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Abstract

In many real world networks, there already exists a (not necessarily optimal) k-partitioning of the network.
Oftentimes, one aims to find a k-partitioning with a smaller cut value for such networks by moving only a few nodes
across partitions. The number of nodes that can be moved across partitions is often a constraint forced by budgetary
limitations. Motivated by such real-world applications, we introduce and study the r-move k-partitioning problem,
a natural variant of the Multiway cut problem. Given a graph, a set of k terminals and an initial partitioning of the
graph, the r-move k-partitioning problem aims to find a k-partitioning with the minimum-weighted cut among all the
k-partitionings that can be obtained by moving at most 7 non-terminal nodes to partitions different from their initial
ones. Our main result is a polynomial time 3(r + 1) approximation algorithm for this problem. We further show that
this problem is W [1]-hard, and give an FPTAS for when r is a small constant.

1 Introduction

Graph partitioning problems are among the most fundamental and widely used graph problems in the fields of artificial
intelligence, theoretical computer science, operations research and operations management. A k-partitioning of a graph
G refers to partitioning the graph’s nodes into k-disjoint sets, clusters, or partitions. Oftentimes, the goal in partitioing
problems is to find a k-partitioning with the least cut value (also referred to as cut size in the literature), which is the
sum of the weights of the edges that are between different partitions. Graph partitioning is widely used in machine
learning, parallel computing, computer vision, VLSI design, political districting, epidemiology and many more areas
(1L 12,13, 14115 161

Given a grap G, aninteger k£ > 2 and k terminals, the well-known Multiway cut problem asks to find a partitioning
of the nodes of G into k clusters with the smallest cut value among all k-partitionings that have exactly one terminal in
each partition [[7]. In this paper, we use the terms partitions and clusters, interchangeably. It is known that for & > 2,
the Multiway cut problem is APX-hard [8]].

We introduce and study a natural variant of the Multiway cut problem called the r-move k-partitioning problem.
Suppose that we are given a graph G with an initial k-partitioning, an integer k > 2, k terminals and a move parameter
r € N. The problem only considers k-partitionings for which at most r non-terminal nodes have been moved from their
initial partitions to new clusters. The r-move k-partitioning problem asks to find a k-partitioning that minimizes the cut
value over all the k-partitionings considered.

Numerous examples of the r-move k-partitioning problem can be seen in real-world networks. In fact, in many
networks, the underlying graph already has a k-partitioning and this k-partitioning is not optimal, i.e., the cut value
is not minimized. For instance, the edge weights in a network may change over time, resulting in the sub-optimality
of the initial partitioning. However, in most applications, we cannot afford moving many nodes from their initial
k-partitioning, and so the goal is to improve the cut value by moving only “a few” nodes.

For example, consider a company with many offices across the country. The company can be modeled as a graph,
where the nodes are the employees and the edge weights indicate how beneficial it would be if these two employees
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are in the same office, for example it could be proportional to the amount they communicate, or any other metric. The
company’s goal is to find a k-partitioning with a low cut value, where k is the number of available offices. Employees
have initial assignments to these k offices, which might not be optimal. However, due to budget constraints, companies
are often unable to conduct large-scale reorganizations and can only move a limited number of employees between
offices. Moreover, not all employees can or are willing to move. For each office, we can model these employees as a
terminal node by “contracting” all the employees of that office (partition) that cannot relocate. If the company’s budget
dictates that at most  employees can be relocated, then we seek an r-move k-partitioning where the initial partitioning
is the original distribution of people across offices. Modifications of the office reorganization example are applicable
to many other applications such as public housing relocation to improve the housing assignments and enhance the
residents’ community access, or disaster management (see [9]]).

Another application of the r-move k-partitioning problem is its use as a sub-problem in a local search algorithm
for the Multiway cut problem. Consider an initial feasible multiway cut C' from which we aim to achieve another
feasible multiway cut C’ with a lower cost, allowing only r moves for the transformation from C' to C’. This problem
can be exactly formulated as the r-move k-partitioning problem. For more information on local search approximation
algorithms for the Multiway cut problem, the reader is referred to [[10]. Moreover, the r-move k-partitioning problem
can be explored in the context of learning-augmented algorithms. In this case, the initial multiway cut is obtained from
a learning-based algorithm and the goal is to use this initial multiway cut to reach multiway cuts with lower costs, while
moving at most r nodes to partitions different from their initial ones. The question here is whether there exists an
algorithm for the r-move k-partitioning problem that can improve the initial multiway cut whose guarantees depend on
the quality of the initial multiway cut. While this direction is interesting, it falls outside the focus of this paper.

There has been a long line of works providing approximation algorithms for the Multiway cut problem [I8 [11} [12}
13, [14]], most of which use a simple linear programming (LP) relaxation of the problem called the CKR LP, in honor of
the authors who introduced it, Célinescu, Karloff and Rabani [11]. The best approximation factor for the Multiway
cut problem is 1.2965 due to [15], who round the CKR LP. Interestingly, [[14] showed that assuming the unique games
conjecture [[16], if the integrality gap of the CKR LP is «, then the Multiway cut problem cannot be approximated better
than a. [17] showed that the integrality gap of the CKR LP is at least 1.20016, hence the best approximation factor for
the Multiway cut problem lies between 1.20016 and 1.2965. Closing this gap is an interesting open problem.

Perhaps the closest known variant of the Multiway cut problem to the r-move k-partitioning problem is the min s-t
cut with at most r nodes, also known as the Min r-size s-t cut problem [18]]. This problem asks to find a minimum value
s-t cut, where there are at most r nodes in the partition that contains terminal node s (i.e., the s-side). This problem is a
special case of the (r — 1)-move 2-partitioning problem, when in the initial partitioning all non-terminal nodes are in
the partition that contains node ¢. By moving at most  — 1 nodes to the s-side, the s-side will have size at most r.

Even though the Min r-size s-t cut problem is a variant of the s-¢ cut problem, which is polynomially solvable, the
Min r-size s-t cut problem is NP-hard [[19]. Thus, the r-move 2-partitioning and the r-move k-partitioning problems
are NP-hard. It is also known that the Min r-size s-t cut problem admits a Fixed-Parameter Tractable (FPT) solution
with parameter  when the graph is unweighted [20] (see Section[2]for a definition of FPT problems). Intuitively, one
might wonder if the r-move 2-partitioning problem and the Min r-size s-t cut problem are equivalent. We show that the
r-move 2-partitioning problem is in fact W[1]-hard; thus, not equivalent to the Min r-size s-t cut problem. We resort to
designing approximation algorithms for the r-move k-partitioning problem for all £ > 2. Hence, the main theme of this
paper is around the following question: How well can we approximate r-move k-partitioning?

1.1 Our Results

We provide a comprehensive study of the r-move k-partitioning problem. Recall that the r-move k-partitioning problem
is NP-hard (for any constant £ > 2), hence, there exists no exact polynomial time algorithm for it, unless P = NP.
Throughout the paper we think of k as a constant.

First, note that when r is also a constant, there exist a simple O((nk)") algorithm for the problem. This algorithm
tries every combination of 7’ nodes, for all 1 < v’ < r, to be moved to any of the % partitions. It is natural to ask
whether we can devise an FPT algorithm with parameter 7 for the r-move k-partitioning problem. Our first result shows
that the answer to this question is negative.

Theorem 1.1 The r-move k-partitioning problem with parameter r is W[ 1 ]-hard.



In Theorem [I.1] we use a polynomial time reduction from the Densest r-Subgraph problem, where the complete
proof can be found in Section[/} It is well-known that the Densest r-Subgraph problem with parameter  is W[1]-hard
[21].

Next, we give a (1 + €)-approximation algorithm for the r-move k-partitioning problem with running time
f(r,€)O(n?) for any € > 0, where f(-,-) is a function of r and e. When 7 is a constant, this gives us an FPTAS
(with parameter €) with running time O(n?/€"), faster than the O(n") brute-force algorithm, in the expense of an
approximation factor.

Theorem 1.2 Given any r-move k-partitioning instance graph G with n nodes and any constant ¢ > 0, there exists a
(1 + €)-approximation algorithm for the r-move k-partitioning problem on G with running time (w
where c is a universal constant independent of r and e.

)rrlen?,

The proof of Theorem [I.2] can be found in Section [3] The running time of the algorithm in Theorem [I.2] grows
fast as r grows, which leads us to the following question: Can we design an approximation algorithm with a running
time polynomial in both n and r? Our main result focuses on answering this question. We give a polynomial time
approximation algorithm with approximation factor at most 3(r + 1). This is done by extending the CKR linear program
to an LP for the r-move k-partitioning problem by adding a single linear constraint reflecting the move constraint of
the problem. Our approximation algorithm is a simple rounding scheme for this LP, which makes our approach very
practical. The main challenge is in proving the approximation guarantees of our rounding, which is given in Section @]

Theorem 1.3 Given a positive integer r, there exists a randomized algorithm for the r-move k-partitioning problem

on any n-node m-edge graph G that with approximation factor kz—fl(r + 1) and running time Tr,p(n, m) + O(mk),

where Tr,p(n, m) is the running time of solving a linear program with O(n) variables and O(m) constraints.

Firstly, note that we can de-randomize this algorithm in the expense of an additional factor of n in the running
time (see Section[4.I)). Secondly, note that unlike Theorem [I.2} the running time of our algorithm in Theorem[I.3]is
independent of r. For k = 2, we give a rounding scheme for our LP with approximation factor at most r + 1, resulting
in an (r + 1)-approximation algorithm for the r-move 2-partitioning problem (see Section @.We further show that the
integrality gap of the LP used in Theorem [I.3]is at least r + 1, demonstrating that our rounding algorithm is tight within
a constant factor (see Section[/.1).

Finally, as our approximation factor is dependent on 7, we resort to bicriteria algorithms to make it constant.

Theorem 1.4 For any 1/2 <~ < 1, there exists a polynomial time (ﬁ, %)-approximation randomized algorithm
for r-move k-partitioning problem, where the first criterion is the number of nodes moved and the second criterion is
the cut value.

The proof of Theorem [I.4]can be found in Section[5] We provide two remarks to better understand the applicability
of our results. Firstly, we show in Section [/|that r-move k-partitioning without terminals is also W[1] hard and so
even though for a lot of partitioning problems the “without terminals” version is easier, this is not the case for r-move
k-partitioning. Our second remark is stated below. We include simple complementary numerical evaluations of our
algorithm in Section

Meaningful range for :  The range of 7 in which Theorems|[I.3|and[I.2] provide meaningful results can be understood
as follows. For the case of k£ = 2, the Multiway cut problem is tractable and so it is possible to compute an optimal
multiway cut C for the input graph in polynomial time. Suppose that cut C' is obtained by moving 7 nodes from their
initial partitions. Then, Theorems[I.3]and[I.2]are meaningful only when r < 7. This is because if 7 > 7, then C' is an
optimal output for the r-move 2-partitioning problem. On the other hand, when £ > 2, there is no polynomial time
algorithm for the Multiway cut problem. Therefore, in this case, one can obtain a cut C' whose cut value is within a
constant approximation factor of an optimal multiway cut, using an approximation algorithm for the Multiway cut
3

problem (for example the 3-approximation algorithm of [[11]). Let 7 be the number of nodes that C' moves from their

initial partitions. Once again, Theorems [I.3]and [I.2] are useful only when r < 7.



FPT Apprx. Fetr | Apprx. Fetr LB
Min r-size s-t cut 1+ e* min(r + 1,log(n)) [18127] | Wl]-hard*
Min r-size cut 1 [20] 1 [20]
r-move 2-partitioning 1+ €* T+ 1* W1]-hard*
r-move 2-partitioning without terminals | 1 + €* r4 1* W{1]-hard*

Table 1: Known and new results on different variants of the 2-partitioning problem. Asterisks are used to show the results
provided by this paper. The second column indicates the best known approximation factors for fixed-parameterized
approximation algorithms for the problems with parameter . The third column is dedicated to the approximation
factors of general approximation algorithms with running times polynomial in both n and 7, and the fourth column
indicates lower bounds. Note that the NP-hardness of the Min r-size s-¢ cut problem was already known [19] and this
paper shows the W [1]-hardness of this problem in its weighted version.

1.2 Related Works

The Multiway cut problem without terminals is called the k-partitioning problem. While the k-partitioning problem is
polynomially solvable for fixed & [[22]], the Multiway cut problem is NP-hard for k£ > 3 [[7]. There exist many “budgeted”
variants of the Multiway cut and k-partitioning problems in the literature, we name a few of these variants here.

The Min r-size s-t cut problem: First, recall that the Min r-size s-¢ cut problem is NP-hard, even though the “without
terminals” version of this problem, that is, the Min r-size cut problem, is polynomially solvable [23|[24]. The Min
r-size cut problem asks to find a cut with the minimum value among all the cuts with one side having at most  nodes.
The result of [[23] is based on the result of [25]] which states that the number of cuts with value at most « times the value
of the min cut is at most n2%. Such result does not exist for s-¢ cuts and, in fact, the number of min s-¢ cuts can be
exponentially manyﬂ The Min r-size s-t cut problem has been studied by other names such as the problem of “cutting
at most 7 nodes by edge-cut with terminal” [26] [20]. Moreover, [27] gives an O(log(n))-approximation algorithm for
the Min r-size s-t cut problem using Récke’s tree decomposition method [28]]. See Table [I|for a comparison of the
related variants of the r-move 2-partitioning problem and their associated algorithms.
Table|l|compares the variants of r-move k-partitioning and Min r-size s-t cut. Next we include omitted proofs.

Other variants: Most of the variants of the Multiway k-cut problem that we are aware of are for £ = 2. Basically
having a budget on the number of nodes in one side of the cut, and having terminals or no terminals in the graph makes
up of most of these variants.

The exact version of the Min r-size s-t cut problem is called the Min Er-Size s-t cut problem [29], which asks to
find an s-t cut with minimum cut value among all the cuts that have exactly r nodes in the s-side. The (r,n — r)-cut
problem [30] is the above problem without any terminals. The (r, n — r)-cut problem is known to be W[1]-hard [30],
and as a result the Min Er-Size s-t cut problem is also W[1]-hard. For both these problems, there is a randomized
O(r/log(n))-approximation algorithm due to [29]. These problems have been studied when parameterized by cut
value as well [26]].

For k > 2, the most relevant variant of the Multiway k-cut problem is the k-balanced partitioning problem, which is
proved to be APX-hard [31]]. Other problems that seem to be indirectly relevant are the k-route cut problem [32] and
the MinSBCC problem [33].

[9] study a variant of the min s-t cut problem with fairness considerations. They introduce the Demographic Fair
Cut problem, which is informally defined as follows: Given a terminal node s and a labeling of nodes into various
demographics, the goal is to find a minimum cut that disconnects at least a certain given fraction of each demographic
from s. If all nodes of the graph belong to a single demographic, then this problem is equivalent to the Min r-size s-t
cut problem. Thus, their log(n)-approximation algorithm can also be applied to the Min r-size s-t cut problem, resulting
in a min(r + 1,log(n))-approximation algorithm for the Min r-size s-t cut problem. Whether a log(n)-approximation

“Consider a graph which consists of /2 paths of length 2 from terminal s to terminal . An s-t cut has at least one edge from each path, and so
the number of min s-t cuts is 27/2.



algorithm exists for the 7-move k-partitioning problem (either for k¥ = 2 or k£ > 2) is an interesting open question that
is outside the scope of this paper.

2 Preliminaries

Let G = (V, E) with weight function ¢ : E — R, that is, an edge (u,v) € E has weight ¢(u, v) or ¢,,. We refer to
an edge with endpoints w and v by (u, v) or uv. We only consider undirected graphs throughout this paper. Let E(G)
and V(G) denote the edge set and node set of a graph G. A problem of size n with parameter r is said to be FPT if
there is an algorithm that solves it in f(r)O(n®) time, where f(-) is an arbitrary function depending only on 7 and c is
a constant. If any W [1]-complete problem is FTP, then FPT = W[1] and every problem in W[1] is FPT.

We formally define the r-move k-partitioning problem using the definition of a k-cut (also known as k-partitioning).
Given a weighted graph G = (V, E) with weight function ¢ : E — R, a k-cut is a subset of edges £’ C E such that
removing the set of edges E’ from the graph results in another graph G’ = (V, E\ E’) that has k connected components.
We refer to these connected components that appear after removing edge set E’ as clusters or partitions. The weight of
a k-cut E’ is the sum of the weight of the edges in E’ and it is called the cur value. Any set of edges that introduce a cut
in a graph, such as E’, can be referred to as a cut-set.

Definition 2.1 (The r-move k-partitioning problem) Let G = (V, E) be a weighted graph with a weight function

¢: E — R asetofterminals S = {s1,...,s,} CV and |V| = n. Suppose that G has a given initial partitioning,
where £, € {1,. .., k} denotes the initial partition that node v belongs to and for a terminal node s;, we have {5, = 1, for
eachi € {1,...,k}. The r-move k-partitioning problem asks to find a minimum-weighted k-cut ¢* : V. — {1,...,k}

such that £ # £, for at most r non-terminal nodes v.

The parameter r is referred to as the move parameter. The linear program we use throughout this paper is represented
in Table|2|and will be referred to as LP 2| Suppose that & is the number of partitions of interest. For each v € V, let
X, = (X}, ..., XF) be a vector of size k of positive real decision variables in [0, 1]. To understand the role of decision
variable X! better, observe that if we were only considering integer solutions, then X! = 1 would represent node v
being in partition ¢, and constraint (C4) would ensure that each node v is assigned to exactly one partition. We define
the distance between pairs of vertices u, v as d(u, v) = % Zle | X% — Xi|. In case of integer solutions, if u and v are
in the same partition, then d(u, v) = 0 and if they are in different partitions, d(u,v) = 1. This further motivates the
objective function in LP[2} To represent | X’ — X?| in the LP, we define variables Y;?,’s for each (u,v) € E, and add
constraints (C2) and (C3) to make sure Yjv =X i - X f}| Finally, we call constraint (C7) the move constraints, which
ensures that at most r nodes are moved from their initial partitions, in case of integer solutions. Note that LP 2] without
constraint (C7) is the CKR LP.

Minimize:  }_, ,)ep Cuvd(u,v)

Subject to:
d(u,v) = 10, Vi, Y(uv) €E (1)
Yi, > Xi - X! V(u,v) € BE,Vie{1---k} (C2)
Yi, > X, - X, V(u,v) € E,Yie {1---k} (C3)
S X =1 YueV (C4)
Xs,; = €; Vs; € S (C5)
Xi>0 YoeV,Vie{l,....,k}  (C6)
Dpev(l—Xpr) < (C7)

Table 2: r-move k-partitioning LP (LP[2)

Suppose X is a feasible, but not necessarily optimal, solution to LP Notation dx (u,v) = % Zle | X7, — X7 is
used to better clarify that the distance function is calculated specifically for solution X. We use the notation X to denote
the optimal solution of LP 2] We conclude this section with the following lemmas that will be later used in our proofs.



Lemma 2.1 Consider a feasible solution X to LP[2] Given a number 0 < X\ < 1, if L is the set of nodes v for which
Xfo < X\ then |L] < 15

Proof. Foreachv € L, we have 1 — X% >1— \. Since X is a feasible solution of LPI >3 el — X%). So
> (1=A)[L],and [L| < 5 O

Lemma 2.2 Let X be any feasible solution to LP[2| For any i € {1,...,k} and u,v € V we have dx (u,v) >

X = Xl

Proof. By the triangle inequality we have 3 ., | XJ — X7| > \Z]# =2 X3 = (1= X0) - (1= X7)],

the last equality used 3, X7 = >~ XJ = 1. Therefore, dx (u,v) = (|X; = X3+ 201X - X)) > X - X
O

3 FPTAS

Here, we first provide high level intuition on the algorithm of Theorem and prove it formally in section In
this result, we use this simple observation that by moving a node v from its initial partition to another partition, the
cut value reduces by at most d~ (v) := Zu 02ty Cuv- Let Cy denote the initial cut-set. Let Copr denote the optimal
cut-set for the r-move k-partitioning problem and Sopr be the set of nodes that have to be moved to partitions different
from their initial ones in order to obtain Copr. By the problem definition, |Sopr| < 7. Let the value of the optimal
cut be ¢(Copr) and the value of the initial cut be ¢(Cp). If ¢(Cp) is already a (1 + ¢) approximation of ¢(Copr), then
we can simply output the initial cut as our solution. Otherwise, we argue that there exists a node v € Sppr for which
d™(v) = 755¢(Co). Let A be the set of nodes u with d™ (u) > +7575¢(Co). We show that |A < QT(HE) . This
allows us to achieve a recursive algorithm as follows: For each node v € A and each partition i # ¢, move v to
partition 4, contract v with the terminal node s;, then reduce the move parameter by 1 and recurse on this instance.
Contraction of node v with the terminal node s; is to forbid the algorithm from moving node v again. Since we make
(k — 1)|A| instances of the (r — 1)-move k-partitioning problem, we can show that the running time of our algorithm
is polynomial in n and 1/e. Note that this algorithm is polynomial only if 7 is constant. Theorem provides an
approximation algorithm that is polynomial in n and is independent of 7.

3.1 Proof of Theorem [1.2]

Let a = 1 + e. We solve an instance of the r-move k-partitioning problem with at most (k — 1) = 2m instances of the
(r — 1)-move k-partitioning problem.

Recall that the weight of any edge (u,v) € E(G) is denoted by c¢,,,,. Let the initial cut-set in graph G be Cy, i.e.,
Co = {(u,v) € E(G)|¢,, # £,}, and let ¢(Cp) denote its cut value. For each node v € V(G), let d~ (v) denote the
sum of the weight of all edges incident to v that lie in the initial cut-set Cy i.e., d~ (v) = Z(u,v)ECo Cyy- Observe that
c(Co) =1 > vev(a) 4 (v), since the weight of each edge (u, v) € Cp appears in both d~ (u) and d~ (v). Let A be the
set of nodes v with d~(v) > 2=L¢(Cy). Our FPTAS makes k — 1 instances of (r — 1)-move k-partitioning for each
v € A as follows: For any j # £, let G, ; be the graph obtained from G by contracting node v with terminal s;. After
this contraction, for any node w, the weight of edge (s, v) is increased by ¢,,,. Let set C = {Cy}. The algorithm then
recurses on graph G, ; with move parameter r — 1 for all v € A and j # ¢,/, and adds the output of this recursion to
the set of cut-sets C. Then the algorithm outputs the cut-set with the least value among all those in C. Note that a small
post processing is needed for the output as we need to undo the contractions which are at most r many, see Algorithm |}

We begin the analysis of this algorithm by showing that the running time of the algorithrn is at most (2(1671) r10(n).
Since ¢(Co) = 3 >vev(c) d (v) we have ¢(Co) = 13 ead (v) > |A|%2e(Ch); therefor, [A] < 2%, Let
F(r,n) be the running time of the algorithm on any n-node graph. We have F(r,n) < (k — 1) 2% F(r — 1 n—1)+

O(n?), where the second term is the time required to compute d~ (v) for all v € V(G) . Note that the constant behind

n? is independent of 7, k and . Since F(0,n) = O(1) for any n, we have F(r,n) < (2(k71)r 10(n?).

Now we prove that the algorithm outputs a cut-set C” such that ¢(C”) < ac(Copr), where Copr is an optimal
cut-set. Recall that C’ = arg maxscc ¢(C'). Let Sopr be the set of nodes that were moved from their initial partition




Algorithm 1 FPTAS for constant move parameter

Require: graph G with terminals s1, . .., s, move parameter r and o« = 1 + €.
1: Cy =A{(u,v) € E(G)|¢, # £,} < initial cut-set in graph G.
20 ¢(Co) 4= D40 such that (w,0)€Co Cuv- > Cut value of Cy.
3: if r = 0 then
return Cj. > Return the initial cut, without moving anyone.

4

5: else

6: C= {Oo}
7: for v € V(G) do

8 d- (U) = Zu such that (u,v)€Cop Cuv-

9: end for

10: A+~ {veV(G)|d (v) > O‘T—;lc((]o)}.
11: forv e ANV(G) do

12: forje{1,...,k}\ {l,} do > All partitions except £,,.

13: G, ; < Graph obtained from G by contracting v with s; and increasing the weight of each edge (s;, u)
by cyy-

14: Cy,j + The cut returned by running Algorithm[Tjon G, ; with move parameter r — 1.

15: C«+Cud,;.

16: end for

17: end for

18: return arg mingec ¢(C). > Return the cut with the smallest value in C.

19: end if

to obtain Copr. If Sopr = 0, then Copr = Cy. Since Cy € C, we have that ¢(Copr) < ¢(C') < ¢(Cp), so
¢(C") = ¢(Copr) and the problem is trivial. Therefore, suppose that Sopr # (). Here, two cases are possible: (i)
¢(Co) < ae(Copr), and (ii) ¢(Co) > ac(Copr). In case (i), since ¢(C”") < ¢(Cp), we have ¢(C”") < ac(Copr); thus,
(" is a valid o approximation of Copr. For case (ii), we show that Sopr N A # (). This can be achieved by first showing
that C(COPT) > C(OO) — ZUGSOPT d~ (’U)

Let graph G’ be obtained by removing all nodes in Sopr and edges incident to such nodes from graph G. Let C})
be the equivalent of initial cut Cy on G’, that is, C§ = Cp \ {(u,v) € E(G)|v € Sopr}. Similarly, we define Cipr
as the portion of the optimal cut-set Copr that exists in G, i.e., Cipr = Copr \ {(u,v) € E(G)|v € Sopr}. Since
Cy and Copr only differed in some edges incident to nodes in Sopr, we have C} = C{pr. As ¢(Chpr) < ¢(Copr)s
we have ¢(C()) < ¢(Copr). On the other hand, since by removing each v in Sppr from graph G the cut value
drops by at most d~ (v), we have that ¢(Cy) is at least ¢(Cp) — >, cg,,, @ (v). Putting these together provides
c(Copr) = ¢(Co) = Dy esom 4~ (v). Recall that in case (i), ¢(Co) > ac(Copr); therefore, D g d™(v) >
c(Cp) — ¢(Copr) > 2L¢(Cp). So there must be a node v* in Sopr such that d~ (v*) > 2=1¢(Cy), concluding that
SOPT nNA 75 (D

Suppose that in the optimal solution, node v* € A is moved to partition j for some j # ¢,~. We argue that the
optimal cut value for G~ ; when at most r — 1 nodes can be moved to partitions different from their initial ones is
at most ¢(Copr). This is because contracting v* and sj in G~ j is equivalent to moving v* to partition j and not
moving it to another partition again. By moving the nodes in Sopt \ {v*} in order to obtain the cut Co pr, the resulting
cut value is ¢(Copr). Let O ; be the output of the recursion on G« ;. By induction, ¢(C,. ;) < ac(Copr). Since
Co. ; € C, the algorithm outputs an a-approximation for G.

4 3(r + 1)-Approximation Algorithm for Parametric

2k
k-1
For k > 2, we have that ,f—_kl < 3; therefore, our algorithm provides a 3(r + 1)-approximation guarantee for such k.
Note that, this algorithm works for k& = 2 as well; however, we already have an (r 4 1)-approximation algorithm for

In this section, we show a (r + 1)-approximation algorithm for the r-move k-partitioning problem when k& > 2.



this case.

Algorithm 2 % ~“=(r + 1)-approximation algorithm for the 7-move k-partitioning problem

: X solutlon to LP[2
_ k-1

9= E(r+1)°
: p chosen uniformly at random from (0, g).
A {z=(2',....,2")| 2" € Zxoforalll1 <i <k and SF 2t <1+ kg
for ¢ from 1 to k do

for v € V(G) do

Xi=g|2t2).

end for
9: end for
10: forz € Ado R
11 H, + {veV(Q@)|X, =z}

AN A T ol e

12: if H, contains a terminal s; then > H, can contain at most one terminal
13: Z; 1.

14: else

15: iy + argmaxt_, [{v € H,|l, = j}|.

16: end 1f

17: Assign all the nodes in H,, to 7.

18: end for

The algorithm operates as follows: The optimal solution to LP [2| gets rounded in two phases. Let g = %

and p be a real number chosen uniformly at random from the interval (0, g). In the first phase, for each node v, we
round the entries of X, to obtain X,, such that foreach 1 < i < k, X ! is an integer multiple of g. More precisely, let

Xi = L%Jg, i.e., X! is the largest multiple of g no larger than X/ + p.

In the second phase of rounding, the algorithm puts all nodes that are rounded to the same vector in the same
partition, see Algorithm |2 for a description of how this partition is chosen. To clarify the role of p, for two nodes
u,v € V(Q) if dg(u,v) is small, then we want X,, and X, be rounded to the same vector with high probability,
ie., X, = X, with high probability. If we let p = 0 at all times, then v and v never get rounded to the same
vector in the following case: For some small € > 0, let X! = g+ ¢ = X2, X2 =g—¢ = X! and X! = X!

for i > 2 Thus, d (u,v) = 2¢ is small. For this example and p = 0 we have X} = L%’ijg = [9+6Jg =g and

X! = L Jg = LQ;EJg = 0. In other words, even though d ¢ (u,v) is small X, and X, are rounded to different
vectors Wlth certainty. This is in fact true for any constant value of p and a random p is key to be able to round two
nodes u and v that are very close to each other to the same vector, with high probability.

Lemma 4.1 For each v € V(G) and each i € {1,...,k} we have |)~({) — X!| < g. Moreover; if for two nodes
u,v € V(G)andani € {1,...,k} we have X! = X!, then | X! — X!| < g.

Proof. If X! > X, then since X! < X + pand p < g, we have that | X} — X}| < g. If X} < X}, then since
Xi= LX +’)Jg, we have (X’Hp —1)g < X}, thus X! + p < X! + g. Therefore, | X! — X!| <g—p<g.

For the second part of the lemma, since both X? + p and X! + p are rounded down to the same value o« = X i they
are both in the [, @ + g) interval. Therefore, X’ and X' are both in the interval [ — p, o + g — p), concluding that
|XE - Xi] < g. O

By Lemma we have | X? — X! | < g and by constraint (C4) in LPwe have Y2 | Xi = 1, thus, Y, X <
1+ kg. Let A be the set of all k-sized vectors with entries being non-negative integer multiples of g such that the sum
of the entries of each vector is at most 1 4 kg. By definition, each entry of X, is non-negative integer multiple of ¢ and,
as shown, the sum of entries of Xv is at most 1 + kg. Therefore, Algorithm rounds any X, to a vector in A.

Now we show that if d g (u, v) is very small, then with high probability X,, = X,. Note that for two nodes u and v
with X, = X, Algorithmputs u and v in the same partition.




Lemma 4.2 For any two distinct nodes u,v € V(G) such that (u,v) € E(G), the probability that Algorithm[2|puts
(u,v) in the cut-set is at most %d)-( (u,v).

Proof. If dg(u,v) > 4, then1 < %d)g(u, v) and the lemma holds trivially. Assume that d ¢ (u,v) < £. Observe that

=3
w and v are assigned to different partitions only if they are rounded to different vectors, that is, )g' « # X,. This happens
if there exists an ¢ € {1,...,k} and an integer 1 < ¢t < % such that tg is between X! + p and X!, + p. To measure this

probability, leti € {1,..., k} be fixed. Without loss of generality, suppose that X! < X¢. Then, we need to compute
the probability that

X4 p<tg<Xi4p. )
To see feasible values of p and ¢, we consider the following two cases: (i) [%J = L%J , and (ii) [%J < L%J For
the first case, suppose that L);J = L%J = {. This means that fg < X! < X! < ({+ 1)g. Since p < g, the only

feasible value for ¢ is £ + 1 and inequality (T) is equivalent to
0<(t+1)g—X.<p<(t+1)g—X.<g. 2)

The length of the [({ + 1)g — X!, ( + 1)g — X})] interval is | X, — X |. Therefore, in case (i), with probability at
most §|X i — X?| there exists a t satisfying inequality ().

For the second case, suppose that ¢ = L%J < L%J Since g > § > dx(u,v) > X — X!, we must have
L%j =t + 1. The only accepted values for ¢ is £ 4+ 1 and ¢ + 2, and inequality (1) is satisfied when p is in one of the
following two intervals:

0<p<(t+1l)g—X) or (t+2)g—X.<p<y.
The sum of the lengths of these two intervals is | X/, — X/ |, so in case (ii) edge (u,v) is in the cut-set with probability
at most é\X; — X|. Putting cases (i) and (ii) together, any edge (u,v) € E(G) is in the cut-set with probability at
most %|X}L — X|. Finally, since d(u,v) =  S°F | |Xi — X, the probability that edge (u, v) is in the cut-set is at
most 2dx (u,v). O
Let z be a vector in A and z° denote its i—th entry. Let H, be the set of all nodes v € V(G) for which X, =z
The following lemma discusses the number of terminal nodes that [1, may contain.

Lemma 4.3 For any vector z € A, there can be at most one terminal node in H,.

Proof. Suppose there exists two distinct terminal nodes s; and s; in H,. By constraint (C5) of LP , we have X; =1
and X! = 0, providing | X} — X! | = 1. On the other hand, by Lemma4.1|we have | X! — X! [ < g < 1. Thisisa
contradiction and there can be at most one terminal in H,. |
If there exists a terminal node s; € H,, then Algorithm@]puts all the nodes in H, in partition 7. Otherwise, the
algorithm puts all the nodes in H in the partition where most nodes of Hy, come from. Let 7, = >, (1 — X,

Lemma 4.4 [fr > 1, then for each vector z € A, there exists a partition i, for which the number of nodes v € H,,
with L, # iy is less than v, + 2. If there is a terminal node s; in Hy, then i, = i.

Proof. Consider a vector z € A and its associated set of nodes H,. Let B; be the set of nodes v € H, with £, = i, i.e.,
the set of nodes in H, whose initial partition is 7. Similarly, we define B_; to be the set of nodes v € H, with ¢, # i,
that is, the set of nodes in H, whose initial partition is not 7. To prove this lemma, we consider the following two cases:
(i) there exists a terminal node s; € H,, and (ii) H, contains no terminal node.

In case (i), for anode v € H, it holds that X! = X! . So, by Lernma wehave X! > Xi —g = 1—g. Using the
fact that forany v € V/(G) itholds that 3,y ;4 Xi=1lwehaver, =y ., (1-X[) > Soven, (1— Xy >
Yven , Xo > |B=il(1 — g), providing that |B_;| < {2;7,. Combining this with g = ﬁ <
|B_i‘ <rg+ TTZ

In case (ii), H, contains no terminal node. Without loss of generality, suppose that for all 2 < ¢ < k we have

|B1| < |Bg| < |B;|. Defining B’ = H, \ (B1UB3), we have |B1| < %. For the sake of contradiction, suppose for all

yens

1
T4 we have



i€ {l,...,k} wehave |[B_;| = |H, \ B;| > 1, + "=. In particular, r, + = < |H, \ Ba| = |B'| +|B1| < |B'| + %.
So |B'| > %(rz—i— “z). By Lemma for any two nodes v, u € H,, we have | X% — X’| < g; thus, 1 — X% > 1—
Xir—g. 10, ¢ {1,2} thatis, v € B'sthen Yoy ayize, Ko > 9+ Lieropize, Xu =9+ Lies..ap.ie, Xiv
If ¢, € {1,2}, then we have >;c ) 1y ive, Xo > Dicrioyize, (Xu = 9) + 2icqs, .k} ,ize, Xu- Therefore,

e = Ypen,(1 = X0°) = Xocm, Yieqr, ayine, Xo and so s > |B'lg + 3 cpy | Xici oy ime, (Kb — 9) +

ZiE{?;,.i.,k},i;ﬁéU X;]

n> Bl Y (Xi-g)

i€{1,2} vEH, by #i

+ 0> X

i€{3,...,k} VEH, L, #i

-1
i€{1,2}
+ ro+ )X, 3)
ze{;,k}( "
Tz

=(rz+ 7)(1 - mg) Tz
where inequality (3) uses the assumption that [B_;| > 7, + "= forall 7 € {1,..., k}. The above calculations reaches a
contradiction, r, > 1. Therefore, there exists an i, € {1,...,k} such that the number of nodes v € H, with £,, # i,
is at most r,, + “=, concluding the proof of the lemma. (]
Proof of Theorem H Algorithm sets g = ﬁ Firstly, note that by Lemma the probability that an edge

(u,v) is in the cut-set is at most 722 (7 + 1)d ¢ (u,v), where X is an optimal solution to LP Therefore, Algorithm

returns a cut-set with cut value at most ,f—fl (r + 1)OPT,, where OPT,. denotes the optimal value of LPwith a move
parameter of 7.

Secondly, we prove that Algorithm [2) moves at most r nodes. To do this, we show that for each vector z € A, the
number of nodes in H, that are moved from their initial partitions is less than r, + “=. There are two possibilities to
consider here. Case (i): There exists a terminal in s; € H, (recall that by Lemma[4.3] there can be at most one terminal
in H,). In this case, Algorithm [2| assigns all the nodes in H, to partition 7. Therefore, the number of nodes that are
moved to partitions different from their original partitions is equal to the number of nodes v € H, with ¢, # i. By
Lemma the number of such nodes is less than r, + TTZ Case (ii): H, has no terminal nodes. In this case, Algorithm
assigns all the nodes to partition 7, < arg maxé?:l {v € H,|l, = j}|. Defining B; as the set of nodes v € H, with
(., = i, the number of nodes that are moved to partitions different from their original ones is equal to |H,| — |Bj:]|.
By Lemmal4.4} there exists a partition 7 for which |H,| — | B;| < r, + "=. By definition of i}, we have |B;| < |B;:;
therefore, |H,| — |Bi:| < r, + 2.

The total number of nodes that are moved by Algorithmin cases (i) and (ii) is strictly less than Zze ATzt ’;—z Using
the definition of 7, and constraint (C7) of LP wehave ) o 7+ "= = (ztly Y ocaTz = (rtl) S,ea ZueHz (1—

T s

Xb) = () Yvevie)1— X%) < r 4 1. This shows that the total number of nodes that Algorithm [2| moves is

T
strictly less than r + 1, in other words, at most r nodes are moved to partitions different from their original ones by the

algorithm. ]

4.1 Run Time and De-randomization

For computing the run time, note that finding the solution to L takes 77, p(n, m) time. The rest of the algorithm
consists of simple loops and takes O(mk) time.

One can de-randomize the algorithm using the technique of Calinescu, Karloff and Rabani [11]]. They de-randomize
their rounding for their 1.5 — 1/k approximation algorithm for the multiway-cut problem (at the expense of polynomial
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increase in running time), and they argue that there are O(n) “interesting” values of p and hence one only needs to run
the rounding algorithm for those va}ues. To see this in our algorithm at a high level, note that for each 7, there is a value
pi where for all p < p;, X7 is gLXle and for p > p;, we have X! = gLXT; + 1|. The value of p; can be computed
from X. So one can only run the algorithm for these values of p;. For the running time, it increases by a factor of at
most n, however one could decrease this factor by sorting the values of p.

5 Constant-Factor Bicriteria Approximation Algorithm

To develop our constant-factor bicriteria approximation algorithm, we use some of the techniques used in [[11]. We first
provide a detailed review on the rounding LP [3|technique of [11]].

5.1 Review of the Rounding Technique of LP 3]

In this section, we explain the 1.5-approximation rounding of [I1]]. Let an n-node graph G be the instance of the
Multiway cut problem and X be a solution to the Multiway cut CKR LP (LP [3). We first add some nodes to graph G
via edge subdivision and then extend solution X to the added nodes such that for each edge (u,v) in the new graph, X,
and X, differ in at most two entries. This edge subdivision mechanism is discussed below and its steps are shown in
Algorithm [3]

Minimize:  >_, ,)ep Cuvd(u,v)

Subject to:
d(u,0) = L% Vi Y(uw) € E,Yie {1---k}  (Cl)
Yi > Xi— X! V(u,v) € E,Vie{1,...,k} (C2)
Yi o> X! — X! Y(u,v) € E,Vie{1,...,k} (C3)
S Xi=1 VueV.Vie{l,... k} (C4)
Xsi = €; Vs; € 8 (C5)
Xi>0 YoeV,Vie{l,... k} (C6)

Table 3: Multiway cut CKR LP (LP[3)

Consider two nodes u and v, where X,, and X, differ in more than two entries. Subdivide the edge (u, v) using a
new node w and let the weight of edges (u,w) and (w, v) be the same as the weight of the deleted edge (u, v). Define
X, as follows: Let i be the entry that holds the minimum non-zero value among | X! — X! | for all entries t € {1,..., k}.
Without loss of generality, assume that X! < X! and let « = X! — X'. Since Zle Xt = Zle X! =1, there
exists an entry j # i for which X7 — X7 > a. We define X} = X! + a = X!, XJ = XJ — a. Moreover, for
any entry t # i, j, X! is defined as X! = X!; therefore, nodes u and w differ in only two entries. Observe that
d(u,v) = d(u,w) + d(w,v). Suppose u and v are different in ¢ number of entries, then v and w are different in @ — 1
number of entries. Graph G has n nodes and by going through the explained procedure the number of different entries
between any two nodes decreases by one. Each two nodes in graph G can have at most & different entries. Therefore,
after O(nk) steps this procedure ends. The resulting graph by the end of this procedure is denoted by G* = (V*, E*)
and the vectors of endpoints of each edge of it are different in at most two entries, that is, for any edge (u,v) € E*, X,
and X, differ in at most two entries. Note that since d(u, v) = d(u, w) + d(w, v) and ¢y = Cypu = Cwo, the values of
optimal solutions of LP [3]on graphs G and G* are the the same.

Using Algorithm without loss of generality, it can be assumed that for any edge (u,v) of an instance of the
Multiway cut problem G, X,, and X, differ in at most two entries, where X is an optimal solution to LPon graph
G. Let p be a parameter chosen uniformly at random from [0,1]. Let B(p, 7) be the set of nodes v € V(G) for which
Xi > p. Leto = (o(1),...,0(k)) be either (1,2,...,k —1,k) or (k — 1,k — 2,..., 1, k) with equal probabilities
1/2. The partitions are processed in the order o(1),0(2),...,0(k). In the first step, all nodes in B(p, o (1)) are
placed in partition o (1). Note that for any ¢ # j, there might be some nodes that are in both B(p, i) and B(p, j).
For each j from 2 to k£ — 1, the remaining nodes in B(p, o(j)) are placed in partition o(j), that is, all the nodes in
B(p,0(4)) \ UZ] B(p, o(i)). All the remaining nodes are then placed in partition k. Let C be the cut-set made by the
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partitions produced by this rounding process. For an edge (u,v) € E(G), we have Pr((u,v) € C) is the probability
that edge (u,v) is in cut-set C.

Lemma 5.1 ([11]) For any edge (u,v) € E(G), we have Pr((u,v) € C) < 1.5 x d(u,v).

Proof. Suppose that X, and X, differ in entries i and j. Without loss of generality, assume that X! > X!, X7 XJ.
Since Zf XL = Zt | X! =1, we must have that either X! > X7 > X! > XJ or X! > X! > XJ > XJ, thus,
XJ < X! X X,

In order for edge (u,v) to be in cut-set C, one of its endpoints must belong in partition ¢ and the other in partition
4, not any other partitions. This is because for any ¢ # 4,7, X’ = X’ and for the chosen p, either both u and v are
in B(p, {) or neither are in it. Let L; (and similarly L;) be deﬁned as the interval between values X! and X!, that
is, L; = (X!, X?) and L; = (X, X7). Edge (u,v) is in cut-set C only if either p € L; or p € L;. By constralnt
(C4) of LP 3] both 1ntervals L; and L; are of the same length. However, L; and L; might be overlappmg, thus,
|L; U L;| <2|L;| = 2d % (u, v), where dX(u v) =+ (1 X% - Xi| + X7 — X7).

With equal probabilities, the aforementioned partltlomng method processes partition j before 7. We claim that (u, v)
is going to be in C'if p € L; U L;. To see that, consider the following three scenarios: (i) If partition j is processed
before partition 7 and p € L;, then v goes to partition j but u does not go to partition j. (ii) If partition j is processed
before partition i and p € L; \ L;, then we have that X7, X7 < p, so u and v are not assigned to partition j. In this
case, when partition ¢ is processed w is assigned to ¢ and v is not. (iii) If % is processed before j and p € L;, then w is
assigned to ¢ and v is not. Note thatif p € L; \ L;, both u and v are assigned to ¢. This is because p < X, X! since
p ¢ L; and all values in L, \ L; are less than the values in L;. Using the union bound, the probability that edge (u,v)
is in cut-set C' is as follows:

1 1
Pr ((u,v) € C) < 3 Pr(pe L, UL;)+ 3 Pr(p € L)

1 1
3 % 2d 5 (u,v) + §dg(u,v)

IN

3
< §d;2(u,v);

in other words, the cut value is 1.5 times the objective value of the optimal solution to LP[3] in expectation. ]

5.2 Bicriteria Algorithm
We describe our bicriteria algorithm in the next theorem.

Theorem 1.4 For any 1/2 < v < 1, there exists a polynomial time (5 17, 275 7 )-approximation randomized algorithm
for r-move k-partitioning problem, where the first criterion is the number of nodes moved and the second criterion is
the cut value.

Proof. The first step of the bicriteria algorithm is to solve LPl 2| Let X be an optimal solution to this LP. Similar
to the rounding of LPIby [11], we can form a graph G* and extend the solution X on it, where G* is formed by
subdividing the edges of G' such that for every two nodes wu, v that are adjacent, X,, and X, differ in at most two entries.
Note that the values of the optimal cuts in graphs G and G* are the same. The subdivision process is depicted in
Algorithm 3] Remark that the move constraint of at most r nodes is only on the original nodes, i.e., nodes of graph G,
and not those added to graph G* by the edge subdivision algorithm.

Let Z denote the integer solution for the r-move k-partitioning problem, which will be defined throughout the proof.
Let \ be a parameter chosen uniformly at random from [Vgl ;7). For any node v € V(G*), if there is an entry i such
that X! > ), then let ZU = e, see Algonthml 4] In other words, if X! > ), then node v gets assigned to partition .

Observe that since v > 3 then A > 7+1 > 1/2 and Zte{l k} X! = 1. So it is not possible for a node v to have
more than one entry ¢ for which X! > /\

Let A= {v € V(G) Xl > )\} be the set of nodes that get assigned to their initial partitions, i.e., Z, = e,. By
Lemma , [V(G) \ A] < 55 < 155 The above procedure assigns every node v in A to £,, so no matter how we

continue the rounding we are guaranteed to move no more than a total of 47 nodes from their initial partitions.
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Algorithm 3 Edge subdivision algorithm [11]

Require: Input X which is a solution to the LP
1. G* + G.

2: while there is an edge (u,v) € E(G*) such that X,, and X, differ in more than two entries do

3 Subdivide edge (u, v) with new a node w € G*.

4 Cuw < Cyvs Cow < Cyyp-

5 G argmilye(y ky|XL X540 | X5 — X0

6.  if X! > X! then

7

8

9

Swap u and v.
end if
© a4 X! — X! Letjbeanentry where X — X7 > a.
10: Xi o« X! 4, X))+ X —a, X!, = X! forallt #1i,3j.
11: end while
12: return G* and the extension of X on it.

Let S = {v € V(G*)|Fi € {1,...,k}, X? > A} be the set of all the nodes that are processed by steps 7-10 of
Algorithm[4] and let S" = V(G*) \ S be the rest of the nodes. Random variable p is then chosen uniformly at random
from interval [0, \]. Let B(p, ) be the set of nodes v e S with X! > p. Leto = (0(1),0(2),...,0(k)) be one of
the two permutations (1,2,...,k — 1,k) and (k — 1,...,1, k) chosen with equal probabilities at random. Nodes are
assigned to partitions in the order of 0. In partlcular for each j < k, all the nodes in B(p, o(§)) \ U/ B(p, o()) are
placed in partition o (j) and, finally, the remaining nodes are placed in partition o (k) = k. Processing each node takes
constant time, so the rounding procedure takes linear time.

Let C be the cut-set created by this rounding scheme. Here, we bound the value of C. Consider an edge
(u,v) € E(G*). We provide an upper bound on the probability that edge (u,v) is in cut set C, i.e., Pr ((u,v) € C).

First, note that if dx (u,v) > 27 L then Pr (u,0) € C) <1 < 52=dy(u,0) < dx (u,v). Therefore, we
2y—1
3

2'7 1
. Under this assumption, we have three cases for edge (u,v):

assume that d g (u, v) <

* Case 1: Nodes u,v € S. In this case, we compute Pr ((u,v) € Clu,v € S)._Let_i,j be the entries for
which X¢ > A and Xi >\ Ifi = j, then (u,v) ¢ C. Ifi # j, then since X7, X < 1— ), we have
dg(u,v) > (|1 X7 — Xi| + |X] — Xi]) > 20 -1 > % This is a contradiction to our assumption of

dg(u,v) < 27 L. thus, in this case (u, v) is never in cut-set C..

* Case 2: Node u € S and node v € S’. In this case, we compute Pr (u e Sve S’). By constraint (C4) of
LP | for a node w there can at most be one entry i such that X’ > -7 15+ Let j be such an entry for node u. Since
u € S and v € S’, We must have X/ > \ > max (X}, ﬁ) The probability that such A is chosen is at most
dx(u,v)/(y— ) = 3,7 (u,v), concluding that Pr(u € S,v € §') < =5dx (u,v).

* Case 3: Nodes u,v € S’. In this case, we compute Pr ((u, v) € Clu,v € S’). This case is very similar to the
argument provided in [11]], which we mention here for the sake of completeness. Suppose that X,, and X, only
differ in 7 and j entries. Without loss of generality, suppose that X! = max(X?, X! XJ XJ). Subsequently,
by constraint (C4) of LP[2] we have X7 = min(X{, X}, X3, XJ). Let L; = (X, X}) and L; = (X}, XJ).
Note that |L;| = |L;| = dx(u,v). In order for (u,v) to be in cut-set C, we must have p € L; U L;. Due
to step 13 of Algorithm[4] an entry 1 < i < k is processed before an entry 1 < j < k with probability 1/2.
Suppose that entry j is processed before i. If p € Lj, then node v goes to partition j and v does not. If
p € L; \ Lj, then we have that X7, X < p. Therefore, u and v are not assigned to partition j, and when
entry ¢ is processed, node v is assigned to partition ¢ and v is not. So, when entry j is processed before entry
i, edge (u,v) is in cut-set C'if p € L; U L;. If entry 7 is processed before j and p € L;, then u is assigned
to partition ¢ and v is not. If p € L; \ L;, then both u and v are assigned to partition ¢. Therefore, in total,
Pr((u,v) € Clu,v € §') < L Pr(pe L;UL;) + 5 Pr(p € L;) < Sdx(u,v) < 4(7+1)dX(U v) < %

Using these three cases we can quantify the probability that an edge (u, v) lies in cut-set C as follows. Note that we are
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Algorithm 4 Bicriteria approximation algorithm

Require: Input graph G with an initial partitioning, parameter v > 3 and move parameter 7.

1:

—_—
- o

R A A S ol

X < an optimal solution to the LPl

Form graph G* as a super graph of G and extend X on G* by Algonthml

Choose A uniformly at random from [”"gl )

Choose p uniformly at random from [0, A].
S=10
for all nodes v € G* do
if there exists i € {1,...,k} such that X! > \ then

Zy — €.
S=SuU{v}.
end if
end for

B(p, i) + the set of nodes v not in S such that X! > p, foreachi € {1, ...
: Choose o to be one of the permutations (1,2,...,k — 1,k) and (k —

for each j < k do '
for all nodes v ¢ S that are in B(p, o(5)) \ U'Z| B(p, (i) do
ZU — eg(j).
end for
end for
for any node v not assigned to a partition do
Zv — €.

: end for

return 7.

k).

., 1, k) with equal probabilities.

conditioning on d g (u, v) <

6

In this section, we describe our approximation algorithm for the r-move 2-partitioning problem. Since there are two
partitions in this problem, there only exists two terminal nodes. We refer to these terminal nodes as s and ¢ to be
compliant with the 2-partitioning and the min s- cut problems literature. We first give a high level comparison of our
algorithm and that of [[18]], who studied a related problem called the Min r-size s-t cut problem and from whom we
borrow some ideas for our approximation method. Section [I] provides a formal definition of the Min 7-size s-t cut

L and so Case 1 does not take place:

Pr ((u,v) € C) = Pr ((u,v) € Clu,v € S) Pr(u,v € S)

)
u,v) € Clue S,v e S)Pr(ue S,ves)
U, v)
)

€ Clu,v € §") Pr(u,v € )

< Pr((u,v) €eCluec S,ves) 273_ 1d5((u,v) +
)

Approximation Algorithm for £ = 2

2_1d (u,v) Pr(u,v € S)

problem and the distinctions between this problem and the r-move 2-partitioning problem.

Main ideas of [18]:

14

Zhang [18]] uses a problem called the parametric max flow problem introduced in [34]. The
parametric max flow problem is a generalization of the s-t max flow problem where we think of capacities/edge weights
as parameters. More formally, the weight of an edge (u, v) can be parameterized by a parameter «, such that the weights



of the edges connected to terminal s, i.e., ¢, (s, v), are non-decreasing functions of « and the the weights of the edges
connected to terminal ¢, i.e., ¢, (v, t), are non-increasing in «. Finally, the weights of the edges that are connected to
neither of the terminals, i.e., ¢, (u, v) for any node u # s, v # t, are constant in terms of «.

Zhang [18]] creates the following graphs G* for a parameter « > 0: Let the weight of all edges (v, t) be «, for all
nodes v # s. Clearly this fits into the parametric flow definition of [34], discussed above. When o = 0, the min s-¢ cut
of G is the same as the min s-¢ cut of G. Let Sy be the set of nodes in the s-side of the min s-t cut of G. As « gets
larger, they show that the s-side of the min s-¢ cut in G* contains fewer and fewer nodes until eventually for some large
« the s-side contains only s. Zhang [18]] argues that by considering values of a from 0 to some large number, there
are h < n — 1 distinct sets Sy, ..., S, = {s} corresponding to the s-sides of the min s-t cuts of G¢ graphs, such that
|Si| > |Siy1| foralli =0,...,h — 1. Gallo et al. [34] show that one can compute the sets S; in O(mn log(n?/m))
time. Zhang [[18]] proceeds by proving a few properties for G* graphs and using the linear program formulation of the
Min r-size s-t cut problem they give a ¢ +1+—k:* -approximation algorithm for it.

We can approach the r-move 2-partitioning problem using similar G graphs. More specifically, a graph G* is
produced by adding edges (s, v) and (v, t) with weights « to the original graph G, for each v # s, t. These graphs do not
fit into the definition of parametric max flow problem as ¢, (s,v) = a and ¢, (v, t) = a both grow in the same direction
and we cannot use the results of [34]. Nevertheless, we are able to produce the same results as [18]] for our setting,
and essentially show that the approach of Zhang can be generalized to work for the r-move 2-partitioning problem.
Assuming that r* < r is the optimal number of nodes moved in r-move 2-partitioning, we first give a simple (r* + 1)-
approximation algorithm for the 7-move 2-partitioning problem without using linear programming. In Subsection[6.2]

we include a more sophisticated - _:j_lr -approximation algorithm for the r-move 2-partitioning problem.

6.1 An (r* + 1)-Approximation Algorithm

Let G be an instance of the r-move 2-partitioning problem. We first define additional graphs constructed based on G
and continue by stateing a few observations about them. Suppose that in the initial partitioning, terminal s is in cluster 1
and terminal ¢ is in cluster 2. For any > 0, we construct graph G as follows: Take graph G and add edges from
terminal s to any node v in cluster 1 with weight «. If there already exists an (s, v) edge in G, then simply add « to the
weight of this edge. Similarly, add edges from any node v in cluster 2 to terminal ¢ with weight «, and if the edge (v, t)
exists in GG, then add « to its weigh

Let the value of the initial cut of G be c.,. Note that if we set & > 2c., then any cut other than the initial cut will
have value at least 2c.,, so the min s-¢ cut for G?¢>= is the initial cut. If we let &« = 0, then the min s-¢ cut for GP is the
min s-¢ cut for G.

Any cut in graph G results in a set of nodes S C V(G) \ {s, t} being moved from their initial partitions. We say
that a cut is induced, formed or produced by set S C V(G) \ {s, t} if this cut leads to the set of nodes S being moved
to partitions different from their initial ones. For example, when S = (), the cut formed by S is the initial cut of the
graph G and when S = {v}, the cut induced by S moves node v, and only node v, from its initial partition to the other
one. We denote the size of a set S by r, that is, |S| = .

For any set S C V(G) \ {s,t}, let §(S) be the value of the cut formed by S in the original graph G. Then, if the
min s-¢ cut in G* moves nodes in set S, the value of this cutin G% is ¢, = roa + 0(S, ), where 7, = |S,|. Note that
there might be several sets that produce a min s-¢ cut for G and we consider one such set arbitrarily as S,. Observe
that if S and S’ are both min s-t cuts in G* such that |S’| = | S|, then 6(5) = §(S”), i.e., they have the same cut value
in G. The following lemma will help us in developing our approximation algorithm for the problem.

Lemma 6.1 Suppose the min s-t cuts in graphs G, and G, move sets of nodes S,, and S, from their initial partitions,
respectively. We have a > ' if and only if |Ss| < |Sar|. Moreover, if we have |S,| < |Sus| then it implies that
5(Sq) > 6(Sa).

Proof. Since S, and S, produce min s-t cuts for G* and G, respectively, we have the following two inequalities:

Oz‘Sa| + 5(Sa) < OL|SO/| -+ 5(Sa/)

“Note that the «; defined here is different from the «; used in [I8].
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0/ |Sar| + 6(Sar) < @' Sal + 6(Sa).

By reordering and combining these inequalities we get

o/ (|Sar| = [Sal) £ (Sa) = 8(Sar) < (| Sar| = [Sal)- “
From these two inequalities we have (o — &')(|So/| — [Sa)|) > 0. Thus, @ — o and |Sy/| — |S4| have the same
signs and this proves the first part of the lemma. Moreover, by inequalities (@) we have|S,| < |Su| implies that
0(Sa) > 6(Sa). O

Corollary 6.1 Let ov < o. If S induces a min s-t cut for both G* and G*', then for any & € [, '] set S forms a min
s-t cut for graph G.

Proof. Suppose S forms a min s-t cut for graph G®. Set S produces a min s-t cut for both G and G*'; therefore,
So = Sor = S and §(Sa) = 6(Sar) = 6(S). Since & > o, by Lemmal6.1] we have [Ss| < [So/| = |S] and
3(S) = 0(Se) < 9(Sa). Similarly, since & < «, we have |Ss| > |So| = [S] and 6(S) = §(Sa) > I(Sa).
Subsequently, |Ss| = |S :

and §(S) = §(S4). Therefore, S induces a min s-¢ cut for graph G©. O

Lemmal|6.1|states that as « gets larger, the set of nodes that are moved from their initial partitions gets smaller and
the value of the associated cut in G gets larger. Using this intuition, we define breakpoints as the different number
of nodes moved to partitions different from their initial ones by min s-¢ cuts on graphs GV, ... G?¢<. Deﬁnition
formally remarks the definition of breakpoints.

Definition 6.1 (Breakpoints) For some 0 < h <n —1, a set {ro,...,ry} is called a set of breakpoints with each r;
being one breakpoint if rg > r1 > ... > r, = 0 and there are sets Sy, S, . .., Sy, such that |S;| = r;. Furthermore,
forany o > 0, there is an index 0 < i < h such that S; is a min s-t cut of G, and for any i, there exists at least an
« > 0 such that S; is a min s-t cut of graph G.

Note that for any graph G there might be more than one set of breakpoints. We show that by running O(h) € O(n)
max flow algorithms we can compute a set of breakpoints and their associated sets, i.e., sets of 7;’s and .S;’s for all
0 < i < h, respectively. This algorithm is demonstrated in Algorithm 5]

Algorithm 5 Computing breakpoints
1: €s ¢ the value of the initial cut of G.

2: Run the min s-¢ cut algorithm on G to get a set of nodes Sy that are moved from their initial partitioning.

3: if So = () then

4 return {0}, {0}.

5: end if

6: R+ {0,]S0|} . > The set of breakpoints.
7. R« {0, S0} > The set of sets associated to the breakpoints.
8: I+ {(0,50)} > The set of active pairs.
9:

while 7 # () do

10: (S’,S) + an active pair from I. Let r = | S| and 7’ = |.5|.

11: Q< w. Run min s-t cut algorithm on G%. Let the value of the cut be c5.

12: ifcg =ra+d(5) then > Equivalently, ra 4+ 6(S) = r’'a + 6(5").
13: Remove (57, S) from 1.

14: else

15: Let the min s-¢ cut in G% be produced by set S”.

16: Add S” to R and |S”| to R.

17: Remove (S’ S) from I and add (S’,S”) and (S”,S) to I.

18: end if

19: end while
20: return R, R'.
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Lemma 6.2 Algorithmnds the breakpoints for an instance G of the r-move 2-partitioning problem in O(n)Tynin—cut(0),
where Tpin—cut(n) is the running time of a min s-t cut algorithm on an n-node graph.

Proof. First, observe that if the initial partitioning in G is a min s-¢ cut of the graph, then Sy = () and for any o > 0
set Sp induces a min s-¢ cut of G*. Note that if the initial partitioning in G is a min s-t cut, then Sy induces the min s-t
cut for G® and G2°>. By Corollary[6.1] set Sy induces a min s- cut for any graph G* for a € [0, 2c.]. Moreover, for
any o > 2c it is easy to see that that () induces a min s-t cut for G*. Therefore, in this case there exists only one
breakpoint, that is 0. In the rest of this proof, we assume that Sy # (.

The algorithm starts with an incomplete set of breakpoints R = {0, |So|}, the set of sets associated with these
breakpoints R’ = {0}, So} and the set of active pairs I = {(), Sp)}. At each iteration of the algorithm, we start with a
pair of sets of nodes (S’, S) that we call an “active pair” such that S’, S € R and |S’| < |S|. This active pair is either
broken into two active pairs and a new breakpoint is added to R by the algorithm, or the active pair is removed from the
set. We show that the set of all values « such that S or S’ induce a min s-t cut for G is a contiguous interval. Recall
that Sy forms a min s-t cut of G° and for any « > 2¢s, we have that () induces a min s-¢ cut of G®. Since we start
off with an active pair ((}, Sy), for any & > 0 the algorithm returns a set S,, such that S,, forms a min s-t cut of G*.
Whenever the algorithm adds a new breakpoint to set R, the number of active pairs in [ increases by one. Note that the
number of breakpoints cannot be larger than n, which means that the total number of active pairs that are processed in
the algorithm cannot be larger than n + 1. So, the running time of the algorithm is O(n) T in—cut(R)-

Consider an active pair (S’,S) and let = |S| and ' = |S’| such that v’ < r. Suppose that there exists an «
and an o such that S and S’ form min s-t cuts in graphs G* and G*', respectively. Since r’ < r, by Lemma
we have we have o/ > . Leta = (6(S') — 6(S))/(r —r’). Since set S’ forms a min s-¢ cut in graph G*', we
have o/r" + 6(S’) < o'r + §(S) which infers @ < o’. With similar calculations, it can be shown that o < &; thus,
a < @ < o. We then run the min s-¢ cut algorithm on G¢. If the value of a min s-t cut in G® is smaller than ra +6(.S),
then let S” be the set forming the min s-¢ cut in G®. Since o < & < ¢/, using Lemmal6.1] we have that < |S”| < 7.
So we add |S”| as another breakpoint to R and its associated set S” to R’. We also need to do an iteration of the
algorithm on (S’, S”) and another iteration on (S”,.S). To do that, we add these two pairs to the set of our active pairs
I and remove (S, S) from it.

Now, consider the case that the value of a min s-t cut in G® is ¢ = ra + §(S). From the definition of &, we also
have c5 = '@+ 6(S’). Let o and o’ be two values such that S and S’ induce min s-t cuts of G and G, respectively.
First, since r’ < r, by Lemmal6.1] we have that o/ > .. We argue that in this case there is no breakpoint between
r and 7/, in other words, for any o € [a, o] either S or S’ induces a min s-t cut of G" . More precisely, since S
induces a min s-¢ cut for both G* and G%, if o/ € |« @] then by Corollary[6.1|.S induces a min s-¢ cut for G*", as
well. Similarly, since S” induces a min s-t cut for both G and G%, if /' € [@, o], then by Corollary S’ induces a
min s-t cut for G‘l”, too. Therefore, there is no need to search for additional breakpoints between r and r’ and we can
safely remove (S’, S) from the set of active pairs.

We show that when the algorithm terminates, for any a > 0 there is a set S, € R’ such that S,, produces a min
s-t cut of G*. If o > 2c¢yo, then S = () has this property. If « = 0, then S = Sy satisfies this condition. It only
remains to show that this claim holds for any 0 < @ < 2c.. When the algorithm terminates, let rg > ... > rp =0
be the breakpoints in R with corresponding sets S, . .., Sy, where r; = |.S;|. For each 0 < i < h, let o be the value
for which S; forms a min s-t cut for G"‘;, and let g = 0 and o, = 2¢,. There is an index 0 < ¢ < h such that
a; < o < o ;. Since there is no breakpoint between r; and r; 1, there is a stage of the algorithm where the active
pair (S;+1,.5;) gets processed and then gets removed from I. So from the argument in the previous paragraph, either .S;
or S; 1 produces a min s-t cut for G®. Finally, note that if the algorithm adds a breakpoint " with associated set S” to
R, then S” induces a min s-t cut of G* for some a > 0, concluding that set R contains all required breakpoints and
every sets associated with the breakpoints are included in R'. (|

Before proceeding to our algorithm, we prove an important property of the breakpoints.

Lemma 6.3 Let R = {ry, ..., } be a set of breakpoints with associated sets Sy, . .., Sy. Forany 0 < i < h, let
a; = (6(S;) — 0(Si+1))/(rix1 — 1i). We have that both S; and S; 1 induce min s-t cuts for G*i.

Proof. Since R is the set of breakpoints, there exist o} and o 1 such that S; and S; 1 induce min s-¢ cuts for G and
G%it1, respectively. Therefore, we have ojr; 4+ 0(S;) < ojrip1 +0(Siq1) and o 175401 +0(Siq1) < o175+ 0(Ss),
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which infer that a; < a; < a; 11- Moreover, since R is a set of breakpoints and sets Sy, ..., S, correspond to
the breakpoint, there exists an index 0 < j < h such that S; forms a min s-¢ cut for G“*. By Lemma from
a; < o < oy we have that r; > 7 = [S;| > r;11; therefore, j € {i,i + 1}. Note that from the definition of c;, we
have a,;r; + 6(S;) = ;711 + 0(S;+1). Putting this together with the fact that the value of the min s-t cut in G is

a;7; + §(S5;), we have that both \S; and \S; 1 induce min s-t cuts for G*¢. O
Our algorithm for the r-move 2-partitioning problem works as follows: First, using Algorithm [5] we compute the
breakpoints rg > ... > rp = 0 and their associated sets Sy, . . ., S such that |.S;| = r; for all 0 < i < h. Let j be the

largest index such that r; < r. The s-¢ cut produced by S; is returned as the approximate r-move 2-partitioning. Our
algorithm is represented in Algorithm[6] Note that, even though our algorithm looks similar to that of [[18], its first step
is computed differently. To analyze the algorithm, we first state a few lemmas that also appear in [18] and we show that
they hold in our setting, as well.

Algorithm 6 Approximation algorithm for the r-move 2-partitioning problem
1: Using Algorithm E], compute breakpoints 79 > ... > r, = 0 and their associated sets Sy, ... ,.Sp, such that
|S;] = 7i.
if r > ro then
return Sy.
else
j < the index for whichr;_y > r > r;
return S;.
end if

A o

Lemma 6.4 For graph G, let Sy denote the set of nodes moved by a min s-t cut to partitions different from their initials
ones and let ro = |Sy|. Moreover, suppose that for some 0 < h < n — 1, {ro,...,rn} is a set of breakpoints for
G, with their associated sets being Sy, S1, . .., Sk, such that |S;| = r;. Let r* denote the number of nodes moved
from their initial partitions by an optimal r-move 2-partitioning. The following properties hold for an optimal r-move
2-partitioning in G:

1. If r > rg, then Sy provides an optimal r-move 2-partitioning in G.

2. Ifr < rg and there exists some 0 < © < h such that r; = r*, then the largest index j for which r; < r is i and
the corresponding set S; induces an optimal r-move 2-partitioning in G.

3. Ifr <rgandr* & {ro,...,rn}, then none of the values of r,r — 1,...,1* — 1 are among the breakpoints, i.e.,
TS,

4. If r = r; for some 0 < i < h, then set S; produces an optimal r-move 2-partitioning in graph G.

Proof. We denote the set that induces the optimal r-move 2-partitioning for graph G by S*, where |S*| = r*. In the
first property, it is assumed that r > r(; therefore, set Sy moves at most r nodes from their initial partitions. Thus, S is
an optimal 7-move 2-partitioning in G.

To prove the second property, for the sake of contradiction, suppose that there exists an index j such thati < j < h
and 7* = r; < r; < r. Let S; and S; be the associated sets and let a and o’ be the values such that S; and S; induce
min s-¢ cuts of G* and G, respectively. In other words, we have S; = S,, S; = So, |S;| = r; and | S| = r;. First,
from the optimality of S; for G* we have that ar; + 0(S;) < ar* + §(S*). Since r; = r*, we have §(5;) < §(S™).
Due to the optimality of the cut induced by set S* among all s-¢ cuts that move r* nodes to partitions different from their
initial ones, we have §(S;) = §(S*). Now since r; < r;, by Lemmal6.1]we have that 6(.S;) = 6(Sa) > 6(Sar) = 6(S;)
(Note that §(S,) is strictly greater than §(.S,) as r; is strictly less than r;). Therefore, set S; forms a smaller cut for G
by moving at most r nodes, and this contradicts the optimality of the cut induced by set S* and the second property
holds.

To prove the third property, again for the sake of contradiction, suppose that there exists an 7’ such that » > ' > r*
and ' = r; for some 0 < ¢ < h. Let S; be the set associated to r; and let « be a value for which .S; forms a min s-¢
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cut for graph G*. We have ar; + §(S;) < ar* 4+ 6(S*). Since ' = r; > r*, we have §(5;) < 6(S*). Since r; < r,
having §(S;) < §(S*) contradicts the optimality of the s-t cut induced by set S* and the third property holds.

For the fourth property, note that if » = r(, then by the first property set Sy forms an optimal r-move 2-partitioning
for G. If r = r* = r;, then the second property gives us the result. If r; = r > r*, then this contradicts the third
property, so the only way that r = r; is that r = r* or r = ry. (]

Theorem 6.1 There is an (r* + 1)-approximation algorithm that solves the weighted instances of the r-move 2-
partitioning problem, where r* is the number of nodes moved from their initial partitions by an optimal solution. This
approximation algorithm runs in time O(n)Tin—cut(n), where Toin—cut(n) is the running time of a s-t min-cut
algorithm on an n-node graph.

Proof. We show that Algorithm [6] provides the claimed guarantees. Let G be the original graph of n-nodes. Let
0<h<n-—1and{rg,...,rs} be the set of breakpoints computed in step 1 of the algorithm, with their associated
sets being Sp, S1, . .., Sp, such that | S;| = r;. Let S* denote the set that induces the optimal r-move 2-partitioning for
graph G with a cut value of §(S*), where |S*| = r*.

If r < 1o, then from the first property of Lemma [6.4] we have that Sy provides an optimal r-move 2-partitioning of
G which is the set that the algorithm outputs. So suppose that > 7.

From the second and fourth properties of Lemma[6.4] we have that if 7* or r are among the breakpoints, then the
algorithm finds the set inducing the optimal cut. Otherwise, if r; is the largest breakpoint smaller than r, then we have
r; <r* <r <rj_;. Thisis because if r;; <r* <r; <r <rj_q, thenby Lemma[@set S; forms a smaller cut
than S* in G, contradicting the optimality of the s-¢ cut induced by S*. The rest of this proof focuses on the case that
r; <r*<r<rj_.

Let a = a;_; as defined in Lemmal6.3] such that for r;_y = |S;_1|,7; = |S;| we have ar;_1 +(S;_1) = arj +
§(S;). Since S;_1 and S; produce min s-t cuts for G*, we have that ar* + §(S*) > ar;_1 +(Sj-1) = ar; +6(S;),
providing the following two inequalities

5(5*) - 5(Sj_1) Z Oé(Tj_l - 7’*), (5)
8(S;) < 6(S*) + afr* —ry). (6)

Since ;1 > r*, from inequality (3)) we have 6(S*)—46(Sj_1) > a(rj—1 —1*) > «, providing v < §(S*). Combining
this with inequality (6)), we have §(S;) < 6(S*)(1+r* —rj) < 6(S*)(r* +1) < §(S*)(r + 1). Therefore, the output
of Algorithm @ i.e., S;, produces an (r* 4 1)-approximation solution for the r-move 2-partitioning problem. By
Lemma the running time of step 1 of Algorithm@is O(n)Tinin—cut(n). The rest of the algorithm works in linear
time, providing an overall running time of O(n)Tynin—cut(n). a

6.2 —t_-Approximation

r+1
r+l—r*"*

We show that Algorithm |§I has an approximation factor of

Theorem 6.2 Given a positive integer r, there is an approximation algorithm that solves the weighted n-node m-edge
. .. . . . . r41 *

instances of the r-move 2.—1.7artlt10.nfng problem Wlth an ap.proxlmatlon factor s where r* is the -number of
nodes moved from their initial partitions by an optimal solution. The algorithm runs in O(n) T in-cut (M) time, where
Tonin-cut (M) is the running time of the s-t min-cut algorithm on an m-edge graph.

Note that when k& = 2, in LP 2] we can have one variable z,, instead of a vector X,,, and if the terminals are
represented by s and ¢, then we let x,, = 1 stand for the case that node v is assigned to the same partition as terminal s,
and x,, = 0 otherwise (i.e., the case that node v is allocated the same partition as terminal ¢). By defining ., = |2y —5|
we have d(u, v) = yu,. Let cluster 1 be the cluster that terminal s is in and cluster 2 be the cluster that terminal ¢ is
in. Using these notation we can simplify LP[2]to LP[] see Table[d] Note that if node v is initially in cluster 1, that is,
¢, =1, then (1 — z,,) is 1 if v has moved to cluster 2 and it is zero otherwise. If node v is initially in cluster 2, that is,
{, = 2, then z, is 1 if v has moved to cluster 1 and zero otherwise.

Next, using a non-negative parameter o’ we formulate the Lagrangian relaxation of LP 4] to obtain LP[3] see Table
We can show that LPhas integer optimal solutions by showing that it is in fact the min s-¢ cut LP for graph G .
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Minimize: Z(u,v)EE(G) CuvYuv

Subject to:
Yuv = Ty — Ty V(U,U) S E(G) (ChH
Yuv = Ty — Ty V(u,v) € E(G) (C2)
zs=1 (C3)
z, =0 (C4)
0<ux, Vv € V(G) (C5)
2vev(@) =1 = o) + Xvev(g)p=2 Tv ST (Co)

Table 4: r-move 2-partitioning LP (LP[4)

Recall that as discussed in Section[6] to obtain a graph G* we add « weighted edges (s, v) and (¢, u) for each v and u
with £, = 1 and ¢,, = 2. If for each v and u we let y5,, = 1 — x, = |xs — x| and Y4, = T, = |21 — 24|, respectively,
then we can rewrite LP [5]as LP[6] see Table[6] Since LP[f]has integer optimal solutions [35|[18]], LP [5]also has integer
optimal solutions.

The rest of the proof follows similar to [[18], which we state here for completeness. Recall that S* is an optimal
solution to the r-move 2-partitioning problem with |S*| = r* and 6(S™*) is the value of cut induced by S* in the original
graph G.

Minimize: O/(ZUEV(G),ZUZI(l — l’v) + ZUGV(G),ZUZQ ZCU) + Z(U,U)GE(G) CuvYuv

Subject to:
Yuv > Ty — Ty V(u,v) S E(G) (Cl)
Yuv > Ty — Ty V(U, ’U) c E(G) (C2)
s =1 (C3)
x¢ =0 (C4)
0<u, Yo e V(G) (C5)

Table 5: Lagrangian of LP @] (LP[3)

Minimize: 3, ,)ep(ge’) CuvYuo

Subject to:
Yuo > Tu — Ty Y(u,v) € B(G*) (Cl)
Yuo = Ty — Ty Y(u,v) € B(G*) (C2)
T, =1 (C3)
z =0 (C4)
0<uz, Yo e V(GY) (C5)

Table 6: Min s-¢ cut LP for G (LP@)

Lemma 6.5 Let S; be the set of nodes that Algorithm@outputs. If for some X\ > 0 we have |S;_1| > ﬁr*, then
5(S5) < £6(5%).
= M, both S; and S;_; produce min s-t cuts for graph

Tj-1=Ty

Proof. By Lemmawe have that for o’ := a;_1

G LP and LP E provide integer optimal solutions to the min s-¢ cut problem on graph G*'. Therefore, the s-t
cuts produced by sets S; and S;_; are both optimal solutions of LPand LPE]for parameter «’. Let the LPinteger
solutions associated with sets S;_1 and S; be (z~,y~ ) and (z ™, y™), respectively. Any linear combination of these
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two solutions is also an optimal solution of LP[5] We choose v € (0, 1) such that

Q=N =)+ Y a)+y( >, A=z + > af)=r" %)

v,0,=1 0,0,=2 0,8,=1 0,0,=2

Note that since 71 = >_, , _(L—a,)+32, , oa,, 15 =2, . (1—2f)+>,, oarandr; <r<rj,
such v exists. Let (z*,y*) be the solution obtained by taking a linear combination of ( ,y~) and (zT,yT) with
weight . More formally,

(" y") =1 ="y )+, y") ®)
rr= Y (—ah) 4 Y 9)
v,l,=1 vy, =2

Since both (z~,y~) and (stf7 y ™) are optimal solutions of LP[3] it follows that (z*, y*) is also an optimal solution
to LP We show that (z*, y*) is an optimal solution to LPI as well. To see this, suppose that (2/,y') is an optimal
solution to LPEI, while (z*,y*) is not an optimal solution to LP{4| Then, wehave -, , _ (1 —})+3°, , o2}, <7
and ) . EG) Cele < Do B(G) cey . Combining this with equation () we have

o (Y (A—a)+ D al)+ Y ey <Y (A-ah)+ Y @)+ D, el

v,l,=1 v, l,=2 e€E(G) v, l,=1 v,l,=2 e€E(G)

implying that (', y') is a solution to LP[5] with a better objective value than (z*,y*), which is a contradiction. Thus,
(z*,y*) is an optimal solution to LP[4and we have that

Z ceyp < 0(S™). (10)

e€E(G)

By equation (7), we have that [S; 1| =3 , (1 —z;)+ >, , @, <r*/(1—~). By the lemma’s assumption,
we have |S;_1| > r*/(1 — \); therefore, it holds that v > \. Using equation (8), we have that y} > vy > Ay, and

)
1
e cyn < —0(S7),
che_ > ceyl < 50(8Y)
ecE(G) eeE(G)

where the last inequality uses inequality (I0). O
To finish the proof of Theorem|6.2} let A = 1Sj—1| > 1= A r* = r-+1, which holds by the construction
of Algorithm @ Therefore, by Lemma we have (5 (S ) < L 50(S*). Note that == Jfltlr , concluding the proof of

the theorem.

7 HARDNESS RESULTS

In this section, we state our hardness results, including lower bounds on the integrality gap of LP |2[and our W[1]-
hardness findings.

7.1 Integrality Gap of the r-Move k-Partitioning Linear Program

The following lemma discusses the integrality gap of the 7-move k-partitioning linear program (i.e., LP[2).

Lemma 7.1 LP[2|has an integrality gap of at least  + 1.

Proof. Let P; : (v1,...,v,.42) be a path in graph G = (V| E) such that node v, is in partition 1 and the rest of the
nodes on P; belong in partition 2, see Figure [l} Let the weight of the edge (v1, v2) be € and the weight of all of the
other edges on P; be one. Let P : (vy43,...,v;,) be a path with edges all of weight one. All nodes of P, belong in
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Figure 1: The example graph for the proof of Lemma

partition 2. Let v; and v,, be the terminals for partition 1 and 2, respectively. The defined partitions introduce a cut that
has a weight of e. Moving any node from P, to partition 1 only increases the cut value, so any optimal integer solution
keeps all the nodes in P; in their initial partition. Moving any proper subset of nodes of P, to partition 1 increases the
cut value to at least one. Furthermore, one cannot move all of the nodes in P, to partition 1 without violating the move
constraint. So an optimal integer solution to LP[2]does not move any node in this graph and has a cut value of .

On the other hand, any (fractional) optimal solution of LP on this graph has a cut value of at most T_EH : For any

node v;, ¢ € {2,...,7r+ 2}, this is achieved by setting X;i = Tf;l and Xﬁi = r-1+1 . Let the nodes in P, stay in partition

2,ie, X, =0, XE{ =1fori € {r+3,...,n}. The value of the cut in this solution is 1~ So the integrality gap is at

least 7 + 1. Note that this proof can be generalized to any & > 2 by adding dummy partitions with singletons in them. [J
Since the construction of Lemmalf(/.1|is in fact a Min r-size s-t cutconstruction, we have the following corollary.

Corollary 7.1 The linear program of the Min r-size s-t cut problem stated in [|18] has an integrality gap of at least
r+ 1

7.2 The r-Move k-Partitioning Problem is 11/[1]-hard

We begin by introducing two new notations here that will be useful for the proofs of this section and then discuss
the computational complexity of the r-move k-partitioning problem. For a graph G and any subsets of its nodes
C1,Cy CV(G), let E(Cy, Cy) refer to the set of edges between subsets C and C5. For any node v € C, we define
degc, (v) as the number of neighbors of node v that are in C; that is, the number of nodes in C; that share an edge
with node v.

Theorem 7.1 Given an n-node graph G as an instance of the densest r-subgraph problem, there is an O(n?)-node
graph G’ with initial partitions { A, B} such that the densest r-subgraph of G has m* edges if and only if the optimal
solution of the r-move 2-partitioning problem on G’ reduces the initial cut value by 2m*.

Proof. We reduce the densest r-subgraph problem to the r-move 2-partitioning problem. Let G be an instance
of the densest r-subgraph problem that has n nodes, m edges and unit edge weights. Using GG, we construct a graph
G’ as an instance of the r-move 2-partitioning problem. Graph G’ consists of two subgraphs A and B, where A is
an exact copy of graph G (with n nodes and m edges) and B is a clique of size 2n? + n. Furthermore, m nodes in
B are reserved for the m edges of A; in other words, for each edge e € E(A) there exists a node e € V(B). Then,
the endpoints of each edge e = (u,v) € F(A) gets connected to node e € V(B). Next, we add a terminal node ¢ to
subgraph A and connect it to all nodes in A. Similarly, a terminal node s is added to subgraph B and it gets connected
to all nodes in V' (G’). Note that after the addition of node s, subgraph B becomes a 2n? + n + 1 clique. This finishes
the construction of graph G, see Figure Let the initial cut induced on G’ split the graph into two partitions A and B.
This cut has a value 2m +n < n? + 1.

First, we show that if we move a subset of nodes X C V(A) \ {t} (along with all edges incident to the nodes in
X) to subgraph B, then the cut value reduces by 2| E(X)|. Note that, if we move a set of nodes X C V(A) \ {t} to
subgraph B, then the cut value changes by | E(X, V (A)\ X)|—|E(X,V(B))|. Since subgraph induced by V'(A)\ {t}
is exactly the same as graph GG, we have

|E(X,V(A)\X)| = |EX,{t})|+ |E(X,V(A)\ (X U{t}))]
= [ X[+ ) [degg(v) — degx (v)].

veX
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Figure 2: Reduction graph G’ created from a densest r-subgraph instance G. The solid-line edges do not depend on G.
For each edge e = (u,v) in G, nodes u and v in A are connected to a node e in B.

Next, we have
|E(X,V(B))| = |E(X,{s})| + |E(X,V(B)\ {s})|
= |X|+ > degg(v);

veX

thus, |E(X,V(A)\ X)| — |E(X,V(B))| = = 3 ,cx degx (v) = —2|E(X).

Now, let X* be the densest r-subgraph of G. If we move the copy of X* in A from A to B, then the cut value
reduces by 2m* = 2}E (X*)|, as shown above. To prove the other direction, we show that if there exists a set of nodes
X C V(@) such that | X | < r and moving each node in X to a partition different from the initial one it was assigned
to reduces the cut by at least 2m™, then there exists an r-subgraph in G with m* edges. To see this, first note that X
cannot have any nodes from subgraph B. This is because the resulting cut would have a value at least 2n2 + 1 which is
bigger than the value of the initial cut; consequently, X C V(A). As shown earlier in this proof, by moving X from A
to B the cut value is reduced by 2| E(X)|, so | E(X)| > m*. Therefore, the equivalent set of X in G has at least m*
edges, hence m* = | E(X)|. Finally, the time it takes to build graph G’ is O (|V (G")| + | E(G")|) € O(n?). O

Theorem 1.1 The r-move k-partitioning problem with parameter r is W[ 1 ]-hard.

Proof. For the 7-move 2-partitioning problem, this comes from Theorem|[7.1]and the W[1]-hardness of the densest
r-subgraph problem [21]]. For the r-move k-partitioning problem with £ > 2, by making the following modifications to
graph G’ we can make the same reduction as that of the proof of Theorem work: adding k£ — 2 dummy partitions to
graph G, each containing one terminal that is not connected to any other node. Then, if Y is the set of nodes that are
moved to one of these dummy partitions P, then by moving Y to one of the two main partitions the cut value will not
increase. This is because Y has no edges to the terminal node in P. Therefore, all solutions consist of moving nodes to
one of the two main partitions. (]

Hardness of the Min r-size s-t cut problem: We now slightly change the above construction to fit to the Min r-size
s-t cut problem.

Theorem 7.2 Given an n-node graph G as an instance of the densest r-subgraph problem, there is an O(n?)-node
graph G’ and a value ¢(G') such that the densest r-subgraph of G has m* edges if and only if the optimal solution of
the Min r-size s-t cut problem on G’ has a value of ¢(G') — 2m*.
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copy of G

Figure 3: Reduction graph G’ created from a densest r-subgraph instance G.

Proof. Let A be a copy of the graph G. Add a terminal node ¢ to A and connect it to all nodes in A with unit-weight
edges. Partition B consists of only one node, terminal s. For each v # ¢ in A, connect node v to terminal s with
an edge of weight 1 + degq(v), see Figure [3| Let ¢(G’) be the cut value of partitions {A, B} which is equal to
2]E(G)‘ + |V(G)|

Here, we show that moving any subset of nodes X € V(A) \ {¢} from partition A to B reduces the value of the cut
induced by partitions { A, B)} by 2| E(X)|. To see this, note that after moving nodes X from A to B, the cut value is
reduced by | E(X,V(A)\ X)| - |E(X,V(B))| = (IX|+,cx degq(v) —degx (v)) — (X, x (degg(v) +1)) =
—2]E(X) ] Suppose X * is the densest r-subgraph in graph G and m* = ‘E(X*) | Moving X * to partition B reduces
the cut by 2m*. If the optimal solution to the Min r-size s-t cut problem on G’ is to move a set X from A to B, then
this solution has a cut value of ¢(G’) — 2| E(X)|, and so we must have that | E(X)| > m*. Since | X| < r and X* is
the densest r-subgraph in G, we must have |E (X )| = m*. Note that if | X'| < r, then we can add arbitrary nodes to X
to make it have size r nodes without reducing its number of edges. (]

From the above theorem and the W[1]-hardness of the densest r-subgraph problem we have that the weighted Min
r-size s-t cut problem is W[1]-hard, thus, we have proved the following Corollary.

Corollary 7.2 The Min r-size s-t cutproblem is W[ ]-hard.

Hardness of the r-move k-partitioning problem without terminals: In this paper, we mostly consider the r-move
k-partitioning problem as a variant of the Multiway cut problem, i.e., we assume that the input graph has terminals that
cannot be moved. However, one might wonder what the computational complexity of the r-move k-partitioning problem
without terminals is. All our algorithmic results carry over to the r-move k-partitioning problem without terminals,
since one can reduce the r-move k-partitioning problem without terminals to the r-move k-partitioning problem by
adding dummy terminals for each partition as singletons. However, the main question in considering the r-move
k-partitioning problem without terminals is whether it can be solved faster than the r-move k-partitioning problem,
since in many partitioning problems the “with terminal” version of the problem is harder than the “without terminal”
version. We show that our reduction works for the r-move k-partitioning problem without terminals as well, so this
problem is also W[1]-hard. Thus, one cannot expect the complexity to change drastically by removing the terminals.

Theorem 7.3 The r-move k-partitioning problem without terminals is W[ 1 ]-hard.

Proof. Given a densest r-subgraph instance G, our reduction graph G’ is the same as that of Theorem [7.1]|except
that we do not add terminal nodes s and ¢ to the graph. The key observation here is that in the proof of Theorem
having terminal nodes s and ¢ do not provide us with any specific benefit. We give a high level overview of the proof
and the details can be easily derived from the proof of Theorem [7.1] We argue that moving a set of nodes X from
partition A to B reduces the cut value by 2| E(X)|. Then we can show that if the cut value is reduced by 2m* after
moving at most r nodes, then these nodes must all be in A. This is because the nodes in B create a clique and moving
any of them to A increases the cut value. Moreover, the set of nodes that are moved must induce a densest r-subgraph
in G in order for them to be an optimal solution to the r-move k-partitioning problem in G’. (|
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Figure 4: Performance of rounding (Algorithm [2)) and greedy algorithms with respect to the solution of LP [2|for the
explained stochastic block graphs.

8 Numerical Evaluation

We conduct a simple empirical assessment of our rounding algorithm (Algorithm 2)) of Theorem [I.3]and FPTAS of
Theorem[I.2] We remark that this experiment is not an extensive empirical evaluation of the algorithms, and the focus of
it is on the results that are not well explained by theory, namely that the approximation factor of Algorithm 2]in practice
is better than what Theorem[I.3|demonstrates. This suggests that there could be alternative analysis of our algorithm
which results in better approximation guarantees for certain classes of graphs.

8.1 Experiments on Algorithm 2]

Set-up: We generate our sample graphs using the stochastic block model on 90 nodes as follows: First the 90 nodes
are divided into three equally sized clusters. Then, between any two nodes in the same cluster we add an edge with
probability py. Similarly, between any two nodes in different clusters we put an edge with probability p;. We let
pr = 0.3 and p;, = 0.1. Note that this partitioning is very close to the optimal k-partitioning of the graph for k = 3;
hence, we re-partition the constructed graph into three partitions uniformly at random. These new random partitions are
then set as the initial partitioning of the graph. Following these steps, we make 100 random such graphs in total. As our
benchmark, we consider the following simple greedy algorithm: The greedy algorithm has at most r rounds. At each
round, the algorithm moves the node that decreases the value of the 3-cut by the largest amount. If at any point there is
no such node, then the greedy algorithm halts. For each graph, we run Algorithm 2] for 30 different values of parameter
p and take the 3-cut with the smallest value as the output.

Results:  For each of the 100 random graph and each of the two algorithms (greedy and Algorithm 2, we compute the
following ratios: The output of the algorithm divided by the objective value of LP For each value of r in [45, 60],
we compute the average value of this ratio over all graphs, see Figure ] For smaller values of r, we observe that both
algorithms output similar cut values and they demonstrate similar performances. This could be due to the small size of
our sample graphs and we believe the difference between the performances of these two algorithms is more evident
with a larger sample size of graphs. While the greedy algorithm proves to perform reasonably well when the move
parameter is bounded, we show that our FPTAS algorithm can beat greedy in this case. As r approaches 60 and above,
the LP solution is integer in most instances; hence, the Algorithm [2|does not play a significant rol

*One can see that if # is the number of nodes needed to be moved in order to get the optimal k-cut solution (in the absence of any budgetary
constraints), then E[7] is near 60.
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Figure 5: Performance of the FPTAS with two different values of o and greedy algorithm with respect to the solution of
LP 2| for the email-Eu-core network graph.

8.2 Experiments for FPTAS

Set-up: The graph in this set of experiments is based on email data from a large European research institution [36].
The graph has 1005 nodes and each node belongs to one of the 42 departments at the research institute. There is an edge
between to nodes in the graph if those corresponding employees sent at least one email to each other. That is, emails
are used as a proxy for communication between employees. There are 25,571 edges in the network. To downscale the
size of the experiments, we take the induced sub-graph of the three largest departments. We take each department as
a partition, thus the induced graph comes with a 3-partitioning. We then choose 5 to 10 nodes nodes of this graph,
uniformly at random, and move them to a random partition. We perform this procedure 20 times, i.e., 20 different
graphs are generated from the initial graph with 3-partitioning. On each of these graphs we run the greedy algorithm
and the FPTAS to find the cut size resulted by each of these policies. We report the averaged the cut size for each policy
as the cut size obtained from that method. Figurd5]shows the performance of the greedy algorithm and the FPTAS for
two values of o with respect to the optimal solution of the problem which is computed by solving an Integer Program
(which relaxes to LP[2).

Results: We observe that for small values of r (that is, » < 3) the greedy algorithm has better performance of either
FPTAS’s. However, as r increases, the performance of the greedy algorithm deteriorates, while the performance of
the FPTAS’s stays steady or even improves. This is not surprising as with small values of r, the greedy algorithm
has a limited number of moves to make and acting myopically most likely results in a good outcome. However, with
larger values of r it becomes more likely that a myopic initial move take the greedy algorithm farther from the optimal
solution. Furthermore, as expected, we see that smaller e provides a better performance for the FPTAS, which comes at
the expense of a higher running time.

9 CONCLUSION

This paper studies the r-move k-partitioning problem. We show that this problem is W [1]-hard and give simple and
practical approximation algorithms for it. These algorithms are: an FPTAS for constant r, a 3(r 4+ 1)-approximation
algorithm and an (O(1), O(1)) bicriteria algorithm for general . Our main results focus on LP rounding techniques.
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There remains several interesting open problems to understand the complexity of the r-move k-partitioning problem,
some of them are listed below.

(1) Is there an approximation algorithm for the r-move k-partitioning problem whose running time and approx-
imation factor are independent of r? Recall that there exists an O(log(n))-approximation algorithm for the Min
r-size s-t cut problem using tree decomposition techniques. Could one generalize this algorithm to the r-move
k-partitioning problem?

(2) Can one find any approximation lower bound for this problem? Note that similar partitioning problems, such as
the MinSBCC problem [33]], do not have any approximation lower bounds yet.
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