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Abstract

Recently, Chalermsook et al. [SODA’21] introduces a notion of vertex sparsifiers for c-edge
connectivity, which has found applications in parameterized algorithms for network design and
also led to exciting dynamic algorithms for c-edge st-connectivity [Jin and Sun FOCS’21].

We study a natural extension called vertex sparsifiers for c-hyperedge connectivity and con-
struct a sparsifier whose size matches the state-of-the-art for normal graphs. More specifically,
we show that, given a hypergraph G = (V, E) with n vertices and m hyperedges with k terminal
vertices and a parameter c, there exists a hypergraph H containing only O(kc?) hyperedges that
preserves all minimum cuts (up to value c¢) between all subset of terminals. This matches the
best bound of O(kc?) edges for normal graphs by [Liu’20]. Moreover, H can be constructed
in almost-linear O(p**°™M) + n(rclogn)©"®) logm) time where r = max.cg |e| is the rank of G
and p = ) . le| is the total size of G, or in poly(m,n) time if we slightly relax the size to
O(kc®log'? (ke)) hyperedges.

1 Introduction

Graph sparsification has played a central role in graph algorithm research in the last two decades.
Prominent examples include spanners [ADD 93], cut sparsifiers [BK15], and spectral sparsifiers
[ST11]. Recently, there has been significant effort in generalizing the graph sparsification results
to hypergraphs. For cut sparsifiers, Kogan and Krauthgamer [KK15] generalized the Benczur and
Karger’s cut sparsifiers [BK15| by showing that, given any hypergraph G = (V, E) with n vertices,
there is a (14-€)-approximate cut sparsifier H containing O(nr/€?) hyperedges where r = maxce g |e|
denotes the rank of the hypergraph. After some follow-up work [CX18, BST19], Chen, Khanna, and
Nagda [CKN20| finally improved the sparsifier size to O(n/e?) hyperedges, matching the optimal
bound for normal graphs. Another beautiful line of work generalizes Speilman and Teng’s spectral
sparsifiers [ST11]| to hypergraphs [BST19, SY19, KKTY21| and very recently results in spectral
sparsifiers with O(n/poly(e)) hyperedges [KKTY22]. We also mention that the classical sparse
connectivity certificates by Nagamochi and Ibaraki [N192] were also generalized to hypergraphs by
Chekuri and Xu [CX18].

This paper studies a graph sparsification problem called vertex sparsifiers for c-edge connectivity
recently introduced by Chalermsook et al. [CDK21]. Tt is closely related to the vertex sparsifiers
for edge cuts [KR13, KR14] and vertex cuts [KW20]. In this problem, we are given an unweighted
undirected graph G = (V, E) and a set of terminals 7 C V. For any disjoint subsets A, B C T,
let mincutg (A, B) denote the size of a minimum (edge-)cut that disconnects A and B. Now, a
graph H = (Vy, Eg) with T C Vi is a (T, ¢)-sparsifier of G if for any disjoint subsets A, B C T,
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min{c, mincutg (A4, B)} = min{c, mincuty (A, B)}. Basically, H preserves all minimum cut struc-
tures between the terminals 7 up to the value c¢. This notion of graph sparsifiers has found interesting
applications in offline dynamic algorithms and network design problems [CDK21|. Moreover, the
very recent breakthrough on dynamic c-edge st-connectivity by Jin and Sun [JS22] is also crucially
based on dynamic algorithms for maintaining (7, ¢)-sparsifiers.

In the original paper by [CDK 21|, they showed that, for any graph G = (V, E) and terminal
set T of size k, there exists a (T, c)-sparsifier containing O(kc*) edges (which can be constructed
in O(m(clogn)©(©) time) and also showed fast algorithms for constructing (7, ¢)-sparsifiers of size
k- 0(c)%¢ in meP©1og®M n time. Then, Liu [Liu20] improved the size bound to O(kc®) together
with polynomial-time algorithms (no exponential dependency on ¢) for constructing (7, ¢)-sparsifiers
with O(kc?log!® n) edges.

A natural question is then whether these results can be extended to hypergraphs. The notion
of (T, c)-sparsifiers itself can be naturally extended to hypergraphs by allowing G and H to be
hypergraphs and letting mincutg (A, B) denote the value of the minimum hyperedge-cut instead.
However, it is conceivable that there might not exist a (7, ¢)-sparsifier with poly(k,c). This bound
might require bad dependency on the rank r, for example.

In this paper, we show that the state-of-the-art for normal graphs indeed extend to hypergraphs
and we can even slightly improve the bounds:

Theorem 1.1. Let G = (V, E) be a hypergraph with n vertices, m hyperedges, rank r and total size
p. Let T C 'V be the set of k terminals. There are algorithms for computing the following:

1. a (T,c)-sparsifier H of G with O(kc®) hyperedges in O(p'T°M) 4+ n(rclogn)®) logm) time,
which is almost-linear in the input size when both r and ¢ = O(1), and

2. a (T, c)-sparsifier H of G with O(kc®log'®(kc)) hyperedges in poly(m,n) time.

The first result matches the best known bound of O(kc®) edges for normal graphs [Liu20).
When 7 = O(1), the first time bound slightly improves the O(m(clogn)®(®)) bound of [CDK*21]
for normal graphs. The second result removes the exponential dependency on r and ¢ after relaxing
the size by a 10g1‘5(kc) factor. The number of hyperedges in our sparsifier is completely independent
from n, while the polynomial time algorithm by Liu [Liu20] gives the size of O(kc3log!® n). So this
implies the first polynomial time construction of sparsifiers of size near-linear in k£ and independent
of n, even for normal graphs.

Open Problems. Can we construct vertex sparsifiers for c-hyperedge connectivity of k - poly(c)
size in near-linear time even when the rank is unbounded? This is a prerequisite to near-linear
time algorithms for computing vertex sparsifiers for c-vertez connectivity of k - poly(c) size. Such a
result might lead to dynamic c-vertex st-connectivity algorithm similar to the previous development
where a near-linear time construction of vertex sparsifiers for c-edge connectivity leads to a dynamic
algorithm for c-edge st-connectivity [JS22]. As dynamic c-vertex st-connectivity is one of the major
open problems in dynamic graph algorithms (known solutions only works for very small ¢ < 3
[EGIN97, HDLTO01, PSS19]), we view this work as a stepping stone towards this goal.



1.1 Technical Challenges

There are two main obstacles that prevent us extending the results of [Liu20, CDK 21| directly from
normal graphs to hypergraphs. First, if we follow the divide and conquer framework of Chalermsook
et al. [CDK™21] in a straightforward way, then we would end up with a much larger (7, ¢)-sparsifier
with O(|T|(rc)3) hyperedges. This is because, in [CDK'21], all vertices incident to the boundary
edges are declared as new terminal vertices in the recursion. However in our case, each hyperedge
may contain r vertices and this yields the dependency of . To handle this issue, we instead introduce
only two anchor vertices for each boundary hyperedge. Our divide and conquer framework requires
slightly more careful analysis, but this naturally gives a (T, ¢)-sparsifier with O(|T|¢) hyperedges.

The second obstacle is the near-linear time algorithm, Part (1) of Theorem 1.1. Chalermsook
et al. [CDK 21| introduced auziliary graphs and apply the ¢-SPARSIFY procedure on it to identify
all essential hyperedges, which roughly are hyperedges that will be kept in the sparsifier. However,
there is a subtle small gap in [CDK™'21]: their ¢-SPARSIFY procedure could erroneously identify
non-essential hyperedges as essential hyperedges. This is explained in more detail in Figure 2. This
bug results in a much larger (7, c¢)-sparsifier. In this paper we fix the bug by (1) introducing a
notion of useful partitions of the terminal set and (2) providing an efficient algorithm that discards
all non-useful partitions from the auxiliary graph. Then, we show that, after our modification, this
approach indeed gives a small (7, ¢)-sparsifier as desired.

1.2 Organization

In Section 2 we review some basic definitions of hypergraphs. In Section 3 we define contraction
based (7, c)-sparsifiers and introduce the divide and conquer framework. In Section 4 we show
the existence of a (7 ,c)-sparsifier with O(|T|c®) hyperedges. In Section 5 we give a near-linear-
time algorithm that computes a (7, c)-sparsifier with O(|T|c®) hyperedges, proving Part (1) of
Theorem 1.1. At the end we prove the Part (2) of Theorem 1.1 in Appendix D.

2 Preliminary

Let G = (V, E) be a hypergraph. V is the set of vertices and E is a multiset of hyperedges with
each hyperedge e being a subset of V. The rank r := max.cp |e| of a hypergraph is the size of the
largest hyperedge, and the total size p ==} . |e| is the sum of all edge sizes.

For any two disjoint sets of vertices A, B C V, let Eg(A, B) denote the set of hyperedges with
at least one endpoint in A and at least one endpoint in B. For any set of vertices X C V| we denote
the boundary of X of the graph G by 0¢X = Eq(X,V \ X). If the context is clear then we will
omit the graph G and write X instead.

Restrictions and Induced Sub-Hypergraphs. Let 7 C V UFE be a mixed multiset of vertices
and hyperedges, for any set of vertices X C V', we define the restriction of the multiset 7 on X to
be T|x = (TNX)U{eNnX |ec (TNE) and enX # 0}. The induced sub-hypergraph G[X] is then
defined over the vertex set X with the restriction of all hyperedges E|x, that is, G[X] = (X, E|x).



Incident Edges and Vertices. For any set of vertices X C V, define E(X) to be the set of
all hyperedges that incident to at least one vertex in X. For any set of hyperedges Y C FE, define
V(YY) = Uer y to be the set of vertices incident to hyperedges in Y. Similarly, for any mixed set
of vertices and hyperedges 7 C V U E we define V(T) = (T NV)U V(T N E) to be the set of all
vertices that are in the set or incident to any hyperedge in the set.

3 Structural Properties on Hypergraphs

In this section, we explore more structural properties on hypergraphs. In particular, we introduce
anchored separated hyperedges, and describe useful properties in a divide and conquer framework
that leads to a construction of (7, ¢)-sparsifiers.

3.1 Cuts in Hypergraphs

Let u and v be two elements in V. We say that v and v are connected in a hypergraph G, if there is
a path connecting v and v. Let A, B C V be two disjoint sets of vertices. A and B are disconnected
if for any a € A and b € B, a and b are not connected.

Definition 3.1 (Cuts and Minimum Cuts). A cut is a bipartition (X, V' \ X)) of vertices. The value
of the cut is |0X| = |[Eq(X,V \ X)|. For any disjoint subsets A,BC V,if AC X and B C (V\ X)
then we say that (X,V \ X) is an (A, B)-cut. A minimum (A, B)-cut or (A, B)-mincut is any
(A, B)-cut with minimum value. Its value is denoted as mincutg (A4, B). Given a parameter ¢, a
c-thresholded (A, B)-mincut cut value is defined as

mincutg (A, B) = min(mincutg(A, B), c).

We usually write a c-thresholded (A, B)-mincut to emphasize that the (A, B)-mincut has value at
most ¢. We say that a hyperedge e is involved in a cut (X,V \ X) ife € E(X,V \ X).

3.2 (T,c)-Equivalency and (T, c¢)-Sparsifiers

Our vertex sparsifier algorithms are based on identifying a set of hyperedges and contract them.
Given a hypergraph G = (V, E) and a hyperedge e € E, the contracted hypergraph G /e is defined
by identifying all incident vertices V' (e) as one vertex, and then remove e itself from the graph. For
any set of terminals 7' C V| the effect of contracting an hyperedge e is denoted as T'/e. Similarly,
for any set E C E, we denote G / E the hypergraph obtained from G by contracting all hyperedges
in B (notice that all hyperedges in E are removed after the contraction. )

Definition 3.2 ((7, ¢)-Sparsifiers). Let G = (Vg, Eq) and H = (V, Ex) be two hypergraphs. Let
T C Vi be the set of terminals. We say H is a contraction based (T,c)-sparsifier of G, if there
exists a surjective (onto) projection 7 : Vi — Vi, such that for any e € Ep there is an edge f € Eg
such that 7(f) = Uyes{m(v)} = e, and for any two subsets 71,7 C T,

mincutg (71, T2) = mincuty (7(Th), 7(12)).

Furthermore, if the terminals are not affected by the projection, i.e., 7(7) = T, then we say that
G and H are (T, c¢)-equivalent.



Remark. A more general (7, ¢)-sparsifier would allow an arbitrary mapping = on both vertices and
edges. However, we note that all (7, ¢)-sparsifiers constructed in this paper are always contraction
based. Therefore, for the ease of the presentation we will omit the term “contraction based” when
we mention (7, ¢)-sparsifiers.

For the ease of the reading, we define the following set operations that allow us to add/remove
hyperedges of G into a sparsifier H.

Definition 3.3. Let G = (V, E) be a hypergraph. For any multiset X of hyperedges over the
vertices V', and any contraction based (T, ¢)-sparsifier H with the projection 7, define

e (Adding contracted hyperedges) H U X = H Un(X), and
e (Removing contracted hyperedges) H — X = H — w(X).

3.3 (T,c)-Sparsifiers from a Divide and Conquer Framework

Another important concept to our contraction based (7, ¢)-sparsifier construction is that we apply
a divide and conquer framework to G. Let G = (V,E) be a hypergraph and let (V1,V32) be a
bipartition of vertices. We note that our divide and conquer framework is slightly different than
just recurse on the induced sub-hypergraphs G[V;] and G[V2]. In particular, for each separated
hyperedge e we add two new anchor vertices to e, ended up slightly increasing the size of the vertex
set in the next-level recursion.

Separated Hyperedges and Anchor Vertices. Let e € E(V},V3) be a hyperedge across the
bipartition. The separated hyperedges of e with respect to this bipartition (V7, V2) is the set composed
of hyperedges of e restricted on both V; and Va. The anchored separated hyperedges are separated
hyperedges with additional anchor vertices: let e; = e|y;, and ez = ey, be the separated hyperedges
of e, then we introduce four new anchored vertices o 1,9¢ 2, 0¢ 3, and 0.4 and define é; := e; U
{0e1,9e2} and €y := ex U {0¢3,9.4}. Let S = E(V1,Va2) be the set of crossing hyperedges, in
this paper the set of anchored separated hyperedges respect to bipartition (Vi, Va) are denoted by
Sep(S, V1,V§) = {él,ég | ec S}

Let Ay = {oc1,0¢2 | e € E(V1,Va)} and let Ay = {0c3,9¢4 | € € E(V1,V2)} be the set of newly
introduced anchor vertices. These anchor vertices will be added to the terminal set in order to
correctly preserve the mincut values. That is, the terminal sets defined for the subproblems are
T1:=T|y, UA; and T3 := Ty, U As. Now, we define the anchored induced sub-hypergraphs, which
are useful when applying the divide and conquer framework.

Definition 3.4 (Anchored Induced Sub-Hypergraphs). Let G = (V, E) be a hypergraph and V; C V
be a subset of vertices. Define Vo = V' \ Vi, G**P = G U Sep(E(V1, Vo), V1, Va) — E(V1, V), and the
set 9f anchored vertices to be A1 U As. Then, the anchored induced sub-hyperegraph for Vi is defined
as G[V1] .= G*P|y U4, -

The Divide and Conquer Framework. The most generic divide and conquer method works as
the follows. First, a bipartition (V1, V) are determined. Then, the algorithm performs recursion on
the anchored induced sub-hypergraphs G [V1] and G [V2] with terminal sets 77 and T3 respectively.
After obtaining the (77, ¢)-sparsifier and (72, ¢)-sparsifier from the subproblems, the algorithm com-



bines them by replacing the anchored separated hyperedges with the original hyperedges.

Algorithm 1: A Divide and Conquer Framework

Input: Hypergraph G, terminal set T, bipartition (V7,V3) of vertices, parameter c.
Output: A (T, c)-sparsifier H for G.

1 (Divide) Construct subproblems (G[V1], T1) and (G[Va], T2).

2 (Conquer) For i € {1,2}, obtain H;, a (7, ¢)-sparsifier of G[V;].

3 (Combine) Return H := Hy U Hy U E(V1, V) — Sep(E(V1, Va), Vi, Va).

We summarize the divide and conquer framework in Algorithm 1. The following lemma states
the correctness of the framework.

Lemma 3.5. H returned from Algorithm 1 is a (T, c)-sparsifier.

Proof. Let m; : V1 U A1 — Vpy, and ma : Vo U Ay — Vg, be the projection maps on H; and Hj
respectively. Since V3 U A1 and V5 U Ay are disjoint, it is natural to define 7w : V' — Vg by simply
combining both maps where 7(v) = 71 (v) if v € V4, and 7w (v) = me(v) if v € V5.

Now, it suffices to show that for any two disjoint subsets A, B C T, we have mincutg, (A4, B) =
mincut; (r(A), 7(B)).

Part 1. We first show that mincutg, (A, B) > mincut$; (7 (A), 7(B)). Let (X, V \ X) be a minimum
(A, B)-cut on G with size |0X| < ¢. Intuitively, we will construct the cuts in the subproblems G[V;]
and G[V5] using (X, V \ X). Then we will argue that the preserved mincuts in G[V;] and G[Va] can
be merged back, proving that there is a (7(A), 7(B))-mincut in H with size no larger than |0X]|.

Let S = Eg(V1, Vo) be the set of hyperedges across the bipartition in the divide and conquer
framework, and let V=VU A1 U Ay be the vertex set in G**P. We define the set of vertices X5¢P
that contains X and all newly created anchor vertices that belongs to the X side: for any e € S, we
add {0c 1, 0,2, 93,04} to X if e C X (the hyperedge is fully in the X side). We add {v¢1,9¢3}
to X if e € S. We add nothing if e C V' \ X.

Now, we have X% = (§X) U Sep((0X) N S, Vi, Va) — (8X) N S. Moreover, (X5, V \ X5P) is
an (A%, B®%)-cut in G*P of size |0X| + [(0X) N S|, where

A%t = AU {0e1,0e3 | e € ((0X)NS)}, and
Bt := BU{0c 2,04 | € € ((0X)NS)}.

Intuitively, by carefully extend the pair (A, B) to a larger pair (A®*, B®') we ensure that all
separated hyperedges Sep((0X)NS, Vi, Va) appear in every (A%, B&*)-mincut on G**P. See Figure 1.

Suppose H; is a (71, ¢)-sparsifier of @[Vﬂ and Hy is a (72, ¢)-sparsifier of G [V2] obtained from the
conquer step (Line 2). Let (Y1, 7(ViUA1)\Y1) and (Y2, m(VaUA2)\Y2) be a (7(A%[v,ua,), 7(B®|viua,))-
mincut on Hy and a (7(A%v,u4,), T(B®Yv,u4,))-mincut on Hs respectively. Notice that every
hyperedge in Sep((0X)NS, Vi, V) are in O(Y1UY2). Let Yj := Y1 UY5 and after removing all anchor
vertices we get Y = Yy N V. Now (Y, n(V)\Y) is a (7(A), n(B))-cut. Since for each hyperedge
e € (0cX)N S, e is separated into two hyperedges and both of them are in O, s, Yo, we have

00Y | < [0m,0m, Yol = (9 X) N S]. (1)

Notice that the inequality in Equation (1) comes from the fact that Om,um,Yo may or may not
contain more separated hyperedges from Sep(S \ 90X, Vi, V3).



Figure 1: An illustration to the proof of Lemma 3.5. The gray circles represent hyperedges that
cross the bipartition (Vi,V2) in the divide and conquer framework. When these hyperedges are
separated, new anchor vertices are introduced and added to the terminal sets. The newly created
terminal vertices are forced to join different sides of the cut, if and only if the separated hyperedge
crosses the (A, B)-mincut (X, V \ X).

Finally we obtain

mincutf (m(A), n(B)) < |0gY]| (Y is some (7(A),n(B))-cut on H)
< |0m,um, Yo| — [(0X) N S| (by Equation (1))
= |0, Y1| + |01, Y2| — |(0X) N S| (Yy is the disjoint union Y7 U Y>)
< |0gser X°P| — [(OX) N S| (X=*P is some (A, B¥*)-cut)
= |0X] (exactly [(0X) N S| hyperedges were separated)
= mincutg (A, B) (X is an (A, B)-mincut)
as desired.

Part 2. The proof of mincutf; (w(A), 7(B)) > mincutf (A, B) is very similar to Part 1, so we defer
the proof (for completeness) in Appendix A.1. O

3.4 (5¢,c)-Edge-Unbreakable Terminals

Let G = (V, E) be a hypergraph and let 7 C V be the set of terminals. By adopting the notations
from [L.SS20], we say that a terminal set T is (5¢, ¢)-edge-unbreakable on G if for any bipartition
(V1,V2) of V' with no more than ¢ crossing edges |Eq(Vi, V2)| < ¢, either |T|y;| < 5c or [T || < 5e.
That is, if there is a cut of size at most ¢, then at least one of the sides has less than 5¢ induced
terminals.

Liu [Liu20] obtained an (7T, ¢)-sparsifier of size O(|T|¢?) with a (5c, ¢)-edge-unbreakable terminal
set T where each terminal vertex v € T has degree 1. It turns out that Liu’s techniques naturally
extend to hypergraphs. We prove the following in Appendix A.2.

Lemma 3.6. Let G = (V, E) be a hypergraph and let T C V be a set of degree-1 terminals. If T
is (5c, c)-edge-unbreakable on G, then there exists a subset E' C E with O(|T|c?) hyperedges, such
that G/(E — E') is a (T, c¢)-sparsifier of G.



4 Existence of (T, c)-Sparsifiers with O(kc®) Hyperedges

With all the tools equipped in the previous section, we are able to prove the existence of a (7, ¢)-
sparsifier with O(|T|c3) hyperedges.

Theorem 4.1. Let G = (V, E) be a hypergraph and T C V be the set of terminals. Then there
is a subset E' C E such that |E'| = O(|T|c?) and the contracted hypergraph G/(E — E') is (T, c)-
equivalent to G.

To prove Theorem 4.1, it suffices to prove the following Lemma 4.2 where every terminal vertex
has degree 1:

Lemma 4.2. Let G = (V, E) be a hypergraph and T C V be the set of degree 1 terminals. Then
there is a subset E' C E such that |E'| = O(|T|c?) and the contracted hypergraph G/(E — E') is
(T, ¢)-equivalent to G.

Proof of Theorem 4.1. Without loss of generality, we may assume that each vertex in 7 has degree
at most ¢, by duplicating each terminal vertex and add ¢ parallel edges between the duplicated
vertex and the original vertex. Let 7 be the terminal set of an input instance. Now, assuming each
terminal has degree at most ¢, we can further duplicate each of these terminals ¢ times so we have a
set 77 of at most |T |c degree-1 terminal vertices. By Lemma 4.2, there exists a subset E/ C F such
that |E’| = O(|T"|c?) = O(|T|¢?) and the contracted hypergraph G/(E — E') is (T, ¢)-equivalent to
G. O

To prove Lemma 4.2, we first present an algorithm SPARSIFYSLOW (See Algorithm 2). The
algorithm recursively apply divide and conquer framework until the terminal set is (5¢, c)-edge-
unbreakable as the base case. After applying Lemma 3.6 on each base case, the algorithm combines
the sparsifiers from the subproblems using Lemma 3.5.

Algorithm 2: SPARSIFYSLOW SPARSIFYSLOW(G, T, ¢)

Input: An undirected unweighted multi-hypergraph G, a set of degree-1 vertex terminals
T CV, and a constant c.

Output: A (T, c)-sparsifier H for G.

if T is (5¢, ¢)-edge-unbreakable then

Construct H, a (T, c¢)-sparsifier of G using Lemma 3.6.

return H.

else

Let (V1, V2) be a bipartition of V(G) that refutes the (5¢, ¢)-edge-unbreakable property.
That is, |Eq(Vi1, Va)| < ¢ but |[T NVi| > 5¢ and |T N Va| > 5e.

Hy + SPARSIFYSLOW(G[Vi], 71, ¢), and

Hy + SPARSIFYSLOW(G[Va], T3, ¢).

7 return H < Hy; U Hy U E(Vy, Vo) — Sep(S, Vi, Va).

8 end

(SO VN

6 Obtain

Lemma 4.3 and Lemma 4.4 give the correctness proof and the size to the returned (7, ¢)-sparsifier
from Algorithm 2.

Lemma 4.3. Algorithm 2 returns a (T, c)-sparsifier of G.



Proof. First we notice that all vertices in 77 and 75 have degree 1 in G[V1] and G[V4] respectively:
the anchor vertices have degree 1 and so the recursive calls in Line 6 are valid. The correctness is then
recursively guaranteed by Lemma 3.5 (divide-and-conquer step) and Lemma 3.6 (base case). O

Lemma 4.4. Let G be a hypergraph, T C V is the set of degree-1 terminal vertices, and let ¢ be
a constant. Let H = SPARSIFYSLOW(G, T, c) be the output of Algorithm 2. Then H has at most
O(|T|c?) hyperedges.

The proof to Lemma 4.4 is via a potential function similarly defined in Liu [Liu20].

Proof. The execution to Algorithm 2 defines a recursion tree. If |7| < 5¢, then the recursion
terminates immediately because T is trivially (5c¢,c)-edge-unbreakable by definition and a (7, ¢)-
sparsifier of O(|T|c?) hyperedges is returned by Lemma 3.6. Assume that |7| > 5¢, then each
recursive call on the subproblem (G, T") guarantees that | 7’| > 5e.

Now, it suffices to use the following potential function to prove that the total number of terminal
vertices in all recursion tree leaves can be bounded by O(|T]). Define a potential function for each
subproblem (G’,T’) to be ®(G',T") := |T'| — 5e. Then, according to Line 5, whenever (G',7T")
splits into two subproblems (G/[Vi],77) and (G/[Va], T4) we have

®(G'[VA], T{) + ®(C'[Val, T3) < [T' NVA| + [T 0 Va| + 4| Ecr (1, V)| — 10¢
<O(G,T)-c

Since every subproblem has a non-negative potential, and the sum of potential decreases by
¢ at each divide-and-conquer step, the total number of leaf cases do not exceed ®(G,T)/c <
|T|/c. Hence, the total size from the base case is at most > ¢ 7. Tl < ®(G,T) +
(5¢)(# of leaf cases) = O(|T)).

By Lemma 3.6, the total number of hyperedges returned from Line 2 is at most O(|T|¢?). The
total number of hyperedges added back at Line 7 is at most the number of divide-and-conquer steps
times the cut size, which is at most |7|. Therefore, the output (7 ,c)-sparsifier H has at most
O(|T|c?) hyperedges as desired. O

base case

Proof of Lemma /.2. Lemma 4.2 follows immediately after the correctness proof (Lemma 4.3) and
upper bounding the number of hyperedges (Lemma 4.4). O

5 An Almost-linear-time Algorithm Constructing a Sparsifier

This section is devoted to proving part (1) in Theorem 1.1. That is, we give a almost-linear-
time (assuming a constant rank) algorithm that constructs a contraction based (T, ¢)-sparsifier of
O(|T|c®) hyperedges which matches with Theorem 4.1 up to a constant factor. We summarize the
result in Theorem 5.1.

Theorem 5.1. Let G = (V,E) be a hypergraph with n vertices, m hyperedges, and rank r =
maxecp |e]. Let T CV be a terminal set T C V. Then there exists a randomized algorithm which
constructs a (T, c)-sparsifier with O(|T|c*) hyperedges in O(p + n(rclogn)©e) logm) time.



Overview of the algorithm. Although Algorithm 2 can construct a (7, ¢)-sparsifier with O(|T|¢3)
hyperedges, it is slow because we do not have an efficient algorithm searching for a bipartition that
violates the (5¢, ¢)-edge-unbreakable property.

To construct our contraction-based (7, c)-sparsifier, all we need to do is identifying essential
hyperedges and contract non-essential ones. Essential hyperedges are indispensable to maintaining
mincut between terminals (See Definition 5.6). It seems to be challenging to identify essential
hyperedges on an arbitrary graph without a (5¢, ¢)-edge-unbreakable guarantee. Fortunately, we
notice there is an efficient way to identify essential hyperedges in an expander.

Naturally, we can utilize EXPANDERDECOMPOSE (where the version for hypergraphs is explicitly
stated in [LS22]) which splits a hypergraph into expanders. Expander decomposition not only
guarantees expander sub-hypergraphs, but also fits in the divide-and-conquer framework indicated
by Lemma 3.5 with a favorable almost-linear time. Then, we can focus on identifying essential
hyperedges in an expander.

To identify essential hyperedges in an expander, we first enumerate all connected cuts' with value
at most ¢ — the sub-hypergraph induced by the smaller side of a connected cut is connected. Then,
we build a pruned auxziliary graph based on the cuts we have enumerated. The pruned auxiliary
graph leads to an efficient way identifying essential hyperedges. Finally, we contract all detected
non-essential hyperedges. We call the above procedure that sparsifies an expander ¢-SPARSIFY.

With EXPANDERDECOMPOSE and ¢-SPARSIFY procedures introduced above, we are able to
construct the (7, c)-sparsifier on general hypergraphs of size O(|T|c?) efficiently. Our algorithm
(Algorithm 6) is based on Chalermsook et al. [CDK™21] and consists of iterations of EXPANDERDE-
COMPOSE and ¢-SPARSIFY. Each iteration implements the divide-and-conquer framework shown
by Algorithm 1: we first apply EXPANDERDECOMPOSE and decompose the hypergraph into ¢-
expanders. Then we apply ¢-SPARSIFY to sparsify the ¢-expanders. Finally, we glue all sparsifiers
of the ¢-expanders by recovering the inter-cluster hyperedges between the ¢-expanders. Similar
to [CDK'21], we prove that O(logm) iterations suffice to obtain a (7, c)-sparsifier of O(|T|c?)
hyperedges.

Overview of this section. In Section 5.1, we first describe the settings of the expander decom-
position, and then we present an algorithm for enumerating all connected cuts with value at most
¢ in an expander. In Section 5.2, we build a pruned auxiliary graph using connected cuts where the
algorithm can identify non-essential hyperedges easily. Then we give an algorithm ¢-SPARSIFY that
produces a sparsifier of an expander with the help of the auxiliary graph. Finally, Theorem 5.1 can
be directly proved by combining expander decomposition and the ¢-SPARSIFY algorithm, which is
Algorithm 6 and it is presented in Section 5.3.

5.1 Enumeration of Small Cuts in an Expander

To illustrate what an expander is, we first define conductance.

Definition 5.2 (Conductance of hypergraphs). Let G = (V, E) be a hypergraph and a proper

In Chalermsook et al. [CDK'21], the concept of connected cuts is not explicitly defined. We give a formal
definition in Definition 5.4 and hope it clarifies some ambiguity in their paper.
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subset S C V. We define the conductance of S to be

0S|
min (|E(S)],|E(V \ 9)])

P (S5) =

and the define conductance of G to be the minimum conductance over all proper subsets of vertices:

(G) = silin ¢ (5)

We call a hypergraph with conductance ¢ an ¢-ezpander. Long and Saranurak [L.S22] give an
almost-linear-time algorithm EXPANDERDECOMPOSE that partitions a hypergraph into ¢-expanders.

Lemma 5.3 (|[LS22|). There exists a randomized algorithm EXPANDERDECOMPOSE that, given any
unweighted hypergraph G = (V, E) with n vertices, m hyperedges, and total size p = _ple|, and
any parameter ¢ > 0, with high probability computes in ptoM) time a partition {Vi,...,Vi} of V

such that

o for alli, (GV;]) > ¢, and

e the number of crossing hyperedges is at most ¢m polylog(n) (we say that an edge e is crossing
if e contains vertices from at least two parts Vi and Vj for some i # j).

We also note that any cut (X,V \ X) of value at most ¢ in a ¢-expander, according to Defini-
tion 5.2, satisfies
min{| B(X)|, [BE(V\ X)[} < cp™". (2)

For now, we will focus on constructing (7, c)-sparsifiers on ¢-expanders. This is because
EXPANDERDECOMPOSE can be easily incorporated into the divide-and-conquer framework (Al-
gorithm 1) as will be formally shown in Algorithm 6 near the end of the section.

Given a ¢-expander G with terminal set T, our goal is to identify an essential hyperege e, that
is, to check whether e is in every (A, B)-mincuts with value at most ¢ for some disjoint terminal
sets A and B. In a general hypergraph there could be as many as O(2") mincuts with value at most
¢ to check but in a ¢-expander there is much less. It turns out that finding all connected cuts with
value at most c¢ suffices to identify essential hyperedges:

Definition 5.4 (Connected Cuts). For a hypergraph G = (V, E), let (X,V \ X) be a cut where
X CVoand |[E(X)| < |E(V\X)|. Wesay (X,V \ X) is a connected cut if and only if G[X] is
connected.

Suppose there is a connected cut (X,V \ X) with value at most ¢, then by the property of
the ¢-expander we know that |E(X)| < c¢~! (Equation (2)). Using the assumption that G[X] is
connected, we can reach any boundary hyperedge in X by invoking a DFS traversal from a vertex
Useed € X within c¢~! steps. Since there are at most ¢ boundary hyperedges, their sizes add up to
at most rc. Then, we recursively “guess and trim” these boundary hyperedges for at most rc times
on G, obtaining G[X] at the end. ENUMERATECUTS (Algorithm 3) tries every possible vgeeq and
invokes the helper function ENUMERATECUTSHELP (Algorithm 4) that performs the “guess and
trim” procedure. We summarize the guarantee of ENUMERATECUTS in Lemma 5.5:

Lemma 5.5. Given a ¢-expander hypergraph G = (V, E), there are at most |V|(rc¢=1)"¢ connected
cuts with value at most c. Moreover, Algorithm 3 enumerates all of them in O(|V'|(rcg=1)et1) time.
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Algorithm 3: ENUMERATECUTS (G, ¢, T, ¢)

Input: A ¢-expander hypergraph G = (V, E) with rank r, and a threshold parameter c.
Output: All connected cuts with value at most c.

1 C @ // Stores all found connected cuts.

2 for each v4peq € V do

/* Invokes a helper function to find all connected cuts involving vseed- */
3 C + C U ENUMERATECUTSHELP(0, G, G, ¢, T, ¢, Useed)- ; // See Algorithm 4.
4 end

5 return C.

Proof. We will first show that (1) all connected cuts with value at most ¢ can be found by Algorithm 3
and that (2) all the returned cuts from Algorithm 3 are connected cuts with value at most ¢. Then,
we show that the running time of Algorithm 3 is O(n(rcg=1)"*1) in part (3).

Part (1). We first show that all connected cuts with value at most ¢ can be found by Algorithm 3.
For an arbitrary connected cut (X,V \ X) with value at most ¢ containing some vertex vgeeq in
G = (V,E) where |E(X)| < |E(V \ X)|, we have |0X| < ¢ and G[X] is connected. According to
Equation (2), we have |E(X)| < cg~!. So, if a DFS starting from vg.eq € X yields after visiting
c¢~ ! +1 hyperedges, then there must exist a hyperedge e.,; among the visited hyperedges such that
ecut € 0X, which implies ey \ X # 0. Thus, Algorithm 4 removes some v € eqy \ X from eqyt in
Line 13. The algorithm recursively removes vertices in V' \ X from hyperedges in 0.X. As a result,
all vertices in V'\ X and the boundary hyperedges will be removed from all boundary hyperedges at
some point in the recursion. That means the boundary hyperedges only contains vertices in X and
the DFS will get stuck before visiting c¢~! + 1 hyperedges. Notice that the total number of vertices
in boundary edges that gets removed is less than r|0X| < rc. In addition, since G[X] is connected,
the DFS gets stuck after visiting all vertices in X and then Algorithm 4 returns the cut (X, V '\ X).
Algorithm 3 iterates over all vertices in V as a seed vertex, therefore, it returns all connected cuts
with value at most ¢ in G.

Part (2). We show that all the cuts that Algorithm 3 finds are connected cuts with value at most
c. The value of all the cuts the algorithm finds is less than ¢ according to Line 5 in Algorithm 4.
Now, we observe that DFS only probes adjacent vertices. When DFS gets stuck, the cut (X, V'\ X)
that DFS gives is a connected cut in the modified hypergraph. Since the modified hypergraph is
obtained only via removing vertices from hyperedges, it is not hard to see that G[X] is connected.

Part (3). Algorithm 4 is invoked |V| times. The runtime per execution of Algorithm 4 can be
upper bounded by the size of the recursion tree multiplied with the worst case time needed for DFS
(Line 2). From the for-loop in Line 12, each node in the recursion tree has at most rc¢~! children
and the depth of the recursion tree is bounded by rc. So, the size of the recursion tree is at most
(rep=1)r. Moreover, each DFS (Line 2) takes O(re¢—!) time since at most c¢~! + 1 hyperedges
with rank r are visited. Thus, the runtime can be bounded by O(|V|(rcg~1)"¢t1). O
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Algorithm 4: ENUMERATECUTSHELP (depth, H,G, ¢, T, ¢, Useed)

Input: The current recursion depth depth. A hypergraph H = (V, E) with rank r. The
original hypergraph G. Parameters ¢ and ¢. A seed vertex vgeeq € V.
Output: All connected cut with value at most ¢ so that vgeeq is in the smaller side.

1 if depth < rc then
2 Run DFS from wseq on H and stop as soon as visiting c¢~! 4 1 hyperedges.
3 Let E be the set of visited hyperedges and X be the set of visited vertices.
4 if DFS gets stuck before visiting cp~ 4+ 1 hyperedges then
5 if |0 X| < c¢ then
6 ‘ return {(X,V\X)} /* Some connected cut with value at most ¢ is found. */
7 else
8 | return 0.
9 end
10 else
11 S« 0.
12 for each e € E and for each v € e, v # Vgeeq dO
13 Let ' + ¢ \ V./* modify the boundary hyperedge into a smaller one. x/
// A recursive call with v being removed from e.
14 S + SUENUMERATECUTSHELP(depth + 1, H — e+ €', G, ¢, 7, ¢, Vseed)
15 end
16 return S.
17 end
18 else
19 | return 0.
20 end

5.2 Sparsification via an Auxiliary Graph

We now introduce the algorithm ¢-SPARSIFY which constructs a (7, c)-sparsifier with O(|T|c?®)
hyperedges from a ¢-expander. Our algorithm ¢-SPARSIFY detects the hyperedges that are not
essential to some (T, c)-sparsifier and contracts them. The formal definition of essential hyperedges
is as follows.

Definition 5.6 (Essential and Non-essential Hyperedges). A hyperedge e is said to be essential if
there exists a partition of terminals (A, 7 \ A) such that all (A, 7 \ A)-mincuts with value at most
¢ contain e. Otherwise, the hyperedge is non-essential.

Notice that all essential hyperedges cannot be contracted or removed as they will affect (A, T\ A)-
mincut value for some A C 7. Hence, any (7T, ¢)-sparsifier of G must include all essential hyperedges

in G. That said, by the existence theorem (Theorem 4.1), the number of essential hyperedges on G
is at most O(|T|c?).

5.2.1 Auxiliary Graph (and its Subtle Issue)

According to Definition 5.6, a hyperedge e is non-essential if for each partition of terminals (A, T\ A),
there exists a (4,7 \ A)-mincut with value at most ¢ that does not contain e in the boundary. A
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straightforward way to check whether a hyperedge is non-essential, is to check whether the value of
a (A, T \ A)-mincut for some A C T would be affected after the hyperedge is removed.

Chalermsook et al. [CDK"21] utilize ENUMERATECUTS (the normal graph version) to check
whether an edge is non-essential. In particular, they introduced the notion of auxiliary graph on
a ¢-expander that helps identifying non-essential edges. Unfortunately, their definition (and the
construction) to the auxiliary graph does not have the desired property that leads to a sufficient
criterion recognizing an essential edge. To illustrate this, we first formally state the definition of an
auxiliary graph from Chalermsook et al., which naturally extends to hypergraphs.

Definition 5.7 (Auxiliary Graph). Let hypergraph G = (V, E') be a ¢-expander. An auziliary graph
G = (Vawx F2%) for G has its vertex set V2" consisting of three disjoint parts V2" = PyUCyUE).
Each edge in E2"* either connects the elements between Py and Cj, or connects the elements between
Cy and Fy. The elements in the three parts and the edges between them are defined as follows:

e () contains the cuts returned by Algorithm 3 with value at most ¢ on G.

e Each cut ¢ = (X, V' \ X) € Cp induces a terminal partition p = (TN X, 7T \ X). Let Py be the
collection of all such terminal partitions (excluding the trivial partitions where 7 N X = {) or
T C X). Moreover, we add (p, ¢) to E2** if ¢ is a p-mincut.

e EFy=FE. Foreach c= (X,V\ X) € Cp, we add (c,e) to E2* for all e € 0X.

A Subtle Issue in [CDK"21]. Chalermsook et al. [CDK"21] proposed the algorithm that rec-
ognizes an edge e € Ej to be essential iff there is a partition p € Py such that N(p) C N(e).
That is, all p-mincuts in Cy neighboring to p contains e. Unfortunately, this algorithm has a subtle
issue. Indeed, if e is an essential edge then there exists such a partition. However, it is not the case
conversely. The statement would have been true if Cy is the set of all cuts with value at most c.
However, the cuts returned by Algorithm 3 are connected cuts only. Only considering connected
cuts will result in recognizing non-essential edges to be essential (even in normal graphs). We give
an example below.

An Example. Consider the example shown in Figure 2. The graph has 7 vertices vy, vs, ..., vy
and 3 of them are terminal vertices 7 = {v1,v2,v7}. There are 3 proper partitions of 7, which
separates each of vy, ve, and v7 from the rest of terminals respectively. For the terminal partitions
p1:= ({v}, {v2,07}) and pa := ({v2}, {01, v7}), there are a unique pr-mincut ({vr}, V' \ {v1}) and
a unique po-mincut ({va}, V' \ {v2}). Therefore, the cutting edges a and b respectively are essential
by Definition 5.6. For the terminal partition p7 := ({v7},{v1,v2}), there are two py-mincuts:
({v1,v2}, {vs, v4,v5,v6,v7}) and ({v1,va,v3,v4}, {vs,v6,v7}). The edges crossing these mincuts are
{a,b} and {d, e} respectively. So, by Definition 5.6, edges d and e are non-essential since none of
the terminal partition has d or e appearing in every mincut.

However, Algorithm 3 does not report one of the p7-mincut ({v1,ve}, {vs,v4,vs5,v6,v7}) since
this cut is not a connected cut. Therefore, Algorithm 3 returns only one p7-mincut and d and e will
be erroneously recognized as essential edges in the auxiliary graph.

To resolve the problem of incorrectly recognizing unessential hyperedges to be essential, we prune
the auxiliary graph. The intuition is to prune some partitions as well as their incident nodes and
edges in the auxiliary graph so that the unessential edges are removed. For instance, the terminal
partition ({v1,v2},{vr}) is one of the partitions that should be pruned with its incident nodes and

14



F 0 CO E()

(o) T\ p b VAD a

U1 a V3 d
({v2}, T\ {v2}) ({2}, VA {e2}) b
C
W, T\ W) (V2,V\V2) d
b e .—<
€
U2 V4

Figure 2: A graph G and its auxiliary graph (7 = {v1,ve,v7}, Vi = {v1,v2}, Vo = {v1,v2,v3,v4}).
Notice that in the auxiliary graph, edges d and e are incorrectly considered as essential.

hyperedges from the auxiliary graph. The partitions that should be preserved are called useful
terminal partitions (For instance, ({v1}, {ve,v7}) and ({va}, {v1,v7})), which will be elaborated on
in the next section.

5.2.2 Pruned Auxiliary Graph

Let us now formally define useful terminal partitions and describe the pruned auziliary graph that
helps us to correctly identify all essential hyperedges. This subsection contains one of the main
technical contributions of this paper.

Definition 5.8 (Useful Terminal Partition). A terminal partition of terminals (A, B) is useful if
mincutg (A4, B) < ¢ and for all (A4, B)-mincut (X,V \ X), G[X] is connected.

With Definition 5.8, we can prune unnecessary partitions from the auxiliary graph G@“*: we
only keep the partitions in Py that are useful, and discard all the related mincuts from Cy and the
isolated elements in Ej.

Henceforth, we refer G®** to be the pruned auxiliary graph and Py, Cy, Ey are pruned as well.
The following lemma shows that, by working on the pruned auxiliary graph, the characterization of
all essential hyperedges on G proposed in [CDK"21] is now correct.

Lemma 5.9. A hyperedge e € E is essential if and only if e € Ey and there exists useful p € Py
such that N(p) C N(e).

Proof. The backward direction (<) follows from Definition 5.6, now we show the forward direction.

(=): Suppose e € E is an essential hyperedge. Then by Definition 5.6, we know that there are
at least one partition p = (A, B) such that all c-thresholded (A, B)-mincuts involve e. If (A, B) is
useful then we are done. Now, assume that p is not useful, then there exists at least one (A, B)-
mincut (X,V \ X) such that G[X] is not connected. Without loss of generality we may further
assume that |A| is the smallest among all non-useful partitions (A’, B") with mincutg(A’, B’) < ¢
such that e is involved in every (A’, B’)-mincut.

Since G[X] is not connected, G[X] has at least two connected components. Therefore, there
exists a partition on X = X7 U X5 such that E(X;7) N E(X2) = () and, without loss of generality,
assume e € F(X1,V \ X7). Notice that AN Xy # () (otherwise (X2, V '\ X2) is also a (A4, B)-mincut

but does not involve e,) and for the same reason A N Xy # (). Now, the new terminal partition
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Prew = (AN X1, BU(A\ X1)) has the property that every ppep-mincut (Xpew, V' \ Xpew) involves e
— otherwise (Xpew U X2, V' \ Xpew \ X2) would be a (A, B)-mincut that does not involve e. Finally,
using |A N X;| < |A| and the assumption to minimality of |A|, we know that ppe, is useful so the
statement holds. O

Pruning the Auxiliary Graph. Here, we show how to efficiently test whether a terminal parti-
tion (A, T \ A) is useful. All we need to do is to find the A-minimal (A, T \ A)-mincut (X*,V\ X*)
and check whether G[X*] is connected. To illustrate the idea, we first define the A-minimal (A, B)-
mincut. Then we will show that we can check whether (A,7 \ A) is useful by checking whether
G[X*] is connected (Lemma 5.12). Lastly, to algorithmically find the A-minimal (A, 7 \ A)-mincut
in the hypergrpah, we resort to an algorithm called LOCALMINCUT in [FNY " 20].

Definition 5.10 (A-minimal (A, B)-mincut). Let G = (V| E) be a hypergraph and A, B C V be
disjoint subsets. We say an (A, B)-mincut (X*,V \ X*) is the A-minimal (A, B)-mincut, if, for any
other (A, B)-mincut (X,V \ X), we have X* C X.

For any A, B, an A-minimal (A, B)-mincut is unique. This standard fact follows from submod-
ularity of cut functions on hypergraphs. For completeness, we give the proof in appendix B.

Proposition 5.11. Let G = (V,E) be a hypergraph. For two disjoint subsets A,B C V, the
A-minimal (A, B)-mincut always ezists and is unique.

Since the A-minimal (A, B)-mincut always exists and is unique, we can check the A-minimal
(A, T\ A)-mincut to see whether the terminal partition (A4, 7 \ A) is useful via the following lemma.

Lemma 5.12. Let H = (V, E) be a connected hypergraph and T C V be a terminal set, a terminal
partition (A, T\ A) is useful, if and only if the A-minimal (A, T\ A)-mincut (X*, V\X*) is connected
and [0X*| < c.

Proof. One direction is trivial: The A-minimal (A, 7 \ A)-mincut is one of (A, 7 \ A)-mincuts, so
it is connected and its value is at most c. It remains to prove another direction.

Suppose A-minimal (A,7 \ A)-mincut (X*,V \ X*) is connected and |0X*| < c¢. As clearly
mincutg(A4,T \ A) < ¢, we need to show that all (4,7 \ A)-mincuts are connected. Assume for
the sake of contradiction that there exists a disconnected (A,7 \ A)-mincut, which consists of
(X1,V\ (X1 U X3)) and (X2, V \ (X1 U X3)) where E(X7,X2) = 0. We claim that that both
X*NX; and X* N Xy are nonempty. If the claim holds, we are done because G[X*] is connected,
so E(X1, X3) # 0, contradicting with E(X7, X2) = 0. Thus, all (A, 7 \ A)-mincuts are connected.

Finally, to see the claim, assume for contradiction without loss of generality that X* N X; = (.
Notice that by Definition 5.10, A C X* C X; U X5 and thus A C X* C X,. So (X2, V \ X2)
is a (A, 7T \ A)-cut of value |0X2|. But the (A, 7 \ A)-mincut (X*,V \ X*) has greater value of
|0X1| + [0X2| > |0X2| (where |0X1| > 0 because the hypergraph H is connected). This is a
contradiction. O

Lemma 5.12 reduces the problem of testing whether a terminal partition (A, 7 \ T') is useful to
checking whether the A-minimal (A, 7T \ A)-cut is connected. A randomized algorithm called Lo-
CALMINCUT can efficiently find the A-minimal (A4, 7\ A)-mincut. More details about Theorem 5.13
can be found in Appendix C.
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Theorem 5.13. Suppose that the A-minimal (A, B)-mincut (S, V' \S) has size at most ¢ and volume
vol(S) = > cgdeg(v) < v. Then, there is an algorithm LOCALMINCUT(A,v,c) that finds S in
O(vedlogn) time with high probability.

To analyze the runtime of constructing a pruned auxiliary graph for an expander, we first discuss
about the runtime of pruning a given auxiliary graph.

Runtime of pruning auxiliary graph. To prune an auxiliary graph, for all terminal partitions
(A, T\ A), we use LOCALMINCUT to find the A-minimal (A4, 7 \ A)-mincut and check whether it
is connected. There are at most (rc¢=!)" terminal partitions in an auxiliary graph. Let (S, V \ S)
be the A-minimal (A, 7 \ A)-mincut. Because vol(S) = Y, .g deg(v) < |E(S)| maxecr || = reg™,
by setting v = rc¢~! and applying Theorem 5.13, each terminal partition needs O(rco~'c?logn)
time to check. Therefore, the total time of pruning the auxiliary graph is O((re¢=1)" e logn).

We now analyze the runtime of constructing a pruned auxiliary graph.

Lemma 5.14. Given a ¢p-expander G, there is an algorithm that constructs a pruned auziliary graph
in n(reg= 1O time.

Proof. ENUMERATECUTS runs in O(n(rcg=1) 1) time. It produces at most n(rcg=1)" of con-
nected cuts, so the construction of (unpruned) auxiliary graph takes O(ne(reg=1)"¢) = O(n(reg=1)mett)
time. With the discussion above, we know that pruning the auxiliary graph takes additional
O((reg=1)"et1c3 logn) time. Hence, the total runtime is O((n+c? logn)(reg=1)"et1) = n(reg=1)00¢)
time. O

An interesting property about usefulness of a partition is that this definition is robust against
contraction of any non-essential hyperedge, which is useful in the next section.

Lemma 5.15. Let G = (V, E) be a hypergraph and let T C V U E be the set of terminals. Let
(A, B) be a terminal partition of T so that there exists a (A, B)-mincut of size at most c. Consider
any non-essential hyperedge e € E. Then, (A, B) is useful on G if and only if (A/e, B/e) is useful
on GJe.

Proof. On one hand, in a connected component of GG, contracting a hyperedge will results in all of
the vertices in the hyperedge being contracted to a single vertex, and the vertex will be in all of the
hyperedges that share at least one vertex with the contracted hyperedge. Therefore, the component
remains connected. On the other hand, if we uncontract a vertex in a connected component (which
means the vertex is connected to all other vertices in the component) the hyperedge, the all of
the newly introduced vertices will also be connected to all the other vertices through the new
hyperedge resulted from the uncontraction. To conclude, contracting and uncontracting hyperedges
will not result in changes in connectedness in the hypergraph, we only need to show that if e is
an non-essential hyperedge, then (We only need to show one direction since the lemma states that
mincutg (4, B) < ¢)
mincutg (4, B) < ¢ = mincutg,.(A/e, B/e) < c

Since e is non-essential we just fix an (A4, B)-mincut that does not contain e, this cut will remain
have cut value at most c after contracting e thus mincutg/.(A4/e, B/e) < c. O
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5.2.3 The ¢-SPARSIFY Procedure

Once we obtain the pruned auxiliary graph of a ¢-expander G, a simple greedy ¢-SPARSIFY proce-
dure (Algorithm 5) can be applied for constructing a (7, ¢)-sparsifier H of G.

Algorithm 5: ¢-SPARSIFY (G, T, ¢,r,c)
Input: ¢-expander hypergraph G = (V, E') with rank r, terminal set T, threshold
parameter c.
Output: A (7, c¢)-sparsifier of G.
1 Run ENUMERATECUTS and construct the pruned auxiliary graph G2 = (V2 Faux),
where V@™ = Py U Cy U Ejy.
Let E' + E\ Ej.
for each e € Ey (in any order) do

/* Use Lemma 5.9 to check and identify non-essential edges. */
4 Compute the set of partitions P, := Py N N(N(e)) who has at least one mincut that
contains the edge e.

if Vpe P/, N(p) Z N(e) then

Remove N(e) and all incident edges from G and then Remove all independent

vertices from G2“*.

7 E' + FE'U {6} // e is non-essential.
8 end

«w N

end
return G/E'.

©

1

o

To analyze Algorithm 5, we first introduce Lemma 5.16, Corollary 5.17, and Lemma 5.18. Finally,
Lemma 5.19 summarizes Algorithm 5 based on the previous lemmas and corollary.

Lemma 5.16 guarantees that after each update of the auxiliary graph, the hypergraph represented
by the updated auxiliary graph is still viable for the ¢-SPARSIFY algorithm.

Lemma 5.16. Let e be the first edge that triggers Line 6 of Algorithm 5. Suppose that G3** is the
updated auxiliary graph with vertex set V™ = P, U C1 U E1, and let G; = G/e. Then, G3** is
exactly the pruned auziliary graph of G1.

Proof. Let G2"* be the pruned auxiliary graph of G; with the vertex set V2" = P, UC, U E,. To
prove G3*™ = GI*, it suffices to prove C, = C; as the pruned auxiliary graph is uniquely defined
(via Definition 5.7 and Lemma 5.15) by the connected cuts of value at most c.

Notice that given an arbitrary cut (X,V \ X) in a hypergraph, contracting a non-cutting hy-
peredge from E\ E(X,V \ X) does not invalidate the cut nor change the cut value. Therefore, the
contraction of a hyperedge e invalidates every cut that involves e. Moreover, no new connected cut
of value at most ¢ joins C because contracting a hyperedge in a connected cut does not decrease
the cut value. Hence, C, contains all the cuts in Cjy except the cuts involving e. On the other hand,
Cy = Cp\ N(e), which exactly contains all the cuts in Cp except the cuts that involve e as well. [

Corollary 5.17. Right before returning G/E' from Algorithm 5 at Line 10, the modified G*"* is
the pruned auziliary graph of G/E'.
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Proof. The statement is true by applying Lemma 5.16 iteratively whenever the algorithm adds an
hyperedge to E' and modifies G3Y. O

Lemma 5.18. FEssential hyperedges remains essential under contractions of non-essential hyper-
edges.

Proof. For an arbitrary essential hyperedge e, there is a terminal partition p such that all the
p-mincuts contain e. After contractions of some non-essential hyperedges, all the p-mincuts still
contain e, because contractions never introduce new cuts to a hypergraph. O

With Lemma 5.16, Corollary 5.17, and Lemma 5.18, we are able to prove the following lemma
which summarizes ¢-SPARSIFY.

Lemma 5.19. Let G be a ¢p-expander with n vertices and T be a terminal set. Then, Algorithm 5
produces a (T, c)-sparsifier with O(|T|c®) hyperedges and runs in O(p + n(rep=1)°9) time, where
P =) ccp €] is the total size of the hypergraph G.

Proof. We show correctness of ¢-SPARSIFY, the size of the returned (7, ¢)-Sparsifier, and the run-
time of ¢-SPARSIFY respectively.

Correctness. According to Lemma 5.16 and Corollary 5.17, the modified G®** is always the
pruned auxiliary graph of G/E’ at the beginning of each iteration of Line 3. By Lemma 5.9, only
non-essential hyperedges will be contracted. Therefore, by Definition 5.6, the values of p-mincuts
for all useful partition p are not affected and thus the returned hypergraph is a (7, ¢)-sparsifier.

Size of the (7,c)-Sparsifier. Since all essential hyperedges cannot be contracted as they will
affect (A, 7 \ A)-mincut value for some A C T, any (7, ¢)-sparsifier of G must include all essential
hyperedges in G. By the existence theorem (Theorem 4.1), the number of essential hyperedges in
G is at most O(|T|¢?). By Lemma 5.18, after contracting all non-essential hyperedges detected by
¢-SPARSIFY, all the remaining hyperedges are essential. Therefore, the number of hyperedges in
the (T, c)-sparsifier returned by ¢-SPARSIFY is at most O(|T|c?).

Runtime of ¢-SPARSIFY. Line 1 runs in n(rce=1)?(®) time by Lemma 5.14. Since |P.| < [N (e)
for any e € Ey, we know that Line 4 contributes a total runtime of at most

Y IN(e)] < elCo| = n(reg~")O).

ecFEy

To implement Line 5, we create a hash table marking all vertices in N(e) and for each x € P/ the
algorithm iterates through N(z) until the first neighbor that is not in N(e). The whole process
takes O(|N(e)|) time. Hence, the total runtime contributed by Line 5 takes n(rc¢= 1)) as well.
Now, since each cut in Cy will be removed at most once, so the total runtime contributed by Line 1
is at most ¢|Cy| = n(rep=1)°0).

Finally, contracting all hyperedges in E'\ E’ on G takes linear time in the total hypergraph size
O(p). Hence, the total time for ¢-SPARSIFY is O(p + n(rcg=1)009), O]
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5.3 The Almost-linear-time Algorithm of (7, c)-Sparsifiers

Finally, we combine all the tools from previous subsections and formally prove Theorem 1.1 (1).

To construct a (T, c)-sparsifier for a hypergraph G = (V, E) with O(|T|¢?) hyperedges under
the divide-and-conquer scheme, we first split the hypergrpah G into ¢-expanders {G; = (V;, E;)}
via EXPANDERDECOMPOSE. All boundary hyperedges in U;0V; will be separated, and we add two
anchor vertices per separated hyperedge.

For each ¢-expander, we enumerate all the connected terminal cuts with value at most ¢ via
Algorithm 3. Then, we construct the auxiliary graph and prune it. Next we contract non-essential
hyperedges with the help of the pruned auxiliary graph. Lastly, we glue all the sparsifiers of the
¢-expanders together by replacing all anchored separated hyperedges with the original hyperedges.

The above procedure described in the previous two paragraphs is one iteration of sparsifying.
The following algorithm Algorithm 6 repeats the procedure until there has been logm iterations.
Finally, Algorithm 6 returns a (7, c)-sparsifier with O(|7|¢3) hyperedges.

Algorithm 6: SPARSIFYFAST (G, 7, T,¢,C")

Input: hypergraph G = (F,V') with rank r, terminal set 7, threshold parameter c,
constant C’.
Output: a (7, c)-sparsifier H.

1 H<+ G.
2 iter < 0. /* Number of iterations of the following while-loop. */
3 do
4 G+ H
5 ¢~ 4C"rc* log? n.
6 {Vi}t_, + EXPANDERDECOMPOSE(G, ¢).
7 G’ <+ G /* Anchored sub-hypergraphs will be separated from G’ one by one. */
8 for each i =1,2,...,t do
9 Apply the divide step in Algorithm 1 to G’ with terminal 7 and bipartition
(Vi,Uj—is1 V), and get Gy + G'[V;] and G + G'[U}_;.1 Vil.
10 (For each boundary hyperedge e with anchor vertices o, 3 and o 4 created on the
UZ:,L»_H Vi side, we assign both o. 3 and 0. 4 to an arbitrary V; such that j >4 and
enV; #10.)
11 {Hz'}§:1 — {¢—SPARSIFY(G¢, VinT,o,r, C)}fi:y /* The conquer step. */
12 H < H,; /* Each sparsifier H; will be merged with H one by one. */
13 for eachi=t—1,...,1do
14 Apply the combine step in Algorithm 1 to merge H; with H. That is, all anchor
vertices introduced at the divide step are removed and all separated hyperedges are
replaced by the boundary hyperedges before separating V; from Uz:i Vs.
15 iter = iter + 1.

16 while iter < logm.
17 return H.

With Algorithm 6, we are ready to prove Theorem 5.1.

Proof. We show the correctness of Algorithm 6, the size of the sparsifier the algorithm returns, and
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the time complexity.

Correctness. We note that any ¢-expander graph G, adding new (anchor) vertices to any existing
hyperedge on G, is still an ¢-expander. FEach iteration of Algorithm 6 adopts the divide-and-conquer
scheme described by Algorithm 1 is justified by Lemma 3.5. Similarly, sparsifying ¢-expanders using
¢-SPARSIFY described by Algorithm 5 is justified by Lemma 5.19.

Size of the sparsifier. We first focus on how much Algorithm 6 can sparsify a hypergraph in one
iteration. Since EXPANDERDECOMPOSE guarantees there are at most O(m¢log®n) inter-cluster
hyperedges, in one iteration, there are at most O(rme log? n) separated hyperedges. Therefore,
the total number of all terminals (including the originally given terminals and additional anchor
terminals) is bounded by | 7|+C"rm¢ log® n for some constant C’. In each iteration, let the algorithm
set ¢ = 1/(4C"rc* log® n), so ¢(C'rct log® n+C'log® n) < % Denote the total number of hyperedges
after iteration 7 as m;, we have

miv1 = (|T| + C'mirélog® n)c® + C'miglog® n
= |T|c* + mip(C'rc? log® n + C” log® n)

< |73+ %

Notice that my = m. Therefore, after £ iterations, the number of hyperedges is less than
-1 1 m
|Tc? Z(g) T o0
=0
After O(logm) iterations, the algorithm returns a (7, ¢)-sparsifier with O(|7|c®) hyperedges.

Time complexity. In each iteration, the time is dominated by EXPANDERDECOMPOSE and ¢-
SPARSIFY, which take O(p'T°()) and O(p + n(rcp=1)°9) time repectively by Lemma 5.3 and
Lemma 5.19. Notice that there are log m iterations, but in each iteration the number of hyperedges
are halved. Therefore we obtain the total running time O(p'+t°(M) + n(r2¢% log® n)°9) logm) =
O(p'*t°M + n(relogn)©ro) logm). O

This conclude the proof of Theorem 1.1 (1). For Part (2) of Theorem 1.1, we observe that,
by working with appropriate notions of expansion in hypergraphs, the construction of Liu [Liu20]
naturally extends to hypergraphs. We give the proof for completeness in Appendix D.
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A Omitted Content from Section 3

A.1 Proof of Lemma 3.5 Part 2

In this subsection we show that mincuty; (7(A), 7(B)) > mincutg (A, B).
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We first assume that (Y, 7(V)\Y) is a (7(A), 7(B))-mincut of value at most c.

Let S = Eg(V1,V2). We know that H is defined by Hy U Hy U S — Sep(S, V1, V2), where H;
is a (71, c)-sparsifier of G[V1] and Hy is a (Tz, c)-sparsifier of G[Va]. Again, we define the cuts Y;
and Y3 respectively. We first add Y N7(V7) to Y7, then for each separated hyperedge m(e) where
e € S there are three cases for adding the terminal vertices into Y7: we add {m(v¢,1), 7(ve2)} to Y3
if 7(e) CY; we add m(oe,1) to Y7 if m(e) € Y and w(e) NY # 0; we add nothing if 7(e) NY = 0.
Similarly we define Y3 by adding Y N m(V3) and corresponding anchor vertices.

Now we have two cuts (Y1, 7(V1)\ Y1) and (Yz, 7(Va) \ Ya) with values y; and y,. Each of them
has value at most the value to the cut (Y,7(V)\Y) so we know that both y1,y2 < ¢. They are
(m(A®Yv,04,), (B y,ua, ))-cut and (m(A®Yv,04,), T(B1,u4,))-cut respectively.

By definition of (77, c)-sparsifier and (72, c)-sparsifier, there exists a (A%|y,u4,, B¥v,u4, )-
mincut (X1, V1\X1) and a (A¥|y,u4,, B v,u4, )-mincut (Xo, Vo\ Xo) whose cut values are x1 < 11
and zg < ¥s.

Now, notice that y; + yo = |0Y| + |0Y N 7w(S)|. Here we emphasize that 9Y N w(S) may be
a multiset, as there could be many hyperedges being contracted into the same subset of vertices.
Again, let X = X5 U XoU S — Sep(S, V1, V2), we know that |[0X| = 21 + 22 — [(0X) N S|. Since all
edge e € S such that 7(e) € Y were not contracted (they must be essential as such edges appear
in every (A%*|v,ua,, B¥|v,ua,)-mincut for both i € {1,2}), we know that [(0X)NS| > [9Y N7 (S)].
Hence, we have

mincutg (A4, B) < |0X]
=x1+ 22— [(0X)NS|
<y +y2 — [(9Y) N (S)
= |0Y]
= mincuty (7(A), 7(B))

as desired. (]

A.2 Proof of Lemma 3.6

Lemma 3.6. Let G = (V, E) be a hypergraph and let T C V be a set of degree-1 terminals. If T
is (5c, ¢)-edge-unbreakable on G, then there exists a subset E' C E with O(|T|c?) hyperedges, such
that G/(E — E') is a (T, ¢)-sparsifier of G.

Proof to Lemma 3.6. Let k = |T|. It suffices to show that whenever G has 6kc?+1 edges, there exists
one hyperedge e so that G/e is a (T, c)-sparsifier of G and that 7 is still (5¢, ¢)-edge-unbreakable
in G/e.

Intuitively, to find such an hyperedge, we start with reducing the c-thresholded hyperedge con-
nectivity into vertex c-connectivity by carefully constructing the graph Gy from G. Then, we
apply the powerful technique discovered by Kratsch and Wahlstrom [KW20] on Gepjie, which de-
fines a representable matroid My @ My @ M3 based on Gsplir and its two variants Ggp“t and G;’p“t.
Followed by a carefully chosen collection of subsets 7, there exists a representative set J* C J of
size at most rank(M)rank(Ms)rank(M3) < 6kc?. Moreover, the elements of J corresponds to

vertices and hyperedges in G. Since G has at least 6kc? + 1 hyperedges, at least one hyperedge e
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on G is not essential, and hence contractable. The above process for finding a contractable edge e
will be repeated until there are at most 6kc? hyperedges left.

Let G = (V, E) be a hypergraph and let 7 C V be a set terminal vertices. We first construct
the undirected incidence bipartite graph G'"® = (V"¢, E"¢) as the following:

Vi =VUE
E™ = {{v,e} |veV,e€ E, and v € e}.

Now, we perform a reduction from hyperedge cuts on G to c-thresholded vertex cuts on G similar
to [Liu20] and construct a directed graph Gspiir based on the incidence graph G'"e: for each vertex
v e V"NV we split v into a (¢ + 1)-clique on G, then we replace each undirected edge {v,e} in
E"¢ with two directed edges (v, e) and (e, v). In Claim A.1 we show that all c-thresholded hyperedge
mincuts on G correspond to some c-thresholded vertex mincuts on Ggpjit. The definition of Ggpit
inherently defines a mapping 7 : VU E — Vi where for each v € V, m(v) is assigned to be any of
the ¢ 4+ 1 vertices split from v.

Claim A.1. Let A, B C V with mincutg(A, B) < c. Let Agpjir = m(A) and Bgpjir = m(B). Then

the minimum vertex cut Copjie C Vepiie that separates Agpjiy and Bgpir on Gepiie has size |Coplir] =
mincutg (A, B).

Proof of Claim A.1. First, it is straightforward to check that |Cgyjie| < mincutg(A, B): let (X, V\X)
be an (A, B)-mincut on G with |0.X| = mincutg (A, B). Hence, m(0X) is a vertex cut that separates
m(A) and 7(B) on G of the same size.

Now we show that |Cspjie] > mincutg(A, B). Notice that since |Cgpie] < mincutg(A4,B) < ¢,
Cspiit does not contain split vertices from V. Hence, 7r_1(C'Sp|it) is a (A, B)-cut on G, and the result
follows. 0

Now, we define G. .. and GZ . from Gepjie. Both G .. and GZ .. are initialized as Gspjir. For

split split split split
: /s /
each vertex v € Ggplit, We create an sink-copy v’ in Gsp“t and for each edge (u,v) € Gepiir we add an
/ 1 . ] "o "
edge (u,v’) to Gsp“t. Similarly, for each vertex v € Ggpjit, we create an source-copy v" in split and

"

split- In order to define gammoid we specify

for each edge (v, w) € Gepiir we add an edge (v”,w) to G

the terminal set Tgpiie = 7(7) on both G and Gg.

Matroid Construction. We define a representable matroid M = M & My & Mjy as follows.
o Let My = (Vapiits (V5<P(':'t)) be the uniform matroid of rank ¢ over the vertices on Vgyjit.

e Let My be the gammoid over G;p”t with respect to the terminal set Tgpjt.

e Let M3 be the gammoid over Gg’p“t with respect to the terminal set Ty but restricting the
rank to 6¢ (getting rid of all independent sets larger than 6¢).

M has rank ¢, My has rank at most k, and Mg has rank at most 6¢. Let J = {(v,v',v") | v €
VspiitNE} be a collection of subsets in M. According to the theorem of representative set (Lemma A.2),
there exists a representative set J* of size at most rank(M;)rank(Ms)rank(M3) < 6kc?.

Lemma A.2 ([Liu20, Mar09, Lov77]|). Let M; = (S;,Z;) be representable matroids over a field F
for 1 <i<p, and let M = M1 S Mo ®--- DM, be their direct sum. Define

SlXSQX~--><Sp:{{l‘1,l‘2,...,l'p} : l’ZGSZ}
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That is, the collection of subsets of S that have ezxactly one element from each S;. Then every subset
J C (51 xSy x --- x Sp) has a representative set J* of size at most Hle rank(M;), and J* is
computable in time | J|°W.

Essential Vertices. We say that a vertex v is essential if there exists a bipartition (Asplit, Bsplit)
of Tsplit With the minimum vertex cut between Agpyjir and Bgpjir at most ¢ and that v appears in every
minimum vertex cut between Agplie and Bgpji.

Now the key observation is that for each essential vertex v, the corresponding triple (v, v’,v")
must appear in any representative set J*. Let v be an essential vertex with respect to the bipartition
(Asplit, Bsplit)- By the definition of (5¢, ¢)-edge-unbreakable we may assume that | Bgyic| < 5c. Fix any
minimum (Agpli¢, Bsplit)-cut Csplit, and consider the following independent set I = (Csplit \ {v}, Aspiit U
Csplit> Bsplit UCspiit) in M. Now, if there is another (u, ', u”) € J* with u ¢ Cspjix then we must have
(Csplit \ {v} U {u}, Agplit U Coplit U {1’ }, Bspiit U Cspiic U {u”"}) ¢ M because of the following reason: (1)
the first component disallows u € Cgpjit, (2) since u € Cypjit, u is not essential, and it is impossible
to have vertex disjoint paths going from Tgplit to Asplit U Csplit U {w’} and vertex disjoint paths going
from Tpiit t0 Bspiit U Cspiit U {u} at the same time (otherwise Cgpjit does not separate Agyjiy and
Bgpiit). In addition, since v is essential, there no other mincut closer to Agpjir or closer to Bgpyjir that
does not include v. Hence, adding (v, v’,v”) to I will result in independent set. Therefore, (v,v’,v")
is required to appear in any representatitve set. By Lemma A.2, the number of essential hyperedges
is at most 6kc? = O(kc?) as desired. O

We can extend the proof to Lemma 3.6 when we allow (d, ¢)-edge-unbreakable terminal sets with
an arbitrary value d. The same proof holds except that we restrict M3 to have rank at most (d+c).
So the total number of essential edges are at most O(|7T|c(d + ¢)) and they can be constructed in
polynomial time.

Corollary A.3. Let G = (V, E) be a hypergraph and let T C 'V be a set of degree-1 terminals. If T
is (d, c)-edge-unbreakable on G, then there exists a subset E' C E with O(|T|c(d + ¢)) hyperedges,
such that G/(E—E") is a (T, c)-sparsifier of G. Moreover, the set E' can be computed in poly(m,n)
time.

B Existence and Uniqueness of A-minimal (A, B)-mincut

In this section, we show the proof of Proposition 5.11
Proposition 5.11. Let G = (V, E) be a hypergraph. For two disjoint subsets A,B C V, the

A-minimal (A, B)-mincut always ezists and is unique.

Proof. Let fg : 2¥ — R be a function and fg(X) = [0X|. We write fg as f for simplicity and
claim that f is a submodular function: For arbitrary X,Y C V, we separate the hypergraph into
disjoint four parts Y\ X, X\ Y, X NY, and V' \ (X UY). By identifying 0X and 9Y as disjoint

26



unions of crossing hyperedges between the four parts, we have

F(X) + f(Y) = [0X] +|9Y |
= ([E(X\Y, VA (YUX))[+ |[EX\Y, Y\ X)|
+HIE(XNY,V\(YUX))|+|E(XNY,Y\ X))
H(EYA\X, VA (XUY))[+[EY\ X, X\Y)
FIEYNX,V\(XUY)|+|EY NX,X\Y)|)

On the other hand, similarly we have

FXUY)+ f(XNY)=[0(XUY)|+]0(XNY)|
=(|B(X\Y,V\(XUY))|+|BEXNY,V\(XUY))]
+|EY\X,V\(XUY))+(|E(XNY, Y\ X)|
+|EXNY, X\Y)|+ |EY NX,V\(XUY))])

Therefore, f(X)+ f(Y)— f(XUY)— f(XUY)=2/E(X\Y,Y\ X)| >0 and finally get
FX)+ V) = f(XUY)+ f(XNY)

f is submodular function.

If (X, V\X)and (Y,V\Y) are (A, B)-mincuts, by the submodular property, f(XUY), f(XNY)
are also equal to the (A, B)-mincut size, which indicates (X UY, V' \ (XUY)) and (XNY,V\(XNY))
are also (A, B)-mincuts. Giving that (XNY,V\(XNY)) isa (A, B)-mincut, the X* of the A-minimal
partition(X™, V'\ X*) is simply the intersection of all X C V such that (X, V\X) is a (A, B)-mincut.
The existence and uniqueness of A-minimal partition are verified by construction. O

C Use LOCALMINCUT to find A-minimal (A, B)-mincut

In this section we describe how to apply [FNY 20| to prove Theorem 5.13.

Lemma 5.12 reduces the problem of testing whether a terminal partition (A, 7 \ A) is useful to
checking whether the A-minimal (A,7 \ A)-mincut is connected. In this subsection, we show how
to further reduce the problem from a hypergraph setting to a normal directed graph setting, so that
results in [FNY 20| can directly solve it.

We first convert the hypergraph into an incidence graph,

Definition C.1 (Incidence Graph of a Hypergraph). We say a normal graph G = (V' E’) is the
incidence graph of a hypergraph H = (V, E) if V! = VUE and E' = {(v,e)lv € Ve € E,v € ein H}.

We note that G is a bipartite graph. The incidence graph is a normal graph and also inherits
the connectivity of the hypergraph.

Then we replace each vertex by an in-vertex and an out-vertex in G. We connect a pair of
in-vertex and out-vertex with 1 (¢ + 1) edge if the vertex represents a hyperedge (vertex) in H.
Lastly we replace each edge by two directed edge of reverse directions. The above reduction is a
common way to reduce edge to vertex connectivity and undirected to directed setting, except that
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we add (¢ + 1) multi-edges between certain in-vertices and out-vertices to prevent all v € V' from
being cut vertex in G.

From the above manipulation to G, we get a normal directed graph G’. An important observation
is that the A-minimal (A, B)-mincut in G exactly corresponds to the A-minimal (A, B)-mincut in
H. Therefore, the problem of finding the A-minimal (A, B)-mincut in H is reduced to finding the
A-minimal (A, B)-mincut in G’, which can be directly solved by the following result in [FNY"20].

Lemma C.2 ([FNY"20]). Let G' be a normal graph. Suppose that the A-minimal (A, B)-mincut
S has size at most ¢ and volume vol(S) = > gdegq/(v) < v in a normal directed graph. Then,
there is an algorithm that finds S in O(vc?logn) time with high probability.

Proof of Theorem 5.13. Notice that each vertex in G’ may have ¢ more incident edges than G.
Hence, the volume of the same A-minimal (A4, 7 \ A)-mincut in G’ is boosted up by at most a factor
of c. B

D Proof of Part (2) of Theorem 1.1

In this section we extend Liu’s result [Liu20]| and prove the following theorem.

Theorem D.1. Let G be a hypergraph with n vertices, m hyperedges, and a set T CV of degree-1
terminals with |T| < ke. There exists an algorithm that constructs a (T ,c)-sparsifier of G with
O(kc*log'®(kc)) hyperedges in poly(m,n) time.

The main runtime bottleneck to SPARSIFYSLOW (Algorithm 2) is in Line 5. That is, it is not
known if there is an polynomial time algorithm that tests whether the current terminal set 77
is (5e, ¢)-edge-unbreakable in the subproblem G’. Fortunately, this problem can be modeled as a
sparsest cut problem with a non-uniform demand. If we allow a polylog(k) factor on the number of
hyperedges in the final (7, ¢)-sparsifer, we don’t have to apply divide and conquer framework until
we have a (5¢, ¢)-edge-unbreakable terminal set. For example, a (clog'?(kc), c)-edge-unbreakable
terminal set suffices to obtain a sparsifier of O(kc?log'®(kc)) hyperedges by Corollary A.3.

Let us now describe the sparsest cut problem (with non-uniform demand) we are reducing to.
We first define terminal expansion:

Definition D.2 (terminal expansion). A hypergraph G = (V, E) with terminal set 7 C V is a
¢-terminal expander if
|0X]
win{[X 17,1V X) 7]}

> ¢ for any subset of vertices X C V.

We remark that whenever ¢ = O(log™'(kc)), if the graph G with a terminal set T is a ¢-
terminal expander, then 7 is (O(clog!®(kc)), c)-edge-unbreakable. Therefore, the base cases are
solved. All we have to do now is to find a proper way to check if the hypergraph in a subproblem is a
¢-terminal expander. Furthermore, if it is not the case, we should be able to identify a good-enough
sparse cut (V1,Va) that enables the divide and conquer approach.

Let us now translate the edge cuts in this hypergraph G to vertex cuts in the incidence graph
representation (see Definition C.1). On this incidence graph G = (V" = V U E, E') we define
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two functions over V'"¢:

m(gj):{l ifzek, WZ(:E):{I ifeeT,

oo otherwise, z € V. 0 otherwise.

It is straightforward to check that among all vertex partition (A4, B,S C E),

min ™ (5)
ABLS o (AU S )me(B'U ST

OPT :=

is 2-approximating the terminal expansion. The following theorem gives a sparsest vertex cut solver
that returns an O(y/log(kc))-approximated? sparse cut in polynomial time.

Theorem D.3 ([FHLO8| Theorem 3.12). Given a graph G = (V, E) and vertex weights i, mo :
V — Ry, there exists a polynomial-time algorithm which computes a vertex separator (A, B,S) for

which
m1(5)

7T2(A U S)’ZTQ(B U S)

where = O(y/log(kc)) is the approximation ratio.

Now, we can use an approximate sparsest cut solver that either (1) certifies that the 77 is

(clog!?(kc), ¢)-edge-unbreakable, or (2) finds a violating partition (Vi, V) such that the number of
crossing hyperedges is at most mﬁﬂ NV;| for both i € {1,2}. Notice that it implies that in the

subproblems the amount of terminal vertices are increased by only a 1/log(kc) factor since we add
2 anchor vertices to each separated hyperedge. We summarize the algorithm in Algorithm 7.

Algorithm 7: POLYTIMESPARSIFIER

POLYTIMESPARSIFIER(G, T, ¢)

Input: hypergraph G = (V, E), terminal set T, constant c.
Output: a (7, c)-sparsifier H.

¢ <+ 1/(48log(kc)).

Run a sparse cut solver and obtain a bipartition (V1,V \ Va).

|0V ]
min{|ViNT|,|[VaNT|}*

Compute terminal expansion ¢ :=
if ¢ > 28¢ then
// guaranteed ¢-terminal expander.
return a (7, ¢)-sparsifier using Corollary A.3.
6 else
// found a sparse cut.
Apply divide and conquer framework (Algorithm 1) on (V1, V).

(S =~ w N =

EN|

Proof of Theorem D.1. The correctness is entirely based on the divide and conquer framework
(Lemma 3.5). The runtime is poly(mn) because of Corollary A.3 and Theorem D.3. Now, in
order to give an upper bound of hyperedges from the returned (7, ¢)-sparsifier, it suffices to bound
the total number of terminal vertices over all base cases.

Let f(x) be an upper bound of total number of terminal vertices over all base cases when
started with a terminal set of x vertices. We first assume that f is a non-decreasing function and

2The approximate ratio is actually y/log [supp(mz)|. Notice that the support of 72 is |T| < ke.
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f is concave. So, according to the divide and conquer criteria, we know that if a terminal set of
x vertices is split into y terminal vertices and x — y terminal vertices (without loss of generality
y < x —y), the number of hyperedges crossing the cut is at most

1

oy < 2Boy = my-

Hence, by adding 2 anchor vertices to each separated hyperedge we have

1@ < (v+ 295kmay) + (2= v+ 25000)

< 2f ((1 + %) g) (by concavity and non-decreasing)
log

< 210gxf <<1 + m) g > (induction on x)

< 2187 £ (exp(1)) (as long as = < kc)

=0O(x).

So, choosing f : [1,kc] — R to be a linear function serves as an upper bound. By Corol-
lary A.3 the total number of hyperedges in the returned (T, ¢)-sparsifier is then O(]T|c¢? log!'® (kc)) =
O(kc®log'® (kc)). O
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