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Abstract

We initiate the study of Local Computation Algorithms on average case inputs. In the Local
Computation Algorithm (LCA) model, we are given probe access to a huge graph, and asked to
answer membership queries about some combinatorial structure on the graph, answering each
query with sublinear work.

For instance, an LCA for the k-spanner problem gives access to a sparse subgraph H ⊆ G
that preserves distances up to a factor of k. We build simple LCAs for this problem assuming
the input graph is drawn from the well-studied Erdős-Rényi and Preferential Attachment graph
models. In both cases, our spanners achieve size and stretch tradeoffs that are impossible to
achieve for general graphs, while having dramatically lower query complexity than worst-case
LCAs.

Our second result investigates the intersection of LCAs with Local Access Generators (LAGs).
Local Access Generators provide efficient query access to a random object, for instance an Erdős-
Rényi random graph. We explore the natural problem of generating a random graph together
with a combinatorial structure on it. We show that this combination can be easier to solve than
focusing on each problem by itself, by building a fast, simple algorithm that provides access to
an Erdős-Rényi random graph together with a maximal independent set.

1 Introduction

When computing on a very large object, it can be important to find fast algorithms which answer
user queries to the solution, while neither considering the whole input, nor computing the full
output solution. In the local computation model [RTVX11, ARVX12], we are given probe access
to a large object, such as a graph, and receive queries about some combinatorial structure on
the graph. For example, in the case of the maximal independent set (MIS) problem, the queries
ask whether node u is in the maximal independent set. We desire Local Computation Algorithms
(LCAs) that can quickly answer such queries while making very few probes to the graph. Moreover,
we require the answers returned by the algorithm on different queries to be consistent with a fixed
global structure. For the MIS example, the LCA must answer all possible queries according to
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a single maximal independent set. This consistency requirement is challenging since typically, we
require the LCA to be memoryless – it does not store information about its previous answers. The
only allowed coordination is in the form of a shared random string. Formally, the definition of LCA
is as follows.

Definition 1.1. A Local Computation Algorithm (LCA) for a problem Π is an oracle A with
the following properties. A is given probe access to the input G, a sequence of random bits ~r and
sub-linear local memory. For any use query q in a family of admissible queries to the output, A
must use only its oracle access to G (which we refer to as probes to G), random bits ~r, and local
memory to answer the query q. After answering the query, A erases its local memory (including
the query q and its response). All the responses to queries given by A must be consistent with a
single valid solution X to the specified computation problem on input G.

Thus, independent copies of A with the same G and the same random bits ~r, must agree on a
single solution X that is consistent with all answered queries, regardless of the order and content of
queries that were actually asked. We generally desire LCAs to succeed with high probability over
the random string ~r, and we wish to minimize the time and probe complexity of answering each
query.

There has been extensive work both obtaining sublinear time LCAs for a variety of natu-
ral problems, and further optimizing the per-query work to be as fast as possible. For exam-
ple, on bounded degree graphs, there are LCAs with polylogarithmic query complexity for span-
ners [LRR16, LL18, LRR20, PRVY19, ACLP23, BF24], maximal independent set (MIS) [Gha16,
LRY17,GU19,Gha22], maximal matching [MV13,YYI09,LRY17,BRR23], and (∆ + 1) vertex col-
oring [EMR14, FPSV17, CMV18, CFG+19]. For other problems, polylogarithmic complexities are
ruled out by lower bounds. For example, given a graph G, for the task of providing local access
to a spanner of G, the best known query complexities [LRR16, LL18, PRVY19, LRR20, ACLP23]
are Õ(n2/3), and known lower bounds imply that Ω(

√
n) time is required even for constant degree

graphs [LRR16].

1.1 Our Results: Average-Case LCAs

A natural question is whether we can build improved LCAs when we assume the input graph is
drawn from some distribution, and ask the LCA to succeed with high probability over a random
graph from this distribution. This motivates our definition of an average-case LCA:

Definition 1.2. We say that A is an average-case local computation algorithm for a distri-
bution over objects G if, with probability (1− 1/n) over G← G, AG is an LCA.

Note that our definition requires that with high probability over the object G, the LCA succeeds
for every query on this object.

We consider average-case LCAs for two well-studied distributions over graphs: the Erdős-
Rényi and Preferential Attachment models. To demonstrate the large advantage that average-case
assumptions can provide, we focus on the well-studied problem of LCAs for spanners [LRR16,LL18,
LRR20,PRVY19,ACLP23,BF24].

Definition 1.3. A k-spanner of a graph G is a subgraph H ⊆ G such that distances are preserved
up to a multiplicative factor of k, which we refer to as the stretch.

For general graphs, a spanner with size O(n1+1/k) and stretch (2k+1) can be constructed in lin-
ear time by a centralized algorithm [BS03]. Moreover, conditional on Erdos’ girth conjecture [Erd64]
this size-stretch tradeoff is tight.
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An LCA for the spanner problem has probe access to G, and answers queries of the form “is
(u, v) ∈ H?”. We desire to minimize the number of edges retained in H, the per-query work, and
the stretch. The recent work of Arviv et. al. [ACLP23] (building off several prior works [LRR16,
LL18, LRR20, PRVY19]) constructed LCAs for spanners of stretch polylog(n) and size Õ(n) with
query complexity Õ(∆2n2/3), where ∆ is a bound on the maximum degree, and 3-spanners of size
Õ(n3/2) with query complexity Õ(

√
n).

In fact, for general graphs there is a lower bound of Ω(
√
n) work per query [LRR16,PRVY19],

even for graphs of bounded degree. In fact, this lower bound applies for the weaker problem of
providing access to a sparse connected subgraph (with no stretch requirement). Thus, to obtain
faster algorithms we must make a “beyond worst case” assumption. For both random graph models
we consider, our algorithms achieve a size-stretch tradeoff that is impossible to achieve for general
graphs under Erdos’ girth conjecture, while simultaneously achieving a query time that is impossible
for LCAs for general graphs.

1.1.1 Local Computation Algorithms for the Erdős-Rényi Model.

Recall that G(n, p) denotes the Erdős-Rényi graph model with edge probability p, where each edge
(u, v) for u 6= v is present independently with probability p.

To motivate our results, we first overview a very simple construction that we will compare
against. For a graph G← G(n, p), if we keep each edge in G with probability p′/p for some p′ < p,
we effectively sample a graph H ⊆ G that is itself distributed as G(n, p′). It is well known that for
any p′ ≥ p0 = (2 + ε) log(n)/n, this graph will be connected with high probability. Moreover, the
graph will be an expander whp and hence will have diameter (and thus stretch, when considered
as a spanner of G) O(log n). It is immediate to implement an LCA that keeps each edge of G with
probability min{p0/p, 1}1, and we can summarize the resulting algorithm in the following:

Observation 1.4. There is an average-case LCA for G ← G(n, p) for every p that whp provides
access to an O(log n)-spanner with O(n log n) edges. Moreover, the LCA has probe complexity 1.

However, such a construction cannot provide constant stretch with nearly-linear edges, nor
linear edges with any stretch (as any p′ that results in a linear number of expected edges will result
in a disconnected graph with high probability).

Furthermore, it can be shown [Zam24] that for p ≥ p0 = (2 + ε) log(n)/n, we can likewise
obtain a spanner by having each each vertex retain two random edges (which can be implemented
by scanning down the adjacency list), giving an LCA with the following properties:

Observation 1.5. There is an average-case LCA for G ← G(n, p) for every p ≥ p0 that whp
provides access to an O(log n)-spanner with 2n edges. Moreover, the LCA has probe complexity
O(np).

This algorithm improves the edge count of Observation 1.4, but retains superconstant stretch
(and has a slower query time). We obtain results that improve on both constructions, obtaining
ultra-sparse spanners (i.e. with n+ o(n) edges) and constant stretch, while maintaining fast query
time.

Our first LCA considers random graphs with relatively large degree, and improves both the
stretch and the sparsity of Observations 1.4 and 1.5. If we assume the adjacency list of each vertex
is sorted, the LCA has constant probe complexity. If this is not the case, the LCA has probe
complexity bounded by min{∆, log(n)/p} whp. In particular, for highly dense and highly sparse
graphs, we obtain a runtime nε for small ε, beating the worst-case lower bound of Ω(

√
n).

1The LCA uses its random tape to answer future queries to the same edge in a consistent fashion.
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Theorem 1.6. For every np = nδ, there is an average-case LCA for G ← G(n, p) that whp gives
access to a (2/δ+5)-spanner with n+o(n) edges. Moreover, the LCA has probe complexity 1 where
we have access to a sorted adjacency list in G, and O

(
min

{
nδ, n1−δ log n

})
otherwise.

A slight modification of our result allows constant query complexity even without sorted adja-
cency lists, at the cost of including a nearly-linear number of edges.

Theorem 1.7. For every np = nδ, there is an average-case LCA for G ← G(n, p) that whp gives
access to a (2/δ + 5)-spanner with O(n log n) edges. Moreover, the LCA has probe complexity 1.

This result is superior to Observation 1.4 and incomparable to Observation 1.5, as the stretch
remains constant.

Finally, we show that for sufficiently dense graphs, we can provide an alternate construction
with even better (constant) stretch, with a nearly matching query time:

Theorem 1.8. For every np = nδ for δ > 1/2, there is an average-case LCA for G ← G(n, p)
that whp gives access to a 4-spanner with n+ o(n) edges. Moreover, the LCA has probe complexity
Õ(nδ).

Again we improve both the stretch and size of Observations 1.4 and 1.5.
Our last result in the Erdős-Rényi model focuses on sparse input graphs (for instance, those

with np = no(1).) Here we consider the relaxed problem of producing a sparse spanning subgraph
(LCAs for which have been studied before [LMR+15,LL18,PRVY19,LRR20,BF24]), where we do
not bound the stretch. We note that known lower bounds [LMR+15, PRVY19] imply a

√
n query

lower bound even for this problem.
We are able to obtain an ultra-sparse connectivity-preserving subgraph for all edge probabilities

greater than p∗ = 7 log(n)/n, only a constant factor above the connectivity threshold. Moreover,
we achieve query time Õ(∆), where ∆ = np is the expected degree of the graph (compared to the
worst-case lower bound of Ω(

√
n)).

Theorem 1.9. There is an average-case LCA for G← G(n, p)) for every p ≥ 7 log n/n that w.h.p
provides access to a sparse connected subgraph H ⊆ G, such that H has n + o(n) edges. Moreover,
the LCA has probe complexity O(∆ polylog(n)).

1.1.2 Local Computation Algorithms for the Preferential Attachment Model.

In the preferential attachment model (formally defined in Definition 2.2), we construct a graph by
sequentially inserting n vertices. For each new vertex vi, we add µ = µ(n) edges from vi to existing
vertices (v1, . . . , vi−1), where we add an edge to vj with probability proportional to the degree of
j. (Afterwards, the vertices are permuted randomly, so that the algorithm cannot use the IDs to
determine insertion order). Such a model captures the property that high-degree nodes tend to
accumulate additional connections. The generation of preferential attachment graphs (and variants
of it) have been extensively studied [AKM13,BB05,KRR+00,MP16,NLKB11,YH10].

We construct spanner LCAs for preferential attachment graphs of sufficiently high degree. In
fact, our LCA constructs a stronger object - a low stretch spanning tree. A low-stretch spanning tree
H ⊆ G is a spanner with exactly n− 1 edges, the minimum required even to preserve connectivity.
Such an object (with nontrivial stretch) clearly does not exist for general graphs, but we construct
(via an LCA) a spanning tree with O(log n) stretch.

Theorem 1.10. For every preferential attachment process with parameter µ > cµ log n for a global
constant cµ, there is an average-case LCA for G← Gpa(n, µ) that w.h.p gives access to an O(log n)-
spanner H ⊆ G. Moreover:
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• on query (u, v) the LCA has time complexity O(du + dv), which is O(
√
n) in the worst-case

and O(log3 n) in expectation (over all possible queries),

• H contains n− 1 edges.

A Note on The Access Model. In several recent works on LCAs for spanners, there has been a
question of whether vertices are given sequential IDs from {1, . . . , n}, or an ID from a larger global
universe (say, [n10]). Equivalently, is the LCA allowed to probe vertices that it has not discovered
by local search? The LCAs of Theorem 1.10 and Theorems 1.7 to 1.9 work under the weaker
assumption that vertex IDs are drawn from an arbitrary polynomial sized universe. Theorem 1.6
does require this stronger model, but we stress that this extra power is a standard feature of the
LCA model. To support this claim, we refer the reader to the formal definition in [Gol17] (Definition
12.11) as well as [AD,EMR18]. This probe model is utilized in frontier work on graph coloring and
approximate maximum matching [Gol17,LRY17,BRR23].

1.2 Our Results: Joint Sampling

Finally, a natural topic relating to local algorithms and random graphs is to sample the random
graph itself in a local fashion, rather than assuming we have probe access to one that already
exists. Several recent works [GGN03,AN08,BRY20,BPR22,MSW22,ELMR21] studied exactly this
question, under the label of Local Access Generators (LAGs). These algorithms provide efficient
query access to a random instance of some structure.

Definition 1.11. A Local Access Generator (LAG) of a random object G sampled from a
distribution G, is an oracle that provides access to G by answering various types of supported
queries, given a sequence of random bits ~r. We say the LAG is memoryless if it does not store
its answers to prior queries. We require that the LAG satisfies the following:

• Consistency. The responses of the local-access generator to all probes throughout the entire
execution must be consistent with a single object G.

• Distribution equivalence. The distribution G′ sampled by the LAG must be within n−c

from G in TV distance, for any desired constant c.

Again, as in the case of LCAs, we desire Local Access Generators to be as efficient as possible
per query. We also strongly desire the LAG to be memoryless (a requirement in the setting of
LCAs, but not always achieved for LAGs), and our result achieves this goal.

Given the two lines of work (local computation algorithms and local access generators), we ask
if they can be unified. Rather than solving both problems independently, build an algorithm which
provides access to a random graph G ← G together with a combinatorial structure M on that
graph. By jointly solving both problems, one could hope to exploit the ability for the local access
generator and local computation algorithm to coordinate.

Prior work has studied exactly this question in the setting of polynomial time algorithms. Work
of Bach [Bac88] showed that one could generate random numbers together with their factorization,
whereas factoring numbers that have been generated “in advance” is widely considered to be hard.

We show that such an approach is also fruitful in the setting of LCAs. We again focus on the
dense Erdős-Rényi model, and this time on the extensively studied problem [Gha16,LRY17,GU19,
Gha22] of Maximal Independent Set (MIS).

The frontier result of Ghaffari [Gha22] provides an LCA for MIS with per-query runtime
poly(∆ log n), and a local sampling implementation of dense Erdős-Rényi graphs is straightfor-
ward. However, composing these algorithms does not give a sublinear runtime. Our result achieves
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runtime polylog(n) for p ≥ 1/polylog(n) per query, both for queries to the random graph and to
its MIS:

Theorem 1.12. There is a memoryless Local Access Generator A for (G,M), where G← G(n, p)
and M ⊆ [n] is an MIS in G. Moreover, the per-query complexity of A is polylog(n)/p with high
probability.

Next, we overview the proofs of these results.

1.3 Proof Overview: Spanners for Erdős-Rényi

Recall that for the spanner problem, we are given probe access to G← G(n, p) and wish to provide
an LCA which gives a user access to a spanner H ⊆ G, by answering queries of the form “Is edge
(u, v) ∈ G also in H?”. We next sketch the proofs. In all cases, we first give a “global” description
of the connectivity condition, then describe how we implement this condition in a local fashion.

We recall the statement of the result.

Theorem 1.6. For every np = nδ, there is an average-case LCA for G ← G(n, p) that whp gives
access to a (2/δ+5)-spanner with n+o(n) edges. Moreover, the LCA has probe complexity 1 where
we have access to a sorted adjacency list in G, and O

(
min

{
nδ, n1−δ log n

})
otherwise.

For polynomially dense Erdős-Rényi graphs, our connectivity rule is as follows. We designate
a sublinear-size set of vertices in G as centers, which we denote C. We then retain in H all edges
between centers. Finally, every non-center vertex adds the first edge from itself to C in H.

By choosing the size of C appropriately, we ensure that the following three conditions hold with
high probability:

• there are o(n) intra-center edges,

• every non-center vertex has an edge to the center with high probability,

• the center has constant diameter.

The first condition holds as we choose the size of the center sufficiently small such that |C|2p = o(n).
The second holds as we choose the size of center sufficient large such that |C|p = Ω(log n), so every
vertex is incident to at least one center whp. To see why the first con final condition holds, observe
that C is itself distributed as G(|C|, p), so we can appeal to known results on the diameter of G(m, p).

To implement this connectivity rule as an LCA, we break into the sparse case (where the vertex
simply queries its entire adjacency list and chooses the least-ranked edge to keep) or the dense case
(where the vertex queries the adjacency matrix until it finds the first edge). If we additionally
assume that the adjacency list of each vertex is sorted in ascending order, we can perform this
check in constant time.

To modify this algorithm to have constant query time (Theorem 1.7), even when we do not
have a sorted adjacency list, we change the connectivity rule such that each vertex randomly keeps
O(log n) edges from itself to the center in expectation. This does not affect the center, which retains
constant stretch, and allows us to decide connectivity only examining random bits relevant to the
particular queried edge. This does increase the edge count in H to O(n log n), but we maintain
constant stretch. For the formal proofs, see Section 3.

To obtain even smaller stretch for sufficiently dense graphs, we modify the connectivity rule.

Theorem 1.8. For every np = nδ for δ > 1/2, there is an average-case LCA for G ← G(n, p)
that whp gives access to a 4-spanner with n+ o(n) edges. Moreover, the LCA has probe complexity
Õ(nδ).
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We again let the first T vertices be centers, for appropriately chosen T . In this case however,
our graph is sufficiently dense that with high probability every pair of centers is connected through
a non-center vertex, providing a path of length 2 between them in G. We then retain the lexi-
cographically first path between every pair of centers, and an edge from every non-center vertex
to its first center. By doing so we obtain a stretch of 4. Building a fast local implementation of
this algorithm involves first subsampling the graph to have degree barely high enough to preserve
connectivity using the rule, then arguing we can locally search in this pre-sparsified graph. For the
formal proof, see Section 3.

1.4 Proof Overview: Sparse Spanning Subgraphs for Erdős-Rényi

Here we are given probe access to G ← G(n, p) and wish to provide an LCA which gives a user
access to a sparse connected subgraph H ⊆ G with very few edges.

Theorem 1.9. There is an average-case LCA for G← G(n, p)) for every p ≥ 7 log n/n that w.h.p
provides access to a sparse connected subgraph H ⊆ G, such that H has n + o(n) edges. Moreover,
the LCA has probe complexity O(∆ polylog(n)).

Without essential loss of generality, we assume the edge probability is exactly p∗ = 7 log n/n
(as otherwise we can use the idea of Observation 1.4 to subsample as a first step).

We first describe the LCA as a 4-round distributed algorithm, then use the approach of [PR07]
to show that we can implement it as an LCA with per-query work O(∆ polylog n) (where we again
use pre-sparsification to lower the probe complexity). For the formal proof, see Section 4.

First, we assume that all vertices have distinct indices drawn from some universe. Let Γ(v)
be the neighborhood of v in G, and let Smallest(v) be the smallest index vertex in Γ(v). First,
if Smallest(v) < v, we keep the edge (v,Smallest(v)) in H, and broadcast to all other neighbors
that we made this choice. Otherwise, if v < Smallest(v), we call v a candidate leader. If v is
a candidate leader and receives at least one broadcast that it is not being selected (which occurs
if and only if v does not have the least index in its two-hop neighborhood), we connect v to the
neighbor which allows it to reach the smallest 2-hop neighbor.

After this connectivity rule, which has a simple two-round distributed algorithm, we call v a
leader if it has not added any out edges. This occurs if and only if it has the smallest index in its
two-hop neighborhood. Next, each leader retains an edge to its highest index neighbor, which we
call its administrator. Finally, each administrator keeps its entire neighborhood.

We overview the needed properties below.

• Connectivity. The connectivity argument is the most delicate of the paper. We define a set
of events E that partition the space of possible graphs, and denote a subset of events EG ⊂ E
as good. We first show that a random graph lies in a good event with high probability. Next,
we show that for every good event E ∈ EG, sampling a random G that satisfies E results in
a graph that the algorithm succeeds on (in fact, we prove this with high probability over G).

Each such event specifies the presence of absence of a subset of edges in the graph. At a high
level, these specifications capture the view of the algorithm up to the point that the leader
vertices select their administrators. We define good events as those in which all administrators
have many bits of entropy remaining in their neighborhoods, which allows us to argue they
maintain connectivity with high probability.

• Subgraph Size. It is easy to see that each edge keeps at most one edge to its lowest index
neighbor, and each leader candidate that is not a leader keeps at most one edge, so it suffices
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to show that the number of edges added in the final phase (when administrator vertices add
their entire edge set) is sublinear in n. To do this, we show that the number of administrators
is O(n/ log2 n), which itself follows from the fact that each leader has minimal rank in its
2-hop neighborhood. Then as the degree of the graph is O(log n), we obtain a bound of o(n)
edges added in the final phase.

• Local Implementation. One can see that the algorithm constitutes a 4-round distributed
algorithm, and hence can be implemented in per-query work O(∆4) via the reduction of
Parnas and Ron [PR07]. However, we note that we can first subsample the graph G to have
edge probability p∗ = 7 log n (which we do in a global fashion using the random tape of
the LCA). By Observation 1.4, this produces whp a connected subgraph of G that is itself
distributed G(n, p∗). Subsequently, in each distributed round we explore only the neighbors
of v that are retained in the subsampled graph, resulting in total work O(∆ log4 n).

1.5 Proof Overview: Spanners for Preferential Attachment

We now build low-stretch spanning trees for preferential attachment graphs with sufficiently high
degree parameter µ ≥ cµ log n.

Theorem 1.10. For every preferential attachment process with parameter µ > cµ log n for a global
constant cµ, there is an average-case LCA for G← Gpa(n, µ) that w.h.p gives access to an O(log n)-
spanner H ⊆ G. Moreover:

• on query (u, v) the LCA has time complexity O(du + dv), which is O(
√
n) in the worst-case

and O(log3 n) in expectation (over all possible queries),

• H contains n− 1 edges.

For clarity, in this section we let vi for i ∈ [n] denote the vertex that was added in round i.
For the formal proof, see Section 5. Our algorithm is a straightforward consequence of a structural
result about preferential attachment graphs. We show that with high probability, every vertex v
either has an edge to the highest-degree vertex, or has an edge to a vertex with substantially higher
degree:

Lemma 1.13. For µ(n) ≥ cµ log n for cµ an absolute constant, the following holds. With high
probability, every vertex v that is not the highest-degree vertex is either a neighbor of the highest-
degree vertex, or v has a neighbor u such that du > 2 · dv.

To show Lemma 1.13, we prove that there is a global constant c such that with high probability:

1. every vi with i ≥ c has a neighbor with degree at least 2dvi ,

2. every vi, vj for i, j ≤ c are connected.

The second item is a simple consequence of our choice of µ. The first we show as follows. First,
whp every vertex has an edge to a vertex to significantly lower index, and second, whp vertices of
significantly lower index have significantly higher degree. For both cases, we rely on a tail bound
for the degrees of Preferential Attachment graphs established by [DKR18].

Given this lemma, Theorem 1.10 follows via a simple connectivity rule: every vertex retains
an edge to its highest-degree neighbor. Then a simple potential argument (that the degree can-
not increase by a factor of 2 more than log(m) times) establishes that we obtain a spanner
O(log(dmax)) = O(log n) stretch. Furthermore, we show that the worst-case runtime is O(

√
n)

and the average-case runtime over all possible queries is polylog(n). To see the size bound, note
that every vertex that is not of globally highest degree adds exactly one edge to H.
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1.6 Proof Overview: Joint Sampling

Finally, we describe our algorithm that provides access to a random graph together with its MIS.

Theorem 1.12. There is a memoryless Local Access Generator A for (G,M), where G← G(n, p)
and M ⊆ [n] is an MIS in G. Moreover, the per-query complexity of A is polylog(n)/p with high
probability.

We describe the sampling algorithm in a global fashion, and then describe how to implement it
via an LCA. We gradually grow the MIS M , by instantiating M = (1) where 1 is the first vertex,
and sequentially determining the smallest vertex that is not connected to M , and add it to M ,
continuing until we exhaust the vertex set. For a fixed M = (v1, . . . , vt), each subsequent vertex
u > vt is not connected to any element of M in G(n, p) with probability (1− p)|M |. For a fixed u,
we can determine if (vi, u) is in G for every i by simply sampling the edge, and thus determine if
u should be added to M . However, this procedure would take linear time to determine the MIS.
Instead, we use local sampling of the Geometric distribution to find the next element of M . Once
we sample r ∼ Geom(1 − p), we let the next element of M be u = vt + r. For all u′ ∈ (v, u), this
virtually conditions on the event that at least one of (u, vi) is present in the graph for i ≤ t.

We can determine the entire M in this fashion in time polylog(n/p). Then we can answer
queries as follows. On an MIS(a) query, we recompute M (using the same random bits) and answer
whether a ∈M . To answer edge queries, we must be careful to not contradict the queries made to
the MIS. To achieve this, on receiving the query Edge((a, b)) we first re-determine M (using the
same random bits as before), and then answer the query as follows:

• If a, b ∈M , we say the edge is not present

• If a, b /∈M , we use independent random bits to sample if the edge is present

• If a ∈ M, b /∈ M , we work as follows. First, let vi < b < vi+1 be the elements of M that
bracket b. Note that by the setup of the sampling procedure, we have conditioned on the
event that there is at least one edge (vj , b) ∈ G for j ≤ i. All other edges to centers have not
been determined by the sampling process, so if a = vj for j > i, we use independent random
bits to sample if the edge is present. Otherwise, we must determine the set of edges

(v1, b), . . . , (vi, b)

subject to the constraint that at least one such edge is present. To do this, we sample all
edges in this set independently at random, and reject and retry if no edges are added. This
will determine the edge set after O(log n) retries with high probability. Once we do this, we
can answer the query on (a, b).

2 Preliminaries

We first define our access model and define some required lemmas.

Access Model. We assume that an LCA has access to a graph G = ([n], E) via the following
probes:

• Exists(u, v) returns true/false based on whether the edge (u, v) ∈ E

• Deg(v) returns the degree of vertex v in G

• Nbr(v, i) returns the ith neighbor of v from the adjacency list if i ≤ Degree(v), and ⊥ otherwise

9



Graph Models We formally define the Erdős-Rényi and Preferential Attachment graph models.
Note that in all proofs, Γ(v) = ΓG(v) refers to the neighbors of v in the original graph G that
the LCA has probe access to. We will always denote the original graph as G, and subgraphs or
spanners as H.

Definition 2.1 (Erdős-Rényi graphs). For a function p = p(n), we say G← G(n, p) is an Erdős-
Rényi random graph if it is constructed as follows. For every pair of vertices u, v ∈ [n] with
u 6= v, we add the edge (u, v) with probability p, independently.

Definition 2.2 (Preferential Attachment graphs). For a function µ = µ(n), we say G← Gpa(n, µ)
is a random Preferential Attachment graph if it is constructed as follows:

• On round 1 ≤ i ≤ n, add a vertex vi into the graph.

• Then, repeat the following process µ times:

– Add an edge from vi to a random vertex vj (potentially a self loop to vi itself)

– The probability of the edge (vi, vj) being added is
dvj∑i

1
dvj+1

if j 6= i, and
dvj+1

∑i
1
dvj+1

if j = i.

Sampling Algorithms. We recall an efficient algorithm for sampling from the geometric distri-
bution with parameter λ, such as the one used in [BRY20].

Lemma 2.3. There is a randomized algorithm that, given n and λ > 0, samples from Geom(λ) in
polylog(n/λ) time with high probability.

3 Spanners for Erdős-Rényi Graphs

In this section, we present our results on spanners for Erdős-Rényi graphs. We show that we can
achieve a provably superior size-stretch than what would be obtained by naive subsampling.

3.1 Constant Stretch Spanners

Theorem 1.6. For every np = nδ, there is an average-case LCA for G ← G(n, p) that whp gives
access to a (2/δ+5)-spanner with n+o(n) edges. Moreover, the LCA has probe complexity 1 where
we have access to a sorted adjacency list in G, and O

(
min

{
nδ, n1−δ log n

})
otherwise.

We first note that we require a bound on the diameter of random graphs:

Theorem 3.1 (Theorem 7.1 [FK15]). There is a constant c such that for every d ∈ N and p = p(n),
if

(pn)d ≥ n log(n2/c)

then the diameter of G← G(n, p) is at most d + 1 with high probability.

At a high level, our proof designates the first T vertices in the graph as centers, for appropriate
chosen T . We keep all edges between centers, which results in a sublinear number of edges, and for
each non-center vertex keep the lowest ranked edge into the center cluster.
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Proof of Theorem 1.6. We give a global description of the process and then describe the (simple)
local implementation of the process. Let

T = n1−δ/2−δ2/8.

Recall that we are given probe access to G ← G(n, p). For every vertex with ID(v) ≤ T , let v be
a center vertex. Denote the set of center vertices as C ⊆ V . When queried on an edge (u, v) ∈ G,
we let our connectivity rule be as follows. We keep all edges in G internal to the center, and for
each non-center vertex v keep only the edge in G that connects v to the lowest-ranked element of
the center. More formally:

(u, v) ∈ H ⇐⇒ {u ∈ C, v ∈ C} OR {u 6∈ C, v ∈ C, v = min{Γ(u) ∩ C}}

We now prove that the edge counts, diameter, and query times are as claimed. For both, observe
that the center graph C = HC×C is itself distributed as G(|T |, p).

Sparsity. Observe that |E(H)| ≤ n + |E(C)| as each non-center vertex contains at most one
edge. Next, note that for every pair u, v ∈ C we have that the event that (u, v) ∈ G occurs with
probability p and is independent. We have that the expected edge count is

E[|E(C)|] =

(|C|
2

)
p ≤ n2−δ−δ2/4nδ−1 = o(n).

Moreover, we can apply a Chernoff bound and conclude that the edge count in C is at most o(n)
with overwhelming probability.

Diameter. We first claim that diam(H) ≤ 2 + diam(C). For every vertex v /∈ C, we claim that
|Γ(v)∩C| ≥ 1 with overwhelming probability, and hence v will be connected to a center vertex and
so the above bound holds by considering paths through the center. We have

E[|Γ(v) ∩ C|] = |C|p = nδ/2−δ2/8

and again applying the Chernoff bound, we have that this set is of nonzero size with probability at
least 1− n−5.

Then by Theorem 3.1 with d = ⌈2/δ⌉ + 1, p = p, n = |C|, and verifying that

(|C|p)d = (nδ/2−δ2/8)⌈2/δ⌉+1 > n > |C| log(|C|2/c)

we obtain that the center graph has diameter at most 2/δ + 3, so we are done.

Local Implementation. For every query (u, v), we can determine whether u, v are in the center
by querying their IDs. If u ∈ C and v ∈ C, we are done, and likewise if u /∈ C, v /∈ C. Finally,
suppose v ∈ C and u /∈ C.

If the adjacency list that we have probe access to is sorted, we probe Nbr(u, 1) to obtain the
first neighbor of u (which is the edge we keep to the center), and if this neighbor is v we return
(u, v) ∈ H, and otherwise return (u, v) /∈ H. If the adjacency list is not sorted, we find if (u, v) is
the least ranked edge from u to C in one of two ways. If nδ ≤ n1−δ, we enumerate the neighborhood
of u using Nbr(u, i) queries and use this information to decide. Otherwise, we query

Exists(u, 1), . . . , Exists(u, k)

until we find an edge, which occurs after O(log(n)/p) probes with high probability.
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We next prove a complimentary result, which obtains constant query complexity in a weaker
probe model, at the cost of slightly superlinear edge counts. We note that we still obtain a superior
sparsity-stretch tradeoff compared to Observation 1.4, as no choice of p′ can achieve nearly-linear
sparsity with constant stretch.

Theorem 1.7. For every np = nδ, there is an average-case LCA for G ← G(n, p) that whp gives
access to a (2/δ + 5)-spanner with O(n log n) edges. Moreover, the LCA has probe complexity 1.

Proof. Our algorithm is the same as Theorem 1.6, except that we modify the connectivity rule to
purely depend on the randomness, not the relative index of the edge. First, rather than selecting the
center based on vertex IDs, each vertex independently elects itself into the center with probability
2/T . With high probability, the number of center vertices remains bounded by [T, 3T ], and hence
the number of center internal edges remains o(n), and the stretch of the center subgraph does not
increase. Next, to determine if we keep edge (u, v) ∈ G, the connectivity rule is as follows:

• If u and v elect themselves centers, keep.

• If u and v do not elect themseselves centers, do not keep.

• Otherwise (so exactly one endpoint is a center), keep independently with probability ρ for ρ
to be chosen later.

It is clear such a connectivity rule can be implemented with 1 query, to verify (u, v) is actually in
the base graph.

Stretch. Observe that, conditioned on the center graph being of size [T, 3T ], we can apply the
exact argument as before and conclude that the diameter of the center graph is unchanged. Thus,
it suffices to show that all non-center vertices remain connected. For every v, by essentially the
same argument as Theorem 1.6 we have that with high probability

|Γ(v) ∩ C| ∈ [nδ/2−δ2/8/2, 2nδ/2−δ2/8]

Finally, let ρ = 10 log(n)/nδ/2−δ2/8. We have that with high probability at least one, and fewer
than 100 log(n) edges are retained from v to the center subgraph, and hence we obtain the desired
edge bound.

3.2 Ultra-Sparse 4-Spanners for Dense Random Graphs

For our final result, we first again designate vertices as centers, and choose parameters such that
all vertices either connect to a single center, or help two centers connect each other.

Theorem 1.8. For every np = nδ for δ > 1/2, there is an average-case LCA for G ← G(n, p)
that whp gives access to a 4-spanner with n+ o(n) edges. Moreover, the LCA has probe complexity
Õ(nδ).

Proof. We again apply Observation 1.4, and first subsample G to G′ with edge probability p′ =
8 log2(n)/

√
n (which is valid as δ > 1/2). For the remainder of the proof, we assume without loss

of generality that we have probe access to a graph G′ ← G(n, p′).2

2We note that in the final algorithm, each time we enumerate the neighbors of v, we will pay np queries (rather
than np

′).
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Global Implementation. After this, we let the first
√
n/ log(n) vertices be centers. Denoting

this center set as C, we have the following connectivity rule. For every pair of centers v, v′, let u
be the smallest vertex such that (v, u), (v′, u) ∈ G′. We retain both edges in H. Finally, for every
u /∈ C that is not connected to a center by the prior rule, let v be the smallest center vertex such
that (u, v) ∈ G′. We retain this edge in H.

To prove the diameter bound, we show that every non-center vertex neighbors a center, and
every pair of center vertices share a neighbor:

Claim 3.2. With high probability, every v /∈ C has |Γ(v) ∩ C| ≥ 1.

Proof. The probability that we have no edges from v to C is exactly 1−(1−p′)|C| ≥ 1−ep′
√
n/ logn ≥

1− n−4.

Claim 3.3. With high probability, every v, v′ ∈ C have |Γ(v) ∩ Γ(v′)| ≥ 1.

Proof. For arbitrary u /∈ C, the probability that are are edges (v, u), (v′, u) is p
′2. Thus, the

probability that there are no vertices u with this property is exactly 1 − (1 − p′2)n−|C| ≥ 1 −
e−32 log

4(n).

Diameter. Is it easy to show the diameter is 4. Given an arbitrary vertex pair a, b, both vertices
are connected to (possible distinct) centers v, v′ (or they are themselves centers), and every pair of
centers is connected by a path of length 2.

Sparsity. We have that the number of included edges is bounded by 2 · T 2 + n, as there are at
most T 2 length-2 paths (that connect each pair of centers) included, and at most n edges from
non-center vertices connecting them to a center vertex.

Local Implementation. Given an edge query (a, b), we can decide the edge status locally as
follows. First, if (a, b) /∈ G′, do not retain it. Otherwise, if a, b ∈ C or a, b /∈ C, do not retain the
edge. Finally, for the case in which a ∈ C and b /∈ C, we enumerate over u ∈ ΓG′(b) and, if u is
a center vertex, check if b is the smallest vertex in ΓG′(u) ∩ ΓG′(a). If so, the path (a, b)(b, u) was
part of the global connectivity rule, so we retain (a, b) ∈ H. If we do not include any edges for this
reason, and a is the smallest center in Γ(b), the edge (a, b) was part of the global connectivity rule,
so we retain (a, b) ∈ H. Otherwise, we do not retain the edge.

The probes required to implement this rule are bounded as follows. First, we must query the
neighborhood of b using O(nδ) probes. Folowing this, we perform the sparsification step from
Observation 1.4 to prune down to edges , and then operate on this sparsified graph, which has
degree Õ(

√
n). To bound the number of center neighbors that we further explore, note that

|ΓG′(b) ∩C| = O(p′T ) = O(log3 n)

with high probability. For each center neighbor u, we must enumerate ΓG′(u) which takes O(nδ)
probes per vertex, so we end up with a final bound of Õ(nδ) as claimed.

4 Sparse Connected Subgraphs For Sparse Erdős-Rényi

We first give a distributed algorithm when p is exactly equal to p∗ = 7 log(n)/n, and then extend
this into a full LCA for larger p (Theorem 1.9).
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Theorem 4.1. There is a 4-round distributed algorithm providing access to a subgraph H ⊆ G←
G(n, p∗) such that with high probability, H is connected and has at most (1 + c/ log(n))n edges.

We first use Theorem 4.1 to prove the main result.
Using this distributed algorithm and the subsampling technique, we obtain the full result.

Theorem 1.9. There is an average-case LCA for G← G(n, p)) for every p ≥ 7 log n/n that w.h.p
provides access to a sparse connected subgraph H ⊆ G, such that H has n + o(n) edges. Moreover,
the LCA has probe complexity O(∆ polylog(n)).

Proof. For every edge (u, v) ∈ G, we retain the edge independently with probability p∗/p into the
subgraph G′, and simulate Line 1 using the reduction of Parnas and Ron [PR07] on G′. First, note
that G′ is connected w.h.p. (as p∗ is above the connectivity threshold), and moreover is distributed
as G(n, p∗) (over the randomness of G and the sparsification step).

The Parnas-Ron reduction takes a k-round distributed algorithm, and simulates an LCA for
a query on vertex v by exploring the k-neighborhood ov vertex v (which has size O(∆k)), and
simulating the local execution of the distributed algorithm within the k-neighborhood. Considering
the k frontiers of BFS starting at the vertex v, notice that we can simulate the ith round of the
distributed algorithm on every vertex within the ith frontier by performing this process starting at
i = 1 and proceeding for successive rounds i.

We use a modified version of the Parnas-Ron reduction to take into account the nature of the
pre-sparsification step. Instead of exploring the entire O(∆k) sized neighborhood, we can instead
prune away the edges which are not included in the pre-sparsification step at each frontier. Since
the max degree after sparsification is O(log n) w.h.p., the total number of edges explored in order to
find the sparsified neighborhood is O(∆ logk−1 n). This is obtained by performing a BFS traversal
and pruning away non-sparsified edges at each frontier. Once the O(logk n) sized neighborhood is
discovered, we can then simulate the distributed algorithm in O(polylog(n)) time.

Thus, Theorem 4.1 can be converted to an LCA with the aforementioned runtime.

We now prove Theorem 4.1, which gives a 4-round distributed algorithm for access to a con-
nected subgraph of the input graph G. We begin by defining quantities used in the algorithm:

Definition 4.2. For a vertex v, let Smallest(v) and Largest(v) be the smallest and largest index
vertices connected to v in G (not including v itself).

Next, we recall types of vertices in the algorithm.

Definition 4.3. If v is such that v < Smallest(v), we call it a candidate leader, and otherwise
call it a non-candidate. If v is a candidate leader, and additionally its index is smaller than
all of its 2-hop neighbors, then we call v a leader. If v is a leader, we define its administrator
Admin(v)← Largest(v) to be its largest-index neighbor. Let L be the set of all leaders.

Once we have performed the first two rounds of the algorithm, we decompose the graph into a
set of directed trees, where the root of each tree is the administrator chosen by the leader vertex.

Definition 4.4. For G ← G(n, p∗), its sparsified subgraph H is a random graph that is the
deterministic output of Algorithm 1 on input G.

In order to lower bound the probability of H being connected, we will define sets of events called
baseline conditions, and argue that each base graph G satisfies exactly one baseline condition.
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Then we prove the desired properties of the algorithm, conditioned on the baseline condition obeying
certain properties (and we show that these properties are satisfied with high probability).

A baseline condition is a minimal collection of statements of the form (u, v) ∈ E or (u, v) /∈ E.
Essentially, these are the edges “viewed” by the algorithm in the first three rounds. A baseline
condition uniquely fixes the set of leaders and the representative leader of each vertex.

Definition 4.5. A baseline condition is an event parameterized as B(f, g) where

f : V → {⊥} ∪ V, g : {v|f(v) = ⊥} → 2V

are two functions. The function f maps vertices to their smallest neighbor if they are not a
candidate leader, and ⊥ otherwise, and g maps candidate leaders to the set of their neighbors. We
say that a graph G satisfies B if it is compatible with B in the obvious way.

Note that f(v) = i implies that for every graph G satisfying B, we have (v, i) ∈ G and (v, j) /∈ G
for every j < i. However, all edges from v that are not fixed by values of f, g on other vertices are
present in a random graph G satisfying B independently with probability p.

We require several properties of these baseline conditions, which we will now prove. First, they
partition the space of all possible graphs.

Lemma 4.6. For every pair of distinct baseline conditions B1 = B(f1, g1) and B2 = B(f2, g2),
there is no graph G that satisfies both.

Proof. There must be some vertex v such that f1(v) 6= f2(v) or f1(v) = f2(v) and g1(v) 6= g2(v),
and fix such a vertex. In the first case, without loss of generality f1(v) = u 6=⊥. In this case,
every graph satisfying B1 must have v’s smallest neighbor u, and hence it cannot satisfy B2. In
the second case, every graph satisfying B1 must have Γ(v) = g1(v) 6= g2(v), and hence it cannot
satisfy B2.

Furthermore, all graphs G satisfying B have the same set of leaders and administrators.

Lemma 4.7. Every baseline condition B uniquely specifies the set of candidate leaders, leaders,
and administrators for every graph satisfying B.

Proof. One can see that the information provided by B(f, g) suffices to run Algorithm 1 for the
first three rounds, and these rounds uniquely determine the set of administrators.

Due to Lemma 4.7, we refer to the leaders and administrators of B as the unique set of leaders
and administrators of any graph satisfying B.

We now define favorable graphs and favorable baseline events. A favorable graph is one that
induces a favorable event, and a favorable event is one such that a random graph satisfying it results
in the algorithm succeeding with high probability (over the graph).

Definition 4.8. Define Π = Π1
⋂

Π2 to be the event that G ← G(n, p∗) simultaneously satisfies
all of the following conditions:

• Π1: All v ≥ n
3 are not candidate leaders;

• Π2: Each v < n
3 has at least one neighbor whose index is greater than or equal to 2n

3 .

If G satisfies Π, it is called a favorable graph .

Definition 4.9. A baseline condition B(f, g) is called a favorable condition if all of the following
conditions hold:
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• Φa: All leaders of B(f, g) have index less than n
3 ;

• Φb: For every v such that n
3 ≤ v < 2n

3 , v is not a candidate leader (i.e. f(v) 6= ⊥);

• Φc: All administrators of B(f, g) have index at least 2n
3 .

As motivation for the definition, we desire the event B(f, g) to leave the administrators with
many unfixed edges, such that these administrators connect all subtrees with high probability.

Lemma 4.10. If an instance of G is a favorable graph, then the baseline condition that G satisfies
is a favorable condition.

Proof. Notice that Π1 immediately implies Φa and Φb, and Π2 immediately implies Φc.

Furthermore, a graph is favorable with high probability.

Lemma 4.11. We have that G← G(n, p∗) is a favorable graph with probability at least 1− n−4/3.

Proof. If for every vertex v, v retains an edge to {1, . . . , n/3} and {2n/3, . . . , n}, we have a favorable
graph. This occurs for an arbitrary fixed v with probability

2(1− p∗)n/3 ≤ 2e−p
∗n/3

and hence the total probability of a failure is at most n2e−p
∗n/3 ≤ n−4/3.

Finally, for every favorable baseline condition, a random graph satisfying this condition induces
a connected graph with high probability.

Lemma 4.12. For every favorable condition B(f, g),

Pr
G←G(n,p∗)

[H is connected |G satisfies B] ≥ 1− 2n−4/3.

We prove Lemma 4.12 in the following subsection. Using the lemma, we can show that the
connectivity guarantee is satisfied.

Lemma 4.13. Let H be the output of Algorithm 1 on G← G(n, p∗). We have that H is connected
with probability at least 1− 1

n .

Proof. We have that

Pr
G←G(n,p∗)

[H connected] =
∑

B(f,g)

Pr[H connected |G satisfies B] Pr[H satisfies B]

≥
∑

fav. B(f,g)

Pr[H connected |G satisfies B] Pr[H satisfies B]

≥ (1− 2n−7/6)
∑

fav. B(f,g)

Pr[H satisfies B] (Lemma 4.12)

≥ (1− 2n−7/6)(1− n−4/3) (Lemma 4.11)

≥ 1− 1/n
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4.1 Proof of Lemma 4.12

We show Lemma 4.12 by identifying a large set of possible edges that are each present with prob-
ability p∗ for a random G satisfying an arbitrary favorable condition, and the presence of (a small
number of) these edges establishes connectivity between all subtrees.

For the remainder of the subsection fix an arbitrary favorable condition B(f, g), and recall that
A is the set of leaders. Let M = {n/3, . . . , 2n/3} ⊆ V be the set of vertices with medium index.

Definition 4.14. Fixing B(f, g), for every a ∈ A let T (a) be the set of vertices connected to a
through the first three rounds of the algorithm (and note that this set is uniquely determined given
B).

We now define the set of edges that are still unfixed in every favorable condition.

Lemma 4.15. For every administrator a ∈ A and medium vertex v ∈ M, let Ca,v be the event
that (a, v) is in G. Then Ca,v occurs independently with probability p∗.

Proof. Recall that B(f, g) is a favorable condition, and hence:

• Φa holds and so all candidate leaders have index at most n/3,

• Φb holds so all v ∈ M are not candidate leaders (and hence do not have their neighborhoods
specified by g),

• Φc implies min(A) ≥ 2n
3 (and hence no administrator is a candidate leader).

For arbitrary a, v we have that a ≥ 2n/3 > n/3 and v > n/3 and hence neither a nor v is a candidate
leader (and hence g does not determine the full neighborhood of either vertex). Moreover, both
have some neighbor with index at most n/3, and hence the status of edge (a, v) is not determined
by the value of f . Thus, the edge is not conditioned on by B, and hence occurs independently with
probability p∗.

Now we show that the graph is connected with high probability.

Definition 4.16. For every partition A1, A2 of A with |A1| ≤ |A|/2, let Split(A1) be the event
that there are no edges in G from A1 to T (A2) ∩M and from A2 to T (A1) ∩M.

Observe that ∩A1
¬Split(A1) suffices for the graph to be connected:

Lemma 4.17. For every G satisfying B such that none of Split(A1) occurs, we have that H is
connected.

Proof. Fix an arbitrary cut V1, V2. If the cut bisects any tree T (a) we are clearly done by the edges
added in the first three rounds, so WLOG assume this does not occur and let A1 = V1 ∩ A and
A2 = V2 ∩ L. As Split(A1) does not occur, there is some edge from a ∈ A1 ⊆ V1 to T (A2) ⊆ V2

or an edge from a′ ∈ A2 ⊆ V1 to T (A1) ⊆ A1, and such an edge is retained in round 4 of the
algorithm, so we preserve connectivity across the cut.

Finally, we show that no such event occurs with more than negligible probability.

Lemma 4.18. For every A1 we have

Pr[Split(A1)] ≤ (1− p∗)
n
6
|A1|.
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Proof. Either T (A1) ∩M ≥ n/6 or T (A2) ∩M ≥ n/6. WLOG supposing the latter occurs (as
otherwise the bound is only stronger), we have that all events Ca,v for a ∈ A1, v ∈ T (A2)∩M imply
the negation of Split(A1), and moreover there are at least |A1| · (n/6) such events. By Lemma 4.15
each such event occurs independently with probability p∗, so the bound is as claimed.

We then recall the lemma to be proved.

Lemma 4.12. For every favorable condition B(f, g),

Pr
G←G(n,p∗)

[H is connected |G satisfies B] ≥ 1− 2n−4/3.

Proof. We have that

Pr[G is disconnected|G satisfies B] ≤
∑

A1⊆A
Pr[Split(A1)] (Lemma 4.17)

≤
∑

A1⊆A
(1− p)

n
6
|A1| (Lemma 4.18)

≤
∑

A1⊆A
e−(p

∗n/6)|A1| ≤ 2n−7/6.

4.2 Bounding Subgraph Size

Now we prove that the size of H is as claimed.

Lemma 4.19. Let H be the output of Algorithm 1 on G ← G(n, p∗). We have that H has size
n + o(n) with probability 1− 1

n .

First, note that every non-leader adds exactly one edge to H, and each leader v with admin-
istrator a adds exactly |Γ(a)| edges. Then the final size bound is at most Γmax · |A|. As the first
is O(log n) whp, it suffices to show |A| ≤ |L| = O(n/ log2 n). Note that a vertex is a leader if and
only if is has the least rank among its 2-hop neighborhood, which follows from simple concentration
bounds.

Fact 4.20. With high probability, |Γ(v)| ≤ 14 log n and |Γ(Γ(v))| ≥ log2(n)/4 for every v.

Next, we bound the number of leaders We also have the following bound on the number of
index-leaders which arises from a bound on the size of the 2-hop neighborhood of all vertices.

Lemma 4.21. With high probability, there are at most O(n/ log2 n) leaders.

Proof. By Fact 4.20 we have that with high probability every vertex has at least Ω(log2 n) 2-hop
neighbors. Since a vertex being a leader implies no other member of its 2-hop neighborhood can
be a leader, (as that vertex would not have minimal index in its two-hop neighborhood) we are
done.

Putting the two results together implies the claimed size bound:

Proof of Lemma 4.19. It is clear that the first 3 rounds add at most n − 1 edges, so we have that
the edge count is bounded by n plus

∑

a∈A
|Γ(a)| ≤ O(log n) · |A| ≤ O(log n) · |L| ≤ O(n/ log n) = o(n)

where the first inequality is Fact 4.20, the second is that each administrator can be associated with
at least one leader, and the third is Lemma 4.21.
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5 Spanners for Preferential Attachment Graphs

We next provide our LCA algorithm for sparsifying a preferential attachment graph. We first prove
our structural result. As all concentration bounds hold with probability 1− n−c for c ≥ 10, we do
not explicitly keep track of the probabilities.

5.1 Proof of Lemma 1.13

We recall the primary result which allows us to control the evolution of degrees in the graph.

Lemma 1.13. For µ(n) ≥ cµ log n for cµ an absolute constant, the following holds. With high
probability, every vertex v that is not the highest-degree vertex is either a neighbor of the highest-
degree vertex, or v has a neighbor u such that du > 2 · dv.

To prove the lemma, we first show a few other structural properties. We first define the degree
of the PA graph after each round of sampling.

Definition 5.1. For every t ∈ [n] let dv;t be the degree of v after t rounds of applying the preferential
process. In particular, dv;n = dv. For a vertex set S ⊆ [n], let dS;t =

∑
v∈S dv;t and dS = dS;n. For

convenience, we let dv,τ = dv,⌊τ⌋ for non-integer τ ≤ n.

We note a basic fact that we will repeatedly use:

Fact 5.2. For every i we have dvi,i ≤ 2µ, and for every j ≥ i we have dvi,j ≥ µ.

This follows from the fact that each vertex has zero degree immediately before it is added, and
finishes the subsequent round with between µ and 2µ edges (as in the worst case all added edges
are self loops).

Next, we recall a concentration bound for the degrees in preferential attachment graphs of [DKR18].
For a vertex set S ⊆ [n], the lemma bounds the sum of the degrees of nodes in S at time n in terms
of their total degree at time t multiplied by scaling factor

√
n
t , and a small constant error (close to

1).

Lemma 5.3 (Lemma 3.8 [DKR18]). Assume µ ≥ cµ log n for a global constant cµ. Then there
exists a constant ct = 406 + 1 such that for every t ∈ [ct, n] and S ⊆ {v1, · · · , vt}, we have:

Pr

[
39

40

√
n

t
dS;t < dS <

41

40

√
n

t
dS;t

]
≥ 1− 1

n10

We remark that this statement follows from their Lemma 3.8 with ε = 1/40 and µ ≥ cµ log n,
where cµ is a large enough constant such that the failure probability becomes as claimed.

We first show that for large enough i, vi is directly connected to some vertex vj where j ≪ i.
Note that vi is not connected to all vertices with substantially smaller index, but there is at least
one neighbor with this property.

Lemma 5.4. Let w = 1/16. With high probability, for every i ≥ ct/w there is j ≤ iw such that
(vi, vj) ∈ G.
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Proof. Let S = {v1, · · · , vw·i}. Then we have

dS,i ≥
40

41
·
√

i

n
dS,n (RHS of Lemma 5.3 with t = i)

≥ 39

41
·
√

i

wi
dS,wi (LHS of Lemma 5.3 with t = wi)

≥ 2 · dS,wi

≥ 2 · µiw

where the final step follows from dS,wi ≥ |S|µ by Fact 5.2 and that vertices in S are added in
rounds below wi. Finally, this implies that for every edge added from vi in round i goes to S with
probability at least 1 − dS,i/2µi = 1 − w, and hence the probability that none of the edges are
adjacent to S is at most (1− w)µ ≤ n−100.

Next, we show that for two vertices where one has substantially smaller index than the other,
the smaller-index vertex has at least twice the degree.

Lemma 5.5. Again let w = 1/16. With high probability, for every i > ct/w and j < i · w we have
dvi ≤ dvj/2.

Proof. For convenience, let b = max{ct, j} and note that dvi,i ≤ 2µ and dvj ,max{ct,j} ≥ dvj ,j ≥ µ
by Fact 5.2. We have

dvi ≤
41

40
dvi,i

√
n

i
(RHS of Lemma 5.3 with t = i)

≤ 41

40
2µ

√
n

i

<
39

40

µ

2

√
n

b
(i > b/w)

≤ 39

40

dvj ,b

2

√
n

b

≤ dvj/2 (LHS of Lemma 5.3 with t = b)

As an easy corollary, we obtain that the highest-degree vertex is in the first ct/w indices.

Corollary 5.6. Again let w = 1/16. With high probability, the highest degree vertex has index
bounded by ct/w

2.

Proof. Fix i ≤ ct/w and j ≥ ct/w
2 arbitrarily. We claim that dvi ≥ dvj with high probability,

which suffices to show the result. This is immediate from Lemma 5.5 (switching the roles of j and
i).

Finally, we show that all small-index vertices are connected with high probability.

Lemma 5.7. Again let w = 1/16. With high probability, for every i, j ≤ ct/w
2 where i 6= j, we

have (vi, vj) ∈ G.

Proof. WLOG assume i ≤ j and note that dvi,j ≥ µ. Then it is easy to see that for every edge
inserted from vj, it connects to vi with probability at least µ/(j+1)µ ≥ w2/2ct. Therefore, the edge

is not present with probability at least (1 − w2

2ct
)µ ≤ n−100, using that µ ≥ cµ log(n) is sufficiently

large.
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We now prove the lemma.

Proof of Lemma 1.13. Fix vi where i is arbitrary. If i ≤ ct/w
2, we have that (vi, vj) are present

in G for every j ≤ ct/w
2 by Lemma 5.7, and hence vi has an edge to the highest degree vertex

by Corollary 5.6. Otherwise we have i > c2t , and then by Lemma 5.4 there is an edge (vi, vj) with
j < i · w, and moreover dvj ≥ 2 · dvi by Lemma 5.5.

5.2 Proof of Theorem 1.10

We now use Lemma 1.13 to prove Theorem 1.10. First, we establish a bound on the average query
time of the algorithm, by bounding the degree of the small and large vertices.

Claim 5.8. Let S = {v1, . . . , vct/w}. With high probability,
∑

v∈S dv = O(
√
n · µ).

Proof. Applying Lemma 5.3 with t = ct/w and S = S and using that dS;ct/w ≤ 2µct/w immediately
gives the bound.

Theorem 1.10. For every preferential attachment process with parameter µ > cµ log n for a global
constant cµ, there is an average-case LCA for G← Gpa(n, µ) that w.h.p gives access to an O(log n)-
spanner H ⊆ G. Moreover:

• on query (u, v) the LCA has time complexity O(du + dv), which is O(
√
n) in the worst-case

and O(log3 n) in expectation (over all possible queries),

• H contains n− 1 edges.

Proof. On query (u, v), the algorithm checks if v is the highest-degree neighbor of u or vice versa,
and if so keeps the edge and otherwise discards it. We first argue that this rule produces a
connected subgraph of size n − 1. By Lemma 1.13, every vertex except that of highest degree
keeps an edge. Moreover, from each vertex, let h(v) be the highest degree neighbor. We have that
either h(v) = vmax, the highest degree vertex, or dh(v) ≥ 2 · dv. Thus, for every vertex v the path
(v, h(v), h(h(v)), . . .) has length at most log(n · µ) = O(log n), and terminates at vmax, with high
probability. Thus, the constructed graph has diameter O(log n) as claimed.

Finally, we argue that the average query time is as claimed. We have that the average query
time is

1

|E|
∑

u,v

(d2u + dv)2 ≤ 2

nµ

∑

v

d2v

=
2

nµ




∑

i≤ct/w
d2vi +

∑

i>ct/w

d2vi




≤ 2

nµ


O(

√
n · µ)2 +

∑

i>ct/w

(
c′2µ

√
n

i

)2

 (Claim 5.8 and Lemma 5.3)

= O(log3 n).

6 Joint Generation of Graphs and MIS

We now prove our result on joint sampling of an Erdős-Rényi random graph and its MIS.
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Theorem 1.12. There is a memoryless Local Access Generator A for (G,M), where G← G(n, p)
and M ⊆ [n] is an MIS in G. Moreover, the per-query complexity of A is polylog(n)/p with high
probability.

Proof. Our algorithms works as follows.

Global Implementation. We first describe a global procedure that samples G ← G(n, p), in a
way that we can later modify to have our desired locality property. Observe that to sample G, we
can choose an arbitrary order to determine the status of edges (i, j), and in fact this order can be
adaptive, as long as each edge is independent.

We initialize a sorted list M1 = (1) and sequentially determine the status of edges (1, 2), (1, 3), . . .,
where each edge is retained in the graph with probability p. We halt on the first i such that
(1, i) /∈ G, at which point we set M2 = M1 ◦ (i). Next, we sample edges from M2 to i+ 1, . . . , until
we determine the first i′ such that (v, i′) /∈ G for all v ∈M2, upon which we again set M3 = M2◦(i′).
We continue in this fashion until the counter i reaches n, and set M equal to the final Mj . After
this, we sample all remaining edges independently in an arbitrary order. Observe that this process
is clearly equivalent to sampling G ← G(n, p), and moreover M is an MIS, as every vertex v is
connected to an element of M (and in fact is connected to an element with index less than v).

Local Implementation. We now modify the sampling procedure while keeping the ultimate
distribution unchanged. Divide the sampling process into phases Pj , where in phase Pj we sample
edges from Mj = (v1, . . . , vj). Let K be the random variable of the index of the next vertex that
is not connected to every v ∈ Mj . This index is distributed K ∼ Geom

(
(1− p)j

)
+ vj. For every

possible configuration of edges in Mj × {vj + 1, . . . , n}, conditioning on the value of k = K is
equivalent to conditioning on the event

for all s ∈ [j], (vs, k) /∈ G
∧

for all vj < a < k, there exists t ∈ [j] such that (vt, a) ∈ G

Furthermore, observe that for every vertex a where a < vj + k, we can sample from the conditional
edge distribution (a,Mj) conditioned on the value of K

Ea = (v1, a), . . . , (vj , a)|k = K

by sampling each edge in (a,M) independently with probability p and, if no edge is present, rejecting
and retrying. It is this procedure that we will use in our algorithm.

On every query (u, v), our algorithm first determines M = (v1, . . . , vt) by repeated sampling
from Geom with the correct parameters. Subsequently, our connectivity rule is as follows. Given
(u, v):

1. If u /∈M and v /∈M , we add (u, v) to G independently with probability p.

2. If u ∈M and v ∈M , we do not add (u, v) to G.

3. If v ∈M and u /∈M , let vi < u < vi+1 be elements of M that bracket u. By definition of the
global sampling rule, v∩Γ((v1, . . . , vl)) is nonempty, and as in the global sampling procedure
we sample (v1, u), . . . , (vi, u) independently with probability p, and reject and retry if no edges
are retained, and once we sample a nonzero neighborhood determine the edges in this fashion.
Finally, for (vb, u) for b > i, we again sample this edge independently with probability p.

In order to provide a consistent view of (G,M), A designates a fixed section of random tape
to be used for generating the MIS, and for all other sampling procedures in the algorithm.
To determine vi+1 from M = (v1, . . . , vi), we draw from Geom using Lemma 2.3.
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Query Time for LCA. There are two primary components of the runtime, both of which can
be bounded in terms of the ultimate size of M .

Claim 6.1. The final size of M is at most O(log(n)/p) with high probability.

Proof. We have that |M | is bounded by the size of the maximum independent set in G, which is itself
the size of the maximum clique in the dual graph. As the dual graph is distributed G(n, q = 1−p),
we appeal to the well-known result [BE76] that the maximum clique in a random graph has size
O(log(n)/ log(1/q)) with high probability.

log(1/q) = log

(
1

1− p

)
= log

(
1 +

p

1− p

)
≥

p
1−p

1 + p
1−p

= p (1)

This gives us the bound of O(log(n)/p)

We then note that the runtime is dominated first by determining M , which we do using |M |
calls to Lemma 2.3, and hence takes total time |M | · polylog(n) = polylog(n)/p with high proba-
bility. Second, to determine if e ∈ G and the edge falls into the third case, we perform rejection
sampling where our success probability is at least p in each iteration, and hence we terminate
after O(log(n)/p) iterations with high probability and hence the total work is again bounded as
polylog(n)/p.
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A Distributed Erdős-Rényi Sparsifier

Algorithm 1: 4-round Distributed Sparsified Connected Subgraph Algorithm

1 Initialize H = {}
2 Round 1: for v ∈ V do
3 v sends its index to all of v’s neighbors
4 end
5 Round 2: for v ∈ V do
6 if v < u for all u ∈ Γ(v) then
7 v nominates itself as a candidate leader
8 else
9 v marks itself as a non-candidate

10 v sends “you are not a leader” to all Γ(v) \ Smallest(v)
11 v adds edge (v,Smallest(v)) to H

12 end

13 end
14 Round 3: for v ∈ V , v is a candidate leader do
15 if v received at least one “you are not a leader” in Round 2 then
16 v adds edge (v, u) to H, where u is the smallest neighbor of v that sent v “you are

not a leader”
17 else
18 v elects itself as a leader
19 v sends “you are my administrator” to Largest(v)

20 end

21 end
22 Round 4: for v ∈ V , v received “you are my administrator” in round 3 do
23 v sets itself as an administrator
24 for u ∈ Γ(v) do
25 v adds (u, v) to H
26 end

27 end
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