arXiv:1205.2234v1 [cs.DS] 10 May 2012

Approximation Algorithms for Semi-random Graph Partifiogp

Problems
Konstantin Makarychev ~ Yury Makarychev Aravindan Vijayaraghavan
Microsoft Research TTI Chicago Princeton University
Abstract

In this paper, we propose and study a new semi-random modgtdph partitioning problems. We
believe that it captures many properties of real-worldainses. The model is more flexible than the
semi-random model of Feige and Kilian and planted randomehofiBui, Chaudhuri, Leighton and
Sipser.

We develop a general framework for solving semi-randonaimsts and apply it to several problems
of interest. We present constant factor bi-criteria appnation algorithms for semi-random instances of
the Balanced Cut, Multicut, Min Uncut, Sparsest Cut and $8etl Expansion problems. We also show
how to almost recover the optimal solution if the instancésBas an additional expanding condition.
Our algorithms work in a wider range of parameters than migstrdhms for previously studied random
and semi-random models.

Additionally, we study a new planted algebraic expander@hadd develop constant factor bi-criteria
approximation algorithms for graph partitioning probleimshis model.

1 Introduction

1.1 Overview

Graph patrtitioning problems are among the most fundamendélems in combinatorial optimization. They
have numerous applications in science and engineeringy @tealso used as basic building blocks in
many combinatorial algorithms. There has been extensa@areh on graph partitioning problems, which
has been mostly focused on analyzing the worst case penfigenaf optimization algorithms. Over the
last two decades, poly-logarithmic approximation aldoris were developed for such fundamental graph
partitioning problems as Minimum Bisection [34], Baland@dt [30,[6], Multicut [21], Min Uncut[[22] 1].
Yet, there has been little success in obtaining constamrfapproximation algorithms for these problems,
and some recent resulis [27, 28] 85} 36] suggest that thisavety be hard, assuming the Unique Games
conjecture([26] and its variants.

However, real-world instances of graph partitioning peoh$ are very different from worst case in-
stances. To take advantage of this, many attempts have bedm[dB3[ 17, 12, 25, 16, 19,132,/110] to model
average instances from practice and design algorithmspér&rm well in these models. The principal
guestion now is — can we come up with a model, which on the ond heasonably captures instances that
often come up in practice, and on the other hand, leads toebel@pment of new, interesting algorithms
with good approximation guarantees in this model?

Moreover, if we were to believe that these basic graph pantiig problems were hard in worst-case
it would be ideal to have a distribution of “hard” instances {n randon8-SAT [18], planted cliquel[4],
or densesk-subgraph[[P]) that we can use as a test-bed for new algasitHrarther, in certain cases like
the shortest vector problem on latticés [[2, 3] and the deérisssibgraph problem_[9], algorithms for an
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appropriate average-case distribution of instances teal/tolnew insights for better algorithms in the worst
case.

In this paper, we propose and study a new semi-random madgidph partitioning problems, which in
our opinion captures many properties of real-world instgnd\Ve develop a general framework for analyzing
semi-random instances of graph partitioning problems,thed present bi-criteria constant factor approxi-
mation algorithms for the “classical” problems of Balandgult, Sparsest Cut, Multicut and Min Uncut as
well as for the Small Set Expansion problem (a problem wheshiecently attracted a lot of attention).

Before we proceed with the formal presentation of our mold¢lus discuss what we can reasonably
assume about real-world instances. In a graph partitiopmogplem, the goal is to divide graph vertices
into several parts, or clusters, so as to minimize the nurobeunt edges (subject to constraints that depend
on a specific problem). When a practitioner solves a graptitipaing problem, she usually expects that
the problem has a good solution — she believes that therarie smderlying reason why there should be
very few edges between clusters. That is, a real-world gotieat “generates” the graph instance adds an
edge between clusters only when some random unexpected leagpens. Therefore, in our opinion, it
is reasonable to assume that edges between clusters ackaddadom. However, we cannot in general
assume anything about edges within clusters (since thearae or presence does not affect the size of the
cut between clusters). Additionally, in our model we asstima¢ some random edges between cluster might
be removed by the adversary (this assumption makes the muatel robust). One could also view these
edges between the clusters as random noise in an otherwisetpgustering (partitioning).

This discussion leads to the following informal definitiohsemi-random instances: consider a set of
verticesV and some clustering df . A semi-random grapliy on V' is a graph witharbitrary (adversarial)
edges inside clusters an@hdom edges between clusters (more generally, the set of edgssdaetlusters
might be a subset of a random set of edges).

Consider a toy example that illustrates why we believe teat-world instances are well described by
our model. Suppose that we run a wiki website (or online stondine catalog etc). We track what pages
our visitors read and construct a gra@ton the set of all wiki page¥ (see e.g./[33,24]). If a visitor goes
from pageA to pageB, we connectd and B with an edge. What is the structure of this graph? We expect
that a visitor will read one article, then read an articlet #xplains some term mentioned in the first one,
then read another article related to the second one and Sfoometimes, of course, the visitor will move to
a completely unrelated article on a different subject. @quogntly, there will be two types of edges in our
graph — edges between pages on the same subject, and edgesrbpages on different subjects. Edges
of the first type are not random and show real connectionsdmtwelated articles. However, edges of the
second type are essentially random. Say, an edge betwaglrsatRavioli” and “Register Allocation” is
likely to be completely random and does not show any conmettetween articles; it just happened that the
visitor first read an article about ravioli and then decidedstad an article on register allocation; in contrast,
an edge between articles “Ravioli” and “Dumplings” is nohdam and shows a real connection between
these food items. To summarize, in our example

e edges between pages on one subject are not random (i.e.\eitlgjiesa cluster);

e edges between pages on different subjects are randomdges detween clusters).

SoG is a semi-random graph according to our model.

Our semi-random model and results. Now we are ready to give a formal definition. To be more specific
let us focus on the Balanced Cut problem.

Definition 1.1. (SEMI-RANDOM MODEL FORBALANCED CUT) We are given a set V of n vertices, and a
parameter ¢. In our model, a semi-random graph G is generated as follows.

1. The adversary chooses a subset S C V of n/2 vertices.
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2. The nature chooses a set of random edges Er between S and V' \ S and adds edges from Eg to G.
Foreveryu € S andv € V'\ S, the edge (u,v) belongs to Er with probability €; choices for all edges
(u,v) are independent.

3. The adversary arbitrarily adds edges within S and within V' \ S.
4. The adversary deletes some edges between S and V' \ S.

Aim: The performance of the algorithm is measured by comparing the cost of edges cut to the expected
number of edges in E'r (the set of edges chosen at step 2).

Note that the guarantees are not w.r.t the size of thé. Ut \ S) after step 4 or with the size of the
optimal balanced cut. This is essential, since for example = 1, Er = S x (V' \ S) the adversary can
choose any grapy; so if we compared the cost of the cut with the cost of the ogiticat, our model would
be the worst case model.

Informal Theorem. Given a semi-random instance, our algorithm finds a balanced cut (S',V \ S’) with
1S, |V \ S| = Q(n) of cost O(|Eg|) = O(en?) with high probability if

e > v/log n(loglog n)?/n.

Informal Theorem.Given a semi-random instance, our algorithm finds a solution to the Small Set Expansion
problem i.e., a subset S C V of size pn, of cost O(|Er|) = O(epn?) with high probability if

ep > v/lognlog(1/p)(loglogn)?/n.

Such results also hold for other basic graph partitioniraplams like the Minimum Multicut, Sparsest
Cut and Min Uncut (the complementary problem to MaxCut). algorithm for the Small Set Expansion is
not only interesting on its own, but can also be used to almeastver the original balanced cut under certain
conditions. See Sectidn 3 for a formal statement of the tesWe remark that asdecreases, the problem
becomes more challenging since the amount of randomnelss indtances decreases.

Note that the algorithm does not necessarily find the planteéd.S,V \ S) since in general this is
impossible. Indeed the adversary can just delete all edgeselenS andV \ S and obtain an empty graph,
or she can add every edge withsnand withinV" \ S with probability e and obtain a randor&'(n, €) graph.

In either case, our algorithm has no information about thateld cut.S,V \ 5).

However, if we assume that graphs induced$wand byV \ S are combinatorial expanders, we can
almost recover set§ andV \ S. This assumption is reminiscent of the stability assunmpt6 Balcan,
Blum and Guptal[7] for clustering problems (we need the egtmadition on semi-randomness though).
This assumption for planted partitioning problems can Iséified in the implicit belief that approximately
optimal solutions are close to the planted partition.

Informal Theorem. There is a constant C' > 1, such that for every constant 11 > 0, given a semi-random in-
stance G with combinatorial expansion h(G[S]), h(G[V\S]) > Cenand en > \/log nlog(1/n)(loglogn)?/n,
our algorithm finds with high probability the partition (S,V \ S) up to an error of £nn vertices.

A similar result also holds for the Small Set Expansion peohl

Planted Spectral Expander Model. In this paper, we also develop bi-criteria approximaticgoathms
for graph partitioning problems on graphs with a planteccspéexpander subgraph. Consider a gréph
with a (planted) balanced cgf, V' \ S). Assume that the normalized algebraic expansion of thecewiiu
graphG|[S] is greater than the combinatorial expansigqg i s) of the cut by some constant factor. Then
our algorithm finds a balanced cut with expansiafh sy s)). (Note that we do not impose any restrictions
on the graphG[V \ S] and on edges in the c@f, V' \ S); this result also applies to the case wh@jb] is
a random graph with the appropriate parameters.) We obtaimidar result for the Small Set Expansion
problem. See Sectidn 7 for details.



1.2 Prior Research

Our work extends prior research on random and semi-randstarices of graph partitioning problems. The
first random model, the planted random model, was introducd®84 by Bui, Chaudhuri, Leighton and
Sipser[138]. In this model, we generate a graph on &’set sizen as follows. First, we randomly choose a
subsetS of sizen /2. Then we sample every edge betwegandV” \ .S with probabilitye;, and every edge
within S and every edge withify \ S with probabilitye, > ;. Note that all choices in the planted random
model are random (there are no adversarial choices), so ddelrdescribes a probability distribution on
graphs. The model attracted a lot of attention and was studia series of papers by Dyer and Frieze [17],
Boppanall[1R], Jerrum and Sorkin |25], Dimitriou and Impagto [16], Condon and Karp_[15] and Coja-
Oghlan[14]. These papers explored several techniquesliong the problem — flow-based, combinatorial,
spectral techniques, simulated annealing and go-withethéer technigue. The algorithm of Boppahnal [12]
finds the planted bisectiof, V' \ S) w.h.p. ifes — &1 > Cy/ezlogn/n. Later McSherry[[32] obtained
similar results for a more general class of graph partitigrproblems.

Coja-Oghlan[[14] extended the result of Boppana to the cdmw — ¢ > C(% + /&2 log(nes)/n).
Note that ifes — £1 = o(1/e2 log n/n) then the random graph has exponentially many minimum hasest
and the planted bisection is not a minimum bisection w.lild].[ The algorithm of Coja-Oghlan finds a
minimum bisection rather than the planted bisection w.h.p.

In 2000, Feige and Kiliari [19] proposed a more flexikieii-random model. The model adds an extra
post-processing step to the random planted model: aftendoma graph is generated, the adversary may
delete edges betweehandV \ S and add new edges withiti and within}” \ S. Semi-random instances
of Feige and Kilian can have much more structure than randiamigd instances. Therefore, the model
arguably captures real-world instances much better thamatidom model. From an algorithmic point of
view, an important difference is that algorithms for the semmdom model of Feige and Kilian cannot overly
exploit statistical properties of random graphs. In patég spectral algorithms do not work for this model.
Feige and Kilian[19] developed an SDP algorithm that finégtlanted bisection s —e1 > C'\/e2logn/n
(matching the bound of Bopparia [12]).

In our semi-random model, the adversary has more power thdreimodel of Feige and Kilian. As in
their model, the adversary can remove edges betwesmd V' \ S but additionally she has absolute control
over induced graph&'[S] andG[V \ S] (whereas in the model of Feige and Kilian, she could only adiche
edges to randortr( 3, €2) subgraphs insid&/[S] andG[V \ S]).

Our algorithm for Balanced Cut, while designed for a moresgalmodel, also works in a wider range of
parameters than the algorithms of Boppana, and Feige amhKilote that the objective of our algorithms
is slightly different, particularly we do not aim to recoute original partition precisely). To compare the
algorithms, let us assume that probabilitgsande<s are of the same order of magnitudg, = ©(¢) and
g9 = O(e). While the algorithm of Bopanna[l2] and Feige and Kilian][@&quire that: > C'logn/n, we
require only that > C+/log n(loglog n)?/n. (The algorithm of Coja-Oghlan works in even wider range of
parameters; in the planted random model, it finds an optinsakhon, different from the planted partition,
whene > C/n.)

Other Related Research. Previously semi-random models for other combinatoriabfmms were stud-
ied by Blum and Spencer [11], Feige and Kilian|[19], Feige Hnauthgamer([20], and Kolla, Makarychev
and Makarychev [29]. Recently, Balcan, Blum and Gupia [@f (flustering) and Bilu and Linial [10] (for
MaxCut) investigated another very interesting model f@l-revorld instances. They suggested that real—
world instances are stable — there is a unique optimal ol and every solution that is far away from
S is much more expensive theh Their results however are not comparable with resultsHerplanted
random model, semi-random model of Feige and Kilian, andesults.

Guruswami and Sinop_[23] recently presented approximagigorithms for partitioning problems on
graphs with good spectral expansion. Their results (asagakesults based on Cheeger’s inequality) are not



applicable to semi-random instances of Balanced Cut. Asandom adversary can chodseertices inS
and remove all (or almost all) edges incident to them frongttagh, making the the firéteigenvalues of the
Laplacian equal to zero (or close to zero). Moreover, evéreiidversary does not modify a random planted
graph, spectral algorithms based on Cheeger’s inequaliyanly a trivial bound: the second eigenvalue
of the normalized Laplacian of a random planted grapkiss 1 /e,. Therefore, @ (\2)-approximation
algorithm finds a cut of co$®(eon?), which is far from the cost of the optimal cut (it is actuallytiin a
constant factor of the cost of the worst/typical balancedrecdy).

Comparison of Techniques. Our approach was influenced by a recent paper of Kolla, Makey and
Makarychev[[29] on semi-random instances of Unique Ganmgsaiticular, we use Crude SDPs and the cut—
long—edges method that were introduced in [29]. Howevemfthe technical standpoint, this paper and [29]
are very different and our algorithms require several nexasd At high level, the algorithm af [29] (for the
random edges adversarial constraints model) in one step diset of edges (constraint&)” that contains
almost all corrupted edges, and then procegses This technique does not work with graph partitioning
problems since we can find only a get that contains a constant fraction of random edges (edgesg)
in one step. In this paper, we have to iteratively solve an SDB-SDP program, and remove “long edges”
at different scales in order to find almost all random edge®rddver, we cannot just use the technique
of [29] at each iteration by a number of reasons. Firstly,afggiment of([28] inherently works only at one
length scale (a constant scale); if we apply it at the same sgar and over, we will not make any progress.
Secondly, the algorithm of [29] needs the set of edges betwesndV \ S to be random, but this set is no
longer random after the first iteration (it depends on clemkthe algorithm that in turn depend dfR).
Finally, in order to find almost all edges frofiz we have to cut “long edges” at smaller and smaller scales
é¢;. Each time we have to charge the number of cut edges to theottdst SDP solution. Then the cost
OPT/é, incurred at iterationt will grow asd, goes ta) and the total cost will significantly exce€dPT .

In this paper, we develop a technique of hidden solutionssipeation that overcomes these difficulties.
We design a procedure that at each iteration divides thehgrap several pieces so that (i) the cost of
the SDP solution in one of them is much smaller tlidRT (the condition is more involved for the C-SDP
solution), and roughly speaking (ii) all other pieces dohmente to be further partitioned. Then we recursively
apply the algorithm only to the first set. The hidden solusparsification technique is the main technical
and conceptual contribution of our paper. We briefly discuissSection 1.8 of the Introduction.

It seems that existing algorithms for random and semi-ramiistances of graph partitioning problems
cannot be adapted to our semi-random model, since they noakstitong assumptions about their input
graphs, which are not true in our model. In particular, tlgwathm of Feige and Kilian crucially uses that
the cost of the optimal SDP solution for a semi-random ircanf the Balanced Cut problegmactly equals
the cost of the cutS, V' \ ). In our model, this is not the case — the cost of the SDP saludam be two
times smaller than the cost of the cut.

1.3 Our Techniques

In this paper, we develop a general framework for solvingigamdom instances of graph partitioning
problems.

Let us give a very brief and informal outline of our approadthe core of our algorithms is fadden
solution sparsification step (HSS). This step is the same in all our algorithms. tim&ly, the goal of this
step is to find and remove almost all edges frBm (edges between clusters) by removing at nda&D PT")
edges. More specifically, the HSS step finds a set of eflgeand divides the grapy — £~ into a setM
and a number of set8; such that:

1. The cost of the optimal solution for the sub-instancezph/| — E~ is at mostO PT'/polylog(n).
2. Roughly speaking, eachi; does not have to be further partitioned. Formally, we cadl dondition



d-feasibility. Say, for the Balanced Cut problem, this caiodi means that each s&t contains at
mostcn vertices (forc < 1); for Multicut, it means that eacl; contains at most one terminal from
each source terminal pair.

3. All edges betwee/ andZ; and between sets; lie in £~

4. There are “few” edges it ~. For Balanced Cut and Multicut, we require that | < O(OPT); for
Small Set Expansion we have a more involved condition.

Then we run an existingolylog(n)-approximation algorithm for the sub-instance on the gréph/| — £~
(e.g. run the algorithm of Arora, Rao and Vazirdni [6] for 8Bated Cut). First condition guarantees, that
the algorithm finds a partitio/; } of M of costO(OPT). We consider the combined partitigi/;, Z; }

of V. When we solve Balanced Cut or Multicut, the total numberdafess cut by this partition i©(OPT).

We join together some sets {n//;, Z;} and obtain a feasible solution of caS{OPT) (this step depends
on the problem at hand). When we solve Small Set Expansiogeiva weaker guarantee on the Bet, so
the cost of{ M/;, Z;} might be very high. We use an extra post-processing stepdafsubset of edges in
E~ that we really need to cut.

Hidden Solution Sparsification. For simplicity, let us focus now on the Balanced Cut or Muitic
problem. We find the partitio M, Z;} as follows. We start with the trivial partition/ = V and then
iteratively cut setsZ; from M. Once we cut a sef;, we do not further subdivide it. We ensure that after
rounds the cost of the optimal solution for the sub-instame€[M]— E~ is O(OPT/2") and that properties
(2)—(4) hold. Then afte®(log log n) iterations, we get the desired partitioning.

At iterationt, we solve the SDP relaxation for the problem@\/] — E~ and obtain an SDP solution
¢ : M — R™ (the solution assigns vectgr(u) to each vertex:). Since the cost of the optimal solution for
G[M] — E~ isO(OPT/2"), the cost of the SDP solution is aléO PT'/2!). The solution defines a metric
d(u,v) = ||e(u) — @(v)||* on the setM. We analyze the metric at scale = d/2! (wheredy > 0 is an
absolute constant). For every vertexconsider the seB, = {v : d(u,v) < &;} of vertices at distance at
mostd, from u. Let us say that a vertexis &;-light if |B,| < d?n, and thatu is §;-heavy if |B,| > é2n.
Denote the set of heavy vertices Byand light vertices by.. Broadly speaking, we first use a procedure to
remove the heavy verticdd (and further process them to getfeasible sets;), while cutting only a few
edges (these cut edges are addeB 1. In the remaining graptr[M] — E~ all vertices are light. We show
that in such a solution, at most &n6?) fraction of edges fronk are shorter thas, /2. Here we crucially
use thatE'r is a random set of edges (and, thus, the gi@ph (V, Er) is “geometrically expanding”). We
cut all edges irG[M] — E~ longer than; /2 and add them t& . In the obtained grapt¥[M] — E~ all
edges are shorter thdp/2, hence it contains at moét(6?O PT) edges fromE . Thus in the next iteration,
the cost of the optimal solution for the sub-instancen!] — E~ is O(67,,OPT) (as we need).

The Heavy Vertex Removal procedure finds new ggthat cover all heavy verticed in several rounds.

In each round, we define a few séfs eachZ; contains a subset of heavy vertices together with their
neighborhoods (where € (4, 25;)). We cut setsZ; away, add edges froif; to the rest of the graph t&~
and then process remaining heavy vertices. We ensure tisats¥; have a small diameter and this implies
that setsZ; are®-feasible. We cut setg; so that set«; cut in one round are far away from each other and
the total number of rounds is small. This guarantees thatotiaé number of cut edges by this procedure is
small (here, we use that each ggtcontains a ballB,, for some heavy vertex, and henceZ; is not very
small).

To upper bound the number of edges cut by removing edgesridimaed, /2, we observe that the SDP
value in iteratiort is O(6?OPT). The number of these cut edgesi$s?OPT/5;) = O(5;OPT). Thus,
the number of edges cut in all iterationsdg) _, 6;OPT) = O(OPT).

The algorithm for Small Set Expansion (SSE) requires sévexa ingredients. The main problem is
that we cannot use the SDP relaxation of Bansal, Feige, Kgauter, Makarychev, Nagarajan, Naor and
Schwartz[[8] since it may assign zero vectors to all vertioeS. Instead we use a “Crude SDP” (C-SDP)
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for the problem. C-SDPs were recently introduced[by [29]e TRSDP for the Small Set Expansiomig

a relaxation for the problem; its objective value may be milacher than the value of the optimal integral
solution (in particular, the value of a C-SDP can be largenéf/éhe cost of the optimal solution ). To
solve a semi-random instance of the Small Set Expansiongmmbve first apply the HSS step. However, the
number of edges iy~ is bounded in expectation by the cost of the C-SDP solutiaihnazy be much larger
than the cost of the optimal solution. So our algorithm camfiord to cut all these edges. Nevertheless, we
prove that the number of edges 1 incident to the seb (S is the optimal solution, which is not known
to the algorithm) is bounded by (O PT) (the total number of edges i~ can be much larger thaD PT).
Then we show how to find a good solution by combining the SDRG&SE algorithm 8] with a new LP
algorithm.

Solution Purification. As mentioned earlier, we show that if we additionally assuha graphs=[S]
andGJ[V \ S] are combinatorial expanders in the Balanced Cut or SmakEgeinsion problem, then we can
almost recover setS andG \ S (see Theorer 6.2). We do that by first finding a good approxrsalution
using our algorithm for Balanced Cut (or Small Set Expansémd then improving the solution by repeatedly
solving (semi-random) instances of the Sparsest Cut probdeobtain successively finer approximations to
the planted patrtition.

Organization. In Section 2, we present our semi-random model and give tefisj which we use
throughout the paper. In Sectibh 3, we state the Hidden iBal@&parsification theorem. We describe our
approximation algorithms for Balanced Cut, Multi Cut, Sh&t Expansion and Sparsest Cut, which rely
on the HSS theorem, in Sectidns]3.1.13.2,]1 3.3 3.4. TherdtioB[4, we prove the HSS theorem for
graphs with the geometric expansion property. In Sedtlowneéshow that semi-random graph satisfy the
geometric expansion property and thus conclude the proofiofain result. In Sectidd 6, we show that we
can almost recover the original partitioning if all parte abmbinatorial expanders. Finally, in Section 7, we
study the planted algebraic expander model.

2 Preliminaries

In this section, we define some notation that is convenienwéwking with partitioning problems. Through-
out the paper, we let to be the number of vertices= || and’{ = R". We denote by a fixed constant,
and this will usually correspond to the approximation ragieen by the algorithm. We do not make an
attempt to optimize the constants in this version of the pape

We use the following notation: th&—diameter of a se¥ C H equalsdiam(Z) = max{||a — v||? :
u,v € Z}; the ¢3-ball of radiusr around a seZ C H is defined aBall(Z,r) = {u € H : I €
Z s.t||u — v||*> < r}. We letBall(v,7) = Ball({v}, 7).

2.1 Partitions

Definition 2.1. Let V be a set of vertices. We say that ‘P is a partition of V into disjoint sets or simply
partition, if V.= Jpcp P and every two P', P" € P are disjoint. For every vertex u € V, denote by P(u)
the unique set P € ‘P containing wu.

Denote by Is : V — {0, 1} the indicator function of the set S C V:

Lo(u) = {1, ifues,;

0, otherwise.

Definition 2.2. Let G = (V, E) be a graph and P be a partition of V. Define the set of edges cut by the
partition as follows

cut(P,E) = {(u,v) € E:P(u) # P(v)}.
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The cost of the cut equals the size of the set cut(P, E):
cost(P, E) = | cut(P, E)|.
The cost of the cut restricted to a subset O C 'V only considers those edges which are incident on O:

costjo(P, E) = [{(u,v) € cut(P,E) :u € Oorv e O}
> max{Io(u), Io(v)}.

(u,v)€cut(P,E)

2.2 Partitioning Problems

We now define three of the graph partitioning problems thastudy in this paper.

Definition 2.3. (BALANCED CuUT) Given a graph G = (V, E), the aim is to find a partition P(Py, Py) of V
with |Py| = | Py| = n/2 which minimizes cut(P, E).

A constant factor approximation algorithm finds a partition P'(P], Py) with | Py|,|Py| < pn/2 for some
fixed constant 1 < 8 < 2, such that cost(P’, E) < O(1) cost(P*, E), where P* is an optimal balanced
cutl.

Definition 2.4. (SMALL SET EXPANSION) Given a graph G = (V, E) and a parameter p € (0,1/2],
the aim is to find a partition P(P1, Py) of V with |P1| = pn that minimizes cost(P, E). We will also be
concerned with constant factor approximations (defined like in Balanced Cut).

Definition 2.5. (MULTICUT) Given a graph G = (V, E) and a set of terminal pairs {(s;,t;) }1<i<y, the
aim is to find a partition P of V' that separates all terminal pairs s;t; (i.e., for all i, P(s;) # P(t;)) and
minimizes cost(P, E).

2.3 Semi-random Models

We formally define the first semi-random model.

Definition 2.6. Consider a set of vertices V' and a partition of vertices into disjoint sets P. Let B =
{(u,v) : P(u) # P(v)} be the set containing all vertex-pairs crossing partition boundaries. Let Er =
{(u,v) : P(u) = P(v)} be the set containing all vertex-pairs not crossing partition boundaries. (Thus,
(V,Ex U ﬁ) is the complete graph on V.) Consider a random subset of edges Er of the set Ex: each
edge (u,v) € Ex belongs to Er with probability £ and these choices are independent. We define a random
set of graphs SR(P, ) as follows:

SR(P,e) ={G = (V,E): EC ER UEg}.
The optimal cost of the semi-random partition is defined as

sr-cost(P,e) = E|ER| = ¢|Fk]|.

This is sometimes referred to 1) pseudo-approximatiof[[6].



2.4 Local SDP Relaxations, Heavy Vertices and ®-Feasible Sets

Definition 2.7. Let V be a set of vertices. In this paper, we say that a map ¢ : V — H is an SDP solution if
vectors in (V) satisfy (3—triangle inequalities: for every u,v,w € V, |lo(u) —o(v)||? + ||o(v) —p(w)||* >
lp(u) — p(w)]|*.

For instance, solutions to the SDP relaxations in Appehdisasfy the above definition. The SDP
solutiony defines a metric on the vertic&s(given by||o(u) — ¢(v)||? for u,v € V). The cost of a solution
© corresponds to the total length of edges according to mgitrén by .

Definition 2.8. Ler G = (V, E) be a graph, P be a partition of V, and O be a subset of V. Define the cost
of an SDP solution ¢ : V — H to be

1
sdp-cost(p, B) = 5 ) lle(u) — o (v)|%,
(u,v)ER

and the cost of the SDP solution restricted to the set O to be

sdpcostio(. B) =3 0 llpu) — o)
(u,v)EE
u€® or veO
For any SDP relaxation, the cost of the optimum (minimum) SbiBtion lower bounds the value of the
best integral solution. However, this lower bound may ndtiwehen restricted to a subsét C V. This
motivates the following definition:

Definition 2.9. Let V be a set of vertices, P be a partition of V and O C V. We say that a non-empty set

of SDP solutions ® is a O-local relaxation of P if there exists a constant C' > 1 such that for every graph
G = (V,E) onV and for
1
= in sdp-cost(p, F) = in — — 2
p = argmin sdp-cost(p, E) = arg min 5 ( Z):EE () = ()],
u,v

the following inequality holds
sdp-cost|p (i, E) < C costjo(P, E).

Note that an SDP relaxation of a problem is alwayg-éocal SDP relaxation of the optimal integral
solution.

Definition 2.10. Let V' be a set of vertices and ® C {¢ : V — H} be a set of SDP solutions. We say that a
subset S C 'V is ®—feasible if there exists ©* € P such that for every u,v € S,

o™ () — " )| < =

d—feasibility captures sets that require no further prdogsgo belong to a solution. For example;
feasible sets correspond to small enough sets for the BadaBat or Small Set Expansion problems, and to
sets which do not contain any terminal pairs for the Multiotgblem.

An SDP solutiony classifies the vertices into two types (heavy or light) delommn on the number of
vertices in theib—neighborhoods.

Definition 2.11. Let V be a set of n vertices, and M C V. Consider an SDP solution ¢ : V. — H. We say
that a vertex u € M is 5—heavy in M if the (3-ball of radius § around (u) contains at least §*n vectors from
o(M)ie., [{ve M : () € Ball(p(u),d)}| > §*n. We denote the set of all heavy vertices by Hs, ,(M).
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The following property of semi-random instances is crugiaked in our algorithms.

Definition 2.12. (GEOMETRIC EXPANSION) A graph G = (V, E) satisfies the geometric expansion prop-

erty with cut value X at scale ¢ if for every SDP solution ¢ : V' — H and every subset of vertices M C 'V
satisfying Hs (M) = @,

{(u,v) € EN(M x M) : |o(u) — ¢(v)||* < §/2}] < 26°X.

A graph G' = (V, E') satisfies the geometric expansion property with cut value X up to scale 2= (T € N)
if it satisfies the geometric expansion property for every § € {27t : 1 <t < T}.

We can slightly simplify the definitidhabove by requiring thap satisfies the conditiof/; ,(V') = &
andM = V. See Sectionl5 for details.

In section’b, we will see that in semi-random instanSé¥ P, <), the graph consisting of the random

edgeqV, ER) is geometrically expanding w.h.p. for sufficiently large

3 Hidden Solution Sparsification and Applications

In this section, we state the main technical result of theepaand then show how it can be used to obtain
constant factor approximation algorithms for the BalanCet| Multicut and Small Set Expansion problems

in the semi-random model.

Theorem 3.1. (HIDDEN SOLUTION SPARSIFICATION) There exists a polynomial-time randomized algo-
rithm that given a graph G = (V, E), a separation oracle for an O-local SDP relaxation ® of a partition P
(note: the set O C V and partition P are “hidden” and are not known to the algorithm), and a parameter
D =2 (T € N, T > 1), partitions the set of vertices V into a set M and a collection of disjoint sets Z

v=mul] 7
ZeZ
and also partitions the set of edges into two disjoint sets E* and E~
E=FEtUE~
such that

e all edges cut by the partition V = M U,z Z liein E~ (i.e, cat({M} U Z, E) C E~), or in other
words,
EfcMxMuU | Zx2z;
zZeZ

o if the graph (V,cut(P, E)) satisfies the geometric expansion property with cut value X up to scale
1/ /D, then (the expectation is taken over random bits of the algorithm)

Elcostjonm (P, ET)] < C X/D; (1)

and
H{(u,v) € BT :ue€Oorve O} <CX; 2

e cach Z € Z is ®—feasible.

We first show how to construct constant factor approximagigorithms for Balanced Cut, Multicut and

Small Set Expansion using the theorem. We prover the theor&actior 4.

2We note that every Ramanujan expander is geometricallyneipg with some parameters. However, we omit the details.her
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3.1 Balanced Cut

We show that there exists a constant factor bi-criteria@ppration algorithm for the Balanced Cut problem
in the semi-random model with> Q(v/log n(log log n)?/n).

Theorem 3.2. There exists a randomized polynomial-time algorithm, a function f : N — [0, 1] tending to
0 as n — oo, and absolute constants C, Cpc, such that for every set of vertices V' of size n (for simplicity
assume n is even), every partition P = {L, R}, |L| = |R| = n/2, and every € € (0,1) with probability
1— f(n) = 1—0(1) over random choice of SR(P, ¢) the following statement holds: for every G = (V, E) €
SR(P,e) the algorithm returns a balanced partition of V into sets L' and R' with |L'|,|R'| > n/C and
expected cost of the cut at most:

E[cost({L,R'},E) | SR(P,¢)] < Cpc max{sr-cost(P,e),ny/log n(loglog n)?}.

Particularly, if ¢ > \/logn(loglogn)?/n, then

2

E[cost({L',R'},E) | SR(P,e)| < Cpc sr-cost(P,e) = C’Bcs%.

We use the standard SDP relaxation for the Balanced Cutgroblrhe SDP has a unit vectofor every
vertexu € V. All vectors satisfy? triangle inequalities: for all, v, w € V:

1@ —ol* + o - wl* < [la - ol

Finally, all vectors satisfy the spreading constraint @laelve count every pair a3, v) and (v, u)):

2

_ 2 n

— > —.

> lla-ol? >

u, eV

The objective function of the SDP equalg2 sdp-cost(u — u, E). (For clarity, we give the SDP in
AppendixC.)

The SDP relaxation defines a set of feasible solutibnghis set is &/-local SDP relaxation foP, since
every SDP relaxation is alwaysléalocal SDP relaxation. Indeesdp-costy (¢, E) = sdp-cost(y, ) for
every (just by definition), and particularly, fap* = arg min e sdp-cost(p, E),

sdp-cost|y (¢*, ) = sdp-cost(¢™, E) = mig sdp-cost(p, E)
pe

< 2cost(P, E) = 2cost)y (P, E).

(The factor of 2 appears because of a different normalizaifdhe objective function.)

In the algorithm below, we use the ARV algorithm for findingaddnced cut (in the worst-case) of Arora,
Rao, and Vazirani[6]. We denote the approximation factathefalgorithm byD 4z, = O(y/logn). For
simplicity of exposition we assume thB, gy is a power of 4.

Balanced Cut Algorithm in Semi-random Model
Input: a graphG = (V, E) € SR(P,¢)
Output: a cut(L’, R), with |[L'|,|R'| > n/C

e Run the Hidden Solution Sparsification Algorithm with a sggian oracle for® and obtain a set
M C V, apartitionZ of V'\ M in disjoint d—feasible sets and two disjoint sets of edgesand £~
(with parametetD = D sgy).

11



e Run the ARV algorithm on the graphl = (V, E), and obtain a balanced partiti¢n’, R');
e return (L', R).

Analysis. We show that every séf in Z is balanced. Every séf € Z is d—feasible, that is, for some
¢ € ®, p(Z) has(3 diameter at most/4. Thus,

5 Z lp(u) = p@)|* < % Z JHU%}‘{/(HCP(U)—(’D(U)‘P)_
uveV )
——M 3 (max (le(u) — (v 0?) - max ([l (u) - e(v)]%))
< n2_ 7 1Z)?.
8

By the SDP spreading constraint, the left hand side is gréfaa® or equal tm? /2, thus|Z| < \/4/7 n <
4/5 n.

By the Structural Theoreim 5.1, with probability— f(n) = 1 — o(1) for every graphG = (V, E) €
SR(P,e), the graph'V, cut(P, E)) is geometrically expanding with cut cost

X = Cmax{sr-cost(P, ), n\/log n(loglogn)?}
up to scalel /\/D ogry. Thus, by Theorem 3.1,
COSt‘M({L,R},E+) < C X/DARV-

Hence, there are at moSt X /D 4ry edges inE+ going from L N M to RN M. Observe, thatZ N M| <
|L| =n/2and|RN M| < |R| = n/2. Therefore, there are at mastX /D 4ry edges inE™ cut by the the
partition

V=MnLuMnRU|]JZ

Zez

(the only edges cut are the edges betwgem L. and M N R) and each of the sets in the partition has size
at most4/5 n. These sets can be grouped into two balanced/setsxd R* with |L*|,|R*| > 1/5 n. The
ARV algorithm finds a possibly different balanced ¢it, R') (with slightly weaker bounds ofi/|, |R'|).
The number of edges cut ifi* is bounded (in expectation) W szy x C X/Dagry = C X. The number
of edges cut i~ is bounded byE~| < C' X.

3.2 Min Multicut and Min Uncut

The algorithm for the Multicut problem is similar to the afgbm for Balanced Cut. We use the standard
SDP relaxation for Multicut: the SDP has a unit vectdior every vertexu; vectorss;, t; corresponding to
source-sink pairs;, t; are orthogonal(s;, ;) = 0); all vectors satisfy thé? triangle inequality constraints
(please see Appendix| C for details). The key observatiohas éveryd—feasible se/ € Z has a small
diameter w.r.t. some SDP solution and thus may not contawuece—sink pairs;, t;. Finally, to find a
solution inM we use the algorithm of Garg, Vazirani, and Yannakekis [21].

We get a constant factor approximation algorithm for the tMut problem in the semi-random model
with & > log n(log logn)?/n.

12



Theorem 3.3. There exists a randomized polynomial-time algorithm, a function f : N — [0, 1] tending to 0
asn — oo, and an absolute constant C, such that for every set of vertices V of size n, every partition P, and
every e € (0, 1) with probability 1— f(n) = 1—o(1) over random choice of SR(P, €) the following statement
holds: for every G = (V, E) € SR(P, €) and every set of demands (s;,t;) (satisfying P(s;) # P(t;)), the
algorithm returns a partition P' of V separating the demands (P’ (s;) # P'(t;)) with expected cost of the
cut at most:

E[cost(P', E) | SR(P,e)] < Cmax{sr-cost(P, ¢),nlogn(loglogn)?*}.

A similar statement holds for the Min Uncut problemeif> /logn(loglogn)?/n. A semi-random
instance of Min Uncut is generated as follows: the adver§esi/chooses an arbitrary subseof vertices,
then the nature connects each pair of vertiges) € S x SU(V'\ S) x (V'\ .S) with an edge with probability
e, finally the adversary adds arbitrary edges betwgemdV \ S, and removes some random edges. The
problem can be restated as a cut minimization problem thist ifa our framework (see e.gl.[1]). Our
algorithm for Min Uncut first runs the Hidden Solution Spécsition algorithm and then uses the algorithm
of Agarwal, Charikar, Makarychev, and MakarychgeV [1] forrMincut. We defer the details to the journal
version of the paper.

3.3 Small Set Expansion

Our algorithm for the Small Set Expansion (SSE) problem eésrtiost involved, and uses the full power of
the Hidden Solution Sparsification theorem.

Theorem 3.4. There exists a randomized polynomial-time algorithm, a function f : N — [0,1] tending to
0 as n — oo, and an absolute constant C, such that for every set of vertices V of size n, every partition
P ={S,V\ S} |S| = pn (for p € (0,1/2)) and every € € (0,1) with probability 1 — f(n) = 1 — o(1)
over random choice of SR(P,¢) the following statement holds: for every G = (V,E) € SR(P,¢), the
algorithm given G and p, returns a partition P’ = (S, V' \'S") of V such that |S’| = O(pn),|S’| < |V]/2
with expected cost of the cut at most:

E[cost(P', E) | SR(P, )] < C max{sr-cost(P, €),n+/lognlog(1/p)(loglog n)?}.

Particularly, if ep > \/log nlog(1/p)(loglog n)?/n, then
E[cost({L, R}, E) | SR(P,¢)] < Csr-cost(P,e) = Cep(1l — p)n’.

Moreover, instead of requiring that G = (V,E) € SR(P,¢), it suffices that the graph (V,cut(P,E)) is
geometrically expanding with cut cost

X = ' max{sr-cost(P, ¢),n\/lognlog(1/p)(loglogn)*}
(for some absolute constant C") up to scale s(n, p) = Q(4/lognlog %)

By Theoreni.ll, for every grapi € SR(P,¢), the graph(V, cut(P, E)) is geometrically expanding

with cut cost
X = C' max{sr-cost(P, ¢),n\/lognlog(1/p)(loglogn)?}

up to scales(n, p) = Q(,/lognlog %) with probability 1 — o(1) over random choice of R(P, ). We as-
sume that the grapfV/, cut(P, E)) is geometrically expanding. Otherwise, the algorithmsféihis happens
with probability o(1)).
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We use an analog of the Crude SDP (C—SDP) introduced in thex pfolla, Makarychev and Makarychev
[29]. For each vertex. € V the C—SDP has a unit vectar € H. All vectors satisfy triangle inequality
constraints and spreading constraints (similar to coimssréntroduced in Bansal et al.1[8]; note that their
SDP would not work in our case: loosely speaking, it may “fiedgood fractional cut that assigns zero
vectors to the real solution): for everye V,

> (u,v) < pn.

veV
We give the C-SDP in its entirety in Sectibm C. Note that tHPIs not a relaxation for SSE. However, it
turns out that this is @—local SDP relaxation of partitionS, V' \ S) (see Lemma_All). We now use the
Hidden Solution Sparsification algorithm to find the détand a partition oft” \ M into d—feasible sets
Z € Z. Here® is the set of feasible C-SDP solutions. We set the weight efyevertexu € M to be the
number of edges iy~ incident onu: w, = |{v : (u,v) € E~}|. w, corresponds to the cost we would
pay for cutting thew,, edges incident on from E—, if « were included in the solution (small set). Observe,
that the weight of the “hidden” sef is at mostC; X (for some absolute constaft, see[(2)). Then, we
consider two casesM N S| > |S|/2 and|(V \ M) N S| > |S|/2, depending on whether most of the hidden
setS vertices belong ta// or the piecesZ € Z of the partition (the algorithm does not know which of the
inequalities holds and tries both options).

Case I: This case is handled similar to the proof in Section$ 3.1c&most ofS (the hidden solution)
belongs ta)M, we know that there is a good solutidd N S in G(V, ET) i.e. SN M has sizes [pn/2, pn]
with weightw(M N S) < C1 X, and there are at moétX/Dgsp from ET going out ofS N M. Now, we
use the following theorem of Bansal et al. [8] which finds dmah-expanding sets.

Theorem 3.5. (SPECIAL CASE OFTHEOREM 2.1 [8], ARXIV VERSION) There exists a polynomial-time
algorithm (“SSE algorithm”) that given as input a graph G = (V, E), a set of positive weights w,, (u € V),
p € (0,1/2] and W € R, finds a non-empty set S C V satisfying |S| € [Q(pn),3pn/2], and w(S) =
Y wes Wu < CW, such that

E(S,V\S) < Dgsg-min{E(S,V \ S) : |S| = pn, w(S) < W},

where Dgsp = O(y/lognlog(1/p)).

Remark: This theorem is stated in a slightly different form in Bansihl. [8]. We discuss the differences
in Appendix (Section B).
We use this SSE algorithm @i(V, ET) to find a setS’ with |.S”| € [Q(pn), 3pn/2], w(S') = 3 cq Wu <
C-C1X,and
COSt({S/,V \ Sl},E+) < Dgsg % CX/DSSE <CX.

The total cost of the cut/(S’, V' \ S’) is bounded by the number of edges cutFri and E~ which is at
mostC' X andCC; X respectively, which i©)(X) as needed.

If p € (1/3,1/2), the setS’ may contain more than/2 vertices, but no more tha@pn /2 < 3/4n. Then
the algorithm returns” = V' \ S’ satisfying|S”| € [n/4,n/2].

Case II: In this case, the hidden solutighicould mostly be spread arbitrarily among the pieZes Z
in V'\ M. Here, our algorithm uses an LP to extract the solution frioensetl” \ M. The key observation
is that this set is already partitioned into pieces of smad#.sindeed, every € Z is d—feasible, and thus
for somep ¢ @, diam(¢(Z)) < 1/4 and, consequently, for everyv € Z, (p(u), p(v)) = (||o(u)||? +
llo()]|? = [lp(u) — (v)]|?)/2 > 7/8. Using the C-SDP spreading constraint (for an arbitiary 2),

> {e(w), (v)) < pn,

v
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we get|Z| < 8/7 pn.
The LP has avariable, € [0, 1] for every vertex € V\M/; and the only constraintis that .\ y; zu >
pn/2). The objective function is

min Z Wy Ty + Z |y — ). 3)

ueV\M (u,w)eET
u,veV\M

The canonical solution to this LP is as follows;, = 1, if w € SN (V \ M); z, = 0, otherwise. The
LP cost of this solution is at most X, because the first term in the objective function is bounde@b X
(seel(2)), the second term is bounded by the size otihgP, E), which is at mosCs X (The expected
size of the cut equalsc-cost(P, ¢); by the Chernoff bound the size of the cut is less than-cost(P, ¢)
with very high probability). Thus, the cost of the optimaligmn {x }, which we denote by.P*, is at most
C X = (C1 + C9)X. For an integral solutios’ C V', we define the cost

F(8) = wa + |EY(S,V\ S} 4)

ues’

= Zwu + {(u,v) € ET:ue S ve¢ S}

ues’

For everyr € [0,1] defineS, = {u : x} > r}. The algorithm finds-* that minimizes the ratio
f(Sr)/|Sr| subject to|S,| > pn/4 (note: |S1| = |V \ M| > pn/2). Then it sorts all set§ € Z in order
of increasing ratiof (S, N Z) /]S« N Z| (ignoring empty sets) and gets a li&t, ... Zk. It picks the firstk
pieces such that

|Z1 N Sy | + | Z2 N Sy | 4+ -+ - + | Zi N S| € [pn /4, 2pn],

and returns i
S'=JznS.-.
i=1
Note, that suchk exists because each pieZen S, has size at most/7 pn (as|Z;| < 8/7 pn) and
S 1ZiN Sy | = S| > pn/4.
Analysis of Case I1. We first prove that

F(S,) < ALP*/(pn) - |S,-].

Observe that
1 1 on
/ F(S,)dr = LP" / Sy ldr > 22
0 0 2

The first equality easily follows fromi {3) anfl] (4), the secaupiality follows from the LP constraint. Let

R ={r:1S;| > pn/4}. Then
[isdar=5 [ psijar= 2,
R 2 0,1\R 4

and, since”* = min{f(S,)/|S;| : r € R},

LP* = /R £(S0)dr > /R J](SS:)
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Thus, f(S,+) < 4LP*/(pn) - |S,+|. Using that edges ift ™ do not cross the boundaries of s&ts we get

K

ALP* &
F(Sm) =" f(Zin Sp) < o > 18N Zi.
i=1 i=1

Recall, that{ f(Z; N S,«)/|Sr N Z;|}; is an increasing sequence, thus

k k
fSh=rJzinse-) =Y fzins.-)
i=1 i=1

ALP*
<

k
ALP*
> 18N 24| = || < 16LP*.

pn = pn

3.4 Sparsest Cut

We now show how to find an approximate sparsest cut in a sexdbra graphG using the algorithm for
Small Set Expansion. Specifically, we give an algorithm tbaevery subset/ C V intersecting each of
the pieces of the planted partitids, 7") (see below for details), returns a ¢ut, U \ A) of sparsity

E(A, U\ A)

] < O(en).

In Sectior[ 6, we show that the Sparsest Cut algorithm can dx tesrecover pieceS and7 assuming that
the graphg7[S] and G[T'] have large expansion. We remark that while we are usuallgeroed with the
case whert/ = V for the sparsest cut problem, the following stronger steters also useful for Sectidn 6.

Theorem 3.6. There exists a randomized polynomial-time algorithm, a function f : N — [0, 1] tending to
0 as n — oo, and an absolute constant C, such that for every set of vertices V of size n, every partition
P ={S,V\ S} and every £,n € (0,1) satisfying en > v/log n(loglog n)? /n with probability 1 — f(n) =
1 — o(1) over random choice of SR(P, <) the following statement holds:
for every G = (V,E) € SR(P,¢), every U C V such that U 0S| > nn and (U NT| > nn, the
algorithm given G, returns a partition (A,U \ A) of G[U] with |A| < |U|/2 such that with probability
exponentially close to 1,
[E(A, U\ A)|
A

Proof Sketch. e first give a proof assuming > +/log nlog(1/n)(loglogn)?/n.
Our algorithm guesses the size| N U|, computes the size ¢I'NU| = |U|—|SNU|. Then, it runs the

Small Set Expansion algorithm @®{U] with p = min(|SNU|, |TNU|)/|U]|, obtains aset (|A| < |U\ A|)
of size©(p|U|) and returns the cytd, U \ A). We need to show that the size of the ¢4t U \ A) is at most
O(ep|U|n), so that the sparsity of the cut is thétten).

Let us explain why we can use the Small Set Expansion algorfthr the graphG[U] and why the
algorithm finds a cut of cost at moél(sp|U|n). By the structural theorem (Theordm15.1 part ), with
probability 1 — o(1), for everyU C V, the graph(U, E N (U x U) N (S x T)) (i.e., the bipartite graph
between piece& N S andU N T is geometrically expanding up to scalélog nlog(1/1) with cut value

X = C max{sr-cost(Py, ), ny/lognlog(1/n)(loglog n)*}
= Cmax{e|SNU|-|T NU|, ny/lognlog(1/n)(loglogn)*}.

< Cgcen. (5)
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Below, we assume that the grapti, E N (U x U) N (S x T)) is geometrically expanding; otherwise our
algorithm fails (which happens with probability1) over the choice ob R(P, ¢)). Write the lower bound
onen and a trivial inequality os|SNU| - |T NU|:

Vlognlog(1/n)(loglogn)? < enn < emin(|SNU|,|T NU|)n;
elSNU|-|TNU| <emin(|SNU|,|TNU|)n.

Together these inequalities give us an upper bound pn
X < Cemin(|SNU|,|T NU|)n < Cep|U|n.

By Theoreni 3.8, the Small Set Expansion algorithm returng afcsizeO(X) (Here we use that the graph
(U,EN(U x U)N (S x T)) is geometrically expanding up to scalélog nlog(1/n) > +/lognlog(1/p)).

We showed that the algorithm finds a cut of sparsity O(en) in expectation. By Markov’s inequality,
it finds a cut of sparsity at mo&tv with probability at least /2. So by repeating the algorithm many times
and then picking the best solution, we can get a solution sf abmosta with probability exponentially
close to 1.

Finally, let us briefly explain how to get rid of thg/log(1/n) factor in the lower bound osr. Observe
that it suffices for our algorithm to find a sdtof size|A| € [©(p|U]|), |U|/2] i.e., we do not need a bound
|A] < O(p|U|). So we slightly modify the Small Set Expansion algorithm Isat it works for smalleen,
but possibly return$A| > p|U|. In Case | of the algorithm (see Theorém]3.4), we use Theor&nfpart
) instead of Theorem 2.1 (part Il) of Bansal et al. [8] with= 1/2. This algorithm returns a sparse cut of
size at mosp|U| = |U|/2 of sparsityO(y/log n)OPT (whereO PT is the optimal sparsity of the cut). We
repeatedly apply this algorithm and obtain disjoint séts. . ., Ar. After we get a sefi;, we remove it from
U. We stop whenuU A4;| > p|U|/4. We letA = UA;. Itis not hard to show that the sparsity 4fis at most
O(y/logn)OPT (whereOPT is the value of the sparsest cut(iii, £1)) and|A4| € [©(p|U]|),1/2|U]|]. The
proof is similar to the proof of Theorem 2.1 (part 1) A [8].&/@mit it in this version of the paper. O

4 Hidden Solution Sparsification Algorithm

We now present the Hidden Solution Sparsification Algoritimad prove Theoreiin 3.1. The algorithm runs
in O(log log n) phases. In each round, we first solve the SDP on the curraanites The heavy vertices
w.r.t. to this vector solution are first processed and remaw@ng the algorithm from Sectign 4.1. In the
remaining graph, we remove (cut) long edges to further ‘sfydrthe hidden solution £z) and produce the
instance for the next phase.

Hidden Solution Sparsification Algorithm

Input: a graphG = (V, E) and a separation oracle for a set of SDP solutibrs {V — #}.
Output: partitionsV = M U{J,ez Z andE = ET UE™.

e LetMy=V,2y=9,Ef =E,E; =2,T = §log, D,and, =2 ' forallt =1,...,T.
e fort=1,...,Tdo

A. Solve the SDP for the remaining graph: Find

Yy = arg mig Sdp—cost(cp,E;r_1 N (My—1 X My_q)).
e
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B. Remove &;—heavy vertices: run Heavy Vertices Removal Algorithm (described in SecHof)
with parametersd/, M; 1, ¢:, and obtain a collection ob—feasible sets\Z;. Add edges in
E; | cutbyAZ, to the setAE, . Let

Zy =2 UAZy; My=M,1\ | 2
ZeENZ,

C. Remove 6—long edges from E*: Find
Ly = {(u,v) € EY s u,v € My, |lor(u) — @p(v)||* > 6t}

Let
Ef =Ef \(AE; UL); Ef =E;_|U(AE; UL).

e return M = My, Z=Zp, ET = E,E~ = E7.

Proof of Theorem 3.1l We analyze the algorithm given above. We note that the Ateffinding ¢, can be
performed in polynomial-time using semidefinite programgnithe stefB is performed using the algorithm
described in the next subsection.

At every iteration, the algorithm removes all edges cragsie partitionA 2, from E;” and adds them
to £, , hence the first item of Theordm B.1 holds. The third item $idietcause every sétc Z belongs to
someA Z; and, thus by Lemma4.1 (see belodam(p:(Z)) < 1/4.

We now show that the second item of Theoten 3.1 holds. We fiosethat

costip, (P, Ef ) <2 X - o2

for everyt € {0,...,T}. The Heavy Vertices Removal Procedure returnsigethat does not contain any
d.—heavy vertices w.r.tp, i.e., Hs, ,,(M;) = @ (see Lemma 4]1). Using the geometric expansion property
of the graph(V, cut(E, P)), we get!{(u,v) € cut(P, E)N(Myx My) : ||os(u)—pi(v)]]? < 5t/2}‘ < 262X.

The algorithm removes af} /2-long edges at ste@, thus the sefs;” N (M, x M;) contains only edge:, v)

for which ||o; (u) — ¢ (v)]|? < 6;/2. Combining this observation with the previous inequalitygl using that
edges inE;" do not cross the boundary 8f;, we get

cost‘Mt(P,E;r) = |cut(E,P) N E;" N (M; x My)| < 202 X. (6)

Fort = T, we getcost|y (P, E*) <2 X/D.
Finally, we estimate the size of the §¢u,,v) € E~ : w € O orv € O}. To do so, we use that is a
O-local relaxation of the partitio®. For graphG = (V, E;" | N (M;—; x M;_1)), we obtain inequality

sdp—cost‘o(got,E;r_l N(My—y x My—y)) < C cost|@(77,Et+_1 N (My—1 x My_1))
= Cicostionn, (P, E)) <20X . 62,
= 8C107X.

The second line of the inequality follows from (6).
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Now, we bound the number of edges removed flgm, NO and added td’, NO in terms of ‘sdp-cost”.
At stept, we add two sets of edges 1 : AE, andL,. Since all edgesu,v) in L; ared;/2-long (i.e.,

le(u) — @@)|* = 6:/2),

— 2 L0 (O xV)|-8:/2
sdp—cost\o(sﬁt,Et+_1ﬂ(Mt—1><Mt—1))E Z lotu) 280(”)” 2‘ - 2 . t/'

(u)EEF | N(Mp—1xMi_1)
(u,0)EOXV

Hence|L,N(Ox V)| < 32C14; X . The probability that the Heavy Vertices Removal Procedegarates two
verticesu andv connected with an edges By ; is at mosiCs (6; '+, 2E|M;_1 \ My|/n) - | p(u) — p(v)||?
(see Lemma4]1). Thus, the expected total number of edghs BetAE, N (O x V) is at most

1 o E|M;_1\ M, E|M;_1 \ M,
02 (5t 1 +5t 2%) -sdp-COSt‘O(th, E:__l N (Mt—l X Mt—l)) § 80102 (5t + w)){
The total number of edges i~ N (O x V) is bounded by
- E|M;—1 \ My|
> (382018, +8C1Cad; + 8C1Cs - %)X < (320 4 8C1Cy + 8C1Ch) X.
t=1
O

4.1 Heavy Vertices Removal Procedure

In this section, we describe the algorithm which deals withtieavy vertices in a vector solution. Note that
in the intended vector solution for all the above problentisyextices are heavy (the intended solution for
Balanced Cut has /2 vectors at a fixed unit vectay, and the rest /2 of them at—uy). This algorithm also
shows how we can take advantage of vector solutions whidk like the intended solution (say, roughly
low-dimensional solutions), with many heavy vertices.

Lemma 4.1. There exists a polynomial-time algorithm that given a set of vertices V, an SDP solution
©: V. — H, asubset M C 'V, finds a set of vertices M' C M and a partition of M\ M’ into disjoint sets
Z € AZ such that

o the set M’ does not contain any d—heavy vertices (Hs ,(M') = @) w.rt. ¢.

o diam(p(Z)) < 1/4 forevery Z € AZ;

e for every two vertices u* and v*, the probability that u* and v* are separated by the partition is
bounded as follows:

2 E[IMA\ M]

Pr(3Z € AZ s.t. Iz(u*) # I;(v*)) < (3(5—1 s )

Mip(™) = (o) %

We remark that some of the heavy vertidés, (1) may belong ta\/’, but they are not heavy anymore
(w.r.t M),

Proof. We use the following algorithm. if > 1/32, we run the algorithm with’ = 1/32.

Heavy Vertices Removal Procedure

Input: a set of vertice$’, a subsef/ C V, an SDP solutiorp : V' — #, a parametes € (0,1/32];
Output: asetM C V, partitionV \ M = J,cpz Z;
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o While (H; (M) # @)

- Connect heavy vertices i/ at /3 distance at mosts with an edge and denote the new set of
edges byd = {(u,v) € Hyo(M) x Hsp(M) : [lp(w) — p(v)||? < 45}

- Break graph(H; (M), A) into connected components.

- Pick arandomr € [4,24).

— Remove components of small diameter: For each connected componéntwith diam(o(U)) <
1/8, let

By ={veM:3uclUsdt|pu) —o)|? <r}

Denote the set of all connected components of diameter atji®by /.

— Remove a maximal independent set: In the remaining seti; (M) \ Uy, U find a maximal
independent $8tS. For eachu € S, let B, = {v: p(v) € Ball(u,r)}.

- Remove set®$y and B, from M:

M:M\( UBUUUBu);

Ueu u€eS
e return M’ = M.

Analysis. It is clear that the algorithm always terminates in polynalatime (since at every step at least
one vertex is removed). When the algorithm termindigs, (/) = @ by the condition of the “while” loop.
Every setp(B,,) removed fromM and added ta\ Z at one of the iterations is contained in a ball of radius
at most20; every setp(By ) is contained in th&é—neighborhood of a set(U) (for someU € i) whose
diameter is at most/8. Thus, the diameter of each( B,,) andy(By/) is at mostl /8 + 45 < 1/4.

Verify the third item of Lemmd_4]1. Fix two vertices® and v*; and consider one iteration of the
algorithm. We may assume that the algorithm first picks tdefpendent sef and a collection of connected
componentg/, and only then chooses randone [J,25). Observe, that the distance between (images of)
any two vertices irf is at leastlé (becauses is an independent set), the distance between every twosets i
U is at leastdd (because everyy € U is a connected component), and the distance between Every/
andu € S is at leastdd (again becaus¥ is a connected component, andz U). Thus,p(u*) may belong
to at most ondall(U, 2§) or Ball(u, 29). If p(u*) € Ball(u, 2J), then

Pr(p(u”) € Ball(u, ), ¢(v*) ¢ Ball(u,)) < 5" [lo(u) — ¢(v)||*.

Of course, ifp(u*) ¢ Ball(u,20), thenPr(p(u*) € Ball(u,r), ¢(v*) ¢ Ball(u,r)) < Pr(p(u*) €
Ball(u,r)) = 0.

The same statements hold if we replace S with U € U/. Thus, at one iteration, the probability that
u* belongs to a removed ball but does not belong to the same ball is at most||¢(u) — ¢(v)||?. Denote
by T' the number of iterations of the algorithm. Then, the prolitgthat «+* andv* are separated at one of
the iterations is at mo5 ' E[T]||o(u) — o(v)]|.

We now prove that at every iteration but possibly the las, algorithm removes at least vertices
from M. Thus,E[T] < 1+ E|M’\ M|/(én), and the third item of Lemma 4.1 follows. Observe, that if
the independent sét = @, then the algorithm terminates. & # o, there exists at least one connected
componentZ with diam(p(L)) > 1/8. The maximal independent set inmust contain at leas (5 1)
vertices, since for every edde, v) € A, ||o(u) — ¢(v)||? < 45. Thus,|S| > Q(671). Since each € S is
d—heavy and > 6, | B,| > 6*n. Hence (using the fact that seBs are disjoint),

‘UBU =3 |B.| = on.

ues uesS

3This is done independently of the random variahle.g., using a deterministic greedy algorithm.
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5 Structural Theorem

We now prove that semi-random graphs are geometricallyrelpg, namely we prove that with high prob-
ability for every semi-random grapfi = (V, E) € SR(P,¢) the graph(V, cut(P, E)) is geometrically
expanding.

Theorem 5.1. 1. There exists a function f : N — [0, 1] satisfying lim,,_,o, f(n) = 0 such that for every
set of vertices V of size n, every partition P, and every ¢ € (0,1), D = 2T (T € N, T > 1) with
probability 1 — f(n) = 1 — o(1) the random set SR(P, ¢) satisfies the following property: for every graph
G = (V,E) € SR(P,¢), the graph (V,cut(P, E)) is geometrically expanding with cut cost

X = C'max{sr-cost(P,¢), nD(log® D)}

up to scale 1/~/D.

II. Moreover, a slightly stronger statement holds. For every set of vertices V' of size n, every partition
P, and every € € (0,1), D = 2T (T € N, T > 1) with probability 1 — f(n) = 1 — o(1) the random set
SR(P,e) satisfies the following property: for every graph G = (V, E) € SR(P,¢) and every U C V, the
graph (U, cut(P, E) N (U x U)) is geometrically expanding with cut cost

X = C'max{sr-cost(Py, €), nD(log? D)}

up to scale 1/+/D. Here Py ={PNU: P € P} denotes the restriction of the partition P to the subset U.

We defined Geometric Expansion in Secfidn 2. We now give atfiglifferent definition of Geometric
Expansion which is equivalent to Definitibn 2112, but is meoavenient for proving Theorem 5.1.

Definition 5.2. (GEOMETRIC EXPANSION; SEE DEFINITION [2.12)A graph G = (V, E) satisfies the ge-
ometric expansion property with cut value X at scale § if for every SDP solution ¢ : V — H satisfying
H(;,()O(V) =,

{(u,v) € E: |lo(u) — o(v)||* < §/2}| < 26°X.

A graph G = (V, E) satisfies the geometric expansion property with cut value X up to scale 2=7 (T € N) if
it satisfies the geometric expansion property for every § € {27t : 1 <t <T}.

Claim 5.3. Definitions[2.12 and [5.2 are equivalent.

Proof Sketch. It is easy to see that every graph satisfying Definition RdtsBes Definitiod 5.2: we simply
let M = V. Assume thatG = (V, E) satisfies Definition_5]2. Consider an SDP solution V' — #
and a setM such thatps (M) = @. Replacep with ¢': ¢'(u) = ¢(u) if u € M, andy'(u) = e,
otherwise, wherge, }, is a collection of orthogonal unit vectors, orthogonal tovakctorse(u). The (23—
distance between every vectpf(u) = e, (u € V \ M) and any other vectop’(v) is at least 1. Thus,
Hs (M) C Hs,(V) = @. Hence,

[{(u,0) € EN(M x M) : [lp(u) — p(v)||I* < §/2}] =
= [{(w,v) € E: ||¢'(w) — ¢'(v)|* < 6/2}| < 26°X.
O

Proof of Theorem[5.1] We use Definitiol 5J2 in this proof. Létx = {(u,v) € V. xV : P(u) # P(v)} and
ERr C Ef be the set of random edges chosen for thes3&{P, <) as in Definitio 2.6. Sinceut(P, E) C
Er, it suffices to show that the graght, E'r) is geometrically expanding with high probability. We fix the
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paramete = 2! (wherel < t < T), and prove that the graplV, Er) is geometrically expanding with
cut valueX at scaled. Then we apply the union bound for dll= log, D possible choices af.
We use the technique developed by Kolla, Makarychev and iakav [29]. Observe that the condition
H; (V) = @ implies that
{v €V : llp(u) — pv)|? < 8} < 6°n,
and, consequently,
{(u,0) €V XVt [lp(u) — p(v)[|* < 6} < 6%n”.

Thus we need to bound the probability of the bad evéte exists an SDP solution ¢ : V' — H such that
[{(u,0) €V XV« [lp(u) = p(v)[|* < 6} < 6°n° @)

and
{,0) € Er: o) — o) < 3} > 25°X. ©

We now show that if suclkp exists then there exists an embeddisig: V' — Nj to a relatively small set
N; C H satisfying slightly relaxed conditions:

{(w,v) €V x Vi l¢(w) — ¢ ()|* < Z 0} < 7 6°n?, 9)

and, 3 5
{(u,v) € Er: [l¢'(u) — &' (v)|* < 1 0= 552X- (10)

Here N; C H is a set of sizexp(O(log?(1/6)) depending only o. Then, we argue that sughl exists
with very small probability.

Claim 54. If |Eg| < 2X and there exists ¢ : V' — H satisfying (7) and (&), then there exists ¢’ : V' — N
satisfying (9) and (10).

Proof. We use the following simple lemma proved |(in [29].

Lemma 5.5. (LEMMA 3.7 [29], ARXIV VERSION) For every positive (, n and v, there exists a set Ng of
unit vectors of size at most

exp (O(¢™*log(1/n) log(1/v)))
such that for every set of unit vectors Z there exists a randomized mapping ¢ : Z — N satisfying the
following property: for every u,v € Z,

Pr((1+¢) " u = vl =7 < [¢(w) = d(@)|F < A+ Oflu— vl +7°) > 1 - w. (11)

The proof of LemmaZ5]5 is based on the Johnson-Lindensttaonssa: The selV is an “epsilon—net”
in a low dimensional space. To construyctve first projectZ in a low dimensional space using the Johnson—
Lindenstrauss transform and then “round” each vector talkbsest vector inV. See([29] for details.

We set parameters = 1/7, n? = §/8 andv = 6%/8 and pickN; as in Lemm&5J5. Then we choose a
deterministicy)(u) : (V') — N such that the condition

llp(w) — eI ~ 3 < () — (o))
< 2 llotw) — o) + 3

holds for at least 41 — 62/4) fraction of all pairsu,v € V and at least & — 42 /4) fraction of all edges
(u,v) € Eg (the existence of sucty follows from (I1), by the probabilistic method). Defié(u) =

b(p(w)). We get:
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e for all but at mosts?/4 n? pairsu,v € V, if |p(u) — p@)|> > 4, then||¢'(u) — ¢ (v)||*> >
/86— §/8 = 3/4 5,

e for all but at mos¥?/4 |Eg| < §?/2 X edges(u,v) € Egif ||p(u) — p(v)||* < §/2, then||¢' (u) —
W) <8/7-8/2+6/8 < 3/44.

Therefore, inequalitie$ (9) and (10) hold. O

Observe, thak|Er| = sr-cost(P,e) < X. Hence, by the Chernoff bound (for some absolute constant
Ch),
Pr(|Eg| > 2X) < e~ @1X,

Similarly, by the Chernoff bound, inequaliti€ls] (9) andl(Bnultaneously hold with probability at most
e~C28°X  Thus, a fixedy’ : V — N satisfies[(p) and{10) with probability (over random choitezg) at
moste~C29"X  The total number of different embeddings: V' — N equals|N|" < exp(Cyn log? D). By
the union bound the probability that at least one sglchxists is at most—C38*X+Canlog? D < o—n here we
use thav?X > Cn(log? D) for sufficiently largeC'.

Part Il follows from Part | by taking the union bound over 2l possible choices of the st We omit
the detalils in this version of the paper. O

6 Recovering the Partitions in the Planted Model

In the case of the Balanced Cut and Small Set Expansion pnsblee can obtain better guarantees when
the sets of the partitio® = {5, 7'} have enough expansion within them. Note that to recover idneexl
partition, we need some conditions on the graph expansgderr[S] andG[T]: otherwise, there may exist

a sparse cut 7 cutting both.S andT" (for example, if the graph&/[S] and G[T'] are randomG(n/2,¢)
graphs, then the grapfi is aG(n,¢), and thus the setS and7" are indistinguishable from other sets of
sizen/2). This assumption is in the flavor of planted instances oaBeéd Cut (or Small Set Expansion
problem), where the cut given by the partitiof, 7") is much sparser (sparser by a constant factor) than
any cut inside the (adversarial) graph restricted'tor 7. (This assumption is also similar to the stability
assumption of Balcan, Blum, and Gupta [7] for clusteringbtems, where a-factor approximation to the
partitioning problem ig)(c)-close to the target partition.) In this case, we can find #mitpon (S, 7") up to

(1 + n)-accuracy for some sub-constant> 0 i.e., a partition differing from(.S, T") in at mostnn vertices.
We obtain these guarantees by repeatedly defining instariadbe Sparsest Cut problem, and using our
algorithms for the semi-random model to obtain increagiffigler approximations to the planted partition.

Definition 6.1. Denote by h(G) the expansion of the graph G = (Vg, Eg):

) E(S, Vg \ S
hG) = nin g
CVa |S|
0<|S|<Y/2 Vg

Theorem 6.2. There exists a randomized polynomial-time algorithm, a function f : N — [0, 1] tending to
0 as n — oo, and positive absolute constants C, Cey,y,, such that for every set of vertices V' of size n, every
partition P = {S, T}, |S| = pn (for p € (0,1/2]) and every € € (0,1), n € (0,1), satisfying
S C+/log n(loglog n)?
n=z

En

9

the following statement holds with probability 1 — f(n) = 1 — o(1) over a random choice of SR(P,¢): For
every G = (V, E) € SR(P,¢) satisfying h(G[S]) > Cezpen and h(G[T]) > Ceypen, the algorithm given
G and ¢, returns a partition (X,Y') of V' such that

|IXAS| = |YAT| <nn or |XAT|=|YAS|<nn.
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Remark 1: The conditionsh(G[S]) > Ceyzpen andh(G[T]) > Ceypen can be slightly relaxed, by requiring
that only sets of size at leagh expand inG[S] andG[T].

Remark 2: We assume thay < p/3. Otherwise, ifp < 7, then the trivial solution, V') satisfies the
conditions of the theorem. #f € [p/3, p], we may replace with ¥ = p/3 and slightly change the absolute
constantC'.

Our algorithm relies on the Sparsest Cut algorithm for theisandom model presented in Sectionl 3.4.
We denote the approximation factor of the Sparsest Cutigtigoby Csc (se€lb). We leC,,, = 4Csc.
We will use this algorithm for finding approximate sparsastsan G[X] for various X C V satisfying
|IX NS|,| X NT| > nn/2 (sometimes these conditions 6h may be violated, then we assume that the
algorithm returns a solutiod, but the cuf 4, X \ A) may be arbitrarily bad). By Theorem 8.6, the Balanced
Cut algorithm finds a cut of sparsity at m@s-<n with probability exponentially close to 1 unless the graph
G does not satisfy the “strong geometric expansion” propgescribed in Theorem 5.1, part Il. This happens
with probability o(1); and in this case, the partition recovering algorithm désc below fails as well.

We introduce a potential functiofithat measures the quality of a partitioh, Y):

f(X,Y) = Cscenmin(|X], [Y]) = |E(X,Y)]. (12)

The algorithm presented below tries to maximjzéy finding non-expanding subsetsin X and moving
them toY and finding non-expanding subsétsn Y and moving them toX.

Algorithm. The algorithm first finds an approximate sparsest(é, Y;) in G using the Sparsest Cut
algorithm for semi-random graphs. Then, it repeats theotlg refinement procedure: find approximate
sparsest cut$A, X; \ A) in the graphG[X;] and (B,Y; \ B) in the graphG[Y;] using the Sparsest Cut
algorithm for semi-random graphs and

o if f(Xi\A,Y;UA) > f(X¢,Y:)+1/4, moveAfrom X, toY;i.e., setX; 1 = X;\AandY 1 = YiUA;
otherwise,

o if f(X;UB,Y;\B) > f(Xy,Y:)+1/4, moveB fromY;to X i.e., setX;,; = X;UBandY;; = Y;\B.

The order in which the algorithm considers the cases abos® mot matter. After each iteration the algorithm
increases the counter The algorithm stops and outputs the ¢, Y;), when neither moving! from X to
Y, nor movingB from Y to X increased (X, Y") by at least/4.

Analysis. Notice that the number of iterations of the algorithm is pagial, sincef (X,Y’) is upper
bounded byC'scen?, lower bounded by-|E|, and at every iteration (but lasf)is increased by at leagt.
Thus, the algorithm runs in polynomial time. To prove tha #igorithm works correctly, we need to show
that the algorithm does not stop tjlX;, Y;) is n-close to the planted solutiarb, T') i.e., till | X; AS| < nn
or |Y;AS| < nn.

We first prove thalf (X, Y;) is positive for everyt. The Sparsest Cut algorithm finds a ¢y, Yp) of
sparsity at mos€'scen, hencef (Xo, Yy) = Cscenmin(|Xol, |Yo|) — |E(Xo, Yo)| > 0. Since the sequence
f(X, V) isincreasing f (X, Y;) is positive for everyt. Consequently, the sparsity of every ¢if;, Y;) is
at mostCscen.

We show that every relatively small set@expands.

Claim 6.3. For every set U C V of size at most 2pn/3, E(U,V \ U) > Cegpen|U|/2.
Proof. Sinceh(G[S]) > Cegzpen, We have

EUNS,S\(UNS)) > Cegpen - min(|U NS, [S\ (UNS))|)
> Cezpen|U N S| /2,
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where the second inequality follows frofii N.S| < 2pn/3 < 2(]S|—|UNS]|) = 2[5\ (UNS)|. Similarly,
EUNT, T\(UNT)) > Cexpen|U NT|/2.
Thus,E(U,V \ U) > Cezpen|U|/2. O

As a corollary, we get thatX;| > 2pn/3 and|Y;| > 2pn/3 for everyt (otherwise, the sparsity of the
cut (Xy, Y;) would be large). To argue that the Sparsest Cut algorithns itk cn sparse cut irz[X;] or
GY:], we need to prove the following claim.

Claim 6.4. Suppose that the partition (X, Y}) is not nn close to the planted partition (S, T) i.e.,
\YiAT| > nn and | X AT | = |YiAS| > nn, then one of the following two statements holds:

XtAS‘ -

o | X;NS|>nn/2and | X NT| > nn/2; or
o |YiNS|>nn/2and Y, NT| > nn/2.

Proof. The setX; is covered byS andT’, and thugX; N S| > |X;|/2 or | X; N T| > |X¢|/2. Assume that

| X NS| > |X:|/2. Then| X, NS| > |X¢|/2 > pn/3 > nn. Ifalso| X, N T| > nn/2, we are done.
Otherwise, we haveX; N T| < nn/2,and|X; \ S| = |X; N T| < nn/2. Consequently,

Y:NS| = | X AS|— | X\ S| > nn—nn/2 =nn/2. Also, |Y;NT| = |T|— | X:NT| > pn—nn/2 > nn.
The caseT' N X;| > | X;|/2is handled similarly. (Note that we have not used in the ptioaf|S| < |T'|;

we only used thal’| > pn.) O

Apply Claim[6.4 and suppose without loss of generality tt#8tN S| > nn/2 and|X; N T| > nn/2.
Then, the seK} is partitioned in two pieceX; NS and X; NT each of size at leagt. /2. Thus (as discussed
in the beginning of the proof), the Balanced Cut algorithnasia cut(A, X; \ A) (where|A| < |X;|/2) of
sparsity at mos€scen. We now show that the cytd, V' \ A) is large.

Claim 6.5. Suppose that the graph G is partitioned into three non-empty sets Uy, Uy, Us, then one of the
sets U; has large expansion: for some 1,

E(Ui, \%4 \ UZ) > C’emsn|Ui|.

Proof. Observe that for one of the séfg, |U;NS| < |S|/2 and|U;NT| < |T'|/2. For this setE(U; NS, S\
Uz) > Cexp&?n]U,- N S’ andE(U, N7, T \ Uz) > Cexp&?n]U,- N T‘ HenCG,E(UZ‘, \%4 \ Uz) > Cexpan\Ui\. [l

Consider the partition of7 into three sets\; N A, X; \ A andY;. One of them has expansi@n,en.
It cannot be the sét;, since the expansion af; is at mostCscen. Then,

E(Xi\AV\(Xi\ A) < E(Xe, V) + E(Xy \ 4, 4)
< Cgeen| Xi| + Cscen|A]
< 3Cscen|X; \ Al < Cegpen| Xy \ Al

Thus the set with expansion at le@&t,,en is A, that is,E(A,V \ A) > Ceype|A| n.
Estimate the change in the potential functipafter movingA from X; to Y;:

F(Xe\ A, Y, UA) — f(X,Yy) = —CsclAlen — (B(A, X¢ \ A) — E(A, V7))

— —CisclAlen — E(A, X, \ A) + (B(A,V \ A) — E(A, X, \ A))
—Cgc|Alen —2E(A, X \ A) + E(A,V \ A)
> —Cgscl|Alen —2Csce|Aln +3/4 Cegpe|Aln + Y4 E(A,V \ A)
s E(A,V\ A) > 1/a.
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7 Second Model: Algebraic Expansion inside Partitions

In the previous sections, we have seen that we can get muehn Bpproximation algorithms for partitioning
problems when the edgds, crossing the boundaries of partitigh satisfy some structural property (geo-
metric expansion). In this section, we show that we can pnlgaod approximation algorithms for Balanced
Cut and Small Set Expansion, when the edfgsnot crossing the partition boundaries satisfy some alge-
braic expansion condition. This is a much weaker conditit@ntedges of'x being chosen independently
at random. More crucially, in this case, the eddgs can be arbitrary. Our algorithms are inspired by
the results of([5,_31], where they infer global correlatidretween the vectors from local correlations and
algebraic expansion.

Theorem 7.1. (BALANCED CUT) There is a polynomial-time algorithm, that given a graph G = (V, E) on
n vertices with a “planted” bisection P = { Py, P,} (not known to the algorithm) of cut value em, such that
for some subset of edges £y C E of size |E1| = m, the graph G1 = (Py, E1) is a regular expander with a
(normalized) algebraic expansion \(G1) > 64e, finds a balanced cut of sparsity O(g).

Proof. Consider the Balanced Cut SDP used in Se¢tioh 3.1. Sinces thizlaxation, the SDP valD P <

em. In particular,
1 _
2 Z |a — o]|* < em,

1
3 sdp-cost(u — u, E7)

(u,w)EE]
and, sincg Fy| = m,
e la-] = —— 3 la-ol2<e
4 (u,v)€EL 4|E1| = &
(u,w)EEL

For the regular grapti;, we have

E(u,v)GEH [”ﬂ - 6”2]

A(G1) = min ,
(G = e Fuver lla— o
thus ] 1
€
_Euv a — o||? < Y
4 ) €P1 |:H'LL UH ] —_ )\(Gl) < 64

Hence, there exists* € P, such thatfl,cp, [[|a* — 9?] < 1/16. Denoted(u, v) = ||u—o|/*. By Markov’s
inequality, A
* 1 1 n
| Ballg(u ,g)ﬂpﬂ > 5 T
On the other hand Bally(u*,1/4)| < 4/5 n (as shown in Sectidn 3.1).
We are ready to describe the algorithm: The algorithm ggeise vertexu* and picks a ballS =
Bally(u*,r) of radiusr € [1/16,1/4] aroundu* with the smallest edge boundary. The cost of the cut

(S,V'\ S)isatmosB2 - SDP, and (sincaBall(u*,1/16) C S C Ball(u*,1/4)),

<5 <

|3

0

Theorem 7.2 (Small Set Expansion)There is a randomized polynomial-time algorithm, that given a graph
G = (V,E) with a “planted” partition P = {P1, P} (|P1| = pn) (not known to the algorithm) with
E(Py, Py) < em such that for some subset of edges £y C V of size |E1| = m, the graph G1 = (Py, F1)
is a regular expander with a (normalized) algebraic expansion \(G1) > 16g, finds a set S of size pn/4 <
|S| < 2pn with expected cost of the cut O(em).
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Proof. Let{u},cv () be the solution of the C-SDP for the Small Set Expansion dened in Sectioh 313.

Denote )
5 > lla—al”
(u,w)EEL
Since SDP isP;-local relaxation ofP, SDPp, < OPT = em (see LemmaAll). We first proceed
similarly to the proof of Theorefn 7.1. Write,

SDPp, = sdp-cost(u — u, E1)

A= min E(u,v)EEl [”ﬂ _17”2]
{(atuev Buwep, [la—9)?]

then
SDPp, < OPT
AMG1) T AMGy)

<

1
EU,U€P1 [Hﬂ - 2_}||2] < 1_6

Hence, there is a vertax' € P;, such that
Ever, [[1@ - 9] < 1/16.

Letd(u,v) = ||a— o||%. By the SDP spreading constraint (as shown in Se€fidn Ba),(u*, 1) < 8/7 pn.

Thus, for some radius € [1/16, 1/4] (the algorithm can guess' andr by considering all possibilities),
the setS = Ball;(u*,r) contains at leastP; |/2 vertices fromP;, but at most8/7 pn vertices in total.
Furthermore, the cost of the cBY{ P, NS,V \ S) is at mosBB20PT.

The main difficulty and the main difference from the previgusof (Theoreni 7]1) is that the s€tmay
contain vertices fron and, moreover, it may cut many edgeshii? N S,V \ S). However, we have
already dealt with a similar problem in Sectionl3.3. We useltR (from the proof of Theorein 3.4, Case
2) to extract solution of cost at moSXOPT') from S. The LP is feasible with LP value at maS{OPT),
because one integral “canonical” solution exists: it isgheS’ = P, N S. Indeed,E(P, NS, P, N S) <
E(P,P,) = OPT, and thusE(P, N S,V \ (P, N S)) < 330PT. O
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A Local SDP Relaxation for SSE

Lemma A.1. The set ® of feasible solutions of the Crude SDP (C-SDP) given in Section [3.3| for the Small
Set Expansion problem is a S-local relaxation of every partition P = {S, V' \ S} (where |S| = pn).

Proof. Lety = arg min,ce sdp-cost(y, E). Denoteu = ¢(u). Define a new SDP solution

u =

_ e, ifuesS
U otherwise
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wheree , is a unit vector orthogonal to all the vectds} <y (). This solution also satisfies ttig-triangle
inequalities, the spreading constraints (becafisec prn and forallu € S,v € V\S, (@/,7") = 0 < (u,v)),
and for allu,v € V, (@,v') > 0. Thus, it lies in®.

Compute the cost of the new solution and compare it with tts¢ afthe optimal solution:

1
sdp-cost(u — ', E) = 3 Z @ — o'

(u,v)EE(Q)
1 1
D R S U T
(u,w)eE(G) (u,v)€E(G)
u€S orves u,veV (G)\S

1 — 2
= cost|g(P, E) + 3 Z lla — |
(u,v)EE(G)
uweV(G)\S
The costdp-cost(u — u, E) of the optimal solutiorz equals
_ 1 9
sdp-cost|g(u — @, E) + 3 Z lla — o]~
(u,v)EE(G)
uweV(G\S

Thus,sdp-cost|g(u — @, E) < cost|s(P, E). O

B Remark on Theorem

Theoren 3.6 is stated in a slightly different form in Bandadle[8]. We use Theorem 2.1 (part 1[)/[8, p. 6;
arXiv, version 2] withu(S) = n(S) = |S|/n andH = p. Theorem 2.1, as is, does not deal with weights
Wy, SO We need to very slightly change the algorithm and proaf.adfl an extra SDP constraint

S lalPw, < W.

ueV

This constraint is clearly satisfied in the integral solnti@Ve also change the functigh (see page 10 of [8]).
We let (herew,, are the weights of vertices)

w(S)

" _ g .
new term
_ (S) H
=105) = T5r * 1D x sDP
) _w(S)

1p x H oY x H
S| BSVAS) o w(s)
™ B iDx SDP 32w "

Since,

w(S) wya|a||? aW oH
g2) g < S Wl oy N Yy o
oW S ; oW S ; 2w 32
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we get (compare with the third formula on page [10 [8]),
H aH
" > / o > o
E[f)"(8) 2B/ (5) - 35 = 5
This is sufficient for analysis in[8]. The SSE algorithm firedsetS with f”(.S) > 0. This condition implies

that
3|S] _ w(S)
— > —— Xp

4dn w
and, consequently (&S| = ©(pn)), w(S) < O(W).

C SDP relaxations

Minimum Balanced Cut: The input to the problem is a gragh(V, E), and the objective is to find a sét
of sizen /2 with the minimum number of edges crossing it.

1
min o > la-olP
(u,v)EE(G)
subject to
1 2 n? . .
1 > a—o|* > 5 (Spreading constraint)
u,veV
forallu,v,w €V, |a—3|>+ v —o|> > |a— o|? (¢V3-triangle inequalities)
forallucV, J|a|?>=1

Crude SDP (C-SDP) for Small-Set Expansion (SSE): The input to the problem is a gragh(V, E)
and a parameter, and the objective is to find a s€tof size pn with the smallest number of edges crossing
it.

1
min o > la-olP

(u,v)EE(G)
subject to
forallu e V, > (@,p) < pn (Spreading constraints)
veV
forallu,v,w €V,  ||a—o|*+ ||o —@|? > ||a —o|? ((3—triangle inequalities)

forall u,v e V (w,v) >0
foralucV, J[a|?>=1

Minimum Multicut: The input to the problem is a graghi(V, E') and a set of: source-sink pairs
{(si,ti) }1<i<k, and the objective is to find a partitid® of the graph with minimum number of edges across
partitions such that for afl, P’ (s;) # P'(t;) .

1
min 5 Z |z — o)

(u,v)EE(G)
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subject to

forall1 <i <k, (3;,t;) =0
forallu,v,w €V,  |ja—o|>+ ||o —0|? > ||a — 0| (¢(3—triangle inequalities)
foralucV, J|a|*=1
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