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Abstract. We consider a sparse Erdős–Rényi graph G(n, λ/n) where each edge is
independently assigned a random signed weight. For two uniformly chosen vertices,
we study the joint distribution of the total weights and hopcounts (number of edges)
of the near-minimum weight paths connecting them. Under certain conditions on the
weight distribution, which ensure in particular that these paths are typically of positive
weight, we prove that the point process formed by the rescaled pairs of total weight and
hopcount, converges weakly to a Poisson point process with a random intensity. This
random intensity is characterized by the product of two independent copies of the Biggins
martingale limit of certain branching random walk. This result generalizes the work of
Daly, Schulte, and Shneer (arXiv:2308.12149) from non-negative to signed weights.

1. Introduction

Consider a sparse Erdős–Rényi graph Gn = Gn,λ/n on the vertex set [n] := {1, 2, . . . , n},
where each edge exists independently with probability λ/n for some fixed constant λ > 1.
Each edge e in Gn is assigned an i.i.d. real-valued weight X(e) ∈ R, distributed according
to a random variable X. Let ψX(t) := ln E[e−tX ] ∈ (−∞,∞], t ∈ R denote the log-Laplace
transform of X and denote by D = {t ∈ R : ψX(t) < ∞} its domain of definition, which is
an interval. In this paper, we investigate the minimum total weight of a simple path∗ from
vertex 1 to vertex n, denoted by:

X∗
n := min {X(p) : p ∈ P(1, n)} ,

Here, P(1, n) denotes the set of all paths from 1 to n in Gn, and X(p) :=
∑
e∈pX(e)

represents the total weight of the path p. By convention, if vertices 1 and n are disconnected,
i.e., P(1, n) = ∅, we define min ∅ = ∞. Let P∗(1, n) = {p ∈ P(1, n) : X(p) = X∗

n} be the
set of paths achieving this minimal total weight. We further define:

H∗
n := min {H(p) : p ∈ P∗(1, n)} .

where H(p) denotes the hopcount (number of edges) of the path p. Our primary focus is
on the asymptotic behavior of the pair (X∗

n,H∗
n).

Throughout this paper, we require that there exists α ∈ (0,∞) ∩ int D (the interior of
the interval D), such that

λE[e−αX ] = λeψX(α) = 1, and ψ′
X(α) < 0. (1.1)

Also, for simplicity, we assume that the distribution of X is non-arithmetic:
P(X ∈ dZ) ̸= 1 , ∀ d > 0. (1.2)

We indicate in Remark 1.3 how to generalize our results to the arithmetic case.
For non-negative weights, i.e., P(X ≥ 0) = 1, the condition λP(X = 0) < 1 guarantees

the existence of such an α in (1.1). In that case, Daly, Schulte, and Shneer [DSS23] proved
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extremal process.
∗Henceforth, we use path to mean a simple path.
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that the scaled variables (X∗
n − 1

α lnn, 1√
β lnn

(H∗
n − γ lnn)) converge jointly in distribution

to a non-degenerate limit, where the constants γ and β are given by

γ := 1
α|ψ′

X(α)| and β := ψ′′
X(α)

α|ψ′
X(α)|3 = γ

ψ′′
X(α)

|ψ′
X(α)|2 .

Moreover, using the method of moments, they further characterized the full extremal
statistics of the minimal weight. They considered the extremal process

En :=
∑

p∈P(1,n)
δ(X(p)− 1

α
lnn,H(p)−γ ln n√

β ln n
)

and showed that, as n → ∞ it converges in distribution (in the space of random measures
on R2 endowed with the vague topology) to a limiting process E∞. This process is a Cox
process, i.e. a Poisson point process with a random intensity WW̃Λ(dx, dh), where

Λ(dx, dh) := γ ·
(
αeαx dx

)
⊗

( 1√
2π
e− h2

2 dh
)

and W , W̃ are i.i.d. copies of the Biggins martingale limit with parameter α of the
branching random walk with offspring distribution Poi(λ) and displacement distribution
X, see (2.4) for a precise definition.

Our main theorem extends these results to cases with signed weights. We also slightly
strengthen the notion of convergence, by considering E∞ and En, n ∈ N as random
elements in the space of measures on R−∞ × R−∞,+∞, where R−∞ = {−∞} ∪ R and
R−∞,+∞ = {−∞} ∪ R ∪ {+∞} are extensions of the real line endowed with the usual
topology (in particular, the space R−∞,∞ is compact).

Theorem 1.1. Under assumptions (1.1) and (1.2), the process En converges in law to E∞
with respect to the vague topology on the space of measures on R−∞ × R−∞,+∞. Moreover,
P(En = ∅) → P(E∞ = ∅) as n → ∞.

Corollary 1.2. Under the assumptions of Theorem 1.1, we have the convergence

lim
n→∞

(
X∗
n − 1

α
lnn, H

∗
n − γ lnn√
β lnn

)
| P(1, n) ̸= ∅

= (X∗, H∗) | WW̃ > 0 in distribution,

where (X∗, H∗) = arg min {x : (x, h) ∈ E∞} .

Proof. We remark that the function ν 7→ arg min {x : (x, h) ∈ ν} is continuous PE∞(· |WW̃ >
0)-almost surely, since, on the event WW̃ > 0, the process E∞ has a unique atom
(x, h) which minimizes x almost surely, and since ν 7→ ν([−∞, x] × R−∞,+∞) is con-
tinuous PE∞-almost surely, by [Kal17, Lemma 4.1]. The result follows from Theo-
rem 1.1 by an application of the continuous mapping theorem and using the fact that
P(P(1, n) ̸= ∅) = P(En ̸= ∅) → P(E∞ ̸= ∅) = P(WW̃ > 0). □

Remark 1.3. If the weight distribution X satisfies (1.1) but not (1.2), i.e., it is arithmetic,
then X∗

n is supported on the lattice so that one can not except X∗
n − 1

α lnn still converges
weakly. Instead, one can characterize its subsequential limits. For the case of non-negative
weights, this was established in [DSS23, Theorem 1.1 (b)]. Assume that X ∈ R is
arithmetic with span d > 0. For any ϑ ∈ [−d, 0], let Nϑ ⊂ N be a sequence such that
limNϑ∋n→∞ d

⌊
lnn
dα

⌋
− lnn

α = ϑ. Define the limiting intensity measure

Λd(dx, dh) = γ ·

αd∑
j∈Z

eαjdδjd(dx)

 ⊗
( 1√

2π
e− h2

2 dh
)
. (1.3)



3

Then under assumption (1.1), along the subsequence Nϑ, the point process∑
p∈P(1,n)

δ(
X(p)−d⌊ ln n

dα
⌋,H(p)−γ ln n√

β ln n

)
converges in law to the Cox process with intensity measure WW̃eαϑΛd, and, further-
more, P(P(1, n) ̸= ∅) → P(WW̃ ≠ 0). The approach in this paper can be adapted
straightforwardly to obtain this result. See also Remark 2.2.

1.1. Motivations and related work. Our motivation arises from the study of first-
passage percolation (FPP) on random graphs, a classical probabilistic model used to
analyze the spread of fluid flow or information through some (random) media. In this
setting, the edges of a graph represent the possible pathways for the flow, and each edge
is assigned a random passage time describing the duration required to traverse it. The
first-passage distance (or time) between two vertices is defined as the minimal total passage
time needed to travel from one vertex to the other. FPP investigates the geometric and
probabilistic structures induced by these random distances. Since the pioneering work of
Hammersley and Welsh [HW65], the model has been extensively studied, especially on the
integer lattice Zd, and we refer to the survey [ADH17] for a comprehensive overview.

Beyond the lattice setting, understanding how fluids or information propagate through
complex real-world networks naturally motivates the study of FPP on various random
graphs. As early as 1999, Janson [Jan99] investigated the minimum-weight path on complete
graph with random positive weights (including exponential and uniform edge weights.).
Subsequent studies on the complete graph include [BvdH12, BvdHH13]. Bhamidi, van
der Hofstad and Hooghiemstra further developed the theory by investigating FPP on
the configuration model under both exponential and general positive edge weights with a
density [BvdHH10a, BvdHH10b, BvdHH17a, BvdHH17b]. These authors extended their
results to Erdős–Rényi graphs in [BvdHH11] for exponential weights, with subsequent
generalizations to arbitrary non-negative weights by Daly, Schulte, and Shneer [DSS23].
Moreover Komjáthy and Vadon [KV16] studied FPP on the Newman–Watts small world
model and Kistler, Schertzer and Schmidt [KSS20b, KSS20a] studied oriented FPP on the
hypercube in the limit of large dimensions.

All the studies mentioned above deal with non-negative edge weights. However, in the
general shortest path problem, the edge weights could be negative values, which could
model a gain instead of a loss or cost. This leads us to consider random graphs with signed
edge weights. This brings a natural difficulty: if a cycle with a negative total weight exists,
one could keep going around it to make the total cost decrease without bound. To avoid
this, we restrict attention to simple paths. Still, when negative edges become too abundant
compared with non-negative edges, one should expect the behavior to be very different.
For example, in the extreme case that the weights are equal to a negative constant, then
the path with smallest weight is simply the longest path, which is known to be of length
proportional to n [AKS81]. Our assumption (1.1) guarantees that locally around a point,
the weight of all paths originating from that point are ultimately positive and in fact
grow linearly in their length, see Section 2.3 for details. Under this assumption, we show
that the minimum-weight path statistics still belongs to the same universality class as in
[BvdHH17b] and [DSS23].

We now provide a glimpse into our method and compare it to previous methods to
study FPP on sparse graphs. A classical approach, followed for example by Bhamidi, van
der Hofstad and Hooghiemstra [BvdHH10a, BvdHH10b, BvdHH17a, BvdHH17b] or by
Komjáthy and Vadon [KV16] is to describe the growth of the balls of radius t ≥ 0 for the
first passage percolation distance around a given point by a coupling to a continuous-time
branching process. The shortest distance between two points is then given by (twice) the
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first time the two growing balls around the two points intersect. In order to use this idea
effectively, it is convenient if the weights are exponentially distributed. In the general case,
this method is more complicated to use, since the continuous-time branching process used
in the coupling is not Markovian anymore. An additional difficulty is the need to couple to
the branching process for a long time, at which cycles start to appear and which need to
be taken care of.

In order to deal with completely general (non-negative) weights, Daly, Schulte, and
Shneer [DSS23] used a radically different method, based on a method of moments. They
were able to calculate moments of quantities counting the number of extremal paths and
their hopcount and showed that these moments satisfy a certain recurrence. They were
then able to identify this recurrence in terms of the Cox process E∞, based on a recurrence
of the moments of W . It is worth to point out that their moment calculations work vanilla,
i.e. without any truncation. One reason for this is that, in the case of non-negative weights,
the Biggins martingale limit W of the branching random walk has exponential tails [Rös92].
This is not true in the case of signed weights, in fact, under common assumptions, W
has a polynomial tail [Liu00]. One could still hope to adapt the method of moments by
truncating paths which become negative, or smaller than some constant −c. Indeed, if
one does this for the branching random walk, one recovers exponential tails for W , as was
recently shown by the authors [MM25]. However, it seems not clear how to establish a
recurrence for the moments, because of the need to keep track of the starting point of the
branching random walk.

In this paper, we therefore propose a method which is closer in spirit to classical methods,
but with several twists. First, we explore clusters locally around points, but not as balls
with respect to the FPP distance, but rather with respect to graph distance, describing
them by a branching random walk instead of a continuous-time branching process. This
in particular allows to easily handle signed weights. Second, we do not insist on coupling
the clusters to the branching random walk until they meet, but only up to a certain graph
distance growing slowly with n. This allows us not to be bothered with cycles at this stage,
which otherwise is a major source of difficulty. Third, we patch the two clusters together by
intermediate paths. These paths will be almost independent from each other, so that they
will account for the Poisson process. To prove this, we use the Chen-Stein method, which
reduces the problem to the calculation of some (truncated) first and second moments.

Our approach is partly inspired by Kistler, Schertzer and Schmidt [KSS20b, KSS20a] on
oriented FPP on the hypercube (with exponentially distributed weights). This is a dense
setting and the underlying graph is deterministic, whereas we work on a random, sparse
graph. While the results and scalings are different, the underlying idea of conditioning
on neighborhoods around the two vertices and using the Chen-Stein method to deal with
the paths connecting the two neighborhoods still works in our setting. One difference is
that we do not apply the Chen-Stein method as is, since we restrict to a certain good set
for the second moment calculations. We therefore derive a variant of the method that
incorporates a certain global dependency and which is possibly of independent interest.

To conclude, we believe that the method in this article paves the way to effectively
studying first passage percolation with general, possibly signed weights on other sparse,
locally tree-like graphs, such as the configuration model. We also believe that they allow to
deal with dense settings, if the FPP distances can be locally approximated by a branching
random walk (with infinite number of offspring). Indeed, the method is very robust, relying
mainly on (truncated) first- and second-moment computations. It should also extend to
the study of more complicated quantities, such as the vector of FPP distances between
three or more points.
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1.2. Roadmap of the proof. The starting point of our proof is the following lemma,
which indicates that to establish weak convergence of a sequence of point processes, it
suffices to verify the convergence of the number of points contained in each rectangle.
Lemma 1.4. Consider the set of rectangles of the form

R = {(x, x′] × (h, h′] : x, x′ ∈ R−∞, x ≤ x′, h, h′ ∈ R−∞,+∞, h ≤ h′}.
Then En converges in law to E∞ with respect to the vague topology on measures on R−∞ ×
R−∞,+∞ if and only if En(R) converges in law to E∞(R) for every R ∈ R.
Proof. We aim to apply Theorem 4.15 in Kallenberg [Kal17]. Define the class

R̃ =
(
{(x, x′] : x, x′ ∈ R−∞, −∞ < x ≤ x′} ∪ {[−∞, x] : x ∈ R−∞}

)
×

(
{(h, h′] : h, h′ ∈ R−∞,+∞, −∞ < h ≤ h′} ∪ {[−∞, h] : h ∈ R−∞,∞}

)
Then R̃ is, in the language of that reference, a dissecting semi-ring of the Borel sets
on R−∞ × R−∞,+∞ and we have for every R ∈ R̃, E[E∞(∂R)] = E[WW̃Λ(∂R)] = 0.
Theorem 4.15 in Kallenberg [Kal17] (or the remark that precedes it) then implies the
statement with R̃ in place of R. Now notice that En and E∞ do not contain points (x, h)
with x = −∞ or h = −∞, so that the statement also holds with R instead. □

Notice that the law of E∞(R) is a Poisson distribution, but with a random intensity
WW̃Λ(R). Inspired by the previous study [BvdHH11] and [KSS20a], the randomness
in the intensity, namely W and W̃ , comes from the random evolution within the local
neighborhood of the vertices 1, n. Thus, to establish the weak convergence of En(R), we
therefore first reveal or explore the local neighborhood of {1, n}. Then conditionally on this
local information, the limiting distribution should be a Poisson random variable. There
exist various tools for proving Poisson convergence; here the Chen–Stein method seems to
be simple and elegant.

We now give a precise description of the framework, starting with the relevant notation.
For any vertex subset A ⊂ [n] and a radius ρ ∈ N, let Sρ(A) denote the set of vertices at a
distance of ρ from A. The ρ-neighborhood of A in Gn, denoted by S≤ρ(A), is the (weighted)
subgraph induced by the union of the k-spheres Sk(A) for k from 0 to ρ. Throughout this
paper, we let (rn)n≥1 be a sequence of natural numbers such that†

rn → ∞ and rn = o(
√

logn). (1.4)
Moreover, we introduce a good event G1

n for the rn-neighborhoods of vertices 1 and n:
G1
n :=

{
S≤rn(1) and S≤rn(n) are both trees, and |S≤rn(1)| ∨ |S≤rn(n)| ≤ (2λ)rn

}
∩

{
S≤rn(1, n) is a forest of two trees

}
.

For technical reasons, we’ll introduce two additional good events G2
n,G3

n in §3.1; and our
analysis will always assume the occurrence of Gn := G1

n ∩ G2
n ∩ G3

n. Lemma 3.1 shows
that the good event Gn happens with high probability. It makes use of the fact that the
neighborhood of vertex 1 in Gn converges in the local weak sense to a Galton-Watson tree
with Poisson(λ) offspring distribution. In the following, let

πλ(k) = λk

k! e
−λ for all λ > 0 and k ∈ N.

Notice that for λ, µ > 0,
sup
k≥0

∣∣πλ(k) − πµ(k)
∣∣ ≤ P(Poi(|λ− µ|) ≥ 1) ≤ |λ− µ|. (1.5)

†We could in fact allow rn ≤ δ log n for some small δ > 0, at the expense of some more complicated
arguments. In particular, we would need to extend Lemma 2.1 to a wider range of x.
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Given R ∈ R, we bound the difference of the probability distribution function of En(R)
with E∞(R) as follows:

|P (En(R) = k) − P (E∞(R) = k)|

≤ P(Gcn) + E
[∣∣∣ P [En(R) = k,Gn | S≤rn(1, n)] − πλn(R)(k)1{Gn}

∣∣∣] (1.6)

+
∣∣∣E [

πλn(R)(k)1{Gn}
]

− E
[
πWW̃Λ(R)(k)

]∣∣∣ (1.7)

where
λn(R) := E [En(R) | S≤rn(1, n)] ≥ 0.

Therefore, by Lemma 1.4, to establish the weak convergence En → E∞, it suffices to show
that the error terms in (1.6) and (1.7) vanish as n → ∞.

We first explain the idea for proving that (1.7) vanishes. Notice that when G1
n occurs,

for any vertex u ∈ Srn(1), the there exists a unique path from 1 to u within the subgraph
S≤rn(1, n). We refer to this path as [1, u]rn or just [1, u] for simplicity if there’s no risk
of confusion. Similarly, for any v ∈ Srn(n), [v, n] denotes the unique path from v to n in
S≤rn(1, n). Hence the following two quantities are well-defined:

Wrn
:= 1{G1

n}
∑

u∈Srn (1)
e−αX([1,u]) and W̃rn

:= 1{G1
n}

∑
v∈Srn (n)

e−αX([n,v]).

A simple computation yields that the (conditional) expectation of En(R) is related to the
(truncated) exponential renewal function of the random walk with step distribution X
(see Lemma 2.3). By using the renewal theory for random walk with positive jumps (see
Lemma 2.1), in Lemma 2.7 we will show that

|λn(R) −WrnW̃rnΛ(R)| → 0 in probability as n → ∞.

Then (1.5) and bounded convergence theorem imply that

|E[πλn(R)(k)1{Gn}] − E[πWrnW̃rn Λ(R)(k)]| → 0

Since the local weak limit of the weighted graph G(n, λ/n) is a branching random walk,
Corollary 2.5 shows that

(Wrn , W̃rn) converges weakly to (W, W̃ ) as n → ∞.

In particular |E[πWrnW̃rn Λ(R)(k)] − E[πWW̃Λ(R)(k)]| → 0, which establishes (1.7).
The proof of (1.6) is based on the Chen–Stein method for Poisson approximation,

originally developed by Chen [Che75] and subsequently refined and simplified by Arratia,
Goldstein, and Gordon [AGG89]. This work provides a robust framework for approximating
sums of dependent indicator random variables with a Poisson distribution, with broad
applications across various models (see, e.g., [CCH15, CCH16, KSS20b, KSS20a, ST20,
FTWY24]; the list is by no means exhaustive). Compared with the formulations in [Che75,
Theorem4.1], [AGG89, Theorem 1] or [Ros11, Theorem 4.7], in the following version, we
have an additional indicator variable χ in the covariance terms, see (1.8) (and we condition
on a σ-algebra F , but this is a trivial generalization). For completeness we provide a proof
in Appendix A.

Lemma 1.5 (Chen–Stein method for Poisson Approximation). Let (Xi)i∈I be a family
of Bernoulli random variables with finite index set I. Let F be a sub-σ-algebra. For each
i ∈ I, suppose that a conditionally dissociating neighborhood Ni ⊂ I is given, that is,
conditionally on F , Xi is independent of {Xj : j /∈ N i} where N i := Ni ∪ {i}. Define

Y :=
∑
i∈I

Xi, and λ :=
∑
i∈I

EF [Xi] =
∑
i∈I

PF (Xi = 1) .
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Let χ be another Bernoulli random variable (not necessarily F-measurable). Then

dTV,F (χY,Poi(λ)) := sup
A⊂N

∣∣∣∣ PF (χY ∈ A) −
∑
k∈A

πλ(k)
∣∣∣∣

≤ 2PF (χ = 0) +
∑
i∈I

∑
j∈N i

EF [Xi] EF [Xj ] +
∑
i∈I

∑
j∈Ni

EF [XiXjχ].
(1.8)

To apply this Lemma, we rewrite En(R) as summation of Bernouli random variables:

En(R) =
∑
p

I(p;R)

where p represents the potential paths starting from 1 to n (see (2.8) for the precise
definition) and I(p,R) indicates that the potential path p contributes to En(R), i.e., X(p)
and H(p), after rescaling, falls in set R. We will apply Lemma 1.5 with

Y = En(R) , χ = 1{Gn} , F = S≤rn(1, n);

and the dissociating neighborhood of for a potential path p, denoted by Np, consists of
other potential paths that share at least one edge with p outside S≤rn(1, n).

In Lemma 3.3 we will show that
∑
p

∑
p′∈Np

EF [I(p;R)]EF [I(p′;R)] vanishes as n → ∞.
This first-moment estimate follows from a straightforward counting argument on |Np|
together with a renewal-theoretic result (see Lemma 2.1). In Lemma 3.4 we further
prove that the term

∑
p

∑
p′∈Np

EF [I(p;R)I(p′;R)] also vanishes, based on a more refined
counting of subclasses of p′ ∈ Np with specific correlation structures between I(p′;R) and
I(p;R). We will see that the introduction of the good event Gn within the correlation
terms is necessary when ψX(2α) ≥ ψX(α). In contrast, when ψX(2α) < ψX(α), which
includes the case X ≥ 0, we may simply take χ = 1.

2. Asymptotic of Expectations

2.1. Preliminary: Renewal function. Let (Sn)n≥0 denote a random walk with step
distribution X and initial position S0 = 0. We define the renewal function

V (x) :=
∑
k≥1

λkP(Sk ≤ x) for all x ∈ R.

Furthermore, for h ∈ R−∞,+∞, let

kn(h) := ⌊γ lnn+ h
√
β lnn⌋ ∨ 0.

Lemma 2.1. (i) There exists C < ∞ such that for all x ≥ 0,

V (x) ≤ Ceαx (2.1)

Moreover, we have the following limits:

lim
x→∞

V (x)
eαx

= γ,

and there exists α′ > α such that

lim
x→−∞

V (x)
eα′x

= 0.

(ii) Let x ∈ R and h ∈ R ∪ {+∞}. Let (Γn)n≥1 be any sequence of positive numbers such
that Γn = o(

√
logn). Then, as n → ∞,

lim
n→∞

sup
|x|≤Γn

∣∣∣∣∣∣ 1
nΛ((−∞, x] × (−∞, h])

kn(h)∑
k=1

λkP
(
Sk ≤ 1

α
lnn+ x

)
− 1

∣∣∣∣∣∣ = 0.
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Proof of Lemma 2.1. In the case X ≥ 0 the lemma is proven in [DSS23, Section 2.2], based
on [IM10, Theorem 2.2] which essentially proves assertion (i) and covers the general case.
For completeness, we provide a detailed proof.

Let us denote (Ŝk) the random walk with initial position Ŝ0 = 0 and step distribution
X̂ given by

E[f(X̂)] = λE[e−αXf(X)] , ∀ f ∈ Cb(R).
In particular, E[f(Ŝk)] = λkE[e−αSkf(Sk)] for any k ≥ 1 and

E[Ŝ1] = λE[Ŝ1e
−αS1 ] = −ψ′

X(α) > 0. (2.2)
using (1.1) for the last equality.

We now have

V (x) =
∑
k≥0

E
[
eαŜk1{Ŝk≤x}

]
= eαx

∑
k≥0

E
[
eα(Ŝk−x)1{Ŝk≤x}

]
.

The first two statements of the first part now follow from the two-sided renewal theorem,
together with the fact that the function y 7→ e−αy is directly Riemann integrable, see
Feller [Fel71, Sections XI.1 and XI.9]. For the third statement of the first part, by
assumption (1.1), there exists α′ > α such that ψX(α′) < ψX(α) and ψ′

X(α′) < 0. Set
ρ = eψX(α′)−ψX(α) < 1. Denote by S̃k the random walk with step distribution X̃ where

E[f(X̃)] = e−ψX(α′)E[e−α′Xf(X)] = 1
ρ

E[e−(α′−α)X̂f(X̂)].

We then have
V (x) =

∑
k≥0

ρkE
[
eα

′S̃k1{S̃k≤x}

]
≤

∑
k≥0

E
[
eα

′S̃k1{S̃k≤x}

]
.

Since E[X̃] = −ψ′
X(α′) > 0, the two-sided renewal theorem implies as above that

V (x)e−α′x → 0, x → ∞,

which finishes the proof of point (i).
To prove assertion (ii), note that for h = +∞, it follows from (i). Hence, by additivity,

it is enough to show that for every h ∈ R,

lim
n→∞

sup
|x|≤Γn

∣∣∣∣∣∣ 1
nΛ((−∞, x] × (h,∞))

∞∑
k=kn(h)+1

λkP
(
Sk ≤ 1

α
lnn+ x

)
− 1

∣∣∣∣∣∣ = 0. (2.3)

We have,
∞∑

k=kn(h)+1
λkP

(
Sk ≤ 1

α
lnn+ x | Skn(h)

)
= λkn(h)V

( 1
α

lnn+ x− Skn(h)
)
.

Thus by using the change of measure, we obtain
∞∑

k=kn(h)+1
λkP

(
Sk ≤ 1

α
lnn+ x

)
= λkn(h)E

[
V

( 1
α

lnn+ x− Skn(h)
)]

= neαx E
[
V ( 1

α lnn+ x− Ŝkn(h))

eα[ 1
α

lnn+x−Ŝkn(h)]

]
.

We set ξn = (Ŝkn(h) − E[Ŝ1]kn(h))/
√

Var(Ŝ1)kn(h), so that

Ŝkn(h) = E[Ŝ1]kn(h) + ξn

√
Var(Ŝ1)kn(h)

According to the central limit theorem, ξn converges in distribution to a standard normal
random variable. Recall that E[Ŝ1] = |ψ′

X(α)| and Var(Ŝ1) = ψ′′
X(α), and kn(h) is
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the integer part of 1
α|ψ′

X(α)| lnn + h
[ ψ′′

X(α)
α|ψ′

X(α)|3 lnn
]1/2. Writing cα =

[ ψ′′
X(α)

α|ψ′
X(α)|

]1/2, simple
calculations yield

1
α

lnn+ x− Ŝkn(h) = 1
α

lnn+ x−
[ 1
α

lnn+ cα(ξn + h+ on(1))
√

lnn
]

= x− cα(ξn + h+ on(1))
√

lnn.
Using (2.1) and the asymptotics of V (x) for x → ±∞ from point (i), we can apply the
dominated convergence theorem to get

lim
n→∞

E
[
V ( 1

α lnn+ x− Ŝkn(h))

eα[ 1
α

lnn+x−Ŝkn(h)]

]
= lim

n→∞
P(ξn + h < 0) lim

y→∞
V (y)
eαy

= (1 − Φ(h))γ,

uniformly in |x| ≤ Γn = o(
√

logn), where Φ(·) denotes the c.d.f. of a standard Gaussian
distribution. This completes the proof of (2.3) and therefore finishes the proof of the
lemma. □

Remark 2.2. As discussed in Remark 1.3, when the weight distribution X has a span
d > 0, we should apply the key renewal theorem in arithmetic case. Then assertion (i)
becomes limk→∞ V (kd)/eαkd = αd

1−e−αdγ. Assertion (ii) becomes

lim
n→∞

sup
j∈Z,|j|≤Γn

∣∣∣∣∣∣ 1
ed⌊

ln n
dα ⌋Λd(Rjd,h)

kn(h)∑
k=0

λkP
(
Sk ≤ d⌊ lnn

dα
⌋ + dj

)
− 1

∣∣∣∣∣∣ = 0.

where Λd(Rjd,h) = γαd
1−e−αd e

αjdΦ(h) by (1.3).

2.2. First moment asymptotic. In this subsection we study the asymptotic behavior of
E[En(R)] by using the results on renewal function obtained above.

Lemma 2.3. Let R ∈ R. Then
lim
n→∞

E[En(R)] = Λ(R) = γeαx Φ(h).

We begin with some necessary notation. Let us denote by Pf(1, n) all the free paths (or
potential paths) from 1 to n:

Pf(1, n) :=
{
p = (vi)ℓi=0 : v0 = 1, vℓ = n; vi ̸= vj for i ̸= j

}
.

For p ∈ Pf and R ∈ R, set

I(p;R) := 1
{
p ∈ P(1, n) and

(
X(p) − 1

α
lnn, H(p) − γ lnn√

β lnn

)
∈ R

}
.

Then we can rewrite En(R) as the sum of a family of dependent Bernoulli variables:

En(R) =
∑

p∈Pf(1,n)
I(p;R).

Proof of Lemma 2.3. By linearity of expectation, it is enough to consider R of the form
R = Rx,h = (−∞, x] × (−∞, h],

for x ∈ R, h ∈ R ∪ {+∞}. We have,

E[En(Rx,h)] =
∑

p∈Pf(1,n)
E [I(p;Rx,h)] =

kn(h)∑
ℓ=1

∑
p∈Pf(1,n),H(p)=ℓ

E [I(p;Rx,h)] .

Observe that, for any p ∈ Pf(1, n) with H(p) = ℓ, the expectation equals

E [I(p;Rx,h)] =
(
λ

n

)ℓ
P(Sℓ ≤ α lnn+ x).
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The number of free paths of hopcount ℓ is given by

|{p ∈ Pf(1, n),H(p) = ℓ}| =
ℓ−1∏
j=0

(n− 2 − j) = (n− 2)ℓ,

using the Pochhammer symbol. Combining the previous formulas with the fact that
(n−2)ℓ

nℓ → 1 uniformly in 1 ≤ ℓ ≤ ln2 n as n → ∞, it follows that

E[En(Rx,h)] = [1 + on(1)]
kn(h)∑
ℓ=1

λℓP(Sℓ ≤ α lnn+ x) = [1 + on(1)]Λ(Rx,h).

Above, we have used assertion (ii) of Lemma 2.1. We now complete the proof. □

2.3. Local weak convergence to branching random walk. A key result for our
analysis is the local weak convergence of the sparse Erdős–Rényi graph G(n, λ/n) to a
Poi(λ) Galton–Watson tree, referred to as PGW(λ) tree. This has been a quite standard
and widely-used technique. In the following we follow [RW10, Lemma 2.2].

Given fixed vertices u, v ∈ Gn, we explore their local neighborhoods up to a radius rn
using a two-stage breadth-first search (BFS). First, we run a BFS starting from the root u.
Starting with S0(u) = {u} at level ρ = 0, to find Sρ+1(u), we iterate through the vertices
w ∈ Sρ(u) ⊂ [n] one by one in increasing order of their labels. For each w, we examine all
edges from w to vertices not yet reached. If an edge (v, w) connects to an unvisited vertex
w, we add w to Sρ+1(u) and call this edge ’revealed.’ This process continues until we have
identified all vertices in S≤rn(u). Then we perform the same BFS procedure starting from
v, but only exploring vertices that were not discovered in the first search. This second
stage identifies the vertex set of S≤rn(v) \ S≤rn(u). The two sets of revealed edges from
these searches constitute the graphs SBFS

≤rn
(u),SBFS

≤rn
(v). By construction, these are both

trees. We treat them as rooted, ordered trees with respective roots u and v, where the
children of any node are ordered by their increasing labels.

Lemma 2.4. Let T be a PGW(λ)-tree up to height rn. Let Γn be any sequence of positive
numbers such that Γn = o(

√
n). Then for any rooted ordered trees τ, τ̃ with |τ |, |τ̃ | ≤ Γn,

P (S≤rn(1) = τ,S≤rn(n) = τ̃ ,S≤rn+1(1) ∩ S≤rn(n) = ∅) = (1 + o(1))P (T = τ) P (T = τ̃)

as n → ∞, where o(1) depends only on Γn.

Proof. Suppose before examining u we have reached k = ku vertices in total so far. Then
the probability of revealing ℓ = ℓu edges in the next step is

(n−k
ℓ

) (
λ
n

)a
(1 − λ

n)n−k−ℓ. In
the PGW(λ) tree a vertex u produces ℓ = ℓu children has probability λℓ

ℓ! e
−λ. The ratio of

these probabilities is

(n− k)ℓ
nℓ

(
1 − λ

n

)n−k−ℓ
e−λ = exp

(
O(kℓ/n) +O(k + ℓ/n)

)
.

Since
∑
u∈τ∪τ̃ kuℓu ≤ 2Γn

∑
u∈τ∪τ̃ ℓu ≤ 4Γ2

n = o(n), we get

P
(
(SBFS

≤rn
(1),SBFS

≤rn
(n) = (τ, τ̃))

)
P (T = τ) P (T = τ̃) = exp

(
O(Γ2

n/n)
)
.

In addition, conditionally on (SBFS
≤rn

(1),SBFS
≤rn

(n)) = (τ, τ̃), the event {S≤rn(1) = SBFS
≤rn

(1)} ∩
{S≤rn(n) = SBFS

≤rn
(1)} ∩ {S≤rn+1(1) ∩ S≤rn(n) = ∅} occurs if and only if none of the

unexamined edges between |τ | + |τ̃ | vertices found is also present, which is of probability
at most exp

(
O(Γ2

n/n)
)
. Then the desired result follows. □
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Consequently, the weighted Erdős–Rényi graph converges locally to a weighted PGW
(λ) tree, more commonly known as a branching random walk (BRW). Precisely, given a
PGW(λ) tree T with root ϱ, assign to each edge e an i.i.d. weight X(e) with common
distribution X. For each u ∈ T , let V (u) denote the sum of weights on the unique path
from ϱ to u; and let |u| denote denote its graph distance from the root. Define

W BRW
rn

:=
∑

|u|=rn

e−αV (u).

Then (W BRW
rn

)rn≥0 forms a non-negative martingale, and converges almost surely to a limit:

W = W BRW
∞ := lim

n→∞
W BRW
rn

a.s. (2.4)

Let (W̃ BRW
rn

, W̃ ) be an independent copy of (W BRW
rn

,W ).

Corollary 2.5. As n → ∞, P(G1
n) → 1. As a consequence,

lim
n→∞

(Wrn , W̃rn) = (W, W̃ ) in distribution. (2.5)

In particular, the sequence (Wrn , W̃rn)n≥1 is tight. Moreover, for any λ > 1, with

lim
n→∞

1{G1
n}

∑
u∈Srn (1)

e−αX([1,u])1{|X([1,u])|>2|ψ′
X(α)|rn} = 0 in probability.

Proof. The assertion P(G1
n) → 1 follows from the Lemma 2.4, combined with the fact

E|{u ∈ T : |u| = rn}| = λrn . For the second assertion (2.5), observe that for any rooted
ordered trees τ, τ̃

E[f(Wrn , W̃rn) | S≤rn(1) = τ,S≤rn(n) = τ̃ ,S≤rn+1(1) ∩ S≤rn(n) = ∅]
= E[f(W BRW

rn
, W̃ BRW

rn
) | T = τ, T̃ = τ̃ ].

Then it follows from the law of total probability and Lemma 2.4. For the last assertion,
recalling the definition of (Ŝn)n≥0 from the proof of Lemma 2.1, we have

E

 ∑
|u|=rn

e−αV (u)1{|V (u)|>2|ψ′
X(α)|rn}

 = P
(
|Ŝrn | > 2|ψ′

X(α)|rn
)
.

This goes to 0 as n → ∞, because (Ŝn)n≥0 is a random walk with E[Ŝ1] = |ψ′
X(α)| > 0 by

(2.2). This completes the proof. □

We will later need the following:

Lemma 2.6 (Biggins, see e.g. Theorem 3.2 in Shi [Shi15]). The events {W = 0} and
{|T | < ∞} coincide almost surely.

2.4. Conditioned first moment asymptotic. Recall that λn(R) := E[En(R) | S≤rn(1, n)]
for R ⊂ R2. In this subsection we show the asymptotic behavior of λn(R).

Lemma 2.7. We have for every R ∈ R,

lim
n→∞

∣∣∣λn(R) −WrnW̃rnΛ(R)
∣∣∣ 1{G1

n} = 0 in probability.

Before presenting the proof, we first introduce some necessary notation. Since on G1
n,

S≤rn(1, n) is a forest of two trees, whose leaves are, respectively, Srn(1) and Srn(n), any
path p from vertex 1 and to vertex n in Gn can be viewed as a path from some vertex
u ∈ Srn(1) to some vertex v ∈ Srn(n). Precisely, whenever G1

n occurs, we can decompose
P(1, n) as follows:

P(1, n) =
⋃
ℓ≥2

⋃
u∈Srn (1)

⋃
v∈Srn (n)

Pu,v(ℓ; S≤rn(1, n)), (2.6)
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S1(1) S2(1) Sr(1)

1

S1(n)

S2(n)

Sr(n)

n

u = v0

v1

v2

v` = v

v`�1

Figure 1. Illustration of a free path p = [1, u] ⊕ (vi)ℓ−1
i=1 ⊕ [v, n] ∈ Pu,v(ℓ).

where for each u ∈ Srn(1) and v ∈ Srn(n),

Pu,v(ℓ; S≤rn(1, n)) :=
{

[1, v0]S≤rn (1) ⊕ (vi)ℓ−1
i=1 ⊕ [vℓ, n]S≤rn (n) :

v0 = u, vℓ = v, vi ∈ [n] \ S≤rn(1, n), vi ̸= vj for i ̸= j
}
. (2.7)

For brevity, we write Pu,v(ℓ) instead of Pu,v(ℓ; S≤rn(1, n)) when the context is clear. With
this notation, En(R) can be expressed as

En(R) =
∑

u∈Srn (1)

∑
v∈Srn (n)

∑
ℓ≥2

∑
p∈Pu,v(ℓ)

I(p;R) on G1
n. (2.8)

Proof of Lemma 2.7. As in the proof of Lemma 2.3, we can assume that R = Rx,h =
(−∞, x] × (−∞, h], for x ∈ R−∞ and h ∈ R−∞,+∞. First, we calculate the expectation
E[I(p;Rx,h)] for any given p ∈ Pu,v(ℓ) where u ∈ Srn(1), v ∈ Srn(n), and ℓ ≥ 2. Note
that by the choice of Rx,h, this expectation vanishes whenever ℓ > kn(h). For notational
convenience, define

Xu,v := X([1, u]) +X([v, n]) , and

F(ℓ, n, y) := P
(
Sℓ ≤ 1

α
lnn+ x− y

)
for y ∈ R.

(2.9)

Then the conditional expectation is given by

E [I(p;Rx,h) | S≤rn(1, n)] 1{G1
n} =

(
λ

n

)ℓ
F(ℓ, n,Xu,v)1{G1

n}1{ℓ≤kn(h)}. (2.10)

Notice that for any u ∈ Srn(1), v ∈ Srn(n) and ℓ ≥ 2,

|Pu,v(ℓ)| = (n− |S≤rn(1, n)|)ℓ = [1 + on(1)]nℓ on G1
n.

where on(1) → 0 as n → ∞ uniformly in u, v and 1 ≤ ℓ ≤ ln2 n. Combined this with (2.8)
and (2.10), we obtain

λn(Rx,h)1{G1
n} = [1 + on(1)]

∑
u∈Srn (1)

∑
v∈Srn (n)

1
n

kn(h)∑
ℓ=2

λℓF(ℓ, n,Xu,v)1{G1
n}.

Let Sg denote the set of pairs (u, v) ∈ Srn(1)×Srn(n) satisfying |X([1, u])| ≤ 2|ψ′
X(α)|rn

and |X([v, n])| ≤ 2|ψ′
X(α)|rn. Set Sb = (Srn(1) × Srn(n)) \ Sg. By using part (ii)
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of Lemma 2.1, since rn = o(
√

logn) by (1.4), we have 1
n

∑kn(h)
ℓ=2 λℓF(ℓ, n,Xu,v) = [1 +

on(1)]e−αXu,v Λ(Rx,h) uniformly in (u, v) ∈ Sg. While for (u, v) ∈ Sb, inequality (2.1) gives
1
n

∑kn(h)
ℓ=2 λℓF(ℓ, n,Xu,v) ≤ Ce−αXu,veαx. Employing these bounds, we deduce that on G1

n,

λn(Rx,h) = [1 + on(1)]
∑

(u,v)∈Sg

e−αXu,v Λ(Rx,h) +O
(
eαx

∑
(u,v)∈Sb

e−αXu,v

)
.

Note that
∑

(u,v) e
−αXu,v 1{G1

n} = WrnW̃rn . So we can rewrite the previous expression as,
on G1

n,

λn(Rx,h) = [1 + on(1)]WrnW̃rnΛ(Rx,h) + eαxO
(
W b
rn
W̃rn +WrnW̃

b
rn

)
.

where W b
rn

:= 1{G1
n}

∑
u∈Srn (1) e

−αX([1,u])1{|X([1,u])|>2|ψ′
X(α)|rn} and W̃ b

rn
is defined analo-

gously. According to Corollary 2.5, Wrn , W̃rn are tight and W b
rn
, W̃ b

rn
→ 0 in probability as

n → ∞. Thus the desired result follows. □

3. Limiting Extremal Process

3.1. Good events. In this subsection we do some preparation work for the proof of
Theorem 1.1. We introduce two additional good events. First, define the constant

s∗ := − inf
t>α

ψX(t) + lnλ
t

> 0. (3.1)

The positivity of s∗ is guaranteed by assumption (1.1). We then define the event

G2
n :=

{
∀ path p in Gn starting from 1 or n, if H(p) ≥ rn, then X(p) ≥ s∗

2 H(p)
}
.

Finally, with α′ > α as in Lemma 2.1, define

G3
n :=

{
∀ path p in Gn , X(p) > − 1

α′ lnn
}

and set
Gn := G1

n ∩ G2
n ∩ G3

n.

Lemma 3.1. The good event Gn occurs with high probability. Precisely, we have

lim sup
n→∞

P(Gcn) = 0.

Proof. In Corollary 2.5 we have proved P((G1
n)c) → 0. Now let us prove P((G2

n)c) → 0. By
applying the union bound, we get

P((G2
n)c) ≤ 2

n∑
j=2

∑
ℓ≥rn

∑
p∈Pf(1,j),H(p)=ℓ

P(p ∈ P(1, j), X(p) ≤ s∗ℓ/2)

≤ 2
∑
ℓ≥rn

nnℓ−1
(
λ

n

)ℓ
P(Sℓ ≤ s∗ℓ/2) = 2

∑
ℓ≥rn

λℓP(Sℓ ≤ s∗ℓ/2).

Above we have used |{p ∈ Pf(1, j), H(p) = ℓ}| ≤ nℓ−1. By employing the Chernoff bound,
it follows that for t > 0

λℓP(Sℓ ≤ s∗ℓ/2) ≤ exp (ℓ[ψX(t) + lnλ+ s∗t/2])

According to the definition (3.1) of s∗, there exist to > α and a constant co such that

ψX(to) + lnλ+ s∗to/2 < −co < 0.

Hence the required result P((G2
n)c) ≤ 2

∑
ℓ≥rn

e−coℓ = O(e−corn) = o(1) follows.
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In order to bound P((G3
n)c), by applying the union bound again, we derive

P((G3
n)c) ≤

∑
i,j

∑
ℓ≥1

∑
p∈Pf(i,j),H(p)=ℓ

P
(
p ∈ P(1, j), X(p) ≤ − 1

α′ lnn
)

≤ n
∑
ℓ≥1

λℓP
(
Sℓ ≤ − 1

α′ lnn
)

= nV

(
− 1
α′ lnn

)
.

Part (i) of Lemma 2.1 now implies that P((G3
n)c) → 0 as n → ∞. This completes the

proof. □

3.2. Convergence of extremal process. In this and the next subsection, we lay the
groundwork for the proof of the main theorem by proving the following convergence result
of the conditional avoidance function. Recall that

πλ(k) = e−λλ
k

k! , k ≥ 0.

Lemma 3.2. Let R ∈ R. Then for every k ≥ 0,

lim
n→∞

∣∣∣P [Gn, En(R) = k | S≤rn(1, n)] − πλn(R)(k)
∣∣∣ = 0 in probability.

This lemma provides the final piece needed to establish the convergence of the extremal
process.

Proof of Theorem 1.1 admitting Lemma 3.2. Combining Lemmas 2.7, 3.2 and 3.1, we have
that En(R) converges in law to E∞(R) for every R ∈ R. Lemma 1.4 then implies that En
converges in law to E∞. For the second statement, the convergence just proven directly
implies that

lim
n→∞

P(En = 0) ≤ P(E∞ = 0) = P(WW̃ = 0).

It therefore remains to show the reverse inequality. By Lemma 2.6, we have P(WW̃ =
0) = P(|T | < ∞, |T̃ | < ∞), where T and T̃ are independent Poi(λ)-BGW trees. But by
the local limit result (Lemma 2.4), we have that

P(|T | < ∞, |T̃ | < ∞) ≤ lim
n→∞

P(P(1, n) = ∅) = lim
n→∞

P(En = 0).

This proves the second statement. □

We now turn to the proof of Lemma 3.2. Our strategy is to apply Lemma 1.5 with

Y = Yn :=
∑

p∈P(1,n)
H(p)≤2γ lnn

I(p;R) , χ = 1{Gn} and F = S≤rn(1, n).

Note that we have

En(R) = Yn + En(R ∩ (R−∞ × ((γ/
√
β)

√
lnn,+∞])),

and the latter term vanishes in L1 as n → ∞, by Lemma 2.3. Hence, setting λ′
n :=

E[Yn | S≤rn ], it suffices to prove that

lim
n→∞

∣∣P [Gn, Yn = k | S≤rn(1, n)] − πλ′
n
(k)

∣∣ = 0 in probability.

Since we will work on the good event G1
n which is S≤rn(1, n)-measurable, we may rewrite

Yn as follows:
Yn =

∑
p∈P(1,n)

H(p)≤2γ lnn

I(p;R) on G1
n,
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where P(1, n) is defined in (2.6). Moreover for each p ∈ P(1, n), let us define the (condi-
tioned) dissociating neighborhood of p as

Np :=
{
p′ ∈ P(1, n) : p′ ̸= p, H(p′) ≤ 2γ lnn, p′ and p share at least one

(undirected) edge that is not contained in S≤rn(1, n)
}
.

Explicitly, if p = [1, v0] ⊕ (vi)ℓ−1
i=1 ⊕ [vℓ, n]; and p′ = [1, v′

0] ⊕ (v′
i)ℓ

′−1
i=1 ⊕ [v′

ℓ′ , n], then p′ ∈ Np

if and only if there exists 1 ≤ i ≤ ℓ and 1 ≤ i′ ≤ ℓ′ such that
either (vi−1, vi) = (v′

i′−1, v
′
i′) or (vi, vi−1) = (v′

i′−1, v
′
i′). (3.2)

From the construction of Gn it follows that conditionally on S≤rn(1, n), I(p;R) is
independent of I(p′;R), p′ /∈ {p} ∪ Np =: N p. By employing Lemma 1.5, we obtain that,
for any R ∈ R, on the event G1

n, for any k ∈ N,∣∣∣P (Gn, En(R) = k | S≤rn(1, n)) − πλn(R)(k)
∣∣∣

≤
∑

p∈P(1,n)
H(p)≤2γ lnn

∑
p′∈N p

E [I(p;R) | S≤rn(1, n)] E
[
I(p′;R) | S≤rn(1, n)

]
︸ ︷︷ ︸

Σ(3.3)(n,rn;R)

(3.3)

+
∑

p∈P(1,n)
H(p)≤2γ lnn

∑
p′∈Np

E
[
I(p;R)I(p′;R)1{Gn} | S≤rn(1, n)

]
︸ ︷︷ ︸

Σ(3.4)(n,rn;R)

+2P[Gcn | S≤rn(1, n)]. (3.4)

Thus it suffices to show that Σ(3.3)(n, rn;R) and Σ(3.4)(n, rn;R) converges to zero in
probability as n → ∞.

3.3. Vanishing of correlation terms.

Lemma 3.3. Let R ∈ R. Then we have
lim
n→∞

Σ(3.3)(n, rn;R)1{Gn} = 0 in probability.

Proof. Since I(p;R) is increasing in R, it is enough to consider R of the form
R = (−∞, x] × R−∞,+∞,

for some x ∈ R. We assume henceforth that this is the case. Recall from (2.10) that on
the good event G1

n the conditional expectation for I(p;R) is given by

E [I(p;R) | S≤rn(1, n)] 1{G1
n} =

(
λ

n

)ℓ
F(ℓ, n,Xu,v)1{G1

n},

where Xu,v and F are defined in (2.9), note that F depends on x. This yields that on G1
n,

Σ(3.3)(n, rn;R) is bounded from above by

∑
u,u′∈Srn (1)

∑
v,v′∈Srn (n)

2γ lnn∑
ℓ,ℓ′=2

∑
p∈Pu,v(ℓ)

∑
p′∈Pu′,v′ (ℓ′)∩(Np∪{p})

λℓ

nℓ
λℓ

′

nℓ′
F(ℓ, n,Xu,v)F(ℓ′, n,Xu′,v′).

Next, given any p ∈ Pu,v(ℓ), we claim that the number of p′ ∈ Pu′,v′(ℓ′) in N p can be
bounded from above as follows:

|N p ∩ Pu′,v′(ℓ′)| ≤ ℓ× ℓ′ × 2 × nℓ
′−2. (3.5)

In fact, according to (3.2), constructing such a path p′ involves choosing an index 1 ≤ i ≤ ℓ
for p (ℓ options), an index 1 ≤ i′ ≤ ℓ′ for p′ (ℓ′ options), the vertex v′

i′ ∈ {vi−1, vi} (2
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options), and the remaining vertices (v′
j)ℓ−1
j=1\{v′

i′−1, v
′
i′} of p′ (at most nℓ′−2 options—note

that one might think there are at most nℓ′−3 options, but it might be the case that i′ = 1
so that v′

0 = u′ = u = v0 has been fixed and similar for i′ = n).
Now combining (3.5) with the trivial bound |Pu,v(ℓ)| ≤ nℓ−1, we obtain

Σ(3.3)(n, rn;R)

≤
∑

u,u′∈Srn (1)

∑
v,v′∈Srn (n)

2γ lnn∑
ℓ,ℓ′=2

nℓ−1 × 2ℓℓ′ nℓ′−2 × λℓ

nℓ
λℓ

′

nℓ′
F(ℓ, n,Xu,v)F(ℓ′, n,Xu′,v′)

≤ (2γ lnn)2

n

 ∑
u∈Srn (1),v∈Srn (n)

∑
ℓ≥2

λℓ

n
F(ℓ, n,Xu,v)

2

.

By applying part (i) in Lemma 2.1, we have
∞∑
ℓ≥2

λℓ

n
F(ℓ, n,Xu,v) ≤ C

n
eα[ 1

α
lnn+x−Xu,v ] = Ceαxe−αX([1,u])e−αX([v,n]).

Consequently, on the event G1
n, we have

Σ(3.3)(n, rn;R) ≤ C
(2γ lnn)2

n
eαxW 2

rn
(W̃rn)2 n→∞−−−→ 0

in probability. Above we have used the Wrn , W̃rn are tight (Corollary 2.5). Combining
with Lemma 3.1, this completes the proof. □

Lemma 3.4. Let rn ≥ 1 and R ∈ R. Then we have

lim
n→∞

Σ(3.4)(n, rn;R)1{Gn} = 0 in probability.

S1(1) S2(1) Sr(1)

1

S1(n)

S2(n)

Sr(n)

n

u = v0

v1

v2

v` = v

v`�1

v0
`0 = v0

v0
`0�1=

u0 = v0
0

v0
1

v0
2=

v0
3=

v3 v0
4=

v4 v0
8=

v0
5 v0

6

v0
7

v0
9

v5 =
v6

p = [1, u] � (vi)
`�1
i=1 � [v, n]

p0 = [1, u0] � (v0
i)
`0�1
i=1 � [v0, n]

s01(p
0|p) = 2; e01(p

0|p) = 4

s02(p
0|p) = 7; e02(p

0|p) = 8

sq(p
0|p) = `0 � 1; eq(p

0|p) = `0 � 1

Figure 2. Illustration of s′
i(p′|p) and e′

i(p′|p).

Proof. As in the proof of Lemma 3.3, we can assume that R is of the form

R = (−∞, x] × R−∞,+∞,

for some x ∈ R.
Fix any p ∈ Pu,v(ℓ) with u ∈ Srn(1), v ∈ Srn(n) and 2 ≤ ℓ ≤ 2γ lnn. For each path

p′ ∈ Pu′,v′(ℓ′) that belongs to Np, and i ≥ 1, we define s′
i(p′|p), e′

i(p′|p) as the start and
end indices of the i-th “journey” in which it shares its trajectory with p. Precisely, let
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p = (vi)ℓi=0 and p′ = (v′
i)ℓ

′
i=0 be the corresponding representation of p, p′ (2.7). We define,

for i ≥ 1,

s′
i(p′|p) := inf

{
j ≥ e′

i−1 : v′
j ∈ {vi : 0 ≤ i ≤ ℓ}

}
,

e′
i(p′|p) := sup

{
j ≥ s′

i : the pattern (v′
k)
j
k=s′

1
appears in (vi)ℓi=0 or in (vℓ−i)ℓi=0

}
,

with the convention e′
0(p′|p) := −1. Denote by ℓi(p′|p) the number of shared segments

during the i-th journey, that is

ℓi(p′|p) := e′
i(p′|p) − s′

i(p′|p) , for i ≥ 1.

Define Q(p′|p) as the total number of journeys that p′ moves along with (or opposite to) p:

Q(p′|p) := sup
{
q : e′

q ≤ ℓ′
}
.

Finally, set ℓ(p′|p) := (ℓi(p′|p))Q(p′|p)
i=1 and note that

|ℓ(p′|p)| := ∥ℓ(p′|p)∥1 =
Q(p′|p)∑
i=1

ℓi(p′|p) ≥ 1,

because p′ ∈ Np shares at least one (undirected) edge with p.
Let (S(i)

• )i≥1 be i.i.d. copies of the random walk S•. Using this notation, we have

E
[
I(p;R)I(p′;R)1{Gn} | S≤rn(1, n)

]
≤

(
λ

n

)ℓ+ℓ′−|ℓ(p′|p)|
× E

[
F

(
n, ℓ− |ℓ(p′|p)|,

Q(p′|p)∑
i=1

S
(i)
ℓi(p′|p) + Xu,v

)

× F
(
n, ℓ′ − |ℓ(p′|p)|,

Q(p′|p)∑
i=1

S
(i)
ℓi(p′|p) + Xu′,v′

)
1{S(i)

ℓi(p′|p)≥− 1
α′ lnn,∀ 1≤i≤Q(p′|p)}

]
.

(3.6)

Above, S(i)
ℓi

comes from the weight of the i-th journey that p′ follows the trajectory of p;
and we have an inequality not an equality as many constraints in Gn were omitted.

The expectation of I(p;R)I(p′;R) above suggests a finer classification of Np. To this
end, let L := {ℓ = (ℓi)qi=1 : q ≥ 1; ℓi ≥ 0, |ℓ| :=

∑q
i=1 ℓi ≥ 1}. For ℓ = (ℓi)qi=1 ∈ L, define

Pu′,v′(ℓ′, ℓ | p) := {p′ ∈ Pu′,v′(ℓ′) ∩ Np : Q(p′|p) = q; and ℓi(p′|p) = ℓi, 1 ≤ i ≤ q}.

This allows us to express Np as the following disjoint union:

Np =
⋃

u′∈Srn (1),v′∈Srn (n)

2γ lnn⋃
ℓ′≥2

⋃
ℓ∈L

Pu′,v′(ℓ′, ℓ | p). (3.7)

Assuming p ∈ Pu,v(ℓ), we partition Np into four disjoint subsets: N ×,×
p , N✓,×

p , N ×,✓
p , and

N✓,✓
p . These subsets are the sub-unions of (3.7) defined by conditions on the indices u′

and v′. The first superscript indicates if u′ = u (✓) or u′ ̸= u (×), and the second does so
analogously for v′ and v.
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Case 1. According to (3.7) and the definition of N ×,×
p , we have

Σ(3.8) :=
∑

p∈P(1,n)
H(p)≤2γ lnn

∑
p′∈N ×,×

p

E
[
I(p;R)I(p′;R)1{Gn} | S≤rn(1, n)

]

=
∑

u∈Srn (1)
v∈Srn (n)

2γ lnn∑
ℓ=2

∑
p∈Pu,v(ℓ)

∑
u̸=u′∈Srn (1)
v ̸=v′∈Srn (n)

2γ lnn∑
ℓ′=2

∑
q≥1

∑
ℓ=(ℓi)q

i=1
|ℓ|≤ℓ∧ℓ′

∑
p′∈Pu′,v′ (ℓ′,ℓ|p)

E
[
I(p;R)I(p′;R)1{Gn} | S≤rn(1, n)

]
. (3.8)

Given any p ∈ Pu,v(ℓ), we claim that for any u′ ̸= u, v′ ̸= v, ℓ′ ≥ 2 and ℓ = (ℓi)qi=1 ∈ L,

|Pu′,v′(ℓ′, ℓ | p)| ≤ (ℓ′ × ℓ× 2)q × nℓ
′−1−

∑q

i=1(ℓi+1). (3.9)

Moreover |Pu′,v′(ℓ′, ℓ | p)| = 0 if |ℓ| > ℓ. In fact, to construct a path p′ ∈ Pu′,v′(ℓ′, ℓ | p),
we first select, for each 1 ≤ i ≤ q, the indices 1 ≤ s′

i = s′
i(p′|p) ≤ ℓ′ (at most ℓ′

options), and then choose the corresponding vertex v′
s′

i
in {vi}ℓi=0 (at most ℓ options). If

ℓi ≥ 1; we may then determine (v′
s′

i+1, ..., v
′
s′

i+ℓi
) to follow either the same direction as p

or the opposite one (at most two choices). Finally, we choose the remaining vertices in
(v′
j)ℓ

′−1
j=1 \(∪qi=1 ∪s′

i≤j≤s
′
i+ℓi {v′

j}), which gives at most nℓ′−1−
∑q

i=1(ℓi+1) possibilities, since
s′

1 ≥ 1 and e′
q ≤ ℓ′ − 1.

Now, combining (3.6) and (3.8), together with the bounds |Pu,v(ℓ)| ≤ nℓ−1 and (3.9),
we obtain

Σ(3.8) ≤
∑

u,u′∈Srn (1)
v,v′∈Srn (n)

∑
2≤ℓ,ℓ′≤2γ lnn

∑
q≥1

∑
ℓ=(ℓi)q

i=1
|ℓ|≤ℓ∧ℓ′

(
λ

n

)ℓ+ℓ′−|ℓ|
nℓ−12q(2γ lnn)2q × nℓ

′−1−|ℓ|−q

× EX

[
F

(
ℓ− |ℓ|, n,

q∑
i=1

S
(i)
ℓi

+ Xu,v
)
F

(
ℓ− |ℓ|, n,

q∑
i=1

S
(i)
ℓi

+ Xu′,v′

)
1{S(i)

ℓi
≥− 1

α′ lnn,∀ 1≤i≤q}

]
.

Notice that the part (i) of Lemma 2.1 yields

∑
ℓ≥|ℓ|

λℓ−|ℓ|

n
F

(
ℓ− |ℓ|, n,

q∑
i=1

S
(i)
ℓi

+ Xu,v
)

≤ Ceαx
q∏
i=1

e
−αS(i)

ℓi e−αXu,v .

Substituting this into the previous bound for Σ(3.8), we get

Σ(3.8) ≤
∑

u,u′∈Srn (1)
v,v′∈Srn (n)

∑
q≥1

∑
ℓ=(ℓi)q

i=1

λ|ℓ|
(4γ lnn

n

)q

× C2EX

[
e2αx

q∏
i=1

e
−2αS(i)

ℓi e−αXu,ve−αXu′,v′ 1{S(i)
ℓi

≥− 1
α′ lnn,∀ 1≤i≤q}

]

= C2e2αx ∑
u,u′∈Srn (1)
v,v′∈Srn (n)

e−αXu,ve−αXu′,v′
∑
q≥1

(4γ lnn
n

∑
j≥1

λjE
[
e−2αSj 1{Sj≥− 1

α′ lnn}

])q
.
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Using Lemma 2.1, it follows that,

∑
j≥1

λjE
[
e−2αSj 1{Sj≥− 1

α′ lnn}

]
≲

∑
m≥− 1

α′ lnn

e−2αm ∑
j≥1

λjP
(
Sj ∈ [m− 1,m]

)

≤
∑

m≥− 1
α′ lnn

e−2αmV (m) ≲
∑

m≥− 1
α′ lnn

e−(2α−α′)m ≲ n
(2α−α′)

α′ .

Note that (2α−α′)
α′ < 1, since α′ > α. Therefore, we can find a constant c > 0 such that

∑
q≥1

[4γ lnn
n

∑
j≥1

λjE
[
e−2αSj 1{S

j≥− 1
α′ ln n

}
]]q

≤ n−c

for sufficiently large n. Moreover, note that

∑
u,u′∈Srn (1)
v,v′∈Srn (n)

e−αXu,ve−αXu′,v′ = W 2
rn

(W̃rn)2

We conclude that Σ(3.8) ≤ n−cW 2
rn

(W̃rn)2. Thus as n → ∞, Σ(3.8)1{Gn} converges to zero
in probability.

Case 2. Let us bound |N✓,×
p |, where p ∈ Pu,v(ℓ). (The case for |N ×,✓

p | is similar.)
Observe that for p′ ∈ N✓,×

p by definition we have s′
1(p′|p) = 0 and e′

q(p′|p) ≤ ℓ′ − 1. In this
case we claim that

|P(p)
u,v′(ℓ′, q, (ℓi)qi=1)| ≤ (ℓ′ × ℓ× 2)q−1 × nℓ

′−1−
∑q

i=1(ℓi+1)+1 (3.10)

Comparing with (3.9), the difference here is that there is no freedom to choose (v′
0, v

′
1, · · · , v′

ℓ1
),

they must be exactly the same as (v0, v1, · · · , vℓ1). Consequently, we obtain

Σ(3.11) :=
∑

p∈P(1,n)
H(p)≤2γ lnn

∑
p′∈N✓,×

p

E
[
I(p;R)I(p′;R)1{Gn} | S≤rn(1, n)

]
(3.11)

≤
∑

u,u′∈Srn (1)
v,v′∈Srn (n)

∑
2≤ℓ,ℓ′≤2γ lnn

∑
q≥1

∑
ℓ=(ℓi)q

i=1
|ℓ|≤ℓ∧ℓ′

(
λ

n

)ℓ+ℓ′−|ℓ|
nℓ−12q−1(2γ lnn)2(q−1) × nℓ

′−1−|ℓ|−q+1

× EX

[
F

(
ℓ− |ℓ|, n,

q∑
i=1

S
(i)
ℓi

+ Xu,v
)
F

(
ℓ− |ℓ|, n,

q∑
i=1

S
(i)
ℓi

+ Xu′,v′

)
1{Con✓,×

q }

]
,

where

Con✓,×
q :=

{
S

(1)
ℓ1

+X([1, u]) ≥ s∗

2 (rn + ℓ1)
}

∩
q⋂
i=2

{
S

(i)
ℓi

≥ − 1
α′ lnn

}
.
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Following the same argument as in Case 1, we bound Σ(3.11) from above by

∑
u,u′∈Srn (1)
v,v′∈Srn (n)

∑
q≥1

∑
ℓ=(ℓi)q

i=1

λ|ℓ|
(4γ lnn

n

)q−1
C2EX

[
e2αx

q∏
i=1

e
−2αS(i)

ℓi e−αXu,ve−αXu,v′ 1{Con✓,×
q }

]

= C2e2αx ∑
u∈Srn (1)
v,v′∈Srn (n)

e−αX([v,n])−αX(v′,n) ∑
j≥1

λjEX

[
e−2α[X([1,u])+Sj ]1{S(1)

ℓ1
+X([1,u])≥ s∗

2 (rn+ℓ1)}

]

×
∑
q≥1

[4γ lnn
n

∑
j≥1

λjE
[
e−2αSj 1{Sj≥− 1

α′ lnn}

]]q−1
.

By using the fact λjE[e−αSj ] = 1, we have∑
j≥1

λjEX

[
e−2α[X([1,u])+Sj ]1{Sj+X([1,u])≥ s∗

2 (rn+j)}

]
≤

∑
j≥1

e−αs∗(rn+j)λjEX

[
e−α[X([1,u])+Sj ]

]
≲ e−αs∗rne−αX([1,u]).

Simplifying the expression for the upper bound, we finally conclude

Σ(3.11) ≲ e2αxe−αs∗rnWrn(W̃rn)2.

Since (Wrn , W̃r) is tight by Corollary 2.5, it follows that as n → ∞, Σ(3.11)1{Gn} converges
to zero in probability. Moreover the same argument yields

Σ(3.12) :=
∑

p∈P(1,n)
H(p)≤2γ lnn

∑
p′∈N ×,✓

p

E
[
I(p;R)I(p′;R)1{Gn} | S≤rn(1, n)

] in prob−−−−→
n→∞

0 on Gn. (3.12)

Case 3. Let us bound |N✓,✓
p |. Observe that for any p′ ∈ N✓,✓

p , there must hold Q(p′|p) ≥
2, otherwise p′ = p which is absurd since p /∈ Np. We claim that for ℓ = (ℓi)qi=1 ∈ L with
q ≥ 2,

|Pu,v(ℓ′, ℓ|p)| ≤ (ℓ′ × ℓ× 2)q−2 × nℓ
′−1−

∑q

i=1(ℓi+1)+2

Comparing with (3.9) and (3.10), the differences here are that now s′
1(p′|p) = 0 and

e′
q(p′|p) = ℓ′; and there is no freedom to choose (v′

0, v
′
1, v

′
ℓ1

), and (v′
s′

q
, ..., v′

ℓ′): they must be
exactly the same as (v0, v1, · · · , vℓ1) and (vℓ−ℓq , ... · · · , vℓ) by definition. Consequently, we
obtain

Σ(3.13) :=
∑

p∈P(1,n)
H(p)≤2γ lnn

∑
p′∈N✓,✓

p

E
[
I(p;R)I(p′;R)1{Gn} | S≤rn(1, n)

]
(3.13)

≤
∑

u∈Srn (1)
v∈Srn (n)

∑
2≤ℓ,ℓ′≤2γ lnn

∑
q≥2

∑
ℓ=(ℓi)q

i=1
|ℓ|≤ℓ∧ℓ′

(
λ

n

)ℓ+ℓ′−|ℓ|
nℓ−12q−2(2γ lnn)2(q−2) × nℓ

′−1−|ℓ|−q+2

× E
[
F

(
ℓ− |ℓ|, n,

q∑
i=1

S
(i)
ℓi

+ Xu,v
)
F

(
ℓ− |ℓ|, n,

q∑
i=1

S
(i)
ℓi

+ Xu′,v′

)
1{Con✓,✓

q }

]
.

where Con✓,✓
q is defined to be the intersection of the events {S(1)

ℓ1
+X([1, u]) ≥ s∗

2 (rn+ℓ1)},
∩q−1
i=2 {S(i)

ℓi
≥ − 1

α′ lnn} and {S(1)
ℓq

+ X([v, n]) ≥ s∗

2 (rn + ℓq)}. Following the previous
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calculation it can be verified that

Σ(3.13) ≲ e2αxe−2αs∗rnWrnW̃rn .

Hence, as n → ∞, Σ(3.13)1{Gn} converges to zero in probability.

Final step. Recall the definition of Σ(3.4)(n, rn;R), and that below (3.7), we have
decomposed Np as the disjoint union of N ×,×

p , N✓,×
p , N ×,✓

p , and N✓,✓
p . Therefore, we

have
Σ(3.4)(n, rn;R) ≤ Σ(3.8) + Σ(3.11) + Σ(3.12) + Σ(3.13).

The desired result then follows directly from the conclusions established in Cases 1–3. This
completes the proof. □

Appendix A. Proof of Lemma 1.5

Proof of Lemma 1.5. It suffices to prove for the unconditional measure P and apply to the
conditional probability measure PF .

According to the classical Stein lemma (see e.g. [Ros11, Lemma 4.2]), for each A ⊂ N
with function fλ,A(n) := 1{n∈A} −

∑
k∈A

λk

k! e
−λ, the Stein equation

λg(n+ 1) − ng(n) = fλ,A(n) ∀n ≥ 0

has a unique solution gλ,A(n) = − (n−1)!
λn

∑∞
k=n

λk

k! fλ,A(k) for n ≥ 1 and gλ,A(0) = 1.
Moreover, according to Lemma [Ros11, Lemma 4.4], the function gλ,A satisfies

sup
n≥0

|gλ,A(n+ 1) − gλ,A(n)| ≤ min
{

1, 1
λ

}
, sup
n≥0

gλ,A(n) ≤ 1. (A.1)

Then we have

dTV(χY,Poi(λ)) = sup
g=gλ,A

∣∣∣E [χY g(χY )] − λE [g(χY + 1)]
∣∣∣

≤ sup
g=gλ,A

|E [Y g(Y )χ] − λE [g(Y + 1)χ]|︸ ︷︷ ︸
Σ(A.2)(g)

+ sup
g=gλ,A

λg(1)P (χ = 0) (A.2)

=: sup
g=gλ,A

Σ(A.2)(g) + P (χ = 0) .

Above, we have used λg(1) ≤ 1 by (A.1). For brevity let us denote pi := P(Xi = 1) = E[Xi],
Yi :=

∑
j∈Ni

Xj and Zi :=
∑
j /∈N i

Xj . Then on the one hand, we have

E [λg(Y + 1)χ] =
∑
i∈I

pi E [g (1 +Xi + Yi + Zi)χ] .

On the other hand, there holds

E [Y g(Y )χ] =
∑
i∈I

E [Xig (Xi + Yi + Zi)χ] =
∑
i∈I

E [Xig (1 + Yi + Zi)χ]

=
∑
i∈I

piE [g (1 + Yi + Zi)χ] +
∑
i∈I

E [(Xi − pi)g (1 + Yi + Zi)χ] .

Thus it follows that

Σ(A.2) ≤
∑
i∈I

pi E [|g (1 +Xi + Yi + Zi) − g (1 + Yi + Zi) |χ]

+
∑
i∈I

∣∣∣E [(Xi − pi) |g (1 + Yi + Zi) − g (1 + Zi) |χ]
∣∣∣

+
∑
i∈I

∣∣∣E [(Xi − pi)g (1 + Zi)χ]
∣∣∣.
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To bound the first sum, we apply (A.1), which gives |g (1 +Xi + Yi + Zi)−g (1 + Yi + Zi) | ≤
Xi. By simply dropping the indicator function χ, it follows that the first sum is bounded
above by

∑
i∈I p

2
i . Similarly, for the second one, since (A.1) yields |g (1 + Yi + Zi) −

g (1 + Zi) | ≤ Yi and |Xi − pi| ≤ Xi + pi, it is bounded from above by∑
i∈I

E [(Xi + pi)Yiχ] ≤
∑
i∈I

∑
j∈Ni

(pipj + E [XiXjχ]) .

For the last sum, observing that by that conditionally on G, Xi and Zi are independent,
we have E [(Xi − pi)g (1 + Zi)] = E [Xi − pi] E [g (1 + Zi)] = 0. Since |Xi − pi| ≤ 1 and
∥g∥∞ ≤ 1 by (A.1) we finally get∣∣∣E [

(Xi − pi)g (1 + Zi) 1{χ=1}
] ∣∣∣ =

∣∣∣E [
(Xi − pi)g (1 + Zi) 1{χ=0}

] ∣∣∣ ≤ P(χ = 0).

This completes the proof. □
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