arXiv:2412.14512v1 [math.AP] 19 Dec 2024

Coupling and Tensorization of
Kinetic Theory and Graph Theory*

Datong Zhou!

Abstract

We study a non-exchangeable multi-agent system and rigorously derive
a strong form of the mean-field limit. The convergence of the connection
weights and the initial data implies convergence of large-scale dynamics
toward a deterministic limit given by the corresponding extended Vlasov
PDE, at any later time and any realization of randomness. This is estab-
lished on what we call a bi-coupling distance defined through a convex
optimization problem, which is an interpolation of the optimal transport
between measures and the fractional overlay between graphs. The proof
relies on a quantitative stability estimate of the so-called observables,
which are tensorizations of agent laws and graph homomorphism densi-
ties. This reveals a profound relationship between mean-field theory and
graph limiting theory, intersecting in the study of non-exchangeable sys-
tems.
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1 Introduction

Graph theory and kinetic theory are two prominent disciplines of mathematics,
each with its unique methodologies and applications. The purpose of this article
is to draw the attention of both communities to a promising intersection that
has been less explored. Specifically, the concepts and techniques from graph
theory have significant potential for investigating non-exchangeable multi-agent
systems, where the connection weights (w”)f\;:l can be naturally interpreted
as a weighted, directed graph.

A canonical example of non-exchangeable systems is the following;:

Consider a domain D, which is either R? or T (the d-dimensional torus).
Let N > 1 denote the number of agents and X;(¢) € D denote the state of the
i-th agent. Let p : D — R? denote the velocity field representing the individual
dynamics, and let o : D x D — R be the interaction kernel describing the
binary interactions between agents. Furthermore, let (w;;)1;—; be a matrix



that quantifies the intensity of the interaction exerted by the j-th agent on the
i-th agent, scaled by a factor of 1/N. This setup leads to the following system
of ordinary differential equations (ODEs):

dX; 1 .
7 = M)+ Z w; jo(Xi, X;), Vi€ [N].
JE[N]
Here, for any natural number N, we use the notation [N] = {1,..., N}. This

notation will be used consistently throughout the article.

The framework can be naturally extended to stochastic multi-agent systems
by incorporating additive noise. Specifically, we consider the following system
of stochastic differential equations (SDEs):

1 .
X = p(Xi)dt + gv]wz—,jdxi,xj)dtwd& vie N ()
J

In this system, B;(t) for i € [N] are independent Brownian motions, and the
constant v > 0 quantifies the intensity of the noise. When v = 0, (1.1) reduces
to the ODE system.

1.1 A first result: coupling of mean-field limit and graph
limit
We begin by introducing the foundational definitions and presenting our first

theorem, which demonstrates the interplay between mean-field theory and graph
limit theory concepts in the analysis of multi-agent systems.

Definition 1.1 (Bi-coupling distances, discrete). A (N1, Nao)-coupling is
defined as a matriz v = (Vi, iy)ire[N1)ise[Na) € RYVN2 such that all entries
satisfy YViy i, > 0 and

1 .
E Yi1,ip = Ny’ Vip € [N2]7
. 2
i1 €[N1]

1 .
E Yiyia = F’ Vi1 € [Nl]
. 1
i2E€[Na2]

Let TI(N1, N3) denote the set of all (N1, N2)-couplings.
Forn = 1,2, consider

w™ = (wgg))i,je[Nn] € RN Nn gnd X = (Xi(n))ie[Nn] € D

The bi-coupling distance from the L? — L? operator norm and the Wasserstein-



1 disntance for the pairs (w™, X)) is defined as
dressrew, [(w(l),X(l)), (w(Q),X(Q))}

. L )
= EH%I]%f N2) [ Z Z |X1(1) - Xz(2)| Yi1,io
R LA

1
vV N1Ny

where vT denotes the transpose of 7y, and the products such as (w(l)v) € RNixNz
should be understood as the standard matriz multiplication.

+

(HN2 cwWy — Ny yw® 2 pe + |N2 - 4T — Ny 'w(2)7T||z2ae2>}

The minimization problem in the definition is remarkably convex. When
w® w® are all-one matrices, the second term vanishes and this bi-coupling
distance degenerates to the Wasserstein distance in the Kantorovich formula-
tion between empirical measures Nil Die(vi] 6Xfl) and Ni2 D ic(Na] 5Xf2) € P(D),
which has been extensively used for decades in the development of mean-field
theory [9, 15, 31, 36]. For Sinkhorn’s matrix scaling algorithm of the approxi-
mate solutions, see [13]. On the other hand, when the entries of XM X3 greall
identical, the first term vanishes, and the remaining part of this bi-coupling dis-
tance is minorly modified from the distance studied in [5, 14, 18] that identifies
the fractional isomorphism of graphs. As noted in [5], approximate solutions can
be derived using interior-point methods in convex optimization; for a detailed
treatment, see [30]. In graph theory, v € II(Ny, N3) is also called a fractional
overlay.

With these definitions in place, we now present our first theorem.

Theorem 1.2 (Main result, discrete only). Let D = T, and let p €
WLe(T), 0 € W2(T x T), v > 0. Let {w™ },en be a sequence of con-
nection weight matrices w™ € RN»*Nn  and let {Xén)}neN be a sequence of
ingtial data Xén) € TN». Assume that N, — oo, sup,, sup, ; |w1(7;)| < oo, and
that the initial data Xén) are deterministic. Then, the following holds:

o (Well-posedness). For each n € N, there exists a unique solution X ™ (t)
of the ODE or SDE system (1.1) with connection weights w™ and initial
data Xén). (When v > 0, X™(t) are stochastic processes depending on
the randomness of independent Brownian motions (Bl-("))ie[Nn].)

e (Compactness). There exists a Cauchy subsequence of (w("),Xén)) (which
we still index by n) in the sense that

lim  sup dr2r2w, [(w("l),Xénl)), (w(”Q),Xé"Z))} = 0.

n—oo n11n22n

o (Stability). If the sequence (w(”),Xé")) is Cauchy, then at any later time
t>0,

lim sup E(dL2—>L2,W1 [(w(nl), X(nl)(t)), (w(n2)7X("2) (t))}) =0.

n—oo n11n22n



The full version of our main result is provided later as Theorem 1.7. Infor-
mally, it states that “If (w(()n), Xé")) initially converges to a deterministic limit,
denoted by (w, fo), where w € L*(I x I) and fy € L>°(I, M(D)) (with D = T)
for some atomless standard probability space I, then there exists a unique dis-
tributional solution f to an extended Vlasov equation

52,04 . (|ute) + [016.0) [ ote.n s anac) s0.2.0))
2
- ?f(tvxvg) =0,

(1.2)
with initial data fo; and for any t > 0, (w™, X (™) (t)) converges in expectation
to (w, f(¢)).” Rigorously defining such convergence to the limit requires signif-
icantly more definitions and notation. Thus, we pause here and postpone the
statement of Theorem 1.7 until the end of the introduction.

1.2 Summary of key innovations

We take this opportunity to summarize the key innovations of our work, some of
which may involve specific background knowledge that will be provided in later
sections. Our hope is that readers from different backgrounds can be inspired
by at least part of these ideas before proceeding further on to their first reading.

e (Bi-coupling). Our bi-coupling distance takes an interpolative form,
aligning two non-exchangeable systems (w, X)) and (w®, X?) by a
coupling measure v. This stands in sharp contrast to the existing litera-
ture (see, for example, [3, 4, 12, 20, 22]) establishing the mean-field limit of
the form (1.2), which essentially relied on a “bijective” correspondence be-
tween agents a priori established according to w), w(® (see Section 1.5),
and studied the laws of XM, X using the method of characteristics.
Our approach presents several advantages that are related:

— (Convexity). The minimization problem associated with the bi-
coupling distance is convez. This is much more computationally fea-
sible compared to existing results, which typically require performing
highly non-convex optimizations to find the best correspondence be-
tween w® | w®?),

— (Weaker requirements). The bi-coupling distance provides a much
less restrictive condition for identifying similar large-scale behavior.
For example, two multi-agent systems with connection weight graphs,
which are merely fractionally isomorphic but not isomorphic, are con-
sidered very different according to previous results. However, our re-
sults suggest that their dynamics can be recognized as identical when
having suitable initial data. For an in-depth discussion of the differ-
ence between isomorphism and fractional isomorphism of graphs, we
refer the readers to [14, 18] and references therein.



— (Empirical data). The bi-coupling distance characterizes the mean-
field limit on the level of empirical data. More precisely, it gives
conditions under which two systems (w™), X)) and (w®, X?)) ac-
tually lead to similar dynamics in each realization of randomness.
This is stronger than the previous results on law convergence and, as
discussed in Section 1.6, seems incompatible with any a priori corre-
spondence between the agents. However, it aligns naturally with the
posteriori correspondence viewpoint suggested by the interpolative
form of the bi-coupling distance.

Remarkably, the asymptotic independence of agents (X;);e[n], which
is critical in the context of a priori correspondence, turns out to be
pointless in our discussion. Instead, a much weaker form of indepen-
dence seems to be integrated into the main result.

e (Connection to graph limit theory). The topology induced by the
bi-coupling distance is equivalent to the weak-* convergence of an infinite
hierarchy of measures, referred to in this article as observables. Each ob-
servable is a weighted sum of empirical data (X;);c[n], whose weights are
carefully chosen according to the connection weights (w; ;); jen). Similar
observables, defined from the marginal laws of (X;);e[n], have been inves-
tigated in [19, 21]. Nevertheless, our bi-coupling distance is novel, and its
underlying mathematical structure is noteworthy:

We reformulate the observables as a tensorized extension of graph homo-
morphism densities (see [28]), by considering a graph whose edge “weights”
depending on both (w; ;); jein) and (X;)ien], are defined on a certain
Hilbert space. With this interpretation, by properly extending the Count-
ing Lemma and Inverse Counting Lemma [5, 8, 18, 28], we reveal a del-
icate correspondence between the hierarchy of observables and the low-
dimensional data (w;;); je(n) and (X;);e[n), which consequently leads to
our proposal of the bi-coupling distance.

It should also be noted that our results cannot fully recover those of [19,

|, as they consider sparser connection weights that are not discussed in
this article.

We now provide a far-from-complete overview of many-particle and multi-
agent systems, focusing as much as possible on the aspects relevant to the con-
tributions of this article.

1.3 Many-particle systems

The classical and relatively well-understood models are those assuming w; ; = 1
for all i # j. Under this assumption, the ODE or SDE system (1.1) simplifies
to

1 .
AX; = p(Xi)dt + } > | o(Xi, Xj)dt +vdB;, Vie[N]. (1.3)
JEINI\{i}



In this system, we refer to the agents (X;);e[n] as “particles” due to their in-
distinguishable nature. Specifically, any permutation of the indices of (X;);e[n
results in a reordered sequence (X (;))ie[n] that also satisfies the ODE or SDE
system (1.3).

For illustration, consider the deterministic case (v = 0) and also assume
o(z,z) = 0 for all z € D (allowing us to take w;; = 1/N without altering the
system). With these assumptions, the binary interaction received by X; in (1.1)
is a naive average given by + > e o(Xa, X5).

Suppose that we have two solutions (X;(t));c;ny and (Yi(t))ien) of (1.1),
possibly with different initial conditions. We define the coupling distance be-
tween these two solutions as

Duft) = Y 15:(0) ~ Yi(o).
i€E[N]

Assuming that both g : D — R? and o : D x D — R? are bounded and
Lipschitz continuous, we can apply Picard’s argument for ODEs (or SDEs when
(Xi(t))ieny and (Yi(t))ic;n) depend on the same (B;);cn)). The Gronwall’s
inequality shows that the coupling distance satisfies:

D.(t) < D.(0) e,

where L depends on the Lipschitz constant of y and o. This indicates that
the difference between the two solutions, in terms of coupling distance, remains
controlled over time, provided it starts sufficiently small.

Note that index permutations can be applied to (X;(t))ie[n] solving (1.3),
hence the coupling between two solutions (X;(t))ien and (Yi(t))ie[n is not
necessarily unique. Essentially, one can consider the Wasserstein-1 distance
between the empirical measures associated with the particle distributions. The
empirical measure py is defined as

1
pn(t, @) = N Z dx, (1) (),

€[N

where 0x, ;) is the Dirac delta measure at X;(t). The Wasserstein-1 distance
between two probability distributions f,¢g € P(D) can be defined through the
following Kantorovich definition:

Wi(f,g) = inf / r—y|dy(z,y) = inf E ~y| X =Y,
1(f9) ot DX]DI yldy(z,y) ot B 7 |

where TI(f,g9) € P(D x D) denotes the set of all couplings (joint probability
measures) with marginals f and g. In the deterministic case, it is straightfor-
ward to check that the empirical measure py are distributional solutions of the
following Vlasov equation (with v = 0)

2t + 9 ([0 + [ otea s sea) - s =o
(1.4)



One can extend the argument for D. to any E(x y).|X — Y|. This essentially
results the well-posedness and stability of (1.4), that for any initial data fy, go €
P(D), the unique distributional solutions f,g € C([0,T]; P(D)) of the Vlasov
equation (1.4) has Wasserstein-1 distance bounded by

Wi(f(t),9(t)) < Wi(fo,g0) e™.

When stochasticity is incorporated into the system (v > 0), the empirical
measure py becomes random due to the presence of stochastic terms v dB;
in particle dynamics. Consequently, these empirical measures do not exactly
satisfy the deterministic Vlasov equation (1.4). However, as the number of
particles N — oo, one can still expect some form of convergence of the empirical
measures to a deterministic limit governed by the Vlasov equation. We refer to
[36] for the derivation of such convergence when the coefficients are Lipschitz
bounded.

A central concept in this analysis is propagation of chaos. It asserts that
as N — oo, the particles become asymptotically independent and identically
distributed (i.i.d.). In other words, the joint distribution of any finite subset
of particles converges to a product of identical single-particle distributions. As
a consequence, at any later time ¢, the empirical measure py(t) converges in
expectation with respect to the Wasserstein-1 distance to the deterministic mea-
sure that solves the Vlasov equation.

The mean-field limit of many-particle systems with identical connections is
an active area of research in its own right, with much still to be understood.
When the interaction kernel o(z, y) is singular, rigorously establishing the mean-
field limit becomes increasingly difficult. Even for models where the limit has
been justified, quantifying the convergence rate as N — oo remains a significant
problem. For a more comprehensive review, we refer the reader to survey articles

[10, 11].

1.4 Non-exchangeable systems

Much less explored are the non-exchangeable systems, where the connection
weights w; ; in ODE or SDE systems such as (1.1) can all differ. However, there
has been a growing interest in such systems over the past decade due to their
critical importance in many applications. Traditional definitions of the mean-
field limit are often insufficient in this context, as the non-identical connection
weights fundamentally alter the structure of the problem. Conceptually speak-
ing, agents play distinct roles within the system, resulting in diverse interactions
and dynamic behaviors. As a result, any attempt to couple agents or average
their behavior must account for their inherent differences.

One way to generalize the concept of the mean-field limit, as discussed in
[12, 22] (and many more recent works, which we will introduce gradually), is
by using the theory of graphons [29] and its extensions, which serve as natural
tools to describe the graph limit of the connection weights. In this approach,
it is expected that as the number of agents N — oo, the large-scale behavior



of the ODE or SDE system (1.1) can be effectively captured by the extended
Vlasov equation (1.2), restated here:

5008+ Vo (n@)+ [0l60) [ o0 dvac) 1.2.6))
2
— 7f(t,x,§) =0.
(1.5)
This is an equation about f (¢, z, ), which we call the extended density function.
Here, z € D represents the state of agents, and £ € I is an additional variable
introduced to account for the indices ¢ = 1,..., N as the number of agents
N — oo. Specifically, £ serves as a continuous identifier that distinguishes
between different particles in the continuum limit. For convenience, we mainly
consider I = [0, 1] equipped with the Lebesgue measure, but other atomless
standard probability spaces will be used when necessary. The flexibility in
selecting T is due to the fact that the definition relies solely on an integral kernel
w(&,¢) : I x I — R, which corresponds to the discrete w; j-weights in the finite
system.
One way to illustrate how the extended Vlasov equation provides the right
approximation of the multi-agent system is to again consider the deterministic
case, v = 0. Let I = [0, 1], and define the extended empirical measure py as

p(ta, &)=Y Lpict 1y(6) 9x,(0) ()-

oW
1€[N]

Next, define the piecewise-extended kernel wy : [0,1] x [0,1] — R by

wn (&0 = Y Liicn oyqazt, 4)(& Q) wiy-

N
1,j€[N]

It is straightforward to verify that the pair (w; ;); je[n, (Xi(t))ien) solving the
ODE system (1.1) with v = 0 is equivalent, in the distributional sense, to having
ft,z,6) = pn(t,x, &) and w(&, () = wn (&, () solve the Vlasov PDE (1.5) with
v=20.

For the case v > 0, one can adapt the classical arguments from [30] to
establish asymptotic independence. This concept is weaker than chaos in ex-
changeable systems, as the agents’ distributions are not necessarily identical
when the equations are not fully symmetric. We outline this approach in the
following and refer to [19] for further details.

Consider the following McKean-Vlasov SDE system:

_ _ 1 o
AX; = p(Xi)dt+E | - > wijo(Xi,X;) | dt+vdB;, Vi=1,...,N,
JE[N]
(1.6)
where the binary interaction is defined in terms of the expectation. It is straight-

forward to verify that if the initial data (X;(0));c;n) are independent, then the

states (X;(t));e[n) remain independent for any later time ¢ > 0.



When the coefficients u, o are reasonably smooth, coupling methods can be
used to show that the solution (X;(t));ein) of (1.1) is approximated by the
solution (X;(t));c;ny of (1.6) in the following sense: Starting with the same
(wi j)ijein) and same independent initial data, one can establish an a priori
estimate that for any later time ¢, the averaged difference

]E(% S X0 - Xi(t)|) 50, as N — oo (1.7)
i€E[N]

Define the extended law function py(t) : [0,1] — P(D) as

pn(t,x, &) = Z ]].[7;—17 -)(f)LaWXi(x).

N
1€[N]

2|

It is straightforward that the pair (w;;); jern) and (Xi(t));en) solving (1.6)
with v > 0 is equivalent to having f(¢,2,&) = pn (¢, z,£) and w(€, () = wn (€, Q)
solve the Vlasov PDE (1.5) in the distributional sense with v > 0.

However, for non-exchangeable systems, justifying the Vlasov PDE (1.5)
is only halfway towards establishing the mean-field limit, as it merely consid-
ers a fixed connection matrix (w;;); je(n) and compares the difference between
(Xi(t))ierny in (1.1) and (X4(t))ien) in (1.6) (or pn(t,,&) solving (1.5)). To
derive the mean-field limit from a sequence of multi-agent systems satisfying
(1.1), one must take the n — oo limit of both (wgz‘))i,je[Nn] and (Xi(n))iE[Nn]'

If sufficient a priori knowledge of the connection weights is available, for
example, when there exists a predefined kernel w € C'(IxI) on a low-dimensional
configuration space I, and the discrete connection weights arise from discretizing
this kernel (e.g., each agent 7 is associated with some &; € Tand w; ; = w(&,&;)),

then the convergence of (wy;))Z je[N.] 1s natural to expect. In this scenario, one
can effectively reduce the problem to the exchangeable setting by enlarging the
phase space to D x I, where each agent’s state is (z;,&;) and there is no dynamics
in the £-dimension.

A more challenging question arises when one only has access to (wl(z) )ijE[Nu]>
with no clear low-dimensional embedding like w; ; = w(&;, &;). This is particu-
larly relevant to many models where the existence of a low-dimensional structure
is far from evident. To characterize the limit of connection weights without im-
posing overly strong a priori assumptions, graph limit theories have been widely
borrowed in the study of non-exchangeable systems.

1.5 Graphon theory

A notable example of graph limiting theories is the graphon theory, which was
initially developed in the seminal work [29] for L>°(]0,1]?) kernels. More re-
cently, in [6, 7], it was extended to LP([0, 1]?) kernels, which applies to limits for
connection weights that do not necessarily follow the O(1/N) scaling discussed
in this article. Here, we present a brief introduction to the graphon theory with
the most classical L>° definition.

10



Definition 1.3. For any w € L>([0,1]?), the cut norm is defined as

|lw|jg:= sup
S,TC[0,1]

[ wle.o dc\.
SxT

Given a bound W > 0, the set of graphons is defined by

Gw = {w e L=([0,1]%) : 0 < w(&, () < W, V&, ¢ € [0,1] and w is symmetric} .

For any two graphons w,u € Gy, we define the labeled cut distance as
do(w, u) = [lw —ul[o,

and the (unlabeled) cut distance as

do(w,u) = igf |lw—u®||o,

where ® ranges over all bijective measure-preserving maps ® : [0,1] — [0, 1],
and u® € Gy denotes the rearranged graphon, defined by

u®(€,€) = u(®(€), ©(¢)).

The labeled cut distance is equivalent to the L™ — L' operator norm of the
adjacency operators. More precisely, one has

do(w™, w) < || Ty — Twllpe—p1 < 4do(w™ w),

where .

1)) = [ w6 Qv de, €e il
From this, it is clear that
doy(w™, w) < 0™ —w| 1,

and dg induces a strictly weaker topology than the L' norm on Gy the space
of graphons.

The unlabeled cut distance d is not a metric in Gy, because a graphon
w and its rearrangement w® have éo(w,w®) = 0. Instead, it is a metric in
the quotient space Gy / ~, which contains equivalent classes of graphons up
to measure-preserving rearrangements. The space (Gw/ ~,00) is remarkably a
compact metric space, as shown in [29] (see also [0, 7] for the L? case). In other
words, for any sequence of graphons w(™ € Gy, there exists a graphon limit
w € Gy such that, after suitable rearrangements and passing to a subsequence,
the unlabeled cut distance satisfies d(w™, w) — 0.

Let us emphasize that the compactness property does not hold directly on
(Gw, dg) when rearrangements are not allowed, nor can it easily be extended by

11



replacing do(w™, w) with stronger distances, such as ||w(™ —w||;1. This is be-
cause we merely assume that the 1/N-rescaled connection weights are uniformly
bounded, i.e.,
sup sup |wl(7;)| < 00.
n 1,7

In simple terms, the rearrangement on [0, 1] (or the index permutation on [N])
serves to group agents with “similar connection weight properties” together,
which provides a weak yet crucial regularity of w(™) and ensures compactness
in terms of cut distance.

Such measure-preserving rearrangement ® in the definition of the unlabeled
cut distance dg is particularly relevant in the study of non-exchangeable systems.
It is straightforward to verify that if (w, f) is a solution to the Vlasov PDE (1.5)
and @ : [0,1] — [0, 1] is a measure-preserving bijection, then the rearranged pair

wq)(guC) = w(<I>(§), (I)(C))v fq)(t,x,f) = f(t,l‘,fl)(f))

also forms a solution. This property corresponds to the permutation of indices
in the ODE/SDE system (1.1), which does not fundamentally alter the underly-
ing equation. Consequently, by allowing measure-preserving rearrangements on
[0,1] (and possibly passing to a subsequence), one can assume the a priori con-
vergence of the kernels do(w™,w) — 0 in the Vlasov PDE (1.5). If f( — f
can be established in the appropriate metric (given the convergence of w™ and
the initial data), then f is justified as the solution to the Vlasov PDE (1.5) in
the limit of the McKean-Vlasov system (1.6). Furthermore, if the propagation
of independence (1.7) is given, f is also justified as the mean-field limit of the
multi-agent system (1.1).

The first introduction of graphons to the mean-field theory of non-exchangeable
systems of the form (1.1) was possibly made in [12, 22], where the mean-field
limit was established through a quantitative stability estimate of f(®) — f in
terms of

dr (f(n)(tv ) ')7f(t7 ) ))
. 1/p (1.8)
= | [ (@095, )a)'| :

with p = 1 and the metric dp inside the integral chosen as the bounded Lipschtiz
metric (which is a truncated Wasserstein-1) on P(ID), the space of probability
measures. The original results of [12, 22], however, considered ||w™ —w| 1 — 0
instead of do(w™,w) — 0, and thus still required an a priori limiting kernel w
along with its ad hoc discretization.

The graphon approach has been further developed, for example, by [3, 4, 20].
With do(w™,w) — 0, the stability of f(®) — f in terms of a metric of the form
(1.8), with p = 2 and dp chosen as the Wasserstein-2 metric was achieved in
both [3, 1]. Remarkable recent work [1] broadened the graphon framework by
using hypergraphons (as seen in [16, 33]) and defining mean-field limits where
interactions extend beyond pairwise exchanges.
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This strategy has also been applied to the graph limits defined in alternative
ways. For example, [17] examined graph-ops, as introduced in [2], from a more
operator-theoretic perspective, while [24] developed and analyzed a specialized
notion of digraph measures. Both works established the stability of f(™ — f
by choosing dp in (1.8) as the bounded Lipschitz metric and formally taking
p = oo (which corresponds to the essential supremum taken over £). While these
alternative definitions provide valuable limiting objects for sparser connection
weights, convergence w(™ — w can be more intricate, making the compactness
property out of reach of current graph limit theories.

Let us also mention that when the connection weights are extremely sparse,
for example, induced by graphs with bounded degrees, the averaging effect in
binary interactions becomes insufficient and one cannot justify (1.7). In fact,
since the agents are not asymptotically independent in generic, the dynamics is
fundamentally different and should be described using frameworks other than
extended Vlasov PDEs like (1.5). This topic cannot be adequately discussed in
this article, and we refer instead to [25, 26, 32] and the references therein.

1.6 Empirical data and posteriori correspondence

An issue with stability estimates on metrics of the form (1.8), which has been
little discussed, concerns the convergence behavior of empirical data.

In the exchangeable systems, the stability of the Vlasov equation, combined
with the propagation of chaos, suggests that the empirical measure py (¢, z) =
¥ > ie(v) 0x.(1) () converges to a deterministic limit f(¢,z) as N — oo. For
instance, for sufficiently smooth dynamics, one can expect the convergence of
Wasserstein-1 distance in expectation, i.e.

ngnooE (Wi (pn(ts-), f(t,-))] = 0.

However, in the non-exchangeable systems, there is a larger gap between the
convergence of laws to the limit and the convergence of empirical data directly
to the same limit. To see it, recall our definition of extended law

2|~

pN(t,:C,f) = Z ]]-[i*17 )(g)LaWXl(x)a

N
i€E[N]

and extended empirical measure

pN(t,I,g) = Z ]].[i—l

nath s
i€[N]

) (€)0x, (1) (2)-

For a fixed t > 0 and £ € [0,1], pn (¢, -, ) is a Dirac delta measure centered at
X;(¢t) if € lies within the interval corresponding to the i-th particle. However,
when there is randomness in the initial data or in the dynamics, the limit of
pN(t,x, &), that is, f(¢,z,£), should not concentrate on a Dirac delta for a fixed
t >0 and £ € [0, 1]. This implies that when the metric takes the ¢-fibered form
as in (1.8), the convergence of px to f is typically not allowed.

13



The issue is fundamental in non-exchangeable systems. Agents play distinct
roles due to the connection weights (wgg))i)je[ N,]- To capture this, the afore-
mentioned approach a priori establishes a fine correspondence between agents
i € [N,] and pieces of density in the continuum limit £ € [0, 1], independent of
time and any specific realization of randomness. However, this would result in
insufficient averaging of agents when starting from empirical data. To the best
of our knowledge, [20] is the only work considering an a priori correspondence
and achieving a stability result directly from empirical data in an SDE system.
The proof relies on a metric tailored to the limiting w € L°°([0, 1]?). This met-
ric induces the weak-* topology on M([0, 1] x R) and allows for a form of local
averaging among nearby agents, resulting in convergence py — f.

In this article, we adopt a completely different approach. Our bi-coupling
distance as in Definition 1.1 takes an interpolative form, allowing the coupling
measure v to adjust with time and specific realizations of randomness. In this
sense, we refer to it as a posteriori correspondence.

The necessity of a posteriori correspondence is evident. Consider a toy ex-
ample where the connection weights are all identically 1/N, yet we pretend not
to know this and consider the systems as non-exchangeable. We further simplify
(1.1) by setting p = v = 0, so that dX; = vB; on the torus T. Suppose N,, = o0
and p,,(0,z) = Nin D ie(N] (5Xi<n)(0) (x) converging to fo in Wasserstein-2. Then,

as time evolves, the dynamics should asymptotically follow 0;f = %A f- This
implies that at any later time ¢, we still have the Wasserstein-2 convergence, and
since the topologies are equivalent, we also have the Wasserstein-1 convergence.
In other words, we can write

lim sup inf Z Z |X1-(1m)(t) - Xi(:2)(t)|p7i1,i2 =0,

n—00 >n YEIL(Npy N ) )
ni,me2n’Y ( 1 2) 11€[Nn1]12€[Nn2]

which is a degenerate form of our bi-coupling distance (when p = 1). However,
if we try to fix a particular v € II(N,,, N,,) a priori and remove the infimum in
the above expression, then at any later time ¢, we cannot achieve convergence
for either p =1 or p = 2.

From the above example, it becomes clear that even the classical mean-field
limit for exchangeable systems should be understood as relying on a posteriori
correspondence. Our discussion simply makes this perspective explicit.

However, for non-exchangeable systems, adopting a posteriori correspon-
dence becomes much more challenging. With an a priori correspondence, one
can first analyze the McKean—Vlasov system (1.6) and then establish a loose
form of the mean-field limit based on the propagation of independence (1.7).
The a posteriori correspondence viewpoint does not allow for such a decompo-
sition. Specifically, Law g, (the law of a particular agent indexed by i) becomes
very unnatural, and the weights and states of agents become more intricately
entangled, resulting in the method of characteristics seemingly inaccessible.
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1.7 Tensorization of agent law and graph homomorphism
density

A recent practice, as seen in [19, 21, 27], aims to extend the classical mean-field
theory tool of the BBGKY hierarchy to the non-exchangeable case. The article
[27] provides a detailed quantification of the propagation of independence in
relative entropy for non-exchangeable systems. The two related works [19, 21]
study the large-scale behavior by defining certain weighted k-marginals, which
do not rely on any correspondence between different systems at the microscopic
level. We describe the arguments from [19, 21] in some detail, as our strategy
benefits from these works on multiple levels.

Let us begin with the extended Vlasov PDE (1.2). By integrating it over
the variable £ € I (thereby not explicitly distinguishing individual agents), one
has:

0
(L, f)(t21) + Ve - ()7 (1w, ()
2 (1.9)
92 ([ oo o) doa) - oL )t =0
D
where the distribution functions 7(1,w, f)(t,z) and 7(2,w, f)(t, 1, z2) are de-
fined as

T(lvwvf)(tv‘r) = ‘/Hf(tvxvg)dg
(2w, f)(t, 21, 22) = /H/Hw(§1752)f(t7$1,§1)f(t7$2,§2)d§1d§2-

This is a linear PDE that describes the time evolution of 7(1, w, f), which repre-
sents the average behavior of all agents. In the exchangeable case, the evolution
of f(t,x) can be expressed as a linear equation involving both f(¢,z) and its
tensorization f(¢,21)f(t,x2). In the non-exchangeable setting, this relationship
extends to 7(1,w, f) depending on 7(2,w, f), defined as a weighted integral of
the tensorized form f(¢,x1,&1)f(t, x2,&2). The connection weights w are incor-
porated into 7(2,w, f) in such a way that w no longer explicitly appear in the
resulting PDE (1.9).

One can also derive a linear equation for 7(2, w, f), which involves weighted
integrals of 3-tensorized forms, specifically f(¢,x1,&1)f(t, 22, &2) f(t, 23, &3). This
recursive process gives rise to an extended family called observables, indexed by
(directed) trees T' € T and denoted by (T, w, f), which reads

T(Tu w, f) (t7 (xi)iGV(T)) = ‘/HV(T) H w(gka é—l) H (f(tu T, gm)dgm) .
(k,l)ee(T) meéev(T)

These observables, first identified in [19], establish an infinite hierarchy of de-
pendencies among the distribution functions:

7(T,w, f) depends on 7(T,w, f) and all 7(T + i, w, f),
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where (T + 4) is obtained from T by adding a new vertex and connecting it to
the vertex i € v(T') by a new edge.

This hierarchical structure introduces a significant challenge, which appears
in many kinetic theory problems. Quantitative analysis of one 7(T,w, f) re-
quires knowledge of the next-level observables. Although it is possible to estab-
lish energy estimates at each level, combining these estimates typically results
in a priori bounds that resemble a Taylor expansion with large factorial co-
efficients. Such coefficients can cause a blow-up in some finite time ¢t > 0, a
phenomenon commonly referred to as factorial blow-up. However, in [19], by
establishing a priori estimates for the extended Vlasov PDE (1.2) and extend-
ing these estimates to all observables in the hierarchy, L2-quantitative stability
of the observables was achieved for a sufficiently smooth dynamics at all times
t > 0. Without referring to the explicit convergence rate, the critical estimate
in [19] can be restated as follows: If

(T, w™, f{) = (1) € 2D,
then at any later ¢ > 0,
(T, w™, f(t)) = 7(T) ) (t) € L2(@'T).

Notably, still with sufficiently smooth dynamics, the observables were proved
to be Wl *_regular and to have certain moment bounds (which are necessary
when D = R?). This additional regularity can ensure compactness in terms of
the L? norm of the observables 7(T,w, f) and guarantee that the limit exists
without additional assumptions on the weights w(™).

Investigating the extended Vlasov PDE (1.2) through the observables com-
pletely avoids any direct argument of the graph limit. Thus, this approach
can even be extended to sparse kernels w lying in the space Lgo./\/lc N LEOMg,
where the interpretation of this notation differs from the conventional definitions
of Bochner spaces. This allows connection weights to be sparsely distributed,
which we do not discuss in this article. In fact, addressing the compactness
and sparsity of the connection weights simultaneously was one of the primary
motivations behind the development of the observables in [19].

Extending this hierarchical convergence to work directly for multi-agent sys-
tems like (1.1) was addressed by [21], although the rigorous result was merely
done on D = R about a different SDE system (integrate-and-fire neuron model).
This approach corresponds to the classical argument that the BBGKY hierarchy
converges to the Vlasov hierarchy in the exchangeable case, where the propaga-
tion of chaos is not proved separately but is instead integrated into the derivation
of the mean-field limit. The observable 7 (T, w, X) for the multi-agent systems
is defined on M(D¥(T)) for fixed time t, as

7'N(j_‘a w, X)(t7 dZ)
1
= NI > <( H( )wil,%n)LaW(Xif e (92)
T

Vjev(T), i;€[N] distinct l,m)€e
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which is a weighted sum of marginal laws with the same number of agents.
From the Liouville equation governing the full joint law of (X*(t));e[n], a similar
hierarchical structure was derived. Quantitative estimates on the hierarchy were
established using a strategy similar to that of [19], but within a tactically chosen
negative Sobolev space, specifically a tensorization of H~*(R). Compared to L2,
this space is particularly helpful for systems with a finite number of agents, as
it includes singular distributions such as the Dirac delta.

Readers who are familiar with graph theory may have noticed that if we take
the integration over the entire domain D¥(*), the observables 7(T,w, f) and
7~ (T, w, X) simply give the homomorphism densities for (directed) graphons
and graphs. In this sense, the observables are joint densities of graph homo-
morphism densities tensorized with agent distributions that are independently
multiplied [19] or as marginals of correlated distributions [21]. This formulation
effectively yields a large-scale description of the multi-agent system.

The strategy of constructing observables is highly extensive. For multi-agent
systems where there are two types of binary interactions between agents with
distinct connection weights w and u, observables can be defined by assigning two
different colors to the tree edges. Another important extension involves indexing
observables by tree graphs that incorporate both “opaque edges” and “trans-
parent edges”. In the definition of such observables, opaque edges correspond
to factors w, while transparent edges correspond to factors 1. The stability
argument can be readily applied within this context, as building the hierarchy
merely requires the addition of “opaque edges”. From a graph homomorphism
perspective, this definition may seem redundant at first glance because, if a
tree includes a “transparent edge”, the homomorphism density can be factored
into two independent components. For example, two vertices connected by a
transparent edge yield

T('-')(tax17$2):/ 1(&1,&2) f(t, 21, 81) f(t, 22, €2)dE1dEe

IxI

which can be integrated separately to obtain

T(. . .)(t,Il,IQ) = /Hf(t7x17§1)d€1 /Hf(t,.fg,éé)dgg.

However, for a finite system, this 7y corresponds to the 2-marginal law of the
agents. The convergence of observables essentially implies that the 2-marginal
law tensorizes, that is, it becomes the product of the 1-marginal laws. By
standard tools from kinetic theory, this extends to that all k-marginal laws
asymptotically factorize as products of the 1-marginal laws, which is an alter-
native formulation of chaos. Consequently, the empirical measure converges to
the deterministic 1-marginal law in expectation. This argument can be gener-
alized to any observable by connecting the corresponding tree to its copy via
a “transparent edge”. The convergence essentially implies that the “empirical
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observables”

1
NNMDI Z ( H wilﬂ’m) ® 6Xij(t)(dz)u

Vjev(T), i;€[N] distinct ~ (I,m)e€e(T)

which are random distributions derived from individual realizations of the SDE,
converge in expectation to 7(7T', w, f). In this sense, [21] provided another result,
apart from [20], on direct convergence from empirical data of the SDE system
to a deterministic limit.

1.8 Counting Lemma and Inverse Counting Lemma

A natural question is whether it is possible to establish a more straightforward
metric on the pair (w, f) or (w, X) that is equivalent to the convergence of a
certain family of observables. (As we have illustrated, these interesting families
are far from unique.)

The “projection” of this problem to graph theory is relatively well studied.
The celebrated Counting Lemma and Inverse Counting Lemma [3] establish that
convergence in the (unlabeled) cut distance dg is equivalent to the convergence
of graph homomorphisms for all simple graphs. More recently, it was shown by
[14, 18] that two graphs (or graphons) having identical graph homomorphisms
for all trees is equivalent to the fractional isomorphism of the two. In [5], met-
rics were introduced that relax the strict conditions of fractional isomorphism,
showing that the convergence of these metrics implies the convergence of graph
homomorphisms for all tree graphs.

Our main result is closely related to this problem. In particular, we prove in
the article that the convergence in the bi-coupling distance, as defined in Defi-
nition 1.1 and in the following Definition 1.5), is equivalent to the convergence
of observables in a larger family than what has been illustrated here. Our proof
of this equivalence adopts techniques developed from all the aforementioned re-
sults about graph limits. The stability in the bi-coupling distance, as stated in
Theorem 1.2 and in the following Theorem 1.7, actually reflect the stability of
these observables, which is proved following the approach in [21].

1.9 Some conventions

Last, before we state the main result. Let us explain a bit about the conventions
adopted in this article.

e In our discussion, we frequently work with vectors in Hilbert spaces. To
emphasize this technical key point, we denote vector-valued quantities
in Hilbert spaces using bold fonts. This convention distinguishes
these vectors from other types of variables within our framework.

Consequently, random variables will not be represented in bold fonts. Let
us remark here that the only variables that are potentially random in our
model are X, representing the states, and B, representing the Brownian
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motion. We will remind the readers when these variables are discussed in
a random context to avoid any confusion.

We also use standard probability spaces (which are measure spaces with
total measure 1) in our definition of the mean-field limit. However, these
probability spaces do not represent actual randomness in the model. To
emphasize this distinction, we use the notation I instead of the more com-
monly used €2 for such probability spaces.

Throughout the paper, we perform computations involving kernels on I; x
I5, which correspond to compositions of adjacency operators. Specifically,
consider the kernels w : Iy xI; — R and v : [} x I — R. The composition
of adjacency operators satisfies T',7), = T3, where the composed kernel
wy is defined by

()€ &) = [ w6, (6.
Iy

In some instances, 7 may be just a measure on I; x I, and to rigorously

define the composition in the distributional sense, we need to write

()6 &) = [ wl61.07(G. ).
Iy

However, inserting d¢ into the middle of the expression can be visually

cumbersome for readers. To maintain clarity and ease of notation, when

there are integrals on measures or equations that should be understood

in the distributional sense, we adopt the slight abuse of notation like

Many of our estimates rely on the assumption of uniform bounds. To
maintain concise notation, we adopt the following convention: for any
Banach space B, we denote by B<; the subset of B consisting of elements
with norm bounded by 1. As will be evident in the proofs, the bound of
1 is chosen for convenience most of the time and can be replaced by any
positive constant.

Finally, our stability estimates rely on multiple metrics that give equiva-
lent notions of convergence, where compactness arguments yield uniform
bounds from one metric to the other. We denote these bounds using CY,
where a represents some additional parameter. For any fixed a, C} repre-
sents a non-decreasing, continuous function Ry — R satisfying

lTiﬁ)l C¥(r) =0.
We express the equivalence of convergence given by two metrics dj, do as
dy < Cl(dy), dy < CY(dy).
This notation says that the metric di,ds can be controlled by the other

metric through a certain function C4.
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1.10 Main result
Let us begin by rephrasing Definition 1.1 with greater generality.

Definition 1.4 (Coupling). Let (I1, %1, P1) and (Iz, B2, P2) be two standard
probability spaces. A coupling of Py and P is a probability measure v € P(I; x
I) on the product o-algebra %y x PBo such that:

for all measurable sets Ay CTy, ~(A; xIa) = Pi(Ay),
for all measurable sets Ax C o,  ~(I1 x Ag) = Py(As).

We also say that it is a coupling of Iy and Iy when there is mo ambiguity of
Py, Py. We denote by II(Py, Py) or II(I1,15) the set of all couplings.

Note that when I; = {1,..., N1} and Iy = {1,..., Na} are equipped with a
uniform measure of 1/N; and 1/N3 at each point, this definition coincides with
the TI(NN1, N2) coupling for discrete sets in Definition 1.1.

Definition 1.5 (Bi-coupling distances). For n = 1,2, let I,, be standard
probability spaces, w™ € L>(1, x I,,) and X™ . 1, — D. Define the bi-
coupling distance from an operator norm LP — L? and Wasserstein-1 distance,

as
i, [0, XD (0, X))

—  nf [ [ 0@) - @), de)
I xIs

yeEI(I,I2)

+ 1T 0 Ty = Ty 0 Ty | Lo (1) La(my)
+ | Tyr o Tyyy = T2y © Ty || Lo (1) La(1n) |

where vT € M(Ip,1h) is defined as v"(£,¢) = (¢, €), and Ty, Ty, Ty, Tyr
are the adjacency operators.

The bi-coupling distance from the cut norm and the Wasserstein-1 distance,
denoted by do w, , is defined analogously, with the LP — L9 operator norm in the

above formulation replaced by the cut norm ||-||g of the kernels whose adjacency
operators are (T,a) 0 Ty — Ty 0 Ty2y) and (Tyr o Ty — Topzy 0 Tyr).

Again, when p = ¢ = 2, this definition coincides with the discrete definition of
dr2_,12 w, in Definition 1.1.

The following definition addresses the solutions of extended Vlasov PDE (1.2).
Intuitively speaking, what we obtained from (1.2) are distributions along the
¢-fibers, and we are splitting them back to Dirac deltas. This is the concep-
tual key step that allows us to go beyond a priori correspondence and fiberwise
differences in &, as discussed in Section 1.6.

Definition 1.6. Let I be a standard probability space, w € L*(I x I), and
f € LY(I; M(D)) such that for a.e. & € I, one has f(§,-) € P(D). Define
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probability space I x ¢ D as the product space I x D equipped with f € P(I x D)
as its probablity measure, i.e.

V measurable sets ACT,BCD, f(AxB)= / f(z,&)dEd.
AxB

Define the f-lift of the pair
we L*IxD), feL®TM(D)),
as the pair
waLoo((foD)x(]lef]D))), XfIHIXf]D)—)D,
where
wf(v) :'LU(p]I('>,p]1(')), Xf() :pD(')v
and the mappings pr : I x D — 1, pp : I x D — D are the canonical projections
for product sets.

To simplify notation, when the domain and function are clear from context,
we omit the subscript and refer simply to “(w, X) being the lift of (w, f)”.

We are now ready to state the full version of Theorem 1.2.

Theorem 1.7 (Main result). LetD =T, and let u € W1>°(T), 0 € W2°°(Tx
T), v > 0. For each n € N, let N,, € NU {0}, w™ € L=(I, x 1I,,) and
X T, — T be either of the following:

— For some N, > 1,1, ={1,..., N,,} equipped with uniform atomic measure
1/N,, on each point. The pair w™® e RNnxNn Xén) € TN» is connection
weight matrices and initial data for the ODE/SDE system (1.1).

— For formally N,, = oo, I, is an atomless probability space. The pair w™ e
L (L, x 1), fo") € L (I M(T)) that for a.c. € €T, f"(,6) € P(T),
is the weight kernel and initial data for the extended Viasov PDE (1.2).

Let Ty =T, x o T, w™ € LI, x I,) and X§" : T, — T be the lift
Jo

Assume that N, — oo, Hw(”)HLm < Wmax < 00, and the initial data XO") are
deterministic. Then the following holds:

o (Compactness). There exists a subsequence of (w(”),Xé")) (which we still
index by n), an atomless standard probability space I, and a pair w(>) ¢

L=, x I0), f e L2(I; M(T)) that for a.e. &€ € I, f(€)
concentrate as a Dirac delta. Let Too =T/ X (o0 T, w(™) € L=y x 1)
0

and X\°) : 1o — T be the lift. Then

lim dre,pe o, [(w(n)’Xon))’(w(OO),XéOO))} =0.

n—oo
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o (Well-posedness). For each n € NU {00}, there exists either

— an unique solution X ™ (t) of ODE or SDE system (1.1) with connec-

tion weights w™ and initial data Xén), for allt > 0. (When v > 0,
X™)(t) are stochastic processes only depend on the randomness of

independent Brownian motions (B')icn,]-)

— an unique solution f(™(t) of the extended Viasov PDE (1.2) with
weight kernel w™ and nitial data fé"), for all t > 0, f™M(t) €
Lo(I; M(T)) that for a.e. €€, f(t,-,&) € P(T).

Let In(t) = I, X jomy T, w™ € LI (t) x L(t)) and X™(t) :
I,,(t) = T be the lift. (Note that the definition of I,,(t) now depends
on time t).

o (Stability). If the initial data (w(”),Xén)) is converging to (w(oo),Xéoo))
in dr2_ 12w, , then at any later time t > 0,

lim E|dpep2w, [(w™, X)), (), X)(1)]| = o0.

n—oo

1.11 Organization of the article

The remainder of this article is organized as follows.

In Sections 2.1-2.5, we introduce all the concepts and definitions necessary
for our analysis. Assuming several technical results, we provide a proof of The-
orem 1.7 at the end of Section 2.5. We make a conclusion for this article and
discuss further perspectives in Section 2.6.

Section 3 contains the proofs of most of these technical results, with ex-
ceptions for Lemma 2.28, Lemma 2.29, Lemma 2.30 and Lemma 2.31. This is
due to their length and because they are essentially straightforward extensions
of results about mean-field theory in [19, 21], results about graphon theory in
[8, 29], and results about graph fractional isomorphism in [5, 14, 18]. For clar-
ity, the proofs of these results are presented respectively in Section 4, 5 and 6.
We make no claim of novelty for any of the proof techniques presented in these
sections, which are written in detail solely to establish the necessary results for
this article. Where possible, intermediate results are cited directly rather than
derived in detail. We encourage readers to consult the original works and the
monograph [28] about graph limits for further motivation and insights.

2 The whole picture and the proof of Theorem 1.7

2.1 Uniform metric bound from compactness argument

As explained in the introduction, the proof relies heavily on compactness argu-
ments. Below, we outline the basic lemmas that are used throughout the article.
The proofs are postponed to Section 3.1.
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Lemma 2.1. Let E be a compact topological space and let di and do be two
metrics on E that induce this topology. Then, there exists a non-decreasing
function CY : Ry — Ry with lim,. ;o C¥(r) = 0 such that for all x,y € E,

dl(xvy) < Cl(dQ(xvy)) and dg(l‘,y) < Cl(dl(xvy))

The following lemma serves as a complement to Lemma 2.1, providing a
bound to the expectation of distance in the case of random variables.

Lemma 2.2. Let D1 and Dy be non-negative random variables. Suppose there
exists a constant A > 0 and a non-decreasing function C¥ : R, — R, satisfying
lim,. ;o C*(r) = 0 such that, almost surely,

Dy < CHDy) and Dy < A.

Then, there exists a non-decreasing function Cix : Ry — Ry satisfying lim, o Cil (r) =
0 such that
E[D1] < C (E[Ds)).

With these lemmas in hand, and given that we work within compact spaces
throughout the article, we will not emphasize the distinction between topological
equivalence and uniform bounds across metrics in later statements, and we will
use topological equivalence to simplify the statements.

2.2  Functional-valued graphons

Now we introduce some concepts in graph limit theory generalized to higher
dimensions. The proofs are postponed to Section 3.2.

We begin with the definition of norms for kernels with values in Hilbert space
H, which are extended from the operator norm and cut norm. When H = R,
this will serve as our definition of the cut norm || - ||g for kenrels on general
]11 X HQ.

Definition 2.3 (Norms for Hilbert-valued kernels). Let H be a separable
Hilbert space, and let 11,1y be standard probability spaces. For w € L*(I; X
Iy;H) and any 1 < p,q < o0, define

e0llpg = sup < / f<s>w<§,<>g<<>d§d<> ,
(1) Iy xI2

ecH<1, fELY (I2), gELP H

where ¢' = q/(q — 1) is the Hélder conjugate on [1,+00]. In addition, define

lwllow = sup < / w<§,<>dgd<>,
eE’HSl, Scly, TCls SxT H

where S C 1y, T C Iy are any measurable subsets.
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Note that when H = R, the norm ||w||p 4r corresponds to the LP(I) — L%(I;)
operator norm of the adjacency operator T,,. More generally, our definition is
equivalent to

[wllp,qm = sup [[{e;w)nllo,
667'[51

|wllpgr = sup [(€ w)ulrr)—riw)-
667'[51

However, when # is infinite-dimensional, ||w||,, 4% represents a weaker notion
than the LP(Iz) — L9(Iy; H) norm of To,.

The following lemma is a direct consequence of interpolation theory for func-
tion spaces.

Lemma 2.4 (Norm interpolations). For any w € L (Iy x Iy;H),

lwlop < wlloe1m < 4 llwllopm.
Foranyl<p<ooandl <q < oo,
—6
[wlloo, 1% < [Jwllpgm < [Jw] <1>o,1;H||w||9L°°(]12xH1;H)-

with 6 = max{l,l — l}.
P q

From the norm introduced here, we define three ways to measure the distance
between kernels. Firstly, the “labeled distances” are simply to take the norm of
the difference, which of course requires the two kernels to lie in the same space
IxI.

Definition 2.5. Let ‘H be a separable Hilbert space, and let I be standard prob-
ability spaces. For wy,ws € L>°(I x I; H), define labeled distances

dD;H(wl,U&) = ||w1 - w2HI:I;H7
dpg (w1, wa) = |lw1 — wallp g4,
forall1 <p,q < oo.

Next, we introduce “unlabeled distances” in analogy to the unlabeled cut
distance in graph theory. They can be understood as pseudometrics on L (I x
I;H). However, for the sake of convenience in our arguments, we extend the
definition to kernels where the underlying spaces, I; x I; and I x I, differ.

Definition 2.6 (Unlabeled distances). Let H be a separable Hilbert space,
and let Iy, Io be atomless standard probability spaces. For wy € L™(I; x I1;H)
and wy € L>®(Ip x Iy;H), define unlabeled distances

o (wi, we) = i{{l)f lwi — w3 |02,
Op,gim (W1, wa) = igf [lwy — w?”p,q;?‘-ﬂa

for all 1 < p,q < co. Here, w = wy(®(-), ®(-)) and ® ranges on all bijective
measure-preserving maps ® : I; — L.
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The necessity of the atomless assumption in the definition of unlabeled dis-
tances finds a direct analogy in the classical optimal transport theory. The
presence of atoms can lead to situations where the mass must be “split” to
satisfy the push-forward condition, which is not permissible within the Monge
definition of the Wasserstein distance.

Lastly, we introduce the concept of “coupling distances”, which allows any
coupling between probability spaces.

Definition 2.7 (Coupling distances). Let H be a separable Hilbert space,
and let Iy and Iy be standard probability spaces. For wi € L>=(I; x I1;H) and
wy € L™(Iy x Iz; H), define coupling distances

oo wn)i=__inf ([ = el + 1701 - w0 o).
~yEI(Iy,12)
Yp,a;H (w1, wy) == inf <|w1”y - ’Y'w2||p,q;H + H”YTwl - w2”YT||p,q;H)a
~yEI(Iy,I2)

for all 1 < p,q < oco. Here, vI' € I(Ip, 1) is given by v7'(&,¢) = v(¢, €) for all
(&,¢) €y xIy. The term (w1vy) € L>(I; x Iy; H) is defined as

(wy)(§.¢) = : w(&,)y(eOde € H, V(€ () €l X L.
Similarly, (yws) € L=(I; x Ia;H), as well as (yTw1) and (wey?) € L*®(Iy x
I1;H), are defined in the natural way.

The following proposition states that the definitions we have introduced
are pseudometrics. However, we do not provide a detailed characterization of
the resulting space here, as properties such as completeness and compactness
remain unclear to us unless we restrict ourselves to specific compact subsets of
H. Even with such assumptions, the proof requires separate techniques arising
from graph limit theory. These properties are added later in Lemma 2.29.

Proposition 2.8. The unlabeled distances 0.3, Op.qn and YO, Vp,qH OT€
pseudometrics, i.e. satisfying non-negativity, symmetry, and the triangle in-
equality, with the distance from any element to itself being zero.

The following proposition implies that for L*°-bounded kernels, all unlabeled
distances induce the same notion of convergence, and similarly, all coupling dis-
tances do as well. This result is a straightforward consequence of Lemma 2.4.
Additionally, we show that coupling distances are relaxations of unlabeled dis-
tances.

Proposition 2.9. The following statements hold for unlabeled distances (“5”)
if 11, Ia are atomless standard probability spaces and hold for coupling distances
(“v”) if Iy, Iz are standard probability spaces: For any wy € L>°(I; xIy; H) and
wo € LOO(]IQ X ]IQ;H),

O (w1, w2) < oo 10 (w1, w2) < 4009 (w1, w2),

Yo (W1, W2) < Yoo, 1im (W1, wa) < dymypy (w1, wo).
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Foralll1<p<ooand1 < g < oo,
Soo, 17 (W1, W2) < 0y g (W1, W2) < Foo 1.3 (w1, w2) 0wl

70071;H(w17w2) < 7p7q;H(wlvw2) < 70071;H(w1a w2)170wfnaxa

with 0 = max{%,l — %
Moreover, if 11, Iy are atomless standard probability spaces, then

} and wiax = max{fjwi |z, s}

Yo (w1, we) < 2003 (w1, w2),
Vo, (W1, w2) < 28, g9 (w1, wa),

foralll<p<ooandl < g < oco.

2.3 Bi-coupling distances and functional-valued coupling
distances

We now present how our bi-coupling distances are associated with the more
abstract coupling distances on L (I x I; H). The proofs are postponed to Sec-
tion 3.3.

To begin with, we clarify our definitions of the Fourier transform and Sobolev
spaces to avoid any ambiguity in subsequent calculations.

Definition 2.10 (Fourier transform and Sobolev spaces on the torus).
Let T denote the one-dimensional torus. Specifically, we consider T = R/Z,
where the points x and (x +n) for any n € Z are identified.

For a function f € LY(T), the Fourier transform (or Fourier series coeffi-

cients) of f is the sequence (f(m))mez defined by
f(m) :=F(f)(m) := /f(:v)e_2”m”” dz, for allm € Z.
T

This definition extends to generalized functions such as f € M(T) using the
theory of tempered distributions and duality.

The Sobolev norms H*(T), for s € R, are defined using the Fourier trans-
form:

HfHH*('JT) = (Z(l +47r2m2)s f(m)r) .
meZ

Next, we introduce a family of critical convolutional kernels associated with
negative Sobolev spaces, following the notation and definitions in [21].

Definition 2.11 (As kernels). For any s > 1/4, define the operator As on
L?(T) via its Fourier transform. The Fourier coefficients of As are given by

. 1

As(m) = m, fOT allm c 7.

For simplicity, we denote A = A;.
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Next, we present some results regarding the A, kernels, which are critical to
our analysis.

Lemma 2.12. The kernels Ag satisfy the following properties:

1.
2.

Function spaces: If s > 1/4, Ag € L*(T). Also, if s > 1/2, Ay € L>=(T).

Kernel properties: If s > 1/4, the function As is positive, symmetric, and
satisfies
/ Ag(x)dr = 1.
T

Sobolev norm representations: If s > 1/2, the Sobolev norm H~*(T) can
be expressed as

1
2

1l = < | f@e =i dy)

= ||As/2 * f||L2('J1‘)-

. Explicit form of A(z): The kernel A = Ay is explicitly given by

=1
Ax) =Y 5 &P (=|z +1]).
l=—00
Define
=1

Amax = max A(z) = l;@ 5 exp(= ),

— mi I o S
Apin = glelﬂrrlA(x) = l;w 5 exp( }l + 2}) .

Norm of probability distributions: The H=1(T) norm of the Dirac delta at

any x €T is
||51||H*1('JI‘) =V Amaxa

and for any f € P(T) that is not concentrated as a Dirac delta, we have

the strict inequality
||f||H*1(']1‘) < v Amax-

Lipschitz estimate for A(x): The following Lipschitz-type estimate holds
for all x € T:

2(Amax - Amin)|$| S A(O) - A(I) S Amax|$|.

Next, we establish the compactness of negative Sobolev spaces.

Lemma 2.13. For any s > %, the canonical embedding M(T) — H~*(T) is a
compact operator. Moreover, on the space M<1(T), the H=*(T) norm induces
the weak-* topology of the measures.
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We now demonstrate how a pair (w, X) from Theorem 1.7 can be reformu-
lated as a kernel with values in the Hilbert space H *(T) & H~!(T). This is
one of the most conceptually important definitions in this article.

Definition 2.14 (The kernel associated to (w,X)). From the pair w €
L>*(Ix1I) and X : T — T, we define the kernel wy, x € L= (IxIT; M(T)® M(T))

as follows:

Wy x(&C) = (w(g(,s)c()(fs)x@)) € M(T) e M(T), V(,¢)€TxT.

It is straightforward to see that w,, x € L>®(I x I; H1(T) ® H~(T)) from the
inclusion M(T) C H=1(T).

The following lemma shows that the bi-coupling distances defined on pairs
of (w, X) and the coupling distances defined on kernels w,, x are topologically
equivalent. We avoid stating the lemma as convergence at this point because
the closedness and compactness of the topology rely on Lemma 2.29, which
is presented later in this section. Nevertheless, the uniform bound across the
metrics, as suggested in Lemma 2.1, can be directly achieved in the proof.

Lemma 2.15. Let H = H Y(T) @ H '(T). For each n € N, let I,, be a
probability space, let w™ € L®(I, x 1,,), and let X :1,, — T be measurable.
Assume that there exists a constant wmax < 00 such that ||w(n)||Loo(]In><Hn) <
Wmax for all n € N. Then, the following are all equivalent notions of Cauchy
sequence:

(1) under coupling distance from cut norm and H = H=1(T) & H~(T):

lim  sup YO (Wm0 x 1) s Weyng) xn2)) = 0,
N0 ny,ne>n

(2) under coupling distance from operator norm (1 <p < oo and1 < g < o0)
and H=HYT)® H YT):

lim sup pqn (ww(n1)1X(711),ww(ng)’X(ng)) =0,
N0 ny ny>n

(8) under bi-coupling distance, from the cut norm and the Wasserstein-1 dis-
tance

lim  sup dow, [(w("l),X("l)), (w(nz),X(nz))] =0,

n—r oo n17n22n

(4) under bi-coupling distance, from operator norm (1 < p < oo and1<q<
o0) and Wasserstein-1 distance

lim sup drr—rew, [(w(nl)uX(nl))u (w(M)vX(M))] =0.

N=00 1 o >n
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This equivalence is closely related to Part 5 of Lemma 2.12; which states that
Dirac deltas are the only elements in M<1(T) that achieve the maximum in the
H~Y(T) norm. This ensures that when a Dirac delta is coupled with something
different, there is always a positive contribution to the coupling distance yg,.
While we can define a similar form for any (w, f)

oo 5O N pmen
wus(60 = (4 She)) € DO HD, 6O eTxT,

it is unclear whether the coupling disntace vyg., would still satisfy an assertion
analogous to Lemma 2.15. This provides technical reassurance for the discus-
sion in Section 1.6 that identifying a ¢-fiberwise law of agents f(¢,x, &) is quite
unnatural.

2.4 Functional-valued homomorphism density: Observables

Now we explain how the coupling distances on L>®(I x I;H) are related to
the observables (graph homomorphism densities). The proofs are postponed to
Section 3.4.

To begin, we need to clarify several definitions further to avoid ambiguity,
starting with the definition on the graph theory side.

Definition 2.16 (Oriented simple graph). An oriented simple graph F =
(V(F),e(F)) consists of:

e A set of vertices v(F').

e A set of directed edges e(F) C v(F) x v(F) such that:
if (i,)) € e(F), then (j,i) & e(F).

Define G as the set of all oriented simple graphs.
Additionally, for an oriented simple graph F € G, define V/(F) as

V(F):={jev(F):3iev(F) st (i,j) €e(F)}.

In this context, the notation (4, j) € e(F') indicates a directed edge from vertex
i to vertex j. Therefore, the set v/(F') represents all vertices in F' that serve as
the starting points (i.e., sources) of at least one directed edge.

Remark 2.17. The notion of an oriented simple graph here is more restrictive
than the definitions of a directed simple graph commonly found in the literature,
where symmetric pairs of directed edges (bi-directed edges) are allowed. This
broader notion, however, does not play a role in our analysis.

We also need to clarify the following definitions from functional analysis.

Definition 2.18 (Product and direct/tensor products). Let S be a finite
set. We define the following constructs:
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e Given a topological space or measure space D, the product space indexed
by S is defined as
D% =[] D.

€S

For functions defined on the product space D°, the tensorization is defined

by
fo5(@) =[] (o),
€S
where © = (2;)ies € D.
e Given a Banach space B, we define the direct sum and tensor product
spaces indezxed by S as follows:

B =(PB, B =B
€S €S

Here, B®® denotes the direct sum of copies of B indexed by S, and B®
denotes the tensor product of copies of B indexed by S. (The tensor product
should be understood as the projective tensor product, or equivalently, when
B is a Hilbert space, the Hilbert tensor product.)

e When the index set S is the set [k] = {1,...,k} for some positive integer
k, we adopt the more conventional notations:

D* = DI¥! BOF .= B p®k .— B,

3

f®k:::f®M]

3

Throughout the article, the index sets S we will mainly use are v(F), v'(F') and
e(F).

In the following, we summarize a few key results regarding the tensorization
of M(T) Cc H~5(T) that are required for our analysis.

Proposition 2.19. The following properties are true:

1. Sobolev norm representations: For any s > 1/2, the norm of the tensorized
Hilbert space (H*(T))®* can be expressed as

£ |z (ryyor = [ > (H (1+47T2m12)_5>‘f(m1,...,mk)r]

mi,...,mg€L i€k

- (/H J@AZ (@ = y)f(y) da dy>

= | AZS * Fll 2w

1
2

=

2. Equivalent of topologies: For any s > % and any k € N, the canonical

embedding
M(T®) 2 (M(T)®* — (H*(T))*"

is a compact operator. Moreover, on the space M<1(T¥), the (H—%(T))®*
norm induces the weak-* topology of the measures.
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The next definition extends the classical notion of graphon homomorphism
density using tensorized Hilbert spaces.

Definition 2.20 (Tensorized graph homomorphism). For any w € L>(Ix
LH) and F € G, define the tensorized graph homomorphism t(F,w) € HOF)

Fw:/” QR w.&) ] d

(i,5)€e(F) iev(F)

We would like to investigate the tensorized graph homomorphism of the kernel
Wy, x associated with (w, X) as defined in Definition 2.14, restated here:

Definition 2.21 (The kernel associated to (w, X), restate). For any w €
L®({ xT) and any X : T — T, define the kernel w,, x € L=(I x T; M(T)®{0:1})
as follows:

wax(§¢) = (w(ggg;@) e M(M®OM, V(£,¢) € Tx T.

For simplicity in subsequent calculations, we take the index set of the direct sum
to be {0,1} in the restated definition. This kernel w,, x remarkably satisfies
the following proposition:

Proposition 2.22. Let w € L®(I x I) and X : I — T. Take the kernel w,, x
as defined in Definition 2.21. Then by Definition 2.20,

t(F, ’ww7x)
€ (M(T)®{01})y®e(F) o (M(T)®e(F))€B({O,1}e(F)) ~ M(Te(F))ea({0,1}e<F>)_
For each s € {0,1}*), the component (t(F, wy x)), € M(TeE) s given by
(¢(F,wy, x)) /( . H ( (&: &))" ® dx(e,) H dg;,
Y G ) ee(F (i,5)€e(F) iev(F)
and is supported in the subspace
T ding = { (i) yeer) € T @iy j = @iy 5, V(in,4), (i, §) € e(F)}.

The proposition suggests that ¢(F, w,, x ) lies in a specific subspace of (M (T)®10:1}H)@e(F)
namely

t(F, W x) € M(TE)|gi0) OUOLFD),

Consequently, we introduce two types of definitions for observables to reflect
this structure.

Definition 2.23. We define the following constructs:

o Foranyw € L®(Ix 1), any X : 1 = T and any F € G, define the normal
observable t(F,w, X) € M(TeE)|4;,,) {01 4

t(F,w, X) = t(F,wy, x).
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e For anyw € L®(I x 1), any X : 1 = T and any F € G, define the plain
observable T(F,w,X) € (M(T)‘g"l(m)@({o’l}e(m) ~ M('I["’I(F))@({O’l}e(m)
by the following: On each s € {0,1}¢) the component (T(F,w,X))s €
M(TY' ) s given by

(r(Fyw, X)), / . [T &)™ & oxe T de
)

(i,5)€e(F) JEV/ (F iev(F)

e Moreover, for anyw € L*=(IxI), any f € L>°(I; M(T)) that for a.e. £ €1,
f(&-) € P(T) and any F € G, define the plain observable T(F,w, f) €

(M (T)®V,(F))®({O’1}e(p)) ~ M(TV,(F))GB({OJ}Q(F)) by the following: On each
s € {0,1Y¢E) the component (T(F,w, f))s € M(TVF)) is given by

(r(F,w, f)) / [T &)™ @ &) I .
Y i) ee(F) jev (F) iev(F)
These definitions are related to the following proposition.
Proposition 2.24. The following canonical map is bijective
vy oery : TV ) — T | g

(x))jev () = (Tij = Tj)(i.g)ee(F)-

For anyw € L>*(I x1I) and X : T — T,
(iff(FHe(F))@({og}e(m)(T(F,w,X)) =t(F,w, X),

where (if(F)_)e(F))@({O’l}e(F)) is the pushforward map of measures defined on

() seqry : M) = MUT) [a1g)

(if/&(F)%e F))@({O,l}e(F)):M(TV’(F))@({O,I}e(F)) M(Te )|d ) ({0,135(F))

In addition, for any w : L®(Ix 1) and f € L>(I; M(T)) that for a.e. £ €1,
(&) € P(T). Let the pair

weL®((Ix;T)x (Ix;T)), X:Ix;T—T
be the lift of (w, f). Then
T(F w, f) = 7(F,w, X).

While either definition of observables would suffice to determine the other,
introducing both offers distinct advantages. The normal observables ¢(F, w, X)
are more aligned with the graph limit theory, as we obtain it directly through
the tensorized homomorphism densities and can extend almost all the argu-
ments from [8, 29] and [5, 14, 18]. In contrast, the plain observables 7(F, w, X)
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align more closely with the mean-field theory, which simplifies the associated
hierarchies of PDEs when the arguments of [19, 21] are reproduced. Moreover,
the plain observables 7(F,w, X) have the unique advantage of being directly
defined from (w, f). Using a tensorized density approach to define normal ob-
servables t(F,w, X) from (w, f) would lead to correlations within densities on
each {-fiber. This would result in the support of the measure falling outside
of the Te(¥ )|diag subspace, causing the subsequent arguments to break down
entirely.

We now summarize all equivalent notions of convergence for these defini-
tions that will be used throughout the article. Unlike in Lemma 2.15, we state
the lemma here in terms of convergence, as the weak-* compactness of Borel
measures on compact sets is a well-known classical result.

Proposition 2.25. Let n € N. For any sequence of standard probability spaces
I;, kernels w™ € L®(I, x I,,), states X : T, — T, and any subset G' C G,
the following notions of convergence are all equivalent:

(1) under weak-* convergence of all normal observables:
VF € ¢ t(F,w™, X™) 5 ¢(F)o € M(TeE)SU01)
(2) under weak-* convergence of all components of plain observables:
VF c g/jvs c {0, 1}9(}7')7 (T(F,U}(n),X(n)))S * (T(F)OO)S c M(TV,(F))7
(8) under tensorized negative Sobolev convergence of all normal observables:

VF € gl’nh_,H;o Ht(F,w(”)7X(")) - t(F)OO||(H—I(T)®e(F))@({O,1}9(F)) =0,

(4) under tensorized negative Sobolev convergence of all components of plain
observables:

VE € G',Vs € {0,1}),
lim || (7( (F, w™ X(")))

n— o0 s

= (1(F)oo) [l g1 myrer = 0

(5) under the following metrization of normal observables by weighted supre-

mum:
lim sup {(4(1 + wmax)\/Amax)ﬂe(F)'
n—oo Feg/

[40F, w0, X ) 4(F )| (T)®em)@({o,l}em)] —0,

(6) under the following metrization of plain observables by weighted supre-
mum:

i sup 40 ) ) )

N0 pegr se{0,1}e(F)

(B X),  (r(F)) g sy | =
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An example of a subset G’ C G from the above definition, which is of partic-
ular interest to us, is defined below.

Definition 2.26 (Oriented tree). An oriented tree T = (v(T),e(T)) is an
oriented simple graph (i.e., T € G) satisfying the following conditions:

e There are no undirected cycles in T'. That is, there does not exist a se-
quence of distinct vertices vy, ve,...,vx € V(T) with k > 2 such that by
taking v+l = v,

(vi,vig1) € e(T) or (viy1,vi) €e(T), Vi€ [k]

e The underlying undirected graph of T is connected. That is, for any two
vertices u,v € v(T'), there exists a sequence of vertices u = wo, w1, ..., Wy =
v such that

(U}i, wiH) S e(T) or (U}i+1,’wi) S e(T), Vi € [k — 1]

Define T C G as the set of all oriented trees.

Remark 2.27. Our notion of oriented trees is broader than the definitions of
directed trees commonly found in the literature, where edge directions are often
strictly specified. Specifically, our definition gives a larger family of trees than
that presented in [19, 21].

2.5 Extending existing literature and proving Theorem 1.7

The following lemmas extend key results from the existing literature. Proofs for
these lemmas will be provided in subsequent sections.

The first lemma establishes well-posedness and stability under an alternative
metric.

Lemma 2.28 (Main result in observables). Let u € W1°°(T), o0 € W2>°(Tx
T), v > 0. For each n € N, let N,, € NU {oc0}, w™ € L®(I, x I,,) and
XM 1, = T be either of the following:

e Forsome N, > 1,1, ={1,..., N,} equipped with uniform atomic measure
1/N,, on each point, and w™ e RN»*Nn gnd Xén) € TN~, be connection
weight matrices and initial data for the ODE/SDE system (1.1).

e For formally N, = oo, I, is an atomless probability space and w™ €
Lo, x 1), f$ € L°(I,; M(T)) that for a.e. £ €T, fi™ (&) € P(T),
be the weight kernel and initial data for the extended Viasov PDE (1.2).

Let T =T, % o T, w™ € L=(L, x 1) and X§" : T, — T be the lift.
0

Assume that N,, — 00, |[w(™||p~ < Wmax < 00, and the initial data Xon) are
deterministic. Then the following holds:
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o (Well-posedness). For each n € NU {00}, there exists either

— an unique solution X ™ (t) of ODE or SDE system (1.1) with connec-

tion weights w™ and initial data Xén), for allt > 0. (When v > 0,

X™)(t) are stochastic processes only depend on the randomness of

independent Brownian motions (B')icn,]-)

— an unique solution f(™(t) of the extended Viasov PDE (1.2) with
weight kernel w™ and nitial data fon), for all t > 0, f™M(t) €
Lo(I; M(T)) that for a.e. €€, f(t,-,&) € P(T).

Let In(t) = I, X jomy T, w™ € LI (t) x L(t)) and X™(t) :
I,,(t) = T be the lift. (Note that the definition of I,,(t) now depends
on time t).

o (Stability). If the initial data (w(”),Xén)) is converging to (w(oo),Xéoo))
in the sense of

i s 40+ )y R )

N0 peT se{0,1}4(T)

| (r(T, w™, X§M))  — (T(T,w(w),XéOO)»SHH1(T)®V,(T)] =0,

then at any later time t > 0,

lim E

n—roo

sup [(4(1 + W) Po) T

TeT,s€{0,1}¢(T)

H (T(T, w("), x® (t)))s - (T(Ta w(oo)7 X(Oo)(t)))s ||H1(']1‘)®v’(T):|‘| =0.

The full proof of this lemma is provided in Section 4, where we apply techniques
from [19, 21].

The next lemma complements the previous one by addressing the compact-
ness. Although it is stated in terms of the unlabeled distance ém.4;, Proposi-
tion 2.9 implies that ym.9y < 0p,5, thereby ensuring compactness with respect
to the weaker coupling distance yg,5; as well.

Lemma 2.29 (Compactness lemma). Let B be a Banach space compactly
embedded into a separable Hilbert space H. For any sequence {wn}>, C
Lo°(I,, x I,,; B) that each 1,, is an atomless probability space and satisfying uni-
form bound that
sup HwnHL“’(HnXHn;B) < Wmax < 00,
n

up to an extraction of subsequence (which we still index by n), there exists
w e LI xI;B) that
lim 0p.y (wp, w) = 0.

n—oo
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Moreover, if the sequence {w,}5, is defined from w™ € L*(I, x 1,) and
XM 1, = T, and wy, = Wy xm € L, x Ly; H-Y(T)#{O1) defined as
in Definition 2.21, there exist limiting w € L>(I x I) and X : T — T, such that
w = Wy, X-

The full proof of this lemma is presented in Section 5, extending the results
from [29], but following the proof outlined in the textbook [28].

The next lemma is an extension of the celebrated Counting Lemma and
Inverse Counting Lemma [8].

Lemma 2.30 (Counting and Inverse Counting Lemma I). Let B be a
compact Banach space embedded into a separable Hilbert space H. If {wp} U
{w} c L>([0,1)%; B) satisfy uniform bound that

sup ||wn||L°°([O,l]2;B) < Wpmax < 00
n

Then the following notions of convergence are equivalent:

e under tensorized negative Sobolev convergence of all graph homomorphism
of all oriented simple graphs:

VFEG,  lim [[tH(F,w,) — H(F,w)|yeer =0,

e under unlabeled distance from cut norm and H:

lim 0.3 (wp, w) = 0.

n—00

The complete proof of this lemma is presented in Section 5, following the
approach outlined in the textbook [28]. While this lemma is not directly applied
in the main proof, it is a critical component of the subsequent lemma, which
demonstrates that all equivalent notions of convergence described in Lemma 2.15
and Proposition 2.25 are mutually equivalent across both definitions. In par-
ticular, this implies that the bi-coupling distance used in Theorem 1.7 and the
metric used in Lemma 2.28 are equivalent.

Lemma 2.31 (Counting and inverse counting lemma II). Let B be a
compact Banach space embedded into a separable Hilbert space H. If {wy} U
{w} c L>([0,1)%; B) satisfy uniform bound that

sup ||wn||L°°([O,l]2;B) < Wpmax < 00
n
Then the following notions of convergence are equivalent,

e under tensorized negative Sobolev convergence of all graph homomorphism
of all oriented trees:

VT e T, lm [[¢(T,wn) — (T, w)|ysemi =0,

36



e under coupling distance from cut norm and H:

lim A7 (1,, w) = 0.
n— o0

The complete proof of this lemma is presented in Section 6, which extends
the results from [5, 14, 18]. Our proof mainly follows the arguments in [18].

Remark 2.32. The proof of Lemma 2.31 is the only part where we do not yet
know how to replace the compactness argument with an explicit uniform bound.
If such a replacement could be achieved, it would yield a quantitative stability
estimate with an explicit rate.

We are now ready to prove Theorem 1.7, assuming that all the lemmas hold.
In fact, the lemmas have already completed most of the proof. It only remains
to assemble them in the appropriate order.

Proof of Theorem 1.7. Take B = M(T)®{%} and H = H~Y(T)®{%1}. By ex-
tending w™ € L>=(T, x I,) and X : T, — T to (I,, x [0, 1]) we may assume
the underlying spaces are atomless without changing the sequence Wyy(n) x(n) 1N
~o;2- The compactness in dg.4; follows directly from Lemma 2.29. By Proposi-
tion 2.9, this also implies the compactness in yo, and 7, 4% for all 1 < p < co
and 1 < ¢ < oco. By Lemma 2.15, Proposition 2.25 (choosing G’ = T), and
Lemma 2.31, we find that the compactness in such 7, 4./ is further equivalent
to the compactness under bi-coupling distances drr— e, (for all 1 < p < oo
and 1 < ¢ < o0) and under the maximum over all observables in Lemma 2.28.
By Lemma 2.28, we obtain well-posedness and stability in expectation with
respect to the maximum over all observables. Applying Lemma 2.15, Proposi-
tion 2.25, and Lemma 2.31 again, along with Lemma 2.1 and Lemma 2.2, we con-
clude stability in expectation with respect to bi-coupling distances drr—ra,w,
foralll<p<ooand1<g< oco.
O

2.6 Conclusions and perspectives

In this article, we rigorously derived the convergence of empirical data of a non-
exchangeable system (1.1) on T toward a deterministic limit solving the corre-
sponding extended Vlasov equation (1.2). This was established on a distance
that is defined through a convex optimization problem, which is an interpolation
of the optimal transport between measures and the fractional overlay between
graphs.

However, proving this result requires a long detour, delving deeply into more
concepts of kinetic theory and graph theory. In particular, most of the technical
parts of the article were written in terms of observables, which can be understood
as a tensorization of agent laws and graph homomorphism density. This work
perhaps suggests that the two fields should not only pay attention to each other’s
results but also strive for deeper exchanges of ideas.

There are several directions that we wish to explore further, starting from
this first result.
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e Firstly, there is the straightforward problem of explicit convergence rate.
Let us remark that the stability in Theorem 1.7 can be made quantitative
in terms of observables. However, this a priori bound is, roughly speaking,
double-exponential in time (see [19, 21] for a more detailed discussion).
The absence of convergence rate in the main theorem is due to the signifi-
cant role compactness arguments played in at least one part of our proofs,
namely the proof of Lemma 2.31. We acknowledge that fully adapting
the compactness arguments within our analysis to explicitly quantitative
bounds may present challenges. Moreover, if the goal is to improve the
convergence rate, the prospects of the current proof remain uncertain.
Even when “projected onto the two components”, that is, by considering
the particle system and graph limit techniques in the proof separately, the
best convergence rates available in the existing literature are quite poor.
Achieving a practical convergence rate may require entirely different ap-
proaches. It might also be more practical to begin with problems that
impose stronger assumptions on connection weights, even at the expense
of reduced generality.

e A second interesting open question is to what extent our results can be
adapted to the various alternative definitions of graph limits found in the
existing literature. We expect (though not necessarily correctly) that es-
tablishing an analogous result based on LP graphons with p > 1 would
be technically highly challenging but could follow essentially the same
roadmap as outlined in this article. Also, it could be that the result-
ing convergence is only valid for the bi-coupling distance with a weaker
operator norm (such as L> — L'), which might result in less favorable
properties from an optimization perspective. A more non-trivial extension
is toward the extended kernels discussed in [19, 21], which corresponds
to very sparse connection weights. While all our definitions are at least
well-defined (in the sense that no integrability issue during the definition
process), the current proof relies on the inverse counting lemma of stan-
dard graphon, which cannot be directly defined under the conditions in
[19, 21]. To reproduce the results, the minimum requirement would be a
counting lemma for tree homomorphisms and fractional overlay that does
not depend on the standard inverse counting lemma. However, additional
challenges are difficult to foresee without further exploration.

e A third concern, shared with [21], is how to extend the results to other
types of dynamics. Our proof relies heavily on H~! estimates in one
dimension. Extending this to higher dimensions is conceptually straight-
forward, as long as a sufficiently large exponent s is chosen, M(R?) is
included by H~*(R?) by Sobolev embedding. However, applying the Leib-
niz rule in such H~*(R?) would require greater differentiability of 4 and
o compared to what is assumed in this article. To establish results un-
der weaker differentiability, more advanced techniques from commutator
estimates and harmonic analysis may be necessary.
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e A final interest lies on the application side. Even without convergence
rates, our results are compelling from a computational perspective and
may warrant numerical experiments. Moreover, both the bi-coupling dis-
tance and observables may hold some significance from a data perspective.
The optimization problem associated with bi-coupling distance can be in-
terpreted as revealing the correspondence between different parts of two
multi-agent systems. Meanwhile, the observables project the system into
a high-dimensional space, which could be helpful in studying the intrinsic
properties of a single multi-agent system, which are often hidden behind
permutation invariance.

3 Proof of the technical results

We present in this section the proofs of the technical results from Section 2.

3.1 Uniform metric bound from compactness argument

Proof of Lemma 2.1. We only prove dy(z,y) < C¥(da(z,y)) because the two
inequalities are obviously symmetric in the argument. Assume, for the sake of
contradiction, that there exists r > 0 such that for every n € N, there exist
points z,, y, € E with da(zp,yn) < % but di (zn, yn) > r.

Since FE is compact under the topology induced by d; and ds, the sequence
{zn} has a convergent subsequence (which we still denote by {z,} for conve-
nience) converging to some = € E. Given that da(zy,yn) < %, it follows that
da(yn,x) — 0. But since d; and dy induce the same topology, di (yn,x) — 0 as
well.

Using the triangle inequality for dj:

dl (Ina yn) S dl(xnv:p) + dl(Ia yn>

Since x,, = x and y,, — x, we have dy (z,,z) — 0 and d;(x, y,) — 0. Therefore,
dy (T, yn) — 0.
This contradicts the assumption that dy (2, y,) > r > 0. O

Proof of Lemma 2.2. Consider an arbitrary threshold r > 0. We can decompose
the expectation of D; based on the event {Ds < r} and its complement {Dsy >

r}:
E[Dl] =K [Dl . ]]‘{Dzﬁr}] +E [Dl . ]]-{D2>r}} .

Using the given almost sure bounds, we have:
E[D1] <E[CHDs) - Lip,<ry] +E[A-L(p,50] -
=C¥r) - P(Dy<7)+A-P(Dy>r).

Noting that P(Dg > r) < ]E[lrb] by Markov’s inequality, we obtain:
E[D
E[Dy] < CHr)+ A- D]
r
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Thus, by optimizing the choice of r, we obtain the desired function Cj.

3.2 Functional-valued graphons

Proof of Lemma 2.4. We begin with the first line. For any fixed vector e with
llell# < 1, standard arguments from graphon theory (see [28] Chapter 8.2.4)
imply that f € L*>°(Iy),g € L*®(I2) are saturated only when f,g = £1 almost
everywhere. This yields, for any e € H<1,

(e[ f@uiE0u@acc) < e whulo < wlon
feL>(Is), geL>(Iy) I, x1Io H

Taking the supremum over e € H<;, we conclude the first line.
For the second line, note that I; and Iy are probability spaces (that is, each
has total measure 1). It is straightforward to apply Holder arguments to get

lwl[oc1:9¢ < lwllp.gire < wlloeaxnizy, V1< p,q <o
For the reverse direction, consider again any fixed e € H<;, which gives
sw (e[ pOw(e0a0dec) < e whuliri
feLY (Ip), geLP(ly) I xTo X

Applying the Riesz-Thorin or Marcinkiewicz interpolation theorem with 6§ =

max{l,l— l}, we obtain
P q

—0 0
||<67w>HHLp*>Lq S ||<67w>H||}‘°0*>L1 ||<67w>HHSC(:ond Endpoint

-0
< ||wH<1>o,1;HHw”eLw(Hszl;H)v

Taking the supremum over e € H<; completes the second line.
O

Proof of Proposition 2.8. The non-negativity and the property that the distance
from any element to itself is zero are straightforward. It remains to prove the
symmetry and the triangle inequality. Our arguments are written in the ||-||p g2
norms; however, it is straightforward to extend to || - ||g,3-norms.

Note that any bijective measure-preserving map preserves the LP norms, i.e.
for such ® : Iy — I, and for any function f € LP(Iy), the composition satisfies

£ 2oy = I1f © @7 | Lo

by the change of variables formula. This essentialy results that for any w €
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L>(Iy x I2; H) and any bijective measure-preserving @ : [; — I,
||'wq’||p7q;"rl

_ w < / f<§>w<<1><§>,<1><<>>g<<>dsd<> ,

e€H<1, fELY (I1), gELP H

= su e -1 w -1
- p gw(m< , /sz@ (©)w(€.O)g(@ (<)>d§d<> ,

e€H<y, fELY (Iy), H

< lwllp,g
Apply the argument to the opposite direction with ®~!, we conclude that

||'wq>||p7q;?-l = ||'w||p,q;7'l'

Hence, for w; € L>°(I; x I1;H), wy € L(Iy x Iy;H), and bijective measure-
preserving map ® : I; — I,

—1
[w: — w(2p||p7q;?-l = ||'w(11) - w2||p7q;?'lv

which symmetrizes the optimization problem in unlabeled distances. For the
coupling distances, the optimization of

[lwyy — ”Y'w2||p7q;?-£ + ||'7Tw1 - 'w2’YT||p,q;7'l

can be symmetrized by simple interchanging the roles of v and its transpose v7.
This completes the proof of symmetry.

To establish the triangle inequality, consider arbitrary elements w,, € L (I, x
I;H), n =1,2,3 along with mappings @11, : I, = L41, n = 1,2. We then
have the following inequality:

8p,gsm (w1, w3) < [Jwy — w§3,20<1>2,1 Hp,q;"rl
< [Jw: - wy ™! Hp,q;H + ng’ZYI A Hp,q;H

P21

< [Jw1 — w, 3>

+ ng — w;y

Hp,q;H Hp,q;H'

Taking the infimum over @, ; and ®3 2, we obtain the triangle inequality
Opasr (W1, w3) < 6p g (w1, w2) + 6pgn (w2, w3).

Also, consider arbitrary elements w, € L*(I,, x I,;H), n = 1,2,3 along with
coupling 71 2 € II(I1,I2), v2,3 € II(I2,I3). We then have

V. (W1, w3) < ||wiyi2ves — Y12723W3 || p,giH

+ [[(r12723) T w1 — ws(y12723) " |l prgsn-
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The first term can, for example, be expanded as

[lwiy12723 — 712’723“13”107:1;%

= Ssup ”T(e,wl)?{ o TV12 © T’st - T’le © T’st © T(€7w3>7{ ”LP(H:&)HLQ(M)
EG’Hgl

< g}:[p ”T(E,wl)v{ o T’YIQ © T’st - T’Y12 © T<€1'w2>?-£ o ’723||L”(]13)%Lq(]11)
e <1

+ gl?ip ”T’le © T(e,'w2>H o T’st - T’le © T’st © T<€7'UJ3>”H HLP(]I;;)%L‘I(L)
e <1

< sup ”T(e,'wl}H OT’le - T’Yl2 © T(e,w2>7-¢HLP(H2)—>Lq(H1)
EG’Hgl

+ sup ”T(e,wg)H 0Ty, —Ty,5 0 T<e>w3)HHLP(H3)—>L"(H1)
EG’Hgl

= llwiyiz = y2wa|lp.gw + [w2yas — yaswsllp,gn-
Here, in the second inequality, we use the observation that T’,,,, T’,,, are doubly

stochastic operators yet are contractions on L? spaces. This argument can also
be applied to the second term, which gives
[[(12723) " w1 — w3 (y12723) " [l

< (2) w1 — wa(v12) " [|p.gm + [[(v23)"

w2 — w3 (723)T ||p,q;H'

Take the infinum over all ;2,723 we obtain the triangle inequality

Vp,aH (W1, W3) < Vp g (W1, W2) + Y g0 (W2, W3).
O

Proof of Proposition 2.9. The first part of the proof is to use the following ar-
gument repetitiously: “If f : Ry — R, is continuous and monotonic and
To < f(ya) for all o, take the infimum over all « yields infz < inf f(ya),
this leads to inf x < f(infy), allowing us to conclude infz < infy.” The « in
the above argument would be either the bijective measure preserving map ® or
the coupling ~.

For the last part of the proof, we use the following standard arguments from
optimal transport. Starting with a bijective measure preserving map ®, we can
construct a specific coupling measure v concentrated on the graph of ®. This
means 7 is defined via: For measurable sets A; C I} and As C I5.

"y(Al X AQ) = |{I S A1|(I)({E) S AQ}‘

This is the pushforward (Id x ®)x of the probability measure on Ij. It is
straightforward to verify that v € II(I1,I5) and that

T,=o"' T,r=2.
Taking

paH T ”'VT'wl - w2'7T||p,q;H-

Yp.g:m (W1, we) < [[wiy — yws|
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It is straightforward to verify that

Hw17 - ’7'w2||p,q;H

= sup [[Tlew)n © 27" = @71 0 The )y | Loty 5 Lo(1y)
667'[51

SUp [ Tie,wnyr — 27 © Tieua)s © PllLe)—raqm)
667'[51

®
= [lwr — w3 |[p,gm-
Apply a similar argument to the second term we have
T T ®
7 w1 — w2y |lp,gm = [lwi — w3 [|p,gm-
Take the summation and take the infimum over ®, we conclude that

Yp.g: (W1, w2) < 26, g.a0 (w1, wo).

O

3.3 Bi-coupling distances and functional-valued coupling
distances

Proof of Lemma 2.12. Parts 1, 2, 3, and 4 of the lemma are straightforward
exercises in Fourier analysis. As a hint for Part 4, note that on the real line R,
when s = 1, the inverse Fourier transform of 1/(1 + 472£?) is exp(—|z|)/2.

To compute the norm of the Dirac delta, we substitute it directly into the
definition of the H~'(T) norm, resulting in ||6o|| -1 (1) = v/Amax. For the norm
of other probability measures, observe that A .y is reached only at z = 0.
Therefore, for any probability measure f that is not concentrated as a Dirac
delta, a part of the integral defining the H~!(T) norm will be strictly less than
Amax. This results in the strict inequality || f||z-1(r) < vV Amax-

Regarding the Lipschitz estimate, we first note that |A’(z)] < A(z), which
is more easily observed when considering A(z) extended to the whole real line
R. For the lower bound, it is straightforward to verify that the function A(x)
is convex when viewed on the interval [0, 1] and reaches its minimum at z = %
The remainder of the estimate follows from the standard arguments in convex
analysis and the properties of A(x). O

Proof of Lemma 2.13. To proof the compactness of the embedding M(T) —
H=3(T) for s > L, we first observe that the embedding M(T) — H_(%*'i)('ﬂ‘)

27
is bounded. Additionally, the embedding H 7(%+%)(T) — H~*(T) is compact
according to the Rellich-Kondrachov compactness theorem. Consequently, the
composition of these embeddings ensures that M(T) — H*(T) is compact.

Next, we establish that the H~*(T) norm induces the weak-* topology on
M<1(T). Consider a sequence {f,} C M<i(T) such that ||f, — f|lg—=1) — 0.
For any test function ¢ € H*(T), the dual pairing satisfies

/gp(fn—f)dx—N).
T
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Since H*(T) is dense in C(T), this convergence extends to all continuous test
functions, implying that f,, converges to f in the weak-* topology of measures.
Conversely, suppose that {f,} is a sequence in M<;(T) that converges to f
in the weak-* topology. Then, for each x € T, the convolution A, * (f, — f)(x)
satisfies
Ao (fu = (@) = 0.

Since A, € C*(T) for any 0 < o < s — & (which can be verified either directly

or via Morrey’s inequality), this convergence is uniform over x € T. Therefore,
we have

[As * (fn = f)lloe(T) — 0.
By the alternative formulation of the H~*(T) norm, this implies that

1
2

V= Flla—em = ( [ (n= D@ta =) = Do dy) So.

Thus, convergence in the H*(T) norm coincides with weak-* convergence of
measures. This completes the proof that the H~*(T) norm induces the weak-*
topology on M<1(T).

O

Proof of Lemma 2.15. To be concise, we prove only the equivalence of (1) and
(3), as including (2) and (4) follows straightforwardly from Proposition 2.9.

In the proof, we establish uniform bounds across the two distances directly.
We begin by that the bi-coupling distance is controlled by the coupling distance.
Specifically, for n = 1,2, any kernels w(™ € L>°(I,, x I,,), and any states X (™) :
I, = T, we would like to show that for any coupling v € II(I, I1),

dIZI,Wl [(w(l)7 X(l)), (w(Q),X@))]
< [ X0 - XOe)] ()
I x1I
+ Wy = 7w g + Iy ™ — w®a T

<Cy

Wmax

D;'H)v

o + 7w — way”|

([lwiy — ywa|

where we take w,, = Wy (n1) x(n1) tO make the notation simpler. Once this in-
equality is completed, taking the infimum over all v € TI(I, ) yields a uniform
bound on one side.

For any v € II(I1, L),

(w1y — yw2)(&1,62) =

i 5x()1(¢:62) A€ = dx@ (e,

/ wi (€1, Q)8 (¢)7(¢, €2) d¢ — /H (€, QuP (¢, €)dx e (g A

Iy
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It is relatively easy to bound the cut distance terms: Notice that 1(x) = 1,Vz €
T is a unit vector in H~1(T). Hence by taking

e = (g) , which is a unit vector in H = H—I(T) o H_l(’}l‘),

it is straightforward that

[w1y = ywallo = [[{e, w1y —yw2)ullo < [lwiy — yw2llom,

7w — way" o < (e, v w1 — wayT)lo < IV wi — way T || o

Bounding the Wasserstein-1 term is the most technical part of the proof.
Take

c= / XD (E) — X (6)| 7(der, dés)
I xIs

Now, choose the subset Ay C Iy as

Ay = {@ el [ 1XD(e) - XO (&) y(der, &) > e/2}.

Iy

By the definition of As,

/H IXD(6) - XD (&) (d. )

- </ —/ )IX“’(&) ~ X®(&)|7(dér, dé2)
I xIz  JI3x(I2\Az2)
> (e—€/2) =¢€/2.

For any & € As,

< —0x @ (gy)s /11 Sx V(€ 62) d¢ — 5X<2>(52)>

= A(XP(&) - X&) - / AXP(&) = XD(Q)(¢, &) d¢

I

H-1(T)

> 2(Amax — Awmin) / X&) = XO(O(C, &) de

I
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For any & € Ay, any 7 > 0 and any X € T, such that | Xy — X? (&) <,

< — 00, | dxm V(¢ &2) d¢ — 5x<2>(52)>

H-1(T)

Z 2(Amax - Amin) ; |X(2) (52) - X(l)(C)h/(CagQ) dC

= [16x0 — Ox @ ()l H-1(m)

/ dxw )Y((,€2) d¢ = dx e (e,)
Iy

H=(T)

> 2(Amas — Awmin) / IX®(&) = XO(O(C, &) de

Iy

—V 2Amaxr\/2AmaX g |X(2) (€2) — X(l)(<)|”y(<,§2) d¢

> (2(Amax - Amin) - 2\/§Amax 7‘6_1/2> / |X(2) (52) - X<1)(C)|’7(<7§2) dCu

Iy

where the last inequality is by the definition of As. By choosing r < e(Amax —

Amin)?/8AZ ., we ensure that the coefficient in the last line is greater than
(Amax — Amin). Next, select m > 4Afmax /€(Amax — Amin)?, which implies 1/2m <
r, and take X; = ml for alli =0,...,(m —1). Let the subset Ay; C A3 C I
be defined as

i—1 1 i—1 1
AQ,Z—_{&EAQ:X@)(&)E[ m 2m’ m +%)}

Using the inclusion-exclusion principle, there exists at least one i = 0, ..., (m—1)
such that

/ | EO(E) = X ()] 5(d61.d62) > ¢/2m.
I1 XAz ;

Now, notice that (—dx,/vAmax) is a unit vector in H~1(T) and I, As; are
measurable set on I, I, respectively. By the definition of || - ||g.; we have

||w17 - 7w2||D;H

()

7/1[ ., _(w17—7w2)(§1,§2) d§1d§2>

< 5X /\/ max» 5X(1)(()FY(<5€2) d<d€2 _/A »5X(2)(52) d€2>

I X As ; H~=1(T)
Z ( max mm /\/ max . A 2) 52) X(l)(<>|7(<7§2) d<d§
2 (Amax - Amin)€/2 V Amax ’74Amax/€(Amax - Amin)2—‘ .

Recalling that we took e = [; - | XMW (&) =X @ (&)]y(d€r, dEs), this essentially
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provides a bound that

| X0 = XO@)r(d6d6) <yl — o

This completes one direction of the proof.
Now we address the other direction. We aim to show that for any coupling
v € II(Iy, I),

WD;H(whwz)
< JJwry = ywsllo + 7 w1 — way "o

<ch ([ X0 - XO @)l de)

+ s = 7l + 1T - w7

Again, once this inequality is completed, taking the infimum over all v €
I1(I;,I5) yields a uniform bound to the other direction.
Recall that for any v € II(Iy, I2),

(w1y — yw2)(&1,62) =

dxm()7(¢€2) A€ — Ox e (gy)
I

/ Wb (€1, Q)dx ) Y(¢, €2) dC — /H (€, QuP (¢, €)dxe (g dC

I

Therefore for any S C Iy, T C I3 and

e= (e°> eH=HYT)® H Y(T).

€1

that is a unit vector,

<e, /S XT(ww—vwz)(&C)dﬁdC>

H

= <€o,/ { dxm V(¢ &) d¢ — 5)((2)(52)} d§1d§2>
SxT Iy

n < /S y [ [ a6 08xmn(6&) a6

Iy

— / Y1, QP (¢, &)0xe (6 dc] d51d§2>

I>
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The first line Lg is bounded by

LOS/
I>

< /]12 \/2Amax/]11 X2 (&) — XO(O)|Y(C, &) dC dés

déz
H=1(T)

/11 dx(0)Y(¢:€2) AC = dx e (ey)

2

< (2Amax /]I H |X@ (&) — XD (O(¢ &) d<d§2>

The second line Ly can be further decomposed as L1 = Li1 + L2 where

Ly = <617/S : [/ wi (€1, (¢ E2)bxn ey AC

Iy

- [ 20w c.&)bxm e dc} dgldgz>

I2
= [ @)@y = u ) &) er xen ) derdes
1 X2
< v Amaxnw(l)”Y - 'Yw(2) | Loe 1
<4y AmaX”w(l)'Y - ”Yw(z) [[=B

and Lo is the commutator term

Lis = <61a/S , {/ w (&, ) [0xw (¢ &) — 7(C, &)0x@ (6] dé} d§1d§2>

Iy

< Hw(l)HLm/]I . [0x ) = Ox@ (e lm-1(m)V(C, §2)dCdEe
1 X2

SoOlie [ 2Rl XOQ) = XO )€ )G

Nl=

< |w<1>||Loo¢2Amax< /. |X<1><<>—X<2><§2>|~y<<,§2>d<d@)

Combining the estimates for Ly, L11, and Lis provides the desired bound for
|wiy — ywa||o.3- A similar estimate can be applied to [|[v7w1 — w2y ||o.4-
This completes the proof of the second direction.

O

3.4 Functional-valued homomorphism density: Observables

Proof of Proposition 2.19. The proof essentially involves verifying the defini-
tions of the multi-dimensional Fourier transform and tensorization space and
reproducing the argument used in the proof of Lemma 2.13.

To outline the key ideas, note that (H*(T))®* includes C>°(T¥), which is
dense in C(T*). Thus, the dual pairing of (H~*(T))®* and (H*(T))®* results
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in the weak-* topology of the measures. Additionally, A®* is Holder continuous
on T*. allowing us to reproduce the uniform convergence argument.

O
Proof of Proposition 2.22. In Definition 2.21 we can rewrite that
wy, x(€,¢) = C“’“’O) 5X<<>> e M(T)®N ) W(g, ) eTxT.
(wl(é, C)) X(¢)
Hence we have .
(wu.x(&.8)),, = (W&, 8))" 0x )
and
(H(F, wy x)), = (/ Q) wux(&&) [] d&)
MEY (i j)ee(F) iev(F) s
/( L ® (waxs),, IT 4
M Gy ee(r) i)
/ H ( (fiagj))sw ® dx(¢;) H d¢;.
(1 j)Ee(F (i,5)€e(F) iev(F)
To see that it is supported in the subspace Te(F)|diag, notice that
(X (53))(” Jee(r) € T | giag, VE € TV,
hence the above integral should be supported in Te(F )|diag as well.
O

Proof of Proposition 2.25. The bijectivity of iy/(m)_e(r) is straightforward. The
equivalence of 7(F,w, X ) and ¢(F,w, x) up to the pushforward map can be
verified more easily by checking each component individually. For each s €

{0, 1},
i#(F)ﬂe(F)((T(F’w’X)) )

F)—>e (/va H (w(&, &))" ®)5X(§j) H d§z‘>

(i,5)€e(F) JEV/ (F iev(F)
/Hu I ()™ '<F>ﬁe<F>( & ox @) IT a&
(i,5)€e(F) JEV/ (F) iev(F)
/]MF) H (w (giagj))sw ® dx(¢;) H dé;
(i,5)€e(F) jce(F) icv(F)
= ( (F,’ww7x))s.
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Finally, when (w, X) is lifted from (w, f), a componentwise calculation yields
(’T(F, w, X )) N

_/(11 TP II &)™ @ o, [I (@sde)

(i) €e(F) jev/(F) i€v(F)

_/(]IX'JT)V(F) H ( gl,gﬂ Sl] ® 511 H xz,&)d&dxz)

(i,7)€e(F) jev'(F) i€v(F)

/w)( ])1;[ (w(&, &) wjev, ) </Tax].f(a:j,§j)dxj>
(/f zj,&5) dx]> H de;

JGV(F)\V’(F iev(F)

/H() II ( &)™ Q &) I d&

(i,5)€e(F jev'(F) iev(F)
= (’T(F, w, f))S
O

Proof of Lemma 2.25. The equivalence of (1) and (2) follows directly from the
fact that iy (r)_e(r) : TV (F) 5 Te(F) ldiag is an invertible linear map.

The equivalences of (1) and (3), as well as (2) and (4), are direct consequences
of Part 2 of Proposition 2.19. To incorporate (5) and (6), consider (5) as an
example. Note that we have an a priori bound:

||t( X(n)) ( )ooH(Hq(T)@,e(F))@({o,]}e(F))
< ( V Amax)‘e(F)‘ Ht(F7 w(n)7 X(n)) - t(F)OO ”(M(']r)@e(F))@({U,l}e(F))
S (2(1 + wmax) V Amax)‘e(F)‘
where the first inequality follows from Part 5 of Lemma 2.12. This implies that
(4(1 + wmax), /Amax)—\e(F)\ ||t(F, w("),X(”)) — t(F)OOH(H71(T)®e(F))®({0yl}e(F))
< 97l

Thus, by standard arguments about the metrization of the product topology on
countably many metric spaces, we conclude that the metric induces the same
topology.

O

4 BBGKY hierarchy for non-exchangeable sys-
tems

The objective of this section is to prove Lemma 2.28, focusing specifically on
the stability part of the lemma. Given that all coefficients in our system are
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Lipschitz continuous, the well-posedness of both the ODE/SDE system and the
Vlasov PDE can be established using the standard Picard iteration method. For
readers who are not familiar with these techniques, we refer them to [19, 21],
which provide comprehensive treatments.

4.1 Hierarchy of Linear PDEs

We begin by establishing a system of linear PDEs, where each observable de-
pends on a finite number of other observables within the family. This is related
to the algebraic/combinatorial operation of adding a leaf to an oriented tree.

Definition 4.1 (Adding a leaf). Without loss of generality, assume the vertex
set of the oriented simple graph F = (v(F),e(F)) is labeled as

v(F) ={12,..., v(F)[}.
For any j € v(F), we define a new graph (F + j) € G by:

V(F 4 j) =v(F)U{|v(F)|+ 1} ={1,2,..., |v(F)]|, |[v(F)| + 1},
e(F +j) =e(F) U{(j, V(F) + 1)}

Let s € {0,1}2(F) be an assignment of values to the edges of F. We define
(s +7) € {0,1}e(F+9) a5 an assignment of values to the edges of (F + j) given
by:
(8 +0)jrge = Singer  Jor all (ju, j2) € e(F),
(8 +3)j w41 = 1.
In other words, we add a new vertex labeled |v(F)|+1 to F and connect it with
a directed edge from vertex j to the new vertex |v(F)|+ 1. This effectively adds
a leaf to F' at the vertex j. For s an assignment of values to the edges, s + j
retains the same edge values as s for all edges in F’ and assigns the value 1 to
the new edge (4, |v(F)| + 1).
Let us first consider the case of the PDE. Recall the extended Vlasov PDE
from (1.2), which we restate here with D = T:

G+ 0. ([u)+ [w.0) [ o e f.2.6))

Also, recall the definition of the plain observables from Definition 2.23. We
restate it here in a more concrete form. For each component s € {0,1}), the
definition is as follows for z € TV (F) in the distributional sense:

(T(F,w,f))s(z)z/ I  @.&)) I f&.6) [ 44
M 1 g2y ee(F) jev'(F) jev(F)

With the above definitions, the following computation is presented formally,
but it is straightforward to justify rigorously in the distributional sense. The
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time derivative of (7(F,w, f)) (t,2), z € TV (F) involves taking the derivative
of each factor f(z;,¢;) in the product. For any oriented simple graph F' € G,

ou(r (wa>)< 2)
/H() M e T s

(41,42)€e(F) jev'(F\{i"}

{ =0z, ({u(%") + /Hw(ﬁj/,§|v<F>|+1)/DU(Zj' = Zpv(F)|+1)

T 21y 415 () +1) dZV(F)+1d€v(F)+1:| f(t, Zj’a&j’))

2
+ %azzj/f(tvzj’agj’)} H dgj

JEV(F)

= ¥ [0 (1 (rE ) 9) + 50, (r(Fw ) )
J'ev!(F)

=0z, (/DU(Z;",Z|V(F)|+1)(T(F+j/7w7f))s+j/(272v(F)+1) dzv(F)+1>:|-

A critical observation is that for an oriented tree T € T, we have (T + j) € T.
Thus, the hierarchy above is closed on the set of all oriented trees.

To extend this argument to the ODE/SDE system with finitely many agents,
additional definitions are needed. We can consider either the law of agents (al-
ways deterministic) or the empirical measure (a possibly random measure repre-
sented as a sum of Dirac measures). Furthermore, we can either allow repeated
indices for agents or enforce unique indices. This orthogonal combination yields
four possible definitions for our discussion, each with its own advantages.

Definition 4.2 (Several definition of observables). Define [N] = {1,...,N}.
Define [N]F = {1,..., N}* product set, define [N]"*

[N] :={(ly,...,1x) € [N]*: l1,..., 1 are all distinct }

When 1 in Definition 2.23 is [N] equipped with uniform atomic measure 1/N,
we define the following constructs for each component s € {0,1}(F)

e Re-define “plain observables” T (empirical, allowing repetition) as

s N‘V(F Z H (wlh ilia )Sjlj2 ® 5le ’

LE[N]Y(F) (41,52) €e(F) jev/(F)

(T(F,w,X))

e Define “probability distribution observables” T, (law, allowing repetition)
as

(Tp(Fyw, X)), = E{(T(F,w,X))S}
N\v(F Z H (wlnvlm)sjl’m Law(x,, ) v e -

Le[N]V(F) (j1,j2)€e(F)
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e Define “empirical observables” T. (empirical, no repetition) as

1 Sj1.d
(Te(F;w,X))S = m Z H ('LUl].lﬁl]é) 172 ® 5le .

LE[N]ME) (j1,72)€e(F) JEV/ (F)

e Define “marginal observables” T, (law, no repetition) as
(T (F,w, X)), = E[(Te(F, w, X))S]

1 P
= NIV(F)] Z H (wlhvljz) . JZLa'W(Xl]‘)jGV/(F)'
LE[N]MIED (j1,52) €e(F)

When 1 in Definition 2.23 is an atomless standard probability space, and
(w, X) is a lift from some (w, f), we formally define T(F,w, X) = 7,(F,w, X) =
Te (F7 w7 X) = Tm (F7 w7 X) °

The following proposition states that excluding repetitive indices in the def-
inition results in a negligible remainder as N — cc.

Proposition 4.3. The following a priori bounds hold: For any T € G and on
each component s € {0,1}¢(F),

(P, X)), = (7P, X)) gy, < (1 )5
[v(F)|

N —-k+1
(- IT ).
k=1
(0. X)), = (reB0. X)), s o € (U ) O Rr) )
[v(F)|
N —-k+1
1— .
(- 1T

The same estimate holds if, in the inequalities above, we replace T and T, with
Tp and Tp,, Tespectively.

In particular, these uniform bounds vanish as N — oo. Since we are work-
ing with sequences satisfying N,, — oo, the convergence of 7(F, w™), X(")) and
T (F), w™ X (")) are equivalent, and similarly, the convergence of 7, (F, w™ | X ("))
and 7, (F,w(™, X (™) are equivalent.

Proof of Proposition 4.3. There is nothing to prove if I in Definition 2.23 is an
atomless standard probability space and N = oo is taken formally. When I is [N]
equipped with uniform atomic measure 1/N, for each component s € {0, 1}(5)

(T(F,U),X))S — (Te(F,’LU,X))S

1 8414
:m Z H (wlh*ljz) o ® 5le'

LE[NTUDNINIAVID (f1,52) €e(F) Jjev'(F)
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Hence

7(F,w, X)) (Te(FawaX))SHM(']IV'(F))

1 Sj1.d
S N > Il
LE[N]IDIN\[N]AVED (f1,j2) €e(F)
N]V(F) \ [N]/\V(F)|

NIV
V()]

< (1 + W) (1 1 W)

k=1

< (1 4 Wiay) )] I

which is the first inequality.
The second inequality can be derived by combining the first inequality with
the following estimate

H F’U} X (Te(F ’LU,X) HH L(T)®v' (F)
< (VAma )‘V S ‘H (F,w X)) (Te(Fvva))sHM(TV’(F))’

which is obtained from Part 1 of Proposition 2.19.
O

For simplicity in later calculations, we introduce the following notation for
the law of agents: For any multi-index [ € [N]*, let the joint law of the agents
be denoted by

k
filzr, .oy 2) = Latw(le)?:1 (21,0 21) = E{@éxlj (zj)} .
j=1
In particular, for the joint law of all agents, we use the simpler notation
f[N] (,Tl, o ,.’L‘N) = LaW(Xi)ie[N] (.%'1, ceey QCN) = E[ ® 5X1(.”L'l):| .

The Liouville equation governing the joint law of all agents is given by

Oufion(t:) = 3 [ =00 (e fo ) + 52, S 0.2
i€[N] (4'1)

( Zw“/a wi, i) [ (1 I))}

Nk we integrate out all dimensions except I, ..., I

For any multi-index [ € [N]
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in the Liouville equation (4.1). This yields
O fl (tv Z)

i [ ZJ( (zj) fi(t, Z)) —52 fi(t, 2)

Jj=1

1
- azj <N Z Wi, g /11‘ U(Zja Zk+1)fl,lk+1 (t, 2, ZkJrl)deJrl)

U1 €ININ{l1, 0k}
1k
0z, (N J/Z:l Wi 1, o(z,zj) fi(t, z))]

where the last two terms correspond to binary interactions, one involving agents
other than [y, ...,[l; and the other involving one of Iy, ..., .

Next, we take the weighted summation in the definition of 7, (see Defini-
tion 4.2), using multi-indices I,» = (I5);jev (r) and z = (z;)jev (r)- This gives

O (Tm (Fyw X))S(t,z)

o X I (o) a60)

IE[N|AE) (j1,j2)€e(F)

= Z {— 0z, (u(zj)(Tm(F,w,X))S(t, z)) + %afj (Tm(F,w,X))S(t, 2)
jev'(F)

=9 (/EU(ZjaZ|v(F)|+1)(Tm(F+jawaX))s+j(tvzvzv(F)+1)dZV(F)+1)

)]

— 02, %rF,s,4(t, z)] .

where the remainder term is given by
Krsj(t, 2) =
1 SJ J
N > | T ( > w00z 20)fi, (1, Z>>
LE[N]ME) (j1,72)€e(F) JEV/(F)

Note that the components of z are indexed by v/ (F) C v(F'), but we still index
the new variable as z|,(r)|41 for consistency in indexing calculations.

Following the proof of Proposition 4.3, it is straightforward to verify the a
priori bound

[ Zp.s,(t, )HM(TV/(F)) (1+ wde)‘e(F H_1||U||L°"|V (F)I/N,
12 5,3 (11 myovcm < (L + Wina) O ( Rna) V0| = V' (F) /.

Again, note that these uniform bounds vanish as N — oco. For the Vlasov PDE,
we formally take N = oo, in which case the remainder term becomes zero.
We summarize the above arguments in the following proposition.
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Proposition 4.4. Let p € WH>°(T), 0 € W3®(T x T), v > 0. Let w €
L>*(Ix 1) and Xo : 1 — T be either of the following:

e For some N > 1,1 ={1,...,N} equipped with uniform atomic measure
1/N on each point, and w € RN*N and Xy € TN, be connection weight
matrices and initial data for the ODE/SDE system (1.1).

e For formally N = oo, I is an atomless probability space and w € L>(I' x
I, fo € L®T'; M(T)) that for a.e. £ €T, fo(-,&) € P(T), be the weight
kernel and initial data for the extended Vlasov PDE (1.2).

Let1=1 x4 T, we L®{ x1I) and Xo : I — T be the lift.

Assume that ||w||pe < Wmax < 00. Then both the ODE/SDE system (1.1)
and the extended Vlasov PDE (1.2) have unique solutions. Moreover, the re-
sulting pair (w, X) has observables satisfying the following hierarchy of PDEs:
For any F € G and any s € {0,1}(),

O (Tim (F, w, X))S(t, 2)

= Z [—(’Lj(u(zj)(Tm(F,w,X))s(t,z))—i—%zafj(Tm(F,w,X))s(t,z)

=9 (/TU(ZjaZW(FH—i—l)(Tm(F+jawaX))s+j(tvzvzv(F)+1)dZV(F)+1)

- azj‘%)F,SJ(tv Z)]
with the remainder term bounded a priori by

12,5, (6, M g (ryovrier < (14 Winax) *FH (W Aax) ™ o] oo |V (F)|/N.

Proof of Proposition 4.4. Since all coefficients are at least Lipschitz continuous
and bounded, the formal computations illustrated previously can be made rig-

orous in the distributional sense in a straightforward manner.
O

4.2 Energy estimate and the proof of Lemma 2.28

We now demonstrate how to perform an energy estimate on the BBGKY-like
hierarchy, as summarized in Proposition 4.4. For preparation, we review the
following lemmas, which are essentially drawn from Section 3 of [21]. These
provide tools for commutator estimates in negative Sobolev spaces.

Lemma 4.5. Consider p., of form
um:1®...®'u/®...®1,

where ;1 € W1°°(R) appears in the m-th coordinate, i.e. pm(2) = p(zm). Then
for any f € H-Y(T)®*, the following inequality holds

lm fll g1 (myer < 2[lpllweemll £l z-1(m)ek,
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Proof of Lemma 4.5. We begin with the one-dimensional case. Start with the

duality formula
[ 1@gta) az
R

and apply the inequality derived from Leibniz’s rule for s = 1, we have

[fllz-sry = sup
llgllzs 1y <1

s = sw_| [ g@nte) (o) do
lgll g1 <1TJ/R

< sup lgpllm [ flla— < 2lpllwre 1 F -1 cr)-

”g H1 <1

Now, consider the higher-dimensional case. WLOG assume that py is non-
constant in the k-th dimension. We introduce the Fourier transform on the first
k — 1 dimensions,

FER LT TF 1 xR — ZF1 x R.
For clarity, we temporarily denote m = (my,...,my_1) € Z*~1. This gives

(FE1 @ 1) (A * (ue) (ma, . i, 22)
k—1

1
= (1 ) (o P, 20
i=1 i

Recall that the definition of A,/ is given in Definition 2.11. By Plancherel’s
identity,

low f -1 ryen

2

1
\(H m) (Aayo e (&) (ma, - min, 20)|
=1 )
2
= F®k_1 . 7,'H .
(ma vvg:l ezZk- 1<11_[1 \/LFT)HO”C f)(ml mh-1,°) H-(T)

Since u € W1°°(T), apply the result in dimension 1 gives

H (e FE1 ) (ma, . mg—n, .)HHfl(qr)

k-1 ,
< QH#HWLOO(R)H]: flmay, .o mg_, )HHA(T)-
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Thus,

||ka||§171(1r)®k

k—1
1 _
< Al ry > (H \/ﬁ) HFM Yf(ma, .. g, )H

(M1,.ymp—1)€ZE—1" i=1
= 4||/1'||12/Vlv°°(']1‘)||f||§{*1(']1‘)®k7
which completes the proof by taking the square root of both sides. ([
The next lemma addresses the treatment of the binary interaction term.

Lemma 4.6. For k > 1, let f € H™Y(T)®* Y and ¢ € W>*°(T?). Define
z=(21,...,2k). Then the following inequality holds:

/Tk [(A%*/qro('k’zk“)f("zkﬂ) d2k+1>(2)] IT a2
(L

2 k
/O'(Uk;,Z]gJ,_l)f(Ul,...,U]g,Z]gJ,_l) dzp1 dul,...,duk] H dz;
T !

Jj=1

< 16||U||W2’°°(’J1‘2)||f||%{71(11')®k+1-

The same estimate holds in an analogous manner when the two components in
o are general indices rather than specifically k and k + 1.

Proof of Lemma 4.6. We begin with the lowest possible dimension. When o €
W2°°(T?) and f € H(T)®?,

/T [(Al/z*AU(~,zQ)f(-,zQ) d22>(zl)rdzl

2
—/T[/TA?/Z*(Uf)(Zl,Zz) dzz] dz;
< [ A 0. 2)] dead

< 16||o|lwz.oocr2) | f | -1 (1) 22

o8

2

H-1(T)



In the general case, by the result in dimension 2,

~/J1‘k KA?/I; /TU("“’Z’“Fl)f( Zk+1)dzk+1) } H dz;
- /Tk [AA?/2+1 (0 f) (2, 2k41) dzk+1]2H dz;

j=1
k+1

= /T,c+1 [A?/k;rl (cf)(z zk+1 H dz;

< 16||‘7||W2’°°(1T2) HfHHfl(qr)ezzkﬂ-
[l

With the two lemmas, we now proceed to prove Lemma 2.28 with the energy
estimates.

Proof of Lemma 2.28. Let us begin with the case v > 0 and denote
AR = (o (F, 0™, X)) | = (T (F, 0™, X 7)) (4.2)
for any F' € G and any s € {0, 1}e(F). From Proposition 4.4, we obtain
8 AT, 2)

2
n 14 n
- > [—azj(mzjm%,;(az))+763].A%,2<t72>

JEV(F)

-0, (/T0(2j=Z|v<F>|+1)Aﬁj,s+j(tv272v<F>+1)d2v<F>+1)

- azj‘%g,ls),j (tv Z)] )

where the a priori H~1(T)®' () bound of the remainder term %g,s j vanishes
as n — oo.
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The energy estimate in H_l('IF)®"/(F) from the above PDE reads
d At
e

d n 4 n
:_(/' Aggﬂm@wm*Agx@@)
de ™/ (F) ’ ’
_ / 20,0 (1, 2) (A (P 5 A ()2
T (F) ’ ’
_ / (A=)« Al (2)
v (F) ’
{ JEV(F
o

HH L(T)®v (F)

[—@&M@Awaa) o2 AP
)
/TU(Zj’Zlv(F)|+1)Ag~::)Lj,s+j(t’Z’Zlv(F)l'i'l)dZV(F)+1)
_ 82].(%’1(:5)“1%, z)] }dz.
Integration by parts yields

_H Fos\"" HH—l(qr)czw'(F)

Z / { v (A®V ) *6ZJA¥'15) (t Z)aZJAFn.Z(t Z)
JEV(F) v(F)

+ 2(A®VI(F) * 0, Agi) (t,2) [(M(ZJ)A(;g (t, z))

+ (/TO'(Zj,Z|V(F)I+1)Aﬁj,s+j(t,2,Z|V(F)|+1)dZV(F)+1) +921(w7?s),j(t,2)] }dz-

As a standard argument, the positive diffusion term introduces a strictly neg-
ative contribution to the summation. Applying the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality,
we get

d
AUy
5> [(— 4 )10 ARy
jev(r)
(Lftn;’s; + Lffn%'sg + Rgg,g)
where, by Lemma 4.5,
I(“L’r:’}‘75)] - HM HH 1(T) ®v (F) S4||M||W1°<>HA HH ‘]1‘)®v (F)»
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and by Lemma 4.6,

ng’,s,j

_ QV'(F)
_/W(F) |:A1/2 *
2
(/TU('J',ZV(F)+1)A;@j,s+j(t,',Z|V(F)|+1)dZV(F)+1>(2)} dz

< 16||0||W2°°||AF+3 s+] ||H ']1‘)®v (F+3)
and by Proposition 4.4,

R(n) f”%(n)( )”2

F,s,7 — F.s,j
< [(1 +wmax)‘e(F)‘+l( /Amax)‘v,(F”||0'||L°°|V/(F)|/Nn}2.

In conclusion,

L(T)ev (F)

&H HH L(T)@v (F)

s}j@ﬂw%wN ST
JEV(F) (43)
2” ||W2°°||AF+3 s+] ||H L(T)®v (F+3)

3 e v 2
=5 (1 wanand) O (3 Aan) N o |V (F) /N, )

We now consider T, the set of all oriented trees. We take the maximum over
all observables of oriented trees with an upper bound on the number of vertices:

M,En)(t) = sup HAgpni

HH 1(T)®V/(T)*
TET, V(T)|<k, s€{0,1}(T) (T)

Since we are considering trees, we have |e(T)|+1 = |v(T")| < k. Hence by taking
the maximum for (4.3) we have

d n n

T M (1) < RCLMT (1) + CoCER N,
where 19 48

v = Sl + 25 lollys

3
C(2 = EHUH%O% 03 = (1 + wmax)2Amax-
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In integral form, by iteration, this becomes:
t
M0 < M0 + [ (KM () + GO NE Jan
0

t
< M™(0) + / (kclM,g’;’l(O) + CoCER? /N,%) drm
0

+

t T1
/ kCy / ((k +1)CLMY, (1) + CoCE L (k4 1)7 /N;f) drmydmy
0 0

+
i

((k — 14+ DCIM(0) + CoCh ik — 1 4 1)3/N,%)

(i)

=1

+ ((k —14+m)Cr sup MW (1) + CoC 1™k — 1+ m)3/N,§>
0<r<t

m—1

k—1+i\,,
(1155

i=1
Now, taking the limit as n — oo, and using our assumptions of initial data

convergence and that N,, — oo, all terms vanish except supg<,<; M, ,g’fr)m(r) For
this term, we have an a priori bound

sup Mlgi)m(T) < O§+m7 Cs=(1+ wmaX)2AmaXv
0<r<t

which is derived from the definition of Agfi (4.2) and Part 1 of Lemma 2.19.
Therefore,

lim sup M,En) (t)

n—00

m—1 .
B k-1
< ((k — 1+ m)Cylimsup sup Mngr)m(T)> < H 7_H>tm
i=1

n—oo 0<r<t 1 + ’L

m—1

< ((k— 1 +m)Clc§) ( 11 %)cg%m.

i=1

When 0 < t < ﬁ, we let m — 0 and conclude that

lim M™(t) =0, VkeN, V0<t<1/2Cs.

n—00

We can take any 0 < ¢ < 1/2C3 as our new starting time and repeat the
argument, which gives lim,,_, M, ,5") (t) = 0 for any k in a longer interval. This
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essentially gives
lim M™(t)=0, VkeN, Vt>0,

n—oo

and completes the stability in terms of

A;_’:i — (Tm(F’w(n)’XOn)))s _ (,TW(F’w(oo)“Xéoo)))S7

for v > 0.

Next, consider the case where v = 0. Let (w, X°) be the solution of (1.1)
and (w, X"¥) be a solution with artificial viscosity v added, both with the same
initial data. It is straightforward to verify that

1 0 v d
N ;] | X7 (t) — X7 ()] < Cwmx,uﬂuwl’m,||g||W1,oo¢(V)-
i€[N

Similarly, let (w, f°) be the solution of (1.2) and (w, f*) be a solution with
artificial viscosity v added, also with the same initial data,

2
/[dwz (1), (1) | A< Ch s e oy )

where dy, denotes the Wasserstein-2 distance. These metrics induce the weak-*
topology of measures. Hence the above bounds essentially imply the following:
for all T € T and s € {0, 1}(7),

|| (Tm(T, w, Xo(t))) (Tm(T, w, X”(t)))

sHHfl(']l‘)‘@V/(T)

§
<cv :
- Cwmax7HMHW1,oo7”0'le,oo;T)t(I/)

Now, for a sequence of pairs (w(™, X (™) with converging initial data, we
have convergence for any artificial viscosity v > 0 added at any later time.
Using the a priori bound for the solutions (with and without artificial viscosity)
and passing the limit v — 0, we obtain the convergence of

)

Ag‘g — (Tm(Faw(n)7X0n)))s _ (Tm(F,w(OO),XéOO)))

S

in the case v = 0.

It remains to establish the stability estimate (in expectation) for T, using
the stability already obtained for 7,,,. We omit the time variable in the notation,
as there is no dynamics in this part.

First, consider 7, (which allows repetitive agents in the law) instead of 7,,.
Recall that

(.0, X)), = E| (r(F.u X)) |

1 851,
=g > LD (o)™ Lavie,)
L[N (j1,52)€e(F)
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For any oriented tree T € T and s € {0,1}*("), the convergence of T,,, extends
to

3

(TP(T,w(")7X(")))S X (Tp(T,U}(OO),X(OO)))

S

as the difference between the two sequences 7, T, in H~(T)®" () norm van-
ishes by Proposition 4.3.

For any oriented tree T' € T, using the index v(T') = {1,...,|v(T)|}, define
T + T as follows:

V(T +T) = {1,.... 2D},
e(T+T)= {(1 L+ (T}
{(i,4) € V(T +T)*: (i, j) € e(T) or (i = v(T),j —v(T)) € e(T)}.

In other words, we define (T'+ T') by drawing an additional edge between two
copies of T. For any s € {0,1}*), define s + s by

0 if (4,7) = (1, 1+ |v(T)]),
(S =+ S)iﬁj =4 Sij if (Z,]) S e(T),
Si—u(T)j—v(r) if (i =v(T),5 —v(T)) € e(T).

Then

B (P, X0 = (0, XN gy

:E[/ / A?VI(F)(,Z—u)(T(F,w("),X(")) —T(F,w(oo),X(OO)))S(Z)
v/ (F) v/ (F)

(’T(F, w™, X(")) — 1(F, w(™), X(OO))) . (u)dzdu

= / / A;@/(F )Ag‘:—F s+s (z,u)dzdu,
v/ (F) v/ (F)

where

Ag:)LF’HS(z,u) = (T,,(F—i—F w™ X(" )
—2(7p(Fw™, X™ ))S(z)( (F w<°°> , X)) (u)
(T(F,w(oo),X( )))5(2)(T(F,w(°°),X( )))S(u)

From the previous estimate, we have

nh_)ngo HAF—i-F s+sHH LTy (F+F) = 0.
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By a duality argument,

IEM (r(F,w™, Xx™) — (F, w<oo>,x<oo>))s||f{zmwm]

S H AS.':‘l-i)-F,s-',-sHH—l (T)@v’(F+F)

o o0t
v/ (F) JTv (F)

((IL a-o2-a2 0202 a8 e - wazau]

eV (F)

2

Here, the second factor is bounded, and the first factor converges to zero as n —
co. This establishes the convergence of 7(F,w(™, X (™) in expectation in the
H=(T)®'(F) norm. By Proposition 2.19, the H~2(T)®"' () norm induces the
weak-* topology for measures. By Lemma 2.1 and Lemma 2.2, this convergence
in expectation can be expressed in terms of any other metric that induces the
same weak-* topology on measures, such as the H_l(T)®V/(F) norm.

Recall that by Proposition 2.25, the convergence of all observables can be
further expressed as the convergence in a single metric by taking the maximum.
This completes the proof of Lemma 2.28.

O

5 Graphon isomorphism, cut distance and ho-
momorphism densities

The objective of this section is to prove Lemma 2.29 and Lemma 2.30. These
results are extensions of those of [29] and [8], but we follow the approach outlined
in the textbook [28].

In our treatment, we have omitted explicit calculations of convergence rates
in Counting Lemma and Inverse Counting Lemma. This allows us to present
a relatively simpler argument that highlights the conceptual key parts of the
proof.

Since in this section we consider only atomless standard probability spaces
and do not require any lifting operations, we will keep the discussion throughout
on I =[0,1], in alignment with the classical literature.

Additionally, in this section, we need to consider unlabeled distances for
finite graphs. We adopt the usual convention that the cut distance of a finite
graph is defined via its piecewise constant extension to [0, 1]? as follows.

Definition 5.1 (Piecewise constant extension of a finite graph). Let
H be a Hilbert space. Given w € L>®([N] x [N];H), we define the piecewise
constant function w € L>([0,1]%H) by

w(év() = Z ]]-[’5*1 %)X[jfl J )(5)() w(ivj)v V(f,C) € [Oal]Q'

N 9
i,j€[N]
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If one or both of wy and ws are defined on a finite set, the unlabeled distance
O (w1, we) should be understood as the cut distance between their piecewise
constant extensions w1 and Wws.

5.1 Regularity Lemma

In this subsection, we reproduce Szemerédi’s Regularity Lemma [
w € L>([0,1]%H).

, 35] for

Definition 5.2 (k-measurable partition and piecewise projection). A
k-measurable partition P of the interval [0,1] is a collection of k measurable
subsets Vi, Va, ..., Vi of [0,1] such that

VinVy =9 forall i # j.

and

Each V; is called a class of partition P.

Given a function w € L>([0,1]%H), where H is a Hilbert space, and a k-
measurable partition P = {V;}¥_,, the piecewise projection wp is defined as the
Junction in L*°([0,1]%;H) that is constant on each rectangle V; x V; and equals
the average of w on that rectangle. Formally, for & ¢ € [0,1]:

k k
wp(§,0) = 3> 1w(6) 1, (O wij,

where

1
w;, = —————
Y VIVl v,

w(¢', () d¢’de

Remark 5.3. Alternatively, wp can be viewed as the conditional expectation of
w with respect to the o-algebra generated by P x P:
wp = E[w|P x P].

The following results are classical in the scalar-valued case; we simply extend
them to the Hilbert space setting.

Lemma 5.4. Let H be a Hilbert space, and w € L>([0,1]%H). Then

[[w]

Osn < [|lwllz2([0,17253)-

In addition, let P be a k-measurable partition of [0,1]. Then there exists a
partition @ refining P with at most 4k classes such that the piecewise projection

|[w —wpllow = [lwg — wpllomu-
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Proof of Lemma 5.4. We begin by proving the first inequality. By definition,

fwlox=_sw | [ w(g,odgch
s,rco) |l JsxT H
< sup / [[w(&, Q| ,dgd¢
8, 7Cl0,1]JSxT

IN

( / Hw<s,<>Hidédc)2
[0,1]2

= |lwllL2(jo,1125m)-

Next, we proceed to prove the second identity. Notice that for any refinement
Q of P, we have ||w—wp||0.y > [[wg—wp||o.x by contractivity. For the inverse
direction, let e € H with |le||% = 1, and let S and T' be measurable subsets of
[0, 1] that achieve the optimum, i.e.,

lw — wellg = <e, /S (w—wr)(e C)d€d<> .
X H

Let @ denote the partition generated by P, S, and T, which has at most 4k
classes. Then

/ (w ) wp)(é-, C)dgdc - / (’LU - wP)(§7 C)]]-SXT(gu C)dfdc
SxT 0,1

B /[0 o T WP QLsxr)o(€,)dedC

B /[0 1]2(w —wp)q(&, Q) Lsxr (€ ()dEd¢

= /[0 1]2(wQ —wp)(& O)lgxr (£, ¢)dEdC.

Hence, ||lw —wp| oy < ||lwg — wp||o.x, and we conclude. O

With the results above, we can now derive the weak regularity lemma for
w € L>([0,1]%H).

Lemma 5.5 (Weak regularity lemma in Hilbert space). Let H be a Hilbert
space. For every kernel w € L>([0,1]%H) and k > 1, there exists a partition
P of [0,1] into at most k sets with positive measure for which

2
[w—wpllowu < m”wﬂiw([o,lp;ﬂ)-

In addition, for every m-partition @ of [0, 1], there is an equipartition P with
k classes that

m
|w—wplow < 2||lw—wellow + THw”%m([O,l]?;H)'
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Proof. Given any partition P, we can choose a refinement @ as in Lemma 5.4.
It is easy to check that (wg —wp) is orthogonal to wp in L2(]0,1]%; H). Hence,

lw —wpllt .y = |wg —wpl|fy < llwe —well7zo 2.
= HwQ||%2([o,1]2;H) - ||"UP||%2([0,1]2;H)-

Starting with the initial partition Py = {&, [0, 1]}, let each P,, be a refinement
of P,,_1 as in Lemma 5.4. Then we have

lwe, 122011220 = 1wPn 172017220 + 1w — we,, |13
m—1
> > wr a2 + Z lw — wp, ||
=0

Since [[wp, [|72(0,112:0) < W17 o0 0,172,249 it follows that

|w—wp, lox < T

By our construction, each P,, has at most 4™ sets. Optimizing m for any given
k, we conclude the first inequality in the lemma.

To prove the last inequality, we partition each class of @ into classes of
measure 1/k, with at most one exceptional class of size less than 1/k. Keeping
all classes of size 1/k, let us take the union of exceptional classes and repartition

it into classes of size 1/k to get a partition P.
O

5.2 Compactness in unlabeled distance

As a standard approach in graph limit theory, we use the regularity lemma
to further prove Lemma 2.29 on the compactness of kernels in the unlabeled
distance, which we restate here with I = [0, 1]:

Lemma 5.6 (Compactness lemma, restated). Let B be a Banach space
compactly embedded into a separable Hilbert space H. For any sequence {wn}52 ;1 C
L°([0,1)%; B) satisfying uniform bound that

sup ||wn||L°°([O,l]2;B) < Wpax < 0.
n

up to an extraction of subsequence (which we still index by n), there exists
w € L>([0,1]%; B) that

lim 0p.y (wp, w) = 0.

n—oo
Moreover, if the sequence {w, }5, is defined from w™ € L>=([0,1]?) and X :
0,1] = T, and w, = Wym xm € L®([0,1]% H-Y(T)®{01) defined as in
Definition 2.21, there exist limiting w € L>([0,1]?) and X : [0,1] — T that
w = Wy, X-
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Proof of Lemma 5.6. For every n > 1, we can construct partitions P, ,, of [0, 1]
using the weak regularity lemma such that the corresponding piecewise constant
projections (wy)p, ,, =: Wy m satisfy the following conditions:

L ||w, — wn,mHD;H < %7
2. The partition P, 1 refines Py, 1,
3. |Pu.m| < km, where ky, depends only on m.

Once we have such partitions, we can rearrange the points of [0, 1] for each fixed
n by a measure-preserving bijection so that every partition class in every P, j
is an interval.

Since w takes values in B<,,,,.., which is compact in H, we can, by extracting
a subsequence indexed by n, assume that as n — oo, the length of the i-th
interval of w,, ,, converges for each 1 < i < k,, and that the values on the
product of the i-th and j-th intervals converge in H for each 1 < 4,5 < ky,. It
follows that as n — oo, wy, ., converges almost everywhere to a step function
Uy, € L([0,1]% B) with k,, steps.

Let P, denote the partition of [0, 1] into the steps of u,,. For every m < [,
the partition P, is a refinement of P, ,,, and therefore wy, ;m = (Wn,)p, .. It
is straightforward that this relation is inherited by the limiting step functions,
ie.,

Um = (ur)p,, -

Assuming &, ¢ € [0, 1] are uniform random variables, the sequence

({esum (& O)u) sy

is a martingale for any e € H. Since these random variables remain bounded
as m — oo, the martingale convergence theorem implies that this sequence
converges with probability 1 (almost everywhere on (¢, ¢) € [0, 1]?).

Then, by the separability of H and the compact embedding B C H, we
conclude that w,,(£, ¢) converges almost everywhere on (£,¢) € [0,1]%. Let u
denote this limit. It satisfies

O (w, wy) < 0o (s wm) + 00,3 (Wi, Wn,m) + 0003 (Wn,m, W).
Taking the limit as n — oo and then m — oo, we obtain

lim dp. (u, w,) =0,
n—oo
which completes the proof of the limit.
Finally, suppose that the sequence {w,, }52 ; is defined from w(™ € L>°([0, 1]?)
and X () [0,1] — T. Using a similar argument using the martingale conver-

gence theorem, we can identify the desired limits w and X such that w = w,, x.
O
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5.3 Counting Lemma

From this point forward, our estimates will rely more heavily on the compact
embedding B C H. We will begin by considering the finite-dimensional case,
i.e. H=R? and then extend to the general case.

This approach considerably simplifies the analysis. However, let us empha-
size that in the previous proofs, we intentionally avoided this approach. Our
goal is not only to establish the equivalence of convergence but also to identify
the limit, so at least one compactness lemma must avoid techniques that rely
on approximating compact operators in finite dimensions.

We begin with the extension of Counting Lemma, which is one direction of
Lemma 2.30.

Lemma 5.7 (Counting lemma on compact subspace). Let B be a Banach
space compactly embedded into a separable Hilbert space H. If {w,}32,U{w} C
> ([0,1]2%; B) satisfy uniform bound that

sup ||wn||L°°([O,l]2;B) < Wpmax < 00
n

and convergence in unlabeled distance that

lim 0p.3 (wp, w) =0,

n—oo

then, for all oriented simple graph F € G,
lim ||¢(F,w,) — t(F,w)||yex = 0.
n—00
Proof of Lemma 5.7. First, note that any measure-preserving rearrangement

® : [0,1] — [0,1] does not change the tensorized homomorphism densities.
The following identity can be straightforwardly verified:

- [, ® weo T

(2,7)€e(F) i€v(F)
[, ® w ) I a0
e (4,5)€e(F) i€v(F)
[, ® w IR
v (i,5)€e(F) iev(F)
=t(F,w?).

Hence, by applying rearrangements, we may assume lim,, o ||w, —w|g. =0,
and from this, we proceed to prove the convergence of all t(F, w,,).
For any F' € G, we assign an order to the edge set e(F) (any order will suffice
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for our argument). Then, by editing the edges one by one,

t(F,w,) — t(F,w)

_/W){ Q w6 - @ w(&,fj)} IT

(i,5)€e(F) (i,5)€e(F) iev(F)
- Z /(F < ® wn(élaéj)) ® I:wn(gz/,gjl) — w(é'l/,fj/)}
(i 3 ee(F) I N (i) ee(F),(1.5)< (")

o ®  wew) I

(i,5)€e(F),(#,57) < (i) iev(F)
Let e, ..., eq be an orthonormal basis of H = R%. Then

® e leld®

(i,5)€e(F)

forms an orthonormal basis of (R?)®¢(). For any basis element

<( X e, (Fwn)—t(F,w)>

i,j)€e(F)

N

i’,j’)€e(F)

(es; ;» wn(&i, §j)>>

(i,7)€e F) (4,9)<(¥.3")
<eli’,j’ b wn(gi,agjl) - w(€Z,5€Jl)>
( II (en, <§“<~y>>) IT d.
(i,5)€e(F), (i) < (i5) iev(F)

For fixed (i, j') € e(F), it is easy to verify that

’ /nvm\{i',j/} ( 11 {er,,;, wn(&s, 5j)>>

(i,5)€e(F), (4,5)<(i’,4")

( II (€1, w (51,@») I

(i,5)€e(F),(i,57)<(4.5) iev(F)\{¢’,5'}
S (wmaxLB%H)le(F)l 17

where Lp_,3 is the operator norm of the canonical embedding B — H. More-
over, this function is of the form f(&)g(§;), so we can use the L>® — L!
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operator norm (or equivalently the cut norm, up to a constant 4) to obtain

/W) ((i7j)ee(F),(i7j)<(il7j,)

(€1, ;i wn(&ir, &) — w(&ir, &)

I (e (@@») I]

(,5)€e(F),(i",5") < (4,7) iev(F)

< 4(wmaxLB—>'H)|e(F)|_1”wn - UJ”D;H-

(e wn(6,65) )

Apply the triangle inequality and let n — oo, we have

( ® e tirw)-trw)

(irj) €e(F)
< 4|e(F)|(wmaxLB%H)‘e(F)‘il||wn —wllou — 0,
for any basis element in (R%)®¢(¥), Since it is a space of finite dimension,

lim ||t(F wn) — t(F ’LU)” Rd)@e(F) =0.

n—oo

Now, consider the general case of a compact embedding B C H. By compact-
ness, there exists a sequence of finite-dimensional subspaces H4, with d — oo,
such that for any u € B C ‘H, the projection Py, satisfies

| Pryu — ull3 < Cf 4, (d)]|ul|5.

Consequently, when [|w|| £ ([0,1)2;8) < Wmax;

1Py = w] L= (10,1120 < C 3¢ 1y (4)-
Using the previous triangle editing argument, for all F' € G,

t(F7PHd )_ (Fw)

-2 .0

(#,5")

PHdw(§i7 6]))

(i J)Ge(F) (1,5)<(@.3")

® [Pu,w(&, &) —w(ér, &)

®< ® w(ihﬁj)) H dé;.

(i,5)€e(F),(#,5") <(4.7) iev(F)

This time we have the stronger norm L>°([0, 1]%; %) bound, so there is no need
to take the dual pairing. We can directly conclude that

[(F, Py w) — t(F, )| yoer < Chay  p(d).

72



By contractivity, we have, as n — oo,
0. (Prywn, Py, w) < dp(wp, w) =0,

hence the convergence of the tensorized homomorphism densities projected onto
finite-dimensional subspaces. By the a priori bound just established (up to a
constant 2 that we included in CV),

lim sup [[£(F, wy) — t(F, w)]|3eem) < Chyy 0 p(d).

n—r oo

Taking the limit as d — oo, we conclude. ([

5.4 Inverse Counting Lemma

Next, we extend the inverse counting lemma, which provides the other direction
of Lemma 2.30.

As before, we start with the case H = R%. The convenience of this choice is
obvious, as illustrated in the following lemma.

Lemma 5.8. Let w € L>([0,1]%RY%) and ey, ...,eq be an orthonormal basis
of R4, Then

[wlloze < e w)|la < dlw]ope.
le[d]

Proof of Lemma 5.8. The proof follows directly from the definitions and the
bounds between the ¢ and ¢ norms in the finite-dimensional space R%.
O

Following the approach of [28], we use several probabilistic techniques by
interpreting £ € [0, 1] as a uniform random variable. The aim is not to reproduce
rates comparable to those in the literature. To this end, we introduce the
following notion.

Definition 5.9. If there exists a priori €(k),r(k) — 0 as k — oo, such that for
a sequence of random variables Y,

B(Yil < r(k)) = 1 e(k),

we say that
Y. —0

in probability with a priori rates e(k) and r(k).

This notion will be used to replace the explicit rate computations in [28], as the
most important consideration (when we do not need to compute the exact rate)
is the existence of some uniform rate of convergence.

The following definition of sampling is the starting point of the probabilistic
argument.
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Definition 5.10 (Sampling graphs from kernels). Let w € L>([0,1]%H),
where H is a Hilbert space. For a tuple €% = (&1,...,&,) € [0,1]%, define the
k x k matriz w[¢®P*] with entries in H as

wlE®F) (i, 5) == w(&, &), Vi j=1,...,k

When considering £¢¥* as i.i.d. random variables, the sampling defined in Def-
inition 5.10 effectively approximates the kernel in terms of cut distance. For
scalar-valued kernels w € L*°([0,1]%;R), the following result is commonly re-
ferred to as the First Sampling Lemma.

Lemma 5.11 (First Sampling Lemma, scalar-valued). There exists a pri-
ori rates €(k),r(k) — 0, such that for any kernel w : [0,1)2 — [—=1,1] and £®F
being uniformly random on [0,1]%, as k — oo,

[wlg® o — [wll — 0
in probability with such rates.

Proof of Lemma 5.11. We refer readers to Lemma 10.6 in [28] for more details.
Although the lemma there is stated specifically for symmetric kernels, the proof
itself does not fundamentally rely on the assumption of symmetry and can be
readily adapted to non-symmetric kernels.

O

Next, we will use the technique of approximating kernels by random (ori-
ented) simple graphs. Since the weights will be interpreted as probability densi-
ties of discrete random variables, it is convenient to assume non-negativity and
that their summation is bounded by 1. In what follows, we will complete the
proof for w : [0,1]2 — [0,1/2d]? and then extend the result to the general case.

Definition 5.12 (Random oriented simple graph). Let H be a kx k matriz
with entries H(i,j) € [0,1/(2d)]%. Define a random graph where edge weights

almost surely take values in the orthonormal basis {0,e1,...,e4} C R?, as
follows:
=Y el s m gy Fi) V=1 k i# ]
le[d]

where (zij)1<i<j<k ore i.i.d. random variables on [0,1], and z;; = 1 — z;;.
Define the random k-induced subgraph for a kernel w : [0,1]% — [0,1/d]?

Gk, w)(i, 7) = G(w[g*])( Zell[l L e w(engn)) (Fia):

where (&)1<i<k and (2;j)1<i<j<k are i.i.d. random variables on [0, 1], and z;; =
1-— Zig-

By our definition, at most one of G(H)(i,7) and G(H)(j,4) is nonzero, and
there is at most one nonzero entry in R
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Lemma 5.13. There exists a priori rates €(k),r(k) — 0, such that for any kxk
matriz Hy, with entry values in [0,1/2d]%, as k — oo,

IG(Hy) — Hillore — 0
in probability with such rates.
A quick consequence of the lemma is the following corollary:

Corollary 5.14. There exists a priori rates e(k),r(k) — 0, such that for any
kernel w : [0,1]2 — [0,1/2d)?, as k — oo,

IG(k, w) — w[€®*]|lnme — 0
in probability with such rates.

Proof of Lemma 5.13. It suffices to consider H}, with zero diagonal entries. In-
deed, let H ,:A denote the matrix with zero diagonals and the same off-diagonal
entries as Hy, then

A 1
|H® ~ Hillg < 1

which converges to zero.
Now, let S,T C {1,...,k}. By definition,

Z G(Hk)(i7]22_ H. (i, j)

IG(Hy) — Hi|oge = max

Rd

’ i€S,jeT
For fixed S, T and e; chosen from e, ..., eq the orthonormal basis of R¢, notice
that
Z <6[,G(Hk)(l,j)—Hk(Z,])>
12

€S, jeT
is the sum of at most k(k — 1) independent random variables (the pairs (i, j)
and (j,7) are correlated, so we count each such pair as a single variable). The

oscillation caused by each variable is 1/k?.
By applying Azuma-Bernstein-Chernoff-Hoeffding inequality,

]P’( T <617G(Hk)(i;€32') — Hy.(i, j)) < T) S ke,

i€S,jeT

Note that there are at most 4% choices of S,T C {1,...,k} and d directions in
R¢. Therefore,

P(”G(Hk) - HkHD;]Rd S dr) 2 1— 4I€de—k2’r‘2/2'

By optimizing over r for fixed k and then passing the limit k& — oo, we obtain
convergence in probability with a priori rates. (|
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We next extend the Second Sampling Lemma to apply to our new definition.

Lemma 5.15 (Second Sampling Lemma, vector-valued). There exists
a priori rates e(k),r(k), such that for any kernel w : [0,1]?> — [0,1/2d]¢, as
k — oo,

e (G(k,w),w) =0
in probability with such rates.

Proof of Lemma 5.15. Firstly, notice that
5D;Rd (G(ka w)a w) < HG(kv ’LU) - w[§®k] HD;Rd + 6|:|;]Rd (w[geak], w)

By Corollary 5.14, we have ||G(k,w) — w[{®*]||g.ge — 0 in probability with a
priori rates. Therefore, it suffices to investigate dm.ga(w[EP*], w).

Let m = [k'/*]. By Lemma 5.5, there exists an equipartition P = {V4,...,V;,}
of [0, 1] into m sets such that

8
o wloee € 2

Then

5D;Rd (w[§®k]7 ’l.U)

5.1
< Spra(wp[E¥*], wp) + |lwp — w|ora + [ wp[E®F] — wW[EPF]|| o Ra, &)

where the middle term ||wp — w||g,ge — 0 by our construction of P. Moreover,
the last term can be expanded as

HwP [geak] - w[§®k] HD;Rd

M=

H <el7 wP> [§®k] - <el7 w> [§®k] H O;Rd
l

1

M=

<3 | ltewwr) - fer.w)]

l

1

+ (1I{er wp) €%4] = (er, w) £ | g e — [[Cers ) = <ez,w>uw)].

By our construction of P, we have [|(e;,wp) — (e;, w)||g.re — 0 in probability
with a priori rates. In addition,

[[(er, wp)[E®F] — <el’w>[€®k]HD;Rd — ||(er, wp) — <el5w>HD;Rd -0

in probability with a priori rates also holds, by Lemma 5.11. (Applying Lemma 5.11
is the main reason for decomposing into components.)

It now remains to check the first term in (5.1), namely dpga(wp[EP*], wp).
Taking the piecewise projection of wp[¢®¥], we see that wp[¢®*] and wp, as
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kernels on [0, 1], are almost identical: both are step functions with m = [k'/4],
having the same values on each step. The only difference is that the measure of
the i-th step in wp is 1/m, whereas the measure of the i-th step in wp[¢®*] is

|V; N {517' "7§k}|/k7

which is expected to be close to 1/m. Take
rii=1/m—|V;n{&,....&}/k.

It is straightforward to check that
dmira (wp[E¥*], wp) < AVAY 1.
i=1

By applying Azuma-Bernstein-Chernoff-Hoeffding inequality,

>1— 2672k/m2 logk,

P |r;| < b
' my/logk
and thus

4vd
Vlogk

Recalling that m = fkl/ 4], we obtain convergence in probability with a priori
rates.

Combining the analysis of all terms, we conclude convergence in probability
with a priori rates (potentially at a slower rate, though this is not a concern
here). O

P<6D;Rd('wP[§®k]awP) < ) >1- ome=2k/m” loghk

The convergence in probability described above can be used to establish
deterministic results through the inclusion-exclusion principle.

Lemma 5.16. Let e(k),r(k) be the a priori rates in Lemma 5.15. If

3 ’]P(G(k, u) = F) - P(G(k,w) = F)| < 1 2¢(k),
F

where F ranges over all graphs with k nodes and edge values in {0, e1,...,eq} C
R?, such that for each pair i # j, at most one of F(i,j) and F(j,i) is nonzero,
and there is at most one nonzero entry, then

(SD;Rd (’LL, w) < 27"(]{3)

Proof of Lemma 5.16. The assumption implies that we can couple G(k,u) and
G(k,w) such that

P(G(k,u) - G(k,w)) > 2¢(k)
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By Lemma 5.15,
P (oG08 ) ) + G (G w) ) < 7(8)) > 1= 26(h)

Thus, there exists a positive probability that these events occur together, which
implies

dora (u, w) < op.ra(G(k,u),u) + 0n.re(G(k, w), w) < 2r%.
O
We are now ready to prove the Inverse Counting Lemma for kernels w :
[0,1]* — [0,1/(24)]".

Lemma 5.17 (Inverse Counting Lemma, positive finite). If {w,}>2; U
{w} are [0,1)2 = [0,1/(2d)]? kernels and have all tensorized homomorphism
densities converging, i.e. for all F € G,

nh—>nolo ||t(F, ’LUn) - t(F,’LU)”(Rd)@e(F) = 0,

then

lim (SD;Rd (wn, w) =0.
n—oo

Proof of Lemma 5.17. Let k be an arbitrary integer and let F' be a graph with
k nodes and edge values in {0, ey,...,eq} C R? such that for each pair i # 7,
at most one of F(i,7) and F(j,4) is nonzero, and there is at most one nonzero
entry. Then

P(G(k,w) = F)
:/ H (1— <el+"'+edaw(§ia€j)+w(§j7§i)>Rd)
[0,1]v(F) (i,j T
i,§)ev(F),F(i,5)=F(j,i)=0

11 (F(i, ) w(& & [ dé

(i,9)€v(F),F(i,j)#0 iev(F)

Expanding the products by the distributive property, it is straightforward to
verify that each term should be a linear functional applied to some t(F’, w),
F' € G with |v(F")| = |v(F)| = k. Hence, for any fixed k > 1, we have that

lim ‘P(G(kz,wn) — F) — P(G(k,w) = F)’ ~0

n—00

for all possible choices of F'. Therefore, by definition,

n—r oo

lim 3 ‘]P’(G(k, w,) = F) — P(G(k, w) = F)‘
F

By Lemma 5.16, we obtain

lim sup 0, ra (wy, w) < 27(k),

n—oo
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where 7(k) is the a priori rates in Lemma 5.15. Taking the limit as k — oo, we
conclude the lemma.
O

Finally, we proceed with the Inverse Counting Lemma on L>°([0, 1]%; B).

Lemma 5.18 (Inverse Counting lemma on compact subspace). Let B
be a Banach space compactly embedded into a separable Hilbert space H. If
{w, 1}, U{w} c L>=([0,1]% B) satisfy uniform bound that

sup ||wn||Loo([071]2;B) < Wpax < X0
n

and have all tensorized homomorphism densities converging, i.e. for all F' € G,
lim |[t(F,w,) — t(F,w)||ye.r =0,
n—oo

then
lim gy (wp, w) = 0.

n—00

Proof of Lemma 5.18. We begin by assuming B = H = R?. The strategy is to
make Lemma 5.17 applicable. Define

wn g C 2
un(§,¢) = ==+ ZEZ[dj] el €[0,1°, vneN

w(§, ) )

u(§, C) 4dwmax + ﬁ & €, V(g, <) € [07 1] .

It is straightforward to see that w, and w take values in [0,1/(2d)]¢, and by
checking the definition,

1

AdWan 5D;Rd (unu u)

O a (Wn, w) =

To verify the convergence t(F, u,,) — t(F,u), note that for any F' € G and any
basis element &)(; -\ ce(r) €1

1,57

( ® e tru))

(i,5)€e(F)
/ H (el,;, un(&i,&5)) H d¢;
" ()eer) iev(F)
= <eli,j7 wn(§i7§j)> 1 .
- /HV(F) ( 4dwm&x + E) H d§1

(i,5)€e(F) i€v(F)

Expanding the products by the distributive property, it is straightforward to
verify that each term is a linear functional applied to some ¢(F”, w,,), where F’ €
G with |v(F")| = |v(F)|. Hence, t(F,w,) — t(F,w) implies t(F, u,) — t(F,u).
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Applying Lemma 5.17, we obtain lim, ;. 60,rd (tn, ) = 0, which in turn
implies limy, o0 d0.ga (Wp, w) = 0.

Now, consider the general case of a compact embedding B C H. By compact-
ness, there exists a sequence of finite-dimensional subspaces H4, with d — oo,
such that for any u € B C H, the projection Py, satisfies

[Py — ullz < Cf 4 (d)ul 5.

Consequently, when [|w|| £ ([0,112,8) < Wmax;

6D;H(P'Hdwa 'Ll)) < Oé,?—[,wmax (d)

By contractivity

[#(F, P wn) — ¢(F, Pryw) | ggeem = || Prc (#(F,w,) — (F,w))|lggeecr)
< ||t(F7 wn) — t(F, TD)HH@e(F).

This suggests the convergence of the tensorized homomorphism densities, hence
the convergence of the unlabeled distance, when projected onto finite-dimensional
subspaces. Notice that

5D;H(wn; w) S 6D;Hd (P’Hdwn; P’Hdw) + 5D;’H(PHdwn; wn) + 6D;H(P7'[dw5 w)
< 6|:|;Hd (P'Hdwnu P’Hdw) + CZJ’;’,’}-[,wmax (d)

We conclude by passing the limit first to n and then to d.

We conclude this section by proving Lemma 2.30.

Proof of Lemma 2.30. The result follows directly by combining Lemma 5.7 and
Lemma 5.18. O

6 Fractional isomorphism and tree homomor-
phism densities

The objective of this section is to prove Lemma 2.31. We begin with the finite-
dimensional case R?, spanned by the orthonormal basis e1, ..., eq, and follow
the roadmap outlined in [18]. We then generalize the result to B C H.

As in Section 5, probabilistic techniques are used. However, while the pri-
mary focus in Section 5 was on martingales and their concentration properties,
the main tools in this section are Borel algebras and conditional expectations.
In this section, we will explicitly specify the Borel algebra and the measure when
discussing standard probability spaces. Accordingly, we denote the measures by
1 and v. Note that this usage of p and v differs from their usage elsewhere in
the article.
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6.1 Invariant subspace and sub-c-algebra

We begin with a critical lemma in the L? space, which we will later use to
construct sub-o-algebras on standard probability space 1. It is worth noting
that this lemma exists in [18], but only in the context of symmetric kernels.
This extension to the general case is essential for our argument, although it is
neither surprising nor particularly difficult.

Lemma 6.1. Let (I, %, 1) be a standard probability space. Letw € L (IxI; R%)
and let V- C L3(I) be a closed linear subspace. Then the following are equivalent:

e For anye € R, V is T (e, w)-tnvariant and T e o7y -invariant.
e For any e € RY, Tiew)y and Tie 7y commute with the projection Py .

Proof of Lemma 6.1. It suffices to prove the case of scalar-valued w € L*>°(Ix1I),
as the general case can be handled by applying the result for any e € R

Let us begin by considering w symmetric. In this case, Ty, is a self-adjoint
operator, and the result follows as a standard application of the compact self-
adjoint operator theory.

For the non-symmetric case, define the direct sum space V &V C L(I) ®
L2(I). It is straightforward to verify that the projection Py gy satisfies Py gy =
Py & Py. If Py commutes with both T3, and T, r, then the following identity

is true:
0 TwT PV 0 o 0 TwT ] PV
Tw 0 0 PV o Tw o PV 0

_ 0 PV o TwT _ PV 0 0 TwT

_(PVoTw 0 >_<O Pv><Tw O)'
By the symmetric case, this implies the invariance of V' & V under the off-
diagonal block matrix representation of T,, and T,,7, and hence the invariance
of V under each of T, and T,,r.

Conversely, if V' is invariant under both T, and T,,r, then V &V is invariant

under the off-diagonal block matrix representation of T;, and T,,r. This gives
(6.1) and ensures that Py commutes with both T, and T,r.

(6.1)

O

Next, we define the w-invariant sub-o-algebra. The motivation, heuristically,
is to group points that cannot be distinguished through operations involving w
or wl. For further discussion, see [18].

Definition 6.2. Let (I, %,u) be a standard probability space, and let w €
L>®(I x I;RY). A sub-o-algebra € C B is said to be w-invariant if, for any € -
measurable function f € L*(I,€) and any e € R?, both T w)(f) and Tie o1 (f)
belong to L*(1,¢)). That is, these transforms are not only B-measurable but also
€ -measurable.
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The following supplementary definition ensures the consistency of the concept
of null sets:

Definition 6.3. We say that € C A is a relatively complete sub-o-algebra of
B if it is a sub-o-algebra and if Z € € whenever there exists Zy € € such that

W2\ Zo) = (%o \ Z) = 0.

Next, we define canonical projections and injections in the presence of a
relatively complete sub-o-algebra, which are closely related to conditional ex-
pectation.

Definition 6.4. Let € be a relatively complete sub-o-algebra. Define the canon-
ical injection and projection

Iy« L*(1/%) — L*(I),
P : LX) — L*(1/%).

It follows that (Py o Iy) is the identity map on L?(I/%), and (I o Py) is the
conditional expectation operator E(:|€).

These operations can be applied to w when it is viewed as a Lebesgue func-
tion on I x L.

Definition 6.5. Let € be a w-invariant and relatively complete sub-o-algebra.
Define
wey = E(w|€ x €) € LI x [;RY),
w/€ = (wo Igxg) € L(I/€ x 1/€;RY).

However, we do not need to take the conditional expectation on both dimensions.
This is stated in the following proposition.

Proposition 6.6. Let € be a w-invariant and relatively complete sub-o-algebra.
The following holds:

wyg = E(w|€ x €) = E(w|%# x F).

Proof of Proposition 6.6. The proof is a standard application of conditional ex-
pectation in probability theory. We refer to the discussion around Claim 5.7 in

[18] for details.
O

The next proposition states that taking the conditional expectation with
respect to a w-invariant and relatively complete sub-o-algebra preserves certain
properties of w.

Proposition 6.7. Let (I, 8,u) be a standard probability space, and let w €
L>®(I x I;RY). Let € be a w-invariant and relatively complete sub-o-algebra of
HB. Then:

1. 5D;Rd (w%,w/‘tf) =0.
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2. T(e,w/‘ig”) o ch = ch o T<61w> and T<e7wT/cg> o ch = ch o T<e).wT> fOT any
e € R%.

Aside from adjustments for the multi-dimension, our proof of the proposition
essentially replicates the proof of Proposition 5.9 in [18].

Proof of Proposition 6.7. To verify (1), we proceed directly by definition.

For (2), it is straightforward to check that, for example, T(¢ /%) © Py =
Py oTie ). By Lemma 6.1, the w-invariance of ¢” implies that the projection
operator E(-|€) : L*(I) — L*(I) commutes with T{e 4y, s0

Tiew/z) © Pe = Pg 0 Tie )
= Pg o T .w) o E(|¥)
=Pyo E(|<5) o T(e,w)
= Py o Tiew)s
where the second equality follows from Proposition 6.6. O

We now consider the construction of w-invariant and relatively complete sub-
o-algebras. To achieve this, we first introduce the following auxiliary definition.

Definition 6.8. Let Z and & be relatively complete sub-o-algebras of B. We
say that (2, &) is a w-invariant pair if, for all e € RY,
Tiew) (L (L, 2)) € L*(L, &),
T(e,'wT> (LQ(]L -@)) - LQ(]L g)
Note that € is w-invariant if and only if (¢, %) is a w-invariant pair. Given

2, define ® as the collection of all & such that (2,&) is a w-invariant pair.
Then @ is non-empty because # € &. We define

m(2) ={Ze€B:V& €, Zcf}.

It is straightforward to verify that for any relatively complete 2, the o-algebra
m(2) is relatively complete and (2, m(2)) forms a w-invariant pair.

Definition 6.9 (Canonical sequence {€*},.cn). Let (I, B, 1) be a standard
probability space, and let w € L®°(I x I;R?). Define 6% = ({@,1}) and,
inductively, € = m(€}"). Furthermore, define

C(w) := < U %:;’>.

neN

The canonical sequence generates the minimum w-invariant relatively complete
sub-o-algebra.
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Proposition 6.10. Let (I, %, u) be a standard probability space, and let w €
L1 x I;RY). Then € (w) is the minimum w-invariant relatively complete
sub-o-algebra of A.

Proof of Proposition 6.10. We refer to the proof of Proposition 5.13 in [18].
O

6.2 Iterated degree of measures

We next adapt the definition of the iterated degree of measures from [18] to the
multi-dimensional, non-symmetric case.

Definition 6.11. Let P° = {x} denote the one-point space, and define induc-
tively
M, = [[ P, and P = (M<(M,))*
i<n
for every n € N. We set M = Mo, = [[,,en
the canonical projection, where n < k < oco.

Define

P™ and denote by pp r : My — M,

P={aeM:VneN,Vl<I<2d, a(n+1)(1) = (pnnt1)#|aln+2)(1)]},
where (ppnt1)za(n+2)(1) € (M<1(M,))?? denotes the push-forward of a(n +
2)(1) via pnnt1-

It follows from Kolmogorov’s Existence Theorem that for every a € P, there
exists a unique measure j, € (M<;(M))?¢ such that

(Pn,oo)sba = a(n +1)
for every n € N. In fact, we have the following uniform version.

Proposition 6.12. The set P is closed in M, and the map o — po, which
satisfies
(Pn,oc)sba = a(n + 1)

for every n € N, is a continuous map from P to (M<1(M))2.

Hence, we have the following definition, adapted from the notion of distri-
bution on iterated degree measures in [18].

Definition 6.13. We say that v € P(M) is a 2d-dimensional distribution on
iterated degree measures, or a 2d-DIDM, if:

1. v(P) =1,
2. la 15 absolutely continuous with respect to v, with the corresponding Radon-
Nikodym derivative satisfying d;—y‘" [—1,1]%¢ for v-almost every o € M.

We now construct v, € P(M) from our kernel w.
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Definition 6.14. Let (I, %,u) be a standard probability space, and let w €
L (Ix;RY). We define i, : I — Mg = {x} as the constant map. Inductively,
define

iw,n+1 I — Mn+1 = Hj§n+l P

such that:
1. For every j < n, twnt1(€)(J) = iwn(§)())-
2. When j=n+1, for1 <1< 2d and any Borel set A C M,,,

[ tewenue  isisa
w1 () (n+1)(1)(A) = { 7t
/ (er—a,w (£,0)du(¢) ifd+1<1<2d.

'L:u}n (A)

Define
G T = M =] 5P

as the unique map such that V€ € I,n € N,
lw(g)(n) = Zw,n(g)(n)
Finally, define v, € P(M) as the pushforward measure of p by i, i.€.,

Vao(A) = /m ape).

When constructing vy, iteratively through i, ,, the canonical sequence {6 }nen
from Definition 6.9 is reproduced. We state this in detail as the following propo-
sition.

Proposition 6.15. Let (I, %, u) be a standard probability space, and let w €
L (I x I; R?). The maps iwn, n € N, are measurable, and

<{i;}n(,4) Ae %’(Mn)}> =6,

i.e., the minimum relatively complete sub-o-algebra of % that makes the map
w,n measurable is €.

Aside from adjustments for the multi-dimension, our proof of the proposition
essentially replicates the proof of Proposition 6.6 in [18].

Proof of Proposition 6.15. It is clear that the claim holds for n = 0 because
¢r = ({9,1}) = <{i;}0(®),i;}0({*})}>. Suppose that the claim holds for
n € N. It follows from Theorem 17.24 of [23] and the definition of M,,4+1 that
the Borel o-algebra #(M,,+1) is generated by the sets {p;)z_Fl(A) Ae BM,)}
and the maps

2d
Mpi13 k0 Y [ fids(n+1)(1) €R,
1=1 /M
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where for each 1 <1< 2d, f; : M, = R is a bounded Borel function.
Let A € #(M,,). Then, by the inductive hypothesis, we have

G (Prns1(A) = i (A) € € C G

For each 1 <[ < 2d, let f; : M,, - R be a bounded Borel function. Then the
map

2d
15603 / i G @0+ D) )
d
=Y [len w6 O o i) Ou(0)
=171

2d
+ 3 [teraw €N o))

l=d+1

is 4", ;-measurable by the definition and the inductive hypothesis (that %" is
the minimum sub-o-algebra making ., , measurable). This shows that iy nt1
is measurable.
Let 2;% 1 denote the minimum relatively complete sub-o-algebra that makes
€51 measurable; then by definition, Y, C %% ,. It remains to show that
1 = Cat
For A € 6}, we find B € #(M,) such that u(A\ iy, (B)) = pliy,(B) \

A) = 0 by the inductive hypothesis. Then we see that the function
I lw.n n+1)(1 d
26 [ (O +DO) ,(dn)
Jlerwl€. AN = Tieyan(1)€) it1<i<d

[t (€ VLA = Tior_sry (L)) it d+1 <1520

is 7Y, ;-measurable. It is straightforward to check that ¢’ is the minimum
relatively complete sub-o-algebra that makes Tie, w)(1a) and Tie, , 7y (1a)
measurable, where 1 <[ < 2d and A € €°.

Consequently, 2, | = 6,51, and the proof is complete. O

The following corollary is then straightforward:

Corollary 6.16. Let (I, #,u) be a standard probability space, and let w €
L (I x I; RY). The map i, is measurable, and

<{z';,1(A) A€ %’(M)}> =",

i.e., the minimum relatively complete sub-o-algebra of % that makes the map
1w measurable is €%.

We now show that 1, is a 2d-DIDM.
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Proposition 6.17. Let (I, %, u) be a standard probability space, and let w €
L (I x I;RY). Then the measure vy, is a 2d-DIDM, and i (E) € P for every
¢el

Aside from adjustments for the multi-dimension, our proof of the proposition
essentially replicates the proof of Proposition 6.8 in [18].

Proof of Proposition 6.17. First, we show that i,,(£) € P for every £ € 1. This
immediately implies that v, (P) = 1. Let A € B(M,,) and 1 <[ < d. We have,
by the definition of i,,,

€)1+ DA = i (€)(n + DD(A)
- [ tewewmo - [ fer, (€, ) ()
4 A) i

w,n w1 (P g1 (A))
= tw,n+2(6) (0 + 2)(1) (P 41 (A)) = 1w (€) (0 +2)(D) (7, 141(4))
= (Prn+1)# [iw(€) (n + 2)(1)] (A).
This shows that i,,(£) € P for any £ € I. The argument is essentially the same
for d+ 1 <1 < 2d, replacing (e;, w(&, C)) with (e;_q, wT (&, ()).
Let & € I, and write pe = p,, ey € (M<1(M))?¢. Tt follows from Corol-
lary 6.16 and Corollary E.2 in [18], that there are functions g¢ and g; on M such

that
E(w(&, Q)€ (w)) = ge(iw(C)),
(

9¢(1
E(w” (€, Q)| (w)) = g¢(iw(C)),

holds for p-a.e. ¢ € L.
We show that (ge, e +) is the Radon—Nikodym derivative d £ (for vyp-almost
every iw(€) € M). To do this, let A € U,y Z(M,,). Then we have

11 (D) (P 50 (A)) = 1w (&) (n + 1)(1)(A)
N /z-wm (er,w(€, Q) du(¢) = /iw}n(A) (enB(w(&,)|%2)(C) ) du(€)

neN

= /z-w;(A) (en B(w(&, )€ (w))(€)) du(¢) = /iwfn(A) (1, 9e(i(0)) ) dpu(<)

-/ BN CRACIONERE

N /pn;m(A) (e1,9¢()) V.

The rest follows from the fact that p¢ and v, are well-defined and that

U {prho(A): A € 20}

neN

generates Z(M). O
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The next proposition illustrates how to define a kernel from a 2d-DIDM
using the Radon-Nikodym derivative.

Proposition 6.18. Let v be a 2d-DIDM. Then there exists U[v] € L>((M x
M, v x u);Rd) such that for 1 <1<d,

dpa
fer U ) = () )
for v-almost every a € M.

Aside from adjustments for the multi-dimension, our proof of the proposition
essentially replicates the proof of Claim 6.9 in [18].

Proof of Proposition 6.18. Let A € B(M x M) and define 4, = {8 € M :
(a, B) € A}. Then the assignment

M > a— pa(l)(Aq) €[0,1]

is defined for all 1 < [ < 2d and v-almost everywhere, and it follows from
Proposition 6.12 that this assignment is measurable. This allows us to compute

@W:&M%MV

It is straightforward to check that ® is a Borel probability measure on M x M
that is absolutely continuous with respect to v X v. Let U[v] be the correspond-
ing Radon-Nikodym derivative. It is then straightforward to verify that Ulv]
coincides with ddLU‘* for 1 <1 < d and for v-almost every a € M. O

The generated kernel U[v] is a pushforward of we (), as established in the
following theorem.

Theorem 6.19. Let w € L>=(I x [;RY). Then

w(v”(w)(gu C) = U[Vw](l'w (5)7 Gy (C))
for p x p-almost every (£,¢) € I x L.

Aside from adjustments for the multi-dimension, our proof of the theorem es-
sentially replicates the proof of Theorem 6.10 in [18].

Proof of Theorem 6.19. Recall that by Proposition 6.17, Ulv,,] is well-defined
because vy, is a 2d-DIDM and i.,(§) € P for every ¢ € I. Consequently,

Ulvw|(iw(€),-) = déwaf) for p-almost every £ € I by Proposition 6.18.
Define an integral kernel U on I as

U(év C) = U[Vw](iw(g)a Loy (C))

It is sufficient to show that Te) weiw)) = LierU) for 1 <[ < d. By the definition
of we () and Corollary 6.16, both we () and U are (€' (w)x €’ (w))-measurable.
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This implies Te; we () (f) = Tie,u)(f) for 1 <1< dand f € L3I, 6 (w), u)*.
Therefore, it suffices to show that

T(ez,'wag(w)) (]]-A) = T(el U}(]]-A)

for every A € U, ey 6’
To this end, choose such an A € G, for some n € N. By Proposition 6.15, we
may assume (up to a p-null set) that there is B € %(M,) such that A = iy, (B).

Since iy, (p, 5 (B)) = A, we have
Tiermara 1)E) = [ (et wean(€ a0 = [ | (erwew(@0)an0)

taw,n (B)
= iw (&) (n + 1)()(B) = pi, &) (1) 5o (B))
— dl“’—(é) Uy = e Vap | (2 . v
B /pn}m(B) < dy >(Z)d v /n},,o(3>< 1 Ul (a0 (€), )>d w

— [ {env(€.0))au0
A
= Tie,, ) (La)(8),
by definition of 4y, fia, and Ulvy,] for p-almost every £ € 1. O

Corollary 6.20. Let w € L= (IxI;R?). Then w/€(w) is isomorphic to Ulvs,)].

6.3 Tree functions

In this section, we introduce the tensorized graph homomorphism of rooted trees
as an alternative to 14, to group the points in I.

Recall Definition 2.20, which we restate here in the context of R%: For any
w € LI x I;R%) and an oriented simple graph F, define the tensorized graph
homomorphism t(F, w) € (R4)®(F) as

sz.Lm<® wen&) T de

(i,5)€e(F) i€Vv(F)

We define a rooted oriented tree as a pair T = (T, v), where T' € T is an
oriented tree and v € v(T) is a distinguished vertex of T'. The height h(%) is
the maximum number of edges in a path (considering T' as undirected) that
starts at v. We denote by ¢(%) the neighbors of v in T (also considering T’ as
undirected).

Every rooted oriented tree ¥ can be decomposed into subtrees rooted in the
neighbors of v. Specifically, there exists a sequence of (T;);cc(x), where each
T; is a rooted, oriented tree with root 7, and a sequence (e;);ec(x), where each
e; = (€1, €i;2) is either (v,4) or (4,v), such that

v(T) ={vtu (J w(T),
i€c(X)
eT)= |J (e(Th)u{ei}).

i€c(%)
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We call (T;);cc(x) and (€;)iecq(s) the corresponding decomposition of F.
Note that if A(T) > 0, then h(%;) < (%) for every i € ¢(%), and there exists
i € ¢(%) such that h(T;) +1 = h(%).

Definition 6.21. Let w € L®(I x [;RY) and T = (T,v) be a rooted oriented
tree. We define f& :1— (Rd)®e(F) as

e = [ ® [ e )] T]

i€c(T) ice(T)
where (T;)icoz) and (ei)icq(s) are the corresponding decomposition of T.

This definition is compatible with w-invariant sub-c-algebras, as stated by the
next proposition.

Proposition 6.22. Let w € L=(I x [;R?), let T = (T,v) be a rooted oriented
tree and let € be a w-invariant and relatively complete sub-o-algebra. Then f&
18 Cfi‘(’g)—measumble, and

%U%(gv) = [ (&)
for p-almost every £ € 1.

Aside from adjustments for the multi-dimension, our proof of the proposition
essentially replicates the proof of Proposition 7.2 in [18].

Proof of Proposition 6.22. We prove both statements simultaneously by induc-
tion. If A(F) = 0, then the claim clearly holds. Suppose that h(T) = n +1
and that the claim holds for all rooted oriented trees of height at most n. Let
(Ti)iee(z) and (e;)iec(x) be the corresponding decomposition of T. We have

e = [ ® [t zie)] IT

i€c(%) i€c(%)

</w 5&1)5612) ®f§ (51)d€z)

i€c(%)

(/w (Corrrbon) ®f“§‘f(@>d@)

i€c(T)

(/W (o) ®f1i‘f(§i>d§i)

i€c(T)
- %U% (5@),
for p-almost every ¢ € I. By definition, we see that f3¥ is €% ;-measurable and
that finishes the proof. O

When integrating over I, the function f¢ reduces to t(T,w), as stated in
the following proposition.
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Proposition 6.23. Let w € L>=(I x [;RY), let T = (T, v) be a rooted directed
tree, and let € be a w-invariant and relatively complete sub-o-algebra. Then

HT, w) = / 2 (E) dé.

In particular, t(T, w) = t(T, wy) = t(T,Ulvay)) for every T € T.

Aside from adjustments for the multi-dimension, our proof of the proposition
essentially replicates the proof of Proposition 7.3 in [18].

Proof of Proposition 6.23. We proceed by induction on the height h(%). If
h(T) = 0, then the claim clearly holds. Suppose that A(T) = n+1 and that the
claim holds for all rooted oriented trees of height at most n. Let (T;);c.(x) and
(€i)icc(z) be the corresponding decomposition of T. Then for fixed &, € I, we
have

[wncomEns= [ wete @ wes IT d

™(Ty)

(k,j)ee(Ty) iev(T;)
This gives
trw=-[ Q@ wee [ @
M (i jyee(m) iev(T)
~[® ([, vt ® wes IT as)as
i€c(T) e (k,j)ee(Ty) iev(Ty)
:/ (/w 561175512)®ff (gl)d€l> dé-'U
i€c(T)
- [rre)ac.
I
The rest follows from Proposition 6.22. (|

6.4 Stone-Weierstrass Theorem

In this section, we show that 1, is determined by the family f¢, where T ranges
over all rooted oriented trees.

We define a collection 7 C C'(M,R) that is closed under multiplication and
contains the constant function 1p;. The construction proceeds recursively on
n € N: in each step n € N, we construct a subset 7, C C(M,R) that factors
through M,,. Specifically, for every f € 9, there exists an f’ € C'(M,,, R) such
that f = f' o pp.oo, and 7}, is uniformly dense in C(M,,,R) © py, oo-

The set 11 is constructed from 7, using two operations. Informally,
these operations correspond to the following constructions on finite trees, with
the correspondence made precise in the proof.
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(I): Given a rooted tree, add an extra vertex to serve as the new root, with
its only neighbor being the original root.

(II): Given a collection of finitely many rooted trees {T?}, define a new
rooted tree T as the disjoint union of {¥7} whose roots are glued together to
form a single new root for ¥.

Definition 6.24. Letn,k € N, 1 <1< 2d, and f, f1,..., fr € C(M,R) be such
that f factors through M,,. Then, for every a € M, define

F(f,n,0)(a) = 5 f da(n+1)(1), where f' € C(M,,R) and f = f' 0 pn.co,
and i
G(f1,- -, fu)(a) = [ fi(e).
j=1

It is straightforward to see, by the definition of M, that F(f,n,l) and
G(f1,--., fx) are elements of C(M,R), where F(f,n,l) factors through M,, 14
and G(f1,..., fr) factors through M.

We begin by setting 9 = {1m}. Suppose 7, has been defined. Then we
define

%4»1: {G(flvvfk)V1§Z§k7
dg; € T (g; = fi or fi = F(gi,n,l) for some 1 <1 < 2d)}.

That is, we first apply (I) to add new elements, then apply (II) to all existing
and newly added elements.

Proposition 6.25. The collection T is closed under multiplication, contains
1y, and separates the points of M.

Aside from adjustments for the multi-dimension, our proof of the proposition
essentially replicates the proof of Proposition 7.5 in [18].

Proof of Proposition 6.25. We need only to show that .7 separates points. We
will demonstrate by induction on n € N that 7, separates any pair of points
o, € M whenever there exist 1 < ¢ < n and 1 <1 < 2d such that a(i)(l) #
B(i)(1). This is sufficient to prove the claim, since each .7, is closed under
multiplication and contains 1y by (II).

If n = 0, there is nothing to prove. Suppose that the claim holds for some
n € N. Now, consider a, § € M with «(i)(l) # 5(i)(l) for some 1 < i <n+1
and 1 <[ < 2d. By the inductive assumption, either there already exists f € .7,
such that f(a) # f(8),ori=n+1.

Define 7] = {f' € C(M,,,R) : 3f € F,, f = ' ©Dn,oo}. By the inductive
assumption, 7! is closed under multiplication, contains 1y, and separates
points of M,,. By the Stone-Weierstrass theorem, the algebra generated by .7
is dense in C'(M,,R).
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Since a(n+1)(1), B(n+1)(1) € M(M,,) and a(n+1)(1) # B(n+1)(1), there
exists f' € ]/ such that

fdan + 1)() 7&/ £ dB(n +1)(1).
Mn Mn
Thus, we have F(f,n,l)(a) # F(f,n,0)(8), where f € .7, is such that f =
f' o pn.co. Since F(f,n,l) € F,41 by (I), the proof is complete.
(I

Proposition 6.26. Let f € .. Then there exists a finite rooted tree T = (T, v)
and a sequence (l; ;) j)eer) € {1, -, d}*") such that for every 2d-DIDM v,

we have
f(a>—< ® ezi,j,fé””]<a>>

(i,5)€e(T)

for v-almost every a € M.

Aside from adjustments for the multi-dimension, our proof of the proposition
essentially replicates the proof of Proposition 7.6 in [18].

Proof of Proposition 6.26. We prove the claim by induction on n € N. It is easy
to see that if f = 1y, then a tree T satisfying h(T) = 0 works; in other words,
the claim holds for .%.

Suppose that the claim holds for .7, where n € N. Let f = F(g,n,l) for
some g € 7, and 1 <1 < 2d. Fix a rooted directed tree & = (S,w) and
(lij) (i, j)eea) € {1,-- .,d}*(%) corresponding to g, and let ¢’ € C(M,,,R) such
that ¢ = ¢’ 0 pn,co. Define a rooted, directed tree ¥ such that ¢(%) = 1 and
(&) and (e,) are the corresponding decomposition of T, where e,, = (v,w) if
1<i<dande,=(wv)ifd+1<1]<2d. Wealso define l,,, =1if1<1<d
and ly, =1—dif d+1 <[ < 2d. In other words, we add an extra vertex as the
new root. The only neighbor of the new root is the old root and the direction
of the new edge depends on .

Given a DIDM v, we have

<( & ezi,j,fg[y](av)>

i,5)€e(T)

:/M<elew;1,ew;2’U[’/](O‘ew=1’0‘ew=2)><( ® €l g[u](aw)>dV(0<w)

i,5)€e(S)

—/M<elew;1’cw;2vU[V](o‘ew;l’aew;2)>g(aw)dy(aw)
B /Mg duall) = ~/Mgl °Proco diall) = / 9'd(Pn,c0) #Ha(l)

- /M g'da(n+1)(1) = F(g,n,1)(a) = f(a)
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for v-almost every o € M.

Let f € J,41. By definition, we have f = G(f1,..., fx) for some f; such
that either f; € 9, or f; = F(gi,n,l;) for some g; € I, 1 <1; < 2d. In both
cases, either by the inductive assumption or by the previous paragraph, we find a
rooted, directed tree T = (T, v") and a labeling (; ;) (i jyee(ri) € {1, d}e(TI
that satisfies the claim for f; for every 1 < i < k. Let {T}Ic@ )I and (e )Ic(5 ) be
the corresponding decomposition of T¢, where ‘I; (T; ]) for every 1 <1<k

Define the index set I = {(i,7) : 1 <i < k,1 < j < |¢(T?)|} and construct
T=(T,v) as

vT)={w}U (J wT}) and e(T)= [ {€), e} Ue(T)).
(4,9)€l (i,5)el
where , o
G — (e, e ) (v,05)  if €f = (v, v)),
€ = , = ; S
77 s (vh,v) if el = (v, 0").
Moreover, set 1 e, = le;’._l,e;l_ for all (i,5) € I.
Note that {T}(Z jer and (€5)(; jer are the corresponding decomposition of
T. Given a 2d-DIDM v, we have

( ® e an)

(p,q)€e(T)

_ / I << U[V](ae;;:l,ae;l:z)>

(i,5)€l

le(T9)]

1 (000
< ® et ) dvia)]

(p.9)€e(T})

:ﬁ< ® ezp,q,f{i v> Hfzav_ o)

=1 " (p,q)€e(T?)

for v-almost every o € M, which concludes the proof.
O

Corollary 6.27. The map w v vy is continuous when w € LZ (I x [ R%)
is endowed with the cut distance dp.ga, and P(M) is endowed with the weak-*
topology.
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Moreover, if w € LZ (I x I;;R?), and w € L (Iy x I;R?) such that
Vu # Vo, then there exists an oriented tree T € T such that

tHT,w) # t(T,u).

Aside from adjustments for the multi-dimension, our proof of the corollary es-
sentially replicates the proof of Corollary 7.7 in [18].

Proof of Corollary 6.27. 1t follows from the Stone-Weierstrass theorem together
with Proposition 6.25 that the algebra generated by .7 is uniformly dense in
C (M, R). Consequently, the weak-* topology on P(M) is generated by function-
als corresponding to elements of 7.

Let w,, converge to w in dm.ga and let f € 7. Fix a (rooted) oriented tree
T = (T,v) and (l; ;) (i j)ee(r) that corresponds to f as in Proposition 6.26. By
Proposition 6.23 and Proposition 6.26, we have

/Mfduwn:<( & elp,q,t(T,U[uwn])>

p,q)€e(T)

= <( ® e, t(T,wn)>,

p,q)€e(T)

and

nl;ngo Mdewn = < ® €l, ., t(T,w)>

(p.g)€e(T)

_< R elp,q,t(T,U[vw]>>

(p.a)€e(T)

= / fdug,.
M
This proves the continuity.
Suppose that v, # v,. By the Stone-Weierstrass theorem together with
Proposition 6.25, there exists an f € 7 such that

/Mfdl/w;é/Mfduu.

The rooted oriented tree T = (T',v) and the assignment (I; j)(; j)jee(r) cOrre-
sponding to f then satisfies

< R elp’q,t(T,w)>7é< X ezp,q,t(T,u)>

(p,9)€e(T) (p,q)€e(T)

which completes the proof. ([
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6.5 Summary of results

We are now at the point of summarizing all the results of the section:

Theorem 6.28. Let w € LZ(I; x I;;RY), and u € LZ (I x Io;RY). Then the
following are equivalent:

(1) {(T,w) =t(T,u), VT €T.
(2) Vap = Vay.
(3) w/€(w) and u/€(u) are isomorphic.

(4) There is a coupling v € (11, 12) such that Tie ) 0 Ty = Ty 0 Tie vy for all
e € R%

(5) There is a w-invariant sub-o-algebra € and a u-invariant sub-o-algebra
2 such that dgge(we,ugy) = 0.

What we need is the equivalence of (1) and (4), which we restate as the following
corollary:

Corollary 6.29. Let w € L (I x I;;RY), and u € LZ (I x Io;RY). Then
the following are equivalent:

(1) 4T, w) — UT, u)||(geyeer), VI € T

(47) Yoga(w,u) = 0.

Proof of Theorem 6.28. The implications (5) = (1) = (2) = (3) follow
directly from Proposition 6.23, Corollary 6.27, and Corollary 6.20.

For parts (3) = (4) = (5), the proofs are identical to those of The-
orem 8.1 in [18], so we refer the readers to the original literature and provide
only a brief outline.

For (3) = (4), the adjacency operator T, : L*(Iy) — L?(I;) can be
indentified from the canonical maps

L*(Iy) — L*(Iy/% (u)) = L*(1, /€ (w)) — L*(Iy).

It is straightforward to verify that v is a coupling and that the identity T’ ) ©
T’Y = T’Y o T(e,u) holds.

For (4) = (5), this follows by a careful yet straightforward application
of the Mean Ergodic Theorem to (T o T,r) : L*(I;) — L*(I;) and Tyr o T, :
L?(Iy) — L*(Iz), both of which are Markov operators.

O

This pointwise equivalence can be extended to the topological equivalence
in Lemma 2.31, following the argument suggested in [5].

96



Proof of Lemma 2.31. We begin by assuming B = H = R% and prove the lemma
by contradiction.

Suppose there exists a sequence w,, such that lim, . 0g.ga(wy,,w) = 0,
but there exists a tree T' € T and an e > 0 such that

Ht(T, wn) — t(T, w)H(Rd)®e(F) > €.

By compactness of é.ga, up to extracting a subsequence (which we still denote
by w,, for simplicity), we can assume that w, converges in ép.ga (and in yp.ga)
to some limit w’. Since the limit in g ga is unique, we have yq.pa(w’, w) = 0.
Thus, by Corollary 6.29, we conclude that

Ht(T, w’) — t(T, ’IU)”(]Rd)@e(F) =0.
Hence, on this extracted subsequence w,, as n — oo,
[T wn) — (T, w) | ayoecr = [ET, wa) — 4T, W) | oy — 0,

where the convergence follows from Lemma 2.30 (Counting Lemma associated
with dgga) and the fact that dg,ga(wy, w’) — 0. This leads to a contradiction.
For the converse direction, assume there exists a sequence such that for all
TeT,
nh~>ngo ||t(T, wn) — t(T, 'LU)H(Rd)@e(F) = O,

but there exists an € > 0 such that for all n € N,
YO,Re (wn, w) > €.

Again, by the compactness of dg.ga, we can extract a subsequence (which we
still denote by w,, for simplicity) that converges in dmga to some w’. It is
straightforward that for all T € T,

(T, w'") = (T, w)|| ga)zecr) =0,

hence, by Corollary 6.29, Yo.ga(w’, w) = 0. Hence, on this extracted subse-
quence wy, as n — 0o,

YO;R4 (wna w) = TO;R (wnv w/) < 5D;Rd (wna w/) — 0,

leading again to a contradiction.

Finally, consider a general compact embedding B C H. By compactness,
there exists a sequence of finite-dimensional subspaces H4, with d — oo, such
that for any w € B C H, the projection Py, satisfies

[Py — ullz < Cf () ul5.

Recall the techniques from the proof of Lemma 5.7 and Lemma 5.18, we
have, for any w € L*°([0,1]%* B) with ||w]| 1 (j0,1]2;8) < Wmax, that

YO (PHdw7 ’l.U) < Clié,’}{,wmax (d)’

FYD;’H(PHdwna P'Hdw) < YO H (wna w),
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and, forall T € T,

Ht(Tv Py,w) — (T, w)H’H@e(T) < Cé,’H,wmax,T(d)v
(T, Prywn) — (T, Pryw)|yoer) <[0T, wn) — (T, w)]| e .

This allows extending the finite-dimensional convergence to B C H in both
directions by passing to the limit d — oco.
O
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