ∈ P(R) such that

the following holds. Let Yn, n ≥ 0, be a sequence of n × n self-adjoint matrices with associated

marked graphs G(Yn). Assume that U(G(Yn)) ∈ Kβ,ε and that U(G(Yn)) converges toward

ν ∈ P(N •) for the local weak topology on networks.

1. The Kβ,ε → P(R) map ν 7→ Lν is continuous.

2. We have that AG is ν-a.s. essentially self-adjoint and Lν = Eν [L
eo
AG

].

Proof. • For G = (V,E, ξ) and u ∈ V , let EG(u) =
∑

v∼u |ξ(u, v)|2. We first claim that

ν-a.s. EG(u) <∞. (5.9)

Indeed, since (
∑

i xi)
r 6

∑

i x
r
i for xi > 0 and 0 6 r 6 1, we have

(EG(u))β/2 6
∑

v∼o

|ξ(o, v)|β1I|ξ(o,v)|6ε +
∑

v∼o

|ξ(o, v)|β1I|ξ(o,v)|>ε.

The first term has a finite expectation, it is thus a.s. finite. The second term is a.s. a finite sum

since ν ∈ P(N •), in particular, the second term is also a.s. finite. This implies (5.9)

The definition of Lν 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 < θ < 1, we consider the network G(θ)

where we have removed all edges {u, v} such that ξ(u, v) 6= 0 and |ξ(u, v)| 6 θ, and removed all

edges adjacent to a vertex u such that EG(u) > θ−2. The push-forward of ν by the map g 7→ g(θ)

on N • is denoted by ν(θ). By construction, the operator AG(θ) is bounded with operator norm

at most θ−2. Hence, AG(θ) is self-adjoint on ℓ2(V ). We thus define the probability measure

Lν(θ) = Eν [µ
eo
A

G(θ)
] = Eν(θ) [µ

eo
AG

]. Then [22, Lemma 3.12] asserts that Lν(θ) converges weakly to

a measure Lν as θ → 0 under the stronger condition Eν

[∑

v∼o |ξ(o, v)|β
]
6M . 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 < θ′ < θ

d(Lν(θ) , Lν(θ′)) 6 4Pν(EG(o) > θ−2) + 2

(

Eν

∑

v∼o

|ξ(o, v)|21I(|ξ(o, v)| 6 θ)

)1/2

6 4Pν(EG(o) > θ−2) + 2θ1−β/2

(

Eν

∑

v∼o

|ξ(o, v)|β1I(|ξ(o, v)| 6 θ)

)1/2

For 0 < θ < ε, the later is upper bounded by 4Pν(EG(o) > θ−2)+2θ1−β/2. The second term goes

to zero since θ does as β < 2. Also, by (5.9), we have 4Pν(EG(o) > θ−2) = δ(θ) with δ(θ) → 0

as θ → 0. It proves that the sequence (Lν(θ)) is Cauchy and converges toward some probability

measure Lν as θ → 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 Pν(EG(o) > θ−2) explained above and the fact that

lim supn PU(G(Yn))(EG(o) > θ−2) 6 Pν(EG(o) > θ−2) for all θ.

• Then, the second point follows from the same argument than the last point of the proof of

Lemma 5.1.

Remark 5.3. The assumption Eν

[∑

v∼o |ξ(o, v)|β1I(|ξ(o, v)| 6 1/M)
]
6 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

Lν can be defined as soon as Eν
∑

v∼o |ξ(o, v)|21I(|ξ(o, v)| 6 θ) < ∞ for θ 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 ΣER
γ,d is the rate function described in

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

Jγ,d(p) = inf{ΣER
γ,d(µ) : Lµ = p}.

The proof of Theorem 1.2 is identical. It suffices to use Theorem 2.4 instead and replace

ΣER
γ,d by Σγ,π.

5.4 Proof of Theorem 1.3

Set Y = Yn be as in Theorem 1.3. We start by proving that LYn belongs to the set Kβ,ε defined

in Lemma 5.2 with exponential probability.

Lemma 5.4. Assume (1.6) and fix β > α. Then, for ε, δ > 0 we have

P




1

n

∑

i6j

|Yij|β1I|Yij |≤ε ≥ δ



 ≤ e−nf(ε,δ), (5.10)
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with f(ε, δ) going to +∞ when δεα−β does. As a consequence, for any β < α, for any T > 0,

there exists ε > 0 such that

lim sup
n→∞

P(U(G(Yn)) /∈ Kβ,ε) 6 −T.

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

have

EU(G(Yn))

∑

v∼o

|ξ(o, v)|β1I|ξ(o,v)|6ε =
1

n

∑

i,j

|Yij|β1I|Yij |≤ε 6
2

n

∑

i6j

|Yij|β1I|Yij |≤ε.

Hence, from (5.10), we get, for 0 < ε 6 1/2,

P(U(G(Yn)) /∈ Kβ,ε) 6 P




1

n

∑

i6j

|Yij |β1I|Yij |≤ε ≥ 1



 ≤ e−nf(ε,1/2)

with f(ε, 1/2) going to +∞ if ε−β+α goes to infinity, namely ε goes to zero when β > α. The

conclusion follows from the properties of f . We now prove (5.10). By Chernoff bound, for every

λ > 0

P




1

n

∑

i6j

|Yij |β1I|Yij |6ε ≥ δ



 ≤ e−λδn
∏

i6j

E

[

e
λ|Yij |

β1I|Yij |6ε

]

. (5.11)

To estimate the above expectation, recall the integration by parts formula, for µ probability

measure on R and f in C1, a < b,

∫ b

a
f(t)dµ(t) = f(a)µ([a,∞)) − f(b)µ([b,∞)) +

∫ b

a
f ′(t)µ([t,∞))dt.

Using this equality with µ the law of |Yij |β, f(x) = (eλx − 1), a = 0 and b = εβ , we see that

E

[

1I|Yij |6ε(e
λ|Yij |β − 1)

]

= −(eλε
β − 1)µ([εβ ,+∞)) + λ

∫ εβ

0
eλxµ([x,∞))dx

6 c0λn
−β/α

∫ εβnβ/α

0
eλn

−β/αxx−α/βdx,

where at the second line, we have used (1.6). We find

E

[

e
λ|Yij |β1I|Yij |6ε

]

= 1 + E

[

1I|Yij |6ε(e
λ|Yij |β − 1)

]

6 1 + c0λn
−β/α

∫ εβnβ/α

0
t−α/βeλn

−β/αtdt

= 1 + c0λ
α/βn−1

∫ εβλ

0
x−α/βe−xdx.

Hence, since β > α, for λ 6 ε−β, we find for some new constant c1 > 0,

E

[

e
λ|Yij |

β1I|Yij |6ε

]

6 1 + c1λε
β−αn−1

6 ec1λε
β−αn−1

.
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From (5.11), we get

P




1

n

∑

i6j

|Yij|β1I|Yij |6ε ≥ δ



 6 e−λδn+nc1λε
β−α

.

This implies (5.10) by taking λ = ε−β with f(ε, δ) = δε−β − c1ε
−α. The result follows.

Proof of Theorem 1.3 We fix β such that α < β < 2. For µ ∈ P(N •)\⋃ε>0Kβ,ε, we set

Lµ = δ0. We have that µ → Lµ is continuous on Kβ,ε ⊂ P(N •) by Lemma 5.2 and that by

Lemma 5.4, for any T > 0, for some ε > 0, lim supn→∞ P(U(G(Yn)) /∈ Kβ,ε) 6 −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 LYn satisfies an LDP with speed n and good rate function,

JΛ(p) = inf{ΣΛ(µ) : Lµ = 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 Yn play asymptotically no role on LYn .

Let us check this claim. We denote by Ỹn the matrix Yn where all diagonal entries have been

set to 0 and Y ǫ
n those were all diagonal entries with modulus greater than ε have been set to 0.

For ε > 0, we set

S =
1

n

∑

i

1I|Yii|≥ε.

From (5.4), we have d(LY ε
n
, LYn) 6 S. Moreover, by Hoffman-Wielandt inequality [8][Lemma

2.1.19], d(LY ε
n
, LỸn) 6 ε. Thus, d(LỸn , LYn) 6 S + ε. We also observe from (1.6) that

E [S] =
1

n

∑

i

P (|Yii| ≥ ǫ) 6
c0ε

α

n
,

and

Var(S) = E
[
(S − E[S])2

]
=

1

n2

∑

i

Var(1I|Yii|≥ε) 6
c0ε

α

n2
.

Therefore, Bennett’s inequality implies that

P (S ≥ δ + E [S]) ≤ exp

(

−c0εαh(
nδ

c0εα
)

)

,

with h(t) = (1 + t) log(1 + t) − t. We take εα = δ = (log n)−1/2. As t → ∞, h(t) ∼ t log t, we

deduce that, for some c > 0, all n > 1,

P

(

S ≥ 1/
√

c log n
)

≤ exp(−cn
√

log n).

Since d(LỸn , LYn) 6 ε+ S, we obtain, for some new c > 0,

P

(

d(LỸn , LYn) ≥ 1/
√

c log n
)

≤ exp(−cn
√

log n).

It follows that LỸn is an exponentially good approximation of LYn [33][Definition 4.2.10] and

therefore the LDP at rate n of LỸn implies the LDP at rate n of LYn with the same rate function

[33][Theorem 4.2.13].
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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 = (Zj)j∈J with Zj(k, ℓ) = Aj(k, ℓ)Xj(k, ℓ) with Aj the

adjacency matrix of the random graph Gnj with vertices Vn = {1, . . . , n} uniformly sampled so

that the degree of v is Dn,j(v). We consider the marked graph GJn with vertices Vn and with up

to |J | edges between i and j, namely one edge with mark Xj(k, ℓ) as soon as Aj(k, ℓ) 6= 0, for

j ∈ J . It is uniformly sampled on colored random graph so that the degree of edges of color j

of v is Dn,j(v) for each j ∈ J and each of its edge of color j carry a mark Xj(k, ℓ). The graph

GJn 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 γ. Hence, Theorem 2.4 states that U(GJn) satisfies

a LDP with rate n and good rate function Σγ,π. On the other hand, for every test graph H,

τY[H] =

∫

fHdU(GJn)

where fH(G, o) =
∑

φ:V→{1,...,n},φ(o)=1

∏

e=(v,w)∈E Y
ε(e)
ℓ(e)

(
φ(w), φ(v)

)
. Thus, for any µ ∈ P(G•)

and any test graphH, we can set τµ[H] :=
∫
fHdµ. Clearly fH is bounded continuous, uniformly

on the set BRθ of marked graphs with degree bounded by θ and marks bounded by some K. As a

consequence, µ 7→ τµ is continuous, from P(G• ∩BRθ ) 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: τY satisfies a LDP with speed n and good rate function

χπ,γ(τ) = inf{Σγ,π(µ), τµ = τ} .

6.2 Traffic distributions : definition of χ̃Λ(τ)

In this subsection, we explain how to define properly χ̃Λ(τ) introduced in (1.11). Let θ0 be

such that Λ(BC(0, θ0)) > 0 where BC(0, r) is the ball in C of radius r. As explained in the

introduction, it is sufficient to prove the following identity, for any fixed θ > θ0 and τ ∈ Traf〈J〉,

χ̃−
Λ,θ(τ) = χ̃+

Λ,θ(τ) (6.1)

where we have set,

χ̃−
Λ,θ(τ) = lim

ǫ↓0
lim inf
n→∞

1

n
lnP

(
Y ∈ Bn(θ)J ; d(τY , τ) ≤ ǫ

)

and χ̃+
Λ,θ(τ) is defined similarly with a lim sup. When (6.1) holds, we define

χ̃Λ,θ(τ) := χ̃+
Λ,θ(τ) and χ̃Λ(τ) = lim

θ→∞
χ̃Λ,θ(τ). (6.2)
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Since Yj is self-adjoint for all j ∈ J , we may replace in the above expression, Bn(θ) by B̃n(θ), the

subset of self-adjoint matrices of Bn(θ). If Y = (Yj)j∈J ∈ MJ
n (C) is a collection of self-adjoint

matrices, we denote by GJn the graph defined in Subsection 6.1 on the vertex set Vn = {1, . . . , n}
and with edge marks in J associated to the non-zero entries of Yj, j ∈ J . We also set DJ

n =

(Dn(v))v∈Vn the degree sequence of GJn where Dn(v) = (Dn,j(v))j ∈ Z
J
+ counts the number of

edges adjacent to v with a j-th mark, j ∈ J . The empirical degree distribution of GJn is then

LDJ
n
=

1

n

∑

v∈Vn

δDn(v) ∈ P(ZJ+).

We denote by PJ
n,θ ⊂ P(ZJ+) the set of empirical probability measures of the form

1

n

n∑

v=1

δd(v),

with 0 6 dj(v) 6 θ for all j ∈ J . We have |PJ
n,θ| 6 nθ

J
and therefore :

lim
n→∞

1

n
ln |PJ

n,θ| = 0. (6.3)

We may decompose B̃n(θ)
J over the values of the empirical degree distributions:

B̃n(θ)
J =

⊔

p∈PJ
n,θ

{Y ∈ M̃n(C) : LDJ
n
= p,max

j,u,v
|(Yj)uv| 6 θ} =

⊔

p∈PJ
n,θ

B̃J
n (p, θ).

From (6.3), we deduce that

1

n
lnP

(

Y ∈ B̃n(θ)
J ; d(τY, τ) ≤ ǫ

)

= max
p∈PJ

n,θ

1

n
lnP

(

Y ∈ B̃J
n(p, θ) ; d(τY, τ) ≤ ǫ

)

+ o(1). (6.4)

Now, for every fixed p ∈ PJ
n,θ, we write that 1

n lnP
(

Y ∈ B̃J
n(p, θ) ; d(τY, τ) ≤ ǫ

)

equals

1

n
lnP

(

Y ∈ B̃J
n(p, θ)

)

+
1

n
lnP

(

d(τY, τ) ≤ ǫ|Y ∈ B̃J
n (p, θ)

)

. (6.5)

Consider a sequence p = pn ∈ PJ
n,θ which converges toward a probability measure π ∈ P(ZJ+).

Since PJ
n,θ is relatively compact, the proof of (6.1) follows from the following two claims:

limn→∞
1
n lnP

(

Y ∈ B̃J
n(p, θ)

)

= Lπ,Λ(θ). (6.6)

τY given {Y ∈ B̃J
n (p, θ)} satisfies a LDP with rate n and rate function χ̃π,Λθ

(6.7)

where Λθ(.) = Λ(. ∩ BC(0, θ))/Λ(BC(0, θ)). It is indeed easy to deduce from (6.4),(6.5), (6.6)

and (6.7), that (6.2) is satisfied and

χ̃Λ,θ(τ) = inf
π∈P(ZJ

+)
{χ̃π,Λθ

(τ)− Lπ,Λ(θ)}.
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Let us check the two claims (6.6) and (6.7). We start with (6.6). Let qn = P((Yj)12 > 0), and

rn = P(|(Yj)12| 6 θ|(Yj)12 6= 0). From (1.3)-(1.10), we have

lim
n→∞

nqn = λ = Λ(C\{0}) > 0 and lim
n→∞

rn = r(θ) =
Λ(BC(0, θ)\{0})

Λ(C\{0}) > 0.

Note that the matrices (1I(Yj )uv 6=0)u,v, j ∈ J, are the adjacency matrices of independent Erdős-

Rényi random graph with edge probability qn. Note also that {Y ∈ B̃J
n (p, θ)} is equivalent to

all edges of GJn have a corresponding value in Y of absolute value at most θ and GJn ∈ Gn(p)
where Gn(p) is the set of J-marked graphs on Vn whose empirical degree sequence is p and

whose restriction Gjn to color j is a simple graph for all j ∈ J . It follows that

P

(

Y ∈ B̃J
n(p, θ)

)

= |Gn(p)|(qn)ndn/2(1− qn)
n(n−1)/2−ndn/2rndn/2n ,

where, with D = (D1, . . . ,Dj) having distribution p under Ep, ndn = nEp

∑

j Dj is twice the

total number of edges in any GJn ∈ Gn(p). We have dn → d = Eπ
∑

j Dj where D = (D1, . . . ,Dj)

has distribution π under Eπ. We deduce that

P(Y ∈ B̃J
n(p, θ)) = |Gn(p)|e−

ndn
2

lnnena(θ)(1+o(1)) ,

with a(θ) = (d/2) ln λ− (λ/2) + (d/2) ln r(θ). On the other hand, the asymptotic equivalent of

|Gn(p)| is well-known. It follows for example from [23, Corollary 4.6, (5.7)-(5.8)] that,

|Gn(p)| ∼ e
ndn
2

lnnenb(π)(1+o(1))

with b(π) = H(π) + (1/2)
∑

j d(j) ln(d(j)/e) −
∑

j Eπ ln(Dj !) and d(j) = EπDj. This concludes

the proof of (6.6) with Lπ,Λ(θ) = b(π) + a(θ).

We now prove the claim (6.7). The law of GJn given {Y ∈ B̃J
n (p, θ)} is, by exchangeability

of vertices, a random marked graph as in Theorem 2.4 with Λ replaced by Λθ. Therefore, we see

that U(GJn) given {Y ∈ B̃J
n(p, θ)} satisfies a LDP with good rate function ΣΛθ,π. We may thus

repeat the proof of Theorem 1.4 as in Section 6.1 to deduce that the law of τY conditional to

{Y ∈ B̃J
n (p, θ)} satisfies a LDP for with a good rate function χ̃π,Λθ

obtained by the contraction

principle so that χ̃π,Λθ
(τ) = inf{ΣΛθ,π(µ) : τµ = τ}.

6.3 Rooted traffic distributions

Recall that a test graph H = (VH , EH , ℓ, ε) is a finite graph (VH , EH) and the maps ℓ : EH →
J, ε : EH → {1, ∗}, interpreted as edge labeling by indeterminates yj, y

∗
j , j ∈ 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, ξ) be a marked graph on the mark set Z = C
J

equipped with the involution (zj)
∗
j∈J = (z̄j)j∈J . For j ∈ J , we set Ej ⊂ E the set of edges

e ∈ E such that the j-th coordinate of the mark is ξj(e) 6= 0, and denote by Gj = (V,Ej , ξj)

the marked graph on the mark set Zj = C. For j ∈ J , we consider the operator AGj 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, o) ∈ G•(CJ) be a marked

graph, where G = (V,E, ξ) and Gj are as above. The (canonical) rooted-traffic distribution τ(G,o)

of (G, o) is defined by: for any H = (VH , EH , ℓ, ε) ∈ CH•〈J〉,

τ(G,o)[H] =
∑

φ:VH→V
φ(1)=i

∏

e=(v,w)∈EH

ξ
ε(e)
ℓ(e)

(
φ(w), φ(v)

)
∈ C (6.8)

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

To connect this definition with the traffic distribution of matrices, note that if V = {1, . . . , n}
andAG = (AGj )j∈J the adjacency operator ofG, then 1

n

∑

i τG,i = τAG
with τAG

as in Definition

6.1. Note also that since G is locally finite, the sum defining τ(G,o)[H] can be reduced to a sum

over a finite number of maps φ, 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
J

τ̂ : G•(CJ) → Traf•〈J〉
(G, o) 7→ τG,o.

(6.9)

The definitions imply the following observation.

Lemma 6.2. Endowing G•(CJ) with the weak local topology and Traf•〈J〉 with the topology of

pointwise convergence, the map τ̂ is continuous.

Proof. Since H is finite, all vertices of H are within graph distance at most say h > 1 from

1 ∈ VH . In particular, τG,o(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•.

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 µ is the law in P(G•(CJ)), we define τµ ∈ P(Traf•〈J〉) as the push-forward of µ by τ̂ , that

is the law of the random rooted-traffic distribution τ(G,o) where (G, o) has law µ. Therefore τµ

is characterized by the collection of complex numbers given, for every k-tuple of test graphs

H ∈ H〈J〉k and bounded continuous function f from C
k → C, by

τµ[H](f) = E

[

f(τ(G,o)[H])
]

.

In particular, we observe that if Y = (Yj)j∈J is a collection of matrices in Mn(C) and G(Y) is

the associated marked graph on C
J , we have

TY = τU(G(Y)), (6.10)

where, as usual, U(G) is as in (2.3).

Lemma 6.3. The map τ̃ : P(G•(CJ)) 7→ P(Traf•〈J〉) induced by τ̂ is injective. Moreover,

denoting by P(Traf•G〈J〉) its image set, the inverse map τ̃−1 : P(Traf•G〈J〉) → µ ∈ P(G•(CJ)) 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 Pk(G•(CJ))

the set of laws of weighted graphs with degree uniformly bounded by k and marks uniformly

bounded by k, and we set P∞(G•(CJ)) the union of all Pk(G•(CJ))’s. In the proof of Lemma

5.1, we have seen that P∞(G•(CJ)) is dense in P(G•(CJ)).

Let now µ in P∞(G•(CJ)) be the rooted-traffic distribution of a random graph (G, o). Then

for any tuple of rooted test graphsH = (H1, . . . ,Hn), the values of τG,o(H1), . . . , τG,o(Hn) belong

almost surely to a uniformly bounded subset of Cn where any continuous bounded function can

be approximated by polynomials. We can hence extend τµ[H](f) for f a polynomial in n

variables and n conjugate variables. Let f be a monomial of the form f : (x1, x̄1 . . . , xn, x̄n) 7→
xk11 x̄

k′1
1 . . . xknn x̄

k′n
n for some k1, k

′
1, . . . , kn, k

′
n > 1. Then the expression of τG,o implies that

f
(
τG,o(H1), . . . , τG,o(Hk)

)
= τG,o(H1)

k1τG,o(H1)
k′1 . . . τG,o(Hn)

knτG,o(Hn)
k′n = τG,o(H0),

where H0 = H0(k,H) ∈ H•〈J〉 is the rooted test graph obtained as follow. For each i = 1, . . . , n

consider ki copies of each Hi, as well as k′i copies of the graph H∗
i obtained by reversing the

orientation of the edges of Hi and replacing the label map ε by ε∗. Then H0 is obtained by

identifying the vertex 1 of all these graph copies for all i.

As a conclusion, for µ in P∞(G•(CJ)), the moments of the traffic distribution read

τµ[H](f) = E
[
τG,o(H0)

]
:= τ̄µ[H0]. (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 τµ[H](f) coincides with the definition of [40]. Hence the traffic distribution

τµ ∈ P(Traf•〈J〉) and the expectation of the rooted distribution E[τ(G,v)] ∈ Traf•〈J〉 define the

same object when µ is in P∞(G•(CJ)) 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 (gn,k)k∈N of continuous bounded functions C
n → C, and a exhaustive sequence of tuples

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

d(τ, τ ′) =
∑

n,k∈N

1

2n+k
min

(
1, |τ(Hn)(gn,k)− τ ′(Hn)(gn,k)|

)
.

We write in short G• = G•(CJ) in this section. In order to prove the lemma it is sufficient to

prove the injectivity and bi-continuity for the map ν ∈ P∞(G•) → τν ∈ P∞(Traf•〈J〉). Indeed,

as seen in the proof of Lemma 5.1, we can approximate ν ∈ P(G•) by νk ∈ P∞(G•) up to an error

δk going to zero and moreover τ = τν and τk = τνk are at distance going to zero with δk since

the map ν → τν is continuous by Lemma 6.2. If we establish that there is a unique νk = ντk pre-

image of τk, then it is as close as wished to ν. It follows that if ν ∈ P∞(G•) 7→ τν ∈ P∞(Traf•〈J〉)
is a homeomorphism on its image, then so is the map ν ∈ P(G•) → τν ∈ P(Traf•〈J〉). It is

hence sufficient to prove the property for the map (G, o) 7→ τG,o on the set of bounded locally

finite rooted marked graphs.

Our main tool is the so-called injective transform τ0G,o of τG,o. It is defined as the expression

in the right hand side of (6.8) of τG,o where the sum is restricted to injective maps φ. For a

partition π ∈ P(VH ) of the vertex set of a test graph H, we set Hπ the test graph obtained by

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

τG,o[H] =
∑

π∈P(VH )

τ0G,o[H
π], (6.12)

τ0G,o[H] =
∑

π∈P(VH )

∏

B∈π

(−1)|B|−1(|B| − 1)!τG,o[H
π], (6.13)

which exhibits a (linear) bijection τG,o 7→ τ0G,o, bi-continuous for the product topology. It hence

suffices to prove the injectivity and bi-continuity of the map (G, o) 7→ τ0G,o on the set of rooted

marked graph (G, o) on the marked set C
J with degree uniformly bounded by k and marks

uniformly bounded by k, for k arbitrary large.

We hence fix such a graph (G, o) and prove that the injective traffic distribution of (G, o)

completely characterize the graph in a continuous way. The proof has two steps. We first recover

the graph (G, o) up to the values of the non zero coordinate of the mark. More precisely, we

call chromatic skeleton Ḡ of G the marked graph obtained by replacing each mark ξ ∈ C
J by

(1ξj 6=0)j∈J . We first show in lemma 6.4 below that the chromatic skeleton (Ḡ, o) is a continuous

function of the injective traffic distribution of (G, o). 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, o) = (G′, o′) if and only if there is a root-

preserving bijection VG → VG′ , 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 4 G′) if there is an isomorphism from G to G′ which is an injective map

VG → VG′ .

We define the skeleton H̄ of a test graph H = (V,E, γ, ε) as the triplet H̄ = (V, Ē, γ̄) where

(V, Ē) is the undirected graph obtained by forgetting the orientation of the edges of E, the ε

labels, as long as the multiplicity of the edges of H labeled with a same color j ∈ J . For an

edge ē ∈ Ē we associate the label γ̄(ē) = γ(e) where e is any edge in the group forming ē. For

any p > 1 let H̄•
p〈J〉 be the set of skeleton test graphs H̄ whose depth is not greater than p,

up to isomorphisms preserving 1. For H0 ∈ H̄•
p〈J〉, denote by H•

H0
〈J〉 the set of test graphs

H ∈ H•〈J〉 such that H̄ = H0. In this proof, we identify a chromatic skeleton with the skeleton

test graph obtained by replacing an edge e whose non zero coordinates are j1, . . . , jn by n edges

labeled so between the same endpoints.

Lemma 6.4. For any p > 1, let Xp be the set of all H ′ in H̄•
p〈J〉 such that there exists H ∈

H•
H′〈J〉 satisfying τ0G,o(H) 6= 0. Then Xp has a maximal element with respect to the partial order

4, which is the chromatic skeleton graph of Gp. As a consequence, the latter is a continuous

function of the injective distribution τ0G,o.

Proof of Lemma 6.4. Recall the definition of τ0: for all H = (V,E, γ, ε),

τ0G,o(H) =
∑

φ:VH→V
φ(1)=o
injective

∏

e=(u,v)∈E

ξ
ε(e)
Gℓ(e)

(
φ(v), φ(u)

)

︸ ︷︷ ︸

δ0(H,φ)

.

Note first that for any test graph H, if H̄ 64 Ḡp then the above expression vanishes since

the sum is over the empty set. For any p > 1, we fix a test graph H0 whose skeleton is Ḡp

(i.e. H0 ∈ H•
Ḡp

〈J〉), whose edges are of multiplicity two in each color, such that for each pair

ē = {e, e′} of edge of multiplicity two, we have ε(e) 6= ε(e′) and the edges have opposite direction.

Let φ : VH0 → V be an injective map such that φ(1) = o and ξGℓ(e)

(
φ(e)

)
6= 0 for all e ∈ EH0 .

Firstly, the latter condition applied to the edges of H0 adjacent to its root 1 implies that φ must

send the neighbors i1, . . . , iL of 1 to the neighbors v1, . . . , vL′ of o by preserving the adjacency

and the color labels of the edges between 1 and the iℓ’s. Moreover, the skeleton of H0 is the

chromatic skeleton of (Ḡp, o), so the numbers of root neighbors are the same in H0 and in G, i.e.
L = L′. Since φ is injective, it realizes a bijection between these two sets of vertices. Similarly,

if two vertices ik and ik′ of H0 are linked by an edge with color j, then δ0(H,φ) 6= 0 implies

that there an edge in G with same label between the images of φ. Altogether, this shows that,

restricted to the ball of radius one, ψ an isomorphism of rooted graphs from H̄0 to G1.
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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 φ is an bijection between H0 and the vertex set of (Ḡp, o),

which must respect the root, the adjacency of the graph (with the above convention). Hence φ

is a root preserving isomorphism between the skeleton of H0 and the skeleton Ḡ. In particular,

for such a φ, in the expression of δ0(H0, φ) each mark appears exactly twice with opposite ε

label,

δ0(H0, φ) =
∏

e∈EH0

∏

j∈J |ξj(e)6=0

∣
∣ξj(e)

∣
∣2 6= 0.

This is valid for any automorphism φ, so if we denote by Aut(H0) the set of automorphisms of

H0 that preserve the root 1, then we get τG,o(H) = δ0(H,φ) × |Aut(H0)| 6= 0.

Now that we have determined the chromatic skeleton of (Gp, o), we shall determine its marks.

We first consider an orientation of the edges of E0. Then we denote by Xp = (ξ(e))e∈E0 the

collection of all non-zero marks given that orientation (ξ(e) = ξj(e
′) whenever e has color

j and corresponds to e′ via the identification H0 ∼ Ḡp). Since (G, o) is determined up to

automorphism, note that this collection is invariant by the action of Aut(H0). The knowledge

of Xp is equivalent to the knowledge of the empirical distribution of marks

µξ(Gp) =
1

|Aut(H0)|
∑

φ∈Aut(H0)

δξ(φ(e)),e∈E0
,

where we use the shortcut φ(e) = (φ(v), φ(u)) for e = (u, v).

On the other hand, for two collections k,k′ of positive integers indexed by the edges of H0,

denote the monomial h(x) =
∏

e∈E0
xk(e)x̄k

′(e) and set Hh ∈ HḠp
〈J〉 the test graph with skeleton

Ḡp, whose edges are oriented as for E0 with k(e) representants with label ε equal to 1 and k′(e)

representants with label k′(e). The argument of Lemma 6.4 holds for Hh instead of H0: that

the injections φ : VH0 → V such that φ(1) = o and δ0(H(h), φ) 6= 0 are the root preserving

isomorphisms of the skeleton of Hh in Ḡp, in which case

δ0(H(h), φ) =
∏

e∈E0

(ξ(φ(e)))k(e)(ξ̄(φ(e)))k
′(e).

We then have, using the invariance by automorphism of the marks

τ0G,o[H(h)] =
∑

φ∈Aut(H0)

∏

e∈E0

(ξ(φ(e)))k(e)(ξ̄(φ(e)))k
′(e)

=
∑

φ∈Aut(H0)

∏

e∈E0

(ξ(e))k(φ(e))(ξ̄(e))k
′(φ(e)) = |Aut(H0)|

∫

hdµξ(Gp),

where µξ(Gp) is as above. First we extend the definition of h 7→ τ0G,o[H(h)] by linearity to

polynomials. Since µξ(Gp) 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
∫
fdµξ(Gp) in a continuous way. By Riesz representation
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theorem, there is a unique positive measure µ such that
∫
fdµ =

∫
hdµξ(Gp). Hence dµξ(Gp) is

the unique possible distribution of weights given τ0G,o.

This proves that the equivalence class of a deterministic graph (G, o) with bounded weights

and degree is determined continuously by its injective traffic distribution τ(G,o). It follows that

ν ∈ P∞(G•) 7→ τν ∈ P(Traf•〈J〉) is a homeomorphism on its image, and so is ν ∈ P(G•) 7→ τν ∈
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, ξ) with marks in Z = C
J on the vertex

set V = {1, . . . , n} by setting E = {{k, l} : Yj(k, l) 6= 0 for some j} and ξ(k, l) = (Yj(k, l))j∈J .

Let pn be the probability that {1, 2} ∈ E and let γ′n be the law of ξ(1, 2) conditioned on

{1, 2} ∈ E. We set dn = npn. The graph G(Y) is a marked Erdös-Rényi random graph as defined

in Subsection 2.4 with parameters (dn, γ
′
n). Using independence and (1.3), it is straightforward

to check that

lim
n
dn = dΛ = |J |Λ(C),

(where for ease of notation, we have extended Λ to C by setting Λ({0}) = 0). We have 0 < dΛ <

∞ by (1.10). Similarly, for j ∈ J , let Λj be the measure on C
J defined as Λj = ⊗i 6=jδ0 ⊗Λ. We

have, for every Borel set A ⊂ C
J ,

lim
n
γ′n(A) = γΛ(A) =

1

|J |Λ(C)
∑

j∈J

Λj(A).

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

with good rate function ΣER
γΛ,dΛ

. Also from (6.10), we have τ̂U(G(Y)) = TY. Therefore, the

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

χ∗
Λ(τ) = inf{ΣER

γΛ,dΛ
(µ) : τµ = τ}, (6.14)

(the notation χ∗
Λ is valid since both dΛ and γΛ are functions of Λ, note however that χ∗

Λ depends

implicitly on J). Since Theorem 2.5 also proves that ΣER
γΛ,dΛ

has a unique minimizer µγΛ,dΛ , χ
∗
Λ

has a unique minimizer τΛ = τµγΛ,dΛ
. Moreover, by Lemma 6.3, we see that the infimum defining

χ∗
Λ(τ) is achieved at ντ so that

χ∗
Λ(τ) = ΣER

γΛ,dΛ
(ντ ) .

Moreover, since this minimizer must also be the almost sure limit of τY, we deduce from [39]

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

in the next sections. Furthermore, by Lemma 2.3, ΣER
γΛ,dΛ

is infinite if ν is not admissible and

therefore is supported on marked trees. Hence, χ∗
Λ(τ) is infinite if τ is not the traffic associated

to a random rooted tree.
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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 µ1 ∈ P
(
G•(CJ1)

)
and µ2 ∈ P

(
G•(CJ2)

)
be two distributions of rooted

weighted random graphs. We call the free product of µ1 and µ2 and denote µ1∗µ2 ∈ P
(
G•(CJ1⊔J2)

)

the law of the random graph (G, ρ) described as follows.

Let first (G
(0)
1 , ρ

(0)
1 ) and (G

(0)
2 , ρ

(0)
2 ) be two independent realizations of µ1 and µ2 and denote

by G(0) the graph obtained by identifying ρ
(0)
1 and ρ

(0)
2 . For each edge e of G(0), we associate

the mark ξ(0)(e) = (ξ(e), 0, . . . , 0) if e comes from G
(0)
1 and ξ(0)(e) = (0, . . . , 0, ξ(e)) if it comes

from G
(0)
2 so that the marks belong to C

J1⊔J2. We say that we have ”fused” (G
(0)
2 , ρ

(0)
2 ) to G

(0)
1

at ρ
(0)
1 .

Let v be a vertex of G(0) different from ρ, and let us consider an independent realization

G
(1)
v , either distributed according to µ1 if v belongs to G

(0)
2 , or according to µ2 if v is a vertex

of G
(0)
1 . Then we fuse G

(1)
v to G(0) at v and repeat this operation for for each vertex different

from the root, getting a graph G(1). We pursue this process to construct a sequence of graphs

G(n), n > 1, rooted at ρ
(0)
1 = ρ

(0)
2 , obtained by fusing independent copies alternating from µ1 and

µ2. This sequence converges in weak local topology since it describes neighborhood of arbitrary

depth. We denote by (G, ρ) the limit of this random rooted graph and by µ1 ∗ µ2 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〈J1 ⊔ J2〉 is a maximal connected subgraph

of H labeled in J1 or in J2. 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•〈J1 ⊔ J2〉 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 τ1 ∈ Traf〈J1〉 and τ2 ∈ Traf〈J2〉. The free product τ1 ∗ τ2 ∈ Traf〈J1 ⊔ J2〉
is then defined via the injective traffic distribution (τ1 ∗ τ2)0 thanks to (6.12), by the following

formula: for any H in H〈J1 ⊔ J2〉
(
τ1 ∗ τ2

)0
(H) = 1

(

GCC(H) is a tree
) ∏

S∈CC(H)

τ0i(S)(H), (6.15)

where i(S) = i whenever S ∈ H〈Ji〉.

Proposition 6.7. Let ν, ν1 and ν2 be three random graphs with law respectively in P∞

(
G•(CJ1⊔J2)

)
,

P∞

(
G•(CJ1)

)
and P∞

(
G•(CJ2)

)
. Then ν = ν1 ∗ ν2 if and only if the map τ̄ν defined in (6.11)

satisfies τ̄ν = τ̄ν1 ∗ τ̄ν2.
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Therefore, for τµ1 ∈ P(Traf•G〈J1〉) and τµ2 ∈ P(Traf•G〈J2〉) we define the free product τµ1 ∗
τµ2 := τµ1∗µ2 ∈ P(Traf•G〈J1 ⊔ J2〉) 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〈J1 ⊔ J2〉 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•〈J1〉
and in H•〈J2〉 instead of independent copies of the random graphs, and proceeding a finite

number of steps. These copies in H〈Ji〉 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 ν = ν1 ∗ν2 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, ρ) of ν, therefore
(
τ1 ∗ τ2

)0
(H) = 0. Assume that it is a tree and let φ : VH → V such that

φ(1) = ρ and ξ
ε(e)
ℓ(e)

(
φ(w), φ(v)

)
6= 0 for any e = (v,w) ∈ EH . The latter condition implies that

the vertices that are in a colored component of H containing 1 are sent by φ 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 v0 in a colored component of the root. The condition ξ
ε(e)
ℓ(e)

(
φ(w), φ(v)

)
6= 0 implies that

the image of S belong to a colored component of G with the same property with a cut-vertex

w0 for which φ(v0) = w0. By induction, the image by φ 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 S0 be a leaf in the tree of colored component of H with cut vertex v0. Denote

H \ S0 the graph obtained from H by removing the edges of S and the vertices that are not

v0. Consider S0 as rooted in v0. A map φ as above therefore decomposes as an injective map

φ′ on the vertices of H \ S0, and denoting w0 the image by φ′ of v0, an injective map φ0 on the

vertices of S0 with image in the colored component of (G, o) with cut-vertex w0 = φ′(v0):

τ̄0ν (H) =
∑

φ′:VH\S0
→V

φ(1)=i

E

[ ∏

e=(v,w)∈EH\S0

ξ
ε(e)
ℓ(e)

(
φ(w), φ(v)

)

∑

φ0:VS0
→V \φ′(V )

φ(v0)=w0

∏

e=(v,w)∈ES0

ξ
ε(e)
ℓ(e)

(
φ(w), φ(v)

)]

Conditionally on w0, the colored component rooted at w0 is independent of the rest of the graph,

which gives the formula

τ̄0ν (H) = τ̄0ν (H \ S0)× τi(S0)[S0].

By induction, this proves that τ̄ν is the free product of the marginal distributions.

Reciprocally, if µ is the law a random rooted graph such that τ̄ν = τ̄ν1 ∗ τ̄ν2 , then it has the

same traffic distribution as the free product of the marginal laws of random graphs µ1 and µ2.

By injectivity of the map µ 7→ τµ (Lemma 6.3), necessarily µ = µ1 ∗ µ2.
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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(Traf•G〈J〉), i.e. there are

distributions of random rooted graphs.

Let Y = (Yj)j∈J be as in Theorem 1.5. To stress on the dependence of χΛ on J , we write

here χΛ,J in place of χΛ. By Theorem 1.5, we have the weak large deviation principle , namely

that for every τ ∈ P(Traf•G〈J〉), the microstates entropy χΛ,J defined by

−χΛ,J(τ) := lim
ε↓0

lim sup
n→∞

1

n
log P(d(τY, τ) ≤ ε) (6.16)

is unchanged if we replace the limsup by a liminf:

−χΛ,J(τ) = lim
ε↓0

lim inf
n→∞

1

n
log P(d(τY, τ) ≤ ε) (6.17)

Theorem 1.5 shows that χΛ,J = χ∗
Λ,J but we will not use the formula for χ∗

Λ,J in this proof.

Because the limsup is equal to the liminf, we can prove summability under traffic independence.

If J = J1 ⊔ J2 and τ ∈ P(H∗〈J〉), we denote by τi = τ |Ji the restriction of τ to test graphs in

H〈Ji〉. Then we always have

χΛ,J1⊔J2(τ) ≥ χΛ,J1(τ1) + χΛ,J2(τ2) (6.18)

Indeed, by definition, if Y = (Y1,Y2) with Yi the matrices indexed by Ji, we always have for

i = 1, 2,

{d(τY, τ) ≤ ǫ} ⊂ {d(τYi , τi) ≤ ǫ}

Consequently

P ({d(τY , τ) ≤ ǫ}) ≤ P ({d(τY1 , τ1) ≤ ǫ} ∩ {d(τY2 , τ2) ≤ ǫ})
= P ({d(τY1 , τ1) ≤ ǫ})P ({d(τY2 , τ2) ≤ ǫ})

where we finally used the independence of Y1 and Y2. Therefore, we have

lim
ε↓0

lim sup
n→∞

1

n
logP(d(τY, τ) ≤ ε)

≤ lim
ε↓0

lim sup
n→∞

1

n
log P(d(τY1 , τ) ≤ ε) + lim

ε↓0
lim sup
n→∞

1

n
log P(d(τY2 , τ) ≤ ε)

from which (6.18) follows. By taking τ = τ1 ∗ τ2 with the definition of the previous section, we

deduce by the definition (6.16) that

χΛ,J1⊔J2(τ1 ∗ τ2) ≥ χΛ,J1(τ1) + χΛ,J2(τ2)

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

exists δ(ε) > 0 so that

lim inf
n→∞

1

n
log

P(d(τY, τ1 ∗ τ2) ≤ ε)

P(d(τY1 , τ1) ≤ κ(ε))P(d(τY2 , τ2) ≤ κ(ε))
≥ 0 . (6.19)
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To prove this statement, the idea is that by independence of Y1 and Y2, we can conjugate the

matrices of Y2 by an independent permutation S and that conditionally to (Y1,Y2), Y1 and

SY2S
∗ 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 Yk 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 fk which vanishes outside the ball of radius k and is equal to one on the

ball of radius k − 1). We let G(Yk) be the corresponding marked graph with marks on C
J

which is defined in the proof of Theorem 1.5. By definition, we have τU(G(Yk)) = τYk . We have

already seen that U(G(Yk)) converges towards U(G(Y)) for the weak topology as k goes to

infinity. Therefore, by continuity of τ̂ , τYk converges towards τY pointwise. To get a uniform

convergence we restrict ourselves to a compact set. In fact, for any compact set of K ⊂ P(G•),

there exists a function δK(k) going to 0 as k → ∞, such that for all η > 0,

d(τY, τYk) ≤ δK(k) + 1I((U(G(Y)) /∈ K). (6.20)

As explained in the proof of Theorem 1.5, G(Y) is a marked Erdös-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) 6 exp(−nM) for all

n large enough. As a consequence, by taking k = k(ε,M) large enough so that δK(k) 6 ε/2, we

get

P(d(τY, τ1 ∗ τ2) ≤ ε) ≥ P({d(τY , τ1 ∗ τ2) ≤ ε} ∩ {U(G(Y)) ∈ K})
≥ P(d(τYk , τ1 ∗ τ2) ≤ ε/2) − e−nM

We note τki the traffic distribution of the operators Ai
G with G truncated to have degree smaller

than k and entries given by the pushforward by fk of the entries of G. Similarly, τki converges

weakly towards τ i when k goes to infinity so that d(τki , τi) ≤ ε/8 for k large enough. Moreover,

it is easy to see from the definition of independence that we also have that τk1 ∗ τk2 [H](f) goes

to τ1 ∗ τ2[H](f) as η goes to zero so that d(τk1 ∗ τk2 , τ1 ∗ τ2) goes to zero as k goes to infinity. We

assume hereafter k large enough so that this is smaller than ε/4.

Now, the matrices Yk
1 and Yk

2 are independent and the distributions of Yk
i is permutation

invariant (that is Yk
i and SYk

i S
∗ have the same distribution for any permutation matrix S of

size n). In particular, we can replace Yk
2 by SYk

2S
∗ where S is a uniform permutation matrix

and set S.Yk = (Yk
1 , SY

k
2S

∗). By construction Yk and S.Yk have the same distribution.

It was shown in [40, Theorem 1.8] that, given (Yk
1 ,Y

k
2) so that d(τYk

i
, τki ) ≤ ε/8, i = 1, 2

τS.Yk(H, P ) − τk1 ∗ τk2 (H, P ) is of order O(ε) in probability (with respect to the randomness of

the permutation S) for every test graphH = (H1, . . . ,Hk) and every polynomial P . Importantly,
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the errors are uniform on (Yk
1 ,Y

k
2 ) (but depend on k). Because everything is bounded, we can

approximate any bounded continuous function f by a polynomial P . This implies that uniformly

τS.Y k(H, f)− τk1 ∗ τk2 (H, f) is of order ε, and therefore, given (Yk
1 ,Y

k
2 ), d(τS.Yk , τk1 ∗ τk2 ) goes to

zero in probability uniformly in (Yk
1 ,Y

k
2 ). Notably, for every δ > 0, there exists κ(δ) = κk(δ) > 0

going to zero with δ, so that for n large enough,

P(d(τS.Yk , τk1 ∗ τk2 ) 6 δ|max
i=1,2

d(τYk
i
, τki ) ≤ κ(δ)) > 1/2. (6.21)

We take δ < ε/4, remember that k was chosen large enough so that d(τk1 ∗ τk2 , τ1 ∗ τ2) ≤ ε/8 and

write

P(d(τYk , τ1 ∗ τ2) ≤ ε/2) = P(d(τS.Yk , τ1 ∗ τ2) ≤ ε/2)

≥ P(d(τS.Yk , τk1 ∗ τk2 ) 6 δ,max
i=1,2

d(τYk
i
, τki ) ≤ κ(δ))

≥ 1

2
P(d(τYk

1
, τk1 ) ≤ κ(δ))P(d(τYk

2
, τk2 ) ≤ κ(δ))

≥ 1

2
P(d(τY1 , τ1) ≤ κ′(δ))P(d(τY2 , τ2) ≤ κ′(δ)) − 2e−nM

where we finally used (6.20) to find κ′(δ) > 0 so that for k large enough {d(τY1 , τ1) ≤ κ′(δ)} ⊂
{d(τYk

1
, τk1 ) ≤ κ(δ)} when U(G(Y)) belongs to K. Hence, gathering the above estimates we

deduce

P(d(τY, τ1 ∗ τ2) ≤ ε) >
1

2
P(d(τY1 , τ1) ≤ κ(δ))P(d(τY2 , τ2) ≤ κ(δ)) − 4e−nM .

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.

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 τi ∈ P(Traf•〈Ji〉),
if τ1 is not in P(Traf•G〈J〉) then the additivity condition holds trivially since

+∞ = χΛ(τ1 ∗ τ2) = χΛ(τ1) + χΛ(τ2) = +∞+ χΛ(τ2) (7.1)

since χΛ(τ2) ≥ 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.

56



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 τ1 ∗ τ2 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 γ are finite. Then X converges to a semi-circular system over the diagonal,

namely with amalgamation with respect to the operator ∆ : A 7→ Diagi(Ai,i).

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(1) + 〈D0,
∑

σ∈NC2(L)

κπ(X1D1, . . . ,XLDL)〉, (7.2)

where, 〈A,B〉 = E[ 1NTr(AB∗)], κπ is the L-th cumulant-function over the diagonal and NC2(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 NC2(L),

is nothing else than a proof of (7.2).

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[∆]. 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 = (H1, . . . ,Hk) in CH•〈J〉k be a k-tuple of rooted test graphs, where Hs = (Vs, Es, γs, εs)

for any s = 1, . . . , k. Denote by H0 the test graph obtained by identifying the roots of the Hs’s.

We call amalgamation of H a partition ρ of the vertex set V0 of H0 such that each block of ρ

contains at most one vertex from each Hs. We denote by Ham
k 〈J〉 the set couples (H, ρ), where

H is a k-tuple of rooted test graphs and ρ an amalgamation of H. We say in short that (H, ρ)

are am.-test graphs. We set CHam〈J〉 = ⊕k>1CHam
k 〈J〉 the space of am.-test graphs.

Definition 7.2 (Amalgamated traffic distribution of marked graphs). Let (G, o) ∈ G•(CJ) be a

marked graph, where G = (V,E, ξ). The amalgamated rooted-traffic distribution τ(G,o) of (G, o)

is the linear map τ(G,o) : CHam〈J〉 → ⊕k>1C
k such that, for any (H, ρ) ∈ Ham

k 〈J〉, with above

notations,

τ(G,o)[H, ρ] =
∑

φ:VH0
→V

s.t. φ(1)=i

v
ρ
∼v′⇒φ(v)=φ(v′)

( ∏

e=(v,w)∈EHs

ξ
εs(e)
ℓs(e)

(
φs(w), φs(v)

))

∈ C
k (7.3)

where the sum is over all root preserving maps φ : VH0 → V such that φ(v) = φ(v′) whenever

v and v′ are in a same block of ρ, and where φs denotes the restriction of φ 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 ρ 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 CHam〈J〉 → ⊕k>1C
k that satisfies these

consistance properties. Endowing this space with the product topology, we can hence consider

the space of random traffic distribution P
(
Lin(CHam〈J〉,⊕k>1C

k)
)
which is the true setting for

Corollary 1.6.

Firstly, we set τ0(G,o) as τ(G,o) 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 = H1 ⊗
· · ·⊗Hk ∈ CH•〈J1⊔J2〉⊗k be a tensor product of rooted test graphs, where Hs = (Vs, Es, γs, εs)

for any s = 1, . . . , k (a tensor notation is introduced to ease the formulation below). Denote

as before by H0 = (V,E, γ, ε) the test graph obtained by identifying the roots of the Hs’s and

ρ ∈ P(V ) forming an amalgamation of the test graphs.
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Assume that the graph GCC(H0) of colored components of H0 is a tree. Denote by V(Hρ
0 )

the set of roots of the connected components of GCC(Hρ
0 ). For each i ∈ V(Hρ

0 ) we denote by

Hρ(i) the corresponding colored component, and for each s = 1, . . . , k, we denote by Hs(i) the

subgraph of Hs whose edges are in Hρ
0 (i) (if it has no edge, Hs(i) is the test graph rooted in i

with no edge), and we set H(i) = H1(i)⊗ · · · ⊗Hk(i). We also denote by ρ(i) the restriction of

ρ on the vertices of H0(i).

Definition 7.3. Let µ1, µ2 and µ the law of random rooted traffic distributions τ1, τ2 and τ labeled

in J1, J2 and J1 ⊔ J2 respectively. We say that µ is the free product of µ1 and µ2 whenever, for

any H = H1 ⊗ · · · ⊗Hk ∈ CH•〈J1 ⊔ J2〉⊗k and ρ as above,

τ0(H; ρ)
d.
= 1

(

GCC(Hπ
0 ) is a tree

) ∏

i∈V(Hρ
0 )

τ0i
(
H(i); ρ(i)

)
,

where (τ0i )i∈V(H0) is an independent collection of random rooted traffic distributions (in the

sense of classical probability), distributed as µ1 if the labels of S(i) are in J1 and distributed as

µ2 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

δ > 0 and a window size κ > 0 with κ/δ integer. The quantization is a map {·}κδ : Rd →
(δZ ∩ [−κ, κ))k ∪ {ω} with ω ∈ R

d\(δZ)d is any default value such that ω∗ = ω. Assume first

that d = 1. For |x| > κ, we set {x}κδ = ω. For 0 6 x < κ, we set {x}κδ = ⌊x/δ⌋δ. If −κ < x < 0,

we set {x}κδ = −{−x}κδ . On R
d, we set {(x1, . . . , xd)}κδ = ({x1}κδ , . . . , {xd}κδ ). Finally, if κ/δ is

not an integer, we set {x}κδ = {x}κ′δ with κ′ = δ⌈κ/δ⌉.

Lemma 8.1. Let X,Y be random variables on R
d. Then,

lim
κ→∞

lim
δ→0

DKL({X}κδ |{Y }κδ ) = DKL(X|Y ).

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

DKL(p|q) = sup
φ∈Cb(Rd)

{∫

φ(x)dp(x)− ln

∫

eφ(x)dq(x)

}

. (8.1)

By construction {X}κδ and {Y }κδ are random variables on Lκδ = (δZ ∩ [−κ, κ))d ⊔ {ω}. We

may omit the explicit dependence of L and other parameters on (κ, δ) for ease of notation. For

l ∈ L, let Bl = {x ∈ R
d : {x}κδ = l} be the bin associated to l. By construction, if l ∈ L\{ω},

we have B̄l = [l1 + δ]× · · · × [ld + δ] and Bω = {x ∈ R
d : |x|∞ > κ}, where |x|∞ = maxi |xi|.
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Let p, q be the distributions of X and Y . Then (8.1) implies that

DKL({X}κδ |{Y }κδ ) = sup
φ∈Sκ

δ

{∫

φ(x)dp(x) − ln

∫

eφ(x)dq(x)

}

.

where Sκδ is the set of functions on R
d such that φ is constant on Bl for all l ∈ L. We note also

that (8.1) implies that

DKL(X|Y ) = sup
κ>0

sup
φ∈Cκ

{∫

φ(x)dp(x) − ln

∫

eφ(x)dq(x)

}

,

where Cκ is the set of continuous functions with support in [−κ, κ)d. To prove the lemma, it is

thus sufficient to check that for any κ > 0,

sup
φ∈Sκ

δ

{∫

φ(x)dp(x) − ln

∫

eφ(x)dq(x)

}

6 sup
φ∈Cb

{∫

φ(x)dp(x) − ln

∫

eφ(x)dq(x)

}

. (8.2)

and

sup
φ∈Cκ

{∫

φ(x)dp(x)− ln

∫

eφ(x)dq(x)

}

6 lim inf
δ→0

sup
φ∈Sκ

δ

{∫

φ(x)dp(x) − ln

∫

eφ(x)dq(x)

}

. (8.3)

Fix ε > 0 and take φ ∈ Sκδ such that the left-hand side of (8.2) is finite, that is φ positive

on some Blφ which intersects the support of q. By taking a convolution with a compactly

supported smooth kernel, we find that there exists a bounded continuous function φε ∈ Cb such
that |φ−φε|∞ 6 ε. Then, for all ε > 0 small enough, φε positive on Blφ . It follows by dominated

convergence that

lim
ε→0

{∫

φε(x)dp(x) − ln

∫

eφε(x)dq(x)

}

=

∫

φ(x)dp(x) − ln

∫

eφdq(x).

This proves (8.2). Similarly, take φ ∈ Cκ such that the left-hand side of (8.3) is finite, that

is support φ intersects the support of q. Let φδ ∈ Sκδ be equal to 0 on Bω and, on Bl with

l ∈ L\{ω}, to yl with, ∫

Bl

eφ(x)dq(x) =

∫

Bl

eyldq(x)

Also, since φ is uniformly continuous, φδ converges uniformly toward φ along any sequence

δ → 0. Again, by dominated convergence, this proves (8.3).
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[1] Miklós Abért, Andreas Berthold Thom, and Bálint Virág. Benjamini-schramm convergence

and pointwise convergence of the spectral measure. 2014.

[2] David Aldous. Asymptotics in the random assignment problem. Probab. Theory Relat.

Fields, 93(4):507–534, 1992.

60



[3] David Aldous and Russell Lyons. Processes on unimodular random networks. Electron. J.

Probab., 12:no. 54, 1454–1508, 2007.

[4] David Aldous and Russell Lyons. Second errata to “Processes on unimodular random

networks” [MR2354165]. Electron. J. Probab., 24:Paper No. 25, 2, 2019.

[5] David Aldous and J. Michael Steele. The objective method: probabilistic combinatorial

optimization and local weak convergence. In Probability on discrete structures, volume 110

of Encyclopaedia Math. Sci., pages 1–72. Springer, Berlin, 2004.

[6] David J. Aldous. The ζ(2) limit in the random assignment problem. Random Struct.

Algorithms, 18(4):381–418, 2001.

[7] Greg W. Anderson, Alice Guionnet, and Ofer Zeitouni. An introduction to random matrices,

volume 118 of Cambridge Studies in Advanced Mathematics. Cambridge University Press,

Cambridge, 2010.

[8] Greg W. Anderson, Alice Guionnet, and Ofer Zeitouni. An introduction to random matrices,

volume 118 of Cambridge Studies in Advanced Mathematics. Cambridge University Press,

Cambridge, 2010.

[9] Fanny Augeri. On the large deviations of traces of random matrices. Ann. Inst. H. Poincaré,
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[12] Ágnes Backhausz and Balázs Szegedy. On the almost eigenvectors of random regular graphs.

Ann. Probab., 47(3):1677–1725, 2019.

[13] Zhidong Bai and Jack W. Silverstein. Spectral analysis of large dimensional random matri-

ces. Springer Series in Statistics. Springer, New York, second edition, 2010.

[14] S. T. Belinschi and H. Bercovici. A property of free entropy. Pacific J. Math., 211(1):35–40,

2003.

[15] Serban Belinschi, Alice Guionnet, and Jiaoyang Huang. Large deviation principles via

spherical integrals. Probab. Math. Phys., 3(3):543–625, 2022.

[16] G. Ben Arous and A. Guionnet. Large deviations for Wigner’s law and Voiculescu’s non-

commutative entropy. Probab. Theory Related Fields, 108(4):517–542, 1997.

61



[17] Gérard Ben Arous and Alice Guionnet. The spectrum of heavy tailed random matrices.

Comm. Math. Phys., 278(3):715–751, 2008.

[18] Florent Benaych-Georges, Charles Bordenave, Mireille Capitaine, Catherine Donati-Martin,

and Antti Knowles. Advanced topics in random matrices, volume 53 of Panoramas et
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Institute Henri Poincaré, Paris, December 1–4, 2014.

[19] Florent Benaych-Georges, Alice Guionnet, and Camille Male. Central limit theorems for

linear statistics of heavy tailed random matrices. Comm. Math. Phys., 329(2):641–686,

2014.

[20] P. Biane, M. Capitaine, and A. Guionnet. Large deviation bounds for matrix Brownian

motion. Invent. Math., 152(2):433–459, 2003.

[21] J. D. Biggins. Large deviations for mixtures. Electron. Comm. Probab., 9:60–71, 2004.

[22] C. Bordenave and P. Caputo. A large deviation principle for Wigner matrices without

Gaussian tails. Ann. Probab., 42(6):2454–2496, 2014.

[23] Charles Bordenave and Pietro Caputo. Large deviations of empirical neighborhood distri-

bution in sparse random graphs. Probab. Theory Related Fields, 163(1-2):149–222, 2015.

[24] Charles Bordenave, Pietro Caputo, and Djalil Chafai. Spectrum of large random reversible

markov chains - heavy-tailed weights on the complete graph. Ann. Probab., 39(4):1544–

1590, 2011.

[25] Charles Bordenave and Marc Lelarge. Resolvent of large random graphs. Random Struct.

Algorithms, 37(3):332–352, 2010.

[26] Charles Bordenave and Marc Lelarge. Resolvent of large random graphs. Random Structures

Algorithms, 37(3):332–352, 2010.

[27] Charles Bordenave, Arnab Sen, and Bálint Virág. Mean quantum percolation. J. Eur.

Math. Soc. (JEMS), 19(12):3679–3707, 2017.

[28] Thierry Cabanal-Duvillard and Alice Guionnet. Discussions around Voiculescu’s free en-

tropies. Adv. Math., 174(2):167–226, 2003.
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