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Abstract

We study cascades under the threshold model on sparse random graphs with community
structure. In this model, individuals adopt the new behavior based on how many neighbors
have already chosen it. Specifically, we consider the permanent adoption model wherein in-
dividuals that have adopted the new behavior (or opinion) cannot change their state. We
present a differential-equation-based tight approximation to the stochastic process of adoption
and prove the validity of the mean-field equations. In addition, we characterize both necessary
and sufficient conditions for contagion to happen no matter how small the set of initial adopters
is. Finally, we study the problem of optimum seeding given budget constraints and propose a
gradient-based heuristic seeding strategy. Our algorithm, numerically, dispels commonly held
beliefs in the literature that suggest the best seeding strategy is to seed over the vertices with
the highest number of neighbors.
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old, Threshold Model, Differential Equation Approximation

Contents

1 Introduction . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2

2 Mathematical Model . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6

3 Mean-Field Approximation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7

4 Markov Process of Adoption . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 10

5 Convergence to ODEs . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 16
5.1 Convergence to ODEs for the Truncated Processes . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 17

6 A Probabilistic Argument to Solve the ODEs . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 20

7 Analysis of the ODEs . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 22

8 Asymptotic Behavior of the Markov Process of Adoption . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 26

1

ar
X

iv
:1

60
6.

00
85

8v
3 

 [
m

at
h.

PR
] 

 4
 M

ay
 2

02
2



8.1 Case of One Community . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 27
8.2 Case of Multiple Communities . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 30

8.2.1 Constants Associated with Asymptotic ODEs . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 31
8.2.2 Set of Desirable Initial Conditions for Finite ODEs . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 33
8.2.3 The Augmented Process . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 36
8.2.4 The Twisted Process . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 38
8.2.5 A Coupling Argument . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 39

9 Contagion Threshold . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 51

10 Poisson Degree Distributions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 53

11 Numerical Investigation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 54

12 Open Problems . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 57

A When Greedy Maximization Is Bad . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 58

B One-Step Drift . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 59

C Derivation of ODEs . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 62

D Augmented Process . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 64

E Proofs of Theorems and Lemmas . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 70
E.1 Proof of Theorem 5.2 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 70
E.2 Proof of Lemma 7.1 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 70
E.3 Proof of Lemma 7.6 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 72
E.4 Proof of Lemma 7.7 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 73
E.5 Proof of Theorem 7.9 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 74
E.6 Jacobian Matrix in Section 8 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 76
E.7 Proof of Theorem 9.1 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 76
E.8 Proof of Theorem 10.1 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 77
E.9 Proof of Theorem 10.2 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 78

1 Introduction

In this paper, we investigate a type of cascade problem on graphs that has been used to study
the spread of new technology or opinions in social networks, see e.g., [10, 15, 29, 31, 33, 35]. This
spread is also referred to as a contagion in networks. The underlying model typically consists of a
few (selected) initial adopters (vertices in the network) or “seeds” and a particular adoption model
that determines the condition under which a vertex will choose to adopt given the states of its
neighbors. A commonly studied model here is the threshold model [26, 34], whereby individuals
adopt the new technology (or opinion) based on how many neighbors have already chosen it.

Prior work in this area has generally focused on analyzing what happens when the underlying
network consists of a single community modeled as a sparse random graph, either heuristically, see
e.g., [23, 34], or rigorously, see e.g., [3, 4, 22, 30]. In this work, we instead consider graphs with a
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type of community structure (also known as modular networks), whereby multiple sparse random
graphs are weakly interconnected. This could model, for instance, segments of the population (e.g.,
different age or ethnic groups), where members of a single segment are more strongly connected
(with a relatively high vertex degree) and cross-segment connections are weak, i.e., fewer members
are connected to those from a different segment. This would be a more realistic and interesting
model for many practical scenarios and serves as a natural next step beyond the studies with a
single community. We are particularly interested in whether the existence of communities affects
the number of individuals who eventually adopt the new technology. Also of interest is whether
seeding in all communities is a better strategy in terms of maximizing the number of eventual
adopters than exclusively in one community or, in particular, the optimum seeding strategy given
budget constraints. While earlier works have looked at this problem using heuristic methods, see
e.g., [11, 12, 13, 14, 23], we present a mathematically rigorous analysis of this problem.

Specifically, we consider the permanent adoption model where vertices that have adopted the
new technology/behavior/opinion—called active vertices—cannot change their state. Our analysis
in Sections 4-8 presents a differential-equation-based tight approximation to the stochastic process
of adoption under the threshold model. While the approach is similar to the analysis of contagions
in a single community in the case of d-regular random graphs [4] and random graphs [3], the
additional community structure requires significant technical development to establish the validity
of this approach in the new setting. We also present a probabilistic approach to solve (in an
intuitive manner) the associated system of ordinary differential equations (ODEs) in Section 6,
which provides an intuitive explanation to the “surprising” dimension reduction observed in [3, 4].
This dimension reduction is crucial to developing a comprehensive understanding of the contagion
process.

Analyzing the trajectory of the ODEs in Sections 7-8, we propose a fixed point equation whose
solution can be used to exactly determine the final fraction of the population that are eventual
adopters, i.e., the size of the cascade—Theorem 8.5 and Corollary 8.8. In particular, we prove the
validity of the mean-field analysis of the contagion process over infinite trees, presented in Section
3. Furthermore, when the fixed point equation has multiple solutions, we identify the correct
solution and provide an algorithmic means to calculate it. For general thresholds, we also provide
a sharp characterization of the contagion threshold—the condition on the thresholds for which a
contagion occurs with a finite set of seed vertices—in terms of the Perron-Frobenius eigenvalue of
an associated matrix—Theorem 9.1. Specializing to Poisson degree distributions with symmetric
community structure and linear thresholds of [26, 34], we prove that the existence of communities
does not matter for global properties like the contagion threshold—Corollary 10.3. This last set of
results are presented as a rigorous counterpart to the many heuristic and empirical results in the
literature [11, 13] for Poisson degree distributions and linear thresholds.

Using the fixed point characterization of the size of the cascade, we then study the impact of
the community structure on the viral seeding of vertices in Section 11. We develop a gradient-based
heuristic seeding strategy to maximize the size of the cascade given budget constraints. Empirically,
our algorithm suggests that commonly held beliefs in the literature, which point to the best strategy
being to seed over vertices with the highest number of neighbors, may be misguided. Most notably,
we can demonstrate many cases wherein our seeding algorithm achieves a global cascade reaching
almost all nodes while seeding over the vertices with the highest degree fails to spread much further
from the seeds.

Proof Technique: The basic idea behind the proof is to couple the evolution of the cascade with
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the realization of the random graph [3, 4, 22]. This is done either by exploring all neighbors of a
uniformly selected active vertex [22] or by realizing their connections one by one [3, 4]. We adopt
the latter approach but note that the resulting process evolves slower as we explore edges instead of
vertices. This results in a less correlated structure that makes the analysis possible in the presence
of community structure. We present the details of this coupling in Section 4.

Given the above coupling, the next step is to approximate the evolution of the process. Following
the ideas in [20, 36] and similar to [3, 4], one may attempt to trace the cascade using a system
of ODEs. However, in the presence of community structure, the resulted ODEs are intractable
due to the interconnected nature of the problem. In particular, all variables of the associated
ODEs depend on each other, and the dimension of ODEs increases unboundedly as the number of
vertices goes to infinity. This is in contrast with the analysis of single community [3, 4] in which
the trajectory of the evolution of each variable can be studied separately using a natural ordering.

To resolve this issue, we study the following truncated versions of the problem: (1) all vertices
with large degrees are initial adopters, and (2) vertices with large degrees that are not seeded ini-
tially will never adopt the new technology. As it will become clear in our exposition, the dimension
of the associated ODEs will remain bounded for truncated processes. Using a natural coupling,
we then show that the final fraction of adopters in the original process is sandwiched between the
same quantities given for these two truncated versions. Hence, we only need to study truncated
processes to characterize the asymptotic behavior of the cascade. See Section 5 for details.

The next hurdle we address is the solution of the ODEs associated with a truncated process
in the presence of community structure. In the case of one community, the corresponding ODEs
are surprisingly simple: their solution is characterized by the solution of a one-dimensional ODE
[3, 4, 22]. In Section 6, we present an intuitive probabilistic approach to solve the ODEs, which
also explains the dimension reduction observed in the case of one community. Specifically, we show
that the solution of the ODEs can be obtained by solving a much simpler k2-dimensional set of
ODEs, where k is the number of communities. This dimension reduction is crucial to developing a
comprehensive understanding of the contagion process.

The final and most critical part of our work is to establish the connection between the final
fraction of adopters and the equilibrium point of the ODEs rigorously. For any population of size
n < ∞, one can use the ODEs to approximate the evolution of the cascade in the corresponding
truncated process. This approximation is valid before getting too close to the boundary of the region
where Lipschitzness holds and is applicable only for a constant number of updates. Hence, using
the ODEs to characterize the final fraction of adopters and its asymptotic behavior as n increases
without bound needs extra care; this type of analysis is prone to an unjustified interchange of
limits. We would also like to point out that the analysis of [3] appears to suffer from this issue. In
particular, the author did not properly address the interchange of limits: while the analysis shows
that for any finite n, the fraction of adopters gets close to a specific fixed point of an associated
ODE, characterizing the final proportion of adopters and its asymptotic behavior need more work.

In Sections 7-8, we rigorously establish the connection between the final proportion of adopters
in a truncated process and the fixed point of the associated ODEs. The core idea is to augment
the graph by adding two active vertices with high degrees after running the process for some time;
the degrees are proportional to the Perron-Frobenius eigenvector of the Jacobian matrix of the
associated set of ODEs at its equilibrium point. We then pair some of these newly added active
half-edges with other half-edges and approximate the state of the augmented process using a new set
of ODEs. Coupling the truncated process with the augmented process, we characterize the state of
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the coupled truncated process after removing these newly added half-edges. In particular, we show
that all active half-edges of the coupled truncated process have already been explored with high
probability, given the fixed point of the ODEs associated with it is stable. This argument results
in a probabilistic bound for the stopping time of the process for any finite value of n. Analyzing
the asymptotic behavior of these bounds, we show a concentration of the stopping time of the
truncated process and hence, the connection between asymptotics of the truncated process and the
fixed point of the associated ODEs. This is the main result of the paper, and it is presented in
Theorem 8.5.

Related Works: The threshold model [15, 29, 31, 32, 35] is a well accepted model for explaining
the adoption of a new technology, opinion or behavior in a population that interacts via a social
network. The linear threshold model, where the threshold is a function of the degree, was analyzed
for the contagion threshold for specific graphs in [26], and using heuristically derived formulae for
single community random graphs in [23, 34]. The results on the single community random graphs
were rigorously proved using branching processes in [22], where the importance of pivotal players
(those whose degree is low enough that one neighbor will make them adopt the new behavior) was
identified and studied. Similar results were derived using the differential equation method in [3, 4],
and in [30] for the non-permanent adoption model.

The threshold model has been studied for networks with communities, but using heuristically
derived mean-field approximations and approximate differential equations [11, 12, 13, 14, 23]. In
these studies, it was numerically shown in [11, 13] for the linear threshold model that the community
structure leads to a different dynamic in terms of the evolution of the cascade itself. It is important
to note that the authors in these works postulate both the mean-field equation and the differential
equations in an ad hoc manner without a formal proof. This is particularly the case for the multi-
community work in [11, 13] where the authors combine the adoption processes in the different
communities without proper mathematical justification.

The problem of maximizing influence propagation in networks, by targeting certain influential
vertices that have the potential to influence many others, has been an important follow-up prob-
lem [15, 29, 31, 35] once the impact of a social network on behavior adoption was discovered. While
this problem is known to be NP hard for many influence models, several approximate methods have
been designed, see e.g., [19, 28]. A contrasting strategy to identifying and targeting influential ver-
tices is to use viral marketing [29, 31, 33]. A randomized version of viral marketing, also referred
to as seeding or advertising in the paper, was studied in [3, 22] where the resulting cascade was
precisely identified. The results in [22] also suggested that targeting higher degree vertices is a bet-
ter seeding strategy over degree-unaware random seeding. With community structure, [12, 13, 14]
showed using heuristic analysis methods that the seeding strategies could be dramatically different
from the one-community optimal strategies. Typically asymmetric seeding strategies, wherein the
seeding is principally carried out in one community over another, were shown to perform better
than more uniform (over the communities) seeding strategies.
Organization: The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. We present our model in
Section 2. In Section 3, we present a mean-field approximation of the adoption process, whose
validity is then established in Sections 4 through 8: in Section 4, we construct a Markov process
coupling the evolution of the adoption process with the process generating the random graph; in
Section 5, we present two truncated versions of this process which are then approximated using
a set of ODEs; we then provide a probabilistic approach to solve this set of ODEs in Section 6;
the analysis of the trajectory of the ODEs is presented in Sections 7; we establish the connection
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between the asymptotics of the cascade process and the ODEs in Section 8. We discuss the results
on the contagion threshold for general thresholds in Section 9. Many results are then specialized
to the case of Poisson degree distributions in Section 10. We present numerical results and discuss
the optimal seeding strategy using a heuristic policy in Section 11.

Notation: Random variables are denoted by capital letters (sometimes using a bold typeset, too);
realizations or deterministic quantities are in small letters. Vectors are denoted by using a bold
typeset and individual components without it. Adhering to game-theoretic notation, a vertex’s
community is denoted by j ∈ {1, 2} and the other community by −j = {1, 2} \ {j}. Multigraphs
are denoted by an asterisk and simple graphs without one. The words “community” and “side”
are used interchangeably. R+ denote the set of non-negative real numbers, Z+ denote the set of
non-negative integers, and Z++ = {1, 2, · · · , }. We say that the set of events {An}n∈Z++ holds with
high probability if limn→∞ P(An) = 1. The superscript/subscript (j′ ← j) on a parameter denotes
that the parameter is associated with half-edges/vertices in community j that can be paired with
half-edges/vertices in community j′. The superscript (j) is used to denote that the parameter is
associated with vertices in community j.

2 Mathematical Model

Consider a set [n] = {1, . . . , n} of agents that are organized into two communities, community
1 {1, 2, . . . , n1} and community 2 {n1 + 1, . . . , n} with n2 := n − n1 individuals. Assume that
we are given three sequences of non-negative integers: dn1 = (dn1,i)

n1
1 , dn2 = (dn2,i)

n
n1+1, and dnm =

(dnm,i)
n
1 , which satisfy the following conditions: 1)

∑n1
i=1 d

n
1,i is even; 2)

∑n
i=n1+1 d

n
2,i is even; and 3)∑n1

i=1 d
n
m,i =

∑n
i=n1+1 d

n
m,i. The sequence dnj is the degree sequence of the sub-graph for community

j for j ∈ {1, 2} and dnm is the degree sequence of the bipartite graph connecting the two communities.
Construct a two-community random multigraph (allowing for self-loops and multiple links) with

given degree sequences dn1 , dn2 and dnm generated by the configuration model [8] as the concatenation
of G∗(n1,d

n
1 ), G∗(n2,d

n
2 ) (both generated via the configuration model) and a random bipartite

multigraph G∗(n1, n2,d
n
m): generate half-edges for each vertex corresponding to the different degree

sequences and combine the half-edges into edges by a uniform random matching of the set of half-
edges of each sequence. Conditioned on the random multigraphs and the random bipartite graph
being simple graphs, we obtain uniformly distributed random graphs G(n1,d

n
1 ), G(n2,d

n
2 ), and

G(n1, n2,d
n
m) with the given degree sequences. The concatenation of these produces a simple two-

community graph G(n,dn1 ,d
n
2 ,d

n
m) with the desired distributions. In Definition 4.4 we impose

standard regularity assumptions [18] on the degree sequences so that the resulted multigraphs are
simple with positive probability. We assume that β1(n) := n1/n

n→∞−−−→ β (equivalently β2(n) :=
n2/n

n→∞−−−→ 1− β). The stochastic block model [27] is a prototypical example of a two-community
graph.

Following Lelarge [22], we analyze the threshold model of Morris [26] and Watts [34] on the two-
community random graph model described above. In this model, vertices have the choice between
two types of opinions/technologies, A and B; we often also use “inactive” to denote type A and
“active” to denote type B. All vertices initially start in type A, i.e., are inactive. Each vertex has
a threshold that is a function of its community and degrees (in the same community and across
to the other community); the value of the threshold is fixed and allowed to be any non-negative
real number. If a vertex finds that the number of its neighbors (across both communities) who
have chosen type B is greater than its threshold, then it will permanently choose to switch to type
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B. Again following [22] we initially seed vertices with type B using a Bernoulli random variable
(1 implying that a vertex gets seeded with type B) that is independently chosen with the mean
depending on the vertex’s parameters, namely, community and degrees. Note that a degree and/or
community-unaware seeding strategy would imply an appropriate uniformity in the means of the
seeding random variables. After the seeding process is completed, the remaining vertices then react
to the seed vertices and decide whether to adopt type B. This process continues until a final state
of the vertices is reached. A cascade is said to happen if the number of vertices adopting type B is
substantially greater than the seed set.

3 Mean-Field Approximation

We start by presenting a mean-field approximation of the process of adoption of type B, i.e.,
becoming active, in a typical simple graph generated through the configuration model described in
Section 2. We comment that the goal of this section is not to pin down the final proportion of the
adopters; instead, we aim to provide an approximation based on a heuristic argument.

The graphs that we consider are locally tree-like [16] so that the structure up to any finite depth
when viewed from a uniformly selected vertex of the graph is a tree with high probability. Therefore,
the local structure of a simple graph produced by the configuration model converges [1, 2, 9] to
a rooted unimodular Galton-Watson Multi-type Tree (GWMT∗). In a rooted unimodular Galton-
Watson Tree, the degree distribution of any non-root vertex is the size-biased/sampling-biased
distribution of the root: for a random variable D ∈ Z+ with distribution P(·) and finite mean
E[D], the size-biased/sampling-biased distribution P∗(·) is given by P∗(d) := dP(d)/E[D] for all
d ∈ Z+. In the case of GWMT∗, the degree distribution of each child depends on the community
of its parent. The joint degree distribution of the root vertex is Pj,m if the community of the root
is j ∈ {1, 2}. The degree distributions of each child is then given by the size-biased/sampling-
biased distribution for the community of the parent and the regular distribution for the other
community. In particular, if the parent is in community j ∈ {1, 2} and the child vertex is in
community j too, then the joint degree distribution is the size-biased distribution Pj∗,m given by
Pj∗,m(dj , d−j) := djPj,m(dj , d−j)/

∑
k,k′ kPj,m(k, k′) for all dj , d−j ∈ Z+; on the other hand, if the

parent is in community j ∈ {1, 2} and the child vertex is in community −j ∈ {1, 2} \ {j}, then the
joint degree distribution of the child is the size-biased distribution P−j,m∗ given by P−j,m∗(d−j , dj) :=
djP−j,m(d−j , dj)/

∑
k,k′ k

′P−j,m(k, k′) for all dj , d−j ∈ Z+. We denote a random variable with the
size-biased distribution by D∗+1 where D∗ takes values in Z+. For a Poisson random variable with
parameter λ > 0, i.e., D ∼ Poi(λ), we have D∗ ∼ Poi(λ), so that the size-biased/sampling-biased
distribution is a shifted Poisson distribution. This is the only distribution with this property.

An example of the limiting rooted GWMT∗ is shown in Figure 1 where the root vertex is in
community 1.

Assume that we have a rooted GWMT∗ (with root vertex ψ) denoted by Tψ. For a vertex l 6= ψ
let lp be its parent, indicated by (lp ← l), and T(lp←l) be the sub-tree rooted at l when the link
(lp, l) is excised. Then assuming that lp is inactive, state of vertex l only depends on the state of
her children in sub-tree T(lp←l). Next, we define a few random variables that will aid in describing
the mean-field approximation.

X
(j)
ψ : Bernoulli r.v; = 1 if root vertex ψ of the rooted GWMT∗ is on side j and inactive.

Y
(j←j)
l : Bernoulli r.v; = 1 if vertex l(6= ψ) and its parent lp are both on side j and vertex l is

inactive on T(lp←l).
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Figure 1: Illustration of the limiting rooted unimodular Galton-Watson Multi-type Tree. Solid
circles denote vertices in community 1, and dotted circles denote vertices in community 2.

Y
(j←−j)
l : Bernoulli r.v; = 1 if vertex l( 6= ψ) is on side −j and its parent lp is on side j and vertex
l is inactive on T(lp←l).

α
(j)
l : Bernoulli r.v; = 1 if vertex l on side j is a seed vertex.

K
(j)
l : Threshold of vertex l on side j that is determined by number of its neighbors in either

community, i.e., by the degrees of the vertex l on side j and −j.
Then we can write down the following equations:
(i) A non-root vertex l 6= ψ remains inactive on T(lp←l), if it is not seeded initially and the number
of her children who are active does not exceed her threshold, i.e.,

Y
(j←j)
l =

(
1−α(j)

l

)
1
{ ∑
i−→l

(
1− Y (j←j)

i

)
+
∑
i−→l

(
1− Y (j←−j)

i

)
≤ K(j)

l

}
, (1)

Y
(j←−j)
l =

(
1−α(−j)

l

)
1
{ ∑
i−→l

(
1− Y (−j←−j)

i

)
+
∑
i−→l

(
1− Y (−j←j)

i

)
≤ K(−j)

l

}
, (2)

where 1{O} is the indicator function of set O.
(ii) Root vertex ψ (on side j) remains inactive if it is not seeded initially and the number of her
active children falls below her threshold, i.e.,

X
(j)
ψ =

(
1−α(j)

ψ

)
1
{ ∑
i−→ψ

(
1− Y (j←j)

i

)
+
∑
i−→ψ

(
1− Y (j←−j)

i

)
≤ K(j)

ψ

}
. (3)

For the mean-field approximation it is assumed that the random variables Y
(1←1)
l , Y

(1←2)
l ,

Y
(2←1)
l , and Y

(2←2)
l for l 6= ψ are, respectively, identically distributed when considering l as the

variable and keeping (j ← j) or (j ← −j) fixed. Moreover, it is assumed that all these random
variables are mutually independent. These random variables are then related via the following
Recursive Distributional Equations (RDEs), where equality below should be interpreted in terms

8



of distribution.

Ỹ (j←j) d
=
(

1− ᾱ(j)(D∗j + 1, Dm)
)

1
{ D∗j∑
i=1

(
1− Ỹ (j←j)

i

)
+

Dm∑
i=1

(
1− Ỹ (j←−j)

i

)
≤ K(j)(D∗j + 1, Dm)

}
,

(4)

Ỹ (j←−j) d
=
(

1− ᾱ(−j)(D−j , D
∗
m + 1)

)
1
{D−j∑
i=1

(
1− Ỹ (−j←−j)

i

)

+

D∗m∑
i=1

(
1− Ỹ (−j←j)

i

)
≤ K(−j)(D−j , D

∗
m + 1)

}
,

(5)

where for every j ∈ {1, 2}, Ỹ (j←j) and Ỹ
(j←j)
i as well as Ỹ (j←−j) and Ỹ

(j←−j)
i are i.i.d. copies

(Bernoulli random variables with unknown parameters). We also have a set of random variables:
Dj is a random variable with the community j degree distribution, D∗j + 1 is a random variable
with the size-biased distribution of Dj , Dm has inter-community degree distribution, and D∗m+1 is
a random variable with the size-biased distribution of Dm; the joint distribution of (D∗j + 1, Dm) is
given by Pj∗,m, and the joint distribution of (Dj , D

∗
m + 1) is given by Pj,m∗ (for all dj , dm ∈ Z+, we

have Pj∗,m(dj , dm) = djPj,m(dj , dm)/E[Dj ] and Pj,m∗(dj , dm) = dmPj,m(dj , dm)/E[Dm]). We have
also assumed, without loss of generality, that the seeding Bernoulli random variables have means
that depend on the community and the degrees of the vertex, namely, αj(dj , d−j) for j ∈ {1, 2}
and dj , d−j ∈ Z+. We also assume that threshold random variables are deterministic functions of
the community and degrees of the vertex, namely, Kj(dj , d−j) for j ∈ {1, 2} and dj , d−j ∈ Z+.
These are then used to construct the random variables ᾱ(j)(D∗j + 1, Dm), ᾱ(−j)(D−j , D

∗
m + 1),

K(j)(D∗j + 1, Dm) and K(−j)(D−j , D
∗
m + 1).

Since we have RDEs with Bernoulli random variables, we can equivalently obtain the solutions
by taking expectations and solving for the means of the underlying random variables. We set

E[X
(j)
ψ ] = φj , E[Ỹ (j←j)] = µ(j←j) and E[Ỹ (j←−j)] = µ(j←−j). Taking expectation in (4)-(5) and

then (3) yields

µ(j←j) =
∑

uj+u−j≤Kj(dj ,d−j)

Pj∗,m(dj , d−j)(1− αj(dj , d−j))

×Bi(uj ; dj − 1, 1− µ(j←j))Bi(u−j ; d−j , 1− µ(j←−j)),

(6)

µ(j←−j) =
∑

uj+u−j≤K−j(d−j ,dj)

P−j,m∗(d−j , dj)(1− α−j(d−j , dj))

×Bi(uj ; dj − 1, 1− µ(−j←j))Bi(u−j ; d−j , 1− µ(−j←−j)),

(7)

φj =
∑

uj+u−j≤Kj(dj ,d−j)

Pj,m(dj , d−j)(1− αj(dj , d−j))

×Bi(uj ; dj , 1− µ(j←j))Bi(u−j ; d−j , 1− µ(j←−j)),

(8)

where Bi(k;n, p) :=
(
n
k

)
pk(1− p)n−k is the probability mass function of the binomial distribution.
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To find the probability of a vertex in community j ∈ {1, 2} remaining inactive, i.e. φj = 1, one
needs to first solve the fixed point equations (6)-(7), and then substitute the result into (8). For
ease of understanding we write equations (6)-(8) as follows:

µ = F (µ), and φ = Φ(µ), (9)

for functions F (·) and Φ(·) defined component-wise via the right-hand sides of (6)-(7), and (8),
respectively.

A basic question at this point is whether one can rigorously justify (9), particularly given the
various independence and uniformity assumptions for the derivation. A few other questions also
arise: i) Does a solution to (9) exist? ii) Are there multiple solutions to (9)? Numerically, we
observed that there are many cases where (9) has multiple solutions; and iii) Which solution should
one pick if there are multiple solutions? Note that for every µ ∈ [0, 1]4 and j ∈ {1, 2}, we have

φj =
∑
dj ,d−j

Pj,m(dj , d−j)(1− αj(dj , d−j))×∑
uj+u−j≤Kj(dj ,d−j)

Bi(uj ; dj − 1, 1− µ(j←j))Bi(u−j ; d−j , 1− µ(j←−j))

≤
∑
dj ,d−j

Pj,m(dj , d−j)(1− αj(dj , d−j)) = P(α
(j)
ψ = 0),

(10)

so that the seeding distribution gets automatically accounted in any solution of (9), and the final
population of active vertices includes at least the seed vertices.

Before proceeding, we should again point out that equations of a similar form were heuristically
postulated in the literature [11, 12, 13, 14, 23]. An important contribution of our work is thus to
rigorously prove the validity of (9), and to identify the correct solution to choose. As discussed in
[22], the existence of multiple solutions and a lack of “monotonicity” makes it extremely challenging
to use the techniques developed in [1, 2] to prove the needed results.

4 Markov Process of Adoption

As the first step to proving the validity of the mean-field equations, we construct a Markov process
that couples the evolution of the adoption process with the process of generating the random graph
using the configuration model.

The typical way to create a random graph with a given degree sequence (dni )n1 using the con-
figuration model is as follows: first label vertices of the graph 1, 2, . . . , n such that vertex i has
dni half-edges sticking out of it; next iterate through all the unpaired half-edges so that at each
step, two half-edges are paired randomly; and declare the final graph as the desired random graph.
In our setting, when there are two communities, the basic idea of generating the random graph
using the configuration model is exactly the same. However, to analyze the adoption process, we
work a little differently. We start by realizing the early adopter vertices using the seeding random
variables. We set the early adopters to be active and make all their half-edges active. Any other
vertex and its half-edges will initially be counted as inactive. We then run the adoption process and
draw the random graph simultaneously by iterating through the active half-edges (if any). At each
iteration, we pick an active half-edge, i.e., a half-edge connected to an active vertex, and connect
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it to some other half-edge that belongs to the appropriate community. Then we remove both half-
edges from the graph. Moreover, if the second half-edge belongs to an inactive vertex, we reduce
its threshold by one. If the threshold of the inactive vertex becomes minus one after this change,
we activate this vertex and also all the half-edges that are still connected to this vertex. Note that
this process stops when all active half-edges have been omitted. In particular, the remainder of the
graph (containing only inactive half-edges) is not realized (or can be realized but will not influence
the contagion process). This process is described in Algorithm 1.

Algorithm 1: process of jointly generating the random graph and running the adoption
process.

Data: degree sequences and early adopters
Result: sub-graph of the final random graph that contains all active vertices

1 initialization;
2 while there is an active half-edge do
3 randomly choose an active half-edge;
4 randomly choose another half-edge belongs to proper community ;
5 omit two selected half-edges from the set of half-edges;
6 update the state of the inactive vertex (if any);

7 end

We keep track of active half-edges, inactive vertices, and number of times that the process
described in Algorithm 1 picks half-edges from each community. The random variables associated
with these quantities are given as follows:
Aj(k): Number of active half-edges belonging entirely to community j at time k.

A
(j)
m (k): Number of active half-edges between the two communities belonging to vertices in com-

munity j at time k.
Tj(k): Number of times the algorithm visits community j up to time k where a visit means remov-
ing two half-edges within the same community.

I
(j)
dj ,d−j ,uj ,u−j

(k): Number of inactive vertices in community j with dj initially assigned half-edges
corresponding to community j where uj of them have been removed by time k, and similarly, d−j
initially assigned half-edges corresponding to community −j where u−j of them have been removed
by time k. Note that uj + u−j ≤ Kj(dj , d−j), 0 ≤ uj ≤ dj , and 0 ≤ u−j ≤ d−j .
It is easily verified that {Xn(k)}k∈Z+ is a discrete-time Markov chain, where

Xn(k) := (Aj(k), A(j)
m (k), Tj(k), I

(j)
dj ,d−j ,uj ,u−j

(k), . . . ),

and j ∈ {1, 2}. For ease of exposition we denote the number of edges entirely in community j by
mj(n) and the number of edges between the two communities by mm(n); these can be determined
once the degrees have been realized.

Remark 4.1. We use the following notational convention throughout the paper: whenever I
(j)
dj ,d−j ,uj ,u−j

appears as a member of some sequence, it represents all I
(j)
dj ,d−j ,uj ,u−j

for j ∈ {1, 2}, (dj , uj) ∈ Z2
+,

(d−j , u−j) ∈ Z2
+, uj ≤ dj , u−j ≤ d−j , and uj + u−j ≤ Kj(dj , d−j). We use the same convention for

Aj(k), A
(j)
m (k), and Tj(k).
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The mean-field analysis [3, 25, 36, 37] proceeds by scaling both space and time by n and
considering the one-step drift of the scaled process. We will now present the one-step drift analysis
of our Markov chain (for the unscaled variables). At each iteration, one of the following events will
happen:

1. Two active half-edges will be omitted. This event results in the half-edges being “wasted”,
in a manner of speaking. Here two sub-cases are possible:

1.i. Both half-edges belongs to community j. This event happens with probability

Aj(k) (Aj(k)− 1)(
A1(k) +A2(k) +A

(1)
m (k) +A

(2)
m (k)

)
(2mj(n)− 2Tj(k)− 1)

.

In this case, we should update the corresponding variables as follows:

Aj(k + 1) = Aj(k)− 2, Tj(k + 1) = Tj(k) + 1.

1.ii. Half-edges belongs to different sides. This event happens with probability

2A
(1)
m (k)A

(2)
m (k)(

A1(k) +A2(k) +A
(1)
m (k) +A

(2)
m (k)

)
(mm(n)− (k − T1(k)− T2(k)))

.

In this case, we should update the variables as follows:

A(2)
m (k + 1) = A(2)

m (k)− 1, A(1)
m (k + 1) = A(1)

m (k)− 1.

2. One active half-edge and one inactive half-edge will be omitted, while the inactive half-edge
belongs to an inactive vertex in community j. Four sub-cases arise here:

2.i. The inactive vertex belongs to I
(j)
dj ,d−j ,uj ,u−j

(k) and the active half-edges belongs to com-

munity j, while Kj(dj , d−j) ≥ uj + u−j + 1. This event results in the threshold of the
inactive vertex in community j being lowered by 1 owing to a vertex within its own
community. This occurs with probability

Aj(k)

A1(k) +A2(k) +A
(1)
m (k) +A

(2)
m (k)

×
(dj − uj) I(j)

dj ,d−j ,uj ,u−j
(k)

2mj(n)− 2Tj(k)− 1
.

In this case, we should update variables as follows:

Aj(k + 1) = Aj(k)− 1, I
(j)
dj ,d−j ,uj ,u−j

(k + 1) = I
(j)
dj ,d−j ,uj ,u−j

(k)− 1,

Tj(k + 1) = Tj(k) + 1, I
(j)
dj ,d−j ,uj+1,u−j

(k + 1) = I
(j)
dj ,d−j ,uj+1,u−j

(k) + 1.

2.ii. The inactive vertex belongs to I
(j)
dj ,d−j ,uj ,u−j

(k) and the active half-edge belongs to com-

munity j, while Kj(dj , d−j) = uj +u−j . During this event, the inactive vertex and all its
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remaining half-edges become active. This is an important growth event for our process.
This occurs with probability

Aj(k)

A1(k) +A2(k) +A
(1)
m (k) +A

(2)
m (k)

×
(dj − uj) I(j)

dj ,d−j ,uj ,u−j
(k)

2mj(n)− 2Tj(k)− 1
.

Here we update the variables as follows:

Aj(k + 1) = Aj(k)− 1 + dj − uj − 1, Tj(k + 1) = Tj(k) + 1,

A(j)
m (k + 1) = A(j)

m (k) + d−j − u−j , I(j)
dj ,d−j ,uj ,u−j

(k + 1) = I
(j)
dj ,d−j ,uj ,u−j

(k)− 1.

2.iii. The inactive vertex belongs to I
(j)
dj ,d−j ,uj ,u−j

(k) and the active half-edge comes from the

other community, while Kj(dj , d−j) ≥ uj + u−j + 1. During this event, the threshold of
an inactive vertex is reduced by a vertex from the other community. This occurs with
probability

A
(−j)
m (k)

A1(k) +A2(k) +A
(1)
m (k) +A

(2)
m (k)

×
(d−j − u−j) I(j)

dj ,d−j ,uj ,u−j
(k)

mm(n)− (k − T1(k)− T2(k))
.

Here we update the variables as follows:

A(−j)
m (k + 1) = A(−j)

m (k)− 1, I
(j)
dj ,d−j ,uj ,u−j

(k + 1) = I
(j)
dj ,d−j ,uj ,u−j

(k)− 1,

I
(j)
dj ,d−j ,uj ,u−j+1(k + 1) = I

(j)
dj ,d−j ,uj ,u−j+1(k) + 1.

2.iv. The inactive vertex belongs to I
(j)
dj ,d−j ,uj ,u−j

(k) and the active half-edge comes from the

other community, while Kj(dj , d−j) = uj +u−j . This is another important growth event
for our process wherein an inactive vertex becomes active owing to a vertex from the
other community. This occurs with probability

A
(−j)
m (k)

A1(k) +A2(k) +A
(1)
m (k) +A

(2)
m (k)

×
(d−j − u−j) I(j)

dj ,d−j ,uj ,u−j
(k)

mm(n)− (k − T1(k)− T2(k))
.

Here we update the variables as follows:

A(−j)
m (k + 1) = A(−j)

m (k)− 1, Aj(k + 1) = Aj(k) + dj − uj ,

A(j)
m (k + 1) = A(j)

m (k) + d−j − u−j − 1, I
(j)
dj ,d−j ,uj ,u−j

(k + 1) = I
(j)
dj ,d−j ,uj ,u−j

(k)− 1.

Finally, note that these random variables satisfy balance equations given by the realization of
degrees. For j ∈ {1, 2} we have

Aj(k) +
∑

uj+u−j≤Kj(dj ,d−j)

(dj − uj)I(j)
dj ,d−j ,uj ,u−j

(k) = 2mj(n)− 2Tj(k),

A(j)
m (k) +

∑
uj+u−j≤Kj(dj ,d−j)

(d−j − u−j)I(j)
dj ,d−j ,uj ,u−j

(k) = mm(n)− (k − Tj(k)− T−j(k)),
(11)

where the summations above are understood to be over both the degrees (dj , d−j) ∈ Z2
+ and the

used half-edges (uj , u−j) ∈ Z2
+ meeting the constraint listed underneath.
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Remark 4.2. The the coordinates of the discrete-time Markov chain {Xn(k)}k∈Z+ are dependent

because of the balance equations. Hence, we only need to keep track of Tj and I
(j)
dj ,d−j ,uj ,u−j

for

j ∈ {1, 2} and different values of dj , d−j , uj , and u−j .

The one-step drifts of the unscaled random variables are obtained by summing over all possible
events, given the current state of the Markov chain. The details can be found in Appendix B.

We conclude this section by stating the regularity conditions on the degree sequences and some
consequences of these conditions. Recall that dn1 = (dn1,i)

n1
1 and dn2 = (dn2,i)

n
n1+1 are the correspond-

ing degree sequence of the sub-graphs for community 1 and 2, respectively, and dnm = (dnm,i)
n
1 is

the degree sequence of the bipartite graph connecting the two communities; these sequences satisfy
the following basic conditions: 1)

∑n1
i=1 d

n
1,i is even; 2)

∑n
i=n1+1 d

n
2,i is even; and 3)

∑n1
i=1 d

n
m,i =∑n

i=n1+1 d
n
m,i. The size of the community 1 is n1 and the size of the community 2 is n2 = n− n1.

We assume that β1(n) := n1/n
n→∞−−−→ β, and β2(n) = n2/n

n→∞−−−→ 1 − β. We also assume that
mj(n) for j ∈ {1, 2} and mm(n) grows unboundedly as n → ∞, where mj(n) denotes the number
of edges in community j and mm(n) denotes the number of edges between the two communities.

Definition 4.3. We say the degree sequences dn1 , dn2 , and dnm satisfy the degree regularity con-
ditions if the following conditions hold:

1. The empirical degree distribution of vertices in community j ∈ {1, 2} converges to some joint
probability distribution:

|{i : dnj,i = r, dnm,i = s and i ∈ community j}|/nj → Pj,m(r, s) for every r, s ≥ 0.

2. The average degree of vertices, and the ratio of vertices in each community converges:

λj,j(n) := 2mj(n)/nj → λj,j , λj,m(n) := mm(n)/nj → λj,m,

βj(n) := nj/n→ βj ,

where β1 = β, β2 = 1 − β, and following the first condition, λj,j and λj,m for j ∈ {1, 2} are given
as follows:

λj,j =
∑
r≥0

r Pj,m(r,Z+) ∈ (0,∞), λj,m =
∑
s≥0

sPj,m(Z+, s) ∈ (0,∞),

where Pj,m(Z+, s) :=
∑

r Pj,m(r, s), and Pj,m(r,Z+) :=
∑

s Pj,m(r, s) for j ∈ {1, 2}.

3. The second moment of the empirical degree distribution grows smaller than n:∑
i(d

n
j,i)

2

nj
= o(nj) for j ∈ {1, 2},∑n1

i=1(dnm,i)
2

n1
= o(n1), and

∑n
i=n1+1(dnm,i)

2

n2
= o(n2)

Definition 4.4. We say the degree sequences dn1 , dn2 , and dnm satisfy the graph regularity con-
ditions if they satisfy the degree regularity conditions and the following conditions also hold:
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1. The random multigraphs G∗(n1,d
n
1 ) and G∗(n2,d

n
2 ) are asymptotically simple random graphs

with positive probability. Mathematically, the condition is∑
i

(dnj,i)
2 = O(mj(n)) for j ∈ {1, 2},

which implies lim infn→∞ P(G∗(nj ,d
n
j ) is simple) > 0 for j ∈ {1, 2} [18, Theorem 1.1].

2. The random bipartite multigraph G∗(n1, n2,d
n
m) is asymptotically a simple random bipartite

graph with positive probability. Mathematically, the conditions are

(i)

n1∑
i=1

n∑
i′=n1+1

dnm,i(d
n
m,i − 1)dnm,i′(d

n
m,i′ − 1) = O((mm(n))2),

(ii) for any M ≥ 1,
n1∑

i=min(dmax
2 ,M)

dnm,(i) = Ω(mm(n)) and

n∑
i=n1+min(dmax

1 ,M)

dnm,(i) = Ω(mm(n)),

where (dnm,(i))
n1
i=1 is the descending-sorted version of (dnm,i)

n1
i=1 , (dnm,(i))

n
i=n1+1 is the descending-

sorted version of (dnm,i)
n
i=n1+1, dmax

1 = dnm,(1), and dmax
2 = dnm,(n1+1). This implies that [18, Theorem

6.1]
lim inf
n→∞

P(G∗(n1, n2,d
n
m) is simple) > 0.

Recall that x = Ω(N(n)) means lim infn→∞ x/N(n) > 0.

Janson in [17] proved that the probability of the event “the random multigraph generated by
the configuration model is simple” is strictly positive if and only if the first assumption in the graph
regularity condition holds. Various sufficient conditions for this property were given by the authors
of [5, 7, 8, 24]. The final result in [17] provides a necessary and sufficient condition. Blanchet
and Stauffer in [6] proved a similar result for bipartite random graphs: “the random bipartite
multigraph generated by the configuration model is simple” with strictly positive probability if and
only if the second graph regularity condition holds. Both results are presented in [18].

Remark 4.5. In Definition 4.4, the part (i) of the second condition is similar to the first condition .
Also, note that part (ii) of the second condition follows from the first condition if dmax

1 = o(mm(n))
and dmax

2 = o(mm(n)) [18, Remark 6.1].

Remark 4.6. Almost all the results presented in this paper only need the degree regularity con-
ditions. The additional assumptions in the graph regularity conditions extend these results to
uniformly sampled simple graphs. Note that the second and third assumptions in Definition 4.3 are
required to study the asymptotic behavior of the Markov process of adoption and are not invoked
until Section 8.

Remark 4.7. Suppose the degree regularity conditions hold. Since
∑n1

i=1 d
n
m,i =

∑n
i=n1+1 d

n
m,i,

we have λ1,m(n)β1(n) = λ2,m(n)β2(n). We denote this quantity by λm(n) := λm,1(n)β1(n) =
λm,2(n)β2(n). Similarly, we define λ1(n) := λ1,1(n)β1(n) and λ2(n) := λ2,2(n)β2(n). Note that
λ1(n) = 2m1(n)/n, λm(n) = mm(n)/n, and λ2 = 2m2(n)/n. Following the same notation, we set
λj := limn→∞ λj(n) = λj,jβj , and λm := limn→∞ λm(n) = λ1,mβ1 = λ2,mβ2.
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5 Convergence to ODEs

In this section, we use techniques developed for the mean-field analysis [3, 25, 36, 37] of the resulting
population density-dependent Markov processes to approximate the process by a system of ODEs.
Approximating the vanilla form of the Markov process of adoption from Section 4 can be problematic
as the dimension of the resulted ODEs may grow unboundedly as n → ∞. Hence, we introduce
two truncated versions of the Markov process of adoption, which sandwich the vanilla version.
Focusing on the truncated Markov processes, we then approximate a scaled-version of this process
by continuous functions obtained from the solution of a set of ODEs. We start by highlighting why
the analysis is non-trivial and why truncation is necessary:

Point 1. The first point concerns some of the terms that appear in the one-step drift. Notice that
we have many terms like

Aj(k)

A1(k) +A2(k) +A
(1)
m (k) +A

(2)
m (k)

.

In terms of the scaled variables, these terms are not Lipschitz unless there is a lower bound on
the value of the (scaled) denominator. Owing to this, in our ODEs approximation, we will have
to stop the Markov process of adoption just before the sum of these scaled variables hits zero
(corresponding to the denominator above), i.e., before all the active half-edges have been omitted;
it is important that this be the sum and not the individual components. For the same reason, we
have to stop the process before we run out of half-edges in any of the two communities or between
the communities.

Point 2. The second point is regarding the one-step drift of variables like Aj(k), i.e., the number
of active half-edges based on the community structure. The one-step drift can be unbounded as
the increase can equal the number of vertices (in the appropriate community) minus one. However,
owing to the balance equations, as we pointed out in Remark 4.2, there is no need to keep track of
the random variables associated with the number of active half-edges.

There is, however, another technical issue with the one-step drift of other quantities as they

depend on all terms I
(j)
dj ,d−j ,uj ,u−j

(k) through a sum associated with A1(k)+A2(k)+A
(1)
m (k)+A

(2)
m (k).

For any finite n, we only need to account for a finite number of terms, but in the limit, we have
a countable number of terms leading to a similar property for the functions associated with these
variables. Since the coefficients of these variables are increasing without bound, the associated
functions are not Lipschitz continuous. This precludes the direct application of the results of [36, 37].
On the other hand, given degree regularity conditions, this should be a superficial problem as the
total number of half-edges associated with vertices with high degrees is small.

To address the specific scenario outlined above, we bound the original Markov process of adop-
tion, from above and below, using two truncated versions of the process. We denote these Markov
chains with Xn

U,δ and Xn
L,δ respectively, where δ > 0 is the tuning parameter. Fix δ > 0 and set

dδ > 0 large enough so that the following inequalities hold for all n:

n1∑
i=1

(dn1,i + dnm,i)1{dn1,i + dnm,i > dδ} ≤ δn1,

n∑
i=n1+1

(dn2,i + dnm,i)1{dn2,i + dnm,i > dδ} ≤ δn2.
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Xn
U,δ is defined by activating all vertices with total degree larger than dδ, i.e., by setting αj(dj , d−j) =

1 for all dj + d−j > dδ and j ∈ {1, 2}. Xn
L,δ is defined by assuming Kj(dj , d−j) = dj + d−j for all

j ∈ {1, 2} and all dj + d−j > dδ so that these nodes can never be activated during the contagion.
Note that by degree regularity conditions (Definition 4.3) such a dδ > 0 exists.

Since none of the inactive vertices with degree higher than dδ can be activated, instead of

tracking the random variables I
(j)
dj ,d−j ,uj ,u−j

for these vertices, we track the total number of half-
edges associated with these random variables.

Intuitively speaking, the number of inactive vertices of any degree at the natural stopping time
of Xn is bounded between the same quantities for Xn

U,δ and Xn
L,δ. In particular, there is a natural

coupling between Xn
U,δ, X

n and Xn
L,δ such that for all j ∈ {1, 2}:

I
(j)
dj ,d−j ,uj ,u−j

(T nU,δ) ≤ I
(j)
dj ,d−j ,uj ,u−j

(T n) ≤ I(j)
dj ,d−j ,uj ,u−j

(T nL,δ) ∀dj + d−j ≤ dδ, (12)

where T nU,δ, T n, and T nL,δ are the natural stopping times of Xn
U,δ, X

n, and Xn
L,δ respectively (we

are abusing notation here, i.e., I
(j)
dj ,d−j ,uj ,u−j

(T nU,δ) is the number of inactive vertices with certain

parameters at the natural stopping time of Xn
U,δ etc.). Next, we present this natural coupling.

Let us consider a realization of the Markov process of adoption Xn
U,δ up to its natural stopping

time. We couple this realization with a realization of Xn as follows: at each time of the random
process Xn, we pick an active half-edge uniformly at random and pair it with the same half-edge as
in Xn

U,δ (remove both half-edges) so that the same vertices appear as neighbors in Xn. Similarly, we
realize Xn

L,δ. Note that the order in which we pick an active half-edge to be paired with a random
half-edge does not affect the state of the Markov processes of adoption at its natural stopping time.

It is important to note that this bound only works for the stopping time of the processes and not
the whole trajectory. In the following subsection, we use the techniques developed by Wormald [36,
37] to approximate the trajectories of Xn

L,δ and Xn
U,δ. In Section 8, we first approximate the state of

these random processes at their natural stopping time. Then we show that the difference between
these two approximations can be made arbitrarily small by tuning the parameter δ > 0.

5.1 Convergence to ODEs for the Truncated Processes

In this subsection, we focus on the case where inactive vertices with degree higher than some
constant dmax cannot be activated. Let us define a new set of random variables to keep track of
half-edges associated with these inactive vertices:
Wj(k): Number of remaining half-edges belonging to inactive vertices with degree higher than dmax

in community j at time k.

W
(j)
m (k): Number of remaining half-edges between the two communities belonging to inactive ver-

tices with degree higher than dmax in community j at time k.

At each step of the Markov process of adoption, the value of Wj(k) or W
(j)
m (k) can reduce at most

by one.
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Remark 5.1. The one-step drifts of these random variables are given as follows:

E[Wj(k + 1)−Wj(k)|Xn(k)] =

Aj(k)

A1(k) +A2(k) +A
(1)
m (k) +A

(2)
m (k)

× −Wj(k)

2mj(n)− 2Tj(n)− 1
,

E[W (j)
m (k + 1)−W (j)

m (k)|Xn(k)] =

A
(−j)
m (k)

A1(k) +A2(k) +A
(1)
m (k) +A

(2)
m (k)

× −W (j)
m (k)

mm(n)− (k − T1(k)− T2(k))
.

Note that these random variables do not change the dynamic of the Markov process of adoption;
hence, the one-step drifts of all other random variables remain the same. Also, note that the sum
in the balance equations (11) now has a finite number of summands (less than (dmax + 1)4 many

summands) as the other terms are replaced with either Wj(k) or W
(j)
m (k):

Aj(k) +
∑

uj+u−j≤Kj(dj ,d−j)
dj+d−j≤dmax

(dj − uj)I(j)
dj ,d−j ,uj ,u−j

(k) +Wj(k) = 2mj(n)− 2Tj(k),

A(j)
m (k) +

∑
uj+u−j≤Kj(dj ,d−j)

dj+d−j≤dmax

(d−j − u−j)I(j)
dj ,d−j ,uj ,u−j

(k) +W (j)
m (k) = mm(n)− Tm(k),

(13)

where Tm(k) := k − Tj(k)− T−j(k).

Recall that mj(n) denotes the total number of edges on side j ∈ {1, 2}, and mm(n) denotes
the total number of edges between the two communities. Recall also that λ1(n) = 2m1(n)/n,
λm = mm(n)/n, and λ2(n) = 2m2(n)/n. Then the ODEs follow by defining the real functions

τj(t), i
(j)
dj ,d−j ,uj ,u−j

(t), wj(t), and w
(j)
m (t) to model the behavior of their discrete counterpart, i.e.,

intuitively speaking:

τj(t) = lim
n→∞

1

n
Tj(tn), i

(j)
dj ,d−j ,uj ,u−j

(t) = lim
n→∞

1

n
I

(j)
dj ,d−j ,uj ,u−j

(tn),

wj(t) = lim
n→∞

1

n
Wj(tn), w(j)

m (t) = lim
n→∞

1

n
W (j)
m (tn),

(14)

where all the limits are in probability and sample-path-wise. We can then use the one-step drifts
from Appendix B and Remark 5.1 to derive the ODEs. The details are in Appendix C.

As we mentioned in Point 1, we have to stop the process just before we run out of half-edges
within each community or between the two communities, and before we run out of active half-edges.
Invoking [37, Theorem 5.1], we can approximate the trajectory of the truncated process using the
solution of the system of ODEs (47)-(53), as long as the functions associated with the ODEs are
Lipschitz continuous.

Theorem 5.2. Fix ε > 0 small enough, and consider the Markov process of adoption. Assume there
is a constant dmax > 0, independent of n, such that Kj(dj , d−j) = dj + d−j for all dj + d−j > dmax

and j ∈ {1, 2}. Consider a realization of the initial condition (53) given in Appendix B, for
which the total number of active half-edges at the beginning of the process is greater than 2εn. Let
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θ = O(n−γ) for some γ < 1/3. Then, with probability 1−O
(
θ−1 exp

(
−nθ3

))
, we have∣∣∣I(j)

dj ,d−j ,uj ,u−j
(t)− ni(j)dj ,d−j ,uj ,u−j (t/n)

∣∣∣ = O(nθ),

|Tj(t)− nτj(t/n)| = O(nθ),

|Wj(t)− nwj(t/n)| = O(nθ),∣∣∣W (j)
m (t)− nw(j)

m (t/n)
∣∣∣ = O(nθ),

uniformly for 0 ≤ t ≤ σεn, where wj, w
(j)
m , i

(j)
dj ,d−j ,uj ,u−j

and τj are the solution of the ODEs given

in Appendix C with the realized initial condition, and σε = σε(n) is the supremum of those x to
which the solution of the ODEs (47)-(53) can be extended before reaching within l∞-distance Cθ of
the boundary of D̂ε,n, for a sufficiently large constant C. The open connected set D̂ε,n is defined as
follows:

D̂ε,n :=

{
(t, τ1, τ2, w1, w2, w

(1)
m , w(2)

m , i
(1)
d1,d2,u1,u2

, i
(2)
d2,d1,u2,u1

) ∈ RK :

− ε < t− τ1 − τ2 < λm(n)− ε,

for j ∈ {1, 2} :
− ε

2
< τj <

λj(n)− ε
2

,

− ε < wj < 4λj(n), − ε < w(j)
m < 2λm(n),

for j ∈ {1, 2}, uj ≤ dj, u−j ≤ d−j, dj + d−j ≤ dmax : −ε < i
(j)
dj ,d−j ,uj ,u−j

< 2,

− ε < a1, a2, a
(1)
m , a(2)

m , and

ε < a1 + a2 + a(1)
m + a(2)

m < 4(λ1(n) + λ2(n) + λm(n))

}
where K ≤ 6 + (dmax + 1)4 is a constant, and

aj := −
∑

uj+u−j≤Kj(dj ,d−j)
dj+d−j≤dmax

(dj − uj)i(j)dj ,d−j ,uj ,u−j + λj(n)− 2τj − wj ,

a(j)
m := −

∑
uj+u−j≤Kj(dj ,d−j)

dj+d−j≤dmax

(d−j − u−j)i(j)dj ,d−j ,uj ,u−j + λm(n)− τm − w(j)
m ,

and τm := t− τ1 − τ2.

Proof. See Appendix E.1.

Using the balance equations (13), we get the following corollary.

Corollary 5.3. In the setting of Theorem 5.2, with probability 1 − O
(
θ−1 exp

(
−nθ3

))
, we also

have

|Aj(t)− naj(t/n)| = O(nθ),∣∣∣A(j)
m (t)− na(j)

m (t/n)
∣∣∣ = O(nθ),

uniformly for 0 ≤ t ≤ σεn, where aj and a
(j)
m are given by equations (51) and (52) respectively, in

Appendix C.
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We comment that the initial condition (53) given in Appendix B is random and that the only
source of randomness is the state of the vertices at time 0 (active or inactive). The above statements
hold for any realization of the initial condition in which the total number of active half-edges is
greater than 2εn (so that the state of the Markov processes of adoption at time 0 is an interior
point of D̂ε,n).

6 A Probabilistic Argument to Solve the ODEs

In this section, we present a probabilistic heuristic to derive the form of the solution of the ODEs
given in Appendix C. Our sketch also provides an intuitive answer to the “surprising simplification”
that has been observed in the solution of the ODEs in [3, 4]. The formal proof is in the following
section.

Each iteration of the Markov process of adoption given by Algorithm 1 has two important
phases: first, we pick an active half-edge, and then, we pair it with a random half-edge in the
proper community. Consider a fixed half-edge e in community j that belongs to an inactive vertex
v at the beginning of the Markov process of adoption. We want to estimate the probability that e
has not been paired with any other half-edge up to time k.

Condition on the event that v is still inactive at time k. Then e has not been paired with any
other half-edge if it has not been picked in the second phase of any iteration of Algorithm 1 up to
time k. Any additional dependencies introduced by the conditioning should fade away as n→∞,
and we will proceed by ignoring them. Since half-edges are chosen uniformly at random in the
second phase of each iteration, we have

P({e has not been paired with any other half-edge}|{v is inactive}) ≈(
1− 1

2mj(n)− 1

)
×
(

1− 1

2mj(n)− 2− 1

)
× · · · ×

(
1− 1

2mj(n)− 2Tj(k)− 1

)
.

Using the simple approximation 1− x ≈ e−x for small values of x, we get

P({e has not been paired with any other half-edge}|{v is inactive})

≈ exp

− Tj(k)∑
i=1

1

2mj(n)− 2i− 1

 ≈ exp

(
−1

2

∫ mj(n)

mj(n)−Tj(k)

1

z
dz

)
=

(
1− Tj(k)

mj(n)

) 1
2

.

Next, we use the same argument for the half-edges that are supposed to connect to the vertices
in the other community. However, there is an important distinction here as two phases happen in
different communities: if in the first phase we pick an active half-edge from community j, in the
second phase we pick a random half-edge from community −j. This makes the direct use of the
above argument almost impossible. To fix it, we track two half-edges dangling from two vertices in
communities 1 and 2. Consider two fixed half-edges e1 and e2 between the communities such that
that ej belongs to an inactive vertex vj in community j for j ∈ {1 ← 2}. Now, we can use the
same argument as before:

P({e1 and e2 have not been paired with any other half-edges}|{v1 and v2 are inactive})

≈
(

1− 1

mm(n)

)
×
(

1− 1

mm(n)− 1− 1

)
× · · · ×

(
1− 1

mm(n)− Tm(k)− 1

)
≈
(

1− Tm(k)

mm(n)

)
.
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where Tm(k) denotes the number of times the algorithm removes one half-edge from each commu-
nity. Note that Tm(k) = k − T1(k) − T2(k). Intuitively speaking, for large values of n, the events
{ej is not paired with any other half-edges} for j ∈ {1← 2} are independent, and we can write:

P({e1 and e2 have not been paired with any other half-edges}|{v1 and v2 are inactive})
≈ P({e1 has not been paired with any other half-edge}|{v1 is inactive})
× P({e2 has not been paired with any other half-edge}|{v2 is inactive})

If we denote the two quantities on the RHS as Z1(k) and Z2(k) respectively, we expect to have

Z1(k)Z2(k) ≈
(

1− Tm(k)

mm(n)

)
.

Note that 1−Z1(k) is the probability that the half-edge e1 has been paired with an active half-edge in
community 2. Considering v1 as the root vertex, 1−Z1(k) is the probability that the descendant of v1

in the second community through the half-edge e1 is active, even if this link is excised. In particular,
following the discussion of Section 3, it is natural to expect that 1− Z1(tn) ≈ 1− µ(1←2)(t).

Next, consider a vertex v in community j with dj half-edges in community j and d−j half-edges
between the two communities. The above sketch, together with some independence assumptions
(which can be justified as n→∞), suggests the following approximate equality at time k:

P
({uj out of dj half-edges and u−j out of d−j half-edges of v

have been removed where uj + u−j ≤ Kj(dj , d−j)

})
≈

Bi

(
uj , dj ; 1−

(
1− Tj(k)

mj(n)

) 1
2

)
×Bi (u−j , d−j ; 1− Zj(k)) ,

which further implies

E
[
I

(j)
dj ,d−j ,uj ,u−j

(k)
∣∣I(j)
dj ,d−j ,0,0

(0)
]
≈

I
(j)
dj ,d−j ,0,0

(0)×Bi

(
uj , dj ; 1−

(
1− Tj(k)

mj(n)

) 1
2

)
×Bi (u−j , d−j ; 1− Zj(k)) .

(15)

Now, we are ready to simplify the differential equations given in Appendix C. Let µ(j←j) and
µ(j←−j) model the limiting value of the probabilities defined above; intuitively speaking, we have

µ(j←j)(t) = lim
n→∞

(
1− Tj(tn)

mj(n)

) 1
2

, and µ(j←−j)(t) = lim
n→∞

Zj(tn). (16)

Then the heuristic equality (15) suggests that

i
(j)
dj ,d−j ,uj ,u−j

(t) = i
(j)
dj ,d−j ,0,0

(0)Bi(uj ; dj , 1− µ(j←j)(t))Bi(u−j ; d−j , 1− µ(j←−j)(t)). (17)

Also, by the definition of the scaled variables

τj(t) =
λj(n)

2

(
1− µ(j←j)(t)

2
)
, (18)

τm(t) = λm(n)
(

1− µ(1←2)(t)µ(2←1)(t)
)
, (19)

21



where τm is the continuous counterpart of Tm. Moreover, we expect the following equality to hold:

λ1(n)

2

(
µ(1←1)(t)

)2
+
λ2(n)

2

(
µ(2←2)(t)

)2
+ λm(n)µ(1←2)(t)µ(2←1)(t) (20)

= λm(n) +
λ1(n)

2
+
λ2(n)

2
− t, (21)

as it is equivalent to the equality T1(k) + T2(k) + Tm(k) = k. The importance of the above
equality is that given the vector

(
µ(1←1)(t), µ(1←2)(t), µ(2←1)(t), µ(2←2)(t)

)
, the value of t is uniquely

determined. Furthermore, all the other relevant quantities, like i
(j)
dj ,d−j ,uj ,u−j

(t), are also determined.

Remark 6.1. We emphasize that the above argument is not meant to be rigorous, but the result
is surprisingly correct. For example, there might be no inactive vertex in community j ∈ {1, 2} to
begin with; however, equations (17)-(21) are still valid.

7 Analysis of the ODEs

Following the heuristic argument provided in Section 6, we start by presenting the solution of the
ODEs in Appendix C. The following lemma characterizes the solution of the differential equations
that (with high probability) approximate the adoption process.

Lemma 7.1. The solution of differential equations (47)–(50) with initial condition (53) in D̂ε,n,
is given by equations (17), (18), (19), and the following:

wj(t) = wj(0)µ(j←j)(t), w(j)
m (t) = w(j)

m (0)µ(j←−j)(t), (22)

for j ∈ {1, 2}, where
(
µ(1←1)(0), µ(1←2)(0), µ(2←1)(0), µ(2←2)(0)

)
is the unique solution of the fol-

lowing four-dimensional differential equations

−aj(t)
a1(t) + a2(t) + a

(1)
m (t) + a

(2)
m (t)

= λj(n)
dµ(j←j)

dt

(
µ(j←j)(t)

)
, (23)

−a(−j)
m (t)

a1(t) + a2(t) + a
(1)
m (t) + a

(2)
m (t)

= λm(n)
dµ(j←−j)

dt

(
µ(−j←j)(t)

)
, (24)

with the initial condition given by(
µ(1←1)(0), µ(1←2)(0), µ(2←1)(0), µ(2←2)(0)

)
= (1, 1, 1, 1), (25)

and
(
µ(1←1)(t), µ(1←2)(t), µ(2←1)(t), µ(2←2)(t)

)
∈ Dε,n. The set Dε,n is defined as follows:

Dε,n :=

{
µ = (µ(1←1), µ(1←2), µ(2←1), µ(2←2)) ∈ [0, 1]4 :

for all j ∈ {1, 2}:
√

ε

λj(n)
< µ(j←j),

√
ε

λm(n)
< µ(j←−j)

− ε < a1(µ), a2(µ), a(1)
m (µ), a(2)

m (µ),

ε < a1(µ) + a2(µ) + a(1)
m (µ) + a(2)

m (µ)

}
.
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The functions aj(t) and a
(j)
m (t) are given as follows:

aj(t) = −
∑

uj+u−j≤Kj(dj ,d−j)
dj+d−j≤dmax

(dj − uj)i(j)dj ,d−j ,uj ,u−j (t) + λj(n)− 2τj(t)− wj(t),

a(j)
m (t) = −

∑
uj+u−j≤Kj(dj ,d−j)

dj+d−j≤dmax

(d−j − u−j)i(j)dj ,d−j ,uj ,u−j (t) + λm(n)− τm(t)− w(j)
m (t),

and τm(t) is given by (19). Abusing notation, the functions aj(µ) and a
(j)
m (µ) are defined similar

to aj(t) and a
(j)
m (t) using (17), (18), (19) and (22). Also, the solution of the four dimensional

differential equation satisfies the equality (21).

Proof. See Appendix E.2.

Remark 7.2. The set D̂ε,n is a fixed set, however, Dε,n is a random set since the terms in (17) and
(22) depend on the initial condition (53). Note that both of them depend on n.

The significance of this result is in demonstrating that the set of ODEs from Section 5 can be
reduced to a set of four-dimensional ODEs (which has a unique solution). Note that this dimension
reduction applies to the sample path of the adoption process and not just the final population of
active vertices as suggested by the mean-field approximation of Section 3.

The denominator of all four equations given by (23) and (24) are the same. Since in Dε,n this
quantity is bounded away from zero by ε > 0, it is safe to remove this term from the denominator
of the differential equations for equilibrium analysis. More specifically, if we consider a particle at
(1, 1, 1, 1) whose movement is governed by (23) and (24), removing the denominator will not change
the trajectory of the particle but will affect its speed. Hence, after some simple algebra, we find
that the trajectory of (23)-(24) is the same as the trajectory of the following system of differential
equations:

dµ(j←j)

dt
= F(j←j)(µ

(j←j), µ(j←−j))− µ(j←j), (26)

dµ(j←−j)

dt
= F(j←−j)(µ

(−j←−j), µ(−j←j))− µ(j←−j), (27)

for j ∈ {1, 2} with the same initial condition (25), where the functions F(j←j) and F(j←−j) are given
as follows:

F(j←j)(µ
(j←j), µ(j←−j)) :=

∑
uj+u−j≤Kj(dj ,d−j)

dj+d−j≤dmax

dj
λj(n)

i
(j)
dj ,d−j ,0,0

(0)

Bi(uj ; dj − 1, 1− µ(j←j))Bi(u−j ; d−j , 1− µ(j←−j)) +
wj(0)

λj(n)
,

(28)

F(j←−j)(µ
(−j←−j), µ(−j←j)) :=

∑
uj+u−j≤K−j(d−j ,dj)

dj+d−j≤dmax

dj
λm(n)

i
(−j)
d−j ,dj ,0,0

(0)

Bi(uj ; dj − 1, 1− µ(−j←j))Bi(u−j ; d−j , 1− µ(−j←−j)) +
w

(−j)
m (0)

λm(n)
.

(29)
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Remark 7.3. In derivation of (26) and (27), we have used the following equalities:

aj = λj(n)µ(j←j)(µ(j←j) − F(j←j)(µ
(j←j), µ(j←−j))) (30)

a(−j)
m = λm(n)µ(−j←j)(µ(j←−j) − F(j←−j)(µ

(−j←−j), µ(−j←j))) (31)

These equalities are algebraic and straightforward.

Remark 7.4. There is a clear connection between the function F given by (9) and the function
FFF := (F(1←1),F(1←2),F(2←1),F(2←2)). Note that as n→∞:

i
(j)
dj ,d−j ,0,0

(0) dj/λj(n)
P−→ Pj∗,m(dj , d−j)(1− αj(dj , d−j)),

i
(−j)
d−j ,dj ,0,0

(0) dj/λm(n)
P−→ P−j,m∗(d−j , dj)(1− α−j(d−j , dj)),

wj(0)/λj(n)
P−→

∑
dj+d−j>dmax

Pj∗,m(dj , d−j)(1− αj(dj , d−j)),

w(−j)
m (0)/λm(n)

P−→
∑

dj+d−j>dmax

P−j,m∗(d−j , dj)(1− α−j(d−j , dj)).

The same terms appear in (6) and (7) if we assume Kj(dj , d−j) = dj + d−j for all dj + d−j > dmax

and j ∈ {1, 2} (for the proof, see Lemma C.1). Almost all properties of F and FFF are the same,
and all the statements in the rest of this section hold for both. Note that the function FFF , given a
realization of the initial condition (53), is not a random function.

Remark 7.5. For the sake of notational simplicity, we may write F(j←j)(µ) instead of F(j←j)(µ
(j←j),

µ(j←−j)), and F(j←−j)(µ) instead of F(j←−j)(µ
(−j←−j), µ(−j←j)).

Note that the function FFF is well-defined on [0, 1]4, hence, we do not need any restriction on its
domain. We continue with some basic properties of the function FFF . As the first step, we prove that
FFF is increasing in each of its components.

Lemma 7.6. If µ ≥ µ′ component-wise with µ 6= µ′, then FFF (µ) ≥ FFF (µ′) component-wise, and
FFF (µ) 6= FFF (µ′).

Proof. See Appendix E.3.

To analyze the equilibrium of (26)-(27), we use the LaSalle Invariance Principle [21]. The
following lemma characterizes the most important properties of FFF which then enables us to invoke
this principle. All inequalities are interpreted component-wise.

Lemma 7.7. Let U ⊆ [0, 1]4 be the largest connected set containing 1 := (1, 1, 1, 1) such that
∀µ ∈ U , µ ≥ FFF (µ). Then we have the followings:

(i) FFF (U) ⊆ U .

(ii) U is closed and compact.

(iii) ∀u ∈ U , limk→∞ FFF k(u) converges to some point u∗ ∈ U , which is a fixed point of FFF .

(iv) If u∗ ∈ [0, 1]4 is a fixed point of FFF , then for any u ≥ u∗ such that u and u∗ are equal in at
least one component, we have u /∈ U .
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Proof. See Appendix E.4.

An immediate and important corollary of the Lemma 7.7 is the following.

Corollary 7.8. Let µ∗ denote the closest fixed point of FFF to 1 in sup-norm, i.e.,

µ∗ := arg min
u:FFF (u)=u

‖u− 1‖∞,

where ‖x− y‖∞ := maxi |xi − yi|. Then, we have µ∗ ∈ U , and for all u ∈ U ∩ {x : 1 ≥ x ≥ µ∗}:

µ∗ = lim
k→∞

FFF k(u).

Proof. The proof follows by parts (ii), (iii) and (iv) of Lemma 7.7, and the fact that 1 ∈ U .

Finally, we characterize the equilibrium point at which the ODEs (26)-(27) settles starting from
(1, 1, 1, 1) and also provide an iterative method to find it.

Theorem 7.9. Consider the following system of ODEs:

dµ

dt
= FFF (µ)− µ µ(0) = 1, µ ∈ [0, 1]4. (32)

The solution to the ODEs settles at µ∗, given by Corollary 7.8. Moreover, any point µ∗ < µ < 1
of the trajectory of the solution is an interior point of U .

Proof. See Appendix E.5.

Let us, for the moment, pretend that the initial condition of the ODEs in Appendix C is not
random. This assumption is not far from being correct since as n → ∞ the initial values given
by (53) concentrate around their mean (as we also pointed out in Remark 7.4). Now, solving the
ODEs (32), we obtain the trajectory of the ODEs (23)-(24) as long as µ(t) ∈ Dε,n.

By part (iv) of Lemma 7.7 and Corollary 7.8, the trajectory of ODEs (32) hits the set

A := {x : 1 ≥ x ≥ µ∗ and ∃i, j ∈ {1, 2} : µ
(i←j)
∗ = x(i←j)} (33)

at µ∗. More specifically, A ∩ U = µ∗. Now, given the fact that both A and U are closed and
compact, we can pick γ0 > 0 small enough such that

{x ∈ U : ∃y ∈ A such that ‖x− y‖∞ < γ0} ⊂ B(µ∗, 2γ0), (34)

where B(µ∗, 2γ0) is a ball of radius 2γ0 centered at µ∗ (in infinity norm). Figure 2 provides a
2-dimensional schematic for the choice of γ0 > 0.

It is easy to see that the equalities (30)-(31) hold for all µ ∈ U . Also, note that µ∗ is the only

point in U such that a1 + a2 + a
(1)
m + a

(2)
m = 0. This justifies our claim earlier in this section that

removing the denominator of the ODEs (23)-(24) will not affect its trajectory. Since the function
FFF is continuous, it is easy to see that there is an ε0 > 0 such that for all ε < ε0,

U ∩ {x : 1 ≥ x ≥ µ∗} \ B(µ∗, 2γ0) ⊂ Dε,n. (35)
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Figure 2: Schematic of A, U , and the choice of γ0 > 0 in (34) .

Combining the above argument with Lemma 7.1 and Theorem 5.2, we can track the Markov
process of adoption (the truncated version) up to any ε neighborhood of µ∗. Intuitively speaking,
if µ∗ is a stable equilibrium point of ODEs (32), then µ∗ should correspond to the natural stopping
point of the Markov process of adoption. We can also use equation (21) to estimate the natural
stopping time. Define t∗ as follows:

t∗ := λm(n)
(

1− µ(1←2)
∗ µ

(2←1)
∗

)
+
λ1(n)

2

(
1−

(
µ

(1←1)
∗

)2
)

+
λ2(n)

2

(
1−

(
µ

(2←2)
∗

)2
)
. (36)

Then, conjecturally, the natural stopping point of the Markov process of adoption is ∼ t∗n. How-
ever, both of these arguments are far from being rigorous. In the following section, we characterize
the state of the Markov processes of adoption at its natural stopping time as n goes to infinity.

8 Asymptotic Behavior of the Markov Process of Adoption

As we mentioned in Point 2 of Section 5, we have assumed that inactive vertices of degree higher
than dmax cannot be activated. In this section, we will study the behavior of the original Markov
process of adoption at its natural stopping time for large values of n. In what follows, we focus
on the truncated version, i.e., vertices with degree higher than dmax cannot be activated; however,
this assumption is relaxed in the statement of the main theorem.

Following the discussion at the end of Section 7, for the moment let us pretend that the initial
condition of the ODEs in Appendix C is not random. We can track the trajectory of the truncated
version of the Markov process of adoption up to ε neighborhood of µ∗, after proper scaling. The
question is whether the process stops at µ∗. If µ∗ = 0, then the answer is clear as we have removed
almost all the half-edges. However, the same cannot be said if µ∗ 6= 0.

Note that there is an essential difference between the case of one community and multiple
communities, as the process may move between the communities in the latter case. The first case
is much easier and more intuitive to handle, and the latter is more technical. For illustration, we
treat these two cases separately, introducing two different but related approaches. Note that the
method introduced for the latter case applies to the case of one community and not vice-versa; for
this reason, we skip some technical details for the case of one community.
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Remark 8.1. We use the index ‘∞’ to refer to terms in the previous sections, when the initial
condition (53) and the values of (λ1(n), λ2(n), λm(n)) are replaced with their asymptotic counter-
parts given by Lemma C.1. For example, µ∗,∞ is the equilibrium point of ODEs (32), when FFF is
replaced with FFF∞. Note that FFF∞ is same as the function F given by the right-hand side of (6)-(7)
(mean-field equations) if we assume Kj(dj , d−j) = dj + d−j for all dj + d−j > dmax and j ∈ {1, 2}
(see Remark 7.4). Also, note that FFF∞ is not random and does not depend on n.

8.1 Case of One Community

In this case, the ODEs (23)-(24) simplify to a one-dimensional ODE as there is only one community
from which we can pick an active half-edge uniformly at random. In particular, we have

−1 = λ(n)
dµ

dt
(µ(t)) , µ(0) = 1

which implies that µ(t) =
√

1− 2t/λ(n). In this case, the function F is one-dimensional as well
and is given as follows:

F (µ) :=
∑

u≤K(d), d≤dmax

d

λ(n)
id,0(0)Bi(u; d− 1, 1− µ) +

w(0)

λ(n)
,

where K(·), λ(n), id,0(0) and w(0) are given as before for the case of one community. Now, similar
to (30)-(31), we have

a(t) = λ(n)µ(t)(µ(t)− F (µ(t))),

and µ∗ is given by Corollary 7.8. Equivalently, as we have the closed-form solution of µ(t), µ∗ can
be written as follows:

µ∗ = µ(t∗), where t∗ := inf{t ∈ [0, λ(n)/2] : µ(t)− F (µ(t)) = 0} (37)

Note that the above set is non-empty as µ(λ(n)/2) − F (µ(λ(n)/2)) ≤ 0, µ(0) − F (µ(0)) ≥ 0, and
µ(t)−F (t) is a continuous function of t. Similar results were reported by authors in [4] for d-regular
random graphs and [3] for random-graphs given by configuration model. Note that we can track
the Markov process of adoption up to µ∗ (as the denominator is 1 in the case of one community);
however, to show that the process stops at µ∗, more work needs to be done.

The basic idea is as follows: (1) augment the truncated process by adding an active vertex with
high degree, (2) couple the augmented process and the truncated process, and (3) show that the
truncated process hits its natural stopping time before the augmented process passes the conjectured
stopping time, with high probability. To show the last step, we need to assume that µ∗ is a stable
equilibrium point.

Let us denote the truncated process by Xn
δ (which is either Xn

L,δ or Xn
U,δ, see Point 2). We

augment Xn
δ by adding one active vertex ṽ with b2εnc half-edges. Let us denote the augmented

process by X̃n
δ,ε. Since X̃n

δ,ε has more active half-edges than Xn
δ (b2εnc more active half-edges at

time 0), we would expect the size of the cascade in the augmented process to be larger. Next, we
show that this is indeed the case by constructing a coupling between Xn

δ and X̃n
δ,ε.

As we mentioned earlier in Point 2, the order in which the active-half edges are paired with a
random half-edge does not affect the natural stopping time of the process. Also, note that labels
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Figure 3: The update rule for the case M = 0: (a) the randomly selected half-edge belongs to ṽ;
(b) the randomly selected half-edge does not belong to ṽ. Highlighted active half-edge is denoted
by yellow shade, randomly selected half-edge is denoted by dashed-red line, and active vertices are
denoted by dotted circles.

of active vertices are irrelevant in the Markov process of adoption, as it only tracks the number
of active half-edges. Keeping these two observations in mind, we introduce a refinement to the
augmented process X̃n

δ,ε and alter the way half-edges are removed.
Recall that during the Markov process of adoption given by Algorithm 1, we pick one active

half-edge and then another half-edge uniformly at random and remove them both. Consider a
typical state of the process. Based on the available active half-edges and the choice of random
half-edge in the augmented process, we remove different half-edges according to the following rules.
To keep track of an important event, we introduce a mark variable M , which is initialized to be
zero.

(i): M = 0 and there are active half-edges other than the ones that belong to ṽ: highlight one of
the active half-edges that does not belong to ṽ as a potential active half-edge to be removed.
Pick another half-edge uniformly at random. If the random half-edge does not belong to
ṽ, then remove both the highlighted active half-edge and the random half-edge. Otherwise,
remove two active half-edges from ṽ. An example of the update rule for the case M = 0 is
shown in Figure 3.

(ii): M = 1 or the only remaining active half-edges (if any) are the ones that belong to ṽ: set M to
be one and proceed regularly, i.e., pick one active half-edge and another half-edge uniformly
at random and remove them both.

Note that M = 0 for some time, and then it becomes 1 for the rest of the process. It is also
possible to have M = 0 for the entire process, after which we set M to be 1, as is mentioned above.
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Figure 4: A schematic of the trajectories of the truncated and augmented process, and the value
of t̃ε, given a fixed realization of the initial seed set; t̃ε is chosen so that ã(t̃ε) = λµ̃(t̃ε)(µ̃(t̃ε) −
F̃ (µ̃(t̃ε))) = ε2/2. Solid-blue line is the trajectory of the truncated process, and dashed-red color is
the trajectory of the augmented process.

Also, note that the above refinements do not affect the trajectory of the augmented process X̃n
δ,ε.

Next, we couple the truncated and augmented processes as follows: in the truncated process,
follow the same order of active half-edges (other than the ones that belong to ṽ) that have been
picked in the augmented process and pair each with the same random half-edge. It is easy to see
that the resulted coupling has the desired marginal distribution as long as M = 0. On the other
hand, the coupled truncated process hits its natural stopping time whenever the value of M in the
augmented processes changes from 0 to 1.

Let us denote the equilibrium points of ODE (32) associated with the truncated process and
the augmented process with µ∗ ∈ R+ and µ̃∗ ∈ R+ respectively (given by (37)). It is easy to see
that 0 ≤ µ̃∗ ≤ µ∗. Assume that µ∗ > 0 is a stable equilibrium point. Hence, µ̃∗ and µ∗ can be
made arbitrarily close to each other by setting ε > 0 to be small enough.

As we mentioned, we can track the augmented process up to points arbitrarily close to µ̃∗. In
particular, we can track the augmented process up to time t̃εn, where the total number of active
half-edges falls below ε2n (incorporating o(n) error), with high probability, before reaching µ̃∗. See
Figure 4 for a schematic of the choice of t̃ε. At this point, we have already used most of the active
half-edges associated with ṽ. The claim is that if ε > 0 is small enough, then M = 1 with high
probability.

Recall that while M = 0, we remove two active half-edges from ṽ if and only if after highlighting
an active half-edge, the uniformly selected random half-edge belongs to ṽ. Using an ODE-based
approach, similar to what we did in the previous sections, it is easy to see that the number of times
such events happen up to time k of the augmented process concentrates around 2εk/(λ(n) + 2ε).
Moreover, we can pick ε > 0 to be small enough such that µ̃∗ > 0 is in a small neighborhood
of µ∗ and the total number of remaining half-edges at time t̃εn is larger than (λ(n) + 2ε)εn. In
particular, (λ(n) + 2ε)n− 2t̃εn > (λ(n) + 2ε)εn which implies that t̃ε < (λ(n) + 2ε)(1− ε)/2 (note
that limε→0(λ(n) + 2ε)(1− ε)/2 = λ(n)/2). On the other hand, if at time t̃εn we have M = 0, then
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the number of times that we have removed two active half-edges from ṽ is smaller than

2ε

λ(n) + 2ε
× n(λ(n) + 2ε)(1− ε)/2 = ε(1− ε)n

with high probability. Note that 2ε / (λ(n) + 2ε) is (almost) the ratio of the augmented half-edges
to the regular half-edges. Conditioned on sample paths that satisfy the above inequality, the total
number of active half-edges that belong to ṽ (originally) is smaller than 2ε(1−ε)n+ε2n = 2εn−ε2n,
which is a contradiction.

Note that in the above argument, the initial condition is random, n is fixed, and the choice of ε
depends on µ∗, which in turn depends on the initial condition; hence, ε is also a random variable.
However, as n → ∞, the initial condition converges in probability to its mean (using a similar
argument as in Lemma C.1 for the case of one community) and λ(n) → λ. Hence, the value of ε
also converges in probability to a constant; that is to say, we can pick a non-random small enough
ε > 0 constant such that µ∗ and µ̃∗ are close enough to each other, with high probability.

To summarize, for any small enough ε > 0, we have defined an event Ωn(ε) with limn→∞P (Ωn(ε))
= 0 such that outside Ωn(ε) a scaled-version of the truncated process hits its natural stopping time
at time (t∗ ±O(ε))n. Letting ε → 0, we can characterize the asymptotic behavior of the Markov
process of adoption at its natural stopping time (see the statement of Theorem 8.5). Note that
Ωn(ε) is defined by considering the union of the complements of finitely many high probability
events.

8.2 Case of Multiple Communities

As we have mentioned before, we only need to focus on the case of two communities. Note that
the same approach as in the previous subsection cannot be used here: the truncated process may
run out of active half-edges in one community, while the augmented process keeps picking active
half-edges from the same community. The basic idea in the case of multiple communities is to
introduce a perturbation to the truncated process when it reaches a small neighborhood of the
conjectured stopping time, i.e., t∗n where t∗ is given by (36).

Let us denote the truncated process by Xn
δ (which is either Xn

L,δ or Xn
U,δ, see Point 2). Recall

from Theorem 5.2 that for any fixed ε > 0, we can track the process as long as the ODEs are
within l∞-distance Cθ of the boundary of D̂ε,n, for a large enough constant C independent of n.
Equivalently, we can track Xn

δ using Lemma 7.1, and the solution of ODEs (32) as long as the
trajectory of the solution is within C ′θ of the boundary of Dε,n, for some large enough constant

C ′ related to C. Also, recall that D̂ε,n is a fixed set and Dε,n depends on the initial condition (53)
which is random.

The rest of this subsection is organized as follows. In Section 8.2.1, we define a series of constants
associated with the asymptotic behavior of the ODEs. In Section 8.2.2, we present a set of initial
conditions (53) for which the behavior of the resulting ODEs are not far from the behavior of
the asymptotic ODEs (see Remark 8.1). We next focus on estimating the stopping time of the
truncated process for any such realization of the initial condition. In Section 8.2.3, we augment
the truncated process by adding extra active vertices. We then analyze the sample path of the
resulted augmented process. The basic idea is to show that this augmentation cannot initiate a
larger cascade. To make this argument rigorous, in Section 8.2.4, we define a twisted process which
is used as a bridge to couple the augmented process and the truncated process. The details of these
couplings and their implications are discussed in Section 8.2.5, after which we present the main
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theorem of the paper and discuss the generalization to the case of k communities. Some of the
details are postponed to Appendix D for readability.

8.2.1 Constants Associated with Asymptotic ODEs

We proceed with defining some constants associated with the limiting behavior of the ODEs that
will be used later in the proof. We use the notational conventions discussed in Remark 8.1. Without
loss of generality, we assume that µ∗,∞ > 0. Note that the argument is similar for the other cases:

(1) we augmented half-edges in community j ∈ {1, 2} only if µ
(j←j)
∗,∞ > 0, (2) we augment half-edges

between the two communities only if µ
(1←2)
∗,∞ µ

(2←1)
∗,∞ > 0, and (3) we only keep track of changes that

the augmentation may cause. In particular, in what follows, we are only interested in rows and
columns of the Jacobian matrix of FFF∞(·) at µ∗,∞ in which augmentation has happened.

Let JFFF ∞(·)(µ∗,∞) denote the Jacobian matrix of FFF∞(·) at µ∗,∞:

∂F(1←1),∞(µ∗,∞)

∂µ(1←1)

∂F(1←1),∞(µ∗,∞)

∂µ(1←2) 0 0

0 0
∂F(1←2),∞(µ∗,∞)

∂µ(2←1)

∂F(1←2),∞(µ∗,∞)

∂µ(2←2)

∂F(2←1),∞(µ∗,∞)

∂µ(1←1)

∂F(2←1),∞(µ∗,∞)

∂µ(1←2) 0 0

0 0
∂F(2←2),∞(µ∗,∞)

∂µ(2←1)

∂F(2←2),∞(µ∗,∞)

∂µ(2←2)




,

where the elements of JFFF ∞(·)(µ∗,∞) are given in Appendix E.6. Let ζ∗,∞ denote its largest eigen-
value. Note that JFFF ∞(·)(µ∗,∞) is a non-negative aperiodic and irreducible matrix, i.e., a primitive
matrix. Hence, by the Perron-Frobenius theorem, ζ∗,∞ > 0 is a simple eigenvalue, and the corre-
sponding eigenvector ν∗,∞ is element-wise positive.

Let us pretend for the moment that the interchange of limits is allowed. Note that elements
of JFFF ∞(·)(µ∗,∞) are related to vertices that are one half-edge away of becoming active at the
scaled-time t∗,∞, a.k.a. pivotal players at the scaled-time t∗,∞. In particular, if ζ∗,∞ > 1, then
the subgraph restricted to these vertices consists of a giant component, and if ζ∗,∞ < 1, then this
subgraph is a union of many small components; both statements being true with high probability.
This is the essential idea behind the proof: if ζ∗,∞ < 1, then the cascade cannot grow much further
as the pivotal players are the main drivers of the cascade when there is a lack of active half-edges.

Suppose that ζ∗,∞ < 1, which implies that µ∗,∞ is a stable equilibrium point of ODEs (32). For
any κ ∈ (0, 1), let ρ∗,∞(κ) := κν∗,∞, i.e., for j ∈ {1, 2}:

ρ
(j←j)
∗,∞ (κ) := κν

(j←j)
∗,∞ and ρ

(−j←j)
∗,∞ (κ) := κν

(−j←j)
∗,∞ .

For any κ ∈ (0, 1) and j ∈ {0, 1}, let

χ
(j←j)
∗,∞ (κ) := µ

(j←j)
∗,∞ ρ

(j←j)
∗,∞ (κ) and χ

(j←−j)
∗,∞ (κ) := µ

(−j←j)
∗,∞ ρ

(j←−j)
∗,∞ (κ).
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Loosely speaking, χ∗,∞ determines the perturbation that we are going to introduce to the graph by
adding augmented active vertices. In particular, the number of augmented active half-edges that

we are going to add to community j for in-community connections is (almost) proportion to χ
(j←j)
∗,∞ ,

and the number of augmented active half-edges that we are going to add to community −j to be

paired with half-edges in community j is (almost) proportion to χ
(j←−j)
∗,∞ . The fact that µ

(−j←j)
∗,∞

appears in the definition of χ
(j←−j)
∗,∞ (κ) is an artifact of our proof.

For any κ ∈ (0, 1), let ρ∗,∞(κ,±err) := ρ∗,∞(κ)±κ21 and µ∗,∞(κ,±err) := µ∗,∞±κ1. Similarly,
for j ∈ {1, 2} and κ ∈ (0, 1), let

χ
(j←j)
∗,∞ (κ,±err) := µ

(j←j)
∗,∞ (κ,±err)ρ

(j←j)
∗,∞ (κ, err),

χ
(j←−j)
∗,∞ (κ,±err) := µ

(−j←j)
∗,∞ (κ,±err)ρ

(j←−j)
∗,∞ (κ,±err).

Let κ0 ∈ (0, 0.5] be the largest constant for which ρ∗,∞(κ0,±err) ≥ 0, µ∗,∞(κ0,±err) ≥ 0, and all
non-zero elements of JFFF ∞(·)(µ∗,∞) are larger than or equal to κ0. These error terms are introduced
to offset the effect of finite n and the resulted approximation.

Let κ1 ∈ (0,min(1− ζ∗,∞, κ0)] be the largest constant given which for all j ∈ {1, 2}, we have:

ζ∗,∞ + κ1 ≤

(
µ

(j←j)
∗,∞ (κ1,−err)

)2

2χ
(j←j)
∗,∞ (κ1,+err) +

(
µ

(j←j)
∗,∞ (κ1,+err)

)2 , (38)

(1− ζ∗,∞ − κ1)χ
(j←−j)
∗,∞ (κ1,−err) ≥(

χ
(1←2)
∗,∞ (κ1,+err) + χ

(2←1)
∗,∞ (κ1,+err)

)2

χ
(1←2)
∗,∞ (κ1,−err) + χ

(2←1)
∗,∞ (κ1,−err) + µ

(1←2)
∗,∞ (κ1,−err)µ

(2←1)
∗,∞ (κ1,−err)

.
(39)

Note that (38) is strict for κ1 = 0, and both side of this inequality are continuous and monotone
with respect to κ1. Also, note that the same statement holds for (39), after dividing both sides of the
inequality by κ1. Hence, there exists κ1 > 0 such that (38) and (39) are valid. Moreover, the above
inequalities are strict for any κ ∈ (0, κ1). For a certain set of initial conditions, the right-hand side
of (38) is a lower bound for the proportion of the regular half-edges over the total number of half-
edges, for in-community connections, at the point of augmentation, with high probability. Similarly,
the right-hand side of (39) is an upper bound for the proportion of the augmented half-edges over
the total number of half-edges, between the two communities, at the point of augmentation, with
high probability. These inequalities are used in Section 8.2.5 to bound the size of the cascade in
the twisted process. These terms will be defined later in Sections 8.2.1–8.2.5.

Let {µ∞(t) for t > 0} denote the solution of the ODEs (32), using notational convention in-
troduced in Remark 8.1. For any κ ∈ (0, κ1), let r(κ) > 0 be the largest constant for which
the boundary of the ball of radius r(κ) in infinity norm centered at µ∗,∞ hits the trajectory of
{µ∞(t) for t > 0} at a point tr(κ),∞ for which

0 < µ∞(tr(κ),∞)− µ∗,∞ ≤ ρ∗,∞(κ,−err)/2, and

a1,∞(tr(κ),∞) + a2,∞(tr(κ),∞) + a(1)
m,∞(tr(κ),∞) + a(2)

m,∞(tr(κ),∞) ≤ κ2/2,

where aj,∞(·) and a
(j)
m,∞(·) are given by Remark 7.3 following the notation convention in Remark

8.1. These inequalities are used to ensure that the process has been executed until a time close
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to the conjectured stopping time before adding the augmented vertice, at which point the total
number of remaining active half-edges is small.

For any κ ∈ (0, κ1), let ε(κ) ∈ (0, 0.5] be the largest constant for which

U∞ ∩ {µ : 1 ≥ µ ≥ µ∗,∞} \ B
(
µ∗,∞, r(κ)/2

)
⊂ D2ε(κ),∞,

where D·,∞ is defined similar to D·,n (given by Lemma 7.1) following Remark 8.1. The existence of
such ε(κ) follows from Lemma 7.7, using a similar argument as is presented at the end of Section
7. An important implication is that the trajectory of µ∞(t) is almost entirely in D2ε(κ),∞ except
for some parts of the trajectory that are in B

(
µ∗,∞, r(κ)/2

)
. This ensures the validity of Theorem

5.2 for a certain set of initial conditions, so we can approximate the trajectory of the process up
to a time close to the conjectured stopping time. The above symbols and their definitions are
summarized in Table 1.

8.2.2 Set of Desirable Initial Conditions for Finite ODEs

Next, we define the set of initial conditions (53) for which we can estimate the stopping time of the
process with high probability. For n > 0 and κ < κ1/2, let E(n, κ) denote the set of realizations of
initial condition (53) for which the following hold:

Condition E .1: (approximation of fixed point, Jacobian matrix, and initial values)
∥∥µ∗ − µ∗,∞∥∥∞ <

κ,
∥∥∥JFFF (·)(µ∗)− JFFF ∞(·)(µ∗,∞)

∥∥∥
∞
< κ, and the initial values (53) are in a κ neighborhood of

their asymptotic values given by Lemma C.1;

Condition E .2: (approximation of Perron-Frobenius eigenvalue and eigenvector) ‖ν∗ − ν∗,∞‖∞ <
κ, and |ζ∗ − ζ∗,∞| < κ, where ζ∗ and ν∗ are the largest eigenvalue and the corresponding
eigenvector of JFFF (·)(µ∗) respectively;

Condition E .3: (vanishing of active half-edges near the fixed point) the boundary of the ball of
radius r(κ) in infinity norm centered at µ∗ hits the trajectory of {µ(t) for t > 0} at a point
tr(κ) for which

0 < µ(tr(κ))− µ∗ < ρ∗(κ), and

a1(tr(κ)) + a2(tr(κ)) + a(1)
m (tr(κ)) + a(2)

m (tr(κ)) ≤ κ2/2,

where {µ(t) for t > 0} denote the solution of the ODEs (32), aj(·) and a
(j)
m (·) are given by

Remark 7.3, and ρ∗(κ) := κν∗;

Condition E .4: (tractability of the process using ODEs) {µ(t) for t ≥ 0} \ B (µ∗, r(κ)/2) ⊂ Dε(κ),n;

Condition E .5: (approximation at the point of augmentation) the following inequalities hold:

‖µ∗ − µκ‖∞ < κ1/2 and ‖ν∗ − νκ‖∞ < κ1/2 and |ζ∗ − ζκ| < κ1/2,

where µκ := µ(tr(κ)), and νκ and ζκ are the largest eigenvalue and the corresponding eigenvector
of JFFF (·)(µκ) respectively.

Note that ∃κ2 < κ1/2 small enough so that Condition E .5 hold for all κ < κ2 as long as Conditions
E .1–E .4 hold. The intuition behind the above conditions is as follows:
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Symbol Definition

JFFF ∞(·)(µ∗,∞) Jacobian matrix of FFF∞(·) at µ∗,∞;

ζ∗,∞ largest eigenvalue of JFFF ∞(·)(µ∗,∞), which is simple and positive;

ν∗,∞ eigenvector of JFFF ∞(·)(µ∗,∞) corresponding to eigenvalue ζ∗,∞, which is strictly

positive;

ρ∗,∞(κ) κν∗,∞;

χ∗,∞(κ)
(
ρ

(1←1)
∗,∞ (κ)µ

(1←1)
∗,∞ (κ),ρ

(1←2)
∗,∞ (κ)µ

(2←1)
∗,∞ (κ),ρ

(2←1)
∗,∞ (κ)µ

(1←2)
∗,∞ (κ),ρ

(2←2)
∗,∞ (κ)µ

(2←2)
∗,∞ (κ)

)
;

ρ∗,∞(κ,±err) ρ∗,∞(κ)± κ21;

µ∗,∞(κ,±err) µ∗,∞ ± κ1;

χ∗,∞(κ,±err) defined similar to χ∗,∞, using ρ∗,∞(κ,±err) and µ∗,∞(κ,±err);

κ0 largest constant in (0, 0.5] for which ρ∗,∞(κ,±err) ≥ 0, µ∗,∞(κ,±err) ≥ 0, and

all non-zero elements of JFFF ∞(·)(µ∗,∞) are greater than κ0;

κ1 largest constant in (0,min(1− ζ∗,∞, κ0)] for which the following inequalities

hold for all j ∈ {1, 2}:

ζ∗,∞ + κ1 ≤

(
µ

(j←j)
∗,∞ (κ1,−err)

)2

2χ
(j←j)
∗,∞ (κ1,+err) +

(
µ

(j←j)
∗,∞ (κ1,+err)

)2 , and

(1− ζ∗,∞ − κ1)χ
(j←−j)
∗,∞ (κ1,+err) ≥(
χ

(j←−j)
∗,∞ (κ1,−err) + χ

(−j←j)
∗,∞ (κ1,−err)

)2

χ
(j←−j)
∗,∞ (κ1,+err) + χ

(−j←j)
∗,∞ (κ1,+err) + µ

(j←j)
∗,∞ (κ1,+err)µ

(j←j)
∗,∞ (κ1,+err)

;

r(κ) largest positive constant for which

∃µ∞(tr(κ),∞) ∈ {µ∞(t) for t > 0} ∩ ∂B(µ∗,∞, r(κ))

0 < µ∗,∞ − µ∞(tr(κ),∞) ≤ ρ∗,∞(κ,−err)/2;

U∞ largest connected set in [0, 1]4 containing 1 := (1, 1, 1, 1) such that

µ ≥ FFF∞(µ), ∀µ ∈ U∞;

ε(κ) largest constant in (0, 1] for which

U∞ ∩ {µ : 1 ≥ µ ≥ µ∗,∞} \ B
(
µ∗,∞, r(κ)/2

)
⊂ D2ε(κ),∞;

Table 1: Symbols and their definitions for asymptotics. Note that µ∗,∞ is the equilibrium point of
the ODEs (32) and is not random (see Remark 8.1).
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– Condition E .1 ensures that the closest fixed point of the ODEs (32) (associated with the trun-
cated process) is in a small neighborhood of µ∗,∞, JFFF (·)(µ∗) is primitive, and the constants
that appear in Theorem 5.2 are uniformly bounded for all realizations of the initial condition
that belong to E(n, κ).

– Conditions E .1 and E .2 guarantee that the Perron-Frobenius eigenvalue of JFFF (·)(µ∗) is posi-
tive real and smaller than 1.

– Conditions E .1, E .2 and E .3 guarantee that the proportion of active half-edges at the point
of augmentation is small, and that the added augmented half-edges cannot initiate a large
cascade, both with high probabilities.

– Conditions E .3 and E .4 makes it possible to use the ODEs to approximate the scaled-version
of the truncated process up to points sufficiently close to µ∗.

– Conditions E .1 and E .5 ensures that, inequalities (38) and (39) hold, after replacing ζ∗,∞,
χ∗,∞(κ,±err) and µ∗,∞(κ,±err) with ζκ, χκ and µκ respectively, where

χκ :=
(
ρ(1←1)
κ µ(1←1)

κ , ρ(1←2)
κ µ(2←1)

κ , ρ(2←1)
κ µ(1←2)

κ , ρ(2←2)
κ µ(2←2)

κ

)
,

and ρκ := κνκ. These inequalities are crucial to ensure that the truncated process stops near
µκ, with high probability.

The above symbols and their definitions are summarized in Table 2.

Symbol Definition

E(n, κ) set of initial conditions that satisfy Conditions E .1-E .5;

JFFF (·)(µ) Jacobian matrix of FFF (·) at µ;

ζ∗ largest eigenvalue of JFFF (·)(µ∗);

ν∗ eigenvector of JFFF (·)(µ∗) corresponding to the eigenvalue ζ∗;

ρ∗(κ) κν∗;

µκ µ(tr(κ)) which is a point that belongs to the set {µ(t) for t > 0} ∩ ∂B(µ∗, r(κ));

ζκ largest eigenvalue of JFFF (·)(µκ);

νκ eigenvector of JFFF (·)(µκ) corresponding to the eigenvalue ζκ;

ρκ κνκ;

χκ

(
ρ

(1←1)
κ µ

(1←1)
κ , ρ

(1←2)
κ µ

(2←1)
κ , ρ

(2←1)
κ µ

(1←2)
κ , ρ

(2←2)
κ µ

(2←2)
κ

)
;

κ2 largest constant in (0, κ1/2] for which for any κ ≤ κ2, given Conditions E .1-E .4,

Condition E .5 holds;

Table 2: Symbols and their definitions for finite values of n. Most of symbols defined in this table
depend on the realization of the initial condition.

It is easy to see that {E(n, κ)}n∈N holds with high probability. This is a direct consequence of
Lemma C.1 and the continuous mapping theorem. For the rest of this subsection, we focus on a
realization of an initial condition which belongs to E(n, κ).
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Lemma 8.2. For any fixed κ > 0, P(E(n, κ))→ 1 as n→∞.

Let tκ denote the time at which the trajectory of the ODEs (23)-(24) reaches µκ. Note that
tκ 6= tr(κ), as the ODEs given by (23)-(24) and the ODEs given by (32) have the same trajectory
but different speed-scales. By (21), we have

tκ = λm +
λ1

2
+
λ2

2
− λ1

2

(
µ(1←1)
κ

)2
− λ2

2

(
µ(2←2)
κ

)2
− λmµ(1←2)

κ µ(2←1)
κ .

By Theorem 5.2, Corollary 5.3 and Lemma 7.1, the total number of active half-edges at time btκnc
in the truncated process concentrates around Const×n for some Const ≤ κ2, with high probability.

8.2.3 The Augmented Process

At the beginning of time btκnc+1, we augment Xn
δ by adding one active vertex to each community

j ∈ {1, 2} with 2bnχ(j←j)
κ λj(n)/2c half-edges for connections in community j and bnχ(1←2)λm(n)c+

bnχ(2←1)λm(n)c half-edges for connections in community −j. Recall that χ
(j←j)
κ = ρ

(j←j)
κ µ

(j←j)
κ

and χ
(j←−j)
κ = ρ

(j←−j)
κ µ

(−j←j)
κ , for j ∈ {1, 2}. We use ṽj for j ∈ {1, 2} to denote these two active

vertices. We refer to the newly added active half-edges as the augmented half-edges and all the
other half-edges as the regular ones (if necessary, to avoid confusion). Notice that the process may
have already run out of active half-edge before time btκnc; still, we can augment the process despite
the process being halted for a while.

After augmentation, we change the process and proceed in two phases: during the first phase,
we pair a subset of augmented half-edges with random regular half-edges, and during the second
phase, we proceed normally by pairing randomly selected active half-edges with random half-edges
in the proper community. Note that augmented half-edges cannot be paired with each other during
the first phase. We then use the ODEs to approximate the state of the process after the first phase.
We refer to this process as the augmented process.

In particular, the augmented process, after adding ṽj for j ∈ {1, 2}, proceeds as follows:

Phase A.1: pairing a subset of augmented half-edges with random half-edge; this phase consists of
the following timeline:

(i) during the first 2bnχ(1←1)
κ λ1(n)/2c times, we pair augmented half-edges in community 1

with random regular half-edges in community 1;

(ii) during the next bnχ(2←1)λm(n)c times, we pair augmented half-edges in community 1 with
random regular half-edges in community 2;

(iii) during the next 2bnχ(2←2)
κ λ2(n)/2c times, we pair augmented half-edges in community 2

with random regular half-edges in community 2;

(iv) during the final bnχ(1←2)λm(n)c times, we pair augmented half-edges in community 2 with
random regular half-edges in community 1;

Phase A.2: normal pairing; this phase proceeds similar to the truncated process, i.e., pairing a
randomly selected active half-edge with a random half-edge in the proper community.

Note that at the end of Phase A.1 of the augmented process, ṽj for j ∈ {1, 2} has bnχ(j←−j)λm(n)c
augmented half-edges remaining that should be paired with half-edges in community −j. Let us
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denote the augmented process by X̃n
δ . Note that for all k ≤ btκnc, X̃n

δ (k) = Xn
δ (k). The symbols

associated with the augmented process and their definitions are summarized in 3. In Figure 5, we
illustrate the timeline of the augmented process.

State of graph at the point of
augmentation.

(i): 2bnχ(1←1)
κ λ1(n)/2c aug-

mented half-edges are paired.

(ii): bnχ(2←1)λm(n)c aug-
mented half-edges are paired.

(iii): 2bnχ(2←2)
κ λ2(n)/2c aug-

mented half-edges are paired.

(iv): bnχ(1←2)λm(n)c aug-
mented half-edges are paired.

Figure 5: A schematic of the timeline of the augmented process during Phase A.1. Green half-edges
are for connections between the communities, blue half-edges are for connections in community 1,
and red half-edges are for connections in community 2. Active vertices are denoted by dotted
circles.

Using the same approach as in Sections 4-7, we can approximate the augmented process by a
system of differential equations. In particular, we are only interested in the state of the augmented
process at the end of the Phase A.1. The details of the one-step drift, the derivation of the
corresponding ODEs, and its solution are presented in Appendix D.

Remark 8.3. Note that µκ and tκ are random variables since they depend on the initial con-
dition (53). Hence, the system of ODEs that we use to approximate the augmented process is
random; however, we can still invoke Wormald’s theorem as the only source of randomness is
the initial condition. Note that both the “Trend hypothesis” and the “Lipschitz hypothesis” of
Wormald’s Theorem [37, Theorem 5.1] hold for any realization of the initial condition (with a
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Symbol Definition

tκ λm(n)
(

1− µ(1←2)
κ µ

(2←1)
κ

)
+ λ1(n)

2

(
1−

(
µ

(1←1)
κ

)2
)

+ λ2(n)
2

(
1−

(
µ

(2←2)
κ

)2
)

;

t
(1←1)
κ , t

(2←1)
κ t

(1←1)
κ = tκ + χ

(1←1)
κ λ1(n); t

(2←1)
κ = t

(1←1)
κ + χ

(2←1)
κ λm(n);

t
(2←2)
κ , t

(1←2)
κ t

(2←2)
κ = t

(2←1)
κ + χ

(2←2)
κ λ2(n); t

(1←2)
κ = t

(2←2)
κ + χ

(1←2)
κ λm(n);

Table 3: Symbols that appear in the augmented process and their definitions. Note that these
values are random and they depend only on the realization of the initial condition.

uniform Lipschitz constant, similar to the argument in Appendix E.1).

By the analysis of Appendix D, at the end of Phase A.1, the proportion of active half-edges for
connections in community j ∈ {1, 2} concentrates at

ãj(t
(1←2)
κ ) ≤ aj(tκ) + χ(j←j)λj(n)ζκ +O(κ2),

where aj(tκ) is related to the proportion of the same type of active half-edges before the augmen-
tation. Similarly, the proportion of active half-edges in community −j that should be connected to
random half-edges in community j concentrates at

ã(−j)
m (t(1←2)

κ ) ≤ a(−j)
m (tκ) + χ(−j←j)λm(n) + χ(j←−j)λm(n)ζκ +O(κ2).

Note that by Condition E .3, for j ∈ {1, 2}, we have

ãj(t
(1←2)
κ ) ≤ κ2/2 + χ(j←j)λj(n)ζκ +O(κ2),

ã(−j)
m (t(1←2)

κ ) ≤ κ2/2 + χ(−j←j)λm(n) + χ(j←−j)λm(n)ζκ +O(κ2).

8.2.4 The Twisted Process

To compare the augmented and truncated processes, we define a new process that we call the
twisted process. The twisted process and the augmented process have two key differences: (1)
augmented half-edges in the twisted process can be paired with each other, and (2) in the twisted
process, half-edges are paired in a different order. Note that the sample paths of all these processes
(truncated, augmented, and twisted) are the same up to time btκnc. However, after adding the
augmented half-edges, the twisted process proceeds as follows:

Phase T.1: pairing regular active half-edges with random regular half-edges; this phase consists of
some iterations, and during each iteration, we do the following:

(i) pick a regular active half-edge uniformly at random, and a random half-edge in the proper
community;

(ii) while the last selected random half-edge is augmented, repeat: (1) remove this half-edge,
(2) remove another augmented half-edge from the same community as the initial regular
active half-edge, (3) pick another random half-edge from the proper community;

(iii) remove the active half-edge, and the last selected regular active half-edge;
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Phase T.2: pairing random active half-edges with random regular half-edges; this phase proceeds
with pairing all the remaining active half-edges with random half-edges.

Note that Phase T.1 of the twisted process ends when we run out of regular active half-edges. In
Figure 6, we illustrate the timeline of an iteration of the Phase T.1 of the twisted process.

1: Pick a regular active half-edge
uniformly at random.

2: Pick another half-edge uni-
formly at random.

3: Remove two augmented half-
edges and pick another random
half-edge.

4: Remove two augmented half-
edges and pick another random
half-edge.

5: Remove the two regular half-
edges.

Figure 6: A schematic of the timeline of one iteration during Phase T.1 of the twisted process.
Green half-edges are for connections between the communities, blue half-edges are for connections
in community 1, and red half-edges are for connections in community 2. Active vertices are denoted
by dotted circles. Selected half-edges during this iteration are highlighted.

8.2.5 A Coupling Argument

During each iteration of the Phase T.1 of the twisted process, we remove a few half-edges; however,
exactly two regular half-edges are removed: the initial active half-edge and the last selected regular
half-edge. Hence, there is a natural coupling between the truncated process and the first phase
of the twisted process. Note that at the end of Phase T.1, the coupled truncated process hits its
natural stopping time.

Note that augmented half-edges in the twisted process can be paired with each other. Hence,
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one may expect the twisted process to be more wasteful than the augmented process since more
active half-edges can be paired with each other in the twisted process. Next, following this in-
tuition, we propose a coupling between the augmented process and the twisted process to show
that Phase T.1 of the twisted process ends after at most 2bnχ(1←1)λ1(n)/2c+2bnχ(2←2)λ2(n)/2c+
bnχ(1←2)λm(n)c+bnχ(2←1)λm(n)c = nO(κ) many time (not iteration), with high probability. Note
that during this time, at most nO(κ) vertices can be activated.

Remark 8.4. During the rest of this section, we use “ ˜ ” and “ ̂ ” to distinguish between quantities
that are associated with the augmented and twisted processes, respectively. The only exception is
the newly added vertices and label of their half-edges, which are the same for both processes.

Both the augmented process and the truncated process follow the same sample path up to time
btκnc before adding the high-degree active vertices ṽ1 and ṽ2. Suppose that vertices of community

j ∈ {1, 2} are labeled as {v(j)
1 , v

(j)
2 , · · · , v(j)

nj }. Let us label half-edges after adding ṽ1 and ṽ2 as
follows:

– half-edges of the vertex v
(j)
l that can be paired with half-edges in community j are labeled as

{(v(j)
l , i)}dj−uji=1 , where dj − uj is the number of remaining such half-edges;

– half-edges of the vertex v
(j)
l that can be paired with half-edges in community −j are labeled

as {(v(j)
l ,−i)}d−j−u−ji=1 , where d−j − u−j is the number of remaining such half-edges;

– half-edges of the augmented vertex ṽj that can be paired with half-edges in community j are

labeled as {(ṽj , i)}
2bnχ(j←j)

κ λj(n)/2c
i=1 ;

– half-edges of the augmented vertex ṽj that can be paired with half-edges in community −j
are labeled as {(ṽj ,−i)}bnχ

(1←2)λm(n)c+bnχ(2←1)λm(n)c
i=1 .

Consider a realization of the augmented process from time btκnc up to time bt(1←2)
κ nc. This

realization results in the following sequences:

1. The sequence of regular half-edges that are removed within community j ∈ {1, 2}:

S̃(j←j) =
(
ẽ(j←j)(1), ẽ(j←j)(2), ẽ(j←j)(3), · · · , ẽ(j←j)(2bnχ(j←j)

κ λj(n)/2c)
)
,

where ẽ(j←j)(k) is the label of the kth regular half-edge in community j that has been paired

with an augmented half-edge in community j. For k ≤ 2bnχ(j←j)
κ λj(n)/2c, define S̃(j←j)(k) :=(

ẽ(j←j)(1), ẽ(j←j)(2), ẽ(j←j)(3), · · · , ẽ(j←j)(k)
)
.

2. The sequence of regular half-edges that are removed between the communities, where the
augmented half-edge belongs to community j ∈ {1, 2}:

S̃(j←−j) =
(
ẽ(j←−j)(1), ẽ(j←−j)(2), · · · , ẽ(j←−j)(bnχ(−j←j)λm(n)c)

)
,

where ẽ(j←−j)(k) is the label of the kth regular half-edge in community −j that has been

paired with an augmented half-edge in community j. For k ≤ bnχ(−j←j)λm(n)c, define
S̃(j←−j)(k) :=

(
ẽ(j←−j)(1), ẽ(j←−j)(2), · · · , ẽ(j←−j)(k)

)
.
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Figure 7: A realization of the relabeling function Υk(A,B) at time k that maps A into a subset of

B. Note that their intersection A ∩B =
{

(v
(1)
1 , 5), (v

(1)
5 , 2), (v

(1)
4 , 3)

}
remains intact.

Let E(j←j) denote the set of regular half-edges within community j ∈ {1, 2} at the beginning of
Phase A.1. Similarly, let E(j←−j) denote the set of regular half-edges in community −j ∈ {1, 2}
that can be paired with half-edges in the other community, at the beginning of Phase A.1. Note
that E(j←j) and E(j←−j) are the same in both twisted and augmented processes.

Given the above realization of the augmented process up to time bt(1←2)
κ nc, we realize a sequence

of pairings for the twisted process. As we mentioned before, we are only concerned with the natural
stopping time of Phase T.1, and hence, the order in which half-edges in different communities are
paired does not have any impact. In the following coupling, at each time k, we use a random
one-to-one relabeling function Υk, that takes two sets of labels A and B such that A ⊂ B, and
maps A to a subset of B uniformly at random while keeping the labels in A∩B intact. See Figure
7 for an example. Abusing notation, we use Υk(A,B)(e) to denote the label in B that e ∈ A has
been mapped into, and Υk(A,B) as the subset of B to which A has been mapped into.

Given the above sequences, we couple the twisted process and the augmented process. The
coupling is based on exploring the sequences S̃(1←1), S̃(2←2), S̃(2←1) and S̃(1←2). Hence, we continue
the coupling as long as none of these sequences are fully explored and the twisted process is still
in Phase T.1. Specifically, we pair half-edges in the twisted process using the above sequences as
long as the following conditions are met:

Condition S.1: (S̃(1←1) and S̃(2←2) have members to be explored) total number of half-edges, after
adding the new vertices, that are removed from within community j ∈ {1, 2} is smaller than

4bnχ(j←j)
κ λj(n)/2c, i.e., S̃(j←j) has not been fully explored yet;

Condition S.2: (S̃(1←2) and S̃(2←1) have members to be explored) total number of times, after adding
the new vertices, that we picked an active half-edge (regular or augmented) from commu-
nity j ∈ {1, 2} and then paired it with a random half-edge in community −j is smaller than
bnχ(−j←j)λm(n)c, i.e., S̃(j←−j) has not been fully explored yet;

Condition S.3: (coupled truncated process has not hit its stopping time) twisted process is in Phase
T.1.

Whenever one of the above conditions are violated, we decouple the two processes and proceed
with the twisted process, independent of the augmented process. We will show that with high
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probability, Condition S.3 will be violated first, which in turn implies that the truncated process
stops after at most O(κ)n many time steps.

Consider a typical time k in the twisted process and suppose that we are given an active half-
edge ê(k). Note that ê(k) can be either a regular or an augmented active half-edge. Suppose that
Conditions S.1-S.3 are satisfied. Based on the type of ê(k), we have one of the following cases:

Case C.1: (within community connection) Suppose that ê(k) belongs to community j ∈ {1, 2} and it
can be paired with another half-edge in the same community. Let T̂(j←j)(k) denote the number
of times, after adding the new vertices, that we have removed pair of half-edges from community

j. Note that by Condition S.1, we have T̂(j←j)(k) < 2bnχ(j←j)
κ λj(n)/2c. Let Ê(j←j)(k) denote

the set of all half-edges, both augmented and truncated, available in community j at time k, to
be paired with ê(k). Note that∣∣∣Ê(j←j)(k)

∣∣∣ =
∣∣E(j←j)

∣∣+ 2bnχ(j←j)
κ λj(n)/2c − 2T̂(j←j)(k)− 1

≥
∣∣E(j←j)

∣∣− T̂(j←j)(k) =
∣∣∣E(j←j) \ S̃(j←j)(T̂ (k))

∣∣∣
Consider a realization of Υk

(
E(j←j) \ S̃(j←j)(T̂(j←j)(k)), Ê(j←j)(k)

)
. We pair ê(k) with a ran-

dom half-edge e by first tossing a biased coin, where the ratio of head and tail probabilities
are ∣∣∣E(j←j) \ S̃(j←j)(T̂(j←j)(k))

∣∣∣∣∣∣Ê(j←j)(k)
∣∣∣− ∣∣∣E(j←j) \ S̃(j←j)(T̂(j←j)(k))

∣∣∣ .
If the outcome is heads, we set e to be

Υk

(
E(j←j) \ S̃(j←j)(T̂(j←j)(k)), Ê(j←j)(k)

)
(ẽ(j←j)(T̂(j←j)(k) + 1));

otherwise, we pick e uniformly at random from

Ê(j←j)(k) \Υk

(
E(j←j) \ S̃(j←j)(T̂(j←j)(k)), Ê(j←j)(k)

)
.

If e was a regular half-edge, then pick ê(k+ 1) uniformly at random from the set of all available
active half-edges. Otherwise, set ê(k + 1) to be an augmented half-edge in community j that
can be paired with half-edges in community j.

Case C.2: (between community connection) Suppose that ê(k) belongs to community j ∈ {1, 2} and
it can be paired with another half-edge in community −j. Let T̂(j←−j)(k) denote the number of
times, after adding the new vertices, that we have removed pair of half-edges from between the
communities, such that the initial active half-edge was in community j. Note that by Condition
S.2,

T̂(1←2)(k) < bnχ(2←1)
κ λm(n)c, T̂(2←1)(k) < bnχ(1←2)

κ λm(n)c.
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Let Ê(j←−j)(k) denote the set of all half-edges, both augmented and truncated, available in
community −j at time k, to be paired with ê(k). Note that∣∣∣Ê(j←−j)(k)

∣∣∣
=
∣∣E(j←−j)

∣∣+ bnχ(1←2)
κ λm(n)c+ bnχ(2←1)

κ λm(n)c − T̂(1←2)(k)− T̂(2←1)(k)

>
∣∣E(j←−j)

∣∣− T̂(j←−j)(k) =
∣∣∣E(j←−j) \ S̃(j←−j)(T̂(j←−j)(k))

∣∣∣ .
Consider a realization of Υk

(
E(j←−j) \ S̃(j←−j)(T̂(j←−j)(k)), Ê(j←−j)(k)

)
. We pair ê(k) with a

random half-edge e by first tossing a biased coin, where the ratio of head and tail probabilities
are ∣∣∣E(j←−j) \ S̃(j←−j)(T̂(j←−j)(k))

∣∣∣∣∣∣Ê(j←−j)(k)
∣∣∣− ∣∣∣E(j←−j) \ S̃(j←−j)(T̂(j←−j)(k))

∣∣∣ .
If the outcome is heads, we set e to be

Υk

(
E(j←−j) \ S̃(j←−j)(T̂(j←−j)(k)), Ê(j←−j)(k)

)
(ẽ(j←−j)(T̂(j←−j)(k) + 1));

otherwise, we pick e uniformly at random from

Ê(j←−j)(k) \Υk

(
E(j←−j) \ S̃(j←−j)(T̂(j←−j)(k)), Ê(j←−j)(k)

)
.

If e was a regular half-edge, then pick ê(k+ 1) uniformly at random from the set of all available
active half-edges. Otherwise, set ê(k + 1) to be an augmented half-edge in community j, that
can be paired with half-edges in community −j.

In Figure 8, we illustrate a realization of the sequences S̃(1←1), S̃(2←2), S̃(2←1) and S̃(1←2) during the
augmented process. We then use these sequences to illustrate a coupling between the augmented
and the twisted processes in Figure 9, using the realization of the relabeling functions given in
Figure 10. We also present the natural coupling between the resulted twisted and the truncated
processes in Figure 11.

Next, we study which of Conditions S.1-S.3 are violated first; in particular, we show that
with high probability Conditions S.3 will be violated first. Let k̂dec denote the time at which we
decouple the twisted and augmented processes. Let T̂(−j←j)(k̂dec) denote the number of times,
after the augmentation, that we have paired an active half-edge in community −j with a random
half-edge in community j. Based on which condition is violated at time k̂dec, we have one of the
followings:

Case V.1: (Condition S.1 is violated first) Suppose that by time k̂dec, we have fully explored S̃(j←j)

for some j ∈ {1, 2}. In this case, we have removed 2bnχ(j←j)
κ λj(n)/2c pair of half-edges from

community j and paired them with each other. In particular, the total number of remaining
half-edges in community j of the twisted process for in-community connections at time k̂dec is
the same as the total number of remaining half-edges in community j of the augmented process

for in-community connections at time bt(1←2)
κ nc. Note that for any half-edge removed from
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Labels of vertices and edges. (i): S̃(1←1) =((v
(1)
1 , 1),(v

(1)
3 , 2),(v

(1)
4 , 1),(v

(1)
1 , 4)).

(ii): S̃(1←2) = ((v
(2)
1 ,−2), (v

(2)
3 ,−2), (v

(2)
1 ,−1)). (iii): S̃(2←2) = ((v

(2)
2 , 1), (v

(2)
1 , 2)).

(iv): S̃(2←1) = ((v
(1)
3 ,−1), (v

(1)
2 ,−1)).

Figure 8: A realization of sequences S̃(1←1), S̃(2←2), S̃(2←1) and S̃(1←2). We use the same configu-
ration and same convention as in Figure 5.
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(a) ê(btκnc) = (v
(2)
3 ,−2), coin toss is head,

Υbtκnc is identity map, and e = (v
(1)
3 ,−1).

(b) ê(btκnc + 1) = (v
(2)
4 , 1), coin toss is head,

Υbtκnc+1 is not identity map, and e = (v
(2)
2 , 1).

(c) ê(btκnc + 2) = (v
(1)
2 ,−1), coin toss is tail,

Υbtκnc+2 is not identity map, and e = (ṽ2,−5).

(d) ê(btκnc + 3) = (ṽ1,−5), coin toss is head,
Υbtκnc+3 is not identity map, and e = (ṽ2,−1).

(e) ê(btκnc + 4) = (ṽ1,−1), coin toss is tail,

Υbtκnc+4 is not identity map, and e=(v
(2)
1 ,−2).

(f) The two processes are decoupled, since

T̂(1←2)(k) = bnχ(2←1)λm(n)c = 3.

Figure 9: Coupling of the twisted process and the augmented process given by Figure 8. We use
the same convention as in Figure 6. Note that (c) to (f) appears in both figures. Realization of
the map Υk is denoted in Figure 10.
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(a) ẽ(2←1)(1) = (v
(1)
3 ,−1) (b) ẽ2←2(1) = (v

(2)
2 , 1).

(c) ẽ(1←2)(1) = (v
(2)
1 ,−2). (d) ẽ(1←2)(2) = (v

(2)
3 ,−2).

(e) ẽ(1←2)(3) = (v
(2)
1 ,−1).

Figure 10: Realization of the relabeling function in the coupling given by Figure 9. Color of each
node matches the type of associated half-edge. Outline of nodes associated with active half-edges
are black.
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(a) pair (v
(2)
3 ,−2) and (v

(1)
3 ,−1). (b) pair (v

(2)
4 , 1) and (v

(2)
2 , 1).

(c) pair (v
(1)
2 ,−1) and (v

(2)
3 ,−1). (d) continue coupling.

Figure 11: Coupling of the truncated process and twisted process given by Figure 9.

community j in the augmented process during this time, we have either removed the same half-
edge or wasted an active half-edge in the twisted process. Also, note that removing half-edges
from community −j or from between the communities can only increase the total number of
active half-edges in community j by activating some of the vertices in community j. Hence, we
have the following inequality:

Ãj(bt(1←2)
κ nc) ≥ Âj(k̂dec) ≥ Âaug,j(k̂dec),

where Âaug,j(k) is the number of remaining augmented half-edges in community j of the twisted
process at time k that can be paired with half-edges in the same community.

Case V.2: (Condition S.2 is violated first) Suppose that by time k̂dec, we have fully explored S̃(j←−j)
for some j ∈ {1, 2}. In this case, we have picked bnχ(−j←j)λm(n)c active half-edges from
community j and then paired them with random half-edges that belong to community −j. We
have further removed T̂(−j←j)(k̂dec) random half-edges from community j, which are paired with

active half-edges that belongs to community −j. Note that T̂(−j←j)(k̂dec) ≤ bnχ(j←−j)λm(n)c.
Following the same coupling as in Case C.2 of the above coupling (tossing a biased coin and
removing half-edges accordingly), we remove bnχ(j←−j)λm(n)c − T̂(−j←j)(k̂dec) random half-

edges from community j. We refer to this removal, as the final round of coupling. Let N
(j)
m

denote the number of active half-edges present at time k̂dec that are removed during the final

round of coupling, and N
(aug,j)
m denote the number of augmented half-edges available at time

k̂dec that are removed during the final round of coupling. Clearly, the following inequalities
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hold:

Â(j)
m (k̂dec) > N (j)

m , Â(aug,j)
m (k̂dec) > N (aug,j)

m , and Â(j)
m (k̂dec)− Â(aug,j)

m (k̂dec) > N (j)
m −N (aug,j)

m ,

where Â
(aug,j)
m (k) is the number of augmented half-edges in community j of the twisted process

at time k that can be paired with half-edges in community −j. Following the same argument
as in the previous case, we have

Ã(j)
m (bt(1←2)

κ nc) ≥ Â(j)
m (k̂dec)−N (j)

m ≥ Â(aug,j)
m (k̂dec)−N (aug,j)

m .

Case V.3: (Condition S.3 is violated first) This is the desired outcome.

Note that during Phase T.1 of the twisted process (and the final round of coupling), augmented
half-edges are removed only if they are chosen uniformly at random. In particular, if the random
half-edge that is paired with the active half-edge is augmented and both half-edges are in commu-
nity j, then we remove two augmented half-edges from community j (e.g. uniformly at random);
similarly, if the random half-edge is in community j and the active half-edge is in community −j
and the random half-edge is augmented, then we remove the random half-edge as well as another
augmented half-edge from community −j (e.g. uniformly at random). Hence, the number of re-
maining augmented half-edges in community j after removing 2bnχ(j←j)λj(n)/2c pair of half-edges
since time btκnc, concentrates around(

µ
(j←j)
κ

)2
λj(n)

2χ
(j←j)
κ λj(n) +

(
µ

(j←j)
κ

)2
λj(n)

× 2bnχ(j←j)λj(n)/2c

with high probability. Note that the first term is (almost) the ratio of regular half-edges over all
half-edges that are in community j and can be paired with half-edges in the same community at the
time of augmentation. Recall that by the analysis of Appendix D, the total number of half-edges in

community j of the augmented process at time bt(1←2)
κ nc concentrates around nãj(t

(1←2)
κ ), where

ãj(t
(1←2)
κ ) ≤ κ2/2 + χ(j←j)λj(n)ζκ +O(κ2), with high probability. By Conditions E .1 and E .2, and

(38), for all small enough κ (independent of n, so that constants in O(κ2) are small), we have(
µ

(j←j)
κ

)2
λj(n)

2χ
(j←j)
κ λj(n) +

(
µ

(j←j)
κ

)2
λj(n)

× χ(j←j)λj(n) > κ2/2 + χ(j←j)λj(n)ζκ +O(κ2)

≥ ãj(t(1←2)
κ ),

which in turn implies that the event that “Condition S.1 is violated first” is a low probability event.
Similarly, the number of remaining augmented half-edges between the communities after removing

bnχ(1←2)
κ λm(n)c+ bnχ(2←1)

κ λm(n)c half-edges uniformly at random since time btκnc, concentrates
around

µ
(1←2)
κ µ

(2←1)
κ λm(n)

λm(n)
(
χ

(1←2)
κ + χ

(2←1)
κ

)
+µ

(1←2)
κ µ

(2←1)
κ λm(n)

×
(
bnχ(1←2)

κ λm(n)c+bnχ(2←1)
κ λm(n)c

)
≥ n

(
κ2/2 + χ(−j←j)λm(n) + χ(j←−j)λm(n)ζκ +O(κ2)

)
≥ n× ã(−j)

m (t(1←2)
κ )
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where the first inequality follows by Conditions E .1 and E .2, and (38) for all small enough κ. Hence,
the event that “Condition S.2 is violated first” is a low probability event. Gathering all the above
results, the event that “Condition S.3 is violated first” in the above coupling is a high probability
event.

To summarize, similar to the case of one community, for any small enough constant κ > 0 we
have defined an event Ωn(κ) with limn→∞ P (Ωn(κ)) = 0 such that outside Ωn(κ) a scaled-version
of the truncated process hits its natural stopping time at time (t∗ ±O(ε))n. Letting n→∞, then
κ→ 0, we have the asymptotic characterization of the truncated process. Letting δ → 0, and using
(12), we get the following theorem for the asymptotic behavior of the Markov process of adoption.

Theorem 8.5. Consider the Markov process of adoption. Assume there is a constant 0 < dmax ≤
∞, independent of n, such that Kj(dj , d−j) = dj + d−j for all dj + d−j > dmax and j ∈ {1, 2}.
Suppose the degree regularity conditions given in Definition 4.3 hold. Let µ∞(t) denote the solution
of ODEs (32) where the function FFF∞(·) is given by the right-hand side of (6)-(7) (Mean-Field
equations). Let µ∗,∞ = lims→∞ FFF s

∞(1) to be the closest fixed point of FFF∞(·) to 1 in sup-norm.
Define the function t∞ : [0, 1]4 → R+ using equation (21) as follows:

t∞(µ) :=
λ1

2

(
1−

(
µ(1←1)

)2
)

+
λ2

2

(
1−

(
µ(2←2)

)2
)

+ λm

(
1− µ(1←2)µ(2←1)

)
, (40)

and let t∗,∞ := t∞(µ∗,∞). For t ≤ t∗,∞, define

i
(j)
dj ,d−j ,uj ,u−j ,∞(t) = Pj,m(dj , d−j)Bi(uj ; dj , 1− µ(j←j)

t,∞ )Bi(u−j ; d−j , 1− µ(j←−j)
t,∞ ), (41)

τj,∞(t) =
λj
2

(
1−

(
µ

(j←j)
t,∞

)2
)

(42)

τm,∞(t) = λm

(
1− µ(2←1)

t,∞ µ
(1←2)
t,∞

)
(43)

where µt,∞ := t−1
∞ (t), and t−1

∞ : [0, t∗,∞]→ {µ∞(x) : µ∞ is the solution of the ODEs} is the inverse
of the function t∞(·) restricted to the trajectory of the ODEs.

1. Assume dmax <∞. Then, for any t < t∗,∞, we have

I
(j)
dj ,d−j ,uj ,u−j

(tn)

n

P−→ i
(j)
dj ,d−j ,uj ,u−j ,∞(t),

Tj(tn)

n

P−→ τj,∞(t), and
Tm(tn)

n

P−→ τm,∞(t).

2. Assume dmax ≤ ∞, where dmax = ∞ is interpreted as no constraint on the threshold func-
tion Kj(dj , d−j). Suppose that the Perron-Frobenius eigenvalue of the non-negative matrix
JFFF ∞(·)(µ∗,∞) is smaller than 1, where JFFF ∞(·)(µ∗,∞) is the Jacobian matrix of FFF∞(·) at
µ∗,∞. Then, at the natural stopping time of the Markov process of adoption Xn, we have:

I
(j)
dj ,d−j ,uj ,u−j

(T n)

n

P−→ i
(j)
dj ,d−j ,uj ,u−j ,∞(t∗,∞),

Tj(T n)

n

P−→ τj,∞(t∗,∞) and
Tm(T n)

n

P−→ τm,∞(t∗,∞).
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Remark 8.6. As we commented in Point 2 of Section 5, the natural stopping time of the original
Markov process of adoption Xn is bounded between the same quantities for the truncated versions
Xn
L,δ and Xn

U,δ. However, this bound does not apply to the whole trajectory and the proof of the
first part of Theorem 8.5 is restricted to the case dmax < ∞. Nonetheless, we conjecture that the
same result holds for dmax =∞.

Remark 8.7. Note that if the Perron-Frobenius eigenvalue of JFFF ∞(·)(µ∗,∞) is greater than or equal
to 1, Theorem 8.5, provides an asymptotic lower bound for the final proportion of adopters in the
Markov process of adoption.

Tallying all the (scaled) inactive vertices we can determine the total (scaled) number of inactive
vertices in community j. This is an immediate corollary of Theorem 8.5.

Corollary 8.8. Let In(k) denote the total number of inactive vertices at time k of the Markov
process of adoption Xn. Consider the function Φ = (Φ1,Φ2) given by the right-hand side of (8).

1. Assume dmax <∞. Then for all t < t∗,∞, we have

In(tn)

n

P−→
∑

uj+u−j≤Kj(dj ,d−j)

i
(j)
dj ,d−j ,uj ,u−j ,∞(t)

= β1Φ1(µ
(1←1)
t,∞ , µ

(1←2)
t,∞ ) + β2Φ2(µ

(2←2)
t,∞ , µ

(2←1)
t,∞ ),

Aj(tn)

n

P−→ λj − 2τj,∞(t)−
∑

uj+u−j≤Kj(dj ,d−j)

(dj − uj)i(j)dj ,d−j ,uj ,u−j ,∞(t),

A
(j)
m (tn)

n

P−→ λm − τm,∞(t)−
∑

uj+u−j≤Kj(dj ,d−j)

(d−j − u−j)i(j)dj ,d−j ,uj ,u−j ,∞(t).

2. Assume dmax ≤ ∞ and suppose that µ∗,∞ is a stable equilibrium of ODEs (32). Then, we
have

In(T n)

n

P−→
∑

uj+u−j≤Kj(dj ,d−j)

i
(j)
dj ,d−j ,uj ,u−j

(t∗,∞)

= β1Φ1(µ
(1←1)
∗,∞ , µ

(1←2)
∗,∞ ) + β2Φ2(µ

(2←2)
∗,∞ , µ

(2←1)
∗,∞ ).

Proof. The proof follows from Theorem 8.5, and the fact that for large enough dmax, the proportion
of vertices with degree higher than dmax is small.

This machinery can easily be generalized to any finite number of communities. We conclude
this section by presenting the generalization to k communities. The degree regularity conditions
need not to be revised for this setting. Note that the only assumptions that we used in the proof
of Theorem 8.5 are the degree regularity conditions (given in Definition 4.3). As we mentioned
earlier, the graph regularity conditions (given in Definition 4.4) are necessary to get a uniform
simple random graph using the configuration model with positive probability. We also comment
that the result generalizes trivially to the case when the threshold of vertices is random, assuming
the distribution of the threshold depends on the community and degrees of vertices. In particular,
assuming Kj(dj , d−j) is random, the same formula works after taking expectation with respect to
it.
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Theorem 8.9. Assume there are k communities, and size of communities are given by n1, n2, · · · ,
nk such that

∑
i ni = n. Assume limn→∞ ni/n = βi for all i ∈ {1, 2, · · · , k}. Suppose the degree

regularity conditions hold, and define λr := λr,rβr and λ
(r,s)
m := λr,sβr for all r, s ∈ {1, 2, · · · , k}

(note that λr,sβr = λs,rβs). Assume there is a constant 0 < dmax ≤ ∞, independent of n, such that
the inactive vertices with degree higher than dmax cannot be activated. Let Xn denote the Markov

process of adoption. Let µ∞(t) = (µ
(i,j)
∞ (t))i,j∈{1,2,··· ,k} denote the solution of k2-dimensional ODEs.

dµ

dt
= FFF∞(µ)− µ µ(0) = 1, µ ∈ [0, 1]k

2
. (44)

where the function FFF∞(·) is given by Mean-Field equations. Let µ∗,∞ = lims→∞ FFF s
∞(1) to be the

closest fixed point of FFF∞(·) to 1 in sup-norm. Define the function t∞(·) as follows:

t∞(µ) :=
k∑
r=1

λr
2

(
1−

(
µ(r,r)

)2
)

+
k∑

r,s=1
s 6=r

λ
(r,s)
m

2

(
1− µ(r,s)µ(s,r)

)
(45)

and let t∗,∞ := t∞(µ∗,∞). Now, the result of Theorem 8.5 and Corollary 8.8 holds by using the
following functions:

i
(j)
d1,d2,··· ,dr,u1,u2,··· ,ur,∞(t) = Pj,m(d1, d2, · · · , dk)

k∏
r=1

Bi(ur; dr, 1− µ(j,r)
t,∞ )

τr,∞(t) =
λr
2

(
1−

(
µ

(r,r)
t,∞

)2
)

τ (r,s)
m,∞(t) = λ(r,s)

m

(
1− µ(r,s)

t,∞ µ
(s,r)
t,∞

)
where µt,∞ := t−1

∞ (t). Note that our notation is slightly different from the case of two communities,

as we use I
(j)
d1,d2,··· ,dr,u1,u2,··· ,ur to denote the number of vertices in community j with dr half-edges

in community r, such that ur of them have been already removed.

Proof. The proof of the generalized k follows by recycling the proof of k = 2.

9 Contagion Threshold

Recall that by definition, vertex i in community j with dnj,i neighbors in community j and dnm,i
neighbors in the other community is an early adopter with probability αj(d

n
j,i, d

n
m,i). If we assume

Kj(dj , d−j) ≡ θ(dj + d−j) for some θ ∈ (0, 1), then the largest value of θ that results in a cascade
(i.e., O(n) vertices becoming active) when a small number of vertices (o(n), often taken to be a
constant number) are initially seeded is called the contagion threshold; denote it by θ∗. Morris [26]
showed that θ∗ ≤ 0.5 and the upper-bound is loose for many graphs. It’s argued that the contagion
threshold of the graph family can be calculated by choosing αj(dj , d−j) ≡ α, letting α → 0, and
varying θ. In this section, we formalize this intuition and characterize the contagion condition for
general threshold functions.

Let α = {αj(dj , d−j)}j,dj ,d−j represent the seeding strategy. Let’s rewrite the function FFF∞(µ) as
FFF∞(α,µ) to emphasis the dependency of function FFF∞ over the seeding strategy. Similarly, we write
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U∞(α) to denote the largest connected set containing 1 such that ∀µ ∈ U∞(α), µ ≥ FFF∞(α,µ).
The question of interest is the final proportion of adopters when the seeding affects only a finite
population, i.e., the proportion of early adopters goes to 0 as n → ∞. We provide an answer to
this question for general threshold functions in the following theorem.

Theorem 9.1. Consider an arbitrary sequence {αs}∞s=1 that represent a sequence of non-zero
seeding strategies that converges to zero in sup-norm, i.e., ‖αs‖∞ → 0. Let ζ∞(0) denote the
Perron-Frobenius eigenvalue of the non-negative matrix JFFF ∞(0,·)(1). If ζ∞(0) < 1, then U∞(0) =
{1}, and the final proportion of adopters converges to 0 as ‖αs‖∞ → 0. If ζ∗,∞(0) > 1, {1} is in
the interior of U∞(0), and the final proportion of adopters as ‖αs‖∞ → 0 is strictly positive, and
we have

µ∗,∞(0) = lim
r→∞

FFF r
∞(0,u) = lim

s→∞
µ∗,∞(αs) ∀u ∈ U∞(0) ∩ {x : µ∗,∞(0) ≤ x ≤ 1} \ {1},

where µ∗,∞(αs) := limr→∞ FFF r
∞(αs,1), and µ∗,∞(0) is the closest fixed point of FFF∞(0,1) to 1 other

than 1 itself.

Proof. See Appendix E.7.

Remark 9.2. Note that if Perron-Frobenius eigenvalue of JFFF ∞(0,·)(µ∗,∞(0)) is smaller than 1, then
we can use the same formulas as in Theorem 8.5 to characterize the asymptotic proportion of
adopters. Otherwise, by Remark 8.7, we get a lower bound for this.

Note that the elements of the Jacobian matrix JFFF ∞(0,·)(1) have a simple form (see Appendix
E.6):

∂F(j←j),∞(0,µ)

∂µ(j←j)

∣∣∣∣
µ=1

=
∑

(dj ,d−j):Kj(dj ,d−j)=0

(dj − 1)Pj∗,m(dj , d−j),

∂F(j←j),∞(0,µ)

∂µ(j←−j)

∣∣∣∣
µ=1

=
∑

(dj ,d−j):Kj(dj ,d−j)=0

d−j Pj∗,m(dj , d−j),

∂F(j←−j),∞(0,µ)

∂µ(−j←−j)

∣∣∣∣
µ=1

=
∑

(dj ,d−j):Kj(dj ,d−j)=0

d−j P−j,m∗(d−j , dj),

∂F(j←−j),∞(0,µ)

∂µ(−j←j)

∣∣∣∣
µ=1

=
∑

(dj ,d−j):Kj(dj ,d−j)=0

(dj − 1)P−j,m∗(d−j , dj),

There is an interesting intuition behind the Perron-Frobenius eigenvalue ζ∞(0) of JFFF ∞(0,·)(1) and
the contagion threshold. Let Pn denote the set of vertices that need only one active neighbor to
adopt the new technology. If ζ∞(0) < 1, then after random pairing of half-edges, Pn consist of many
small components with high probability. On the other hand, ζ∞(0) > 1 implies that after random
pairing of half-edges, Pn has one giant component with high probability. Hence, if ζ∞(0) > 1, then
activating one of the vertices in the giant component of Pn will active a large proportion of the
population. This has also been reported in [22] for the case of one community.

The discussion on contagion can also be generalized to k communities with the same statement
as in Theorem 9.1. As we mentioned before, this also generalizes to the case of random threshold.
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Remark 9.3. In case of one community, the above analysis yields the same characterization in terms
of the derivative of F∞(0, µ) at µ = 1. In particular, contagion happens if

∑
d:K(d)=0 (d−1)P∗(d) > 1

and does not happen if
∑

d:K(d)=0 (d − 1)P∗(d) < 1, where P∗(·) is the size-biased distribution of
the asymptotic degree distribution P(·). This is the same criteria as in [22, Cascade condition (7)]
for the case of one community.

10 Poisson Degree Distributions

We will now specialize our results to Poisson degree distributions. An Erdős-Rényi random graph
is an example of a graph family that asymptotically yields a Poisson degree distribution. The
two community stochastic block model is then the appropriate generalization of the Erdős-Rényi
random graph that will asymptotically produce Poisson degree distributions within the community
and across the communities. We will show in the following results that under some symmetry
assumptions for the threshold and the advertising strategy, the solution of ODEs (32) simplifies
considerably. In the case of Poisson degree distribution, we assume

Pj,m(dj , d−j) = e−λj,j
(λj,j)

dj

dj !
× e−λj,m

(λj,m)d−j

d−j !

Note that Pj∗,m(dj , d−j) = Pj,m(dj − 1, d−j) and Pj,m∗(dj , d−j) = Pj,m(dj , d−j − 1).

Theorem 10.1. Assume that the threshold of each vertex depends on its community and the total
number of its neighbors, i.e. Kj(dj , d−j) = Kj(dj + d−j). Moreover, assume the advertisement
strategy is based on the community affiliation and the total number of neighbors, i.e. αj(dj , d−j) =
αj(dj + d−j). Now, if the asymptotic degree distributions are Poisson with parameters λ1,1, λ1,m,
λ2,m, and λ2,2, then the solution of ODEs (32) with the function FFF∞(·) given by the right-hand

side of (6)-(7) simplifies as follows: µ
(1←1)
∞ (t) = µ

(2←2)
∞ (t) and µ

(2←1)
∞ (t) = µ

(1←2)
∞ (t) for all t ≥ 0;

that is to say, the dimension of the differential equations reduces to 2.

Proof. See Appendix E.8.

The next theorem concerns general distributions.

Theorem 10.2. Assume both the advertisement strategy and the threshold function are symmetric
in the following sense: αj(dj , d−j) = α−j(d−j , dj) and Kj(dj , d−j) = K−j(d−j , dj) for all dj , d−j ≥ 0
and j ∈ {1, 2}. Also assume that the asymptotic degree distribution in both communities are the
same, i.e. P1,m = P2,m. Then, µ(1←1)(x) = µ(2←1)(x) and µ(2←2)(x) = µ(1←2)(x) for all x ≥ 0;
that is to say, the dimension of the differential equations reduces to 2.

Proof. See Appendix E.9.

Similar generalization holds for the case of k communities: given similar assumptions to The-
orem 10.1 or Theorem 10.2, in the case of k communities, the dimension of ODEs reduces to k.
An immediate corollary is the following which asserts that if both the assumptions hold, then the
dimension reduces to 1. This is also true for general k.

Corollary 10.3. Assume the assumptions of Theorems 10.1 and Theorems 10.2 hold, then the
dimension of ODEs (32) reduces to 1. In particular, the resulted system of ODE is the same as if
there was only one community with asymptotic degree distribution given by Poisson(λ1,1 + λ1,m).
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It is interesting to note that given assumptions of Theorems 10.1 and Theorems 10.2, the
contagion threshold is the same as if there was only one community. The derivation of contagion
threshold then matches the ones presented in [3, 22] for the case of one community.

11 Numerical Investigation

We present some numerical results using the analysis presented above. The main point is to show
how the community structure impacts seeding strategies. A natural question to ask is the following:
what is the best seeding strategy given a budget constraint? In this section, we also formalize this
question and provide a partial answer to it using a gradient-based heuristic algorithm.

By Theorem 8.5, we can approximate the state of the Markov process of adoption at its natural
stopping time if µ∗,∞ is a stable equilibrium point of ODEs (32) where the function FFF (·) is replaced
with FFF∞(·). Then, by Corollary 8.8, our strategy is to pick α∗ that minimizes β1Φ1(µ∗,∞) +
β2Φ2(µ∗,∞).

Specifically, consider the following budget constraint which constraints the expected proportion
of early adopters: ∑

j,dj ,d−j

βj Pj,m(dj , d−j)αj(dj , d−j) = B,

where B > 0 is the total available budget. We now formulate the “optimum seeding strategy” as
follows:

inf
α

β1Φ1(α,µ∗,∞) + β2Φ2(α,µ∗,∞)

subject to (i) Budget constraint:
∑

j,dj ,d−j

βj Pj,m(dj , d−j)αj(dj , d−j) = B,

(ii) Definition of µ∗,∞: µ∗,∞ = arg min
u:FFF ∞(α,u)=u

‖u− 1‖∞,

(ii)′ Definition of µ∗,∞: µ∗,∞ = lim
s→∞

FFF s
∞(α,1).

Note that by Corollary 7.8, the conditions (ii) and (ii)′ are equivalent. As the constraints are highly
nonlinear, we take a heuristic approach to provide a partial answer to this optimization problem.
We comment that if µ∗,∞ is not a stable equilibrium point, then the process may not be in the
vicinity of scaled-time close to t∗,∞ as we don’t know what happens beyond this point (see also
Remark 8.7). However, the above formulation is heuristically our best recourse to maximize the
contagion.

For the sake of simplicity, let us assume the degrees are uniformly bounded. This assumption is
justified by noting that the total number of half-edges associated with high degree vertices is small.
Note that the fixed point µ∗,∞ depends on the seeding strategy α; abusing notation, we denote
this by µ∗,∞(α). Recall that µ∗,∞(α) = F (α,µ∗,∞(α)). Using the chain rule, we have

Jµ∗,∞(·)(α) = JFFF ∞(·,µ∗,∞(α))(α) + JFFF ∞(α,·)(µ∗,∞(α))Jµ∗,∞(·)(α)

where Jµ∗,∞(·)(α) is the Jacobian matrix of µ∗,∞(·) at α, JFFF ∞(·,µ)(α) is the Jacobian matrix of

FFF∞(·,µ) at α, and JFFF ∞(α,·)(µ) is the Jacobian matrix of FFF∞(α, ·) at µ. Hence, assuming the
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inverse of I − JFFF ∞(α,·)(µ∗,∞(α)) exists (otherwise, we can use the pseudo-inverse), we have

Jµ∗,∞(·)(α) =
(
I − JFFF ∞(α,·)(µ∗,∞(α))

)−1
JFFF ∞(·,µ∗,∞(α))(α), (46)

where I is the identity matrix.
The heuristic seeding algorithm is an iterative algorithm that has two stages. The logic behind

the algorithm is simple: at Stage 1 , the algorithm tries to find the best direction for updating the
seeding strategy while keeping the budget constraint, and at Stage 2 , the algorithm validates the
choice of the direction.

Fix some ξ0 > 0, and pick ξ0 < ξ < 1 arbitrary. Also pick α arbitrary such that it satisfies the
budget constraint. The heuristic algorithm is given as follows:

Stage 1 . Numerically solve the following linear optimization problem:

inf
∆α=[∆αj(dj ,d−j)]j,dj ,d−j

〈
∆α ,

∑
j

JΦj(·,µ∗,∞(α))(α) + JΦj(α,·)(µ∗,∞(α))Jµ∗,∞(·)(α)
〉
F

subject to
∑

j,dj ,d−j

βj Pj,m(dj , d−j) (αj(dj , d−j) + ξ∆αj(dj , d−j)) = B,

αj(dj , d−j) + ξ∆αj(dj , d−j) ∈ [0, 1] for all j, dj , d−j

‖∆α‖F = 1

where 〈A,B〉F :=
∑
ai,jbi,j is the Frobenius inner product, JΦj(·,µ)(α) is the Jacobian matrix of

Φj(·,µ) at α, JΦj(α,·)(µ) is the Jacobian matrix of Φj(α, ·) at µ, and ‖·‖F is the Frobenius norm.

Stage 2 . Let αnew = [αj(dj , d−j) + ξ∆αj(dj , d−j)]j,dj ,d−j . If

β1Φ1(α,µ∗,∞(α)) + β2Φ2(α,µ∗,∞(α)) >

β1Φ1(αnew,µ∗,∞(αnew)) + β2Φ2(αnew,µ∗,∞(αnew)),

then update α ← αnew and go to Stage 1 . Otherwise, update ξ ← ξ/2. If ξ < ξ0 terminate the
algorithm, otherwise go to Stage 1 .

Next, we compare different seeding strategies using Theorem 8.5, Corollary 8.8, and Corollary
7.8. We focus on Poisson degree distributions, owing to analytical simplifications and the fact there
are only three parameters to tune. Moreover, for simplicity we assume that the threshold functions
are given by Kj(dj , d−j) = θ× (dj +d−j)− 1 where θ = 1/4. The choice of 1/4 is motivated by [22,
Figure 2] that shows the contagion threshold of sparse Erdős-Rényi random graph (with parameter
λ) is below 1/4. Henceforth, we assume β1 = β2.

The vertices that are seeded by the advertisers are early adopters. A few strategies that we
consider are: (1) Random seeding: first, we assume the advertiser does not even know about
the existence of two communities. This scenario is named as global seeding. Second, we assume
the advertiser knows the community structure and decides to seed just asymmetrically in the two
communities. This advertisement strategy is denoted by local seeding. (2) Degree-targeted seeding:
the advertiser knows the degree distribution of the network and the identity of the vertices that
possess a certain degree but does not know the underlying connectivity structure.

In Figure 12, we assume that both the in-community and the out-community degree distribu-
tions are Poisson distributions with parameters λ1,1 = λ2,2 = λin and λ1,2 = λ2,1 = λout. The figure
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Figure 12: Random seeding strategy on symmetric communities. The ratio of of early adopters
is 2.5% of the population. λin denotes the in-community connectivity, and λout denotes the out-
community connectivity.

suggests that if the communities are symmetric, and if they are well-connected (λout = 1), then the
best strategy is to use the whole budget in one community. In Figure 13 we consider the general
case where distributions can have different parameters in the two communities, i.e., λ1,1 and λ2,2

need not be equal. We also assume λ1,2 = λ2,1 = λout = 1. In this case, the community structure
dramatically changes the cascade potential: there are scenarios where global seeding can cause a
cascade while local seeding won’t, and vice-versa.

Next, we consider degree-targeted seeding in Figure 14. In general, high-degree vertices can
potentially stop a cascade if they are not early adopters; hence it might make sense to seed these
vertices in each community. In Figure 14, we compare the highest degree seeding strategy with the
heuristic algorithm proposed at the beginning of the section. The outer-community connectivity
is given by λ1,2 = λ2,1 = λout = 1, and the heuristic algorithm is initialized with global seeding
strategy. The results are dramatically different. We also illustrate the resulting seeding distribution,
α1(d1, d2) and α2(d2, d1), for λ1,1 = 18 and λ2,2 = 10.5 in Figure 15. These two figures highlight
the importance of community structure in the optimum seeding strategy.

Next, we discuss the evolution of cascade using Theorem 8.5 and Corollary 8.8. Figure 16
illustrates the evolution of active half-edges and inactive vertices in the second community for
λ1,1 = 7, λ2,2 = 12, and λ1,2 = λ2,1 = 1 when the seeding strategy is to put the whole budget in
the first community. Figure 13 suggests that global seeding strategy will not result in any cascade.
On the other hand, a global cascade emerges following local seeding strategy: it develops in the
first community and then moves to the next community; this happens when the inactive vertices in
community 2 with d1 > θ×(d1 +d2)−1 become active, causing a cascade in the second community.
In this figure, we also present the total number of active half-edges in the second community for
the Markov process of adoption, for n = 20000, to numerically validate the result of Theorem 8.5.

Finally, there are scenarios where neither global nor local seeding strategy can cause a cascade.
Figure 17 illustrate the evolution of active half-edges for λ1,1 = 17, λ2,2 = 12 and λ1,2 = λ2,1 =
1, when 25% of budget is used in community 1 and 75% of the budget is used in community
2, seeding vertices with the highest degree. Active half-edges in both communities get close to
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Figure 13: Random seeding strategy on asymmetric communities. The ratio of of early adopters
is 2.5% of the population. λ1,1 and λ2,2 are parameters of the in-community distributions. λ1,2 =
λ2,1 = λout = 1 in both cases. Intensity of grayscale indicates the final proportion of adopters:
darkest color corresponds to 1 and lightest color corresponds to 0.

zero; nevertheless, a cascade happens in the second community. This cascade then moves to the
first community, and almost all vertices adopt the new technology. This example illustrates the

importance of active half-edges a
(2)
m (t) in triggering a cascade in the first community. We also

include the total number of active half-edges for the Markov process of adoption, for n = 20000, to
numerically validate the result of Theorem 8.5.

12 Open Problems

We close our paper by presenting some open problems:

1. What if ζ∗,∞ ≥ 1? Following the same intuition we presented in Section 9, let Pn(k) denote
the set of pivotal players at time k of the process, i.e., set of remaining inactive vertices at time
k that only need one further active neighbor to adopt the new technology. A closer look at the
condition ζ∗,∞ < 1, suggest that after random pairing of half-edges, Pn(bt∗nc) consist of many
small components, with high probability. This is why the cascade cannot grow much further. On
the other-hand, if ζ∗,∞ > 1, then after random pairing of half-edges, Pn(bt∗nc) has one giant
component, with high probability. Hence, it is natural to expect that the cascade won’t stop here.
However, making this argument rigorous, needs much more work. Intuitively, the cascade process
grows up to the closest fixed point of U∞ to 1 for which the eigenvalue of the Jacobian matrix is
bounded by 1. We leave this as a conjecture for future work.

2. How many fixed points does FFF∞(·) have? In a related work, Balogh and Pittel [4] shown
that the answer is two for regular random graphs (given some additional conditions).

3. What is the trajectory of the contagion process? The evolution of the Markov process of
adoption is not the same as the evolution of cascades on the network. Since the random graph
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Figure 14: Highest degree seeding strategy versus proposed heuristic seeding strategy on asym-
metric communities. The ratio of of early adopters is 2.5% of the population. λ1,1 and λ2,2 are
parameters of the in-community distributions. λ1,2 = λ2,1 = λout = 1 in all three cases. Intensity
of grayscale indicates the final proportion of adopters: darkest color corresponds to 1 and lightest
color corresponds to 0.

model converges locally weakly to GWMT∗ defined in Section 3, the trajectory of the contagion
process on the random graph is related to the trajectory of the contagion process on GWMT∗.
Moreover, it is easy to see that the evolution of cascades on GWMT∗ is given by the iterations
of function FFF∞(·) starting from 1 (See [30] for a related discussion). This intuitive argument also
justifies the connection between lims→∞ FFF s

∞(1) and the equilibrium of the ODEs (32). However, a
rigorous proof is still missing in the literature.

4. Finally, what is the optimum seeding strategy? We proposed a heuristic seeding strategy in
Section 11 that performs well in different scenarios (Figure 14). However, we have no proof that
this seeding strategy is optimum, nor do we have a characterization of its sub-optimality if it is
not. This question is also related to the question 2 above.

A When Greedy Maximization Is Bad

We now give an example showing how the results in [19, 28] break if θv is assumed to be fixed.
We build a network as follows: start from a 3n× 3n torus, i.e. vertex (i, j) with 1 ≤ i, j ≤ 3n has
four neighbors: (i+ 1, j), (i− 1, j), (i, j + 1), (i, j − 1) where operations are performed modulo 3n.
Now for each 1 ≤ j ≤ 3n, and 0 ≤ k ≤ n − 1, we add a vertex v(j, k) connected to the vertices
of the torus (3k + 1, j), (3k + 2, j) and (3k + 3, j). Finally each of these vertices v(j, k) are part
of a cycle of size K ≥ 3 with no other common point with the rest of the graph except through
v(j, k). In summary, we have 9n2 vertices on the torus, and 3n2 disjoint cycles of size K which are
connected to the torus only through the vertices v(j, k). There is a total of 9n2 + 3n2K vertices.
Note that the degree of a vertex on the torus is 5 (4 neighbors on the torus and 1 on a cycle) as
well as for the vertices v(j, k). We take θ = 2/5 so that a vertex of degree d becomes active as soon
as θd of its neighbors are active. In particular a vertex on the torus or a v(j, k) needs only 2 active
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Figure 15: Distribution of α1(d1, d2) (left) and α2(d2, d1) (right) in the proposed heuristic seeding
algorithm for λ1,1 = 18, λ2,2 = 10.5 and λout = 1. The ratio of of early adopters is 2.5% of the
population. Intensity of grayscale indicates the value of αj(dj , d−j): darkest color corresponds to
1 and lightest color corresponds to 0.

neighbors to become active. Moreover, activating a vertex v(j, k) will activate all the K vertices
on the cycle. Because of this, it is easy to see that any greedy algorithm with budget b ≤ 3n2 will
only activate the vertices v(j, k). Note however that by activating the set of vertices on the torus:
(1, 1), (1, 2), . . . , (1, 3n) and (2, 1) will result in the global activation of the network. Hence for any
3n + 1 ≤ b ≤ 3n2, we can find a set activating the 9n2 + 3n2K vertices of the networks, whereas
the greedy algorithm only activates Kb vertices which is far removed from the optimum solution.

B One-Step Drift

Recall that mj(n) denotes the total number of edges on side j ∈ {1, 2}, and mm(n) denotes the
total number of edges between the two communities. The one-step drifts of the random variables
associated with the Markov process of adoption are given as follows:

• One-step drift of Aj(·) for j ∈ {1, 2}:

E[Aj(k + 1)−Aj(k)|Xn(k)] =

− Aj(k)

A1(k) +A2(k) +A
(1)
m (k) +A

(2)
m (k)

− Aj(k)

A1(k) +A2(k) +A
(1)
m (k) +A

(2)
m (k)

× Aj(k)− 1

2mj(n)− 2Tj(k)− 1

+
Aj(k)

A1(k) +A2(k) +A
(1)
m (k) +A

(2)
m (k)

×

∑
uj+u−j=Kj(dj ,d−j)

(dj − uj − 1)×
(dj − uj)I(j)

dj ,d−j ,uj ,u−j
(k)

2mj(n)− 2Tj(k)− 1
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Figure 16: Evolution of cascade for λ1,1 = 7, λ2,2 = 12, and λ1,2 = λ2,1 = 1 using local seeding
strategy. The total proportion of early adopters is 2.5%.
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Figure 17: Evolution of cascade, λout = 1, λin,1 = 17 and λin,2 = 12; proportion of early adopters
is 2.5%, x axis is time and y axis is the quantity of corresponding scaled variables. The seeding
strategy is given by (0.25, 0.75).
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+
A

(−j)
m (k)

A1(k) +A2(k) +A
(1)
m (k) +A

(2)
m (k)

×

∑
uj+u−j=Kj(dj ,d−j)

(dj − uj)×
(d−j − u−j)I(j)

dj ,d−j ,uj ,u−j
(k)

mm(n)− (k − T1(k)− T2(k))

• One-step drift of Tj(·) for j ∈ {1, 2}:

E[Tj(k + 1)− Tj(k)|Xn(k)] = +
Aj(k)

A1(k) +A2(k) +A
(1)
m (k) +A

(2)
m (k)

• One-step drift of A
(j)
m (·) for j ∈ {1, 2}:

E[A(j)
m (k + 1)−A(j)

m (k)|Xn(k)] =

− A
(j)
m (k)

A1(k) +A2(k) +A
(1)
m (k) +A

(2)
m (k)

− A
(−j)
m (k)

A1(k) +A2(k) +A
(1)
m (k) +A

(2)
m (k)

× A
(j)
m (k)

mm(n)− (k − T1(k)− T2(k))

+
A

(−j)
m (k)

A1(k) +A2(k) +A
(1)
m (k) +A

(2)
m (k)

×

∑
uj+u−j=Kj(dj ,d−j)

(d−j − u−j − 1)×
(d−j − u−j)I(j)

dj ,d−j ,uj ,u−j
(k)

mm(n)− (k − T1(k)− T2(k))

+
Aj(k)

A1(k) +A2(k) +A
(1)
m (k) +A

(2)
m (k)

×

∑
uj+u−j=Kj(dj ,d−j)

(d−j − u−j)×
(dj − uj)I(j)

dj ,d−j ,uj ,u−j
(k)

2mj(n)− 2Tj(k)− 1

• One-step drift of I
(j)
dj ,d−j ,uj ,u−j

(·) for j ∈ {1, 2}:

E[I
(j)
dj ,d−j ,uj ,u−j

(k + 1)− I(j)
dj ,d−j ,uj ,u−j

(k)|Xn(k)] =

− Aj(k)

A1(k) +A2(k) +A
(1)
m (k) +A

(2)
m (k)

×
(dj − uj)I(j)

dj ,d−j ,uj ,u−j
(k)

2mj(n)− 2Tj(k)− 1

− A
(−j)
m (k)

A1(k) +A2(k) +A
(1)
m (k) +A

(2)
m (k)

×
(d−j − u−j)I(j)

dj ,d−j ,uj ,u−j
(k)

mm(n)− (k − T1(k)− T2(k))

+
Aj(k)

A1(k) +A2(k) +A
(1)
m (k) +A

(2)
m (k)

×
(dj − uj + 1)I

(j)
dj ,d−j ,uj−1,u−j

(k)

2mj(n)− 2Tj(k)− 1
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+
A

(−j)
m (k)

A1(k) +A2(k) +A
(1)
m (k) +A

(−j)
m (k)

×
(d−j − u−j + 1)I

(j)
dj ,d−j ,uj ,u−j−1(k)

mm(n)− (k − T1(k)− T2(k))

Although we’ve presented the one-step drift of Aj and A
(j)
m for j ∈ {1, 2}, we are not going to

use them. As is pointed out in Remark 4.2, we only need to keep track of Tj and I
(j)
dj ,d−j ,uj ,u−j

.

In particular, using the balance equations (11), we replace all the terms Aj and A
(j)
m by an affine

function of Tj and I
(j)
dj ,d−j ,uj ,u−j

.

C Derivation of ODEs

The scaled variables are supposed to model the behavior of their discrete counterpart, as we men-
tioned in (14). Using Remark 4.7, Point 2 in Section 5, Remark 5.1, and the one-step drifts in
Appendix B, the ODEs are given as follows:

di
(j)
dj ,d−j ,uj ,u−j

dx
=

fj,dj ,d−j ,uj ,u−j (x, λ1(n), λ2(n), λm(n), τ1, τ2, w1, w2, w
(1)
m , w(2)

m , i
(1)
d1,d2,u1,u2

, i
(2)
d2,d1,u2,u1

) :=

− aj(x)

a1(x) + a2(x) + a
(1)
m (x) + a

(2)
m (x)

×
(dj − uj)i(j)dj ,d−j ,uj ,u−j (x)

λj(n)− 2τj(x)

− a
(−j)
m (x)

a1(x) + a2(x) + a
(1)
m (x) + a

(2)
m (x)

×
(d−j − u−j)i(j)dj ,d−j ,uj ,u−j (x)

λm(n)− τm(x)

+
aj(x)

a1(x) + a2(x) + a
(1)
m (x) + a

(2)
m (x)

×
(dj − uj + 1)i

(j)
dj ,d−j ,uj−1,u−j

(x)

λj(n)− 2τj(x)

+
a

(−j)
m (x)

a1(x) + a2(x) + a
(1)
m (x) + a

(2)
m (x)

×
(d−j − u−j + 1)i

(j)
dj ,d−j ,uj ,u−j−1(x)

λm(n)− τm(x)
,

(47)

dτj
dx

= fj(x, λ1(n), λ2(n), λm(n), τ1, τ2, w1, w2, w
(1)
m , w(2)

m , i
(1)
d1,d2,u1,u2

, i
(2)
d2,d1,u2,u1

) :=

aj(x)

a1(x) + a2(x) + a
(1)
m (x) + a

(2)
m (x)

,
(48)

dwj
dx

= fj+2(x, λ1(n), λ2(n, )λm(n), τ1, τ2, w1, w2, w
(1)
m , w(2)

m , i
(1)
d1,d2,u1,u2

, i
(2)
d2,d1,u2,u1

) :=

aj(x)

a1(x) + a2(x) + a
(1)
m (x) + a

(2)
m (x)

× −wj(x)

λj(n)− 2τj(x)
,

(49)

dw
(j)
m

dx
= fj+4(x, λ1(n), λ2(n), λm(n), τ1, τ2, w1, w2, w

(1)
m , w(2)

m , i
(1)
d1,d2,u1,u2

, i
(2)
d2,d1,u2,u1

) :=

a
(−j)
m (x)

a1(x) + a2(x) + a
(1)
m (x) + a

(2)
m (x)

× −w(j)
m (x)

λm(n)− τm(x)
,

(50)
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where τm(x) := x− τ1(x)− τ2(x),

aj(x) := −
∑

uj+u−j≤Kj(dj ,d−j)
dj+d−j≤dmax

(dj − uj)i(j)dj ,d−j ,uj ,u−j (x) + λj(n)− 2τj(x)− wj(x), and (51)

a(j)
m (x) := −

∑
uj+u−j≤Kj(dj ,d−j)

dj+d−j≤dmax

(d−j − u−j)i(j)dj ,d−j ,uj ,u−j (x) + λm(n)− τm(x)− w(j)
m (x). (52)

The initial condition is given as follows: for j ∈ {1, 2}, we have

τj(0) = 0,

wj(0) =
∑

dj+d−j>dmax

dj
I

(j)
dj ,d−j ,0,0

(0)

n
,

w(j)
m (0) =

∑
dj+d−j>dmax

d−j
I

(j)
dj ,d−j ,0,0

(0)

n
,

i
(j)
dj ,d−j ,uj ,u−j

(0) =

{
1
nI

(j)
dj ,d−j ,0,0

(0) if uj = u−j = 0 and dj + d−j ≤ dmax

0 otherwise
.

(53)

Note that if αj(dj , d−j) = 1 for all dj + d−j > dmax, then wj(x) = w
(j)
m (x) = 0, ∀x. Also, note

that the above ODEs depend on the value of n via λ1(n), λ2(n), and λm(n), as well as the initial
condition.

We comment that the above initial condition is random. However, as n→∞, the corresponding
random variables converge to a constant in probability; this is a consequence of the third assumption
in the graph regularity conditions.

Lemma C.1. Assume the degree regularity conditions given in Definition 4.3 hold. Then, as
n→∞:

i
(j)
dj ,d−j ,0,0

(0) dj/λj(n)
P−→ Pj∗,m(dj , d−j)(1− αj(dj , d−j)),

i
(−j)
d−j ,dj ,0,0

(0) dj/λm(n)
P−→ P−j,m∗(d−j , dj)(1− α−j(d−j , dj)),

wj(0)/λj(n)
P−→

∑
dj+d−j>dmax

Pj∗,m(dj , d−j)(1− αj(dj , d−j)),

w(−j)
m (0)/λm(n)

P−→
∑

dj+d−j>dmax

P−j,m∗(d−j , dj)(1− α−j(d−j , dj)),

aj(0)
P−→ βj

∑
dj ,d−j

dj Pj,m(dj , d−j)αj(dj , d−j),

a(j)
m (0)

P−→ βj
∑
dj ,d−j

d−j Pj,m(dj , d−j)αj(dj , d−j).

Proof. Recall that I
(j)
dj ,d−j ,0,0

(0) =
∑

l∈N(dj ,d−j)
(1− α(j)

l ), where N(dj , d−j) := {l : dnj,l = dj , d
n
m,l =

d−j and l ∈ Community j}, and {α(j)
l }l∈N(dj ,d−j) are i.i.d. Bernoulli random variables with success

63



probability αj(dj , d−j) ∈ (0, 1) (note that if αj(dj , d−j) ∈ {0, 1}, there is nothing to prove.). Now,
using the Chebyshev’s inequality, for any fixed ε > 0, we have:

P
(∣∣∣∣ dj
nλj(n)

I
(j)
dj ,d−j ,0,0

(0)− dj
nλj(n)

N(dj , d−j)(1− αj(dj , d−j))
∣∣∣∣ > ε

)
≤
(

dj
nλj(n)ε

)2

N(dj , d−j)× αj(dj , d−j)(1− αj(dj , d−j))

≤
(

dj
λj,j(n)ε

)2

× N(dj , d−j)

nj
× 1

nj
=
o(nj)

nj

n→∞−−−→ 0,

Note that by degree regularity conditions and Remark 4.7, we have

N(dj , d−j)

nj

n→∞−−−→ Pj,m(dj , d−j),
dj N(dj , d−j)

nλj(n)
=
dj N(dj , d−j)

njλj,j(n)

n→∞−−−→ Pj∗,m(dj , d−j).

The proof of the other cases are similar. Note that to prove the convergence in probability

of wj(0)/λj(n) (and similarly w
(−j)
m (0)/λm(n)), we need to invoke the third assumption of degree

regularity conditions:

P

(∣∣∣∣∣ ∑
dj+d−j>dmax

dj
nλm(n)

I
(j)
dj ,d−j ,0,0

(0)

−
∑

dj+d−j>dmax

dj
nλm(n)

N(dj , d−j)(1− αj(dj , d−j))

∣∣∣∣∣ > ε

)

≤
∑

dj+d−j>dmax

(
dj

nλm(n)ε

)2

N(dj , d−j)× αj(dj , d−j)(1− αj(dj , d−j))

≤
∑

i(d
n
j,i)

2

nj
× 1

nj
× 1

(ελm,j(n))2
=
o(nj)

nj

n→∞−−−→ 0.

Finally, the convergence of aj(0) and a
(j)
m (0) in probability follow by the balance equations (13).

D Augmented Process

Let us fix the initial condition given by (53). As we mentioned for the truncated process, we only
need to keep track of the followings to study the evolution of the augmented process: the number
of times the algorithm visits each community, and number of inactive vertices in each community
with different attributes. Let us denote the corresponding random variables for the augmented

process at time k with Ĩ
(j)
dj ,d−j ,uj ,u−j

(k), T̃j(k), W̃j(k), and W̃ j
m(k).

Note that the one-step drifts of these random variables at time k not only depend on X̃n
δ , but

also on the value of k itself. In particular, the one-step drifts of these random variables before adding
ṽ1 and ṽ2, and after removing all the augmented half-edges are same as the ones given by Appendix
B and Remark 5.1; however, the one-step drifts during time btκnc, · · · , btκnc+2bnχ(1←1)λ1(n)/2c+
2bnχ(2←2)λ2(n)/2c+ bnχ(1←2)λm(n)c+ bnχ(2←1)λm(n)c − 1 follow a different formulation.
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Let kκ := btκnc, k(1←1)
κ := kκ+2bnχ(1←1)λ1(n)/2c, k(2←1)

κ := k
(1←1)
κ +bnχ(2←1)λm(n)c, k(2←2)

κ :=

k
(2←1)
κ + 2bnχ(2←2)λ2(n)/2c, and k

(1←2)
κ := k

(2←2)
κ + bnχ(1←2)λm(n)c. These values correspond to

the time in which the augmented process changes its behavior. Next, we describe the one-step
drifts of the associated random variables for different times:

(i) 0 ≤ k < kκ: during this interval, the augmented process follows the same path as the

truncated process and the one-step drifts of Ĩ
(j)
dj ,d−j ,uj ,u−j

, T̃j(k), W̃j(k), and W̃
(j)
m (k) are

same as the ones given by Appendix B and Remark 5.1.

(ii) kκ ≤ k < k
(1←1)
κ : during this interval, we remove random regular half-edges from within

community 1. The one-step drifts are given as follows:

E[T̃1(k + 1)− T̃1(k)|X̃n
δ (k)] = 1/2,

E[Ĩ
(1)
d1,d2,u1,u2

(k + 1)− Ĩ(1)
d1,d2,u1,u2

(k)|X̃n
δ (k)] =

−
(d1 − u1)Ĩ

(1)
d1,d2,u1,u2

(k)

2m1(n)− 2T1(kκ)− (k − kκ)− 1

+
(d1 − u1 + 1)Ĩ

(1)
d1,d2,u1−1,u2

(k)

2m1(n)− 2T1(kκ)− (k − kκ)− 1
,

E[W̃1(k + 1)− W̃1(k)|X̃n
δ (k)] =

−W̃1(k)

2m1(n)− 2T1(kκ)− (k − kκ)− 1
.

Note that the one-step drifts of all the other random variables are zero. Also, note that at
time k, we remove only one half-edge which is not augmented; this is why we increment the
value of T̃j(k) by 1/2 instead of 1.

(iii) k
(1←1)
κ ≤ k < k

(2←1)
κ : during this interval, we remove random regular half-edges from com-

munity 2 that are between the two communities. The one-step drifts are given as follows:

E[Ĩ
(2)
d2,d1,u2,u1

(k + 1)− Ĩ(2)
d2,d1,u2,u1

(k)|X̃n
δ (k)] =

−
(d1 − u1)Ĩ

(2)
d2,d1,u2,u1

(k)

mm(n)− (kκ − T1(kκ)− T2(kκ))− (k − k(1←1)
κ )

+
(d1 − u1 + 1)Ĩ

(2)
d2,d1,u2,u1−1(k)

mm(n)− (kκ − T1(kκ)− T2(kκ))− (k − k(1←1)
κ )

E[W̃ (2)
m (k + 1)− W̃ (2)

m (k)|X̃n
δ (k)] =

−W̃ (2)
m (k)

mm(n)− (kκ − T1(kκ)− T2(kκ))− (k − k(1←1)
κ )

.

(iv) k
(2←1)
κ ≤ k < k

(2←2)
κ : during this interval, we remove random regular half-edges from within

community 2. Similar to (ii) above, the one-step drifts are given as follows:

E[T̃2(k + 1)− T̃2(k)|X̃n
δ (k)] = 1/2,

E[Ĩ
(2)
d2,d1,u2,u1

(k + 1)− Ĩ(2)
d2,d1,u2,u1

(k)|X̃n
δ (k)] =
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−
(d2 − u2)Ĩ

(2)
d2,d1,u2,u1

(k)

2m2(n)− 2T2(kκ)− (k − k(2←1)
κ )− 1

+
(d2 − u2 + 1)I

(2)
d2,d1,u2−1,u1

(k)

2m2(n)− 2T2(kκ)− (k − k(2←1)
κ )− 1

,

E[W̃2(k + 1)− W̃2(k)|X̃n
δ (k)] =

−W̃2(k)

2m2(n)− 2T2(kκ)− (k − k(2←1)
κ )− 1

.

(v) k
(2←2)
κ ≤ k < k

(1←2)
κ : during this interval, we remove random regular half-edges from com-

munity 1 that are between the two communities. Similar to (iii) above, the one-step drifts
are given as follows:

E[Ĩ
(1)
d1,d2,u1,u2

(k + 1)− Ĩ(1)
d1,d2,u1,u2

(k)|X̃n
δ (k)] =

−
(d2 − u2)Ĩ

(1)
d1,d2,u1,u2

(k)

mm(n)− (kκ − T1(kκ)− T2(kκ))− (k − k(2←2)
κ )

+
(d2 − u2 + 1)Ĩ

(1)
d1,d2,u1,u2−1(k)

mm(n)− (kκ − T1(kκ)− T2(kκ))− (k − k(2←2)
κ )

,

E[W̃ (1)
m (k + 1)− W̃ (1)

m (k)|X̃n
δ (k)] =

−W̃ (1)
m (k)

mm(n)− (kκ − T1(kκ)− T2(kκ))− (k − k(2←2)
κ )

.

(vi) k
(1←2)
κ ≤ k: after time k

(1←2)
κ , the augmented process proceed normally, and the one-step

drift of Ĩ
(j)
dj ,d−j ,uj ,u−j

and T̃j(k) follows the same formulation as in Appendix B, with one

exception: the term k− T̃1(k)− T̃2(k) needs to be replaced with the term k− T̃1(k)− T̃2(k)−
(bnχ(1←1)λ1(n)/2c+ bnχ(2←2)λ2(n)/2c).

Following similar approach as in Section 5, we derive a set of ODEs associated with the one-
step drifts given above. Invoking the Wormald’s theorem once again [37, Section 5], we get similar
results as in Theorem 5.2 and Corollary 5.3 for the augmented process with minimal changes.

Next, following the same logic as in Sections 6-7, we relate the above ODEs with a system of
four-dimensional ODEs. In particular, one can either follow the same intuitive discussion as in
Section 6, or use a plug-in approach as in Lemma 7.1 to obtained the ODEs that are discussed
below.

Consider the initial condition (53). Let t
(j,j′)
κ denote the scaled version of k

(j,j′)
κ , i.e., for j, j′ ∈

{1, 2}:

t(1←1)
κ = tκ + χ(1←1)λ1(n), t(2←1)

κ = t(1←1)
κ + χ(2←1)λm(n),

t(2←2)
κ = t(2←1)

κ + χ(2←2)λ2(n), t(1←2)
κ = t(2←2)

κ + χ(1←2)λm(n)

Note that we are only interested in the state of the process at time k
(1←2)
κ (which corresponds to

the scaled-time t
(1←2)
κ ). Let µ̃(t) =

(
µ̃(1←1)(t), µ̃(1←2)(t), µ̃(2←1)(t), µ̃(2←2)(t)

)
denote the solution

of the following system of differential equations up to t ≤ t(1←2)
κ :
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(i) For t < tκ: for j ∈ {1, 2}, we have

−ãj(t)
ã1(t) + ã2(t) + ã

(1)
m (t) + ã

(2)
m (t)

= λj(n)
dµ̃(j←j)

dt

(
µ̃(j←j)(t)

)
,

−ã(−j)
m (t)

ã1(t) + ã2(t) + ã
(1)
m (t) + ã

(2)
m (t)

= λm(n)
dµ̃(j←−j)

dt

(
µ̃(−j←j)(t)

)
,

with initial condition µ̃(0) = 1 and µ̃ ∈ Dε(κ),n. Recall that µ(tκ) = µκ. Note that the above
ODEs are same as the ODEs associated with the truncated process.

(ii) For tκ ≤ t < t
(1←1)
κ :

− 1 = λ1(n)µ(1←1)
κ × dµ̃(1←1)

dt

0 =
dµ̃(1←2)

dt
, 0 =

dµ̃(2←1)

dt
, 0 =

dµ̃(2←2)

dt

with initial condition µ̃(tκ) = µ(tκ) and µ̃ ∈ [0, 1]4. Note that the solution of the ODEs
associated with the one-step drifts of the augmented process is given by (17), (22), τ̃2(tκ) =
τ2(tκ) and

τ̃1(t) =
λ1(n)

2

(
1− µ(1←1)

κ µ̃(1←1)(t)
)
.

Solving the above ODE, we have µ̃(1←1)(t
(1←1)
κ ) = µ

(1←1)
κ − χ(1←1)/µ

(1←1)
κ = µ

(1←1)
κ −

ρ(1←1)(κ). This can be obtained using the following equalities:

λ1(n)

2

(
1− µ(1←1)

κ µ̃(1←1)(t(1←1)
κ )

)
= τ̃1(t(1←1)

κ ) = τ1(tκ) +
1

2
(t(1←1)
κ − tκ),

t(1←1)
κ − tκ = χ(1←1)λ1(n), and τ1(tκ) =

λ1(n)

2

(
1−

(
µ(1←1)
κ

)2
)
.

(iii) For t
(1←1)
κ ≤ t < t

(2←1)
κ :

− 1 = λm(n)µ(1←2)
κ × dµ̃(2←1)

dt

0 =
dµ̃(1←1)

dt
, 0 =

dµ̃(1←2)

dt
, 0 =

dµ̃(2←2)

dt

with initial condition µ̃(t
(1←1)
κ ) given by the part (ii) and µ̃ ∈ [0, 1]4. For this time interval,

the solution of the ODEs associated with the one-step drifts of the augmented process is

given by (17), (22), τ̃2(t) = τ̃2(t
(1←1)
κ ) and τ̃1(t) = τ̃1(t

(1←1)
κ ). Solving the above ODE, we

have µ̃(2←1)(t
(2←1)
κ ) = µ

(2←1)
κ − χ(2←1)/µ

(1←2)
κ = µ

(2←1)
κ − ρ(2←1)(κ).

(iv) For t
(2←1)
κ ≤ t < t

(2←2)
κ :

− 1 = λ2(n)µ(2←2)
κ × dµ̃(2←2)

dt

0 =
dµ̃(1←2)

dt
, 0 =

dµ̃(2←1)

dt
, 0 =

dµ̃(1←1)

dt
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with initial condition µ̃(t
(2←1)
κ ) given by the part (iii) and µ̃ ∈ [0, 1]4. Note that the solution

of the ODEs associated with the one-step drifts of the augmented process is given by (17),

(22), τ̃1(t) = τ̃1(t
(2←1)
κ ) and

τ̃2(t) =
λ2(n)

2

(
1− µ(2←2)

κ µ̃(2←2)(t)
)
.

Solving the above ODE, we have µ̃(2←2)(t
(2←2)
κ ) = µ

(2←2)
κ − χ(2←2)/µ

(2←2)
κ = µ

(2←2)
κ −

ρ(2←2)(κ).

(v) For t
(2←2)
κ ≤ t < t

(1←2)
κ :

− 1 = λm(n)µ(2←1)
κ × dµ̃(1←2)

dt

0 =
dµ̃(1←1)

dt
, 0 =

dµ̃(2←1)

dt
, 0 =

dµ̃(2←2)

dt

with initial condition µ̃(t
(2←2)
κ ) given by the part (iv) and µ̃ ∈ [0, 1]4. For this time interval,

the solution of the ODEs associated with the one-step drifts of the augmented process is

given by (17), (22), τ̃2(t) = τ̃2(t
(2←2)
κ ) and τ̃1(t) = τ̃1(t

(2←2)
κ ). Solving the above ODE, we

have µ̃(1←2)(t
(1←2)
κ ) = µ

(1←2)
κ − χ(1←2)/µ

(2←1)
κ = µ

(1←2)
κ − ρ(1←2)(κ).

Following the same logic as in Section 7, it is easy to see that the variables ãj(t
(1←2)
κ ) and

ã
(−j)
m (t

(1←2)
κ ) are defined similar to Lemma 7.1. We can similarly rewrite these variables as in

Remark 7.3:

ãj(t
(1←2)
κ ) = λj(n)µ̃(j←j)(t(1←2)

κ )
(
µ(j←j)
κ − F(j←j)

(
µ̃(j←j)(t(1←2)

κ ), µ̃(j←−j)(t(1←2)
κ )

))
ã(−j)
m (t(1←2)

κ ) =

λm(n)µ̃(−j←j)(t(1←2)
κ )

(
µ(−j←j)
κ − F(j←−j)

(
µ̃(−j←−j)(t(1←2)

κ ), µ̃(−j←j)(t(1←2)
κ )

))
+ χ(−j←j)λm(n)

where µ̃(j←j)(t
(1←2)
κ ) and µ̃(−j←j)(t

(1←2)
κ ) for j ∈ {1, 2} are given as follows:

µ̃(j←j)(t(1←2)
κ ) := µ(j←j)

κ − ρ(j←j)(κ) and µ̃(−j←j)(t(1←2)
κ ) := µ(−j←j)

κ − ρ(−j←j)(κ).

Next, we simplify the given values for ãj(t
(1←2)
κ ) and ã

(−j)
m (t

(1←2)
κ ), for j ∈ {1, 2}. Recall that

ρ(j←j)(κ) = κν
(j←j)
κ and ρ(−j←j)(κ) = κν

(−j←j)
κ , for j ∈ {1, 2}, where the vector νκ is the non-

negative Perron-Frobenius eigenvector corresponding to the Perron-Frobenius eigenvalue ζκ of the
matrix JFFF (·)(µκ), i.e.,
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∂F(1←1)(µκ)

∂µ(1←1)

∂F(1←1)(µκ)

∂µ(1←2) 0 0

0 0
∂F(1←2)(µκ)

∂µ(2←1)

∂F(1←2)(µκ)

∂µ(2←2)

∂F(2←1)(µκ)

∂µ(1←1)

∂F(2←1)(µκ)

∂µ(1←2) 0 0

0 0
∂F(2←2)(µκ)

∂µ(2←1)

∂F(2←2)(µκ)

∂µ(2←2)





ν
(1←1)
κ

ν
(1←2)
κ

ν
(2←1)
κ

ν
(2←2)
κ




= ζκνκ.

Using the above equality and first order Taylor approximation of F (·) at µκ, we can simplify

the value of ãj(t
(1←2)
κ ) for j ∈ {1, 2} as follows:

ãj(t
(1←2)
κ )

= O(κ2) + λj(n)
(
µ(j←j)
κ − ρ(j←j)(κ)

)(
µ(j←j)
κ − F(j←j)

(
µ(j←j)
κ , µ(j←−j)

κ

))
+ λj(n)

(
µ(j←j)
κ − ρ(j←j)(κ)

)
(
∂F(j←j)(µκ)

∂µ(j←j) × ρ(j←j)(κ) +
∂F(j←j)(µκ)

∂µ(j←−j) × ρ(j←−j)(κ)

)
≤ λj(n)µ(j←j)

κ

(
µ(j←j)
κ − F(j←j)

(
µ(j←j)
κ , µ(j←−j)

κ

))
+ λj(n)µ(j←j)

κ ζκρ
(j←j)(κ) +O(κ2)

= aj(tκ) + χ(j←j)λj(n)ζκ +O(κ2).

Similarly, we can simplify the value of ã
(−j)
m (t

(1←2)
κ ) for j ∈ {1, 2} as follows:

ã(−j)
m (t(1←2)

κ )

= λm(n)
(
µ(−j←j)
κ − ρ(−j←j)(κ)

)(
µ(j←−j)
κ − F(j←−j)

(
µ(−j←−j)
κ , µ(−j←j)

κ

))
+ λm(n)

(
µ(−j←j)
κ − ρ(−j←j)(κ)

)
(
∂F(j←−j)(µκ)

∂µ(−j←−j) × ρ(−j←−j)(κ) +
∂F(j←−j)(µκ)

∂µ(−j←j) × ρ(−j←j)(κ)

)
+ χ(−j←j)λm(n) +O(κ2)

≤ λm(n)µ(−j←j)
κ

(
µ(j←−j)
κ − F(j←−j)

(
µ(−j←−j)
κ , µ(−j←j)

κ

))
+ λm(n)µ(−j←j)

κ ζκρ
(j←−j)(κ) + χ(−j←j)λm(n) +O(κ2)

= a(−j)
m (tκ) + χ(−j←j)λm(n) + χ(j←−j)λm(n)ζκ +O(κ2)
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E Proofs of Theorems and Lemmas

E.1 Proof of Theorem 5.2

By the assumptions of Theorem 5.2, we have

( 0

n
,
T1(0)

n
,
T2(0)

n
,
W1(0)

n
,
W2(0)

n
,
W

(1)
m (0)

n
,
W

(2)
m (0)

n
,
I

(1)
d1,d2,u1,u2

(0)

n
,
I

(2)
d2,d1,u2,u1

(0)

n

)
∈D̂ε,n.

Moreover, it is easy to see that the functions given in Appendix C satisfy a Lipschitz condition on

Dε ∩ {(t, τ1, τ2, w1, w2, w
(1)
m , w(2)

m , i
(1)
d1,d2,u1,u2

, i
(2)
d2,d1,u2,u1

) : t ≥ 0}

with the same Lipschitz constant (“Lipschitz hypothesis”). Also, for θ1 = O(n−η)∣∣∣E(Tj(k + 1)− Tj(k) | Xn(k))−

fj

(k
n
, λ1(n), λ2(n), λm(n),

T1(k)

n
,
T2(k)

n
, · · · ,

I
(1)
d1,d2,u1,u2

(k)

n
,
I

(2)
d2,d1,u2,u1

(k)

n

)∣∣∣ ≤ θ1,∣∣∣E(Wj(k + 1)−Wj(k) | Xn(k))−

fj+2

(k
n
, λ1(n), λ2(n), λm(n),

T1(k)

n
,
T2(k)

n
, · · · ,

I
(1)
d1,d2,u1,u2

(k)

n
,
I

(2)
d2,d1,u2,u1

(k)

n

)∣∣∣ ≤ θ1,∣∣∣E(W (j)
m (k + 1)−W (j)

m (k) | Xn(k))−

fj+4

(k
n
, λ1(n), λ2(n), λm(n),

T1(k)

n
,
T2(k)

n
, · · · ,

I
(1)
d1,d2,u1,u2

(k)

n
,
I

(2)
d2,d1,u2,u1

(k)

n

)∣∣∣ ≤ θ1,

and, ∣∣∣E(I
(j)
dj ,d−j ,uj ,u−j

(k + 1)− I(j)
dj ,d−j ,uj ,u−j

(k) | Xn(k))−

fj,dj ,d−j ,uj ,u−j

(k
n
, λ1(n), λ2(n), λm(n),

T1(k)

n
,
T2(k)

n
, · · · ,

I
(2)
d2,d1,u2,u1

(k)

n

)∣∣∣ ≤ θ1,

for all k < TDε , where TDε is the minimum k > 0 such that

(k
n
,
T1(k)

n
,
T2(k)

n
,
W1(k)

n
,
W2(k)

n
,
W

(1)
m (k)

n
,
W

(2)
m (k)

n
,
I

(1)
d1,d2,u1,u2

(k)

n
,
I

(2)
d2,d1,u2,u1

(k)

n

)
/∈D̂ε,n

(“Trend hypothesis”). Finally, the changes for each random variable in successive steps of the
Markov process of adoption is bounded by 1 (“Bounded hypothesis”). Now, Theorem 5.2 follows
by the direct application of Wormald’s Theorem [37, Theorem 5.1].

E.2 Proof of Lemma 7.1

The proof follows by substituting the form of the solution and checking the validity of the cor-
responding differential equations. Before substituting the form of the solution, let us prove the
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equality in (21). Summing up (23) and (24) for j ∈ {1, 2}, we have

λ1(n)
dµ(1←1)

dt

(
µ(1←1)(t)

)
+ λ2(n)

dµ(2←2)

dt

(
µ(2←2)(t)

)
+

λm(n)
dµ(1←2)

dt

(
µ(2←1)(t)

)
+ λm(n)

dµ(2←1)

dt

(
µ(1←2)(t)

)
= −1.

Equality (21) follows by integrating the both sides of the above equation from 0 to t, where the
constant of integration is determined by the initial condition (25). Note that (21) suggests τm(t) =
t− τ1(t)− τ2(t), where τm(t) is defined by (19). Also, by (18), (23), and (24) we have

dµ(j←j)

dt

(
µ(j←j)(t)

)−1
= λj(n)

dµ(j←j)

dt

(
µ(j←j)(t)

)
×
(
λj(n)µ(j←j)(t)2

)−1

=
−aj(t)

a1(t) + a2(t) + a
(1)
m (t) + a

(2)
m (t)

× 1

λj(n)− 2τj(t)
, (54)

and

dµ(j←−j)

dt

(
µ(j←−j)(t)

)−1
=λm(n)

dµ(j←−j)

dt
µ(−j←j)(t)

(
λm(n)µ(−j←j)(t)µ(j←−j)(t)

)−1

=
−a(−j)

m (t)

a1(t) + a2(t) + a
(1)
m (t) + a

(2)
m (t)

× 1

λm(n)− (t− τ1 − τ2)
. (55)

Consider the form of i
(j)
dj ,d−j ,uj ,u−j

(t) given by (17). We have

di
(j)
dj ,d−j ,uj ,u−j

dt

= i
(j)
dj ,d−j ,0,0

(0)×{
+ (dj − uj)

dµ(j←j)

dt

(
dj
uj

)(
1− µ(j←j)(t)

)uj (
µ(j←j)(t)

)dj−uj−1

×Bi
(
u−j ; d−j , 1− µ(j←−j)(t)

)
+ (d−j − u−j)

dµ(j←−j)

dt

(
d−j
u−j

)(
1− µ(j←−j)(t)

)u−j
×
(
µ(j←−j)(t)

)d−j−u−j−1

×Bi
(
uj ; dj , 1− µ(j←j)(t)

)
− uj

dµ(j←j)

dt

(
dj
uj

)(
1− µ(j←j)(t)

)uj−1 (
µ(j←j)(t)

)dj−uj
×Bi

(
u−j ; d−j , 1− µ(j←−j)(t)

)
− u−j

dµ(j←−j)

dt

(
d−j
u−j

)(
1− µ(j←−j)(t)

)u−j−1 (
µ(j←−j)(t)

)d−j−u−j
×Bi

(
uj ; dj , 1− µ(j←j)(t)

)}
.
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Using (17), we have

di
(j)
dj ,d−j ,uj ,u−j

dt
= (dj − uj)×

dµ(j←j)

dt

(
µ(j←j)(t)

)−1
× i(j)dj ,d−j ,uj ,u−j (t)

+ (d−j − u−j)×
dµ(j←−j)

dt

(
µ(j←−j)(t)

)−1
× i(j)dj ,d−j ,uj ,u−j (t)

− (dj − uj + 1)× dµ(j←j)

dt

(
µ(j←j)(t)

)−1
× i(j)dj ,d−j ,uj−1,u−j

(t)

− (d−j − u−j + 1)× dµ(j←−j)

dt

(
µ(j←−j)(t)

)−1
× i(j)dj ,d−j ,uj ,u−j−1(t).

Now (47) follows by substituting (54) and (55) into the above equality. Next, consider the function
τj(t) given by (18). It is easy to see that,

dτj
dt

= −λj(n)µ(j←j)dµ
(j←j)

dt
=

aj(t)

a1(t) + a2(t) + a
(1)
m (t) + a

(2)
m (t)

.

Finally, for the functions wj(t) and w
(j)
m (t) given by (22), we have

dwj
dt

= wj(0)
dµ(j←j)

dt
= wj(t)

dµ(j←j)

dt

(
µ(j←j)(t)

)−1
,

dw
(j)
m

dt
= w(j)

m (0)
dµ(j←−j)

dt
= w(j)

m (t)
dµ(j←−j)

dt

(
µ(j←−j)(t)

)−1
.

Now, using (54) and (55), the equations (49) and (50) follows.

E.3 Proof of Lemma 7.6

Let Y (x) := Bi(u, d, 1− x) for x ∈ (0, 1). We have:

dY

dx
=

(
d

u

)(
(d− u)× xd−u−1(1− x)u − u× xd−u(1− x)u−1

)
= d× (Bi(u, d− 1, 1− x)−Bi(u− 1, d− 1, 1− x))

The proof of the lemma follows by straightforward algebraic calculation.

∂F(j←j)

∂µ(j←j)

=
∑

uj+u−j≤Kj(dj ,d−j)
dj+d−j≤dmax

dj
λj(n)

i
(j)
dj ,d−j ,0,0

(0)Bi(u−j ; d−j , 1− µ(j←−j))× (dj − 1)

(
Bi(uj ; dj − 2, 1− µ(j←j))−Bi(uj − 1; dj − 2, 1− µ(j←j))

)
=

∑
u−j≤Kj(dj ,d−j)
dj+d−j≤dmax

dj
λj(n)

i
(j)
dj ,d−j ,0,0

(0)Bi(u−j ; d−j , 1− µ(j←−j))× (dj − 1)

Bi(Kj(dj , d−j)− u−j ; dj − 2, 1− µ(j←j)) > 0
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∂F(j←j)

∂µ(j←−j)

=
∑

uj+u−j≤Kj(dj ,d−j)
dj+d−j≤dmax

dj
λj(n)

i
(j)
dj ,d−j ,0,0

(0)Bi(uj ; dj − 1, 1− µ(j←j))× d−j

(
Bi(u−j ; d−j − 1, 1− µ(j←−j))−Bi(u−j − 1; d−j − 1, 1− µ(j←−j))

)
=

∑
uj≤Kj(dj ,d−j)
dj+d−j≤dmax

dj
λj(n)

i
(j)
dj ,d−j ,0,0

(0)Bi(uj ; dj − 1, 1− µ(j←j))× d−j

Bi(Kj(dj , d−j)− uj ; d−j − 1, 1− µ(j←−j)) > 0

∂F(j←−j)

∂µ(−j←−j)

=
∑

uj+u−j≤K−j(d−j ,dj)
dj+d−j≤dmax

dj
λm(n)

i
(−j)
d−j ,dj ,0,0

(0)Bi(uj ; dj − 1, 1− µ(−j←j))× d−j

(
Bi(u−j ; d−j − 1, 1− µ(−j←−j))−Bi(u−j − 1; d−j − 1, 1− µ(−j←−j))

)
=

∑
uj≤K−j(d−j ,dj)
dj+d−j≤dmax

dj
λm(n)

i
(−j)
d−j ,dj ,0,0

(0)Bi(uj ; dj − 1, 1− µ(−j←j))× d−j

Bi(K−j(d−j , dj)− uj ; d−j − 1, 1− µ(−j←−j)) > 0

∂F(j←−j)

∂µ(−j←j)

=
∑

uj+u−j≤K−j(d−j ,dj)
dj+d−j≤dmax

dj
λm(n)

i
(−j)
d−j ,dj ,0,0

(0)Bi(u−j ; d−j , 1− µ(−j←−j))× (dj − 1)

(
Bi(uj ; dj − 2, 1− µ(−j←j))−Bi(uj − 1; dj − 2, 1− µ(−j←j))

)
=

∑
u−j≤K−j(d−j ,dj)
dj+d−j≤dmax

dj
λj(n)

i
(−j)
d−j ,dj ,0,0

(0)Bi(u−j ; d−j , 1− µ(−j←−j))× (dj − 1)

Bi(K−j(d−j , dj)− u−j ; dj − 2, 1− µ(−j←j)) > 0

E.4 Proof of Lemma 7.7

Note that FFF (1) ≤ 1.

(i) Fix µ ∈ U . Consider the closed, convex, and compact set

S =
{
x ∈ [0, 1]4 : FFF (µ) ≤ x ≤ µ

}
,

where the inequalities are interpreted component-wise. Note that S is a hyperrectangle. By
Lemma 7.6, FFF (s) ≤ FFF (µ) ≤ s for all s ∈ S since s ≤ µ. Hence, S is a subset of U .
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(ii) Define G(x) := x − FFF (x) for x ∈ [0, 1]. Clearly, the set A = {x : G(x) ≥ 0} is a closed
set as G(·) is a continuous function. Since U is the largest connected component of A that
contains 1 = (1, 1, 1, 1), U is closed as well. Now, compactness follows from the fact that U
is bounded.

(iii) Consider the sequence
{

FFF k(u)
}∞
k=1

for some u ∈ U . Since FFF (U) ⊂ U , we have FFF k(u) ∈ U for
all k. By compactness of U , this sequence has a subsequence that converges to a point u∗ ∈ U .
Now the result follows by the fact that FFF k+1(u) ≤ FFF k(u) for all k ≥ 0, where FFF 0(u) := u.

(iv) Recall that FFF := (F(1←1),F(1←2),F(2←1),F(2←2)), and for any µ ∈ [0, 1]4 we use the notation

µ =
(
µ(1←1), µ(1←2), µ(2←1), µ(2←2)

)
. Also, recall that F(j←j) is a function of µ(j←j) and

µ(j←−j), and F(j←−j) is a function of µ(−j←−j) and µ(−j←j), for j ∈ {1, 2}. Now, by symmetry
there are two cases that we need to consider:

(a) u(j←j) = u
(j←j)
∗ : If u(j←−j) > u

(j←−j)
∗ , then by equality F(j←j)(u

(j←j)
∗ , u

(j←−j)
∗ ) = u

(j←j)
∗

and Lemma 7.6, we have u(j←j) < F(j←j)(u
(j←j), u(j←−j)). If u(j←−j) = u

(j←−j)
∗ , then

either u(−j←j) > u
(−j←j)
∗ or u(−j←−j) > u

(−j←−j)
∗ . Now, if u(−j←−j) > u

(−j←−j)
∗ then by

the same argument we have u(j←−j) < F(j←−j)(u
(−j←−j), u(j←−j)). Otherwise, we have

u(−j←j) > u
(−j←j)
∗ and by the same argument u(−j←−j) < F(−j←−j)(u

(−j←−j), u(−j←j)).

(b) u(j←−j) = u
(j←−j)
∗ : The argument is exactly the same as the previous case, and we avoid

repetition.

E.5 Proof of Theorem 7.9

By Corollary 7.8, µ∗ = limn→∞ FFF n(1) is a fixed point of FFF . Let

N := U ∩
{
x ∈ [0, 1]4 : µ∗ ≤ x ≤ 1

}
.

For any arbitrary point u ∈ N , define Su := {x : FFF (u) ≤ x ≤ u}. By the proof of Lemma 7.7 part
(i), Su is a subset of U . Moreover, if u 6= µ∗, then FFF (u) ≥ FFF (µ∗) and hence Su is a subset of N .
So we have FFF (N ) ⊂ N . It is also easy to see that N is closed and compact, and µ∗ is the unique
fixed point of FFF in N .

Now, consider the ODEs (32). Note that the initial condition is in N . Moreover, if µ(t) ∈ N ,
then µ̇(t) = FFF (µ(t))− µ(t) is directing toward N as µ(t) + δ(FFF (µ(t))− µ(t)) ∈ Sµ(t) ⊂ N for all
δ ∈ [0, 1]. Hence, N is a positive invariant set.

Consider the function V (µ) := (µ− µ∗)(µ− µ∗)T . Note that ∀µ ∈ N \ {µ∗}, we have

V̇ (µ)

2
=

1

2
∇V · dµ

dt

=
(
µ− µ∗

)
(FFF (µ)− µ)T

=
(
µ− FFF (µ) + FFF (µ)− µ∗

)
(FFF (µ)− µ)T

= −(µ− FFF (µ))(µ− FFF (µ))T +
(

FFF (µ)− µ∗
)
(FFF (µ)− µ)T < 0,

where the last inequality follows by the fact that µ ≥ µ∗ implies FFF (µ) ≥ FFF (µ∗) = µ∗. Also,
note that V̇ (µ∗) = V (µ∗) = 0. Now, the proof of Theorem 7.9 follows by the LaSalle Invariance
Principle [21]. Specifically, all trajectories with initial value in N converge to µ∗.
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Next, we prove that the trajectory of the solution meets the set

∂U \ {µ : µ(j←j′) = 1 for some j, j′ ∈ {1, 2}}

only at µ∗, where ∂U is the boundary of U . For sake of contradiction, let us assume that at
time t0 > 0 we have µ(t0) ∈ ∂U , µ(t0) < 1 and µ(t0) 6= µ∗. By the above argument and
Lemma 7.7, we have µ∗ < µ(t0) < 1. Moreover, for all small enough δ > 0 we have µ(t0 − δ) =
µ(t0)− δ × (FFF (µ(t0))− µ(t0)) +O(δ2).

Since FFF is continuous, at least one of the components of FFF (µ(t0)) − µ(t0) is equal to zero
(otherwise µ(t0) was an interior point of U). Hence, we have the following cases:

(a) µ(j←j)(t0) = F(j←j)(µ
(j←j)(t0), µ(j←−j)(t0)): If F(j←−j)(µ(t0)) < µ(j←−j)(t0), then for all

small enough δ > 0 we have

µ(j←−j)(t0 − δ) = µ(j←−j)(t0)− δConst(j←−j) +O(δ2),

where Const(j←−j) := F(j←−j)(µ(t0))−µ(j←−j)(t0) < 0. Moreover, for all small enough δ > 0
we have

µ(j←j)(t0 − δ) = µ(j←j)(t0) +O(δ2) = F(j←j)(µ
(j←j)(t0), µ(j←−j)(t0)) +O(δ2).

Now, combining the above equalities we have

µ(j←j)(t0 − δ) = F(j←j)(µ
(j←j)(t0 − δ), µ(j←−j)(t0 − δ) + δConst(j←−j)) +O(δ2),

which is smaller than F(j←j)(µ(t0−δ)) for small enough δ > 0 and contradicts the assumption

that µ(t0 − δ) ∈ U ; hence, µ(j←−j)(t0) = F(j←−j)(µ(t0)). Next, following the same argument
we show that FFF (µ(t0)) = µ(t0).

Assume that FFF (µ(t0)) 6= µ(t0). Using the same logic as above, we have

µ(j←−j)(t0 − δ)
= F(j←−j)(µ

(−j←−j)(t0), µ(−j←j)(t0)) +O(δ2)

= F(j←−j)(µ
(−j←−j)(t0 − δ) + δConst(−j←−j), µ

(−j←j)(t0 − δ) + δConst(−j←j)) +O(δ2),

where Const(−j←−j) := F(−j←−j)(µ(t0)) − µ(−j←−j)(t0) ≤ 0. If either Const(−j←−j) < 0 or

Const(−j←j) < 0, then µ(j←−j)(t0−δ) is smaller than F(j←−j)(µ(t0−δ)) for small enough δ > 0,
which contradicts the assumption that µ(t0− δ) ∈ U . Hence, Const(−j←−j) = Const(−j←j) =
0, and we have FFF (µ(t0)) = µ(t0).

(b) µ(j←−j)(t0) = F(j←−j)(µ
(−j←−j)(t0), µ(−j←j)(t0)): The argument is exactly the same as the

previous case, and we avoid repetition.
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E.6 Jacobian Matrix in Section 8

Following the derivation in Appendix E.3 and using the asymptotic values for the initial condition
given in Lemma C.1, we have:

∂F(j←j),∞(µ∗,∞)

∂µ(j←j) =∑
u−j≤Kj(dj ,d−j)
dj+d−j≤dmax

Pj∗,m(dj , d−j)(1− αj(dj , d−j))Bi(u−j ; d−j , 1− µ(j←−j)
∗,∞ )

× (dj − 1)Bi(Kj(dj , d−j)− u−j ; dj − 2, 1− µ(j←j)
∗,∞ )

,

∂F(j←j),∞(µ∗,∞)

∂µ(j←−j) =∑
uj≤Kj(dj ,d−j)
dj+d−j≤dmax

Pj∗,m(dj , d−j)(1− αj(dj , d−j))Bi(uj ; dj − 1, 1− µ(j←j)
∗,∞ )

× d−j Bi(Kj(dj , d−j)− uj ; d−j − 1, 1− µ(j←−j)
∗,∞ )

,

∂F(j←−j),∞(µ∗,∞)

∂µ(−j←−j) =∑
uj≤K−j(d−j ,dj)
dj+d−j≤dmax

P−j,m∗(d−j , dj)(1− α−j(d−j , dj))Bi(uj ; dj − 1, 1− µ(−j←j)
∗,∞ )

× d−j Bi(K−j(d−j , dj)− uj ; d−j − 1, 1− µ(−j←−j)
∗,∞ )

,

∂F(j←−j),∞(µ∗,∞)

∂µ(−j←j) =∑
u−j≤K−j(d−j ,dj)
dj+d−j≤dmax

P−j,m∗(d−j , dj)(1− α−j(d−j , dj))Bi(u−j ; d−j , 1− µ(−j←−j)
∗,∞ )

× (dj − 1)Bi(K−j(d−j , dj)− u−j ; dj − 2, 1− µ(−j←j)
∗,∞ )

.

E.7 Proof of Theorem 9.1

By Taylor expansion of FFF∞(0,u) at u = 1, it is easy to see that if ζ∞(0) < 1, then U∞(0) = {1},
and if ζ∞(0) > 1, then 1 − κν(0) ∈ U∞(0) for all small enough κ > 0, where ν(0) is the Perron-
Frobenius eigenvector of JFFF ∞(0,·)(1) corresponding to eigenvalue ζ∞(0). It is also easy to see that
for any α 6= 0, we have FFF∞(α,u) < FFF∞(0,u), and hence, U∞(0) ⊂ U∞(α).

Next, we show a simple observation that if ‖αs‖∞ → 0, then we have FFF∞(αs,u) → FFF∞(0,u)
for all u ∈ [0, 1]4.

Lemma E.1. Assume {αs}∞s=1 converges to zero in sup-norm. Then, we have

‖FFF∞(αs,u)− FFF∞(0,u)‖∞ → 0

uniformly over u ∈ [0, 1]4.
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Proof. Fix δ > 0. Pick s0(δ) ∈ N large enough such that ‖αs‖∞ < δ for all s > s0(δ). It is easy to
see that FFF∞(0,u) ≥ FFF∞(αs,u) > FFF∞(δ1,u) for all u ∈ [0, 1]4. Now, for any u ∈ [0, 1]4 we have

‖FFF∞(0,u)− FFF∞(αs,u)‖∞ ≤ ‖FFF∞(0,u)− FFF∞(δ1,u)‖∞
= δ‖FFF∞(0,u)‖∞

Following the proof of Lemma E.1, for any δ > 0 we have FFF∞(0,u) > FFF∞(αs,u) > FFF∞(δ1,u)
for all s > s0(δ). Hence, U∞(0) ⊂ U∞(αs) ⊂ U∞(δ1) for all s > s0(δ). Now, using the fact that
∩∞k=1U∞(1/k × 1) = U∞(0), we have lims→∞ U∞(0) ∩ U∞(αs) = U∞(0).

By Corollary 7.8, µ∗,∞(αs) = limr→∞ FFF r
∞(αs,1) is the closest fixed point of FFF∞(αs, ·) to 1 in

sup-norm. Define µ∗,∞(0) ∈ U(0) as follows: if U(0) is a singleton, set µ∗,∞(0) := {1}, otherwise,
set µ∗,∞(0) to be the closest fixed point of FFF∞(0, ·) to 1 other than 1 itself. Note that for all
u ∈ U∞(0)∩ {x : µ∗,∞(0) ≤ x ≤ 1} \ {1}, using the same argument as in the proof of Lemma 7.7,
we have limr→∞ FFF r

∞(0,u) = µ∗,∞(0). Now, the sequence {µ∗,∞(αs)}∞s=0 is sandwiched between
the sequence {µ∗,∞(1/k × 1)}∞s=0 and µ∗,∞(0). Hence, if U∞(0) is a singleton, then the final
proportion of adopters converges to 0 as αs → 0. Otherwise, the final proportion of adopters is
strictly positive, and we have

lim
s→∞

µ∗,∞(αs) = lim
r→∞

FFF∞(0,u) ∀µ ∈ U∞(0) ∩ {x : µ∗,∞(0) ≤ x ≤ 1} \ {1}.

E.8 Proof of Theorem 10.1

By definition of FFF (·) given by the right-hand side of (6)-(7), and the fact that Pj∗,m(dj , d−j) =
Pj,m(dj − 1, d−j) and Pj,m∗(dj , d−j) = Pj,m(dj , d−j − 1), we have

F(j←j),∞(µ(j←j), µ(j←−j))

=
∑

uj+u−j≤Kj(dj+d−j)

Pj,m(dj − 1, d−j)(1− αj(dj + d−j))×

Bi(uj ; dj − 1, 1− µ(j←j))Bi(u−j ; d−j , 1− µ(j←−j))

=
∑

uj+u−j≤Kj(dj+d−j+1)

Pj,m(dj , d−j)(1− αj(dj + d−j + 1))×

Bi(uj ; dj , 1− µ(j←j))Bi(u−j ; d−j , 1− µ(j←−j))

F(−j←j),∞(µ(j←j), µ(j←−j))

=
∑

uj+u−j≤Kj(dj+d−j)

Pj,m(dj , d−j − 1)(1− αj(dj + d−j))×

Bi(u−j ; d−j − 1, 1− µ(j←−j))Bi(uj ; dj , 1− µ(j←j))

=
∑

uj+u−j≤Kj(dj+d−j+1)

Pj,m(dj , d−j)(1− αj(dj + d−j + 1))×

Bi(u−j ; d−j , 1− µ(j←−j))Bi(uj ; dj , 1− µ(j←j))
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Hence, for all µ ∈ [0, 1]4, we have F(1←1),∞(µ(1←1), µ(1←2)) = F(2←1),∞(µ(1←1), µ(1←2)) and F(2←2),∞
(µ(2←2), µ(2←1)) = F(1←2),∞(µ(2←2), µ(2←1)). Now, if µ(1←1) = µ(2←1) and µ(2←2) = µ(1←2), then we
have

F(1←1),∞(µ(1←1), µ(1←2))− µ(1←1) = F(2←1),∞(µ(1←1), µ(1←2))− µ(2←1)

F(2←2),∞(µ(2←2), µ(2←1))− µ(2←2) = F(1←2),∞(µ(2←2), µ(2←1))− µ(1←2)

Since these equalities hold at time 0 of the ODEs (32) with the function FFF∞(·), they are satisfied

on the whole trajectory; that is to say, µ
(1←1)
∞ (t) = µ

(2←1)
∞ (t) and µ

(2←2)
∞ (t) = µ

(1←2)
∞ (t) for all t ≥ 0,

where µ∞(t) is the solution of the ODEs.

E.9 Proof of Theorem 10.2

If µ(1←1) = µ(2←2) and µ(2←1) = µ(1←2) then we have

F(1←1),∞(µ(1←1), µ(1←2)) = F(2←2),∞(µ(2←2), µ(2←1)) and

F(2←1),∞(µ(1←1), µ(1←2)) = F(1←2),∞(µ(2←2), µ(2←1))

Using the same argument as in the proof of Theorem 10.1, we have µ
(1←1)
∞ (t) = µ

(2←1)
∞ (t) and

µ
(2←2)
∞ (t) = µ

(1←2)
∞ (t) for all t ≥ 0, where µ∞(t) is the solution of the ODEs.
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[7] Béla Bollobás. A probabilistic proof of an asymptotic formula for the number of labelled
regular graphs. Eur. J. Comb., 1(4):311 – 316, 1980.
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