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Abstract

We show the existence of length-constrained expander decomposition in directed graphs
and undirected vertex-capacitated graphs. Previously, its existence was shown only in
undirected edge-capacitated graphs [HRG22, HHT24]. Along the way, we prove the multi-
commodity maxflow-mincut theorems for length-constrained expansion in both directed and
undirected vertex-capacitated graphs.

Based on our decomposition, we build a length-constrained flow shortcut for undirected
vertex-capacitated graphs, which roughly speaking is a set of edges and vertices added to
the graph so that every multi-commodity flow demand can be routed with approximately
the same vertex-congestion and length, but all flow paths only contain few edges. This
generalizes the shortcut for undirected edge-capacitated graphs from [HHL+24].

Length-constrained expander decomposition and flow shortcuts have been crucial in the
recent algorithms in undirected edge-capacitated graphs [HHL+24, HLS24]. Our work thus
serves as a foundation to generalize these concepts to directed and vertex-capacitated graphs.
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1 Introduction

Expander decomposition found its early applications in property testing [GR98], clustering
[KVV04], and approximation algorithms [CKS05] and, for the last two decades, has been the
crucial ingredient in important developments of fast graph algorithms. This includes the first
almost-linear time algorithms for spectral sparsifiers and Laplacian solvers [ST04], approxi-
mate max flow [KLOS14, She13, RST14], deterministic global min cut [LS21], exact max flow
[CKL+22], as well as many almost-optimal dynamic algorithms for minimum spanning trees
[NSWN17], shortest paths [CK19, BGS22], sparsifiers [BBG+20], k-edge-connectivity [JS22],
minimum cuts [JST24, EHHL25], and more [GRST21]. Significant effort [SW19, CS19, CGL+20,
CS20, LS21, LNPS23, HKGW23, ADK23, GPPG24, CMGS25] has then focused on constructing
expander decomposition itself.

Below, we discuss two successful orthogonal generalizations of expander decomposition.

Vertex and Directed Expander Decomposition. In 2005, Chekuri, Khanna, and Shep-
herd [CKS05] showed that the construction of expander decomposition in undirected edge-
capacitated graphs naturally extends to work in undirected vertex-capacitated graphs and ap-
plies them for approximating all-or-nothing vertex-capacitated flow problems. Later, this was
extended to directed graphs, an even more general setting [CE15].1

Since 2020, almost-linear time expander decomposition algorithms in these generalized set-
tings have been developed [BGS20, LS22, HKGW23, SG24] and found impressive applications.
For the vertex-capacitated ones, they were crucial for the fastest deterministic vertex connectiv-
ity algorithms [SY22, NSY23] and data structures for connectivity queries under vertex failures
[LS22, LPS25, JPP25]. For the directed ones, they were used for dynamic algorithms in directed
graphs [BGS20] and the new combinatorial approaches for exact max flow [CK24, BBST24].

Length-Constrained Expander Decomposition and Flow Shortcuts. More recently,
Haeupler, Räcke, and Ghaffari [HRG22] introduced length-constrained expanders (LC-expanders).
At a very high level, these are graphs such that any “reasonable” demand can be routed with low
congestion and length. In contrast, normal expanders only guarantee low congestion. [HRG22]
constructed LC-expander decomposition and applied it to show universally optimal distributed
algorithms. In general, LC-expander decomposition is much more effective for problems that
simultaneously concern length and congestion.

Based on the new decomposition, [HHL+24] introduced the notion of LC-flow shortcut2, a
new kind of graph augmentation. Roughly speaking, an LC-flow shortcut is a set of edges and
vertices added to the graph so that every multi-commodity flow demand can be routed with
approximately the same congestion and length, but all flow paths only have a few edges. This
is formalized as follows (see Section 2 for background).

Definition 1.1 (Length-Constrained Flow Shortcut). Given a graph G = (V,E), we say an
edge set E′ (possibly with endpoints outside V ) is a t-step flow shortcut of G with length slack λ
and congestion slack κ if

• (Forward Mapping) for every demand D routable in G with congestion 1 and length h, D
is routable in G ∪ E′ with congestion 1, length λh, and maximum step t, and

• (Backward Mapping) for every demand D on V (G) routable in G ∪ E′ with congestion 1
and length h, D is routable in G with congestion κ and length h.

1In fact, expander decomposition was only implicit in [CKS05, CE15] as their definitions were specific to their
applications. The purely graph-theoretic definition was later formalized in [BGS20].

2It was called a low-step flow emulator in [HHL+24].
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In any undirected edge-capacitated graph, [HHL+24] showed, for any ϵ > 0, the existence of
a O(1/ϵ)-step LC-flow shortcut E′ of size |E′| ≤ O(n1+O(ϵ)polylog(n)) with length slack O(1/ϵ3)
and congestion slack nO(ϵ).3 Combined with newly developed close-to-linear time LC-expander
decomposition [HHT24, HHG25], they also obtained a close-to-linear time construction for LC-
flow shortcuts albeit with worse quality.

LC-flow shortcuts have led to significant further progress. This includes the first close-to-
linear time constant-approximation algorithm for minimum cost multi-commodity flow [HHL+24].
The dynamic but weaker version of flow shortcuts was also the key object in the first determin-
istic dynamic constant-approximate distance oracle with O(nϵ) update time [HLS24].

However, all applications of LC-expander decomposition until now are limited to undirected
edge-capacitated graphs.

1.1 Our Results

To extend the reach of the expander decomposition paradigm further, the history above suggests
the following research question:

Can we construct length-constrained expander decomposition and flow shortcuts
beyond undirected edge-capacitated graphs?

Indeed, we answer this question affirmatively. In this paper, we focus on the existential
results, but the arguments naturally give polynomial-time algorithms. For future work, we are
working towards almost-linear-time constructions, which would lead to further applications for
minimum cost (multi-commodity) flow in vertex-capacitated and directed graphs. Below, we
discuss our contribution in more detail.

Length-Constrained Directed and Vertex Expander Decompositions. We formal-
ize the notions of length-constrained expanders in directed graphs and in undirected vertex-
capacitated graphs (Sections 3.1 and 4.1). Then, we show the existence of length-constrained
expander decomposition in directed graphs (Theorem 3.9) and in undirected vertex-capacitated
graphs (Theorem 4.1). Along the way, we also show that the definition of length-constrained
expanders based on cuts is almost equivalent to the characterization based on multi-commodity
flow (Theorems 3.8 and 4.2). This can be viewed as a version of the approximate multicom-
modity maxflow mincut theorem [LR99] but for length-constrained expansion in directed and
vertex-capacitated graphs.

While this part does not require technical novelty, it is an important foundation for our
paper and, we believe, for future work using this concept.

Length-Constrained Vertex-Capacitated Flow Shortcuts. Our main technical contribu-
tion (Theorem 5.2) is to show that, for any undirected vertex-capacitated graph and any ϵ > 0,
there exists a 2O( 1

ϵ
)-step flow shortcut E′ of size |E′| = O(n1+O(ϵ)polylog(n)) with length slack

O(1/ϵ3) and congestion slack nO(ϵ). This generalizes the flow shortcut of [HHL+24] in undirected
edge-capacitated graphs.

Our trade-off between size, length slack, and congestion slack matches the one of [HHL+24].
However, our step-bound is 2O( 1

ϵ
) instead of O(1/ϵ2). This is due to technical barriers unique

to vertex-capacitated graphs, which also requires us to use very different analysis. We leave as
a very interesting open problem if it is possible to obtain poly(1/ϵ) steps.

3The shortcut E′ in [HHL+24] actually has O(1/ϵ4) length slack and O(1/ϵ2) maximum step, but this is only
because they tried to ensure that all endpoints of E′ are in V . Allowing endpoints outside V , one can replace
their router with a star and improve the quality to be as we stated.
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We note that obtaining similar LC-flow shortcuts on directed graphs is currently out of reach
because it would give the breakthrough on reachability shortcuts. Given a graph G = (V,E),
an edge set E′ is a t-step reachability shortcut of G if, for every pair of vertices u, v ∈ V , u
can reach v in G if and only if u can reach v in G ∪ E′ using at most t steps. Observe that
an LC-flow shortcut in a directed graph is strictly stronger than a reachability shortcut. It is a
major open problem whether there exists a no(1)-step reachability shortcut of size n1+o(1).4

1.2 Our Techniques

Next, we give a technical overview of our LC-flow shortcut on vertex-capacitated graphs. We
will explain how the strategy used in [HHL+24] fails in our setting and how we overcome the
obstacle. For simplicity, here we only consider graphs with unit capacity. Also, we only construct
a slightly weaker notion of LC-flow shortcut in the sense that, it receives an additional length
parameter h and the forward mapping only guarantees that every demand routable in G with
length h′ ≤ h and congestion 1 is routable in G ∪ E′ with length λh, congestion 1 and step t.

Preliminaries. First, we give a brief background on length-constrained expansion. A demand
D : V × V → R≥0 assigns value to pair of vertices (u, v) and D is h-length is it assigns non-zero
values only to vertex pairs of distance distG(u, v) ≤ h. A demand D is routable with congestion
κ and length λ if there exists a multi-commodity flow routing D with congestion κ and length
λ. D respects a node-weighting A : V → R≥0 if for each vertex u,

∑
v D(u, v) ≤ A(u). Let

|A| =
∑

u∈V A(u). For any s ≥ 1, A is (h, s)-length ϕ-expanding in G if every h-length A-
respecting demand is routable with length hs and congestion O( lognϕ ).5 A length-constrained
cut C, generally speaking, assigns to each edge an integral length increase, and G − C is the
graph G applied with the length increase from cut C. We informally say that G is a length-
constrained expander (LC-expander) if a node-weighting A whose support is the whole vertex set
V is expanding in G. An (h, s)-length ϕ-expander decomposition for A is a length-constrained
cut C such that A is (h, s)-length ϕ-expanding in G− C.

G = (V,E) G′ = (V ∪ rS , E ∪ E′)

rS

Figure 1: An LC-flow shortcut of a low-diameter LC-expander.

Warm-up: Shortcutting LC-expanders. Before explaining the obstacle, we first show how
to shortcut an LC-vertex expander as a warm-up. Suppose that a node-weighting A is (h, s)-
length ϕ-vertex expanding in G. Say, A := 1V (i.e., A(v) = 1 for all v ∈ V ).

4When the endpoints of E′ must be in V , [Hes03, HP21, BH23] already showed that there is no Ω(n1/4)-step
reachability shortcut of size O(n). The lower bounds extend to the shortcut of size n1+ϵ with a worse step bound.

5Our definition in the paper (Definition 3.6) is actually cut-based. This almost-equivalent flow-based definition
follows from Theorem 4.2 and is more convenient in this overview.
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Suppose further that G has diameter at most h. In this case, our shortcut is simply a star
S connecting each original vertex v to a Steiner vertex rS with an (hs)-length A(v)-capacity
edge. We can shortcut any feasible flow in G with 2 steps. An illustrative example is shown in
Figure 1. The length slack is O(s) since an h-length original feasible flow is mapped forward to
a (2hs)-length feasible flow in the star. The congestion slack is O(log n/ϕ) because any feasible
flow in the star induces an h-length A-respecting demand. Since A is (h, s)-length ϕ-expanding
in G, we route such demand in G with congestion O(log n/ϕ) and without length increasing.

In general, the diameter can be large. Thus, we can construct a sparse neighborhood cover
to decompose the graph into clusters with diameter h, such that (1) for each vertex v, there is
a cluster containing all vertices within distance h/s from v, and (2) each vertex is inside nO(1/s)

clusters. Then, we can construct a shortcut by adding an (hs)-edge-length star on each cluster.
By a similar argument, we obtain a flow shortcut graph for (h/s)-length original flows with
length slack O(s2), congestion slack O(nO(1/s) log n/ϕ) and step 2.

So far, when we build an LC-flow shortcut for an LC-expander, the vertex-capacitated setting
presents no difficulties compared to the edge-capacitated setting, because the above simple
approach works in both settings. However, the differences between the two settings arise when
generalizing this approach to general graphs via expander hierarchies.

Previous Approach: Shortcutting General Graphs via Boundary-Linkedness. The
key idea of [HHL+24] is to exploit a hierarchy of boundary-linked LC-expander decomposition,
defined as follows. Let G be an edge-unit-capacity graph. Initialize the node-weight A0 = degG.
For each level 0 ≤ i ≤ d, compute a cut Ci+1 ⊆ E of size |Ci+1| ≈ ϕ|Ai| such that Ai + degCi+1

is (h, s)-length ϕ-expanding in G − Ci+1 where degCi+1
(v) counts the number of Ci+1-edges

incident to v.6 The cut Ci+1 is called the boundary-linked LC-expander decomposition for Ai

because it gives a stronger expansion guarantee of Ai + degCi+1
instead of just Ai. Then, we

set Ai+1 := degCi+1
and continue to the next level i+ 1. By setting ϕ = 1/(nO(1/s)nϵ), we have

that d = O(1/ϵ) and Ad+1 = 0.
From the above construction, we conclude that, for each i, Ai + Ai+1 is (h, s)-length ϕ-

expanding in G − Ci+1. Therefore, as we have seen in the warm-up, we can add stars on the
support of Ai + Ai+1 so that any flows routing h-length (Ai + Ai+1)-respecting demands in
G− Ci+1 can be shortcut.

Now consider a feasible h-length flow in G. The boundary-linkedness suggests a natural
bottom-up shortcut scheme. For each flow path P , we can think of routing P ’s head packet and
tail packet (initially at P ’s left and right endpoints, denoted by u0 and v0) to the same place via
shortcuts. Take the head packet as an example. Start with u0 ∈ supp(A0) = V . At each level
0 ≤ i ≤ d− 1, let ui+1 be the left endpoint of the first P ∩ Ci+1-edge behind ui. By definition,
ui+1 ∈ supp(Ai+1) and P ’s subpath between ui and ui+1 is disjoint from Ci+1, so we can use
star graphs at level i to route the head packet from ui to ui+1 within 2 steps. In sum, each of
the head and tail packets is routed from the bottom up until they reach ud, vd ∈ supp(Ad), and
the top-level star graphs can route them together. The total number of steps is O(d) = O(1/ϵ)7.

The Obstacle from Vertex Cuts. The overall strategy of the above approach is to shortcut
flow paths from a vertex of Ai to an endpoint of edges in Ci+1. This was possible since the
boundary-linked expander decomposition guarantees that Ai + degCi+1

is expanding.
In the vertex-capacitated graph, however, the cut Ci+1 ⊆ V is now a vertex set. To follow

6In the actual construction, Ci+1 assigns fractional values to edges and is called a moving cut, defined in
Section 3.1. Here, we assume Ci+1 is a classic edge cut for simplicity.

7We note that the step bound in [HHL+24] is O(1/ϵ2) because they used powers of expander graphs instead
of star graphs to avoid creating vertices outside G, which brought another O(1/ϵ) factor.

4



the same strategy, we have two natural options. We shortcut flow from a vertex of Ai to either
(1) a vertex in Ci+1, or (2) a neighbor of Ci+1.

In the first case, the strategy requires that Ai+Ci+1 is expanding in G−Ci+1. This is trivially
impossible because Ci+1 is not even in the graph G−Ci+1. In the second case, let N(Ci+1) denote
the neighbors of Ci+1 that are not in Ci+1. The strategy requires Ai + N(Ci+1) is expanding
in G− Ci+1. However, possibly N(Ci+1) is very big and has size |N(Ci+1)| = Ω(n|Ci+1|). It is
unlikely that expander decomposition exists to guarantee the expansion of such a large node-
weighting. Even if it exists, we would set Ai+1 = N(Ci+1) and, hence, we cannot guarantee
|Ai+1| ≪ |Ai|. So the number of levels of the hierarchy is unbounded.

In either option, this overall strategy fails in the vertex-capacitated graphs. At a very high
level, this is because edges have two endpoints while vertices may have an unbounded number
of neighbors.

Our Approach: Top-Down Analysis without Boundary-linkedness. We construct a
similar hierarchy of LC-vertex expander decomposition without boundary-linkedness as follows.
Let G = (V,E) be a vertex-unit-capacity graph. Initialize node-weighting A0 = 1V . At each
level 0 ≤ i ≤ d, computes a cut Ci+1 ⊆ V such that Ai is (h, s)-length ϕ-vertex-expanding
in G − Ci+1, and set Ai+1 := 1Ci+1 . In particular, the top level d has Cd+1 = ∅. The LC-
vertex-expander decomposition guarantees |Ci+1| ≈ ϕ|Ai|, so the number d of levels is O(1/ϵ)
by choosing proper ϕ.

Next, we construct the shortcut as follows. For each i, by the expansion of Ai, we can add
stars on the support of Ai into our shortcut so that any flows routing h-length Ai-respecting
demands in G−Ci+1 can be shortcut. To analyze the shortcut quality, we will no longer try to
route from Ai to Ai+1 as in the edge-capacitated setting, because we no longer have boundary-
linkedness guarantee.

Our analysis is instead top-down. At each level i, we shortcut the current flow path as much
as possible, and then the prefix and suffix that have not yet been shortcut will be deferred to
lower levels as subproblems. To be more concrete, say our initial goal is to shortcut a flow path
P in a feasible h-length original flow. At each level 0 ≤ i ≤ d, assume we will receive a subpath
P ′ of P with length at most h in G−Ci+1 (note that P is a valid input to the top level d because
Cd+1 is empty). We will shortcut P ′ using star graphs at levels up to i as follows (see Figure 2
for an illustration when i = 1).

u

u

x1 y1
vLevel 1

Level 0

F

F ′

x′1 y′1

y′1

v
x′1

Figure 2: A toy example of forward mapping given we have 2 levels in total. Crossings represent
cut vertices in C1 along the witness path Pu,v.

Step 1. Let xi and yi be the first and last P ′-vertices in supp(Ai) respectively. We can easily
shortcut the subpath P ′[xi, yi] (i.e. the subpath from xi to yi) within 2 steps using the star
graphs at level i.
Step 2. Let x′i be the P ′-vertex right before xi and let y′i be the P ′-vertex right after yi. We
regard shortcutting the prefix P ′[u, x′i] and the suffix P ′[y′i, v] as two subproblems at level i− 1,
where u, v are endpoints of P ′. Note that both P ′[u, x′i] and P ′[y′i, v] has length at most h in
G− Ci because they are disjoint from Ci by definition.
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Step 3. After the recursion, we obtain shortcuts for both P ′[u, x′i] and P ′[y′i, v]. The shortcut
for P ′ is given by concatenating shortcuts for P ′[u, x′i], P

′[xi, yi] and P ′[y′i, v] using two original
edges (x′i, xi) and (yi, y

′
i).

It is not hard to see the final step bound is 2O(d) = 2O(1/ϵ) since the recursion has d levels and
each level has two branches. We note that the actual argument is more complicated because the
cuts Ci are actually moving cuts which have fractional cut values, and there is no clear partition
of P ′ into 3 parts.

6



2 Preliminaries

This section includes preliminaries for directed graphs and vertex-capacitated graphs in Sec-
tion 2.1 and Section 2.2. We note that in Section 3 we consider directed graphs, while in
Section 4 and Section 5 we focus on vertex-capacitated graphs.

We always use n and m to denote the number of vertices and edges of the original graph in the
context (for example, the original graph of each main theorem is its input graph). Throughout
the paper, all input graphs will have length and capacity functions, and we assume that all
lengths and capacities are positive integers upper bounded by N = poly(n). To simplify notation,
sometimes we may hide O(logN) factors in O(log n) or nϵ (where ϵ is a constant).

2.1 Directed Graphs

Let G = (V,E) be a directed graph with n := |V | vertices and m := |E| edges. Let ℓG : E → N+

denote the edge length function of G. A path from vertex v to vertex w is called a (v, w)-path.
For any path P , ℓG(P ) =

∑
e∈P ℓG(e) and let |P | denote the number of edges in P (we also say

P has |P | steps). The distance between vertices v and w is distG(v, w) = minP :(v,w)-path ℓG(P ).
A ball of radius r around a vertex v is a ballG(v, r) = {w | distG(v, w) ≤ r}. We further define
that distG(v, w) =∞ if vertex w cannot be reached from vertex v.

Let uG : E → R>0 denote the edge capacity function of G. Sometimes we use u(e) to repre-
sent the capacity over edge e if G is explicitly mentioned. We further define the directed degree of
a vertex v in G, denoted by deginG (v) and degoutG (v), as

∑
(w,v)∈E uG(w, v) and

∑
(v,w)∈E uG(v, w)

respectively. Namely, they represent the capacity summation of incoming edges to v and out-
going edges from v. We use degsumG (v) = deginG (v) + degoutG (v) to represent the capacity of all
edges incident to v. We use degmin

G (v) = min{deginG (v), degoutG (v)} to measure the minimum of
in-degree and out-degree of a vertex v.

Multicommodity Flows. A (multicommodity) flow/routing in G is a function F : P → R≥0

(where P denotes the set of simple paths in G) that assigns each simple path P in G a flow
value F (P ) ≥ 0. We define P to be a flow path of F if F (P ) > 0. Further P is a (v, w)-flow path
of F if P is both a (v, w)-path and a flow path of F . Let path(F ) denote the set of all paths
P where F (P ) > 0. The value of F is denoted by value(F ) =

∑
P∈path(F ) F (P ). We point out

that, for each flow path P ∈ path(F ), we also regard P as a flow with only one flow path. The
value of this flow P is value(P ) = F (P ) unless otherwise stated.

The congestion of F on an edge e is congF (e) = F (e)
uG(e) where F (e) =

∑
P :P∋e F (P ) de-

notes the total flow value of all paths passing through e. The congestion of F is cong(F ) =
maxe∈E congF (e). We define a flow as feasible if its congestion does not exceed one. The step of
F is the maximum step count across all flow paths in F , given by step(F ) = maxP∈path(F ) |P |.
Similarly, the length of F is defined as the maximum length of all flow paths of F , i.e.,
leng(F ) = maxP∈path(F ) ℓ(P ). Sometimes we will refer to leng(F,G′) as the length of F in
G′, where G′ is the same graph as G except that G′ may have different edge lengths.

Node-Weightings. A node-weighting A : V → R≥0 of G assigns a non-negative value A(v)
to a vertex v. The size of A is denoted by |A| =

∑
v A(v) and let supp(A) := {v : A(v) > 0}.

For two node-weightings A,A′ we define min(A,A′) and A+A′ as pointwise operations, and we
write A ⪯ A′ if A is pointwise at most A′.

We further define the volume of a vertex subset S ⊆ V w.r.t a node-weighting A to be
volA(S) =

∑
v∈S A(v). Note that the degree function is also a node-weighting, and we let

volsumG (S) =
∑

v∈S degsumG (v).

Demands. A demand D : V × V → R≥0 assigns a non-negative value D(v, w) ≥ 0 to each

7



ordered pair of vertices in V to specify the units of demand D(v, w) vertex v wants to send to
vertex w. We note that it is always safe to assume D(u, u) = 0. The size of a demand is written
as |D| and is defined as

∑
v,w D(v, w). For each vertex v, we let D(v, ·) =

∑
w D(v, w) and

D(·, v) =
∑

w D(w, v) denote the total demand starting and ending at v respectively. We say a
demand D is

• h-length constrained : if for each v, w ∈ V with D(v, w) > 0, we have distG(v, w) ≤ h;

• symmetric: if for any pairs of v, w ∈ V , D(v, w) = D(w, v);

• sub-demand for D′: if for any pairs of v, w ∈ V , D(v, w) ≤ D′(v, w);

• A-respecting for some node-weighting A: if for any v ∈ V , max{D(v, ·), D(·, v)} ≤ A(v).

The demand routed by F (or the corresponding demand of F ), denoted by Dem(F ) or DF ,
has DF (u, v) =

∑
(u, v)-flow path P ∈ path(F ) F (P ). We say a demand D can be routed with length

h, congestion γ and step t if there is a flow F routing D with length h, congestion γ and step t.

2.2 Vertex-Capacitated Graphs

An undirected vertex-capacitated graph, denoted by G = (V,E) has lengths and capacities on
both edges and vertices. Formally, G has length function ℓG : V ∪ E → N+ and capacity
function uG : V ∪ E → N+. We will use uV (G) to denote the restriction of uG on V , i.e.
the vertex capacity function of G. Naturally, for any simple path P in G, its length ℓG(P ) =∑

vertices v∈P ℓG(v) +
∑

edges e∈P ℓG(e), but its step |P | is still the number of edges in P . For
each vertex v ∈ V , its (capacitated) degree is degG(v) = uG(v) +

∑
e∈E incident to v uG(e).

Vertex-Capacitated Flows. The notation of flow naturally extends to the setting of vertex-
capacitated graphs. The only difference is the definition of congestion. We note that the
congestion of flow F over a vertex v is the congF (v) = F (v)

uG(v) where F (v) =
∑

P :P∋v F (P )
denotes the total flow value of all flow paths going through v. Thus the general congestion of
flow F also considers the congestion over vertices, i.e.,

congF = max{ max
v∈V (G)

congF (v), max
e∈E(G)

congF (e)}

We further note that the step of flow F in vertex-capacitated graphs still depends on the number
of edges in flow paths.

Neighborhood Covers. We will use neighborhood covers in Section 5. Given a graph G
with lengths, a clustering S in G is a collection of pairwise disjoint vertex sets S1, · · · , S|S|,
called clusters. A neighborhood cover N with width ω and covering radius h is a collection of ω
many clusterings S1, · · · ,Sω such that for every node v there exists a cluster S ∈ Si such that
ball(v, h) ⊆ S, where ball(v, h) = {u ∈ V (G) | distG(u, v) ≤ h}. We use S ∈ N to denote that
S is a cluster in some clustering of N . The clustering N has diameter hdiam if every cluster
S ∈ N has diameter at most hdiam i.e., maxu,v∈S distG(u, v) ≤ hdiam. We note that the shortest
path between u, v ∈ S may use vertices that are not in the cluster.

Theorem 2.1 ([Pel00]). Given a vertex-capacitated graph G with a length parameter h and an
integer k ≥ 1, there exists a neighborhood cover N with covering radius h, diameter hdiam ≤
(2k − 1) · h and width ω = nO(1/k)k.
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3 Length-Constrained Directed Expansion

In this section, we follow the theory of length-constrained expansion and extend it to the set-
ting of directed graphs. We start with the generalization of notations from length-constrained
expanders in Section 3.1, which serves as the foundation for subsequent results. Next, we char-
acterize length-constrained expansion in directed graphs with routing in Section 3.2, and show
the existence of length-constrained directed expander decomposition in Section 3.3.

3.1 Basic Concepts of Length-Constrained Directed Expansion

The following definition of moving cuts and separation was introduced by Haeupler, Wajc and
Zuzic in [HWZ20].

Definition 3.1 (Length-Constrained Cut). An h-length moving cut C : E 7→ {0, 1
h ,

2
h , . . . , 1}

assigns to each edge e a fractional cut value between zero and one which is a multiple of 1
h .

The size of C is defined as |C| =
∑

e u(e) · C(e). The length increase associated with the h-
length moving cut C is denoted with ℓC,h and defined as assigning an edge e the length increase
ℓC,h(e) = h · C(e). Any moving cut which only assigns cut values equal to either 0 or 1 is
called a pure moving cut. We define the degree of a moving cut over vertex v to be degC(v) =∑

e∋v uG(e) · C(e).

Definition 3.2 (h-Length Separated Demand). For any demand D and any h-length moving cut
C, we define the amount of h-length separated demand as the sum of demands between vertices
that are h-length separated by C. We denote this quantity with seph(C,D), i.e.,

seph(C,D) =
∑

u,v:distG−C(u,v)>h

D(u, v).

Definition 3.3 (h-Length Sparsity of a Cut C for Demand D). For any demand D and any
h-length moving cut C with seph(C,D) > 0, the h-length sparsity of C with respect to D is the
ratio of C’s size to how much demand it h-length separates i.e.,

sparsh(C,D) =
|C|

seph(C,D)
.

Above we generalize the definition of length-constrained moving cut w.r.t arbitrary directed
h-length demand. However, for the definition of a directed length-constrained expander, we
restrict to symmetric h-length demands.

Definition 3.4 ((h, s)-Length Sparsity of a Cut w.r.t. a Node-Weighting). The (h, s)-length
sparsity of any h · s-length moving cut C with respect to a node-weighting A is defined as:

spars(h,s)(C,A) = min
A-respecting h-length symmetric demand D

sparsh·s(C,D).

Intuitively, (h·s)-length sparsity of a cut measures how much it h·s-length separates h-length
demand w.r.t its own size. Furthermore, for a given node-weighting, we associate the sparsest
cut w.r.t the node-weighting with its conductance.

Definition 3.5 ((h, s)-Length Conductance of a Node-Weighting). The (h, s)-length conduc-
tance of a node-weighting A in a graph G is defined as the (h, s)-length sparsity of the sparsest
h · s-length moving cut C with respect to A, i.e.,

cond(h,s)(A) = min
h·s-length moving cut C

spars(h,s)(C,A).

9



Definition 3.6 ((h, s)-Length ϕ-Expanding Node-Weightings). We say a node-weighting A is
(h, s)-length ϕ-expanding if the (h, s)-length conductance of A in G is at least ϕ.

To see the connection, in Appendix A.1, we explain how our notion of length-constrained
directed expansion generalizes the non-length-constrained version of directed expansion. Lastly,
we give the formal definition of length-constrained directed expander decompositions as follows:

Definition 3.7 (Length-Constrained Directed Expander Decomposition). Given a graph G =
(V,E), a directed (h, s)-length ϕ-expander decomposition for a node-weighting A with length slack
s and cut slack κ is an h · s-length cut C of size at most κ · ϕ|A| such that A is (h, s)-length
ϕ-expanding in G− C.

3.2 Routing Characterization of Length-Constrained Directed Expansion

The definition of ϕ-expanding characterizes the sparsity of moving cuts in directed graphs. With
the routing characterization, we certify the notation to be meaningful and show that sparsity is
closely related to demand routing.

Theorem 3.8 (Routing Characterization of Length-Constrained Directed Expanders). Given a
directed graph G and node-weighting A, for any h ≥ 1, ϕ < 1 and s ≥ 1 we have:

• If A is (h, s)-length ϕ-expanding in G, then every A-respecting h-length symmetric demand
can be routed in G wth congestion at most O( logNϕ ) and length at most h · s.

• If A is not (h, s)-length ϕ-expanding in G, then some A-respecting h-length symmetric
demand cannot be routed with congestion at most 1

2ϕ and length at most h·s
2 .

The proof idea of Theorem 3.8 is similar to the undirected case as shown in [HRG22], and
for completeness, we restate and adapt the proof for the directed setting in Appendix A.2.

3.3 Length-Constrained Directed Expander Decomposition: Existence

Now, we prove the existence of length-constrained directed expander decompositions. The fol-
lowing theorem formally states the result:

Theorem 3.9. For any G = (V,E), a node-weighting A, h > 1, α ≥ 1, ϕ < 1 and a length
slack parameter s = O(log n), there is a directed (h, s)-length ϕ-expander decomposition for A

with cut slack κ = O(nO( 1
s
) log n).

The proof of Theorem 3.9 again follows the undirected-case proof in [HRG22], and we append
it for completeness. The basic idea to prove the above main theorem is that we can continuously
find a cut with (h, s)-sparsity less than ϕ in the graph if it is not an (h, s)-length ϕ-expander for
node-weighting A. We can apply the cut to the graph and repeat the same procedure. Finally
the union of those cuts will render the graph as an (h, s)-length ϕ-expander.

In order to argue the upper bound for the total cut size, we need to consider the summation
of each individual cut size. However, the size of each cut depends on the sparsity associated with
different demands, which adds complexity to the problem. Thus, we first introduce a special
base demand, called exponential demand, in Section 3.3.1 to relate all other demands in terms
of sparsity. Using this, we apply a potential argument to prove the above main theorem in
Section 3.3.2.

In Appendix A.3, we will discuss boundary-linked LC-directed expander decomposition (also
called linked LC-directed expander decomposition). Expander decompositions with boundary-
linkedness have been shown to be very useful in the length-constrained undirected setting and
the classic (i.e. non-length-constrained) setting. Hence we include this part which may lead to
future applications, although it has no application in our work.
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3.3.1 Exponential Demand

Exponential demand can be viewed as a worst-case demand because, for any sparse cut with a
witnessing demand, it admits comparable sparsity w.r.t that same cut. Specifically, we would
like to show the following lemma:

Lemma 3.10. Given a directed graph G = (V,E) and a node-weighting A, suppose that some
A-respecting h-length symmetric demand D has h · s-length sparsity at most ϕ w.r.t. some
h · s-length moving cut C. Then the α-exponential demand Dα

h,A has h·s
2 -length sparsity at most

28α+1ϕ w.r.t the same cut C.

We will develop the definition of the exponential demand (i.e. Definition 3.13) in the following
part and start with a specific weight function base on distance.

Exponential Distance Weight For a directed graph G = (V,E), and a length-bound h, we
define h-length α-exponential distance weight of a vertex u w.r.t. vertex v as

wα
h (u, v) :=


1 u = v

2−α·dist(u,v)/h dist(u, v) ≤ 2h log2 n
α

0 otw.

where 1 ≤ α ≤ log n and dist(u, v) = dist(u, v) + dist(v, u) is the round-trip distance between
vertex pairs. It immediately follows that the round-trip distance is symmetric, i.e., dist(v, u) =
dist(u, v).

The following lemma serves as an introduction to the property of exponential distance weight.

Lemma 3.11. For any graph G, length-bound h, vertices u, v, w ∈ V the following hold for the
h-length α-exponential distance weights:

1.
∑

a∈V wα
h (u, a) ≤ n.

2.
∑

a∈V wα
h (u, a) ≥ 1.

3. wα
h (u, v) ≥ 2−α·dist(u,v)/h − 1/n2.

4. 2−α·dist(w,v)/h · wα
h (u, v)− 1/n2 ≤ wα

h (u,w) ≤ 2α·dist(w,v)/h · (wα
h (u, v) + 1/n2)

Proof. We provide the proofs as an itemized list corresponding to the statements in the lemma.

1. Every vertex in v receives a weight wα
h (u, a) of at most one and |V | = n.

2. Follows because wα
h (u, u) = 1.

3. If dist(u, v) < 2h log2 n
α , then it is true for wα

h (u, v) = 2−α·dist(u,v)/h and 1
n2 > 0; If

dist(u, v) ≥ 2h log2 n
α , then 2−α·dist(u,v)/h ≤ 1

n2 and wα
h (u, v) = 0, which concludes the

property.

4. By triangle inequality we have dist(u,w)+dist(w, v) = dist(u,w)+dist(w, u)+dist(w, v)+
dist(v, w) ≥ dist(u, v) + dist(v, u) = dist(u, v). This further gives dist(u,w) ≥ dist(u, v)−
dist(w, v), and thus

2−α·dist(u,w)/h ≤ 2α·dist(w,v)/h · 2−α·dist(u,v)/h
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We note that wα
h (u,w) ≤ 2−α·dist(u,w)/h, and by Property 3, we upper bound 2−α·dist(u,v)/h

by wα
h (u, v) + 1/n2 to get

wα
h (u,w) ≤ 2α·dist(w,v)/h · (wα

h (u, v) + 1/n2)

Since the choice of vertices is symmetric, by swapping vertices w and v, we can similarly
have that

wα
h (u, v) ≤ 2α·dist(v,w)/h · (wα

h (u,w) + 1/n2)

2−α·dist(v,w)/h · wα
h (u, v) ≤ wα

h (u,w) + 1/n2

2−α·dist(v,w)/h · wα
h (u, v)− 1/n2 ≤ wα

h (u,w)

And note that dist(v, w) = dist(w, v), which concludes the proof.

The intuition behind the distance weight is that we assign more weight to closer vertices.
We let

wα
h (u) :=

∑
b∈V

wα
h (u, b)

denote the h-length α-exponential weight of u. It can be interpreted as a normalization factor
of the exponential weight over vertex u, which determines the fraction of demand that u is
supposed to send out to any other vertex.

Mixing Factor To explicitly denote this ratio, we define Mα
h (u, v) to be the h-length α-mixing

factor from vertices u to v as follows:

Mα
h (u, v) =

wα
h (u, v)

wα
h (u)

It immediately follows that 0 ≤Mα
h (u, v) ≤ 1.

This mixing factor instructs a unit demand between every pair of vertices according to the
distance. We are interested in the overlap of the mixing factor, in particular, for close enough
vertex pairs u and v, we count the summation of min{Mα

h (u, b),M
α
h (v, b)} over every vertex

b ∈ V . It turns out that there exists a lower bound for the overlap with the following lemma:

Lemma 3.12. Given a directed graph G = (V,E), 1 ≤ α ≤ log n, for any pair of vertices u, v
where dist(u, v) ≤ 2h, we have∑

b∈V
min{Mα

h (u, b),M
α
h (v, b)} ≥ 2−8α

Proof. ∑
b∈V

min{Mα
h (u, b),M

α
h (v, b)} =

∑
b∈V

min{
wα
h (u, b)

wα
h (u)

,
wα
h (v, b)

wα
h (v)

}

We note that only vertex b where wα
h (u, b) > 0 and wα

h (v, b) > 0 will contribute to the above
summation otherwise the minimum will take the value 0. Then for simplicity of notation, we let

Bu = {w ∈ V | dist(u,w) ≤ 2h log2 n

α
}
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denote the ball centered on vertex u with the radius of 2h log2 n
α in round-trip distance. For any

vertex v ∈ V \Bu, we have wα
h (u, v) = 0. Further we can rewrite the summation as

∑
b∈V

min{
wα
h (u, b)

wα
h (u)

,
wα
h (v, b)

wα
h (v)

} =
∑

b∈Bu∩Bv

min{
wα
h (u, b)

wα
h (u)

,
wα
h (v, b)

wα
h (v)

} (1)

≥
∑

b∈Bu∩Bv

min{wα
h (u, b), w

α
h (v, b)}

max{wα
h (u), w

α
h (v)}

(2)

For inequality (2), we use the fact that min{ab ,
c
d} ≥

min{a,c}
max{b,d} . To further bound the above

summation, we first build the relationship between weights over vertices u and v. For the
numerator, for vertices u, v and b ∈ Bu ∩ Bv, and by triangle inequality that dist(b, u) ≥
dist(b, v)− dist(u, v), we have

wα
h (b, u) ≤ 2−α·dist(b,u)/h ≤ 2α·dist(u,v)/h · 2−α·dist(b,v)/h

Note that we have distG(u, v) ≤ 2h and 2−α·dist(b,v)/h = wα
h (v, b) since b ∈ Bv, we actually

tighten the inequality and get

wα
h (u, b) = wα

h (b, u) ≤ 22α · wα
h (v, b)

We rewrite it as

wα
h (v, b) ≥ 2−2α · wα

h (u, b)

For the denominator, from the same property and the symmetry between vertices u and v, we
have

wα
h (v) =

∑
b∈Bu

wα
h (v, b) +

∑
b∈V \Bu

wα
h (v, b)

≤
∑
b∈Bu

22α · wα
h (u, b) +

∑
b∈V \Bu

22α · (wα
h (u, b) +

1

n2
)

=
∑
b∈V

22α · wα
h (u, b) +

∑
b∈V \Bu

22α · 1

n2

≤ 22α(wα
h (u) +

1

n
)

≤ 22α+1wα
h (u)

where we use the fact that 1
n < wα

h (u).
Now combine two inequalities for the numerator and the denominator respectively we have

∑
b∈Bu∩Bv

min{wα
h (u, b), w

α
h (v, b)}

max{wα
h (u), w

α
h (v)}

≥
∑

b∈Bu∩Bv

min{wα
h (u, b), 2

−2α · wα
h (u, b)}

max{wα
h (u), 2

2α+1wα
h (u)}

=
1

24α+1
·
∑

b∈Bu∩Bv
wα
h (u, b)

wα
h (u)

=
1

24α+1
·
∑

b∈Bu∩Bv
wα
h (u, b)∑

b∈Bu
wα
h (u, b)

=
1

24α+1
·

∑
b∈Bu∩Bv

wα
h (u, b)∑

b∈Bu∩Bv
wα
h (u, b) +

∑
b∈Bu\Bv

wα
h (u, b)
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Note that in the second equation, we rewrite the denominator since only vertices in the Bu

contribute to the wα
h,A(u). We divide it into two parts in the last equation and provide a bound

between them in what follows.
For a vertex b ∈ Bu \Bv, we know that it should be far away from vertex v, but close enough

to vertex u. However, under the restriction that dist(u, v) ≤ 2h, b has to lie near the boundary
of Bu, namely dist(u, b) ≥ 2h log2 n

α − 2h, and thus wα
h (u, b) ≤ 22α · 1

n2 . Consequently,∑
b∈Bu\Bv

wα
h (u, b) ≤

∑
b∈Bu\Bv

22α · 1

n2
(3)

≤ 22α · 1
n

(4)

≤ 22α · wα
h (u, u) (5)

≤ 22α ·
∑

b∈Bu∩Bv

wα
h (u, b) (6)

In the inequality (4), we use the assumption that |V | ≤ n. Then in the next inequality (5), we
have 1

n ≤ 1 = wα
h (u, u) The inequality (6) is because u ∈ Bv (since α ≤ log2 n). This further

concludes that ∑
b∈Bu∩Bv

wα
h (u, b)∑

b∈Bu∩Bv
wα
h (u, b) +

∑
b∈Bu\Bv

wα
h (u, b)

≥ 1

22α + 1

And finally, we are able to show that∑
b∈V

min{Mα
h (u, b),M

α
h (v, b)} ≥

1

24α+1
· 1

22α + 1
≥ 2−8α

The above lemma shows that we can have a mixing factor with favorable overlap in the graph
G. The mixing factor can be viewed as an instructor of how we send out the demand in the
graph. It further helps define the exponential demand more easily as follows:

Definition 3.13 (α-Exponential Demand w.r.t h-length). In a directed graph G = (V,E), the
α-exponential demand Dα

h,A w.r.t h-length and a node-weighting A is the demand defined as:

Dα
h,A(u, v) = A(u) ·Mα

h (u, v) +A(v) ·Mα
h (v, u)

For simplicity, we sometimes hide the parameter α and refer to the demand as the exponential
demand.

Remark 3.14. We note that for vertex pair u, v ∈ V that is far away from each, i.e. dist(u, v) >
2h log n/α, Dα

h,A(u, v) is zero. Since 2h log n/α > h, the α-exponential demand is actually not
an h-length demand. Furthermore, suppose there are vertices u and v such that A(u) ≪ A(v).
From the symmetric construction, exponential demand might send more value from u than A(u),
thereby failing to respect node-weighting A. In conclusion, the α-exponential demand is neither
guaranteed to be an h-length demand nor an A-respecting demand, but we will see in the following
that it works like a worst-case demand and connects with other h-length demands in terms of
sparsity.

Corollary 3.15. The α-exponential demand Dα
h,A is symmetric,

Dα
h,A(u, v) = Dα

h,A(v, u)
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As mentioned in the beginning, the reason we are interested in such an exponential demand
is that it evenly mixed in the entire graph such that it can be regarded as a worst-case demand.
We are now ready for the proof of the main lemma in this section.

Lemma 3.10. Given a directed graph G = (V,E) and a node-weighting A, suppose that some
A-respecting h-length symmetric demand D has h · s-length sparsity at most ϕ w.r.t. some
h · s-length moving cut C. Then the α-exponential demand Dα

h,A has h·s
2 -length sparsity at most

28α+1ϕ w.r.t the same cut C.

Proof. We first note that only separated demand pairs in D are involved in the sparsity w.r.t
cut C, thus we restrict to a sub-demand D̂ of D where D̂(u, v) = D(u, v) if distG−C(u, v) > h ·s,
otherwise D̂(u, v) = 0. It naturally follows that

seph·s(C,D) = seph·s(C, D̂) = |D̂| ≥ |C|
ϕ

.

Further, we construct an intermediate demand D′ to relate the exponential demand Dα
h,A to

the fully separated demand D̂. This helps to build a connection between their sparsity w.r.t C.
Intuitively, we decompose and reroute every demand pair in D̂ according to the configuration
and size of exponential demand Dα

h,A. Specifically, for any demand D̂(u, v) in D̂, for every

vertex b ∈ V , we add D̂(u, v) · min{D
α
h,A(u,b)

A(u) ,
Dα

h,A(v,b)

A(v) } to D′(u, b) and D′(b, v). From such a

construction, the value of D′(u, v) comes from non-zero demand D̂(u,w) and D̂(w, v), and in
total, we have that

D′(u, v) =
∑

w:D̂(u,w)>0

D̂(u,w) ·min{
Dα

h,A(u, v)

A(u)
,
Dα

h,A(w, v)

A(w)
}

+
∑

w:D̂(w,v)>0

D̂(w, v) ·min{
Dα

h,A(w, u)

A(w)
,
Dα

h,A(v, u)

A(v)
}

In other words, demand D′ depends on the fully separated demand D̂ and the exponential
demand. By the property that D̂ is an A-respecting demand, it turns out that demand D′ is
a sub-demand for 2 ·Dα

h,A. To see this, we note that min{a, b} ≤ a and min{a, b} ≤ b for any
a, b ∈ R, then we have,

D′(u, v) ≤
∑

w:D̂(u,w)>0

D̂(u,w) ·
Dα

h,A(u, v)

A(u)
+

∑
w:D̂(w,v)>0

D̂(w, v) ·
Dα

h,A(v, u)

A(v)
(7)

=
∑

w:D̂(u,w)>0

D̂(u,w)

A(u)
·Dα

h,A(u, v) +
∑

w:D̂(w,v)>0

D̂(w, v)

A(v)
·Dα

h,A(u, v) (8)

≤ 2 ·Dα
h,A(u, v) (9)

We use symmetry in equation (8) where Dα
h,A(v, u) = Dα

h,A(u, v). And for the last inequality (9),
we use the fact that

∑
w:D̂(u,w)>0

D̂(u,w) ≤ A(u) since D̂ is A-respecting. Since the inequality
applies to every vertex pair u, v ∈ V , it confirms that D′ is a sub-demand for 2 · Dα

h,A. This
directly gives that seph·s/2(C,D

α
h,A) ≥

1
2seph·s/2(C,D

′).
Then we show that the seph·s/2(C,D

′) is at least some fraction (dependent on α) of the
amount of the fully separated demand D̂ w.r.t the same cut C. For each demand D̂(u, v) that
contributes to the seph·s(C, D̂), we have distG−C(u, v) > h · s. As a result, for any other vertex
b, we have either distG−C(u, b) >

h·s
2 or distG−C(b, v) >

h·s
2 . Then either from D′(u, b) or from
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D′(b, v), the amount of D̂(u, v) ·min{D
α
h,A(u,b)

A(u) ,
Dα

h,A(v,b)

A(v) } is contributed to seph·s/2(C,D
′). If we

sum up all vertices b from the vertex set, in total

∑
b∈V

D̂(u, v) ·min{
Dα

h,A(u, b)

A(u)
,
Dα

h,A(v, b)

A(v)
} ≥ D̂(u, v) ·

∑
b∈V

min{Mα
h (u, b),M

α
h (v, b)} (10)

≥ 2−8αD̂(u, v) (11)

is contributed to the overall separated amount of D′ for a single pair (u, v). The reason that we
can apply Lemma 3.12 to get inequality (11) is that D is a symmetric h-length demand, and
thus dist(u, v) ≤ h and dist(v, u) ≤ h, which means dist(u, v) ≤ 2h. After summing up all pairs,
we have

seph·s/2(C,D
′) ≥

∑
u,v∈V

2−8αD̂(u, v) = 2−8α|D̂| = 2−8αseph·s(C, D̂)

And finally we can conclude that

seph·s/2(C,D
α
h,A) ≥

1

2
seph·s/2(C,D

′) ≥ 2−8α−1seph·s(C, D̂) = 2−8α−1seph·s(C,D).

This gives the lemma.

The above lemma helps to relate every demand associated with a sparse cut to the exponential
demand. In other words, whenever we are faced with a sparse cut, we can stick with the
exponential demand for analysis by only losing a factor of exp(α).

3.3.2 Existential Proof of the Decomposition

Finally we will show the existence of length-constrained expander decompositions. For the
existence of the length-constrained expander decomposition for a graph G w.r.t some node-
weighting A, we can find sparse cuts iteratively from the graph. Namely, if the graph G is not
an expander, it is guaranteed to admit a sparse moving cut C. We can apply this cut to the
graph and get a new graph G′ = G − C. This can be done iteratively until the updated graph
is already expander, or in other words, there does not exist any sparse moving cut. This gives a
sequence of moving cuts, and we can combine them as a single moving cut to show the existence
of expander decompositions.

We first formally describe the sequence of moving cuts as follows:

Definition 3.16 (Sequence of Moving Cuts). Given a directed graph G = (V,E), and node-
weighting A, let (C1, C2, . . . , Cn) be a sequence of h · s moving cuts, let G−

∑
j<iCj denote the

graph that is applied with cuts from C1 to Ci−1. We define (C1, C2, . . . , Cn) as a sequence of
ϕ-sparse moving cuts if and only if the (h, s)-length sparsity of Ci w.r.t A in G−

∑
j<iCj is at

most ϕ.

It would be less interesting if those moving cuts have very large size, thus it is important to
bound the overall size of those moving cuts.

Lemma 3.17. Let C1, . . . , Ck be an sequence of ϕ-sparse h·s-length cuts for some node-weighting
A in the graph G where h > 1, ϕ < 1, 1 ≤ α ≤ log n and s > 4 log2 n

α , then
∑

i |Ci| ≤
(28α+2ϕ lnn) · |A|.

Proof. Let G1 denote the initial graph G, Gi = G−
∑

j<iCj . Inspired by the Lemma 3.10, we
will introduce the exponential demand for each graph Gi w.r.t the same node-weighting A. To
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avoid clutter, let wi denote the exponential distance weight wα
h with respect to the graph Gi.

We further use Di to denote the corresponding exponential demand Di
h,A w.r.t graph Gi.

In the graph Gi, by Lemma 3.10 and the fact that spars(h,s)(C,A) ≤ ϕ (meaning there exists
a symmetric h-length A-respecting demand D∗

i such that sparshs(C,D
∗
i ) ≤ ϕ), we have

sepih·s/2(Ci, Di) ≥ 2−8α−1 · |Ci|
ϕ

.

Further, we define a potential function Pi : V → R w.r.t the graph Gi. It assigns a value
to each vertex u with the amount of Pi(u) = A(u) ln(wi(u)). We note the fact that wi(u) ≥
wi(u, u) ≥ 1, which guarantees that Pi(u) ≥ 0 for all i and vertices u.

Start with graph Gi, each vertex u will have potential Pi(u). After applying cut Ci to the
graph Gi, we first get the resulting graph Gi+1 with same node-weighting A. we have Pi+1(u) =
A(u) ln(wi+1(u)). Since we only increase the length of some edges in Gi, the exponential weight
can only decrease between any vertex pairs. Consequently, there is always a decrease from Pi(u)
to Pi+1(u), and we have

Pi(u)− Pi+1(u) = A(u) · (ln(wi(u))− ln(wi+1(u))) (12)

= A(u) · (− ln(1− (1− wi+1(u)

wi(u)
))) (13)

≥ A(u) · (1− wi+1(u)

wi(u)
) (14)

≥ A(u) · (wi(u)− wi+1(u)

wi(u)
) (15)

We use the fact that − ln(1− x) ≥ x when 0 ≤ x < 1 for inequality (14).
In the graph Gi, the distance of each demand pair that contributes to sepih·s/2(Ci, Di) will be

at least h·s
2 > 2h log2 n

α . In other words, let (u, v) be a demand pair that contributes Di(u, v) to the
separation, we have that distGi+1(u, v) >

2h log2 n
α and distGi+1(u, v) = distGi+1(v, u) >

2h log2 n
α ,

so wi+1
h (u, v) = wi+1

h (v, u) = 0. This allows us to further lower bound the potential reduction
as follows.

∑
u∈V

(Pi(u)− Pi+1(v)) ≥
∑
u∈V

A(u) · wi(u)− wi+1(u)

wi(u)

=
∑

ordered (u,v)∈V×V

A(u) · wi(u, v)− wi+1(u, v)

wi(u)

≥
∑

ordered (u,v)∈V×V s.t.
distGi+1

(u,v)>hs/2

A(u) · wi(u, v)

wi(u)

=
1

2
sepih·s/2(Ci, Di),

where the last equality is by Di(u, v) = A(u) · w
i
h(u,v)

wi
h(u)

+ A(v) · w
i
h(v,u)

wi
h(v)

for each u, v ∈ V . As a
result, the overall potential reduction is at least∑

u∈V
Pi(u)− Pi+1(u) ≥

1

2
· sepih·s/2(Ci, Di) ≥ 2−8α−2 · |Ci|

ϕ
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Finally, we can come to a conclusion over the summation of size of all cuts.∑
i

|Ci| ≤ 28α+2ϕ ·
∑
i

∑
u∈V

(Pi(u)− Pi+1(u))

≤ 28α+2ϕ ·
∑
u∈V

P1(u)

≤ 28α+2ϕ ·
∑
u∈V

A(u) ln(w1(u))

≤ 28α+2ϕ · |A| · lnn.

For the last inequality, we use that ln(w1(u)) ≤ lnn. This concludes the proof.

The upper bound over the size of the sequence of moving cuts directly implies the existence
of length-constrained directed expander decompositions.

Theorem 3.9. For any G = (V,E), a node-weighting A, h > 1, α ≥ 1, ϕ < 1 and a length
slack parameter s = O(log n), there is a directed (h, s)-length ϕ-expander decomposition for A

with cut slack κ = O(nO( 1
s
) log n).

Proof. From graph G, if node-weighting A is already (h, s)-length ϕ-expanding in G, then we
are done, because the empty cut is a valid expander decomposition. Otherwise, there exists an
h · s-length cut C with h · s sparsity strictly smaller than ϕ. We take an arbitrary cut satisfying
the above condition and denote it as C1. It is further applied to graph G to get G2 = G− C1.
With one further step, if we assume that A is still not (h, s)-length ϕ-expanding in G2, we can
find an h · s-length cut C2 similarly as above. We update G3 = G2−C2 = G− (C1 +C2) where
C1 + C2 represents that we union two cuts together by summing the cut value on each edge.
W.l.o.g we can assume that C1 + C2 is still an h · s-length cut since it is meaningless to make
the length increase of an edge larger than h · s when we are considering the h · s-length sparsity.

We repeat the above procedure until we reach some integer k where A is (h, s)-length ϕ-
expanding in Gk+1 = G−

∑
j≤k Cj . Let C≤k denote the union of all such cuts, we can assume it

is an h·s-length cut as discussed above. Then by definition C≤k is a valid expander decomposition
for G and A, and Lemma 3.17 guarantees that |C≤k| =

∑
j≤k |Cj | ≤ 28α+2ϕ · |A| · lnn as long

as s > 4 log2 n
α . This gives that κ ≤ 28α+2 · lnn = O(nO( 1

s
) log n).
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4 Length-Constrained Vertex Expansion

In this section we extend the theory of length-constrained expander decomposition to vertex-
capacitated graphs. See Section 2.2 for preliminaries of vertex-capacitated graphs.

The basic concepts of length-constrained vertex expansion are analogous to those of length-
constrained directed expansion in Section 3.1. The major difference is that now a moving cut C
can assign cut values to both vertices and edges. See Section 4.1 for formal description of the
basic concepts.

The main results of this section is the existence of length-constrained expander decompo-
sition for vertex-capacitated graphs (Theorem 4.1) and the routing characterization of length-
constrained vertex expanders (Theorem 4.2).

Theorem 4.1 (Existential (h, s)-length Expander Decomposition for Vetex-Capacitated Graphs).
For any vertex-capacitated graph Gvc = (Vvc, Evc), node-weighting Avc, h > 1, ϕ < 1 and a length
slack parameter s = O(log n), there is an (h, s)-length ϕ-expander decomposition for A with cut
slack κ = O(nO( 1

s
) log n).

Theorem 4.2 (Routing Characterization of Length-Constrained Vertex Expanders). Given a
vertex-capacitated graph Gvc and node-weighting Avc, for any h ≥ 1, ϕ < 1 and s ≥ 1 we have:

• If Avc is (h, s)-length ϕ-expanding in Gvc, then every h-length Avc-respecting demand can
be routed in Gvc wth congestion at most O( logNϕ ) and dilation at most h · s.

• If Avc is not (h, s)-length ϕ-expanding in Gvc, then some h-length Avc-respecting demand
cannot be routed with congestion at most 1

6ϕ and dilation at most h·s
2 .

In Section 4.2, we introduce a key reduction that transforms vertex-capacitated graphs into
directed edge-capacitated graphs, demonstrating their equivalence. This equivalence is crucial
for the proofs of Theorem 4.1 and Theorem 4.2 in Section 4.3 and Section 4.4.

4.1 Basic Concepts of Length-Constrained Vertex Expansion

We start with defining concepts related to length-constrained vertex expanders.

Moving Cuts for Vertex-Capacitated Graphs. A notable distinction for vertex-capacitated
graphs is that moving cuts can be applied to vertices by exerting a similar length increase on
them.

An h-length moving cut C : V ∪ E → {0, 1
h , . . . , 1} on a vertex-capacitated graph G assigns

to each edge e and each vertex v a fractional cut value between zero and one which is a multiple
of 1

h . The size of C is defined as |C| =
∑

e uG(e) · C(e) +
∑

v uG(v) · C(v). The length increase
associated with the h-length moving cut C is denoted with ℓC,h. Generalizing from the length
increase over edges, the moving cut C assigns a vertex v length increase ℓC,h(v) = h ·C(v). We
similarly define the degree of the vertex moving cut over a vertex v to be degC(v) = uG(v) ·
C(v) +

∑
e:e∋v uG(e) · C(e).

By applying the cut C to a vertex-capacitated graph G, the resulting graph is G−C where
the length of each vertex and edge increases accordingly. To distinguish between two types of
moving cuts, we will clarify the type of graph where the moving cut is applied.

Remark 4.3. From the setting of vertex capacity, we note that the undirected edge-capacitated
graph is a special case for the vertex-capacitated graph. We can reduce an arbitrary undirected
edge-capacitated graph to a vertex-capacitated graph by setting the length of vertices to some small
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constant and allowing arbitrarily large capacity over vertices. Then it is too expensive to have
a fractional cut over any vertices. Thus if we generalize previous results to vertex-capacitated
graphs, we actually build up a more general framework for length-constrained expanders and
expander decompositions.

(h, s)-Length Sparsity for Vertex-Capacitated Graphs. The definition of sparsity of mov-
ing cuts, and the conductance of the node-weighting similarly generalize from the edge cut cases.
It may be useful for the reader to recall the definition in Section 3.1.

We remark that for undirected vertex-capacitate graphs, the (h, s)-length sparsity is no
longer restricted to symmetric demands.

spars(h,s)(C,A) = min
A-respecting h-length demand D

sparsh·s(C,D).

As mentioned in Section 3.1, we say that A is (h, s)-length ϕ-expanding in G if cond(h,s)(A) ≥
ϕ. The definition of length-constrained expander decompositions for vertex-capacitated graphs
follows.

Definition 4.4 (Length-Constrained Vertex Expander Decompostion). Given a vertex-capacitated
graph G, an (h, s)-length ϕ-expander decomposition for a node-weighting A with length slack s
and cut slack κ is an h · s-length cut C of size at most κ · ϕ|A| such that A is (h, s)-length
ϕ-expanding in G− C.

4.2 Reduction to Directed Edge-Capacitated Graphs

u

v

uin umid uout

vin vmid vout

Figure 3: (Left) A vertex-capacitated graph. (Right) The corresponding directed edge-
capacitated graph.

In Section 3, we presented several results concerning directed edge-capacitated graphs, in-
cluding the existence of expander decompositions. It further turns out that we can reduce an
undirected vertex-capacitated graph to a directed edge-capacitated graph to apply those results.
This is an essential step to prove previous expansion results for vertex-capacitated graphs, and
we start with a detailed introduction to the reduction.

Namely, for any vertex-capacitated graph Gvc = (Vvc, Evc) with a node-weighting Avc, one
can construct a directed edge-capacitated graph Gec = (Vec, Eec) with a corresponding node-
weighting Aec through the following reduction:

1. Let Vec = ∅, Eec = ∅ and Aec(v) = 0 for all vertices at the beginning.

2. For each vertex v ∈ Vvc, add three vertices vin, vmid and vout to Vec; Add (vin, vmid),
(vmid, vout) and (vin, vout) to Eec. The length of each edge is set as ℓGvc(v), and the
capacity of each edge is set as uGvc(v). We call such edges inner edges.
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3. For each edge e = (u, v) ∈ Evc, add (uout, vin) and (vout, uin) to Eec. The length of them
is set as lGvc(e) and the capacity is set as uGvc(e). We call such edges outer edges.

4. For each vertex v ∈ supp(Avc), set Aec(vmid) = Avc(v).

An example is shown in Figure 3. In the right part, inner edges and outer edges are colored
red and blue respectively. In what follows, we use Gvc to denote an arbitrary vertex-capacitated
graph, and Gec always refers to the edge-capacitated graph constructed from Gvc as described
above. For simplicity, we may occasionally omit to mention Gvc, but whenever Gec is referenced,
it is understood to be based on a specific vertex-capacitated graph.

Also in the undirected setting, the direction of demands does not make a difference. Thus for
simplicity, when we talk about the routing, we can stick to a symmetric demand D in both types
of graphs. Namely, for any demand D in Gvc, we can have an equivalent symmetric demand D′

by balancing the demand in both directions. And we further use the same notation D′ in Gec

where D′(umid, vmid) = D′(vmid, umid) = D′(u, v) whenever D′(u, v) > 0 for any pair of vertices
u, v ∈ Vvc.

Reduction from Vertex-Capacitated to Directed Edge-Capacitated Graphs. As men-
tioned before, the motivation to construct a directed edge-capacitated graph Gec that shares a
similar structure as the vertex-capacitated graph Gvc is that we can transform problems into
the directed and edge-capacitated setting which we have explored in Section 3. To apply our
previous results to the vertex-capacitated case, it is essential to elucidate the connection between
the two types of graphs. Specifically, we need to show the equivalence of expansion between two
types of graphs in our construction as follows:

Theorem 4.5. Let Gvc = (Vvc, Eec) be a vertex-capacitated graph with node-weighting Avc, and
Gec = (Vec, Eec) be the corresponding edge-capacitated graph with node-weigthing Aec.

1. If Avc is (h, s)-length ϕ-expanding in Gvc, then Aec is (h, s)-length ϕ-expanding in Gec.

2. If Aec is (h, s)-length ϕ-expanding in Gec, then Avc is (h, s)-length ϕ
3 -expanding in Gvc.

We develop the theorem gradually with some necessary lemmas concerning the equivalence
of sparse cut in both types of graphs.

u v w

uout vout wout

umid

uin vin win

vmid wmid

Gvc Gec

Figure 4: Suppose there is a path {u, v, w} in the vertex-capacitated graph Gvc(Left), then we
can follow it and create a path {umid, uout, vin, vout, win, wmid} in Gec(Right). We note that both
paths have the same length.

We first note an important property of our construction is that the equivalence of pairwise
distance is kept.

Lemma 4.6. Given a vertex-capacitated graph Gvc = (Vvc, Evc) and the corresponding edge-
capacitated graph Gec = (Vec, Eec), for any u, v ∈ Vvc, distGvc(u, v) = distGec(umid, vmid) =
distGec(vmid, umid).
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Proof. For any shortest path between u and v in Gvc, it is possible to give a path of the same
length in Gec between umid and vmid by following the trajectory. For the other direction, a
similar argument also applies for the shortest path between umid and vmid because it always
goes directly from some vertex ain to aout to achieve shorter length. An example is shown in
Figure 4. We further note that the directed distance between umid and vmid is symmetric due
to the construction, and this gives the lemma.

As mentioned above, we then discuss the equivalence of moving cuts between vertex-capacitated
graphs and directed edge-capacitated graphs. We note that it would be convenient to normalize
the cut in graph Gec for simplicity. Actually, in Gec, for any h-length moving cut C with a fully
separated demand D such that sparsh(C,D) = |C|

|D| ≤ ϕ, we can construct a normalized cut C ′

as follows:

1. For any group of vertices vin, vmid and vout, C ′ cut the same length over inner edges
between them by taking the maximum cut value over those edges from C, i.e.,

C ′((vin, vmid)) = C ′((vmid, vout)) = C ′((vin, vout))

= max{C((vin, vmid)), C((vmid, vout)), C((vin, vout))}

2. For any pair of outer edges (uout, vin) and (vout, uin), C ′ also cuts the same length over
them by taking the larger cut value over two edges from C, i.e.,

C ′((uout, vin)) = C ′((vout, uin)) = max{C((uout, vin)), C((vout, uin))}

Cut C ′ is normalized in the sense that the cut value over the same group edges is the same, and
thus it easily induces a cut in the base graph Gvc. What is more, we do not lose more than a
constant factor in terms of sparsity.

Lemma 4.7. Given the constructed graph Gec and the h-length moving cut C with a fully
separated demand D such that sparsh(C,D) = |C|

|D| ≤ ϕ, the normalized cut C ′ has sparsity
sparsh(C

′, D) ≤ 3 sparsh(C,D) ≤ 3ϕ.

Proof. We first note that from our construction of C ′, the size of C ′ only triples at most, which
means |C ′| ≤ 3|C|. Further, since we only increase the cut length, the separation value w.r.t D
cannot be less and seph(C

′, D) ≥ seph(C,D). This over all shows that

sparsh(C
′, D) =

|C ′|
seph(C

′, D)
≤ 3|C|

seph(C,D)
= 3 sparsh(C,D) ≤ 3ϕ

With the help of cut normalization, we further establish the equivalence of (h, s)-length
sparsity between two types of graphs. In general, if a sparse cut exists in the edge-capacitated
graph, we can construct a sparse normalized cut and transfer it to the vertex-capacitated graph
while preserving the cut’s sparsity. A similar argument also applies to the other direction.

Lemma 4.8. Let Gvc = (Vvc, Eec) be a vertex-capacitated graph with node-weighting Avc, and
Gec = (Vec, Eec) be the corresponding edge-capacitated graph with node-weigthing Aec.

1. If there is an h·s-length moving cut C in vertex-capacitated Gvc such that spars(h,s)(C,Avc) <
ϕ, then there exists an h · s-length moving cut C ′ in Gec such that spars(h,s)(C ′, Aec) < 3ϕ.

2. If there is an h·s-length moving cut C ′ in edge-capacitated Gec such that spars(h,s)(C ′, Aec) <
ϕ, then there exists an h · s-length moving cut C in Gvc such that spars(h,s)(C,Avc) < ϕ.
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Proof. We will prove Item 1 and Item 2 separately.
Proof of Item 1. Since spars(h,s)(c, Avc) < ϕ, let

D∗ = argmin
Avc-respecting h-length demand D

sparsh·s(C,D)

then we have sparsh·s(C,D
∗) < ϕ. W.l.o.g, we can assume D∗ is symmetric and fully separated.

As mentioned in the reduction, this immediately gives an Aec-respecting symmetric h-length
demand D∗ in Gec as well. To see that D∗ is also h-length in Gec, we note that from Lemma 4.6,
we have

distGec(umid, vmid) = distGec(vmid, umid) = distGvc(u, v)

Then we construct a sparse cut C ′ based on C, and show that the sparsity of C ′ w.r.t D∗ is
also dependent on ϕ. For any vertex u ∈ Vvc where C(u) > 0, we set

C ′((uin, umid)) = C ′((umid, uout)) = C ′((uin, uout)) = C(u)

For any e = (u, v) ∈ Evc where C(e) > 0, we set

C ′((uout, vin)) = C ′((vout, uin)) = C(e)

From the construction, we have that |C ′| ≤ 3|C|. Then we show that D∗ is also fully separated by
C ′. We know that for any vertex pairs u, v ∈ Vvc where D∗(u, v) > 0, the distance between them
is bounded by h in Gvc but at least h · s after applying cut in Gvc − C, i.e., distGvc(u, v) ≤ h
and distGvc−C(u, v) > h · s. In the edge-capacitated graph Gec, the key observation is that
the equivalence of distance is still kept. We still have distGvc−C(u, v) = distGec−C′(umid, vmid),
because we set the length increase over edges in Gec same as the corresponding vertices or edges
in the original graph Gvc. Namely, if we construct an edge-capacitated graph based on Gvc−C,
we get exactly Gec − C ′. Again from Lemma 4.6, this implies that distGec(umid, vmid) ≤ h and
distGec−C′(umid, vmid) > h · s, which means that D∗ is also fully separated by C ′ in Gec. Thus
we have seph·s(C,D

∗) = seph·s(C
′, D∗). We can conclude that

spars(h,s)(C
′, Aec) = min

Aec-respecting h-length symmetric demand D
sparsh·s(C

′, D)

≤ sparsh·s(C
′, D∗)

=
|C ′|

seph·s(C
′, D∗)

≤ 3|C|
seph·s(C,D

∗)

≤ 3ϕ

Proof of Item 2. Since spars(h,s)(C
′, Aec) < ϕ, let

D∗ = argmin
Aec-respecting h-length symmetric demand D

sparsh·s(C
′, D)

From Lemma 4.7, we know there exists a normalized h · s-length cut Cn from C ′. We note
that the separation from Cn is at least as large as that from cut C ′, i.e.

seph·s(Cn, D
∗) ≥ seph·s(C

′, D∗)

Similarly, we construct a h · s-length moving cut C in the vertex-capacitated graph Gvc.
Namely, for any vertex u ∈ Vvc, we set C(u) = Cn((uin, umid)). For any edge e = (u, v) ∈ Evc,
we set C(e) = Cn((uout, vin)). From the property of Cn that the length increase is the same
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among the same group of inner edges and outer edges, we immediately have |C| ≤ 1
2 |Cn|.

However, the construction is equivalent to that we assign the maximum value of the cut length
among the same group of inner edges or the pair of outer edges from C ′ to the corresponding
vertex or edge in Gvc respectively. This actually shows that |C| ≤ |C ′|, which is a tighter bound.
From a similar argument as above, we can show that the demand D∗ is Avc-respecting and
h-length in Gvc as well. From the construction of C and Lemma 4.6, we have seph·s(C,D

∗) =
seph·s(Cn, D

∗) ≥ seph·s(C
′, D∗). We further have

spars(h,s)(C,Avc) = min
Avc-respecting h-length demand D

sparsh·s(C,D)

≤ sparsh·s(C,D
∗)

=
|C|

seph·s(C,D
∗)

≤ |C ′|
seph·s(C

′, D∗)

≤ ϕ

We summarize the equivalence of (h, s)-length sparsity with the main theorem in this section.

Theorem 4.5. Let Gvc = (Vvc, Eec) be a vertex-capacitated graph with node-weighting Avc, and
Gec = (Vec, Eec) be the corresponding edge-capacitated graph with node-weigthing Aec.

1. If Avc is (h, s)-length ϕ-expanding in Gvc, then Aec is (h, s)-length ϕ-expanding in Gec.

2. If Aec is (h, s)-length ϕ-expanding in Gec, then Avc is (h, s)-length ϕ
3 -expanding in Gvc.

Proof. Given Avc is (h, s)-length ϕ-expanding in Gvc, suppose Aec is not (h, s)-length ϕ-expanding
in Gec, then there exists a cut C ′ in Gec such that spars(h,s)(C ′, Aec) < ϕ. From Lemma 4.8, we
can find a cut C in Gvc where spars(h,s)(C,Avc) < ϕ. This contradicts that Avc is (h, s)-length
ϕ-expanding in Gvc.

A similar argument applies to the other direction.

4.3 Existential Proof of the Decomposition

In this section, we present one of the key results, namely the existence of an expander decom-
position for undirected graphs with vertex capacity. Following the reduction introduced before,
we apply Theorem 3.9 to the edge-capacitated graph Gec to obtain the expander decomposition
and then translate the cut into the vertex-capacitated graph. We still need to demonstrate that
the translated cut forms a valid expander decomposition for Gvc, and the resulting cut has a
favorable size.

Theorem 4.1 (Existential (h, s)-length Expander Decomposition for Vetex-Capacitated Graphs).
For any vertex-capacitated graph Gvc = (Vvc, Evc), node-weighting Avc, h > 1, ϕ < 1 and a length
slack parameter s = O(log n), there is an (h, s)-length ϕ-expander decomposition for A with cut
slack κ = O(nO( 1

s
) log n).

Proof. Given the vertex-capacitated graph Gvc and the node-weighting Avc, we construct the
corresponding edge-capacitated graph Gec and node-weighting Aec as defined before. Whenever
Aec is not (h, s)-length ϕ-expanding in Gec, we can find a sparse cut in Gec. We can always
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normalize such a cut in Gec as shown in Lemma 4.7, and apply it to the graph Gec. This process
can be done iteratively until the resulting graph does not admit a sparse cut. This follows the
idea from Lemma 3.17 and Theorem 3.9. We note that we do not apply the normalization
to the union of all sparse cuts because the normalization will change the conductance of the
node-weighting in the graph applied with the cut.

Specifically, from graph G
(1)
ec = Gec, if Aec is already (h, s)-length 3ϕ-expanding in Gec, then

we are done. Otherwise, we take an arbitrary h ·s-length cut C ′ with h ·s sparsity strictly smaller
than 3ϕ w.r.t the node-weighting Aec, and from Lemma 4.7, we can construct a normalized cut
C

(1)
ec . We note that the normalization only increases the length, thus for any Aec-respecting

demand D, we have seph·s(C
(1)
ec , D) ≥ seph·s(C

′, D). Considering the size of the normalized cut
can increase by up to threefold, this gives that sparsh·s(C

(1)
ec , Aec) ≤ 9ϕ. We then apply C

(1)
ec to

graph Gec to update G
(2)
ec = Gec − C

(1)
ec .

We repeat the above procedure, until we reach to some integer k where Aec is (h, s)-length 3ϕ-
expanding in G

(k+1)
ec = Gec−

∑
j≤k C

(j)
ec . We take the union of all these cuts and set a threshold

of h · s over the length increase of every edge and vertex. We name the resulting h · s-length cut
Cec, and by definition, Cec is a valid expander decomposition for the edge-capacitated graph Gec

and Aec. From a similar analysis from Lemma 3.17, we can demonstrate that an upper bound
still exists on the summation of all these cut sizes with the potential function technique. We
have |Cec| ≤ O(28α log n) · ϕ|Aec|. What is more important is that Cec is normalized.

From Cec, we can construct a corresponding vertex cut Cvc. Namely, for vertex u ∈ V1, we
assign Cvc(u) = Cec((uin, umid)) which is the same among the same group of inner edges. For
edge e = (u, v) ∈ Evc, we assign Cvc((u, v)) = Cec((uout, vin)) which is the same between the pair
of outer edges. We apply Cvc to Gvc, and we get the resulting graph Gvc−Cvc. We observe that
the edge-capacitated graph Gec − Cec exactly corresponds to the graph Gvc − Cvc. We further
note that the node-weighting Avc corresponds to Aec due to our construction at the beginning.
Since we have shown Aec to be (h, s)-length 3ϕ-expanding in Gec − Cec, from Theorem 4.5, we
have that Avc is ϕ-expanding in Gvc − Cvc. From that |Cvc| ≤ 1

2 |Cec| and |Avc| = |Aec|, we also
have |Cvc| ≤ O(28α log n) · ϕ|Avc|. This concludes the theorem similarily as Theorem 3.9.

4.4 Routing Characterization of Length-Constrained Vertex Expansion

Furthermore, due to the structural similarity introduced by the reduction, an efficient routing
for a given demand in one type of graph naturally translates into a corresponding favorable
routing in the other. This reduction then facilitates the transfer of routing characterizations
from length-constrained directed expansion to vertex-capacitated graphs as follows:

Theorem 4.2 (Routing Characterization of Length-Constrained Vertex Expanders). Given a
vertex-capacitated graph Gvc and node-weighting Avc, for any h ≥ 1, ϕ < 1 and s ≥ 1 we have:

• If Avc is (h, s)-length ϕ-expanding in Gvc, then every h-length Avc-respecting demand can
be routed in Gvc wth congestion at most O( logNϕ ) and dilation at most h · s.

• If Avc is not (h, s)-length ϕ-expanding in Gvc, then some h-length Avc-respecting demand
cannot be routed with congestion at most 1

6ϕ and dilation at most h·s
2 .

Proof. We first construct a corresponding edge-capacitated graph Gec with node-weighting Aec

as describe before. Since Avc is (h, s)-length ϕ-expanding in G, from Theorem 4.5, we have that
Aec is also (h, s)-length ϕ-expanding in Gec. From Theorem 3.8, we have that every h-length Aec-
respecting symmetric demand can be routed in Gec with congestion at most O( logNϕ ) and dilation
at most h · s. We will exploit the routing in Gec to route demands in the vertex-capacitated
graph.
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Namely, for any h-length Avc-respecting demand D, we can assume it is symmetric. As men-
tioned before, D is also an h-length Aec-respecting symmetric demand in the edge-capacitated
graph. Then there exists a flow Fec in Gec that witnesses the routing with desired congestion
and dilation. Consider any (umid, vmid)-flow path Pec of Fec, we can construct a corresponding
(u, v)-flow path Pvc by following the Pec as shown in Figure 4. The observation is that for any
edge in Gec with uout as the head vertex, it ends at some vertex vin. And from the vertex vin,
any path must arrive at vout in either one or two steps. Thus we can record groups of vertices
that are passed by Pec, and create the path Pvc by traversing vertices in Gvc corresponding to
groups of vertices in Gec one by one. In general, we construct a corresponding flow Fvc path in
Gvc by following the flow path of Fec. From the length and capacity property of the reduction,
flow Fvc in Gvc indeed routes D with at most the same length and up to three times congestion
compared to the original congestion, which is still O( logNϕ ).

If Avc is not (h, s)-length ϕ-expanding in Gvc, from Theorem 4.5, we have that Aec cannot
be (h, s)-length 3ϕ-expanding in Gec. Then there exists an h-length Aec-respecting demand D
such that it cannot be routed with congestion at most 1

6ϕ and length at most h·s
2 .

Similarly, we have an h-length Avc-respecting demand D in Gvc. Suppose D can be routed
in Gvc with congestion at most 1

6ϕ and length at most h·s
2 , and the routing is witnessed by a

flow Fvc. We construct a flow Fec in Gec by similarily following the trajectory of each flow path
in Fvc. The resulting flow Fec witnesses a routing for D with at most the same congestion and
the same length. But this gives a contradiction. Thus we also find a h-length Avc-respecting
demand D that cannot be routed in Gvc with congestion at most 1

6ϕ and length at most h·s
2 .
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5 Length-Constrained Vertex-Capacitated Flow Shortcuts

In this section, we show the existence of LC-flow shortcuts in vertex-capacitated graphs. The
Definition 5.1 below generalizes Definition 1.1 of LC-flow shortcuts in the sense that an additional
length parameter h is given and the forward mapping only holds for demands routable in G with
congestion 1 and length at most h.

Definition 5.1 (Length-Constrained Flow Shortcut). Given a graph G = (V,E), we say an
edge set E′ (possibly with endpoints outside V ) is an t-step h-LC-flow shortcut of G with length
slack λ and congestion slack κ if

• (Forward Mapping) for every demand D routable in G with congestion 1 and length h′ ≤ h,
D is routable in G ∪ E′ with congestion 1, length λh′, and maximum step t, and

• (Backward Mapping) for every demand D on V (G) routable in G ∪ E′ with congestion 1
and length h′, D is routable in G with congestion κ and length h′.

We note that in [HHL+24] there is an analogous but weaker definition of h-LC-flow shortcut,
in which the forward mapping only guarantee that D is routable in G ∪ E′ with length λh
instead of λh′ (and the same congestion and step). That is, the length slack in Definition 5.1 is
competitive in the sense that it upper bounds the ratio between the lengths of the shortcut flow
and the original flow. Hence, by choosing a sufficiently large h, the total length of vertices and
edges in G, an h-LC-flow shortcut is automatically an LC-flow shortcut.

Theorem 5.2. Given a vertex-capacitated graph G with parameters ϵ = Ω( 1
logn), there exists a t-

step LC-flow shortcut E′ with length slack O(1/ϵ3), congestion slack O(nO(ϵ) log3 n/ϵ2), t = 2O( 1
ϵ
)

and size |E′| ≤ O(n1+O(ϵ) log n/ϵ2).

Theorem 5.2 is the main theorem of this section. In what follows, actually we will focus
on constructing h-LC-flow shortcut. Setting h = (m + n)N gives the LC-flow shortcut in
Theorem 5.2.

5.1 The Construction

Algorithm 1 LC-FlowShortcut(G, ϵ, h)

1: Initialize A0 = uV (G), where uV (G) denotes the vertex capacity function of G.
2: Initialize s = 1/ϵ, ϕ = 1/(nϵκ) (κ = O(nO(1/s) log n) is the cut slack from Theorem 4.1).
3: Initialize i← 0.
4: while |Ai| > 0 do
5: for j from 1 to ⌈log2 h⌉ do
6: hj ← 2j , hcov,j = 4hj , hdiam,j = hcov,j · s.
7: Ci+1,j ← an (hdiam,j , s)-length ϕ-expander decomposition of Ai in G by Theorem 4.1.
8: Ni,j ← a neighborhood cover with covering radius hcov,j , diameter hdiam,j in G−Ci+1,j

by Theorem 2.1.
9: Hi,j =

⋃
S∈Ni,j

HS , where HS is the hjs-length Ai-capacitated star graph on S.
10: end for
11: Ai+1 =

∑
j
hdiam,j ·s

hj
· degCi+1,j

= 4s2 ·
∑

j degCi+1,j
.

12: end while
13: Return E′ =

⋃
i,j E(Hi,j).

The construction of the flow shortcut graph G′ is given by Algorithm 1. The star graphs in
Line 9 are formally defined in Definition 5.3.
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Definition 5.3 (Star Graphs). Given a graph G with a node-weighting A and a length parameter
h, the h-length A-capacitated star graph on some S ⊆ V (G), denoted by HS, has

V (HS) = (supp(A) ∩ S) ∪ {rS} and E(HS) = {(v, rS) | v ∈ V (HS) \ {rS}},

where the vertex rS is a Steiner vertex serving as the center and V (HS) \ {rS} are original
vertices. The length and capacity of each original vertex is unchanged, while rS has length 1 and
capacity

∑
v∈S A(v). Each edge (v, rS) has length h and capacity A(v).

In short, Algorithm 1 mainly constructs an length-constrained expander hierarchy {Ai, Ci+1,j |
0 ≤ i ≤ d, 1 ≤ j ≤ ⌈log2 h⌉}, where d is the largest i such that |Ai| > 0. We point out that
Cd+1,j is a zero cut for all j. Then the shortcut graph G′ is obtained by adding star graphs on
neighborhoods of each LC-expander G− Ci+1,j .

We remark that we do LC-expander decompositions with different length parameters hj at
one level because we aim at a shortcut graph with length slack significantly smaller than its step
bound. Intuitively, if we only use LC-expanders with length parameter around h to shortcut an
original h-length flow path P , then inevitably each step will have length around h, which means
the length slack cannot go far below the number of steps. Now, providing LC-expanders with
different length parameters, when we want to shortcut a subpath of P with length h′ far smaller
than h, we can choose the appropriate LC-expander to obtain a shortcut with length around h′

instead of h. Another benefit is that this automatically gives a competitive length slack (this is
why in Definition 5.1 we define the length slack of h-LC-flow shortcut to be competitive).

We first argue the size bound of E′. Observe that, in Line 7, we have |Ci+1,j | ≤ κϕ|Ai| ≤
|Ai|/nϵ by Theorem 4.1. In Line 8, the width of each neighborhood cover Ni,j is ω = nO(1/s)s =
nO(ϵ)/ϵ by Theorem 2.1. Furthermore, because in Line 11 we have |Ai+1| ≤ 4s2

∑
j′ |Ci+1,j′ | ≤

4s2 log h|Ai|/nϵ = O(logN/(ϵ2nϵ))|Ai|, we can upper bound d by d ≤ O(log |A0|/ log(ϵ2nϵ/ logN)) =
O(1/ϵ). Finally, by the algorithm, we have

|E′| ≤ O(d log h) · ω · n = O(n1+O(ϵ) log n/ϵ2).

Next we show the quality of the shortcut. Before that, we introduce a helper lemma
Lemma 5.4, which shows the demands that each Hi,j can route within small steps.

Lemma 5.4. For each i, j, any demand D̂ that is hcov,j-length in G−Ci+1,j, Ai-respecting and
uV (G)-respecting can be routed in Hi,j with length 2hdiam,js+ 1, congestion 1 and step 2.

Proof. Recall that Hi,j =
⋃

S∈Ni,j
HS . For each demand pair (u, v) ∈ supp(D̂), we will assign it

in HS , where S ∈ Ni,j is an arbitrary cluster containing both u and v. Note that such an S must
exist because D̂ is hcov,j-length in G− Ci+1,j and Ni,j has covering radius hcov,j in G− Ci+1,j .
Now, for each S ∈ Ni,j , its assigned demand D̂S has V (D̂S) ⊆ S and it is Ai-respecting and
uV (G)-respecting, so D̂S can be routed in HS with length 2hdiam.js+ 1, congestion 1 and step 2
by the definition of HS .

Now we show that the shortcut E′ constructed by Algorithm 1 has length slack O(1/ϵ3),
congestion slack nO(ϵ) and step 2O(1/ϵ). To do this, it suffices to show the quality of the forward
mapping and backward mapping, i.e. Lemma 5.5 and Lemma 5.6, whose proofs are given in
Section 5.2 and Section 5.3. Let G′ = G ∪ E′ be the shortcut graph.

Lemma 5.5 (Forward Mapping). For any feasible h-length flow F in G, there is a feasible flow
F ′ routing Dem(F ) in G′ with leng(F ′) ≤ leng(F ) ·O(1/ϵ3) and step(F ′) ≤ 2O(1/ϵ).

Lemma 5.6 (Backward Mapping). For any feasible flow F ′ in G′ such that V (Dem(F ′)) ⊆
V (G), there is a flow F routing Dem(F ′) in G with leng(F ) ≤ leng(F ′) and cong(F ) ≤ nO(ϵ).
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5.2 Forward Mapping: Proof of Lemma 5.5

We will employ a top-down argument. Start from the top level d. At the beginning of processing
a level i ≥ 0, we are given a feasible flow Fi with the following invariant: each flow path
P ∈ path(Fi) has leng(P,G − Ci+1,j) ≤ hcov,j = 4hj , where j is the minimum index such that
hj ≥ leng(P,G) (which means hj/2 ≤ leng(P,G) ≤ hj). Initially at the top level d, we set
Fd = F . Note that Fd satisfies the invariant above because Cd+1,j is a zero cut for any j.

First, at the bottom level i = 0, we can easily shortcut every flow path in F0. For each star
graph H0,j , we assign it a demand D̂0,j which sums over Dem(P ) for each flow path P ∈ path(F0)
such that j is the minimum index with hj ≥ leng(P,G). Observe that each D̂0,j is an hcov,j-
length in G − C1,j and A0-respecting, so it can be routed in H0,j with length 2hdiam,js + 1,
congestion 1 and step 2 by Lemma 5.4.

From now on we consider levels i ≥ 1. When processing a level i, for each flow path
P ∈ path(Fi), we may shortcut some subpaths of P using shortcut edges in H. The subpaths of
P that have not been shortcut will be added to Fi−1, meaning that they are deferred to lower
levels to get shortcut. At the end, the final Fi−1 should ensure the invariants above, and we
proceed to the lower level i− 1.

Now we will explain the shortcut at a level i ≥ 1 in detail. Fix a flow path P ∈ path(Fi).
Let j be the minimum index such that hj ≥ leng(P,G). We consider two cases.

Case 1: Defer. When 4s2 ·
∑

j′ Ci,j′(P ) ≤ 3, we simply add P to Fi−1. We have

leng(P,G− Ci,j) = leng(P,G) + hdiam,j · s · Ci,j(P ) ≤ 4hj ≤ hcov,j ,

where the inequality is by leng(P,G) ≤ hj , hdiam,j = 4shj and Ci,j(P ) ≤ 3/(4s2). Therefore, in
this case, the flow path added to Fi−1 satisfies the invariant.

Case 2: Shortcut. Now suppose 4s2 ·
∑

j′ Ci,j′(P ) > 3. Let u and v be P ’s endpoints. We say
u is the left side and v the right side. For each 0 ≤ k ≤ |P |, we refer to wk as the P -vertex with
k steps away from u. In particular, w0 = u and w|P | = v.

We now define two functions x : V (P )→ R denoting the budgets of P -vertices from the left
and the right respectively: for each vertex wk ∈ V (P ),

xP (wk) = 4s2
∑
j′

Ci,j′(wk−1, wk) + Ci,j′(wk) + Ci,j′(wk, wk+1).

In particular, xP (w0) = 4s2
∑

j′ Ci,j′(w0)+Ci,j′(w0, w1) and xP (w|P |) = 4s2
∑

j′ Ci,j′(w|P |−1, w|P |)+
Ci,j′(w|P |). Let kL be the minimum index such that

∑
0≤k≤kL

xP (wk) ≥ 1, and symmetrically
let kR be the maximum index such that

∑
kR≤k≤|P | xP (wk) ≥ 1. To avoid clutter, we let

L = {w0, ..., wkL} and R = {wkR , ..., w|P |}. The following Claim 5.7 says that L and R have at
most one common vertex.

Claim 5.7. kL ≤ kR.

Proof. By the definition of kL and kR, we have
∑

0≤k≤kL−1 xP (wk) < 1 and
∑

kR+1≤k≤|P | xP (wk) <

1. However,
∑

0≤k≤|P | xP (wk) ≥ 4s2
∑

j′ Ci,j′(P ) > 3. This means there exists a vertex wk with
kL − 1 < k < kR + 1, which implies kL ≤ kR

We assign each vertex w ∈ L ∪ R a load x′P (w) ≤ xP (w), satisfying that
∑

w∈L x′P (w) = 1
and

∑
w∈R x′P (w) = 1. We consider the following three-phase strategy to route Fi(P ) flow units

from u to v. Phase 1: the vertex u sends Fi(P ) flow units and each w ∈ L receives Fi(P )x′P (w)
units. Phase 2: Each vertex w ∈ L sends Fi(P )x′P (w) units and each vertex w ∈ R receives
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Fi(P )x′P (w) units. Phase 3: Each vertex w ∈ R sends exactly Fi(P )x′P (w) units, and the vertex
v receives Fi(P ) units.

The First and Third Phases. Roughly speaking, for the first and third phases, we will add their
corresponding original flows into Fi−1, meaning that they will be deferred to lower levels to get
shortcut.

Regarding the first phase, recall that for each wk ∈ L, we want to route Fi(P )x′(wk) units
from u to wk. To do this, we add into Fi−1 a flow path Pk = P [w0, wk−1] with value Fi(P )·x′(wk).
That is, we require the lower levels to give a shortcut that routes Fi(P ) · x′(wk) from u to wk−1

(the P -vertex one step closer to u than wk). Then, we route Fi(P )x′(wk) units from wk−1 to
wk using the original edge (wk−1, wk) ∈ E(G).

The third phase is handled in a similar way. For each wk ∈ R, we route Fi(P )x′(wk) flow
units from wk to wk+1 using the original edge (wk−1, wk), and then we add into Fi−1 a flow path
Pk = P [wk+1, v] with value Fi(P ) · x′(wk).

To proceed to the lower level i− 1, it remains to show that the flow paths added into Fi−1

satisfy the invariant. Consider a flow path Pk = P [u,wk−1] added from the first phase (where
wk ≤ L, i.e. 0 ≤ k ≤ kL). We want to show that leng(Pk, G − Ci,jk) ≤ hcov,jk , where jk is the
minimum index such that hjk ≥ leng(Pk, G). By the definition of the budget function x, we have∑

j′ Ci,j′(Pk) ≤ 1
4s2

∑
0≤k′≤k−1 xP (wk′) < 1/(4s2), where the second inequality is by k ≤ kL and∑

0≤k′≤kL−1 xP (wk′) < 1 (from the definition of kL). In particular, Ci,jk(Pk) ≤ 1/(4s2). Because
Ci,jk is an (hdiam,jks)-length moving cut, we have

leng(Pk, G− Ci,jk) = leng(Pk, G) + hdiam,jk · s · Ci,jk(Pk) ≤ 2hjk ≤ hcov,jk ,

as desired, where the first inequality uses hdiam,jk = 4shjk . By a similar argument, we can show
that each flow path added from the third phase also satisfies the invariant, so we will not explain
it in detail.

The Second Phase. The second phase is where the shortcut happens. We define an arbitrary
(multi-commodity) demand D̂i,P capturing this single-commodity demand. Namely, D̂i,P sat-
isfies that (1) |D̂i,P | = Fi(P ); (2) for each w ∈ L, D̂i,P (w, ·) = Fi(P )x′P (w); and (3) for each
w ∈ R, D̂i,P (·, w) = Fi(P )x′P (w). We will assign D̂i,P to Hi,j , meaning that we route D̂i,P using
shortcut edges in Hi,j .

By the above assignment, for each Hi,j at level i, its total assigned demand, denoted by
D̂i,j , sums over D̂i,P of all P ∈ path(Fi) s.t. j is the minimum index with hj ≥ leng(P,G).
The following Lemma 5.8 showing that D̂i,j can be routed with low steps, small length and
congestion 1.

Lemma 5.8. For each Hi,j at level i, its total assigned demand D̂i,j can be routed in Hi,j with
length 2hdiam,js+ 1, congestion 1 and step 2.

Proof. First, we show that the demand D̂i :=
∑

P∈path(Fi)
D̂i,P is Ai-respecting, which means

D̂i,j ⪯ D̂i is also Ai-respecting. To see this, consider any vertex w ∈ V (G), and we have

max{D̂i(w, ·), D̂i(·, w)} ≤
∑

P∈path(Fi)

max{D̂i,P (w, ·), D̂i,P (·, w)} ≤
∑

P∈path(Fi) s.t. w∈P

Fi(P )xP (w)

≤ 4s2

uG(w)
∑
j′

Ci,j′(w) +
∑

e∈E(G) incident to w

uG(e) ·
∑
j′

Ci,j′(e)


= Ai(w).

Here the key step is the third inequality, which is because (1) Fi is feasible, and (2) xP (w) is
the total level-i cut values of w and its incident P -edges scaled up by 4s2.
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Next, D̂i,j is hcov,j-length in G − Ci+1,j because for each demand pair (u, v) ∈ supp(D̂i,j),
u, v is on some P ∈ path(Fi) and leng(P,G− Ci+1,j) ≤ hcov,j .

Finally, since D̂i,j is hcov,j-length in G−Ci+1,j , Ai-respecting and trivially uV (G)-respecting
(since D̂i can be routed in G according to the feasible flow Fi), D̂i,j can be routed in Hi,j with
length 2hdiam,js+ 1, congestion 1 and step 2 by Lemma 5.4.

Quality of the Forward Mapping. We now show that Dem(F ) can be routed in G′ =
G ∪

⋃
i,j Hi,j with length leng(F ) ·O(1/ϵ3), congestion 1 and step 2O(1/ϵ).

Length and Step. We first argue the length and step bounds using induction on levels. It suffices
to prove the following statement for each level i: for each flow path P ∈ path(Fi), the above
forward mapping scheme maps it to a flow F̂i,P in G ∪

∑
i′≤i,j′ Hi,j′ with length 20(i + 1) ·

s2 leng(P,G) and step 6 · 2i+1 − 4. The statement for the top level i = d implies the length and
step bounds after plugging in d ≤ O(1/ϵ) and s = 1/ϵ.

Consider the base case i = 0. A flow path P ∈ path(F0) is shortcut by H0,j , where j is the
minimum index with hj ≥ leng(P,G), which implies hj/2 ≤ leng(P,G). As we discussed above,
the shortcut has length 2hdiam,js+1 and step 2. Since 2hdiam,js+1 ≤ 8s2hj+1 ≤ 20s2 leng(P,G),
we complete the proof of the base case.

Consider an inductive step i ≥ 1. Assume the statement holds for i− 1. For each flow path
P ∈ path(Fi), if it belongs to Case 1, the length and step of F̂i,P can be directly bounded by
the induction hypothesis, so we assume it belongs to Case 2 from now on. Recall that F̂i,P is
the concatenation of routings from three phases.

Phases 1 and 3. Consider the first-phase routing (the third-phase routing is analogous). By
the induction hypothesis, its corresponding flow path Pk = P [u,wk−1] deferred to Fi−1 will be
mapped to a flow F̂i−1,Pk

in the shortcut graph with length 20is2 · leng(P [u,wk−1], G) and step
6·2i−4. The extra edge at the end of the routing (wk−1, wk) has length leng(P [wk−1, wk], G) and
step 1. In conclusion, the first-phase routing has length maxwk∈L(20is

2 · leng(P [u,wk−1], G) +
leng(P [wk−1, wk])) ≤ 20is2 · leng(P [u,wkL ], G) and step 6 · 2i − 3.

Phase 2. The second-phase routing is on Hi,j , where j satisfies hj/2 ≤ leng(P,G). For each
wk ∈ L, by Lemma 5.8 and an argument similar to the base case, the second-phase routing has
length 20s2 leng(P,G) and step 2.

Finally, by Claim 5.7, F̂i,P has length 20(i+ 1)s2 · leng(P,G) and step 6 · 2i+1 − 4.

Congestion. The congestion in
⋃

i,j Hi,j ⊆ G′ is 1 by Lemma 5.8. The congestion on G ⊆ G′ is
also 1 because the flow we left in the original graph (in the second phase) is at most the feasible
flow Fi.

5.3 Backward Mapping: Proof of Lemma 5.6

We first decompose the flow F ′ in G′ into flows in subgraphs G and Hi,j (for all i, j) of G′,
denoted by F ′

G and F ′
i,j respectively. Formally speaking, F ′

i,j collects, for all P ∈ path(F ′), all
flow subpaths in P ∩Hi,j (the values of these subpaths are still F ′(P )), and F ′

G collects all flow
subpaths in P ∩G for all P ∈ path(F ′).

Next, we show that Dem(F ′
i,j) can be routed by a flow Fi,j in G with length hdiam,j · s and

congestion O(ω · logN/ϕ), where ω = nO(ϵ) log n is the width of the neighborhood cover Ni,j and
ϕ = 1/nO(ϵ) is the expansion of the hierarchy. Because F ′

i,j is a feasible flow in Hi,j , its demand
Dem(F ′

i,j) is (ω ·Ai)-respecting and hdiam,j-length in G−Ci+1,j by Definition 5.3 of star graphs
and the diameter of Ni,j . Because Ai is (hdiam,j , s)-length expanding in G − Ci+1,j , Dem(F ′

i,j)
can be routed in G− Ci+1,j with length hdiam,j · s and congestion O(logN/ϕ) by Theorem 4.2.
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Finally, we let the flow F in G routing Dem(F ′) be the concatenation of F ′
G and all Fi,j . We

have leng(F ) ≤ leng(F ′) because each Fi,j has length hdiam,j · s ≤ leng(F ′
i,j) = 2hdiam,js + 1.

The congestion of F is

1 + (d log h) ·O(ω · logN/ϕ) = nO(ϵ) log n log2N/ϵ2 = O(nO(ϵ) log3 n/ϵ2)

because F ′
G has congestion 1 in G, each Fi,j has congestion O(ω · logN/ϕ), and there are totally

d · log h many Fi,j .
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A Length-Constrained Directed Expansion (Continued)

A.1 Connection to Classic Directed Expander Decomposition

The classic setting of a cut in a graph is a bipartition of the vertex set. A cut is considered
sparse if few edges connect the two partitions.

Definition A.1 (Classic Directed Sparse Cut). Given a directed graph G = (V,E), let E(A,B)
denote the set of edges with head vertices in A and tail vertices in B, a cut (S, V \ S) where
volsumG (S) ≤ volsumG (V \ S) is ϕ-out-sparse if

∑
e∈E(S,V \S) uG(e) < ϕ · volsumG (S). Similarly, the

cut is ϕ-in-sparse if
∑

e∈E(V \S,S) uG(e) < ϕ · volsumG (S).

In directed graphs, the standard definition of an expander only requires that the graph be
free from sparse cuts in both directions. That is, a directed graph is a ϕ-expander if and only
if it is strongly connected and there is no ϕ-in-sparse or ϕ-out-sparse cut. Below, we extend
the above definition by interpreting an expander as the union of strongly connected components
where each does not admit a sparse cut.

Definition A.2 (Classic Directed Expander). Given a directed graph G = (V,E), let X1, ..., Xn ⊂
V be a partition of V and each Xi is a strongly connected component (SCC) of G. For ϕ ∈ (0, 1),
a graph G is a classic directed ϕ-expander if every induced graph G[Xi] has no ϕ-out-sparse cut
and ϕ-in-sparse cut.

Now we discuss the connection between classic directed expanders and length-constrained
directed expanders, assuming we only consider pure cuts when defining LC-directed expanders.
Here a pure cut are just a classic edge cuts, i.e. a subset of edges. We can also interpret a pure
cut as a moving cut with cut values either 0 or 1.

We say a graph G is an (h, s)-length ϕ-expander if degsumG is (h, s)-length ϕ-expanding in
G. Then in fact, for sufficient large h, e.g. h = n2N , G is an (h, s)-length ϕ-expander if and
only if G is a classic Θ(ϕ)-expander. In other words, LC-directed expanders and classic directed
expanders are equivalent when we consider only pure cuts and very large h.

It is relatively easy to see that if G is not a classic ϕ-expander, then G is not an (h, s)-length
O(ϕ)-expander. Let (S,X \S) for some SCC X of G (with volsumG[X](S) ≤ volsumG[X](X \S)) be the
witnessing ϕ-sparse (say ϕ-out-sparse) cut. Then the pure cut C = E(S,X\S) is an (h, s)-length
ϕ-sparse cut of G, because we can construct a degsumG -respecting h-length symmetric demand
D with |D| ≥ Ω(volsumG[X](S)) by considering a bipartite graph (with multiple edges) between X
and X \ S such that each vertex v ∈ X incident to exactly degsumG[X](v) edges and each vertex
v ∈ X \ S incident to at most degsumG[X](v) edges.

Now we show that if G is not an (h, s)-length ϕ-expander, then G is not a classic ϕ-expander.
Let C be an (h, s)-length ϕ-sparse cut of G with witnessing demand D. Because D is h-length
and symmetric, D has no inter-SCC demand pairs. This means there exists an SCC X of G
such that sparshs(CX , DX) ≤ ϕ, where CX and DX are C and D restricted on G[X]. Let
X ′

1, X
′
2, ..., X

′
k be the SCCs of G[X] \ CX . We say a cut (S,X \ S) is valid if

• it respects the partition {X ′
1, X

′
2, ..., X

′
k}, i.e. S is the union of a subset of X ′

i, and

• S has no out-edges in G \ CX .

Observe that any valid cut (S,X \ S) has min{|E(S,X \ S)|, |E(X \ S, S)|} ≤ |CX |. Thus it
remains to find a valid cut (S∗, X \ S∗) with min{volsumG[X](S

∗), volsumG[X](X \ S∗)} = Ω(|DX |).
Let d(X ′

i) =
∑

u∈X′
i,v∈X

DX(u, v). By definition,
∑

X′
i
d(X ′

i) = |DX |. Because DX is
degsumG[X]-respecting (since D has no inter-SCC demand pairs), each X ′

i has volsumG[X](X
′
i) ≥ d(X ′

i).
Therefore, we just need to find a valid cut (S∗, X \S∗) with

∑
X′

i⊆S∗ d(X ′
i) = Ω(|DX |), which is

an easy exercise by considering a topological order of {X ′
1, ..., X

′
k}.
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A.2 Routing Characterization: Proof of Theorem 3.8

In this section, we give the proof of Theorem 3.8. We note that each direction in Theorem 3.8
can be explained with the following Theorem A.3 and Theorem A.4 respectively.

We start with the easier direction Theorem A.3, which shows that there exists a worst-case
demand that cannot be routed with desirable congestion and length given the low conductance.

Theorem A.3. In a directed graph G, suppose that for a demand D there exists a 2h-length
moving cut C with 2h-length sparsity ϕ = spars2h(C,D). Then, any h-length routing of D has
congestion at least 1

2ϕ .

Proof. Without loss of generality, we can assume all demand pairs (u, v) ∈ supp(D) is 2h-length
separated by C, i.e. sep2h(C,D) = |D|, otherwise we consider the sub-demand of D that is
2h-length separated by C instead.

Let F be an h-length flow routing D in G with minimum congestion denoted by γ. For each
flow path P ∈ path(F ), we have leng(P,G) ≤ h but leng(P,G− C) ≥ 2h, so∑

P∈path(F )

F (P ) ·
∑
e∈P

ℓC,2h(e) ≥ value(F ) · h = |D| · h.

On the other hand, we have∑
P∈path(F )

F (P ) ·
∑
e∈P

ℓC,2h(e) =
∑

e∈E(G)

ℓC,2h(e)
∑

P∈path(F ) s.t. P∋e

F (P )

≤
∑

e∈E(G)

ℓC,2h(e) · γ · u(e)

= γ ·
∑

e∈E(G)

2h · C(e) · u(e)

= γ · 2h · |C|.

Therefore, we have γ ≥ |D′|·h
2h·|C| =

1
2ϕ where we use |C|

|D′| = ϕ

On the other hand, Theorem A.4 says that if there exists a lower bound over the sparsity of
some demand D, we can also construct an h-length routing of D with a bounded congestion.

Theorem A.4. In a directed graph G, suppose that D is a demand such that every h-length
moving cut C has sparsity at least ϕ for a D, i.e., sparsh(C,D) ≥ ϕ. Then, D can be routed
along h-length paths with congestion at most O( logNϕ ).

The remainder of this section is the proof Theorem A.4. For a given h-length demand
D which sends di amount of demand from some vertex si to some vertex ti, we consider the
(exponential size) concurrent multicommodity flow LP and its dual given in Figure 5. In it we
denote with Pi the (exponential size) set of all h-length directed paths that go from si to ti:

We note that the primal LP exactly computes a routing for z · D while constraining the
congestion to be no more than 1. It is equivalent to the inverse of the optimal h-length congestion
of a fractional routing for D.

Lemma A.5. Let z, {fi(p) | i ∈ [k], p ∈ Pi} be an optimal solution for ConcurrentFlow(D,h).
Then the optimal h-length congestion for any fractional h-length routing of D is exactly 1

z .

Proof. Scale the flows by 1
z . They now satisfy the demands (thanks to the first set of primal

constraints) and cause at most congestion 1
z on any edge (thanks to the second set of primal

constraints). Therefore the optimal h-length congestion of fractionally routing D is at most 1
z .
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Primal: ConcurrentFlow(D,h) Dual: Cut(D,h)

maximize z minimize L =
∑

e∈E u(e) · ℓe
subject to: subject to:
∀i ∈ [k]:

∑
p∈Pi

fi(p) ≥ z · di ∀i ∈ [k], p ∈ Pi:
∑

e∈p ℓe ≥ ci
∀e ∈ E:

∑
p∋e fi(p) ≤ u(e)

∑
i∈[k] dici ≥ 1

∀i ∈ [k], p: fi(p) ≥ 0 ∀e ∈ E: ℓe ≥ 0
∀i ∈ [k]: ci ≥ 0

Figure 5: The concurrent flow LP relaxation and its dual.

On the other hand, any fractional h-length routing of D with congestion γ can be scaled
down by a factor of 1

γ to give a feasible solution for ConcurrentFlow(D,h) with z = 1
γ .

Thus if the optimal h-length congestion for any fractional h-length demand is γ′ < 1
z , then we

can get a feasible solution with z′ = 1
γ′ > z, which contradicts that z is the optimal value.

Next, we show that a feasible solution to the dual LP with value L can be transformed into
a h-length moving cut C for D of sparsity sparsh(C,D) = O(L · logN). The intuition is to
think of the dual variables ci as indicating whether or not (or to what extend) we are separating
the demands di while the ℓi variables will correspond to scaled length increases in the moving
cut. The scaling is such that we are (fractionally) cutting one unit of demand (as forced by the
second set of dual demands). With this intuition in mind, the following lemma [HRG22] shows
that the ci values can be “rounded" into an appropriate subset of demands to separate, together
with the appropriate scaling factor.

Lemma A.6. Given sequences c1, . . . , ck, d1, . . . , dk ∈ R≥0 with
∑

i∈[k] di · ci ≥ 1 there exists a

non-empty subset I ⊆ [k] with mini∈I ci ≥ 1
α·
∑

i∈I di
for α = 1 + ln

( ∑
i∈[k] di

mini∈[k] di

)
.

Proof. Suppose, without loss of generality, that c1 ≥ c2 ≥ . . . ck and assume for the sake of
contradiction that none of the sets [1], [2], . . . , [k] satisfy the condition. In other words, if we
let d([i]) =

∑i
j=1 dj , then ci < 1

α ·
1

d([i]) for all i ∈ [k]. Multiplying both sides by di and

summing them up, we get that 1 ≤
∑k

i=1 dici <
1
α

∑k
i=1

di
d([i]) . Reordering terms, this implies∑k

i=1
di

d([i]) > α.

Define f(x) as 1/d1 on [0, d1); 1/(d1 + d2) on [d1, d1 + d2); ...; 1/d([i]) on [d([i − 1]), d([i]))
for i ∈ [k]. Now we have∫ d([k])

0
f(x) =

d1
d1

+
d2

d1 + d2
+

d3
d1 + d2 + d3

+ . . .+
dk

d([k])
> α.

However, since f(x) ≤ 1/x∫ d([k])

0
f(x) =

∫ d1

0
f(x) dx+

∫ d([k])

d1

f(x) dx

≤ 1 +

∫ d([k])

d1

1

x
dx = 1 + ln

d([k])

d1
.

Hence we have α <
∫ d([k])
0 f(x) ≤ 1 + ln d([k])

d1
, but we set α = 1 + ln

( ∑
i∈[k] di

mini∈[k] di

)
≥ 1 + ln d([k])

d1
,

where we reach a contradiction and finish the proof.

Lemma A.7. Suppose {ℓe | e ∈ E}, {ci | i ∈ [k]} is a feasible solution for Cut(D,h). Then
there exists an h-length moving cut C for D with h-length sparsity sparsh(C,D) = O(L·log dratio)
where L =

∑
e∈E u(e) · ℓe and dratio =

∑
i∈[k] di/mini∈[k] di.
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Proof. Applying Lemma A.6 to the ci values results in a subset I ⊆ [k] of demands with
cmin = mini∈I ci ≥ 1

α·
∑

i∈I di
for α = 1 + ln

( ∑
i∈[k] di

mini∈[k] di

)
= O(log dratio). Given the scaling

factor cmin, for each edge e, we round down the value of min{1, 2ℓe
cmin
} to multiple of 1/h, and

define it to be the cut value over e from the h-length moving cut C.
We show that C successfully h-separates every demand i ∈ I. For this, we note that the first

set of dual constraints guarantees that for every demand i ∈ I and for every path p ∈ Pi, the
length of p, assuming every edge e has length ℓe, is at least cmin, i.e., ∀i ∈ I, p ∈ Pi :

∑
e∈p ℓe ≥

cmin. Recall that edge lengths are positive integers as mentioned in Section 2, so each edge has
length at least 1 in G. The length of a path p ∈ Pi under cut C is therefore at least∑

e∈p
ℓG−C(e) =

∑
e∈P

ℓG(e) + h · C(e)

≥
∑
e∈P

1 + h · (min{1, 2ℓe/cmin} − 1/h)

≥ h ·min{1,
2
∑

e∈P ℓe

cmin
}

= 2h > h

This guarantees that C indeed h-separates every demand i ∈ I.
The amount of demands in D separated by C therefore satisfies

seph(C,D) ≥
∑
i∈I

di ≥
1

α · cmin
,

where the last inequality comes from the construction if I guarantees that cmin ≥ 1
α·
∑

i∈I di
. By

the definition of C, the size |C| of the h-length cut C, is∑
e

u(e) · C(e) ≤
∑
e

u(e) · 2ℓe
cmin

=

∑
e u(e) · 2ℓe
cmin

=
2L

cmin
.

Finally, the h-length sparsity sparsh(C,D) of C for D is |C|
seph(C,D) ≤

2L/cmin

1/(α·cmin)
= 2L · α =

O(L · log dratio), as desired.

The proof of Theorem A.4 follows now immediately from Lemma A.5, Lemma A.7 and strong
LP duality.

Proof of Theorem A.4. First of all, D must be h-length, otherwise the zero cut C has sparsh(C,D) =
0. Let dmin = min{D(u, v) | ∀u, v s.t. D(u, v) > 0} and dratio = |D|/dmin. We can assume
dratio ≤ n4N by the following reasons.

• First we have |D| ≤ n2N/ϕ. Assume the opposite, the h-length moving cut C with C(e) =
1 for all e ∈ E(G) trivially has seph(C,D) = |D| and |C| =

∑
e∈E(G) uG(e) ≤ n2N (here we

use that edge capacities are at most N). This means sparsh(C,D) = |C|/|D| < n2N
n2N/ϕ

= ϕ,
a contradiction.

• When dmin ≤ 1/(ϕn2), we consider another demand D′ which drops all demand pairs
(u, v) with D(u, v) ≤ 1/(ϕn2), which means d′min ≥ 1/(ϕn2). Also, D′ still satisfies
sparsh(C,D) ≥ ϕ for all h-length moving cuts C. Furthermore, if D′ can be routed
with length h and congestion O(logN/ϕ), then D can also be routed with length h and
congestion O(logN/ϕ)+n2/(ϕn2) = O(logN/ϕ) (since each edge has capacity at least 1).
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Providing dratio ≤ n4N , we prove the original statement by proving the counter-positive.
That is, if a demand D with dratio ≤ n4N cannot be routed along h-length paths with congestion
at most γ then there must exist a cut C with h-length sparsity sparsh(C,D) = O( logNγ ) for D.

To see this note that, due to Lemma A.5, the value of ConcurrentFlow(D,h) and because
of strong duality also the value of the dual Cut(D,h) is at most 1

γ . Lemma A.7 now directly
implies that there exist the desired h-length cut with sparsity O( log dratioγ ) = O( logNγ ) for D.

A.3 Linkedness

We can actually show the existence of a strengthened version of length-constrained expander
decompositions called “linked” length-constrained expander decompositions. For each applied
moving cut C, it will slightly increase the original node-weighting to allow more demand in the
graph, which makes it more difficult for the graph to be a length-constrained expander. We
define such an increase as a new node-weighting added to the original weighting:

Definition A.8 (Linked Node-Weighting). Let C be an h-length moving cut of a graph G =
(V,E) and let ℓ be a positive integer divisible by h. The linked node-weighting Lℓ

C assigns to each
vertex v the value of ℓ · degC(v) where degC(v) =

∑
e∋v uG(e) · C(e).

Definition A.9 (Linked Length-Constrained Directed Expander Decomposition). Given a di-
rected graph G = (V,E), a directed ℓ-linked (h, s)-length ϕ-expander decomposition for a node-
weighting A with cut slack κ and length slack s is an h · s-length cut C of size at most κ · ϕ|A|
such that A+ Lℓ

C is (h, s)-length ϕ-expanding in G− C.

We have defined the sequence of moving cuts in Definition 3.16, but now we also need to
incorporate the linked node-weighting added whenever we apply the cut to the graph. We
similarily describe the sequence of linked moving cuts as follows:

Definition A.10 (Sequence of Linked Moving Cuts). Given a directed graph G = (V,E), and
node-weighting A, let (C1, C2, . . . , Cn) be a sequence of h ·s moving cuts, let G−

∑
j<iCj denote

the graph that is applied with cuts from C1 to Ci−1 and let A +
∑

j<i L
ℓ
Cj

denote the node-
weighting that is added with linked node-weighting from Lℓ

C1
to Lℓ

Ci−1
. We define (C1, C2, . . . , Cn)

as a sequence of ℓ-linked ϕ-sparse moving cuts if and only if the (h, s)-length sparsity of Ci w.r.t
A+

∑
j<i L

ℓ
Cj

in G−
∑

j<iCj is at most ϕ.

We again need to bound the overall size of those moving cuts. We employ a similar potential
argument, but what is different that the petential will not only decrease from the cut but
also increase from the added linked node-weighting. We divide the potential update into two
phases to argue about the potential change more clearly, and show that the potential is overall
decreasing.

Lemma A.11. Let C1, . . . , Ck be an sequence of ℓ-linked ϕ-sparse h · s-length cuts for some
node-weighting A in the graph G where h > 1, ϕ < 1, ℓ ≤ 2−8α−4 · 1

ϕ lnn , α ≥ 1 and s > 4 log2 n
α ,

then
∑

i |Ci| ≤ (28α+3ϕ lnn) · |A|.

Proof. Let G1 denote the initial graph G, Gi = G−
∑

j<iCj , and let Ai = A+
∑

j<i L
ℓ
Cj

. From
our assumption of the sequence of moving cuts, for every i there exists a symmetric h-length
Ai-respecting demand D∗

i in the graph Gi such that the h · s sparsity of Ci w.r.t D∗
i is at most

ϕ.
We again introduce the exponential demand for each graph Gi and the corresponding node-

weighting Ai. For simplicity, let wi denote the exponential distance weight wα
h w.r.t Gi. We

further use Di to denote the corresponding exponential demand Di
h,Ai

w.r.t graph Gi and node-
weighting Ai. It is worth noting that exponential demands are different from each other because
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the graph Gi and the node-weighting Ai is changed for each i. Specifically, from Lemma 3.10,
we have

sepih·s/2(Ci, Di) ≥ 2−8α−1 · |Ci|
ϕ

Further, we define the same potential function Pi : V → R w.r.t the graph Gi and node-
weighting Ai. It assigns a value to each vertex u with the amount of Pi(u) = Ai(u) ln(wi(u)).

We divide the potential change into two phases to simplify analysis. In the first phase, we
apply cut Ci to the graph Gi and then the resulting graph is Gi+1. The distance of some edges
increases due to Ci, but the node-weighting still remains as the Ai. Then in the second phase, we
added the corresponding linked node-weighting Lℓ

Ci
to Ai and get Ai+1. The distance between

vertices in the graph Gi+1 remains the same in this phase.
Start with graph Gi, each vertex u will have potential Pi(u). After applying cut Ci to the

graph Gi, we first get the resulting graph Gi+1 with same node-weighting Ai, and let P ′
i (u)

denote the potential of vertex u at this intermediate phase, we have P ′
i (u) = Ai(u) ln(wi+1(u)).

Since we only increase the length of some edges in Gi, the exponential weight can only decrease
between any vertex pairs. Consequently, there is indeed a decrease from Pi(u) to P ′

i (u), and we
have the same result as in Lemma 3.17,

Pi(u)− P ′
i (u) ≥ Ai(u) · (

wi(u)− wi+1(u)

wi(u)
) (16)

The same analysis gives that the overall potential reduction is still at least∑
u∈V

Pi(u)− P ′
i (u) ≥

1

2
· sepih·s/2(Ci, D

i
h,Ai

) ≥ 2−8α−2 · |Ci|
ϕ

In the second phase, the length of edges in graph Gi+1 does not increase, but the node-weighting
Ai is added with Lℓ

Ci
to get Ai+1. Thus the potential over vertex u increases from P ′

i (u) to
Pi+1(u), and we have

Pi+1(u)− P ′
i (u) = (Ai+1(u)−Ai(u)) · ln(wi+1

h (u))

= degCi
(u) · ℓ · ln(wi+1

h (u))

By summing up, we have∑
u∈V

Pi+1(u)− P ′
i (u) =

∑
u∈V

degCi
(u) · ℓ · ln(wi+1(u))

≤ 2|Ci| · ℓ · lnn

≤ 2−8α−3 · |Ci|
ϕ

We use the condition that ℓ ≤ 2−8α−4 · 1
ϕ lnn in second inequality. We show that the overall

potential Pi decreases at least 2−8α−2 · |Ci|
ϕ to P ′

i , and then increases at most 2−8α−3 · |Ci|
ϕ

to Pi+1, which is equivalent to that the overall potential is monotonously decreasing as the
following: ∑

u∈V
Pi(u)− Pi+1(u) ≥ 2−8α−3 · |Ci|

ϕ
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where
∑

u∈V P1(u) ≥
∑

u∈V P2(u) ≥ · · · ≥
∑

u∈V Pk+1(u). By this, we can come to a similar
conclusion over the summation of size of all cuts.∑

i

|Ci| ≤ 28α+3ϕ · |A| · lnn

Theorem A.12. For any G = (V,E), a node-weighting A, h > 1, α ≥ 1, ℓ ≤ 2−8α−4 · 1
ϕ lnn ,

ϕ < 1 and a length slack parameter s = O(log n), there is a directed ℓ-linked (h, s)-length ϕ-
expander decomposition for A with cut slack κ = O(nO( 1

s
) log n).

Proof. Similar as the analysis in Theorem 3.9, we could find cut iteratively from the graph G
until the resulting graph is ϕ-expander. We take the union of cuts as C≤k and by definition
C≤k is a valid expander decomposition for G and A. Further Lemma A.11 guarantees that
|C≤k| =

∑
j≤k |Cj | ≤ 28α+3ϕ · |A| · lnn as long as s > 4 lnn

α . This gives that κ ≤ 28α+3 · lnn =

O(nO( 1
s
) log n).
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