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Abstract

We present a new notion of limits of weighted directed graphs of growing size based on convergence
of their random quotients. These limits are specified in terms of random exchangeable measures on the
unit square. We call our limits grapheurs and show that these are dual to graphons in a precise sense.
Grapheurs are well-suited to modeling hubs and connections between them in large graphs; previous
notions of graph limits based on subgraph densities fail to adequately model such global structures as
subgraphs are inherently local. Using our framework, we present an edge-based sampling approach for
testing properties pertaining to hubs in large graphs. This method relies on an edge-based analog of the
Szemerédi regularity lemma, whereby we show that sampling a small number of edges from a large graph
approximately preserves its quotients. Finally, we observe that the random quotients of a graph are
related to each other by equipartitions, and we conclude with a characterization of such random graph
models.
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1 Introduction

Analyzing the structure of large graphs is a challenge that arises in numerous problem domains such as
bioinformatics, network tomography, operations research, and the social sciences [1-5]. Graphons and other
related notions of graph limits in the literature employ subgraph densities to summarize and compare large
graphs. However, subgraph-based measures are inherently local and they fail to suitably account for global
structures such as hubs and connections between them, which are commonly encountered in real-world
networks [6-10]. For example, most subgraphs of a star, the prototypical example of a hub, do not contain
any edges.

A hub is a vertex in a graph! with a significant fraction of the total edge weight incident to it. Our central
thesis is that hubs in large graphs can be detected by their quotients. Formally, a quotient of size k of a
graph on n vertices is defined by an ordered partition fx, : [n] — [k], which partitions the vertex set [n] into
k parts that are given by the fibers f, L(4) for j € [k]. In particular, for a graph on n vertices with adjacency
matrix G € R7™", its quotient by the ordered partition fj, is given by the graph p(fin)G € RﬁXk on k
vertices with edge weights:

[p(fk,n)G}i,j = Z Gv,u~ (1)
ve fi (i)
ufp (9
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Here we view p(fgn) : R™*" — RFXF as a ‘linear representation’ of fim- In words, the vertices of the
quotient p(fx,)G correspond to the parts in the partition defined by fi., and the edge weight between
parts i, j € [k] is given by sums of all edge weights in G between vertices in parts f,~ (i) and fr 1(4). Thus,
a quotient of G represents the edge weights between each pair of parts in a vertex partition.

As an illustration, we give in Figures 1-2 examples of small quotients of two networks. The first, depicted
in Figure 1, is a traffic network representing the fraction of trips starting and ending at each zone of the Gold
Coast, Australia [11]. The second, depicted in Figure 2, is a brain connectome, the network of connections
between neurons of an adult male C. elegans roundworm [12, 13]. The structure of each quotient indicates
some of the features of the underlying large network. As we will see in Section 4.3, the presence of hubs in
the original network leads to nonuniform distribution of edge weight in their random quotients.
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Figure 1: Traffic network for the Gold Coast, Australia, and an associated random quotient. The city is
divided into 1068 zones, and the weight of an edge is the fraction of trips from a dataset with given start
and end zones [11]. Here we plot the first 300 of these zones and their interconnections, displaying the width
of an edge proportionally to its weight. We color the vertices according to their image in the quotient, and
color and edge connecting two vertices with the same image by the color of that image. The nonuniformity
in the edge weights of the quotient indicates the presence of hubs that we can see in the plot of the entire
network.

Figure 2: Network of chemical connections among the 575 neurons of adult male C. elegans (a species of
roundworm), and its random quotient. Edges are directed from pre-synaptic to post-synaptic cells, and their
weight is the total number of EM serial sections of connectivity [12, 13]. The nonuniform distribution of
self-loops and the unequal in-degrees and out-degrees among the four vertices in the quotient again indicate
the presence of hubs.



In this paper, we define a new notion of convergence for sequences of growing-sized graphs based on
convergence of their random quotients. In analogy with graphons [14, §1], we define suitable limit objects
in terms of random measures for any quotient-convergent sequence of graphs. Finally, we show that finite
(random) graphs sampled from our limit objects are quotient-convergent to the limit almost surely. The
key concepts in our paper are dual to those in the literature on graphons, and we emphasize this duality
throughout our development. In particular, we shall see that random quotients and random subgraphs, in
terms of which graphon convergence is defined, are random linear maps which are adjoints of each other.
Further, a dual analog of the cut metric plays a prominent role in our development, and we derive a dual
Szemerédi lemma as a consequence of our results. We describe next these contributions in more detail.

1.1 Owur Contributions

To set the stage, we define a random quotient of a graph on n vertices in terms of a uniformly random map
Fi.n: [n] — [k]. Thatis, each ¢ € [n] gets sent independently to a uniform element Fj, ,,(¢) € [k]. Equivalently,
this is a uniformly random ordered partition of [n]| into k parts, given by the sequence of (random) fibers
Fy L(4) for j € [k]. We denote by A™ ™ the set of n x n matrices with nonnegative entries that sum to one.

Definition 1.1. A sequence of weighted graphs (G,, € A™*™)S2_ | with edge weights that sum to one quotient-
converges if for each k € N the sequence of random graphs (p(Fin)Gn € AP*F)2 | converges weakly. A

general sequence of nonzero weighted graphs (G, € R*™),, quotient-converges if (Gn/17G,1 € A",
quotient-converges.

Normalizing our graphs to have unit total edge weight does not change the structure of its hubs, which
were defined above in terms of the fraction of edge weight incident on them. Unless specified otherwise, we
will assume throughout that the total edge weight of our graphs equals one.

Note that p(F), 1)*G,, is the induced subgraph on k vertices sampled with replacement from the vertex set
[n] of G,,, in terms of which graphon convergence is defined [14, §9], giving a first sense in which our theory
is dual to that of graphons. We remark that there is an alternative view of graphon limits via convergence
of quotients [14, §12], but these latter quotients differ from ours. In particular, these latter quotients cannot
detect hubs in a large graph, as we explain in Section 1.2 below.

1.1.1 Combinatorial Aspects of Quotient Convergence (Section 2)

As our first contribution, we analyze combinatorial aspects of quotient convergence in Section 2. Whereas
previous notions of graph convergence were based on convergence of local “motifs” in the form of homo-
morphism densities (appropriately normalized), we show that our quotient convergence is equivalent to
convergence of homomorphism numbers. More precisely, for a multigraph H € NF*F possibly containing
parallel edges and self-loops, and a general weighted graph G € R™*"™ on n vertices, the homomorphism
number and homomorphism density of H in G are given by [14, Eq. (5.3)]

k
H; 1
hom(H; &) = > [ G/ 0 H(H; G) = —hom(H; G). (2)
Fi k=) irj=1

The terminology comes from the fact that when H and G are simple graphs, then hom(H; G) is the number
of graph homomorphisms from H to G and t(H;G) counts the average number of times H occurs in a
uniformly random subgraph of G. In particular, convergence of the homomorphism densities ¢(H;-) is used
to define limits of dense graphs [15, 16].

In analogy, we define the quotient density tg(H;G) of a multigraph H € in a general weighted
graph G € R"*™ as the average number of times H occurs in a uniformly random quotient of G:

kak

k
PCAIEE S | (PR 3)

Fi[n)—[k] i,i=1

The role of homomorphism densities in graphons is played by quotient densities in our framework. We prove
that a sequence of graphs is quotient-convergent if all of their quotient densities converge.



Theorem 1.2. For a sequence of graphs (G, € A™*™),,, the following are equivalent:
1. The sequence (G,,) is quotient-convergent.
2. For each multigraph H € N**k  the sequence of quotient densities (tq(H;Gyp))n converges.
3. For each multigraph H € N**k  the sequence of homomorphism numbers (hom(H;G,,)), converges.

The proof of this result is given in Section 2 based on expressing quotient densities in terms of (injective)
homomorphism numbers. This expression involves a partial order on the collection of multigraphs induced
by the quotient operation.

For simple graphs (G,, € S}, )n, i.€., undirected graphs with weights (G,); ; € {0,1} and with no self-

loops so diag(G,,) = 0, we conclude that (G, /2|E(Gy)|)n is quotient-convergent if and only if (%) .
k

converges for all simple graphs H € S, (see Corollary 2.7). Thus, quotient-convergence of simple graphs
is equivalent to convergence of a homomorphism-density-like quantity, but one that is differently normalized
than usual. To the best of our knowledge, such a normalization based on the number of edges has not
appeared previously in the literature, as normalizations based on the numbers of vertices k and n are used
(see Section 1.2). As a consequence, we will see below in our discussion of limit objects (Corollary 3.7)
that quotient-convergent sequences of both dense and degree-bounded sequences of simple graphs converge
to the same (uninteresting) limit. In fact, quotient limits of simple graphs can only detect stars, which are
vertices on which a positive fraction of edges are incident. More broadly, the utility of our framework lies in
uncovering such hub structure in weighted graphs.

1.1.2 Limit Objects for Quotient Convergence (Section 3)

Our second contribution consists of constructing analytic limit objects together with a notion of distance
between them that allows us to compare graphs of different sizes, akin to graphons and the cut metric
for dense graph sequences. Note that appending isolated vertices to a graph G € A™*™ or relabeling its
vertices does not change the distribution of its quotients p(F} )Gy for each k € N. Therefore, the limit
object we associate to G must be the same as that associated to any other graph differing from it by extra
isolated vertices and vertex relabeling. We describe our limit objects in terms of certain random exchangeable
measures on the square, which we define next.

Definition 1.3 (Random exchangeable measures). A random exchangeable probability measure on [0, 1]? is

a random measure’> M satisfying M Mo (0,0) for all (Lebesgue-)measure-preserving bijections o: [0,1] —
[0,1]. We say that a sequence of random measures (M) converges if it converges weakly viewed as a sequence
of random variables taking values in the space of probability measures on [0,1]? (see Section 1.3 for details).

Any finite graph G € A™*"™ can be associated with the random exchangeable measure:
Mg = > Gijder,ry, where Tu,..., T, * Unif([0, 1]). (4)

,j=1

Note that relabeling the vertices of G or appending isolated vertices to it yields the same random measure
in this way. More generally, Kallenberg showed that all random exchangeable measures on [0, 1]? have the
form [17]:

M= Z Ei ot ;) + Z[%@Ti ®N) + G (A® 7)) + X% + 9Ap, (5)

1,jEN i€N

where (i) A is the uniform measure on [0, 1], A? is the uniform measure on [0,1]?, and Ap is the uniform
measure on the diagonal {(x,z) : z € [0,1]}; (i¢) Ty, To, . .. ud Unif([0,1]); and (4it) E; ;, 04,5, 6,9 > 0 may
potentially be random but must be independent of the (7;) and must satisfy >, ; Ej j+>,(0i+¢)+0+9 =1
almost surely. Moreover, the collection of extremal random exchangeable measures, i.e., those that are not
mixtures of other such random measures, are precisely the ones for which the coefficients E, 0,¢, 6,9 in (5)
can be taken to be deterministic.

2We endow the space of probability measures on [0, 1]2 with the weak topology and consider Borel random variables on it.



Definition 1.4. A grapheur (graph edge measure) is an extremal random exchangeable measure, i.e., one
of the form (5) with deterministic coefficients (E,o0,s,0,9). We denote the collection of grapheurs by

M= {M of the form (5): E € RNEEN, 0,6 € Rgo, 0,9 € Rxg s.t. Z” E;; +Zi(0i+§i) +O0+09= 1(})
6

The space of grapheurs inherits the weak topology from the ambient space of random exchangeable measures.

The coefficients (E,0,¢,0,9) describing a fixed grapheur M € M are essentially unique. Specifically,
note that for any permutation 7: N — N, the coefficients (E,0,¢,60,9) and (tE7 ', 70, s, 0,9) define the
same random exchangeable distribution via (5). Further, adding zero rows to E and corresponding zero
entries to o, or zero columns to F and corresponding zero entries to ¢, does not change the resulting random
measure. Kallenberg showed in [17, Prop. 3| that these are the only possible ambiguities in the coefficients.
In particular, note that Mg € M is a grapheur for any finite graph G, and that Mg = Mg for two such
graphs G, G’ if and only if they differ by isolated vertices and vertex relabeling.

In analogy with the cut metric between graphons, we endow M with the following metric between
grapheurs that metrizes their convergence:

Wo(Mq, M) = inf sup E|M}(S x T) — ML(S x T)], (7)
random (M7,M5) S,TC[0,1]
M;gMi for i=1,2 intervals

where the infimum is over couplings (M}, M) of the two random measures M; and M. Here M; 4 M; means
that the distribution of M} is equal to that of M;, see Section 1.3 for more detail. We show that grapheurs
are the limits of quotient-convergent sequences of graphs in the following precise sense.

Theorem 1.5. A sequence of grapheurs (M) C M converges weakly to a grapheur M € M if and only if
lim,, Wg(M,,, M) = 0. Furthermore, the following statements hold.

1. A sequence of graphs (G, € A™*™) is quotient-convergent if and only if there is a grapheur M € M
satisfying lim, Wg(M, Mg, ) = 0.

2. Any sequence of graphs (G, € A™*™) has a quotient-convergent subsequence.
3. For every grapheur M € M there is a sequence (G, € A™*™) satisfying lim, Wg(M, Mg, ) = 0.

In view of Theorem 1.5, we say that a sequence of graphs (G,,) converges to a grapheur M € M if
lim, Mg, = M in M. Theorem 1.5 states that any quotient-convergent sequence of graphs converges to a
grapheur, and conversely each grapheur is the limit of a quotient-convergent sequence of graphs. Moreover,
this theorem shows that the space of grapheurs endowed with the weak topology is compact, and that this
compact topology is metrized by our W metric (7).

To prove Theorem 1.5, we relate random quotients of finite graphs to their associated grapheurs (4). For
each grapheur M € M and k € N, define the random graph G;[M] € A*** whose entries are given by:

(GrIM])i; = M(I™ x 11") 8)

for i,j € [n], where Ii(n) = [(i — 1)/n,i/n) for i € [n].> In words, we partition the square [0, 1]? into a k x k
uniform grid, and let the entries of G;[M] be the (random) measure under M of each square in this grid. We
show in Section 3.1 that p(F )G 4 Gr[Mg] for any finite graph G € A™*" and that a sequence of graphs
(Gy,) converges to the grapheur M precisely when the random quotients (p(F,,)Gp)r converge weakly to
Gi[M] for each k € N. Similarly, we can extend quotient densities to grapheurs by setting

k
H; ; k E)\H; ;
to(H;M) =E [T (GeM)7 = [ T w(® x 1) am(u), (9)
i,j=1 i,jE[k]

3Note that 224, (Gr[M])i,; = M([0, 1)2) = 1 almost surely by (5).



for any multigraph H € N*** analogously to the extension of homomorphism densities to graphons [14, §7.2].

In terms of quotient densities, the sequence (G,,) converges to the grapheur M if and only if to(H;G,) —
to(H;M) for all multigraphs H, see Section 3.1.

Having characterized our limit objects, we interpret in Section 3.2 each of the parameters F,o,¢, 0,9
describing a grapheur (5) in terms of certain features of the large graphs converging to it. Informally, the
array B € RgEN specifies the connections between a discrete collection of hubs, with each entry corresponding
to an edge with an asymptotically positive fraction of the total edge weight. The arrays o,¢ € RN>0 specify
directed stars centered at hubs, with each entry corresponding to the fraction of out-degree or in-degree of
a hub from all the edges incident on it with asymptotically vanishing edge weights. Lastly, the parameters
0 and ¢ specify the remaining edge weight that comes from all edges between vertices with asymptotically
vanishing degrees and their self-loops. In particular, we say that a grapheur M does not have hubs if £ =0
and ¢ = ¢ = 0, and we say that a sequence (G,) of graphs does not contain hubs asymptotically if it
quotient-converges to such a grapheur.

Finally, we expand on the duality between graphons and grapheurs. We have seen previously that the
sampling operators used to define each notion of graph limit, namely, those extracting random subgraphs
and random quotients, respectively, are duals of each other. We further show in Section 3.3 that the space of
graphons endowed with the cut metric is dual to the space M endowed with the W metric (7) in a precise
sense.

Theorem 1.6 (Informal; see Theorem 3.10). There is a random pairing (M, W) associating a scalar random
variable to each grapheur M and graphon W satisfying the following properties. We have lim,, M,, = M in
the W metric if and only if (M, Wa) — (M, Wg) weakly for each step graphon Wg associated to a finite
simple graph G. We also have lim,, W,, — W in the cut metric if and only if (Mg, W,,) = (Mg, W) weakly
for each grapheur Mg associated to a finite undirected graph G with unit total edge weight and no self-loops.

1.1.3 Edge Sampling and Property Testing (Section 4)

As our next contribution, we apply our framework to test properties of large graphs based on small summaries
of them. Specifically, we focus on testing properties given by graph parameters that are continuous with
respect to quotient convergence. While it would be natural to test such properties using random quotients,
forming these requires access to the entire large graph, which limits their utility in practice. Motivated
by this challenge, we develop an edge-based sampling perspective on quotient-convergence in Section 4.1.
Specifically, we sample edges from a graph proportionally to their edge weights to form random graphs G
with n edges, and extend this sampling procedure to any grapheur M € M. We detail the general sampling
procedure in Section 4.1.

We prove the following convergence results for the sequence of random graphs (G(™)) sampled from a
grapheur M back to M, which are edge-based analogs of the second sampling lemma and Szemerédi’s regularity
lemma for graphons [14, Lemma 10.16, Lemma 9.15|. Here and throughout the paper, a superscript G
denotes a graph on n edges (and hence at most 2n vertices) while a subscript G,, denotes a graph on n
vertices.

Theorem 1.7. Fiz any grapheur M € M.

(Edge sampling lemma) For each n € N, let G be the random graph containing n edges sampled from
M as in Section 4. With probability at least 1 — e=2" | we have that Wo(Mgmy, M) < &\/ﬁ“,

(Edge-based Szemerédi regularity) For any € > 0, there exists a graph G*()) on k(e) = [(174/€)?]
edges satisfying Wo(M, Mgk ) < €.

Theorem 1.7 allows us to test properties of large graphs by sampling a few of their edges at random. We
formally define the graph parameters that can be tested using our framework in Section 4.3. These consist
of graph parameters that are continuous with respect to quotient convergence, and include all polynomial
graph parameters that do not change when appending isolated vertices to their inputs (Proposition 4.9). In
particular, the graph parameter f(G) = ||G1|]3 + ||GT 1|2 is quotient-testable in our framework, and can
be used to test for the presence of hubs in a growing sequence of graphs. Specifically, if (G,,) is a quotient-
convergent sequence, we show in Example 4.11 that f(G,) — 0 precisely when (G,) does not have hubs



asymptotically, i.e., it converges to a limiting grapheur (5) with £ = 0 and 0 = ¢ = 0. We then describe
an edge-based sampling procedure for testing this graph parameter. In contrast, this parameter cannot be
tested in the graphons framework; see Section 4.3.

1.1.4 Equipartition-Consistent Random Graph Models (Section 5)

As our final contribution, we observe that random quotients (Gy[M]) of any grapheur M are related to each

other by equipartitions of their vertex sets. Specifically, we observe that p(dj nk)Gni[M] < Gi[M] for any
equipartition d, i : [nk] — [k], i.e., a map with equal-sized fibers. We call such sequences of random graphs
equipartition-consistent random graph models, which play a role in our framework analogous to that played
by consistent random graph models in graphon theory [18].

Definition 1.8 (Equipartition-consistent models). A sequence of probability measures (uy, € P(AFF))ren

is an equipartition-consistent random graph model if p(dk nk)Gnk 4 Gi whenever G ~ pnr and Gg ~ pg
and for any equipartition dy ni: [nk] — [n].

Further, we show that any equipartition-consistent random graph model is derived from a mixture of
grapheurs.

Theorem 1.9. For any equipartition-consistent random graph model (uj, € P(AFXF))y, there is a unique
random exchangeable measure M on [0,1]? satisfying jux = Law(Gx[M]) for all k € N.

Recall that grapheurs were defined as extremal random exchangeable measures in Definition 1.4. By
Choquet’s theorem, any random exchangeable measure is therefore a mixture of grapheurs. Finally, we show
in Proposition 5.1 that the sequence (Gi[M]) of quotients of a grapheur M converge back to M in a certain
sense.

1.2 Related Work

There are several well-studied notions of graph limits and random graph models in the literature. We review
this body of work and discuss similarities and differences with the present paper.

Dense and degree-bounded graph limits. The earliest two types of graph limits pertain to sequences of
simple graphs that are dense, whose limits are given by graphons [15, 16], and degree-bounded, whose limits
are given by graphings [19-21]. We refer the reader to [14] for a survey of both limits. Both of these notions of
graph limits are incomparable to ours, as both dense and degree-bounded sequences of simple graphs converge
to the same limit in our framework, see Corollary 3.7. Further, dense graph limits can be characterized in
terms of quotients [14, §12], called “right convergence” of graphons. However, these quotients are differently
normalized compared to ours, and it is the set of quotients that converges in the graphon framework rather
than their distribution as in our framework. Despite these distinctions, we highlight parallels between our
development and the theory of graphons throughout our paper; in particular, grapheurs can be viewed as
dual to graphons in a precise sense, see Section 3.3.

Edge-exchangeable random graphs. A class of random graph models closely related to the ones we
obtain by sampling edges from a grapheur is called edge-exchangeable [22-26]. These random graphs are
obtained by adding random edges to a fixed infinite vertex set (often with repetition, yielding multigraphs),
and can yield both sparse and dense random graphs [26]. As explained in [27, Rmk. 4.4], every edge-
exchangeable multigraph model can be obtained by sampling edges from a random exchangeable measure
on [0,1]%. In fact, the random graphs we obtain by sampling edges in Section 4 are precisely these edge-
exchangeable multigraphs, normalized to have unit edge weight, see Remark 4.2. From this perspective,
convergence of grapheurs can be interpreted as convergence of the edge-exchangeable multigraph models
associated to them, an interpretation we make precise in Proposition 4.1. Nevertheless, to our knowledge
this notion of convergence of edge-exchangeable models has not been previously studied in the literature. In
particular, the only metric between edge-exchangeable models we are aware of is an ¢, distance between edge
probabilities [23, Eq. (8)]. Convergence in this metric is too restrictive for our purposes, see Proposition 3.8.
Further, our development of convergence via random quotients, which are not edge-exchangeable, allows us
to take limits of general weighted graphs, to relate it to convergence of homomorphism densities and other
graph parameters, and to test their values.



Graphex processes and limits. The closest line of work to ours is the study of graphex processes and their
associated graph limits and random graph models [28-34]. Graphexes form a subset of random exchangeable
measures on RZ ), and admit a characterization due to Kallenberg similarly to our grapheurs [17]. Graphexes
give rise to random graph models obtained by sampling edges from them [29, 32, 35], analogously to our edge
sampling procedure in Section 4.1. There are also several notions of limits for simple graphs and multigraphs,
whereby such graphs converge to a limiting graphex [30, 33]. These notions of limits are conjectured to be
inequivalent [34], and the space of graphexes with either topology is not compact. Some of these limits can
be characterized by sampling random subgraphs (whose number of vertices is also random) [32], while others
can be characterized by convergence of differently-normalized homomorphism numbers [30, §2.5] (the authors
of [30] normalize hom(H; G) by (2|E(G)|)!VUDI/2 | whereas we normalize by (2| E(G)[)!FUD!). Graphex-based
graph limits are again incomparable to ours. On the one hand, for a sequence of simple graphs our grapheur-
based limits can only distinguish stars from a uniform component (Corollary 3.7), whereas graphex-based
limits can capture more general limiting structures (see [34, §9] or [33]). On the other hand, grapheur-based
graph limits are defined for general sequences of nonnegatively-weighted graphs, for which graphex-based
limits have not been defined, allowing us to test properties pertaining to the distribution of edge weight in
the graph (see Section 4.3). In fact, grapheurs are particularly well-suited for property testing, since the
space of grapheurs we study here is compact, in contrast to the space of graphexes; to our knowledge, there
is no characterization of properties that can be tested using graphex-based limits. Another consequence of
the compactness of the space of grapheurs is that our notion of graph limits can be characterized in several
equivalent ways: by convergence of random quotients, convergence of random edge-sampled graphs, and
convergence of homomorphism numbers and related graph parameters.

1.3 Notation and Preliminaries

We denote by N = {0,1,2,...} the set of nonnegative integers. If n € N, then [n] = {1,...,n}. Ifa <b
are real numbers then [a,b] = {z € R : a < z < b} and [a,b) = [a,b] \ {b}. We denote by A the uniform
measure on [0,1], by A% the uniform measure on [0, 1]?, and by Ap the uniform measure on the diagonal
D = {(z,z) : = € [0,1]}. We denote by 1,, the vector of all-1’s of length n, and we omit the subscript n
when the size (possibly infinite) of the all-1’s vector is clear from context. We denote by I,, the n x n identity
matrix and by 1,,x, = ILn]l;r the n x n all-1’s matrix.

We identify a (directed, weighted) graph with its adjacency matrix G € RLj", where G, ; is the weight
of the edge i — j. The collection of all adjacency matrices of graphs with unit total edge weight is denoted
by A™*™. In this paper, all edge weights are nonnegative and sum to one unless stated otherwise. A graph
is undirected if its adjacency matrix is symmetric. We denote the space of n x n symmetric matrices by S™,
and the set of such matrices with nonnegative entries, which is the set of undirected graphs, by S%,. An
undirected graph G is simple if diag(G) = 0 and G, ; € {0,1} for all i, j, and we denote the set of simple
graphs by ST . A graph H is called a multigraph if it has integer edge weights H € N***_ where we view
H; ; as representing the number of parallel edges from 7 to j. Note that a simple graph is a multigraph.
We denote by |E(G)| = 1T G1/2 the number of edges in a simple graph G. If H is a multigraph, we write
1TH1 = ||H||; to be the number of (directed) edges in H. We assume that multigraphs have no isolated
vertices, defined as vertices with no self-loops and no edges incident on them. In other words, if H € NFxk
is a multigraph, then for every ¢ € [k| there is a j € [k] such that H, ; > 0 or H;; > 0. If G € R%;™ and

H € N¥*F with k < n, we denote by G = Hf,j:l GlHJJ the monomial over R[G; ;| defined by H. In this
notation, we have tq(H; G) = E(p(F,,)G)H for a multigraph H € N*** and graph G € A"*",

We denote by S,, the group of permutations of [n], and by Ss, the group of permutations of N that fixes
all but finitely-many integers. If 7 € S,, and G € RL§" is a graph, we denote by 7G € RL§" the permuted
graph with entries (7G); j = Gr-1(;),x—1(j)- This corresponds to relabeling the vertices of G according to .
Similarly, if z € R™ is a vector we denote by 72 € R™ the permuted vector with entries (72); = 2,-1¢;. If
G e RN>§N and x € RY are infinite matrices and vectors, and 7 € S, we define 7G and 7z analogously.

If 1 € P(S) is a probability measure on a compact Polish space S, we write X ~ p and Law(X) = p
to denote a random variable distributed according to p. If X,Y are two random variables on S, we write
X 2 Y to denote equality in distribution, i.e., the equality Law(X) = Law(Y"). If f is a function, we denote
E,f =Ex~,f(X) its expectation with respect to p. If (1) is a sequence of measures in P(S), we say (i)



converges weakly to v and write p,, — p if E,, f — E, f for all continuous f. All measures in this paper are
supported in a single ambient compact set. In particular, all sequences of measures are tight.

A coupling of random variables X1, ..., X} taking values in Polish spaces Si,..., Sk, respectively, is a
probability distribution I" € P(Sy X --- x S) such that if (X7,...,X}) ~T then X/ L X; for all i € [k]. In
this paper we refer to a coupling of X1, ..., X} simply by the tuple of jointly-distributed random variables
(X1,...,X};). If X1, X5 are random graphs taking values in R*** we define the Wasserstein-1 distance
between them by

Wi(X1, X2) = inf E[[X] - X5/li = sup |Ef(X1) —Ef(X2)l,
random (X7,X} e RFXK R
xX/tx; 1-Lipschitz

where the infimum is over couplings (X7, X5) of X; and X5, the norm ||- || is the entrywise ¢; norm, and the
supremum is over 1-Lipschitz functions with respect to this norm. Note that a sequence of random graphs
(X)) € A**k converges weakly to the random graph X € A*** if and only if lim,, W;(X,, X) = 0 by [36,
Thm. 6.9].

For a compact Polish space S, the space P(S) endowed with the weak topology is itself compact and
Polish. If M is a random measure, that is, a random variable taking values in the Polish space P(.S), we write
Emf for the scalar random variable obtained by integrating a deterministic function f against the random
measure M. In particular, we write M(B) = Eu1p to denote the scalar random variable giving the (random)
measure of a measurable set B, where 1p(z) = 1 if x € B and zero otherwise. A sequence of random
measures (M,,) converges weakly to M if Law(M,,) — Law(M) weakly, where these laws are probability
measures over the space of probability measures. Equivalently, the sequence (M,,) converges weakly to M if

the sequence of scalar random variables Ey, f converges weakly to Eyf for all continuous functions f [37,
Thm. A2.3].

2 Quotient Convergence: Global and Local Views

In this section we prove Theorem 1.2 relating quotient convergence to convergence of homomorphism numbers
and quotient densities. Before presenting this proof, we give a few examples illustrating sequences of graphs
that are quotient-convergent. As our first example, we show that the sequence of complete graphs is quotient-
convergent.

Example 2.1 (Convergence of complete graphs). To show that the sequence (L,xn)nen of complete graphs
converges, consider the associated normalized graphs (G, = ]ln><n/n2 € A™™) and observe that the ran-
dom quotients are given as p(Fy )G = #NN—r for a multinomial random variable N = (Ny,...,Ng) ~
Multinom(n, k, 1 /k).  Since Ep(Fin)Gn = 72lixk + O(1/n) and Var[p(Fyn)Gnli; = O(1/n) for all
i,j € [k], we conclude that p(Fyn)Gn converges weakly to the deterministic matriz 77 lkxk as n — oo.
Since this holds for all k € N, we conclude that (G,,) is quotient-convergent. Note that the quotient den-
sities and homomorphism numbers of this sequence likewise converge. Indeed, for any H € N*¥** we have
to(H; Gp) = E(p(Fin)Gn)H RARAN (k—gﬂk]l;)H = m Similarly, hom(H;G,) = 712?7,:“1, which con-
verges to 1 if H is a disjoint union of edges and to 0 otherwise. An analogous set of arguments show that
the sequence (I,) of n self-loops is quotient-convergent.

As our next example, we consider sequences of (directed) star graphs and we show that these are quotient-
convergent as well. Note that stars are sparse graphs, as their edge density converges to zero. Nevertheless,
we will see in Section 3 that growing-sized stars have nontrivial limits in our framework, whereas the limits of
stars in the context of graphons yield trivial limiting objects. Similarly, stars are not degree-bounded, as the
degree of the star center increases with the size of the star, hence they do not have a limit in the framework
of graphings. Stars do have limits in the graphex sense, though they differ from ours, see Section 1.2.

Example 2.2 (Convergence of stars). The sequence of directed star graphs all of whose edges point away from
the center may be expressed as (e; 1) fore; = (1,0,...,0) . This sequence quotient-converges, since random
quotients p(Fi.n )Gy, of the associated normalized graphs G, = %eﬂlz are given by p(Fin)Gn = %eINT
for a multinomial vector N ~ Multinom(n, k, 13/k) and a uniformly random index I ~ Unif([k]). Since



N/n weakly converges to the deterministic vector 1y /k, we conclude that p(Fy )Gy converges weakly to the
randomly-labeled star %6[]1]1—, and hence that (G,,) is quotient-convergent. Similarly, the quotient densities
and homomorphism numbers of this sequence of stars converge, sinces

= 1 ) — e | k .
lim tq(H;Gn) = (1611;) T of H —'elm for m € N* and i € [k],
e k 0 otherwise,

and

lim hom(H;G,) =

n—oo

0 otherwise, 0 otherwise.

. k—1 . i .

{hmn_>C>O n%]imj if H=e;m', _ {1 if H= e;m’ with Zj m; =k —1,
Analogous arguments show that the sequence of directed star graphs all of whose edges point towards the
center quotient-converges, and so does the sequence of undirected stars.

As our final example of quotient-convergence, we consider an infinite weighted graph with edge weights
summing to one and we show that any sequence of finite subgraphs obtained from this infinite graph is
quotient-convergent.

Example 2.3 (Subgraphs of an infinite weighted graph). Suppose Goo = (G ;)i jen i an infinite two-

dimensional array with G; j > 0 and 3, ; Gi; = 1, and consider the sequence of normalized truncations G, =

s+—5—(Gij)ijern- This sequence of subgraphs (G,,) is quotient-convergent. Indeed, let Fj,: N — [k] be a

i,j=1
uniformly random map (whose images Fy () are iid uniformly distributed over [k]), and consider the random
graph L = p(Fy)Gs whose entries are given by (1). We claim that the sequence (p(Fin)Gn)n converges
weakly to L. To this end, view Gy, as an infinite array by zero-padding it, and note that (p(Fy)Gn, p(Fr)Geo)

is a coupling of (p(Fin)Gn, Li). Using this coupling, we obtain the bound
Wi(p(Fkn)Gns Li) < Ellp(F)(Grn — Go)ll1 < |G — Gl 2% 0,

where the second inequality follows from (1). Thus, we conclude that (Gy,) is quotient-convergent, as claimed.
Quotient densities and homomorphism numbers of thz's sequence again converge, with limits lim,, to(H; G,) =

EL and lim, hom(H; G,) = 2o f KN H” 1 f(l (i) Which is finite since (Gi ;) is summable.
Finally, we remark that convex combinations of quotient-convergent sequences also converge.

Example 2.4 (Combinations of graphs). Suppose (G,) and (G)) are quotient-convergent sequences of
graphs. Then for any 6 € [0,1] the conver combination (0G, + (1 — 0)G.,) of these graphs is quotient-
convergent as well. Indeed, for each k € N, let Ly, and L) be the weak limits of p(Fy )Gy and p(Fy )G,
respectively. For each n € N, let (Lk,Fk n) and (L;C,Flg n) be couplings of (Lk,Fk n) and (L}, Fy.,), re-
spectively, attaining the Wasserstein-1 distances Wi(Ly, p(Fin)Gn) and W1(L}, p(Fin)Gr). We define a
coupling of 0Ly, + (1-0)L), and p(Fk n)(0G, + (1 — )G’ ) as follows. Draw Fk,n uniformly at random, and
draw Lk from the coupling (Lk,Fk n) conditioned on Fk n = Frn. Draw E;C similarly and independently.
Then

Wi (0L + (1 — 0) L, p(Fin)(0G, + (1 — 0)GL)) < E|0Ly, + (1 — )Ly — p(Fr.n)(0Gy + (1 — 0G|
< OWL(Li, p(Fien)Gn) + (1 = OWi(Li, p(Fion)Gl) =2 0.

This proves the claim. An analogous argument shows that a convex combination of any finitely-many quotient-
convergent sequences of graphs is also quotient-convergent.

Having seen a few examples of quotient convergence, we proceed to prove Theorem 1.2. We begin by
showing the first part of that theorem on the equivalence between quotient convergence and convergence of
quotient densities.

Proposition 2.5. A sequence of graphs (G, € A™*™) is quotient-convergent if and only if (tq(H;Gn))n
converges for each H € N¥*k aqnd k € N.
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Proof. By definition, the sequence (G, € A™*™) is quotient-convergent when the sequence(p(Fi n)Gn €
AFXF) - converges weakly for each k € N. Since A*** is compact, the latter sequence converges weakly if
and only if all its associated sequences of moments converge. Now observe that the monomials in R[X ;]; je[x

all have the form X = IL; Xﬁj for some H € N¥*¥ and that the corresponding moment of p(Fj. )G,
is precisely E(p(Fkn)Gn)" = to(H; G,) by definition of tg in (3). This yields the desired conclusion. O

This proves the first part of Theorem 1.2. To show the second part relating quotient convergence with
convergence of homomorphism numbers, we express homomorphism numbers in terms of quotient densities
and vice-versa. To this end, we begin by expressing quotient densities in terms of injective homomorphism
numbers using [38, Prop. 6.8]. This expression is stated in terms of a partial order on multigraphs induced
by quotients. Specifically, for two multigraphs K € N*"*" H € N™*™ we say that K is a refinement of
H, denoted K <p H, if H is a quotient of K i.e., if there exists a surjective map f: [n] — [m] such that
H = p(f)K. We further let Rx g be the number of such maps f. Note that Ry g = |[Aut(H)| for any
multigraph H. The poset of all multigraphs with the refinement order is a disjoint union of posets, one for
each number of edges. The poset of all multigraphs with n edges has a minimal element, namely, the disjoint
union of n edges, and a maximal element, namely, a single vertex with n self-loops. We illustrate the poset
of all multigraphs with two edges in Figure 3.

RO

LA MANT
W

i1

Figure 3: Hasse diagram for the refinement poset consisting of multigraphs with two edges. Here there is an
upward path from K to H precisely when K <p H.

The quotient density tqg(H;G) can be expressed in terms of a linear combination of injective homomor-
phism numbers over all refinements of H [38, Prop. 6.8]:

_ H! Rgwpg . .
oGy = 30 v VR g ) (10)
KenH "Ri kRu b

where H! = Hszl(H@j!) and similarly for K!. Here inj(K;G) is defined similarly to hom(K; G) in (2) but
with a sum onl’y over injective maps. The expression (10) states that H is a subgraph of some quotient of
G, ie., to(H;G) > 0, if and only if some refinement of H is a subgraph of G itself, i.e., inj(K; G) > 0.

We are now ready to prove the second part of Theorem 1.2. The following argument is a simple modifi-

cation of the one from [38, Prop. 6.8].

Proposition 2.6. A sequence of graphs (G, € A™*™) is quotient-convergent if and only if (inj(H;Gy))
converges for each H € N¥*¥ and k € N, which is equivalent to (hom(H;G,,)) converging for each H € Nk*k
and k € N.

Proof. For each m € N, define the matrix M indexed by all multigraphs containing m edges whose entries

are given by My g = |V(H)|*\V(K)|%R;ifﬁ if K <gp H and Mg x = 0 otherwise. This is a lower-

triangular matrix with respect to the refinement partial order, and has positive diagonal entries My g =
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(Vv (H)|VEDI Aut(H)|)~!, hence it is invertible. Thus, we can write

inj(H;G) = Y (M uxte(K;Q). (11)
H<nK

Based on (11) and (10), we conclude that (tg(H;G,)) converges for all multigraphs H if and only if
(inj(H; G,)) converges for all multigraphs H. Injective and non-injective homomorphism numbers can be
similarly related, with one of the quantities being expressed in terms of linear combinations of the other as
in [14, §5.2.3]. For example, we have [38, Eq. (73)] that

hom(H;G) = 3 ﬁﬁ?ﬁ (K G), (12)

H<pK %
where the sum is over multigraphs that H refines. This expression can be inverted as above to obtain injective
homomorphism numbers in terms of non-injective homomorphism numbers. This allows us to conclude that
convergence of (inj(H;Gy)) for all multigraphs H is equivalent to convergence of (hom(H;G,,)) for all
multigraphs H. O

Combined together, Propositions 2.5 and 2.6 complete the proof of Theorem 1.2. We illustrate the utility
of these results next by expressing quotient convergence of simple graphs in terms of appropriately-normalized
homomorphism numbers. The resulting expression allows us to conclude that all dense simple graphs are
quotient-convergent; in fact, we prove that all the homomorphism numbers of dense simple graphs converge
to the same limit (see also Corollary 3.7 below).

Corollary 2.7. Let (G, € S%) be a sequence of simple graphs.

sim

(Convergence of simple graphs) The sequence (G,,) is quotient-convergent if and only if (W

k

sim *

hom(H;G,) )
converges for all simple and connected graphs H € S

(Convergence of dense graphs) Suppose liminf,,_, ‘E(n#)‘ > 0. Then (Gy,) is quotient-convergent. In
fact, for a simple and connected H € SE._ | we have

sim’

oo |E(Gr) BT —

hom(H; G,) 1 if H= Ky,
0 otherwise

where Ko denotes a graph with a single edge.

Proof. For the first claim, if H € N*** we define a strictly upper-triangular H e {0,1}"*™ by ﬁz] =1if
i < j and either H; ; > 0 or H;; > 0, and H; ; = 0 otherwise. Then hom(H;G,) = hom(H,G,,) for all
simple graphs G,, of all sizes. Therefore, we have

T ~7
hom(H; %) = hom(H; &) - (2|E(Gy)|)* -1,

Since 1TH1 < 1T H1, we conclude that hom(H; NGﬁ) converges if hom(H; lTGﬁ) converges, since either
|E(Gn)|~% 00 arid ho~m(H; lTGT"n]l) — 0 or |[E(Gy)| is constant for all large n. In turn, defining the simple
graph Hyym = (H + H")/2, we have

. Gn _ hom(ﬁsym; Gn)

ITGAL) (2]E(G)|) EHsml

%)n converges for all simple H. To see
that it suffices to consider simple and connected graphs, note that if H = Hy, U... U Hy is a disjoint union
of connected graphs, then % = Hle % This proves the first claim.

For the second claim, if H = K, then hom(H;G),)/|E(G,)| = 1 by definition. Otherwise, suppose

% > ¢ > 0 for all n. Note that hom(H;G,,) < 2|E(G,)| - n!V)I=2 hecause the number of graph

hom (IA{T

Thus, the sequence (G,,) quotient-converges if and only if (
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homomorphisms V(H) — V(G,,) mapping all edges of H to edges of G,, is upper-bounded by the number
of maps V(H) — V(G,,) that send one particular edge in H to an edge in G,,. Since H is connected and
contains more than one edge, we have |V(H)| < 2|E(H)|, in which case

. V(H)|—-2
hom(H;Gy) . 2nl"D)] <2 vani-Eam) nos,
[E(G)IEET = [E(G,) BT = JE@-1

This proves the quotient-convergence of (G,,) by the first part of this corollary. O

We have now seen several examples and characterizations of quotient-convergent sequences. However,
so far it is not clear to what limits such sequences converge. In the next section, we derive limits for
quotient-convergent graphs in the form of random exchangeable measures on [0, 1]2.

3 Limits of Quotient-Convergent Graph Sequences

This section is devoted to characterizing limits of quotient-convergent graph sequences and understanding
their properties. In Section 3.1, we prove Theorem 1.5 characterizing limits of quotient-convergent graph
sequences via grapheurs. In Section 3.2 we interpret the different components of limiting grapheurs (5) in
terms of combinatorial aspects of the sequence of graphs converging to them. In Section 3.3 we present a
(random) duality pairing between grapheurs and graphons, and prove the formal version of Theorem 1.6
given in Theorem 3.10. Finally, Section 3.4 contains some tedious but straightforward proofs omitted from
Section 3.1 for clarity of exposition.

3.1 Characterizing Limits via Grapheurs

To prove Theorem 1.5, we show that the random quotients of size k of a finite graph G are equal in distribution
to the random graph Gi[M¢] of size k obtained in (8) from the grapheur M¢ associated in (4) to G.

Proposition 3.1. For any n,k € N and G € A" ", we have p(Fj )G 4 Gr[M¢g].

Proof. Recall from (4) that Mg = >

i j=1 GijO(r, ;) where Ty,..., T, are iid uniform on [0,1]. With

probability one, for each i € [n] there is a unique j; € [k] such that T; € I J(k) Moreover, the index j; is

uniformly distributed in [k] by uniformity of T;, and the indices ji,. . ., j, are independent of each other since

the T; are independent. Define the random map F': [n] — [k] sending F(i) = j; and observe that F' < Fin
is uniformly random, since each ¢ € [n] is mapped to an independent and uniformly random element of [k].
Further, note that

(GeMa)iy = Ma(IP x 1) = 3 Guollu e IV, T, € IV = 37 Guw = (p(F)G)sy.

w,v=1 u€F ™1 (3)
veEFT1())

Hence, we conclude that Gix[Mg] = p(F)G 4 p(Fr.n)G, as claimed. O

Consequently, we also have tg(H;G) = to(H;Mg), where the latter is given by (9). Proposition 3.1
implies that a sequence (G,,) is quotient-convergent if and only if the sequence of random graphs (Gx[M¢g,,])x
constructed from the associated grapheurs (Mg, ) converge weakly for each k. Since A*** is compact, this
is equivalent to convergence of (Gx[Mg, |), in the Wasserstein-1 metric Wy with respect to the entrywise ¢,
norm on R¥** for each k (see Section 1.3). Motivated by this observation, we relate our W-metric (7) to
this Wj-metric.

Proposition 3.2. For any two grapheurs M,N € M and any k € N, we have

W1(Gi[M], Gx[N]) < E*Wr(M,N) and Wg(M,N) < Wy (G[M], Gi[N]) + %.
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The proof is straightforward but somewhat technical, as it is based on approximating any rectangle
appearing in our expression (7) for W by squares in a uniform grid. We defer the proof to Section 3.4.
As an immediate consequence, we conclude that a sequence of graphs (G,,) is quotient-convergent if and
only if the associated sequence of grapheurs (Mg, ) is Cauchy in the Wg-metric (7). We now observe that
the metric space (M, Wp) is compact, because the metric W metrizes weak convergence in M and M is
weakly compact; see Section 1.3 for a review of weak convergence.

Proposition 3.3. The space M of grapheurs (6) is weakly compact. In particular, any Cauchy sequence
(M) € M has a limit M € M. Moreover, the following statements are equivalent for (M,) C M and
Me M.

1. We have lim, M,, = M weakly.

2. We have that lim,, Wg(M,,, M) = 0.

3. For each k € N, we have that lim,, Gx[M,,] = Gx[M] weakly.

4. For each multigraph H € N*** we have lim,, to(H;M,,) = to(H; M).

In particular, we have lim,, Wg(Mg,,, M) = 0 for a sequence (G,, € A™*") if and only if lim,, t¢(H; G,) =
to(H; M) for all multigraphs H € NF** as can be seen by combining Proposition 3.1 and Proposition 3.3(4).
Once again, the proof is straightforward but involved, and we defer it to Section 3.4. Combining the preceding
propositions, we are ready to prove Theorem 1.5.

Proof (Theorem 1.5). To prove the first statement, note that the sequence (G,,) is quotient-convergent if and
only if (Gx[Mg,]) is Cauchy in W; for each k € N by Definition 1.1. By Proposition 3.2, this is equivalent
to (Mg, ) being Cauchy in the Wg-metric, as we remark previously. By Proposition 3.3, this is further
equivalent to the existence of a limit M € M for (Mg, ) in this metric, thus proving the first statement.

The second statement is a consequence of the compactness of M, which follows from Proposition 3.3.

Finally, we prove the third statement by explicitly constructing a convergent sequence (G,,) of graphs for
each grapheur M € M. Suppose M is given by (5) with E,0,¢,6,9 > 0 and iid uniform (T});en. Define the
sequence of graphs (G, € A"*") with entries

n n
(Gn)i,j = Si (Ei,j + %Ui + %Cj + n—129 + %’1917,:]) s Sp = Z Ei,j + Z(O—'L + §i) + 0 + 19, (13)
n i,j=1 i=1
where we note that s, 1 and we may assume s, > 0 for all n by reordering the rows and columns
of E,o0,¢ if needed. Each summand in (13) quotient-converges to the corresponding summand in (5) as
shown by combining Proposition 3.3 with the examples of Section 2. Moreover, by Example 2.4 the convex
combination of these summands in (13) converges to the convex combination of the summands in (5), which
is precisely the grapheur M. Thus, the third statement in Theorem 1.5 is proved. O

In particular, the sequence of limits of random quotients of a convergent graph sequence fully determines
its limit.
Corollary 3.4. Two quotient-convergent sequences (GS)) and (Gg)) have the same limit if and only if
lim,, p(Fkﬁn)Gg,,l) 4 lim,, p(Fk’n)Gg,?) for all k € N.

Proof. From Proposition 3.3, the two sequences have the same limit M if and only if lim,, p(F, km)GgL’) 4 Gr[M]
for both i =1, 2. O

We end this section by noting that valid polynomial inequalities in quotient densities precisely correspond
to valid inequalities over grapheurs. We hope that grapheurs can be used to study such inequalities in future
work, dually to the use of graphons in the study of inequalities in homomorphism densities [14, §16].

Corollary 3.5 (Inequalities in quotient densities). Suppose Hy, ..., Hy are multigraphs and f: R¥ — R is
a continuous function. We have f(tq(H1;G),...,to(Hk; G)) > 0 for all G € A™*™ and all n € N if and
only if f(to(H1;M),. .., tg(Hk;M)) > 0 for all grapheurs M € M.
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Proof. Since tq(H;G) = to(H;Mga), if f(to(H1;M),. .., tg(Hk; M)) > 0 for all grapheurs M € M then set-
ting M = Mq for G € A" " yields f(tq(H1;G),. .., to(Hg; G)) > 0. Conversely, suppose f(tq(H1;G),. ..,
to(Hy; G)) > 0 for all G € A™ " and all n € N. For any M € M, let (G,,) be a sequence of finite graphs
that quotient-converges to M. Then tg(H;G,) — tg(H; M) for all multigraphs H, hence by continuity of f
we have f(tQ(Hl; M), ‘e ,tQ(Hk; M)) = hmn f(tQ(Hl; Gn), [N ,tQ(Hk; Gn)) Z 0. O]

3.2 Structure of Grapheurs

Theorem 1.5 shows that limits of quotient-convergent sequences correspond to grapheurs in M. Each such
grapheur is described by a tuple (E,0,c,6,9) as in (5), and the goal of this section is to interpret each
element of the tuple in terms of the combinatorics of the convergent sequence of graphs. Informally, the five
parameters describing quotient limits correspond to the following properties.

e The array F € RIE(X)N describes a discrete collection of hubs and the fraction of edge weight between
them. Specifically, each entry corresponds to an edge in a sequence of graphs that carries an asymp-
totically positive fraction of the total edge weight.

e The arrays o,¢ € R§O specify directed stars. Specifically, each entry corresponds to the fraction of in-
degree or out-degree, respectively, of a vertex that comes from all edges with asymptotically vanishing
edge weights.

e The parameters 6 and 1 capture the remaining edge weight in the graph, coming from all edges between
vertices with asymptotically vanishing degrees and their self-loops, respectively.

These properties can be seen in all the examples of Section 2. The following proposition proves these
properties in general.

Proposition 3.6. Suppose (G,, C A™*"™) quotient-converges to a grapheur M that is described by the tuple
(E,0,5,0,9) as in (5). View each G, as an element of RNN by zero-padding it with infinitely-many rows
and columns. Then there exist permutations m, € Soo of N fizing all but finitely-many integers such that
lim, |E — m,Gulloo = 0, lim, |[E1+ 0 — m,Gn1l00 = 0, and lim, |[ET1+¢ — 7,G 1||oo = 0. Furthermore,
we have ¥ = lim,, Tr(G,,) — Tr(E).

Proposition 3.6 justifies the intuition outlined above: Up to a relabelling of the vertices of G,,, the entries
of E are entrywise limits of the edge weights of G,,, the entries of o,¢ are limits of the remaining degrees
of vertices in (G,,) after removing edges with positive limiting weights, and the parameters ¥, 6 capture the
remaining edge weights in self loops and the rest of the edges, respectively. We prove Proposition 3.6 in
Section 4.4 using an edge-sampling perspective on quotient convergence and a dual Szemerédi regularity
lemma.

An immediate consequence of Proposition 3.6 is that all dense and degree-bounded sequences of simple
graphs have the same limit.

Corollary 3.7. Suppose (G,, € S™) is a sequence of undirected graphs such that the sequence (G, /1T G, 1)
quotient-converges.

1. The limit is described by (E,0,5,0,9) with o =< and ET = E.
2. If each G,, has no self-loops, then diag(E) = ¢ = 0.

3. If G,, € S is a sequence of simple graphs with |E(G,)| — oo, and is either dense or degree-bounded,

sim

then the sequence (%) quotient converges to the grapheur \2.

Proof. The first two claims follow directly from Proposition 3.6, since for any permutation 7, € S the
matrix 7, G, is, respectively, symmetric and has zero diagonal if G, is symmetric and has no self-loops.
For the third claim, since G,, is symmetric, we have G,/ 1 = G, 1 = deg(G,,) is the vector of degrees of

the vertices in G,,. If (G,) is dense, then MXideel@n)i < £ "% 0 for some constant ¢ > 0. If (G,)

2‘E(Gn)‘ -
is degree-bounded, with all degrees bounded by k, then ma;|i1§if§ic);ln)i < g E(an)l "% 0. In either case,
Proposition 3.6 shows that lim,, % = \? since diag(G,,) = 0 for all n. O
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We end this section by giving a sufficient condition for the limit of a quotient-convergent sequence (G,,)
to consist entirely of discrete hubs, i.e., such that ¢ = ¢ = 0 and # = ¢ = 0 in (5). In particular, this
sufficient condition implies that the random quotients (p(Fg,,)Gy) and the grapheurs (Mg, ) converge not
just weakly but also in total variation. Such total variation convergence was shown for graphs sampled
both from graphons [14, Cor. 10.25] and from graphexes [32, §5], and was the primary mode of convergence
studied for edge-exchangeable random graph models [23]. However, this condition is too restrictive for
our purposes in this paper; for example, it does not apply to the sequence of stars in Example 2.2. In
the following result, if u,v are two discrete measures on a space S then their total variation distance is

distrv (i, v) = 5 Ypes In({z}) —v({z})]-

Proposition 3.8. Suppose (G,, € A™*") and E € RiéN satisfy limy, |7,Gn—E||1 = 0 for some permutations
Tn € Sp. Then (Gy,) is quotient-convergent to M = Z” Ei o1, 1;)-

Proof. Draw iid uniform (7}) and consider the coupling Mi; = >, (7 Gn)i (1, 1), M =32, 5 By (1, 1))
using the same locations for both. Then with probability 1 we have distTv(M’, Mg, ) < ||7,Gp, — E|1/2 — 0
since the atoms (T3, T;) are distinct almost surely. By (8), we then have W1 (G [M], Gx[Mg, 1) < E||Gx[M’] —
Ge[Mg, |l1 < k*Edistpy (M’, My, ) — 0 for each k, proving quotient convergence. O

3.3 Duality between Grapheurs and Graphons

In this section, we characterize convergence of grapheurs in terms of graphons and vice-versa, exhibiting a
facet of the duality between the two graph limit theories. Since graphon theory is most simply expressed
in the undirected case (see [39, §8] for the directed case), we restrict ourselves to this setting in the present
section. .

We begin by recalling a few basic notions from graphon theory. Let W = {W: [0,1]?> — [0, 1] measurable,
symmetric} be the space of [0, 1]-valued kernels. We define two kernels W and U to be equivalent, denoted
W ~ U, if there exist (Lebesgue-)measure-preserving maps @, ¢: [0,1] — [0, 1] satisfying W o (¢, ¢) =
U o (¢,1). This is the weak isomorphism between kernels commonly defined in the dense graph limits
literature [14, Cor. 10.35]. We denote by W = W/ ~ the quotient space under this equivalence relation.
Elements of W are called graphons [14, §7.1]. A graphon W € W defines random simple graphs of each size
by setting Gy [W] = (Bg?%_)i,je[k] where B(TW%J ~ Ber(W (T;,Tj)) are drawn independently for ¢ < j while
B(T‘:V% = B(TW%] for i > j and B(TW% = 0. Here T1,..., T} % Unif(]0, 1]) as before. A sequence (W,) C W
converges if for each k, the sequence of random graphs (Gx[W,])s converges weakly for each k.* This is
equivalent to convergence of homomorphism densities and to convergence in cut metric [14, §10]. Finally, a

finite graph G € ST, defines a step graphon W (x,y) = G, ; if z € I™ x I](") where I = [(i — 1)/n,i/n).
In our context, let Mgy = {M € M : E = E" 0 = ¢,diag(E) = 0,9 = 0,0 € R in (5)} be the
collection of grapheurs corresponding to limits of undirected graphs with unit edge weight and no self-loops.

For any W € W and M € Mgy, define the random variable

1
M, W) = Z EUBE[W%] +2ZJi/ W(T;,y)dy +0 W(z,y) dz dy. (14)
i,jEN ieN 70 [0,1]2

Note that this random variable exists and is bounded by [(M,W)| < 1 because both (E; ;) and (o;) are
summable. Also note that (M, Wg) = EuWg = (G, Gi[M]) if G € SE_, since Wi takes values in {0, 1} so
B%ch}) = Wq (T3, Tj). Moreover, for finite graphs G € A™*"™, G5 € S} |, we have

(Mg, Wa,) = <P(Fm,n)G1»G2> = <G179(Fm,n)*G2>a

which can equivalently be viewed as comparing a random quotient of G; to G2 or comparing a random
subgraph of G5 to G1 (see Section 1). We now prove that the random variable (14) only depends on the
equivalence class of a graphon W.

4@Graphon convergence is usually defined by total variation convergence of these random graphs, which is equivalent to their
weak convergence since they are supported on the finite set Sfim.
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Proposition 3.9. For any W,U € W, if W ~ U then (M, W) 4 (M,U) for any M € Mgym,.

Proof. Suppose M € Mgy, is defined by (E,0 =¢,0,9 = 0) as in (5). Since W ~ U, there are measure-
preserving maps ¢, ¥: [0,1] — [0, 1] satisfying W o (¢, ¢) = U o (1,v). We now define a coupling of (M, W)
and (M,U) under which the two are equal almost surely. Sample locations (7;) iid uniformly on [0, 1],

and note that both (o(T3)), (¥(T3)) “d Unif([0, 1]) because ¢ and 1 are measure-preserving. Note that,

conditioned on the locations (T;) above, we have BS/(VT)O o(T) L S#[{)TZ) w(Ty)> Since they are both Bernoulli
random variables with success probability W (p(T;), ¢(T;)) = U(¥(T3), ¥ (T})). Letting B, ; be a sample from
the above distribution independently for each i < j, setting B; ; = B;; for ¢ > j, and B;; = 0 for all 4, we

define the coupling of (M, W) and (M, U) by using (14) with these common samples (B; ;) for both, and note
that under this coupling they are equal almost surely. Thus, we have (M, W) < (M, U) as desired. O

Thus, the pairing (14) defines a pairing from Mgym x W to bounded scalar random variables. Importantly,
we can characterize convergence in Mgy, in terms of graphons and characterize graphon convergence in W
in terms of grapheurs. The following is the formal version of Theorem 1.6 from Section 1.

Theorem 3.10. We have lim,, M,, = M in Mgy, if and only if (M, Wg) — (M, W) weakly for all simple
graphs G. We also have lim,, W,, = W in W if and only if (Mg, W,,) = (Mg, W) weakly for all undirected
graphs G with unit edge weight and no self-loops.

Proof. For the first claim, suppose (M,,,Wg) — (M, Wg) for all G € SE_ and all k € N. Therefore,
Em, We — EmWe for any such G. Taking linear combinations of such Wg, we get Ey, W — EmW for any
W: [0,1]? — R that is piecewise-constant on the k x k uniform grid and equals zero on the diagonal for some

k € N. For any continuous and symmetric f: [0,1]> — R, define f;, = Ek

(k) e,
ije1 fi,j 11§k>xlj(k) where if i # j

we set fi(,’;) = f(% — i,% — 2%) to the value of f at the center of the rectangle [i(k) X I](k), and if i = j we
set fi(,];) = 0. Since f is continuous on a compact set, it is uniformly continuous, so for any € > 0 we have

|f(z) — fr(z)| <eforall z €[0,1]*\ Ule(li(k) X Ii(k)). Therefore, for any grapheur M’ € My, we have

k
/ k) o )\ _ 1
Ew|f = fi| < e+ EM (91[ x I )‘”1«

for all large k since EM’ = A\? for M’ € Myp,. Thus, we have

Wi (Em, f,Emf) < 2(e + k™) + Wi(Bwm, fr, Emfr) ——— 2(e + k1),

since fj, is piecewise-constant on the k x k uniform grid and has zero values on its diagonal. We conclude
by taking k — oo that Ey, f — Euf weakly for any continuous f: [0,1]> — R, and hence that M,, — M
weakly. Conversely, suppose M,, — M weakly, and let W = Wg for G € Sfim. Then
<M7L,W(;> = ]EM,LWG = <G,Gk[Mn]> — <G,Gk[M]> = EMWG = <M,Wg>,
weakly, since Gx[M,,] — G;[M] weakly for each k € N. This proves the first claim.
For the second claim, suppose (Mg, W,,) — (Mg, W) weakly for all graphs G € S*NA*** with diag(G) =
0, i.e., undirected weighted graphs with no self-loops and total edge weight of 1. We then have

(G, Gi[Wo]) = M@, Wa) = (Ma, W) = (G, G[W]),

weakly. Therefore, we get (G, Gx[W,,]) — (G, G[W]) for all G € S* by linearity and the fact that Gy [W,,] all
have zero diagonal. This implies Gy [W,,] — Gx[W] weakly by Cramér—Wold [40, Cor. 6.5]. Since this holds
for all k € N, we conclude that W,, — W. Conversely, suppose W,, — W. Then (Mg, W,,) = (G, G, [W,,]) —
(G,Gi[W]) = (Mg, W) for any G € Sk n AkXF, O

We conjecture that the above duality pairing is, in fact, bi-continuous.

Conjecture 3.11. If (M,,) C Mgy, and (W,) C W converge to M and W, respectively, then (M,,, W,,) —
(M, W) weakly.
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In particular, this conjecture implies that M,, — M if and only if (M., W) — (M, W) for all graphons
W e W, and W,, — W if and only if (M, W,,) — (M, W) for all grapheurs M € Mgy, a strengthening of
Theorem 3.10.

Theorem 3.10 exhibits a concrete, formal duality between quotient convergence and graphon convergence.
This duality can be extended to general grapheurs and more general kernels on [0, 1], but the extension of
graphon convergence to this setting is more complicated [39, §8]. We therefore leave this and other extensions
of this duality for future work.

3.4 Missing Proofs from Section 3

In this section, we give all the proofs deferred from Section 3.1 and Section 3.2, namely, Propositions 3.2
and 3.3.

Proof of Proposition 3.2

Many of the proofs in this section are based on standard approximations of rectangles, and continuous
functions by step functions on a uniform grid and vice-versa. Such approximations allow us to compare the
measures of these objects under our random exchangeable measures using the following lemma.

Lemma 3.12. Fiz any grapheur M € M.
1. There is 0 € [0,1] satisfying EM = 0X\% + (1 — 0)\p.

2. For any Borel set B C [0,1]?, we have EM(B) < max{A\?(B),Ap(B)}. In particular, if \>(B) =
Ap(B) =0, then M(B) = 0 almost surely.

Proof. For the first claim, since M is exchangeable we conclude that ;1 = EM is a (deterministic) exchangeable
measure on [0, 1]2, meaning that u o (0,0) = p for all (Lebesgue)-measure preserving bijections o: [0,1] —
[0,1]. The space of such measures is two-dimensional and is spanned by A%, Ap by [37, Thm. 9.12|, so
uw=0XA+9Ap for some 0,9 € R. Since M is a probability measure almost surely, its mean p is a probability
measure as well, necessitating 6§ + 9 = 1 and 6,9 > 0. This proves the first claim.

The second claim immediately follows from the first, noting in particular that if A*(B) = Ap(B) = 0
then the scalar random variable M(B) is nonnegative with a vanishing mean. O

To prove Proposition 3.2, we also need to relate couplings of random measures to couplings of random
graphs derived from them.

Lemma 3.13. For any M1, My € M and coupling (G1, G2) of (Gx[M1], Gx[Mz]) for some k € N, there is a
coupling (M, M) of (M1, Mg) such that (Gx[M{], Gx[M5]) A (G, Ga).

Proof. We apply the disintegration theorem [41, Thm. A] to the continuous map 73: P([0,1]%2) — AFXF
between compact metric spaces sending p +— (,u(Ii(k) x I ;k)))iyje[k]. The disintegration theorem yields for

each M € M a Borel collection of probability measures ()\(GM)>G€ akxk for each M € M such that supp()\g\ﬂ)) C
7, '(G) and such that Law(M) = u,(CM) ® /\E;M) in the sense that

emesl = [ [ 1a(dd 0 du ),
AkRxE S o1 (G)

for any Borel B C P([0,1]?). The measure )\(GM) is the distribution of M conditioned on 7, (M) = G.
Let v = Law((G1, G3)). We construct the coupling I' = Law((M}, M})) explicitly by setting

rw) - [ [ [ e b8 0 o) a6, Ga)
Akxkx ARxE S (Gy) Jrg H(Gh)
for each Borel B C P([0,1]?) x P([0,1]?). This distribution corresponds to first sampling (Gy, G2) ~ 7 and
then sampling M} and MY, conditioned on Gx[M}] = G; and Gi[Mj] = Ga. It is routine to check that this is

a coupling of (M1, Mz) and that its pushforward under (7, 7x) is the given coupling 7 of (Gy, Gz), which is
the claim we sought to prove. O
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We can now prove Proposition 3.2.

Proof (Proposition 3.2). Define the intervals Ii(n) =[(i—1)/n,i/n) for i € [n] and let (M’,N’) be a coupling
of (M, N) attaining Wg(M,N) in (7). Such a coupling exists since the infimum in (7) consists of minimizing
a lower-semicontinuous function of the coupling over the compact space of all possible couplings. For each
k € N, we have
k
Wi (GrM], Gi[N]) < S~ EIM (1" x 1) - N' (1" x 117)]
i,j=1
< kQWD(Mv N)v

giving the first claimed inequality.

For the second inequality, consider arbitrary intervals S = [a1,as] and T = [as, a4] for a,b,c,d € [0, 1].
For each k € N and j € [4], let i; € [k] be the unique index such that a; € Ii(f) (if a; =1 set i; = k). Note

that S C Uf:“ Ii(k) and |Uz;l Ii(k) \ S| < 2/k, and similarly for T. Therefore, we have

A2 e Ity gxr| <2y 1% s 1B\ g% <72\/5
U ULPxrfas<r )< g ap | J ULV <L\ <T | < ==,
i=i1 j=1i3 i=i1 j=i3

hence by Lemma 3.12 we have

4
E|M' (S x T) — N'(S x T)| < E||Gx[M] — G[N']|| + T

Taking the supremum over S, T, we get

4 . 4
Wo(M',N') < zt CoéﬁifngsEHGk[M/] — Gr[N][[, = zt W1 (G [M], Gx[N]),

(M",N%)

where the last equality follows from Lemma 3.13. This is the second claimed inequality. O

Proof of Proposition 3.3

Next, we turn to proving Proposition 3.3, which states that M is weakly compact and that the metric W
metrizes this weak topology. To prove that M is weakly compact, we rely on the following lemma and the
characterization of M from [37, §9] as the space of ergodic random exhangeable measures.

Lemma 3.14. If (1) is a weakly convergent sequence of probability distributions on a Polish space S with
limit p, and if B C S is a measurable subset satisfying pu,(B) =1 for all n, then u(B) = 1.

Proof. By Urysohn’s lemma, for any ¢ > 0 we can find a subset B O B with u(B. \ B) < € and a
continuous function f: S — [0,1] satisfying f|p = 1 and f|s\p, = 0. Since f is continuous, we have
E,f = lim,E,, f > lim, p,(S) = 1. On the other hand, since f < 1p\p + 1p pointwise, we have
E.f < u(B)+ e. We conclude that p(B) > 1, and since p is a probability measure, that u(B) = 1, as
desired. O

We are now to prove Proposition 3.3.

Proof (Proposition 3.3). We break down the proof into several steps.

Compactness of M: The space P([0, 1]?) of probability measures on [0, 1]? is compact in the weak topology.
Therefore, the space P(P([0,1]?)) of random such measures is again compact in its own weak topology (see
Section 1.3). Thus, it suffices to prove that M C P(P([0, 1]?)) is closed in this weak topology.

By [37, Prop. 9.1], the space of random exchangeable measures is precisely the collection of random
measures on [0,1]? invariant under the countable group goo consisting of permutations of the intervals

(I-("))ie[n] for all n € N. By [37, Lemma A1.2], we can characterize its extreme points by

?

M = {I\/I random exchangeable : PIM € B] € {0, 1} whenever B C P([0,1]?) is goo—invariant} .
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If M,, = M and Law(M,,)(B) € {0, 1} for all n, then passing to a subsequence we may assume Law (M,,)(B) =
1 for all n or Law(M,,)(B) = 0 for all n. Applying Lemma 3.14 to either B or its complement, respectively,
yields Law(M)(B) € {0,1}. We thus conclude that M is weakly closed, and hence compact.

Equivalence of statements 2 and 3: The equivalence of statements 2 and 3 follows from Proposition 3.2,
since lim,, Gx[M,,] = G,[M] weakly for a given k € N if and only if lim,, W1 (Gx[M,], Gx[M]) = 0.

Equivalence of statements 3 and 4: The equivalence of these two statements follows by the proof of
Proposition 2.5. Specifically, the sequence (G;[M;,]) converges weakly to Gx[M] if and only if the moments
of (Gx[M,,]) converge to those of G;x[M], and these moments are precisely the quotient densities of grapheurs
defined in (9).

Equivalence of statements 1 and 2: Endow R? with the ¢, norm, endow P([0, 1]?) with the Wasserstein-
1 metric with respect to this norm, and endow M with the Wasserstein-1 metric with respect to the
Wasserstein-1 metric on P([0, 1]?), which metrizes weak convergence of random measures [36, Thm. 6.9].
Explicitly, this metric is given by

diSth (Ml, M2) = min/ , E(M/I’Mé) sup |IE|\/|/1 f- EMéflv
random (M} ,M3) £ (0,12 =R
MM, for i=1,2 F(0)=0

1-Lipschitz in £

where the min over couplings is attained [36, Thm. 4.1]. It therefore suffices to prove that lim, Wg(M,,, M) =
0 if and only if lim,, disty, (M,,, M) = 0. We proceed to prove this by standard approximations of continuous
functions by step functions and vice-versa.

Suppose that lim,, disty, (M, M) = 0 and fix any € > 0. Let (M}, M’) be a coupling of (M,,, M) attaining

distyy,. For any interval S C [0,1], define Sc = (S + [—¢,€]) N[0, 1]. Note that
NS, XxT.\SXT)<4e,  Ap(SexT.\SxT)<2V2e

We can find an e~ '-Lipschitz f.: [0,1]* — [0,1] satisfying f|sxr = 1 and fj12\s, x7. = 0. For example,

set fe(x) = dist(m;ixsgff_;iﬁg?&xn) where dist is with respect to the £, norm. For any M € M, we have

EIM(S x T) —Emfe] <EM(Se x Te \ S x T') < 4e,

by Lemma 3.12, hence
/ !/ 1 .
[EM;, (S x T') = EM'(S x T')| < 8¢ + [Emr, fe — Emr fe| < 8¢+ —distw, (Mp, M).
€

We conclude that W(M,,, M) < 8¢ + ¢~ distw, (M,,, M), so taking n — oo and then € — 0 we conclude that
lim,, Wg(M,,, M) = 0.

Conversely, suppose lim,, Wg(M,,, M) = 0. Once again, we note that the infimum over couplings in (7)
is attained, since it consists of minimizing a lower-semicontinuous function of the coupling over the compact
space of all possible couplings. For each n, let (M’, M) be a coupling attaining Wg(M,,, M). For each N € N,

define the intervals 1" = [(i—1)/N,i/N) forie {1,...,N—1} and IJ(VN) = [1—1/N,1]. For any 1-Lipschitz

i

f:[0,1] = R with f(0) =0, let

N
In(@) = 32 570000 (@),
i,j=1 )

N)

where fi(yl;f) = f(% — L 5i-) is the value of f on the center of the squares Ii(N) x I;"/. Since f is

(
IN'N T 2N j
1-Lipschitz in £ and the diameter of these squares is 1/2N in fo, we have |f(z) — fy(z)| < 5k for all

x € [0, 1]2. Furthermore, since f(0) = 0 we have |fl(]JV)| <1 for all 4, 7. Therefore, for any M € M we have

1
E —E < —
|Em f MfN|_2N7
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and for our particular coupling (M’, M), we have

N
1 N N N N
5 2 M@ < ) = (Y s 1)),

ij=1

1
Em f — Em f| < ~ |Em fv — Em: | <
Since this inequality holds for any such function f, we conclude that

N
. 1 N N N N 1
distyy, (M, M) < = + S EM (N < 1My - M, (1 < 1)) < 5 N WE (M, M).

4,5=1

Letting n — oo and then N — oo, we conclude that lim,, disty, (M,, M) = 0. O

4 Edge Sampling and Property Testing

In this section, we consider the problem of testing properties of large graphs by randomly sampling small
summaries using our framework. For properties specified by graph parameters that are continuous with
respect to quotient convergence, it would seem that random quotients are natural candidates for obtaining
small summaries of large graphs. However, random quotients require access to the entire graph and are
therefore impractical for large graphs. Moreover, we will see in Section 5 that random quotients do not
concentrate very well, further obstructing property testing based on these summaries.

To remedy this situation, we present in this section an edge-based sampling procedure that yields a
practical method for obtaining small summaries approximating large graphs of any size in the Wg-metric
with universal rates. This sampling procedure is based on an equivalent view of quotient convergence in
terms of convergence of edge-exchangeable random graph models, the equivalence being furnished by the
classical de Finetti’s theorem. We describe this perspective on quotient convergence in Section 4.1 and an
edge-based analog of the Szemerédi regularity lemma in Section 4.2. We leverage these results to present
a practical approach for property testing, which we formally define and study in Section 4.3. We conclude
in Section 4.4 by presenting proofs from Section 4.2 that are omitted from notational clarity as well as the
proof of Proposition 3.6 from Section 3.2.

4.1 Edge Sampling View of Quotient Convergence

We begin by describing a procedure to obtain finite random graphs from a grapheur by sampling edges with
replacement. We then reinterpret quotient convergence in terms of convergence of the resulting random
edge-exchangeable graphs.

Given a grapheur M, we can obtain a sequence of weighted random graphs (G™ [M]),, where G [M] has n
edges as follows. We sample a measure 1 ~ M on [0, 1]?, followed by sampling n edges (z1,41), - -, (Zn, Yn) i
. Next we construct the weighted graph G [M] on N = |[{z;} U {y;}| vertices by arbitrarily enumerating
{t1,...,tn} = {x;} U{y;} and setting the edge weights to:

(GIM))iy = {k € [n] : (xk,yx) = (ti,t;)}/n

for 1 <4,j < N. Note that |V (G™[M])| < 2n.
If the grapheur M is the limit of undirected graphs, we can further replace G [M] by its symmetrization

w to obtain an undirected random graph; see Remark 4.6 below. When M = Mg is the

grapheur corresponding to a finite graph G as in (4), the above sampling procedure amounts to sampling
with replacement the edges of G proportionally to their weight, and randomly labeling the resulting graph.

For a general grapheur M described by parameters (E, o,¢, 6,1), edge sampling from M as above corre-
sponds to first sampling random locations (T;); and then sampling edges as follows.

e With probability E; ;, sample the edge (T;,T}).
e With probability o;, we sample a new vertex 7" ~ Unif([0,1]) and sample the edge (T;,7"). With
probability ¢;, we analogously sample (7", T;).
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e With probability 6 we sample two new vertices Ty, Ty ~ Unif([0, 1]) and add the edge (T}, T4). Similarly,
with probability ¥ we add the edge (T, T") for a new location 7" ~ Unif([0, 1]).

After repeating the above procedure n times, we get a random exchangeable multigraph containing n edges
(possibly with repetition), and normalize the resulting graph to have total edge weight one.
We now observe that convergence of edge-sampled graphs is equivalent to quotient convergence.

Proposition 4.1. We have lim, M,, = M in M if and only if (G®)[M,]), C AZ**%F converges weakly to
G [M] for all k € N.

Proof. The grapheurs (M,,) converge weakly if and only if the random exchangeable arrays

(n) (n)
x o« o o Jj
[ (n) @)] e [0, 1)2**, (15)
Yp Y

obtained by first sampling w,, ~ M,, and then sampling (x;,y;) ud tn, converge weakly by [42, Thm. 1.1],
since the distributions of (15) are precisely the finite-dimensional distributions of M,,. The exchangeable

array (15) is precisely the list of edges of the multigraph £G(*)[M,,] listed in arbitrary order after assigning its
vertices iid labels in Unif([0, 1]). Formally, we have Mgum, & z Zle 5(36@ WON for all n, k € N. Thus, the

sequence (15) converges weakly for each k € N precisely when the sequence of random graphs (G*)[M,,]),
converges weakly. O

In particular, a sequence of graphs (G, € A™*™) quotient-converges precisely when the sequence of
random graphs (G(’“)[Mgn])—obtained by independently sampling k£ edges from each G,, proportionally to
their edge weights and randomly labeling the vertices—converges weakly for each k € N.

Remark 4.2 (Edge-exchangeable random graphs). The random graphs we obtain by sampling edges from
a grapheur appeared previously in the literature as edge-exchangeable random multigraph models [26]. As
explained in [26, Rmk. 4.4], every edge-exchangeable random multigraph model is obtained from a random
exzchangeable measure on [0,1]% as above after labelling the vertices by iid labels from Unif([0,1]). Neverthe-
less, to our knowledge graph limits based on these edge-exchangeable random graphs as in Proposition /.1
have not been previously studied in the literature, see also Section 1.2.

As noted in [26], if we repeat the above edge sampling process infinitely-many times, each edge (T;,T;)
corresponding to a positive edge weight E; ; > 0 will be repeated infinitely-many times. In contrast, all the
other edges sampled above will only appear once. In particular, the vertices T', Ty, Ty sampled in this process
will only appear in one edge. Such vertices are called “blips” in [26, 32/, and the isolated edges and self-loops
are called “dust”.

4.2 Edge-Based Szemerédi Regularity

We now provide bounds on the rate of convergence for W(Mgemj, M) to zero as n grows large, both
in expectation and with high probability. In bounding the quantity Wo(Mgempmj, M), it is important to
distinguish between the randomness in the grapheur Mgy coming from the random atoms T; and ran-
domness coming from G [M]. In our next result, we fix a realization of G(™[M], compute the distance
Wo(Mgemp» M) depending on this realization (and hence random), and seek to bound both its expectation
and its tails with respect to the randomness in G [M].

In fact, our results provide convergence rates for the larger metric W5(M, N) defined by

WoM.N) <TEMN) = inf  E| sup [M(SxT)-My(SxT)|,
random (M7,M5) $,7C[0,1]
M,'igMi for i=1,2 intervals

where the expectation is taken with respect to the coupling (M}, Mj) of My and Ma. Note that Wg differs
from Wp in (7) by moving the supremum over axis-aligned rectangles into the expectation.
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Theorem 4.3. For any grapheur M € M and each n € N, let G(")[I\/I] be a random graph obtained by
sampling n edges from M. Then

—_ 174
Egonpy [Wa (M, Mgonpy)] < Egeoy [WaM, Mge )] < Nk
Moreover, Wn(M, Mg v)) < Wa(M, Mgemmy) < &\/ge with probability at least 1 — exp(—2€2) over the

random graph G [M)].

The proof of Theorem 4.3 relies on two key lemmas. The first involves the construction of a particular
coupling of M, Mg vy, and G(")[M}.
Lemma 4.4. There is a coupling (M', M, GM) of M, Mgommys and G [M] satisfying the following two
properties. First, in this coupling M, is obtained by sampling u ~ M’, then sampling n iid points from p,
and finally forming the associated empirical measure. Second, conditioned on G = G, the pair (M, M&y)
is a coupling of M and M¢.

The second step in the proof of Theorem 4.3 involves using Vapnik-Chervonenkis theory to uniformly
bound the discrepancy between a measure and its empirical sample on axis-aligned rectangles.

Lemma 4.5. For any measure pu € P([0,1]2), let p,, = + 31" | 6x, be the random empirical measure obtained
by sampling X1,..., X, u w. Then

174
By, sup (S x T) = (S x T)| < 2.
" s rcio Vn

intervals

The proofs of these two lemmas are straightforward but technical, and we defer them to Section 4.4 for
clarity of exposition. Using the lemmas, we can now prove Theorem 4.3.

Proof (Theorem 4.3). Let AAR = {[a,b] X [¢,d] : a,b,c,d € [0,1]} be the class of axis-aligned rectangles
contained in [0, 1], and let (M, My s G(™) be the coupling from Lemma 4.4. Define

FGOM) = F((21,31), s (s yn)) = WO (Mg s M),

which is a function of the edges (z1,41),.. ., (Zn,yn) sampled iid from g ~ M to create G(™[M]. First note

that
(n) (n) / , 174
Egonm f(G[M]) = Egem f(G) < E(M/,Mfc(m,gn)) poup IM'(R) — Mg (R)] < NG

where the equality follows from G(”)[M] 4 G the first inequality follows by considering the coupling

(M’ Mg(”))|G(”) of M and Mg, and the last inequality follows by Lemma 4.5 and the fact that M, is an

empirical measure obtained from n iid samples from M’.
Second, note that f is 1/n-Lipschitz in each (x;,y;). Indeed, if G [M] differs from G™[M] only in

the ith location (x;,y;), and we glue the two couplings (M”, M’é(n)[M]) and (M Mg("*”[’\/‘]) attaining the

corresponding W distances as in [36, §1], then

LA™ M]) = F(GM])] < Equ,

6(n) M)

1
" "
i) RESEBR IME e (1) = Moy g (B)] < o

M

"

G [M]

Since (1,91),--., (%, yn) are sampled iid from a fixed measure p (after it was sampled once from M), the

bounded-difference concentration inequality [43, Cor. 2.21] implies that f(GM™[M]) < Ef(G™[M]) + ¢/+/n
O

with probability at least 1 — exp(—2¢2), proving the theorem.

since the only difference between M and I\/I’G’<,L)[M] is a weight of 1/n placed at one of their atoms.

Using Theorem 4.3, we can now prove Theorem 1.7 from Section 1.
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Proof (Theorem 1.7). The first claim follows from Theorem 4.3. The second claim follows from the fact that
EWg(M, MG(n>[M]) < %, which implies that some realization G of G [M], satisfies W (M, Mg ) < %.
Setting n = k(e) = [(174/¢€)?], we obtain the second claim. O

We conclude this section by remarking that the above discussion applies to undirected random graphs
sampled from symmetric grapheurs.

Remark 4.6 (Undirected graphs). If M is the limit of undirected graphs, then by Corollary 3.7 it is symmet-

ric, i.e., we have M(SXT) = M(T'xS) for any measurable S, T C [0,1]. In that case, we can sample undirected

graphs from M by first sampling G [M] as above and symmetrizing it to get Ggfr)n[M] = w

For any S, T C [0,1], we have

1
IM(S xT)—M (SxT)| = 5|M(S xT) +M(T x S) = Mg m (S x T) = Mg my (T % S)

< max{|[M(S x T) = Mg (S X T)|, IM(T x S) = Mg gy (T x )},

GiphIM)

hence Wg(M, M < Wg(M, I\/IG(")[M]) and similarly for Wo. Thus, all the results of this section apply

Stpmy)
to the undirected random graph Gg;lr)n[M]

4.3 Property Testing

We apply the preceding edge-based sampling procedure to test properties of large graphs based on small
summaries. We begin by formally defining the class of graph parameters we can test using our framework.
Here a graph parameter is a function f: | |, .y A™*™ — R on graphs of all sizes that is permutation-invariant,
in the sense that f(7,G,) = f(G,) for any permutation 7,, € S,, of the vertex labels.

Definition 4.7 (Quotient-testable graph parameters). A quotient-testable graph parameter is a graph pa-

rameter f: | ],cn A" — R satisfying the following properties:

(Isolate-indifference) f(Gy) = f(Gn) whenever G € ANXN differs from G, € A™™ by isolated
vertices;

(Continuity) The sequence (f(Gr)) converges whenever (G, € A™*™) is quotient-convergent.
We proceed to give several equivalent characterizations of quotient-testable parameters.
Proposition 4.8 (Testability as continuity). The following are equivalent for a graph parameter f.
1. The parameter f is quotient-testable.

2. There is a function f: M — R satisfying f(Mc) = f(G) for all G € ||, A™ ™. Such f is then unique

and continuous.

3. For any € > 0 there is a § = d(€) > 0 such that if Wo(Mg,,,Mg,,) < 0 then |f(Gn) — f(Gw)| < € for
any two graphs G, G, of any two sizes.

Proof. We prove these statements imply each other in order, with the last statement implying the first.

Suppose f is quotient-testable. Define M., = {M¢g : G € A™*"™ for some n} — R to be the grapheurs
in M arising from finite graphs and define f: M., — R by f(Mg) = f(G). This is well-defined because f is
permutation-invariant and isolate-indifferent, as Mg = Mg if and only if G and G’ differ by isolated vertices
and node relabeling [17, Prop. 3]. Further, f is continuous by continuity of f, hence it extends uniquely to
a continuous function on the closure M of M. This proves statement 2.

Suppose f extends to a continuous f: M — R. Since M is compact and this compact topology is
metrized by the W metric by Proposition 3.3, the function f is uniformly continuous in the W metric.
This proves statement 3.

Finally, assume statement 3 holds. Since Wg(Mg,, Mg, ) = 0 if G,, and Gy differ by isolated vertices,
we conclude that f is isolate-indifferent. Since quotient-convergent sequences (G,), are Cauchy in the
Wgo-metric by Theorem 1.5, we conclude that (f(G,)), C R is Cauchy and hence converges. O

24



As a first set of examples, quotient densities and homomorphism numbers are quotient-testable. More
generally, we show next that a large class of polynomial graph parameters are testable, because all such
polynomial parameters are functions of fixed-dimensional random quotients of their input graphs.

Proposition 4.9 (Polynomial parameters). Suppose f is an isolate-indifferent graph parameter such that
flanxn is given by a polynomial function for each n, and that all these polynomials have degree d € N. Then
f is quotient-testable.

Further, a graph parameter f is quotient-testable if and only if for any ¢ > 0 there exists a polynomial
quotient-testable parameter p satisfying | f(G) — p(G)| < € for all graphs G of all sizes.

Proof. For the first claim, it was shown in [38, Thm. 5.2] that there exists a polynomial q; over RF**
satisfying f(G,) = Eqi(p(Fk.n)Gy) for all G, € A™*™ and all n € N. Since g, is L-Lipschitz on AF** for
some L > 0, we have by Proposition 3.2 that

|f(Grn) = f(Gm)| = ‘EQk(p(Fk,nGn» - Eqk(p(Fk’m)Gmﬂ < LW, (p(Fk,n)Gnap(Fk,M)Gm)
< LE*Wn(Mg, . Mg,,),

for any two graphs G, G, of any two sizes. Thus, the function f is testable by Proposition 4.8(3), as can
be seen by setting d(¢) = 75=-

For the second claim, if for any € > 0 there is a testable parameter p satisfying | f(G) —p(G)| < e for all G,
then f is a uniform limit of Wg-continuous functions and hence is W-continuous itself. By Proposition 4.8,
the parameter f is therefore testable. Conversely, if f is testable then it extends to a continuous f: M — R
by Proposition 4.8 again. Note that the collection of polynomial testable parameters is an algebra, contains
constant functions, and separates points by Corollary 3.4. Since M is compact, Stone—Weierestrass implies
that f is the uniform limit of polynomial testable parameters. O

We combine the insights of Sections 4.1-4.2 along with the above characterization of quotient-testable
parameters to show that these can indeed be tested by edge sampling.

Theorem 4.10. Consider a graph parameter f: | |, A"*™ — R whose restrictions f|anxn are continuous
(in the usual topology on A™*™) for each n. Then f is quotient-testable if and only if for every e > 0, there
exists k € N such that for any finite graph G of any size we have | f(G) — f(G*) [Mg])| < € with probability at

log(c—1/)

least 1 —e€. In this case, we can take k(e) = ’7(174+ 5

2
) “ where 6(€) > 0 is as in Proposition 4.8(3).
Proof. Suppose f is quotient-testable. For any e > 0, let d(¢) be as in Proposition 4.8(3) and set k = k(e)
as in the theorem statement. Then, noting that e = e =2 where ¢ = \/log(e~1/2), with probability at least
1 — € we have Wg(Mg, Mg ) < &\/{ < 6(e) and hence |f(G) — f(G®)[Mg])| < € by Theorem 4.3.

We turn to proving the converse. If G; and G differ by isolated vertices, then Mg, = Mg, and hence
G®[Mg,] 4 G [Mg,]. Therefore, for any ¢ > 0 let k& € N be as in the theorem statement and let G*) be
a sample from this common distribution. Then with probability 1 — 2¢ we have |f(G1) — f(G*))| < e and
|f(G)) — f(Go)| < ¢, so in particular there is a realization G*) of G(¥) satisfying both inequalities. We then
have |f(G1) — f(G2)| < |f(G1) — F(GE)| 4+ | F(GP®)) — f(G2)| < 2¢. Since € > 0 was arbitrary, we conclude
that f is isolate-indifferent. A similar argument shows that |f| is bounded. Indeed, since |f| restricted to
the compact set A2**2F ig continuous, it is bounded by some By, > 0. For any other graph G of any size,
some realization G*) of G [M¢] satisfies | f(G) — f(G™))| < ¢, and hence | f(G)| < Bay + ¢ for all graphs G.
Denoting B = supg, | f(G)|, we then have |f(G) — Ef(G*)[Mg])| < E|f(G) — fF(GH®[Mg])| < e(1 —€) + 2Be.
Finally, if (G,,) is quotient-convergent, then (G*)[M¢, ]),, is weakly-convergent, and by continuity of f|a2xx2x,
the sequence (Ef(G*)[Mg, 1)), is convergent. Therefore, we have

[F(Gn) = J(Gm)| < 26(1 = €+ 2B) + [Ef (G Mg, ) — Ef (6" Mg, ])| < 3e(1 — €+ 2B)
for all large n, m, showing that (f(G,)) is convergent. O

We remark that the graphon analog of the characterization of quotient-testable parameters in Theo-
rem 4.10 was used as the definition of testable parameters in [16, Def. 2.11].

25



The upshot of this result is that a continuous graph parameter being quotient-testable is equivalent to
the parameter being testable using edge sampling. In particular, Theorem 4.10 gives a simple recipe for
estimating the value of a testable parameter f(G) on an arbitrarily-large graph G: sample k edges iid from
G proportionally to their edge weights, and compute the parameter f (G(k)) of the resulting small graph

G, The number of edges needed is given explicitly as k = {(W
accuracy € and the modulus of continuity d(e) of f in the Wg-metric. When f is L-Lipschitz continuous in
the Wg-metric, we can set 6(¢) = ¢/L.

Many graph parameters of interest are indeed Lipschitz-continuous, including all polynomial parameters
as the proof of Proposition 4.9 demonstrates. Thus, the key quantity that is needed to bound the required
number of edges to test the values of such parameters is their Lipschitz constants. We can explicitly bound
the Lipschitz constants of quotient densities. Specifically, for a multigraph H € N¥** we have

2
) in terms of the desired

[tQ(H; M) — tq(H; Ma)| = [EG[M]" — EG[Mo] | < k2| H||ocWa(M1, M2),

since the polynomial G — G is ||H| «-Lipschitz with respect to the £; norm on A***. By using (10)
and (12), we can similarly derive Lipschitz constants for homomorphism numbers. In the next example, we
derive the Lipschitz constant of a particular graph parameter that can be used to test the presence of hubs.

Example 4.11 (Testing for hubs). Consider the graph parameter
F(G) = hom(85™"; G) + hom(85™; G) = |GLII3 + |G 13,

where SéOUt),SSn) € N3%3 qare outward- and inward-pointing stars with two leaves, respectively. Define the
polynomial gz on 2 X 2 matrices by

32(G) = (G11+ G12— Go1 — Gon)?* 4+ (Gi1 + Gag — Gro — Ga)?,

and observe that f(Gy) = Eqa(p(Fa,,)Gr) for any G, € A™*™ and any n € N. Indeed, more generally for
any grapheur M with random locations (T;), let R; w Unif({+1}) be #d Rademacher random variables and
note that

2 2
Eq2(G2[M]) = E Z(E]l +0)i (Ir<i/2 — Irys1p2)| +E Z(ET]l +¢)i (Ani<1y2 — 1r>1)2)
€N €N
2 2
=E|) (El+0)iRi| +E > (E'1+<)sRi| =[El+0o|3+[E"1+¢|3
1€N €N

where 1r, <10 = 1 if T; < 1/2 and zero otherwise and similarly for 17,5172, and we note that (Ipyc1y2 —
L7,>1/2)ien < (Ri)ien. We conclude that f can be extended to all grapheurs M by f(M) = Eqa(G2[M]). This
extension is Lipschitz-continuous. Explicitly, since |0q, ;q2(G)| = 2|G11 — Gapl if i = j and 2|G, 5 — Gj4| if
i # j, we conclude that qg is 2-Lipschitz on A**? with respect to || - ||1, and hence that

[F(M1) = f(M2)| = [Eq2(Ga[M1]) — Eqa(G2[Ma])| < 2W1 (G2 [M1], G2[Ma]) < 8Wr(My, My),

for any two grapheurs My, My € M by Proposition 3.2. Finally, observe that f(M) =0 if and only if E =0
and 0 = ¢ = 0, hence if and only if M has no hubs. In particular, Wg(Mg, M) > f(G)/8 for any grapheur
M with no hubs.

We can now use the above parameter to test for the existence of significant hubs in a graph. Specifically,

-1/
suppose we are given an arbitrarily-large graph G, and we sample k = {64 (W) edges from

G to obtain a graph G¥). Then with probability 1 — €, we have Wo(Mg, M) > % for any grapheur M
with no hubs. In this sense, large values of f(G®)) indicate the likely presence of significant hubs in G.
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We observe that testing for hubs also has an appealing interpretation in terms of quotients. A grapheur
M has no hubs if and only if there is a 6 € [0, 1] satisfying G,,,[M] = 011" + (1 —0)-LI,,, (a deterministic
matrix) for all m € N. Thus, testing for hubs also amounts to testing whether the random quotients of a
graph G deviate from a uniform distribution of edge weights, i.e., quotients of the above form. See Figures 1-2
for example. The parameter of Example 4.11 yields a lower bound on this deviation, as by Proposition 3.2

we have ) A
in E|[02117 + (1 -6)L1,, — G,[M > 2
91611[(1)1’11] || m?2 + ( )m [ G]Hl = 8 m

For example, the values of the parameter f on the full graphs in Figures 1-2 are 0.0073 and 0.010, respectively.
Estimating this parameter by sampling k& = 10® edges, we obtain values of 0.0084 and 0.012, respectively.
For comparison, the value of this parameter on an Erd6s—Rényi random graph with edge probability 1/2 on
1,500 vertices is 0.001.

4.4 Missing Proofs from Section 4

In this section we give all the proofs missing from Section 4.

Proofs from Section 4.2
In this section, we prove the two lemmas used in Section 4.2 to prove Theorem 4.3. We begin by proving

Lemma 4.4 by constructing an explicit coupling between M, Mg vy, and G™ [M] with the claimed properties.

Proof (Lemma 4.4). Sample y ~ M and set M’ = . Next, sample (z;, ;) g wylet {ty, ... tn} = {z; }U{y:},
form G(™ as in Section 4.1, and set

n N
1 n
MG = 525(%%) = > (6" j8(t,.1,)- (16)
i=1 ij—1

We proceed to argue that this coupling satisfies all the claimed properties.

By construction, we have M’ 2 M and G £ G(™[M]. Next, because M is exchangeable, we claim that
ty oty Unif ([0, 1]). Indeed, (z;,y;) < (o(2i),0(y:)) for all o € S 1), hence (i, ;) ~ OX* + (1 — 0)Ap.
Therefore, for each i either x; = y; ~ Unif([0, 1]) or z;, y; ¢ X2, Combining this with the fact that the (x5, 9i)
are independent for different 7, we obtain the claim. Therefore, Mgy 4 % S O(zi,y) = Mg, the latter
being an empirical measure drawn from p ~ M. Finally, we have M’|G(™) 2 M and I\/I’G(n)\G(") L Mgy as
can be seen from (16), as G(™ only depends on the multiplicities of {(t;,;)} rather than their locations,
and the multiplicities and locations of a random exchangeable measure are independent of each other [17,
Thm. 2]. O

We now turn to proving Lemma 4.5, combining standard results from VC theory.

Proof (Lemma 4.5). Fix any u € P([0,1]?). By the proof of [43, Thm. 4.10], we have

E sup _|pn(R) — p(R)| < 2Ry (Faar),
(™ REAAR
emp. meas.~ [
where R, (F) = E SUp fe r |% Sieif (Xi)‘ is the Rademacher complexity of a class of functions
XiiLd“

s A Unif ({£1})

F and we set Faar = {lr: R € AAR}. We further have by [43, Ex. 5.24] that

24 diam

. VIog Nt F: |- )
< — E\/log N(t; F; | - ||.,,) dt,
Vi Jo ’

R, (F)
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where N (t; F;|| - ||u,) is the t-covering number of F in the (random) metric ||f — g||u, = VEu. (f — 9)?
defined by the empirical measure p,. If F is class of {0, 1}-valued functions, then diam(F) < 1. Finally, we
have by [44, Cor. 1] that

2e
Nt Fami ) < v 1) (%)

for any measure u, where V.= VC(AAR) = 4 is the VC-dimension of the class of axis-aligned rectangles.
Combining the above results, we conclude that

174
Nk

where we numeriucally evaluated the last integral to 12 digits of accuracy to get 3.624000076562 < 3.625. [

E  sup |un(R) - u(R) < 2 / Vlog(5e) + 4log(26/0) dt <
s REAAR

emp. meas.~ [

Proof of Proposition 3.6 from Section 3.2

Using Theorem 4.3 and its proof, we can now prove Proposition 3.6 by comparing both the quotient-
convergent sequence (G,,) and its limit M to their edge-sampled random graphs.

Proof (Proposition 3.6). Since (G,,) quotient-converges to M, we have W3 (G*)[M¢, ], G*)[M]) — 0 asn — oo
for each k € N. Pick k > (174/¢)?, sample G, G,(\;lc)) from a coupling of G*)[Mg, ] and G*)[M] attaining
W1(G* Mg, ], G [M]), and note that with probability 1 — ge—2¢% _ WG Mg, J.GDM) oy

€

sup g (R) = e, (R)| < e, sup lugm(R) —um(R)| <e, and G —Gyli<e (A7)
ReAAR ReAAR

for (“G,i,l’”’“'\") ~ (M’G(k),M’) and (/LGSIIQ),/,LG”) ~ (M’G(k),l\/l’cn) sampled from the coupling of Lemma 4.4

M
conditioned on G ﬁf) and G%k), respectively. Picking n large enough, the above occurs with positive probability,

so we can find deterministic G%k) and Gf\f) satisfying (17) for all large n. Explicitly, by Lemma 4.4 there are
locations t; € [0,1] and a permutation m,, € S,, satisfying

HG, = Z (Gn)i,jfs(ti,tj), Haly = Z (7TnG ) ,35(t t;
i,5=1 1,5=1

By considering rectangles in (17) centered at each of the atoms of ug, and j,w, and around rows and
columns of these two measures, we conclude that /

1Gn — TGP o <€, [|Gnl —mGP 1|l <e, and ||G]1 — 10 (GP) 10 < e (18)

Similarly, we can find a permutation 7p; € Sy for large enough M € N and atoms (t;)ien and ()M ™ for

some m < M satisfying

M = Z Ei,j(s(ti,tj) + Zai(éti X )\) + ZCZ()\ [024] 5“) + 9)\2 + 19)\D,

i,jEN ieN ieN
m

e = 3o UG ey + 3 S GGty + Y SEGH e,
i,j=1 =1 j=m+1 1=m+1 j=1

M
~ k
+ > (WMGI(\/I))Z\J'(S(tEvt;-)'

i,j=m+1

Here we have separated the edges sampled from each summand in M. Moreover, with probability 1 we have
(%MG,(\ZC))M € {0,1/k} if i > m or j > m. Note that k=1 < (¢/174)? < ¢ for all small € > 0. By considering
similar rectangles in (17), we therefore

IE —7nGW e <6, [|[E1l+0—7nGW 1] <6, and [[ET1+¢— FuGW) 1] <e.  (19)
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Finally, since ||G£lk) — Gﬁf) |l1 <€, we conclude that
16 =Gl < G =Gl <6 amd (@)1 - (G) T < (20)
Combining (18), (19), and (20), we obtain
1707 G — Elloo < 36, ||Fnm, 'Gpl — (EL+0)||oo <3¢, and ||Fym, G 1 — (ET1 +¢)||o < 3e.

Since € > 0 was arbitrary, our first three claims are proved. For the last claim, observe that lim,, Tr(G,,) =
lim,, hom([1], G,) exists as it is the limit of the homomorphism numbers of a single self-loop. By Corollary 3.4
and the proof of Proposition 2.6, the limit of the homomorphism numbers is the same for any sequence of
graphs quotient-converging to M. By considering the sequence of graphs (13) derived from M, we conclude
that lim,, Tr(G,,) = Tr(E) + 9, proving the last claim. O

5 Equipartition-Consistent Random Graph Models

Each grapheur M yields a sequence of random graphs (Gi[M]) via the construction (8). In Section 5.1,
we show that these graphs are related to each other via equipartitions, and hence form an equipartition-
consistent random graph model (Definition 1.8). We then prove that realizations of these random graphs
(Gx[M]) converge back to the grapheur M in a suitable fashion. Finally, in Section 5.2 we prove Theorem 1.9,
stating that any equipartition-consistent random graph model is a mixture of ones obtained from grapheurs
as above.

5.1 Equipartition Consistency

We begin by arguing that (Gx[M]) is equipartition-consistent. Note that di nk © Frkm 4 Fy m for any
k,n,m € N by [38, Lemma 4.13], since each i € [m] is mapped independently by F, ., to one of the
fibers of dj nr with the same probability. Therefore, for any G € A™*™ the sequence of distributions
(Law(p(Fg,n)Grn))k is indeed an equipartition-consistent model. If (G,,) is a sequence of finite graphs
converging to a grapheur M, then p(Fj m)Gm — Gix[M] and p(Frk,m)Gm — Gne[M] weakly, hence

Law (p(dk,nk)Gni[M]) = lim Law (p(dk nk © Frk,m)Gm) = lim Law(p(Fj m)Gm) = Law(Gg[M]),

showing that (Law(Gg[M]))y is equipartition-consistent for any grapheur M.
We now ask whether samples from an equipartition-consistent model (Gx[M]) obtained from a grapheur
M € M converge back to M. The answer depends on how this sampling is performed.

Proposition 5.1. Fiz a grapheur M € M and consider the associated equipartition-consistent random graph
model (ur = Law(Gg[M]))k.

1. Draw p ~ M and let G, = (,u(Ii(n) x I;n)))i7je[k] for each k € N. Then Gy ~ py for all k € N, and
(Gk) is quotient-convergent to M almost surely.

2. Suppose M = 6(1, 1,) is the grapheur associated to a single edge. Draw Gy ~ py independently of each
other. Then limsup, Wg(Mg,, M) > 1/4 almost surely, so (Gy) does not converge to M.

Proof. For the first claim, fix any € > 0 and let N € N be sufficiently large so that ),  \ .. jon Eij +
> isn(0i+) < e Drawing u ~ M amounts to sampling locations T w Unif(]0, 1]) in (5), and these samples
are distinct almost surely. Therefore, there exists K > N € N such that 73,...,Tx lie in distinct intervals
(Ii(k))ie[k] for all £ > K. Therefore, for all £ > K we can find a permutation 7, € Si such that 7,G) =
p(ue,N)(Eij + 0i/k + < /k)i jen) + Ni + 072 11 + 94 I where || Ni||l1 < e. Using the coupling (Mg, , M)
obtained by drawing random locations (73), setting M to (5), and setting Mg, = Z%:l(ﬁka)i,j(S(Ti,T,‘)v we
conclude that limsup,_, .. Wg(Mg,, M) < e. Since € > 0 was arbitrary, we obtain the claimed convergence.

For the second claim, note that with probability 1/k we have 11,75 € Ii(k) for the same i € [k], in
which case G, = diag(0,...,1,...,0) and Wg(Mg,,M) > 1/4 as can be seen by setting S = [0,1/2] and
T = [1/2,1] in (7). Since these events are independent and the sum of their probabilities Y, k=" diverges,
Borel-Cantelli implies that lim sup, Wg(Mg, , M) > 1/4 almost surely. O
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In words, the quotients must be sampled in a manner that is related across different sizes for the samples
to converge to the underlying grapheur; if we instead sample random quotients independently for each size,
the resulting sequence almost surely does not converge to the underlying grapheur. In contrast, if we sample
growing-sized random graphs from a graphon independently for different sizes, then the resulting sequence
does converge back to the graphon almost surely as a consequence of Szemerédi’s regularity lemma [14,
Lemma 11.8]. Proposition 5.1(2) thus implies that the analog of Theorem 1.7 fails for random quotients. More
precisely, for any rate of convergence (R(k) € R>o)nen with R(k) — 0, we have >, . P[Wg(M, Gi[M]) >
R(k)] = oo by Borel-Cantelli. We leave the precise analysis of convergence rates of random quotients for
future work.

5.2 Proof of Theorem 1.9

Our goal in this section is to prove Theorem 1.9, showing that every equipartition-consistent random graph
model arises from a unique random exchangeable measure. We deduce the existence of the desired random
measure from results on inverse limits of random histograms [45], and proving that this random measure is
exchangeable proceeds via standard approximation arguments. To apply the results of [45], we require the
following lemma on the sequence of means of an equipartition-consistent model.

Lemma 5.2. For any equipartition—consistent random graph model (1), there exists 0 € [0,1] satisfying
EXN/% —9 ]].k]].T+(179) Iy for all k € N.

Proof. Note that M,, = Ex~,,X € S" is a deterministic matrix invariant under simultaneous permutations
of its rows and columns, because pu,, is exchangeable. Any such matrix has the same on-diagonal and off-
diagonal entries, hence there exist 6,9, € R satisfying M,, = Qn%ILan + ﬂn%In. Since 1T X1 = 1 almost
surely, we similarly have 1T M, 1 = 6,, + ¥,, = 1. Also, since X > 0 almost surely, we must have 6,, € [0, 1].

Finally, since p(dn,n)XnN 4 X,, whenever n|N, we must have
M, = p(dn,N)MN = GN#]]-nxn + (1 — HN)%In

Since #llnxn and %In are linearly independent for all n > 2, we must have 5 = 6,, whenever n|N, and
therefore for all n, N € N. This proves the claim. O

Combining the above lemma with [45], we are ready to prove Theorem 1.9.

Proof (Theorem 1.9). Uniqueness is clear since squares of the form IZ-(k)

x I J(-k) generate the Borel o-algebra
on [0,1]2. To prove existence we appeal to [45, Thm. 1.1], which states that there exists a random probability
measure M on [0, 1]? (not guaranteed to be exchangeable) satisfying I\/I(Il-(k) X IJ(-k)) ~ py, for all k if there
is a determinisitic measure p € P([0,1]?) satisfying (,u(Ii(k) X Ij(.k)))i)je[k] = Ex~,,X for all £ € N. Such a
deterministic measure exists by Lemma 5.2, since

(072 + (1= OAp) (I % IM)); jepg = O Lk + (1 — 0) L1,

We proceed to prove that the above M is exchangeable. To do so, it suffices to prove that for any continuous
function f:[0,1)> — R and any measure-preserving bijection o, we have Ey f 4 Emf o (0,0). By [37,
Prop. 9.1], it further suffices to prove this equality for o € S,,,, a permutation of the m intervals Il(m), e ,L(,T)
acting by o((: —1)/m +z) = (6(i) — 1)/m + x for z € [0,1/m) for i € [m)].

For any continuous function f: [0,1]*> — R, let fn, = >, fi(,?)]llf”"xl(.") where f;; = f( — 55,4 - L)

n 2n’n 2n

is the value of f on the centers of the squares Ii(n) X I](n), whose diameter in ¢, is 1/2n. Since f is continuous

on a compact set, it is uniformly continuous, hence for any € > 0 we have |f(z) — fn(z)| < € for all x € [0,1)?
and all large n. Note that

Emfn = Z FEma < 1t Z (G,

3,j=1 1,j=1
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Therefore, for any m, k € N and o,,, € S,,,, we view o, as an interval permutation and as a permutation on
[mk] letters permuting consecutive intervals of length k, in which case we get
m m

mk M d mk M
Em fink © (Umyam) = Z fi(,j )(ank))afl(i),afl(j) = Z fi(7_j )(G’Enk))l,j = Em k-

i,j=1 i,j=1
Since this holds for all £ € N, we have

Wl(EMfa ]EMf © (Uma Um)) SWI(EMfa EMfmk) + Wl(EMfmkaEMfmk o (Uma Um))
+ Wl(EMfmk © (Uma O'm)aIEMf o (077L7Um)) < 2¢,

for all large k, where the last inequality follows since M is supported on [0,1)* = |, ; I i(") x I J(n). Since € > 0

was arbitrary, this proves the exchangeability of M. O

6 Conclusions and Future Directions

We have introduced a new notion of limits of growing graphs based on convergence of their fixed-size random
quotients. We showed that this notion of convergence can be equivalently characterized in terms of conver-
gence of graph parameters such as homomorphism numbers and quotient densities. We characterized limits
of quotient-convergent graph sequences via grapheurs, which are certain random exchangeable measures on
[0,1]%. The limiting grapheur of a quotient-convergent sequence of graphs describes the asymptotic distri-
bution of edge weight in the graphs. We then presented another equivalent view of quotient convergence via
edge sampling, allowing us to prove a dual analog of Szemerédi’s regularity lemma and to test properties of
arbitrarily-large graphs by sampling edges from them. The number of edges needed is indpendent of the size
of the graph, only depending on the desired accuracy and the Lipschitz constant of the graph parameter in
question. Finally, we studied equipartition-consistent random graph models, showing that any such model
corresponds to the sequence of random quotients associated to a mixture of grapheurs. We conclude by
mentioning several questions suggested by our work.

(Optimal Szemerédi rate) Is the rate of O(1/+/n) for approximating a grapheur by a graph on n edges
optimal?

(Rates for random quotients) Is there a Szemerédi-type regularity lemma for random quotients, i.e.,
does Eg, jmjWo (Mg, (M), M) converge to zero at a universal rate independent of M? If not, how does
this rate depend on M?

(Extending graphon duality) Is Conjecture 3.11 on the bi-continuity of our duality pairing true? Can
the duality with graphons in Section 3.3 be extended to limits of non-simple graphs? Can we relate
the cut metric and our Wg-metric via this duality?

(Inequalities in quotient densities) Corollary 3.5 shows that valid inequalities in quotient densities (or
equivalently, homomorphism numbers) that hold for graphs of all sizes correspond to inequalities over
grapheurs. Can we exploit the structure of the space of grapheurs to prove such inequalities, in analogy
with the use of graphon theory to prove homomorphism density inequalities?
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