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STOPPING EXPLOSION BY PENALISING TRANSMISSION TO HUBS IN
SCALE-FREE SPATIAL RANDOM GRAPHS

JULIA KOMJATHY*, JOHN LAPINSKAS!, AND JOHANNES LENGLER#

ABSTRACT. We study the spread of information in finite and infinite inhomogeneous spatial
random graphs. We assume that each edge has a transmission cost that is a product of an
i.i.d. random variable L and a penalty factor: edges between vertices of expected degrees wq
and wsp are penalised by a factor of (wijws2)* for all u > 0. We study this process for scale-
free percolation, for (finite and infinite) Geometric Inhomogeneous Random Graphs, and for
Hyperbolic Random Graphs, all with power law degree distributions with exponent 7 > 1. For
7 < 3, we find a threshold behaviour, depending on how fast the cumulative distribution function
of L decays at zero. If it decays at most polynomially with exponent smaller than (3 —7)/(2u)
then explosion happens, i.e., with positive probability we can reach infinitely many vertices with
finite cost (for the infinite models), or reach a linear fraction of all vertices with bounded costs
(for the finite models). On the other hand, if the cdf of L decays at zero at least polynomially
with exponent larger than (3—7)/(2x), then no explosion happens. This behaviour is arguably a
better representation of information spreading processes in social networks than the case without
penalising factor, in which explosion always happens unless the cdf of L is doubly exponentially
flat around zero. Finally, we extend the results to other penalty functions, including arbitrary
polynomials in w; and wsz. In some cases the interesting phenomenon occurs that the model
changes behaviour (from explosive to conservative and vice versa) when we reverse the role of
w1 and wsg. Intuitively, this could corresponds to reversing the flow of information: gathering
information might take much longer than sending it out.

1. INTRODUCTION

Many real-world social and technological networks share a surprising number of fundamental
properties, including a heavy-tailed degree distribution, strong clustering, and community struc-
tures . These features are known to have opposing effects on the spread of information
or infections in such networks. On the one hand, nodes of large degree (also called hubs, super-
spreaders, or influencers) contribute to fast dissemination, and foster explosive propagation of
information or infections [27)[33,[56,/57]. On the other hand, clustering and community structures
provide natural barriers that slow down the process .

The interplay of these effects is complex, but until recently there were no appropriate random
graph models in which to study it; many models exhibited heavy-tailed degree distributions,
strong clustering, or community structures individually, but none combined the three. Recently,
this problem has been solved by a family of inhomogeneous spatial random graph models which
do combine these features, namely Scale-free Percolation (SFP) and continuum scale-free
percolation , (finite and infinite) Geometric Inhomogeneous Random Graphs (GIRGs) ,
and Hyperbolic Random Graphs (HRGs) (see also for earlier versions of the
model). These models are closely related, and in fact the results will apply to all of them.

Previous work studying infection processes in these models focused on the first passage
percolation (FPP) infection process, including the variant in which transmission costs follow an
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2 WEIGHTED DISTANCES WITH PENALTY

arbitrary probability distribution with support starting at 0 (see below for a more detailed discus-
sion). Essentially, for any reasonable choice of parameters, either a constant proportion of vertices
(for finite models) or infinitely many vertices (for infinite models) may be infected in constant
time. This does not match reality. While some processes can indeed spread this fast, there are
others which do not, such as the spread of diseases through physical social networks or the spread
of behaviours [24].

In this paper, we follow the approach of [2831,41], and assume that high-weight vertices have
higher expected transmission times. This reflects the fact that even large-degree nodes have a
limited time budget and cannot scale up their number of contacts per time unit arbitrarily, as
has been observed in real-world communication [51] and disease spreading [54]. By doing so, we
will recover the rich variation in behaviour we might expect. We prove a precise phase transition
between the case in which infinitely many vertices may be infected in constant time and the case
in which they may not, depending on the parameters of the random graph, the distribution of
possible transmission times, and the transmission penalty for high-weight vertices.

We will define the GIRG, SFP and HRG models in detail in Sections and In a nutshell,
each vertex v in a graph G = (V, E) following these models has a (possibly random) location in
a geometric space and a weight W, which models its popularity. Then each pair of vertices is
connected with a probability that depends on their geometric distance and on their weights. The
probability of connecting decreases polynomially with their distance, and increases polynomially
with their respective weights; W, is equal to the expected degree of v up to constant factors.

1.1. A simple example: Infinite geometric inhomogeneous random graphs (IGIRGs)
with symmetric monomial penalties. In the IGIRG model, the vertex set V is given by a
homogeneous Poisson Point Process with intensity 1 on RY. The weights (W, ),ey of the vertices
are i.i.d. copies of a random variable W with polynomially decaying tai

P(W >x)=1/z""" (1.1)

Such distributions, for 7 € (2,3), are called power law5E| and 7 is called the power-law exponent.
Between every two vertices u and v with weights W,, and W, (respectively), we independently add
an edge with probability 1A c¢(W, W, /|u—v||*)* for some ¢ > 0. Here o € (1,00) is the long-range
parameter of the model, and governs the prevalence of edges between geographically-distant high-
weight vertices; we require o > 1 to avoid infinite vertex degrees. The expected degree of a vertex
v, conditioned on its weight W,,, then coincides with W,, up to a constant factor. The constant ¢
governs the edge-density.

Two example graphs of this modeﬂ are shown in Figure

In defining the information- or infection-spreading process, we assume that each edge e = (u,v)
has a transmission cost (or transmission time) C., comprised of an i.i.d. random component and
a deterministic weight penalty. The random component is a non-negative random variable L,
associated with the edge e; these variables are i.i.d. copies of a non-negative random variable L.
The deterministic weight penalty is a function of the weights W, and W, of the endpoints v and
v of the edge, and we form the cost by multiplying this by L.. We define the cost along any path
as the sum of the costs of all edges on the path, which gives a quasimetric on the grap}ﬁ For this
example, we fix a parameter p > 0 that we call the penalty strength, and set the cost of an edge
e = {u,v} to be

Ce := Le(vVqu)#a (12)

resulting in a metric on IGIRG. Later we will generalize the results to arbitrary polynomial weight
penalties.

IThe full model is more flexible, see Definition E.g., a slowly-varying correction factor is allowed in .

2We will also include the cases T € (1,2] and 7 > 3 into our analysis, but this may lead to infinite vertex degrees
or, in some models, to graphs without giant components.

30r rather, a finite, rescaled version of the model on the unit cube called GIRG, in which the number of vertices
is fixed to be n, so the density is n instead of 1, see Definitions and

4a quasimetric is a distance function that satisfies all axioms of a metric except symmetry. Symmetric penalty
functions result in metrics, while non-symmetric penalty functions result in quasimetrics.
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FIGURE 1. Two examples of Geometric Inhomogeneous Random Graphs (GIRGs). The
n = 1000 vertices are placed randomly into a unit cube of dimension d = 2 and each

draws a random weight from a power law distribution with exponent 7 = 2.9 (on the left)
and 7 = 3.5 (on the right). We used the same vertex set and the same underlying uniform
variables to simulate vertex weights in both cases: for a uniform variable U,, we set the
weight of vertex v to Wq§2'9) = U{l/l'g, for the left picture, while WISS'S) = U;1/2'5
for the right picture. Each pair of vertices with positions x1,x2 and weights w1, wa,
respectively, is connected with probability p{™ = min (17 0.1(w§ﬂw§ﬂ |x1 — o2 |_d/n)a),
where a = 4. Connections are again generated in a coupled way, using the same set of
(2:9) and p(39),

uniform variables for the two pictures, thresholded at p respectively. The

pictures were generated by the open-source software [40].

We consider single-sourced spreading of information and investigate how long it takes for the
information to spread to another vertex, and how many vertices are reachable from the source
within a given cost T'. Since the underlying graph is infinite, it may happen that for some finite
cost T < 0o, the number of vertices reachable from the source with cost at most 7' is infinite. This
phenomenon is called ezplosion, and the infimum of such costs T is called the ezplosion time of
the source vertex.

In this paper, we show that for all power law exponents 7 € (2,3), all long-range parameters
a € (1,00), and all penalty strengths p > 0, explosion occurs with positive probability if and only
if the cumulative distribution function F7, of L is sufficiently steep at the origin. More formally,
we prove a phase transition. Suppose Fp, grows polynomially at the origin, so that there exists a
small interval [0, o] and constants c¢;, c2 and 5 > 0 such that

cit? < Fr(t) < eot? for all t € [0, ). (1.3)

Then the main result of this paper implies the following phase transition.

Theorem 1.1. [Main Case of Theoremfor IGIRG graphs]

Let 7 € (2,3), let « € (1,00), and let L be a non-negative random variable satisfying .
In IGIRG graphs with degree power-law exponent 7, long-range parameter «, and edge
weights given by , explosion occurs with positive probability if § < 8.(u) := (3—7)/2u,
and almost surely does not occur if 8 > B.(u).

J

Note that explosion only depends on the behaviour of F, close to 0, or equivalently the tail
behaviour of the random variable 1/L. Indeed, for all z > 0, P(1/L > z) = Fr(1/z), so (L.3) is
equivalent to the condition that ¢;27? < P(1/L > z) < cpz™? for all z > 1/ty. Intuitively, this
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theorem says that explosion is determined entirely by three factors. The first is the tail behaviour
of 1/L as captured by f; the second is the strength of the weight penalty p; and the third is the
exponent 7 of the power law of the degree distribution.

1.2. Extensions. We defer a formal statement of the main results to Section [3] where we gener-
alise the example above. Firstly, the results also apply to related random graph models, including
the infinite SFP model and the finite HRG and GIRG models. These finite graphs are typically
not connected, but with high probability they have a single giant (linear-size) component as long
as their degree distributions follows a power law with exponent 7 € (2,3). In finite graphs, the
concept of explosion translates to the cost-distance between two uniformly-chosen vertices in the
giant not tending to infinity as the size of the network grows (see Theoremand Corollary.
We show that explosion follows the same phase transition as in Theorem [I.I] Moreover, under
some additional conditions, that apply, among others, to hyperbolic random graphs, we show that
this cost-distance converges in distribution to the sum of two independent copies of the explosion
time of a related infinite model (Theorem and Corollary [3.15)).

We also consider other penalty functions, such as the maximum or the sum of the weights of
the incident vertices, or arbitrary (finite) polynomials of those two weights. For all p > 0, the
cases O, := L, max{W,,, W, }*, and C, = L.(W, + W,)* behave similarly to the product penalty
Ce = (W ,W,)* of ; the main difference is that the critical penalty-strength 5.(u) changes
from (3 — 7)/2u to (3 — 7)/p. In general, for an arbitrary polynomial penalty function f with
degree deg(f), the threshold in S occurs at B.(f) = (3 — 7)/ deg(f) whenever 7 € (2,3).

The results also cover the whole parameter space in T and «, not just the ranges 7 € (2,3) and
a € (1,00), but also the “a = c0” (threshold) case when an edge is present when the Euclidean
distance between the vertices is less then a threshold value depending on the vertex-weights. For
7 > 3, it follows from known results that explosion almost surely does not occur in SFP [60], and we
expect other models to exhibit the same behaviour. More interestingly, for the infinite models the
results also allow for 7 € (1, 2], when every vertex has infinitely many neighbors almost surely [25].
Thus without a weight penalty, explosion happens trivially. Nevertheless, a strong enough penalty
factor can prevent explosion even in this case. In fact, if f is a symmetric polynomial penalty
function, then the threshold in 8 coincides with the 7 € (2, 3) case: B.(f) = (3 — 1)/ deg(f).

For asymmetric polynomial penalty functions, the picture is a little more complicated and we
no longer prove a full phase transition in all cases (see Theorem [3.7). However, for monomial
penalty functions, such as C. = L.-WHEW, we do prove a full phase transition and the critical
value of § increases to S.(f) = max{(3 — 7)/(u + v), (2 — 7)/v}; thus explosion becomes easier.
By contrast, when « € (0, 1], explosion occurs almost surely.

Note that considering asymmetric penalty functions such as C, = L.WEW] raises an inter-
esting issue. Explosion, in its original definition, means outwards explosion. That is, infinitely
many vertices are reachable from a fixed vertex v within some finite cost 7', with positive prob-
ability. However, one can also consider inwards explosion, in which a fixed vertex v is reachable
from infinitely many vertices within cost T', with positive probability. The threshold for inwards
explosion is the same as the threshold for the reversed penalty function C. = L. W)W/} which is
piwards — g (f, ) = max{(3 — 7)/(u +v),(2 — 7)/p}. Interestingly, this implies that there are
penalty functions which exhibit inwards explosion but not outwards explosion and vice versa. This
could be interpreted as an asymmetry between the two possible directions of information flow: it
is much quicker to send out information than to gather it, or vice versa. We emphasise that this
phenomenon only arises when 7 € (1,2].

1.3. Comparison to First Passage Percolation. The case that u = 0, i.e., there is no weight
penalty and C, = L., is also known as first-passage percolation (FPP) [35]. This process has been
studied in classical scale-free networks like the configuration model |6, Theorem 4] and [2, Theorem
2.4], and also for the networks considered in this paper, SFP, GIRGs, and HRGs [45})60]. When the
empirical degree distribution has exponent 7 € (2, 3), the authors in [45,/60] showed that explosion
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happens if and only if the random variable L representing the edge-costs is such that
1(L):=Y FY (1/eek) < 0, (1.4)
k=1

where Féfl)(y) = inf{t € R: P(L < t) > y} is the gencralised inverse of the cdf F, of L. One
can check that I(L) is finite for almost every well-known distribution with support starting at 0,
in fact, Fr(t) has to be doubly-exponentially ﬂalﬂ around 0 for I(L) to be infinite and thus for
explosion not to happen. Observe also that the sum I(L) does not depend on 7, only on L. This
is a counterintuitive phenomenon as it suggests that explosion does not depend on vertex degrees.
The results suggest that allowing p > 0 is a good way to fix this issue; the critical case occurs
when Fp, is polynomially flat at the origin, rather than doubly-exponentially flat as for FPP.

1.4. Proof techniques. Assume for simplicity that F,(¢) grows at a polynomial rate around the
origirﬁ i.e., Fr(t) < t” in some small interval [0,%y]. We show in Section {4 that explosion occurs
in (continuum and ordinary) SFP and IGIRGs in the regime where uf < (3—7)/2 by constructing
a path with infinitely many vertices and finite total cost. We do this by constructing an infinite
sequence of annuli centred around the source vertex whose volumes grow doubly-exponentially.
Each annulus contains doubly-exponentially many vertices that we call ‘leaders’, which have weight
that is doubly-exponential in the index of the given annulus. We show that any leader within an
annulus is connected to double-exponentially many leaders in the next annulus. We then construct
a finite-cost infinite path greedily by repeatedly choosing a least-cost edge to a leader in the next
annulus. This construction succeeds when uf < (3 — 7)/2, since in this case the penalty for
transmission through an edge between the leaders is not too high compared to the minimum of
doubly-exponentially many copies of L. This argument is similar to the one used in [45].

We show in Sections [5] and [6] that explosion cannot occur in SFP or IGIRGs when uf >
(3 — 7)/2. The argument is novel. We have to exclude both sideways explosion and lengthwise
explosion. By sideways explosion, we mean that there are infinitely many vertices within finite cost
reachable using finite-length paths; this naturally requires that some vertices have infinite degree.
By lengthwise explosion we mean that there is a path of infinitely many edges with finite total
cost. We exclude sideways explosion by showing that for any finite cost ¢, each vertex has only
finitely many edges attached to with cost less than ¢ when uf > (3 — 7)/2. To exclude lengthwise
explosion, we show that if lengthwise explosion can happen at all, then it can happen arbitrarily
quickly. That is, writing Ty, for the explosion time, if T¢,, < oo with positive probability, then for
all tg > 0 we also have Ti, < to with positive probability. A similar phenomenon was previously
observed in branching processes, where it arises due to the independence of the subtrees of the
root. In spatial random graphs, the proof is more subtle. From here we argue by contradiction
and show that when ¢ is sufficiently small, the probability that there is a vertex within graph
distance k and cost-distance ty of the source decays exponentially in k. Hence, almost surely for
some k no such vertex exists, and thus explosion does not occur.

Before we extend the results to finite GIRGs and HRGs, in Section [/] we give a novel proof that
these models contain a unique linear-sized giant component (see Theorem . This is necessary
since we work under milder assumptions on the edge connection probabilities than so far assumed
in the literature (e.g. in [11}17}[191/25/2936]). The argument is based on a bottom-to-top approach:
the space is divided into boxes of growing size, and we show that each box contains, independently
of each other and with positive probability, a linear-sized “local giant”. These local giants are then
merged into a single linear-sized largest component via paths through the leaders as used in the
explosive case above. Uniqueness is shown by a standard sprinkling argument.

Finally, in Section we extend the results to finite GIRGs and HRGs. This process is
rather subtle. Because of the polynomial transmission penalties, many of the methods developed

5More precisely, on some small interval [0,t9] the distribution function Fy(t) has to satisfy F(t)

IV IA

exp{—C1 exp{C2/t"}} for some n > 1 and positive constants Ci,C2. This corresponds to Fé_l) (y)
1/(loglog(1/y))Y/" which makes the sum infinite when the sequence 1/ exp(e¥) is substituted for y.
'We allow for slowly varying function correction terms.
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in [45] break down, and we must develop a new argument for connecting two uniformly chosen
vertices within their respective explosion times plus a negligible cost. This argument depends
crucially on the fact that the explosion time of any vertex is mostly determined by large-but-finite
neighborhoods of vertices with bounded weight. If we carefully maintain independence, edges
between high-weight vertices can then be used to establish the necessary low-cost connection
between the two neighborhoods.

2. NOTATION

We write rhs and lhs for right-hand side and left-hand side respectively, wrt for with respect to,
rv for random variable, i.i.d. for independent and identically distributed, and cdf for cumulative
probability distribution function. Generally, we write Fx for the cdf of an rv X, and F )((_1) for

its generalised inverse function, defined as F)(gl)(y) = inf{t € R: Fx(t) > y}. We say that an
event A happens almost surely (a.s.) when P(A) = 1 and a sequence of events (A4;,)nen holds with
high probability (whp) when lim,,_, P(A4,) = 1. We say a sequence of rvs (X, )nen is tight if
for every € > 0 there exists a K. > 0 such that P(|X,,| > K.) < € for all n. We say that a real
function f wvaries slowly at infinity if for all ¢ > 0, lim, o f(cz)/f(z) = 1; note in particular that
by Potter’s bound |[7] this implies that as * — oo, f(z) = o(2%) and w(x~°) for all § > 0. We
say that the positive random variable X has power-law tails with exponent 7 if for all sufficiently
large x,
P(X >x)=l(z)/z"* (2.1)
for some function ¢(x) that varies slowly at infinity.
We write RT = (0,00) and Z™ for the set of positive integers. For n € ZT, let [n] := {1,...,n}.
If two functions f, g have range R™ and any of the domains R, Z, or [a,00) for some a € R, then
we use the standard Landau notation f = O(g), f = o(g), f = Q(g), f = w(g) and f = O(g) as
in |38 Section 1.2]. We also abbreviate f = O(g) with f =< g. For all x € R, we denote by |z]
and [z] the lower and upper integer parts of x € R, respectively. We write z Ay := min{z, y} and
2V y := max{z,y}. We denote a graph by G = (V, ), where V is the vertex set and £ C V? is
the edge set. We will assign a geometric position z, € R? to each vertex v € V, and for a subset
A C R? we will write VN A := {v €V |z, € A}, by slight abuse of notation. For two vertices u, v,
let u +» v denote the event that u and v are connected by an edge e = (u,v). All these graphs
are undirected, i.e., (u,v) € £ if and only if (v,u) € &, for all u,v € V. However, when we wish

to consider transmission along an edge, its direction will matter, so we define e_ := u,e; = v.
If two or more vertices are chosen uniformly at random from a set S C V, then we say that they
are typical vertices in S. A walk in G is a finite sequence of vertices m = (mq, ..., 7Tx) connected

by edges (m;, m;+1), and a path is a walk in which all vertices are distinct. We call |r| = k — 1 the
length of a walk. As usual, the graph distance is defined by

dg(A, B) := inf ({|«|: 7 = (7m0, ..., ™) is a path with 7o € A and 7, € B} U {o0}).

If A or B contains only a single vertex, we omit the surrounding braces, writing e.g. dg(u,v)
instead of dg({u},{v}). We denote balls in this metric by B (v,r) := {u € V: dg(u,v) < r} for
all v € V and r > 0, and we denote their boundaries by 0B (v, k) := B% (v, k) \ B%(v,k — 1) for
all integers k > 1.

For an integer d > 1, we write Xy := [—1/2,1/2]%, Xy(n) := [-n/4/2,n/?/2]¢. We write v4
for d-dimensional Lebesgue measure, and ||z|| for the Euclidean norm of x. We denote Euclidean
balls by B2(z,7) := {y € R%: ||y — z|| < r} for all z € R? and all r > 0.

3. FORMAL DEFINITIONS AND STATEMENTS OF RESULTS

3.1. Definitions of infinite models. We start by defining the two infinite models, scale-free
percolation (SFP) and Infinite Geometric Inhomogeneous Random Graphs (IGIRG). This latter
contains, as a special case, continuum SFP [26]. Later, in Section we define finite-sized variants
and discuss how the results on the infinite models carry through to their finite counterparts. SFP
was introduced by Deijfen, van der Hofstad and Hooghiemstra in [25] as an extension of long-range
percolation [8[[59]. First passage percolation on SFP was studied in [60], and behaviour of random
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walks on SFP was studied in [36]. We consider a version of the model which allows more general
edge-connection probabilities.

Definition 3.1 (Generalised Scale-free Percolation). Let hg: R xR xRy — [0, 1] be a function,
let W > 1 and L > 0 be random variables, and let d > 1 be an integer. For each vertex v € 7% we
draw a random vertex weight W, which is an i.i.d. copy of W. All pairs of orthogonally adjacent
vertices are joined by an edge. Conditioned on (W;);cza, all other edges are present independently
with probability

Pusrvlllu—vl| >1,(W);cpa) = hs(u—v, Wy, W,). (3.1)
Finally, we assign to each present edge e an edge-length L., an i.i.d. copy of L. We denote the
resulting random graph on Z¢ by SFPw,r.

In [25] the function hg was defined, for a long-range parameter ag > d and a percolation

parameter A > 0, to be
hg™8(z, w1, wa) = 1 — exp (—Awiwa/||z|*%) . (3.2)

This parametrisation of SFP is not very natural, since a vertex with weight W, has degree ap-
proximately w/es [25, Proposition 2.3, Proof of Theorem 2.2] rather than W,, and the expo-
nent of the degree distribution’s power law is different from that of W’s power law. To rem-
edy this, we re-parametrise by taking W% = W/*s and a = ag/d, so that hg(z,wy,wy) =
1 — exp(—Awiws/||z||1)*) < 1 A (wiws/]|2]|*)® and each vertex v has degree approximately W,.
We actually allow significantly more general choices of hg, which we will set out momentarily in
Assumption [3.3

The second model we consider is IGIRG. The main difference between IGIRG and SFP is that
the vertex set of IGIRG is given by a Poisson Point Process on R instead of the grid Z?. This
model is the generalisation of (finite) Geometric Inhomogeneous Random Graphs [19] (GIRGs) to
infinite space R?, and contains continuum SFP from [26] as a special case.

Definition 3.2 (Infinite Geometric Inhomogeneous Random Graphs). Let by : R4 x R, x R, —
[0,1] be a function, let W > 1,L > 0 be random variables, let d > 1 be an integer, and let A > 0.
We define the infinite random graph model IGIRGw, () as follows. Let Vy be a homogeneous
Poisson Point Process (PPP) on R with intensity \, forming the positions of vertices. For each
v € Vi draw a random weight Wy, an i.i.d. copy of W. Then, conditioned on (z,W,).cy,, edges
are present independently with probability

P(u <> v in IGIRGw,,(A) | (2, W2)zev,) == hi(u — v, W,,, Wy). (3.3)

Finally, we assign to each present edge e an edge-length L., an i.i.d. copy of a random variable
L > 0. We write (Va,EN) for the vertex and edge set of the resulting graph, which we denote by
IGIRGw, 1 (N).

The edge-connectivity functions hg and h; as stated in Definitions and are too general,
so we require the following additional assumption. Write for some c2 > 0,y € (0,1),
leg (w) 1= exp(—cz log(w)7). (3.4)

Assumption 3.3 (Edge-connection bounds). We assume that there exist parameters o € (0, 0]
and~y € (0,1), and constants ¢, ¢, ¢;, 1, ca > 0, such that for each q € {S,1}, hq : RIXRXR ~ [0, 1]
(considered as a deterministic function) satisfies the following bounds. For a < oo, we require

¢ (legy (1)leg o (w2) A (wrwa/ [2])*) < ho(w,wi,wa) <€ (LA (wiwo/l|e|)) . (3.5)
For a = oom we require
(4 (ZCQ,,Y(wl)lC%,Y(wﬁ A ]]'{91“11“’22“@”{1}) S hq(x, wl,wQ) S C- ]]'{5110111122“1?“‘1}' (36)

Unless otherwise mentioned, we will also require that W has power-law tails (as defined in Sec-
tion @)

In the related graph models GIRG and HRG, this is called the threshold case. We refrain from this terminology,
to avoid confusion with other thresholds.
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In order to formally define explosion, we must first define the cost of a walk. The notation here
is analogous to the notation we use for graph distance and Euclidean distance (see Section .

Definition 3.4 (Distances and metric balls). Let G = (V, E) be a graph. Let {L.: e € E} be an
associated family of edge lengths, where L. € (0,00) for all e. Let {W,: v € V} be an associated
family of vertex weights, where W, € [1,00) for allv € V. Let f: [1,00)*> — R be a function,
which we call the weight penalty function. For all directed edges e = (u,v) € E, we define the
cost Ce of e to be L. f(W,,W,). For all walks m = (mo,...,7) in G, we define the cost of w to be

k k
|7T|f,L = Z C(Wi—l,ﬂi) = Z f(Wﬂ'i—N Wﬂ'i)L(ﬂ'i—l,ﬂ'i)
i=1 i=1

For all sets A, B CV, we define the cost-distance from A to B by
dy,r(A,B) :=inf ({|7|s0: ® = (m0,...,T) is a path with 7y € A and 7, € B} U {o0}).

As with graph distance, we write e.g. dy,1(u,v) == dy 1 ({u}, {v}). We denote balls by B/"L(v,r) :=
{ueV:idsr(v,u) <r} forallveV andr > 0. For the special case f(x,y) = (xy)" with p >0,
we replace f by p in the definitions above, writing |m|¢ 1 = |7|,,1,du, 1 (A, B) = dy,1, (A, B), and
BHE (v, r) = BHL (v, 7).

Note that dy 1 is a metric only if f is symmetric. For asymmetric f, we interpret dy 1, (v,u) as
the transmission cost from v to u. To define explosion time, we single out a vertex v € Vy and
study the set of vertices that can be reached from v within some cost distance T'. To simplify the
notation, we always condition on the event that an IGIRG’s PPP has a vertex at the origin 0, and
then choose v = 0. Conditioned on 0 € Vy, the set V) \ {0} is still a PPP of intensity A, and by
translation invariance, the results generalise to arbitrary fixed vertices v € V.

Definition 3.5 (Explosion time). Consider IGIRGyw, () from Deﬁnition and letv € Vy. Let
[ be a weight penalty function, and define o’ (v, k) = inf{t : |BfL (v, )| > k in IGIRGw.(A)}.
Let the explosion time of a vertex v (wrt cost-distance) be defined as the (possibly infinite) limit:

Yi(v) = Jim oy (v, k). (3.7)

The explosion time of the origin, Y;(O), is defined analogously when we condition on 0 € V5. We
call IGIRGw,1(A) explosive wrt to the cost-distance generated by f and L if IP’(Y}(O) < o0) >0,
otherwise we call it conservative. For short, we write that IGIRGw, () is (f, L)-explosive or
(f, L)-conservative, and for f = (xy)*, we write (u, L)-explosive vs. (u, L)-conservative, respec-
tively. We call any infinite path m with |7|;;, < oo an explosive path. We define the same
quantities analogously in the model SFPyw 1., indicating the different model by replacing the super-
script I with S: thus we write 0?(1}, k) and st(v)

In other words, 0}(1}, k) is the smallest cost ¢ such that k other vertices are reachable within
cost t from v; similarly, the explosion time Y]}(v) is the inﬁmunﬁ of all costs ¢ such that the ball
B/I(v,t) contains infinitely many vertices. Thus Y}(v) is finite if and only if infinitely many
vertices are reachable within bounded cost from v.

Explosion can either happen as lengthwise explosion, in which there is an explosive path from
the origin. Or (non-exclusively) there may be sideways explosion, in which there is a finite path
from the origin to a vertex from which there are infinitely many incident edges of bounded cost.
Actually, we will show in Lemma that whenever sideways explosion occurs in IGIRGywy, 1, ()
or SFPyw 1, then with positive probability from the origin itself there are already infinitely many
incident edges of bounded cost.

When the weight penalty function f is asymmetric, so that dy 1 is only a quasimetric, we call
the phenomenon described in Definition [3.5| outwards explosion. We define inwards explosion

8This infimum is a minimum if all degrees are finite.
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analogously, requiring that infinitely many vertices have bounded-cost paths to 0 instead of the
other way around. Thus we say that IGIRGw, () is (f, L)-inwards ezplosive if

lim (inf{t: [{u € Vx: dy,1(u,0) <t} > k}) < o0.
k—o0
The corresponding definition for SFPyy, 1, is analogous.

3.2. Results for infinite models. With the definition of explosion at hand, we are now able to
state the main results of this paper. We first consider the special case where the weight penalty
function is given by f(w,,w,) = (w,w, )" for some p > 0. It is already known [60] that when the
exponent 7 of the vertex weights’ power law is greater than 3, SFPy 1, is (0, L)-conservative for
all distributions L satisfying P(L = 0) = 0; this implies that SFPy 1 is also (p, L)-conservative
for all 4 > 0, since increasing p only increases the cost of each path. We expect IGIRGw,1(A) to
exhibit the same behaviour, so we focus on the 7 < 3 regime.

Theorem 3.6. Consider the models IGIRGw, (\) and SFPyw, . Suppose the vertez-weight dis-
tribution W has power-law tails with exponent T € (1,3), and that the connection functions
hr and hg satisfy Assumption for some a € (0,00]. Let the weight penalty function be
flwr,we) := (wywe)H, for some > 0. Then the following statements hold.

(i) Suppose o < 1. Then IGIRGw, () and SFPw 1, are (1, L)-sideways explosive, and moreover
explosion occurs almost surely.
(i) Suppose o > 1 and that

BT = lirtnj(l)lp (log FiL(t)/logt) < (3 —7)/(2p). (3.8)

Then IGIRGw, 1, (X) and SFPyw. 1, are (i, L)-lengthwise explosive.
(i1i) Suppose o > 1 and that

B = lirtniglf (log FiL(t)/logt) > (3 —7)/(2p). (3.9)
—
Then IGIRGw,(A\) and SFPw, 1, are (u, L)-conservative.

Thus when o < 1 both models are always explosive, and when o > 1 and 8~ = ST the
hyperbola curve pf8 = (3 — 7)/2 is the threshold between the explosive and conservative regimes.
Observe that a smaller 3 means steeper cdf F, at the origin, while a larger 5 means flatter behavior
at the origin, hence the criterions and are quite natural. We expect 3~ = A+ for any
reasonable choice of L; in particular, when L ~ Exp(1) we have 3~ = 8% = 1. Note that 8T =0
and 8~ = oo are both allowed in Theorem [3.6, The case 7 = 0 occurs when Fp,(t) is steeper at
0 than any polynomial, e.g. if Fr(¢t) < —1/log(t) as ¢ — 0, and the case = = oo occurs when
Fp(t) is flatter at 0 than any polynomial, e.g. if Ff(t) < exp(—1/t) as t — 0. Thus Theorem
gives a partition of the parameter space into explosive and conservative regimes whenever Fp, is
suitably well-behaved near the origin.

Note that the parameter regimes @ < 1 and 7 < 2 are exceptional in the sense that W, does
not correspond to the expected degree of v up to constant factors. Rather, whenever a < 1 or
7 < 2 then all vertex degrees are a.s. infinite in both IGIRGw,1(A) and SFPy, 1, (see |25, Theorem
2.1] for the 7 < 2 regime). It is therefore immediate that without a weight penalty (i.e. taking
v = 0), explosion occurs in time inf{¢: Fi(t) > 0} in these regimes. Despite this, Theorem [3.6{ii)
implies that the weight penalty is powerful enough that IGIRGw, 1 (A) and SFPy, may still be
conservative when 7 < 2, and indeed that the critical hyperbola is smooth at 7 = 2. The reason for
this is that in the 7 < 2 regime, the infinite vertex degrees come from edges to high-weight vertices.
Thus when holds, the weight penalty ensures that for all costs K, there are only finitely many
edges from zero with cost at most K; thus the cost-distance does not “see” the infinite degree.
By contrast, when o < 1, the infinite vertex degrees come from low-weight neighbors and so the
weight penalty does not matter. In fact, when a < 1 we prove explosion occurs under substantially
weaker conditions than stated in Theorem [3.6{i); see Theorem for details.

We now comment on the critical case, where a > 1 and 3~ = 87 = (3—7)/2u. In this case, the
proof shows that both models are (u, L)-conservative whenever the moment E[W?2~2#6] = E[W™~1]
is finite. This occurs when the slowly varying function in the precise tail of the vertex-weight
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distribution W is sufficiently small, for example if P(W > z) = (log(x))~2/2"~!. When the
moment E[W7~1] is infinite, the proof technique we apply breaks down. This case is hard even
without a weight penalty, i.e. when p = 0 and 7 = 3: this threshold regime is not understood even
in the simplest case of branching processes [4].

Finally, we emphasise that the case u = 0 (where there is no weight penalty and C. = L)
implies entirely different scaling from Theorem [3.6} in this case the criterion for both models to
be explosive is for the sum I(L) in to be finite, a result that was established for SFP in [60]
and for IGIRG in [45].

Asymmetric and polynomial penalty functions. Next, we generalise Theorem to
(possibly asymmetric) polynomial penalty functions. Let f(wi,ws) be any polynomial of two
variables with positive real coefficients and non-negative real exponents. Thus f can be written
in the form

flwr,we) = azwhwy’ (3.10)
i€l
for some finite set Z, where a; > 0 and pu;,v; > 0 for all i € Z. We define the degree of f to be
deg(f) = max(p; + v;). (3.11)
€T

Further, for some p > 0 we define fy ,, = (w1 V w2)* and fi , (w1, w2) := (w1 + w2)”. As in the
fwy, wy) = (wyw,) case, the results of [60] directly imply that SFPy 1. is conservative for any
choice of f when 7 > 3, so we focus on the 7 < 3 regime. Theorem becomes the following:

Theorem 3.7. Consider the models IGIRGw, .(\) and SFPw 1. Suppose the vertez-weight dis-
tribution W has power-law tails with exponent T € (1,3), and that the connection functions hy and

hg satisfy Assumptionfor some a € (0,00]. Let the weight penalty function f be a polynomial
as in (3.10). Define 8~ and 8T as in Theorem . Then the following statements hold.

(i) Suppose a <1 or that for alli € I, B+ < (2 —7)/v;. Then IGIRGw,(\) and SFPw 1, are
(f, L)-sideways explosive, and moreover explosion occurs almost surely.
(ii) Suppose o > 1 and that BT < (3 —7)/deg(f). Then IGIRGw,L(\) and SFPyw. 1, are (f,L)-
lengthwise explosive.
(i1i) Suppose o > 1, that B~ > (3 —71)/deg(f), and that for some i € T with p; +v; = deg(f) we
have B~ > (2 —71)/v;. Then IGIRGw,1(X) and SFPyw, 1, are (f, L)-conservative.

If f is a general asymmetric polynomial, then while the bounds of Theorem [3.7]still apply it need
not give a partition of the entire parameter space. For example, Theorem does not apply (and
the proof technique breaks down) if a > 1, 7 = 3/2, 8~ = 8+ =: 3, and f(w,,w,) = Wi/ P 348
However, we do recover a partition in many special cases:

e When 7 > 2, the condition 8~ > (2 — 7)/v; is automatically satisfied for all i € Z, so it
can be dropped.
e If f is a monomial, then conditions (i)—(iii) cover the whole of the parameter space.
o If f is symmetric and 7 € (1, 2], then there exists ¢ € T with u; <v; and p; +v; = deg(f);
thus
3-71 _3-7 _2(2—7’):2—7'. (3.12)
deg(f) mitwv 2v; v;
It follows that the condition 8~ > (2 — 7)/v; can be safely removed from condition (iii).

In particular, Theoremyields a partition of the parameter space for fy (w1, ws2) := w)'+wh.
Moreover, since (w} + wh)/2 < (w1 V we)* < (w1 + we)* < 20 (wh + wh), for any walk 7 we have
ITlf n/2 < Amlpyn < A7lpe 0 < 2%l . Hence any given instance of IGIRGyy,z(A) or
SFPw,1, explodes under fy , and fi , if and only if it explodes under f, ,, and the same partition
applies.

Finally, we note that Theorem[3.7)implies — perhaps surprisingly — that an asymmetric penalty
function can yield asymmetric explosive behaviour even in undirected models such as IGIRGwy, . (\)
and SFPy, . For example, taking 7 = 3/2 and g = 8~ = 1, Theorem i) and (iii) imply

that f(w,,w,) = wiw},/ * explodes almost surely, but the reverse function f™ (wy,w,) = wy! 4w;°j

does not. Equivalently, f demonstrates outwards explosion but not inwards explosion, and f™V
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demonstrates inwards explosion but not outwards explosion. We emphasise that this behaviour is
only possible when 7 < 2.

3.3. Finite models and results. In this section we define the finite version of the IGIRG model,
as well as the Hyperbolic Random Graph model, and explain how the results carry over to these
finite versions. We start with Geometric Inhomogeneous Random Graphs (GIRGs), introduced
in [18}19]. Various aspects of the GIRG model have been studied, including average distances [17],
greedy routing [20], bootstrap percolation [44], first passage percolation [45], and how to sample
from the graph model efficiently [9]. Extensions to non-metric geometries were studied in [47].

Definition 3.8 (Geometric Inhomogeneous Random Graph). Let n € Z", and let wm >1, L>
0 be random variables. Let V := [n], and consider X = [—1/2,1/2]¢ equipped with the Lebesgue
measure v. Assign to each vertex i € [n] an i.i.d. position vector x; € X sampled from v, and a
vertex-weight Wi(n), an i.i.d. copy of W . Then, conditioned on (24, Wi(n))ie[n] edges are present
independently. For any u,v € [n], we denote

P(u < v in GIRGw,(n) | (z,, W~(n))ie[n]) =:gn" (xu,xv, (W»("))iew), (3.13)

3 7

and we require gV : X x X x (RT)™ — [0,1] to be v-measurable. Finally, assign to each present
edge e an edge-length L., an i.i.d. copy of L. We denote the resulting graph by GIRGw, 1 (n).

We next set out the properties we assume for ¥ (Assumption and for W) (Assump-
tion[3.10)). In [19], the authors assumed that there is a parameter o € (1,00], and 0 < ¢, ¢, ¢y, ¢ <
00, such that for all n and all u,v € [n], the edge-connectivity function gV satisfies, as a deter-
ministic function from X x X x (R*)™ to [0, 1], that

g%’v (.271“-'151)7 (wl)ze[n])
I (wawy /(e — o] 3225 wi)®

c< <t forl < a < oo; (3.14)

while for a = oo,

clie wewy >z, —a ¢ S0, wi} < 9" (‘Tua Lo, (wi)ie[n]) < w2 e —eo |4 S0, wi}- (3.15)

The reason for the restriction o > 1 was that under the above conditions there are constants
¢,C,ng > 0 such that E[deg(v) | Wi(n) = w] € [cw,Cw] holds in GIRGw,(n) for all n > ny,
v € [n] and w > 1. The same would not hold for o < 1, where the expected degrees grow with n.

Observe that conditions and are very similar to Assumption There are two
main differences. One is the factor Z?:l w; in the denominator. In the finite GIRG model,
the weights are L.i.d. random variables W™ Writing § := > W™, whenever E[W(™)] < oo
(including the power-law case with exponent 7 > 2, considered in [19]), there are constants ¢, C > 0
such that whp S € (cn,Cn). Hence it is natural to replace the sum in and by n
and compensate by changing the constant prefactors. As we will see later, this factor of n simply
reflects the different scaling of the models: the infinite model uses a Poisson point process of
intensity one, while the finite model places n points in a cube of volume one. Thus the factor of
S, w; does not constitute a major difference from Assumption [3.3if E[W ()] < oc.

The second difference is that the lower bound in Assumption [3.3] is milder: Assumption [3.3
allows for a correction term exp(—cq(logw,)?)exp(—ca(logw,)”). The weaker Assumption
stated below, incorporates this correction term. It does not change any of the qualitative behaviour
of the model, but it will be important in proving our results, as we can discard edges from a
GIRG satisfying Assumption [3.9] independently at random and still recover a GIRG satisfying
Assumption [3.9] This will allow us to use weight-dependent percolation, passing to a GIRG
containing only low-cost edges in order to connect two high-weight vertices with a low-cost path.

Let l(w) := lc, o (w) from (3.4).

Assumption 3.9. Consider GIRGw,(n) in Definition . We assume there exist parameters
a € (1,00] and vy € (0,1), and constants 0 < ¢ < ¢ < oo and ca > 0, such that for all n € Z*, all
u,v € [n], all sequences (T;);em] n R?, and all sequences (Wi)ien) i [1,00), the function g,* in
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(13.13) satisfies the following. If 1 < a < 00, we require

c (l(wu)l(wv) A (“’“w)a) < G (s o, (wi)ie) < (1 A (w“w)a)

n||zy, — @,/ |z, — x|
(3.16)

If a = oo then we require that for some constants ¢,,¢; € (0,00),

¢ (l(wu)l(wv)“{glwuwvZnuzu—zu|Id}) < g0 (u, To, (Wi)ieln)) < T Ligyugw,> nllz—z)4}- (3-17)

Note that we allow the weight distribution W to depend on n in Definition This is
not generality for its own sake — it will later allow us to extend the results to hyperbolic random
graphs. In this paper, we make the following assumption on (W(n))nzo; it is milder than assuming,
for instance, i.i.d. power-law weights, and it is satisfied by HRG [45].

Assumption 3.10. There exists T > 1 such that the following holds. Write £ (z) := P(W ™) >
x)/z= =Y. Then there exists a sequence (M, :n > 1) of positive reals such that P(W™) >
M,) = o(1/n) as n — oo, and functions £,0: RT — R* warying slowly at infinity, such that
L(z) <M (z) < U(x) for alln and all x € [1, M,].

In words, we assume that W™ does not vary too severely from a power-law with an exponent
7 > 1 that does not depend on n. (These variations are captured by the functions E(").) Note that
this assumption trivially holds if W (") = W does not depend on n and W follows a power law.

In order to formulate the main results properly, we must first be sure that a linear-sized giant
component exists with high probability in the models we study under Assumptions and [3.10
assuming 2 < 7 < 3. An analogous result is already known for HRG [11}]29] (see Deﬁnition@,
which satisfies the stronger assumption on its connection probabilities, and for SFP the
question does not arise as the model has only a single component. For GIRG, the result was

proved in |19] under (3.14)), (3.15), and Assumption recall that (3.14)), (3.15]) are stronger

than Assumption [3.9

Theorem 3.11. Consider GIRGy (n) as in Deﬁnition with edge-connectivity functions gy’
satisfying Assumption [3.9 and weight distribution satisfying Assumption with 2 < 7 < 3.
Then whp there exists a unique linear-sized giant component Crax in GIRGy (n).

We prove Theorem [3.11] in Section [/} The proof is interesting in its own right, since it is novel
and reveals the hierarchical structure of the graph. We sketch the core idea here: we call an
arbitrary vertex u successful if it is connected by a path to a ‘reasonably’ high-weight vertex u
that is nearby (within a box that we specify). We show that a vertex is successful with strictly
positive probability. We then show that starting from %, whp we can construct a path of vertices
of increasing weight leading up to the highest-weight vertices in the graph. The graph induced by
these highest-weight vertices is dominated below by an Erdés-Rényi random graph, as the minima
in and remove all position-dependent terms from their respective lower bounds. It
follows that all successful vertices lie in the same component.

We then use a boxing structure: we call a box successful if it contains linearly many successful
vertices, and spatial independence ensures that the number of boxes that are successful is linear,
hence establishing the presence of the giant.

A similar hierarchy was described in a top-to-bottom fashion for scale-free percolation in [36].
However, in scale free percolation, the connection probability gets arbitrarily close to one when
Wy Wy /||u — v|| > 1, and hence almost every hub is adjacent to every other hub that satisfies
Wy Wy /||u — vl > 1.

This fact is crucial for [36], and it fails when the weaker lower bound in is applied.
Indeed, when two pre-selected hubs are no longer adjacent whp, a top-to-bottom hierarchy is hard
to describe as we can say very little about an individual hub; this motivates the bottom-to-top
approach used in the proof of Theorem

With Theorem [3:11]in place, we arrive at the first result on finite-sized models:
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Theorem 3.12 (Cost-distances in GIRG). Consider GIRGw,1(n), satisfying Assumptions
and for some 7 € (2,3), and let f be a polynomial as in , Let v}, v2 be two typical
vertices in the giant component Cmax. Let BT and 8~ be defined as in Theorem .
(1) Suppose the edge weight distribution Fy, satisfies 57 < (3—7)/deg(f). Then (dy 1 (v}, v3)), -,
s a tight sequence of random variables. a
(2) Suppose the edge weight distribution Fy, satisfies 5~ > (3 —7)/deg(f). Then

(df.r (v}, 02))p>1 — o0, (3.18)

The meaning of Part 1 of Theorem is that when FJ(t) is sufficiently steep close to 0, the
typical cost-distance does not grow with the network size. This implies the following: For every
€ > 0 and p < 1 one can find a constant K. ,, depending on ¢ and p but not on n, such that
for sufficiently large n, with probability at least p all but an e-proportion of vertices within the
giant component Cpax are within cost-distance K. , from the (uniformly chosen) source vertex.
This is the analogue of explosion in finite models. Part 2 tells us that when F,(t) is flatter at the
origin, then the typical cost-distance does grow with the network size; this is the analogue of the
conservative case. We remark that for power-law exponents 7 > 3, a giant (linear size) component
need not exist when the edge-density is low, so we cannot hope for an analogue of Theorem [3.12]
for 7 > 3.

With some extra assumptions, we obtain a finer result in the explosive case: distributional
convergence of the typical cost-distance. Since the model is not projective (i.e., the GIRG model
with n 4 1 vertices is not an extension of the model with n vertices), this is best possible — one
cannot hope for e.g. almost sure convergence. Even for distributional convergence, one needs quite
a few extra assumptions: we need that the edge-connection probabilities g;»* converge uniformly
in u, v to some limiting function h satisfying Assumption [3.3| when the Euclidean distance between
the two vertices x,,z, under consideration is of order n'/¢. Moreover, the distributions of the
sequence of vertex-weights W (") must converge to a limiting distribution. The exact assumptions
are rather technical since we want them to be general enough to include hyperbolic random graphs.
Since the transfer from infinite models to finite models closely follows the proof in [45], we omit
the full details of the assumptions on the convergence of W and ¢g“v and refer the reader

n

to [45, Assumptions 2.4 and 2.5]. We provide the proof for the following theorem in Section

Theorem 3.13 (Cost-distances in GIRG, explosive case). Let n € Z*, let f be a polynomial as
in (3.10), and consider GIRGw,r,(n), satisfying [{5, Assumptions 2.4 and 2.5] with some T € (2,3).
Let v}, v2 be two typical vertices in the giant component Ciax. Suppose the edge weight distribution
Fy, satisfies B < (3 — 1)/ deg(f), where B+ is defined as in Theorem|[3.4

Let IGIRGyy, (1) be the corresponding infinite model, with connection probability function and
weight distribution given by the limiting probability function and limiting weight distribution of
GIRGyw.1.(n), respectively. Let YV and Y3 be two i.i.d. copies of the explosion time Y}(O) of

IGIRGw, (1) (see Definition , conditioned on YfI(O) < 0. Then

dyp(wh,02) -5y 4y @), (3.19)

Hyperbolic Random Graphs. As mentioned before, the GIRG,z(n) model contains Hyper-
bolic Random Graphs (HRGs) as a special case. We first summarise some related literature. The
model originates from a hidden variable model, introduced by Bogund and Pastor-Satorras in [12].
Inhomogeneous random graphs were studied slightly afterwards by Bollobas, Janson and Riordan
in |16]. Space was then introduced with latent variables by Bogund in [13], and the pre-hyperbolic
latent space paper by Serrano, Krioukov and Bogund in [58]. The embedding into hyperbolic space
first appeared in [14,46]. This is when the model became popular, and gave rise to a sequence of
papers, studying e.g.: degrees and clustering in [34], the size of the giant component in [11}29], the
clustering coefficient and bootstrap percolation in [21},[22], competing First Passage Percolation
in 23], typical distances in the scale-free regime in [1], and the spectral gap in [43].

We now give the model’s formal definition. Let us denote by (¢,,7,) the (hyperbolic) angle and

radius of a vertex v within a disk of radius R. Then the hyperbolic distance dg)(u, v) between
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two points (¢, 7y ), (¢y, ) is defined by the equation
cosh(d(;)(u, v)) := cosh(r,) cosh(r,) — sinh(r, ) sinh(r,) cos(¢dy — &y ). (3.20)

Definition 3.14 (Hyperbolic Random Graphs). For parameters Cy,any, Ty > 0, let us set R,, =
2logn+Cy, and sample n vertices independently from a circle of radius R, so that for eachv € [n],
¢y is uniform in [0, 27|, and r, € [0, Ry] follows a density f,(r) := ay sinh(agr)/(cosh(agRy,) —
1), independently of ¢,,. In threshold hyperbolic random graphs, two vertices u and v are connected
whenever dgl) (u,v) < R, while in a parametrised version (46, Section VI] they are connected

independently of everything else, with probability
n n n —1
PP (A (u,0)) == (1 + exp{(d (u,v) — Rn)/2Tw}) . (3.21)
We denote the resulting random graphs by HG.,, ¢y 1y (n) when (3.21) applies and HGq,; oy (1)
when the threshold dg) (u,v) < Ry, is applied.

The connection to GIRGs is derived as follows: set d := 1, X} := [-1/2,1/2]. For each vertex
v = (¢u, 1), let
Ty = (¢ — m)/(2m), W = exp{(R, — 10,)/2}. (3.22)
In [45] Sections 8, 9] the authors show that with this transformation, Hyperbolic Random Graphs
become GIRGs satisfying |45, Assumptions 2.4 and 2.5] with the following limiting parameters.
The limiting weight distribution W > 1 is described by its tail,

P(W > x) =z~ 21, (3.23)

that is, 7 = 2ay + 1. In the parametrised case (3.21)), the limiting connection probability function
h is given by

—1
hua(A,wayw,) = (14 (@2 Alr/ (wyw,)) /™) (3.24)

implying that in this case « = 1/Ty. In the threshold case, h is given by
ho (A, wy, wy) = 1{|A| < e~ 4/ 2w w, 7}, (3.25)

which corresponds to a = oo. Theorems and therefore carry over to HRGs.

Corollary 3.15. Consider HG.,, ¢y 17y (n) or HGo,, oy (n) with ag € (1/2,1), and equip every
ezxisting edge with Le, an i.i.d. copy of a random variable L > 0. Let the penalty function f be a
polynomial as in , i.e., the cost of edge e = (u,v) is

Lef(W{, W) = Lo f(exp [(Rn = 7u) /2], exp [(Rn = 1)/2]).
Then, Theorems and [3:13 stay valid with T := 2y + 1.

More precisely, for every n > 1, let v}, v2 be typical vertices in the giant component of
HGa,.cp,1u(n) or that of HGay, cp(n). Then their cost distances satisfy df.r(vi,v2) — oo
almost surely if B~ > (2 — 2ay)/deg(f). On the other hand, if BT < (2 — 2ay)/deg(f), then
(df.r(vh,v2))n>1 converges in distribution to the sum of two i.i.d. copies of the explosion time of
the origin in a one-dimensional IGIRGw, (1) with weights from distribution and hy = hy
from for HGo,, .0y 1y (), or h1 = ht in for HGy,, .0y (n), respectively.

4. EXPLOSIVE GREEDY PATHS

In this section we prove Theorems ii) and [3.7(ii). We will show that explosion occurs
by constructing an infinite path with finite total cost. As mentioned below Definition [3.5 the
existence of such a path implies that 0§¢ (v, k) stays bounded, implying that Y]}(v) is finite.

We consider expanding boxes (i.e. balls in the L., metric) around the origin, such that the
kth box has doubly-exponential volume eMPC* for some suitably chosen C, D > 1 and arbitrary
M > 0. We then partition the kth annulus into roughly e (P -per disjoint sub-boxes, each of
volume eMC*. In each sub-box we find the vertex of maximum weight, which we call the leader
of the sub-box. We construct a path to infinity greedily as follows: suppose we have exposed the
kth annulus and reached some leader vertex vy therein. Then expose the contents of the (k + 1)st
annulus, and choose the edge vivg41 from vy to a leader vertex of some sub-box of the (k + 1)st
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annulus such that the assigned L. is minimal. To prove explosion, it suffices to show that this
path has finite cost almost surely.

We start by describing the sequence of expanding boxes. For constants C, D > 1, to be defined
shortly, and an arbitrary parameter M, let us define a bozing system centered at u € R?, by
defining for k£ > 0,

Boxy(u) := {x ER? : |z —ufwo < eMDCk/d/Q} )
Tk (u) := Boxy (u) \Box_1 (u) for k > 1, Ty (u) := Boxg(u),

(4.1)

We ‘pack’ each annulus T'y(u) with as many disjoint sub-bozes

SBy.i(u) = {x eR? : |z — 2zl < eMC‘“/d/z}
of volume eMC" as possible; here the z;’s are appropriately-chosen points in Boxy(u). The exact
choice of z;’s will not matter to us, but note that in general the side length of a sub-box will
not divide the side length of an annulus so there will be some volume left over. Let b, denote
the number of sub-boxes in I'y(u), and order the sub-boxes arbitrarily from 1 to by within each

M(D-1)C"  Hence, for sufficiently

annulus. The ratio of the volumes of Boxy(u) and SBy, ;(u) is e
large M,

eM(D_l)Ck/Q < by < eMPDO gop IGIRGw, 1 (N), (4.2)
Within each sub-box SBy, ;(u) which contains at least one vertex, we define the leader vertex cy;
to be the vertex with the highest weight, i.e., cx; := arg max,csg, , () {Wo}. We say that SBy ;(u)
is d-good if it has a leader vertex and this leader vertex has weight

W. e (e(l—é)Mc’“/(r—l)’e(1+6)MC’“/(T—1)]_ (4.3)

Ch,i
We will also say that the leader vertex itself is d-good. We will see in Lemma that for suitable
choices of C, D and §, with high probability there are many d-good sub-boxes in each T'j(u).
Moreover, again with high probability, each d-good leader vertex cg; in I'y(u) is connected to
many 0-good leader vertices in T'yp41(w). Since edge weights are chosen independently, it will
follow that with high probability there is a low-cost edge from ¢ ; to a é-good leader in I'yyq(u),
and we will use this to greedily construct an infinite path with finite cost-distance. The key to
the proof of Lemma is that the weights w; and ws of two d-good leader vertices are so high
relative to their Euclidean distance (which is bounded above by the diameter of Boxy41(u)) that
their connection probability is bounded below by I, ~(w1)lc, ~(w2), by Assurnption A similar
boxing scheme was used in [45], and we have adapted Lemma from Lemma 6.3 of that paper.

Even though it will only become relevant later, in Section[7} we note here that the same boxing
method remains valid when we consider GIRGyy, 1, (n) instead of IGIRGyw, 1 ()\). To keep the box
sizes the same in the two models, we blow up the original GIRGw, 1, (n) model as follows.

Definition 4.1 (Blown-up-GIRG). Consider a realisation of a GIRGw,1(n) from Deﬁm’tion
with vertices (x,)ye[m). Map each vertez-location to T, := nt/dz,. We denote the resulting model
by BGIRGw. (n). Let Vg(n) := [n], and the edge set by Ep(n) == {(v,w) € [n]? : v & w €
GIRGyw 1 (n), and its underlying state space by Xq(n) := [-n'/?/2,n'/4/2]2.

Note that BGIRGw, 1 (n) is the same graph as GIRGw,z(n). The two models differ only in the
location of points, observe that by blowing the model up, the density of points in BGIRGw, 1(n)
is constant (namely 1), while the density of points in GIRGy,1(n) is n. The additional notation
Vp(n) = [n] seems superfluous, but it allows us to use the slightly abusive notation Vg(n) N
A= {v e n] |z, € A} for A C R? without ambiguity. We can actually realise the edges
of GIRGw,.(n), BGIRGw, 1 (n) by working with the new locations. This is convenient since by
Assumption[3.9] using the blown-up locations instead of the original ones, two vertices with blown-
up locations z,,, x, are connected with probability at least

: (l(wu)l(wv) A (M)a) if a < o0,

l(UJU)l(wv) A ]l{glwu,MUZHmufrv 14} otherwise,

1o

QZ’U@MEM (wz)zgn) Z (44)

1o
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where we wrote {(w) := I, (w) from (3.4). Observe the factor of n disappears from the denomi-
nator, and the bound becomes the same as the bound in Assumption [3.3|for IGIRGw, (). Since
GIRGw, . (n) and BGIRGyy,(n) are equivalent, from now on we work with the blown-up model
instead of the original GIRGw,1(n), and use instead of the lower bound in Assumption
We construct boxing systems for BGIRGyw,,(n) in precisely the same way as for IGIRG, except
that we require all sub-boxes to fix within Xy(n). For this reason, we define

k* =k*(n, M) := max{k € N | eMDC"/d < nt/d}, (4.5)
to be the largest k such that Box(0) in (4.1) fits within Xy(n), and thus, for any u € X4(n), at
leastﬂ a 274 fraction of Boxy- (u) fits into X;(n). Observe that

M(D=1)C" jodtl <, < M(D=1C" £ BGIRGyy. 1 (n), (4.6)

where the factor 2% in the lower bound comes from the fact that not all sub-boxes might be part
of Xy(n), but at least a 1/2~7 proportion of them are, if their centers are suitably chosen.
We use the following standard Chernoff bound.

Lemma 4.2. [38, Corollary 2.3] Let X be a binomial r.v. with mean p. Then for all0 < e < 3/2,
P(IX — | > ep) < 2675173,

The next lemma is crucial to show explosion and also relevant to showing the existence of the
unique giant component in the finite case. As mentioned above, it shows that every d-good leader
has many d-good leader neighbors in the next annulus. This guarantees the existence of infinite
paths, and enables the greedy construction of low-cost paths. Recall that we denote by ¢y ; the
vertex with the highest weight in sub-box SBy, ;(u), for i < by.

Lemma 4.3 (Weights and subgraph of centers). Consider IGIRGyy, 1, (X) with parameters d > 1,
7€ (1,3), a€(0,00], and A > 0. Let C,D > 1 and 0 < § < 1 satisfy

1-9

71(1—1-0) — DC > 0. (4.7)

r_
For every € > 0 there exists My > 0 such that the following holds for all M > My. Let u € RY,
and consider the boxing system centered at u with parameters C', D and M as described in (4.1)).
Define Nj(cy,i) to be the number of §-good leader vertices in I';(u) that are adjacent to cy;, and
define the events

FY = {|{i € [bx]: SBu is 8-good}| > by/2},
F,§2) = F,iz) (e) := {Vi € [bg] such that SBy ; is d-good : Nit1(ck) > e(I*E)MCkH(D*l)} .
Then

(4.8)

]P)(_\ ﬁkzo (Flgl) N F]§2))> < 3eXp (—AGM((D_l)Al)(l_E)2_d/75) =:PM- (49)

The same result holds for SFPw 1, taking A\ = 1. It also holds for BGIRG,(n) when As-
sumptz'ons and|3.10| are satisfied and A = 1, replacing the intersection Ni>o on the lhs of
by Ni<ix(m,n) and requiring that n is sufficiently large and u € Xq(n). (Here we take by, to be the
number of sub-bozes contained in T'y(u) N Xy(n) rather than in T'k(u), as discussed above.)

We remark that we will not use the assumption 7 < 3 explicitly in the proof of Lemma [£:3]
However, if 7 > 3 then there is no choice of C; D > 1 and 0 < § < 1 satisfying (4.7)). For 7 < 3
there is always such a choice, as we shall see in Claim below.

Proof. We first prove the result for BGIRGw, 1 (n), then discuss how to adjust the proof for SEPyy, 1,
and IGIRGyy,(A). For this reason, we will keep A explicit in the calculation, even though for
BGIRGw,1(n) we always have A = 1. We first bound the probability that a given sub-box is
d-good from below. Recall that n vertices are uniformly distributed in X;(n) (which has volume
n), that SBy; has volume e Ck, and that vertex weights follow an approximate power law as set
out in Assumption [3.10] We condition throughout on the event that every vertex has weight at

9n case u is in the corner of a sub-box.
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most M, ; by Assumption this event occurs whp and implies that the weight of every vertex
independently follows a distribution P(W > z) = £ (z)2= ("1 where £(x) < (M (z) < ()
for some functions ¢ and ¢ which vary slowly at infinity. We require n to be large enough that
Box;(0) C [—nl/d/Q,nl/d/Q]d.

First we exclude the event that some sub-box has too many or too few vertices, then we study
the maximal weight of vertices in each sub-box. The number of vertices Vj ; in each sub-box is
binomial with parameters n and Vol(SBy;)/n, so it has mean AeMC"/2 Hence, by the Chernoff
bound of Lemma (4.2

P(~E}) = P(3i < by : Vies ¢ [AeMC" /2,20eMC™)) < 2By, exp(—AeMC" /12)

) (4.10)
< exp(—XeMC" /24)

for all sufficiently large M, since the second factor is doubly exponentially small in M C* while 2b,
is only exponential in M C* by ({.6). For any tuple (n;“)i’il such that AeMC" /2 <mnp; < 2)\eMCk,
let En,cylw,nk’bk C &L be the event that {Vi < by : Vi, = ng,}. Then, for any 5,1,«’1,‘“’”,“,% C &L,
we have

Mmck /2

P max WSy €y, ) = (L= BV > 9)™ < (1- L)y~ "0)™

vESBy,iNVE(n)
<exp (= Lyly T M 2). (4.11)
Recall that since £ varies slowly at infinity, Potter’s bound implies that for all n > 0, we have

L(y) = o(y") and £(y) = w(y~") as y — oo. Thus when M is sufficiently large, taking y in (4.11])
to be the lower bound in the definition of J-goodness in (4.3), we obtain

IP( | ma ( )Wén) < eroTMCh R bk) < exp (_E(e%MC"“)67(175)M0k+1\/10k)\/4)
vESB,iNVpB(n ’ R

< exp (—AeéMck/Q) , (4.12)

where we have applied Potter’s bound to obtain the last line, and absorbed the factor of 4 in the
same step. We now bound the maximum weight above. By a union bound, for all y > 0,

IP’( ma Wi > En n ) < P(W > En. n
UESBk,iﬂ}%/B(n) v y| K15k, by, 1,633,;];3(”) ( v y‘ LIE A k»bk)

< Uy)y~ T D2aeM",

Since ¢ varies slowly at infinity, when M is sufficiently large, taking y to be the upper bound in
the definition of d-goodness and applying Potter’s bound yields

148 k — 146 k. k k
]P’( max ( )Wé”) >ertMOT g bk) < Y(eT=1MCOT )= (1HOMETg)MC
vESBg,iNVB(n ’ R

(4.13)
< 2)\6751\40’“/2'

Combining (4.12)) with the much weaker bound (4.13)), when M is sufficiently large we see that in
BGIRGw,(n) (where A = 1),

P(SB,; is not d-good | &, < 3AeOMC"/2 (4.14)

k,1seeesTk by, )
holds uniformly over all €, ,  n., C &. Note that for all k and i, the event of SBy ; being
d-good depends only on the number of vertices and their (i.i.d.) weights in SBy; N Vg(n), So,
conditioned on any of the events &, , ... n, ,, , these events are mutually independent. Thus (4.14)

implies that, conditioned on any &,, , - 5,%, the number of §-good sub-boxes in I'y(u) is

yeees Ml by

dominated below by a binomial random variable with parameters b;, and 1 — 3\e=M et/ > 3/4.



18 WEIGHTED DISTANCES WITH PENALTY

It follows by a standard Chernoff bound (namely Lemma Wlth e=1/3), -, and . that

1 1
P(ﬁFlg )) < ]P)(ﬁgk) + Z P(ﬁFk ) | gﬂk,hm,nk,bk )P(gnk,lwnynk,bk)
Eng 1o, C& (4.15)
< exp(—)\eMCk /24) 4 2e70/36 < 2exp (—)\eMck((Dfl)/\l)Q*d/n).

Hence by a union bound over k, when M is sufficiently large we have

IE”( M0 Fél)) >1-2 ZeXp (_)\eMC’k((D—l)/\l)Q—d/72)
k>0 (4.16)
>1-2exp (—AeM<<D—1>“>2—d/75).

since the sum is dominated by its first term and decays faster then a geometric sum.
We now turn to the events FIEZ). We condition on ﬁkZOFlgl), and expose Vp(n). We will first
study the connection probability between any d-good leader vertex ci; in I'y(u) to any given
d-good leader vertex in T'gyq(u). (This is where we will use (4.7).) We will then dominate the
number of such vertices it is adjacent to, Nyyi1(ck,;), below by a binomial variable and use a

Chernoff bound to show that Nji1(ck ;) is likely to be large. We will then use a union bound to

show that ﬁkzoF,§2) is likely to occur, proving the result.
Let ¢ ; be a d-good leader vertex in I'x(u), and let cx41; be a d-good leader vertex in I'xyq(u).
Write w; and ws for the weights of ¢, ; and cg41,; respectively, and write ||z1 — x| for the

Euclidean distance between them. Recall {(w) := I, ~(w) from (3.4). By Assumption (14.4])
holds, so the probability that ci ; and ci41 ; are adjacent is at least

{c (Hw1)l(w2) A (wrwa/||zy — xng)a) if o < o0,

. 4.17
c (l(wl)l(wg) ALge wyws >z —aal|4} otherwise. (4.17)

MDC**1/d

Since ¢k ; and cxy1,; both lie in Boxyy1(u), we have ||z — x2|| < de . Since both vertices

are 6-good, it follows that

-9

W1 Wa 1 exp (1
T—

[y — aal]d = d?
dl exp (Mck( 6(1+C) Dc)).

By , the exponent of the rhs is positive, so when M is sufficiently large we have wyws >
lz1 — x2||* and c;wiwe > |21 — @24 Thus by (#.17), whatever the value of a, whenever W, :=

(2o, win )Jveve(n) 18 such that ¢ ; and cpy1,; are 6-good, we have

P(ck,i < Chr,y | Wa) = cl(wr)l(ws). (4.18)

M0k+1;5
1

T —

Mck+1 o MDcfk-‘rl)

Recall that [(w) = e~ ¢ log™ w. Thus since ¢y ; and cg41,; are é-good and C' > 1, using the upper
bound on their weights in ,

Hwn)iwz) 2 oxp (_CQC - 5Mck) - @(iffMCk“)w) > exp (—QCQC - ‘iMckH)W).

Since v € (0,1), when M, is sufficiently large we can upper bound the absolute value of the
exponent by eM (D—1)C**! /4, where we include the factor (D —1)/4 to prepare for the upcoming

calculations. Thus it follows from (4.18]) that whenever W,, := (x,, Wé"))vevB(n) is such that ¢y ;
and cp41,; are d-good,

Plcki < cerry | Wa) > ce (&:M( —1)ck+1/4). (4.19)

Now, conditioned on W, as above, edges between J-good leaders are present independently. In
the following, we fix a W, that implies ﬂgFé(l). Then there are at least bgy1/2 > exp(M (D —
1)C**1) /29%2 good leaders in Ty (u) by (4.6). Thus by (£.19), Nki1(ck,) is dominated below
by a binomial random variable with mean ¢/29%2 - exp((1 — ¢/4)M (D — 1)C**1). By a standard
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Chernoff bound (Lemma with the e of that Lemma chosen as 1/2), it follows that if ¢, is
d-good,

(4 _ _ k+1 (4 _ _ k+1
P(Nk+1(ck,i) < ﬁe(l e/4)M(D-1)C ‘Wn) < 2exp (—3 : 2d+4e(1 e/4)M(D-1)C )

If M is sufficiently large then the above bound on Njyy1(cg;) is stronger than the bound required
by F,iz). Hence, by a union bound over all §-good i € [by], it follows that when M is sufficiently
large,

IP’(—.F,gz) | Wn) < 2by exp (—3 2Qd+4e(1*5/4)M(D*1)CH1> < exp (—Ae“if/ﬂM(D*l)CHl),

where we have used the upper bound on by from (4.6). By a union bound over all k > 0, it follows
that when M is sufficiently large,

IP’(—| Mo F]gz) | Wn) < ZCXP (_)\C(lfs/Q)M(Dfl)Ck‘Jrl) < exp (_/\6(175)M(D71)) ) (4.20)
k=0

Recall that this is the case for any Y for which ﬁkZOFlgl) holds. The result therefore follows
from (4.16)), (4.20) and a union bound, when M is sufficiently large. Note that we may assume
€ < 1/4, so the bound we obtain can be simplified to, with a different ¢,

P(= Mo (FLY N F2)) < 3exp(—aeM1-9(P=DADg=d 75
obtaining (4.9).

It remains only to discuss the necessary changes to the proof for SFPy 1, and IGIRGw, 1 ()).
For SFPyw, 1, the only difference is that the number ny ; of vertices in any given sub-box SBy; is

now deterministic, with e /2 < n; < ™" as long as M is sufficiently large. Thus there is
no need for the event £} and andq_'él_.__lﬁb, hold without conditioning.

For IGIRGw, (), the derivation of (4.10)) now follows from the version of Lemma which
applies to Poisson variables rather than binomial variables |38, Remark 2.6] (the statement is
otherwise identical). The number of vertices in the sub-boxes SBy; are also now independent of
each other, so some of the conditioning becomes unnecessary. We also use Assumption [3.3]in place
of Assumptions (with ) and Assumption is always equivalent or stronger, so this
does not cause issues. Finally, all our calculations up to and including the final bound in
remain valid when A # 1. O

In the next lemma we specify the choice of parameters C, D > 1 and § in the boxing scheme in
(4.1), so that they satisfy (4.7]), and another set of inequalities that will ensure that a constructed
greedy path has finite total cost. The introduction of the extra parameter s will be relevant in the

proof of Theorem

Claim 4.4. Let 7 € (1,3), let u,v, T > 0, and suppose (u+ v)B+T < 3 — 7. For all sufficiently
small § > 0, the following interval is non-empty:

(p+v)Bt  1+96 2 (1-9)
Is = (1 . . . 4.21
0 (+ T—1 (1-62 7-1 1+5> (4.21)
We fiz 6 > 0 with Is # 0, and choose parameters
C:=1+9, D € I;. (4.22)
Then D,C > 1 and the following inequalities all hold for all s € [0,1]:
1-46 s
7__127C’D>0 (4.23)
146 (D—1)C%(1—6)?
s - . 4.24
(-t w0 8 S <o (4.21)

Before we come to the proof, observe that (4.23)) for s = 1 is a strictly stronger condition
than (4.7), since C' > 1. Hence the parameters from Claim automatically satisfy the conditions
of Lemma
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Proof. First we fix § > 0 small, set C := 1+ 4, and show that the set of solutions for D > 1 that
satisfy (#.23) and (4.24) for all s € [0,1] is precisely Zs. Elementary calculation yields that when
D > 1, (4.23) is satisfied if and only if

1-46 2
De (1, i(7> (4.25)
Moreover, (4.24)) is satisfied if and only if
s 1446
D14 prBtre) i (4.26)

s (r—n(-0)2

The upper end of the interval on the rhs of is minimised when s = 1, giving the upper end
of Is, while the rhs of (4.26]) is maximised when s = 0, giving the lower end of Zs. Thus for all
s€0,1] and all D € L; and are satisfied.

We have yet to show that Is5 is non-empty for sufficiently small § > 0. For this, observe that
the lower end of Zs is monotone decreasing as § | 0, while its upper end is monotone increasing,
and

: (p+v)st 2
To = lim Ty = (1 , )
o= Ut T T T
which is non-empty by the assumptions that (¢ + v)3" < 3 — 7 and 7 € (1,3). Hence, for
sufficiently small § > 0, Zs will be non-empty. O

Before the proof of Theorem (ii), conditioned on the event ﬁkZO(Fél) N F,52))7 we define a
greedy path emanating from some §-good leader, and analyse its cost.

Definition 4.5 (Greedy path between d-good leaders). Consider a boxing system centered around
u € R Condition on ﬁkZO(Fél) n F,gz)), and let ¢y be any 6-good leader in To(u). We greedily
extend this vertex into an infinite path w9 = ¢y, c1,... as follows. Suppose we are given
Coy - -+, Ck for some k > 0, and that ¢ is a d-good leader. Since F,gQ) occurs, there is at least one
d-good leader in T'y11(u) adjacent to c,. We then choose cpy1 to be (one of) the §-good leaders

that minimises Lc, ¢, ,,)-

The next lemma analyses the cost of the greedy path.

Claim 4.6. Let C, D, 6, and My be as in Lemma and let (Co, C1,- .. ) be any infinite sequence
with positive entries. Then for every M > My, with the boxzing system from (4.1)), the cost of the
greedy path starting in a leader ¢y of T wrt the penalty function f(wy,w,) = whwk is

s 140\ p k41 148\ v
roreeds] < 3 (M) (ML) R (gm0 D) (4.27)
k=0

with probability at least 1 — 37, -, e~ conditioned on Vy, {Wy: v € Wy}, ﬁkZO(Fél) N F,EQ)), and
the (unweighted) edge set of the graph.

Proof. Recall that the cost of an edge (u,v) is Cyv) = f(Wu, Wo)Lwwy = WEWY Ly). To

estimate the cost of the greedy path, we recall the upper bound on the weights of the §-good
leaders ¢ in (4.3)), and the lower bound on the number Nyi1(ck) of J-good leader-neighbors they
2

have from F,~ (see ([£:8))). The total cost of 7974 is therefore bounded above by
s k1E6\ p k41 1H8\ v
|7rgreedy|N7L S Z (eZVIC "'_1) (eMC 7'—1) min {Lk71, Lk)g, ey Lk,dk} 5 (428)
k=

where d; = [exp((1 —&)MC' (D —1))] and (Ly,;)i<a, are the lengths of the first dj, edges from
¢k, to 6-good leaders in T'y41(0) (ordered arbitrarily). These are i.i.d. copies of the random variable
L. For any N € N and ¢ > 0, for i.i.d. copies Lq,..., Ly of L, we have

B(min L; > FyV(O/N) = (1= Fu(FL D (EN) Y < (1= (MY < (4.29)
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since F7, (FL_l(x)) > x by the right-continuity of the cdf. Hence taking ¢ := (x and N := dj,, with
probability at least 1 — ek,

. - - - - k -
min {Lk,17Lk’2, .. -7Lk,dk} S F£ 1)(<k/dk) S F£ 1)((ke @ E)MC +1(D 1)) . (430)

A union bound implies that these events all happen with probability at least 1 — 3", ., e~ Sk,

so (4.27)) follows from (4.28]). O

Proof of Theorem [3.6(ii). We only prove the result for IGIRGyy,.()), since the same proof works
for SFPw 1, (but can be simplified using nearest—neighbor edges for the start of the path). Con-
dition on the origin lying in the vertex set V. Then with Lemma [£:3] at hand, we construct a
greedy path with finite total cost from the origin. First we find a boxing system for which the
event ﬂkZO(Flgl) N FIEQ)) of Lemma, occurs. Since 7 € (1,3) and 2uB% < 3 — 7 by hypothesis,
Claim (applied with v = p) implies we can choose § > 0 such that Zs is non-empty. Then
taking C':= 1+ and D € Zs, equation is satisfied (by ), thus satisfying the conditions
of Lemma We then apply Lemma choosing ¢ := § in the lemma, and let My be as in
the lemma statement. We then define M; = My + i for all ¢ > 0, and construct infinitely many
boxing systems around 0 with parameters C, D and M;. Note that taking M = M; in , the
rhs is summable; thus by Lemma [£.3] and the Borel-Cantelli lemma, there exists io such that for
all ¢ > 1, ﬂkZO(F,gl) N F,gQ)) occurs.

From now on we only consider a boxing system with parameters C, D and M > M,, which is
sufficiently large for below to hold. Note that the event ﬁkZO(Flgl) N Fng)) depends only on
Vi, {W,: v € V\}, and on the set of edges between §-good leaders. Exposing these variables, and
letting ¢o be an arbitrary d-good leader in T'y(0) (which exists since Fo(l) occurs), we see that with
positive probability p, either ¢y = 0 or there is an edge from 0 to ¢g. Suppose there is an edge
from 0 to ¢p; the cg = 0 case is essentially identical. Conditioned on this event, we use the greedy
path m9reedy congtructed in Definition with initial vertex ¢, and set 70 := (0, Tgreedy). The
bound in Claim holds with probability 1 — 3", ,e™%, and we choose (j, := log(1/p) + k + 1
so that >, e < p. Thus by a union bound, with positive probability, holds.

Hence, the cost of the constructed path, with positive probability, is at most

> 1+ \ p k41 1H0 N p
Wt £ Cloy + 3 (7770 ) (MO PR G (M) )
k=0

The first term on the rhs is an a.s. finite random variable. Hence, to show explosion it suffices to
prove that the last sum is finite for our choice of C', D, M and §. For this we use the definition of
BT in (3.9), which implies that for all sufficiently small 2 > 0, log F,(z)/logz < BT /(1 —§), or
equivalently that Fr(x) > 287/(1=9) | This in turn implies that Fé_l)(y) < y(175)/5+ holds for all
sufficiently small y > 0. Hence when M is sufficiently large,

o MK (14 0) L(C1) . s\ Mk (D-1)
Ze 71 Fy (Cke )
A (4.32)
_ + _ 52
<SG exp (WMCH S (14 €) = S22 MR (D - 1)),
k=0
This sum is finite if and only if the exponent is negative, i.e., if and only if
146 (D—-1)C(1-9)?
1+C — 0. 4.33
p(1+0) -0 < (13)
Since D € Ty, this is true by (4.24]) of Claim (taking v = p and s = 1). Thus by ([4.31)), |7°|,.z
is finite with positive probability as required. O

Next we discuss how the above method can be modified to work with more general penalty
functions, proving Theorem [3.7(ii).
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Proof of Theorem (zz) The proof of Theorem ii) is very similar to that of Theorem ii),
so we only describe where it should be modified. We may assume that f is of the form f = w}'w¥,
since for any given path 7, a polynomial penalty function with non-negative coefficients yields finite
cost if and only if each of its monomials yields finite cost. Since 7 € (1,3) and (u+v)BT <3 —71
by hypothesis, Claim [4:4] implies we can choose § > 0 such that Zs is non-empty. We then take
C:=1406 and D € T, and choose M, apply Lemma and construct 7° in exactly the same

way as in the proof of Theorem ii).
The almost sure bound in(4.31)) on the total cost of 7° now becomes
ad r1H6\ 1 k+11E0\v :
|7T0|f,L < C(O,CO) +Z (eMc 7—1) (eMC 7—1) FIE 1)(€ke—(1—6)Mck+1(D—1)). (4.34)
k=0
Bounding the F éﬁl) term above as in ([4.32)), we see that 7° has finite cost if

o (146)/57 pl+6  (1-0)°
Z(k exp ((M+VC)MC p— 7

which is the case if the exponent is negative. Since D € Z;, this holds by (4.24]) of Claim -
(taking s = 1) as in the proof of Theorem [3.6{(ii).

MC*(D 1)) < 0, (4.35)

4.1. Extensions of the boxing system. In the proof of Theorems [3.6(ii) and [3.7(ii), it was
enough to say that any vertex w is connected to a §-good leader vertex ¢ with positive probability.
To show the existence of a giant component in Theorem we will need an upper bound on
the failure probability (when u has suitably high constant weight). To generalise the result to the
finite model in Theorem we will also need an upper bound on the cost of the path from v to
c. In this section, we present some additional definitions and lemmas for this purpose; all proofs
are deferred to Appendix The reader might wish to skip this section for now and return to
it when Theorems and are proved in Sections [7] and [§]

Fix some M > 0 as in Lemma above, and let V,, ar := {i € [n] | W; > eM} be the set of
vertices in [n] with weight at least e™. Consider a vertex u € V, a, and start a boxing system
centered at its position z,, € R¢ with parameters §, e, C, D as in Lemma (given in ) Recall
that in BGIRG, we require all sub-boxes to fit into X4(n). Recall from (4.5)) that k* = k*(n, M) is
the largest k such that at least a 27¢ fraction of Boxy« (u) fits into Xy(n), and recall the resulting
bounds on the number of sub-boxes by from . Recall the definitions of d-good leaders and
sub-boxes from before , and recall the definitions of F, ,51), F, ,52) and pys from Lemma

We call a path u,v1,...,vs box-increasing if there exists 0 < kg < k* — s such that v; is the
leader of a §-good sub-box in the (kg + ¢)th annulus I'y,4; N Xy(n), for all 1 < ¢ < s. Define the
event S, that u is successful by

S, := {There is a box-increasing path from u to a d-good leader in Ty« (u) } N FO(u). (4.36)

Lemma 4.7. C’onsider a boxing system with parameters §, C = C(9), D = D(0) satisfying (4.22 -
(and hence ([4.7)) centered around the location =, of a vertex u with given weight eM < w, <
exp(MCF =2 ) Let n(0) := ((D — 1) A1)(7 — 1). Then there exists My(d) > 0 such that if
M > Mo(d) and n is sufficiently large, the following holds in BGIRGw,L(n):

P(=Sy | Wy = w,,) < 5exp ( —(en 1)2_d_7w2(6)). (4.37)

The next lemma is a version of Lemma [£.7] that also bounds the cost of the path from u,
which will be useful for the proof of Theorem [3.13] at the cost of a significantly increased failure
probability. Importantly, the path from u will only use vertices with weight strictly larger than
W,y ; later, this will allow us to safely condition on the path’s existence. For a choice of §,C, D as
in , set

2
6= ~(u+vo) 3+ e -1 >0

o(6) ::_I:(ls(quCz/ (1-9) (D—l)) S0

(4.38)

T—1 g+
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The positivity of £(9), p(d) follows from (4.24)), recalling that C = 1 + 4.

Lemma 4.8. Consider the penalty function f(wy,ws) := wiws with (u+ v)p+T < 3 — 7. There
is a constant K < oo, such that for a vertex u with given weight w, € [K, n(1=0)/(Pr=1)y jp
BGIRGw,.(n), the following holds. Construct a bozing system with parameter §, C' and D as in
4.21), and M,,, = % log wy,. Then, with failure probability at most
r—1 BT
==L —e5)/2

Z(wy) = 4w, 1700 @/ , (4.39)
there exists a boz-increasing path ™ from u to a 0-good leader vertex w4 i Uix(ar,,, n)(u) with
total cost at most

~T=he@)/2

75 < wg PO 4 2w, (4.40)

Moreover, the only vertex in ™ with weight at most w, is w itself. Finally, the other end vertex

wiq of ™ has weight in the interval

|74

Cend

c (nufa)/wcml))’ n<1+6>/(0(771>>]_ (4.41)

The last lemma connects two of these end-vertices with a low-cost path.

Lemma 4.9 (Cost between end-vertices of greedy paths). Consider the setting of Lemma but
for an arbitrary polynomial weight function as in such that deg(f) < (3 —71)/BT. Then,
there exist constants ¢ = ((f,L) > 0 and K = K({) < oo such that whp, all pairs of vertices
u, Uy with weights in the interval

Tona 1= [p(1=9)/(PCG=D) ,(148)/(D(r=1)] (4.42)

have cost-distance at most
dyp(ur,u2) < K(Qn™°. (4.43)

5. SIDEWAYS EXPLOSION
In this short section we prove Theorems [3.6|(i) and [3.7(i). We start with a lemma.

Lemma 5.1. Consider IGIRGw, 1, (\) or SFPw, 1, satisfying Assumption with some o < 1. Let
[e,d] be an interval with P(W € [c,d]) > 0. Then almost surely, every vertex has infinitely many
neighbors with weight in [c, d].

Proof. We abbreviate {(w) := I, ,(w). By translation invariance of the models, it is enough to
show that the statement holds for the origin. Let wg € [1,00); we condition on the vertex-weight
of the origin being wy. Let us denote the number of neighbors of 0 whose weights lie in the
interval [¢,d] by Dyle,d]. First consider IGIRGw,(A). Conditioned on Wy = wp, Dyle,d] =
Y vievy H{O < v1 N W, € [e,d]} is a sum of independent indicator variables with expectation

E[Dole, d] | Wo = wy) :]E{ 3" E[ha(vr, wo, Wo, ) 1{W,, € [e,d]} | VA]]
v1EVA

Taking the conditional expectation with respect to W,,,, using the lower bound on h; in Assumption
and denoting Lebesgue-Stieltjes integration wrt the measure of Fy, by Fyy (dw,), we obtain

> (ttwonton) A (7))

v1 EVA

]E[Do[(?, d] | WO = wo] Z Q/ E Fw(dwl) (51)
w1 E[e,d]

Whenever v |4 > wows /(1(wo)l(wy))Y® := Ky 10,, the minimum is attained at the second term.
Hence the inner expectation, which we abbreviate to T'(wp, w1 ), can be bounded below by

Wow1 \ ¢ —do
Z (%) :)\(wowl)a/ ||(EH d dyy, (52)
[Joa | 2ERY: 29> K g uy

’U1€V)\I||’U1 HdZKw(j"Wl

T(wo,wr) > E
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where dvg denotes integration wrt the Lebesgue measure on R?. Changing variables yields

T(wg,wy) > )\(wowl)a/ rd=lp=dadr = oo, (5.3)
T2 Koo, wy

Since o < 1, the integrand in is infinite, and since we assumed that P(W € [¢,d]) > 0, we

obtain that E[Dylc,d] | Wy = wp] = co. Conditioned on Wy = wq, Dolc, d] is a sum of independent

indicators, so Dylc, d] itself is also infinite a.s. by the second Borel-Cantelli lemma. For SEPyy p,

the same argument applies, except that the integral in is replaced by a sum over all lattice

points with ||z[| > K, ., This also yields an infinite integrand in (5.1)). O

We use Lemma [5.1] to prove the following stronger version of Theorem i).

Theorem 5.2. Consider the models IGIRGw, () and SFPw ;, withd > 1, o € (0,1], 7 > 1,
arbitrary vertex-weight distribution W > 1, and connection functions hr, hs satisfying Assumption
. Consider an arbitrary penalty function f(w1,ws), with the following property: there exist
intervals [a,b], [c,d] with P(W € [a,b))P(W € [¢,d]) > 0 and K < oo such that f(wi,w2) < K
whenever wy € [a,b],ws € [¢c,d]. Then IGIRGw,(\) and SFPy, 1, are (f, L)-explosive for arbitrary
edge-weight distribution L. Moreover, with positive probability, each vertex has a.s. infinitely many
neighbors within bounded cost.

Proof. The result will follow from Lemma Let us denote the set of neighbors of the origin
with weight in [c,d] by Ne,d], and note that there exists < oo such that P(L < x) > 0. Let
&1 be the event that the origin receives weight in [a,b]; let & be the event that |[Nc,d]| = oo;
and let &5 be the event that infinitely many edges between 0 and v receive cost at most K. Then
P(&;) > 0; Lemmal5.1]implies that P(&; | &) = 1; since the edge-weight variables L, are mutually
independent; the second Borel-Cantelli lemma implies that P(E3 | £1, &) = 1; and &3’s occurrence
implies sideways explosion. Thus the result follows. O

We now use Theorem to prove Theorem [3.7](i).

Proof of Theorem (z) The a < 1 case is immediate from Theorem so we may assume a > 1.
As before, we will prove the result for IGIRGw,1,()), and the proof for SFPyw 1, will be analogous.
We may bound the penalty function f(wi,ws) above by awf{w}, where p = max{p; | i € Z},
v =max{y; | i € I}, and a > 0 is a suitable constant.

Let N := [{(0,u) € &x : C(g,u) < t}| be the number of neighbors of the origin such that the
edges leading to these neighbors have cost at most ¢t. Let wy > 0 be arbitrary; we will show
that conditioned on the weight Wy of the origin being equal to wg, N¥ = oo almost surely, for
all t > 0. Thus explosion does not simply occur with positive probability — it almost surely
occurs instantaneously. Observe that N{ is again a sum of independent indicators: conditioned
on Wy = wg, we have

Ni= )" 1{0 ¢ v }1{f(wo, W, ) Lio,y) <t} = Y 1{0 4 01} 1{awh W}, Lo,y < t}. (5.4)
V1 EVA v1 EVA

We first investigate the case when v > 0. Using the law of total probability on the value of
W, =:w as well as using the lower bound on Ay in Assumption results in

5 c(ttwitun) A f“ﬁd)

v1 €V

E[N{ | Wy = wo] > /FL(tafle’Lwl_”)E Fw (dwy). (5.5)

wy

Exactly asin (5.1)—(5.3)) from the proof of Lemma denoting the inner expectation by T'(wp, w1),

we have

T(w()vwl) Z )\(U)Owl)a /d rdflfdadr,
T2 Kuwg,wy
where Ky, = wows /(L(wp)l(wy))Y/. Unlike in (5.3), the rhs is integrable (since a > 1); for

some constant ¢, we have

T (wo, w1) > Ae(wowr )* KL% = Aewows (1(wo)l(wy)) @1/, (5.6)

Wo, w1
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By (3.8), for any € > 0 there is a tg = to(e) such that the bound Fp(z) > 287+ holds in the
interval [0,tp). Let us write b} := 1 + e. The argument of Fy, in (5.5) is at most ¢ty when

wy > (t/(ato))1/”11)6“/1’7 yielding the lower bound

—,ubE+ —vbt

E[N} | Wy = wo] = A / 1% a0 g w7 wows (1(wo)l(wn) @D/ Fy (dun)
wlz(t/(ato))l/”wa“/y\/l

—ubt a—1 —ubt _
= Ae(t/a)" wi l(wO)TE[Wll b (W)@ ”/“lmZ(t/top/ywo—ﬂwvl}]
(5.7)
We claim that for ¢ > 0 small enough, the last expectation is infinite. Indeed, [(W7) is varies slowly
at infinity, so when W is sufficiently large, [(W;)(@=1/® > W ¢ by Potter’s bound. Then applying
Karamata’s theorem |7, Proposition 1.5.10] for 1 — Fyy (w) = Iy (w)w! =", for some constant ¢ and
for any sufficiently large constant K, we obtain

171/b;r7

E[W ()@= V/e1{w, > K] > E[W, “1{W; > K}

c/ wig*l’b:ﬂl*ﬂlw(w)dw =00
K

Y

as long as ¢ is so small that —e—v(87+¢)+(1—7) > —1. Such an ¢ exists whenever S < (2—7) /v,
which is satisfied by our assumption on {v;: i« € Z}. To finish, given wy, the presence of edges going
out of the origin are conditionally independent, hence the second Borel-Cantelli lemma ensures
that N{ | Wy = wp is a.s. infinite (regardless of the value wy).

Next we consider the case when v = 0. In this case we return to and observe that the
last indicator does not depend on W,,. This implies that a factor F,(ta='wy") can be taken out
of the integral on the rhs of , which, combined with the lower bound on T'(wq,w1) in ,
results in

E[N} | Wo = wo] > Fy(twy ™) / Aewowr (1(wo)l (wy)) @1/ By (dwy ).
wy (5.8)
= Fr,(twy ™) Acwol (wo ) @~V “B[Wy 1 (W) (@~ D/e],

Since o > 1, the latter expectation is infinite whenever 7 € (1, 2). O

6. UNDERSTANDING EXPLOSION TO SHOW CONSERVATIVENESS

In this section we prove Theorem (iii). Somewhat counter-intuitively, to be able to show that
a model is conservative, we need to better understand the ways in which a model can explode. We
start with two general lemmas about explosion. Recall the definition of the explosion time from
Definition [3.5] and that there are two non-exclusive ways for a vertex v to have finite explosion
time. In sideways explosion, we can reach infinitely many vertices via paths with bounded cost
and bounded length from v. It is not hard to see that this is equivalent to the presence of a
(possibly trivial) finite-cost path from v to some vertex w that has infinitely many neighbors
via bounded-cost edges. Formally, we modify the notation introduced in the previous section:
Ni(v) := [{(v,u) € Ex : C(y,u) < t}]. Then sideways explosion is the event that

there is t > 0 and a finite path from v to a vertex v’ such that N{(v') = oo. (6.1)

We remark that sideways explosion does not just mean that there are infinitely many vertices
which have both bounded graph distance and bounded cost-distance from v. For such vertices,
even if the graph distance from v is bounded, this does not imply that the paths attaining the
minimal cost-distances are also unbounded.
The second possibility is lengthwise explosion, in which there is an infinite path of vertices
m = (my =v,m,m...) with total cost || < o0, i.e.
Yiw):=  inf {|7|p1} < 0. (6.2)

T =v,|T|=00
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We will use the next lemma to rule out sideways explosion in SFP and IGIRG in the situation
of Theorem @(iii), and to find a specific path 7 attaining the explosion time }7; (v) = Y}(v). The
assumption 7 € (1,3) in the second statement ensures that there is an infinite component Cyo
(this can be seen by Lemma. We mention that the infinite component is unique; for scale-free
percolation, uniqueness of an infinite component in any d > 1 follows from the main result in [30],
and for IGIRG (i.e., continuum percolation), it follows from [49], see also [25]26].

Lemma 6.1. Consider IGIRGw,(A\) or SFPyw, 1 with parameters d > 1,7 > l,a € (1,)].
Consider a penalty function f, and edge-length distribution L > 0 such that for all t < oo,
P(NE(0) < 00) = 1 holds. Then sideways explosion almost surely does not happen. Moreover, if
T € (1,3), then for any vertex v in the infinite component, 17;(1)) = Y}(v) is realised via (at least
one) infinite path Topt(v).

We defer the proof to Appendix [A] but we make some comments. The path 7o (v) may not
be unique — this might occur e.g. when L, W are not absolutely continuous distributions, or if
Y}(v) = oo: then, any infinite path can be chosen since they all have infinite cost. Second,
the negation of the condition “Vt < oo, P(N{(0) < oo) = 1”7 is that for some ¢t < oo we have
P(NE(0) = 00) > 0, so sideways explosion happens with positive probability at the origin.

The next lemma shows that if lengthwise explosion may happen at all, then it may happen
arbitrarily fast. A similar result for age-dependent branching processes was proved by Grey [32].
However, that proof relies on an independent subtree decomposition which is not applicable to
spatial random graphs, so we need to use different methods.

Lemma 6.2. Consider IGIRGw,(\) or SEPw 1, with a penalty function f and edge-length dis-
tribution L > 0, such that explosion occurs with positive probability, but that for all t < oo,
P(N{(0) < o0) = 1. Then for all constant to > 0, with positive probability there is an infinite path
from the origin with total cost at most tg.

Proof. We first prove the lemma for IGIRGw, (), and then we discuss how to modify the proof for
SFPyy. . For brevity we write Y := Y}(O) for the (possibly infinite) explosion time of the origin.
Let py := P[Y < oc], and note that py > 0 by hypothesis. We first show that with positive
probability, there exists some vertex v(to/2) in a suitably large Euclidean ball with explosion time
at most to/2. We then show that conditioned on this event, again with positive probability, the
origin is joined to v(tg/2) with a path of cost at most to/2; we thereby obtain a path to infinity
of cost at most tg, as required.

We first find the required ball. For all r,z > 0, let A” be the event that there exists a vertex
v = v(x) in the Euclidean ball B2(0) from which there is an infinite path of cost at most 2. Note
that we may assume that v(z) is the only vertex on this path that lies in B2(0), since a.s. there
are only finitely many vertices in B2(0) and thus we may truncate the beginning of the path if
necessary. We will prove that:

For all = > 0, there exists r(x) < oo such that P[A7 )] > py /2. (6.3)

To prove , we first define a random variable R(z) as follows. If Y = oo, then we define
R(x) := oo also. Otherwise, by Lemma there a.s. exists at least one path from 0 with cost
Y < co. We wish to choose one such path in a well-defined way, so we order them lexicographically
according to the Euclidean norms of their vertices, and take mop(0) to be the first path in the
order. (Note that a.s. every vertex in Vy has a different norm, so the order is a.s. unique.) Let
v; = v;(x) be the (random) first vertex on mop(0) such that the subpath (v;(z), vit1,...) of mops(0)
has cost at most x. Then we define R(z) := ||v;(z)||. For all > 0, R(z) is a well-defined random
variable, with P[R(x) < oo] = P[Y < oo] = py > 0. Hence there exists r(z) > 0 such that
P[R(z) < r(z)] > py/2. Finally, on the event {R(x) < r(x)}, we set v(x) to be the last vertex
on (v;(x),viy1,...) that is still within Bf(x)(O). Since the event {R(x) < r(x)} contains the event

A (4, this proves (6.3).

Now fix tg > 0, and for brevity write r¢ := r(t9/2) and A := Ai%m; thus P(A) > py /2 by (6.3).
Now, let B be the event that the origin is connected to every vertex in B2(0,rq) via a path of cost
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at most to/2. (Since the number of vertices in B2(0,rg) follows a Poisson distribution with mean
v(B%(0,70)), it is a.s. finite.) Observe that if A N B occurs, then by combining the low-cost path
from the origin to v(to/2) with mep(t0/2), we obtain an infinite path from the origin with total
cost at most ¢o. Thus it suffices to prove that P(AN B) > 0.

Let Fuy be the set of all edges not internal to B2(0,70), let Lexy := {Le: € € Fex}, and observe
that the event A is determined by the variables Vy, (W, )pev, , Fext, and Lext. If o < oo, then the
connection probability h; is nonzero for all its arguments, and so almost surely,

q(V)\, (W’U)’UGV)\v Fexta cht) = ]P)(B | V)n (W’U)’UGV)\v chta cht) > 0.

In particular, there is a measurable set S of values of Vy, (W,)ypev,, Fext, Lext that has positive
probability and such that S implies A and ¢ > 0 on S. Hence, P[AN B] > fsq > 0, and we are
done. However, if @ = oo, then it is no longer true that ¢ > 0 almost surely. For example, if the
vertices in B%(0,rp) have low weight, and there is a vertex w € B?(0,79) which is far from any
other vertices in Euclidean space, then it is a.s. isolated in B2(0,79). To deal with this issue, we
pass to a thinned model to expose V) N B2(0,7() in two rounds.

Let G ~ IGIRGyw 1(\). We form G, from G by discarding vertices in Vs N B%(0,79) inde-
pendently with probability 1/2, and let Vipin := V(Gihin) and Winin := {Wy: v € Vipin}. Thus
Ginin s distributed as a thinned model of IGIRG, () in which the density of the Poisson point
process is reduced to A\/2 within B2(0,79). Let Anin be the analogue of A in Gipnin, and let Bipnin
be the event that in G, the origin is connected to every vertex in Vipi, N B2?(0,79) via a path
of cost at most £y/2. Observe that for all possible values of Vx, (Wy)vev,, Fext and Lext with
[V N B2(0,79)| < oo, we have

P(Genin = G | Va =V, (Wa)wevys Fosty Lext) = 271V 00l 5

Thus,

P(A¢hin) > P(A and Gipin = G) > 0. (6.4)
Now define Fipni, to be the set of all edges of Ginin not internal to B2(0,7g), and let Lipi, =
{L¢: e € Finin}- Then Agpi, is determined by Vinin, Wehin, Fihin and Lipin. Conditioned on
arbitrary values of these variables, V(G)\ Vinin is distributed as a Poisson point process on B2(0, )
with intensity A/2, and the edges between V(G) \ Vinin and Vipnin and their costs are distributed
as usual in the IGIRGw, ()\) model. Thus, almost surely these variables take values such that
P(Bthin | Vehiny Wehins Fthins Lthin) > 0. (For example, By occurs whenever V(G) \ Vinin contains
a suitably dense net for B2(0,79) which connects the origin to all vertices in Vi, via suitably
cheap edges.) Together with , this implies P(Agpin N Benin) > 0, just as before in the case
a < 00. Since Agpin N Bipin implies Y < tg, this concludes the proof for the IGIRG model.

In the SFP model, the argument proceeds essentially as in the o < oo case of the IGIRG proof.
As before, there exists g such that with positive probability, there is an infinite path from some
vertex in B2(0, 7o) to infinity with total cost at most #o/2; call this event A. Let B be the event
that every nearest-neighbor edge in B2(0,r) has cost at most tg/2drg. Whenever B occurs, the
origin is joined to every vertex in B2(0,r) via a path of cost at most ty/2, so

P(Y < t5) > P(AN B).

As in the proof for IGIRG, A is determined by (W,),ezd, Fext and Lext. The values of these
variables are almost surely such that P(B | (Wy),ezd, Fext, Lext) > 0, even if a = oo, so P(ANB) >
0 and the result follows. O

We move towards the proof of Theorem [3.6(iii). To show this theorem, we count certain paths
that we define now. Let us define a subgraph G(tg) of IGIRGw, 1 (\) by keeping only the edges
with cost at most ty. To structure the paths emanating from the origin 0 =: vy within Gy, we
define the self-avoiding walk tree, TSSA@‘\’, of G(to) as follows.

The root of TSSAf,‘Q, is the trivial path o := (vg). The direct children of the root are paths of length

1 of the form 7 = (vg,v1); where we set the cost of the edge between 7y and 71 to be Cy 4,)-

Generally, vertices of TSSAC{, are the finite simple paths in G(tg) emanating from vy = 0, where a

path 7 = (vo,...,vx) in the kth level of the tree is connected to a path 7 ; = (v, ..., v}, ) in
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the k + 1th level if and only if v; = vj for all i < k, (that is, m;_, is the continuation of 7). The
cost of the edge between 7, and 771 is then set to C(vk,v,;+1)' Observe that the cost-distance

of any path 7 from 7y within TSSA@(\’, equals, by construction, ||z, the cost of the path itself

in G(to) and in IGIRGyw,(\). For k > 1, let N,°(0) be the number of vertices in the k’th level
of TSSA%?, (i.e., the number of paths of length & emanating from 0). The next lemma provides an
exponentially decaying bound on the expected number of such paths.

Lemma 6.3. Consider IGIRGw,1(\) under the conditions of Theorem (m) Let B~ be as
in [B.9). Let € > 0 be such that E[W?2~2#" =9)] < oo. Let ty be such that

for all x € [0,ty], Fr(x) < 2P —=. (6.5)
Then, with b. := 8~ — €, for some constant Cy < 0o
E[N(0) | Wo = wo] < wg P (ACy) 5 FE[W 2210 b1 [jy L —nbe), (6.6)

The same remains true for SEPyw. 1 if we omit the factor \* in .

Before the proof, we explain why there exist ¢ and ¢y satisfying the lemma’s assumptions. By
the definition of 57, for all sufficiently small ¢ < 1, the inequality log F',(t)/logt > 8~ — € holds;
equivalently, Fy(t) < t% ~¢ so (6.5) is satisfied. Further, we argue now that E[WW2~2#b<] < oo for
small enough ¢ > 0. By the power-law assumption on W, let us write P(W > x) = fy (z)z' ™7
for some slowly-varying function fy,. After integration by parts, by Karamata’s theorem (see |7}
Proposition 1.5.10]),

E[W2-20be] = / w? 24 By (duw)
1

= [ KWTL_WI)} T / (2~ 2puboyurt =2~ gy oo (6
w 1 1 w

whenever 2 — 2ub. — 7 < —1, that is, pb. > (3 — 7)/2 with b = = — e. So the condition that

E[W?2-2(8"=¢)] < 00 can be fulfilled by the condition of Theorem (iii)7 by choosing ¢

sufficiently small relative to u, 7 and $~. Further, the finiteness of the moment E[W!~#b<] follows

from this condition as well, since then 1 — pub. — 7 = %(2 —2ub. —7) =5 < —% -5 <-L

Proof of Lemma[6.3, We shall calculate n°(0,wo) := E[N;°(0) | Wy = wp] for IGIRGy,,(\). For
this, let Vﬁk) = {(vi)1<i<k € V¥ | vi # vj for 1 <i < j <k} be the set of all k-tuples of distinct
points of the Poisson point process V). Then we sum over all such k-tuples, and use the law of
total probability to integrate over their possible weights as follows:

nzo (O,’wo) =E Z ]l{VZSkZ inE [wi,wi—i-dwi],vi = Vi1, C(Uifl,vi)e [O,to]} ,

(”i)iékevik) (wi)i<k
(6.8)
where we consider dw; to be infinitesimal. Observe that the event in the indicator is

51(1]1, . ,Uk) N 52(’()1, e ,’Uk) n 53(1]1, ey ’Uk),
where, for any distinct fixed points vy, ..., v, € R?,
E1(v1, ... vg) == {W,, € [ws, w; + dw;] Vi € [k]};

52(1)1, ey ”Uk) = {Ui v Vi e [k]}, (69)
83(’1}1, .. .,Uk) = {C(Ui—l,vi) S [07?50] Vi € [k]}
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Then as dwy,...,dw, — 0, using Fy (dw;) to denote the Lebesgue-Stieltjes integral with respect
to the cdf Fy, as before,

k
P(Ex(v1, .. ve)) = [ [ Fw (dw),

i=1

k
]P)((C/'Q(/U]_’ e ,Uk) | 51(’()1, e ,’Uk)) — HhI(HUi — ’Ui,lH, wi,l,wi), (610)

i=1

k
P(Eg(vl, e ,’Uk) ‘ 51(1}1, e ,’Uk) N 52(’()1, . ,’Uk)) — HFL(towZ:lei_u).
i=1

Now we use the upper bound on A; in Assumption . The upper bound for the case a = 0o is
stronger (i.e., less) than the upper bound for any « < oo. Therefore, we may assume that o < oo,
and any upper bound that we obtain for nZ" (0,wp) in this way will also hold for o« = oo. Hence,
we pick a < oo and bound

) / ﬁ (c(l A wi_lwid)QFL(towi_lﬁwi_“)FW(dwi)ﬂ

(vi)igkevg’“)(wi)igk i=1 ”UZ - 'Ui71||

k
/ [ Frtowiw™E

(wi)i<k =1 (vi)i<k€

n',i“ (0,wp) <E

S IIe(in sy

y® =1 |[vi = vi-1]]

k
HFW(dwi)-

(6.11)
Note that the sum within the expectation is over distinct points in R? (that are part of the PPP
Vy): Using Campbell’s formula (see e.g. [48]), this expectation can be written as

Tl :El Z HC( UJ'L 1W; ] / 'wz—il'wzd) de7 (612)
(vi)scpeV(® =1 1” (v3) 1<’€7 1 llvi —vial|

where Mj, is the kth factorial moment measure of the point process. Writing v for the standard
measure of the point process, i.e. Lebesgue measure on R?, M, is dominated from abovﬂ by
Mk and the term in the integral is non-negative. Thus

k
/ H Wi1Wi ) Medwk = X2k T (/ (1/\ w“”d”l) du>7 (6.13)
”Uz — Vi— 1” i=1 v; €ERY [[vi]]

(i)i<k

where we used the translation invariance of the Lebesgue measure to obtain the last step. Observe
that here w;_1 and w; are constants, so the ith factor T}; on the rhs can be calculated by splitting
the integral according to the value of the minimum. With V; denoting the volume of the Euclidean
ball of radius 1 in R?, for all i € [k],

Ty < / Ldv + / (wi—yw;)*/ o] dv
lol|% <w; 1w llol|#>w; —1w;

< Vaw;—yw; + (wi—lwi)a/ roderd=ldr = (Vg + m)wi_lwi,

r>(wi—q1w;)1/e

(6.14)

where we have used that o > 1 and hence the integral is finite. Using this value for the i’th term
in (6.13), with Cy :=¢(Vg+ 1/d(a — 1)), we obtain that T} is at most

k—1
T §/\kC H Wi—1W;) )\CQ ) wp - Hw W (6.15)
=1

101 other words, conditioning on points being present only decreases the local density.
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We continue bounding (6.11)). Observe that by (6.5)), the first product in (6.11)) is bounded by
k k k—1
H Fr(tow; " w; ") < H (tow;_”lw;#)bf = thbe gy pbe . H w; e, e (6.16)
i=1 i=1 i=1

Combining this with the bound on 77 from (6.15]), we arrive at

e O,w0) < O 5w [ ) “*beHwQ 2wt HFW du)
i)i<k

= (ACa)Fw e ghbe g2 —2ube b= 1E[W1 Hbe]. (6.17)

This is precisely the required bound, finishing the proof of the lemma for IGIRGw, ().

For SFPyw, 1., we need to replace the integral over k-tuples of distinct points of a Poisson point
process by the integral over k-tuples of distinct points over the Dirac measure of the grid. However,
the calculations remain the same, except that the factor A\* disappears. In particular, we upper-
bound the integral over k-tuples of pairwise distinct points by the integral over any k-tuples such
that any two consecutive points are distinct. In this way, becomes

nee ([, 005 ),

where v/ denotes the Dirac measure of the grid. This gives the same bound as before, up to
constant factors, and up to the factor A*. O

The proof of Lemma makes it possible to show that the condition P(N} < o0) = 1 in
Lemmas [6.1] and [6.2] is satisfied.

Claim 6.4 (Truncated cost-degree is finite a.s.). Consider IGIRGw, () or SFPw. 1 under the
conditions of Theorems (m) and (m) For the penalty function f,, = (wiws)", P(N{(0) <
o0) =1 for all t > 0 whenever = > (3 —17)/2u. For the general polynomial penalty function f of
(B:10), P(N{(0) < 00) =1 holds for all t >0, when there is an i € T such that B~ > (2 —7)/v;.

Proof. We show the statement by showing that E[N{(0)] < co. Observe that to show that N{(0) is
finite for a given penalty function f, it is enough to show the same for a function g < f. For f,, we
use the lower bounding function w4 with v := pu, and we observe that 5~ > (3—7)/2u > (2—71)/v
by . For a general polynomial function f, we set v := v;, where ¢ is the index satisfying
B~ > (2 —171)/v;, and again we use the lower bounding function w¥, by observing that constant
pre-factors do not change the qualitative behavior. We will modify the proof of Lemma The
difference from the proof of Lemma is that we cannot assume that ¢ < tg, where ty is from
. Nevertheless most of the calculations carry through; only Fy,(tw, “w; ") should be replaced
by Fr(tw;"”). Recall that n}(0,wy) = E[N{(0)|Wy = wp)]. Following the calculations from
to , we see that the calculation for k£ = 1 simplifies to

wowy \
n} (0, wo) < /FL(tw1 )El > e(inct ;) Fyy (dw). (6.19)
w1 v1 €V HUIH
The inner expectation, denoted by 77, is bounded from above in - by
_ WowW1 _ 1

E 1A < xe(V. 7) —: AChwow. 6.20

[; c< ||v1|d> ] < AC der(a_l) WoW1 2Wo W1 ( )
V1 A

Now we need to deviate somewhat from the calculation done for the arbitrary-k case, since we
can only apply the bound Fy(z) < 2% of (6.5) when x < to. So for w; > (t/tg)*/* we can still
apply the bound of (6.5)), and when 1 < w; < (t/t9)*/" we simply bound F(tw;”) < 1. Thus

from ([6.19)) and (6.20) we obtain
nﬁ (0, ’wo) < ACowyg / wle(dwl) + ACowq / tbfwl_”bfwlFW(dwl) (621)

1<w < (t/to) /¥ w1>(t/to)1/VV1
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The first term on the rhs is bounded from above by ACywq(t/tg)'/¥, while the integral in the
second term is bounded from above by the integral on the whole of [1,00), yielding the bound
)\ngotbe[Wll_”bf]. Observe that this moment is finite when 1 — vb. < 7 — 1, yielding the
condition 3~ > (2 — 7)/v. Thus N{(0) is a.s. finite conditioned on Wy = wy. Since conditionally
on Wy = wy, the presence of the edges are independent indicators, by the Borel-Cantelli lemma,
this means that N{(0) | Wy = wy is an a.s. finite variable for each wy. O

Proof of Theorem (m) The same proof works for both IGIRGy, 1, (A) and SFPy, 1. By Claim
the condition P(N*(0) < oco) = 1 for all + > 0 holds. This implies by Lemma [6.1] that the
explosion time is realised via infinite paths, i.e., sideways explosion is excluded. Further, by Lemma
when the model is (lengthwise) explosive, for all ¢y > 0, with strictly positive probability there
is an infinite path with total cost at most tg. So, to show that a model is conservative, it suffices
to show that for a suitably-chosen ¢ty < 1, the probability of having an infinite path with total cost
in the interval [0, to] is zero. For this latter statement, it is enough to show the stronger statement
that a.s. there is no infinite path 7 starting from 0 that uses only edges e with C. < t3. Hence,
to show that the model is conservative, it is enough to show that a.s. there is no infinite path in
G(to) (defined before Lemma [6.3).

Recall that N,io counts the number of k-edge paths in G(ty) emanating from 0 = vy, and
recall the bound (6.6). Choose ty := (2ACLE[W?272b<])=1/b 5o that implies E[N}°] is
exponentially decaying in k, and define the events Ej, := {N;°(0) > 1}. For any wy > 1 we can
apply Markov’s inequality to see that Y~ P(E) | Wy = wy) < CY., 27" < oo, where C > 0
denotes some constant. Then the Borel-Cantelli lemma, tells us that a.s. there exists ko such that
for all & > ko, E), does not occur. This means that N,i“ (0) =0 a.s. for all k£ > ko, and hence there
is a.s. no infinite path in G(#y). Consequently, the model is a.s. conservative. O

6.1. Extension to other penalty functions: conservative case. In this section we prove
Theorem iii). Recall that f(ws,ws) stands for a polynomial of two variables (see (3.10)), with

degree deg(f) defined in (3.11)).

Proof of Theorem[3.7](iii). We may assume that the index i = 1 is the one for which deg(f) is
achieved and such that ~v; > 2 — 7. Then there exists a constant a > 0 such that for all inputs
Wy, W2,

flwi,we) > awi ws' =: afs(wr,ws).
Hence it is enough to show conservativeness for the penalty function fo. We first describe how the
proof of Lemma needs to be changed. In the last line of , the two exponents p should
be replaced by p; and vy, i.e., we obtain

k
]P(Sg(vl, . ,Uk) | 51(1}1, . ,Uk) n 82(1}17 N ,’Uk)> — HFL(tOw;“llw;l’l). (6.22)
i=1
This carries through Equations (6.11)) and (6.16)), where the rhs of the latter becomes ¢4 = wg b,
Hi:ll w;(”1+yl)b5 ~wk_”1b5. Therefore, (6.17) becomes
nZO (0, wO) < ()\Cg)kw(l)iﬂlbs tlgbsE[sz(”1+V1)bg}k’*lE[Wl*lIlba]'

The condition deg(f) = u1 +v1 > (3 —7)/8~ ensures that 2 — (u1 + v1)be < 7 — 1, so as before
E[W?2=(1+v0)be] < 0o, Further, E[W!~¥1%] < oo holds when 1 —v1b. < 7—1, corresponding to the
assumption that 1,3~ > 2—17 for 7 < 2, and W'=¥1%= < W has finite expectation whenever 7 > 2.
So both expectations are finite under the conditions of Theorem iii). Now the same argument

as in the proof of Theorem (iii) shows that if ¢, is sufficiently small then a.s. N;°(0) = 0 for all
k > ko. Hence, the model is a.s. conservative. O

7. EXISTENCE OF THE GIANT COMPONENT

In this section we focus on the model GIRGw, ,(n), and provide a proof that under Assumptions
and it has a unique linear-sized giant component Cpayx (Theorem [3.11)). We emphasise
again that Assumption [3.9] is a weaker assumption than what was assumed in the literature
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before [111/19}/29,/36], hence earlier techniques do not carry through. We will use the scaled version
BGIRGw, 1 (n) introduced in Definition

The first step of the proof of Theorem [3.11]is to recall box-increasing paths from before Lemma
In particular, recall that V, ar := {i € [n] | W; > eM}, we say that u € V,, as is successful
when there is a box-increasing path from u to a d-good leader in 'y (u) and F]g)(u) also holds
(see (4.36)), and we write S, for the event that u is successful. Lemma shows that for each
u € V01, the probability that u is not successful is at most 5exp(—(c A 1)2747eM(%)) for some
7(6) > 0. This probability is at most 1/2 if we choose M large enough. Thus, in expectation,
linearly many vertices in V;, s will be successful, and hence reach a §-good leader in I'yx(, ar). By
7 and the definition of being d-good (see (4.3))), the weight of these leaders, for some s € [0, 1),
falls in the interval

3

(nC*S% =t nC b iti} C (nc%ii‘imit‘i — Lo, (7.1)
see 7 and these are among the highest weight vertices in the whole box Xy(n). In the next step
we study the graph formed by the vertices of highest weight in a box. The next lemma asserts that
the probability that these vertices form a connected graph tends to one as the expected number
of vertices in the box tends to infinity.

Let ER,,, denote an Erdés-Rényi random graph on n vertices with edge probability p. Recall
l(w) = exp(—ca(logw)™), where ¢a > 0,7 € (0,1) are taken from Assumption

Claim 7.1. Consider the model BGIRGw,1.(n), satisfying Assumptions and and with
2 <1 <3. Fizr M >0 and define constants C,D,§ as in , with the additional condition
d<(B3=7)/(t+1). Let B C Xy(n) be a box of side length r. Let Coreg = (Vcore(B), Ecore(B)) be
the graph spanned by vertices in B with weights in the interval

I = ((rd)(l—é)/(DC(T—l))’ (Td)(l—"_é)/(T_l)}. (7.2)

Then, for all large enough r,
Corer, > ERVeore(B)la, (7.3)
with g, := exp(—2ca(logr?)7(2£2)7).  Moreover, Corep is whp connected as n and r tend to

infinity; this remains true conditioned on |V, N B|, as long as the conditioned value is within a
constant factor of Vol(B).

We defer the proof to Appendix [B] since its proof uses the same method as that of Lemma [£:3]

Claim 7.2. Consider the model BGIRGw,1(n), satisfying Assumptions and and with
2 < 7 < 3. Fiz a constant M > 0 and define constants C, D, as in (4.22)); if M is sufficiently
large and 6 is sufficiently small, the following holds. Let V, s be the set of successful vertices
u € Vp M, i€,

Vom,s = {u eV, W, > eM,]lsu = 1}.

Whp, the graph induced by Vy m,s is connected. Moreover, E[|Vy, am.s|] > cun, for some con-
stant cpy > 0. Consequently, with probability at least a positive constant, the component of
BGIRGw,(n) containing Vp ar,s has linear size.

Proof. We start by observing that whp the high-weight vertices in BGIRGw, 1 (n) span a connected
subgraph. Indeed, apply Claim to the whole space, taking B = X4(n) and r = n'/? to see
that the graph Corey,(,) is whp connected. Whp there are no vertices of weight larger than
n(+9)/(7=1) by Assumption so Corey, () contains precisely the vertices with weight larger
than n(1—9)/(DC(r-1))

Now let u,v be two vertices with 15, = 1s, = 1. Then, by , all the d-good leaders in
Iy« (u) and Ty« (v) are contained in Corey, (). Hence, all these leaders are in the same connected
component. On the other hand, since the events S, and S, occur, there is a path from u to a
d-good leader in T'g«(u), and from v to a d-good leader in T'y«(v), so u and v are also in the same
connected component. This shows connectedness of the graph induced by V, a,s.
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We next show that E[|V,, a.s|] is linear in n. By Lemma each vertex with weight in
[exp(M), exp(MC*" 1=2)] is successful with probability at least 1 —5exp (— (cA1)2747eMn()) >
1/2 if M is sufficiently large. So by linearity of expectation,

E[|Vna,sl] > nP(Wé”) € [exp(M),exp(MCk*i;j)])ﬂ =:ngo.
This is linear in n, since
n * 4 _ P Ck*l;‘s _ kX1
P(W{™ € [exp(M),exp(MCF 129)]) = i(eM)e M= (M 7=1)e~MC" (170)
> efM('rfl)fs

for all £ > 0 and n sufficiently large by Assumption [3.10] Potter’s bound, and by the fact that the
second term on the rhs of the first line is negligible compared to the first one by .

For brevity, let us denote by C the connected component containing the first vertex of largest
weight (under some arbitrary ordering of V,,). By the previous argument, C contains all of V,, a1,
whp. Then the above argument shows that E[|C|] > nga. This implies P(|C| > nga/2) > ¢2/2,
since otherwise

E[IC]] < nP(IC| > ng2/2) + (ng2/2) - P(IC| < ng2/2) < ng2/2 +nqa/2 = ngs

would lead to a contradiction. In other words, we have shown that with at least a constant
probability, BGIRGw,(n) (and hence GIRGyw,(n)) contains at least one linear-sized component.
O

Claim ensures that with strictly positive probability BGIRGw, 1 (n) contains a linear-sized
component. The proof of Theorem which says that with high probability there is a unique
giant component of linear size, runs along the same lines but requires a bit more care and the use
of Claim

Proof of Theorem[3.11 We first show that a linear-sized component exists whp. Choose constants
M,5 > 0; we will require M to be sufficiently large and § sufficiently small, but we will not
specify their exact values. Define C, D as in . We condition throughout on the event that
every vertex has weight at most M,; by Assumption this event occurs whp and implies
that the weight of every vertex independently follows a distribution P(W > z) = £ (z)z=(7=1),
where £(x) < ") (x) < #(x) for some functions ¢ and ¢ which vary slowly at infinity. Recall the
definition of successful vertices from (4.36)), define 7(¢) as in Lemma and let 7 := n(J) A 1.
Let @ := (logn)?/7.

By Lemma every vertex with weight at least w is successful with probability at least
1 —5exp(—(cA1)27%7w") > 1 —1/n? for n sufficiently large, since n(§) - 2/7) > 2. So by a union
bound over all vertices in [n], whp every vertex with weight at least @ is successful. By Claim
whp these vertices all lie in the same connected component C; denote this event by &;.

We will now partition most of Xy(n) into “medium-sized boxes” (Ei)igﬁln, whose sizes are
chosen to ensure that whp they each contain at least one vertex in C (as we prove below). Let
My, = [n/(2(logn)>7/7)], and let (Ei)ie[ﬁln] be a collection of disjoint boxes in Xy(n), each with
volume (logn)®™/1. We call these medium-sized bozes. For all i € [My], let Z; be the number
of vertices in 1§i with weight at least @w. Then since each vertex falls into ﬁi with probability
Vol(ﬁi)/n and has i.i.d. weight from distribution W, by Assumption and Potter’s bound,
when n is sufficiently large we have

E[Z;] = nP(W™ > @)Vol(B;)/n > (logn)®™/7 - ¢(w)w~ " 74
> (logn) T2/ 7(@) > (logn)*/7.

Since Z; is binomial, it follows by Lemma (Chernoff bound) and a union bound that

P(3i < iy, : Z; = 0) < mp2exp(—E[Zi]/3) < nexp(—(logn)?7/3) = 0asn — co.  (7.5)

Thus whp, each box ]§, contains at least one vertex of weight at least @w; denote this event by &s.
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We say that a medium-sized box ]§Z contains a local giant if a constant proportion of its vertices
lie in the same component, and moreover this component contains a vertex of weight at least w.
We will show now that whp, a constant proportion of boxes contain local giants. Since the whp
event £ N & then implies that all these components are identical, it follows that whp there is a
linear-sized component.

To ensure independence between medium-sized boxes, we first expose the number of vertices
in each medium-sized box. For all non-negative integers ki,..., ks, with ki +--- + ks, < n,
let F(ki,...,km,) be the event that ]§i contains exactly k; vertices for all i € [m,]. Let P,
be the set of all tuples (ki,...,ks, ) such that k1 + -+ + kz, < n and, for all i € [m,], k; €
[(logn)37/7/2, 2(logn)>7/1]. Let

F:= U Fkr, .. km,)
(k1,5 km,, )EPn

be the event that for all i € [m,], B; contains between (logn)®7/7/2 and 2(logn)3™/7 vertices.
Since the number of vertices within each box is binomial, Lemma and a union bound implies
that for sufficiently large n,

P(-F) < Qrﬁne_(log")?ﬂ/ﬁ/u < 2ne~108™)” 0 as n — oo, (7.6)

To obtain independence from the global weight vector, we will subsample the edges indepen-
dently, so that the probability of having an edge between two vertices v and v is no longer given
by %" (Ty, To, (an))ign), but rather by the lower bound on g% given in (4.4]) that does not

depend on all the weights (Wi("))ign, but only on qun), WIE"). For all i € [my], let & ; be the
event that B; contains a local giant after subsampling; we will bound P&, | Fki,... . km,))
below for all (k1,...,km,) € Pn. Conditioned on F(ki,..., ks, ), vertices in B; are distributed
uniformly, their weights are drawn independently from W™ and two vertices v and v are joined

with a probability which only depends on z,,, z,, W,, and W,,. Hence
Conditioned on F(k1, ..., ks, ), the events & ; are independent of each other. (7.7)

Conditioned on F(k1,..., ks, ), form ]§2 by translating ]§i so that its center is at the origin,

and rescaling it to have side length k'zl / d; then the corresponding graph after subsampling in ]/?;; is
a realisation of a BGIRGw, 1 (k;). Moreover, its value of 7 is unchanged and therefore still satisfies
T € (2,3). Its connection probability functions g*¥ change by at most a factor of 2 due to the
rescaling (since (k1, ..., km,) € Pp) and therefore still satisfy Assumption 3.9 with different values
of ¢ and €. Finally, its weight distribution is W ("), which satisfies Assumption as n — oo and

hence also as k; — co. Thus by Claim there exists a constant p, > 0 such that
P(Es,; | F(k1,-.. km,)) > px for all (k1,...,km,) € Pn.
Since the events &3 ; are conditionally independent by , Lemma implies that
P(|{i | &3 occurs}| > p,/2) > 1 — 2" ™P+/12 1 as n — oc.

Together with the fact that £ and & also occur whp, this implies that whp a constant proportion
of boxes B; contain local giants which intersect a common component C containing all vertices of
weight at least w. In particular, this implies that whp C is a linear-sized giant component.

It remains to prove that C is whp unique. To do so, we uncover the graph in two stages. In the
first stage we uncover all vertices of weight smaller than @, and all edges between these vertices,
yielding the vertex set V(1. Then, in the second stage, we uncover the vertices of weight at least @
and all edges incident to them. Note that whp |V(1)| > n/2. Since the vertices of the second stage
are whp in the same connected component C, we only need to show that they swallow up every
large component formed by V(). So let 7 > 0 be a constant; we will show that if V(1) contains a
component C' with |C’| > nn, then this component whp merges with C after the second stage.

Partition the space Xy(n) into small bozes of side length |n'/?|/n'/¢ (and hence of volume
between 1/2 and 1), and denote these by (sB;);e[n). We say that a component C’ hits a small box
sB; if there is a vertex v € C’ with location z, € sB;. Then, by a standard argument on Poisson
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processes [47, Lemma 6.2], there exists o = o(n) > 0 such that whp every subset of nn vertices in
VM) must hit at least on small boxes. In particular, conditioned on this event, if we now expose
V() and suppose that it contains a component C’ with |C’| > nn, then C’ must hit at least on
boxes.

Since vertices have i.i.d. locations, every vertex u of the second stage (that is, with weight > o)
has, independently, a probability at least o to lie in a box with a vertex v € C’. If this occurs, since
W) > 1 and each box has volume at most 1, the minimum in is taken at the first term. Thus
there is an edge between u and v with probability at least ¢ - [(W3)l(W,). By Assumption
and a union bound, whp every vertex in G has weight at most n?/("=1. Thus the total probability
that @ sends an edge to C' is at least oc - I(Wg)l(W,,) > ocexp(—2¢c2(2/(T — 1)) - (logn)?), which
is at least n~'/3 for sufficiently large n (since v < 1).

Since @ = (logn)?/7, again by Assumption the number of vertices [Vs| in the second stage
is binomial with expectation nP(W ™) > @) > n'/? when n is sufficiently large. We have already
shown that whp these vertices all belong to C. Since each of these vertices independently has
probability at least n~!/3 of connecting to a vertex in C’, whp at least one of them does connect
to a vertex from C’ by Lemma Therefore, whp there is at most (and hence exactly) one
component of size at least nn. O

8. EXTENSION TO FINITE-SIZED MODELS

We devote this section to the proof of Theorems and The proof for the special case of
w =0 (f =1) was carried out in detail in [45], and the method for the conservative case and the
lower bound for the explosive case carries over for general f. We therefore only provide a sketch of
these parts of the proof. The proof of the upper bound uses the same ‘scheme’ as [45]: from each
of the two uniformly chosen vertices, we find a path to a vertex with large enough weight, with
cost that approximates the explosion time. Then we connect the two high-weight vertices with
a low-cost path. The estimate of the cost of the connecting path requires more care than that
in [45]. Hence, we spell out the differences but use some lemmas from [45] for the upper bound.
We start with Theorem [3.13] which is the more precise result. We will then derive Theorem |3.12
as a corollary.

Proof of Theorem[3.13 Recall from Deﬁnitionthat GIRGyy, 1, (n) has vertex-space [—1/2,1/2]¢.
To relate GIRGyw,1(n) on n vertices to the infinite models, we map the vertex locations to
Xy(n) = [-nt/4/2,n1/4/2]? using the transformation in Definition obtaining the equivalent
blown-up model BGIRGw,(n) = (Vg(n),Ep(n)). In BGIRGw,L(n) the vertex-density stays con-
stant as n increases, and the number of vertices in sets of smaller volume converges to a Poisson
distribution with intensity 1. Under the extra assumption that the connection probabilities g;'¥ in
converge to some limiting function h (more precisely, |45, Assumption 2.4, 2.5]), we can thus
relate this model to an IGIRGw,(1) graph restricted to Xg(n), as follows. We find a sequence
kn, — oo such that for a fixed vertex v, whp the k,-neighborhood (including vertex- and edge-
weights) is identical in BGIRGw,,(n) and in IGIRGyw, (1) under a suitable coupling. Hence, for
1,2

two uniformly random vertices v, v2, whp the costs of leaving the k,-neighborhoods of v} and v2
1,2

converge in distribution to the explosion time of those vertices in IGIRGw,1(1). Since v,, v, are
typically far away in Euclidean space (||v: — vZ| = ©(n'/9)), the k,-neighborhoods are contained
in disjoint geometric parts of X;(n), and the two costs become asymptotically independent.
Unfortunately, the details are quite tedious, since the aforementioned perfect coupling of graphs
only works locally. Globally, the total number of vertices in BGIRGw, 1, (n) is exactly n, while it is
Poisson in the IGIRGyy, (1) model. So instead, we squeeze the vertex sets of BGIRGyy, 1 (n) and
of IGIRGw, (1) between two models IGIRGw, (1 — &,) and IGIRGw, (1 + &), for a parameter
&n 4 0. More precisely, by [45, Claim 3.3 and 3.4] we can choose &, such that under a suitable

coupling, almost surely for almost all n,
Vi—e, N Xa(n)) S A{xo}tvefn) © Vite, N Xa(n)), (8.1)

and V5, C V,, and &y, C &), whenever A\; < Ag. Note that the latter condition implies that
IGIRGw, (1) is also sandwiched between the models IGIRGw (1 — &,) and IGIRGw, (1 + &,).
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Moreover, [45, Egs. (5.11), (5.21), (5.22)] show that there is a choice of kn,M both tending to
infinity (sufficiently slowly) such that for two uniformly random vertices v}, v2, whp the following
event Ay, a, occurs:

Akm M, is the event that the two boxes (wrt Euclidean distance) of radius M,, around

v} and v2 are disjoint and contained in Xy(n), and the k,-neighborhoods with respect (8.2)
to graph dlstance of v}, v? are contained in these boxes, and these k,-neighborhoods

coincide in all four models as vertex- and edge-weighted graphs.

Lower bound on dy 1,(v},v2). Recall from Def.[3.4 .that we add subscript A and n to the metric balls
and their boundaries when the underlying model is IGIRGyw, 1. (A ) and BGIRGyy, 1. (n), respectively.
Observe that when the event Ay s, holds, any path connecting v}, v2 must intersect the boundary
of the graph distance balls. Hence,

dFERC (0, v2) = Vi, - (dh (03, OBF (ko k) + df 1 (02,0BF (02, k0)) ), (83)

where d}G™S and d} | are cost distances in BGIRGyy, L (n) and IGIRGw, (1), respectively.
From here the proof of the conservative case follows: in IGIRGw (1), the cost to reach the
boundary of these graph distance balls tends to infinity and the result follows. The lower bound of
the explosive case is finished by showing that the variables on the rhs of tend, in distribution,
to two i.i.d. copies of the explosion time YfI(O) of the origin in IGIRGw,(1). Intuitively, the
asymptotic independence follows since conditioned on the events Ay, as, (which occur whp), the
two variables are determined by the subgraphs induced by two boxes of X4(n), and these have
the same distribution as the neighborhood of the origin by the translation invariance of the model
IGIRGw,1,(1). For a more detailed proof of asymptotic independence, see the arguments between
[45, Equations (3.14)—(3.19)] that show that this implies that for all z, and for all £ > 0, it holds
that
P(d3$RC (v}, 02) < 2) < P(Y;V(0) + Y;P(0) < ) +e, (8.4)

nan

where Y;(l)(O), Yfm) (0) are two i.i.d. copies of Yf (0). For the corresponding lower bound, we need

dBGIRG (v U2 )

n» - n

an upper bound on

Upper bound on dy, L( vk, v2). For the upper bound, one can use the same coupling event Ay iz,
of the k,-neighborhoods in BGIRG,1(n) and in IGIRGw, (1), but now one needs to construct
a path connecting v} and v2 in BGIRGyy, 1 (n), such that its cost is a good approximation of the
sum of explosion times of v} and v2 in IGIRGWL(l).

The first step is to show that when v} and v2 are in the giant component Co, of BGIRGyy, 1 (n),
then the event £, (v}, v2) that they are in the infinite component of IGIRGyy, (1), occurs whp.
This was shown in [45] Lemma 3.7]. Formally:

hm P(E (vp,v2) | vh,v2 € Coo) = 1. (8.5)

Our goal is to show that for all z > 0 and all ¢,&’ > 0, there exists ng € N such that for all n > nyg,
P(dy 1 (vyv7) < 2) 2 BV 0) + VP (0) + ¢/ <) - e, (8.6)
where Y;(l)(O)7 Yfl(z) (0) are two i.i.d. copies of the explosion time of the origin in IGIRGw,1(1).
We will do this by first showing that
P(dy,z (v, v7) < @) 2 P(Yi(v,) + Yf(v7) +€ <) —e. (8.7)

This is then sufficient to show the counterpart of (8.4 . by an argument given between |45, Equations
(3.22)—(3.24)], combined with the statement that jointly,

(Vi) Yi2)) -5 (v} (0), Y, (0)), (8.8)

two i.i.d. copies of the explosion time. Rigorously, is [45, Equation (3.21)], and its proof can be
found in [45, Equations (3.25)—(3.29)]. Heuristically, is natural. Even though the explosion
time of v} and v2 are dependent for fixed n, their values are to a large extent determined by
disjoint boxes around these vertices, in particular, the approximations d} ; (v), BY (vh,kn)),
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d}) I (v%,aBlc (v%,kn)) are independent, hence the asymptotic independence follows. Thus it
remains to show .

From here we continue by a different argument than the one in [45], since now we need to
take the weight penalty function f into account. However, the idea remains the same: for each
q € {1,2}, we will find a high-weight vertex u? whose cost-distance to v is less than the explosion
time of vi. We will then apply Lemma to establish a low-cost connecting path between ul
and u2.

We decompose the proof into several steps.

Step 1) Cheap path via vertices of high enough weight. Fix x,e,¢’ > 0 as in . We may
assume ¢ < 1. We again work with the event Ay, a7, from (8.2). For ¢ € {1,2}, in the first
phase we will try to find a vertex ul in the k,-neighborhood of v, that has weight > K; and
cost-distance at most ¢, from vd. (Here K; is a suitably large constant which we will define later.)
We will denote the event that we succeed in finding u? by A,(t,). This first phase will not always
succeed, but we will show that

€
P(Ay(t1) N Az(ta) | Yi(vph) < t1 and Yf(02) <tz) > 1— T (8.9)
Moreover, we will show that if the first phase does succeed, then
2
€
Pd u2) <& | Ay(t) N As(t 1— : 8.10
[, (un, upy) < €| Ar(tr) N Az(t2)] 2 5208 (s () N Aa(1a)) (8.10)
We first show how (8.7) follows from and (8.10). We fix > 0 and define
Igo0a := {t €0,z —£: IE”(Yf( ) <t and Yf( 2)<z—c —t)>¢e/da}. (8.11)
Then
IP’(Yf( )+Yf( 2Y<z—¢)=P(3te0,z—¢: Yf( )<tande( 2y<z—¢ —t)
< P(3t € Iyooa: Yf( 1y <tand Yf( )<z —c& —t)
/ (8.12)
+ —dt
€[0,0— N\ gooa 4
<P(3t € Iyooa: Yi(vy) <tand Yj(v2) <z —& —t) +e/4.
For t € Izo0q4 We obtain by (8.9 ,
3
P(A;(t) N Az(z — " —t)) > IP’(Yf( w) <tand Yi(vi) <z —¢& —t) >¢/8z. (8.13)
Plugging this into the denominator on the rhs of (8.10)), we obtain for all ¢ € Izo0a,
]P[de( Uy s n)<5 |A1()Q.A2($—€/—t)}21—5/4. (814)
Combining this with and the fact that A, (¢,) implies df 1 (ul,vd) < t, by construction, we
get

P(dy (v, v2) < 2) > IP’(EItGIgOOd'Al( )O.Ag(x—s'—t)) —e/4

P(3t € Tyooa: Yi(vy) < tand Yi(v2) <a—c' —t) —¢g/2 (8.15)
IP’(Yf( )JrYf( 2)<z—£) —e,

establishing (8.7) and proving the result.

So it remains to show and (8.10). We start with the latter. We will carefully define u?
so that we can find it without revealing any information about vertices of larger weight. This
allows us to apply Lemma [4.8] - to ul, since this lemma only uses information about the number
and locations of vertices with weight strictly larger than the weight of u¢. Conditioned on the

existence of u?, Lemma connects it via a box-increasing greedy path m8°°% (ul) to the core
of highest-weight vertices. This path will have cost at most

T=56(6)/2

%

K PO Lok, : (8.16)
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and the construction will fail with probability at most Z(K4) in . Both the cost of the path
and the failure probability tend to 0 as K3 — oo. We choose K; so large that the cost of the
two paths (one each from ul and u?) are each at most &’/3 with probability at least 1 — &2/96.
The end vertices ¢!, of these paths have weights as in , and by Lemma whp all pairs
of vertices with such weights can be connected by paths of cost K(¢)n=¢ = o(1) (see (4.43)). We
will choose n large enough that K (¢)n~¢ < ¢’/3 and the failure probability of Lemma is at
most 2 /(96z).

To avoid dependencies between the constructions for u) and u2, let F; be the event that A (t1)
occurs, but there is no box-increasing path from ul to the high-weight core of cost at most &’/3.
Likewise, let F5 be the event that Ay (t2) occurs, but there is no box-increasing path from u? to the
high-weight core of cost at most €’/3. Finally, let 75 be the event that there exists a pair of vertices
in the core not joined by a path of cost < &’/3. Then as argued before, the probabilities of F1, Fa
and F3 are at most £2/(96x) each by Lemmas and On the other hand, deterministically,
if Ay (t1) N Asa(t2) occurs and Fi, Fo and F3 do not occur, then we have dy r,(u),u2) < &’. Thus
by a union bound,

(.7:1) + P(.Fg) + ]P)(]:?,) S g2
P(A(t1) N A2(t2))  — 32aP(Ai(t1) A Ax(ta))

This proves (8.10)), and it remains only to show .

We stress again that in finding u, we must avoid exposing any information about the locations
of, or edges incident to, vertices with weight greater than uZ. The remaining steps are devoted
to finding the vertex ul. In the following, we fix ¢ € {1,2}, and we condition on the whp event
Eoo(vr,v2) N Ay, a1, - Recall that when the event Ay a7, occurs, the graphs of BGIRGw . (n) and
IGIRGw, (1) coincide around v} and v2 up to graph distance k,,, which allows us to work with

IGIRGw, (1) instead of BGIRGw,L(n).

As useful notation, for any real number w > 1, let us write V=, V2" for the set of vertices
with weight < w and > w in IGIRGw 1(1), respectively, and Vg(n)<*,Vg(n)>* for the same in
BGIRGWL (n) .

Step 2) Defining truncated balls. We study the truncated balls around a vertex v in IGIRGw, 1,(1).
We define d?ﬁ as the cost-distance in the sub-graph induced by the set of vertices of weight at most

w. Then we define a truncated ball, where we impose cost-truncation 7" and weight-truncation w,
as:

P(dy.p (b u2) < &' | Ay(t) N As(ta)) > 1— -

By (v, T,w) = {u e VE": d?j(v, u) <T}. (8.17)

For any given T and w, we now show quickly that
|By,.(v, T, w)| < oco. (8.18)

This is a consequence of the fact that explosion is only possible via unbounded weights, which
is proved in |45, Corollary 4.2]: For any w > 0, explosion is impossible in the subgraph of
IGIRGw, (1) restricted to vertices with weight < w, thus any infinite path realising a finite
total cost must leave the set V=". Note that this carries over from the case u = 0 considered
in [45] (i.e., f = 1) to arbitrary polynomial penalty functions f, since any such f takes bounded
values for input weights in [1, w], and thus the costs change at most by a constant factor when we
replace f =1 by a different f. This establishes .

Observe that if Y(v) < T, then deterministically we have |By, (v, T,00)| = oo, i.e. the ball
contains infinitely many vertices when we drop the weight-restriction. Thus:

It Y}(v) < T, then By (v, T,c0) contains vertices of arbitrarily high weight, (8.19)

since otherwise (8.18) would be violated for some w. Finally, for all w > W4, we observe that
By (ve, Ty, w) is entirely determined by the subgraph spanned by vertices of weight < w.

Step 3) The exterior of truncated cost balls. Next we study the edges emanating from the
truncated cost ball By (v, T, K1) in IGIRGw,(1). For a vertex v and T > 0, consider an edge

(u1,u2) where uy € By (v, T, K1), ug € Vi, Wy, > Ki, and d?’fl (v,u1) + Cryy up) < T. We call
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such vertices ug exterior to By (v, T, K1). Note that, conditioned on the event that Y}(v) <T,
there is at least one vertex us with this property by (8.19).
Motivated by this observation, we define the exterior of the truncated cost-ball by
Wpmin := min{w: Juy exterior to B(v, T, K1) with weight w}

8.20
Ex(v, T, K1) := {uza: ug is exterior to B(v, T, K1) and W, = Wmin }. ( )

Thus Ex(v,T, K1) is a set of vertices uy with the smallest weight-value wp, > K; that are
reachable from v via a path of cost at most T through B(v,T,K;). By , the minimum
is almost surely taken over a finite set, and by the observation above, this set is almost surely
non-empty conditioned on the event that Y (v) < T. To make an almost surely unique choice of a
vertex from this set, we define U(v, T, K1) as the vertex in Ex(v, T, K;) with smallest Euclidean
distance to v, if it exists.

We have just shown that conditioned on Y'(v) < T, the vertex U(v, T, K1) almost surely exists.

Step 4) Weight bounds on vl and ul. We require K7 to be large enough that
P(W,s > K1) < /(256z). (8.21)
for each ¢q € {1,2}. Moreover, we choose Ko, K3 and K, so large that for each g € {1, 2},
P(Wo (o 1,,50) > K2 | U(v, tq, K1) exists) < e/(256x),
P((By,L (v, tq, K1) UEx(ve, by, K1)) € BY (v, K3) | U(vi, t,, K1) exists) < e/(256z), (8.22)
P((By,L(vd,tq, K1) UEx(vd,tq, K1)) € B*(vl, Kq) | U(vd, t4, K1) exists) < e/(256x).
)

Note that Ky, K3 and K4 must exist, since |Ex(vZ,t,, K1)| < oo almost surely for each ¢ € {1,2}
and its distribution does not depend on n. Observe that conditioned on the complement of the

events in(8.21)) and (8.22), W,« < K; < W,a < Ky. Moreover, if n is large enough then &, > K3
and M,, > Ky, so conditioned on Ay, ar,, the sets By . (vd,t,, K1) and Ex(vd, ¢4, K1) are contained
in the k,-neighborhood of v¢ and in the Euclidean ball B(v, M,,).
Then, taking a union bound over the events of (8.21)) and (8.22) and the event that Ay, s,
fails, and over g € {1,2}, we obtain
IP’(AkmMn and Vg € {1,2} : U(v},ty, K1) exists, W,a < K; < Wyt v, 1) < Ko,
d%(U (vl tg, K1),0v1) < K3 and d*(U(vl, tq, K1), vl) < Ky | Yi(vy) < t1 and Y} (07) < t2)
S 1—¢/(16x)
~ P(Y{(v}) <t1 and Y](v2) < to)

>1—¢/4.

(8.23)
The final inequality follows since we have t; = x — &’ — ¢1 for some t; € Izo0q4. We are now finally
able to describe the procedure for finding u) and 2.

Step 5) Defining ul,u?. To determine ul,u2, we first uncover the vertices in

B(”?LattlaKl) N Bz(vng4)

for g € {1,2}. By doing so, we only use information about vertices with weight < K; within the
Euclidean ball of radius M,, around v} and v2. By gradually increasing w, we then reveal the
exterior Ex(vd,t,, K1) within the ball B*(vZ, K;). If these sets are non-empty, then we define
ul = U(vd,t,, K1). Conditioned on the event Ay, s, , the k,-neighborhood of v is contained in
the ball B?(ve, K4), so our conditional lower bound on the probability of successfully finding
ul and uZ then follows immediately from (8.23). Moreover, we find each vertex u (if successful)
by revealing only vertices with weight < W,«. This establishes and concludes the proof. [

Proof of Theorem[3.12 The proof will follow from Theorem via the following coupling argu-
ments. For the tightness of d,, 1 (v}, v2) we will find an upper bound on the cost-distance between
vy, vy, via coupling BGIRGw,z(n) to a model BGIRGyy 1 (n) (on the same set of vertices) that
contains less edges with higher costs, and that satisfies the assumptions of Theorem [3.13

First we define the vertex-weights (W, );c[n) in BGIRGyy 1(n). W) | satisfying only Assump-

tion [3.10} might not converge in distribution, while [45, Assumption 2.4] requires this. Hence,
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let us denote by W, W two random variables with respective cdfs Fyy (z) = 1 — £(z)x= ("1,
F(z) == 1 — £(x)z~ "=V, We assign to each vertex i € [n] three vertex weights in a coupled
manner: For a collection of 1.i.d. uniform [0, 1] variables (Up, ;)i<n, We set

W= (1= Fyeo) TV (Un), W= (1 F) Y (Uni); W= (1 F) ") (Un),

where (1 — Fx) D (y) :=inf{t € R: 1 — Fx(t) < y} exists and is unique for every y € [0, 1] due to
the monotonicity of the cdfs. Observe that Assumption [3.10] ensures stochastic domination, and
this coupling precisely achieves that

PW, < W™ <W | W™ < M,)=1. (8.24)
Now we argue that the assigned three weights are ‘not far’ from each other. One can verify
that W, = ﬁ*(l/Unyi)Un_j/(T_l),Wi = Z*(l/Un’i)U;il/(T_l) for some slowly varying functions
£4(9),7°(-), by writing (1—Fw)(z) = £(x) /2~ "~V switching to z := 1/x and applying |7, Theorem
1.5.12]. From this and (8.24) it follows that for some slowly varying function ¢;

Now we describe the edge connection probabilities in BGIRGyy 1, (n). Recall the lower bound for
gi* in Assumption 3.9} and that I, »(w) = exp(—cz2(logw)?)in (3.4). While the term wyw, /||z, —
Zy|| is monotone increasing, the term I, »(wy)le, (wy) is monotone decreasing in w.,,, w,, so we
cannot simply use the weights W, W for a lower bound on g;;*. We solve this problem as follows:
Given a specific value of ¢o that holds in the lower bound for g% in Assumption choose now
ch so large that the following inequality holds for all w > 1:

ley o (w) := exp(—ch(logw)”) < exp(—ca(log(wl(w)))"),
and then, by (8.25), for all i € [n],

Loy (W) < Loy (W), (8.26)

’
CoyY

With W; .= (W, Wi(n),Wi), for each possible pair of vertices u,v € [n], we set

| WW, e
P(u ¢ v in BGIRGyy 1 (n) | Wy, W) i=c- (zcm(wu)lcéﬁ(vvv) AMomsam) )
i J

The rhs is less then g%Y(z,, Ty, (Wi(n))ie[n]) due to and , and satisfies [45], Assumption
2.5]. Using coupled variables to realise edges, the edge set £(n) of BGIRGyy 1 (n) is contained in
E(n) of GIRGyw.(n). We then use the same variables L. on edges that are present in the two
models. Finally, to upper bound the cost of edges in GIRGyy,z(n) by that in BGIRGy (n), we
use a slightly increased penalty function f. We write f(wy,ws) = Y ez aiwitwy’ as in .
Given 8% < (3—17)/deg(f) from (B:8), we set f(wi,ws) == cs 3,7 aw}  “w ™, where e > 0 is
such that BT < (3 — 7)/deg(f) still holds, and ¢4 > 0 is such that f(W,, W) > f(qun)7 5”))
holds for all w,v € [n]. This is possible due to and Potter’s bound.

Then every path in BGIRGyy ;,(n) has higher cost wrt penalty function f and weights W than
the same path in GIRGyw,(n), wrt penalty function f and weights W), Hence, under this
coupling,

dy,r(vn, v7) < dy 1 (v, 07),
where d means distance in BGIRGyy, 1 (n). The proof is finished by applying Theorem on the
rhs to see that it converges in distribution. Hence, the lhs is tight.

The proof of is along analogous lines, one now needs a model BGIRGyy; / (n) with edge
set £(n), where vertices have weight W, and connection probability that is the upper bound in
Assumption Then, £(n) C £(n). Finally, given 3~ in , one uses the penalty function
Slwi,w2) == c5) 07 aiwxlnin(“"75’0)111;11“(”75’0) for a small € and ¢5 > 0 such that = > (3 —
7)/ deg(f) still holds and that f(W,,W,) < f(WS™ W™ for all u,v € [n]. Then every path

in BGIRGy, 1 (n) has lower cost wrt penalty function f and weights W than the same path in
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GIRGw, . (n), wrt penalty function f and weights W) and there may be more paths in the earlier
model, hence now dy 1 (v}, v7) > dy 1(vy,v7) holds, where d means distance in BGIRGyy, 1, (n).

Theorem [3.13] applies to the rhs of this inequality and it tends to infinity with n, finishing the
proof. O

A. EXPLOSION TIME IS REALISED VIA A PATH

Proof of Lemma[6.1. We first rule out sideways explosion. Observe that by the symmetry of the
model, (that is, the translation invariance of the Poisson point process and of the connection
probabilities hq), P(N{(0) < co) = 1 implies the same condition P(N}(v) < co) = 1 for every
vertex v. For T' € [0,00) and j € N, we denote by FJT(U) the set of vertices that can be reached
from v via a path of length at most j and cost at most 7. Then, inductively assume that
ITT(v)] < oo a.s. for some j > 1. Observe that any vertex in I'],,(v) must have an edge of cost
at most T from some vertex in FJT(U), SO

Iia@l< > N(w).
wEF}"(v)
The rhs is almost surely a finite sum over finite summands, so almost surely it is finite. Thus
by induction, a.s. |F?+1(v)| < oo for all j, and constrasting this with , we see that sideways
explosion a.s. does not happen.

Next we show that the explosion time Yfl(v) is realised via an infinite path mop:. Recall
U}(U,k) = inf{t : |[B/L(v,t)| > k in IGIRGyw,(\)} from Definition In what follows we
consider the sequence (0’;(’0, k))r>1 as given, and show that there exists a sequence v§,v7,. ..
of distinct vertices with dy 1 (v,v}) = a}(v, k) for all k > 1 such that the induced subgraph on
vg, VT, ..., vy is always connected. This statement may seem obvious when the degrees are finite
and L > 0 almost surely. But, it is non-trivial when L = 0 happens with positive probability, and
one may discover many, even infinitely many, vertices at the same time ¢, possibly forming large
zero-cost clusters, and the choice of vy is far from unique.

We proceed by induction, taking v§ = v; suppose we have found vg,...,v;_; for some k > 1
forming a connected graph. Since v € Co, and YfI (v) < 0o, we have a} (v, k) < co. By the definition
of 0; (v,k) as the infimum of ¢ where there are at least k + 1 vertices in the ball B/*%(v,t), for
every fixed € > 0, the set

Ue) == Bf’L(v,J}(v, k) +e)\{v5,...,v5i_1} (A1)

is non-empty. For every vertex w(e) in U(e), by the definition of cost-distance, there must exist
a path 7(¢) from v to w(e) with cost at most a&(v,k) +¢e. Let vi(e,w(e)) be the first vertex

on 7(e), counting from v, which does not lie in {vj,...,v5_;}; such a vertex must exist since
w(e) ¢ {v},...,vi_1}. Let us write N'(u) for the neighbors of vertex u. Then v} (e, w(e)) lies in
the set

Nile) = (Uit N @) 0 BFE (0,0} (0, ) + ),
so in particular this set is non-empty for all ¢ > 0. It is a closed set by the definition of the
cost-distance ball B/**(v,r) in Section Further, since BT (v,7") C BfE(v,r) for all 7/ < r, the
sequence of sets indexed by € > 0 form a nested sequence as € | 0. Defining now
Ni(0) == Neso Ni(e),

N;:(0) is non-empty since it is the intersection of a closed nested sequence of sets. Intuitively,
N (0) are the neighbors of {v3,...,vi_,} that are at cost-distance o' (v, k) from v. To finish the
argument, take any vertex in N (0) as v} and continue with the induction.

We now use vj,v],... to show that the explosion time Y}(v) = limg oo 0}(v,k‘) < oo is
attained as a cost of some infinite path 7y, from v. For all k, we have d; (v, v}) = 0§(v,k),
and by definition, a;(v, k) — Yfl(v) as k — oo. Moreover, by construction, there is at least

one least-cost path from v to vj whose internal vertices lie in {v§,...,v5_;}. Let Gicast be a
breadth-first search tree from v on (v})r>0, so that for all k there is a unique path m from
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v t0 vy in Gleast With cost-length 0}(v,k). By definition, Geast is a connected infinite graph.
Moreover, the degree of each vertex v} in Gicast is a.s. finite, since sideways explosion does not

occur. Thus Gieast must contain an infinite path mopt = vg vy, ... from v. Any reordering of a
convergent subsequence converges to the same limit as the original sequence, so the cost of 7oy is
lim;_, o0 0’}(’0, k;) =limg_ o0 O’}(U, k)= Y}(v), as required. O

B. PROOF OF AUXILIARY LEMMAS FOR FINITE-SIZE MODELS

B.1. Presence of cores.

Proof of Claim[71 Recall W, := (z,, mﬂ"))vevB(n). We will first find ¢, > 0 such that any two
vertices in the graph Corep are connected by an edge with probability at least g, independently
of other vertices. Thus, Corep is dominated from below by an Erdds-Rényi random graph on
Vecore(B) vertices and connection probability g, establishing . Then, we will bound the
number of vertices |Vcore(B)| above whp by some n,.. We finish the argument by showing that an
Erdés-Rényi random graph with parameters n.., ¢, is connected whp.

We start by estimating the connection probability between vertices in Voore(B) conditioned on
Vp(n). Any vi,vs € Voore(B) are distance at most Vdr apart and have weights at least the lower

end of I, in ([7.2)), so
(1-96)
Woa Way /[, — 20, |4 > d=42(r?) P07, (B.1)

Observe that since D € Zs by hypothesis, the exponent is positive by (4.23)) of Claim Since
Assumptionholds, so does (4.4]); we have shown that the minimum in the lower bound of (4.4))
is taken at the first term. Thus when r is sufficiently large, for all v1,v2 € Voore(B),

P(vy <> vy | Wy,) > cexp (—202(1og(rd))7(%)7) =: q,. (B.2)

This bound holds uniformly for each vertex-pair v1,v2 € Veore(B). Since connections are present
conditionally independently given the vertex positions and weights, the domination from below
by the Erdos-Rényi graph follows.

To establish connectedness, we continue by bounding [Vcore(B)| from above. By Definitions
and each vertex in [n] has an i.i.d. uniform location in X,;(n). The probability that a random
vertex falls into B is r?/n. Since vertex-weights are i.i.d. W™, [Vcgre(B)| is a binomial variable
with parameter n and acceptance probability P(W (™ € I,)r?/n. By Assumption when r is
sufficiently large, for all £ > 0, its mean is

P(W(n) e 1)rt = (]P)(W(n) > (rd)(l—é)/(DC(‘r—l))) _ P(W(n) > (rd)(1+6)/(7—1)))rd

(ﬁ(,rd(l—é)/(DC(T—l)))r—d(l—é)/(DC)Td

Y

(B.3)
e o)

> pd(1=e=(1=8)/(DC)) _ 1 d(=6+&) 4 oy jy > pd(1=e=(1-6)/(DO)) jo

where the second inequality follows by Potter’s bound, and the third inequality requires € to be
suitably small. By concentration of binomial variables (Lemma 7

P(|Voore(B)| > rd1=e=(1=0/(DD) 14} > 1 — 2 exp(—rd(1=e=(1=0)/(DO)) yo4), (B.4)

so this event occurs whp. Thus we can set n, := pd1=s=(1=0)/(DC) /4 Observe that if r is
sufficiently large, then g, > n, /2 > [Vcore(B)| /2.

To finish, we note that the connectivity threshold for Erdés-Rényi graphs is log n, /n, < n, 1 2,
so Corep is indeed connected whp as n,r — oco.

Observe that the above proof carries through when we first condition on {V,,N\B = ng}. Indeed,
the only change is that [Voere(B)| becomes binomial with parameters ng and P(W ™ € I,.), hence
the bound on the mean in stays valid up to a constant factor as long as ng/E[|[Vcoere(B)|] €
[c1, c2] for some constants ¢1,ca. The rest of the proof is then unchanged. O
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B.2. Costs of paths.

Proof of Lemma[.7 Recall Lemma which we will apply with ¢ := 4. Given a weight w, > 1,
define

ry = [(loglogw, — log(M1=2))/log C] = (loglog w, — log(M1=2))/log C + ay, (B.5)
where a,, € [0,1) is the upper fractional part. In words, r, is the smallest index k such that

exp(MC’ki;_?[) > w,. Note that 1 < r, < k* by the assumed bounds on w,. Elementary
calculation yields that with this notation, and a,, € [0,1) from (B.5]),

exp(MC’“i%‘i) = exp((log w,)C*) = wS™ € [wy, wS). (B.6)

The idea behind the proof is that if u has an edge to some J-good leader in the annulus I, then
u is successful (with kg = r,, — 1) whenever ﬂrugkgk*F;?) occurs, where F}gz) = F,EZ)((S) in (4.8).
By the law of total probability,

P(=Su) < P(=(Nr,<hzi By N EE)) + P(=Su | Nry<kzie FL N EP). (B.7)

For the first term, let us write F,gl)(é, M) and F,Sz) (0, M) to emphasise how Fél) and FISQ) depend
on M in . Observe that the boxes with parameter M and index r, + k for some k > 0 can be
considered as boxes with parameter M C"™ (instead of M) and index k > 0. Then, by the definition
of £V and F?, we have F" (6, M) = FY (6, MC™) and F” (5, M) = F\>), (6, MC™) for all
k > ry. Hence, taking M suitably large relative to § and applying Lemma with § := ¢ and
A :=1, the first term in is bounded by

P(=(Nry<ksi FL N EEN)) <1 = parera = 3exp (—eMC”‘<<D—1>“>(1—5>2—d/75). (B.8)

Applying 7 it follows that

=L(D=1)A1)(1-6)

P(~(Nr,<rer B N FP)) < 3exp (—wi™
<3exp(-— wﬂ(6)2_d/75).

274/75) (B.9)

It remains to bound the second term in . Conditioned on ﬂrugkgk*F;gl) N F,iz), let us ex-
pose W,, = (z,, Wyl))UeVB(n) (which exposes the set of J-good leader vertices), together with all
edges between d-good leader vertices in annuli I'y with k& > r,. Note that this is sufficient to
determine the event N, <p<p*F, ,51) NF ,52), so the remaining edges are present independently. Since
N, <k <k (F,gl) N F,gz)) occurs, there is a box-increasing path from every é-good leader in I';., to a
leader in T'y«. Consequently, S, occurs if there is an edge between u and some d-good leader in
.

Since Fr(i) occurs, there are at least by /2 many d-good leaders in I’y (see and (4.8)), that
is, leaders with weights in the interval

(w,?au , wf“““‘”/(l—é)] (B.10)

Moreover, the Euclidean distance of the leaders in I'. | from u is at most d times the outer radius
of 'y, , which is dexp(MC™ D/d) < dwS TTHP/NA=OD gy e Assumption holds, we may use
the lower bound on connection probabilities in BGIRGyy,(n) to lower-bound the connection
probability between v and a d-good leader v in I, . To estimate the resulting expression, we first

estimate a term appearing in (4.4) by

=1 2-DCT=1

1+ -DCI= _
ulé ISdewu 5'

w, Wy ||z, — va*d > d~%w
We argue that the exponent of w, is strictly positive whenever D € Zs in Claim (4.4). Indeed,
multiplying the exponent by (1 — d)/(7 — 1), the exponent becomes the lhs of (4.23) with s =1,
which is positive by Claim ([4.4). Since w, > eM, it follows that w, W, ||z, — 2,|[7% > 1 when
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M is sufficiently large relative to § and d. As a result, the minimum in the lower bound on g;»*
in (4.4) is taken at cl(w,)l(w,), which, by (B.10]), is at least

Gu = CEXp ( — ca(logwy, )Y (1 + CW(%)W).
Recall that, since Fr(i) occurs, the number of d-good leaders in the annulus I, is at least b, /2 >
2792 exp((logwy, ) (D — 1)= 1 ), by (4.6) and (B.€). Let N, (u) denote the number of & good

leaders in annulus T, that u is adJacent to. Then, N, (u) is dommated below by a binomial
random variable Z with mean at least

272, g, > (e/242) exp((log wa) T3 (D — 1) —ex(log wy) (1 + €7 (2))

> (c/2%42) exp((log w,) 7= (D — 1) —3cs(log wu)'y> (B.11)
Z (Q/2d+2)’w7(f71)(D71) = pu,

where the inequality between the first and second line holds whenever M is sufficiently large
relative to d, since w, > €™ and § > 0. In particular, by the Chernoff bound of Lemma with
e=1,

P(ﬁ | ﬂrugkgk*Flgl) n F,EQ)) < 2exp(—p/3) < 2exp (—(g/(?) . 2d+2))w,(f_1)(D_1))
< 2exp (—(c- 27‘1/12)102(5))
This shows (4.37)), by combining this with (B.7) and and combining constant prefactors. [

(B.12)

Proof of Lemmal[].8 We start by constructing a boxing system around v € BGIRGyy,1(n) with
parameter M, = ;—:g logw,. The bound w, < n1=9/(P(7=1) ensures that the boxing system
is non-trivial. We will choose the value of K along the proof. By the weight bound on §-good
leaders given in , the lowest weight of any d-good leader in the whole boxing system is strictly
larger than exp(Mwui—:‘i) = w,. The only vertices in the path we construct other than u will be
0-good leaders, so this part of the result will follow immediately.

We apply and from Lemma to bound the number of §-good leaders. With

probability at most

L(D—1)A1)(1— 5)

1 (wy) = par,, = 3exp ( =5 d/75), (B.13)

the event Np<g+ (F; ,51) NF }gz)) does not hold. We then construct the greedy path and use Lemma
[4:6] with
_ My, C*BE(S)
G 1= eXp( 2(1 1 0) )

Similarly to (4.32)) and (4.35)), with additional error probability Y - ,exp(—(x), the greedy path
emanating from a d-good leader in annulus 0 in this boxing system has cost at most

k* (M, ,n)

a2
|7Tgreedy|f7L < Z C}(€1+5)/ﬁ+ exp (Mwuck . (( + I/C) 1+9 u

L C(Dfl))). (B.14)

As shown after (£.35), the coefficient of M, C* is strictly negative whenever D € T, and we
denoted this coefficient by —£(6) in (4.38). Then the ¢ factor in (B.14]) can be merged with the
exponential factor, yielding

)

d M, CFE(S))2 Mo, £(5)/2 ~ 155600072
ety <) e Mun CHEO)/2 < 9em Muuf0)/2 = 9y, (B.15)
k=0

with failure probability at most
oo =1 Bt £(8)

Za(wy) = Zef@c < 20760 = 2, 1OIHI 2 (B.16)
k=0

since the (i sequence is thinner than a geometric series.

,_.

Qq
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If w is itself a §-good leader in T'g, then we are done. Suppose not; then we will connect u
to a é-good leader cj in I'g, and then concatenate that edge with the greedy path emanating

from cjj. The event Fo(l) implies also that the number of d-good leaders in I'y is at least by/2 >
=1lp_
exp(M,, (D —1))/29+2 = wis ¢ 1)/2d+2 by (4.6)), and the diameter of I'y is at most deMw.D/d,
For the connection probability between uw and any of these §-good leader vertices, we observe that
i+s
these leaders have weight in the interval (wy,wy °] by (#.3), hence we can bound a term in the
minimum of the connection probability (4.4) below by

2—-7=3D
wuWey /Ilu = cgl|* = wi/(deMoP) = wy =7 /d.
Since D € Zs, the exponent is positive by (4.23)) of Claim applied with s = 0. Hence, choosing
K sufficiently large, and w, > K ensures that w, We /|lu — ¢j[|* > 1 and so the minimum in (4.4)
evaluates to I(w,)l(Wes). Let No(u) denote the number of §-good leaders adjacent to u in I'y. Tt
follows from the above discussion that under our conditioning,

d =l1(p_ 146
No(u) = Bin(wi— 77" /242, clw,)i(w! ).
Since [(-) varies slowly at infinity, the mean is at least dg := wT VP e, s sufficiently large,

which is ensured by increasing K when necessary. Observe that the lower bound w, > K ensures
this. Applying the Chernoff bound of Lemma to the variable on the rhs, we arrive at

E3(wy) 1= P(No(u) < do/2) < exp(—w( VP~ /12). (B.17)

Conditioned on the event {No(u) > do/2}, we now take ¢jj to be a vertex with minimal L, ¢
among the d-good leader neighbors of u in T'g, of which there are Ny(u). The cost of this edge is
then
d )
C(u,cs) < wgwul_é min Li’ (B18)

i<cw{P~H=D

where the L;’s are i.i.d. copies of L. As in (4.29)), for all N, > 0, we have
. _ _ N _
P(minL; > Fy~V(¢/N)) = (1= Fr(Fy(ON)™ < (0= ¢/NY < ey
it follows from (B.18)) that for all ¢ > 0,
146
P(Cluegy > whwa " F{V ((¢/0) - wy (PO )) < e,

Using the fact that Féfl) (y) < y(l_‘s)/ﬁ+ holds for all sufficiently small y > 0, it follows that when
wy,, is sufficiently large, (which is ensured by increasing K when necessary),

140
P<C(u7ca) > (¢ /) A=DIB il 10 w;(Dfl)(Tfl)(lfé)/ﬂ+> <e <. (B.19)

We will set the value of ¢ > 0 shortly. The exponent of w, in (B.19) is (by (4.38)),
1+46 (D-1)(r=1)(1-9)

—p(0) =p+v
1-0 5: (B.20)
Tt —1 /L-‘rCV_(l—(S) (D—-1)\
_1—5<T—1 B+ )

since D € T, this is strictly negative by (4.24) of Claim (4.4) (taking s = 1). We now set ¢ so
that (C/Q)(l"s)/ﬂJr = wh®’? and then (B.19) implies

C(u o) < w5(5)/2 .w;P(é) < w;P(fs)/Q7 (B.21)
with failure probability at most
Ea(wp) :=e ¢ = exp(fgwﬁ(‘sww@(l*‘;))). (B.22)

Collecting the error terms Z;(w,,) for i < 4 from (B.13), (B.16)), (B.17)), (B.22)), we observe that
(B.16)) dominates for all sufficiently large w,, (which is ensured by increasing K when necessary),
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since the other terms are exponentially small in w,. Hence, the cheap path can be constructed
with failure probability E(wy), as specified in (4.39). Adding up the costs C(y ;) + |reveedy| . 1

yields (4.40), by (B-21)) and (B.15). We have already observed that all vertices on 78"°% except
u have weights greater than w,,.
We finish by calculating the weight of the end-vertex of 78" We look at the definition of

k*(n, My,,) from (4.5)), yielding that

1 logn
k*(n, M,,,) = log ( )-
(n ») logC o8 My, D §
for some fractional part s € [0,1). Hence by the definition of d-good leaders in (4.3), the weight
of the last leader vertex is in the interval

(1=86)c—* (a+8c—* (1-5) (1-6)

1-8 ~k* 146 ~k* R l) R €
(eMwuﬁC , eMwu,ﬁC } — (n bG-1) | p D=1 ] C (nDC(-r—l)’nD(r—l)]'

This finishes the proof. U

Proof of Lemma[f.9 Let € > 0 be a small constant, whose value will be determined later. Let
mon(f) be the number of monomials in f. Let to(c) be such that Fy(¢) > t# 1+ on [0, £o]; such
a constant must exist by the definition of 1 in . Let Vena be the set of all vertices with
weights in Ieng, and let Geng be the subgraph of BGIRGyy, (n) on this vertices set whose edges e
have cost

L. < n~(49)des N0/ (DE=D) 1o (f). (B.23)

We will first dominate Gonq below by an Erdés-Rényi random graph, using an argument similar
to the proof of Claim Note that the lower bound of I.,q is equal to the lower bound of I, in
that claim with 7% = n, so many of the calculations carry over. As in that proof, conditioned on the
positions and weights of the vertices, edges are present independently. To bound the probability
with which each any two vertices are adjacent, we note that goes through unchanged, so
the minimum in is still taken at the left term; again as in that proof, it follows that when
r is sufficiently large, the probability of any two vertices in Venq being adjacent in BGIRGwy, 1. (n)
(conditioned on all other vertex positions and weights) is at least

qCore ‘= €XP ( — 2¢o (IOg n)’Y(D%j—;&D )’Y) (B24)

By (B.23)) and the existence of ty(g), when n is sufficiently large, the probability of such an edge
remaining in Genq under the same conditioning is

py 1= Fp(n~(14)(des HA+8)/(D(r=1) ron (f)) > n75+(1+s)2(degf)(1+5)/(D(Tfl))/mon(f)5+.

Thus Genq is dominated below by an Erdds-Rényi graph with edge probability gcorepy-
Asin a in the proof of Claim for any constant € > 0, by the standard Chernoff
bound (Lemma 4.2)) we have
[Vend| > Int7e~(170/(DO) (B.25)

with probability at least 1 — 2exp(—n(1=5=(1=9/(PC)) /94). thus this occurs whp. Let N :=
inl=(+2)A=9/(PC) from (B:25). We show that, for some 7 > 0, py - gcore > N7~ '. Hence, by the
result of Bollobds [15], whp, Gena is connected and its diameter is at most a constant K (). Then
implies that the cost-distance between any two vertices with weight in Io,q in is at

most

df L(ul, UQ) S K(n)L(ul Uz) . mon(f) . (n(1+6)/(D(7—71)))deg(f) S K(n) . nfs(deg f)(l“"‘s)/(D(T*l))’
(B.26)
as required in ([4.43)) (taking ¢ = e(deg f)(1 +48)/(D(r —1))).
It remains to prove that py - gcore > IV "1 for an appropriate choice of n > 0. Since gcore varies
slowly, when n is sufficiently large, we have

Df - Goore - N > n=Bt (149 (@es N(149)/(D(r=1) | 1-(142)(1-0)/(DO) _ x

)
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where we increased the exponent of 1+ ¢ from two to three in order to remove lower-order terms.
We argue that y, the exponent of n, is positive. Indeed, this holds when
xD 146 1 DC—(1+¢)(1-9
LD gegplti 1 DC-(+e-d
BH(1+¢) T—1 p[t1l+e) C
When we taking e sufficiently small, we have (1 +¢)(1 —6) < (1+§) = C (by (4.22)) and hence
X > 0 when

< 0.

146 1
(deg f)T -1 pr(1+¢)3
Choosing ¢ small enough that 1/(1 +¢)® > (1 — )2, we obtain with s = 0. Since by
hypothesis we chose C, D and § as in Claim [£.4] it follows that y > 0. We can therefore set n = x
to obtain prgcore > N =1 and finish the proof. O

(D-1)<0.
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