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Abstract

This paper concerns the large deviations of a system of interacting particles on a random graph. There
is no time-varying stochasticity, and the only sources of disorder are the random graph connections, and
the initial condition. The average number of afferent edges on any particular vertex must diverge to
infinity as N → ∞, but can do so at an arbitrarily slow rate. These results are thus accurate for both
sparse and dense random graphs. A particular application to sparse Erdos-Renyi graphs is provided.
The theorem is proved by pushing forward a Large Deviation Principle for a ‘nested empirical measure’
generated by the initial conditions to the dynamics. The nested empirical measure can be thought of
as the density of the density of edge connections: the associated weak topology is more coarse than the
topology generated by the graph cut norm, and thus there is a broader range of application.

1 Interacting Particle Systems on Heterogeneous Graphs

Understanding the behavior of interacting particle systems on heterogeneous graphs has been a topic
of increasing interest over the last five years. This work has a diverse range of applications, including
neuroscience [8, 27], mean-field games [10, 3], Josephson arrays [37] and machine learning [33]. Of
the papers on the Large Deviations of interacting particle systems, the majority concern systems with
stochasticity [42, 17, 16, 9, 18, 15, 34]. Even if there is disorder in the graph connections (such as
in [18, 15, 34, 35, 31]), in the large size limit the noise from the stochasticity dominates any disorder
resulting from the connection topology. By contrast, in this paper we prove a Large Deviations result for
networks without any stochasticity, so that the only source of randomness is the random graph topology
and possibly the initial condition.

The theory of Large Deviations concerns the probability of rare events [21, 22, 20, 24]. In neuroscience,
for instance, it is known that networks of neurons can support transient phenomena such as UP /
DOWN transitions [36], neural avalanches and waves [38]. It is disputed the extent to which the seeming
disorder and chaoticity of much neural activity is due to white noise fluctuations (arising from synaptic
transmission failure, for instance), or the underlying disordered structure of networks of neurons [40, 27].
Thus there is a need for a theory that elucidates how the disordered structure of neural networks can
support a diversity of different behaviors [38]. This paper provides a step in this direction.

There is a longstanding mathematical literature on the asymptotic behavior of networks of interacting
particle systems, dating from the seminal work of Tanaka [42] and Sznitman [41]. In recent years, effort
has been directed towards understanding the asymptotic behavior of networks of interacting particles on
large random graphs subject to white noise [18, 32, 15, 34, 29, 4, 28, 31, 35, 3, 2]. In our earlier work in
[32] we determined the asymptotic behavior (and Large Deviations) of noisy interacting particle systems
on large, sparse and recurrent graphs where the total number of connections is of the same order as the
system size. Subsequent work by [15, 34] determined the limiting dynamics and large deviations of noisy
interacting particle systems on sparse graphs where the total number of connections is asymptotically
much larger than the total number of nodes in the network. Most recently, [35] determine the large size
limiting behavior of interacting particle systems on Galton-Watson trees (extremely sparse networks,
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where the expected total number of edges is a finite multiple of the number of vertices). In the Large
Deviations result of [15, 34] the white noise dominates the graph disorder in the large size limit, so that
the Large Deviations asymptotic for the distribution of the empirical measure scales as O(exp(−NC))
for some constant C that is the infimum of the rate function over a set. Thus, to leading order, the
system still behaves like an all-to-all homogeneous network in the large size limit.

The method of this paper is to demonstrate that the empirical measure containing the path-dynamics
can be written as a function of the empirical measure of initial conditions. The Large Deviations rate
function for the dynamical system is then the push-forward of the Large Deviations rate function of the
initial condition. To the best of this author’s knowledge, this method was first applied to interacting
particle systems by Tanaka [42]; see also the recent exposition in [13]. This method has also been used to
determine the Large Deviations of extremely sparse interacting particle systems in [32]. For this method
to work, the push-forward mapping has to be continuous (or approximately continuous). For this reason,
we require a more refined empirical measure that contains the conditional empirical measure of afferent
connections on one node. With this richer topology, we are able to adapt classical weak-convergence
methods to our context. Another advantage of employing the weak convergence of empirical measures
is that we do not require that the typical number of afferent connections to each particle to be of the
same asymptotic order throughout the network: indeed the number of afferent connections to some of
the particles can be O(1), and the number of afferent connections to other particles can diverge with n.

Many papers concerning the asymptotic convergence of large networks of random graphs [12, 7, 5, 3]
utilize the graphon theory of Lovasz [30]. The topology on the space of all graphs is defined using the
cut distance metric first developed by Frieze and Kannan [25]. Lucon [31] and Bayraktar et al [3] employ
graphon theory to determine the asymptotic behavior of disordered noisy interacting particle systems.
Recently [23] use the cut-distance to determine the large deviations of an interacting particle model
in the dense regime (the total number of edges scales as O(N2)). While graphon theory can be used
to study the dynamics of dense graphs, its application to dynamical systems on sparse random graphs
is complicated by the lack of a suitable regularity theory [11, 14, 26]. It has recently been suggested
that dynamical systems on sparse graphs can be studied using ‘graphops’ [1, 26], that represent the
edge structure of the graph as a special type of operator on the space of nodes. Our approach bears
some similarities to the graphop method of [26], however perhaps the most important difference is that
we have an uncountable number of nodes, and we must therefore carefully construct a topology that
ensures the compactness of the push-forward operator Ψ. More specifically, we represent the random
structure of the graph in a non-standard ‘nested’ empirical measure µ̂n

∗ (this contains the distribution
of the connectivities at each node). We can then represent the empirical measure of path-solutions as a
push-forward of the empirical measure of initial conditions arising from the graph. In this way we are
the first to obtain a large deviations principle for non-stochastic interacting particle systems on sparse
random graphs.

We scale the strength of interaction by dividing by the total number of afferent edges. If one were to
be merely interested in the large size limit of the network (and not the Large Deviations), then one could
equivalently divide by the average number of afferent edges (thanks to the Law of Large Numbers, this is
equivalent in the large size limit). However once one is in the Large Deviations regime (which by definition
concerns rare events), this equivalence is no longer the case. In particular, the probability of a significant
number of vertices being either very sparsely connected (much sparser than the average), or relatively
densely connected (much more than the average) is not negligible in the Large Deviations regime. For
this reason, in this paper we always scale the net effect of one particle on another by the total number
of afferent edges: thus the less edges that are afferent on any particular vertex, the greater effect each
connection has (other papers such as [34, 31] also use this scaling). The implication of this is that the large
deviations rate function is uniformly upperbounded by a non-infinite constant. This may seem strange on
first appearances, because in classical Large Deviations work on the empirical measure for stochastically-
interacting particle systems, the rate function is the push-forward of the Relative Entropy, and therefore
can be infinite [13]. The reason that the rate function of this paper is bounded is that asymptotically
sparse networks can always yield any particular connectivity structure (thanks to the scaling of the
effective connection strength by the total connectivity); and the probability of an asymptotically sparse
connectivity scales according to equation (114).

The structure of this paper is as follows. In Section 2 we define the interacting particle system and
outline our three main results: the first Theorem proves the existence and continuity (with respect to a
topology T̃ that is more refined than the weak topology) of the push-forward map Ψ, the second Theorem
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proves the Large Deviation Principle in the case that the initial empirical measure satisfies an LDP with
respect to the weak topology, and the third Theorem applies these results to interacting particle systems
on sparse Erdos-Renyi graphs. In Section 3 we prove Theorem 2.3, and in Section 4 we prove Theorems
2.1 and 2.2.

1.1 Notation:

We write E = {0,1} (the state space for the connections). For any topological space X , let B(X) denote
the set of all Borelian subsets generated from open and closed subsets of X . Let Cb(X) denote the set of
bounded continuous functions X → R and let P(X) denote the set of all Borelian probability measures.
Unless otherwise indicated, P(X) is endowed with the topology of weak convergence Tw [6], which is
generated by open sets of the form

{µ ∈ P(X) ∶ ∣Eµ[g] − x∣ < δ},
for any continuous and bounded g ∶ X → R, any x, δ ∈ R. If X possesses a metric d, then let dW denote
the Wasserstein metric on P(X ), i.e.

dW (µ,ν) = inf
η

E
η[d(x, y)],

the infimum being taken over all η ∈ P(X × X ) whose marginal law of the first variable x is µ, and
marginal law of the second variable y is ν. Also C([0, T ],X ) is endowed with the topology generated by
the metric

D({xs}s∈[0,T ],{ys}s∈[0,T ]) = sup
s∈[0,T ]

d(xs, ys). (1)

R
d and E are endowed with the standard Euclidean norm ∥⋅∥.The index set of the particles is written

In = {−n,−n + 1, . . . , n − 1, n}.

2 Statement of Problem and Main Results

Let wij ∈ {0,1} specify the strength of connection between nodes i and j. For the moment we make little
assumptions on wij , although later on we will take wij to be sampled randomly from a distribution.
Define the total connection strength at node j to be κj

n, i.e.

κ
j
n =

n

∑
k=−n

w
jk
. (2)

The following dynamics becomes singular when κj
n = 0. Thus we assume that no vertex is disconnected

from the rest of the graph, i.e. for all n > 0,
inf
j∈In

κ
j
n > 0. (3)

The dynamics of the discrete network is assumed to take the form

duk

dt
= G(uk(t)) + 1

κk
n

∑
j∈Ξn

k

w
kj
f(uk(t), uj(t)), (4)

where Ξn
k = {j ∈ In ∶ wkj = 1}, and In = {−n,−n + 1, . . . , n − 1, n}. Notice that the interaction is scaled by

the total input, similarly to (for instance) [34, 31].
Here G,f ∶ Rd → R

d are bounded and uniformly Lipschitz. The initial conditions {ui
∗}i≥1 may also

depend on n (this is omitted from the notation). It is assumed that there exists a uniform bound

sup
n≥0

sup
k∈In

∥uk
∗∥ ≤ Cini. (5)

It is assumed that
u
j
∗ = uk

∗ if and only if j = k. (6)
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The empirical measure of afferent inputs on neuron j is written as

µ̂
n
j = 1

κn
j

∑
k∈Ξn

j

δuk
∗
∈ P(Rd). (7)

The initial empirical measure is

µ̂
n
∗ = (2n + 1)−1 n

∑
j=−n

δ
(u

j
∗,µ̂

n
j
)
∈ P(Rd

×P(Rd)). (8)

We note that this empirical measure is richer (i.e. carries more information) than is usual for interacting
particle systems (such as for instance [42, 41]). This is necessary for us to define the push-forward
operator Ψ of Theorem 2.1. The empirical measure, without the connections, is written

ˆ̂µn = (2n + 1)−1 n

∑
j=−n

δ
u
j
∗
. (9)

Let
D = {y ∈ Rd

∶ ∥y∥ ≤ Cini}. (10)

Let P(D) ⊂ P(Rd) be the set of all measures that are supported on D, i.e. µ(y ∈ D) = 1. Observe that
µ̂n
∗ ∈ P(D).
Define the empirical measure containing the trajectories upto time t,

µ̂
n
t = 1

2n + 1
∑
j∈In

δ
u
j

[0,t]

∈ P(C([0, t],Rd)), (11)

where u
j

[0,t]
∶= {uj

s}0≤s≤t.
The significance of our first main result (the following theorem) is that the same mapping Ψ holds

for all n and every possible empirical measure (subject to the above assumptions). It will allow us to
transfer the convergence / Large Deviations of µ̂n

∗ to the convergence / Large Deviations of µ̂n
t .

Theorem 2.1. (i) For any T ≥ 0, there exists a measurable map Ψ ∶ P(D × P(D)) ↦ P(C([0, T ],D))
(defined in Lemma 4.8 below) such that

µ̂
n
T = Ψ ⋅ µ̂n

∗ , (12)

(ii) Φ is injective.
(iii) There exists a topology T̃ (this is defined at the start of Section 4) such that Ψ ∶ (P(D×P(D)), T̃ )↦
(P(C([0, T ],D)),Tw) is continuous. The topology T̃ is Hausdorff and separable, and is a refinement of

the weak topology over P(D ×P(D)). P(D ×P(D)) is compact with respect to T̃ .
The following theorem is the second main result of this paper. It is significant that the space in which

the empirical measure lives in - i.e. P(D ×P(D)) - only needs to be endowed with the topology of weak
convergence.

Theorem 2.2. Suppose that {uj
∗,w

jk}j,k∈In are (possibly correlated) random variables. Let
Πn ∈ P(P(D × P(D))) be the probability law of µ̂n

∗ . Suppose that {Πn}n∈Z+ satisfy a Large Deviation

Principle, where P(D ×P(D)) is equipped with the weak topology Tw, with good rate function1 I ∶ P(D ×
P(D))↦ R

+. This means that for open O ∈ B(P(D ×P(D))) and closed F ∈ B(P(D ×P(D))),
lim
n→∞

α
−1
n logΠ

n(µ̂n
∗ ∈ F ) ≤ − inf

ν∈F
I(ν) (13)

lim
n→∞

α
−1
n logΠn(µ̂n

∗ ∈ O) ≥ − inf
ν∈O

I(ν), (14)

where αn → ∞ as n → ∞. Then, writing Π̃n ∈ P(P(C([0, T ],Rd))) to be the probability law of µ̂n
T ,{Π̃n}n≥1 satisfy a Large Deviation Principle with rate function H ∶ P(C([0, T ],Rd)) ↦ R

+, where H =
I ○Ψ−1, i.e.

lim
n→∞

α
−1
n log Π̃n(µ̂n

T ∈ FT ) ≤ − inf
ν∈FT

H(ν) (15)

lim
n→∞

α
−1
n log Π̃

n(µ̂n
T ∈ OT ) ≥ − inf

ν∈OT

H(ν), (16)

1A good rate function is lower semicontinuous and has compact level sets [20].
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and FT ,OT ∈ B(P(C([0, T ],Rd))) are sets that are (respectively) closed and open with respect to the weak
topology.

2.1 Large Deviations of Particle Systems on Sparse Erdos-Renyi Graphs

We now outline a particular application of the above results to sparse random graphs. In the last ten
years there has been an increased emphasis on applying the methods of statistical mechanics to sparse
random graphs [18, 29, 4, 19]. The first component of uj(t) is taken to be a static position variable θjn
lying in the ring (−π,π]. The position variables are evenly spaced, i.e. θjn = 2πj/(2n + 1) mod S

1. The
other initial conditions {uj,p

∗ }2≤p≤d are fixed and non-random, and chosen to be a function of the first
position variable, i.e.

u
j
∗ ∶= U(θjn). (17)

Here U ∶ S1 → R
d is bounded and continuous. We follow the convention that self-connections are always

present, i.e. wjj = 1 identically. This ensures that (3) is satisfied, and therefore the dynamics in (4) is
non-singular.

When i ≠ j, we take wij = 1 with probability ρnC(θin, θjn), for some prescribed continuous bounded
function C ∶ S1

× S
1 → R, such that C(θ,β) > 0. The edges {wij}i,j∈In are sampled independently. It is

assumed that the following limits exist

lim
n→∞

ρn = 0 , lim
n→∞
{nρn} =∞. (18)

The rest of the assumptions are as outlined in the previous section. Since limn→∞ ρn = 0, the network is
sparse, such that the typical number of edges afferent on each node is much less than the system size.
One could easily obtain similar results in the case that ρn = O(1).

Define Γ ∶ S1
×P(S1)→ R

d
×P(Rd) to be the function

(θ,µ) → (U(θ), µ ○U−1), (19)

and we recall the definition of U in (17). The second main result of this paper is the following.

Theorem 2.3. Suppose that (17) and (18) hold, and that {wjk}j,k∈In are sampled independently.
Let FT ,OT ⊂ P(C([0, T ],Rd)), with FT closed and OT open (with respect to the weak topology Tw).

Then

lim
n→∞
{ρn(2n + 1)2}−1 logP(µ̂n

T ∈ FT ) ≤ − inf
ν∈FT

H(ν) (20)

lim
n→∞

{ρn(2n + 1)2}−1 logP(µ̂n
T ∈ OT ) ≥ − inf

ν∈OT

H(ν). (21)

Here H ∶ P(C([0, T ],Rd))→ R
+ has compact level sets, and is such that

H(ν) = inf
µ∈P(S1×P(S1))

{Ĩ(µ) ∶ Ψ ⋅ (µ ○ Γ−1) = ν} where (22)

Ĩ ∶P(S1
×P(S1))→ R

+ is such that Ĩ(µ) = Eµ[Iθ(α)] where (23)

in the above expectation θ ∈ S1, α ∈ P(S1) and Γ is defined in (19). Iθ ∶ P(S1)→ R
+ is defined as follows.

In the case that µ does not have a density,

Iθ(µ) = 1

2π ∫S1
C(θ, η)dη. (24)

Otherwise, in the case that dµ(θ) = ζ(θ)

2π
dθ, define

Iθ(µ) = 1

2π ∫S1
C(θ, η)dη − exp( − 1

2π ∫S1
ζ(η) log ( ζ(η)

C(θ, η))dη), (25)

following the convention that 0 log(0) = 0 in the second integral on the right hand side.

This theorem is proved in Section 3.
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3 Proof of Theorem 2.3

We assume the model setup of Section 2.1. We need to show that the LDP for the law of the initial
condition in the statement of Theorem 2.2 is satisfied: i.e. we need to demonstrate (13) and (14) hold
for the sparse model of Section 2.1. Define

µ̆
n
∗ = 1

2n + 1
∑
j∈In

δ
(θ

j
n,µ̆n

j
)
∈ P(S1

×P(S1))
where the conditional empirical measures are, for −n ≤ j ≤ n,

µ̆
n
j = 1

∣Ξn
j ∣ ∑k∈Ξn

j

δθkn
∈ P(S1), (26)

where Ξn
j = {k ∈ In ∶ wjk = 1}. Since Γ (as defined in (19)) is continuous and µ̂n

∗ = µ̆n
∗ ○ Γ

−1, thanks
to Varadhan’s Contraction Principle [20, Theorem 4.2.1], it suffices to prove the LDP for the sequence
of laws {Π̆n}n≥1 ⊂ P(P(S1

× P(S1))) of µ̆n
∗ . We first assume that the connection probabilities C are

piecewise constant.

Lemma 3.1. Suppose that there exists a partition of S1 into intervals, i.e. ⋃Q
i=1 Ri , and such that for

each α ∈ S1,
C(θ1, α) = C(θ2, α) (27)

if θ1, θ2 ∈ Ri for some Ri. Thus C is piecewise constant in its first argument, and continuous in its second
argument.

For open A ⊂ P(S1
×P(S1)) and closed F ⊂ P(S1

×P(S1))
lim
n→∞
{(2n + 1)2ρn}−1P(µ̆n

∗ ∈ F ) ≤ − inf
ν∈F

Ĩ(ν) (28)

lim
n→∞

{(2n + 1)2ρn}−1P(µ̆n
∗ ∈ A) ≥ − inf

ν∈A
Ĩ(ν). (29)

Proof. To prove the LDP we are going to employ the Dawson-Gartner theory of projective limits [17],

following the exposition in [20]. Let Wm ⊂ B(S1
×P(S1)) be Wm = {Om

i }m2

i=1
, where

Om
i = {(θ,µ) ∶ θ ∈ Om

ji
and µ ∈ Zm

ki
},

for some indices 1 ≤ ji, ki ≤m. Let T2 be the topology on P(S1
×P(S1)) that is generated by open sets

of the form {µ ∈ P(S1
×P(S1)) ∶ ∣µ(Om

i ) − x∣ < δ},
for x, δ ∈ R, some m ≥ 1 and 1 ≤ i ≤m2.

Lemma 3.2. P(S1
×P(S1)) is separable with respect to T2.

Also T2 is a refinement of the weak topology.

Proof. Suppose that V ∶ S1
×P(S1)→ R is continuous, and write Vmax = supθ∈S1,µ∈P(S1){∣V (θ,µ)∣. Define

the set
V = {ν ∈ P(S1

×P(S1)) ∶ ∣Eν[V ] − x∣ < δ}, (30)

for some x, δ ∈ R. We assume that V is nonempty. We must prove that V is open with respect to T2. Fix
ν ∈ V such that ∣Eν[V ] − x∣ = δ̃ and δ̃ < δ. Define V̄ (m), V (m) to be

V̄
(m)(θ,µ) = m2

∑
i=1

χ{(θ,µ) ∈ Om
i } sup

(β,γ)∈Om
i

V (β,γ)

V
(m)(θ,µ) = m2

∑
i=1

χ{(θ,µ) ∈ Om
i } inf

(β,γ)∈Om
i

V (β,γ).
Since V is defined on a compact domain, it must be uniformly continuous, and therefore there must exist
m such that

sup
θ∈S1,µ∈P(S1)

∣V̄ (m)(θ,µ) − V (m)(θ,µ)∣ < 1

2
(δ − δ̃). (31)
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We then see that the set

U = {µ ∈ P(S1
×P(S1)) ∶ sup

1≤i≤m

∣µ(Om
i ) − ν(Om

i )∣ < 1

2Vmax

(δ − δ̃)} (32)

is such that U ⊆ V. This yields the lemma.

T2 is a projective limit topology (in the notation of [20, Section 4.6]) in the following sense. For m ≥ 1,
the projection pm ∶ P(S1

×P(S1))→ [0,1]m is

pm ⋅ ν = (ν(Om
1 ), . . . , ν(Om

m)).
Clearly pm ∶ P(S1

×P(S1))→ [0,1]m is continuous (when P(S1
×P(S1)) is endowed with the T2 topology

and [0,1]m with the Euclidean topology). Let pqm ∶ [0,1]m → [0, q]q (for q ≤m) be the induced projection
i.e. for 1 ≤ j ≤ q,

pqm(x1, . . . , xm)j = m

∑
i=1

χ{Om
i ⊆ Oq

j}xi.

The above identity means that
pqm ⋅ pm(ν) = pq(ν). (33)

It is clear that pqm is continuous.
To prove the theorem, we will use the Dawson-Gartner Theorem for the Large Deviations of projective

limit systems [17],[20, Theorem 4.6.1]. To satisfy the conditions of this theorem, we first prove that for
any partition P > 0 and any set A ∈ B([0,1]P ) that is either open or closed,

lim
n→∞

{(2n + 1)2ρn}−1P((µ̆n
∗ (OP

1 ), . . . , µ̆n
∗ (OP

P )) ∈ A) = − inf
x∈A

I
OP

1
,...,OP

P
(x) where (34)

I
OP

1
,...,OP

P
(x) = P

∑
i=1

E
ν[χ{OP

i } inf
µ∈Zi

Iθ(µ)], (35)

and we have written OP
i = OP

i ×Zi. Let

Un = {zn ∈ A ∶ zin = pin/(2n + 1) for pin ∈ Z+ and ∣pin∣ ≤ (2n + 1) and P

∑
i=1

zi = 1}.
Notice that ∣Un∣ is polynomial in n, which means that

lim
n→∞
{(2n + 1)2ρn}−1 log ∣Un∣ = 0.

We thus find that,

lim
n→∞
{(2n + 1)2ρn}−1 logP((µ̆n

∗ (OP
1 ), . . . , µ̆n

∗ (OP
P )) ∈ A)

= lim
n→∞
{(2n + 1)2ρn}−1 log ∑

zn∈Un

P((µ̆n
∗ (OP

1 ), . . . , µ̆n
∗ (OP

P )) = zn)
= lim

n→∞
sup

zn∈Un

{(2n + 1)2ρn}−1 logP((µ̆n
∗ (OP

1 ), . . . , µ̆n
∗ (OP

P )) = zn),
as long as the last limit exists. Now fix zn ∈ Un to be such that the supremum on the right hand side is
attained at zn (this is possible because Un is of finite size).

Let {υn
j }j∈In ⊂ P(S1) be any set of measures such that (i) P(µ̆n

j = υn
j ) ≠ 0, and (ii), defining υn =

1

2n+1 ∑j∈In
δ
θ
j
n,υn

j

∈ P(S1
×P(S1)),

(υn(OP
1 ), . . . , υn(OP

P )) = zn.
Employing a multinomial expansion, we find that

P((µ̆n
∗ (OP

1 ), . . . , µ̆n
∗ (OP

P )) = zn) = Υn,zn ∏
j∈In

P(µ̆n
j = υj) (36)

7



where Υn,zn contains combinatorial factors, and (thanks to Stirling’s Approximation) is such that Υn ≤
exp(Cn) for a positive constant C. We thus find that (recalling that ρn(2n + 1) → ∞ as n → ∞), and
making use of Lemma 3.6,

lim
n→∞

{(2n + 1)2ρn}−1 logP((µ̆n
∗ (OP

1 ), . . . , µ̆n
∗ (OP

P )) = zn) = − inf
z∈A

P

∑
i=1

z
i inf
µ∈Zi

Iθ̃i(µ)
= − inf

z∈A
I
OP

1
,...,OP

P
(z). (37)

Now, applying the Dawson-Gartner Theorem [20, Theorem 4.6.1], it must be that for any open A ⊂
P(S1

× P(S1)) and any closed F ⊂ P(S1
× P(S1)) (these sets are open / closed with respect to the T2

topology),

lim
n→∞
{(2n + 1)2ρn}−1 logP(µ̆n

∗ ∈ F ) ≤ − inf
ν∈F

Ĭ(ν) (38)

lim
n→∞

{(2n + 1)2ρn}−1 logP(µ̆n
∗ ∈ A) ≥ − inf

ν∈A
Ĭ(ν) where (39)

Ĭ(ν) = sup
P>0

{Ĭ
OP

1
,...,OP

P
((ν(OP

1 ), . . . , ν(OP
P )))} (40)

In Lemma 3.3 we demonstrate that Ĭ(ν) = Ĩ(ν). We have thus established (28) and (29).

We now complete the proof of Theorem 2.3.

Proof. We earlier assumed in (64) that the connection probabilities are piecewise constant. We now
prove the more general case. Let C(m)(θ,α) be piecewise constant in its first argument (satisfying (64)),
continuous in its second argument, for some m ≥ 1, and such that

lim
m→∞

sup
θ,α∈S1

∣C(m)(α, θ) − C(α, θ)∣ = 0. (41)

It is always possible to make the above approximation because C is continuous on the compact space
S
1
×S

1 (and therefore it must be uniformly continuous). Furthermore, since by assumption C(⋅, ⋅) ≥ Clb > 0,
it must be that

lim
m→∞

sup
θ,α∈S1

∣ C(α, θ)C(m)(α, θ) − 1∣ = 0. (42)

It remains to prove that for open A ⊂ P(S1
×P(S1)) and closed F ⊂ P(S1

×P(S1))
lim
n→∞
{(2n + 1)2ρn}−1P(µ̆n

∗ ∈ F ) ≤ − inf
ν∈F

Ĩ(ν) (43)

lim
n→∞

{(2n + 1)2ρn}−1P(µ̆n
∗ ∈ A) ≥ − inf

ν∈A
Ĩ(ν). (44)

Let Q ∈ P(E(2n+1)2) be the law of the random connections {wjk}j,k∈In with connection probability

ρnC(⋅, ⋅). Let Q(m) ∈ P(E(2n+1)2) be the law of the random connections {wjk}j,k∈In with connection

probability ρnC(m)(⋅, ⋅). We see that

dQ

dQ(m)
({wjk}) = ∏

j,k∈In

χ{wjk = 1}ρnC(θjn, θkn) + χ{wjk = 0}(1 − ρnC(θjn, θkn))
χ{wjk = 1}ρnC(m)(θjn, θkn) + χ{wjk = 0}(1 − ρnC(m)(θjn, θkn)) . (45)

Define, for a ≥ 0,
Vn
a = {{wjk} ∈ E(2n+1)2 ∶ ∑

j,k∈In

w
jk ≤ ρn(2n + 1)2a},

and

αm =max{ sup
θ,α∈S1

∣ C(α, θ)C(m)(α, θ) − 1∣, sup
θ,α∈S1

∣C(m)(α, θ) − C(α, θ)∣}. (46)

Using the inequality
1 − z

1 − x
≤ 1 + x − z + 2x2

,
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as long as x, z ≪ 1 are sufficiently small, it must hold that there is a K > 0 such that

1 − ρnC(θjn, θkn)
1 − ρnC(m)(θjn, θkn) ≤ 1 + ρnαm +Kρ

2

n. (47)

We thus see that for {wjk} ∈ Vn
a , it must hold that

dQn

dQn
(m)

({wjk}) ≤(1 +αm)ρn(2n+1)2a(1 + ρnαm +O(ρ2n))(2n+1)2(1−ρna)

≤ exp (2αmρn(2n + 1)2a +Kρ
2

n(2n + 1)2), (48)

using the bound 1 + y ≤ exp(y). Now for any set U ∈ B(P(S1
×P(S1))),

{(2n + 1)2ρn}−1 logQn(µ̆n
∗ ∈ U) ≤

{(2n + 1)2ρn}−1 log {Qn(µ̆n
∗ ∈ U and {wjk} ∈ Vn

a ) +Qn({wjk} ∉ Vn
a )} ≤ {(2n + 1)2ρn}−1 log 2

+max{{(2n + 1)2ρn}−1 logQn(µ̆n
∗ ∈ U and {wjk} ∈ Vn

a ),{(2n + 1)2ρn}−1 logQn({wjk} ∉ Vn
a )}.

Let M > supθ,α∈S1 C(θ,α). Thanks to Lemma 3.5, we can find a > 0 such that

{(2n + 1)2ρn}−1 logQn({wjk} ∉ Vn
a ) ≤ −M. (49)

Starting with the upper bound (and taking U to be closed) we thus find that

lim
n→∞
{(2n + 1)2ρn}−1 logQn(µ̆n

∗ ∈ U) ≤ −min {M, lim
n→∞
{(2n + 1)2ρn}−1 logQn(µ̆n

∗ ∈ U and {wjk} ∈ Vn
a )}.
(50)

Employing the bound in (48),

lim
n→∞
{(2n + 1)2ρn}−1 logQn(µ̆n

∗ ∈ U and {wjk} ∈ Vn
a )

≤ lim
n→∞
{(2n + 1)2ρn}−1 logQn

(m)(µ̆n
∗ ∈ U and {wjk} ∈ Vn

a ) + 2αma.

Furthermore

lim
n→∞
{(2n + 1)2ρn}−1 logQn

(m)(µ̆n
∗ ∈ U and {wjk} ∈ Vn

a ) ≤ lim
n→∞
{(2n + 1)2ρn}−1 logQn

(m)(µ̆n
∗ ∈ U)

≤ − inf
ν∈U

Ĩ
(m)(ν). (51)

where

Ĩ
(m)(ν) = Eν(θ,µ)[I(m)θ (µ)] and (52)

I
(m)
α (µ) = 1

2π ∫S1
C(m)(α, θ)dθ − exp( − 1

2π ∫S1
ζ(θ) log ( ζ(θ)

C(m)(α, θ))dθ). (53)

Since C(m) converges uniformly to C, one easily checks that

lim
m→∞

sup
α∈S1

sup
µ∈P(S1)

{∣I(m)α (µ) − Iα(µ)∣} = 0.
We now take m →∞. Since

inf
ν∈U

Ĩ(ν) ≤ sup
θ,α∈S1

C(θ,α) <M,

it must be that

lim
m→∞

min{M, lim
n→∞
{(2n + 1)2ρn}−1 logQn(µ̆n

∗ ∈ U and {wjk} ∈ Vn
a )} ≤ − inf

ν∈U
Ĩ(ν) (54)

and therefore (43) must hold.
The lower bound is prove analogously.
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Lemma 3.3.

Ĭ(ν) = Ĩ(ν), (55)

where Ĩ is defined in (23) and Ĭ is defined in (40).

Proof. Let P > 0 be such that

Ĭ
OP

1
,...,OP

P
((ν(OP

1 ), . . . , ν(OP
P ))) ≥ sup

Q≥1

{Ĭ
O

Q
1

,...,O
Q
Q

((ν(OQ
1 ), . . . , ν(OQ

Q)))} − ǫ, (56)

for some ǫ≪ 1. For any sequence {rP }P≥1 such that

OP+1
rP+1

⊆ OP
rP

, (57)

it must be that there exists (θ, η) ∈ S1
×P(S1) such that ⋂P≥1OP

rP
= (θ, η). For any (θ,µ) ∈ S1

×P(S1),
since if (θ,µ) ∈ OP+1

i and (θ,µ) ∈ OP
j , it must be that ZP+1

i ⊆ ZP
j , and therefore

P

∑
i=1

χ{(θ,µ) ∈ OP
i } inf

γ∈ZP
i

Iθ(γ) ≤ P+1

∑
i=1

χ{(θ,µ) ∈ OP+1
i } inf

γ∈ZP +1
i

Iθ(γ). (58)

It thus follows from the monotone convergence theorem that

lim
P→∞

Ĭ
OP

1
,...,OP

P
((ν(OP

1 ), . . . , ν(OP ))) = Eν[ lim
P→∞

P

∑
i=1

(χ{(θ,µ) ∈ OP
i } inf

γ∈ZP
i

Iθ(γ))], (59)

and the left-hand-side is non-decreasing in P . It is immediate from the definition that

E
ν[ lim

P→∞

P

∑
i=1

χ{(θ,µ) ∈ OP
i } inf

γ∈ZP
i

Iθ(γ)] ≤ Eν[Iθ(µ)]. (60)

Since Iθ(µ) is continuous in θ, and lower-semi-continuous in µ, it must be that

E
ν[ lim

P→∞

P

∑
i=1

(χ{(θ,µ) ∈ OP
i } inf

γ∈ZP
i

Iθ(γ))] ≥ Eν[Iθ(µ)]. (61)

We thus see that
lim
P→∞

Ĭ
OP

1
,...,OP

P
((ν(OP

1 ), . . . , ν(OP
P ))) = Eν[Iθ(µ)]. (62)

We have thus proved that Eν[Iθ(µ)] ≥ Ĭ(ν) − ǫ. It is clear from the definition of Ĭ that

E
ν[Iθ(µ)] ≤ Ĭ(ν).

Taking ǫ→ 0, it must be that
E

ν[Iθ(µ)] = Ĭ(ν). (63)

3.1 LDP for the conditional empirical measure

Throughout this section, suppose that there exists a partition of S1 into intervals, i.e. ⋃Q
i=1 Ri , and such

that for each α ∈ S1,
C(θ1, α) = C(θ2, α) (64)

if θ1, θ2 ∈ Ri for some Ri. We also assume uniform lower and upper bounds, i.e.

inf
θ,α∈S1

C(α, θ) >0 (65)

sup
θ,α∈S1

C(α, θ) <∞. (66)

LetM+(S1
× E) be the set of all positive Borel measures on S

1
× E . Define

µ̃
n
j = 1

ρn(2n + 1) ∑k∈In δ(θkn,wjk) ∈M+(S1
× E),
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and observe that

µ̆
n
j = π ⋅ µ̃n

j where π ∶M+(S1
× E)→ P(S1) is such that (67)

(π ⋅ ν)(B) = ν(θ ∈ B and w = 1)
ν(w = 1) for B ∈ B(S1). (68)

Since wjj = 1 always, π ⋅ µ̃n
j is always well-defined. We equipM+(S1

× E) with the topology T̃ generated
by open sets of the form {µ ∈M+(S1

× E) ∶ ∣Eµ[g(θ)w] − x∣ < δ}, (69)

for x, δ ∈ R and continuous g ∶ S1 → R. Measures with identical expectations for all such functions are
identified. Observe that π is uniformly continuous over sets of the form {ν ∶ ν(w = 1) ≥ ǫ > 0}. Let
Π̃n

j ∈ P(M+(S1
× E)) be the probability law of µ̃n

j .

Lemma 3.4. Let {jn}n≥1 be any sequence such that there exists p ≥ 1 such that θjnn ∈ Rp for all n ≥ 1,
and θjnn → α ∈ Rp. For any open O ∈ B(P(S1)) and closed F ∈ B(P(S1)) (according to the topology
generated by open sets of the form (69)),

lim
n→∞
(ρn(2n + 1))−1 logP(µ̆n

jn ∈ O) ≥ − inf
µ∈O

Iα(µ) (70)

lim
n→∞
(ρn(2n + 1))−1 logP(µ̆n

jn ∈ F ) ≤ − inf
µ∈F

Iα(µ). (71)

Proof. Fix ǫ > 0 and define Uǫ = {µ ∈M+(S1
× E) ∶ µ(w = 1) ≤ ǫ}. By a union-of-events bound

lim
n→∞
(ρn(2n + 1))−1 logP(µ̆n

jn ∈ O) =max{ lim
n→∞
(ρn(2n + 1))−1 logP(µ̆n

jn ∈ O and µ̃
n
jn ∉ Uǫ),

lim
n→∞

(ρn(2n + 1))−1 logP(µ̃n
jn ∈ Uǫ)}.

Now

lim
n→∞

(ρn(2n + 1))−1 logP(µ̆n
jn ∈ O and µ̃

n
jn ∉ Uǫ) = lim

n→∞

(ρn(2n + 1))−1 logP(µ̃n
jn ∈ π−1(O) and µ̃

n
jn ∉ Uǫ)

≥ − inf
µ∈(π−1O)∩Uc

ǫ

Ĩα(µ),
using the Large Deviation Principle of Lemma 3.8, since π−1(O) ∩ Uc

ǫ is open.
Suppose first that (noting that π−1(O) is always non-empty)

inf
ν∈π−1(O)

Ĩα(ν) =∞. (72)

In this case, if ν ∈M+(S1
× E) is such that π ⋅ ν = µ ∈ O, then it must be that either ν does not have a

density, or it has a density ζ(θ) and
∫

S1
ζ(θ) log(ζ(θ))dθ =∞.

Whichever of these cases holds, it must be that

Iα(µ) = 1

2π ∫S1
C(α, θ)dθ. (73)

Furthermore it follows from Lemma 3.10 that

lim
ǫ→0

lim
n→∞
(ρn(2n + 1))−1 logP(µ̃n

jn ∈ Uǫ) = − 1

2π ∫S1
C(α, θ)dθ

= − inf
µ∈O

Iα(µ),
using (73). We thus obtain (70) in the case that (72) holds, as required.

We now suppose that infν∈π−1(O) Ĩα(ν) <∞. Then we first claim that

inf
ν∈π−1(O)∩Uc

ǫ

Ĩα(ν)→ inf
ν∈π−1(O)

Ĩα(ν). (74)
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To see this, let ν̃ ∈ π−1(O) be such that, for some δ > 0,
Ĩα(ν̃) ≤ inf

ν∈π−1(O)
Ĩα(ν) + δ.

The openness of π−1(O) implies that there must exist ǫ > 0 such that ν ∈ π−1(O)∩Uc
ǫ . Since δ is arbitrary,

we have established (74).
By Lemma 3.9,

inf
ν∈π−1(O)

Ĩα(ν) = inf
µ∈O

Iα(µ).
Now Iα(µ) ≤ 1

2π ∫S1 C(α, θ)dθ, and we thus find from (114) that

lim
ǫ→0

max{ lim
n→∞

(ρn(2n + 1))−1 logP(µ̆n
jn ∈ O and µ̃

n
jn ∉ Uǫ),

lim
n→∞
(ρn(2n + 1))−1 logP(µ̃n

jn ∈ Uǫ)}
= lim

ǫ→0

lim
n→∞

(ρn(2n + 1))−1 logP(µ̆n
jn ∈ O and µ̃

n
jn ∉ Uǫ) ≥ − inf

µ∈O
Iα(µ).

We now turn to the upper bound. Fix ǫ > 0 and define Vǫ = {µ ∈M+(S1
× E) ∶ µ(w = 1) ≥ ǫ}. By a

union-of-events bound

lim
n→∞
(ρn(2n + 1))−1 logP(µ̆n

jn ∈ F ) ≤ lim
n→∞
(ρn(2n + 1))−1 logP(µ̆n

jn ∈ F and µ̃
n
jn ∈ Vǫ)

= lim
n→∞
(ρn(2n + 1))−1 logP(µ̃n

jn ∈ π−1(F ) and µ̃
n
jn ∈ Vǫ) ≤ − inf

ν∈π−1(F )∩Vǫ

Iα(ν)
If infν∈π−1(F ) Iα(ν) =∞, then it immediately follows that

lim
n→∞
(ρn(2n + 1))−1 logP(µ̆n

jn ∈ F ) ≤ − inf
µ∈F

Iα(ν).
Otherwise, suppose that infν∈π−1(F ) Iα(ν) < ∞. For any µ ∈ F and any a > 0, aµ ∈ π−1F . We thus find
from Lemma 3.9 that

inf
ν∈π−1(F )

Ĩα(ν) = inf
µ∈F

Iα(µ).

The following Lemma establishes an ‘exponential tightness’ property.

Lemma 3.5. Let {jn}n≥1 be any sequence such that there exists p such that θjnn ∈ Rp for all n ≥ 1. For
any M > 0, there exists a subset Um ⊂M+(S1

× E), where for m ≥ 0,
Um = {µ ∈M+(S1

× E) ∶ µ(w = 1) ≤m} (75)

such that
lim
n→∞
(ρn(2n + 1))−1 logP(µ̃n

jn ∉ Um) ≤ −M (76)

Proof. By Chernoff’s Inequality, for any a > 0,
P(µ̃n

jn ∉ Um) ≤ exp ( − ρn(2n + 1)am)E[ exp (a ∑
k∈In

w
jn,k)] (77)

= exp ( − ρn(2n + 1)am) ∏
k∈In

{1 + ρnC(θjnn , θ
k
n)( exp(a) − 1)}. (78)

Similarly to the proof of Lemma 3.8, we find that

lim
n→∞
(ρn(2n + 1))−1 log ∏

k∈In

{1 + ρnC(θjnn , θ
kn
n )( exp(a) − 1)}→ 1

2π
( exp(a) − 1)∫

S1
C(α,β)dβ. (79)

Taking a = 1 and m to be sufficiently large, the previous two equations imply that

lim
n→∞
{ρn(2n + 1)} logP(µ̃n

jn ∉ Um) ≤ −M. (80)
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Lemma 3.6. Let {jn}n≥1 be any sequence such that there exists p such that θjnn ∈ Rp for all n ≥ 1, and
also θjnn → α ∈ Rp. Let O ⊂ P(S1) be open and let Ō denote its closure. Then

lim
n→∞
{(2n + 1)ρn}−1 logP(µ̂n

jn ∈ O) = lim
n→∞
{(2n + 1)ρn}−1 logP(µ̂n

jn ∈ Ō)
= − inf

µ∈O
Iα(µ) = − inf

µ∈Ō
Iα(µ). (81)

Proof. For 1 ≤ p ≤M , let Op ⊆ P(S1) be any set of the form

Op = {µ ∈ P(S1) ∶ µ(F p
i ) > λp

i for all 1 ≤ i ≤mp}, (82)

for some mp ∈ Z+, constants λp
i ∈ [0,1) such that

mp

∑
i=1

λ
p
i < 1, (83)

and closed mutually disjoint sets F
p
i ⊂ S

1, i.e. F
p
i ∩ F

p
j = ∅ if i ≠ j. It follows from the Portmanteau

Theorem that Op is open [6].
We now claim that one must be able to find a countably infinite set of such open sets such that

O = ∪p≥1Op. (84)

This is because P(S1) is separable with respect to the weak topology, and open sets of the type Op

generate the weak topology [6]. It follows from (84) that

Ō = ∪p≥1Ōp. (85)

Using the Large Deviations estimate (in the second line) and Lemma 3.7 in the penultimate line,

lim
n→∞
{(2n + 1)ρn}−1 logP(µ̂n

jn ∈ O) ≤ lim
n→∞

{(2n + 1)ρn}−1 logP(µ̂n
jn ∈ Ō)

= − inf
µ∈Ō

Iα(µ) = − inf
p≥1

inf
µ∈Ōp

Iα(µ)
= − inf

p≥1
inf

µ∈Op

Iα(µ) = − inf
µ∈O

Iα(µ). (86)

The Large Deviations estimate also implies that

lim
n→∞

{(2n + 1)ρn}−1 logP(µ̂n
jn ∈ O) ≥ − inf

µ∈O
Iα(µ). (87)

We have thus established the lemma.

Lemma 3.7. Let O ⊆ P(S1) be any set of the form

O = {µ ∈ P(S1) ∶ µ(Fi) > λi for all 1 ≤ i ≤m}, (88)

for some m ∈ Z+, constants λi ∈ [0,1) such that

m

∑
i=1

λi < 1, (89)

and closed mutually disjoint sets Fi ⊂ S1, i.e. Fi ∩ Fj = ∅ if i ≠ j. Then

inf
µ∈O

Iα(µ) = inf
µ∈Ō

Iα(µ). (90)

Proof. Since Iα is lower semi-continuous, there exists ν ∈ Ō such that

inf
µ∈Ō

Iα(µ) = Iα(ν).
Since Iα(γ) ≤ 1

2π ∫S1 C(α, θ)dθ for all γ ∈ P(S1), we may assume that

Iα(ν) < 1

2π ∫S1
C(α, θ)dθ,
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since otherwise the lemma is obviously true. The definition of Iα implies that ν has a density ζ(θ)/(2π).
It follows from the Portmanteau Theorem that

ν(Fi) ≥ λi for all 1 ≤ i ≤m (91)

and therefore
1

2π ∫Fi

ζ(θ)dθ ≥ λi. (92)

Notice that

Iα(ν) = 1

2π ∫S1
C(α, θ)dθ − exp( −R(ν)) where (93)

R(ν) = 1

2π ∫S1
ζ(θ) log (ζ(θ)/C(α, θ))dθ. (94)

Define υ ∈ O to be such that υ has a density φ(θ)/(2π) and also satisfies the following properties:

υ( ∪i Fi) =1 (95)

φ is constant over each Fi (96)

υ(Fi) =λi/( m

∑
q=1

λq). (97)

Next, for q ∈ Z+, define the measure υq = (1 − q−1)ν + q−1υ, and observe that υq has a density ζq given
by ζq(θ) = (1 − q−1)ζ(θ) + q−1φ(θ). It follows from (92) and (97) that υq ∈ O. It thus remains for us to
demonstrate that limq→∞ Iα(υq) = Iα(ν).

Let A ⊂ S1 be the set
A = {θ ∶ ζ(θ) ≥ φ(θ) and ζ(θ) ≥ C(α, θ)}. (98)

We have that

R(υq) = 1

2π ∫A
ζ
q(θ) log (ζq(θ)/C(α, θ))dθ + 1

2π ∫S1/A
ζ
q(θ) log (ζq(θ)/C(α, θ))dθ.

Thanks to the dominated convergence theorem, since ζq(θ)→ ζ(θ) as q →∞,

lim
q→∞
∫

S1/A
ζ
q(θ) log (ζq(θ)/C(α, θ))dθ = ∫

S1/A
ζ(θ) log (ζ(θ)/C(α, θ))dθ.

Now one easily checks that for θ ∈ A,

ζ
q+1(θ) log (ζq+1(θ)/C(α, θ)) ≥ ζq(θ) log (ζq(θ)/C(α, θ)),

since the function x ↦ x log(x) is increasing for x ≥ 1. We thus find from the monotone convergence
theorem that

lim
q→∞
∫

A
ζ
q(θ) log (ζq(θ)/C(α, θ))dθ = 1

2π ∫A
ζ(θ) log (ζ(θ)/C(α, θ))dθ.

We can thus conclude that limq→∞R(υq) = R(ν), and therefore limq→∞ Iα(υq) = Iα(ν). We have estab-
lished (90).

Lemma 3.8. Let {jn}n≥1 be any sequence such that there exists p such that θjnn ∈ Rp for all n ≥ 1, and
also θjnn → α ∈ Rp. Then {Π̃n

jn}n≥1 satisfy a Large Deviation Principle with rate function

Ĩα(ν) = { ∞ if ν(⋅,1) does not have a density, otherwise
1

2π ∫S1 {γ(θ) log ( γ(θ)
C(α,θ)

) − γ(θ) + C(α, θ)}dθ if ν(dθ,1) = γ(θ)
2π

dθ
. (99)

The LDP means that for open sets O ⊂M+(S1
× E) and closed sets F ⊂M+(S1

× E),
lim
n→∞

1

ρn(2n + 1)2 log Π̃n
jn(F ) ≤ − inf

ν∈F
Ĩα(ν) (100)

lim
n→∞

1

ρn(2n + 1)2 log Π̃n
jn(O) ≥ − inf

ν∈O
Ĩα(ν). (101)

Ĩ is lower semicontinuous and has compact level sets.
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Proof. We first show that the LDP (relative to the topology T̃ defined in (69)) holds with the rate
function

Ĩα(ν) = sup
h∈Cb(S

1)

{Eν[h(θ)w] − Λ̃(α,h)}, (102)

Λ̃(α,h) = 1

2π ∫
π

−π
C(α,β)( exp{h(β)} − 1)dβ (103)

Define the logarithmic moment generating function, for any bounded and continuous h ∶ S1 → R,

Λ̆(α,h) = lim
n→∞
{ρn(2n + 1)}−1 logE[ exp ( ∑

k∈In

h(θkn)wjnk)], (104)

recalling that {jn}∞n=1 is any sequence such that θjn → α ∈ S1. We first establish that for all such sequences,

Λ̆(α,h) = Λ̃(α,h). (105)

Observe that

E[ exp( n

∑
k=−n

h(θkn)wjnk)] = E[ exp (h(θjnn ) + ∑
k≠jn

w
jnk

h(θkn)wjnk})]
= exp(h(θjnn )) ∏

k≠jn

{1 + ρnC(θjnn , θ
k
n)( exp (h(θkn)) − 1)}

since wjj = 1 identically. We thus find that

lim
n→∞

(ρn(2n + 1))−1 logE[ exp ( ∑
k≠jn

h(θkn)wjnk)] =
lim
n→∞

(ρn(2n + 1))−1 ∑
k∈In

log {1 + ρnC(θjn, θkn)( exp (h(θkn)) − 1)}
= lim

n→∞
(ρn(2n + 1))−1 ∑

k∈In

{ρnC(θjn, θkn)( exp (h(θkn)) − 1) +O(ρ2n)}, (106)

through a second degree Taylor Expansion of the logarithmic function. Since ρn → 0, the O(ρ2n) term is
asymptotically negligible, and we therefore obtain that

lim
n→∞

(ρn(2n + 1))−1 logE[ exp ( n

∑
k=−n

h(θkn)wjnk)] = 1

2π ∫
π

−π
C(α,β)( exp (h(β)) − 1)dβ. (107)

We have thus proved (105). It follows from [20, Corollary 4.6.14] that the sequence of probability laws{Π̃n
jn}n≥1 satisfy a Large Deviation Principle. This is because the function h → Λ̃(α,h) is Gateaux

Differentiable. The exponential tightness property follows from Lemma 3.5. One can adapt the proof of
Prokhorov’s Theorem to prove that Um is compact for any m > 0. We have thus established that the
sequence of probability laws {Π̃n

jn}n≥1 satisfy a Large Deviation Principle with good rate function (102).

Next we establish that if ν(w = 1) > 0 and ν(⋅,1) does not have a density, then Ĩ(ν) = ∞. To this
end, let B(θ, δ) ⊂ S1 be the open ball centered at θ of radius δ. Let υ ∈ P(S1) be Lebesgue measure on
S
1. Suppose that there exists θ ∈ S1 such that

lim
δ→0

ν(B(θ, δ))
2δ

=∞. (108)

For δ > 0, define the function

hδ(α) =
⎧⎪⎪⎪⎨⎪⎪⎪⎩

δ−1 if x ∈ B(θ, δ)
0 if x ∉ B(θ, δ + δ2)

δ−1(1 − δ−2 infy∈B(θ,δ) {∣α − y mod S
1∣}) otherwise.

Notice that hδ(α) is continuous and bounded. We easily check that

lim
δ→0

E
ν[hδ] =∞ , lim

δ→0

∣Λ̃(α,hδ)∣ <∞,
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which means that Ĩα(ν) =∞.
Finally, we suppose that ν(⋅,1) has a density given by 1

2π
γ(⋅). We then see that

Ĩα(ν) = sup
h∈Cb(S

1)

1

2π ∫S1
γ(θ){h(θ) − C(α, θ)

γ(θ) ( exp(h(θ)) − 1)}dθ.
We can find the unique supremum of the integrand by differentiating. This implies that Ĩα(ν) takes the
form in (99).

Lemma 3.9. Let µ ∈ P(S1) have a density ζ(θ)/(2π). Assume that

∫
S1

ζ(θ) log(ζ(θ))dθ <∞. (109)

Then
inf

ν∈M+(S1×E)∶π⋅ν=µ
Ĩα(ν) = Iα(µ). (110)

Proof. It must be that

∫
S1

ζ(θ)dθ = 2π. (111)

Any ν ∈M+(S1
× E) such that π ⋅ ν = µ must have density aζ(θ), for some a > 0. We then find that

Ĩα(ν) = 1

2π ∫S1
{aζ(θ) log ( aζ(θ)

C(α, θ) ) − aζ(θ) + C(α, θ)}dθ ∶= Γ(a). (112)

Differentiating with respect to a to obtain the minimum, we find that

dΓ

da
= 1

2π ∫S1
{ζ(θ) log ( ζ(θ)

C(α, θ)) + ζ log(a)}dθ.
We thus find that the value of a at the unique critical point is

a∗ = exp( 1

2π ∫S1
ζ(θ) log (C(α, θ)

ζ(θ) )dθ). (113)

Γ achieves a local minimum at a∗, because Γ → ∞ as a → ∞. We thus find that, after substituting
a = a∗ into (112),

Iα(µ) = 1

2π ∫S1
C(α, θ)dθ − exp( 1

2π ∫S1
ζ(θ) log (C(α, θ)

ζ(θ) )dθ).
One can double check using Jensen’s Inequality that Iα(µ) ≥ 0.

Lemma 3.10. Let {jn}n≥1 be any sequence such that there exists p such that θjnn ∈ Rp for all n ≥ 1, and
also θjnn → α ∈ Rp. Then, recalling the definition of Um in (75),

lim
m→0+

lim
n→∞
{ρn(2n + 1)}−1 logP(µ̃n

jn ∈ Um) = 1

2π ∫S1
C(α, θ)dθ. (114)

Proof. Since Um is closed, by Lemma 3.8,

lim
n→∞
{ρn(2n + 1)}−1 logP(µ̃n

jn ∈ Um) ≤ − inf
ν∈Um

Ĩα(ν) (115)

Define Vm = {ν ∈M+(S1
× E) ∶ ν(w = 1) <m}. Since Vm is open, by Lemma 3.8,

lim
n→∞

{ρn(2n + 1)}−1 logP(µ̃n
jn ∈ Vm) ≥ − inf

ν∈Vm

Ĩα(ν) (116)

It follows from the previous two equations that it suffices for us to prove that

lim
m→0

inf
ν∈Um

Ĩα(ν) = 1

2π ∫S1
C(α, θ)dθ. (117)
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First, define νm ∈ Um to be such that ν(⋅,1) has the uniform density m
2π

. One easily checks that Ĩα(νm)→
1

2π ∫S1 C(α, θ)dθ as m→ 0. We thus see that

lim
m→0

inf
ν∈Um

Ĩα(ν) ≤ 1

2π ∫S1
C(α, θ)dθ. (118)

Now suppose for a contradiction that νm ∈ Um, and νm(⋅,1) has a density ζm(θ)/(2π), and that there
exists ǫ,m0 > 0 such that for all m <m0,

Ĩα(νm) ≤ 1

2π ∫S1
C(α, θ)dθ − ǫ (119)

Thanks to (118) and the definition of Ĩα in (99), it must be that for all sufficiently large m,

1

2π ∫S1
{ζm(θ) log ( ζm(θ)

C(α, θ) ) − ζm(θ)}dθ ≤ −ǫ. (120)

Our assumption that C is lower bounded implies that there exists Clb > 0 such that

inf
θ,α
C(α, θ) ≥ Clb > 0.

Thus
1

2π ∫S1
{ζm(θ) log (ζm(θ)) + ζm(θ)( − log(Clb) − 1)}dθ ≤ −ǫ, (121)

We thus find that
1

2π ∫S1
ζ
m(θ) log (ζm(θ))dθ ≤m( log(Clb) + 1) − ǫ. (122)

However there exists a positive constant K such that

x logx ≥ −Kx.

Thus

−K
1

2π ∫S1
ζ
m(θ)dθ ≤m( log(Clb) + 1) − ǫ, (123)

and therefore
−Km ≤m( log(Clb) + 1) − ǫ. (124)

Taking m→ 0, we obtain a contradiction. We have thus proved the lemma.

4 Proof of Theorems 2.1 and 2.2

To push-forward the initial conditions by the dynamics, we wish to find the coarsest topology possible
that will ensure that the dynamics depends continuously on the initial condition. The weakest such
topology that we could find is T̃ , which we will now specify precisely. We will first define a topology
Tm that ‘knows’ about the distribution of the states {uk

∗} that can be reached through no more than m

connections. T0 is the standard weak topology over P(D). T̃ will be defined to be the smallest (coarsest)
topology containing ⋃m≥1 Tm. The basic reason why this topology will be sufficient for the map Ψ to
be continuous is that one knows that the push-forward of the original dynamics can be approximated
arbitrarily well by employing m Euler-step approximations, for large enough m. However m Euler-steps
only requires knowing the distribution of the states within m edge connections of each vertex. In Section
4.1 we specify the topology T̃ , and prove the essential properties of compactness and separability. In
Section 4.2 we specify the push-forward map Ψ, and prove that it is continuous when P(D × P(D)) is
equipped with the T̃ topology.
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4.1 Specification of the T̃ topology on P(D ×P(D))

The topology T̃ is, by definition, the weakest topology generated by subtopologies {Tm}m≥1. Tm is
generated by a map Φm on P(D × P(D)) (to be defined below); that is, it is the weakest possible
topology such that Φm is continuous. We then prove that the topology Tm is Hausdorff, separable and
compact.

Recalling that D is a compact subset of Rd, let V0 = P(D), and for m ≥ 1, let Vm be the space

Vm = P(D × Vm−1). (125)

Notice that elements of Vm are probability measures over the space D × Vm−1. We define a Wasserstein
metric on Vm to metrize the convergence, as follows. Define d0 to be the Wasserstein metric on V0 ∶= P(D)
induced by the norm ∥⋅∥ on D ⊂ Rd. Then define d1 to be the Wasserstein metric on V1 induced by the
metric ∥⋅∥ + d0(⋅, ⋅) on D ×P(D). Continuing in this fashion, we let dk be the Wasserstein metric on Vk
induced by the metric ∥⋅∥+ dk−1(⋅, ⋅) on D ×Vk−1. The weak topology Tw on Vm is that generated by the
Wasserstein metric dm.

It follows from Prokhorov’s Theorem that Vm is compact as long as Vm−1 is compact. Since V0 is
compact, the following lemma must be true.

Lemma 4.1. For each m ∈ Z+, Vm is a compact Polish Space.

We wish to define the map Φm ∶ P(D ×P(D)) → Vm, that will, in turn, specify the topology. Before

we do this, we must first define Λ ∶ P(D ×P(D))×D → P(P(D)) to be such that, for any B ∈ B(P(D)),
Λµ,x(B) =

⎧⎪⎪⎨⎪⎪⎩
limn→∞

E
µ(y,β)[χ{∥y−x∥≤n−1 and β∈B}]

Eµ(y,β)[χ{∥y−x∥≤n−1}]
in the case that the limit exists, else

χ{κ ∈ B} otherwise, (126)

for some fixed κ ∈ P(D) (it does not matter how we choose κ). It follows from Levy’s Downwards
Theorem that for µ almost every x, the above limit n → 0 exists, and Λµ,x is a regular conditional
probability distribution [39]. However we emphasize that Λµ,x is a precisely defined probability measure
for every x ∈ D, not just for µ almost every x.

Next define Φm ∶ P(D×P(D)) ↦ Vm, using the following inductive procedure. Φ1 is just the identity
map. Lets assume that Φm−1 ⋅ µ is well-defined: it is a probability measure over the space D × Vm−1.
Define Φm ⋅ µ ∶= ν ∈ Vm, where ν is such that for any continuous function g in C(D × Vm−1), and any
continuous function h in C(P(D)),

E
ν[gh] ∶= EΦm−1⋅µ[g(x)EΛµ,x[h]]. (127)

One easily checks that ν is uniquely well-defined. It thus follows from the principle of induction that we
have established the following lemma.

Lemma 4.2. Φm ⋅ µ is uniquely well-defined for all m ∈ Z+ and all µ ∈ P(D ×P(D)).
Define Tm to be the topology on P(D ×P(D)) that is generated by open sets of the form

{µ ∶ Φm ⋅ µ ∈ O}, (128)

for some O ⊂ Vm that is open with respect to the weak topology Tw on Vm. Since Φm ∶ (P(D ×
P(D)),Tw) → (Vm,Tw) is not continuous, Tm is a strict refinement of Tw (notice also that T1 is the

standard weak topology on P(D ×P(D))). Let T̃ be the coarsest topology on P(D ×P(D)) containing
⋃
i∈Z+
Ti.

We next prove some essential properties of the topology T̃ .
Lemma 4.3. (P(D ×P(D)),Tm) is separable and compact.

Proof. We prove that the following set of empirical measures is a separable base for (P(D×P(D)),Tm),
Υ1 = {µ̂q = q−1

q

∑
j=1

δ(yj,µ̂
q
j
) ∶ µ̂

q
j = 1

Ξj
∑

k∈Ξj

δyk for some q ∈ Z+ ,{yj}qj=1 ⊂ D ∩Qd
, Ξj ⊂ Iq}. (129)
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Clearly Υ1 is countable. It suffices to show that

Φm ⋅Υ1 is dense in Vm, with respect to the weak topology. (130)

Define {Υn}mn=0 inductively as follows

Υ0 ={µ ∈ V0 ∶ µ = q−1 ∑
1≤j≤q

δyj ∈ P(D) for some q ∈ Z+ ,{yj}1≤j≤q ⊂ D ∩Qd}
Υn ={µ ∈ Vn ∶ µ = q−1 q

∑
j=1

δ(yj ,νj)
for some q ∈ Z+ ,{yj}1≤j≤q ⊂ D ∩Qd

,{νj}1≤j≤q ⊂ Υn−1}, for n ≥ 1.

We easily check that Υm is a countable base for Vm. Thus in order that (P(D×P(D)),Tm) is separable,
it suffices for us to prove that for any fixed ν ∈ Υm, there exists a sequence {µp}p∈Z+ ⊂ Υ1 such that

Ψm ⋅ µ
p → ν as p →∞. (131)

By definition, we must be able to represent ν in the following way. There are measures {νn
j }0≤n≤m−1,j∈În ,

with νn
j ∈ Υn, finite index sets {Ink }0≤n≤m−1,j∈Z+ , and {yn

j } ⊂ D ∩Qd such that

ν = ∣Im1 ∣−1 ∑
j∈Im

1

δ(ym
j

,νm−1
j

) (132)

ν
n
k = ∣Ink ∣−1 ∑

j∈In
k

δ(yn
j
,νn−1

j
) for each 1 ≤ n ≤m − 1 and k ∈ În (133)

ν
0

k = ∣I0k ∣−1 ∑
j∈I0

k

δy0

j
∈ P(D). (134)

Now for each p ∈ Z+ let ǫp > 0 be a small constant, such that ǫp → 0 as p →∞. Define {ỹn
j } ⊂ D ∩Qd to

be any numbers such that for all indices 0 ≤ n ≤m and j ∈ Ink ,
ỹ
n
j ≠ ỹq

k if either n ≠ q and / or j ≠ k (135)

∣ỹn
j − y

n
j ∣ ≤ ǫp. (136)

The fact that Qd is a separable base for Rd implies that such a definition is always possible. Next define{κp
n}mn=0 to be numbers such that

κ
p
0 = 1 and κ

p
n = p

n−1

∑
l=0

κ
p

l , and define µ
p ∈ P(D ×P(D)) to be such that (137)

µ
p = (∣Im1 ∣ +m−1

∑
n=0

∑
k∈În

∣Ink ∣κp
n)−1(m−1

∑
n=1

∑
k∈În

∑
j∈In

k

κ
p
nδ(ỹn

j
,ν̃n−1

j
) + ∑

k∈Î0

∑
j∈I0

k

κ
p
0δ(ỹ0

j
) + ∑

j∈Im
1

κ
p
mδ(ỹm

j
,ν̃m−1

j
)) (138)

ν̃
n
j = ∣Inj ∣−1 ∑

k∈In
j

δỹn
k
∈ P(D). (139)

Notice that µp ∈ Υ1: instead of introducing the factors of κp
n in front of the Dirac measures, we could

have alternatively just introduced κp
n copies of the Diract measure. Define ν̂(p) ∈ Vm to have the same

definition as ν in (132)-(134), except that yn
j is replaced by ỹn

j for each set of indices (n, j). Since ǫp → 0,
it is not hard to see that

ν̂
(p) → ν as p →∞. (140)

Notice that, following the definition in (126),

Λµp,ỹn
j
= δν̃n−1

j
. (141)

Lets first understand limp→∞Φ2 ⋅ µ
p ∈ V2. It follows from the definition in (138) that, as p → ∞, since

κp
m ≫ ∑m−1

n=0 κp
n, the Dirac measures with coefficient κp

m dominates those with a coefficient in {κp
r}

0≤r≤m−1
.
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This means that, since ỹn
j → yn

j uniformly,

Φ2 ⋅ µ
p → ∣Im1 ∣−1 ∑

j∈Im
1

δ(ym
j

,ν̆m−1
j

) where (142)

ν̆
m−1
j = ∣Im−1j ∣−1 ∑

k∈Im−1
j

δ(ym−1
k

,ν̆m−2
k

) and (143)

ν̆
m−2
k = ∣Im−2k ∣−1 ∑

l∈Im−2
k

δym−2
l

. (144)

Continuing this reasoning, we find that for any m ≥ 1,
Φm ⋅ µ

p = ν, (145)

which implies (131), as required. We have thus established that (P(D ×P(D)),Tm) is separable.
It remains to prove that (P(D ×P(D)),Tm) is compact. To demonstrate the compactness of P(D ×

P(D)) with respect to Tm, suppose that for some index set I,
P(D ×P(D)) = ⋃

i∈I

Oi, (146)

where Oi = Φ−1m (Oi), and Oi is open in Vm with respect to the weak topology. It then follows from (130)
that

Vm = ⋃
i∈I

Oi.

We established in Lemma 4.1 that Vm is compact. Thus there exists a finite subset of I, written {ip}Mp=1,
such that

Vm =
M

⋃
p=1

Oip .

This means that

P(D ×P(D)) = M

⋃
p=1

Oip ,

and we have thus demonstrated the compactness of P(D ×P(D)) with respect to Tm.

Since T̃ is generated by {Tm}m≥1, it does not seem surprising that it is also compact and separable.

Lemma 4.4. (P(D × P(D)), T̃ ) is compact and separable. Also Υ1 (as defined in (129)) is dense in

(P(D ×P(D)), T̃ ).
Proof. Define the following product topological space Γ = ∏∞m=1 Um, equipping Γ with the product topol-
ogy, and let each Um be P(D × P(D)) equipped with the topology Tm. Since, as proved in Lemma
4.3, (P(D × P(D)),Tm) is compact, it follows from Tychonoff’s Theorem that Γ is compact. Notice

that (P(D×P(D)), T̃ ) is topologically homeomorphic to the closed subspace of Γ consisting of elements

of the form ∏∞m=1 µ. We can thus conclude that (P(D × P(D)), T̃ ) is compact. The separability of

(P(D ×P(D)), T̃ ) follows immediately from the facts that (i) (P(D ×P(D)),Tm) is separable for each

m ∈ Z+ and (ii) the topology T̃ is (by definition) generated by the topologies {Tm}m≥1.
Lemma 4.5. (P(D ×P(D)), T̃ ) is Hausdorff.

Proof. If µ,ν ∈ P(D × P(D)) and µ ≠ ν, there must exist disjoint neighborhoods A,B ∈ Tw (the weak
topology on P(D×P(D))), such that µ ∈ A and ν ∈ B. This follows from the fact that the weak topology
for a space of probability measures over a Polish space is Hausforff. Since A,B ∈ T̃ , we have proved the
lemma.

20



4.2 Definition of the Push-Forward Map

Fix m ∈ Z
+. We now define a continuous map Ψm ∶ (P(D × P(D)), T̃ ) → (P(C([0, T ],Rd)),Tw) as

follows. First, we specify Ψm ⋅ ν in the case that ν is an empirical measure in Υ1 (as defined in (129)),
i.e. of the form, for some integer q ≥ 1,

ν = q−1 ∑
1≤j≤q

δ(yj ,νj)
, νj = ∣Ξ̃j ∣−1 ∑

k∈Ξ̃j

δyk , (147)

for arbitrary {yj}j∈Iq ⊂ D and Ξ̃j ⊂ {1,2, . . . , q}. Define {yj
m(s)}s∈[0,T ] ∈ C([0, T ],Rd) as follows: for

0 ≤ p <m and s ∈ [pTm−1, (p + 1)Tm−1],
y
j
m(s) =yj

m(pT /m)+ (s − pTm−1){f(yj
m(pT /m))+Eνm

j (pT /m)[G(yj
m(pT /m), ⋅)]} where

ν
m
j (s) =∣Ξ̃j ∣−1 ∑

k∈Ξ̃j

δyk
m(s)

. (148)

It can be seen that the variables yj
m(s) are well-defined: one obtains the solution at the discretized

time steps {pTm−1}0≤p≤m by Euler-stepping, and obtains the solution at all other times through linear
interpolation. We then define

Ψm ⋅ ν =ν̂n
[0,T ] ∈ P(C([0, T ],Rd)) where (149)

ν̂
n
T = 1

2q + 1
∑
j∈In

δ
y
j
m([0,T ])

. (150)

Notice first that Ψm ⋅ν is consistently defined: a permutation of the indices (remembering to also permute
the connection indices) leaves both ν and Ψm ⋅ ν unchanged. Recall that we proved in Lemma 4.4 that
empirical measures of the form in (147) are dense in (P(D×P(D)), T̃ ): we are going to use this property
to extend the above definition to arbitrary measures in P(D ×P(D)). To this end, we next define, for
an arbitrary γ ∈ Vm,

Ψm ⋅ γ ∶= lim
p→∞

Ψm ⋅ µp where (151)

{µp}p≥1 is any sequence of empirical measures of the general form (147) such that

Φm ⋅ µp → Φm ⋅ γ with respect to the weak topology on Vm.

Lemma 4.6. Ψm ∶ P(D × P(D)) → P(C([0, T ],Rd)) is well-defined. Also Ψm is continuous, when

P(D ×P(D)) is endowed with the topology Tm, and P(C([0, T ],Rd)) is endowed with the weak topology.

Proof. We wish to define a map Γm
∶ Vm → P(C([0, T ],Rd)) such that

Ψm = Γm
⋅Φm. (152)

Γm will be shown to be continuous with respect to the weak topology on Vm. Define, for 0 ≤ k ≤m − 1,
δt = Tm−1 and

Wm
0 =P(D ×P(D ×P( . . . ×P(D)) . . . )) (153)

Wm
k =P(Zk ×P(Zk ×P( . . . ×P(Zk) . . . ))) where (154)

Zk =C([0, kδt],Rd) (155)

In the above definition of Wm
0 , there are m + 1 nested D (i.e. there are m right parentheses on the right

side of (153)). In the definition of Wm
k , there are m + 1− k nested Zk. We now define a continuous map

Γm
k ∶Wm

k →Wm
k+1 as follows. Fix α ∈Wm

k and write β = Γm
k ⋅ α.

Write α to be the probability law of the random variables (z(0)
[0,kδt]

, α(0)), where z
(0)

[0,kδt]
∈ Zk and

α(0) ∈ P(Zk ×P(Zk ×P( . . .P(Zk) . . . ))) (and there are m − k nested Zk in this expression for α(0)). In

turn, write α(0) to be the probability law of (z(1)
[0,kδt]

, α(1)), where α(1) ∈ P(Zk×P(Zk×P( . . .P(Zk) . . . )))
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(there are m − k − 1 nested Zk). Eventually we obtain α(m−k−1) ∈ P(Zk × P(Zk)): write this to be the

probability law of the random variables (z(m−k)
[0,kδt]

, α(m−k)), with α(m−k) ∈ P(Zk).
Now, for 0 ≤ a ≤ m − k, define new random variables y

(a)

[0,(k+1)δt]
∈ Zk+1, such that for each s ∈

(kδt, (k + 1)δt],
y
(a)
s =z(a)kδt + (s − kδt){f(z(a)kδt) +∫ G(z(a)kδt, xkδt)dα(a)(x[0,kδt])} (156)

y
(a)
s =z(a)s for 0 ≤ s ≤ kδt. (157)

Define β(m−k−1) ∈ P(Zk+1) to be the probability law of (y(m−k−1)
[0,(k+1)δt]

), and for 0 ≤ a <m−k−1, define β(a)

to be the probability law of (y(a+1)
[0,(k+1)δt]

, β(a+1)). Finally, β ∈Wm
k+1 is defined to be the probability law of

(y(0), β(0)).
We observe that the above definition of Ψm is consistent with the definition in (150) for empirical

measures. Also it can be seen that Γm
k ∶Wm

k →Wm
k+1 is continuous when bothWm

k andWm
k+1 are endowed

with the weak topology. Now define

Γm = Γm
m ⋅ Γ

m
m−1⋯ . . .Γm

1 ⋅ Γ
m
0 . (158)

Evidently Γm is continuous as well. By definition of the topology Tm, the mapping Φm ∶ (P(D ×
P(D)),Tm) ↦ (Vm+1,Tw) is continuous. We have thus proved the continuity of Ψm.

We first study Ψm when ν ∈ Υ1 is an empirical measure of the form

ν = 1

2q + 1
∑
j∈Iq

δ(yj,νj)
, νj = ∣Ξ̃j ∣−1 ∑

k∈Ξ̃j

δyk , (159)

for arbitrary {yj}j∈Iq ⊂ D, and Ξj ⊂ Iq. Define

z
j(t) =yj

+∫
t

0

{f(zj(s)) + Eνj(s)[G(zj(s), ⋅)]}ds where (160)

νj(s) =∣Ξ̃j ∣−1 ∑
k∈Ξ̃j

δzk(s). (161)

Since the functions f and G are Lipschitz and bounded, Picard’s Theorem implies the existence of a
unique solution. One easily checks using Gronwall’s Inequality that there exist constants {Cm}m≥1, with
Cm > 0, and such that limm→∞Cm = 0 and for all such empirical measures in Υ1,

sup
j∈In

sup
s∈[0,T ]

∥yj(s) − zj(s)∥ ≤ Cm/2. (162)

We endow P(C([0, T ],Rd)) with the Wasserstein metric, given by

dW (µ,ν) = inf
η

E
η[ sup

s∈[0,T ]

∥ys − zs∥ ], (163)

the infimum being taken over all measures η ∈ P(C([0, T ],Rd)× C([0, T ],Rd)) with marginal laws µ and
ν. We have thus established the following lemma.

Lemma 4.7. For all n ≥m,

sup
ν∈Υ1

dW (Ψm ⋅ ν,Ψn ⋅ ν) ≤ Cm and therefore (164)

lim
m→∞

Ψm ⋅ ν = 1

2q + 1
∑
j∈Iq

δzj([0,T ]) for all ν ∈ Υ1. (165)

We are now in a position to define Ψ ⋅ µ for an arbitrary µ ∈ P(D × P(D)). Let {νp}p≥1 ⊂ Υ be
a sequence of empirical measures such that νp → µ with respect to the topology T̃ (in Lemma 4.3 we
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proved that Υ is dense in P(D×P(D)) with respect to the topology T̃ ). Thanks to (164), for any r ∈ Z+
we can find mr ∈ Z+ such that

sup
ν∈Υ1

sup
n≥mr

dW (Ψmr ⋅ ν,Ψn ⋅ ν) ≤ 1

2r
. (166)

Furthermore the continuity of Ψmr implies that we can find pr ∈ Z+ such that for all s ≥ pr,

dW (Ψmr ⋅ ν
s
,Ψmr ⋅ µ) ≤ 1

2r
. (167)

We choose pr to be the smallest possible integer such that the above identity holds. The previous two
equations imply that the sequence {Ψmr ⋅ ν

pr}r≥1 is Cauchy, i.e.

sup
n≥mr

sup
s≥pr

dW (Ψmr ⋅ µ,Ψn ⋅ ν
s) ≤ r−1.

Thus, since P(C([0, T ],Rd)) is complete, the sequence must have a unique limit in P(C([0, T ],Rd)).
Furthermore one easily checks that the limit is independent of the choice of the approximating sequence
of empirical measures {νp}p∈Z+ . We define

Ψ ⋅ µ ∶= lim
r→∞

Ψmr ⋅ µ (168)

Lemma 4.8. The map Ψ ∶ (P(D ×P(D)), T̃ )→ (P(C([0, T ],Rd)),Tw) in (168) is continuous.

Proof. This follows immediately from the definition of Ψ, and the continuity of Ψm.

Since Ψ ⋅ µ̂n
∗ = µ̂n

T , the above lemma implies Theorem 2.1 (the other parts of this Theorem are
established in Section 4.1).

For the rest of this section we prove Theorem 2.2. First we demonstrate that the assumption in the
statement of Theorem 2.2 implies that the Large Deviation Principle holds with respect to the topology
T̃ .
Lemma 4.9. The sequence of probability laws {Πn}n∈Z+ satisfy a Large Deviation Principle with respect
to the topology T̃ on P(D × P(D)). That is, for open O,F ∈ B(P(D × P(D))), where O is open with

respect to T̃ and F is closed with respect to T̃ .
lim
n→∞

α
−1

n logΠn(µ̂n
∗ ∈ F ) ≤ − inf

ν∈F
I(ν) (169)

lim
n→∞

α
−1

n logΠ
n(µ̂n

∗ ∈ O) ≥ − inf
ν∈O

I(ν), (170)

where αn →∞ as n→∞.

Proof. It is proved in Lemma 4.4 that P(D × P(D)) is compact with respect to the topology T̃ . This
means that the sequence of probability laws {Πn}n∈Z+ is exponentially tight with respect to the topol-
ogy T̃ . The Lemma thus follows from the Inverse Contraction Principle [20, Corollary 4.2.6] and the
assumption in the statement of Theorem 2.2.

The Large Deviations result of Theorem 2.1 now follows from an application of Varadhan’s contraction
principle ([20, Theorem 4.2.1]) to Lemma 4.9. We also make use of the continuity of the map Ψ in Lemma
4.8.
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[10] René Carmona and François Delarue. Probabilistic theory of mean field games with applications. I,
volume 83. Springer, 2018.

[11] Sourav Chatterjee. An Introduction to Large Deviations for Random Graphs. 53(4):617–642, 2016.

[12] Sourav Chatterjee and S. R.S. Varadhan. The large deviation principle for the Erdo{double acute}s-
Rényi random graph. European Journal of Combinatorics, 32(7):1000–1017, 2011.

[13] Michele Coghi, Jean-Dominique Deuschel, Peter Friz, and Mario Maurelli. Pathwise McKean-Vlasov
Theory. pages 1–41, 2018.

[14] Nicholas Cook and Amir Dembo. Large Deviations of subgraph counts for Sparse Erdos-Renyi
Graphs. Advances in Mathematics, 373:1–53, 2020.

[15] Fabio Coppini, Helge Dietert, and Giambattista Giacomin. A law of large numbers and large
deviations for interacting diffusions on Erdos-Rényi graphs. Stochastics and Dynamics, 2019.
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