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UNIVERSAL BEHAVIOUR OF MAJORITY BOOTSTRAP PERCOLATION

ON HIGH-DIMENSIONAL GEOMETRIC GRAPHS

MAURÍCIO COLLARES, JOSHUA ERDE, ANNA GEISLER, AND MIHYUN KANG

Abstract. Majority bootstrap percolation is a monotone cellular automata that can be thought
of as a model of infection spreading in networks. Starting with an initially infected set, new
vertices become infected once more than half of their neighbours are infected. The average case
behaviour of this process was studied on the n-dimensional hypercube by Balogh, Bollobás and
Morris, who showed that there is a phase transition as the typical density of the initially infec-
ted set increases: For small enough densities the spread of infection is typically local, whereas
for large enough densities typically the whole graph eventually becomes infected. Perhaps sur-
prisingly, they showed that the critical window in which this phase transition occurs is bounded
away from 1/2, and they gave bounds on its width on a finer scale. In this paper we consider the
majority bootstrap percolation process on a class of high-dimensional geometric graphs which
includes many of the graph families on which percolation processes are typically considered,
such as grids, tori and Hamming graphs, as well as other well-studied families of graphs such
as (bipartite) Kneser graphs, including the odd graph and the middle layer graph. We show
similar quantitative behaviour in terms of the location and width of the critical window for the
majority bootstrap percolation process on this class of graphs.

1. Introduction

1.1. Motivation. Bootstrap percolation is a process on a graph which models the spread of an

infection through a population. This model was first considered by Chalupa, Leath and Reich

[20] to describe and analyse magnetic systems, and has been widely used to describe other

interacting particle systems, see [37].

More generally, in the physical sciences and in particular statistical physics, models in which a

system evolves according to a set of ‘local’ and homogeneous update rules are known as cellular

automata. This includes the Ising model or lattice gas automata [31, 36]. Bootstrap percolation

is then an example of a monotone cellular automaton – the ‘state’ (infected or uninfected) of

each site can only change in one direction, and the update rule is homogeneous (the same for

each vertex) and local (determined by the states of the neighbours).

These models were first analysed rigorously by Schonmann [50]. A related model, introduced

by Bollobás [16], is weak saturation, in which the edges of a graph G get activated if they

complete a copy of a fixed graph H. Bootstrap percolation has been used to model various

processes, from the zero-temperature Ising model in physics [27] to neural networks [5] or

opinion spreading processes in sociology [30]. For a survey on monotone cellular automata

results related to bootstrap percolation see [47] and for physical applications [46].

The bootstrap percolation process on a graph G evolves in discrete time steps, which we

call rounds, starting with an initial set A0 ⊆ V (G) of infected vertices. In each round, new

vertices become infected if at least a certain threshold r of their neighbours have already been

infected. Since infected vertices never recover, the set Ai of vertices which are infected by

the i-th round is non-decreasing. In other words, we have a sequence of sets A0 ⊆ A1 ⊆ . . .

where Ai = Ai−1 ∪ {v ∈ V (G) : |N(v) ∩ Ai−1| > r} for i ∈ N. We will refer to this process
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as r-neighbour bootstrap percolation. If the infection spreads to the entire population, i.e., if
⋃∞

i=0 Ai = V (G), then the initial set A0 is said to percolate on G.

It is apparent that given a graph G and an initially infected set A0, the r-neighbour bootstrap

percolation process is deterministic, and so each subset A0 ⊆ V (G) is either percolating or non-

percolating. Typically, given a graph or a family of graphs, one can ask about the worst case

or extremal behaviour – what are the ‘minimal’ percolating sets [14, 25, 48] – or about the

typical behaviour – are ‘most’ sets percolating or non-percolating? A natural way to frame the

latter question is to look at the probability Φ(p, G) that a random subset of a fixed density p

percolates. More precisely, in random bootstrap percolation, given a graph G and p ∈ (0, 1), we

let Ap be a p-random subset of V (G) where each vertex in V (G) is included in Ap independently

with probability p and define

Φ(p, G) := P[Ap percolates on G].

Since the r-neighbour bootstrap percolation process is monotone, it is clear that the probability

of percolation Φ(p, G) is monotonically increasing in p. It follows from standard results on the

existence of thresholds for monotone graph properties [29] that there is a threshold for random

bootstrap percolation – the percolation probability transitions continuously from almost 0 to

almost 1 in a very small window around the critical probability

pc(G) := inf

{

p ∈ (0, 1): Φ(p, G) >
1

2

}

.

In this paper we will consider this process on a family of graphs (Gn)n∈N, where the critical

probability pc(Gn) is then a function of Gn. Asymptotically, this transition from percolation

almost never to almost surely then happens in some critical window, an interval In ⊆ [0, 1]

below which Φ(p, Gn) = on(1) and above which Φ(p, Gn) = 1 − on(1). We say there is a sharp

threshold if the width of the critical window is small in comparison to the critical probability,

i.e., if the quotient satisfies

lim
n→∞

|In|
pc(Gn)

= 0.

In the first appearance of bootstrap percolation [20] the authors gave some bounds for the

location and width of the critical window in bootstrap percolation on the Bethe lattice. Sub-

sequent work in the area of physics also focused on lattice-like structures and observed threshold

phenomena [1]. The simplest examples of lattices, and the most well-studied in terms of boot-

strap percolation, come from finite grids [n]d and in particular the d-dimensional hypercube

[2]d, which we will denote by Qd. Holroyd [35] demonstrated the existence of a sharp threshold

in 2-neighbour bootstrap percolation in two-dimensional grids [n]2, i.e., the case r = d = 2

and for arbitrary n ∈ N. In three dimensions, bounds on the critical probability for r = 3

were determined by Cerf and Cirillo [18]. Later work of Balogh, Bollobás and Morris [7, 9, 10]

showed that there is a sharp threshold in grids in arbitrary dimension. Cerf and Manzo [19]

gave the critical probability for all finite grids with 3 6 r 6 d up to constant factors. This line

of work culminated in the breakthrough result of Balogh, Bollobás, Duminil-Copin and Morris

[8], which gave a sharp threshold in all dimensions:

Theorem 1.1 ([8, Theorem 1]). Let d > r > 1 and consider the random (r + 1)-neighbour

bootstrap percolation process. Then

pc

(

[n]d
)

=

(

λ(d, r) + o(1)

logr(n)

)d−r

,

where λ(d, r) is an explicit constant depending on d and r, and logr is the iterated logarithm.
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Here, and throughout the paper, our asymptotics will be in terms of the parameter n unless

otherwise stated.

As well as in lattice-like graphs, the typical behaviour of bootstrap percolation has been

considered on many other graph classes such as binomial random graphs [38, 40], inhomogeneous

random graphs [28] and infinite trees [13].

In many physical applications there is a related model which is also natural to consider, where

a vertex becomes infected once at least half of its neighbours have been infected [27]. We call

this process the majority bootstrap percolation process. Note that, in general, this update rule is

no longer homogeneous, as we have a different infection threshold r(v) = d(v)/2 for each vertex

v. However, for d-regular graphs, this is again an example of r-neighbour bootstrap percolation

with r = d/2. Note that, when analysing the asymptotic behaviour of this process on a family

of regular graphs (Gn)n∈N, even though the infection threshold r is fixed for each Gn, it might

vary as a function of n.

It is not hard to see that, for any n-regular graph G whose order is sub-exponential in n, there

is a sharp threshold for percolation in the random majority bootstrap percolation process near

the point p = 1
2 . Indeed, by standard concentration results, if p > 1

2 + ε, then with probability

tending to one as n → ∞ more than half of the neighbours of every vertex in G will lie in

the initially infected set, and so the process will percolate after a single round. Conversely, if

p < 1
2 − ε, then with probability tending to one as n → ∞ less than half the neighbours of

every vertex in G will lie in the initially infected set, and so the process will stabilise with the

infected set being the initial set, which is most likely not the entire vertex set.

Whilst this behaviour cannot be universal to all n-regular graphs (consider for example a

disjoint union of many copies of a fixed n-regular graph), it was shown by Bollobás, Balogh and

Morris [11] that this sharp threshold occurs as well for graphs of order super-exponential in n

which satisfy certain nice structural properties. The key point here is to have some control on

the neighbourhood expansion of the host graph, to ensure that all vertices at distance i from a

fixed vertex x have ‘many’ neighbours at distance i + 1 from x.

Theorem 1.2 ([11, Theorem 2.2], informal). Let G be a regular graph whose order is sufficiently

small in terms of the neighbourhood expansion of the graph and consider the random majority

bootstrap percolation process. Then

pc(G) =
1

2
+ o(1).

Furthermore, in the case of the hypercube, they looked at the location and width of the

critical window on a finer scale, and found that the point p = 1
2 actually lies outside, and in

fact above, the critical window.

Theorem 1.3 ([11, Theorem 2.1]). Let Qn be the n-dimensional hypercube and consider the

random majority bootstrap percolation process where the set of initially infected vertices is a

p-random subset Ap with

p :=
1

2
− 1

2

√

log n

n
+

λ log log n√
n log n

.

Then

lim
n→∞

Φ(p, Qn) =







0 if λ 6 −2,

1 if λ > 1
2 .

Since in this context it makes sense to consider the critical probability as having an ‘expansion’

around p = 1
2 , it will be useful to introduce some definitions so as to be able to talk about the

strength of bounds on the location and width of the critical window.
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Suppose a property has a critical window of the form I = p1+p2+. . .±pk where pi = on(pi−1)

for each 2 6 i < k and pk = On(pk−1). Then, whenever pi = on(pi−1) we say that pi is the i-th

term in the expansion of the critical probability and the width of the critical window is at most

pk. In this way, Theorem 1.3 determines the first two terms in the expansion of the critical

probability to be p1 = 1
2 and p2 = −1

2

√

log n
n , and bounds the width of the critical window to

be O
(

log log n√
n log n

)

for random majority bootstrap percolation on the n-dimensional hypercube.

1.2. Main Results. The aim of this paper is to investigate the random majority bootstrap

percolation process on high-dimensional geometric graphs. The n-dimensional hypercube has

many equivalent representations: For example, it is the nearest neighbour graph on the set of

points {0, 1}n; it is the Cayley graph of Zn
2 with the standard generating set; it is the Cartesian

product of n copies of a single edge; and it is the skeleton of a particularly simple convex

polytope in R
n – all of which in some sense witness the fact that Qn is high-dimensional.

We will study the majority bootstrap percolation process on other graphs with similar high-

dimensional representations. For example, many natural classes of lattice-like graphs can be

realised as Cartesian products of small graphs, such as grids, tori and Hamming graphs, which

are the Cartesian products of paths, cycles and complete graphs, respectively. Such graphs

are commonly studied in percolation theory [2, 24, 26, 32] and in particular in the context of

bootstrap percolation [14, 41].

Another well-studied class of high-dimensional graphs are Kneser graphs and bipartite Kneser

graphs, which encode how different subsets of a fixed set intersect. Of particular interest here

are the middle layers graph Mn and the odd graph On whose combinatorial properties have

been extensively studied [15, 49, 42]. The odd graph On belongs to the family of generalised

odd graphs that are related to incidence geometries and in particular to near polygons, see

[17]. Another well-known example of a generalised odd graph is the (n − 1)-dimensional folded

hypercube Q̃n obtained by joining each pair of antipodal points in the hypercube Qn−1. This

graph has also commonly been used as a lower-diameter alternative to the hypercube in the

context of network topology [4]. Percolation processes have also been considered on some

of these graphs, in the context of the transference of combinatorial results to sparse random

substructures [12].

In this paper we will study a general class H =
⋃

K∈N H(K) of graphs satisfying certain

structural properties (see Section 3 for formal definition), which are satisfied by various high-

dimensional geometric graphs, and in particular the graphs listed above. Roughly speaking,

H(K) consists of graphs whose structure is close – in a quantitative manner in terms of the

parameter K – to being controlled by some coordinate system, which may only be defined

locally with respect to each vertex and need not be globally coherent, where edges correspond

to changing a single coordinate.

We will show that there is a certain universal behaviour to the random majority bootstrap

percolation process on graphs in the class H(K), which is controlled in some way by the degree

sequence, and we will in particular determine the first few terms in the expansion of the critical

probability for regular graphs in H(K). In fact, we show that the critical window does not

contain 1
2 , for arbitrary graphs G in the class H(K), where the upper and lower boundary of

the critical window are functions of the minimum and maximum degree of G, denoted by δ(G)

and ∆(G), respectively.

Our main theorem is as follows.
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Theorem 1.4. Let (Gn)n∈N be a sequence of graphs in H(K) for some K ∈ N such that

δ(Gn) → ∞ as n → ∞ and let p = p(n) ∈ [0, 1]. Consider the random majority bootstrap

percolation process where the set of initially infected vertices is a p-random subset Ap. Then

for any constant ε > 0,

lim
n→∞

Φ(p, Gn) =















0 if p < 1
2 −

(

1
2 + ε

)

√

log δ(Gn)
δ(Gn) ,

1 if p > 1
2 −

(

1
2 − ε

)

√

log ∆(Gn)
∆(Gn) .

In particular, if the graphs Gn are regular, then Theorem 1.4 determines the first two terms

in the expansion of the critical probability, as in Theorem 1.3 for the hypercube.

Corollary 1.5. Let (Gn)n∈N be a sequence of d-regular graphs in H(K) for some K ∈ N such

that d = d(n) → ∞ as n → ∞ and let p = p(n) ∈ [0, 1]. Consider the random majority bootstrap

percolation process where the set of initially infected vertices is a p-random subset Ap. Then

for any constant ε > 0,

lim
n→∞

Φ(p, Gn) =











0 if p < 1
2 −

(

1
2 + ε

)
√

log d
d ,

1 if p > 1
2 −

(

1
2 − ε

)
√

log d
d .

In particular, this holds if Gn is

• an n-dimensional regular Cartesian product graph whose base graphs have bounded size;

• the n-dimensional middle layer graph Mn;

• the n-dimensional odd graph On; or

• the n-dimensional folded hypercube Q̃n.

Note that Mn, On and Q̃n are n-regular.

Corollary 1.5 shows that for d-regular graphs in H(K) there is a sharp percolation threshold

for the random majority bootstrap percolation process. More precisely, we find that the beha-

viour in Theorem 1.3, when scaled correctly, is in some way universal for these high-dimensional

graphs, in that the first two terms in the expansion of the critical probability are 1
2 − 1

2

√

log d
d

and the critical window has width o

(

√

log d
d

)

: In other words, for any d-regular graph G in

H(K), the critical probability satisfies

pc(G) =
1

2
− 1

2

√

log d

d
+ o





√

log d

d



 .

1.3. Proof Techniques. In [11] Balogh, Bollobás and Morris show that, at least in the n-

dimensional hypercube, the event that a vertex becomes infected is in some sense ‘locally

determined’. Indeed, for the 1-statement they show that with probability tending to one as

n → ∞ (whp) every vertex becomes infected after at most eleven rounds. For the 0-statement

they analyse a related process, which stochastically dominates the majority bootstrap percol-

ation process, and show that whp this process stabilises after three rounds, and in fact whp a

positive proportion of the vertices remains uninfected. Note that whether or not a vertex v is

infected after k rounds only depends on the set of initially infected vertices at distance at most

k from v.

A key tool in our proof of Theorem 1.4 is that the degree distributions of graphs in H(K)

are locally quite ‘flat’, in the sense that the degrees in a small neighbourhood of a vertex v are

relatively close to the degree of v. Roughly, such graphs look locally approximately regular. If,
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as in the work of Balogh, Bollobás and Morris [11], we expect the probability that a vertex v

becomes infected to be ‘locally determined’, we might hope that for each vertex v there is a

critical probability p̃c(v), which depends only on its degree d(v), such that significantly above

this threshold it is very likely that v becomes infected, whereas significantly below this threshold

there is a positive probability that v remains uninfected, at least for the first few rounds of the

process. In particular, we should expect the process to percolate when p ≫ maxv∈V (G) p̃c(v),

and we should expect the process not to percolate when p ≪ minv∈V (G) p̃c(v).

Let us describe in more detail how we make this heuristic argument precise. For the 1-

statement we note that, since we are considering probabilities close to 1
2 , the probability that

a vertex is not infected in the first round is roughly 1
2 . We first show that, for each v ∈ V (G)

when p is above p̃c(v) := 1
2 − 1

2

√

log d(v)
d(v) , the probability that v is not infected after two rounds

is already much smaller, at most 1
4 (Lemma 4.1).

We then bootstrap this result twice, first to show that the probability that v is not infected

after five rounds is exponentially small in d(v) (Lemma 4.2), and then again to show that

the probability that v is not infected after eleven rounds is super-exponentially small in d(v)

(Lemma 4.3). Since we assume that the graphs in H(K) are not too large, roughly of exponential

order, this is sufficient to deduce the 1-statement using a union bound. To avoid dependencies

when bootstrapping our results, and to simplify our analysis, we actually analyse a slightly more

restrictive bootstrap percolation process, which is dominated by the original process, where the

local infection parameter r(v) is slightly larger than d(v)
2 . This broad strategy for proving the

1-statement follows the approach of [11].

A key property of graphs in H(K) which allows us to bootstrap these results is a certain

“fractal self-symmetry” which roughly says we can split those graphs into many copies of (lower-

dimensional) graphs having the same structural properties. This property has also been key to

the study of bond and site percolation on high-dimensional graphs [22, 23, 24].

For the 0-statement, we analyse a slight variant of the majority bootstrap process which

dominates the original process, where the infection parameter r varies over time, starting slightly

below d(v)
2 and increasing to d(v)

2 in a finite number of rounds. This idea, which originates in [11],

allows us to assume that vertices which become infected in round i for i > 1 have a significant

number of neighbours which became infected in round i − 1. We first show that in this new

process, a vertex which is not infected by the second round is extremely unlikely to become

infected in the third round, and so whp this process stabilises after two rounds (Lemma 5.1).

Here, a judicious choice of parameterisation simplifies the analysis of this process, allowing us

to conclude that the process stabilises after only two rounds. We then conclude by showing

that whp some vertices are not infected by the second round (Lemma 5.2).

The paper is structured as follows: In Section 2 we introduce some notation and probabilistic

tools that we use. In Section 3 we explicitly describe the structural assumptions satisfied by our

class H(K) of high-dimensional graphs. The proof of Theorem 1.4 is then split up into a proof

of the 1-statement in Section 4 and a proof of the 0-statement in Section 5, with some of the

technical details deferred to Sections 6 and 7. Afterwards we give specific examples of several

graphs that are contained in the class H of graphs in Section 8. We close with a discussion of

the limits of the techniques used and some open questions in Section 9.

2. Preliminaries

For n ∈ N we denote by [n] the set of integers up to n, i.e., [n] := {1, . . . , n}. Given y, z ∈ R

we will write y ± z to denote the interval [y − z, y + z]. Similar to O(·) notation, an inclusion

6



is meant whenever ± appears in the context of an equality. For example, x = y ± z means

that x ∈ [y − z, y + z]. Whenever the base of a logarithm is not specified, we use the natural

logarithm, i.e., log x = ln x = loge x. For ease of presentation we will omit floor and ceiling

signs in calculations.

2.1. Probabilistic tools. In this section we will state a number of probabilistic tools which

are used throughout the paper.

We will assume knowledge of Markov’s and Chebyshev’s inequalities as standard (see [3] for

basic probabilistic background). However, through the paper we will need much more precise

tail bounds, both from above and below, for binomial and related distributions. The first is a

standard form of the Chernoff bounds, see for example [3, Appendix A].

Lemma 2.1. Let d ∈ N, 0 < p < 1, and X ∼ Bin(d, p). Then

(a) For every t > 0,

P
[

|X − dp| > t
]

6 2 exp

(

−2t2

d

)

;

(b) For every b > 1,

P[X > bdp] 6

(

e

b

)bdp

.

At times we will also need an anti-concentration result for binomial random variables. As

these converge in distribution to a normal distribution we will derive these from tail bounds for

the standard normal distribution N(0, 1). Proofs can be found in [51, Section 5.6].

Lemma 2.2. For d ∈ N, p = p(d) ∈ (0, 1) and f(d) = o(d1/6), it holds that

P

[

Bin(d, p) − dp
√

dp(1 − p)
> f(d)

]

= (1 + o(1))P[N(0, 1) > f(d)].

Moreover, if f(d) → ∞ as d → ∞, the probability that the standard normal distribution exceeds

f(d) satisfies

P[N(0, 1) > f(d)] =
1 + o(1)

f(d)
√

2π
exp

(

−f(d)2

2

)

.

Since binomial random variables can be written as sums of independent Bernoulli random

variables, the standard inequality due to Hoeffding [33] readily implies the following lemma.

Lemma 2.3. Let k, d1, . . . , dk ∈ N and p ∈ (0, 1). Let Xi ∼ Bin(di, p) for each i ∈ [k], let

Y =
∑k

i=1 iXi, and let D(k) =
∑k

i=1 i2di. Then, for every τ > 0,

P
[

Y > E[Y ] + τ
]

6 exp

(

− 2τ2

D(k)

)

6 exp

(

− 2τ2

k · E[Y ]

)

.

We will also need the following lemma from [11] which broadly tells us that, if we think of

a Bin(n, p) random variable as the number of successful trials in a sequence of n independent

trials with success probability p, then there is only a slight correlation between the result and

the outcome of the first trial.

Lemma 2.4 ([11], Lemmas 3.8 and 3.9). Let d ∈ N, let p = p(d) = 1
2 − o(1). Let X1, . . . , Xd

be independent and identically distributed Ber(p) random variables and let X =
∑d

i=1 Xi ∼
Bin(d, p). Then, for any 0 6 m = m(d) 6 d/2,

P[X > m | X1 = 1] =
(

1 + o(1)
)

P
[

X > m
]

7



and

P[X1 = 1 | X > m] =
(

1 + o(1)
)

P
[

X1 = 1
]

.

By induction and the law of total probability, it follows from Lemma 2.4 that for any bounded

k ∈ N and any ε = (ε1, . . . , εk) ∈ {0, 1}k ,

P
[

X > m
∣

∣X1 = ε1, . . . , Xk = εk

]

=
(

1 + o(1)
)

P
[

X > m
]

.

Finally we will need the fact that the median of a binomial random variable is essentially

equal to its mean, see for example [39, Theorem 1].

Proposition 2.5. Let X ∼ Bin(d, p). Then the median of X is either ⌊E[X]⌋ or ⌈E[X]⌉, and

thus P[X > C] > 1
2 for any integer C such that C 6 E[X].

3. Nice structural properties of geometric graphs

In this section we discuss the properties of the graphs in the class H(K). Roughly, one can

think of these graphs as having a structure which is in some sense close to being governed

by some local coordinate system, where edges are only allowed between vertices which differ

in a single coordinate. Crucially there are only ever a bounded number of neighbours in each

coordinate.

Given a graph G we will write d(G) for the average degree of G, δ(G) for the minimum degree

of G and ∆(G) for the maximum degree of G. Given two vertices x, y ∈ V (G) we will write

distG(x, y) for the distance between x and y in G, that is, the length of the shortest x − y path

in G. Given k ∈ N ∪ {0} and x ∈ V (G) we let

BG(x, k) := {y ∈ V (G) : distG(x, y) 6 k}

be the ball of radius k centred at x and

SG(x, k) := BG(x, k) \ BG(x, k − 1)

be the sphere of radius k centred at x, where SG(x, 0) := {x}. Note that BG(x, 0) = {x},

SG(x, 1) = NG(x), and BG(x, 1) = {x} ∪ NG(x). When the underlying graph G is clear from

the context, we will omit the subscript in this notation.

Given K ∈ N define the class H(K) of geometric graphs recursively by taking the single-

vertex graph K1 ∈ H(K) and then taking every graph G satisfying Properties (P1) to (P6)

below.

Property P1 (Locally almost regular). For every x ∈ V (G), ℓ ∈ N and y ∈ S(x, ℓ), we have

|d(x) − d(y)| 6 Kℓ.

In this case we say that G is locally K-almost regular. Heuristically, vertices at a small

distance should agree in almost all their coordinates, and so their degrees, which are the sum

of the number of neighbours in each coordinate, should be similar.

Property P2 (Bounded backwards expansion). For every x ∈ V (G), ℓ ∈ N and y ∈ S(x, ℓ),

we have

|N(y) ∩ B(x, ℓ)| 6 Kℓ.

In this case we say that G has K-bounded backwards expansion. Note that having bounded

backwards expansion is qualitatively equivalent to having good neighbourhood expansion as in

Theorem 1.2 from [11]. Heuristically, a vertex y at distance ℓ from x differs from x in at most

8



ℓ coordinates, and the only neighbours of y which are not further away from x also differ in a

subset of these coordinates. Note that Properties (P1) and (P2) imply that

|S(x, ℓ)| = Θ(d(x)ℓ).

Property P3 (Typical local structure). For every x ∈ V (G) there is a set D ⊆ V (G) \ {x} of

non-typical vertices such that for every ℓ ∈ N the following hold:

(i) |D ∩ S(x, ℓ)| 6 Kℓ−1d(x)ℓ−1;

(ii) |D ∩ N(y)| 6 Kℓ for every vertex y ∈ S(x, ℓ) \ D;

(iii) every two vertices in S(x, ℓ) \ D have at most one common neighbour in S(x, ℓ + 1) \ D.

For every graph G that fulfils Property (P3) and every x ∈ V (G), we set

S0(x, ℓ) := S(x, ℓ) \ D.

Heuristically, since the number of neighbours in each coordinate is always bounded, a typical

vertex at distance ℓ from x differs in precisely ℓ coordinates from x. The set D takes care of the

non-typical vertices, as well as taking into account the ‘error’ in our approximate coordinate

system. Conditions (i) and (ii) say that the set D is small and locally sparse, whereas Condition

(iii) clarifies a property we should expect of S0(x, ℓ) – if two vertices u and w differ from x

in precisely ℓ coordinates there is at most one vertex v which differs from x in precisely ℓ + 1

coordinates and differs from u and w in a single coordinate.

Property P4 (Projection). For every x ∈ V (G), ℓ ∈ N and y ∈ S(x, ℓ), there is a subgraph

G(y) of G such that the following hold:

(i) y ∈ V (G(y));

(ii) G(y) ∈ H(K);

(iii) V (G(y)) ∩ B(x, ℓ − 1) = ∅;

(iv) |dG(y)(w) − dG(w)| 6 Kℓ for all w ∈ V (G(y)).

In this case we say that G has the K-projection property. Heuristically, the idea here is that

vertices at a short distance will only differ in a small number of ‘coordinates’, and by fixing

these coordinates and allowing the others to vary, we should obtain a lower-dimensional graph

G(y) with similar properties to G which is disjoint from B(x, ℓ − 1). This property reflects a

notion of fractal self-symmetry of the graph.

We note that in all our applications, the graphs G(y) can in fact be taken to be a ‘lower

dimensional’ graph with a similar description to G. For example, in the case of the hypercube

these projections can be taken to be subcubes, although in general they might come from a

slightly more general family than the original graph G.

Property P5 (Separation). For every x ∈ V (G), ℓ ∈ N and y ∈ S0(x, ℓ), we have

|B(y, 2ℓ − 1) ∩ S0(x, ℓ)| 6 ℓKℓ−1d(x)ℓ−1.

In this case we say that G satisfies the K-separation property. Heuristically, vertices in

S0(x, ℓ) ⊆ S(x, ℓ) will typically differ from x in ℓ coordinates, and so for each vertex y ∈ S0(x, ℓ)

the vertices in B(y, 2ℓ − 1) ∩ S0(x, ℓ) will typically agree with y in one coordinate in which it

differs from x, leaving one fewer ‘degree of freedom’ for the choice of such vertices.

In particular, the K-separation property implies the following separation lemma.

Lemma 3.1 (Separating partition). Suppose G satisfies Properties (P3) and (P5) for some

K ∈ N. For each x ∈ V (G) and ℓ ∈ N, there exists a partition P of S(x, ℓ),

S(x, ℓ) = P1 ∪ · · · ∪ Pm,
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into m disjoint sets P1, . . . , Pm such that the following hold:

(i) m 6 (ℓ + 1)Kℓ−1d(x)ℓ−1;

(ii) dist(y1, y2) > 2ℓ for all distinct y1, y2 ∈ Pj and every j ∈ [m].

Proof. By Property (P3) there are at most Kℓ−1d(x)ℓ−1 vertices in D ∩ S(x, ℓ). Choose a new

partition class Pi for each such vertex.

Choose the partition of S0(x, ℓ) greedily by putting each vertex w ∈ S0(x, ℓ) in the first

partition class such that the distance condition is satisfied. For y ∈ S0(x, ℓ), by Property (P5)

we have |B(y, 2ℓ − 1) ∩ S0(x, ℓ)| 6 ℓKℓ−1d(x)ℓ−1. Thus we get at most this many partition

classes for S0(x, ℓ).

Combining the number of partition classes from S(x, ℓ)∩D and S0(x, ℓ) proves the claim. �

We note that while Properties (P1) to (P5) make assertions for each ℓ ∈ N, in fact in the

proof of Theorem 1.4 we will only need these properties for ℓ 6 6. Finally, our proof methods

require that the graph G is not too large.

Property P6 (Exponential order). G has at most exp(Kδ(G)) vertices.

4. Proof of the 1-statement of Theorem 1.4

Throughout the rest of the paper we assume that G is a graph in H(K) for some K ∈ N (so

G satisfies Properties (P1) to (P6) for this K), and all asymptotics will be as δ(G) → ∞.

In this section we will prove the 1-statement of Theorem 1.4: For any ε > 0, if

p >
1

2
−
(

1

2
− ε

)

√

log ∆(G)

∆(G)
,

then

Φ(p, G) := P[Ap percolates on G] → 1.

In fact, we will prove that

P[∃x ∈ V (G) : x /∈ A11] = o(1).

Along the proof we will introduce auxiliary lemmas, but their proofs are deferred to Section 6.

For each vertex x ∈ V (G) let

σ(x) :=

√

log d(x)

d(x)

and choose the probability p to be significantly larger than

p̃c(x) :=
1

2
− 1

2
σ(x).

More precisely, for c < 1
2 we let

p :=
1

2
− cσ(x).

Since the initially infected set of vertices A0 is distributed as a p-random subset Ap of V (G),

the probability that a vertex x lies in A0 is approximately 1
2 . We start by showing that the

probability that x is infected after the first two rounds is already significantly larger than 1
2 .

In fact, we will show a slightly stronger statement, bounding the probability that a vertex x

is infected in the first two rounds of a slightly weaker infection process, where the threshold to

infect a vertex v is raised from d(v)
2 to d(v)

2 + m for some fixed m ∈ N ∪ {0}. More precisely, we

define recursively A0(m) := A0 and for each i ∈ N ∪ {0}

Ai+1(m) := Ai(m) ∪
{

v ∈ V (G) : |Ai(m) ∩ N(v)| > d(v)

2
+ m

}

.
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Note that if m = 0, then Ai = Ai(m) for all i ∈ N and that for any m > 0,

Ai(m) ⊆ Ai for all i ∈ N.

The event that a vertex x is infected by the second round depends only on vertices at distance

at most two from x. More precisely, whether x is infected in the second round only depends

on how many neighbours of x are infected initially and how many are infected in the first

round. The number of initially infected neighbours is given by a binomial random variable

with expectation d(x)/2 − c
√

d(x) log d(x), and so in order to infect x in the second round, on

average we need around c
√

d(x) log d(x) many additional neighbours of x to be infected in the

first round.

For each neighbour of x there is a small but non-negligible chance that it is infected in the

first round. Indeed, since the number of initially infected neighbours of a vertex is distributed

binomially, we can use the anti-concentration statement in Lemma 2.2 to calculate quite pre-

cisely the probability that it is infected in the first round, which is around Ω
(

d(x)−2c2
)

as

we will show later, and so the expected number of neighbours of x which will be infected in

the first round is of order Ω
(

d(x)1−2c2
)

≫
√

d(x) log d(x). Furthermore, the local structure of

graphs in H(K) ensures that for two neighbours of x the events that they get infected in the

first round are close to independent. This allows us to show that it is reasonably likely that x

will be infected in the second round using a second moment argument.

Lemma 4.1. Let m ∈ N ∪ {0}, x ∈ V (G), c < 1
2 , p = 1

2 − cσ(x) and A0 ∼ Ap. If there is a

K ∈ N such that G ∈ H(K), then

P[x ∈ A2(m)] >
3

4
+ o(1).

We note that for the proof of Lemma 4.1 we will only need Properties (P1) to (P3) (see

Section 6).

Next we show that, above the probability p̃c(x) = 1
2 − 1

2σ(x), the probability that a vertex x is

not infected shrinks quickly, from a constant probability in the second round to an exponentially

small one by the fifth round.

Let us sketch the main ideas. If a vertex x is not infected by the fifth round, then there is a

subset T ′ ⊆ N(x) of size d(x)
2 which is not infected by the fourth round. Since no vertex in T ′

is infected by the fourth round, and each vertex in T ′ has approximately degree d(x) there are

at most roughly d(x)|T ′|/2 many edges from T ′ to A3. However, using the explicit structure of

our graph G ∈ H(K), it is easy to show that the number of edges from T ′ to the sphere S(x, 2)

is approximately d(x)|T ′|.
Since, by Lemma 4.1, each vertex is in A2 (and hence also in A3) with probability larger

than say 2/3, it should be very unlikely that fewer than half the edges from T ′ to S(x, 2) go to

vertices in A3. However, due to the dependencies between the events that vertices in S(x, 2) lie

in A3, it is difficult to make this precise.

Instead, we look one round further – if many vertices in T = N(T ′) ∩ S(x, 2) are not infected

by the third round then we again find that at most half of the edges from T to the sphere S(x, 3)

go to vertices in A2. However, by Lemma 3.1 we can partition S(x, 3) into O(d2) sets whose

pairwise distance is at least 4. In particular, in any partition class the events that the vertices

lie in A2 are mutually independent. By a double-counting argument we can find one partition

class B ⊆ S(x, 3) in which less than half of the edges from T to B go to vertices in A2, which

is very unlikely since each vertex in B lies in A2 with probability at least 2/3 and these events

are independent.
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However, whether the vertices in B lie in A2 might still depend on the sets of initially infected

vertices in S(x, 1) and S(x, 2) which also influence our choices of T ′, T and B. To get around

this issue we use Property (P4) to find for each y ∈ B a slightly smaller graph G(y) ∈ H(K)

with G(y) ⊆ G \ B(x, 2), where the vertex degrees and structure are approximately preserved.

This guarantees that infection with a slightly increased threshold in G(y) is sufficient to imply

infection in G, and allows us to apply Lemma 4.1 to y inside the subgraph G(y).

Lemma 4.2. Let x ∈ V (G), c < 1
2 , and p = 1

2 −cσ(x). If there is a K ∈ N such that G ∈ H(K),

then there exists a β > 0 (independent of x) such that

P
[

x /∈ A5
]

6 exp
(

−βd(x)
)

.

We note that for the proof of Lemma 4.2 we will use Properties (P1) to (P5) (see Section 6).

Finally, we bootstrap Lemma 4.2 to show that after six more rounds the probability that a

vertex is not infected shrinks even further, and becomes super-exponentially small. Since the

order of the graphs in Theorem 1.4 are exponential in their vertex degrees, this will be enough

to deduce that, above an appropriate threshold, whp all vertices will become infected by the

eleventh round.

Here we can afford to be slightly less careful than in Lemma 4.2. If a vertex x is not infected

by the k-th round, it is relatively easy to show that the number of vertices at distance ℓ which

are not infected by the (k − ℓ)-th round must be growing like Θ
(

d(x)ℓ
)

. In particular, if x

is not infected by the eleventh round, there is some set T ′ with Θ(d(x)6) many vertices in

the sphere S(x, 6) which are uninfected by the fifth round. By Lemma 3.1 we can partition

S(x, 6) into O(d(x)5) many sets within which all vertices have pairwise distance at least twelve.

By an averaging argument, some partition class P must contain a large number of vertices

in T ′. However, since the events that the vertices of P are not infected by the fifth round

are independent, and each is unlikely by Lemma 4.2, it follows from Chernoff’s inequality

(Lemma 2.1) that it is extremely unlikely that any partition class contains a large number of

vertices in T ′.

Lemma 4.3. Let x ∈ V (G), c < 1
2 , and p = 1

2 −cσ(x). If there is a K ∈ N such that G ∈ H(K),

then there exists a β > 0 (independent of x) such that

P
[

x /∈ A11
]

< exp
(

−βd(x)2).

We note that for the proof of Lemma 4.3 we will use Properties (P1) to (P5) (see Section 6).

We are now in a position to prove the 1-statement of Theorem 1.4.

Proof of 1-statement in Theorem 1.4. Let K ∈ N and let (Gn)n∈N be a sequence of graphs such

that Gn ∈ H(K) and δ(Gn) → ∞ as n → ∞. We write G := Gn.

Let ε > 0 and let

p >
1

2
−
(

1

2
− ε

)

√

log ∆(G)

∆(G)
.

Since d 7→ 1
2 −

(

1
2 − ε

)

√

(log d)/d is an increasing function in d, by Lemma 4.3 there exists

β > 0 such that for every x ∈ V (G)

P[x /∈ A11] 6 exp(−βd(x)2) 6 exp(−βδ(G)2).

Hence, by Property (P6) we have |V (G)| 6 exp(Kδ(G)) and so

1 − Φ(p, G) = P[Ap does not percolate on G] 6 P[∃x ∈ V (G) : x /∈ A11]

6 |V (G)| · exp(−βδ(G)2) = o(1), (1)
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concluding the proof. �

Remark 4.4. As mentioned before, Lemmas 4.1 to 4.3 do not use Property (P6). The union

bound in the last step of (1) is the only use of Property (P6) in the proof above. Therefore, the

1-statement also holds for graphs satisfying Properties (P1) to (P5) and |V (G)| = exp(o(δ(G)2)).

5. Proof of the 0-statement of Theorem 1.4

In this section we will prove the 0-statement of Theorem 1.4: For any ε > 0, if

p <
1

2
−
(

1

2
+ ε

)

√

log δ(G)

δ(G)
,

then

Φ(p, G) := P[Ap percolates on G] → 0.

Along the proof we will need some auxiliary lemmas, which are proved in Section 7. In fact,

instead of directly analysing the majority bootstrap percolation process, we will analyse a

generalised process which dominates the original majority bootstrap percolation process. This

new process introduced in [11] is called the Bootk(γ) process: Given k ∈ N and some function

γ : V (G) → R
+, we recursively define Â0 := A0 and for each ℓ ∈ N ∪ {0}

Âℓ+1 := Âℓ ∪
{

x ∈ V (G) :
∣

∣

∣N(x) ∩ Âℓ

∣

∣

∣ >
d(x)

2
− max{0, k − ℓ} · γ(x)

}

.

In other words, the initial infection set is the same as in the majority bootstrap percolation

process, but the infection spreads more easily in the first k rounds. More precisely, a vertex x

is infected in the first round if it has d(x)/2 − k · γ(x) infected neighbours, and this requirement

is gradually strengthened over the first k rounds. After the k-th round, the process evolves

exactly as the majority bootstrap percolation process would do.

In particular, given A0, we note that

Ai ⊆ Âi for all i ∈ N.

Crucially, however, if a vertex x becomes infected in round ℓ + 1 6 k of the Bootk(γ) process,

then at least γ(x) of its neighbours must have become infected in round ℓ. This simplifies the

task of showing a vertex does not become infected.

For our application, we fix k = 2 and for each x ∈ V (G) we let

γ(x) :=

√

d(x)

ϑ(d(x))
,

where ϑ(d) =
√

log d. Our goal is to show that if p is small enough, i.e, p 6 1
2 − c

√

log δ(G)
δ(G) for

c > 1/2, then whp

Â2 = Â3 6= V (G).

In other words, whp the process Boot2(γ) stabilises after two rounds. Therefore,

∞
⋃

i=0

Ai ⊆
∞
⋃

i=0

Âi = Â2 6= V (G)

and hence the majority bootstrap percolation process does not percolate.

Note that our choice of the parameter γ(·) simplifies the argument presented in [11] and

allows us to study the first three instead of four rounds of the process, while obviating the need

for some of the counting arguments given in [11]. The choice of this parameter has to be such

that γ(x) is asymptotically smaller than d(x)σ(x) =
√

d(x) log d(x). Our choice of γ(x) to be
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very close to this bound allows us to simplify the argument, at the cost of giving a weaker bound

on the width of the critical window.

We start by showing that it is very likely that the Boot2(γ) process stabilises by the second

round, by bounding the probability that a vertex is infected in the third round. Recall that, as

defined in Section 4,

σ(x) :=

√

log d(x)

d(x)

for each vertex x.

Lemma 5.1. Let x ∈ V (G), c > 1
2 and p = 1

2 −cσ(x). If there is a K ∈ N such that G ∈ H(K),

then there exists a β > 0 (independent of x) such that

P[x ∈ Â3 \ Â2] 6 exp
(

−βγ(x)2 log d(x)
)

.

We note that the proof of Lemma 5.1 uses Properties (P1) to (P3) (see Section 7).

We will also need to show that it is unlikely that the Boot2(γ) process fully percolates by the

second round. Since it is very likely that around half of the vertices are initially infected, and

we can quite precisely bound the probability that a vertex is infected in the first round, it will

be sufficient to bound the probability that a vertex is infected in the second round.

Lemma 5.2. Let x ∈ V (G), c > 1
2 and p = 1

2 −cσ(x). If there is a K ∈ N such that G ∈ H(K),

then

P[x ∈ Â2 \ Â1] 6 exp

(

−
√

d(x)

)

.

We note that the proof of Lemma 5.2 needs Properties (P1) to (P3) (see Section 7).

Finally, we observe that Lemmas 5.1 and 5.2 together with Property (P6) imply that whp

the Boot2(γ)-process stabilises after the second round, without fully percolating. We are now

ready to prove the 0-statement of our main theorem.

Proof of the 0-statement of Theorem 1.4. Let K ∈ N and let (Gn)n∈N be a sequence of graphs

such that Gn ∈ H(K) and δ(Gn) → ∞ as n → ∞. We write G := Gn.

Let ε > 0 and let

p 6
1

2
−
(

1

2
+ ε

)

√

log δ(G)

δ(G)
.

Again, since the function d 7→ 1
2 −

(

1
2 + ε

)

√

(log d)/d is increasing in d, it follows from

Lemma 5.2 that for every x ∈ V (G)

P
[

x ∈ Â2 \ Â1
]

= o(1).

Furthermore, since γ(x) = o(σ(x)d(x)), it is a simple consequence of Chernoff’s inequality

(Lemma 2.1) that for every x ∈ V (G)

P
[

x ∈ Â1 \ Â0
]

6 P

[

Bin
(

d(x), p
)

>
d(x)

2
− 2γ(x)

]

= o(1).

Hence, by Markov’s inequality whp
∣

∣Â2 \ Â0

∣

∣ = o
(

|V (G)|
)

. It follows from Chernoff’s inequality

(Lemma 2.1) that whp
∣

∣Â0

∣

∣ =
∣

∣A0

∣

∣ 6 3
4 |V (G)|, and hence whp

∣

∣Â2

∣

∣ =
∣

∣Â2 \ Â0

∣

∣+
∣

∣Â0

∣

∣ < |V (G)|.

On the other hand, by Lemma 5.1 there exists β > 0 such that for every x ∈ V (G)

P
[

x ∈ Â3 \ Â2
]

= exp
(

−βγ(x)2 log d(x)
)

= exp
(

−ω(δ(G))
)

.
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By Property (P6), we have |V (G)| 6 exp(Kδ(G)), and using the union bound we get that whp

Â3 = Â2. It follows that whp Ai ⊆ Âi = Â2 6= V (G) for all i > 2. Therefore

Φ(p, G) := P[Ap percolates on G] = P

[ ∞
⋃

i=0

Ai = V (G)

]

= o(1),

completing the proof. �

6. Eleven rounds suffice

In this section we prove the auxiliary lemmas (Lemmas 4.1 to 4.3) needed for the proof of

the 1-statement of Theorem 1.4 in Section 4.

Throughout this section we let x ∈ V (G), c < 1
2 , p = 1

2 − cσ(x), where σ(x) =

√

log d(x)
d(x) ,

and we fix a K ∈ N such that G ∈ H(K). We start the section with a simple corollary of the

Central Limit Theorem (Lemma 2.2).

Lemma 6.1. Let d′ = Θ(d(x)) and C ∈ R be a constant. Then

P

[

Bin(d′, p) >
d′

2
+ C

]

= (1 + o(1))P

[

Bin(d′, p) >
d′

2

]

.

Proof. Observe that since (d′)−1/2 ≪ σ(x) ≪ (d′)−1/3, the function

fL(d′) :=
cd′σ(x) + L
√

d′p(1 − p)

satisfies 1 ≪ fL ≪ (d′)1/6 for any constant L. Therefore, by Lemma 2.2, it suffices to show that

P[N(0, 1) > fC(d′)] = (1 + o(1))P[N(0, 1) > f0(d′)]. (2)

Since |fC − f0| = O((d′)−1/2), we may estimate

1

fC ·
√

2π
· exp

(

−f2
C

2

)

=
1 + o(1)

f0 ·
√

2π
· exp

(

−f2
0

2
+ O

(

(fC − f0) · f0
)

)

=
1 + o(1)

f0 ·
√

2π
· exp

(

−f2
0

2

)

.

By the second part of Lemma 2.2, this implies (2), hence proving the lemma. �

We proceed to prove the aforementioned auxiliary lemmas.

6.1. Proof of Lemma 4.1. As in Lemma 4.1, we let m ∈ N ∪ {0} and aim to prove

P[x ∈ A2(m)] >
3

4
+ o(1).

Let X0 := N(x) ∩ A0 be the set of neighbours of x which are initially infected and note that

|X0| ∼ Bin(d(x), p).

Next we let

X1 := N(x) ∩ (A1(m) \ A0)

be the set of the neighbours of x which become infected in the first round. We note that

x ∈ A2(m) if and only if either x ∈ A0 or |X0| + |X1| > d(x)
2 + m, and so we have

P[x ∈ A2(m)] = P[x ∈ A0] + P[x /∈ A0] · P
[

|X0| + |X1| > d(x)

2
+ m

∣

∣

∣ x /∈ A0

]

. (3)
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In order to calculate the second term in (3) we consider the event E0 that |X0| > d(x)
2 + m − ℓ

and the event E1 that |X1| > ℓ for a judicious choice of m 6 ℓ 6
d(x)

2 + m which will be given

later. By (3), we have

P[x ∈ A2(m)] = P[x ∈ A0] + P[x /∈ A0] · P[E0 ∧ E1 | x /∈ A0]

= p + (1 − p) · P[E0 | x 6∈ A0] · P[E1 | E0 ∧ (x /∈ A0)]

= p + (1 − p) · P[E0] · P[E1 | E0 ∧ (x /∈ A0)], (4)

where the last equality is because E0 is independent of the event that x /∈ A0.

For ease of notation, let us write P
∗ for the probability distribution conditioned on the events

{x /∈ A0} and E0. Note that, for y ∈ N(x), we may use the independence of the events {y /∈ A0}
and {x /∈ A0} as well as Lemma 2.4 on correlations to deduce that

P
∗[y /∈ A0] = P[y /∈ A0 | (x /∈ A0) ∧ E0] = P[y /∈ A0

∣

∣ E0] = (1 + o(1))(1 − p). (5)

We begin with estimating the conditional expectation of |X1|.

Claim 6.2.

E
∗[|X1|

]

= E
[

|X1| | (x /∈ A0) ∧ E0

]

= Ω

(

d(x)1−2c2

√

log d(x)

)

.

Proof of Claim 6.2. Let us suppose that x /∈ A0 and let y ∈ N(x). We have

P
∗
[

y ∈ X1

]

= P
∗[y /∈ A0] · P∗

[

|N(y) ∩ A0| > d(y)

2
+ m

∣

∣

∣ y /∈ A0

]

. (6)

To bound the second term in (6), we note that
∣

∣N(y) ∩
(

{x} ∪ N(x)
)∣

∣ 6 K by Property (P2).

Furthermore, we have d(y) > d(x) − K since G is K-locally almost regular by Property (P1).

Hence, conditioned on the events {x, y /∈ A0} and E0, |N(y) ∩ A0| stochastically dominates a

Bin(d′, p) random variable for d′ := d(x) − 2K. Recalling that p = 1
2 − cσ(x) = 1

2 − c

√

log d(x)
d(x) ,

we have

P
∗
[

|N(y) ∩ A0| > d(y)

2
+ m

∣

∣

∣

∣

y 6∈ A0

]

> P

[

Bin
(

d′, p
)

>
d′

2
+ m + K

]

. (7)

From (6), (5), (7) and Lemma 6.1, we obtain

P
∗[y ∈ X1

]

> (1 + o(1))(1 − p) · P
[

Bin
(

d′, p
)

>
d′

2

]

. (8)

We will bound the second term on the right-hand side of (8) by applying Lemma 2.2 for

Bin(d′, p). To do that, we need to scale the binomial random variable accordingly. Note that

d′
(

1

2
− p

)

= cd′σ(x) =

(

1 + O

(

1

d(x)

))

c
√

d(x) log d(x)

and

d′p(1 − p) = d′
(

1

4
− c2σ(x)2

)

=

(

1 + O

(

log d(x)

d(x)

))

d(x)

4
.

We may apply Lemma 2.2 to bound the right-hand side of (7) and get

P

[

Bin
(

d′, p
)

>
d′

2

]

= (1 + o(1))P[N(0, 1) > f(d′)] (9)

for

f(d′) :=
d′(1/2 − p)
√

d′p(1 − p)
=

(

1 + O

(

log d(x)

d(x)

))

2c
√

log d(x).
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For this value of f , we may estimate

P[N(0, 1) > f(d′)] =
1 + o(1)

f(d′)
√

2π
exp

(

−1

2
f(d′)2

)

=
1 + o(1)

2c
√

2π log d(x)
exp

(

−2c2 log d(x) + O(1)
)

= Ω

(

d(x)−2c2

√

log d(x)

)

. (10)

Hence, by (8), (9) and (10), we obtain

E
∗[|X1|] = d(x) · P∗

[

y ∈ X1

]

= Ω

(

d(x)1−2c2

√

log d(x)

)

, (11)

as desired. �

We now proceed towards bounding the conditional variance of |X1|. Let M be the set of

pairs of distinct vertices y, z ∈ N(x) that have at most two common neighbours (including x).

We continue with the following claim, which states the events {y ∈ X1} and {z ∈ X1} for such

pairs are not closely correlated.

Claim 6.3. If (y, z) ∈ M , then

P
∗[(y ∈ X1) ∧ (z ∈ X1)] − P

∗[y ∈ X1] · P∗[z ∈ X1] = o (P∗[y ∈ X1] · P∗[z ∈ X1]) .

Proof. Let d′ = d − 2K, d′
0 = d/2 + m − 4K and d′

1 = d/2 + m + 4K. We claim that for

w ∈ {y, z},

P
[

Bin(d′, p) > d′
0

]

> P
∗[w ∈ X1 | w /∈ A0] > P

[

Bin(d′, p) > d′
1

]

. (12)

Indeed, assume w = y without loss of generality, and observe that

P
∗[y ∈ X1 | y /∈ A0] > P

∗[y ∈ X1 | (y /∈ A0) ∧ (N(y) ∩ N(x) ∩ A0 = ∅)]

= P[y ∈ X1 | (x, y /∈ A0) ∧ (N(y) ∩ N(x) ∩ A0 = ∅)],

> P[Bin(d(y) − K, p) > d(y)/2 + m].

where the first step follows by stochastic domination. Since d(y) = d ± K by Property (P1),

this proves the last inequality in (12). A similar argument, conditioning on N(y) ∩ N(x) ⊆ A0

instead and using that P[Bin(d′, p) > d′
0] > P[Bin(d(y), p) > d′

0 +3K], proves the first inequality.

Let F = {w ∈ V (G) \ {x, y, z} : |N(w) ∩ {x, y, z}| > 2}, and observe that |F | 6 2K by

Property (P2) and our assumption that y and z have at most one common neighbour besides x.

Since F contains N(y) ∩ N(z), if we condition on (F ∪ {x, y, z}) ∩ A0 then the events {y ∈ X1}
and {z ∈ X1} are conditionally independent and binomially distributed and so by a similar

argument, conditioning on either F = ∅ or F ⊆ A0 allows us to deduce that

P
[

Bin(d′, p) > d′
0

]2
> P

∗[(y ∈ X1) ∧ (z ∈ X1) | y, z /∈ A0] > P
[

Bin(d′, p) > d′
1

]2
. (13)

By (12), (13) and Lemma 6.1, we obtain

P
∗[(y ∈ X1) ∧ (z ∈ X1) | y, z /∈ A0] = (1 + o(1))P∗[y ∈ X1 | y /∈ A0] · P∗[z ∈ X1 | z /∈ A0]. (14)

Therefore, it only remains to show that

P
∗[y, z /∈ A0] = (1 + o(1))P∗[y /∈ A0] · P∗[z /∈ A0], (15)
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x

N(x)
S(x, 2)

X0

X1

Figure 1. The set X0 = N(x) ∩ A0 is depicted in blue, and the set X1 =

N(x)∩ (A1 \A0) is depicted patterned. The red pair of vertices has two common

neighbours in S(x, 2) and is thus in M ′, while the yellow pair of vertices has just

one common neighbour in S(x, 2).

since multiplying (14) and (15) finishes the proof of the lemma. To do so, let P
′ the probability

measure obtained by conditioning on {x /∈ A0}, and observe that, by Bayes’ theorem,

P
∗[y, z /∈ A0] = P

′[y, z /∈ A0

∣

∣ E0] =
P

′[E0

∣

∣ y, z /∈ A0]

P′[E0]
· P′[y, z /∈ A0]. (16)

The fraction is 1 + o(1) by Lemma 2.4. Since P
′[y, z /∈ A0] = P[y, z /∈ A0] = (1 − p)2 and

P
∗[y /∈ A0]P∗[z /∈ A0] = (1 + o(1))(1 − p)2 by (5), (16) implies (15) and proves the lemma. �

As a direct consequence of Claim 6.3 we have
∑

(y,z)∈M

P
∗[(y ∈ X1) ∧ (z ∈ X1)] − P

∗[y ∈ X1] · P∗[z ∈ X1] = o
(

E
∗[|X1|]2

)

. (17)

This allows us to obtain our bound on the conditional variance of |X1|.

Claim 6.4.

V
∗ [|X1|] = o

(

E
∗[|X1|]2

)

.

Proof of Claim 6.4. Let M ′ be the set of pairs of distinct vertices in N(x) that have strictly

more than two common neighbours (see Figure 1), which we will call bad pairs. We claim

that |M ′| = O(d(x)). Indeed, |
(N(x)

2

)

\
(S0(x,1)

2

)

| = O(d(x)) by Property (P3)(i), so there are

only O(d(x)) bad pairs not contained in S0(x, 1). Also due to Property (P3)(i), we have that

N(x) ∪ (D ∩ S(x, 2)) has size O(d(x)), and due to Property (P2) each of its elements can be a

common neighbour of O(1) many pairs of neighbours of x, contributing O(d(x)) many bad pairs

in total. Since by Property (P3)(iii) any two vertices in S0(x, 1) have at most one common

neighbour in S0(x, 2), there are no further bad pairs to consider. Summing up, we have

|M ′| = O(d(x)). (18)

18



From (17) and (18) it follows that

V
∗ [|X1|] =

∑

y,z∈N(x)

P
∗[(y ∈ X1) ∧ (z ∈ X1)] − P

∗[y ∈ X1] · P∗[z ∈ X1]

6
∑

(y,z)∈M

P
∗[(y ∈ X1) ∧ (z ∈ X1)] − P

∗[y ∈ X1] · P∗[z ∈ X1]

+ E
∗[|X1|] + |M ′|

6 o
(

E
∗[|X1|]2

)

+ O(d(x)) = o
(

E
∗[|X1|]2

)

,

finishing the claim. �

Proof of Lemma 4.1. Recall that |X0| ∼ Bin(d(x), p), where p = 1
2 − cσ(x) = 1

2 − c

√

log d(x)
d(x) for

c < 1/2. Taking ℓ := E
∗[|X1|]/2 we have ℓ = Ω

(

d(x)1−2c2
/
√

log d(x)
)

by Claim 6.2, and thus

E[|X0|] =

(

1

2
− cσ(x)

)

d(x) =
d(x)

2
− c
√

d(x) log d(x) >
d(x)

2
+ m − ℓ. (19)

By Proposition 2.5 we then have

P[E0] = P

[

|X0| > d(x)

2
+ m − ℓ

]

>
1

2
. (20)

Furthermore, by Claims 6.2 and 6.4 it follows from Chebyshev’s inequality that

P
∗[E1] = 1 − P

∗[|X1| < ℓ] = 1 − P
∗
[

|X1| <
E

∗[|X1|]
2

]

= 1 − o(1). (21)

Recalling from (4) that P[x ∈ A2(m)] = p + (1 − p) · P[E0] · P∗[E1] and using (20) and (21),

P[x ∈ A2(m)] > p + (1 − o(1))
1 − p

2
>

3

4
+ o(1),

finishing the proof of the lemma. �

Remark 6.5. Let λ ∈ R satisfy λ > 1/2, and assume now that c may depend on d(x). The

inequality in (19) holds as long as

c <
1

2
− λ log log d(x)

log d(x)
.

Using this, one may check that the 1-statement of Theorem 1.4 holds for every

p >
1

2
− 1

2

√

log ∆(G)

∆(G)
+

λ log log ∆(G)
√

∆(G) log ∆(G)
,

recovering the bound obtained in [11, Theorem 2.1] (see Theorem 1.3) if G ∈ H(K) is n-regular.

6.2. Proof of Lemma 4.2. In this section we will prove Lemma 4.2 about the existence of a

constant β > 0 (independent of x) such that

P
[

x /∈ A5
]

6 exp
(

−βd(x)
)

.

Throughout this section we let 0 < α1 ≪ α2 ≪ α3 ≪ K−10 be sufficiently small constants and

let d = d(x).

Let E be the event that |N(x) ∩ A0| >

(

1
2 − α1

)

d. Since |N(x) ∩ A0| ∼ Bin(d, p) and

p = 1
2 − o(1), by Chernoff’s inequality (Lemma 2.1) it holds that

P[E ] > 1 − exp

(

−α1d

2

)

. (22)

In what follows we may assume that E holds deterministically.
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Suppose that x /∈ A5. Then, less than d
2 of the vertices in N(x) are infected by the fourth

round. In particular, there is some subset T ′ ⊆ N(x) with |T ′| = d
2 such that T ′ ∩ A4 = ∅.

Similarly, by Property (P1), each vertex y ∈ T ′ has less than d(y)
2 6 d+K

2 neighbours in A3.

Since T ′ ⊆ N(x) = S(x, 1), it follows that

φ(T ′) := e
(

T ′, A3 ∩ S(x, 2)
)

<
(d + K)d

4
.

Hence, in order to prove Lemma 4.2, it will be sufficient to show that

∑

T ′⊆N(x)\A0

|T ′|= d
2

P

[

φ(T ′) <
(d + K)d

4

]

6 e−α2d. (23)

Note that, since we are assuming E holds, the number of possible sets T ′ ⊆ N(x) \ A0 with

|T ′| = d
2 is at most

(

(

1
2 + α1

)

d

d/2

)

=

(

(

1
2 + α1

)

d

α1d

)

6





e
(

1
2 + α1

)

α1





α1d

6

(

e

α1

)α1d

6 eα2d, (24)

by our choice of α1 and α2. Therefore, the following claim readily implies (23).

Claim 6.6. For each T ′ ⊆ N(x) with |T ′| = d
2 ,

P

[

φ(T ′) <
d2

4
+ c
√

d3 log d

]

6 e−2α2d. (25)

Proof of Claim 6.6. Let T ′ ⊆ N(x) with |T ′| = d
2 be fixed, and let

T := N(T ′) ∩ S(x, 2)

(see Figure 2). By Properties (P1) and (P2), we have e(T ′, T ) = d2

2 +O(d) and |T | > d2

2K +O(d).

In particular, since p = 1
2 − cσ(x), the expected size of e(T ′, T ∩ A0) is d2

4 − c
2

√

d3 log d + o(d3/2)

and so, by Hoeffding’s inequality (Lemma 2.3) and the fact that every vertex of T has at most

2K backwards neighbours by Property (P2), we obtain

P

[

e(T ′, T ∩ A0) <
d2

4
− c
√

d3 log d

]

< exp

(

−c2d log d

2K

)

. (26)

In particular, we can bound (25) by showing that it is (exponentially in d) unlikely that very

few vertices in T are in A3 \ A0 as in the following claim, which will be proved after finishing

the proof of Claim 6.6.

Claim 6.7. P

[

|T ∩ (A3 \ A0)| 6 2c
√

d3 log d

]

6 exp(−3α2d).

To finish the proof, note that e(T ′, T ∩ (A3 \ A0)) > |T ∩ (A3 \ A0)| since every vertex of T

has a neighbour in T ′. It then follows from (26) and Claim 6.7 that

P

[

φ(T ′) <
d2

4
+ c
√

d3 log d

]

6 P

[

e(T ′, T ∩ A0) + |T ∩ (A3 \ A0)| <
d2

4
+ c
√

d3 log d

]

6 exp

(

−c2d log d

2K

)

+ exp(−3α2d) 6 exp(−2α2d),

establishing Claim 6.6. �
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x

N(x)

S(x, 2)

S(x, 3)

T ′

T

Figure 2. The set T ′ ⊆ N(x) \ A4 is depicted patterned. We will estimate

the density of certain types of edges between T = N(T ′) ∩ S(x, 2) and S0(x, 3),

where D∩S(x, 3) is depicted in grey. Applying Lemma 3.1, we obtain a partition

S0(x, 3) into sets of vertices with pairwise distance at least 6.

Proof of Claim 6.7. We first note that by an application of Chernoff’s inequality (Lemma 2.1),

P

[

|T \ A0| > d2

8K

]

> 1 − exp
(

−Ω(d2)
)

. (27)

We will assume in what follows that this holds deterministically.

Recall that G is locally K-almost regular by Property (P1), so every vertex in T ⊆ S(x, 2) has

degree d ± 2K. Since G has K-bounded backwards expansion by Property (P2), every vertex

in S(x, 2) has at most 2K neighbours in S(x, 1) ∪ S(x, 2). Furthermore, by Property (P3)(ii),

we have that every vertex y ∈ S0(x, 2) has at most 2K neighbours in D, and so it follows

that every such y has at least d(y) − 4K > d − 6K neighbours in S0(x, 3). Moreover, e(T \
S0(x, 2), S0(x, 3)) = O(d2) by Properties (P1) and (P3)(i). Therefore,

e (T \ A0, S0(x, 3)) = |T \ A0| (d ± 6K) + O(d2) = |T \ A0| d + O(d2). (28)

Suppose now that the event in the claim statement, |T ∩ (A3 \ A0)| 6 2c
√

d3 log d, holds. Every

vertex y ∈ T \ A3 has at most d(y)
2 6 d

2 + K neighbours in S0(x, 3) ∩ A2 and hence

e (T \ A0, S0(x, 3) ∩ A2) 6 |T \ A3|
(

d

2
+ K

)

+ |T ∩ (A3 \ A0)| (d + 2K)

6 |T \ A0|
(

d

2
+ K

)

+ 3c
√

d5 log d. (29)

Hence, it follows from (28) and (29) that

e (T \ A0, S0(x, 3) \ A2) = e (T \ A0, S0(x, 3)) − e (T \ A0, S0(x, 3) ∩ A2)

> |T \ A0| · d

2
− 4c

√

d5 log d. (30)
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Therefore, the average density from T \ A0 to S0(x, 3) \ A2 is at least around half the density

from T \ A0 to S0(x, 3). We will restrict ourselves to a subset B of S0(x, 3) with a similar

property such that distinct vertices in B lie at distance at least four in G, in order to ensure

the events that the vertices of B lie in A2 are independent.

Using Lemma 3.1, we can find a partition P of S0(x, 3) with |P| 6 4K2d2 (see Figure 2) such

that, for each P ∈ P, the family of events {y ∈ A2 : y ∈ P} is independent. We claim that there

must be some P ∈ P such that

e (T \ A0, P \ A2) > max

{

5

12
e (T \ A0, P ) , α3d

}

. (31)

Indeed, assume every P ∈ P violates (31). Then let P1 be the family of sets P ∈ P
such that e (T \ A0, P \ A2) < α3d. Similarly, let P2 be the family of sets P ∈ P such that

e (T \ A0, P \ A2) < 5
12e (T \ A0, P ). Then we have

e (T \ A0, S0(x, 3) \ A2) 6
∑

P ∈P1

e (T \ A0, P \ A2) +
∑

P ∈P2

e (T \ A0, P \ A2)

6 |P|α3d +
∑

P ∈P

5

12
e (T \ A0, P )

6 4α3K2d3 +
5

12
e (T \ A0, S0(x, 3))

6 |T \ A0| d ·
(

5

12
+ 32K3α3 + O(1/d)

)

, (32)

where the last line follows from (27) and (28). If α3 is sufficiently small, however, this contradicts

(30). Since we assumed |T ∩ (A3 \ A0) | 6 2c
√

d3 log d, combining (32) with (27) proves that

P

[

|T ∩ (A3 \ A0)| 6 2c
√

d3 log d

]

6 exp
(

−Ω(d2)
)

+
∑

P ∈P
P[P satisfies (31)]. (33)

We now show that the right-hand side of (33) is small. Let P be such that (31) holds. For each

y ∈ P , consider the event {y ∈ A2}, which we denote by Ey. By Lemma 4.1, for each y ∈ P we

have P[Ey] > 3
4 + o(1) > 2

3 , and since all vertices in P are at pairwise distance at least four, the

events {Ey : y ∈ P} are mutually independent.

However, the event Ey is not independent of B(x, 2)∩A0, and so in particular not independent

of the distribution of T ∩ A0. To get around this issue, we will use the K-projection property

(Property (P4)) for ℓ = 3, which implies that for every y ∈ P there is a subgraph G(y) ⊆ G

which is also in H(K), contains y, is disjoint from B(x, 2) and satisfies dG(y)(w) > dG(w) − 3K

for any w ∈ V (G(y)) (see Figure 3).

In particular, recall σ(x) =

√

log d(x)
d(x) and observe that

σ(x) = (1 + o(1))

√

√

√

√

log dG(y)(y)

dG(y)(y)
.

Let us consider the bootstrap percolation process restricted on G(y) with the set of initially

infected vertices Ay
0(m) := A0 ∩ V (G(y)) and infection threshold of r(w) = d(w)

2 + m for each

w ∈ G(y). For each i ∈ N we define

Ay
i (m) := Ay

i−1(m) ∪
{

w ∈ V (G(y)) :
∣

∣

∣NG(y)(w) ∩ Ay
i−1(m)

∣

∣

∣ >
dG(y)(w)

2
+ m

}

.
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x

N(x)

S(x, 2)

S(x, 3)
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y2

G(y1)

G(y2)

Figure 3. For two vertices y1, y2 ∈ S0(x, 3), by applying Property (P4) there

exist subgraphs G(y1) and G(y2) that are disjoint from B(x, 2) and lie in H(K).

Applying Lemma 4.1 to G(y) with m = 2K, we deduce that

P[y ∈ Ay
2(2K)] >

3

4
+ o(1) >

2

3
. (34)

However, since
dG(y)(w)

2 >
dG(w)−3K

2 >
dG(w)

2 − 2K for each w ∈ V (G(y)), it follows that

Ay
2(2K) ⊆ A2

and hence we can deduce that P[y ∈ A2] > 2
3 for each y ∈ P .

At this point, we expose the initially-infected vertices in T , i.e., the set T ∩ A0. By Prop-

erty (P2), we have that each vertex of P ⊆ S0(x, 3) has at most 3K neighbours in T ⊆ S(x, 2).

For each i ∈ [3K], let bi be the number of elements of P with i neighbours in T \ A0. It

follows that e (T \ A0, P ) =
∑3K

i=1 ibi and e (T \ A0, P \ A2) is stochastically dominated by

Y =
∑3K

i=1 iBi, where Bi ∼ Bin
(

bi,
1
3

)

. Letting

τ := max

{

5

12

3K
∑

i=1

ibi, α3d

}

− 1

3

3K
∑

i=1

ibi > max

{

1

12

(

3K
∑

i=1

ibi

)

,
1

5
a3d

}

,

we have by Hoeffding’s inequality (Lemma 2.3) that

P[P satisfies (31)] 6 P

[

Y >
1

3

3K
∑

i=1

ibi + τ

]

6 exp

(

− 2τ2

3K · E[Y ]

)

.

Using that

3 · E[Y ] =
3K
∑

i=1

ibi 6 12τ and
τ

6K
>

α3d

30K
> 4α2d,

we then have that P[P satisfies (31)] 6 exp(−4α2d). Since |P| = O(d2), we obtain by (33) and

the union bound that

P

[

|T ∩ (A3 \ A0)| 6 2c
√

d3 log d

]

6 exp (−3α2d) ,

proving Claim 6.7. �

We are now ready to finish the proof of Lemma 4.2.
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Proof of Lemma 4.2. Note that by (22) and (23), we have

P[x 6∈ A5] 6 exp

(

−α1d

2

)

+ exp(−α2d) 6 exp

(

−α1d

4

)

,

and so Lemma 4.2 holds with β = α1/4. �

6.3. Proof of Lemma 4.3. In this section we will prove Lemma 4.3 about the existence of a

constant a β > 0 (independent of x) such that

P
[

x /∈ A11
]

6 exp
(

−βd(x)2).

Throughout this section we let d = d(x).

Proof of Lemma 4.3. Suppose that x /∈ A11, and let Tℓ := S(x, ℓ) \ A11−ℓ. By definition, no

vertex of Tℓ is infected by time 11 − ℓ. Therefore, each y ∈ Tℓ has at most d(y)/2 neighbours

in A11−(ℓ+1). Hence, by Properties (P1) and (P2), each vertex of Tℓ has at least (d − 3Kℓ)/2

neighbours in Tℓ+1. Moreover, since G has K-bounded backwards expansion (Property (P2)),

every vertex in S(x, ℓ + 1) has at most K(ℓ + 1) neighbours in S(x, ℓ). Therefore,

|Tℓ+1| > |Tℓ| · (d − 3Kℓ)

2K(ℓ + 1)
= Ω

(

|Tℓ| · d
)

.

Since we are assuming x /∈ A11, we have |T0| = 1, and therefore by induction there exists a

constant α > 0 such that |Tℓ| > αdℓ for every 0 6 ℓ 6 6. Hence, if x /∈ A11, we may take a

subset T ′ ⊆ T6 = S(x, 6) \ A5 of size αd6.

By Lemma 3.1 there is a partition S(x, 6) = P1 ∪ · · · ∪ Pm where m = O
(

d5
)

such that

dist(y1, y2) > 12 for each j ∈ [m] and distinct y1, y2 ∈ Pj . We claim that for ε ≪ α sufficiently

small there is some j ∈ [m] such that

|Pj | > εd and |Pj ∩ T ′| > ε|Pj |. (35)

Indeed, |S(x, 6)| = O(d6) by Property (P1). Hence, if (35) fails to hold for every j ∈ [m], then

|T ′| 6 εdm + ε|S(x, 6)| < αd6,

a contradiction.

Let P be such that (35) holds. For each y ∈ P , consider the event {y /∈ A5}, which we

denote by Ey. The events {Ey : y ∈ P} are independent, and by Lemma 4.2 there is some β′ > 0

(independent of y) such that P[y 6∈ A5] 6 exp(−β′d(y)) for every y ∈ P . Since d(y) > d/2

for every y ∈ P , we have that |P \ A5| is stochastically dominated by a Bin(|P |, p′) random

variable with p′ := exp(−β′d/2). By (35) and Chernoff’s inequality (Lemma 2.1(b)), there is

some constant β′′(β′, ε) > 0 such that

P
[

|P ∩ T ′| 6 ε|P |
]

6 P
[

|P \ A5| > ε|P |
]

6

(

ep′

ε

)ε|P |
6 exp

(

−β′′d2
)

. (36)

By a union bound over the partition classes Pj (j ∈ [m]), we obtain

P[x 6∈ A11] 6 P

[

some Pj satisfies (35)
]

6 m exp
(

−β′′d2
)

6 exp

(

−β′′d2

2

)

,

and so the statement holds with β = β′′/2. �
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7. Dominating process: stabilisation after two rounds

In this section we prove the auxiliary lemmas (Lemma 5.1–Lemma 5.2) needed for the proof

of the 0-statement of Theorem 1.4 in Section 5. Throughout this section we let x ∈ V (G),

c > 1
2 , ϑ(d) =

√
log d,

σ(x) =

√

log d(x)

d(x)
, γ(x) =

√

d(x)

ϑ(d(x))
,

and p = 1
2 − cσ(x). To ease notation let d = d(x), σ = σ(x) and γ = γ(x). Assume there is a

K ∈ N such that G ∈ H(K).

Observe that if w ∈ V (G) is such that dist(x, w) is constant, then by Property (P1) and the

asymptotic estimates log(d + O(1))/ log d = 1 + O(1/d) and
√

1 + O(1/d) = 1 + O(1/d),

γ(w) = γ ·
(

1 + O

(

1

d(x)

))

= γ + o(1). (37)

7.1. Proof of Lemma 5.1. In this section we will prove Lemma 5.1 about the existence of a

constant β > 0 (independent of x) such that

P[x ∈ Â3 \ Â2] 6 exp
(

−βγ(x)2 log d(x)
)

.

Let W be the set of pairs (W1, W2) with Wi ⊆ S0(x, i) satisfying

W2 ⊆ N(W1), |W1| = γ − 3K, |W2| = (γ − 3K)2/2K,

which will be called witnesses. The weight of a witness (W1, W2) is defined as ζ(W2) :=

e(W2, S0(x, 3)). We observe that, for every (W1, W2) ∈ W, we have

ζ(W2) = |W2|(d + O(1)), (38)

since every vertex of W2 has degree d ± 2K by Property (P1) and every vertex of S0(x, 2) has

at most 4K neighbours outside S0(x, 3) by Properties (P2) and (P3)(ii).

The definition of witness is motivated by the following claim (see Figure 4).

Claim 7.1. If x ∈ Â3 \ Â2, there exists a witness (W1, W2) ∈ W such that

Z > E[Z] + (cσd − 3γ)|W2|,
where Z = Z(W2) := e

(

W2, S0(x, 3) ∩ Â0
)

.

Proof of Claim 7.1. We start by observing that, by definition of the Boot2(γ) process, entering

Â3 requires d/2 infected neighbours, while entering Â2 requires only d/2−γ ones. Therefore, the

event {x ∈ Â3 \ Â2} implies the existence of a set W ′
1 ⊆ S(x, 1) ∩ (Â2 \ Â1) of recently-infected

neighbours of x of size |W ′
1| = γ. Since |D ∩ N(x)| 6 1 6 3K by Property (P3)(i), we may take

a subset W1 ⊆ W ′
1 ∩ S0(x, 1) of size γ − 3K.

Similarly, since each w ∈ W1 is in Â2 \ Â1, it has γ(w) > γ − 1 neighbours in Â1 \ Â0, where

the inequality uses (37). Moreover, since each w ∈ S0(x, 1) has at most K neighbours in B(x, 1)

by Property (P2) and at most K neighbours in D by Property (P3)(ii), for each w ∈ W1 the

set W2,w := N(w) ∩ S0(x, 2) ∩ (Â1 \ Â0) has size at least γ − 3K (see Figure 4). Moreover, every

element of

W ′
2 :=

⋃

w∈W1

W2,w

has at most 2K neighbours in W1 by Property (P2), and so |W ′
2| > (γ−3K)2

2K by double counting.

We may therefore choose a W2 ⊆ W ′
2 of size (γ−3K)2

2K .

It remains to show that Z(W2) > E[Z(W2)] + (σd − 3γ)|W2|. By definition of ζ and Z, we

have E[Z] = ζp. On the other hand, W2 ⊆ Â1 \ Â0 by construction. Therefore, by Properties
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x

N(x)

S(x, 2)

W1

w

W ′
2

W2,w

Figure 4. For a vertex x ∈ (Â3 \ Â2) there is a set W1 ⊆ S0(x, 1) ∩ (Â2 \ Â1)

of size γ − 3K. For each w ∈ W1 there is a set W2,w ⊆ S0(x, 2) ∩ Â1 \ Â0, and

their union is W ′
2, which contains a subset W2 of size exactly (γ − 3K)2/2K.

(P1), (P2) and (P3)(ii), every w ∈ W2 ⊆ S0(x, 2) has at least d(w)
2 −2γ(w)−4K = d

2 −2γ +O(1)

neighbours in S0(x, 3) ∩ Â0. Since p = 1/2 − cσ, using (38) we obtain

Z(W2) > |W2|(d/2 − 2γ + O(1)) = ζ/2 − |W2|(2γ + O(1)) > ζp + (cσd − 3γ)|W2|,

where we used that ζp = (ζ/2) − cσ|W2|(d + O(1)) and γ ≫ 1 ≫ cσ in the last inequality. �

Therefore, if the process has not stabilised after three rounds, there is a witness such that Z

exceeds its expectation. On the other hand, the next claim shows that this is a low probability

event. To simplify notation, we set s := (γ − 3K)2/2K in the remainder of this section. Recall

that every witness (W1, W2) has |W2| = s.

Claim 7.2. Let s ∈ N. For every witness (W1, W2), we have

P[Z(W2) > E[Z] + (cσd − 3γ)s] 6 exp
(

−(2 + o(1))c2s log d
)

,

where Z = Z(W2) := e
(

W2, S0(x, 3) ∩ Â0

)

.

Proof of Claim 7.2. Recall that by Property (P2), a vertex in S0(x, 3) has at most 3K neigh-

bours in S(x, 2). For i ∈ [3K], let Xi be the set of elements of S0(x, 3) having i neighbours in

W2. We have

ζ = ζ(W2) =
3K
∑

i=1

i · |Xi|,

and letting M :=
∑3K

i=1 i2|Xi| we have by Lemma 2.3 that, for any t > 0,

P[Z(W2) > E[Z] + t] 6 exp

(

−2t2

M

)

. (39)
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Let X>2 be the set of elements of S0(x, 3) having at least two neighbours in W2. Observe that

|X>2| 6
(|W2|

2

)

6
γ4

2 = o(sd), since any two elements of S0(x, 2) have at most one neighbour in

S0(x, 3) by Property (P3)(iii). Therefore, recalling (38), we have

M =
3K
∑

i=1

i2|Xi| 6 |X1| + o(sd) 6 (1 + o(1))ζ = (1 + o(1))sd

and with t = (cσd − 3γ)s the right hand-side of (39) is

exp

(

−2s2(cσd − 3γ)2

(1 + o(1))sd

)

6 exp
(

−(2 + o(1))sc2σ2d
)

= exp(−(2 + o(1))c2s log d),

since σd ≫ γ. This proves the claim. �

We are now ready to prove Lemma 5.1.

Proof of Lemma 5.1. Suppose there is an x ∈ Â3 \ Â2 and consider the witness (W1, W2) from

Claim 7.1. Recall that every witness satisfies |W2| = s = (γ − 3K)2/2K. Since W2 ⊆ N(W1)

and γd/s = Θ(d/γ) = Θ(
√

dϑ), for each W1 ⊆ N(x) there are at most
(

|N(W1)|
s

)

6

(

γd

s

)

6 exp
(

(1/2 + o(1))s log d
)

choices for W2 with |W2| = s. Therefore, we may use Claim 7.2 and the union bound to obtain

P

[

x ∈ Â3 \ Â2

]

6 exp
(

(1/2 + o(1))s log d − (2 + o(1))c2s log d
)

.

There is some ε > 0 such that c = 1
2 + ε, and therefore

P

[

x ∈ Â3 \ Â2

]

6 exp(−(2ε + o(1))s log d) 6 exp

(

− ε

2K
· γ2 log d

)

,

and so Lemma 5.1 holds with β = ε
2K . �

7.2. Proof of Lemma 5.2. In this section we will prove Lemma 5.2, claiming

P[x ∈ Â2 \ Â1] 6 exp

(

−
√

d(x)

)

.

The proof is very similar to the proof of Lemma 5.1 in the previous section. As in the proof

of Claim 7.1, since x ∈ Â2 \ Â1, there exists a set W ′ ⊆ N(x) ∩ (Â1 \ Â0) of size γ. Take W to

be a subset W ′ ∩ S0(x, 1) of size γ − 1, which is possible by Property (P3)(i), and define

ζ ′ := e(W, S0(x, 2)).

By Properties (P2) and (P3)(ii), each w ∈ W ⊆ S0(x, 1) has at most 2K neighbours outside

S0(x, 2). Together with Property (P1) this implies that

ζ ′ = |W |(d + O(1)). (40)

Moreover, since every w ∈ W is infected in the first round, we have

|N(w) ∩ S0(x, 2) ∩ Â0| > d(w)/2 − 2γ + O(1) = d/2 − 2γ + O(1),

and so

Z ′(W ) := e(W, S0(x, 2) ∩ Â0) > |W |(d/2 − 2γ + O(1)) > ζ ′p + (cσd − 3γ)|W |,

observing that E[Z ′] = ζ ′p.
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By Property (P2), every vertex in S0(x, 2) has at most 2K neighbours in W ⊆ B(x, 2). If we

let X ′
i denote the set of elements of S0(x, 2) with i neighbours in W for i ∈ [2K], we have that

ζ ′ =
2K
∑

i=1

i|X ′
i|.

Similarly as in the proof of Claim 7.2, let X ′
>2 be the set of elements of S0(x, 2) having at least

two neighbours in W . We have |X ′
>2| 6

(|W |
2

)

6 γ2 = o(γd), since any two elements of S0(x, 1)

have at most one common neighbour in S0(x, 2) by Property (P3)(iii), and therefore, by (40),

2K
∑

i=1

i2|X ′
i| 6 |X ′

1| + o(γd) 6 (1 + o(1))ζ ′ = (1 + o(1))γd.

By Lemma 2.3, for t = |W |(cσd − 3γ) we have that

P[Z ′(W ) > E[Z ′] + t] 6 exp

(

−2(γ − 1)2(cσd − 3γ)2

(1 + o(1))γd

)

= exp
(

−(2 + o(1))c2γ log d
)

. (41)

Moreover, since W ⊆ N(x) and d/(γ − 1) = Θ(
√

dϑ), there are at most
(

d

γ − 1

)

6 exp
(

(1/2 + o(1))γ log d
)

(42)

choices for W . Combining (41) and (42) and using the fact that c > 1/2 we obtain

P[x ∈ Â2 \ Â1] 6 exp
(

−(1 + o(1))2c2γ log d + (1/2 + o(1))γ log d
)

6 exp(−Ω(γ log d)).

Since log d ≫ ϑ(d), it follows that γ log d ≫
√

d, finishing the proof of Lemma 5.2.

8. Examples of geometric graphs

We dedicate this section to the illustration of the class H =
⋃

K∈N H(K) of high-dimensional

geometric graphs by giving some examples of graph classes that are contained in H. In addition

to the formal proofs that the required properties are satisfied, we provide some intuition about

the local coordinate system that makes these graphs high-dimensional.

8.1. Cartesian Product graphs.

Definition 8.1. For n ∈ N let (Hi)i∈[n] be a sequence of connected graphs, called base graphs.

We define the (Cartesian) product graph G = �n
i=1Hi as the graph with vertex set

V (G) :=
n
∏

i=1

V (Hi) = {(x1, . . . , xn) | xi ∈ V (Hi) for all i ∈ [n]}

and with edge set

E(G) :=
{{

x, y
}

: there is some i ∈ [n] such that {xi, yi} ∈ E(Hi) and xj = yj for all j 6= i
}

.

In the case of product graphs, there is a clear coordinate system coming from the product

structure.

Lemma 8.2. Let C > 1 be a constant and let H1, . . . , Hn be graphs such that 1 < |Hi| 6 C for

all i ∈ [n]. Then Gn = �n
i=1Hi ∈ H(C) for all n ∈ N.

Proof. Write G := Gn. Given distinct vertices x, y ∈ V (G), let us define

I(x, y) := {i ∈ [n] : xi 6= yi},

noting that 1 6 |I(x, y)| 6 dist(x, y).
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Proof of Property (P1). This property of (Cartesian) product graphs was already observed by

Lichev [44]. Indeed, given x ∈ V (G), ℓ ∈ N and y ∈ S(x, ℓ), we see that

|d(x) − d(y)| =

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∑

i∈[n]

dHi
(xi) −

∑

i∈[n]

dHi
(yi)

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

=

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∑

i∈I(x,y)

(dHi
(xi) − dHi

(yi))

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

6 C|I(x, y)| 6 Cℓ.

Proof of Property (P2). Given x ∈ V (G), ℓ ∈ N and y ∈ S(x, ℓ), the neighbours of y in B(x, ℓ)

must differ from y in coordinates in I(x, y). Hence there are at most Cℓ neighbours of y in

B(x, ℓ) as |I(x, y)| 6 ℓ.

Proof of Property (P3). Given x ∈ V (G) let

D := {y ∈ V (G) : |I(x, y)| 6= dist(x, y)},

so that for all ℓ ∈ N

S0(x, ℓ) := S(x, ℓ) \ D = {y ∈ S(x, ℓ) : |I(x, y)| = ℓ}.

Since a vertex in S(x, ℓ) ∩ D differs from x in at most ℓ − 1 coordinates it is clear that

|S(x, ℓ) ∩ D| 6 Cℓ−1
( n

ℓ−1

)

6 Cℓ−1dℓ−1, and so (i) holds. Furthermore, if y ∈ S0(x, ℓ), then a

neighbour of y in D must differ from y in some coordinate in I(x, y), and hence there are at

most Cℓ of them, and so (ii) holds. Finally, if w, y ∈ S0(x, ℓ) are distinct, and have a common

neighbour z ∈ S0(x, ℓ + 1), then it is easy to verify that |I(x, w) ∪ I(x, y)| = ℓ + 1 and hence

there is a unique common neighbour z ∈ S0(x, ℓ + 1) which agrees with w on I(x, w), with y on

I(x, y) and with x on [n] \ (I(x, w) ∪ I(x, y)). Hence (iii) holds.

Proof of Property (P4). We induct on the dimension n of the product graph Gn. For the base

case, it is easy to verify that if |V (G)| 6 C, then G ∈ H(C). Let x ∈ V (G), ℓ ∈ N and y ∈ S(x, ℓ).

Let G(y) :=
(

�i6∈I(x,y)Hi

)

�

(

�i∈I(x,y){yi}
)

. Clearly y ∈ V (G(y)) and V (G(y))∩B(x, ℓ−1) = ∅.

Furthermore, for any w ∈ V (G(y)),

|dG(y)(w) − dG(w)| =

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∑

i6∈I(x,y)

dHi
(wi) −

∑

i∈[n]

dHi
(wi)

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

=
∑

i∈I(x,y)

dHi
(wi) 6 C|I(x, y)| 6 Cℓ.

Finally, since |I(x, y)| > 1, G(y) is a product graph of dimension at most n − 1, and so by

the induction hypothesis G(y) ∈ H(C).

Proof of Property (P5). Let x ∈ V (G), ℓ ∈ N and y ∈ S0(x, ℓ). Let

Z := B(y, 2ℓ − 1) ∩ S0(x, ℓ) = {z ∈ S0(x, ℓ) : dist(z, y) 6 2ℓ − 1}.

Note that, for any x ∈ V (G), y ∈ S0(x, ℓ) and z ∈ S0(x, ℓ) we have I(x, z) △ I(x, y) ⊆ I(y, z)

and since |I(x, z)| = |I(x, y)| = ℓ, we have |I(x, z) △ I(x, y)| = 2|I(x, z) \ I(x, y)|. Hence,

dist(y, z) > |I(y, z)| > |I(x, z) △ I(x, y)| = 2|I(x, z) \ I(x, y)|. (43)

Rearranging this we have

|I(x, z) \ I(x, y)| 6 1

2
(dist(y, z)) < ℓ,

for every z ∈ Z. And hence,

Z ⊆ Z ′ := {z ∈ S(x, ℓ) : |I(x, z) \ I(x, y)| 6 ℓ − 1},
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The choices for z ∈ Z ′ may be bounded by first choosing I(x, z) of size ℓ with I(x, z)∩I(x, y) 6= ∅

and then choosing the values for the coordinates in I(x, z). Therefore,

|Z ′| 6 ℓ

(

n − 1

ℓ − 1

)

Cℓ−1 6 ℓCℓ−1d(x)ℓ−1

since d(x) > n.

Proof of Property (P6). Finally, it is clear that |V (G)| 6 Cn and δ(G) > n, and hence |V (G)| 6
exp(log C · δ(G)) 6 exp(Cδ(G)).

This concludes the proof of Lemma 8.2. �

Remark 8.3. In particular, the n-dimensional hypercube is in H(2) and we can pick D = ∅

in this case.

Note that, under the condition of Lemma 8.2, all degrees in Gn are in Θ(n), and so δ(Gn) and

∆(Gn) differ by at most a constant multiplicative factor. In particular, Theorem 1.4 implies

that for any such product graph, the critical window has width O

(

√

log n
n

)

.

8.2. The middle layer and odd graphs.

Definition 8.4. The middle layer graph Mn is the graph whose vertices are all vectors of length

2n − 1 where either n or n − 1 many entries are 1, while all other entries are 0. Two vertices

are connected if they differ in exactly one coordinate.

We note that the middle layer graph is not a (Cartesian) product graph, since it can be seen to

have girth six. Note that the middle layer graph is a subgraph of a hypercube, i.e., Mn ⊆ Q2n−1,

and again here there is a clear coordinate system underlying the graph structure. Furthermore,

Mn is an isometric subgraph of Q2n−1, i.e., distMn(u, v) = distQ2n−1(u, v) for all u, v ∈ V (Mn).

Since Q2n−1 ∈ H(2), this allows us to transfer some properties from the hypercube directly.

Lemma 8.5. The middle layer graph Mn ∈ H(4) for all n ∈ N.

Proof. Let G = Mn. Given distinct vertices x, y ∈ V (G), let us define

I(x, y) := {i ∈ [n] : xi 6= yi},

noting that |I(x, y)| = dist(x, y).

Proof of Property (P1). G is n-regular.

Proof of Property (P2). The property is preserved under taking isometric subgraphs.

Proof of Property (P3). For every x ∈ V (G) let D = ∅, so that for all ℓ ∈ N we have S0(x, ℓ) =

S(x, ℓ) and thus (i) and (ii) hold trivially. Since (iii) is satisfied by the hypercube Q2n−1 with

D = ∅, and is preserved under taking isometric subgraphs, it also holds in Mn with D = ∅.

Proof of Property (P4). We induct on n. Let x ∈ V (G), ℓ ∈ N and y ∈ S(x, ℓ). Assume first

that ℓ is even. Let V (y) =
∏

i∈I(x,y){yi} ×∏

i/∈I(x,y){0, 1} and set G(y) = G[V (y)], i.e., we fix

the coordinates where y differs from x and let the other coordinates vary. It is easy to verify

that G(y) is isomorphic to Mn−ℓ/2 and so by the induction hypothesis, we have G(y) ∈ H(4).

Furthermore, since Mn is n-regular and Mn−ℓ/2 is (n − ℓ/2)-regular, it follows that for any

w ∈ V (G(y)), we have |dG(y)(w)− dG(w)| = ℓ/2. Finally, it is simple to check that y ∈ V (G(y))

and V (G(y)) ∩ B(x, ℓ − 1) = ∅.

The case when ℓ is odd is similar: we fix an extra coordinate to balance the number of fixed

0 coordinates the number of fixed 1 coordinates.
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Proof of Property (P5). The property is satisfied by the hypercube Q2n−1 with D = ∅ and

K = 2, and is preserved under taking isometric subgraphs. However, the degrees of vertices are

not the same in both of these graphs. Nevertheless, since Q2n−1 is (2n − 1)-regular and Mn is

n-regular, it follows that for each y ∈ SMn(x, ℓ),

|BMn(y, 2ℓ − 1) ∩ SMn(x, ℓ)| 6 ℓ2ℓ−1(2n − 1)ℓ−1
6 ℓ4ℓ−1dMn(y)ℓ−1.

Proof of Property (P6). Since V (Mn) ⊆ V (Q2n−1), we have |V (Mn)| 6 22n−1 and it follows

that |V (G)| 6 exp(4δ(Mn)).

This concludes the proof of Lemma 8.5. �

We also consider the odd graph, which is a special Kneser graph.

Definition 8.6. For n, k ∈ N with n > k the Kneser graph K(n, k) is the graph with vertex set

V (K(n, k)) = [n](k) =
([n]

k

)

consisting of all the k-element subsets of [n], where two k-element

subsets are adjacent in K(n, k) if they are disjoint.

Instead of directly proving that On := K(2n − 1, n − 1) lies in H we will use the fact, which

is essentially folklore, that Mn and On are locally isomorphic as follows.

Lemma 8.7. Let x ∈ [2n − 1](n−1) and let ℓ < n − 1. Then BOn(x, ℓ) ∼= BMn(x, ℓ).

Proof. Let x ∈ V (On), so x is a subset of [2n − 1] of size n − 1. We define a map between the

balls BOn(x, ℓ) and BMn(x, ℓ). For each k ∈
[

⌊ ℓ
2⌋
]

and y ∈ SOn(x, 2k) we map the set y to its

indicator function in {0, 1}2n−1. For every k ∈
[

⌊ ℓ−1
2 ⌋
]

and y ∈ SOn(x, 2k + 1) we map y to

the indicator function of its complement [2n − 1] \ y. Note that the complement has size n and

hence corresponds to a vertex in V (Mn).

The map obtained in this way is indeed an isomorphism: If y, z ∈ BOn(x, ℓ) are such that

{y, z} ∈ E(On), then y ∩ z = ∅. Since the odd girth of On is 2n − 1, without loss of generality

y ∈ SOn(x, 2k) for some k ∈
[

⌊ ℓ
2⌋
]

and z ∈ SOn(x, 2k′+1) for some k′ ∈
[

⌊ ℓ−1
2 ⌋
]

, where k′ = k±1.

But then y ⊆ [2n − 1] \ z and hence the image of the edge {y, z} under the mapping is an edge

in E(Mn). A similar argument shows that every edge in BMn(x, ℓ) is the image of an edge in

BOn(x, ℓ) under the mapping and hence, this mapping gives an isomorphism from BOn(x, ℓ) to

BMn(x, ℓ) for any ℓ < n − 1. �

So the odd graph On is ‘locally’ isomorphic to a graph, i.e., the middle layer graph Mn, which

we have already shown lies in H.

As Properties (P1) to (P3) and (P5) are all of local nature, they continue to hold in On for

ℓ < n − 1, which is already sufficient for our proof. Furthermore, since the diameter of On is

n−1, there is only one further case to consider, in which all of the properties above are trivially

satisfied with say K = 4, for which also Property (P6) trivially holds.

Finally, it remains to show that Property (P4) holds in On. Let x ∈ V (On), ℓ ∈ N and

y ∈ S(x, ℓ).

Assume first that ℓ = 2k is even. By the structure of the odd graph, the sets a := x \ y and

b := y \ x have size k. Pick a set a′ ⊆ x ∩ y and a set b′ ⊆ [2n − 1] \ (x ∪ y), both of size k and

set

V (y) :=

{

v ∈ V (On)

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

(

(b ∪ a′ ⊆ v) ∧ ((b′ ∪ a) ∩ v = ∅)
)

∨
(

(b′ ∪ a ⊆ v) ∧ ((b ∪ a′) ∩ v = ∅)
)

}

.

Let G(y) be the induced subgraph of On on the vertex set V (y). Then y ∈ V (G(y)) as b ∪ a′ ⊆
y and (b′ ∪ a) ∩ y = ∅. For each vertex w ∈ V (y) we obtain |w ∩ x| > k and |w \ x| > k.

The former inequality implies that dist(x, w) > 2k + 1 if dist(x, w) is odd, and the latter
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implies that dist(x, w) > 2k otherwise, and thus w /∈ B(x, ℓ − 1). Furthermore, G(y) can be

seen to be isomorphic to Mn−ℓ under the mapping which takes each w ∈ V (y) with b′ ∪ a ⊆
w and (b ∪ a′) ∩ w = ∅ to its complement. Thus by Lemma 8.5 we have G(y) ∈ H(4) and

since G is n-regular and Mn−ℓ is (n − ℓ)-regular we get |dG(y)(w) − dG(w)| = ℓ 6 4ℓ for each

w ∈ V (y).

The case when ℓ = 2k + 1 is similar. In this case, a := x ∩ y is a set of size k and b :=

[2n − 1] \ (x ∪ y) is a set of size k + 1. Pick a set a′ ⊆ x \ y of size k and a set b′ ⊆ y \ x of

size k + 1, and consider the set V (y) as defined above. Taking G(y) to be the induced subgraph

of On on V (y), we note that y ∈ V (G(y)) as b′ ∪ a ⊆ y and (b ∪ a′) ∩ y = ∅. Again, for each

vertex w ∈ V (y) we obtain |w ∩ x| > k and |w \ x| > k + 1 and thus w /∈ B(x, ℓ − 1). As before,

G(y) can be seen to be isomorphic to Mn−ℓ under the mapping which takes each w ∈ V (y) with

b ∪ a′ ⊆ v and (b′ ∪ a) ∩ v = ∅ to its complement and the degrees in G and G(y) differ by ℓ.

Lemma 8.8. The odd graph On ∈ H(4) for all n ∈ N.

8.3. The folded hypercube.

Definition 8.9. For n ∈ N the folded hypercube Q̃n is a graph on the same vertex set as the

(n − 1)-dimensional hypercube, i.e., V (Q̃n−1) = {0, 1}n−1. It is obtained from Qn−1 by joining

each vertex x to its antipodal vertex x̃, where x̃ is the vertex differing from x in every coordinate.

That is, Q̃n is obtained by adding all edges {x, x̃} to the edge set of Qn−1.

We can think of the underlying coordinate system here as being {0, 1}n, where the first

n − 1 coordinates represent the ‘actual’ vertex v ∈ V (Qn−1) and the final coordinate represents

movement to the antipodal point.

We note that it is relatively easy to see that the folded hypercube is not expressible as the

product of bounded order graphs. Indeed, as we will see shortly, Q̃n is locally isomorphic to

Qn, and so every connected subgraph of Q̃n of bounded order is a subgraph of a hypercube.

However, it is easy to show that any product graph in which every factor is a subgraph of a

hypercube is at most as dense as a hypercube, and Q̃n has strictly more edges than Qn−1. In

fact, with more care, it can be shown that Q̃n is not expressible as a Cartesian product even

with factors of unbounded order.

As with Mn and On, the folded hypercube is ‘locally’ isomorphic to a graph, i.e., the hyper-

cube Qn, which we have already shown lies in H. Indeed the following is shown in [43].

Lemma 8.10. Let x ∈ {0, 1}n−1 and y ∈ {0, 1}n and let ℓ <
⌊n

2

⌋

. Then BQ̃n
(x, ℓ) ∼= BQn(y, ℓ).

As before, since by Remark 8.3 we have Qn ∈ H(2), and Properties (P1) to (P3) and (P5) are

all of local nature, they continue to hold in Q̃n for ℓ <
⌊n

2

⌋

, which is already sufficient for our

proof. Furthermore, since the diameter of Q̃n is
⌊

n
2

⌋

, there is only one further case to consider,

in which all of the properties are trivially satisfied with say K = 3, for which also Property (P6)

trivially holds.

Finally, it is a simple exercise to show that Property (P4) holds in Q̃n. Indeed, since all

vertices at distance at most ℓ−1 from a vertex x differ from x or x̃ in at most ℓ−1 coordinates,

given a vertex w ∈ SQ̃n
(x, ℓ) it is easy to find a subgraph of Q̃n containing w which is iso-

morphic to Qn−2ℓ+2 and disjoint from BQ̃n
(x, ℓ − 1) by fixing appropriately chosen coordinate

sets similarly as in the proof of Lemma 8.2.

Lemma 8.11. The folded hypercube Q̃n ∈ H(3) for all n ∈ N.
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9. Discussion

In this paper we extended the results of Balogh, Bollobás and Morris [11] to a large class

of high-dimensional geometric graphs. It is perhaps natural to ask what the limits of our

proof methods are, and what structural conditions are necessary to exhibit a similar behaviour

in terms of the location and width of the critical window, which in both cases seem to be

controlled by the local structure of the graphs.

Question 9.1. Let G be an n-regular graph. Under what assumptions are the first two terms

in the expansion of the critical probability of majority bootstrap percolation in G given by
1
2 − 1

2

√

log n
n ?

Our proof methods seem to rely on the high-dimensional geometric structure of the graphs,

however there are many other graphs which seem inherently high-dimensional which our results

do not cover. For example, the halved cube is the graph on {0, 1}n where two vertices are

adjacent if they have Hamming distance exactly two. Geometrically, this is the 1-skeleton of the

polytope constructed from an alternation of a hypercube. Whilst this graph is regular and highly

symmetric, the presence of many triangles, and indeed large cliques in every neighbourhood,

cause the property of bounded backwards expansion (Property (P2)) to fail and so the graph

does not lie in the class H as defined in Section 3. Furthermore, motivated by the case of the

middle layer graph and the odd graph, it would be interesting to know if similar behaviour is

present in (bipartite) Kneser graphs with a larger range of parameters or in other graphs arising

from intersecting set systems such as Johnson graphs. Here, whilst the graphs still display a sort

of fractal self-symmetry, an issue arises with the quantitative aspects of Property (P4), since

the degrees in these projections drop too quickly and this effect dominates the variations in the

number of infected vertices in a vertex’s neighbourhood. Another interesting example comes

from the permutahedron, a well-studied graph which like the hypercube has many equivalent

‘high-dimensional’ representations. Here, whilst Properties (P1) to (P5) are satisfied, the graph

is too large to satisfy Property (P6), superexponential in its regularity. In a forthcoming paper

[21] we will show that the analogue of Corollary 1.5 also holds in the permutahedron.

In comparison to Theorem 1.3, we give a weaker bound on the width of the critical window.

As pointed out in Remark 6.5, our methods recover the upper bound in Theorem 1.3, that is,

if λ > 1
2 and

p =
1

2
− 1

2

√

log ∆(Gn)

∆(Gn)
+

λ log log ∆(Gn)
√

∆(Gn) log ∆(Gn)
,

then limn→∞ Φ(p, Gn) = 1. However, in the 0-statement slightly stronger structural assumptions

and more delicate counting arguments are required to further bound the width in this manner.

Since some of these structural assumptions do not hold in all of our examples (for example in

Mn and On), and also for ease of presentation, we have given a simpler exposition which just

determines the first two terms in the expansion of the critical probability. However, these extra

assumptions and counting arguments will be necessary in order to determine the threshold for

the permutahedron, and so the details of how to recover the stronger bound on the width of

the critical window will be covered in [21].

In the light of the dependence of our bounds on the minimum and maximum degree, it is

also interesting to ask what can happen when the host graph is irregular. Whilst Theorem 1.4

implies that the critical window is still bounded away from 1
2 for graphs in H, it is not clear

if the second term in the expansion of the critical probability is controlled by the maximum

degree, the minimum degree or the average degree of the graph (if by any of them). In the
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particular case where G is a product of many stars, we will show in a forthcoming paper [21]

that the upper bound in Theorem 1.4 is in fact tight, but it is not clear if this behaviour is

universal even in irregular product graphs.

It is perhaps also interesting to consider how the process evolves with other non-constant

infection thresholds. For example, if we take r(v) = α · d(v) for some constant α > 0, then the

arguments in this paper (with the application of Hoeffding’s inequality in (39) replaced by an

application of [45, Theorem 2.7]) show that for d-regular graphs in H the r-neighbour bootstrap

percolation process undergoes a similar transition around

p = α −
√

α(1 − α) ·
√

log d

d
,

and likely this will remain true when α is a very slowly shrinking function of d. It would be

interesting to consider what happens for smaller α, for example d−β for some 0 < β < 1.

Question 9.2. Let G be an d-regular high-dimensional graph and consider the r-neighbour

bootstrap percolation process where r =
√

d. What can we say about the location and width

of the critical window?

In another direction, for small constant values of the infection threshold r, the average case

behaviour of the r-neighbour bootstrap percolation process on the hypercube has also been con-

sidered, where in particular for r = 2 a threshold for percolation was determined by Balogh and

Bollobás [6] and a sharper threshold was shown by Balogh, Bollobás and Morris [9]. It would be

interesting to know if a corresponding threshold could be determined in other high-dimensional

graphs, see [41] for an analysis of bootstrap percolation on Hamming graphs. Moreover, even

for the hypercube Qn, very little is known about the typical behaviour of the process for r > 3,

see for example [9, Conjecture 6.3].

The majority bootstrap percolation process has also been studied in the binomial random

graph G(m, q) [34, 52]. Perhaps surprisingly, in [34] it is shown that if the edge probability q

is close to the connectivity threshold, then the first two terms in the expansion of the critical

probability for G(m, q) agree with those given by Bollobás, Balogh and Morris for the hypercube

Qn in Theorem 1.3, taking n = (m − 1)q to be the expected degree of a vertex. The authors

conjecture that this behaviour is in fact universal to all approximately regular graphs with a

similar density to the hypercube and sufficiently strong expansion properties. In this context, it

would be interesting to study the majority bootstrap percolation process on random subgraphs

of high-dimensional graphs, in particular of the hypercube, above the connectivity threshold.

Question 9.3. Let (Qn)q denote a random subgraph of the hypercube Qn, in which each edge

of Qn is retained independently with probability q ∈ (0, 1). What is the critical probability for

majority bootstrap percolation on (Qn)q for q > 1
2?
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