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Abstract

For an n-vertex directed graphG = (V,E), a β-shortcut setH is a set of additional edgesH ⊆ V ×V
such that G ∪ H has the same transitive closure as G, and for every pair u, v ∈ V , there is a uv-path
in G ∪H with at most β edges. A natural generalization of shortcut sets to distances is a (β, ε)-hopset
H ⊆ V × V , where the requirement is that H and G∪H have the same shortest-path distances, and for
every u, v ∈ V , there is a (1 + ε)-approximate shortest path in G ∪H with at most β edges.

There is a large literature on the question of the tradeoff between the optimal size of a shortcut set
/ hopset and the value of β. In particular we highlight the most natural point on this tradeoff: what is
the minimum value of β, such that for any graph G, there exists a β-shortcut set H with O(n) edges?
Similarly, what is the minimum value of β such that there exists a (β, ε)-hopset with O(n) edges? Not
only is this a very natural structural question in its own right, but shortcuts sets / hopsets form the core
of a large number of distributed, parallel, and dynamic algorithms for reachability / shortest paths.

A lower bound of Hesse [SODA 2003] for directed graphs shows that if we restrict ourselves to
hopsets with O(n) edges, the best we can guarantee is β = Ω(n1/17) for both shortcut sets and hopsets
[SODA 2003]; this was later improved to β = Ω(n1/6) by Huang and Pettie [SWAT 2018]. Until
very recently the best known upper bound was a folklore construction showing β = O(n1/2), but in a
breakthrough result Kogan and Parter [SODA 2022] improve this to β = Õ(n1/3) for shortcut sets and
Õ(n2/5) for hopsets.

Our result in this paper is to close the gap between shortcut sets and hopsets introduced by the result
of Kogan and Parter. That is, we show that for any graph G and any fixed ε there is a (Õ(n1/3), ε)
hopset with O(n) edges. Our hopset improves upon the (Õ(n2/5), ε) hopset of Kogan and Parter. More
generally, we achieve a smooth tradeoff between hopset size and β which exactly matches the tradeoff
of Kogan and Parter for the simpler problem of shortcut sets (up to polylog factors).

Additionally, using a very recent black-box reduction of Kogan and Parter, our new hopset immedi-
ately implies improved bounds for approximate distance preservers.

*Rutgers University. Funded by NSF CAREER grant 1942010.
†DIMACS, Rutgers University. Supported by a grant to DIMACS from the Simons Foundation (820931).
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1 Introduction

Computing reachability and shortest paths in a directed graph is one of the most fundamental problems in
graph algorithms. In a wide range of settings, these problems turn out to be easier if the path in question
contains few edges (even if the edges have high weight). This dependency motivated the notion of shortcut
sets, introduced by Thorup [Tho92]. Given a graph G, the goal is to add a new set of edges H such that
G
⋃
H has the same transitive closure as G, but for any pair of vertices x, y there is an xy-path in G

⋃
H

with few edges. A generalization of a shortcut set is the notion of a hopset H , where the goal is to preserve
not just reachability but (weighted) distances. We now formally define both these notions.

Definition 1.1 (Shortcut Set). Given an unweighted graph G = (V,E), a β-shortcut set is a set of edges
H ⊆ V × V such that for all u, v ∈ V the following holds: (1) u can reach v in G ∪H if and only if u can
reach v in G and (2) if u can reach v in G ∪H then there is a uv-path in G ∪H with at most β edges.

Definition 1.2 (Hopset). Given a graph G = (V,E) with non-negative weights, a (β, ε)-hopset is a set of
edges H ⊆ V × V with non-negative weights such that such that for all u, v ∈ V the following holds: (1)
distG(u, v) = distG∪H(u, v), where dist(u, v) refers to the weighted distance between u and v. And (2) If
u can reach v then there is a uv-path Puv in G ∪H such that Puv contains at most β edges and the weight
of Puv is at most (1 + ε) dist(u, v)

Motivation There are two trivial extremes for hopset construction. Setting H = ∅ yields a (n, 0) hopset.
On the other hand, if for every pair of vertices u, v we add an edge to H with w(u, v) = dist(u, v) then
this yields a (1, 0) hopset with n2 edges. The interesting question is thus to achieve a tradeoff between the
number of edges and the parameter β. Perhaps the most natural setting to consider is as follows: if we
restrict H to contain O(n) edges, what is the minimum β we can guarantee?

The above is a natural question in extremal graph theory in its own right. But hopsets also play a
crucial role in computing reachability and shortest path in directed graphs in a wide variety of models of
computation such as distributed, parallel, and dynamic algorithms [KS97, HKN14, HKN15, FN18, JLS19,
Fin18, GW20, BGW20, CFR20, CFR21, KS21]. In all of these models, most state-of-the-art algorithms for
computing shortest paths start by first computing a hopset H and then computing shortest paths in G ∪H ,
taking advantage of the fact that these shortest paths are guaranteed to contain at most β edges. Note that
for this second step to be efficient, it is crucial that β is small and that H contain relatively few edges. This
brings us back to the original question of what kind of trade-offs are possible between these parameters.
This question is further subdivided into three subproblems, in increasing order of generalization: shortcut
sets capture reachability but not distances, (β, ε) hopsets capture (1 + ε)-approximate distances, and (β, 0)-
hopsets capture exact distances.

1.1 Previous work

A folklore randomized construction for hopsets, attributed to Ullman and Yanakkakis [UY91] and refined
by Berman et al. [BRR10], is to randomly sample a set of vertices S ⊆ V , and then add an edge of weight
dist(u, v) for all pairs u, v ∈ S such that u reaches v. This yields a (β, 0) hopset with Õ(n2/β2) edges. In
particular, there is a (

√
n, 0)-hopset with Õ(

√
n) edges. Surprisingly, this simple construction still achieves

the best known trade-off for (β, 0) hopsets. Existing work on the problem thus focuses on the simpler
problems of shortcut sets and (β, ε)-hopsets.

In undirected graphs both of these problems admit sparse hopsets with small β. Shortcut sets are trivial
in undirected graphs, as one can simply add a star to each connected component. For (β, ε) hopsets, a series
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of different constructions [KS97, SS99, Coh00] culminated in the papers of Huang and Pettie [HP19] and
Elkin and Neiman [EN19], which showed a (no(1), ε) hopset with O(n) edges and a (O(1), ε) hopset with
n1+o(1) edges. where ε is any fixed constant. Note that these are clearly optimal up to no(1) factors, and
moreover a lower bound of Abboud, Bodwin, and Pettie [ABP18] showed that a no(1) factor is necessary.
See also [BP20, SN21] for follow-up work that refined the no(1) factor.

The focus of our paper is on directed graphs, where such hopset tradeoffs are provably impossible.
Improving upon a previous lower bound of Hesse [Hes03], Huang and Pettie [HP21] showed that there exist
graphs such that that any O(n)-size shortcut set cannot reduce β to below Ω(n1/6); they also show that any
O(m)-size shortcut set cannot reduce β to below Ω(n1/11), and follow up work by Lu, Williams, Wein, and
Xu improves this to Ω(n1/8) [LWWX22]. In particular, these lower bounds show a polynomial separation
between hopsets in directed and undirected graphs. Moreover, all of these lower bounds apply even to the
simpler problem of shortcut sets.

Until extremely recently, the best known upper bound in directed graphs was the folklore algorithm
mentioned above. This left a large gap between the best-known upper and lower bounds: focusing on the
standard case of a shortcut set H with O(n) edges, the best known upper bound achieved β = Õ(n1/2),
while the best known lower bound was β = Ω(n1/6). Very recently, in a major breakthrough, Kogan and
Parter presented the first hopset to go beyond the folklore construction [KP22c]. They presented a smooth
trade-off between β and the size of the hopset, but again focusing on the standard case of a set H with O(n)
edges, they showed that every graph contains a Õ(n1/3)-shortcut set and an (Õ(n2/5), ε) hopset for any
fixed ε.

The result of Kogan and Parter shows the possibility of going beyond β =
√
n for both shortcut sets and

(1 + ε)-approximate hopsets, but it also leaves a polynomial gap between these two settings (i.e. n1/3 vs.
n2/5). Our contribution in this paper is to close this gap.

1.2 Our Contribution

Theorem 1.1. For any directed graph with integer edge weights in [1,W ], given ε ∈ (0, 1) and β ≥
20 log n, there is a (β, ε)-hopset H of size

|H| =


O
(n2 · log7 n log2(nW )

ε2β3

)
for β ≤ n1/3,

O
(n3/2 · log7 n log2(nW )

ε2β3/2

)
for β > n1/3.

Our result improves polynomially upon the previous-best tradeoff for (β, ε) hopsets of Kogan and Parter
(see Theorem 1.5 in [KP22c]). Most notably, for a hopset H with O(n) edges, and any fixed ε, Kogan and
Parter [KP22c] construct a (Õ(n2/5), ε) hopset, whereas we construct a (Õ(n1/3), ε)-hopset. Moreover, up
to logarithmic factors, our tradeoff exactly matches that of Kogan and Parter for the simpler problem of
β-shortcut sets. We thus close the gap between (1 + ε)-approximate hopsets and shortcut sets.

Construction Time The focus of this paper is on existential claims about hopset trade-offs, so we make
no attempt to optimize the time required to construct the hopset. Nonetheless it is easy to check that the
construction in this paper can be executed in polynomial time. On the other hand, a clear bottleneck in
our construction is that it requires computing the transitive closure, so even if the algorithm is refined,
our approach necessarily requires a runtime of Ω(mn). The hopset of Kogan and Parter [KP22c] also
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requires Ω(mn) construction time, but they were later able to achieve significantly faster construction time
of Õ(mn1/3 +n1.5) for their shortcut set [KP22a]. Achieving similarly fast construction times for the more
general problem of hopsets remains an intriguing open problem.

Application to Distance Preservers In addition to their critical role in many shortest path algorithms (see
above), one of the main motivations for studying hopsets is their close connection to other fundamental
problems in extremal graph theory, such as spanners, emulators, and distance preservers. At first glance
these problems appear somewhat different because hopsets are trying to augment the graph with new edges,
while spanners and distance preservers are trying to sparsify the grpah by removing edges; but in very
intruiguing recent work, Kogan and Parter prove a strong connection between these problems by showing
a black-box conversion from construction of shortcut sets / hopsets to construction of reachability/distance
preservers (Theorem 1.1 in [KP22b]).

In partiuclar, using this new black box from [KP22b], the (β, ε)-hopset of Kogan and Parter form
[KP22c] implies a (1+ε)-approximate distance preserver with Õ(np2/5+n2/3p2/3) edges, where p = |P | is
the number of pairs. Applying the same black box from [KP22b], our improved (β, ε)-hopset immediately
implies a (1 + ε)-approximate distance preserver with Õ(np1/3 + n2/3p2/3) edges. For p ≥ n, our bound
matches (up to log factors) the state-of-the-art sparsity of O(n + n2/3p2/3) of Abboud and Bodwin for the
simpler problem of reachability preservers [ABP18].

For more discussion of the definition of distance preservers, and of how our result fits into existing work,
see Section A in the appendix.

Techniques The main challenge of extending the linear-size Õ(n1/3)-shortcut set of Parter and Kogan to
a (Õ(n1/3, ε))-hopset is that their framework crucially relies on the graph G being a DAG. For shortcut sets
this can be assumed without loss of generality, since one can easily reduce the case of a general graph G to
that of a DAG: compute a shortcut set on the graph G with all strongly connected components contracted
(this is a DAG), and add to the shortcut set a bidirectional star for each strongly connected component (2n
edges total).

For hopsets, however, this reduction does not hold. If the input graph G happens to be a DAG, then the
ideas of Kogan and Parter easily extend to a (Õ(n1/3, ε))-hopset; but for general graphs, we must augment
their basic framework with an entirely new set of techniques.

See Section 2 for a more detailed overview of our techniques.

1.3 Notation

Let G = (V,E) be a directed graph with positive weights. For two vertices u, v ∈ V , let distG(u, v) denote
the distance from u to v in G. Let G∗ be the weighted transitive closure of G i.e. each edge (u, v) in G∗ has
weight distG(u, v).

Given a shortest path P ⊆ G, let len(P ) denote the (weighted) length of P . Let |P | be shorthand for
|V (P )|. For a pair of vertices u, v ∈ P where u appears before v on P , let hP (u, v) be the number of hops
on P from u to v.

2 Technical Overview

Recall that [KP22c] construct both a hopset (Definition 1.2) and a shortcut set (Definition 1.1). We use
their constructions as a starting point. Recall that our hopset improves over their hopset, and matches the
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guarantee of their shortcut set (up to log factors).

The Bottleneck of [KP22c]. First, we will outline the shortcut set and hopset constructions of [KP22c],
and then we will identify the bottleneck of their hopset construction and the barrier towards extending it to
match their shortcut set guarantee.

The construction of the hopset of [KP22c] is roughly as follows. They construct a collection of “nice
paths” which are vertex-disjoint shortest paths on β/12 hops taken from the transitive closure G∗ of the
input graph (the nice paths also have some additional properties that we will not specify here). Then they
add two different types of hopset edges: (1) hopset edges for each individual nice path, and (2) hopset edges
from a random sample of vertices to a random sample of nice paths. Type (1) edges are where the bottleneck
occurs, so we will focus on them.

For type (1) edges, the goal is to add hopset edges to each nice path P so that for any pair of vertices
x, y on P , there is a path on few hops from x to y of length dist(x, y). It is well known that one can add
O(|P | log |P |) edges so that for all x, y ∈ P where x falls before y on P , there is a path on 2 hops of length
dist(x, y) [Ras10]. However, if x falls after y on P , then this is no longer possible.

This brings us to the major difference between shortcut sets and hopsets: for shortcut sets one can assume
without loss of generality that the graph is a DAG. (This is because for each strongly connected component
one can simply add a bidirectional star and then contract the component.) Thus, for shortcut sets, for each
nice path P and vertices x, y ∈ P where x falls after y on P , we know that x cannot reach y since the graph
is a DAG, and thus we need not construct a small-hop path in the “backward direction” from x to y; thus,
for shortcut sets, adding O(|P | log(|P |) edges per nice path P is sufficient. On the other hand, for hopsets
we cannot assume that the graph is a DAG and so we are faced with the challenge of constructing small-hop
paths for all pairs of vertices on P , including those in the backward direction.

To get around this challenge, [KP22c] simply add a hopset edge between every pair of vertices on P .
This strategy of adding Θ(|P |2) hopset edges per path rather than O(|P | log |P |) comes at a cost that is
reflected in the final bound. In fact, if we were able to add only Õ(|P |) hopset edges per path, then we
would immediately obtain a bound for hopsets that matches the shortcut set bound of [KP22c]. Moreover,
since hopsets allow for (1+ε)-approximate distances, it would even be sufficient to add Õ(|P |) hopset edges
so that every pair of vertices x, y ∈ P has a small-hop path of length (1+ε′) dist(x, y) for sufficiently small
ε′. However, this is provably impossible. Hesse [Hes03] proved that there exists a DAG with no shortcut set
(let alone a hopset) of size Õ(n) with subpolynomial hopbound (see Appendix B for the details of why this
implies impossibility of our goal of obtaining a hopset for each nice path). Due to this impossibility, it is
not sufficient to simply develop a more refined shortcut set for each nice path P; we will need to change the
larger framework of [KP22c] as well.

General Strategy. Our strategy for overcoming the above impossibility involves two main contributions.
First, when adding hopset edges to each nice path P to get a small-hop path from x to y, we settle for
approximating dist(x, y) to a factor that is sometimes, but not always, worse than the previously mentioned
desired approximation factor of (1 + ε′). In particular, our first main contribution is a subroutine for adding
hopset edges to each nice path P that yields an approximation bound for dist(x, y) that depends on several
different parameters that measure certain properties of x, y, and P . For some pairs x, y on some nice path
P , our small-hop path from x to y will have good approximation (the “easy” case), and we can take the
small-hop path directly. On the other hand, for some pairs x, y ∈ P our small-hop path from x to y will
yield a bad approximation (the “hard” case), but we will show such hard cases always impose additional
structure on x, y, and P . Our second main contribution is a hierarchical sampling procedure whose purpose
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is to take advantage of this imposed structure of the hard case to obtain the final bound.

Contribution 1: Backward Shortcutting Subroutine. We devise a “backward shortcutting” subroutine
that yields for each nice path P and each x, y ∈ P a small-hop xy-path whose weighted length depends
on several parameters. To understand these parameters, we need to introduce a couple of definitions. Let
Gaug be the graph augmented with the “forward” hopset edges for all of the nice paths i.e. for each path P
we add the set of Õ(|P |) edges so that for all x, y ∈ P where x falls before y on P , there is a path with
2 hops of length dist(x, y). The difficult case is thus when x comes after y on P . Now, we will define a
canonical shortest path in Gaug between each pair of vertices, that we call the road (to distinguish it from
the nice paths). For any pair u, v of vertices, the road R(u, v) is a shortest uv-path in Gaug with the fewest
hops among all shortest uv-paths in Gaug. Observe that roads satisfy the standard substructure property:
any subpath of a road is itself a road.

Now, we are ready to state the approximation bound of our backward shortcutting subroutine. The bound
will depend on the following parameters:

• |P | = Θ̃(β), which by construction will be exactly the same for each nice path,

• len(P ): the weighted length of P ,

• hp(y, x): the number of hops on P from y to x, and

• |R(x, y) ∩ P |: the number of times P intersects the road from x to y.

The bound is as follows: after adding the hopset edges given by the backward shortcutting subroutine, for
all x, y ∈ P where x appears after y on P , there is an xy-path with at most 6 hops of length at most

(1 + ε/2) dist(x, y) +
ε · len(P ) · hP (y, x)

|P | · |R(x, y) ∩ P |
.

At first this bound appears quite difficult to parse, so we will give it some meaning. The first term
(1 + ε/2) dist(x, y) is simply the error that we originally wished to achieve (for ε′ = ε/2), but is in fact
impossible. Thus, we will focus on the additional error introduced by the second term. The ratio len(P )/|P |
is roughly the average weight of an edge on P . This is a weight normalization term that we will ignore for
the sake of this overview. Finally, the ratio hP (y, x)/|R(x, y) ∩ P | is the most conceptually important part
of the bound. To understand this quantity, imagine that the subpath of P from y to x hits the road R(x, y),
takes a detour, hits R(x, y) again, takes another detour, and so on. The ratio hP (y, x)/|R(x, y) ∩ P | is
roughly the average number of hops on a detour. See Figure 1.

P

R(x, y)

detour d1

start of d1

detour d2

end of d1,
start of d2

x y

Figure 1: Detours of the nice path P with respect to R(x, y).

Thus, roughly speaking, if P takes small-hop detours with respect to R(x, y), then the backward short-
cutting subroutine provides a good approximation for dist(x, y) (the “easy” case mentioned in the general
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strategy above). On the other hand, if P takes many-hop detours, then the backward shortcutting subroutine
does not provide a good approximation (the “hard” case). Thus, we need a different technique to address
the case of many-hop detours.

Contribution 2: Hierarchical Sampling for Many-Hop Detours. We will take advantage of many-hop
detours using the following simple fact: the more hops a detour has, the more likely we are to sample a
vertex on the detour.

Before understanding how our sampling procedure works, one first needs to understand an important
difficulty that arises in the construction of our hopset that was not present in the hopset of [KP22c]. Recall
that the hopset of [KP22c] includes edges from a random sample of vertices to a random sample of nice
paths. The analysis of [KP22c] is roughly as follows. Consider two arbitrary vertices s, t and consider the
road R(s, t). Importantly, the road in [KP22c] has a slightly different definition than our definition of the
road because for them, Gaug is the graph augmented with all Θ(|P |2) hopset edges between all pairs of
vertices in each nice path P , rather than just the hopset edges in the “forward” direction. Let vfirst be the
sampled vertex onR(s, t) that is closest to s, let Plast be the sampled nice path that intersectsR(s, t) closest
to t, and let vlast be the vertex in Plast ∩ R(s, t) closest to t. See Figure 2. They argue that (1) vfirst is
few hops from s, and (2) vlast is few hops from t. They can thus construct a small-hop path from s to t as
follows: follow R(s, t) from s to vfirst, then take the hopset edge from vfirst to Plast, then take the hopset
edges along Plast to reach vlast, and finally follow R(s, t) form vlast to t.

R(s, t)
s t

Plast

vlastvfirst

Figure 2: The st-path in the hopset of [KP22c].

The difficulty for our hopset is (2) is no longer true. That is, using the above notation, we cannot
guarantee that vlast is few hops from t. This stems from the fact that in the construction of [KP22c], having
all Θ(|P |2) hopset edges implies that a nice path can only intersect R(s, t) at most twice, while in our
construction, a nice path can intersect R(s, t) arbitrarily many times. Even though it is not true in our
hopset that vlast is among the last vertices of R(s, t), a trivial probability analysis shows that it is true that
Plast is one of the last nice paths to intersect R(s, t); specifically, if nice paths are sampled with probability
1/β, then by definition of Plast and vlast there are (in expectation) at most ∼β nice paths that intersect
R(vlast, t). It is not clear a priori how this fact could be useful. We will take advantage of this fact in a
somewhat nuanced way.

Since sampling a nice path among the last ∼β nice paths to intersect R(s, t) does not help us directly,
we would instead like to sample a larger set of nice paths, so that Plast will hit closer to the end of R(s, t).
However, since we use the strategy of [KP22c] of adding hopset edges between the sampled vertices and the
sampled paths, if we want to maintain the size of the hopset then increasing the number of sampled paths
requires decreasing the number of sampled vertices. However, we cannot afford to simply sample fewer
vertices because this would (in expectation) increase the number of hops from s to vfirst.

To overcome this issue, we sample a hierarchy of log n levels of both vertices and nice paths, where in
higher levels we sample more paths and fewer vertices. Then we add hopset edges between the sampled
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vertices in a each level to the sampled nice paths in the same level. Next, we will explain why this method
of hierarchical sampling helps.

See Figure 3 for a depiction of the path we build from s to t, which we describe next. First, just like in
[KP22c], a vertex vfirst sampled at level 0 hits near the beginning of R(s, t). We take the hopset edge from
vfirst to a path sampled at level 0 that falls among the last ∼β nice paths to hit R(s, t). Our next goal is to
find a small-hop path from here to a vertex sampled at level 1, which allows us to take a hopset edge to a
path sampled on level 1. Because twice as many paths are sampled on level 1 than level 0, a path sampled
on level 1 falls among the last ∼ β/2 nice paths to hit R(s, t), and so we have made progress towards t.
We iterate this strategy: in general if we are currently at a path sampled on level i, our next goal is to find a
small-hop path to a vertex sampled on level i + 1, which allows us to take a hopset edge to a path sampled
on level i+ 1, which falls among the last ∼ β/2i nice paths to hit R(s, t).

R(s, t)
s t

level 0 path

vfirst

level 1

level 1 path

useful
detour

vertex

level 2
level 2 path

useful
detour

vertex

...

Figure 3: The st-path in our hopset.

Thus, the question is: how do we get from a nice path sampled on level i to a vertex sampled on level
i + 1 via a small-hop path? Specifically, our starting point is the vertex vlast defined as the last vertex
on R(s, t) that is on a nice path sampled on level i. The key idea is that because only ∼β/2i nice paths
intersect R(vlast, t), the larger the level i is, the more error we can afford to incur per such nice path.
That is, the previously mentioned “easy case” (when the backward shortcutting subroutine provides a good
approximation) has a higher error threshold when the level i is larger. This means that in the “hard case”
these ∼β/2i nice paths take detours of even more hops when the level i is larger.

As previously mentioned, the benefit of having many-hop detours is that it is easier to sample a vertex
on such a detour. However, there is a caveat: not all detours are useful to sample from. Because we need a
small-hop path to a vertex sampled on level i+ 1, the only useful detours are those that start only few hops
from vlast. See Figure 1 for a depiction of the start of a detour. Such detours are useful because if there is a
vertex s sampled on level i+ 1 on such a detour, we can take few hops from vlast to the start of the detour,
and then take the hopset edges along the detour path to reach s in few hops.

To handle the fact that we only care about useful detours, our analysis takes the form of iterative walk
downR(s, t), where at each step we compare the number of steps we have taken with the number of vertices
on detours whose starting point we have reached. For instance, if we walk 10 steps down R(s, t) and hit the
starting point of detours whose combined number of hops is 100, then we have gained a sampling advantage
because sampling any of these 100 vertices would be useful. Generally, we show that the larger the level i,
the more sampling advantage we gain per step of our walk. That is, from above we know that larger i means
that we have many-hop detours (otherwise we would be in the “easy case”), but we additionally show via a
more fine-grained analysis, that larger i also means that we have many-hop useful detours. This allows us to
conclude that for larger i, a smaller sample of vertices is needed in order to hit a vertex on a useful detour.
This is why we can afford to sample fewer vertices at higher levels in our hierarchical sampling scheme.
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Remaining Details. We have described the main ideas behind the construction, however there are several
additional issues that need to be addressed in the full proof. For instance, we need to bound the (weighted)
length of each nice path for two reasons: (1) we need to bound the length of each detour to obtain the desired
distance approximation, and (2) we need to bound the term len(P )/|P | in the guarantee of the backward
shortcutting subroutine. We bound the length of each nice path in a similar spirit to [KP22c]: by only
considering nice paths of bounded length and completely ignoring the rest of the nice paths. Specifically,
when performing the analysis for a pair of vertices s, t, we only consider the “relevant” nice paths whose
length is small enough as a function of dist(s, t).

Additionally, we need to bound the length of the segment of R(s, t) covered by each detour to ensure
the desired distance approximation. To do so, if some such segment of R(s, t) has very large length we
handle it in a brute-force manner; we can afford to do so because there can only be few segments of very
large length.

3 Proof of Theorem 1.1

We will spend almost the entire proof focusing on the first bound listed in Theorem 1.1 for β ≤ n1/3. The
second bound (for β > n1/3) follows from the first after applying a black-box transformation of [KP22c];
See Section 3.4 for details.

3.1 Hopset Construction

Throughout the construction all edges (u, v) added to the hopset H have weight distG(u, v).

3.1.1 Construction Part 1: Using [KP22c] as a Starting Point

In this section, we will describe the first part of our construction, which comes directly from Kogan and
Parter’s construction [KP22c]. First we pick a nice path collection.

Nice Path Collection.

Definition 3.1 (Nice Path Collection [KP22c]). An collection P = {P1, . . . , Pk} of vertex-disjoint paths is
nice if each Pi satisfies the following properties:

(P1) Pi ∈ G∗ (the transitive closure of G),

(P2) Pi has exactly εβ/(24 log n) hops,

(P3) Pi is a shortest path in G∗,

(P4) len(Pi) is the shortest among all other εβ/(24 log n)-hop shortest paths in G∗ \ ∪j<iV (Pj),

and P is maximal i.e. there is no path respecting properties (P1)-(P4) that can be added to P .

Our definition of a nice path collection is identical to that of [KP22c] except for the value of the param-
eter in (P2) indicating the number of hops on each path.

For each path P ∈ P , we add to our hopset H a set H(P ) of O(|P | · log |P |) edges such that for all
vertices u, v ∈ P where u appears before v on P , there is a path inH(P )∪P on only 2 hops whose length is
distP (u, v) = distG(u, v). These edges H(P ) can be computed by a known procedure (see e.g. [Ras10]).
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Vertex-Path Hopset Procedure. In [KP22c], they define a procedure for adding a set of hopset edges
from any vertex v to any path P ∈ P . We will call this procedure the vertex-path hopset procedure. The
guarantee they obtain is the following: One can add a set H(v, P ) of O(log(nW )/ε) edges so that for each
vertex p ∈ P , there is a path in H(v, P ) ∪H(P ) ∪ P from v to p with at most 3 hops and length at most
(1 + ε/2) dist(v, p) + len(P ) (see Eqn. 3.1 in [KP22c]).

We will use the vertex-path hopset procedure to add sets of hopset edges from vertices to paths in P .
However the specific vertices and paths that we choose will be different from those in [KP22c], and are
defined in the next section.

3.1.2 Construction Part 2: New Hopset Edges

In this section, we will introduce our new hopset edges that do not appear in [KP22c]. They come in two
types: (1) hopset edges between sampled vertices and sampled nice paths, and (2) hopset edges on each nice
path.

Vertex-Path Hopset Edges. We define hierarchical levels of sampling, where at each level we sample a
subset of vertices and a subset of the nice paths from P and add hopset edges between them. In contrast,
[KP22c] used only one level of sampling. This hierarchical sampling procedure and its analysis is one of our
two main contributions, as outlined in the technical overview. For each level i from 1 to log n, we sample:

each vertex independently with probability Θ
( log2 n

2iβ

)
and

each nice path from P independently with probability Θ
(2i · log3 n

β

)
.

These samples are nested so that the vertices sampled on level i are a subset of those sampled on level i− 1,
and the paths sampled on level i are a superset of those sampled on level i− 1.

We note that these sampling probabilities imply that with high probability the number of sampled ver-
tices is O(n log2 n/(2iβ)), and the number of sampled nice paths is O(2i · n log4 n/(εβ2)) since the total
number of nice paths is at most |P| = O(n log n/(εβ)). (For the concentration bounds, recall that β ≤ n1/3,
so n/β2 � log(n).)

Using the aforementioned vertex-path hopset procedure, for each i we add hopset edges from each
sampled vertex on level i to each sampled path on level i.

Hopset Edges for Nice Paths. So far we have only added hopset edges to each nice path Pi to ensure
that there are small-hop shortest paths from each vertex u to each vertex v that appears after u on Pi. The
purpose of our additional hopset edges is to create small-hop paths in the backward direction (from v to u).

We will define a backward shortcutting subroutine that we will apply to each nice path. This subroutine
is one of our two main contributions, as outlined in the technical overview. To state the approximation
guarantee of the subroutine, we need to define the following terminology.

Notation 3.1. Let Gaug be the graph G augmented with the previously defined hopset edges H(P ) for all
P ∈ P , that is, Gaug = (V,E ∪ (∪iH(Pi))).

We now define a canonical shortest path between each pair of vertices, known as the road (to distinguish
it from the previously defined nice paths).
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Definition 3.2 (Road). Given vertices u, v, the road of u, v denoted R(u, v) is defined as a shortest uv-path
in Gaug with the fewest hops among all shortest uv-paths in Gaug. Ties are broken consistently so that if
w, x are vertices on R(u, v) with w before x, then R(w, x) is a subpath of R(u, v).

Now we are ready to state the guarantee of our backward shortcutting subroutine. Recall that for a pair
of vertices u, v on a shortest path P where u appears before v on P , hP (u, v) denotes the number of hops
on P from u to v.

Lemma 3.1 (Backward Shortcutting Subroutine). Given a nice path P ∈ P and γ, δ ∈ (0, 1), it is possible
to add a set of

O
( |P | · log2(nW ) log3 n

γδ

)
hopset edges to Gaug so that for all vertices x, y ∈ P where x appears after y on P , the resulting graph has
an xy-path with at most 6 hops and length at most

(1 + γ) dist(x, y) +
δ · len(P ) · hP (y, x)

|P | · |R(x, y) ∩ P |
.

To complete the construction of our hopset, we apply the backward shortcutting subroutine to every nice
path P ∈ P with γ = ε/2 and δ = ε.

The remainder of the paper is divided into two sections. First, we use the backward shortcutting subrou-
tine guarantee from Lemma 3.1 as a black box to prove Theorem 1.1. After that, we prove Lemma 3.1.

3.2 Proof of Theorem 1.1 using Backward Shortcutting as a Black Box

3.2.1 Hopset Size Analysis

We will calculate the number of edges in our hopsetH . Recall that Theorem 1.1 claims the following bound:
|H| = O(n2 log7 n log2(nW )/(ε2β3)). There are three types of hopset edges:

1. those in H(P ) for some P ∈ P ′ (specified in Section 3.1.1),

2. vertex-path hopset edges (specified in Section 3.1.2), and

3. hopset edges from the backward shortcutting subroutine (Lemma 3.1).

The number of hopset edges of type 1 for each path P ∈ P is O(|P | · log |P |). Since each path in P is
disjoint, this is a total of O(n log n) edges.

Now, we calculate the number of hopset edges of type 2. For each level i, we add hopset edges from
O((n log2 n)/(2iβ)) vertices to O((2i · n log4 n)/(εβ2)) paths (with high probability). From the guarantee
of the vertex-path hopset procedure, with high probability the number of hopset edges for each vertex-path
pair is O(log(nW )/ε). Thus, with high probability the number of hopset edges added for each level i is

O
(n2 log6 n log(nW )

ε2β3

)
.

There are log n levels i, so we multiply by log n to get the total number of hopset edges of type 2.
Finally, we calculate the number of hopset edges of type 3. By the guarantee of the backward short-

cutting subroutine (Lemma 3.1), there are O(|P | · log2(nW ) log3 n/ε2) hopset edges of type 3 for each
P ∈ P ′. Since each path in P ′ is disjoint, this is a total of O(n log2(nW ) log3 n/ε2).
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3.2.2 Constructing the Path

Fix vertices s, t ∈ V . In this section we will construct a path from s to t in G ∪H that we will later argue
satisfies the hopbound and distance approximation bound claimed in Theorem 1.1.

The analysis will focus on the road R(s, t). If R(s, t) already has at most β hops then we are done, so
assume otherwise.

In a similar spirit to [KP22c], we will only consider a subset of the nice paths in our analysis, completely
disregarding the rest. In particular, we define a relevant nice path as follows.

Definition 3.3 (Relevant Nice Path). A nice path P is relevant if len(P ) ≤ ε dist(s, t)/(8 log n).

Let Q be the path that we will build from s to t. We will build Q in phases. In the ith phase, for i from
0 to log n, we will build a subpath Qi. The final path Q will be the concatenation of the subpaths Qi.

To define each Qi, We will first define vertices s0, . . . , s1+logn ∈ R(s, t). We will impose the property
that each Qi starts at a vertex that is at least as far along R(s, t) as si (i.e. Qi starts at a vertex u such that
u ∈ R(s, t) and dist(u, t) ≤ dist(si, t)), and Qi ends at a vertex at least as far along R(s, t) as si+1. The
last vertex on Qi is the first vertex on Qi+1. Define these vertices si as follows.

Notation 3.2. Let s0 = s, let s1+logn = t, and let each remaining si be the last vertex on R(s, t) belonging
to a relevant nice path that is sampled at level i.

Note that the si’s appear in order on R(s, t) since the samples of nice paths are nested.
We first define Qi for i = 0 and i = log n. Qlogn is simply defined as R(slogn, t). Let s′ be the first

vertex on R(s, t) that is sampled on level 1. Q0 is simply defined as R(s, s′) concatenated with the path
from s′ to s1 given by the vertex-path hopset procedure.

Now, we will define Qi for the remaining values of i. Fix i 6= 0, log n and suppose we are at the
beginning of phase i. That is, we are about to build a path Qi starting at the vertex si.

We will define certain intervals of R(s, t) as easy or hard. Intuitively, the easy intervals are those
for which the backward shortcutting subroutine from Lemma 3.1 provides a good distance approximation.
Formally, we define the easy and hard intervals as follows:

Definition 3.4 (Easy/Hard Intervals). Let P be a relevant nice path, and let x and y be arbitrary vertices in
R(s, t) ∩ P (if such vertices exist) where x appears before y on R(s, t). We say that the interval [x, y] of
R(s, t) is easy if either x falls before y on P , or hP (y, x)/|R(x, y) ∩ P | < 2i. Otherwise [x, y] is a hard
interval of R(s, t).

Starting at si, we will constructQi by walking alongR(s, t) step-by-step, and at each step we will decide
whether or not to take a path outside of R(s, t) to shortcut directly to a vertex later on R(s, t). Specifically,
we perform the following loop.

Algorithm for constructing Qi
Starting from si, do the following until the phase terminates:

1. Take a step forward on R(s, t) and let v be the vertex stepped to.
2. Append v to Qi. If v = si+1, then end the phase.
3. Go through the following cases, returning to step 1 if a case finishes without terminating the phase:

•• If v = t, terminate the algorithm.
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• If v falls on a relevant nice path P and v is the first vertex on Qi that is on P , then do the following:
Let vf be the final vertex on R(s, t) that is on P . (That is, among all vertices on R(s, t) ∩ P , vf is
the one closest to t.)

– (S1) If dist(v, vf ) > εdist(s, t), then we append a path from v to vf onto Qi as follows. If v
appears before vf on P then take the 2-hop path given by H(P ), and if v appears after vf on
P then take the path given by applying the backward shortcutting subroutine (Lemma 3.1) to
P . If vf is at least as far along R(s, t) as si+1, then end the phase; otherwise, go back to step
1 with vf as the current position of Qi.

– (S2) Otherwise, let veasy be the last vertex on R(s, t) such that veasy is on P and [v, veasy] is
an easy interval. (The vertex veasy always exists since v is a valid choice for veasy). Append
a path from v to veasy onto Qi as follows. If v appears before veasy on P , then take the 2-hop
path from v to veasy given by H(P ). If v appears after veasy on P , then take the path from v
to veasy given by applying the backward shortcutting subroutine (Lemma 3.1) to P . If veasy
is at least as far along R(s, t) as si+1, then end the phase; otherwise, go back to step 1 with
veasy as the current position of Qi.

• If v falls on a relevant nice path P and v is not the first vertex on Qi that is on P , then do the
following: Let v0 be the first vertex on Qi that is on P .

– (S3) If v falls before v0 on P and there is a vertex u sampled on level i+ 1 that falls between
v and v0 (inclusive) on P , then append a path from v to si+1 onto Qi as follows. Take the
2-hop path from v to u on P given by H(P ). From there, take the path from u to si+1 given
by the vertex-path hopset procedure. End the phase.

– Otherwise, do nothing and go back to step 1.

• Otherwise (if v does not fall on a relevant nice path), do nothing and go back to step 1.

3.2.3 Distance Approximation Analysis

For each source of error, we will calculate both its multiplicative and additive error. We will argue that the
multiplicative error for any segment of the path Q is at most 1 + ε/2, while the sum of the additive error
over all sources is at most εdist(s, t)/2.

First, we will analyze the distance error for Q0, which is defined as the concatenation of (1) the path
R(s, s′) which is an exact shortest path, and (2) the path from s′ to s1 given by the vertex-path hopset
procedure, which guarantees that len(Q0) ≤ (1 + ε/2) dist(s′, s1) + len(P ) where P is the relevant nice
path containing s1. By the definition of a relevant path, len(P ) ≤ εdist(s, t)/(8 log n). That is, Q0 has
multiplicative error 1 + ε/2 and additive error ε dist(s, t)/(8 log n).

Next, we will analyze the distance error induced by each of the three types of shortcuts (S1)-(S3) that
our pathQ takes. This is the only additional source of error sinceQ1, . . . , Qlogn simply followR(s, t) when
such a shortcut is not taken.

Distance Error from (S1). If v falls before vf on P , we use the 2-hop path from v to vf given by H(P ),
which preserves the exact distance from v to vf . On the other hand, if v falls after veasy on P , then we use
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the backward shortcutting subroutine (Lemma 3.1), which implies that the length of the subpath of Qi from
v to vf is at most (1 + ε/2) dist(v, vf ) + ε · len(P ). That is, the multiplicative error is 1 + ε/2, and the
additive error is at most ε · len(P ). By the definition of a relevant path, len(P ) ≤ ε dist(s, t)/(8 log n), so
the additive error is at most ε · len(P ) ≤ ε2 · dist(s, t)/(8 log n).

By the specification of (S1), dist(v, vf ) > εdist(s, t), so when going from v to vf we progress more
than a ε fraction down the road R(s, t). This can only happen at most 1/ε times in total throughout
the entire process of building the path Q. Thus, the total amount of additive error from (S1) is at most
εdist(s, t)/(8 log n).

Distance Error from (S2). If v falls before veasy on P , we use the 2-hop path from v to veasy given by
H(P ), which preserves the exact distance from v to veasy. On the other hand, if v falls after veasy on P ,
then since [v, veasy] is an easy interval, by Definition 3.4 we know that

hP (veasy, v)

|R(v, veasy) ∩ P |
< 2i. (1)

By the guarantee of the backward shortcutting subroutine (Lemma 3.1), the length of the subpath of Qi
from v to veasy is at most

(1 + ε/2) dist(v, veasy) +
ε · len(P ) · hP (veasy, v)

|P | · |R(v, veasy) ∩ P |
.

We will simplify the second term (the additive error):

ε · len(P ) · hP (veasy, v)

|P | · |R(v, veasy) ∩ P |
<
ε · len(P ) · 2i

|P |
by Eq. (1)

=
ε · len(P ) · 2i

εβ/(24 log n)
by the construction of nice paths

≤ 3ε · 2i

β
dist(s, t) by the definition of a relevant path.

Now we will calculate how many times we can fall into case (S2). We fall into this case at most one per
relevant nice path P that intersects R(si, t), since we only reach case (S2) if v is the first vertex on Qi that
is on P . Thus, we will calculate how many relevant nice paths can intersect R(si, t).

Claim 3.1. For any i from 1 to log n, with high probability the number of relevant nice paths intersecting
R(si, t) is at most 24β/(2i log2 n).

Proof. The vertex si is defined as the last vertex on R(s, t) belonging to a relevant nice path that is
sampled at level i. Since each nice path (and thus, each relevant nice path) is sampled with probability
Θ(2i log3 n/β), with high probability the number of relevant nice paths intersecting the suffix R(si, t) of
R(s, t) is at most 24β/(2i log2 n) (where the asymptotic notation is removed by adjusting the constant
within the sampling probability) .

Because Claim 3.1 holds with high probability and it is easy to check that we only apply it a polynomial
number of times, for the remainder of the proof we will assume that it holds deterministically.

13



By Claim 3.1, the total additive error incurred during phase i is at most

3ε · 2i

β
dist(s, t) · 24β

2i log2 n
=

72ε

log2 n
dist(s, t).

Taking the sum over all log n phases, the total additive error is

72ε

log n
dist(s, t).

Distance Error from (S3). To get from v to si+1, Qi first takes a shortest path from v to u (using
H(P )), and then takes a path from u to si+1 given by the vertex-path hopset procedure, which guarantees
length at most (1 + ε/2) dist(u, si+1) + len(P ). By the triangle inequality, dist(u, si+1) ≤ dist(u, v0) +
dist(v0, si+1), so the total length of the subpath of Qi between v and si+1 is at most

dist(v, u) + (1 + ε/2)(dist(u, v0) + dist(v0, si+1)) + len(P )

≤(1 + ε/2) dist(v0, si+1) + (2 + ε/2) len(P ) since dist(v, u) + dist(u, v0) ≤ len(P )

≤(1 + ε/2) dist(v0, si+1) + ε dist(s, t)/(3 log n) by the definition of a relevant path.

That is, the segment of Qi from v0 to si+1 has multiplicative error (1 + ε/2) and additive error at most
εdist(s, t)/(3 log n).

This error occurs once per phase. Taking the sum over all log n phases, the additive error is at most
εdist(s, t)/3.

Finally, we take the the sum over all sources of additive error:

εdist(s, t)/(8 log n) + ε dist(s, t)/(8 log n) + 72εdist(s, t)/ log n+ εdist(s, t)/3

≤ εdist(s, t)/2.

3.2.4 Hopbound Analysis

Our goal is to show that |Q| ≤ β.

Hops on Shortcut Paths. First, we will count the vertices on Q that are on the shortcut paths specified by
cases (S1)-(S3). Case (S3) incurs a total of at most 3 log n hops because it is executed only once per phase,
each time incurring only 3 hops by the guarantee of the vertex-path hopset procedure.

For cases (S1) and (S2), for each phase i, we only enter these cases once per relevant nice path that
intersects R(si, t). By Claim 3.1, the number of relevant nice paths intersecting R(si, t) is 24β/(2i log2 n).
Taking the sum over all log n phases, we enter cases (S1) and (S2) a total of at most 24β/ log n times. Each
time we invoke (S1) or (S2), we either take a ≤ 2-hop path from H(P ) or a ≤ 6-hop from the backward
shortcutting subroutine (Lemma 3.1), for a total of 144β/ log n hops.

Hops Not on Relevant Paths. We will count the number of vertices on Q ∩ R(s, t) that are not on any
relevant nice path.

Claim 3.2. The total number of vertices on R(s, t) that are not on any relevant nice path is at most β/3.
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Proof. Suppose for contradiction that there is a set S of more than β/3 vertices on R(s, t) that are not
contained in any relevant nice path. Consider the path PS in G∗ on the vertices of S in the order that they
appear on R(s, t). PS is a shortest path by the definition of R(s, t). Thus, any subpath of PS on exactly
εβ/(24 log n) hops satisfies properties (P1)-(P3) of the nice path collection and is thus eligible to be added
to the nice path collection.

We claim that there exists a subpathP ′ ofPS on εβ/(24 log n) hops of length at most εdist(s, t)/(8 log n).
Indeed, if every subpath of PS on εβ/(24 log n) hops had length more than εdist(s, t)/(8 log n), then since
PS has β/3 hops, len(PS) would be more than

β/3

εβ/(24 log n)
· εdist(s, t)

8 log n
= dist(s, t),

but we know that len(PS) is in fact at most dist(s, t).
Let j be the index such that the nice path Pj is relevant while Pj+1 is not. (Note that there is only one

such index j since the nice path collection is ordered by length.) That is, len(Pj+1) > εdist(s, t)/(8 log n).
By property (P4) of the nice path collection, len(Pj+1) is the shortest among all paths that are eligible to be
added to the nice path collection {P1, . . . , Pj}. However, this is a contradiction because P ′ is eligible and
has length less than that of Pj+1.

Hops at Beginning and End. We will count the vertices onQ0 andQlogn. Qlogn is defined asR(slogn, t).
By Claim 3.1, the number of relevant nice paths intersecting R(slogn, t) is at most 24β/(n log2 n) < 1.
Thus, all vertices on R(slogn, t) are not on any relevant nice path, so the hops on Qlogn are subsumed into
the β/3 hops from Claim 3.2.

Q0 is defined as R(s, s′) concatenated with the path from s′ to s1 on at most 3 hops given by the vertex-
path hopset procedure. The vertex s′ is defined as the first vertex on R(s, t) that is sampled on level 1. Since
vertices on level 1 are sampled with probability Θ(log2 n/β), with high probability |R(s, s′)| ≤ β/ log n
(for a sufficiently large constant in the asymptotic notation for the sample size).

Hops on “Hard Vertices”. It remains to count vertices v that fall on a relevant nice path, such that we
execute the loop on v, but do not take a shortcut path via cases (S1)-(S3). Call such vertices hard vertices.

Fix a phase i between 1 and log n − 1. Let P ′ = {P ′1, . . . P ′k} be the set of relevant nice paths that
intersect Qi (in no particular order). For each j from 1 to k, let vj be the last vertex on Qi such that vj ∈ P ′j
and vj is a hard vertex (if such a vertex vj exists). Let vj0 be the first vertex on Qi that is on P ′j . (Note that
vj is required to be hard, but vj0 is not.)

Consider the outcome of executing the loop on vj0 . If we took case (S1) while executing the loop on vj0 ,
then we would jump straight to the last vertex on R(s, t) that is on P ′j , and we would never again execute
the loop on a vertex on P ′j in this phase, a contradiction. (Note that even if vj is the vertex that we jumped
to, we still would not execute the loop on vj since at the very beginning of the loop, we take a step forward
on R(s, t).) Thus, we took case (S2) while executing the loop on vj0 , so we jumped to the last vertex veasy
on R(s, t) such that [vj0 , veasy] is an easy interval (recall Definition 3.4 for easy/hard intervals). Thus, we
know that vj falls after veasy on R(s, t), and so [vj0 , vj ] is a hard interval. Thus,

hP ′j (vj , vj0) ≥ 2i · |R(vj0 , vj) ∩ P ′j |.

Taking the sum over all j on both sides:
k∑
j=1

hP ′j (vj , vj0) ≥ 2i ·
k∑
j=1

|R(vj0 , vj) ∩ P ′j |. (2)
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Call a vertex a sample candidate if it falls between between vj and vj0 (inclusive) on P ′j for some j. For
all j, none of the sample candidates on P ′j are sampled on level i + 1, because if one were then we would
have taken a shortcut path in case (S3) and ended the phase. By definition, the number of sample candidates
on P ′j is hP ′j (vj , vj0) + 1. Since all of the nice paths are disjoint, the total number of sample candidates is at

least
∑k

j=1 hP ′j (vj , vj0).
Because none of the sample candidates are sampled on level i + 1, and we sample vertices with prob-

ability Θ(log2 n/(2iβ)) on level i + 1, with high probability the total number of sample candidates is at
most 2i−1β/ log n (where the asymptotic notation is removed by adjusting the constant in the sampling
probability). Since this bound on the number of sample candidates holds with high probability and we will
only apply it a polynomial number of times, for the remainder of the argument we will assume that it holds
deterministically. Thus, we have:

k∑
j=1

hP ′j (vj , vj0) ≤ 2i−1β/ log n.

Combining this with Eq. (2):
β

2 log n
≥

k∑
j=1

|R(vj0 , vj) ∩ P ′j |.

Note that every hard vertex on Qi is contained in |R(vj0 , vj) ∩ P ′j | for some j. This means that the
number of hard vertices on Qi is at most β/(2 log n). Taking the sum over all log n phases, the total number
of hard vertices on Q is at most β/2.

Putting everything together, the total number of hops on Q is:

3 log n+ 144β/ log n+ β/3 + β/ log n+ 3 + β/2

≤ β.

3.3 Proof of Backward Shortcutting Subroutine

The goal of this section is to prove Lemma 3.1:

Lemma 3.1 (Backward Shortcutting Subroutine). Given a nice path P ∈ P and γ, δ ∈ (0, 1), it is possible
to add a set of

O
( |P | · log2(nW ) log3 n

γδ

)
hopset edges to Gaug so that for all vertices x, y ∈ P where x appears after y on P , the resulting graph has
an xy-path with at most 6 hops and length at most

(1 + γ) dist(x, y) +
δ · len(P ) · hP (y, x)

|P | · |R(x, y) ∩ P |
.
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3.3.1 Weaker Bound

Before proving Lemma 3.1, we will first prove a claim that we will apply as a black box to prove Lemma 3.1.
The claim has a weaker approximation bound than Lemma 3.1 and concerns distances between pairs of
vertices when at least one of the two vertices comes from a prespecified set S.

Claim 3.3. Given any segment P of a nice path, a subset S ⊆ V (P ) of vertices, and γ, δ ∈ (0, 1), it is
possible to add a set of

O
( |S| · log(nW )

γδ

)
hopset edges to Gaug so that for all vertices x, y ∈ P such that x appears after y on P and at least one of x
or y is in S, the resulting graph has an xy-path with 3 hops and length at most

(1 + γ) dist(x, y) + δ · len(P ).

Proof. We begin by defining the construction of hopset edges.

Construction. Divide P intoO(1/δ) intervals I1, . . . , IO(1/δ) of (weighted) length at most δ ·len(P ) each.
For each vertex v ∈ S, and each interval Ii, do the following. For all j from 0 to log1+γ(nW ), add the
following two hopset edges:

• the edge (v, w) where w is the first vertex on Ii such that dist(v, w) ∈ [(1 + γ)j , (1 + γ)j+1]

• the edge (w′, v) where w′ is the last vertex on Ii such that dist(w′, v) ∈ [(1 + γ)j , (1 + γ)j+1].

Size of Hopset. For each of S vertices and each of 1/δ intervals, we add log1+γ len(P ) edges. Thus, the
total number of edges is |S| · log(nW )/(γ · δ).

Hopbound and Approximation Bound. Fix vertices x, y. First, suppose x ∈ S. Let i be such that y
falls into interval Ii. Let j be such that d(x, y) ∈ [(1 + γ)j , (1 + γ)j+1]. Then we added an edge from
x to the first vertex w on Ii such that d(x,w) ∈ [(1 + γ)j , (1 + γ)j+1]. By choice of w, we know that w
appears before y on P . Therefore, there is a path P ′ in Gaug from w to y with 2 hops and distance exactly
dist(w, y) ≤ δ · len(P ) since w and y are in the same interval Ii. Consider the path formed by taking the
edge from x to w, and then taking the path P ′ from w to y. This path has 3 hops and distance at most

dist(x,w) + dist(w, y) ≤ (1 + γ)j+1 + δ · len(P )

≤ (1 + γ) dist(x, y) + δ · len(P ).

The remaining case when y ∈ S is symmetric to the case when x ∈ S but we describe it explicitly for
completeness. Let i be such that x falls into interval Ii. Let j be such that d(x, y) ∈ [(1 + γ)j , (1 + γ)j+1].
Then we added an edge from the latest vertex w′ on Ii such that d(w′, y) ∈ [(1 + γ)j , (1 + γ)j+1]. By
choice of w′, we know that w′ appears after x on P . Therefore, there is a path P ′ from x to w′ with
2 hops and distance exactly dist(x,w′). Consider the path formed by taking the path P ′ from x to w′,
followed by the edge from w′ to y. This path has 3 hops and distance at most dist(x,w′) + dist(w′, y) <=
δ · len(P ) + (1 + γ)j+1 <= (1 + γ) dist(x, y) + δ · len(P ).
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3.3.2 Final Bound

Construction Idea. First, we will divide P into intervals with an equal number of vertices per inter-
val. Then, we will add hopset edges to each interval individually. The intervals with larger than average
(weighted) length require more hopset edges to achieve the desired distance approximation. We can indeed
afford to add more hopset edges to the longer intervals because there are only few intervals substantially
longer than the average length. Specifically, to add hopset edges to each interval, we will apply Claim 3.3 as
a black box, setting δ to be smaller for longer intervals. Lastly, we will repeat the entire procedure for each
of log n different values for the number of vertices per interval.

Construction. For each k from 1 to log n, split P intoO(|P |/2k+1) intervals of 2k+1 vertices each, so that
each interval is offset by 2k from the previous interval. For a given k, let Ik be the collection of intervals.

Observation 3.1. For any pair of vertices u, v with hP (x, y) < 2k, there is at least one interval in Ik
containing both x and y, and at most two such intervals.

Now, we will define some notation that will be useful. Let µk be the average (weighted) length of
an interval in Ik. Note that µk = Θ(len(P ) · 2k/|P |). Given an interval I ∈ Ik, define `(I) to satisfy
len(I) ∈ [2`(I), 2`(I)+1] · µk.

To apply Claim 3.3, we need to define the input parameters. We use P ∗, S∗, γ∗, and δ∗ to denote these
input parameters (to distinguish them from our local values of P , γ, and δ). For each k we do the following.
For each interval I ∈ Ik, we apply Claim 3.3 k times, each time with a different value for S∗. In particular,
for each i from 1 to k, let Si be a set of vertices constructed by sampling each vertex in I independently
with probability log n/2i, and let S∗ = Si. Note that with high probability |Si| = Θ(2k−i+1 · log n). The
rest of the parameters are set as follows: P ∗ = I , γ∗ = γ, δ∗ = δ/2`(I)+i+3.

Size of Hopset. For an instantiation of Claim 3.3 with given k, I , i, The number of hopset edges added is:

O
( |Si| · log(nW )

γ∗δ∗

)
= O

(2k−i+1 · log(nW ) log n

γδ/2`(I)+i+3

)
= O

( log(nW ) log n · 2k+`(I)

γδ

)
.

Taking the sum over all i, the total number of hopset edges added over all instantiations of Claim 3.3 for
fixed k, I is:

O
(∑k

i=1 2k+`(I) · log(nW ) log n

γδ

)
= O

(2k+`(I) · log(nW ) log2 n

γδ

)
Note that at most a 1/2`(I) fraction of the intervals in Ik can have length in [2`(I), 2`(I)+1] · µk, that is,

only O(|P |/2k+`(I)) intervals. Thus, the total number of hopset edges added over all intervals in Ik with
weight in [2`(I), 2`(I)+1] · µk is:

O
( |P |

2k+`(I)
· 2k+`(I) · log(nW ) log2 n

γδ

)
= O

( |P | log(nW ) log2 n

γδ

)
Taking the sum over all O(log(nW )) possible values of `(I), the total number of hopset edges for a

given k is:
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O
( |P | log2(nW ) log2 n

γδ

)
.

Taking the sum over all k, the total number of hopset edges is:

O
( |P | log2(nW ) log3 n

γδ

)
.

Hopbound and Approximation Bound. Fix vertices x, y such that x appears after y on P . Our goal is to
identify an xy-path that satisfies the guarantee of Lemma 3.1.

The following claim will be useful.

Claim 3.4. At most 4 vertices in R(x, y) ∩ P fall outside of the subpath of P from y to x.

Proof. Consider a vertex w in R(x, y) ∩ P that appears after x on P . By definition, Gaug has a 2-hop
shortest path from x to w. R(x, y) is defined as a shortest path in Gaug from x to y with the fewest hops
among all shortest xy-paths in Gaug. Thus, the portion of R(x, y) from x to w has at most 2 hops. That is,
there are at most 2 vertices in R(x, y) ∩ P that appear after x. By a symmetric argument, there are at most
2 vertices in R(x, y) ∩ P that appear before y.

Set k and i as follows:

• Let k be such that hP (y, x) ∈ [2k−1, 2k]. By Observation 3.1, x and y appear together in some interval
I ∈ Ik. Fix I . (If there are two choices for I , pick one of them arbitrarily.)

• Let i be such that |R(x, y) ∩ P | − 4 ∈ (2i, 2i+1].

Let (R(x, y)∩P )I denote the set of vertices in R(x, y)∩P that fall into the interval I . In the following
claim we will argue that Si hits (R(x, y) ∩ P )I .

Claim 3.5. With high probability Si hits (R(x, y) ∩ P )I .

Proof. The subpath of P from y to x falls entirely inside of the interval I , so by Claim 3.4, at most 4 vertices
in R(x, y) ∩ P fall outside of the interval I . That is, |(R(x, y) ∩ P )I | ≥ |R(x, y) ∩ P | − 4. Thus, by the
definition of i, |(R(x, y) ∩ P )I | ∈ (2i, 2i+1].

Recall that Si is a set of vertices constructed by sampling each vertex in I with probability log n/2i.
Since |(R(x, y) ∩ P )I | ∈ (2i, 2i+1], with high probability Si hits (R(x, y) ∩ P )I .

Because Claim 3.5 holds with high probability and it is easy to check that we only apply it a polynomial
number of times, for the remainder of the proof we will assume that it holds deterministically.

Let s be a vertex in Si ∩ (R(x, y)∩P )I , which exists by Claim 3.5. We will now define an xy-path, and
calculate its length and number of hops. Our instantiation of Claim 3.3 with S∗ = Si and P ∗ = I finds a
path from x to s and a path from s to y since s ∈ Si∩ (R(x, y)∩P )I . Our xy-path will be the concatenation
of these two paths. This path has 6 hops. It remains to calculate the length of this path.

We note that because s is onR(x, y), s is on a shortest path from x to y. Thus, the additive error incurred
by our path is simply the sum of the additive error incurred by each of the two subpaths (from x to s, and
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from s to y). The length of the subpath from x to s given by Claim 3.3 is

(1 + γ∗) dist(x, s) + δ∗ · len(P ∗) ≤ (1 + γ) dist(x, s) +
δ

2`(I)+i+3
· 2`(I)+1 · len(P ) · 2k

|P |

= (1 + γ) dist(x, s) +
δ · len(P ) · 2k−i−2

|P |

≤ (1 + γ) dist(x, s) +
δ

2
· len(P ) · hP (y, x)

|P | · |R(x, y) ∩ P |
by definition of k and i.

The length of the subpath from s to y given by Claim 3.3 is exactly the same except with dist(x, s)
replaced with dist(s, y). Thus, the length of the concatenation of these two subpaths is

(1 + γ) dist(x, y) + δ · len(P ) · hP (y, x)

|P | · |R(x, y) ∩ P |

as desired.

3.4 The β > n1/3 Regime

So far we have proved the first bound of Theorem 1.1; that is, the bound for β ≤ n1/3. To prove the second
bound (β > n1/3), we use the first bound as a black box. In particular, we apply exactly the same argument
(verbatim) as Section 2.2 of [KP22c], except instead of applying their shortcutting algorithm in Step 3, we
apply our hopset algorithm on the graph G′ with parameter β = (n′)1/3/ log n, and passing in the original
value of ε. Their diameter bound analysis suffices to prove both our hopbound and distance approximation.

4 Acknowledgements

We would like to thank Shimon Kogan and Merav Parter for sharing with us their work in [KP22b] and for
numerous extremely helpful discussions.

References

[AB18] Amir Abboud and Greg Bodwin. Reachability preservers: New extremal bounds and approx-
imation algorithms. In Artur Czumaj, editor, Proceedings of the Twenty-Ninth Annual ACM-
SIAM Symposium on Discrete Algorithms, SODA 2018, New Orleans, LA, USA, January 7-10,
2018, pages 1865–1883. SIAM, 2018.

[ABP18] Amir Abboud, Greg Bodwin, and Seth Pettie. A hierarchy of lower bounds for sublinear
additive spanners. SIAM J. Comput., 47(6):2203–2236, 2018.

[BGW20] Aaron Bernstein, Maximilian Probst Gutenberg, and Christian Wulff-Nilsen. Near-optimal
decremental SSSP in dense weighted digraphs. In Sandy Irani, editor, 61st IEEE Annual Sym-
posium on Foundations of Computer Science, FOCS 2020, Durham, NC, USA, November 16-
19, 2020, pages 1112–1122. IEEE, 2020.

[Bod21] Greg Bodwin. New results on linear size distance preservers. SIAM J. Comput., 50(2):662–673,
2021.

20



[BP20] Uri Ben-Levy and Merav Parter. New (α, β) spanners and hopsets. In Shuchi Chawla, editor,
Proceedings of the 2020 ACM-SIAM Symposium on Discrete Algorithms, SODA 2020, Salt
Lake City, UT, USA, January 5-8, 2020, pages 1695–1714. SIAM, 2020.

[BRR10] Piotr Berman, Sofya Raskhodnikova, and Ge Ruan. Finding sparser directed spanners. In Ka-
mal Lodaya and Meena Mahajan, editors, IARCS Annual Conference on Foundations of Soft-
ware Technology and Theoretical Computer Science, FSTTCS 2010, December 15-18, 2010,
Chennai, India, volume 8 of LIPIcs, pages 424–435. Schloss Dagstuhl - Leibniz-Zentrum für
Informatik, 2010.

[CE06] Don Coppersmith and Michael Elkin. Sparse sourcewise and pairwise distance preservers.
SIAM J. Discret. Math., 20(2):463–501, 2006.

[CFR20] Nairen Cao, Jeremy T. Fineman, and Katina Russell. Efficient construction of directed hopsets
and parallel approximate shortest paths. In Konstantin Makarychev, Yury Makarychev, Madhur
Tulsiani, Gautam Kamath, and Julia Chuzhoy, editors, Proccedings of the 52nd Annual ACM
SIGACT Symposium on Theory of Computing, STOC 2020, Chicago, IL, USA, June 22-26,
2020, pages 336–349. ACM, 2020.

[CFR21] Nairen Cao, Jeremy T. Fineman, and Katina Russell. Brief announcement: An improved dis-
tributed approximate single source shortest paths algorithm. In Avery Miller, Keren Censor-
Hillel, and Janne H. Korhonen, editors, PODC ’21: ACM Symposium on Principles of Dis-
tributed Computing, Virtual Event, Italy, July 26-30, 2021, pages 493–496. ACM, 2021.

[Coh00] Edith Cohen. Polylog-time and near-linear work approximation scheme for undirected shortest
paths. J. ACM, 47(1):132–166, 2000.

[EN19] Michael Elkin and Ofer Neiman. Linear-size hopsets with small hopbound, and constant-
hopbound hopsets in RNC. In Christian Scheideler and Petra Berenbrink, editors, The 31st
ACM on Symposium on Parallelism in Algorithms and Architectures, SPAA 2019, Phoenix, AZ,
USA, June 22-24, 2019, pages 333–341. ACM, 2019.

[Fin18] Jeremy T. Fineman. Nearly work-efficient parallel algorithm for digraph reachability. In Ilias
Diakonikolas, David Kempe, and Monika Henzinger, editors, Proceedings of the 50th Annual
ACM SIGACT Symposium on Theory of Computing, STOC 2018, Los Angeles, CA, USA, June
25-29, 2018, pages 457–470. ACM, 2018.

[FN18] Sebastian Forster and Danupon Nanongkai. A faster distributed single-source shortest paths
algorithm. In Mikkel Thorup, editor, 59th IEEE Annual Symposium on Foundations of Com-
puter Science, FOCS 2018, Paris, France, October 7-9, 2018, pages 686–697. IEEE Computer
Society, 2018.

[GW20] Maximilian Probst Gutenberg and Christian Wulff-Nilsen. Decremental SSSP in weighted
digraphs: Faster and against an adaptive adversary. In Shuchi Chawla, editor, Proceedings
of the 2020 ACM-SIAM Symposium on Discrete Algorithms, SODA 2020, Salt Lake City, UT,
USA, January 5-8, 2020, pages 2542–2561. SIAM, 2020.

[Hes03] William Hesse. Directed graphs requiring large numbers of shortcuts. In Proceedings of
the Fourteenth Annual ACM-SIAM Symposium on Discrete Algorithms, January 12-14, 2003,
Baltimore, Maryland, USA, pages 665–669. ACM/SIAM, 2003.

21



[HKN14] Monika Henzinger, Sebastian Krinninger, and Danupon Nanongkai. Sublinear-time decremen-
tal algorithms for single-source reachability and shortest paths on directed graphs. In David B.
Shmoys, editor, Symposium on Theory of Computing, STOC 2014, New York, NY, USA, May
31 - June 03, 2014, pages 674–683. ACM, 2014.

[HKN15] Monika Henzinger, Sebastian Krinninger, and Danupon Nanongkai. Improved algorithms for
decremental single-source reachability on directed graphs. In Magnús M. Halldórsson, Kazuo
Iwama, Naoki Kobayashi, and Bettina Speckmann, editors, Automata, Languages, and Pro-
gramming - 42nd International Colloquium, ICALP 2015, Kyoto, Japan, July 6-10, 2015, Pro-
ceedings, Part I, volume 9134 of Lecture Notes in Computer Science, pages 725–736. Springer,
2015.

[HP19] Shang-En Huang and Seth Pettie. Thorup-zwick emulators are universally optimal hopsets.
Inf. Process. Lett., 142:9–13, 2019.

[HP21] Shang-En Huang and Seth Pettie. Lower bounds on sparse spanners, emulators, and diameter-
reducing shortcuts. SIAM J. Discret. Math., 35(3):2129–2144, 2021.

[JLS19] Arun Jambulapati, Yang P. Liu, and Aaron Sidford. Parallel reachability in almost linear work
and square root depth. In David Zuckerman, editor, 60th IEEE Annual Symposium on Foun-
dations of Computer Science, FOCS 2019, Baltimore, Maryland, USA, November 9-12, 2019,
pages 1664–1686. IEEE Computer Society, 2019.

[KP22a] Shimon Kogan and Merav Parter. Beating matrix multiplication for n1/3-directed shortcuts. In
To appear in ICALP, 2022.

[KP22b] Shimon Kogan and Merav Parter. Having hope in hops: New spanners, preservers and lower
bounds for hopsets. In Accepted to FOCS, 2022.

[KP22c] Shimon Kogan and Merav Parter. New diameter-reducing shortcuts and directed hopsets:
Breaking the O(

√
n) barrier. In Proceedings of the 2022 ACM-SIAM Symposium on Discrete

Algorithms (SODA 2022), 2022.

[KS97] Philip N. Klein and Sairam Subramanian. A randomized parallel algorithm for single-source
shortest paths. J. Algorithms, 25(2):205–220, 1997.

[KS21] Adam Karczmarz and Piotr Sankowski. A deterministic parallel APSP algorithm and its appli-
cations. In Dániel Marx, editor, Proceedings of the 2021 ACM-SIAM Symposium on Discrete
Algorithms, SODA 2021, Virtual Conference, January 10 - 13, 2021, pages 255–272. SIAM,
2021.

[LWWX22] Kevin Lu, Virginia Vassilevska Williams, Nicole Wein, and Zixuan Xu. Better lower bounds for
shortcut sets and additive spanners via an improved alternation product. In Joseph (Seffi) Naor
and Niv Buchbinder, editors, Proceedings of the 2022 ACM-SIAM Symposium on Discrete
Algorithms, SODA 2022, Virtual Conference / Alexandria, VA, USA, January 9 - 12, 2022,
pages 3311–3331. SIAM, 2022.

[Ras10] Sofya Raskhodnikova. Transitive-closure spanners: A survey. In Property Testing - Current
Research and Surveys, volume 6390 of Lecture Notes in Computer Science, pages 167–196.
Springer, 2010.

22



[SN21] Idan Shabat and Ofer Neiman. A unified framework for hopsets and spanners. CoRR,
abs/2108.09673, 2021.

[SS99] Hanmao Shi and Thomas H. Spencer. Time-work tradeoffs of the single-source shortest paths
problem. J. Algorithms, 30(1):19–32, 1999.

[Tho92] Mikkel Thorup. On shortcutting digraphs. In Ernst W. Mayr, editor, Graph-Theoretic Concepts
in Computer Science, 18th International Workshop, WG ’92, Wiesbaden-Naurod, Germany,
June 19-20, 1992, Proceedings, volume 657 of Lecture Notes in Computer Science, pages
205–211. Springer, 1992.

[UY91] Jeffrey D. Ullman and Mihalis Yannakakis. High-probability parallel transitive-closure algo-
rithms. SIAM J. Comput., 20(1):100–125, 1991.

A Implications of our Improved Hopset for Distance Preservers

As discussed in the introduction, very recent work by Parter and Kogan presents a black-box transformation
from hopsets to distance preservers [KP22b]. As a result, our new (β, ε)-hopset leads to improved bounds
for approximate distance preservers. We now discuss in more detail the relevant definitions and related
work.

Definitions and Existing Results for Distance Preservers: Given a graph G = (V,E) and a set of
demand pairs P ⊂ V ×V , an exact distance preserver is a sparse subgraphG∗ ⊆ G such that distG∗(u, v) =
distG(u, v) for all u, v ∈ P . There are two common relaxations: a (1 + ε)-approximate distance preserver
guarantees that for all pairs u, v ∈ P , distG∗(u, v) ≤ (1+ε)·distG(u, v); a reachability preserver guarantees
that for all pairs u, v ∈ P , if u can reach v in G, then u can reach v in G∗.

Focusing on directed graphs, and letting p = |P | be the number of vertex pairs, the state-of-the-art for
exact distance preservers is a construction by Coopersmith and Elkin with O(np1/2) edges [CE06], and one
by Bodwin withO(n+n2/3 ·p) edges [Bod21]. For the simpler problem of reachability preservers, Abboud
and Bodiwn showed a distance preserver with O(n+ n2/3p2/3) edges [AB18].

Until extremely recently, there were no upper bounds for (1 + ε)-approximate distance preservers that
improved upon the bounds for exact distance preservers. But in extremely recent (unpublished) work, Ko-
gan and Parter gave a black-box transformation from hopsets to distance preservers (see Theorem 1.1 in
[KP22b]), and in particular showed that their (β, ε)-hopset from [KP22c] implies a (1 + ε)-approximate
distance preserver with Õ(np2/5 + n2/3p2/3) edges. For p ≥ n5/4, this improves upon the bounds for exact
distance preservers, and in fact matches (up to log factors) the best known bounds for the simpler problem
of reachability preservers.

Applying the same black box of Kogan and Parter [KP22b], our new (β, ε)-hopset directly leads to a
further improvement.

Theorem A.1. For any directed graph G = (V,E) with integer weights that are polynomial in n, and any
fixed ε > 0, one can compute a (1 + ε)-approximate distance preserver with Õ(np1/3 + n2/3p2/3) edges.

Our bound improves upon Õ(np2/5 + n2/3p2/3) of Kogan and Parter [KP22b]. Moreover, for all p ≥ n
our bound matches (up to log factors) the sparsity of Abboud and Bodwin [AB18] for the simpler problem
of reachability preservers.
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B Path Hopset Impossibility

Here, we prove the following claim, which was referenced as motivation in the technical overview. The
proof follows from the shortcut set lower bounds of Hesse [Hes03] (or Huang and Pettie [HP21]) using a
simple argument, and we include it here for completeness.

Claim B.1. Given a positive integer n and a number ε ∈ [0, 1], for any positive integer ` that is polynomial
in n, there exists a weighted directed graph G on n vertices containing a path P with ` hops such that it is
impossible to add Õ(|P |) edges H to G so that every pair of vertices x, y ∈ P where x reaches y in G, has
a subpolynomial-hop path of length at most (1 + ε) dist(x, y) in G ∪H .

Proof. Hesse [Hes03] proved that there exists a DAG with no shortcut set of size Õ(n) with subpolynomial
hopbound. Construct the graph G as follows. Start with a copy of Hesse’s DAG D on ` vertices, where all
edges have weight one; now, add additional edges to form a path P such that P has ` hops, the weight of
each edge of P is 2n, and the vertices of P are ordered in the reverse of the topological order of D.

Suppose G has a hopset H as specified in the statement of the claim. Then, we claim that D has a
shortcut set of size Õ(`) with subpolynomial hopbound (a contradiction). Fix a pair of vertices s, t such that
s reaches t in the DAG D. Consider the subpolynomial-hop path Q in G ∪H from s to t of length at most
(1 + ε) distG(s, t). Since D is unweighted, distG(s, t) ≤ n, so (1 + ε) distG(s, t) < 2n. Thus, Q does not
include any edges from P , nor any any edges in H of weight≥ 2n. Every edge u, v in H has weight at least
dist(u, v) because otherwise distG∪H(u, v) < distG(u, v), which violates the definition of a hopset. Thus,
for every edge (u, v) of H with weight < 2n, u reaches v in the DAG D. Therefore, H is a valid shortcut
set for D.
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