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Discrete-to-Continuous Extensions: piecewise multilinear

extension, min-max theory and spectral theory

Jürgen Jost∗, Dong Zhang∗

Abstract

We introduce the homogeneous and piecewise multilinear extensions and
the eigenvalue problem for locally Lipschitz function pairs, in order to develop
a systematic framework for relating discrete and continuous min-max problems.
This also enables us to investigate spectral properties for pairs of p-homogeneous
functions and to propose a critical point theory for zero-homogeneous functions.
The main contributions are:

(1) We provide several min-max relations between an original discrete formu-
lation and its piecewise multilinear extension. We introduce the concept
of perfect domain pairs to view comonotonicity on vectors as an exten-
sion of inclusion chains on sets. The piecewise multilinear extension is
(slice-)rank preserving, which closely relates to Tao’s lemma on diagonal
tensors. More discrete-to-continuous equalities are obtained, including a
general form involving log-concave polynomials. And by employing these
fundamental correspondences, we get further results and applications on
tensors, Turán’s problem, signed (hyper-)graphs, etc.

(2) We derive the mountain pass characterization, linking theorems, nodal
domain inequalities, inertia bounds, duality theorems and distribution of
eigenvalues for pairs of p-homogeneous functions. We establish a new
property on the subderivative of a convex function which relates to the
Gauss map of the graph of the convex function. Based on these fun-
damental results, we can analyze the structure of eigenspaces in depth.
For example, we show a simple one-to-one correspondence between the
nonzero eigenvalues of the vertex p-Laplacian and the edge p∗-Laplacian
of a graph. We can also apply the theory to Cheeger inequalities and
p-Laplacians on oriented hypergraphs and simplicial complexes. Also, the
first nonlinear analog of Huang’s approach for hypergraphs is provided.
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1 Introduction

In his millennium paper [58], Lovász wrote: Connections between discrete and
continuous may be the subject of mathematical study on their own right. In fact,
over the last few decades, many firm bridges between the discrete data world and
the field of continuous mathematics have been established, and they are not only
interesting in themselves, but also helpful and stimulating in both pure and applied
mathematics.

A natural and important idea for connecting discrete and continuous problems
is by considering the discrete space as a subset of some Euclidean space and then
extending or interpolating discrete functions to continuous ones. A systematic
scheme for such extension was provided in the fundamental works of Choquet and
Lovász [13,57]. It was further developed in a series of works of the machine learning
group of Hein [46, 47], and in recent works by the authors [22, 54, 55]. For exam-
ple, concerning optimization, there have been various schemes to solve combinato-
rial optimization problems by means of continuous optimization methods, including
continuous reformulations [7,47,57,81] and continuous relaxations [10,39,63], which
turn out to be powerful. In this work, we also present some results for both the
reformulations and relaxations via our extension theory.

In the continuous case, the functions that are best suited for optimization are the
convex ones. In fact, convex analysis has become a well developed and important
subjects, with ramifications in most areas of mathematics. In the discrete case, a
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role that is in some sense analogous to that of convex functions is played by the
submodular functions [13, 57], and their analysis was systematically developped by
many mathematicians (such as Fujishige [34], Murota [70,71], Dress et al [28]) from
different viewpoints. In fact, submodularity is a kind of ‘discrete convexity’, and
the Lovász extension turns submodular functions into convex ones. This scheme has
been applied in many areas like game theory, matroid theory, stochastic processes,
electrical networks, computer vision and machine learning. In this direction, we have
systematically investigated submodularity via multi-way Lovász extensions in [55].

Extension theory is useful, however, also beyond the convex or submodular set-
ting. It can be more widely applied to optimization [46,47,55], critical point theory
and Morse theory [54], to cite just some examples. It is therefore natural to system-
atically consider min-max theory from the perspective of extension theory. Such a
min-max theory includes, for instance, saddle point problems, von Neumann’s min-
imax theorem [56,73,80] or Lusternik-Schnirelmann theory. A main contribution of
this paper therefore is to reveal the connections between discrete min-max problems
and continuous min-max reformulations from different viewpoints.

In particular, in graph theory and its extensions, many problems can be consid-
ered as saddle point problems. For example, eigenvalues are characterized as critical
values of Rayleigh quotients, and more generally, problems related to eigenvectors,
such as properties of nodal domains, can also be seen from that perspective. The
same holds for other fundamental graph theoretical problems, like Cheeger cuts.
Such problems find their natural place in nonlinear spectral theory. Previous re-
search indicates that we can explore the corresponding nonlinear spectral graph
theory with the help of the corresponding continuous objective function. Accord-
ingly, besides the practical need of designing continuous optimization algorithms
for combinatorial problems, these continuous versions enable us to reconsider the
combinatorial problems from the viewpoint of spectral theory. Thus, we develop a
systematic spectral theory for a pair of homogeneous and locally Lipschitz functions,
as a solid foundation of extension methods.

Based on the extension theory and the spectral theory, we provide general, yet
user-friendly tools that can be used when attacking discrete models arising in ap-
plications. More concretely, continuing the study in [55], we systematically develop
further applications, such as the nodal domain theorem and inertia bounds involving
adjacency tensors of uniform hypergraphs, inertia bounds for the graph p-Laplacian,
the k-way Cheeger inequality on oriented hypergraphs, the eigenvalues of tensors,
Cheeger-type inequalities for Hodge Laplacians on simplicial complexes, and spectral
estimates for signed hypergraphs. These results indicate that the extension theory
might be an excellent universal approach to understand the discrete problems via
their continuous extensions.

The general structure that we are exploring can be compactly represented in the
following diagram:
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submodularity

combinatorial optimization

combinatorial min-max

discrete Morse theory

combinatorial quantities

convexity

continuous optimization

saddle point problem

non-smooth Morse theory

eigenvalue problem

piecewise linear extension

one-homogeneous extension

piecewise multilinear

extension

piecewise bilinear

extension

Lovász extension

homogeneous extension

Some of the above relations are discussed and investigated in [54,55], and in this
paper, we will complete the above framework in particular by relating discrete and
continuous saddle points and eigenvalue problems.

For simplicity, we begin with the following piecewise bilinear extension:
Given V = {1, · · · , n} and its power set P(V ), for x = (x1, · · · , xn) and y =

(y1, · · · , yn) in Rn, let σ, τ : V ∪ {0} → V ∪ {0} be permutations such that xσ(1) ≤
xσ(2) ≤ · · · ≤ xσ(n), yτ(1) ≤ · · · ≤ yτ(n) and σ(0) = τ(0) = 0 with x0 := y0 := 0.

For a discrete function f : P(V ) × P(V ) → R, the piecewise bilinear extension

of f at (x, y) is

fQ(x, y) =
n−1∑

i,j=0

(xσ(i+1) − xσ(i))(yτ(j+1) − yτ(j))f(V
σ(i)(x), V τ(j)(y)), (1)

where V σ(i)(x) := {j ∈ V : xj > xσ(i)}, i = 1, · · · , n − 1, V 0(x) = V , and the

definition of V τ(j)(y) is analogous. We can rewrite (1) in an integral form as

fQ(x, y) =

∫ maxy

miny

∫ maxx

minx
f(V t(x), V s(y))dtds +minx

∫ maxy

miny
f(V, V s(y))ds

+miny

∫ maxx

minx
f(V t(x), V )dt+minxmin yf(V, V ),

where minx := min
i=1,··· ,n

xi, maxx := max
i=1,··· ,n

xi, and V
t(x) := {i ∈ V : xi > t}. For

a function f : P(V1) × P(V2) → R, one can define fQ(x, y) in the same way. It is
therefore not necessary to write the details here.

Clearly, the piecewise bilinear extension is 2-homogeneous, and it constitutes
a generalization of the original Lovász extension. In fact, taking y = 1, we have
fQ(x, 1) = f̃L(x), where f̃(A) := f(A,V ) for any A ∈ P(V ). The bilinear extension
and its generalizations (see Section 3) possess many connections with various fields
like optimization, saddle point problems, critical point theory and spectral graph
theory.
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Connections with saddle point problems

Theorem 1.1 (Theorem 3.4 and Proposition 3.9). Let f : P(V1) × P(V2) → R,
g : P(V1)× P(V2) → R≥0, n = #V1 and m = #V2. Denote by Rm+ = (0,+∞)m and
Rn≥0 = [0,+∞)n. Then

inf
x∈Rn

≥0\{0}
sup
y∈Rm

+

fQ(x, y)

gQ(x, y)
= sup

y∈Rm
+

inf
x∈Rn

≥0\{0}

fQ(x, y)

gQ(x, y)
(2)

if either of the followings holds.

(a) g is positive, and

min
A∈P(V1)\{∅}

max
B∈P(V2)\{∅}

f(A,B)

g(A,B)
= max

B∈P(V2)\{∅}
min

A∈P(V1)\{∅}

f(A,B)

g(A,B)
(3)

And in this case, (3) and (2) coincide. Moreover, (A∗, B∗) is a saddle point
of f/g if and only if (1A∗ , 1B∗) is a saddle point of fQ/gQ.

(b) g is modular on each component with g({i}, V2) > 0 and g(V1, {j}) > 0 for any
i ∈ V1, j ∈ V2, and f satisfies the following conditions:

• f is submodular in its first component;

• f is supermodular in its second component.

Theorem 1.1 also holds when we replace the piecewise bilinear extension by some
other extensions (see Theorem 1.2 and similar results in Section 3). The condition
(b) in Theorem 1.1 makes contact with Sion’s min-max theorem, and it closely
relates to the corresponding topics in game theory. Moreover, the formulation (2)
allows us to deal with the Collatz-Wielandt formula (see Lemma 2.4 and Example
3.3) and von Neumann’s minimax theorem for matrices (see Example 3.4) in a single,
unifying mathematical framework.

As a systematic research on the extension theory, we introduce several homoge-
neous extensions of a discrete function (see Definitions 3.2, 3.3 and 3.5). Below, we
present the piecewise multilinear extension:

For a discrete function f : P(V )k → R, we have the piecewise multilinear function
fM : (Rn)k → R defined by

fM(x1, · · · ,xk) =
n−1∑

i1,··· ,ik=0

k∏

l=1

(xl(il+1) − xl(il))f(V
(i1)(x1), · · · , V (ik)(xk)),

where V (il)(xl) := {j ∈ V : xlj > xl(il)} and xl(1) ≤ xl(2) ≤ . . . ≤ xl(n) is a rearrange-

ment of xl := (xl1, . . . , x
l
n) in non-decreasing order, xl(0) := 0 and V (0)(xl) := V ,

l = 1, · · · , k, x1, · · · ,xk ∈ Rn. For k = 2, this reduces of course to (1).

Theorem 1.2 (Theorem 3.4). Suppose fM , gM are piecewise multilinear extensions
of f, g : Pk+l(V ) → R, where k and l are positive integers. If

min
B∈(P(V )\{∅})l

max
A∈(P(V )\{∅})k

f(A,B)

g(A,B)
= max

A∈(P(V )\{∅})k
min

B∈(P(V )\{∅})l

f(A,B)

g(A,B)
, (4)
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then

inf
y∈Rln

+

sup
x∈Rkn

+

fM(x, y)

gM (x, y)
= sup

x∈Rkn
+

inf
y∈Rln

+

fM(x, y)

gM (x, y)

which coincides with (4). Moreover, (A∗, B∗) is a saddle point of f/g if and only if
(1A∗ , 1B∗) is a saddle point of fM/gM .

It should be noted that Theorem 1.2 is a generalization of the equivalence be-
tween a combinatorial optimization and the fractional programming produced by
the multi-way Lovász extension (Theorem A in [55]). The detailed reason is shown
in Remark 13. On the other hand, Theorem 1.2 provides the first relation between a
discrete saddle point problem and its homogeneous extension, which closely relates
to von Neumann’s minimax theorem.

Connections with Lusternik-Schnirelmann theory

We set up a min-max relation in the style of Lusternik-Schnirelmann theory in
Section 3.1. It is convenient to state the result in the context of the multiple integral

extension:
For a function f : P2(V )k → R, we define fM : (Rn)k → R as

fM(x1, · · · ,xk)

=

∫ ‖xk‖∞

0
· · ·
∫ ‖x1‖∞

0
f(V t1

+ (x1), V t1
− (x1), · · · , V tk

+ (xk), V tk
− (xk))dt1 · · · dtk,

where P2(V ) = {(A+, A−) : A+, A− ⊂ V,A+ ∩ A− = ∅}, and V tl
± (xl) = {j ∈ V :

±xlj > tl}, l = 1, · · · , k.

Remark 1. The multiple integral extension fM of a function f : P2(V )k → R and
the previous piecewise multilinear extension hM of a function h : P(V )k → R have
the following relations:

(a) If f(A1+, A1−, · · · , Ak+, Ak−) = h(A1+, A2+, · · · , Ak+),
∀(A1+, A1−, · · · , Ak+, Ak−) ∈ P2(V )k, then fM(x) = hM (x), ∀x ∈ [0,∞)nk.

(b) If f(A1+, A1−, · · · , Ak+, Ak−) = h(A1+ ∪A1−, · · · , Ak+ ∪Ak−),
∀(A1+, A1−, · · · , Ak+, Ak−) ∈ P2(V )k, then fM(x) = hM (|x|), ∀x ∈ (Rn)k.

Moreover, given a function f : P2(V )k → R, define f̃ : P(V ⊔ V ′)k → R by
f̃(A1, · · · , Ak) = f(A1 ∩ V \ φ(A1 ∩ V ′), φ(A1 ∩ V ′) \ (A1 ∩ V ), · · · , Ak ∩ V \ φ(Ak ∩
V ′), φ(Ak ∩V ′)\ (Ak ∩V )), where V ′ is a copy of V , and φ : V ′ → V is the bijection
satisfying i′ 7→ i, ∀i′ ∈ V ′. Then, fM (x1, · · · ,xk) = f̃M(x1

+,x
1
−, · · · ,xk+,xk−), where

xi ∈ Rn and x± := (±x) ∨ 0 ∈ [0,+∞)n.
In summary, we can embed P(V )k into P2(V )k, and embed P2(V )k into P(V ⊔

V ′)k. The multiple integral extension agrees with the piecewise multilinear exten-
sion on the first quadrant, and their relations can be reduced to the correspondences
between the original Lovász extension and the disjoint-pair version.
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Theorem 1.3 (Section 3.1). Under the notions in Section 3, for f, g : P̃1(V ) → R+,
we have

min
{Aj}∈P̃m(V )

max
A∈Σ{Aj}

f(A)

g(A)
≥ inf

genus(X)≥m
sup
x∈X

fM (x)

gM (x)
≥ max

{Aj}∈P̃n+1−m(V )
min

A∈Σ{Aj}

f(A)

g(A)
.

(5)
If we further assume that f is submodular and symmetric as well as g is supermodular
and symmetric, then

min
{Aj}∈P̃m(V )

max
i=1,··· ,m

f(Ai)

g(Ai)
≥ inf

genus(X)≥m
sup
x∈X

fL(x)

gL(x)
:= λm ≥ min

{Aj}∈P̃km(V )
max

i=1,··· ,m

f(Ai)

g(Ai)

where km is the largest number of nodal domains of eigenvectors w.r.t. the m-th min-
max eigenvalue λm of the function pair (fL, gL), and fL represents the disjoint-pair
Lovász extension of f .

This is a general version of higher-order Cheeger-type inequalities for the couple
of f and g. And also, taking m ∈ {1, n} in (5), we get Theorem B in [55].

Connections with combinatorial optimization

The piecewise multilinear extension also shows a way to get an equivalence be-
tween discrete and continuous optimizations, which enhances the corresponding re-
sults in [55]. Basically, in Section 3, we introduce the perfect domain pair (A,D)
w.r.t. a given homogeneous extension, denoted by ‘∼’ and defined by the property
that

sup
A∈A

f(A)

g(A)
= sup

x∈D

f̃(x)

g̃(x)
and inf

A∈A

f(A)

g(A)
= inf

x∈D

f̃(x)

g̃(x)

hold for all suitable functions f, g and their extensions f̃ , g̃ satisfying suitable prop-
erties. This is our main idea to realize a continuous reformulation of a discrete
optimization. Both the piecewise multilinear extension and the multiple integral
extension are investigated systematically along this direction. For example, we can
get a new continuous representation of the maxcut problem on graphs:

max
S⊂V

|∂S| = max
x,y∈Rn

≥0,x
⊤y=0

∑n
i,j=1wijxiyj

‖x‖∞‖y‖∞
,

where (wij) is the weighted adjacency matrix of the graph. We also have a new
equivalent optimization of the dual Cheeger constant:

max
S∪T⊂V,S∩T=∅

#E(S, T )

vol(S) + vol(T )
= max

x,y∈Rn
≥0,x

⊤y=0

∑n
i,j=1wijxiyj

‖x‖∞
∑

i∈V degi yi + ‖y‖∞
∑

i∈V degi xi
.

More interestingly, we obtain a more general equality with the help of log-concave
polynomials [3, 6]:

Proposition 1.1. For a log-concave polynomial P of degree d in n variables, and
for f1, · · · , fn : A → [0,+∞), we have

min
A∈A

P (f1(A), · · · , fn(A))
(f1(A) + · · · + fn(A))d

= inf
x∈D

P (fM1 (x), · · · , fMn (x))

(fM1 (x) + · · ·+ fMn (x))d

where (A,D) forms a perfect domain pair.
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In addition, based on the equivalence and the extension approach, we can obtain
some useful continuous relaxations like Theorem 1.4 below.

Connections with the Turán problem and spectral graph theory

For fM : (Rn)k → R, define fM△ : Rn → R by fM△ (x) := fM(x, · · · ,x), ∀x ∈ Rn.

Theorem 1.4. Given f : P(V )k → R and g : P(V )k → R+, as well as their
piecewise multilinear extensions fM and gM , denote by f△(A) = f(A, · · · , A) and
g△(A) = g(A, · · · , A). Then

max
A⊂V

f△(A)

g△(A)
≤ max

x∈Rn
≥0

fM△ (x)

gM△ (x)
≤ max

chain {A1,A2,··· ,Ak}

f(A1, · · · , Ak)
g(A1, · · · , Ak)

= max
comonotonic x1,··· ,xk∈Rn

≥0

fM (x1, · · · ,xk)
gM (x1, · · · ,xk)

where the chain is in the sense of inclusion, and the vectors x and y are comonotonic
if (xi−xj)(yi−yj) ≥ 0, i, j ∈ V . All ‘≤’ become ‘≥’ if we change all ‘max’ to ‘min’.

It is also a generalization of Theorem A in [55] by taking k = 1. In addition, it
shows a way to rediscover the Motzkin-Straus theorem and the Lagrangian method
on Turán’s problem (see Section 4.1). Importantly, the identity in Theorem 1.4 indi-
cates that the comonotonicity on vectors/functions can be regarded as an extension
of the inclusion relation. Roughly speaking,

({inclusion chains}, {pairwise comonotonic vectors/functions}) is a perfect domain pair.

Next we give an example for the application of the above results to tensors.

Example 1.1. An order-k n-dimensional tensor (ci1,··· ,ik) is a set of nk entries.
It is nonnegative if ci1,··· ,ik ≥ 0, and it is symmetric if ci1,··· ,ik = cσ(i1),··· ,σ(ik)
for any permutation σ ∈ Sk. Now we define a function f : Pk(V ) → R by
f(V1, · · · , Vk) =

∑
i1∈V1,··· ,ik∈Vk

ci1,··· ,ik for any V1, · · · , Vk ⊂ V . Then fM△ (x) =∑
i1,··· ,ik∈V

ci1,··· ,ikxi1 · · · xik . The tensor (ci1,··· ,ik) is positive definite if fM△ (x) > 0
whenever x 6= 0. Now, let (ci1,··· ,ik) be a symmetric tensor and (di1,··· ,ik) be a sym-
metric and positive definite tensor. Then all the classical results on H-eigenvalues of
tensors (see Qi [77], Lim [62], and Chang et al [23,24]) can be obtained directly by
our spectral extension theory. Moreover, we get some new relations on eigenvalues
of symmetric tensors (see Proposition 4.2 and Theorem 4.4 for details), and we also
apply Theorem 1.4 to the Turan problem (see Section 4.1).

Connections with inertia bounds

The inertia bound for independence numbers is a basic result in algebraic graph
theory [38], which appeared first in Cvetkovic’s PhD thesis [25]. Its stronger variants
have been used to give a proof of the Sensitivity Conjecture [48]. We find that nodal
domain theorems and inertia bounds for independence numbers can be absorbed
into the following result. Indeed, they are essentially the estimates of the size of
the eigenspace of the function pair (fM△ , gM△ ) which relate to the distribution of the
eigenvalues (see Section 2 for related concepts).
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Definition 1.1 (independence number). The λ-level independence number of the
function pair (f, g) is αλ := max{#A : fM△ (x)/gM△ (x) = λ,∀x satisfying supp(x) ⊂
A}. For λ = 0, the definition is independent of g, and then we denote the indepen-
dence number of f as α0 := max{#A : fM△ (x) = 0,∀x satisfying supp(x) ⊂ A}.

For example, on a graph (V,E), if we take f(A,B) = #E(A,B), then α0 in
Definition 1.1 is the usual independence number.

Theorem 1.5 (Theorem 2.2). Given f, g : P(V )k → R, denote by λi the i-th min-
max eigenvalue of the function pair (fM△ , gM△ ), where we refer to Definitions 2.1 and
2.4 for related concepts. Then we have the inertia bound

αλ ≤ min{#{λi ≤ λ},#{λi ≥ λ}}.

For any eigenvector x w.r.t. the eigenvalue λk whose multiplicity is r, we have
the nodal domain inequality (see Section 2.2 for the related definitions)

N(x) ≤ min{k + r − 1, n − k + r}.

Theorem 1.5 is the first nonlinear version of inertia bounds for the independence
number, and it also shows the first strong nodal domain inequality for general func-
tion pairs. One can easily apply Theorem 1.5 to Examples 1.1 and 3.2 to get an
inertia bound on k-uniform hypergraphs (hypergraphs where each hyperedge con-
tains exactly k vertices):

Proposition 1.2. The independence number of a k-uniform hypergraph (V,E) is
defined as α = max{#U : U ⊂ V s.t. U contains no hyperedge}. Let λi be the i-th
minimax H-eigenvalue of the adjacency tensor of (V,E). Then α ≤ min{#{λi ≤
0},#{λi ≥ 0}}.

Moreover, for any H-eigenvector x w.r.t. λi whose multiplicity is r, the number
of connected components of the support of x is smaller than or equal to min{i+ r−
1, n − i+ r}.

The definition of H-eigenvalue and the proofs of Propositions 1.2 and 1.3 are
given in Sections 4.3 and 4.2, respectively. By Theorem 2.2 (a slight variant of
Theorem 1.5), we have1

Proposition 1.3. For a graph, we have the inertia bound α ≤ min{#{λi(∆p) ≤
1},#{λi(∆p) ≥ 1}}, where λi(∆p) is the i-th minimax eigenvalue of the normalized
graph p-Laplacian.

Besides, for any eigenvector x w.r.t. λi(∆p) whose multiplicity is r, the number
of connected components of the support of x is smaller than or equal to min{i+ r−
1, n − i+ r}.

Connections with a method by Huang

The following eigenvalue estimate shows a nonlinear generalization of the first
ingredient of Huang’s proof for the Sensitivity Conjecture [48], and it can be applied

1A generalized version of Proposition 1.3 in the setting of oriented hypergraphs is presented in
Theorem 4.2.
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to adjacency tensors on hypergraphs (the method proposed by Huang works for the
case of matrices, and it is based on the Cauchy interlacing lemma, but as far as we
know, there is no interlacing lemma for tensors).

Theorem 1.6 (Theorems 2.3 and 4.3). Given f, g : P(V )k → [0,+∞), let S(f) =
{F : |F (x)| ≤ fM△ (|x|),∀x ∈ Rn}, where |x| := (|x1|, · · · , |xn|) for x = (x1, · · · , xn).
Then, for any m = 1, · · · , n,

min
U⊂V,#U=m

max
chain A1,··· ,Ak in U

f(A1, · · · , Ak)
g(A1, · · · , Ak)

≥ sup
F∈S(f)

max{λm(F ),−λ′m(F )},

where λm(F ) (resp. λ
′
m(F )) indicates the m-th min-max (resp. max-min) eigenvalue

of the function pair (F, gM△ (| · |)).
The above result is stronger than the classical inertia bounds for independence

numbers, and it also provides a nonlinear generalization of Huang’s method. We
refer to Sections 2.3 and 4.4 for details.

Applications to p-Laplacians on hypergraphs

Motivated by the total variation on hypergraphs, and its regularization function-
als [46], we provide a general Lovász p-Laplacian eigenvalue problem, and we apply
it to chemical hypergraphs (see Section 4.2). There is a direct way to define another
p-Laplace operator induced by the incidence matrix of a chemical hypergraph [53],
which is called the incidence p-Laplacian on hypergraphs.

The spectral theory for function pairs developed in Section 2 can be applied
to both the Lovász p-Laplacian and the incidence p-Laplacian, by which we have
established Cheeger inequalities, inertia bounds and nodal domain properties for
Lovász p-Laplacian in Section 4.2, and a spectral duality theorem for incidence p-
Laplacian in Section 2.5.

Applications to Cheeger inequalities on simplicial complexes

By constructing the associated signed graph for a simplicial complex, we establish
k-way Cheeger inequalities involving the eigenvalues of the d-th Hodge up-Laplacian
in Section 4.5. Formally, these Cheeger inequalities can be written as

Ck,dhk(Sd)
2 ≤ d+ 2− λn+1−k(∆

up
d ) ≤ 2hk(Sd)

where hk(Sd) is the so-called k-way Cheeger constant for d-simplices of a complex,
∆up
d is the normalized up Laplacian on d-simplices, and the constant Ck,d only

depends on k ≥ 1 and d ≥ 0.
These Cheeger bounds for the spectral gaps reveal that the multiplicity of the

possible eigenvalue d+2 equals the number of balanced components of the associated
signed graph. We also introduce p-Laplacians on simplicial complexes, and based on
the spectral theory for function pairs developed in Sections 2.5 and 2.4, we prove that
the multiplicity of the possible eigenvalue (d+2)p−1 equals the number of balanced
components of the associated signed graph if p > 1, and for p = 1, the multiplicity of
the eigenvalue 1 for the up 1-Laplacian is bounded by some combinatorial quantities
involving the balanced cliques of the associated signed graph. We then suggest
a Cheeger constant h(Sd) defined as the smallest nontrivial eigenvalue of the 1-
Laplacian on the d-faces of a simplicial complex, which is positive if and only if
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the d-th reduced homology vanishes. If the simplicial complex is combinatorially
equivalent to a uniform triangulation of a (d+1)-dimensional, orientable, compact,
closed Riemannian manifold, we prove the Cheeger inequality

h2(Sd)

C
≤ λ(∆up

d ) ≤ Ch(Sd),

in which λ(∆up
d ) is the smallest nontrivial eigenvalue of the d-th up Laplacian, and

C > 1 is a uniform constant. Such a Cheeger constant also closely relates to
Gromov’s filling profile [41]. This result may open up a new perspective on the
long-standing open problem regarding Cheeger-type inequalities on simplicial com-
plexes [31,42,43,76,83] (this open problem is a discrete version of Cheeger-Yau’s open
problem about building Cheeger-type inequalities on differential k-forms [14,90]).

2 Spectral theory for homogeneous function pairs

Spectral analysis has been widely used in recent decades in numerous fields like
digital image analysis, signal processing, machine learning and spectral clustering. In
the linear setting, the well-known discrete Laplacian attracts much attention [88].
Also, in smooth but nonlinear settings, there exists research on the p-Laplacian
eigenvalue problem and its generalized version [12,66].

For more applications, some researchers turn to the non-smooth setting where
variational methods in nonlinear analysis have been proved to be very powerful. For
example, the study of the 1-Laplacian eigenvalue problem 0 ∈ ∆1x − λSgn(x) and
its signless analogue is of great help to find better Cheeger cuts and dual Cheeger
solutions [17, 19, 20, 45]. In image science, many works [8, 9, 36, 37] focus on the
eigenvalue problem in the form of λu ∈ ∇J(u) where J(·) is convex and (absolutely)
one-homogeneous, which can also be formulated as 0 ∈ ∇J(u) − λ∇‖u‖22, where ∇
represents the Clarke derivative operator.

All the above eigenvalue problems can be unified into the spectral theory for
function pairs:

Definition 2.1 (eigenpair). Given a pair (F,G) of two locally Lipschitz functions
F and G, we call (λ,x) ∈ R× Rn an eigenpair of (F,G) if

∇F (x) ∩ λ∇G(x) 6= ∅, (6)

where x is called an eigenvector and λ is the corresponding eigenvalue. Using the
notation of Minkowski summation, the eigenvalue problem (6) for (F,G) can be
written as

0 ∈ ∇F (x)− λ∇G(x). (7)

Moreover, it can be used in the variational analysis of functions on a convex body.
Given p ≥ 1 and an n-dimensional convex body P ⊂ Rn with the origin in its interior,
it is easy to show that there exists a unique p-homogeneous function G : Rn → [0,∞)
such that P = {x ∈ Rn : G(x) ≤ 1} with its boundary ∂P = G−1(1). One way
to study the variational properties of a given function F on ∂P is to analyse the
function pair (F,G) via the eigenvalue problem 0 ∈ ∇F (x) − λ∇G(x). In many
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reasonable and valuable cases, the unit spheres of polyhedral Banach spaces (such
as the polyhedrons determined by ‖x‖1 = 1 or ‖x‖∞ = 1 in Rn) attracted much
attention [29,32,33]. For example, the case of G(x) := ‖x‖1,d has been investigated
in [17] and turns out to be effective in the study of Cheeger cuts and dual Cheeger
problems, where ‖ · ‖1,d is a weighted one-norm on Rn (see [18]).

Since the general eigenvalue problem (7) is representative and useful and in view
of the lack of a general study, in this section, we consider the spectral theory for a
pair (F,G) of Lipschitz functions F and G, which will be applied in the extension
theory in Section 3.

Unless otherwise stated, the functions F,G : Rn → R appearing in this

section are at least locally Lipschitz.

Definition 2.2 (critical pair). For a locally Lipschitz function F
G : Rn → R∪{±∞},

we call (λ,x) ∈ R× Rn a critical pair of F/G if

0 ∈ ∇F (x)

G(x)
, and λ =

F (x)

G(x)
,

where x is said to be a critical point and λ is the corresponding critical value.

It is known that {critical points of F/G} ⊂ {eigenvectors of (F,G)}.
Definition 2.3. Given p ∈ R, a function F : Rn → R is said to be p-homogeneous

if and only if
F (tx) = tpF (x), ∀x ∈ Rn, ∀t > 0.

Let A ⊂ Rn \ {0} be a compact symmetric set, i.e., −A = A. The Krasnoselskii
Z2 genus of A, denoted by genus(A), is defined to be

genus(A) =

{
min{k ∈ Z+ : ∃ odd continuous h : A→ Sk−1}, if A 6= ∅,

0, if A = ∅.

Let Γk = {A ⊂ Rn \ {0} : A is compact and symmetric with genus(A) ≥ k}.
Proposition 2.1. Let (F,G) be a function pair such that F/G is even, zero-homogenous
and locally Lipschitz continuous on Rn \ {0}. Then, for any k = 1, 2, · · · ,

λk := inf
A∈Γk

sup
x∈A

F (x)

G(x)

is an eigenvalue of (F,G). These eigenvalues satisfy λ1 ≤ λ2 ≤ · · · , and if λ =
λk+1 = · · · = λk+l for 0 ≤ k < k+ l ≤ dimX, then genus({eigenvectors w.r.t. λ}) ≥
l. Similar properties hold for λ′k := sup

A∈Γk

inf
x∈A

F (x)
G(x) .

Definition 2.4 (min-max critical pair). Under the conditions in Proposition 2.1,
(λk,x) ∈ R × Rn is called a min-max critical pair if x is a critical point with the
additional condition that x ∈ S for some S ∈ Γk with

sup
y∈S

F (y)

G(y)
=
F (x)

G(x)
= λk.

A max-min critical pair (λ′k,x) is defined in a similar way.
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Some basic and important facts are:

• Critical pairs of F/G are eigenpairs of (F,G).

Remark: The eigenvectors of (F,G) may not be the critical points of F/G, be-
cause for a critical pair, we look at ∇ of the quotient, whereas for an eigenpair,
we require a relation between the gradients of the two functions involved. In
fact, if F and G are smooth, then the eigenvalue problem ∇F (x) = λ∇G(x)
closely relates to the local bifurcation for the system of equations induced by
∇F and ∇G. For example, the eigenvalue problem of the pair (F,G) with
F (x) := sinx and G(x) := x is cosx = λ; while the nonzero critical points of
F/G are determined by the equation cos x = sinx/x.

For homogeneous F and G, there is a counterexample involving the 1-Laplacian
(see details in [18]).

• If F/G is even, then the min-max critical pairs of F/G are critical pairs of
F/G.

• Assume that F is p-homogeneous, and G is q-homogeneous. If G(x) 6= 0, and
(λ,x) is an eigenpair of (F,G), then F (x)/G(x) = q

pλ.

Proof: Since 0 ∈ ∇F (x) − λ∇G(x), there exists u ∈ ∇G(x) such that λu ∈
∇F (x). Hence, by the Euler identity for homogeneous Lipschitz functions, we
have pF (x) = 〈λu,x〉 and 〈u,x〉 = qG(x) 6= 0. Then, there is

F (x)

G(x)
=
q〈λu,x〉
p〈u,x〉 =

qλ

p
.

• If (λ,x) is an eigenpair of (F,G), G(y) 6= 0, ∇F (x) ⊂ ∇F (y) and ∇G(x) ⊂
∇G(y), then (λ, y) is an eigenpair.

Proof. Since ∇F (x) ⊂ ∇F (y) and ∇G(x) ⊂ ∇G(y), we deduce that 0 ∈
∇F (x) − λ∇G(x) ⊂ ∇F (y) − λ∇G(y) by the properties of Minkowski sum-
mation. Consequently, (λ, y) is an eigenpair of (F,G).

• For smooth p-homogeneous functions F and G, {critical pairs of F/G} =
{eigenpairs of (F,G)}.

From now on, we further assume that F and G are even and p-
homogeneous. In this setting, we have

{min-max critical pairs of F/G} ⊂ {critical pairs of F/G} ⊂ {eigenpairs of (F,G)}.
(8)

Remark 2. Let F̃/G : RPn−1 → R be defined by F̃/G([x]) = F (tx)/G(tx) which is
independent of t 6= 0. Then, the critical values of F/G on Rn \ {0} reduce to the

critical values of F̃/G on RPn−1.
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Definition 2.5 (multiplicity). Denote by Kλ the set of critical points of F
G w.r.t.

the critical value λ, Sλ the set of eigenvectors w.r.t. the eigenvalue λ of (F,G), and
{FG = λ} the level set of F

G at the level λ. Clearly, Kλ ⊂ Sλ ⊂ {FG = λ}, ∀λ ∈ R,
and these three kinds of sets are all centrally symmetric. We use genus(Sλ) (resp.
genus(Kλ)) to denote the multiplicity of the eigenvalue (resp. critical value) λ.

Proposition 2.2. For an odd smooth homeomorphism ϕ : Rn → Rn, λ is an eigen-
value of (F ◦ϕ,G◦ϕ) if and only if it is an eigenvalue of (F,G), and the multiplicities
of λ for (F ◦ ϕ,G ◦ ϕ) and (F,G) coincide.

Proof. Let (λ, ϕ(x)) be an eigenpair of (F,G), i.e., 0 ∈ ∇F (ϕ) − λ∇G(ϕ). Then

0 ∈ Jx(ϕ)(∇F (ϕ) − λ∇G(ϕ)) = ∇(F ◦ ϕ)(x)− λ∇(G ◦ ϕ)(x)

where Jx(ϕ) is the Jacobi matrix of ϕ at x. Hence, (λ,x) is an eigenpair of (F ◦ϕ,G◦
ϕ). Therefore, it can be verified that Sλ is the eigenspace w.r.t. λ of (F,G) if and
only if ϕ−1(Sλ) is the eigenspace w.r.t. λ of (F ◦ϕ,G◦ϕ). Since ϕ is homeomorphism
and odd (i.e., ϕ(−x) = −ϕ(x), ∀x ∈ Rn), we have genus(ϕ−1(Sλ)) = genus(Sλ). The
proof is completed.

Proposition 2.2 and the above statements could be widely applied to the analysis
of homogeneous functions including some useful special cases, such as Lemma 2.1
in [18], Lemma 1 in [19] and Lemma 6.3 in [66].

One reason for us to work on a pair of p-homogeneous functions is the discrete-
continuous equivalence of optimization and min-max relation:

Lemma 2.1. Let H : X → R be a zero-homogeneous continuous function, where
X ⊂ Rn \ {0} is a cone 2. If we further assume that X is topologically regular, i.e.,
X ⊂ int(X), where int(X) is the closure of the interior of X, then

inf
x∈X

H(x) = inf
x∈X∩Zn

H(x) and sup
x∈X

H(x) = sup
x∈X∩Zn

H(x)

and moreover,

inf
A⊂X,cat(A)≥k

sup
x∈A

H(x) = inf
A⊂X,cat(A)≥k

sup
x∈cone(A)∩Zn

H(x)

is the k-th min-max critical value of H, where cat(A) is the Lusternik–Schnirelmann
category of A, and cone(A) := {tx : t > 0,x ∈ A} is the cone hull of A.

Proof. Since X is topologically regular, we have X ⊂ (X ∩Qn). Then, by the
continuity of H, we have

inf
x∈X

H(x) = inf
x∈X∩Qn

H(x) and sup
x∈X

H(x) = sup
x∈X∩Qn

H(x).

Note that for any x ∈ X∩Qn, there exists a positive integer k such that kx ∈ X∩Zn,
and by the zero-homogeneity of H, we have H(kx) = H(x). Hence, we have

inf
x∈X∩Qn

H(x) = inf
x∈X∩Zn

H(x) and sup
x∈X∩Qn

H(x) = sup
x∈X∩Zn

H(x).

2The cone X doesn’t need to be convex, but it should satisfy the condition for a cone, i.e.,
x ∈ X ⇒ tx ∈ X, ∀t > 0.
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Denote by ck = inf
A∈Catk(X)

sup
x∈A

H(x) the k-th min-max critical value of H, where

Catk(X) collects all subsets in X with the Lusternik–Schnirelmann category at least
k. For any ǫ > 0, there exists A ∈ Catk(X) such that cat(A) ≥ k and sup

x∈A
H(x) <

ck + ǫ, and there exists a neighborhood of A, denoted by UA, such that cat(UA) ≥ k
and sup

x∈UA

H(x) < sup
x∈A

H(x) + ǫ < ck + 2ǫ. By the zero-homogeneity of H, we can

replace UA by its cone hull cone(UA), i.e., sup
x∈cone(UA)

H(x) = sup
x∈UA

H(x). Thus, by the

arbitrariness of ǫ > 0, ck = inf
open cone A∈Catk(X)

sup
x∈A

H(x). The proof is completed.

Remark 3. We can always replace Zn by any lattice {∑m
i=1 nivi : ni ∈ Z} with

span(v1, · · · , vm) = Rn. Furthermore, if both the cone X and the zero-homogeneous
function H in Lemma 2.1 are centrally symmetric (i.e., even), then we can replace
cat(A) and Catk(X) by genus(A) and Γk(X), respectively.

Lemma 2.2. Let H : Rn \ {0} × Rm \ {0} → R be a continuous function which is
zero-homogeneous on both components, and let X ⊂ Rn \ {0} and Y ⊂ Rm \ {0} be
topologically regular cones. Then

inf
x∈X

sup
y∈Y

H(x, y) = sup
y∈Y

inf
x∈X

H(x, y)

if and only if

inf
x∈X∩Zn

sup
y∈Y ∩Zm

H(x, y) = sup
y∈Y ∩Zm

inf
x∈X∩Zn

H(x, y).

Proof. We shall prove that

inf
x∈X

sup
y∈Y

H(x, y) = inf
x∈X∩Zn

sup
y∈Y ∩Zm

H(x, y)

and
sup
y∈Y

inf
x∈X

H(x, y) = sup
y∈Y ∩Zm

inf
x∈X∩Zn

H(x, y).

Indeed, by Lemma 2.1, sup
y∈Y ∩Zn

H(x, y) = sup
y∈Y

H(x, y) for any x. Since H(x, y) is

zero-homogeneous and continuous of y,

sup
y∈Y

H(x, y) = sup
y∈Y ∩Sm−1

H(x, y) = max
y∈Y ∩Sm−1

H(x, y).

It follows from the continuity of H and the compactness of Y ∩ Sm−1 that x 7→
max

y∈Y ∩Sm−1
H(x, y) is continuous. We are able to apply Lemma 2.1 again to derive

that inf
x∈X

max
y∈Y ∩Sm−1

H(x, y) = inf
x∈X∩Zn

max
y∈Y ∩Sm−1

H(x, y). Thus,

inf
x∈X

sup
y∈Y

H(x, y) = inf
x∈X∩Zn

sup
y∈Y ∩Zm

H(x, y)

is proved. The proof of sup
y∈Y

inf
x∈X

H(x, y) = sup
y∈Y ∩Zm

inf
x∈X∩Zn

H(x, y) is similar.
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For p-homogeneous functions F and G, taking H = F/G in Lemma 2.1, we find
that the continuous optimization can be transformed into a discrete optimization
restricted on Zn. If we want to replace ‘sup’ by ‘max’, some necessary conditions
should be added, and at this time, Zn can be changed to a certain finite feasible
set like {−N, · · · , 0, 1, · · · , N}n. Based on the piecewise linear extension in [55] and
the general extension theory developed in Section 3, we can further replace Zn by
the simplest feasible set {−1, 0, 1}n or {0, 1}n. From this viewpoint, our extension
theory makes progress on the converse of Lemma 2.1.

2.1 Characterization of the second eigenvalue

We show the following characterization of the second (i.e., the first non-trivial)
eigenvalue of the function pair (F,G), where we don’t count the multiplicity of the
first eigenvalue.

Theorem 2.1. Let F and G be even and p-homogeneous nonnegative functions on
Rn. Suppose that G is positive and convex, and Π := {zeros of F/G} ∪ {0} is a
linear subspace, as well as F (x + y) = F (x), ∀y ∈ Π, ∀x ∈ Rn. Then

min
x∈Π⊥

max
y∈Π

F (x+ y)

G(x+ y)
= min

x∈Π⊥

F (x)

min
y∈Π

G(x + y)
= min

x:∇G(x)∩Π⊥ 6=∅

F (x)

G(x)
= λdimΠ+1 (9)

is the second smallest eigenvalue of (F,G).

Example 2.1. For a weighted graph (V,W ) with V = {1, · · · , n} andW = (wij)i,j∈V ,
let F (x) =

∑
i,j∈V wij|xi − xj|p and G(x) := ‖x‖pp. Suppose that the graph has k

connected components U1, · · · , Uk ⊂ V , and let Π = span{1Ui
: i = 1, · · · , k}. Then

(9) in Theorem 2.1 reduces to

min
x 6∈span(1U1

,··· ,1Uk
)

∑
i,j wij|xi − xj|p

min
t1,··· ,tk∈R

‖x − t11U1 − · · · − tk1Uk
‖pp

= min
x:〈∇‖x‖pp,1Ui

〉∋0,∀i

∑
i,j wij |xi − xj|p

‖x‖pp
= λk+1

which is a generalization of the characterization for the second eigenvalue of the
graph p-Laplacian (see Chung [15], Hein et al [45] and Chang [17]).

The proof of Theorem 2.1 is based on the following auxiliary proposition:

Proposition 2.3. Given a convex function G : Rn → R and a linear subspace Π of
Rn, the convex function GΠ defined by

GΠ(x) := inf
z∈Π

G(x + z) (10)

is translation invariant along Π, i.e., GΠ(x + z) = GΠ(x), ∀x ∈ Rn, ∀z ∈ Π. And
for any x,

∇G(x) ∩Π⊥ ⊂ ∇GΠ(x) 6= ∅ and ∇GΠ(x) = ∇G(xΠ) ∩Π⊥ 6= ∅, (11)
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where xΠ is a minimizer (if exists) of G restricted on the affine plane x+Π. More-
over, we have

{x ∈ Rn : ∇G(x)∩Π⊥ 6= ∅} =
⋃

x∈Rn

{minimizers of G|Π+x} = {x ∈ Rn : G(x) = GΠ(x)}

(12)
and it is closed (but might be empty3).

Example 2.2. Let G(·) := ‖ · ‖pp and Π = span{y} for some y ∈ Rn \ {0}. Then
we get a new interpretation for the p-median (or p-mean). Indeed, the condition
∇G(x) ∩ Π⊥ 6= ∅ is equivalent to 〈∇‖x‖pp, y〉 ∋ 0; while the term argmin

t∈R
‖x − ty‖pp

indicates the p-median along the direction y.
In many practical situations, we set y = 1. For example, argmin

t∈R
‖x − t1‖22 is

the average of x; while argmin
t∈R

‖x − t1‖1 is the median of x, w.r.t. a prescribed

weight [45].

Proof. By the definition (10), GΠ(x + z) = inf
z′∈Π

G(x + z + z′) = inf
z′′∈Π

G(x + z′′) =

GΠ(x), where z′′ := z + z′. This confirms the translating invariant property.

Convexity of GΠ: for any x, y ∈ Rn, ∀t ∈ [0, 1],

tGΠ(x) + (1− t)GΠ(y) = t inf
z1∈Π

G(x+ z1) + (1− t) inf
z2∈Π

G(y + z2)

≥ inf
z1,z2∈Π

G(t(x + z1) + (1− t)(y + z2))

= inf
z1,z2∈Π

G(tx + (1− t)y + tz1 + (1− t)z2))

= inf
z∈Π

G(tx + (1− t)y + z) = GΠ(tx+ (1− t)y).

Closedness of {x ∈ Rn : ∇G(x)∩Π⊥ 6= ∅}: Suppose xn → x with∇G(xn)∩Π⊥ 6=
∅. By the u.s.c. of ∇G(·), there exist a subsequence {nm} and ynm

∈ ∇G(xnm)∩Π⊥

such that ynm
→ y ∈ ∇G(x). Since Π⊥ is closed, we have y ∈ Π⊥. This means

y ∈ ∇G(x) ∩Π⊥ 6= ∅.
The relation (11) is a combination of the following claims:

Claim 1. ∇G(xΠ) ∩Π⊥ 6= ∅:

It is deduced by (12), which is proved in the next part.

Claim 2. ∇GΠ(x) ⊂ Π⊥:

Note that for any y ∈ ∇GΠ(x), 0 = GΠ(x+ z)−GΠ(x) ≥ 〈y, z〉, ∀z ∈ Π.
This implies that 0 = 〈y, z〉, ∀z ∈ Π, i.e., y⊥Π. Hence, ∇GΠ(x) ⊂ Π⊥.

Claim 3. ∇GΠ(x) ⊂ ∇G(xΠ):

For y ∈ ∇GΠ(x), for any x′ ∈ Rn, G(x′) − G(xΠ) ≥ GΠ(x
′) − G(xΠ) =

GΠ(x
′)−GΠ(x) ≥ 〈y,x′−x〉, which derives y ∈ ∇G(xΠ). Thus,∇GΠ(x) ⊂

∇G(xΠ).

3For example, taking G(x) = ex1 + ex2 , ∀x = (x1, x2) ∈ R2, and Π = {(0, x2) : x2 ∈ R}, one
has GΠ(x) = ex1 and {x : ∇G(x) ∩ Π⊥ 6= ∅} = ∅. So, the set {x : ∇G(x) ∩ Π⊥ 6= ∅} might be
empty, but in any cases it is closed.
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Claim 4. ∇G(x) ∩Π⊥ ⊂ ∇GΠ(x):

For any y ∈ ∇G(x)∩Π⊥, G(x′)−G(x) ≥ 〈y,x′−x〉. Thus, for any z, z′ ∈ Π
satisfying G(x+ z) ≤ G(x), G(x′ + z′)−G(x+ z) ≥ G(x′ + z′)−G(x) ≥
〈y,x′+z′−x〉 = 〈y,x′−x〉. Letting z′ and z be such that G(x+z) → GΠ(x)
and G(x′+z′) → GΠ(x

′), we immediately get GΠ(x
′)−GΠ(x) ≥ 〈y,x′−x〉.

Therefore, y ∈ ∇GΠ(x).

We are ready to prove (12), that is,

{x : ∇G(x) ∩Π⊥ 6= ∅} = {y : G(y) = GΠ(x) with y − x ∈ Π for some x}.
Note that ∇G(x) ∩ Π⊥ 6= ∅ ⇐⇒ ∃v ∈ ∇G(x) with v⊥Π ⇐⇒ ∃v ∈ ∇G(x) s.t.

G(x + z)−G(x) ≥ 〈v, z〉 = 0, ∀z ∈ Π =⇒ x is a minimizer of G on x+Π.
Conversely, suppose x is a minimizer of G restricted on x+Π. Note that

{y ∈ Rn : 〈v, y − x〉 = 0 for some v ∈ ∇G(x)} = x+
⋃

v∈∇G(x)

v⊥

= Rn \ (x +N+
x ∪N−

x )

where N±
x = {w ∈ Rn : ±〈v,w〉 > 0, ∀v ∈ ∇G(x)} and v⊥ = {x ∈ Rn : 〈x, v〉 = 0}

is the orthogonal complement of v.
Statement. x is the minimizer of G restricted on the closed cone Rn \(x+N−

x ),
and x is also the local maximizer of G restricted on the cone x+N−

x .
Proof. For any y ∈ Rn\(x+N−

x ), there exists v ∈ ∇G(x) such that 〈v, y−x〉 ≥
0. Hence, G(y)−G(x) ≥ 〈v, y − x〉 ≥ 0.

For any y ∈ x+N−
x , 〈v, y−x〉 < 0, ∀v ∈ ∇G(x). By the compactness of ∇G(x),

there exists δ > 0 such that 〈v, y − x〉 < −δ, ∀v ∈ ∇G(x). Thus, the directional
derivative along the direction y − x at x is

lim sup
t→0+,x′→x

G(x′ + t(y − x))−G(x′)

t
= max

v∈∇G(x)
〈v, y − x〉 < −δ

2
.

Hence, there exists a neighborhood Ux of x such that G(x′+t(y−x))−G(x′) < − δ
2t

for sufficiently small t > 0 and x′ ∈ Ux. Particularly, G(x + t(y − x)) < G(x) for
sufficiently small t > 0. Thus, we complete the proof.

By the above statement, if x is a minimizer of G restricted on x + Π, then
Π ∩ N−

x = ∅, i.e., Π ⊂ Rn \ (N+
x ∪ N−

x ) =
⋃

v∈∇G(x)

v⊥, which implies Π ⊂ v⊥ for

some v ∈ ∇G(x), that is, ∇G(x) ∩Π⊥ 6= ∅.

Proof of Theorem 2.1. Let

λ̃ := inf
x 6∈Π

FΠ(x)

min
y∈Π

G(x− y)
and λ̂ := min

x:∇G(x)∩Π⊥ 6=∅

FΠ(x)

G(x)
. (13)

We shall prove that both λ̃ and λ̂ coincide with λd+1. Denote by d = dimΠ.
Proposition 2.3 derives {x : ∇G(x) ∩Π⊥ 6= ∅} = {x : G(x) = GΠ(x)}, and thus

λ̂ = min
x:G(x)=GΠ(x)

FΠ(x)

G(x)
= min

x:G(x)=GΠ(x)

FΠ(x)

GΠ(x)
≥ inf

x 6∈Π

FΠ(x)

GΠ(x)
= inf

x∈Π⊥

FΠ(x)

GΠ(x)
= λ̃.
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Since Π ∈ Γd and F (x)
G(x) = 0, ∀x ∈ Π, we have λ1 = . . . = λd = 0. According to

the local compactness of Π⊥, the zero-homogeneity of FG and the fact that F (x) > 0

whenever x ∈ Π⊥ \ Π, we obtain λ̃ > 0. The remaining part of the proof is divided
into the following steps:

(I) λd+1 ≥ λ̃:

It is clear that dimΠ⊥ = n−d. We first suppose that G is strictly convex and
C1-smooth. Then, for each x there is a unique yx ∈ Π such that G(x− yx) =
miny∈ΠG(x−y) and the map ϕ : x 7→ x−yx is C1-smooth. Moreover, ϕ|Π⊥ :
Π⊥ → ϕ(Π⊥) is bicontinuous (i.e., homeomorphism). Clearly, ϕ satisfies
−x 7→ −x− y−x = −x+ yx, which implies that ϕ is odd. Hence, if we let x′

be the projection of x to Π⊥, we get an odd homeomorphism ψ : Rn → Rn,
x 7→ x− yx′ which is a natural extension of ϕ|Π⊥ .
Thus, by the homotopy property of the Z2-genus, for any S ∈ Γd+1, ψ

−1(S) ∈
Γd+1. Moreover, by the intersection property of the Z2-genus, ψ

−1(S)∩Π⊥ 6=
∅, which implies S ∩ψ(Π⊥) = ψ(ψ−1(S)∩Π⊥) 6= ∅. Also note that ψ(Π⊥) =
ϕ(Π⊥). Hence for any S ∈ Γd+1,

sup
x∈S

F (x)

G(x)
≥ inf

x∈ϕ(Π⊥)

F (x)

G(x)
= λ̃.

This proves that λd+1 ≥ λ̃.

Now for generalG that is p-homogeneous and convex, take a sequence {Gn}n≥1

of strictly convex and C1-smooth p-homogeneous functions that converges to
G. Then by the theory of Gamma-convergence [5, 30], λd+1(F,Gn) → λd+1

and λ̃(F,Gn) → λ̃, where the constants λd+1(F,Gn) and λ̃(F,Gn) are the
corresponding quantities for the function pair (F,Gn).

(II) λd+1 ≤ λ̃:

For any x ∈ Π⊥ \Π, let Π′ := span(Π ∪ {x}). Then, Π′ ∈ Γd+1 and

λd+1 ≤ sup
x′∈Π′

F (x′)

G(x′)
= sup

y∈Π

F (x)

G(x + y)
=

F (x)

min
y∈Π

G(x + y)
.

Since this holds for all x ∈ Π⊥, we derive that λd+1 ≤ λ̃.

(III) There is no positive eigenvalue between λ1 = 0 and λd+1 > 0:

Suppose the contrary and let x̂ be an eigenfunction corresponding to an eigen-
value λ ∈ (0, λ̃). Then, x̂ 6∈ Π, and 0 ∈ ∇F (x̂)− λ∇G(x̂). If G(x̂) = GΠ(x̂),
then

λ =
F (x̂)

G(x̂)
=

F (x̂)

GΠ(x̂)
≥ inf

x 6∈Π

FΠ(x)

GΠ(x)
= λ̃,

which contradicts the assumption that λ < λ̃. So, G(x̂) > GΠ(x̂). And thus
there exists a nonzero yx̂ ∈ Π satisfying G(x̂ − yx̂) = GΠ(x̂). Now, consider
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a flow near x̂ defined by η(x, t) := x − tyx, where t ≥ 0 and x ∈ Bδ(x̂) for
sufficiently small δ > 0. Note that

F (x− tyx)− λG(x − tyx) = F (x)− λG(x − tyx)

is an increasing function of t ∈ [0, 1], since G(x − yx) < G(x) and G(·) is
convex. Consequently, with the help of the theory of weak slope [64], it is
easy to verify that 0 6∈ ∇(F (x̂) − λG(x̂)), which is a contradiction. This
completes the proof.

Similarly, the second eigenvalue (counting multiplicity) of (F,G) has a mountain
pass characterization:

Proposition 2.4. Let F and G be even and p-homogeneous functions on Rn. Given
the first eigenpair (λ1,x) of the function pair (F,G), we have

λ2 = inf
curve γ:[−1,1]→Rn\{0},γ(±1)=±x

sup
y∈γ([−1,1])

F (y)

G(y)
. (14)

If G is further assumed to be positive and convex, and F is further assumed to be
nonnegative and F (x+ y) = F (y), ∀y ∈ Rn, then

λ2 = min
y⊥x

max
t∈R

F (y − tx)

G(y − tx)
= min

y⊥x

F (y)

min
t∈R

G(y − tx)
.

The RatioDCA method introduced in [45,47] (see also Section 3.3 in [55]) can be
applied directly to calculate the second smallest eigenvalue appearing in Theorem
2.1 and Proposition 2.4. In detail, these schemes can be rewritten in the following
way:

Suppose that F and G satisfy the conditions in Theorem 2.1, and we additionally
assume that F = F1 − F2 with F1 and F2 being convex and p-homogeneous. Then,
applying the Dinkelbach-type scheme to min F (x)

GΠ(x) , and by Proposition 2.3, we have





x̃
k+1 ∈ argmin

x∈B
{F1(x)− (〈uk,x〉+ rk〈vk,x〉) +Hxk(x)}, (15a)

xk+1 = x̃k+1 + yk+1, yk+1 ∈ argmin
y∈Π

G(y + x̃k+1) (15b)

rk+1 = F (xk+1)/G(xk+1), (15c)

u
k+1 ∈ ∇F2(x

k+1), vk+1 ∈ ∇G(xk+1) ∩Π⊥, (15d)

and its modified version




x̃
k+1 ∈ argmin

x∈Rn

{F1(x)− (〈uk,x〉+ rk〈vk,x〉) +Hxk(x)}, (16a)

x̂k+1 = x̃k+1 + yk+1, yk+1 ∈ argmin
y∈Π

G(y + x̃k+1) (16b)

x
k+1 = ∂B ∩ {tx̂k+1 : t ≥ 0}, rk+1 = F (xk+1)/G(xk+1) (16c)

uk+1 ∈ ∇F2(x
k+1), vk+1 ∈ ∇G(xk+1) ∩Π⊥, (16d)

where B is the unit ball w.r.t. a given norm. This generalizes the inverse power
method for the graph 1-Laplacian (see Algorithm 3 in [45])
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2.2 Inertia bounds and a nodal domain inequality

We first provide the following technical lemma regarding the distribution of min-
max eigenvalues. Given λ ∈ R, we use #{λi = λ} to denote the number of min-max
eigenvalues that equals λ, i.e., #{i ∈ {1, · · · , n} : λi = λ}. Other notions such as
#{λi ≤ λ} and #{λi ≥ λ} are defined similarly. For a centrally symmetric set A,
denote by diminA := max{dimX : linear subspace X ⊂ A ∪ {0}}.
Lemma 2.3. For any λ ∈ R, max{#{λi = λ},#{λ′i = λ}} ≤ genus{x : F (x)/G(x) =
λ}, and

min{#{λi ≤ λ},#{λ′i ≤ λ}} ≥ dimin{x : F (x)/G(x) ≤ λ} (17)

and (17) still holds when we replace all ‘≤ λ’ by ‘≥ λ’. In consequence, we have

min{#{λi ≤ λ},#{λ′i ≤ λ},#{λi ≥ λ},#{λ′i ≥ λ}} ≥ dimin{x : F (x)/G(x) = λ}.
(18)

Proof. We divide the proof into several claims:

Claim 1. #{λi = λ} ≤ genus{x : F (x)/G(x) = λ}.
Proof: It follows from the relation (8) and Proposition 2.1 that for any
λ ∈ R,

#{λi = λ} ≤ genus(Kλ) ≤ genus(Sλ) ≤ genus{x : F (x) = λG(x)}. (19)

Claim 2. #{λi ≤ λ} = genus{x : F (x)/G(x) ≤ λ}.
Proof: Let k = genus{x : F (x)/G(x) ≤ λ}. Then taking A0 = {x :
F (x)/G(x) ≤ λ}, we have

λk = inf
A∈Γk

sup
x∈A

F (x)

G(x)
≤ sup

x∈A0

F (x)

G(x)
≤ λ,

which implies #{λi ≤ λ} ≥ k = genus{x : F (x)/G(x) ≤ λ}. The inverse
inequality is also true (see [75]).

Claim 3. #{λi ≥ λ} ≥ genus′{x : F (x)/G(x) ≥ λ} where

genus′(A) = max{k : A′ ⊂ A, cone(A′) ∩ Sn−1
odd∼= Sk−1}

where cone(A′)∩Sn−1
odd∼= Sk−1 means that there is an odd homeomorphism

between cone(A′) ∩ Sn−1 and Sk−1.

Proof: Suppose genus′{x : F (x)/G(x) ≥ λ} = n − k + 1 for some k ∈
{1, · · · , n}. Then there exist A′ ⊂ {x : F (x)/G(x) ≥ λ} and an odd
homeomorphism ψ : A′ → Sn−k. The intersection property of Z2-genus
implies that A ∩ cone(A′) 6= ∅ for any A ∈ Γk. Therefore,

λk = inf
A∈Γk

sup
x∈A

F (x)

G(x)
≥ inf

x∈cone(A′)

F (x)

G(x)
≥ λ,

and this yields #{λi ≥ λ} ≥ n− k + 1 = genus′{x : F (x)/G(x) ≥ λ}.
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Claim 4. #{λ′i = λ} ≤ genus{x : F (x)/G(x) = λ}, #{λ′i ≤ λ} ≥ genus′{x :
F (x)/G(x) ≤ λ} and #{λ′i ≥ λ} = genus{x : F (x)/G(x) ≥ λ}.
We omit the proof because it is similar to Claims 1, 2 and 3.

Note that genus(A) ≥ genus′(A) ≥ dimin(A). In consequence, (17) holds, and
thus (18) can be verified directly.

Based on Lemma 2.3, we can get the inertia bound of the independence number,
and the nodal domain estimate of an eigenvector.

Definition 2.6 (nodal domains). Given (F,G) and x, a family of up nodal domains

of x w.r.t. (F,G) consists of k pairwise disjoint nonempty subsets U1, · · · , Uk of the
support supp(x) satisfying

F (
∑k

i=1 tix|Ui
)

G(
∑k

i=1 tix|Ui
)
≥ F (x)

G(x)
, ∀t1, · · · , tk ∈ R. (20)

Similarly, we can define the down nodal domain by instead ‘≥’ in (20) of ‘≤’. We
call {Ui}ki=1 the family of nodal domains if ‘≥’ in (20) is replaced by ‘=‘.

Denote by N+(x) (resp. N−(x)) the largest possible k such that there exists a
family of k up (resp. down) nodal domains of x w.r.t. (F,G). And let N(x) be the
number of nodal domains of x.

Definition 2.7 (independence number). The c-level independence number of (F,G)
is αc := max{k : ∃pairwise disjoint U1, · · · , Uk ⊂ {1, · · · , n} s.t. F (x)/G(x) =
c,∀x ∈ span(1U1 , · · · , 1Uk

)}.
Example 2.3. For a simple graph determined by its adjacency matrix A, let F (x) =
x⊤Ax and G(x) = x⊤x. Then one can check that α0 is the usual independence
number of the graph.

Example 2.4. For a graph (V,E), taking f(A) = |∂A| and g(A) = vol(A), consid-
ering the function pair (fL, gL), then it is interesting that α0 indicates the number
of connected components; while α1 is the standard independence number.

Theorem 2.2. Let F and G be even p-homogeneous Lipschitz functions on Rn.
Then we have the inertia bound

αc ≤ min{#{λi ≤ c},#{λi ≥ c}}.
For any eigenvector x w.r.t. the eigenvalue λk whose multiplicity is r, we have

N−(x) ≤ k + r − 1 and N+(x) ≤ n− k + r.

Proof. By (18) in Lemma 2.3, dimin{x : F (x)/G(x) = c} ≤ min{#{λi ≤ c},#{λi ≥
c}}. And by the definition of independence number, αc ≤ dimin{x : F (x)/G(x) =
c}. Thus, the inertia bound is proved. Since (λk,x) is an eigenpair of (F,G), it
follows from the definition of nodal domain that

N+(x) ≤ dimin{x : F (x)/G(x) ≥ λk} ≤ #{λi ≥ λk} ≤ n− k + r,

N−(x) ≤ dimin{x : F (x)/G(x) ≤ λk} ≤ #{λi ≤ λk} ≤ k + r − 1.

Hence, the nodal domain inequality is proved.
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2.3 Collatz-Wielandt formula for the largest eigenvalue

As a generalization of Collatz-Wielandt formula, we give a min-max characteri-
zation for the maximal eigenvalue of (F,G):

Lemma 2.4. Let F and G be p-homogeneous Lipschitz functions such that max
x∈Rn

F (x)
G(x)

achieves its maximum at some x ∈ Rn≥0 \ {0}. Then

sup
x∈Rn

+

inf
y∈Rn

+

sup
〈y,∇F (x)〉
〈y,∇G(x)〉 := sup

x∈Rn
+

inf
y∈Rn

+

sup

{ 〈y,u〉
〈y, v〉 : u ∈ ∇F (x), v ∈ ∇G(x)

}

is the maximum of F/G, and it is also the maximal eigenvalue of (F,G).

Proof. Since F/G achieves its maximum at some x, we have ∇F (x)
G(x) ∋ 0 and thus

∇F (x) − λ∇G(x) ∋ 0 with λ = F (x)
G(x) being the maximum of F/G on Rn. This

implies that there exist u ∈ ∇F (x), v ∈ ∇G(x) such that u = λv, and thus

sup
z∈Rn

+

inf
y∈Rn

+

sup
〈y,∇F (z)〉
〈y,∇G(z)〉 ≥ inf

y∈Rn
+

sup
〈y,∇F (x)〉
〈y,∇G(x)〉 ≥ inf

y∈Rn
+

〈y,u〉
〈y, v〉 = λ.

On the other hand, since F and G are p-homogeneous, by the Euler identity
〈x,∇F (x)〉 = pF (x), we have

sup
x∈Rn

+

inf
y∈Rn

+

sup
〈y,∇F (x)〉
〈y,∇G(x)〉 ≤ sup

x∈Rn
+

sup
〈x,∇F (x)〉
〈x,∇G(x)〉 = sup

x∈Rn
+

pF (x)

pG(x)
= λ.

The proof is completed.

The condition of Lemma 2.4 is satisfied in most of the interesting cases. For
example, if F (|x|) ≥ F (x) and G(|x|) = G(x) > 0 for any x = (x1, · · · , xn) ∈
Rn \ {0}, where |x| := (|x1|, · · · , |xn|), then max

x∈Rn

F (x)
G(x) can achieve its maximum at

some x ∈ Rn≥0 \ {0}.

Example 2.5. Let k be a positive even number, and let

F (x) =
n∑

i1,··· ,ik=1

ci1,··· ,ikxi1 · · · xik

and G(x) =
n∑

i1,··· ,ik=1
di1,··· ,ikxi1 · · · xik such that every monomial term of the polyno-

mial G(x) is the square of some monomial, and G(x) > 0 whenever x 6= 0, where
ci1,··· ,ik ≥ 0 and di1,··· ,ik ≥ 0. Then

sup
x∈Rn

+

inf
y∈Rn

+

〈y, Cxk−1〉
〈y,Dxk−1〉 = sup

x∈Rn
+

min
i

(Cxk−1)i
(Dxk−1)i

is the maximal H-eigenvalue of the tensor pair (C,D), where C = (ci1,··· ,ik) and
D = (di1,··· ,ik) (see Section 4.3 for the definitions). This gives a Collatz-Wielandt
formula for positive tensors.
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As far as we know, all known generalizations of the Collatz-Wielandt formula are
about homogeneous single valued maps [40]. Lemma 2.4 might be the first version
for (k − 1)-homogeneous set-valued maps ∇F and ∇G.

Next we show a spectral lower bound for the largest eigenvalue of (F,G) restricted
on a subspace.

Theorem 2.3. Given p-homogeneous functions F,G : Rn → [0,+∞), and a linear
subspace X ⊂ Rn, we introduce the set of pairs of functions

S(F,G;X) = {(F ′, G′) : |F ′(x)| ≤ F (|x|) and G′(x) = G(|x|),∀x ∈ X},

where4 | · | : Rn → Rn is a map such that dim |X| = dimX = m, and |X| :=
span{|x| : x ∈ X}. Then

λmax(F,G)||X| ≥ sup
(F ′,G′)∈S(F,G;X)

max{λm(F ′, G′),−λ′m(F ′, G′)}.

Proof. For any (F ′, G′) ∈ S(F,G;X), F (|x|)
G(|x|) ≥

F ′(x)
G′(x) and thus

λmax(F,G)||X| := max
y∈|X|

F (y)

G(y)
= max

y∈span{|x|:x∈X}

F (y)

G(y)
≥ max

x∈X

F (|x|)
G(|x|) ≥ max

x∈X

F ′(x)

G′(x)
.

Since dimX = dim |X| = m,

λmax(F,G)||X| ≥ max
x∈X

F ′(x)

G′(x)
≥ inf

genus(A)≥m
max
x∈A

F ′(x)

G′(x)
= λm(F

′, G′).

Changing F ′ to −F ′, we also have

λmax(F,G)||X| ≥ max
x∈X

−F ′(x)

G′(x)
≥ inf

genus(A)≥m
sup
x∈A

−F ′(x)

G′(x)

= − sup
genus(A)≥m

inf
x∈A

F ′(x)

G′(x)
= −λ′m(F ′, G′).

The proof is completed.

2.4 Structure of eigenspaces

The eigenspace of an eigenvalue λ is the collection of all eigenvectors w.r.t. λ.
We list below some useful observations:

• If both F and G are even, then each eigenspace is centrally symmetric w.r.t.
the center 0.

• If both F and G are p-homogeneous, then each eigenspace is a cone.

• If both F and G are piecewise linear, then each eigenspace is piecewise linear.

4By | · | : R → R, we mean the absolute value.
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• However, there exist convex functions F and G such that not every eigenspace
is convex.

Below, we show further results on piecewise linear function pairs and convex
function pairs, which will be used in the analysis of several typical applications in
Section 4.

Let F and G be continuous and piecewise linear functions on Rn. We always
assume that there are only finite pieces, i.e., there are convex polyhedral domains
Ω1, · · · ,Ωk with ∪ki=1Ωi = Rn and Ωoi ∩Ωoj = ∅ ∀i 6= j, such that both F and G are
linear restricted on each Ωi, ∀i. The extreme set of (F,G) is defined to be union of
all extreme points of Ωi for i = 1, · · · , k.

Theorem 2.4. There are finitely many eigenvalues of (F,G), and every eigenvalue
has an eigenvector in the extreme set.

Proof. We may assume that F |Ωi
(x) = 〈ai,x〉 + ci and G|Ωi

(x) = 〈bi,x〉 + c′i, i =
1, · · · , k. If x is a relative interior point of ∩i∈IΩi for some index set I ⊂ {1, · · · , k},
then by the properties of subderivative, we have ∇F (x) = conv{ai : i ∈ I} and
∇G(x) = conv{bi : i ∈ I}.

For any eigenpair (λ,x), we suppose x ∈ Ωi. Then, ∇F (x) ⊂ ∇F (v) and
∇G(x) ⊂ ∇G(v), where v is a vertex of Ωi. Therefore,

0 ∈ ∇F (x)− λ∇G(x) ⊂ ∇F (v)− λ∇G(v)

implying that (λ, v) is also an eigenpair. The proof is completed.

Note that {Ωi}ki=1 gives Rn the structure of a complex. And if we regard Rn as
the polyhedral complex ∪ki=1Ωi, every eigenspace should be a subcomplex.

Next, we show a result involving the subgradient of a convex function on an
inner product space X, which is a useful tool on convexity:

Proposition 2.5. Let F : X → R be a convex function. Then, given x, y ∈ X, the
following statements are equivalent:

(1) ∇F (x) ∩ ∇F (y) = ∇F (tx+ (1− t)y) whenever 0 < t < 1;

(1’) ∇F (x) ∩ ∇F (y) = ∇F (tx+ (1− t)y) for some 0 < t < 1;

(2) ∇F (x) ∩ ∇F (y) 6= ∅;

(3) tF (x) + (1− t)F (y) = F (tx+ (1− t)y) whenever 0 < t < 1;

(3’) tF (x) + (1− t)F (y) = F (tx+ (1− t)y) for some 0 < t < 1.

Proof. The proof is organized in the following steps:

Claim 1. Denote by Np := {v : 〈v,p′−p〉 ≤ 0,∀p′ ∈ Ω} the normal cone of a convex set Ω
at p. Then, for any v ∈ Np∩Nq, there hold v⊥(p−q), and Ntp+(1−t)q = Np∩Nq

whenever 0 < t < 1.
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Proof. For any v ∈ Np ∩Nq, 〈v, r − p〉 ≤ 0 and 〈v, r − q〉 ≤ 0, ∀r ∈ Ω. Thus,
〈v, r − tp− (1− t)q〉 = t〈v, r − p〉+ (1− t)〈v, r − q〉 ≤ 0 for any r ∈ Ω, which
means v ∈ Ntp+(1−t)q. So, Np ∩Nq ⊂ Ntp+(1−t)q .

Conversely, for every v ∈ Ntp+(1−t)q, 〈v, tr + (1 − t)r′ − tp − (1 − t)q〉 ≤ 0,

∀r, r′ ∈ Ω. Since 0 < t < 1, taking r′ = q, we have 〈v, r−p〉 = 1
t 〈v, tr−tp〉 ≤ 0,

∀r ∈ Ω. Hence, v ∈ Np. Similarly, v ∈ Nq. Thus, Ntp+(1−t)q ⊂ Np ∩Nq.

Taking r = p, we have 〈v,p − q〉 ≤ 0. Similarly, 〈v, q − p〉 ≤ 0. Hence,
〈v, q − p〉 = 0.

Claim 2. ∇F (x) = ProjX(Np(epi(F ))∩ (X ×{−1}), where epi(F ) := {(x, c) ∈ X ×R :
x ∈ X, c ≥ F (x)}, p := (x, F (x)), and ProjX : X × R → X is the projection
onto X.

Proof. Let p = (x, F (x)) and Ω = epi(F ). Since ∇F (x) = {u : 〈u,x′ − x〉 ≤
F (x′)− F (x)}, we have5

Np = {v = (v′, ξ) ∈ X × R : 〈v,p′ − p〉 ≤ 0,∀p′ = (x′, c) ∈ epi(F )}
= {(v′, ξ) ∈ X × (−∞, 0) : 〈v′,x′ − x〉+ ξ(c− F (x)) ≤ 0,∀x′ ∈ X,∀c ≥ F (x′)} ∪ {0}

= {(v′, ξ) ∈ X × (−∞, 0) : 〈 v
′

|ξ| ,x
′ − x〉 ≤ F (x′)− F (x),∀x′ ∈ X} ∪ {0}

= {t(u,−1) : u ∈ ∇F (x), t ≥ 0}.

The equality Np(epi(F )) = {t(u,−1) : u ∈ ∇F (x), t ≥ 0} then implies Claim
2.

Claim 3. ∇F (x)∩∇F (y) =
{
∅, if tF (x) + (1− t)F (y) > F (tx + (1− t)y),

∇F (tx+ (1− t)y) if tF (x) + (1− t)F (y) = F (tx + (1− t)y).

Proof. According to Claims 1 and 2, we have

∇F (x) ∩ ∇F (y)
= ProjX(Np(epi(F )) ∩Nq(epi(F )) ∩ (X × {−1})
= ProjX(Ntp+(1−t)q(epi(F )) ∩ (X × {−1})

=

{
∅, if tp+ (1− t)p 6= (tx+ (1− t)y, F (tx + (1− t)y)),

∇F (tx+ (1− t)y) if tp+ (1− t)p = (tx+ (1− t)y, F (tx + (1− t)y)).

The proof is completed.

We are also interested in the converse of Proposition 2.5.

Conjecture 1. A Lipschitzian function F : X → R is convex if and only if ∇F (x)∩
∇F (y) = ∇F (tx+ (1− t)y) whenever 0 ≤ t ≤ 1 and ∇F (x) ∩∇F (y) 6= ∅.

5This fact is known to the experts [16].
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In the proof of Proposition 2.5, we use the section Np(epi(F ))∩(X×{−1}), while
we note that in [72], the authors investigate the spherical section Np(epi(F ))∩SdimX ,
i.e., the Gauss map of graph(F ) at p. By Proposition 2.5 and the results in [72],
we have

Proposition 2.6. If dimX < ∞, then the range of the Gauss map of the graph of
a convex function F : X → R is open if and only if {y ∈ X : ∇F (y) = ∇F (x)} is
bounded for any x ∈ X, if and only if every convex subset Ω with F |Ω being linear
is bounded.

Proposition 2.7. For a convex function F : X → R with dimX < ∞, if F is
one-homogeneous, then the range of the Gauss map of graph(F ) is closed; while, if
F is p-homogeneous with p > 1, and F (x) > 0 whenever x 6= 0, then the range of
the Gauss map of graph(F ) is open.

Based on Proposition 2.5, we obtain the following results on eigenpairs, which
are very similar to Theorem 2.4.

Corollary 2.1. For two convex functions F and G, if F (tx + (1 − t)y) = tF (x) +
(1− t)F (y) and G(tx+ (1− t)y) = tG(x) + (1− t)G(y) and (λ, tx+ (1− t)y) is an
eigenpair of (F,G) for some 0 < t < 1, then both (λ,x) and (λ, y) are eigenpairs.

Corollary 2.2. For two convex functions F and G, if F and G are linear on a
convex polyhedron △, and (λ,x) is an eigenpair of (F,G) for some relative interior
point x in △, then for any vertex v of △, (λ, v) is also an eigenpair.

2.5 Duality and convex conjugate

Definition 2.8 (conjugate). The convex conjugate of a convex function F : Rn → R

is defined as F ⋆(x) = sup
y∈Rn

{〈x, y〉 − F (y)}, ∀x ∈ Rn.

The convex conjugate is also known as Legendre transformation or Fenchel dual
(see [93]). If we restrict ourselves to a convex p-homogeneous function F : Rn → R

with the additional positive-definiteness condition that F (x) > 0 whenever x 6= 0,
then F ⋆ is convex, p∗-homogeneous and positive-definite, where p, p∗ > 1 satisfy
1
p + 1

p∗ = 1. It should be noted that the convex conjugate is useless for the one-
homogeneous case. For this case, we introduce the concept of convex duality as
follows.

Definition 2.9 (duality). For a convex one-homogeneous function G : Rn →
[0,+∞) with G(x) > 0 whenever x 6= 0, we define its dual function G∗(x) =

sup
y 6=0

〈x,y〉
G(y) .

It is clear that G∗ is also a convex one-homogeneous function with the positive-
definiteness property that G∗(x) > 0 whenever x 6= 0.

Definition 2.10 (projection). For a function G : Rn → R, and a linear map
T : Rn → Rm with Range(T ) 6= 0, define the function Ginf : Range(T ) → R by

27



Ginf(y) := inf
x∈T−1(y)

G(x), and define GKer(T ) : R
n → R by GKer(T )(x) := inf

z∈Ker(T )
G(x+

z). We call Ginf the projection of G to Range(T ), and GKer(T ) the projection of G

to Ker(T )⊥.

Remark 4. When we think of G as a norm on Rn, then Ginf is a norm on Range(T ),
and T maps the unit ball in Rn with the norm G to the unit ball in Range(T ) equipped
with the norm Ginf . We note that Ginf is called the filling norm in [41] when G is a
norm. Likewise, GKer(T ) induces a norm on Ker(T )⊥, and the unit ball in Ker(T )⊥

that has the norm GKer(T ) is the projection of the G-norm unit ball to Ker(T )⊥, in
which the G-norm unit ball means the unit ball in Rn under the norm G. This is
the reason why we call Ginf and GKer(T ) the projections of G.

We have the following useful lemma which reveals the connections among the
non-vanishing eigenvalues of function pairs involving duality and projection.

Lemma 2.5. Let F : Rm → [0,+∞) and G : Rn → [0,+∞) be positive-definite
one-homogeneous convex functions. Let T : Rn → Rm be a linear map (regarding as
a matrix T ∈ Rm×n). Then, the eigenvalue problems of the function pairs (F ◦T,G),
(G∗ ◦T⊤, F ∗), (F ◦T,GKer(T )), (G

∗
inf , F

∗), and (F,Ginf), are equivalent in the sense
that their nonzero eigenvalues are the same.

This lemma has many interesting applications. For example, taking F (y) = ‖y‖p
and G(x) = ‖x‖q, the positive eigenvalues of (‖T · ‖p, ‖ · ‖q) and (‖T⊤ · ‖q∗ , ‖ · ‖p∗)
coincide. In particular, we have

Example 2.6. For a real matrix T of the order m× n, for p, q ∈ [1,∞], we have

max
x∈Rn\{0}

‖Tx‖p
‖x‖q

= max
y∈Rm\{0}

‖T⊤x‖q∗
‖x‖p∗

,

where p∗, q∗ are the Hölder conjugates of p, q. Taking p = 2 and q = ∞, we imme-
diately obtain the equality on the l1-polarization constant (Proposition 3 in [4]).

Since a hypergraph is uniquely determined by its incidence matrix, we can di-
rectly define the eigenvalues of p-Laplacians on vertices (resp. hyperedges) as the
spectrums of (‖T · ‖pp, ‖·‖pp) (resp. (‖T⊤ · ‖pp, ‖·‖pp)) by means of the incidence matrix
T . More interestingly, we can prove that there is a simple one-to-one correspondence
between the nonzero eigenvalues of the vertex p-Laplacian and the edge p∗-Laplacian
on a (hyper-)graph. This is quite important because it offers us two alternative ways
to estimate the nonvanishing eigenvalues, either through the p-Laplacian on vertices
or through the p∗-Laplacian on edges.

Proposition 2.8. The nonzero eigenvalues of the vertex 1-Laplacian and the edge
∞-Laplacian coincide. For p > 1, denote by ∆V

p and ∆E
p∗ the vertex p-Laplacian

and edge p∗-Laplacian, respectively. Then

{λ
1
p : λ is a positive eigenvalue of ∆V

p } = {λ
1
p∗ : λ is a positive eigenvalue of ∆E

p∗}.
(21)
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Proof. Let T be the vertex-edge incidence matrix of the graph. According to Lemma
2.5, the positive eigenvalues of (‖T · ‖1, ‖ · ‖1) and (‖T⊤ · ‖∞, ‖ · ‖∞) coincide. It is
known that the unnormalized eigenvalue problem of the vertex 1-Laplacian (resp.
the edge ∞-Laplacian) agrees with the eigenvalue problem of (‖T · ‖1, ‖ · ‖1) (resp.
(‖T⊤ · ‖∞, ‖ · ‖∞)).

Next, we consider the case of p ∈ (1,+∞). By Lemma 2.5, the positive eigen-
values of (‖T · ‖p, ‖ · ‖p) and (‖T⊤ · ‖p∗ , ‖ · ‖p∗) coincide. And it can be checked that
the unnormalized eigenvalue problem of the vertex p-Laplacian ∆V

p is nothing but
the eigenvalue problem of the p-homogeneous function pair (‖T · ‖pp, ‖ · ‖pp). Also,

{λ
1
p : λ is an eigenvalue of (‖T · ‖pp, ‖ · ‖pp)} = {eigenvalues of (‖T · ‖p, ‖ · ‖p)}.

Similar statements hold for (‖T⊤ ·‖p∗p∗ , ‖·‖p
∗

p∗). These facts deduce the desired relation
(21).

For the normalized version, we need to consider (‖T · ‖p, ‖ · ‖deg,p) and (‖T⊤ ·
‖deg,p,∗, ‖ · ‖p∗), where ‖x‖deg,p = (

∑
i∈V degi |xi|p)

1
p , p ≥ 1. The previous discussion

still works. The proof is then completed. As a supplement, the case of p > 1 can
also be proved via Lemma 2.6.

In the setting of convex conjugates, we have the following analog of Lemma 2.5.

Lemma 2.6. Let F : Rm → [0,+∞) and G : Rn → [0,+∞) be positive-definite
p-homogeneous convex functions with p > 1. Let T : Rn → Rm be a linear map
(i.e., a matrix T ∈ Rm×n). Then λ is a nonzero eigenvalue of (F ◦ T,G) if and
only if λp

∗−1 is a nonzero eigenvalue of (G⋆ ◦ T⊤, F ⋆). Also, the nontrivial spectra
of (F ◦ T,G), (F ◦ T,GKer(T )) and (F,Ginf) coincide.

Below, we present the proofs of Lemmas 2.5 and 2.6.

Proof of Lemma 2.5. We need two claims for positive-definite one-homogeneous con-
vex functions:

Claim 1. If x 6= 0 and y ∈ ∇G(x), G∗(y) = 1. Similarly, for any y 6= 0 and
x ∈ ∇G∗(y), G(x) = 1.

Proof: For any y ∈ ∇G(x), the Euler identity for one-homogeneous func-
tions gives 〈y,x〉 = G(x) and then the definition of the subgradient implies

〈y,x′〉 ≤ G(x′), ∀x′ ∈ Rn. Thus, G∗(y) = sup
x′ 6=0

〈y,x′〉
G(x′) = 1. The other iden-

tity G(∇G∗(x)) = 1 is similar.

Claim 2. If G∗(y) = G(x) = 1, then y ∈ ∇G(x) if and only if x ∈ ∇G∗(y).

Proof: Suppose that y ∈ ∇G(x) and G∗(y) = G(x) = 1. Then, for any
y′ ∈ Rn,

〈y′ − y,x〉 = 〈y′,x〉 −G(x) ≤ G∗(y′)G(x)−G(x) = G∗(y′)−G∗(y),

which means x ∈ ∇G∗(y). The other direction is similar.
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Let (λ,x) ∈ R+ × (Rn \ {0}) be an eigenpair of (F ◦ T,G), i.e., 0 ∈ ∇xF (Tx)−
λ∇xG(x). Thus, there exists u ∈ ∇G(x) such that λu ∈ ∇xF (Tx) = T⊤∇F (Tx).
Hence, there is a v ∈ ∇F (Tx) satisfying λu = T⊤v. Without loss of generality,
we suppose G(x) = 1, and then F (Tx) = λ. By Claim 1, we have G∗(u) = 1 and
F ∗(v) = 1. Note that F (Tx/λ) = 1 and v ∈ ∇F (Tx) = ∇F (Tx/λ). Then, we
could apply Claim 2 to derive that Tx/λ ∈ ∇F ∗(v) and x ∈ ∇G∗(u) = ∇G∗(λu) =
∇G∗(T⊤v). Therefore, Tx ∈ T∇G∗(T⊤v) = ∇vG

∗(T⊤v). In consequence, we have

0 = Tx− λ · Tx/λ ∈ ∇vG
∗(T⊤

v)− λ∇vF
∗(v).

Consequently, (λ, v) ∈ R+×Rn is an eigenpair of (G∗ ◦T⊤, F ∗). The other direction
is similar. In summary, we have proved that the nonzero eigenvalues of (F ◦ T,G)
coincide with the nonzero eigenvalues of (G∗ ◦ T⊤, F ∗).

Next we replace G by its projections, Ginf and GKer(T ), respectively. By Propo-
sition 2.3, GKer(T )(x) is a convex function of x, and it satisfies GKer(T )(x + z) =
GKer(T )(x) for any z ∈ Ker(T ). It is easy to check that GKer(T ) is one-homogeneous

and positive-definite on Ker(T )⊥.
For any y ∈ Range(T ), there exists a unique x ∈ Ker(T )⊥ such that y = Tx.

Thus,

Ginf(y) = Ginf(Tx) = inf
x′∈T−1(Tx)

G(x′) = inf
z∈Ker(T )

G(x + z) = GKer(T )(x).

Since T |Ker(T )⊥ : Ker(T )⊥ → Range(T ) is a linear isomorphism, Ginf is convex,
one-homogeneous and positive-definite on Range(T ). And it is clear that {y ∈
Range(T ) : Ginf(y) ≤ 1} = T{x ∈ Rn : G(x) ≤ 1}. Moreover, we have

G∗(T⊤
x) = sup

G(y)≤1
〈T⊤

x, y〉 = sup
G(y)≤1

〈x, Ty〉

= sup
y:Ginf(Ty)≤1

〈x, Ty〉 = sup
z∈Range(T ):Ginf(z)≤1

〈x, z〉 = G∗
inf(x).

For any y ∈ Rm,

G∗
Ker(T )(T

⊤y) = sup
GKer(T )(z)≤1

〈T⊤y, z〉 = sup
Ginf(Tz)≤1

〈y, Tz〉

= sup
Ginf(x)≤1

〈y,x〉 = sup
G(y)≤1

〈y,x〉 = G∗
inf(y).

Thus, G∗
Ker(T )(T

⊤y) = G∗(T⊤y). In consequence, the nonzero eigenvalues of (G∗ ◦
T⊤, F ∗), (G∗

inf , F
∗) and (G∗

Ker(T ) ◦ T⊤, F ∗) are the same. By the previous results,

the nonzero eigenvalues of (F ◦ T,GKer(T )) and (G∗
Ker(T ) ◦ T⊤, F ∗) coincide; while

the nonzero eigenvalues of (G∗
inf , F

∗) and (F,Ginf) are the same. We then complete
the proof by putting these statements together.

Remark 5. The equality G∗(T⊤x) = G∗
inf(x) in the above proof is useful and inter-

esting. It implies that, roughly speaking, the section of the dual equals the dual of the
projection, from which one can easily prove that every convex polytope is a section
of a regular simplex, and every centrally symmetric convex polytope is a section of
a crosspolytope (l1-ball).
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Proof of Lemma 2.6. Let (λ,x) ∈ R+ × (Rn \ {0}) be an eigenpair of (F ◦ T,G).
Then, there exists u ∈ ∇G(x) such that λu ∈ ∇xF (Tx) = T⊤∇F (Tx). Hence,
there is a v ∈ ∇F (Tx) satisfying λu = T⊤v. By the properties of the Fenchel
conjugate, x ∈ ∇G⋆(u) and Tx ∈ ∇F ⋆(v). Since G⋆ is p∗-homogeneous, ∇G⋆ is
(p∗ − 1)-homogeneous. Accordingly,

Tx ∈ T∇G⋆( 1
λ
T⊤v) = (

1

λ
)p

∗−1T∇G⋆(T⊤v) = λ1−p
∗∇vG

⋆(T⊤v)

and hence, 0 ∈ ∇vG
⋆(T⊤v)−λp∗−1∇vF

⋆(v), meaning that λp
∗−1 is a nonzero eigen-

value of (G⋆ ◦ T⊤, F ⋆). The converse is similar.
Next, we focus on the function pair (F ◦T,GKer(T )). By the fact that ∇xF (Tx) =

T⊤∇F (Tx) ⊂ Range(T⊤) = Ker(T )⊥ and λ 6= 0, in combination with (11) in
Proposition 2.3, we have

0 ∈ ∇xF (Tx) ∩Ker(T )⊥ − λ∇xG(x) ∩Ker(T )⊥ ⊂ ∇xF (Tx)− λ∇xGKer(T )(x)

implying that (λ,x) is an eigenpair of (F ◦ T,GKer(T )). The converse needs the
following statement.

Argument: IfG : Rn → [0,+∞) is continuous, positive-definite and p-homogeneous
with p ≥ 1, then for any x, infz∈Ker(T )G(x + z) can reach its minimum.

Proof: Suppose on the contrary that there exists x such that infz∈Ker(T )G(x+z)
cannot reach its infimum. Then x 6= 0 and there exist xn with xn − x ∈ Ker(T ),
such that

lim
n→+∞

G(xn) = inf
z∈Ker(T )

G(x + z) and lim
n→+∞

‖xn‖2 = +∞.

Then xn/‖xn‖2 has a limit point x0. Clearly, ‖x0‖2 = 1. By the continuity of G,

G(x0) = lim
n→+∞

G( xn

‖xn‖2
) = lim

n→+∞

G(xn)
‖xn‖p2

= 0, which contradicts the condition that

G is positive-definite.

Now, let (λ,x) be an eigenpair of (F ◦ T,GKer(T )). The above argument yields
that there exists x′ such that x′ − x ∈ Ker(T ) and G(x′) = GKer(T )(x). Then, in
combination with (11) in Proposition 2.3, we derive

0 ∈ ∇xF (Tx)− λ∇xGKer(T )(x) = ∇xF (Tx
′)− λ∇xG(x

′) ∩Ker(T )⊥.

This implies that (λ,x′) is an eigenvalue of (F ◦ T,G). Therefore, the nonzero
eigenvalues of (F ◦ T,G) and (F ◦ T,GKer(T )) are the same.

Since GKer(T ) = Ginf ◦ T and T |Ker(T )⊥ : Ker(T )⊥ → Range(T ) is a homeo-
morphism, we can write (F ◦ T,GKer(T )) = (F ◦ T,Ginf ◦ T ). Then, we can apply
Proposition 2.2 to derive that the nonzero eigenvalues of (F◦T,GKer(T )) and (F,Ginf)
coincide.

Remark 6. The variational characterization of the second eigenvalue of graph p-
Laplacian (see Example 2.1) is also a direct consequence of Lemmas 2.5 and 2.6.
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3 Homogeneous and piecewise multilinear extensions

First, we recall the definition of the original Lovász extension.

Definition 3.1. Given a function f : P(V ) → R, its original Lovász extension

is the function fL : RV → R defined as

fL(x) :=

n−1∑

i=1

(x(i+1) − x(i))f(Vi(x)) + x(1)f(V ), (22)

where Vi(x) := {j ∈ V : xj > x(i)} and x(1) ≤ x(2) ≤ . . . ≤ x(n) is a rearrangement
of x := (x1, . . . , xn) in non-deceasing order.

The disjoint-pair Lovász extension is defined in a similar manner (see [55] for
details), and we still use fL to indicate the disjoint-pair Lovász extension of f .

Definition 3.2 (piecewise multilinear extension). Given Vi = {1, · · · , ni} and the
power set P(Vi), i = 1, · · · , k, for a discrete function f : P(V1)× · · · × P(Vk) → R,
we define the piecewise multilinear function on Rn1 × · · · ×Rnk by

fM(x1, · · · ,xk) =
∑

i1∈V1,··· ,ik∈Vk

k∏

l=1

(xl(il) − xl(il−1))f(V
(i1)(x1), · · · , V (ik)(xk)),

where V (i)(xl) := {j ∈ Vl : xlj > xl(i−1)} for i ≥ 2, V (1)(xl) = Vl, x
l
(0) := 0,

xl(1) ≤ xl(2) ≤ . . . ≤ xl(nl)
is a rearrangement of xl := (xl1, . . . , x

l
nl
) in non-deceasing

order, for any x1 ∈ Rn1 , · · · ,xk ∈ Rnk.

Since the definition of fM doesn’t involve the data on (A1, · · · , Ak) if Ai = ∅

for some i, we can set f(A1, · · · , Ak) = 0 whenever Ai = ∅ for some i = 1, · · · , k.

Proposition 3.1. Under the notions in Definition 3.2, for fixed x2 ∈ Rn2 , · · · ,xk ∈
Rnk , let f̃ : P(V1) → R be defined as f̃(A) = fM (1A,x

2, · · · ,xk). Then f̃L(x) =
fM(x,x2, · · · ,xk) for any x ∈ Rn1.

Proposition 3.1 shows that the piecewise multilinear extension induces the Lovász
extension by restricting fM to each component xl ∈ Rnl , l = 1, · · · , k; while if we
restrict the piecewise multilinear extension of a function f : P(V )k → R to the
diagonal (x,x, · · · ,x)︸ ︷︷ ︸

k times

∈ (Rn)k, we obtain the following

Definition 3.3. Given V = {1, · · · , n} and its power set P(V ), for a function
f : P(V )k → R, we define the piecewise polynomial extension fM△ on Rn by

fM△ (x) := fM(x, · · · ,x), ∀x ∈ Rn.

Some special examples on graphs are presented in Table 1.
It is also useful to provide the multiple integral representation of the piecewise

multilinear extension in Definition 3.2. For example, given a function f : P(V )k → R
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Table 1: Piecewise bilinear extension of some objective functions on P(V )× P(V ).

Objective function f(A,B) Piecewise bilinear extension fQ(x, y)

#E(A,B)
∑

i∼j(xiyj + xjyi)

constant c cmaxi ximaxi yi

#A ·#B (
∑

i xi)(
∑

i yi)

#(A ∩B)
∑

i xiyi

with the assumption that f(A1, · · · , Ak) = 0 whenever Ai ∈ {V,∅} for some i, we
have

fM(x1, · · · ,xk) =
∫ maxxk

minxk

· · ·
∫ maxx1

minx1

f(V t1(x1), · · · , V tk(xk))dt1 · · · dtk, (23)

where V tl(xl) = {j ∈ V : xlj > tl}, l = 1, · · · , k. For a general f : P(V )k → R

without any additional assumptions, the definition (23) should be modified by adding
some standard remainder terms to guarantee the condition fM(1A1 , · · · , 1Ak

) =
f(A1, · · · , Ak). Since these remainder terms are routine, we don’t write down them
explicitly for simplicity. Next, we show a simple formula for fM when f is modular
on each component.

Definition 3.4. Given a function f : P(V1)× · · · × P(Vk) → R, let f
A1,··· ,Âi,··· ,Ak

:

P(Vi) → R be defined as f
A1,··· ,Âi,··· ,Ak

(Ai) = f(A1, · · · , Ak). We say that f is
modular on each component if f

A1,··· ,Âi,··· ,Ak
is modular for any i, A1, · · · , Ak.

Proposition 3.2. A function f : P(V1) × · · · × P(Vk) → R is modular on each
component if and only if fM is multilinear. And at this time, fM is determined by

fM(x1, · · · ,xk) =
∫ maxxk

0
· · ·
∫ maxx1

0
f(V t1(x1), · · · , V tk(xk))dt1 · · · dtk (24)

where V tl(xl) = {j ∈ Vl : x
l
j > tl}, l = 1, · · · , k.

Proof. Suppose that f is modular on each component. By Definition 3.2, fM must
be linear on each component. Thus, fM is a k-homogeneous polynomial and it is
linear on each variable xli. Therefore, the explicit expression is uniquely determined
by the data on the subset {x1 ∈ Rn1 : minx1 = 0} × · · · × {xk ∈ Rnk : minxk = 0}.
Note that on such a subset, the formula (24) can be derived directly from Definition
3.2.

For the converse, suppose fM is multilinear and f is not modular on its first
component. Then, as shown in Proposition 3.1, the restriction of fM to its first
component fM(x, 1A2 , · · · , 1Ak

) = f̃L(x) is the Lovász extension of a non-modular
function, which implies that fM is not linear on its first component, a contradiction.
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Example 3.1. Let G = (V,E) be a k-uniform hypergraph, i.e., every edge has car-
dinality k. Let f : P(V )k → R be defined as f(A1, · · · , Ak) = #E(A1, · · · , Ak) :=
#{(i1, · · · , ik) : i1 ∈ A1, · · · , ik ∈ Ak, {i1, · · · , ik} ∈ E}. Then we have fM(x1, · · · ,xk) =∑
i1,··· ,ik∈V,{i1,··· ,ik}∈E

x1i1 · · · xkik .

For g(A1, · · · , Ak) =
∏k
j=1#Aj , one has g

M (x1, · · · ,xk) =∏k
j=1

∑
i∈V x

j
i , where

xj = (xj1, · · · , xjn), j = 1, · · · , k.
We can use the formula (24) to get the closed form of fM . Note that #E(A1, · · · , Ak)

is modular on each Ai. Thus, for x1, · · · ,xk with minx1 = · · · = minxk = 0,

fM(x1, · · · ,xk) =
∫ maxxk

0
· · ·
∫ maxx1

0
#E(V t1(x1), · · · , V tk(xk))dt1 · · · dtk

=

∫ maxxk

0
· · ·
∫ maxx1

0

∑

{i1,··· ,ik}∈E

1x1i1>t1
· · · 1xkik>tkdt1 · · · dtk

=
∑

{i1,··· ,ik}∈E

∫ maxxk

0
· · ·
∫ maxx1

0
1x1i1>t1

· · · 1xkik>tkdt1 · · · dtk

=
∑

{i1,··· ,ik}∈E

x1i1 · · · xkik .

According to Proposition 3.2, for any x1, · · · ,xk,

fM(x1, · · · ,xk) =
∑

i1,··· ,ik∈V,{i1,··· ,ik}∈E

x1i1 · · · xkik .

One can do a similar calculation for #A1 · · ·#Ak by employing Proposition 3.2,
but it is more convenient to use Proposition 3.4 below.

We will see in Section 4.1 that Table 1 and Example 3.1 are closely related to the
Motzkin-Straus theorem and the Lagrangian density of hypergraphs in the study of
the Turán problems.

According to Theorem 3.10 in [6], B ⊂ P(V ) is the set of bases of a matroid on V
if and only if the polynomial

∑
B∈B

∏
i∈B xi is Lorentzian (i.e., strong log-concave).

Combining this argument with Proposition 3.2, we immediately obtain

Proposition 3.3. Suppose that f : P(V )k → {0, 1} satisfy f({i1}, · · · , {ik}) = 0 if
i1, · · · , ik are not pairwise distinct. Then, fM△ is a Lorentzian polynomial if and only
if f is modular and {{i1, · · · , ik} ⊂ V : f({i1}, · · · , {ik}) = 1} is the set of bases of
a matroid on V .

The following is a generalization of the disjoint-pair Lovász extension.

Definition 3.5. For a function f : P2(V1)× · · ·×P2(Vk) → R, the multiple integral
extension on Rn1 × · · · × Rnk is defined as

fM(x1, · · · ,xk)

=

∫ ‖xk‖∞

0
· · ·
∫ ‖x1‖∞

0
f(V t1

+ (x1), V t1
− (x1), · · · , V tk

+ (xk), V tk
− (xk))dt1 · · · dtk,
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Table 2: Multiple integral extension of typical objective functions.

Objective function f(A1
+, A

1
−, · · · , Ak+, Ak−) Multiple extension fM(x1, · · · ,xk)

Πki=1#(Ai+ ∪Ai−) Πki=1‖xi‖1
1 Πki=1‖xi‖∞

where P2(Vl) = {(A+, A−) : A+, A− ⊂ Vl, A+ ∩ A− = ∅}, and V tl
± (xl) = {j ∈ Vl :

±xlj > tl}, l = 1, · · · , k.

The property of the multiple integral extension in Definition 3.5 is very similar
to the piecewise multilinear extension introduced in Definition 3.2, but its integral
formulation is more concise and it is convenient for computation. As an analog to
Table 1, we refer to Table 2 for some examples of Definition 3.5.

Proposition 3.4. For f : P(V1) × · · · × P(Vk) → R in the form of multiplica-
tion f(A1, · · · , Ak) :=

∏k
i=1 fi(Ai), ∀(A1, · · · , Ak) ∈ P(V1) × · · · × P(Vk), we have

fM(x1, · · · ,xk) =∏k
i=1 f

L
i (x

i), ∀(x1, · · · ,xk).
For f : P2(V1) × · · · × P2(Vk) → R with the form f(A1, B1 · · · , Ak, Bk) :=∏k

i=1 fi(Ai, Bi), ∀(A1, B1, · · · , Ak, Bk) ∈ P2(V1)×· · ·×P2(Vk), there similarly holds

fM(x1, · · · ,xk) =∏k
i=1 f

L
i (x

i).

Remark 7. The original Lovász extension identifies A ∈ P(V )\{∅} with 1A ∈ RV ,
and then extends f from the set {1A : A ∈ P(V )\{∅}} to RV in a piecewise linear
way.

The disjoint-pair Lovász extension identifies (A,B) ∈ P2(V )\{(∅,∅)} with 1A−
1B ∈ RV , and then extends f : P2(V ) → R piecewise-linearly.

The piecewise bilinear extension identifies (A,B) ∈ (P(V )\{∅})2 with (1A, 1B) ∈
Rn × Rn where n = #V , and then extends f to a piecewise bilinear function.

In general settings, the piecewise multilinear extension identifies (A1, · · · , Ak) ∈
(P(V )\{∅})k with (1A1 , · · · , 1Ak

) ∈ (Rn)k, and then extends f to a k-homogeneous
piecewise multilinear function. Moreover, the multiple integral extension identifies
(A1

+, A
1
−, · · · , Ak+, Ak−) ∈ (P2(V )\{(∅,∅)})k with (1A1

+
− 1A1

−
, · · · , 1Ak

+
− 1Ak

−
) ∈

(Rn)k, and then extends f to a piecewise k-homogeneous polynomial.

Definition 3.6 (rank of a function). Let X1, · · · ,Xk be nonempty sets. A function
F : X1 × · · · ×Xk → R is a basic function if F (x1, · · · ,xk) =∏k

i=1 Fi(x
i) for some

function Fi : Xi → R. The rank of a function F : X1 × · · · ×Xk → R, denoted by
rank(F ), is the minimum number of basic functions needed to sum to F . If there is
no such a representation, we set rank(F ) = ∞.

Definition 3.7 (slice rank of a function). Let X1, · · · ,Xk be nonempty sets. A
function F : X1 × · · · × Xk → R is a slice if it can be written as the product of a
function on Xi and a function on

∏
j∈{1,··· ,k}\{i}Xj, for some i ∈ {1, · · · , k}. The

slice rank of a function F : X1 × · · · × Xk → R, denoted by slice-rank(F ), is the
minimum number of slices needed to sum to F .
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Proposition 3.5. The slice rank of f : P(V1)×· · ·×P(Vk) → R equals the slice rank
of fM : Rn1 × · · · × Rnk → R, namely, slice-rank(fM) = slice-rank(f). Moreover,
rank(fM) = rank(f) and slice-rank(f) ≤ rank(f) ≤ #support(f).

Proof. If f is a slice, then by the definition of piecewise multilinear extension, fM

must be also a slice, If fM(x1, · · · ,xk) = F̂ (x1)F̃ (x2, · · · ,xk) is a slice, then taking
f̂(A1) = F̂ (1A1) and f̃(A2, · · · , Ak) = F̃ (1A2 , · · · , 1Ak

), we have f(A1, · · · , Ak) =
fM(1A1 , · · · , 1Ak

) = f̂(A1)f̃(A2, · · · , Ak), meaning that f is a slice. Then the equal-
ity slice-rank(fM) = slice-rank(f) is proved by the equivalence of slices. The proof
of rank(fM ) = rank(f) is similar.

This implies that rank and slice rank are invariant under the piecewise multilinear
extension.

Proposition 3.6. Suppose that f : P(V )k → R satisfies f(A1, · · · , Ak) 6= 0 if and
only if A1 = · · · = Ak 6= ∅. Then the slice rank of fM is 2#V − 1. Also, if
f : P(V )k → R is modular on each component, and f({i1}, · · · , {ik}) 6= 0 if and
only if i1 = · · · = ik, then slice-rank(fM) = #V .

Proof. Regarding f as a 2#V × · · · × 2#V︸ ︷︷ ︸
k times

tensor, the condition means that f is a

diagonal tensor with only one zero diagonal element. Then, by Tao’s lemma on
diagonal tensors, f has the slice rank 2#V − 1. By Proposition 3.5, fM also has the
slice rank 2#V − 1.

For the modular case, Proposition 3.2 implies that fM is multilinear and thus
we can regard fM (or f) as a tensor. Then the result is equivalent to Tao’s lemma
on diagonal tensors.

Both the piecewise multilinear extensions (Definition 3.2) and the multiple inte-
gral extension (Definition 3.5) are also called homogeneous extensions, and it should
be noted that we use the same notion fM to express these extensions of

a function f . Next, we introduce the novel concept of perfect domain pairs for
studying incomplete data with the tools of extension methods.

For constraint sets A ⊂ (P(V ) \ {∅})k (or A ⊂ (P2(V ) \ {(∅,∅)})k) and D ⊂
(Rn)k, we can define their dual feasible sets A(D) and D(A) as follows:

• D(A) ⊂ (Rn)k is the maximal domain such that fM is well-defined (resp. posi-
tive/nonnegative) on D(A) whenever f is well-defined (resp. positive/nonnegative)
on A;

• A(D) ⊂ P(V )k (or A(D) ⊂ P2(V )k) is the minimal domain of discrete func-
tions for defining their extensions on D.

In concrete cases, it is defined by the following way:
For the piecewise multilinear extension introduced in Definition 3.2, D(A) =

{(x1, · · · ,xk) ∈ (Rn+)
k : (V t1(x1), · · · , V tk(xk)) ∈ A,∀ti < maxxi, i = 1, · · · , k}.

Conversely, given a subset D ⊂ (Rn)k, we have A(D) = {(V t1(x1), · · · , V tk(xk)) ∈
(P(V ) \ {∅})k : (x1, · · · ,xk) ∈ D, t1, · · · , tk ∈ R}. We call (V t1(x1), · · · , V tk(xk))
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the multiple upper level set of x := (x1, · · · ,xk) at the multiple level (t1, · · · , tk) ∈
Rk.

For the multiple integral extension introduced in Definition 3.5, we similarly
have D(A) = {(x1, · · · ,xk) ∈ (Rn)k : (V t1

+ (x1), V t1
− (x1), · · · , V tk

+ (xk), V tk
− (xk)) ∈

A,∀ti < ‖xi‖∞}, and A(D) = {(V t1
+ (x1), V t1

− (x1), · · · , V tk
+ (xk), V tk

− (xk)) ∈ (P2(V ) \
{(∅,∅)})k : (x1, · · · ,xk) ∈ D, t1, · · · , tk ≥ 0}.
Definition 3.8 (perfect domain pair). Given an extension way like Definition 3.2
or 3.5, a pair (A,D) is a perfect domain pair if A = A(D) and D = D(A).

It can be verified that both D◦A and A◦D are idempotent, i.e., D(A(D(A))) =
D(A) andA(D(A(D))) = A(D) for anyA andD. Thus, forA 6= ∅, (A(D(A)),D(A))
must be a perfect domain pair. Conversely, for D 6= ∅, (A(D),D(A(D))) is a perfect
domain pair. For example, taking

Ik = {(A1, · · · , Ak) ∈ P(V )k : {Ai}ki=1 forms an inclusion chain}

and
Ck = {(x1, · · · ,xk) : xi ∈ Rn≥0,x

i and x
j are comonotonic,∀i, j}

then (Ik, Ck) is a perfect domain pair. This fact is shown in Proposition 3.7 and the
proof of Theorem 1.4.

We provide the following fundamental theorem.

Theorem 3.1. Given f : A → R and g : A → [0,+∞), we have

sup
A∈A∩supp(g)

f(A)

g(A)
≤ sup

x∈D∩supp(gM )

fM(x)

gM (x)
≤ sup

A∈Ã

f(A)

g(A)
(25)

whenever {1A : A ∈ A} ⊂ D and A(D) ⊂ Ã. The above inequality still holds when
we replace all ‘sup’ and ‘≤’ by ‘inf’ and ‘≥’, respectively. If we further assume
that (A,D) is a perfect domain pair, and supp(f) ⊂ supp(g), then there hold the
identities

max
A∈A∩supp(g)

f(A)

g(A)
= max

x∈D∩supp(gM )

fM (x)

gM (x)
and min

A∈A∩supp(g)

f(A)

g(A)
= min

x∈D∩supp(gM )

fM(x)

gM (x)
.

(26)

Proof. Since gM (1A) = g(A), we have 1A ∈ D∩supp(gM ) whenever A ∈ A∩supp(g).
Thus, the first inequality in (25) is proved. Note that for any x ∈ D ∩ supp(gM ),
gM (x) > 0, and every multiple upper level set (V t1(x1), · · · , V tk(xk)) belongs to
A(D) ⊂ Ã. Hence, an approach similar to the proof of Theorem A in [55] can derive
the second inequality in (25). In fact, we also have

sup
A∈A

f(A)

g(A)
≤ sup

x∈D

fM (x)

gM (x)
≤ sup

A∈Ã

f(A)

g(A)
.

For a perfect domain pair (A,D), taking Ã = A(D) = A, we immediately get

sup
A∈A

f(A)

g(A)
= sup

x∈D

fM(x)

gM (x)
and similarly inf

A∈A

f(A)

g(A)
= inf

x∈D

fM(x)

gM (x)
.
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The additional condition supp(f) ⊂ supp(g) implies that f(A) = 0 whenever g(A) =
0. Thus, by the definition of piecewise multilinear extension, for any x ∈ D ∩
supp(gM ),

fM(x)

gM (x)
∈ conv

{
f(A)

g(A)
: A is a multiple upper level set of x, and g(A) > 0

}
.

The proof of (26) is completed.

Remark 8. If we take the k-way Lovász extension introduced in [55], such as the
(disjoint-pair) Lovász extension, then (A,D(A)) is always a perfect domain pair, for
any given A. This is the reason why we don’t use the Terminology ‘perfect domain
pair’ in [55]. However, for k-homogeneous extensions with k ≥ 2, such as the
piecewise multilinear extension, (A,D(A)) does not necessarily have to be a perfect
domain pair, which leads to a subtle difference.

Proposition 3.7. We have the following properties and examples on perfect domain
pairs:

• (A,DA) and (B,DB) are perfect domain pairs if and only if (A×B,DA×DB)
is a perfect domain pair;

• The sets {(A1, · · · , Ak) ∈ P(V )k : Aσ(1) ⊂ · · · ⊂ Aσ(k) for some permutation σ ∈
Sk} and {(x1, · · · ,xk) ∈ (Rn+)

k : pairwise comonotonic x1, · · · ,xk} form a
perfect domain pair w.r.t. the piecewise multilinear extension.

• {(A1, · · · , Ak) ∈ P2(V )k : Aσ(1) ⊂ · · · ⊂ Aσ(k) for some permutation σ ∈ Sk}
and {(x1, · · · ,xk) ∈ (Rn)k : pairwise absolutely comonotonic x1, · · · ,xk} form
a perfect domain pair w.r.t. the multiple integral extension, where A ⊂ B
for set-pairs A = (A+, A−) and B = (B+, B−) in P2(V ) means A+ ⊂ B+

and A− ⊂ B−. Here the concept of absolute comonotonicity is introduced in
Definition 2.4 in [55].

Proof of Theorem 1.4. Let

A = {(A1, · · · , Ak) ∈ P(V )k : A1, · · · , Ak form an inclusion chain}.

Then

D(A) = {(x1, · · · ,xk) ∈ (Rn+)
k : V t1(x1), · · · , V tk(xk) form an inclusion chain,∀t1, · · · , tk}

= {(x1, · · · ,xk) ∈ (Rn+)
k : x1, · · · ,xk ∈ Xσ for some σ ∈ Sn}

=
⋃

σ∈Sn

(Xσ)
k = {(x1, · · · ,xk) ∈ (Rn+)

k : x1, · · · ,xk are pairwise comonotonic}

where Xσ = {x ∈ Rn+ : xσ(1) < · · · < xσ(n)}, σ is a permutation and Sn is the finite
symmetric group over {1, · · · , n}. It is clear that A(D(A)) = A, and thus (A,D(A))
is a perfect pair. Thus, by Theorem 3.1, we have

max
chain {A1,A2,··· ,Ak}

f(A1, · · · , Ak)
g(A1, · · · , Ak)

= max
σ∈Sn

max
x1,··· ,xk∈Xσ

fM(x1, · · · ,xk)
gM (x1, · · · ,xk)
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= max
comonotonic x1,··· ,xk

fM (x1, · · · ,xk)
gM (x1, · · · ,xk) .

Let A′ = {(A, · · · , A) : A ⊂ V } and D′ = {(x, · · · ,x) : x ∈ Rn≥0}. Then
A(D′) = A ⊃ A′ and D(A(D′)) = D(A) ⊃ D′. Applying Theorem 3.1 to the pairs
(A,D(A)), (A,D′) and (A′,D′), respectively, we obtain the desired result.

Example 3.2. Given a simple graph (V,E), let f(A,B) = #E(A,B) and g(A,B) =
#(A ∩ B) for A,B ⊂ V . Then fQ(x, y) =

∑
{i,j}∈E(xiyj + xjyi) and gQ(x, y) =∑

i∈V xiyi. By Theorem 1.4 (or Proposition 4.1), we obtain

max
A

#E(A,A)

#A
≤ max

x 6=0

2
∑

{i,j}∈E

xixj

‖x‖22
≤ max

A⊂B

#E(A,B)

#A
. (27)

Note that max
A⊂B

#E(A,B)
#A = max

i∈V
deg(i), and max

2
∑

{i,j}∈E

xixj

‖x‖22
= λmax is the largest

eigenvalue of the adjacency matrix of the graph (V,E), and #E(A,A)
#A is the average

degree of the subgraph induced on A. Therefore, (27) can be reformulated as

max
S⊂V

(average degree of the induced subgraph on S) ≤ λmax ≤ max
i∈V

deg(i),

which leads to the standard upper bound and an interesting lower bound6 for the
classical graph spectral radius. Besides, by Theorem 3.1, we further have

max
A⊂B

|E(A,B)|
|A| = max

x,y∈Rn
≥0

comonotonic

∑
{i,j}∈E

(xiyj + xjyi)

x⊤y

≤ max
A∩B 6=∅

|E(A,B)|
|A ∩B| = max

x,y∈Rn
≥0

comaximal

∑
{i,j}∈E

(xiyj + xjyi)

x⊤y

where two vectors x and y are comaximal if there exists an index i such that xi =
maxj∈V xj and yi = maxj∈V yj.

Proof of Theorem 1.6. For U ∈ P(V ) with #U = m, taking X = {x ∈ Rn :
supp(x) ⊂ U}, F = fM∆ and G = gM∆ in Theorem 2.3, we have dimX = m, and by
Theorem 1.4 as well as the proof of Theorem 2.3,

sup
(F ′,G′)∈S(F,G;X)

max{λm(F ′, G′),−λ′m(F ′, G′)} ≤ max
x∈X

fM∆ (x)

gM∆ (x)

≤ max
chain A1,··· ,Ak in U

f(A1, · · · , Ak)
g(A1, · · · , Ak)

.

Finally, let S(f, g) = {(F ′, G′) : fM△ (|x|) ≥ |F ′(x)| and gM△ (|x|) = G′(x),∀x ∈
Rn} = {(F ′, gM△ (| · |)) : F ′ ∈ S(f)}, and note that S(f, g) ⊂ ⋂

U⊂V,#U=m

S(F,G;RU ).

This completes the proof.

6We don’t know whether the lower bound for the spectral radius is new.
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To state our general results, we shall recall the definition of log-concave polyno-
mials and quasi-convex functions.

A d-homogeneous polynomial P in n real variables is log-concave if P is positive
on Rn+ and log P is concave on Rn+.

Given a convex set Ω, a function F : Ω → R is quasi-convex (resp., quasi-concave)
if F (tx+ (1− t)y) ≤ max{F (x), F (y)} (resp., F (tx+ (1− t)y) ≥ min{F (x), F (y)})
for any x, y ∈ Ω and t ∈ [0, 1].

Theorem 3.2. Let H : Rn≥0 \ {0} → R ∪ {+∞} be a zero-homogeneous and quasi-

concave function. For any functions f1, · · · , fn : A → R≥0, we have

min
A∈A

H(f1(A), · · · , fn(A)) = inf
x∈D

H(fM1 (x), · · · , fMn (x)) (28)

where (A,D) forms a perfect domain pair w.r.t. the piecewise multilinear extension.
In addition, if H : Rn≥0 \ {0} → R∪{−∞} is zero-homogeneous and quasi-convex,
then

max
A∈A

H(f1(A), · · · , fn(A)) = sup
x∈D

H(fM1 (x), · · · , fMn (x)) (29)

We omit the proof because it is a slight modification of Theorem 3.1 in [55].
According to the proof of Theorem 2.30 in [6], if a d-homogeneous polynomial P

in n variables is log-concave, then P
1
d is concave on Rn+. Thus, there is no difficulty

to check that H(f1, · · · , fn) := P (f1,··· ,fn)
(f1+···+fn)d

is zero-homogeneous and quasi-concave

on Rn+. We then derive Proposition 1.1 by employing Theorem 3.2.
In summary, if we want to solve a combinatorial optimization problem, we can

consider the piecewise multilinear extension, and solve the corresponding continuous
optimization problem first. Then, we can go back to the original combinatorial
optimization problem, as in the following cases:

Case 1. If we are working on a perfect domain pair, then the solution of the corre-
sponding equivalent continuous reformulation provides a solution of the origi-
nal combinatorial problem exactly as we expect.

Case 2. If the domain pair is not perfect, then the solution of the corresponding contin-
uous optimization problem may not be a solution of the original problem, but
it provides a continuous relaxation and a reasonable estimate for the original
combinatorial problem.

In Sections 3.1 and 3.2, we devote ourselves to min-max statements in the context
of Lusternik-Schnirelmann theory, saddle point problem and von Neumann’s min-
max theorem.

3.1 Min-max relation on Lusternik-Schnirelmann theory

We will set up some new min-max arguments to construct the extension theory
related to the critical point theory of Lusternik-Schnirelmann type.

Considering a tuple of finite sets V := (V1, · · · , Vk), we write A ⊂ V if A =
(A1, · · · , Ak) with Ai = (Ai+, Ai−) ∈ P2(Vi), i = 1, · · · , k. For A,B ⊂ V , we have
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the union A ∨ B = (A1+ ∪ B1+, A1− ∪ B1−, · · · , Ak+ ∪ Bk+, Ak− ∪ Bk−), and the
exchange A′ = (A′

1, · · · , A′
k) with A

′
i = (Ai−, Ai+). We say that A and B are disjoint

if (Ai+ ∪Ai−) ∩ (Bi+ ∪Bi−) = ∅, ∀i. Let

P̃m(V ) = {{Aj}mj=1 ⊂ P2(V1)× · · · × P2(Vk) : A
1, · · · , Am are pairwise disjoint},

where Aj = (Aj1, · · · , Ajk) ∈ P2(V1) × · · · × P2(Vk). Clearly, P̃1(V ) = {A ⊂ V } :=

P2(V1) × · · · × P2(Vk). For given {Aj}mj=1 ∈ P̃m(V ), denote by Σ{Aj} the smallest

family containing {Aj} which is closed under the union and the exchange operators.

Definition 3.9 (subadditivity). We say f : P̃1(V ) → R is weakly sub-additive

(resp., weakly super-additive) if f(A) + f(B)− f(A ∨ B) ≥ 0 (resp., ≤ 0), for any
disjoint subsets A and B in V .

Definition 3.10. Given two functions F,G : Rn → R, a nodal domain decomposi-

tion of an eigenvector x ∈ Rn w.r.t. an eigenvalue λ of the function pair (F,G) is a
family of pairwise disjoint sets A1, · · · , Am ⊂ V such that Ai ⊂ supp(x) and every
(λ,x|Ai) is an eigenpair of (F,G), ∀i.
Proof of Theorem 1.3. Fix A1, · · · , Am, and consider the linear subspace X spanned
by the corresponding characteristic functions 1A1 , · · · , 1Am , where 1Aj := (1

Aj
1+

−
1
Aj

1−
, · · · , 1

Aj
k+

− 1
Aj

k−
). Given x ∈ X, there exist t1, · · · , tm ∈ R such that x =

∑m
j=1 tj1Aj . Then it can be verified that (V t1

+ (x1), V t1
− (x1), · · · , V tk

+ (xk), V tk
− (xk)) ∈

Σ{Aj}, ∀(t1, · · · , tk) ∈ Rk≥0. Thus, taking A = {A1, · · · , Am}, D = X, and Ã =

Σ{Aj} in Theorem 3.1, we have

fM (x)

gM (x)
≤ max

A∈Σ{Aj}

f(A)

g(A)
.

Consequently, sup
x∈X

fM (x)
gM (x)

≤ max
A∈Σ{Aj}

f(A)
g(A) . Together with the fact that genus(X) =

dimX ≥ m, we have

inf
genus(X)≥m

sup
x∈X

fM(x)

gM (x)
≤ min

{Aj}∈P̃m(V )
max

A∈Σ{Aj}

f(A)

g(A)
.

Thus, the first inequality in (5) is derived.
Similarly, fix A1, · · · , An+1−m, and consider the linear subspace X ′ spanned by

the characteristic functions 1A1 , · · · , 1An+1−m , where n = #V1+· · ·+#Vk. According
to the intersection theorem and the fact that dimX ′ = n+1−m, we haveX∩X ′ 6= ∅,
for any X ∈ Γm. Therefore,

sup
x∈X

fM(x)

gM (x)
≥ inf

x∈X′

fM(x)

gM (x)
. (30)

For any x ∈ X ′, there exist t1, · · · , tn+1−m ∈ R such that x =
∑n+1−m

j=1 tj1Aj .
Similarly, by Theorem 3.1, we get

fM (x)

gM (x)
≥ min

A∈Σ{Aj}

f(A)

g(A)
. (31)
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Together with (30) and (31), sup
x∈X

fM (x)
gM (x)

≥ inf
x∈X′

fM (x)
gM (x)

≥ min
A∈Σ{Aj}

f(A)
g(A) . By the

arbitrariness of X and X ′, we have the second inequality in (5):

inf
genus(X)≥m

sup
x∈X

fM(x)

gM (x)
≥ max

{Aj}∈P̃n+1−m(V )
min

A∈Σ{Aj}

f(A)

g(A)
.

Now we turn to the additional cases. Since f is weakly subadditive and g is
weakly super-additive, by the property of disjoint-pair Lovász extension, it can be
checked that fL(x) ≤∑m

j=1 f
L(tj1Aj ) and gL(x) ≥∑m

j=1 g
L(tj1Aj). Together with

the symmetry assumption for f and g, for x =
∑m

j=1 tj1Aj ,

fL(x)

gL(x)
≤ max

1≤j≤m

fL(tj1Aj)

gL(tj1Aj)
= max

1≤j≤m

f(Aj)

g(Aj)

and thus

λm := inf
genus(X)≥m

sup
x∈X

fL(x)

gL(x)
≤ min

{Aj}∈P̃m(V )
max

i=1,··· ,m

f(Ai)

g(Ai)
.

Suppose (λm,x) is an eigenpair of (fL, gL), and x has km nodal domainsA1, · · · , Akm .
Taking X = span(x|A1 , · · · ,x|Akm ), we have dimX = km. Let Aj± = {v ∈ Aj :
±xv > 0} and denote by 1Aj := 1

Aj
+
− 1

Aj
−
, j = 1, · · · , km.

Define a pre-order relation ≺ on Rn: x ≺ y if △(x) ⊂ △(y) where

△(x) := {x′ ∈ Rn : x′i < x′j ⇔ xi < xj , ±xi > 0 ⇔ ±x′i > 0,∀i, j ∈ Vl, ∀l = 1, · · · , k}.
(32)

The pre-order induces an equivalence relation ≈ on Rn: x ≈ y if △(x) = △(y). It
can be verified that:

• x ≈ y implies ∇fL(x) = ∇fL(y);

• x ≺ y implies ∇fL(x) ⊃ ∇fL(y);

• If x ≺ y and (λ, y) is an eigenpair of (fL, gL), then (λ,x) is also an eigenpair.

Proof: The condition x ≺ y implies ∇fL(x) ⊃ ∇fL(y) and ∇gL(x) ⊃ ∇gL(y).
Together with the assumption that (λ, y) is an eigenpair of (fL, gL), we have
0 ∈ ∇fL(y) − λ∇gL(y) ⊂ ∇fL(x) − λ∇gL(x) meaning that (λ,x) is also an
eigenpair.

Since the sets A1, · · · , Akm form a nodal domain decomposition of x, (λm,x|Ai) must
be an eigenpair of (fL, gL), ∀i = 1, · · · , km. It is clear that 1Ai ∈ △(x|Ai), which
implies 1Ai ≺ x|Ai . Thus (λm, 1Ai) is an eigenpair. Therefore,

λm = max
i=1,··· ,km

fL(1Ai)

gL(1Ai)
= max

i=1,··· ,km

f(Ai)

g(Ai)
≥ min

{Aj}∈P̃km (V )
max

i=1,··· ,km

f(Ai)

g(Ai)
.
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Similar to Theorem 1.3, we have

min
{Aj}∈P̃m(V )

max
A∈Σ{Aj}

f(A)

g(A)
≥ inf

cat(X)≥m
sup
x∈X

fM (x)

gM (x)

where the min-max value on the right hand side indicates an eigenvalue of (fM , gM ).

The setting under the piecewise multilinear extension introduced in

Definition 3.2

Considering a tuple of finite sets V := (V1, · · · , Vk), we rewrite A ⊂ V if A =
(A1, · · · , Ak) with Ai ∈ P(Vi), i = 1, · · · , k. For A,B ⊂ V , we have the union
A ∨B = (A1 ∪B1, · · · , Ak ∪Bk). We say that A and B are disjoint if Ai ∩Bi = ∅,
∀i. Redefine

P̃m(V ) = {{Aj}mj=1 ⊂ P(V1)× · · · × P(Vk) : A
1, · · · , Am are pairwise disjoint},

where Aj = (Aj1, · · · , A
j
k) ∈ P(V1)×· · ·×P(Vk). For given {Aj}mj=1 ∈ P̃m(V ), denote

by Σ{Aj} the smallest family containing {Aj} and closed under the union.

Theorem 3.3. For f, g : P̃1(V ) → R+, we have

min
{Aj}∈P̃m(V )

max
A∈Σ{Aj}

f(A)

g(A)
≥ inf

genus(X)≥m
sup
x∈X

fM(|x|)
gM (|x|) ≥ max

{Aj}∈P̃n+1−m(V )
min

A∈Σ{Aj}

f(A)

g(A)

(33)
where the absolute value |x| is taken component-wise. If we further assume that f
is submodular and g is supermodular, then

min
{Aj}∈P̃m(V )

max
i=1,··· ,m

f(Ai)

g(Ai)
≥ inf

genus(X)≥m
sup
x∈X

fL(|x|)
gL(|x|) := λm ≥ min

{Aj}∈P̃km (V )
max

i=1,··· ,m

f(Ai)

g(Ai)

(34)
where km is the number of the nodal domains of an eigenvector w.r.t. the eigenvalue
λm of the function pair (fL(| · |), gL(| · |)). Here fL represents the original Lovász
extension of f .

We can replace fL(| · |) by fL in (34), when we further suppose that f is sym-
metric, i.e., f(A1, · · · , Ak) = f(V1 \A1, · · · , Vk \ Ak), ∀A := (A1, · · · , Ak) ⊂ V .

Theorem 3.3 is a variant analog of Theorem 1.3. By these results, we immediately
obtain the k-way Cheeger inequality and the k-way dual Cheeger inequality for the
graph 1-Laplacian.

For a graph (V,E), the k-way Cheeger constant [59,68]

hk := min
disjoint S1,··· ,Sk

max
1≤i≤k

|∂Si|
vol(Si)

, (35)

and the k-way dual Cheeger constant [60]

h+k := max
disjoint (V1,V2),...,(V2k−1,V2k)

min
1≤i≤k

2|E(V2i−1, V2i)|
vol(V2i−1 ∪ V2i)

, (36)

are investigated systematically. Both Theorem 1.3 and Theorem 3.3 imply:
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Corollary 3.1. For an eigenpair (λk,x) of the graph 1-Laplacian [17] , where λk is
the k-th minimax eigenvalue,

hm(x) ≤ λk ≤ hk, ∀ k,

in which m(x) is the number of nodal domains of x.
For an eigenpair (λ+k ,x) of the signless 1-Laplacian [19], where λ+k is the k-th

minimax eigenvalue,
1− h+m′(x) ≤ λ+k ≤ 1− h+k , ∀ k,

in which m′(x) is the number of connected components of the support set of x.

Remark 9. It is known that λ1 = h1 and λ2 = h2. However, λ3 can be strictly
smaller than h3. In fact, for the complete graph K5 on five vertices, by Proposition
8 in [20], the eigenvalues of the 1-Laplacian on K5 are 0, 34 , 1. Note that the clique
covering number of K5 is 1, and then we can apply Theorem 1 in [94] to derive that
the multiplicity of the eigenvalue 1 is 2. Thus, λ4 = λ5 = 1, λ3 = λ2 = 3

4 , λ1 = 0.
But it is easy to check that h1 = 0, h2 = 3

4 and h3 = h4 = h5 = 1. Altogether, we
get λ3 =

3
4 < h3 = 1.

In addition, we have a result involving the p-Laplacian and its signless version:

Proposition 3.8. The spectrum of the p-Laplacian [87] and the spectrum of the
signless p-Laplacian [11] on a graph coincide if and only if the graph is bipartite.

Proof. It is known that the multiplicity of the eigenvalue 0 of the p-Laplacian ∆p

equals the number of connected components of the graph. And it is not difficult to
check that the multiplicity of the eigenvalue 0 of the signless p-Laplacian ∆+

p equals
the number of bipartite components of the graph. Therefore, if the spectra of ∆p

and ∆+
p coincide, the graph must be bipartite.

Conversely, for a bipartite graph with the vertex parts V1 and V2, we take ϕ :
Rn → Rn as ϕ(x)i = xi if i ∈ V1 and ϕ(x)i = −xi if i ∈ V2. Then ϕ is an
odd homeomorphism, and we can apply Proposition 2.2 to obtain that the spectra
(counting multiplicity) of ∆p and ∆+

p coincide.

3.2 Saddle point problems and von Neumann type min-max theo-
rems

We continue the study of the powerful min-max methods and saddle-point prob-
lems. As von Neumann’s minimax theorem has been applied widely and investigated
deeply in game theory, it should be helpful to establish some extension theory for it.

The saddle point problem for a function F : X×Y → R is to find (x∗, y∗) ∈ X×Y
such that

inf
y∈Y

sup
x∈X

F (x, y) = sup
x∈X

inf
y∈Y

F (x, y)

in which X and Y are continua like convex sets, while the discrete saddle point
problem for f : A× B → R is to find (A∗, B∗) ∈ A× B satisfying

min
B∈B

max
A∈A

f(A,B) = max
A∈A

min
B∈B

f(A,B)
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where A and B are finite set-families. We will connect these two via extension
approaches. The following result shows that the discrete saddle-point problem can
be equivalently transformed to a continuous version by our extension method.

Theorem 3.4. Given A ⊂ P(V1) × · · · × P(Vk) and B ⊂ P(V1) × · · · × P(Vl),
suppose that (A,DA) and (B,DB) are perfect domain pairs. If f : A × B → R and
g : A× B → R+ satisfy

min
B∈B

max
A∈A

f(A,B)

g(A,B)
= max

A∈A
min
B∈B

f(A,B)

g(A,B)
, (37)

then we have

min
B∈B

max
A∈A

f(A,B)

g(A,B)
= inf

y∈DB

sup
x∈DA

fM(x, y)

gM (x, y)
= max

A∈A
min
B∈B

f(A,B)

g(A,B)
= sup

x∈DA

inf
y∈DB

fM(x, y)

gM (x, y)
.

(38)
Moreover, (A∗, B∗) is a saddle point of f/g if and only if (1A∗ , 1B∗) is a saddle point
of fM/gM .

Proof. Note that for any B ∈ B, (A × {B},DA × {1B}) is a perfect domain pair.
Then, we are able to apply Theorem 3.1 to get

max
A∈A

f(A,B)

g(A,B)
= sup

x∈DA

fM(x, 1B)

gM (x, 1B)

and thus

min
B∈B

max
A∈A

f(A,B)

g(A,B)
= min

B∈B
sup
x∈DA

fM (x, 1B)

gM (x, 1B)
≥ inf

y∈DB

sup
x∈DA

fM (x, y)

gM (x, y)
. (39)

Similarly, we have

max
A∈A

min
B∈B

f(A,B)

g(A,B)
≤ sup

x∈DA

inf
y∈DB

fM(x, y)

gM (x, y)
.

And together with the basic min-max inequality

inf
y∈DB

sup
x∈DA

fM(x, y)

gM (x, y)
≥ sup

x∈DA

inf
y∈DB

fM(x, y)

gM (x, y)
,

we obtain

min
B∈B

max
A∈A

f(A,B)

g(A,B)
≥ inf

y∈DB

sup
x∈DA

fM(x, y)

gM (x, y)
≥ sup

x∈DA

inf
y∈DB

fM(x, y)

gM (x, y)
≥ max

A∈A
min
B∈B

f(A,B)

g(A,B)
,

which confirms (38). By the definition of saddle points, we get f(A,B∗)
g(A,B∗) ≤

f(A∗,B∗)
g(A∗,B∗) ≤

f(A∗,B)
g(A∗,B) , ∀(A,B) ∈ A× B, and f(A∗,B∗)

g(A∗,B∗) = min
B∈B

max
A∈A

f(A,B)
g(A,B) = max

A∈A
min
B∈B

f(A,B)
g(A,B) . Then

sup
x∈DA

fM(x, 1B)

gM (x, 1B)
= max

A∈A

fM(1A∗ , 1B)

gM (1A∗ , 1B)
≤ fM(1A∗ , 1B∗)

gM (1A∗ , 1B∗)

45



≤ min
B∈B

fM (1A∗ , 1B)

gM (1A∗ , 1B)
= inf

y∈DB

fM(1A∗ , y)

gM (1A∗ , y)
,

and together with Eq. (38), (1A∗ , 1B∗) is a saddle point of fM/gM . The other
direction is similar.

Remark 10. We note that the condition (37) is equivalent to that f/g possesses
a saddle point. Indeed, for any finite families A and B, and h : A × B → R,
min
B∈B

max
A∈A

h(A,B) = max
A∈A

min
B∈B

h(A,B) if and only if there exists (A∗, B∗) ∈ A×B s.t.

h(A,B∗) ≤ h(A∗, B∗) ≤ h(A∗, B), ∀A ∈ A, B ∈ B.
Remark 11. We can take A = (P(V1)\{∅})×· · · × (P(Vk)\{∅}), B = (P(Vk+1)\
{∅}) × · · · × (P(Vk+l) \ {∅}) in Theorem 3.4, and then DA = R

#V1+···+#Vk
+ and

DB = R
#Vk+1+···+#Vk+l

+ . We can also take A = (P2(V1) \ {(∅,∅)})× · · · × (P2(Vk) \
{(∅,∅)}), B = (P2(Vk+1)\{(∅,∅)})×· · ·×(P2(Vk+l)\{(∅,∅)}), DA = (R#V1 \0)×
· · ·×(R#Vk \0), DB = (R#Vk+1\0)×· · ·×(R#Vk+l\0), and adopt the multiple integral
extension (Definition 3.5) instead of the piecewise multilinear extension (Definition
3.2).

Remark 12. The converse of Theorem 3.4 is false, i.e.,

inf
y∈DB

sup
x∈DA

fM(x, y)

gM (x, y)
= sup

x∈DA

inf
y∈DB

fM(x, y)

gM (x, y)

doesn’t imply

min
B∈B

max
A∈A

f(A,B)

g(A,B)
= max

A∈A
min
B∈B

f(A,B)

g(A,B)
.

It means that there is some discrete saddle point problem (with no discrete solution)
possessing a continuous solution in the sense of piecewise multilinear extension. See
the following examples.

Example 3.3. We continue the investigation of Example 3.2. Consider a path graph
on three vertices, i.e., V = {1, 2, 3} and E = {{1, 2}, {2, 3}}. Denote its adjacency
matrix by W . Note that fQ(x, y) = x⊤Wy and gQ(x, y) = x⊤y. On one hand, by
the Krein-Rutman theorem7(or by Theorem 1.1),

inf
x∈R3

+

sup
y∈R3

+

x⊤Wy

x⊤y
= sup

y∈R3
+

inf
x∈R3

+

x⊤Wy

x⊤y
= λmax(W ) =

√
2.

On the other hand, inf
A⊂V

sup
B⊂V

#E(A,B)
#(A∩B) = 2 > 1 = sup

B⊂V
inf
A⊂V

#E(A,B)
#(A∩B) .

Example 3.4. Given V1 = {1, · · · , n}, V2 = {1, · · · ,m}, and a payoff matrix C =
(cij)n×m, let f(A,B) =

∑
i∈A,j∈B cij and g(A,B) = #A · #B, ∀A ⊂ V1, B ⊂ V2.

Then fQ(x, y) =
∑n

i=1

∑m
j=1 cijxiyj and gQ(x, y) = (

∑n
i=1 xi)(

∑m
j=1 yj). It follows

from von Neumann’s minimax theorem that

min∑
i pi=1,pi≥0

max∑
i qi=1,qi≥0

n∑

i=1

m∑

j=1

cijpiqj = max∑
i qi=1,qi≥0

min∑
i pi=1,pi≥0

n∑

i=1

m∑

j=1

cijpiqj,

7It is also known as Birkhoff–Varga formula or Collatz-Wielandt theorem.
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which can be reformulated as

inf
x∈Rn

+

sup
y∈Rm

+

x⊤Cy

(
∑n

i=1 xi)(
∑m

j=1 yj)
= sup

y∈Rm
+

inf
x∈Rn

+

x⊤Cy

(
∑n

i=1 xi)(
∑m

j=1 yj)
. (40)

This equality can be obtained from Theorem 1.1 directly. But according to the the-
ory of two-person zero-sum games, it is easy to give a payoff matrix C such that
min
A⊂V1

max
B⊂V2

f(A,B)
g(A,B) > max

B⊂V2
min
A⊂V1

f(A,B)
g(A,B) .

Remark 13. We show that Theorem 1.2 is also a generalization of Theorem B
in [55]. Indeed, taking B = {V } as a singleton, fixing y, and restricting f and fM

to their first components, we can verify Theorem B in [55].

Theorems 1.1, 1.2 and 3.4 indicate that when one wants to solve a combina-
torial saddle point problem, it is better to consider its continuous extension. The
extended solution of the continuous saddle point problem is more flexible than the
pure solution of the original discrete saddle point problem. This suggests a new
explanation why one considers also mixed strategies instead of only pure-strategy
Nash equilibria.

Piecewise bilinear extension and von Neumann’s min-max theorem

In order to show von Neumann’s convex-concave min-max theorem in its full
generality, we slightly enlarge the scope of the piecewise bilinear extension:

For A,B ⊂ P(V ) or P2(V ), and f : A × B → R, define fQ : DA × DB → R

as a composition of Lovász extensions in the following way: fQ(x, y) = f̃Ly (x),

with f̃y : A → R defined as f̃y(A) := fLA(y), where fA : B → R is defined by
fA(B) = f(A,B). Here the Lovász extension refers to the original version or the
disjoint-pair version.

Remark 14. Let the operator Li be the (disjoint-pair) Lovász extension acting on
the i-th component, while we regard the other components as fixed parameters.

Precisely, L1f(x,B) is the (disjoint-pair) Lovász extension of A 7→ f(A,B), for
fixed B ∈ B.

Similarly, L2f(A, y) is the (disjoint-pair) Lovász extension of B 7→ f(A,B), for
fixed A ∈ A.

It is easy to check that L1 and L2 are independent of each other, and thus we
have the commutative diagram:

f(A,B)
L1

//

L2

��

L1f(x,B)

L2

��

L2f(A, y)
L1

// fQ(x, y)

where
fQ(x, y) = L1L2f(x, y) = L2L1f(x, y).

Therefore, the restriction of fQ to each component is the (disjoint-pair) Lovász ex-
tension of some function. Similarly, we can define a slight generalization of the
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piecewise multilinear extension of f : A1 × · · · × Ak → R by

fM(x1, · · · ,xk) = L1L2 · · · Lkf(x1, · · · ,xk).

In summary, the piecewise multilinear extension can be seen as a composition of
several (disjoint-pair) Lovász extensions.

Proposition 3.9. Suppose that fQ(x, y) and gQ(x, y) are piecewise bilinear exten-
sions of f, g : A × B → R with A ⊂ P(V1) (or A ⊂ P2(V1)) and B ⊂ P(V2) (or
B ⊂ P2(V2)), where f satisfies the following conditions:

• f is submodular on its first component;

• f is supermodular on its second component.

Then

min
x∈cone(CA)

sup
y∈cone(CB)

fQ(x, y)

gQ(x, y)
= sup

y∈cone(CB)
min

x∈cone(CA)

fQ(x, y)

gQ(x, y)
(41)

but the discrete saddle point problem min
A∈A

max
B∈B

f(A,B)
g(A,B) = max

B∈B
min
A∈A

f(A,B)
g(A,B) may have no

solution, where CA×CB is a bounded convex set such that gQ is bilinear on CA×CB

with no zeros.

Proof. Since g is modular on its first component and f is submodular on its first
component, we obtain that gQ is a linear function of x, and fQ is convex with respect
to x. Without loss of generality, we may assume gQ(x, y) > 0, ∀(x, y) ∈ CA × CB.
Consequently, for any x,x′ ∈ CA and 0 ≤ t ≤ 1,

fQ(tx+ (1− t)x′, y)

gQ(tx+ (1− t)x′, y)
≤ tfQ(x, y) + (1− t)fQ(x′, y)

tgQ(x, y) + (1− t)gQ(x′, y)
≤ max

{
fQ(x, y)

gQ(x, y)
,
fQ(x′, y)

gQ(x′, y)

}

meaning that fQ/gQ is quasi-convex on x ∈ CA. Similarly, fQ/gQ is quasi-concave
on y ∈ CB. Also, it is clear that f

Q/gQ is continuous on CA × CB. Sion’s min-max
theorem (Theorem 3.5) yields

inf
x∈CA

sup
y∈CB

fQ(x, y)

gQ(x, y)
= sup

y∈CB

inf
x∈CA

fQ(x, y)

gQ(x, y)

which is equivalent to (41) by the zero-homogeneity of fQ/gQ.
For the discrete saddle point problem, one can find many examples from two-

person zero-sum games (see Example 3.4).

The assumption in Proposition 3.9 is satisfied in most of the interesting cases.
For example, if A = P(V ), we can always take cone(CA) as Xσ := {x ∈ Rn+ : xσ(1) <
· · · < xσ(n)} for any permutation σ ∈ Sn, and if we further assume that g is modular
on its first component, then cone(CA) can be chosen as the first quadrant Rn+, where
n = #V .

Also, for A = P2(V ), we can always take cone(CA) = △(x) (see (32)) for any
given x ∈ Rn \ {0}.
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Theorem 3.5 (Sion’s min-max theorem [80]). Let X be a compact convex set, and
let Y be a convex set. Let F : X × Y → R be such that:

• F is upper semi-continuous and quasi-concave on Y for each x ∈ X;

• F is lower semi-continuous and quasi-convex on X for each y ∈ X.

Then inf
x∈X

sup
y∈Y

F (x, y) = sup
y∈Y

inf
x∈X

F (x, y).

Proof of Theorem 1.1. Theorem 1.1 under the condition (a) is a direct consequence
of Theorem 3.4.

We prove Theorem 1.1 under the condition (b) by employing Proposition 3.9.
Since g is modular on each component, g must be bilinear on Rn × Rm. It follows
from g ≥ 0 on P(V1) × P(V2) that gQ ≥ 0 on Rn≥0 × Rm≥0. Precisely, gQ(x, y) =∑n

i=1

∑m
j=1 g(i, j)xiyj, where g(i, j) := g({i}, {j}) ≥ 0. For any x ∈ Rn≥0 \ {0},

there exists i ∈ V1 such that xi > 0. By the assumption that g({i}, V2) > 0,
there exists j ∈ V2 satisfying g(i, j) > 0. Accordingly, for any y ∈ Rm+ , we have
gQ(x, y) ≥ g(i, j)xiyj > 0. Therefore, gQ is positive on (Rn≥0 \ {0}) × Rm+ , and

fQ/gQ is well-defined and continuous on (Rn≥0 \ {0})×Rm+ . Hence, by taking CA =
{x ∈ Rn+ : x1 + · · ·+ xn = 1} and CB = {x ∈ Rm+ : x1 + · · ·+ xm = 1}, we can apply
Proposition 3.9 to derive (2).

A general min-max relation

Recall that a function is quasi-linear if it is quasi-convex and quasi-concave. As
an extension of both Theorem 3.2 and Theorem 3.4, we present the following general
min-max relation.

Theorem 3.6. Let H : Rn≥0 \ {0} → R ∪ {±∞} be a zero-homogeneous and quasi-

linear function. For any functions f1, · · · , fn : A×B → R≥0, we have the min-max
inequality:

min
A∈A

max
B∈B

H(f1(A,B), · · · , fn(A,B)) ≥ inf
x∈DA

sup
y∈DB

H(fM1 (x, y), · · · , fMn (x, y))

≥ sup
y∈DB

inf
x∈DA

H(fM1 (x, y), · · · , fMn (x, y))

≥ max
B∈B

min
A∈A

H(f1(A,B), · · · , fn(A,B))

where (A,DA) and (B,DB) are perfect domain pairs.

In summary, when we want to solve a combinatorial saddle point problem, it
is better to work on the piecewise multilinear extension. In fact, suppose that the
corresponding continuous saddle point problem has a solution, which we will call a
weak solution of the original problem for convenience. Then, we can return to the
original combinatorial saddle-point problem, as in the following cases:

Case 1. If there is a solution to the original combinatorial saddle point problem, then
we can construct such a solution based on a weak solution, which is of course
good news.
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Case 2. If the original combinatorial saddle-point problem has no solution, then we can
accept a weak solution because it makes sense on its own. (For example, this
suggests a new explanation why one considers also mixed strategies instead of
only pure-strategy Nash equilibria in a two-person-zero-sum game.)

4 Applications in various areas

4.1 Turán problem and Motzkin-Straus theorem

The classical Turán theorem (weak version) states that for any Kω+1-free graph
G = (V,E),

#E ≤ (1 − 1

ω
)
(#V )2

2
, (42)

where ω is the maximal clique number of G. It has many combinatorial proofs, from
which the extremal graph theory started its history.

Lemma 4.1. Let f ,g : Rn → R be smooth functions such that g is positive on
Rn≥0 \ {0}. For a maximizer (resp. minimizer) x of f

g
|Rn

≥0\{0}
(if it exists), let v be

such that x + v ∈ Rn≥0 \ {0}, supp(v) ⊂ supp(x), R ∋ t 7→ g(x + tv) is constant,

and ∂
∂yi

∂
∂yj

f(y) = 0, ∀i, j ∈ supp(v), ∀y ∈ Rn. If we further assume that f is real

analytic, then x+ v is also a maximizer (resp. minimizer) of f
g
|Rn

≥0\{0}
.

Proof. Claim: Let x be a critical point of f
g
|Rn

≥0\{0}
and let v ∈ Rn be such that

〈∇g(x), v〉 = 0 and supp(v) ⊂ supp(x), then 〈∇f(x), v〉 = 0.
Proof of the claim: By the assumption, supp(x) = {i ∈ {1, · · · , n} : xi >

0} 6= ∅. For any i ∈ supp(x), we have ∂
∂xi

f(x)
g(x) = 0, ∀i ∈ supp(x). Thus, ∂

∂xi
f(x) =

f(x)
g(x)

∂
∂xi

g(x) for any i ∈ supp(x). By the condition that vi = 0 whenever i 6∈ supp(x),
we have

〈∇f(x), v〉 =
n∑

i=1

vi
∂

∂xi
f(x) =

∑

i∈supp(x)

vi
∂

∂xi
f(x)

=
∑

i∈supp(x)

vi
f(x)

g(x)

∂

∂xi
g(x) =

f(x)

g(x)
〈∇g(x), v〉 = 0.

Now we prove the lemma. It follows from g(x + tv) = g(x) ∀t ∈ R that
〈∇g(x), v〉 = 0, and thus by the above claim, we have 〈∇f(x), v〉 = 0. Since
f is a real analytic function, t 7→ f(x + tv) must be real analytic. Note that
d
dt |t=0f(x+ tv) = 〈∇f(x), v〉 = 0, and for any k ≥ 2,

dk

dtk
|t=0f(x + tv) =

n∑

i1,··· ,ik=1

vi1 · · · vik
∂kf(x)

∂xi1 · · · ∂xik

=
∑

i1,··· ,ik∈supp(v)

vi1 · · · vik
∂kf(x)

∂xi1 · · · ∂xik
= 0
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where the last equality is due to the condition that ∂i∂jf = 0, ∀i, j ∈ supp(v).
Therefore, the real analytic function t 7→ f(x+ tv) is constant. This implies that

f(x + v) = f(x), and hence f(x+v)
g(x+v) =

f(x)
g(x) , meaning that x+ v is also a maximizer

of f
g
|Rn

≥0
\{0}.

The case of minimizer is similar.

Proposition 4.1. For f, g : P(V )2 → R+, there holds

max
A

f(A,A)

g(A,A)
≤ max

x∈RV
≥0

fQ(x,x)

gQ(x,x)
≤ max

A⊂B

f(A,B)

g(A,B)
= max

RV
≥0∋x,y comonotonic

fQ(x, y)

gQ(x, y)
.

(43)
Now we further assume that g(A,B) = g̃(A)g̃(B) for some modular function

g̃ : P(V ) → R, and f is modular on both components. Suppose that there exists
C > 0 satisfying f({i}, {i}) = C(g̃2({i}) − g̃({i})) and f({i}, {j}) = Cg({i}, {j})
whenever f({i}, {j}) > 0. Then the left inequality in (43) is indeed an equality.

Proof. The inequality (43) is a direct consequence of Theorem 1.4. For the equal-
ity case, we set C = 1, because otherwise we can use Cf instead of f . Since
g(A,B) = g̃(A)g̃(B) and g̃ is modular, we have gQ∆(x) = 〈u,x〉2, where u =
(g̃({1}), · · · , g̃({n})) ∈ Rn+. By the assumption that f(A,B) is modular on each com-

ponent, its piecewise bilinear extension fQ must be multilinear, and thus fQ△(x) =

xTMx where M = (f({i}, {j}))n×n .
For any v satisfying 〈u, v〉 = 0, gQ∆(x + v) = gQ∆(x). Let x be a maximizer of

fQ△/g
Q
△ on Rn≥0 \ {0}. If f(i, j) := f({i}, {j}) = 0 and xixj > 0 for some i 6= j,

taking v defined as vi = −xi, vj = xi
ui
uj

and vl = 0 for l 6= i, j, then Lemma 4.1 can

be applied to deduce that x+ v is also a maximizer of fQ△/g
Q
△ on Rn≥0 \ {0}. Taking

x := x + v and repeating the process, we finally obtain a subset A ⊂ V satisfying
supp(x) = A and f(i, j) > 0 for i 6= j in A. Therefore, fQ∆(x)/gQ∆(x) =

xTMx
(xTu)2

=

1 −
∑

i∈A uix
2
i

(
∑

i∈A xiui)
2 ≤ 1 − 1∑

i∈A ui
and the equality holds if and only if xi = Const for

i ∈ A. In consequence, 1A is a maximizer of fQ∆/g
Q
∆. The proof is completed.

According to Proposition 4.1 and Table 1, we get the identity

max
A∈P(V )\{∅}

#E(A,A)

(#A)2
= sup

x∈Rn
+

2
∑

i∼j xixj

‖x‖21
= max

x 6=0

∑
i,j∈V s.t. {i,j}∈E

xixj

‖x‖21
. (44)

It is very interesting that (44) reduces to the Motzkin-Straus theorem immediately
by the (weak) Turán theorem (42). In fact, applying (42) to the subgraph G|A
induced by A implies that #E(A,A)

(#A)2
achieves its maxima at some maximum clique,

which means max
A∈P(V )\{∅}

#E(A,A)
(#A)2 =

2(ω2)
ω2 = (1 − 1

ω ). In consequence, the original

Motzkin-Straus theorem

max
xi≥0,

∑
i xi=1

2
∑

{i,j}∈E

xixj = 1− 1

ω
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is proved by virtue of (44).
In addition, since the maximum clique number of (V,E) equals the independence

number of the complement graph (V,Ec), one can see that the Motzkin-Straus iden-
tity is equivalent to the following representation of the independence number:

α(G) = max
x∈RV \{0}

‖x‖21
‖x‖21 − 2

∑
ij∈Ec xixj

. (45)

Similarly, for a simple graph (V,E), let H be the collection of all k-cliques in
(V,E). Then we obtain a special k-uniform hypergraph (V,H), and its Lagrangian
satisfies8

λ(H) := sup
x 6=0

∑
{i1,··· ,ik}∈H

xi1 · · · xik
‖x‖k1

= max
U⊂V,U 6=∅

#{{i1, · · · , ik} ∈ H : {i1, · · · , ik} ⊂ U}
(#U)k

.

We employ Theorem 1.4 to give a proof here. First, by Theorem 1.4, the LHS is larger
than or equal to the RHS. To show the converse, we let F (x) =

∑
clique {i1,··· ,ik}

xi1 · · · xik
and G(x) = (x1+ · · ·+xn)k for x = (x1, · · · , xn) ∈ Rn≥0 \{0}. Let x be a maximizer
of F/G on Rn≥0 \ {0}. Note that G(x+ v) = G(x) for any v with 〈1, v〉 = 0. If there
exist i, j ∈ supp(x) such that there is no clique {i1, · · · , ik} containing both i and
j, then taking v defined by vi = −xi, vj = xi and vl = 0 for l 6= i, j, we can apply
Lemma 4.1 to derive that x+v is also a maximizer of F/G. Substituting x := x+v,
we have xi = 0. Repeating the process, we can finally obtain that there is a clique U
such that xi = 0 whenever i ∈ V \ U , and xi > 0 whenever i ∈ U . Since H collects
all the k-cliques of a graph, H|U := {h ∈ H : h ⊂ U} collects all the k-cliques in
U . Putting everything together, it is easy to see that Maclaurin’s inequality can be
applied to get xi = const for i ∈ U . Consequently, 1U is a maximizer of F/G. The
proof is completed.

Similar to the above discussion, we can apply Lemma 4.1, the generalized mean
inequality and Maclaurin’s inequality, to derive the following equality

sup
x6=0

∑
{i1,··· ,ik}∈H

xi1 · · · xik − τ
∑

i∈V |xi|k

‖x‖k1
= max

U⊂V,U 6=∅

#{h ∈ H : h ⊂ U} − τ#U

(#U)k

where τ is a nonnegative real number.

4.2 p-Laplacians generated by Lovász extension

Given a family {we}e∈E of positive numbers, and two families of functions

{fe : P(V ) → R≥0}e∈E and {ge : P(V ) → R≥0}e∈E

satisfying fe(∅) = fe(V ) = 0 = ge(∅) and ge(A) =
∑

i∈A ge({i}) for all A ⊂ V , let

f(A) :=
∑

e∈E

wefe(A) and g(A) :=
∑

e∈E

ge(A).

8This equality might be known to experts, although we didn’t find a reference.

52



We define the Cheeger constant as

h := min
A⊂V,A 6∈{∅,V }

f(A)

min{g(A), g(V \ A)} .

The following p-homogeneous eigenvalue problem

0 ∈ ∇
∑

e∈E

we(f
L
e (x))

p − λ∇
∑

e∈E

gLe (|x|p) (46)

can unify many analogs of p-Laplacian eigenvalue problem for graphs or hyper-
graphs (see Remark 15 for details), where each we is a positive constant, and
|x|p = (|x1|p, · · · , |xn|p).

According to Proposition 2.4, the second eigenvalue of the eigenvalue problem
(46) can be characterized as

λ = inf
x nonconstant

∑
e∈E we(f

L
e (x))

p

min
c∈R

∑
e∈E g

L
e (|x − c1|p) . (47)

Example 4.1. Given a simple graph G = (V,E), and taking we = 1, consider the
discrete functions fe, ge : P(V ) → R defined by

fe(A) =

{
1, if e has one end point in A and the other in V \A,
0, otherwise,

and ge(A) = #(e∩A). By the original Lovász extension, we have fLe (x) = |xi − xj |
and gLe (x) = xi + xj , where {i, j} = e ∈ E. Then

∑

e∈E

(fLe (x))
p =

∑

{i,j}∈E

|xi−xj|p and
∑

e∈E

gLe (|x|p) =
∑

{i,j}∈E

(|xi|p+|xj|p) =
∑

i∈V

deg(i)|xi|p.

So in this case, (46) reduces to the eigenvalue problem of the normalized p-Laplacian
on a graph.

We may call x 7→ ∇∑e∈E we(f
L
e (x))

p the Lovász p-Laplacian induced by {fe :
P(V ) → R≥0}e∈E , because it is based on Lovász extension, and it generalizes the
graph p-Laplacian. Then, we may call (46) the eigenvalue problem of Lovász p-
Laplacians for {fe}e∈E and {ge}e∈E . Assume that g({i}) :=

∑
e∈E ge({i}) > 0 for

any i ∈ V , then the following Cheeger inequality holds.

Theorem 4.1. Under the above setting, we have

(
2

c
)p−1h

p

pp
≤ λ ≤ 2p−1Ch, (48)

where C := max
e,A

fe(A)
p−1 and

c = max
i∈V

∑
e∈Ei

we

g(i)
, and Ei := {e ∈ E : ∃S ⊂ V s.t. fe(S \ {i}) 6= fe(S)}
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Proof. Let A ∈ P(V ) \ {∅, V } be such that

h =
f(A)

min{g(A), g(V \A)} .

By taking the nonconstant vector x = 1A in (47), we get

λ ≤
∑

e∈E we(f
L
e (1A))

p

min
c∈R

∑
e∈E g

L
e (|1A − c1|p) .

Since ge is modular and g =
∑

e∈E ge, we have

∑

e∈E

gLe (|1A − c1|p) =
∑

i∈V

g(i)|(1A)i − c|p

and

min
c∈R

∑

i∈V

g(i)|(1A)i − c|p = g(A)g(V \ A)
(g(A)

1
p−1 + g(V \ A)

1
p−1 )p−1

.

Therefore,

λ ≤
∑

e∈E we(f
L
e (1A))

p

g(A)g(V \ A)
/
(g(A)

1
p−1 + g(V \ A)

1
p−1 )p−1

=
∑

e∈E

we(fe(A))
p

(
p−1

√
1

g(A)
+ p−1

√
1

g(V \A)

)p−1

≤ max
e,A

fe(A)
p−1

∑

e∈E

wefe(A)2
p−1 1

min{g(A), g(V \ A)}

:=
2p−1Cf(A)

min{g(A), g(V \ A)} = 2p−1Ch.

Let’s move on to the lower bound of λ, i.e., the left hand side of the inequality
(48). For simplicity, we identify a vector x ∈ RV with the function x : V → R. Put
deg(j) =

∑
e∈Ej

we for j ∈ V . Then deg(j) ≤ cg(j), ∀j.
Below we should adopt a new form of the original Lovász extension.
The Lovász extension (22) can be re-written as

fL(x) =

n−1∑

i=0

(x(i+1) − x(i))f(Vi(x)), (49)

in which x(0) := 0 and V0(x) := V . Alternatively, we can also write

fL(x) =
k−1∑

i=0

(x[i+1] − x[i])f(V[i](x)),

where

k := 1 +

n−1∑

i=0

sign(|f(Vi(x))− f(Vi+1(x))|)

and {[1], . . . , [k]} ⊂ V satisfy:
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• x[1] < . . . < x[k], x[0] = 0,

• V[i](x) := {j ∈ V : xj > x[i]} for i ≥ 1, V[0](x) := V ,

• f(V[i](x)) 6= f(V[i+1](x)) for all i = 0, . . . , k − 1.

We call the set {[1], . . . , [k]} a simple index set for f at x. For a fixed vector x,
let si(f) = {i : f(V[i](x)) 6= 0}. It is clear that

fL(x) =
∑

i∈si(f)

(x[i+1] − x[i])f(V[i](x)). (50)

Given p ≥ 1, for x ∈ Rn≥0, using (50), and noting that fe is nonnegative, we have

∑

e∈E

wef
L
e (x

p) (51)

=
∑

e∈E

we
∑

i∈si(fe)

(xp[i+1]e
− xp[i]e)fe(V[i]e(x

p))

≤
∑

e∈E

we
∑

i∈si(fe)

p(x[i+1]e − x[i]e)(
xp[i+1]e

+ xp[i]e
2

)
1
p′ fe(V[i]e(x)) (52)

≤ p

2
1
p′


∑

e∈E

we
∑

i∈si(fe)

fe(V[i]e(x))
p(x[i+1]e − x[i]e)

p




1
p

(53)

×


∑

e∈E

we
∑

i∈si(fe)

(xp[i+1]e
+ xp[i]e)




1
p′

≤ p

2
1
p′


∑

e∈E

we


 ∑

i∈si(fe)

fe(V[i]e(x))(x[i+1]e − x[i]e)



p


1
p

∑

j∈V

d̃eg(j)xpj




1
p′

≤(
c

2
)

1
p′ p

(
∑

e∈E

we(f
L
e (x))

p

) 1
p


∑

j∈V

g(j)xpj




1
p′

(54)

where p′ is the Hölder conjugate of p, i.e., 1
p + 1

p′ = 1, and {[1]e, . . . , [i]e, . . .} is a
simple index set for fe at x, and

d̃eg(j) :=
∑

e∈Ẽj

we, and Ẽj := {e ∈ E : j = [i]e or j = [i+ 1]e for some i ∈ si(fe)}.

The first inequality (52) uses an inequality in [1], the second inequality (53) uses
Hölder’s inequality, and the last inequality (54) is according to the fact that

∑

j∈V :xj≥t

d̃eg(j) ≤
∑

j∈V :xj≥t

deg(j) ≤ c
∑

j∈V :xj≥t

g(j) for any t ∈ R. (55)
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In fact, for any e ∈ Ẽj, we may suppose that j = [i]e, and then fe(V[i−1]e(x)) 6=
fe(V[i]e(x)). Clearly, if j′ 6= j and x[i]e ≤ xj′ < x[i+1]e , then e 6∈ Ẽj′ because

j′ 6= [i′]e for any i′. That is, e is counted exactly once in Ẽj over all j with xj ∈
[x[i]e , x[i+1]e). We shall prove that there exists j′ with x[i]e ≤ xj′ < x[i+1]e such
that e ∈ Ej′ . Suppose the contrary, that for any j′ with x[i]e ≤ xj′ < x[i+1]e ,
e 6∈ Ej′ . Denote by {j1, · · · , jl} = {j : x[i]e ≤ xj < x[i+1]e} = V[i−1]e \ V[i]e . It
follows from e 6∈ Ej1 ∪ · · · ∪ Ejl that f(V[i−1]e(x)) = f(V[i−1]e(x) \ {j1}) = · · · =
f(V[i−1]e(x) \ {j1, · · · , jl}) = f(V[i]e(x)), which is a contradiction. In consequence, e
is counted at least once in Ej over all j with xj ∈ [x[i]e , x[i+1]e), and the inequality
(55) is then proved. Therefore,

∑

j∈V

d̃eg(j)xpj =

∫ ∞

0

∑

j∈V :xpj≥t

d̃eg(j)dt ≤ c

∫ ∞

0

∑

j∈V :xpj≥t

g(j)dt = c
∑

j∈V

g(j)xpj ,

which implies (54).
Consequently, for x ∈ Rn≥0 \ {0},

∑
e∈E

wef
L
e (x

p)

‖x‖pp,g
:=

∑
e∈E

wef
L
e (x

p)

∑
j∈V g(j)x

p
j

≤ p(
c

2
)

1
p′




∑
e∈E

we(f
L
e (x))

p

∑
j∈V g(j)x

p
j




1
p

.

Similarly, for x ∈ Rn≤0 \ {0}, denoting by |x| = (|x1|, . . . , |xn|), and taking f̃e(S) =
fe(V \ S), ∀S ⊂ V , we have

∑
e∈E

wef̃
L
e (|x|p)

‖x‖pp,g
=

∑
e∈E

wef
L
e (−|x|p)

‖ − |x|‖pp,g
=

∑
e∈E

wef
L
e (−|x|p)

∑
j∈V g(j)|xj |p

≤ p(
c

2
)

1
p′




∑
e∈E

we(f
L
e (x))

p

∑
j∈V g(j)|xj |p




1
p

.

For x ∈ Rn \ (Rn≥0 ∪Rn≤0), let x = x+ +x− be such that (x+)i = max{xi, 0} and
(x−)i = min{xi, 0} for all i ∈ V . Accordingly, we derive that

∑
e∈E

we(f
L
e (x))

p

∑
j∈V g(j)|xj |p

=

∑
e∈E

we|fLe (x+) + fLe (x−)|p
∑

j∈V g(j)|x+,j |p +
∑

j∈V g(j)|x−,j |p

≥ min





∑
e∈E

we(f
L
e (x+))

p

‖x+‖pp,g
,

∑
e∈E

we(f
L
e (x−))

p

‖x−‖pp,g





≥ 1

pp
(
2

c
)

p

p′ min





∑
e∈E

wef
L
e (x

p
+)

‖xp+‖1,g
,

∑
e∈E

wef̃
L
e (|x−|p)

‖xp−‖1,g





p

≥ (2/c)p−1

pp
min

{
f(A+)

g(A+)
,
f̃(A−)

g(A−)

}p

≥ (2/c)p−1

pp
min

{
f̂(A+)

g(A+)
,
f̂(A−)

g(A−)

}p
,
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for some nonempty subset A± ⊂ supp(x±) provided by Theorem A in [55] or Theo-
rem 3.1, where f̂(S) := min{f(S), f(V \ S)} = min{f(S), f̃(S)}.

For any nonconstant vector x̂, since g is a volume function, there exists c ∈
{x̂1, · · · , x̂n} ⊂ R such that the vector x = x̂− c1 satisfies

g(supp(x+)) ≤
1

2
g(V ) and g(supp(x−)) ≤

1

2
g(V ).

Then, fLe (x) = fLe (x̂)− cfe(V ) = fLe (x̂) provided by fe(V ) = 0. Therefore, we have

∑
e∈E we(f

L
e (x̂))

p

min
c∈R

∑
e∈E g

L
e (|x̂ − c1|p) ≥

∑
e∈E we(f

L
e (x))

p

∑
e∈E g

L
e (|x|p)

≥ (2/c)p−1

pp
· f̂(A)

p

g(A)p

for some nonempty subset A ⊂ supp(x+) ⊂ supp(x) or A ⊂ supp(x−) ⊂ supp(x).
In consequence, g(A) ≤ 1

2g(V ) (i.e. g(A) ≤ g(V \ A)). It is easy to see that

min
A 6=∅,V

f̂(A)

min{g(A), g(V \ A)} = min
A 6=∅,V

min{f(A), f(V \ A)}
min{g(A), g(V \ A)}

= min
A 6=∅,V

f(A)

min{g(A), g(V \A)} = h.

Therefore, λ ≥ (2/c)p−1

pp hp. The proof is completed.

Example 4.2. Given a chemical hypergraph (V,E) (see [52] for the definition)
satisfying ein 6= ∅ 6= eout and #(ein ∪ eout) ≥ 2 for all e ∈ E, let fe : P(V ) → R be
defined by

fe(A) =

{
1, if ein ∩A 6= ∅ 6= eout \A or eout ⊂ A ⊂ V \ ein,
0, otherwise,

where ein := {inputs of e} and eout := {outputs of e}. Then the Lovász extension of
fe is determined by

fLe (x) =

∣∣∣∣max
i∈ein

xi − min
j∈eout

xj

∣∣∣∣ .

And the associated p-Laplacian ∆p induced by the Lovász extension is defined as

∆px = ∇
∑

e∈E

|max
i∈ein

xi − min
j∈eout

xj |p

which satisfies
1

p
〈∆px,x〉 =

∑

e∈E

∣∣∣∣max
i∈ein

xi − min
j∈eout

xj

∣∣∣∣
p

.

The p-Laplacian ∆p introduced in Example 4.2 can be described and computed
approximately by the following steps:

1. Given a vector x ∈ RV = Rn, for each hyperedge e ∈ E, let ie = argmax
i∈ein

xi

and je = argmin
j∈eout

xj.
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2. Construct the weighted graph Gx on the vertex set V by adding edges {ie, je}
having weight w(ie, je) = w(e) := 1.

3. The p-Laplacian ∆p is defined to be the usual p-Laplacian ∆p[Gx] w.r.t. the
graph Gx, and ∆px := ∆p[Gx]x.

Although the related energy function

x 7→

∑
e∈E |max

i∈ein
xi − min

j∈eout
xj |p

∑
i∈V deg(i)|xi|p

is not smooth in general, it has some features that are similar to the graph case.
Amazingly, this eigenvalue problem is very similar to the graph case since we have
a relative isoperimetric inequality for that. In detail, the second smallest eigenvalue
of such a p-Laplacian and the Cheeger constant

h := min
A∈P(V )\{∅,V }

#(∂A)

min{vol(A), vol(V \ A)}

satisfy Cheeger’s inequality, where we adopt the volume vol(A) :=
∑

e∈E#(e∩A) =∑
i∈A deg(i), the degree deg(i) := #{e ∈ E : i ∈ e}, and the boundary set

∂A := {e ∈ E : ein ∩A 6= ∅ 6= eout \ A or eout ⊂ A ⊂ V \ ein}.

Also, the p-Laplacian on chemical hypergraphs satisfies a nodal domain property,
which is very similar to the graph case shown in Proposition 1.3.

Proof of Proposition 1.3. Let U ⊂ V be a maximal independent set. Then for any
x ∈ Rn with xi = 0 ∀i ∈ V \U , we have |xi−xj|p = |xi|p+ |xj|p whenever {i, j} ∈ E.
Therefore, for any x ∈ Rn satisfying supp(x) ⊂ U , we get

F (x)

G(x)
:=

∑
{i,j}∈E wij|xi − xj|p∑

i∈V degi |xi|p
=

∑
{i,j}∈E wij(|xi|p + |xj |p)∑

i∈V degi |xi|p
= 1.

By Theorem 2.2, we obtain that α ≤ α1 ≤ min{#{λi ≤ 1},#{λi ≥ 1}}.
It can be verified that the connected components of the support set of an eigen-

vector form a family of nodal domains in the sense of Definition 2.6. Hence, Theorem
2.2 and Theorem 1.5 can be directly applied to p-Laplacian to get the upper bound
min{k + r − 1, n − k + r} for the number of nodal domains.

As a consequence of Theorem 4.1, and as an analog of Proposition 1.3, we have

Theorem 4.2. Under the above setting, we have the following Cheeger inequality

2p−1h
p

pp
≤ λ2(∆p) ≤ 2p−1h. (56)

Also, we have the inertia bound α ≤ min{#{λi(∆p) ≤ 1},#{λi(∆p) ≥ 1}}. And
for any eigenvector x w.r.t. λi(∆p) whose multiplicity is r, the number of connected
components of the support set of x is smaller than or equal to min{i+r−1, n−i+r}.
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Here the independence number α and the connected components can be defined on
the underlying graph9 induced by the chemical hypergraph.

Remark 15. Theorem 4.1 generalizes and enhances the relevant results in the recent
references [66,91]. Moreover, Theorem 4.2 includes the following special cases:

• Taking p = 2 and letting ein = eout for any e ∈ E, we get Louis hypergraph
Laplacian [65] and the Cheeger inequality therein.

• Taking (V,E) as a graph (i.e., ein = eout and #ein = 2), Theorem 4.2 implies
the Cheeger inequality for the graph p-Lapalcian [87].

• Taking p = 1 and letting ein = eout for any e ∈ E, we get the total variation
on hypergraphs [46].

In general, letting e := ein = eout, one can obtain
∑

e∈E |max
i∈e

xi −min
j∈e

xj|p
∑

i∈V deg(i)|xi|p
=

∑
e∈E max

i,j∈e
|xi − xj|p

∑
i∈V deg(i)|xi|p

.

If we further take p = 1 and let the edge set be E = {N(i) : i ∈ V }, where N(i)
is the 1-neighborhood of i, then we recover the equality of Cheeger constants w.r.t.
the vertex-boundary [55].

Mulas [69] generalizes the graph Cheeger inequalities to the case of k-uniform
hypergraphs, using the normalized Laplacian for hypergraphs [52]. From a different
perspective, we indeed provide in this section a way of defining a p-Laplacian from a
Lovász type extension of a Cheeger quantity so that the Cheeger inequality emerges
automatically.

4.3 Tensors and their eigenvalues

Eigenvalues for tensors have been defined by Lim [62] and Qi [77] in different
ways; see also the presentations in [78,79]. Here, in line with our general procedure,
we approach the eigenvalue problem of tensors through Rayleigh quotients. We con-
sider d-dimensional n × · · · × n-tensors, that is, arrays of the form A = (ai1i2...id)
where each entry takes its values in R and the indices i1, i2, . . . , id range from 1 to n.
We assume that the tensor A is symmetric, that is, each entry ai1i2...id is invariant un-
der permutations of the indices. We write A(x, . . . ,x) =

∑n
i1,...,id=1 ai1i2...idxi1 ···xid

for x = (x1, . . . , xn) ∈ Rd, and we can then also define A(x(1), . . . ,x(d)). We then
consider the quotient

x = (x1, . . . , xn) 7→
∑n

i1,...,id=1 ai1i2...idxi1 ···xid∑
i x

d
i

. (57)

Its critical points then satisfy the eigenvalue equation

n∑

i2,...,id=1

aii2...idxi2 ···xid = λxd−1
i (58)

9Two vertices are connected by an edge in the underlying graph if and only if there exists h ∈ H

with hin ∪ hout ⊃ {i, j}.
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for all i = 1, . . . , n and some x 6= 0 and some λ ∈ R. Note that the first index is
excluded from the sum, but by symmetry of A, we could have as well taken any
other index for that role. This is the eigenvalue equation of [77–79].

Definition 4.1 (H-eigenvalue). Continuing Example 1.1, for two order-k n-dimensional
tensors C := (ci1,··· ,ik) and D := (di1,··· ,ik), the H-eigenvalue problem of (C,D)
is to find a pair (λ,x) ∈ R × (Rn \ {0}) satisfying Cxk−1 = λDxk−1, where
Cxk−1 := (

∑n
i2,··· ,ik=1 ci,i2,··· ,ikxi2 · · · xik)ni=1.

Definition 4.2. The adjacency tensor A of a k-uniform hypergraph (V,E) is a non-
negative symmetric tensor such that ai1,··· ,ik > 0 ⇔ {i1, · · · , ik} ∈ E. Denote the i-th

eigenvalue w.r.t. a non-negative diagonal tensor D by λi := inf
genus(S)≥i

sup
x∈S

〈Axk−1,x〉
〈Dxk−1,x〉

.

Proof of Proposition 1.2. Let U be a maximal independent set with #U = α. For
any x ∈ RU , xi1 · · · xik = 0 whenever {i1, · · · , ik} is a hyperedge. And ai1,··· ,ik = 0
if {i1, · · · , ik} is not a hyperedge. Thus,

F (x)

G(x)
:=

〈Axk−1,x〉
〈Dxk−1,x〉 =

∑
ai1,··· ,ikxi1 · · · xik∑
di1,··· ,ikxi1 · · · xik

= 0.

Applying Theorem 2.2 to the function pair (F,G), we get α ≤ α0 ≤ min{#{λi ≤
0},#{λi ≥ 0}}.

We will check that the set of connected components of the support set of an eigen-
vector is a family of nodal domains in the sense of Definition 2.6. Indeed, for con-
nected components U1, · · · , Uk of the support set supp(x), ai1,··· ,ik = 0 if {i1, · · · , ik}
intersects two of these components. Thus it can be checked that ∂

∂xv
F (x|Uj

) =
∂
∂xv

F (x) for any v ∈ Uj. By the condition that D is a nonnegative diagonal matrix,

the function G(x) := 〈Dxk−1,x〉 also possesses the property ∂
∂xv

G(x|Uj
) = ∂

∂xv
G(x)

for any v ∈ Uj. Since (λi,x) is an eigenpair, i.e., ∇F (x) = λi∇G(x), we have
∂
∂xv

F (x|Uj
) = λi

∂
∂xv

G(x|Uj
) for any v ∈ Uj . By the Euler identity for homogeneous

functions, we immediately get F (x|Uj
) = λiG(x|Uj

). Finally, it is not difficult to

show that for any t1, · · · , tk, F (
∑k

j=1 tjx|Uj
) = λiG(

∑k
j=1 tjx|Uj

). Therefore, The-
orem 2.2 can be applied to give the upper bound min{k + r − 1, n − k + r} for the
number of nodal domains.

We can of course more generally take certain norms in the Rayleigh quotient.
For instance, we could adopt the norm ‖x(j)‖pj for the j-th argument and consider
as in [62]

(x(1), . . . ,x(d)) 7→ |A(x(1), . . . ,x(d))|
‖x(1)‖p1 . . . ‖x(d)‖pd

. (59)

and take its stationary points as eigenvectors. Also, there are many meaningful
optimization problems for (59) with constraints. For example, by Theorem 3.1, we
have an interesting equality for the graph maxcut problem:

max
S⊂V

#∂S = max
S∩T=∅

#E(S, T ) = max
|x|⊤|y|=0

A(x, y)

‖x‖∞‖y‖∞
,
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where |x| := (|x1|, · · · , |xn|), and A is the adjacency matrix of a graph (V,E) with
V = {1, · · · , n}.

We now consider the case where all entries ai1i2...id ∈ {0, 1}. Such a tensor can be
seen as representing a simplicial complex with vertex set V = {1, . . . , n} and where
the vertices i1, . . . , id form a (d − 1)-simplex iff ai1i2...id = 1. We can then define a
tensor Laplacian

(∆x)i = − 1

degi

n∑

i2,...,id=1

ai1i2...idxi2 ···xid + (xi)
d−1 (60)

for i = 1, . . . , n, where degi is the number of entries aii2...id = 1 when i2, . . . , id =
1, . . . , n, or equivalently, the number of (d−1)-simplices containing i. The eigenvalue
equation for this Laplacian then is

− 1

degi

n∑

i2,...,id=1

aii2...idxi2 ···xid + (xi)
d−1 = λ(xi)

d−1 for all i (61)

for some x 6= 0 and some real eigenvalue λ. Clearly, λ = 0 is an eigenvalue for the
constant eigenfunction.

Equivalently, we can write of course

n∑

i2,...,id=1

aii2...idxi2 ···xid − (1− λ) degi(xi)
d−1 = 0 for all i. (62)

This comes from the Rayleigh quotient

x 7→
∑

i degi x
d
i −

∑n
i1,i2,...,id=1 ai1i2...idxi1xi2 ···xid∑

i degi x
d
i

. (63)

This Laplace operator can be generalized to arbitrary symmetric tensors with non-
negative entries when we put degi =

∑n
i2,...,id=1 aii2...id .

We then have the following analog of Proposition 1.2.

Proposition 4.2. The independence number of a (d − 1)-dim simplicial complex
on V is defined as α = max{#U : U ⊂ V s.t. U contains no (d− 1)-dim simplex}.
Let λi be the i-th minimax eigenvalue of the eigenvalue problem (62). Then α ≤
min{#{λi ≤ 1},#{λi ≥ 1}}. Moreover, for any eigenvector x w.r.t. λi whose
multiplicity is r, the number of connected components of the support of x is smaller
than or equal to min{i+ r − 1, n − i+ r}.

4.4 Signed (hyper-)graphs

Spectral theory for signed graphs has many important applications. A break-
through of Huang [48] asserts that any induced subgraph of an n-dimensional hyper-
cube on a set of 2n−1 + 1 vertices has maximum degree at least

√
n. This confirms

the Sensitivity Conjecture in the field of computer science. In this section, we use
Theorem 1.6 to obtain more results on signed graphs.

We first generalize the concept of a signed graph to allow for edge weights.
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Definition 4.3 (weighted signed graph). A weighted signed graph is a pair (V,W )
of the vertex set V = {1, 2, · · · , n} and the adjacency matrix W = (wij)n×n, where
wij = wji and wii = 0, ∀i, j ∈ V .

If wij ∈ {0, 1,−1} for any i, j ∈ V , we call such a (V,W ) a signed graph.
If wij ≥ 0, (V,W ) is called a weighted graph. And if wij ∈ {0, 1}, we get a simple

graph.

Theorem 4.3. For a weighted graph (V,W ) with #V = n, we put S(W ) = {W ′ =
(w′

ij)n×n : (V,W ′) is a weighted signed graph with |w′
ij | = wij ,∀i, j ∈ V }. Then we

have
min

U⊂V,#U=k
max
i∈U

degU (i) ≥ max
W ′∈S(W )

max{λk(W ′),−λn−k+1(W
′)} (64)

where degU (i) :=
∑

j∈U wij is the degree of the vertex i of the induced subgraph
(U,W |U ).

Proof. Taking f(A,B) =
∑

i∈A,j∈B wij and g(A,B) = #(A ∩ B) for A,B ⊂ V in

Theorem 1.6, and by Example 3.2, we have max
i∈U

degU (i) = max
A⊂B

f(A,B)
g(A,B) , f

Q
∆(x) =

〈Wx,x〉 and gQ∆(x) = 〈x,x〉. For any W ′ ∈ S(W ), taking F ′(x) = 〈W ′x,x〉 and
G′(x) = 〈x,x〉, we have λi(W

′) = λi(F
′, G′) and λn−i+1(W

′) = λ′i(W
′) = λ′i(F

′, G′)
(by the classical min-max theorem). Therefore, the proof is completed by Theorem
1.6.

Remark 16. Theorem 4.3 implies the inertia bound for the independent number. In
fact, let dk = min

U⊂V,#U=k
max
i∈U

degU (i) and sk = max
W ′∈S(W )

max{λk(W ′),−λn−k+1(W
′)}.

Then both (dk)k≥1 and (sk)k≥1 are non-decreasing sequences with sk ≤ dk, ∀k.
Clearly, dk = 0 ⇔ there is an independent set of k elements ⇔ α ≥ k. So, it

follows from dα = 0 that sα ≤ 0, which means max{λα(W ),−λn−α+1(W )} ≤ 0,
i.e, λ1 ≤ · · · ≤ λα ≤ 0 ≤ λn−α+1 ≤ · · · ≤ λn. Therefore, we get the inertia bound
α ≤ min{#{λi ≤ 0},#{λi ≥ 0}}.

Remark 17. Following Huang’s idea, we can use Theorem 4.3 to get a very slight
generalization of Huang’s theorem in the following way:

Step 1. Let (V,W ) be a weighted graph such that there exists W ′ ∈ S(W ) satisfying
W ′2 = λI with λ > 0. Then n := #V is even, and min

U⊂V,#U=n
2
+1

max
i∈U

degU (i) ≥
√
λ.

Proof: Note that the eigenvalues of W ′ are ±
√
λ. Combining this with the

fact that trace(W ′) = 0, we obtain that n is even and W ′ is similar to
diag(

√
λ, · · · ,

√
λ︸ ︷︷ ︸

n/2

,−
√
λ, · · · ,−

√
λ︸ ︷︷ ︸

n/2

). Hence, λn
2
+1(W

′) =
√
λ and λn

2
(W ′) =

−
√
λ. By Theorem 4.3, we complete the proof of Step 1.

Step 2. Let (Ṽ, W̃ ) be the Cartesian product of the weighted graph (V,W ) and the path
graph on two vertices with the edge weight w. Then there exists W̃ ′ ∈ S(W̃ )
satisfying W̃ ′2 = (λ+ w2)I.
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Proof: By the basic property of the Cartesian product, we have W̃ =

(
W wI

wI W

)
.

Now, let W̃ ′ =

(
W ′ wI

wI −W ′

)
. Then

W̃ ′2 =

(
W ′2 + w2I O

O W ′2 + w2I

)
= (λ+ w2)I

and W̃ ′ ∈ S(W̃ ). h

Step 3 An n-dimensional weighted hypercube is the Cartesian product of n path graphs
on two vertices with edge weights w1, · · · , wn, respectively. Any induced sub-
graph of an n-dimensional weighted hypercube (V,W ) on a set of 2n−1 + 1
vertices has maximum degree at least

√
w2
1 + · · ·+ w2

n.

Proof: By Step 2, it immediately follows from mathematical induction on n
that there exists W ′ ∈ S(W ) satisfying W ′2 = (w2

1 + · · · + w2
n)I. And then by

Step 1, the proof is completed.

Furthermore, Theorem 1.6 implies a similar estimate for signed weighted hyper-
graphs.

Definition 4.4 (signed weighted hypergraph). A signed weighted hypergraph is a
pair (V,W ) of the vertex set V = {1, 2, · · · , n} and its adjacency k-order tensor
W = (wi1,··· ,ik)n×n, where wi1,··· ,ik = wσ(i1),··· ,σ(ik) for any permutation σ ∈ Sk,
∀i1, · · · , ik ∈ V . If wi1,··· ,ik ≥ 0, we call (V,W ) a weighted hypergraph for simplicity.

Theorem 4.4. Given a weighted hypergraph (V,W ) with #V = n, denote by
S(W ) = {W ′ = (w′

i1,··· ,ik
)n×n : (V,W ′) is a signed weighted hypergraph with |w′

i1,··· ,ik
| =

wi1,··· ,ik ,∀i1, · · · , ik ∈ V }. Then we have

min
U⊂V,#U=m

max
i∈U

degU (i) ≥ max
W ′∈S(W )

max{λm(W ′),−λ′m(W ′)} (65)

where degU (i) :=
∑

i1,··· ,ik−1∈U
wi,i1,··· ,ik−1

is the degree of the vertex i of the sub-

hypergraph (U,W |U ).

Proof. Taking f(A1, · · · , Ak) =
∑

i1∈A1,··· ,ik∈Ak
wi1,··· ,ik and g(A1, · · · , Ak) = #(A1∩

· · · ∩Ak) for A1, · · · , Ak ⊂ V , it is not difficult to check that

max
i∈U

degU (i) = max
A⊂U

∑
i∈A degU (i)

#A
= max

chain A1,··· ,Ak⊂U

f(A1, · · · , Ak)
g(A1, · · · , Ak)

.

Also, we have fQ△(x) =
∑

i1,··· ,ik
wi1,··· ,ikxi1 · · · xik and gQ△(x) =

∑
i x

k
i , and λi(W ) =

λi(f
Q
△, g

Q
△). Finally, we are able to apply Theorem 1.6 to get (65), as the remaining

part is similar to that of Theorem 4.3.
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4.5 Spectral theory on simplicial complexes

In this section, we use the extension theory and the spectral theory for function
pairs to give some preliminary investigations on (nonlinear) eigenvalue problems for
simplicial complexes.

We shall work on an abstract simplicial complex K with the vertex set V =
{1, · · · , n}. For any σ = {i0, · · · , id} ∈ K, we use [σ] := [i0, · · · , id] to indicate the
oriented d-dimensional simplex which is formed by σ. Let Sd be the collection of
all simplexes in K of dimension d, and let [Sd] = {[σ] : σ ∈ Sd} be the set of all
oriented d-simplexes.

The d-th chain group Cd(K) of K is a vector space with the basis [Sd]. The
boundary map ∂d : Cd(K) → Cd−1(K) is a linear operator defined by ∂d[i0, · · · , id] =∑d

j=0(−1)j [i0, · · · , ij−1, ij+1, · · · , id], which can also be represented by the incidence
matrix Bd of dimension #Sd−1×#Sd. Clearly, the elements of the matrix Bd belong
to {−1, 0, 1}.

The d-th cochain group Cd(K) is defined as the dual of the chain group Cd(K).
The simplicial coboundary map δd : Cd(K) → Cd+1(K) is a linear operator gen-
erated by (δdf)([i0, · · · , id+1]) =

∑d+1
j=0(−1)jf([i0, · · · , ij−1, ij+1, · · · , id+1]) for any

f ∈ Cd(K). It is obvious that δd = B⊤
d+1. We use both the incidence matrices and

the coboundary operators to express the Laplace matrices/operators (see [50]):

- the d-th up Laplace operator Lupd := δ∗dδd = Bd+1B
⊤
d+1

- the d-th down Laplace operator Ldownd := δd−1δ
∗
d−1 = B⊤

d Bd

- the d-th Hodge Laplace operator Ld := Lupd +Ldownd = δ∗dδd+ δd−1δ
∗
d−1 = B⊤

d Bd+

Bd+1B
⊤
d+1

It is known that the spectra of these matrices encode many qualitative properties
of the associated simplicial complex. The overall aim of this section is to bring
forward the study of the nonlinear eigenvalue problems on simplicial complexes. We
introduce the following p-Laplace operators on Cd(K):

- the d-th up Laplace operator Lupd,p := δ∗dαpδd, and for f ∈ Cd(K), Lupd,pf =

Bd+1αp(B
⊤
d+1f), where αp : (t1, t2, · · · ) 7→ (|t1|p−2t1, |t2|p−2t2, · · · ) for p > 1, and

α1 : (t1, t2, · · · ) 7→ {(ξ1, ξ2, · · · ) : ξi ∈ Sgn(ti)}.

- the d-th down Laplace operator Ldownd,p := δd−1αpδ
∗
d−1, and for f ∈ Cd(K), Ldownd,p f =

B⊤
d αp(Bdf)

- the d-th Laplace operator Ld,p := δ∗dαpδd+δd−1αpδ
∗
d−1, and for f ∈ Cd(K), Ld,pf =

B⊤
d αp(Bdf) +Bd+1αp(B

⊤
d+1f)

Proposition 4.3. The nonzero eigenvalues of the up p-Laplacians are in one-to-one
correspondence with those of the down p∗-Laplacians:

{λ
1
p : λ is a nonzero eigenvalue of Lupd,p} = {λ

1
p∗ : λ is a nonzero eigenvalue of Ldownd+1,p∗}
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Proof. For p > 1, we have Lupd,pf = 1
p∇f‖B⊤

d+1f‖
p
p and Ldownd+1,p∗g = 1

p∗∇g‖Bd+1g‖p
∗

p∗ .

Then, the eigenvalues of Lupd,p coincide with those of (‖B⊤
d+1 · ‖

p
p, ‖ · ‖pp). We refer to

the proof of Proposition 2.8 for the rest.

By taking p = 2, it is easy to see that Proposition 4.3 generalizes the well-known
relation between up and down Laplacians, that is, the nonzero eigenvalues of Lupd
and Ldownd+1 coincide.

So, we can concentrate on the up p-Laplacian for investigating the spectra of
simplicial complexes.

We construct the underlying anti-signed graph G−
up(Sd) on Sd with the edge set

{
{[τ ], [τ ′]} : [τ ], [τ ′] ∈ [Sd],∃[σ] ∈ [Sd+1] s.t. τ, τ

′ ⊂ σ
}

and the sign of an edge {[τ ], [τ ′]} is sgn([τ ], [τ ′]) := sgn([τ ], ∂[σ]) · sgn([τ ′], ∂[σ]),
where σ ∈ Sd+1 and τ, τ ′ ⊂ σ.

Remark 18. One can of course take sgn([τ ], [τ ′]) = −sgn([τ ], ∂[σ]) ·sgn([τ ′], ∂[σ]) to
get the so-called underlying signed graph Gup(Sd) on Sd. But in the following results,
we mostly use the underlying anti-signed graph G−

up(Sd), since it is more convenient
for proving a Cheeger-type inequality. This construction is very natural and can
be observed from the definition of (up/down) combinatorial Laplacian matrices of a
simplicial complex. A similar idea was already used to define the signed adjacency
matrix of a triangulation on a surface [35].

To get more concise and more useful results, we will work with the normalized

up p-Laplace operator ∆up
d,p, whose eigenvalues are determined by the function pair

(‖B⊤
d+1 · ‖

p
p, ‖ · ‖pp,deg), where ‖f‖pp,deg =

∑
τ∈Sd

degτ |f(τ)|p.

Proposition 4.4. The eigenvalues of ∆up
d,p lie in [0, (d + 2)p−1]. In addition, for

p > 1, the spectrum of ∆up
d,p contains (d + 2)p−1, if and only if the underlying anti-

signed graph on Sd has a balanced component. Moreover, the multiplicity of (d+2)p−1

equals the number of balanced components of the underlying anti-signed graph.

Proof. The upper bound (d+2)p−1 of the eigenvalues of ∆up
d,p is provided by Hölder’s

inequality. For the equality case, it is not difficult to verify that there exists a sub-
partition [Sd]

+⊔[Sd]− of [Sd] such that for any [τ ], [τ ′] ∈ [Sd]
+⊔[Sd]−, sgn([τ ], [τ ′]) =

−1 if and only if #({[τ ], [τ ′]}∩[Sd]+) = 1. Then, we can switch the set [Sd]
+ to make

all edges in [Sd]
+ ⊔ [Sd]

− positive, meaning that the induced subgraph [Sd]
+ ⊔ [Sd]

−

of the underlying anti-signed graph is switching equivalent to an all-positive signed
graph. On the multiplicity, we shall concentrate on G−

up(Sd), and all the verifications
are standard. The proof is completed.

Remark 19. It is clear that the underlying anti-signed graph on Sd is balanced if and
only if the underlying signed graph on Sd is antibalanced. Moreover, a graph (i.e.,
the case of d = 0) is antibalanced means that it is bipartite, and then, Proposition
4.4 is indeed an extension of the fact that the spectrum of the normalized p-Lapalcian
on a graph contains 2p−1 if and only if the graph is bipartite.
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Several problems in spectral theory for simplicial complexes arise when trying
to generalize the classical spectral results that are known for graphs, such as the
Cheeger inequality. Inspired by the resent results on simplicial complexes, signed
graphs and oriented hypergraphs [2,67,69,83], we present the following Cheeger-type
constants.

Given A,A′ ⊂ Sd that are disjoint, let |E+(A,A
′)| = #{{[τ ], [τ ′]} : [τ ] ∈ A, [τ ′] ∈

A′, sgn([τ ], [τ ′]) = 1} and |E−(A)| = #{{[τ ], [τ ′]} : [τ ], [τ ′] ∈ A, sgn([τ ], [τ ′]) = −1}.
Let

β(A,A′) =
2 (|E−(A)| + |E−(A

′)|+ |E+(A,A
′)|) + |∂(A ⊔A′)|

vol(A ⊔A′)

where |∂A| is the number of the edges of G−
up(Sd) that cross A and Sd \A, vol(A) =∑

τ∈A degτ and degτ = #{σ ∈ Sd+1 : τ ⊂ σ}.
Then we introduce the k-th Cheeger constant on Sd:

hk(Sd) = min
disjoint A1,A2,...,A2k−1,A2k in Sd

max
1≤i≤k

β(A2i−1, A2i).

It is interesting that hk(Sd) = 0 if and only if G−
up(Sd) has k balanced components.

Remark 20. For d = 0, the constant hk(S0) reduces to the k-way Cheeger constant
of a graph [59].

Theorem 4.5. For any simplicial complex and every d ≥ 0,

h1(Sd)
2

2(d+ 1)
≤ d+ 2− λn(∆

up
d ) ≤ 2h1(Sd), (66)

where n = #Sd. Moreover, there exists an absolute constant C such that for any
simplicial complex, and any k ≥ 1,

hk(Sd)
2

Ck6(d+ 1)
≤ d+ 2− λn+1−k(∆

up
d ) ≤ 2hk(Sd). (67)

Proof. We first show that

d+ 2− λn−i+1(∆
up
d ) = (d+ 1)λi(∆(G−

up(Sd))), i = 1, · · · , n.

In fact, it can be immediately derived by the identity regarding the Rayleigh quo-
tients:

d+2−

∑
σ∈Sd+1

(∑
τ∈Sd,τ⊂σ

sgn([τ ], ∂[σ])f(τ)
)2

∑
τ∈Sd

degτ f(τ)
2

= (d+1)

∑
[τ ]∼[τ ′] (f(τ)− sgn(τ, τ ′)f(τ ′)))2

∑
τ∈Sd

d̃egτf(τ)
2

where [τ ] ∼ [τ ′] represents an edge in the underlying anti-signed graph G−
up(Sd), and

d̃egτ = (d+ 1) degτ is the degree of τ in G−
up(Sd).

Note that 1
d+1hk(Sd) also indicates the k-th Cheeger constant of the signed graph

G−
up(Sd). By the Cheeger inequality and the higher order Cheeger inequalities in [2],

we have
λ1(∆(G−

up(Sd))
2 ≤ h1(Sd)

d+1 ≤
√

2λ1(∆(G−
up(Sd)). And there exists an absolute
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constant C such that for any signed graph and any k ≥ 1,
λk(∆(G−

up(Sd))
2 ≤ hk(Sd)

d+1 ≤
Ck3

√
λk(∆(G−

up(Sd)). In consequence, we obtain

d+ 2− λn(∆
up
d )

2
≤ h1(Sd) ≤

√
2(d+ 1)(d + 2− λn(∆

up
d ))

and

d+ 2− λn+1−k(∆
up
d )

2
≤ hk(Sd) ≤ Ck3

√
(d+ 1)(d + 2− λn+1−k(∆

up
d )).

Then, we have verified (66) and (67).

By Theorem 4.5, λn(∆
up
d ) = d + 2 if and only if h1(Sd) = 0, if and only if the

underlying anti-signed graph G−
up(Sd) has a balanced component.

In contrast to Proposition 4.4 on the multiplicity of (d + 2)p−1 for ∆up
d,p, the

multiplicity of 1 for ∆up
d,1 has a quite different characterization. To state this, we

show the following concepts and results.
A balanced (resp. antibalanced) clique S is a subset of Sd such that S induces a

balanced (resp. antibalanced) complete subgraph in G−
up(Sd). Similar to Theorem

1 in [94], we can prove the following:

Proposition 4.5. The maximum eigenvalue of ∆up
d,1 is 1, and the multiplicity of the

eigenvalue 1, denoted by m1(Sd), satisfies the sandwich inequality

α̃(Sd) ≤ m1(Sd) ≤ κ̃(Sd)

where α̃(Sd) = max{p+2q : ∃ pairwise non-adjacent p balanced cliques and q antibalanced cliques},
κ̃(Sd) = min{p+ 2q : ∃ p balanced cliques and q antibalanced cliques covering Sd}.

According to Theorem 2.2, we also have the inertia bound and the nodal domain
theorem:

Proposition 4.6. Let α be the independence number of G−
up(Sd). Then,

α ≤ min{#{i : λi(∆up
d,p) ≤ 1},#{i : λi(∆up

d,p) ≥ 1}}.

For any eigenfunction f w.r.t. λi(∆
up
d,p) whose multiplicity is r, the number of con-

nected components of the support set of f is smaller than or equal to min{i + r −
1, n − i+ r}.

Next, we show some results on the smallest non-trivial eigenvalue of ∆up
d,p.

Proposition 4.7. Given a simplicial complex K, for any 0 ≤ d < dimK, and
p ≥ 1, λd+1(L

up
d,p) = λd+1(∆

up
d,p) = 0.

Proof. It suffices to prove that the multiplicity of the eigenvalue zero is larger than
or equal to d+ 1.

By Theorem 3.1 in [50], we can derive that the multiplicity of the eigenvalue
zero of Lupd is dimKer(B⊤

d+1) = dim Image(B⊤
d ) + dim H̃d(K,R) = rank(Bd) +

rank(H̃d(K,R)) ≥ rank(Bd).
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Since every (d+1)-simplex has (d+2) sub-simplices of dimension d, the incidence
matrix Bd has at least (d + 2) nonzero columns. And based on this fact, we can
further verify that rank(Bd) ≥ d+ 1. Finally, it is obvious that the multiplicities of
the eigenvalue zero of Lupd,p, ∆

up
d,p and Lupd coincide. The proof is completed.

It is well-known that λ2(L
up
0 ) > 0 if and only if rank(H̃0(K,R)) = 0, i.e., K is

connected. For λd+2(L
up
d ) with d ≥ 1, we have

Proposition 4.8. Given a pure simplicial complex K, 1 ≤ d < dimK and p ≥ 1, we
have λd+2(∆

up
d,p) > 0 (or λd+2(L

up
d,p) > 0) if and only if K is a simplex of dimension

(d+ 1).

Proof. Without loss of generality, we only prove the case of p = 2. For any 0 ≤
d < dimK, λd+2(L

up
d ) > 0 if and only if rank(Bd) = d+1 and rank(H̃d(K,R)) = 0.

If K is a simplex of dimension (d + 1), it is easy to check that rank(Bd) = d + 1,
rank(H̃d(K,R)) = 0, and λd+2(L

up
d ) = d+ 2.

For the converse, by the proof of Proposition 4.7, we can verify that the number
of (d+1)-simplexes in K is one. Since K is pure, K must be a simplex of dimension
(d+ 1).

Let Id = dim Image(B⊤
d ) + 1 = rank(Bd) + 1 and let kd = dimKer(B⊤

d+1) + 1.
Then,

λId(∆
up
d,p) = min

x⊥Image(B⊤
d
)

‖B⊤
d+1x‖

p
p

min
y∈Image(B⊤

d
)
‖x+ y‖pp,deg

and λd+2(∆
up
d,p) ≤ λId(∆

up
d,p) ≤ λkd(∆

up
d,p), where ‖x‖

p
p,deg :=

∑
τ∈Sd

degτ |xτ |p. Clearly,
λkd(∆

up
d,p) is the smallest non-vanishing (nonzero) eigenvalue of the normalized d-th

up p-Laplacian. We call λId(∆
up
d,p) the first (smallest) non-trivial eigenvalue of the

p-Laplacian ∆up
d,p.

It is interesting that for any p ≥ 1, λId(∆
up
d,p) = λkd(∆

up
d,p) if and only if H̃d(K,R) =

0. Also, similar to Proposition 4.8, for a pure simplicial complex, the equality
λd+2(∆

up
d,p) = λId(∆

up
d,p) holds if and only ifK is a (d+1)-simplex or rank(H̃d(K,R)) 6=

0.

Remark 21. For the case of p = 2, the smallest non-trivial eigenvalue λId(∆
up
d ) of

the normalized up Laplacian has been used to derive a Cheeger inequality in [83].

In the table below, we show the relations among the spectra of the normal-
ized Laplacians on Sd, and on the underlying signed graphs G−

up(Sd) as well as
Gup(Sd) associated to Sd. It can be seen that their eigenvalues λn(G

−
up(Sd)) ≥ · · · ≥

λ1(G
−
up(Sd)), λ1(∆

up
d ) ≤ · · · ≤ λn(∆

up
d ) and λ1(Gup(Sd)) ≤ · · · ≤ λn(Gup(Sd)) sat-

isfy the simple equalities: λn+1−k(G
−
up(Sd)) =

1
d+1 (d+2− λk(∆

up
d )), λk(Gup(Sd)) =

1
d+1(d+λk(∆

up
d )), and λn+1−k(G

−
up(Sd)) = 2−λk(Gup(Sd)), where k = 1, · · · , n and

n = #Sd.
In summary, we use ∆(Gup(Sd)) (resp., ∆(G−

up(Sd))) to denote the normalized
Laplacians on the signed graph Gup(Sd) (resp., anti-signed graph G−

up(Sd)). Then,

68



the eigenvalues of these operators have the relation:

Specturm of ∆up
d Specturm of ∆(Gup(Sd)) Specturm of ∆(G−

up(Sd))

0 d
d+1

d+2
d+1

...
...

...

λ ⇐⇒ λ+d
d+1 ⇐⇒ d+2−λ

d+1
...

...
...

d+ 2 2 0

that is, λ is an eigenvalue of ∆up
d if and only if λ+d

d+1 is an eigenvalue of ∆(Gup(Sd))

if and only if d+2−λ
d+1 is an eigenvalue of ∆(G−

up(Sd)). In addition, the multiplicity of
the eigenvalue 0 of ∆up

d is larger than or equal to d+1, while the multiplicity of the
eigenvalue d+2 of ∆up

d agrees with the number of balanced components of G−
up(Sd).

By Theorem 2.4, there exists an extreme point x which is also an eigenvector
associated to the eigenvalue λId(∆

up
d,1). Indeed, based on the concepts and results

in Section 2.4, one can check that the extreme points of the function pair (‖B⊤
d+1 ·

‖1, ‖ · ‖1,deg) belong to cone{−N, · · · ,−1, 0, 1, · · · , N}#Sd for some positive integer
N (if d = 0, one can take N = 1). This means that λId(∆

up
d,1) can be expressed as a

combinatorial optimization, or equivalently, an integer programming with constraint
on {−N, · · · ,−1, 0, 1, · · · , N}n, and thus we would like to call

h(Sd) := min
x⊥1Image(B⊤

d
)

‖B⊤
d+1x‖1

‖x‖1,deg
= λId(∆

up
d,1)

the Cheeger constant on Sd, where x⊥1y indicates that x is ‖ · ‖1,deg-orthogonal to
y (see Section 2.4 for the definition).

We have a combinatorial explanation of the Cheeger constant h(Sd) using the
language of multi-sets in combinatorics. A multiset can be formally defined as a
pair (S,m), where S is the underlying set of the multiset, formed from its distinct
elements, and m : S → Z is an integer-valued function, giving the multiplicity. For
convenience, we usually write S instead of (S,m), and we use |S| :=∑s∈S |m(s)| to
indicate the size of the multiset S.

Now we concentrate on the underlying set Sd. We use S ⊂N Sd to indicate that
S is a multiset on the underlying set Sd with multiplicities in {−N, · · · , 0, · · · , N}.
For such an S, let its coboundary ∂∗d+1S be the multiset on the underlying set Sd+1

such that each σ ∈ Sd+1 has the multiplicity
∑

τ∈Sd
m(τ)sgn([τ ], ∂[σ]), where m(τ)

is the multiplicity of τ in S. Denote by vol(S) =
∑

τ∈Sd
degτ |m(τ)| the volume of

the multiset S.
It should be noted that H̃d(K,R) 6= 0 if and only if h(Sd) = 0. More precisely,

according to Theorems 2.1 and 2.4, as well as the results in Section 2.4, there exists
N ∈ Z+ such that

h(Sd) = min
S⊂NSd

S 6=∂∗
d
(T ),∀T⊂NSd−1

|∂∗d+1S|
min

S′:∂∗
d+1S

′=∂∗
d+1S

vol(S′)
(68)
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if H̃d(K,R)=0
========== min

S⊂NSd
∂∗
d+1S 6=∅

|∂∗d+1S|
min

S′:∂∗
d+1S

′=∂∗
d+1S

vol(S′)
> 0,

In order to further understand the formula (68), below we show an equivalent refor-
mulation of (68) using the language of norms on cochain groups.

The norm ‖ · ‖1,deg on Cd(K) induces a quotient norm on Cd(K)/image(δd−1),
which will be denoted by ‖·‖ for simplicity. More precisely, for any equivalence class
[x] ∈ Cd(K)/image(δd−1), let ‖[x]‖ = inf

x′∈[x]
‖x′‖1,deg. Then

h(Sd) = min
06=[x]∈Cd(K)/image(δd−1)

‖δdx‖1
‖[x]‖ = min

06=[x]∈Cd(K,Z)/image(δd−1)

‖δdx‖1
‖[x]‖

and it is interesting that in the case of H̃d(K,R) = 0,

h(Sd) = min
y∈image(δd)

‖y‖1
‖y‖fil

=
1

max
y∈image(δd)

‖y‖fil/‖y‖1
=

1

‖δ−1
d ‖fil

where ‖y‖fil := inf
x∈δ−1

d
(y)

‖x‖1,deg is the filling norm of y, and ‖δ−1
d ‖fil is called the

filling profile by Gromov (see Section 2.3 in [41]).

Remark 22. Steenbergen, Klivans and Mukherjee [83] introduced the following
Cheeger constant

hd(K) := min
ϕ∈Cd(K,Z2)\Im δ

‖δϕ‖
min
ψ∈Im δ

‖ϕ+ ψ‖

which satisfies
hd(K) = 0 ⇐⇒ H̃d(K,Z2) 6= 0, ∀d ≥ 0,

where ‖ · ‖ is the Hamming norm on Cd(K,Z2) (i.e. l
1-norm on Zn2 with n = #Sd)

. According to the examples and theorems in [31, 42, 43, 76, 83], all the Cheeger
constants defined using cohomology (or homology) with Z2-coefficients cannot derive
a general two-side Cheeger inequality like the graph setting. It is worth noting that
our Cheeger constant can be reformulized as

h(Sd) = min
ϕ∈Cd(K,Z)\Im δ

‖δϕ‖1
min
ψ∈Im δ

‖ϕ+ ψ‖1,deg

where we use Z-coefficients instead of the Z2-coefficients, and we use the (weighted)
l1-norm instead of the Hamming norm. It is clear that

h(Sd) = 0 ⇐⇒ H̃d(K,R) 6= 0, ∀d ≥ 0.

For the case of d = 0, we can take N = 1, and then h(S0) reduces to the usual
Cheeger constant on graphs. The following preliminary result indicates that such a
constant h(Sd) is probably a good candidate for Cheeger-type inequalities.
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Proposition 4.9. Suppose that degτ > 0, ∀τ ∈ Sd. Then,

h2(Sd)

#Sd+1
≤ λId(∆

up
d ) ≤ vol(Sd)h(Sd)

and for any p ≥ 1,

hp(Sd)

|#Sd+1|p−1
≤ λId(∆

up
d,p) ≤ vol(Sd)

p−1h(Sd).

Proof. For simplicity, we denote h = h(Sd) and take λ = λId(∆
up
d ). We shall prove

min
τ∈Sd

degτ

#Sd+1
h2 ≤ λ ≤ vol(Sd)h

2.

Let k = rank(Bd). Then λ and h are the (k + 1)-th min-max eigenvalues of the
d-th up Laplacian and the d-th up 1-Laplacian, respectively. We only need to prove
that, for any k ≥ 1,

√√√√
1∑

τ∈Sd

degτ
λk ≤ hk ≤

√√√√ #Sd+1

min
τ∈Sd

degτ
λk.

In fact, it is easy to see that

min
τ

degτ ≤
‖x‖21,deg
‖x‖22,deg

≤
∑

τ∈Sd

degτ and 1 ≤ ‖B⊤
d+1x‖21

‖B⊤
d+1x‖22

≤ #Sd+1.

Hence
1∑

τ∈Sd
degτ

‖B⊤
d+1x‖22

‖x‖22,deg
≤

‖B⊤
d+1x‖21

‖x‖21,deg
≤ #Sd+1

min
τ

degτ

‖B⊤
d+1x‖22

‖x‖22,deg
.

The proof of h2(Sd)
#Sd+1

≤ λId(∆
up
d ) ≤ vol(Sd)h(Sd) is then completed by noting that

h ≤ 1 ≤ degτ , ∀τ ∈ Sd. The case of ∆up
d,p is similar.

Remark 23. We can also define the down Cheeger constant

hdown(Sd) := min
x⊥1Image(Bd+1)

‖Bdx‖1
‖x‖1,deg

= λId+1
(∆down

d,1 )

which possesses a combinatorial reformulation that is similar to (68).
Consider a d-dimensional combinatorial manifold K, that is, a d-dimensional

topological manifold possessing a simplicial complex structure. As a manifold, we
assume that K is connected and has no boundary. Then, the down adjacency relation
induces a graph on Sd, and we have the Cheeger inequality:

h2down(Sd)

2
≤ λ2(∆

down
d ) ≤ 2hdown(Sd).

Definition 4.5. Let M be a d-dimensional orientable compact closed Riemannian
manifold. A triangulation T of M is C-uniform if there exists C > 1 such that for
any two d-simplexes △ and △′ in the triangulation T ,

1

C
<

diam(△)

diam(△′)
< C and

1

C
<

diam(△)

vol(△)
1
d

< C.
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A triangulation T of M is uniform if there exist N > 1 and C > 1 such that
either the number of vertices of T is smaller than N , or T is C-uniform. The
constants N and C are called the uniform parameters of the triangulation.

Theorem 4.6. Let M be an orientable, compact, closed Riemannian manifold of
dimension (d+1). Let K be a simplicial complex which is combinatorially equivalent
to a uniform triangulation of M . Then, there is a Cheeger inequality

h2(Sd)

C
≤ λId(∆

up
d ) ≤ C · h(Sd),

where C is a uniform constant which is independent of the choice of K. In addition,
h(Sd) > 0 if and only if H1(K) = 0 (or equivalently, H1(M) = 0).

Proof. By Proposition 4.9, λId(∆
up
d ) = 0 if and only if h(Sd) = 0. So, it suffices to

assume that h(Sd) > 0, i.e., H̃d(M) = H̃d(K) = 0. SinceM and K are of dimension
(d+ 1), Poincaré duality implies that H̃1(M) = H̃d(M) = 0.

We may assume without loss of generality that M is simply connected, and the
triangulation is C-uniform for some C > 1, and Sd(K) has n elements, where n is a
sufficiently large integer.

For any ǫ > 0, there exist N > 0 such that any C-uniform triangulation with at
least N facets satisfies 1

3C2 ǫ < diam(△) < ǫ, ∀△. Here, we also regard the uniform
triangulation as a uniform ǫ-net.

Claim 1 For the down Cheeger constant, we have

d+ 2

4
h2down(Sd+1) ≤ λId(∆

up
d ) ≤ (d+ 2)hdown(Sd+1).

Proof: This is derived by the Cheeger inequality

h2down(Sd+1)

2
≤ λ2(∆

down
d+1 ) ≤ 2hdown(Sd+1)

proposed in Remark 23, and the duality property λId(∆
up
d ) = d+2

2 λ2(∆
down
d+1 ).

Claim 2 The Cheeger constant h(Sd) and the down Cheeger constant hdown(Sd+1) sat-
isfy h(Sd) ∼ hdown(Sd+1), i.e., there exists a uniform constant C > 1 such that
1
Chdown(Sd+1) ≤ h(Sd) ≤ Chdown(Sd+1).

The proof is divided into the following two claims.

Claim 2.1 1
ǫhdown(Sd+1) ∼ h(M)

Proof: Let G be the graph with n := #Sd+1 vertices located in the
barycenters of all (d + 1)-simplexes, such that two vertices form an edge
in G if and only if these two d-simplexes are down adjacent. We may call
G the underlying graph of the triangulation.

Note that hdown(Sd+1) also indicates the Cheeger constant of the un-
weighted underlying graph G. An approximation approach developed
in [84, 89] implies that the Cheeger constant of a uniform triangulation
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should approximate the Cheeger constant of the manifold when we equip
the edges of the underlying graph of the triangulation with appropriate
weights (related to ǫ). In fact, since G is a underlying graph of the tri-
angulation, we may assume that G is embedded in the manifold M , and
the distribution of the vertices of G is uniform10. Then, according to
the approximation theorems in [84, 89], by adding appropriate weights
(related to ǫ)11 on G, the Cheeger constant of G (with appropriate edge
weights) would approximate h(M) (i.e., the difference of h(M) and the
Cheeger constant of the weighted graph G is bounded by h(M)/2 when-
ever ǫ is sufficiently small). We can then adopt the same approximation
approach in [84,89] (i.e., a slight modification of the approximation the-
orem in [84,85,89]) to derive that 1

ǫhdown(Sd+1) ∼ h(M).

Claim 2.2 1
ǫh(Sd) ∼ h(M) whenever H1(M) = 0.

Proof: It is well-known that H1(M) = 0 if and only if Hd(M) = 0 if
and only if Ker(δd) = Im(δd−1), since M is a compact closed manifold of
dimension (d+ 1). Thus,

h(Sd) = min
x 6∈Ker(δd)

∑
σ∈Sd+1

| ∑
τ∈Sd

sgn(τ, ∂σ)xτ |

min
z∈Ker(δd)

∑
τ∈Sd

2|xτ + zτ |
.

By the duality theorem (see Lemma 2.5 and Proposition 2.8), we further
have

h(Sd) =

max
σ

down
∼ σ′

1
2 |yσ − yσ′ |

min
t∈R

max
σ∈Sd+1

|yσ + t|

and by Theorem 2.4, there is no difficulty to check that the optimization
in the right hand side coincides with

min
min
σ
yσ+max

σ
yσ=0

max
σ

down
∼ σ′

|yσ − yσ′ |

2max
σ

|yσ|
=

1

diam(G)

where diam(G) indicates the combinatorial diameter of G. We remark
here that we indeed rewrite h(Sd) as the smallest nontrivial eigenvalue of
the ∞-Laplacian, which agrees with 1/diam(G). This argument is similar
to a theorem in [51].

Finally, since the triangulation is C-uniform, it is easy to see that

1

ǫ
h(Sd) =

1

ǫ · diam(G)
∼ 1

diam(M)
.

Hence, 1
ǫh(Sd) ∼ h(M).

10The vertices of G are well-distributed on M .
11The weight of an edge {u, v} is determined by the distance of u and v in M , which is about

O(ǫ).
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The proof is then completed by combining all the statements above.

Remark 24. • The constant C in Theorem 4.6 depends on the uniform pa-
rameters of the triangulation, and the ambient manifold. We hope that it is
possible to find a new approach to get a uniform constant only depends on the
dimension d.

• Under the same condition of Theorem 4.6, we further have
λkd (∆

up
d,1)

2

C ≤ λkd(∆
up
d ) ≤

Cλkd(∆
up
d,1). This inequality coincides with the Cheeger inequality in Theorem

4.6 if and only if H1(M) = 0.

• A modification of the proof can deduce that 1
diam(G) ∼ λ2(G) whenever G can

be uniformly embedded into such a typical manifold, where λ2(G) is the second
smallest eigenvalue of the normalized Laplacian on G. To some extent, this
can be regarded as a higher dimensional analog of the main result in [61].

• Inspired by the approximation theory for Laplacians on triangulations of man-
ifolds proposed by Dodziuk [26] and Dodziuk-Patodi [27], we hope that it is
possible to develop an approximation theory for our Cheeger constants on tri-
angulations of manifolds.

Motivated by the above results and discussions, we then present the following
open problem for Cheeger inequalities on simplicial complexes.

Conjecture: There exists Cd > 0 which only depends on d ∈ N, such that

h2(Sd)

Cd
≤ λId(∆

up
d ) ≤ Cdh(Sd), and

h2down(Sd)

Cd
≤ λId(∆

down
d ) ≤ Cdhdown(Sd).

4.6 Other applications on extension and duality

We show new equalities based on the theory of duality in Section 2.5, and by
employing these equalities, we immediately get the dual optimization of the in-
ner problem in the Dinkelbach-type scheme [55], and the dual formulation of the
lp-polarization (Chebyshev) constant [4]. In addition, applying the dual principle
to Lovász extension, we obtain new equivalent continuous representations of the
Cheeger constant, maxcut, dual Cheeger quantity on a graph.

Proposition 4.10. Let F : Rm → [0,+∞) be a positive-definite and one-homogeneous
convex function, and let T : Rm → Rn be a linear transformation. For any convex
body B ⊂ Rn that contains 0 as its inner point, and for any u ∈ Rn, we have

min
x∈B

(F (Tx)−x·u) = − min
F ∗(y)≤1

hB(u−T⊤y) and max
x∈B

(F (Tx)−x·u) = max
F ∗(y)≤1

hB(T
⊤y−u),

where hB is the support function of B, and F ∗ is the dual function of F .

Proof. We only need to prove the following equivalent statement:
Let F : Rm → [0,+∞) and G : Rn → [0,+∞) be positive-definite and one-

homogeneous convex functions. For any matrix of order m×n, and for any u ∈ Rn,
we have

min
G(x)≤1

(F (Tx)− x · u) = − min
F ∗(y)≤1

G∗(u− T⊤
y)
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and
max
G(x)≤1

(F (Tx)− x · u) = max
F ∗(y)≤1

G∗(T⊤y − u).

The proof is direct. In fact, by the definition of duality, there holds

min
G(x)≤1

(F (Tx)− x · u) = min
G(x)≤1

(
max

F ∗(y)≤1
Tx · y − x · u

)
= min

G(x)≤1
max

F ∗(y)≤1
x · (T⊤

y − u)

= max
F ∗(y)≤1

min
G(x)≤1

x · (T⊤
y − u) = max

F ∗(y)≤1
(− max

G(x)≤1
x · (u− T⊤

y))

= max
F ∗(y)≤1

−G∗(u − T⊤y) = − min
F ∗(y)≤1

G∗(u− T⊤y)

and

max
G(x)≤1

(F (Tx)− x · u) = max
G(x)≤1

(
max

F ∗(y)≤1
Tx · y − x · u

)
= max

G(x)≤1
max

F ∗(y)≤1
x · (T⊤y − u)

= max
F ∗(y)≤1

max
G(x)≤1

x · (T⊤
y − u) = max

F ∗(y)≤1
G∗(T⊤

y − u).

The proof is completed.

Example 4.3. In the Dinkelbach-type scheme, we work on a convex optimization

xk+1 ∈ argmin
x∈B

{F1(x) + rkG2(x)− (〈uk,x〉+ rk〈vk,x〉) +Hxk(x)},

and by Proposition 4.10, the equivalent dual problem of this optimization is

yk+1 ∈ argmin
y∈Ωk

‖uk + rkvk − y‖22, xk+1 =
uk + rkvk − yk+1

‖uk + rkvk − yk+1‖2

where we take B as the l2-ball, and Ωk is the dual convex body of {x : F1(x) +
rkG2(x) +Hxk(x) ≤ 1}.
Remark 25. Another equivalent formulation of Proposition 4.10 can be written as

max
x 6=0

F (Tx)− x · u
G(x)

= max
y 6=0

G∗(T⊤y − u)

F ∗(y)
, ∀u (69)

and

min
x 6=0

F (Tx)− x · u
G(x)

= −min
y 6=0

G∗(u− T⊤y)

F ∗(y)
whenever u 6∈ int(T⊤∇F (0)).

Also, (69) can be formulated as

max
x∈BG

F (Tx)− x · u = max
x∈Ext(BG)

F (Tx)− x · u

= max
y∈BF∗

G∗(T⊤y − u) = max
y∈Ext(BF∗ )

G∗(T⊤y − u), ∀u,

where Ext(BG) and Ext(BF ∗) are extreme sets of the convex bodies BG := {x :
G(x) ≤ 1} and BF ∗ := {y : F ∗(y) ≤ 1}, respectively. This allows us to prove many
results in a short and elegant way.
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Example 4.4. We may simply call the vertex p-Laplacian on an oriented hypergraph
the hypergraph p-Laplacian, and we call the (hyper-)edge p-Laplacian on an oriented
hypergraph the dual hypergraph p-Laplacian. By Proposition 2.8, we only need to
concentrate on the hypergraph p-Laplacian for p ∈ [1, 2].

Example 4.5. Given vi ∈ Rn, i = 1, · · · ,m, and p ≥ 1 with p∗ as its Hölder
conjugate, we have

max
‖x‖p≤1

m∑

i=1

|vi · x| = max
εi∈{−1,1}

‖
m∑

i=1

εivi‖p∗ .

For p = 2, the above equality reveals a dual form of the l1-Chebyshev constant
(Proposition 3 in [4]). We can similar obtain a dual form of the lp-polarization
(Chebyshev) constant via the inequality

max
‖x‖2≤1

m∑

i=1

|vi · x|p = max∑m
i=1 |εi|

p∗=1
‖

m∑

i=1

εivi‖p2.

Example 4.6. Let G = (V,E) be a simple graph without bipartite component, then
the dual Cheeger constant of G possesses the new continuous representation:

h+1 (G) = 1−min
x 6=0

∑
i∼j |xi + xj|
degi |xi|

= 1− min
y:∃i s.t.

∑
e∋i ye 6=0

max
i∈V

1
degi

|∑e∋i ye|
min

z:
∑

e∋i ze=0,∀i
‖y + z‖∞

.

Example 4.7. Given a simple graph G, for any edge e = {i, j}, we let ǫie ∈ {−1, 1}
be such that ǫie = −ǫje, which indeed assigns an orientation on G. Then, the maxcut
of G has the following equivalent continuous formulation:

max
x 6=0

∑
i∼j |xi − xj |
‖x‖∞

= max
y 6=0

∑
i∈V |∑e∋i ǫieye|

‖y‖∞
.

Example 4.8. For a simple and connected graph G, its Cheeger constant equals

min
x 6=const

∑
i∼j |xi − xj |

min
t∈R

∑
i∈V degi |xi + t| = min

y:∃i s.t.
∑

e∋i ǫieye 6=0

maxi∈V
1

degi
|∑e∋i ǫieye|

min
z:

∑
e∋i ǫieze=0,∀i

‖y + z‖∞
.
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