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Quantum networks are a new paradigm of complex networks, allowing us to harness networked
quantum technologies and to develop a quantum internet. But how robust is a quantum network
when its links and nodes start failing? We show that quantum networks based on typical noisy
quantum-repeater nodes are prone to discontinuous phase transitions with respect to the random
loss of operating links and nodes, abruptly compromising the connectivity of the network, and thus
significantly limiting the reach of its operation. Furthermore, we determine the critical quantumrepeater efficiency necessary to avoid this catastrophic loss of connectivity as a function of the
network topology, the network size, and the distribution of entanglement in the network. In particular, our results indicate that a scale-free topology is a crucial design principle to establish a robust
large-scale quantum internet.

I.

INTRODUCTION

Quantum networks are a new paradigm of networks
where the links and/or the nodes obey the laws of quantum physics [1–3]. Namely, the quantum links can be
quantum correlations [4], quantum couplings or dynamics [5, 6], or quantum causal relations [7]. And quantum nodes can be any system with quantum degrees of
freedom. The nascent field of complex quantum networks [4, 8–19] is motivated both by the fundamental
interest of understanding the nature and the properties
of this new object, as well as by the applied perspective of developing networked quantum technologies to
fully harness their potential and their reach, namely for
quantum-secure communications [20, 21], for quantumaccelerated computation [22–24], for quantum-enhanced
sensing and metrology [25–27], and, overall, for the development of a future quantum Internet [1]. However,
quantum states and quantum systems are notably vulnerable to noise in general. But how does this translate
to the network realm, i.e. how robust are noisy quantum networks, and how is that robustness affected by
the underlying graph? And how does it compare to the
robustness of classical networks, which typically evolve,
to non-trivial network topologies [28, 29], such as scalefree properties, topologies that are known to maintain
their functionality against random failures [29–31]?

II.

QUANTUM NETWORKS

Networks are a set of nodes and links, where each link
is a pair of nodes. This naturally includes complex networks [29, 32, 33] such as the current classical Internet [34], a snapshot of which is presented in Fig. 1(a).
With the goal of investigating a quantum Internet, we
consider quantum networks where the links correspond to
entangled pairs of qubits, each lying in a different node,

and a node contains one qubit for each of its neighbors.
Now, imagine we want to realise a quantum operation,
e.g. computing, communication, or metrology, between
two distant nodes of a quantum network: how can we
connect them, i.e. how can we establish entanglement between them, with a certain target fidelity Ftarget , given
the existing quantum correlations in the quantum network?
Let us consider the general scenario where there are
Nij noisy Bell pairs with fidelity Finitial connecting nodes
vi and vj . If necessary, these noisy Bell pairs can be purified to yield nij = Nij /Nft pairs exceeding a given targe
fidelity Ftarget (where Nft is the number of initial pairs
necessary to generate one Ftarget pair) [35, 36]. Next,
entanglement swapping between link vi & vj and link
vj & vk consumes those Bell pairs to create a longerrange entangled pair between nodes vi & vk with fidelity
2
[37, 38]. That drop in fidelity means multi∼ Ftarget
ple pairs need to be available for entanglement purification to return the target fidelity Ftarget (again consuming
more pairs). These entanglement swapping and purification operations continue until we have connected the
nodes/users who want to communicate in the network
[35, 39]. A critical question that arises is the resource
consumption in such an approach. Fortunately, it is well
known that resources required for the first-generation
quantum-repeater network scale polynomially with the
number of links l needed to connect the source node Alice and Bob. To the leading order in this polynomial, we
can define [39],
R(l) = lα+1 = r(l)l

(1)

as being the number of entangled qubit pairs in the entire
chain necessary to create the connected entangled qubit
pair with the desired fidelity Ftarget . Further r(l) = lα
is the number of entangled qubit pairs per link necessary
to create that connected entangled qubit pair. Here α
represents the efficiency of the protocol which depends
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heavily on the experimental apparatus used for the repeater scheme and the noise present in it. As an example, the Werner state and rank 2 Bell state have α ∼ 2, 1
respectively for a target fidelity of 0.99 using the “purification and swap” repeater architectures with perfect
local gates. This compares with α = 0 for noiseless Bell
states.
The study of the connectivity of a quantum repeater
network requires the introduction of two types of connection between nodes: that we are going to call functional
and structural connectivity. Functional connectivity in
the quantum regime is the situation where a connection
between the two nodes can be established with fidelity
Ftarget . Structural connectivity on the other-hand refers
to the situation where a connection, since there a path
connecting the two nodes, but not necessary with fidelity
Ftarget . We will illustrate these two concepts in Fig. 1
where the nodes v1 & v3 (and v3 & v5 ) can individually
establish connections with sufficient fidelity Ftarget (functionally connected), but v1 & v5 while connected can not
(structurally connected). This means v1 does not belong
to the same “functionally” connected component as v5
making it impossible to establish a connection between
them with the required fidelity.
Standard Bernoulli percolation [29, 32, 41, 42], a
widely used technique to explore to the robustness of
classical networks[29, 41, 42], cannot be used in these
quantum scenarios due to the quality of service Ftarget
requirement. Although in Bernoulli percolation theory,
finding the largest connected component of a network is
a computationally easy problem to solve [32], the largest
functional component of any network is an NP-hard problem (see Appendix.A for details). Our model is more
manageable if one considers the case where all links perform the same number of rounds of purification subject
to the constraint that nij ≥ nfixed (with nfixed being the
number of entangled pairs necessary to successfully perform the purification). Interestingly nfixed can be associ1/α
ated with a distance lfixed = nfixed , meaning this link can
be functionally used in paths of length lfixed or less.
Our concept of quantum functional connection naturally suggests that we should choose nfixed as large as
possible as it enables nodes on paths of length l ≤ lfixed
to establish Bell pairs with our required fidelity Ftarget .
However increasing l ≤ lfixed reduces the probability of a
given link have the required number of entangled pairs.
Thus there is an important trade off to consider. If the
number of pairs distributed between nodes can be expressed as a function g(n), then the probability that a
link has at least nfixed pairs is simply
Z +∞
pfixed (lfixed ) =
g(n)dn
(2)

distance between any two nodes in the connected component). In that case, the two nodes (associated with
the connected component) are able to establish a functional connection (see Fig. 2). This set of nodes is termed
the backbone and serves two purposes: first it can be used
as a measure of the connectivity of the network, and second for large networks they will behave similarly to classical communication networks. Routing developed for classical networks [43–45] should be sufficient (although not
necessarily optimal) to find a good path to connect our
two nodes with fidelity Ftarget . One should vary lfixed
for any change in the network (like the removal of nodes
and links) in order to maximize the size of the backbone.
This however is not trivial to achieve and so it is useful
to define two useful quantities:
• First is L(x) which is the distance lfixed written
as a function of x ≡ − ln(pfixed ) incorporating the
form and efficiency of the quantum repeater protocol used (including resources used and their distribution),
• Second D(x + y), Here the diameter of the largest
connected component of the network parameterized
by p = e−(x+y) which is the probability that we
both have sufficient pairs to create our link (given
by px = e−x ) and that their have not been any
random failures given by (py = e−y ). Next the
diameter and size of the largest connected component D(x + y) can be evaluated using the normal
percolation tools [32]. Now one wants to establish
the repeater network with just enough resources to
reach the diameter of the largest connected network
component (lfixed = d ideally). In that a case we
want to find values of x = x0 such that
L(x0 ) = D(x0 + y),

(3)

At this x0 point we have the minimal number of resources
required to reach the diameter of the networks largest
connected component. After we find x0 the size of the
backbone, can be easily computed as the number of nodes
in largest connected component of the network composed
of only links with sufficient pairs to create our link and
that their have not been any random failures. In the
example of Fig. 2, since there are no random failures the
size of the backbone is 6. Adding random failures just
means that we are starting with a network where some
of the links have been already removed. Our approach is
slightly simplistic in that we have only considered links
(loss of nodes can also be incorporated). We are now at
the stage where we can explore actual networks.

nfixed

which indicates that for nfixed larger than a certain value,
most links are removed from the network and there is no
giant component in the network. Instead one needs to
find the largest value of nfixed , such that lfixed ≤ d with
d being the diameter of the network [29, 32] (the largest

III.

QUANTUM ERDŐS-RÉNYI NETWORKS

There are of course many well known network models
we could examine with the Erdős-Rényi model network
probably being the simplest [29, 32, 42, 46] . This model
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FIG. 1: Complex quantum networks — Depicted in (a) is a snapshot of the structure of Internet (at the level of autonomous
systems [34]) clearly showing the scale free properties of this complex network. This snapshot could in principle belong to a
future quantum internet [1, 40] which will however operate on different network principles. These differences can be seen even
at the small scale. In (b) a small scale quantum repeater network is shown, indicating how the connected components can
intersect each other, in stark contrast to what is observed in a classical network. Here each node is represented by a black dot
and the links by black lines. nij represents the number of entangled pairs associated with each link eij , which is chosen for
this illustration to scale as r(l) = l. Two nodes vi and vj are connected at a distance l if there is a path between them such
that for all links in that path satisfy the condition nij ≥ l. As an example (c) illustrates a quantum network where one can
only connect two nodes if nij ≥ l. The connected components clearly intersect each other. In contrast (d) illustrates a classical
network where links can only be used to connect two nodes if nij ≥ 3. In this case the connected components do not intersect
each other.

has been well explored in complex network theory and
as such it is a good starting point, especially as one can
compute L(x) and D(x+y) analytically when the number
of nodes N → ∞ (asymptotic limit). Considering only
bond percolation (loss of links) we show in Fig. 3 that
the quantum backbone for a large Erdős-Rényi network
is prone to an abrupt phase transition. Remembering
that our parameter y is associated with the logarithm of
the success probability that no random link failures have
occurred (given sufficient resources), we observe that the
size of the quantum backbone actually drops abruptly as
random link failures y increase between two critical values yc1 < y < yc2 . Here yc1 , (yc2 ) corresponds to the
largest, (smallest) value of satisfying L(x) = D(x + y).
In this region the supercritical (large quantum backbone)
and subcritical (small quantum backbone) regimes are
both stable solutions. This corresponds to a hysteresis
region whose span grows with the size of the network as
shown in Fig. 4 (see Appendix C for the analytical calculations). We observe that when the average number
of entangled pairs in each link of the network is larger
than a critical value nc the traditional percolation phase
transition is recovered as shown in Fig. 4 (see Appendix

C). The value of nc increases quickly with the size of the
network (see Appendix B). It is useful to mention that we
have used α = 1 as a conservative value. As α increases
the network in with the discontinuous phase transition is
observed will be smaller.

IV.

QUANTUM SCALE-FREE NETWORKS

These observations lead to a natural question about
how general our results are – especially in terms of the
network model. As such it is useful explore the scalefree Barabási-Albert quantum network whose classical
counterpart is known to be more robust than the ErdősRényi [29, 32, 42, 48, 49]. In Fig. 5(a) we plot L(x) and
D(x + y) versus x + y for various N with hni = 30 ln(N )
and α = 1 where the ln(N ) scaling for hni is chosen to
make the comparison with the Erdős-Rényi network easier. Our results for the Barabási-Albert network show
that we are in the supercritcal regime for much larger
values of x + y which highlights it robustness to errors.
This is to be expected, the Barabási-Albert network, and
other scale-free networks, are known to be more robust
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FIG. 2: Quantum network backbone — Illustration of how the quantum backbone can be computed where the numbers
written in each link represents the number of entangled pairs contained in it. We begin in (a) with a d = 3 network and
lfixed = 0 meaning none of the links in the network need to be removed. As lfixed is increased from 1 (b) to 2 (c) we see that we
have removed links with nij < 2. Further in (c) we notice that the distance of the network increases from d = 3 to d = 4 due to
the v5 - v6 link being removed in (b) due to lack of resources. Then in (d-e) we continue to remove various links until we reach
α
. We are now left in (e) with the largest connected network component, termed our quantum backbone. Finally in
nij < lfixed
(f) we superimpose this quantum backbone (shown in red) onto the entire network. The size of the backbone (number of nodes
in the largest connected component of the backbone) is the number of red nodes nodes in (f ), namely 6.

than an Erdős-Rényi network [49, 50]. More importantly
in Fig. 5 we observe no discontinuous phase transition
in the N = 103 to 105 region (unlike what occurred in
the Erdős-Rényi situation Fig. 3(c,d). This is exemplified in Fig. 5(c) by the absence of a region where both
the subcritical and supercritical are stable solutions of
(3). In fact, one can show that there is always a value αc
such that for α < αc the discontinuous phase transition
is suppressed (our network used in Fig. 5 has αc > 1). It
is useful to explore this αc parameter in a little more details. When our resources are exponentially distributed,
it is straightforward to show (see Appendix D) that αc
is given by
αc = min

x<yc3

D(x)/x
dD(x)/dx

(4)

which establishes the existence of a sufficient repeater
efficiency so that most of the classical behavior is recovered. Despite the suppression of the discontinuous phase
transition for α < αc there are still a few differences
between the various quantum cases. Unlike what one expects for a typical Barabási-Albert network [29, 42, 49]
the point at each the networks breaks apart, yc , doesn’t
change significantly with the network size. To understand this, it is useful to look at the relation between yc
and yc3 = − ln(pc ) with pc being the percolation thresh-

old of the network (which for the usual Barabási-Albert
network tends to zero as N increases). When our resources are exponentially distributed yc (or yc1 for a discontinuous phase transition) is related to yc3 via, (see
Appendix B)
α

yc(c1 ) = yc3 −

(Dmax )
.
hni

(5)

This provides quite an interesting insight to to this apparent change of behavior. It is well known that yc3 grows
with the network size for the Barabási-Albert network
[29, 42, 49], but so does Dmax (this is what prevents the
suppression of the phase-transition). This means that
increase of yc can be mitigated by increasing hni proportionally with (Dmax )α .
V.

NETWORK METRICS

Our exploration of the Erdős-Rényi and scale-free Bollobás quantum networks has highlighted how the topology of these networks plays a significant role in its robustness but how? We need to quantify this behaviour
using three important characterization parameters:
• First is yc3 which is the number of links needed to
be removed before the network breaks as hni → ∞.
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FIG. 3: Robustness of a quantum Erdős-Rényi network — Exploration of bond percolation on a quantum Erdős-Rényi
network with average degree c = 6 where the number of entangled pairs in each link follows an exponential distribution with
mean number hni. We plot L(x) and D(x + y) versus x + y for hni = (15 ln N )α with α = 1 in (a) and hni = (15 ln N )α with
α = 2 in (b) respectively. The large colored dots indicate their intersection. Here L(x) and D(x + y) are scaled by ln N for
ease of comparison. Labelled are the curves yc1 (yc2 ) which correspond to the largest (smallest) value of y indicating a stable
L(x) = D(x + y) solution in the subcritical regime. Further yc3 gives the point where the networks breaks completely apart to
become structurally disconnected meaning there is no giant set of nodes that can connect to each other with any fidelity. We
generated one Erdős-Rényi network for each value of N , then D(x + y) was determined by removing each link of the network
with probability 1 − p = 1 − e−(x+y) . D(x + y) was computed based on 100 runs for each value of x + y. The intersection
between the two nodes at x0 + y, is marked by blue dots for solutions in the supercritcal regime, and red dots for solutions in
the subcritical regime. Next the size of the backbone (number of nodes in the backbone), S(x0 + y), is plotted as a function of
y in (c,d) for α = 1, 2 respectively. The functionally connected regime is represented as the blue region while the functionally
subcritical regime is shown as the light red region. The blue/red stripped area represents the region where both the functionally
connected and subcritical regimes are stable. The dark red region on the other hand represents the structurally disconnected
regime for a network of size N = 105 .

• Second is Dmax ≡ maxx+y>0 Dα (x + y) which measures the degree to which finite resources in the
network changes yc(c1 ) .
• Third is αc which measures how efficient a repeater
protocol needs to be in order to avoid the discontinuous phase transition for a given network topology.
The first two parameters are related to how many links

need to be removed before the network breaks apart while
the third is associated with the efficiency of the repeater
protocol. These three parameters can be determined for
both the Erdős-Rényi network and Barabási-Albert networks. It is also useful to determine them for another
important case of networks associated with geometric
random graphs as well [51]. Long direct quantum links
are extremely costly to create, with a success probability
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FIG. 4: Phase diagram of a quantum Erdős-Rényi network — Depicted are phase diagrams of hni/ ln N versus y for a
quantum Erdős-Rényi network network comprised of N = 104 (a), 105 (b) and 106 (c) nodes respectively with c = 6 average
degree and α = 1. Here we assume the number of entangled pairs in each link follows an exponential distribution with mean
hni. The functionally supercritcal regime is represented as the blue region while the functionally subcritical regime is the
light red region. Further the stripped (blue / light red) area represents the region where both the functionally connected and
subcritical regime are stable. The dark red region represents the structurally disconnected regime. Next yc3 is the point where
the networks breaks completely apart, meaning there is no giant set of nodes that can connect to each other with any fidelity.
Also shown are the critical mean resource number nc3 / ln N for which the discontinuous phase transition is avoided.

1.0

L(x)
y < yc
y = yc
y > yc

3
2

D(x + y)
N = 103
N = 104
N = 105

1
0.5

1.0

1.5

2.0 2.5
x+y

3.0

3.5

0.6

70
60

0.4

(c)
structurally
disconnected
regime

supercritical
regime

50

yc
yc3

40
30
20

0.2

l

4

0
0.0

(b)

0.8
Size of the backbone

L(x)/lnN, D(x + y)/lnN

5

N = 105

s
regubcr
im itic
e a

(a)

80

N = 103
N = 104
N = 105
classical percolation
for N = 105

n /lnN

6

10
0.0
0.0

0.5

1.0

1.5

2.0
y

2.5

3.0

3.5

4.0

0.0

0.5

1.0

1.5

y

2.0

2.5

3.0

3.5

FIG. 5: Robustness of a quantum Barabási-Albert network — Exploration of bond percolation on a quantum BarabásiAlbert network with N nodes and average degree c = 6 where the number of entangled pairs in each link follow an exponential
distribution with mean hni. We simulated the the Bollobás variant of the Barabási-Albert model [47] where we generated one
Barabási-Albert network for each value of N . D(x+y) was then determined by removing link from the network with probability
1 − p = 1 − e−(x+y) , based on 100 runs for each value of x + y. We plot L(x) and D(x + y) versus x + y for hni = 60α with
α = 1 in (a) with the large colored dots indicate their intersection. Labelled are the curves yc which correspond to the largest
value of y indicating a stable L(x) = D(x + y) solution. The intersection between two nodes at x0 + y, is marked by blue dots
for solutions in the supercritical regime, and red dots in the subcritical regime. Next in (b) we plot the size of the backbone
(number of nodes in the backbone) as a function of y. The functionally supercritical regime is represented as the blue region
while the functionally subcritical regime is shown as the light red region. The dark red region on the other hand represents
the structural subcritical region for a network of size N = 105 . We immediately observe that no discontinuous phase transition
is seen (unlike in the Erdős-Rényi case). Finally in (c) we depict the phase diagrams of hni/ ln N versus y for N = 105 nodes
including the curves for yc and yc3 .
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that decreases with the distance between stations. Although one can have a link between two station that is
composed by smaller elementary links, such a solution
would be costly, specially for large distances. One of the
key issues with a quantum Barabási-Albert network is
the presence of long range links which would be costly to
create. Entanglement has been directly distributed over
300 km links [52] but the rate exponentially decreases
with distance. Although one can have a link between
two station that is composed by smaller elementary links,
such a solution would be costly, specially for large distances. Geometric random networks were designed to
handle exactly this type of situations. It is a spacial
network that only contains links between nodes that are
close to each other[51], making it a very natural model for
quantum networks. With these three network topologies
in mind — Erdős-Rényi, Barabási-Albert, and geometric random graphs — we plot in Fig. 6 the quantities
yc3 , Dmax , and αc versus N , for values of average degree
c = 6, 8. Our plots clearly show that scale-free networks
are more robust according to all three parameters, and is
the only network that for the selected parameters is able
to avoid the discontinuous phase transition for α > 1
and N > 103 . Further the Barabási-Albert network was
the best performing in terms of all three parameters for
larger networks sizes (N ≥ 103.5 ). These results show
the importance of choosing the right network topology.
There is one more important consideration we must address here in terms of the generality of our results. This
relates to our choice of an exponential resource distribution we used throughout the paper. This was primarily
chosen for the ease of our calculations. Other distributions, Poisson and Guassian for instance, show similar
network behavior and our conclusion about the robustness of the Barabási-Albert networks remains unchanged
(see Appendix B). The form of the quantum repeaters,
their operation and how engineers of the future quantum
Internet distribute resources through the network will determine what the resource distribution actually is. It is

still an open question as to what the optimal resource
distribution actually would be.
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VI.

CONCLUSIONS

Quantum networks are a new paradigm of complex networks whose properties are governed by the laws of quantum physics. The traditional Bernoulli percolation-based
tools used in classical networks cannot be used to study
the behaviour and robustness of quantum networks. By
introducing a new concept, the quantum backbone, we
derived a metric to measure the connectivity of a quantum network, and have shown how large-scale quantum networks based on noisy quantum-repeater nodes
connected by noisy channels are prone to discontinuous
phase transitions. This abrupt behaviour breaks the network into disconnected pieces, severely limiting its operational reach. However, we have established how the
right network topology, combined with advanced quantum repeater architectures [53–55], can contribute to this
robustness. Our results provide guiding criteria for the
design and development of a robust large-scale quantum
Internet.
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FIG. 6: Robustness of the network as a function of its topology — Shown are the three critical parameters αc (a), Dmax
(b) and yc3 (c) used to determine the robustness are shown for the Erdős-Rényi (ER), Barabási-Albert (SF) and geometric
graphs (rgg) networks for N varying between 102.5 − 105 . For a network to be robust we want αc and yc3 to be as large as
possible with Dmax to be as small as possible. We estimate the parameters above based on 100 network realization for each
network model and value of c. For each network D(x) was computed based on 100 runs.
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Appendix A: Relation between functionally
connected component and the maximum clique

If a problem is at least as hard as an NP-complete, then
the problem is NP-hard (and can or not be NP-complete).
If for all pairs of ij, nij is either 0 or 1, then our problem
is equivalent to solving the maximum clique problem that
is a known NP-complete problem [57]. Therefore we can
conclude that finding the largest functionally connected
component is at least as hard as solving the maximum
clique problem making this problem NP-hard.

Appendix B: Analytical calculations for an
Erdős-Rényi network

In this appendix we will calculate L(x) and D(x + y)
analytically for an → 1 node network with exponential distribution of entangled qubits across the links. Let
us consider an Erdős-Rényi network with N where links
between two nodes exists with probability c/(N −1), corresponding to an average degree c. The state of the art
approximation for the diameter of an Erdős-Rényi network can be found in [58]. For the supercritical regime
(c > 1), is given by
d/ ln N =

2
O(1)
1
−
+
ln c ln c∗
ln N

(B1)

where c∗ is the solution between 0 < c∗ ≤ 1 for
c∗ exp(−c∗ ) = c exp(−c). For ln N  1 the last term
can be ignored. Next in the subcritical regime c < 1, far
enough from the critical point,
d
1
2
O(1)
=−
−
−
ln N
ln c ln c ln N
ln N

(B2)

For ln N  1 (and therefore N  1) we arrive at the
following equation,
(
1
− 2∗ c>1
d/ ln N = ln c1 ln c
(B3)
− ln c
c < 1.
Where we note that this is scaling is more rigorous
than the traditional scaling ln N/ ln c, found in most

books [29]. When comparing with simulation we found
the extra term to be not negligible.
Let us now consider an example of an Erdős-Rényi network, with N nodes and an average degree c. Considering
that links remain in the network with p = e−(x+y) which
is the probability that we have sufficient pairs to create
our link (given by px = e−x ) and that their have not
been any random failures of those links (py = e−y ) we
can establish that D(x + y) is given by,
D(x + y)
=
ln N

(

c e−(x+y) > 1
(B4)
c e−(x+y) < 1,

1
2
ln c−(x+y) − ln c∗
1
− ln c−(x+y)

where c∗ is the solution of c∗ exp(−c∗ )
=
ce−(x+y) exp(−ce−(x+y) ) in the range 0 < c∗ ≤ 1.
For simplicity let us consider and the number entangled qubit pairs in each edge follows an exponential
probability distribution , with an average of hni of
entangled qubits in each edge (which is our distribution
used in the main text). The probability that an edge
α
contain more than lfixed
entangled qubit pairs is given
α
α
by p(lfixed ) = exp (−lfixed
/hni). In turn this means,

1/α

L(x) = x1/α hni

,

(B5)

where L(x) which is the distance lfixed written as a function of x ≡ − ln(pfixed ). Combining Eq. (B5) with with
Eq. (B4), we obtain
1/α
1/α hni
x0

ln N

(
=

ln N
ln c−(x0 +y) −
ln N
− ln c−(x
0 +y)

2 lnln N
c∗

c e−x̃0 > 1
(B6)
c e−x˜0 < 1.

From here we can derive that to maintain the proprieties
of the network constant, for large number of nodes N , the
average number of qubits should grow with the number
nodes as hni ∼ (ln N )α . Solving Eq. (B6) yields the same
behavior displayed in Fig. 2, with the difference that the
solution in the subcritical regime is always present, as
shown in Fig. 7.
If we consider a different distribution of entangled
qubits the results will change qualitatively but not quantitatively. Let us consider an uniform distribution of entangled qubits across the. In such case

1/α
L(x) = 2 hni e−x − 1
.

(B7)

Combining Eq. (B5) with with Eq. (B6), one obtains,

n
1/α (2 hni)1/α
ln N
−(x0 +y)
− 2 lnln N
>1−
e−x0 − 1
= ln c−(x
c∗ ce
0 +y)
ln N

ln N
ln c−x̃0

ce−(x0 +y) < 1.

(B8)
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Given a value of y, x̃0 ≡ x0 + y can be found from the
equation Y (x̃0 ) = y. If Y (x̃) is a monotonically decreasing function for 0 < x̃ < yc3 , then the transition is continuous. The region for x̃ ≥ yc3 is not important since
at this point the network is disconnected. In contrast, if
the function is not a monotonically decreasing function,
then one can say that in general the phase transition will
not be continuous. For α 6= 0 the phase transition is only
continuous if
hni ≥ nc ,

(C3)



α−1 d
D(x̃) .
nc = α max D(x̃)
0<x̃<yc3
dx̃

(C4)

where,

D(x + y)
N = 103
N = 106
N +

10

(C1)

where we define x̃ = x + y. If for each value of y there
is only solution for Eq. (C1) then this phase-transition
will be continuous. To check if the phase transition is
continuous one can write y as a function of x̃ as

Uniform distribution

(b)

0
0.0

(x̃ − y) hni = D(x̃)α

D(x + y)
N = 103
N = 106
N +

10
5

L(x)/lnN, D(x + y)/lnN

In general, for an exponential distribution of entangled
qubit pairs, Eq. (3) can be written as,

L(x)
y=0
y = yc1 = 0.1
y = yc2 = 0.5
y = yc3 = ln(c)

25

40

Appendix C: Conditions for the suppression of the
first order phase-transition

4.0

FIG. 7: Asymptomatic robustness of a quantum
Erdős-Rényi network. Exploration of an N nodes bond
percolation for a Erdős-Rényi network with average degree
c = 4 where the number of entangled pairs in each edge follow an exponential distribution with mean number hni in (a)
and here the number of entangled pairs in each edge follow
an uniform distribution with mean number hni in (b). We
plot L(x) and D(x + y) versus x + y for hni = (30 ln N )α with
α = 1. Theoretical prediction for D(x + y) when N → +∞
shown as a green dashed curve.

Furthermore, there is a value αc such that for α < αc ,
there will be no discontinuous phase transition for any
value of hni. To derive such a value one needs to consider that that network is in the supercritcal regime when
no links are removed from the network. Given a value of
x̃ < yc3 on can compute the smaller value of average
resources n∗ that guarantees the network is in the supercritcal regime regime for y = 0, given by
hni = D(x̃)α /x̃.

(C5)

Now, from Eq. (C4), one can consider αc as the value of
∗
α when nc = hni , to obtain,
αc = min

x<yc3

D(x)/x
dD(x)/dx

(C6)

Appendix D: Relation between yc3 and yc1

This gives the same resource scaling we have previously
seen. Further L(x) now have a polynomial scaling as seen
in Fig. 7.

yc1 gives the point where the networks breaks functionally, and yc3 gives the point the network is not in the
functionally supercritcal regime. Considering that our
resources are exponentially distributed, the relation between yc1 and yc3 can be computed using Eq. C1, and is
given by
yc1 = Y (yc3 ) = yc3 −

D(yc3 )α
hni

(D1)
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Using the fact the diameter of the network diverges at
yc3 Dmax = D(yc3 ), one obtains Eq. (5).

