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Abstract

For many random graphmodels, the analysis of a related birth process suggests local sampling
algorithms for the size of, e.g., the giant connected component, the k-core, the size and probability
of an epidemic outbreak, etc. In this paper, we study the question of when these algorithms are
robust againstmisspecification of the graphmodel, for the special case of the 2-core. We show that,
for locally converging graphs with bounded average degrees, under a weak notion of expansion, a
local sampling algorithm provides robust estimates for the size of both the 2-core and its largest
component. Our weak notion of expansion generalizes the classical definition of expansion, while
holding for many well-studied random graph models.

Our method involves a two-step sprinkling argument. In the first step, we use sprinkling to
establish the existence of a non-empty 2-core inside the giant, while in the second, we use this
non-empty 2-core as seed for a second sprinkling argument to establish that the giant contains
a linear sized 2-core. The second step is based on a novel coloring scheme for the vertices in the
tree-part. Our algorithmic results follow from the structural properties for the 2-core established
in the course of our sprinkling arguments.

The run-time of our local algorithm is constant independent of the graph size, with the value
of the constant depending on the desired asymptotic accuracy ǫ. But given the existential nature
of local limits, our arguments do not give any bound on the functional dependence of this constant
on ǫ, nor do they give a bound on how large the graph has to be for the asymptotic additive error
bound ǫ to hold.
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1 Introduction

Real world networks are often enormous. For example, the Facebook network involves over 2 billion
users as of 2022 [29], and the internet easily hasmore than 10 billion nodes [18]. The sheer sizes of these
real world networks makes it hard for an analyst to load the entire graph into memory, or even to fully
determine the entire network (e.g., contact tracing over the entire population for the study of epidemics
is impossible). As a result, testing global properties or estimating global quantities can often be hard.
Examples of such global quantities include the size of the largest component, the size of the k-core,
or the probability and size of an epidemic outbreak under a given epidemic model for the spread.

One possible solution to this challenge is to develop local algorithms, that is, algorithms depend-
ing only on bounded neighborhoods. The general framework for local algorithms is to sample a
vertex v in the graph G, explore its radius r neighborhood (which we denote by Nr(v;G)), and then
compute a local estimate for the desired quantity. This subroutine is repeated for T times and the
average is taken as the estimate. Advantages of local algorithms include reduced memory use, paral-
lelizability for distributed computing settings (each machine doing computation on an independent
neighborhood), and scalability (run time not scaling with the network size).

For instance, a natural local algorithm for determining the (relative) size of the largest connected
component (often called the “giant”) in a graph G operates as follows: Repeatedly draw random ver-
tices v, and output the fraction of them that are in connected components whose size exceeds a certain
threshold (checked, e.g., using breadth first search). Clearly, such an algorithm does not always give
approximately correct answers: it has no way to distinguish between a large connected graph G0 and
a graph consisting of two copies of G0. However, when G is obtained from some random graph model
(e.g., Erdős-Rényi random graphs, inhomogeneous random graphs, configuration models, etc.) it is
know that, with appropriately chosen parameters, the local algorithm gives approximately correct
answer with high probability. These models are locally tree-like, and can be approximated with a
branching process.

In this paper, we analyze local algorithms for the 2-core. Staying a little more general for the
moment, the k-core C(k)(G) of a graph G is the maximum subgraph of G where all vertices have
degree at least k. For many classic random graph models such as the Erdős-Rényi model [34], the
configuration model [19], and inhomogeneous random graphs [37], the 2-core (and more generally, the
k-core) can be analyzed using a branching process approximation, suggesting a natural local algorithm
exploring the neighborhoods of a random vertex. More precisely, letA(k)(Nr(v;G)) be the event that
Nr(v;G)) contains a k-regular tree of depth r rooted in v. A local algorithm would sample T vertices
from the input graphs, and then output the fraction of times the event A(k)(Nr(v;G)) occurs as an
estimate for the relative size of the k-core. With a little bit of extra work, the results of [37] imply that
this local algorithm gives indeed a good approximation for the relative size of the k-core, provided
the input graphs is drawn from an inhomogeneous random graph model (aka Graphon model).

Note that in addition to using that these graphs are locally tree-like, the analysis of [37] relies
heavily on the conditional independence in an inhomogeneous random graph model – once the fea-
tures are chosen, edges are independent. But real world networks are neither locally tree-like, nor do
they have the independence properties of inhomogeneous random graphs. This raises the question:

How robust under model misspecification are these local algorithms?

To address this question, we want to find suitable, fairly general conditions on a growing sequence
of graphsGn such that these algorithms give approximately correct answers with high probability. In
particular, the condition should apply to the random graph models mentioned above. Further, a de-
sirable condition should also generalize to non-tree-like models (e.g., the householdmodels [42, 8, 45]),
possibly after modifying the algorithm to allow for a large number of cycles.
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One natural condition to impose is that the graph instance should “look like” these models locally.
Without specifying a particular model, this idea is naturally captured by the by now standard notion
of local convergence [11, 2], which requires convergence of the distributions of finite neighborhoods
in the sequence.

But such a condition is clearly not enough. Indeed, running any local algorithm on a d-regular
graph with n vertices, versus running it on

√
n disjoint copies of d regular size

√
n will clearly return

essentially identical answers, even though the first graph has a linear sized connected k-core (at least
once d is large enough), while the second one does not. To address this second issue, wewill need to add
a condition which says that the graph is “connected enough” to not fool local algorithms. A natural
such condition would be expansion, but this seems way too strong, since none of the aforementioned
models are expanders, even if one restricts oneself to the giant.

This bring us to the contributions of this paper, which analyzes the special case of the 2-core.
First, we formulate a natural generalization of the above local algorithm for the 2-core that
makes sense for graphs containing many loops, and second we prove that this algorithm is robust

against misspecifications; more precisely, it is an asymptotically correct approximation algorithm
(see Theorem 1.3 below) provided that the sequence of graphs Gn obeys two conditions

1. The sequence is locally convergent;

2. It is a weak expander sequence of bounded average degree.

Our notion of local convergence is the standard one (and will be reviewed when we state our main
theorems), and our notion of weak expansion is a weakening of the notion of large set expansion
introduced in [3]. Before precisely defining it, we formulate our algorithm.

To motivate it, we note that if v is in the 2-core of the r-neighborhood Nr(v;G), then it is clearly
in the 2-core of G. But even if locally it is not, it could still be in the 2-core of G. In fact, for locally
tree-like graphs, we can almost never certify a vertex to be in the 2-core within the local neighborhood.
We capture this in the following notation: given Nr(v;G), we say that v is potentially in the 2-core
if there exists a graph G′ such that Nr(v;G)=Nr(v;G

′) and v is in the 2-core of G′ (note that this is
easy to check in a breath first search exploration starting from v, see appendix for an algorithm that
is linear in the number of edges in Nr(v;G)). Using this subroutine, we describe the following local
algorithm for estimating the size of the 2-core in a graph, as well as that of its largest component,

C
(2)
max(G), where in this paper, we define the size |H| of a graph H to be its number of vertices.

Algorithm 1: Local approximation for the size of 2-core

Input: Graph G=(V,E), locality parameter K, iteration number T

Output: Estimated size of C(2)(G) and C
(2)
max(G)

1 for t=1,...,T do

2 Sample v∈V uniformly at random
3 Breadth first explore NR(v;G) up to the maximal radius R such that |NR(v;G)|≤K

4 Set I
(2)
t =1 if v is potentially in the 2-core given the neighborhoodNR(v;G) and 0 otherwise

5 Set I
(2,∞)
t =1

if I
(2)
t =1 and NR(v;G) contains a vertex u at distance R from v, and 0 otherwise

6 return I(2) := 1
T

∑T
t=1I

(2)
t as the estimated fractional

size of C(2)(G), and I(2,∞) := 1
T

∑T
t=1I

(2,∞)
t as the estimated fractional size of C

(2)
max(G)

Remark 1.1. (i) The 2-core candidacy (Line 4-5) can be checked while exploring the neighborhood.
See Algorithm 2 in Appendix A for an explicit (pseudocode) implementation of the local exploration.
(ii) The algorithm can be parallelized by distributing the T independently sampled vertices across dif-
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ferent computing nodes, each exploring the neighborhood of one vertex. (iii) In the distributed setting,
the time and memory complexity for each computing node is O(K2) in the worst case, withK typically
chosen to be a large constant. Importantly, the complexity does not scale with |V |.

Having formulated our algorithm, we now define our weak notion of expansion. We use the notion
of an (ǫ,δ)-cut of a graph G=(V,E) from [13], defined as partition of V into two sets A and Ac such
that both have size at least ǫ|V | while the number of edges between A and Ac is at most δ|V |.

Definition 1.2 (Weak expander sequences). We say a possibly random graph sequence {Gn}n∈N is
a weak expander sequence if for any ǫ ∈ (0,1/2) there exists δ > 0 (depending on ǫ) such that with
high probability (whp) Gn has no (ǫ,δ)-cut. We say that such a sequence has bounded average degree
if there exists a d̄<∞ such that whp, the average degree of Gn is bounded by d̄.

As mentioned above, this notion of weak expansion is a slight generalization of the large-set ex-
pansion, proposed in [3], with the only difference being that in our definition, δ can depend on ǫ, while
in [3] it cannot. As it turns out, this slight modification makes a big difference for the applicability
of our results, since in contrast to the large-set expansion condition, our condition holds for the giant
of typical random graph models, in particular for the giant components of both the inhomogeneous
random graph [12, Lemma 11.3] and the configuration model [13, Proposition 4.4].

1.1 Main results

Our main result states that for a sequence of graphs Gn, Algorithm 1 gives an asymptotically correct
estimate for the relative size of the 2-core when the sequence is a locally convergent sequences of weak
expanders with bounded average degree. As it turns out, our result holds for more general sequences
of graphs, namely those obtained from the former by edge percolation.

To state these results, we need some notation. First, given a locally finite graph G (i.e., a pos-
sibly infinite graph with finite degrees) and a vertex v in G, we use C(v;G) to denote the connected
component of v in G. Next, given a graph G and a parameter p∈ [0,1], we define a percolated graph,
G(p), by independently deleting each edge with probability 1−p.

Finally, we recall that a sequence of graphs Gn is called locally convergent, if the distribution of
the r-neighborhoods of a random vertex in Gn converges for all r. Formally, let G∗ be the space of
all rooted, locally finite graphs. We will identify two rooted graphs in G∗ if they are isomorphic, with
isomorphism defined by the existence of a bijection between the vertex sets that map the root into the
root, edges into edges, and non-edges into non-edges. One then defines a distance dloc on G∗ by setting
dloc(G,G′))= 1

1+R where R is the largest R such that the balls of radius R around the roots in G and
G′ are isomorphic. This metric turns G∗ into a metric space. One then defines a sequence of Gn to be
locally convergent if there exists ameasureµ onG∗ such that for all continuous, bounded functions f on
G∗, the empirical averages 1

n

∑

vn∈Gn
f(Gn,vn) converge

1 to Eµ[f ], where for notational convenience,
we have assume that Gn has precisely n vertices, a convention we use throughout this paper.

Given a sample (G,o) drawn from the limit µ, we then consider the percolated graph, G(p), and
determine the probability, ζ(p), that the component of the root is infinite,

ζ(p) :=P(G,o)∼µ(|C(o;G(p))|=∞). (1)

We call ζ the percolation function. Noting that ζ is non-decreasing, we define the percolation thresh-
old pc=pc(µ) as pc :=inf{p∈ [0,1] :ζ(p)>0}. As wewill see in Theorem 2.1 below, for all p 6=pc, the size

1If the sequences Gn is random, this quantity is random, and we require convergence in probability (we will always
assume that µ is deterministic, making the right hand side non-random).
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of the largest component in the percolated sequence Gn(p) divided by n converges to ζ(p) when the
sequenceGn is locally convergent with bounded average degree and obeys our weak expander assump-
tion. This in particular implies that pc is a threshold for the appearance of a giant component inGn(p).

With these preparations, we are able to state our main result.

Theorem 1.3 (Local algorithm for the 2-core). Let ǫ>0 be some fixed error tolerance. Assume that
{Gn}n∈N is a locally convergent weak expander sequence of bounded average degree, and p 6=pc. Then
there exist constants K,T such that Algorithm 1 estimates the relative size of the 2-core (of the entire
graph and/or of its largest connected component) up to an ǫ additive error for the percolated graph
Gn(p) with high probability. That is, with input Gn(p), and parameters K, T sufficiently large, the
output of Algorithm 1 satisfies

∣

∣

∣

∣

1

n
|C(2)(Gn(p))|−I(2)

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤ǫ and

∣

∣

∣

∣

1

n
|C(2)

max(Gn(p))|−I(2,∞)

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤ǫ, (2)

each with probability at least 1−ǫ for n sufficiently large. Furthermore, the required number of itera-
tions T can be bounded by C 1

ǫ2
log 1

ǫ for some universal constant C.

To prove the theorem, we will analyze the local neighborhoods of a random vertex v in Gn, and
examine under which condition a random vertex v that is potentially in the 2-core, given the neigh-
borhood NR(v;G) is actually in the 2-core. As we will see, asymptotically, as R→∞, this is the case
for most vertices v when the graph is a weak expander of bounded average degree. As a byproduct
of implementing this proof strategy, we will first prove the following theorem about the asymptotic

size of C(2)(G(p)) and C
(2)
max(G(p)).

To state it, we define the analogue of the percolation function ζ for the 2-core. To this end, we con-
sider an infinite, rooted graph (G,o) drawn from the limiting distribution µ of our locally convergent
sequence Gn, and consider the 2-core C(2)(G(p)) of the percolated graph G(p). It will be convenient
to divide C(2)(G(p)) into the union of all its finite components, C(2,<∞)(G(p)), and the remainder,
C(2,∞)(G(p))=C(2)(G(p))\C(2,<∞)(G(p)). We then define three quantities: the probability that the
root is in an infinite component of the 2-core after percolation,

ζ(2,∞)(p) :=P(G,o)∼µ(o∈C(2,∞)(G(p))), (3)

the analogue for finite components, ζ(2,<∞)(p;µ) :=P(G,o)∼µ(o∈C(2,<∞)(G(p))), and the sum of the
two, which we can write as

ζ(2)(p) :=ζ(2,<∞)(p)+ζ(2,∞)(p)=P(G,o)∼µ(o∈C(2)(G(p)). (4)

To get an intuition for this quantity, we note that if Gn is locally tree-like, then G is almost surely
a tree, and o∈C(2)(G(p)) if and only if there are two disjoint path from o to ∞ in G(p). Note that
this will in particular imply that the root lies in an infinite component of the 2-core of G(p), i.e.,
ζ(2)(p)=ζ(2,∞)(p). But in general, we get contributions from both ζ(2,<∞)(p) and ζ(2,∞)(p). We call
ζ(2,∞)(p) the percolation function for the giant 2-core2.

Theorem 1.3 essentially reduces to the following statement on the convergence of relative sizes of
2-cores to the corresponding percolation functions.

2It is often more instructive to study the emergence of a giant (i.e., global) 2-core in percolation, as the small
components of the 2-core depend heavily on local structure of the graphs. For instance, consider the following household
model, where we replace each vertex in an Erdős-Rényi random graph with a triangle, attaching existing edges to the
three vertices at random independently. For any p∈(0,1), there will always be a constant fraction of the households that
are preserved in percolation with probability p, yet a giant 2-core can only exist above the standard percolation threshold.
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Theorem 1.4 (Size of the 2-core). Let {Gn}n∈N be a sequence of graphs on n vertices converging
locally to µ as n→∞. Assume that the sequence is a weak expander sequence with bounded average
degrees. Then, for all p 6=pc,

1

n
|C(2)(Gn(p))| p→ζ(2)(p) and

1

n
|C(2)

max(Gn(p))| p→ζ(2,∞)(p). (5)

Proof ideas. To prove the Theorem 1.4 we use a two step sprinkling argument. In the first step,
we use sprinkling to establish the existence of a non-empty 2-core inside the giant. This non-empty
2-core then serves as the seed for a linear sized 2-core in a second second sprinkling argument. The
second step is based on a novel coloring scheme for the vertices in the tree-part.

Open directions. From an algorithmic point of view, it would be interesting to consider what other
parameters can be well approximated by a local algorithm under our weak expansion condition, with
the size of the k-core for k≥3 being a natural candidate. Second, from a more structural perspective,
an interesting question is whether the weak expansion property is preserved (for the giant connected
component) whp under percolation.

1.2 Related works

The notion of a k-core (or k-degeneracy) was first introduced in [24, 41] as a way to capture cohesion
and robustness of a network. The size of the k-core was studied for several random graph models,
including the Erdős-Rényi model [34], inhomogeneous random graphs [37], and the configuration
model [19]. These models, being locally tree-like, see a k-core within a giant connected component
when the parameters are above a certain critical threshold. For these models, it is also well known
that the giant component is unique in edge percolation, with its size given in terms of the survival
probability of a suitable birth process (e.g., [14, 12, 15]).

The question whether these results for the giant hold in some model free settings has only been
analyzed recently [5, 10, 20, 39]. The main assumptions used in these works are local convergence
(originally introduced in a different context in [2, 11]), and some notion of expansion. Sprinkling argu-
ments are used in several of these papers, even though the technique is of course much older and goes
back to Erdős and Rényi [14]. Note that it is a-priori not clear what should replace the survival proba-
bility of a birth process when the graphs are not locally tree-like, and indeed, the results for the size of
the giant in all these works assume that the local limit is supported on trees. The above question was
independently answered in [3] and [44], where it was realized that the percolation function (1) should
take the role of the survival probability when the graph is not locally tree-like. Continuing in the line of
research of [5, 10, 20, 39], the authors of [3] then replaced the bounded degree expander assumptions of
the previous work by theweaker assumption of large set expanders of bounded average degree, a condi-
tion they then established for many more realistic models, including preferential attachment [35, 9]3.

However, before this paper, very little was known about the size of k-cores in the absence of
specific modeling assumption. Our results generalize the condition in [3], and determine the size of
both the giant and the 2-core in percolation under this weakened assumption.

Finally, local algorithms on networks have been extensively studied as a solution to the challenge
arising from enormous networks. The earliest works date back to [7, 25] from a distributed computing
perspective. Lower bounds were established to characterize the tradeoff between locality and approx-
imation quality (e.g., [25, 30, 22, 21, 17]). In recent years, there has also been a significant growth of
the local computation algorithm community following the work by Rubinfeld et al. [38], which shares
a similar emphasis on locality within massive graphs but employs a different complexity metric. A

3Unfortunately, the giant component of an Erdős-Rényi random graph generally does not satisfy this condition.
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variety of problems have been considered, often involving combinatorial optimization on massive net-
works. Examples includemaximal independent sets [40, 16], maximal matchings [31, 27], vertex cover
[32, 31], distance estimation [28], graph spanners [33, 23], page rank [6], and cluster detection [36, 26].

Most closely related to this work is the work of [4], who consider the problem of local estimation
of the probability and size of epidemic outbreaks on networks, giving an algorithm with theoretical
guarantees for an epidemic model where the duration of an infection is deterministic, provided the
underlying contact network is a large set expander of bounded average degree that converges locally.
In spirit our work is closely related to this work.

2 Preliminaries

Weak expansion and robustness against attacks. We first note that for any sequence of
weak set expanders, 1

n |Cmax(Gn)| → 1 in probability. Indeed, fix ǫ ∈ (0, 1/2), and assume that
|Cmax(Gn)|≤(1−ǫ)n. By the definition ofweak expansion, we can find a δ such that the edge boundary
of Cmax(Gn) is at least δn whp. But the edge boundary of Cmax(Gn) is empty, giving a contradiction.

The same argument shows that for any tolerance parameter ǫ ∈ (0,1/2), there exists a “safety
margin” δ>0 such that whp, no adversarial attacker can reduce the size of the giant by more than ǫn
vertices unless they can delete at least δn edges (robustness against adversarial attacks). It is finally
not hard to see that both properties in turn imply weak expansion, showing that weak expansion is
equivalent to the two statements that (a) the giant contains all but o(n) vertices, and (b) the giant is
robust against adversarial attacks.

Note that this robustness against adversarial attack implies robustness against random edge dele-
tions, i.e., it show that given any ǫ ∈ (0,1/2) there exists δ > 0 such the size of the giant in the
percolated graphs Gn(p) is whp larger than (1−ǫ)n provided p>1− δ

2d̄
.

Size of the giant component in percolation. For a slightly stronger notion of expansion, the
following theorem was proved in [3]. It turns out that the proofs in [3] easily generalize to our notion
of expansion, yielding the following theorem. We sketch its proof in Appendix C.

Theorem 2.1. Let {Gn}n∈N be a locally converging sequence of weak expanders with bounded average

degree, with limit law µ∈G∗. Then 1
n |Cmax(Gn(p))| p→ ζ(p) for all p 6=pc. Furthermore, ζ is continuous

except possibly at pc.

Remark 2.2. In view of our remarks on weak expansion and robustness against random edge dele-
tions, one easily sees that under the assumptions of the theorem, ζ(p)→ 1 as p→ 1, so in particular
pc<1.

3 Convergence of the relative size of the 2-core

We will now sketch the proof of our main proposition, Proposition 3.4, on the convergence of relative

size of the 2-core inGn(p). We will focus onC
(2)
max(Gn(p)), the giant component of the 2-core; the small

components (e.g., isolated cycles, etc.) are local and will be handled in Appendix F using standard
techniques.

3.1 Emergence of a non-empty 2-core in the giant above pc

We start with the following proposition, which states that for p>pc, with positive probability, the root
of a graph drawn from the limiting distribution µ remains in an infinite 2-core even after percolation.
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Proposition 3.1 (Emergence of infinite 2-core above criticality). For µ a local limit of weak ex-
panders, we have ζ(2,∞)(p)>0 whenever p>pc and ζ(2,∞)(p)=0 whenever p<pc.

Proof sketch. To prove the non-trivial part of the proposition (the statement above pc), we use that
by the properties of local limits, namely ergodicity, the probability of the root lying in an infinite
component of the 2-core is non-zero if and only if the probability that there exists a vertex at a finite
distance from the root which lies in the infinite 2-core is non-zero, see Corollary G.2 in Appendix G.1.
To relate this probability to the probability of the an infinite component in the local limit, we will
use the following identity,

P

(

o∈
⋃

r∈N

Nr(C
(2,∞)(G(p)))

)

=P(|C(o;G(p))|=∞), (6)

where the r-neighborhood Nr(A;G) for a vertex set A⊆V is simply
⋃

v∈ANr(v;G). This identity is
also proven in Appendix G.1, and is related to the fact that for a local limit of weak expanders, it is
impossible to have only one path to infinity above pc.

Given that we already know that above pc there is a unique giant of linear size (Theorem 2.1), the
second statement of the theorem suggests that percolation on Gn above criticality should also leave
a linear sized giant 2-core, of asymptotic size nζ(2,∞)(p). We will prove this in the next subsection,
but here we will only establish the following proposition, with the weaker statement that the giant
component contains a non-empty 2-core above pc. This non-empty 2-core will later seed another
sprinkling argument to prove the existence of a linear sized 2-core.

Proposition 3.2 (Nontrivial 2-core of the giant component). For p>pc, C
(2)(Cmax(Gn(p))) 6=∅ whp.

To sketch the proof of this proposition, we need some notation. Recall that ζ(2,∞) is defined in
terms ofC(2,∞)(G), which is the union of the infinite components of the 2-core of a graphG. LetN+

ℓ (v)
be the graph obtained fromNℓ(v) by planting an infinite ray on each vertex at distance ℓ from v. We
then defineC(2,ℓ)(G) as the set of vertices v in V (G) such that v∈C(2,∞)(N+

ℓ (v)). In other words, v∈
C(2,ℓ)(G) if local information about the ℓ-neighborhood cannot rule it out as part of the infinite 2-core.

Since every vertex in C(2,ℓ)(Gn(p)) is in a connected component of size at least ℓ, and the
combined size of all such components except the largest one is arbitrarily small for ℓ sufficiently
large (this is a consequence of the uniqueness of the giant, or more precisely, of the fact that
|n−1Cmax(Gn(p))|→p ζ(p)), we can guarantee |C(2,ℓ)(Gn(p))\Cmax(Gn(p))|≤ǫn for any ǫ>0 granted
that we choose ℓ sufficiently large. The following lower bound on the size of C(2,ℓ)(Cmax(Gn(p)))
follows immediately, see Appendix G.1 for the complete argument.

Lemma 3.3. For any ǫ>0 and p∈(pc,1], we have for ℓ sufficiently large

1

n
|C(2,ℓ)(Cmax(Gn(p)))|≥ζ(2,∞)(p)−ǫ whp. (7)

Lemma 3.3 suggests that about a correct fraction of vertices in the giant locally look like part of
the 2-core. One might hope to directly argue that most of such vertices are intricately connected and
therefore truly in the 2-core. We don’t know how to prove this directly, and therefore first establish
Proposition 3.2 using a first sprinkling argument, and then use the non-empty 2-core in the giant as
a seed for a second, more complicated sprinkling argument.

Proof of Proposition 3.2. Fix p′ ∈ (pc,p). We may assume that Cmax(Gn(p
′)) is a tree; otherwise its

2-core is already nonempty. By Lemma 3.3, we know that, for sufficiently large ℓ, we have

1

n
|C(2,ℓ)(Cmax(Gn(p

′)))|≥ǫ :=ζ(2,∞)(p′)/2>0 (8)

7



whp, and wemay condition on this event. Consider a connected subgraphH⊆Cmax(Gn(p
′)) with size

⌊ǫn/2⌋, constructed, e.g., through breadth/depth first search from a leaf of tree. Removing H (i.e.,
all vertices along with edges incident to them) from Cmax(Gn(p

′)) leaves a forest, i.e., a collection of
disjoint trees on vertices in Cmax(Gn(p

′))\H.
At this point, let us define the following terminology, which we will find useful later. Consider a fi-

nite connected graphG and a nonempty connected subgraphH⊆G that contains the 2-core ofG (pos-
sibly empty). ThenG\H is a forest, where each tree has a unique vertex that connects toH inG. We
think of this vertex as its root, and orient the tree towards the root (we call this direction downstream).
We define the downstream of u /∈H, denoted ds(u), as the set of vertices strictly between u andH, and
the upstream of u, denoted us(u), is the set of vertices v /∈H with u∈ds(v). The depth of u /∈H towards
H inG, denoted depthH(u;G) is recursively defined as 1 if u is a leaf node (i.e., has degree 1) inG and
1+maxv∈us(u)depthH(v;G) otherwise. Observe that removingH fromG leaves a forest. Each tree has
a unique vertex with maximal depth h, which happens to be the root. See Figure 1 for an illustration.

Now we return to the setting where G = Cmax(Gn(p
′)), with H ⊆ Cmax(Gn(p

′)) of size ⌊ǫn/2⌋.
Let F be the sub-forest of Cmax(Gn(p

′))\H consisting of trees of size ℓ or larger. Then any vertex
v∈Cmax(Gn(p

′)) not inH orF must have its entire upstream contained in the interior ofNℓ(v;Gn(p
′));

by the definition of C(2,ℓ), this implies it cannot be in C(2,ℓ)(Cmax(Gn(p
′))), see again Figure 1 for an

illustration. Put differently, all vertices of C(2,ℓ)(Cmax(Gn(p
′))) must be either in H or F . Thus,

|V (F )|≥|V (F )∩C(2,ℓ)(Cmax(Gn(p
′)))|≥|C(2,ℓ)(Cmax(Gn(p

′)))|−|V (H)|≥ǫn− ǫn

2
=

ǫn

2
. (9)

This leaves us with H and F both containing at least ǫn/3 vertices. By weak expansion of Gn, the
minimum cut between H and F in Gn is at least δn for some δ depending only on ǫ, which translate
through Menger’s theorem to δn disjoint paths joining H and F in Gn. Since |E(Gn)| ≤ d̄n/2 whp,
at least δn/2 of these paths have a length at most L= d̄/δ. On the other hand, F consists of at most
n/ℓ trees, and thus the number of disjoint paths from F to H in Gn(p

′) is at most n/ℓ (recall that
Cmax(Gn(p

′)) is assumed to be a tree). Choose ℓ > 4/δ so that n/ℓ < δn/4, leaving at least δn/4
disjoint paths in Gn that join H with F and are not fully contained in the tree Cmax(Gn(p

′)).
We now sprinkle edges with probability β=1− 1−p

1−p′ to obtain Gn(p) from Gn(p
′); that is, obtain

an independent copy of Gn(β) and set Gn(p) to contain the union of (edges in) Gn(p
′) and Gn(β).

The probability that none of the δn/4 disjoint paths of length at most L show up in Gn(β) is upper
bounded by (1−βL)δn/4 → 0 as n→∞. Thus there exist, with high probability, two non-identical
paths in Cmax(Gn(p)) between some pair of vertices u ∈H and v ∈ F , implying that Cmax(Gn(p))
cannot be a tree and must have a nonempty 2-core.
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Figure 1: The forest G\H, oriented in the downstream direction, with vertices annotated with their
depths towards H. For the choice of ℓ=4, the red vertices cannot possibly be in C(2,ℓ)(G).

3.2 Convergence of the relative size of 2-core in percolation

In this section, we sketch the proof of the convergence in probability of the relative size of the giant
2-core ofGn(p), focusing on the lower bound, since the upper bound follows from standard arguments
using the local convergence and does not require expansion properties. We defer many of the details
to the appendices, including the proof of the upper bound for the giant 2-core (Appendix E), and the
size of the entire 2-core (Appendix F). The desired lower bound is given in the following proposition.

Proposition 3.4 (Lower bound on the giant 2-core size). For any ǫ>0 and p 6=pc, we have

1

n
|C(2)

max(Gn(p))|≥
1

n
|C(2)(Cmax(Gn(p)))|≥ζ(2,∞)(p)−ǫ whp. (10)

To prove the proposition, we introduce the following color scheme (see Figure 2 in Appendix G.2
for an illustration). Let G=(V,E) be a finite connected graph, and let H⊆G contain C(2)(G). Due
to Corollary 3.2, it suffices to consider C(2)(G) 6= ∅. Color vertices and edges of G as follows with a
localization parameter ℓ∈N:

1. We color a vertex v /∈H red if depthH(v;G)≤ ℓ, and we color it purple, if depthH(v;G)> 2ℓ
and (depthH(v;G)mod 2ℓ)∈{1,2,...,ℓ}; otherwise we leave it black.

2. Color each edge between same-colored vertices with consecutive depths using the same color
as its endpoints. This creates red and purple connected components in G\H, which we call
colored segments. Call a segment complete if it contains a vertex with depth divisible by ℓ and
incomplete otherwise.

3. In each incomplete purple segment, revert the color of the vertices and edges (to black). In
each incomplete red segment, color the vertices and edges (along with the edge immediately
downstream the segment) gray, which will be subsequently ignored.

We will call a vertex outsideH colored if at the end of this process, it is colored red or purple. Note
that by construction, all colored segments in G\H are trees of height exactly ℓ, where the maximally
upstream vertices have distance exactly ℓ− 1 from the unique maximally downstream vertex; in
particular, all segments have size at least ℓ.

Proposition 3.4 will follow from the following two lemmas. To state the first, we assume pc<p′<p.

Choose H to be C(2)(Cmax(Gn(p
′))) if it reaches size ǫn/8; otherwise, expand C

(2)
max(Gn(p

′)) into a
connected subgraph H ⊆ Cmax(Gn(p

′)) of size ⌊ ǫn8 ⌋ (in light of Corollary 3.2, we may assume that

9



Cmax(Gn(p
′)) has a nontrivial 2-core). We compute the depths of vertices inCmax(Gn(p

′))with respect
to H, and apply the coloring scheme to Cmax(Gn(p

′)) with parameter ℓ, which we will choose later.

Lemma 3.5. Assume p> pc and ǫ < ζ(2,∞)(p). For (10) to hold, it suffices to prove that for p′ <p
sufficiently close to p and ℓ sufficiently large

1

n
|C(2,ℓ)(Cmax(Gn(p

′)))\C(2)(Cmax(Gn(p)))|≤
ǫ

2
whp. (11)

Furthermore, if the event in (11) fails to happen, then there exist a set of colored segments S in
Cmax(Gn(p

′)) of combined size at least ǫn
8 with S∩C(2)(Gn(p))=∅.

The first part of the lemma is straightforward: By continuity of ζ(2,∞) for p 6=pc (see Appendix D),
we may choose p′ ∈ (pc,p) such that ζ(2,∞)(p′)≥ ζ(2,∞)(p)− ǫ

4 . For ℓ sufficiently large, the reduction
from (10) to (11) follows from Lemma 3.3. The proof of the second part involves a detailed analysis
of the coloring scheme, and is deferred to Appendix G.3.

The second lemma will be a consequence of the weak expansion of Gn and its bounded average
degree. The proof again uses a sprinkling argument.

Lemma 3.6. There exists δ>0 depending on ǫ such that, for pc<p′<p and for sufficiently large ℓ,
the probability that there exist a set of colored segments S in Cmax(Gn(p

′)) of combined size at least
ǫn
8 with S∩C(2)(Gn(p))=∅ is at most 2n/ℓ ·(1−βL)

δn

2
−n

ℓ , where β=1− 1−p
1−p′ and L= d̄/δ.

Proof. With n vertices in total and the size of each colored segment at least ℓ, there are at most n/ℓ
colored segments and hence at most 2n/ℓ possible subsets S of them. For each subset S of colored
segments with combined size ǫn

8 or larger, by weak expansion, there exist at least δn disjoint paths
between these segments and H in the original graph Gn, with some δ > 0 depending on ǫ; further,
at least half of these paths have a length at most L = d̄/δ. Let P denote the set of such paths.
We obtain Gn(p) from Gn(p

′) by sprinkling, i.e., recovering each edge in E(Gn) with probability β
independently, during which each of the paths in P is recovered with probability at least βL.

Focus on a specific colored segment A in S, which is a (sub-)tree in Cmax(Gn(p
′))\H. Let u be

the maximally downstream vertex in A, which is unique, and let v be the direct downstream of u
(possibly in H). If sprinkling recovers a path between A and H that does not go through the direct
downstream edge (u,v), then u must be in a cycle and become part of C(2)(Gn(p)): To see this, note
that the removal of (u,v) from Gn(p) leaves u and v still connected – via the newly recovered path to
H and the existing downstream of v.

Now return to the set P of disjoint short paths between S and H in Gn. Since S contains at
most n/ℓ colored segments, at most n/ℓ of the paths in P go through a direct downstream edge of
a colored segment in S. For ℓ > 2

δ , at least
δn
2 − n

ℓ disjoint paths in P do not go through the direct
downstream edges of the segments in S. As is discussed above, if any of these paths is recovered
via sprinkling, S cannot be fully outside C(2)(Gn(p)). Thus, the probability that S is fully outside

C(2)(Gn(p)) is at most (1−βL)
δn

2
−n

ℓ . Taking a union bound over all possible choices of S, we ensure
that the probability of having a set S of colored segments with combined size at least ǫn

8 that remain

fully outside C(2)(Gn(p)) is at most 2n/ℓ ·(1−βL)
δn

2
−n

ℓ as we claimed.

The proof of Proposition 3.4 immediately follows from the two lemmas, see Appendix G.3 for the
details. Combining Proposition 3.4 with the matching upper bound (Lemma E.2 in Appendix E)
yields the in-probability convergence of the relative size of the giant 2-core. The additional analysis
needed to prove in-probability convergence of the relative size of the size of the entire 2-core will be
covered in Appendix F. Together, these results prove Theorem 1.4.
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4 Robustness of Algorithm 1

Finally, we analyze the robustness of Algorithm 1 against model misspecification. We offer a sketch
of the analysis, with the full proof of Theorem 1.3 deferred to Appendix H.

Note that, by Theorem 1.4, the actual fractional sizes of C(2)(Gn(p)) and C
(2)
max(Gn(p)) are well

approximated by the percolation functions ζ(2)(p) and ζ(2,∞)(p), respectively, for p 6= pc. It then
suffices to establish that the estimates I(2) and I(2,∞) also converge to the ǫ-neighborhood of the
corresponding percolation functions in the limit. For now, let us focus on I(2,∞) as an estimate of
ζ(2,∞)(p); the analysis for I(2) is analogous. In particular, we specify how the parameters can be
chosen, from which the proof follows in a straightforward way.

First, choose ℓ sufficiently large such that |ζ(2,ℓ′)(p)−ζ(2,∞)(p)|≤ ǫ/16 for all ℓ′≥ ℓ. This ensures
the quality of the local approximation of the 2-core whenever Rt≥ℓ. The approximation can be poor
when Rt<ℓ, but this only happens when |Nℓ(vt;Gn)|>K. By choose K sufficiently large, we can en-
sure that the probability conditional on Gn(p) (i.e., with respect to the random choice of vt) of Rt<ℓ
is at most ǫ/8 whp (with respect to the random Gn and percolation). Overall, the choices of ℓ andK

guarantees that the expectation of each I
(2,∞)
t , conditional on Gn(p), deviates from ζ(2,∞)(p) by at

most ǫ/4 whp. Finally, since I(2,∞) is the average of T i.i.d. Bernoulli random variables {I(2,∞)
t }t∈[T ],

it enjoys the classic Hoeffding concentration, and by choosing T =O
(

1
ǫ2
log 1

ǫ

)

, we can ensure that

I(2,∞) deviates from E
[

I
(2,∞)
t |Gn(p)

]

by at most ǫ/4 with probability ǫ/2. With these choices of the

parameters, we guarantee that the estimate I(2,∞) is within an ǫ
2 additive error from ζ(2,∞)(p).
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A Local algorithm for the size of 2-core

We offer an explicit implementation of Algorithm 1 in pseudocode. The algorithm consumes a graph
G, a locality parameter K, and the number T of repetitions as inputs, draws T i.i.d. vertices from
V (G), runs a local exploration subroutine on each of the samples, and returns the average across the
T samples.

Algorithm 2 details the local exploration subroutine using breadth-first search. It decides whether
a vertex is potentially in the (giant) 2-core of G based on the local neighborhood.

Algorithm 2: A local exploration subroutine for 2-core candidacy

Input: Graph G=(V,E), locality parameter K
Output: Indicators of potential membership of C(2)(G) and C(2)(Cmax(G))

1 Sample v∈V uniformly at random
2 if deg(v)≥K then // a high degree vertex

3 return I(2)=I(2,∞)=1

4 Set r=0, S=1 // initialize radius of exploration, and size of the neighborhood

5 Initialize q=Queue(v)
6 for u∈Neighbors(v) do
7 Set ru=r+1, pu=u // store the distance to v and the ancestor towards v

8 Set reachu=ru, cycleu=False

9 S=S+1
10 q.enqueue(u)

11 while q 6=∅ do

12 u=q.pop()
13 r=ru
14 for w∈Neighbors(u) do
15 if pw=undefined then

16 Set rw=r+1, pw=pu // store the distance to v and the ancestor towards v

17 Set reachpu =rw
18 S=S+1
19 if S>K then

20 break for and while

21 q.enqueue(w)

22 else

23 Set cyclepu=True

24 if S≥K then // connected component of size at least K

25 return I(2)=I(2,∞)=1

{
∑

u∈Neighbors(v)1{cycleu or reachu=r}≥2
}

26 else // connected component of size less than K

27 return I(2)=1

{
∑

u∈Neighbors(v)1{cycleu}≥2
}

and I(2,∞)=0

B Consequences of local convergence

The following fact about percolation on locally converging graph sequences will be used repeated.

Lemma B.1 (Lemma 3.1, [3]). Let {Gn}n∈N be a weak expander sequence converging locally to
(G,o)∈G∗ with law µ. Let f :G∗→R be a bounded function that depends only on a finite neighborhood

12



around the root. Then, for all p∈ [0,1],

1

n

∑

v∈V (Gn)

f(Gn(p),v)
p→E[f(G(p),o)]. (12)

The next lemma follows as a corollary.

Lemma B.2 (Bounded neighborhood size). Let {Gn}n∈N be a locally converging sequence with limit
(G,o)∈G∗ with law µ. For any r∈N and ǫ∈(0,1), there exists N ∈N such that

1

n

∑

v∈V (Gn)

1{|Nr(v)|≥N}≤ǫ whp. (13)

Proof. Let fN(G,o)=1{|Nr(o)|≥N}, which is clearly local and bounded. By Lemma B.1,

1

n

∑

v∈V (Gn)

fN (Gn,v)
p→E[fN(G,o)]=P(|Nr(o)|≥N).

Since G is locally finite a.s., for N sufficiently large, we have P(|Nr(o)|≥N)≤ ǫ/2, which completes
the proof.

C Size of the giant component

C.1 Sprinkling and the size of the giant component

The proof of Theorem 2.1 is analogous to that of Proposition 3.5 in [3]. Recall from [3] that we say
G is an (ǫ,α)-large-set expander if

φ(G,ǫ) := min
A⊆V,ǫn≤|A|≤(1−ǫ)n

|E(A,V \A)|
|A| ≥α.

The quantity φ(G,ǫ) is referred to as the ǫ-large-set expansion ofG. Our definition of a weak expander
sequence simply requires the ǫ-large-set expansion to be asymptotically bounded away from zero for
any ǫ>0 (with δ=ǫφ(G,ǫ) in our definition).

The following lemma restates Lemma 3.3 in [3] and captures the gist of the sprinkling argument.
For the ease of reference, we state the proof here, which is identical to the one in [3].

Lemma C.1 (Sprinkling. Lemma 3.3, [3]). Let G= (V,E) be an (ǫ,α)-expander on n vertices with
average degree at most d̄. Fix real constants κ > 0 and β,ǫ ∈ (0,1). Let S be a collection of disjoint
connected subgraphs of G each of size at least κ. Consider the event that there exists a partition of S

into S0 and S\S0 each with size at least ǫn that are disconnected inG(β) is at most exp
(

n
κ−βd̄/αǫ αǫn

2

)

.

Proof. It suffices to considerS0 consisting of some complete pieces of subgraphs inS; otherwise S0 and
S\S0 are clearly connected. We hope to lower bound the number of (disjoint) paths joining vertices in
S0 and those inS\S0. This is themax-flow between the two subsets of vertices, and is equal to themin-
cut. By ǫ-large-set expansion ofG, with |S0|,|S\S0|≥ǫn, themin-cut is at least αǫn, leading to at least
αǫn disjoint paths between the two sets. Since the total number of edges cannot exceed nd̄/2, at least

half of the paths have length bounded above by d̄
αǫ . Hence, the probability thatS0 is disconnected from

S\S0 in G(β) is at most (1−βd̄/αǫ)αǫn/2. There are at most 2n/κ possible choices of S0, and hence the
overall probability is bounded above by 2n/κ(1−βd̄/αǫ)αǫn/2≤exp(n/κ−βd̄/αǫαǫn/2) as desired.
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Note that the sprinkling argument is crafted for any fixed ǫ>0. Thus, whenproving the uniqueness
and locality of the giant component, it suffices to consider a fixed ǫ>0 anduse the ǫ-large-set expansion
(which depends on ǫ). With this in mind, we consider a locally converging weak expander sequence
{Gn}n∈N. The exact same analysis as in [3] carries over and suggests the following proposition.

Proposition C.2. For any ǫ>0 and any continuity point p∈ [0,1] of ζ,

P
(∣

∣

∣

1

n
|Cmax(Gn(p))|−ζ(p)

∣

∣

∣
≥ǫ
)

→0. (14)

C.2 Continuity of the percolation function ζ

Given Proposition C.2, the convergence of the relative size of Cmax(Gn(p)) as stated in Theorem 2.1
only requires us to establish the continuity of the percolation function ζ, which, again, nearly follows
from the analysis in [3]. The slight generalization of large-set expansion into weak expansion leaves
the proof unaffected other than the special attention to pay when we decide the expansion parameter.

First, we observe that the local limit of a weak expander sequence is ergodic.

Lemma C.3 (Cf. Lemma A.1, [3]). Let {Gn}n∈N be a sequence of (possibly random) weak expanders
with bounded average degree converging locally to (G,o)∈G∗ with law µ. Then µ is ergodic, and thus
extremal among unimodular probability measures on G∗.

Proof sketch. The proof is almost exactly the same as the proof of Lemma A.1 in [3], except for the
following minor difference: Once we fix ǫ≤p0/8, the ǫ-large-set expansion of our sequence of graphs
will be asymptotically α=α(ǫ), instead of some absolute quantity (independent of ǫ) as in the original
proof. This, however, causes no issue for us as the rest of the proof relies on the fixed values of ǫ and
α.

In particular, if µ is the local limit of a weak expander sequence, then the critical probability of
percolation on (G,o)∼µ is constant µ-a.s. Let pc=pc(µ) denote this critical probability, i.e.,

inf{p :P(|C(o;G(p))|=∞|(G,o))>0}=pc a.s. (15)

By Theorem 6.7 in [1], for all p1,p2 satisfying pc<p1<p2≤1, every infinite cluster in G(p2) contains
an infinite cluster in G(p1) (under the standard coupling of percolation) µ-a.s. This allows us to
immediately conclude that ζ is continuous at all p 6=pc.

Proposition C.4 (Continuity of ζ. Cf. Corollary 2.2, [3]). Let µ be the local limit of a weak expander
sequence, and ζ : [0,1]→ [0,1] be the corresponding percolation function. Then ζ is continuous at all
p∈ [0,1] except possibly at p=pc.

Theorem 2.1 now follows immediately from Propositions C.2 and C.4. Further, a slightly more
involved analysis suggests that, for all p ∈ [0,1] (including p = pc), the second largest component
C2(Gn(p)) has sublinear size whp (cf. [3, Appendix C]).

The following corollary directly follows from the convergence of |n−1Cmax(Gn(p))| to ζ(p).

Corollary C.5. For any p 6=pc and any ǫ>0, there exists K sufficiently large such that

1

n

∑

v∈V (Gn)

1{|C(v;Gn(p))|≥K,v /∈Cmax(Gn(p))}≤ǫ whp. (16)
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Proof. The inequality is only interestingwhen |Cmax(Gn(p))|≥K – otherwise the left hand side is zero.
When |Cmax(Gn(p))| ≥K, we have 1{|C(v;Gn(p))| ≥K,v /∈ Cmax(Gn(p))} = 1{|C(v;Gn(p))| ≥

K}−1{v ∈Cmax(Gn(p))}. Choose K sufficiently large such that ζ≥K(p) := P(G,o)∼µ(|C(o;G(p))| ≥
K) ≤ ζ(p)+ ǫ/2, which is possible due to the convergence ζ(p) = limK→∞ζ≥K(p) (e.g., monotone
convergence). By Theorem 2.1,

1

n

∑

v∈V (Gn)

1{v∈Cmax(Gn(p))}=
1

n
|Cmax(Gn(p))| p→ζ(p),

and by Lemma B.1,
1

n

∑

v∈V (Gn)

1{|C(v;Gn(p))|≥K} p→ζ≥K(p).

Taking the difference between these gives the corollary.

D Continuity of percolation function for the 2-core

We now study the continuity of the functions ζ(2) and ζ(2,∞) for local limits of weak expanders. The
proof idea is again very similar to the proof of continuity for the percolation function ζ in [3] (see
Section 2.3 and Appendix B). For ζ(2,∞), we will analyze the infinite connected components in the
percolated graph as is done in [43]. The continuity of ζ(2) will be easy to deduce once we have continu-
ity of ζ(2,∞). Throughout this section, we will be concerned with the random rooted graph (G,o)∈G∗

with law µ, which is assumed to be the local limit of a weak expander sequence.

Lemma D.1. The function ζ(2,∞), like ζ, is continuous everywhere on [0,1] except possibly at pc.

Proof. Continuity below pc is trivial since ζ
(2,∞)(p)≡0 for p<pc. Consider any p>pc. By Proposi-

tion 3.1, ζ(2,∞)(p)>0. By definition,

ζ(2,∞)(p)=P
(

o∈C(2,∞)(G(p))
)

. (17)

It is straightforward to verify that o∈C(2,∞)(G(p)) if and only if H̃=C(o;G(p))\{o} satisfies one of
the following two conditions:

(I) There exist at least two neighbors u and v of o in G(p) such that C(u;H̃) and C(v;H̃) (possibly
the same component) are both infinite;

(II) There exists exactly one neighbor u of o in G(p) with |C(u;H̃)| = ∞ and at least one other
neighbor v of o such that C(o;H̃) contains a cycle or contains another neighbor w 6=u,v of o.

By Theorem 6.7 in [1], every infinite connected component of G(p)\{o} (and in particular, of H̃)
contains an infinite connected component in G(p′)\{o} for p′∈(pc,p) a.s.: Otherwise, with a positive
probability, we have an infinite component of G(p)\{o}, connecting to o in G(p) through k∈N edges,
that contains no infinite component ofG(p′); by resampling the edge percolation on these k edges, we
will end up with a positive probability for G(p) to contain an infinite component without an infinite
sub-component in G(p′), a contradiction with Theorem 6.7 in [1].

Now it suffices to show that, conditional on o∈C(2,∞)(G(p)) (this is valid since the probability of
such an event is strictly positive), we have o∈⋃p′′<pC

(2,∞)(G(p′′)) a.s. This translates to

P

(

o∈
⋃

p′′<p

C(2,∞)(G(p′′))

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

o∈C(2,∞)(G(p))

)

= sup
p′′<p

ζ(2,∞)(p′′)

ζ(2,∞)(p)
=1, (18)
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which immediately suggests left continuity at p, and when combined with right continuity of ζ(2,∞)

gives our desired result.
To prove the above claim, let H = C(o;G(p)), and conditional on o ∈ C(2,∞)(G(p)) and the

realization ofH. Note that the cases (I) and (II) aremutually exclusive. First consider case (I). Choose
p′∈(pc,p). Wemay assume thatC(u;H̃) andC(v;H̃) each contains an infinite connected component of
G(p′), andhence there exist finite paths fromu,v to them inG(p). By sendingp′′<p sufficiently close to
p, these paths along with the edges (o,u) and (o,v) will ultimately be included inG(p′′), which suggests
o∈C(2,∞)(G(p′′))). For case (II), the reasoning foru remains unchanged, and there is a finite path from
v to a (finite) cycle or to w in G(p). This path will again be preserved in G(p′′) for p′′<p sufficiently
close to p, suggesting o∈C(2,∞)(G(p′′))). The proves the claim and completes our proof.

Corollary D.2. The function ζ(2), like ζ, is continuous everywhere on [0,1] except possibly at pc.

Proof. To study continuity of ζ(2), we consider its point-wise difference with ζ(2,∞), denoted as
ζ(2,<∞)(p) := ζ(2)(p)−ζ(2,∞)(p)=P(o∈C(2,∞)(G(p)),|C(o;G(p))|<∞). Since we are not in a finite
connected component, it should be clear that, conditional on the realization of C(o;G(p)), for p′′<p
sufficiently close to p, no edges inC(o;G(p)) are lost and hence o∈C(2,<∞)(G(p′′)) with |C(o;G(p′′))|<
∞. Thus, ζ(2,<∞) is left continuous on the entire unit interval. Right continuity should also be obvious.
Hence, ζ(2,<∞) is continuous, and ζ(2)=ζ(2,<∞)+ζ(2,∞) is continuous on [0,1] except possibly at pc .

E Upper bound

In this part, we prove a high-probability upper bound on the relative size of C(2)(Cmax(Gn(p))) using
standard techniques (not relying on any expansion assumptions, except for the knowledge of the
giant component). This combined with Proposition 3.4 will give the in-probability convergence of
the relative size of the giant 2-core, i.e., the following theorem.

Theorem E.1. For any ǫ>0 and p 6=pc,
1
n |C

(2)
max(Gn(p))|

p→ ζ(2,∞)(p). At p=pc, the right hand side
serves as a high-probability upper bound.

An analogous result holds for the 2-core of the entire graph Gn(p), which will be detailed in
Appendix F. In this appendix, we prove the following lemma.

Lemma E.2. For any ǫ>0 and p∈(0,1], we have

1

n
|C(2)(Cmax(Gn(p)))|≤ζ(2,∞)(p)+ǫ whp. (19)

Proof. Note that this lemma becomes trivial when 1
n |Cmax(Gn(p))| < ǫ. Thus, we may assume

|Cmax(Gn(p))|≥ǫn.
Recall from Section 3.1 the definition of the localized event that o∈C(2,ℓ)(G) for a rooted graph

(G,o); in particular, we have C(2,∞)(G) =
⋂

ℓ∈NC
(2,ℓ)(G). Let ζ(2,ℓ)(p) = P(G,o)(o ∈ C(2,ℓ)(G(p))),

which approaches ζ(2,∞)(p) =P(G,o)(o∈C(2,∞)(G(p))) from above. By choosing ℓ sufficiently large,

we can guarantee that ζ(2,ℓ)(p)≤ζ(2,∞)(p)+ǫ/3.
Since C(2,ℓ) describes a local event, by Lemma B.1, the local convergence of Gn implies

1

n

∑

v∈V (Gn)

1{v∈C(2,ℓ)(Gn(p))}=
1

n
|C(2,ℓ)(Gn(p))| p→ ζ(2,ℓ)(p). (20)

In particular,
1

n
|C(2,ℓ)(Gn(p))|≤ζ(2,ℓ)(p)+

ǫ

3
≤ζ(2,∞)(p)+

2ǫ

3
whp. (21)
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It now suffices to bound C(2)(Cmax(Gn(p)))\C(2,ℓ)(Gn(p)). Observe that a vertex in C(2)(Gn(p))
but not in C(2,ℓ)(Gn(p)) must have an ℓ-neighborhood that contains a full connected component of
Gn(p). In particular, v∈C(2)(Cmax(Gn(p)))\C(2,ℓ)(Gn(p)) implies |Nℓ(v;Gn)|≥ |Cmax(Gn(p))|≥ ǫn.
By Lemma B.2, we conclude that

1

n
|C(2)(Cmax(Gn(p)))\C(2,ℓ)(Gn(p))|≤

1

n

∑

v∈V (Gn)

1{|Nℓ(v)|≥ǫn}≤ ǫ

3
whp. (22)

Combining this with (21) concludes the proof.

F Size of the entire 2-core

We now examine the size of the entire 2-core of Gn(p), proving the following theorem.

Theorem F.1. For any ǫ > 0 and p 6= pc,
1
n |C(2)(Gn(p))| p→ ζ(2)(p). At p= pc, the right hand side

serves as a high-probability upper bound.

Since we already know from Theorem E.1 the in-probability convergence of the relative size
C(2)(Cmax(Gn(p))) to ζ

(2,∞)(p)when p 6=pc, wemay simply focus on thequantityC(2)(Gn(p)\Cmax(Gn(p))),
i.e., the 2-core outside the largest connected component of Gn(p).

It suffices to show the following result, from which Theorem F.1 follows.

Proposition F.2. For any p∈ [0,1],

1

n
|C(2)(Gn(p)\Cmax(Gn(p)))| p→ζ(2)(p)−ζ(2,∞)(p). (23)

Proof. Given a graph G, let ζ(2,<∞)(p) = ζ(2)(p)−ζ(2,∞)(p), and let Z<ℓ(G) (resp. Z≥ℓ(G)) denote
the set of vertices in connected components of G with size less than ℓ (resp. no less than ℓ).

Fix some ǫ>0. By Corollary C.5, there exists a sufficiently large constant ℓ such that

1

n
|Z≥ℓ(Gn(p))\Cmax(Gn(p))|≤

ǫ

3
whp. (24)

Observe that, when |Cmax(Gn(p))|≥ℓ, we have

Gn(p)\Cmax(Gn(p))=Z<ℓ(Gn(p))⊔
(

Z≥ℓ(Gn(p))\Cmax(Gn(p))
)

with ⊔ denoting disjoint union, and when |Cmax(Gn(p))|<ℓ, C(2)(Gn(p)\Cmax(Gn(p))) differs from
C(2)(Z<ℓ(Gn(p))) by at most ℓ vertices. In either case, it suffices to show that, by choosing ℓ suffi-
ciently large, we can guarantee

∣

∣

∣

∣

1

n
|C(2)(Z<ℓ(Gn(p)))|−ζ(2,<∞)(p)

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤ 2ǫ

3
whp. (25)

Define ζ(2,<ℓ)(p) :=P(G,o)∼µ(o∈C(2)(G(p)),|C(o;G(p))|<ℓ). Note that the corresponding events
form a monotone increasing sequence as ℓ→∞, and hence, with (G,o)∼µ,

lim
ℓ→∞

ζ(2,<ℓ)(p)= lim
ℓ→∞

P(o∈C(2)(G(p)),|C(o;G(p))|<ℓ)=P(o∈C(2)(G(p)),|C(o;G(p))|<∞)=ζ(2,<∞)(p).

By choosing ℓ sufficiently large, we can guarantee |ζ(2,<ℓ)(p)−ζ(2,<∞)(p)| ≤ ǫ/3. Further, the event
that o∈C(2)(G) and |C(o;G)|<ℓ for a rooted graph (G,o) is local, and by Lemma B.1,

1

n
|C(2)(Z<ℓ(Gn(p)))|=

1

n

∑

v∈V (Gn)

1{v∈C(2)(Gn(p)),|C(v;Gn(p))|<ℓ} p→ζ(2,<ℓ)(p). (26)

Thus, (25) holds and our proof is complete.
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G Proof details for Section 3

G.1 Proof details for Section 3.1

We first establish a general lemma that lower bounds the probability that a local event for the root
using that for any vertex in a neighborhood of the root, and essentially suggests that the previous
lemma holds with any choice of r ∈ N. This is a direct consequence of the local convergence (in
probability) and the submodularity of the limit.

Lemma G.1. Let E(G,o) be a local event. Then for any δ > 0, r ∈ N, and p ∈ [0,1], there exists a
constant D∈N (depending on δ and r) such that

P(∃u∈Nr(o;G) s.t. E(G(p),u))≤DP(E(G(p),o))+δ. (27)

where all probabilities are understood as over the randomness of (G,o)∼µ and the percolation.

Proof. Observe that it suffices to show (27) for r = 1; for the general case, we simply use in-
duction based on the fact thatP(∃u∈Nr(o;G) s.t. E(G(p),u))=P(∃v∈N1(o;G),u∈Nr−1(v;G) s.t. E(G(p),u)).

Since µ is a distribution on the space of locally finite graphs, we have

deg(o;G)∨max
u∼Go

deg(u;G)<∞ a.s.,

where the notation u∼v indicates the adjacency of two vertices u,v∈V (in G). Thus, for any δ>0,
there exists D<∞ such that deg(o)<D and maxu∼odeg(u;G)<D with probability at least 1−δ.

Further, µ as a local limit is unimodular and hence involution invariant [1, Proposition 2.2]. In
particular, this implies that

E

[

∑

u∼o

P(E(G(p),o),deg(o)<D|(G,o))

]

=E

[

∑

u∼o

P(E(G(p),u),deg(u)<D|(G,o))

]

. (28)

(Note that this depends on the fact that P(E(G(p),o), deg(o)<D|(G,o)) is a local function.) The
right hand side is an upper bound for P(∃u∼o s.t. E(G,u),deg(u)<D). Thus,

P
(

∃u∼o s.t. E(G(p),u)
)

≤P(∃u∼o s.t. deg(u)≥D)+E[deg(o)·P(E(G(p),o),deg(o)<D|(G,o))]

≤δ+DP(E(G(p),o))

as we claimed.

Lemma G.1 essentially allows us to bound the probability that o lies in an infinite component
of C(2)(G(p)) by the probability that it lies in a bounded neighborhood of an infinite component of
C(2)(G(p)). To state this formally, we define the r-neighborhood Nr(A;G) of a set of vertices A as
the induced subgraph on the set of vertices with distance at most r from A.

Corollary G.2. For p>pc and any r∈N, the probability P(o∈C(2,∞)(G(p))) is non-zero if and only
if P(o∈Nr(C

(2,∞)(G(p)))) is non-zero.

Proof. The “only if” direction is trivial. For the “if” direction, fix p > pc and assume a := P(o ∈
Nr(C

(2,∞)(G(p))))>0. Since C(2,∞)(G(p))⊆C(2,ℓ)(G(p)) for any ℓ∈N a.s., we have

P(o∈Nr(C
(2,ℓ)(G(p))))≥P(o∈Nr(C

(2,∞)(G(p))))=a. (29)
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By Lemma G.1, there exists D∈N such that

P(o∈C(2,ℓ)(G(p)))≥ 1

D

(

P(o∈Nr(C
(2,ℓ)(G(p))))− a

2

)

≥ a

2D
. (30)

Taking the limit as ℓ→∞ gives ζ(2,∞)(p)=P(o∈C(2,∞)(G(p)))= limℓ→∞P(o∈C(2,ℓ)(G(p)))≥ a
2D >

0.

We now show that, for (G,o) ∼ µ, the probability of o lying in some finite neighborhood of
C(2,∞)(G(p)) is strictly positive.

Lemma G.3. For any p>pc, there exist some r∈N such that P
(

o∈Nr(C
(2,∞)(G(p)))

)

>0.

Proof. It suffices to show that

P

(

o∈
⋃

r∈N

Nr(C
(2,∞)(G(p)))

)

=P(|C(o;G(p))|=∞), (31)

which is positive due to the super-criticality assumption. The lemma follows from the fact that the
quantity above is the monotone limit of P(o∈Nr(C

(2,∞)(G(p)))) as r→∞.
If |C(o;G(p))|=∞ yet o /∈Nr

(

C(2,∞)(G(p))
)

for all r∈N, then the 2-core of this infinite compo-
nent must be empty, and thus there exists a unique ray extending from o to infinity. Let Ep denote
such an event. (31) reduces to the claim that P(Ep)=0.

Assume that P(Ep) = ǫ > 0. Choose p′ ∈ (pc,p) such that ζ(p′)> ζ(p)− ǫ, which is possible due
to continuity of ζ above pc (see Proposition C.4). Obtain G(p′) by keeping the common edges in
G(p) and G(p′/p); equivalently, first obtain G(p) and then do percolation with probability p′/p on
it. Conditional on Ep, there is a unique ray in G(p) from o to infinity, along which the removal of any
edge leaves o in a finite component, and thus, with probability 1, o is in a finite component in G(p′).
Thus, ζ(p′)≤ζ(p)−ǫ, a contradiction.

The proof of Proposition 3.1 is now a 3-line argument.

Proof of Proposition 3.1. The second part is trivial, since ζ(p)=0 for p<pc. Assume thus that p>pc.
By LemmaG.3, there exist some r∈N such that P

(

o∈Nr(C
(2,∞)(G(p)))

)

>0, which by Corollary G.2

implies that ζ(2,∞)(p)=P(o∈C(2,∞)(G(p)))>0.

Finally, we provide the omitted proof for Lemma 3.3. We start with the following lemma, which
follows from the local convergence of Gn(p) to percolation in the limit (see Lemma B.1) and the fact
that C(2,ℓ) can be determined locally.

Lemma G.4. For any p ∈ [0, 1] and any ℓ ∈ N, 1
n |C(2,ℓ)(Gn(p))|

p→ ζ(2,ℓ)(p) := P(G,o)∼µ(o ∈
C(2,ℓ)(G(p))).

Next we prove Lemma 3.3, which was used in Section 3.1 to prove Proposition 3.2.

Proof of Lemma 3.3. Observe that C(2,ℓ)(G(p))⊇C(2,∞)(G(p)). Thus, ζ(2,ℓ)(p)≥ ζ(2,∞)(p), which is

positive for p> pc due to Proposition 3.1. By Lemma G.4, we have 1
n |C(2,ℓ)(Gn(p))| p→ ζ(2,ℓ)(p). It

suffices to show that, for ℓ sufficiently large,

1

n
|C(2,ℓ)(Cmax(Gn(p)))|≥

1

n
|C(2,ℓ)(Gn(p))|−ǫ whp, (32)
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or equivalently,
1

n

∣

∣

∣
C(2,ℓ)

(

Gn(p)\Cmax(Gn(p))
)

∣

∣

∣
≤ǫ whp, (33)

Note that any vertex v in C(2,ℓ)
(

Gn(p)\Cmax(Gn(p))
)

must be in a connected component of size at
least ℓ but not the largest component. By Corollary C.5, (33) holds for ℓ sufficiently large.
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G.2 Illustrations for Section 3.2
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(a) Color vertices purple or red according to their depth modulo 2ℓ.
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(b) Color edges between same-color vertices of consecutive depths to create segments.
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(c) Revert colors for vertices and edges in incomplete segments.

Figure 2: The coloring scheme applied to G\H with the choice of ℓ = 4. Vertices are annotated
with their depths. Gray segments are presented with dashed edges, indicating that they are ignored
during the subsequent sprinkling argument. Note that each red or purple segment has size at least ℓ,
and at any non-gray vertex, the colored segments that are (completely) contained in its (inclusive)
upstream constitute at least 1/3 of its regular (inclusive) upstream (see Lemma G.5). Evidently,
assuming H ⊇C(2)(G) 6= ∅, the inclusion of any vertex into a cycle or a path between cycles during
sprinkling will result in its entire downstream being included in the 2-core.
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G.3 Proof details for Section 3.2

This appendix is devoted to the proof details left out when we sketched the proof of the upper bound
on the size of the giant 2-core in Section 3.2.

We need some more notation. Recall the color scheme from Section 3.2, in particular the notion of
gray segments. We did not include these in our sprinkling arguments since they gray segments could
potentially be small, and hence would have causes issues with our union bound, which used that all
segments have at least size ℓ, a fact that is true for colored segments.

Define a segment to be regular if it is not colored gray. Recall from the proof of Proposition 3.2
the definition of upstream and downstream for a vertex, and for a vertex u, we call us(u) :={u}∪us(u)
the inclusive upstream. The regular inclusive upstream at a vertex v /∈H, denoted usreg(v), refers to
all regular vertices in us(v); the colored inclusive upstream size at v, denoted uscol(v), is the union of
colored segments ofG\H that are (completely) contained in us(v). The next lemma associates the size
of the colored upstreamwith that of the regular upstream. Before stating it, we note that any vertex v
inG\H with depth ℓ or smaller cannot lie in C(2,∞)(N+

ℓ (v)), showing that any vertex in C(2,ℓ)(G)\H
must have depth at least ℓ+1, and hence is either black or purple. See Figure 2 for an illustration.

Lemma G.5. For any regular vertices v, |uscol(v)|≥ 1
3 |usreg(v)|.

Remark G.6. Note that uscol(v) is obtained by removing from usreg(v) black vertices and colored
vertices in segments not fully contained in usreg(v). The lemma bounds both effects.

Proof. It is easy to see the claim when the regular upstream of v is a single path of length b =
usreg(v) − 1 ≥ ℓ: the worst case occurs when b = 3ℓ − 1, in which case uscol(v) = ℓ (due to the
red segment at the leaf, as the next purple segment is incomplete) and the ratio is ℓ

3ℓ−1 ≥ 1
3 .

When the regular upstream of v is not a single path, we may decompose it into stem paths, i.e.,
paths along vertices of consecutive depth, using the following process.

• Initialize U=usreg(v), inheriting the depth numbers and colors from the original graph.

• While U is non-empty, iteratively find the vertex u with maximum depth (as inherited fromG)
in U , breaking tie arbitrarily if necessary.

– Terminate if u is red: all remaining vertices in H must be red.

– Find a stem path to u, using any one if multiple exist.4 Extract and remove it from U .
The length of this stem path is equal to depth(u)−1, which is at least ℓ since u is not red.

The process above will decompose the upstream of v into multiple stem upstreams of length at least
ℓ and some extra red vertices. The 1/3 lower bound for colored ratio holds for each stem upstream
(where we only count relatively complete colored segments in each path), and assembling the paths
back into the upstream of v will only increase the number of relatively complete colored segments.

Proof of Lemma 3.5. By continuity of ζ(2,∞) for p 6=pc (which we established in Appendix D), we may
choose p′∈(pc,p) such that ζ(2,∞)(p′)≥ζ(2,∞)(p)− ǫ

4 . For ℓ sufficiently large, Corollary 3.3 ensures

1

n
|C(2,ℓ)(Cmax(Gn(p

′)))|≥ζ(2,∞)(p′)− ǫ

4
≥ζ(2,∞)(p)− ǫ

2
whp, (34)

from which the reduction from (10) to (11) follows.

4This is always possible: If u has not been removed, neither must be any of its direct upstream w, since w has a
strictly smaller depth than u and cannot have been removed as part of a previous path (which must also go through u,
the unique direct downstream of w.
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Assume that the event in (11) fails; that is, there are more than ǫn
2 vertices inC(2,ℓ)(Cmax(Gn(p

′)))

that fail to joinC(2)(Cmax(Gn(p))). Weclaim that at least 3ǫn
8 of these vertices are inC(2,ℓ)(Cmax(Gn(p

′)))\H
and hence are again colored black or purple. To see this, we consider two cases: (1) if H =
C(2)(Cmax(Gn(p

′))), then this follows from C(2)(Cmax(Gn(p))) ⊇ C(2)(Cmax(Gn(p
′))) = H; (2) if

H )C(2)(Cmax(Gn(p
′))), then |H|= ⌊ ǫn8 ⌋ per our construction, and at least ǫn

2 −|H| ≥ 3ǫn
8 of these

vertices are in C(2,ℓ)(Cmax(Gn(p
′)))\H, as claimed.

Next, we claim that if a vertex v∈C(2,ℓ)(Cmax(Gn(p
′)))\H stays outsideC(2)(Gn(p)), then somust

its entire upstream. To see this, we show the contrapositive by considering u∈ us(v)∩C(2)(Gn(p))
with a case-by-case discussion:

• If u is in a cycle Γ ⊆ Gn(p), then there is a (simple) path from u ∈ Γ to some cycle in
C(2)(Cmax(Gn(p

′))) that traverses the entire downstream of u. Then v is on a path between
cycles (if not directly in the cycle Γ);

• Otherwise, u sits on a path between two cycles Γ1,Γ2 ⊆Gn(p). Hence, there are two disjoint
paths from u to Γ1 and Γ2, and at least one of them does not overlap with the downstream of u
to v (otherwise, u is in a cycle). Concatenating this path with the entire downstream of u gives
a simple path from C(2)(Cmax(Gn(p

′))), which contains a cycle, to Γ1 or Γ2, again certifying v
as on a path between cycles.

By this observation, we can identify all black and purple vertices v1,... ,vJ outside C(2)(Gn(p))
that are maximally downstream (i.e., no other black or purple vertices outside C(2)(Gn(p)) are in
the downstream of them), with their downstream vertices all merged into C(2)(Gn(p)) while their
inclusive upstreams remaining outside. In particular, any black or purple vertex not in C(2)(Gn(p))
must be in the inclusive upstream of vj for some j ∈ [J ]; there will be at least 3ǫn

8 of them when the

event in (11) fails. Thus, we must have
∑J

j=1|usreg(vj)|≥ 3ǫn
8 . By Lemma G.5,

∑J
j=1|uscol(vj)|≥ ǫn

8 .
In other words, there exist a set of colored segments in Cmax(Gn(p

′)) of combined size ǫn
8 or more that

remain fully outside C(2)(Gn(p)), as we claimed.

Proof of Proposition 3.4. We assume without loss of generality that p> pc and ζ(2,∞)(p)> ǫ. As in
Lemma 3.5, we choose p′ < p sufficiently close to p such that ζ(2,∞)(p′)≥ ζ(2,∞)(p)− ǫ

4 , and choose

ℓ sufficiently large such that 1
n |C(2,ℓ)(Cmax(Gn(p

′)))| ≥ ζ(2,∞)(p′) − ǫ
4 and ℓ > max

{

4
δ ,

8
βLδ

}

. By

Lemma 3.6, the probability of having a set S of colored segments with combined size at least ǫn
8 that

have empty intersection with C(2)(Gn(p)) is at most

2n/ℓ ·(1−βL)
δn

2
−n

ℓ ≤e
n

ℓ
−βL· δn

4 ≤e−βLδn/8→0 as n→∞. (35)

Thus, by Lemma 3.5, (11) holds whp and our proof is finished.

H Robustness of Algorithm 1: Proof of Theorem 1.3

Proof of Theorem 1.3. Let µ denote the local limit of the sequence {Gn}n∈N as usual. First, by
Theorems E.1 and F.1, we know that for all p 6=pc(µ),

1

n
|C(2)(Gn(p))| p→ζ(2)(p;µ) and

1

n
|C(2)

max(Gn(p))| p→ζ(2,∞)(p;µ). (36)

Thus, it suffices to have I(2) (resp. I(2,∞)) in the ǫ
2 -neighborhood of ζ

(2)(p) (resp. ζ(2,∞)(p)) with prob-

ability 1− ǫ
2 . For now, we focus on I(2,∞) as an estimate of ζ(2,∞)(p); the analysis for I(2) is analogous.
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Algorithm 1 realizes T independently chosen neighborhood in the percolated graph, and in par-

ticular, {I(2,∞)
t }t∈[T ] are i.i.d. Bernoulli random variables (conditional on the input graph Gn if

it is random). For any ℓ ∈ N (to be specified later), we can decompose E[I
(2,∞)
t |Gn(p)] = P(vt ∈

C(2,Rt)(Gn(p))|Gn(p)) into

P(vt∈C(2,Rt)(Gn(p)),Rt≥ℓ|Gn(p))+P(vt∈C(2,Rt)(Gn(p)),Rt<ℓ|Gn(p)). (37)

For the first term on the right hand side in (37), we have

P(vt∈C(2,Rt)(Gn(p)),Rt≥ℓ|Gn(p))≤P(vt∈C(2,ℓ)(Gn(p))|Gn(p)). (38)

By Lemma B.1, P(vt ∈ C(2,ℓ)(Gn(p))|Gn(p))
p→ ζ(2,ℓ)(p), and since limℓ→∞ζ(2,ℓ)(p) = ζ(2,∞)(p), by

choosing ℓ sufficiently large, we can guarantee that

P
(

vt∈C(2,Rt)(Gn(p)),Rt≥ℓ
∣

∣Gn(p)
)

≤ζ(2,∞)(p)+
ǫ

8
whp. (39)

For the second term, note that

P(vt∈C(2,Rt)(Gn(p)),Rt<ℓ|Gn(p))≤P(Rt<ℓ|Gn(p))≤P(|Nℓ(vt;Gn(p))|>K|Gn(p)). (40)

By Lemma B.2, for K sufficiently large, this quantity is at most ǫ/8 whp. Thus,

E
[

I
(2,∞)
t

∣

∣Gn(p)
]

≤ζ(2,∞)(p)+
ǫ

4
whp. (41)

On the other hand, since Rt≤K and C(2,Rt)(Gn(p))⊇C(2,K)(Gn(p)), we have

P(vt∈C(2,Rt)(Gn(p))|Gn(p))≥P(vt∈C(2,K)(Gn(p))|Gn(p)). (42)

With analogous reasoning as before, we can guarantee

E
[

I
(2,∞)
t

∣

∣Gn(p)
]

=P(vt∈C(2,Rt)(Gn(p))|Gn(p))≥ζ(2,∞)(p)− ǫ

4
whp (43)

by choosingK sufficiently large. Combining (41) with (43) suggests
∣

∣E
[

I
(2,∞)
t

∣

∣Gn(p)
]

−ζ(2,∞)(p)
∣

∣≤ ǫ
4

whp.
The rest is straightforward. Since I(2,∞) is the average of T i.i.d. Bernoulli random variables

{

I
(2,∞)
t

}

t∈[T ]
(conditional on Gn(p)), by the standard Hoeffding’s inequality,

P
(

∣

∣I(2,∞)−E
[

I
(2,∞)
t

∣

∣Gn(p)
]∣

∣≥ ǫ

4

∣

∣

∣
Gn(p)

)

≤ ǫ

4
(44)

for T =O
(

1
ǫ2 log

1
ǫ

)

, and marginalizing over Gn preserves the bound. Thus, we finally have
∣

∣I(2,∞)−
ζ(2,∞)(p)

∣

∣≤ǫ/2 with probability at least 1−ǫ/2. Combining this with the in-probability convergence

of 1
n |C

(2)
max(Gn(p))| to ζ(2,∞)(p) concludes the proof.
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