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We discover a first-order phase transition in the canonical ensemble of random unlabeled net-
works with a prescribed average number of links. The transition is caused by the nonconcavity of
microcanonical entropy. Above the critical point, the canonical and microcanonical ensembles are
equivalent and have a well-behaved thermodynamic limit. Below the critical point, the ensemble
equivalence is broken, and the canonical ensemble is a mixture of phases: empty networks and net-
works with logarithmic average degrees. As a consequence, networks with bounded average degrees
do not survive in the thermodynamic limit, decaying into the empty phase. The celebrated percola-
tion transition in labeled networks is thus absent in unlabeled networks. In view of these differences
between labeled and unlabeled ensembles, the question of which one should be used as a null model
of different real-world networks cannot be ignored.

The Erdős-Rényi (ER) model [1] is truly the “harmonic
oscillator” of network science and random graphs. It ap-
pears as the first prominent subject in many recognizable
textbooks in these areas [2–6], which is not surprising
since it has been used as a Petri dish to study a broad
spectrum of phenomena in statistical physics, network
science, social science, computer science, graph theory,
probability, statistics, and many other disciplines. In the
microcanonical ER ensemble, m links connect random
pairs of n distinct labeled nodes, while in the canonical
ensemble, every pair of those nodes is linked indepen-
dently with probability p. The result in both cases is
the maximum-entropy distribution over the space of la-
beled networks with n nodes and a given exact num-
ber of links m, or expected number of links ⟨m⟩ =
pn(n − 1)/2 [7]. Of particular interest to statistical
physics are the ensemble equivalence and critical phe-
nomena, which have been explored at great depths in the
ER model [8–13]. A succinct summary is that the perco-
lation transition is at the average degree kp ≡ 2m/n = 1,
the network connectivity and symmetry transition is at
kc = log n, and the canonical and microcanonical ER en-
sembles are equivalent for any p ∈ [0, 1] and m = ⟨m⟩,
according to all definitions of ensemble equivalence [14].

The unlabeled version of the ER model, which is
the same maximum-entropy distribution, except over
the space of networks whose vertices are indistinguish-
able [15], has received much less attention, even though it
is relevant for real-world networks with unlabeled nodes
such as molecules and atoms in physical and material
networks [16–23]. The slow progress here is primarily
due to the difficulties of dealing with unlabeled net-
works [24, 25], and to the established fact that the labeled
and unlabeled ER models are essentially equivalent, upon
a certain transformation, as soon as the average degree

k ≫ log n [15]. However, most real-world networks are
sparse with bounded average degree [5, 6], and this sparse
regime has not received the deserved attention.

Here, we show that the unlabeled Erdős-Rényi model
is entirely different from its well-studied labeled counter-
part in the sparse regime with average degree k ≪ log n.
The main cause of this difference is the nonconcavity
of entropy, a well-studied origin of ensemble inequiva-
lence [14] and phase transitions [26, 27]. In contrast with
the standard labeled ER model, the microcanonical unla-
beled ER entropy is not concave; it has an inflection point
at kc ≈ log n. We show that this nonconcavity causes a
first-order phase transition at k = kc. In the dense regime
k ≫ kc, the microcanonical and canonical unlabeled ER
models are equivalent, while away from that region, this
ensemble equivalence is broken. The canonical networks
with expected average degree k ≪ kc are just empty with
high probability P ≈ 1 − k/2kc, while with probability
1− P , they have average degree ≈ 2kc. This degeneracy
is related to but different from the one in microcanon-
ical networks, which are known to exhibit an extreme
form of phase separation at k ≪ kc [15]: most nodes
are isolated (have degree 0), while all the links condense
within an infinitesimal connected component whose size
and average degree are ≈ nk/kc and ≈ kc, respectively.
Since P → 1 if k ≪ kc, unlabeled canonical ER net-
works with expected average degrees between 0 and kc
are in fact not realizable in the thermodynamic limit.
A remarkable consequence of this is that the celebrated
percolation transition at kp = 1 is entirely absent in the
unlabeled Erdős-Rényi model.

Microcanonical entropy.— To obtain these results, we
first show that the unlabeled microcanonical ER entropy
is not concave. This entropy is Snm = log gnm, where
gnm is the number of unlabeled graphs with n nodes and
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m links [28]. In the case of labeled graphs, the corre-
sponding number is simply

(
N
m

)
with N ≡ n(n − 1)/2,

and the entropy is everywhere concave. The combina-
torics of unlabeled graphs is considerably more intricate,
since one unlabeled graph corresponds to a class of iso-
morphic labeled graphs, i.e., all labeled graphs related
to each other by vertex renumbering [29]. The standard
solution proceeds via Pólya counting theory [30], and we
provide a sketch of the derivation in the Appendix. We
show there that the generating function for the number
of unlabeled graphs, defined as

gn(x) ≡
N∑

m=0

gnmxm, N ≡
(
n

2

)
, (1)

is given by

gn(x) =
∑
{jk}

(∏
k

kjkjk!
)−1 ∏

r<s

(1 + x[r,s])(r,s)jrjs

×
∏
k

{
(1 + x2k+1)kj2k+1(1 + x2k)(k−1)j2k (2)

× (1 + xk)j2k+kjk(jk−1)/2
}
,

where [r, s] and (r, s) are the least common multiple and
the greatest common divisor of r and s, while

∑
{jk}

stands for summation over all sequences of nonnegative
integers {jk} such that

∑n
k=1 kjk = n [31]. We then em-

ploy representation (2) to compute gnm numerically, and
use these exact numerical results in all the figures in this
paper [32]. Yet for analytical purposes, we cannot work
with the exact expression (2) directly as it is forbiddingly
complicated. Instead, we will rely upon its asymptotics
that we discuss next.

Entropy asymptotics and nonconcavity.— The asymp-
totics for gnm have been worked out in [33], and we sum-
marize the relevant ones below. Notation-wise, if the
symbol ‘⋆’ in an ⋆ bn is ‘≪’, ‘∼’, ‘≈’, or ‘≫’, it means
that limn→∞ an/bn = c ≥ 0, and that c = 0, 0 < c < ∞,
c = 1, and c = ∞, respectively.
Let k ≡ 2m/n be the average degree, C > 1 an arbi-

trary constant, and µm the solution of the equation

µm logµm = 2m, (3)

i.e., µm = 2m/W0(2m), where W0(x) is the principal
branch of the Lambert W function. Then,

gnm ≈ 1

n!

(
N

m

)
if k − log n ≫ 1, (4)

gn,m+1

gnm
≈ n2

2m
if log n ≤ k ≤ C log n, (5)

gn,m+1

gnm
≈ µ2

m

2m
=

µm

logµm
if k ≤ log n. (6)

Observe that (4) implies that, with k − log n ≫ 1,
the number of unlabeled graphs is the number of la-
beled graphs divided by n!. This is consistent with the
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Observe that (4) implies that the number of unlabeled
graphs is the number of labeled graphs divided by n!.
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FIG. 1. The microcanonical entropy log gnm at n = 50 (solid
line) as a function of the number of edges m divided by the
maximal possible number of edges N . The inflection points
are marked with dots (the part between the two dots is con-
cave, while the part outside is convex). The dashed line dis-
plays log

(
N
m

)
− logn!, i.e., the logarithm of the number of

unlabeled graphs divided by n!. This (everywhere concave)
function is effectively indistinguishable from the microcanon-
ical entropy of unlabeled graphs in the central concave region,
but deviates from it in the convex zones near the edges.

This is consistent with the known fact that the labeled
ER graphs are fully asymmetric if k ≫ log n, meaning
that any permutation of node labels leads to a different
labeled graph with high probability [9, 12], identifying
kc = log n as the symmetry transition point. There exist
explicit asymptotics for gnm in the sparse regime k ≤
log n as well [31], but we will not need it. Instead, we
will rely on (6) in what follows.
We first observe that the asymptotic (6) implies that

the microcanonical entropy Snm is not a concave function
of number of edges m in the sparse regime k ≤ log n.
Indeed, using (6),

gnm/gn,m−1

gn,m+1/gnm
≈ µm−1/ logµm−1

µm/ logµm
< 1, (7)

since µm/ logµm is a monotonically growing function of
m > 1. The last equation is equivalent to ∆Sn,m−1 <
∆Snm, where ∆Snm = Sn,m+1 − Snm, so the sec-
ond derivative of entropy is positive, or more explicitly,
2Snm < Sn,m−1 + Sn,m+1, violating concavity. This is
confirmed by the exact numerics in Fig. 1, where we also
show that the inflection point is at kc ≈ log n, and that
for k ≥ log n, entropy is concave, which is consistent with
the asymptotics (4,5).
Broken ensemble equivalence.—We next show how this

entropy nonconcavity breaks the equivalence between the
microcanonical and canonical ensembles at k ≪ log n.
The canonical ensemble of unlabeled ER graphs [32] is
defined by the standard entropy-maximizing Gibbs prob-
ability distribution for a random graph of size n to have
m edges,

pnm =
gnmqm

Zn
, Zn ≡

N∑
m=0

gnmqm, q ≡ e−β , (8)

where the inverse temperature β is the only parameter of
the model, and q is the Boltzmann factor. All the gnm

FIG. 1. Nonconcavity of the microcanonical entropy: (a) The
microcanonical entropy Snm of the unlabeled Erdős-Rényi
model is shown as a function of the graph density m/N for
n = 50, juxtaposed against the microcanonical entropy of the
labeled Erdős-Rényi model, pulled down by logn!. The in-
set zooms onto the critical point at mc/N = log(n)/(n − 1),
where the unlabeled entropy derivative is near its maximum.
(b) The discrete derivatives ∆Snm = Sn,m+1 − Snm of un-
labeled entropy are shown as functions of the graph density
rescaled by the critical value m/mc for different values of n.
The dots are the numerical maxima of the derivatives corre-
sponding to the entropy inflection points.
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need that. Instead, we will rely on (6) in what follows.

We first observe that (6) implies that the microcanon-
ical entropy Snm is not a concave function of number of
edgesm in the sparse regime k ≤ log n. Indeed, using (6),

gnm/gn,m−1

gn,m+1/gnm
≈ µm−1/ logµm−1

µm/ logµm
< 1, (7)

since µm/ logµm is a monotonically growing function at
m > 1. The last equation is equivalent to ∆Sn,m−1 <
∆Snm, where ∆Snm ≡ Sn,m+1 − Snm, so the second
derivative of the entropy is positive, or more explicitly,
2Snm < Sn,m−1 + Sn,m+1, violating concavity. This is
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where the inverse temperature β is the only parameter of
the model, and q is the Boltzmann factor. All the gnm
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graphs with m edges are equiprobable, occurring with
probability pnm/gnm. The key question is whether the
distribution (8) is dominated by a single maximum at
some m = m∗, or whether there are competing contribu-
tions coming from widely separated values of m.

To answer this question, we first observe that pnm has
a local maximum at m = 0 for any q < 1 since gn0 =
gn1 = 1. (There is only one empty and one unlabeled
graph with 1 edge.) The value q = 1 corresponds to
the graph density m/N = 1/2, while sparser graphs have
q < 1 [34].
Next, we show that besides this maximum, pnm does

not have any maxima in the region k < log n. Indeed, if
pnm attains a maximum at m∗,

pnm∗ ≥ pn,m∗−1, pnm∗ ≥ pn,m∗+1, (9)

then in view of (8), this implies that

g2nm∗
≥ gn,m∗−1 gn,m∗+1, (10)

which contradicts the nonconcavity of entropy (7).
We thus see right away that the ensemble equivalence

must be broken, if the canonical ensemble is asked to
produce graphs with average degree ⟨k⟩ < log n. Indeed,
since pnm does not have maxima at k < log n other than
at k = 0, the contributions of probability mass yielding
⟨k⟩ cannot come from a single maximum of pnm in that
region. They can come from two maxima, one at k = 0
and another one at some k∗ > log n, and we show below
that this is indeed what happens. But then, since the
pnm distribution is not dominated by a single maximum
at ⟨k⟩ < log n, the canonical ensemble with expected av-
erage degree ⟨k⟩ cannot be approximated by the micro-
canonical ensemble with the average degree fixed exactly
at ⟨k⟩.

To show this explicitly, we need to analyze the maxi-
mum defined by (9). By the argument above, this maxi-
mum must be in the region k > log n, where the asymp-
totics (4,5) apply. Using (5,8,9) in the regime m,n ≫ 1
and m ≪ N , we get

q ≈ 2m∗/n
2 ≪ 1, (11)

which is the same relation as in the labeled ER ensem-
ble [7], i.e., the Boltzmann factor is approximately the
graph density m∗/N ≈ 2m∗/n

2. We then use Stirling’s
approximation in (4,8,11) to construct the estimate

pnm∗ ≡ gnm∗q
m∗

Zn
≈ em∗

n!Zn

√
2πm∗

. (12)

The values of pnm away from the two maxima, one at
m = m∗ and the one at m = 0, must be subleading, and
cannot contribute significantly to the expected values of
thermodynamic observables. Yet which of the two max-
ima dominates, and by how much, needs some further
analysis [35].

To estimate the contributions from the two maxima,
we first consider the partition function Zn. The contri-
bution it receives from the neighborhood of m = 0 is well
approximated by only the m = 0 term in (8), which is 1,
neglecting all other m > 0 terms, since the contribution
from even the m = 1 term gn1e

−β = q is already negli-
gible thanks to (11). The contribution from the neigh-
borhood of m = m∗ requires a bit more work, since gnm
varies more gently in that region. Using 1 + y/m∗ ≈
(1 + 1/m∗)

y and (1 + 1/m∗)
x(x−1)/2 ≈ e−x2/2m∗ since

m∗ ≫ 1, we get from (5,11) that

gn,m∗+xq
m∗+x ≈ mx

∗ gnm∗q
m∗

m∗(m∗ + 1) · · · (m∗ + x− 1)

≈ gnm∗q
m∗e−x2/2m∗ , (13)

resulting in significant contributions from |x| ∼ √
m∗.

Using this Gaussian approximation, we estimate the
contribution of the region around m = m∗ to Zn as√
2πm∗gnm∗q

m∗ = em∗/n!, the latter equation follow-
ing from (12). The full estimate of Zn, summing the
contributions from the m = 0 and m = m∗ maxima, is
thus

Zn ≈ 1 +
em∗

n!
. (14)

The two terms in this approximation are equal if

m∗ = log n! ≈ n log n = 2mc, q = qc ≡
2 log n!

n2
. (15)

If m∗ is far away from 2mc (or q from qc), then one of
the two terms is negligible. Note that 2mc lies within the
validity region of the asymptotic approximation (5) that
we have used in our calculations.
Next, using the approximations (11,12,14), we estimate

the expected number of edges

⟨m⟩ ≡
∑
m

mpnm ≈ m∗

1 + n!/em∗
, (16)

so at the critical point m∗ = 2mc (15), the expected
number of edges and the average degree are

⟨m⟩c ≈
m∗

2
≈ mc, ⟨k⟩c ≡

2 ⟨m⟩c
n

≈ kc, (17)

coinciding with the connectivity and symmetry transition
in the labeled ER graphs at kc = log n. By ⟨· · ·⟩c we mean
ensemble averages evaluated at q = qc of (15). We can
also estimate the variance of m as [36]

Var(m) ≈ m2
∗ n!/e

m∗

(1 + n!/em∗)2
+

2m∗

1 + n!/em∗
. (18)

Imagine now we decrease q, as illustrated in Fig. 2(a).
As long as q ≫ qc, the second term in (14) dominates, so
⟨m⟩ ≈ m∗ and σ(m) ≡

√
Var(m) ∼ √

m∗, meaning that



4 4

0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1 1.2 1.4 1.6 1.8 2
10

-20

10
-15

10
-10

10
-5

10
0

10
5

(a)
0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1 1.2 1.4 1.6 1.8 2

0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1

1.2

1.4

1.6

1.8

2

(b)

FIG. 2. Broken equivalence and phase transitions: (a) The
middle (red) curve shows the unnormalized distribution
pnmZn for n = 50 and the value of q = qce ≈ 0.13, which is
such that the expected number of links ⟨m⟩ =

∑
m mpnm ≈

88 matches the critical point maximizing the entropy deriva-
tive for the same n in Fig. 1(b) (⟨m⟩ /mc = m/mc ≈ 0.90).
The other two curves show the same distribution for two val-
ues of q slightly above and below this critical value. The
vertical dotted lines indicate the corresponding values of ⟨m⟩,
while the black dots are the local maxima of the distributions.
(b) The rescaled values of ⟨m⟩ are shown as functions of the
rescaled Boltzmann factor q for different values of n, along
with the theoretical thermodynamic limit in (24).

Imagine now we decrease q, thus lowering m∗ ≈ qn2/2,
as illustrated in Fig. 2(a). As long as m∗ ≫ 2mc, the sec-
ond term in (14) dominates, so ⟨m⟩ ≈ m∗ and σ(m) ≡√

Var(m) ∼ √
m∗, meaning that high-probability val-

ues of m are concentrated around m∗, and the canoni-
cal ensemble is identical at large n to the microcanon-
ical ensemble with m = m∗. On the other hand, if
m∗ ≪ 2mc, the first term in (14) dominates, so ⟨m⟩ ≈ 0
and σ(m) ≈ 0, and we are left with empty graphs. If we
want the expected number of edges ⟨m⟩ in our canonical
ensemble to be above 0 but below m∗—i.e., if we want
0 ̸= ⟨k⟩ ≪ kc = log n—then this is possible only for finite
n, and only in a narrow region of q slightly below qc. In
this case, both ⟨m⟩ and σ(m) are ∼ m∗, and the num-
ber of edges m does not concentrate on a single value,
since the two maxima of pnm at m = 0 and m = m∗
provide comparable contributions. The graphs that con-
tribute to the statistical average ⟨m⟩ are either empty,
the probability of which in view of (14-17) is

P = pn0 =
1

Zn
≈ 1− ⟨m⟩

m∗
≈ 1− ⟨k⟩

2kc
→ 1, (19)

or, with probability 1− P , they have a number of edges
close to m∗. None of these graphs have the number of
edges close to ⟨m⟩ < m∗, see Fig. 2(a). The equivalence
with the microcanonical ensemble is thus broken.

This observation is consistent with another notion of
ensemble equivalence based on the large deviation prin-
ciple [14]: two ensembles are equivalent if their specific
relative entropy tends to zero:

s ≡ DKL

n
→ 0, (20)

where DKL is the relative entropy, also known as the

Kullback–Leibler divergence, between the microcanoni-
cal and canonical ensemble distributions. This can be
seen as another form of the requirement that the canoni-
cal distribution with mean ⟨m⟩ must be concentrated at
the microcanonical value m = ⟨m⟩. In view of the obser-
vations above, this is definitely not the case in our case,
so we expect s to diverge.
To confirm this, we recall [13] that DKL = − log pn,⟨m⟩,

which we estimate using (12,13,16) as

pn,⟨m⟩ ≈
exp(−x2

∗/2m∗)√
2πm∗(1 + n!/em∗)

, (21)

with x∗ = m∗−⟨m⟩ ≈ m∗/[1+em∗/n!]. Next, we observe
from (16) that if m∗ ∼ n, then ⟨m⟩ ≪ 1, and if m∗ ∼
n log n, then ⟨m⟩ ∼ n log n. This implies that if we want
our ⟨m⟩ to be such that 1 ≪ ⟨m⟩ ≪ n log n—e.g., ⟨m⟩ ∼
n corresponding to a bounded average degree ⟨k⟩ ∼ 1—
then m∗ as a function of n must satisfy n ≪ m∗ ≪
n log n. If so, (21) implies that − log pn,⟨m⟩ ∼ m∗, so
s ≫ 1.
First-order phase transition.—The situation described

above is typical of first-order phase transitions [36]:
the probability is only supported on empty graphs and
graphs with average degrees k ∼ log n, while attempting
to tune the average degree to ⟨k⟩ ≪ log n results in a sta-
tistical mixture of these empty and logarithmic phases,
and not in individual graphs with the desired average
degree. The resulting abrupt change of the expected av-
erage degree ⟨k⟩ as a function of q is seen in Fig. 2(b).
To show that this phase transition is indeed first-order,

we analyze its thermodynamic limit by introducing new
variables:

Q ≡ q

qc
=

q n2

2 log n!
, M ≡ ⟨m⟩

2mc
=

⟨m⟩
log n!

. (22)

In these variables, m∗ ≈ Q log n!, and (16) becomes

M(Q) ≈ Q

1 + (n!)1−Q
. (23)

This expression has an obvious n → ∞ limit:

M(Q) →

{
Q if Q > 1 (q > qc),

0 if Q < 1 (q < qc),
(24)

indicating a discontinuity of height 1 at Q = 1 (q = qc),
shown in Fig. 2(b) as well.

In labeled graphs, statistical mixtures of sparser and
denser phases are rather common [37–39] and have been
compared to gas-liquid phase transitions [40]. They oc-
cur, however, in more sophisticated ensembles that con-
trol, in addition to the number of edges, the number of
triangles or other small subgraphs [41]. It is remarkable
that in unlabeled graphs, condensation phenomena of
this kind are seen even in the simplest possible ensemble
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pnmZn for n = 50 and the value of q = qce ≈ 0.13, which is
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The other two curves show the same distribution for two val-
ues of q slightly above and below this critical value. The
vertical dotted lines indicate the corresponding values of ⟨m⟩,
while the black dots are the local maxima of the distributions.
(b) The rescaled values of ⟨m⟩ are shown as functions of the
rescaled Boltzmann factor q for different values of n, along
with the theoretical thermodynamic limit in (24).

the high-probability values of m are concentrated around
m∗, and the canonical ensemble is identical at large n
to the microcanonical ensemble with m = m∗. On the
other hand, if q ≪ qc, the first term in (14) dominates,
so ⟨m⟩ ≈ 0 and σ(m) ≈ 0, and we are left with empty
graphs. If we want the expected number of edges ⟨m⟩ in
our canonical ensemble to be above 0 but below mc—i.e.,
if we want 0 ̸= ⟨k⟩ ≪ kc = log n—then this is possible
only for finite n, and only in a narrow region of q slightly
below qc. In this case, both ⟨m⟩ and σ(m) are ∼ m∗,
and the number of edges m does not concentrate on a
single value, since the two maxima of pnm at m = 0 and
m = m∗ provide comparable contributions. The graphs
that contribute to the statistical average ⟨m⟩ are either
empty, the probability of which in view of (14-17) is

P = pn0 =
1

Zn
≈ 1− ⟨m⟩

m∗
≈ 1− ⟨k⟩

2kc
→ 1, (19)

or, with probability 1− P , they have a number of edges
close to m∗. None of these graphs have the number of
edges close to ⟨m⟩ < m∗, see Fig. 2(a). The equivalence
with the microcanonical ensemble is thus broken.

This observation is consistent with another notion of
ensemble equivalence based on the large deviation prin-
ciple [14]: two ensembles are equivalent if their specific
relative entropy tends to zero:

s ≡ DKL

n
→ 0, (20)

where DKL is the relative entropy, also known as the
Kullback–Leibler divergence, between the microcanoni-
cal and canonical ensemble distributions. This can be
seen as another form of the requirement that the canoni-
cal distribution with mean ⟨m⟩ must be concentrated at

the microcanonical value m = ⟨m⟩. In view of the obser-
vations above, this is definitely not the case here, so we
expect s to diverge.
To confirm this, we recall [13] that DKL = − log pn,⟨m⟩,

which we estimate using (12,13,16) as

pn,⟨m⟩ ≈
exp(−x2

∗/2m∗)√
2πm∗(1 + n!/em∗)

, (21)

with x∗ = m∗−⟨m⟩ ≈ m∗/(1+em∗/n!). Next, we observe
from (16) that if m∗ ∼ n, then ⟨m⟩ ≪ 1, and if m∗ ∼
n log n, then ⟨m⟩ ∼ n log n. This implies that if we want
our ⟨m⟩ to be such that 1 ≪ ⟨m⟩ ≪ n log n—e.g., ⟨m⟩ ∼
n corresponding to a bounded average degree ⟨k⟩ ∼ 1—
then m∗ as a function of n must satisfy n ≪ m∗ ≪
n log n. If so, (21) implies that − log pn,⟨m⟩ ∼ m∗, so
s ≫ 1.
First-order phase transition.—The situation described

above is typical of first-order phase transitions [37]:
the probability is only supported on empty graphs and
graphs with average degrees k ∼ log n, while attempting
to tune the average degree to ⟨k⟩ ≪ log n results in a sta-
tistical mixture of these empty and logarithmic phases,
and not in individual graphs with the desired average
degree. The resulting abrupt change of the expected av-
erage degree ⟨k⟩ as a function of q is seen in Fig. 2(b).
To show that this phase transition is indeed first-order,

we analyze its thermodynamic limit by introducing new
variables:

Q ≡ q

qc
=

q n2

2 log n!
, M ≡ ⟨m⟩

2mc
=

⟨m⟩
log n!

. (22)

In these variables, m∗ ≈ Q log n!, and (16) becomes

M(Q) ≈ Q

1 + (n!)1−Q
. (23)

This expression has an obvious n → ∞ limit:

M(Q) →

{
Q if Q > 1 (q > qc),

0 if Q < 1 (q < qc),
(24)

indicating a discontinuity of height 1 at Q = 1 (q = qc),
shown in Fig. 2(b) as well.

In labeled graphs, statistical mixtures of sparser and
denser phases are rather common [38–40] and have been
compared to gas-liquid phase transitions [41]. They oc-
cur, however, in more sophisticated ensembles that con-
trol, in addition to the number of edges, the number of
triangles or other small subgraphs [42]. It is remarkable
that in unlabeled graphs, condensation phenomena of
this kind are seen even in the simplest possible ensemble
of random graphs—the Erdős-Rényi graphs—formulated
in terms of the number of edges alone.
The fact that the phase transition in unlabeled graphs

is at the same point kc = log n as the graph symme-
try transition in labeled graphs [9, 12] is not coinciden-
tal. Compared to a maximum-entropy distribution over
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labeled graphs, the corresponding distribution over un-
labeled graphs can be seen as shifting the probability
masses from more asymmetric to more symmetric graphs,
thus making more symmetric graphs more likely [34]. But
then, as soon as the graph density is lowered from high
values, where almost all graphs are completely asymmet-
ric [12], to the point kc = log n that allows graphs to be
symmetric, also allowing for the presence nodes of de-
gree 0, what is the simplest way to accommodate the
shifted probability masses? As our results indicate, the
simplest, maximum-entropy way to do so is just to move
these masses to empty graphs, simply because they are
maximally symmetric. In the microcanonical ensemble,
the corresponding solution is to have a needed fraction
of 0-degree nodes—“poor loners” in the social network
language—since they contribute hyperexponentially to
the amount of graph symmetry. It is remarkable that
as soon as the expected average degree is k ≪ kc, these
loners dominate in the thermodynamic limit of both the
microcanonical and canonical ensembles.

It would be interesting to see if similar critical phenom-
ena are present in more sophisticated/realistic unlabeled
network models, including the stochastic block model,
latent space models, and the configuration model. Noth-
ing is known about the unlabeled stochastic block model.
First results concerning latent space models were ob-
tained in [34], showing that sparse labeled and unlabeled
one-dimensional random geometric graphs are entirely
different even in terms of their entropy scaling. The exist-
ing results concerning the unlabeled configuration model
say that if all nodes have the same degree [43], or even
if the degree distribution is broad but the fractions of
high- and low-degree nodes are sufficiently small [44, 45],
then there are no new interesting critical phenomena:
the graphs are fully asymmetric, so the entropy of un-
labeled graphs is the entropy of labeled graphs minus
log n!. In contrast, a ubiquitous feature of many real-
world networks are large fractions of high-degree hubs
and low-degree nodes [5, 6], bolstering the network sym-
metry since star graphs are second to empty graphs in
terms of the amount of symmetry. Does this feature of
real-world networks lead to critical phenomena akin to
those we have established here?

We thank Omer Angel for interesting discussions and
suggestions. OE is supported by Thailand NSRF via
PMU-B (grant number B13F670063). DK is supported
by NSF grant numbers CCF-2311160 and IIS-1741355.

Appendix: Pólya counting theory

Here, we outline the calculations in the spirit of Pólya
counting theory that lead to the explicit form of the gen-
erating function for counting the unlabeled graphs:

gn(x) ≡
N∑

m=0

gnmxm, (25)

where gnm is the number of unlabeled graphs on n ver-
tices with m edges. We use this expression in practice to
obtain the graph counting data that underlie our numer-
ics. A systematic mathematical exposition and further
details can be found in [30].
We first express gn(x) as a sum over all labeled graphs

G on n vertices, but if we do so, we must divide the con-
tribution of G by the number of distinct labeled graphs
generated from G by label permutations:

gn(x) =
∑
G

xm(G)

# of distinct permutations of G
. (26)

The number of distinct permutations of G can be repre-
sented as the total number of permutations n!, divided
by the number of permutations that leave G invariant.
Correspondingly, (26) can be equivalently recast as

gn(x) =
1

n!

∑
P

∑
G

δ[G,P (G)]xm(G), (27)

where
∑

P is the sum over all permutations of the n ver-
tices, P (G) is the result of applying the vertex permuta-
tion P to G, and δ[G,P (G)] equals 1 if G = P (G) and
0 otherwise. To compute (27), one appeals to the cycle
decomposition of permutations: each permutation P can
be represented by splitting the vertices into groups: j1
groups with 1 vertex each, j2 groups with 2 vertices each,
and so on (clearly, j1 + 2j2 + 3j3 + · · · = n), and making
P act as a cyclic shift by one unit 1 → 2 → 3 → · · · → 1
within each group. There are n!/(

∏
k k

jkjk!) ways to as-
sign specific vertices to a given cycle structure {jk}. Since
(27) is invariant under vertex renumbering, this lets one
reduce the sum over all permutations in (27) to a sum
over all cycle structures {jk}:

gn(x) =
∑
{jk}

(∏
k

kjkjk!
)−1 ∑

G invP{jk}

xm(G), (28)

where P{jk} is any representative permutation with the
cycle structure given by jk,

∑
G invP{jk}

denotes sum-

mation over all graphs left invariant by P{jk}, and∑
{jk} denotes summation over all jk under the condition∑
k kjk = n. Finally, each vertex permutation P induces

the corresponding pair-permutation P on pairs of ver-
tices, which are potential edges that may be filled or not
filled. The pair-permutation P has its own cycle struc-
ture, splitting the set of would-be edges into groups, with
the edges of each group permuted cyclically. The graph
is only invariant under P if, for each cycle of the cor-
responding pair-permutation P independently, the edges
are either all empty, giving a factor 1 in xm(G), or all
filled, giving a factor of xcycle length. Hence, schematically,

gn(x) =
∑
{jk}

(∏
k

kjkjk!
)−1 ∏
cycles of P{jk}

(1 + xcycle length) , (29)
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What remains is to compute, for each choice of jk, the
number of cycles of each length in the pair-permutation
P{jk} induced by the vertex permutation P{jk}. This
computation is performed in [30], resulting in the ex-
pression quoted in the main text:

gn(x) =
∑
{jk}

(∏
k

kjkjk!
)−1 ∏

r<s

(1 + x[r,s])(r,s)jrjs

×
∏
k

{
(1 + x2k+1)kj2k+1(1 + x2k)(k−1)j2k

× (1 + xk)j2k+kjk(jk−1)/2
}
,

where [r, s] and (r, s) are the least common multiple and
the greatest common divisor of r and s, while

∑
{jk}

stands for summation over all nonnegative integers {jk}
such that

∑n
k=1 kjk = n.
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