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Abstract. A Markov logic network (MLN) determines a probability distribution on
the set of structures, or “possible worlds”, with an arbitrary finite domain. We study
the properties of such distributions as the domain size tends to infinity. Three types of
concrete examples of MLNs will be considered, and the properties of random structures
with domain sizes tending to infinity will be studied:
(1) Arbitrary quantifier-free MLNs over a language with only one relation symbol

which has arity 1. In this case we give a pretty complete characterization of the
possible limit behaviours of random structures.

(2) An MLN that favours graphs with fewer triangles (or more generally, fewer k-
cliques). As a corollary of the analysis a “δ-approximate 0-1 law” for first-order
logic is obtained.

(3) An MLN that favours graphs with fewer vertices with degree higher than a fixed
(but arbitrary) number.

The analysis shows that depending on which “soft constraints” an MLN uses the limit
behaviour of random structures can be quite different, and the weights of the soft
constraints may, or may not, have influence on the limit behaviour. It will also be
demonstrated, using (1), that quantifier-free MLNs and lifted Bayesian networks (in a
broad sense) are asymptotically incomparable, roughly meaning that there is a sequence
of distributions on possible worlds with increasing domain sizes that can be defined
by one of the formalisms but not even approximated by the other. In a rather general
context it is also shown that on large domains the distribution determined by an MLN
concentrates almost all its probability mass on a totally different part of the space of
possible worlds than the uniform distribution does.

1. Introduction

1.1. Logic and probability. Statistical relational artificial intelligence (SRAI), also
called statistical relational learning, is a branch of artificial intelligence (AI) that combines
the logical and the probabilistic schools in AI in order to be able to reason about objects,
properties they may have, and relations between objects in the presence of uncertain
or incomplete information [8, 11]. A central approach to attain this combination is
to consider a set WD of “possible worlds” with a common finite domain (set) D of
objects, and a probability distribution PD on WD, so every possible world is assigned a
probability. Mathematically speaking, each possible world in WD is a structure in the
sense of first-order logic with domain D. Once such a probability distribution PD has
been learned it can be used to make inferences about events concerning objects in D.
The distribution PD is often specified by some kind of graphical model (GM) in which
the nodes are random variables (which can represent propositional formulas or grounded
atomic first-order formulas) and the edges specify how the random variables depend on
each other [20].

1.2. Knowledge transfer. It is of course more useful if the learned distribution PD also
makes sense on other domains. For this to be possible its specification need to be such
that it can be used to define a probability distribution PD′ on the set of possible worlds
WD′ where D′ is some other domain of objects. This leads to the idea of a template
that, in a uniform way, defines a probability distribution on WD for any finite domain D.
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In SRAI such templates include parametrized, or lifted, graphical models, of which there
are many kinds, including parametrized Bayesian networks (of different kinds), Markov
logic networks, and probabilistic logic programming [5, 8, 17, 30].

But even if we are given a lifted graphical model (LGM) G, which defines a probability
distribution PG

D in a uniform way on WD for every finite domain D, the question remains
to what extent inference on a domain D with PG

D can be transfered, at least approxi-
mately, to another domain D′ with PG

D′ defined by the same G. A related question is to
what extent an LGM G learned from a domain (of examples) D is relevant for making
inferences, via PG

D′ on another domain D′, in particular if D and D′ have very different
sizes.

1.3. Computational complexity (scalability). Another question is how to compute
PG
D(E) efficiently, where E ⊆ WD is an event. Since PG

D(E) =
∑

A∈E PG
D(A) we can

compute the right hand sum, an instance of weighted model counting, but in general this
procedure has exponential time complexity in the size of D. Now let φ be a sentence
(formula without free variables) in (for example) first-order logic and let Eφ

D be the
set of all possible worlds A ∈ WD in which φ is true. Suppose that for every ε > 0
and all sufficiently large domains D and D′,

∣∣PG
D

(
Eφ

D

)
− PG

D′
(
Eφ

D′
)∣∣ < ε. Then, for any

large enough domain D, PG
D

(
Eφ

D

)
, or even an approximation of it, is an approximation of

PG
D′
(
Eφ

D′
)

if the domainD′ is large enough. Thus, from both the perspective of knowledge
transfer and computational efficiency it is of interest to understand how PG

D

(
Eφ

D

)
behaves

as the size of D tends to infinity.

1.4. Conventions. Since only the cardinality of D will matter in this study we will
let D := [n] := {1, . . . , n} for some positive integer n. Let σ be some finite set of
relation symbols, a language (also called signature or vocabulary), let Wn be the set of
all σ-structures with domain [n] (i.e. interpretations of the relation symbols in σ on the
domain [n]). If G is an LGM then PG

n denotes the probability distribution on Wn which
is (uniformly in n) defined by G.

1.5. Directed acyclic, and undirected, lifted graphical models. In G is a directed
acyclic LGM, such as some kind of lifted Bayesian network G or probabailistic logic
program, then the parameters and formulas used by G have the same intuitive meaning
for PG

n and all n, and there are rather general results concerning the limit limn→∞ PG
n

(
Eφ

n

)
where φ is a first-order sentence, or a sentence of some other logic. That is, results have
been obtained that apply to a whole class of directed LGMs and a whole class of formulas
(e.g. all first-order formulas). The proofs of such results rely on the acyclicity of the
LGM from which it follows that no atomic relation “depends on itself”, and therefore an
argument by induction on the longest directed path in the LGM is possible. If there are
cycles this approach breaks down, and this is a major obstacle for getting similar results
when PG

n is determined by an undirected LGM G, and indeed very little is known about
the existence (and in that case value) of limn→∞ PG

n

(
Eφ

n

)
in this case. But the ability

of an undirected LGM to let a property or relation depend on itself can be useful when
modeling probabilities. For example, if we know that many persons have a particular flu,
then this typically increases the probability that another person has it. With a directed
acyclic LGM we can model how the flu depends on other properties or relationships, but
there is no direct way to let it “depend on itself”, as can be done with for example a
Markov logic network. The property of undirected LGMs to model properties or relations
in a way that cannot be done with directed acyclic LGMs motivate deeper investigations
into the asymptotics of undirected LGMs.
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1.6. Markov logic networks. The notion of a Markov logic network, which is an undi-
rected LGM, was conceived by Richardson and Domingos in [29] (from 2006) and has
been an often discussed LGM ever since, see e.g. [5, 8, 17]. A Markov logic network
(MLN) over σ is a finite set of pairs (φ(x1, . . . , xν), w) where φ(x1, . . . , xν) is a first-
order formula over σ (and we allow the formula to use the identity symbol ‘=’) and w is
a nonnegative real number, called the weight of the formula. Each MLN M determines,
on every finite domain, a Markov random field (or Markov network) and a probability
distribution on that domain. It is probably not clear why an MLN is called a graphical
model. The reason is that if an MLN is “grounded”, as a Markov random field (also
called Markov network) on a finite domain D, then it produces an undirected graph the
vertices of which are all groundings of atomic formulas in the domain D. Two different
vertices, that is, grounded atomic formulas, have an undirected edge between them if
both appear as subformulas in some grounding of a formula of the MLN. For example, if
R(x) ∨R(y) is a formula of an MLN and the domain D contains elements a and b, then
R(a) ∨ R(b) is a grounding of R(x) ∨ R(y) in D and R(a) and R(b) are vertices in the
produced Markov random field on D and there will be an edge between them (as both
R(a) and R(b) are subformulas of R(a) ∨ R(b)). This indicates that R(a) depends on
R(b) and that R(b) depends on R(a), so “influence” goes in both directions. The strength
of the influence is given by the weight that is assigned to the formula R(x)∨R(y) by the
MLN.

In particular, every MLN M determines a probability distribution PM
n on Wn for each

positive integer n as explained precisely in Definition 5.2. But, intuitively speaking, an
MLN, say M, over a language σ determines a probability distribution on Wn in such
a way that, other things equal, if (φ(x1, . . . , xν), w) ∈ M, w > 0, A,A′ ∈ Wn, and
the number of ν-tuples (a1, . . . , aν) of elements from [n] such that A |= φ(a1, . . . , aν)
(meaning that (a1, . . . , aν) satisfies φ(x1, . . . , xν) in A) is larger than the number of
ν-tuples (a1, . . . , aν) such that A′ |= φ(a1, . . . , aν), then the probability of A is higher
than that of A′. Thus, for each (φ(x1, . . . , xν), w) ∈ M, φ(x1, . . . , xν) can be viewed
as a soft constraint which may be violated but each violation of it makes the structure
(possible world) in which the violation happens less probable; and the larger w is, the
more is each violation penalized by decreasing the probability more. As shown in [29,
Proposition 4.3], if n is fixed and we let all weights of an MLN M tend to infinity,
then PM

n will converge to a distribution on Wn such that every structure in which some
tuple violates some constraint gets probability 0, and all other structures (in which no
constraint is ever violated) get equal probability. (Of course this presupposes that the
later kind of structure exist.) But here we do not consider a fixed n, but n that tends to
infinity and then the situation is more complicated. All previous examples and results
that I am aware of about MLNs and varying domain size have only considered MLNs such
that all soft constraints have been quantifier-free formulas, that is, boolean combinations
of atomic formulas, although a soft constraint may in general be any first-order formula.
We call MLNs with only quantifier-free formulas as soft constraints quantifier-free MLNs.

2. Contributions of this study

2.1. Brief summary. It will be demonstrated that the asymptotic behavior of random
structures with respect to PM

n as n → ∞, where M is an MLN, can differ very much
depending on the soft constraints used. Even for very simple languages the behaviour
and its analysis can be quite complex. Sometimes the weight(s) of an MLN will influence
(even strongly) the asymptotic behaviour of random structures, sometimes it/they will
not. Three types of concrete examples of quantifier-free MLNs will be analysed:

(1) Arbitrary quantifier-free MLNs over a language σ = {R} where the relation
symbol R has arity 1. Intuitively, we can see these MLNs as specifying various
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distributions of a “colouring”. In this case we give a pretty complete characteri-
zation of the possible limit behaviours of random structures.

(2) An MLN that favours graphs with fewer triangles (or more generally, fewer k-
cliques). As a corollary of the analysis a “δ-approximate 0-1 law” for first-order
logic is obtained.

(3) An MLN that favours graphs with fewer vertices with degree more than ∆, for
an arbitrary fixed ∆ ≥ 1.

In contrast to examples given in [15, 27, 28, 33] the above MLNs have a clear combi-
natorial meaning. It will be demonstrated, using (1) above, that quantifier-free MLNs
and lifted Bayesian networks (in a broad sense) are asymptotically incomparable, roughly
meaning that with either kind of LGM one can define a sequence of probability distri-
butions which can not even be approximated by the other kind of LGM. In a rather
general context we also show that the distribution determined by an MLN concentrates
its probability density on an entirely different part of the space of possible worlds than
the uniform distribution does (Theorem 5.5). So an event that is almost surely true with
respect to the MLN is almost surely false with respect to the uniform distribution, and
vice versa.

2.2. Colour distributions expressible with quantifier-free MLNs. Theorem 6.3
states that if M is a quantifier-free MLN over σ = {R} (with R unary) then there are
α1, . . . , αk ∈ [0, 1] such that, for every ε > 0 and all large enough n, the proportion of
elements in [n] that satisfy R is, with high probability (tending to 1 as n→ ∞), within
distance ε to one of α1, . . . , αk. The numbers α1, . . . , αt are the points in the interval
[0, 1] where a polynomial that depends only on M reaches its maximum when restricted
to [0, 1]. In particular these numbers depend on the weights of the soft constraits of M
and can be changed rather freely by tuning the weights up and down.

For example, we can construct an MLN (as in Theorem 6.2) in which all soft constraints
have 2 variables and such that with probability tending to 1/2, as n → ∞, a random
A ∈ Wn will have no coloured point, and with probability tending to 1/2 all points are
coloured. (The associated polynomial restricted to [0, 1] will have maxima in 0 and 1.)
We can also construct an MLN with the same soft constraints as the previous one but
with different weights (changing the shape of the mentioned polynomial), with the effect
that for some α ∈ (0, 1) the probability that the proportion of points that are coloured
is close to α tends to 1 as n→ ∞.

2.3. Relative asymptotic expressivity. Since there are several different sorts of LGMs
one can ask how they relate to each other, especially from an asymptotic point of view.
Another way to informally phrase the question is to ask to which extent one kind of
LGM, say a lifted Bayesian network (of some kind) is “replaceable” by another kind of
LGM, say an MLN. A step in this direction, but only for directed acyclic LGMs, was
made in [26] where some inference frameworks were classified according to their relative
asymptotic expressivity. To compare sequences of probability distributions we use the
notion now defined. Let Pn and P′

n be probability distributions on Wn for all n ∈ N+.
We will say that

(Pn : n ∈ N+) and (P′
n : n ∈ N+) are asymptotically total variation equivalent if

for every ε > 0 there is nε such that for all n ≥ nε and all Y ⊆ Wn,
∣∣Pn(Y) −

P′
n(Y)

∣∣ < ε.

Below it will be proved, in the simplest context where the language σ contains only one
relation symbol R and it has arity 1, that lifted Bayesian networks (in a quite broad
sense) and quantifier-free MLNs are “asymptotically incomparable”:
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• (Theorem 6.2) There is a quantifier-free MLN M over σ such that for every
lifted Bayesian network G over σ, (PG

n : n ∈ N+) and (PM
n : n ∈ N+) are not

asymptotically total variation equivalent.
• (Theorem 6.4) There is a lifted Bayesian network G over σ (the DAG of G

consists of only one vertex R) such that for every quantifier-free MLN M over
σ, (PG

n : n ∈ N+) and (PM
n : n ∈ N+) are not asymptotically total variation

equivalent.
It does not seem likely to me that lifted Bayesian networks over σ and quantifier-free
MLNs over σ would become “asymptotically comparable” if we would consider a language
σ with more symbols, or a symbol with higher arity than 1.

2.4. MLNs that favour graphs with few triangles. Suppose that M is an MLN
which makes graphs with fewer triangles more likely, so the single soft constraint of M
is a formula that says “x, y and z does not form a triangle”. By Theorem 7.1 below, for
each δ > 0, if the weight is chosen large enough (depending only on δ) then for all large
enough n the probability, using PM

n , that a random graph with n vertices is triangle-free
is at least 1− δ.

As a corollary of Theorem 7.1 we get, for every δ > 0, a δ-approximate zero-one law
for first-order logic in the case of the MLN that favours graphs with fewer triangles,
provided that the weight of its soft constraint is large enough (Corollary 7.3). I am not
aware of any zero-one law for an MLN or for any other undirected LGM, so this appears
to be the closest thing so far. The results concerning the soft constraint “x, y and z does
not form a triangle” still hold if, for any k ≥ 4, the soft constraint “x, y and z does not
form a triangle” is replaced by the soft constraint “x1, . . . , xk does not form a clique
(complete subgraph) of k different vertices”.

2.5. MLNs that favour graphs with a bound on the maximum degree. Now let
M be an MLN which, for a fixed but arbitrary integer ∆ > 0, makes graphs with fewer
vertices with degree higher than ∆ more likely, so as the single soft constraint of M we
take a formula that says “if all x2, . . . , x∆+2 are different then x1 is not adjacent to all
of them”. By Theorem 8.1, no matter how the weight is chosen, the probability, using
PM
n , that a random graph with n vertices has maximum degree at most ∆ tends to 0 as
n → ∞. This situation is a contrast to the example of an MLN favouring graphs with
few triangles, where we can make the asymptotic probability that the soft constraint is
always satisfied as close to 1 as we like by choosing the weight large enough.

3. Related work and discussion

There is a fairly large number of rather general (and mostly recent) results concerning
convergence for broad classes of logical formulas with respect to distributions generated
by different kinds of directed acyclic LGMs such as relational Bayesian networks [14], rela-
tional Bayesian network specifications [7], lifted Bayesian networks [22, 25], probabilistic
logic programs [31], PLA-networks [26, 24, 23], and functional lifted Bayesian networks
[32]. There are also convergence results related to graph neural networks [1, 2, 3].

Regarding convergence results for distributions generated by undirected LGMs I am
only aware of the articles [15, 27, 28, 33]. Poole, Buchanan, Kazemi, Kersting, and
Natarajan [28] followed up by Mittal, Bhardwaj, Gogate, and Singla [27] and by Weitkäm-
per [33] showed the following: If M is an MLN with a single soft constraint and φ denotes
a ground atomic formula, then limn→∞ PM

n

(
Eφ

n

)
need not depend on the weight of the

soft constraint of M. In these studies the soft constraint considered seems a bit contrived
as it does not seem to have any intuitive meaning. In any case, since the limit (as above)
does not depend on the weight of the soft constraint, the weight looses its influence with
respect to PM

n

(
Eφ

n

)
when n is large enough.
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To remedy the loss of influence of the weight of the soft constraint, for large n, a couple
of modifications of Markov logic networks have been proposed by Jain, Barthels, and
Beetz (Adaptive MLNs) [15], and by Mittal, Bhardwaj, Gogate, and Singla (domain-size
aware MLNs) [27]. The common idea of these modifications is the following: Suppose
that M is an (ordinary) MLN with weights learned on a domain with size m. For
simplicity suppose that M has only one soft constraint with learned weight w. Now we
construct a rescaled MLN M′ which replaces the constant weight w by a function fw,
that depends on w, from the positive integers to the nonnegative reals. For each positive
integer n, M′ determines a probability distribution on Wn by taking M, replacing its
weight w by fw(n) and using the so modified M to determine a distribution on Wn in
the usual way for MLNs. Thus, the weight of M′ is not a constant but a function of
n that depends on w. In [15] and [27] it is shown that, for the earlier considered soft
constraints in [28]) and ground formulas φ (matching the respective soft constraint) and
with the respective rescaling M′ of M, the limit probability of φ, using M′, exists and
depends on w, the weight of the single soft constraint of the original MLN M.

However, Weitkämper [33] later showed that if we consider another ground atomic
formula, say ψ, from the same example of MLN (that is, using the same soft contraint),
then the limit probability of ψ (using the rescaled M′) exists and does not depend on
the weight w of the original M. So the approach of rescaled MLNs in [15, 27] do not, in
general, solve the problem of the weights becoming irrelevant in the limit. To complicate
the picture further, it is clear from the results in Section 6 that the weights of the MLNs
considered there do (strongly) influence the limit probabilities of ground atomic formulas.

Besides that there seems to be no known rescaling that always gives dependence on the
weights in the limit of ground atomic formulas, let alone for logical formulas in general,
and besides that sometimes the weights matter without rescaling (as demonstrated in
Section 6), the question is also how to motivate that any kind of rescaled weights are the
“right ones”. Or why should the limit obtained with some of the suggested rescalings in
each of a few examples be considered the “right” limit, especially if it is not made clear in
a sufficiently general setting how the limit of the rescaled MLN depends on the original
MLN? A criterion for a “good rescaling” could arguably be that if (for simplicity) M is
an MLN with only one soft constraint with weight w which has been learned from a
domain of size m, PM

n is the distribution determined by M on Wn, M′ is the rescaled
MLN (obtained from M), PM′

n is the distribution on Wn determined by M′, and φ is
a ground atomic formula, then PM

m

(
Eφ

n

)
and limn→∞ PM′

n

(
Eφ

n

)
should be approximately

the same for all sufficiently large n; the closer the better.
But given the uncertainty about what would be the “right” rescaling of an ordinary

MLN to get asymptotic probabilities where the original (learned and constant) weights
matter in a sensible way, it seems of interest to further study the asymptotic properties of
distributions PM

n determined by ordinary MLNs M, with various types of soft constraints,
to get a better idea of the asymptotic behaviour of MLNs with respect to the domain
size. Are there patterns and to which extent would such patterns guide our use of such
models, or of their rescalings?

4. Notation and terminology

N and N+ denote the set of nonnegative, respectively, positive integers. Let exp2(x) :=
2x. If S is a set then |S| denotes its cardinality, also informally called its size. Finite
sequences will be denoted by s̄ for some letter s and the length of s̄ will be denoted by
|s̄|.

Basic knowledge about first-order logic will be assumed (see e.g. [9, 13]). If a sequence
of logical variables is denoted by x̄ (say) then it is assumed that all entries in x̄ are
different (i.e. if x̄ = (x1, . . . , xk) then xi ̸= xj whenever i ̸= j). By a language (also
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called signature or vocabulary) we mean a finite set of relation symbols σ where all
relation symbols in σ have arity ≥ 1 and the identity symbol ‘=’ does not belong to σ.
If σ is a language then FO(σ) is the set of first-order formulas that can be formed by
using symbols in σ and the identity symbol ‘=’. If a formula in FO(σ) is denoted by
φ(x̄) (where x̄ is a finite sequence of logical variables) then it is assumed that every free
variable in the formula denoted by φ(x̄) occurs in x̄ and that every variable that occurs in
x̄ is a free variable of the formula denoted by φ(x̄). First-order structures will be denoted
by calligraphic letters A, B, etc. If φ(x1, . . . , xk) ∈ FO(σ) and A is a σ-structure with
domain A (i.e. an interpretation of all relations in σ on the domain A), then we let the
notation ‘φ(A)’ denote the set of k-tuples of elements from the domain of A that satisfy
φ(x1, . . . , xk), or equivalently,

φ(A) := {(a1, . . . , ak) ∈ Ak : A |= φ(a1, . . . , ak)}.
If φ is a sentence (formula without free variables) and A |= φ, then we let φ(A) be the
set containing only the empty sequence, and otherwise we let φ(A) be the empty set.
If R ∈ σ is a relation symbol then RA denotes its interpretation in the σ-structure A,
and it follows that R(A) = RA. Let R be a k-ary relation on a set A. We say that
R is irreflexive and symmetric if the following holds: (a) R(a1, . . . , ak) implies that all
a1, . . . , ak are different, and (b) if R(a1, . . . , ak) holds then, for every permutation τ of
{1, . . . , k}, R(aτ(1), . . . , aτ(k)) holds.

For all n ∈ N+ we let [n] := {1, . . . , n}. For every language σ, Wn denotes the set of
all σ-structures with domain [n].

5. Markov logic networks

Let σ be a nonempty language, let r ≥ 1 be the number of relation symbols in σ, and let
ρ ≥ 1 be the maximal arity of a relation symbol in σ. We assume that for each R ∈ σ it
is specified if R can be interpreted as any relation (of arity matching that of R) or if R
must always be interpreted as an irreflexive and symmetric relation. For all n ∈ N+, let
Wn be the set of σ-structures with domain [n] := {1, . . . , n} such that if it is specified
that R ∈ σ should be interpreted as an irreflexive and symmetric relation then this is
the case in all A ∈ Wn.

In this section we define the notion of a Markov logic network over σ and the prob-
ability distribution that it defines on Wn for each n ∈ N+. The first part of the main
result of this section, Theorem 5.5, is that if M is an MLN with φ(x1, . . . , xν) as its only
soft contraint with positive weight w, then, with probability approaching 1 as n → ∞,
the number of ν-tuples of elements that violate φ(x1, . . . , xν) in a random structure from
Wn is less or equal to rnρ/w. The second part of the same theorem tells that, with the
uniform distribution on Wn, if ν > ρ then the probability of the same event tends to 0,
so the two distributions behave in “opposite ways” if ν > ρ. In order to prove the second
part of Theorem 5.5 we need a result which is a combination of results from [12] and [16].
Theorem 5.5 will be used to prove the main result of Section 7, Theorem 7.1. Finally
we give a technical (but useful) lemma that states that for every quantifier-free MLN M
over σ there is a quantifier-free MLN M′ such that, for all n, M and M′ determine the
same distribution on Wn and M′ has a specific “normal form”. This lemma will be used
in Section 6

Definition 5.1. A Markov logic network (MLN) over σ is a finite set M of pairs of the
form (φ(x̄), w) where φ(x̄) ∈ FO(σ), x̄ is a sequence of distinct variables, and w is a
non-negative real number. We also assume that for φ(x̄) ∈ FO(σ), φ(x̄) occurs in at
most one pair of M. For each (φ(x̄), w) ∈ M, we call φ(x̄) a soft constraint (of M) and w
its weight; we also call |x̄| the arity of the soft constraint φ(x̄). If for every (φ(x̄), w) ∈ M
the formula φ(x̄) is quantifier-free we call M a quantifier-free MLN.



8 VERA KOPONEN

Note that if M is an MLN and (φ(x̄), w) ∈ M and (ψ(ȳ), v) ∈ M are different pairs, then
x̄ and ȳ may be different sequences of variables and they may have different lengths.
We allow x̄ in φ(x̄) to be empty in which case φ is a sentence (a formula without free
variables). Recall that if φ(x̄) is a first-order formula and A is a finite structure, then
|φ(A)| is the number of ordered |x̄|-tuples of elements from the domain of A that satisfy
φ(x̄) in A.

Definition 5.2. Let M = {(φ1(x̄1), w1), . . . , (φt(x̄t), wt)} be an MLN and let n ∈ N+.

For every A ∈ Wn, define µMn (A) = exp2

( t∑
i=1

wi|φi(A)|
)
,

and for every X ⊆ Wn, define µMn (X) =
∑
A∈X

µMn (A), and

PM
n

(
X
)
=

µMn (X)

µMn (Wn)
.

Then PM
n is a probability distribution on Wn which we call the distribution (on Wn)

determined by M.

Remark 5.3. (a) If M is the empty set, then the “empty” sum has value zero and it
follows that PM

n is the uniform probability distribution on Wn.
(b) If all weights are zero, then PM

n is the uniform probability distribution.
(c) Recall that from the notational conventions it follows that, if some φi in Definition 5.2
is a sentence, that is, if x̄i is empty, then |φi(A)| = 1 if A |= φi and |φi(A)| = 0 otherwise.
(d) The choice of 2 as a base of exponentiation is irrelevant for the results to be presented
(as long as the base is larger than 1), but will make some computations simpler.

Theorem 5.4. (Combination of results [12] and [16]) Let x̄ = (x1, . . . , xl), let φ(x̄) ∈
FO(σ) and suppose that φ(x̄) is satisfiable in a finite structure by an l-tuple of distinct
elements. Then there is 0 < α ≤ 1 such that for every ε > 0 there is c > 0 such that for
all sufficiently large n,

(5.1)

∣∣{A ∈ Wn : (α− ε)nl ≤ |φ(A)| ≤ (α+ ε)nl
}∣∣∣∣Wn

∣∣ ≥ 1− e−cn.

If also ¬φ(x̄) is satisfiable in a finite structure by an l-tuple of distinct elements, then
α < 1.

Proof. The results of [12] and [16] hold no matter if some relation symbols are always
interpreted as irreflexive and symmetric relations, or not, so we need not worry about
this. Suppose that φ(x̄) ∈ FO(σ) is satisfiable in a finite structure by an l-tuple of
distinct elements. By [12] there is a quantifier-free ψ(x̄) ∈ FO(σ) such that if

Xn = {A ∈ Wn : A |= ∀x̄(φ(x̄) ↔ ψ(x̄))}

then there is d > 0 such that |Xn|
|Wn| ≥ 1 − e−dn for all sufficiently large n. Without

loss of generality we may assume that ψ(x̄) has the form
∨s

i=1 θi(x̄) where each θi(x̄)
is a maximal consistent conjunction of σ-literals using the variables in x̄. Without loss
of generality we may assume that θ1(x̄), . . . , θt(x̄), where t ≤ s, enumerates (without
repetition) all θi(x̄) such that θi(x̄) |=

∧
1≤i<j≤l xi ̸= xj . This sequence is nonempty

because we assume that φ(x̄) is safisfied by an l-tuple of distinct elements in some finite
structure. It follows results in [16] that, for every i = 1, . . . , t, there is 0 < αi ≤ 1 such
that for all ε > 0 there is cε > 0 (depending only on ε) such that for all sufficiently large
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n,

(5.2)

∣∣{A ∈ Wn : (αi − ε)nl ≤ |θi(A)| ≤ (αi + ε)nl
}∣∣

|Wn|
≥ 1− e−cεn.

(To be more precise, the above is a consequence of Lemma 3.2 and lemmas 4.5 and
4.6 in [16], including their proofs to get the exponentially fast convergence to 1.) With
α = α1 + . . .+ αt we get (5.1) (for some c > 0).

Now suppose that ¬φ(x̄) is satisfiable in a finite structure by an l-tuple of distinct
elements. Then there is a maximal consistent conjunction of σ-literals using the variables
in x̄, say θ(x̄) such that θ(x̄) |=

∧
1≤i<j≤l xi ̸= xj and θ(x̄) ∧ θi(x̄) is inconsistent for all

i = 1, . . . , t. Then (5.2) holds with θ(x̄) in place of θi(x̄) and some 0 < β ≤ 1 in place of
αi. Consequently α = α1 + . . .+ αt < 1. □

If φ(x̄) ∈ FO(σ) then, for all n ∈ N+ and 0 ≤ m ≤ n, we define

Ym
n (φ) :=

{
A ∈ Wn : |¬φ(A)| ≤ m

}
.

Hence Ym
n (φ) consists of all A ∈ Wn such that at most m |x̄|-tuples of elements from [n]

“violate” φ(x̄) in A. In particular, Y0
n(φ) consists of all A ∈ Wn such no tuple violates

φ(x̄) in A, or equivalently, A |= ∀x̄φ(x̄).
Informally, part (a) of the next result says if M =

{
(φ(x1, . . . , xν), w)

}
is an MLN

then, with probability (determined by M) approaching 1 as n → ∞, all but at most
rnρ

w ν-tuples from the domain of a random structure satisfy φ(x1, . . . , xν) (where ρ is
the maximal arity of a relation symbol in σ and r = |σ|). On the other hand, part (b)
says that if ν > ρ and φ(x1, . . . , xk) has a property that should be satisified by any
interesting soft constraint, then the proportion of structures with domain [n] in which all
but at most rnρ

w ν-tuples from the domain satisfy φ(x1, . . . , xν) tends to 0 as n → ∞.
Thus the probability distribution on Wn determined by M and the uniform distribution
on Wn concentrate almost all their respective probability masses on disjoint subsets of
Wn for large n.

Theorem 5.5. Let M =
{
(φ(x1, . . . , xν), w)

}
where w > 0 be an MLN. Suppose that,

for all sufficiently large n, |Y0
n(φ)| ≥ 2cn for some c > 0 that depends only on φ. Define

f(n) = rnρ

w .
(a) For all sufficiently large n, PM

n

(
Y

f(n)
n (φ)

)
≥ 1− 2−cn.

(b) If ν > ρ and each one of φ(x1, . . . , xν) and ¬φ(x1, . . . , xν) is satisfiable in a finite
structure by a ν-tuple of distinct elements, then there is d > 0 such that for all sufficiently
large n ∣∣Yf(n)

n (φ)
∣∣∣∣Wn

∣∣ ≤ 2−dn.

Proof. Let M =
{
(φ(x1, . . . , xν), w)

}
where w > 0 be an MLN and let PM

n be the
distribution on Wn determined by M. Suppose that, for all sufficiently large n, |Y0

n(φ)| ≥
2cn for some c > 0 that depends only on φ and define f(n) := rnρ

w . Then, for all
sufficiently large n, we have

PM
n

(
Wn \Yf(n)

n (φ)
)
=
µMn

(
Wn \Yf(n)

n (φ)
)

µMn
(
Wn

) ≤
µMn

(
Wn \Yf(n)

n (φ)
)

µMn
(
Y0

n(φ)
) ≤

∣∣Wn

∣∣ · 2w(nν−f(n))∣∣Y0
n(φ)

∣∣ · 2wnν

≤ 2rn
ρ+wnν−wf(n)

2cn+wnν =
2rn

ρ+wnν−rnρ

2cn+wnν =
1

2cn
.

Hence, for large enough n, PM
n

(
Y

f(n)
n (φ)

)
≥ 1− 2−cn.

Suppose that ν > ρ and that each one of φ(x1, . . . , xν) and ¬φ(x1, . . . , xν) is satisfiable
in a finite structure by an ν-tuple of distinct elements. It follows from Theorem 5.4 that
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there is 0 < α < 1 such that for every ε > 0 there is d > 0 such that for all sufficiently
large n,

(5.3)

∣∣{A ∈ Wn : (α− ε)nν ≤ |φ(A)| ≤ (α+ ε)nν
}∣∣∣∣Wn

∣∣ ≥ 1− e−dn.

Also observe that (since ν > ρ) if A ∈ Y
f(n)
n (φ) then, for all large enough n, |φ(A)| ≥

nν − f(n) = nν − rnρ

w > nν − εnν = (1 − ε)nν if 0 < ε < 1. So for all 0 < ε < 1 and
sufficiently large n,

Yf(n)
n (φ) ∩

{
A ∈ Wn : (α− ε)nν ≤ |φ(A)| ≤ (α+ ε)nν

}
= ∅.

This together with (5.3) implies that, for some d > 0 and all sufficiently large n,∣∣Yf(n)
n (φ)

∣∣/∣∣Wn

∣∣ ≤ 2−dn. □

The next lemma gives a kind of “normal form” for quantifier-free MLNs which will be
used to prove the main results of the next section. I believe that it will can also be useful
for proving future results about quantifier-free MLNs.

Lemma 5.6. Let M be a quantifier-free MLN over σ. Then there is a quantifier-free
MLN M′ over σ such that

• M and M′ determine the same probability distribution on Wn for all n, and
• for some ν ∈ N+ and s1, . . . , sν ∈ N,

M′ =

ν⋃
k=1

{
(φk,1(x1, . . . , xk), wk,1), . . . , (φk,sk(x1, . . . , xk), wk,sk)

}
where, for all k = 1, . . . , ν and l = 1, . . . , sk, φk,l(x1, . . . , xk) is a maximal con-
sistent conjunction of σ-literals which implies xi ̸= xj if 1 ≤ i < j ≤ k.

Proof. Let M be a quantifier-free MLN over σ. Let M1 consist of all pairs (θ(x̄), w)
that satisfy the following conditions:

(1) θ(x̄) is a maximal consistent conjuction of literals using variables from x̄
(2) there is some (φ(x̄), v) ∈ M such that θ(x̄) implies φ(x̄)
(3) w is the sum of all v such that there is (φ(x̄), v) ∈ M such that θ(x̄) implies φ(x̄).

Let M2 be obtained from M1 by keeping (in M2) only one of two pairs (θ(x̄), w) and
(θ′(x̄), w′) if θ(x̄) and θ′(x̄) are equivalent (and note that in this case w = w′, because of
the construction of M1). Then (as the reader can verify) M and M2 determine the same
probability distribution on Wn for all n.

Let us fix some order on the countably infinite set of logical variables. For variables xi
and xj of a maximal consistent conjunction of literals θ(x̄) define E(xi, xj) if and only
if θ(x̄) implies xi = xj . Since θ(x̄) is consistent, if θ(x̄) implies xi = xj and implies
xj = xl, then θ(x̄) implies xi = xl. So E is an equivalence relation on the variables that
occur in θ(x̄). For every maximal consistent conjunction of literals θ(x̄) let the variable
reduction of θ(x̄) be the formula obtained by, for every equivalence class of E, choosing
the first variable (according to the order of variables), say xi, in the class and replacing,
in φ(x̄), every other (if there is any) variable in the same class by xi. It follows that if
θ′(x̄′) is the variable reduction of a maximal consistent conjunction of literals θ(x̄), then
rng(x̄′) ⊆ rng(x̄), θ′(x̄′) is a maximal consistent conjunction of literals, θ′(x̄′) implies
xi ̸= xj for all different variables xi and xj that occur in θ′(x̄′), and, for every finite
structure A, |θ′(A)| = |θ(A)| (that is, the number of |x̄|-tuples that satisfy θ(x̄) equals
the number of |x̄′|-tuples that satisfy θ′(x̄′)).

Define M′ to consist of all pairs (θ′(x̄′), w) such that there is (θ(x̄), v) ∈ M2 such
that θ′(x̄′) is the variable reduction of θ(x̄), and w is the sum of all v such that there
is (θ(x̄), v) ∈ M2 such that θ′(x̄′) is the variable reduction of θ(x̄). Then (as the reader
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can verify) M′ and M2 (hence M′ and M) determine the same probability distribution
on Wn for all n. □

6. Colour distributions expressible with quantifier-free MLNs

In this section we consider the simplest case of a nonempty language σ, namely when
σ = {R} where R is a unary relation symbol, and we can think of R(x) as meaning “x is
coloured”. We will describe the probability distributions that quantifier-free MLNs over
σ can determine in a fairly precise way and the proof shows that the weights play a vital
role (Theorem 6.3). This will be used (in combination with Theorems 6.2 and 6.4) to
show that quantifier-free MLNs and lifted Bayesian networks are “asymptotically incom-
parable”. We begin by mentioning a characteristic property of lifted Bayesian networks
over σ.

Lemma 6.1. Suppose that G is a lifted Bayesian network over σ, in a general sense
(e.g. as in any of [14, 7, 22, 26, 32]). Then, if n ∈ N+ and a, b ∈ [n] are different, the
events {A ∈ Wn : A |= R(a)} and {A ∈ Wn : A |= R(b)} are independent with respect
to the probability distribution PG

n on Wn determined by G.

Proof. Suppose that G is a lifted Bayesian network over σ according to any one of the
formalizations, or templates, that have been considered (e.g. [14, 7, 22, 26, 32]). Then the
underlying directed acyclic graph of G has only one vertex, say the formula R(x) which
can also be viewed as a paramerized/lifted random variable. G also attaches a probability
α to R(x) and this is interpreted as meaning that, for every n, the grounding of G on [n]
produces the Bayesian network with the grounded formulas R(1), . . . , R(n) as its vertices
and no edge between them (as there is no edge in G) and where the same probability α
is associated to all R(i). By the usual rules for computing probabilities with Bayesian
networks it follows that if A ∈ Wn then the probability of A is α|φ(A)|(1 − α)n−|φ(A)|

where |φ(A)| is the number of elements that satisfy R(x) in A. It follows from this (by
standard arguements) that for different a, b ∈ [n], the events {A ∈ Wn : A |= R(a)} and
{A ∈ Wn : A |= R(b)} are independent. □

We will use the following notation, where 0 ≤ m ≤ n are integers:

Wm
n :=

{
A ∈ Wn : |R(A)| = m}.

So intuitively speaking, Wm
n consists of the structures from Wn in which exactly m

elements are coloured, and note that W0
n and Wn

n are singleton sets.
The next result states, in a precise way, that there is an MLN M such that no lifted

Bayesian network, in a broad sense, can approximate the sequence of distributions PM
n

that is determined by M. Recall the definition of asymptotic total variation equivalence
in Section 2.3.

Theorem 6.2. Let M =
{
(φ0(x, y), w0), (φ1(x, y), w1), (φ2(x, y), w2)

}
be an MLN

where w0 = w2 = 1, w1 = 0,
φ0(x, y) is the formula ¬R(x) ∧ ¬R(y),
φ1(x, y) is the formula (R(x) ∧ ¬R(y)) ∨ (¬R(x) ∧R(y)), and
φ2(x, y) is the formula R(x) ∧R(y).

Then limn→∞ PM
n

(
W0

n

)
= limn→∞ PM

n

(
Wn

n

)
= 1

2 , and hence, for all large enough n and
all distinct i, j ∈ [n], the event that R(i) holds is dependent on the event that R(j) holds.
Consequently, there does not exist a lifted Bayesian network (in a broad sense) G such
that the sequences of distributions (PM

n : n ∈ N+) and (PG
n : n ∈ N+) are asymptotically

total variation equivalent.

Since, in this section, we only work with one relation symbol which has arity 1, which
can represent a colour, the only interesting property of a structure is the number, or
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proportion, of coloured elements in it. Informally speaking, the next theorem states that
if the sequence of probabiity distributions is determined by a quantifier-free MLN, then,
for large n, this proportion is almost surely approximately equal to one of the numbers
in a finite set of numbers determined by the MLN.

Theorem 6.3. Let M be a quantifier-free MLN over σ. Then there are t ∈ N+ and
α1, . . . , αt ∈ [0, 1], depending only on M, such that for all ε > 0,

lim
n→∞

PM
n

({
A ∈ Wn :

|R(A)|
n

∈
t⋃

i=1

(αi − ε, αi + ε)
})

= 1.

The numbers α1, . . . , αt are the points in the interval [0, 1] where a polynomial that de-
pends only on M reaches its maximum when restricted to [0, 1]. In particular, these
numbers depend on the weights of the soft constraits of M.

The next result is the converse of Theorem 6.2 and shows that there is a sequence
(P∗

n : n ∈ N+) of distributions that is determined by a lifted Bayesian network over σ
(in the sense of [14] or [26] for example), but there is no MLN over σ such that the
sequence of distributions that it determines is asymptotically total variation equivalent
to (P∗

n : n ∈ N+).

Theorem 6.4. For each n ∈ N+ and A ∈ Wn define

P∗
n(A) = n−

1
5
|R(A)| ·

(
1− n−

1
5
)n−|R(A)|

,

so, informally speaking, P∗
n is the probability distribution on Wn such that, for all i ∈ [n],

the probability that R(i) holds is n−
1
5 , independently of whether R(j) holds for j ̸= i.

There is a lifted Bayesian network G over σ (according to any one of the formalizations
in [14] or [26]) such that the probability distribution that G determines on Wn is exactly
P∗
n for all n.
For every quantifier-free MLN M over σ, the sequences of distributions (PM

n : n ∈ N+)
and (P∗

n : n ∈ N+) are not asymptotically total variation equivalent. In fact, for all
sufficiently small ε > 0 we have

lim
n→∞

P∗
n

( ⋃
n3/4≤m≤(1+ε)n4/5

Wm
n

)
= 1, and lim

n→∞
PM
n

( ⋃
n3/4≤m≤(1+ε)n4/5

Wm
n

)
̸= 1.

The proofs of the above theorems are found in Appendices B, C, and D.

Remark 6.5. One may ask if, for every MLN M over σ there is a quantifier-free MLN
M′ over σ such that the sequences (PM

n : n ∈ N+) and (PM′
n : n ∈ N+) are asymptotically

total variation equivalent? I believe that the answer is negative. To give an idea of why,
let ψ(x, y) be the formula

x = x ∧ y = y ∧
∃u, v, w

(
R(u) ∧R(v) ∧R(w) ∧ u ̸= v ∧ u ̸= w ∧ v ̸= w ∧

∀z
(
R(z) → (z = u ∨ z = v ∨ z = w)

))
.

Then let M3 := {(ψ(x, y), w)} where w > 0. It follows that if A ∈ W3
n then µM3

n (A) =

2wn2 , and if A ∈ Wn \W3
n then µM3

n (A) = 1. Note also that |Wn| = 2n. By straightfor-
ward arguments it follows that limn→∞ PM3

n

(
W3

n

)
= 1. Suppose that M is a quantifier-

free MLN over σ. Due to the character of the function (in the proof of Theorem 6.3)
that determines PM

n

(
W3

n

)
I do not believe that PM

n can concentrate almost all of its
probability mass on W3

n as n → ∞. There is nothing particular about the number 3. I
think that the same holds for any fixed m > 0. But to verify (or refute) this conjecture
seems to require a detailed technical analysis which I leave for another occasion.
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7. MLNs that favour graphs with few triangles

In this section we assume that σ = {R} where R is a relation symbol of arity 2 which
is always interpreted as an irreflexive and symmetric relation. Thus Wn is the set of all
undirected graphs without loops with vertex set [n] := {1, . . . , n} and we simply refer to
these as graphs. Let φ(x, y, z) be a formula that expresses that “x and y and z does not
form a triangle”, so φ(x, y, z) can be

x = y ∨ x = z ∨ y = z ∨ ¬R(x, y) ∨ ¬R(x, z) ∨ ¬R(y, z).
Then let

M :=
{
(φ(x, y, z), w)

}
where w ≥ 0.

Also define, for all n ∈ N+ and 0 ≤ m ≤ n,

Xm
n :=

{
A ∈ Wn : |¬φ(A)| = m

}
.

Hence X0
n is the set of all triangle-free graphs in Wn.

The main result of this section tells that by choosing w > 0 large enough we can make
the asymptotic probability that a random A ∈ Wn is triangle-free as close to 1 as we
like.

Theorem 7.1. Suppose that w > 0. For every δ > 0, if n is large enough then

PM
n

(
X0

n

)
≥ 1− δ − (1 + δ)

2−w

1− 2−w
where

lim
w→∞

(
1− δ − (1 + δ)

2−w

1− 2−w

)
= 1− δ.

If w = 0, then PnM is the uniform probability distribution on Wn and therefore Theo-
rem 5.4 implies that limn→∞ PM

n

(
X0

n

)
= 0. Hence the limit limn→∞ PM

n

(
X0

n

)
is different

in the cases when w = 0 and when w > 0 is large enough, so the weight w is not entirely
irrelevant. Unfortunately I am not able to give an interesting upper bound of PM

n

(
X0

n

)
for large n when w > 0. A technical obstacle for this is that I am not aware of good
enough asymptotics for the numbers |Xm

n | as n→ ∞ and 1 ≤ m ≤ n2/w. The following
0-1 law for triangle-free graphs was proved by Kolaitis, Prömel and Rotchild in 1987:

Theorem 7.2. [19] For every first-order sentence φ, the proportion∣∣{A ∈ X0
n : A |= φ

}∣∣∣∣X0
n

∣∣ tends to either 0 or 1 as n→ ∞.

Corollary 7.3. (δ-approximate 0-1 law) Let δ > 0 and let φ be a first-order sentence.
If the weight w is large enough then, for all large enough n,

PM
n

({
A ∈ Wn : A |= φ

})
is either at most δ or at least 1− δ.

Proof. Let δ > 0. Let φ be a first-order sentence. Note that if A,B ∈ X0
n, then PM

n (A) =
PM
n (B), so PM

n conditioned on X0
n is the uniform distribution. So, by Theorem 7.2,

conditioned on X0
n, the probability that φ holds tends to either 0 or 1. By Theorem 7.1,

if w is large enough then PM
n

(
X0

n

)
≥ 1− δ/2 for all large enough n. So, if the probability

that φ is true, conditioned on X0
n, tends to 1, then the (unconditional) probability that φ

is true is at least 1−δ for all large enough n. If the probability that φ is true, conditioned
on X0

n, tends to 0, then the (unconditional) probability that φ is true is at most δ for
all large enough n. □

Remark 7.4. (Generalization toKl-free graphs) Theorem 7.2 and Theorems E.1 and E.2
(in Appendix E) are special cases of more general theorems in [19] and [10], respectively,
which apply to Kl-free graphs, for l ≥ 3, where Kl denotes a complete graph with l
vertices. (A graph is Kl-free if it has no subgraph that is isomorphic to Kl.) Therefore
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the proof of Theorem 7.1 can be modified in a straightforward way (but at the expense of
slightly messier computations) to yield a proof of the same statement as in Theorem 7.1,
but where the only soft constraint of M is a formula saying that “x1, . . . , xl do not form
a complete graph on l different vertices” and X0

n denotes the set of all Kl-free graphs.
Then we also get Corollary 7.3 for the new M, which favours graphs with fewer copies
of Kl, by exactly the same proof as above.

Theorem 7.1 is proved in Appendix E.

8. MLNs that favour graphs with a bound on the maximum degree

In this section, as in the previous, we let σ = {R} where R is a relation symbol of arity
2 which is always interpreted as an irreflexive and symmetric relation, so Wn is the set
of all undirected graphs without loops, from now on simply called graphs, with vertex
set [n] := {1, . . . , n}. We also fix some ∆ ∈ N+.

Let φ(x1, . . . , x∆+2) be the formula∨
2≤i<j≤∆+2

xi = xj ∨
∆+2∨
i=2

¬R(x1, xi),

so φ(x1, . . . , x∆+2) expresses that if all x2, . . . , x∆+2 are different then x1 is not adjacent
to all x2, . . . , x∆+2. It follows that if A ∈ Wn and A |= φ(a1, . . . , a∆+2) for all choices
of a1, . . . , a∆+2 ∈ [n], then every vertex of A has degree at most ∆ and in this case we
say that A has maximum degree at most ∆. Let

M :=
{
(φ(x1, . . . , x∆+2), w)

}
where w ≥ 0.

For all n ∈ N+ and m ∈ N let

Ωm
n :=

{
A ∈ Wn : A has maximum degree at most m

}
.

Informally, the result of this section says that no matter how the weight w ≥ 0 is chosen
(or how ∆ ≥ 1 is chosen), the probability, using PM

n determined by M, that a random
graph has maximum degree at most ∆ tends to 0 as n → ∞. This is a contrast to
Theorem 7.1 where w could be chosen so that triangle-free graphs are more likely than
other graphs, if the vertex set is large enough.

Theorem 8.1. For every choice of the weight w ≥ 0 of M, limn→∞ PM
n

(
Ω∆

n

)
= 0.

Remark 8.2. We do not avoid getting the limit 0 in Theorem 8.1 by reducing the number
of free variables by the use of quantifiers. For example, if we replace φ(x1, . . . , x∆+2) in
M by, say, the soft constraint

ψ(x1) := ∀x2, . . . , x∆+2

( ∨
2≤i<j≤∆+2

xi = xj ∨
∆+2∨
i=2

¬R(x1, xi)
)

then we can argue essentially as in the proof of Theorem 8.1 (in Appendix F), by just
replacing ‘n∆+2’ in that proof by ‘n’ and letting τ := ∆ + 3 in the same proof.

The reason that the limit is 0 for every choice of w seems to be that, although, for some
d > c > 0, there are between 2cn and 2dn graphs with vertex set [n] and with maximum
degree ∆, this number is miniscule, for large n, compared to the number of all graphs
with vertex set [n], which is exp2

(
n2

2 − n
2

)
. So even if each graph with maximum degree

at most ∆ gets much higher weight than a graph that does not satisfy this condition,
there may simply be too few graphs of the first sort to make its total weight comparable
to that of the second sort. Another reason could be that even if w is very large, there may
be (too) many graphs with maximum degree larger than ∆, but with only few failures
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of the soft constraint and then the weight of each such graph need not be much lower
(in proportional terms) than the weight of a graph with maximum degree ∆.

I think that the proof of Theorem 8.1 can be modified to show that, for every fixed
k, the probability that there are at most k (∆+ 2)-tuples that violate the soft contraint
φ(x1, . . . , x∆+2) tends to 0 as n→ ∞ (but the combinatorics would become more messy).

Theorem 8.1 is proved in Appendix F.

9. Conclusion

We have considered Markov logic networks (MLNs) M and the probability distribution
PM
n on the set Wn of structures, or “possible worlds”, with domain [n] := {1, . . . , n} where

PM
n is determined by M. The problem of how PM

n behaves, as n → ∞, with respect to
various properties has been addressed. We have considered three kinds of concrete MLNs
with natural combinatorial interpretations. This contrasts earlier analysed examples
[15, 27, 28, 33] which do not seem to have any clear intuitive interpretations. A fairly
complete characterization has been given for the asymptotic behaviour of random σ-
structures where the language σ consists of only one relation symbol which has arity
1 and when the probability distribution is generated by a quantifier-free MLN. The
characterization (and its proof) has been used to show that lifted Bayesian networks,
in a broad sense, and MLNs are “asymptotically incomparable”, roughly meaning that
one can, with any one of the two kinds of lifted graphical model, define a sequence of
probability distributions on possible worlds with growing domain size which can not even
be approximated with the other kind of lifted graphical model.

We have seen, by also analysing MLNs that favour graphs with fewer triangles, and
MLNs that favour graphs with fewer vertices with degree more than ∆ (for some fixed
but arbitrary ∆ ≥ 1), that the asymptotic behaviour of random structures determined
by an MLN depends in a drastical way on the soft constraints used by the MLN. The
weights of the MLN may, or may not, influence the limit behaviour of random structures.
It depends on which soft constraints the MLN uses.

The presented work, together with earlier work, shows that it is difficult to find general
results about the asymptotic properties of MLNs, and case by case analysis seems to be
necessary in order to get detailed results. Nevertheless, a result has been presented which
tells that, under fairly general assumptions, the probability distribution PM

n determined
by an MLN M and the uniform probability distribution on Wn concetrate their respective
probability masses on almost disjoint subsets of Wn when n is large.

Knowledge about the asymptotic behaviour of distributions determined by MLNs as
the domain size tends to infinity is still quite limited and the area is wide open for
research. Many types of soft constraints are still not investigated. More knowledge in
this direction is probably necessary in order to find principles that guide the use of MLNs,
or appropriate rescalings of them, in a trustworthy and flexible way on varying domain
sizes.

Acknowledgements. I thank Prof. Stephan Wagner for helping me out and proving
Proposition A.4. This work was supported by the Swedish Research Council, grant
2023-05238_VR.

Appendix A. Auxilliary results

In this appendix some auxilliary results are stated which will be used in the proofs
of the main results. The following result about independent Bernoulli trials is a direct
consequence of [4, Corollary A.1.14] which in turn follows from a bound given by Chernoff
[6]:
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Lemma A.1. Let Z be the sum of n independent 0/1-valued random variables, each one
with probability p of having the value 1, where p > 0. For every ε > 0 there is cε > 0,
depending only on ε, such that the probability that |Z − pn| > εpn is less than 2e−cεpn.

Remark A.2. It is known that by using Stirling’s approximation
n! =

√
2πn

(
n
e

)n
(1 + o(1)) one can straightforwardly derive the following:

(1) If α ∈ (0, 1), then(
n

⌊αn⌋

)
=

1 + o(1)√
2πα(1− α)n

[
αα(1− α)1−α

]n
=

(1 + o(1)) 2nH(α)√
2πα(1− α)n

where H(α) = −α log2 α− (1− α) log2(1− α).

(2) If m = o(
√
n) and m = ω(1), then(

n

m

)
=

1 + o(1)√
2πm

·
(ne
m

)m
which implies that(

n

⌊n1/4⌋

)
=

1 + o(1)√
2πn1/8

· 2
3
√
n

4 · en1/4
.

Lemma A.3. Let w0, w1 be nonnegative reals. Define g(0) = w0, g(1) = w1, and for all
x ∈ (0, 1) define

g(x) = −x log2 x− (1− x) log2(1− x) + (w1 − w0)x+ w0.

Then g is continuous on [0, 1], g has a unique maximum point in the interval [0, 1], and
the maximum point belongs to (0, 1).

Proof sketch. It is well known that limx→0 x log2 x = 0. It follows that limx→0 g(x) =
w0 and limx→1 g(x) = w1. Hence g(x) is continuous on [0, 1]. By considering the deriva-
tive g′(x) and the equation g′(x) = 0 (which is equivalent to 2g

′(x) = 1) we see that g has
a unique critical point α∗ ∈ (0, 1). By computing the second derivative g′′(x) we see that
g′′(x) < 0 for all x ∈ (0, 1) so α∗ is a maximum point. Hence g(x) must be increasing on
(0, α∗) and decreasing on (α∗, 1). It follows that α∗ must be the unique maximum point
of g on [0, 1]. □

Proposition A.4. (due to Prof. Stephan Wagner, private communication)
Let w0, . . . wk ∈ R. The polynomial

f(x) =
k∑

s=0

ws

(
k

s

)
xs(1− x)k−s.

is constant if and only if w0 = . . . = wk.

Proof. If the weights are all equal, i.e., w0 = w1 = · · · = wk = w, then the polynomial
simplifies to

f(x) = w

k∑
s=0

(
k

s

)
xs(1− x)k−s = w(x+ 1− x)k = w.
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So we only need to prove the converse. Suppose that the polynomial is constant. We
first rewrite it by grouping terms according to the exponent of x:

f(x) =

k∑
s=0

ws

(
k

s

)
xs(1− x)k−s =

k∑
s=0

ws

(
k

s

)
xs

k−s∑
r=0

(
k − s

r

)
(−x)r

=
k∑

s=0

ws

k−s∑
r=0

(
k

s

)(
k − s

r

)
(−1)rxr+s =

k∑
s=0

ws

k−s∑
r=0

k!(k − s)!

s!(k − s)!r!(k − s− r)!
(−1)rxr+s

=
k∑

s=0

k−s∑
r=0

(
k

r + s

)(
r + s

s

)
(−1)rwsx

r+s =
k∑

n=0

n∑
s=0

(
k

n

)(
n

s

)
(−1)n−swsx

n

=

k∑
n=0

(
k

n

)( n∑
s=0

(
n

s

)
(−1)n−sws

)
xn.

So for the polynomial to be constant, we must have
n∑

s=0

(
n

s

)
(−1)n−sws = 0

for all n > 0. Now we show by strong induction on n that this implies wn = w0 for all
n ≥ 0. This is trivial for n = 0, so we proceed with the induction step. For n > 0, the
induction hypothesis gives us

0 =
n∑

s=0

(
n

s

)
(−1)n−sws = wn +

n−1∑
s=0

(
n

s

)
(−1)n−sw0

= wn + w0

(
− 1 +

n∑
s=0

(
n

s

)
(−1)n−s

)
= wn + w0

(
− 1 + (1− 1)n

)
= wn − w0.

Thus wn = w0, completing the induction. □

Appendix B. Proof of Theorem 6.2

Let σ = {R} where R is a relation symbol of arity 1 and let M be the MLN that is
defined in Theorem 6.2. Recall the notation

Wm
n :=

{
A ∈ Wn : |R(A)| = m}.

In this proof, let us simplify notation by letting µn := µMn and Pn := PM
n for all n, (where

µMn and PM
n are as in Definition 5.2).

Suppose that A ∈ Wn and |R(A)| = m, so A has exactly m coloured elements. The
number of ordered pairs of (not necessarily distinct) elements from [n] (the domain of
A) such that

• both entries are coloured is m2,
• exactly one entry is coloured is 2m(n−m), and
• both entries are coloured is (n−m)2.

It follows from the definition of M in Theorem 6.2, which sets w0 := w2 := 1 and w1 := 0,
and from Definition 5.2 of µn that

µn(A) = exp2
(
w0m

2 + 2w1m(n−m) + w2(n−m)2
)
= exp2

(
m2 + (n−m)2

)
= exp2

(
n2

[(m
n

)2
+
(
1− m

n

)2])
= exp2

(
n2

[
1− 2

(m
n

)
+ 2

(m
n

)2])
.

Define
f(α) = 1− 2α+ 2α2.
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Then µn(A) = exp2
(
n2f(m/n)

)
. Since a subset of [n] of cardinality m can be chosen in(

n
m

)
ways we get

(B.1) µn
(
Wm

n

)
=

(
n

m

)
exp2

(
n2f(m/n)

)
.

By straightforward calculations one notices that f(0) = 1 = f(1), f is decreasing
on (−∞, 1/2), increasing on (1/2,∞), and that 1/2 is the minimum point of f and
f(1/2) = 1/2. By a straightforward calculation one can also check that for all α ∈ [0, 1]
we have f(1− α) = f(α). This together with a similar calculation as above shows that
for all n and 0 ≤ m ≤ n,

µn
(
Wn−m

n

)
=

(
n

n−m

)
exp2

(
n2

[
1− 2

(n−m

n

)
+ 2

(n−m

n

)2)
=

(
n

m

)
exp2

(
n2f

(
1− m

n

))
=

(
n

m

)
exp2

(
n2f

(m
n

))
= µn

(
Wm

n

)
.

It follows that

(B.2) Pn

(
Wm

n ) =
µn

(
Wm

n )

µn
(
Wn

) =
µn

(
Wn−m

n )

µn
(
Wn

) = Pn

(
Wn−m

n

)
.

Suppose that 0 < ε < 1/2, so f is decreasing on (0, ε) and increasing on (1 − ε, 1).
Let δ = f(0)− f(ε)(= f(1)− f(1− ε)), so δ > 0. Suppose that εn ≤ m ≤ (1− ε)n, so
ε ≤ m

n ≤ (1− ε) and f(m/n)− f(0) ≤ −δ. Now we have

Pn

(
Wm

n

)
=
µn

(
Wm

n

)
µn

(
Wn

) ≤
µn

(
Wm

n

)
µn

(
W0

n

) =

(
n
m

)
exp2

(
n2f(m/n)

)(
n
0

)
exp2

(
n2f(0)

)
=

(
n

m

)
exp2

(
n2

[
f(m/n)− f(0)

])
≤ 2n · exp2

(
− δn2

)
= exp2

(
n− δn2

)
.

It follows that
Pn

( ⋃
εn≤m≤(1−ε)n

Wm
n

)
≤ n exp2

(
n− δn2

)
,

so

(B.3) lim
n→∞

Pn

( ⋃
εn≤m≤(1−ε)n

Wm
n

)
= 0.

Now suppose that n1/4 ≤ m ≤ εn where 0 < ε < 1/2. Then m− n ≤ εn− n so

2m(m− n) ≤ 2m(εn− n) = −2m(1− ε)n ≤ −2n1/4(1− ε)n = −2(1− ε)n1.25.

Using this and (B.1) we now get

Pn

(
Wm

n

)
=
µn

(
Wm

n )

µn
(
Wn

) ≤
µn

(
Wm

n )

µn
(
W0

n

) =

(
n
m

)
exp2

(
n2f(m/n)

)(
n
0

)
exp2

(
n2f(0)

)(B.4)

=

(
n

m

)
exp2

(
2m2 − 2mn

)
=

(
n

m

)
exp2

(
2m(m− n)

)
≤ 2n exp2

(
− 2(1− ε)n1.25

)
= exp2

(
n− 2(1− ε)n1.25

)
.

Hence

(B.5) lim
n→∞

Pn

( ⋃
n1/4≤m≤εn

Wm
n

)
≤ lim

n→∞
n exp2

(
n− 2(1− ε)n1.25

)
= 0.

Finally, suppose that 1 ≤ m ≤ n1/4. Then m− n ≤ n1/4 − n so

2m(m− n) ≤ 2m(n1/4 − n) = −2m(n− n1/4) ≤ −2(n− n1/4).
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Now we argue similarly as in the previous case, but use the above inequalities, (B.4) and
Remark A.2 (2) to get, for all large enough n,

Pn

(
Wm

n

)
≤

(
n

m

)
exp2

(
2m(m− n)

)
≤

(
n

⌊n1/4⌋

)
exp2

(
− 2(n− n1/4)

)
=

1 + o(1)√
2πn1/8

· 2
3
√
n

4 · en1/4
exp2

(
− 2(n− n1/4)

)
≤ exp2

(
− 2n+ (3

√
n)/4 + 2n1/4 + n1/4 log2 e

)
.

Hence

lim
n→∞

Pn

( ⋃
1≤m≤n1/4

Wm
n

)
≤(B.6)

lim
n→∞

n exp2
(
− 2n+ (3

√
n)/4 + 2n1/4 + n1/4 log2 e

)
= 0.

By combining (B.2), (B.3), (B.5), and (B.6), we get limn→∞ Pn

(
W0

n

)
= limn→∞ Pn

(
Wn

n

)
= 1/2. This means that for all sufficiently large n and distinct i, j ∈ [n] the probability
that R(i) holds is roughly 1/2, and the probability that both R(i) and R(j) hold is also
roughly 1/2. If the two events would be independent then the probability that both R(i)
and R(j) hold should be roughly 1/4, which is not the case. So the events are dependent.

Suppose that PG
n is the distribution on Wn generated by some kind of lifted Bayesian

network G. Suppose for a contradiction that (Pn : n ∈ N+) and (PM
n : n ∈ N+) are

asymptotically total variation equivalent. Then, for all large enough n and all i ∈ [n],
PG
n

(
{A ∈ Wn : A |= R(i)}

)
≈ Pn

(
{A ∈ Wn : A |= R(i)}

)
≈ 1/2. Lemma 6.1 implies

that PG
n

(
{A ∈ Wn : A |= R(1) ∧R(2)}

)
≈ 1/4, but we have shown that Pn

(
{A ∈ Wn :

A |= R(1)∧R(2)}
)
≈ 1/2, contradicting that the two sequences are asymptotically total

variation equivalent.

Appendix C. Proof of Theorem 6.3

Let M be a quantifier-free MLN over σ = {R} where R has arity 1. For all n ∈ N+, let
µMn and PM

n be as defined in Definition 5.2 and let us use the abbreviations µ:n = µMn and
Pn := PM

n . We first show that M can be assumed to have a certain “normal form”.

Lemma C.1. There is a quantifier-free MLN M′ over σ such that
• M and M′ determine the same probability distribution on Wn for all n, and
• for some ν ∈ N+

M′ =
ν⋃

k=1

{
(φk,0(x1, . . . , xk), wk,0), . . . , (φk,k(x1, . . . , xk), wk,k)

}
where, for all k = 1, . . . , ν and s = 0, . . . , k, φk,s(x1, . . . , xk) is the formula

(C.1)
∧

1≤i<j≤k

xi ̸= xj ∧
∨

I⊆{1,...,k}
|I|=s

(∧
i∈I

R(xi) ∧
∧
i/∈I

¬R(xi)
)
.

Proof. By Lemma 5.6 we may assume that for all (φ(x̄), w) ∈ M, φ(x̄) is a maximal
consistent conjunction of literals and φ(x̄) implies xi ̸= xj whenever xi and xj are
different variables in φ(x̄). Since weights are allowed to be 0 we may, without loss
of generality, assume that, for some ν ∈ N and all k = 1, . . . , ν, if θ(x1, . . . , xk) is a
maximal consistent conjunction of literals then there is (θ′(x1, . . . , xk), w) ∈ M such that
θ′(x1, . . . , xk) is equivalent to θ(x1, . . . , xk).
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It follows that if (φ(x̄), w) ∈ M, where x̄ = (x1, . . . , xk) say, then there is I ⊆ [k] such
that φ(x̄) is equivalent to∧

1≤i<j≤k

xi ̸= xj ∧
∧
i∈I

R(xi) ∧
∧
i/∈I

¬R(xi).

Suppose that J ⊆ [k] and |J | = |I|, and let ψ(x̄) be the formula∧
1≤i<j≤k

xi ̸= xj ∧
∧
i∈J

R(xi) ∧
∧
i/∈J

¬R(xi).

So if A is a finite σ-structure and A |= φ(ā), then ā can be reordered to ā′, say, so that
A |= ψ(ā′), and vice versa. Hence |φ(A)| = |ψ(A)|.

Suppose that |I| = s. Let J1, . . . J(ks)
enumerate all subsets of [k] of cardinality s. By

assumption we may assume that, for l = 1, . . . ,
(
k
s

)
, there is

(φk,s,l(x1, . . . , xk), wk,s,l) ∈ M

where φk,s,l(x1, . . . , xk) is the formula∧
1≤i<j≤k

xi ̸= xj ∧
∧
i∈Jl

R(xi) ∧
∧
i/∈Jl

¬R(xi).

By the observation above we have |φk,s,l(A)| = |φk,s,l′(A)| for all 1 ≤ l ≤ l′ ≤
(
k
s

)
and

every finite σ-structure A. Therefore we can replace all pairs (φk,s,l(x1, . . . , xk), wk,s,l) ∈
M by a single pair (φk,s(x1, . . . , xk), wk,s) where φk,s(x1, . . . , xk) has the form (C.1) and
wk,s = wk,s,1+. . .+wk,s,(ks)

. The thus obtained MLN will determine the same probability
distribution on Wn as M does. As we can repeat the proceedure for every k = 1, . . . , ν,
this completes the proof. □

Now we turn to the proof of Theorem 6.3. By Lemma C.1 we may assume that

M =

ν⋃
k=1

{
(φk,0(x1, . . . , xk), wk,0), . . . , (φk,k(x1, . . . , xk), wk,k)

}
where, for all k = 1, . . . , ν and s = 0, . . . , k, φk,s(x1, . . . , xk) is the formula∧

1≤i<j≤k

xi ̸= xj ∧
∨

I⊆{1,...,k}
|I|=s

(∧
i∈I

R(xi) ∧
∧
i/∈I

¬R(xi)
)
.

Hence φk,s(x1, . . . , xk) expresses that all x1, . . . , xk are different and that exactly s of
them are coloured.

Case 1. Suppose that for all k ∈ [ν] and all s, s′ ∈ {0, . . . , k} we have wk,s = wk,s′ .
It follows from the definition of Pn that for all A,A′ ∈ Wn, Pn(A) = Pn(A′), so Pn

is the uniform probability distribution. Then it follows from Theorem 5.4 that there is
α ∈ (0, 1) such that for all ε > 0

lim
n→∞

Pn

({
A ∈ Wn :

|R(A)|
n

∈ (α− ε, α+ ε)
})

= 1.

(By well-known arguments, using for example Lemma A.1, one can see that the above
holds with α = 1/2.)
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Case 2. Now suppose that for some k ∈ [ν] there are s, s′ ∈ {0, . . . , k} such that
wk,s ̸= wk,s′ . Without loss of generality we can assume that there are s, s′ ∈ {0, . . . , ν}
such that wν,s ̸= wν,s′ , because otherwise the MLN

M′ = M \
{
(φν,s(x1, . . . , xν), wν,s) : s = 0, . . . , ν

}
would determine the same probability distribution as M on each Wn, so we could consider
M′ instead (and redefine ν := ν − 1).

Case 2a. Suppose that ν ≥ 2. For each integer l ≥ 2 there is a polynomial pl of degree
l − 1 such that for all n ∈ N+, pl(n) is the number of ordered l-tuples of elements from
[n] such that at least two different entries in the l-tuple are equal.

Suppose that M ⊆ [n] and |M | = m. The number of ordered k-tuples of distinct
elements from [n] such that exactly s of them belong to M is(

k

s

)
(m)s(n−m)k−s

because we can choose the places in the k-tuple which are to hold the elements from M
in

(
k
s

)
ways. We have (m)s = ms − ps(m) and (n−m)k−s = (n−m)k−s − pk−s(n−m),

so we get

(
k

s

)
(m)s(n−m)k−s =(C.2) (

k

s

)(
ms − ps(m)

)(
(n−m)k−s − pk−s(n−m)

)
=(

k

s

)
ms(n−m)k−s −(

k

s

)[
mspk−s(n−m) + ps(m)(n−m)k−s − ps(m)pk−s(n−m)

]
=(

k

s

)
ms(n−m)k−s −O

(
nk−1

)
.

By (C.2) we have(
k
s

)
(m)s(n−m)k−s

nk
=

(
k
s

)
ms(n−m)k−s −O

(
nk−1

)
nk

(C.3) (
k
s

)
(m)s(n−m)k−s

nsnk−s
−O

( 1

n

)
=(

k

s

)(m
n

)s(
1− m

n

)k−s
−O

( 1

n

)
.(C.4)

For all α ∈ R, define

fk(α) =
k∑

s=0

wk,s

(
k

s

)
αs(1− α)k−s

so fk is a polynomial of degree k which takes only nonnegative values when restricted to
[0, 1]. By assumption there are s, s′ ∈ {0, . . . , ν} such that wν,s ̸= wν,s′ . It follows from
Proposition A.4 that fν is not constant, and as fν is a polynomial it is still not constant
when restricted to [0, 1].
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Recall that M ⊆ [n] and |M | = m. Suppose that A ∈ Wn and RA = M . By (C.2)
and (C.3) we get

µn(A) = exp2

( ν∑
k=1

k∑
s=0

wk,s

(
k

s

)
(m)s(n−m)k−s

)
=

exp2

( ν∑
k=1

nk
k∑

s=0

wk,s

(
k
s

)
(m)s(n−m)k−s

nk

)
=

exp2

( ν∑
k=1

nk
k∑

s=0

[
wk,s

(
k

s

)(m
n

)s(
1− m

n

)k−s
−O

( 1

n

)])
=

exp2

( ν∑
k=1

nk
[ k∑

s=0

wk,s

(
k

s

)(m
n

)s(
1− m

n

)k−s
−O

( 1

n

)])
=

exp2

( ν∑
k=1

nk
(
fk

(m
n

)
−O

( 1

n

)))
.

For all m = 0, 1, . . . , n define

Wm
n :=

{
A ∈ Wn : |RA| = m

}
.

Since we can choose M ⊆ [n] such that |M | = m in
(
n
m

)
ways it follows that

µn
(
Wm

n

)
=

(
n

m

)
exp2

( ν∑
k=1

nk
(
fk

(m
n

)
−O

( 1

n

)))
(C.5)

=

(
n

m

)
exp2

(
nν

(
fν

(m
n

)
−O

( 1

n

))
+O

(
nν−1

))
.

Let β be the maximal value that fν takes on [0, 1], that is, β = sup{fν(α) : α ∈ [0, 1]}.
Since fν takes only nonnegative values on [0, 1] and is not constant it follows that β > 0.
Let α1, . . . , αt ∈ [0, 1] enumerate all α ∈ [0, 1] such that fν(α) = β. Let ε > 0.

As fν is continuous we can choose δ > 0 small enough such that if α ∈ [0, 1] and
α /∈

⋃t
i=1(αi − ε, αi + ε) then fν(α) < β − δ. Suppose that ν ≥ 2.
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Pn

({
A ∈ Wn :

|R(A)|
n

/∈
t⋃

i=1

(αi − ε, αi + ε)
})

=

µn

({
A ∈ Wn : |R(A)|

n /∈
⋃t

i=1(αi − ε, αi + ε)
})

µn
(
Wn

) ≤

µn

({
A ∈ Wn : |R(A)|

n /∈
⋃t

i=1(αi − ε, αi + ε)
})

µn
(
W

⌊α1n⌋
n

) =∑{
µn

(
Wm

n

)
: m ∈ [n] and m

n /∈
⋃t

i=1(αi − ε, αi + ε)
}

µn
(
W

⌊α1n⌋
n

) =

∑{(
n
m

)
exp2

(
nν

(
fν
(
m
n

)
− o(1)

)
+O

(
nν−1

))
: m ∈ [n] and m

n /∈
⋃t

i=1(αi − ε, αi + ε)
}

(
n

⌊α1n⌋
)
exp2

(
nν

(
fν
( ⌊α1n⌋

n

)
− o(1)

)
+O

(
nν−1

)) ≤

ecn exp2
(
nν

(
β − δ − o(1)

)
+O

(
nν−1

))(
n

⌊α1n⌋
)
exp2

(
nν

(
fν
( ⌊α1n⌋

n

)
− o(1)

)
+O

(
nν−1

)) =

ecn(
n

⌊α1n⌋
)
exp2

(
nν

(
fν
( ⌊α1n⌋

n

)
− β + δ ± o(1)

)
±O

(
nν−1

))
Since ν ≥ 2 and fν

( ⌊α1n⌋
n

)
→ β as n→ ∞ it follows that the last expression above tends

to 0 as n→ ∞. Hence

lim
n→∞

Pn

({
A ∈ Wn :

|R(A)|
n

/∈
t⋃

i=1

(αi − ε, αi + ε)
})

= 0

and we are done in the case when ν ≥ 2.

C.1. Case 2b. Suppose that ν = 1. Then fν(α) = f1(α) := (w1,1 − w1,0)α + w1,0. For
simplicity of notation let us rename w1 := w1,1 and w0 := w1,0 and f := fν , so

f(α) = (w1 − w0)α+ w0.

If A ∈ Wn and |RA| = m, then

µn
(
A
)
= 2w1m+w0(n−m) = 2nf

(
m
n

)
and hence

(C.6) µn
(
Wm

n

)
=

(
n

m

)
2nf

(
m
n

)
.

From an earlier assumption it follows that w0 ̸= w1. Suppose that w1 > w0. (The case
w1 < w0 is treated similarly.) Let

g(α) = −α log2 α− (1− α) log2(1− α) + (w1 − w0)α+ w0

for all α ∈ (0, 1). By Lemma A.3, g has a unique critical point α∗ which is a maximum
point, and 0 < α∗ < 1.

Let ε > 0. As g is continous there is δ > 0 such that if α /∈ [α∗ − ε, α∗ − ε], then
g(α∗)− g(α) > δ.
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Let m ∈ [n] and suppose that α := m/n /∈ [α∗ − ε, α∗ − ε]. By using Remark A.2,
(C.6), and the fact that limn→∞

⌊α∗n⌋
n = α∗, we get

Pn

(
Wm

n

)
=
µn

(
Wm

n

)
µn

(
Wn

) ≤
µn

(
Wm

n

)
µn

(
W

⌊α∗n⌋
n

) =

(
n

⌊αn⌋
)
exp2(nf(α))(

n
⌊α∗n⌋

)
exp2(nf(α

∗))

=
(1 + o(1)) exp2(ng(α))√

2πα(1− α)n

/
(1 + o(1)) exp2(ng(α

∗))√
2πα∗(1− α∗)n

≤ (1± o(1))

√
α∗(1− α∗)

α(1− α)
· 2−(1±o(1))δn.

Hence

Pn

( ⋃
m∈[n]

m/n/∈[α∗−ε,α∗+ε]

Wm
n

)
=

∑
m∈[n]

m/n/∈[α∗−ε,α∗+ε]

Pn

(
Wm

n

)
=

≤ n(1± o(1))

√
α∗(1− α∗)

α(1− α)
· 2−(1±o(1))δn

where the last expression tends to 0 as n tends to infinity. This completes the proof of
Theorem 6.3.

Appendix D. Proof of Theorem 6.4

Suppose that σ = {R} where R has arity 1 and (as before) let

Wm
n :=

{
A ∈ Wn : |R(A)| = m

}
.

Let P∗
n be as described in Theorem 6.4. Let Xn : Wn → N be the random variable

defined by Xn(A) = |R(A)| for all A ∈ Wn. By Lemma A.1, for all ε > 0,

P∗
n

(∣∣Xn − n · n−1/5
∣∣ > εn · n−1/5

)
< 2e−cεn·n−1/5

,

for some cε > 0, depending only on ε, so

P∗
n

(
(1− ε)n4/5 ≤ Xn ≤ (1 + ε)n4/5

)
≥ 1− 2e−cεn4/5

or equivalently,

P∗
n

( ⋃
(1−ε)n4/5≤m≤(1+ε)n4/5

Wm
n

)
≥ 1− 2e−cεn4/5

.

As n3/4 ≤ (1− ε)n4/5 for all suffiently large n, we get

(D.1) lim
n→∞

P∗
n

( ⋃
n3/4≤m≤(1+ε)n4/5

Wm
n

)
= 1.

Let M be a quantifier-free MLN over σ, let µn := µMn , and Pn := PM
n . By Lemma C.1,

we may assume that

M =
ν⋃

k=1

{
(φk,0(x1, . . . , xk), wk,0), . . . , (φk,k(x1, . . . , xk), wk,k)

}
where, for all k = 1, . . . , ν and s = 0, . . . , k, φk,s(x1, . . . , xk) is the formula∧

1≤i<j≤k

xi ̸= xj ∧
∨

I⊆{1,...,k}
|I|=s

(∧
i∈I

R(xi) ∧
∧
i/∈I

¬R(xi)
)
,
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so φk,s(x1, . . . , xk) expresses that all x1, . . . , xk are different and that exactly s of them
are coloured.

We need to prove the following:

(D.2) for all sufficiently small ε > 0, lim
n→∞

Pn

( ⋃
n3/4≤m≤(1+ε)n4/5

Wm
n

)
̸= 1.

First suppose that ν = 1. From case 2b of the proof of Theorem 6.3 in Appendix C it
follows that there is 0 < α∗ < 1 such that for all ε > 0

(D.3) lim
n→∞

Pn

( ⋃
(1−ε)α∗n≤m≤(1+ε)α∗n

Wm
n

)
= 1

and (D.2) follows from this.
So now we assume that ν ≥ 2. If Pn is the uniform probability distribution for all n,

then (D.3) holds with α∗ = 1/2 and hence (D.2) follows. Therefore, as explained in the
beginning of case 2 of the proof of Theorem 6.3 in Appendix C, we may assume that
wν,i ̸= wν,j for some i and j. So the assumptions are now as in case 2a of the proof of
Theorem 6.3.

As in (case 2a of) the proof of Theorem 6.3 let

fν(α) =
ν∑

s=0

wν,s

(
ν

s

)
αs(1− α)ν−s,

so fν is a polynomial of degree ν and can also be written

fν(α) = c0 + c1α+ c2α
2 + . . .+ cνα

ν for some constants c0, . . . , cν ∈ R.

By the use of (C.5) we have the following for all 0 ≤ m ≤ n:

Pn

(
Wm

n

)
=
µn

(
Wm

n

)
µn

(
Wn

) ≤
µn

(
Wm

n

)
µn

(
W0

n

)(D.4)

=

(
n
m

)
exp2

(
nν

(
fν

(
m
n

)
−O

(
1
n

))
+O

(
nν−1

))
exp2

(
nν

(
fν(0)−O

(
1
n

))
+O

(
nν−1

))

=

(
n
m

)
exp2

(
nν

(
c0 + c1

m
n + c2

(
m
n

)2
+ . . .+ cν

(
m
n

)ν −O
(

1
n

))
+O

(
nν−1

))
exp2

(
nν

(
c0 −O

(
1
n

))
+O

(
nν−1

))
=

(
n

m

)
exp2

(
nν

(
c1
m

n
+ c2

(m
n

)2
+ . . .+ cν

(m
n

)ν
±O

( 1

n

))
+O

(
nν−1

))
.

For later use note that (as ν ≥ 2) we have,

ν − 1

4
> ν − 2

4
> . . . > ν − ν

4
and ν − 2

4
> ν − 1.(D.5)

Towards a contradiction,

suppose that for all sufficiently small ε > 0(D.6)

lim
n→∞

Pn

( ⋃
n3/4≤m≤(1+ε)n4/5

Wm
n

)
= 1.

According to (case 2a of) the proof of Theorem 6.3 fν(α) restricted to [0, 1] must attain
its unique maximal value when α = 0. We have two cases. Either 0 is a critical point of
fν (i.e. f ′ν(0) = 0), or not.
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First suppose that 0 is not a critical point of fν . Then, for all small enough ε > 0,
fν is decreasing on [−ε, ε] so (as fν is a polynomial, hence everywhere differentiable)
f ′ν(0) < 0. This implies that c1 < 0. Suppose that n3/4 ≤ m ≤ εn.

By (D.4) and as n3/4 ≤ m and c1 < 0 we get, for all sufficiently large n,

Pn

(
Wm

n

)
≤

(
n

m

)
exp2

(
nν

(
c1
m

n
+ c2

(m
n

)2
+ . . .+ cν

(m
n

)ν
±O

( 1

n

))
+O

(
nν−1

))
≤

(
n

m

)
exp2

(
c1n

ν−1/4 + c2n
ν−2/4 + . . .+ cνn

ν−ν/4 ±O
(
nν−1

))
≤ exp2

(
n+ c1n

ν−1/4 + c2n
ν−2/4 + . . .+ cνn

ν−ν/4 ±O
(
nν−1

))
.

So by (D.5) and since ν ≥ 2 and c1 < 0 we get

lim
n→∞

Pn

( ⋃
n3/4≤m≤εn

Wm
n

)
≤ lim

n→∞
n exp2

(
c1n

ν−1/4 ±O
(
nν−1/2

))
= 0.

Now suppose that 0 is a critical point of fν and still assume that n3/4 ≤ m ≤ εn. Then
f ′ν(0) = 0 which implies that c1 = 0. We also assume that 0 is the unique maximum of
fν restricted to [0, 1]. This implies that f ′′ν (0) < 0 and therefore c2 < 0. By (D.4) and
as n3/4 ≤ m, c1 = 0 and c2 < 0 we get, for all sufficiently large n,

Pn

(
Wm

n

)
≤

(
n

m

)
exp2

(
nν

(
c2

(m
n

)2
+ . . .+ cν

(m
n

)ν
±O

( 1

n

))
+O

(
nν−1

))
≤

(
n

m

)
exp2

(
c2n

ν−2/4 + . . .+ cνn
ν−ν/4 ±O

(
nν−1

))
≤ exp2

(
n+ c2n

ν−2/4 + . . .+ cνn
ν−ν/4 ±O

(
nν−1

))
.

By (D.5) and since ν ≥ 2 and c2 < 0 we get

lim
n→∞

Pn

( ⋃
n3/4≤m≤εn

Wm
n

)
≤ lim

n→∞
n exp2

(
c2n

ν−2/4 ±O
(
nν−3/4

))
= 0.

Hence limn→∞ Pn

(⋃
n3/4≤m≤εnW

m
n

)
= 0, whether or not 0 is a critical point of fν , and

this contradicts (D.6). This completes the proof.

Appendix E. Proof of Theorem 7.1

Let φ(x, y, z) be the formula

x = y ∨ x = z ∨ y = z ∨ ¬R(x, y) ∨ ¬R(x, z) ∨ ¬R(y, z)
and let

M :=
{
(φ(x, y, z), w)

}
where w > 0.

Again we use the abbreviations µn := µMn and Pn := PM
n . For all n ∈ N+ and 0 ≤ m ≤ n,

define

Xm
n :=

{
A ∈ Wn : |¬φ(A)| = m

}
, and

Ym
n :=

{
A ∈ Wn : |¬φ(A)| ≤ m

}
.

Theorem E.1. [10] For every ε > 0 and all sufficiently large n (depending on ε),∣∣Yεn3

n

∣∣ ≤ 2
n2

4
+g(ε),

where g(ε) → 0 as ε→ 0.
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Define

f(n) =
n2

w
.

Since f(n) ≤ εn3 and hence Y
f(n)
n ⊆ Yεn3

n for all sufficiently large n it follows from
Theorem E.1 that

(E.1)
∣∣Yf(n)

n

∣∣ ≤ 2
n2

4
+g(ε) for all sufficiently large n.

Since Y
f(n)
n is the disjoint union of all Xm

n where m = 0, . . . , ⌊f(n)⌋ it follows that

(E.2)
∣∣Xm

n

∣∣ ≤ 2
n2

4
+g(ε) for all sufficiently large n and all m = 0, . . . , ⌊f(n)⌋.

Theorem E.2. [10] The number of triangle-free graphs with vertex set [n] is asymptotic

to 2
n2

4 , or equivalently, ∣∣X0
n

∣∣ ∼ 2
n2

4 .

It follows from (E.1) and Theorem E.2 that, for every δ > 0 we can choose ε > 0 small
enough such that for all sufficiently large n,∣∣Yf(n)

n

∣∣∣∣X0
n

∣∣ ≤ (1 + δ/2) 2
n2

4 +g(ε)

2
n2
4

= (1 + δ/2) 2g(ε) ≤ 1 + δ.

Choose δ > 0 as small as we like. Since for every m ≤ f(n) we have Xm
n ⊆ Y

f(n)
n , it

follows that if m ≤ f(n), ε > 0 is small enough and n large enough, then∣∣Xm
n

∣∣∣∣X0
n

∣∣ ≤ 1 + δ.

It follows that, for large enough n and m ≤ f(n),

Pn

(
Xm

n

)
=
µn

(
Xm

n

)
µn

(
Wn

) ≤
µn

(
Xm

n

)
µn

(
X0

n

) =

∣∣Xm
n

∣∣ · 2w(n3−m)∣∣X0
n

∣∣ · 2wn3 =

∣∣Xm
n

∣∣∣∣X0
n

∣∣ · 2wm
≤ 1 + δ

2wm
.(E.3)

From Theorem 5.5 we get
lim
n→∞

Pn

(
Yf(n)

n

)
= 1.

It follows that for all large enough n,

Pn

(
Yf(n)

n

)
≥ 1− δ.

With this and (E.3) we get

1− δ ≤ Pn

(
Yf(n)

n

)
= Pn

( ⌊f(n)⌋⋃
m=0

Xm
n

)
=

⌊f(n)⌋∑
m=0

Pn

(
Xm

n

)
= Pn

(
X0

n

)
+

⌊f(n)⌋∑
m=1

Pn

(
Xm

n

)
≤ Pn

(
X0

n

)
+

⌊f(n)⌋∑
m=1

1 + δ

2wm
= Pn

(
X0

n

)
+ (1 + δ)

⌊f(n)⌋∑
m=1

1

2wm

= Pn

(
X0

n

)
+ (1 + δ)

2−w
(
1− 2−w⌊f(n)⌋)
1− 2−w

≤ Pn

(
X0

n

)
+ (1 + δ)

2−w

1− 2−w
.

This gives

(E.4) Pn

(
X0

n

)
≥ 1− δ − (1 + δ)

2−w

1− 2−w
.
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We are interested in how the right hand side above depends on w > 0. The right
hand side above as a function of w depends only on the part 2−w

1−2−w and it is clear that
limw→∞

2−w

1−2−w = 0. Hence

(E.5) lim
w→∞

(
1− δ − (1 + δ)

2−w

1− 2−w

)
= 1− δ.

Now Theorem 7.1 follows from (E.4) and (E.5).

Appendix F. Proof of Theorem 8.1

Recall the following assumptions from Section 8. φ(x1, . . . , x∆+2) is the formula∨
2≤i<j≤∆+2

xi = xj ∨
∆+2∨
i=2

¬R(x1, xi).

M :=
{
(φ(x1, . . . , x∆+2), w)

}
where w ≥ 0.

For all n ∈ N+ and m ∈ N
Ωm

n :=
{
A ∈ Wn : A has maximum degree at most m

}
.

Also let µn := µMn and Pn := PM
n . If A ∈ Wn and a ∈ [n] then let

NA(a) := {a} ∪ {b ∈ [n] : b is adjacent to a}.

If n ≥ ∆ + 3, i ∈ [n], and A ∈ Ω∆
n , then define Fi(A) ∈ Wn to be the graph that is

obtained by adding edges between i and the first ∆+2 vertices (in [n]) that are different
from i. Then

(1) in the graph Fi(A), the vertex i has degree ≥ ∆ + 2 and it is the only vertex
with degree ≥ ∆+ 2,

(2) in the graph Fi(A), the vertex i has degree ≤ 2∆ + 2,
(3) in the graph Fi(A), at most ∆+ 3 vertices have degree ≥ ∆+ 1, and
(4) in the graph Fi(A), if v is a vertex with degree ≥ ∆+1 and v ̸= i, then its degree

is exactly ∆+ 1.
Let Fi

(
Ω∆

n

)
:=

{
Fi(A) : A ∈ Ω∆

n

}
.

Lemma F.1. For all sufficiently large n and all i ∈ [n],
∣∣Fi

(
Ω∆

n

)∣∣ ≥ ∣∣Ω∆
n

∣∣/2
(2∆+3

2 )
.

Proof. Let A,A′ ∈ Ω∆
n , i ∈ [n], and suppose that Fi(A) = Fi(A′). Then i has

exactly the same neighbours in Fi(A) as in Fi(A′), so NFi(A)(i) = NFi(A′)(i). For every
vertex v outside of NFi(A)(i) = NFi(A′)(i), v has the same neighbours (by definition of
Fi) in A as in A′. Hence A and A′ can only differ on NFi(A)(i) = NFi(A′)(i) where

|NFi(A)(i)| ≤ 2∆+ 3. Since there are at most s := 2
(2∆+3

2 )
(undirected) graphs (without

loops) on a vertex set with at most 2∆ + 3 vertices there can be at most s distinct
members of Ω∆

n that are mapped by Fi to the same graph. Hence
∣∣Fi

(
Ω∆

n

)∣∣ ≥ ∣∣Ω∆
n

∣∣/2s.
□

Lemma F.2. For all sufficiently large n, all i, j ∈ [n], and all A,A′ ∈ Ωn∆, if i ̸= j
then Fi(A) ̸= Fj(A′). Hence Fi

(
Ω∆

n

)
∩ Fj

(
Ω∆

n

)
= ∅ if i ̸= j.

Proof. By (1) above, i is the unique vertex in Fi(A) that has more than ∆+1 neighbours,
and j is the unique vertex in Fj(A′) that has more than ∆+ 1 neighbours. So if i ̸= j
then Fi(A) ̸= Fj(A′). □
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Lemma F.3. Suppose that n ≥ ∆ + 3, i ∈ [n], and A ∈ Ω∆
n . The number of ordered

tuples (a1, . . . , a∆+2) ∈ [n]∆+2 such that Fi(A) |= ¬φ(a1, . . . , a∆+2) is at most τ :=(
2∆+2
∆+1

)
! + (∆ + 2)(∆ + 1)!. Hence µn

(
Fi(A)

)
≥ 2w(n∆+2−τ).

Proof. We have A |= ¬φ(a1, . . . , a∆+2) if and only if all a2, . . . , a∆+2 are different and
a1 is adjacent to all a2, . . . , a∆+2, so a1 must be a vertex with degree at least ∆ + 1.
Suppose that A ∈ Ω∆

n and Fi(A) |= ¬φ(a1, . . . , a∆+2). Then, by (3) above, we have at
most ∆+ 3 choices of a1, one of which is a1 = i. If a1 = i then (by (2)) a1 has at most
2∆ + 2 neighbours (in Fi(A)) and we can choose ∆ + 1 of them as a2, . . . , a∆+2 in at
most t :=

(
2∆+2
∆+1

)
ways and order them in at most t! ways. If a1 ̸= i then (by (4)) then a1

has exactly ∆+ 1 neighbours (in Fi(A)) which can be ordered in (∆ + 1)! ways. Hence
the number of (a1, . . . , a∆+2) ∈ [n]∆+2 such that Fi(A) |= ¬φ(a1, . . . , a∆+2) is at most
t! + (∆ + 2)(∆ + 1)!. □

If A ∈ Ω∆
n then no (∆ + 2)-tuple of vertices from [n] falsifies φ(x1, . . . , x∆+2) in A, so

(F.1) µn
(
Ω∆

n

)
=

∣∣Ω∆
n

∣∣ · 2wn∆+2
.

By Lemmas F.1 and F.2 we get

(F.2)
∣∣∣∣ n⋃
i=1

Fi

(
Ω∆

n

)∣∣∣∣ ≥
n∑

i=1

∣∣Fi

(
Ω∆

n

)∣∣ ≥ n∑
i=1

∣∣Ω∆
n

∣∣
2
(2∆+3

2 )
=

n
∣∣Ω∆

n

∣∣
2
(2∆+3

2 )
.

By (F.2) and Lemma F.3 we get the following, where τ =
(
2∆+2
∆+1

)
! + (∆ + 2)(∆ + 1)!:

µn

( n⋃
i=1

Fi

(
Ω∆

n

))
≥

n
∣∣Ω∆

n

∣∣
2
(2∆+3

2 )
· 2w(n∆+2−τ).(F.3)

Finally, by combining (F.1) and (F.3),

Pn

(
Ω∆

n

)
=
µn

(
Ω∆

n

)
µn

(
Wn

) ≤
µn

(
Ω∆

n

)
µn

(⋃n
i=1 Fi

(
Ω∆

n

)) ≤
∣∣Ω∆

n

∣∣ · 2wn∆+2

n
∣∣Ω∆

n

∣∣
2
(2∆+3

2 )
· 2w(n∆+2−τ)

=
2
τ+(2∆+3

2 )

n
→ 0 as n→ ∞.

This completes the proof of Theorem 8.1 and note that we get the above conslusion
independently of what w and ∆ are.
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