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A key task in the study of networked systems is to derive local and global properties that impact
connectivity, synchronizability, and robustness. Computing shortest paths or geodesics in the net-
work yields measures of node centrality and network connectivity that can contribute to explain such
phenomena. We derive an analytic distribution of shortest path lengths, on the giant component in
the supercritical regime or on small components in the subcritical regime, of any sparse (possibly
directed) graph with conditionally independent edges, in the infinite-size limit. We provide specific
results for widely used network families like stochastic block models, dot-product graphs, random
geometric graphs, and graphons. The survival function of the shortest path length distribution
possesses a simple closed-form lower bound which is asymptotically tight for finite lengths, has a
natural interpretation of traversing independent geodesics in the network, and delivers novel insight
in the above network families. Notably, the shortest path length distribution allows us to derive,
for the network families above, important graph properties like the bond percolation threshold, size
of the giant component, average shortest path length, and closeness and betweenness centralities.
We also provide a corroborative analysis of a set of 20 empirical networks. This unifying frame-
work demonstrates how geodesic statistics for a rich family of random graphs can be computed
cheaply without having access to true or simulated networks, especially when they are sparse but
prohibitively large.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Networks have increasingly become important abstrac-
tions for representing a plethora of real-world complex
systems. This spans the variety of social networks of
friendship connections, ecological networks of predators
and preys, biochemical networks of proteins and metabo-
lites, and technological networks like power grids or the
internet [1–4]. Often, network structures are not entirely
known, and are inferred from partial observations of con-
nections, or of signals generated by the system [5–9]. In-
ference must account for confounding by many sources
of uncertainty, especially measurement errors, which has
resulted in a surge of statistical inference methods that
yield a probabilistic network model [10]. Moreover, many
real-world networks, such as social networks of entire so-
cieties, tend to contain a large number of nodes. Es-
timating properties of very large networks can be com-
putationally prohibitive, especially if one is interested in
higher-order properties such as the size of the giant com-
ponent, or the average distance between any two nodes in
the networks. Both of these have impact on overall graph
connectivity, network robustness, percolation properties
and system synchronizability [11–14], which have been
studied deeply for many physical, biological and social
systems. The principal motivation for this work is to an-
alytically estimate such network properties by having ac-
cess either to just an expectation of network realizations,
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or to a statistical network model, without simulating net-
works or obtaining an error-free observation of one. In
particular, we focus on geodesic properties of a network,
and establish a distribution of shortest path lengths on
the giant component in the supercritical regime—when
the giant component exists—or on small components in
the subcritical regime—when the giant component does
not exist.

Problem setting. We consider any random graph
wherein edges between any two nodes are independent
of one another, perhaps after conditioning on some other
node variables. Many popular random graph models are
instances of this kind—like the stochastic block model
(SBM), random dot-product graph (RDPG), random ge-
ometric graph (RGG) or more generally any inhomoge-
neous random graph. Those explicitly encoding higher-
order interactions and dependencies such as exponential
random graph models [15] are excluded from this study.
We assume network sparsity in the sense that the num-
ber of edges varies linearly in the number of nodes. We
derive a set of recursive relations in the asymptotic limit
that stipulates the full shortest path length distribution
(SPLD) between any two nodes on the giant component
of a network in the supercritical regime, and on small
components otherwise.

Prior work on the SPLD. Previous results on the
SPLD have focused almost exclusively on the simplest
model of Erdős–Rényi (ER) graphs [16, 17], or average
path lengths in degree-configuration models [18, 19] or
scalar latent variable models [20], and some results dis-
play appreciable discrepancies between theory and empir-
ics in the tail-end of the distribution—especially for net-
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works with small degrees [16, 17]. Related work has de-
termined the distribution of picking a path between two
nodes in a given network [21]—however, this approach
does not directly model the distribution of shortest path
lengths between node pairs. Description of the full SPLD
for a general family of network models has, before this
work, remained elusive [22].

Our contributions to the SPLD. The proposed ap-
proach provides, to the best of our knowledge, the most
accurate description of the distribution of shortest path
lengths between any node pair for a very general class
of (possibly directed) networks. We determine a closed-
form lower bound of the SPLD’s survival function which
is tight for finite lengths in the asymptotic limit, and
has a natural interpretation of traversing independent
shortest paths in the graph. The closed-form is specified
by an iterated integral operator defined over functions
on the node space, whose kernel function indicates the
likelihood of an edge existing between two nodes. The
integral operator is analogous to the expected adjacency
matrix in the finite-dimensional setting, and summarizes
the dependence of a node function on all other nodes
in the network. If the kernel is symmetric, it leads to
an expression for the SPLD in terms of the spectral de-
composition of the integral operator. Under specific sce-
narios, our method recovers known results on geodesics,
such as the small-world property of ER graphs [2, 23],
or the ultrasmall property of Barabási and Albert (BA)
graphs [24]. We provide new results for the illustrative
models considered namely SBM, Gaussian RGG, RDPG
and sparse graphon, and also apply them to real-world
networks. Most prior work in the field has produced an-
alytic results concerning specific phenomena on specific
random graph models. However, our approach to the
SPLD unifies the study of shortest paths, and related
phenomena of connectedness and centralities, into one
theoretical framework. In Tab. I, we include an index
for the main analytical results.

Our contributions to network percolation theory. Phe-
nomena related to percolation, i.e. random occupation of
sites or bonds, are well-studied in the statistical physics
literature. For networks, we can consider the bond per-
colation threshold, at which a giant component exists in
the network. There are analytic results on the bond per-
colation threshold for specific random graph models—
graphs with a given degree sequence [25–28], or those
with a power law degree distribution [11, 12]. Other no-
table works have derived thresholds for a more general
class of inhomogeneous random graph models with in-
dependent edges placed according to symmetric kernels
[29–32], and for sparse empirical networks [33, 34], by
formulating corresponding branching or message passing
processes. Here, we establish a direct relationship be-
tween the lower bound of the survival function of the
SPLD and the bond percolation threshold. Our formal-
ism adds to the literature by supplying the percolation
threshold for the class of sparse random graph models
with independent edges, regardless of the symmetry of

the kernel function, which leads to new results and con-
nections on percolation behavior in the models consid-
ered. Tab. II summarizes select analytical results on the
bond percolation threshold.

Our contributions to geodesic-based centralities. Net-
work centralities are structural measures of importance
of nodes in a network, and those based on shortest paths
like closeness and betweenness centralities are of great in-
terest when studying real-world networks [35, 36]. Prior
work on dense RGGs has derived closed-form expressions
for node betweenness [37]. Previous research has also de-
fined spectrum-based centralities for graphons [38] anal-
ogous to the eigenvector [39] and Katz centralities [40].
Here, we express closeness in closed-form, and between-
ness analytically, for general random graph families that
include sparse graphons and RGGs as special cases. In
summary, local and global properties of networks, of both
empirical and theoretical interest, can be extracted from
the SPLD.

The article is organized as follows. In Sec. II we de-
scribe the probabilistic framework to derive the SPLD for
random graphs defined by an ensemble average model.
In Sec. III, we extend this formalism to general random
graph families, both directed and undirected, and in Sec.
IV we highlight specific cases of popular network models
and real-world networks. In Sec. V, we draw a connec-
tion between the SPLD and bond percolation threshold,
thus deriving a condition for percolation for any random
graph model. Then in Sec. VI, we show how path-based
statistics like average geodesic lengths, and centralities of
node closeness and betweenness can be analytically esti-
mated. Finally, we conclude in Sec. VII with a summary
of our results and limitations of this framework.

II. SHORTEST PATH LENGTH DISTRIBUTION

We first derive the distribution of shortest path lengths
between two nodes in a network using a recursive ap-
proach. In Sec. II A we consider the supercritical regime,
describe a lemma that permits the construction of a
geodesic via intervening nodes, and discuss a technical
condition of sparsity required to generate a set of recur-
sive equations. To supply the initial condition, in Sec.
II B we derive the percolation probability of a node. In
Sec. II C, the formalism is extended to the subcritical
regime. Then in Sec. II D, we extract a closed-form
bound of the SPLD.

Definitions. We consider a network of n nodes with-
out self-loops represented by the n×n adjacency matrix
A. That is, for two nodes indexed by i (“source”) and
j (“target”), Aij = 1 if there is an edge from i to j and
Aij = 0 otherwise, and Aii = 0. We assume knowledge
of the expectation in the ensemble average sense: access
to the expected adjacency matrix 〈A〉 such that

Aij ∼ Bernoulli(〈A〉ij). (1)



3

TABLE I. Index of equations for main results regarding (A) the shortest path length distribution, (B) percolation behaviour,
(C) mean geodesic lengths, (D) closeness centrality, and (E) node betweenness centrality.

Random graph model
Ensemble
average

Independent
edge models

ER
graph

SBM RDPG
Gaussian

RGG
Multiplicative

graphon
Scale-free
graphon

A
Exact recursive form (Ψl,Ωl), (ψl, ωl) 12, 13, 17 35, 36, 37
Closed-form (Ψl,Ωl), (ψl, ωl) 13, 17, 29 36, 37, 44

Apx. closed-form (Ψ̃l, Ω̃l), (ψ̃l, ω̃l) 30 46 56 55 62 G28, 70 78

B
Percolation probability ρ 17 36 52 61 69 77
Percolation threshold 101 90 95a 99, 100 103 105 93 96

C
Mean geodesic length H4 H5
Apx. mean geodesic length H6 107 111, 119a 118

D
Node closeness H9 H10
Apx. node closeness 123 124

E
Node betweenness 125, 126, A3
Apx. node betweenness 125, 126, A5

a Multiplicative graphons are equivalent to canonical degree-configuration models (see Sec. IV E) and to rank-1 models (see Sec. V A)

We use the notation 〈·〉 when averaging over the ensem-
ble. For directed networks, all edges are added indepen-
dently of each other. For undirected networks, enforce

〈A〉 = 〈A〉T and, without loss of generality, use node in-
dices as an arbitrary ordering: for i < j, Aij is generated
independently from Eq. 1, and Aji = Aij . Let λij ∈ Z≥0

be the random variable denoting length of the shortest
path from node i to node j.

Node degrees and sparsity. The out- and in-degrees
of node i, that respectively encode the number of edges
emanating from and incident on i, are given by

d+
i =

∑

j 6=i
Aij , (2a)

d−i =
∑

j 6=i
Aji. (2b)

Since edges are added independently, from Eq. 1 the
out- and in-degrees of node i follow a Poisson binomial
distribution in this ensemble, with the expectation from
Eq. 2:

〈
d+
i

〉
=

〈∑

j 6=i
Aij

〉
=
∑

j 6=i
〈A〉ij , (3a)

〈
d−i
〉

=

〈∑

j 6=i
Aji

〉
=
∑

j 6=i
〈A〉ji , (3b)

where the second equality in Eqs. 3a, 3b arise by linear-
ity of expectation. We further define the mean network
degree as the mean network out-degree:

〈d〉 , E
[
d+
]

=

∑
i

∑
j 6=i 〈A〉ij
n

, (4)

which we remark can be equivalently defined as the mean
network in-degree, since both are equal. We use the no-
tation E [·] when averaging over nodes. For undirected
networks we define the degree of node i as:

di , d+
i = d−i , (5)

whose expectation is provided by Eq. 3. In this work,
we assume that the network is sparse in the sense that
nodes have a bounded expected degree asymptotically.
From Eq. 3, it is then sufficient that ∀(i, j):

〈A〉ij = O
(
n−1

)
. (6)

We remark that due to sparsity, the out- and in-degrees
asymptotically follow a Poisson distribution (see Ap-
pendix C).

A. Supercritical regime

In this section, we focus on the supercritical regime.
We say that a node pair (i, j) is supercritical if asymp-
totically there can exist a giant component in the network
such that there exists a path from i to j going via nodes
on that giant component. For an undirected network, a
giant component is a connected component whose size is
of the order of the number of nodes n in the network, i.e.
O (n). Since edges are undirected, if a node i can reach
a node j on a giant component, then it can reach and be
reached from every other node on that giant component.
For directed networks the concept of a giant component
is more subtle, as it is not necessary for a (directed) path
to exist from i to j, even if one exists from j to i. Given
this non-trivial difference, we mostly consider networks
in an undirected setting in the main text, with results
for directed networks reserved for the appendix. We re-
fer the reader to Appendix E for a discussion on directed
networks.

Without loss of generality, we assume that 〈A〉 is not
permutation similar to a block diagonal matrix, i.e. it
is irreducible. (If 〈A〉 were reducible, there would exist
node subsets that can never have edges between them,
and we can simply consider the SPLD separately for sub-
graphs induced by those node subsets. This assumption
is not necessary for our formalism and can be relaxed,
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but it simplifies the exposition: if 〈A〉 is irreducible, then
asymptotically there can only exist a unique giant com-
ponent.) Let φi be the event that node i is on the giant
component, and ¬φi be the event that it is not. We con-
sider the distribution of λij conditioned on the source
node i being on the giant component. It is useful to de-
fine matrices Ωl,Ψl encoding the survival function and
conditional probability mass function of the SPLD re-
spectively:

[Ψl]ij , P (λij > l|φi), (7a)

[Ωl]ij , P (λij = l|λij > l − 1, φi), (7b)

which we refer to as the “survival function matrix”
and “conditional probability mass function” (conditional
PMF) matrix respectively. We use the notation [X]ij to
refer to the (i, j)th element of a matrix X, to avoid any
confusion where it might arise (when X has an associated
subscript, or is a product of matrices).

Recursive setup. Since the geodesic being longer than
l necessarily implies that it is longer than l−1, modeling
recursively for the non-existence of a geodesic from i to
j up to some length l is convenient:

P (λij > l|φi) = P (λij > l|λij > l−1, φi)P (λij > l−1|φi).
(8)

We can write the first factor of the recursive equation as
the conditional likelihood of no path of length l existing
between i, j, which can be written by accounting for the
non-existence of paths of length l from i to j via any
node u 6= (i, j) such that there is a direct edge from u
to j. Due to sparsity in the asymptotic limit, the prob-
ability of existence of a geodesic of any finite length l is
asymptotically of O

(
n−1

)
(Appendix C for details). It

then follows that there is vanishing correlation between
pairs of shortest paths of length l from i to j via pairs of
nodes u, v 6= (i, j), which simplifies the overall likelihood
in Eq. 8 into a product of individual likelihoods:

P (λij > l|λij > l − 1, φi)

=
∏

u6=(i,j)

[1− P (λiu = l − 1, λuj = 1|λij > l − 1, φi)] .

(9)

We emphasize that this assumption holds on the giant
component for finite geodesic lengths as n → ∞: as we
consider longer geodesics of O (log n), the likelihood of a
node to be at that distance approaches O (1) instead of
O
(
n−1

)
, even for sparse networks. This induces finite-

size effects on the SPLD, which become incrementally
concentrated around the mode of the SPLD as network
size increases. See Appendix C for an extended treatment
of finite-size effects. To simplify the term on the RHS of
Eq. 9, we use Lemma 1 in Appendix A 1, that exploits
the assumption of conditionally independent edges in the
asymptotic limit to show that:

P (λiu = l − 1, λuj = 1|λij ≥ l, φi) =P (λiu = l − 1|φi)
× P (Auj = 1).

(10)

From Eqs. 9, 10 we have P (λiu = l−1, λuj = 1|λij > l−
1, φi) = P (λiu = l − 1|φi)P (Auj = 1). Finally, note that
P (λiu = l−1|φi) = P (λiu = l−1|λiu > l−2, φi)P (λiu >
l − 2|φi) to write Eq. 9 as

P (λij > l|λij > l − 1, φi) = 1− P (λij = l|λij > l − 1, φi)

=
∏

u 6=(i,j)

[1− P (λiu = l − 1|λiu > l − 2, φi)

× P (λiu > l − 2|φi)P (Auj = 1)].

(11)

Using the definitions in Eq. 7 we can write Eqs. 8, 11
succinctly in terms of the survival function matrix and
conditional PMF matrix of the SPLD:

[Ψl]ij = (1− [Ωl]ij)[Ψl−1]ij , (12a)

[Ωl]ij = 1− exp

(∑

u

log
(

1− [Ωl−1]iu[Ψl−2]iu 〈A〉uj
))

,

(12b)

where exp and log refer to element-wise exponentiation
and natural logarithm respectively. The above pair of
recursive equations, together with the initial conditions
[Ω1]ij , P (λij = 1|λij > 0, φi) = P (Aij = 1|φi) and

[Ψ0]ij , P (λij > 0|φi) = 1, completely define the dis-
tribution of shortest paths, from which other network
properties of interest can be extracted. Note that [Ω0]ij
does not exist, while 1 − [Ψ∞]ij naturally encodes the
probability of the shortest path between i, j being of in-
finite length, i.e. j not being on the giant component, as
i is already on the giant component. Since self-loops are
ignored, [Ψl]ii , 0 and [Ωl]ii , 0.

To define the initial condition [Ω1]ij = P (Aij = 1|φi),
we use Lemma 4 in Appendix B which shows that:

P (Aij = 1|φi) = P (Aij = 1)

{
1 +

[
1

P (φi)
− 1

]
P (φj)

}
.

(13)
Estimating the RHS of Eq. 13 requires the probability
of a node to be on the giant component, i.e. to be “per-
colating”, which we derive in Sec. II B.

B. Percolation probability

To solve Eq. 12, we need to solve Eq. 13 and find
percolation probabilities. In this section, we provide two
solutions which respectively yield an “analytic form” and
an “approximate analytic form” of the SPLD.

Analytic form. In principle, percolation probabili-
ties can be extracted from the survival function of the
geodesic length distribution. By continuity of the distri-
bution,

P (λij =∞|φi) = lim
l→∞

P (λij > l|φi). (14)

That is, the steady state of recursive Eq. 12a is indicative
of the amount of probability mass at λij = ∞, when i
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is on the giant component. Correspondingly, ∀(i, j), we
have

P (φj) = 1− P (λij =∞|φi). (15)

Eqs. 12, 13, 14 and 15 provide us with the full “analytic
form” of the SPLD.

Approximate analytic form. At first, computing the
RHS of Eq. 15 appears to be a circular problem, since
we require the limiting value of the survival function of
the SPLD to obtain the initial condition for it. However,
we empirically observe that precision in the initial condi-
tion is important for agreement of the survival function
only for smaller geodesic lengths, whereas we obtain the
expected limiting value when using a näıve approxima-
tion of the initial condition by setting

P (Aij = 1|φi) = P (Aij = 1). (16)

Therefore, running the recursive setup once gives access
to P (λij = ∞|φi), which can then be used to derive the
(exact) analytic form of the SPLD from Eqs. 12, 13 and
15 in a second recursion. Henceforth, we refer to the
SPLD obtained by using the näıve initial condition in
Eq. 16, alongside Eq. 12, as the “approximate analytic
form” of the SPLD. We note from Eq. 13 that the ap-
proximation in Eq. 16 holds when the network is almost
surely connected: P (φi) → 1. More generally, using the
approximation will underestimate the probability mass
on short geodesics—refer to Appendix B for details. For
an ER graph of mean degree 〈d〉, where asymptotically

〈A〉ij = 〈d〉
n , Fig. 1 indicates good agreement between the

empirical and analytic cumulative distribution functions
(CDF) of the SPLD. We note that the approximate ana-
lytic CDF remains a good approximation even for shorter
geodesics.

Self-consistency equation. Alternatively, we can sep-
arately derive percolating probabilities without invok-
ing the SPLD. Consider generating the network edges
in some order, such that the edges of node i are gener-
ated as the final step, without loss of generality. Due to
conditionally-independent edges, in the asymptotic limit,
considering the network without edges of i will make van-
ishing difference to the likelihood of other nodes j 6= i
belonging to the giant component. We note that i will
be on the giant component only if it connects directly to
at least one j—with probability P (Aij = 1)—such that j
itself is on the giant component—with probability P (φj).
That is

P (φi) = 1−
∏

j 6=i
[1− P (Aij = 1)P (φj)]

= 1− exp


∑

j 6=i
log (1− P (Aij = 1)P (φj))




≈ 1− exp


−

∑

j 6=i
P (Aij = 1)P (φj)


 ,

0 3 6 9 12 15 18 21

l

10−2

10−1

100

P
(λ
ij
≤
l)

Analytic Form

Apx. Analytic

Closed-form bound

Empirical

Asymptote
(GCC size)

0 3 6 9 12 15 18 21

0.00

0.25

0.50

0.75

1.00

FIG. 1. Analytic cumulative distribution function (CDF) of
shortest path lengths for an ER graph agree with the empirical
CDF, where the source node is on the giant component. Net-
work size is fixed at n = 1024, while mean degree at 〈d〉 = 2.
Solid and dotted lines indicate analytic solutions derived from
analytic (Eqs. 12, 13, 17) and approximate analytic forms
(Eqs. 12, 16) respectively, while dash-dotted line indicates
the closed-form bound obtained from Eq. 29. Symbols and
bars indicate empirical estimates: mean and standard error
over 10 network samples. Dashed asymptote indicates size of
the giant component as estimated from the self-consistency
Eq. 17. The approximate analytic form marginally underesti-
mates the probability mass for shorter lengths, as is evident on
the log-scale (main plot). The closed-form bound shows good
agreement for shorter lengths, but deviates strongly for longer
ones (inset plot on the linear-scale)—saturating to unity for
any percolating graph. There is good agreement between the
analytic and empirical estimates, with some deviation around
the mode of the distribution, due to finite-size effects—see
Appendix C.

where the first-order logarithmic approximation works
for sparse networks asymptotically since 〈A〉ij =

O
(
n−1

)
. Let ρ be the vector encoding ρi , P (φi).

Then percolation probability of every node is given by a
non-trivial solution to the following transcendental vec-
tor equation:

ρ = u− exp (−〈A〉ρ) , (17)

where u is an all-ones vector of length n. For the simplest
case of ER graphs, this becomes a scalar equation. In
Fig. 17 in Appendix F 1, we demonstrate for ER graphs
that there is indeed an agreement between the percolat-
ing probabilities observed empirically, from the approxi-
mate analytic form (using Eqs. 12, 14, 15 and 16), and
from the self-consistency Eq. 17 via function iteration.
In all results that follow, we use Eqs. 12, 13, and 17 to
yield the “analytic form” of the SPLD in the supercritical
regime.
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C. Subcritical regime

We now extend the SPLD formalism to the subcritical
regime. A node pair (i, j) is subcritical if asymptotically
there cannot exist a giant component such that there
exists a path from i to j that goes through it. This im-
plies that asymptotically, either there cannot exist any
path between i, j, in which case 〈A〉 is reducible and the
SPLD trivially has all probability mass at infinity, or i, j
can only exist on a small component yielding the subcrit-
icality condition

P (φi) = P (φj) = 0, (18)

in which case we consider the SPLD on the small com-
ponent containing i, j.

Analogous to Eq. 7, we can define the conditional
PMF and survival function matrices, but without the
conditioning on φi (which is an impossible event). Also,
the recursive setup described in Sec. II A, alongside the
key result in Lemma 1, can be applied verbatim in the
subcritical regime. The only difference is in the initial
condition for the conditional PMF:

[Ω1]ij , P (λij = 1|λij > 0) = P (Aij = 1), (19)

which is completely defined under the ensemble average
model. That is, Eqs. 12 and 19 yield the “analytic form”
of SPLD when i, j are in the subcritical regime. In the
sections that follow, we focus on the supercritical regime,
but remark that results for the subcritical regime natu-
rally follow by dropping the conditioning on φi. In Fig.
18 in Appendix C, we show the empirics and analytics
agree for subcritical ER graphs of varying mean degree.

D. Closed-form bound of SPLD

While the recursive formulation in Eq. 12 is powerful,
additional approximations allow for analytical progress
for both the SPLD and expectation of geodesic lengths.
Since the network is sparse, in the infinite-size limit we
can use Eq. 6 to apply a first-order approximation for
the logarithm in Eq. 12b. Let � indicate element-wise
product, then

Ωl ≈ uuT − exp (−(Ωl−1�Ψl−2) 〈A〉) . (20)

Let l = 2, for which [Ψl−2]iu , P (λiu > l − 2|φi) =
P (λiu > 0|φi) = 1. Then we can write from Eq. 20:

Ω2 = uuT − exp (−Ω1 〈A〉) . (21)

Due to sparsity, from Eqs. 6 and 13 we obtain:

Ω1 = O
(
n−1

)
=⇒ Ω1 〈A〉 = O

(
n−1

)
. (22)

Then application of a first-order approximation for the
exponential in Eq. 21 yields:

Ω2 ≈ Ω1 〈A〉 . (23)

From Eqs. 12a and 21 we obtain:

Ψ1 = exp (−Ω1 〈A〉) . (24)

Next, consider Eq. 20 with l = 3, for which using Eqs.
22 and 24 we can assume Ψl−2 = Ψ1 ≈ 1. This yields an
equation for l = 3 similar to Eq. 21:

Ω3 = uuT − exp (−Ω2 〈A〉) = uuT − exp
(
−Ω1 〈A〉2

)
,

(25)
where we have used Eq. 23. Due to sparsity, we can
apply identical arguments as above to obtain:

Ω1 〈A〉2 = O
(
n−1

)
(26a)

=⇒ Ω3 ≈ Ω1 〈A〉2 (26b)

=⇒ Ψ2 = exp
(
−Ω1

(
〈A〉+ 〈A〉2

))
. (26c)

In the infinite-size limit, by induction for any finite l, we
can propagate through the sparsity assumption

Ωl = O
(
n−1

)
, (27)

that results in

Ωl ≈ Ωl−1 〈A〉 , (28a)

Ψl ≈ exp

(
−

l∑

k=1

Ωk

)
. (28b)

We emphasize that this induction relies on assuming
[Ψl−2]iu , P (λiu > l − 2|φi) ≈ 1, which is equivalent
to assuming that the conditional PMF P (λij = l|λij >
l − 1, φi) approximates the PMF P (λij = l|φi). In the
subcritical regime, (and therefore ignoring the condition-
ing on φi,) this holds for any value of l in a network of
finite (but large) size n, since j is almost surely on a
different component from i’s, i.e. P (λij > l − 1) ≈ 1.
In the supercritical regime, this holds for any bounded
value of l in the infinite-size limit, since the shortest path
between any two arbitrary nodes is almost surely no less
than l, and thus the event λij > l − 1 does not inform
λij = l. For finite-sized networks in the supercritical
regime, this approximation will evidently work only for
smaller path lengths. More precisely, for geodesic lengths
longer than O (log n)—which is around the mode of the
SPLD—boundary effects due to finite network size be-
come apparent, Eq. 27 no longer holds, and Eq. 28a
stops being a tight bound on the actual conditional PMF.
(See Appendix C for details.) In fact, the “conditional
PMF” encoded by Ωl may not be a valid probability mea-
sure. However, it yields an expression for the survival
function matrix from Eq. 28b in terms of sum of powers
of 〈A〉:

Ψl , exp

(
−Ω1

l∑

k=1

〈A〉k−1

)
, (29)

which, on its own terms, is a valid probability mea-
sure, and alongside Eqs. 13, 17 completely describes
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the SPLD. We refer to Eqs. 13, 17 and 29 as the
“closed-form” (bound) of the SPLD, and emphasize that
these approximations underestimate probability mass on
longer geodesics: the closed-form of the survival (cumu-
lative distribution) function of the SPLD is a lower (up-
per) bound on the analytic form, which is tight for shorter
lengths in finite-size networks. These approximations will
not be useful if we are interested in computing the size
of the giant component, since the closed-form in Eq. 29
will always have a limiting value of 1 in the supercritical
regime (see Theorems 1, 3 in Appendix D 2). However,
if we are interested in geodesics shorter than the modal
length, or the expectation of geodesic lengths rather than
the full SPLD, then these are seen to be reasonable ap-
proximations. We demonstrate this behaviour for ER
graphs in Fig. 2, and for more general random graph
models in Sec. IV.

Approximate closed form of the SPLD. Finally, we
consider a scenario which produces a helpful interpreta-
tion for the survival function of the SPLD. Putting the
näıve initial condition from Eq. 16 in Eq. 29 results in
an “approximate closed-form” of the survival function of
the SPLD:

Ψ̃l , exp

(
−

l∑

k=1

〈A〉k
)
. (30)

We note that because using Eq. 16 marginally underes-
timates probability mass for shorter geodesics, while the
approximations used to arrive at Eq. 29 vanishingly over-
estimate it, Eq. 30 does not necessarily define a bound on
the survival function. Regardless, Eq. 30 shows that the
approximate closed-form of the survival function of the
SPLD at length l is encoded by the sum of powers of 〈A〉
from 1 to l. This is reminiscent of the well-known result
that sum of powers of A encodes the number of paths
up to length l [41]. We emphasize that if all node pairs
are in the subcritical regime, then Eq. 19 yields exactly
Ω1 = 〈A〉, i.e. Eq. 30 is an exact and tight closed-form
bound on the SPLD, evident in Fig. 18 in Appendix C.

Interpretation. For an alternate comprehension of the
expression in Eq. 30, apply a first-order approximation
to its RHS—in the sparse infinite-size limit—to obtain

for node pair (i, j): [Ψ̃l]ij ≈ 1−∑l
k=1[〈A〉k]ij . [Ψ̃l]ij can

be approximated as the probability of i, which is on the
giant component, failing to connect to j (in the asymp-
totic limit) via any of the independent paths of lengths 1
through l. To see how, note that 〈A〉 = O

(
n−1

)
=⇒

〈A〉k = O
(
n−1

)
. If all paths of length k between

i, j are independent of one another—an independent-

path assumption—then 〈A〉kij encodes the likelihood of
a path of length k between them, since higher-order

terms cancel out due to the sparsity of 〈A〉k noted
above. If paths of length 1, 2, · · · l are independent of one
another—an independent-path-length assumption—then∑l
k=1[〈A〉k]ij encodes the probability of a path existing

between i, j of any length up to l i.e. P (λij ≤ l|φi),
since again, higher-order terms cancel out due to spar-

sity. Then 1 −∑l
k=1[〈A〉k]ij is P (λij > l|φi), which is

exactly the LHS of Eq. 30. This interpretation provides a
retrospective derivation for the approximate closed-form
of the survival function of the SPLD.
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Closed-form
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(GCC size)

l

P
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ij
≤
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FIG. 2. Empirical, analytic and closed-form cumulative dis-
tribution functions (CDF) of shortest path lengths where the
source node is on the giant component, for an ER graph with
varying connectivity. Network size is fixed at n = 1024, while
mean degree varies as 〈d〉 ∈ {1.25, 1.5, 2, 4, 8, 16}. Solid and
dotted lines indicate analytic (Eqs. 12, 13, 17) and closed-
form solutions (Eqs. 13, 29), respectively. Symbols and bars
indicate empirical estimates: mean and standard error over
10 network samples. Dashed asymptote indicates size of the
giant component as estimated from the self-consistency Eq.
17. While the analytic SPLD is in good agreement for all
connectivities at all geodesic lengths, the closed-form SPLD
is in good agreement for all connectivities at shorter lengths,
while serving as an upper bound to the empirical CDF.

III. GEODESICS IN GENERAL RANDOM
GRAPHS WITH INDEPENDENT EDGES

Since 〈A〉 is representative of any underlying statistical
network model (see Appendix E), we can generalize equa-
tions for the SPLD when we do not have access to a given
network ensemble 〈A〉, but have knowledge of a (possi-
bly inferred) random graph model that treats both edges
and node identities as random variables. In this section,
we first derive analogous equations to Sec. II for the ex-
pected degree, SPLD and percolation probabilities in this
general setting, which will appear as functions instead of
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vectors. We also define a linear operator corresponding
to 〈A〉, which will determine key network properties.

Definitions. In its most general form, consider a topo-
logical space V of nodes: such as a discrete space for
SBMs [42], a Euclidean space for RGGs [43], or an inner-
product space for RDPGs [44]. Let µ be a probability
measure on it that encodes the distribution of nodes in
V , which we refer to as the “node density” in V . Consider
the product space V × V of edges, and their correspond-
ing probability measure ν that encodes the probability
of edges conditioned on pairs of node locations in V , e.g.
the Euclidean co-ordinates of two nodes in case of an
RGG. This function will be referred to as the “connec-
tivity kernel” in V ×V . As before, we assume sparsity in
the sense that ν = O

(
n−1

)
almost everywhere. Lower-

case variables will be used to indicate nodes in V . We
generate a network of n nodes according to node dis-
tribution µ yielding the collection V = {xi|xi ∼ µ, i ∈
{1, 2 · · ·n}} and add edges between nodes according to a
sparse connectivity kernel ν yielding the collection E =
{(xi, xj)|(xi, xj) ∼ ν, (i, j) ∈ {1, 2 · · ·n}2 s.t. i 6= j}. The
result is a graph without self-loops G = (V, E) that repre-
sents the full network, and may be directed or undirected,
contingent on the symmetry of ν. For an undirected net-
work we impose the additional constraints that (1) ν is
symmetric, i.e. ν(x, y) = ν(y, x), and (2) edges are gener-
ated assuming an (arbitrary) ordering of nodes such that

E , {(xi, xj)|(xi, xj) ∼ ν, (i, j) ∈ {1, 2 · · ·n}2 s.t. i < j}
and E = E ∪ {(xj , xi)|(xi, xj) ∈ E}. We emphasize that
while both directed and undirected graphs can be gen-
erated using symmetric kernels, graphs generated from
asymmetric kernels must necessarily be directed. We
also remark that by permitting asymmetric kernels, this
model is a moderate extension of the sparse inhomoge-
neous random graph model [31, 45], which we specifically
consider in Sec. IV E.

Degree functions. Some network statistics become
immediately apparent for this model with independent
edges, such as expected node degrees. For a node lo-
cated at x ∈ V , let d+(x), d−(x) be its out- and in-
degree. Recall from Eq. 3a that for the ensemble av-
erage model, the expected out-degree for node i is given
by
〈
d+
i

〉
=
∑
j 6=i 〈A〉ij . In the general setting, the sum of

expectation over n−1 nodes asymptotically translates to
n times the expectation over node space V . This yields
expressions analogous to Eq. 3 for the expected out- and
in-degree at x, and expected network degree:

〈
d+(x)

〉
, d̂+(x) = n

∫

V

ν(x, y)dµ(y), (31a)

〈
d−(x)

〉
, d̂−(x) = n

∫

V

ν(y, x)dµ(y), (31b)

〈d〉 , Eµ
[
d̂+(x)

]
=

∫

V

d̂+(x)dµ(x), (31c)

where we use the convention of defining the mean net-
work degree as the mean network out-degree, and the
notation Eµ [·] when averaging over the node space V .

For undirected networks ν(x, y) = ν(y, x) almost every-
where, in which case we define the degree of node at x
similarly to Eq. 5 as d(x) , d+(x) = d−(x), yielding:

〈d(x)〉 , d̂(x) = d̂+(x) = d̂−(x). (32)

As before, the sparsity assumption asymptotically im-
plies bounded node degrees and a Poisson degree distri-
bution at x (see Appendix F 1):

d(x) ∼ Poisson
(
d̂(x)

)
, (33)

with similar expressions for the out- and in-degrees, and
the network degree distribution is a mixture of Poisson
distributions with the expectation 〈d〉.

Analytic form of the SPLD. Analogous to the sur-
vival function matrix Ψl and conditional PMF matrix Ωl
of the SPLD defined in Eq. 7, we define the survival
function and conditional PMF of the SPLD respectively:

ψl(x, y) , P (λxy > l|φx), (34a)

ωl(x, y) , P (λxy = l|λxy > l − 1, φx), (34b)

where the source node is at x ∈ V and target node at
y ∈ V . Then, assuming large n, the sum over all nodes
in Eq. 12 becomes n times the integral over the entire
node space V .

ψl(x, y) =[1− ωl(x, y)]ψl−1(x, y), (35a)

ωl(x, y) =1− exp

(
n

∫

V

log
(
1

− (ωl−1 ·ψl−2)(x, z)ν(z, y)
)
dµ(z)

)
.

(35b)

The above set of recursive equations, together with the
initial conditions ω1(x, y) , P (λxy = 1|λxy > 0, φx) =

P (Axy = 1|φx) and ψ0(x, y) , P (λxy > 0|φx) = 1, com-
pletely define the distribution of shortest path lengths.
We remark that ψl(x, x) and ωl(x, x) encode the distri-
bution of shortest path lengths between nodes with iden-
tical locations in V .

To define the initial condition ω1, we require perco-
lation probabilities in V . Let ρ(x) be the probabil-
ity that a node located at x is on the giant compo-
nent. Following the same argument as for the ensem-
ble average model, and replacing the sum over nodes
by n times the integral over node space, we can write
ρ(x) = 1 − exp

(
n
∫
V

log (1− ν(x, y)ρ(y)) dµ(y)
)
. Since

ν = O
(
n−1

)
almost everywhere, we can use a first-order

approximation for the logarithm to write ρ as the solution
to a self-consistent integral equation:

ρ(x) = 1− exp

(
−n
∫

V

ν(x, y)ρ(y)dµ(y)

)
. (36)

This leads to the base case (analogous to Eq. 13):

ω1(x, y) = ν(x, y)

{
1 +

[
1

ρ(x)
− 1

]
ρ(y)

}
, (37)

needed to solve Eq. 35.
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Closed-form bound of the SPLD. Under the approxi-
mations made for the ensemble average model, we obtain
a set of equations analogous to Eq. 28 for the closed-form
(bound) of the SPLD:

ωl(x, y) , n

∫

V

ωl−1(x, z)ν(z, y)dµ(z), (38a)

ψ
l
(x, y) , exp

(
−

l∑

k=1

ωk(x, y)

)
, (38b)

To our knowledge, there is no alternative means to an-
alytically access the SPLD for sparse general random
graph families with independent edges. Substituting the
base case of ω1(x, y) in Eq. 38a, we can write:

ωl(x, y) = nl−1

∫

V

∫

V

· · ·
∫

V

ω1(x, z1)ν(z1, z2) · · ·

×ν(zl−1, y)dµ(z1)dµ(z2) · · ·dµ(zl−1).

(39)

From Eq. 38b, the survival function at length l is encoded
by the sum of iterated integrals.

Integral operator. Due to sparsity, we can define a
compact integral operator T on the space of functions in
V (see Appendix F 1):

(Tf)(x) , n

∫

V

ν(x, y)f(y)dµ(y), (40)

that can be viewed as an analogue of the sparse expected
adjacency matrix 〈A〉. It maps a function evaluated at
node location x to an expectation of the function eval-
uated at other node locations y, weighted by the node
density at y and the probability of a node at y to con-
nect to a node at x. For example, if ∀x : f(x) = 1,
then Tf becomes the out-degree function from Eq. 31a.
If one applies T to the percolation probability function
ρ(x), then the self-consistency Eq. 36 can be written as
ρ(x) = 1 − exp (−(Tρ)(x)). Therefore, many network
quantities of interest can be extracted using T . For the
rest of this section, we assume the kernel ν is symmet-
ric, implying that T is self-adjoint, and refer the reader
to Appendix E 2 for a discussion on asymmetric kernels.
This allows us to apply the spectral theorem for com-
pact self-adjoint operators [46]. Let T have rank N , then
there exists an orthonormal system of eigenfunctions of
T defined as {ϕi}Ni=1, corresponding to ordered non-zero
eigenvalues {τi}Ni=1, such that {|τi|}Ni=1 is monotonically
non-increasing with index i. Due to compactness of T ,
either N is finite, or limi→∞ τi = 0. The following eigen-
function expansions hold:

(Tf)(x) =

N∑

i=1

τi

(∫

V

f(y)ϕi(y)dµ(y)

)
ϕi(x), (41a)

ν(x, y) =
1

n

N∑

i=1

τiϕi(x)ϕi(y). (41b)

Eigenvalues and homophily. Given Eq. 41b, we note
that if an eigenvalue τi is positive (negative), then
it raises the connection probability for node locations
having the same (opposite) sign of the eigenfunction
ϕi. Since nodes with the same (opposite) sign of an
eigenfunction can be seen as being similar (dissimilar)
along that “dimension”, positive eigenvalues indicate ho-
mophily : the phenomenon of similar nodes being more
likely to connect to one another, that is widely observed
in social networks [47, 48]. Whereas negative eigenvalues
indicate heterophily : dissimilar nodes being more likely
to connect to one another, such as in multipartite graphs.

Closed-form of the SPLD. Substituting Eq. 41b in
Eq. 39, we can integrate all intermediate variables from
zl−1 to z2 by exploiting the orthonormality of {ϕi}Ni=1:

∫

V

ϕi(x)ϕj(x)dµ(x) = δij , (42)

where δij is the Kronecker delta, which results in

ωl(x, y) =

∫

V

N∑

i=1

τ l−1
i ω1(x, z)ϕi(z)ϕi(y)dµ(z), (43)

where we have suppressed the index of z1. Putting
this in Eq. 38b, we can push the outermost sum over

lengths k through due to compactness of T . Let S̃l(a) ,
1 + a+ · · · al−1 be the geometric sum of a starting at 1

up to l terms—where S̃0(a) , 0—then the closed-form
of the survival function is described by:

ψ
l
(x, y) = exp

(
−
∫

V

N∑

i=1

S̃l(τi)ω1(x, z)ϕi(z)ϕi(y)

)
.

(44)
Approximate closed-form of the SPLD. Similarly to

Eq. 30, we can solve Eqs. 38a and 38b, with a näıve
initial condition analogous to Eq. 16:

ω1(x, y) = ν(x, y). (45)

Let Sl(a) , a+ a2 + · · · al be the geometric sum of a

starting at a up to l terms—where S0(a) , 0. Then from
Eq. 44 we obtain the approximate closed-form of the
survival function:

ψ̃
l
(x, y) , exp

(
− 1

n

N∑

i=1

Sl(τi)ϕi(x)ϕi(y)

)
. (46)

Interpretation. Assuming τi 6= 1 ∀i ∈ {1, 2, · · ·N}, we

can write Sl(τi) = τi
τ li−1
τi−1 . Define ai(x, y) , τiϕi(x)ϕi(y)

n(τi−1) ,

bi , log |τi|, and sgn(·) as the sign function. Then we can
rewrite Eq. 46 as the product of survival functions of a
(discrete version of the) Gompertz distribution, wherein
the ith term in the product only depends on the eigenpair
(τi, ϕi):

ψ̃
l
(x, y) =

N∏

i=1

exp
(
−ai(x, y)

[
sgn(τi)

lebil − 1
])
. (47)
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The Gompertz distribution is a reflection of the Gumbel
distribution around the origin—one of the three extreme
value distributions with an exponential tail [49]. It has
been previously shown to model lengths of self-avoiding
walks in ER graphs [50].

SPLD for a random node pair. We can further de-
fine a distribution for the shortest path length between a
randomly selected node pair in the network, which should
be informative about typical geodesic lengths in the net-
work, by averaging over the source and target nodes

ψ̃(l) , Eµ2

[
ψ̃
l
(x, y)

]
=

∫

V

∫

V

ψ̃
l
(x, y)dµ(x)dµ(y).

(48)
We use the notation Eµ2 [·] when averaging over V × V .
By applying Jensen’s inequality [51] to Eq. 48—in the
form exp(E [Z]) ≤ E [exp(Z)] for some random variable

Z—we can obtain a lower bound on ψ̃(l), which will be
tight if the variance in survival function over different
node pairs is small:

ψ̃(l) ≥ exp

(
− 1

n

N∑

i=1

Sl(τi)Eµ [ϕi(x)]
2

)
, (49)

which permits a description of the network’s expected
geodesic length in terms of the eigenvalues and expecta-
tion of eigenfunctions of T .

IV. GEODESICS IN SPECIFIC RANDOM
GRAPH FAMILIES

In this section, we consider illustrative models that are
special cases of the general setting considered in Sec. III.
We focus on symmetric kernels, that coincide with the
sparse inhomogeneous random graph models of Ref. [31].
In particular, we elaborate on the percolation probabil-
ity of nodes, and determine the approximate closed-form
of the survival function of SPLD between node pairs—
which is asymptotically a good approximation for finite
lengths in the supercritical regime, and an exact tight
bound for all lengths in the subcritical regime.

A. Stochastic block model

Stochastic block models (SBM) have been popularly
used for modeling social networks [42, 52], since they
directly capture notions of social homophily that “like
befriends like” [47, 48], and social segregation [53]. They
are a discrete space model wherein nodes are divided into
communities or “blocks”, whose probabilistic connections
are modeled by block-level parameters. In essence, SBMs
are a form of “graph-coarsening” wherein edges between
nodes can be aggregated into edges between blocks of
nodes [54]. This property can be leveraged to study the
SPLD in empirical graphs (see Appendix IV B). Theorem
5 in Appendix F 2 shows that there exists an ε-equivalent

SBM for any general random graph model with indepen-
dent edges. This property can be used to approximate a
continuous space model by an SBM via discretization up
to a desired level of accuracy. Establishing a framework
for the SPLD in SBMs thus yields applications in a wide
variety of settings.

Definitions. Consider n nodes, each of them belong-
ing to one of k blocks where k < n, according to a
categorical distribution given by π ∈ (0, 1]k such that∑
i πi = 1. We let Z ∈ {0, 1}n×k represent the as-

signment matrix where exactly one entry in every row
is 1 and the rest are 0. The probability of two nodes
connecting to each other depends entirely on the blocks
they belong to, i.e. for two nodes indexed by i, j:

P (Aij = 1|Zix = 1, Zjy = 1) , Bxy
n where Bxy ≥ 0

measures the “affinity” between blocks x and y, where
x, y ∈ {1, 2, · · · k}. The “block matrix” B along with
the “distribution vector” π, completely define this prob-
abilistic model. More succinctly, we can write

Zi ∼ Categorical (π) ,

Aij ∼ Bernoulli

(
[ZBZT ]ij

n

)
.

(50)

This parametrization ensures sparsity i.e. ν = O
(
n−1

)
,

wherein the expected degree of any node remains the
same for sufficiently large values of n—an assumption
that holds particularly well for social networks.

Degree and percolation probability. Functions for ex-

pected degree d̂, percolation probability ρ, conditional
PMF ωl and survival function ψl of the SPLD, too pos-
sess a block structure. This translates Eq. 32 into an
expression for the length-k “block degree vector”:

d̂ = Bπ, (51)

where d̂x is the expected degree for a node in block x,
and therefore from Eq. 31c the average network degree
is given by 〈d〉 = πTBπ. Next, from Eq. 36 we obtain
an equation for the length-k “block percolation vector”
ρ where ρx is the percolation probability for a node in
block x:

ρ = u− exp (−BΠρ) , (52)

where we define Π , diag(π) as the diagonal distribution
matrix, and u is the all-ones vector of length k.

Analytic form of the SPLD. From Eq. 35 we get re-
cursive equations for k × k “block matrices” Ψl,Ωl:

Ψl = (uuT − Ωl)�Ψl−1,

Ωl = uuT − exp

(
n

k∑

x=1

πx

× log

(
uuT − [Ωl−1�Ψl−2]:x[B]x:

n

))
,

(53)

with the initial condition from Eq. 37 yielding:

Ω1 =
B + (R−1 − I)BR

n
, (54)
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where R , diag(ρ), and Ψ0 = uuT . We have used the
notation [X]:i to indicate the ith column vector of matrix
X, and [X]i: to indicate the ith row vector of X. Fig. 3
shows the distribution of shortest path lengths between
nodes in a 2-block SBM with a bipartite structure, ob-
tained by solving Eqs. 53, 54 and 52, which is in good
agreement with the empirical SPLD. Refer to Fig. 19
in Appendix C for the SPLD of a bipartite SBM in a
subcritical regime.
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FIG. 3. Empirical, analytic, and approximate closed-form
CDF of shortest path lengths where the source node is on
the giant component, agree with each other for a bipar-
tite SBM with block matrix B =

(
0 8
8 0

)
, distribution vector

π = (0.2, 0.8), and n = 1024. Rows correspond to the block
membership of source node. Left column depicts the PMF,
which highlights bipartitivity of the network, and the right
column depicts the CDF, whose tail value agrees with the per-
colation probability of target node, indicated by the dashed
asymptote and calculated from Eq. 52. Solid lines represent
analytic form using Eqs. 53, 54, 52, while dash-dotted lines
represent approximate closed-form using Eq. 55, and dotted
lines with bars represent empirics, i.e. mean and standard
error over 10 samples.

Approximate closed-form of the SPLD. Using Eq. 39
yields the survival function of the SPLD as the summa-
tion over matrix powers (see Appendix G 1), producing
the k × k survival function block matrix:

Ψ̃l = exp

(
−B
n

l∑

i=1

(ΠB)i−1

)
. (55)

Fig. 3 shows the approximate closed-form of the SPLD
between nodes in a 2-block bipartite SBM, obtained by
solving Eq. 55. As previously discussed in Sec. II D, the
approximate closed-form SPLD agrees with the empirical
SPLD for shorter geodesic lengths in finite-size networks.
If ΠB− I is non-singular, we can evaluate the expression
in Eq. 55 as a matrix series to obtain

Ψ̃l = exp

(
−B
n

((ΠB)l − I)(ΠB − I)−1

)
.

For the special case of an ER graph, where the likelihood
of an edge is identical across all node pairs, we have k =
1, B , 〈d〉, Π , 1, and the survival function is scalar
valued:

ψ̃(l) =

{
exp

(
− 〈d〉(〈d〉

l−1)
n(〈d〉−1)

)
if 〈d〉 6= 1,

exp
(
− l
n

)
otherwise.

(56)

Evidently, larger the mean degree, shorter the geodesic
lengths in the network. Previous work has demon-
strated an analytic expression for the survival function
of geodesic lengths in ER graphs, given by Eq. 14 of Ref.

[20] as ψ̃(l) = exp
(
− 〈d〉

l

n

)
which is in slight disagree-

ment with Eq. 56. Particularly at l = 0, Eq. 56 will
correctly evaluate to 1, while the other to exp(−n−1).

Illustrative examples. For a less trivial example, we
consider a k-block SBM with equi-sized blocks and
constant mean degree 〈d〉, such that B = δI +
(〈d〉 − δ/k)uuT , where δ ∈ [−〈d〉 k/(k−1), 〈d〉 k] quanti-
fies the amount of homophily—positive δ, wherein nodes
are more likely to connect to nodes from the same block—
or heterophily—negative δ, wherein nodes are more likely
to connect to nodes from other blocks. As before, let
Sl(a) be the geometric sum of a starting at a up to l
terms, then from Eq. 55 the survival function block ma-
trix is given by (see Appendix G 1)

Ψ̃l = exp

(
− 1

n

{
Sl(δ/k)kI + [Sl(〈d〉)− Sl(δ/k)]uuT

})
.

(57)

The form of Ψ̃l is analogous to that of B—naturally

Ψ̃1 = B, but for larger l the off-diagonal (inter-block)
elements of the survival function block matrix evolve as
the exponential of difference in geometric sums of Sl(δ/k)
and Sl(〈d〉). In particular, consider a 2-block perfectly
heterophilous SBM, i.e. k = 2 and δ/k = −〈d〉. This
would correspond to a bipartite network, since nodes
never connect directly with nodes of their own block.
Consequently, all paths between nodes of different com-
munities must be of odd length. The expression in Eq. 57
correctly suggests that the inter-block survival function
does not change for even values of l due to cancelling out
of the even powers of 〈d〉, that is, there is no probability
mass at even values of l.

We next consider a general SBM with a symmetric
block matrix B. Let QΛQT be the eigendecomposition
of symmetric matrix Π

1
2BΠ

1
2 such that columns of the

orthogonal matrix Q encode the eigenvectors and the
diagonal matrix Λ encodes the corresponding eigenval-
ues. Then, we can write (ΠB)i−1 = Π

1
2QΛi−1QTΠ−

1
2 .

Putting in Eq. 55, we obtain

Ψ̃l = exp

(
− 1

n
Π−

1
2QSl(Λ)QTΠ−

1
2

)
, (58)

which is the matrix analogue of Eqs. 46 and 56.
Evidently, for general block matrices, a weighted ge-
ometric sum of eigenvalues of BΠ governs the whole
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distribution, with positive eigenvalues—indicating
homophily—and negative eigenvalues—indicating
heterophily—contributing differently to the distribution.

B. Labeled empirical graphs

Previous work in estimating dissimilarity measures on
empirical graphs has determined a Gibbs–Boltzmann dis-
tribution on picking a path between two nodes over a bag-
of-paths in a given network [21]. However, this bag-of-
paths approach does not directly model the distribution
of shortest path lengths between node pairs. Our pro-
posed approach provides the desired distribution, but for
networks generated from some underlying random graph
model with independent edges. One method to apply our
approach is to first infer a model given the observed net-
work. Inference can be performed in a myriad of ways
[5, 6, 55], but may induce computational overhead if the
network is very large.

Another method is to exploit the graph-coarsening
property of SBMs described in Sec. IV A, wherein nodes
are completely defined by their block membership, to de-
termine the SPLD of empirical graphs. This has the
advantage of reducing the parametrization from one in
terms of a large number of nodes n, to one in terms of a
small number of blocks k � n. If we have a network rep-
resented by the adjacency matrix A, with known node
labels indicated by the assignment matrix Z, then as-
suming that (A,Z) is generated by an SBM permits a
maximum likelihood estimate of its parameters from Eq.
50, regardless of how node labels were inferred, and with
no computational cost except for summation of node and
edge counts. We refer the reader to Appendix I 1 for more
details. The SPLD associated with the inferred SBM can
then be used to study shortest path lengths in the origi-
nal network.

Illustrative example. We consider a real-world net-
work of email communications between members of a
European research institution [56–58] denoted by the ad-
jacency matrix Aeue (see Appendix I 2 for more details on
the dataset). Each node has an attribute corresponding
to one of the k = 42 departments which the individual
belongs to, which can serve to provide the assignment
matrix Zdep at no additional cost. We can also derive
more meaningful community labels for the nodes by ap-
plying community detection methods [59, 60], such as
modularity maximization [61, 62], which can provide a
different assignment Zmod across k = 5 modules. We also
infer a hierarchical SBM for this network that can infer
blocks at multiple levels of coarsening [54, 63], generating
a hierarchy of labels yielding assignments Zsbm2, Zsbm3 at
levels 2 and 3 of the inferred hierarchical SBM, possessing
k = 36 and k = 10 blocks respectively. Using Eq. I4 we
can derive corresponding SBMs, and the analytic form of
the SPLD between block pairs using Eq. 53. In Fig. 4
we compare the empirical and analytic means of geodesic
lengths for every block pair in this network, which are

1 2 3 4
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3

4

Homophily (k = 42)

2 3

2

3

Modularity (k = 5)

1 2 3
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A
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FIG. 4. The empirical average geodesic lengths of a real-world
email network Aeue (on the x-axis) are well-approximated by
the mean obtained from the analytic form of the SPLD (on
the y-axis, using Eqs. 52, 53, 54), when nodes with the same
“label” are grouped into a single block to form an SBM with
k blocks. Subplots correspond to different types of labeling:
(top-left) Zdep leverages the homophily assumption by us-
ing a node attribute as the label—here, the department of
the e-mailer; (top-right) Zmod uses modularity maximization
[61, 62] to infer network blocks assigned as the label; (bot-
tom) Zsbm2, Zsbm3 use a hierarchical SBM [54, 63] to infer
a hierarchy of blocks which allows for multi-level coarsening.
Symbols indicate the mean geodesic length between nodes of
block pairs. Inset figures indicate the mean (black markers)
and standard deviation (red bars) of geodesic lengths between
block pairs, averaged over 10 samples of the corresponding
SBM established via coarsening. Both the mean and stan-
dard deviation of the empirical SPLD are well approximated
by the analytic SPLD.

in good agreement for all assignment procedures con-
sidered. Notably, this includes Zdep which requires no
additional computational overhead. The agreement is
stronger for block pairs with shorter geodesics between
them. The departure for longer geodesics is likely due to
correlations within Aeue, wherein longer-than-expected
geodesics would beget even longer geodesics, resulting in
the analytics mostly underestimating the empirics.

C. Random dot-product graph

While SBMs are commonly used due to their simplicity
and ability to model any community structure, they can
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be unrealistic in terms of other network attributes. For
instance, their degree distribution is a mixture of Pois-
son distributions which can be restrictive with regards
to some real-world networks possessing heavy-tailed de-
gree distributions like power laws [2]. This has led to
exploration of other models that can capture modular-
ity alongside arbitrary degree distributions, of which the
random dot-product graph (RDPG) [44, 64] is an impor-
tant example. Here, the connectivity kernel is a func-
tion of the dot-product of latent vectors which represent
nodes. Consider some k-dimensional bounded real vec-
tor space X ⊂ Rk wherein nodes are “embedded”, such
that the likelihood of x,y ∈ X connecting is propor-
tional to a function of the dot-product of their positions
xTy. This method of “graph embeddings” is especially
popular in statistical machine learning, wherein continu-
ous representations of discrete objects such as graphs are
learnt [65–67], making them amenable to downstream
predictive tasks. Many approaches for generating such
an embedding rely on the dot-product model. For in-
stance, embedding techniques based on matrix factoriza-
tion, like graph factorization [68], assume that the likeli-
hood of nodes located at x and y to connect is propor-
tional to xTy, while random-walk based techniques, like
“node2vec” [69], assume the likelihood is proportional to
exp(xTy).

Symmetric & positive semi-definite kernels. We em-
phasize that the RDPG is a special case of the gen-
eral random graph families described in Sec. III when
the connectivity kernel is symmetric and positive semi-
definite, i.e. all eigenvalues of T , defined in Eq. 40, are
non-negative. (Contrary to SBMs, this excludes the pos-
sibility of heterophilous structures like bipartitivity, but
results in uniform absolute convergence of the kernel’s
eigenexpansion in Eq. 41b [46, 70].) In other words,
any positive semi-definite kernel can be written as a dot-
product in some feature space (see Appendix G 2 c). It is
therefore sufficient here to consider the simplest setting
of V being Euclidean and the kernel being linear in the
dot-product, giving rise to an RDPG. For a kernel that
is a non-linear function of the dot-product, we can use
random Fourier features [71] to derive an explicit feature
map, where a kernel that is linear in the dot-product can
be assumed. We refer the reader to Appendix G 2 c for
an illustrative example.

Definitions. We consider a non-negative bounded
subspaceX ⊂ Rk≥0 with the connectivity kernel ν(x,y) =

βxTy such that β > 0 and β = O
(
n−1

)
which encodes

sparsity. This is a common setting for RDPGs: in the
canonical degree-configuration model where k = 1, X en-
codes precisely the expected degree of a node, with the
node density µ governing the degree distribution [44]. We
define:

φ ,
∫

X

xdµ, (59a)

Φ , nβ

∫

X

xxT dµ, (59b)

where φ indicates the length-k mean vector in X, and Φ
refers to the k×k matrix of second moments, also known
as the autocorrelation matrix, scaled by nβ that encodes
the covariance in space X as per the measure µ and is
necessarily positive semi-definite.

Degree and percolation probability. From Eq. 32, it
can be seen that the expected degree at x is given by:

d̂(x) = nβφTx, (60)

and from Eq. 31c the average network degree is given by
〈d〉 = nβφTφ. Given that ρ(x) encodes the percolation

probability for a node at x, define ρ ,
∫
X
xρ(x)dµ to be

the “mean percolation vector” in X, then Eq. 36 yields:

ρ(x) = 1− exp

(
−nβxT

∫

X

yρ(y)dµ(y)

)
,

= 1− exp
(
−nβxTρ

)
,

(61a)∫

X

xρ(x)dµ =

∫

X

xdµ−
∫

X

x exp
(
−nβxTρ

)
dµ,

=⇒ ρ = φ−
∫

X

x exp
(
−nβxTρ

)
dµ,

(61b)

where we apply the definition of φ from Eq. 59a. Eq.
61b is a self-consistency vector equation for ρ which once
solved can be used to solve the self-consistency scalar
Eq. 61a for the percolation probability of any node loca-
tion. To solve the former, we can make use of an m-block
SBM approximation of the k-dimensional RDPG—as de-
scribed in Appendix F 2 b—and solve for ρ numerically
via function iteration.

Approximate closed-form of the SPLD. For this and
subsequent sections (Sec. IV D and IV E), we focus on the
approximate closed-form of the survival function of the
SPLD. In particular, Eq. 38a for the conditional PMF

would read as ω̃l(x,y) = βxT
[
nβ
∫
X
zzT dµ(z)

]l−1
y,

translating Eq. 38b for the survival function into

ψ̃
l
(x,y) = exp

(
−βxT

(
l−1∑

k=0

Φk

)
y

)
, (62)

where we use the definition of Φ from Eq. 59b. Since
Φ is symmetric, let QΛQT be its eigendecomposition,
such that columns of the orthogonal matrix Q encode
the eigenvectors and the diagonal matrix Λ encodes cor-

responding eigenvalues. Let S̃l(a) be the geometric sum
of a starting at 1 up to l terms. Then we obtain from
Eq. 62:

ψ̃
l
(x,y) = exp

(
−βxTQS̃l(Λ)QTy

)
. (63)

This is analogous to the expressions obtained via eigen-
decomposition for the general random graph family in
Eq. 46, for ER graphs in Eq. 56 and for SBMs in Eq.
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58. Alternately, consider the expected survival function
of the whole network in Eq. 48. By applying Jensen’s
inequality [51] to Eq. 62, we obtain a lower bound on

ψ̃(l), similar to the one in Eq. 49, which will be tight if
the variance in survival function over different node pairs
is small:

ψ̃(l) ≥ exp
(
−βφT S̃l(Φ)φ

)
, (64)

where we use the definition of φ from Eq. 59a. This
permits a description of the network’s expected geodesic
length entirely in terms of the first and second moments
in X, which can be especially useful when we have access
to just the sample mean and covariance, instead of the
full distribution in X.

Illustrative example. We consider X restricted to the
(k − 1)-standard simplex in Rk, and µ corresponding
to the Dirichlet distribution on that simplex given by
the concentration vector α ∈ [0,∞)k. This represents
a node x ∈ [0, 1]k such that

∑
i xi = 1, which allows

us to interpret the node’s location as the likelihood of
belonging to one of k communities located at the cor-
ners of the simplex—a continuous analogue of the SBM.
Let 〈d〉 be the mean degree of the network, and ᾱ =
αTu, then it can be shown that the approximate closed-
form of the conditional PMF of the SPLD is given by:

ω̃l(x,y) = 〈d〉ᾱ2

n‖α‖2x
T
{

〈d〉ᾱ
‖α‖2(1+ᾱ)

[
diag(α) +ααT

]}l−1

y

(see Appendix G 2). In Fig. 5a, we plot various node
and node pair statistics for a “Dirichlet RDPG” when
n = 512, 〈d〉 = 4 and α = {0.8, 0.8, 2} using Eq. 60 for a
node’s degree, Eq. 61a for a node’s percolation probabil-
ity, and the approximate closed-form of the SPLD in Eq.
62 to compute an analytic estimate of expected geodesic
length between node pairs using. In Fig. 7 we further
show that this analytic estimate is in good agreement
with empirical estimates.

D. Gaussian random geometric graph

An inner-product space is a good abstraction when the
space of nodes is latent, but for some real-world spaces
equipped with distances over which the likelihood of con-
nection decays—like spatial networks [72]—it is sensible
to consider a metric space of nodes. This notion is pre-
cisely captured by random geometric graph (RGG) mod-
els [43, 73, 74]. The metric space usually depends on the
nature of networks being modeled, such as a Euclidean
space for communication networks or a hyperbolic space
for social networks [75, 76].

Definitions. In this section, we focus on soft random
geometric graphs, wherein the probability of connection
decays smoothly with distance—specifically, we consider
a k-dimensional Euclidean space Rk, with a squared-
exponential decay function [73]. This is akin to hav-
ing an ellipsoidal connection “bubble” around every node

x ∈ Rk, i.e.

ν(x,y) = β exp

(
−1

2
(x− y)TR−1(x− y)

)
, (65)

where β = O
(
n−1

)
is the probability of connecting to a

node with identical co-ordinates, and R is a k × k sym-
metric positive-definite matrix encoding the scale of con-
nections in this node space. For concreteness, assume
a standard multivariate Gaussian distribution of nodes
centered at the origin:

µ(x) = (2π)−
k
2 exp

(
−1

2
xTx

)
. (66)

We remark that this formalism extends to a multivari-
ate Gaussian node distribution through an affine trans-
formation of the node space V and scale matrix R (see
Appendix G 3). This is what we refer to as the Gaus-
sian random geometric graph (Gaussian RGG) [77]. (Ar-
guably, this should be termed a doubly Gaussian RGG,
where both the node distribution and connectivity kernel
are Gaussian.)

Degree and percolation probability. Let |·| indicate the
matrix determinant. It can be shown that the expected
degree at location x, using Eq. 32, is given by a Gaussian
curve:

d̂(x) =
nβ

|I +R−1| 12
exp

(
−1

2
xT (I +R)−1x

)
, (67)

and correspondingly from Eq. 31c the average network
degree is given by

〈d〉 = nβ
(
|I +R−1| · |I + (I +R)−1|

)− 1
2 , (68)

see Appendix G 3. If we assume infinitely large connec-
tion scales, i.e. R−1 → 0, this results in 〈d〉 = nβ, which
can be seen as the usual ER graph where all spatial struc-
ture is lost, since nodes connect to any other node with

the same likelihood 〈d〉n .
We next consider the percolation probability at loca-

tion x. Similar to the discrete approximation used for
RDPGs, we can discretize the node space into a fine grid
to derive percolation probabilities (see Appendix F 2 b).
However, here we apply an ansatz that the percolation
probability is given by a generalization of the Gaussian
function:

ρ(x) = a exp
(
−
(
xTCx

)b)
, (69)

where 0 ≤ a ≤ 1 governs percolation probability at the
origin, b ≥ 1 controls the shape of the percolation sur-
face, and C is a k × k symmetric positive semi-definite
matrix that indicates the scale of the surface. As shown
later in Sec. V, C commutes with the scale matrix R,
implying that C and R preserve each others eigenspaces.
Consequently, we need to infer k non-negative eigenval-
ues of C, yielding a total of k + 2 parameters to fit the
percolation surface at grid locations via constrained opti-
mization. We can then use Eq. 69 to obtain percolation
probabilities at any node location in Rk.
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FIG. 5. Node and node pair functions for various random graph models considered in Sec. IV. Density function µ(x) refers
to the distribution of nodes in node space V , connectivity kernel ν(x, y) refers to likelihood of connection between node pairs,

degree function d̂(x) refers to the expected degree of a node at x, percolation function ρ(x) indicates the probability of a node
at x to be on the giant component, and geodesic function 〈λxy〉 refers to the expected shortest path length between node
pairs. For one-dimensional models—(c) max graphon (V = [0, 1]) and (d) scale-free graphon (V = [0.01, 1])—node functions

(µ, ρ, and d̂) are shown on V , while node pair functions (ν and λ) and network sample are shown on V × V . For higher
dimensional models—(a) Dirichlet RDPG (functions shown on the standard 2-simplex) and (b) Gaussian RGG (functions
shown on [−3, 3] × [−3, 3])—node pair functions are shown between x and the mean in V indicated by 〈x〉, which is itself
marked by red dashed lines or crosses. Description of model parameters and equations used to compute these functions are in
respective subsections. We note that λ is estimated from the approximate closed-form of the SPLD.

Approximate closed-form of the SPLD. Using the ex-
pression for the conditional PMF in Eq. 38a, we can write
the approximate closed-form of the conditional PMF of
the SPLD succinctly via a set of recursive coefficients:
see Eq. G28 in Appendix G 3. To make further analyti-
cal progress, we consider a special scenario of high “spa-
tial homophily” which is the opposite of the ER setting.
Here, spatial embedding contributes a lot since the con-
nection scales are very small: R → 0. Taking this limit

in Eq. 68, the mean degree is given by 〈d〉 = nβ
√
|R|
2k

.

Using Eq. 38a, the approximate closed-form of the con-
ditional PMF of the SPLD can be written as:

ω̃l(x,y) =

(
〈d〉 2 k2

)l

n
√
|lR|

exp

(
−1

2
(x− y)T (lR)−1(x− y)

)
,

(70)

see Appendix G 3. Here, we can interpret ω̃l(x,y) ,
P (λxy = l|λxy > l − 1) as a “shortest path” connectiv-
ity kernel, where a node “inflates” its bubble of nearest
neighbours, as defined by the scale matrix R, by a fac-
tor of l to potentially form shortest path connections of
length l. (For l = 1, this simply reduces to the connec-
tivity kernel in Eq. 65.) It then follows that the approxi-
mate closed-form of the survival function of the SPLD is

given by Eq. 38b as ψ̃
l
(x,y) = exp

(
−∑l

q=1 ω̃q(x,y)
)

with, as previously, an analogous interpretation to Eq.
30 in terms of independent geodesics. In Fig. 5b, we
plot various node and node pair statistics for a Gaus-
sian RGG when n = 512, 〈d〉 = 4 and the scale matrix is
given by R =

(
0.08 0.04
0.04 0.08

)
, using Eq. 67 for a node’s de-

gree, Eq. 69 for a node’s percolation probability, and the
approximate closed-form of the SPLD in Eq. G28 for the
analytic estimate of expected geodesic lengths between
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node pairs. We also show in Fig. 7 that this estimate
is in good agreement with the empirics, with marginally
increasing deviations for longer geodesics, likely because
the closed-form of the SPLD overestimates probability
mass at shorter geodesic lengths.

E. Sparse graphons

In the most general setting, any conditionally indepen-
dent edge model with a symmetric connectivity kernel
can be expressed by considering a sequence of graphs in
some continuum limit, called graph functions or graphon
[78–80]. Typically, the node space for a graphon is re-
stricted to the real interval [0, 1] where nodes are dis-
tributed according to the standard uniform distribution
U(0, 1). Then all burden of modeling edge probabilities is
transferred to the symmetric kernel W : [0, 1]2 → [0, 1],
referred to as the “W -graphon”. Given their flexibil-
ity, these functions can get arbitrarily complex. While
W -graphons are usually formulated as the dense limit
of a graph sequence with O

(
n2
)

edges [78], here we are
interested in the sparse limit with O (n) edges, also re-
ferred to as the “inhomogeneous random graph model”
[45]. For brevity, throughout this paper we refer to
W : [0, 1]2 → [0, 1] such that W = O

(
n−1

)
as a “sparse

graphon”, or simply as “graphon”. The SPLD framework
of Sec. III translates immediately to sparse graphons,
with the simplicity offered by the symmetry of W , and
by assuming x ∼ U(0, 1), with regards to numerical inte-
gration.

Illustrative example: max graphon. As an example,
consider a sparse version of the “max graphon”, that
arises as the limit of a uniform attachment process
[81, 82] given by W (x, y) = β(1−max(x, y)), where β > 0
and β = O

(
n−1

)
. In Fig. 5c we show various node

and node pair functions for this graphon with n = 512,
nβ = 8, wherein the expected degree, percolation proba-
bility, and expected geodesic lengths are all obtained via
numerical integration of Eqs. 32, 36 and 46 respectively.
In Fig. 7, we show that the empirical and analytic es-
timates of the geodesic lengths are in good agreement,
except for longer path lengths—likely due to the van-
ishingly low percolation probabilities of the tail-end of
the node space as x → 1. As previously noted, we can
discretize any continuous graph model at a chosen scale
to obtain an equivalent SBM representation of it—see
Appendix F 2 a for a discussion on discretizing graphons
in particular. In Fig. 7, we also include empirics and
analytics for the SBM corresponding to max graphons,
that corroborate well with results obtained via numerical
integration.

Sparse multiplicative graphons. We next consider a
scenario where the formalism simplifies further. Let f :

[0, 1] → [0, 1] be a function such that f = O
(
n−

1
2

)
.

Then, we define a sparse multiplicative graphon over a
node pair W×(x, y) to be one which can be written as the

product of that function applied to the nodes separately:

W×(x, y) , f(x)f(y). (71)

We remark that an asymmetric and directed version of
this graphon can be obtained by considering two separate
functions f and g, but we restrict our discussion here to
symmetric multiplicative graphons.

Degree and percolation probability. To derive network
properties, it will be useful to define two statistics for the
multiplicative graphon:

ζ ,
∫ 1

0

f(x)dx, (72a)

η , n

∫ 1

0

f(x)2dx, (72b)

which are indicative of the first and second moment of
f(x). From Eqs. 32 and 31c, and using the definition in
Eq. 72a, the expected degree at x and expected network
degree are given by

d̂(x) = nf(x)

∫ 1

0

f(y)dy = nζf(x), (73a)

〈d〉 = nζ

∫ 1

0

f(x)dx = nζ2. (73b)

From 73a, it is evident that f(x) ∝ d̂(x) encodes the
expected degree at x, rendering multiplicative graphons
as equivalent to canonical degree-configuration models
that lack any modularity structure [82]. However, they
can still capture degree-related properties of real-world
graphs, like “scale-free” networks showcasing power law
degree distributions. Using Eq. 73, we can rewrite f(x),
ζ and η from Eq. 72 in terms of degree statistics as:

f(x) =
d̂(x)√
n 〈d〉

(74a)

ζ =

√
〈d〉
n
, (74b)

η =
Eµ
[
d̂(x)2

]

〈d〉 . (74c)

Recall from Eq. 33 that the degree at x is Poisson dis-

tributed with rate d̂(x). Then the second moment of the
degree distribution is given by the law of total expecta-
tion:

〈
d2
〉

= Eµ
[〈
d(x)2

〉]
= Eµ

[
d̂(x)2 + d̂(x)

]

=⇒ Eµ
[
d̂(x)2

]
=
〈
d2
〉
− 〈d〉 ,

(75)

where we apply the definition of mean degree from Eq.
31c. Using Eqs. 75, 74c yields η in terms of the first and
second moments of the degree distribution:

η =

〈
d2
〉

〈d〉 − 1. (76)
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We next consider the percolation probability at x. We

define ρ ,
∫ 1

0
f(x)ρ(x)dx, then we obtain from Eq. 36

for percolation probability and Eq. 72a:

ρ(x) = 1− exp

(
−n
∫ 1

0

f(x)f(y)ρ(y)dy

)
,

= 1− exp (−nρf(x)) ,

(77a)
∫ 1

0

f(x)ρ(x)dx =

∫ 1

0

f(x) [1− exp (−nρf(x))] dx,

=⇒ ρ = ζ −
∫ 1

0

f(x) exp (−nρf(x)) dx.

(77b)

Eq. 77b is a self-consistency scalar equation for ρ which
once solved can be used to solve the self-consistency
scalar Eq. 77a for the percolation probability of any node
location.

Approximate closed-form of the SPLD. Exploiting
the multiplicative nature of the kernel in Eq. 71, we
obtain the conditional PMF ω̃l(x, y) and survival func-

tion ψ̃
l
(x, y) of the approximate closed-form SPLD from

Eqs. 38a, 38b as

ω̃l(x, y) = ηl−1f(x)f(y) = ηl−1 d̂(x)d̂(y)

n 〈d〉 , (78a)

ψ̃
l
(x, y) =





exp
(
−ηl−1
η−1

d̂(x)d̂(y)
n〈d〉

)
if η 6= 1,

exp
(
−l d̂(x)d̂(y)

n〈d〉

)
otherwise,

(78b)

where we express f(x) in terms of degree using Eq. 74a.
From Eq. 78b we note that the distribution of shortest
path length between two nodes in a degree-configuration
model is encoded by the product of their expected degree.
We also observe that a larger variance in the degree dis-
tribution renders a larger value for η from Eq. 76, and
therefore shorter geodesic lengths [18]. If we consider the
expected survival function of the SPLD for the whole net-

work ψ̃(l), as defined in Eq. 48, then applying Jensen’s

inequality [51] to Eq. 78b yields a lower bound on ψ̃(l),
analogous to the bounds in Eqs. 49, 64:

ψ̃(l) ≥





exp
(
− 〈d〉(η

l−1)
n(η−1)

)
if η 6= 1,

exp
(
−l 〈d〉n

)
otherwise,

(79)

where we have used the definition of mean degree in Eq.
31c. Together, Eqs. 79 and 76 provide a bound for the
SPLD in a degree-configuration model entirely in terms
of the first and second moments of the degree distribu-
tion. This bound is tight when the variance in survival
function across node pairs is small. For instance, in an
ER graph where every node has the same expected degree
〈d〉, there is no variance in the survival function across
node pairs. Each node has a Poisson degree distribution
yielding η = 〈d〉 from Eq. 76, which substituted in Eq. 79
leads precisely to the expression we previously obtained
in Eq. 56.

Illustrative example: random regular graphs. Since
the SPLD depends only on the first two moments of the
degree distribution, we can consider an extreme where
the degree distribution has zero variance: the example
of random d-regular graphs, wherein every node has the
same degree d, and d ∈ Z>0 such that nd is even, but
connections are otherwise random between node pairs
[83]. Evidently, the degree constraint on random reg-
ular graphs prohibits conditionally independent edges,
whereas the framework used to derive Eq. 78b assumes
a conditionally independent edge model. Remarkably,
since Eq. 78b is based only on degree moments, we can
still derive an SPLD for random regular graphs. Because
every node has the same degree d, we have

∀x ∈ V : d̂(x) = 〈d〉 = d, (80a)
〈
d2
〉

= d2. (80b)

Then Eqs. 76 and 80 yield η = d− 1, and we can rewrite
Eq. 78b as:

ψ̃
l
(x, y) =

{
exp

(
−d[(d−1)l−1]

n(d−2)

)
if d 6= 2,

exp
(
− 2l
n

)
otherwise.

(81)

It is worth analyzing Eq. 81 when d = 1: every node in
the random regular graph is attached to exactly one other
node, thus the graph is composed of n/2 disconnected
edges and does not have a giant component. Picking a
node at random, the likelihood that another random node
is directly connected to it is asymptotically n−1, and the
probability mass at other shortest path lengths is zero,
yielding the survival function of the SPLD as 1−n−1 for
any l ≥ 1. This is precisely what we obtain from Eq. 81
by setting d = 1 and applying a first-order approximation
to the exponential. For d = 2, the network is composed
of one or more disconnected cycles. Picking a node at
random on a cycle of asymptotically large length, there
are exactly 2 nodes at a distance of l from it, on either
side. Thus, the probability mass at length l is asymptot-
ically 2n−1, yielding the survival function of the SPLD
as 1 − 2ln−1. As before, we obtain this expression by
applying a first-order approximation to the exponential
in Eq. 81. In Fig. 6, we show that Eq. 81 is a very good
approximation of the SPLD for other degrees too.

Illustrative example: scale-free networks. We next
consider the other extreme where the degree distribution
has infinite variance. A typical example is of “scale-free”
networks, whose nodes follow a power law degree distri-
bution. Although scale-free networks are usually gener-
ated by a dynamic process like preferential attachment
[2, 84], here we consider a static version based on vertex-
fitness that permits a model with conditionally indepen-
dent edges, similar to the stochastic fitness model in Ref.
[85]. We define a multiplicative scale-free graphon with

f(x) =
√
β
(
x
h

)−α
, i.e. W×(x, y) = β

(
xy
h2

)−α
, for some

scalars 0 < α ≤ 1, 0 < h � 1, β > 0, with the node
space restricted to the real interval [h, 1] i.e. µ(x) = 1

1−h
if x ∈ [1, h] and 0 otherwise—a minor modification to
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FIG. 6. Empirical and approximate closed-form cumulative
distribution functions (CDF) of shortest path lengths for a
random d-regular graph. Network size is fixed at n = 1024,
while degree varies as d ∈ {2, 3, 4, 8, 16, 32}. Solid line indi-
cates the approximate closed-form solution (Eqs. 81). Sym-
bols and bars indicate empirical estimates: mean and stan-
dard error over 10 network samples. (The variation over sam-
ples is negligible.) For d = 2, the network is at the phase
transition (see Sec. V A), and symbols are shown at every
fifth geodesic length for clarity.

the usual assumption of a standard uniform distribution.
Here, α controls the exponent of the power law govern-
ing the degree distribution: using Eq. 73a, the expected

degree at x is d̂(x) ∝ x−α which implies a degree distri-

bution d ∝ d−θ where θ , 1 + 1
α . (The distribution is

not a pure power law, and might show departures from
usually studied scale-free graphs in the small θ regime,
as shown in the derivation of the degree distribution in
Eq. G49 in Appendix G 4.) The definition for η in Eq.
72b yields:

η =

{
nβ h log h−1

1−h if α = 1/2,

nβ h2α−h
(1−h)(1−2α) otherwise,

(82)

and for ζ in Eq. 72a yields:

ζ =

{√
β h log h−1

1−h if α = 1,√
β hα−h

(1−h)(1−α) otherwise,
(83)

which can be inserted into Eqs. 73, 78b to obtain the
approximate closed-form of the survival function of the
SPLD in scale-free graphons. We illustrate with three

special cases based on the power law exponent of the
degree distribution: (1) an ER graph (where the power
law exponent θ → ∞ =⇒ α → 0), (2) a BA scale-
free graphon (where the power law exponent θ = 3 =⇒
α = 1

2 [84]), and (3) a “highly scale-free” graphon (for
which θ = 2 =⇒ α = 1). We express the degree-
controlling parameter h in terms of the mean degree 〈d〉
(see Appendix G 4 b). Assuming h � 1, from Eqs. 73b,
82, 83 we obtain:

h =





〈d〉
4nβ if α = 1

2 ,(√
nβ
〈d〉 log

√
nβ
〈d〉

)−1

if α = 1,
(84)

and for the ER graph (α = 0) Eqs. 73b, 82 yield:

〈d〉 = nβ. (85)

Assuming h� 1, we obtain from Eqs. 82, 84, 85:

η =





〈d〉 if α = 0,
〈d〉
4 log

(
4nβ
〈d〉

)
if α = 1

2 ,√
nβ〈d〉

log
√

nβ
〈d〉

if α = 1.

(86)

From Eq. 86 we note that assuming sparsity—of the form

f(x) = O
(
n−

1
2

)
=⇒ β = O

(
n−1

)
—yields asymptot-

ically bounded values of η for the BA and highly scale-
free graphons, and thus for the degree’s variance, un-
like typical scale-free networks. Therefore, we do not
assume sparsity here and set β = 1, while maintaining
finite mean degree 〈d〉, which yields asymptotically un-
bounded η and variance in the degrees, and permits a
check of our formalism when sparsity is not enforced. In
Fig. 5d we show various node and node pair functions
for the BA scale-free graphon with n = 512, 〈d〉 = 4 and
α = 1/2. The expected degree, percolation probabil-
ity, and expected geodesic lengths are obtained via Eqs.
73a, 77 and 78b respectively. In Fig. 7, we show that
the empirical and analytic estimates of expected geodesic
lengths are in good agreement for this scale-free graphon,
and its discretized SBM counterpart.

F. Summary of results on the SPLD

In Sec. IV, we have shown how geodesic statistics can
be extracted for sparse versions of many popular random
graph models, and of empirical networks when coarsened
into SBMs. The approximate closed-form of the SPLD
reveals further insight for the graph models considered:
we showed for

1. SBMs that the survival function is expressed via an
eigendecomposition of the block matrix (Eq. 58).

2. RDPGs that the mean vector and covariance ma-
trix of the node distribution can specify a lower
bound of the survival function for geodesics be-
tween a random node pair (Eq. 64).
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FIG. 7. Estimates of geodesic lengths from the approximate
closed-form of the SPLD (on the x-axis) agree with empirical
estimates (on the y-axis) for the random graph models con-
sidered in Sec. IV. For each model, 10 network samples were
generated. For each network sample, the empirical geodesic
length and the one derived from their respective closed-forms
were computed for every node pair. To prevent clutter, the
range of closed-form estimates so-derived was divided into 20
equal partitions, and each node pair of each network sample
was placed in the corresponding partition. Then, the mean
and standard deviation of closed-form and empirical estimates
for each bin were calculated, per network sample. Conse-
quently, each symbol ◦ indicates the expected mean over 10
samples, with error bars indicating the expected standard de-
viation.

3. Gaussian RGGs with high spatial homophily, that
the conditional PMF at length l can be inter-
preted as a “shortest-path” connectivity kernel
when changing the connection scales by a factor
of l (Eq. 70).

4. multiplicative graphons where the connectivity ker-
nel of a node pair is a product of node functions,
(equivalent to canonical degree-configuration mod-
els,) that the product of expected degrees of the
source and target nodes specifies the survival func-
tion (Eq. 78b), and the survival function of the
geodesic length between a random node pair can
be bounded from below using the first and second
moments of the degree distribution (Eqs. 79, 76).

V. SIZE AND EXISTENCE OF GIANT
COMPONENT

Once the distribution of geodesic lengths is established,
a suite of network properties can be inferred.To our
knowledge, there has not yet been an approach that ex-
plicitly relates the SPLD to percolation behaviour: here,
we draw this direct connection. We show how to esti-
mate the size of the giant component, and obtain the

bond percolation threshold which determines whether a
giant component exists in the network, using only the
distribution of shortest path lengths.

Size of the giant component. For an undirected net-
work with n nodes, the giant component refers to the
largest connected component in the graph and scales in
size as O (n). As before, let φi be the event that node i
is on the giant component of the network, then the ex-
pected number of nodes on the giant component, denoted
by ngc, is given by ngc =

∑
i P (φi). This can be gener-

alized to any graph model, by replacing the sum by an
expectation of the percolation probability over the node
space scaled by n:

ngc = n

∫

V

ρ(x)dµ(x), (87)

which can be solved using the self-consistency Eq. 36 for
the percolation probability. This is evident in Fig. 8,
where we plot the analytic mean percolation probabil-
ity and empirical proportion of nodes on the giant com-
ponent for three different models in various parameter
regimes. However, as described in Sec. II B, the SPLD is
sufficient to estimate percolation probabilities using Eqs.
14, 15. Let x and y indicate locations of two nodes in
the network such that the node at y is on the giant com-
ponent. The steady state of Eq. 35a for the survival
function of SPLD between nodes at y and x is indicative
of ρ(x), which from Eq. 15 results in:

ngc = n

[
1−

∫

V

ψ∞(y, x)dµ(x)

]
, (88)

where we define

ψ∞(x, y) , P (λxy =∞|φx)

= lim
l→∞

P (λxy > l|φx) = lim
l→∞

ψl(x, y),
(89)

that can be computed as the limit value of ψl. (Since
nodes are completely identified by their location, with a
slight abuse of notation we use λxy to refer to the geodesic
length between nodes at x, y, and φx to indicate the node
at x being on the giant component.) Note that although
the RHS of Eq. 88 appears to depend on the source node
at y, the limit value ψ∞(y, x) should be independent of it,
and only depend on the target node at x. Computation-
ally, we do observe close concordance in the limit values
regardless of source nodes—as indicated in Fig. 3 for an
SBM—but we can take an expectation of Eq. 88 over y
for a more robust computation. In practice, the limit is
easy to compute as ψl saturates quickly with l for a wide
range of models. We note that in directed networks, the
limiting value of the survival function of the SPLD will
similarly yield the size of a node’s out-component (see
Appendix E 1 for details).

Bond percolation threshold. There have been a vari-
ety of approaches in the literature to find the percola-
tion threshold, which indicates whether a giant compo-
nent exists in the network. For a graph with a given de-
gree sequence, Ref. [25] established the criterion as when
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FIG. 8. Percolation thresholds for (a) a 2-block SBM with
block matrix B =

( cin cout
cout cin

)
for different values of the

proportion of minority community π, computed from Eq.
100, (b) a 2-dimensional Gaussian RGG with scale matrix

R =
(
r−1
1 0

0 r−1
2

)
for different probabilities of connecting to a

node with identical co-ordinates β, computed from Eq. 105,
and (c) a scale-free graphon with mean degree d and network
size n for different values of the exponent α where the power
law exponent is given by θ , 1 + 1

α
, computed by setting

η = 1 from Eq. 92. The middle column shows the threshold
(in red; also marked in black in the corresponding left sub-
plot) alongside the variation in mean percolation probability
(in blue) for given values of π, k, α respectively—estimated by
taking the expectation of Eqs. 52, 69 and 77a over their re-
spective node spaces. For the BA graphon with α = 0.5, the
solid and dotted red lines indicate the exact and asymptotic
conditions from Eqs. 95b and 96a, respectively. Similarly, the
right column shows the empirical proportion of nodes on the
giant component—using 1 sample of the model per parame-
ter tuple given by the x and y axes. Evidently, parameter
regions indicated by the percolation threshold coincide with
those having vanishing mean percolation likelihood 〈ρ〉 and a
vanishing proportion of nodes on the giant component. We
remark that the empirical contour plots of all models, and
the analytic contour plot for the Gaussian RGG, have been
smoothed with a Gaussian filter with unit standard deviation
for visual clarity.

nodes are expected to have more neighbors-of-neighbors
than neighbors, permitting the nodes to exist on a giant
component. For inhomogeneous graphs with hidden col-
ors, which are equivalent to SBMs, Refs. [29, 30] use a
branching process to “reveal” the giant component start-
ing from a source node, and determine the percolation
threshold as when the trivial solution becomes unstable
resulting in infinite trees in the process, yielding a crite-
rion of the largest eigenvalue of a relevant matrix being
greater than unity. For graphs with symmetric kernels

more generally, Ref. [31] uses a similar strategy to es-
tablish the percolation threshold as when the norm of
the integral operator related to the connectivity kernel is
greater than unity. More recent work on sparse empirical
networks [33] has developed a message passing scheme to
determine that the percolation threshold is given by the
largest eigenvalue of the Hashimoto or nonbacktracking
matrix [86].

In this section, we contribute to the understanding of
percolation in graphs—both undirected and directed—
generated by sparse connectivity kernels—both symmet-
ric and asymmetric—in the asymptotic limit, by making
use of the closed-form bound of the SPLD. We first es-
tablish an equivalence between non-existence of the giant
component and the closed-form of the conditional PMF
of the SPLD. Then, we show a further equivalence of
this condition to the spectral radius (the largest absolute
eigenvalue) of the integral operator T (which, as defined
by Eq. 40, is analogous to 〈A〉), being less than unity.
Finally, we derive percolation thresholds for two classes
of random graph models in Sec. V A and Sec. V B.

Theorem 1 (Geodesic condition for percolation). Con-
sider a network with n nodes in V . Let ωl(x, y;n) be the
closed-form of the conditional PMF of the SPLD between
nodes at x, y ∈ V , as given by Eq. 38a, where we make
explicit the dependence on network size n. Then in the
asymptotic limit, a giant component does not exist if and
only if ∀x, y ∈ V : lim

n→∞
lim sup
l→∞

ωl(x, y;n) = 0.

A proof is enclosed in Appendix D 1. In its essence,
Theorem 1 states that the network percolates iff the sup-
port of the closed-form of the conditional PMF of the
SPLD, defined in Eq. 38a, between a set of nodes (of
non-zero measure) is unbounded in the geodesic length.
This is in analogy to the study of percolation by set-
ting up an equivalent branching process, and noting that
in the supercritical regime the process yields infinite-size
trees [31].

From Eq. 43, we can express the conditional PMF of
the SPLD for a symmetric connectivity kernel as a func-
tion of the eigenvalues of the integral operator defined
in Eq. 40. This leads to a more useful condition for
percolation.

Theorem 2 (Spectral condition for percolation). Let T
be the integral operator related to a symmetric connectiv-
ity kernel, as defined by Eq 40, and r(T ) be its spectral
radius, i.e. the largest absolute value of its eigenvalues.
Then, the network has a giant component if and only if

r(T ) > 1, (90)

with the phase transition at r(T ) = 1.

A proof is enclosed in Appendix D 1. While Theo-
rem 2 makes use of the symmetry of the connectivity
kernel, this result generalizes to asymmetric connectivity
kernels which can lead to more interesting versions of di-
rected graphs. That is, a directed network generated by
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TABLE II. Bond percolation threshold for different random
graph models considered in text: n refers to number of nodes,
g refers to a node function which can be a scalar (g), vector (g
of appropriate length) or otherwise (g(x) or g(x)) depending
on node space V . T refers to the integral operator in Eq. 40,
r(·) indicates the spectral radius, and the bond percolation
threshold is given by r(T )−1 from Theorem 2.

Model (Tg)(x) r(T )
ER grapha 〈d〉 g 〈d〉
SBMb BΠg r (BΠ)

2-block SBMc
(
cinπ cout(1−π)
coutπ cin(1−π)

)
g δ

(
c2out − c2in

)
+ cin

Ensemble avg. 〈A〉 g r (〈A〉)
Directed rank-
1 ensemblead

1
n
abTg

〈d−d+〉
〈d〉

RDPGef nβ
∫
X
xTyg(y)dµ r (Φ)

Gaussian
RGGegh n

∫
Rk ν (x,y;R) g(y)dµ nβ∏k

i=1

√
τi+

√
1+4τi+1

2

Unit-scale Gau-
ssian RGGegi n

∫
Rk ν (x,y; I) g(y)dµ nβϕ−k

Multiplicative
graphonj nf(x)

∫ 1

0
f(y)g(y)dy n

∫ 1

0
f(x)2dx

Degree-config.
graphonak

d̂(x)
〈d〉

∫ 1

0
d̂(y)g(y)dy

〈d2〉
〈d〉 − 1

BA graphonal nh√
x

∫ 1

h

g(y)√
y
dy 〈d〉(logn+log logn)

4

Highly scale-
free graphonal

nh2

x

∫ 1

h

g(y)
y
dy 〈d〉n

(logn−log logn)2

a mean degree 〈d〉
b k × k block matrix B, distribution vector π and Π , diag(π)
c π is minority proportion and dispersion δ , π(1− π)
d expected product of in- and out-degrees

〈
d−d+

〉
e β = O

(
n−1

)
scales the connectivity kernel

f k × k scaled second-moment matrix Φ , nβ
∫
X xx

T dµ
g ν(x,y;R) = β exp

(
− 1

2
(x− y)TR−1(x− y)

)
h {τi}ki=1 are the eigenvalues of R−1

i ϕ , 1+
√
5

2
is the golden ratio

j ν(x, y) = W×(x, y) , f(x)f(y)
k mean degree at x : d̂(x), 2nd moment of degree distribution

〈
d2
〉

l h� 1 controls mean degree 〈d〉

an asymmetric kernel has a giant in-/out-component iff
r(T ) > 1—see Theorem 4 in Appendix E.

Given the spectral condition, we can derive the bond
percolation threshold as r(T )−1. The spectral radius of
T (as defined in Eq. 40) can by solved for using the
eigenvalue equation:

Tf = τf, (91)

where f ∈ F is an eigenfunction in an appropriate func-
tion space F , and τ the corresponding eigenvalue. In the
following sections, we show what this general condition
for percolation entails for specific graph models, with re-
sults on the bond percolation threshold summarized in
Tab. II.

A. Percolation in rank-1 models

We first consider the case when the integral operator
T has exactly one non-zero eigenvalue: what we refer to
as rank-1 models. Special cases of various models dis-
cussed in Sec. IV are examples of rank-1 models. In
particular, multiplicative graphon defined in Eq. 71 of
Sec. IV E, where the connectivity kernel is given by
W×(x, y) = f(x)f(y), is of rank 1. The spectral radius is
given by solving the eigenvalue Eq. 91 for the eigenpair
(τ, g), using the definition of T from Eq. 40 and of the
multiplicative graphon kernel from Eq. 71:

(Tg)(x) = nf(x)

∫ 1

0

f(y)g(y)dy = τg(x)

=⇒ g = f, and τ = n

∫ 1

0

f(y)2dy = η,

(92)

where we apply the definition of η from Eq. 72b. Thus,
the eigenvalue is given by η, and the eigenfunction by
f(x). Note that the normalized eigenfunction is given

by f(x)√∫ 1
0
f(x)2dx

=
√

n
η f(x), which can be put into the

kernel’s eigenfunction expansion of Eq. 41b to verify that
η is the sole eigenvalue: multiplicative graphons are rank-
1 models.

Equivalence of rank-1 models and multiplicative
graphons The converse is also true: any rank-1 model
has an equivalent multiplicative graphon formulation
for it (see Theorem 6 in Appendix F 4). We previ-
ously observed in Sec. IV E that multiplicative graphons
are equivalent to canonical degree-configuration mod-
els. This allows us to establish results for multiplica-
tive graphons, but use them for any rank-1 or degree-
configuration model. For example, the spectral condition
for percolation in multiplicative graphons yields:

η > 1, (93)

with η defined in Eq. 72b. Using Eq. 76, we obtain
the percolation condition in degree-configuration models
in terms of the first and second moments of the degree
distribution [25, 87] as

〈
d2
〉

〈d〉 − 1 > 1 =⇒
〈
d2
〉

〈d〉 > 2. (94)

This result was first obtained using the classic percola-
tion criterion of Molloy and Reed [25] suggesting that a
giant component exists in a graph with a given degree se-
quence when nodes have a higher expectation of number
of neighbours at length 2 (“neighbours-of-neighbours”)
than at length 1 (“neighbours”). Here, we have shown
that this criterion coincides with the spectral condition
(Theorem 2) for the simplest class of rank-1 models, but
for higher rank models there is a more complicated re-
lationship between Molloy and Reed’s criterion and the
spectral condition for percolation (see Appendix F 3). In-
terestingly, although the result in Eq. 94 has been ob-
tained when assuming conditionally independent edges,
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it holds for the random d-regular graph considered in Sec.
IV E. Here, 〈d〉 = d and

〈
d2
〉

= d2, yielding the percola-
tion condition d > 2 from Eq. 94, previously arrived at
through other means [33, 87], and evident in Fig. 6.

Illustrative example: scale-free graphon. For scale-
free graphons defined in Sec. IV E, the percolation con-
dition is obtained by using the value of η from Eq. 82.
Consider the three illustrative examples from Sec. IV E,
for which we previously expressed η in terms of the mean
degree and network size in Eq. 86. Setting the free pa-
rameter β = 1 as before, it follows that the ER, BA and
highly scale-free graphons respectively percolate when

〈d〉 > 1 if α = 0, (95a)

〈d〉
4

log

(
4n

〈d〉

)
> 1 if α =

1

2
, (95b)

√
n 〈d〉

log
√

n
〈d〉

> 1 if α = 1. (95c)

In Fig. 8 we plot the condition for BA graphon. For
the ER graph, Eq. 95a is the well-studied percolation
criterion 〈d〉 > 1 [23]. For scale-free graphons, assuming
large n gives an asymptotic condition on 〈d〉 from Eqs.
95b and 95c (see Appendix G 4 b) as follows:

〈d〉 > 4

log n+ log log n
if α =

1

2
, (96a)

〈d〉 > (log n− log log n)2

n
if α = 1. (96b)

Both of these conditions are decreasing functions of n
for large n, converging to zero asymptotically, unlike the
constraint for an ER graph which is independent of the
network size. We remark that for a BA graph, the RHS of
Eq. 96a is a slowly-varying function of n of O

(
(log n)−1

)
,

while for a “highly scale-free” graph the RHS of Eq. 96b
is a regularly-varying function of n of O

(
n−1(log n)2

)

with a faster convergence [88]. This phenomenon is ev-
ident in the percolation constraints on 〈d〉 against n for
different values of α, as shown in Fig. 8. Altogether, con-
ditions in Eqs. 96a and 96b recapitulate previous results
on the resilience of scale-free networks with power law ex-
ponent 2 < θ < 3 to failure in terms of an asymptotically
null percolation threshold [11, 12, 87].

Illustrative example: directed degree-configuration
model. We consider a rank-1 ensemble average model
where the matrix 〈A〉 is equivalent to the operator T ,
when it corresponds to a canonical directed degree-

configuration model. Let 〈A〉 , abT

n where a, b ∈ Rn≥0,

i.e. 〈A〉ij =
aibj
n . Evidently, this is an asymmetric

connectivity kernel, for which too the spectral condition
holds (see Theorem 4 in Appendix E). From the eigen-
value Eq. 91 we get for the eigenvalue τ and (unnormal-
ized) right eigenvector v:

〈A〉v =
1

n
abTv = τv

=⇒ v = a, and τ =
aT b

n
.

(97)

From Eqs. 3a, 3b, the expected out-degree of node i

is given by
〈
d+
i

〉
=

ai
∑
j bj

n , and the expected in-degree

by
〈
d−i
〉

=
bi

∑
j aj

n . From Eq. 4, the expected network

degree is given by 〈d〉 =
∑
i ai

∑
j bj

n2 . Consider the expec-
tation of the product of in- and out-degrees via the law of
total expectation: 〈d−d+〉 = E [〈d−d+〉] = E [〈d−〉 〈d+〉],
where we use the conditional independence of in- and out-
degrees given the node identity. We can further write:

E
[〈
d−
〉 〈
d+
〉]

=
∑

i

〈
d−i
〉 〈
d+
i

〉
/n

=
∑

i

aibi
∑

j

aj
∑

k

bk/n
3 = τ 〈d〉

=⇒ τ =
〈d−d+〉
〈d〉

(98)

where we have used the expression for τ in Eq. 97. By
setting τ > 1 for percolation, we recover the percolation
condition for the directed configuration model in terms
of the expected product of the in- and out-degrees and
expected degree [13, 89] as

〈d−d+〉
〈d〉 > 1.

B. Percolation in higher rank models

When the model’s integral operator T does not have a
unique non-zero eigenvalue, then we refer to it as a higher
rank model. Most higher dimensional independent edge
models we have previously considered—ensemble average
model, SBM, RDPG, RGG, non-multiplicative graphon
like the max graphon—fall in this category. Notable re-
sults in percolation theory for models with a symmet-
ric kernel can be recovered from our result on the spec-
tral condition in Theorem 2. Prior work on the sparse
stochastic block model with a symmetric block matrix
B and diagonal distribution matrix Π has determined
that the network percolates when the largest eigenvalue
of BΠ, which we note below coincides with the defini-
tion of T in Eq. 40, is greater than unity [29, 30]. In
general, sparse inhomogeneous graphs with symmetric
kernels have been shown to percolate when the 2-norm
of an integral operator that describes the model, and co-
incides with the definition of T in Eq. 40, is greater than
unity [31]. Since the kernel is symmetric, T is self-adjoint,
and its 2-norm coincides with its spectral radius. There-
fore, Theorem 2 recovers the known percolation condi-
tions for sparse symmetric kernels. More generally, when
T may not be self-adjoint, its 2-norm is bounded from
below by its spectral radius: ‖T‖2 ≥ r(T ). Therefore
r(T ) > 1 =⇒ ‖T‖2 > 1, yielding the spectral condition
as the “stronger” (and accurate) condition relative to the
2-norm condition when considering asymmetric connec-
tivity kernels (see Appendix E for an example).
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Integral operators for various finite-dimensional mod-
els considered in this text can be written succinctly. Be-
low, we derive the percolation thresholds for SBMs, en-
semble average models, and RDPGs. We also find the
threshold for Gaussian RGGs, which disproves a conjec-
ture about the existence of a percolation threshold for
RGGs with a non-uniform node density [72].

Illustrative example: SBM. Consider a k-block SBM
from Sec. IV A, for which the class of eigenfunctions F
becomes the k-dimensional Euclidean vector space. From
Eq. 40, the integral operator takes the form of a matrix:
T , BΠ, and f ∈ F is an eigenvector of T . The spectral
condition for percolation suggests:

r(BΠ) > 1. (99)

For example, consider a 2-block SBM where the
minority community occupies 0 ≤ π ≤ 0.5 of
the share, and a “planted-partition” block matrix
given by B =

(
cin cout
cout cin

)
, where cin accounts

for intra-group affinity whereas cout for inter-group
affinity. Then it can be shown (see Appendix
G 1 c) that T has precisely two (real) eigenvalues:

cin
2

{
1±

√
1 + 4π(1− π)

[(
cout

cin

)2

− 1

]}
. Setting the

larger eigenvalue to be greater than unity, we obtain:

π(1− π)
(
c2out − c2in

)
+ cin > 1, (100)

when cin ≤ 2, which is a hyperbolic constraint on the
affinities, while for cin > 2, the network percolates re-
gardless. If π = 0.5, i.e. there is no minority community,
then we obtain the linear constraint cin + cout > 2 [90].
Whereas if π = 0, i.e. there is a very strong minority
which makes this a 1-block SBM which is equivalent to
an ER graph, then we obtain the trivial constraint cin > 1
[23]. In Fig. 8, we show the percolation thresholds for
various values of π.

Illustrative example: ensemble average model. For
the ensemble average model we have T , 〈A〉, result-
ing in the spectral condition

r (〈A〉) > 1 (101)

It is known that the spectral radius of the adjacency ma-
trix r(A) has implications for dynamics of processes on
the graph, such as the sharp epidemic threshold being
given by r(A)−1[91]. Recent work on dense graphs has
shown the bond percolation threshold to be given by
r(A)−1 [92]. For sparse (and locally tree-like) graphs,
the percolation threshold is slightly higher and given by
the inverse of the largest eigenvalue of the Hashimoto or
nonbacktracking matrix [86]. Eq. 101 adds to this lit-
erature by showing that for sparse graphs the inverse of
the largest eigenvalue of the expected adjacency matrix
r(〈A〉)−1 gives the bond percolation threshold. Notably,
our result yields an asymptotic equivalence between the
spectral radius of the nonbacktracking matrix and the
corresponding expected adjacency matrix in sparse inde-
pendent edge models.

Illustrative example: RDPG. We next consider the
eigenvalue problem for an RDPG defined in Sec.
IV C, for which the integral operator is: (Tf)(x) =
nβ
∫
X
xTyf(y)dµ(y). Let F : X → R be the space of

dot-product operations, i.e. f has the form f(x;v) =

xTv for some v ∈ Rk, which when put in the definition
for T leads to:

(Tf)(x) = nβxT
∫

X

yyTvdµ(y)

= xTΦv,

(102)

where we apply the definition of Φ from Eq. 59b. From
the eigenvalue Eq. 91 we obtain for the eigenfunction:
(Tf)(x) = τxTv. Comparing this to the RHS of Eq. 102,
it must be the case that Φv = τv, i.e. v is an eigenvector
of Φ with eigenvalue τ . If Φ has an eigenpair (τi,vi), then
T has the eigenpair (τi,v

T
i x): T has the same spectrum

as Φ, which leads to the spectral condition

r(Φ) > 1. (103)

Percolation via the approximate closed-form SPLD.
For higher rank models considered above, the spectral
condition can also be considered through the approxi-
mate closed-form of the SPLD. From Theorem 1, the net-
work percolates when the closed-form of the conditional
PMF of the SPLD ωl(x, y) diverges for some x, y ∈ V .
The proof for Theorem 1 holds just as well when using
the approximate closed-form of the conditional PMF of
the SPLD ω̃l, since it only differs from the closed-form
ωl in its initial condition (see Corollary 1.1 in Appendix
E). Given the definition for the approximate closed-form

of the survival function of the SPLD ψ̃
l

in Eq. 38b, we
can extract the condition for divergence by observing the

expressions for ψ̃
l
. In particular, Eq. 30 for ensemble av-

erage models, Eq. 55 for SBMs and Eq. 62 for RDPGs,
immediately yield the divergence conditions r (〈A〉) > 1,
r (BΠ) > 1 and r (Φ) > 1, recapitulating percolation
conditions in Eqs. 101, 99 and 103 respectively.

Illustrative example: Gaussian RGG. For other mod-
els, the percolation threshold may not become apparent
from the SPLD alone—like by scrutinizing Eq. 70 for
spatially homophilous Gaussian RGGs. Thus, we must
consider the eigenvalue problem in Eq. 91 for Gaus-
sian RGGs. Given that the node distribution is Gaus-
sian, let the function space be F : Rk → R such that
the eigenfunction f ∈ F has the form f(x;α,C) =

α exp
(
− 1

2x
TC−1x

)
for some α ∈ R and C ∈ Rk ×Rk

where C is positive-definite, which ensures that f van-
ishes at infinity. Then it can be shown using the eigen-
value Eq. 91 (see Appendix G 3 b) that the spectral ra-
dius of T is given by

r(T ) =
nβ

|I + C−1 +R−1| 12
(104)

where | · | indicates the matrix determinant, and C sat-
isfies C2 − RC − R = 0. Let (τi,vi) be an eigen-
pair of R−1, then we can write

∣∣I + C−1 +R−1
∣∣ =



24

∏k
i=1

(
τi +

√
1+4τi+1

2

)
(see Appendix G 3 b). Plugging

into the spectral condition we obtain from Eq. 104:

nβ >

k∏

i=1

(
τi +

√
1 + 4τi + 1

2

) 1
2

, (105)

which expresses a percolation constraint on connectivity
parameter β—which from Eq. 65 indicates the likelihood
of connection to a node with identical co-ordinates—in
terms of the connectivity scales. Since R is positive-
definite, each factor in the product of this inequality
can be no smaller than 1, leading to the minimal re-
quirement that nβ > 1. This also implies that ev-
ery additional dimension can only raise the percolation
threshold in terms of β. The mean degree from Eq. 68
can be written in terms of β and eigenvalues of R−1 as

〈d〉 = nβ
∏k
i=1(2τi + 1)−

1
2 , which when put in Eq. 105

results in a percolation threshold for the mean degree:

〈d〉 >
k∏

i=1

(
1

2
+

√
1 + 4τi

2(1 + 2τi)

) 1
2

, (106)

where each factor on the RHS of this inequality lies

within the range
[√

2
−1
, 1
]
, with the boundary values at-

tained for largest and smallest connection scales: τi = 0,
τi = ∞, respectively. This implies that every additional
dimension can only lower the percolation threshold in
terms of the mean degree 〈d〉. For very high-dimensional
spaces (large k), the mean degree tends exponentially
closer to 0, suggesting increasing robustness of a Gaus-
sian RGG network to failure. This is in sharp contrast
to the result for RGGs with uniform distribution [93],
wherein although the mean degree constraint decreases
with k, it decreases to the fiducial limit of 1 for ER
graphs. This difference can be attributed to the nature of
higher-dimensional Gaussians, since the expected degree
itself is a Gaussian function in the node space, causing
nodes close to the origin in Rk to “bear the burden”
of percolation in lieu of peripheral nodes (see Appendix
G 3 c). For an illustrative example, consider a “unit-
scale” Gaussian RGG where the scale matrix in Eq. 65
is R = I, i.e. node connection scales are of the same
order as the node distribution’s variances along each di-
mension, which from Eq. 66 are equal to 1. This sets all
eigenvalues of R−1 to 1, yielding from Eqs. 105, 106 the
percolation conditions:

nβ > ϕk,

〈d〉 >
(
ϕ√
3

)k
,

where ϕ , 1+
√

5
2 is the golden ratio.

In Fig. 8, we show the percolation thresholds for
a 2-dimensional Gaussian RGG with a diagonal scale

matrix R =
(
r−1
1 0

0 r−1
2

)
for various values of β—with

τ1 = r1, τ2 = r2. Evidently, for any given value of β,

longer connection scales encourage percolation. In partic-
ular, we remark that our results reject the conjecture in
Ref. [72] regarding spatially embedded networks, which
suggests that “there is a phase transition only in the case
of uniform ensembles”, i.e. where the node distribution
is uniform. Here, we provide a counterexample in the
form of a Gaussian RGG, by showing that for a non-
uniform (Gaussian) node distribution, there still exists a
critical value of the connectivity parameter for a giant
component to exist.

VI. PATH-BASED STATISTICS

Access to the full geodesic length distribution permits
us to compute path-based statistics for the network, like
the mean geodesic length which we describe in Sec. VI A.
Besides network-level properties, there are some node-
level functions—like node centralities measuring the im-
portance of nodes in a networks [36]—which require the
computation of shortest paths. In Sec. VI B and Sec.
VI C, we show how the general graph framework facili-
tates estimation of the expectation of two important cen-
trality measures of closeness and betweenness.

A. Mean geodesic length

Since some nodes may have a non-zero likelihood of
not being on the giant component, any estimate of the
mean geodesic length must condition on the source and
target nodes being on the giant component. We refer the
reader to Appendix H 1 for obtaining this “analytic esti-
mate” of mean geodesic length, using the analytic form
of the SPLD. In this section, we focus on the general
random graph model of Sec. III, while describing the use
of the approximate closed-form of its SPLD, which (1)
facilitates easy computation without numerical integra-
tion, and (2) for rank-1 models leads to a closed-form
expression for the mean geodesic length.

Mean geodesic length using approximate closed-form of
the SPLD. If the network is almost surely connected,
then the analytic estimate of the mean geodesic length in
Eq. H5 simplifies to the usual mean of a discrete random
variable, given by the sum of the survival function of the
SPLD:

〈λ〉 =

∫

V

∫

V

∞∑

l=0

ψl(x, y)dµ(x)dµ(y). (107)

Naturally, the RHS of Eq. 107 is finite if and only if
liml→∞ ψl(x, y) = 0 almost everywhere, signifying that
all node pairs have finite mean geodesic lengths, which
will be true by assumption of the network being almost
surely connected. If the network is not almost surely con-
nected, we can still obtain a finite (albeit approximate)
estimate from Eq. 107, when using the (approximate)

closed-form of the SPLD, whose survival function ψ̃
l
(x, y)
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we previously derived for various random graph models.
Assume that every node location pair (x, y) ∈ V × V is
in the supercritical regime, then it can be shown that the
approximate closed-form of the survival function of the
SPLD, as defined in Eq. 46, has a limiting value of zero:

liml→∞ ψ̃
l
(x, y) = 0. We refer the reader to Appendix

D 2 for more details (including the scenario where not
every location pair in V × V may be supercritical). For
nodes at x, y, we define the expectation of their distance
λxy, and consequently expectation of the mean network
distance λ, as

〈λxy〉 ,
∞∑

l=0

ψ̃
l
(x, y), (108a)

〈λ〉 , Eµ2 [〈λxy〉] =

∫

V

∫

V

〈λxy〉 dµ(x)dµ(y), (108b)

which must be finite. In what follows, we focus on com-
puting mean geodesic lengths from Eq. 108, which we re-
fer to as the “approximate closed-form of mean geodesic
length”. Since the closed-form for the survival function
of the SPLD is a lower bound, it can be used to obtain a
lower bound on the mean geodesic length. Also, because
it underestimates probability mass at longer lengths, the
bound will be tighter for networks with smaller diame-
ters.

Closed-form expression for multiplicative graphons.
For sparse graphs in the asymptotic limit, we can make
use of the Poisson summation formula—see Eq. H15
in Appendix H 3—to write the RHS of Eq. 108a as∑∞
l=0 ψ̃l(x, y) ≈ 1

2 +
∫∞

0
ψ̃
l
(x, y)dl. Then plugging into

Eq. 108b, we get

〈λ〉 =
1

2
+

∫

V

∫

V

ψ̃
0→∞(x, y)dµ(x)dµ(y),

(109a)

ψ̃
0→∞(x, y) ,

∫ ∞

0

ψ̃
l
(x, y) dl. (109b)

To make further analytical progress, we consider the
setup of multiplicative graphons with the connectivity
kernel in Eq. 71. Eq. 78b yields, in the supercriti-
cal regime where from Eq. 92 η > 1, a closed-form for

ψ̃
0→∞(x, y)—see Appendix H 3 for details—as

ψ̃
0→∞(x, y) =

log(η − 1)− γ − log (f(x)f(y))

log η
, (110)

where γ ≈ 0.57722 is the Euler-Mascheroni constant. It
then follows from Eq. 109a that:

〈λ〉 =
1

2
+

log(η − 1)− γ − 2Eµ [log f(x)]

log η
. (111)

As described in Eqs. 74 and 76, multiplicative graphons
are equivalent to a canonical degree-configuration model:

〈λ〉 =
1

2
+

log
(
n
(〈
d2
〉
− 2 〈d〉

))
− γ − 2Eµ

[
log
(
d̂(x)

)]

log
(
〈d2〉
〈d〉 − 1

)

(112)

This recapitulates prior results on the average distance
in the degree-configuration model varying as logb n where

b ,
〈d2〉
〈d〉 − 1. [18].

Illustrative example: random regular graphs. First,
we illustrate this result with the random d-regular graphs
considered in Eq. 80, in the supercritical regime d > 2:

〈λ〉 =
1

2
+

log
(
n
(
1− 2

d

))
− γ

log (d− 1)
, (113)

which exemplifies the logarithmic dependence on n [94].
There is also a close connection here to the degree-
diameter problem in graph theory: a graph with max-
imum degree d and diameter (longest shortest path
length) k can have no more than

Md,k = 1 +
d
[
(d− 1)k − 1

]

d− 2
(114)

nodes—an upper bound that is met rarely, and exactly
only for Moore graphs that are necessarily d-regular
[95, 96]. Then, a d-regular random graph of the (asymp-
totically large) size n ≈ eγMd,k (where eγ ≈ 1.78107) will
have, from Eqs. 113 and 114, a mean geodesic length of

〈λ〉 =
1

2
+ k. (115)

In Fig. 9a, we plot the closed-form expression of the
average geodesic length using Eq. 113 and empirical es-
timates, which agree well.

Illustrative example: scale-free graphon. We next il-
lustrate with the “scale-free” graphons described in Sec.

IV E, where f(x) =
√
β
(
x
h

)−α
. This leads to:

Eµ [log f(x)] =

∫ 1

h

log f(x)dµ(x)

= log
√
β + α

(
1 +

log h

1− h

)
,

(116)

which can be inserted into Eq. 111. In Fig. 9b we plot
the closed-form expression of the average geodesic length
using Eqs. 111 and 116, alongside empirical estimates,
for different values of α and network size n, while set-
ting the free parameter β = 1 to capture asymptotically
unbounded degree variance. Focussing on the three scale-
free graphons of interest, assuming h � 1 we can write
for the ER, BA and highly-scale-free graphons using Eqs.
84 and 116:

Eµ [log f(x)] =





− log
√

n
〈d〉 if α = 0,

1
2 − log

√
4n
〈d〉 if α = 1

2 ,

1− log

(√
n
〈d〉 log

√
n
〈d〉

)
if α = 1.

(117)
Then substituting in Eq. 111 alongside the value for η
from Eq. 82, and taking the asymptotic limit for n while
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FIG. 9. Mean geodesic length for various random graph models. (a) Closed-form (solid line; Eq. 113) and empirical (◦)
estimates for random d-regular graphs scale-free graphons show good agreement across different values of d and network size
n. (b) Closed-form (solid line; Eqs. 111, 116) and empirical (◦) estimates for scale-free graphons show good agreement across
different values of the power law exponent θ = (1 + α−1) and network size n, with fixed mean degree 〈d〉 = 2. (c) Analytic (◦;
Eqs. 108b, 55) and rank-1 closed-form (×; Eq. 119) estimates for a planted-partition 2-block SBM, where x-axis corresponds
to different levels of homophily scaled to [−1, 1] to facilitate interpretation across different values of the minority community
proportion π, with fixed network size n = 512 and mean degree 〈d〉 = 4.

holding 〈d〉 constant (see Appendix G 4 b), we obtain the
order of expected geodesic lengths as:

〈λ〉 =





O (log n) if α = 0,

O
(

logn
log logn

)
if α = 1

2 ,

O (1) if α = 1.

(118)

For ER graphons, we obtain the log n dependence which
exemplifies the small-world property: on average, the dis-
tance between nodes scales logarithmically with the net-
work size [2, 20]. For BA graphons, we obtain the logn

log logn

dependence which marks an “ultra” small-worldness
[20, 24]. Finally for “highly scale-free” graphons so-
defined, asymptotically the average geodesic lengths does
not scale with the network size, in contrast to typical be-
haviour for highly scale-free graphs [20, 97].

Rank-1 models. We next consider rank-1 models more
generally, described in Sec. V A, for which the corre-
sponding integral operator T in Eq. 40 has only one non-
zero eigenvalue τ , and corresponding eigenfunction ϕ.
From Theorem 6 in Appendix F 4, it is possible to write
for any rank-1 graph model the average geodesic length
asymptotically by setting η = τ and f(x) =

√
τ
nϕ(x) in

Eq. 111:

〈λ〉 =
1

2
+

log
(
n
(
(1− τ−1

))
− γ − 2Eµ [logϕ]

log τ
. (119)

For large eigenvalue τ , the average geodesic length is gov-
erned by the logarithm of the eigenvalue (log τ) and ex-
pectation of logarithm of the corresponding eigenfunction
(Eµ [logϕ]). Furthermore, this result also generalizes to
the asymmetric kernel setting (see Appendix H 3).

Rank-1 approximations. When the graph model is of
a higher rank, then there is no closed-form expression for

the average geodesic length in terms of standard mathe-
matical functions. However, if all but the leading eigen-
value are “small enough” in absolute value, it may be
reasonable to use Eq. 119 through a “rank-1 approxi-
mation” of the random graph model, by plugging in the
leading eigenvalue and eigenfunction of T . We refer to
this as the “rank-1 approximate closed-form” of mean
geodesic length. Specifically, it can be shown that when
the non-leading eigenvalues of T are small and positive,
then asymptotically the additive correction to Eq. 119
tends to zero (see Appendix H 3). This allows us to write:

〈λ〉 = O
(

(log r(T ))
−1
)
,

where r(T ) is the spectral radius. In particular,
for the ensemble average model we obtain 〈λ〉 =

O
(

(log r(〈A〉))−1
)

. Prior work has established the rel-

evance of log r(A) as being the topological entropy of
a graph [98]—where A is the adjacency matrix of the
graph—which is the maximal entropy rate that can be
achieved by a (biased) random walker on the graph. That
is, a distribution over walker’s paths of a fixed length l
is uniform up to a constant [99], or in other words, all
paths of same length are equi-probable [100]. Here, we
show that the expected geodesic length can scale as the
inverse of log r(〈A〉).

Illustrative example: SBM. For a synthetic example,
if the random graph model is an SBM, then τ corre-
sponds to the spectral radius of BΠ, while ϕ to its cor-
responding eigenvector—see Appendix G 1 c. In Fig. 9c,
we plot the mean geodesic length from Eq. 108b—which
makes use of the approximate closed-form of the sur-
vival function from Eq. 55—and the rank-1 approximate
closed-form of the mean geodesic length from Eq. 119,
for the planted-partition 2-block SBM with varying pro-
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portions of the minority community π, and varying lev-
els of homophily which scale in proportion to cin − cout.
This is done while holding mean degree and network
size constant, so that any variation in geodesic lengths
is entirely due to variation in homophily—see Appendix
G 1 c. We observe that an increase in heterophily in-
duces shorter geodesics in the network under block im-
balance, while extreme homophily or heterophily are not
the most optimal, with regards to minimizing average
geodesic length, for any level of π. The two estimates are
in very good agreement when the SBM is close to being
of rank 1, with discrepancies arising for extreme levels
of homophily or heterophily, when the second eigenvalue
and its eigenvector—indicative of block membership—
becomes important.

Illustrative example: empirical networks. In Fig. 10,
we show the applicability of the rank-1 approximation
for empirical networks. First, by coarsening them into
corresponding SBMs using the method described in Ap-
pendix I 1. Then, by comparing the empirical mean
geodesic length to (1) the analytic form obtained from
Eq. 108b—computed by using the approximate closed-
form of the survival function of the SPLD for an SBM
from Eq. 55—and to (2) the rank-1 approximate closed-
form of the mean geodesic length from Eq. 119. We ob-
serve good agreement for a variety of the real-world net-
works considered—see Appendix I 2—although the level
of agreement depends on selecting an “appropriate” level
of coarsening. This demonstrates the power of our ap-
proach of coarsening real-world networks, and applying
a subsequent rank-1 approximation to obtain average
geodesic lengths in closed-form.

B. Closeness centrality

One centrality which can be computed directly from
the SPLD is “closeness”, which is motivated by the ques-
tion of how close, on average, a node is from every other
node in the network. Here, we consider the expectation
of node closeness in the general random graph model of
Sec. III. We also establish a closed-form of closeness for
rank-1 graph models, which can credibly approximate
closeness for higher rank models.

Closeness from the SPLD. Following the harmonic
definition of closeness [102, 103]—which naturally ex-
tends to disconnected graphs with infinite distances—the
normalized closeness centrality of node k is defined by the
expectation of reciprocal distances to the node:

γk =
1

n

∑

i 6=k

1

λik
= E

[
λ−1
ik

]
, (120)

where λik refers to the length of the shortest path from
i to k. Given that we have a random graph model, the
closeness centrality of a node is itself a random variable.
In Appendix H 2, we derive the “analytic expectation”
of closeness using the analytic form of the survival func-
tion of the SPLD in Eq. 35a. To make further analytical
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FIG. 10. For multiple real-world networks, the empirical
geodesic length (black bars) are in agreement with the approx-
imate closed-form estimates when “coarsened” into SBMs (◦;
Eq. 108b), and estimates when applying a rank-1 approxima-
tion (×; Eq. 119). Colors indicate different levels of coars-
ening obtained from a hierarchical SBM [54], i.e. number of
blocks from k = 1 (blue) indicating the ER graph to bigger
SBMs (red) with a cutoff of 64 blocks. We observe that larger
SBMs typically estimate the mean geodesic length better—
indicating that a näıve approximation of the network as an
ER graph loses information about geodesics in the networks
considered. This holds when using either the approximate
closed-form SPLD of the corresponding SBM, or when using
the rank-1 approximation, with the latter overestimating the
length more when excessive homophily (or modularity) is to
be expected, such as in the Facebook friendship network [101].

progress, we use the approximate closed-form of the sur-
vival function of the SPLD from Eq. 46 in the general
random graph setting of Sec. III (in analogy to estimat-
ing the closed-form of mean geodesic length in Sec. VI A).
Then, assuming every node pair in V is in the supercrit-
ical regime and the network is almost surely connected,
we define for a node at z ∈ V its expected closeness:

γ̄(z) , Eµ
[〈
λ−1
xz

〉]
, (121)

where the inner expectation over the inverse of the short-
est path length between x, z is taken using the approx-
imate closed-form of the survival function in Eq. 46.
Since taking the inverse is a convex function for positive
variables, from Jensen’s inequality [51] we can write for a

random variable Z: E
[
Z−1

]
≥ E [Z]

−1
, which allows us

to propagate the inverse in Eq. 121 outwards, and define
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a lower-bound of closeness as defined by Eq. 121

γ(z) , Eµ [〈λxz〉]−1
, (122)

which should be tight if the variance of geodesic lengths
in the network is not too high. We note, this is the
exact form we would arrive at by following the original
definition of closeness for connected networks by Bavelas
[104] as the inverse of farness. Substituting for 〈λxz〉 in
Eq. 122 using Eq. 108a, we obtain in the general setting
an approximate expected closeness for a node at z:

γ(z) =

[∫

V

∞∑

l=0

ψ̃
l
(x, z)dµ(x)

]−1

, (123)

which closely resembles Eq. 108b for the mean geodesic
length, as the inverse of expected distance to z marginal-
ized over only the source node space.

Rank-1 models and approximations. For rank-1 mod-
els with the eigenpair (τ, ϕ), we can follow the same ap-
proach as in Sec. VI A, to obtain the expected closeness
function in closed-form:

γ(z) =

[
1

2
+

log
(
n(1− τ−1)

)
− γ − Eµ [logϕ]− logϕ(z)

log τ

]−1

,

(124)
where γ is the Euler-Mascheroni constant, analogous to
Eq. 119 for expected geodesic lengths, except marginal-
ized only over the source node space. Since ϕ(z) is the
leading eigenfunction evaluated at z, it can be interpreted
as defining the eigenvector centrality at z [38]. From Eq.
124 we show that for rank-1 models, the logarithm of in-
verse of eigenvector centrality of a node is proportional
to the inverse of its closeness:

γ(z)−1 = O
(
log
(
ϕ(z)−1

))
.

Similar to Sec. VI A, we can apply here a rank-1 approx-
imation to higher rank models and obtain a closed-form
estimate of expected node closeness using Eq. 124 (not
presented here).

Illustrative example: Gaussian RGG. To demon-
strate the applicability of this framework in computing
node closeness, we consider a 1-dimensional Gaussian
RGG with different connectivity scales R, and compute
its expected closeness centrality after discretization into a
32-block SBM—using the method described in Appendix
F 2 a. We plot the empirical as well as various analytic
estimates of closeness described here in Fig. 11. We note
good agreement between the empirical and analytic esti-
mates of expected closeness, even when using the rank-1
approximate closed-form.

C. Betweenness centrality

We now consider the node betweenness centrality,
which is a measure of how important a node is based

on how many other nodes it forms a geodesic “bridge”
between. We show how a generalization of Lemma 1 en-
ables us to analytically estimate expected node between-
ness using the analytic form of the SPLD.

Betweenness from the SPLD. We formulate between-
ness for the ensemble average model of Sec. II, but note
that the framework can be extended to the general ran-
dom graph models of Sec. III. Consider a given network
of n nodes, and let ζij indicate the number of shortest
paths between nodes i and j, and ζij(k) be the number
of shortest paths between i, j that pass through a given
node k. Then asymptotically, the normalized node be-
tweenness centrality of k as defined by Freeman [105] is
given by

βk =
1

n2

∑

(i,j)6=k

ζij(k)

ζij
= E

[
ζij(k)

ζij

]
,

where the expectation is over source and target nodes
i, j. The computation of βk would typically necessitate
a description of number of shortest paths ζij between
two nodes i, j. However, the original motivation for be-
tweenness is to compute the “probability that k falls on
a randomly selected geodesic linking i and j” [105]. In
our random graph framework, through the shortest path
length distribution, we can have access to this probabil-
ity, on average. Let χijk indicate the probability that
a shortest path between nodes i and j passes through
k. We thus propose a probabilistic definition for the ex-
pected betweenness centrality as

β̄k , E [χijk] , (125)

which in turn requires an expression for χijk. Asymptot-
ically, since the size of the giant component scales with
network size, k is expected to form a geodesic “bridge”
between i and j only if the nodes i, j, k are on the giant
component. If we consider k to form a bridge of length
l, where l is the geodesic length between i, j, then it can
take a single value from {2, 3, · · · } since all shortest paths
between i, j must be of the same length. Let χijk(l) be
the probability that the shortest path between i, j is of
length l and it passes through k. Also, if the bridge is of
length l, then k must be placed at a distance of p from i
and l − p from j, where p takes precisely one value from
{1, 2, · · · l − 1}, since the paths from i to k (and simi-
larly from k to j) must be the shortest between them
and therefore all of same length p (and similarly of same
length l − p). Let χ̃ijk(p; l) be the “l, p-bridging” prob-
ability that the shortest path between i, j is of length l,
and it passes through k such that k is at a distance p
from i. Then, χijk can be written as the sum over these
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FIG. 11. Analytic and empirical estimates of geodesic-based centralities agree for an exemplar 1-dimensional Gaussian RGG
(with fixed mean degree 〈d〉 = 2, network size n = 512, varying connectivity scale R, and discretized into 32-block SBMs). Left
column shows the analytic (solid), approximate analytic (dotted) and rank-1 closed-form (crosses) estimates of expectation of
node centralities, where the node-of-interest is given to be on the giant component. The x-axis indicates block index from 1 to
32; successive block indices encode contiguous segments of R such that nodes, distributed by a standard Gaussian distribution
on R, are distributed uniformly across the 32 blocks. For “harmonic” closeness (top-row), the analytic estimate is given by Eq.
H10, the approximate analytic estimate by Eq. 123, and the rank-1 approximate closed-form estimate by Eq. 124. Evidently,
closeness centrality of peripheral nodes massively declines as connection scales become smaller. Also, the rank-1 approximation
estimate remains in reasonable agreement with the analytic form. For betweenness (bottom-row), the analytic estimate is
given by Eqs. 125 and 126—where the bridging probability is given by Eq. A3 of Lemma 2—and the approximate analytic
estimate by Eqs. 125 and 126—where the bridging probability is given by Eq. A5 of Lemma 3. Here too we see qualitatively
similar behaviour, that nodes on the periphery (at the center) decrease (increase) in betweenness as connection scales lower.
We note that the approximate analytic value overestimates betweenness of central nodes, and there is no closed-form estimate
for betweenness.

mutually exclusive and exhaustive events:

χijk =

∞∑

l=2

χijk(l), where (126a)

χijk(l) =

l−1∑

p=1

χ̃ijk(p; l)P (φi)P (φj)P (φk), (126b)

χ̃ijk(p; l) , P (λik = p, λkj = l − p, λij = l|φi, φj , φk).
(126c)

To compute the RHS of Eq. 126c, it is useful to
prove a “l, p-bridging probability” lemma that general-
izes Lemma 1, and estimates χ̃ijk(p; l) using the SPLD,
which can be inserted in Eq. 126 to compute the expected
betweenness of any node from Eq. 125. We refer the
reader to Lemma 2 in Appendix A 1, and note here that
estimating χ̃ijk(p; l) from the SPLD involves a recursion
over values of p given l. We also consider an approxi-
mation to this lemma, and refer the reader to Lemma 3
in Appendix A 1. The approximation is asymptotically

tight for finite “bridge” lengths in infinite-size networks,
works well for shorter “bridge” lengths in finite-size net-
works, and yields a succinct closed-form of the bridging
probabilities, thus avoiding the recursion.

Lemmas 2, 3, and consequently the expression for be-
tweenness from Eqs. 125, 126, can be re-written in the
notation for the general random graph framework of Sec.
III, where we estimate the expected betweenness at a
node location x ∈ V , the expectation is taken over V ,
and sums over nodes are replaced by integrals over V
scaled by n. However, unlike for closeness, we do not ob-
tain closed-form approximations for betweenness central-
ity. Regardless, we emphasize that the recursive method
remains computationally easy to apply in practice, as the
mode of the SPLD is not too large for finite-sized net-
works. In Fig. 12, we plot the expected bridging proba-
bility for a node k given by E

[
χijk(l)

]
in (1) ER graphs of

varying degree, and (2) a bipartite SBM—computed both
empirically and analytically using the bridging probabil-
ity Lemma 2 and its approximate version Lemma 3.
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FIG. 12. Analytic and empirical estimates of the expected
bridging probability (BP) Eµ2 [χijk(l)], i.e. the likelihood that
node k lies on a shortest path of length l in the graph, are in
good agreement, as shown here for two random graph mod-
els: (a) ER graphs with varying mean degree, where the y-
axis indicates cumulative BP, i.e. the likelihood that k forms
a shortest path of length up to l, and (b) a bipartite SBM,
where the main y-axis indicates BP while the inset plot in-
dicates cumulative BP. Solid (dotted) line correspond to the
(approximate) analytic form as given by Lemma 2 (Lemma 3),
while the dashed line [in (a)] and markers ◦ [in (b)] indicate
empirics. Bars in (b) represent the standard deviation over 10
network samples, and have been excluded from (a) for clarity.
We remark that the saturating value of the cumulative BP
defines betweenness from Eqs. 125, 126.

Illustrative example: Gaussian RGG. Using Eq. 126
and Lemma 2, we can find the expected betweenness
of any node from Eq. 125, which is given exactly by
the cumulative expected bridging probability. In Fig.
11, we demonstrate this approach to compute expected
node betweenness for a 1-dimensional Gaussian RGG
with different connectivity scales R, that was previously
considered in Sec. VI B. We note good agreement in
empirical and analytic expected betweenness, especially
when the connection scales are not too small. We also
note that the approximate bridging probability (from Eq.
A5, Lemma 3) consistently overestimates betweenness of
nodes, and moreso for nodes with higher betweenness.
This is especially apparent at the smallest connection
scale of R = 0.1, likely because smaller scales induce
longer geodesic lengths on average, and the approxima-
tion in Lemma 3 works better for shorter geodesic lengths
in a finite-size network. However, if the application is
only to obtain a ranking of nodes by betweenness, then
it may suffice.

Relationship to centralities based on matrix functions.
In this section, we have shown how computationally in-
tensive measures of closeness and betweenness can be
analytically estimated for large sparse independent edge
model using the SPLD framework. We close by draw-
ing a theoretical connection to the centralities literature.
From Eq. 29, the approximate closed-form survival func-
tion of the SPLD for the ensemble average model is given
by a function of sum of powers of 〈A〉. This is reminis-
cent of well-studied centralities which can be expressed
as matrix functions of the adjacency matrix A [106], i.e.
as weighted sums of Al (and/or (AT )l, for directed net-
works). In particular, in the asymptotic limit, we can
define weighted versions of closeness and betweenness

whose form involves a weighted sum of 〈A〉l, akin to
the down-weighting of Al when computing measures like
Katz centrality [40], subgraph centrality [107], and other
bi-directional measures [108]. We refer the reader to Ap-
pendix H 4 for more details.

VII. CONCLUSION

In this work, we have derived an analytic distribution
of shortest path lengths (SPLD) for networks, directed or
undirected, generated by a sparse random graph model,
symmetric or asymmetric, with conditionally indepen-
dent edges in the asymptotic limit. The distribution de-
scribes shortest paths on the giant component when it
exists (the supercritical regime), and on the small com-
ponents otherwise (the subcritical regime). The SPLD is
given by a pair of recursive equations which can be easily
solved with initial conditions supplied by the form of the
random graph model. We have obtained a closed-form
lower bound on the survival function of the SPLD. In the
supercritical regime, the bound is tight for finite lengths
in the asymptotic limit, and for shorter lengths in finite-
size networks. In the subcritical regime, it is tight for
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all lengths in asymptotically large networks. The lower
bound provides an approximate closed-form of the sur-
vival function of the SPLD up to length l that resembles
the process of hitting a target node j from a source node
i via any of the independent geodesics of independent
lengths up to l, i.e. it is given by an exponential of the
negative likelihood of independent geodesics up to length
l. This generalizes previous analytic [16, 17] and closed-
form approaches [20] to model the SPLD in ER graphs
and scalar latent variable models. Tab. I summarizes an
index for these analytical results on the SPLD. We have
shown that it is possible to analytically and therefore
cheaply compute the expectation of key node-level statis-
tics that use shortest path lengths, namely node closeness
and node betweenness centralities. For large real-world
graphs like social networks, that may have millions of
nodes, the ground truth graph or simulated networks can
be prohibitively large. Therefore, computation of pairs of
all shortest paths is intractable, but our approach makes
such computations much easier.

SPLD in general random graph families. Transition-
ing away from the ensemble average setting where one
has access to the expected adjacency matrix 〈A〉, we have
defined a general framework of random graph models in
some node space V which generalizes inhomogeneous ran-
dom graphs [31] to the asymmetric setting permitting
interesting behaviours in directed networks. This en-
compasses a diverse set of models like stochastic block
models (SBM), random geometric graphs (RGG), ran-
dom dot-product graphs (RDPG) and (sparse) graphons.
We have derived a closed-form bound of the survival func-
tion of the SPLD in this general setting, whose expres-
sion is determined by an iterated integral operator T
defined over functions on V , and the connectivity ker-
nel represents the likelihood of an edge existing between
two nodes in V . The operator T is analogous to 〈A〉
in the ensemble average model. For symmetric kernels,
this yields an expression for the SPLD in terms of the
spectral decomposition of T . In particular, we show for
SBMs that the SPLD is expressed as an eigendecompo-
sition of the block matrix. For illustrative examples of
each of the above-mentioned models, we have derived the
approximate closed-form of the SPLD revealing novel in-
sights, particularly for higher-dimensional models whose
shortest paths have not been previously studied analyti-
cally. Despite the assumptions involved, we have shown
for various models—including “Gaussian RGG”, “Dirich-
let RDPG”, random d-regular graphs, and “scale-free
graphons”—that there is good agreement in the approx-
imate closed-form and empirical estimates of expected
shortest path lengths between node pairs.

Scope of applications. From an applied perspective,
we provide empirical corroboration of our framework by
demonstrating how real-world networks can be cheaply
“coarsened” into SBMs to compute their expected SPLD
analytically (see Figs. 10 and 4). Our results on RDPG
find relevance in the burgeoning field of statistical ma-
chine learning on graphs, wherein nodes are typically em-

bedded in a Euclidean space Rk equipped with the dot-
product. We have shown that the matrix of second mo-
ments in Rk (or in a corresponding feature space Rd when
the kernel is not linear in the dot-product) completely

defines the SPLD for nodes located at x,y ∈ Rk. This
is particularly useful for sequential learning or querying
for distances from individual nodes in prohibitively large
networks. More generally, our theoretical framework to
analytically estimate the SPLD can aid recent advances
in graph representation learning based on graph neural
networks (GNN), which incorporate knowledge of inter-
node distances beyond immediate neighbours, and are
provably more expressive than GNNs which do not [109].

Bond percolation threshold. Many local and global
properties of interest can be extracted from the full
SPLD. For instance, the expected size of the giant com-
ponent (and of the in-/out-components for directed net-
works), can be estimated as the limit of the cumulative
distribution function of the SPLD. Notably, there are
wider theoretical implications as well. We have shown
how the bond percolation threshold, at which the gi-
ant component appears, can be determined in the gen-
eral setting of a conditionally independent edge model
using the SPLD, regardless of whether the network is
directed, and regardless of the symmetry of the connec-
tivity kernel. Specifically, we have shown that asymp-
totically a giant (in-/out-)component exists, if and only
if the spectral radius of the integral operator is greater
than unity, i.e. r(T ) > 1, with the phase transition at
r(T ) = 1. This draws a connection between the SPLD
and percolation behaviour, and extends previous results
on the percolation threshold for inhomogeneous graphs
with symmetric kernels [29–31]. We have validated this
result for both discrete space (2-block SBM) and con-
tinuous space network models (2-dimensional Gaussian
RGG, scale-free graphon). By proving the existence of
a percolation threshold in terms of the connectivity pa-
rameter for a non-uniform continuous space ensemble like
the Gaussian RGG, we have provided a counterexample
to the conjecture in Ref. [72] regarding spatially em-
bedded networks, which had suggested that “there is a
phase transition only in the case of uniform ensembles.”
In the context of scale-free graphons, our approach yields
expressions for the critical mean network degree 〈d〉c as
a function of the network size n for percolation to oc-
cur, which adds to our understanding of the robustness
of scale-free networks to failure [11, 12, 87]. In par-
ticular, 〈d〉c (n) is a slowly-decreasing function in n for
BA graphs and a regularly-decreasing function in n for
“highly scale-free” networks, unlike for ER graphs where
〈d〉c (n) = 1 [23]. We have termed a class of “rank-1”
random graph models, whose integral operator T has ex-
actly one non-zero (positive) eigenvalue, which is also
its spectral radius. We have shown that for any rank-1
graphon, the spectral condition for percolation is equiv-
alent to the well-known Molloy and Reed criterion [25]
for percolation, which says that percolation occurs when
the expected number of neighbors-of-neighbors of a node
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is higher than the expected number of neighbors itself.
Tab. II summarizes our analytical results on the bond
percolation threshold.

Path-based statistics for nodes and networks. Given
the SPLD, we can obtain an estimate of its first mo-
ment, i.e. the mean geodesic length. We have shown that
the approximate closed-form of the SPLD provides a use-
ful and good approximation of the average shortest path
length. For rank-1 models, which are equivalent to the
canonical degree-configuration model, it is possible to ob-
tain the mean in closed-form by knowledge of the eigen-
value and expectation of the logarithm of its correspond-
ing eigenfunction. We have demonstrated this approach
for random d-regular graphs for varying degrees, and for
scale-free graphons spanning all levels of “scale-freeness”.
Synthesizing a closed-form estimate of the mean geodesic
length for random d-regular graphs also draws a connec-
tion to the degree-diameter problem in graph theory via
the Moore bound [95]. For higher rank models, we can
make a suitable rank-1 approximation and still obtain a
good closed-form estimate of the mean geodesic length,
as we have shown for 2-block SBMs, and for a wide va-
riety of real-world networks. More generally, for models
where eigenvalues that follow the leading eigenvalue are
small and positive, this leads to the expected geodesic

length scaling as O
(

(log r(T ))
−1
)

. In a similar vein, we

have shown how the expected closeness centrality at a
node location is related to the logarithm of the leading
eigenfunction of T evaluated at that location.

Limitations. The assumptions involved impose lim-
itations on where our approach is applicable, and sug-
gest extensions to be considered for future work. The
conditionally-independent-edges assumption might hin-
der tight local clustering which is found commonly in
some graphs like social networks [110, 111], and sparsity
constraints may not hold for broad degree distributions
over finite network sizes—both being important assump-
tions for deriving the recursive equations for the SPLD.
The approximations involved in obtaining the closed-
form lower bound discount probability mass at longer
path lengths, and thus may not hold well for some mod-
els, particularly for finite-size network with very large
diameters. In practice however, we have observed good
agreement between analytics and empirics for the statis-
tics we considered, both for Gaussian RGGs that are
highly spatial—and thus exhibit some degree of local
clustering—and scale-free graphons—that have heavy-
tailed degree distributions.
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Appendix A: Bridging probability lemmas

In this section, we state and provide brief proof
sketches for various bridging probability lemmas.

Lemma 1 (Penultimate bridging probability). For nodes
i, j, k, path length l > 1:

P (λik = l − 1, λkj = 1|λij ≥ l, φi) =P (λik = l − 1|φi)
× P (Akj = 1).

(A1)

Proof sketch. A full proof for this lemma can be
found in Appendix A 1, and exploits the conditionally-
independent-edges assumption in the asymptotic limit.
However, it is helpful here to understand the lemma by
“constructing” a shortest path between i, j, via a penul-
timate node k. Consider the LHS of Eq. 10:

P (λik = l − 1, λkj = 1|λij ≥ l, φi) =

P (λik = l − 1, λkj = 1, λij = l|φi)
P (λij ≥ l|φi)

,
(A2)

using the fact that the shortest path between i and j
cannot be longer than l if a path of length l exists between
them via k. Consider the numerator, which encodes the
likelihood that k is a penultimate node on the shortest
path between i, j of length l. Asymptotically, k can do so
only if there is no path of length smaller than l existing
between them: λij ≥ l. And for k to be the penultimate
node, it must be true that (λik = l − 1) ∩ (Akj = 1).
Asymptotically, these two events are independent. Both
observations yield the numerator: P (λij ≥ l|φi)P (λik =
l − 1|φi)P (Akj = 1), which when substituted in Eq. A2
yields the RHS of Eq. A1.

Lemma 2 (l, p-bridging probability). For nodes i, j, k,
path lengths l > 2, 1 < p < l− 1, the bridging probability
χ̃ijk(p; l) can be written as:

χ̃ijk(p; l) , P (λik = l − p, λkj = p, λij = l|φi, φj , φk) =

P (λkj = p|φk, φj)P (λij ≥ l|φi, φj)
P (λik ≥ l − p|φi)

P (φk)
1− exp


 ∑

u6=(i,j,k)

log (1− fijk(u; p, l))




 ,

(A3)

where fijk(u; p, l) ,

P (λiu = l−p−1|φi)P (Auk = 1)P (λuj > p|φu, φj). (A4)

Proof sketch. A full proof for this lemma is enclosed in
Appendix A 2, and builds on the proof for Lemma 1 while
making use of the conditionally-independent-edges as-
sumption in the asymptotic limit. However, it will be



33

helpful here to understand the expression of this lemma
by “constructing” a bridge between i, j, via k, which
serves as a proof sketch. To prevent clutter, we suppress
the conditioning on nodes to be on the giant component.

First, construct the path from k to j. Then the first
factor on the RHS of Eq. A3, i.e. P (λkj = p), is sim-
ply the probability of j being at a distance of p from k.
Asymptotically, k can form a bridge of length l only if
there is no existing path of length smaller than l be-
tween i, j, which contributes the second factor to the
RHS: P (λij ≥ l). This leaves us with constructing the
geodesic from i to k.

Similar to the derivation for the recursive Eq. 12 for
geodesic length distribution, we can construct a shortest
path of length l − p from i to k if there is not already a
path of a shorter length, which contributes the third fac-
tor to the RHS: P (λik ≥ l−p). Such a path exists if there
is a penultimate node u on this path, i.e. such that (λiu =
l− p− 1)∩ (Auk = 1). This is encoded by the last factor

on the RHS: 1− exp
(∑

u6=(i,j,k) log (1− fijk(u; p, l))
)

.

Note that the penultimate node u must follow an extra
condition of P (λuj > p). For if that were not true, then
there would be a path from i to j via u of length shorter
than l, which is incompatible with the given events.

i u k j
= l − p− 1 = 1 = p

=⇒ > p

≥ l − p
≥ l

Altogether, the constraint (λiu = l−p−1)∩ (Auk = 1)∩
(λuj > p) is what is encoded by the function fijk(u; p, l)
in Eq. A4.

Lemma 3 (Approximate l, p-bridging probability). For
nodes i, j, k, path lengths l > 2, 1 < p < l−1, an approx-
imate bridging probability χ̂ijk(p; l) can be written as:

P (λik = l − p, λkj = p, λij = l|φi, φj , φk) ≈ χ̂ijk(p; l) ,

P (λik = l − p|φi, φk)P (λkj = p|φk, φj)P (λij ≥ l|φi, φj).
(A5)

Proof sketch. The proof for this lemma follows immedi-
ately from that of Lemma 2, and is enclosed in Appendix
A 2. We can comprehend this expression by similar rea-
soning as for Lemma 2, with a constraint relaxation in the
last step of constructing the geodesic from i to k of length
l−p. That is, we may ignore the additional constraint of
λuj > l on the penultimate node u forming the shortest
path between i and k. This can be comfortably done for
finite l in infinite-size networks, since asymptotically al-
most surely λuj > l. This implies that the contribution
of this geodesic is given simply by P (λik = l − p|φi, φk),

leading to the expression on the RHS of Eq. A5. We em-
phasize that in finite-size networks, this constraint-loss
will overestimate the likelihood of a geodesic from i to
k—especially for longer bridge lengths—and therefore of
k forming a bridge between i and j.

In this following sections, we provide a full proof for
Lemmas 1, 2 and 3.

1. Penultimate bridging probability

We start by restating and proving Lemma 1.

Lemma (Penultimate bridging probability). For nodes
i, j, k, path length l > 1:

P (λik = l − 1, λkj = 1|λij ≥ l, φi) =P (λik = l − 1|φi)
× P (Akj = 1).

Proof. Consider nodes i, j, k in the graph G, represented
by its adjacency matrix A, generated from the sample
space Ω. Throughout this proof, we assume the condi-
tioning on i being on the giant component, i.e. φi, as
implicit. With a minor change in notation used in the
main text, let λij(G) represent the shortest path length

between nodes i and j in G. Let G\k be the “k-subgraph”
of G, i.e. the subgraph obtained by removing all of k’s
edges. Let Y be the event that the shortest path be-
tween i, j in G is of length no less than l (potentially

infinite if j is not on the giant component) i.e. Y , {G ∈
Ω|λij(G) ≥ l}. Let Bp be the event that there exists a
path of length l between i, j via the node k, such that k is
at a distance p from i and l− p from j for 1 < p < l− 1,
i.e. Bp , {G ∈ Ω|λik(G) = l − p, λkj(G) = p}. Let
C be the event that the shortest path between i, j that
goes via the node k is of length longer than some l, i.e.
C , {G ∈ Ω|λik(G) + λkj(G) > l}. Note that Bp’s and
C are pairwise disjoint events, i.e. ∀p : Bp ∩ C = ∅ and
∀p,∀q 6= p : Bp ∩ Bq = ∅. Finally, let Z be the event
that in the k-subgraph the shortest path between i, j is
of length no less than l, i.e. Z = {G\k ∈ Ω|λij(G\k) ≥ l},
which is analogous to Y but for the k-subgraph. We aim
to show that P (λik(G) = l − 1, λkj(G) = 1|λij(G) ≥
l) = P (λik(G) = l − 1)P (Akj = 1). We do so in two
steps: first by proving P (B1|Y ) ≈ P (B1|Z), and second
by proving P (B1|Z) ≈ P (λik(G) = l − 1)P (Akj = 1).

Step 1: to show P (B1|Y ) ≈ P (B1|Z). We can rewrite
Y by considering the corresponding event Z in the k-
subgraph, intersected with the union of events that can
occur once edges of k are (independently) “added back”
to the graph. Since λij(G) ≥ l, the addition of k’s edges
will either construct a path between i, j via k that is
longer than l (corresponding to C), or one that is exactly
of length l (corresponding to one of the Bp’s). This allows
us to write Y as a disjoint union of events that occur when
adding k’s edges back to the graph: it can create a new
(possibly shortest) path of length longer than l (Z ∩ C),
or a shortest path of exactly length l—where j is directly
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connected to k (Z ∩ B1), or where j is at a distance 2
from k (Z ∩ B2), etc. up to at a distance l − 1 from k

(Z ∩Bl−1)—i.e. Y = (Z ∩C)∪⋃l−1
p=1(Z ∩Bp). Consider:

P (B1|Y ) =
P (B1 ∩ Y )

P (Y )
=

P (B1 ∩ Z)

P ((C ∪⋃pBp) ∩ Z)
,

where the numerator can be written by realizing that B1

is pairwise disjoint with all other Bp’s and C. Dividing
numerator and denominator on RHS by P (Z) leads to

P (B1|Y ) =
P (B1|Z)

P ((C ∪⋃pBp)|Z)

=
P (B1|Z)

1− P ((C ∪⋃pBp)c|Z)
.

(A6)

Note that (C ∪ ⋃pBp)c|Z is the event that λik(G) +

λkj(G) < l, given that we know λij(G
\k) ≥ l. In the

infinite size limit, the removal of edges of any one node
(k) should make vanishing difference to the shortest path
length of a pair of different nodes (i, j), i.e. we must have
P (C ∪⋃pBp)c|Z)� 1. This translates Eq. A6 into

P (B1|Y ) ≈ P (B1|Z).

That is, conditioning on λij(G) ≥ l is the same as condi-

tioning on λij(G
\k) ≥ l, which captures the infinite-size

assumption.

Step 2: to show P (B1|Z) ≈ P (λik(G) = l−1)P (Akj =
1). We next independently “add” the edges of k back
to G\k to form G, which as per B1 would entail k to be
directly connected to j, and at a distance l − 1 from i.

We can write:

P (B1|Z) =P (λik(G) = l − 1, λkj(G) = 1|λij(G\k) ≥ l)

=
P (λik(G) = l − 1, λkj(G) = 1, λij(G

\k) ≥ l)
λij(G\k) ≥ l) .

(A7)

Consider the numerator of Eq. A7. Due to (λkj(G) =

1)∩ (λij(G
\k) ≥ l), we know that k is directly connected

to j, and the shortest path between i and j, without
having added back the remaining edges of k, is no less
than l. Focusing on the event λik(G) = l − 1, we ob-
serve that upon addition of the edges of k, the shortest
path from i to k cannot pass through j or any of its im-
mediate neighbors, as a shortest path invoking j or its
neighbors would be necessarily too long. To be more pre-
cise, consider the situations where k uses j or its neigh-
bors as a means of connecting to i in l − 1 steps, given
(λkj(G) = 1) ∩ (λij(G

\k) ≥ l). If λij(G
\k) < ∞ then

j is on the giant component of G\k (recall that we have
suppressed writing φi throughout). Then it is not possi-
ble for k to use j as a means of connecting to i in l − 1
steps on G, as j is at a distance l or longer from i in
G\k. Similarly, it is also not possible for k to use any
immediate neighbors of j to connect to i in l − 1 steps
on G, since they must be at a distance l − 1 or longer
from i in G\k. Essentially, while constructing the path of
desired length between k and i, we can just as easily “re-
move” edges which are necessarily forbidden due to the
conditioning: let η(j) be the set of neighbors of j in G\k

(including itself but excluding k)SL thinks this should
be G\k, since k is to be excluded from η(j) and thus in-
cluded in G\η(j), then create the subgraph G\η(j)—see
Fig. 13. Alternatively, if λij(G

\k) = ∞ i.e. j is not on

the giant component of G\k, then it in no way affects
the likelihood of i connecting to k. More precisely, this
construction establishes the following equivalence:

(λik(G) = l − 1) ∩ (λkj(G) = 1) ∩
(
λij(G

\k) ≥ l
)
⇐⇒

[(
λik(G\j) = l − 1

)
∩ (Akj = 1) ∩

(
λij(G

\k) =∞
)]
∪

[(
λik(G\η(j)) = l − 1

)
∩ (Akj = 1) ∩

(
l ≤ λij(G\k) <∞

)]
.

(A8)

Because of conditionally-independent edges, information
about the path length between nodes i, j, in a graph
where k’s edges do not exist, asymptotically informs
nothing about the path length between nodes i, k in a
graph where j’s edges do not exist, and vice-versa:

(
l ≤ λij(G\k) <∞

)
⊥
(
λik(G\η(j)) = l − 1

)
, (A9a)

(
λij(G

\k) =∞
)
⊥
(
λik(G\j) = l − 1

)
. (A9b)

Similarly, existence of a direct edge between k, j informs
nothing about the path lengths between i, j in a graph
where k’s edges do not exist, or about the path lengths
between i, k in a graph where j’s edges do not exist, and
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vice-versa:

(Akj = 1) ⊥
(
l ≤ λij(G\k) <∞

)
, (A10a)

(Akj = 1) ⊥
(
λij(G

\k) =∞
)
, (A10b)

(Akj = 1) ⊥
(
λik(G\η(j)) = l − 1

)
, (A10c)

(Akj = 1) ⊥
(
λik(G\j) = l − 1

)
. (A10d)

That is, the RHS of Eq. A8 is a disjoint union of in-
tersection of mutually-independent events. Applying the
equivalence in Eq. A8 and the independence results in
Eqs. A9, A10 to the RHS of Eq. A7 yields:

P (λik(G\η(j)) = l − 1)P (Akj = 1)P (l ≤ λij(G\k) <∞)

P (λij(G\k) ≥ l)

+
P (λik(G\j) = l − 1)P (Akj = 1)P (λij(G

\k) =∞)

P (λij(G\k) ≥ l) .

Because we assume finite node degrees, addition of the
edges of a finite number of nodes in η(j) creates no dif-
ference to the rest of the network in the asymptotic limit,
i.e. P (λik(G\η(j)) = l − 1) ≈ P (λik(G) = l − 1). Simi-
larly, the addition of edges of just one node j also creates
no difference asymptotically, i.e. P (λik(G\j) = l − 1) ≈
P (λik(G) = l − 1). This yields P (B1|Z) as the product
of marginals:

P (B1|Z) ≈ P (λik(G) = l − 1)P (Akj(G) = 1).

2. l, p-bridging probability

We next prove Lemma 2, which we restate below.

Lemma (l, p-bridging probability). For nodes i, j, k,
path lengths l > 2, 1 < p < l − 1, the bridging proba-
bility χ̃ijk(p; l) can be written as:

χ̃ijk(p; l) , P (λik = l − p, λkj = p, λij = l|φi, φj , φk) =

P (λkj = p|φk, φj)P (λij ≥ l|φi, φj)
P (λik ≥ l − p|φi)

P (φk)
1− exp


 ∑

u 6=(i,j,k)

log (1− fijk(u; p, l))




 ,

(A11)

where fijk(u; p, l) ,

P (λiu = l − p− 1|φi)P (Auk = 1)P (λuj > p|φu, φj).
Proof. The proof extends the proof for Lemma 1. Con-
sider the LHS of Eq. A11, while keeping implicit the
conditioning on φi:

P (λik = l − p, λkj = p, λij = l|φj , φk) =

P (λik = l − p, λkj = p, λij ≥ l|φj , φk) =

P (λik = l − p, λkj = p|λij ≥ l, φj , φk)P (λij ≥ l|φj)
(A12)

i k j

u

η(j)

λij(G
\k) ≥ l

λik(G) = l − 1
λkj(G) = 1

FIG. 13. A schematic depicting the conditioning of the event
λik(G) = l − 1 on λjk(G) = 1, λij(G

\k) ≥ l. Nodes of inter-
est are indicated in white, while gray nodes are other nodes,
and solid lines are edges in the network. Dotted lines indicate
paths from the source node i to the target node j via any
number of intermediate nodes. Node u ∈ η(j) is a node in

the set of neighbors of j in G\k (including itself). Since upon
addition of edges of k the shortest path between i and k can-
not pass through j or any of its immediate neighbors, we can
ignore the edges of η(j) from being a part of that shortest
path, as indicated in red, and therefore consider the η(j)-

subgraph G\η(j) instead. Dashed lines indicate (some of) the
potential edges that may be generated when adding k back
to the graph, which is essentially an edge to any node except
for η(j), consequent on which the shortest path between i, k

in G\η(j) may (or may not) be equal to the desired l− 1, and

whose probability is given precisely by P (λik(G\η(j)) = l−1).

Note that the first factor of the final line is equal to the
LHS of Eq. 10 of Lemma 1 when p = 1 (ignoring the
percolation constraints). Then considering the same no-
tation as described in the proof of Lemma 1 in Appendix
A 1, we are interested in the first factor of the RHS of
Eq. A12, which is P (Bp|Y, φj , φk). First, using identical
arguments from Appendix A 1, it is straightforward to
show P (Bp|Y, φj , φk) ≈ P (Bp|Z, φj , φk). As before, this
conveys the infinite-size assumption, i.e. removing just
one node k should have vanishing effect on the shortest
path between nodes i, j. Then consider:

P (Bp|Z, φj , φk) =

P (λik(G) = l − p, λkj(G) = p|λij(G\k) ≥ l, φj , φk) =

P (λik(G) = l − p, λkj(G) = p, λij(G
\k) ≥ l|φj , φk)

P (λij(G\k) ≥ l|φj , φk)
.

(A13)

Consider the numerator of Eq. A13. Due to (λkj(G) =

p) ∩ (λij(G
\k) ≥ l), we know that k is connected to j in

p steps, and the shortest path between i and j, without
having added back the remaining edges of k, is no less
than l. Considering the event λik(G) = l− p, we observe
that upon addition of the edges of k, the shortest path
from i to k cannot pass through j or any of its neighbors
at a distance of up to p from j, as a shortest path invoking
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j or this set of neighbors would be necessarily too long.
To elaborate, let η(j; p) refer to the set of nodes in G\k

that are at a distance no more than p to j (including
itself but excluding k). Since we condition on φj , every
node in η(j; p) is also on the giant component. Consider
the scenario where k uses a node u from η(j; p) as a
means of connecting to i in l − p steps, given (λkj(G) =

p) ∩ (λij(G
\k) ≥ l). Note that λij(G

\k) ≥ l implies u,
at a distance no more than p to j, must be at a distance
no less than l − p from i. Then it is not possible for
k to use u as a means of connecting to i in l − p steps
on G. Essentially, while constructing the path of desired
length between k and i, we can “remove” edges which
are necessarily forbidden. This establishes the following
equivalence:

(λik(G) = l − p) ∩ (λkj(G) = p) ∩
(
λij(G

\k) ≥ l
)

∩ φj ∩ φk ⇐⇒
(
λik(G\η(j;p)) = l − p

)
∩ (λkj(G) = p)

∩
(
λij(G

\k) ≥ l
)
∩ φj ∩ φk,

(A14)

which is depicted in Fig. 14.

i k j

u

η(j; p)

λij(G
\k) ≥ l

λik(G) = l − p
λkj(G) = p

FIG. 14. A schematic depicting the conditioning of the event
λik(G) = l − p on λjk(G) = p, λij(G

\k) ≥ l. Node u ∈ η(j; p)
is a node in the set of neighbors of j upto a distance of p to it in
G\k (including itself). Analogous to the reasoning for Lemma
1, since the evidence suggests that upon addition of edges of
k the shortest path between i and k cannot pass through j
or any of its distance-p neighbors, we can ignore the edges of
η(j; p) from being a part of that shortest path, as indicated

in red, and therefore consider the η(j; p)-subgraph G\η(j;p)

instead. Refer to Fig. 13 for figure legend.

Because of conditionally-independent edges, informa-
tion about the path length between nodes i, j in a graph
where k’s edges do not exist asymptotically informs noth-
ing about the path length between nodes i, k in a graph
where j’s edges do not exist, and vice-versa:

(
λij(G

\k) ≥ l
)
⊥
(
λik(G\η(j;p)) = l − p

)
. (A15)

Also, the event λkj(G) = p fails to coincide with the event

λkj(G
\i) = p with a vanishing likelihood in the asymp-

totic limit. Therefore, a similar argument can be applied
to claim that asymptotically, the geodesic between k, j is
independent of (1) the geodesic between i, k in a graph
where j’s edges are removed, and of (2) the geodesic be-
tween i, j in a graph where k’s edges are removed:

(λkj(G) = p) ⊥
(
λik(G\η(j;p)) = l − p

)
, (A16a)

(λkj(G) = p) ⊥
(
λij(G

\k) ≥ l
)
. (A16b)

Applying the equivalence in Eq. A14 and the indepen-
dence results in Eqs. A15, A16 to Eq. A13 yields:

P (Bp|Z, φj , φk) =P (λik(G\η(j;p)) = l − p|φk, φj)
P (λkj(G) = p|φk, φj).

(A17)

To evaluate the first factor of the RHS of Eq. A17, re-
call the approach for Lemma 1 in Appendix A 1 wherein,
asymptotically, the addition of a finite set of nodes η(j)
back to G\η(j) would have made a vanishing difference
to the rest of the network. Here, we have the node set
η(j; p), which will asymptotically be of a finite size for
any bounded p. Given that we apply this framework to
finite-size networks, this approximation works for small
values of p, when the size of η(j; p) does not scale with
the size of the network n. In such regimes, the approach
for Lemma 1 is reasonable—see Appendix A 3. However,
for larger values of p of O (log n), because the probability
of a node to be at distance p scales as O (1), the size of
η(j; p) scales as O (n). Hence, G\η(j;p) would be markedly
different from the original network G.

Therefore, we pursue a new strategy to estimate
P (λik(G\η(j;p)) = l − p), by constructing the geodesic
between i, k in G\η(j;p) using events defined for G. Let:

Bu1 , {G ∈ Ω|λiu(G) = l − p− 1, λuk(G) = 1}, (A18a)

Xu , {G ∈ Ω|λuj(G) > p}, (A18b)

W , {G ∈ Ω|λik(G) ≥ l − p}. (A18c)

Then we can write the equivalence:
(
λik(G\η(j;p)) = l − p

)
⇐⇒ W ∩ [∃u (Bu1 ∩Xu)] .

(A19)
The backward implication of Eq. A19 is seen directly
by construction—removal of edges (of nodes in η(j; p))
cannot reduce the geodesic length between any node pair,
and since there exists a node u which is not in η(j; p)
and forms a geodesic between i, k of length l − p, it is
retained in the η(j; p)-subgraph, therefore maintaining
the geodesic between i, k of length l − p.

To see the forward implication of Eq. A19, note that
if the geodesic between i, k in the η(j; p)-subgraph is of
length l − p, then addition of edges of nodes in η(j; p)
to construct back G will not reduce the geodesic length
between i, k. This is because for all v ∈ η(j; p) we have
λiv(G

\k) ≥ l − p by definition, and since k’s edges can
only create paths from i to v of length at least l−p+1, this
further implies λiv(G) ≥ l−p. Consequently, addition of



37

v’s edges cannot create a path between i, k shorter than
the existing one, i.e. λik(G) = l− p =⇒ λik(G) ≥ l− p,
i.e. W is true (Eq. A18c). It also follows that there
must exist some node u /∈ η(j; p) which is the penulti-
mate node in the path between i, k in the subgraph, i.e.
λiu(G\η(j;p)) = l − p − 1, and since λij(G

\k) ≥ l, we

have λuj(G
\k) > p. Since the addition of k’s edges can

only create paths from u to j of length at least p + 1,
this further implies that λuj(G) > p, i.e. Xu is true
(Eq. A18b). Finally, we note that the reconstruction of
G cannot build a shorter path between i, u or u, k than
the ones which already exist, i.e. Bu1 is true (Eq. A18a).
Altogether, it follows that W ∩ (∃uBu1 ∩ Xu), which is
the RHS of Eq. A19.

From the equivalence in Eq. A19, we obtain:
(
λik(G\η(j;p)) = l − p

)
⇐⇒ W ∩ ¬ [@u (Bu1 ∩Xu)]

⇐⇒ W ∩ ¬[∀u¬(Bu1 ∩Xu)],

which leads to:

P (λik(G\η(j;p)) = l − p|φk, φj)

=
P (λik(G\η(j;p)) = l − p|φj)

P (φk)

=
P (W |φj)
P (φk)

P (¬[∀u¬(Bu1 ∩Xu)]|W,φj).

(A20)

Consider the second factor on the RHS of Eq. A20:

P (¬[∀u¬(Bu1 ∩Xu)]|W,φj)
= 1− P (∀u¬(Bu1 ∩Xu)|W,φj)
= 1−

∏

u6=(i,j,k)

P (¬(Bu1 ∩Xu)|W,φj)

= 1− exp


 ∑

u 6=(i,j,k)

log (1− P (Bu1 ∩Xu|W,φj))


 ,

(A21)

where in the second equality we use the asymptotic ap-
proximation that for any two nodes u 6= v we have neg-
ligible correlation between ¬(Bu1 ∩Xu) and ¬(Bv1 ∩Xv)
given W . From Eqs. A18c, A20 and A21, we obtain:

P (λik(G\η(j;p)) = l − p|φk, φj) =
P (λik(G) ≥ l − p)

P (φk)
1− exp


 ∑

u6=(i,j,k)

log (1− fijk(u; p, l))






(A22)

where we define:

fijk(u; p, l) ,P (Bu1 ∩Xu|W,φj) = P (λiu = l − p− 1,

λuk = 1, λuj > p|λik ≥ l − p, φj),
(A23)

where, because we are only concerned with the full graph
G, we drop it from the notation for clarity. Substituting

Eq. A22 into Eq. A17, we obtain the RHS of Eq. A3 in
Lemma 2.

Finally, write the RHS of Eq. A23 as:

P (λuj > p|λiu = l − p− 1, λuk = 1, λik ≥ l − p, φj)
× P (λiu = l − p− 1, λuk = 1|λik ≥ l − p)
= P (λuj > p|φu, φj)P (λiu = l − p− 1)P (Auk = 1),

(A24)

where in the last equality we apply Lemma 1 to the sec-
ond factor, and for the first factor we apply an asymp-
totic approximation: u forming a geodesic between i, k
is uninformative about the geodesic length between u, j,
except for supplying the knowledge that u is on the giant
component, i.e. φu (recall that we have suppressed the
conditioning on φi). Rearranging Eq. A24 yields Eq. A4
in Lemma 2.

3. Approximate l, p-bridging probability

We next prove Lemma 3, which approximates the
bridging probability in a manner that is tight for shorter
lengths in finite-size networks. The proof follows simi-
larly to that for Lemma 2 in Appendix A 2, up until Eq.
A17. Then, to define the probability of λik(G\η(j;p)) =
l − p, we follow the same approach as for Lemma 1
in Appendix A 1. For p smaller than O (log n), η(j; p)
scales as O (1). Asymptotically, addition of edges of
a finite number of nodes in η(j; p) creates no differ-
ence to the rest of the network in the asymptotic limit,
i.e. P (λik(G\η(j;p)) = l − p|φk, φj) ≈ P (λik(G) =
l − p|φk, φj) = P (λik(G) = l − p|φk). Then putting
in Eq. A17 yields P (Bp|Z, φj , φk) ≈ P (λik(G) = l −
p|φk)P (λkj(G) = p|φkφj). When plugged into Eq. A12
we obtain:

P (λik = l − p, λkj = p, λij = l|φj , φk) ≈
P (λik = l − p|φk)P (λkj = p|φkφj)P (λij ≥ l|φj),

which is the RHS of Eq. A5 in Lemma 3. This completes
the proof.

Appendix B: Connection probability on the giant
component

From Sec. II, the initial condition for the recursive
equations to derive the SPLD between node i, j in an
undirected setting is given by P (Aij = 1|φi). Here, we
show how this conditional likelihood of an edge relates to
its marginal likelihood.

Lemma 4 (Connection probability on the giant compo-
nent). For nodes i, j, assuming P (φi) > 0:

P (Aij = 1|φi) = P (Aij = 1)

{
1 +

[
1

P (φi)
− 1

]
P (φj)

}
.
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Proof. Consider generating the network edges in some or-
der, such that the edge between i, j is generated last of
all, without loss of generality (because we consider con-
ditionally independent edge models). We focus on esti-
mating P (Aij = 1, φi, φj). In the asymptotic limit, con-
sidering a network with a missing edge should make van-
ishing difference to the likelihood of a node belonging to
the giant component, and to the correlation of two nodes
belonging to the giant component. Since edges are added
independently of one another, we consider four indepen-
dent scenarios corresponding to whether i, j were on the
giant component before adding the edge between them.
In particular, the addition of an edge between i and j
can make both nodes belong to the giant component if
φi but ¬φj—with probability P (φi)[1−P (φj)]—or vice-
versa—with probability P (φj)[1 − P (φi)]. If the nodes
were already on the giant component prior to adding the
edge—with probability P (φi)P (φj)—then addition of an
edge retains that. Finally, if the nodes were previously
not on the giant component, then the addition of an edge
will not put them on the giant component. Consequently,
exploiting the independence arguments above, we have

P (Aij = 1, φi, φj) =P (Aij = 1)

× [P (φi) + P (φj)− P (φi)P (φj)].

Also, we can write

P (Aij = 1, φi, φj) = P (φj |Aij = 1, φi)P (Aij = 1|φi)P (φi)

= P (Aij = 1|φi)P (φi),

since (Aij = 1) ∩ φi =⇒ φj , i.e. P (φj |Aij = 1, φi) = 1.
Substituting the value derived for P (Aij = 1, φi, φj) from
above then gives us the desired expression.

Thus, to fix the initial condition for the SPLD, we need
to compute percolation probability P (φi) i.e. the likeli-
hood of being on the giant component for all nodes of the
network. However, under some circumstances, we need
not compute P (φi). In particular, from Lemma 4, it is
evident that in the case where (1) i is very likely to per-
colate i.e. P (φi)→ 1, or when (2) j is very likely to not
percolate i.e. P (φj)→ 0, then we have P (Aij = 1|φi)→
P (Aij = 1), i.e. the conditional and marginal likelihoods
coincide. When (3) both i and j are very likely to not

percolate then P (Aij = 1|φi)→ P (Aij = 1)
[
1 +

P (φj)
P (φi)

]
.

If the ratio of percolating likelihoods is known, then
the initial condition is also known. For instance, in
an ER graph where every node is equivalent, we have
in the just-supercritical regime: P (φi) = P (φj) → 0,
and obtain P (Aij = 1|φi) → 2P (Aij = 1). Thus, we
need to compute the likelihood of percolating to com-
pute the initial condition in intermediate settings of per-
colation. We remark that we can also derive the like-
lihood of an edge when the node is not percolating:

P (Aij = 1|¬φi) =
P (Aij=1,¬φi)

P (¬φi) =
P (Aij=1)−P (Aij=1,φi)

1−P (φi)
.

Then using Lemma 4 we get:

P (Aij = 1|¬φi) = P (Aij = 1)[1− P (φj)]. (B1)

In Fig. 15, we show how the expected degree varies for
percolating and non-percolating nodes, for connectives
above the percolation threshold of mean degree d = 1
[23].
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FIG. 15. Expected degree of nodes in the whole network (×),
on the giant component (◦), and not on the giant compo-
nent (?) for ER graphs with varying mean connectivity. Net-
work size is fixed at n = 1024, while mean degree varies from
d ∈ [1.1, 4]. Lines indicate analytics corresponding to the
likelihood of connection between two nodes i, j—P (Aij = 1),
P (Aij = 1|φi) from Lemma 4 and P (Aij = 1|¬φi) from Eq.
B1, respectively—scaled by n for interpretation as mean de-
gree, while symbols indicate empirical mean estimates over 10
network samples—standard errors are small and not shown
to aid legibility. For graphs with high connectivity, P (Aij =
1|φi) → P (Aij = 1), while for those with low connectivity,
P (Aij = 1|φi)→ 2P (Aij = 1).

For directed networks, we must define the event φ−ij ,
indicating that node i is on the giant in-component of
j. As shown in Appendix E 1, we require the probability
P (Aik = 1|φ−ij) to supply the initial condition for the re-
cursive equations of the SPLD. This yields a very similar
lemma to Lemma 4 for undirected networks.

Lemma 5 (Connection probability to giant in-compo-
nent(s)). For nodes i, j, k, assuming P (φ−ij) > 0:

P (Aik = 1|φ−ij) =P (Aik = 1)

×
{

1 +

[
1

P (φ−ij)
− 1

]
P (φ−kj)

}
,

Proof. The proof is very similar to that of Lemma 4. Be-
cause we consider conditionally independent edge mod-
els, we can generate the network edges in some order,
such that the directed edge between i, k is generated
last of all, without loss of generality. We first estimate
P (Aik = 1, φ−ij , φ

−
kj). In the asymptotic limit, consider-

ing a network with a missing edge should make vanishing
difference to the likelihood of a node belonging to the
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giant in-component of j, and to the correlation of two
nodes belonging to that giant in-component. Since edges
are added independently of one another, we consider the
four independent scenarios corresponding to whether i, k
were on the giant in-component of j before adding the
edge between them. The addition of a directed edge be-
tween i and k can make both nodes belong to the giant
in-component of j in only 2 of these scenarios: if φ−ij and

φ−kj—with probability P (φ−ij)P (φ−kj)—or φ−kj but ¬φ−ij—
with probability P (φ−kj)[1−P (φ−ij)]. Then, exploiting the
independence arguments above, we have

P (Aik = 1, φ−ij , φ
−
kj) = P (Aik = 1)P (φ−kj).

Similarly, consider the probability of P (Aik =
1, φ−ij ,¬φ−kj). This can occur in only 1 of the 4 scenarios:

if φ−ij and ¬φ−kj , yielding

P (Aik = 1, φ−ij ,¬φ−kj) = P (Aik = 1)P (φ−ij)
[
1− P (φ−kj)

]

Adding both of the above gives us:

P (Aik = 1, φ−ij) = P (Aik = 1)

×
[
P (φ−ij) + P (φ−kj)− P (φ−ij)P (φ−kj)

]
,

which divided through by P (φ−ij) gives the desired equa-
tion.

Appendix C: Finite-size effects in the SPLD

Given that we assume infinite network size to discount
correlations in the network, in this section we analyze
finite-size effects for the analytic form of the shortest path
length distribution, given by the recursive Eq. 12. We
first provide a general asymptotic argument to intuit how
the probability mass of a node to be at distance l from a
given node scales with network size n. Then, we invoke
the approximate closed-form of the SPLD obtained in Eq.
46 of Sec. III to show when this scaling holds, and when
it does not, for finite-size networks in the supercritical
and subcritical regimes. Finally, we describe how finite-
size effects manifest in the analytic form of the SPLD.

Node degrees and sparsity. In Sec. II, we gave the
expectation of degree of a given node. In this work,
we assume that the network is sparse in the sense that
nodes have a bounded expected degree of O (1) asymp-
totically, as n→∞. From Eq. 4, it is then sufficient that
∀(i, j), 〈A〉ij = O

(
n−1

)
. (Strictly speaking, it is neces-

sary that the likelihood of an edge is O
(
n−1

)
almost ev-

erywhere, a distinction which becomes more apparent for
general models of Sec. III. We further note that our for-
malism works just as well for a network with self-loops,
as long as self-loops are also added sparsely. That is,
the chance of a self-loop for any given node is O

(
n−1

)
,

and so we can asymptotically ignore self-loops, as we do

here.) We remark that since edges are added indepen-
dently, the (in-/out-)degree distribution itself for node
i will be a Poisson binomial distribution, which by Le
Cam’s theorem [112] will asymptotically (as n→∞) ap-
proach the Poisson distribution, whose mean

〈
d+
i

〉
,
〈
d−i
〉

is given by Eqs. 3a, 3b. Evidently, the degree distribu-
tion for the whole network will be a mixture of Poisson
distributions, whose expectation 〈d〉 is given by Eq. 4.

Asymptotic scaling behaviour of shortest path lengths
in sparse networks. Since the network is sparse, proba-
bility of two nodes i, j connecting is O

(
n−1

)
. If the nodes

have a shortest path of length 2, then (1) they are not di-
rectly connected with a likelihood of 1−O

(
n−1

)
= O (1),

and (2) they have a path of length-2 between them. Con-
sider a node k which forms this length-2 “bridge”. Since
k has an (independent) likelihood of connecting to i or j
of O

(
n−1

)
, it connects with both i and j with a likeli-

hood of O
(
n−2

)
. Since there are O (n) such nodes, the

chance of a length-2 bridge is O
(
n−1

)
. Consequently, the

likelihood of i and j having a shortest path of length 2
is O

(
n−1

)
. Similarly, if i, j are connected by a length-3

geodesic, then (1) they are not connected by a shorter
path with a likelihood of O (1), and (2) they have a path
of length-3 between them. Let η(j) denote the set of
neighbors of j, including itself, and let k ∈ η(j) which
may form this length-3 bridge between i, j. For that to
be true, k itself must be at a length 2 from i, which we saw
above happens with a chance of O

(
n−1

)
. The size of η(j)

is O (1), i.e. it is bounded due to sparsity. Asymptoti-
cally, for two nodes k, u ∈ η(j), it is vanishingly likely for
the paths from i to them to coincide. Altogether then,
i can reach j via any of its neighbours in 3 hops with
a likelihood of O

(
n−1

)
. Then by induction—while as-

suming asymptotic independence of shortest path from
the source node to the neighbors of the target node—
it follows that for any finite shortest path length l, the
probability of two nodes having a shortest path of length
l is O

(
n−1

)
in the asymptotic limit. We emphasize that

this argument relies only on sparsity, without assuming
anything about the relative probabilities of connection
between nodes. That is, it holds regardless of the exact
random graph model specification.

The scaling behaviour of shortest path lengths is evi-
dent in the expression for the approximate closed-form of
the survival function of the SPLD for a general random
graph model, as given by Eq. 46, which is asymptotically
tight for finite lengths. That is, for nodes x, y:

P (λxy > l) = exp

(
− 1

n

N∑

i=1

Sl(τi)ϕi(x)ϕi(y)

)

≈ 1− 1

n

N∑

i=1

Sl(τi)ϕi(x)ϕi(y)

=⇒ P (λxy = l) ≈ 1

n

N∑

i=1

τ liϕi(x)ϕi(y) = O
(
n−1

)
,

(C1)
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where the first approximation uses a first-order expansion
of the exponential, and in the second equality we use
P (λxy = l) = P (λxy > l − 1) − P (λxy > l), and the

definition of Sl(a) , a+ a2 + · · · al as the geometric sum
of a starting at a up to l terms.

Finite-size effects in the supercritical regime. How-
ever, when we begin to consider longer geodesics which
scale with the network size n, then we can expect devia-
tions between analytics and empirics in the supercritical
regime, due to finite-size effects. If length l = c log n for
some c > 0, then from Eq. C1 we obtain

P (λxy = l) = O
(
nc log τ1−1

)
, (C2)

where τ1 is the largest eigenvalue. If τ1 > 1, which
from Theorem 2 implies the supercritical regime and vice-
versa, then the likelihood of two nodes having a short-
est path of length l does not scale as O

(
n−1

)
, and for

c ≥ (log τ1)−1 can scale as O (nε) where ε ≥ 0. Con-
sequently, at such geodesic lengths, we can expect non-
vanishing correlations between different geodesics con-
necting the source and target nodes. To appreciate these
finite-size effects, consider the simplest graph model, of
an ER graph with mean degree 〈d〉 > 1. From Eq. 56,
we know that the approximate closed-form of the sur-
vival function of distribution of shortest path lengths
λ is a discrete version of the Gompertz distribution,

i.e. P (λ > l) = exp
(
−a(ebl − 1)

)
, where a , 〈d〉

n(〈d〉−1)

and b , log 〈d〉. Consequently, this distribution has a

mode around l =
log

n(〈d〉−1)
〈d〉

log〈d〉 = O
(

logn
log〈d〉

)
. Therefore,

the finite-size effects should become apparent around the
mode of the SPLD.

We plot the error in the analytic (Eqs. 12, 13, and
17) and approximate analytic forms (Eqs. 12 and 16)
of the SPLD for an ER graph with 〈d〉 = 2 in Fig. 16,
and note that the error in the probability mass function
(PMF) stays negligible for short geodesics, but eventu-
ally rises to its largest at the analytic mode of the SPLD
i.e. where l = O (log n), regardless of network size—see
top row in Fig. 16. However, non-zero errors become
more concentrated around the mode as network size is
increased, and consequently the absolute error when av-
eraged over the support of the distribution decreases as
network size increases—see bottom row in Fig. 16. No-
tably, we observe that the error in the cumulative distri-
bution function (CDF) as l → ∞, which is indicative of
the size of the giant component, tends to vanish with net-
work size, for both the analytic and approximate analytic
forms of the SPLD—see middle row in Fig. 16, and Fig.
17. This implies that while the analytic form marginally
overestimates the probability mass around the mode, it
compensates for it by commensurately underestimating
probability mass elsewhere. In particular, while the ana-
lytic form shifts mass away from longer geodesic lengths,
the approximate analytic form appears to pull it from
either sides of the mode—see top row in Fig. 16.

Subcritical regime. We now consider the subcritical
regime, wherein the shortest path between source and
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FIG. 16. Average error in analytic and approximate analytic
forms of shortest path length distribution vanishes asymp-
totically. For an ER graph with fixed mean degree 〈d〉 = 2
and varying network size n ∈ {27, 28, 29, 210, 211, 212, 213}, the
empirical error is computed by subtracting the (top row) em-
pirical PMF and (middle row) CDF over 10 samples from the
respective (left column) analytic and (right column) approxi-
mate analytic forms of the SPLD. We remark that error bars
are ommitted for clarity, and the support of the distribution
is scaled by its analytic mode—marked by the vertical dotted
line—to aid comparison across network sizes. Bottom row
shows the absolute empirical error averaged over the distri-
bution support. Average errors decrease for larger network
sizes for either analytic forms of the SPLD.

target nodes cannot pass via nodes on a giant compo-
nent. From Theorem 2, τ1 ≤ 1 in the subcritical regime,
which from Eq. C2 implies that the likelihood of two
nodes having a shortest path of length l = O (log n)
scales as O

(
n−1−ε), where ε ≥ 0. Therefore asymptoti-

cally, even when considering geodesic lengths that scale
with the network size, the correlations between shortest
paths should remain vanishingly small in the subcriti-
cal regime, and we expect to observe vanishing finite-size
effects. This is evident in Fig. 18 for the SPLD in sub-
critical ER graphs, and in Fig. 19 for the SPLD in a
subcritical bipartite SBM.

Appendix D: Percolation behaviour and the SPLD

In this section, we detail the relationship between per-
colation behaviour and the distribution of shortest path
lengths. In particular, we show that a giant component
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FIG. 17. Percolation probabilities derived from the self-
consistency equation agree with estimates derived from the
limiting value of the approximate analytic shortest path
length distribution. Network size is fixed at n = 1024, while
mean degree of the ER graph varies from 〈d〉 ∈ [1.1, 4]. Solid
and dotted lines indicate analytic solutions derived from Eq.
17 and Eqs. 12, 14, 15 respectively, while symbols and bars
indicate empirical estimates: mean and standard error over
10 network samples. There is good agreement between all
three for varying levels of connectivity and therefore percola-
tion probabilities.

exists if and only if asymptotically the closed-form condi-
tional PMF of the SPLD, in Eq. 38a, grows unbounded
with the geodesic length l (Theorem 1), and that this is
equivalent to the largest absolute eigenvalue of the inte-
gral operator T , in Eq. 40, is greater than unity (Theo-
rem 2. For the corresponding result for asymmetric ker-
nels, we refer the reader to Appendix E 2 b.

1. Geodesic and spectral conditions for percolation

We first restate and prove Theorem 1.

Theorem (Geodesic condition for percolation). Con-
sider a network with n nodes in V . Let ωl(x, y;n) be
the closed-form of the conditional PMF of the SPLD be-
tween nodes at x, y ∈ V , as given by Eq. 38a, where we
make explicit the dependence on network size n. Then in
the asymptotic limit, a giant component does not exist if
and only if ∀x, y ∈ V : lim

n→∞
lim sup
l→∞

ωl(x, y;n) = 0.

Proof. First, we show the forward implication that if
a giant component does not exist, then ∀x, y ∈ V :
lim
n→∞

lim sup
l→∞

ωl(x, y;n) = 0, via contraposition. Suppose

∃x, y ∈ V such that lim
n→∞

lim sup
l→∞

ωl(x, y;n) 6= 0. Due to

non-negativity of the kernel, the possible initial condi-
tions ω1(x, y;n) from Eqs. 37, B1, or 45 must be non-
negative, and therefore ωl(x, y;n) as defined in Eq. 38a
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FIG. 18. Empirical, analytic and (approximate) closed-form
CDF of shortest path lengths on the small components in the
subcritical regime, for an ER graph with varying connectivity.
Network size is fixed at n = 1024, while mean degree varies as
〈d〉 ∈ {0.5, 0.6, 0.7, 0.8, 0.9, 1}. Solid and dotted lines indicate
analytic (Eqs. 12, 16) and (approximate) closed-form solu-
tions (Eqs. 16, 29), respectively. Symbols and bars indicate
empirical estimates: mean and standard error over 10 network
samples. Both the analytic and (approximate) closed-form
SPLD are in good agreement for all subcritical connectivities
at all geodesic lengths.

must be non-negative. This leads us to only consider
lim
n→∞

lim sup
l→∞

ωl(x, y;n) > 0. We consider three mutually

exclusive and exhaustive scenarios under which we can in-
terpret ωl(x, y;n). If a giant component exists, then the
function ωl(x, y;n) defines the closed-form of the condi-
tional PMF of the SPLD for a source node at x either
when (1) the node is on the giant component (with the
initial condition in Eq. 37), or when (2) the node is on a
small component (with the initial condition in Eq. B1).
If a giant component does not exist, then (3) the func-
tion ωl(x, y;n) defines the closed-form of the conditional
PMF of the SPLD for a source node at x (with the initial
condition in Eq. 45) which can only be on a small compo-
nent. Considering scenarios (1) and (2) entails assuming
that the giant component exists, and we obtain the con-
traposition by tautology. Consider scenario (3), that the
giant component does not exist, and the node at x is on
a small component. Asymptotically, the target node at
y is on a different (small) component with high proba-



42

0.000

0.002

B
lo

ck
1

P (λij = l)

0.000

0.005

P (λij ≤ l)

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

l

0.000

0.001

0.002

B
lo

ck
2

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

l

0.000

0.002

0.004

FIG. 19. Empirical, analytic, and (approximate) closed-form
CDF of shortest path lengths on the small components in
the subcritical regime agree with each other for a bipar-
tite SBM, with block matrix B =

(
0 2
2 0

)
, distribution vector

π = (0.2, 0.8), and n = 1024. Rows correspond to the block
membership of source node. Left column depicts the PMF,
and the right column depicts the CDF. Solid lines represent
analytic form using Eqs. 53, while dotted lines represent (ap-
proximate) closed-form using Eq. 55. Symbols and bars in-
dicate empirical estimates: mean and standard error over 10
network samples.

bility, and arguments for deriving the closed-form of the
conditional PMF in Sec. II D will hold for the entire
support of the SPLD on a small component: ωl(x, y;n)
is a tight bound on the conditional PMF of SPLD on a
small component for all values of l. Therefore, the func-
tion f(n) , lim supl→∞ ωl(x, y;n) indicates the (largest)
limiting probability of the shortest path length to be l,
given that it is longer than l − 1, as l → ∞. The given
limit limn→∞ f(n) > 0 suggests that ∃ε ∈ R>0 such that
∀N, ∃n > N such that f(n) ≥ ε: we can increase the net-
work size arbitrarily, and there is always a larger network
of size n for which f(n) is bounded from below by a pos-
itive value. But asymptotically, the conditional PMF of
the SPLD on a small component should vanish for longer
path lengths, and therefore scenario (3) does not hold.
Instead, ωl(x, y;n) must define the SPLD for when x is
on the giant component, and therefore a giant component
exists, and scenario (1) holds.

Next, we show the backward implication that ∀x, y ∈
V : lim

n→∞
lim sup
l→∞

ωl(x, y;n) = 0 implies that a giant

component does not exist, via contradiction. Suppose
that a giant component indeed exists, and ∀x, y ∈ V :
lim
n→∞

lim sup
l→∞

ωl(x, y;n) = 0. We consider a node at x

that is on the giant component, and another node at
y for which it is given that lim

n→∞
lim sup
l→∞

ωl(x, y;n) = 0.

The limit as n → ∞ implies ∀ε ∈ R>0,∃N ∈ N such
that ∀n > N : lim supl→∞ ωl(x, y;n) < ε. By the

definition of limit superior, we get ∃L ∈ N such that
∀l > l : ωl(x, y;n) < lim supl→∞ ωl(x, y;n) + ε =⇒
ωl(x, y;n) < 2ε. It then follows that the network size n
can be chosen arbitrarily large to render ωl(x, y;n) arbi-
trarily small as l → ∞. Since a giant component exists,
ωl(x, y;n) can be interpreted as describing the closed-
form of the conditional PMF of the SPLD for a node
at x either when it is on the giant component, or when
it is on one of the small components: scenarios (1) and
(2) respectively from above. Because ωl(x, y;n) can be
made vanishingly small as l → ∞, ωl(x, y;n) is asymp-
totically a tight bound on the conditional PMF of the
SPLD on the giant component. This implies that the
probability of the shortest path length to be l, given that
it is longer than l− 1, tends to 0. But on a giant compo-
nent, this probability should increase with l asymptoti-
cally. Thus, ωl(x, y;n) cannot describe the SPLD when
the node at x is on the giant component, and scenario
(2) holds. Because the given limit holds ∀x, y, scenario
(2) holds for the SPLD between all node pair locations.
It then follows that ωl(x, y;n) may only describe small
components. Since the construction of ωl(x, y;n) makes
use of all available nodes, and yet is able to describe only
small components, it must be the case that only small
components can exist. This leads to a contradiction, and
thus our supposition that the giant component exists was
incorrect.

We now restate and prove Theorem 2.

Theorem (Spectral condition for percolation). Let T be
the integral operator related to a symmetric connectivity
kernel, as defined by Eq 40, and r(T ) be its spectral ra-
dius, i.e. the largest absolute value of its eigenvalues.
Then, the network has a giant component if and only if
r(T ) > 1, with the phase transition at r(T ) = 1.

Proof. First, we show the forward implication that if a
giant component exists, then r(T ) > 1, via contraposi-
tion. Let us assume that r(T ) ≤ 1. From Eq. 43, we
note for nodes at x, y ∈ V that the closed-form of the
conditional PMF of the SPLD can be written as

ωl(x, y;n) =

N∑

i=1

τi(n)l−1gi(x, y;n), (D1)

where ∀x, y we define gi(x, y;n) ,∫
V
ω1(x, z;n)ϕi(z;n)ϕi(y;n)dµ(z) explicating the

dependence on network size n, N is the rank of T ,
{τi}Ni=1 are the (real) eigenvalues (in non-increasing
order) with corresponding orthonormal eigenfunctions
{ϕi}Ni=1 of T . The core idea in this proof is that the
limiting properties of ωl(x, y;n) as l → ∞ are governed
by the largest eigenvalue of T : τ1(n). Since the spectral
radius is no larger than unity, all eigenvalues must be
less than or equal to unity in their absolute values.
From Eq. D1, ∀x, y : lim supl→∞ ωl(x, y;n) < ∞ =⇒
lim
n→∞

lim sup
l→∞

ωl(x, y;n) = 0. From Theorem 1, this

condition implies that a giant component does not



43

exist. Thus, if the network has a giant component, then
r(T ) > 1.

Next, we show the backward implication that if r(T ) >
1, then a giant component exists, via contradiction. Sup-
pose that the network does not contain a giant com-
ponent. From Theorem 1, this implies that ∀x, y :
lim
n→∞

lim sup
l→∞

ωl(x, y;n) = 0. In the proof for Theorem

1, we noted that these limits imply: ∀ε ∈ R>0,∃N ∈
N,∃L ∈ N such that ∀n > N, ∀l > L we have
ωl(x, y;n) < 2ε. We suppress the conditioning on n from
hereon, because it suffices to state that asymptotically
the sequence ωl(x, y) must have a limit as l→∞. Since
T is compact, it is either of finite rank (N is finite), or
the limit of finite rank operators (limi→∞ τi(n) = 0), im-
plying that the RHS of Eq. D1 is finite for finite l. Then
for the RHS of Eq. D1 to converge ∀x, y to a finite value
as l → ∞, it is necessary that either (1) ∀x, y ∈ V,∀i ∈
{1, 2, · · ·N} : gi(x, y) = 0, or (2) all of the eigenvalues are
no larger than unity in their absolute value, or (3) they
exist in pairs (τi, τj) such that |τi| > 1, |τj | > 1 and ∀x, y :

liml→∞ τ l−1
i gi(x, y)+τ l−1

j gj(x, y) = 0, i.e. they precisely

cancel each others contributions. Scenario (1) can only
hold for the trivial zero eigenfunction, and therefore is out
of consideration. Let us consider scenario (3), which must

require that liml→∞ τ l−1
i = liml→∞ τ l−1

j =⇒ τi = τj
and gi(x, y) = −gj(x, y). We know that T is a non-
negative (compact) operator, since the connectivity ker-
nel is non-negative. In particular, if it is positive, i.e.
the likelihood of connection between any node pair can-
not be precisely 0, then we can apply a generalization of
Perron’s theorem to positive compact operators. That
is, r(T ) > 0 and is itself an eigenvalue with multiplicity
1 [113, 114]. This implies that there cannot be another
eigenvalue which it can be paired with, and therefore
scenario (3) is invalidated. If T is non-negative but irre-
ducible, i.e. even if the likelihood of connection between
a node pair is 0 but there is a non-zero chance of hav-
ing a path between them, we can apply Perron-Frobenius
theorem [114, 115]. Following this, there can be h eigen-
values of T with the same absolute value r(T ), where h
is the period of T and each of these eigenvalues is given
by a product of r(T ) with an hth root of unity. For a
symmetric kernel, h can be 1—in which case the largest
eigenvalue τ1 is unique and its pair cannot exist—or 2—
in which case too the pair does not exist since the other
eigenvalue is given by −τ1. Thus again, (3) does not
hold. Therefore, for T that is positive, or irreducible non-
negative, the only condition for non-percolation must be
(2), i.e. all eigenvalues are less than or equal to unity in
their absolute value. It then follows that r(T ) ≤ 1.

We are yet to consider the case when T is reducible,
i.e. there exists a partitioning of the node space V into
“connected” subspaces {V1, V2, · · · } such that the like-
lihood of a path existing between different subspaces is
zero. For instance, in a perfectly homophilous SBM with
a diagonal block matrix, the blocks define an exact parti-
tioning with no inter-block edges. Consequently, each of

these subspaces must correspond either to an irreducible
operator—where for any two nodes in Vi there is a non-
zero likelihood of a path between them—or to the null
operator—where for any two nodes in Vi there is zero like-
lihood of them to connect. This permits an expression for
T as the direct sum of (countably many) compact irre-
ducible or null operators: T = T1⊕T2⊕· · · corresponding
to each of the node subspaces. In a finite-dimensional set-
ting, this is equivalent to expressing T as a block diagonal
matrix. For the network to not have a giant component,
none of these node subspaces may contain a giant com-
ponent. From the above proof for irreducible operators,
and noting that for the null operator the spectral radius
is 0, we get the condition that max(r(T1), r(T2), · · · ) ≤ 1.
Since the spectrum of T is given by the union of spectra
of each Ti, we obtain r(T ) ≤ 1.

For other analyses, it is useful to observe the following
corollary of Theorem 1.

Corollary 1.1 (Percolation condition using approximate
closed-form of the conditional PMF of the SPLD). Con-
sider a network with n nodes in V , and connectivity ker-
nel ν. Let ω̃l(x, y;n) be the approximate closed-form of
the conditional PMF of the SPLD between x ∈ V and
y ∈ V , as given by Eq. 38a with the initial condition
ω̃1 = ν. Then in the asymptotic limit, a giant com-
ponent does not exist if and only if ∀x ∈ V,∀y ∈ V :
lim
n→∞

lim sup
l→∞

ω̃l(x, y;n) = 0.

Proof. Recall that the approximate closed-form of the
conditional PMF differs from the closed-form only in
its initial condition. Considering nodes x, y, the initial
condition for the closed-form is given from Eq. 37 by

c , ν(x, y)
{

1 +
[

1
ρ(x) − 1

]
ρ(y)

}
, and for the approxi-

mate closed-form by c̃ , ν(x, y). Since the percolation
probability ρ(·) is the asymptotic likelihood of being on
the giant component, it is independent of network size
n and geodesic length l. Also, c = 0 iff c̃ = 0. There-
fore, the limit value of the closed-form of the conditional
PMF is strictly zero iff the limit value of the approximate
closed-form is strictly zero: lim

n→∞
lim sup
l→∞

ωl(x, y;n) =

0 ⇐⇒ lim
n→∞

lim sup
l→∞

ω̃l(x, y;n) = 0. In other words,

the geodesic condition for percolation applies just as well
to the approximate closed-form of the distribution.

We remark that Corollary 1.1 holds just as well for
asymmetric kernels, given the analogous initial condition
for the closed-form conditional PMF in Eq. E1 of Ap-
pendix E 1.

2. Percolative partition of node space

In Sec. VI A, we noted that the mean geodesic length
in a network can be computed only after conditioning
on the giant component. In the general random graph
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framework of Sec. III, it could happen that the node
space V has some node subspaces which percolate—and
need to be marginalized over when computing the mean
geodesic length— and some that do not percolate—and
must be ignored. In this section, we define a “percolative
partition” of the node space into disconnected subspaces
which percolate separately from each other. This allows
us to estimate statistics like the mean geodesic length in
Eq. D2 by marginalizing separately over each subspace.

Theorem 3 (Percolative partition of node space). Con-
sider a network in the general random graph model of Sec.
III, in a node space V , and let ψ

l
(x, y) be the closed-form

survival function of the distribution of geodesic lengths
between nodes x ∈ V, y ∈ V , as defined in Eq. 38b.
Then asymptotically, there exists a countable partition of
V = V0∪

⋃m
i=1 Vi such that all of the following conditions

hold:

Disjoint: Vi ∩ Vj = ∅,
Disconnected: ∀x ∈ Vi, ∀y ∈ Vj: lim

l→∞
ψ
l
(x, y) = 1,

Subcritical: ∀x, y ∈ V0: 1 > lim
l→∞

ψ
l
(x, y) > 0,

Supercritical: ∀i > 0,∀x, y ∈ Vi: lim
l→∞

ψ
l
(x, y) = 0.

We remark that it is possible that (a) V0 = ∅, when only
supercritical subspace(s) exist i.e. V =

⋃m
i=1 Vi, or that

(b) V0 = V , when no supercritical subspace(s) exist.

Proof. We pursue a proof by construction. Let T be the
compact self-adjoint integral operator for the network
model, as defined by Eq 40. If T is reducible, then it
can be expressed as a direct sum of (countably many)
compact irreducible operators T =

⊕m
i=1 Ti, each act-

ing on disjoint node subspaces V1, V2, · · ·Vm, such that
the likelihood of a path of any finite length between a
node at x ∈ Vi, and a node at y ∈ Vj (i 6= j), is 0.
It then follows that @z ∈ V such that there might ex-
ist a path of finite length between the node at x and
a node at z, and the node at z may be directly con-
nected to the node at y. This yields from Eq. 38 that
∀x ∈ Vi,∀y ∈ Vj ,∀l ∈ Z≥0 : ψ

l
(x, y) = 1. Therefore,

liml→∞ ψ
l
(x, y) = 1, which gives the “disconnected” con-

dition.
Consider the irreducible operator Ti acting on Vi. (If

T itself is irreducible, then consider T acting on V .) If
r(Ti) < 1, then collect all such operators via a direct
sum into T0, and their corresponding node subspaces via
a disjoint union into V0. Since the spectra of T is given by
the union of spectra of each of the collected operators, we
have r(T0) < 1. Since no giant component exists in V0,
from arguments in the proof for Theorem 1 we know that
∀x ∈ V0,∀y ∈ V0 it follows that lim supl→∞ ωl(x, y) <∞.
From Eq. 38b, we obtain liml→∞ ψ

l
(x, y) > 0, which

gives the “subcritical” condition.
Finally, if r(Ti) > 1, then from Theorem 2 nodes in

Vi must form a giant component, making it a “super-
critical subspace”. By the same arguments as in the

proof for Theorem 1, for any two nodes x ∈ Vi, y ∈ Vi
to be on a giant component implies that asymptoti-
cally lim supl→∞ ωl(x, y) = ∞, and thus from Eq. 38b
liml→∞ ψ

l
(x, y) = 0, which gives the “supercritical” con-

dition.
The subspaces Vi are pairwise disjoint, and they are

also pairwise disjoint with V0, which supplies the “dis-
joint” condition. This exhausts all scenarios.

Estimating the mean geodesic length. Theorem 3 es-
sentially partitions V into a non-percolating subspace V0

(which may be empty), and disconnected yet separately
percolating subspaces {Vi}mi=1, such that for any given
i ∈ {1, 2, · · ·m} it holds that ∀x ∈ Vi,∀y ∈ Vi, the closed-
form of the survival function of the SPLD—as defined in
Eq. 38b—has a limiting value of zero. (Relatedly, this
makes clear why we cannot compute the size of the giant
component using the closed-form of the SPLD, since us-
ing Eq. 88 for the size of the giant component with the
closed form ψ

l
(x, y) instead of the analytic form ψl(x, y)

would always yield a giant component of size n in the su-
percritical regime, as previously mentioned in Sec. II D.)
We can now obtain the expected geodesic length from Eq.
107 by marginalizing over the percolating subspaces:

〈λ〉 =

∑m
i=1

∫
Vi

∫
Vi

∑∞
l=0 ψl(x, y)dµ(x)dµ(y)

∑m
i=1 µ(Vi)2

, (D2)

whose RHS is well-defined. We remark that we can es-
tablish a corollary for Theorem 3 in terms of the approx-
imate closed-form of the survival function of the SPLD,
similarly to obtaining Corollary 1.1 regarding the perco-
lation condition in terms of the approximate closed-form
of the conditional PMF of the SPLD. That is, Eq. D2 is

well-defined when using ψ̃
l
(x, y) from Eq. 46 instead of

ψ
l
(x, y) from Eq. 38b.
Asymmetric connectivity kernel. Although the proof

for Theorem 3 assumes T is self-adjoint, i.e. a symmet-
ric kernel, an analogous proof follows when we have an
asymmetric kernel. In particular, from the formalism of
Theorem 4 in Appendix E, if supercriticality is symmet-
ric it follows that the percolating subspaces correspond to

the “strongly-connected” subspaces {Ṽi}mi=1, which can
then be used to compute average geodesic lengths from
Eq. D2.

Appendix E: Directed networks and asymmetric
connectivity kernels

As discussed in Sec. II A, there can be non-trivial dif-
ferences between the undirected and directed setting, be-
cause the concept of a “giant component” is more subtle
for directed networks. Namely, it is not necessary for a
(directed) path to exist from i to j, even if one exists
from j to i. This yields two generalizations of the giant
component: the set of nodes of size O (n) that are reach-
able from a node constitute its giant out-component, and
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those from which a node can be reached constitute its gi-
ant in-component [13, 116]. For directed networks, we
say that (i, j) is supercritical if asymptotically there can
exist a giant in-component of j such that i is on it, or
equivalently if asymptotically there can exist a giant out-
component of i such that j is on it. The definition of a
subcritical node pair arises via negation. We emphasize
that supercriticality is symmetric and transitive in an
undirected setting, whereas it is (necessarily) only tran-
sitive in a directed setting. Consequently, it is possible
for (i, j) and (k, j) to be supercritical, but (i, k) and/or
(k, i) to be subcritical.

1. Directed networks: ensemble average model

We consider the SPLD on the in-/out-components of
a directed network, first in the supercritical regime for
node pair (i, j). By the same argument as in Sec. II A,
without loss of generality, we assume that 〈A〉 is not per-
mutation similar to a block diagonal matrix. (In the di-
rected setting, this is a weaker condition than 〈A〉 being
irreducible, i.e. permutation similar to a block triangu-
lar matrix.) Let φ−ij be the event that node i is on the

giant in-component of j (note the explicit dependence on
both i, j), and φ+

ji be the event that node j is on the
giant out-component of i. Analogous to Eq. 7, we can
define the conditional PMF and survival function matri-
ces, but when conditioning on φ−ij instead of φi. The
recursive setup of Sec. II A, and the result in Lemma
1, can be applied verbatim to directed networks. How-
ever, the initial condition for the conditional PMF matrix
[Ω1]ik = P (Aik = 1|φ−1

ij ) will be different. As shown in
Lemma 5 in Appendix B, we obtain an initial condition
analogous to Eq. 13:

P (Aik = 1|φ−ij) =P (Aik = 1)

×
{

1 +

[
1

P (φ−ij)
− 1

]
P (φ−kj)

}
,

(E1)

where we remark that P (φ−jj) = P (φ+
jj) is the probability

that j is on a giant strongly connected component of the
network, which is a connected component of size O (n)
such that every node is reachable from every other node
on it. Finding the RHS of Eq. E1 requires an estimate
of the “directed” percolation probability P (φ−ij).

Directed percolation probability via the SPLD. Using
arguments of Sec. II B, i.e. by continuity of the SPLD,
the amount of probability mass at λij =∞ when i is on
the giant in-component of j is given by the steady state
of Eq. 12a:

P (λij =∞|φ−ij) = lim
l→∞

P (λij > l|φ−ij). (E2)

Since i is already connected to a putative giant in-
component of j, the event λij = ∞|φ−ij corresponds to

j not being on the giant out-component of i:

P (φ+
ji) = 1− P (λij =∞|φ−ij). (E3)

We note that the likelihood of i being on the giant in-
component of j, is the same as the likelihood of i being
on the giant out-component of j, when the direction of all
edges in the network is reversed. With the conditioning
on the average adjacency matrix made explicit:

P (φ−ij | 〈A〉) = P (φ+
ij | 〈A〉

T
). (E4)

Therefore, Eqs. 12, E1, E2, E3 and E4 provide us with
the full analytic form of the SPLD for directed networks.
Since precision on the initial condition is not important
for the steady state of Eq. 12, we can use the näıve initial
condition

P (Aij = 1|φ−ij) = P (Aij = 1) (E5)

for the recursive setup given the transposed average adja-

cency matrix 〈A〉T to first obtain the directed percolation
probability of every supercritical node pair, and then run
the recursive setup a second time given 〈A〉 and the exact
initial condition in Eq. E1.

Asymmetric supercriticality. As described above, a
directed setting that permits asymmetric kernels can re-
sult in non-trivial deviations from an undirected setting,
particularly when supercriticality is asymmetric. For
instance, consider a directed “chain” stochastic block
model (SBM) with k blocks, whose block matrix has non-
zero entries on the diagonal—allowing for nodes to con-
nect to other nodes within the block—and on the upper
off-diagonal—allowing for nodes to connect to nodes in
the next adjacent block:

B =




a b
a b

. . .
. . .

a b
a



. (E6)

Evidently, for i < j, (directed) paths can exist from nodes
of block i to block i, and block i to block j, but they
are entirely prohibited from nodes of block j to block
i. Given this directed chain structure, we can expect
P (φ−ij) < P (φ−ik) for block indices i < j < k. Fig. 20
shows the variation in directed percolation probabilities
in one such chain SBM, using Eqs. 12, E5, E2, E3 and
E4.

Symmetric supercriticality. Consider the scenario
where supercriticality is symmetric for all node pairs
(i, j): asymptotically, if there can exist a giant in-
component of j containing i, then there can exist a
giant in-component of i containing j, and vice-versa.
This implies that the giant in- and out-components of
all nodes constitute a single giant strongly connected
component, on which every node can reach every other
node. Then, we can drop the dependence on the “tar-
get node” from the directed percolation events and write
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FIG. 20. Empirical and analytic estimates of directed perco-
lation probabilities agree with each other for a “chain” SBM
(with 8 equiproportioned blocks, values 10 and 6 on the di-
agonal and upper off-diagonal entries of the block matrix,
respectively). Colors correspond to the block membership of
source node, while x-axis corresponds to the block member-
ship of target node. Solid lines represent analytic form using
Eqs. 12, E5, E2, E3 and E4, while markers and bars indi-
cate empirical estimates: mean and standard error over 10
network samples.

∀j : φ−ij = φ−i , φ
+
ij = φ+

i , where φ−i (φ+
i ) is the event

that node i has an edge to (from) the giant strongly
connected component. This renders the initial condition
for directed networks to be exactly the same as that for
undirected networks, Eq. 13, except where φi is sub-
stituted by φ−i . If we further assume that the average
adjacency matrix is symmetric, then Eqs. E4 and E3
yield P (φ−j ) = 1− P (λij =∞|φ−i ), which is identical to
Eq. 15 for undirected networks, except where φi is sub-
stituted by φ−i . It then follows that the SPLD for a net-
work generated using a symmetric 〈A〉 does not depend
on the network’s directedness. This is evident in Fig.
21, where we plot the empirical and analytic SPLD for
a directed network generated with an asymmetric kernel
with symmetric supercriticality, by using an SBM with
an asymmetric block matrix. We emphasize that if 〈A〉 is
symmetric, (or equivalently kernel ν in the general ran-
dom graph framework of Sec. III is symmetric,) then
supercriticality is symmetric for all node pairs, but the
converse need not be true.

Percolation probability via self-consistency equation.
We can also derive percolation probabilities without in-
voking the SPLD. For i to not be on the giant in-
component of j, it must not have a directed edge to any
node k such that k is on the giant in-component of j.
(This exemplifies the transitivity of supercriticality so-
defined.) Therefore, the self-consistency Eq. 17 yields
percolation probabilities in the directed setting as well,
except where ρi , P (φ−ij). Given the dependence on j,
in the worst case there can be as many non-trivial so-

lutions to the self-consistency equation as the number
of nodes, all of which need to be found. However, the
SPLD approach to deriving percolation probabilities ex-
tracts all solutions in one sweep, encoded in the steady
state of the survival function matrix, which is a signif-
icant advantage. If supercriticality is symmetric for all
node pairs, there can only be a unique giant strongly
connected component, and there can exist only a unique
non-trivial solution to the self-consistency equation.

Subcritical regime. We now consider a node pair (i, j)
that is subcritical, wherein asymptotically there cannot
exist a giant in-component of j containing i, or equiva-
lently a giant out-component of i containing j. In the
infinite size limit, this yields that either, trivially, there
exist no paths from i to j, or that i can reach j through
paths only on a small in-/out-component. This results in
the subcriticality condition:

P (φ−ij) = P (φ+
ji) = 0, (E7)

in which case we consider the SPLD on the small in-
/out-component containing i, j. By arguments of Sec.
II C, the recursive setup remains identical, with the dif-
ference arising in the initial condition for the conditional
PMF, now given by Eq. 19. That is, we obtain the same
expressions for the SPLD—Eqs. 12 and 19—under the
subcritical regime in directed and undirected networks.

2. Asymmetric kernel: general random graph
models

The shortest path formalism developed in Sec. III
for general random graph models works, in principle, for
both directed and undirected networks. In this section,
we consider asymmetric connectivity kernels in more de-
tail, which permits us to consider asymmetric versions of
directed network models. First, we define an ensemble
average model which is a finite-size representation of the
general model with n nodes. This is the inverse of going
from the ensemble average setting to the general setting,
and simplifies analyses for asymmetric kernels using ac-
cessible results from linear algebra.

Definitions. Consider the general random graph
framework with the node space V , and a graph with n
nodes generated according to node measure µ given by
the collection V = {xi|xi ∼ µ, i ∈ {1, 2, . . . n}} and edges
added between them according to connectivity kernel ν
given by the collection E = {(xi, xj)|(xi, xj) ∼ ν, (i, j) ∈
{1, 2 . . . n}2 s.t. i 6= j}. Let g : {1, 2, . . . n} → V be the
function mapping node indices to their location in the
node space. Consequently, we can define the expected
adjacency matrix, given g, as:

[〈A〉]ij , ν(g(i), g(j)), (E8)

where [X]ij refers to the corresponding entry in matrix
X. We emphasize that g is itself random. However
asymptotically, by Borel’s law of large numbers, the col-
lection V contains a number of nodes from location x in
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FIG. 21. Empirical and analytic distribution of shortest path lengths for directed (and undirected) graphs generated via

stochastic block models with asymmetric (symmetrized) block matrix B =
(

0 8 0
1 0 2
0 2 8

)
and distribution vector π =

(
1
3
, 1
3
, 1
3

)
In

each subplot, rows correspond to the block membership of source node, left column depicts the PMF, and the right column
depicts the CDF. Solid lines represent analytic form using Eqs. Eqs. 12, E1, E2, E3 and E4. Symbols and bars indicate
empirical estimates: mean and standard error over 10 network samples.

proportion to µ(x). This yields asymptotic equivalence
between the general random graph model, represented by
the integral operator T in Eq. 40, and its corresponding
ensemble average model 〈A〉 in Eq. E8. Asymptotic re-
sults on 〈A〉 can then be extended to those for T . We

further note that because of sparsity:

ν = O
(
n−1

)
=⇒ 〈A〉 = O

(
n−1

)
=⇒ 〈A〉m = O

(
n−1

)
.

(E9)
In this section, we study the closed-form of the survival
function of the SPLD and the percolation threshold for
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asymmetric kernels via their corresponding asymmetric
ensemble average model 〈A〉.

a. Closed-form of the SPLD

From Eq. 29, the closed-form of the survival function
matrix for the ensemble average model can be written en-
tirely in terms of powers of 〈A〉. Since the kernel ν is pos-
sibly asymmetric, 〈A〉 may not be a symmetric matrix.
Consequently, 〈A〉 may not necessarily be a normal ma-
trix, and therefore may not be diagonalized by a unitary
matrix. Analogously, in terms of the integral transform
operator T defined in Eq. 40, T may not be self-adjoint
and therefore the spectral theorem cannot be applied,
which prevents us from writing closed-form expressions
for the SPLD as in Eqs. 44, 46. However, by making use
of the Jordan normal form, the survival function of the
SPLD can still be expressed as a weighted sum of powers
of eigenvalues over a generalized eigenvector basis.

We consider the Jordan normal form of 〈A〉 = PJP−1,
where P is an invertible matrix and J is a block diagonal
matrix with k blocks such that the ith block denoted by
Ji, of size ni×ni, corresponds to the ith eigenvalue of 〈A〉,
denoted by τi, and can be written as the sum of a scaled
identity matrix and the canonical nilpotent matrix:

Ji =




τi 1
τi 1

. . .
. . .

τi 1
τi



.

We remark that for an eigenvalue τi, the number of Jor-
dan blocks corresponding to it gives its geometric mul-
tiplicity, while the sum of sizes of Jordan blocks corre-
sponding to it gives the algebraic multiplicity [117]. If J
is diagonal, then this implies that 〈A〉 is diagonalizable,
and therefore P simply corresponds to the right eigenvec-
tors of 〈A〉 stacked as column vectors. In that case, the
Jordan normal form is simply the eigendecomposition of
〈A〉. However, since we consider a scenario where 〈A〉
is not a symmetric matrix, it need not be diagonalized
in such a manner. However, the Jordan normal form al-
most diagonalizes it, in which case P then corresponds
to a generalized set of eigenvectors of 〈A〉 [117]. This
results in:

〈A〉m = PJmP−1.

Due to the diagonal block structure of J , its powers can
be written as the corresponding diagonal-block matrix of
the powers of its blocks. Then for the ith block, due to
its structure described above, its powers for m ∈ Z≥0 can
be written in closed-form as an upper-triangular matrix
such that [Jmi ]pq =

(
m
q−p
)
τm+p−q
i when m ≥ q − p ≥ 0,

and 0 otherwise [118]. Here,
(
m
q−p
)

= m!
(q−p)!(m+p−q)! is the

usual binomial coefficient. We can also express 〈A〉m, P
and P−1 as block matrices:

〈A〉m =




〈A〉m11 〈A〉
m
12 · · · 〈A〉

m
1k

〈A〉m21 〈A〉
m
22 · · · 〈A〉

m
2k

...
...

. . .
...

〈A〉mk1 〈A〉
m
k2 · · · 〈A〉

m
kk


 ,

P =




P11 P12 · · · P1k

P21 P22 · · · P2k

...
...

. . .
...

Pk1 Pk2 · · · Pkk


 ,

P−1 =




Q11 Q12 · · · Q1k

Q21 Q22 · · · Q2k

...
...

. . .
...

Qk1 Qk2 · · · Qkk


 .

Therefore, we can express powers of 〈A〉 in a blockwise
manner. For any two nodes a, b we can define their block
indices r, s ∈ {1, 2, · · · k}, and within-block indices u ∈
{1, 2, · · ·nr}, v ∈ {1, 2, · · ·ns}, such that:

〈A〉mrs =

k∑

i=1

PriJ
m
i Qis,

=⇒ [〈A〉mrs]uv =

k∑

i=1

ni∑

p=1,q=1

[Pri]up[J
m
i ]pq[Qis]qv

=

k∑

i=1

ni∑

p=1

min(p+m,ni)∑

q=p

(
m

q − p

)
τm+p−q
i [Pri]up[Qis]qv

(E10)

Putting Eq. E10 for the powers of 〈A〉 in Eqs. 29, 30
for the ensemble average model, we have shown that the
closed-form of survival function of an asymmetric kernel
can be expressed as a sum of powers of eigenvalues over a
generalized eigenvector basis. In particular, the approxi-
mate closed-form of the conditional PMF and the survival
function for the geodesic length between a, b, using Eqs.
E10, 28a and 30, is given block-wise by:

[(Ω̃l)rs]uv =

k∑

i=1

ni∑

p=1

min(p+l,ni)∑

q=p

(
l

q − p

)

× τ l+p−qi [Pri]up[Qis]qv,

(E11a)

[(Ψ̃l)rs]uv = exp

(
−

l∑

m=1

[(Ω̃m)rs]uv

)
. (E11b)

b. Spectral condition for percolation

In Theorem 1, we saw the geodesic condition for perco-
lation: in the asymptotic limit, a giant component does
not exist iff for all node pairs the limit of closed-form of
the conditional PMF is zero. This result holds regardless
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of symmetry of the kernel. Then in Theorem 2, we saw
the spectral condition for percolation: this condition is
equivalent to the spectral radius of the integral operator
(of a symmetric kernel) being less than unity. Here, we
show that the spectral condition holds for an asymmetric
kernel as well.

Theorem 4 (Spectral condition for percolation in asym-
metric ensembles). Let 〈A〉 be an asymmetric ensemble
average model, and r(〈A〉) be its spectral radius. Then,
the directed network has a giant (in-/out-)component if
and only if r(〈A〉) > 1, with the phase transition at
r(〈A〉) = 1.

Proof. The proof is analogous to Theorem 2, applied
to a (non-negative) matrix instead of a (compact non-
negative) self-adjoint operator. Throughout the proof,
we use “giant component” to refer to the giant in-/out-
component. First, we show the forward implication, that
if a giant component exists then r(〈A〉) > 1, via contrapo-
sition. Let us assume that r(〈A〉) ≤ 1. Then all eigenval-
ues of 〈A〉 must be no larger than unity in their absolute
value. Then let us take the limit as l → ∞ of the ap-
proximate closed-form of the PMF of the SPLD from Eq.
E11a. For large m, we can use Stirling’s approximation
to observe that the binomial coefficient

(
m
k

)
= O

(
mk
)
.

Consequently for any eigenvalue τi, we have:
(

l

q − p

)
τ l+p−qi = O (exp((q − p) log l + l log τi))

= O
(
τ li
)
.

Since |τi| ≤ 1 for all i we have from Eq. E11 that for

all combinations of (r, s, u, v) : lim supl→∞[(Ω̃l)rs]uv <
∞. Due to sparsity from Eq. E9, this further implies

lim
n→∞

lim sup
l→∞

[(Ω̃l)rs]uv = 0. From Corollary 1.1, a giant

component does not exist. Thus, if the network has a
giant component, then r(〈A〉) > 1.

Next, we show the backward implication, if r(〈A〉) > 1
then a giant component exists, via contradiction. Let
the network not contain a giant component, then from
Corollary 1.1, it must be true that for all valid combi-

nations of (r, s, u, v), lim supl→∞[(Ω̃l)rs]uv < ∞. Con-

sidering Eq. E11a for [(Ω̃l)rs]uv, since elements of the
(invertible) matrix P cannot all be 0, for this to be
true either (a) all eigenvalues are no larger than unity
in their absolute value, or (b) eigenvalues exist in pairs
(τi, τj) such that |τi| > 1, |τj | > 1 and yet precisely can-
cel each other’s contributions out as l → ∞, i.e. (c)

lim supl→∞ τ l+p−qi = lim supl→∞ τ l+p−qj =⇒ τi = τj
and (d) for all valid node pairs represented by (r, s, u, v),
we have [Pri]up[Qis]qv = −[Prj ]up[Qjs]qv. If 〈A〉 is a pos-
itive matrix, i.e. the likelihood of connection between
any node pair cannot be precisely 0, then by Perron’s
theorem we know that r(〈A〉) > 0 and it is an eigenvalue
with multiplicity 1 [113, 114], i.e. it cannot be paired
with another eigenvalue, thus invalidating condition (c)
and hence (b). If 〈A〉 is a non-negative but irreducible

matrix, i.e. even if the likelihood of an edge between a
node pair is 0 there exists a non-zero chance of having a
(directed) path between them, then the Perron-Frobenius
theorem can be applied [114, 115]. Consequently, there
can be h eigenvalues of 〈A〉 with the same absolute value
r(〈A〉), where h is called the period such that each of
these eigenvalues is given by the product of r(〈A〉) with

the hth root of unity. That is, if υ , e
2πi
h is the hth

root of unity where i ,
√
−1, then eigenvalues with the

largest absolute value are given by the set {r(〈A〉)υt}h−1
t=0 .

Evidently, these eigenvalues can be paired within them-
selves only if h is even, nullifying each other’s contribu-
tions out only when m + p − q is an integral multiple
of the period h. Thus in the limit, their net contribu-
tion remains unbounded, and condition (c) and therefore
(b) does not hold. Therefore for 〈A〉 that is positive,
or non-negative irreducible, the only condition for non-
percolation must be (a), i.e. all eigenvalues are smaller
than or equal to unity in their absolute value. It then
follows that r(〈A〉) ≤ 1.

Finally, if 〈A〉 is reducible, then there exists a partition-
ing of the “underlying” node space V into q “strongly-

connected” subspaces {Ṽ1, Ṽ2, · · · Ṽq} such that the like-
lihood of a directed path existing both from and to dif-
ferent subspace pairs is 0. In other words, it is possi-
ble to specify a directed acyclic graph (DAG) structure
of node subspaces—akin to the notion of condensation
in directed graphs—such that each of these subspaces
correspond either to (1) an irreducible ensemble average

model 〈Ai〉—where for any two nodes in Ṽi there is a
non-zero likelihood of a directed path between them in
either direction—or to (2) a strictly-triangular ensemble

average model 〈Ai〉—where for any two nodes in Ṽi there
is zero likelihood of a directed path between them in both
directions. See Fig. 22 for an example. We remark that
in terms of the integral operator T of the general ran-

dom graph framework, for a given node subspace Ṽi, its
corresponding (non-negative) operator Ti is either irre-
ducible, or quasinilpotent. Consequently, we can define
a topological ordering of this node space partition, and
permutate the rows and columns of 〈A〉 by this ordering,
which preserves its spectrum but then can be written as
a block upper triangular matrix:

〈A〉 =




〈A〉11 〈A〉12 · · · 〈A〉1q
0 〈A〉22 · · · 〈A〉2q
...

...
. . .

...
0 0 · · · 〈A〉qq


 ,

where the diagonal (possibly strictly-upper triangular)
blocks correspond to Ti i.e. intra-subspace connections,
and the off-diagonal (possibly strictly-upper triangular)
blocks indicate inter-subspace connections. Since inter-
subspace connections can alone contribute only to chains
of finite length (of upto q), it is necessary and sufficient
for no giant components to exist in the whole network
that none of the subspaces percolate. From the above
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(a) Node subspaces with given directed path structure

Ṽ1 Ṽ2 Ṽ3

Ṽ4 Ṽ5

(b) Condensation into a DAG subspace structure

FIG. 22. Partitioning of node space V , for an illustrative
example of an asymmetric connectivity model with a re-
ducible integral operator, into strongly-connected subspaces
operated over by (1) irreducible integral operators (dashed:

{Ṽ1, Ṽ2, Ṽ4, Ṽ5}), and (2) quasinilpotent operators (dotted:

{Ṽ3}). Nodes with solid boundaries indicate subspaces of the
node space V with a given path structure, represented by
arrows which indicate if there is a likelihood of a (directed)
path between the source and target node subspaces. V can
be partitioned into strongly-connected subspaces, given here

by Ṽ1 , V1 ∪ V2 ∪ V3, Ṽ2 , V4 ∪ V7, Ṽ3 , V6, Ṽ4 , V5, and

Ṽ5 , V8. Note that the path structure for this partition must
be a directed acyclic graph (DAG).

proof for irreducible ensemble average models, and noting
that for the “strictly-upper triangular” models the spec-
trum and thus the spectral radius is 0, we get the con-

dition that max
(
r(〈A〉11), r(〈A〉22), · · · , r(〈A〉qq)

)
≤ 1.

Because 〈A〉 is block triangular, its spectrum is given by
the union of spectra of its diagonal blocks. Therefore, we
obtain a contradiction that r(〈A〉) ≤ 1.

In the asymptotic limit, the spectrum of 〈A〉 will coin-
cide with that of the underlying compact integral opera-
tor T for this asymmetric connectivity kernel, as defined
by Eq. 40. Therefore, this spectral condition for per-
colation translates to r(T ) > 1. That is, we can state
Theorem 2 verbatim for any connectivity kernel, regard-
less of symmetry.

Illustrative example: chain SBM. Consider a directed
“chain” SBM with k equiproportioned blocks from Eq.
E6, i.e. [Π]ii = 1/k. We set the diagonal values of the
block matrix to 0, and off-diagonals to some parameter
〈d〉, such that every block has mean in-/out-degree 〈d〉—
except for the first and last blocks which respectively
have expected out- and in-degrees d and expected in-

and out-degrees 0:

B =




0 〈d〉
0 〈d〉

. . .
. . .

0 〈d〉
0



.

Consequently, directed edges can only exist from one
block to its next one, preventing a giant component of
asymptotically infinite size to emerge. Evidently, BΠ is
a nilpotent matrix, its spectral radius is 0, and from The-
orem 4 it does not have a giant component. (Although,
it may contain directed chains of length up to k − 1 on
its small components.) We note that the 2-norm of BΠ
is given by 〈d〉 /k. Thus, following the 2-norm criterion
of sparse inhomogeneous graphs with symmetric kernels
[31] would incorrectly suggest that the network percolates
when 〈d〉 > k.

Appendix F: General random graph models

1. Sparsity constraint and integral operators

In the general random graph framework of Sec. III, we
assume sparsity in the sense that the connectivity kernel
ν = O

(
n−1

)
almost everywhere, i.e. ∃m > 0,∃L >

0 such that ∀n ≥ m we have ν(x, y) ≤ Ln−1 almost
everywhere on V × V . By almost everywhere, we mean
that sparsity holds everywhere except for a subset of V
of zero measure, which leads to bounded mean degree for
every node in the network asymptotically. Let U ⊂ V
such that µ(U) = 0 and where ν(x, y) 6= O

(
n−1

)
for

x ∈ V, y ∈ U , then for n ≥ m, from Eq. 32:

d̂(x) = n

(∫

V \U
ν(x, y)dµ(y) +

���
���

��:0∫

U

ν(x, y)dµ(y)

)

=⇒ 〈d〉 = n

(∫

V \U

∫

V \U
ν(x, y)dµ(y)dµ(x)+

���
���

���
���

�:0∫

U

∫

V \U
ν(x, y)dµ(y)dµ(x)

)

≤ n
∫

V \U

∫

V \U
Ln−1dµ(x)dµ(y) = L[µ(V \ U)]2,

which results in limn→∞ 〈d〉 < ∞, i.e. a bounded mean
degree.

We remark that asymptotically, nν ∈ L2(V ×V, µ×µ)
(it is square integrable), since:

‖nν‖2 =

(∫

V 2

(nν(x, y))2dµ(x)dµ(y)

) 1
2

=

(∫

(V \U)2
n2(ν(x, y))2dµ(x)dµ(y)

) 1
2

≤ Lµ(V \ U) <∞.
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This allows us to define the Hilbert-Schmidt integral op-
erator T : L2(V, µ) → L2(V, µ) in Eq. 40 that acts on
the space of L2 functions in V . Being a Hilbert-Schmidt
operator, T is compact. That is, T is either finite-rank
or the limit of finite-rank operators. Let T have rank N ,
where if N = ∞ then its eigenvalues approach 0. We
remark that nω1 ∈ L2 by a similar argument as for nν.
Then by Fubini’s theorem, this allows for finitely-iterated
integrals in Eq. 39 to be computed in any order.

2. Equivalent SBMs for general models

Since the formalism for SBMs allows us to easily deal
with the SPLD computationally by using linear algebra
toolkits, it is useful to show that for any given general
random graph model, there exist equivalent SBMs up to
a desirable level of approximation.

Theorem 5 (ε-equivalent SBMs of general random graph
models). Consider a general random graph model with n
nodes in node space V with node density µ and connectiv-
ity kernel ν. Then it has an ε-equivalent representation
as a stochastic block model (SBM). That is, for any given
ε > 0 there exist:

(a) a mapping fε : V → {1, 2, · · · k} where

k ≤
{

2bε
−1c+1 if ν is symmetric,

4bε
−1c+1 otherwise,

(b) a length-k distribution vector πε, and

(c) a k×k block matrix Bε such that for any node pair
(x, y) ∈ V , we have:

nν(x, y)− [Bε]f(x)f(y) = O (ε) ,

almost everywhere.

Proof. The sparsity assumption yields ν = O
(
n−1

)
al-

most everywhere, ∃m > 0,∃L > 0 such that ∀n ≥ m we
have ν(x, y) ≤ Ln−1 almost everywhere on V × V , i.e.

nν(x, y) ≤ L, (F1)

where we refer to nν as the “scaled” connectivity kernel.
For the rest of this proof, we ignore zero measure subsets
of V , i.e. use V to indicate V \ U , where µ(U) = 0.

Let ε > 0. Since ν is a non-negative measurable func-
tion on V × V , its output (image) can be divided into

p , bε−1c+1 intervals of length εL each, where b·c is the
floor function. That is, define the half-open intervals:

Iuε , [(u− 1)εL, uεL) for u ∈ {1, 2, · · · p}. (F2)

Then consider the inverse of the scaled connectivity ker-

nel ν−1 : R≥0 → V × V . Let ν−1(Iuε ) =
−→
V u
ε ×
←−
V u
ε be

the measurable set (of positive measure) in V ×V whose
connectivity kernel takes values in Iuε . Since the intervals

Iuε are disjoint and cover the image of nν, it must be true

that {−→V u
ε ×
←−
V u
ε }pu=1 forms a partition of V ×V . However,

the collection {−→V u
ε }pu=1 will be a cover of V , and not nec-

essarily a partition—i.e. V =
⋃p
u=1

−→
V u
ε but it need not

be the case that for any u 6= v we have
−→
V u
ε ∩
−→
V v
ε = ∅.

Then consider the following iterative partition refine-
ment process on V . Begin with the trivial partition of

the node space
−→
P 0
ε , {V }. Then for u in the ordered set

{1, 2, · · · p}:
1. for every node subspace Si ∈

−→
P u−1
ε ,

(a) remove Si,

(b) add Si \
−→
V u
ε ,

(c) add Si ∩
−→
V u
ε ,

2. and obtain the new partition refinement
−→
P u
ε .

Then the final partition
−→
P p
ε—after ignoring empty sets—

constitutes a partitioning of the node space into k node
subspaces. Evidently, since the refinement is done p
times, in the worst case the final size of the partition can

be no more than 2p, i.e. k ≤ 2bε
−1c+1. (We remark that if

the kernel ν is symmetric, then the partition
←−
P p
ε obtained

by considering the target node space collection {←−V u
ε }pu=1

will be identical to
−→
P p
ε . If not, we can consider both

collections at the same time in the partition refinement
process, in which case the worst case value of k is 22p,

i.e. k ≤ 4bε
−1c+1.) The final collection of node subspaces

can be written as an ordered set Pε , {V 1
ε , V

2
ε , · · ·V kε }.

Let 1X : V → {0, 1} be the indicator function identifying
if x ∈ X, for some X ⊆ V . Then define the index-map

fε(x) ,
∑k
i=1 i1V iε (x). This shows part (a) of the theo-

rem.
Next, define the probability distribution vector πε ,

{µ(V iε )}ki=1. Since we have removed any subspaces of zero
measure, and since Pε is a partitioning of V , πε is a valid
distribution vector whose entries are positive-valued and
sum up to 1. This shows part (b) of the theorem.

Finally, let h : P(V )×P(V )→ {0, 1} be the indicator
function h(X,Y ) identifying if X ⊆ Y , for some X,Y ⊆
V . Then define a k × k block matrix Bε, such that

[Bε]ij ,
p∑

u=1

(u− 1)εLh(Vi,
−→
V u
ε )h(Vj ,

←−
V u
ε ).

Since {−→V u
ε ×

←−
V u
ε }pu=1 forms a partition of V ×

V , and by the construction of Pε, we know that

h(Vi,
−→
V u
ε )h(Vj ,

←−
V u
ε ) = 1 for exactly one such u, and is

0 otherwise. From the definition of the intervals in Eq.
F2, we know that for x ∈ Vi and y ∈ Vj : nν(x, y) ∈ Iuε .
Consequently, we get for x, y:

0 ≤ nν(x, y)− [Bε]f(x)f(y) < εL

=⇒ nν(x, y)− [Bε]f(x)f(y) = O (ε) almost everywhere

This shows part (c) of the theorem.
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The above theorem provides technical support to the
generation of equivalent SBMs by appropriate “dis-
cretization” of values that the connectivity kernel can
take, and consequently of the node space V . If the node
space is Euclidean, say V ⊆ Rk, and the connectivity
kernel is “sufficiently regular”, then we could consider a
“sufficiently fine” discretization of V such that Theorem
F 2, and therefore a good SBM approximation, holds. In
particular, if the connectivity kernel ν is Darboux (or
equivalently Riemann) integrable on V ×V , then for any
ε > 0 there would exist a sufficiently fine partition Pε of
V ×V such that the difference in the supremum and infi-
mum of ν evaluated on each “cell” of Pε is less than ε, and
the final partition of V can be obtained via the iterative
refinement process described in the proof for Theorem
F 2. We outline two methods for continuous models in
Euclidean space: in one dimension in Appendix F 2 a,
and in higher dimensions in Appendix F 2 b

a. MLE-SBM approximation in R

For continuous models on node space R, such as
graphons described in Sec. IV E, we can define an equiv-
alent m-block SBM with equi-proportioned blocks. Let
F : R → [0, 1] be the cumulative distribution function

(CDF) for this node space, i.e. F (x) ,
∫ x
−∞ µ(x)dx.

Then using the inverse of F , define a size k partition of
R given by:

Iim ,

{[
F−1

(
i−1
m

)
, F−1

(
i
m

))
if i ∈ {1, 2, · · ·m− 1},[

F−1
(
i−1
m

)
, F−1

(
i
m

)]
if i = m.

(F3)
Evidently this is an equi-sized partition:

µ
(
Iim
)

= F

(
F−1

(
i

m

))
− F

(
F−1

(
i− 1

m

))
= m−1,

which generates the index-map:

fm(x) ,
m∑

i=1

i1Iim(x), (F4)

where 1X is the indicator function, and the distribution
vector:

πm =
1

m
u, (F5)

where u is the all-ones vector of size m. We can also
define the block matrix Bm, by invoking a likelihood-
maximization argument. Consider networks sampled
from the original random graph model, and nodes la-
beled according to fm, then the maximum likelihood es-
timate (MLE) of the block matrix—see Eq. I4 and Ap-
pendix I 1—would asymptotically approach the average
affinities between blocks defined by the above partition.

Consequently, define the block matrix Bm as:

[Bm]ij , n

∫
Iim

∫
Ijm
ν(x, y)dµ(y)dµ(x)

∫
Iim

∫
Ijm
dµ(y)dµ(x)

= nm2

∫

Iim

∫

Ijm

ν(x, y)dµ(y)dµ(x).

(F6)

Then we refer to (fm,πm, Bm) as the “m-block MLE-
SBM approximation” for the model in R. As m grows
larger, the approximation is expected to become better,
but it remains consistent with the MLE for any value of
m. In Fig. 23, we show for a one-dimensional Gaussian
RGG its 32-block MLE-SBM approximation, and its con-
sequent “rank-1 approximation” (that retains only the
leading eigenpair of the model, as in Sec. VI A.

b. SBM approximation in Rk

For continuous models in a higher-dimensional node
space Rk, it may be computationally infeasible to inte-
grate the node density µ. However, if we consider a suf-
ficiently fine uniform partition, then assuming smooth-
ness of the node density and connectivity kernel we can
consider their point estimates instead. Let Zk→m be a
k × m matrix indicating a column-wise collection of m
points that defines a uniform partition of a bounded sub-
space of Rk, such that negligible probability mass lies
outside of it. Define the distribution vector πk→m such

that [πk→m]i ,
µ([Zk→m]:i)∑
i µ([Zk→m]:i)

, and kernel matrix Bk→m

such that [Bk→m]ij , nν ([Zk→m]:i, [Zk→m]:j). Then we
refer to (Zk→m,πk→m, Bk→m) as the “m-block SBM ap-

proximation” for the model in Rk. Evidently, as m grows
larger, the approximation becomes better. In this paper,
we make use of the m-block SBM approximation only for
computing average global statistics—like estimating the
mean percolation vector for RDPGs, and fitting param-
eters of the percolation curve for Gaussian RGGs—and
thus the errors are expected to be even lower due to av-
eraging.

Illustrative examples. For an RDPG, consider solving
Eq. 61b for the mean percolation vector ρ. Let (Z,π, B)
be its m-block SBM approximation. Then the integal in
Eq. 61b can be approximated by:

ρ = φ− Z diag(π) exp
(
−nβZTρ

)
, (F7)

which is a vector equation that can be numerically solved
via function iteration. We remark that for estimating
percolation probabilities for the illustrative example of
a 3-dimensional Dirichlet-RDPG, we uniformly partition
the 2-simplex—an equilateral triangle—into 4096 equi-
triangular partitions.

For a Gaussian RGG, we use the m-block SBM ap-
proximation to obtain the percolation probability at the
points of the uniform partition. Let (Z,π, B) be the
Gaussian RGG’s m-block SBM approximation, such that
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FIG. 23. Node and node pair functions for a (a) 1-dimensional
Gaussian RGG, and its (b) discretization into a 32-block
SBM, which can be further converted into (c) an (approxi-
mate) rank-1 graphon. The functions for Gaussian RGG are
viewed on the node space [−3, 3]. For description of each node
and node pair function, refer to Fig. 5.

negligible probability mass lies outside of the partition
defined by Z. Define ρ to be a length m vector indi-
cating the percolation probabilities at m locations in Rk.
Then from Eq. 36, we obtain:

ρ = u− exp (−nB diag(π)ρ) , (F8)

where u is the all-ones vector of length k. This is a vector
self-consistency equation in ρ, whose non-trivial solution

can be obtained via function iteration. Evidently, this
equation’s form resembles Eq. 52 for percolation prob-
abilities in an SBM. Since ρ defines percolation proba-
bilities on a fine partition, assuming smoothness of the
percolation probability function in Rk, i.e. of ρ(x), we
can interpolate for an arbitrary point x, or infer the para-
metric form of a percolation surface in Rk. We remark
that, for estimating percolation probabilities for the il-
lustrative example of a 2-dimensional Gaussian RGG, we
restrict to the subspace [−3, 3] × [−3, 3], which includes
about 99% of the probability mass [119], divided into
4096 square partitions.

3. Molloy & Reed’s criterion and spectral
condition for percolation

The classic percolation criterion of Molloy and Reed
[25] suggests that a giant component exists in a graph
with a given degree sequence when nodes have a
higher expectation of number of neighbors at length
2 (“neighbors-of-neighbors”) than at length 1 (“neigh-
bors”). Here, we show that this criterion coincides
with Theorem 2 for the simplest class of rank-1 mod-
els, wherein the corresponding operator T has precisely
one non-zero eigenvalue.

The expectation of number of nodes at length 1 from
a node at x is given by the expected degree at x. From
Eq. 32 we can write the expected degree function as:

d̂(x) =

N∑

i=1

τiϕ̃iϕi(x), (F9)

where we define ϕ̃i , Eµ [ϕi] =
∫
V
ϕi(y)dµ(y). The ex-

pected number of nodes at length 2 from the node at x,

denoted by d̂2(x), is given by the expectation of degrees
of neighbors of the node at x:

d̂2(x) = n

∫

V

ν(x, z)d̂(z)dµ(z)

=

N∑

i=1

N∑

j=1

τiτjϕi(x)ϕ̃j

∫

V

ϕi(z)ϕj(z)dµ(z)

=

N∑

i=1

τ2
i ϕ̃iϕi(x),

(F10)

where we use the result in Eq. F9, and exploit the or-
thonormality of {ϕi}Ni=1 from Eq. 42. From Eqs. F9 and
F10, the criterion of Molloy and Reed [25] suggests that
a network percolates when:

Eµ
[
d̂2(x)

]
> Eµ

[
d̂(x)

]

=⇒
N∑

i=1

τiϕ̃
2
i (τi − 1) > 0.

(F11)

Using the spectral condition of percolation from Theo-
rem 2 would suggest r(T ) = τ1 > 1. If the network is



54

0

1

2

3

π = 0.05 π = 0.1 π = 0.2

0 2
0

1

2

3

π = 0.3

0 2

π = 0.4

0 2

π = 0.5

Spectral condition

Molloy & Reed’s
criterion

cin

c o
u
t

FIG. 24. The criterion of Molloy and Reed [25] coincides with
the spectral condition for percolation (Theorem 2) in rank-1
models that exhibit ambiphily, but under/overestimates size
of the parameter space permitting percolation in higher rank
models that exhibit homophily/heterophily. For a 2-block
SBM, with block matrix B =

( cin cout
cout cin

)
, and for different

values of the proportion of minority community π, we plot
the spectral condition for percolation from Eq. 100, and the
criterion of Molloy and Reed from Eq. G11.

entirely homophilous such that ∀i : τi > 0, then Eq. F11

yields τ1 ≤ 1 =⇒ Eµ
[
d̂2(x)

]
≤ Eµ

[
d̂(x)

]
. By contra-

position, Molloy and Reed’s criterion implies the spectral
condition. On the other hand, consider a network that is
entirely heterophilous such that τ1 > 0,∀i > 1 : τi < 0.
(The largest eigenvalue must still be positive, as de-
scribed in the proof for Theorem 2.) Then Eq. F11

yields τ1 > 1 =⇒ Eµ
[
d̂2(x)

]
> Eµ

[
d̂(x)

]
, i.e. the

spectral condition implies Molloy and Reed’s criterion.
Finally, we consider a rank-1 model which has exactly
one non-zero eigenvalue: τ1 > 0,∀i > 1 : τi = 0. Then

Eq. F11 yields τ1 > 1 ⇐⇒ Eµ
[
d̂2(x)

]
> Eµ

[
d̂(x)

]
. (In

fact, using Eqs. F9, F10, we have τ1 > 1 ⇐⇒ ∀x ∈
V : d̂2(x) > d̂(x).) Hence for rank-1 models, the Molloy
and Reed criterion is equivalent to the spectral condition
for percolation. However more generally, for higher rank
models, the two do not coincide—as illustrated by Fig.
F 3 for a 2-block SBM.

We emphasize that while it is sufficient for a graph
model to have rank-1 to satisfy the criterion of Mol-
loy and Reed, it is not necessary. For instance, con-
sider a k-block planted-partition SBM with equi-sized
blocks, mean degree 〈d〉, and homophily δ ∈ [−〈d〉 k/(k−
1), 〈d〉 k], as defined in Sec. IV A. Here, every node has
the same expected degree 〈d〉. Then its spectral radius
too is given by 〈d〉, alongside k−1 (potentially) non-zero
eigenvalues given by δ

k . Therefore the spectral condition
for percolation (〈d〉 > 1) is precisely what the criterion
would suggest. But for higher rank models more gener-
ally, this is not true.

4. Equivalence of multiplicative graphons and
rank-1 models

The formalism of multiplicative graphons allows us to
deal with the SPLD, and statistics such as the mean
geodesic length analytically. We show here that there
is an exact equivalence between multiplicative graphons
and rank-1 graph models, which allows us to generalize
results on multiplicative graphons to any rank-1 model.

Theorem 6 (Equivalence of rank-1 graph models and
multiplicative graphons). Consider a rank-1 random
graph model with a symmetric kernel, i.e. whose inte-
gral operator T as defined by Eq. 40 has exactly one
non-zero (positive) eigenvalue. Then it has an equivalent
representation as a multiplicative graphon. That is, there
exists

(a) a mapping of the node space g : V → [0, 1], and

(b) a function f : [0, 1]→ R≥0 where f = O
(
n−

1
2

)
,

such that for nodes located at x, y ∈ V with node density
µ, we have:

1. g(x) ∼ U(0, 1), and

2. ν(x, y) = f(g(x))f(g(y)).

Proof. The proof constructs a partition of the node space
into m subsets, which are mapped to [0, 1]. Then, taking
the limit of m→∞ allows for the multiplicative graphon
on [0, 1]×[0, 1] to approximate the rank-1 model on V ×V
to an arbitrary precision.

Let V1, V2, · · ·Vm be disjoint measurable and covering
subsets of V , i.e. V =

⋃m
i=1 Vm such that Vi ∩ Vj = ∅.

Let 1X : Y → {0, 1} be the indicator function identifying
if x ∈ X, for some X ⊆ Y . Define a simple function on
V : sm(x) ,

∑
i ai1Vi(x), where ai ≥ 0. Essentially, this

defines a partition of the node space V such that nodes
mapped to the same subset of V have the same value
of sm. This allows for the construction of an equivalent
multiplicative graphon.

Define the partition Pm of [0, 1] as:

Pm , {[u0, u1), [u1, u2), · · · [um−1, um]},

such that u0 = 0 and ui ,
∑i
j=1 µ (Vj), and a node

location in Vi is mapped to a location in [ui−1, ui). It

then follows that um , µ(V ) = 1, and in the rest of the
proof it is implicit that the interval containing 1 is closed.
Let gm : X → [0, 1] be a (stochastic) map such that for
x ∈ V :

gm(x) ,
m∑

i=1

(ui−1 + εµ(Vi))1Vi(x),

and ε ∼ U(0, 1). Evidently, gm is a simple function on V .
Consider node x ∈ Vi. Then from its definition, it is clear
that gm(x) follows the uniform distribution over the ith
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interval of the partition corresponding to Vi to which x
belongs:

gm(x)
∣∣(x ∈ Vi) = ui−1 + εµ(Vi).

Then, the cumulative distribution function of the node
locations when mapped to [0, 1] is given by:

P (gm(x) ≤ p) =
∑

i

P (gm(x) ≤ p)|x ∈ Vi)P (x ∈ Vi)

=
∑

i

[
p− ui−1

µ(Vi)
1[ui−1,ui)(p) + 1[ui,1])(p)

]
µ(Vi)

=
∑

i

(p− ui−1)1[ui−1,ui)(p) +
∑

i

µ(Vi)1[ui,1])(p)

=
∑

i

(p− ui−1)1[ui−1,ui)(p) +
∑

i

ui−11[ui−1,ui)(p)

= p,

which corresponds to the uniform distribution on [0, 1],
i.e. gm(x) ∼ U(0, 1).

For a rank-1 model, assuming that the kernel is sym-
metric, we know from Eq. 41b that for nodes x ∈
V, y ∈ V , the connectivity kernel is of the form ν(x, y) =
τ
nϕ(x)ϕ(y), where τ is the eigenvalue of T and ϕ its cor-
responding eigenfunction. Then let fm : [0, 1]→ R≥0 be
the map such that for p ∈ [0, 1]:

fm(p) ,

√
τ

n

∑

i

ai1[ui−1,ui)(p),

which is a simple function on [0, 1]. Consequently, f ◦ g
is a simple function on X: fm(gm(x)) =

√
τ
nsm(x). For

x, y we can define from above:

νm(x, y) , fm(gm(x))fm(gm(y)) =
τ

n
sm(x)sm(y).

Since ν(x, y) is a probability measure on V × V , ϕ is a
non-negative measurable function on V with respect to
µ. Therefore, it can be expressed as the pointwise limit
of a monotonically increasing sequence of non-negative
simple functions sm. That is, ϕ can be written as
limm→∞ sm. Since sm is the composition of simple func-
tions, this also establishes the limits of (gm) and (fm),

as g , limm→∞ gm and f , limm→∞ fm respectively,
where f ◦ g = limm→∞ sm = ϕ. Therefore, f and g are
precisely the functions which will satisfy condition (2).
Finally, because gm(x) ∼ U(0, 1) regardless of m, we ob-
tain condition (1) upon taking the limit.

As an application of Theorem 6, a multiplicative graph
model with node density µ on the bounded real interval
[a, b] ⊂ R and connectivity kernel ν(x, y) = h(x)h(y) can
be translated into a multiplicative graphon W×(x, y) =
f(x)f(y) on [0, 1] via a probability integral transform, i.e.
g(x) =

∫ x
a
µ(x)dx, and f = h ◦ g−1. The 1-dimensional

RDPG of Sec. IV C is an example of such a multiplicative
model where h(x) =

√
βx.

Asymmetric connectivity kernel. While Theorem 6
makes use of the fact that T is self-adjoint to express the
(symmetric) kernel as a product of eigenfunction eval-
uations i.e. ν(x, y) = τ

nϕ(x)ϕ(y), we can apply the
same arguments for an asymmetric kernel of rank 1, as
we briefly describe below. Let 〈A〉 be the non-negative,
asymmetric and rank-1 n × n matrix representing the
underlying integral operator T , as in Appendix E. Then,
it can be expressed as the outer product of two (non-
negative) length-n vectors v,w. In fact, assuming 〈A〉
is irreducible, 〈A〉 must be strictly positive, since even
a single zero value in either v or w will render 〈A〉 as
reducible. Thus, applying the Perron theorem [113, 114],
these vectors are precisely the right and left eigenvectors
of 〈A〉, i.e. we can write

〈A〉 = τvwT ,

where τ is the (positive) eigenvalue, and vTw = 1.
Alternatively, if 〈A〉 is reducible, then it can be per-
muted without loss of generality and expressed as the
direct sum of a positive matrix and a zero matrix, i.e.
〈A〉 = P diag(〈A〉1 , 〈A〉0)P , where P is the relevant per-
mutation matrix, 〈A〉1 is q×q rank-1 positive matrix, and
〈A〉0 is a (n− q)× (n− q) zero matrix. Consequently, it
can be expressed as an outer product of the direct sum of
positive and zero vectors: 〈A〉 = τ(v⊕0)(w⊕0)T , where
0 is a zero vector of length n− q and v,w are right and
left eigenvectors of 〈A〉1, and τ the corresponding (posi-
tive) eigenvalue. Therefore, it suffices to assume 〈A〉, and
correspondingly T , are positive.

Note that the left eigenvector of 〈A〉 is the (usual) right
eigenvector of its transpose. Analogously, in terms of the
integral operator T defined by Eq. 40 on functions on
node space V , we can define its adjoint T# by [120]:

(T#f)(x) , n

∫

V

ν(y, x)f(y)dµ(y). (F12)

which is also compact, and of rank 1. Then T and T#

have the same positive eigenvalue τ , and respective eigen-
functions ϕ, ϕ# such that

∫
V
ϕ#(x)ϕ(x)dµ(x) = 1. This

allows us to write for the connectivity kernel: ν(x, y) =
τ
nϕ(x)ϕ#(y). Consequently, we obtain an equivalent
asymmetric multiplicative graphon by defining simple
functions sm to converge to ϕ, and s#

m to converge to ϕ#,
resulting in simple functions fm and f#

m which converge
to give ν(x, y) = f(g(x))f#(g(y)). That is, Theorem 6
holds for asymmetric kernels, with an additional node
function f#.

Rank-1 approximation. More generally, we remark
that we can apply a suitable “rank-1 approximation”
to any random graph model, to obtain an estimate of
network statistics like the mean geodesic length by mak-
ing use of the largest eigenvalue τ and its correspond-
ing eigenfunction ϕ, as we do in Sec. VI A for 2-block
SBMs and a variety of real-world networks via graph-
coarsening. That is, the theory detailed in Appendices
F 2 and I 1 allows us to convert any random graph model
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or real-world network into an equivalent SBM, to which
we can apply a rank-1 approximation and obtain approx-
imate closed-form estimates of various geodesic statistics.

Appendix G: Properties of specific graph models

We elaborate below on the key properties and re-
sults on expected degree functions, percolation proba-
bility function, and the SPLD of random graph models
considered in the main text.

1. Stochastic block model

a. General properties

Consider an SBM with k communities, such that a
node x belongs to one of the communities {1, 2, · · · k} ac-
cording to a categorical distribution x ∼ Categorical(π):

µ(x) = πx, (G1)

where the distribution vector π encodes the likelihood
of being from a community. The connectivity kernel is
encoded by the k × k block matrix B:

ν(x, y) =
Bxy
n
. (G2)

Using Eqs. 32 and G2, the expected degree of node in
community x is given by:

d̂(x) = n

∫

{1,2,···k}
ν(x, y)dµ(y)

=

k∑

y=1

Bxyπy = [Bπ]x.

(G3)

Similarly the average degree of the network is given from
Eq. 31c by:

〈d〉 =

∫

{1,2,···k}
d̂(x)dµ(x)

=

k∑

x=1

[Bπ]xπx = πTBπ.

(G4)

Next, consider the conditional PMF of the SPLD from
Eq. 38a, then using Eq. G2:

ω̃2(x, y) = n

∫

{1,2,···k}
ν(x, z)ν(z, y)dµ(z)

=
1

n

k∑

z=1

BxzBzyπz

=
[BΠB]xy

n

=⇒ ω̃l(x, y) =
[B(ΠB)l−1]xy

n
,

(G5)

for l > 0, where Π , diag(π) and the final implication is
obtained via induction. Consequently from Eq. 38b we
can write the survival function of the SPLD as a “block
matrix” containing the survival function of the SPLD
between block pairs:

Ψ̃l , exp

(
−B
n

l∑

i=1

(ΠB)
i−1

)
. (G6)

b. Example: equi-sized planted-partition SBM

For a non-trivial, yet simple, block structure, con-
sider the k-block planted-partition SBM with equi-sized
blocks, i.e. B = δI+βuuT and π = u/k, where u is the
all-ones vector of length k. Let the mean degree be 〈d〉,
which from Eq. G4 leads to the constraint:

β = 〈d〉 − δ

k
.

Here, δ models for the level of homophily (heterophily) in
the network. If δ > 0 (δ < 0), communities will connect
within each other more (less) strongly than they would
outside of each other. B must be a non-negative matrix,
which constrains δ to [−〈d〉 k/(k − 1), 〈d〉 k].

We next consider the conditional PMF of geodesic
length distribution for this SBM, which from Eq. G5
will involve powers of the matrix ΠB. For any k× k ma-
trix M = pI + quuT , its matrix powers can be written
using a binomial expansion since the matrices I and uuT

commute:

Mn =
(
pI + quuT

)n

=(pI)n +

n∑

i=1

(
n

i

)
(pI)n−i(quuT )i

=pnI +

n∑

i=1

(
n

i

)
pn−i

(qk)i

k
uuT

=pnI +
(p+ qk)n − pn

k
uuT ,

l∑

j=1

M j =




l∑

j=1

pj


 I +




l∑

j=1

(p+ qk)j −
l∑

j=1

pj


 uu

T

k
,

Sl(M) =Sl(p)I +
Sl(p+ qk)− Sl(p)

k
uuT ,

(G7)

where Sl(a) , a+ a2 + · · · al = a(al − 1)(a − 1)−1 rep-
resents the geometric sum of a up to l terms. We can
write ΠB = δ

k I + 1
k

(
〈d〉 − δ

k

)
uuT , then using Eqs. G6

and G7 the survival function block matrix is given by:

Ψ̃l = exp

(
− 1

n

{
Sl(δ/k)kI + [Sl(〈d〉)− Sl(δ/k)]uuT

})
.

(G8)
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c. Percolation threshold

General SBM. Consider the percolation threshold for
a general SBM, which we saw in Sec. V is given by the
spectral radius of BΠ. We first show that BΠ has the
same spectrum as Π

1
2BΠ

1
2 . Let (τ,v) be an eigenpair for

Π
1
2BΠ

1
2 , then we can write:

Π
1
2BΠ

1
2v = τv

=⇒ BΠΠ−
1
2v = τΠ−

1
2v

=⇒ BΠu = τu,

where u , Π−
1
2v is the corresponding eigenvector with

the same eigenvalue τ for BΠ. This allows us to consider
the eigendecomposition of the symmetric matrix Π

1
2BΠ

1
2

(if we have a symmetric block matrix B). This is also
useful when making a rank-1 approximation of the SBM.
That is, if τ is the spectral radius of Π

1
2BΠ

1
2 with the

corresponding eigenvector v, then the affinities between
two nodes from blocks x and y is approximately given by

Bxy ≈
τvxvy√
πxπy

(G9)

2-block SBM. Consider the 2-block SBM from Sec.
V where the minority community occupies 0 ≤ π < 0.5
of the share. Consider a planted-partition block matrix
given by B =

(
cin cout
cout cin

)
, where cin accounts for intra-

group affinity whereas cout for inter-group affinity. Then
the eigenvalues are given by solving the eigenvalue equa-
tion:

(
Π

1
2BΠ

1
2 − τI

)
v = 0

=⇒
∣∣∣∣
(

cinπ − τ cout

√
π(1− π)

cout

√
π(1− π) cin(1− π)− τ

)∣∣∣∣ = 0

=⇒ τ2 − cinτ + (c2in − c2out)π(1− π) = 0,

which gives two (real) eigenvalues:

τ1, τ2 =
cin
2



1±

√√√√1 + 4π(1− π)

[(
cout

cin

)2

− 1

]
 .

(G10)
To contrast with the Molloy and Reed criterion for perco-
lation (see Appendix F 3), one can write for this 2-block
SBM the condition for expected number of neighbors-of-
neighbors (Eq. F10) to be equal to the expected number
of neighbors as (Eq. 32):

c2in(1− 3π̃) + c2outπ̃− cin(1− 2π̃)− 2coutπ̃+ 2cincoutπ̃ = 0,
(G11)

where π̃ , π(1− π).
Constant mean degree SBM. Consider the case of an

SBM where the mean degree is held constant while its
homophily is varied between its extremes. Let δ , cin −
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FIG. 25. Spectral radius of a 2-block planted-partition SBM
is determined not only by the mean degree—held constant
here at 〈d〉 = 4—but by the level of homophily δ = cin −
cout and proportion of minority community π, as given by
Eq. G13. Thus, the level of homophily can strongly impact
network connectivity, regardless of mean degrees. Horizontal
asymptote marks ambiphily—an ER graph.

cout indicate homophily, then from Eq. G4, we know the
mean degree 〈d〉 is given by:

〈d〉 = cin[1− 2π(1− π)] + 2coutπ(1− π)

= cout + δ[1− 2π(1− π)]

=⇒ δ =
〈d〉 − cout

1− 2π(1− π)

=⇒ δ ∈
[ −〈d〉

2π(1− π)
,

〈d〉
1− 2π(1− π)

]
,

(G12)

where we obtain the constraint on δ by setting the ex-
treme values of perfect heterophily (cin = 0) and perfect
homophily (cout = 0). Putting in Eq. G10, and setting

p , 2π(1− π), we get:

τ1, τ2 =
〈d〉+ pδ ±

√
(〈d〉 − pδ)2 + 2pδ2(1− 2p)

2
.

(G13)
Evidently then, the spectral radius i.e. τ1, whose value
determines the percolation threshold, is a function of
both the mean degree and homophily. In Fig. G 1 c,
we plot the the variation in τ1 for this 2-block SBM as
the proportion of minority community π and the level
of homophily δ is varied, while holding the mean degree
constant at 〈d〉 = 4.
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2. Random dot-product graph

a. General properties

Consider a k-dimensional non-negative bounded sub-
space X ⊂ Rk≥0 in which the nodes are “embedded” by

any distribution µ(x). We focus on the simplest connec-
tivity kernel here:

ν(x,y) = βxTy, (G14)

where β > 0, β = O
(
n−1

)
controls the mean degree.

Then using Eqs. 32 and G14, the expected degree at
location x is given by:

d̂(x) = n

∫

X

ν(x,y)dµ(y)

= nβxT
∫

X

ydµ(y)

, nβxTφ,

(G15)

where φ =
∫
X
xdµ(x) is the vector representing mean

location of nodes in X. Hence, the degree of a node is
given by taking the dot-product of its location with the
mean location of all nodes, scaled by nβ. Similarly, using
Eq. 31c, the average degree of the whole network is given
by:

〈d〉 =

∫

X

d(x)dµ(x)

= nβφT
∫

X

xdµ(x)

= nβφTφ = nβ ‖φ‖2 .

(G16)

Consider the conditional PMF of the SPLD from Eq.
38a, then using Eq. G14:

ω̃2(x,y) = n

∫

X

ν(x, z)ν(z,y)dµ(z)

= βxT
[
nβ

∫

X

zzT dµ(z)

]
y

, βxTΦy

=⇒ ω̃l(x,y) = βxTΦl−1y,

(G17)

for l > 0, where Φ , nβ
∫
X
xxT dµ(x) refer to the k ×

k matrix of second moments—which essentially encodes
the covariance in space X as per the measure µ, and is
necessarily positive semi-definite. The last implication
can be seen via a simple induction.

b. Example: standard simplex RDPG

As a concrete example, consider X to be restricted
to the (k − 1)-standard simplex in Rk, i.e. X ={
x ∈ Rk :

∑k
i=1 xi = 1, xi ≥ 0 ∀i ∈ {1, 2, · · · k}

}
and µ

corresponding to the Dirichlet distribution on that sim-
plex given by the concentration vector α ∈ [0,∞)k.
Hence a node at x ∈ [0, 1]k, constrained to xTu = 1,
has a location in X that follows the Dirichlet distribu-
tion:

µ(x) =

∏k
i=1 Γ(αi)x

αi−1
i

Γ
(∑k

i=1 αi

) , (G18)

where Γ(·) is the gamma function. This formalism in-
terprets the node’s location as the likelihood of belong-
ing to one of k communities located at the corners of
the simplex—a continuous analogue of the SBM. Let
ᾱ = αTu, then the mean of this distribution is the usual
mean of a Dirichlet distribution [121] i.e. φ = α

ᾱ . Con-
sider the scaled matrix of second moments:

Φ = nβ

∫

X

xxT dµ(x)

= nβ

∫

X

(x− φ+ φ)(x− φ+ φ)T dµ(x)

= nβ

[ ∫

X

(x− φ)(x− φ)T dµ(x)

+
���

���
���

∫

X

φ(x− φ)T dµ(x) +
���

���
���

∫

X

(x− φ)φT dµ(x) + φφT
]

= nβ(Σ + φφT ),

(G19)

where Σ =
∫
X

(x − φ)(x − φ)T dµ(x) is the covariance
matrix, which for the Dirichlet distribution can be writ-
ten as Σ = 1

ᾱ2(1+ᾱ)

[
ᾱ diag(α)−ααT

]
[121]. Thus us-

ing Eq. G19 and the expression φ = α
ᾱ leads to Φ =

nβ
ᾱ(1+ᾱ) [diag(α) +ααT ]. Let d be the mean degree of the

network, then from Eq. G16 we have β = dᾱ2

n‖α‖2 . Alto-

gether, the expression for conditional PMF of the SPLD
for this RDPG from Eq. G17 is given by: ω̃l(x,y) =

dᾱ2

n ‖α‖2
xT

{
dᾱ

‖α‖2 (1 + ᾱ)

[
diag(α) +ααT

]
}l−1

y.

(G20)

c. Example: non-linear RDPG

In this paper, the SPLD framework for RDPGs as-
sumes that the connectivity kernel ν(x,y) is linear in
the dot-product xTy. As discussed in Sec. IV C, any
positive semi-definite kernel can be written as a dot prod-
uct in some feature space. In particular, the symmetric
positive semi-definite kernel ν≥0(x, y) for node locations
x, y ∈ V defines a “feature map” h to a Hilbert space
H, i.e. h : V → H, such that ν≥0(x, y) = 〈h(x), h(y)〉H ,
where 〈·, ·〉H indicates the inner-product. In other words,
ν is the reproducing kernel for H over the node space:
H is a reproducing kernel Hilbert space (RKHS) where
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node-wise function evaluation is given by a continuous
linear functional. For some kernels—like the polynomial
kernel—H is a Euclidean space equipped with the usual
dot-product, while for others—like the radial basis or
“Gaussian” function kernel—we can derive an explicit
map g : V → Rk such that ν≥0(x, y) = 〈h(x), h(y)〉H ≈
g(x)T g(y) [71].

By way of example, consider the “node2vec” graph
embedding model of Ref. [69], where the connectiv-
ity kernel is proportional to exp(xTy). This can be
seen as a “non-linear” RDPG, i.e. an RDPG where
the connectivity kernel is a non-linear function of xTy.
We make use of an explicit randomized feature map
g : Rd → Rk such that the connectivity kernel in Rd
is well-approximated by the corresponding dot-product
in Rk [71], i.e. ν(x,y) ≈ g(x)T g(y). This allows us
to apply results from the SPLD framework of “linear”
RDPGs to this “exponential” RDPG.

Lemma 6 (Linearization of exponential RDPG). Let

X ⊂ Rd be a node space with node density µ and con-
nectivity kernel ν(x,y) = β exp(xTy). Then there exists

a map g : Rd → Rk which approximately linearizes this
RDPG model i.e. ν(x,y) ≈ βg(x)T g(y). There also ex-
ist corresponding length-k mean vector φg, k × k matrix
of second moments Φg, and length-k mean percolation
vector ρg, which can be used to evaluate the percolation
probability function and geodesic length distribution func-
tions for this model in Rk.

Proof. First, note that the exponential kernel can be ex-
pressed as a Gaussian shift-invariant kernel in Rd:

ν(x,y) = β exp(xTy)

= β exp

(‖x‖2 + ‖y‖2 − ‖x− y‖2
2

)

= βh(x− y)f(x)f(y),

(G21)

where β = O
(
n−1

)
, h(∆) , exp

(
−‖∆‖2

2

)
and f(x) ,

exp
(
‖x‖

2

)
. To obtain an explicit feature map for ν(x,y)

requires an explicit map for h(∆). For that, we use Al-
gorithm 1 in Ref. [71] to compute “random Fourier fea-
tures” for the Gaussian kernel h(∆). More precisely:

1. Draw k i.i.d. samples {wi}ki=1 from the Fourier
transform of the Gaussian function, which is given
by the standard multivariate Gaussian distribution:

P (w) = (2π)−
k
2 exp

(
−‖w‖

2

2

)
.

2. Draw k i.i.d. samples {bi}ki=1 from the uniform
distribution on [0, 2π].

Then for x ∈ Rd, the feature map g(x) is given by:

g(x) , f(x)

√
2

d

(
cos
(
wT

1 x+ b1
)
, · · · cos

(
wT
k x+ bk

))
.

(G22)

We can thus define a corresponding “linear RDPG” in
Rk, i.e. for nodes x,y ∈ Rd:

ν(x,y) ≈ νg(x,y) , βg(x)T g(y), (G23)

where the approximation gets better for larger values of
k [71].

Recall from Sec. IV C that computing the degree or
SPLD in a linear RDPG only requires the mean vector
and matrix of second moments, and not the full node
distribution. This can be put to use here, by making
an m-block SBM approximation of the given non-linear
RDPG—see Appendix F 2 b—denoted here by (Z,π, B).
Since the random Fourier feature map is smooth with
high probability [71], the SBM approximation can be
used. and we can estimate the random feature mapping
of the grid points Z to Rk given by the k×m matrix Zg
whose ith column is given by the vector g(Z:,i). Conse-
quently, mean vector φg and matrix of second moments

Φg in Rk, and the mean percolation vector from Eq. F7,
are given by:

φg = Zgπ (G24a)

Φg = nβZg diag(π)ZTg (G24b)

ρg = φg − Zg diag(π) exp
(
−nβZTg ρg

)
(G24c)

Therefore, geodesic statistics for any node pair x ∈
Rd,y ∈ Rd can be computed by mapping them to Rk
using Eq. G22, and then making use of the connectivity
kernel in Eq.G23, and of Eq. G24 to extract statistics
from the corresponding linear RDPG.

In Fig. 26, we show for an exponential kernel defined
on [−1, 1] both the kernel estimate νg(x, y) and corre-
sponding expected geodesic length

〈
λgxy
〉

between nodes
(x, y) ∈ [−1, 1] × [−1, 1], for varying number of random
Fourier features k. Evidently, as the number of fea-
tures increases, the “linear RDPG approximation” signif-
icantly improves, asymptotically matching up to the true
connectivity kernel, and corresponding expected geodesic
lengths estimated via numerical integration. For other
non-linear kernels, the same method follows by using
their Fourier transforms.

3. Gaussian random geometric graph

a. General properties

Consider the k-dimensional Euclidean space Rk,
wherein nodes are distributed according to a multivari-
ate Gaussian distribution with mean vector m and (full-
rank) covariance matrix Σ:

µ(x) =
1√

(2π)k|Σ|
exp

(
−1

2
(x−m)TΣ−1(x−m)

)
,

where |Σ| is the determinant of Σ, and (undirected) edges
are added according to a Gaussian connectivity kernel
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FIG. 26. Linearization of an exponential RDPG using ran-
dom Fourier features [71] with varying number of features
k ∈ {4, 16, 64, 256, 1024}. The exponential kernel ν(x, y) =
β
n

exp(xy) is defined on V = [−1, 1], with β = 2, n = 512, and
where nodes follow a scaled beta distribution with parameters
(0.2, 0.8). Upper (blue) subplots correspond to the kernel es-
timate νg(x, y) on V ×V from Eq. G23 using k features, with
the last subplot indicating the original kernel ν(x, y). Simi-
larly, lower (purple) subplots indicate the expected geodesic
length 〈λxy〉 computed from the approximate closed-form of
the geodesic length distribution for a linear RDPG given by
Eq. 62—making use of Eqs. G22, G24—with the last sub-
plot using the original kernel ν(x, y) to obtain the expected
geodesic length from the approximate closed-form for a gen-
eral random graph model as given by Eq. 46, obtained via
iterative numerical integration on V . Despite stochasticity in
the sampling of Fourier features, larger values of k evidently
improve the approximation, with the linear RDPG having
k = 1024 providing the closest estimates.

with the (positive-definite and symmetric) scale matrix
R, as given by Eq. 65. Succinctly, we refer to this as the
(m,Σ, R) Gaussian RGG.

Sufficiency of the standard Gaussian RGG. First, we
show that this Gaussian RGG can be uniquely mapped
to a “standard Gaussian RGG” given by (0, I, S) where
I is the k × k identity matrix, i.e. where the node dis-
tribution is standard multivariate Gaussian. Since Σ is
a full-rank covariance matrix, it must be real, symmet-
ric, and with positive eigenvalues. Let us express it via
its eigendecomposition: Σ = UΛUT , where U is an or-
thonormal matrix with eigenvectors stacked column-wise,
and Λ is the diagonal matrix with corresponding eigen-
values on the diagonal. Then, define the affine whitening

transform f : Rk → Rk

f(x) , Λ−
1
2UT (x−m),

which maps to values distributed by N (0, I). We also re-
quire a new connectivity kernel νw(x,y) for the whitened
space, which from Eq. 65 will be given by substituting x
with f−1(x) to obtain νw(x,y) =

β exp

(
−1

2
[f−1(x)− f−1(y)]TR−1[f−1(x)− f−1(y)]

)

= β exp

(
−1

2
(x− y)TΛ

1
2UTR−1UΛ

1
2 (x− y)

)
,

which leads to a standard Gaussian RGG given by
(0, I,Λ−

1
2UTRUΛ−

1
2 ). We remark that if R commutes

with Σ, then they have the same eigenvectors—i.e. con-
nectivity directions are oriented along the same axes as
the node distribution—and we can write R = UΓUT .
Consequently, we obtain a diagonal scale matrix ΛΓ.

In any case, it is sufficient to study a standard Gaussian
RGG to obtain geodesic statistics for general Gaussian
RGGs, as we do through the rest of this paper. Therefore,
while we maintain the connectivity kernel in Eq. 65,
we use the standard normal node distribution from Eq.
66. It will be useful to state the following multivariate
Gaussian integral:

∫

Rk
exp

(
−x

TCx

2
+ vTx

)
dx =

(2π)
k
2√
|C|

exp

(
vTC−1v

2

)
.

(G25)
Using Eqs. 32, 66, 65 the expected degree at location

x is given by d̂(x)

=n

∫

Rk
ν(x,y)dµ(y)

=
nβ

(2π)
k
2

∫

Rk
exp

(
− 1

2

[
(x− y)TR−1(x− y)

+ yTy
])
dy

=
nβ

(2π)
k
2

exp

(
−x

TR−1x

2

)

×
∫

Rk
exp

(
−y

T (I +R−1)y

2
+ xTR−1y

)
dy

=
nβ√
|I +R−1|

exp

(
−x

T [R−1 −R−1(I +R−1)−1R−1]x

2

)

=
nβ√
|I +R−1|

exp

(
−x

TR−1(I +R−1)−1x

2

)

=
nβ√
|I +R−1|

exp

(
−x

T (I +R)−1x

2

)
,

(G26)

where in the fourth equality we use Eq. G25, and in
the fifth equality we use a special case of the Woodbury
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matrix identity (WMI): (I + M)−1 = I − (I + M)−1M .
Similarly, using Eqs. 31c, G26, 66 the average degree of
the whole network is given by

〈d〉 =

∫

Rk
d(x)dµ(x)

=
nβ

(2π)
k
2

√
|I +R−1|

∫

Rk
exp

(
−x

T [I + (I +R)−1]x

2

)
dx

=
nβ√

|I +R−1||I + (I +R)−1|
.

(G27)

Next, consider the conditional PMF of the SPLD from
Eq. 38a. We apply an ansatz: by symmetry of this
function, it will take a form wherein terms of ‖x− y‖2
are weighted by some functions of l as:

ω̃l(x,y) =cl exp

(
− 1

2

(
xTR−1Ulx+ yTR−1Uly

− 2xTR−1Wly
))
,

(G28)

where Ul,Wl are symmetric matrices. Then, using Eqs.
38a, 66, 65, we get ω̃l+1(x,y)

=n

∫

Rk
ω̃l(x, z)ν(z,y)dµ(z)

=
clnβ

(2π)
k
2

∫

Rk
exp

(
− 1

2

(
xTR−1Ulx+ zTR−1Ulz

− 2xTR−1Wlz + zTR−1z + yTR−1y − 2yTR−1z

+ zTz
))
dz

=
clnβ

(2π)
k
2

exp

(
−1

2

(
xTR−1Ulx+ yTR−1y

))

×
∫

Rk
exp

(
− 1

2

[
zT (I +R−1Ul +R−1)z

]

−
(
xTR−1Wl + yTR−1

)
z

)
dz

=
clnβ√
|Vl|

exp

(
− 1

2

[
xTR−1Ulx+ yTR−1y−

(
xTR−1Wl + yTR−1

)
V −1
l

(
WlR

−1x+R−1y
) ])

(where Vl , I +R−1 +R−1Ul)

=
clnβ√
|Vl|

exp

(
− 1

2

[
xTR−1

(
Ul −WlV

−1
l WlR

−1
)
x+

yTR−1
(
I − V −1

l R−1
)
y − 2xTR−1WlV

−1
l R−1y

])

,cl+1 exp

(
− 1

2

(
xTR−1Ul+1x+ yTR−1Ul+1y

− 2xTR−1Wl+1y
))
,

(G29)

where we have again applied Eq. G25 to obtain the
fourth equality. Given the ansatz in Eq. G28 to be sat-
isfied for l+ 1, and using RVl = I +R+Ul, we can write
the following set of recursive equations:

Ul+1 = I − (I +R+ Ul)
−1, (G30a)

Wl+1 = Wl(I +R+ Ul)
−1, (G30b)

cl+1 = clnβ|I +R−1 +R−1Ul|−
1
2 . (G30c)

For the approximate closed-form SPLD: ω1(x,y) =
ν(x,y). Combining with the ansatz in Eq. G28 gives
the base cases Ul = Wl = I and c1 = β, which can then
be used to solve Eq. G30, and thus provide the expres-
sion for conditional PMF from Eq. G28.

Highly spatial Gaussian RGG. Consider a highly
“spatial” Gaussian RGG, wherein the connection scales
are much smaller than the variance, i.e. R → 0. This
simplifies solving Eq. G30, since as R → 0, from Eq.
G30 we get:

Ul+1 → I − (I + Ul)
−1 = (I + Ul)

−1Ul,

Wl+1 →Wl(I + Ul)
−1,

cl+1 → clnβ

√
|R|
|I + Ul|

.

(G31)

where in the first limit we make use of WMI. Putting in
the base cases, we obtain closed-forms:

Ul →
1

l
I,

Wl →
1

l
I,

cl → β
(
nβ
√
|R|
)l−1

l−
k
2 ,

(G32)

Note from Eq. G27 that the mean degree approaches

〈d〉 → nβ
√
|R|2− k2 .

Putting in Eq. G28 yields the expression for the approx-
imate closed-form of the conditional PMF of the SPLD
in Eq. 70.

b. Percolation threshold

Consider the percolation threshold for Gaussian
RGGs. Let T be the integral operator defined by Eq.
40, then the percolation criterion is r(T ) > 1, i.e. its
spectral radius. Let f ∈ F be an eigenfunction of T in
the function space F : Rk → R. Given the form of the
node distribution in Eq. 66 being a Gaussian centered at
0, we restrict F to the space of functions which map the
input to the exponential of negative of its quadtratic form
with respect to some (positive-definite) matrix. That is,
f has the form:

f(x;α,C) = α exp

(
−1

2
xTC−1x

)
, (G33)
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where α ∈ R \{0} and C is a positive-definite matrix.
Applying T on f using Eqs. 40, G33, 65 and 66, we
obtain:

(Tf)(x) =n

∫

Rk
ν(x,y)f(y)dµ(y)

=
αnβ

(2π)
k
2

exp

(
−x

TR−1x

2

)∫

Rk
exp

(
− 1

2

[
yT (I +R−1 + C−1)y

]
+ xTR−1y

)
dy

=
αnβ√
|S|

exp

(
− 1

2

[
xTR−1

(
I − S−1R−1

)
x
])
,

(G34)

where S , I +R−1 + C−1, and | · | indicates the matrix
determinant. Putting this and Eq. G33 in Eq. 91 results
in:

(Tf)(x) = λf(x)

=⇒ nβ√
|S|

exp

(
− 1

2

[
xTR−1

(
I − S−1R−1

)
x
])

=

λ exp

(
−1

2
xTC−1x

)

=⇒ λ =
nβ√
|S|

,

(G35)

where R−1 − C−1 = R−1S−1R−1.
To estimate the spectral radius λ, we need to solve for

C. From the constraint in Eq. G35, and noting that R
and C are positive-definite, we can write:

R−1 − C−1 = R−1(I +R−1 + C−1)−1R−1

=⇒ (R−1 − C−1)(I +R+RC−1) = R−1

=⇒���R−1 + I +��
�C−1 −���C−1 − C−1R− C−1RC−1 =�

��R−1

=⇒ C2 −RC −R = 0.

(G36)

Since both R and C are symmetric matrices, for the con-
straint in Eq. G36 to be satisfied, RC must be sym-
metric too, i.e. RC = (RC)T . We can always write
(RC)T = CTRT = CR, which implies that RC = CR,
i.e. R and C are commuting matrices, and they must
have the same eigenvectors. Thus, the matrix constraint
translates into k quadratic equations for the (positive)
eigenvalues of C, in terms of eigenvalues of R. Alterna-
tively, since we are concerned with the determinant of
S = I + R−1 + C−1, we can formulate an equation for
the inverse instead, by re-writing Eq. G36 as:

C2 −RC −R = 0

=⇒ R−1C2 − C − I = 0

=⇒ C−2 + C−1 −R−1 = 0

(G37)

Consequently, let (τi,vi) be an eigenpair of R−1, then the
corresponding eigenpair for C−1 is given by (γi,vi), such

that γi satisfies the scalar quadratic constraint analogous

to Eq. G37: γ2
i + γi − τi = 0, i.e. γi =

√
1+4τi−1

2 .
(The second root is rejected since C is positive-definite
and therefore γi > 0.) Since I commutes with every
matrix, we can express |S| =

∣∣I + C−1 +R−1
∣∣ entirely

in terms of the eigenvalues of R−1 as
∣∣I + C−1 +R−1

∣∣ =
∏k
i=1 (1 + τi + γi) =

∏k
i=1

(
τi +

√
1+4τi+1

2

)
. Combining

this with the spectral condition r(T ) > 1, Eq. 104 yields
the percolation condition in Eq. 105.

c. Relationship between degree and percolation

Finally, we explore what the percolation threshold in
Gaussian RGGs implies for the expected degree at dif-
ferent locations in Rk, which allows for a comparison to
the fiducial constraint of 〈d〉 > 1 in ER graphs [23].

Let {(τi,vi)}ki=1 be the eigenpairs of R−1. Then from
Eq. G26, the expected degree at x is given by:

d̂(x) =
nβ√
|I +R−1|

exp

(
−x

T (I +R)−1x

2

)

=
nβ∏

i

√
1 + τi

exp

(
−
∑
i(1 + τ−1

i )−1(xTvi)
2

2

)

=nβ
∏

i

(1 + τi)
− 1

2 exp

(
− τix̂

2
i

2(1 + τi)

)
,

(G38)

where x̂i , xTvi is the projection of x on the ith eigen-
vector of R−1. Consequently, the percolation threshold
from Eq. 105 can be written in terms of the expected
degree at x as:

d̂(x) >
∏

i

[
1 + 2τi +

√
1 + 4τi

2(1 + τi)

] 1
2

exp

(
− τix̂

2
i

2(1 + τi)

)
.

(G39)
Evidently, for τi → 0, the ith eigenvalue contributes 1
to the RHS of Eq. G39, regardless of the projection x̂i.
Then, if τi → 0 for all i, which implies that the connec-
tivity scales tend to infinity, then the RHS is simply 1,
which is the ER constraint. In general, we find that the
“contribution” to the expected-degree-at-x-constraint is
1 for a value dependent on both τi and x̂i, however ex-
isting only in the regime where 0 < |x̂i| < 1—see Fig.
G 3 c. That is,

1. for 0 < |x̂i| < 1, there is an interval of the eigen-

value τi given by Ix̂i , (0, τx̂i) for which the “con-
tribution” of an additional eigenvalue is greater
than 1, i.e. higher than for ER graphs, and is less
than 1 outside of it;

2. for |x̂i| > 1, the “contribution” of an additional
eigenvalue is always lesser than 1, i.e. lower than
for ER graphs;
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FIG. 27. Regimes of percolation behavior for a node x in
Gaussian RGGs of arbitrary dimension. Contour plot indi-
cates contribution of an eigenvalue τi of R−1 to the constraint
on expected-degree-at-x as indicated by Eq. G39, with red
curves indicating a contribution of 1. “Peripheral” nodes,
which have a projection on the corresponding eigenvector
larger than 1 in absolute value, always receive a lower contri-
bution from τi than 1—the fiducial value for ER graphs [23].
“Central” nodes, on the other hand, have an interval of τi for
which the contribution is greater than 1, but is smaller than
1 outside of it. Thus, every additional dimension can only
reduce the constraint on expected-degree-at-x for peripheral
nodes.

3. for x̂i = 0, the “contribution” of an additional
eigenvalue is always greater than 1, i.e. higher than
for ER graphs.

In other words, nodes which are closer to the centre—and
thus with the smallest projections—“bear the burden” of
percolation in lieu of the nodes at the periphery. Conse-
quently, as the number of dimensions increases, the ex-
pected degree constraint for central nodes goes up, while
that for peripheral nodes goes down.

However, as we saw in Sec. IV D, the overall effect is
that the percolation constraint on the mean degree of the

network itself goes down. From Eq. G27:

〈d〉 =
nβ√

|I +R−1||I + (I +R)−1|

=nβ
∏

i

{
(1 + τi)

[
1 +

(
1 + τ−1

i

)−1
]}− 1

2

=nβ
∏

i

[
(1 + τi)

(
1 +

τi
1 + τi

)]− 1
2

=nβ
∏

i

(1 + 2τi)
− 1

2

(G40)

Consequently, the percolation threshold from Eq. 105
can be written in terms of the mean network degree as:

〈d〉 >
∏

i

[
1 + 2τi +

√
1 + 4τi

2(1 + 2τi)

] 1
2

=2−
k
2

∏

i

(
1 +

√
1 + 4τi

1 + 2τi

)
.

(G41)

which is the inequality in Eq. 106.

4. Scale-free graphons

a. General properties

Consider the real-interval [h, 1] where 0 < h � 1 on
which nodes are distributed uniformly. (Conventionally,
nodes are distributed uniformly on [0, 1] in a graphon,
but we curtail the interval to prevent unbounded node
degrees in this “scale-free” graphon.)

µ(x) =

{
1

1−h if h ≤ x ≤ 1,

0 otherwise.
(G42)

Next, (undirected) edges are added according to the con-
nectivity kernel:

ν(x, y) = β
(xy
h2

)−α
, (G43)

where 0 < α ≤ , β > 0 and β = O
(
n−1

)
. In terms of the

multiplicative graphons definition from Sec. IV E:

ν(x, y) = W×(x, y) , f(x)f(y),

where:

f(x) =
√
β
(x
h

)−α
. (G44)

Then we know that the expected degrees and geodesic
length distribution are given by making use of ζ ,
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1
1−h

∫ 1

h
f(x)dx:

ζ =
1

1− h

∫ 1

h

f(x)dx

=

√
βhα

1− h

∫ 1

h

x−αdx

=





√
βh

1−h log x|1h if α = 1,
√
βhα

1−h
x1−α

1−α

∣∣∣
1

h
otherwise

=

{√
β h log h−1

1−h if α = 1,√
β hα−h

(1−h)(1−α) otherwise,

(G45)

and η , n
1−h

∫ 1

h
f(x)2dx:

η =
n

1− h

∫ 1

h

f(x)2d(x)

=
nβh2α

1− h

∫ 1

h

x−2αdx

=





nβh
1−h log x|1h if α = 1/2,

nβh2α

1−h
x1−2α

1−2α

∣∣∣
1

h
otherwise

=

{
nβ h log h−1

1−h if α = 1/2,

nβ h2α−h
(1−h)(1−2α) otherwise.

(G46)

Degree distribution. Using Eqs. 73a, G44, G45 the
expected degree at location x is given by:

d̂(x) = nζf(x)

=

{
x−1nβ h

2 log h−1

1−h if α = 1,

x−αnβ h2α−h1+α

(1−h)(1−α) otherwise

, c(α)x−α,

(G47)

where c(α) functions as a constant independent of x. To
see how expected degrees are distributed by a power law,
consider Eq. G47 as a monotonically decreasing trans-

formation of random variable x to d̂(x).

P (d̂(x) ≤ k) = P (x ≥ d̂−1(k))

= 1− P (x ≤ d̂−1(k))

=





1 if d̂−1(k) < h,
1−d̂−1(k)

1−h if d̂−1(k) ∈ [h, 1],

0 if d̂−1(k) > 1

=





1 if k > c(α)h−α,
1−( k

c(α) )
− 1
α

1−h if k ∈ [c(α), c(α)h−α],

0 if k < c(α)

P (d̂(x) = k) =

{
θ−1
1−hc(α)θ−1k−θ k ∈ [c(α), c(α)h−α],

0 otherwise,

(G48)

i.e. d̂ ∼ d̂−θ where θ ,
(
1 + 1

α

)
is the power law exponent

which can take values θ ∈ [2,∞). This power law distri-
bution is over a bounded interval [c(α), c(α)h−α] unlike
more conventional ones which are unbounded from above.
We emphasize that this is the distribution of expectation
of degrees in the network and not, strictly speaking, the
empirical degree distribution. The network generation
process of adding independent edges will asymptotically
impose a Poisson degree distribution at a given location

x, whose expectation is given by d̂(x), which follows the
power law as shown in Eq. G48. But it can be shown
that the empirical degree distribution will also follow this
power law behavior.

Let d(x) be the degree of node at x, then d(x) ∼
Poisson(d̂(x)). If d represent the degree of any node in
the network, then its distribution is given by:

P (d = k) =

∫ 1

h

P (d(x) = k)dµ(x)

=
1

1− h

∫ 1

h

[c(α)x−α]
k

exp (−c(α)x−α)

k!
dx

=
c(α)

1
α

α(1− h)k!

[
Γ

(
k − 1

α
, c(α)

)

− Γ

(
k − 1

α
, c(α)h−α

)]
(if k > α−1)

=
θ − 1

1− hc(α)θ−1

Γ (k + 1− θ, c(α))− Γ (k + 1− θ, c(α)h−α)

Γ(k + 1)
.

(G49)

Now, assuming that c(α)→ 0 and c(α)h−α →∞ i.e. the

interval bounding the expected degree d̂(x) is very wide,
we get:

P (d = k) ≈ θ − 1

1− hc(α)θ−1 Γ (k + 1− θ)
Γ(k + 1)

≈ θ − 1

1− hc(α)θ−1 (k − θ)k+ 1
2−θ

kk+ 1
2

eθ

=
θ − 1

1− hc(α)θ−1

(
1− θ

k

)k+ 1
2−θ

eθk−θ

≈ θ − 1

1− hc(α)θ−1e
θ
k (θ− 1

2 )k−θ

≈ θ − 1

1− hc(α)θ−1k−θ.

(G50)

i.e. d ∼ d−θ where in the second approximation we
apply Stirling’s formula for the Gamma function i.e.
Γ(z + 1) ≈

√
2πz

(
z
e

)z
; in the last two approximations

we make a stronger use of k � θ. These assumptions
make it apparent that the power law holds for the empir-
ical degree distribution in this “scale-free” graphon for
large degrees when a broad degree distribution is possi-
ble, and the form obtained in Eq. G50 matches that of
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FIG. 28. Degree distribution for “scale-free” graphons with
power law exponent θ = 3 (i.e. α = 1

2
), corresponding to

BA graphs, for n = 8192 nodes, free-parameter β = 1, with
varying mean degree 〈d〉. Markers indicate empirical distri-
bution from a single network sample, while the solid line in-
dicates the analytic estimate from Eq. G49, and the dotted
line is the approximate analytic estimate from Eq. G50. In
each subplot, the power law is apparent for degrees above a
certain cut-off—evidently above 〈d〉 indicated by the dashed
line—but these are not pure power law behaviours.

the expected degree distribution in Eq. G48, as depicted
in Fig. 28. Also, using Eqs. 73b, G45 the average degree
of the whole network is given by

〈d〉 =nζ2

=




nβ
(
h log h−1

1−h

)2

if α = 1,

nβ
[

hα−h
(1−h)(1−α)

]2
otherwise.

(G51)

b. Special cases: BA and highly scale-free graphons

Next, we consider some special cases of the “scale-free”
graphon, as described in Sec. IV E. But first, it will be
useful to define the solution to the following equation:

x log x = a. (G52)

We know that for real numbers y, a, the solution to

yey = a, (G53)

is given by:

y =

{
W0(a) if a ≥ 0,

W−1(a) if − 1
e ≤ a < 0,

(G54)

where W0 and W−1 are the principal and non-principal
branches of the Lambert W function, and have the fol-
lowing asymptotic expansions [122]:

W0(x) ≈ log x− log log x (for large x > 0), (G55a)

W−1(−x) ≈ log(−x)− log(− log(−x))(for small x < 0).
(G55b)

Consequently, the solution for Eq. G52 is given by sub-
stituting y with log x in Eq. G53 to obtain:

x =

{
eW0(a) if a ≥ 0,

eW−1(a) if − 1
e ≤ a < 0

=

{
a

W0(a) if a ≥ 0,
a

W−1(a) if − 1
e ≤ a < 0

≈
{

a
log a−log log a for large positive a,

−a
log(− log(−a))−log(−a) for small negative a,

(G56)

where in the first equality we use the identity satisfied by
the Lambert W function in Eq. G53, and in the second
one we use the asymptotic expression from Eq. G55.

Given that formulations in terms of the network’s mean
degree are easier to interpret, we consider the special
cases of scale-free graphons and use Eqs. G51, G46 along
with the constraint h � 1, to express h and η in terms
of 〈d〉 , n, β as follows:

1. For ER graphs, we have θ →∞ =⇒ α→ 0:

〈d〉 → nβ, η → nβ,

=⇒ η = v.
(G57)

2. For BA graphs the power law exponent is θ = 3
[84], and therefore α = 1/2

〈d〉 = nβ

(
2

√
h

1 +
√
h

)2

≈ 4nβh,

η ≈ nβh log h−1,

=⇒ h ≈ 〈d〉
4nβ

,

=⇒ η ≈ 〈d〉
4

log
4nβ

〈d〉 .

(G58)

3. For “highly scale-free” networks where power law
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exponent θ → 2 =⇒ α→ 1:

〈d〉 ≈ nβ(h log h−1)2, η = nβh,

=⇒ h log h = −
√
〈d〉
nβ

=⇒ h ≈

√
〈d〉
nβ

log log
√

nβ
〈d〉 + log

√
nβ
〈d〉

≈

√
〈d〉
nβ

log
√

nβ
〈d〉

,

=⇒ η ≈
√
nβ 〈d〉

log
√

nβ
〈d〉

,

(G59)

where we use the result in Eq. G56, and asymptot-
ically log log n� log n.

Bond percolation threshold. Consider the percolation
threshold for a multiplicative graphon, which we saw in
Sec. V is given by η > 1. Using Eq. G57, we obtain the
usual criterion for ER graphs that 〈d〉 > 1. Consider the
BA graphon, with free-parameter β = 1, for which we
get from Eq. G58:

〈d〉
4

log
4n

〈d〉 > 1

=⇒ 〈d〉
4n

log
〈d〉
4n

< − 1

n

=⇒ 〈d〉
4n

>
n−1

log n+ log log n

=⇒ 〈d〉 > 4

log n+ log log n
,

(G60)

where we use the result in Eq. G56. Next, consider the
highly scale-free graphons, with free-parameter β = 1,
for which we get from Eq. G59 by setting η > 1:

√
n 〈d〉

log
√

n
〈d〉

> 1

=⇒
√

n

〈d〉 log

√
n

〈d〉 < n

=⇒
√

n

〈d〉 <
n

log n− log log n

=⇒ 〈d〉 > (log n− log log n)2

n
,

(G61)

where we again use the result in Eq. G56.

Mean geodesic length. Consider the expression for
mean geodesic lengths from Eq. 111, from which, for
large η, we obtain:

〈λ〉 ≈ 1

2
− 2Eµ [log f(x)] + γ

log η
. (G62)

Then, plugging Eqs. 117, G57, G58, G59 into Eq. G62,
results in the following:

〈λ〉 =
1

2
+





log n
d−γ

log d if α = 0,
log 4n

d −(γ+1)

log( d4 log 4n
d )

if α = 1
2 ,

2
logn+log( 1

d log2
√

n
d )−(γ+2)

logn−log( 1
d log2

√
n
d )

if α = 1.

(G63)
Asymptotically then, for large n this leads to Eq. 118.

Appendix H: Mean geodesic lengths and path-based
centralities

In this section, we elaborate on deriving global
and node-level path-based statistics, such as the mean
geodesic length (Appendix H 1) and node closeness cen-
trality (Appendix H 2), analytically and in closed-form
(Appendix H 3). We also draw connections to the litera-
ture on matrix-function based network centralities (Ap-
pendix H 4).

1. Analytic estimate of mean geodesic length

First, we consider the ensemble average model of Sec.
II. The average geodesic length in a network with n nodes
can be finite only after conditioning on nodes i, j being
on the same (giant) component. We use the notation 〈·|·〉
for conditional expectation over the ensemble.

〈λij |φi, φj〉 =

∞∑

l=0

lP (λij = l|φi, φj) =

∞∑

l=1

l [P (λij > l − 1|φi, φj)− P (λij > l|φi, φj)]

=

∞∑

l=0

P (λij > l|φi, φj) =

∞∑

l=0

P (l < λij <∞|φi)
P (φj |φi)

=

∑∞
l=0 [P (λij > l|φi)− P (λij =∞|φi)]

P (φj)
,

(H1)

where the 3rd equality is due to the sum of the telescoping
series preceding it, and the 4th equality arises from φi ∩
φj =⇒ λij <∞. Let λ be the geodesic length between
any two randomly selected nodes in the network. Then
its expectation, i.e. the average geodesic length for the
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whole network, is given by

〈λ|λ <∞〉 =
∑

l

lP (λ = l|λ <∞) =
∑

l

lP (λ = l)

P (λ <∞)

=

∑
l lEµ2 [P (λij = l)]

Eµ2 [P (λij <∞)]

=
Eµ2 [

∑
l lP (λij = l|φi, φj)P (φi, φj)]

Eµ2 [P (φi, φj)]

=
Eµ2 [〈λij |φi, φj〉P (φi)P (φj)]

Eµ [P (φi)]
2

(H2)

Together, Eqs. H1 and H2 allow us to compute the ex-
pected geodesic length in a network. Consider the av-
erage ensemble model and the definition of the survival

function matrix Ψl from Eq. 7a. Define the matrix Ψ∞
where

[Ψ∞]ij , P (λij =∞|φi) = lim
l→∞

P (λij > l|φi), (H3)

using Eq. 14. From Eq. 15, recall that we can write
the percolation probability of j as 1 − P (λij = ∞|φi).
Putting Eq. H3 in Eqs. H1 and H2, the expected
geodesic length λ for the whole network is given by:

〈λ|λ <∞〉 =
uT
{

[
∑∞
l=0(Ψl−Ψ∞)]�

(
uuT −ΨT

∞
)}
u

uT
[
(uuT −Ψ∞)�

(
uuT −ΨT

∞
)]
u

,

(H4)
where u is the all-ones vector of length n, which is
straightforward to compute for most models. Using Eqs.
H1, H2, 15, and the definition of ψ∞(x, y) from Eq. 89,
the expected geodesic length for the network of a general
family is analogously given by:

〈λ|λ <∞〉 =

∫
V

∫
V

[
∑∞
l=0 ψl(x, y)− ψ∞(x, y)] [1− ψ∞(y, x)] dµ(x)dµ(y)∫

V

∫
V

[1− ψ∞(x, y)][1− ψ∞(y, x)]dµ(x)dµ(y)
. (H5)

If the network is almost surely connected, then Ψ∞ →
0. This simplifies the expression in Eq. H4 to:

〈λ〉 =
1

n2
uT

( ∞∑

l=0

Ψl

)
u, (H6)

where we drop the conditioning on λ < ∞ since P (λ =
∞)→ 0. Similarly, for the general random graph model
in node space V , we obtain from Eq. H5 the analogous
Eq. 107.

2. Analytic expectation of closeness centrality

First, we consider a given ensemble average model of
Sec. II with n nodes. Given that we have a random
graph model, the closeness centrality of a node is itself a
random variable. Consider then the expectation of node
k’s closeness in Eq. 120 over the ensemble:

γ̄k , 〈γk〉 =
〈
E
[
λ−1
ik

]〉
= E

[〈
λ−1
ik

〉]

= E
[〈
λ−1
ik |φi

〉
P (φi) +

〈
λ−1
ik |¬φi

〉
(1− P (φi))

]

= E
[〈
λ−1
ik |φi

〉
P (φi)

]
,

(H7)

where, in the first line, the order of expectations can be
changed due to finite λ−1

ik , and in the last equality we
use the fact that asymptotically if i is not on the giant
component then its expected reciprocal distance to any
node k is 0. We use the survival function of the geodesic
length distribution and the definition in Eq. 7a to obtain
P (λik = l|φi) = P (λik > l − 1|φi) − P (λik > l|φi) =

[Ψl−1−Ψl]ik, yielding:

〈
λ−1
ik |φi

〉
=

∞∑

l=1

[Ψl−1−Ψl]ik
l

= 1−
∞∑

l=1

[Ψl]ik
l(l + 1)

, (H8)

which has a value between 0—when k is very likely to
not be on the giant component and thus [Ψl]ik ≈ 1 for
any l—and 1—when k is very likely to be an immediate
neighbour of i and thus [Ψl]ik ≈ 0 for any l > 0. Let
γ̄ be the vector encoding expected closeness of nodes.
Inserting Eq. 15, and the definition in Eq. H3 into Eqs.
H7 and H8, we obtain

γ̄ =
1

n

({
uuT −

∞∑

l=1

[l(l + 1)]−1 ΨT
l

}
�
(
uuT −Ψ∞

)
)
u,

(H9)
where u is the all-ones vector of length n. Analogously,
we can write an expression for the general random graph
model in node space V . Let ψ−1(x, y) ,

∑∞
l=0[l(l +

1)]−1 ψl(x, y) for nodes x ∈ V, y ∈ V , then using the
definition from Eq. 89, the expected closeness centrality
of a node at z ∈ V is:

γ̄(z) =

∫

V

[
1− ψ−1(x, z)

]
[1− ψ∞(z, x)] dµ(x). (H10)

3. Poisson summation for mean geodesic length

Consider a re-parametrized form of the (approximate)
closed-form of the survival function of the distribution of
shortest path length λxy between nodes x, y belonging to
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the same percolating subspace of the node space V—see

Theorem 3 in Appendix D 2–given by ψ̃
xy

(l) , P (λxy >

l|φx, φy). We wish to estimate the expected length of the
shortest path between x, y, which from Eq. 108a is given
as:

〈λxy〉 =

∞∑

l=0

ψ̃
xy

(l). (H11)

Consider the Poisson summation formula, which ex-
presses the relationship of summation of a function f to
the summation of its continuous Fourier transform [123]:

n2∑

n=n1

f(n) =
f(n+

1 ) + f(n−2 )

2
+

∞∑

m=−∞

∫ n−2

n+
1

f(z)e−2πimzdz.

(H12)

First, we remark that ∀l < 0, ψ̃
xy

(l) = 0, ψ̃
xy

(0) = 1 and

ψ̃
xy

(l) is a positive decreasing function in l, since it is

a survival function. Second, since we have conditioned
on the nodes being on the same percolating subspace,

liml→∞ ψ̃
xy

(l) = 0. Third, we will assume ψ̃
xy

(l) to be

infinitely-differentiable in the domain [0,∞). (This as-
sumption is naturally satisfied by the smooth analytic
forms of the survival function that we derive in this pa-
per, such as Eq. 78b for multiplicative graphons.) In
Eq. H12, setting n1 as 0, n2 as ∞, then by the above

properties of ψ̃
xy

(l) we can write:

∞∑

l=0

ψ̃
xy

(l) =
1

2
+

∞∑

m=−∞

∫ ∞

0

ψ̃
xy

(z)e−2πimzdz

=
1

2
+

∫ ∞

0

ψ̃
xy

(z)dz+

2

∞∑

m=1

∫ ∞

0

ψ̃
xy

(z) cos (2πmz) dz,

(H13)

where the second equality makes use of Euler’s formula
eiθ = cos θ+ i sin θ. Consider the integral in the summa-
tion on the RHS. Using integration by-parts, and making

use of liml→∞ ψ̃
xy

(l) = 0, we can write:

∫ ∞

0

ψ̃
xy

(z) cos (2πmz) dz =− 1

4π2m2

[
ψ̃
′
xy

(0)+

∫ ∞

0

ψ̃
′′
xy

(z) cos (2πmz) dz

]

=

∞∑

k=1

( −1

4π2m2

)k
ψ̃

2k−1

xy
(0),

(H14)

where fn(0) refers to the nth derivative of f at 0, we

have made use of liml→∞ ψ̃
n

xy
(l) = 0 due to the smooth

saturation of the SPLD for large l, and the second equal-
ity follows by recursion to infinity. Because of the spar-

sity assumption, ψ̃
xy

(l) should be a very slowly-changing

function close to l = 0, since most of the probability
mass is away from the shortest path lengths. For in-
stance, for Eq. 78b, all of the higher-order derivatives
with respect to l will be proportional to the connectivity
kernel W×(x, y), which scales as O

(
n−1

)
. Thus, set-

ting ψ̃
2k−1

xy
(0) ≈ 0 on RHS of Eq. H14 ∀k ∈ {1, 2, · · · }

allows us to write
∫∞

0
ψ̃
xy

(z) cos (2πmz) dz ≈ 0 which

holds ∀m ∈ {1, 2, · · · }, which translates Eq. H13 to

∞∑

l=0

ψ̃
xy

(l) ≈ 1

2
+

∫ ∞

0

ψ̃
xy

(z)dz. (H15)

Rank-1 models. In essence, this allows for an approx-
imation of the expectation of the discrete distribution of
shortest path lengths by an integral of the continuous
analogue of the distribution’s survival function. In par-
ticular, consider the case of rank-1 models like the multi-
plicative graphons W×(x, y) from Eq. 71, that are equiv-
alent to a canonical degree-configuration model. From
Eqs. 78b, 71 and 74a, assuming the supercritical regime
η > 1 (from Eq. 93), we have

ψ̃
xy

(l) = exp

(
−η

l − 1

η − 1
W×(x, y)

)
,

which when combined with Eqs. H11, H15 leads to:

〈λxy〉 ≈
1

2
+ exp

(
W×(x, y)

η − 1

)

×
∫ ∞

0

exp

(
−W×(x, y)

η − 1
ηz
)
dz

=
1

2
− exp

(
W×(x, y)

η − 1

) Ei
(
−W×(x,y)

η−1

)

log(η)

≈ 1

2
+

log(η − 1)− γ − log (f(x)f(y))

log(η)

(H16)

where Ei(·) in the second equality is the exponential in-
tegral function whose value for small negative arguments
x < 0 is given by Ei(x) ≈ log(−x) + γ [124] where γ is
the Euler-Mascheroni constant whose value is given by
γ ≈ 0.57222, and we make use of W×(x, y) = O

(
n−1

)
.

Rank-1 models with asymmetric kernel. Due to the
correspondence between rank-1 models and multiplica-
tive graphons (see Theorem 6 in Appendix F 4), we can
express mean geodesic lengths in rank-1 models analo-
gously to Eq. H16. In Sec. VI A, Eq. 119 demonstrates
this equivalence for symmetric kernels. This result also
holds in the asymmetric setting, where for a rank-1 model
with integral operator T (in Eq. 40), the dependence is
on its eigenfunction ϕ, and eigenfunction ϕ# of its ad-
joint T# (in Eq. F12):

〈λ〉 =
1

2
+

log
(
n(1− τ−1)

)
− γ − Eµ [logϕ]− Eµ

[
logϕ#

]

log τ
.

(H17)
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To illustrate, consider the directed degree-configuration
model from Sec. V A. Using Eq. 97 the (normalized)

right and left eigenvectors are given by

{
〈d+i 〉√
〈d−d+〉

}n

i=1

and

{
〈d−i 〉√
〈d−d+〉

}n

i=1

. Putting in Eq. H17, alongside τ

from Eq. 97, we obtain:

〈λ〉 =
1

2
+

log (n (〈d−d+〉 − 〈d〉))− γ − E [log 〈d−〉]− E [log 〈d+〉]
log
(
〈d−d+〉
〈d〉

) ,

(H18)

which recovers known scaling of typical distances in di-
rected degree-configuration graphs as logb n where b ,
〈d−d+〉
〈d〉 [19]. We note that the mean geodesic length de-

pends on the mean degree, covariance of in- and out-
degrees, and mean logarithm of the expected in- and out-
degrees—and not on the variance of int-/out-degrees.

Higher rank models with positive definite kernels. For
graph models where the integral operator T , as defined in
Eq. 40, has more than 1 non-zero eigenvalue, no closed-
form integral of the approximate closed-form survival
function exists. However, if the non-leading eigenvalues
are “small enough”, then we can apply a suitable “rank-
1 approximation” to T and make use of the closed-form
of mean geodesic lengths, as in Eq. H16. Consider a
general random graph model with a symmetric kernel ν.
Since the network is supercritical, we have r(T ) = τ1 > 1
from Theorem 2. We assume a homophilous connectiv-
ity kernel, i.e. ν is positive definite, and T has small
non-leading eigenvalues:

∀i ∈ {2, 3, · · ·N} : 0 < τi < 1, (H19)

where N is the rank of T . Consider the approximate
closed-form survival function for nodes at x, y ∈ V from
Eq. 47, where we suppress the dependence on node loca-
tions:

ai ,
τiϕi(x)ϕi(y)

n(τi − 1)
, (H20a)

bi , log τi, (H20b)

and re-parametrize the survival function as a function of
geodesic length l:

ψ̃(l) = exp

(
−

N∑

i=1

ai [exp(bil)− 1]

)

= exp

(
N∑

i=1

ai

)
exp

(
−

N∑

i=1

ai exp(bil)

)

≈ exp

(
N∑

i=1

ai

)
exp

(
−a1e

b1l
)
[

1−
N∑

i=2

ai exp(bil)

]
,

≈ exp
(
−a1e

b1l
)
−

N∑

i=2

ai exp
(
−a1e

b1l + bil
)
.

(H21)

In the third equality, we have used a first-order approx-
imation for the exponential, which is asymptotically ap-
plicable since Eqs. H19 and H20 yield for

∀i ∈ {2, 3, · · ·N} : bi < 0, (H22a)

∀i ∈ {1, 2, · · ·N} : ai = O
(
n−1

)
. (H22b)

To integrate Eq. H21 with respect to l from 0 to ∞, it is
useful to define a function that encodes the “additive cor-
rection” offered by non-leading eigenvalues to a putative
rank-1 approximation:

qi(l) , −ai exp
(
−a1e

b1l + bil
)
. (H23)

Following the change of variable u = a1e
b1l =⇒ dl =

du
ub1

, we can write from Eq. H23:

∫ ∞

0

qi(l)dl = −ai
b1
a
− bi
b1

1

∫ ∞

a1

u
bi
b1
−1 exp (−u) du

= −ai
b1

Γ
(
bi
b1
, a1

)

a
bi
b1
1

,

(H24)

where Γ(s, x) is the upper incomplete gamma function.
Due to the result in Eq. H22, we can apply for s < 0:

limx→0
Γ(s,x)
xs = − 1

s to Eq. H24 to asymptotically yield:

∫ ∞

0

qi(l)dl ≈
ai
bi

=
τiϕi(x)ϕi(y)

n(τi − 1) log τi
, (H25)

where we apply the definitions in Eq. H20. Thus for
small positive eigenvalue τi, the “higher-rank correction”

scales as O
(

τi
log τi

)
, which tends to 0.

4. Connections to other centralities

In the ensemble average model of Sec. II, we saw from
Eq. 29 that the approximate closed-form of the survival
function of the geodesic length distribution is given by
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a sum of powers of 〈A〉. Here, we show how the expres-
sions for expected closeness and betweenness centralities
on the giant component relate closely to other central-
ity measures in literature which consider powers of the
adjacency matrix A.

Closeness centrality. Asymptotically, for any finite l,
we can apply a first-order approximation to the survival
function of the SPLD in Eq. 29 to obtain for nodes i, j:

[Ψ̃l]ij ≈ 1−
l∑

k=1

[〈A〉k]ij . (H26)

Since we are using the approximate closed-form of the
survival function in the supercritical regime, Eq. 46 has
a limiting value of zero and we can drop the conditioning
on the giant component. From Eqs. H7, H8, H26 obtain
the expected (harmonic) closeness of j:

γ̄j =
∑

i

∞∑

l=1

[Ψ̃l−1− Ψ̃l]ij

l
=

∞∑

l=1

[uT 〈A〉l]j
l

, (H27)

where u is the all-ones vector. Since the network is per-
colating, from Theorem 2 we have r(〈A〉) > 1. Conse-
quently, the sum of the infinite series on the RHS of Eq.
H27 is unbounded, being well-defined only if the sum is
up to a finite l, which is also where the approximation
in Eq. H26 holds. Therefore, consider a scaled version
of 〈A〉 7→ α 〈A〉, such that 0 < α < 1

r(〈A〉) that allows for

interpolation between short and long scales. Then, we
define α-closeness as the closeness defined in Eq. H27,
except with the scaled ensemble average matrix α 〈A〉.
Then we can write an “α-closeness vector” for the nodes
in the network as:

γ̄α ,

[ ∞∑

l=1

(α 〈A〉T )l

l

]
u

= − log(I − α 〈A〉T )u

= log

((
I − α 〈A〉T

)−1
)
u,

(H28)

where I is the identity matrix, and log refers to the ma-
trix logarithm, whose series expansion converges since

r
(
α 〈A〉T

)
< 1 due to the constraint on α to be smaller

than the inverse of the spectral radius of 〈A〉. For a
symmetric model we can eigendecompose 〈A〉 = QΛQT ,
where Q is an orthogonal matrix whose columns are the
eigenvectors, with the corresponding elements in diago-
nal matrix Λ being the eigenvalues, and compute the real
symmetric matrix logM = Q log(I − αΛ)−1QT , which
can be inserted into Eq. H28. Evidently, the matrix M
resembles the matrix used to compute Katz centralities
[40] for nodes in a network given by A, where the cen-
trality of nodes is given by the vector:

κ ,
[(
I − αAT

)−1 − I
]
u,

where 0 < α < 1
r(A) . While there is no direct ana-

logue to Eq. H28 in the centrality literature, if we
were to define a centrality for A by the row sums of
C , log((I − αAT )−1), then it corresponds to the se-

ries expansion C =
∑∞
l=1

(αAT )l

l . That is, [C]ij accounts
for the number of paths between nodes i and j, down-

weighted by a factor of αl

l such that shorter paths con-
tribute more to this centrality. Consequently, while γ̄α

as defined in Eq. H28 does not exactly measure closeness
as defined by Refs. [102, 103], it measures a weighted-
closeness such that shorter paths contribute more than
longer ones. This is in the same vein as measures given by
arbitrary matrix functions of A [106]—such as the sub-
graph centrality [107] or communicability [125] which use
the matrix exponential function, i.e. down-weight paths
of length l by l!, or Katz centrality [40] which down-
weights them by αl.

Betweenness centrality. Similarly, consider the (ap-
proximate) bridging probabilities χ̂ijk(p; l) from Lemma
3, which is a good estimate for finite l asymptotically.
Consider Eq. A5, while suppressing the conditioning on
the giant component:

χ̂ijk(p; l) = P (λik = l − p)P (λkj = p)P (λij ≥ l)
≈ P (λik = l − p)P (λkj = p)

= ([Ψ̃l−p−1− Ψ̃l−p]ik)([Ψ̃p−1− Ψ̃p]kj),

where we apply the fact that for any finite l, the likeli-
hood that the geodesic is larger than l is asymptotically
close to unity, and the definition from Eq. 7a. Then,
inserting into Eq. 125, alongside Eq. H26, the expected
betweenness of nodes is encoded by the vector:

β ≈
∞∑

l=2

l−1∑

p=1

(
〈A〉T

)l−p
u� 〈A〉p u, (H29)

where � is element-wise multiplication. To ensure that
the expression in Eq. H29 is well-defined, consider the
same scaling as above, i.e. 〈A〉 7→ α 〈A〉, then by a change
of variables l − p 7→ x, p 7→ y, define an “α-betweenness
vector” as

βα ,
∞∑

x=1

∞∑

y=1

(
α 〈A〉T

)x
u� (α 〈A〉)y u

=

[ ∞∑

x=1

(
α 〈A〉T

)x
u

]
�
[ ∞∑

y=1

(α 〈A〉)y u
]

=

[(
I − α 〈A〉T

)−1

− I
]
u�

[
(I − α 〈A〉)−1 − I

]
u,

(H30)

where we have applied the formula for geometric series of
a matrix. From above, the RHS can be seen as the prod-
uct of “incoming” and “outgoing” Katz centralities—
except on the expectation of A i.e. 〈A〉—thus encoding
the idea of “in-betweenness”. Again, we emphasize that
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while βα does not exactly measure betweenness as de-
fined by Freeman [105], it measures a weighted notion
of in-betweenness as given by net incoming and outgoing
geodesics. Measures which build on this concept of ac-
counting for both incoming and outgoing paths via pow-
ers of A and AT have been previously defined, especially
in the context of directed networks, to determine node
roles and consequently node similarities based on them
[108].

Appendix I: Empirical networks

We elaborate below on the approach to apply the
SPLD formalism to empirical networks.

1. MLE of labeled graphs as SBMs

Say we have a given graph represented by the adja-
cency matrix A with known node labels given by the
assignment matrix Z. The most trivial label assignment
would be to assume a single block to which every node
belongs, i.e. k = 1, which assumes an underlying ER
graph model. For most empirical networks, labels can be
retrieved from domain knowledge—like nodes in a social
network will have associated socio-demographic charac-
teristics. Assuming that the network is generated by an
SBM with parameters π, B, we can use the model def-
inition in Eq. 50 to obtain a maximum likelihood esti-
mate (MLE) of the parameters. For ease of notation let
κ : {1, 2, · · ·n} → {1, 2, · · · k} define the label assignment
for a given graph A. Then the likelihood function, given
the SBM model defined in Eq. 50 is given by:

L(π, B) =
∏

i 6=j
P (Aij |Ziκ(i) = 1, Zjκ(j) = 1, Bκ(i)κ(j))

∏

i

P (Ziκ(i) = 1|π)

=
∏

i 6=j

(
Bκ(i)κ(j)

n

)Aij (
1− Bκ(i)κ(j)

n

)1−Aij

∏

i

πκ(i).

(I1)

To maximize the log-likelihood, subject to the constraint∑
x πx = 1, apply the method of Lagrange multipli-

ers. Define the Lagrangian L(π, B, λ) , logL(π, B) +
λ (1−∑x πx), where λ is the Lagrange multiplier, which

from Eq. I1 is given by:

L(π, B, λ) =
∑

x,y

[
[ZTAZ]xy log

(
Bxy
n

)
+

[ZT
(
uuT −A− I

)
Z]xy log

(
1− Bxy

n

)]

+
∑

x

(
[ZTu]x log πx − λπx

)
+ λ

(I2)

For finding the stationary points, consider the first-order
partial derivatives:

∂L
∂Bxy

=
[ZTAZ]xy

Bxy
− [ZT

(
uuT −A− I

)
Z]xy

n−Bxy
(I3a)

∂L
∂πx

=
[ZTu]x
πx

− λ (I3b)

∂L
∂λ

=1−
∑

x

πx (I3c)

Setting the partial derivatives with respect to the param-
eters to zero, i.e. RHS of Eq. I3 to 0, along with looking
at the Hessian condition, yields:

π̂ =
ZTu

n
, (I4a)

B̂ = nZTAZ �
[
ZT
(
uuT − I

)
Z
]
, (I4b)

where u is an all-ones vector of length n, and I , diag(u)
is the identity matrix. Evidently, π̂ corresponds to the
normalized total node-count of every block, and B̂ to the
normalized total edge-count of every block pair, which is
useful especially when we may not have access to the full
adjacency structure. This formalism allows us to define
an SBM for any given (A,Z) pair, regardless of how Z
itself was inferred, with no computational cost except for
summation of edge counts.

2. Empirical network datasets

All network datasets used in this work were obtained
from the SNAP dataset library [58]. We only consider
networks with fewer than 10,000 nodes but spanning a
range of domains, and thus connectivities. We apply two
pre-processing steps: (1) if networks are directed, they
are converted to their undirected versions by assuming
edges both ways, and (2) the network is restricted to
only its giant component.

To obtain “labels” for the nodes to coarsen into SBMs,
we use the graph-tool library [63] and infer hierarchical
SBMs [54] to obtain a multi-level coarsening, i.e. SBMs
with progressively increasing number of blocks. We re-
strict our analysis to SBMs with fewer than 64 blocks.
Alternatively, we may apply modularity maximization
[61]—as we do in Appendix I 1 using the implementation
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TABLE III. Empirical networks and associated statistic after pre-processing: number of nodes n, mean degree 〈d〉, mean
geodesic length 〈λ〉, and number of blocks at multiple levels of coarsening obtained by inferring a hierarchical SBM.

Name Description n 〈d〉 〈λ〉 Blocksa

soc-sign-bitcoin-otc Trust networks of people trading on Bitcoin OTC and
Bitcoin Alpha platforms [126, 127]

5875 7.32 3.57 1,4,14,56
soc-sign-bitcoin-alpha 3775 7.48 3.57 1,4,14,48
ca-GrQc Collaboration networks of authors submitting to the

“gr-qc” and “hep-th” categories of arXiv [57]
4158 6.46 6.05 1,2,5,14,34

ca-HepTh 8638 5.74 5.95 1,4,14,48
CollegeMsg Message network of an online college social network [128] 1893 14.62 3.06 1,2,12,61
email-Eu-core Email network within a research institution [56, 57] 986 32.58 2.59 1,5,10,36
ego-Facebook Friendship network from Facebook “friends lists” [101] 4039 43.69 3.69 1,2,3,5,9,23
p2p-Gnutella05

“Peer-to-peer” sharing network from Gnutella collected
as snapshots on multiple dates within a week of each
other [57, 129]

8842 7.20 4.60 1,3,6
p2p-Gnutella06 8717 7.23 4.57 1,2,6,16
p2p-Gnutella08 6299 6.60 4.64 1,2,5
p2p-Gnutella09 8104 6.42 4.77 1,3,6
feather-lastfm-social Mutual-follower network of LastFM users from Asia [130] 7624 7.29 5.23 1,2,4,15,51
musae-twitch-DE

Friendship network from Twitch collected across 6
different countries [131]

9498 32.25 2.72 1,24
musae-twitch-EN 7126 9.91 3.68 1,3,18
musae-twitch-ES 4648 25.55 2.88 1,4,23
musae-twitch-FR 6549 34.41 2.68 1,4,20
musae-twitch-PT 1912 32.74 2.53 1,9,54
musae-twitch-RU 4385 17.01 3.02 1,2,11
wikispeedia Hyperlink network of a subset of Wikipedia [132, 133] 4589 46.43 2.53 1,2,18
wiki-Vote Voting network for Wikipedia admins and users [134, 135] 7066 28.51 3.25 1,9,38

a showing levels below the cut-off of 64 blocks

in the NetworkX library [62]—to obtain “community la-
bels” for nodes. To discourage very small communities,
we post-process the labels obtained via modularity maxi-
mization by agglomerating communities containing fewer
than 1% of the nodes.

Finally, empirical mean geodesic length is obtained us-
ing Dijkstra’s algorithm [136] implemented in the Net-
workX library [62]. In Tab. III, we describe these net-
works and their associated statistics.
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[76] M. Barthélemy, Physics Reports 499, 1 (2011).
[77] M. Garrod and N. S. Jones, Physical Review E 98,

052316 (2018).
[78] L. Lovász and B. Szegedy, Journal of Combinatorial

Theory, Series B 96, 933 (2006).
[79] L. Lovász, Large Networks and Graph Limits, Vol. 60

(American Mathematical Society, 2012).
[80] P. Orbanz and D. M. Roy, IEEE Transactions on Pat-

tern Analysis and Machine Intelligence 37, 437 (2014).
[81] C. Borgs, J. Chayes, L. Lovász, V. Sós, and K. Veszter-

gombi, European Journal of Combinatorics 32, 985
(2011).

[82] F. Klimm, N. S. Jones, and M. T. Schaub, arXiv
preprint arXiv:2101.00503 (2021).

[83] B. Bollobás, Random Graphs, 73 (Cambridge University
Press, 2001).

[84] A.-L. Barabási and R. Albert, Science 286, 509 (1999).
[85] G. Caldarelli, A. Capocci, P. De Los Rios, and M. A.

Munoz, Physical Review Letters 89, 258702 (2002).
[86] K. Hashimoto, in Automorphic Forms and Geome-

try of Arithmetic Varieties, Advanced Studies in Pure
Mathematics, Vol. 15, edited by K. Hashimoto and
Y. Namikawa (Academic Press, 1989) pp. 211–280.

[87] R. Cohen, K. Erez, D. Ben-Avraham, and S. Havlin,

http://snap.stanford.edu/data
http://snap.stanford.edu/data
https://doi.org/10.6084/m9.figshare.1164194


74

Physical Review Letters 86, 3682 (2001).
[88] N. H. Bingham, C. M. Goldie, and J. L. Teugels, Regular

Variation, 27 (Cambridge University Press, 1989).
[89] C. Cooper and A. Frieze, Combinatorics, Probability

and Computing 13, 319–337 (2004).
[90] H. Schawe and A. K. Hartmann, Physical Review E 102,

052108 (2020).
[91] P. Van Mieghem, J. Omic, and R. Kooij, IEEE/ACM

Transactions On Networking 17, 1 (2008).
[92] B. Bollobás, C. Borgs, J. Chayes, and O. Riordan, The

Annals of Probability 38, 150 (2010).
[93] J. Dall and M. Christensen, Physical Review E 66,

016121 (2002).
[94] V. G. Cerf, D. D. Cowan, R. C. Mullin, and R. G. Stan-

ton, Networks 4, 335 (1974).
[95] A. J. Hoffman and R. R. Singleton, IBM Journal of Re-

search and Development 4, 497 (1960).
[96] M. Miller and J. Sirán, The Electronic Journal of Com-

binatorics , DS14 (2012).
[97] F. Chung and L. Lu, Proceedings of the National

Academy of Sciences 99, 15879 (2002).
[98] J.-C. Delvenne and A.-S. Libert, Physical Review E 83,

046117 (2011).
[99] Z. Burda, J. Duda, J.-M. Luck, and B. Waclaw, Physical

Review Letters 102, 160602 (2009).
[100] R. Lambiotte, J.-C. Delvenne, and M. Barahona, IEEE

Transactions on Network Science and Engineering 1, 76
(2014).

[101] J. J. McAuley and J. Leskovec, in Advances in Neural
Information Processing Systems, Vol. 2012 (2012) pp.
548–56.

[102] M. Marchiori and V. Latora, Physica A: Statistical Me-
chanics and its Applications 285, 539 (2000).

[103] Y. Rochat, Closeness centrality extended to unconnected
graphs: The harmonic centrality index, Tech. Rep. (In-
stitute of Applied Mathematics University of Lausanne,
Switzerland, 2009).

[104] A. Bavelas, The Journal of the Acoustical Society of
America 22, 725 (1950).

[105] L. C. Freeman, Sociometry , 35 (1977).
[106] E. Estrada and D. J. Higham, SIAM Review 52, 696

(2010).
[107] E. Estrada and J. A. Rodriguez-Velazquez, Physical Re-

view E 71, 056103 (2005).
[108] K. Cooper and M. Barahona, arXiv preprint

arXiv:1012.2726 (2010).
[109] P. Li, Y. Wang, H. Wang, and J. Leskovec, Advances in

Neural Information Processing Systems 33 (2020).
[110] P. W. Holland and S. Leinhardt, Comparative Group

Studies 2, 107 (1971).
[111] P. W. Holland and S. Leinhardt, Sociological Method-

ology 7, 1 (1976).
[112] L. Le Cam, Pacific Journal of Mathematics 10, 1181

(1960).
[113] O. Perron, Mathematische Annalen 64, 248 (1907).
[114] C. D. Meyer, Matrix Analysis and Applied Linear Alge-

bra, Vol. 71 (SIAM, 2000).
[115] F. G. Frobenius, Sitzung der physikalisch-

mathematischen (1912).
[116] A. Broder, R. Kumar, F. Maghoul, P. Raghavan, S. Ra-

jagopalan, R. Stata, A. Tomkins, and J. Wiener, in The
Structure and Dynamics of Networks (Princeton Uni-
versity Press, 2011) pp. 183–194.

[117] C. R. Johnson and R. A. Horn, Matrix Analysis (Cam-
bridge University Press, 1985).

[118] N. J. Higham, Functions of Matrices: Theory and Com-
putation (SIAM, 2008).

[119] B. Wang, W. Shi, and Z. Miao, PloS One 10, e0118537
(2015).

[120] M. H. Stone, Linear Transformations in Hilbert Space
and their Applications to Analysis, Vol. 15 (American
Mathematical Society, 1932).

[121] S. Kotz, N. Balakrishnan, and N. L. Johnson, Contin-
uous Multivariate Distributions, Volume 1: Models and
Applications (John Wiley & Sons, 2004) p. 488.

[122] R. M. Corless, G. H. Gonnet, D. E. Hare, D. J. Jeffrey,
and D. E. Knuth, Advances in Computational Mathe-
matics 5, 329 (1996).

[123] O. A. Civi, P. H. Pathak, and H.-T. Chou, IEEE Trans-
actions on Antennas and Propagation 47, 958 (1999).

[124] M. Abramowitz and I. A. Stegun, Handbook of Math-
ematical Functions with formulas, graphs, and mathe-
matical table (National Bureau of Standards Applied
Mathematics series 55, 1965) p. 229.

[125] E. Estrada and N. Hatano, Physical Review E 77,
036111 (2008).

[126] S. Kumar, F. Spezzano, V. Subrahmanian, and
C. Faloutsos, in IEEE 16th International Conference on
Data Mining (ICDM) (2016) pp. 221–230.

[127] S. Kumar, B. Hooi, D. Makhija, M. Kumar, C. Falout-
sos, and V. Subrahmanian, in Proceedings of the
Eleventh ACM International Conference on Web Search
and Data Mining (ACM, 2018) pp. 333–341.

[128] P. Panzarasa, T. Opsahl, and K. M. Carley, Journal
of the American Society for Information Science and
Technology 60, 911 (2009).

[129] M. Ripeanu and I. Foster, in International Workshop on
Peer-to-peer Systems (Springer, 2002) pp. 85–93.

[130] B. Rozemberczki and R. Sarkar, in Proceedings of the
29th ACM International Conference on Information
and Knowledge Management (CIKM) (ACM, 2020) p.
1325–1334.

[131] B. Rozemberczki, C. Allen, and R. Sarkar, Multi-scale
attributed node embedding (2019), arXiv:1909.13021
[cs.LG].

[132] R. West, J. Pineau, and D. Precup, in Twenty-First
International Joint Conference on Artificial Intelligence
(2009).

[133] R. West and J. Leskovec, in Proceedings of the 21st in-
ternational conference on World Wide Web (2012) pp.
619–628.

[134] J. Leskovec, D. Huttenlocher, and J. Kleinberg, in Pro-
ceedings of the SIGCHI conference on human factors in
computing systems (2010) pp. 1361–1370.

[135] J. Leskovec, D. Huttenlocher, and J. Kleinberg, in Pro-
ceedings of the 19th international conference on World
wide web (2010) pp. 641–650.

[136] E. W. Dijkstra et al., Numerische Mathematik 1, 269
(1959).

https://arxiv.org/abs/1909.13021
https://arxiv.org/abs/1909.13021

	Geodesic statistics for random network families
	Abstract
	I Introduction
	II Shortest path length distribution
	A Supercritical regime
	B Percolation probability
	C Subcritical regime
	D Closed-form bound of SPLD

	III Geodesics in general random graphs with independent edges
	IV Geodesics in specific random graph families
	A Stochastic block model
	B Labeled empirical graphs
	C Random dot-product graph
	D Gaussian random geometric graph
	E Sparse graphons
	F Summary of results on the SPLD

	V Size and existence of giant component
	A Percolation in rank-1 models
	B Percolation in higher rank models

	VI Path-based statistics
	A Mean geodesic length
	B Closeness centrality
	C Betweenness centrality

	VII Conclusion
	 Acknowledgments
	A Bridging probability lemmas
	1 Penultimate bridging probability
	2 l,p-bridging probability
	3 Approximate l,p-bridging probability

	B Connection probability on the giant component
	C Finite-size effects in the SPLD
	D Percolation behaviour and the SPLD
	1 Geodesic and spectral conditions for percolation
	2 Percolative partition of node space

	E Directed networks and asymmetric connectivity kernels
	1 Directed networks: ensemble average model
	2 Asymmetric kernel: general random graph models
	a Closed-form of the SPLD
	b Spectral condition for percolation


	F General random graph models
	1 Sparsity constraint and integral operators
	2 Equivalent SBMs for general models
	a MLE-SBM approximation in `39`42`"613A``45`47`"603AR
	b SBM approximation in `39`42`"613A``45`47`"603ARk

	3 Molloy & Reed's criterion and spectral condition for percolation
	4 Equivalence of multiplicative graphons and rank-1 models

	G Properties of specific graph models
	1 Stochastic block model
	a General properties
	b Example: equi-sized planted-partition SBM
	c Percolation threshold

	2 Random dot-product graph
	a General properties
	b Example: standard simplex RDPG
	c Example: non-linear RDPG

	3 Gaussian random geometric graph
	a General properties
	b Percolation threshold
	c Relationship between degree and percolation

	4 Scale-free graphons
	a General properties
	b Special cases: BA and highly scale-free graphons


	H Mean geodesic lengths and path-based centralities
	1 Analytic estimate of mean geodesic length
	2 Analytic expectation of closeness centrality
	3 Poisson summation for mean geodesic length
	4 Connections to other centralities

	I Empirical networks
	1 MLE of labeled graphs as SBMs
	2 Empirical network datasets

	 References


