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Explosive percolation (EP) has received significant research attention due to its rich and anomalous phenom-

ena near criticality. In our recent study [Phys. Rev. Lett. 130, 147101 (2023)], we demonstrated that the correct

critical behaviors of EP in infinite dimensions (complete graph) can be accurately extracted using the event-

based method, with finite-size scaling behaviors still described by the standard finite-size scaling theory. We

perform an extensive simulation of EPs on hypercubic lattices ranging from dimensions d = 2 to 6, and find that

the critical behaviors consistently obey the standard finite-size scaling theory. Consequently, we obtain a high-

precision determination of the percolation thresholds and critical exponents, revealing that EPs governed by the

product and sum rules belong to different universality classes. Remarkably, despite the mean of the dynamic

pseudocritical point TL deviating from the infinite-lattice criticality by a distance determined by the d-dependent

correlation-length exponent, TL follows a normal (Gaussian) distribution across all dimensions, with a standard

deviation proportional to 1/
√

V, where V denotes the system volume. A theoretical argument associated with

the central-limit theorem is further proposed to understand the probability distribution of TL. These findings

offer a comprehensive understanding of critical behaviors in EPs across various dimensions, revealing a different

dimension-dependence compared to standard bond percolation.

I. INTRODUCTION

Explosive percolation (EP) refers to the emergence of con-

nected clusters in a modified bond percolation model, often

realized through the Achlioptas process [1]. Unlike standard

bond percolation, where the inserted bonds are randomly and

independently chosen from the system, the Achlioptas pro-

cess selects bonds based on rules that can suppress the growth

of large clusters. A typical one is the product rule. Starting

from a lattice/graph with all bonds empty, at each time step

two potential bonds are chosen randomly, and the one with

the smaller size product of the associated clusters is eventu-

ally inserted. Another variant is the sum rule, which inserts

the bond leading to a smaller total size of the associated clus-

ters.

Compared to standard bond percolation, the onset of the

percolation phase transition in EP can be significantly de-

layed. However, once the percolation threshold is surpassed,

EP exhibits a remarkably sharp transition, resulting in the sud-

den formation of large-scale clusters. At the earlier days, this

sharp transition was perceived as inducing a discontinuous

transition [1–9]. Subsequent studies, however, demonstrated

that EP undergoes a continuous transition [10–14]. It has been

theoretically proven that EP is always continuous unless sub-

ject to global dynamics [13], as seen with the rules used in

Refs. [15–17]. Despite its continuous nature, EP exhibits rich

critical phenomena, such as the powder keg mechanism [2],

bimodal distribution of the order parameter [12, 18], and non-

self-averaging behavior [19]. These phenomena are anoma-

lous because they are typically associated with discontinuous
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phase transitions. Such behaviors have been observed in var-

ious systems, including regular lattices [3, 6, 20], scale-free

networks [4, 5], and growing networks [21–25], as well as

with different bond-insertion rules [2, 8, 10, 19, 26, 27]. Sev-

eral scaling formalisms have also been proposed to explain

these anomalous finite-size behaviors [28–32].

Our recent study [33] has shown that in infinite dimen-

sions, i.e., on complete graphs, EP obeys the standard finite-

size scaling (FSS) theory when using an event-based ensem-

ble. This approach allows for highly precise determination of

the percolation threshold and critical exponents. As a result,

an understanding is provided that the bimodal distribution of

the order parameter at the infinite-lattice critical point results

from a mixed effect over a wide range that exceeds the scaling

window centered on the dynamic pseudo-critical point. More-

over, on the basis of the crossover FSS theory [34], the mul-

tiple scalings as observed in the bimodal distribution can be

derived from the correct ones extracted by an event-based en-

semble.

The goal of this work is threefold. First, we aim to ex-

plore whether EP obeys the standard FSS in all dimensions

and to explain anomalous FSS through the relationship be-

tween the event-based and conventional ensembles. Second,

given the simplicity and power of the event-based method, we

will use it to determine whether EPs governed by the prod-

uct and sum rules belong to the same universality class, ad-

dressing a long-standing problem in the study of EPs. Third,

unlike conventional percolation, where the mean distance be-

tween the dynamic pseudocritical point and the infinite-lattice

critical point, as well as its fluctuation, vanish at the same rate

with increasing system size, we aim to understand the larger

fluctuation of the dynamic pseudocritical point in EPs.

Through extensive simulations on hypercubic lattices of

side length L across dimensions d = 2 to 6 and consider-
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ing both product and sum rules, we confirm that EPs for both

rules exhibit a continuous phase in any dimension. As for the

complete graph, the mean of the dynamic pseudocritical point

〈TL〉 deviates from the infinite-lattice criticality by a distance

of order L−1/ν ∼ V−1/ν∗ , where V = Ld is the system volume

and ν = ν∗/d is the correlation-length exponent. The distri-

bution of the dynamic pseudo-critical points has a standard

deviation scaling as V−θ, with θ < 1/ν∗. Our high-precision

estimate of θ suggests it may take the exact value θ = 1/2.

We provide a theoretical argument that the dynamic pseudo-

critical point asymptotically adheres to the central limit theo-

rem, conforming to a normal (Gaussian) distribution. By fit-

ting our data to the standard FSS ansatz, we accurately deter-

mine the percolation threshold and various critical exponents

for EPs across dimensions d = 2 to 6, and d = ∞ (Table I).

Our results underscore the distinct critical exponents observed

for EPs under different bond-insertion rules, highlighting their

nuanced universalities.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. In

Sec. II, we give a brief description of the EP model, event-

based ensemble, and observables. Section III presents the FSS

behaviors of the dynamic pseudocritical points in EPs. Other

results for the FSS of EPs in the event-based ensemble are

given for dimensions ranging from 2 to 6 in Sec. IV. Finally,

conclusions are summarized in Sec. V.

II. MODEL AND METHOD

A. Achlioptas process

We study EP on a d-dimensional hypercubic lattice with

side length L, resulting in a total system volume of V ≡ Ld .

Initially (t = 0), the lattice is empty, with no bonds present. At

each time step t, a specific bond-insertion rule, to be described

later, selects one empty bond to add to the system. As bonds

are inserted, the bond density T ≡ t/V increases, eventually

leading to the emergence of a giant cluster at the percolation

threshold.

A fundamental bond-insertion rule to realize the Achlioptas

process is product rule [1]. In this rule, two candidate bonds

are randomly selected from all empty bonds at each time step.

Subsequently, the bond with the smallest product of the sizes

of the two clusters containing its two ends is inserted, while

the other bond is discarded. Alternatively, instead of the prod-

uct, the sum of the sizes of the two clusters associated with

each candidate bond can be calculated, referred to as sum rule.

B. Event-based ensemble

In the Monte Carlo study of FSS, the first step typically

involves determining the critical point Tc. Subsequently, ob-

servables are sampled at or near this fixed bond density Tc

across numerous realizations, constituting what we refer to as

conventional ensemble. In contrast, the event-based ensem-

ble samples all observables at or around a dynamically deter-

mined pseudocritical point TL, identified by a particular event

TABLE I. The fit results of critical points and critical exponents for

EPs on hypercubic lattices of various dimensions. Here, the critical

point Tc is defined as the number of inserted bonds at criticality di-

vided by system volume V = Ld. To compare systems of different di-

mensions, including infinite-dimensional systems (complete graphs),

the FSS exponents shown here are defined with respect to system

volume V . As a distinction from the conventional definitions with

respect to side length L, we use a superscript ∗ for these FSS expo-

nents, so that we have fractal dimension d∗
f
= d f /d, and correlation-

length exponent ν∗ = ν/d. The exponent θ, describing the fluctuation

of the dynamic pseudocritical point, is also defined with respect to

system volume V . It can be observed that, compared to sum rule,

product rule yields a larger critical point Tc (except for d = 2), a

larger correlation-length exponent ν∗, and a smaller fractal dimen-

sion d∗
f

across all dimensions. For both product and sum rules, the

exponent θ is consistent well with the theoretical value θ = 1/2 given

by our argument (except for the d = 2 EP with the product rule,

which will be further discussed in Sec. III B). For comparison, we

also list the known percolation thresholds and critical exponents for

standard bond percolation [35–39], for which it has θ = 1/ν∗. With

the hyperscaling relation τ = 1 + d/d f = 1 + 1/d∗
f
, the Fisher expo-

nent τ is also obtained from the fit results of d∗
f
. It is demonstrated

that EPs for both product and sum rules have the maximum τ in di-

mension d = 4, while τ monotonously increases with dimensions for

standard bond percolation.

Model d Tc d∗
f

1/ν∗ θ τ

EP

Product

rule

2 1.053 126 4(8) 0.9782(1) 0.5129(1) 0.485(1) 2.022

3 0.966 300 6(2) 0.9295(5) 0.616(2) 0.500(1) 2.076

4 0.936 642 1(2) 0.911(3) 0.65(2) 0.500(1) 2.098

5 0.923 282 8(4) 0.921(2) 0.707(3) 0.500(1) 2.086

6 0.915 853 5(1) 0.930(2) 0.724(1) 0.500(1) 2.075

∞ 0.888 449 1(2) 0.9349(1) 0.740(2) 0.503(3) 2.070

EP

Sum rule

2 1.053 920 0(6) 0.9797(1) 0.5247(5) 0.501(2) 2.021

3 0.952 576 5(8) 0.9471(1) 0.694(3) 0.500(1) 2.056

4 0.917 277 5(4) 0.945(4) 0.800(6) 0.499(1) 2.058

5 0.901 275 0(5) 0.951(3) 0.83(3) 0.500(1) 2.052

6 0.892 386 4(3) 0.956(3) 0.85(2) 0.501(1) 2.046

∞ 0.860 207 4(1) 0.963(5) 0.85(2) 0.500(1) 2.038

Bond

percolation

2 1 91/96 3/8 3/8 187/91

3 0.746435 0.841 0.571 0.571 2.189

4 0.640525 0.761 0.365 0.365 2.313

5 0.590857 0.705 0.349 0.349 2.417

6 0.565210 2/3 1/3 1/3 5/2

∞ 1/2 2/3 1/3 1/3 5/2

within a single realization of the percolation process.

Specifically, during an Achlioptas process, we record the

sequence of inserted bonds and monitor the one-step incre-

mental size ∆(t) of the largest cluster, defined as

∆(t) = C1(t + 1) − C1(t), (1)

where C1(t) is the size of the largest cluster at time step t.

As time step t progresses, ∆(t) generally increases during the

subcritical phase, peaks at a certain time step, denoted as tmax,

and subsequently decreases as the system transitions into the

supercritical phase, characterized by the emergence of a large

and dense cluster. Consequently, the bond density TL, calcu-

lated as tmax/V , serves as the pseudocritical point. Given that

TL varies across realizations, we refer to it as the dynamic
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pseudocritical point. Furthermore, the mean of dynamic pseu-

docritical points TL ≡ 〈TL〉 corresponds to a pseudocritical

point of traditional definition, maintaining a fixed value for a

given system size.

After identifying a dynamic pseudocritical point TL, we

reconstruct the percolation configuration at TL using the

recorded bond sequence. Subsequently, we sample physical

observables of interest from this critical configuration. The

observables in the event-based ensemble are then derived as

the means of samples across independent realizations, with

TL fluctuating in each realization.

It is worth noting that as in Eq. (1), the event-based en-

semble is defined at the dynamic time step tmax before the

largest-cluster size C1 achieves its maximum increment. Al-

ternatively, one can define (equally well) the one-step incre-

mental size of the largest cluster as ∆(t) = C1(t)−C1(t−1), for

which tmax would then refer to the time step after C1 achieves

its maximum increment. The dynamic pseudocritical points

corresponding to these two definitions differ by only one unit,

1/V ∼ L−d, resulting in identical FSS. However, the ampli-

tude of observables could vary significantly when C1 achieves

its maximum increment, leading to different distributions of

observables.

C. Observables

In each realization, the dynamic pseudocritical point TL is

firstly identified, then, the size of the nth largest cluster Cn

and the number Ns of clusters of size s are sampled at this

dynamic bond density TL. We also identify the bond den-

sity T ′
L

at which the one-step incremental size ∆(t) reaches its

second maximum, which can also be regarded as another def-

inition of dynamic pseudocritical point. With these samples,

we compute the following observables:

• The mean dynamic pseudocritical point TL, defined

as TL ≡ 〈TL〉, along with its fluctuation σ(TL) ≡
√

〈T 2
L
〉 − 〈TL〉2.

• The probability distribution F(x) of TL across different

realizations.

• The size of the largest cluster C1, computed as C1 ≡
〈C1〉.
• The probability distribution P(x) of C1 across different

realizations.

• The susceptibility-like quantity χ, defined as χ ≡
〈∑n,1 C2

n〉/Ld, where the sum
∑

n encompasses all clus-

ters except the largest one.

• The cluster number density n(s, L), defined as n(s, L) ≡
〈Ns〉/Ld, where Ns denotes the number of clusters of

size s.

• The mean distance δT between TL and T ′
L
, computed

as δT ≡ 〈|TL − T ′L|〉.
Here, the angular brackets 〈·〉 denote averaging across realiza-

tions.

III. FINITE-SIZE SCALING BEHAVIORS OF DYNAMIC

PSEUDOCRITICAL POINTS

A. The mean dynamic pseudocritical point

According to the FSS theory, the mean dynamic pseudocrit-

ical point TL ≡ 〈TL〉 exhibits an asymptotic scaling behavior

described by TL − Tc ∼ L−1/ν, where Tc denotes the infinite-

lattice critical point and ν is the correlation-length exponent.

To estimate Tc and 1/ν, we fit the data of TL to the FSS ansatz

TL = Tc + L−1/ν(a0 + a1L−ω1 + a2L−ω2 ), (2)

where ωi with i = 1 and 2 represent for the finite-size correc-

tions. We employ least-squares fits, utilizing a lower cutoff

Lmin on the data points. Generally, our preferred fit result cor-

responds to the smallest Lmin for which a chi-square per degree

of freedom around 1 is obtained, and increasing Lmin should

not significantly raise the chi-square per degree of freedom.

When both correction terms in Eq. (2) are left uncon-

strained, we cannot obtain a stable fit. Thus, we set a2 = 0,

thereby considering only one correction term. The stable fit

results for the infinite-lattice critical point Tc are presented in

Table I. In comparison to standard bond percolation, it is evi-

dent that EP manifests a larger critical point in any dimension

for both product and sum rules. This discrepancy suggests

that the straightforward rule of EP substantially postpones the

onset of the percolation transition in any dimension. While

performing these fits, we also observe that a0 changes from

a negative value to a positive value when the system reaches

or exceeds a dimension of 4. This implies that TL eventually

approaches Tc from the subcritical side for d < 4, and from

the supercritical side for d ≥ 4.

In addition, the critical points Tc of EP in different dimen-

sions are also estimated using other methods. We summarize

the reported numerical results in Table II. In these studies, the

critical points for finite dimensions are usually defined as the

number of occupied bonds at criticality, normalized by the to-

tal number of bonds in the lattice. Thus, we have also con-

verted our fit results for the critical points to this definition.

It can be observed that these values are consistent with our fit

results within the margins of error, though our estimates have

higher precision.

By fitting the data of TL to the scaling ansatz given by

Eq. (2), we can also determine the correlation-length expo-

nent 1/ν. However, an alternative approach can also be em-

ployed to ascertain 1/ν. This method involves defining an-

other dynamic pseudocritical point T ′
L

as the bond density at

which the one-step incremental size ∆(t) reaches its second

maximum. Since the dynamic pseudocritical point T ′
L

also

adheres to the FSS ansatz Eq. (2), the difference between the

two pseudocritical points should exhibit a scaling behavior of

δT = 〈|TL − T ′L|〉 ∼ L−1/ν. In Fig. 1, we plot δT as a function

of system volume V , where a nice power law can be observed

for both product and sum rules in any dimensions. Interest-

ingly, we observe that δT displays weaker finite-size correc-

tions, enabling a more precise determination of the exponent

1/ν. Thus, the exponent 1/ν can be estimated by fitting the
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TABLE II. The fit results of critical points for EP in different dimen-

sions. Here, the finite-dimensional system is the hypercubic lattice,

and the infinite-dimensional system is the complete graph. In the

previous studies, the critical point for hypercubic lattices is usually

defined as the number of occupied bonds at criticality normalized by

the total number of bonds. Here, we have also converted our estima-

tions of the critical point Tc to this definition. For complete graphs,

the critical point is still defined as the number of occupied bonds at

criticality normalized by the total number of sites.

d Product rule Sum rule

2

0.526 6(2) [7] 0.527 0(1) [40]

0.526 565(5) [6] 0.526 959 7(6) [20]

0.526 562(3) [12]

0.526 550(5) [41]

0.526 6(1) [40]

0.526 563 6(5) [20]

Present 0.526 563 2(4) 0.526 960 0(3)

3

0.387 6(2) [7] 0.3175(1) [40]

0.322 096(1) [41]

0.322 1(1) [40]

Present 0.322 100 2(1) 0.317 525 5(4)

4
0.234 160(3) [41]

Present 0.234 160 5(1) 0.229 319 4(2)

5
0.184 656(6) [41]

Present 0.184 656 6(2) 0.180 255 0(2)

6
0.152 642(5) [41]

Present 0.152 642 3(1) 0.148 731 1(2)

∞

0.888 2(2) [7] 0.860 207(1) [33]

0.888 449 0(5) [11]

0.888 449(2) [12]

0.888 44(2) [42]

0.888 449 4(3) [43]

Present 0.888 449 1(2) [33] 0.860 207 4(1)

104 106 108

10-5

10-3

10-1

104 106 108

d 
T

V

d = 2
d = 3
d = 4
d = 5
d = 6
d = ¥

(a) product

V

(b) sum

FIG. 1. (Color online) The mean distance δT ≡ 〈|TL − T ′L|〉 between

the two dynamic pseudocritical points identified by the largest and

second-largest one-step incremental size ∆(t) of the largest cluster,

as a function of system volume V = Ld. (a) Product rule. (b) Sum

rule. Since TL and T ′L follow the same FSS ansatz Eq. (2), the mean

distance δT between them should exhibit a FSS of δT ∼ L−1/ν ∼
V−1/ν∗ . Here, the lines represent the scaling ∼ V−1/ν∗ with fit results

of 1/ν∗ in Table I.

data to the scaling ansatz

δT = L−1/ν(a0 + a1L−ω1 + a2L−ω2 ). (3)

For d = 2 and 3, as well as d = ∞ under product rule, stable

fits can be obtained by excluding all the correction terms (a1 =

a2 = 0), or including only one correction term with a free

exponent ω1 (a2 = 0), which yield consistent results. For

d > 3 (except for d = ∞ under product rule), stable fits cannot

be found with free ω1 (a2 = 0). The stable fit results are

obtained by excluding all the correction terms with a large

Lmin. We also tried fitting for d > 3 with a series of fixed ω1

and ω2, but the fit results are very sensitive to the values of ω1

and ω2.

The fit results are summarized in Table I. To compare sys-

tems of different dimensions, including infinite-dimensional

systems (complete graphs), the exponent ν∗ shown in Table I

is defined with respect to system volume V , giving ν = ν∗/d.

Notably, these values of 1/ν∗ are all larger than those of stan-

dard percolation, corroborating the markedly sharp nature of

EP in any dimension. Furthermore, it can be observed that for

standard bond percolation , the exponent 1/ν∗ decreases with

dimensions (excluding d = 2), whereas for EP, it increases

with dimensions. This suggests a distinct dimensional depen-

dence between EP and standard bond percolation.

B. The fluctuation of dynamic pseudocritical points

To characterize the FSS behavior of the dynamic pseudo-

critical point TL, we further consider its fluctuation, denoted

by σ(TL) ≡
√

〈T 2
L
〉 − 〈TL〉2. In Fig. 2, we plot σ(TL) as a

function of system volume V = Ld for both product and sum

rules in dimensions from d = 2 to 6, and d = ∞. We can find

for all the scenarios, σ(TL) has a FSS of form

σ(TL) ∼ V−θ. (4)

To determine the value of the exponent θ, we fit the data of σ

to the FSS ansatz

σ(TL) = V−θ(a0 + a1V−ω1 + a2V−ω2 ). (5)

By fixing a2 = 0 to stabilize the fit, we obtain high-precision

results, listed in Table I.

The fit results of θ suggest that θ < 1/ν∗ in all finite dimen-

sions for both product and sum rules, consistent with obser-

vations in infinite dimensions [12, 33, 44]. Moreover, except

EP of product rule in d = 2, the high-precision values of θ in

Table I support a universal value θ = 1/2, implying that the

fluctuation of dynamic pseudocritical points exhibits a univer-

sal FSS behaviorσ ∼ V−1/2, independent of spatial dimension

and bond-insertion rules. This behavior is well illustrated in

the insets of Fig. 2, where the rescaled quantity Vσ2 for d ≥ 3

rapidly approaches a constant as V increases. For d = 2, the

quantity Vσ2 deviates downward from a straight line (∼ ln V)

in the semi-log plot for large systems, suggesting that as V in-

creases, Vσ2 has the trend to be a V-independent value. This
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~V -0.5
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FIG. 2. (Color online) The fluctuation σ(TL) of the dynamic pseudo-

critical point TL as a function of system volume V = Ld. (a) Product

rule. (b) Sum rule. For both product and sum rules, the data of d ≥ 3

nearly collapses on top of a nice scaling σ ∼ V−1/2, indicated by

the lines, while the data of d = 2 show a larger σ(TL) with strong

finite-size corrections. The fit results suggest the FSS σ(TL) ∼ V−1/2

also holds for sum rule of d = 2. For product rule, σ(TL) for d = 2

slightly deviates from the scaling σ ∼ V−1/2, and the corresponding

line shows the fit result. The insets shows the semi-log plot of the

rescaled quantity Vσ2 as a function of system volume V . For d ≥ 3,

Vσ2 rapidly converges to size-independent values indicated by the

blue area, suggesting σ ∼ V−1/2. For d = 2, Vσ2 also shows a trend

toward a size-independent value, but it converges more slowly, as in-

dicated by a negative deviation from logarithmic growth. Thus, the

numeric results suggest σ ∼ V−1/2 is a universal property across di-

mensions and bond-inserting rules.

trend suggests that σ ∼ V−1/2 may indeed be a universal prop-

erty for the dynamic pseudocritical point of EPs. The small

deviation 1/2 − θ ≈ 0.015 for EP under product rule in d = 2

could be attributed to finite-size effects not adequately cap-

tured in the fit.

C. The normal distribution of dynamic pseudocritical points

To understand the universal exponent θ = 1/2 suggested by

Fig. 2, we delve deeper into the distribution of dynamic pseu-

docritical points. In Fig. 3, the probability distribution F(x)

of dynamic pseudocritical points TL is plotted for different di-

mensions, where the logarithmic scale is used to enhance the

visibility of the data points that deviate significantly from the

mean. Defining x ≡ (TL − TL)/σ, we observe a remarkable

collapse of the data points onto the standard normal distribu-

tion, even for very small and very large values of x, regardless

of spatial dimensions, system sizes, or bond-insertion rules.

Although sparse sampling in the regions of extreme x leads to

-4 -2 0 2 4

10-5

10-3

10-1

-4 -2 0 2 4

d = 2  L = 2048
d = 3  L = 128
d = 4  L = 32
d = 5  L = 16
d = 6  L = 12
d = ¥ V = 220

 standard normal distribution

F(
x)

x = (TL-TL)/s

(a) product

x = (TL-TL)/s

(b) sum

FIG. 3. (Color online) The probability distribution F(x) of the dy-

namic pseudocritical point TL in dimensions from d = 2 to 6, and

d = ∞. In the simulation, the side length L of hypercubic lattices

is chosen to yield a system volume of approximately V ∼ 106. By

defining x ≡ (TL − TL)/σ, where TL and σ represent the mean and

standard deviation of TL, respectively, the simulation results align

well with the standard normal distribution, as indicated by the line.

The larger fluctuations in the data points of large and small x are due

to sparse sampling in these regions.

larger fluctuations in the data points, the overall consistency of

this collapse provides robust evidence that the dynamic pseu-

docritical point indeed follows a normal distribution. A con-

jecture for the normal distribution has also been proposed for

EP in infinite dimensions [33, 45].

To gain insight into these properties of TL in EP, we pro-

ceed with a theoretical argument. In EP, bonds are selected

from a pool of potential candidates by minimizing the prod-

uct or sum of cluster sizes. Thus, even for high bond densi-

ties, the inserted bonds can hardly contribute to the growth of

large clusters; rather, they primarily increase the bond den-

sity. Therefore, we argue that for the majority of inserted

bonds, their contributions to the formation of the giant clus-

ter are unimportant, making them effectively uncorrelated

with one another. Consequently, the total number tmax ∼ V

of inserted bonds at criticality, which is predominantly con-

tributed by these uncorrelated bonds, should asymptotically

follow the central-limit theorem, behaving as an extensive

quantity with a fluctuation of σ(tmax) ∼
√

V . As a result,

the distribution of dynamic pseudocritical points, defined as

TL ≡ tmax/V , should conform to a normal distribution, as sug-

gested by the central-limit theorem. Moreover, the fluctuation

of dynamic pseudocritical points can be readily understood as

σ(TL) = σ(tmax)/V ∼ V−1/2, explaining the consistent values

of θ = 1/2 listed in Table I.

It is important to emphasize that this argument is specific

to the bond-insertion rule of EP. Without a bond-insertion

rule that suppresses the growth of large clusters as EP, the

inserted bonds will significantly influence the formation of a

giant cluster as bond density increases, leading to correlations

among the inserted bonds. These correlations deviate from the

assumptions underpinning the central-limit theorem. There-

fore, the argument presented here for EP does not extend to

other percolation models. The diverse numerical results re-
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FIG. 4. (Color online) Illustration of the substantial sample-to-

sample fluctuation of EP. The simulations are conducted on a cu-

bic lattice with a side length of L = 64. (a) The order parameter

m ≡ C1/V as a function of bond density T for 15 independent real-

izations. The red area highlights the sample-to-sample fluctuation of

approximately O(10−3), corresponding to O(V−θ) with V = 643 and

θ = 1/2. (b) The same 15 realizations as in (a) after aligning their TL.

The green area highlights the scaling window L−1/ν ∼ V−1/ν∗ ∼ 10−4

around TL from V = 643 and 1/ν∗ = 0.616. These figures underscore

that the sample-to-sample fluctuation O(V−θ) surpasses the scaling

window O(L−1/ν), emphasizing the necessity to derive accurate criti-

cal behaviors at TL rather than Tc.

ported for various percolation models in Ref. [45] also indi-

cate that the dynamic pseudocritical point does not generally

follow a normal distribution.

IV. FINITE-SIZE SCALING OF EXPLOSIVE

PERCOLATION

A. Difference between the conventional ensemble and the

event-based ensemble

As illustrated in Table I, the exponent θ consistently falls

below 1/ν∗, indicating that in a single realization, the critical

point Tc could deviate significantly from the dynamic pseu-

docritical point TL. To visually illustrate this phenomenon,

we take EP on the cubic lattice of L = 64 as an example

and plot the order parameter m ≡ C1/V of independent re-

alizations against bond density T in Fig. 4 (a). It is evident

that the system fluctuates within a considerable range of order

V−θ ∼ 10−3 across different realizations, as indicated by red

in Fig. 4 (a). On the other hand, these curves exhibit remark-

able similarity, differing only in their displacement. When

they are shifted using a realization-dependent factor TL, they

almost entirely overlap, where the fluctuation is smaller and

scales as L−1/ν ∼ 10−4, as indicated by green in Fig. 4 (b).

This intriguing property persists across dimensions, suggest-

ing that the relative fluctuation among different EP realiza-

tions remains consistent and is solely dependent on the scaling

window O(L−1/ν).

Consequently, it is more appropriate to extract FSS behav-

iors at the dynamic pseudocritical point TL [33, 43], which

refers to event-based ensemble. In contrast, at any fixed bond

density near criticality, i.e., in the conventional ensemble, in-

dependent realizations of EP may yield results in the super-

0 10 20 30
0.0

0.2

0.4

0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5
0

2

4

P(
x)

 L
h

x = C1/L
df

(a) df = 2.26  h = 0.2

L = 96
L = 128
L = 192

x = C1/L
df

(b) df = 2.84  h = 0.14

FIG. 5. (Color online) The distribution P(x) of the largest-cluster size

C1 at Tc = 0.9663006 for EP under product rule in dimension d = 3.

The standard FSS theory suggests that P(x) of different system sizes

can collapse on top of each other by defining x ≡ C1/L
d f , where d f

is the fractal dimension of the largest-cluster size C1. Here, however,

the distribution P(x) is bimodal, and data collapse of P(x) cannot be

achieved simultaneously in the whole range of x, regardless of the

choice of d f in x ≡ C1/L
d f . To roughly collapse the data of different

system sizes near the two peaks, distribution P(x) should be rescaled

as P(x)Lη, with different d f and η for the two peaks.

critical, critical, or subcritical phases, exhibiting distinct be-

haviors in observables. Blindly averaging these data will in-

troduce a mixture effect, thereby complicating the application

of traditional FSS methods. For instance, as Tc can lie ei-

ther at the supercritical or subcritical sides of TL, where the

largest clusters differ significantly in size, the largest-cluster

size C1 sampled at Tc generally presents a bimodal distribu-

tion [12, 18, 33].

In Fig. 5, we provide an example of the bimodal distribution

P(x) of the largest-cluster size C1 at Tc for d = 3. According

to standard FSS theory, P(x) for different system sizes should

collapse onto a single curve by defining x ≡ C1/L
d f , where d f

is the fractal dimension of the largest-cluster size C1. How-

ever, due to the mixture effect at Tc, this data collapse can-

not be achieved across the entire range of x, regardless of the

choice of d f in x ≡ C1/L
d f , indicating the limitations of the

conventional ensemble in capturing a well-defined critical be-

havior for EP. Similar to EP in infinite dimensions [33], the

multiple fractal dimensions in Fig. 5 can also be related to the

clean FSS extracted atTL using the crossover FSS theory [34].

The details will be provided after presenting the clean FSS in

the next section.

B. Finite-size scaling in the event-based ensemble

1. Fractal dimension

As an illustration of the clean FSS in the event-based en-

semble, we present the clear power-law growth of the largest-

cluster size C1 with increasing side length L, depicted as

C1 ∼ Ld f in Fig. 6, where d f is the fractal dimension. To

determine the fractal dimension, we fit the C1 data to the FSS
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FIG. 6. (Color online) The size C1 of the largest cluster as a function

of side lengths L for hypercubic lattices across dimensions 2 to 6.

The lines overlaid on the data points represent the scaling C1 ∼ Ld f

with fit results of d∗
f
= d f /d in Table I. (a) Product rule. (b) Sum rule.

ansatz

C1 = Ld f (a0 + a1L−ω1 + a2L−ω2 ), (6)

where the terms of L−ωi with i = 1, 2 are the finite-size cor-

rections. For dimensions d = 2 and 3, as well as d = ∞ under

product rule, a stable fit can be achieved by considering only

one correction term in Eq. (6), with the correction exponentω1

left free. However, for dimensions d > 3 (except for d = ∞
under product rule), obtaining a stable fit with free correc-

tion exponents ω1 and ω2 proves challenging. Consequently,

we perform multiple fits with different fixed values of ω1 and

ω2. The final estimation of the fractal dimension accounts for

these varied fits, resulting in a lower precision compared to

dimensions d = 2 and 3. Notably, excluding the two correc-

tion terms from Eq. (6), consistent fractal dimensions are also

observed with a larger Lmin.

The stable fit results for fractal dimensions are summarized

in Table I, where the volume fractal dimension is defined as

C1 ∼ V
d∗

f with d∗
f
= d f /d. It can be observed that a larger frac-

tal dimension than standard bond percolation in any finite di-

mension for both product and sum rules, so that, it underscores

the explosive yet continuous nature of EP. Moreover, the frac-

tal dimension d∗
f

of standard bond percolation monotonically

decreases with dimensions, while for EP, d∗
f

reaches a min-

imum value for d = 4, also indicating a special dimension-

dependent property for EP.

By applying standard FSS theory around TL, the behaviors

of the largest-cluster size C1 and the susceptibility χ are rep-

resented as C1 = Ld f C̃1(ǫL1/ν) and χ = L2d f−dχ̃(ǫL1/ν), where

ǫ = T − TL. To demonstrate these FSS behaviors, we take

EP under product rule in dimension d = 3 as an example, and

plot C1/L
d f and χ/L2d f−d as a function of ǫL1/ν for different

L, as shown in Fig. 7. It can be observed that near critical-

ity, the C1 and χ data for different system sizes collapse onto

a single curve, suggesting that EP obeys standard FSS the-

ory in the event-based ensemble. Different from the conven-

tional ensemble, the observables in Fig. 7 are discontinuous at

ǫ = T −TL = 0, arising from the event-based definition of TL.

-3 0 3
0.0

1.0

2.0

-3 0 3
0.0

0.1

0.296
128
192

C
1/L

d f

(T-TL) L
1/n

(a)

c/
L2d

f -
 d

(T-TL)L
1/n

(b)

FIG. 7. (Color online) A demonstration of the FSS behaviors of EP

around the dynamic pseudocritical point TL, with the example of the

product rule for dimension d = 3. (a) The rescaled largest-cluster

size C1/L
d f as a function of ǫL1/ν = (T − TL)L1/ν for different side

lengths L. (b) The rescaled susceptibility χ/L2d f −d as a function of

ǫL1/ν = (T − TL)L1/ν for different side lengths L. In the plot, the

fit results of d∗
f
= d f /d and 1/ν∗ = 1/dν in Table I are used. The

discontinuity at ǫ = T −TL = 0 arises from the event-based definition

of TL.

To further demonstrate the clean FSS in the event-based en-

semble, we illustrate the probability distribution P(x) of the

largest-cluster size C1 for EP under product rule in the in-

sets of Fig. 8. Here, x is defined as C1/L
d f using the fractal

dimensions d f = dd∗
f

from the fit result d∗
f

in Table I. Re-

markably, the data from various system sizes collapse onto

each other well, reinforcing the clean FSS of EP in the event-

based ensemble, with the high-precision d f . It is worth noting

that in the conventional ensemble, the probability distribution

P(x) exhibits a bimodal distribution at a fixed bond density, as

shown in Fig. 5 for d = 3, and Refs. [12, 18, 33] for infinite-

dimensional systems.

In addition, as mentioned in Sec. II B, the dynamic pseu-

docritical point can alternatively be defined as the bond den-

sity after C1 achieves its maximum increment, or as the bond

density that C1 achieves its second maximum increment. For

these pseudocritical points, the same FSS behavior can be ob-

served, as they all fall within the scaling window O(L−1/ν). It

is worth noting, however, that at these pseudocritical points,

the C1 distribution could be different from those in the in-

sets of Fig. 8. Despite this, a robust data collapse can

still be achieved using the same fractal dimensions. Exam-

ples for EP in infinite-dimensional systems can be found in

Refs. [33, 44, 46].

The crossover FSS theory [33, 34] gives that at bond den-

sities T± = TL ± aL−λ (λ < 1/ν) outside the scaling window,

where a is L-independent, the fractal dimension of the largest

cluster takes the forms

d+f = d − (d − d f )λν, (7)

d−f = d fλν, (8)

where + and − refer to the supercritical and subcritical sides,

respectively. As the large fluctuation of TL, the ensemble de-

fined at Tc should contain samples of multiple fractal dimen-
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FIG. 8. (Color online) The cluster number density n(s, L) of EP under product rule is plotted for various side lengths L across dimensions 2

to 6. The dashed lines represent the Fisher exponent τ = 1 + d/d f = 1 + 1/d∗
f

calculated using the fractal dimensions d∗
f

listed in Table I.

Although the data points of small clusters have a slight deviation from the dashed line, especially for d = 2 and 3, we note a clear trend towards

satisfying the scaling ∼ s−τ as L → ∞, consistent with the fit values of d∗
f
. Notably, the Fisher exponent shown here reaches its maximum

value in d = 4, while for standard percolation, the Fisher exponent monotonically increases with spatial dimensions and reaches the maximum

value of τ = 5/2 above the upper critical dimension du = 6. The insets show the probability distribution P(x) of the largest-cluster size C1

in the event-based ensemble for systems of different dimensions d and side lengths L. By defining x ≡ C1/L
d f with the fractal dimensions

d∗
f
= d f /d given in Table I, the data of different system sizes collapse onto each other remarkably well.

sions corresponding to a continuous change of λ ∈ [dθ, 1/ν]

in Eqs. (7) and (8). The case λ = 1/ν corresponds to the FSS

in the scaling window, d+
f
= d−

f
= d f , as listed in Table I.

For the case λ = dθ = d/2, taking EP under product rule in

d = 3 as an example, which has d f = dd∗
f
= 2.7885, and

1/ν = d/ν∗ = 1.848, Eqs. (7) and (8) give d−
f
≈ 2.26 and

d+
f
≈ 2.83. These two fractal dimensions just explain the ones

used to collapse the data near the two peaks in Fig. 5, respec-

tively.

2. Cluster number density

To demonstrate the scaling behaviors of all clusters, we ex-

amine the cluster number density n(s, L), defined as the count

of clusters of size s normalized by the system volume. In criti-

cal finite systems, the cluster number density follows the form

n(s, L) = s−τñ(s/Ld f ), where ñ(s/Ld f ) is a universal function,

and τ denotes the Fisher exponent. As L → ∞, the universal

function trends to be a constant, resulting in the cluster num-

ber density exhibiting a scaling behavior n(s,∞) ∼ s−τ.
In Fig. 8, we observe the expected power-law distribution

of n(s, L) for L → ∞ across all dimensions for EP of product

rule, indicating the well-defined nature of the cluster number

density in the event-based ensemble. For sum rule, similar

phenomena can be also observed. By employing the fit results

of fractal dimensions, we can find the Fisher exponent using

the hyperscaling relation τ = 1 + d/d f = 1 + 1/d∗
f

(Table I),

represented by the dashed lines in Fig. 8. While the simula-

tion results exhibit slight deviations from these dashed lines

for small clusters, especially for d = 2 and 3, a clear trend,

towards satisfying the scalings consistent with the fit values

of d∗
f
, can be observed as L → ∞. This reaffirms the validity

of our approach in determining critical exponents through the

event-based ensemble.

Notably, for standard percolation, the Fisher exponent τ

typically increases monotonically with spatial dimension and

reaches a maximum value of τ = 5/2 above the upper critical

dimension du = 6 [47]. However, the fit results in Table I re-

veal a distinct and universal behavior for EPs: the Fisher expo-

nent reaches a maximum value in dimension d = 4. Further-

more, compared to standard percolation, EP always exhibits

a smaller Fisher exponent, regardless of spatial dimensions

and bond-insertion rules. This is because the core mechanism

of EP, namely, suppressing further growth of large clusters,

results in an increase in the number of large clusters, accom-

panied by a decrease in the number of small clusters.

C. Different universalities for product and sum rules

Comparing the critical exponents of EPs under sum and

product rules (Table I) reveals several key properties. Firstly,

the exponent θ for both the two rules aligns with the the-

oretical prediction θ = 1/2 from our argument, underscor-

ing a universal behavior of EP, irrespective of the specific

bond-insertion rule employed. Secondly, except in dimen-

sion d = 2, where EPs under the two rules occur almost at

the same threshold, the critical point Tc for sum rule is con-

sistently smaller than that of product rule, suggesting product

rule has a stronger inhibitory effect on the growth of large

clusters. Thirdly, we observe that sum rule generally exhibits

a smaller correlation-length exponent ν and a larger fractal

dimension d f compared to product rule, indicating that EP

under sum rule manifests a sharper transition. Fourthly, ow-

ing to the high-precision critical exponents for both rules, no-

table disparities in critical exponents between sum and prod-

uct rules are observed, surpassing the error bars. This suggests

that EPs under these two rules may belong to distinct uni-

versality classes, consistent with observations in the infinite-

dimensional EP [33].

To illustrate the distinguishable universalities of EPs under

product and sum rules, we plot the ratio of the largest-cluster
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FIG. 9. (Color online) The FSS to demonstrate different universalies

of EPs under product and sum rules. (a) The ratio Csum
1
/C

product

1

as a function of side length L. As L increases, a scaling behavior

Csum
1
/C

product

1
∼ L

dsum
f
−d

product

f can be observed, as indicated by the

lines with d∗
f
= d f /d given in Table I. The inset shows the result

for d = ∞, where the line represents the scaling Csum
1
/C

product

1
∼

V
d∗sum

f
−d
∗product

f with d∗
f

given in Table I. (b) The ratio δT sum/δT product

as a function of side length L. As L increases, a scaling behav-

ior δT sum/δT product ∼ L−1/νsum+1/νproduct
can be observed, as indi-

cated by the lines with 1/ν∗ = 1/dν given in Table I. The inset

shows the result for d = ∞, where the line represents the scaling

δT sum/δT product ∼ V−1/ν∗sum+1/ν∗product
with 1/ν∗ given in Table I.

size C1 for product and sum rules in Fig. 9 (a). A nice power-

law growth of Csum
1
/C

product

1
∼ L

dsum
f
−d

product

f can be observed for

large systems, where the exponents of the scalings are consis-

tent with the fit results in Table I. This suggests that EPs un-

der product and sum rules possesses their own distinct fractal

dimensions. Similarly, by plotting δT sum/δT product as a func-

tion of L, a FSS of ∼ L−1/νsum+1/νproduct

can be also observed, as

shown in Fig. 9 (b). For infinite-dimensional systems, similar

behaviors can be also observed, see the insets of Fig. 9. Con-

sequently, for any dimensions, EPs under the product and sum

rules should belong to different universalities.

D. Upper critical dimension

From Table I, we observe that EP exhibits a different

dimension-dependence compared to standard bond percola-

tion. The exponent 1/ν∗ increases with dimension for both

product and sum rules, indicating a sharper phase transition

as dimensions increase. In contrast, standard bond percola-

tion shows a smaller 1/ν∗ at higher dimensions. Interestingly,

the fractal dimension d∗
f

of EP reaches a minimum value at

1.5
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FIG. 10. (Color online) The FSS analysis showing the change in frac-

tal dimensions with varying dimensions. The ratio C∞
1
/Cd

1
is plotted

as a function of system volume V for product rule (a) and sum rule

(b). Here, C∞
1

and Cd
1

represent the largest-cluster size in infinite and

d-dimensions, respectively. The line indicates the scaling ∼ V
d∗∞

f
−d∗d

f ,

with d∗
f

values listed in Table I. The inset provides a separate plot for

d = 2.

d = 4, whereas for standard percolation, d∗
f

decreases with in-

creasing dimensions and attains a minimum value of d∗
f
= 2/3

at the upper critical dimension du = 6.

Within the error margins, EP also demonstrates the same

critical exponents for d = 6 and d = ∞ (Table I). To nu-

merically examine the dimension-dependent property of EP,

we present the FSS of the ratio C∞
1
/Cd

1
in Fig. 10, where

C∞
1

and Cd
1

represent the largest-cluster size in infinite and

d-dimensions, respectively. We observe consistent properties

for EPs under both product and sum rules. The fractal dimen-

sion d∗
f

reaches its maximum value at d = 2, causing C∞
1
/Cd=2

1

to vanish as system size increases (see the insets of Fig. 10).

For d > 2, the ratio C∞
1
/Cd

1
grows with increasing system

size, and for large V , the data points generally fall on a line

of a power-law behavior ∼ V
d∗∞

f
−d∗d

f , with d∗
f

values listed in

Table I. This confirms that EP in d = 2 dimension has a larger

volume fractal dimension d∗
f

than those in d > 2.

Furthermore, it can be observed that the growth of C∞
1
/Cd

1

slows down rapidly as d approaches 6. However, due to sparse

data points and significant finite-size corrections, we cannot

conclusively determine whether the slow growth behavior of

C∞
1
/Cd

1
for d = 6 is actually a power-law behavior resulting

from different fractal dimensions in d = ∞ and d = 6, or a

logarithmic correction at the upper critical dimension (if du =

6). Nevertheless, the numerical results suggest that EP should

have an upper critical dimension du ≥ 6.
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V. CONCLUSIONS

In this study, we investigate the critical behaviors of EP

in finite dimensions using an event-based ensemble approach.

Through extensive simulations across dimensions d = 2 to 6,

we find that the scaling behaviors of EP near the realization-

dependent dynamic pseudocritical pointTL are well described

by the standard FSS theory in all dimensions. However, in the

conventional ensemble, near the critical point Tc, the FSS be-

haviors appear anomalous due to the mixing of critical, sub-

critical, and supercritical phases, complicating the application

of standard FSS theory.

This ensemble inequivalence is intrinsically linked to the

FSS behavior of the dynamic pseudocritical point TL. Based

on the specific bond-insertion rules in EP, we propose an

argument that the probability distribution of TL obeys the

central-limit theorem, following a normal distribution. Conse-

quently, the fluctuation of TL scales as V−θ, with a dimension-

independent exponent θ = 1/2. Conversely, the convergence

of its mean TL ≡ 〈TL〉 to the critical point Tc is governed

by the correlation-length exponent, described by TL − Tc ∼
L−1/ν ∼ V−1/ν∗ . In the conventional ensemble, the coexistence

of different exponents θ and 1/ν∗ leads to anomalous FSS be-

haviors, violating the fundamental assumption that the corre-

lation length is the sole relevant scale for critical phenomena.

In contrast, the event-based ensemble samples observables at

and near TL, naturally excluding the effect of θ, thereby al-

lowing standard FSS theory to be applied effectively, enabling

accurate determination of critical exponents.

Our precise determination of percolation thresholds and

critical exponents across various dimensions reveals a distinct

dimension-dependence compared to standard bond percola-

tion, highlighting variations in critical behaviors with dimen-

sionality. Notably, we observed differences in critical expo-

nents between EPs governed by product and sum rules, sug-

gesting that the universality of EP is sensitive to the specific

bond-insertion rule.

While our findings provide a robust foundation for under-

standing EP, several intriguing questions remain. First, it is

important to further explore the distinct dimension depen-

dence of EP, including an exact determination of the upper

critical dimension. Second, although we have shown that EPs

governed by product and sum rules belong to different univer-

sality classes, it remains an open question whether EPs under

some of the typical bond-insertion rules [48] share the same

universality. Third, beyond EP, our event-based method has

also proven effective in accurately extracting the critical be-

haviors of high-dimensional percolation [34]. It would be

interesting to investigate whether this method can similarly

capture the critical behaviors of discontinuous or hybrid per-

colation transitions, such as k-core percolation [49–51], and

percolation on interdependent networks [52–54].
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