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Abstract. We consider an inhomogeneous Erdős-Rényi random graph ensemble with exponentially
decaying random disconnection probabilities determined by an i.i.d. field of variables with heavy
tails and infinite mean associated to the vertices of the graph. This model was recently investigated in
the physics literature in Garuccio et al. (2020) as a scale-invariant random graph within the context
of network renormalization. From a mathematical perspective, the model fits in the class of scale-free
inhomogeneous random graphs whose asymptotic geometrical features have been recently attracting
interest. While for this type of graphs several results are known when the underlying vertex variables
have finite mean and variance, here instead we consider the case of one-sided stable variables with
necessarily infinite mean. To simplify our analysis, we assume that the variables are sampled from a
Pareto distribution with parameter α ∈ (0, 1). We start by characterizing the asymptotic distributions
of the typical degrees and some related observables. In particular, we show that the degree of a vertex
converges in distribution, after proper scaling, to a mixed Poisson law. We then show that correlations
among degrees of different vertices are asymptotically non-vanishing, but at the same time a form of
asymptotic tail independence is found when looking at the behavior of the joint Laplace transform
around zero. Moreover, we present some findings concerning the asymptotic density of wedges and
triangles, show a cross-over for the existence of dust (i.e. disconnected nodes), and identify a strongly
connected regime in the ensemble.

1. Introduction

In this article we consider a class of inhomogeneous Erdős-Rényi random graphs on n vertices.
Our vertex setV is denoted by [n] = {1, 2, . . . , n} and on each vertex we assign independent weights
(or ‘fitness’ variables) (Wi)i∈[n] distributed according to a common distribution FW (·) with 1 −
FW (x) ∼ x−α for some α ∈ (0, 1). Therefore the weights have infinite mean. Conditioned on the
weights, an edge between two distinct vertices i and j is drawn independently with probability

pij = 1− exp (−εWiWj) (1.1)

where ε is a parameter tuning the overall density of edges in the graph and playing a crucial rule
in the analysis of the model. This inhomogeneous model is a special example of models where the
connection probability between vertices i and j in (2.2) is replaced by min{1, κn(Wi,Wj)}, where
κn : [0, ∞)2 → [0, 1] is a well-behaved function, and the weights are drawn independently from a
certain distribution. In the physics literature, these are called ‘fitness’ or ‘hidden variable’ network
models (Boguná and Pastor-Satorras (2003), Caldarelli et al. (2002), Garlaschelli et al. (2007)). In
the mathematical literature, a well-known example is the generalized random graph model Chung
and Lu (2002). In most of the cases considered so far, due to the integrability conditions on κn and
moment properties of FW , these models have a locally tree-like structure. We refer to Chapter 6 of
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van der Hofstad (2016) for the properties of the degree distribution and to Bollobás et al. (2007),
van der Hofstad (2022) for further geometric structures. Models with exactly the same connection
probability as in Eq. (1.1), but with finite-mean weights, have been considered previously (Caron
and Fox (2017), Norros and Reittu (2006)). In this article we are instead interested in the non-
standard case of infinite mean of the weights, corresponding to the choice α ∈ (0, 1) as mentioned
above. A combination of the specific form of the connection probability (1.1) and these heavy-
tailed weights make the model interesting. We believe that many mathematical features of an
ultra-small world network can be captured through this model.

The motivation from the model studied here comes from the statistical physics literature, where
the model was introduced as a scale-invariant random graph under hierarchical renormalization
of vertices Garuccio et al. (2020). In this model, one looks at the same random graph ensemble at
different hierarchical levels ` = 0, 1, 2, . . . . In particular, one starts with level ` = 0 and considers
a random graph on n(0) vertices and each vertex i = 1, n(0) having a weight Wi. To move to level
` = 1, one specifies a partition of the original n(0) vertices into n(1) < n(0) blocks; the blocks of
the partition become the vertices of the graph at the new level and any two different blocks are
connected if there existed an edge between the original vertices across them. At this new level,
the weights of vertices get summed over the blocks. The process can continue to higher levels
` > 1 and one wants to see if the probability distribution of the graph preserves its functional
form across all levels. It was argued in Garuccio et al. (2020) that, for such a thing to happen, the
weights (Wi)i should be sampled independently from a one-sided stable distribution of parameter
α ∈ (0, 1) (thus with infinite mean), the blocks of the partition should be equal in size, and the
connection probability should be of the form mentioned in (1.1). In this way, the random graph
ensemble becomes scale-invariant under a renormalization process that, by admitting any partition
of nodes into equally sized blocks, does not require the notion of coordinates for the vertices in
some underlying metric space, unlike other models based on the idea of geometric renormalization
where ‘closer’ nodes are merged Boguna et al. (2021), Garcı́a-Pérez et al. (2018).

Another model where a connection probability similar to the one in Eq. (1.1) occurs, but again
with an additional notion of embedding geometry, is the scale-free percolation model on Zd. The
vertex set in this graph is no longer a finite set of points and the connection probabilities de-
pend also on the spatial positions of the vertices. Here also one starts with independent weights
(Wx)x∈Zd and distributed according to FW (·), where FW has a power law index of β ∈ (0,∞) and
conditioned on the weights, vertices x and y are connected independently with probability

p̃xy = 1− exp

(
− λWxWy

‖x− y‖s

)
,

where s and λ are some positive parameters. The model was introduced in Deijfen et al. (2013),
where it was shown the degree of distribution have a power law exponent of parameter −τ =

−sβ/d. The asymptotics of the maximum degree was derived recently in Bhattacharjee and Schulte
(2022) and further properties of the chemical distances were studied in Deprez et al. (2015), Hey-
denreich et al. (2017), van der Hofstad and Komjathy (2017). As we see in some cases the degree
can be infinite too. The mixing properties of the scale free percolation on a torus of side length n
was studied in Cipriani and Salvi (2021). In our model, the distance term ‖x − y‖−s is not there
and hence on one hand the form becomes easier, but on the other hand many useful integrability
properties are lost due to the fact that interactions do not decay with distance.
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We show some important properties of the degree distribution of our model. In particular, we
show that the average degree grows like log n if we choose the specific scaling ε = n−

1
α . In this

case, the (cumulative) degree distribution roughly behaves like a power law with exponent −1.
In the literature for random graphs with degree sequences having infinite mean, this falls in the
critical case of exponent τ = 1. The configuration model with given degree sequence (Di)i∈[n] i.i.d.
with law D having power law exponent τ ∈ (0, 1) was studied in van den Esker et al. (2005). It
was shown that the typical distance between two randomly chosen points is either 2 or 3. It was
also shown that for τ = 1 similar ultra small world behaviour is true. Instead of the configuration
model, we study the properties of the degree distribution for the model which also naturally gives
rise to degree distributions with power law exponent −1.

2. Model and main results

The formal definition of the model reads a follows. Let the vertex set be given by [n] = {1, 2, . . . , n}
and let ε = εn > 0 be a parameter which will depend on n. The random graph with law P is con-
structed in the following way:

(a) Sample n independent weights (Wi), under P, according to a Pareto distribution with pa-
rameter α ∈ (0, 1), that is,

1− FW (w) = P(Wi > w) =

{
w−α, w > 1,

1, 0 < w ≤ 1.
. (2.1)

(b) For all n ≥ 1, given the weights (Wi)i∈[n], construct the random graphGn by joining edges
independently with probability given by (1.1). That is,

pij := P(i↔ j |Wi,Wj) = 1− exp(−εnWiWj) (2.2)

where the event {i↔ j}means that vertices i and j are connected by an edge in the graph.
We will denote the above random graph by Gn(α, ε) as it depends on the parameters α and ε. Self-
loops and multi-edges are not allowed and hence the final graph is given by a simple graph on n
vertices.
Note that, in choosing the distribution of the weights in (2.1), we could have alternatively started
with a regularly varying random variable with power law exponent−α, i.e. P(Wi > w) = w−αL(w)

where L(·) is a slowly varying function, that is, for any w > 0,

lim
t→∞

L(wt)

L(t)
= 1.

It is our belief that most of the results stated in this article will go through in presence of a slowly
varying function, even if the analysis would be more involved. In this first work we refrain from
going into this technical side.

Connection with the model in Garuccio et al. (2020). In particular, it should be noted that, in the
original formulation of the model mentioned above, the weights are drawn from a one-sided α-
stable distribution with arbitrary scale parameter γ, and not from a Pareto [Garuccio et al. (2020)].
Such a specification comes from a scale-invariance requirement demanding that, if the n(0) vertices
of the random graph defined at the hierarchical level ` = 0 are partitioned into n(0)/b ‘blocks’ of
equal size b (where two blocks get connected if an edge is realized between any pair of constituent
vertices across the two blocks) and the fitness of each block is defined as the sum of the fitness
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values of the b constituent vertices, then one sees a new ‘renormalized’ random graph at level ` = 1

with n(1) = n(0)/b coarse-grained vertices, fitness distributed according to the same distribution
as for the previous level ` = 0 (with renormalized parameters), and the same functional form of
the connection probability. This requirement implies that the fitness is drawn from a one-sided
α-stable distribution, with an arbitrary scale parameter γ(0) for ` = 0 and rescaled parameter
γ(1) = b1/αγ(0) for ` = 1, and that the connection probability has the specific form in Eq. (2.2),
with ε unchanged under renormalization [Garuccio et al. (2020)]. If iterated ` times, the coarse-
graining generates a random graph with the same ε, a reduced number n(`) = n(0)/b` of nodes
and a set of α-stable distributed fitness values with scale parameter γ(`) = b`/αγ(0). The three
parameters of the model are therefore α ∈ (0, 1), γ(0) ∈ (0,∞) and ε ∈ (0,∞). However, only α
and the combination εγ2(0) are independent parameters [Garuccio et al. (2020)]. Indeed, note that
rescaling γ(0) to γ(`) = b`/αγ(0) and leaving ε unchanged is equivalent to leaving γ(0) unchanged
and rescaling ε to ε(`) = b2`/αε. Therefore our formulation here can be thought of as deriving
from an equivalent model where, rather than having an `-independent density parameter ε and an
`-dependent scale parameter γ(`), we have an `-dependent density parameter ε(`) = b2`/αε(0) and
`-independent scale parameter γ(`) = γα for all `, where

γα ≡

[
π

2Γ(α) sin
(
πα
2

)]1/α

,

which corresponds to asymptotically the same tail as the Pareto in Eq. (2.1). In this way, the only
two free parameters are α and ε(`). Looking at the original model at a certain hierarchical level `
is equivalent to looking at our random graph for a suitable value of ε(`), where the α-stable has
been replaced by a Pareto with asymptotically the same tail. Results that we obtain for a specific
range of values of ε can therefore be thought of as applying to a corresponding specific range of
hierarchical levels in the original model. In particular, achieving a certain scaling εn in the model
considered here corresponds to finding a suitable level ` with the corresponding scaling εn(`) in
the original model. We will comment back on this point at the end of the next Section.

Notation. Convergence in distribution and convergence in probability will be denoted respectively
by d−→ and P−→. E[·] is the expectation with respect to P and the conditional expectation with
respect to the weight W of a typical vertex is denoted by EW [·] = E[·|W ]. Let (aij)1≤i,j≤n be the
indicator variables (1i↔j)1≤i,j≤n. As standard, as n→∞, we will write f(n) ∼ g(n) if f(n)/g(n)→
1, f(n) = o (g(n)) if f(n)/g(n) → 0 and f(n) = O (g(n)) if f(n)/g(n) ≤ C for some C > 0. Lastly,
f(n) � g(n) denote that there exists positive constants c1 and C2 such that

c1 ≤ lim inf
n→∞

f(n)/g(n) ≤ lim sup
n→∞

f(n)/g(n) ≤ C2.

2.1. Degrees. Our first theorem characterises the behaviour of a typical degree and of the joint
distribution of the degrees. Consider the degree of vertex i ∈ [n] defined as

Dn(i) =
∑
j 6=i

aij . (2.3)
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Theorem 1. [Scaling and asymptotic of the degrees.] Consider the graph Gn(α, ε) and let Dn(i) the
degree of the vertex i ∈ [n].

(i) [Expected degree.] The expected degree of a typical vertex i scales as follows

E [Dn(i)] ∼ −(n− 1)Γ(1− α)εα log εα, as ε ↓ 0.

In particular, if εn = n−1/α then we have

E[Dn(i)] ∼ Γ(1− α) log n as n→∞.

(ii) [Asymptotic degree distribution.] Let εn = n−
1
α , then for all i ∈ [n]

Dn(i)
d−→ D∞(i) as n→∞,

where D∞(i) is a mixed Poisson random variable with parameter Λ = Γ(1−α)Wα
i . Additionally,

we have
P(D∞(i) > x) ∼ Γ(1− α)x−1 as x→∞. (2.4)

(iii) [Asymptotic joint degree behaviour.] Let D∞(i) and D∞(j) be the asymptotic degree distri-
bution of two arbitrary distinct vertices i, j ∈ N. Then

E
[
tD∞(i)sD∞(j)

]
6= E

[
tD∞(i)

]
E
[
sD∞(j)

]
, for fixed t, s ∈ (0, 1), (2.5)

and for s, t sufficiently close to 1 we have,∣∣∣E [tD∞(i)sD∞(j)
]
−E

[
tD∞(i)

]
E
[
sD∞(j)

] ∣∣∣
≤ O

(
(1− s)(1− t) log

((
1 +

1

Γ(1− α)(1− s)

)(
1 +

1

Γ(1− α)(1− t)

)))
+ C((1− t) + (1− s)).

(2.6)

We shall prove Theorem 1 in Section 3. The first part of the result shows that average degree
of the graph diverges logarithmically. This indeed rules out any kind of the local weak limit of
the graph. We also see in the second part that asymptotically degrees have cumulative power law
exponent−1. It is expected that when εn = n−1/α, we should have P(Dn(i) > x) � x−1 as x→∞.
The third part of the result deserves further comments.
Indeed Eq. (2.5) shows thatD∞(i) andD∞(j) are not independent. In the generalized random graph
model, this is a surprising phenomenon. If we consider a generalized random graph, with weights
as described in (2.1) and

p̃ij =
WiWj

n1/α +WiWj

then it follows from Theorem 6.14 of van der Hofstad (2016) that asymptotic degree distribution
has the same behaviour as our model and the asymptotic degree distributions are independent.
Although there is no independence as (2.5) shows, we still believe that the following will be true∣∣∣P(D∞(i) > x,D∞(j) > x)−P(D∞(i) > x)P(D∞(j) > x)

∣∣∣ = o (P(D∞(i) > x)P(D∞(j) > x)) ,

(2.7)
and hence the limiting vector will be asymptotically tail independent. Although not provided with a
rigorous proof yet, this conjecture is supported by numerical simulations (see Fig.1).

Such a property of limiting degree was observed and proved using multivariate version of Kara-
mata’s Tauberian theorem for Preferential attachment models, see Resnick and Samorodnitsky
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Figure 1. Asymptotic tail independence between degrees. Scatter-plot of the de-
grees of the nodes with labels 1 and 2 (assigned randomly but fixed for every realisa-
tion in the ensemble). Each point in the plot corresponds to one of 2000 realizations
of a network of N = 2000 nodes, each generated as described at the beginning of
Section 2 (see Eqs. (2.1) and (2.2)).

(2015). In our case, Eq. (2.6) suggests that Eq. (2.7) would hold true provided an explicit charac-
terization of the full joint distribution of the asymptotic degrees can be derived, but we have not
explored this here.

2.2. Wedges, triangles and clustering. Our second result concerns the number of wedges and
triangles associated to a typical vertex i ∈ [n], defined respectively as follows:

Wn(i) :=
1

2

∑
j 6=i

∑
k 6=i,j

aijaik, ∆n(i) =
1

6

∑
j 6=i

∑
k 6=i,j

aijaikajk. (2.8)

Theorem 2. [Triangles and Wedges of typical nodes.] Consider the graph Gn(α, ε) and let Wn(i)

and ∆n(i) be the number of wedges and triangles at vertex i ∈ [n]. Then:
(i) [Average number of wedges.]

E [Wn(i)] ∼
Γ2(−α

2 )α2

2
εαn2 as ε ↓ 0.

In particular, when εn = n−1/α, then

E [Wn(i)] ∼
Γ2(−α

2 )α2

2
n.

(ii) [Asymptotic distribution of wedges.] Let εn = n−1/α, then

Wn(i)
d−→W∞(i)

where W∞(i) = D∞(i)(D∞(i)− 1) with D∞(i) as in Theorem 1. Also, we have

P(W∞(i) > x) ∼ Cx−1/2 as x→∞.
6



(iii) [Average number of triangles.] Let i ∈ [n], the average number of triangles grows as follows:

E [∆n(i)] ∼ −α
3

12
Γ3
(
−α

2

)
ε

3
2
αn2 as ε ↓ 0.

In particular, when εn = n−1/α we have

E [∆n(i)] ∼ −α
3

12
Γ3
(
−α

2

)√
n as n→∞.

(iv) [Convergence in probability for the total number of triangles.] Let εn = n−1/α and ∆n =∑
i∈[n] ∆n(i) be the total number of triangles, then

12∆n

α3n3/2

P−→ −Γ3
(
−α

2

)
and 12∆n(i)

α3n1/2

P−→ −Γ3
(
−α

2

)
.

Remark 3. [Global and local clustering.] Let Wn =
∑

i∈[n] Wn(i) be the total number of wedges.
We see from above result that

E[∆n]

E[Wn]
� εα/2, as ε→ 0.

This shows in a quantitative form that the graph is not highly clustered from the point of view
of the global count of triangles. In particular, in the scale of εn = n−1/α, the above ratio goes to
zero like n−1/2. However, this does not mean that the graph is not highly clustered from the point
of view of the local count of triangles around individual nodes. Indeed, simulations in Garuccio
et al. (2020) of the average local clustering coefficient suggest that the graph is locally clustered. A
dissimilarity in the behaviour of local and global clustering coefficients has also been observed in
different inhomogeneous random graph models, see for example Michielan et al. (2022), van der
Hofstad et al. (2017, 2020). We do not consider the local clustering here.

2.3. Connectedness. Connectivity properties of inhomogeneous random graphs were studied in
the sparse setting by Bollobás et al. (2007). The connectivity properties when the connection prob-
abilities are of the form min{1, κ(Wi,Wj)

logn
n }with κ being a square integrable kernel was studied

in Devroye and Fraiman (2014). Note that due to dependency of εn in our pij this do not fall in this
setting. We do not give a full characterisation of the connectivity but we find some first properties
of the isolated points in the graph (which we refer to as dust) and a strongly connected regime. In
particular, the next statement shows a cross-over for the presence of isolated nodes.

Proposition 4. [Phase transition for dust.] Consider the graph Gn(α, ε). Let N0 be the number of
isolated nodes, that is,

N0 =
n∑
i=1

1{i is isolated} (2.9)

(i) If εn > k1n
−1/α with k1 =

(
1

Γ(1−α)

)1/α
such that limn→∞ εn = 0, then

lim
n→∞

P(N0 > 0) = 0.

(ii) If εn < k2n
−1/α with k2 =

(
1

Γ(1−α)(2−2α)

)1/α
, then

lim
n→∞

P(N0 > 0) = 1.

In particular, this shows that Gn(α, ε) is disconnected with high probability.
7



The next proposition identifies a strongly connected regime within the parametric region of εn
with absence of dust as captured in Proposition 4 (i).

Proposition 5. [Strong connectedness.] Let εn = η n−1/α, with η > k3 ≡ ( e
e−1)1/α, then there are

no connected components of size smaller than δ̂n with δ̂ = 1 − 1
(k−1

3 η)α
. In particular, if δ̂ > 1

2 (that is,

η > 21/αk3), then Gn(α, εn) is strongly connected with high probability, that is,

P(Gn(α, εn) is disconnected )→ 0. (2.10)

Remark 6. [Implications of connectivity on coarse-graining.] Theorems 1 and 2 consider a par-
ticular scaling εn ∼ n−1/α to investigate various structural properties (degrees, wedges, triangles)
and Propositions 4 and 5 identify specific constants km (with m = 1, 2, 3) that are relevant for the
emergence of the connectedness of the graph when εn = kmn

−1/α. As we mentioned in the Section
1, one can reinterpret a specific value of εn in this model in terms of a specific hierarchical level ` in
the original scale-invariant model introduced in Garuccio et al. (2020). In particular, in the original
model one can effectively vary the constant k for εn = k n−1/α by changing the hierarchical level
as follows: start from level ` = 0 with n(0) vertices and parameter εn(0) = k(0)[n(0)]−1/α; after `
coarse-grainings, one obtains the same model on a renormalized graph with n(`) = n(0)/b` ver-
tices and modified ε(`) = b2`/αε(0) = k(`)[n(`)]−1/α, where k(`) ≡ k(0)b`/α. This coarse-graining
effectively corresponds to changing εn = k(0)n−1/α to εn = k(`)n−1/α in our model here. This
means that, starting from k(0) � km at level ` = 0 in the original model, there will be an implied
critical level `m > 0 such that k(`m) = km; at this critical level, the relevant connectivity properties
and cross-overs studied here in Propositions 4 and 5 (for m = 1, 2, 3) will emerge in the graph,
as the result of coarse-graining. Critical parameter values considered here correspond to critical
hierarchical levels in the renormalization of the original graph model.

3. Proof of Theorem 1: typical degrees

Since the Karamata’s Tauberian theorem is used here as a key tool in the analysis of the degree
distribution and later analysis, it is first worth recalling those results.

Theorem 7 (Karamata’s Tauberian theorem (Bingham et al., 1989, Theorem 8.1.6)). Let X be a
non-negative random variable with distribution F and Laplace transform

F̂ (s) = E
[
e−sX

]
, s ≥ 0.

Let L be a slowly varying function and α ∈ (0, 1), then the following are equivalent

(a) 1− F̂ (s) ∼ Γ(1− α)sαL

(
1

s

)
, as s ↓ 0,

(b) 1− F (x) ∼ x−αL(x), as x→∞.
(3.1)

Then, another property of the tails of products of regularly varying distributions will be needed.
A general statement about product of n iid random variables with Pareto tails can be found in (An-
ders Hedegaard Jessen, 2006, Lemma 4.1 (4)). For completeness, a proof for two random variables
is given here, which is useful in our analysis.
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Lemma 8. Let W1 and W2 be independent random variables satisfying the tail assumptions (2.1). Then

P(W1W2 ≥ x) ∼ αx−α log x, as x→∞. (3.2)

Proof. Consider the random variable log(W1) which follows an exponential distribution, or alter-
natively a Gamma distribution with shape parameter k = 1 and scale θ = 1/α. Then, the random
variable Z = log(W1) + log(W2) follows a Gamma distribution with shape parameter 2 and scale
θ. This means:

P(log(W1) + log(W2) > x) =
α2

Γ(2)

∫ ∞
x

ye−αydy.

Therefore

P(W1W2 > x) = P(logW1 + logW2 > log x) = α2

∫ ∞
log x

ye−αydy = α2

∫ ∞
x

log(t)t−α−1dt. (3.3)

Then applying Karamata’s Theorem (see (Anders Hedegaard Jessen, 2006, Theorem 12))

P(W1W2 > x) ∼ α2 x
−α log x

α
, (3.4)

which proves the statement.
�

Proof of Theorem 1. (i) We begin by evaluating the asymptotics of the expected degree, which is
an easy consequence of Lemma 8 and Theorem 7. Indeed we can write

E [Dn(i)] =
∑
j 6=i

E [1− exp (−εWiWj)] = (n− 1)E [1− exp (−εW1W2)] , (3.5)

where the last equality is due to exchangeability of the nodes.
It follows from Lemma 8 that P(W1W2 > x) ∼ αx−α log x. Therefore, using Theorem 7 we have

E [1− exp (−εW1W2)] ∼ Γ(1− α)αεα log
1

ε
as ε ↓ 0, (3.6)

which together with (3.5) gives the claim.

(ii) By following the line of the proof of Theorem 6.14 of van der Hofstad (2016), we can prove
our statement by showing that the probability generating function of Dn(i) in the limit n → ∞
corresponds to the probability generating function of a mixed Poisson random variable. Let t ∈
(0, 1), the probability generating function of the degree Dn(i) reads:

E[tDn(i)] = E
[
t
∑
j 6=i aij

]
= E

∏
j 6=i

taij

 , (3.7)

where aij are the entries of the adjacency matrix related to the graph Gn(α, ε), i.e. Bernoulli ran-
dom variables with parameter pij as in (2.2). Conditioned on the weights, these variables are
independent. Recall that we denoted by EWi [·] the conditional expectation given the weight Wi.
Then:

9



EWi [t
Dn(i)] = EWi

∏
j 6=i

(
(1− t)e−εnWjWi + t

)
=
∏
j 6=i

EWi

[
(1− t)e−εnWjWi + t

]
=
∏
j 6=i

EWi [ϕWi(εnWj)] ,

(3.8)

where we have used the independence of the weights and introduced the function

ϕWi(x) := (1− t)e−Wix + t.

Let us introduce the following notation to simplify our expression:

ψn(Wi) := EWi [ϕWi(εnWj)] . (3.9)

Using exchangeability, tower property of the conditional expectation, the moment generating func-
tion of the Dn(i) can be written as

E[tDn(i)] = E

∏
j 6=i

ψn(Wi)

 = E
[
ψn(Wi)

n−1
]
. (3.10)

Consider now a differentiable function h : [0,∞) → R such that h(0) = 0. By integration by
parts one can show that

E[h(Wi)] =

∫ ∞
0

h′(x)P(Wi > x)dx. (3.11)

By using (3.11) with h(w) = ϕWi(εw)− 1, we have

ψn(wi) = 1 + E [ϕWi(εnw)− 1]

= 1 +

∫ ∞
0

εnϕ
′
Wi

(εnw)(1− FW (w))dw

= 1 +

∫ ∞
0

ϕ′Wi
(y)(1− FW (ε−1

n y))dy

= 1 +

∫ εn

0
ϕ′Wi

(y)dy +

∫ ∞
εn

ϕ′Wi
(y)(1− FW (ε−1

n y))dy

= 1 + ϕWi(εn)− ϕWi(0) + εαn

∫ ∞
εn

(t− 1)Wie
−yWiy−αdy.

(3.12)

In particular for εn = n−1/α, combining (3.10) and (3.12) gives

E
[
tDn(i)

]
= E

[
ψn(Wi)

n−1
]

= E

[(
1 + ϕWi(n

−1/α)− ϕWi(0) +
1

n

∫ ∞
n−1/α

(t− 1)Wie
−yWiy−αdy

)n−1
]
.

Note that for a fixed realization of Wi, as n→∞, we have

(1− t)
∫ ∞
n−1/α

Wie
−yWiy−αdy → (1− t)Wα

i Γ(1− α)

10



and

ϕWi(n
−1/α)→ ϕWi(0) = 1.

Thus, an application of dominated convergence theorem as in (van der Hofstad, 2016, Theorem
6.14) leads to

lim
n→∞

E
[
tDn(i)

]
= E [exp (−(1− t)Wα

i Γ(1− α))] .

So the generating function of the graph degree Dn(i) asymptotically corresponds to the gener-
ating function of a mixed Poisson random variable with parameter Γ(1 − α)Wα

i . Therefore, the
variable Dn(i)

d→ D∞(i) where D∞(i) |Wi
d
= Poisson (Γ(1− α)Wα

i ).
In particular, we have the following tail of the distribution of the random variable D∞(i).

P(D∞(i) ≥ k) =

∫ ∞
0

P(Poisson (Γ(1− α)wα) ≥ k|Wi = w) FWi(dw)

=

∫ ∞
0

∑
m≥k

e−Γ(1−α)wαΓ(1− α)mwαm

m!
FWi(dw)

=
∑
m≥k

1

m!

∫ ∞
1

e−Γ(1−α)wαΓ(1− α)mwαmαw−α−1dw.

(3.13)

Let us introduce the new variable y = Γ(1− α)wα, then

∫ ∞
1

e−Γ(1−α)wαΓ(1− α)mwαmαw−α−1dw =

∫ ∞
1

e−Γ(1−α)wαΓ(1− α)m−1wαmw−2ααΓ(1− α)wα−1dw

= Γ(1− α)

∫ ∞
Γ(1−α)

e−yym−2dy

= Γ(1− α)Γ(m− 1)− Γ(1− α)

∫ Γ(1−α)

0
e−yym−2dy.

(3.14)

The first integral is dominant with respect to the second one. To show this, we can use a trivial
bound: ∫ Γ(1−α)

0
e−yym−2dy ≤ Γ(1− α)m.

Since m! ≥ (m/e)m, then the following inequalities hold true

∑
m≥k

Γ(1− α)m

m!
≤
∑
m≥k

(eΓ(1− α))m

mm
≤ C(eΓ(1− α))kk−k,

where in the last step we use that k is large enough (it is at least greater that eΓ(1− α)). Note that

k
∑
m≥k

Γ(1− α)m

m!
≤ Celog k−k log k+keΓ(1−α) → 0, as k →∞.
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By using (3.14) we therefore obtain

∑
m≥k

1

m!

∫ ∞
1

e−Γ(1−α)wαΓ(1− α)mwαmαw−α−1dw = Γ(1− α)
∑
m≥k

Γ(m− 1)

m!
+ o

(
k−1

)
= Γ(1− α)

∑
m≥k

(m− 2)!

m!
+ o

(
k−1

)
= Γ(1− α)

∑
m≥k

1

m(m− 1)
+ o

(
k−1

)
∼ Γ(1− α)

k
.

This shows that P(D∞(i) ≥ k) ∼ Γ(1− α)k−1 as k →∞.

(iii) Fix t, s ∈ (0, 1). Due to node exchangeability, without loss of generality we consider the
vertices 1 and 2.

E
[
tDn(1)sDn(2)

]
= E

[
t
∑
j 6=1 a1js

∑
j 6=2 a2j

]
= E

 ∏
j 6=1,2

ta1jsa2j (ts)a12


= E

((1− ts) e−εW1W2 + ts
) ∏
j 6=1,2

(
(1− t) e−εW1Wj + t

) (
(1− s) e−εW2Wj + s

)
(3.15)

where we have used the independence of the connection probabilities given the weights. In order
to simplify the notation, we can introduce the following functions:

φba(x) := (1− b) e−εnax + b,

ψn(W1,W2) := EW1,W2

[
φtW1

(Wj)φ
s
W2

(Wj)
]

for j 6= 1, 2,
(3.16)

where a, b > 0 and, as customary throughout this paper, EW1,W2 [ · ] := E[ · |W1,W2].
Using the tower property of conditional expectation, Eq. (3.15) reads

E
[
tDn(1)sDn(2)

]
= E

φtsW1
(W2)

∏
j 6=1,2

φtW1
(Wj)φ

s
W2

(Wj)


= E

φtsw1
(w2) EW1,W2

 ∏
j 6=1,2

φtw1
(wj)φ

s
w2

(wj)


= E

φtsw1
(W2)

∏
j 6=1,2

EW1,W2

[
φtW1

(Wj)φ
s
W2

(Wj)
]

= E
[
φtsW1

(W2)ψn(W1,W2)n−2
]
,

(3.17)

where we used conditional independence in the second last step and exchangeability in the last
step. The function ψn can be processed as follows. Just as in the one dimensional case, using
εn = n−1/α, we get P a.s.,
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ψn(W1,W2)− 1 = EW1,W2

[
φtW1

(W3)φsW2
(W3)− 1

]
→ −Γ(1− α) [(1− t)(1− s)(W1 +W2)α + (1− t)sWα

1 + t(1− s)Wα
2 ]

= −Γ(1− α)
{

(1− t)(1− s) [(W1 +W2)α −Wα
1 −Wα

2 ] + (1− t)Wα
1 + (1− s)Wα

2

}
(3.18)

where in the second step we used (3.11) with h(x) := φtW1
(x)φsW2

(x) − 1. By using φtsW1
(W2) → 1

and the Dominated Convergence Theorem, we get

E
[
tD∞(1)sD∞(2)

]
= lim

n→∞
E
[
tDn(1)sDn(2)

]
= E

[
e
−Γ(1−α)

{
(1−t)(1−s)[(W1+W2)α−Wα

1 −Wα
2 ]+(1−t)Wα

1 +(1−s)Wα
2

}]
= E

[
e−Γ(1−α)(1−t)(1−s)[(W1+W2)α−Wα

1 −Wα
2 ]e−Γ(1−α)(1−t)Wα

1 e−Γ(1−α)(1−s)Wα
2

]
.

(3.19)

It is straightforward to note that in the limit t → 1 and for fixed s ∈ (0, 1) we recover the
correct moment generating function of D∞(1) and the inverse holds true as well. Finally, since
(W1 +W2)α 6= Wα

1 +Wα
2 P-a.s., then (2.5) follows.

We next move to the proof of (2.6), for which we abbreviate η = 1− t, γ = 1− s and show that

lim
η→0
γ→0

∣∣∣E [(1− η)D∞(1)(1− γ)D∞(2)
]
−E

[
(1− η)D∞(1)

]
E
[
(1− γ)D∞(2)

] ∣∣∣ = 0.

∣∣∣ E [(1− η)D∞(1)(1− γ)D∞(2)
]
−E

[
(1− η)D∞(1)

]
E
[
(1− γ)D∞(1)

] ∣∣∣
=
∣∣∣ E [e−Γ(1−α)ηγ[(w1+w2)α−wα1−wα2 ]e−Γ(1−α)ηwα1 e−Γ(1−α)γwα2

]
−E

[
e− Γ(1−α)ηwα1

]
E
[
e− Γ(1−α)γwα2

] ∣∣∣
=
∣∣∣ E [(e−Γ(1−α)ηγ[(w1+w2)α−wα1−wα2 ] − 1

)
e−Γ(1−α)ηwα1 e−Γ(1−α)γwα2

] ∣∣∣
=

∣∣∣∣∣
∫ ∞

1

∑
k≥1

(Γ(1− α)ηγ)k

k!
[−(x+ y)α + xα + yα]k

 e−Γ(1−α)ηxαe−Γ(1−α)γyαα2(xy)−α−1dxdy

∣∣∣∣∣
≤
∫ ∞

1

∞∑
k=1

(Γ(1− α)ηγ)k

k!

∣∣∣ − (x+ y)α + xα + yα
∣∣∣ke−Γ(1−α)ηxαe−Γ(1−α)γyαα2(xy)−α−1dxdy.

(3.20)

Now, since (x+ y)α ≤ (xα + yα) ∀ α ∈ (0, 1) , we get

∣∣∣xα + yα − (x+ y)α
∣∣∣k ≤ (xα + yα)k ≤ 2k−1

(
xαk + yαk

)
. (3.21)

Therefore, after bringing the summation out of the integral and using the inequality (3.21), we
are left with the following quantity (which we will show to be converging to zero):
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α2
∞∑
k=1

(Γ(1− α)ηγ)k

k!
2k−1

∫ ∞
1

(
xαk + yαk

)
e−Γ(1−α)ηxαe−Γ(1−α)γyα(xy)−α−1dxdy. (3.22)

Let us consider the different terms of the sum separately. In the following we will consider the
exponential integral E1(x) =

∫∞
1

e−tx

t dt and the related inequality E1(x) < e−x ln(1 + 1
x) for any

x > 0.

Case 1: k = 1

α2Γ(1− α)ηγ

∫ ∞
1

∫ ∞
1

(xα + yα) e−Γ(1−α)ηxαe−Γ(1−α)γyα(xy)−α−1dxdy

= Γ(1− α)ηγ

[
E1 (Γ(1− α)η)

∫ ∞
1

e−Γ(1−α)γz

z2
dz + E1 (Γ(1− α)γ)

∫ ∞
1

e−Γ(1−α)ηz

z2
dz

]
≤Γ(1− α)ηγ [E1 (Γ(1− α)η) + E1 (Γ(1− α)γ)]

<Γ(1− α)

[
ηγe−Γ(1−α) η log

(
1 +

1

Γ(1− α) η

)
+ ηγ e−Γ(1−α) γ log

(
1 +

1

Γ(1− α) γ

)]

Case 2: k = 2

(α Γ(1− α)ηγ)2
∫ ∞

1

∫ ∞
1

(
x2α + y2α

)
e− Γ(1−α)ηxαe− Γ(1−α)γyα(xy)−α−1dxdy

=Γ(1− α) (ηγ)2

[
e−Γ(1−α)η

η

∫ ∞
1

e−Γ(1−α)γz

z2
dz +

∫ ∞
1

e−Γ(1−α)ηz

z2
dz

e−Γ(1−α)γ

γ

]

≤Γ(1− α) (ηγ)2

[
e−Γ(1−α)η

η
+
e−Γ(1−α)γ

γ

]
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Case 3: k > 2

α2 (Γ(1− α)ηγ)k

k!
2k−1

∫ ∞
1

(
xαk + yαk

)
e−Γ(1−α)ηxαe−Γ(1−α)γyα(xy)−α−1dxdy

=α2 (Γ(1− α)ηγ)k

k!
2k−1

[∫ ∞
1

e−Γ(1−α)ηxα

xα(1−k)+1
dx

∫ ∞
1

e−Γ(1−α)γyα

yα+1
dy

+

∫ ∞
1

e−Γ(1−α)ηxα

xα+1
dx

∫ ∞
1

e−Γ(1−α)γyα

yα(1−k)+1
dy

]

=α2 (Γ(1− α)ηγ)k

k!
2k−1

[∫ ∞
Γ(1−α)η

(
z

Γ(1− α)η

)k−2

e−z
dz

αΓ(1− α)η

∫ ∞
1

e−;Γ(1−α)γz

z2
dz

1

α

+

∫ ∞
1

e−Γ(1−α)ηz

z2
dz

1

α

∫ ∞
Γ(1−α)γ

(
z

Γ(1− α)γ

)k−2

e−z
dz

αΓ(1− α)γ

]

≤α2 (Γ(1− α)ηγ)k

k!
2k−1

[(
1

Γ(1− α)η

)k−1 1

α2

∫ ∞
Γ(1−α)η

zk−2e−zdz

+

(
1

Γ(1− α)γ

)k−1 1

α2

∫ ∞
Γ(1−α)γ

zk−2e−zdz

]

≤ Γ(1− α)

k!
2k−1Γ(k − 1) (ηγ)k

[(
1

η

)k−1

+

(
1

γ

)k−1
]

= Γ(1− α)
2k−1

k(k − 1)

(
ηγk + ηkγ

)

So, combining together all the bounds, we have∣∣∣ E [(1− η)D∞(1)(1− γ)D∞(2)
]
−E

[
(1− η)D∞(1)

]
E
[
(1− γ)D∞(2)

] ∣∣∣
< Γ(1− α)

[
ηγ log

(
1 +

1

Γ(1− α) η

)
+ ηγ log

(
1 +

1

Γ(1− α) γ

)
+

1

2

∞∑
k=2

2k

k(k − 1)
(ηγk + ηkγ)

]
.

(3.23)

Since x log(1 + 1
x)→ 0 as x→ 0, the above quantity goes to 0 as η, γ → 0. This completes the proof

of Theorem 1. �

4. Proof of Theorem 2: wedges & triangles

Proof of Theorem 2. (i) Start from the equality

2E [Wn(i)] = E

∑
j 6=i

∑
k 6=i,j

aijaik


= (n− 1)(n− 2)α3

∫ ∞
1

∫ ∞
1

∫ ∞
1

(1− e−εxy)(1− e−εxz)
(xyz)α+1

dxdydz.

(4.1)
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The latter integral can be solved exactly by using the substitutions A = xy,B = xz and C = yz.
Thus:

E [Wn(i)] =
(n− 1)(n− 2)

4
α3

∫ ∞
1

1− e−εA

Aα/2+1
dA

∫ ∞
1

1− e−εB

Bα/2+1
dB

∫ ∞
1

C−α/2−1dC

=
(n− 1)(n− 2)

4
α3

[
2

α
− εα/2Γ

(
−α

2
; ε
)]2 2

α

(4.2)

where Γ
(
−α

2 ; ε
)

is the incomplete Gamma function. When ε is small, the following expansion
(Bender et al. (1999)) can be used:

Γ(s; ε) ∼ Γ(s)−
∞∑
k=0

(−1)k
εs+k

k!(s+ k)
, as ε→ 0+ and s 6= 0,−1,−2,−3, . . . (4.3)

So we see that in our case,

Γ
(
−α

2
, ε
)
∼ Γ

(
−α

2

)
+

2

α
ε−α/2 +O

(
ε1−α/2

)
, as ε→ 0.

Therefore, at the first order:

E [Wn(i)]
ε→0∼ α2n2

2

[
−εα/2Γ

(
−α

2

)]2
=
α2n2

2
εαΓ

(
−α

2

)2
. (4.4)

(ii) Assume now that εn = n−1/α. From Theorem 1 we know that Dn(i)
d−→ D∞(i). Using the

continuous mapping x 7→ x(x − 1) we have, by the Continuous Mapping Theorem, convergence
in distribution of the number of wedges Wn(i):

Wn(i) = Dn(i)(Dn(i)− 1)
d−→ D∞(i)(D∞(i)− 1) ≡W∞(i). (4.5)

Let us now show that as x→∞, the tail satisfies

P(W∞(i) > x) ∼ Γ(1− α)x−1/2 as x→∞.

Indeed, first notice that by (2.4) we have

P(D∞(i)2 > x) = P(D∞(i) >
√
x) ∼ Γ(1− α)x−1/2. (4.6)

We first find the upper bound. Let δ > 0,

P(D∞(i)2 −D∞(i) > x) = P(D∞(i)2 > x+D∞(i), D∞(i) > x+ δ)

+ P(D∞(i)2 > x+D∞(i), D∞(i) ≤ x+ δ)

≤ P(D∞(i)2 > x+D∞(i), D∞(i) > x+ δ) + P(D∞(i)2 > ω)

≤ P(D∞(i) > x+ δ) + P(D∞(i)2 > x).

Then for any δ > 0

P(W∞(i) > x)

P(D∞(i)2 > x)
=

P(D∞(i)2 −D∞(i) > x)

P (D∞(i)2 > x)
≤ P(D∞(i) > x+ δ)

P(D∞(i)2 > x)
+ 1

=
Γ(1− α)(x+ δ)−1

Γ(1− α)x−1/2
+ 1

∼ x−1/2 + 1→ 1.
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This shows that

lim sup
x→∞

P(W∞(i) > x)

Γ(1− α)x−1/2
≤ 1.

We do a similar break-up for the lower bound. Let δ > 0,

P(D∞(i)2 −D∞(i) > x) ≥ P(D∞(i)2 > (1 + δ)x,D∞(i) ≤ δx)

≥ P(D∞(i)2 > (1 + δ)x)−P(D∞(i) > δx).

Then

P(D∞(i)2 −D∞(i) > x)

P(D∞(i)2 > x)
≥ ((1 + δ)x)−1/2 − (δx)−1

x−1/2

∼

√
1

(1 + δ)
−
√
x

δx
(as x→∞)

∼ 1√
(1 + δ)

− δ−1x−1/2 →x→∞
1√

1 + δ
.

(4.7)

So we have

lim inf
x→∞

lim sup
x→∞

P(W∞(i) > x)

Γ(1− α)x−1/2
≥ 1√

(1 + δ)
.

The result follows by taking δ → 0 and it shows that P(W∞(i) > x) ∼ Γ(1− α)x−1/2.

(iii) We will here focus on the average number of triangles, whose evaluation will require inte-
gral asymptotics similar to the ones used for the wedges.

6E [∆n(i)] = E

∑
j 6=i

∑
k 6=i,j

aijaikajk

 =
∑
j 6=i

∑
k 6=i,j

E [pijpikpjk]

= (n− 1)(n− 2)α3

∫ ∞
1

∫ ∞
1

∫ ∞
1

(1− e−εxy)(1− e−εxz)(1− e−εyz)
(xyz)α+1

dx dy dz.

(4.8)

Analogously to what has been done before, the latter integral can be solved exactly by using the
substitutions A = xy,B = xz, C = yz. Thus:

6E [∆n(i)] =
(n− 1)(n− 2)α3

2

∫ ∞
1

1− e−εA

Aα/2+1
dA

∫ ∞
1

1− e−εB

Bα/2+1
dB

∫ ∞
1

1− e−εC

Cα/2+1
dC

=
(n− 1)(n− 2)α3

2

[
2

α
− εα/2Γ

(
−α

2
; ε
)]3

=
n2α3

2

[
−εα/2Γ

(
−α

2

)
+O (ε)

]3
= −n

2α3

2
ε

3α
2 Γ
(
−α

2

)3
+O

(
n2ε3

)
(4.9)

where in the last step we used the expansion approximating the incomplete Gamma function (4.3).
By our assumption, n2ε3 = o

(
n2ε

3α
2

)
and hence the result follows.

(iv) Let εn = n−1/α then E[∆n(i)] ∼ −α3

12n
1/2Γ

(
−α

2

)3. The above computations also shows that
∆n =

∑n
i=1 ∆n(i) behaves as E[∆n] ∼ −α3n3/2

12 Γ
(
−α

2

)3.
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For studying the concentration of the latter quantity, we start by evaluating the second moment:

E
[
∆2
n

]
= E

∑
i,j,k

′ ∑
u,v,w

′
aijaikajkauvauwavw

 = A+B + C +D (4.10)

where A represents the term in which there is no intersection between the triples of indices of the
two summations ((u, v, w) 6= (i, j, k)), B is the term in which there is an intersection of 1 index, C
an intersection of 2 indices andD is the term in which all the indices coincide (u = i, v = j, w = k).
Above,

∑
i,j,k

′ means sum over distinct indices.

(A) No common indices:

A = E

∑
i,j,k

′ ∑
(u,v,w)6=(i,j,k)

′
aijaikajkauvauwavw

 = E

∑
i,j,k

′
aijaikajk

E

[∑
u,v,w

′
auvauwavw

]
= E [∆n]2 .

(4.11)

(B) One common index:

B = E

∑
i,j,k

′ ∑
1 intersection

′
aijaikajkauvauwavw

 = E

∑
i,j,k

aijaikajk 3
∑
v,w

avw(aivaiw + ajvajw + akvakw)


≤ E

∑
i,j,k

aijaikajk 9
∑
v,w

avw

 = 9nE [∆n] E [Dn(i)] .

(4.12)

(C) Exactly two common indices:

C = E

∑
i,j,k

′ ∑
2 intersections

′
aijaikajkauvauwavw

 ≤ 6nE

∑
i,j,k

′
aijaikajk

 = 6nE [∆n] . (4.13)

(D) All indices match:

D = E

∑
i,j,k

′
aijaikajkaijaikajk

 = E

∑
i,j,k

′
aijaikajk

 = E [∆n] . (4.14)

Therefore:

Var (∆n)

E [∆n]2
=

E
[
∆2
n

]
−E [∆n]2

E [∆n]2
=
B + C +D

E [∆n]2

≤ 9nE [∆n] E [Dn(i)] + 6nE [∆n] + E [∆n]

E [∆n]2

∼ α9 c6 c7 n
5n−5/2 log 1/n+ 6 c6 n

4n−3/2 + c6 n
3n−3/2

c2
6n

6n−3
= O

(
log n

n1/2

)
,

(4.15)
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where c6 and c7 are taken respectively from eqs. (4.9) and Theorem 1. Now using Chebyshev’s
inquality it follows that

P

(∣∣∣ ∆n

E[∆n]
− 1
∣∣∣ ≥ ε) ≤ Var (∆n)

ε2E [∆n]2
= O

(
log n

n1/2

)
.

This completes the proof of the first statement in Part (iv). The second one follows from the very
same computations.

�

5. Connectivity: Proof of Propositions 4 and 5

Proof of Proposition 4. (i) The number of isolated nodes is given by

N0 =
n∑
i=1

1{i is isolated} . (5.1)

For the first part we use the first moment method. By Markov inequality we have

P(N0 > 0) = P(N0 ≥ 1) ≤ E [N0] . (5.2)

Therefore, whenE [N0] −−−→
n→∞

0, the graph has no isolated points. We now evaluate the expectation
of N0:

E [N0] =
n∑
i=1

P(i is isolated) =
n∑
i=1

E

∏
k 6=i

(1− pik)

 =
∑
i

E

∏
k 6=i

e−εWiWk


=
∑
i

(
E
[
e−εWiWk

])n−1
=
∑
i

e(n−1) log (E[e−εWiWk ]) = ne(n−1) log (E[e−εW1W2 ]),

(5.3)

where we have used the property of the weights being independent and identically distributed.
Now, if ε is small:

log
(
E
[
e−εW1W2

])
= log {1−

(
1−E

[
e−εW1W2

])
} ∼ −

(
1−E

[
e−εW1W2

])
. (5.4)

Using Theorem 7 and Lemma 8 we get

1−E
[
e−εW1W2

]
∼ Γ(1− α) α εα log 1/ε. (5.5)

Therefore, by merging eqs.(5.4) and (5.5) into eq. (5.3):

E [N0] ∼ ne(n−1)Γ(1−α) εα log εα

= nelog ε(n−1)Γ(1−α) α εα

= nε(n−1)Γ(1−α) α εα .
(5.6)

Fix εn = k1n
−1/α. Then

E [N0] ∼ exp

(
log n+ Γ(1− α) kα1 log

kα1
n

)
→ 0, (5.7)

if and only if 1− Γ(1− α) kα1 < 0, that is, k1 >
(

1
Γ(1−α)

)α
.

(ii) We can find the scale at which disconnected nodes start to appear by using the second
moment method:

P(N0 > 0) ≥ E [N0]2

E
[
N2

0

] . (5.8)
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First we evaluate the second moment:

E
[
N2

0

]
= E

∑
i,j

∏
k 6=i

(1− pik)
∏
` 6=j

(1− pj`)


= E

∑
i

∏
k 6=i

(1− pik)
∏
6̀=i

(1− pi`)

+ E

∑
i

∏
k 6=i

(1− pik)
∑
j 6=i

∏
`6=j

(1− pj`)


=
∑
i

E

∏
k 6=i

(1− pik)

2+
∑
i

∑
j 6=i

E

(1− pij)2
∏
k 6=i,j

(1− pik)
∏
` 6=i,j

(1− pj`)


=
∑
i

E

∏
k 6=i

e−2εWiWk

+
∑
i

∑
j 6=i

E

e−2εWiWj
∏
k 6=i,j

e−εWk(Wi+Wj))

 .

(5.9)

The first term in Eq. (5.9) corresponds to E [N0] with parameter 2ε, while the second term has
an upper bound which can be found explicitly in an analogous way thanks to the independence
of the weights (Wi)1,...,n. Indeed, due to the subexponentiality property of regularly varying random
variables

P(Wi +Wj > x) ∼ 2P(W1 > x) ∼ 2x−α.

The calculations performed for E [N0] can be carried along the same line by considering the
product (Wi +Wj)Wk instead of WiWk. From Lemma 8,

P((Wi +Wj)Wk > x) ∼ 2x−α log x, as x→∞.

∑
i

∑
j 6=i

E

e−2εWiWj
∏
k 6=i,j

e−εWk(Wi+Wj))

 ≤∑
i

∑
j 6=i

E

 ∏
k 6=i,j

e−εWk(Wi+Wj))


=
∑
i

∑
j 6=i

(
E
[
e−εWk(Wi+Wj))

])n−2

=
∑
i

∑
j 6=i

e
(n−2) log

(
E
[
e−εWk(Wi+Wj))

])

ε→0∼ n(n− 1)e(n−2)2αΓ(1−α)εα log ε

= n(n− 1)ε(n−2)2αΓ(1−α)εα .

(5.10)

Plugging everything into Eq. (5.8) we get

P(N0 > 0) ≥ E [N0]2

E
[
N2

0

] ≥ n2ε2(n−1)Γ(1−α) α εα

n(2ε)(n−1)Γ(1−α) α (2ε)α + n(n− 1)ε(n−2)2αΓ(1−α)εα
. (5.11)

When the second term at the denominator of Eq. (5.11) is the leading one, then P(N0 > 0) ≥ 1,
which means P(N0 > 0)→ 1. This is the case if εαn � 1

n . Indeed, the second term is leading if

(2− 2α)Γ(1− α)εα log εα − 2α log 2αΓ(1− α)εα > − log n

n
. (5.12)

We can write again the last equation by introducing the function f(x) = −x log x:

(2− 2α)Γ(1− α)f(εα)− f(2α)Γ(1− α)εα < f(
1

n
). (5.13)
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Note that f(x) is an increasing function of x for x small. Taking εα � 1
n ensures (2 − 2α)Γ(1 −

α)f(εα) − f(2α)Γ(1 − α)εα � f( 1
n) since f(2α)Γ(1 − α)εα = o (1) . A finer threshold for this can

be found by fixing εn = k2n
−1/α. Then the condition in (5.12) reads

(2− 2α)Γ(1− α)kα2 log(
k2

n
)− 2αΓ(1− α) log(2α)kα2 > log n

if and only if
[1− (2− 2α)Γ(1− α)kα2 ] log n+ [(2− 2α) log kα2 − 2α log 2α] Γ(1− α)kα2 > 0

(5.14)

which, in the limit n→∞ leads to the condition

(2− 2α)Γ(1− α)kα2 < 1. (5.15)

This proves the statement (ii) in Proposition 4. �

Before we prove Proposition 5 we will prove a small lemma which gives a lower bound for the
connection probabilities.

Lemma 9. Let A ⊂ [n] with |A| = k and WA =
∑

i∈AWi and consider Wj with j /∈ A. For εn small
enough,

E [1− exp (−εnWjWA)] ≥ (1− e−1)k εαn log ε−αn . (5.16)

Proof. Note that by integration by parts we have

E [1− exp (−εnWjWA)] = εn

∫ ∞
0

e−εnxP(WAWj > x)dx

≥ P

(
WAWj >

1

εn

)
εn

∫ 1/εn

0
e−εnxdx

= (1− e−1)P

(
WAWj >

1

εn

)
.

Now without loss of generality, assume A = [k] and hence

P

(
WAWj >

1

εn

)
= P

(
k∑
i=1

WiWj >
1

εn

)
.

We have seen thatP
(
WiWj >

1
εn

)
∼ εαn log ε−αn and hence by the subexponentiality of the regularly

varying random variables we have

P

(
k∑
i=1

WiWj >
1

εn

)
∼ kεαn log ε−αn as εn → 0.

Hence the lower bound follows for εn small enough. �

Proof of Proposition 5. Let Nk be the number of connected components of size k. Consider δ ∈
(0, 1) which will be specified later. Then, define εn = ηn−1/α with η > k3 ≡ ( e

e−1)1/α. By Proposi-
tion 4 (since Γ(1−α) > 1− e−1, we have k3 > k1), if

∑bnδc
k=1 Nk = 0 then all connected components

have size larger than bnδc. Therefore we would like to prove that:

P

bnδc∑
k=1

Nk > 0

 −−−→
n→∞

0. (5.17)
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First of all notice that, by Markov inequality and linearity:

P(

bnδc∑
k=1

Nk > 0) ≤ E

bnδc∑
k=1

Nk

 =

bnδc∑
k=1

E [Nk] . (5.18)

Now consider a subset A of k nodes and its complement Ac of size |Ac| = n − k. Let the event
A= Ac mean that ”there are no edges between nodes in A and nodes in Ac”, then we can write:

E [Nk] ≤
(
n

k

)
P(A= Ac). (5.19)

Let WA =
∑

i∈AWi and note by exchangeability that

P(A= Ac) = E

∏
j∈Ac

∏
i∈A

(1− pij)

 = E

∏
j∈Ac

∏
i∈A

e−εnWiWj


=
∏
j∈Ac

E

[∏
i∈A

e−εnWiWj

]
=
∏
j∈Ac

E
[
e−εnWAWj

]
=
(
E
[
e−εnWAWj

])n−k
.

(5.20)

Therefore using log x ≤ x− 1 for x > 0, and
(
n
k

)
≤ nk, we have

E [Nk] ≤
(
n

k

)(
E
[
e−εnWAWj

])n−k
≤ nk

(
E
[
e−εnWAWj

])n−k
= ek logn+(n−k) logE[e−εnWAWj ]

≤ ek logn−(n−k)E[1−e−εnWAWj ].

(5.21)

By using Lemma 9 and the fact that k ≤ nδ, the above can be bounded further by the following:

P

bnδc∑
k=1

Nk > 0

 ≤ bnδc∑
k=1

ek logn−(n−k)k−α3 kεαn log ε−αn ≤
bnδc∑
k=1

ek logn−n(1−δ) k−α3 kεαn log ε−αn

=

bnδc∑
k=1

e
k
[
logn−n(1−δ) k−α3 ηαn−1 log n

ηα

]

=

bnδc∑
k=1

e−k[((1−δ) k
−α
3 ηα−1) logn+(1−δ) k−α3 ηα log η−α] =

bnδc∑
k=1

e−k[C1 logn+C2]

where C1 = (1 − δ) k−α3 ηα − 1, C2 = (1 − δ) k−α3 ηα log η−α. By taking δ < δ̂ = 1 − 1
k−α3 ηα

∈ (0, 1)

(with η > k3) we ensure that C1 > 0 and hence

P(

bnδc∑
k=1

Nk > 0) ≤
bnδc∑
k=1

e−k[C1 logn+C2]

≤
∞∑
k=1

e−k[C1 logn+C2]

= 1− 1

1− e−(C1 logn+C2)
−−−→
n→∞

0.
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This proves that when εn = ηn−1/α with η > k3, all components have size > δ̂n. If δ̂ > 1
2 , this is

also showing that the graph must be strongly connected since multiple components of size greater
than n/2 cannot coexist. �
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