arXiv:2401.13646v1 [math.CO] 24 Jan 2024

Bounds on the mod 2 homology of random 2-dimensional simplicial complexes

András Mészáros

University of Toronto

Abstract As a first step towards a conjecture of Kahle and Newman, we prove that if T_n is a random 2-dimensional determinantal hypertree on n vertices, then

dim H_1(T_n, F_2 ) n^2 converges to zero in probability.

Confirming a conjecture of Linial and Peled, we also prove the analogous statement for the 1-out 2-complex.

Our proof relies on the large deviation principle for the Erdős-Rényi random graph by Chatterjee and Varadhan.

1 Introduction

Determinantal hypertrees are natural higher dimensional generalizations of a uniform random spanning tree of a complete graph. They can be defined in any dimension, but in this paper, we restrict our attention to the 2-dimensional case. A 2-dimensional simplicial complex S on the vertex set [n] = {1, 2, . . . , n} is called a (2-dimensional) hypertree, if

(a) S has complete 1-skeleton;

(b) The number of triangular faces of S is (_{n−1} 2 ) ; (c) The homology group H_1(S, Z) is finite.

In one dimension, a spanning tree must be connected, property (c) above is the two dimensional analogue of this requirement. Note that any complex S satisfying (a) and (c) must have at least (_{n−1} 2 ) triangular faces. For a graph G, if the reduced homology group H̃_0(G, Z) is finite, then it is trivial. This statement fails in two dimensions since for a hypertree S, the order of H_1(S, Z) can range from 1 to exp(Θ(n^2)), see [26]. Thus, while the homology of spanning trees is uninteresting, the homology of 2-dimensional hypertrees is a very rich subject to study.

Kalai’s generalization of Cayley’s formula [26] states that ∑ |H_1(S, Z)|^2 = n(^{n−22} ),

where the summation is over all the hypertrees S on the vertex set [n]. This formula suggests that the natural probability measure on the set of hypertrees is the one where the probability assigned to a hypertree S is |H_1(S, Z)|^2 n(^{n−22} )

. (1)

It turns out that this measure is a determinantal probability measure [42, 21]. Thus, a random hypertree T_n distributed according to (1) is called a determinantal hypertree. General random determinantal complexes were investigated by Lyons [43]. While uniform random spanning trees are well-studied [1, 2, 3, 17, 50, 44], a theory of determinantal hypertrees started to emerge only recently [24, 46, 51, 32, 47].

It is quite natural to investigate the mod 2 homology of random complexes. For example, one possible higher dimensional generalization of expander graphs are the so-called coboundary expanders [40, 18, 30], which are defined using the expansion properties of cochains with F_2 coefficients. Applications of coboundary expanders include coding theory and property testing [14, 29, 49, 28].

Our main theorem is the following.

Theorem 1. Let T_n be a 2-dimensional determinantal hypertree on n vertices. Then

dim H_1(T_n, F_2 ) n^2

converges to zero in probability.

Our proof relies on the theory of dense graph limits, which was developed by Lovász, Szegedy, T. Sós, Borgs, Chayes, Vesztergombi, Schrijver, Freedman and many others [8, 9, 10, 16, 33, 35, 36, 37, 39, 38]. More specifically, one of the key ingredients of our proof is the large deviation principle for the Erdős-Rényi random graph by Chatterjee and Varadhan [11]. See the book of Lovász [34] for an overview of the area of graph limit theory.

The 1-out 2-complex S_2(n, 1) is defined as follows. We start with the complete graph on the vertex set [n], and independently for each edge {u, v} ∈ (_{[n]} 2 ) , we choose a third vertex w from the set [n] \ {u, v} uniformly at random and add the triangular face {u, v, w} to the complex. If a triangular face is chosen at multiple edges, we only keep one copy of that face.

Our next theorem confirms a conjecture of Linial and Peled [32, Section 5].

Theorem 2. Consider the 1-out 2-complex S_2(n, 1), then

dim H_1(S_2(n, 1), F_2 ) n^2

converges to zero in probability.

Linial and Peled [32] proved a version of Theorem 2 where the field F_2 is replaced with R. In another paper, Linial and Peled [31] also proved similar results on the real homology of the Linial-Meshulam complex Y_2(n, p). This random complex is a natural higher dimensional analogue of Erdős-Rényi random graphs and it was introduced by Linial and Meshulam [30] as follows: Let Y_2(n, p) be a random complex on n vertices with a complete 1-skeleton where each triangular face is added with probability p independently. Linial and Peled [31] proved that for any c ≥ 0, dim H_1 ( Y_2 ( n,^c_n ) , R ) n^2 converges in probability to a constant β_1(c), where β_1(c) is determined by a certain fixed point equation. They also proved that there is a critical c^∗, which separates the linear behaviour of β_1(c) from the non-linear one. (In [32] and [31], the results are formulated in terms of H_2, but using Euler’s formula it is easy to rewrite these results in terms of H_1. Also, both paper cover the case d > 2 too.) Linial and Peled build on the methods of Bordenave, Lelarge and Salez [7]. In contrast to the present paper, the paper [7] uses notions from sparse graph limit theory [4, 34]. It also relies on spectral methods which are not available in positive characteristics as it is the case in Theorems 1 and 2. Note that with real coefficients the homology of determinantal hypertrees is uninteresting, because it is straightforward from the definitions that dim H_1(T_n, R) = 0.

See [5, 6, 20, 45, 41, 15, 12, 27, 25, 22] for further results on the homology of random simplicial complexes.

Kahle and Newman [24] conjectured that dim H_1(T_n, F_2 ) is of constant order. More precisely, they conjectured that for any prime p, the p-torsion Γ_{n,p} of H_1(T_n, Z) converges to the Cohen- Lenstra distribution. That is, for any finite abelian p-group G, we should have

lim_{n→∞} P(Γ_{n,p} ∼= G) = 1 | Aut(G)| ∞∏ j=1 ( 1 − p^{−j} ) . This conjecture would imply that

lim_{n→∞} P(dim H_1(T_n, F_p ) = r) = p^{−r2} r∏ j=1 ( 1 − p^{−j} )_{−2}^∞∏ j=1 ( 1 − p^{−j} ) . The same should be also true if we consider the uniform distribution on the hypertrees, see [23] for some numerical evidence. See the survey of Wood [52] for more information on the Cohen- Lenstra heuristics. For a toy model motivated by determinantal hypertrees, the Cohen-Lenstra limiting distribution was established by the author [48].

In light of the conjecture above it would be interesting to replace the denominator n^2 in Theorem 1 with something smaller.

Determinantal hypertrees and 1-out complexes seem to be very similar in several aspects, for example they also have the same local weak limit [46]. Can we give a general explanation for this phenomenon? Maybe there is a coupling of T_n and S_2(n, 1) such that their symmetric difference is small under this coupling.

Acknowledgement: The author is grateful to Elliot Paquette and Bálint Virág for the useful discussions. The author was supported by the NSERC discovery grant of Bálint Virág and the KKP 139502 project.

2 Preliminaries on dense graph limits

2.1 The space of graphons

The notations are not uniform in the literature, we mainly follow the notations of the book [34].

Let W be the set of all bounded symmetric measurable functions W : [0, 1]^2 → R. The elements of W will be called kernels. Let W_0 = {W ∈ W : 0 ≤ W ≤ 1}, the elements of this set will be called graphons.

Given a graph G on the vertex set {1, 2, . . . , n}, the corresponding graphon W_G is defined by W_G(x, y) = { 1 if (⌈xn⌉, ⌈yn⌉) is an edge of G, 0 otherwise.

The constant 1 graphon will be denoted by 1.

Given a kernel W ∈ W, we define the operator T_W : L_∞([0, 1]) → L_∞([0, 1]) by the formula

(T_W f)(x) =

∫_1 0 W (x, y)f(y)dy. The same formula can be used to define an operator from L_∞([0, 1]) to L_1([0, 1]). With a slight abuse of notation we will also use T_W to denote this operator.

Given two kernels V, W ∈ W, their operator product V ∘W , which is a bounded measurable function from [0, 1]^2 to R, is defined as (V ∘ W )(x, y) = ∫_1 0 V (x, t)W (t, y)dt. Note that V ∘ W is not necessarily symmetric, but it will not be a problem for us. Also, in this paper V ∘ W will be symmetric in most cases anyway. The motivation behind this definition is the identity T_V T_W = T_{V ∘W} . (Note that the formula for T_W makes sense even if we drop the requirement that W is symmetric.)

We define the L_∞ and L_1 norms on W by

‖W ‖_∞ = sup_{(x,y)∈[0,1]2} |W (x, y)| and ‖W ‖_1 = ∫ [0,1]^2 |W (x, y)|dxdy. We define the cut norm on W by ‖W ‖_□ = sup_{S,T} | | | ∫ S×T W (x, y)dxdy | | | , where the supremum is over all measurable subsets S, T of [0, 1].

Clearly ‖W ‖_□ ≤ ‖W_1‖.

Finally, we can also consider the norm of T_W as an operator L_∞([0, 1]) → L_1([0, 1]). This norm turns out to be equivalent to the cut norm as we have the inequalities ‖W ‖_□ ≤ ‖T_W ‖_{∞→1} ≤ 4‖W ‖_□, (2) see [34, Lemma 8.11]. Note that the norms above also make sense if we drop the requirement that W is symmetric.

Let S_{[0,1]} be the set of invertible measure preserving maps [0, 1] → [0, 1]. Given φ ∈ S_{[0,1]} and W ∈ W, we define W^φ ∈ W by W^φ(x, y) = W (φ(x), φ(y)). The cut distance of two kernels V, W ∈ W is defined as δ_□(V, W ) = inf_{φ∈S[0,1]} ‖V − W^φ‖_□. The cut distance only gives a pseudometric, since different kernels can have distance zero.

Identifying the kernels at distance zero, we obtain the set ~W of unlabeled kernels. The equivalence class of a kernel W will be denoted by ~W . The set of unlabeled graphons ~W_0 is defined analogously. By a closed subset of ~W_0, we mean a closed subset of the metric space ( ~W_0, δ_□).

2.2 A few continuity results

Lemma 3. Let V, W ∈ W, then ‖V ∘ W ‖_1 ≤ 4‖V ‖_□‖W ‖_∞ and ‖W ∘ V ‖_1 ≤ 4‖V ‖_□‖W ‖_∞. Proof. For y ∈ [0, 1], let f_y(x) = W (x, y) and g_y(x) = (V ∘ W )(x, y). Note that g_y = T_V f_y. Then ‖V ∘ W ‖_1 = ∫_1 0 ‖g_y‖_1dy = ∫_1 0 ‖T_V f_y‖_1dy ≤ ∫_1 0 ‖T_V ‖_{∞→1}‖f_y‖_∞dy ≤ ‖T_V ‖_{∞→1}‖W ‖_∞ ≤ 4‖V ‖_□‖W ‖_∞, where the last inequality follows from (2). Thus, the first inequality follows. Since V and W are symmetric, we have (V ∘ W )(x, y) = (W ∘ V )(y, x). Therefore, ‖W ∘ V ‖_1 = ‖V ∘ W ‖_1. Thus, the second inequality follows from the first one.

Lemma 4. Let V, V_1, V_2, . . . and W, W_1, W_2 . . . be kernels. Assume that there is a constant C such that ‖V_n‖_∞ ≤ C for all n. If lim_{n→∞} V_n = V and lim_{n→∞} W_n = W in the cut norm, then lim_{n→∞} V_n ∘ W_n = V ∘ W in the L_1 norm.

Proof. Using Lemma 3, we have

‖V_n ∘ W_n − V ∘ W ‖_1 ≤ ‖V_n ∘ (W_n − W )‖_1 + ‖(V_n − V ) ∘ W ‖_1 ≤ 4‖W_n − W ‖_□‖V_n‖_∞ + 4‖V_n − V ‖_□‖W ‖_∞ ≤ 4C‖W_n − W ‖_□ + 4‖V_n − V ‖_□‖W ‖_∞. Thus, the statement follows.

Given two kernels V, W ∈ W, we define ⟨V, W ⟩ = ∫ [0,1]^2 V (x, y)W (x, y)dxdy. Note that in certain cases this definition makes sense even if we drop the requirement that V and W are bounded. For example, ⟨V, W ⟩ is defined if V (x, y)W (x, y) ≤ 0 for all (x, y) ∈ [0, 1]^2, of course, it might be equal to −∞.

Lemma 5. Let V_1, V_2, . . . and W be kernels. Assume that there is a constant C such that ‖V_n‖_∞ ≤ C for all n. If lim_{n→∞} ‖V_n‖_□ = 0, then lim_{n→∞}⟨V_n, W ⟩ = 0.

Proof. This follows from [34, Lemma 8.22]. (In the statement [34, Lemma 8.22] it is assumed that C = 1, but this is clearly true for any C.)

Lemma 6. Let V, V_1, V_2, . . . and W, W_1, W_2 . . . be kernels. Assume that there is a constant C such that ‖V ‖_∞ ≤ C and ‖V_n‖_∞ ≤ C for all n. If lim_{n→∞} V_n = V in the cut norm and lim_{n→∞} W_n = W in the L_1 norm, then lim_{n→∞}⟨V_n, W_n⟩ = ⟨V, W ⟩.

Proof. We have ⟨V_n, W_n⟩ − ⟨V, W ⟩ = ⟨V_n, W_n − W ⟩ + ⟨V_n − V, W ⟩. Since ‖V_n − V ‖_∞ ≤ 2C, we have lim_{n→∞}⟨V_n − V, W ⟩ = 0 by Lemma 5. Also |⟨V_n, W_n − W ⟩| ≤ ‖V_n‖_∞‖W_n − W ‖_1 ≤ C‖W_n − W ‖_1. Thus, lim_{n→∞}⟨V_n, W_n − W ⟩ = 0.

Remark 7. In Lemma 6, the condition that lim_{n→∞} W_n = W in the L_1 norm can not be relaxed to convergence in cut norm as the following example shows. By considering the graphons corresponding to Erdős-Rényi random graph, one can find a sequence of 0 − 1 valued graphons W_n converging to^1_2 1. Then lim_{n→∞}⟨W_n, W_n⟩ = lim_{n→∞}⟨W_n, 1⟩ =^1_2 , but ⟨^1_2 1,^1_2 1⟩ =^1_4 .

Given a measurable function f : R → R and a kernel W ∈ W, f ∘ W is a symmetric measurable function from [0, 1]^2 to R. If f is bounded, then f ∘ W ∈ W.

The proof of the next lemma is straightforward.

Lemma 8. Assume that lim_{n→∞} W_n = W in L_1-norm. If f : R → R is a bounded Lipschitz function, then lim_{n→∞} f ∘ W_n = f ∘ W in L_1-norm.

2.3 The large deviation principle for the Erdős-Rényi random graph

For p ∈ (0, 1), let I_p : [0, 1] → R be the function I_p(u) = 1 2 u log u p + 1 2 (1 − u) log 1 − u 1 − p . For a graphon W ∈ W_0, we define I_p(W ) = ∫ [0,1]^2 I_p(W (x, y))dxdy. The function I_p is also well-defined on ~W_0, see [11, Lemma 2.1]. (To avoid confusion, we mention that the authors of [11] use W and ~W to denote the space of graphons, in this paper, we follow the convention of [34] and use W_0 and ~W_0.)

Let G(n, p) be the Erdős-Rényi random graph, that is, the random graph on n vertices where each edge is added independently with probability p.

Theorem 9 (Chatterjee and Varadhan [11]). Let p ∈ (0, 1), ~F be a closed subset of ~W_0, and let W_n = W_{G(n,p)}. Then lim sup n→∞ 1 n^2 log P(~W_n ∈ ~F ) ≤ − inf_{~V ∈ ~F} I_p( ~V ). Let H : [0, 1] → R be the function H(u) = −u log(u) − (1 − u) log(1 − u).

For a graphon W ∈ W_0, we define H(W ) = ∫ [0,1]^2 H(W (x, y))dxdy. Note that H(W ) = log(2) − 2I 1_2 (W ). (3) Since I 1_2 is well defined on ~W_0, so is H.

For a subset ~F of ~W_0, let

G(n, ~F ) = {G : G is a graph on the vertex set {1, 2, . . . , n} such that ~W_G ∈ ~F }. Letting ~W_n = ~W_{G(n,1/2)}, we see that |G(n, ~F )| = 2(^{n2})P(~W_n ∈ ~F ) = 2^{(1+o(1)) n22} P(~W_n ∈ ~F ).

Thus, as straightforward corollary of Theorem 9 and (3), we obtain the following statement. Lemma 10. Let ~F be a closed subset of ~W_0. Then lim sup n→∞ 1 n^2 log |G(n, ~F )| ≤ 1 2 sup_~ V ∈ ~F H( ~V ).

3 Bounding the number of cocycles

Let I_n be a matrix indexed by (_{[n]} 2 ) × (_{[n]} 3 ) defined as follows. Let σ = {x_0, x_1, x_2} ⊂ [n] such that x_0 < x_1 < x_2. For a τ ∈ (_{[n]} 2 ) , we set I_n(τ, σ) = { (−1)^i if τ = σ \ {x_i}, 0 otherwise.

Note that I_n is just the matrix of the boundary map ∂_2 of the simplex on the vertex set [n].

Given X ⊂ (_{[n]} 2 ) and Y ⊂ (_{[n]} 3 ) , let I_n[X, Y ] be the submatrix of I_n determined by the set rows X and the set of columns Y .

Let C_n be the set of 2-dimensional hypertrees on the vertex set [n]. For a simplicial complex K, let K(i) be the set of i-dimensional faces of K. The next lemma is a special case of [13, Proposition 4.2].

Lemma 11. Let F be a spanning tree on the vertex set [n], and let X = (_{[n]} 2 ) \ F . Let K be a two dimensional complex on the vertex set [n] with a complete 1-skeleton and (_{n−1} 2 ) triangular faces. Then

|det I_n[X, K(2)]| = { |H_1(K, Z)| if K ∈ C_n, 0 otherwise.

Let Y ⊂ (_{[n]} 3 ) . For any τ ∈ (_{[n]} 2 ) , we define t_Y (τ) = |{σ ∈ Y : τ ⊂ σ}|. Lemma 12. Let Y ⊂ (_{[n]} 3 ) , then

log P(T_n(2) ⊂ Y ) ≤ (n − 2) log(n) + ( 1 − 2 n ) ∑ τ ∈(^{[n]}_2 ) log ( t_Y (τ) n ) .

Proof. Let F be a spanning tree on the vertex set [n], and let X = (_{[n]} 2 ) \ F . Combining the Cauchy-Binet formula with Lemma 11, we obtain that

det(I_n[X, Y ](I_n[X, Y ])^T ) = ∑ Z⊂Y |Z|=(^{n−1}_2 )

| det I_n[X, Z]|^2 = ∑ S∈C_n S(2)⊂Y |H_1(S, Z)|^2.

Comparing this with (1), we see that

P(T_n(2) ⊂ Y ) = det(I_n[X, Y ](I_n[X, Y ])^T )

n(^{n−22} ) . Note that for τ ∈ X, we have (I_n[X, Y ](I_n[X, Y ])^T )(τ, τ) = t_Y (τ). Thus, using Hadamard’s inequality, we obtain that

P(T_n(2) ⊂ Y ) ≤ ∏ τ ∈X tY (τ) n(^{n−22} ) = n^{n−2} ∏ τ ∈X t_Y (τ) n . (4)

By Cayley’s formula, we have n^{n−2} spanning trees on [n]. By double counting the pairs (F, τ), where F is a spanning tree on [n] and τ ∈ (_{[n]} 2 ) \ F , we see that for any given τ ∈ (_{[n]} 2 ) there are ( 1 −^2_n ) n^{n−2} spanning trees on [n] not containing τ.

Consider inequality (4) for all possible n^{n−2} choices of a panning tree F . If we multiply these inequalities, take the logarithm and divide by n^{n−2}, we obtain the lemma.

Let K be a simplicial complex on the vertex set [n]. Any cochain in C^i(K, F_2 ) is uniquely determined by its support. Thus, cochains in C^i(K, F_2 ) can be identified with subsets of K(i). In particular, if K has complete 1-skeleton, then C^1(K, F_2 ) can be identified with the set of graphs on [n]. Thus, the coboundary map δ_{K,1} assigns a subset of (_{[n]} 3 ) to each graph on [n].

Let Δ_{[n]} be the simplex on [n]. With the conventions above, for any graph G on [n], we have P ( G ∈ Z^1(T_n, F_2 ) ) = P ( T_n(2) ⊂ ( [n] 3 ) \ δ_{Δ[n],1}G ) . (5)

Given a graphon W ∈ W_0, let Z_W : [0, 1]^2 → R be defined as

Z_W = 2W ∘ (1 − W ).

It is easy to see that Z_W is symmetric and nonnegative. Observe that

1 − Z_W = W ∘ W + (1 − W ) ∘ (1 − W ).

Here the right hand side is clearly nonnegative, so Z_W ≤ 1. Thus, Z_W and 1 − Z_W are both graphons. Let f(W ) = ⟨W, log ∘Z_W ⟩ + ⟨1 − W, log ∘(1 − Z_W )⟩. (6) Here we define 0 · log(0) to be 0 as it is standard practice in information theory. Note that f(W ) is non-positive and it might be equal to −∞.

Lemma 13. For any graph G on the vertex set [n], we have

log P(G ∈ Z^1(T_n, F_2 )) ≤ (n − 2) log(n) + n^2 2 ( 1 − 2 n ) f(W_G). Proof. Let Y = (_{[n]} 3 ) \ δ_{Δ[n],1}G. Combining (5) with Lemma 12, we see that

log P(G ∈ Z^1(T_n, F_2 )) ≤ (n − 2) log(n) + ( 1 − 2 n ) ∑ τ ∈(^{[n]}_2 ) log ( t_Y (τ) n ) . (7)

Let A be the adjacency matrix of G, and let τ = {u, v} ∈ (_{[n]} 2 ) . Let w ∈ [n] \ τ.

If τ is an edge of G, then A(u, w)(1 − A(w, v)) + (1 − A(u, w))A(w, v) = { 1 if {u, v, w} ∈ Y, 0 if {u, v, w} /∈ Y. If τ is not an edges of G, then A(u, w)A(w, v) + (1 − A(u, w))(1 − A(w, v)) = { 1 if {u, v, w} ∈ Y, 0 if {u, v, w} /∈ Y. Therefore, if τ is an edge of G, then

t_Y (τ) = ∑ w∈[n]\τ (A(u, w)(1 − A(w, v)) + (1 − A(u, w))A(w, v)) ≤ ∑ w∈[n] (A(u, w)(1 − A(w, v)) + (1 − A(u, w))A(w, v)) = (2A(J − A))(u, v), where J is the matrix where each entry is 1.

Similarly, if τ is not an edge of G, then

t_Y (τ) ≤ (A^2 + (J − A)^2)(u, v) = (nJ − 2A(J − A))(u, v).

Thus, with the notation B = 2A(J − A), we have log ( t_Y (τ) n ) ≤ A(u, v) log ( B(u, v) n ) + (1 − A(u, v)) log ( 1 − B(u, v) n ) . It is easy to check that for any u ∈ [n], we have 1 −^{B(u,u)}_n = 1. Thus, A(u, u) log ( B(u, u) n ) + (1 − A(u, u)) log ( 1 − B(u, u) n ) = 0.

Therefore, ∑ τ ∈(^{[n]}_2 ) log ( t_Y (τ) n ) = 1 2 ∑ u,v∈[n] u≠v log ( t_Y ({u, v}) n ) (8)

≤ 1 2 ∑ u,v∈[n] u≠v

( A(u, v) log ( B(u, v) n ) + (1 − A(u, v)) log ( 1 − B(u, v) n ))

= 1 2 ∑ u,v∈[n] ( A(u, v) log ( B(u, v) n ) + (1 − A(u, v)) log ( 1 − B(u, v) n ))

= n^2 2 f(W_G), where the last equality is just straightforward from the definitions.

The lemma follows by combining (7) and (8).

4 The proof of Theorem 1

Recall that we defined f in (6).

Lemma 14. The function f is upper semicontinuous on W_0 with respect to the cut norm.

Proof. For k > 0, we define ℓ_k : [0, 1] → R as ℓ_k(x) = max(−k, log(x)). Given a graphon W ∈ W_0, let f_k(W ) = ⟨W, ℓ_k ∘ Z_W ⟩ + ⟨1 − W, ℓ_k ∘ (1 − Z_W )⟩. By the monotone convergence theorem, we have f(W ) = inf_{k>0} f_k(W ). So it is enough to prove that f_k is continuous for all k > 0. Let W_1, W_2, . . . be a sequence of graphons converging to the graphon W in the cut norm. Using Lemma 4, we see that lim_{n→∞} Z_{Wn} = Z_W in the L_1-norm. Since ℓ_k is a Lipschitz function, it follows from Lemma 8 that lim_{n→∞} ℓ_k ∘ Z_{Wn} = ℓ_k ∘ Z_W in the L_1-norm. Finally, we can apply Lemma 6 to conclude that lim_{n→∞}⟨W_n, ℓ_k ∘Z_{Wn} ⟩ = ⟨W, ℓ_k ∘Z_W ⟩. A similar argument gives that lim_{n→∞}⟨1 − W_n, ℓ_k ∘ (1 − Z_{Wn} )⟩ = ⟨1 − W, ℓ_k ∘ (1 − Z_W )⟩. Thus, lim_{n→∞} f_k(W_n) = f_k(W ). Therefore, f_k is indeed continuous.

Remark 15. The function f is not continuous on W_0 with respect to the cut norm as the following example shows. Let W_n be the indicator function of [0, n^{−1}]^2, then W_n converge to the zero graphon 0 · 1. We have f(W_n) = −∞ for all n, but f(0 · 1) = 0.

Lemma 16. The function f is a well-defined upper semicontinuous function on ~W_0.

Proof. To prove that f is well defined we need to show that if V and W are two graphons such that V ∈ ~W , then f(V ) = f(W ). Since V ∈ ~W , we can choose a sequence φ_n ∈ S_{[0,1]} such that W^{φn} converge to V in the cut norm. It is clear from the definition that f(W^{φn} ) = f(W ). Combining this with Lemma 14, it follows that f(V ) ≥ f(W ). Since W ∈ ~V also holds, the same argument gives that f(W ) ≥ f(V ). Thus, f(V ) = f(W ). So f is indeed well-defined. The semicontinuity is clear from Lemma 14.

For u ≥ 0, let ~F_u = { ~W ∈ ~W_0 : f(~W ) ≥ −u } . Lemma 17. For u ≥ 0, we have

lim sup n→∞ 1 n^2 log |G(n, ~F_u)| ≤ u 2 . Proof. Using Lemma 16, we see that ~F_u is closed. Thus, by Lemma 10, we need to show that H(W ) ≤ u for all W ∈ W_0 such that f(W ) ≥ −u. This statement will follow once we prove that f(W ) + H(W ) ≤ 0 for all W ∈ W_0. This inequality holds, because

f(W ) + H(W ) = ∫ [0,1]^2 W (x, y) log ( Z_W (x, y) W (x, y) ) + (1 − W (x, y)) log ( 1 − Z_W (x, y) 1 − W (x, y) ) dxdxy = ∫ [0,1]^2

− D_{KL} ( {W (x, y), 1 − W (x, y)} | | | | {Z_W (x, y), 1 − Z_W (x, y)}) dxdy ≤ 0, where D_{KL} denotes the Kullback–Leibler divergence and the last inequality follows from Gibbs’ inequality.

Note that H_1(T_n, F_2 ) ∼= H^1(T_n, F_2 ), see [19, Chapter 3.1]. It will be more convenient to work with H^1(T_n, F_2 ). We have

E |H_1 (T_n, F_2 )| = E |H^1 (T_n, F_2 )| ≤ E |Z^1 (T_n, F_2 )| = ∑ G P ( G ∈ Z^1(T_n, F_2 ) ) , (9)

where the summation is over all the graphs on [n].

Let k be a large positive integer, and let ε =^{log 2}_k . For i = 0, 1, 2, . . . , k − 1, let ~L_i = { ~W ∈ ~W_0 : −iε ≥ f(~W ) > −(i + 1)ε } , and let ~L_k = { ~W ∈ ~W_0 : −kε ≥ f(W ) } . Since f is non-positive, for every n, (G(n, ~L_i))^k_{i=0} gives us a partition of the set of all the graphs on [n]. Using Lemma 13, we see that if n is large enough, then for all G ∈ G(n, L_i), we have P ( G ∈ Z^1(T_n, F_2 ) ) ≤ (n − 2) log(n) + n^2 2 ( 1 − 2 n ) f(W_G) (10)

≤ (n − 2) log(n) − n^2 2 ( 1 − 2 n ) iε ≤ − n^2(i − 1)ε 2 .

Let 0 ≤ i ≤ k − 1. We have ~L_i ⊂ ~F_{(i+1)ε}, so Lemma 17 gives us that for all large enough n, we have log |G(n, ~L_i)| ≤ log |G(n, ~F_{(i+1)ε})| ≤ n^2(i + 2)ε 2 . (11)

Since we have less than 2^{n2}2 graphs on [n], (11) also holds for i = k. Thus, combining (9), (10) and (11), we see that for all large enough n, we have

E |H_1 (T_n, F_2 )| ≤ k∑ i=0 ∑ G∈G(n,~L_i) P ( G ∈ Z^1(T_n, F_2 ) )

≤ k∑ i=0 exp ( n^2(i + 2)ε 2 ) exp ( − n^2(i − 1)ε 2 )

≤ (k + 1) exp ( 2εn^2 ) . Combining this with Markov’s inequality, for all large enough n, we have

P(dim H_1(T_n, F_2 ) ≥ 4εn^2) = P(|H_1(T_n, F_2 )| ≥ exp(4 log(2)εn^2)) ≤ E |H_1 (T_n, F_2 )| exp(4 log(2)εn^2) ≤ (k + 1) exp((2 − 4 log(2))n^2),

which tends to 0. Since we can choose k to be arbitrary large Theorem 1 follows.

5 The proof of Theorem 2

The proof of Theorem 2 is almost identical to the proof of Theorem 1, so we only sketch it.

It is easy to see and it was also observe by Linial and Peled [32, Section 5] that if G is a graph on the vertex set [n], then P ( G ∈ Z^1(S_2(n, 1), F_2 ) ) = ∏ τ ∈(^{[n]}_2 ) t_Y (τ) n − 2 ,

where Y = (_{[n]} 3 ) \ δ_{Δ[n],1}G. Thus,

log P ( G ∈ Z^1(S_2(n, 1), F_2 ) ) = ( n 2 ) log ( 1 + 2 n − 2 ) + ∑ τ ∈(^{[n]}_2 ) log t_Y (τ) n ≤ n(n − 1) n − 2 + n^2 2 f(W_G), where the last inequality follows from (8).

The proof can be finished along the lines of the proof of Theorem 1.

References

[1] David Aldous. The continuum random tree I. The Annals of Probability, 19(1):1 – 28, 1991.

[2] David Aldous. The continuum random tree II. An overview. Stochastic analysis, 167:23–70, 1991.

[3] David Aldous. The continuum random tree III. The annals of probability, pages 248–289, 1993.

[4] David Aldous and Russell Lyons. Processes on unimodular random networks. Electronic Journal of Probability, 12, 2016.

[5] Lior Aronshtam and Nathan Linial. When does the top homology of a random simplicial complex vanish? Random Structures & Algorithms, 46(1):26–35, 2015.

[6] Lior Aronshtam, Nathan Linial, Tomasz Łuczak, and Roy Meshulam. Collapsibility and vanishing of top homology in random simplicial complexes. Discrete & Computational Geometry, 49(2):317–334, 2013.

[7] Charles Bordenave, Marc Lelarge, and Justin Salez. The rank of diluted random graphs.

Annals of probability, 39(3):1097–1121, 2011.

[8] Christian Borgs, Jennifer Chayes, László Lovász, Vera T Sós, and Katalin Vesztergombi.

Counting graph homomorphisms. In Topics in Discrete Mathematics: Dedicated to Jarik Nešetřil on the Occasion of his 60th Birthday, pages 315–371. Springer, 2006.

[9] Christian Borgs, Jennifer T Chayes, László Lovász, Vera T Sós, and Katalin Vesztergombi. Convergent sequences of dense graphs i: Subgraph frequencies, metric properties and testing. Advances in Mathematics, 219(6):1801–1851, 2008.

[10] Christian Borgs, Jennifer T Chayes, László Lovász, Vera T Sós, and Katalin Vesztergombi.

Convergent sequences of dense graphs ii. multiway cuts and statistical physics. Annals of Mathematics, pages 151–219, 2012.

[11] Sourav Chatterjee and SR Srinivasa Varadhan. The large deviation principle for the Erdős- Rényi random graph. European Journal of Combinatorics, 32(7):1000–1017, 2011.

[12] Oliver Cooley, Nicola Del Giudice, Mihyun Kang, and Philipp Sprüssel. Vanishing of cohomology groups of random simplicial complexes. Random Structures & Algorithms, 56(2):461–500, 2020.

[13] Art Duval, Caroline Klivans, and Jeremy Martin. Simplicial matrix-tree theorems. Transactions of the American Mathematical Society, 361(11):6073–6114, 2009.

[14] Shai Evra, Tali Kaufman, and Gilles Zémor. Decodable Quantum LDPC codes beyond the n distance barrier using high-dimensional expanders. SIAM Journal on Computing, (0):FOCS20–276, 2022.

[15] Christopher F Fowler. Homology of multi-parameter random simplicial complexes. Discrete & Computational Geometry, 62(1):87–127, 2019.

[16] Michael Freedman, László Lovász, and Alexander Schrijver. Reflection positivity, rank connectivity, and homomorphism of graphs. Journal of the American Mathematical Society, 20(1):37–51, 2007.

[17] Geoffrey R Grimmett. Random labelled trees and their branching networks. Journal of the Australian Mathematical Society, 30(2):229–237, 1980.

[18] Mikhail Gromov. Singularities, expanders and topology of maps. Part 2: From combinatorics to topology via algebraic isoperimetry. Geometric and Functional Analysis, 20(2):416–526, 2010.

[19] Allen Hatcher. Algebraic topology, 2000.

[20] Christopher Hoffman, Matthew Kahle, and Elliot Paquette. The threshold for integer homology in random d-complexes. Discrete & Computational Geometry, 57:810–823, 2017.

[21] J Ben Hough, Manjunath Krishnapur, Yuval Peres, and Bálint Virág. Determinantal processes and independence. Probability Surveys, 3:206–229, 2006.

[22] Matthew Kahle. Sharp vanishing thresholds for cohomology of random flag complexes.

Annals of Mathematics, pages 1085–1107, 2014.

[23] Matthew Kahle, Frank H Lutz, Andrew Newman, and Kyle Parsons. Cohen–Lenstra heuristics for torsion in homology of random complexes. Experimental Mathematics, 29(3):347–359, 2020.

[24] Matthew Kahle and Andrew Newman. Topology and geometry of random 2-dimensional hypertrees. Discrete & Computational Geometry, 67(4):1229–1244, 2022.

[25] Matthew Kahle and Boris Pittel. Inside the critical window for cohomology of random k-complexes. Random Structures & Algorithms, 48(1):102–124, 2016.

[26] Gil Kalai. Enumeration of Q-acyclic simplicial complexes. Israel Journal of Mathematics, 45:337–351, 1983.

[27] Shu Kanazawa. Law of large numbers for betti numbers of homogeneous and spatially independent random simplicial complexes. Random Structures & Algorithms, 60(1):68– 105, 2022.

[28] Tali Kaufman and Alexander Lubotzky. High dimensional expanders and property testing.

In Proceedings of the 5th conference on Innovations in theoretical computer science, pages 501–506, 2014.

[29] Tali Kaufman and Ran J Tessler. New cosystolic expanders from tensors imply explicit Quantum LDPC codes with ω( √ nlogkn) distance. In Proceedings of the 53rd Annual ACM SIGACT Symposium on Theory of Computing, pages 1317–1329, 2021.

[30] Nathan Linial and Roy Meshulam. Homological connectivity of random 2-complexes.

Combinatorica, 26(4):475–487, 2006.

[31] Nathan Linial and Yuval Peled. On the phase transition in random simplicial complexes.

Annals of mathematics, pages 745–773, 2016.

[32] Nati Linial and Yuval Peled. Enumeration and randomized constructions of hypertrees.

Random Structures & Algorithms, 55(3):677–695, 2019.

[33] László Lovász. The rank of connection matrices and the dimension of graph algebras.

European Journal of Combinatorics, 27(6):962–970, 2006.

[34] László Lovász. Large networks and graph limits, volume 60. American Mathematical Soc., 2012.

[35] László Lovász and Vera T Sós. Generalized quasirandom graphs. Journal of Combinatorial Theory, Series B, 98(1):146–163, 2008.

[36] László Lovász and Balázs Szegedy. Limits of dense graph sequences. Journal of Combinatorial Theory, Series B, 96(6):933–957, 2006.

[37] László Lovász and Balázs Szegedy. Szemerédi’s lemma for the analyst. GAFA Geometric And Functional Analysis, 17:252–270, 2007.

[38] László Lovász and Balázs Szegedy. Contractors and connectors of graph algebras. Journal of Graph Theory, 60(1):11–30, 2009.

[39] László Lovász and Balázs Szegedy. Testing properties of graphs and functions. Israel Journal of Mathematics, 178(1):113–156, 2010.

[40] Alexander Lubotzky. High dimensional expanders. In Proceedings of the International Congress of Mathematicians: Rio de Janeiro 2018, pages 705–730. World Scientific, 2018.

[41] Tomasz Łuczak and Yuval Peled. Integral homology of random simplicial complexes.

Discrete & Computational Geometry, 59(1):131–142, 2018.

[42] Russell Lyons. Determinantal probability measures. Publications Mathématiques de l’IHÉS, 98:167–212, 2003.

[43] Russell Lyons. Random complexes and ℓ^2-betti numbers. Journal of Topology and Analysis, 1(02):153–175, 2009.

[44] Russell Lyons and Yuval Peres. Probability on trees and networks, volume 42. Cambridge University Press, 2017.

[45] Roy Meshulam and Nathan Wallach. Homological connectivity of random k-dimensional complexes. Random Structures & Algorithms, 34(3):408–417, 2009.

[46] András Mészáros. The local weak limit of k-dimensional hypertrees. Transactions of the American Mathematical Society, 375(9):6127–6154, 2022.

[47] András Mészáros. Coboundary expansion for the union of determinantal hypertrees. arXiv preprint arXiv:2311.17897, 2023.

[48] András Mészáros. Cohen-Lenstra distribution for sparse matrices with determinantal biasing. arXiv preprint arXiv:2307.04741, 2023.

[49] Pavel Panteleev and Gleb Kalachev. Asymptotically good quantum and locally testable classical LDPC codes. In Proceedings of the 54th Annual ACM SIGACT Symposium on Theory of Computing, pages 375–388, 2022.

[50] George Szekeres. Distribution of labelled trees by diameter. In Combinatorial Mathematics X: Proceedings of the Conference held in Adelaide, Australia, August 23–27, 1982, pages 392–397. Springer, 2006.

[51] Andrew Vander Werf. Simplex links in determinantal hypertrees. arXiv preprint arXiv:2208.08534, 2022.

[52] Melanie Matchett Wood. Probability theory for random groups arising in number theory.

In Proc. Int. Cong. Math, volume 6, pages 4476–4508, 2022.

András Mészáros, Department of Computer and Mathematical Sciences, University of Toronto Scarborough, Canada, a.meszaros@utoronto.ca