arXiv:2208.12727v3 [math.PR] 28 Dec 2022

Color-avoiding percolation in edge-colored Erdős–Rényi graphs

Balázs Ráth^{1,2,3} Kitti Varga^{1,4,5} Panna Tímea Fekete^{1,6} Roland Molontay^{2,3}

September 16, 2023

Abstract

We study a variant of the color-avoiding percolation model introduced by Krause et al., namely we investigate the color-avoiding bond percolation setup on (not necessarily properly) edge-colored Erdős–Rényi random graphs. We say that two vertices are color-avoiding connected in an edgecolored graph if after the removal of the edges of any color, they are in the same component in the remaining graph. The color-avoiding connected components of an edge-colored graph are maximal sets of vertices such that any two of them are color-avoiding connected.

We consider the fraction of vertices contained in color-avoiding connected components of a given size as well as the fraction of vertices contained in the giant color-avoiding connected component. Under some mild assumptions on the color-densities, we prove that these quantities converge and the limits can be expressed in terms of probabilities associated to edge-colored branching process trees. We provide explicit formulas for the limit of the normalized size of the giant color-avoiding connected component, and in the two-colored case we also provide explicit formulas for the limit of the fraction of vertices contained in color-avoiding connected components of a given size.

Keywords: Erdős–Rényi random graph, branching process, percolation, giant component AMS MSC 2020: 05C80, 60J80

1Afréd Rényi Institute of Mathematics.

2Department of Stochastics, Institute of Mathematics, Budapest University of Technology and Economics.

3ELKH-BME Stochastics Research Group.

4Department of Computer Science and Information Theory, Faculty of Electrical Engineering and Informatics, Budapest University of Technology and Economics.

5ELKH-ELTE Egerváry Research Group.

6Department of Applied Analysis and Computational Mathematics, Eötvös Loránd University.

1 Introduction

The mathematical analysis of the robustness of random graphs and networks has been in the focus of research interest in the last two decades [1,4,15,24]. The robustness of a network refers to the ability to maintain the overall connectivity against random error or targeted attack, i.e., how its structure varies when a fraction of its vertices or edges are removed. This question can be investigated using the tools of an established field of statistical physics called percolation theory.

Most of the works have focused on classical percolation on networks, meaning that each vertex (site) or edge (bond) is kept (occupied) with probability p and removed (vacant) with probability 1 − p, see, e.g., [15]. This way of keeping or removing edges models how the network performs under random failures. One fundamental question is whether there is a giant connected component of macroscopic size in the remaining graph. Percolation theory studies the emergence of such a component when we increase the probability p. Usually there is a well-defined critical point p_c above which there exists a unique giant component. This critical point is also called the percolation threshold and this phenomenon is referred to as percolation phase transition.

Besides classical network percolation, another well-studied model is when the vertices or edges are removed with preference, for example the nodes can be targeted preferentially according to a structural property such as the degree or betweenness centrality. Scale-free networks were found to be robust under random failures, and extremely vulnerable for targeted attacks [1].

Several other network percolation frameworks have been proposed in the literature throughout the years including k-core percolation [5], bootstrap percolation [3], l-hop percolation [23] and limited path percolation [17]. For an extensive review on network percolation, we refer to Li et al. [15].

In this paper, we focus on another recent network percolation framework developed by Krause et al., called color-avoiding percolation [10, 12, 13]. In this framework, each vertex or edge is assigned a color from a color set; a color may represent a shared eavesdropper, a controlling entity, or a correlated failure. Two vertices are color-avoiding connected if they can be reached from each other on paths that avoid any color from the color set. Therefore, while in the traditional percolation framework a single path provides connectivity, here connectivity refers to the ability to avoid all vulnerable sets of vertices or edges. The main rationale behind this percolation model is that in real-world networks some nodes or links may mutually share a vulnerability and it is interesting to see whether the network is robustly connected in the sense that its overall connectivity is maintained in every possible attack scenario.

The color-avoiding percolation framework differs substantially from k-core percolation where any k paths are sufficient between two nodes in the percolating cluster [5, 30] and it also differs from k-connectivity, where k pairwise disjoint paths are required [21]. Another relevant framework is percolation on multiplex networks [8, 19, 26] where the layers can be considered as colors. However, this approach also differs in the definition of connectivity as it is discussed in detail by

Krause et al. in [12]. Kryven also investigated percolation on colored networks, however, in that setup, colors do not indicate shared vulnerabilities, but the removal probability depends on the color [14].

In [12], Krause et al. investigated networks with colored vertices. The authors not only presented a heuristic analytical framework for the configuration model together with a numerical algorithm to determine the color-avoiding connected pair of nodes, but they also demonstrated the applicability of the color-avoiding percolation in cybersecurity. The authors extended the theory of color-avoiding site percolation by studying the phase transition for Erdős–Rényi random graphs and by introducing novel node functions to generalize the concept [13]. Shekhtman et al. further developed this framework to study secure message-passing in networks with a given community structure [25]. Giusfredi and Bagnoli showed that color-avoiding site percolation can be mapped into a self-organized critical problem [7].

In [10], Kadović et al. studied (not necessarily properly) edge-colored networks. The authors presented both analytical and numerical results about the size of the giant color-avoiding connected component for Erdős–Rényi and for scale-free graphs.

Molontay and Varga investigated the computational complexity of finding the color-avoiding connected components both in the vertex- and edge-colored setup [20]. The authors found that the complexity of color-avoiding site percolation highly depends on the exact formulation: a strong version of the problem is NP-hard, while a weaker notion makes it possible to find the components in polynomial time. However, in the bond percolation setup, the color-avoiding connected components can be found in polynomial time.

In this paper, we study the color-avoiding bond percolation setup on Erdős– Rényi random graphs with mathematical rigor. We explicitly calculate the empirical density of the giant color-avoiding connected component (if it exists) with an arbitrary number of randomly distributed colors under some minor assumptions on the color frequencies. Moreover, we also give an explicit formula for the empirical density of the sizes of color-avoiding connected components in the case of two-colored Erdős–Rényi random graphs.

The paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we collect the basic definitions needed for this paper and state our main results. In Section 3, we introduce some further notation. In Section 4, we show how the giant color-avoiding connected components of edge-colored Erdős–Rényi random (multi)graphs relate to the survival of certain edge-colored branching processes. In Section 5, we prove one of our main results about the convergence of empirical color-avoiding connected component size densities. In Section 6, we give formulas for the asymptotic size of the giant color-avoiding connected component (if it exists) and we also study its near-critical behaviour. In Section 7, we give a formula for the distribution of the sizes of the small components when there are only two colors. Finally, in Section 8, we propose some open questions.

Let us note that a few months after we posted the first version of this paper on arXiv, a new paper [16] on color-avoiding percolation on edge-colored Erdős– Rényi graphs also appeared on arXiv. The results of [16] include simplification and generalization of the results that we prove in Section 5, the answer to some of the open questions that we pose in Section 8 as well as some finer results on the size of the largest color-avoiding component, see Section 2 for more details.

2 Statements of main results

We denote the sets of real, positive real, non-negative integer, and positive integer numbers by R, R_+ , N, and N_+ , respectively. Let us use the notation [n] = {1, 2, . . . , n} for any n ∈ N_+ . If A is an event, we denote by 1[A] the indicator variable of the event: 1[A] = 1 if A occurs, 1[A] = 0 if the complement of A, i.e., A^c occurs. Throughout the article, by edge-colorings we always mean not necessarily proper ones and by paths we always mean simple paths (and not walks).

Definition 2.1 (Edge-colored (multi)graph). We say that G = (V, E) is an edge-colored (multi)graph with k ∈ N_+ colors if E = (E_1, . . . , E_k) and E_i ⊆ (_V 2 ) for every i ∈ [k]. We say that V is the vertex set of G and E_i is the set of edges of color i for every i ∈ [k].

Note that the edge sets E_1, . . . , E_k are not necessarily disjoint and the edges of E_i are not necessarily independent in the graph theoretical sense for any i ∈ [k] (i.e., the graph G is not necessarily properly edge-colored).

Definition 2.2 (Uncolored color-subgraphs). Given an edge-colored graph G = (V, E) with k ∈ N_+ colors, where E = (E_1, . . . , E_k), let G^I denote the simple uncolored graph ( V, ⋃ i∈I E_i ) . In addition, let us use the notation G^{uc} := G^{[k]} and G^{\i} := G^{[k]\{i}} for any i ∈ [k]. For an example, see Figure 1.

Figure 1: In the picture, the colors red, blue, and green are denoted by (red) triangles, (blue) rectangles, and (green) stars, respectively. Above, an edgecolored graph G is shown, and in the second row, we can see its color-subgraphs G^{red, blue}, G^{red, green}, G^{blue, green}, respectively.

Definition 2.3 (Color-avoiding connectivity). Let G = (V, E) be an edgecolored graph with k ∈ N_+ colors. For any color i ∈ [k], we say that the vertices v, w ∈ V (G) are i-avoiding connected, briefly denoted by v^{G\i}←→ w, if v and w are in the same component in the graph G^{\i}, i.e., there exists a path between v and w in G which does not contain any edges of color i; such a path is called an i-avoiding v-w path.

We say that the vertices v, w ∈ V (G) are color-avoiding connected if they are i-avoiding connected for all i ∈ [k].

Note that the relation of color-avoiding connectivity is an equivalence relation and thus it defines a partition of the vertex set.

Definition 2.4 (Color-avoiding connected components). The equivalence classes of the relation of color-avoiding connectivity are called color-avoiding connected components.

The set of vertices of the color-avoiding connected component of a vertex v in an edge-colored graph G is denoted by ~C(v) := ~C(v, G).

Note that even if v and w are in the same color-avoiding connected component ~C, it might still happen that there exists a color i for which every i-avoiding v-w path has vertices outside ~C. For an example, see Figure 2.

v_1 v_2v_3v_4

Figure 2: In the picture, the colors red and blue are denoted by (red) triangles and (blue) rectangles, respectively. The color-avoiding connected components of this graph are {v_1, v_2} and {v_3, v_4}. Note that the red-avoiding v_1-v_2 path leaves the component {v_1, v_2}.

Definition 2.5 (Edge-colored Erdős–Rényi multigraph (ECER graph)). Let k, n ∈ N_+ and λ = (λ_1, . . . , λ_k) ∈ R^k_+ . We say that the edge-colored random multigraph G = (V, E) is an edge-colored Erdős–Rényi multigraph (or ECER graph for short) with parameter n and color density parameter vector λ – briefly denoted by G ∼ G_n(V, λ) – if |V | ≤ n and E = (E_1, . . . , E_k), where E_1, . . . , E_k are independent in the stochastic sense and E_i is the edge set of an Erdős– Rényi graph with vertex set V and edge probability p_i = 1 − exp (−λ_i/n) (i.e., each possible edge of (_V 2 ) is included in E_i independently of each other with probability p_i) for all i ∈ [k].

Note that similarly to uncolored Erdős–Rényi graphs, the law of an ECER graph is also invariant under permutations of its vertex set; we refer to this property as vertex exchangeability.

Definition 2.6 (Empirical density of vertices in color-avoiding connected components of size ℓ). Let k ∈ N_+ and λ ∈ R^k_+ . Given an ECER graph G ∼ G_n([n], λ), let

f_ℓ(G) := f_ℓ(λ, G) := 1 n ∑ v∈[n] 1 [| | | ~C(v) | | | = ℓ ]

denote the fraction of vertices contained in color-avoiding connected components of size ℓ for any ℓ ∈ N_+ .

The next claim directly follows from this definition.

Claim 2.7 (Size of color-avoiding connected components in ECER graphs). Let k, n ∈ N_+ , λ ∈ R^k_+ , and G ∼ G_n([n], λ) an ECER graph. Then ∑ ℓ∈[n] f_ℓ(G) = 1.

In Theorem 2.15 below, we prove that given a sequence of ECER graphs G_n ∼ G_n([n], λ) for all n ∈ N_+ , the sequence f_ℓ(G_n) converges in probability to a deterministic value f^∗_ℓ for all ℓ ∈ N_+ as n → ∞ if λ satisfies some condition. We also show that the empirical density of a largest color-avoiding connected component of G_n converges to a deterministic value f^∗_∞ as n → ∞. In order to identify the limits f^∗_ℓ and f^∗_∞, we need some further notation.

Definition 2.8 (Edge-colored Poisson branching process (ECBP) tree). Let k ∈ N_+ and λ ∈ R^k_+ . We say that G_∞ := G_∞(r) is an edge-colored Poisson branching process tree (or ECBP tree for short) with color intensity parameter vector λ – briefly denoted by G_∞(r) ∼ G_∞(λ) – if G_∞ = (V, E) is a (possibly infinite) edge-colored tree on a random vertex set V with a distinguished root vertex r ∈ V , and with a random edge set E = (E_1, . . . , E_k) colored with k colors, and G_∞ can be recursively generated in the following way. Assume that we have already generated the graph G_∞ up to the d-th generation (i.e., up to graph distance d from the root) for some d ∈ N. Given a vertex v in the d-th generation, let X_{v,i} denote the number of vertices in the (d + 1)-th generation which are connected to v by an edge of color i, where i ∈ [k]. Then X_{v,i} ∼ POI(λ_i). Moreover, the family { X_{v,i} : v is a vertex in the d-th generation and i ∈ [k] } of random variables are conditionally independent given the graph up to generation d.

Since in this article all the edge-colored branching process trees have Poisson offspring distribution, we do not include the word Poisson in the abbreviation ECBP.

Definition 2.9 (Friends in ECBP trees). Let k ∈ N_+ and λ ∈ R^k_+ . Given an ECBP tree G_∞ := G_∞(r) ∼ G_∞(λ), a vertex v ∈ V (G_∞) and a color i ∈ [k], we say that v is i-avoiding connected to infinity, briefly denoted by v^{G\i∞}←→ ∞, if there exists an infinitely long path from v which does not contain any edges of color i and all of the vertices on this path are descendants of v.

We say that the root r and the vertex v are i-avoiding friends if the event { r^{G\i∞}←→ v } ∪ ({ r^{G\i∞}←→ ∞ } ∩ { v^{G\i∞}←→ ∞ })

occurs. In words: r and v are i-avoiding friends if and only if there is an iavoiding r-v path or both of them are i-avoiding connected to infinity (in which case we say that they are i-avoiding connected through infinity).

We say that r and v are (color-avoiding) friends if they are i-avoiding friends for all i ∈ [k]. The set of friends of the root r are denoted by ~C^∗(r) := ~C^∗(r, G_∞).

Note that the root r is always a friend of itself.

Definition 2.10 (Probability of ℓ friends in ECBP trees). Let k ∈ N_+ and λ ∈ R^k_+ . Given an ECBP tree G_∞(r) ∼ G_∞(λ) and ℓ ∈ N_+ ∪ {∞}, let

f^∗_ℓ := f^∗_ℓ (λ) := P ( | | | ~C^∗(r) | | | = ℓ )

denote the probability that the root r has exactly ℓ friends.

The next claim directly follows from this definition.

Claim 2.11 (Number of friends in ECBP trees). Let k ∈ N_+ , λ ∈ R^k_+ , and G_∞(r) ∼ G_∞(λ) an ECBP tree. Then

f^∗_∞ + ∑ ℓ∈N_+ f^∗_ℓ = 1.

Definition 2.12 (Density/intensity parameters of uncolored color-subgraphs). Let k ∈ N_+ , λ = (λ_1, . . . , λ_k) ∈ R^k_+ , and for any i ∈ [k] or I ⊆ [k], let us denote λ_I := ∑ i∈I λ_i, λ^{uc} := λ_{[k]}, and λ^{\i} := λ_{[k]\{i}}.

Definition 2.13 (Fully supercitical/critical-subcritical λ). Let k ∈ N_+ . We say that a vector λ ∈ R^k_+ is fully supercritical if λ^{\i} > 1 for all i ∈ [k], and we say that λ is fully critical-subcritical if λ^{\i} ≤ 1 for all i ∈ [k].

Note that a vector might be neither fully supercritical nor fully criticalsubcritical.

We make the following simplifying assumption on the color density parameter vector λ when we state some of our main results.

Assumption 2.14 (Simplifying assumption). Let k ≥ 2 be an integer, let λ ∈ R^k_+ and assume that λ_I < 1 for any I ⊆ [k] with |I| ≤ k − 2.

Heuristically, if λ is fully supercritical and Assumption 2.14 holds, then one really needs to use all of the other k − 1 colors to create an infinitely long i-avoiding path for each i ∈ [k] in an ECBP tree.

Theorem 2.15 (Convergence of empirical component size densities). Let k ∈ N_+ , λ ∈ R^k_+ and let G_n ∼ G_n([n], λ) for all n ∈ N_+ . If Assumption 2.14 holds, then 1 n max v∈[n] | | ~C(v, G_n) | | P−→ f_{∗∞}, n → ∞ and for any ℓ ∈ N_+ , we have f_ℓ(G_n)^P−→ f^∗_ℓ , n → ∞. We prove the above theorem in Section 5. Note that a short alternative proof of the above theorem without using Assumption 2.14 is given in the recent paper [16].

From Theorem 2.15 and Claim 2.11, we can conclude the following.

Corollary 2.16 (Existence of giant color-avoiding connected component in ECER graphs). Let k, n ∈ N_+ , λ ∈ R^k_+ and let G_n ∼ G_n([n], λ). If Assumption 2.14 holds and f^∗_∞ > 0, then G_n has a unique largest color-avoiding connected component asymptotically almost surely as n → ∞.

Proposition 2.17 (Characterization of existence of giant color-avoiding connected component in ECER graphs). Let k ∈ N_+ . A vector λ ∈ R^k_+ is fully supercritical if and only if f^∗_∞ > 0.

We prove Proposition 2.17 in Section 5.1. In Section 6, we give explicit formulas for f^∗_∞ in terms of the Lambert W function. These formulas are recursive, and as the number of colors k increases, the formulas get more complex.

Proposition 2.18 (Characterization of triviality of component structure in ECER graphs). Let k ∈ N_+ and let λ ∈ R^k_+ for which Assumption 2.14 holds.

(i) If λ is fully critical-subcritical, then f^∗_ℓ = 1[ℓ = 1] for any ℓ ∈ N_+ .

(ii) If λ is not fully critical-subcritical, then f^∗_ℓ > 0 for any ℓ ∈ N_+ .

We prove Proposition 2.18 in Section 5.2.

We note that the recent paper [16] includes results about the size of biggest color-avoiding component for certain parameter vectors λ which are neither fully subcritical nor fully critical-subcritical (see Theorem 1.1(ii) of [16]) as well as fully subcritical vectors λ (see Theorem 1.1(iii) of [16]).

A vector λ = (λ_1, . . . , λ_k) ∈ R^k_+ for some integer k ≥ 2 is called homogeneous if λ_1 = . . . = λ_k.

Definition 2.19 (Barely supercritical homogeneous setup). Let k ≥ 2 be an integer. For any ε ≥ 0, let us define λ(ε) :=

(_{1+ε} k−1 , . . . ,^{1+ε}_{k−1} ) ∈ R^k_+ . Let us define f^∗_∞(ε) := f^∗_∞ ( λ(ε) ) . Note that if ε > 0, then f^∗_∞(ε) > 0, but if ε = 0, then f^∗_∞(ε) = 0 by Proposition 2.17. Also note that if ε ≥ 0 is small enough, then Assumption 2.14 holds for λ(ε).

Our next result is about the asymptotic behaviour of f^∗_∞(ε) as ε → 0_+.

Theorem 2.20 (Size of barely supercritical homogeneous giant). For any integer k ≥ 2, there exists a constant C(k) ∈ R_+ such that

lim_{ε→0+} f^∗_∞(ε) ε^k = C(k).

In particular, C(2) = 4, C(3) = 32, and C(4) = 624.

In Section 6, we provide a method for computing the value of C(k) for any integer k ≥ 2 and prove Theorem 2.20.

3 Notation

In this section, we introduce some notation that we use throughout the paper. The central definition of our paper concerns the set of vertices reachable from a vertex by a fixed chronology of colors, see Definition 3.3. We also compiled a list of all notations that appear in the paper starting on page 61.

Given an (edge-colored) graph G and a set of vertices W ⊆ V (G), let G[W ] denote the (edge-colored) subgraph of G induced by W , and let G − W denote the (edge-colored) graph obtained from G by deleting the vertices of W (and all the edges incident to any vertex of W ).

Given an edge-colored graph G = (V, E) with k ∈ N_+ colors, where E = (E_1, . . . , E_k), and a colored edge set E^′ = (E^′_1, . . . , E^′_k) satisfying E^′_i ⊆ E_i for each i ∈ [k], let G − E^′ denote the edge-colored graph that is obtained from G by deleting the edges of E^′_i from E_i for each i ∈ [k].

For two (edge-colored) graphs G_1 and G_2, let G_1 ⊕ G_2 denote their disjoint union.

We say that two edge-colored graphs G_1 and G_2 are isomorphic – briefly denoted by G_1 ≃ G_2 – if there exists a bijection between their vertex sets which is an isomorphism for the set of edges of each color.

We say that an edge-colored graph is rooted if it has a distinguished vertex. We say that the rooted edge-colored graphs G_1 and G_2 with distinguished vertices v_1 and v_2, respectively, are isomorphic if there exists an isomorphism between them mapping v_1 to v_2. We say that an edge-colored graph is tworooted if it has two distinct distinguished vertices. We say that the two-rooted edge-colored graphs G_1 and G_2 with distinguished vertices v_1, w_1 and v_2, w_2, respectively, are isomorphic if there exists an isomorphism between them mapping v_1 to v_2 and w_1 to w_2.

Let G = (V, E) be a graph without an edge-coloring. For a vertex v ∈ V , let C(v) := C(v, G) denote the set of vertices of the connected component of v in G. Denote by

U_{max}(G) := ⋃ { C : C is a component of G with maximum cardinality}, (1)

i.e. the vertices of the union of the connected components of G with maximum cardinality. For a vertex v ∈ V (G), let N(v) := N(v, G) denote the open neighborhood of v, i.e., the set of the neighbors of v. For a set of vertices W ⊆ V (G), let

N(W ) := N(W, G) := ( ⋃ v∈W N(v) ) \ W (2)

denote the open neighborhood of W , and let

R(W ) := R(W, G) := ⋃ v∈W C(v) (3)

denote the set of vertices reachable from W in G. For the vertices v, w ∈ V (G), let dist(v, w) := dist_G(v, w) denote the distance of v and w (i.e., the number of edges on a shortest v-w path) in G. For a vertex v ∈ V (G) and a vertex set W ⊆ V (G), let

dist(v, W ) := dist_G(v, W ) := min { dist(v, w) : w ∈ W } . (4)

For an edge-colored graph G, two vertices v, w ∈ V (G) and a set of vertices W ⊆ V (G), let us use the notation C(v, G) := C(v, G^{uc}), and N(W, G) := N(W, G^{uc}), and R(W, G) := R(W, G^{uc}), and dist_G(v, w) := dist_Guc (v, w), and dist_G(v, W ) := dist_Guc (v, W ).

Definition 3.1 (Color strings of length h without repetition). Let k ∈ N_+ and let h ∈ {0, 1, . . . , k}. Let S_h denote the set of strings s = (i_1, . . . , i_h) of colors without any repetition, i.e., i_1, . . . , i_h ∈ [k] and | |{i_1, . . . , i_h} | | = h; whereby the set S_0 has one element, namely the empty string ∅.

Let us define set(s) := {i_1, . . . , i_h} for a string s = (i_1, . . . , i_h) ∈ S_h.

Note that |S_h| = k · (k − 1) · . . . · (k − h + 1) for any h ∈ [k].

Definition 3.2 (Color string operations). Let k ∈ N_+ . For any color string s = (i_1, . . . , i_h) ∈ S_h, where h ∈ [k], let s^− := (i_1, . . . , i_{h−1}) ∈ S_{h−1} denote the color string that can be obtained from s by deleting its last coordinate. For any s = (i_1, . . . , i_h) ∈ S_h, where h ∈ {0, 1, . . . , k − 1}, and for any i ∈ [k] \ set(s), let si := (i_1, . . . , i_h, i) ∈ S_{h+1} denote the concatenation of s and i.

For an edge-colored forest F with k ∈ N_+ colors, a vertex v ∈ V (F ) and a color string s = (i_1, . . . , i_h) ∈ S_h, where h ∈ [k], let us define the following sets of vertices. Let ~R_s(v, F ) denote the set of vertices that can be reached from v with a path whose edges are of color i_1, . . . , i_h and the new colors on this path appear in this specific order. Let ~N_s(v, F ) denote the set of vertices that can be reached from v with a path whose edges except the last one are of color i_1, . . . , i_{h−1}, the last edge is of color i_h, and the new colors on this path appear in this specific order. For an edge-colored graph G, the sets ~R_s(v, G) and ~N_s(v, G), are defined the same way, but with the extra requirement that their vertices cannot be reached with a path that uses at most h − 1 colors. In addition, let ~R^≤_h (v, G) denote the set of vertices that can be reached with a path that uses at most h different colors. For an example, see Figure 3. Formally, these definitions are introduced as follows.

Definition 3.3 (Set of vertices reachable by a fixed chronology of colors). Given an edge-colored graph G = (V, E) with k ∈ N_+ colors, and given a vertex v ∈ V , we define the set of verticess ~R^≤_{h−1}(v) := ~R^≤_{h−1}(v, G), ~N_s(v) := ~N_s(v, G), and ~R_s(v) := ~R_s(v, G) for all s ∈ S_h and h ∈ [k] recursively.

• Let ~R_∅(v) := {v}.

• Assume that ~R_s(v) is already defined for all strings s ∈ S_j and for all j ∈ {0, 1, . . . , h − 1}. Let us first define ~R^≤_{h−1}(v) :=^{h−1} ⋃ j=0 ⋃ s∈S_j ~R_s(v).

If s ∈ S_h and i ∈ [k] is the last coordinate of s, then let ~N_s(v) := N ( ~R_{s−} (v, G), G^{{i}} ) \ ~R^≤_{h−1}(v, G), and finally let ~R_s(v) := R ( ~N_s(v, G), G^{set(s)} − ~R_{s−} (v, G) ) .

For a set of vertices W ⊆ V , let ~R^≤_{h−1}(W ) := ~R^≤_{h−1}(W, G) := ⋃ w∈W ~R^≤_{h−1}(w).

rv_1v^2 v_3v^4 v_5v^6 v_7v^8 v_9 v_{10}v_{11}v_{12}

Figure 3: In the picture, the colors red, blue, and green are denoted by (red) triangles, (blue) rectangles, and (green) stars, respectively. In this graph, ~R_{(red)}(r) = {v_1, v_3}, ~R_{(blue)}(r) = {v_2}, ~R_{(green)}(r) = ∅, ~R_{(red,blue)}(r) = {v_4, v_7, v_{10}, v_{11}}, ~R_{(blue,red)}(r) = {v_5}, ~R_{(red,blue,green)}(r) = {v_8, v_{12}}, ~R_{(blue,green,red)}(r) = {v_9},

~R^≤_1 = {v_1, v_2, v_3}, ~N_{(red)}(r) = {v_1}, ~N_{(red,blue)}(r) = {v_4, v_7}, ~N_{(red,blue,green)}(r) = {v_8, v_{12}}.

Definition 3.4 (Size of the set reachable using k − 2 colors). Given an edgecolored graph G = (V, E) with k ∈ N_+ colors and v ∈ V , let us denote ρ(v) := ρ(v, G) := | | ~R^≤_{k−2}(v) | | . Claim 3.5 (Size of the set reachable using k − 2 colors in ECBP trees). Let k ∈ N_+ , λ ∈ R^k_+ and G_∞(r) ∼ G_∞(λ). If Assumption 2.14 holds, then ρ(r) is almost surely finite.

The next claim follows directly from Definition 3.3.

Claim 3.6 (Connections between connected components and reachable sets). Let G = (V, E) be an edge-colored graph with k ∈ N_+ colors and let v ∈ V . Then for any I ⊆ [k], we have C ( v, G^I ) = ⋃ s : set(s)⊆I ~R_s(v, G)

and ~R^≤_{k−2}(v, G) = ⋃ I⊆[k] |I|=k−2 C ( v, G^I ) .

Definition 3.7 (The outer boundary of the set of vertices reachable with k − 2 colors). Given an edge-colored graph G = (V, E) with k ∈ N_+ colors, a color i ∈ [k], a number h ∈ {0, 1, . . . , k − 1} and a vertex v ∈ V , let us denote ~N_h(v) := ~N_h(v, G) := ⋃ s∈S_h ~N_s(v),

~N^{\i}_{k−1}(v) := ~N^{\i}_{k−1}(v, G) := ⋃ s∈S_{k−1}: set(s)=[k]\{i} ~N_s(v),

and b(v) := b(v, G) := (| | ~N \i_{k−1}(v) | | ) i∈[k] . For a set of vertices W ⊆ V , let

~N_h(W ) := ~N_h(W, G) := ⋃ w∈W ~N_h(w).

In words: The set ~N_h(v) consists of those vertices that can be reached from v with a path which uses exactly h colors and the color of the last edge is new, but cannot be reached with a path of at most h − 1 colors. The set ~N^{\i}_{k−1}(v) consists of those vertices that can be reached from v with a path which uses all of the colors in [k] \ {i} and the color of the last edge is new, but cannot be reached with a path of at most k − 2 colors. The vector b(v) is of length k and contains the cardinalities of the boundary sets ~N^{\i}_{k−1}(v) for all i ∈ [k].

4 The connection between ECER graphs and ECBP trees

Section 4 contains some auxiliary results for proving the statements of Section 2.

In Section 4.1, we introduce some notation and state some basic results about the exploration of ECER graphs and ECBP trees.

In Section 4.2, we introduce the notion of color-avoiding type I vectors: informally, in the case of ECER graphs, the i-th coordinate of the type I vector of a vertex v is the indicator of the event that v is in the i-avoiding giant component, while in the case of an ECBP trees, the i-th coordinate of the type I vector of a vertex v is the indicator of the event that v is i-avoiding connected to infinity for some color i. The main result of Section 4.2 states that the empirical frequency of a type I vector in a sequence of ECER graphs converges as n → ∞ to the probability of the root having the same type I vector in an ECBP tree with the same parameter vector λ.

In Section 4.3, we further elaborate on the relations between the notion of type I vectors, color-avoiding connectivity in ECER graphs and color-avoiding friendship in ECBP trees.

4.1 Exploration of ECER graphs and ECBP trees

The main goal of Section 4.1 is to formalize the idea that ECER graphs locally look like ECBP trees.

We use two types of exploration methods in edge-colored graphs: given a vertex v, in Definition 4.1.1 we explore the vertices reachable from v with at most d edges, while in Definition 4.1.2 we explore the vertices reachable from v with at most h colors plus one more final edge that has a different color for some d, h ∈ N. Note that if h ≤ k − 2, then using the second techniques we explore a “small” part, due to our Assumption 2.14.

We observe that even if we condition on what we explored in an ECER graph with any of these methods, the remaining graph is ECER, cf. Lemma 4.1.6. In Definition 4.1.10, we collect some “good” properties of the explored and unexplored parts of ECER graphs and in Proposition 4.1.12, we prove (using known results about Erdős–Rényi random graphs) that these good properties do hold with high probability as n → ∞.

Definition 4.1.1 (Exploring up to distance d). Let G = (V, E) be a graph, v, w ∈ V a vertex, W ⊆ V a set of vertices, and d ∈ N. Let us define

R_d(v) := R_d(v, G) := { u ∈ V : dist(u, v) = d } , i.e. the set of vertices of G at distance d from the root, and let

R_d(W ) := R_d(W, G) := { u ∈ V : dist(u, W ) = d } . Let R^≤_d (v) := R^≤_d (v, G) := { u ∈ V : dist(u, v) ≤ d } , i.e. the set of vertices of G at distance at most d from the root, and let

R^≤_d (W ) := R^≤_d (W, G) := ⋃ w∈W R^≤_d (w).

Let us define

G_d(v) := G [ R^≤_d (v) ] − E ( G [ R_d(v) ]) , i.e. the subgraph of G spanned by the vertices we can reach from v using at most d − 1 edges, plus the edges (along with their endpoints) that connect this spanned subgraph to the rest of the graph.

We also define a similar subgraph with two roots, G_d(v, w) := G [ R^≤_d ( {v, w} )] − E ( G [ R_d ( {v, w} )]) . Let us define G^′_d(v) := G − ( R^≤_{d−1}(v) ) , i.e. the subgraph of the graph G that can be obtained by deleting the vertices at distance at most d − 1 from v.

We also define a similar subgraph G^′_d(v, w) := G − ( R^≤_{d−1} ( {v, w} )) . For an ECER graph G_n ∼ G_n(V, λ) (where n ∈ N_+ and λ ∈ R^k_+ for some k ∈ N_+ ) or for an ECBP tree G_∞ := G_∞(r) ∼ G_∞(λ), we use the notation R_{n,d}(v) := R_d(v, G_n), R_{n,d}(W ) := R_d(W, G_n), R_{∞,d} := R_d(r, G_∞), R^≤_{n,d}(v) := R^≤_d (v, G_n), R^≤_{n,d}(W ) := R^≤_d (v, G_n), R^≤_{∞,d} := R^≤_d (r, G_∞), and we use the notation G_{n,d}(v), G_{∞,d}(r), G_{n,d}(v, w), G^′_{n,d}(v), G^′_{n,d}(v, w) for the above defined subgraphs, respectively. In addition, for a color i ∈ [k] or for a subset of colors I ⊆ [k], we use the notation R^I_{∞,d} := R_d ( r, G^I_∞ ) , R^{\i}_{∞,d} := R^{[k]\{i}}_{∞,d} . Definition 4.1.2 (Exploring until you see h + 1 colors for the first time). Let k ∈ N_+ , h ∈ {0, 1, . . . , k − 2} and G = (V, E) be a random edge-colored graph with k colors, let v, w ∈ V , and let us define the following.

Let F_{v,h} denote the sigma-algebra F_{v,h} := F_{v,h}(G) := σ ( 1 [ {u_1, u_2} ∈ E_i ] : u_1 ∈ ~R^≤_h (v), u_2 ∈ V, i ∈ [k] ) , and let F_{v,w,h} denote the sigma-algebra F_{v,w,h} := F_{v,w,h}(G) := σ ( F_{v,h}, F_{w,h} ) . Let ~G_h(v) denote the following edge-colored, rooted subgraph of G: ~G_h(v) := G [ ~R^≤_h (v) ∪ ~N_{h+1}(v) ] − E ( G [ ~N_{h+1}(v) ]) , i.e. the subgraph of G spanned by the vertices we can reach from v using at most h colors, plus the edges (along with their endpoints) that connect this spanned subgraph to the rest of the graph.

We also define a similar edge-colored subgraph with two roots, ~G_h(v, w) := G [ ~R^≤_h ({v, w}) ∪ ~N_{h+1}({v, w}) ] − E ( G [ ~N_{h+1}({v, w}) ]) . Let ~G^′_h(v, w) denote the following edge-colored subgraph of G: ~G^′_h(v, w) := G − ( ~R^≤_h ({v, w}) ) , i.e. the subgraph that can be obtained by deleting the vertices reachable from v or w with at most h colors.

For an ECER graph G_n ∼ G_n(V, λ) (where n ∈ N_+ and λ ∈ R^k_+ for some k ∈ N_+ ) or for an ECBP tree G_∞(r) ∼ G_∞(λ), we use the notation ~G_{n,h}(v), ~G_{∞,h}(r), ~G_{n,h}(v, w), ~G′_{n,h}(v, w), respectively, for the above subgraphs.

Claim 4.1.3 (Known information given F_{v,h}). Let k ∈ N_+ , h ∈ {0, 1, . . . , k−2} and let G = (V, E) be an edge-colored graph colored with k colors. Then for any v, w ∈ V and s ∈ S_{h+1}, the sets ~R^≤_h (v, G) and ~N_s(v, G) are all F_{v,h}-measurable. In particular, ρ(v) and b(v) are also F_{v,k−2}-measurable, and ~G_h(v, w) is F_{v,w,h}- measurable.

The next two claims directly follow from the definitions of ECER graphs and ECBP trees.

Claim 4.1.4 (Distribution of uncolored color-subgraphs of ECER graphs). Let k, n ∈ N_+ , λ ∈ R^k_+ , and let G ∼ G_n(V, λ). Then G^I ∼ G_n(V, λ_I ) for any I ⊆ [k]. In particular, G^{uc} ∼ G_n(V, λ^{uc}) and G^{\i} ∼ G_n(V, λ^{\i}) for any i ∈ [k]. Claim 4.1.5 (Distribution of uncolored color-subtrees of ECBP trees). Let k ∈ N_+ , λ ∈ R^k_+ , and let G_∞(r) ∼ G_∞(λ). Then (| R^I_{∞,d} |) d∈N is a branching process with offspring distribution POI(λ_I ) for any I ⊆ [k]. In particular, (| R^{\i}_{∞,d} |) d∈N is a branching process with offspring distribution POI(λ^{\i}) for any i ∈ [k]. Lemma 4.1.6 (The unexplored graph is ECER). Let k ≥ 2 be an integer, let n ∈ N_+ , d ∈ N and h ∈ {0, 1, . . . , k − 2}, let λ ∈ R^k_+ , G ∼ G_n([n], λ) and v, w ∈ [n]. Then the conditional distribution of the edge-colored subgraph G^′_d(v, w) given the graph G_d(v, w) is G_n ( [n] \ R^≤_{d−1} ( {v, w}, G ) , λ ) , and the conditional distribution of the edge-colored subgraph ~G^′_h(v, w) given F_{v,w,h} is G_n ( [n] \ ~R^≤_h ( {v, w}, G ) , λ ) . Proof. We only prove the second statement of the lemma since the first one can be obtained analogously.

It follows from the definitions of F_{v,w,h} and ~G_h(v, w) that given F_{v,w,h}, the edges of the subgraph ~G_h(v, w) are determined, and conversely, the subgraph ~G_h(v, w) determines every event in F_{v,w,h}.

Therefore, conditional on F_{v,w,h}, the edges of color i between the vertices in [n]\ ~R^≤_h ( {v, w}, G ) are still present independently of each other with probability p_i = 1 − exp (−λ_i/n) for any i ∈ [k]. Therefore, the conditional distribution of ~G′_h(v, w), i.e. the subgraph of G spanned by [n] \ ~R^≤_h ({v, w}, G), is an ECER graph with parameter n and color density parameter vector λ on the vertex set [n] \ ~R^≤_h ( {v, w}, G ) .

Proposition 4.1.7 (Colored local weak convergence). Let k ∈ N_+ and λ ∈ R^k_+ , and let us assume that Assumption 2.14 holds. Let G_n ∼ G_n([n], λ) and v_1, v_2 ∈ [n], v_1 ≠ v_2 for all n ∈ N_+ , and let G_∞ := G_∞(r) ∼ G_∞(λ). Then the graph ~G_{∞,k−2}(r) is almost surely finite and ~G_{n,k−2}(v_1, v_2) converges in distribution to two i.i.d. copies of ~G_{∞,k−2}(r) in the sense that lim_{n→∞} P ( ~G_{n,k−2}(v_1, v_2) ≃ H_1 ⊕ H_2 ) = ∏ j∈[2] P ( ~G_{∞,k−2}(r) ≃ H_j )

for any pair of fixed finite, rooted, edge-colored graphs H_1 and H_2.

We prove Proposition 4.1.7 in the Appendix. Note that during the proof we also obtain that for any k ∈ N_+ , d ∈ N, and λ ∈ R^k_+ , and for any G_n ∼ G_n([n], λ) and v_1, v_2 ∈ [n], v_1 ≠ v_2 for all n ∈ N_+ , and for any pair of fixed finite, rooted, edge-colored graphs F_1 and F_2, we have lim_{n→∞} P ( G_{n,d}(v_1, v_2) is a forest with two components ) = 1 (5) and lim_{n→∞} P ( G_{n,d}(v_1, v_2) ≃ F_1 ⊕ F_2 ) = ∏ j∈[2] P ( G_{∞,d}(r) ≃ F_j ) . (6)

Definition 4.1.8 (Probability of being i-avoiding connected to infinity). Let k ∈ N_+ , i ∈ [k] and let λ ∈ R^k_+ . Let us denote by θ^{\i} the survival probability of the branching process with offspring distribution POI(λ^{\i}).

Note that if G_∞ := G_∞(r) ∼ G_∞(λ), then by Claim 4.1.5, θ^{\i} = P ( r^{G\i∞}←→ ∞ )

holds.

Definition 4.1.9 (Supercritical indices). Let k ∈ N_+ . Given λ ∈ R^k_+ , we say that i ∈ [k] is a supercritical index if λ^{\i} > 1, and let us define the set I_λ of supercritical indices of λ by

I_λ := { i ∈ [k] : λ^{\i} > 1 } . Note that λ is fully supercritical (cf. Definition 2.13) if and only if I_λ = [k] and λ is fully critical-subcritical if and only if I_λ = ∅. Also note that θ^{\i} = 0 holds if and only if i ∈ [k] \ I_λ.

Definition 4.1.10 (Good events for ECER graphs). Let k, n ∈ N_+ and λ ∈ R^k_+ . Let G ∼ G_n(V, λ), v, w ∈ V , v ≠ w, i ∈ I_λ, and let us define the following events.

A^{\i}_1 :=A^{\i}_1 (G) := { G^{\i} has a unique largest component }

A^{\i}_2 :=A^{\i}_2 (G) := { the non-largest components of G^{\i} have size at most n^{1/4} }

A_3(v, w) :=A_3(v, w, G) := { ~G_{k−2}(v, w) is a forest with two components }

A_4(v, w) :=A_4(v, w, G) := {| | | ~R^≤_{k−2} ( {v, w}, G )| | ≤ n^{1/4} }

A^{\i}_5 (v, w) :=A^{\i}_5 (v, w, G) := {| | | ~N^{\i}_{k−1} ( {v, w}, G )| | ≤ n^{1/4} }

A^{\i}_6 (v, w) :=A^{\i}_6 (v, w, G) := {| | | U_{max} (( ~G^′_{k−2}(v, w) )_{\i})| | ≥ n^{3/4} }

A^{\i}_7 (v, w) :=A^{\i}_7 (v, w, G) := {( ~G^′_{k−2}(v, w) )_{\i} has a unique largest component }

A^{\i}_8 (v, w) :=A^{\i}_8 (v, w, G) := { the non-largest components of ( ~G^′_{k−2}(v, w) )_{\i}

have size at most n^{1/4} }

A^{\i}_9 (v, w) :=A^{\i}_9 (v, w, G) := { U_{max} ( ( ~G^′_{k−2}(v, w) )_{\i} ) ⊆ U_{max} ( G^{\i}_n ) }

A(v, w) :=A(v, w, G) := ⋂ i∈I_λ ( A^{\i}_1 ∩ A^{\i}_2 ) ∩ A_3(v, w) ∩ A_4(v, w) ∩ 9⋂ j=5 ⋂ i∈I_λ A^{\i}_j (v, w)

Claim 4.1.11 (Implications of local tree structure). Let k, n ∈ N_+ , λ ∈ R^k_+ and let G ∼ G_n(V, λ) and v, w ∈ V , v ≠ w. Then the event A_3(v, w) is F_{v,w,k−2}- measurable, and A_3(v, w) implies that for any i_1, i_2 ∈ [k], i_1 ≠ i_2, the sets of vertices ~N^{\i1}_{k−1}(v), ~N^{\i2}_{k−1}(v), ~N^{\i1}_{k−1}(w), ~N^{\i2}_{k−1}(w) are pairwise disjoint.

Proposition 4.1.12 (Typical behaviour of ECER graphs). Let k ∈ N_+ , λ ∈ R^k_+ , let G_n ∼ G_n([n], λ) and v, w ∈ [n], v ≠ w for all n ∈ N_+ . If Assumption 2.14 holds, then lim_{n→∞} P ( A_3(v, w, G_n) ) = 1 and lim_{n→∞} P ( A(v, w, G_n) ) = 1.

Proof. Clearly, it is enough to show that for each j ∈ {5, 6, . . . , 9} and i ∈ I_λ, the probabilities of the events A^{\i}_1 , A^{\i}_2 , A_3(v, w), A_4(v, w), and A^{\i}_j goes to 1 as n → ∞. Let i ∈ I_λ be an arbitrary color.

From our Claim 4.1.4 and Theorem 4.8 of [27], it follows that | | | Umax ( G^{\i}_n )| | n P−→ θ^{\i}, n → ∞. (7) Note that θ^{\i} > 0 holds for any i ∈ I_λ and thus, lim_{n→∞} P (| | | Umax ( G^{\i}_n )| | ≥ n^{3/4} ) = 1. (8)

From (7) and Lemma 4.14 of [27], it follows that lim_{n→∞} P ( A^{\i}_1 ) = 1 (9) and lim_{n→∞} P ( A^{\i}_2 ) = 1. (10)

By Proposition 4.1.7, if Assumption 2.14 holds, then lim_{n→∞} P ( A_3(v, w, G_n) ) = 1.

Now we prove that lim_{n→∞} P ( A_4(v, w, G_n) ) = 1. Let I ⊆ [k] with |I| = k−2.

Then by Claim 4.1.4, we have G^I_n ∼ G_n([n], λ_I ). By Assumption 2.14, we can apply Theorem 4.2 of [27] to get that | |C(v, GI_n) | | is stochastically dominated by the total number of offspring in a subcritical Poisson branching process with mean number of offspring at most λ_I . Therefore E (| | |C ( v, G^I_n )| | ) ≤ 1 1 − λ_I . Then Claim 3.6, the union bound, and Markov’s inequality imply that lim_{n→∞} P ( A_4(v, w, G_n) ) = 1. (11)

The probability of A^{\i}_5 (v, w, G_n) is estimated similarly: clearly, ~N^{\i}_{k−1}(v, G_n) ⊆ N ( ~R^≤_{k−2}(v, G_n), G_n ) , thus again the expectation of | | ~N^{\i}_{k−1}(v, G_n) | | can be bounded by a constant (that does not depend on n) and it follows from the union bound and Markov’s inequality that lim_{n→∞} P ( A^{\i}_5 (v, w, G_n) ) = 1.

By (11), we obtain | | |V (( ~G′_{n,k−2}(v, w) )_{\i})| | | n = | |V ( ~G′_{n,k−2}(v, w) ) | | n P−→ 1, n → ∞. From this, our Lemma 4.1.6, and Theorem 4.8 of [27], it follows | | | U_{max} (( ~G′_{n,k−2}(v, w) )_{\i})| | | | | | V (( ~G′_{n,k−2}(v, w) )_{\i})| | | · | | | V (( ~G′_{n,k−2}(v, w) )_{\i})| | n P−→ θ^{\i}, n → ∞. (12)

Thus, lim_{n→∞} P ( A^{\i}_6 (v, w, G_n) ) = 1. (13)

From (12) and Lemma 4.14 of [27], it follows that lim_{n→∞} P ( A^{\i}_7 (v, w, G_n) ) = 1. (14) and lim_{n→∞} P ( A^{\i}_8 (v, w, G_n) ) = 1.

The above observations (namely, (8), (9), (10), and (13), (14)) imply lim_{n→∞} P ( A^{\i}_9 (v, w, G_n) ) = 1.

4.2 Types

In Section 4.2, we define the color-avoiding type I vectors of the vertices, first in ECBP trees, then in ECER graphs. The main result of this section, Theorem 4.2.4, connects the notion of these type I vectors.

Definition 4.2.1 (Color-avoiding type I vectors in ECBP trees). Let k ∈ N_+ , λ ∈ R^k_+ , and let G_∞ := G_∞(r) ∼ G_∞(λ). The (color-avoiding) type I vector of a vertex v in the ECBP tree G_∞ is

t^∗(v) := t^∗(v, G_∞) := ( 1 [ v^{G\i∞}←→ ∞ ]) i∈I_λ .

In words: for any i ∈ I_λ, the i-th coordinate of the type I vector of a vertex v in an ECBP tree is 1 if v is i-avoiding connected to infinity through its descendants, otherwise it is 0. The reason why we only use the indices in I_λ is that we expect the branching process G_∞ to survive without the edges of color i if and only if i ∈ I_λ.

Definition 4.2.2 (Probability of type I vectors in ECBP trees). Let k ∈ N_+ , λ ∈ R^k_+ , and let G_∞(r) ∼ G_∞(λ). Given any γ ∈ {0, 1}^{Iλ} , let us denote

p^∗(γ) := p^∗(γ, λ) := P ( t^∗(r) = γ ) . Definition 4.2.3 (Color-avoiding type I vectors in ECER graphs). Let k, n ∈ N_+ , λ ∈ R^k_+ , and let G ∼ G_n(V, λ). The (color-avoiding) type I vector of a vertex v in the ECER graph G is t(v) := t(v, G) := ( 1 [ v ∈ U_{max} ( G^{\i} )] ) i∈I_λ . In words: for any i ∈ I_λ, the i-th coordinate of the type of a vertex v in an edge-colored finite graph is 1 if v is in one of the largest i-avoiding components, otherwise it is 0. Similarly as before, the reason why we only use the indices in I_λ is that we expect U_{max} ( G^{\i} ) to be a giant component if and only if i ∈ I_λ, so the sequence of indicators 1 [ v ∈ U_{max} ( G^{\i} )] does not converge to zero in probability as n → ∞ if and only if i ∈ I_λ.

We are now ready to state the main result of Section 4.2.

Theorem 4.2.4 (Convergence of the empirical density of type I vectors in ECER graphs). Let k ∈ N_+ , λ ∈ R^k_+ , γ ∈ {0, 1}^{Iλ} , and let G_n ∼ G_n([n], λ) for all n ∈ N_+ . If Assumption 2.14 holds, then 1 n ∑ v∈[n] 1 [ t(v, G_n) = γ ]_P −→ p^∗(γ), n → ∞.

The rest of Section 4.2 is devoted to the proof of Theorem 4.2.4. After some further definitions and observations, the key idea of the proof is stated in Lemma 4.2.10.

Definition 4.2.5 (The known data for ECBP trees). Let k ∈ N_+ , λ ∈ R^k_+ , γ ∈ {0, 1}^{Iλ} , β ∈ N^k , m ∈ N_+ , and let G_∞ := G_∞(r) ∼ G_∞(λ). Let us define the event D^∗ ( β, m ) := D^∗ ( β, m, G_∞ ) := { b(r) = β, ρ(r) = m } . Definition 4.2.6 (Probability of type I vectors in ECBP trees given some data). Let k ∈ N_+ , λ ∈ R^k_+ , γ ∈ {0, 1}^{Iλ} , β ∈ N^k , m ∈ N_+ , and let G_∞ := G_∞(r) ∼ G_∞(λ). Let us define p^∗ ( γ | | | D^∗ ( β, m )) := P ( t^∗(r) = γ | | | D^∗(β, m) ) .

Note that by the following claim, p^∗ ( γ | | D∗(β, m)) actually does not depend on m.

Proposition 4.2.7 (Probability of type I vectors in ECBP trees given some data). Let k ∈ N_+ , λ ∈ R^k_+ , γ ∈ {0, 1}^{Iλ} , β ∈ N^k , m ∈ N_+ , and let G_∞ := G_∞(r) ∼ G_∞(λ). Then p^∗ ( γ | | | D^∗ ( β, m )) = g_{γ,β} (( θ^{\i} ) i∈I_λ ) , where g_{γ,β} : [0, 1]^{Iλ} → R (x_i)_{i∈Iλ} → ∏ i∈I_λ (( 1 − (1 − x_i)^{βi} ) γ_i + (1 − x_i)^{βi} (1 − γ_i) ) . Proof. It is not difficult to see that for any i ∈ I_λ, the root r is i-avoiding connected to infinity if and only if at least one vertex in ~N^{\i}_{k−1}(r) is i-avoiding connected to infinity. Note that conditional on D^∗ ( β, m ) , the events ⋃ v∈ ~N^{\i}_{k−1}(r) { v^{G\i∞}←→ ∞ }

for all i ∈ I_λ are conditionally independent since the sets ~N^{\i}_{k−1}(r) for all i ∈ I_λ are disjoint. Thus, by the definition of θ^{\i} for any i ∈ I_λ, we obtain P ( t^∗(r) = γ | | D^∗(β, m) ) = g_{γ,β} (( θ^{\i} ) i∈I_λ ) .

Claim 4.2.8 (Total law of probability for type I vectors in ECBP trees). Let k ∈ N_+ , λ ∈ R^k_+ , γ_1, γ_2 ∈ {0, 1}^{Iλ} , and let G_∞(r) ∼ G_∞(λ). If Assumption 2.14 holds, then

p^∗(γ_1) · p^∗(γ_2) = ∑ β_1,β_2 ∈N^k, m_1 ,m_2∈N_+

∏ j∈[2] p^∗ ( γ_j | | | D^∗ ( β_j , m_j )) · P ( D^∗ ( β_j , m_j )) .

Proof. It follows from Claim 3.5 and the total law of probability.

Now we turn to ECER graphs. Note that the notion of color-avoiding type I vectors in ECER graphs was already introduced in Definition 4.2.3.

Definition 4.2.9 (Color-avoiding type II events in ECER graphs). Let k, n ∈ N_+ , λ ∈ R^k_+ , i ∈ I_λ and γ ∈ {0, 1}^{Iλ} and let G ∼ G_n(V, λ), and v, w ∈ V , v ≠ w. Let us define the event T^{\i}(v, w) := T^{\i}(v, w, G) := { ~N^{\i}_{k−1}(v, G) ∩ U_{max} (( ~G^′_{k−2}(v, w) )_{\i}) ≠ ∅ } , and the (color-avoiding) type II event

T ( v, w, γ ) := T ( v, w, γ, G ) := ⋂ i∈I_λ : γ_i=1 T^{\i}(v, w) ∩ ⋂ i∈I_λ : γ_i=0 ( T^{\i}(v, w) )_c .

The idea is that if the event A(v, w) occurs – and if Assumption 2.14 holds,

then it occurs with high probability by Proposition 4.1.12 –, then by our next

lemma we can replace the complicated event { v ∈ U_{max} ( G^{\i} )} for type I vec-

tors with the simpler type II subevent T^{\i}(v, w) for any i ∈ I_λ. The reason

why T^{\i}(v, w) is simpler to handle is that ~N^{\i}_{k−1}(v) is F_{v,w,k−2}-measurable, and ( ~ G^′_{k−2}(v, w) )_{\i} is an ECER graph given the sigma-algebra F_{v,w,k−2} by

Lemma 4.1.6 and Claim 4.1.4.

Lemma 4.2.10 (Types I and II agree with high probability in ECER graphs).

Let k, n ∈ N_+ , λ ∈ R^k_+ , γ ∈ {0, 1}^{Iλ} , and let G ∼ G_n(V, λ), and v, w ∈ V , v ≠ w.

If n is large enough and the event A(v, w) occurs, then { t(v) = γ } = T ( v, w, γ ) . Proof. Throughout the proof, we assume that the event A(v, w, G) occurs. Let

i ∈ I(λ) be arbitrary. First, note that {( t(v, G) ) i = 1 } = { v ∈ U_{max} ( G^{\i} )} . It is enough to show that the events T^{\i}(v, w, G) and { v ∈ U_{max} ( G^{\i} )} imply

one another.

Assume that the event T^{\i}(v, w, G) holds, i.e., there exists a vertex u ∈ V

such that u ∈ ~N^{\i}_{k−1}(v, G) ∩ U_{max} (( ~G^′_{k−2}(v, w) )_{\i}) . Then the event A(v, w, G) – in particular A^{\i}_9 (v, w, G) – implies u ∈ U_{max} ( G^{\i} ) . By the choice of u and the definition of ~N^{\i}_{k−1}(v, G), u and v are i-avoiding

connected, which implies v ∈ U_{max} ( G^{\i} ) . Now assume that the event T^{\i}(v, w, G) does not hold. First, we show that

C(v, G^{\i}) ⊆ ~R^≤_{k−2} ( {v, w}, G ) ∪ ⋃ u∈ ~N^{\i}_{k−1}(v,G) C ( u, ( ~G^′_{k−2}(v, w) )_{\i}) .

Let v^′ ∈ C(v, G^{\i}). If v^′ /∈ ~R^≤_{k−2} ( {v, w}, G ) , then any i-avoiding v-v^′ path (which

must exist) contains a vertex u ∈ ~N^{\i}_{k−1}(v, G), so v^′ ∈ C ( u, ( ~ G^′_{k−2}(v, w) )_{\i}) . From the above, it follows that | |C(v, G^{\i}) | | ≤ | | | ~R^≤_{k−2} ( {v, w}, G )| | + ∑ u∈ ~N^{\i}_{k−1}(v,G)

| | | |C ( u, ( ~G^′_{k−2}(v, w) )_{\i}) | | | |.

Note that the event ( T^{\i}(v, w, G) )_c implies that if u ∈ ~N^{\i}_{k−1}(v, G), then C ( u, ( ~G^′_{k−2}(v, w) )_{\i}) ∩ U_{max} (( ~G^′_{k−2}(v, w) )_{\i}) = ∅.

Also note that the event A(v, w, G) – in particular A_4(v, w, G), A^{\i}_5 (v, w, G),

and A^{\i}_8 (v, w, G) – implies | |C(v, G^{\i}) | | ≤ n^{1/4} + n^{1/4} · n^{1/4}.

Therefore, if n is large enough, then | |C(v, G\i) | | < n3/4 holds, so the event

A(v, w, G) – in particular A^{\i}_1 , A^{\i}_7 (v, w, G), and A^{\i}_9 (v, w, G) – implies C(v, G) ∩ U_{max} ( G^{\i} ) = ∅,

from which v /∈ U_{max} ( G^{\i} ) follows.

Definition 4.2.11 (The known data for ECER graphs). Let k, n ∈ N_+ , λ ∈ R^k_+ ,

β_1, β_2 ∈ N^k , m_1, m_2 ∈ N_+ , and let G ∼ G_n(V, λ), and v_1, v_2 ∈ V , v_1 ≠ v_2. Let

us define the event D (( v_j , β_j , m_j ) j∈[2] ) := D (( v_j , β_j , m_j ) j∈[2], G )

:= A_3(v_1, v_2) ∩ { b(v_1) = β_1, b(v_2) = β_2, ρ(v_1) = m_1, ρ(v_2) = m_2 } . Definition 4.2.12 (Probability of type II events in ECER graphs given some

data). Let k, n ∈ N_+ , λ ∈ R^k_+ , γ_1, γ_2 ∈ {0, 1}^{Iλ} , β_1, β_2 ∈ N^k , m_1, m_2 ∈ N_+ , and

let G ∼ G_n(V, λ), and v_1, v_2 ∈ V , v_1 ≠ v_2. Let us define p ( γ_1, γ_2 | | | D ( (v_j , β_j , m_j )_{j∈[2]} )) := p ( γ_1, γ_2, G | | | D ( (v_j , β_j , m_j )_{j∈[2]} )) := P ( T ( v_1, v_2, γ_1 ) ∩ T ( v_2, v_1, γ_2 ) | | D ( (v_j , β_j , m_j )_{j∈[2]} )) . Note that by Lemma 4.2.10, p ( γ_1, γ_2, G | | D((v_j , β_j , m_j )_{j∈[2]})) can be viewed

as an analogue of p^∗ ( γ_1 | D^∗(β_1, m_1) ) · p^∗ ( γ_2 | D^∗(β_2, m_2) ) . The next claim follows from the total law of probability.

Claim 4.2.13 (Total law of probability for type II events in ECER graphs).

Let k, n ∈ N_+ , λ ∈ R^k_+ , γ_1, γ_2 ∈ {0, 1}^{Iλ} , and let G ∼ G_n(V, λ) and v_1, v_2 ∈ V ,

v_1 ≠ v_2. Then P ( T ( v_1, v_2, γ_1 ) ∩ T ( v_2, v_1, γ_2 ) ∩ A_3(v, w) )

= ∑ β_1,β_2∈N^k, m_1,m_2∈N_+ p ( γ_1, γ_2 | | | D ( (v_j , β_j , m_j )_{j∈[2]} )) · P ( D ( (v_j , β_j , m_j )_{j∈[2]} )) .

In Proposition 4.2.15 below, we want to give an alternative formula for the probabilities p ( γ_1, γ_2 | | D((u_j , β_j , m_j )_{j∈[2]})) which involves less conditioning.

In order to do so, we need the next definition.

Definition 4.2.14 (Color-avoiding type III events in ECER graphs). Let k ∈ N_+ , λ ∈ R^k_+ and γ ∈ {0, 1}^{Iλ} . Let n, m ∈ N_+ and β = (β_1, . . . , β_k) ∈ N^k so that ∑ i∈[k] β_i ≤ n − m.

Let G ∼ G_n([n − m], λ), and for each i ∈ [k] and j ∈ [β_i] let us fix the vertices v_{i,j} ∈ [n − m], and let v = (v_{i,j} )_{i∈[k], j∈[βi]}. For any i ∈ I_λ, let us define the event ^T^{\i}(v, β, m) := ^T^{\i}(v, β, m, G) := { ∃j ∈ [β_i] : v_{i,j} ∈ U_{max} ( G^{\i} ) } , and the (color-avoiding) type III event ^T (v, γ, β, m) := ^T (v, γ, β, m, G)

:= ⋂ i∈I_λ : γ_i =1 ^T^{\i}(v, β, m) ∩ ⋂ i∈I_λ: γ_i=0 ( ^T^{\i}(v, β, m) )_c .

Proposition 4.2.15 (Types II and III agree in probability in ECER graphs). Let k ∈ N_+ , λ ∈ R^k_+ and γ_1, γ_2 ∈ {0, 1}^{Iλ} . Let n, m_1, m_2 ∈ N_+ and β_1 = (β_{1,1}, . . . , β_{1,k}), β_2 = (β_{2,1}, . . . , β_{2,k}) ∈ N^k so that ∑ i∈[k] β_{1,i} + ∑ i∈[k] β_{2,i} ≤ n − (m_1 + m_2).

Let G ∼ G_n([n], λ) and H ∼ G_n ( [n − (m_1 + m_2)], λ ) , let us fix the vertices u_1, u_2 ∈ [n], u_1 ≠ u_2 and for each i ∈ [k], j_1 ∈ [β_{1,i}] and j_2 ∈ [β_{2,i}], let us fix distinct vertices v_{i,j1} , w_{i,j2} ∈ [ n − (m_1 + m_2) ] , and let v = (v_{i,j1} )_{i∈[k], j1 ∈[β1,i]}, w = (w_{i,j2} )_{i∈[k], j2 ∈[β2,i]}. Then p ( γ_1, γ_2 | | | D ( (u_j , β_j , m_j )_{j∈[2]} )) = P ( ^T (v, γ_1, β_1, m_1, H) ∩ ^T (w, γ_2, β_2, m_2, H) ) .

Proof. Let us condition on the sigma-algebra F_{u1 ,u2,k−2}(G) and assume that the F_{u1,u2 ,k−2}(G)-measurable event D ( (u_j , β_j , m_j )_{j∈[2]} ) occurs. Then by the

definition of A_3(u_1, u_2, G), we have | | ~R^≤_{k−2} ( {u_1, u_2}, G )| | = ρ(u1, G) + ρ(u2, G) = m1 + m2. Thus by Lemma 4.1.6, given F_{u1 ,u2,k−2}(G), the conditional distribution of the

graph ~G^′_{k−2}(u_1, u_2) is the same as the distribution of H. In addition, our as-

sumption that A_3(u_1, u_2, G) holds implies that the sets of vertices ~N^{\i1}_{k−1}(u_1, G), ~N^{\i2}_{k−1}(u_2, G) for all i_1, i_2 ∈ [k] are pairwise disjoint (cf. Claim 4.1.11). Let us

denote ~N^{\i}_{k−1}(u_1, G) = { v^′_{ij1} : j_1 ∈ [| |(b(u_1))_i| ]} and ~N^{\i}_{k−1}(u_2, G) = { w^′_{ij2} : j_2 ∈ [| |(b(u_2))_i | | ]}

for all i ∈ [k], and let us use the notation

v^′ = (v^′_{i,j1} )_{i∈[k], j1 ∈}^[|(_{b(u1 )})_i|^], w^′ = (w^′_{i,j2} )_{i∈[k], j2 ∈}^[|(_{b(u2)})_i|^].

By the definitions of type II and type III events, we have P ( T ( u_1, u_2, γ_1, G ) ∩ T ( u_2, u_1, γ_2, G )| | D ( v, w, β_1, β_2, m_1, m_2 )) = P ( ^T (v^′, γ_1, β_1, m_1, ~G^′_{k−2}(u_1, u_2)) ∩ ^T (w^′, γ_2, β_2, m_2, ~G^′_{k−2}(u_1, u_2)) ) . Thus by the definition of p ( γ_1, γ_2 | | D((u_j , β_j , m_j )_{j∈[2]})), we proved the required

statement.

Lemma 4.2.16 (Data and types: connections between ECBP trees and ECER

graphs). Let k ∈ N_+ , λ ∈ R^k_+ , γ_1, γ_2 ∈ {0, 1}^{Iλ} , β_1, β_2 ∈ N^k , m_1, m_2 ∈ N_+ , and let G_n ∼ G_n([n], λ) and u_1, u_2 ∈ [n], u_1 ≠ u_2 for all n ∈ N_+ . If Assumption 2.14 holds, then lim_{n→∞} P ( D ( (u_j , β_j , m_j )_{j∈[2]}, G_n )) = P ( D^∗ ( β_1, m_1 )) · P ( D^∗ ( β_2, m_2 )) (15) and lim_{n→∞} p ( γ_1, γ_2, G_n | | | D ( (u_j , β_j , m_j )_{j∈[2]} )) = p^∗ ( γ_1 | | | D^∗ ( β_1, m_1 )) · p^∗ ( γ_2 | | | D^∗ ( β_2, m_2 )) . (16)

Proof. Since Assumption 2.14 holds, Propositions 4.1.7 and 4.1.12 imply (15).

Now we prove (16). By Proposition 4.2.7, we have p^∗ ( γ_1 | | | D^∗ ( β_1, m_1 )) · p^∗ ( γ_2 | | | D^∗ ( β_2, m_2 )) = g_{γ1,β1} (( θ^{\i} ) i∈I_λ ) · g_{γ2,β2} (( θ^{\i} ) i∈I_λ ) . Now we reformulate the left-hand side of (16).

Let n ∈ N_+ be large enough such that ∑ i∈[k] β_{1,i} + ∑ i∈[k] β_{2,i} ≤ n − (m_1 + m_2).

Let H_n ∼ G_n ( [n − (m_1 + m_2)], λ ) . For each i ∈ [k] and j_1 ∈ [β_{1,i}], j_2 ∈ [β_{2,i}], choose the vertices v_{i,j1} and w_{i,j2} independently and uniformly at random from [ n − (m_1 + m_2) ] , and let v = (v_{i,j1} )_{i∈[k],j1 ∈[β1,i1 ]}, w = (w_{i,j2} )_{i∈[k],j2 ∈[β2,i]}. By Proposition 4.2.15, we have p ( γ_1, γ_2, G_n | | D((u_j , β_j , m_j )_{j∈[2]})) = P ( ^T (v, γ_1, β_1, m_1, H_n) ∩ ^T (w, γ_2, β_2, m_2, H_n) | | |E(v, w, Hn) ) , where recall that

E(v, w, H_n) = {the vertices in v and w are all different in H_n}.

It is easy to see that lim_{n→∞} P ( E(v, w, H_n) ) = 1,

thus lim_{n→∞} P ( ^T (v, γ_1, β_1, m_1, H_n) ∩ ^T (w, γ_2, β_2, m_2, H_n) | | |E(v, w, Hn) )

= lim_{n→∞} P ( ^T (v, γ_1, β_1, m_1, H_n) ∩ ^T (w, γ_2, β_2, m_2, H_n) ) . Let θ^{\i}_n := | | | Umax ( H^{\i}_n )| | n − (m_1 + m_2)

for all i ∈ I_λ. Since the vertices in v and w were chosen independently and uniformly at random, it is not difficult to see that P ( ^T (v, γ_1, β_1, m_1, H_n) ∩ ^T (w, γ_2, β_2, m_2, H_n) | | σ ( θ^{\i}_n : i ∈ [k] )) = g_{γ1,β1} (( θ^{\i}_n ) i∈I_λ ) · g_{γ2,β2} (( θ^{\i}_n ) i∈I_λ ) , thus

P ( ^T (v, γ_1, β_1, m_1, H_n) ∩ ^T (w, γ_2, β_2, m_2, H_n) )

= E [ g_{γ1 ,β1} (( θ^{\i}_n ) i∈I_λ ) · g_{γ2,β2} (( θ^{\i}_n ) i∈I_λ )] . Similarly to (12), one can show that θ^{\i}_n^P−→ θ^{\i}, n → ∞. Since g is continuous, g_{γ1,β1} (( θ^{\i}_n ) i∈I_λ ) · g_{γ2,β2} (( θ^{\i}_n ) i∈I_λ )

P−→ g_{γ1,β1} (( θ^{\i} ) i∈I_λ ) · g_{γ2,β2} (( θ^{\i} ) i∈I_λ ) , n → ∞, and since g is bounded, we obtain lim_{n→∞} E [ g_{γ1 ,β1} (( θ^{\i}_n ) i∈I_λ ) · g_{γ2 ,β2} (( θ^{\i}_n ) i∈I_λ )]

= g_{γ1,β1} (( θ^{\i} ) i∈I_λ ) · g_{γ2,β2} (( θ^{\i} ) i∈I_λ ) , thus the statement of the lemma follows.

We are now ready to prove the main result of Section 4.2.

Proof of Theorem 4.2.4. Clearly, it suffices to show that

lim_{n→∞} E 1 n ∑ v∈[n] 1 [ t(v, G_n) = γ ] = p^∗(γ)

and lim_{n→∞} Var 1 n ∑ v∈[n] 1 [ t(v, G_n) = γ ] = 0.

In order to prove this, it is enough to show that for any v_1, v_2 ∈ [n], v_1 ≠ v_2 and for any γ_1, γ_2 ∈ {0, 1}^{Iλ} , we have lim_{n→∞} P ( t(v_1, G_n) = γ_1 ) = p^∗(γ_1) (17) and lim_{n→∞} P ( t(v_1, G_n) = γ_1, t(v_2, G_n) = γ_2 ) = p^∗(γ_1) · p^∗(γ_2) (18)

Note that (17) follows from (18) by the total law of probability. So it is enough to prove (18).

Let us denote q^∗ (( γ_j , β_j , m_j ) j∈[2] ) := ∏ j∈[2] p^∗ ( γ_j | | | D^∗ ( β_j , m_j )) · P ( D^∗ ( β_j , m_j )) .

By Claim 4.2.8, we have

p^∗(γ_1) · p^∗(γ_2) = ∑ β_1 ,β_2∈N^k, m_1,m_2∈N_+ q^∗ (( γ_j , β_j , m_j ) j∈[2] ) . (19)

Now we reformulate the left-hand side of (18). Let us denote q_n (( γ_j , β_j , m_j ) j∈[2] )

:= p ( γ_1, γ_2, G_n | | | D ( (v_j , β_j , m_j )_{j∈[2]} )) · P ( D ( (v_j , β_j , m_j )_{j∈[2]}, G_n )) . By Proposition 4.1.12, Lemma 4.2.10, Proposition 4.1.12, and Claim 4.2.13, respectively, lim_{n→∞} P ( t(v_1, G_n) = γ_1, t(v_2, G_n) = γ_2 )

= lim_{n→∞} P ( t(v_1, G_n) = γ_1, t(v_2, G_n) = γ_2, A(v_1, v_2, G_n) )

= lim_{n→∞} P ( T ( v_1, v_2, γ_1, G_n ) ∩ T ( v_2, v_1, γ_2, G_n ) ∩ A(v_1, v_2, G_n) )

= lim_{n→∞} P ( T ( v_1, v_2, γ_1, G_n ) ∩ T ( v_2, v_1, γ_2, G_n ) ∩ A_3(v_1, v_2, G_n) )

= lim_{n→∞} ∑ β_1 ,β_2 ∈N^k, m_1,m_2∈N_+ q_n (( γ_j , β_j , m_j ) j∈[2] ) . (20)

By Lemma 4.2.16, we have lim_{n→∞} q_n (( γ_j , β_j , m_j ) j∈[2] ) = q^∗ (( γ_j , β_j , m_j ) j∈[2] ) , and clearly, lim_{n→∞} ∑ γ_1 ,γ_2∈{0,1}^{Iλ} , β_1,β_2 ∈N^k, m_1 ,m_2∈N_+

q_n (( γ_j , β_j , m_j ) j∈[2] ) = lim_{n→∞} P ( A_3(v_1, v_2, G_n) ) = 1

and ∑ γ_1,γ_2∈{0,1}^{Iλ} , β_1 ,β_2 ∈N^k, m_1,m_2∈N_+

q^∗ (( γ_j , β_j , m_j ) j∈[2] ) = 1.

Thus we can use Scheffé’s lemma to infer lim_{n→∞} ∑ γ_1,γ_2∈{0,1}^{Iλ} , β_1,β_2 ∈N^k, m_1 ,m_2∈N_+

| | | | qn (( γ_j , β_j , m_j ) j∈[2] ) − q^∗ (( γ_j , β_j , m_j ) j∈[2] ) | | | | = 0.

In particular, lim_{n→∞} ∑ β_1,β_2 ∈N^k, m_1 ,m_2∈N_+

| | | | q_n (( γ_j , β_j , m_j ) j∈[2] ) − q^∗ (( γ_j , β_j , m_j ) j∈[2] ) | | | | = 0.

Putting this together with (19) and (20), we obtain (18), therefore the proof of the theorem is complete.

Note that with some necessary modifications, the following version of the theorem could also be proved.

Let k ∈ N_+ , m ∈ N, λ ∈ R^k_+ , γ ∈ {0, 1}^{Iλ} , and let G_n ∼ G_n([n − m], λ) for all n ∈ N_+ with n > m. If Assumption 2.14 holds, then 1 n − m ∑ v∈[n−m] 1 [ t(v, G_n) = γ ]_P −→ p^∗(γ), n → ∞. (21)

4.3 Types and color-avoiding connectivity

The goal of Section 4.3 is to further elaborate on the relation between the notion of types and color-avoiding connectivity in ECER graphs. Informally, Lemma 4.3.1 states that the type I vectors of k distinct vertices are close to being independent if n is big (note that the case k = 2 was settled in (18)). Roughly speaking, Lemma 4.3.3 states that with high probability a pair of randomly picked vertices in an ECER graph are i-avoiding connected if and only if both of them are in the i-avoiding giant component. Informally, Lemma 4.3.4 states that if we only explore a ball of radius d in an ECBP tree or in an ECER graph, but we know the type I vectors of the vertices on the boundary, then we can infer all information about the color-avoiding connectivity or friendship between the explored vertices and the root, moreover, the effect of type I vectors of vertices at level d is the same in ECBP trees and ECER graphs.

Lemma 4.3.1 (Asymptotic independence of type I vectors in ECER graphs). Let k, β ∈ N_+ and λ ∈ R^k_+ . Let G_n ∼ G_n([n], λ) for all n ∈ N_+ with n ≥ β, and let us fix the distinct vertices v_1, . . . , v_β ∈ [n]. For any j ∈ [β], let γ_j ∈ {0, 1}^{Iλ} . If Assumption 2.14 holds, then lim_{n→∞} P ( ∀j ∈ [β] : t(v_j , G_n) = γ_j ) = ∏ j∈[β] p^∗(γ_j ).

Proof. Since the vertices v_1, . . . , v_β ∈ [n] were chosen to be distinct, the vertex exchangeability of ECER graphs implies that P ( ∀j ∈ [β] : t(v_j , G_n) = γ_j ) does not depend on the choice of v_1, . . . , v_β . Let us choose the vertices w_1, . . . , w_β independently and uniformly at random from [n], and let

E(w_1, . . . , w_β , G_n) := {the vertices w_1, . . . , w_β are all different in G_n}.

It is easy to see that lim_{n→∞} P ( E(w_1, . . . , w_β , G_n) ) = 1,

thus lim_{n→∞} P ( ∀j ∈ [β] : t(v_j , G_n) = γ_j )

= lim_{n→∞} P ( ∀j ∈ [β] : t(w_j , G_n) = γ_j | | E(w1, . . . , wβ , Gn) )

= lim_{n→∞} P ( ∀j ∈ [β] : t(w_j , G_n) = γ_j ) . For any γ ∈ {0, 1}^{Iλ} , let

V (γ, G_n) := { v ∈ [n] : t(v, G_n) = γ } . Then P ( ∀j ∈ [β] : t(w_j , G_n) = γ_j ) = E ∏ j∈[β] | |V (γ_j , G_n) | | n . By Theorem 4.2.4, we have ∏ j∈[β] | |V (γ_j , G_n) | | n P−→ ∏ j∈[β] p^∗(γ_j ), n → ∞,

therefore, since 0 ≤ |V (γ, G_n)|/n ≤ 1, we obtain

lim_{n→∞} E ∏ j∈[β] | |V (γ_j , G_n) | | n = ∏ j∈[β] p^∗(γ_j ),

and hence the statement of the lemma follows.

Note that with some necessary modifications (e.g., using (21) instead of Theorem 4.2.4), the following version of the lemma could also be proved.

Let k, β ∈ N_+ , m ∈ N and λ ∈ R^k_+ . Let G_n ∼ G_n([n − m], λ) for all n ∈ N_+ with n ≥ m + β, and let us fix the distinct vertices v_1, . . . , v_β ∈ [n − m]. For any j ∈ [β], let γ_j ∈ {0, 1}^{Iλ} . If Assumption 2.14 holds, then lim_{n→∞} P ( ∀j ∈ [β] : t(v_j , G_n) = γ_j ) = ∏ j∈[β] p^∗(γ_j ). (22)

Next we show that color-avoiding connectivity of two fixed vertices in an ECER graph is determined by the type I vectors of the vertices with high probability.

Definition 4.3.2 (Bad events for in ECER graphs). Let k ∈ N_+ , λ ∈ R^k_+ . Let G ∼ G_n(V, λ), let m ∈ N_+ with m < |V | and let us fix the distinct vertices v_1, . . . , v_m ∈ V , and let v = (v_1, . . . , v_m). Let us define the events

B_1(v) := B_1(v, G) := ⋃ i∈[k]\I_λ ⋃ j_1 ,j_2∈[m]:

j_1 ≠j_2 { v_{j1}^{G\i}←→ v_{j2} } ,

B_2(v) := B_2(v, G) := ⋃ i∈I_λ ⋃ j_1 ,j_2 ∈[m]:

j_1≠j_2 {( t(v_{j1} ) ) i = ( t(v_{j2} ) ) i = 1 } △ { v_{j1}^{G\i}←→ v_{j2} } ,

and B(v) := B(v, G) := B_1(v) ∪ B_2(v),

where △ denotes the symmetric difference of two sets.

Lemma 4.3.3 (Typical behaviour of ECER graphs). Let k, m ∈ N_+ , and λ ∈ R^k_+ . Let G_n ∼ G_n([n], λ) for all n ∈ N_+ with n ≥ m, and let us fix the distinct vertices v_1, . . . , v_m ∈ [n], and let v = (v_1, . . . , v_m). Then lim_{n→∞} P ( B(v, G_n) ) = 0.

Proof. First we show that lim_{n→∞} P ( B_1(v, G_n) ) = 0. Let i ∈ [k] \ I_λ and j_1, j_2 ∈ [m], j_1 ≠ j_2. It is enough to show that lim_{n→∞} P ( v_{j1}^{G\in}←→ v_{j2} ) = 0 (23)

holds. By the definition of I_λ, we have λ^{\i} ≤ 1, thus by Claim 4.1.4, the graph G^{\i}n is a critical or subcritical Erdős–Rényi random graph. Thus by Theorem 5.1 of [27], we have lim_{n→∞} P (| | U_{max}(G^{\i}_n ) | | ≥ n^{3/4} ) = 0. (24)

By the vertex exchangeability of the Erdős–Rényi random graph, we obtain P ( v_{j1}^{G\in}←→ v_{j2} ) = P ( v_{j2} ∈ C ( v_{j1} , G^{\i}_n ))

= 1 n − 1 ∑ v∈[n]\{v_j } P ( v ∈ C ( v_{j1} , G^{\i}_n )) = E ( | |C ( v_{j1} , G^{\i}n )| | ) − 1 n − 1 ≤ n^{3/4} − 1 n − 1 + P ( | | Umax ( G^{\i}_n )| | ≥ n^{3/4} ) . (25)

Thus (23) follows from (24) and (25).

Next, we show that lim_{n→∞} P ( B_2(v, G_n) ) = 0. Let us choose i ∈ I_λ and j_1, j_2 ∈ [m], j_1 ≠ j_2 arbitrarily. It is enough to show that lim_{n→∞} P ({ ( t(v_{j1} ) ) i = ( t(v_{j2} ) ) i = 1 } △ { v_{j1}^{G\i}←→ v_{j2} }) = 0.

Since i ∈ I_λ, by Proposition 4.1.12, it is enough to show that

lim_{n→∞} P ( A^{\i}_1 (G_n)∩A^{\i}_2 (G_n)∩ ({ ( t(v_{j1} ) ) i = ( t(v_{j2} ) ) i = 1 } △ { v_{j1}^{G\i}←→ v_{j2} }) )

= 0.

Thus, by the union bound it is enough to show that lim_{n→∞} P ( A^{\i}_1 (G_n) ∩ A^{\i}_2 (G_n) ∩ {( t(v_{j1} ) ) i = ( t(v_{j2} ) ) i = 1 } ∩ { v_{j1}^{G\i}←→ v_{j2} }_c)

= 0 (26) and lim_{n→∞} P ( A^{\i}_1 (G_n) ∩ A^{\i}_2 (G_n) ∩ {( t(v_{j1} ) ) i = ( t(v_{j2} ) ) i = 1 }_c ∩ { v_{j1}^{G\i}←→ v_{j2} })

= 0. (27)

If A^{\i}_1 (G_n) ∩ {( t(v_{j1} ) ) i = ( t(v_{j2} ) ) i = 1 } holds, then both v_{j1} and v_{j2} are in the unique largest i-avoiding connected component of G_n, i.e. v_{j1} and v_{j2} are i-avoiding connected, thus (26) follows.

On the other hand, if A^{\i}_2 (G_n)∩ {( t(v_{j1} ) ) i = ( t(v_{j2} ) ) i = 1 }_c holds, then with-

out loss of generality we may assume that ( t(v_{j1} ) ) i = 0. Then | |C(v_{j1} , G^{\i}_n ) | | ≤ n^{1/4}, thus similarly to (24) and (25), we have lim_{n→∞} P ( v_{j1}^{G\i}←→ v_{j2} | | | A^{\i}2 (G^n), ( t(v_{j1} ) ) i = 0 ) = 0,

so (27) follows.

Lemma 4.3.4 (The boundary effect of type I vectors is the same in ECBP trees and ECER graphs). Let k, d ∈ N_+ , m ∈ N and λ ∈ R^k_+ . Let G_∞ ∼ G_∞(λ) and let G_n ∼ G_n([n − m], λ) for all n ∈ N_+ with n ≥ m. Let F denote a possible realization of G_{∞,d}(r) and let Γ : R_d(r, F ) → {0, 1}^{Iλ} be an assignment of type I vectors to the vertices on the d-th level of F . Let u ∈ V (F ) and v ∈ [n − m], and let w denote a possible arrangement of the set R_d(r, F ) of vertices into a vector. Let

q^∗ := P ( u ∈ ~C^∗(r, G_∞) | | | G∞,d(r) ≃ F, ∀w ∈ Rd(r, F ) : t^∗(w, G∞) = Γ(w) ) , q_n := P ( u ∈ ~C(v, G_n) | | | Gn,d(v) ≃ F, ∀w ∈ Rd(r, F ) : t ( w, G^′_{n,d}(v) ) = Γ(w), ( B ( w, G^′_{n,d}(v) ))c ) , where we identified the vertices of F , G_{n,d}(v) and G_{∞,d}(r) under the above isomorphisms so that the root r of F is identified with v, noting that this also identifies R_d(r, F ) with a subset of the vertices of G^′_{n,d}(v). Then

(i) both q^∗ and q_n can only take the values 0 or 1, and

(ii) we have q^∗ = q_n.

Proof. Let us consider realizations of G_∞ and G_n for which all of the conditions appearing in the definitions of q^∗ and q_n, respectively, hold. Note that our goal is to show that for any i ∈ [k], the vertex u is i-avoiding connected to v in G_n if and only if it is an i-avoiding friend of r in G_∞.

Case 1: i ∈ [k] \ I_λ.

Since the complement of the bad event B_1 ( w, G^′_{n,d}(v) ) occurs, the vertices of R_d(r, F ) are not i-avoiding connected to each other in G^′_{n,d}(v). Thus any i-avoiding v-u path must stay entirely in G_{n,d}(v), so v and u are i-avoiding connected in G_n if and only if the unique r-u path in F does not contain any edge of color i.

In addition, i ∈ [k] \ I_λ implies that the root r of G_∞ is almost surely not i-avoiding connected to infinity, thus by Definition 2.9, the vertices r and u are i-avoiding friends if and only if the unique r-u path in F does not contain any edge of color i. Thus in this case, the statements of the lemma hold.

Case 2: i ∈ I_λ.

Case 2.1: (i ∈ I_λ and) r and u are i-avoiding connected in F . In this case, the statements of the lemma clearly hold. Case 2.2: (i ∈ I_λ and) r and u are not i-avoiding connected in F . If v and u are i-avoiding connected in G_n, then any i-avoiding v-u path cannot lie entirely in G_{n,d}(v), thus there exists h ∈ N_+ and there exist w_1, . . . , w_{2h} ∈ R_d(v, G_n) such that there exist an i-avoiding v-w_1 path and an i-avoiding uw_{2h} path contained completely in G_{n,d}(v), and for any j ∈ [h], there exists an i-avoiding w_{2j} -w_{2j+1} path contained completely in G_{n,d}(v) and there exists an i-avoiding w_{2j−1}-w_{2j} path contained completely in G^′_{n,d}(v). Since the complement of the bad event B_2 ( w, G^′_{n,d}(v) ) occurs, we obtain ( t(w_{2j−1}, G^′_{n,d}(v)) ) i = ( t(w_{2j} , G^′_{n,d}(v)) ) i = 1 for any j ∈ [h], and the conditions appearing in the definition of q_n imply that ( Γ(w_{2j−1}) ) i = ( Γ(w_{2j} ) ) i = 1 must hold for any j ∈ [h].

The conditions appearing in the definition of q^∗ imply that ( t^∗(w_{2j−1}, G_∞) ) i = ( t^∗(w_{2j} , G_∞) ) i = 1 holds for any j ∈ [h]. Since r is i-avoiding connected to w_1 and so is u to w_{2h} in F , we obtain that r and u are i-avoiding friends in G_∞.

If r and u are i-avoiding friends in G_∞, then both r and u are i-avoiding connected to infinity. Thus there exist w_1, w_2 ∈ R_d(r, G_∞) such that there exist an i-avoiding r-w_1 path and an i-avoiding u-w_2 path contained completely in G_{∞,d}(r) and both w_1 and w_2 are i-avoiding connected to infinity. Thus ( t^∗(w_1, G_∞) ) i = ( t^∗(w_2, G_∞) ) i = 1, so the conditions appearing in the definition of q^∗ imply that ( Γ(w_1) ) i = ( Γ(w_2) ) i = 1 must hold. The conditions appearing in the definition of q_n imply that ( t(w_1, G^′_{n,d}(v)) ) i = ( t(w_2, G^′_{n,d}(v)) ) i = 1. Since the complement of the bad event B_2 ( w, G^′_{n,d}(v) ) occurs, we obtain that w_1 and w_2 are i-avoiding connected in G^′_{n,d}(v). Since r is i-avoiding connected to w_1 and so is u to w_2 in F , we obtain that v and u are i-avoiding connected in G_n.

Thus in this last case, the statements of the lemma hold.

5 Convergence of empirical component size densities

The goal of Section 5 is to prove Theorem 2.15. In Section 5.1, we prove the statement about the convergence of the empirical density of the giant coloravoiding connected component in ECER graphs as well as Proposition 2.17. In Section 5.2, we prove convergence of f_ℓ(G_n) to f^∗_ℓ as well as Proposition 2.18.

Let 1 ∈ R^k denote the vector whose every coordinate is equal to 1.

5.1 Convergence of empirical density of giant color-avoid-ing component

The goal of Section 5.1 is to prove the statement of Theorem 2.15 about the convergence of the fraction of vertices contained in the largest color-avoiding component in ECER graph sequences, i.e., showing that 1 n max v∈[n] | | | ~C(v, Gn) | | |^P−→ f^∗_∞, n → ∞. Lemma 5.1.1 (The root has infinitely many friends iff its type I vector is 1). Let k ∈ N_+ , λ, 1 ∈ R^k_+ and let G_∞ := G_∞(r) ∼ G_∞(λ). Then the events {| | ~C_∗(r) | | = ∞ } and { t^∗(r) = 1 }

P-almost surely coincide.

In particular, f^∗_∞ = p^∗(1).

Proof. If λ is not fully supercritical (cf. Definition 2.13), then there exists a color i ∈ [k] for which λ^{\i} ≤ 1; let i ∈ [k] be such a color. Clearly, i /∈ I_λ, thus t^∗(r) ≠ 1 since the lengths of these vectors are not equal. Now we need to show that {| ~ C^∗(r) | | = ∞} almost surely does not occur. By Claim 4.1.5, the

branching process (| R^{\i}_{∞,d} |) almost surely dies out, which means that r is not i-avoiding connected to infinity (cf. Definition 2.9), thus the set of i-avoiding friends of r is C ( r, G^{\i}_∞ ) , which is almost surely finite. Since each friend of r is also an i-avoiding friend of it, ~C^∗(r, G_∞) ⊆ C ( r, G^{\i}∞ ) holds, which implies that r has almost surely finitely many friends.

If λ is fully supercritical, then assume first that the event {| ~ C^∗(r) | | = ∞} occurs. We need to show that r is i-avoiding connected to infinity for all i ∈ [k]. Let i ∈ [k] be an arbitrary color. Since | | ~C^∗(r) | | = ∞, clearly { v^{G\i∞}←→ r } ∪ ({ v^{G\i∞}←→ ∞ } ∩ { r^{G\i∞}←→ ∞ })

holds for infinitely many vertices v. Now this event is the union of two events and the second one contains the desired event { r^{G\i∞}←→ ∞ } , therefore if the second event occurs for any vertex v, then we are done. So assume that the first event holds for infinitely many vertices v. Noting that the degree of every vertex of G^{\i}_∞ is P-almost surely finite, we obtain by Kőnig’s lemma [11] that there exists a path from the root r to infinity in G^{\i}_∞, and we are done.

Now let us assume that t^∗(r) = 1, and we need to show that this implies { | ~C^∗(r, G_∞)| = ∞ } . Let

V_∞(1) := { v ∈ V (G_∞) : t^∗(v, G_∞) = 1 } . By the definitions of friendship and type I vectors (cf. Definitions 4.2.1 and 4.2.1, respectively), we only need to show that P ( | |V_∞(1) | | = +∞ | | | t^∗(r) = 1 ) = 1. (28)

Let i ∈ [k] be an arbitrary color. By Claim 4.1.5, we have that (| R^{\i}_{∞,d} |) d∈N is a supercritical branching process and the Kesten–Stigum theorem (see, e.g., Theorem A of [18]) implies that conditional on ( t^∗(r) ) i = 1, we have | |R^{\i}_{∞,d} | |^P−→ ∞, d → ∞. For any d ∈ N, conditional on G_∞ [ R^≤_{∞,d} ( r, G^{\i}_∞ )] , the vertices of R^{\i}_{∞,d} have type

I vectors 1 independently of each other with probability p^∗(1), thus the distribution of | |R^{\i}_{∞,d} ∩ V_∞(1) | | is BIN( | |R^{\i}_{∞,d} | |, p^∗(1)). By the Harris–FKG inequality [6, 9] and by the fully supercriticality of λ, we obtain

p^∗(1) ≥ ∏ i∈[k] P (( t^∗(r) ) i = 1 ) = ∏ i∈[k] θ^{\i} > 0. Therefore, conditional on the event {t^∗(r) = 1}, we have | |R\i_{∞,d} ∩ V_∞(1) | | P−→ ∞, d → ∞. Hence (28) holds.

Proof of Proposition 2.17. As we saw in the proof of Lemma 5.1.1, if λ is not

fully supercritical, then r has almost surely finitely many friends, i.e. f^∗_∞ = 0,

and if λ is fully supercritical, then f^∗_∞ = p^∗(1) > 0.

Lemma 5.1.2. Let k ∈ N_+ , λ ∈ R^k_+ and let G_n ∼ G_n([n], λ) for all n ∈ N_+ . If

Assumption 2.14 holds, then 1 n max v∈[n] | | | ~C(v, Gn) | | |^P−→ f^∗_∞, n → ∞. Proof. If λ is not fully supercritical, then by Proposition 2.17, we have f^∗_∞ = 0.

Let i ∈ [k] be a color for which λ^{\i} ≤ 1 (since λ is not fully supercritical, such

a color i exists). By Claim 4.1.4 and Theorem 4.8 of [27], we obtain | | U_{max}(G\i_n ) | | n P−→ 0 = f^∗_∞, n → ∞. Since every color-avoiding connected component of G_n is contained in a con-

nected component of G^{\i}_n , we are done.

Now let us assume that λ is fully supercritical, and let i ∈ [k] be an arbitrary

color. By Proposition 4.1.12, we obtain lim_{n→∞} P ( A^{\i}_1 (G_n) ∩ A^{\i}_2 (G_n) ) = 1.

If the event A^{\i}_1 (G_n) ∩ A^{\i}_2 (G_n) holds for all i ∈ [k], then ⋂ i∈[k] Umax ( G^{\i}n ) is a color-avoiding connected component of G_n and all the other color-avoiding

connected components have size at most n^{1/4}. Thus, | | | | | ⋂ i∈[k] U_{max} ( G^{\i}_n ) | | | | | = max_{v∈[n]} | | ~C(v, G_n) | |.

By the definition of type I vectors (cf. Definition 4.2.3), ⋂ i∈[k] U_{max} ( G^{\i}_n ) = { v ∈ [n] : t(v, G_n) = 1 } .

Thus by Theorem 4.2.4 and Lemma 5.1.1, we have 1 n max v∈[n] | | | ~C(v, Gn) | | | = 1 n ∑ v∈[n] [ t(v, G_n) = 1 ]_P −→ p^∗(1) = f^∗_∞, n → ∞.

5.2 Convergence of f_ℓ(G_n) to f^∗_ℓ

The goal of Section 5.2 is to prove the remaining part of Theorem 2.15, which

we restate now.

Lemma 5.2.1 (Convergence of empirical component size densities). Let k ∈ N_+ , λ ∈ R^k_+ and let G_n ∼ G_n([n], λ) for all n ∈ N_+ . If Assumption 2.14 holds, then for any ℓ ∈ N_+ , f_ℓ(G_n)^P−→ f^∗_ℓ , n → ∞. The main difficulty is that the outcome of the event {| ~ C(v, G_n) | | = ℓ} cannot be determined by looking at a “small” neighborhood of v in G_n. However, the event that there exists a color i for which the i-avoiding component of v is contained in a ball of radius d − 1 can be determined by looking at the dneighborhood of v, and if this event occurs then the d-neighborhood of v and the type I vectors of the vertices on the boundary of the d-neighborhood of v together determine the set of vertices which are in the color-avoiding connected component ~C(v, G_n) of v with high probability. In order to make these ideas precise, we need some further definitions.

Definition 5.2.2 (The color-avoiding horizon τ_∞ in ECBP trees). Let k ∈ N_+ , λ ∈ R^k_+ and let G_∞ := G_∞(r) ∼ G_∞(λ).

For all i ∈ [k], let

τ^{\i}_∞ := max { d ∈ N | | | | ∃v ∈ R^{∞,d} : r G^{\i}_∞ ←→ v } , and let τ_∞ := min_{i∈[k]} τ^{\i}_∞.

For any d ∈ N_+ , let B^{τ∞}_d denote the set of pairwise non-isomorphic possible realizations of G_{∞,d}(r) for which the event {τ_∞ = d − 1} holds.

For any ℓ ∈ N_+ , d ∈ N_+ and F ∈ B^{τ∞}_d , let f^∗_{ℓ,d,F} := f^∗_{ℓ,d,F} (λ) := P ( | | | ~C^∗(r, G∞) | | | = ℓ, G∞,d(r) ≃ F ) . Note that the event {τ_∞ = d − 1} is measurable with respect to the sigmaalgebra generated by G_{∞,d}(r), thus ⊎ F ∈B^{τ∞}_d { G_{∞,d}(r) ≃ F } = {τ_∞ = d − 1}.

Also note that τ_∞ = ∞ if and only if t^∗(r) = 1, where 1 ∈ R^k_+ . Thus from Proposition 2.17 and Lemma 5.1.1, it follows that P(τ_∞ = ∞) > 0 if and only if λ is fully supercritical.

Observe that ∑ ℓ∈N_+ ∑ d∈N_+ ∑ F ∈B^{τ∞}_d f^∗_{ℓ,d,F} = 1 (29)

holds.

Definition 5.2.3 (Component size ℓ with color-avoiding horizon d−1 in ECER graphs). Let k, ℓ, n ∈ N_+ , d ∈ N_+ , λ ∈ R^k_+ , let G ∼ G_n([n], λ) and v ∈ [n], and let F ∈ B^{τ∞}_d . Let us define f_{ℓ,d,F} (G) := f_{ℓ,d,F} (λ, G) := 1 n ∑ v∈[n] 1 [ | | | ~C(v, G) | | | = ℓ, Gd(v) ≃ F ] .

Lemma 5.2.4 (Convergence of fixed horizon component size densities). Let k, ℓ ∈ N_+ , d ∈ N_+ , and λ ∈ R^k_+ . Let G_n ∼ G_n([n], λ) for all n ∈ N_+ , and let F ∈ B^{τ∞}_d . If Assumption 2.14 holds, then f_{ℓ,d,F} (G_n)^P−→ f^∗_{ℓ,d,F} , n → ∞. Proof. Let G_∞(r) ∼ G_∞(λ). Let ℓ_1, ℓ_2 ∈ N_+ , d_1, d_2 ∈ N_+ , let v_1, v_2 ∈ [n], v_1 ≠ v_2 and F_1 ∈ B^{τ∞}_{d1} , F_2 ∈ B^{τ∞}_{d2} . Similarly to the beginning of the proof of Theorem 4.2.4, it suffices to prove that lim_{n→∞} P (| | | ~C(v1, Gn) | | | = ℓ1, Gn,d_1 (v1) ≃ F1 ) = f^∗_{ℓ1,d1,F1} (30) and lim_{n→∞} P ( ∀j ∈ [2] : | | ~C(v_j , G_n) | | = ℓ_j , G_{n,dj} (v_j ) ≃ F_j ) = ∏ j∈[2] f^∗_{ℓj ,dj ,Fj} (31)

hold. Note that (30) follows from (31) by the total law of probability, by (29) and from the fact that lim_{n→∞} P ( G_{n,d2} (v_2) is a tree ) = 1. So it is enough to prove (31).

First, we reformulate the right-hand side of (31). Since F_j ∈ B^{τ∞}_{dj} for any

j ∈ [2], there exists a color i_j ∈ [k] such that G_{∞,dj} (r) ≃ F_j implies τ^{\ij}_∞ = d_j −1, hence all of the friends of r are in R^≤_{∞,dj −1}. For any ℓ, d ∈ N_+ and F ∈ B^{τ∞}_d , let T_d(ℓ, F ) denote the set of possible assignments of type I vectors to the vertices of R_{∞,d} for which | | ~C∗(r) | | = ℓ and G_{∞,d}(r) ≃ F . Note that by (i) of Lemma 4.3.4, T_d(ℓ, F ) is well-defined and given G_{∞,d}(r) ≃ F , any Γ ∈ T_d(ℓ, F ) determines ~C∗(r). By the total law of probability, we obtain ∏ j∈[2] f^∗_{ℓj ,dj ,Fj} = ∑ Γ_1 ∈T_{d1} (ℓ_1 ,F_1), Γ_2 ∈T_{d2} (ℓ_2,F_2 ) ∏ j∈[2] P ( G_{∞,dj} (r) ≃ F_j , ∀u ∈ R_{∞,dj} : t^∗(u, G_∞) = Γ_j (u) )

= ∑ Γ_1 ∈T_{d1} (ℓ_1,F_1 ), Γ_2 ∈T_{d2} (ℓ_2,F_2 ) ∏ j∈[2] P(G_{∞,dj} (r) ≃ F_j ) · ∏ u∈R_{dj} (r,F_j ) P ( t^∗(u, G_∞) = Γ_j (u) )

= ∏ j∈[2] P ( G_{∞,dj} (r) ≃ F_j ) · ∑ Γ_1 ∈T_{d1} (ℓ_1,F_1 ),

Γ_2∈T_{d2} (ℓ_2,F_2) ∏ j∈[2] ∏ u∈R_{dj} (r,F_j ) p^∗ ( Γ_j (u) ) . (32)

Now we reformulate the left-hand side of (31). Let

E(v_1, v_2, d_1, d_2, G_n) := { G_{n,d1} (v_1) ∪ G_{n,d2} (v_2) is a forest with two components } , where G_{n,d1} (v_1) ∪ G_{n,d2} (v_2) is the edge-colored sub(multi)graph of G_n whose

vertex and edge set is the (not necessarily disjoint) union of the vertex and edge

sets of G_{n,d1} (v_1) and G_{n,d2} (v_2), respectively. Then by taking d := max{d_1, d_2}

in (5), we obtain that lim_{n→∞} P ( ∀j ∈ [2] : | | | ~C(vj , Gn) | | | = ℓj , Gn,d_j (vj ) ≃ Fj )

= lim_{n→∞} P ( E(v_1, v_2, d_1, d_2, G_n), ∀j ∈ [2] : | | ~C(v_j , G_n) | | = ℓ_j , G_{n,dj} (v_j ) ≃ F_j )

= lim_{n→∞} P ( ∀j ∈ [2] : | | | ~C(vj , Gn) | | | = ℓj | | | | G^{n,d}1 (v^1) ∪ G^{n,d}2 (v^2) ≃ F^1 ⊕ F^2 )

· P ( G_{n,d1} (v_1) ∪ G_{n,d2} (v_2) ≃ F_1 ⊕ F_2 ) (33)

holds.

Conditional on { G_{n,d1} (v_1) ∪ G_{n,d2} (v_2) ≃ F_1 ⊕ F_2 } , we identify G_{n,dj} (v_j )

with F_j for all j ∈ [2], and clearly, R_{d1} (v_1, G_n) ∩ R_{d2} (v_2, G_n) = ∅ holds. Since

F_j ∈ B^{τ∞}_{dj} , we get ~C(v_j , G_n) ⊆ V (F_j ) for all j ∈ [2]. Let

G^′_{n,d1,d2} (v_1, v_2) := G_n − ( R^≤_{d1−1}(v_1) ∪ R^≤_{d2−1}(v_2) ) . Applying Lemma 4.1.6 twice, we get that conditional on G_{n,d1} (v_1) ∪ G_{n,d2} (v_2),

the subgraph G^′_{n,d1,d2} (v_1, v_2) is still an ECER graph with parameters n and λ.

Thus by Lemma 4.3.3 for G^′_{n,d1,d2} (v_1, v_2) and the vertices of R_{d1} (v_1, G_n) ∪

R_{d2} (v_2, G_n), we can apply Lemma 4.3.4 twice to conclude that given G_{n,d1} (v_1)∪

G_{n,d2} (v_2) ≃ F_1 ⊕ F_2, any Γ_j ∈ T_{dj} (ℓ_j , F_j ) determines ~C(v_j ) and with high

probability, | | ~C(v_j , G_n) | | = ℓ_j if and only if the type configuration of R_{dj} (v_j , G_n)

is in T_{dj} (ℓ_j , F_j ) for any j ∈ [2].

Therefore and by Lemma 4.3.1 (more precisely, by (22)), we obtain lim_{n→∞} P ( ∀j ∈ [2] : | | | ~C(vj , Gn) | | | = ℓj | | | G_{n,d1} (v_1) ∪ G_{n,d2} (v_2) ≃ F_1 ⊕ F_2 )

= lim_{n→∞} ∑ Γ_1 ∈T_{d1} (ℓ_1,F_1 ),

Γ_2∈T_{d2} (ℓ_2,F_2) P ( ∀j ∈ [2] ∀u ∈ R_{dj} (v_j , G_n): t ( u, G^′_{n,d1,d2} (v_1, v_2) ) =Γ_j (u) | | | | |

G_{n,d1} (v_1)∪G_{n,d2} (v_2) ≃ F_1⊕F_2 )

= ∑ Γ_1∈T_{d1} (ℓ_1,F_1), Γ_2∈T_{d2} (ℓ_2,F_2) ∏ j∈[2] ∏ u∈R_{dj} (r,F_j ) p^∗ ( Γ_j (u) ) . (34)

Plugging (6) and (34) into (33), and also using (32), we obtain the desired (31).

We are now ready to prove Lemma 5.2.1.

Proof of Lemma 5.2.1. Let ℓ_0 ∈ N and ε > 0. First, we show lim_{n→∞} P ( f_{ℓ0} (G_n) ≥ f^∗_{ℓ0} − ε ) = 1. (35)

By the total law of probability, ∑ d∈N_+ ∑ F ∈B^{τ∞}_d f^∗_{ℓ0,d,F} = f^∗_{ℓ0}

holds, thus we can choose a D_ε ∈ N_+ , and for each d ∈ [D_ε] a finite subset B^{τ∞}_{d,ε} of B^{τ∞}_d such that ∑ d∈[D_ε] ∑ F ∈B^{τ∞}_{d,ε} f^∗_{ℓ0,d,F} ≥ f^∗_{ℓ0} − ε 2 . By Lemma 5.2.4, we have ∑ d∈[D_ε] ∑ F ∈B^{τ∞}_{d,ε} f_{ℓ0,d,F} (G_n)^P−→ ∑ d∈[D_ε] ∑ F ∈B^{τ∞}_{d,ε} f^∗_{ℓ0,d,F} .

Let us also note that ∑ d∈[D_ε] ∑ F ∈B^{τ∞}_{d,ε} f_{ℓ0,d,F} (G_n) ≤ ∑ d∈N_+ ∑ F ∈B^{τ∞}_d f_{ℓ0,d,F} (G_n) ≤ f_{ℓ0} (G_n)

holds, therefore the desired inequality (35) follows.

Next, we show lim_{n→∞} P ( f_{ℓ0} (G_n) ≤ f^∗_{ℓ0} + ε ) = 1. (36)

By Claim 2.11, there exists L_ε ∈ N_+ such that ∑ ℓ∈[L_ε] f^∗_ℓ ≥ 1 − f^∗_∞ − ε 3 . (37)

It follows from Lemma 5.1.2 that lim_{n→∞} P (_∞ ∑ ℓ=L_ε+1

f_ℓ(G_n) ≥ f^∗_∞ − ε 3 ) = 1, thus by Claim 2.7, we have

lim_{n→∞} P ∑ ℓ∈[L_ε] f_ℓ(G_n) ≤ 1 − f^∗_∞ + ε 3 = 1.

Similarly to (35), we obtain that lim_{n→∞} P ( f_ℓ(G_n) ≥ f^∗_ℓ − ε 3L_ε ) = 1 holds for all ℓ ∈ [L_ε]. Thus by (37), it follows that

1 − f^∗_∞ − 2 3 ε − f^∗_{ℓ0} ≤ ∑ ℓ∈[L_ε] f^∗_ℓ − ε 3 − f^∗_{ℓ0} = ∑ ℓ∈[L_ε] ( f^∗_ℓ − ε 3L_ε ) − f^∗_{ℓ0} ≤ ∑ ℓ∈[L_ε] f_ℓ(G_n) − f_{ℓ0} (G_n) ≤ 1 − f^∗_∞ + ε 3 − f_{ℓ0} (G_n)

holds with high probability, therefore we obtain (36), and hence the statement of the lemma follows.

Now that we showed that the sequence f_ℓ(G_n) converges for any ℓ ∈ N_+ , we prove a proposition about its limit f^∗_ℓ .

Proof of Proposition 2.18. Let G_∞ := G_∞(r) ∼ G_∞(λ).

We begin with the proof of (i). Let λ ∈ R^k_+ be fully critical-subcritical. We need to show that r has almost surely no friends other than itself (cf. Definition 2.9). Since λ is fully critical-subcritical, λ^{\i} ≤ 1 holds for all i ∈ [k], thus by Claim 4.1.5, the root r is almost surely not i-avoiding connected to infinity. Let v ∈ V (G_∞), v ≠ r be an arbitrary vertex and let i ∈ [k] be a color appearing on the unique path connecting r and v in G_∞. Then v^G \i ∞ ↚→ r, thus r and v are almost surely not i-avoiding friends, so they are not friends either. Therefore, P ( ~ C^∗(r) = {r} ) = 1 and thus by Claim 2.11, we are done.

Next, we prove (ii). Let λ ∈ R^k_+ be not fully critical-subcritical. By the definition of I_λ, we have I_λ ≠ ∅; let i_1 ∈ I_λ and i_2 ∈ [k] \ {i_1}, and let ℓ ∈ N_+ . Let F be the following rooted, edge-colored tree: the root of F is r, which has exactly ℓ neighbors v_1, . . . , v_ℓ, each of which with one further neighbor w_1, . . . , w_ℓ, respectively, and the color of the edges v_1, . . . , rv_{ℓ−1} is i_1, and the color of the edges rw_1, . . . , rw_ℓ is i_2. It is not difficult to see that if the event {G_{∞,2}(r) ≃ F } ∩ { ∀j ∈ [ℓ] : w_j^{G\i1∞}←→ ∞ } occurs, then ~C^∗(r, G_∞) = {r, v_1, . . . , v_{ℓ−1}} (where we identified the vertices of G_{∞,2}(r) and F ). All we are left to show is that the above event occurs with positive probability. Clearly, we have P ( { G_{∞,2}(r) ≃ F } ∩ { ∀j ∈ [ℓ] : w_j^{G\i1∞}←→ ∞ }) = ( θ^{\i1} )_ℓ · P ( G_{∞,2}(r) ≃ F ) . Since i_1 ∈ I_λ, we have θ^{\i1} > 0, and it is not difficult to see that P ( G_{∞,2}(r) ≃ F ) > 0, therefore we are done.

6 Explicit formula for f^∗_∞ and asymptotic behaviour of f^∗_∞(ε)

The goal of the section is to give explicit formulas for f^∗_∞ and to prove the asymptotic formula stated in Theorem 2.20. We provide two different methods for the calculation of f^∗_∞ in Sections 6.1 and 6.2. On the one hand, the method presented in Section 6.1 is simpler and works without Assumption 2.14. On the other hand, the method of Section 6.2 only works under Assumption 2.14, but it can also be used to prove Theorem 2.20.

Our formulas for f^∗_∞ use the Lambert W function, which satisfies

W (z)e^{W (z)} = z (38)

for any z ∈ C . When restricted to real numbers, (38) is solvable if and only if z ∈ [−1/e, +∞). Moreover, it has exactly one solution if z ∈ [0, +∞) and has exactly two solutions if z ∈ [−1/e, 0). The solutions satisfying W (z) ≥ −1 form a branch (usually denoted by W_0) called the principal branch of the Lambert W function. The Taylor series of the principal branch is

W (x) = ∑ n∈N_+ (−n)^{n−1} n! x^n,

whose radius of convergence is 1/e. Throughout this section, we denote by W (x) the principal branch of the Lambert W function and we always specify which further properties of W we use.

6.1 Using a system of equations

Here we give a necessary and sufficient condition for the color intensity parameter vector λ to have f^∗_∞ > 0, and we also give an explicit formula for f^∗_∞ in terms of the Lambert W function (cf. (38)). Let us emphasize that in this subsection we do not assume that Assumption 2.14 holds for λ.

Let G_∞ := G_∞(r) ∼ G_∞(λ). By Lemma 5.1.1, we have

f^∗_∞ = p^∗(1) = P ( ∀i ∈ [k] : r^{G\i∞}←→ ∞ ) . (39)

Definition 6.1.1 (Probability of avoiding a color from a fixed set of colors). Let k ∈ N_+ , λ ∈ R^k_+ and G_∞ := G_∞(r) ∼ G_∞(λ). Let us define

p_∅ := 0 and p_I := P ( ⋃ i∈I { r^{G\i∞}←→ ∞ })

for any nonempty I ⊆ [k].

Definition 6.1.2 (Extended color-avoiding type I vectors in ECBP trees). Let k ∈ N_+ , λ ∈ R^k_+ , and let G_∞ := G_∞(r) ∼ G_∞(λ). The extended color-avoiding type I vector of a vertex v in the ECBP tree G_∞ is

^t^∗(v) := ^t^∗(v, G_∞) := ( 1 [ v^{G\i∞}←→ ∞ ]) i∈[k] . Definition 6.1.3 (Probability of extended type I vectors in ECBP trees). Let k ∈ N_+ , λ ∈ R^k_+ , and let G_∞(r) ∼ G_∞(λ). Given any γ ∈ {0, 1}^k, let us denote

^p^∗(γ) := ^p^∗(γ, λ) := P ( ^t^∗(r) = γ ) . By the definition of ^p^∗(γ), clearly

p_I = ∑ γ ∈ {0, 1}^k : ∑ i∈I γ_i ≥ 1 ^p^∗(γ) (40)

holds for any nonempty I ⊆ [k].

To determine f^∗_∞, first note that by Proposition 2.17, we can assume that λ ∈ R^k_+ is fully supercritical (otherwise f^∗_∞ = 0). Then I_λ = [k], thus p^∗(γ) = ^p^∗(γ) holds for any γ ∈ {0, 1}^{[k]}. By (39) and (40), and by the inclusion-exclusion formula, we obtain

f^∗_∞ = p^∗(1) = ∑ I⊆[k] (−1)^{|I|}(1 − p_I ), (41)

so it is enough to give an explicit formula for the probabilities p_I for all I ⊆ [k].

Lemma 6.1.4 (Implicit equation for p_I ). Let k ∈ N_+ , λ ∈ R^k_+ and G_∞(r) ∼ G_∞(λ). Then

p_I = 1 − exp − ∑ j∈I λ_j p_{I\{j}} − p_I ∑ j∈[k]\I λ_j

holds for any nonempty I ⊆ [k].

Proof. By the definition of p_I , the independence of the branches, and the definition of ~N_s(v), we obtain

1 − p_I = P ( ⋂ i∈I { r^G \i ∞ ↚→ ∞ })

= ∏ i∈I P ( ∀v ∈ ~N_{(i)}(r) ∀j ∈ I \ {i} : { v G^{\j}_∞ ↚→ ∞ })

· ∏ i∈[k]\I P ( ∀v ∈ ~N_{(i)}(r) ∀j ∈ I : { v G^{\j}_∞ ↚→ ∞ }) ,

where (i) denotes the color string consisting of the color i only. Since the number of i-colored children (i.e., the number of children that are connected to r by an edge of color i) has distribution POI(λ_i), its generating function is exp ( − λ_i(1 − z) ) for any i ∈ [k]. Thus we obtain

1 − p_I = exp ( − ∑ i∈I λ_ip_{I\{i}} ) · exp −p_I ∑ i∈[k]\I λ_i .

Let k ∈ N_+ , λ ∈ R^k_+ and consider the following system of equations. { x_∅ = 0 x_I = 1 − exp ( − ∑ j∈I λ_j x_{I\{j}} − x_I ∑ j∈[k]\I λj ) ∀I ⊆ [k], I ≠ ∅. (42)

By Lemma 6.1.4, we have that (x_I )_{I⊆[k]} = (p_I )_{I⊆[k]} is a solution of this system, but note that this is not a unique solution, for instance (x_I )_{I⊆[k]} = 0 is also a solution.

Observe that if x^∗ = (x^∗_I )_{I⊆[k]} is a solution to the system of equations (42), then x^∗_I < 1 holds for any I ⊆ [k].

Definition 6.1.5 (Relevant solution). We say that a solution x^∗ = (x^∗_I )_{I⊆[k]} of the system of equations (42) is relevant if 0 < x^∗_I < 1 holds for any nonempty I ⊆ [k]. Otherwise x^∗ is said to be irrelevant.

The next lemma gives a necessary and sufficient condition for (p_I )_{I⊆[k]} to be a relevant solution.

Lemma 6.1.6 (The relevance of the probabilistic solution). Let k ∈ N_+ and λ ∈ R^k_+ . The probability vector (p_I )_{I⊆[k]} is a relevant solution of the system of equations (42) if and only if λ is fully supercritical.

Proof. Let G_∞ := G_∞(r) ∼ G_∞(λ).

First, assume that λ is fully supercritical. Then for any nonempty I ⊆ [k], we obtain that

p_I = P ( ⋃ i∈I { r^{G\i∞}←→ ∞ }) ≥ P ( r^{G\k∞}←→ ∞ ) > 0 holds, hence (p_I )_{I⊆[k]} is indeed a relevant solution.

Now assume that λ is not fully supercritical, i.e., there exists a color i ∈ [k] such that λ^{\i} ≤ 1. Then p_{{i}} = P ( r^{G\i∞}←→ ∞ ) = 0,

thus (p_I )_{I⊆[k]} is not a relevant solution.

Theorem 6.1.7 (Uniqueness of relevant solution). Let k ∈ N_+ and λ ∈ R^k_+ . If λ is fully supercritical, then (p_I )_{I⊆[k]} is a unique relevant solution.

Proof. By the definition of a relevant solution, it is enough to show that the equation

x_I = 1 − exp − ∑ j∈I λ_j p_{I\{j}} − x_I ∑ j∈[k]\I λ_j (43)

has a unique solution in (0, 1), namely p_I , for any nonempty I ⊆ [k]. We prove this by induction on |I|.

First, assume that |I| = 1, i.e., I = {i} for some i ∈ [k]. Then we need to show

x_{{i}} = 1 − exp −x_{{i}} ∑ j∈[k]\{i} λ_j . (44)

Now the left-hand side of (44) is linear in the variable x_{{i}}, while its right-hand side is exponential in x_{{i}}, and it is well-known that such equations have at most two solutions. As we saw earlier, x_{{i}} = 0 and x_{{i}} = p_{{i}} are both solutions, and by Lemma 6.1.6, p_{{i}} > 0. Thus, (44) has indeed a unique solution in (0, 1).

Now let I ⊆ [k] with |I| ≥ 2 and assume that (43) holds for any I^′ ⊆ [k] with |I^′| < |I|. Case 1: I ≠ [k].

Again, the left-hand side of (43) is linear, while its right-hand side is exponential in x_I , so there are at most two solutions. Clearly, p_I is a solution, and by Lemma 6.1.6, it is in (0, 1). In addition, in x_I = 0 the left-hand side of (43) is clearly 0, while its right-hand side is

1 − exp ( − ∑ i∈I λ_ip_{I\{i}} ) > 1 − e^0 = 0

so by the continuity of the linear and exponential functions, the other solution of (43) is negative.

Case 2: I = [k].

Then equation (43) becomes

x_{[k]} = 1 − exp − ∑ i∈[k] λ_ip_{[k]\{i}} ,

which clearly has a unique solution. By Lemma 6.1.4, this solution is p_I and it is in (0, 1).

As is clear from the proof of Theorem 6.1.7, we should solve the equations of the system (42) in a nondecreasing order according to the size of their indices I. Using the Lambert W function (cf. (38)), we obtain the following.

Corollary 6.1.8. Let k ∈ N_+ and λ ∈ R^k_+ . If λ is fully supercritical, then

p_I = 1 + W ( − (∑ i∈[k]\I λi ) exp ( − ∑ i∈I λ_ip_{I\{i}} − ∑ i∈[k]\I λi )) ∑ i∈[k]\I λi , for any nonempty I ⊊ [k], and

p_{[k]} = 1 − exp − ∑ i∈[k] λ_ip_{[k]\{i}} .

Substituting these into equation (41), we get the required formula for f^∗_∞. We note that using the values p_I (and the help of computer software capable of symbolic computations), we can also prove the convergence statement of Theorem 2.20 in the case when k ∈ {2, 3, 4} and obtain the values C(2) = 4, and C(3) = 32, and C(4) = 624, as stated in Theorem 2.20. Note that in Section 6.2, we introduce an alternative method with which the convergence statement of Theorem 2.20 can be proved for any integer k ≥ 2 and at the end of Section 6.2, we obtain the same values for C(k) when k ∈ {2, 3, 4} using this alternative approach.

6.2 Using generating functions

The aim of Section 6.2 is to give an explicit formula for f^∗_∞ and to prove Theorem 2.20. By Proposition 2.17, we can assume that the color intensity parameter vector λ ∈ R^k_+ (where k ∈ N_+ ) is fully supercritical. In this section, we also assume that Assumption 2.14 holds for λ.

In order to find an explicit formula for f^∗_∞, we first calculate the joint generating function of the random variables | | ~R_s(r) | |, s ∈ S_h for any h ∈ {0, 1, . . . , k−2}. Note that by Claim 4.1.5, we have that ( R^{set(s)}_{∞,d} ) d∈N is a branching process with offspring distribution POI(λ_{set(s)}).

Definition 6.2.1 (Generating function of Borel distribution). Let k ∈ N_+ , λ ∈ R^k_+ , G_∞ := G_∞(r) ∼ G_∞(λ), h ∈ {0, 1, . . . , k − 1} and let s ∈ S_h. Let us define F_s : [0, 1) → [0, 1) z → E ( z|^R(^{Gset(s)∞} )| ) , i.e. the generating function of the total number of individuals in the branching process ( R^{set(s)}_{∞,d} ) d∈N. Let us denote F_s(1_−) := lim_{z→1−} F_s(z), i.e. the probability of the event that the branching process ( R^{set(s)}_{∞,d} ) d∈N dies out.

Note that F_s can be expressed using the Lambert W function (introduced at the beginning of Section 6) as

F_s(z) = −W ( −λ_{set(s)}e^{−λset(s)} z ) λ_{set(s)}

, z ∈ [0, 1). (45)

Note that if set(s) = set(s^′) holds for some color strings s, s^′ ∈ S_h with h ∈ {0, 1, . . . , k − 2}, then F_s ≡ F_s′ . Also note that if λ is fully supercritical and Assumption 2.14 holds, then F_s(1_−) = 1 for any s ∈ S_h with h ∈ {0, 1, . . . , k − 2}, and F_s(1_−) < 1 for any s ∈ S_{k−1}. Definition 6.2.2 (Joint generating function of the number of vertices reachable by different color chronologies in an ECBP tree). Let k ∈ N_+ , λ ∈ R^k_+ , G_∞(r) ∼ G_∞(λ) and h ∈ {0, 1, k − 2}. Let us define

Φ_h : [0, 1)^{Sh} → [0, 1) ( z_s ) s∈S_h → E ∏ s∈S_h z | | ~_{Rs(r)} | | s .

Let us denote Φ_h ( (1_−)_{s∈Sh} ) := lim_{∀s∈Sh:} z_s→1_− Φ_h (( z_s ) s∈S_h ) .

It follows from the definition of S_0 (cf. Definition 3.1) that Φ_0(z) = z. Note that if Assumption 2.14 holds, then P (| ~ R_s(r) | < +∞ ) = 1 for any s ∈ S_h with h ∈ {0, 1, . . . , k − 2}. Therefore,

Φ_h ( (1_−)_{s∈Sh} ) = 1 for any h ∈ {0, 1, . . . , k − 2}. Now we give a recursive formula for Φ_{h+1} in terms of Φ_h for any h ∈ {0, 1, . . . , k − 3}. Note that this formula can be viewed as “explicit” since it can be written in terms of elementary functions and the Lambert W function (cf. (45)).

Lemma 6.2.3 (Recursion for the joint generating function of the number of

vertices reachable by different color chronologies). Let k ∈ N_+ , λ ∈ R^k_+ and

G_∞(r) ∼ G_∞(λ). Then

Φ_{h+1} (( z_s ) s∈S_{h+1} ) = Φ_h ∏ i∈[k]\set(s) exp ( λ_i · ( F_{si}(z_{si}) − 1 )) s∈S_h holds for any h ∈ {0, 1, . . . , k − 3}.

In words: one has to plug ∏ i∈[k]\set(s) exp ( λ_i · ( F_{si}(z_{si}) − 1 )) in place of the

variable z_s for every s ∈ S_h in the function Φ_h ( (z_s)_{s∈Sh} ) . Proof of Lemma 6.2.3. First, note that each color string of length h + 1 can be

uniquely written as the concatenation of a color string of length h and a color

not appearing in this color string. Therefore, by the tower rule,

Φ_{h+1} (( z_s ) s∈S_{h+1} ) = Φ_{h+1} (( z_{si} ) s∈S_h,i∈[k]\set(s) )

= E E ∏ s∈S_h, i∈[k]\set(s) z | | ~_{Rsi(r)} | | si | | | | | | ( ~R_s(r) ) s∈S_h .

By the independence of the different branches of an ECBP tree,

E ∏ s∈S_h, i∈[k]\set(s) z | | ~_{Rsi(r)} | | si | | | | | | ( ~R_s(r) ) s∈S_h = ∏ s∈S_h, i∈[k]\set(s) E ( z | | ~_{Rsi(r)} | | si | | | | ~R_s(r) )

holds.

Let s ∈ S_h and i ∈ [k] \ set(s). Using that for any v ∈ ~R_s(r), the function z → exp ( λ_i · ( F_{si}(z) − 1 )) is the generating function of the cardinality of the

set of descendants of v belonging to ~R_{si}(r), we obtain

E ( z | | ~_{Rsi(r)} | | si | | | | ~R_s(r) ) = ( exp ( λ_i · ( F_{si}(z) − 1 ))) | | ~_{Rs(r)} | | . Therefore and by the definition of the function Φ_h, we obtain

Φ_{h+1} (( z_s ) s∈S_{h+1} ) = E ∏ s∈S_h, i∈[k]\set(s)

( exp ( λ_i · ( F_{si}(z) − 1 )) ) | | ~_{Rs(r)} | |

= E ∏ s∈S_h ∏ i∈[k]\set(s) exp ( λ_i · ( F_{si}(z) − 1 )) | | ~_{Rs(r)} | |

= Φ_h ∏ i∈[k]\set(s) exp ( λ_i · ( F_{si}(z_{si}) − 1 )) s∈S_h .

Definition 6.2.4 (Color strings of length k − 1 avoiding color i). Let k ∈ N_+ . For any i ∈ [k], let S^{\i}_{k−1} := { s ∈ S_{k−1} : set(s) = [k] \ {i} } . Theorem 6.2.5 (Explicit formula for f^∗_∞). Let k ∈ N_+ , let λ ∈ R^k_+ for which Assumption 2.14 holds, and let G_∞ := G_∞(r) ∼ G_∞(λ). Then

f^∗_∞ = ∑ J⊆[k] (−1)^{|J|} · Φ_{k−2} ∏ i∈[k]\set(s) q_{LJ ,si} s∈S_{k−2} ,

where we define L_J := ⋃ j∈J S^{\j}_{k−1} for any J ⊆ [k], and we define q_{L,si} := { exp ( λ_i · ( F_{si}(1_−) − 1 )) if si ∈ L, 1 if si /∈ L for any L ⊆ S_{k−1}, s ∈ S_{k−2} and i ∈ [k] \ set(s).

Proof. If v ∈ V (G_∞) and i ∈ [k], let us denote by ~N^∗_{(i)}(v) the set of children of v that are connected to v by an edge of color i.

By Claim 4.1.5 and using that the offsprings of any vertex in a branching process tree span a branching process tree with the same offspring distribution, and by the definition of Φ_{k−2}, for any L ⊆ S_{k−1}, we obtain

P ⋂ s^′ ∈L { | | | ~Rs′ (r) | | | < +∞ }

=E E ∏ s∈S_{k−2} ∏ v∈ ~R_s(r) ∏ i∈[k]\set(s): si∈L ∏ u∈ ~N^∗_{(i)} (v) 1 [ | |R(u, G_{set(si)∞} ) | | < +∞ ] | | | | | | | F_{r,k−2}

= E ∏ s∈S_{k−2} ∏ v∈ ~R_s(r) ∏ i∈[k]\set(s): si∈L ∏ u∈ ~N^∗_{(i)} (v) F_{si}(1_−)

= E ∏ s∈S_{k−2} ∏ v∈ ~R_s(r) ∏ i∈[k]\set(s): si∈L exp ( λ_i(F_{si}(1_−) − 1) )

= Φ_{k−2} ∏ i∈[k]\set(s) q_{L,si} s∈S_{k−2} . (46)

Now by (39), Assumption 2.14, the inclusion-exclusion formula, the defini-

tion of L_J , and (46), we obtain

f^∗_∞ = P ( ∀j ∈ [k] : r^{G\j∞}←→ ∞ )

= P ⋂ j∈[k] ⋂ s^′ ∈S^{\j}_{k−1} { | | | ~Rs′ (r) | | < +∞ } c

= ∑ J⊆[k] (−1)^{|J|} · P ⋂ j∈J ⋂ s^′∈S^{\j}_{k−1} { | | | ~Rs′ (r) | | | < +∞ }

= ∑ J⊆[k] (−1)^{|J|} · P ⋂ s^′∈L_J { | | | ~Rs′ (r) | | | < +∞ }

= ∑ J⊆[k] (−1)^{|J|} · Φ_{k−2} ∏ i∈[k]\set(s) q_{LJ ,si} s∈S_{k−2} .

Proof of Theorem 2.20. Let ε ≥ 0 and let G^ε_∞ := G^ε_∞(r) ∼ G_∞ ( λ(ε) ) , where λ(ε) = (_{1+ε} k−1 , . . . ,^{1+ε}_{k−1} ) ∈ R^k_+ . Since λ(ε) is homogeneous,

θ^{\k}(ε) := P ( r (G^ε_∞)^{\k} ←−−−→ ∞ ) = P ( r (G^ε_∞)^{\i} ←−−→ ∞ )

holds for any i ∈ [k].

Note that if ε <^1_{k−2} , then Assumption 2.14 holds, so by (39) and the

disjointness of the sets ~N^{\i}_{k−1}(r, G^ε_∞) for all i ∈ [k], we obtain f^∗_∞(ε) = P ( ∀i ∈ [k] ∃v ∈ ~N^{\i}_{k−1}(r, G^ε_∞) : v (G^ε_∞)^{\i} ←−−→ ∞ )

= E ∏ i∈[k] ( 1 − ( 1 − θ^{\k}(ε) )| ~_N^{\i}_{k−1}(_{r,G}ε_∞ ) |) . (47)

Clearly,

λ^{\k} (ε) := ∑ i∈[k−1] λ_j (ε) = 1 + ε

holds, thus by Corollary 3.19 of [27], we have

lim_{ε→0+} θ^{\k}(ε) ε = 2.

Hence,

lim_{ε→0+} f^∗_∞(ε) ε^k = 2^k lim_{ε→0+} f^∗_∞(ε) ( θ^{\k}(ε) )_k , (48)

and now we show

lim_{ε→0+} f^∗_∞(ε) ( θ^{\k}(ε) )_k = E ∏ i∈[k] | | | ~N^{\i}_{k−1}(r, G^0_∞) | | | . (49)

By Assumption 2.14, there exists ε_0 ≥ 0 such that

E ∏ i∈[k] | | | ~N^{\i}_{k−1}(r, G^{ε0}_∞) | | | < +∞.

Then by the monotone coupling the random variables | | ~N \i_{k−1}(r, G_{ε∞}) | | for all

ε ∈ [0, ε_0], and by Bernoulli’s inequality, we obtain ∏ i∈[k] ( 1 − ( 1 − θ^{\k}(ε) )| ~_N^{\i}_{k−1}(_{r,G}ε_∞ ) | ) ≤ ∏ i∈[k] | | ~N^{\i}_{k−1}(r, G^ε_∞) | | ≤ ∏ i∈[k] | | | ~N^{\i}_{k−1}(r, G^{ε0}_∞) | | | .

Thus by the dominated convergence theorem, by the choice of ε_0, and by L’Hospital’s rule,

lim_{ε→0+} E ∏ i∈[k] 1 − ( 1 − θ^{\k}(ε) )| ~_N^{\i}_{k−1}(_{r,G}^ε_∞ ) | θ^{\k}(ε)

= E lim_{ε→0+} ∏ i∈[k] 1 − ( 1 − θ^{\k}(ε) )| ~_N^{\i}_{k−1}(_{r,G}^ε_∞ ) | θ^{\k}(ε)

= E lim_{ε→0+} 1 [ ∀i ∈ [k] : | | | ~N^{\i}_{k−1}(r, G^ε_∞) | | | = | | | ~N^{\i}_{k−1}(r, G^0_∞) | | | ]

· ∏ i∈[k] 1 − ( 1 − θ^{\k}(ε) )| ~_N^{\i}_{k−1}(_{r,G}^ε_∞ ) | θ^{\k}(ε) + 1 [ ∃i ∈ [k] : | | ~N^{\i}_{k−1}(r, G^ε_∞) | | ≠ | | ~N^{\i}_{k−1}(r, G^0_∞) | | ]

· ∏ i∈[k] 1 − ( 1 − θ^{\k}(ε) )| ~_N^{\i}_{k−1}(_{r,G}^ε_∞ ) | θ^{\k}(ε)

= E lim_{ε→0+} ∏ i∈[k] 1 − ( 1 − θ^{\k}(ε) )| ~_N^{\i}_{k−1}(_{r,G}^0_∞ ) | θ^{\k}(ε)

= E lim θ^{\k}(ε)→0_+ ∏ i∈[k] 1 − ( 1 − θ^{\k}(ε) )| ~_N^{\i}_{k−1}(_{r,G}^0_∞ ) | θ^{\k}(ε)

= E ∏ i∈[k] | | | ~N^{\i}_{k−1}(r, G^0_∞) | | | .

Thus by (47), we obtain that (49) holds.

Therefore, by (48), we obtain

lim_{ε→0+} f^∗_∞(ε) ε^k = 2^k · E ∏ i∈[k] | | | ~N^{\i}_{k−1}(r, G^0_∞) | | | =: C(k).

Now we want to express this constant C(k) using the generating func-

tion Φ_{k−2}, where we take the underlying parameter λ to be λ = λ(0) = (_1 k−1 , . . . ,^1_{k−1} ) . Since the sets ~N_s(r, G^0_∞) for all s ∈ S_{k−1} are disjoint, it follows that

E ∏ i∈[k] | | ~N^{\i}_{k−1}(r, G^0_∞) | | = E ∏ i∈[k] ∑ s∈S^{\i}_{k−1} | | ~Ns(r, G^0_∞) | |

= ∑ (_s i∈S^{\i}_{k−1} ) i∈[k] E ∏ i∈[k] | | | ~Ns_i (r, G^0_∞) | | | holds.

Let s_i ∈ S^{\i}_{k−1} for all i ∈ [k]. Since the random variables | | ~N_{si} (r, G0_∞) | | for all i ∈ [k] are conditionally independent given (| ~ R_s(r, G^0_∞) | |)_{s∈Sk−2} , and their conditional distribution is Poisson with parameter | | ~R_s(r, G0_∞) | |/(k − 1), we

obtain E ∏ i∈[k] | | ~N_{si} (r, G_{0∞}) | | = 1 (k − 1)^k E ∏ i∈[k] | | ~R_{s−} i (r, G^0_∞) | | .

Let us define the multivariate moment generating function

φ ( (x_s)_{s∈Sk−2} ) := Φ_{k−2} ( (e^{xs} )_{s∈Sk−2} ) = E exp ( ∑ s∈S_{k−2} | | | ~Rs(r, G^0_∞) | | | · xs ) .

Since φ is the multivariate moment generating function of the random vector (| | ~Rs(r, G^0_∞) | | ) s∈S_{k−2} , we obtain

∂^k ∂x_s−_1 . . . ∂x_s−_k φ ( (x_s)_{s∈Sk−2} ) | | | | (x_s)_{s∈Sk−2} =0 = E ∏ i∈[k] | | | ~R_s−_i (r, G^0_∞) | | | .

Hence,

C(k) = 2^k ·E ∏ i∈[k] | | | ~N^{\i}_{k−1}(r, G^0_∞) | | | = 2^k · ∑ (_s i∈S^{\i}_{k−1} ) i∈[k] E ∏ i∈[k] | | | ~Ns_i (r, G^0_∞) | | |

= 2^k

(k − 1)^k · ∑ (_s i∈S^{\i}_{k−1} ) i∈[k] E ∏ i∈[k] | | ~R_{s−} i (r, G^0_∞) | |

= 2^k

(k − 1)^k · ∑ (_s i∈S^{\i}_{k−1} ) i∈[k] ∂^k ∂x_s−_1 . . . ∂x_s−_k Φ_{k−2} ( (e^{xs} )_{s∈Sk−2} ) | | | | |_{(xs)s∈Sk−2 =0} ,

which can be expressed explicitly using an iterated composition of the Lam-

bert W function and elementary functions since the same is true for Φ_{k−2} by

Lemma 6.2.3.

In particular, when k = 2, then Φ_0(e^x) = e^x, thus C(2) = 4.

When k = 3, then by Lemma 6.2.3,

Φ_1(e^{x1} , e^{x2} , e^{x3} ) = ∏ i∈[3] exp ( 1 + ε 2 ( F_{(i)}(e^{xi} ) − 1 ) ) , where by (45),

F_{(i)}(z) =

−W (−^1_2 · e^{− 12} · z) 1 2 for any i ∈ [3]. Using the identities d dz W (z) = W (z) z ( 1 + W (z) ) if z /∈ {0, −1/e} and W (ze^z) = z if z ≥ 0

we can obtain C(3) = 32.

Similarly (but with significantly more work), we obtain the value C(4) = 624. Recall that we obtained the same values for C(k) when k ∈ {2, 3, 4} using a different approach at the end of Section 6.1, too.

7 The case of two colors

In Theorem 2.15, we already proved that the empirical color-avoiding connected component size densities converge. In this section, we give explicit formulas for their limit when there are only two colors.

Theorem 7.1. Let λ_{red}, λ_{blue} ∈ R_+ , ℓ ∈ N_+ , and let G_∞ := G_∞(r) ∼ G_∞ ( (λ_{red}, λ_{blue}) ) be a two-colored ECBP tree. Then

f^∗_ℓ = 1[ℓ = 1] · ^p^∗ ( (0, 0) )

+ ∑ m∈N_+ (( m − 1 ℓ − 1 ) (θ_{blue})^{ℓ−1}(1 − θ_{blue})^{m−ℓ}

· exp ( − λ_{red} · (1 − θ_{red}) · m ) · ( λ_{red}(1 − θ_{red}) · m )_{m−1} m! ) · ^p^∗ ( (1, 0) )

+ ∑ m∈N_+ (( m − 1 ℓ − 1 ) (θ_{red})^{ℓ−1}(1 − θ_{red})^{m−ℓ}

· exp ( − λ_{blue} · (1 − θ_{blue}) · m ) · ( λ_{blue}(1 − θ_{blue}) · m )_{m−1} m! ) · ^p^∗ ( (0, 1) ) , (50)

where ^p^∗ ( (0, 0) ) = exp ( − λ_{red} − W ( − λ_{red}e^{−λred} ) − λ_{blue} − W ( − λ_{blue}e^{−λblue} )) , ^p^∗ ( (1, 0) ) = −^p^∗ ( (0, 0) ) − W ( − λ_{red}e^{−λred} ) λ_{red} , ^p^∗ ( (0, 1) ) = −^p^∗ ( (0, 0) ) − W ( − λ_{blue}e^{−λblue} ) λ_{blue} .

Proof. By the definition of f^∗_ℓ and by the total law of probability, we obtain

f^∗_ℓ = ∑ γ∈{0,1}^2 P ( | | ~C^∗(r) | | = ℓ | | | ^t^∗(r) = γ ) · ^p^∗(γ).

Now let us look at the summands separately. Note that any red-avoiding

path contains only blue edges, and similarly, any blue-avoiding path contains

only red edges.

If γ = (1, 1), then by Lemma 5.1.1, we obtain P ( | | ~C^∗(r) | | = ℓ | | | ^t^∗(r) = (1, 1) ) ≤ P ( | | ~C^∗(r) | | < ∞ | | | t^∗(r) = (1, 1) ) = 0.

If γ = (0, 0), then clearly, P ( | | ~C^∗(r) | | = ℓ | | | ^t^∗(r) = (0, 0) ) = 1[ℓ = 1].

If γ = (1, 0), then conditional on ^t^∗(r) = (1, 0), the branching process (| R^{red}_{∞,d} | |)_{d∈N} is subcritical and has offspring distribution POI(λ_{red}(1 − θ_{red}))

by Theorem 3.15 of [27], where θ_{red} := θ^{\blue} and θ_{blue} := θ^{\red} (cf. Def-

inition 4.1.8). Thus the number of vertices of (| R^{red}_{∞,d} |) d∈N has distribution

BOREL ( λ_{red}(1 − θ_{red}) ) . In addition, each vertex of ( R^{red}_{∞,d} ) d∈N is of type either

(0, 0) or (1, 0) independently of each other with probabilities ^p^∗ ( (0, 0) ) ^p^∗ ( (0, 0) ) + ^p^∗ ( (1, 0) ) = (1 − θ_{blue})(1 − θ_{red})

(1 − θ_{red})

= 1 − θ_{blue} and ^p^∗ ( (1, 0) ) ^p^∗ ( (0, 0) ) + ^p^∗ ( (1, 0)

) = θ_{blue},

respectively. Thus by the total law of probability, P ( | | ~C^∗(r) | | = ℓ | | | ^t^∗(r) = (1, 0) )

= ∑ m∈N_+ ( P ( | | ~C^∗(r) | | = ℓ | | ^t_∗(r) = (1, 0), |R_{red∞} | = m )

· P ( | |R^{red}_∞ | | = m | | | ^t^∗(r) = (1, 0) ))

= ∑ m∈N_+ (( m − 1 ℓ − 1 ) (θ_{blue})^{ℓ−1}(1 − θ_{blue})^{m−ℓ}

· exp ( − λ_{red} · (1 − θ_{red}) · m ) · ( λ_{red}(1 − θ_{red}) · m )_{m−1} m! ) .

If γ = (0, 1), then similarly, P ( | | ~C^∗(r) | | = ℓ | | | ^t^∗(r) = (0, 1) )

= ∑ m∈N_+ (( m − 1 ℓ − 1 ) (θ_{red})^{ℓ−1}(1 − θ_{red})^{m−ℓ}

· exp ( − λ_{blue} · (1 − θ_{blue}) · m ) · ( λ_{blue}(1 − θ_{blue}) · m )_{m−1} m! ) . Therefore (50) holds. By (40), we obtain ^p^∗ ( (0, 0) ) = 1 − p_{{red,blue}}, ^p^∗ ( (1, 0) ) = p_{{red,blue}} − p_{{blue}}, ^p^∗ ( (0, 1) ) = p_{{red,blue}} − p_{{red}},

and by Corollary 6.1.8, the stated result follows.

8 Open questions

Let us conclude our paper with a list of open questions and conjectures that we propose for future research.

Conjecture 8.1. Theorem 2.15 holds without Assumption 2.14.

Let us note that the recent paper [16] resolved this conjecture in the affirmative, but we decided to keep it in our paper for reference.

In Section 6, we gave explicit, recursive formulas for the asymptotic density f^∗_∞ of the giant color-avoiding connected component, and in Section 7, we gave a formula for the asymptotic density f^∗_ℓ of the set of vertices that belong to a color-avoiding connected component of size ℓ for any ℓ ∈ N_+ in the case of k = 2 colors.

Question 8.2. Is there an explicit formula for f^∗_ℓ for any ℓ ∈ N_+ and for k ≥ 3 colors?

It is well-known (see [2] and the references therein) that the cardinality | |U_{max}(G_n) | | of the largest component in an (uncolored) critical Erdős–Rényi graph G_n with n vertices is of order n^{2/3}. It follows from Theorem 2.15 and Proposition 2.17 that if λ^{\i} = 1 for some i ∈ [k], then 1 n max v∈V (G_n) | | | ~C(v, Gn) | | |^P−→ 0, n → ∞. Question 8.3. Let k ∈ N_+ , λ ∈ R^k_+ and let G_n ∼ G_n([n], λ) for all n ∈ N_+ . What is the order of magnitude of max_{v∈[n]} | | ~C(v, G_n) | | if λ\i = 1 for some i ∈ [k], and in particular, if λ^{\i} = 1 for all i ∈ [k]?

Let us note that the recent paper [16] contains some results in the vein of our Question 8.3, see Theorem 1.1 and Proposition 1.3 of [16].

We know from Theorem 2.20 that C(k) is an integer if k ∈ {2, 3, 4}.

Question 8.4. Is C(k) an integer for all k ∈ N_+ ?

Our results pertain to one of the most fundamental edge-colored random graph models, i.e., the edge-colored Erdős–Rényi graph. A natural, more heterogeneous model of edge-colored random graphs is the following generalization of the well-known configuration model (see Section 1.3 in [29]). Let k ∈ N_+ and let p : N^k_+ → [0, 1] satisfying ∑ d∈N^k_+ p(d) = 1. Let us consider a sequence of

edge-colored graphs G_n where the edge-colored degree sequence satisfies lim_{n→∞} 1 n | | | { v ∈ V (G_n) : the number of half-edges of color i incident to v is d_i }| | = p(d_1, . . . , d_k) and the half-edges of the same color are matched according to the rules of the configuration model.

Question 8.5. Does Theorem 2.15 have an analogue in the above described edge-colored configuration model? Is there an explicit formula for the asymptotic density of the largest color-avoiding connected component?

Color-avoiding percolation was first introduced for vertex-colored graphs, see [12, 13]. The definition of color-avoiding connectivity in vertex-colored graphs is ambiguous. The two most interesting versions are as follows. In the first version, two vertices are color-avoiding connected in a vertex-colored graph if there exists a path between them whose internal vertices are not of color i for any color i. Whereas in the second version, two vertices are color-avoiding connected if there exists a path between them using any colors and either at least one of the vertices is of color i or there exists a path between them whose vertices are not of color i for any color i. In [20], we showed that these two definitions can yield problems with highly different computational complexity.

Question 8.6. Does Theorem 2.15 have an analogue in a vertex-colored Erdős– Rényi random graph, i.e., in an Erdős–Rényi random graph whose vertices are randomly colored? Is there an explicit formula for the asymptotic density of the largest color-avoiding connected component?

Acknowledgement

The research of Roland Molontay, Balázs Ráth, and Kitti Varga was partially supported by grant NKFI-FK-123962 of NKFI (National Research, Development and Innovation Office). The research of Panna Fekete and Balázs Ráth was partially supported by the ERC Synergy under Grant No. 810115 - DYNASNET. The research of Panna Tímea Fekete was prepared with the professional support of the Doctoral Student Scholarship Program of the Co-operative Doctoral Program of the Ministry of Innovation and Technology financed from the National Research, Development and Innovation Fund and the National Research, Development and Innovation Office under Grant No. 2018-2.1.1.-UK GYAK-2018- 00008. The research of Roland Molontay was partially supported by NKFIH 142169 research grant.

Appendix

Proof of 4.1.7. Since Assumption 2.14 holds, Claim 3.5 implies that ~G_{∞,k−2}(r) is almost surely finite.

Now we show that for any d ∈ N, the sequence ( G^{uc}_{n,d}(v_1, v_2) )_∞ n=1 converges in distribution to two i.i.d. copies of G^{uc}_{∞,d}(r) in the sense that lim_{n→∞} P ( G^{uc}_{n,d}(v_1, v_2) ≃ F^{uc}_1 ⊕ F^{uc}_2 ) = ∏ j∈[2] P ( G^{uc}_{∞,d}(r) ≃ F^{uc}_j ) (51)

for any pair of fixed finite, rooted, edge-colored (multi)graphs F_1 and F_2. By Claim 4.1.4, we have G^{uc}_n ∼ G_n([n], λ^{uc}). Thus by Exercise 2.14 of [28], G^{uc}_n converges in probability in the local weak sense (cf. Definition 2.9(b) of [28]) to an uncolored Poisson branching process tree in G_∞(λ^{uc}). This and Exercise 2.10 of [28] imply that the two-rooted graph sequence ( G^{uc}_n (v_1, v_2) )_∞ n=1 converges in distribution in the local weak sense to two i.i.d. copies of G^{uc}_∞(r), i.e., (51) holds.

Next, we show that for any d ∈ N, the two-rooted edge-colored graph sequence ( G_{n,d}(v_1, v_2) )_∞ n=1 converges in distribution to two i.i.d. copies of G_{∞,d}(r) in the sense that lim_{n→∞} P ( G_{n,d}(v_1, v_2) ≃ F_1 ⊕ F_2 ) = ∏ j∈[2] P ( G_{∞,d}(r) ≃ F_j ) , (52)

for any pair of fixed finite, rooted, edge-colored graphs F_1 and F_2. It follows from the definitions of ECER graphs and ECBP trees (cf. Definitions 2.5 and 2.8) that lim_{n→∞} P ( G_{n,d}(v_1, v_2) ≃ F_1 ⊕ F_2 | | G^{uc}_{n,d}(v_1, v_2) ≃ F^{uc}_1 ⊕ F^{uc}_2 ) = ∏ j∈[2] P ( G_{∞,d}(r) ≃ F_j | | G^{uc}_{∞,d}(r) ≃ F^{uc}_j ) .

This and (51) imply (52).

For a number d ∈ N and for a finite, rooted, edge-colored graph H with depth at most d (i.e. the distance of each vertex from the root is at most d), let B_d(H) denote the set of possible pairwise non-isomorphic realizations of the graph G_{∞,d}(r), i.e. of the branching process tree G_∞(r) up to depth d, for which the event { ~ G_{∞,k−2}(r) ≃ H } holds. Note that the event { ~ G_{∞,k−2}(r) ≃ H } is measurable with respect to the sigma-algebra generated by G_{∞,d}(r), thus { ~G_{∞,k−2}(r) ≃ H } = ⊎ F ∈B_d(H) { G_{∞,d}(r) ≃ F } ,

i.e., the event { ~ G_{∞,k−2}(r) ≃ H } is the disjoint union of the events { G_{∞,d}(r) ≃ F } for all F ∈ B_d(H). Therefore, ∏ j∈[2] P ( ~G_{∞,k−2}(r) ≃ H_j ) = ∑ F_1 ∈B_d(H_1 ) F_2 ∈B_d(H_2 ) ∏ j∈[2] P ( G_{∞,d}(r) ≃ F_j ) . (53)

Let E_d(v_1, v_2, G_n) := { G_{n,d}(v_1, v_2) is a forest with two components } . Then { ~G_{n,k−2}(v_1, v_2) ≃ H_1 ⊕ H_2, E_d(v_1, v_2, G_n) }

= ⊎ F_1 ∈B_d(H_1 ) F_2 ∈B_d(H_2 ) { G_{n,d}(v_1, v_2) ≃ F_1 ⊕ F_2 }

for any number d ∈ N and for any pair of fixed finite, rooted, edge-colored

graphs H_1 and H_2 with depth at most d. Note that by (52), we have

lim_{n→∞} E_d(v_1, v_2, G_n) = 1.

Thus, lim_{n→∞} P ( ~G_{n,k−2}(v_1, v_2) ≃ H_1 ⊕ H_2 )

= lim_{n→∞} P ( ~G_{n,k−2}(v_1, v_2) ≃ H_1 ⊕ H_2, E_d(v_1, v_2, G_n) )

= lim_{n→∞} ∑ F_1 ∈B_d(H_1 ) F_2 ∈B_d(H_2 ) P ( G_{n,d}(v_1, v_2) ≃ F_1 ⊕ F_2 ) . (54)

Let B_d denote the set of pairwise non-isomorphic possible realizations of

G_{∞,d}(r). Clearly, lim_{n→∞} ∑ F_1,F_2 ∈B_d P ( G_{n,d}(v_1, v_2) ≃ F_1 ⊕ F_2 ) = lim_{n→∞} E_d(v_1, v_2, G_n) = 1

and by (52), we have ∑ F_1,F_2∈B_d lim_{n→∞} P ( G_{n,d}(v_1, v_2) ≃ F_1 ⊕ F_2 )

= ∑ F_1,F_2∈B_d ∏ j∈[2] P ( G_{∞,d}(r) ≃ F_j ) = 1,

so Scheffé’s lemma [22] can be applied to obtain

lim_{n→∞} ∑ F_1,F_2 ∈B_d

| | | | | P ( G_{n,d}(v_1, v_2) ≃ F_1 ⊕ F_2 ) − ∏ j∈[2] P ( G_{∞,d}(r) ≃ F_j ) | | | | | = 0.

In particular, since B_d(H_1), B_d(H_2) ⊆ B_d, we have

lim_{n→∞} ∑ F_1∈B_d(H_1),

F_2∈B_d(H_2)

| | | | | P ( G_{n,d}(v_1, v_2) ≃ F_1 ⊕ F_2 ) − ∏ j∈[2] P ( G_{∞,d}(r) ≃ F_j ) | | | | | = 0.

Thus by (54) and (53), we obtain lim_{n→∞} P ( ~G_{n,k−2}(v_1, v_2) ≃ H_1 ⊕ H_2 )

= lim_{n→∞} ∑ F_1∈B_d(H_1 )

F_2∈B_d(H_2 ) P ( G_{n,d}(v_1, v_2) ≃ F_1 ⊕ F_2 )

= ∑ F_1∈B_d(H_1 )

F_2∈B_d(H_2 ) ∏ j∈[2] P ( G_{∞,d}(r) ≃ F_j ) = ∏ j∈[2] P ( ~G_{∞,k−2}(r) ≃ H_j ) .

List of Symbols

A(v, w) good event for ECER graphs: intersection of the events A^{\i}_1 , A^{\i}_2 ,

A_3(v, w), A_4(v, w), and all the events A^{\i}_5 (v, w), . . . , A^{\i}_9 (v, w) with

a supercritical index i; see Definition 4.1.10

A^{\i}_1 event of an ECER graph having a unique largest i-avoiding com-

ponent; see Definition 4.1.10

A^{\i}_2 event of the non-largest i-avoiding components of an ECER graph

being small; see Definition 4.1.10

A_3(v, w) event of the subgraph of an ECER graph explored from v and w

until seeing k − 1 colors for the first time being a forest with two

components; see Definition 4.1.10

A_4(v, w) event of the set of vertices reachable from v or w with at most k −2

colors being small in an ECER graph; see Definition 4.1.10

A^{\i}_5 (v, w) event of the i-avoiding boundary of {v, w} being small in an ECER graph; see Definition 4.1.10

A^{\i}_6 (v, w) event of the union of the largest i-avoiding components of the unexplored subgraph when exploring with k − 2 colors from v and w being large in an ECER graph; see Definition 4.1.10

A^{\i}_7 (v, w) event of the unexplored subgraph when exploring with k − 2 colors from v and w having a unique largest i-avoiding component in an ECER graph; see Definition 4.1.10

A^{\i}_8 (v, w) event of the non-largest i-avoiding components of the unexplored subgraph when exploring with k − 2 colors from v and w being small in an ECER graph; see Definition 4.1.10

A^{\i}_9 (v, w) event of the largest i-avoiding components of the unexplored subgraph when exploring with k − 2 colors from v and w being contained in the union of the largest i-avoiding components of the original ECER graph; see Definition 4.1.10

B(v) bad event for in ECER graphs: union of the events B_1(v) and B_2(v); see Definition 4.3.2

B_1(v) union of the events of two vertices being i-avoiding connected for the non-supercritical indices i ∈ [k] \ I_λ and for any two different vertices in v; see Definition 4.3.2

B_2(v) union of the events of two vertices being both in a largest i-avoiding component but not in the same, or being in the same non-largest i-avoiding component, for the supercritical indices i ∈ I_λ and for any two different vertices in v; see Definition 4.3.2

B^{τ∞}_d set of pairwise non-isomorphic possible realizations of an ECBP tree up to depth d with color-avoiding horizon d−1; see Definition 5.2.2

b(v) boundary vector of v, i.e., the vector containing the sizes of iavoiding boundaries ~N^{\i}_{k−1}(v) of v for every color i ∈ [k]; see Definition 3.7

C(v) set of vertices in the connected component of v

~C(v) color-avoiding connected component of v; see Definition 2.4

~C∗(r) set of friends of the root r (i.e., set of vertices that are i-avoiding connected to r possibly through infinity); see Definition 2.9

dist(v, w), dist(v, W ) distance of the vertex v from the vertex w or from the vertex set W , respectively; see (4)

D ( (v_j , β_j , m_j )_{j∈[2]} ) data of the occurrence of the event A_3(v_1, v_2) and the boundary vectors of v_1 and v_2 being β_1 and β_2, respectively, and the sets of vertices reachable from v_1 and v_2 with at most k − 2 colors having size m_1 and m_2, respectively, in an ECER graph; see Definition 4.2.11

D^∗(β, m) data of the boundary vector of the root being β and the set of vertices reachable from the root with at most k − 2 colors having size m in an ECBP tree; see Definition 4.2.5

f_ℓ(G) empirical distribution of vertices in color-avoiding connected components of size ℓ in an ECER graph G; see Definition 2.6

f_{ℓ,d,F} (G) empirical distribution of vertices whose color-avoiding connected components are of size ℓ and whose explored subgraphs of depth d are isomorphic to F in an ECER graph G; see Definition 5.2.3

F_s generating function of the total number of individuals in a branching process with offspring distribution POI(λ_{set(s)}); see Definition 6.2.1 F_{v,h}, F_{v,w,h} sigma-algebras generated by the edges and non-edges of the subgraphs ~G_h(v) or ~G_h(v, w); see Definition 4.1.2

f^∗_ℓ probability of the root having exactly ℓ friends in an ECBP tree; see Definition 2.10

f^∗_{ℓ,d,F} probability of the root having exactly ℓ friends and the ECBP tree up to depth d being isomorphic to F ; see Definition 5.2.2

f^∗_∞(ε) the probability of the root having infinitely many friends in an ECBP tree where all k colors have intensity^{1+ε}_{k−1} ; see Definition 2.19 G ∼ G_n(V, λ) G is an ECER graph on the vertex set V with parameter n and color density parameter vector λ; see Definition 2.5

G − E^′ edge-colored graph obtained from G by deleting the edges of E^′

G − W (edge-colored) graph obtained from G by deleting the vertices of W

G[W ] (edge-colored) subgraph of G induced by the vertex set W

G^I , G^{\i}, G^{uc} simple, uncolored graphs obtained from the edge-colored multigraph G by deleting all the edges of colors not in I or of color i or none of the edges, respectively, then ignoring the edge-coloring and keeping exactly one edge instead of parallel edges; see Definition 2.2

G_d(v), G_d(v, w), G_{n,d}(v), G_{n,d}(v, w) explored subgraphs of depth d with root v or with roots v and w, i.e., rooted or two-rooted subgraphs of the graph G, and those of the ECER graph G_n, respectively, spanned by the vertices at distance at most d − 1 from v or from {v, w} plus the edges along with their endpoints that connect these spanned subgraphs to the rest of the graph; see Definition 4.1.1

G_1 ⊕ G_2 disjoint union of the (edge-colored) graphs G_1 and G_2

G_1 ≃ G_2 G_1 and G_2 are isomorphic G_∞(r) ∼ G_∞(λ) G_∞(r) is an ECBP tree with root r and with color intensity parameter vector λ; see Definition 2.8

G_{∞,d}(r) rooted subtree of the ECBP tree G_∞(r) spanned by the vertices at distance at most d from r; see Definition 4.1.1 G^′_d(v), G^′_d(v, w), G^′_{n,d}(v), G^′_{n,d}(v, w) subgraphs of the graph G, and those of the ECER graph G_n, respectively, that can be obtained by deleting the vertices at distance at most d − 1 from v or from {v, w}; see Definition 4.1.1 ~G_h(v), ~G_h(v, w), ~G_{n,h}(v), ~G_{n,h}(v, w) rooted or two-rooted subgraphs of the graph G, and those of the ECER graph G_n, respectively, obtained by exploring from v or from {v, w} until seeing h + 1 colors for the first time, i.e., the subgraphs spanned by the vertices reachable from v or from {v, w} with at most h colors plus the edges along with their endpoints that connect these spanned subgraphs to the rest of the graph; see Definition 4.1.2

~G_{∞,h}(r) rooted subtree of the ECBP tree G_∞(r) spanned by the vertices reachable from r with at most h colors plus one more edge; see Definition 4.1.2 ~G′_h(v, w), ~G′_{n,h}(v, w) subgraph of the graph G, and that of the ECER graph G_n, respectively, that is left unexplored when exploring from {v, w} with at most h colors; see Definition 4.1.2

I_λ set of supercritical indices (i.e. of those i ∈ [k] for which λ^{\i} > 1); see Definition 4.1.9 N(v), N(W ) open neighborhood of the vertex v or that of the vertex set W , respectively; see (2)

~N_h(v), ~N_h(W ) sets of vertices that can be reached from the vertex v or from the vertex set W , respectively, with a path which uses exactly h colors and the color of the last edge is new, but cannot be reached with a path of at most h − 1 colors; see Definition 3.7

~N^{\i}_{k−1}(v) i-avoiding boundary of v, i.e., the set of vertices that can be reached from v with a path which uses all of the colors in [k] \ {i} and the color of the last edge does not appear elsewhere on this path, but cannot be reached with a path of at most k − 2 colors; see Definition 3.7

~N_s(v) set of vertices reachable from v with a path on which new colors appear according to the color string s^− except the last edge, which is of the color of the last coordinate of s, and the vertices are not reachable with a path of any shorter color string; see Definition 3.3

p_I probability of the root being i-avoiding connected to infinity for some i ∈ I in an ECBP tree; see Definition 6.1.1 p ( γ_1, γ_2 | | D((v_j , β_j , m_j )_{j∈[2]})) conditional probability of the occurrences of the type II events T (v_1, v_2, γ_1) and T (v_2, v_1, γ_2) given the data D ( (v_j , β_j , m_j )_{j∈[2]} ) in an ECER graph; see Definition 4.2.12

p^∗(γ) probability of the root having type I vector γ in an ECBP tree; see Definition 4.2.2 p^∗ ( γ | | D∗(β, m)) conditional probability of the root having type I vector γ given the data D^∗(β, m) in an ECBP tree; see Definition 4.2.6

^p^∗(γ) probability of the root having extended type I vector γ in an ECBP tree; see Definition 6.1.3

R(W ) set of vertices reachable from the vertex set W ; see (3) R_d(v), R_d(W ), R_{n,d}(v), R_{n,d}(W ) sets of vertices at distance exactly d from the vertex v or from the vertex set W in a graph G, and in an ECER graph G_n, respectively; see Definition 4.1.1

R_{∞,d} set of vertices at distance exactly d from the root in an ECBP tree G_∞(r); see Definition 4.1.1 R^I_{∞,d}, R^{\i}_{∞,d} sets of vertices at distance exactly d from the root in an ECBP tree G_∞(r) after deleting all the edges of colors not in I or of color i, respectively; see Definition 4.1.1

R^≤_d (v), R^≤_d (W ), R^≤_{n,d}(v), R^≤_{n,d}(W ) sets of vertices at distance at most d from the vertex v or from the vertex set W in a graph G, and in an ECER graph G_n, respectively; see Definition 4.1.1

R^≤_{∞,d} set of vertices at distance at most d from the root in an ECBP tree G_∞(r); see Definition 4.1.1

~R_s(v) set of vertices reachable from v with a path on which new colors appear according to the color string s, but are not reachable with a path of a shorter color string; see Definition 3.3

~R^≤_h (v), ~R^≤_h (W ) sets of vertices reachable from the vertex v or from the vertex set W , respectively, with a path of at most h colors; see Definition 3.3

s^− color string obtained from s by deleting its last coordinate; see Definition 3.2

S_h set of color strings of length h; see Definition 3.1

S^{\i}_{k−1} set of color strings of length k − 1 avoiding color i; see Definition 6.2.4

set(s) set of colors appearing in the color string s; see Definition 3.1

si concatenation of color string s and color i; see Definition 3.2

t(v) color-avoiding type I vector of v in an ECER graph: for each supercritical index i ∈ I_λ its i-th coordinate is 1 if v belongs to a largest i-avoiding component and 0 otherwise; see Definition 4.2.3

t^∗(v) color-avoiding type I vector of v in an ECBP tree: for each supercritical index i ∈ I_λ its i-th coordinate is 1 if v is i-avoiding connected to infinity and 0 otherwise; see Definition 4.2.1

^t^∗(v) extended color-avoiding type I vector of v in an ECBP tree: for each color i ∈ [k] its i-th coordinate is 1 if v is i-avoiding connected to infinity and 0 otherwise; see Definition 6.1.2

T (v, w, γ) color-avoiding type II event in an ECER graph: the intersection of the type II subevents or their complements according to γ; see Definition 4.2.9

T^{\i}(v, w) color-avoiding type II subevent in an ECER graph: the event of at least one vertex in the i-avoiding boundary belonging to a largest i-avoiding component of the unexplored subgraph when exploring with k − 2 colors from v and w; see Definition 4.2.9

^T (v, γ, β, m) color-avoiding type III event in an ECER graph: the intersection of the type III subevents or their complements according to γ; see Definition 4.2.14 ^T \i(v, β, m) color-avoiding type III subevent in an ECER graph: the event of the existence of a vertex v_{i,j} of v belonging to a largest i-avoiding component; see Definition 4.2.14

U_{max}(G) vertices of the union of components with maximum cardinality in G; see (1)

v^{G\i}←→ w v and w are i-avoiding connected in G; see Definition 2.3

v^{G\i∞}←→ ∞ v is i-avoiding connected to infinity in the ECBP tree G_∞ := G_∞(r); see Definition 2.9

Φ_h joint generating function of the number of vertices reachable from the root by different color strings consisting of exactly h colors in an ECBP tree; see Definition 6.2.2

λ color density/intensity parameter vector; see Definitions 2.5 and 2.8 λ(ε) vector of length k whose every coordinate is^{1+ε}_{k−1} ; see Definition 2.19

λ^{\i} sum of the coordinates of λ except the i-th one; see Definition 2.12

λ^{uc} sum of the coordinates of λ; see Definition 2.12

λ_I sum of those coordinates of λ whose indices belong to I; see Definition 2.12

ρ(v) number of vertices reachable from v with at most k − 2 colors; see Definition 3.4

τ_∞ color-avoiding horizon: the minimum of the i-avoiding horizons taken over each color i ∈ [k]; see Definition 5.2.2

τ^{\i}∞ i-avoiding horizon: the maximum distance from r of the i-avoiding friends of the root r; see Definition 5.2.2

θ^{\i} survival probability of the branching process with offspring distribution POI(λ^{\i}); see Definition 4.1.8

References

[1] Réka Albert, Hawoong Jeong, and Albert-László Barabási, Error and attack tolerance of complex networks, Nature 406 (2000), no. 6794, 378–382.

[2] David Aldous, Brownian excursions, critical random graphs and the multiplicative coalescent, The Annals of Probability (1997), 812–854.

[3] Gareth J. Baxter, Sergey N. Dorogovtsev, Alexander V. Goltsev, and José F.F. Mendes, Bootstrap percolation on complex networks, Physical Review E 82 (2010), no. 1, 011103.

[4] Duncan S. Callaway, Mark E.J. Newman, Steven H. Strogatz, and Duncan J. Watts, Network robustness and fragility: Percolation on random graphs, Physical Review Letters 85 (2000), no. 25, 5468.

[5] Sergey N. Dorogovtsev, Alexander V. Goltsev, and Jose Ferreira F. Mendes, k-core organization of complex networks, Physical Review Letters 96 (2006), no. 4, 040601.

[6] Cees M. Fortuin, Pieter W. Kasteleyn, and Jean Ginibre, Correlation inequalities on some partially ordered sets, Communications in Mathematical Physics 22 (1971), no. 2, 89 –103.

[7] Michele Giusfredi and Franco Bagnoli, From Color-Avoiding to Color-Favored Percolation in Diluted Lattices, Future Internet 12 (2020), no. 8, 139.

[8] Adam Hackett, Davide Cellai, Sergio Gómez, Alexandre Arenas, and James P. Gleeson, Bond percolation on multiplex networks, Physical Review X 6 (2016), no. 2, 021002.

[9] Theodore E. Harris, A lower bound for the critical probability in a certain percolation process, Mathematical Proceedings of the Cambridge Philosophical Society 56 (1960), no. 1, 13 –20.

[10] Andrea Kadović, Sebastian M. Krause, Guido Caldarelli, and Vinko Zlatic, Bond and site color-avoiding percolation in scale-free networks, Physical Review E 98 (2018), no. 6, 062308.

[11] Dénes Kőnig, Über eine Schlussweise aus dem Endlichen ins Unendliche, Acta Scientiarum Mathematicarum 3 (1927), 121 –130.

[12] Sebastian M. Krause, Michael M. Danziger, and Vinko Zlatić, Hidden connectivity in networks with vulnerable classes of nodes, Physical Review X 6 (2016), no. 4, 041022.

[13] Sebastian M. Krause, Michael M. Danziger, and Vinko Zlatić, Color-avoiding percolation, Physical Review E 96 (2017), no. 2, 022313.

[14] Ivan Kryven, Bond percolation in coloured and multiplex networks, Nature Communications 10 (2019), no. 1, 1–16.

[15] Ming Li, Run-Ran Liu, Linyuan Lü, Mao-Bin Hu, Shuqi Xu, and Yi-Cheng Zhang, Percolation on complex networks: Theory and application, Physics Reports (2021).

[16] Lyuben Lichev and Bruno Schapira, Color-avoiding percolation on the Erdős-Rényi random graph (2022). arXiv preprint, arXiv:/2211.16086.

[17] Eduardo López, Roni Parshani, Reuven Cohen, Shai Carmi, and Shlomo Havlin, Limited path percolation in complex networks, Physical Review Letters 99 (2007), no. 18, 188701.

[18] Russell Lyons, Robin Pemantle, and Yuval Peres, Conceptual proofs of L Log L criteria for mean behavior of branching processes, The Annals of Probability (1995), 1125–1138.

[19] Zahra Mahabadi, Liz Varga, and Tom Dolan, Network properties for robust multilayer infrastructure systems: A percolation theory review, IEEE Access 9 (2021), 135755–135773.

[20] Roland Molontay and Kitti Varga, On the complexity of color-avoiding site and bond percolation, International Conference on Current Trends in Theory and Practice of Informatics, 2019, pp. 354–367.

[21] Mathew D. Penrose, On k-connectivity for a geometric random graph, Random Structures & Algorithms 15 (1999), no. 2, 145–164.

[22] Henry Scheffé, A Useful Convergence Theorem for Probability Distributions, The Annals of Mathematical Statistics 18 (1947), no. 3, 434 –438.

[23] Yilun Shang, Weiliang Luo, and Shouhuai Xu, L-hop percolation on networks with arbitrary degree distributions and its applications, Physical Review E 84 (2011), no. 3, 031113.

[24] Shuai Shao, Xuqing Huang, H. Eugene Stanley, and Shlomo Havlin, Percolation of localized attack on complex networks, New Journal of Physics 17 (2015), no. 2, 023049.

[25] Louis M. Shekhtman, Michael M. Danziger, Ivan Bonamassa, Sergey V. Buldyrev, Guido Caldarelli, Vinko Zlatić, and Shlomo Havlin, Critical field-exponents for secure messagepassing in modular networks, New Journal of Physics 20 (2018), no. 5, 053001.

[26] Seung-Woo Son, Golnoosh Bizhani, Claire Christensen, Peter Grassberger, and Maya Paczuski, Percolation theory on interdependent networks based on epidemic spreading, EPL (Europhysics Letters) 97 (2012), no. 1, 16006.

[27] Remco van der Hofstad, Random Graphs and Complex Networks, Cambridge Series in Statistical and Probabilistic Mathematics, vol. 1, Cambridge University Press, 2017.

[28] Remco van der Hofstad, Stochastic processes on random graphs, Lecture notes for the 47th Summer School in Probability Saint-Flour (2017).

[29] Remco van der Hofstad, Random Graphs and Complex Networks, Cambridge Series in Statistical and Probabilistic Mathematics, vol. 2, Cambridge University Press, 2023.

[30] Xin Yuan, Yang Dai, H. Eugene Stanley, and Shlomo Havlin, k-core percolation on complex networks: Comparing random, localized, and targeted attacks, Physical Review E 93 (2016), no. 6, 062302.