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CRITICAL FIRST PASSAGE PERCOLATION ON RANDOM GRAPHS

SHANKAR BHAMIDI∗, RICK DURRETT†, AND XIANGYING HUANG∗

Abstract. In 1999, Zhang [38] proved that, for first passage percolation on the square lattice Z
2

with i.i.d. non-negative edge weights, if the probability that the passage time distribution of an
edge P(te = 0) = 1/2, the critical value for bond percolation on Z

2, then the passage time from
the origin 0 to the boundary of [−n, n]2 may converge to ∞ or stay bounded depending on the
nature of the distribution of te close to zero. In 2017, Damron, Lam, and Wang [12] gave an easily
checkable necessary and sufficient condition for the passage time to remain bounded. Concurrently,
there has been tremendous growth in the study of weak and strong disorder on random graph
models. Standard first passage percolation with strictly positive edge weights provides insight in
the weak disorder regime e.g. [7]. Critical percolation on such graphs provides information on
the strong disorder (namely the minimal spanning tree) regime [1]. Here we consider the analogous
problem of Zhang but now for a sequence of random graphs {Gn : n > 1} generated by a supercritical
configuration model with a fixed degree distribution. Let pc denote the associated critical percolation
parameter, and suppose each edge e ∈ E(Gn) has weight te ∼ pcδ0 + (1 − pc)δFζ

where Fζ is the
cdf of a random variable ζ supported on (0,∞). The main question of interest is: when does the
passage time between two randomly chosen vertices have a limit in distribution in the large network
n → ∞ limit? There are interesting similarities between the answers on Z

2 and on random graphs,
but it is easier for the passage times on random graphs to stay bounded.

1. Introduction

First passage percolation (FPP), namely networks where each edge e has an associated non-
negative passage time te, sampled in an i.i.d. fashion from a distribution F , has been extensively
studied on Z

d and on random graphs. For a comprehensive overview of established results, see
[3, 32]. The main goal of this paper is to investigate critical FPP, where the passage time is equal
to zero with probability pc, the critical value for bond percolation on the graph.

We begin by describing the work of Zhang [38] and Damron, Lam, and Wang [12] on Z
2. In

this case, pc = 1/2 and it is known that there is no percolation (existence of an infinite connected
component) at the critical value [25]. Let Bn = [−n, n]2 ∩ Z

2 and ∂Bn = {x ∈ Z
2 : ‖x‖∞ = n}

denote its boundary. The passage time from 0 to ∂Bn, denoted by T (0, ∂Bn), refers to the minimum
passage time associated with {te : e ∈ E(Z2)} over all paths between 0 and ∂Bn. For a given passage
time distribution F , as n → ∞ the passage time T (0, ∂Bn) increases to a limit

ρ(F ) := lim
n→∞

T (0, ∂Bn),

which is a random variable and Kolmogorov’s zero-one law tells us that P(ρ(F ) = ∞) ∈ {0, 1}.
One major question is to understand for which distributions F we have ρ(F ) < ∞, meaning that

T (0, ∂Bn) stays bounded as n → ∞. It is not hard to show that if F has no mass in (0, δ] for some
δ > 0 then T (0, ∂Bn) → ∞ as n → ∞, and the main determining factor is the amount of mass
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near zero. Zhang created two families of distributions to study the question. Here for parameters
a, b > 0:

Fa(x) =





0 x < 0

pc + xa 0 6 xa 6 1− pc

1 pc + xa > 1,

(1)

Gb(x) =





0 x < 0

pc + exp(−1/xb) 0 6 exp(−1/xb) 6 1− pc

1 pc + exp(−1/xb) > 1.

(2)

In [38] Zhang proved that:

(a) If a is sufficiently small then ρ(Fa) < ∞ almost surely;
(b) If b > 1 then ρ(Gb) = ∞ almost surely.

He conjectured that sup{a > 0 : ρ(Fa) < ∞} < ∞. Damron, Lam, and Wang in [12] proved a
definitive result which showed that the conjecture was not correct. Defining η0 = sup{η > 0 :

E(t
η/4
e ) < ∞} and assuming η0 > 1, [12] proved that there exist constants 0 < C1(F ) 6 C2(F ) < ∞

such that,

C1

n∑

k=2

F−1(pc + 2−k) 6 E(T (0, ∂B2n )) 6 C2

n∑

k=2

F−1(pc + 2−k). (3)

This implies that ρ(F ) < ∞ if and only if
∑∞

k=2 F
−1(pc + 2−k) < ∞. It follows easily from their

criterion that:

(a) ρ(Fa) < ∞ a.s. for all 0 < a < ∞
(b) ρ(Gb) = ∞ a.s. if and only if b > 1.

Before moving on to our setting we should observe that the proofs of the above results rely on special
properties of two dimensional percolation, and the questions in d > 2 are difficult open problems.

1.1. Random graph setting. We will use the standard notation
P−→,

d−→ to denote convergence
in probability and in distribution, respectively. A sequence of events (En)n>1 is said to occur
with high probability (whp) with respect to probability measures (Pn)n>1 if Pn(En) → 1. We
write fn = OP(gn) if (|fn|/|gn|)n>1 is tight; fn = ΩP(gn) if (|gn|/|fn|)n>1 is tight; fn = ΘP(gn) if
fn = OP(gn) and fn = ΩP(gn); fn = oP(gn) if (|fn|/|gn|)n>1 converges in probability to zero.

We now describe the network model of interest in this paper.
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Figure 1. Example of the Configuration model, with the picture on the left showing
the initial set of half edges or stubs, while the right picture showing an example of
the realization of the matching of these half edges.

Write [n] := {1, 2, . . . n}. Fix a probability mass function (pmf) p = {pk : k > 0} on Z+. Let
{Gn : n > 1} be a sequence of graphs generated using the configuration model with degree distribu-
tion p, namely Gn is a random graph with vertex set [n] constructed via:
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(a) Let {du : u ∈ [n]} ∼i.i.d. p. Think of vertex u starting with du half-edges and assume
∑

u∈[n] du
is even, else modify the degree of vertex v = n from dn to dn + 1.

(b) Starting with the
∑

u∈[n] du active half-edges (sometimes called stubs), sequentially and at each

stage randomly select two half-edges amongst the current set of active half-edges, merge them
to form a full edge, and remove these half-edges from the active set. Continue this process until
all active half-edges have been exhausted.

See [6,11,27] and the subsequent citations for the relevance of this model in probabilistic combina-
torics and its applications. Figure 1.1 gives a visualization of this construction.

We write Gn ∼ CMn(p) for the corresponding graph. Now assume every edge e ∈ E(Gn) has a
random edge weight te with distribution F , independent across edges. Write D ∼ p and te ∼ F for
generic random variables representing the degree and edge-weight distribution respectively.

Assumption 1.1 (Assumptions on degree and edge weights).

(A1) Supercriticality: Assume P(D > 2) = 1,P(D = 2) < 1. This automatically implies that the
fraction of the vertices in the giant component goes to 1 as n → ∞ [27, 28].

(A2) Moment conditions: Assume E[D3+η] < ∞ for some η > 0. Write ν =
∑∞

k=2 k(k −
1)pk/

∑
k kpk. By our assumptions, 1 < ν < ∞.

(A3) Critical percolation and passage time mass at zero: Assume that the edge-weight
distribution satisfies P(te = 0) = 1/ν.

We now explain why (A3) is called the “critical percolation” regime. First, the constant ν in
(A2) is the mean of the size-biased distribution of p, denoted by q = {qk : k > 0} with

qk =
(k + 1)pk+1∑

j jpj
, k > 0. (4)

Next, it is known [22,27] that the critical percolation threshold pc on Gn ∼ CMn(p) is pc = 1/ν,
namely for independent edge percolation on Gn with parameter p:

(a) When p < pc the size of the largest component C(1) = oP(n).

(b) For p > pc, C(1)/n
P−→ f(p) for a strictly positive function f(·).

There is in fact an entire critical scaling window of the form pc(λ) = 1/ν + λ/n1/3 for any λ ∈ R

[14, 23]. We discuss the insensitivity of our results on this second order perturbation in Section 3
namely the lack of dependence of the limits derived in this paper on the value λ. In Section 3 we also
describe how various other functionals of the model such as maximal sizes of so-called zero-weight
clusters sensitively do depend on λ.

Definition 1.2 (Main functionals of interest). For any pair of vertices u 6= v ∈ [n], let Pn(u, v)
denote the collection of all (self-avoiding) paths from i, j. For any path π ∈ Pn(u, v) let the total
passage time using this path be given by T (π) =

∑
e∈π te and let |π| denote the number of edges

in π. Let Tn(u, v) = min
π∈Pn(u,v) T (π) denote the optimal passage time between these two vertices

and

Popt(u, v) = {π ∈ Pn(u, v) : π = argminT (π)} ,
denote the collection of optimal paths. Let Hn(u, v) = min {|π| : π ∈ Popt(u, v)} , denote the hop-
count, namely the minimal number of edges amongst all optimal paths between u, v.

By symmetry in the construction, for any u, v ∈ [n] such that u 6= v, Tn(u, v)
d
= Tn(1, 2) and

similarly for the hopcount.

1.2. Setting the stage. Before describing our results, we briefly discuss what is known in related
settings for such edge disorder models on random graphs:
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(i) Suppose each edge weight is strictly positive (i.e., no mass at zero), then under some further
technical conditions, [9] shows that there are (model dependent) strictly positive constants
α, β, γ > 0 and non-trivial, model dependent, finite random variables Ξ such that

Tn(1, 2) −
1

α
log n

d−→ Ξ,
Hn(1, 2) − β log n√

γ log n

d−→ Z, (5)

where Z ∼ N(0, 1). The same arguments as used in this paper coupled with [9] should imply
that (at least up to first order), the above asymptotics should continue to hold as long as
P(te = 0) < pc. On the other extreme, if P(te = 0) > pc, then a zero-weight cluster percolates,
i.e., there is a giant component of all zero-weight edges so lim infn→∞P(Tn(1, 2) = 0) > 0.

(ii) Now suppose P(te = 0) = pc. Suppose we first lay down the zero-weight edges and initially
let all other edges have weight ∞. Then the network gets disconnected into a collection of
zero-weight “super conducting” components (in the sense that it takes zero time to traverse
them). Under our moment conditions the number of vertices in the maximal zero-weight

component scale like n2/3 while their geometry, in terms of graph distance between typical
points scales like n1/3 [14, 17]; one impetus for deriving such detailed results is understanding
the nature of the minimal spanning tree on such graphs with positive random edge lengths
with a continuous distribution [1].

2. Results

For convenience we write the edge distribution as

F (t) =

{
pc for t = 0,

pc + (1− pc)Fζ(t) for t > 0
(6)

where Fζ(t) represents the strictly positive part of the edge passage time and satisfies Fζ(0) = 0.

2.1. Necessary and sufficient conditions for bounded passage times. The positive part Fζ

of the edge-weight distribution as in (6) is said to be min-summable if there exists some ε > 0
such that, ∫ ε

0
F−1
ζ (exp(−1/y))

dy

y
< ∞,

or equivalently ∫ ∞

1/ε
F−1
ζ (e−u)

du

u
< ∞, (7)

see [26, Lemma 5.8]. This condition is adapted from the min-summability criterion for branching
processes, see Theorem 5.7 in [26]. The phrase “min -summable” comes from the equivalent con-
dition in [26, Eqn 5.9] that shows that (7) is equivalent to the condition that for any α ∈ (0, 1)
and

∞∑

n=1

F−1
ζ

(
1

e1/αn

)
< ∞.

This condition should be contrasted with the condition (3) from [12] on Z
2.

Theorem 2.1. Under Assumptions 1.1, typical passage times on Gn ∼ CMn(p) are bounded, i.e.,
Tn(1, 2) = OP(1), if and only if the positive part of the passage time Fζ is min-summable. Further,
if Fζ is min-summable then

Tn(1, 2)
d−→ Ξ,

where Ξ = Ξ(p, ζ) is a model dependent finite random variable.
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Remark 2.2. Our proofs will show that Ξ = V1 + V2 where Vi are independent copies of the
explosion time for associated age-dependent branching process defined in Section 4.2. Starting with
[21] studying first passage percolation for the complete graph, and continuing in a number of sparse
random graph models see e.g. [4,5,7–9,32,36,37] and the references therein, this is part of a body of
work showing similar distributional limits for the optimal passage time for first passage percolation
on a host of random graph models.

Corollary 2.3. Under the assumptions of Theorem 2.1, consider the following special cases for the
positive part of the edge distribution:

(a) Suppose that (te|te > 0) has the exponential distribution with mean 1. Then Tn(1, 2)
d−→

Ξ(p,Exp(1)) as n → ∞.

(b) Suppose that te has distribution function Fa(·) as in (1) for a > 0. Then Tn(1, 2)
d−→ Ξ(p, Fa)

as n → ∞.
(c) Suppose that te has distribution function Gb(·) as in (2) for b > 0. Then for any b ∈ (0,∞) the

distribution of Tn(1, 2)
d−→ Ξ(p, Gb) as n → ∞.

Remark 2.4. Part (a) contrasts with the case when te = Exp(1) on the configuration model
Gn ∼ CMn(p), where by [7], Tn(1, 2) = ΘP(log n). We also compare parts (b) and (c) with the
results for critical FPP on Z

2 from [12]. In part (b), the conclusion is similar to [12] which shows
that ρ(Fa) < ∞ for all 0 < a < ∞. However, part (c) contrasts with [12], where b < 1 is required
for the passage times to remain bounded, i.e., ρ(Gb) < ∞ iff b < 1.

Theorem 2.1 gives necessary and sufficient conditions for boundedness of the passage times. Thus
a natural question is to find an explicit examples where typical passage times are not bounded.
The next result, which also follows from Theorem 2.1, demonstrates such scenarios.

Corollary 2.5. Under the assumptions of Theorem 2.1, consider the following special cases for the
positive part of the edge distribution:

(a) Suppose (te|te > 0) has cumulative distribution function Hγ(t) = e · exp(− exp(1/tγ)) for 0 <
t 6 1. Then as n → ∞,

(i) For γ < 1, Tn(1, 2)
d−→ Ξ where Ξ = Ξ(p,Hγ) < ∞ a.s.,

(ii) For γ > 1, Tn(1, 2)
d−→ ∞.

(b) Suppose te
d
= pcδ0 + (1− pc)δ1, namely the passage time distribution has mass at either zero or

one. Then Tn(1, 2)
d−→ ∞.

Conjecture 2.6. In the setting of Corollary 2.5 (a) part (ii), we conjecture that there exists a

constant c > 0 such that with high probability Tn(1, 2) > c(log log n)1−(1/γ).

We discuss our reasons for believing this conjecture in Section 6.1.

Conjecture 2.7. Example (b) in the above Corollary 2.5 is closely connected to a question studied
in [4, Theorem 1.8]. In this setting we conjecture,

Tn(1, 2)

log log n

P−→ 2

log(2)
.

We will discuss this Conjecture in Section 3, below (9).
Table 1 below summarizes settings in which the passage time remains bounded on Z

2 compared
to the random graphs in this paper, satisfying (A1)–(A3), for different edge-weight distributions in
the critical regime of zero-weight edges.
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(te|te > 0) Z
2 Config. Model

(t ∧ 1)a always always
exp(−1/tb) b < 1 always
e · exp(− exp(1/tγ)) never γ < 1

Table 1. Conditions for bounded passage times on Z
2 versus CM

2.2. Flooding time behavior. Another interesting question, in scenarios where passage times
are generally bounded, involves investigating the flooding time — the time it takes for information
originating from a fixed vertex, say u = 1, to reach all other vertices. Unlike typical passage times,
the flooding time is susceptible to the influence of “extremal” structures in the graph Gn, such as
the long “strands” (or isolated paths) of length Θ(log n).

We will use the phrase isolated path to refer to a path consisting of vertices of degree 2. The
length of an isolated path is the number of vertices contained in this path. We first state a known
result on existence of long isolated paths, paraphrasing [16, Theorem 5.14] to the setting in this
paper.

Proposition 2.8. Under Assumptions 1.1, for any ε > 0, with high probability there exists an

isolated path in Gn ∼ CMn(p) of length at least
(

1
−2 log q1

− ε
)
log n, where q1 is as defined in (4).

Proposition 2.8 leads to our final result, which shows that uniform boundedness of Tn(1, v) as v
ranges over [n] is not possible even if typical distances are bounded.

Theorem 2.9. Suppose Assumptions 1.1 are satisfied and E[te] ∈ (0,∞). There exists c > 0 so
that,

P(max
v∈[n]

Tn(1, v) > c log n) → 1.

3. Discussion and related work

3.1. Proof techniques and overview: explosiveness of branching processes. We start by
giving some intuition to explain our results, setting the stage for a clearer path to the rest of this
section, as well as the proofs. For now, we postpone rigorous statements, leaving precise details to
Section 4 and subsequent sections.

To understand intuitively the effect of having zero-weight edges in the FPP on the configuration
model CMn(p), we perform a two-stage construction:

(a) Given a graph Gn constructed from CMn(p), each edge is independently retained with proba-
bility pc = 1/ν (otherwise it is deleted). The resulting graph will be denoted by CMn(p, pc).
In the large network limit, the number of vertices in a typical zero-weight cluster follows a
power-law distribution with tail exponent τ = 5/2 (Lemma 4.7). The edges within such a clus-
ter correspond solely to the zero-weight edges, where as the deleted edges (originally present in
CMn(p)) correspond to positive-weight edges, where the edge weights are drawn independently
from ζ ∼ Fζ as in (6).

(b) Collapse every zero-weight clusters into a supervertex whose “degree” in the collapsed graph is
given by the number of positive-weights edges emanating from it. The number of these positive-
weight edges also follows a power-law distribution with the same exponent 5/2 (Lemma 4.10).

Thus conceptually, critical first passage percolation on the original graph should have similiar
behavior to first passage percolation with strictly positive edge-weights with distribution Fζ , on
a related configuration model with a heavy tailed degree distribution with degree exponent τ =
5/2 ∈ (2, 3). In the approximation model, the vertex set is the set of zero-weight clusters, while the
“degree” is the number of positive-weight half edges emanating from each zero-weight cluster. Thus,
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while the original network model might not have heavy tailed degree distribution, the incorporation
of these super conducting (namely zero passage time) edges leads to an intermediate state with
heavy tails.

First passage percolation on heavy tailed random graph models, with exponential edge passage
times, were studied in [7, Theorem 3.2]. Here one set of results showed that on power law graphs
with τ ∈ (2, 3) namely where the degree distribution satisfied,

c1x
−(τ−1) 6 1− P (D > x) 6 c2x

−(τ−1) for x > 1 (8)

and te ∼ Exp(1), the passage time between typical vertices Tn(1, 2)
d−→ θ

(1)
∞ +θ

(2)
∞ as n → ∞, where

θ
(1)
∞ , θ

(2)
∞ are independent copies of the explosion time for the branching processes that approximate

the local neighborhoods of the the two vertices. Baroni et al. [4] extended this result to more general

edge-weight distributions, proving Tn(1, 2)
d−→ θ

(1)
∞ + θ

(2)
∞ provided the age-dependent branching

processes approximating local neighborhoods explode in finite time.
In a different direction, in the same paper, Theorem 1.8 in [4] shows that for such heavy tailed

random graphs with τ ∈ (2, 3), if the edge passage times are bounded below by a positive constant
(e.g. of the form te = 1 +X for some X > 0 where the infimum of the support of X = 0) then

Tn(1, 2)

log log n

P−→ 2

| log(τ − 2)| . (9)

This is the rationale for Conjecture 2.7.
The two papers on explosion for branching processes particularly influential for this paper is the

foundational work by Grey in the 1970s [18] and the comprehensive recent survey by Komjáthy
[26]. Applications of this methodology to first passage percolation in random graphs such as the
configuration model was initiated in [7], but the role and impact of explosivity of local neighborhoods
was explored by van der Hofstad, Komjáthy and co-authors in a sequence of papers e.g. [5, 36,37];
[4] was particularly influential in the technical portion of this paper.

3.2. Critical scaling window. As described above, one reason for the explosion of the associated
branching processes, is the heavy tailed nature of the zero-weight clusters when the probability of
a zero-weight edge equals pc = 1/ν. This is directly related to pc being the critical percolation
threshold for the configuration model. It has been known, since the work of Erdős-Rényi, that for
many families of random graphs, there is an entire critical scaling window. For the configuration
model with finite third moments, the critical scaling window is of the form pc(λ) = 1/ν+λn−1/3 for
λ ∈ R. For percolation on the configuration model with this choice of edge retention probability,
order the sizes of the connected components as C(1),n(λ) > C(2),n(λ) > · · · . View the entire vector
C(n)(λ) = (C(1),n(λ), C(2),n(λ), . . . , ) as an element of l2↓:

l2↓ = {(x1, x2, . . .) : x1 > x2 > · · · > 0,
∑

i

x2i < ∞}, (10)

via adjoining an infinite collection of zeros. Then it is known [14, 23] that there exists an infinite

random vector ξ(λ) with all positive entries such that n−2/3C(λ)
d−→ ξ(λ) on l2↓. Furthermore, each

of these maximal components, viewed as metric spaces with edges rescaled by n−1/3, converge to
limiting random compact metric spaces [10]. The bottom line is that, in the critical regime, major
functionals of interest sensitively depend on the location (namely value of λ) in the critical regime.
However, the critical FPP model considered in this paper, or rather the functionals we study, namely
minimal passage times, are oblivious to these second order fluctuations as they depend on the local
weak convergence of neigborhoods around typical vertices, which are not affected by the choice of λ.
See Remark 4.8 for a technical explanation for this robustness. We imagine that other functionals,
such as extremal passage times (e.g., the flooding time in Theorem 2.9) should feel the effect of
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this perturbation. In work in progress, we study one such functional, the hopcount, introduced in
Definition 1.2.

4. Proofs: Preliminary constructions and estimates

4.1. Overview. We start in Sections 4.2 and 4.3 by defining the main probabilistic tool of relevance
for this paper, age dependent branching processes and their connection to first passage percolation.
In Section 4.4 we describe the sequential exploration of the shortest weight graph in the configuration
model, starting from a typical vertex. Locally (i.e., at least until the exploration does not grow too
large), in the n → ∞ limit, this exploration should look like the branching process described in
the prior two Sections. To obtain the shortest path between two typical vertices, the now standard
approach is to grow such shortest weight graphs simultaneously from these vertices till the two flow
clusters “merge” (reach a vertex that is in both clusters) resulting in the optimal path. Section
4.5 begins the technical heart of the paper where in part we derive error bounds tight enough
to understand the strength of coupling between the shortest weight graphs from the two fixed
vertices and corresponding age-dependent branching processes. Section 5 uses the estimates and
constructions in this Section to complete the proof of Theorem 2.1. Section 6 contains proofs of the
remaining results.

4.2. Explosive age-dependent Branching Process. We give a concise description of the key
probabilistic tool employed in this paper, referring the interested reader to e.g. [2, 19, 20] for
comprehensive treatments.

Definition 1 (Age-dependent branching process). Fix distribution F on R+ and probability mass
function on Z+ with generating function h. An age dependent branching process BP(F, h) is a
branching process in continuous time, starting with a single individual at time t = 0 with individuals
having random life-lengths with distribution function F such that at death, an individual produces
offspring of random size with probability generating function h. All life-lengths and family sizes are
independent of each other. We assume that the process starts at time t = 0 with one individual of
age zero.

When individuals are allowed to give births immediately, i.e., when F (0) > 0, we can start the
branching process with one individual at time t = 0 and have multiple births in the population at
time t = 0. This creates ambiguity in describing the size and structure of the population at a given
time t. We introduce an equivalent characterization (from [18]) of the branching process BP(F, h)
as follows. Define

F ∗(t) =

{
F (t)−F (0)
1−F (0) if F (0) > 0,

F (t) if F (0) = 0
(11)

so that F ∗(0) = 0. Let h∗(·) denote the probability generating function, arising as the unique
solution of,

h∗(s) = h ((1− F (0))s + F (0)h∗(s)) , (12)

for each s. In the context of the FPP model in this paper, F ∗ = Fζ namely the positive part of
the edge weight. As described in [18], the process BP(F, h) is equivalent to BP(F ∗, h∗) in the sense
that, the immediate births of each individual and its descendants are incorporated into the offspring
distribution in the latter process. See Fig 4.2 for a pictorial representation. The “offspring” of each
individual in BP(F ∗, h∗) correspond to the individuals in BP(F, h) comprising of:

(a) Original children of this vertex (the first generation under the root in Fig. 4.2) with strictly
positive lifetimes;

(b) Starting with all descendent lines of this individual such that every individual on this descendant
line has age zero when it dies (all grey vertices in the figure e.g. vertex u in Figure 4.2),
immediate children with positive lifetimes at the end points of these descendant lines. An
example is vertex v.
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ρ

u

v

Figure 2. Pictorial description of the equivalence between BP(F, h) and BP(F ∗, h∗).
The grey vertices represent descendants of the root (represented by red) with zero
lifetimes while the green vertices represent their children (including children of the
root) with positive lifetimes.

Thus if B ∼ h is the original offspring distribution (in the Figure, the number of offspring of the
root Bρ = 6), then going back to Figure 4.2, B∗ the offspring in BP(F ∗, h∗) consists of all the green
vertices (B∗

ρ = 11). Let {N(t) : t > 0} denote the number of individuals alive at time t in BP(F, h).
Then, by construction, this is the same as the alive population in the corresponding branching
process BP(F ∗, h∗). In comparison, the dead population of BP(F, h) at time t is different from that
of BP(F ∗, h∗).

We have now outlined the connection between BP(F, h) and BP(F ∗, h∗). Throughout the paper,
we use F ∗, h∗ to describe settings where the associated BP has strictly positive lifetimes. Defini-
tions of various phenomena such as explosiveness will be phrased in terms of the corresponding
construction BP(F ∗, h∗). Komjáthy in [26] studies in great depth, conditions for explosiveness for
age dependent branching process, and our setting arises as [26, Example 4.1]. Since BP(F ∗, h∗) has
F ∗(0) = 0, thus satisfies the assumption in [26, Eqn 3.5].

Let |BPt(F
∗, h∗)| denote the population of dead individuals in BP(F ∗, h∗) at time t (in [26] this

is referred to as the already existing population at time t).

Definition 4.1 (Explosive age-dependent process). Say BP(F ∗, h∗) is explosive if there is a positive
probability that |BPt(F

∗, h∗)| = ∞. Otherwise call the branching process conservative.

By Assumptions 1.1, for the branching processes in this paper, P(BP(F ∗, h∗) is explosive) ∈
{0, 1}. The next Definition describes general methodology in [26] for necessary and sufficient con-
ditions for explosiveness.

Definition 4.2 (Plump distributions, [26]). Say that an offspring distribution B∗ is plump if there
exists constants C,m0 ∈ (0,∞) and δ ∈ (0, 1) so that for all m > m0,

P(B∗
> m) >

C

m1−δ
.

Lemma 4.3 (Lemma 5.8 in [26]). Consider a branching process BP(F ∗, h∗) with strictly positive
lifetime distribution F ∗. Suppose the offspring distribution B∗ ∼ h∗ is plump. Then the associated
age-dependent branching process is explosive if and only if the birth-time distribution F ∗ satisfies
for some ε > 0,

∫ ε

0
[F ∗]−1(exp(−1/y))

dy

y
< ∞, or equivalently

∫ ∞

1/ε
[F ∗]−1(e−u)

du

u
< ∞. (13)
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4.3. The comparison branching process. Next we connect the above setting to the random
graph model with edge weights in Section 1.1. This branching process will be used to understand
asymptotics for the local structure of the shortest weight graph, emanating from a uniformly sampled
vertex. Recall the original degree distribution p and let h denote the probability generating function
of the size-biased distribution q defined in (4). The phrase “modified” in the next definition is used
to remind the reader that the first generation has a different offspring distribution from subsequent
generations.

Construction 4.4 (Modified age-dependent branching process). Let D ∼ p and B̃ = (B̃i)i>1 be
i.i.d. random variables following the size-biased distribution q, independent of D. Construct the

following modified age-dependent branching process, denoted by (B̃Pt)t>0 = (B̃Pt(F, h))t>0 :

(i) Start with the root u1 = ρ which dies immediately giving birth to D offspring;
(ii) Each alive offspring has an independent life-length following the distribution F . We will label

the vertices in increasing order of vertex death times, breaking ties arbitrarily for zero lifetime
vertices.

(iii) When the i-th vertex dies, it gives birth to B̃i alive offspring.

In analogy with (11) and (12), define (B̃P
∗

t )t>0 = (B̃Pt(F
∗, h∗))t>0 for the corresponding branching

process of (B̃Pt)t>0 with strictly positive lifetime distribution.

Before continuing, we setup a definition for use later.

Definition 4.5 (Discrete skeletons of B̃P and B̃P
∗
). Write (B̃P[m])m>1 = (B̃PTm)m>1 viewed as a

sequence of increasing trees with vertex labels according to the order of birth and edge labels corre-

sponding to the life-lengths and call this the discrete skeleton of B̃P. Analogously, let (B̃P
∗
[m])m>1

denote the corresponding discrete skeleton for (B̃P
∗

t )t>0.

In order to understand the first passage percolation model, the starting point is the zero-weight

cluster containing the root vertex, which corresponds to the dead population in B̃P0+(F, h). In
addition, we want to understand the distribution of the number of positive-weight edges attached
to the vertices in the zero-weight cluster of the root. This corresponds to the number of alive

individuals in B̃P0+(F, h), which is the same as in B̃P0+(F
∗, h∗).

The inhomogeneity of the root offspring distribution in contrast with the rest of the process is a
minor technical annoyance. To simplify the question, we start by considering the homogeneous age-
dependent branching process, denoted by BP = (BPt)t>0, whose offspring distribution is given by

q as in (4) and the birth times follow the same distribution F as for the original process (B̃Pt)t>0.

Assuming this can be analyzed, suppose the root in (B̃Pt)t>0 has degree D ∼ p. Let D(0) =

Binomial(D, pc) denote the number of edges of the root having zero weight. Let {BP(i) : i > 1} be

independent copies of the homogeneous branching process BP and use |BP(i)
t | to denote the size of

the dead population in BP
(i)
t . Then,

|B̃P0+| d
= 1 +

D(0)∑

i=1

|BP(i)
0+|.

This allows one to read off properties for B̃P easily from BP. Hence we will focus on the size of a

zero-weight cluster in BP. This can be studied via an exploration random walk which recursively
produces two sets, the set of active vertices (Ai : i > 1) and the set of removed vertices (Ri : i > 1),
as follows:

(a) At step i = 0, set A0 = {ρ} (namely the root as the initial active vertex ρ = v0) and initialize
the removed set R0 = ∅.
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(b) At every step i > 1, we randomly pick an active vertex, denoted by vi, and reveal the number of
its active offspring ηi = Binomial(Bi, pc), where Bi is an independent random variable following
the size-biased distribution q as in (4). The ηi offspring of vi are added to the active set Ai

which is updated to Ai+1. Vertex vi is added to the removed set. Update the removed set via
Ri+1 = Ri ∪ {vi}.

(c) Repeat (b) until there are no more active vertices.

For i > 0, let Qi = |Ai| denote the number of active vertices at step i, initialized at Q0 = 1. Since
(Bi)i>0 is a collection of i.i.d. random variables following the size-biased distribution q, the dynamics
of the size of the active set Qi = |Ai| can be written as a random walk with i.i.d. increments,

Qi = Qi−1 + ηi − 1 where Q0 = 1 and ηi = Binomial(Bi, pc). (14)

At time χ = min{i > 0 : Qi = 0} the exploration terminates and the size of the zero-weight
cluster is given by χ. To compute the distribution of χ, we will use a result from [29] originating in
[30, Lemma 6.1].

Lemma 4.6 (Kemperman’s formula). Suppose that for any m > 1, (η1, . . . ηm) are cyclically ex-

changeable integer valued random variables with ηi > −1 a.s. Define Wj =
∑j

i=1 ηi and

T−k = inf{j > 0 : Wj − j = −k}.
Then,

P(T−k = m) =
k

m
P(Wm −m = −k).

We now describe how this leads, in the critical regime, to the scaling of the size of the active set
of vertices of the exploration process.

Lemma 4.7 (Size of the zero-weight cluster). Let χ = min{i > 0 : Qi = 0} for the random walk Qi

defined in (14). There exist strictly positive finite constants C1, C2 so that for all m > 1,

C1m
−1/2

6 P(χ > m) 6 C2m
−1/2. (15)

Remark 4.8. The above Lemma 4.7 and Lemma 4.10 below form the main ingredients of the proof
and are not effected if the probability of zero weight edges is changed from pc to a different point
pc + λ/n1/3 in the critical scaling window of CMn(p). Thus the results on the asymptotics for
passage times between typical vertices seem robust to such perturbations.

Proof. It follows from (14) and the definition of Wj that Qj = 1+Wj−j for j > 0. Note that (ηi)i>1

are i.i.d. lattice distributions with span one, with mean 1 and variance var η = (1−pc)+p2cvar (Bi) <
∞ by Assumption 1.1. Applying the local central limit theorem (see e.g., [15, Theorem 3.5.3]) to
Rm −m we get that

lim
m→∞

m1/2
P(Wm −m = −1) = (2πvar η)

−1/2.

We are interested in χ = T−1, whose law, according to Lemma 4.6 is,

P(χ = m) =
1

m
P(Wm −m = −1).

Hence there exists some m0 ∈ N such that for m > m0,

1

2
(2πvar η)

−1/2m−3/2
6 P(χ = m) 6 2(2πvar η)

−1/2m−3/2.

�

Next we consider the number of positive-weight edges connected to a zero-weight cluster of the

root (as described above, this is the number of alive individuals in B̃P0+(F, h), which is the same

as in B̃P0+(F
∗, h∗)). Recall that Bi denotes the offspring degree of the vertex vi chosen at the i-th
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step in the exploration process. For i > 1, let ξi = Binomial(Bi, 1−pc) = Bi−ηi denote the number
of positive-weight edges attached to vi. Define

Sn =
n∑

i=1

ξi, Wn =
n∑

i=1

ηi and Vn =
n∑

i=1

Bi.

We will bring in the restriction of viewing the above sequences only up to the stopping time χ
in a subsequent Lemma. For the time being view the sequences {Sn : n > 1}, {Wn : n > 1} and
{Vn : n > 1} as a collection of coupled random walks driven by the sequence {Bi : i > 1} and
additional Binomial sampling. Note that Vn = Wn + Sn and Wn = Binomial(Vn, pc), Sn =
Binomial(Vn, 1 − pc). According to the previous discussion, Sχ then gives the number of positive-
weight edges connected to a zero-weight cluster. In order to understand Sχ, we first start by
exploiting the connection between Sn and Wn.

Lemma 4.9. There exists some constants ρ+, ρ−, c > 0 such that ρ−Wn < Sn < ρ+Wn with
probability at least 1− 2 exp(−2cn).

Proof. Since Wn = Binomial(Vn, pc) and Sn = Binomial(Vn, 1 − pc), by standard large deviations
for the Binomial distribution, for any ε > 0 there exist constants c1, c2 > 0 such that,

P(|Wn − pcVn| > εpcVn) 6 exp(−c1n),

P(|Sn − (1− pc)Vn| > ε(1− pc)Vn) 6 exp(−c2n).

Here we use the fact Vn > n to replace Vn by n in the exponent. Algebra then yields,

P

(∣∣∣∣
Sn

(1− pc)Vn
− Wn

pcVn

∣∣∣∣ > 2ε

)
6 exp(−c1n) + exp(−c2n) 6 2 exp(−min{c1, c2}n).

Thus with probability at least 1− 2 exp(−min{c1, c2}n) one has,

1− pc
pc

Wn − 2ε(1 − pc)Vn 6 Sn 6
1− pc
pc

Wn + 2ε(1 − pc)Vn.

The above rearranges to,

(1− pc)(1/pc − 2ε)

1 + 2ε(1 − pc)
Wn 6 Sn 6

(1− pc)(1/pc + 2ε)

1− 2ε(1 − pc)
Wn,

as Vn = Wn + Sn. Choosing ε > 0 sufficiently small and taking ρ− < (1−pc)(1/pc−2ε)
1+2ε(1−pc)

, ρ+ >
(1−pc)(1/pc+2ε)

1−2ε(1−pc)
completes the proof. �

Now consider the number of positive weighted edges Sχ, originating from a zero-weight cluster.

Lemma 4.10 (Number of positive-weight edges). There exist C1, C2 > 0 such that for m > 1,

C1m
−1/2

6 P(Sχ > m) 6 C2m
−1/2.

Proof. By definition we have Wχ = χ− 1. Let ρ±, c be the constants in Lemma 4.9. As Sn and Wn

are both non-decreasing with respect to n,

P(Sχ > ρ−m) > P(Sχ > ρ−m,χ > m) > P(Sm > ρ−m,χ > m)

> P(Sm > ρ−Wm,Wm > m,χ > m)

> P(Wm > m,χ > m)− 2 exp(−cm)

= P(χ > m)− 2 exp(−cm) > Cm−1/2,

for some C > 0, where the last equality is because on the event {χ > m} we have Wm −m > −1,
i.e., Wm > m. The lower bound then follows from Lemma 4.7.
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For the upper bound we use the fact that Wχ = χ− 1 and observe,

P(Sχ > ρ+m) 6 P(Sχ > ρ+m,χ > m) + P(Sχ > ρ+m,χ 6 m)

6 P(χ > m) + P(Sχ > ρ+Wχ, χ 6 m)

6 Cm−1/2 +m exp(−2cm) 6 C ′m−1/2,

for some C ′ > 0.
�

4.4. Smallest-weight graph in configuration model. As described in Section 4.1, to under-
stand the optimal path between the vertices u 6= v ∈ [n], we grow the shortest weight clusters
between these two vertices simultaneously till they have a common vertex. The goal of this Section
is to describe the approximation of such clusters by the branching process described above. We
first need a few constructions wherein we simultaneously explore the shortest weight graph around
a vertex and construct the graph corresponding to this cluster. Recall the construction of the
configuration model in Section 1.1 including the notion of free half-edges/stubs and the matching
procedure to create a full edge. We write (SWG

v
m)m>1 for smallest-weight graph starting from vertex

v constructed sequentially described next. We sometimes use the phrase “flow clusters” in place
of shortest weight graphs, as this is more evoctive of the underlying process, namely flow starting
from the source vertex and moving at rate one through the graph using the edges with prescribed
lengths.

Definition 4.11 (Smallest-weight graph). Initialize with SWG
v
1 = {v}. Add the edge and vertex with

minimal edge weight connecting v to one of its neighbors. The growth of (SWG
v
m)m>1 is then defined

recursively: given SWG
v
m, we obtain SWG

v
m+1 by adding the edge and the end vertex connected to

SWG
v
m with minimal edge weight (ties broken arbitrarily).

With some abuse of notation we will write (SWG
v
m)m>1 as a collection of vertices while implicitly

including also the edges. The smallest-weight graph (SWG) in principle can be constructed on
any given graph with edge weights. When the underlying graph is described by the configuration
model CM, we next describe the approach in [7] to simultaneously grow the graph as well as the
shortest-weight graph from a given vertex. In the construction below, a stub that has not been
paired is referred to as a free stub. We will assign weights to stubs according to the distribution
F . A stub with weight zero is said to be a zero stub and otherwise a positive stub. A stub whose
weight has not yet been assigned is said to be unmarked. The construction proceeds conditional on
the degree sequence d := {di : i ∈ [n]}.
Construction 4.12. The construction of the shortest weight graph starting from vertex v, (SWG

v
m)m>1,

on the configuration model proceeds iteratively:

1. Start with SWG
v
1 = {v}, where the vertex v has dv stubs, each with an independent weight drawn

from distribution F .
2. Given SWG

v
m with known stub weights, we select the stub with the minimal weight (breaking

ties arbitrarily) attached to SWG
v
m and pair it with a free stub chosen uniformly at random,

designating its endpoint as vm+1:
• If the chosen stub is unmarked, we have obtained SWG

v
m+1 = SWG

v
m ∪ {vm+1}. We then

independently assign weights to each remaining free stub of vm+1 that was previously un-
marked.

• If the chosen stub is marked, we say a collision occurs, and the construction stops.
3. Repeat Step (2) until a collision occurs.

To simplify notation, when there is no scope for confusion, we use SWG to denote the smallest-
weight graph starting from a uniformly chosen vertex in the given graph.



14 BHAMIDI, DURRETT, AND HUANG

4.5. Coupling SWG with age-dependent branching process. The goal of this Section is to
summarize both known results as well as derive technical estimates that will allow us to couple,
local neighborhoods of the SWG with a corresponding age dependent branching process. Obstacles
in coupling include:

(a) Arising of collision events. Since we grow two flow clusters, say first starting at v and then u,
one obvious example of collision is that the flow cluster from v finds vertex u.

(b) The fact that for finite n, the outward exploration from a typical vertex gives rise to forward
degrees that is only approximately independent and only approximately has the limit size biased
distribution q.

Growing shortest weight graphs from two vertices on the configuration model, either in the first
passage percolation setup [7, 9], or in trying to understand just graph distance [34, 35], is now
relatively standard and all of the above obstacles have been tackled in previous papers. The aim of
this Section is to review the technical components necessary for addressing these approximations,
but first, we will establish some notation.

Recall that we used CMn(p) for the random graph generated by first sampling the degree sequence
D = (di)i∈[n] in an i.i.d. fashion from p and then considering the configuration model and the
ensuing first passage percolation problem on the model. We will typically work conditionally on
the generated degree sequence D and will ocassionally write CMn(D) and write Pn for computing
probabilities conditional on the degree sequence to make this distinction.

Now recall the Construction 4.12. For m > 1, define

Rm := min{j > 1 : SWGj contains m vertices}. (16)

Note that we have Rm = m exactly when SWG is a tree, i.e., no cycle has been created in the
construction by time m. We say a collision has occurred when a cycle is created during the growth
of SWG, and define the collision time to be

Rcol = min{m > 1 : Rm > m}. (17)

Construction 4.12 can be extended to take into account collisions as in [7, Section 4.2] where, a
modified construction of the SWG was introduced where edges that create cycles (and self-loops) are
deleted and replaced by “artificial stubs”. As a result, the modified SWG constructed on a graph
remains a tree that can essentially be coupled with (and stochastically dominated by) a branching
process whose offspring is driven by the size-biased version of the empirical distribution of degrees.
Our arguments for understanding the passage time need the construction only before this collision
time so these additional approximations will not be required. We observe that (SWGm)m>1 remains
a tree until the first collision and focus on the growth of the SWG before Rcol.

Let (SWG
v
m)m>1 denote the SWG on CMn(D) starting from a uniformly chosen vertex v as

described in Construction 4.12. Let vi denote the vertex explored in the i-th step in (SWG
v
m)m>1.

For i > 2, we will denote by Bi the degree of vertex vi minus 1, i.e., Bi is the forward degree of vi.
We are interested in the forward degrees of previously unexplored vertices, i.e., (BRm)m>2. Now
consider two distinct and uniformly sampled vertices u, v. First grow the shortest weight graph
SWG

v
mn

for up to mn steps (unless a collision event happens) and then start growing the shortest
weight graph from SWG

u unless u ∈ SWG
v
mn

or one of the stubs previously found in SWG
v
mn

is

sampled. Define Rv = Rv
col as above and after growing SWG

v
mn

, define R̃u to be the first time m > 0
such that either u is already in SWG

v
mn

or another active stub in SWG
v
mn

is sampled by SWG
u or

there is a collision in the growth of the cluster SWG
u. We use notation R̃u since, owing to the

sequential construction, first starting from v and then u, it is different from Rv in distribution.

Proposition 4.13 (Coupling over mesoscopic growth of the clusters). First consider the shortest
weight graph SWG

v from a single randomly sampled vertex v. Fix any mn = o(
√
n). Then under

Assumptions 1.1:
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(a) Probability of collision from a single source: Then the probability of collision P(Rcol 6

mn) → 0 as n → ∞.
(b) Coupling to an i.i.d. sequence: Let d be a given degree sequence and let Ln =

∑n
i=1 di.

Consider the empirical distribution

g
(n)
k :=

n∑

i=1

(k + 1)1{di = k + 1}
Ln

, k > 0. (18)

Let
{
Y (n)

i : i > 2
}

be an i.i.d. sequence with distribution (g
(n)
k )k>0. There is a coupling of

(BRi)26i6mn with (Yi)26i6mn such that

P(∩mn
i=2

{
BRi = Y (n)

i

}
) → 1, as n → ∞.

(c) Collision events from multiple sources: Next consider the growth from two clusters first

from v and then from u as described above. Then P(min(Rv, R̃u) 6 mn) → 0 as n → ∞.
(d) Coupling for multiple sources: The coupling in (b) with an i.i.d. sequence for a single source

SWG
v continues to hold starting from two distinct randomly sampled sources.

Proof. Part(a) and (c) follows from the statement and proof of [7, Lemma A.1]. For part(b)
and (d) see [9, Lemma 5.1 and Eqn. (5.11)] and its proof.

�

Remark 4.14. The above proposition allows us to describe various simultaneous couplings of the
shortest weight graphs from two randomly sampled vertices by essentially proving the desired result
for one of the shortest weight graphs, since as long as one grows these clusters up to a “mesoscopic”
time scale where the total number of half-edges used is oP(

√
n) one has “independent” evolution of

the two shortest weight graphs. This theme will be present in many of the remaining proofs of this
Section where we mainly describe the proof only for one cluster.

In principle, we would like to couple the forward degrees to an i.i.d. sequence with distribution
given by the “limit” size biased distribution q in (4) as opposed to the empirical size-biased pmf as
in (18). The next result is the initial step on this path and follows similar lines as [33, Proposition
A.1.1].

Recall that D = (D1, . . . ,Dn) denotes a sequence of i.i.d. samples from p.

Lemma 4.15. Let g(n) = (g
(n)
k )k>0 be defined as in (18) with d = D. When the degree exponent τ

of the original pmf p satisfies τ > 3, for any ε > 0 we have

P(dTV(g
(n), g) > n−( τ−2

2τ−3
−ε)) = o(1).

Proof. Fix a, b, α > 0. First observe that
∞∑

k=0

|g(n)k − gk| 6
∞∑

k=0

(
|g(n)k − nµ

Ln
gk|+ gk|

nµ

Ln
− 1|

)

=

∞∑

k=0

(k + 1)

Ln
|

n∑

i=1

(1{Di = k + 1} − pk+1)|+ |nµ
Ln

− 1|. (19)

To bound (19), define the event

Fn = {|nµ
Ln

− 1| 6 n−α} ∩
{
1

n

n∑

i=1

(Di + 1)1{Di > na} 6 n−b

}

∩
{
1

n

na∑

k=0

(k + 1)|
n∑

i=1

(1{Di = k + 1} − pk+1)| 6 n−b

}
=: F1,n ∩ F2,n ∩ F3,n (20)
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so that on Fn one has
∞∑

k=0

|g(n)k − gk| 6 n−α +
2(1 + n−α)

µ
n−b,

where the second term comes from the inequality µn
Ln

6 1 + n−α guaranteed on the event Fn. It

remains to find suitable values of a, b, α such that P(F c
n) = o(1). It follows directly from the central

limit theorem for Ln that for any choice of 0 < α < 1/2, P(F c
1,n) = o(1). Next, an application of

Markov’s inequality gives for some constant C ′ ∈ R+,

P(F c
2,n) 6 nb

E[(D1 + 1)1{D1 > na}] 6 C ′nb−a(τ−2).

Finally, using Markov inequality and Cauchy-Schwarz inequality,

P(F c
3,n) 6 n1−b

E

[
na∑

k=0

(k + 1)|
n∑

i=1

(1{Di = k + 1} − pk+1)|
]

6 nb−1(na + 1)1/2 E



(

na∑

k=0

(k + 1)2(
n∑

i=1

(1{Di = k + 1} − pk+1)
2

)1/2



6 2nb+a/2−1

(
na∑

k=0

(k + 1)2 E(

n∑

i=1

(1{Di = k + 1} − pk+1)
2

)1/2

,

where the last line follows from Jensen’s inequality. Next note that,

E(
n∑

i=1

(1{Di = k + 1} − pk+1)
2 = Var

(
n∑

i=1

(1{Di = k + 1}
)

= npk+1(1− pk+1) 6 npk+1.

Hence,

P(F c
3 ) 6 2nb+a/2−1

(
na∑

k=0

(k + 1)2npk+1

)1/2

6 Cnb+a/2−1/2namax{0,3−τ}/2.

As we are assuming τ > 3, it suffices to choose a ∈ (0, 1), 0 < b < min{a(τ − 2), (1 − a)/2} and
α ∈ (0, 1/2) to ensure P(F c) = o(1). The bound is optimized when a = 1/(2τ − 3), where for any
ε > 0 we can choose b = τ−2

2τ−3 − ε and α ∈ (b, 1/2) so that

P(dTV(g
(n), g) > n−( τ−2

2τ−3
−ε)) = o(1).

�

Proposition 4.16. For (SWG
v
m)m>1 on CMn(D) as in the setting of Proposition 4.13 with τ > 3,

for any ρ < τ−2
2τ−3 the random vector of forward degrees (Bi)

nρ

i=2 can be coupled to an independent

sequence of random variables (B
(ind)
i )n

ρ

i=2 with probability mass function g = q given in (4) in the

sense that (Bi)
nρ

i=2 = (B
(ind)
i )n

ρ

i=2 whp.
The same result continues to hold for two sequentially constructed shortest weight graphs SWG

v
nρ ,SWG

u
nρ

starting from two randomly sampled vertices u, v using disjoint collection of independent random
variables for each shortest weight graph and such that the shortest weight graphs are disjoint.

Proof. We will describe the proof for one shortest weight graph; for two shortest weight graphs, one

uses the same proof and Proposition 4.13 (c) and (d). Let g(n) = (g
(n)
k )k>0 be defined as in (18) with

d = D. As ρ < 1/2 by definition, it follows from Lemma 4.13 that there exists an i.i.d. sequence{
Y (n)

i : 2 6 i 6 nρ
}
with distribution g(n) such that the coupling (Bi)

nρ

i=2 = (Y
(n)
i )26i6nρ holds whp.
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It remains to show that the coupling (Y
(n)
i )n

ρ

i=2 = (B
(ind)
i )n

ρ

i=2 holds whp. For any ρ < τ−2
2τ−3 , fix

ε = ( τ−2
2τ−3 − ρ)/2 and it follows from Lemma 4.15 that

P(dTV(g
(n), g) > n−( τ−2

2τ−3
−ε)) = o(1).

That is, whp the realization of D satisfies dTV(g
(n), g) 6 n−( τ−2

2τ−3
−ε). Given such D, we can apply

a simple union bound to see that the coupling fails with probability at most

P

(
(Y

(n)
i )n

ρ

i=2 6= (B
(ind)
i )n

ρ

i=2

)
6 nρdTV(g

(n), g) 6 n−ε.

Therefore, the coupling (Bi)
nρ

i=2 = (B
(ind)
i )n

ρ

i=2 holds whp for any ρ < τ−2
2τ−3 .

�

We shall now state the main coupling result between the shortest weight graph and the associated
age dependent branching process. We once again initially describe the coupling started from one
randomly sampled vertex v and then extending the coupling to two shortest weight clusters. To
summarize the main coupling results, we will need some notation. Recall that Gn ∼ CMn(p)
denotes the underlying graph and E(Gn) denotes the corresponding edge set. Next, recall that
{te : e ∈ E(Gn)} denoted the passage times across edges while {Tn(u

′, v′) : u′, v′ ∈ [n]} denoted the
minimal inter-vertex passage times. For later use, the above easily extends to minimal passage times
between sets: for A,B ⊆ [n], Tn(A,B) = minu∈A,v∈B Tn(u, v). Also recall the discrete skeleton from
Def. 4.11. To couple the SWG starting from vertex v with this continuous time branching process,
we will look at the subsequence (SWG

v
σℓ
)ℓ>1 defined recursively as follows. Let

C(v) := {u′ ∈ [n] : Tn(u
′, v) = 0},

denote the zero-weight cluster containing the intial vertex v, which consists of all the vertices that
can be reached from v instantaneously. Recall from Construction 4.12 that for m > 1, vm denotes
the vertex we add at the m-th step in the growth of (SWG

v
m)m>1, i.e., SWG

v
m = SWG

v
m−1 ∪ {vm}

for m > 1, where we write v = v1 and SWG
v
0 = ∅ to unify notation. Next for m > 2 let C(vm)

consist of the zero-weight cluster found by the shortest weight-graph (consisting of all vertices not
yet included in the exploration process) when exploring from vm (after having finished exploration
from v1, v2, . . . , vm−1).

Since we are eventually interested in connecting the above exploration to explosion times (or lack

thereof) of the associated branching process B̃P
∗
(with strictly positive life-lengths, see Section 4.2),

we will need to keep track of the subsequence of stopping times when (SWG
v
m)m>1 only has stubs

of positive weights emanating from it, written as (σℓ)ℓ>0 and constructed as follows. Let σ0 = 0,
and recursively define

σℓ+1 = σℓ + |C(vσℓ+1)| for ℓ > 0. (21)

By this definition, (σℓ)ℓ>1 are the times when we finish adding the vertices in a new zero-weight
cluster to the SWG, and hence (SWG

v
σℓ
)ℓ>1 is a sequence of shortest weight graphs where every stub

emanating from the graphs has strictly positive weight.
Recall the construction of the branching process in Construction 4.4 and the corresponding skele-

ton in Definition 4.5 where the labelling is in the order of birth via (with u1 denoting the root)
as, (u1, u2, . . . , ). Using the same notation as for the branching process let CBP(ui) denote the
zero-weight cluster of ui namely the collection of all descendants that are born instantaneously.

Analogous to (21) we can define a sequence of stopping times (Σℓ)ℓ>0 for the branching process B̃P
with Σ0 = 0 and

Σℓ+1 = Σℓ + |CBP(uΣℓ+1)| for ℓ > 0. (22)

Note that for ℓ > 1 the distribution of |CBP(uΣℓ+1)| is given by χ in Lemma 4.7 since the sizes of
these clusters involve i.i.d. forward degrees (Bi)i>2.
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Let θ1 = 0 and define recursively for ℓ > 1,

θℓ+1 = inf{t > θℓ : |B̃P(F, h)t| > |B̃P(F, h)θℓ |}. (23)

We use these stopping times (θℓ)ℓ>0 to track the births that are not instantaneous. Note that

although the dead populations are different in B̃Pt(F, h) and B̃Pt(F
∗, h∗), (θℓ)ℓ>0 can be equivalently

defined with respect to B̃Pt(F
∗, h∗),

θℓ+1 = inf{t > θℓ : |B̃Pt(F
∗, h∗)| > |B̃Pθℓ(F

∗, h∗)|}.
Let

θ∞ := lim
ℓ→∞

θℓ ∈ (0,∞] (24)

denote the time for eventual completition of the branching process B̃Pt(F
∗, h∗) with θ∞ < ∞ if

and only if the branching process explodes within finite time.

Proposition 4.17 (Coupling between SWG and BP). Fix any ρ < τ−2
2τ−3 . First consider the shortest

weight graph SWG
v from one randomly sampled vertex v.

(a) There exists a coupling of the shortest weight graph process SWG with the discrete skeleton of

B̃P such that with high probability as n → ∞,

(SWG
v
i )i6nρ = (B̃P[i])i6nρ .

(b) For any sequence (ℓn)n>1 satisfying ℓn/n
ρ/2 → 0, with high probability the stopping time σℓn ≪

nρ. In particular there is a coupling of the subtree spanned by strictly positive life-lengths in
SWG such that

(SWG
v
i )16i6σℓn

= (B̃P[i])16i6σℓn
.

(c) For any sequence (ℓn)n>1 satisfying ℓn/n
ρ/2 → 0, with high probability we have the following

coupling

SWG
v
σi

= B̃Pθi for all i 6 ℓn,

where the objects on the left and right are viewed as random trees with random edge lengths.
(d) Now for two sources, the shortest weight clusters from two randomly sampled vertices v, u we

can couple with high probability the corresponding shortest weight graphs SWG
v,SWG

u with

associated independent branching process B̃P
v
, B̃P

u
such that the above assertions (a),(b), (c)

hold and further SWG
v
σℓn

∩ SWG
u
σ′
ℓn

= ∅.

Proof. Part(a) follows directly follows from Proposition 4.16. To prove (b) and (c) it is enough to
show σℓn ≪ nρ with high probability.

For ℓ > 1, let Θℓ = |CBP(uσℓ+1)| so that {Θi : i > 1} is an i.i.d. sequence with distribution χ as
in Lemma 4.7. It follows from (22) that, for ℓ > 1,

Σℓ = |CBP(u1)|+
ℓ−1∑

i=1

Θi.

It is not difficult to see, from Lemma 4.7, that the distribution of {Θi : i > 1} is stochastically
dominated by a collection of i.i.d. random variables (X i)i>1 with law

P(X i > x) = x−1/2L(x),

for some slowly varying L(·). By standard weak convergence results to stable laws, see e.g. [15,

Theorem 3.8.2],
∑ℓ−1

i=1 Xi

ℓ2 as ℓ → ∞ converges to a non-degenerate finite random variable with a stable

law. It then follows that Σℓn ≪ nρ with high probability for ℓn ≪ nρ/2. This, combined with the
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coupling in Proposition 4.16, shows that with high probability the coupling between SWG
v
i = B̃P[i]

holds until i 6 Σℓn , on which the following coupling holds

(σi)i6ℓn = (Σi)i6ℓn .

This completes the proof.
�

In subsequent proofs (see Section 5.2.2), we will pair the remaining free stubs, and it is crucial
to have no prior knowledge of their weights. However, due to our construction, it is evident that
SWG

v
σℓn

only has stubs with positive weights emanating from it. To eliminate any issues arising

from this prior knowledge, we take an additional step to pair all the stubs attached to SWG
v
σℓn

,

which are conditioned to have strictly positive edge weights distributed as F ∗ = Fζ as specified in
(11).

Let the resulting cluster be denoted by SWG
v
σℓn

⊆ [n], and define

∂SWG
v
σℓn

= SWG
v
σℓn

\SWG
v
σℓn

, (25)

to be the set of vertices lying at the boundary of SWG
v
σℓn

.

Lemma 4.18. Let ρ < τ−2
2τ−3 . For any η ∈ (0, ρ) and a sequence (ℓn)n>1 with ℓn = ⌊nρ/2−η/4⌋, with

high probability nρ−η ≪ |∂SWG
v
σℓn

| ≪ nρ.

Proof. As before let (B̃P[m])m>1 be the discrete skeleton of the associated age dependent branching
process and the sizes of the zero-weight clusters respectively as in (22). By Proposition 4.17 it

suffices to show nρ−η ≪ |∂B̃P[Σℓn ]| ≪ nρ w.h.p.

Recall the definition of Sχ from Lemma 4.10 and let (S(j))j>1 be i.i.d. copies of Sχ (note that S(j)

can depend on (Bi)i>2 but each S(j) involves disjoint subsets of (Bi)i>2). As |∂B̃P[Σi]| represents
the number of children with positive life-lengths attached to BP[Σi], it satisfies

|∂B̃P[Σi+1]| = |∂B̃P[Σi]| − 1 + S(i) for i > 1.

For any ℓ > 1, we have the following characterization

|∂B̃P[Σℓ]| = |∂B̃P[Σ1]|+
ℓ−1∑

i=1

(S(i) − 1).

It follows from Lemma 4.10 that (S(i) − 1)i>1 satisfies the stochastic ordering

Xi 6st S
(i) − 1 6st Xi

for two collections of i.i.d. random variables (Xi)i>1 and (X i)i>1 such that

P(X i > x) = x−1/2L(x) and P(Xi > x) = x−1/2L̃(x)

for some slowly varying L(·), L̃(·). Theorem 3.8.2 in [15] implies that
∑ℓ−1

i=1 Xi

ℓ2
converges to a non-

degenerate random variable and hence yields that |∂B̃P[Σℓn ]| ≪ nρ w.h.p. thus proving the upper
bound.

For the lower bound, it again follows from Theorem 3.8.2 in [15] that
∑ℓ−1

i=1 Xi

ℓ2
converges to a

non-degenerate random variable Y with stable law. Further Y has an extremal stable distribution
with characteristic parameter α = 1/2 and by [24, Proposition 7.16, P159] has a diffuse distribution

and thus no mass at zero. The lower bound |∂B̃P[Σℓn ]| ≫ nρ−η follows.
�
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5. Proof of Theorem 2.1

In this Section we prove Theorem 2.1. The lower bound on passage time is established in Section
5.1, followed by the proof of the upper bound in Section 5.2. The remaining results are proven in
the next Section.

5.1. Lower bound on passage time. Recall the sequence of stopping times for the associated
continuous time branching processes {θℓ : ℓ > 0} defined in (23). Recall that Tn(u, v) denotes the
passage time between the two randomly sampled vertices u, v.

Proposition 5.1 (Lower bound on passage time). Fix ℓn = ⌊nρ/2−η/4⌋ for 0 < η < ρ/2. Under the
assumptions of Theorem 2.1, there exists a probability space where the distribution of Tn(u, v) can

be coupled with two random variables θ
(v)
ℓn

, θ
(u)
ℓn

such that:

(i) θ
(v)
ℓn

, θ
(u)
ℓn

are independent random variables with distribution θℓn as in (23).

(ii) With high probability as n → ∞, Tn(u, v) > θ
(v)
ℓn

+ θ
(u)
ℓn

.

The following is an immediate Corollary of the above Proposition.

Corollary 5.2. (a) If the associated branching process does not explode i.e., θℓ ↑ ∞ as ℓ ↑ ∞
then Tn(u, v)

P−→ ∞ as n → ∞.
(b) If the associated branching processes explode in finite time, then for any a > 0,

lim inf
n→∞

P(Tn(u, v) > a) > P(θ(u)∞ + θ(v)∞ > a),

where θ
(u)
∞ , θ

(v)
∞ are independent copies of the explosion time.

Proof of Proposition 5.1: It follows from Proposition 4.17(d) that there exists two independent mod-

ified age-dependent branching processes B̃P
v
, B̃P

u
such that they can be coupled respectively with

SWG
v,SWG

u with high probability. To be more precise, let (θ
(v)
ℓ )ℓ>0, respectively (θ

(u)
ℓ )ℓ>0, denote

the stopping times defined as in (23) for B̃P
v
, respectively B̃P

u
. Then with high probability we have

B̃P
v

θ
(v)
i

= SWG
v
σi
, B̃P

v

θ
(u)
i

= SWG
u
σ′
i

for all i 6 ℓn,

and further the two shortest weight graphs are disjoint up to this stage with high probability. Thus

Tn(v, u) > θ
(v)
ℓn

+ θ
(u)
ℓn

for ℓn = ⌊nρ/2−η/4⌋.
�

5.2. Upper bound on passage time. The proof of the upper bound on the typical passage time
Tn(u, v) involves identifying a path that connects u and v via the largest zero-weight cluster in the
graph. Throughout this Section we will choose ρ = 3/8 and let η > 0 be a sufficiently small number.
We fix the choice of ℓ as

ℓ = ℓn = ⌊nρ/2−η/4⌋. (26)

There are three main steps in the proof.

5.2.1. Step 1: Growing the SWGs to a proper size. Let (σj)j>1 and (σ′
j)j>1, be stop-

ping times for SWG
v and SWG

u defined as in (21). We will grow both SWGs till SWG
v
σℓ

and

SWG
u
σ′
ℓ
, and construct SWG

v
σℓ
,SWG

u
σ′
ℓ
. Proposition 4.17 shows that with high probability we can

construct two independent branching process B̃P
v
and B̃P

u
following Construction 4.4 that are

coupled to (SWG
v
i )16i6σℓn

and (SWG
u
i )16i6σ′

ℓn
respectively and such that with high probability

SWG
v
σℓ

∩ SWG
u
σ′
ℓ
= ∅.

Fix ε > 0 and define,
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Sε(v) := {x ∈ ∂SWG
v
σℓ

: ∃w ∈ SWG
v
σℓ

with t(x,w) 6 ε},
namely the set of vertices on the boundary that are connected to SWG

v
σℓ

with a direct edge of length
ε. Note that by construction,

Sε(v) ⊆ {x ∈ ∂SWG
v
σℓ

: Tn(x,SWG
v
σℓ
) 6 ε}.

Next, to ease notation, write,

Sε,c(v) := ∂SWG
v
σℓ
\Sε(v),

for the “complement” of vertices in ∂SWG
v
σℓ

namely vertices in the boundary which do not have
a direct connection of length 6 ε to SWG

v
σℓ
. Define the “degree” of the set Sε(v), denoted by

deg(Sε(v)), for the total number of stubs attached to vertices in Sε(v). For any subset of vertices
A ⊆ Sε(v), similarly let deg(A) denote the total number of stubs attached to vertices in A.

Lemma 5.3. For any ε > 0 and η ∈ (0, ρ), whp nρ−η ≪ deg(Sε(v)) ≪ nρ.

Proof. Proposition 4.16 implies that w.h.p. we can construct SWG
v
σℓ

by sampling i.i.d. random
variables (Bi)i>2 from the size-biased distribution q. Furthermore, it follows from a straightforward
adaption of the proof of Proposition 4.16 that whp the forward degrees of vertices in ∂SWG

v
σℓ

can also be coupled with i.i.d. (B̃i)i>1 from q. Note that since each vertex in the boundary has
at lease one edge to SWG

v
σℓ
, thus Sε(v) �st Binomial(∂SWG

v
σℓ
, F ∗(ε)) where ∂SWG

v
σℓ

≫ nρ−η

according to Lemma 4.18 and as before �st denotes the stochastic domination ordering. When the
aforementioned coupling to i.i.d. forward degrees holds, we have

deg(Sε(v)) =
∑

x∈Sε(v)

B̃x.

It is then easy to see nρ−η ≪ deg(Sε(v)) ≪ nρ with high probability. �

5.2.2. Step 2: The largest zero-weight cluster in the rest of the graph.

Construction 5.4 (Modified degree sequence d̃). The modified degree of each vertex in [n] is

defined to be its number of remaining free stubs after the construction of SWG
v
σℓ
∩ SWG

u
σ′
ℓ
in Step 1.

Note that the modified degrees of vertices in SWG
v
σℓ

∪ SWG
u
σ′
ℓ
are all zeros, and the modified

degrees of vertices in ∂SWG
v
σℓ
∪ ∂SWG

u
σ′
ℓ
are i.i.d. samples from q which have been revealed in Step

1. Throughout this section we will assume d̃ satisfies

max
x∈∂SWG

v
σℓ

∪∂SWG
u
σ′
ℓ

d̃(x) 6 nρ/(τ−2). (27)

It is easy to see this condition holds with high probability based on Lemma 4.18. Next consider the
unexplored vertices

Rn := [n] \ (SWG
v
σℓ

∩ SWG
u
σ′
ℓ
).

Throughout this Section we will treat |Rn| as known and condition on the event |Rn| = n− o(nρ),
which occurs with high probability. As a result of Proposition 4.16, with high probability the
modified degrees of vertices in Rn are given by i.i.d. samples from p, which are unknown to us yet.

To obtain the zero-weight clusters in the rest of the graph, we essentially run a bond percolation

on CMn(d̃) where each edge is independently retained with probability pc (otherwise the edge is

deleted). We will denote the resulting bond percolation clusters by CMn(d̃, pc). For each vertex,

its thinned degree is defined to be its induced degree in CMn(d̃, pc), which represents the number of

zero-weight edges attach to it. Let C(1) denote the largest cluster in CMn(d̃, pc) and write P+(C(1))
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for the number of positive-weighted stubs emanating from vertices in C(1). Our goal in this Step is
to prove

P+(C(1)) = ΩP(n
2/3). (28)

This conclusion essentially follows from the results in [14] for the critical percolation CMn(d̃, pc).
We begin by summarizing in Assumption 5.5 the assumptions made in [14] (i.e., [14, Assumption
3.5]). Note that the assumptions are stated for a fixed degree sequence whereas we are working

with a random (modified) degree sequence d̃. Hence we will show that d̃ satisfies Assumption 5.5
with high probability.

Assumption 5.5. For a given degree sequence d = (di)i∈[n], let Dn denote the degree of a uniformly
chosen vertex in [n]. Suppose Dn satisfies

(i) Dn
d−→ D;

(ii) E[D3
n] → E[D3];

(iii)

νn :=
E[Dn(Dn − 1)]

EDn
→ ν =

E[D(D − 1)]

ED
> 1;

(iv) (Critical window for percolation) pc =
1
νn

+O(n−1/3).

Remark 1. The assumptions above implicitly involve an infinite sequence d = (di)i>1, whereas we

are working with a sequence of (random) modified degrees {d̃(n) : n > 1} where d̃(n) = (d̃
(n)
i )i∈[n]

is defined for CMn(D). To avoid any ambiguity, we will perform the following construction. First
sample d := (di)i>1 where di ∼i.i.d. p. Based on the discussion above, for each n > 1 we can couple

(d̃
(n)
u )u∈Rn to the first |Rn| terms in d, i.e., (d̃

(n)
u )u∈Rn = (di)i6|Rn|.

Lemma 1. Let {d̃(n) : n > 1} denote the collection of modified degree sequences in {CMn(D) : n >

1}. With high probability {d̃(n) : n > 1} satisfies Assumption 5.5.

Proof. Without loss of generality we can condition on (27) and treat |Rn| as a known constant
satisfying |Rn| = n − o(nρ). Following Remark 1, we define d = (di)i>1 so that the coupling

(di)i6|Rn| = (d̃
(n)
u )u∈Rn holds for all n > 1. For simplicity, we will omit the superscript (n) moving

forward, as the dependence on CMn(D) is clear.

Let D̃n denote the modified degree d̃U of a uniformly chosen vertex U ∈ [n], whereas let Dn denote

the modified degree d̃U ′ of a uniformly chosen vertex U ′ ∈ Rn. Due to the coupling (d̃
(n)
u )u∈Rn =

(di)i6|Rn|, Dn has the law of a uniform sample from (di)i6|Rn|.
We begin by considering the convergence of Dn. Strong law of large numbers immediately implies

that Assumption 5.5 (i)-(iii) are satisfied forDn almost surely. In particular, we have E[Dj
n] → E[Dj]

almost surely for 1 6 j 6 3, noting that E[Dj
n] :=

∑
i6|Rn| d

j
i

|Rn|
is a random variable arising from the

randomness of (di)i6|Rn| ∼i.i.d. p. Furthermore, we’d like to show that there exists n0 ∈ N and
C1, C2 > 0, such that with high probability we have

∣∣EDn − ED
∣∣ 6 C1n

−1/3 and
∣∣E[D2

n]− E[D2]
∣∣ 6 C2n

−1/3 (29)

for all n > n0. These two conclusions follow from applying Corollary 3 of [31] with Xk = d̃k, α = 1,

and respectively with Xk = (d̃k)
2, α = (1 + η)/2 for η as in Assumption 1.1 (A2).

We are now ready to verify Assumption 5.5 for D̃n. It is straightforward to see that D̃n satisfies
Assumption 5.5 (i) whp since Dn satisfies it almost surely. To prove (ii), observe that conditioning
on (27),

|Rn|
n

·E[D3
n] 6 E[D̃3

n] 6
|Rn|
n

·E[D3
n] +

O(nρ)

n
(nρ/(τ−2))3, (30)
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and it follows that E[D̃3
n] → E[D3] whp by the choice of τ > 4, ρ = 3/8. Based on the same

reasoning, one has E[D̃2
n] → E[D2],E[D̃n] → ED as E[D2

n] → E[D2],E[Dn] → E[D]. Hence,

ν̃n :=
E[D̃n(D̃n − 1)]

E D̃n

→ ν =
E[D(D − 1)]

ED
> 1,

verifying (iii) for D̃n.

Lastly we need to show with high probability CMn(d̃, pc) belongs to the critical window, i.e.,

|pc −
1

ν̃n
| = O(n−1/3).

It suffices to show |ν̃n − ν| = O(n−1/3). The triangle inequality implies

|ν̃n − ν| 6
∣∣∣∣ν̃n − E[D̃n(D̃n − 1)]

ED

∣∣∣∣+
∣∣∣∣
E[D̃n(D̃n − 1)]

ED
− E(D(D − 1))

ED

∣∣∣∣

= O(|E D̃n − ED|) +O(|E[D̃2
n]− E[D2]|).

It follows from the same reasoning as in (30) that E D̃2
n = ED2

n + O(nρ−1) and E D̃n = EDn +
O(nρ−1) whp. Combined with (29), we have that whp

|E D̃n − ED| 6 C1n
−1/3 +O(n1−ρ) = O(n−1/3)

|E[D̃2
n]−E[D2]| 6 C2n

−1/3 +O(n1−ρ) = O(n−1/3),

thus proving that |ν̃n − ν| = O(n−1/3). �

Having verified that whp CMn(d̃, pc) satisfies the assumptions in [14] for critical percolation, we
now apply their results to complete the proof of (28).
Proof of (28). Let Nk(C(1)) be the number of vertices in C(1) with thinned degree k. It is straight-
forward to observe that

P+(C(1)) > N1(C(1))
as each vertex with thinned degree 1 has at least one positive-weight stub attach to it. It follows
from Theorem 3.6 of [14] that |C(1)| = ΩP(n

2/3) and Eqn. (6.4) that

N1(C(1)) = ΩP(|C(1)|) = ΩP(n
2/3).

�

5.2.3. Step 3: Small connection time between the shortest weight clusters and the

largest zero-weight cluster. Without loss of generality we only need to show that with high
probability the passage time between SWG

v
σℓ

and C(1) is at most ε for arbitrarily small ε > 0. The
conclusion for SWG

u
σ′
ℓ
can be derived analogously and hence w.h.p.

Tn(u, v) 6 θ(v)∞ + θ(u)∞ + 2ε.

Proposition 5.6. Let ρ = 3/8 and ℓ = ⌊nρ/2−η/4⌋. For any ε > 0 and w ∈ {u, v} there exists a
path of weight less than ε that connects SWG

w
σℓ

to C(1) with high probability.

Proof. First note that if one of the zero stubs attached to Sε(v) has been used to form C(1), then
this immediately implies that SWG

v
σℓ

is connected to C(1) within time ε.
Otherwise we will pair the positive stubs uniformly at random. For each positive stub we flip

an independent coin with success probability
√

F ∗(ε) and say a positive stub is ε-good if we have
a success. Our goal is to show w.h.p. there exists an ε-good edge between Sε(v) and C(1) so that

SWG
v
σℓ

is connected to C(1) within time 2ε. It follows from (28) that there are ΩP(n
2/3) positive

stubs attached to C(1). By standard large deviations for Binomial distribution we see that with high

probability Sε(v) has ΩP(n
ρ−η) ε-good stubs and C(1) has ΩP(n2/3) ε-good stubs.
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Let Ln denote the total number of positive stubs, and note that Ln ≍ n. The probability that
none of the ε-good stubs of Sε(v)’s is paired to that of C(1)’s is at most

(
1− Ω(n2/3)

Ln

)Ω(nρ−η)

≍ e−Ω(nρ−η−1/3) = o(1)

since ρ = 3/8. Thus whp, for any ε > 0, there exists a path from u, v with passage time 6

θ
(u)
ℓn

+ θ
(v)
ℓn

+ 2ε+ oP(1). This completes the proof.
�

6. Proofs of the remaining results

Here we prove the rest of the results in the paper as well provide a proof idea for Conjecture 2.6.

6.1. Proof of Corollaries 2.3-2.5. Proof of Corollary 2.3. The results follow from Theorem 2.1
by verifying that the edge distributions are min-summable in (a)-(c). For a, b > 0, let Fa(·), Gb(·)
be defined as in (1), (2). Let the positive part of Fa(·) be denoted by

Fa,+(x) =
Fa(x)− Fa(0)

1− Fa(0)
=

xa

1− pc
for 0 6 xa 6 1− pc.

Thus F−1
a,+(e

−u) = (1− pc)
1/ae−u/a, which leads to

∫ ∞

1/ε
F−1
a,+(e

−u)u−1 du < ∞

for any a > 0.
Similarly, one can obtain Gb,+(x) = (1 − pc)

−1 exp(−1/xb) for 0 6 exp(−1/xb) 6 1 − pc and

G−1
b,+(e

−u) = (u− log(1− pc))
−1/b, which is min-summable for all b > 0. �

Proof of Corollary 2.5. The positive part of the edge-weight distribution is denoted by Hγ(t) =

e · exp(− exp(1/tγ)). Then H−1
γ (e−u) = (log(1 + u))−1/γ , which leads to

∫ ∞

1/ε
(log(1 + u))−1/γu−1 du

{
< ∞ when γ < 1,

= ∞ when γ > 1.

The result follows from Theorem 2.1. �

6.2. Proof of Theorem 2.9: Let C ∈ (0, 1
−2 log q1

). It follows from Proposition 2.8 that with

high probability there exists an isolated path Γ of length ⌊C log n⌋. Let d(·, ·) denote the graph
distance. Let v, v′ denote the two end points of this isolated path and vmid a mid point such that

max{d(v, vmid), d(v
′, vmid)} > ⌊ ⌊C logn⌋

2 ⌋.
In order to reach all vertices in Gn, the first passage percolation starting from vertex u = 1 has

to go through an isolated path of length L = ⌊ ⌊C logn⌋
2 ⌋.

In particular, let {ti : i > 1} be an i.i.d. collection of random variables with the edge weight

distribution, with high probability,
∑L

i=1 ti �st maxv∈[n] Tn(1, v) where �st denotes the stochastic
domination operation (i.e., we can construct the two random variables above on a common proba-

bility space such that whp
∑L

i=1 ti < maxv∈[n] Tn(1, v)). The law of large numbers guarantees that
whp for some c > 0,

L∑

i=1

ti >
E[te]L

2
> c log n.

�
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6.3. Proof strategy for Conjecture 2.6: We will outline an argument that shows, in the setting
of Corrolary 2.5(a), when γ > 1 then Tn(u, v) grows at least like (log log(n))1−1/γ . A full rigorous
proof will require showing that the various coupling steps below can be carried out. Let u, v ∈ [n]
be two vertices chosen independently and uniformly at random. To establish a lower bound for
Tn(u, v), the key idea is to construct first passage percolation clusters centered at u and v, grown
for enough time, but not too large so that the clusters are still disjoint since in this case Tn(u, v)
is bounded from below by the passage times needed to reach the boundaries of these clusters. If
one can estimate (at least lower bound) the passage time to these boundaries then this would also
result in a lower bound on Tn(u, v).

One tractable approach is as follows. Grow the SWG from v while collapsing every zero-weight
cluster formed during the growth into a single point. We will only grow the (uncollapsed) SWG

v and
SWG

u till size O(nρ) for sufficiently small ρ > 0 to ensure the two clusters are disjoint, and further
these can be coupled to branching processes. Following a similar argument to that of Proposition
4.17, one should be able to obtain the coupling between the collapsed SWG of v and BP(F ∗, h∗)
up to a certain generation L = O(log log n) (here we view BP(F ∗, h∗) as a discrete time process
where generation represents the distance to the root). Instead, we can write Z := {Zm}m>1 as
the discretized version of BP(F ∗, h∗) where Zm is the size of generation m. Letting X denote the

offspring distribution of Z, Lemma 4.10 shows that P(X > x) ∼ x−1/2. It then follows from [13]
that there exists a non-degenerate random variable W such that

2m log(1 + Zm)
a.s.→ W (31)

where W > 0 on survival. Survival occurs with probability one in our setting owing to Assumptions
1.1. This allows us to estimate the size of BP(F ∗, h∗) up to a certain generation, which then
can be connected to the size of BP(F, h). Exploiting this connection yields that we should take
L = O(log log n) to ensure the coupling between the collapsed SWG and Z holds up to generation
L and such that the clusters from the two vertices are still disjoint whp.

It then remains to understand the passage time required for traveling from one of the sources,
say v, to vertices in the L-th generation of Z. As a result of (31), for any ε > 0, there exists some
M := Mε ∈ R such that with probability at least 1−ε, |(1/2)m log(1+Zm)−W | 6 1 for all m > M .
Let K := Kε ∈ R be such that P(W > K) 6 ε. Then with probability at least 1− 2ε, we have

Zm 6 exp((1 +K)2m) for all m > Mε.

Set am := exp((1 + K)2m) and let {σm,i : m ∈ N, i ∈ [am]} be a collection of i.i.d. edge weights
following distribution F ∗. It is straightforward to see that the shortest time to travel from generation
m to generation m+ 1 stochastically dominates

tm := min
i∈[am]

σm,i

and the passage time from v to generation L dominates
∑L

m=M tm. Taking sm > 0 to be such that
F ∗(sm) ≈ exp(−(2 +K)2m), we have

P(tm 6 sm) = 1− (P(σm,1 > sm))am = 1− (1− F ∗(sm))am 6 F ∗(sm)am 6 exp(−2m).

One can choose M to be sufficiently large so that with a large probability tm 6 sm for all m > M
and hence with high probability,

Tn(v, u)�st

L∑

m=M

tm >

L∑

m=M

sm =

L∑

m=M

[F ∗]−1(exp(−(2 +K)2m)),
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where once again �st represents the stochastic domination ordering. In particular, when F ∗ = Hγ ,

[F ∗]−1(exp(−(2 +K)2m)) > (κm)−1/γ for some κ > 0 and

L∑

m=M

[F ∗]−1(exp(−(2 +K)2m)) > CL1−1/γ .

Since we have taken L ≍ log log n, and assuming the above coupling can be carried out, the above
bound would complete the proof.
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Combinatorics, Probability and Computing 20 (2011), 683–707.
[9] S. Bhamidi, R. van der Hofstad, and G. Hooghiemstra, Universality for first passage percolation on sparse random

graphs, The Annals of Probability 45 (2017), 2568–2630.
[10] S. Bhamidi and S. Sen, Geometry of the vacant set left by random walk on random graphs, wright’s constants,

and critical random graphs with prescribed degrees, Random Structures & Algorithms 56 (2020), no. 3, 676–721.
[11] B. Bollobás, A probabilistic proof of an asymptotic formula for the number of labelled regular graphs, European

Journal of Combinatorics 1 (1980), no. 4, 311–316.
[12] M. Damron, W-K. Lam, and X. Wang, Asymptotics for 2d critical first passage percolation, The Annals of

Probability 45 (2017), 2941–2970.
[13] P. L. Davies, The simple branching process: a note on convergence when the mean is infinite, Journal of Applied

Probability 15 (1978), 466–480.
[14] S. Dhara, R. van der Hofstad, J. S. van Leeuwaarden, and S. Sen, Critical window for the configuration model:

finite third moment degrees, Electronic Journal of Probability 22 (2017), no. 16, 1–33.
[15] R. Durrett, Probability: Theory and Examples, Fifth, Cambridge U. Press, 2019.
[16] D. Fernholz and V. Ramachandran, The diameter of sparse random graphs, Random Structures & Algorithms

31 (2007), no. 4, 482–516.
[17] C. Goldschmidt, The stable graph: the metric space scaling limit of a critical random graph with iid power-law

degrees, arXiv preprint arXiv:2002.04954 (2020).
[18] D. R. Grey, Explosiveness of age-dependent branching processes, Zeitschrift für Wahrscheinlichkeitstheorie und

Verwandte Gebiete 28 (1974), no. 2, 129–137.
[19] T. E. Harris, The theory of branching processes, Vol. 6, Springer Berlin, 1963.
[20] P. Jagers et al., Branching Processes with Biological Applications, Wiley London, 1975.
[21] S. Janson, One, two and three times log n/n for paths in a complete graph with random weights, Combinatorics,

Probability and Computing 8 (1999), no. 4, 347–361.
[22] S. Janson and M. J Luczak, A new approach to the giant component problem, Random Structures & Algorithms

34 (2009), no. 2, 197–216.
[23] A. Joseph, The component sizes of a critical random graph with given degree sequence, The Annals of Applied

Probability 24 (2014), no. 6, 2560 –2594.
[24] O. Kallenberg, Foundations of Modern Probability, Springer, 1997.



CRITICAL FPP ON RANDOM GRAPHS 27

[25] H. Kesten, The critical probability of bond percolation on the square lattice equals 1/2, Communications in Math-
ematical Physics 74 (1980), no. 1, 41–59.

[26] J. Komjáthy, Explosive Crump-Mode-Jagers branching processes, arXiv preprint arXiv:1602.01657 (2016).
[27] M. Molloy and B. Reed, A critical point for random graphs with a given degree sequence, Random Structures &

Algorithms 6 (1995), no. 2-3, 161–180.
[28] M. Molloy and B. Reed, The size of the giant component of a random graph with a given degree sequence,

Combinatorics, Probability and Computing 7 (1998), no. 3, 295–305.
[29] J. Pitman, Combinatorial stochastic processes, Lecture Notes in Math, vol. 1875, Springer, 2006.

https://www.stat.berkeley.edu/users/aldous/206-Exch/Papers/pitman_CSP.pdf.
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