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Abstract
Flow sparsification is a classic graph compression technique which, given a capacitated graph G on
k terminals, aims to construct another capacitated graph H, called a flow sparsifier, that preserves,
either exactly or approximately, every multicommodity flow between terminals (ideally, with size
as a small function of k). Cut sparsifiers are a restricted variant of flow sparsifiers which are only
required to preserve maximum flows between bipartitions of the terminal set. It is known that exact
cut sparsifiers require 2Ω(k) many vertices [Krauthgamer and Rika, SODA 2013], with the hard
instances being quasi-bipartite graphs, where there are no edges between non-terminals. On the
other hand, it has been shown recently that exact (or even (1 + ε)-approximate) flow sparsifiers on
networks with just 6 terminals require unbounded size [Krauthgamer and Mosenzon, SODA 2023,
Chen and Tan, SODA 2024].

In this paper, we construct exact flow sparsifiers of size 3k3
and exact cut sparsifiers of size 2k2

for quasi-bipartite graphs. In particular, the flow sparsifiers are contraction-based, that is, they are
obtained from the input graph by (vertex) contraction operations. Our main contribution is a new
technique to construct sparsifiers that exploits connections to polyhedral geometry, and that can be
generalized to graphs with a small separator that separates the graph into small components. We
also give an improved reduction theorem for graphs of bounded treewidth [Andoni et al., SODA
2011], implying a flow sparsifier of size O(k · w) and quality O

( log w
log log w

)
, where w is the treewidth.
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1 Introduction

Graph sparsification is a classic and influential technique in algorithm design. The idea
behind graph sparsification is to compress a given graph into a “smaller” graph (the notion
of small depends on the context) which preserves certain crucial properties of the graph. The
notion of edge sparsification dates back to the work of Gomory and Hu [21] and to Nagamochi
and Ibaraki [32], who developed techniques to find a sparser graph – that is, with fewer
edges – preserving s-t-cuts and k-edge-connectivity, respectively. This work was continued
by Benczur and Karger [5] and Spielman and Teng [35], who extended the techniques to
preserving cut values, or more generally the Laplacian spectrum, up to a factor of 1 + ε.
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2 Nearly-Tight Bounds for Flow Sparsifiers in Quasi-Bipartite Graphs

Relatively recent is the study of vertex sparsification. Arguably, the most extensively
explored notions here are flow sparsification and cut sparsification. Specifically, suppose we
are given an undirected graph G = (V, E) along with a capacity function u on the edges
and a subset of vertices T called terminals, with |T | = k. A cut sparsifier H of quality
q ≥ 1 is a graph on (potentially) fewer vertices which preserves the minimum cut value
between every possible bipartition of the terminal set, up to a factor of q. A more general
notion is flow sparsification where the sparsifier must preserve all multicommodity flows
between the terminals (formal definitions are introduced in Section 2). Hence, we can see
cut sparsification as a special case where it is only required to preserve the single-commodity
flows between bipartitions of terminals.

The main focus in cut and flow sparsification research is to strike the ideal trade-off
between the size of H and its quality q. In their seminal work, Moitra [31] and later Moitra
and Leighton [29] showed that there is a flow sparsifier on just the terminal set (that is
with size k) of quality O

( log k
log log k

)
, and their work was later made constructive by different

works [9, 16, 30]. These works also showed that any sparsifier of size k would have a quality
loss of at least Ω(

√
log k/ log log k) [30]. Hence, a significant improvement in the quality

would either require more vertices in the sparsifier or special properties of the graph.
Considerable research effort has been dedicated to cut and flow sparsification in more

restricted settings. For instance, one can construct a flow sparsifier on only the terminals
with quality O(r) for graphs that exclude Kr,r as a minor by exploiting connections between
flow sparsification and the 0-extension problem [8, 31]. For general graphs, Chuzhoy [12]
gave a construction with quality O(1) and size CO(log log C), where C is the total capacity
of edges incident on terminals (and hence might be as large is Ω(nk)). On the other hand,
one can construct quality-1 cut sparsifiers of size O(22k ) for general graphs [22, 24], of size
O(k2 · 2k) for planar graphs [27] and O(k) · 22O(w) for graphs with treewidth w [10] (such
sparsifiers are also known as mimicking networks or exact sparsifiers in the literature). The
scenario is drastically different for exact flow sparsifiers. Recent breakthroughs have ruled
out the existence of exact flow sparsifiers [26], as well as contraction-based quality-(1 + ε)
flow sparsifiers [11], with size as a function of k, which is achieved by demonstrating hard
instances on 6 terminal networks. On the other hand, contraction-based flow sparsifiers of
quality 1 + ε and size 2poly(1/ε) exist for every 5-terminal network [11].

For the special case of quasi-bipartite graphs [34], where non-terminals form an independent
set, Andoni et al. [2] improved the bound of Chuzhoy significantly: they give a quality-(1 + ε)
flow sparsifier of size poly(k/ε), recently improved to size k · poly(log k, ε−1) [1, 23]. The
significance of these result lies in the fact that for the simpler case of cut sparsification, these
graphs present some of the hardest known instances [24, 27], where a quality-1 cut sparsifier
requires 2Ω(k) vertices [24, 27]. Thus, their result raises hope that we can overcome the lower
bounds by designing quality-(1 + ε) sparsifiers, even in the flow sparsification setting.

Andoni et al. also prove a second result where they show a generic reduction from graphs
of bounded treewidth to general graphs in the following sense: They give a construction
whereby the existence of any quality-q(k) sparsifier of size S(k) implies a quality-q(6w)
sparsifier of size k4 · S(6w) where w is the treewidth of the graph.

Our Results We give the following results on quasi-bipartite graphs and their extensions:
1. A cut sparsifier of size 2k2 for quasi-bipartite graphs (Theorem 3.1);
2. A contraction-based flow sparsifier of size 3k3 for quasi-bipartite graphs (Theorem 3.2);
3. A cut sparsifier of size k + 2c2 and a flow sparsifier of size k + 3c3 when the graph has a

vertex cover of size c (Theorem 4.1);
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4. A cut sparsifier of size kd + 4d3 when G has vertex integrity d [4, 19], that is, a separator
X ⊆ V such that |X| + |C| ≤ d for every component C of G − X (Corollary 4.3).

Note that our result almost matches the lower bound given by Krauthgamer and Rika [27]
(up to a polynomial in the exponent). Further, our result on flow sparsifiers shows that
instances on quasi-bipartite graphs are not hard for flow sparsification, as they admit better
bounds than general graphs.

Our main contribution lies in developing a novel tool for constructing sparsifiers that is
based on connections to polyhedral geometry. We show that this technique can be applied to
obtain cut and flow sparsifiers, and even when the terminal set separates the graph into small
components. Furthermore, we show that the size of the sparsifier actually grows with the size
of the separator whose removal leaves only small components, thus obtaining improved results
for bounded vertex cover and vertex integrity, two structural graph parameters that have
recently gained popularity in the parameterized community [7, 18, 19, 20, 28, 33]. These have
particular relevance when studying problems that are hard for more general parameters, such
as treewidth [17] and treedepth [7, 19]; they also allow for stronger meta-theorems [20, 28]
compared to the classic theorem of Courcelle for bounded-treewidth graphs [14].

We give an additional result for graphs with treewidth w, improving the results of Andoni
et al. [2] and Chaudhuri et al. [10]: we construct a flow sparsifier of size k · S(2w) and quality
g(2w) provided that every k-terminal network admits a quality g(k) flow sparsifier with size
S(k) (see Section 5). This implies an O

( log w
log log w

)
-quality sparsifier with size O(k · w) for

graphs with treewidth w using results from [16, 29].
Due to space constraints, we defer some proofs to the full version; the corresponding

lemmas are marked with an asterisk (*).

Techniques. The main idea behind our construction of cut and flow sparsifiers for bipartite
graphs is to consider them as a union of stars centered on Steiner vertices, which can be
handled independently as they do not share any edges. By showing that the number of
different ways that stars can participate in cuts is bounded, we get a sparsifier with the same
bound on the size, as equivalent stars can be contracted together. Thus, it is sufficient to
show how to put stars into a bounded number of classes.

Our approach is based on polyhedral theory. We represent each star by a vector in
Rk

≥0 where each coordinate is the capacity of an edge between the center of the star and
a terminal. We show that there are 2k2 stars, which we refer to as basic stars, such that
any star is the conic combination of at most k of them. Using this idea, we obtain two
constructions: the first is to construct H from the terminals and the set of basic stars with
appropriately scaled-up capacities; whereas the second (slightly larger) is to simply contract
vertices that are the conic combination of the same set of basic stars. Since the second
construction is contraction-based, a consequence of our results is that optimal algorithm for
contraction-based sparsifiers presented by Khan et al. [24] obtains a sparsifier of size at most
2k3 for bipartite graphs.

The construction of the flow sparsifiers is more involved. A first attempt would be to use
our result for cut sparsifier along with a result from Andoni et al. [2, Theorem 7.1] which
roughly implies that if the flow-cut gap for the given graph is γ, then an exact contraction-
based cut sparsifier is also a flow sparsifier of quality γ. Unfortunately, bipartite networks
can have a flow-cut gap of Ω(log k) and hence this approach fails.

We rather take a more direct approach: by relying on the above mentioned polyhedral
tool to define equivalence classes on the stars, we show that we can contract the stars in
each equivalence class into a single one. Applying this technique is much more challenging in
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the case of flow sparsifiers, since one has to ensure that every multicommodity flow between
terminals (and not just bipartitions) must be preserved.

The main technical difficulty is to show that merging two stars preserves the routing
of multicommodity flows, and in particular, that if a demand can be routed in the merged
star, then it can also be routed in the original stars (if the original stars are in the same
equivalence class). We achieve this by splitting the demand so that each part can be routed
in a different star, by a process which iteratively adds demand to one of the two stars, and if
that is no longer possible, refines the partition by globally switching demands between the
two stars. We show that when the process can no longer introduce new demand, then there
is a saturated cut in the merged star, and thus all of the demand must be already routed.

2 Preliminaries

A network G = (V, E, u) is a graph (V, E) with edge capacities u : E(G) → R≥0. It is usually
associated with a set of terminals K ⊆ V (G), whose size we denote by k. We refer to vertices
in V (G) \ K as non-terminal or Steiner vertices, and say that two networks G1, G2 are
Steiner-disjoint if V (G1) ∩ V (G2) ⊆ K.

We consider a cut to be a subset of vertices X ⊂ V , with cut edges δ(X) = E(X, V − X).
For convenience, we usually write u(X) to mean u(δ(X)) for any X ⊆ V . A cut X separates
A ⊆ K if A ⊆ X and K − A ⊆ V − X, and it is a min-cut for A if it minimizes the capacity
among all cuts separating A. We denote by mcG(A) the smallest (minimum |X|) min-cut
(in G) that separates A, and κG(A) its capacity. If the network is clear from context, we
drop the subscript in mc(A), κ(A).

Cut sparsifiers. A cut sparsifier of quality q ≥ 1 for a network G with terminals K is a
network H such that K ⊆ V (H) and for every subset A ⊂ K, the capacity of the min-cut
separating A is q-approximated, that is,

κG(A) ≤ κH(A) ≤ q · κG(A).

Unless specified, a cut sparsifier is of quality 1.

Flow sparsifiers. A flow sparsifier of quality q ≥ 1 for a network G with terminals K is a
network H that q-approximately preserves the multi-commodity flows for any demand. We
use the formal description in the work of Andoni et al. [2].

We say that a demand d ∈ RK×K
≥0 is routed in G by flow f ≥ 0 if

∑
P ∈Ps,t

fP = d(s, t)
and

∑
P ∋e fP ≤ u(e), where f is defined over paths and Ps,t is the set of all s-t-paths. We

consider both demands and paths as symmetric, that is, d(s, t) = d(t, s), but Ps,t = Pt,s so
the same flows can satisfy both demands.

The demand polytope [2] for a network is the set all demands that can be routed in G,
D(G) = {d : d can be routed in G}. Given a demand vector d, its flow factor is the value
λG(d) = sup{λ ≥ 0 : λd ∈ D(G)}.

We formally define flow sparsifiers as follows: H is a quality-q flow sparsifier for G with
terminals K if for all demand vectors d,

λG(d) ≤ λH(d) ≤ q · λG(d).

In particular for q = 1, we have that d ∈ D(G) if and only if d ∈ D(H).
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Treewidth. A tree decomposition (T, B) of a graph G is a tree T together with a collection
of subsets of vertices B = {Bi}i∈V (T ) called bags, such that:

For each edge uv ∈ E(G), there is a bag Bi containing both u and v.
For each vertex v ∈ V (G), the collection of bags containing v induces a non-empty subtree
of T .

The width of (T, B) is w(T, B) = maxi∈V (T )(|Bi| − 1). The treewidth of G is the minimum
width achievable by any tree decomposition.

We assume that there are no two identical bags in the decomposition, as otherwise we can
simply contract the edge connecting the corresponding nodes. We consider that each edge uv

is associated with a single node of T , namely the node closest to the root whose bag contains
both u and v. The collection of edges associated with a node i ∈ T is denoted by Ei, and
the subgraph induced by a bag is G[i] = (Bi, Ei). This notation is particularly useful when
talking about the graph induced by collections of bags, and thus for a subset R ⊆ V (T ) we
write B(R) =

⋃
i∈R Bi, E(R) =

⋃
i∈R Ei, and G[R] = (B(R), E(R)). We remark that G[R]

and G[B(R)] are subgraphs on the same subset of vertices but with different sets of edges.
Computing the treewidth of a graph, together with the corresponding tree decomposition,

is an NP-hard problem [3], but can be computed in time wO(w3) ·n [6] for a graph of treewidth
w. For a faster running time, we can get a tree decomposition with width 2w + 1 in time
2O(w) · n due to the recent work by Korhonen [25]. For a more detailed introduction to
treewidth, see e.g. the book by Cygan et al. [15].

2.1 Basic Tools
▶ Lemma 2.1 (*). Let G be a network. If H is a quality-q sparsifier for G with terminals
K, and L is a quality-r sparsifier for H with terminals K ′, K ′ ⊆ K, then L is a quality-qr

sparsifier for G with terminals K ′, where the statement works if H, L are cut sparsifiers or
flow sparsifiers.

We recall the splicing lemma of Andoni et al. [2] for flow sparsifiers, which shows that it
is sufficient for a sparsifier to preserve routings along terminal-free paths.

▶ Lemma 2.2 ([2, Lemma 5.1]). Let G and H be two networks with the same set of terminals
K, and fix ρ ≥ 1. Suppose that whenever a demand d between terminals in K can be routed
in G using terminal-free flow paths, demand d/ρ can be routed in H (by arbitrary flow paths).

Then for every demand d between terminals in K that can be routed in G, demand d/ρ

can be routed in H.

Finally, we show the following generalization of the composition lemma to both cut and
flow sparsifiers.

▶ Lemma 2.3 (*). Let G1 and G2 be Steiner-disjoint networks with terminal set K.
If H1 and H2 are quality-q (cut or flow) sparsifiers for G1 and G2 with terminal set

K ∩ V (G1), K ∩ V (G2), respectively, then H := H1 ⊎ H2 is a quality-q (cut or flow, resp.)
sparsifier for G := G1 ⊎ G2 (parallel edges in K are joined and their capacities summed).

The proof for flow sparsifiers is given by Andoni et al. [2, Lemma 5.2]; the proof for cut
sparsifiers follows using similar arguments.

Let G/vw be the network obtained from G by contracting v and w into a vertex denoted
vw, that is, removing v and w, adding a vertex vw with edges to vertices (N(v)∪N(w))\{v, w},
and setting the capacity of each new edge {vw, x} to wG/vw({vw, x}) = uG(vx) + uG(wx),
where uG(vx) = 0 if the edge does not exist.
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▶ Lemma 2.4 (*). Let v, w be vertices such that for every A ⊆ K, there is a min-cut X

separating A that either contains both v and w or neither of them.
Then G/vw is an exact cut sparsifier for G with terminals K.

3 Sparsifiers for Quasi-Bipartite Graphs

In this section we show how to compute cut and flow sparsifiers for quasi-bipartite graphs,
where the left side is the set of terminals. In a later section we show how to improve this
to a more general case of bounded vertex cover. Our results are formalized in the following
theorems:

▶ Theorem 3.1. Let G = (V, E, u) be a network with terminal set K of size k.
If G is bipartite with partition V = K ⊎ (V \ K), then G has a cut sparsifier of size 2k2

and a contraction-based cut sparsifier of size 2k3 .

▶ Theorem 3.2. Let G = (V, E, u) be a network with terminal set K of size k.
If G is bipartite with partition V = K ⊎ (V \ K), then G has a contraction-based flow

sparsifier of size 3k3 .

We remark that quasi-bipartite and bipartite graphs are equally hard to handle, as we can
simply consider a quasi-bipartite graph as the Steiner-disjoint union of G[K] and G − E(K).

▶ Corollary 3.3. Quasi-bipartite networks (with no edges between Steiner vertices) have cut
sparsifiers of size 2k2 and flow sparsifiers of size 3k3 .

3.1 Cut Sparsifiers
This section is dedicated to proving Theorem 3.1.

Let v be the center of a star, and (c(1), c(2), . . . , c(k)) be the capacity vector of the
edges to the terminals (with some ordering K = {t1, . . . , tk}). For each cut S ⊆ K, either
c(S) ≤ c(K − S), c(S) = c(K − S), or c(S) ≥ c(K − S). Using the inequalities for c and
each subset S ⊆ K, we can define a polyhedron Pc of all the capacity vectors that cut the
star in the same way as c. Thus, the capacity vector c is a conic combination of the extreme
rays of Pc, and therefore we can replace it in the graph by a conic combination of the stars
corresponding to the extreme rays, which we call basic stars. Finally, we show that since
c agrees on every inequality with the basic stars in its conic combination, the replacement
preserves the value of min-cuts, and so by replacing every star we obtain a sparsifier of G.

Basic stars. Let c ∈ Rk be a capacity vector. We define Sc to be the collection of subsets
S ⊆ K such that c(S) ≤ c(K − S), i.e. Sc = {S ⊆ K : c(S) ≤ c(K − S)}, and the star cone
of c to be:

Pc :=
{

x ∈ Rk
≥0 : x(S) ≤ x(K − S) ∀S ∈ Sc

}
We say that a vector x agrees with c (on every cut) if x(S) ≤ x(K − S) for all S ∈ Sc, and
thus Pc is the polyhedron containing all of the capacity vectors that agree with c. It is a
cone since it is defined by constraints of the form αT x ≤ 0. We remark that for every S ⊆ K,
S ∈ Sc or K − S ∈ Sc, and both are present if and only if x(S) = x(K − S).

We define the set of basic stars as stars constructed from extreme rays of any such
cone. For a given c, the extreme rays of the cone Pc are found at the intersection of k − 1
tight inequalities: xi ≥ 0 for some indices i ∈ I, and x(S) = x(K − S) for some S ∈ J ,
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with |I| + |J | = k − 1 (see e.g. [13, Sec. 3.12]). Notice that, regardless of the capacity
vector c, the extreme rays of Pc are all found using a tight subset of the same collection of
inequalities. However, not every extreme ray belongs to every Pc, as they might disagree
on some inequalities outside of J . For convenience, we represent each ray by a vector with
coordinates summing to 1.

Let Q be the set of extreme rays of any cone as obtained above, that is, the set of
extreme rays obtained from intersection of k −1 independent tight constraints with x(K) = 1.
Formally, let Ik be the collection of pairs (I, J), |I| + |J | = k − 1, such that the constraints
x(i) = 0 for i ∈ I, x(S) = x(K − S) for S ∈ J and x(K) = 1 are all independent. Then

Q =
{

qIJ ∈ Rk
≥0 : qIJ(K) = 1; qIJ(I) = 0;

qIJ(S) = qIJ(K − S) ∀S ∈ J ; (I, J) ∈ Ik

}
.

For each q ∈ Q, we can construct a star with center denoted vq and an edge to each
terminal ti ∈ K with capacity qi. These stars are denoted basic stars and are referred to by
their center vq.

The size of Q is determined by the possible sets of inequalities that define each of its
elements. As the tight inequalities for S and K \ S are the same, there are effectively at
most 2k−1 + k ≤ 2k inequalities to choose from. Each element of Q is defined by k − 1 of
these, and thus |Q| ≤

( 2k

k−1
)

≤ 2k2 .

▶ Lemma 3.4. Any capacity vector c can be written as the conic combination of at most k

points in Q, all of which agree with c.
Formally, there are q1, . . . , qk ∈ Q, λ(q1), . . . , λ(qk) ≥ 0 such that :

k∑
i=1

λ(qi) · qi = c and qi(S) ≤ qi(K − S) ∀i ∈ [k], S ∈ Sc

Proof. Let Pc be the star cone corresponding to c. By Carathéodory’s theorem (see e.g. [13,
Sec. 3.14]), c is a conic combination of at most k extreme rays of Pc (which are contained
in Q). In other words, there are q1, . . . , qk ∈ Pc ∩ Q and λ(q1), . . . , λ(qk) ≥ 0 such that
c =

∑k
i=1 λ(qi) · qi.

All it remains to show is that every qi agrees with c on every cut. Indeed, since every qi is
an extreme ray of Pc, it must satisfy the inequalities defining Pc, and thus agree with c. ◀

We obtain a sparsifier for G as follows: for each v ∈ V − K, write the capacity vector cv

of the star centered at v as a conic combination of the points in Q, i.e. as cv =
∑

q∈Q λv(q)q.
Then, define VQ = {vq : q ∈ Q} and take H = (K ∪ VQ, K × VQ, u′); the capacity vector for
each vq is q scaled up by the sum of the corresponding values λv: u′(vq, ·) = q ·

∑
v λv(q).

To determine the values λv, we can use the constructive proof of Carathéodory’s theorem,
starting by computing the set Q by enumeration in time 2k2 · poly(k). Given a capacity
vector c, start by finding q1 ∈ Q∩Pc that agrees with c on every cut; then, find the maximum
value of λ(q1) such that c − λ(q1)q1 ∈ Pc; finally, set c′ = c − λ(q1)q1 and repeat the process
for c′ to find the remaining q2, . . . and λ2, . . . Notice that at each step, c′ has at least one
more tight inequality than c (otherwise we could increase λ(q1)), and thus the process stops
after k iterations. In conclusion, the process of computing the set Q takes time 2O(k2), and
the process of finding the coefficients for each star takes time 2O(k2) (per star).

The following lemma allows us to relate a star to its conic combination using basic stars.

▶ Lemma 3.5. Let v be a vertex with degree k and capacity vector c for its incident edges.
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If c can be written as the conic combination of points q1, q2, . . . , qℓ ∈ Q, all of which agree
with c, then G has a sparsifier given by G − {v} + {w1, . . . , wℓ}, where the neighbors of
vertices w1, . . . , wℓ are also neighbors of v and the capacities of the edges incident on each
vertex wi are given by λ(qi) · qi.

Proof. We will use the fact that the definition of sparsifier is reflexive, and thus show that
G is a sparsifier for G − {v} + {w1, . . . , wℓ}. We will iteratively contract two vertices in
{w1, . . . , wℓ}, until we have the original graph. We assume that each vertex wi has the same
neighbors as v by adding edges with capacity 0.

Let G′ = G −{v} + {w1, . . . , wℓ} so that uG(v) =
∑ℓ

i=1 uG′(wi). For any i ∈ [ℓ], qi agrees
with c, so uG′(wi) = λ(qi) ·qi also agrees with c, as Pc is a cone (and thus scale-invariant). We
observe that if some A ∈ Sc, then c(A) ≤ c(K − A), and thus there is a min-cut separating
A that does not contain v, as it is at least as cheap to cut the edges to A as to K − A;
the same argument applies to any vertex whose capacities agree with c, such as any wi.
Therefore, for any A ⊆ K, there is a min-cut separating A that contains both wℓ−1 and wℓ

(if K − A ∈ Sc) or neither (if A ∈ Sc), and thus we can apply Lemma 2.4 to merge wℓ−1
and wℓ to obtain a new vertex w′

ℓ−1 with capacities uG′(wℓ−1) + uG′(wℓ). This ensures that
uG(v) =

∑ℓ−2
i=1 uG′(wi) + uG′(w′

ℓ−1), and thus we can repeat the process until we only have
a single w′

1 left, with capacities uG′(w′
1) =

∑ℓ
i=1 uG′(wi) = uG(v), which is equivalent to the

original graph. ◀

We can now finish the proof of Theorem 3.1.

Proof of Theorem 3.1. We start by computing the basic stars Q for k terminals, and then
computing the coefficients λv : Q → R≥0 for each v ∈ V \K. We can now obtain two different
constructions for a sparsifier, one that replaces all the vertices with basic stars, and another
which simply contracts vertices that have the same cut profile.

Basic star sparsifier. We take VQ = {vq : q ∈ Q} as the set of all basic stars, and construct
our sparsifier by adding edges from every vq ∈ Q to every terminal t ∈ K. The capacities are
given by summing over the λv as follows: u′(vq, ti) = qi ·

∑
v λv(q). The sparsifier is then

given by H = (K ∪ VQ, K × VQ, u′).
This construction is equivalent to decomposing each v into a conic combination of basic

stars using Lemma 3.5, and then (iteratively) contracting all of the vertices created for the
same q ∈ Q (and different v ∈ V \ K) using Lemma 2.4. This also proves correctness of the
sparsifier.

Contraction-based sparsifier. For this variant of the sparsifier, we will only use Lemma 2.4
and Carathéodory’s theorem [13, Sec. 3.14], as well as the algorithm introduced by Hagerup
et al. [22], in which we compute all 2k minimum cuts, and contract any two vertices whose
capacity vectors agree with each other.

We can also compute the sparsifier directly in time O(2k · n2), by computing the set Sc

for each of the at most n stars, and then comparing the sets for each pair of stars to decide
whether to contract them. Alternatively, the sets Sc can be computed in time O(2k · kn)
and the vertices placed in buckets according to their set Sc, after which the vertices in each
bucket can be contracted.

Thus, all that we need to do is to show that if two capacity vectors are the conic
combination of the same basic stars, then they agree, and thus can be contracted.
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▶ Lemma 3.6. If capacity vectors c and c′ can be written as the conic combination of points
q1, q2, . . . , qℓ ∈ Q and each qi agrees with both c and c′, then c and c′ agree with each other.

Proof. As the lemma is symmetric, we will simply show that if S ∈ Sc, then S ∈ Sc′ . If
S ∈ Sc, then S ∈ Sqi

and so qi(S) ≤ qi(K \ S) by definition of agreement. Therefore,

c′(S) − c′(K \ S) =
∑

i

λc′(qi) ·
(
qi(S) − qi(K \ S)

)
≤ 0 ⇒ S ∈ Sc′ . ◀

Given Lemma 3.6, it is sufficient to bound the number of possible ways that capacity
vectors can be written as conic combinations, as vectors that are written as a conic combination
of the same basic stars are always on the same minimal min-cuts, and thus can be contracted
by Lemma 2.4. As there are 2k2 basic stars, and by Carathéodory’s theorem each capacity
vector can be written as the conic combination of at most k of them, there are at most 2k3

such combinations, and thus after contraction, we are left with a sparsifier of size at most
2k3 . ◀

3.2 Flow Sparsifiers
We will show that a slight modification to the contraction-based sparsifier in Section 3.1
increases its size to 3k3 but makes it a flow sparsifier on bipartite graphs, proving Theorem 3.2.

Let c be a capacity vector. The only modification we need is to consider all inequalities
of the form c(A) ≤ c(B) for A, B ⊆ K, A ∩ B = ∅. Surprisingly, the cut sparsifiers of
Theorem 3.1 preserve min-cuts separating a subset A ⊆ K from a disjoint subset B ⊆ K

without requiring these inequalities. However, for the construction of flow sparsifiers it is
necessary that the vertices we contract agree on the inequalities for each pair (A, B).

We define S ′
c = {(A, B) ⊆ K : c(A) ≤ c(B)} and say that c′ strongly agrees with c if

c′(A) ≤ c′(B) for all (A, B) ∈ S ′
c. Notice that S ′

c has at most 3k sets, as an element can be
placed in A, B or neither.

The strong star cone of c is defined as P ′
c :=

{
x ∈ Rk

≥0 : x(A) ≤ x(B) ∀(A, B) ∈ S ′
c

}
,

and the set of extreme rays Q′ := {q ∈ Rk
≥0 : q is an extreme ray of some P ′

c}. The size of
Q′ is upper-bounded by the possible combinations of k − 1 tight inequalities, which implies
that |Q′| ≤ 3k2 .

We use the contraction-based construction of Section 3.1 using the concept of strong
agreement. As before, we can show that each capacity vector is the conic combination of k

extreme rays.

▶ Lemma 3.7. Any capacity vector c can be written as the conic combination of at most k

points in Q′, all of which strongly agree with c.
Formally, there are q1, . . . , qk ∈ Q′, λ(q1), . . . , λ(qk) ≥ 0 such that :

k∑
i=1

λ(qi) · qi = c and qi(A) ≤ qi(B) ∀i ∈ [k], (A, B) ∈ S ′
c

Proof. Let P ′
c be the star cone corresponding to c. By Carathéodory’s theorem, c is a conic

combination of at most k extreme rays of P ′
c (contained in Q′). Each qi is in P ′

c, and thus
strongly agrees with c. ◀

As Q′ has at most 3k2 extreme rays, this means that there are at most 3k3 classes where
capacity vectors can be placed according to which set of extreme rays produce it as a conic
combination. As part of our proof, we need to show that if two capacity vectors are in the
same class, then they strongly agree.



10 Nearly-Tight Bounds for Flow Sparsifiers in Quasi-Bipartite Graphs

K1 K2d1(i, j)

d2(j, i′)

c1(i) c2(j)

P

d′(X) = cB(X)

Figure 1 Representation of the graph GB; a path (left, red) as found in Step 3a; a cut (right,
blue) representing the situation in which no path is found

▶ Lemma 3.8. If capacity vectors c and c′ can be written as the conic combination of points
q1, q2, . . . , qℓ ∈ Q′ and both strongly agree with each qi on every cut, then c and c′ strongly
agree.

Proof. As the lemma is symmetric, we will simply show that if (A, B) ∈ S ′
c, then (A, B) ∈ Sc′ .

If (A, B) ∈ Sc, then (A, B) ∈ Sqi and so qi(A) ≤ qi(B) by definition of agreement. Therefore,

c′(A) − c′(B) =
∑

i

λc′(qi) ·
(
qi(A) − qi(BS)

)
≤ 0 ⇒ (A, B) ∈ Sc′ . ◀

We then show that if we have two stars where their capacity vectors agree, we can contract
them to obtain a flow sparsifier. By repeating the process until we have at most 1 vertex per
class, we obtain a flow sparsifier of size 3k3 .

▶ Lemma 3.9. Let v1, v2 be centers of stars with leaves K and let c1, c2 ∈ Rk
≥0 be their

capacity vectors (respectively).
If c1 and c2 strongly agree with each other, that is S ′

c1
= S ′

c2
, then G/v1v2 is an exact

flow sparsifier for G with terminals K.

Proof. Let c := c1 + c2, and v := v1v2 be the vertex created in G′ := G/v1v2. We will show
that if we can route a demand d in G then we can route it in G′ and vice-versa. If we can
route a demand in G, then any demand routed on v1w or v2w can be routed instead on vw,
as c1(w) + c2(w) = c(w). We now show that a demand routed in G′ can also be routed in G.

By Lemma 2.2, and since the neighbors of v1 and v2 are terminals, we can “splice” the
flows so that any demand is routed only through (internally) terminal-free paths. Thus, we
focus on the demands that are routed through paths tivtj , ti, tj ∈ K in G′. Specifically, if d
is a demand that can be routed in K ∪ {v}, then we construct demand vectors d1, d2 that
can be routed through v1, v2, such that d1 + d2 = d.

▶ Observation 3.10. In a star K ∪ {v} with capacities c, a demand d can be routed if and
only if for every i ∈ [k], d(i) :=

∑
j d(ti, tj) ≤ c(i).

We use the following directed bipartite graph GB to assist us in the algorithm and
proof: GB has as vertices two copies of K, V (GB) = K1 ∪ K2, and has arcs A(GB) =
(K1 × K2) ∪ (K2 × K1). We also impose node capacities for outgoing arcs, with capacity
vector c1 for the vertices in K1 and c2 for vertices in K2; we represent the capacity vector
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for GB as cB (so cB(K1) = c1, cB(K2) = c2). See Figure 1 for a visual representation of the
graph.

Our goal is to add demand to the graph in the form of demands on arcs, with arcs from K1
to K2 representing d1, and arcs from K2 to K1 representing d2. We will use d′ to represent
the demand in the graph (so d1 = d′(K1, K2), d2 = d′(K2, K1)), and d̃ to represent leftover
demand (initially d′ = 0, d̃ = d). Whenever we say to add some demand to dι(i, j), it is
implied that we add the demand to d′(iι, j3−ι) and remove it from d̃(i, j), as well as make the
same changes to (j, i) (increase dι(j, i) and d′(jι, i3−ι), decrease d̃(j, i)), where i1, j1 ∈ K1,
i2, j2 ∈ K2 are the copies of i and j in K1, K2, respectively.

We repeat the following steps until d̃ = 0:
1. if there is d̃(i, j) > 0 such that d1(i) < c1(i) and d1(j) < c1(j), add to d1(i, j) a value of

ε := min(d̃(i, j), c1(i) − d1(i), c1(j) − d1(j));
2. similarly for d2, if there is (i, j) such that ε := min(d̃(i, j), c2(i)−d2(i), c2(j)−d2(j)) > 0,

add ε to d2(i, j);
3. let d̃(i, j) > 0, and assume w.l.o.g. that d2(i) = c2(i):

a. find a path P = (i2 = ℓ0, ℓ1, ℓ2, . . . ℓp) such that for all 0 < r < p, d′(ℓr) = cB(ℓr),
d′(ℓr, ℓr+1) > 0, and for the endpoint, d′(ℓp) < cB(ℓp);

b. switch demand between d1 and d2 as follows: let ε := min
(
c1(i)−d1(i), cB(ℓp) − d′(ℓp),

minr d′(ℓr, ℓr+1)
)
; for any arc (x1, y2) ∈ K1 × K2 (resp. (x2, y1) ∈ K2 × K1) in P ,

decrease d′(x1, y2) (resp. d′(x2, y1)) and increase d′(x2, y1) (resp. d′(y1, x2)) by ε;
c. add min(d̃(i, j), ε, c2(j) − d2(j)) to d2(i, j).

We will show that such a path always exists as long as there is demand to be routed,
but first, let us show that these operations maintain the invariants that d′(i) ≤ cB(i), for
all i ∈ V (GB). For the first two steps, d1(i) (resp. d2(i)) increases by at most c1(i) − d1(i)
(resp. c2(i) − d2(i)), which maintains the invariant. For the third step, notice that every ℓi

except the endpoints has two arcs in the path, one corresponding to d1 and the other to d2,
hence the decrease on d1 on one edge is compensated by the increase on the other, and the
same for d2. Furthermore, as we choose ε to be the smallest value on the path, no demand
can go below 0. Finally, for the endpoints, we know that ℓp has spare capacity by definition,
and for i we decrease d2(i) and increase d1(i), but d2(i) = c2(i) implies that d1(i) < c1(i),
as d̃(i) + d1(i) + d2(i) = d(i) ≤ c(i) = c1(i) + c2(i) and d̃(i) > 0.

We will now show by contradiction that a path must exist. Assume that the process
above cannot complete, i.e. there is some demand d̃(i, j) > 0 that cannot be placed in d1 or
d2, and there is no path P as specified above. Then there is a set X ⊆ V (GB) of vertices
reachable from i by edges with positive demand in d′, all of which have saturated capacity
d′(ℓr) = cB(ℓr). Writing X1 = X ∩ K1, X2 = X ∩ K2, we get that d1(X1) =

∑
ℓ∈X1

d1(ℓ) =
c1(X1) and d2(X2) = c2(X2). We can furthermore deduce that d1(X1) ≤ d1(X2), since all
of the demand in d1 incident on X1 is represented as demand in an arc (X1, X2), which is
thus also incident on X2. Similarly, we know that d2(X2) ≤ d2(X1). Putting these facts
together, we conclude that:

c1(X1) = d1(X1) ≤ d1(X2) ≤ c1(X2) and c2(X2) = d2(X2) ≤ d2(X1) ≤ c2(X1)

Since S ′
c1

= S ′
c2

, it must be the case that c1(X1) = c1(X2) and c2(X2) = c2(X1), and
thus from the inequalities above we can conclude that d1(X2) = c1(X2), and in particular,
since i2 ∈ X2, it must be that d1(i) = c1(i). But this is a contradiction, as d(i) =
d̃(i) + d1(i) + d2(i) = d̃(i) + c1(i) + c2(i) > c(i), and thus d would not be routable in G′.
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We conclude that, as long as d̃ ̸= 0, the process above finds a path and thus makes
progress in each iteration. Therefore, d is routable in G by splitting it into demands d1 for
v1 and d2 for v2 as described above. ◀

4 Sparsifiers for Small Vertex Cover and Integrity

The vertex cover number c of a graph G is the size of the smallest set X such that G − X

contains no edges. The vertex integrity d of a graph extends this by allowing G − X to have
small components, and it is the smallest number for which there is a set X such that G − X

has components of size at most d − |X| (i.e. the size of a component plus X does not exceed
d). We show that if either of these parameters is bounded, the exponential complexity in the
size of the sparsifier is limited to an additive term depending only on the parameter. The
result of Section 3.1 corresponds to the case of c = k (or d = k + 1).

Our formal results are the following:

▶ Theorem 4.1. Let G = (V, E, u) be a network with terminal set K of size k.
If G has a vertex cover of size c, it has a cut sparsifier of size k + 2c2 and a flow sparsifier

of size k + 3c3 .

Proof. Let X be a vertex cover of size c. We will start by splitting the graph into a
subgraph with all of the terminals and another containing only X and non-terminals. Let
GK = G[K ∪ X] be the first of these graphs, and GS = G[(V \ K) ∪ X] − E(X)] be the
second. Notice that the graphs are Steiner-disjoint for terminal set K ∪ X, and thus we can
use Lemma 2.3. Furthermore, if we compute a sparsifier HS for GS (with terminal set X)
and take the sparsifier H = GK ⊎ HS for G, the size of H is k + |V (HS)|. All that remains
is to apply Theorem 3.1 to obtain a cut sparsifier HS of size 2c2 or Theorem 3.2 to obtain a
flow sparsifier HS of size 3c3 , which completes the proof of the theorem. ◀

▶ Theorem 4.2. Let G = (V, E, u) be a network with terminal set K of size k.
If G has a separator X ⊆ V of size a and |C| ≤ b for every component C of G − X, then

it has a sparsifier of size kb + 4b(a+b)2 .

As a corollary, we get that small sparsifiers exist when vertex integrity is bounded.

▶ Corollary 4.3. Let G = (V, E, u) be a network with terminal set K of size k.
If G has a separator X ⊆ V such that |X| + |C| ≤ d for every component C of G − X,

then it has a cut sparsifier of size kd + 4d3 .

The rest of the section is dedicated to proving Theorem 4.2.
We use the same strategy of separating out the terminals, though in this case we need

to show a new bound when G − X has small connected components. We will use similar
polyhedral techniques adjusted for the case of small components.

Let X ⊆ V be a separator of size a such that G − X has components of size at most b.
Let C = cc(G − X), and let CK be the set of connected components containing any terminals.
We define GK = G[X ∪

⋃
{C ∈ CK}] and GS = G[(V (G) \ V (GK)) ∪ X]. The graphs

are Steiner-disjoint for terminals X ∪ K, and |V (GK) \ V (GS)| ≤ kb, thus by Lemma 2.3,
H = GK ⊎ HS is a sparsifier for G of size kb + |V (HS)|, where HS is a sparsifier for GS .

All that is left is then to show that GS with terminal set X has a sparsifier of size
4b(a+b)2 . Though on stars (components of size 1), there are only two possible cuts for each
subset of terminals, here there are more possibilities for cuts, and thus we need multiple
inequalities for each subset of terminals. Therefore, we show that there are at most 4b(a+b)2
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basic components of size at most b, such that any connected component can be written as
the conic combination of these. We then replace each component by a conic combination of
basic components, and contract all of the components of the new graph corresponding to the
same basic component.

Basic components. Let C be a component with vertices v1, . . . , vb, and let the separator
vertices be ordered X = {t1, . . . , ta}. To simplify the analysis, we consider that every
component has size b by adding isolated vertices if needed. We represent the edge capacities
for C as a vector c ∈ RC×(C∪X)

≥0 (where c(vi, vj) = c(vj , vi) for all vi, vj ∈ C, c(vi, vi) = 0 for
all vi ∈ C).

We define Sc to be the collection of triples (A, B, B′), A ⊆ X, B, B′ ⊆ V (C), such that
c(A ∪ B) ≤ c(A ∪ B′), i.e. Sc = {(A, B, B′) ⊆ X × V (C)2 : c(A ∪ B) ≤ c(A ∪ B′)}, and the
cut cone of c to be:

Pc :=
{

x ∈ RC×(C∪X)
≥0 : x(A ∪ B) ≤ x(A ∪ B′) ∀(A, B, B′) ∈ Sc;

x(vi, vj) = x(vj , vi), x(vi, vi) = 0 ∀vi, vj ∈ V (C)
}

We say that a vector x agrees with c if c(A ∪ B) ≤ c(A ∪ B′) for all (A, B, B′) ∈ Sc, and thus
Pc is the polyhedron containing all of the capacity vectors that agree with c. It is a cone
since it is defined by constraints of the form αT x ≤ 0.

We can now define the set Q of extreme rays similarly to the star case, as the set of all capa-
city vectors that satisfy b(a+(b−1)/2) many linearly independent constraints. For each q ∈ Q,
we can construct a corresponding basic component Cq with vertices X ∪ {vq,1, vq,2, . . . , vq,b}
and capacities defined according to q.

The size of Q is determined by the possible sets of inequalities that define each of its
elements. Out of the 2a+2b, we choose at most b(a + b/2), which gives us an upper bound of
|Q| ≤ 2b(a+2b)(a+b) ≤ 4b(a+b)2 .

The following lemma expresses components as conic combinations of basic components:

▶ Lemma 4.4. Any capacity vector c for a component C can be written as the conic
combination of at most ℓ = b(a + b/2) points in Q, all of which agree with c.

Formally, there are q1, . . . , qℓ ∈ Q, λ(q1), . . . , λ(qℓ) ≥ 0 such that :

ℓ∑
i=1

λ(qi) · qi = c and qi(A ∪ B) ≤ qi(A ∪ B′) ∀i ∈ [ℓ], (A, B, B′) ∈ Sc

Proof. The proof mimics that of Lemma 3.4, with some slight adjustments to consider the
different definition of Sc, Pc and Q.

Let Pc be the cut cone corresponding to c. Notice that Pc always includes equality
constraints to ensure symmetry (x(vi, vj) = x(vj , vi), x(vi, vi) = 0), and these

(
b
2
)

+ b

constraints are independent. Thus, by Carathéodory’s theorem c is a conic combination of at
most ℓ = ab −

(
b
2
)

− b ≤ b(a + b/2) extreme rays of Pc (which are contained in Q). In other
words, there are q1, . . . , qℓ ∈ Pc ∩ Q and λ(q1), . . . , λ(qℓ) ≥ 0 such that c =

∑ℓ
i=1 λ(qi) · qi.

Furthermore, each qi agrees with c on every cut since it is an extreme ray of Pc, and thus
satisfies its inequalities. ◀

We obtain a sparsifier H for G as follows: given a separator X, |X| ≤ a such that
G − X only has connected components of size at most b, we start by partitioning G into
GK = G[X ∪

⋃
{C ∈ CK}] and GS = G[(V (G) \ V (GK)) ∪ X]. We then compute Q and the
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coefficients λC for each component C of GS − X, in time 2O(b(a+b)2). Then, we define the
collection of graphs CQ(GS) = {C ′

q : q ∈ Q}, where C ′
q = Cq ·

∑
C∈C λC(q) is Cq with the

capacities scaled up by
∑

C∈C λC(q). The sparsifier is obtained by doing the Steiner-disjoint
union of the graphs in CQ(GS) and GK , that is, H = GK ⊎

⊎
C′

q∈CQ(GS) C ′
q.

The analysis follows similarly to Section 3.1, by applying Lemmas 4.4 and 4.5 to GS .

▶ Lemma 4.5 (*). Let G be a network with a separator X ⊆ V (G) of size a and |C| ≤ b for
every component C of G − X.

Then H = GK ⊎
⊎

C′
q∈CQ(GS) C ′

q is a sparsifier for G of size at most 4b(a+b)2 .

5 Reduction Theorem for Bounded-Treewidth Graphs

In this section, we show that given a graph G with k terminals and a tree decomposition
for G of width w, we can compute in linear time a sparsifier for G with size linear in k. In
particular, by using as a black-box algorithm for computing a sparsifier with size S(k) and
quality g(k), we obtain a sparsifier of size O(k) · S(2w) and quality g(2w), which can be
computed with O(k) calls to the original sparsifier algorithm. The result is formalized in
Theorem 5.1.

▶ Theorem 5.1. Let G = (V, E, u) be a network with terminal set K of size k. Let S : N → N,
g : N → R≥1 be functions such that every network (of treewidth w) has a quality-g(k) cut
(resp. flow) sparsifier of size S(k).

Then any network of treewidth at most w has a cut (resp. flow) sparsifier with quality
g(2w) and size O(k) · S(2w).

Furthermore, given a tree decomposition of width w, the sparsifier can be computed in
time O(nw) plus O(k) calls to an algorithm computing sparsifiers on edge-disjoint subgraphs
of G with at most 2w terminals.

As an immediate consequence of Theorem 5.1 and work on flow sparsifiers [9, 16, 30], we
obtain the following corollary:

▶ Corollary 5.2. Any network with treewidth at most w has a quality-O(log w) flow sparsifier
of size O(k · w), which can be computed in polynomial time.

Let (T, B) be a tree decomposition for G of width w. We recall that we associate each
edge with a single bag, and that we assume that no two identical bags exist.

Let Y ⊆ V (T ) be a subset of bags obtained as follows: first, for each terminal t ∈ K, add
to Y a node u ∈ V (T ) containing t, i.e. t ∈ Bu; then add the lowest common ancestors of
any two nodes Y to Y as well.

The algorithm first constructs the set Y , and then partitions T into a set of regions
R(T, Y ) as follows: consider the components of T −Y , and group them into regions according
to their neighboring nodes. Finally, it returns the sparsifier H = G[Y ] ⊎

⊎
R∈R(T,Y ) HR,

where HR is a sparsifier for the subgraph G[R] with terminal set G[R] ∩ B(Y ), computed
using the black-box algorithm.

Since T has O(n) nodes, constructing Y as well as the graphs G[R] for every region can
be done in time O(nw), and computing the sparsifiers simply requires |R(T, Y )| calls to the
given sparsifier algorithm. We remark that the calls to the sparsifier algorithm are run on
subgraphs G[R] for disjoint R, and thus induce edge-disjoint subgraphs of G.

We will now show that the size of Y and R(T, Y ) is bounded, before showing that each
G[R] has a small sparsifier, and that all of these can be joined into H.
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▶ Lemma 5.3. There are at most 2k nodes in Y and 2|Y | regions in R(T, Y ), with each
region neighboring at most two nodes of Y .

Proof. Let T ′ be the tree obtained from T by iteratively contracting every edge that does
not connect two nodes in Y . T ′ has (at most) one node for every terminal in K, plus nodes
for the lowest common ancestors. In particular, the nodes for the lowest common ancestors
have at least 2 children, as they were added to Y because there are terminals in two of its
children subtrees. As there are at most k nodes with at most 1 child, T ′ must have at most
2k − 1 nodes.

We now show that every region neighbors at most two nodes of Y . Assume that there is
a region R neighboring more than 2 nodes in Y . If there are two nodes u, v such that one
is not the ancestor of the other, then their lowest common ancestor a is also in Y and in
R, since the u-v-path in T is contained in R. But then a is a cut in T which splits R into
smaller regions, and thus R cannot be a region in R(T, Y ). The remaining possibility is that
the nodes neighboring R all are ancestors or descendants of one another, and thus are all
contained in a root-leaf path in T . However, in that case, the middle points (not the highest
or lowest neighbor of R) are all vertex cuts which would split R into smaller regions. We
conclude that each region neighbors at most two nodes of Y , and that one is the parent of
the other in T ′.

As a consequence of the above, there can be at most |Y | regions that have only a single
node as neighbor, and |Y | regions that have two neighbors in Y (a node u and its parent). ◀

We now show that we can apply a sparsifier to G[R] to obtain a good sparsifier.

▶ Lemma 5.4. Given R ∈ R(T, Y ), its induced subgraph G[R] with terminal set G[R] ∩ B(Y )
has a sparsifier HR of quality g(2w) and size S(2w).

Proof. As G has treewidth w, any of its subgraphs has treewidth w as well. Thus, we only
need to prove that |G[R] ∩ B(Y )| ≤ 2w, as we assume that every graph of treewidth w has a
quality-g(k) sparsifier of size S(k), with k = |G[R] ∩ B(Y )| for G[R].

If R has only one neighbor y ∈ V (T ), then |G[R] ∩ B(Y )| = |G[R] ∩ By| ≤ w + 1 ≤ 2w,
as the only neighboring bag to R is y and thus G[R] and G[T − R] only intersect in By.

Otherwise, R has two neighbors y1, y2 ∈ V (T ). Let u1, u2 be the nodes of R neighboring
y1, y2, respectively. Notice that R must correspond to a single connected component of
T − Y , as there is a single path connecting y1 and y2 in T , and thus y1 and y2 each have a
single neighbor in R.

By the properties of the tree decomposition, any vertex v that is simultaneously in G[R]
and G[T − R] must either be contained in By1 and Bu1 , or be contained in By2 and Bu2 ,
as the subtree induced by the bags containing v must connect R and T − R and thus must
contain the edge y1u1 or the edge y2u2. Since no two bags are the same, |By1 ∩ Bu1 | ≤ w,
|By2 ∩ Bu2 | ≤ w, and thus |G[R] ∩ B(Y )| ≤ |By1 ∩ Bu1 | + |By2 ∩ Bu2 | ≤ 2w. ◀

We complete the proof by taking the sparsifier H = G[Y ] ⊎
⊎

R∈R(T,Y ) HR. H is a
sparsifier for G because G = G[Y ] ⊎

⊎
R∈R(T,Y ) G[R] and, by Lemma 5.4, each HR is a

sparsifier for G[R], thus by (repeated application of) Lemma 2.3, H is a sparsifier for G with
terminal set B(Y ) ⊇ K. The size of H is at most 2k(w + 1) + 2kS(2w) = O(k) · S(2w),
by using Lemma 5.3 and it can be computed in running time O(nw) plus O(k) calls to
edge-disjoint subgraphs of G.
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A Remaining Proofs

▶ Lemma 2.1 (*). Let G be a network. If H is a quality-q sparsifier for G with terminals
K, and L is a quality-r sparsifier for H with terminals K ′, K ′ ⊆ K, then L is a quality-qr

sparsifier for G with terminals K ′, where the statement works if H, L are cut sparsifiers or
flow sparsifiers.

Proof. Let A ⊆ K ′. By the definition of cut sparsifiers, we have that:

mcG(A) ≤ mcH(A) ≤ q · mcG(A),
mcH(A) ≤ mcL(A) ≤ r · mcH(A).

Putting both inequalities together, this implies that

mcG(A) ≤ mcL(A) ≤ qr · mcG(A).

Similarly, for flow sparsifiers, we know that for every demand d for terminals K ′, λL(d) ≤
λH(d) ≤ λG(d). On the other hand, λG(d) ≤ q · λH(d) ≤ qr · λL(d), thus completing the
proof. ◀

▶ Lemma 2.3 (*). Let G1 and G2 be Steiner-disjoint networks with terminal set K.
If H1 and H2 are quality-q (cut or flow) sparsifiers for G1 and G2 with terminal set

K ∩ V (G1), K ∩ V (G2), respectively, then H := H1 ⊎ H2 is a quality-q (cut or flow, resp.)
sparsifier for G := G1 ⊎ G2 (parallel edges in K are joined and their capacities summed).

Proof. We assume that K = V (G1) ∩ V (G2). Otherwise, for the purpose of the analysis,
we can add to G1 and H1 the terminals in K \ V (G1) as isolated vertices (and the ones in
K \ V (G2) to G2 and H2). This preserves the properties of the sparsifiers H1, H2 and does
not affect the graphs G or H, and thus the lemma holds even without the assumption.

Let A ⊆ K and X = mcG(A). Then, uG(X) = uG1(X ∩ V (G1)) + uG2(X ∩ V (G2)), as
every edge with a Steiner endpoint appears only in one of the terms, and edges appearing in
both terms satisfy uG(e) = uG1(e) + uG2(e). Using the properties of H1 and H2, we get that
for Y1 = mcH1(A), Y2 = mcH2(A),

κH(A) ≤ uH(Y1 ∪ Y2)
= uH1(Y1) + uH2(Y2)
≤ uG1(X ∩ V (G1)) + uH2(X ∩ V (G2))
= uG(X),

and thus κH(A) ≤ κG(A).
For the other direction, we claim that X ∩ V (G1) and X ∩ V (G2) have to be optimal cuts

for A in G1, G2, respectively. Note that V (G1) ∩ V (G2) = K, and so X ∩ V (G1) ∩ V (G2) =
X ∩ K = A. Thus, if (w.l.o.g.) X ∩ V (G1) were not optimal for G1, we could replace
X ∩ (V (G1) \ K) with a better cut, and thus obtain a better cut X for G.

We conclude that

κG(A) = uG1(X ∩ V (G1)) + uG2(X ∩ V (G2))
≤ q · κH1(A) + q · κH2(A)
≤ q · uH1(Y ∩ V (G1)) + q · uH2(Y ∩ V (G2))
= q · uH(Y ),

where Y is a min-cut for A in H. ◀
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▶ Lemma 2.4 (*). Let v, w be vertices such that for every A ⊆ K, there is a min-cut X

separating A that either contains both v and w or neither of them.
Then G/vw is an exact cut sparsifier for G with terminals K.

Proof. Let A ⊆ K be any subset of terminals. We need to show that κG(A) = κG/vw(A).
To start, notice that any cut in G/vw induces a cut on G with the same capacity

(where if the combined vertex vw is in the cut, we include both v and w in G). Thus,
κG(A) ≤ κG/vw(A), as the min-cut in G/vw induces a cut in G.

Consider now a min-cut separating A in G. We will show that G/vw has a cut of the
same capacity, thus showing that κG(A) ≥ κG/vw(A). By assumption, there is a min-cut X

separating A that either contains both v and w or X ∩ {u, v} = ∅. In the first case, we take
X ′ = X − {v, w} + {vw} as the cut in G/vw, and in the second case we simply take X ′ = X.
Either way, uG/vw(X ′) = u(X), completing the proof. ◀

▶ Lemma 4.5 (*). Let G be a network with a separator X ⊆ V (G) of size a and |C| ≤ b for
every component C of G − X.

Then H = GK ⊎
⊎

C′
q∈CQ(GS) C ′

q is a sparsifier for G of size at most 4b(a+b)2 .

Proof. We recall the definitions of CQ(GS) = {C ′
q : q ∈ Q} and C ′

q = Cq ·
∑

C∈C λC(q). We
already know that |Q| ≤ 4b(a+b)2 , and thus H has size at most 4b(a+b)2 .

The main tool for the proof is the following lemma, whose proof is similar to Lemma 2.4.

▶ Lemma A.1. Let Cv, Cw be components of G − X of size b with capacity vectors cv, cw,
respectively, and vertices V (Cv) = {v1, . . . , vb}, V (Cw) = {w1, . . . , wb}.

If Cv agrees with Cw, i.e. SCv
⊇ SCw

, then the graph G/(Cv, Cw), obtained by contracting
each pair of vertices viwi, is a sparsifier for G.

This lemma allows us to show that any component can be decomposed into a conic
combination of basic components:

▶ Lemma A.2. Let C be a component of G − X of size b and capacity vector c for its edges.
If c can be written as the conic combination of points q1, q2, . . . , qℓ ∈ Q, all of which agree

with c, then G has a sparsifier given by (G − C) ⊎ C ′
1 ⊎ . . . ⊎ C ′

ℓ, where each C ′
i is a graph on

X ∪ {v′
i,1, . . . , v′

i,b}, and the capacities of the edges in C ′
i are given by λ(qi) · qi.

Finally, using Lemma A.1, we can contract the different copies of basic components we
created, to obtain the sparsifier for G. ◀
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