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Abstract

Testing graph cluster structure has been a central object of study in property testing since
the foundational work of Goldreich and Ron [STOC’96] on expansion testing, i.e. the problem
of distinguishing between a single cluster (an expander) and a graph that is far from a single
cluster. More generally, a (k,€)-clusterable graph G is a graph whose vertex set admits a
partition into k induced expanders, each with outer conductance bounded by e. A recent line of
work initiated by Czumaj, Peng and Sohler [STOC’15] has shown how to test whether a graph
is close to (k,¢)-clusterable, and to locally determine which cluster a given vertex belongs to
with misclassification rate ~ €, but no sublinear time algorithms for learning the structure of
inter-cluster connections are known. As a simple example, can one locally distinguish between
the ‘cluster graph’ forming a line and a clique?

In this paper, we consider the problem of testing the hierarchical cluster structure of (k, €)-
clusterable graphs in sublinear time. Our measure of hierarchical clusterability is the well-
established Dasgupta cost, and our main result is an algorithm that approximates Dasgupta
cost of a (k, €)-clusterable graph in sublinear time, using a small number of randomly chosen
seed vertices for which cluster labels are known. Our main result is an O(1/log k) approximation
to Dasgupta cost of G in &~ n'/2t9() time using ~ n'/3 seeds, effectively giving a sublinear time
simulation of the algorithm of Charikar and Chatziafratis [SODA’17] on clusterable graphs. To
the best of our knowledge, ours is the first result on approximating the hierarchical clustering
properties of such graphs in sublinear time.

1 Introduction

Graph clustering is a central problem in data analysis, with applications in a wide variety of scientific
disciplines from data mining to social science, statistics and more. The overall objective in these
problems is to partition the vertex set of the graph into disjoint “well connected” subgraphs which
are sparsely connected to each other. It is quite common in the practice of graph clustering that
besides the graph itself one is given a list of vertices with correct cluster labels for them, and one
must extend this limited amount of cleanly labelled data to a clustering of the entire graph. This
corresponds to the widely used seeded model (see, e.g., [BBM02] and numerous follow up works,
e.g., [DBE99, KBDMO09, [SK02, [AB15]). The central question that we consider in this paper is

What can be learned about the cluster structure of the input graph from a few seed
nodes in sublinear time?
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Formally, we work with the classical model for well-clusterable graphs [CPS15], where the input
graph G = (V, E) is assumed to admit a partitioning into a disjoint union of & induced expanders
C1, ..., Cy with outer conductance bounded by € < 1 and inner conductance being Q(1). We refer to
such instances as (k, (1), €)-clusterable graphs, or (k,€)-clusterable graphs for short. Such graphs
have been the focus of significant attention in the property testing literature [CS07), [KS08| INS10],
starting from the seminal work of [GRI1I]. A recent line of work has shown how to design nearly
optimal sublinear time clustering oracles for such graphs, i.e. algorithms that can consistently
answer clustering queries on such a graph from a local exploration only. However, existing works
do not show how to learn the structure of connections between the clusters. In particular, to the
best of our knowledge, no approach in existing literature can resolve the following simple question:

Distinguish between the clusters being arranged in a line and the clusters forming an
(appropriately subsampled) clique (See Fig. [ .

Figure 1: Clusters arranged in a line (Left); Clusters forming a clique (Right)

More generally, we would like to design a sublinear time algorithm that approximates the hierar-
chical clustering properties of k-clusterable graphs. Hierarchical clustering is a useful primitive in ma-
chine learning and data science with essential applications in information retrieval [MRSO0S, Ber(6],
social networks |GSZT11] and phylogenetics [ESBB9S]. Informally, in hierarchical clustering the
objective is to construct a hierarchy of partitions that explain the cluster structure of the graph at
different scales — note that such a partitioning looks very different in the two cases (line vs clique)
above. Formally, the quality of such a hierarchy of partitions is often evaluated using Dasgupta’s
cost [Dasl6], and the main question studied in our paper is

Is it possible to approximate Dasgupta’s cost of a (k, (1), €)-clusterable graph using few
queries to the input graph and a few correctly clustered seed vertices?

In practice an algorithm operating in the seeded model [BBM02| most often does not have full
control over the seeds, but rather is given a list generated by some external process. To model this,
we assume that the seed vertices are sampled independently from the input graph, with probability
proportional to their degrees: we refer to this model as the random sample model.

The case: k = 1, i.e. approximating Dasgupta cost of an expander. When k = 1, our
input is a single expander, i.e a single cluster, we approximate its Dasgupta cost in sublinear time



using degree queries on the seeds. At first glance one might think that Dasgupta cost of an expander
can be approximated well simply as a function of its number of vertices and average degree, but this
is only the case for regular expanders. The irregular case is nontrivial, an a poly(1/¢) approximation
was recently given by [MS21]. As a warm-up result, we give an algorithm approximating Dasgupta
cost of an (irregular) p-expander using ~ n'/? seed vertices (and degree queries on these vertices).
This, somewhat surprisingly, turns out to be a tight bound. Specifically, we show

Theorem 1.1 (Approximating Dasgupta cost of an expander). Dasgupta cost of a p-expander
can be approzimated to within an poly(1/y) factor using degree queries on = nl/3 seed vertices.
Furthermore, the bound of ~ n'/3 is tight up to polylogarithmic factors.

The general case: k£ > 1. In the general case the problem of approximating Dasgupta cost of the
input graph can be decomposed into two: (1) approximating Dasgupta cost of individual clusters
and (2) approximating Dasgupta cost of the contracted graph, in which each cluster is contracted
into a supernode. The first problem can be solved using Theorem [[.1] assuming ability to randomly
sample vertices from individual clusters, which is exactly what the seeds are. Further, we show
that access to a few seed vertices is sufficient to obtain oracle access to the cut function (and, more
generally, quadratic form of the Laplacian) of the contracted graph in time = n'/2+0(€)  Our main
result is Theorem below:

Theorem 1.2. [Informal version of Theorem[21)] There exists an algorithm that for every (k, (1), €)-
clusterable graph G = (V, E) estimates the Dasgupta’s cost of G up to O(\/log k) factor in the random
sample model in time ~ n*/?t0) . (d,,,)°M) and using ~ n'/3 seeds.

Remark 1.3. We remark that our algorithm for estimating Dasgupta cost from Theorem 2] can be
made to provide an oracle access to a low cost hierarchical clustering tree.

Remark 1.4. One can verify by adapting the lower bound of Q(nl/ 2) on expansion testing due to
Goldreich and Ron [GR02] that at least Q(1/n/k) queries are needed for a o(k/ log k) approximation
for constant k£ in this model. The proof is a rather direct adaptation of the classical result of
Goldreich and Ron, and we therefore do not present it.

Remark 1.5. Recall that in our random sample model for seed vertices the seeds are sampled inde-
pendently with probability proportional to their degrees. This model matches quite closely what
happens in practice in the sense that the algorithm does not always have full control over the
seeds [BBMO02|. One can also consider the stronger model in which the algorithm can ask for cor-
rect label of any vertex of its choosing. This model is significantly stronger, and in particular one
can design an algorithm for obtaining the same approximation of Dasgupta cost as our Theorem
above, but with time complexity dominated by estimating Dasgupta cost of the k expanders, i.e.
~ nl/3.

We note that the currently best known approximation to Dasgupta’s cost on n-vertex graphs
is O(y/logn), achieved by the recursive sparsest cut algorithm of [CC17]. Our approximation is
O(+/1og k), matching what the Charikar and Chatziafratis algorithm achieves on k-node graphs. In
fact, our main technical contribution is an efficient way of simulating this algorithm in sublinear
time on k-clusterable graphs.

Related work on (k, (1), €)-clusterable graphs. Such graphs have been extensively studied
in the property testing framework as well as local computation models. Its testing version, where
one essentially wants to determine k, the number of clusters in G, in sublinear time, generalizes
the well-studied problem of testing graph expansion, where one wants to distinguish between an
expander (i.e. a good single cluster) and a graph with a sparse cut (i.e. at least two clusters).



[GRI1] showed that expansion testing requires Q(n'/?) queries, then [CS07, [KS0S|, NS10] developed
algorithms to distinguish an expander from a graph that is far from a graph with conductance €
in time ~ n'/2t9() which the recent work of [CKK¥18| showed to be tight. The setting of k > 2
has seen a lot of attention recently [CPS15], ICKK™ 18, [Pen20, IGKL™21a|, with close to information
theoretically optimal clustering oracles, i.e. small space data structures that provide quick access
to an approximate clustering, obtained in [GKL™21a]. More recently, [MS21] studied hierarchical
clustering of k-clusterable graphs and developed a nearly linear time algorithm that approximates
the Dasgupta’s cost of the graph up to constant factor. Although their algorithm to work requires
significantly stronger assumptions on the input data i.e., e < 1/ kM) and their algorithm does not
run in sublinear time. Note that the problem of estimating Dasgupta’s cost becomes non-trivial
when € > %, i.e., when Dasgupta’s cost of the graph is dominated by the outgoing edges between
different clusters!.

The most closely related work on our setting is [KKLM23| where the authors provide a sublinear
algorithm for hierarchical clustering. Although their algorithm works under significantly stronger
assumptions on there input instance (i.e. the graph is not only well-cluster at the bottom level of
the hierarchy but at every level). For this reason we cannot use their techniques in this paper and
we need to develop a completely new approach.

Very recently, [AKLP22, |ACL™22| considered the problem of hierarchical clustering under Das-
gupta objective in the streaming model. Both papers give a one pass 6(71) memory streaming
algorithm which finds a tree with Dasgupta cost within an O(y/logn) factor of the optimum in poly-
nomial time. Additionally, [AKLP22| also considers this problem in the query model and presents
a O(y/logn) approximate hierarchical clustering using 6(71) queries without making any cluster-
ability assumptions of the input graph. On the other hand, our algorithms assume the graph is
k-clusterable and approximates the Dasgupta cost within a O(y/log k) in sublinear time.

Related work on hierarchical clustering. We briefly review developments in the area of algo-
rithms for hierarchical clustering since the introduction of Dasgupta’s objective function. Dasgupta
designed an algorithm based on recursive sparsest-cut that provides O(logg/ 2 n) approximation for
his objective function. This was improved by Charikar and Chatizafratis who showed that the recur-
sive sparsest-cut algorithm already returns a tree with approximation guarantee O(y/logn) [CC17].
Furthermore, they showed that it’s impossible to approximate Dasgupta’s cost within constant fac-
tor in general graphs under the Small-Set Expansion hypothesis. More recently, [CAKMTMIS|
studied this problem in a regime in which the input graph is sampled from a Hierarchical Stochas-
tic Block Model [CAKMTMI18|. They construct a tree in nearly linear time that approximates
Dasgupta’s cost of the graph up to a constant factor. [CAKMTMIS| use a type of hierarchical
stochastic block model, which generates close to regular expanders with high probability, and their
analysis crucially relies on having dense clusters and large degrees. Our model allows for arbitrary
expanders as opposed to dense random graphs and is more expressive in this sense.

Related work in semi-supervised active clustering. We note that our model is also
related to the semi-supervised active clustering framework (SSAC) introduced in [AKBI6|. In
this model we are given a set X of n points and an oracle answering to same-cluster queries of
the form “are these two points in the same cluster?”. Thanks to its elegance and applications to
crowdsourcing applications, the model received a lot of attention and has been extensively studied
both in theory [ABJ18, [ABJK18, BCBLP20, BCLP21, HMMP19, MP17, [MS17al, IMS17b, [SS19,
VRGI9| and in practice [FGSS18, IGNK ™15, [VGMI5, VGMPIT] — see also [EZKIS| for other types

! For instance, in a d-regular, (k, ¢, €)-clusterable graph, one can easily show that the Dasgupta cost is at least
Q( “"'dk'"z ), simply because of the contribution of the k induced p-expanders. On the other hand, the total number of
edges running between the clusters is bounded by € - d - n, and therefore their total contribution to Dasgupta’s cost
is O(e - d - n?®). Thus, the problem becomes non-trivial when € > 1.




of queries.

1.1 Basic definitions

Definition 1 (Inner and outer conductance). Let G = (V, E) be a graph. For a set C C V and
aset S C C,let E(S,C\ S) be the set of edges with one endpoint in S and the other in C'\ S.
The conductance of S within C, is ¢g(5) = %%\)S)‘ The outer conductance of C is defined to

be ¢S5 (C) = ¢$(C) = w The inner conductance of C C V is defined to be ¢&(C) =

. G . .
MiNg e oo |5)< 20O ¢ (S) if |C| > 1 and one otherwise.

We define k-clusterable graphs as a class of instances that can be partitioned into k expanders
with small outer conductance:

Definition 2. ((k, ¢, €)-clustering) Let G = (V, E) be a graph. A (k, p, €)-clustering of G is a partition

of vertices V' into disjoint subsets Ci,...,Cy such that for all i € [k], ¢S(C;) > ¢, ¢5,(C;) < €

out
vol(C})

and for all 4,5 € [k] one has vol(Cyy € O(1). A graph G is called (k, ¢, €)-clusterable if there exists a

(k, ¢, €)-clustering for G.

Dasgupta’s cost. Hierarchical clustering is the task of partitioning vertices of a graph into nested
clusters. The nested partitions can be represented by a rooted tree whose leaves correspond to the
vertices of graph, and whose internal nodes represent the clusters of vertices. Dasgupta introduced
a natural optimization framework for formulating hierarchical clustering tasks as an optimization
problem [Das16]. We recall this framework now. Let T be any rooted tree whose leaves are vertices
of the graph. For any node z of T', let T'[z] be the subtree rooted at z, and let LEAVES(T[z]) C V
denote the leaves of this subtree. For leaves z,y € V |, let LCA(z,y) denote the lowest common
ancestor of x and y in T". In other words, T[LCA(z,y)] is the smallest subtree whose leaves contain
both z and y.

Definition 3. (Dasgupta’s cost [Dasl6]) Dasgupta’s cost of the tree T for the graph G = (V, E) is
defined to be COST¢(T) = X_y, pep ILEAVES(T[LCA(z, y)])|.

The random sample model for seed vertices. We consider a random sample model for seed

vertices, in which the algorithm is given a (multi)set S of seed vertices, which are sampled indepen-
dently with probability proportional to their degrees, together with their cluster label.

2 Technical overview

In this section we give an overview of our main algorithmic result, stated below as Theorem 2.1
(formal version of Theorem [[2)). It postulates a sublinear time algorithm for estimating Dasgupta’s
cost of k-clusterable graphs. Here, we use O*-notation to suppress poly(k), poly(1/¢), poly(1/e)
and polylog n-factors.

Theorem 2.1. Let k > 2, p € (0,1) and ﬁ be a suffciently small constant. Let G = (V, E) be a
graph that admits a (k, p, €)-clustering C1,...,Cy. Let |V|=mn, |E| =m, dgg = 277”
There exists an algorithm (ESTIMATEDCOST(G); Algorithm [1) that w.h.p. estimates the op-

timum Dasgupta cost of G within a O ( ; loo(glf> factor in time O* <n1/2+o(5/902) . (da@g)o(1)> using

o* <n1/3 4+ nO/e?) . (davg)o(1)> seed queries.

Our algorithm consists of two main parts: First, we estimate the contribution from the inter-
cluster edges to the Dasgupta cost. A natural approach is to contract the clusters Cy,...,C) into
supernodes, and use Dasgupta’s cost of the contracted graph (defined below) as a proxy.



Definition 4. (Contracted graph) Let G = (V, E) be a graph and let C = (C4,...,C}) denote a
partition of V into disjoint subsets. We say that the weighted graph H = ([k], ([g}), W, w> is a

contraction of G with respect to the partition C if for every 4, j € [k] we have W (i, j) = |E(C;, C})],
and for every i € [k] we have w(i) = |C;|. We denote the contraction of G with respect to the
partition C by H = G/C.

The problem is of course that it is not clear how to get access to this contracted graph in sublinear
time, and our main contribution is a way of doing so. Our approach amounts to first obtaining access
to the quadratic form of the Laplacian of the contracted graph H, and then using the hierarchical
clustering algorithm of [CCI17] on the corresponding approximation to the contracted graph. Thus,
we essentially show how to simulate the algorithm of [CC17| in sublinear time on (k, ¢, €)-clusterable
graphs.

Then, we design a procedure TOTALCLUSTERSCOST that approximates the contribution from
the internal cluster edges to the Dasgupta cost.

Algorithm [I] below presents our estimator for the Dasgupta cost of the graph.

Algorithm 1 ESTIMATEDCOST(G) time ~ m1/2+0(e)
o(1)
1: §<— (k':loavg)
2: D «+ INITIALIZEWEIGHTEDDOTPRODUCTORACLE(G, &) # See Algorithm [

3 H APPROXCONTRACTEDGRAPH (G, , D) #The Laplacian L of H satisfies Equation ()

4: T + WEIGHTEDRECURSIVESPARSESTCUT (H ) # Weighted version of Algorithm of [CC17]

5. EST <~ O (é) - WCOST 5(T) + TOTALCLUSTERSCOST(G) + O (5";2’#)
6: return EST

Our algorithm uses a weighted definition of Dasgupta’s cost (Definition @), which we denote
WCOST, to relate the cost of G and the contracted graph H. Then, our estimate EST in Algorithm
[ simply sums the contribution from the weighted Dasgupta cost of the tree T on the contracted
graph H , with the contribution from the clusters. We want to ensure that the estimate always
provides an upper bound on the optimal Dasgupta cost of G. To this end, we scale the weighted

Dasgupta cost WCOST ﬁ(f) up by a factor of O (#) (to account for the multiplicative error),

and add a term on the order of 5”;2’“2 (to account for the additive error). That way we obtain an

estimate EST such that

vlog k

COST(G) <EST < O <W
¥

) COST(G),
where COST(G) denotes the optimum Dasgupta cost of G.

We outline the main ideas behind accessing the contracted graph in Section 2.2] and present
the complete analysis in Section [Al We outline the main ideas behind the TOTALCLUSTERSCOST
procedure in Section 2.l and present the complete analysis in Section

We remark that with a little post-processing, our algorithms for estimating Dasgupta’s cost
can be adapted to recover a low-cost hierarchical-clustering tree. To construct such a tree we
first construct a tree T with k leaves on the contracted graph. The algorithm constructs T in
sublinear time ~ n'/2+0() Then, for every cluster C; one can construct a particular tree dieg
using (Algorithm 1 of [MS21]) on the vertices of C;. Finally, we can extend the leaf i of the tree



T by adding trees 7° as its direct child. Note that constructing ﬁeg explicitly takes time O(|Cj]),
however, this step is only required if one intends to output the full hierarchical-clustering tree of G.

Otherwise, for only estimating COST(G), we design a sublinear method that estimates COST( dieg)

in time ~ n'/3 without explicitly constructing T (see Section [B]).

2.1 Estimating Dasgupta cost of an expander using seed queries

In this section, we design an algorithm for estimating the Dasgupta cost of a @-expander up to
poly(1/¢) factor using ~ n'/3 seed queries. We also prove that this is optimal (Theorem 24)) in
subsection Finally, we show that our algorithm can be used more generally to approximate the
contribution of the clusters to the Dasgupta cost of a (k, ¢, €)-clusterable graph.

Let us first focus on the case when G is a single p-expander.

Theorem 2.2. Let G = (V, E) be a p-expander (possibly with self-loops). Let T* denote the tree
with optimum Dasgupta cost for G. Then procedure CLUSTERCOST (Algorithm[3), uses O* (n1/3)
seed queries and with probability 1 — n~'%" returns a value such that:

COST(T*) < CLUSTERCOST(G) < O (%) - COST(T™).

We now outline the proof of Theorem

Let G be a g-expander, i.e., ¢in(G) > . To estimate the Dasgupta cost of G, we use Theorem
2.3 form [MS21]. This result shows that there is a specific tree called Tgey on G' that approximates
the Dasgupta cost of G up to O <<’714) For completeness, we include the algorithm (Algorithm [2))

for computing Tgey from [MS21]. Note that Algorithm [ from [MS21] runs in time O(m + nlogn),
however, we don’t need to explicitly construct 7ge,. Instead, we design an algorithm that estimates
the cost of Tgey in time nlt/3.

Algorithm 2 HCwITHDEGREES(G{V }) [MS21]

1: Input: G = (V, E,w) with the ordered vertices such that d,, > ... > oy,
2: Output: An HC tree Tgeq(G)

3: if |[V| =1 then

4:  return the single vertex V as the tree

5: else

6 imax = |logy |V]| —1]; 7= 2max; A= {v1,...,v,}; B:=V\A

7. Let 71 .= HCWITHDEGREES(G{A}); T2 := HCWITHDEGREES(G{B})
8:  return 7., with 77 and 73 as the two children

9: end if

Theorem 2.3. [Theorem 3 in [MS21l]] Given any graph G = (V, E,w) with inner-conductance

as input, Algorithm [@ runs in O(m + nlogn) time, and returns an HC' tree Tgeq(G) that satisfies
COSTG(%@Q(G)) = 0(1/904) -OPTg.

Our procedure for estimating the Dasgupta cost of the tree returned by Algorithm [Pl is based
on a simple expression for the (approximate) cost of this tree that we derive (and later show how
to approximate by sampling).

Let G = (V, E) be an arbitrary expander with vertices x1, zo, ...z, ordered such that d; > dy >
... > dp, where d; = deg(z;). We denote by Tgeg the Dasgupta Tree returned by Algorithm 1 of



IMS21]. Specifically, we show that the cost COST g (Teg) is to within an O(1/¢) factor approximated
by

n
Zz’ d; = Z rank(x) - deg(x), (1)
i=1 eV

where deg(x) is the degree of = and rank(z) is the rank of x in the ordering of vertices of V' in non-
increasing order of degrees. The proof is rather direct, and is presented in the appendix (Lemmas [B.1]
and B.2)). Our task therefore reduces to approximating (I]) in sublinear time. To achieve this, we
partition the vertices into buckets according to their degree: For every d between 1 and n/¢ that
is a power of 2, let By := {z € V : d < deg(x) < 2d}. We will refer to By as the degree class of d.
Let ng := |By| denote the size of the degree class, and let 74 denote the highest rank in By. Note
that 74 is the number of vertices in G that have degree at least d, so we have rg = >",~ ;1.

The vertices in By have ranks rq4,74 — 1,...,74 — ng + 1 and degrees in [d, 2d]|, which gives the
bounds
d Td Td
§'nd'rd§' Z i-d< Zrank(:n)-deg(:n)g' Z i-2d <2d-ng-rq, (2)
i=rg—mgq+1 zeBy i=rg—nmgq+1

so our task is further reduced to estimating the quantity

ZZd-nd-rd. (3)

d zEBy

We do so by sampling: simply sample ~ n'/3 vertices, and approximate the number of vertices ng
and the highest rank ry4 of each degree class. This is summarized in Algorithm [ below.

Algorithm 3 CLUSTERCOST(G, S, m)
# S is a (multi)set of size s of vertices in G = (V, E)
# m is a constant factor estimate of |E|

1: for every d between 1 and n/¢ that is a power of 2 do

2 fg+ 22{v e S:d< deg(v) < 2d}| # Estimate the number of vertices by sampling
3 Ty 2Tm|{v €S :d<deg(v)} # Estimate the rank by sampling

4: end for

5 return ), ng- 74

While the algorithm is simple, the analysis is quite interesting, and the bound of n'/3 on the
number of seeds is tight! We now outline the main ideas behind the analysis of the algorithm.

Ideally, we would like to estimate the number of vertices ng and the highest rank r; of every
degree class d. However, this is hard to achieve, as some degree classes may be small. The crux
of the analysis is showing that with ~ n'/3 samples, we can approximate ng and rq for any degree
class that contributes at least a (1/logn)-fraction of the Dasgupta cost.

Recalling that our model assumes degree proportional sampling, the expected number of samples

from any degree class By is
s s
o Z deg(z) ~ oLl t,
rEB:

where s is the total number of samples. Thus, we can estimate n; and r; whenever n; -t > Q* (%) .



Now, consider the degree class d with the highest degree mass. Since there are at most logn/p
different degree classes, we have ng - d > Q*(m). Thus, we can estimate the contribution to the
Dasgupta cost of any degree class By which satisfies

nd-d

< 0*(s).

ng - t
Using the degree class d as a reference, we show that any degree class ¢ that has a significant
contribution to the Dasgupta cost, must have a sufficiently large degree mass compared to d.
Specifically, if By is a degree class that contributes at least a (1/log n)-fraction of the Dasgupta
cost, i.e.

Z rank(x) deg(z) > Zrank ) deg(x),

logn
rEB: zeV
then, by Equation (2]), we have
ot > 3" rank(z)d ~ > rank(z) deg(z) > ! f:'t> Lo
T m ran e ran e i- 7
= gz _10 gz log n 4 ~ logn 2
xEDB ZEEV i=1

From this, we conclude that n; Z ¢, allowing us to use the quantity n? -t as a further proxy for the
contribution of B; to the Dasgupta cost.

Furthermore, we show that if d is our high-degree-mass reference class and t is any degree class
that contributes at least a 1/logn fraction of the Dasgupta cost, then n? -t > n?l - d. Intuitively,
this is because the contribution from B; is no smaller than the contribution from Bj.

Therefore, the following optimization problem provides an upper bound on the sufficient number
of samples.

ng-d
max
t,ng,dng Mg - t
such that
n? -t > n?l -d # By has large contribution to the Dasgupta Cost
Ng, Mg <N #at most n vertices
ng,t,d > 1 #B; is non-empty and degrees are non-zero
ng > 0.

However, the above optimization problem is too weak. For example, setting ng = nt2 d =n,
ng = n, t = 1 gives a feasible solution with value n!/2. But this solution would correspond to
having n'/2 vertices of degree n and n vertices of degree 1, which is impossible in an actual graph.
We remedy this by adding an additional constraint that encodes that ¢, n.,d, ng arise from a valid
graph.

ng-d
tﬁ?%f%d ng - t
such that
n?-t>n?-d #DB; has large contribution to the Dasgupta cost
d <ng # B, does not have too many edges to V' \ By
Ng,Ng <N #at most n vertices
ng,t,d > 1 #B; is non-empty and degrees are non-zero
ng > 0.



A priori, there is no reason why the constraint d < ng should be satisfied by our reference class
B,. However, we show that for any graph, it is possible to find a reference class By which satisfies
d < ng and contributes a large fraction of the degree mass. Intuitively, this is because if all the
high-degree-mass classes had d > ng, then they would require too many edges to be routed outside
of their degree class, eventually exhausting the available vertices. See proof of Lemma [B.4]in Section
B2 for the details.

Finally, we prove that the refined optimization problem has optimal value ~ n'/°. Therefore
~ n'/3 samples suffice to discover any degree class t with a non-trivial contribution to the Dasgupta
cost. The full analysis is presented in Appendix

We also show that Q(n'/?) seeds are necessary to approximate >, rank(z) - deg(z) to within
any constant factor:

1/3

Theorem 2.4. For every positive constant o« > 1 and n sufficiently large, there exists a pair of
expanders G and G’ such that Y7 i-d; < n?, Y0 i-d, > an® and at least Q(n'/?) vertices
need to be queried in order to have probability above 2/3 of distinguishing between them (where
di > ... >d, >1 is the degree sequence in G and d} > ... > d, > 1 is the degree sequence in G').

Figure 2] below illustrates the graphs G and G’ from Theorem 24l Graph G has of a set A
of n?/3 vertices of degree n?/3, and the remaining vertices have degree 1. Graph G’ has a set A’
of n2/3 vertices of degree n?/3, but the remaining vertices have degree «. In order to distinguish
the two graphs, we need to query a vertex outside of A or A’, but this requires Q(nl/ 3) queries in
expectation. The proof of Theorem 2.4l is straightforward, and is included in Section [B.4l

Figure 2: Illustration of the two instances in Theorem [2.41

Finally, we approximate the total contribution of the clusters to the Dasgupta cost of a (k, ¢, €)-
clusterable graph. To achieve this, we use the procedure TOTALCLUSTERSCOST (Algorithm []),
which simply sums up the CLUSTERCOST(C;) of the clusters. We formally describe the procedure
TOTALCLUSTERSCOST (Algorithm ) in Section [Bl and we prove its guarantees (Theorem [A.7) in

Section [B.3l

2.2 Sublinear time access to the contracted graph

We now outline how one can find the tree T on the contracted graph. For simplicity of presentation,
we assume throughout this section that the graph is d-regular. We address the case of irregular
graphs in Section [A.3] where we provide a simple reduction from irregular graphs to regular graphs.

We denote the Laplacian of G by Lg and the normalized Laplacian of G by Lg. We will use
the following notation for additive-multiplicative approximation.

10



Definition 5. For x,y € R, write
T Rep Y fal y—b<z<a-y+b.
For matrices X,Y € R¥*F write
X =Y ifa™ Y —b-m-Iy <X <a-Y+b-m-I.

Let H = G//C be the contraction of G with respect to the underlying clustering C = (Cy, Cs, ... Cy)
(Definition Ml). We write H = ([k], ([g}), W) to emphasize that the vertex set of the contracted graph
H corresponds to the clusters of G and for 7,5 € [k], the pair (i,7) is an edge of H with weight
W (i, j) = |E(C;, Cj)|. If we were explicitly given the adjacency/Laplacian matrix of the contracted
graph H, then finding a good Dasgupta tree for H can be easily done by using the algorithm of
[CC17] which gives a O(y/Togk) approximation to the optimal tree for H (and an /logk/@®(")
approximation to the optimal tree for G as shown in Theorem [2).

The problem is that we do not have explicit access to the Laplacian of the contracted graph
(denoted by Lpr). However, to get a good approximation to the Dasgupta Cost of H, it suffices
to provide explicit access to a Laplacian L (which corresponds to a graph H ) where cuts in H
approximate sizes of corresponding cuts in H in the following sense: da > 1,3 > 0 and such that
for all S C [k], N

’E(S7V\S)’ ~a,B ‘E(S,V\S)‘

Motivated by this observation, we simulate this access approximately by constructing a matrix L
which spectrally approximates Ly in the sense that

Ly ~ae L (4)

in time &~ m/2TOE/?*) . poly(1/€) for some 0 < € < 1 < a (see Theorem [A2). So, our immediate
goal is to spectrally approximate Lp. We describe this next.

Spectrally approximating Lp: The key insight behind our spectral approximation L to Ly
comes from considering the case where our graph is a collection of k£ disjoint expanders each on
n/k vertices. To understand this better, let Lg = UAUT denote the eigendecomposition of the
Laplacian and let M = UXU” denote the eigendecomposition of the lazy random walk matrix.
Letting Uy € R™** denote a matrix whose columns are the first k columns of U, we will use random

sampling to obtain our spectral approximation L to the matrix (I = UpZmU [ZZ}) Indeed, for the
instance consisting of k-disjoint equal sized expanders, note that I — Uy XU [T | = U_ik 2k Urf[k}
where Uj_y) € R™*("=k) is the matrix whose columns are the last (n — k) columns of U. Using

the information that A, > Ap—1 > -+ > A1 > (,02 /2, one can compare quadratic forms on
I —Up2pm U[ZZ} and L¢ (the normalized Laplacian of G) to show

L~oa/p2)¢ LH-

We will now describe this in more detail. First, we will show that the matrix I — U[k]E[k]U[j,;}
approximates the quadratic forms of Lg multiplicatively. Then, we describe how this allows us to
approximate the quadratic forms of Lz. Finally, we will outline how to approximate the matrix
I - UpZmUp -

First, we introduce a central definition to this work, which is the notion of spectral embedding.
Definition 6. (k-dimensional spectral embedding) For every vertex = we let f, = Uﬁ;}]lx be the
k-dimensional spectral embedding of vertex .

11



The spectral embeddings of vertices in a graph provide rich geometric information which has
been shown to be useful in graph clustering [LGTT14] [CPS15, ICKK ™18, IGKL™21a]. The following
remark asserts that the inner products between f, and f, are well-defined even though the choice
for these vectors may not be basis free. First, we need the following standard result on eigenvalues

of (k, ¢, €)-clusterable graphs [LGT14, ICKK™18|.

Lemma 1. |GKL™21a| Let G = (V, E) be a d-regular graph that admits a (k, ¢, €)-clustering. Then
we have A < 2€ and A1 > 5.

Remark 2.5. Take a (k, ¢, €)-clusterable graph G where €/¢? smaller than a constant. Thus, the
space spanned by the bottom k eigenvectors of the normalized Laplacian of G is uniquely defined,
Le. the choice of Uy, is unique up to multiplication by an orthonormal matrix R € R**F on the
right. Indeed, by Lemma/[Ilit holds that A\, < 2e and A\py1 > ©?/2. Thus, since we assume that €/p?
is smaller than an absolute constant, we have 2¢ < ?/2 and thus, the subspace spanned by the
bottom k eigenvectors of the Laplacian, i.e. the space of Uy, is uniquely defined, as required. We
note that while the choice of f, for x € V is not unique, but the dot product between the spectral

embedding of z € V and y € V is well defined, since for every orthonormal R € R¥** one has

<fo=Rfy> = (fo)T(Rfy) = (f:c)T (RTR) (fy) = (f:c)T (fy)

Since G is (k, ¢, €)-clusterable, by Remark [2.5] the space spanned by the bottom k eigenvectors
of the M is uniquely defined. Thus, for any z € R™, 27 (U] K 2kU [:Z])z is well defined.

Having observed this, we will now show that quadratic forms of I — U[k}E[k]U[:Z] approximate
quadratic forms of L multiplicatively.

Lemma 2. Suppose that G is d-regular, and let Ls and M denote the normalized Laplacian and
lazy random walk matrix of G. Let M = UXU?T denote the eigendecomposition of M. Then for
any vector z € R™ with ||z||2 = 1 we have

1 T T T 3 T
3 2 Lgz <z (1 — U[k]z[k]U[k]) z < E -zt Loz

Proof. Recall that Up, € R™* is a matrix whose columns are the first k columns of U, and
Y € R**F is a matrix whose columns are the first k& rows and columns of . Let Uiy € R™* (n—k)

be matrix whose columns are the last n — k columns of U, and X|_y € R(=K)x(n=k) he a matrix
whose columns are the last n — k rows and columns of ¥. Thus, the eigendecomposition of M is
M=UxUT = U[k]z[k]U[:Z] + U[_k]E[_k}U[:Ck}. Note that M =1 — LTG, thus we have

2T Loz
ZT(U[ME[MU[JI;])Z + ZT(U_[k]E_[k]UT[k])Z = ZTMZ =1- 5 , (5)
which by rearranging gives
2TLaz 2TLaz
<1 - 2" (UyZmUjy)z = + 2 (U_ B U7 )2 (6)

The first inequality gives 1 — 27 (U, R [7,;})2 > ZTgGZ as desired.
To establish the second inequality above, we will show zT(U_[k]E_[M Uf[k})z < %zTLGz. Let

z =Y, aju; be the eigendecomposition of vector z. Note that

n n
Loz = Z )\ioz? > Mgt Z oz?
i=1 i=k+1

12



By Lemma [I] we have A1 > %2. This gives

L 2
> et 5ot < el la @
il k+1 ‘2
Finally, putting (@) and (7)) together we get
2TLaz

1-— ZT(U[k]g[k}U[JI;])Z =

1 2 3
5+ Uy SoU )z < 2" Lgz <§ + ?) <5 2Lge.

Now, we apply Lemma [ to estimate the quadratic form of Ly on a vector z € R*. To that
effect, for z € Rk , we define zey¢ € R™ as the natural extension of z to R™: we let zext € R™ be the
vector such that for every € V, zext(z) = z;, where C; is the cluster that = belongs to.

Note that 27 Lz = zg;(tﬁgzext =d- zg(tLGzext. Thus, to estimate 27 £z it suffices to design a
good estimate for 21 Lgzext, for which we use 2L, (I — U G ﬁ,;})zext, as per Lemma

Finally, we briefly discuss how to estimate the quantity 2L (I — U, k2K U g;])zext. We have
Ze (I = Uy S Uy Zext. = ||zext I3 — 28 Uy S Uy zext = Y, 1Cil2] — 25 Uiy S Ul Zexc-
i€[k]

Since the first term on the RHS can be easily approximated in the random sample model, we
concentrate on obtaining a good estimate for the second term. We have

Zg;tU[k}E[k}U[j,;}zext = Z Zi%j Z <fm,2[k]fy>, (8)
i,j€[k] z€C;
yECj

and therefore in order to estimate zg;(tLGzext, it suffices to use a few random samples to estimate the
sum above, as long as one is able to compute high accuracy estimates for <fm, k] fy> ,x,y € V, with
high probability. We refer to such a primitive as a weighted dot product oracle, since it computes a
weighted dot product between the k-dimensional spectral embeddings f, and f, for z,y € V. As-
suming such an estimator, which we denote by WEIGHTEDDOTPRODUCTORACLE, our algorithm
APPROXCONTRACTEDGRAPH (Algorithm [ below) obtains an approximation £’ to the Laplacian
of the contracted graph.

Algorithm 4 APPROXCONTRACTEDCGRAPH(G, &, D) time m!/2+0() . poly(1/¢)
: 5+ OF (mO(E/SDz) . (1/5)0(1)> # See Theorem [A.2 for the exact value

1

2: S < (multi)set of s i.i.d random vertices together with their cluster label
3 S+ SNC, w(i) « 2. n, for all i € [k]
4
5

: fori,j € [k] do i
Assign K; j = T}é:‘) : %JJ‘) -2 wes; (fas By fy)apx

yESj

6: end for

7. Assign £/ =d- (I — K).

8: Use SDP to round £’ to a Laplacian £ s.t %zﬁ’ — % cdn Iy < L =20 + g ~dn - I.

9 H + ([k‘], (U;]), ﬁ//,@) # H is the weighted graph with Laplacian L and vertex weights w(7)
10: # Note that We =L, for every e € ([g])
11: return H

13



Estimating weighted dot products: Our construction of WEIGHTEDDOTPRODUCTORACLE
(Algorithm [§]) for estimating < fus Zi fy> proceeds along the lines of |GKL™2lal. We run short
random-walks of length ¢ ~ logn/p? to obtain dot product access to the spectral embedding of
vertices. Given x € V, let m, denote the probability distribution of endpoints of a ¢-step random-
walks started from z.

We first show that one can estimate (m,,m,) in time ~ m!/2+0(/ #*) . poly(1/¢) with probabil-
ity 1 — n 100k Then, we construct a Gram matrix G € R**® such that G, , = <mx,my> for every
x,y € S, where S is a small set of sampled vertices with |S| = s = mO©. Next, we apply an
appropriate linear transformation to the Gram matrix G and use it to estimate < T, 2] fy> up to

very tiny additive error m (see Section [C]).

Using Semidefinite Programming to round £’: As mentioned above, our proxy for the Lapla-
cian Ly is obtained via an approximation to [ — U X U[:Z]. However, this approximator might not
even be a Laplacian. To allay this, we first show that using calls to weighted dot product oracle, we
can approximate all the entries of I — U XU, [Zg} to within a very good precision. Starting off from
such an approximation, one can use semidefinite programming methods to round the intermediate
approximator to a bonafide Laplacian L. In some more detail, we show the following.

Theorem 2.6. [Informal version of Theorem [A.6] The algorithm APPROXCONTRACTEDGRAPH
(Algorithm [{)) when given a (k,$2(1), €)-clusterable graph as input, uses a data structure D obtained
from = mi/2T0E) time preprocessing routine, runs in time = ml/2+0)  gnd finds a graph H with
Laplacian L such that with probability 1 — n=190;

L~o0e) ¢ L

Approximating the Dasgupta Cost of the contracted graph H: Consider the graph H =
([k‘], ([g]), w, {17) returned by the APPROXCONTRACTEDGRAPH procedure (Algorithm M.

Once Theorem has been established, our estimation primitive ESTIMATEDCOST (Algorithm
) uses a simple vertex-weighted extension of a result of [CC17| to find a tree T on H.
Specifically, we need the following definitions.

Definition 7. [Vertex-weighted sparsest cut problem]| Let H = (V, E, W, w) be a vertex and

edge weighted graph. For every set S € V| we define the sparsity of cut (S,V \ S) on graph H as
W(S,V\5)

w(S) - w(V'\ )’

where w(S) = > gw(z). The vertex-weighted sparsest cut of graph G is the cut with the minimum

sparsity, i.e., arg mingcy Sparsity ;7 (5).

Sparsity 7 (S) =

Definition 8. [Vertex-weighted recursive sparsest cut algorithm (WRSC)| Let @ > 1 and
H = (V,E,W,w) be a vertex and edge weighted graph. Let (S,V \ S) be the vertex-weighted
sparsest cut of H. The vertex-weighted recursive sparsest cut algorithm on graph H is a recursive
algorithm that first finds a cut (T,V \ T') such that Sparsityy(T) < « - Sparsityy(S), and then
recurs on the subgraph H[T] and subgraph H[V \ T7.

Next, we first state results which help bound the Dasgupta Cost incurred by the tree one gets
by using the vanilla recursive sparsest cut algorithm on any graph. Then, in Corollary 2 we present
corresponding bounds for vertex-weighted graphs.

Theorem 2.7. [Theorem 2.3 from [CC17[] Let G = (V, E) be a graph. Suppose the RSC algorithm
uses an « approximation algorithm for uniform sparsest cut. Then the algorithm RSC achieves an
O(«) approzimation for the Dasgupta cost of G.
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The following corollary from [CC17], follows using the O(y/log |V|) approximation algorithm for
the uniform sparsest cut.

Corollary 1. [CC17| Let G = (V, E) be a graph. Then algorithm RSC achieves an O(y/log |V|)
approximation for the Dasgupta cost of G.

Since the clusters of G have different sizes, and since the Dasgupta Cost of a graph is a function
of the size of the lowest common ancestor of the endpoints of the edges, we use weighted Dasgupta’s
cost to relate the cost of G and the contracted graph H.

Definition 9. [Weighted Dasgupta’s cost| Let G = (V,E,W,w) denote a vertex and edge
weighted graph. For a tree T' with |V| leaves (corresponding to vertices of G), we define the
weighted Dasgupta’s cost of T on G as

WCOSTa(T) = Y W(z,y)- > w(z).

(z,y)EE z€LEAVES(T[LCA(z,y)])

We get the following guarantee on the Weighted Dasgupta Cost obtained by the WRSC algo-
rithm.

Corollary 2. Let H = (V, E,W,w) be a vertex and edge weighted graph. Then algorithm WRSC
achieves an O(4/log|V|) approximation for the weighted Dasgupta cost of H.

Letting T = WRSC(ﬁ ) be the tree computed by Algorithm [I] using Corollary 2] we show that
the estimate

1 ~ Emnk?
EST =0 ( — | - WCOSTz(T) + ToTALCLUSTERSCOST(G) + O 5
¥ ¥

computed by Algorithm [ satisfies

Vlog k

COST(G) < EST <O (W
¥

> COST(G).
The details are presented in Section [A.4]
The rest of the paper is structured as follows: In Section [Al we prove Theorem 2.1l In Section

we prove the guarantees of the TOTALCLUSTERSCOST procedure. Finally, in Section [C] we prove
the correctness of the WEIGHTEDDOTPRODUCTORACLE.
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A Proof of main result (Theorem [2.7])

2o

Throughout this section, assume that & > 2, ¢ € (0,1) and that
sufficiently small constant. We will always assume that G = (V,

(k, ¢, €)-clustering C = (1, ..., C} with masie(y vol(Gs) _ O(1).

min;ex) vol(C;)

Recall that we use O*-notation to suppress poly(k,1/¢,1/¢) and polylogn -factors. For i € N
we use [i] to denote the set {1,2,...,i}. For a vertex x € V, we say that 1, € R" is the indicator
of x, that is, the vector which is 1 at index x and 0 elsewhere. For a (multi)set S C V, let 15 we
say that 1g € R" is the indicator of set S, i.e., 1g =" .o 1,. For a multiset Is = {x1,..., 2} of
vertices from V' we abuse notation and also denote by S the n x s matrix whose ¢*" column is 1,,.

Our algorithm and analysis use spectral techniques, and therefore, we setup the following nota-
tion. For a symmetric matrix A, we write v;(A) (resp. Vmax(A), Vmin(A)) to denote the i*" largest
(resp. maximum, minimum) eigenvalue of A.

We also denote with Ag the adjacency matrix of G and let L5 = d-I — A denote the Laplacian
of G. Denote with Lg the normalized Laplacian of G where Lg = I — ’%". We denote the eigenvalues
of Laby 0 < A\ <...< )\, <2 and we write A to refer to the diagonal matrix of these eigenvalues
in non-decreasing order. We also denote by (uq,...,u,) an orthonormal basis of eigenvectors of Lg
and with U € R™*" the matrix whose columns are the orthonormal eigenvectors of L arranged in

is smaller than a positive

6

) is a graph that admits a
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non-decreasing order of eigenvalues. Therefore the eigendecomposition of Lg is Lg = UAUT. For
any 1 < k < n we write U[k} € R™** for the matrix whose columns are the first k& columns of U.
Now, we introduce a central definition to this work, which is the notion of a spectral embedding.

Definition 6. (k-dimensional spectral embedding) For every vertex = we let f, = U[jlg}]lx be the
k-dimensional spectral embedding of vertex .

The spectral embeddings of vertices in a graph provide rich geometric information which has
been shown to be useful in graph clustering [LGT14], [CPST5], ICKK™ 18|, IGKL'21al.

In this paper, we are interested in the class of graphs that admit a (k, g, €)-clustering. We
would often need to refer to weighted graphs of the form H = ([k], ([g]),VV, w) where W is a weight
function on the edges of H and w is a weight function on the vertices of H. We denote the
Laplacian of H as Ly = Dy — W where Dy € RF*F is a diagonal matrix where for every i € k],
Dpy(iyi) = Ezyje[k} W (i, 7). Our algorithms often require to estimate the inner product between
spectral embeddings of vertices x and y denoted f, and f,. For pairs of vertices xz,y € V we use
the notation

(fes fy) = (fx)T(fy)

to denote the dot product in the embedded domain. The following remark asserts that the inner
products between f, and f, are well-defined even though the choice for these vectors may not be
basis free.

First, we need the following standard result on eigenvalues of (k, ¢, €)-clusterable graphs [LGT14]
CKK™1§].
Lemma 1. |GKL™21a| Let G = (V, F) be a d-regular graph that admits a (k, o, €)-clustering. Then
we have A\ < 2¢ and Agyq > %2.

Now, we are ready to state the remark from before.

Remark 2.5. Take a (k, ¢, ¢)-clusterable graph G where €/¢? smaller than a constant. Thus, the
space spanned by the bottom k eigenvectors of the normalized Laplacian of G is uniquely defined,
i.e. the choice of Uy is unique up to multiplication by an orthonormal matrix R € R**F on the
right. Indeed, by Lemma/[Ilit holds that A\ < 2e and A\py1 > ©?/2. Thus, since we assume that €/p?
is smaller than an absolute constant, we have 2¢ < ?/2 and thus, the subspace spanned by the
bottom k eigenvectors of the Laplacian, i.e. the space of Uy, is uniquely defined, as required. We
note that while the choice of f, for x € V is not unique, but the dot product between the spectral
embedding of z € V and y € V is well defined, since for every orthonormal R € R¥** one has

(Rfs, Rfy) = (Rf)T(Rfy) = (f)" (RTR) (fy) = ()" (£y)-

We denote the transition matrix of the random walk associated with G by M = % . (I + ATG>

From any vertex v, this random walk takes every edge incident on v with probability 2_1d’ and stays

on v with the remaining probability which is at least % Note that M = I — LTG Observe that

for all 4, u; is also an eigenvector of M, with eigenvalue 1 — % We denote with ¥ the diagonal
matrix of the eigenvalues of M in descending order. Therefore the eigendecomposition of M is
M =UXUT. We write Y € R**E for the matrix whose columns are the first k rows and columns
of 3. Furthermore, for any ¢, M! is a transition matrix of random walks of length ¢. For any vertex
x, we denote the probability distribution of a t-step random walk started from x by m, = M'1,.
For a multiset Is = {x1,...,7s} of vertices from V, let matrix M*S € R ® is a matrix whose
column are probability distribution of t-step random walks started from vertices in Ig. Therefore,
the i-th column of M'S is my,.

We recall standard (partial) ordering on n-by-n symmetric matrices.
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Definition 10. Given two symmetric matrices A, B € R™*" we say that matrix A precedes B in the
Loewner (or the PSD) order if B — A is a positive semidefinite matrix. This is denoted as A < B
or as B = A.

In this section we present an algorithm to estimate the Dasgupta’s cost of (k, ¢, €)-clusterable
graphs in sublinear time assuming oracle access to the underlying clustering, i.e., in the
RANDOMSAMPLEMODEL , which we formally define below:

Definition 11 (The RANDOMSAMPLEMODEL). Let G = (V, E) be graph that admits a (k, ¢, €)-
clustering C,...,Cg. In the RANDOMSAMPLEMODEL, we assume that there exists an oracle that
gives us a (multi)set S sampled independently with probability proportional to their degrees, to-
gether with their cluster label, i.e., for every vertex x € S, a label i € [k] such that C; > x.

The following definition is central to our algorithm and analysis:
Definition 4. (Contracted graph) Let G = (V, E) be a graph and let C = (C1,...,Cy) denote a
partition of V into disjoint subsets. We say that the weighted graph H = ([k:], ([g}), VV,w) is a
contraction of G with respect to the partition C if for every 4, j € [k] we have W (i, j) = |E(C;, C})],
and for every i € [k] we have w(i) = |C;|. We denote the contraction of G with respect to the
partition C by H = G/C.

In fact, our algorithm for estimating the Dasgupta’s cost of G will first construct a low cost tree
for the contracted graph H and use its cost as a proxy for the Dasgupta cost of G. The algorithm
is reproduced in Section below (see Algorithm [B]), and satisfies the following guaratees:

Theorem 2.1. Let k > 2, ¢ € (0,1) and oz bea suffciently small constant. Let G = (V, E) be a
graph that admits a (k,p, €)-clustering C1,...,Cy. Let |V|=mn, |E| =m, dgyy = 27""”

There exists an algorithm (ESTIMATEDCOST(G); Algorithm [1) that w.h.p. estimates the op-
timum Dasgupta cost of G within a O < ; ?ﬁf) factor in time O* <n1/2+o(5/902) . (da@g)o(1)> using

o~ <n1/3 + nOE/#?) . (davg)o(1)> seed queries.

We start by designing a sublinear time estimator for the quadratic form of L¢, where Lg is the
normalized Laplacian of the graph G. Later we will use this estimator to obtain an approximation
of the contracted graph. We first prove the correctness of procedure APPROXCONTRACTEDGRAPH
(Algorithm M) for regular graphs. Then we extend these results to general graphs (possibly irregular)
in Section[A.3l Therefore, throughout this overview, in Section [A 1] and Section [A.2] we assume that
graph G is d-regular. We will later lift this assumption in Section [A.3] and [A.4l

Recall that M is the random walk matrix of G and let M = USU7” be the eigendecomposition of
M. Let Uy XU, [%;] be a rank-k approximation to M obtained by truncating the terms corresponding
to small eigenvalues. Since, G is (k, ¢, €)-clusterable, the space spanned by the bottom k eigenvectors
of the M is uniquely defined (see Remark 2.5). Thus, for any z € R", zT(U[k}E[k} U[:g})z is well

defined. Lemma [2 reproduced below shows that the quadratic form of I —U K12k U [7,;} approximates
the quadratic form of Lg multiplicatively.

Lemma 2. Suppose that G is d-regular, and let Lg and M denote the normalized Laplacian and
lazy random walk matrix of G. Let M = UXU” denote the eigendecomposition of M. Then for
any vector z € R with ||z]||2 = 1 we have

1

3 zTLGz < 2T (1 — U[k]z[k]Ug;]) z2< — .zTLGz

3
¥
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Let G be a d-regular graph that admits a (k, ¢, €)-clustering C = C,...,Cy. Let H = G/C be
the contraction of G with respect to the partition C (Definition M), let £ be the Laplacian of graph
H. We apply Lemma [ to estimate the quadratic form of £y on a vector z € R¥. To that effect,
for z € RF , we define zgyt € R™ as the natural extension of z to R™: we let zex¢ € R™ be the vector
such that for every x € V, zext(x) = z;, where C; is the cluster that x belongs to.

Definition 12 (Extension zext of a vector z € RF). For a vector z € RF let 2 € R™ be the
vector such that for every x € S, zext () = 2;, where C; is the cluster that = belongs to.

Note that 27 Lz = 2L, Lazext = d - 2L Lo zext. Thus, to estimate 27 Lz it suffices to design a

ext ext

good estimate for 21 Lgzext, for which we use 2L, (I — U K2k U ﬁ,;})zext, as per Lemma
Zg;(t(l - U[ME[MU[%;])ZeXt = ||Zext||g - Zg;(tU[k]E[k]U[II;}ZeXt = Z |CZ|ZZ2 - Zg;(tU[k]E[k]U[jl;}Zext.
i€[k]

Since the first term on the RHS can be easily approximated in the random sample model (Definition
[[1]), we concentrate on obtaining a good estimate for the second term. We have

U S Ugese = 3 2025 ) (fas Sy (9)
i,5€[k] zeCy
yECj

and therefore in order to estimate zg;(tLGzeXt, it suffices to use few random samples to estimate the
sum above, as long as one is able to compute high accuracy estimates for < Jo, X fy> ,z,y € V, with
high probability. We refer to such a primitive as a weighted dot product oracle, since it computes a
weighted dot product between the k-dimensional spectral embeddings f, and f, for z,y € V' (as per
Algorithm [7]). Assuming such an estimator, which we denote by WEIGHTEDDOTPRODUCTORACLE,
our algorithm (Algorithm APPROXCONTRACTEDGRAPH) obtains an approximation L = L(H) to
the Laplacian of the contracted graph and is reproduced below.

Algorithm 4 APPROXCONTRACTEDGRAPH(G, &, D) time m!/2+0() . poly(1/¢)
1: s« O* (mO(E/SDz) : (1/5)0(1)> # See Theorem [A.2 for the exact value
2: S < (multi)set of s i.i.d random vertices together with their cluster label
3. S SNCi, w(i) « 2, forall i € [k]

4: fori,jefkldo
5. Assign K ; = llusg:‘) : TSLJ]\) Y wesi(fr E[lc]fy>aupx

yESj
end for

Assign £/ =d- (I — K).

Use SDP to round £’ to a Laplacian £ s.t %zﬁ’ — % cdn Iy < L =20 + g ~dn - I.

H « ([k‘], (U;]), ﬁ//,@) # H is the weighted graph with Laplacian L and vertex weights w(7)
10: # Note that We =L, for every e € ([g])
11: return H

Remark A.1. A yet another natural choice for obtaining the estimator L uses the rank k SVD of
Lg which is U[k]A[k}U[QI;}. However, this does not provide a multiplicative approximation to the
quadratic form of the Laplacian. To see this, consider the following instance. Let G consist of k
disjoint expanders each with inner conductance ¢. In this case, \{ = Xo = --- = Ay = 0, and the

rank k approximation above results in the estimator being 0.
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The following theorem asserts that the procedure APPROXCONTRACTEDGRAPH finds a reason-
ably good approximation to L.

Theorem A.2. Let % < &< 1. Let H= G/C be the contraction of G with respect to C (Definition
[4), and let L be the Laplacian of H.
With probability at least 1 — n='%0 over the initialization procedure (Algorithm[7) the following

o(1)
property is satisfied: APPROXCONTRACTEDGRAPH(G, &, D) (Algorithml[4), runs in time O* <n1/2+0(6/¢2) . (%)

oQ) - .
uses O* <n0(6/502) . (%) ) seed queries, and finds a graph H with Laplacian £ such that with

—100

probability at least 1 —n , we have

L~on/p.e La

Once Theorem [A.2] has been established, our algorithm for approximating Dasgupta’s cost of
G simply uses the algorithm of [CC17| on the approximation H to the contracted graph H. Since
the cluster sizes in G are different and Dasgupta’s cost of a graph is a function of the size of the
lowest common ancestor of endpoints of edges, to relate the cost of G and the contracted graph H,
we recall the definition of weighted Dasgupta’s cost.
Definition 9. |Weighted Dasgupta’s cost] Let G = (V,E,W,w) denote a vertex and edge
weighted graph. For a tree T' with |V| leaves (corresponding to vertices of G), we define the
weighted Dasgupta’s cost of T on G as

WCOST (T Z W(z,y) Z w(z).
(z,y)eE zeLEAVES(T[LCA(z,y)])

Let G = (V, E) be a d-regular graph that admits a (k, p, €)-clustering C = C1,...,Cy, and let
H = G/C be the contraction of G with respect to the partition C. We denote the optimal Dasgupta
tree for H as Tj;. With this setup, we will now show the main result (Theorem 1)) which is
finally presented in Section [A-4l We consider the graph H = <[k:] ([k]) 1% @) returned by the

APPROXCONTRACTEDGRAPH procedure. Our estimation primitive ESTIMATEDCOST (Algorithm
[B)) uses a simple vertex-weighted extension of a result of [CC17| to find a tree T on H. Specifically,
we need the following definitions.

Definition 7. [Vertex-weighted sparsest cut problem| Let H = (V, E,W,w) be a vertex and
edge weighted graph. For every set S € V| we define the sparsity of cut (S,V \ S) on graph H as

W(S,V\S)
w(S) - w(V\ S)’

Sparsity ;7 (S) =

where w(S) = >, cgw(x). The vertex-weighted sparsest cut of graph G is the cut with the minimum
sparsity, i.e., arg mingcy Sparsity g (5).

Definition 8. |Vertex-weighted recursive sparsest cut algorithm (WRSC)| Let a > 1 and
H = (V,E,W,w) be a vertex and edge weighted graph. Let (S,V \ S) be the vertex-weighted
sparsest cut of H. The vertex-weighted recursive sparsest cut algorithm on graph H is a recursive
algorithm that first finds a cut (T,V \ T') such that Sparsityy(T) < « - Sparsityy(S), and then
recurs on the subgraph H[T] and subgraph H[V \ T7.

Next, we first state results which help bound the Dasgupta Cost incurred by the tree one gets by
using vanilla recursive sparsest cut algorithm on any graph. In Corollary 2l we present algorithms
which present bounds on the Dasgupta Cost one obtains for vertex weighted graphs.
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Theorem 2.7. [Theorem 2.3 from [CC1|] Let G = (V, E) be a graph. Suppose the RSC algorithm
uses an « approximation algorithm for uniform sparsest cut. Then the algorithm RSC achieves an
O(«) approzimation for the Dasgupta cost of G.

The following corollary from [CC17], follows using the O(y/log|V|) approximation algorithm for
the uniform sparsest cut.

Corollary 1. |CC17] Let G = (V,E) be a graph. Then algorithm RSC achieves an O(y/log|V])
approximation for the Dasgupta cost of G.

Corollary 2. Let H = (V, E,W,w) be a vertex and edge weighted graph. Then algorithm WRSC
achieves an O(4/log|V|) approximation for the weighted Dasgupta cost of H.

Let T = WRSC(H). We denote the cost of T as WCOSTﬁ(f), we present an estimator

(EST) for the Dasgupta cost of an optimal tree in G. In particular, we show EST < O < . 1&%?) .
%)
COSTg(T¢), where,

1 ~ Emnk?
EST := 0 ( — ) - WCOST(T) + TOTALCLUSTERSCOST(G) + O 5 )
12 ¥
The proof proceeds in two steps: in the first step, we prove Lemma [8 which upper bounds EST
in terms of WCOST g (T};), where T}, is the optimum Dasgupta tree for H. Next, we use Lemma
to relate WCOST i (T};) with COST¢(T). We finally restate the ESTIMATEDCOST procedure.

Algorithm 5 ESTIMATEDCOST(G) time ~ m!/2+0()
2
L £+ 0 (da\,g-kﬁ-\/logk)
2: D < INITIALIZEWEIGHTEDDOTPRODUCTORACLE(G, §) _ # See Algorithm [

3: H + APPROXCONTRACTEDGRAPH(G, &, D) #The Laplacian L of H satisfies Equation ()

4: T + WEIGHTEDRECURSIVESPARSESTCUT (H ) # Weighted version of Algorithm of [CC17]

(o

: EST + O (é) -WCOSTﬁ(f) + TOoTALCLUSTERSCOST(G) + O (5";—2'#)
return EST

@

The details are presented in Section [AL4l The rest of this section is organized as follows. We
first present the analysis of APPROXCONTRACTEDGRAPH in Section [A.Il In turn, this analysis
requires guarantees on how well the matrix £’ obtained in Line 7 of Algorithm ] approximates
Lp. This guarantee is presented in Section [A.2l In Section [A.3] we show how to handle irregular
graphs. Finally, the proof of Theorem 21]is given in Section [Al4l In Section we prove a few
intermediate Lemmas used in the proof.

A.1 Correctness of APPROXCONTRACTEDGRAPH (Proof of Theorem [A.2)

Throughout this section, we will assume that G = (V, E) is a d-regular graph. The main result
of this section is the correctness of APPROXCONTRACTEDGRAPH in the random sample (Theorem
A2).

We first collect the ingredients we need before proceeding further with the proof. As a first step,
since APPROXCONTRACTEDGRAPH relies on our WEIGHTEDDOTPRODUCTORACLE, we will need
correctness guarantees for the latter in our analysis. These are presented in Theorem [A.3] below,
and proved in Appendix
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Theorem A.3. Let M denote the random walk matriz of G, and let M = UXUT denote the eigen-
decomposition of M. With probability at least 1 —n =190
[2) the following holds:

With probability at least 1 — 3 -n =10k for all z,y € V we have

[ (Fe By, — e S} | <

~ nk?’

over the initialization procedure (Algorithm

where ( fr, g fy>am = WEIGHTEDDOTPRODUCTORACLE(G, z,y, £, D).
Moreover, the running time of the procedures INITIALIZEWEIGHTEDDOTPRODUCTORACLE (Al-

o(1)
gorithm[4) and WEIGHTEDDOTPRODUCTORACLE (Algorithm[8) is O* (nl/ 2+0(e/¢?) . (%) >

The other ingredient in our proof comprises of the following two lemmas we state below.
Lemma 3. Let % < € < 1. Let H = G/C be the contraction of G' with respect to C (Definition ),

and let Lg be tl?e Laplacian of H. Let K’ € R¥** denote the matrix where KZ’] =1¢, Ug;]z[k] Unlc;-

—50-k

Then with probability at least 1 —n we have

K' —¢n/k-Iy < K <K'+ én/k - I,

The proof of Lemma [3 is deferred to Section [A.2]

Lemma 4. Let X < € < 1. Let H = G/C be the contraction of G with respect to C (Definition H),

and let Lg be tl?e Laplacian of H. Let K’ € R¥** denote the matrix where KZ’] =1¢, Ug;]z[k] Unlc;-

Then
Ly/2=dI—-K')=<3/¢* Ly.

Proof. Follows immediately from Lemma 2l O
We now prove Theorem

Proof. (Of Theorem [A.2)) Let £" denote the matrix obtained in Line 7 of Algorithm l We use the
following SDP to round £’ to a Laplacian £ in Line 8 of Algorithm Mt

(C1). Minimize 0 (Feasibility program, no objective)
(C2). £ symmetric and £ > 0

(C3). For every i € [k], >, Li;j=0,and L;; > 0.
(C4). For every i #j € [k], £;; <0

(C5). &g/ — & &n < Fopyy Hdn g,

First, we will show that this program is feasible by showing that L is a feasible solution. Since
L is a graph Laplacian, it satisfies constraints (C1), (C2), (C3) and (C4). Now, consider constraint
(C5).

Using Lemma [3l and Lemma [ we see that, except with probability at most n~1%, the following
both hold for the matrix K defined in Line 5 of Algorithm [l

o K'—énjk-Iy < K X K'+¢&n/k- I, and
o Ly/2=d(I —K')=3/p> Ly.
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where K’ is a k-by-k matrix defined as K ; = ]lciUg]E[k]U[k}]lcj.
Let us assume that both of these conditions hold. Conditioned on this, the following is seen to

hold

2 2
%-d(I—K)—%%.Ik5£H52-d(1—K)+2%-1k. (10)

This is precisely constraint (C5), which means that Lg indeed satisfies the constraints of the
SDP and thus L is a feasible solution. Further, the set of feasible solutions contains an open ball:
in particular all Laplacian matrices £ with ||[£’ — £]|% < n710 lie inside this ball. Therefore, in
additional time k°() - logn, the Ellipsoid Algorithm returns some feasible solution L. L satisfies
all these constraints as well. Writing £' = d(I — K), this means

2 2
o 7 &dn 5o, 28dn
I L <L <2 = .. 11
S-S S LR 2 (11)
Therfore, By (I0), we have
2
o , &dn L6 6 &dn
r. 2 < L=< .7,
5 Ly—y B k_ﬁ_(p2 Ly+ — PRl

Running time: The overall running time is dominated by the call to QUADRATICORACLE which
o)
finds the matrix K and thus it is at most O* <n1/2+0(6/‘p2) . (%)

Finally, we bound the number of seed queries issued. The algorithm estimates the cluster sizes
w(7) within a multiplicative (1+9) factor with § = m. By simple Chernoff bounds, this
can be done using

400logn - kK2 107 - n80e/@* . 6 . logn
5= <
52 = £2

seeds (see Lemma [7]).

A.2 Proof of an intermediate Lemma used in Theorem [A.2] (Lemma [3))

To finish the proof of Theorem [A.2], we now prove Lemma Bl Throughout this section, we assume
that G = (V, E) is a d-regular graph.

First, we will need LemmaB] which proves that for any pair of large enough subsets A, B C V we
can estimate the means of the weighted inner product between the spectral embedding of vertices in
A and B ie., ﬁ Zzgg(fx, Y fy), by taking enough random samples from Sy C A and Sp C B

and estimating the (weighted) inner product empirically. We prove Lemma [Bl in Appendix [A ).

Lemma 5. Let A;B C V. Let S4 C A and Sp C B denote (multi)sets of vertices sampled indepen-
> 1600-k3-n22€/v2-logn_

dently and uniformly at random from A and B respectively, where |Sy/, |S5|

Let M denote the lazy random walk matrix of G, and M = UXUT be the eigendecomposition of
M. Then, with probability at least 1 — n~109% we have

Al Bl

14 - (U ZmUk) 1 — ro 1o
e N SR

’ﬂgA(U[k]Z[k]Uﬁ})HSB <&-n (12)
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Next, to prove the correctness of quadratic oracle we need the following lemma that bounds the
loo-norm on any unit vector in the eigenspace spanned by the bottom & eigenvectors of L, i.e. Uy

proved by |GKL™21al.

Lemma 6. |GKL™21a| Let ¢ € (0,1) and € < %, and let G = (V, E) be a d-regular graph that
admits (k, ¢, €)-clustering C1,...,Ck. Let u be a normalized eigenvector of L with ||ull2 = 1 and
with eigenvalue at most 2e. Then we have

160

|y < 20/ 2
eflos min ez |Gl

Finally, we need the following lemma which shows that Algorithm [ receives enough samples
from every cluster in the RANDOMSAMPLEMODEL. Lemma [7 proves this fact. The proof relies on
a simple Chernoff bound application and we defer it to Appendix [A.5
Lemma 7. Let S C V denote a set of random vertices returned by the RANDOMSAMPLEMODEL
(Definition []) in a regular graph. For every i € [k] let S; = SN C;. If |S| > 40043’#, then with
probability at least 1 — n =109 for every i € [k] we have |S;| € (146) - |S|- €

il
4

We are now ready to prove Lemma [3]

Proof. (Of Lemma [3) We will first bound the entrywise difference between the matrices K and K.

In particular, we first show that for a fixed entry indexed by i,j € [k], we have |K; ; — K{7j| < 2%‘

We will prove this via a repeated use of triangle inequality. For the reader’s simplicity, we recall

o Kivj = Té:f ’ L\US(’]]|) ’ Zgggjz <f:c72[k}fy>apx-

. Kz(,j = ]lCiU[jlg}E[k}U[k}]le

Now, we setup the stage to use triangle inequality as mentioned earlier. To this end, we introduce
the following auxiliary quantities

® Q= A T,)S‘(JJ‘) ’ <Zm€5i fx’z[k} Z?JGSj fy>

al 19
° Bij= ||Sl.‘| ‘S—jf (Xses, for Big Xyes, fu)

We know

|Kij — K ;| <|Kij —aij| + i — Bijl +[Bij — Ki|l (13)
We bound all the terms above. Towards the first term note that

i .
|Kij —aigl < —7 ot

> <<fm72[k]fy>apx — (fas Ek}fy>)'

SIS &
yESj
w(i) w() &
< . . By Th
=Tl TSl ke v Theorem B3
En :
< —— .
< T By choice of s
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The second line above holds with probability at least 1 — 3n 109 for any fixed pair of vertices.
By a union bound over all pairs of sampled vertices, it holds with probability at least 1 — n =20k,
Next, we bound the second term in Equation (I3]).

ai,'_ﬁi,' < ]]-SiaﬂS' -
loag = Bigl < s L)l (S g ~ [5711s,)

(wu)-w(j) |oi||0j|>'

<1161 1G5 = (1= 7 G- 61| s 15l A 19l = max (1= ) < 1, and Lomma 3

k k
<4-5-1G1- 105 - 3 Nlual 2 As ||fall3 =) ui(@)
i=1 i=1

160 - ni0-c/¢?

| | | ]| mlnte[lﬂ ‘Ct‘

By Lemma

<320-0-ni0¥" .y
_ £
512 - k2 - ni0e/¥?
Finally, we consider the last term in Equation (I3]). Here, we seck to bound |3; ; — K; ;|- Since
e/ 2
|Si| > 160%7"4&02/? 1987 for every 4, it follows from Lemma [l that 1Bij — Ki ;| < én/16k%.

Overall, by an application of triangle inequality, this means that in every single entry, we have
|Kij— K] ;| =err(i, j) < ¢n/5k%. Let E € R¥*F denote the matrix whose (i, j)-th entry is err(i, ).
Observe that the matrix &n/k - I, — E is symmetric and diagonally dominant and therefore, in the
psd order we have E < én/k - I, which implies the lemma.

< €n/16k? Asé

O

A.3 Extend results to irregular graphs

So far in Section [A.]l we proved the correctness of APPROXCONTRACTEDGRAPH (Algorithm [
only for regular graphs. In this Section we extend these results to general graphs. The main result
of this section is Theorem (Extension of Theorem [A.2).

Now we present our reduction which transforms a graph (k, ¢, €)-clusterable graph G into another
(k, Q2(¢), O(€))-clusterable graph Gieg which is regular and degree bounded.

Definition A.4. [regularize-extension of G| Let £k > 2, ¢ € (0,1) and 2z be smaller than a
positive sufficiently small constant. Let G = (V, E) be a graph that admits a (k, ¢, €)-clustering
C =C1,...,Ck. We define the regularize-extension of G' called Greg = (Vieg; Freg) to be the graph

obtained in the following manner:

e For each v € V, let [v] = {(v,e): e € E is incident on v} and set Vieg = U,y [v]. We refer to
[v] as the “cloud” for v € V.

e For e = (u,v) € E, we put an edge between exactly one vertex of [u] and [v]. This gives
exactly one inter-cloud edge per vertex in V;ee. Call the set of these intercloud edges Fj.

e For each v € V, with degq(v) > 8, put a dy = 7-regular expander with expansion (1) > ¢
on [v]. For v € V(G) with degree at most 8, replace it with a clique on degq(v) vertices. Make
all the vertices in [v] 7-regular graph by adding loops. Denote the edge set of this expander
as Ey. Finally, set Eop = £ U Ep.
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The following is immediate.

Observation 1. Let G = (V, E) be a graph that admits a (k, ¢, €)-clustering. Let Gyeg denote the
regularized-extension of G (see Definition [A.4). Then Gieg is d-regular with d = 8.

Next, we show that

Lemma A.5. Let Gy be the reqularized-extension of graph G (Definition[A.4)). Then we have Greg
is (k, Q(p), €)-clusterable that admits clustering C = C1, ..., C}. such that Cj = ¢, [v]

Proof. Let C] = U,ec,[v]. We will show that C7,Cy,. .. C} naturally induce the k clusters in G’

we seek. Note that vol(C!) = d’ - [vol(C;)| = ©(vol(C;)). Now, let us fix cluster C; and consider its

outer conductance which equals €; = % In Gheg, consider the outer conductance of C/. By

the properties of the reduction,

it (C) = e/d
Finally, we show that C!/ has large inner conductance as well. Take any S C C/ with |S| < [C!|/2.
For uw € Cj, call u light if S contains at most half the elements from cloud of u (denoted [u]). That
is, we call u light if m,, = SN [u]| < dega(u)/2. I 3, o is tight M = #15]/20, then note that

d
EelS.CI\S) 2 0dy S my > “0AL
u€Ci:u is light

Recalling dy = 7, this gives qﬁg (S) > ap/4 in this case. In the other case, where D oy, is tight M <

(10|S|/20’ letting L= UuECiu is 1ight(s N [u])?
Recalling d’ = 8 (from Observation [I]),

| Eveg (S, €3 \ )| = @volg(S) — [Lld' = ¢|S| — d’- ¢]S|/20 = o] S]/2.

Thus, in this case, we have QSgZ_reg(S) > p/2d" > p/16. Recalling a = (1), in either case, we see
that the inner conductance of the set S remains Q(¢p). O

Finally, note that algorithms on G can be simulated on Geg.

Observation 2. A seed query in Gy, can be answered in time O(1) using a single seed query in
G. Specifically, a seed query in G gives us each vertex v € V with probability deg(v)/2m. By
subsequently sampling i € [deg(v)] uniformly at random, we obtain a uniformly at random vertex
[v]i € Vieg-

Theorem A.6. [Extension of Theorem [AZ Let & < & < 1, & = ¢/16. Let H = G/C be the
contraction of G with respect to C (Definition[{]), and let Ly be the Laplacian of H. Let Gy be the
reqularized-extension of graph G (Definition[A7)). Then with probability at least 1 —n=% over the
initialization procedure (Algorithm[d) the following property is satisfied:
o(1)
APPROXCONTRACTEDGRAPH(Glyeg, &', D) (Algorithm[J)), runs in time O <m1/ 2+0(c/¢?) . (%) >

00

and finds a graph H with Laplacian L such that with probability at least 1 — n =10 we have
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Proof. Note that by Observation [, Greg = (Vreg, Ereg) s d-regular where, d = 8. Also note that
by Lemma [A.5] we have Geg admits a (k, Q(¢), €)-clustering C' = C1, ..., C}, where Cj = |, [u]
(see Definition [A:4]). We note that volumes of all the clusters in this clustering are within a constant
factor of each other.

Let Hyeg = Greg/C' (Definition Hl). Also recall that H = G/C. Note that for all pairs of clusters
Ci, Cj (with i # j) it holds by Definition [A.d] that |Eieq(C}, C})| = |E(C;, Cj)| and therefore we
have Hyeg = H. Thus, we have Ly = L Hyeg - Therefore, by application of Theorem [A.2] we have

600
Note that d = 8 and [Vieg| = >, deg(x) = 2 - m. Thus by choice of &' = 1% we have

Q( ),CH fm Ik<£<0<<,0> £H+§m [k

o(1)
Finally, by Theorem [A.2] the running time is O* <m1/2+0(5/902) . (%) >

A.4 Correctness of ESTIMATEDCOST (Proof of Theorem [2.7])

Let G = (V, E) be a graph that admits a (k, ¢, €)-clustering C = C4,...,C%, and let H = G/C be
the of contraction of G with respect to the partition C. We denote the optimal Dasgupta tree for H
as T;. With this setup, we will now show the main result (Theorem 21I) which is finally presented
in Section [A.4.3l Our estimation primitive ESTIMATEDCOST (Algorithm [3]) uses a simple vertex-
weighted extension of a result of [CC17] to find a tree T on H. Let T = WRSC(H) (See Definition
R and Corollary ). We denote the cost of T as WCOST » (N), we present an estimator (EST) for

the Dasgupta cost of an optimal tree in G. In particular, we show EST < O ( . 100(%) ) COSTq(T¢),

where,

2
EST:=0 < ! ) -WCOST 5(T T) + TOTALCLUSTERSCOST(G) + O <£mnk )
©?

2
2
The proof proceeds in two steps: in the first step, we prove Lemma [§ which upper bounds EST in
terms of WCOST g (T7};), where T}; is the optimum Dasgupta tree for H. Next, we use Lemma
to relate WCOST g (T};) with COST¢(T).

A.4.1 Estimating the cost of the contracted graph

The main result of this section is Lemma [§ This lemma bounds WCOSTﬁ(f) in terms of
WCOST y(T};) where T}; is the optimum Dasgupta tree for H. This is useful in relating EST
with WCOSTH(TI’fI)

Lemma 8. Let -3 < £ < 1, & = &/16. Let H = G/C be the contraction of G with respect to the
partition C (Deﬁmtlon [d) and let T}, denote an optimum weighted Dasgupta tree for H. Let Gieg
be the regularized-extension of graph G (Definition [AL4]). Let H= <[k‘], ([gl),W, 15,) be the graph

obtained by APPROXCONTRACTEDGRAPH (Gheg, &, D) (Algorithm []). Let T = WRSC(H) denote
a hierarchical clustering tree constructed on the graph H using the recursive sparsest cut algorithm.
Then with probability at least 1 — 2 - n 109 we have

Vdog k
©?

Q (¢%) - WCOST y(T};) — émnk? < WCOST5(T) < O ( - WCOST 5 (T};) + Emnk?\/log /<;>
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To prove Lemma [§ we first present Definition [[3 and Lemma [ which is a variation of Claim 2.1.
from |[CC17].

Definition 13 (Maximal clusters induced by a tree). Let H = (V, E, Wy, wg) be a vertex and
edge-weighted graph. Let T be a tree with |V| leaves (corresponding to the vertices of H). For any
node u of the tree T, we define the weight of the node u as the sum of the weight of those vertices
of H that are leaves of the subtree T'[u):

wr(u) = Z wg(z).

x€LEAVES(T [u])
Let T'(s) be the maximal nodes in T" such that their weight is at most s:
T(s)={ueT:wr(u) <s}.

We refer to these nodes as maximal clusters of weight at most s. For convenience, we also define
T'(s) = LEAVES(T) for every s < maxzey w(z). Note that T'(s) is a partition of V.

We denote by Ep(s) the edges that are cut in T'(s), i.e. edges with end points in different
clusters in T'(s). For convenience, we also define Ep(s) = E for every s < max,ey w(z). Also, we
let Wrs) = Z(w,y)EET(s) W (z,y) denote the total weight of the cut edges in T'(s).

Lemma 9. Let H = (V, E, Wy, wg) be a vertex and edge-weighted graph. Let £ =}y wu(z) be
the total vertex weight of graph H. Let T be a tree with |V| leaves (corresponding to the vertices

of H). Then we have
¢

WCOSTg(T) =Y Wr(s).
s=0

Proof. The proof is identical to the proof given in [CCI17]. Consider any edge (x,y) € E. Let
r = wp(LCA(z,y)) be the weight of the lowest common ancestor of z,y. Then, by Definition
the contribution of the edge (z,y) to the LHS is r - W (x,y). Also, note that (x,y) € Er(s) for all
0 < s <r —1. Hence, the contribution of the edge (x,y) to RHS is also r - W (z,y). O

Next, we present Lemma [I0] which shows that the Dasgupta’s cost of two graphs is close if the
weight of every cut is similar in both graphs.
Lemma 10. Let H = (V, E,W,w) and H' = (V,E', W', w) be vertex and edge-weighted graphs. Let
a, 8 > 0. Suppose that for every set S C V we have W/(S,V'\ S) < 8-W(S,V\S)+ . Let T and
T’ denote the optimum Dasgupta tree of H and H' respectively. Then we have
WCOST /(1) < 8- WCOSTw(T) + 5 - [V [wlls.

Proof. The main idea in the proof is to use Lemma [Q] to relate the cost of the tree to the cost of
cuts. Let £ = |[wl||y = >, ey w(x). For every 0 < s </, let By, By,--- , By, denote the partition of
maximal clusters of weight at most s induced by 7" in graph H (Definition [[3]). By Lemma [0 we
have

l 4
WCOSTH(T) = 3" Wiy = % SN W(B, VB, (14)
s=0

s=0i€(ts]
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Therefore, we have

WCOST 5 (T)
¢
1 P
:i-ZZW(Bi,V\BZ') By ([@4)
s=0 i€[ts]
L\~ W(B.V\B) —a ,
ZQZZ 5 As for every SCV, W/(S,V\S)<3-W(S,V\S)+«
s=0 i€(ts]
1< ‘
e N
3 Z T(s) ﬁ 2
LA
> 5 ZWT(S V| As ty < [LEAVES(T")| = |V|
— % -WCOSTgz/(T) — ﬁ -£-|V] By Lemmal[0
> % “WCOST 1/ (T") — ﬁ ¢-|V| By optimality of T’ on H’

Therefore, we get
WCOST y/(T') < 8- WCOSTg(T) + % AV s

O

Next, we prove the following lemma which is an important intermediate step towards Lemma [8l
Lemma 11. Let H = G/C be the contraction of G with respect to the partition C (Definition [

and let T} denote an optimum weighted Dasgupta tree for H. Let H = ([k‘], ([’;l),’wv,w) be an
approximation of H such that the following hold:

e for all i € [£], # <w(i) <2-w(i), and
o forall SC[k], a-W(S,8)—b< W(S,5) <da - -W(S,5)+b.

Let T = WRSC(ﬁ ) denote a hierarchical clustering tree constructed on the graph H using the
recursive sparsest cut algorithm. Then

a4 WCOSTH(TH)—b n-k < WCOSTj ( ' Jlogk - WCOST(T}) + b'n - & - \/Tog )

Proof. Let Tlf{ be the optimum Dasgupta tree of H. By Corollary [2] the tree T returned by the
vertex-weighted recursive sparsest cut procedure satisfies

WCOSTH,(T};) < WCOST z(T ) < O(y/logk) - WCOSTI;(T;}I) (15)
Recall H = <[/<;], ([g]),W w) is the contraction of G with respect to C, i.e., H = G/C = (Definition
). Recall that H= ([k] ([k}) W w> where H satisfies items 1 and 2 in the premise. Now we define

~

H = ([k‘] ([ ]) W, w), where W is the matrix of edge weights in H, and w is the vector of vertex

weights in H. Let TI’; be the optimum Dasgupta tree of H. Note that the trees T* and T satisfy
the pre-requisites of Lemma [I0l Therefore, we have
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b y
a-WCOST 5(T%) — 5 - k- ||@]|; < WCOST 3(T%) < o’ - WCOST (T 5+ 5 kel (16)

Note that the vertex weight function w of H satisfies w; = |C;| for all ¢ € [k]. Also, recall from
the premise, we have 3 - w(i) < w(i) < 2- w(i). Therefore, by Definition [0 we have

WCOST7(17) < WCOST5(Tg) By optimality of T on H
<2-WCOSTy(Tg) As w(i) <2-w(i) (17)

Similarly, we have

* 1 * ~ . 1 . Ty
WCOST (1) = 5 WCOSTH(TF) As w(i) > 3 (i) on H
1 . o )
> 5 WCOSTy(TF) By optimality of T (18)

Therefore, by (I6), (I7), (I8), and as ||w||2 < 2||w||2 = 2n, we have
S WCOSTy(Tjy) —b-n -k < WCOST(T5) < 2+ a' - WCOSTy(Tgp) +¥/ n-k  (19)
Finally, by (I5) and (I9) we get
a WCOSTH(TH) —b-n-k < WCOST5 ( 'logk - WCOST 4 (T3;) + b - n - ky/log k )
U

Finally, we prove Lemma [8

Lemma 8. Let -3 < £ < 1, & = £/16. Let H = G/C be the contraction of G with respect to the
partition C (Deﬁmtlon d) and let T}, denote an optimum weighted Dasgupta tree for H. Let Greg

be the regularized-extension of graph G (Definition [Al4]). Let H = ([kz] ([ ]) W, ) be the graph

obtained by APPROXCONTRACTEDGRAPH (Gheg,§’, D) (Algorithm []). Let T = WRSC(H) denote

a hierarchical clustering tree constructed on the graph H using the recursive sparsest cut algorithm.
Then with probability at least 1 — 2 - n 109 we have

Q (%) - WCOST y (Tf;) — émnk?® < WCOST 5(T) < O ( v i’g i

-WCOSTy (T};) + Emnk?y/log k:>

Proof. Recall that H= APPROXCONTRACTEDGRAPH (Gheg, &', D) and let L be the Laplacian of H.
Therefore, by Theorem [A.6] with probability at least 1 — n 1% we have

Q( ),CH {m[k<£<O<¢1> Lyg+&-m-1I (20)

Note that for every S C [k], we have 1LLy1g = W (S, S), and ]l:SFZﬂs = W(S, S). Also, note
that |[1s||3 < k. Therefore, by ([20) with probability at least 1 — n=1% for every S € [k] we have

Q(goz)~W(S,V\S)—§-m-k§W(S,V\S)§O<é> WS, V\S)+&-m-k  (21)
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Moreover, note that by Lemma[[with probability at least 1—n~190* we have £-w(i) < w(i) < 2-w(3).
Now, apply Lemma [[Il With probability at least 1 — n=100% — ;=100 > 1 _ 9. =100 this gives

Viog k

(,02

Q (p?) - WCOST(T};) — Eémnk* < WCOST 7(T) < O ( -WCOSTy(T};) + Emnk?y/log /<:>

O

A.4.2 Bounding the optimum cost of the graph with the contracted graph

The main result of this section is Lemma [I2] that relates the cost of the optimum tree of the
contracted graph with the cost of the optimum of G. This allows us to bound the estimator
proposed in Algorithm [l with the Dasgupta’s cost of the optimum tree of G.

Lemma 12. Let H = G/C be the contraction of G with respect to the partition C (Definition [).
Let T} and T¢ be optimum weighted Dasgupta trees for H and G respectively. Then we have

COSTq(TE) < WCOST g (Tf) + TotALCLUSTERSCOST(G) < O <%> -COST(TE),

where TOTALCLUSTERSCOST(G) is an output of Algorithm [6 which satisfies the guarantees of
Theorem [A.7]

Theorem A.7. Let G = (V,E) be a (k,p,€)-clusterable graph. For every i € [k], let G[C;] denote
the induced subgraph on Cj;, and let T} denote the tree with optimum Dasgupta cost for G[C].
Then procedure TOTALCLUSTERSCOST (Algorithm[d), uses O* (n1/3) seed queries and runs in time
O* (n1/3), and with probability 1 — n=1% returns a value such that:

Z COSTgic,(T;") < TOTALCLUSTERSCOST(G) < O <%> . Z COSTgic)(T7).
ic[k] i€[k]

We prove Theorem in Section [B.3l
To prove Lemma [I2, we show that there exists a tree on the contracted graph whose cost is not
more than ﬁ times the optimum cost of the graph (see Lemma [I4)). To show this, we exploit the

structure of (k, ¢, €)-clusterable graphs and prove that in these graphs some cluster respecting cut
has conductance comparable to the conductance of the sparsest cut (see Lemma [I3).

Definition 14 (Cluster respecting cuts). Let G be a graph that admits a (k, ¢, €)-clustering
C1,...Cr. We say that the the cut (B, B) is a cluster respecting cut with respect to the partition
C if both B and B are disjoint unions of the clusters. That is, there exists a subset I C [k] such
that B = U;c;C;, and B = Uigjci.

Definition 15 (Cluster respecting tree). Let G = (V,E) be a graph that admits a (k,p,¢€)-
clustering C = C1,...Cy. We say that tree T for G (with |V leaves) is cluster respecting with
respect to the partition C if there exists a subtree Tj) of T (rooted at the root of T') with k leaves
such that for every i € [k], then there exists a unique leaf ¢; (of T};)) such that the leaves in 7" which
are descendants of ¢; are exactly the set C;. We call the tree T the contracted subtree of T'.

Lemma 13 (Some cluster respecting cut has conductance comparable to the sparsest cut). Let
(S,V '\ S) denote the sparsest cut of G. Then there exists a cluster respecting cut (Definition [I4))
(B,V '\ B) such that
vy 405 (S)
(¢ (B), 055 (B)) < 20,
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Proof. Let (9, 5) denote the cut with the smallest conductance in G, where vol(S) < vol(V'\ S). If
(S, S) is cluster respecting, then we are already done. So, let us suppose it is not cluster respecting
and let 8 = ¢in(G) = Pout(S). For each ¢ € [k], define X; = S N C; to be the vertices of S that
belong to C;. Similarly, for each i € [k], define Y; = SN C;. Also, we use M; to denote for each
i € [k], the set with smaller volume between X; and Y;. That is, M; = arg min(vol(Xj;), vol(Y;)).
Define M = U;er)M; and let

B=(S\M)U(SNM)and B=V\B.

This makes (B, B) a cluster respecting cut. This is because we move vertices of M from S to

S to get B and the other way around to get B. We will show that the sets B and B are both
|E(B, B)|

min(vol(B), vol(B))

non-empty and we will upperbound max(gout(B), dout(B)) = By definition
pty pp ¢ ; y

of B, it holds that
|E(B, B)| < |E(S,S)| + vol(M) = vol(S) + vol(M).

Also Ui B(X;,Y;) C E(S, S). Moreover, recalling that each cluster has ¢i,(C;) > ¢, it follows
that |E(S,S)| > Yicp [E(Xi, Y5)| = ¢ - vol(M). Therefore, ¢ - vol(M) < |E(S,S)| = B - vol(9).

This means

B - vol(S) < 2/ - vol(S)
N ¥

We define an index set Isman = {i € [k] : vol(X;) < vol(Y;)} which indexes clusters where
S contains smaller volume of C; than S. We show that if Y, L VOL(XG) < vol(S5)/10, then
min(vol(B), vol(B)) > 0.5vol(S). Moreover, we also show that the other case, with 3, Ly VLX) <
vol(S)/10 cannot occur. In all, this means max(¢out(B), Pout(B)) < % - ¢out(S). Let us consider
the first situation above.

Case 1: Suppose Zielsmau vol(X;) < vol(S)/10. Note that for any i & Isnan, B 2 X;. Thus,
we have vol(B) > 0.9vol(S) > 0.5vol(S) (and thus B is non empty). Also, note that in this case,

|E(B,B)| < B-vol(S) + (22)

vol(B) > vol(S) — vol(M) > vol(S) — vol(M) > vol(S) — gvol(S)

which is at least 0.5vol(S) as well (and in particular, B is also non empty). Thus, min(vol(B),vol(B)) >
0.5vol(S). This gives max(dout(B), Pout(B) < %. In either case, we note that the cut (B, B) is

cluster respecting and satisfies that max(@out(B), dout(B)) < %.
Case 2: Now, we rule out the case » _,c;  vol(X;) > vol(5)/10. Note that all X;’s are disjoint
(as they are contained in different clusters). Observe

vol(.5)
10

1€Ismall 1€ sman
The first step follows because for all i € Ignan, F(X;,Y;) € E(S,S). Moreover, (X;,Y;) is a cut
of the cluster C; with ¢;,(C;) > . However, this means that ¢ou(S) > ¢/10. But G is (k, ¢, €)-
clusterable and S is the sparset cut in G. Thus, it better hold that ¢out(S) < € < /10 which leads
to a contradiction. O

The following claim is an aside which proves the tightness of Lemma [I3] This claim shows that
the O(1/¢) loss in approximation to conductance is inherent when we take a cluster respecting cut
as opposed to the sparsest cut. The proof can be found in Appendix [A.5]
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Claim 1. |Tightness of Lemma [I3] Let d > 3 be a constant. Then, there exist a (2, ¢, €) clusterable,
d-regular graph G such that

min (¢out(B)7 ¢out(v \ B)) > ¢in(G)7

where (B, B) is the unique cluster respecting cut of G.

The following observation shows that in a cluster respecting cut (B,V \ B), the sets B, B induce
(k', o, €)-clusterable graphs themselves. This is later used to prove Lemma T4l

Observation 3. Let (B,V \ B) be a cluster respecting cut in G with respect to the partition C
(Definition [[4)). Suppose that B contains k' < k clusters in G. For every S C V, let G[S] be a
graph obtained by adding d, — d3 self-loops to every vertex x € S, where d5 is the degree of vertex
x in S and d, denotes the original degree of z in G. Then, we have G[B] is (K, ¢, €)-clusterable and
GV \ B] is (k — K, ¢, €)-clusterable.

Proof. We will show this observation for B. A similar argument holds for V' \ B. For every cluster
C; C B, we have
GIB ECZ,B Cz E'VOICi
o5iecy = EC PG el
vol(C;) vol(C;)
Also, note that for every cluster C; C B and every S C C; with vol(S) < vol(C;)/2 we have

= €.

[E(S,Ci\ 5)

G[B] >
vol(S) =7

qbin (S) =
Therefore, for every cluster C; C B we have gbfu[f ](C'Z-) < eand QSSI[B}(CZ-) > . Thus, Bis (K, p,¢€)-
clusterable. O

Next, we present Lemma [I4 which is a corollary of Lemma [[3] and shows that there exists a

cluster respecting tree whose cost is not more than O (%) times the optimum cost of the graph.

Lemma 14. Let T, be a tree with the optimum Dasgupta’s cost on G. Then, there exists a cluster
respecting tree T' with respect to C on G (Definition [I3]) such that

1
COST¢(T) < O <;> - COST(TE).

Moreover the contracted tree of G with respect to C = (C1,Cy, ..., Cy) (Definition [[T) is a binary
tree.

Proof. Let H = G/C denote the contraction of G with respect to C. Let Ty denote the set of trees
supported on k leaves (which correspond to the k clusters). We will construct a cluster respecting
tree T for G with the claimed properties. This is done in two phases. In the first phase, we show
it is possible to obtain a tree T € Ty by repeatedly applying Lemma [I3l In phase two, we extend
this tree further by refining each of the k leaves in T” further to obtain a tree T for G. Assuming
the T" after phase one indeed belongs to Ty, we obtain T in the following way: For i € [k], take
the leaf C; (in T”) and extend it T;", where T* is the tree with optimum Dasgupta cost on induced
graph G|[C;].

Phase 1: Producing 7’. We show how to generate T” level by level. It will be convenient to
attach to each node in 7" a set I C [k] of indices. We begin by attaching [k] to the root. An
application of Lemma [[3 produces a cut (B, B) with conductance within a factor O(1/p) of the
sparsest cut in G which additionally is cluster respecting (see Definition [4). Make B and B the two
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children of the root and attach to B the index set Ip C [k] which denotes the clusters contained in
B (similarly define I C [k]). Recurse and apply Lemma [[3] to both G[B] and G[B]. Note that we

can do this because both G[B] (resp. G[B]) are (K, ¢, €)-clusterable (resp (k — k', ¢, €)-clusterable)
for some 1 < k' < k (Observation [3). Thus, in all, phase 1 returns a tree 7" € Tpg.

Phase 2: Extending 7’ On termination, as seen earlier, phase 1 produces a tree T” whose leaves
correspond to the clusters C1, Cs, ... Cy in some order. Note that

k
COSTq(T) = WCOST(T") + Y - COST (e, (T7). (23)
i=1
We will show this cost is at most O(1/¢) - COSTg(T). To this end, let us consider another tree
TRSC that is obtained by taking the tree 7' and extending it by repeated applications of ezact
recursive sparses cut procedure (with approximation factor being 1). Thus, the tree TR5C obtained
this way is within a factor O(1/¢p) for the sparsest cut at each step. By Theorem 2.7 we get

COSTo(TH¢) <0 <%> -COST¢(TE) (24)

Let us rewrite this approximation in more detail. For i € [k], letting TR5C(4) denote the tree
obtained by applying recursive sparsest cut on each C;. Thus, by (24) we get

O <l> - COST(T4) > COST(T™SC) = WCOST (') + ) COST e,y (TH5C(4)) (25)
¥ :
i€[k]

Now two cases arise. First, consider the case where WCOSTy(T") < >2c COSTq e (T7). In
this case, by ([23) we have COST¢(1¢;) < COSTq(T) < 23 ey COSTq o, (T7). Also, we have
COSTa(T¢) = > e COST e, (177). Thus, we have

COSTG(T) < 2 - COSTa(TL).
Now consider the other case where WCOST i (1) > 3~y COSTq ;) (T77)- Recall from (23) that
COST¢(T) = WCOST y(T") + Z COST ¢, (T7) <2- WCOSTy(T') <O <é> -COST(TE),
i€[k]

where, the last inequality holds by (25). Moreover, by construction, the tree 7" is the a binary tree
(and is the contracted tree of T') as desired.

O

Finally, we prove Lemma

Lemma 12. Let H = G/C be the contraction of G with respect to the partition C (Definition @]).
Let T7; and T, be optimum weighted Dasgupta trees for H and G respectively. Then we have

1

COSTq(T) < WCOST g (T) + TotALCLUSTERSCOST(G) < O <?> -COST¢(T7),

where TOTALCLUSTERSCOST(G) is an output of Algorithm [6] which satisfies the guarantees of
Theorem [A.7]
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Proof of Lemmal[IZ. By Lemma [I4], we know there is a cluster respecting tree 7' (Definition [I3]) on
n leaves such that

COSTq(T) > Q(y) - COST4(T) (26)

Let T" be the corresponding contracted tree obtained from 7' (Definition [I3]). Note that by con-
struction 7' in Lemma [I4] we have 7" has k leaves such that for every i € [k], we extend the leaf
corresponding to Cj, by tree T, where, T} is the tree with the optimum Dasgupta cost on the
induced subgraph G[C;].

Thus, we have

COST¢(T) = WCOSTy(T') + Y COST e, (T77) (27)
i€[k]
Therefore, we have
COSTe(T¢)
> Q(p) - COSTq(T) By (26)
= Qp) - | WCOSTy(T") + ) COST g0, (T7) By (27)
i€[k]
> Q) - (WCOSTH(T}_}) + Z COSTgey (TZ*)) By optimality of T7; on H
i€[k]
> Q(p) - WCOST g (T};) + Q(p") - TOTALCLUSTERSCOST(G) By Theorem A7
> Q") - (WCOSTg(T}) + TOTALCLUSTERSCOST(G)) . (28)

Also by Theorem we have

k
COSTa(T) < WCOST(Th) + > COSTgc (T7)
=1
< WCOST g (TF) + TotALCLUSTERSCOST(G).

A.4.3 Proof of Theorem [2.7]

Finally, to prove Theorem [2.I] we prove an intermediate step, which is Lemma

Lemma 15. Let H = G/C be the contraction of G with respect to the partition C (Definition M) and

let T}; denote an optimum weighted Dasgupta tree for H. Let 0 < a <1 < o’ and b < m

where dyyg = 2m/n. Let H = ([k], U?),W,f[ﬁ) be an approximation of H such that the following
hold:

e Forallie [k], %2 < (i) < 2-w(i), and

e a-WCOSTg(T}) —b-mn < WCOSTﬁ(T) < O (a'ylogk - WCOSTx (T5) +b-mn - /logk)
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where, T = WRSC(]?I ) denote a hierarchical clustering tree constructed on the graph H using the re-
cursive sparsest cut algorithm. We set EST = 1. WCOST 5 (T )—1— mn+ TOTALCLUSTERSCOST(G).
Then we have

COSTq(Ty) < EST < O <a7vl°¢gk> COSTG(TH).

Proof. Let H= ([k], ([g]) , W, 117) denote the graph defined in the premise. Let T = RSC(]?I ) denote

a hierarchical clustering tree constructed on the graph H using the recursive sparsest cut algorithm.
We have that

a-WCOST g (Tg) —b-mn < WCOSTﬁ(T) <O (a' -+/logk - WCOST i (Tg;) + b - mn+/log k) (30)

Note that .
EST = — - WCOST z(T' T)+ Jmin TOTALCLUSTERSCOST(G). (31)

Therefore, by ([B0) and (BII) we have

WCOST g (T) + TorALCLUSTERSCOST(G) < EST
/ . 1/ .
<0 <% -WCOSTy(Ty) + b% -4/log k> + ToTALCLUSTERSCOST(G).  (32)

Let T denote a Dasgupta tree with optimum cost for G. Then, by Lemma [I2] we have

1
COSTq(T5) < WCOST g (TF) + TOTALCLUSTERSCOST(G) < <?> -COST(TE). (33)

By the first part of both (82)) and (33) we have

COST(T) < EST. (34)
We also have
o ( -Iogk WCOST1(T}) + M) + ToTALCLUSTERSCOST(G) By (32)
o T

. O( ﬁ) COSTL(T2) + 0 (b davg 7:1 \/@> + ToTaLCLUSTERSCOST(G) By (33)

o \/Iog F n’ :
<0 ( a7 COST¢(Tg) + O )T ToTaLCLUsTERSCOST(C) Asb= m
<0 ( Z?) COST¢(TE) + O(1) - TOTALCLUSTERSCOST(G) By Lemma [B.9)
<0 ( ﬁ ) COSTo(T5) + O (: ) . COSTG(T) By Theorem A1
<o) costotm h
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Therefore, by ([34) and (B3]) we have
a’\/log k

COST¢(Tg) < EST <O < -

> - COST(TL).

O

Theorem 2.1. Let k > 2, ¢ € (0,1) and é be a suffciently small constant. Let G = (V, E) be a
graph that admits a (k,p, €)-clustering C1,...,Cx. Let |V| =n, |E| =m, dg, = 22,

n

There exists an algorithm (ESTIMATEDCOST(G); Algorithm [1) that w.h.p. estimates the op-

timum Dasgupta cost of G within a O < ; 1&%?) factor in time O* <n1/2+0(6/§02) . (davg)o(1)> using

o~ <n1/3 + nOE/#?) . (davg)o(1)> seed queries.

Proof. Let H = G/C be the contraction of G with respect to the partition C (Definition [) and
let T}, denote an optimum weighted Dasgupta tree for H. Let H= ([k‘], (V;]),W, {17) be the graph
obtained by APPROXCONTRACTEDGRAPH(G,E,D) (Algorithm H). Let T = RSC(H) denote a

hierarchical clustering tree constructed on the graph H using the recursive sparsest cut algorithm.
Therefore, by Lemma B with probability at least 1 — 2 - n~!% we have

Q(p?) - WCOSTy(T};) — Emnk? < WCOST5(T) < O ( v 1:2g k. WCOST 5 (T};) + Emnk?\/log k:>
(36)
Note that as per line (Bl of Algorithm [0l we estimate the Dasgupta cost of G by
1 ~ Emnk?
EST =0 7)) WCOST 5(T') + ToTALCLUSTERSCOST(G) + O 2 . (37)

Set a = ¢ - ¢?, where ¢ is the hidden constant in Q(¢?). Set o’ = 1/p?,b = & - k2, where

as per line 1 of Algorithm Bl Thus, b = - C]:f;@ <5 lﬁ/@‘
avg’ avg’

2
£ = 7davg; L2 T So, we can apply
Lemma [I5] which gives

/
COST¢(Tf) < EST < O (“ai m§€> . COSTG(T) = %’ﬁk - COSTG(TL).

Running Time: Now, we prove the running time bound. First, the ESTIMATEDCOST procedure

calls WEIGHTEDDOTPRODUCTORACLE, which by Theorem [A.3/has running time O* | m1/2+0(/#*) .

Then, the ESTIMATEDCOST procedure calls the APPROXCONTRACTEDGRAPH procedure.
o(1)
By Theorem [ALG] this has running time O* <m1/ 2+0(c/¢?) <%> ) Finally, recall the proce-
dure WRSC runs in time poly(k). Therefore, the overall running time of ESTIMATEDCOST procedure

k- o(1)
is seen to be pl/2+0(/¢?) . (%f%) . Substituting in

(102

&= gk - /IOg

we get the required running time.

Finally, we bound the number of seed queries issued. First, let us consider the number of seed
queries required by the APPROXCONTRACTEDGRAPH procedure to estimate the cluster sizes w(7).
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5 By

These quantities are estimated to within a multiplicative (1 + 8) factor with § = ——5—
512-k2.nd0¢/¢

simple Chernoff bounds, this can be done using

0 <logn-k2> _0 <n806/§02 -kﬁ'logn)
52 €2

seeds. Let us now bound the number of samples taken by this procedure by plugging in the value
of £ =

k3 Toak . This gives

10° - logn - k12 n80e/e . log k - dgvg

Then, By Theorem the number of seeds taken to compute TOTALCLUSTERSCOST is n'/3 -

()™

©
Combining, we obtain that the total number of seed queries issued is O* <n1/3 + nOe/#?) . (davg)o(1)>
as claimed. O

A.5 Proof of Lemma [5, Lemma [7] and Claim [I]

Lemma 5. Let A;B C V. Let S4 C A and Sp C B denote (multi)sets of vertices sampled indepen-

6 2
dently and uniformly at random from A and B respectively, where |Sy|, |Sp| > 1600"“3'”22 /¢ logn

Let M denote the lazy random walk matrix of G, and M = UXUT be the eigendecomposition of
M. Then, with probability at least 1 — n~199% we have

Al B

14 - (UZmUk) 1 — ror—1a— - 1%
A ( (k] ~[k] [k]) ’SA’ ‘SB‘ Sa

(U ZUpg)Lss | < &-n (12)

Proof. Let a = 1% - (U % [k/} ) and b= (E[lk/fU[i])ﬂB. This allows us to write the first term on LHS

of Equation (I2) as (a,b). Analogously, define a’ = %-HEA : (U[k}E[lk/ﬁ) and b’ = % . (2[115]2(][:2])153

so that the second term on LHS of Equation (I2]) can be written as (a’,b'). With this setup, we
have the following:

[(a,0) — (a',b)] = [{a,b = V) + (a — a', V)| < [lalla[lb = V'[|2 + [la — a'[|2[|V]|2 (38)

where the last inequality follows by triangle inequality and Cauchy-Schwarz. Now by expanding out

a—Z]lT( k121/2).

z€EA

a we get

We show this quantity is estimated coordinate wise very well by the vector @/ € RF defined as

A
‘s 2 )
x€Sa

Note that for all i € [k] we have E[d/(i)] = a(i). For any i € [k] we first show that with high
probability |a(i) —a’(4)] is small, then by union bound we prove that ||a’ — al| is small. Note that for
every i € [k] we have a(i) = > .4 /0: - ui(z), where u; is the i-th eigenvector of M and o; is the

follows:
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i-th eigenvalue of M. For every x € S4, let Z, be a random variable defined as Z, = |A|-/7; - u;(x).
Thus, we have a/(i) = é D wes, Zay and a(i) = é > zes, E[Zz]. Therefore, by Hoeffding Bound
(Fact [Il), we have

_ 42
Pr [|a'(i) — a(i)] > ¢] Sexp< 215a] -t 2) . (39)

(2 : manESA |ZIE|)
Next we need to bound maxzeg, |Z;|. Note that for every i € [k] and every € V' we have
1 Z:| = Al - Vi - |ui(z))|
s
<|A| - |Juil|o Asaizl—éél
n206/4p2

|A| . 1 20¢/?
S l -

n

k

= |A|- By Lemma [0l

As Vi€ k,|Cy| ~ % (40)

Al 206/ 0>
Let wa = H"T and f§ = —— 20€/¢ . By (39) and (@0) we have

2|54 - (8- wa)?
4-1()124

Pr[|d'(i) — a(i)| > 8- wa] < exp ( > = exp (—|SA|ﬁ2/2) < 200k

where the last inequality holds by choice of |S 4| > 0% kn Zoe/w dogn > 400 - k - logn % Thus, by

a union bound over all i € [k], with probability at least 1 — &k - n=29%% we have
k
lla—d'llz = | Y (@ (i) —a()> < VE- 8- wa. (41)
i=1
A similar analysis shows that with probability at least 1 — k - n~20°% we have
=¥l < VEk- 8- ws, (42)
where, wg = M Also note that
TR
/2
lall2 = || 25 (v =)
1/2
< |11, - ol - [ =]
|A] - mﬁ}}(@ As [|[Upyll2 = 1, and X is diagonal
i€
i
<vn Asaizl—ggl (43)
Similarly we have
|[bll2 < v/n. (44)

Thus by (38) we get
lall2l[b = 'll2 + lla — a"ll2[b']l2 < VE-n- B+ (wa+wp) By @), @2), @3), @)

2. . n20e/o*
SR and 8= §

NG 2. k - n20¢/¢?

<&-n Aswp+wp <
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Therefore, with probability at least 1 — 2 - k- n=209% > 1 — =100k e have

Al B

17 (U[k}z[k}U[i}) 1p — Sal-188] HEA(U[/C}E[@U%)HSB <¢&-n.

U
Fact 1. (Hoeffding Bounds) Let Z;, Zs,--- Z, be iid random variables with Z; € [a,b] for all
i € [n] where —oo < a < b < 0o. Then
[n Z| (Z; —E|Z])| > t] < exp(—2nt%/(b — a)?), and

Pr [i Z| Z; — E[Zi])| < t] < exp(—2nt*/(b — a)?).

Next, we prove Lemma [7

Lemma 7. Let S C V denote a set of random vertices returned by the RANDOMSAMPLEMODEL
(Definition [[1]) in a regular graph. For every i € [k] let S; = SN C;. If |S] > M then with
probability at least 1 — n =109 for every i € [k] we have |S;| € (146) - |S|- ‘(’; 5

Proof. Let s = |S|. For z € V, and r € [s], let Y] be a random variable which is 1 if the r-th
sampled vertex is v, and 0 otherwise. Thus E[Y] = 1. Observe that [S;| = [S N Cj| is a random
variable defined as ) 7_; 37 .. Y, where its expectation is given by

, Ci 1
E[|SNCyl] = }:}:Y | > ;X

r=1xzeC;

where, the last inequality holds since all clusters have size (n/k), since we assume vol(C;)/vol(C;) =
O(1) for all 4, j and the graph is d-regular.

Notice that the random variables Y, are negatively associated, since for each r, >~ Y = 1.
Therefore, by Chernoff bound,
C; 52
Pr >6'8-M < 2-exp A < 120k
n 3 k
where, the last inequality holds by choice of s > % Therefore, by union bound,
C.
Per“SﬂC| -Lﬂ]g2wpn4mkgn4w%
n
O

Finally, we prove Claim [

Claim 1. |Tightness of Lemma[I3] Let d > 3 be a constant. Then, there exist a (2, ¢, €) clusterable,
d-regular graph G such that

min (¢out(B), ¢out(V \ B)) > qbin(G)?

where (B, B) is the unique cluster respecting cut of G.
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Proof. We present such an instance G explicitly. We pick a large enough integer m. Let X; =
{1,2,--- ,m—2em} denote the set of first m —2em integers and use standard constructions to obtain
an d — 1 regular ¢ - d-expander on vertices in Xj. Also, let Y1 = {m —2em +1,m —2em+2,---m}
denote another set of 2em integers and obtain another d — 1 regular ¢ - d expander on Y;. Put a
matching of size epdm between the sets X; and Y7. Also, put a matching on remaining degree d — 1
vertices in Xj. Notice that |E(X7,Y7)| = epdm. Let C; = X; UY;. Now we describe another set of
vertices. This time we consider three sets: Xo = {1,2,--- ,m—4em}, Yo = {m—4em+1,---m—2em}
and Zo = {m—2em+1,--- ;m}. We again obtain a d — 1 regular ¢ -d expander on all of these sets.
Next, add a matching of size epdm between X5 and Y5 and between X5 and Z5. We add a matching
between remaining degree d — 1 vertices in X and another matching between remanining degree
d — 1 vertices in Z,. Notice that |F(Xs,Y3)| = epdm = |E(Xo, Zs)|. Next, let Co = Xo U Yo U Zs.

Finally, we add a matching between the remaining degree d — 1 vertices in Y7 and Ys. Overall
this gives a d-regular graph on 2m vertices. We let B = C; and thus B = (5. Notice that
Yout (C1) = @out(C2) = €. Also, by construction, note that ¢in(C1) = ¢in(C2) > ¢. Now consider
the following set S = X7 U Zy. We see that

B(S.5)] = |E(X1,Y1)| + |E(Xa, Z2)| = 2e0dm.

Also |S] = | X1| + | Z2] = m. And therefore, it holds that ¢(G) < ¢(S) = 2ep. O

B Sublinear estimator for cost of expanders

In this section, we formally prove Theorem from Section 2.1 which demonstrates an algorithm
for estimating the Dasgupta cost of a p-expander up to a poly(1/¢) factor using ~ n/3 seed queries.

Then, we prove Theorem which demonstrates an algorithm for estimating the total contri-
bution of the clusters to the Dasgupta cost of a graph that admits (k, ¢, €)-clustering.

Theorem 2.2. Let G = (V, E) be a p-expander (possibly with self-loops). Let T* denote the tree
with optimum Dasgupta cost for G. Then procedure CLUSTERCOST (Algorithm[3), uses O* (n1/3)
seed queries and with probability 1 — n~'%V returns a value such that:

COST(T*) < CLUSTERCOST(G) < O (%) - COST(T™).
P

Theorem A.7. Let G = (V,E) be a (k,p,€)-clusterable graph. For every i € [k], let G[C;] denote
the induced subgraph on Cj;, and let T} denote the tree with optimum Dasgupta cost for G[C].
Then procedure TOTALCLUSTERSCOST (Algorithm[@), uses O* (n1/3) seed queries and runs in time
O* (n1/3), and with probability 1 — n=1% returns a value such that:

Y COSTgy(Ty) < ToraLCLUSTERSCOST(G) < O <i5> Y COSTgey(T).
: @)
i€[k] i€[k]

The main idea is to apply Algorithm [B] to estimate the contribution of each cluster. More
concretely, for each cluster C;, we can estimate its cost as follows: For each vertex v € Cj, replace
the edges from v to V' \ C; by self-loops. This gives a p-expander with vertex set C; and the same
degrees as in G. This graph has self-loops, however, since Theorem allows for self-loops, we can
still use Algorithm B to estimate the cost of each cluster. Summing the contributions from each
cluster will then give us TOTALCLUSTERSCOST(G), stated below.
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Algorithm 6 TOTALCLUSTERSCOST(G)

L nl/g(klogn)o(l)

1

2: S < (multi)set of s random vertices together with their cluster label
35, < SNG;

4: TotalCost + YF_, CLUSTERCOST(G, S;,|S;| - ™)

5: return TotalCost

For completeness, we restate Theorem 23] from [MS21| and the algorithm for computing 7ge,
from [MS21]. However, we don’t explicitly construct Tgeg.

Theorem 2.3. [Theorem 3 in [MS21l]] Given any graph G = (V, E,w) with inner-conductance ¢
as input, Algorithm [@ runs in O(m + nlogn) time, and returns an HC' tree Tgeq(G) that satisfies
COSTG(%@Q(G)) = 0(1/904) -OPTg.

Algorithm 2 HCwITHDEGREES(G{V'}) [MS21]
Input: G = (V, E,w) with the ordered vertices such that d,, > ... >d

1: v
2: Output: An HC tree Tge4(G) "
3: if |[V| =1 then

4:  return the single vertex V as the tree

5: else

6 imax = |logy [V]| —1]; 7= 2max; A= {v1,...,v,.}; B=V\A

7. Let 71 .= HCWITHDEGREES(G{A}); T2 := HCWITHDEGREES(G{B})
8:  return 7., with 77 and 73 as the two children

9: end if

The rest of the section is structured as follows. In Section [B.I] we first prove that for every -
expander G, the quantity ) rank(x)deg(z) approximates the cost of Tgey up to O(1/¢) factor.
In Section [B.2, we show how to estimate the quantity ) . rank(z)deg(x). Then, in Section [B.3]
we put everything together and complete the proofs of Theorem 2.2 and Theorem [A.7l Finally, in
Section [B.4] we prove the optimality of our sampling complexity.

B.1 Bound cost of an expander by > rank(z) - deg(z)

Let G = (V, E) be an arbitrary expander with vertices z1,xs,...x, ordered such that dy > dy >

. > dy, where d; = deg(x;). We denote by Tqe, the Dasgupta Tree returned by Algorithm 1 of
IMS21]. Recall that this is a binary tree which is obtained by recursive applications of a merge
procedure. The call at the root level to merge aggregates a left subtree with leaves v1,va, -« vy 2
and a right subtree which has remaining vertices as leaves. We would like to show the following two
lemmas.

Lemma B.1. Let G = (V, E) be a simple irreqular graph with degree sequence di > ds > ... > d,
and expansion . We have

COSTe(Taeg) > Qe Z -d;.

45



Lemma B.2. Let G = (V, E) be a simple irregular graph with degree sequence di > dg > ... > dp.
We have

COSTc(Tieg) < O (Zi : di> .
=1

Note that Lemma does not require the graph to be an expander.

B.1.1 Lower bound on Dasgupta cost of an expander (Proof of Lemma [B.1])

In this section, we prove Lemma [B.Il We will need some notation. Order the vertices in decreasing
order of degrees and let H = |logyn|. For each i € {0,1,... H}, define the i-th bucket as

Li={jeV:2"<j<2t 1}
We also need another notation. Define L<; = i< Lj. We will prove the following two claims.
Claim 2. COST¢(Taeg) > & - SN E(L:, T)| - |Lal.
Claim 3. SSHVE(L, L)) - |Lil > Q(p) - i - di.

Note that once these two claims are shown, Lemma [B.] follows as a corollary.

Proof. (Of Claim () Recall that the vertices of Tgcs are arranged in decreasing order. Also, recall
We will lower bound COST¢(7geg) by considering contributions to Dasupta Objective from a
subset of the edges. In particular, we sum only over edges between “prefix sets” in 7qeq to get

H
COSTG(Tag) = S |E(Lis i) - | Lil (45)
i=1

The above expression peels off sets L; one at a time and considers the contribution of edges in
the set E(L;, L<;—1) which is at least |L<;_1| + |L;| = |L<;|. We will show that this is at least
half the target expression (i.e., half the right hand side in the claim above) 1 Zi]ial |E(L;, L;)| - | Li|
which will finish the proof.

The two expressions differ in the contribution they charge to an edge. Fix some i and take an
edge e € E(L;, L;). Denote the contribution of edge e in Equation (#3]) as CONTRIB(e) and denote
the contribution of e to the target expression as TARGET(e). It suffices to show that for every
e € U, B(Li, I;), TARGET(e) < 2CONTRIB(e).

Fix 0 <i < H — 1 and take an edge e € F(L;, L;). Now, consider the largest index j such that
e € E(Lj, L<;j—1). Note that j > i. We have CONTRIB(e) > |L<;| and TARGET(e) = |L<;|+ |L<;| <
2|L<;|. This holds for every edge e € Ufi_ol E(L;, L;) and this finishes the proof. O

Next, we prove Claim Bl

Proof. (Of Claim B)) Recall, |L;| = 2°. Using the preceding claim, we have

H-1
D IB(Li L) - [Lil = Y - vol(Ly) -2
i=0

\%
IRS
(]
(]

S
N,
£
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We would like to lower-bound the last expression in the above chain of inequalities. To this end,
note that this expression is of the form Z]E[n a; - d; where a;; = 211 if j € L;. For all j € L;, note

that a; = /2 - 2it1 > /2. j. This means that the last expression above is at least

gzg'-dj.

which finishes the proof. O

B.1.2 Upper bound on Dasgupta cost of an expander (Proof of Lemma [B.2])

In this section, we prove Lemma [B.2l Like the previous section, we do this by proving the following
two claims.

Claim 4. COSTg(’]fng) < ZZ Yvol(Ly) - | L.
Claim 5. Z ToEvol(Ly) - |L<i] < O(X idy).
Lemma [B.2] follows as a corollary.

Proof. (Of Lemma [B.2) Immediate from Claim @] and Claim O

Now, we will prove Claim M and Claim [ in the rest of this section. We begin with the first
claim.

Proof. (Of Claim H)) We want to show COSTg(7geg) < 2 - Z 20 Lvol(L;) - |L<i|. Write Obj(e)
to denote the contribution to Dasgupta Cost of the edge e in tree Tgee. Recall, Obj(e) equals
the number of leaves in the subtree rooted at the LCA of the endpoints of the edge. Denote by
TARGET(e) the contribution of edge e to the objective in the right hand side of this expression. Take
an edge e = (u,v) with v € L;, v € L;j where i < j. The edge e is considered in the above sum at
indices ¢ and j. The contribution of e to the target objective is given as

TARGET(e) = |L<;| + |L<;].

On the other hand, by definition of L;’s, we have Obj(e) < |L<;| < TARGET(e). This holds for
every edge and therefore

COST¢(Taeg) = », Obj(e) < > TARGET(e Zvol ) - |L<il.
e€E(Q) eeE(G

Finally, we prove Claim [l to wrap up.

Proof. (Of Claim [) Note that |L<;| < 27+1. We have,

H-1 H—-
> vol(Ly) - |L<i| < Z > dj |- |L<il
=0 = JEL;
H-1
< Z d] . 2i+1.
i=0 \jeL;
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We would like to upper-bound the last expression above. Note that this expression is of the form
> jen) @id; where o = 2it1if j € L;. However, for any j € L;, note that j < 2°+!. This means

that
Z ajd; < Z Jjd;

J€[n] JEM]

as desired. O

B.2 Estimating ) rank(x) - deg(x)

In this section, we prove Lemma [B.3] which asserts that we can estimate ) rank(z) - deg(x) using
O* (n1/3) samples.

Lemma B.3. Let G = (V, E) be a p-expander (possibly with self-loops). There exists an estimator
v using O (nl/g) samples, such that with probability at least 1 — n =19,

Zrank Ydeg(xz) <v < O(1) Zrank ) deg(z).

zeV zeV

Partition the vertices into buckets as follows: For d = 20,21 ... 2l08(n/¥) let B, := {reV:
d < deg(z) < 2d}. We will refer to By as the degree class of d. Let ng := |By| denote the size of the
degree class, and let r4 denote the highest rank in By. Note that rg is the number of vertices in G
that have degree at least d, so we have rq =<, n.

Sometimes we will write B>4 and B4 to denote Ui>aBq and Uy qBg, respectively.

Note that there are at most log(n/¢) different degree classes, since each vertex can have at most
n(1/¢ — 1) self-loops.

The vertices in By have ranks rq4,74 — 1,...,74 — ng + 1 and degrees in [d, 2d]|, which gives the
bounds
d Td Td
§'nd'rd§‘ Z i-d< Zrank(a;)-deg(a:)gl Z i-2d <2d-ng-rq. (46)
i=rqg—mgq+1 rEBy i=rg—ngq+1

Thus, our goal will be to efficiently approximate the quantities r4 - ng.
We start by proving the following technical lemma, which shows that there exists a degree class

2
B, that contains a large fraction of the degree mass, and that satisfies d < O <W> - Ng.

Lemma B.4. There exists a degree class d such that ng-d > and d < 16 3 log(n/e) -n

4lo g(n/ ®)

Proof. Let m’ > ¢ - m denote the number of non-self-loop edges, and deg’(-) denote the degrees
discounting self-loops. Orient the edges from high degree to low degree (break ties arbitrarily within
any degree class). That way, we have m’ = Y . degj,(z). Say that a degree class Bq is heavy

if ng-d > and say that it is light otherwise. Moreover, call a degree class By good if

ml
4log(n/¢)’
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Y owe B, deg’, (z) > %, and bad otherwise. There must exist a good heavy class, since otherwise

m = Z Z deg’, (z) + Z Z deg;,, (x)

BdZBd is llght ZEEBd BdZBd is heavy ZEEBd
< Y 2dong+ > degly(a)
By:By is light Bg:Byg is heavy x€By
/
< log(n/w)m + Z Z deg’,. (z), by definition of the light classes

Bg:Byg is heavy x€By

m’ ng-d-
< - + Z dTSD’ assuming that all heavy classes are bad
Bg:Byg is heavy
m m-p
<—=+—F,
2 2
<m/, since m - ¢ < m’ in a g-expander

which is a contradiction. Thus, there exists a degree class d that is both heavy and good, i.e.

/ m- g

ng-d>-—" > (heavy)
4log(n/p) — 4log(n/¢)
and
/ ng-d- 2
> degl,(x) > — (good).

r€By

Let d be such a degree class. To establish the lemma, it remains to show that d < g} log(n/e) - ng.

First, observe that rq - d < 37, ee(s)>q deg(@) < 2m < %f)'"d'd, where the last inequality
follows from the assumption that d is heavy. Therefore, we have

< 8log(n/p) N
2

Now, consider the number of non-self-loop edges between B; and B>,4. Recall that we orient the
edges from high degree to low degree, so that the number of non-self-loop edges between B, and B>q4

is equal to ) . B, deg},, (z) > %. On the other hand, the number of non-self-loop edges between
2
By and B4 can be at most |B>4| - |Bqg| = (thd nt) ng =1rg-ng < Mw. Combining, we
obtain )
na-d-p _ 8log(n/¢) -ny
2 2

which gives d < %% log(n/e) - ng, as required. O

9

We now introduce the definition of a Dasgupta cost heavy degree class, i.e. a class that con-
tributes a significant fraction of the Dasgupta cost.

Definition B.5. Say that a degree class d is a-Dasgupta Cost Heavy, or just a-DC-heavy, if

Z rank(z) deg(z) > 2« Z rank(x) deg(x).

re€By zeV

The following claim shows that for a-DC-heavy classes, we can use ng as a proxy for rg.
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Claim 6. If d is a-DC-heavy, then ng > %a ST

Proof. By Equation (), we have

2d-ng-rq > Z rank(z) deg(z) > 2« Z rank(z)deg(z) > 2a Y i-d>2a--2-d,
r€By zeV =1

which rearranges to

1
ng > §a-rd.

O

The next lemma is the key result underlying our bound on the number of samples required. It
shows that a degree class that contributes a nontrivial amount to Dasgupta cost of the graph must
contain at least a &~ n~1/3 fraction of edges of the graph:

Lemma B.6. If a degree class t is a-DC-heavy, then ny -t -n'/? . % > Q(m).

Proof. We will apply Lemma [B.4] which asserts that there exists a degree class By that contains
2
a large fraction of the degree mass, and that satisfies d < O (W -ng. We will then use the
degree class By as a reference, and show that the degree mass of B; cannot be much smaller.
More formally,we have the following optimization problem over the variables ¢, d, ng, ng:
ng-d
max
t,dng,ng Mg+ t
such that
n?-t>a* n3-d

d< 1610g(2n/<,0) .
¥

ng,Ng <N

Tlt,d,tz 1

ndzo.

First, we will show that the optimal value is ~ n'/3.

Claim 7. The above optimization problem has a finite optimal value. Furthermore, if ¢,d, ng4, n; is
an optimal solution, then the first two constraints are tight and ¢ = 1.

Proof. First, we show that the optimization problem has a finite optimal value. Observe that adding
the constraint ¢ < n3 does not change the optimal objective value, since increasing the value of ¢
can only harm the objective, and any feasible choice of ng, ns, d remains feasible after adding the
constraint. Now, with the additional constraint, we have that the feasible region is bounded (since
1<n <n1<t<n? 0<ng<n,and1<d< 161og(n/p) ng), closed, and non-empty (since

02
taking for instance d = 1,ng = %(2"/‘?), t = ny = n is a feasible solution). So the optimization

problem has a finite value and attains its maximum value.

Next, we show that if ¢,d, ng, n; is an optimal solution, then the first two constraints are tight
and t = 1. Suppose that the first constraint is loose, i.e. that n? -t > o? -nz -d. Clearly, we can’t
have n; =t = 1 and ng = n (otherwise the first constraint would not be satisfied), so it is possible
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to either decrease t, decrease n; or increase ngy. Either of these options gives a higher objective
value, which contradicts the optimality of the given solution.

Suppose instead that the second constraint is loose. Let d' = 72 -d, nl, = % for some sufficiently
small v > 1. Then ¢,n,d’,n), is a feasible solution, but n/,- d' =y -nq-d > ng - d, so this gives a
higher objective value, which is a contradiction.

Finally, suppose that t > 1, and that the first two constraints are tight. If n; < n, then let
t' =1, n, = nyv/t. Then t',n}, d,ng is a feasible solution, but n} - ' = n;\/t < ny - t, so this gives
a higher objective value, contradiction. If instead n; = n, then we have n? -t > n2. On the other

16log(n/p?)
16log(n/¢”)

hand, we have n? -t = o? -nz -d = ng, from which we deduce ng,d > 1. In particular,

2
there exists v > 1 such that ¢ =t -y~ n/, =ng-y"/3, d = d-~y7/? is a feasible solution. But
this solution has objective value %l A3 > %l, contradiction. O

Now let ¢, d, ng, n: be an optimal solution. It follows by Claim [7] that

nzznf-t since n; <nandt=1
=a®-n?-d since the first constraint is tight
a? -
=—— d3 since the second constraint is tight,
162 log”(n/p)

which rearranges to

d< (O(n(l;+(z/go))>2/3

Furthermore, since t = 1, we have
nt-t:nt:\/n?-t:a-\/ng-d.

ng-d  ng-d _d1/2<1<o<nlog<n/¢>>>”3

ne-t  a-ng-d/?2 a ~ o« e

Thus,

This shows that the optimal solution to the optimization problem has value O(n'/3¢=2/3q~4/3 log!/ 3(n/p)).

Now let By be a degree class such that ng-d > o5 and d < % log(n/y)-ng (exists by Lemma

B.4)), and let ¢ be any a-DC-heavy degree class. By Claim [6] we have

n?-tZ%-a-rt-nt-t by Claim [6],
> a? Z deg(x)rank(z) since t is a-DC heavy
zeV
> ao? Z deg(z)rank(z)
zE€By

>a® ng-rq-d

2 2
>a”-nyg-d
Thus, t,ns, d, ng is a feasible solution to the optimization problem, and in particular

b O3 23113 o /3 o d> P

which gives the result. O
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We can now obtain a good estimator for the size of each bucket.

log® (n/¢)
2

Lemma B.7. Given «, there an estimator n; using O <n1/3- o257 ) samples, such that with

probability at least 1 — %n_wl, the following holds:
1. For every degree class t, it holds that ny < 6ny

2. If t is an a-DC-heavy class, then ny > %nt,

3
Proof. Let ¢ be the constant in front of m in Lemma [B.6, and let s = 16¢-n'/3 - %. Let S be
a set of s vertices sampled independently at random with probability proportional to their degree.

For each degree class t, let X; = 22|{z € S: x € B;}|. Then E[X;] = 1  2eep, deg(r) < 2 — 9,
By Markov’s inequality, Pr[X; > 6n;] < % Repeat O(logn) times and let 7; be the median, so that
Prlf; > 6ny] < 0102,

Now, suppose that t is a-DC heavy. We have that é—r‘; - X3 is a sum of independent {0,1}
random variables, with E[£2 X,] = 5= % . deg(x) > 5%t-n, > 16. Here the last inequality holds
by Lemma B and the choice of s. By Chernoff bounds, we obtain that Pr[2£ X, < % Ls oy <
exp (—2) < % Since n; is obtained from X; by repeating O(log n) times and taking the median, we
get that Pr[n, < $n] < 1n=102,

Taking the union bound over all ¢ gives the result. O

Similarly, we can obtain an estimator for the highest rank in each bucket.

5
Lemma B.8. Given «, there exists an estimator ¢ using O <n1/3 . %) samples, such that

with probability at least 1 — %n_wl, the following holds:
1. For every degree class t, it holds that 7y < 61y
2. If t is an a-DC-heavy class, then 14 > irt.

Proof. Let o = m, and let 72 be the estimator from Lemma [B.7] with parameter o/. For each
degree class d, let 7q = )_,~;7¢. Condition on the success of 7 (which happens with probability at
least 1 — %n_lm). Then Property 1 follow immediately from Lemma It remains to prove that

Property 2 holds. Fix an a-DC-heavy class t. Say that a degree class t’' > t is heavy if

> Mt
ny > ————
2log(n/¢)’
and otherwise say that it is light. First, we show that if ¢’ is heavy, then ¢’ is W—DC—heavy.
Indeed, if ¢ is heavy, then
2 Z rank(x) deg(z) >t - ny - ry by Equation (40
{EGBt/
> 227157} because r; > nj > "t and > 2t
4log (n/gp) 2log(n/¢p)
> Z rank(z) deg(x) by Equation (46), since r; > ny
410g mGBt
Z rank(x) deg(z) by the assumption that ¢ is a-DC heavy.
4log n / ®
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So if ¢ is heavy, then it is W—DC heavy, and in particular, by Lemma B, fiy > ins. We

now have

P= Y et Y

t'>t:t’ is light t'>t:t’ is heavy

% Z ny + Z Tog by Lemma [B.7]

t'>t:t’ is heavy t'>t:t’ is light

= %Znt + Z <ﬁt/ - %nt/>

t'>t v>t:t! is light

1 1

5 Z ny — 5 Z . Ty
t'>t t'>t:t’ is light

1 1

> ny og(n/p) .
2 4log(n/¢)

v

v

by definition of light classes

We are now ready to prove Lemma [B.3]

Proof of Lemma [B.3 Let a = Wln/@. Let 7 be the estimator from Lemma [B.7] with parameter

a and let 7 be the rank estimator from Lemma [B.§ with parameter . Let

V=32 i fig-d.
d

Condition on the success of the estimators 7 and # (which happens with probability at least 1—n=11).
Then, for each degree class d, we have

d-tq-ng <36d-rg-ng by Lemma [B.7 and Lemma [B.8
<72 Z deg(z)rank(x), by Equation (46]).
zE€By

Summing over all degree classes d, we have

v =232 Z Tg-Ng-d <3272 Z rank(z) deg(z),
d eV

which gives the upper bound. It remains to prove the lower-bound. Say that a degree class is heavy
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if it is W_DC heavy, and say that it is light otherwise. We have

Zrank( deg(x Z Z rank(z) deg(z)

z€V d z€By
= Z Z rank(x) deg(z) + Z Z rank(z) deg(x)
d:Byg is light x€By d:Bg is heavy z€By
log(n/¢)
< Tog(n/9) Z rank(z) deg(z) + Z Z rank(x) deg(z)
d:Bg is heavy z€By
< = Z rank(z) deg(x) + Z 2d-ng-rq by Equation (40
mGV d:Byg is heavy
<= Z rank(x) deg(z) + 16 Z d-ng-Tq by Lemmas [B.7] and [B.§
:(:EV d:Bg is heavy
1
< = k(x)d .
Z ran eg(z) + 3V
:(:EV
Rearranging, we obtain the lower-bound. O

B.3 Correctness of CLUSTERCOST and TOTALCLUSTERSCOST (Proof of Theo-
rem and Theorem [A.7))

In this section we put everything together to prove Theorem and Theorem [A.7]

Theorem 2.2. Let G = (V, E) be a p-expander (possibly with self-loops). Let T* denote the tree
with optimum Dasgupta cost for G. Then procedure CLUSTERCOST (Algorithm[3), uses O* (n1/3)
seed queries and with probability 1 — n~'%V returns a value such that:

COST(T*) < CLUSTERCOST(G) < O (%) - COST(T™).

Proof of Theorem [2.2. Follows immediately from Lemma [B.3] Lemma [B.I Lemma [B.2] and Theo-
rem [2.3] O

Theorem now follows as a corollary of Theorem

Theorem A.7. Let G = (V,E) be a (k,p,€)-clusterable graph. For every i € [k], let G[C;] denote
the induced subgraph on Cj, and let T} denote the tree with optimum Dasgupta cost for G[C;].
Then procedure TOTALCLUSTERSCOST (Algorithm[@), uses O* (n1/3) seed queries and runs in time

O* (n1/3), and with probability 1 — n=1% returns a value such that:

Z COSTgicy(T7") < TOTALCLUSTERSCOST(G) < O <<,0 ) Z COSTgc)(T7).
i€[k] ic[k]

Proof. For each i € [k], let G{C;} denote the induced subgraph G[C;] with self loops added to
vertices v € C; such that the degrees in G and G{C;} are the same.

Note that self loops don’t contribute to the Dasgupta cost, so T'* is a tree with optimum Dasgupta
cost for G{C;}, and COST g,y (T7") = COST g, (T7).

Moreover, an easy application of Chernoff bounds, shows that with high probability, |S;| - % is
a good estimator for |E(G{C;})|.
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Now fix i € [k]. By Theorem 22 with probability at least 1—n 19" CLUSTERCOST(G{C;}, S;, |Si|m/s)
returns an O(1/¢°)-approximation to COST gy (1) = COST gy (T7)-
Thus, by a union bound over i € [k], with probability at least 1 —n =% it holds that

> COSTgic)(T) < > CLUSTERCOST(G{Ci}, S, [Si] - m/s) < O(1/¢°) Y~ COST gy, (T7).
i€[k] 1€[k] i€lk]

The result now follows, since

TOTALCLUSTERSCOST(G) = Y CLUSTERCOST(G, S;,|Si|m/s) = Y _ CLUSTERCOST(G{C;}, S;,|Si|-m/s).

i€[k] ic[k]
]
We need the following Lemma in the proof of Theorem 211
Lemma B.9. TOoTALCLUSTERSCOST(G) > 2 (”72)
Proof. We have
k
TOTALCLUSTERSCOST(G) > Q(1) - Y Y rankg(x) degg (), by Lemma [B.3]
=1 Z‘ECZ‘
Z C; 2 As deg(z) > 1
i€k]
n2
>Q <?> By Cauchy—Schwarz.
]

B.4 Lower bound on the necessary number of seeds (Proof of Theorem [2.4))

In this subsection, we prove Theorem [2.4] from Section 2.1l which shows that the running time of
CLUSTERCOST is tight.

Theorem 2.4. For every positive constant o« > 1 and n sufficiently large, there exists a pair of
expanders G and G’ such that Y7 i-d; < n?, Y0 i-d, > an® and at least Q(n'/?) vertices
need to be queried in order to have probability above 2/3 of distinguishing between them (where
di > ...>d, > 1 is the degree sequence in G and dj > ... > d], > 1 is the degree sequence in G').

Proof. We will construct the two graphs on the same vertex set V. Pick a set C C V of size %/3
Let b = |‘|/\‘C‘ 2n!/3 — 1. Construct the graph G as follows:

e (C forms a clique

e Add a perfect b-matching between C and V' \ C.

Then every vertex in C' has degree “5— — 1+ b, and every vertex in V' \ C has degree 1. Therefore,
2/3
n
d; < 2/3 < Zp2/3 . (p2/3)?2 2/9 <« 2.
Z Q- Z +0b) + Z i 2n (n*°)*+n"/2<n
. p2/3
=5 +1

Construct G/ as follows:
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e ( forms a clique
e Add a (2« - b, 2ar)-regular bipartite graph between C and V' \ C.
e For each vertex in C, delete b(2ae — 1) of its edges internal edges in C.

Now every vertex in C has degree %/3 — 1+ b, but every vertex in V' \ C has degree 2a.. Therefore,

2/3
o 2
n 2 2/3 n 2/3 2/3 2
. . n . n n n 2
=1 =1 i:”2/3 41
2

Every vertex in C' has the same degree in G and G’, so to distinguish between the two graphs,
we need to query a vertex in V'\ C.

2
We have |Eq|, |Eq| > % = ﬁs/g. In G, the probability that a given query returns a vertex

in V\C,is ‘2‘@2\‘ < % = 4n~1/3. Similarly, in G’, the probability that a given query returns a

. . IV\C| _ 8an _ -1/3
vertex in V'\ C, is 2B < 75 =8an )

Now suppose that the number of queries is at most %. If the true input graph is G, then with

nl/3
probability at least (1 — n~Y 3)%8a > %, we fail to query any vertices in V'\ C'. Similarly, if the true

n1/3
input graph graph is G’, then with probability at least (1 — 8an 1/ N > %, we fail to query any
vertices in V' \ C. So with probability at least %, we fail to distinguish the graphs. O

C Correctness of WEIGHTEDDOTPRODUCTORACLE (Proof of The-

orem [A.3))

Obtaining the weighted dot product oracle: Recall that we aim to spectrally approximate L
by £ with probability at least 1 —n 1% (as in Equation (#)) and this amounts to approximating
all quadratic forms on Lz with quadratic forms on £. We achieve this by getting estimates for
< Sz, X fy> to be accurate with probability at least 1 — n~'%% The details are presented below.

Theorem A.3. Let M denote the random walk matriz of G, and let M = UXUT denote the eigen-
decomposition of M. With probability at least 1 —n =190
[2) the following holds:

With probability at least 1 — 3 -n =10k for all x,y € V we have

— (fer B fy) | < :

— nk2}

over the initialization procedure (Algorithm

| (far Zpy fy)

apx

where ( fr, g fy>am = WEIGHTEDDOTPRODUCTORACLE(G, z,y, £, D).
Moreover, the running time of the procedures INITIALIZEWEIGHTEDDOTPRODUCTORACLE (Al-

o(1)
gorithm[4) and WEIGHTEDDOTPRODUCTORACLE (Algorithm[8) is O* (nl/ 2+0(¢/¢?) . (%) >

Remark C.1. This result is similar to Theorem 2 in |[GKL™21la]. The difference being Theorem 2
in [GKL™21a] approximates dot product between the embedding vectors (fy, f). Here, we instead
want to approximate the weighted dot product < Jr, X fy>.
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We also need to set up some notation which is used in this section. Let m < n be integers. For
any matrix A € R™™ with singular value decomposition (SVD) A = YI'ZT we assume Y € R"*"
and Z € R™*™ are orthogonal matrices and I" € R"*" is a diagonal matrix of singular values. Since
Y and Z are orthogonal matrices, their columns form an orthonormal basis. For any integer g € [m]
we denote Y], € R"*? as the first ¢ columns of Y and Y_; to denote the matrix of the remaining
columns of Y. We also denote Z[Zg} € R as the first g rows of ZT and ZT[ g to denote the matrix
of the remaining rows of Z. Finally we denote F[j;] € R7*7 as the first ¢ rows and columns of I" and
we use I'_(; as the last n — g rows and columns of I'. So for any ¢ € [m] the span of Y_, is the
orthogonal complement of the span of Y|y, also the span of Z_, is the orthogonal complement of
the span of Z. Thus we can write A = Y[, I Z[Zg} +Y_gl'—[g Zf[q].

Algorithm 7 INITIALIZEWEIGHTEDDOTPRODUCTORACLE(G, §)

1: © + —20~;%gn
2: Riniy ¢ n'/2H0(/¢%) . <k~12gn>o(1)
3: 5+ nOE/e?). M%)O(l)
4: Ig + s indices chosen independently and uniformly at random with replacement from {1,...,n}
5: @ < ESTIMATETRANSITIONMATRIX(G, I, Rinit, t) # @ has at most Ryt - 8 non-zeros
6: G +ESTIMATECOLLISIONPROBABILITIES(G, I, Rinit, t)
7. Compute eigendecomposition % -G i=WIWT of % -G # G e R5**
: WS 2WT
8 U 2 WS W@ # U € RS
9: return D, := {¥,Q}
Algorithm 8 WEIGHTEDDOTPRODUCTORACLE (G, z,y, &, D) # Dy, = {7, @}

o(1)

€/ 2 k-logn

1: unery < n1/2+0( /7). (Tg)

: My < RUNRANDOMWALKS (G, Ryuery, t + 1,2)  # unlike in [GKL™ 214, walk length =t + 1
: My < RUNRANDOMWALKS (G, Rquery, t, ¥)

: return (fy, Xy fy) = (mgé)\y(@Tﬁy)

apx :

=W N

We build up on a collection of tools from |[GKL™21al. First, we use Lemma [I6 which shows that
(k, ¢, €)-clusterable graphs, the outer products of the columns of the t-step random walk transition
matrix has small spectral norm. This holds because the matrix power dominates by the first k
eigenvectors and each of them has bounded infinity norm.

Lemma 16. (A higher success probability version of Lemma 23 from |GKL™2la| with improved
estimation error) Let & > 2 be an integer, ¢ € (0,1) and € € (0,1). Let G = (V,E) be a d-
regular graph that admits a (k, ¢, €)-clustering C1,...Cy. Let M be the random walk transition
matrix of G. Let 1 > & > 1/n° t > 2030#. Let ¢ > 1 be a large enough constant and let
s> c- kB . n400e/¢?) logn/€2. Let Is = {iy,...,is} be a multiset of s indices chosen independently
and uniformly at random from {1,...,n}. Let S be the n x s matrix whose j-th column equals 1;,.
Suppose that M! = US'UT is the eigendecomposition of M? and \/g M!S = USWT is the SVD
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of \/? - MS. If ig < 1—(1)5 then with probability at least 1 — n~10% we have
HU[k Sl - U[k}E[‘MQU[j,;}Hz <¢

The following lemma from |GKLT2la| is instrumental in analyzing collision probabilities of
random walks from every vertex = € V' in a (k, ¢, €)-clusterable graph.

Lemma 17. |GKL™21a| Let & > 2 be an integer, ¢ € (0,1) and € € (0,1). Let G = (V,E) be a
d-regular and that admits a (k, ¢, €)-clustering C1,...,C%. Let M be the random walk transition

matrix of G. For any t > 20;# and any x € V' we have

|M ]l < O (k- n=t/2e20e/e)

To prove the correctness of weighted dot product of spectral embedding of vertices, we use
a similar proof strategy to |GKLT2la|, which, albeit, develops an estimator for the unweighted
dot product between spectral embeddings i.e., (fz, fy). In Lemma [I8 we show that the weighted
dot product of spectral embeddings i.e., < Jr, X[y fy> can be estimated by the appropriate linear
transformation of the random walk transition matrix. Since we seek weighted dot products unlike
IGKL™21a], we run a t-step random walk from z, and a t + 1-step walk from y. The one-step longer
walk helps us to inject the matrix of eigenvalues in between the dot product of spectral embedding
of vertex = and y.

Lemma 18. Let k > 2 be an integer, ¢ € (0,1) and € € (0,1). Let G = (V, E) be a d-regular graph
that admits a (k, ¢, €)-clustering C1, ... Cj. Let M be the random walk transition matrix of G. Let
1/nd<€&<1,t> 20;#. Let ¢ > 1 be a large enough constant and let s > ¢-n480¢/%* .Jog n-k'3/(£2).
Let Is = {i1,...,is} be a multiset of s indices chosen independently and uniformly at random from
{1,...,n}. Let S be the n x s matrix whose j-th column equals 1;,. Let Mt = UStUT be the
eigendecomposition of M? and \/§ M!S = USWT be the SVD of \/§ -M'S. If ﬁ < % then

—100-k

with probability at least 1 —n we have

3

n —_—
U S U L, — (MT11,)T (M'S) <§ WS —.

%] W[k}) (M'S)T (M1 )‘
Proof. Let m, = M1, and my = M'1L,. Let ¢ > 1 be a large enough constant we will set later.
Let & = W. Let c; be the constant in front of s in Lemma Thus for large enough ¢

we have s > ¢ - n®80/9” Llogn - k13 /(£2) > ¢1 - n200¢/%* Llogn - k8/(€'?), and therefore by Lemma
applied with ¢, with probability at least 1 — n =19 we have

HU[@ Uk~ U[,ﬂz[ka[kH <¢

By Cauchy-Schwarz and submultiplicativity of the spectral norm we have

U=t Ul = OS5 0|, I lallm
< € lmelolmy (47)

T —2t77T Tr.,.5207
ma U Spef Uiy — mie Uy By Upigmy | <

In the rest of the proof we will show m (U[k]Z[k] U[k]) y = ]lgU[k]Z[k]Ug;]]l (Step 1) and m U[k]Z[ ]U[ My =
my, (MtS)(W[k]E[k] W[k])(MtS) my (Step 2), and finally obtain the result by combining these facts
with (@1) and the upper bound on ||m||2 provided by Lemma [I7]
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Step 1: Note that M! = UX!UT. Therefore we get M'T'1, = UX*FUT1,, and M'1, =
UEtUTﬂy. Thus we have

mI Uy SR UTmy = 17 (US07) (U s2uf)) (Us'oT)) 1, (48)

(k] ]
Note that UTTU, (k] Isanx k matrix such that the top k& x k matrix is I« and the rest is zero. Also
U, [ZZ}U is a k X n matrix such that the left k X k& matrix is I« and the rest is zero. Therefore we
have
t+1 (77T 2t (77T trrT T
USt (UTU) R (VAU ) 0T = URU

where H is a n X n matrix such that the top left k x k matrix is X« and the rest is zero. Hence,
we have

T T
UHU :U[k]Z[k]U[k].
Thus we have

mg(U[k}E[_k?tUg;])my = ]lgU[k}E[k}Ug;]]ly (49)

Step 2: We have \/g M!S = USWT where U € R™>" Y € R"™" and W € R¥*™, Therefore,

(o) (M'8) (= - Wiy S Wi ) (1°8)" (m,)

—mT ()2 oswT) (2. S owsuT
= m] <\/; USW >( Wiy S5 W) <\/; WS >my

—mT (ﬁiWT> (W[k]z[k] Wi ]) (WiﬁT> my (50)

Note that /I/I\?T/W\;[k} is a n X k matrix such that the top k& x k matrix is I, and the rest is zero.

Also Wﬁ;]fwv is a k X n matrix such that the left & x k matrix is I« and the rest is zero. Therefore
we have

S (WTWi ) S5 (Wi W) S = 1,

where H is a n x n matrix such that the top left k x k matrix is i‘,[ﬁ and the rest is zero. Hence,
we have

(OSWT) ( WSy W@) (WEOT) = UHUT = UyS,207, (51)
Putting (&I and (B0) together we get
mf(MtS)(W[k}E[k] W[k])(M S)T'm, =m U[Mz[ ]U[k]my (52)
Putting it together. By ({@7), (49) and (52) we have
‘mf(MtS)( WS Wi ) (M) my, — 110U,
T77 —2t7 T
x [k]z[k] U[k]my - My U[k}z[k}tU[k]my‘ By #9) and (52)
<& mallzlimyll2 By @D (53)
By Lemma [I7 for any vertex = € V' we have
Imallg = M 1|3 < O (K2 - n=1+406/e"). (54)
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> we have

Therefore by choice of ¢’ as a large enough constant and choosing & = W

n -~ 1440 §
‘mf(MtS) (; WS, ]W[k]) (M'S)"my — 1LV Syl L, ( <0 (g K2 L0/ ) < o
(55)

O

Finally, Lemma [19 bounds the absolute deviation between < Jr, X fy> and our estimator. We
put the two together using triangle inequality to prove Theorem [A3]

Lemma 19. (A higher success probability version of Lemma 29 from |[GKL™21b| with improved esti-
mation error.) Let G = (V, E) be a d-regular that admits a (k, ¢, €)-clustering C1, ... Cy. Let 1/n° <
¢ < 1. Let D denote the data structure constructed by the procedure INITIALIZEORACLE(G, 4, §)
(Algorithm [M). Let z,y € V. Let < S, X fy>apx € R denote the value returned by the procedure

WEIGHTEDDOTPRODUCTORACLE (G, x, y, &, D) (Algorithm[R]). Let ¢ > 203@#. Let ¢ > 1 be alarge

enough constant and let s > c¢- n240-¢/#? logn - k*. Let Ig = {i1,...,is} be a multiset of s indices
chosen independently and uniformly at random from {1,...,n}. Let S be the n x s matrix whose
J-th column equals 1;,. Let M be the random walk transition matrix of G. Let \/_ M!S = USWT

be the SVD of \/é M tS. If 5 so and Algorithm [7] succeeds, then with probability at least
1 — 100k

_— 100 )
we have

§

‘(fx,E[k]fy>apz—(Mt“ﬂm)T(MtS)<n Wi S W) (M S)T(Mtﬂy)‘<m.

Remark C.2. The result in Gluch et al. above, obtains a success probability of at least 1 — n =190,

It can be improved to 1 — n~'9% with an overhead of poly(k) times as many samples.

We now prove Theorem [A.3]

Proof of Theorem[A.3 Correctness: Let s = 8(714806/502 “logn - k'3/(€2)). Recall that Ig =
{i1,...,is} is the multiset of s vertices each sampled uniformly at random (see line 3 of Algo-
rithm [7)). Let S be the n x s matrix whose j-th column equals 1;,. Recall that M is the random
walk transition matrix of G. Let \/? M!S = USWT be the eigendecomposition of \/? -M'S. We
define

n
e = ‘(MtJrlﬂm)T(MtS) <§ WiSi W[k])( LT (M) — 17 U[k}E[k}Uﬁ;]]ly‘
and N o~
e2 = (fasDpfi),,, — M L)TOLS) (2 - Wi SEiWE) ()T (111,

By triangle inequality we have

apx

‘<fx, S fy). — (fe E[k}fy>‘ = ‘<fw,2[k]fy>am - ]I;FU[k]E[k}Uﬁ;]]ly‘ < ey +eo.

Let & = £/2. Let ¢ be a constant in front of s in Lemma [I§ and ¢’ be a constant in front of s in
Lemma Recall, line 3 of Algorithm [ sets s = O(n180/¢* . logn - k13/(£2)).

Since é < # and s > ¢ - n480€/<P2 logn - k'3/(¢2), by Lemma [I§ with probability at least

1 —n"190F we have e; < Skz =5 nk2 Slnce s> -n240/9* Jogn - k*, by Lemma[[0, with probability
at least 1 — 2-n~190% we have ey < 5 kQ Thus with probability at least 1 — 3 - n~109* we have
£ £ £
‘<fx72[k]fy>m —{fo.Zmfy)| sates g tos < —5.
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Running time of INITIALIZEORACLE: The algorithm first samples a set Ig. Then, as per
line Bl of Algorithm [7 it estimates the empirical probability distribution of t-step random walks
starting from any vertex x € Ig. The ESTIMATETRANSITIONMATRIX procedure runs Rj,;+ random
walks of length ¢ from each vertex x € Ig. So it takes O(logn - s - Ryt - t) time and requires
O(logn - s - Rinit) space to store endpoints of random walks. Then as per line 6 of Algorithm
[0 it estimates matrix G such that the entry corresponding to the ™ row and y'* column of G
is an estimation of pairwise collision probability of random walks starting from x,y € Ig. To
compute G we call Algorithm ESTIMATECOLLISIONPROBABILITIES(G, g, Rinit, t) (from |[GKL™21al)
for O(log n) times. This procedure takes O(s - Rinit - t - logn) time and it requires O(s?-logn) space
to store matrix G. Computing the SVD of G (done in line 7 of Algorithm [7) takes time O(s3).
Thus overall Algorithm [7] runs in time O (logn -5 Rinig -t + 33). Thus, by choice of t = @ (l(fzn),

Rinit = 9(n1/2+0(6/502) 1og®W - kOW /(£)OM)) and s = Q(nO(E/SDQ) - (log n)OM . gOW) /0y a5 in
Algorithm [7] we get that Algorithm [l runs in time logn - s - Rinj - t + s° = (@#)0(1) - 1/2+0(e/¢%)
and returns a data structure of size O (s*> +logn - s - Rinit) = (dogmyoQ) . nt/2+0(e/¢?)

Running time of WEIGHTEDDOTPRODUCTORACLE: Algorithm WEIGHTEDDOTPRODUCTORACLE
runs Rguery random walks of length ¢,¢ 4 1 from vertex x and vertex y, then it computes (mIQ)

and (@Tﬁly). Since @ € R™** has s columns and since M, has at most Rquery Non-zero entries,
thus one can compute M2 - Q in time Rqyery - . Finally Algorithm B returns value (mZQ)¥(QTmy,).
Since (ML Q), (QTMm,) € R® and ¥ € R**® one can compute (1 Q)¥(QTm,) in time O(s?). Thus

overall Algorithm B takes O (¢ - Rquery + 5 - Rquery + 5%) time. Thus, by choice of ¢ = O <h:;g2"> ,

o(1)
Ryuery = nl/2+0(e/¢?) . <%) and s = nOe/¥%) . (’f‘lgﬁ)o(l) we get that the Algorithm B runs in
time (’@%)0(1) . pL/2+0(e/0%) .
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