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Abstract

We develop fast algorithms for solving regression problemgraphs where one is given the value of a function
at some vertices, and must find its smoothest possible eatetts all vertices. The extension we compute is the
absolutely minimal Lipschitz extension, and is the limit farge p of p-Laplacian regularization. We present an
algorithm that computes a minimal Lipschitz extension ipested linear time, and an algorithm that computes
an absolutely minimal Lipschitz extension in expected tifenn). The latter algorithm has variants that seem
to run much faster in practice. These extensions are pkatigtamenable to regularization: we can perfolgn
regularization on the given values in polynomial time &ndegularization on the initial function values and on graph
edge weights in timé(m?/?).

Our definitions and algorithms naturally extend to dire@egbhs.

1 Introduction

We consider a problem in which we are given a weighted untticegraphGG = (V, E,/¢) and valuesy, : T — R
on a subset’ of its vertices. We view the weightsas indicating the lengths of edges, with shorter lengthciitig
greater similarity. Our goal it to assign values to everyterer € V\T so that the values assigned aresagothas
possible across edges. A minimal Lipschitz extensioma$ a vector that minimizes

max (£(z,y))~" [v(z) —v(y)|, )
(z,y)€EE
subject tov(x) = vo(x) forall z € T. We call such a vector an inf-minimizer. Inf-minimizers arat unique. So,
among inf-minimizers we seek vectors that minimize the sddargest absolute value 6éfz,y) ' ]U(;v) - v(y)]
across edges, and then the third-largest given that, and. s&®call such a vectara lex-minimizer. It is also known
as an absolutely minimal Lipschitz extensiorvgf
These are the limit of the solution teLaplacian minimization problems for large namely the vectors that solve

52]% Z (U(z,y)) Plo(x) —v(y)|P. @
v|lr=vo|r (®Y)EE

The use ofp = 2 was suggested in the foundational papeZbi et al.(2003, and is particularly nice because it can
be obtained by solving a system of linear equations in a symerdiagonally dominant matrix, which can be done
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very quickly (Cohen et al(2014). The use of larger values pfhas been discussed Byamgir and Luxburg2017),

and byBridle and Zhu(2013, but it is much more complicated to compute. The fastesirdtyns we know for this
problem require convex programming, and then require vigly Accuracy to obtain the values at most vertices. By
taking the limit ag goes to infinity, we recover the lex-minimizer, which we valiow can be computed quickly.

The lex-minimization problem has a remarkable amount efcstire. For example, in uniformly weighted graphs
the value of the lex-minimizer at every vertex notlins equal to the average of the minimum and maximum of the
values at its neighbors. This is analogous to the properthie?-Laplacian minimizer that the value at every vertex
not inT" equals the average of the values at its neighbors.

1.1 Contributions

We first present several important structural propertidsxminimizers in Sectiol3.2 As we shall point out, some
of these were known from previous work, sometimes in reswicettings. We state them generally and prove them
for completeness. We also prove that the lex-minimizer salsle as possible under perturbationspfSection3.1).

The structure of the lex-minimization problem has led usdwedop elegant algorithms for its solution. Both the
algorithms and their analyses could be taught to undergtadu We believe that these algorithms could be used in
place of2-Laplacian minimization in many applications.

We present algorithms for the following problems. Througho: = |E| andn = |V]|.

Inf-minimization: An algorithm that runs in expected tini&m + nlog n) (Sectiord.3).

Lex-minimization: An algorithm that runs in expected tini&n(m + nlogn)) (Sectiord), along with a variant that
runs quickly in practice (Sectiofh.4).

I1-regularization of edge lengths for inf-minimization: The problem of minimizingX) given a limited budget with
which one can increase edge lengths is a linear programmirggm. We show how to solve it in tim@(m?3/?)
with an interior point method by using fast Laplacian sod/&ectior8). The same algorithm can accommodate
l1-regularization of the values givenig.

lp-regularization of vertex values for inf-minimization: We give a polynomial time algorithm fds-regularization
of the values at vertices. That is, we minimi4g §iven a budget of a number of vertices that can be proclaimed
outliers and removed fror' (Section7.1). We solve this problem by reducing it to the problem of cotiu
minimum vertex covers on transitively closed directed dcygraphs, a special case of minimum vertex cover
that can be solved in polynomial time.

After any regularization for inf-minimization, we suggesimputing the lex-minimizer. We find the result fir
regularization of vertex values to be particularly suripds especially because we prove that the analogous problem
for 2-Laplacian minimization is NP-Hard (Secti@?).

All of our algorithms extend naturally tdirected graphs (Section5). This is in contrast with the problem of
minimizing 2-Laplacians on directed graphs, which corresponds to ctingpelectrical flows in networks of resistors
and diodes, for which fast algorithms are not presently kmow

We present a fewexperimentson examples demonstrating that the lex-minimizer can @mraecknown deficien-
cies of the2-Laplacian minimizer (Sectiof.2, Figuresl,2), as well as a demonstration of the performance of the
directed analog of our algorithms on the WebSpam dataseastillo et al (2006 (Section6). In the WebSpam prob-
lem we use the link structure of a collection of web sites tg lame sites as spam, given a small number of labeled
sites known to be spam or normal.

1.2 Relation to Prior Work

We first encountered the idea of using the minimizer of theaptacian given by32) for regression and classifica-
tion on graphs in the work afhu et al.(2003 andBelkin et al. (2009 on semi-supervised learning. These works
transformed learning problems on sets of vectors into rablon graphs by identifying vectors with vertices and
constructing graphs with edges between nearby vectors.sorécoming of this approach (sidler et al.(2009,
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Figure 1: Lex vs 2-Laplacian on 1D gaussian clus-
ters. Figure 2: kNN graphs on samples from 4D cube.

Alamgir and Luxburg2017), Bridle and Zhu(2013) is that if the number of vectors grows while the number ef la
beled vectors remains fixed, then almost all the values oRthaplacian minimizer converge to the mean of the
labels on most natural examples. For exampladler et al.(2009 consider sampling points from two Gaussian
distributions centered & and4 on the real line. They place edges between every pair of piny) with length
exp(|z — y|* /202) for o = 0.4, and provide only the labels)(0) = —1 andw,(4) = 1. Figurel shows the values
of the2-Laplacian minimizer in red, which are all approximatelyaeln contrast, the values of the lex-minimizer in
blue, which are smoothly distributed between the labelaédtpoare shown.

The “manifold hypothesis” (se€hapelle et al(2010, Ma and Fu(2011)) holds that much natural data lies near a
low-dimensional manifold and that natural functions we lgdike to learn on this data are smooth functions on the
manifold. Under this assumption, one should expect leximizers to interpolate well. In contrast, tRel aplacian
minimizers degrade (dotted lines) if the number of labeleid{s remains fixed while the total number of points grows.
In Figure2, we demonstrate this by sampling many points uniformly fitbeunit cube in 4 dimensions, form their
8-nearest neighbor graph, and consider the problem ofssigiggthe first coordinate. We performed 8 experiments,
varying the number of labeled points {50, 100, 500,1000}. Each data point is the mean averdgerror over 100
experiments. The plots for root mean squared error areainiihe standard deviation of the estimations of the mean
are within one pixel, and so are not displayed. The perfomaarfthe lex-minimizer (solid lines) does not degrade as
the number of unlabeled points grows.

Analogous to our inf-minimizers, minimal Lipschitz extémss of functions in Euclidean space and over more
general metric spaces have been studied extensively indvettics Kirszbraun(1934, McShang(1934, Whitney
(19349). von Luxburg and Bousqué2003 employ Lipschitz extensions on metric spaces for claggifo and relate
these to Support Vector Machines. Their work inspired improents in classification and regression in metric spaces
with low doubling dimensionGottlieb et al. (2013, Gottlieb et al.(2013h). Theoretically fast, although not actually
practical, algorithms have been given for constructingimai Lipschitz extensions of functions on low-dimensional
Euclidean spaceg$-éfferman(20093, Fefferman and Klartag2009, Fefferman(20098). Sinop and Grady2007)
suggest using inf-minimizers for binary classification lgeams on graphs. For this special case, where all of the
given values are either 0 or 1, they presentdm + nlogn) time algorithm for computing an inf-minimizer. The
case of general given values, which we solve in this papenuish more complicated. To compensate for the non-
unigueness of inf-minimizers, they suggest choosing theiinimizer that minimizes?) with p = 2. We believe that
the lex-minimizer is a more natural choice.

The analog of our lex-minimizer over continuous spaces ieadahe absolutely minimal Lipschitz extension
(AMLE). Starting with the work ofAronsson(1967), there have been several characterizations and prooffe @&fx-
istence and uniqueness of the AMLEefser{1993, Crandall et al(2001), Barles and Buscé001), Aronsson et al.
(2009). Many of these results were later extended to generaliengpiaces, including graphsi{iman (1999,
Peres et al(2011), Naor and Sheffield2010, Sheffield and Smai2010Q). However, to the best of our knowledge,
fast algorithms for computing lex-minimizers on graphs evaot known. For the special case of undirected, un-
weighted graphd,azarus et al(1999 presented both a polynomial-time algorithm and an iteeatiethod Oberman



(2017 suggested computing the AMLE in Euclidean space by firgtrdtizing the problem and then solving the cor-
responding graph problem by an iterative method. Howewerun-time guarantees were obtained for either iterative
method.

2 Notation and Basic Definitions

Lexicographic Ordering. Given a vector € R™, let . denote a permutation that sortén non-increasing order
by absolute valueg,e., Vi € [m — 1], |r(7-(7))| > |r(m.(i + 1))|. Given two vectors, s € R™, we writer < s to
indicate that- is smaller thars in the lexicographic orderingn sorted absolute valudss.

3j € [m], [r(m(7))] < |s(ms(5))| andVi € [j — 1], |r(mr (0))| = [s(ms(0))]
orVi € [m], |r(m(i))| = |s(ms(i))] .

Note that it is possible that < s ands < r while r £ s. It is a total relation: for every ands at least one of < s
ors < ristrue.

Graphs and Matrices. We will work with weighted graphs. Unless explicitly statage will assume that they are
undirected. For a grap&, we let Vs be its set of verticesEq be its set of edges, and; : Eq¢ — Ry be the
assignment of positive lengths to the edges. Wellel = n, and|Eg| = m. We assumé; is symmetric,i.e.,
la(z,y) = La(y, ). WhenG is clear from the context, we drop the subscript.

A path P in G is an ordered sequence of (not necessarily distinct) esfit = (xo,1,...,2), such that
(x;-1,x;) € E fori € [k]. Theendpointsof P are denoted by, P = z(,0: P = z;. The set ofinterior vertices
of P is defined to bént(P) = {z; : 0 < i < k}. For0 < i < j < k, we use the notatio®[x; : x;] to denote the
subpath(z;, ..., z;). The length ofP is ((P) = S0 0(xi 1, z;).

A functionvy : V' — R U {x} is called avoltage assignment(to G). A vertexz € V is aterminal with
respect tovg iff vo(z) # *. The other vertices, for whichy(z) = «, arenon-terminals. We letT'(vy) denote the
set of terminals with respect t@. If T'(vg) = V, we callvy acomplete voltage assignmentto ). We say that an
assignment : V. — R U {x} extendsuy if v(z) = vo(x) for all z such that(x) # *.

Given an assignmeny, : V — R U {x}, and two terminals:,y € T'(vo) for which (z,y) € E, we define the
gradient on (z,y) due tov, to be B

gradguo](z,) = 22D —0W)
It may be useful to viewgrad[vo](z,y) as thecurrentin the edge(x,y) induced by voltages,. Whenvy is a
complete voltage assignment, we intergreid . [vo] as a vector irR™, with one entry for each edge. However, for
convenience, we defingad[vo](z,y) = —grad-[vo](y, ). WhenG is clear from the context, we drop the subscript.

A graphG along with a voltage assignmento G is called apartially-labeled graph, denoted G, v). We say
that a partially-labeled grapldz, v() is awell-posed instancef for every maximal connected compondiitof G, we
haveT (vg) N Vi # 0.

A path P in a partially-labeled grapt, vy) is called aterminal path if both endpoints are terminals. We define
V P(uvp) to be its gradient:  00(80P) — vo(d1 P)

If P contains no terminal-terminal edges (and hence, contaieast one non-terminal), it isfeee terminal path.

Lex-Minimization. An instance of the EX-MINIMIZATION problem is described by a partially-labeled graph
(G,v0). The objective is to compute a complete voltage assignment; — R extendingy, that lex-minimizes
grad[v].

Definition 2.1 (Lex-minimizer) Given a partially-labeled graphG, vy ), we defindexq[vo] to be a complete voltage
assignment td” that extends, and such that for every other complete assignméntl; — R that extends,, we
havegrad[lexg[vo]] = grad[v']. Thatis,lexg[vg] achieves a lexicographically-minimal gradient assignirterthe
edges.

We calllexg[vg] the lex-minimizer for(G, vp). Note that ifT'(vy) = Vi, then trivially, lexc [vo] = vo.
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3 Basic Properties of Lex-Minimizers

Lazarus et al(1999 established that lex-minimizers in unweighted and urodée graphs exist, are unique, and may
be computed by an elementary meta-algorithm. We state ane phese facts for undirected weighted graphs, and
defer the discussion of the directed case to Se&idfve also state for directed and weighted graphs charaatienis

of lex-minimizers that were established Bgres et al(2011), Naor and Sheffield2010Q and Sheffield and Smart
(2010 for unweighted graphs. These results are essential farthlyses of our algorithms. We defer most proofs to
AppendixA.

Definition 3.1 A steepest fixable path an instance(G, vy) is a free terminal pathP that has the largest gradient
V P(vy) amongst such paths.

Observe that a steepest fixable path iR (vg) # 0 must be a simple path.

Definition 3.2 Given a steepest fixable pakhin an instance G, vg), we defindixg[vo, P] : Vo — RU{x} to be the
voltage assignment defined as follows

fixslvo. () = {UO(BOP) = VP(w) Lo(PloyP s a]) € int(P)\ T (),
vo () otherwise.

We say that the vertices € int(P) are fixed by the operatiofix[vg, P]. If we definev; = fixg[vo, P], where

P = (xo,...,2,) is the steepest fixable path {&, vy), then it is easy to argue that for everye [r], we have

grad[vi](x;—1,2;) = VP (see LemmaA.5). The meta-algorithm MTA-LEX, spelled out as Algorithnd, entails

repeatedly fixing steepest fixable paths. While it is posdibhave multiple steepest fixable paths, the result of fixing

all of them does not depend on the order in which they are fixed.

Theorem 3.3 Given a well-posed instandé, vy ), the meta-algorithnM ETA-LEX, which repeatedly fixes steepest
fixable paths, produces the unique lex-minimizer extengjng

Corollary 3.4 Given a well-posed instancér, vy) such thatl'(vy) # Vi, let P be a steepest fixable path (&, vg).
Then,(G, fix[vo, P]) is also a well-posed instance, ateq[fix[vg, P]] = lexg[vo].

Since a lex-minimal element must be an inf-minimizer, we abtain the following corollary, that can also be
proved using LP duality.

Lemma 3.5 Suppose we have a well-posed instafi€evy). Then, there exists a complete voltage assignment
extending, such that|grad[v]||__ < a, iff every terminal pattP in (G, vo) satisfiesV P(vg) < o

3.1 Stability

The following theorem states thik[v] is monotonic with respect to, and it respects scaling and translation of
V9.

Theorem 3.6 Let (G, vg) be a well-posed instance with := T'(vy) as the set of terminals. Then the following
statements hold.

1. For anyc,d € R, v; a partial assignment with terminalB(v,) = T andw; (t) = cvo(t) + dforall t € T.
Then,lexg[v1](7) = ¢ - lexg[vo] (i) + d forall i € V.

2. vy a partial assignment with terminalf(v;) = T. Suppose further that; (t) > wvo(¢) for all ¢ € T. Then,
lexg[v1](7) > lexg[vo](7) forall i € V.

As a corollary, the above theorem gives a nice stability prypthat lex-minimal elements satisfy.

Corollary 3.7 Given well-posed instancé&’, vy), (G, v1) such thatl’ := T'(vg) = T'(v1), lete := maxer |vo(t) —
v1(t)|. Then|lexg[vo](i) — lexg[v1](2)] < eforall i € V.



3.2 Alternate Characterizations

There are at least two other seemingly disparate definitlmatsare equivalent to lex-minimal voltages.

l,-norm Minimizers.  As mentioned in the introduction, for a well-posed instafGeuv, ) the lex-minimizer is also
the limit of /, minimizers. This follows from existing results about thenili of /,,-minimizers Egger and Huotari
(1990) in affine spaces, sincigrad[v] | v is completev extendsy, } forms an affine subspace Bf". Thus, we have
the following theorem:

Theorem 3.8 (Limit of /,-minimizers, follows from Egger and Huotari (1990) For anyp € (1, ), given a well-
posed instancé’, vy ) definev, to be the unique complete voltage assignment extengiagd minimizinQ]grad[v] ]
i.e.

p7

vp = argmin ngad[v]Hp.
v is complete
v extendg

Thenlim, . v, = lexg[vg].

Max-Min Gradient Averaging. Consider a well-posed instan¢€, vy), and a complete voltage assignmergx-
tendinguy. If G is such that(e) = 1 forall e € E, itis easy to see thdéx = lex[vy] satisfies the following simple
condition for allz € Vi \ T'(vo),

1
lex(x) = = max lex(y) 4+ min lex(z) |.
=5 (L, o0+ o)

This condition should be contrasted to the optimality ctindifor [>-regularization on these instances, which gives
for all non-terminals:, the qptlmal V(_)Itage; saﬂsﬁesv(a:.) = Wl(m) 2y (w)eEe VY)- _ o

To prove the above claim, consider locally changingat = and observe that the gradients of edges not incident
atx remain unchanged, and at least one of edges incidentdlt have a strictly larger gradient, contradicting lex-
minimality. For general graphs, this condition of local iomlity can still be characterized by a simpteax-min
gradient averaging propertsis described below.

Definition 3.9 (Max-Min Gradient Averaging) Given a well-posed instandg~, vy), and a complete voltage as-
signment extendinguy, we say thaw satisfies thenax-min gradient averagirgroperty (w.r.t. (G, vy)) if for every
z € Vg \ T(vo), we have max  grad[v](z,y) = — min grad[v](z,y).
y:(z,y)ELG yi(z,y)E€la

As stated in the theorem belolx[vg] is the unique assignment satisfying max-min gradient aieggproperty.
Sheffield and Smart2010 proved a variant of this statement for weighted graphs. déonpleteness, we present a
proof in the appendix.

Theorem 3.10 Given a well-posed instandé-, vy ), lexq[vo] satisfies max-min gradient averaging property. More-
over, it is the unique complete voltage assignment extgndithat satisfies this property w.r{G, v).

An advantage of this characterization is that it can be \egfijuickly. This is particularly useful for implementatgon
for computing the lex-minimizer.

4 Algorithms

We now sketch the ideas behind our algorithms and give mretégements of our results. A full description of all the
algorithms is included in the appendix.
We define thegressureof a vertex to be the gradient of the steepest terminal patugh it:

pressure[vo](z) = max{VP(vy) | P is a terminal path ifG, vy) andz € P}.



Observe that in a graph with no terminal-terminal edgesga ferminal path is a steepest fixable path iff its gradient
is equal to the highest pressure amongst all vertices. Mereuertices that lie on steepest fixable paths are exactly
the vertices with the highest pressure. For a giwen 0, in order to identify vertices with pressure exceedingve
compute vectorgHigh[«](z) andvLow|a](x) defined as follows in terms alffist, the metric orl induced by/:

vLow[a](z) = tG%i(EO){UO(t) + a - dist(z,t)} vHigh[a](z) = ten%%ico){vo(t) — «-dist(t, z)}.

4.1 Lex-minimization on Star Graphs

We first consider the problem of computing the lex-minimiaera star graph in which every vertex but the center is a
terminal. This special case is a subroutine in the geneggatihm, and also motivates some of our techniques.

Let = be the center verteX; be the set of terminals, and all edges be of the farm) with ¢ € T'. The initial
voltage assignmentis given by ' — R, and we abbreviatdist(x, t) by d(t) = ¢(x, t). From Corollary3.4we know
that we can determine the value of the lex minimizer &l finding a steepest fixable path. By definition, we need to
find t1, ¢, € T that maximize the gradient of the path framto t2, V(¢1,t2) = % As observed above, this
is equivalent to finding a terminal with the highest pressiive now present a simple randomized algorithm for this
problem that runs in expected linear time.

Given a terminat;, we can compute its pressusealong with the terminat, such thatV(¢1,t2)| = a in time
O(|T|) by scanning over the terminalsTh Consider doing this for a random termirial We will show that in linear
time one can then find the subset of termirf&1sC 7' whose pressure is greater thanAssuming this, we complete
the analysis of the algorithm. #” = (), #; is a vertex with highest pressure. Hence the path frpto ¢, is a steepest
fixable path, and we retur(t, t2). If 77 # (), the terminal with the highest pressure must b&inand we recurse by
picking a new random; € T". As the size ofl” will halve in expectation at each iteration, the expectetktdf the
algorithm on the star i©(|7T)).

To determine which terminals have pressure exceedijnge observe that the conditiatty : o < V(t1,t2) =

%, is equivalenttdts : v(t2)+ad(t2) < v(t1)—ad(t1). This, inturn, is equivalent teLow[c](z) < v(t1)—
ad(t1). We can computeLow|a](x) in deterministicO(|T'|) time. Similarly, we can check it : o < V(t2,t1) by
checking ifvHigh[a](z) > v, + ad(t1). Thus, in linear time, we can compute the $étof terminals with pressure

exceedingv. The above algorithm is described in AlgoritHr.

Theorem 4.1 Given a set of terminalg, initial voltagesv : T — R, and distanced : T — R, STARSTEEPESTPATH(T, v,d)

returns(t1, t2) maximizing%, and runs in expected tine(|T).

4.2 Lex-minimization on General Graphs

Theorem3.3 tells us that META-LEX will compute lex-minimizers given an algorithm for findingsgeepest fixable
path in (G, vp). Recall that finding a steepest fixable path is equivalent dirfmna path with gradient equal to the
highest pressure amongst all vertices. In this section hee $iow to do this in expected tin@(m + nlogn).

We describe an algorithm BRTEXSTEEPESTPATH that finds a terminal pati® through any vertex: such that
VP(vy) = pressure[vp](z) in expected)(m + nlogn) time. Using Dijkstra’s algorithm, we compudést(z, ¢) for
allt € T. If z € T(vg), then there must be a terminal paithat starts at that hasvV P(vg) = pressure[vg](z). To
compute such & we examine alt € T'(vy) in O(|T'|) time to find thet that maximizesV (z,t)| = %, and
then return a shortest path betweeand that. 7

If = ¢ T'(vg), then the steepest path throughetween terminals, andt, must consist of shortest paths between
x andt; and between: andt,. Thus, we can reduce the problem to that of finding the stégagis in a star graph
wherez is the only non-terminal and is connected to each terntibglan edge of lengtHist(z, ¢). By Theorend.1,
we can find this steepest path@{|T'|) expected time. The above algorithm is formally describe#ligsrithm 9.

Theorem 4.2 Given a well-posed instandé&, vy), and a vertexe € Vi, VERTEXSTEEPESTPATH (G, vo, ) returns
a terminal pathP throughz such thatV P(vg) = pressure[vo](x), in O(m + nlogn) expected time.



As in the algorithm for the star graph, we need to identifytbigices whose pressure exceeds a givelRor a fixed
«, we can computeLow[a](z) andvHigh[a](z) for all z € Vi using a simple modification of Dijkstra’s algorithm in
O(m + nlogn) time. We describe the algorithmso®pPVHIGH, CoMPVL ow for these tasks in Algorithm3and4.
The following lemma encapsulates the usefulnesd ofv andvHigh.

Lemma 4.3 For everyz € Vi, pressure[vp)(z) > a iff vHigh[a](z) > vLow[a](z).

Itimmediately follows that the algorithm@vPHIGHPRESSGRAPH(G, vy, ) described in Algorithn® computes
the vertex induced subgraph on the vertex{set V| pressure[vo](z) > a}.

We can combine these algorithms into an algorithire SPESTPATH that finds the steepest fixable path( @, vo)
in O(m + nlogn) expected time. We may assume that there are no terminair@iretges inG. We sample an edge
(21, 22) uniformly at random fronE;, and a terminats uniformly at random froni/;. Fori = 1,2, 3, we compute
the steepest terminal paih containinge;. By Theoremd.2, this can be done i®(m + nlogn) expected time. Let
be the largest gradieniax; VP;. As mentioned above, we can identif§f, the induced subgraph on verticesvith
pressure exceeding, in O(m + nlogn) time. If G’ is empty, we know that the path; with largest gradient is a
steepest fixable path. If not, a steepest fixable patidiny) must be inG’, and hence we can recurse 6h Since
we picked a uniformly random edge, and a uniformly randontexetthe expected size 6f' is at most half that of5.
Thus, we obtain an expected running timexdin + nlogn). This algorithm is described in detail in Algorithvh

Theorem 4.4 Given a well-posed instand€’, vy) with E¢ N (T'(ve) x T'(vo)) = 0, STEEPESTPATH (G, vp) returns
a steepest fixable path {i@7, v), and runs inO(m + n logn) expected time.

By using STEEPESTPATH in META-LEX, we get the ©MPLEXMIN, shown in Algorithml. From Theoren8.3and
Theoremd.4, we immediately get the following corollary.

Corollary 4.5 Given a well-posed instandér, vg) as input, algorithmCoMpPLEXMIN computes a lex-minimizing
assignment that extends in O(n(m + nlogn)) expected time.

4.3 Linear-time Algorithm for Inf-minimization

Given the algorithms in the previous section, it is straigiward to construct an infinity minimizer. Let* be the
gradient of the steepest terminal path. From Len3mdawe know that the norm of the inf minimizerds‘. Considering
all trivial terminal paths (terminal-terminal edges), aming SSEEPESTPATH, we can compute* in randomized
O(m-+nlogn)time. Itis well known McShang1934; Whitney(1939) thatv; = vLow[a*] andv, = vHigh[a*] are
inf-minimizers. It is also known tha%(vl + v9) is the inf-minimizer that minimizes the maximu#g,-norm distance
to all inf-minimizers. In the case of path graphs, this wasavbed byGaffney and Powel(1976 and independently
by Micchelli et al. (1976. For completeness, the algorithm is presented as Algarithand we have the following
result.

Theorem 4.6 Given a well-posed instandé-, vp), COMPINFMIN(G, vp) returns a complete voltage assignment
for G extendingy, that minimizeg|grad[v]||__ , and runs in randomize@(m + n log n) time.

4.4 Faster Algorithms for Lex-minimization

The lex-minimizer has additional structure that allows tmeompute it by more efficient algorithms. One observation
that leads to a faster implementation is that fixing a stadpesble path does not increase the pressure at vertices,
provided that one appropriately ignores terminal-teriéies. Thus, it7(®) is a subgraph that we identified with
pressure greater than we can iteratively fix all steepest fixable patAsin G(*) with VP > «. Another simple
observation is that i(®) is disconnected, we can simply recurse on each of the cogtheomponents. A complete
description of an the algorithmd@PFASTLEXMIN based on these idea is given in Algoritiif. The algorithm
provably computesexq(vg), and it is possible to implement it so that the space requingnseonly O(m + n).
Although, we are unable to prove theoretical bounds on theing time that are better thab(n(m + nlogn)),

it runs extremely quickly in practice. We used it to perforne texperiments in this paper. For random regular
graphs and Delaunay graphs, with= 0.5 x 10° vertices and around 2 million edges ~ 1.5 — 2 x 10°, it



takes a couple of minutes on a 2009 MacBook Pro. Similar tiaresobserved for other model graphs of this
size such as random regular graphs and real world networksimpalementation of this algorithm may be found
athttps://github.com/danspielman/YINSlex

5 Directed Graphs

Our definitions and algorithms, including those for regizkation, extend to directed graphs with only small modifi-
cations. We view directed edges as diodes and only consatential differences in the direction of the edge. For
a complete voltage assignmenon the vertices of a directed gragh we define the directed gradient gn, y) due

to v to begrad;[v](z,y) = max{%, O} . Given a partially-labelled directed grapt, vo), we say that a a

complete voltage assignments alex-minimizer if it extendsvy and for other complete voltage assignmenthat
extendsuy we havegrad);[v] < grad/[v']. We say that a partially-labelled directed grafh, vo) is awell-posed
directed instance if every free vertex appears in a dirgoétid between two terminals.

The main difference between the directed and undirectezbdashat the directed lex-minimizer is not necessarily
unigue. To maintain clarity of exposition, we chose to foonsindirected graphs so far. For directed graphs, we have
the following corresponding structural results.

Theorem 5.1 Given a well-posed instandé, v) on a directed grapltz, there exists a lex-minimizer, and the set of
all lex-minimizers is a convex set. Moreover, for every erhinimizers and’, we havegrad,[v] = grad;[v/].

However, note that in the case of directed graphs, the ledmnizer need not be unique. We still have a weaker version
of Theorenm3.3for directed graphs.

Theorem 5.2 Given a well-posed instandg-, vy) on a directed graphz, let v; be the partial voltage assignment
extendingyy obtained by repeatedly fixing steepest fixable (directetygp@ with VP > 0. Then, any lex-minimizer
of (G, vp) must extend;. Moreover, for every edgec E¢ \ (T'(V1) x T(V1)), any lex-minimizew of (G, vo) must
satisfygrad[v](e) = 0.

When the value of the lex-minimizer at a vertex is not unigukdtermined, it is constrained to an interval. In our
experiments, we pick the convention that when the voltagevartex is constrained to an interyaloco, a] or [a, o),
we assigru to the terminal. When it is constrained to a finite intervas, agsign a voltage closest to the median of the
original voltages.

6 Experiments on WebSpam

We demonstrate the performance of our lex-minimizatioo@igms on directed graphs by using them to detect spam
webpages as idhou et al.(2007). We use the datasatebspam-uk2006-2.0  described irCastillo et al.(2006.
This collection includes 11,402 hosts, out of which 7,473 %8%) are labeled, either apam or normal . Each host
corresponds to the collection of web pages it serves. Of tisesh1924 are labeled spam (25.7 % of all labels). We
consider the problem of flagging some hosts as spam, givgraasrhall fraction of the labels for training. We assign
a value ofl to the spam hosts, and a valueddb the normal ones. We then compute a lex minimizer and exathim
effect of flagging as spam all hosts with a value greater tbameshreshold.

Following Zhou et al.(2007), we create edges between hosts with lengths equal to tipeaeal of the number of
links from one to the other. We run our experiments only onlaéingest strongly connected component of the graph,
which contains 7945 hosts of which 5552 are labeled. 16 %ehtdes in this subgraph are labetgpdm. To create
training and test data, for a given valpewe select a random subseto% of thespam labels and a random subset
of p % of thenormal labels to use for training. The remaining labels are usete&ing. We report results for= 5
andp = 20.

Again following Zhou et al.(2007), we plot the precision and recall of different choices aeg#hold for flagging
pages as spaniecallis the fraction of spam pages our algorithm flags as spampeswisionis the fraction of pages
our algorithm flags as spam that actually are spam. Amongsaldorithms studied bghou et al.(2007), the top



performer was their algorithm based on sampling accordirgrandom-walk that follows in-links from other hosts.

We compare their algorithm with the classification we get bgating edges in the opposite directions of links. This
has the effect that a link to a spam host is evidence of spagssjrand a link from a normal host is evidence of
normality.

Results are shown in Figu@ While we are not able to reliably flag all spam hosts, we sateiththe range of
10-50 % recall, we are able to flag spam with precision abov&82Ve see that the performance of directed lex-
minimization does not degrade rapidly when from the “largaing set” regime op = 20, to the “small training set”
regime ofp = 5.

5 % labels for training

—#— RandWalk
—+— DirectedLex | 4

20 % labels for training

—#— RandWalk
09} —+—DirectedLex | 4

Precision
-

Precision
-
2

L L L L L L L s L
0.7 0.8 0.9 1 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.7 0.8 0.9 1

0‘5 056 055 0‘6
Recall Recall

Figure 3: Recall and precision in the web spam classificaiqreriment. Each data point shown was computed as an avarage
100 runs. The largest standard deviation of the mean poecéiross the plotted recall values was less than 1.3 %. Goeithim
of Zhou et al(2007) appears as RNDWALK . Our directed lex-minimization algorithm appears ag ECTEDLEX.

For comparison, in Appendig, we show the performance of our algorithm and thaZbbu et al.(2007) both
with link directions reversed, as well as the performancerafirected lex-minimization and Laplacian inference, all
of which are significantly worse.

7 ly-Regularization of Vertex Values

We now explain how we can accommodate noise in both the giokages and in the given lengths of edges. We can
find the minimum number of labels to ignore, or the minimunréase in edges lengths needed so that there exists an
extension whose gradients halg-norm lower than a given target. After determining whichdksbto ignore or the
needed increment in edge lengths, we recommend computégraihimizer.

The algorithms we present in this section are essentiadygéme for directed and undirected graphs.

7.1 [y-Vertex Regularization for Inf-minimization

Thely-regularization of vertex labels can be viewed as a problesutier removal: the vector we compute is allowed
to disagree withyy on up tok terminals. Given a voltage assignmerdnd a subsef’ C V' of the vertices, by (7")
we mean the vector obtained by restrictint 7". We define thé,-Vertex Regularization fol., problem to be

vrélliF{ln |grade[v]|| subject to||v(T) — vo(T)HO <k, 3)

wherev(T) is the vector of values af on the terminalg’.
In AppendixD, we describe an approximation algorithreBROxOUTLIER that approximately solves prograf)(
The precise statement we prove in Apperidiis given in the following theorem.
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Theorem 7.1 (Approximately-vertex regularization) The algorithmAPPROXOUTLIER takes a positive integet
and a partially-labeled graphG, vo), and outputs an assignmenwith ||o(T") — vo(T)||, < 2k, and||grad[v]|| <
a*, wherea™ is the optimum value of progra(8). The algorithm runs in timé&(k(m + nlogn)).

In AppendixD, we also describe an algorithmu®LIER that exactly solves program)(in polynomial time, and we
prove its correctness.

Theorem 7.2 (Exactly-vertex regularization) The algorithmOUTLIER takes a positive integer and a partially-
labeled graph G, vp) solves progran(3) exactly. The algorithm runs in polynomial time.

We give a proof of Theorem.2in AppendixD. To do this, we reduce the progras) (o the problem of minimizing
the requiredy-budget needed to achieve a fixed gradienising a binary search over a set@fn?) gradients. This
latter problem we reduce in polynomial time to Minimum Vert@over (VC) on a transitively closed, directed acyclic
graph (a TC-DAG). VC on a TC-DAG can be solved exactly in polynal time by a reduction to the Maximum
Bipartite Matching ProblemRulkerson(1956). The problem was phrased by Fulkerson as one of finding amuamx
antichain of a finite poset. Any transitively closed DAG @sponds directly to the comparability graph of a poset. A
maximum antichain of a poset is a maximum independent sethtef aomparability graph of the poset, and hence its
complementis a minimum vertex cover of the comparabiligpdr. We refer to the algorithm developed by Fulkerson
as KONIG-COVER.

Theorem 7.3 The algorithmKoNIG-COVER computes a minimum vertex cover for any transitively cld38@ G in
polynomial time.

7.2 Hardness ofl, regularization for [,

The result thaty-regularized inf-minimization can be solved exactly inywmial time is surprising, especially
because the analogous problem for 2-Laplacian minimizdtions out to be NP-Hard.
We define the thé, vertex regularization fot, for a partially-labeled graptz, vo) and an integek by

min v L,
vER:||o(T)—vo (T) || <k

whereL is the Laplacian of7.
Theorem 7.4 [, vertex regularization fot, is NP-Hard.

In AppendixE we prove TheorenT.4 by giving a polynomial time (Karp) reduction from the NP-ldaninimum
bisection problem td, vertex regularization fok.

8 [;-Edge and Vertex Regularization of Inf-minimizers

Consider a partially-labeled grapty, vy) and ana > 0. The set of voltage assignments given by
{v - v extendsyg and ||grad[v]|| < a}

is convex. Going further, let us consider the edge lengtlasgraph to be specified by a vectoe IR”. Now the set
of voltagesv and and lengthé which achieve|gradg ) [v]||~ < « is jointly convex inv and/. To see this, observe
that

lgradg o [v]llec < a & V(u,v) € E: —al(u,v) <v(u) —v(v) < al(u,v). 4)

Furthermore, the conditionv“extendsv,” is a linear constraint o, which we express as(T)) = vo(7T'). From

the above, it is clear that the gradient condition correglgdn a convex set, as it is an intersection of half-spaces.
These half-spaces are given®ym) linear inequalities. We can leverage this to phrase manylaeiged variants of
inf-minimization as convex programs, and in some caseafipegrams.

11



For example, we may consider a variant of inf-minimizatiombined with arl;-budget for changing lengths of
edges and values on terminals. Given a parameter0 which specifies the relative cost of regularizing termirtals
regularizing edges, the problem is as follows

argmin  |[s|l; +7||v(T) — vo(T)]|, subject tOngadG(Hs) [v] H < a. (5)
veR™,seR™,s>0 0o

From our observationd, it follows that problem §) may be expressed as a linear program witin) variables
andO(m) constraints. We can use ideas fr@maitch and Spielma2008 to solve the resulting linear program in
time 6(m1'5) by an interior point method with a special purpose lineara¢ign solver. The reason is that the linear
equations the IPM must solve at each iteration may be rediedatear equations in symmetric, diagonally dominant
matrices, and these may be solved in nearly-linear ti@@hén et al(20149).

Conclusion. We propose the use of inf and lex minimizers for regressiographs. We present simple algorithms
for computing them that are provably fast and correct, amdatso be implemented efficiently. We also present a
framework and polynomial time algorithms for regularipatin this setting. The initial experiments reported in the
paper indicate that these algorithms give pretty good tesulreal and synthetic datasets. The results seem to cempar
quite favorably to other algorithms, particularly in thegirae of tiny labeled sets. We are testing these algorithms on
several other graph learning questions, and plan to repattiem in a forthcoming experimental paper. We believe
that inf and lex minimizers, and the associated ideas pteden the paper, should be useful primitives that can be
profitably combined with other approaches to learning oplgsa
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A Basic Properties of Lex-Minimizers
A.1 Meta Algorithm

Algorithm 1: Algorithm META-LEX: Given a well-posed instancé-, vo), outputslexc [vo].
fori=1,2,...:

1. if T(vi—1) = Vg, thenreturnv;_;.
2. ' =Eg\ (T(vi—1) x T(vi-1)), G' := (Vg, E').
3. Let P} be a steepest fixable path(i@’, v;_1). Leta} < VP*(v;_1).
4. V; ﬁX[’Uifl, R*]
In this subsection, we prove the results that appeared frosgt We start with a simple observation.

Proposition A.1 Given a well-posed instan¢é/, vy) such thatl'(vg) # V, let P be a steepest fixable path(&, vy).
Then fix[vg, P] extendsy, and (G, fix[vg, P]) is also a well-posed instance.

The properties we prove below do not depend on the choiceedftdepest fixable path.

Proposition A.2 For any well-posed instanc@=, vg), with |Vg| = n, META-LEX(G, vp) terminates in at most
iterations, and outputs a complete voltage assignmehat extendsy.

Proof of Proposition A.2: By PropositionA.1, at any iteration, v;,_; extendsvy and(G’, v;_1) is a well-posed
instance. MeTA-LEX only outputsu; 4 iff T'(v;—1) = V, which means;_; is a complete voltage assignment. For
anyv;_; thatis not complete, forany € V'\ T'(v;—1), we must have a free terminal path(i’, v; 1 ) that containg..
Hence, a steepest fixable paii exists in(G’, v;_1). Since P} is a free terminal pattix[v;_1, P}] fixes the voltage
for at least one non-terminal. Thus,Bva-LEX(G, vo) must complete in at most iterations. O

For the following lemmas, consider a run ofevia-L EX with well-posed instanc@, vg) as input. Let,,: be the
complete voltage assignment output b M-LEX. Let E; be the set of edges’ andG; be the grapld:’ constructed
in iterationi of META-LEX.

Lemma A.3 Forevery edge € F,_; \ E;, we havqgrad[vout](e)] < «f. Moreover,a} is non-increasing withi.

Proof of Lemma A.3: Let P* = (xo,...,z,) be a steepest fixable path in iteratiofwhen we deal with instance
(Gi—1,v;—1)). Consider a terminal patR, . in (G;,v;) such that{dy P 11,01 Piy1} N (T(v;) \ T(vi—1)) # 0. We
claim thatV P11 (v;) < af. On the contrary, assume th&tP; 1 (v;) > «f. Consider the caséy P, 1 € T(v;) \
T(vi—1),01P1 € T(v;—1). By the definition ofv;, we must havéy P; 1 = z; for somej € [r — 1]. Let P/, be the
path formed by joining pathB; [z, : x;] andP; 1. P/, is a free terminal path ifG; 1, v;—1). We have,

Vi—1(20) — vi—1(01 Pig1) = (vi(xo) — vi(z5)) + (vi(Qo Pig1) — vi(O1Pit1))
> af - U(Pffxo : z5]) + of - £(Piga) = o - L(Pjyy),

giving VP/,, (v;) > aj, which is a contradiction since the steepest fixable gthn (G;_1,v;_1) has gradienty;.
The other cases can be handled similarly.

Applying the above claim to an edgec E;_; \ E;, whose gradient is fixed for the first time in iteratianve
obtain thafgrad[v;+1](e) < af. If v is the complete voltage assignment output byg™-LEX, sincev extend; 41,
we getgrad[vout](e) < af. Applying the claim to the symmetric edge, we obtaigrad|vout](e) < «f, implying
lgrad[veu (¢)] < o}

Consider any free terminal patf,;1 in (G;,v;). If P,y is also a terminal path ifG;_1,v,—-1), it is a free
terminal path in(G,;_1,v;—1). In addition, since a steepest fixable p@&hin (G;_1,v;,—1) hasVP* = af, we get
VP11(vi) = VP41 (vi—1) < of. Otherwise, we must havi@ Pi 1, 01 Pit1} N (T (v;) \ T(vi—1)) # 0, and we can
deduceV P, 1 (v;) < af using the above claim. Thus, all free terminal paths, in (G;, v;) satisfyV P11 (v;) < af.
In particularaj, , = VP}, (v;) < af. Thus,a; is non-increasing with. O
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Lemma A.4 For any complete voltage assignmerfor G that extend®y, if v # v, We havegrad[v] £ grad[vout],
and hencerad|voy] =< grad[v].

Proof of Lemma A.4: Consider any complete voltage assignmefudr G that extendsy, such that # vo,:. Thus,
there exists a uniquesuch thaty extendsy;_; but does not extend;. We will argue thagrad[v] A grad[veu:], and
hencegrad[vou] = grad[v]. For every edge € E \ E;_; that has been fixed so fagrad[v](e) = grad[v;—1](e) =
grad[vout](e), and hence we can ignore these edges.

Sincev extend;_, but notv;, there exists an: € T'(v;) \ T(v;—1) such that(z) # v;(z) = vout(z). ASSUME
v(x) < v;(x) (the other case is symmetric). B = (zo, ..., z,) is the steepest fixable path with gradieritpicked
in iterations, we must have: = z; for somej € [r — 1]. Thus,

J J
Z v(zk—1) —v(zk)) = v(zo) — v(xj) > vi(z0) — vilxy) = af - L(P][xo : x5]) Z Th—1, Tk)-
k=1 1
Thus, for somé: € [j], we must havegrad[v](xzk—1,zr) > «f. SinceP; is a path inG;_1, we have{x,_1, 21} &
T(vi—1). This gives(z_1,zx) € (F;—1 \ E;). But then, from Lemma®.3, it follows that for alle € (E;_1 \ E;), we
have|grad[vout](€)| < af. Thus, we havgrad[v] £ grad[vout]. O

Lemma A.5 LetP = (xo,...,x,) be a steepest fixable path such that it does not have any eu@&sj) x T'(vo)
andv; = fixg[vo, P]. Then for every € [r], we havegrad[v|(z;—1,x;) = VP.

Proof of LemmaA.5: Suppose thisis not true and Jet [r] be the minimum number such thatd[v|(z-1, z;) #
V P. By definition ofv; we would necessarily have< r andv; € T'(vy). Supposegrad[vi](z;—1,z;) < VP. We
would then havey, (zg) — vi(z;) < VP % {(P[z : x;]). Since P does not have any edgesTvy) x T'(vg),
P, := (z;,...,xz,) would be a free terminal path wiii 7, > VP. This is a contradiction. Other cases can be ruled
out similarly.

O

Proof of Theorem 3.3  Consider an arbitrary run of BrA-LEX on (G, vp). Let v, be the complete voltage
assignment output by EIrA-LEX. PropositionA.1 implies thatv,,: extendsvy. LemmaA.4 implies that for any
complete voltage assignment£ v, that extends, we havegrad[vo,:] =< grad[v]. Thus,vey: iS a lex-minimizer.
Moreover, the lemma also gives that for any suclgrad[v] A grad[veu]. and hence,: is a unique lex-minimizer.
Thus,vey: IS the unique voltage assignment satisfying 2ef, and we denote it dexg[vg]. Since we started with an
arbitrary run of META-LEX, uniqueness implies that every run oEVA-LEX on (G, vg) must outputex[v]- O

Proof of Lemma 3.5 Suppose we have a complete voltage assignmentendingy,, such thaf|grad[v]|| _ < a.
For any terminal pat® = (xo, . ..,,), we get,

VP(’U()) :Uo(aop)—vo(alp) :v((% —1) 81 Zgrad Ilfl,Ii) S Oé'Zé(Iifl,ZCi) :Oég(P),
=1
giving VP(vg) < a.

On the other hand, suppose every terminal atin (G, v) satisfiesVP(vg) < «. Consider = lexg[vg]. We
know thatv extendsyy. For every edge € Eg NT(vg) x T(vo), e is a (trivial) terminal path i{G, vy), and hence
has satisfiegrad[v](e) = grad[vg](e) = Ve(vg) < a. Considering the reverse edge, we also obtairad[v](e) < .
Thus,|grad[v](e)| < a. Moreover, using LemmaA.3, we know that for edge € E¢ \ T'(vo) x T'(vo), |grad[v](e)| <

af = VP1 < « since P, is a terminal path iG,vg). Thus, for everye € Eg, |grad[v](e)] < «, and hence
||grad || O
A.2 Stability

In this subsection, we sketch a proof of the monotonicityestiinimizers and show how it implies the stability
property claimed earlier.

For any well-posedG, vy), there could be several possible executions &TLEX, each characterized by the
sequence of pathB8*. We can apply Theorer®.3to deduce the following structural result about the leximiaer.
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Corollary A.6 For any well-posed instancg, vy ), consider a sequence of patfB,, ..., P,) and voltage assign-
ments(vy, . .., v, ) for some positive integersuch that:

1. Pris a steepest fixable path {67;_1,v;—1) fori =1,...,r.
2. v, = ﬁX[UZ‘_l, Pz*] fori = 1,...,7
3. T(’UT) = Vg.

Then, we have, = lex[vo].

We call such a sequence of paths and voltages to be a decdimpasilex:[vo]. Again, note thatexq [vg] can
possibly have multiple decompositions. However, any twchslecompositions areonsistenin the sense that they
produce the same voltage assignment.

Proof of Corollary 3.7 We first define some operations on partial assignments wiigplifes the notation. Let
vp, v1 be any two partial assignments with the same set of termifiais T'(vg) = T'(v1) ande,d € R. By cvg + d
we mean a partial assignmentith T'(v) = T satisfyingu(t) = cvo(t) + d forall t € T. Also, by vy + v1 we
mean a partial assignmentwith T'(v) = T satisfyingu(t) = vo(t) + v1(t) forall ¢ € T. Also, we sayv; > vy if
vi(t) > vo(t) forallt € T

Now we can show how Corolla.7follows from Theoren8.6. Letv := v; —vg, and||v|| ., = ¢, for somee > 0.
Thereforepy + € > v > vy — e. Theorem3.6then implies thatexg[vg] + € > lex[vi] > lex[vg] — €, hence proving
the corollary. O

Proof sketch of Theorem3.6. It is easy to see that the first statement holds. For the sestatgiment, we first
observe that if there is a sequence of pafhs..., P, that is simultaneously a decomposition of bddk[vy] and
lex[v1], then this is easy to see. If such a path sequence doesrttdn we look at; := vy + t(v1 — vp). We
state here without a proof (though the proof is elementdrgf e can then split the intervil, 1] into finitely many
subintervalsao, a1], [a1, as], .., [ax—1, ax], with ag = 0, a, = 1, such that for any, there is a path sequengg, ..., P.
which is a decomposition déx[v;] for all t € [a;, a;41]. We then observe that = v,, < v,, < .04, = v1. Since
for everya;, a;11, there is a path sequence which is simultaneously a decatiopost both lex[v,,] andlex[vq, . ],
we immediately get
lex[vo] = lex|vg,] < lex[vg, ] < ... < lex|vg, ] = lex[v1].

A.3 Alternate Characterizations

Proof of Theorem3.1Q We know thatlexs[vg] extendsuy. We first prove that = lexg[vg] satisfies the max-min
gradient averaging property. Assume to the contrary. Tiese exists: € V¢ \ T'(vo) such that

max rad|v](z, —  min rad|v|(z,y).
yi(ey)eBe Pl y) # (o) eEs S [v](z,y)

Assume thatnax(, e g, grad[v](z,y) > —min(, ,)cg, grad[v](z,y). Then, consider’ extendingu, that is iden-
tical tov except for'(z) = v(z) — e for e > 0. Fore small enough, we get that

max rad[v/](z,y) < max rad|v|(z,
y:(mﬁlj)EEcg [ ]( y) y:(m,y)eEGg [ ]( y)

and

— min rad[v'](z,y) < max grad[v](z,y).
y:(z=y)€EGg [ ]( y) y:(z,y)eEGg []( y)

The gradient of edges not incident on the verieis left unchanged. This implies thatad[v] A grad[v'],
contradicting the assumption thats the lex-minimizer. (The other case is similar).
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For the other direction. Consider a complete voltage assgge extendingy, that satisfies the max-min gradient
averaging property w.r.{G, vy). Let
a= max grad[v](z,y) >0
(z,y)€EEG
zeV\T (vo)
be the maximum edge gradient, and consider any édger,) € E¢ such thatgrad[v](z1,2z0) = «, with 21 €
V\T(vo). If @ =0, grad[v] is identically zero, and is trivially the lex-minimal grait assignment. Thus, botrand
lexg[vo] are constant on each connected component. $ifce,) is well-posed, there is at least one terminal in each
component, and heneeandlex [vg] must be identical.
Now assumer > 0. By the max-min gradient averaging propefly, € Vi such thaizy, 22) € F¢ and

grad[v](x1,22) = min  grad[v](z1,y) = — max  grad[v](z1,y)
yi(z1,y)€Eg y:(z1,y)€EG
< —grad[v](z1, z0) = —a.

Thus, grad[v](xz2,21) > «. Sincea is the maximum edge gradient, we must haved[v](x2,x1) = «. More-
over,v(zz) > v(z1) > v(xg), thusazs # x. We can inductively apply this argument @ until we hit a ter-
minal. Similarly, if zo ¢ T(vy) we can extend the path in the other direction. Consequemtlypbtain a path
P = (zj,...,x2,21,%0,2_1,...,2;) With all vertices as distinct, such thaj, z;, € T'(vo), andz; € V \ T'(vp)
foralli € [j + 1,k — 1]. Moreover,grad[v](z;,z;—1) = aforall j < i < k. Thus, P is a free terminal path with
VP[] = .

Moreover, since» is a voltage assignment extendingwith ||grad[v]|| _ = «, using Lemma8.5 we know that
every terminal pathP’ in (G, vy) must satisfyV P’ (vg) < a. Thus, P is a steepest fixable path {47, vy). Thus,

letting v; = fix[vg, P], using Corollary3.4, we obtain thatex[v1] = lexg[vg]. Moreover, sincex = VPlvg] =
grad[v](x;, z,—1) forall i € (7, k], we getvy (x;) = v(x;) forall i € (4, k). Thus,v extends; .
We can iterate this argument foriterations untilT'(v,) = Vg, giving v = v, andv, = lexg[v,] = lexg[vo).

(Since we are fixing at least one terminal at each iterathos pgrocedure terminates). Thus, we get lexg[vg]. O

B Description of the Algorithms

Algorithm 2: MoODDIJKSTRA(G, vo, «): Given a well-posed instandé, vo ), a gradient valuex > 0, outputs a complete
voltage assignmentfor G, and an arrayparent : V. — V U {null}.

1. for x € Vg,
2. Addz to afibonacci heap, witkey(z) = +o0.
3. finished(x) « false
4. for x € T'(vo)
5.  Decreasgey(z) tovp(x).
6.  parent(z) < null.
7. while heap is not empty
8.  x « pop element with minimurkey from heap
9.  w(z) « key(z). finished(z) + true .
10. fory: (z,y) € Eg
11. if finished(y) = false
12. if key(y) > v(z) + a - l(z,y)
13. Decreaskey(y) tov(z) + « - (z,y).
14. parent(y) < .

15. return (v, parent)

Theorem B.1 For awell-posed instanogr, V) and a gradient value: > 0, let (v, parent) <— MODDIJKSTRA(G, vg, ).
Then,v is a complete voltage assignment such thiatc Ve, v(x) = mingcp ) {vo(t) + adist(x, t) }. Moreover, the
pointer arrayparent satisfiesvz ¢ T'(vg), parent(x) # null andv(x) = v(parent(x)) + « - £(x, parent(z)).
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Algorithm 3:  Algorithm CompVL ow(G, v, «r): Given a well-posed instander, vo), a gradient valuex > 0, outputs
vLow, a complete voltage assignment f@r and an array.Parent : V. — V U {null}.

1. (vLow, LParent) +— MODDIJKSTRA(G, vy, @)
2. return (vLow, LParent)

Algorithm 4: Algorithm ComMPVHIGH (G, vo, a): Given a well-posed instandgr, vo), a gradient valuex > 0, outputs
vHigh, a complete voltage assignment far and an array{Parent : V' — V U {null}.

1. forz e Vg

2. ifx eT(v)thenwvi(z) « —uvp(x) elsevy(z) + vi(z).
3. (temp, HParent) +— MODDIJKSTRA(G, vy, @)

4. for z € Vi : vHigh(x) + —temp(x)

5. return (vHigh, HParent)

Corollary B.2 For awell-posed instandg, V) and a gradient value: > 0, let (vLow|a], LParent) «— COMPVL OW(G, vg, @)
and (vHigh[a], HParent) + COMPVHIGH(G, vg, ). ThenvLow|a], vHigh[a] are complete voltage assignments for
G such thatyx € Vg,

vLow[a](z) = tenr}i(go){vo(t) + a - dist(z,t)} vHighla](z) = tenf}?ﬁ){vo(t) — - dist(t,z)}.

Moreover, the pointer arraysParent, HParent satisfyVa ¢ T'(vg), LParent(z), HParent(x) # null and

vLow[a](z) = vLow[a](LParent(z)) + a - £(z, LParent(x)),
vHigh[a](x) = vHigh[a](HParent(x)) — « - (2, HParent(z)).

—

Algorithm 5: Algorithm CoMPINFMIN (G, vo): Given a well-posed instan¢ér, vo), outputs a complete voltage assignmen
v for G, extendingu, that minimizes|grad|[v]|| __.

1. a + max{|grad[v](e)| | e € Eg N (T(vo) x T'(vo))}.
2. Eq < Ec \ (T (vo) x T(vo))

3. P < STEEPESTPATH(G, vp).

4. a + max{a, VP(v)}

5. (vLow, LParent) +— COMPVL OW(G, vy, c)
6. (vHigh, HParent) +— COMPVHIGH(G, vy, a)
7. forxz e Vg

8. if x € T(Uo)
9 thenv(z) < vo(x)

0 elsev(z) « & - (vLow(z) + vHigh(z)).
1. return v

Algorithm 6: Algorithm CoMPHIGHPRESSGRAPH(G, vo, a): Given a well-posed instandér, vo), a gradient valuex > 0,
outputs a minimal induced subgragh of G where every vertex hasessure[vo](-) > a.

1. (vLow, LParent) +— COMPVL OW(G, vg, @)
2. (vHigh, HParent) <~ COMPVHIGH(G, v, c)
3. Voo «+ {x € Vg | vHigh(x) > vLow(x) }

4. Egr < {(z,y) € Eg | z,y € Ve }.
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5.G' « (V',E'"0)
6. return G’

Proof of Lemma 4.3
vHigh[a](x) > vLow[a](z)
is equivalent to
tgr&(ﬁ){vo(t) — o - dist(t,z)} > teI?i(llfjlo){vo(t) + - dist(z, 1)},

which implies that there exists terminalg € T'(vy) such that
vo(t) — a - dist(t, ) > vo(s) + « - dist(x, s)

thus,

vo(t) — vo(s)
pressure[vg|(z) > dist(t, ) + dist(z, s)

So the inequality omHigh andvLow implies that pressure is strictly greater tharOn the other hand, fressure[vo](z) >
«, there exists terminalg ¢ € T'(vg) such that

vo(t) — vo(s)
dist(t, z) + dist(z, s)

= pressure[vg](z) > a.

Hence,
vo(t) — a - dist(t, ) > vo(s) + o - dist(z, s)

which impliesvHigh[a](z) > vLow[a](z). O

Algorithm 7: Algorithm STEEPESTPATH (G, v0): Given a well-posed instangér, vy ), with T'(vo) # Vi, outputs a steepest
free terminal pattP in (G, vo).

1. Sample uniformly random € E¢. Lete = (21, z2).
2. Sample uniformly randoms € V.
3.fori=1t03

4, P + VERTEXSTEEPESTPATH(G, vg, x;)

5. Letj € argmax;cyy o33 VPj(vo)

6. G’ < COMPHIGHPRESSGRAPH(G, vy, VP;(vp))
7. if Eq: =10,

8. thenreturn P;

9 else return STEEPESTPATH (G, wo|v,,)

Algorithm 8: Algorithm CoMPLEXMIN(G, v ): Given a well-posed instandé, vo), with T'(vo) # Ve, outputslexa [vo].

1. while T'(vo) # Vi

2. Eg <+ Ec\(T(vo) x T(vo))
3. P < STEEPESTPATH(G, o)
4. wg « fix[vg, P]

5. return vy

Algorithm 9: Algorithm VERTEXSTEEPESTPATH(G,vo, z): Given a well-posed instandgr, vo), and a vertexe € Vg,
outputs a steepest terminal path(@, vo) throughz.

1. Using Dijkstra’s algorithm, computéist(z, ¢) for all ¢t € T'(vo)
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2. if x € T(vp)

Y < arg max, ep(

if vo(z) > vo(y)
then return a shortest path from to y
else returna shortest path fromto «

[vo () —vo(y)l
vo) dist(z,y)

else
for t ¢ T(vg), d(t) + dist(x,t)
(t1,t2) <= STARSTEEPESTPATH (T (v0), V0|7 (vg), d)
LetP; be a shortest path from to . Let P, be a shortest path fromto ¢-.
P+ (P, P). return P.

PO©ONO U A W

el

Algorithm 10: STARSTEEPESTPATH (T, v, d): Returns the steepest path in a star graph, with a singl¢eraminal connected
to terminals inT", with lengths given by, and voltages given by.

. Sample; uniformly and randomly fronT”

. Compute, € argmax,cp %

1

2

3 0 Gy
4. Computejey  minger(v(t) + a - d(¢))
5. Tiow < {t €T | v(t) > view + - d(¢)}
6. Computevhigh < maxicr(v(t) — a - d(t))
7. Thigh — {t etT | v(t) < Uhigh — &+ d(t)}

8. T < Tiow U Thigh'

9.ifT" =0

0. thenif v(t;) > v(t2) thenreturn (¢1,t2) else return (¢2,¢1)
1. elsereturn STARSTEEPESTPATH (T, v|7,d7/)

B.1 Faster Lex-minimization

Algorithm 11: Algorithm GMPFASTLEXMIN(G,v): Given a well-posed instandg, vo), with T'(vo) # Vg, outputs
Iex(; [’U[)] .

1. while T'(vo) # Vg
2. vy + FIXPATHSABOVEPRESYG, vy, 0)
3. return vy

Algorithm 12: Algorithm AX PATHSABOVEPRESY G, vo, a): Given a well-posed instandé, vo ), with T'(vo) # Ve, and
a gradient valuey, iteratively fixes all paths with gradient «.

1. while T'(vg) # Vi

2. FEq + Eg \ (T(Uo) X T(Uo))

3. Sample uniformly random € E. Lete = (x1,x2).
4.  Sample uniformly randoms € V.

5 fori=1t03

6 P, < VERTEXSTEEPESTPATH(G, vg, ;)

7 Letj € argmax;c(y 2 31 VPj(vo)

8 G’ + COMPHIGHPRESSGRAPH(G, vg, VP;(vg))

9. if Eg =0,
10. then vy + fix[vg, P]
11. elseLetG},i =1,...,r be the connected components®t
12. fori=1,...,r
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13. v; < FIXPATHSABOVEPRESY G, wlv,, , VP;(v0))

14. for x € Vo, setvg(z) « vi(w)
15. if @ > 0thenG +COMPHIGHPRESSGRAPH(G, vy, a)
16. return vg

C Experiments on WebSpam: Testing More Algorithms

For completeness, in this appendix we show how a number ofitigns perform on the web spam experiment of
Section6. We consider the following algorithms:

« RANDWALK along in-links. For a detailed description séleou et al.(2007). This algorithm essentially per-
forms a Personalized PageRank random walk from each verdex computes a spam-value for the verntdoy
taking a weighted average of the labels of the vertices witereandom walk fronx: terminatesAlso shown in
Sectiorb.

» DIRECTEDLEX, with edges in the opposite directions of links. This hasdffect that a link to a spam host is
evidence of spam, and a link from a normal host is evidenc@ohality. Also shown in Sectioé

* RANDWALK along out-links.

» DIRECTEDLEX, with edges in the directions of links. This has the effeett th link from to a spam host is
evidence of spam, and a link to a normal host is evidence ahality.

e UNDIRECTEDLEX: Lex-minimization with links treated as undirected edges.
* LAPLACIAN: [5-regression with links treated as undirected edges.

* DIRECTED 1-NEAREST NEIGHBOR Uses shortest distance along paths following out-lin8gpam-ratiois
defined distance from normal hosts, divided by distance @aonsposts. Sites are flagged as spam when spam-
ratio exceeds some threshold. We also tried following patbsg in-links instead, but that gave much worse
results.

We use the experimental setup described in SedioResults are shown in Figuke The alternative convention
for DIRECTEDLEX orients edges in the directions of links. This takes a lirderfra spam host to be evidence of
spam, and a link to a normal host to be evidence of normalibys @pproach performs significantly worse than our
preferred convention, as one would intuitively expectNDUIRECTEDLEX and LAPLACIAN approaches also perform
significantly worse. IRECTED 1-NEARESTNEIGHBOR performs poorly, demonstrating thatRECTEDLEX is very
different from that approach. As observediyu et al (2007, sampling based on a random walk following out-links
performs worse than following in-links. Up to 60 % recalllRECTEDLEX performs best, both in the regime of 5 %
labels for training and in the regime of 20 % labels for tragi

22



5 % labels for training
T T

1 T T T T

T T
—#— RandWalk along in-links
—+— DirectedLex
RandWalk along out-links
—+— DirectedLex, opposite link direction
—o— UndirectedLex
—o— Laplacian
—=— Directed 1NN

0.9

0.8

0.7

Precision
o o
S

o
=

0.3

0.2

0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

0.5 0.6 0.7 0.8 0.9 1
Recall

20 % labels for training

1 T T T T T

T T
—¥— RandWalk along in-links
—+— DirectedLex
oo RandWalk along out-links
—+— DirectedLex, opposite link direction
—o— UndirectedLex
—o— Laplacian

0.8 - —
~ —x— Directed 1NN

0.7

Precision
o o
5 S

o
IS

0.3

0.2

01 -

0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5 0.6 0.7 0.8 0.9 1
Recall

Figure 4: Recall and precision in the WebSpam classificatiqreriment. Each data point shown was computed as an average
over 100 runs. The largest standard deviation of the mearispra across the plotted recall values was less than 1.5k T
algorithm ofZhou et al.(2007) appears as RRDWALK (along in-links). We also show &DWALK along out-links. Our directed
lex-minimization algorithm appears asmECTEDLEX. We also show IRECTEDLEX with link directions reversed, along with
UNDIRECTEDLEX and LAPLACIAN.

D [y-Vertex Regularization Proofs

In this appendix, we prove Theoreril and Theoren?.2 For the purposes of proving the second theorem, we intro-
duce an alternative version of probleB).(The optimization problem here requires us to mininiizeegularization
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budget required to obtain an inf-minimizer with gradieniowea given threshold:
min HU(T) — vO(T)H
veER™ 0 (6)
subject to||grad[v]|| _ < o
We will also need the following graph construction.

Definition D.1 The a-pressure terminal graph of a partially-labeled grap&, v,) is a directed unweighted graph
Go = (T'(v), E) such that(s, t) € E if and only if there is a terminal patf from s to ¢ in G with

VP(vy) > au.

Note that thex-pressure terminal graph hé¥n) vertices but may be dense, even wiiérs not.

Algorithm 13: Algorithm TERM-PRESSURE Given a well-posed instandér, vo) anda > 0, outputsa pressure terminal
graphGa.

Initialize G,, with vertex sef//,, = T'(vo) and edge set’ = ().

for each terminaé € T'(vg)

1. Compute the distances to every other terminiay running Dijktra’s algorithm, allowing shortest path
that run through other terminals.

2. Use the resulting distances to check for every other teahif there is a terminal patt® from s to ¢ with
VP(vy) > «. Ifthere is, add edgés, t) to E.

4

Lemma D.2 Thea-pressure terminal graph of a voltage probléai, vy) can be computed i@ ((m +nlogn)n) time
using algorithmT ERM-PRESSURE(Algorithm13).

Proof:  The correctness of the algorithm follows from the fact thgk&ra’s algorithm will identify all shortest
distances between the terminals, and the pressure chdolinsiire that terminal pairs, t) are added td? if and
only if they are the endpoints of a terminal pathwith VP(vy) > «. The running time is dominated by performing
Dijkstra’s algorithm once for each terminal. A single rurjkstra’s algorithm take® (m + nlogn) time, and this
is performed at most times, for a total running time @®((m + nlogn)n). O

We make three observations that will turn out to be cruciapfoving Theoremg.1and7.2

Observation D.3 G,, is a subgraph o7 5 for a > 3.
Proof: Suppose edggs, t) appears iz, then for some patt?
VP(v) > o 2 3,
so the edge also appearsin. |
Observation D.4 (G, is transitively closed.

Proof: Suppose edges, t) and(t,r) appear inG,. Let P, 4), Py, P(s,) be the respective shortest pathgin
between these terminal pairs. Then

VP (v0) = vo(s) — vo(r) > vo(s) —vo(r) _ vo(8) — vo(t) + vo(t) — vo(r)
(s,7) ((Psry)  ~ (P +U(Pg) U(Pran)) + (Pier) o
. [ vo(s) —vo(t) wo(t) —wo(r)
Z min ) > Q.
< E(Ps,t)) U(P.ry)
So edg€g s, r) also appears ifi,,. This is sufficient forG,, to be transitively closed. O
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Observation D.5 G, is a directed acyclic graph.

Proof: Suppose for a contradiction that a directed cycle apped#s,in_et s andt be two vertices in this cycle. Let
Py and P, ) be the respective shortest pathgietween these terminal pairs. Becasegis transitively closed,

both edgess, t) and(t, s) must appear id+,. But(s,t) € E implies
vo(s) —wo(t) > al(Prs ) > 0,

and similarly(t, s) € E implies
vo(t) —wo(s) > al(Pys)) > 0.

This is a contradiction. O

The usefulness of the-pressure terminal graph is captured in the following lem¥ila define a vertex cover of a
directed graph to be a vertex set that constitutes a vertest dmthe same graph with all edges taken to be undirected.

Lemma D.6 Given a partially-labeled grapliG, vy) and a set/ C V, there exists a voltage assignment R" that
satisfies
{t € T(vg) : v(t) # Uo(t)} C U and ngadG[v]HOO < a,

if and only ifU is a vertex cover in the-pressure terminal grapt?,, of (G, v).

Proof: We first show the “only if” direction. Suppose for a contrdaio that there exists a voltage assignmefdr
which ||grads[v]|| < a, butU is not a vertex cover if,,. Let (s, t) be an edgé&,, which is not covered by/. The
presence of this edge @, implies that there exists a terminal pathfrom s to ¢ in G for which

VP(vy) > au.

But, by LemmaB.5this means there is no assignmefior G which agrees withy, ons andz and hag|grad[v]]|__ <
«. This contradicts our assumption.

Now we show the “if” direction. Consider an arbitrary vereaverU of G,. Suppose for a contradiction that
there does not exist a voltage assignmerior G with ||gradg[v]]| . < a and {t € T'(vo) : v(t) # vo(t)} C U.
Define a partial voltage assignment given by

s lt) = {vo(t) if t € T(vo) \ U

* 0.W.

The preceding statement is equivalent to saying that tisene i that extends); and has|grad[v]|| . < a. By
Lemma3.5, this means there is terminal path between € T'(vy) with gradient strictly larger than. But this
means an edg@, t) is present iz, and is not covered. This contradicts our assumptionlthiata vertex cover.O

We are now ready to prove Theorah2

Proof of Theorem 7.2 We describe and prove the algorithnu@.1ER. The algorithm will reduce problenB)

to problem 6): Supposev* is an optimal assignment for problerB)( It achieves a maximum gradient* =
ngadc[v*] .+ Using Dijkstra’s algorithm we compute the pairwise shsirtistances between all terminals@n
From these distances and the terminal voltages, we comipeigradient on the shortest path between each terminal
pair. By Lemma3.5 o* must equal one of these gradients. So we can solve proldehy (terating over the set of
gradients between terminals and solving problépfdr each of thes€(n?) gradients. Among the assignments with
|o(T) = vo(T)||, < k, we then pick the solution that minimizggrad[v]|| .

In fact, we can do better. By Observatibn3, GG, is a subgraph ofis for « > 3. This means a vertex cover
of G, is also a vertex cover afg, and hence the minimum vertex cover {6 is at least as large as the minimum
vertex cover foi7,,. This means we can do a binary search on the s8{of) terminal gradients to find the minimum
gradient for which there exists an assignment Witfi7") — vo(7') ||0 < k. This way, we only maké (logn) calls to
problem @), in order to solve probleng.

We use the following algorithm to solve proble®) (
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1. Compute thex-pressure terminal grapH,, of G using the algorithm ERM-PRESSURE
2. Compute a minimum vertex covérof G, using the algorithm KNIG-COVER from Theorenv.3.
3. Define a partial voltage assignmept given by

sty — {10 T\ U
U & otherwise.

4. Using Algorithm5, compute voltages that extendyy and output.

From LemmaD.2, it follows that stepl computes thew-pressure terminal graph in polynomial time. From The-
orem7.3it follows that step2 computes the a minimum vertex cover of thgressure terminal graph in polynomial
time, because our observatiddgt andD.5 establish that the graph is a TC-DAG. From Leminé and Theorerd.6,

it follows that the output voltages solve progra®.
O

To prove Theoreni.1, we use the standard greedy approximation algorithm for MIBI(Vazirani(2007).

Theorem D.7 2-Approximation Algorithm for Vertex Cover. The following algorithm gives a 2-approximation to
the Minimum Vertex Cover problem on a gragh= (V, E).

0. InitializeU = 0.

1. Pick an edgéu,v) € E that is not covered by/.

2. Addu andv to the seU.

3. Repeat from stepif there are still edges not covered by
4. OutputlU.

We are now in a position to prove Theor&m

Proof of Theorem 7.1 Given an arbitraryt and a partially-labeled grap{@, vo), let o* be the optimum value
of program 8). Observe that by LemmB.6, this implies that,- has a vertex cover of size Given the partial
assignmenty, for every vertex set/, we define

uwo(t) ifteT(w)\U
vot) = {* 0.W.

We claim the following algorithm RPROXOUTLIER outputs a voltage assignmentwith ||grad[v]|| < o
and||v(T) — Uo(T)HO < 2k.

Algorithm APPROXOUTLIER:

0. InitializeU = 0.

1. Using the algorithm SEEPESTPATH (Algorithm 7), find a steepest terminal path ¢ w.r.t. vy. Denote
this pathP and lets andt be its terminal endpoints. If there is no terminal path wibtisiive gradient, skip
to step4.

2. Adds andt to the setU.

3. If |[U| < 2k — 2 then repeat from step

4. Using the algorithm 6MPINFMIN (Algorithm 5), compute voltages that extend; and outpub.

From the stopping conditions, it is clear th&t < 2k. If in step1 we ever find that no terminal paths have positive
gradient then ous that extendsy; will have ||grad;[v]|| = 0 < o*, by Lemma3.5. Similarly if we find a steepest

‘ o0
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path with gradient less tham* w.r.t. vy, then for thisU there exists that extends; and hag|grad[v]|| < o
This will continue to hold when if we add verticesta Therefore, for the final/, there will exist arw that extends
vy and ha#’gradc[v]Hoo <a
If we never find a steepest terminal pattwith VP (vy) < o, then each steepest path we find corresponds to an
edge inG,~ that is not yet covered by and our algorithm in fact implements the greedy approxiomasilgorithm
for vertex cover described in Theordn?7. This implies that the final/ is a vertex cover of7,, - of size at mosRk.
By LemmabD.6, this implies that there exists a voltage assignmeextendingvy that has|grad[u]|| _ < o*. This
implies by Theorerd.6that thev we output hag{grad[v]|| _ < a
In all cases, the we output extendsy;, so||v(T) — vo(T)||, < |U| < 2k. m

E Proof of Hardness ofi, regularization for [,

We will prove Theoren¥.4, by a reduction from minimum bisection. To this end,det= (V, E) be any graph. We
will reduce the minimum bisection problem 6hto our regularization problem. Let= |V|. The graph on which we
will perform regularization will have vertex set R

Vuv,

whereV is a set ofn vertices that are i-to-1 correspondence withi. We assume that every edgeirhas weight .
We now connect every vertex i to the corresponding vertex i1 by an edge of weight, for some largeB to be
determined later. We also connect all of the vertice¥ ito each other by edges of weight. So, we have a complete
graph of weightB? edges orV a matching of weighB edges connectmy to V, and the original grapl on V.
The input potential function will be
{0 fora e 17, and
v(a) =
1 foraeV.
Now setk = n/2. We claim that we will be able to determine the value of theimum bisection from the solution
to the regularization problem.

If S is the set of vertices on whichandw differ, then we know that the is harmonic onS: for everya € S,
w(a) is the weighted average of the values at its neighbors. Ifoll@ving, we exploit the fact thatS| < n/2.

Claim E.1 Foreverya € SNV, w(a) < 2/nB2.

Proof: Leta be the vertex in5 NV that maximizesv(a). S0,a is connected to at least/2 neighbors inl/ with
w-value equal t® by edges of weighB2. On the other hand, has only one neighbor that is not¥, that vertex has
w-value at most, and it is connected to that vertex by an edge of weigh€Call that vertex.. We have

((n—1)B* + B)w(a) = Bu(c) + > Bw(b)

beV b#a
=Buw()+ Y. Bwb)+ Y Bwb)
beVNS,b#a beV -5
<B-+ Z B3w(a)
beV NS, b#a

< B+ (n/2 - 1)B*w(a).
Subtractingn/2 — 1) B>w(a) from both sides gives
((n/2)B* + B)w(a) < B,
which implies the claim. |

ClamE.2 Fora € SNV, w(a) <n/B.
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Proof: Vertexa has exactly one neighbor #. Let's call that neighbor. We know thatw(c) < 2/B?n. On the
other hand, vertex has fewer tham — 1 neighbors in//, and each of these hauevalue at most. Letd, denote the
degree oty in G. Then,

2
(B + du,)w(a) S da + B%

So,

d, +2/Bn

v ST
nt (2/Bn)
- B+n

<n/B.

We now estimate the value of the regularized objective foncflo this end, we assume that
|S| =k =n/2.
Let
T=5SNV,

and
t=|T|.

We will prove thatS C V and soS = T andt = n/2.
Let § denote the number of edges on the boundary' @f V. Once we know that = n/2, ¢ is the size of a
bisection.

Claim E.3 The contribution of the edges betwdérand V' to the objective function is at least
(n—t)B—4/B

and at most
(n—t)B +tn?/B.

Proof: For the lower bound, we just count the edges between veiiticEs\ 7" and V. There aren — t of these
edges, and each of them has weightThe endpointirl” \ T hasw-valuel, and the endpoint iV hasw-value at
most2/nB2. So, the contribution of these edges is at least

(n —t)B(1 —2/nB?*)?* > (n—t)B(1 —4/nB?*) > (n —t)B — 4/B.

For the upper bound, we observe that the differenee-iralues across each of these- ¢ edges is at most, so their
total contribution is at most
(n—1)B.

Since for every vertex € T, w(a) < n/B, and also every vertek € V, w(b) < 2/nB?, the contribution due to

edges between andV is at most
t(n/B)*B = tn*/B.

a

We will see that this is the dominant term in the objectivection. The next-most important term comes from the
edges inG.
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Claim E.4 The contribution of the edges (# to the objective function is at least
5(1—2n/B)

and at most
8+ (¢%/2)(n/B)?

Proof: Let (a,b) € E. If neithera norbisinT, thenw(a) = w(b) = 1, and so this edge has no contribution. If
a € T butb ¢ T, then the difference im-values on them is betwedn — n/B) and1. So, the contribution of such
edges to the objective function is between

5(1 — 2n/B) ando.

Finally, if « andb are inT, then the difference in-values on them is at most/ B, and so the contribution of all such
edges to the objective function is at most

(2/2)(n/B)*.
O
Claim E.5 The edges between pairs of verticed/icontribute at mos2/ B to the objective function.
Proof: As0 < w(a) < 2/B?n for everya € V, every edge between two verticeslincan contribute at most
B3(2/B*n)* = 4/Bn*.
As there are fewer tham® /2 such edges, their total contribution to the objective fiorcts at most
(n?/2)(4/Bn?) = 2/B.
O

Lemma E.6 If n > 4 and B = 2n3, the value of the objective function is at least
(n—t)B+6—1/2

and at most
(n—t)B+46+1/3.

Proof: Summing the contributions in the preceding three claimsseeethat the value of the objective function is at
least

(n—t)B—4/B+6(1—-2n/B) > (n—t)B+6 —4/B —2nd/B
>(n—t)B+d—-n*/B
>(n—t)B+4d—1/2,
asd < (n/2)2.

Similarly, the objective function is at most

(n—t)B+1tn?/B+d+ (t*/2)(n/B)*+2/B < (n—t)B +n*/2B + 4§ +n*/8B* +2/B

<
<(n—t)B+n*/2B+§+1/32n*+1/n°
<(n—t)B+d+1/3.

ClaimE.7 If n > 2andB = 2n?, thenS C V.

Proof: The objective function is minimized by makings large as possible, $6= n/2 andS C V. O
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Theorem E.8 The value of the objective function reveals the value of timnmam bisection irG.
Proof: The value of the objective function will be between
(n/2)B+46—1/2

and
(n/2)B+6+1/3.

So, the objective function will be smallest whéis as small as possible.

TheoremE.8immediately implies Theorem.4.
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