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Abstract

The network unreliability problem asks for the probability that a given undirected graph gets dis-
connected when every edge independently fails with a given probability p. Valiant (1979) showed that
this problem is #P-hard; therefore, the best we can hope for are approximation algorithms. In a classic
result, Karger (1995) obtained the first FPTAS for this problem by leveraging the fact that when a graph
disconnects, it almost always does so at a near-minimum cut, and there are only a small (polynomial)
number of near-minimum cuts. Since then, a series of results have obtained progressively faster al-
gorithms to the current bound of m'*°(\) + O(n*/?) (Cen, He, Li, and Panigrahi, 2024). In this paper,
we obtain an m!'*°(!)-time algorithm for the network unreliability problem. This is essentially opti-
mal, since we need O(m) time to read the input graph. Our main new ingredient is relating network
unreliability to an ideal tree packing of spanning trees (Thorup, 2001).

1 Introduction

The unreliability of an undirected graph G = (V, E), denoted ug(p), is the probability that it gets discon-
nected when every edge independently fails with a given probability p. It measures the robustness of a
network to random edge failures (as against worst case failures, measured by the minimum cut). Reliabil-
ity problems are extensively studied (see the books [Col87, Cha16]) and the problem of estimating ug(p)
has been dubbed “the most fundamental” problem in this space [Kar20]. This problem was shown to be
#P-hard by Valiant in 1979 [Val79]. The first fully polynomial-time randomized approximation scheme
(FPRAS) was given in a seminal work by Karger [Kar99b]. For any constant ¢ € (0, 1), this algorithm
outputs a (1 + ¢)-approximation for ug(p) with high probability (whp)! in O(mn*) time, where n is the
number of vertices in the graph and m is the number of edges. The running time was later improved by
Harris and Srinivasan [HS18] to n**°!) using a finer-grained analysis of Karger’s algorithmic framework.
Further improvements came in a series of works by Karger [Kar16, Kar17, Kar20] that utilized progressively
optimized versions of a recursive random contraction framework to eventually attain a running time of
O(n?). This quadratic bound is a natural threshold because the techniques developed for network unreli-
ability could also (implicitly or explicitly) enumerate the possibly Q(n®) minimum cuts of the graph. The
quadratic barrier was recently breached by Cen, He, Li, and Panigrahi [CHLP24] who obtained a running
time of m*°(") + O(n%?) by using an importance sampling technique. The ultimate goal in this line of
work, explicitly conjectured by Karger in [Kar20], is to obtain a network unreliability algorithm that runs
in (essentially) linear time in the size of the input graph. This last bound is also the best possible, since any
network unreliability algorithm must read its entire input.

n this paper, as in the network unreliability literature, a result is said to hold with high probability if it holds with probability
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1.1 Owur Result

In this paper, we give a fully polynomial-time randomized approximation scheme (FPRAS) for the network
unreliability problem that has a running time of m!*°)). We show the following theorem:

Theorem 1.1. Forany ¢ € (0, 1), there is a randomized Monte Carlo algorithm for the network unreliability
problem that runs in m'*°M =W time and outputs a (1 + €)-approximation to ug(p) whp.

Up to lower order terms, the above theorem brings the line of research into faster network unrelibility
algorithms to a close. One might still hope to improve on the lower order terms: specifically, improve m°(")
to poly log(m) in the running time. As we will see, the m°") overhead in our running time comes from two
sources: The first is the use of maximum flow algorithms, the fastest of which run in m!*°() time [CKL*22,
vdBCP*23]; this will automatically improve if faster maximum flow algorithms are discovered. The second
source is more intrinsic to our method and relates to the amount of variance in the estimator used in our
work; it is an interesting question as to whether this variance can be reduced from m°") to polylog(m) in
our framework.

1.2 Our Techniques

Intuitively, we divide into two cases depending on the value of ug (p): if (roughly) ug(p) < 1/n, we say the
graph is reliable, else it is unreliable. Morally, we would like to use Monte Carlo sampling for the unreliable
case, i.e., sample edge failure outcomes and use an indicator variable for disconnection to estimate ug(p).
But, we cannot do this directly since generating each independent sample takes O(m) time, and we need
O(n) samples. Instead, we use the recursive contraction algorithm of Karger and Stein [KS96] to (intu-
itively) generate O(n) samples in a correlated manner such that each sample only takes O(1) amortized
time. We explain how the recursive contraction algorithm can be used to generate Monte Carlo samples
in the next paragraph.

A mechanism for generating a Monte Carlo sample is to randomly order edges, contract a prefix of edges
in this order, and ask if the resulting graph is a singleton vertex. If this process is independently repeated
multiple times, it produces a set of independent samples. But, now, suppose that instead of creating com-
pletely independent random permutations, we create correlations in the following manner: we first select
a random set of edges that appear at the head of the permutations for all the samples; then, we create two
independent copies and independently sample the next set of edges in these two copies; then, we subdi-
vide further by creating two independent copies of each of the previous copies, and so on. This creates
a correlated set of permutations on which we perform contractions to generate samples of the network.
The advantage is that this latter process can be implemented very efficiently, because this is exactly the re-
cursive contraction algorithm [KS96]. Normally, a recursive contraction algorithm would generate O(n?)
samples in O(n?) time. However, using the assumption that ug(p) > 1/, we show that O(n) samples
generated by this process are sufficient, and that this can be produced in m!*°(") time.

Next, we consider the reliable case, i.e., when ug(p) < 1/n. Recall that we would like to estimate the
probability that at least one cut fails (i.e., all edges are deleted). In the reliable case, this is a rare event
and can be well-approximated by the expected number of failed cuts, i.e., the corresponding union bound.
Furthermore, the large cuts can be ignored (their failure is unlikely), but we are still left with Q(n?) cuts,
e.g., the minimum cuts themselves. To do this in close to O(m) time, we sample a surrogate distribution
q(C) that approximates the real distribution p!¢!. The distribution g(C) is defined via a distribution on



spanning trees, from which we sample a spanning tree, and perform a sampling procedure on this tree to
define a cut. We describe the spanning tree distribution next.

We use a fractional spanning tree packing that was introduced by Thorup [Tho01, Tho08]. The total value of
the packing equals the min-ratio value of all multiway cuts in the graph, i.e., 7 := minguitiway cuts %,
where k(C) is the number of sides of C. The packing is also “edge-disjoint” in the sense that each edge is
used only in spanning trees that add up to a total value at most 1. This latter property ensures that every
edge in the min-ratio cut appears in exactly 1/x fraction of the trees by value. More generally, the tree
packing also ensures that this property holds recursively on the induced subgraph defined on each side of
the min-ratio cut, which has a larger cut ratio than 7. When everything is settled, any edge e will be in
1/x(e) fraction of trees for some cut ratio 7 (e). We call z(e) the level of edge e, and the entire collection of
fractional trees is called an ideal tree packing.

So, the first step of our sampling is to generate a spanning tree from the ideal tree packing distribution.
Next, we need to sample edges in the sampled spanning tree to define the sampled cut. For intuition, let
us imagine an idealized scenario where for any cut C, every spanning tree T in the ideal tree packing

contains % edges at level i, where C; is the set of level-i edges in C. Then, an unbiased estimator for

p!€l can be obtained by sampling every edge e in a sampled spanning tree T with probability p”(¢). The
advantage of this process is that we are sampling a small number of edges that appear in the spanning
tree, much smaller than the size of the cut, which can be done much more efficiently. This intuition is not
precise because edges of a cut are not proportionately distributed across the spanning trees of the ideal tree
packing. Nevertheless, we show that the error due to the non-uniformity (i.e., variance) can be bounded.

A final complication is that we need to use an approximation algorithm for ideal tree packing since exact
algorithms are too slow for our purpose. This means the levels of edges are now only approximately correct,
which leads to dependence between the random sampling process across the different (approximate) levels.
We show that this additional error can be controlled for the above arguments to still hold approximately,
but in the process, we lose additional sub-polynomial terms in the running time to counter the variance of
the estimator.

1.3 Overall Algorithm and Paper Organization

We now give an overview of the algorithm. Our overall algorithm builds a recursive computation tree.
There are several base cases that we describe first. The first two base cases also appear in prior work [Kar20,
CHLP24]. The interesting (and new) base case is the third one, which is also the main contribution of this

paper.

o Ifn < e79W, then any n®®¢=OM running time is still e7°(V, so we run Karger’s algorithm [Kar20]
that gives an unbiased estimator for ug(p). The following theorem states the properties of this
V[X]

estimator (relative variance of a random variable X is W):

Theorem 1.2 ([Kar20]). Given a graph G with vertex size n, an unbiased estimator of ug (p) with O(1)
relative variance can be computed in O(n?) time. As a consequence, a (1 + ¢)-approximation to ug(p)
can be computed in time O(n%e™?).

« The second base case is to run Monte Carlo sampling when p > 6 for some threshold 6 whose value
is given by Lemma 1.4. The properties of the estimator are summarized below:



Lemma 1.3 (Lemma 1.3 in [CHLP24]). For any p > 60, an unbiased estimator of ug (p) with relative
variance O(1) can be computed in time m'*°(V) As a consequence, a (1 + ¢)-approximation to uc(p)
can be computed in m*°() ¢=2 time under the condition that p > 6.

We are left to define the value of 6. We set 6 such that when p < 6, it is very unlikely that more than
one cut fails. To quantify this, define z(p) as the expected number of failed cuts z(p) := X, plcil
and xg(p) as the expected number of failed cut pairs xg(p) = Xc,xc; p!GYCil. By the inclusion-
exclusion principle, ug(p) > zg(p) — x5 (p). We define 0 as follows:

Lemma 1.4 (Phase transition, Lemma 2.1 of [CHLP24]). There exists a threshold 0 such that ug(0) =

n~(1/loglogn) sarisfying the following property: When p < 6, we have :ggj; < loén’ and therefore,’*

Intuitively, this means that when p < 0, we can use an estimator of zg(p) as a surrogate for that of
ug(p), although we need to be careful about the 1/logn gap between zg(p) and ug(p).

+ The final base case is the most interesting new contribution of this paper. It is invoked when ug(p) <
n~1-©@(1/loglogn) 1n this case, we run our new algorithm (Section 3) and prove the following lemma
(an estimator X for ug(p) with relative bias § satisfies E[X] € (1 + §)ug(p)):

Lemma 1.5. [fug(p) < n~1=20/10eloen) ap estimator for uc(p) with relative bias n=*) and relative
variance < 1 can be computed in m**°) time. As a consequence, a (1 + ¢)-approximation to ug (p) can
be computed in m**° e=OW time under the condition that ug (p) < n~1~%(1/loglogn)

We have described the base cases, all of which are non-recursive algorithms. The remaining case is when
ug(p) > n~1-00/loglogn) and p < 9. In this case, we run a step of recursive contraction (Section 4). As
in [CHLP24], we interleave recursive contraction calls to a standard sparsification algorithm. However,
unlike prior work, we obtain a sharp tradeoff between the rate of progress and the amount of variance
in this recursion, by leveraging the parameters given by the ideal tree packing. We obtain the following
lemma (the relative second moment of a random variable X is defined as E[X?]/(E[X])?):

Lemma 1.6. Suppose ug(p) > n~1700/loglogn) gnd n < 0. An estimator X for ug(p) with relative bias
n~= W) and relative second moment (log n)°1°81°8™) can be computed in m**°™) time.

We now show that Theorem 1.1 follows from these lemmas:

Proof of Theorem 1.1. The base cases are immediate from above. So, we focus on the recursive contraction
case. By setting a sufficiently large constant in the exponent of the first base case, we can ensure in the
recursive case that the n=*(") upper bound of relative bias is less than £. Let X be the estimator output
by the recursive contraction algorithm. From Lemma 1.6, we have that the relative variance n[X] <
n°()_ By standard techniques (see Lemma 2.3), we can run the algorithm n°) =2 times to get a (1 + £)-
approximation of E[X] whp. Because E[X] is a (1 + n~?("))-approximation of ug(p), the aggregated

estimator is a (1 + ¢)-approximation of ug(p). Each run takes m'*°(V¢
1+0(1) ;—~O(1)

~O0() time, so the overall running

time is also m O

2All logarithms are base e unless otherwise stated.



Finally, we describe how the algorithm decides which case it is in at any node of the computation tree.
The first base case can be identified based on the size of the graph. To identify the second base case, we
use an indirect method as in [CHLP24] since we do not know the value of 6. We first run the Monte Carlo
algorithm and calculate the estimator of ug(p) given by this algorithm (which is the empirical probability
of disconnection). If the value of this estimator is at least n~°W then we can conclude that the estimator
(1 + ¢)-approximates ug (p) whp. If the estimator returns a smaller value, then we are in the case p < 6.
Next, we need to determine if we are in the third base case. This is more complicated since we do not
know the value of ug(p), and cannot estimate it by Monte Carlo simulation since we are in a reliable case.
Instead of detecting the condition on ug(p) directly, we (approximately) detect the consequence of this
condition using two surrogate conditions. The first surrogate condition given in Definition 3.12 is based
on a lower bound of z(p) (Lemma 3.6). It either decides we are not in the third case, or it allows us to
obtain a tight estimator Z of zg(p) with relative bias O(1/n). Since we have p < 0, Z is already an estimator
of ug(p) with relative bias O(1/logn), by Lemma 1.4. Still, we need a second condition to achieve a better
relative bias of =) The second surrogate condition we use is Z < ﬁ, which is a close approximation of
the original condition ug(p) < n~1=¢(1/leelogn) " Combined together, the two conditions either decide that
we are not in the third base case, or imply that the conclusions of Lemma 1.6 hold.

Roadmap. We set up basic notation and discuss some preliminary facts in Section 2. In Section 3, we
give the importance sampling algorithm using an ideal tree packing to handle the reliable case (the third
base case) — this is the main contribution of this paper. In Section 4, we give the recursive contraction
algorithm for the unreliable case, show the sharp tradeoff between progress and variance in the recursion,
and combine it with all the base cases.

2 Preliminaries

In the network unreliability problem, we are given an undirected multigraph G, and an edge failure prob-
ability p € (0,1). The goal is to (1 + ¢)-approximate the unreliability ug(p), which is the probability that
G disconnects when each edge is independently deleted with probability p.

Throughout the paper, we use A to denote the value of a minimum cut of the graph. Note that ug(p) =
Pr[Ueyts ¢ C disconnects], and the probability that a cut C disconnects is given by p!C!.

Relative Variance and Bias. We give estimators for ug(p) (and zg(p)) in this paper. Here, we give
(standard) definitions of relative variance and bias of an estimator:

Definition 2.1. The relative variance of a random variable X, denoted n[X], is defined as the ratio of its

Vix] _ E[Xz% — 1. We also define relative second moment

variance and its squared expectation, i.e., n[X] =

T B X] T B’[X
E[X?
of X as EZ[[X} =n[X] + 1.

Similar to variance, relative variance can be decreased by taking multiple independent samples.

) . . . plX]
Fact 2.2 (Lemma 1.4 of [Kar17]). The relative variance of the average of N independent samples of X is ——.

This leads to the following property:

Lemma 2.3 (Lemma 1.2 of [Kar17]). Fix anye, & € (0,1). For a random variable X with relative variance
n[X], the median of O (log }5) averages of O ('7[:2(]
of E[X] with probability 1 — 4.

) independent samples of X is a (1+¢)-approximate estimate



Next, we define bias and relative bias of an estimator:

Definition 2.4. Let X be an estimator of u. Then, the bias of X is |[E[X] — u|, and assuming u > 0, its

relative bias is [ZX1=4

A Coarse Bound on ug(p). We will use the following known bound:

Fact 2.5 (Corollary IL.2 of [Kar16]). For any graph on n vertices with mincut value A and any p € (0,1), we
have p* < ug(p) < np’.

k-Strong Components. In the reliable case, it is unlikely that a well-connected part of the graph dis-
connects; therefore, these parts can be contracted before estimating ug(p). To formalize this, recall that
a k-strong component is a maximal k-edge-connected induced subgraph. The strength k. of an edge e is
the maximum value k such that a k-strong component contains e. The next lemma shows that 3A-strong
components can be contracted before estimating ug(p):

Lemma 2.6. Suppose p* < en™'. Then, we can contract all 3\-strong components to form H, such that u (p)
(1 + €)-approximates ug (p).

Proof. Let the 3A-strong components be Sy, S, . .., S,. Define H by contracting the sets S, S,,..., S, in G.
Let D[G] be the event that G disconnects when each edge fails independently with probability p. Clearly,
D[G] implies D[H] V \/; D[G[S;]], where G[S;] is the induced subgraph on S;. By the union bound,

uc(p) < uu(p) + Z ugs;1(p)-

We also have D[H] implies D[G], so ug(p) > up(p). It remains to prove that }; ug(s,|(p) < € - ug(p).

Let n;, A; respectively denote the number of vertices and mincut value of G[S;]. We have

. , n2phi
i ZZ[(SI;])(P) < ZIZ;P SpM_AZn? < nzpz)t < <e

where the first inequality uses Fact 2.5. O

3 The Reliable Case: Importance Sampling on Ideal Tree Packing

This section solves the reliable case (the third base case from Section 1.3), whose main lemma is restated
below.

Lemma 1.5. If ug(p) < n~1=%/logloen) " an estimator for ug(p) with relative bias n=*1) and relative

variance < 1 can be computed in m'*°V) time. As a consequence, a (1 + ¢)-approximation to ug(p) can be
computed in m*°M) ¢=OW time under the condition that ug(p) < n~'=¢(1/loglogn)

We will first design an importance sampling algorithm for a slightly different goal, which is an estimator

for zg(p) instead of ug(p).

Lemma 3.1. Ifug(p) < n~1~%0/leglogn) "an estimator for z;(p) with relative bias O(1/n) and relative
variance < 1 can be computed in m'*°() time.



We will use Lemma 3.1 to prove Lemma 1.5 in Section 3.5. The rest of this section is devoted to Lemma 3.1.

One complexity here is that the algorithm does not know the value of ug (p), so it cannot determine if the
assumption is true. Instead, we will use an alternative assumption based on tree packings that implies the
original assumption ug (p) < n~1~?(1/loglogn)

At a high level, our algorithm uses importance sampling. Note that we need to preferentially sample the
near-minimum cuts since they are more likely to fail. Moreover, we need to sample a cut efficiently, e.g.,
by only picking O(1) edges from the cut. To attain these two properties, we use a fractional spanning tree
packing to guide our sampling process. The advantage is that it distributes a near-minimum cut among
Q(A) spanning trees, creating an O(1)-size projection on average in each of them. If we can sample the
edges in the projection from a spanning tree, we can recover the near-minimum cut without having to
explicitly sample all edges of the cut.

One limitation of the above approach is there is a duality gap of 2 between the tree packing value and min-
cut value A. As a consequence, to sample a near min-cut, we need to pick > 2 tree edges on average, which
results in a sampling space of Q(n?). Since we can only afford 0(n?) samples, a naive approach yields only
o(1)-fraction of these near min-cuts; it is not hard to create examples where the resulting estimator has
large error because it misses the critical near min-cuts that determine the value of ug(p).

To alleviate this concern, consider contracting well-connected vertex sets in the graph. This preserves near
min-cuts; so sampling is valid on the contracted graph. Importantly, every vertex pair that remains has
a near min-cut separating it; this gives us a different structural tool for evaluating how the sample hits
the near min-cuts. More generally, if we do these contractions at multiple recursive levels that preserve
near min-cuts of different values, than the resulting graphs allow us a tighter control over the set of cuts
that we hit in our sampling process. Since we need the tree packing to guide cut sampling across multiple
recursive levels, we need it to evenly partition the cuts for different levels with their corresponding ranges
of connectivity. This is achieved by an ideal tree packing that we describe next.

3.1 Ideal Tree Packing

Let a fractional tree packing be a distribution over spanning trees of a graph. The load of each edge is
the probability that a tree sampled from this distribution contains that edge. A maximum tree packing is a
distribution that minimizes the maximum load of any edge. The min-ratio cut of a graph is the partition P of
the vertices minimizing the ratio —= | PI 1, where d(P) is the cut value P. In other words, d(P) = |0P|, where 9P
is the set of edges whose endpoints are separated by P. A well-known theorem of Nash-Williams [NW61]
and Tutte [Tut61] states that the maximum load of any edge in a maximum tree packing equals the inverse
of the minimum value of the cut ratio defined above.

Thorup’s ideal tree packing [Tho01, Tho08] is a fractional tree packing that is not only (globally) a maximum
tree packing, but also maximum in a local sense. The loads £*(e) of edges e in an ideal tree packing are
defined by the following recursive min-ratio cut process.

Definition 3.2 (Recursive min ratio cut process). Let P be the min-ratio cut of the input graph, i.e., the
vertex partition minimizing | PI 1 Define ¢*(e) := d(P) ! for every edge e € oP. Recursively apply this
process on the induced subgraph of each non-singleton component of P to set the loads on the other

edges.

We call £*(e) the ideal load of edge e. The following lemma ensures that this process uniquely produces



the loads of a fractional tree packing.

Lemma 3.3 (Lemma 3 of [Tho08]). The following hold:

1. The ideal loads are unique (although the min-ratio cuts chosen by the recursive min-ratio cut process
may not be unique).

2. {* is in the spanning tree polytope, i.e., it is the load of a fractional tree packing.

Let 7* be the minimum ratio lcgl—P)l among all vertex partitions P. The first iteration of the recursive min-
ratio cut process described above defines the ideal loads of the edges in the min-ratio cut to be ”i We have

the following relation between 7* and A.

Fact 3.4 (Lemma 3 of [ThoO1]). % <r" <A

A key property of the recursive min-ratio cut process is that the ideal loads are monotone non-increasing
in the recursion.

Lemma 3.5 (Lemma 14 of [Tho01]). Suppose P is a min-ratio cut during the recursive min ratio cut process,
e; € 0P, and e, is in an induced subgraph of a component of P. Then, £*(e1) > £*(ez).

It follows that the ideal loads defined in the first iteration is the maximum throughout the recursion, i.e.,
% = max, £*(e).

Let k; be the number of vertices if we contract all edges with £*(e) < % Clearly, k; is monotonically

increasing in 7. We give a lower bound on zg(p) in terms of k;:
Lemma 3.6. zg(p) > k;p*" foranyt > n*.

Proof. Form a graph H by contracting all edges e with £*(e) < % Since ¢*(e) = i % for edges e in the
global min-ratio cut, H is not a singleton. By definition of k;, we have |V(H)| =

Next, we claim that if we run the recursive min-ratio cut process in H, the ideal loads of edges in H are the
same as their original ideal loads in G. Denote the ideal loads on H by f;. Whenever the recursive min-
ratio cut process on G finds a partition P with cut ratio i P(I )1 < 7, all edges in dP have load ¢*(e) > % and
will not be contracted. So, the cut P is preserved in H with the same cut ratio, and it must be a min-ratio
cut in the current induced subgraph. By Lemma 3.3 (1), we can choose the same cut in the process to define

fr7. Whenever the recursive min-ratio cut process on G finds a partition P with cut ratio | P(I L > 7, the cut

edges e € dP have £*(e) < % Moreover, by Lemma 3.5, all edges in the current induced subgraph have
t*(e) < % So, the whole induced subgraph will be contracted in H. By inductively applying the above
two arguments, we can define a recursive min-ratio cut process on H that produces £y (e) = £*(e) for any
e € E(H). By Lemma 3.3 (2), £y is in the spanning tree polytope. So, > .cpm) €*(e) = [V(H)| =1 =k, — 1.

Let d(v) be the degree of v, and d be the average degree in H. We bound
1 2en] T
d= Z d(v) = k Z t*(e) T =2t

1
. < 2T.
T veV(H) ke T ecE(H) T

Since the degree cut of each vertex v € V(H) corresponds to a separate cut in G, we have

26(p) 2 Y p' 2 kep? 2 kep™
veV(H)

where the middle inequality follows by convexity of the function f(x) = p*. O



Approximate Tree Packing. The recursive algorithm used to define ideal loads above requires many
min-ratio cut computations; we don’t know how to implement them all in almost-linear time. Instead, we
approximate the ideal loads using a greedy tree packing algorithm described below. The main purpose is to
eventually define surrogate parameters k. that can substitute for the parameters k; in Lemma 3.6.

Definition 3.7 (Greedy tree packing). Given a input graph G and a number of rounds k, the greedy
algorithm iteratively finds a collection of spanning trees {Ty, Tz, . . ., Tx }, such that each T; is a minimum
spanning tree on G with respect to edge loads induced by {13, ..., T;-1}, which we define below. For a
collection of spanning trees 7, define its induced loads ¢” by the edge loads of the uniform distribution

over trees in 7, i.e., £7 (e) = % (Specially, for an empty 7, £7(e) = 0.)

The next lemma asserts that this greedy process approximates an ideal tree packing:
Lemma 3.8. In an unweighted graph with min-cut value A, given a parameter § € (0,1), we can find a

(multi-)set T of 6AInm /&% spanning trees such that

1. |€7 (e) — t*(e)| < 35/A, Ve € E, where £ are the edge loads for the uniform distribution over 7.

2. Each treeT is the MST of some weight function ¢r satisfying |tr(e) — £*(e)| < /A foralle € E.

The algorithm runs in time O(m/5?). The trees are implicit, but the loads €7 are output explicitly.

Proof. We use the following lemma from [Tho01]:

Lemma 3.9 (Proposition 16 of [Tho01]). In an unweighted graph with min-cut value A, suppose that T is a
(multi-)set of spanning trees generated by greedy tree packing after > 611n m/5?% iterations, where parameter
8 < 2. Let £7 be the edge loads for the uniform distribution over 7. Then, for all edges e,

[¢7 (e) — £*(e)| < 8/A.

Now, we proceed to prove Lemma 3.8. Compute a tree packing of N = 124 Inm/&? trees, which is twice
as many as needed by Lemma 3.9, and let 7~ be the latter N/2 of the spanning trees computed. On each
iteration i > 641nm/8? of greedy tree packing, we have |7 (e) — £*(e)| < §/A for all e € E, where 7 is
the current tree packing of i — 1 trees. For the next tree T to be packed, define #+ = ¢7i, which satisfies
property (2). For property (1), for each e € E we have

N -¢"N(e) = N/2- 82 (e)
N/2

7 (e) = = 20"V (e) — £TN12 (),

which together with [£7N (e) — £*(e)| < §/A and |¢N/2(e) — £*(e)| < §/A concludes property (1).

For the running time, we dynamically maintain the minimum spanning tree over the iterations using, e.g.
the algorithm of [HDLT01]. Each iteration takes O(1) time to compute the new minimum spanning tree,
and then O(n) time to update the weights on each edge of the spanning tree. The total running time over
the O(1/8%) iterations is O(1/82) - O(n) = O(m/5?) since m > ni/2. O

We wish to obtain a multiplicative approximation of £*(e) instead of the additive approximation in Lemma 3.8.
Moreover, we will later group edges multiplicatively by loads and need to ensure that there are few groups.
For both these purposes, we contract all 3A-strong components in the input graph. The next lemma says
that this restricts £*(e) to (ﬁ, %) for all the uncontracted edges:

9



Lemma 3.10. After contracting all 3A-strong components, each edge e satisfies £*(e) € (%, %)

Proof. By Fact 3.4, 1/n* < 2/A. Since edge loads are monotonically decreasing in the recursive ideal load
algorithm, each edge has ideal load less than 2/A.

For a given uncontracted edge e of strength less than 3, consider an instance G[S] in the recursive load
algorithm whose min-ratio cut sets value £*(e). Since G[S] contains edge e of strength < 3A, the min-cut
value of G[S] is < 3. By definition of £*(e), the minimum cut ratio of G[S] is ﬁ Any (2-way) cut is a
partition whose cut ratio equals the cut value. So, the connectivity of G[S] is no less than the value of the
min-ratio cut. Denoting by Ag(s) the minimum cut of G[S], we conclude that ﬁ < Agrs) < 34, which

implies £*(e) > ﬁ O

Contracting all 3A-strong components is without loss of generality due to Lemma 2.6. (If the assumption
of Lemma 2.6 does not hold, we can directly switch to the unreliable case since that assumption is implied
by the assumption of reliable case.) By applying Lemma 3.8 with parameter §/3 on the contracted graph
given by Lemma 3.10, we get £7 (e) ~s £*(e) for all e € E, where x ~s y denotes (1+6) 'y < x < (1+6)y.

Edge Layering. We set the parameter § := ©(1/loglog n) and partition the edges into O(%) = O(loglog n)
levels based on their ideal load as follows: Let z; = (1 + §)'A/2; we define E; C E to be the edgese € E
with £*(e) € [”ll, i) Since £*(e) € (ﬁ, %) for all edges e, the sets Ey, E,, . . ., Ey partition E for L = O((—ls).
To avoid clutter, define E-; = E;; U --- U Er. Recall that k,, is the number of nodes after contracting all
edges in E; (i.e., edges with £*(e) < ”ll)

One complication is that the values k. are defined on the ideal tree packing, which means that we do not
know them exactly. So, we next define approximations E; and k, based on our approximate tree packing
7. Define E; C E to be the edges e € E with 7 (¢) € [+, =1-), and let k, be the number of nodes after

T i1

contracting all edges with t7 (e) < % As earlier, define E>l~ =Ei, 4U---U EL, SO l%m is the number of nodes
after contracting all edges in E-; (i.e., edges with £7 (¢) < ﬂ%)

For a spanning tree T € 77, define l%m (T) = |E(T) OE,| ; note that since T is a tree, l%m (T) is also the number
of nodes in T after contracting the set of edges E(T) \ E;, minus 1. We now show how these parameters
ky,, kr;, and k,, (T) are related.

Lemma 3.11. For every i, we have ky, < kn,,, < ky,,, and ky,(T) < ky,,, — 1 forallT € T.

TTi+2 TTi+2

Proof. By property (1) of Lemma 3.8, we have [¢7 (e) — £*(e)| < 3¢ for all edges e. By property (2) of
Lemma 3.8, each tree T € 7 is the MST of some weight function ¢ satisfying |¢r(e) — £*(e)| < ¢ for all
e € E. Combining the two properties, we obtain |¢r(e) — £7 (¢)| < 4e for all e € E. We can set e = ©(5/1)
small enough that £7 (e) ~5 £*(e) and ¢r(e) ~5 ¢” (e) for all e € E.

For the first statement, observe that

N 1
= ("(e) < — = e€E.,,
i+1 T

e c E>i+1 Sl [T(e) <

50 E~i41 C Es;, and it follows that k,, < IQ,TM. The other inequality l;,rm <k
argument.

s, follows by an identical

For the second statement, we have

1
= fr(e) < , and
Tli+2 Tli+1

e€FEuipy = ¢7(e) <

10



~ 1
ecE = tT(e) > — = fr(e) >

T Ti+1
Imagine running Kruskal’s MST algorithm on weight function 7. All edges in Eojyy are prioritized over
all edges in E;, so by the time an edge in E; is visited by Kruskal’s algorithm, the current spanning forest
has at most k,,,, connected components. It follows that there are at most k,,,, — 1 edges in E; added to
T. o

3.2 Surrogate Criterion for Deciding Reliable vs Unreliable Cases

Based on the edge layering above, we define the criterion that is used to distinguish between the reliable
and unreliable cases. This replaces the condition ug(p) < n~'~?(/1glogn) iy emma 3.1. The latter con-
dition, in conjunction with Lemma 1.4 and Lemma 3.6, yield a condition on k; that, in principle, can be
used directly to separate the reliable and unreliable cases. However, since we do not have a sufficiently
fast algorithm to compute the parameters k;, we will instead use the approximate parameters k. and rely
on Lemma 3.11 to relate the I;T and k, parameters.

Definition 3.12. The algorithm is in the reliable case if n1+305];m p?™ < 1 holds for all i. Otherwise, it is
in the unreliable case. (Note that since we are not in the second base case, we assume p < 6 for both these
cases.)

The next two lemmas summarize the relevant implications of this condition being true or false, i.e., in the
unreliable and reliable cases respectively.

Recall that £*(-) and ¢7 (+) respectively denote the ideal loads and approximate loads computed by greedy
tree packing (as in Lemma 3.8) for all edges. We first extend this notation to set functions on cuts as follows:
For any function £(-) (such as £*(-),£7 (-), etc.) and a cut C, we use the shorthand ¢(C) to denote ¥, £(e).

Let us first consider the case when Definition 3.12 is false, i.e., the unreliable case. In this case, we show
that ug(p) > n~1~0(/loglegn) holds. This implies that in order to prove Lemma 3.1, it suffices to show the
conclusion of the lemma under the surrogate condition Definition 3.12.

Lemma 3.13 (Unreliable Case). Ifn'**%k, p>" > 1 forsomei > 0 andp < 0, thenug(p) > n~'~0(1/loglogn)

Proof. First, we consider the case when /2,,1, = 1. The assumption becomes p?™ > n~'73%_ Since m; > 7y =
/2, this implies p* > p¥% > n™173%% which further implies ug(p) > n~1~01/loglogn)

Next, we consider the case when /2,,1, > 1. Recall that l;,ri is the number of nodes after contracting edges
with ¢7 (e) < ﬂi So, in this case, there exists an edge e with £7 (e) > ”i Since ¢7 (e) =5 £*(e), we have

Tt < [*ge) < (14 8)m; = miy1. So, we can apply Lemma 3.6 to get zg(p) > ky,,, p?™+1.

From the assumption, we have
1 < n1+305];77:ip2”i S n1+305kﬂi+1p2ﬂi — n1+305k7[i+1p2”i+1/(1+5),
where the second inequality uses Lemma 3.11. Combined with Lemma 3.6, we have
(z6(P)Y ) > (K, YY) p21isa/(O40) — (ko =0@) 2710/ (14) 5 p=0(8) p=(14308) 5 =1-0()
1

Therefore, zg(p) > n~ 179 as claimed. Combined with Lemma 1.4 that ug(p) > (1 — @)ZG(P) when
p < 0, we have ug(p) > n~1~01/loglogn) o
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We are now left to show that under Definition 3.12, we can prove the conclusion of Lemma 3.1; this will
establish Lemma 3.1.

Define C as the collection of cuts C with 7 (C) < 2logn, and define 2z’ = zi(p) = Scec '€l Clearly,
z;(p) < zG(p). The next lemma shows that z;,(p) is a tight upper bound for zg (p) when the condition in
Definition 3.12 is true.

Lemma 3.14 (Reliable Case). Ifn”go‘s/;mpz”i <1 foralli>0, thenz;,(p) > (1 -0(1/n))zc(p).

Proof. Equivalently, we need to prove that zg (p)—z(p) < O(1/n)zg(p), where zg (p)—z;(p) = Zc¢cP|C|-
Define C’ as the collection of cuts C with £*(C) < logn. Since £7 (e) ~5 £*(e) for all e € E, any cut
with £*(C) < logn also satisfies £7(C) < 2logn, so C’ C C. So it suffices to show that Y, ccr plcl <
O(1/n)zg(p). We have two cases depending on whether p* > n~2/logn.

Assume first that p* > n=2/logn. Consider a fixed cut C, and let C; be the cut edges on level i. Since
the min-ratio cut algorithm sets £*(e) = ”ll for all edges e € C;, we have |C| = Y}; ¢*(C;)m;. From the
assumption, we have p™ < (max{ky,, Vn})~(+9) for all i. We bound

Z pl€l = Z pl€l = Z npt’*(Ci)m

Ce¢C’ C:t*(C)>logn C:t*(C)>logn i

< >, | [max{ke, vy e, (3.1)

C:t*(C)>logn i

We now bound the number of cuts C with £*(C) = a for a given a. For each cut C, if we take a sample T
from the ideal tree packing, we obtain E[|C N T|] = ¢*(C;). By Markov’s inequality, with probability at
most (1+5/2)7! the sampled tree T satisfies |C; N T| > (1+68/2)¢*(C;). So with probability Q(§), we have
|CiNT| < (146/2)¢*(C;). We can sample a tree from the ideal tree packing such that the k,, —1 edges of the
tree on each level i are independent. So with probability Q(8)©(/9), we have |C;NT| < (1+8/2)£*(C;) for
all i. This probability is for a random tree in packing. So, if the tree packing has size at least O(1/8)°(1/9),
then there exists a tree T to make it happen. It follows that for any collection of integers {«;}; there are at
most 0(1/8)°W/9) . 17, kg+5/2)ai many cuts C with |C; N T| = ; for all i. Continuing from (3.1), we union
bound over all {;}; summing to ¢ > logn to get

ZP|C|— Z Z 0(1/5)0(1/5) nk(ms/z)a, n(max{km,\/ﬁ})_(“‘s)“i

CgC’ azlogn }; ai=a

D, 2, 0. ]‘[(max{kﬂ, V)70

a>logn ); ai=a

D, D, 0/8)°w. ]‘[(«F )7

a>logn }),; ai=a

S 0a/s0u sz

a>logn }; ai=a

IA

IA

IA

For a fixed integer «, there are at most (O(f’/é)) ways to write it as @ = }; a;, so the expression above is at
most

Z GO .0(1/8)00/8) .p=0a12 < (16 7)0(118).0(1/8)01/8) . =8(l0gm) /2 100~ i < 0(1/n)-p",

a>logn

concluding the case p* > n2/log n.
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Next, assume that p* < n~%/logn. Observe that any cut C with £*(C) > logn satisfies |C| = Y, |Ci| >
2 t(Cm = 2, 6(Ci)r* > logn - A/2,1e,itisa (% log n)-approximate minimum cut. We use z > p” and
the standard cut-counting argument to get

1 ‘ . ‘ ‘
Z ICl « =4 2(j+1) pjA _ 4 2(j-1) ,(j-DA
Z § p=p E n p n § n p

cgC’ jz1logn jz1logn
1 logn/2
_ 4 2, ANj-1 4
=n n <n -0
> ph (1ogn)
j=1logn
=2
which is at most O(1/n), concluding the proof. O

To prove Lemma 3.1, we are left to give an algorithm for an estimator of z(;(p) and bound its variance. We
do this over the next two subsections.

3.3 Cut Sampling Algorithm on Tree Packing

We now give a cut sampling algorithm on the approximate tree packing that we described above. The goal
of this algorithm is to design an estimator for z; (p).

First, we define a distribution g on the cuts of the graph. The algorithm will sample a cut C according to
this distribution g, i.e. each cut C is sampled with probability q(C), and then compute the estimator

X = {P|C|/CI(C) if £7(C) < 2logn,

0 otherwise.

Our high-level plan is to establish the following properties:

1. After O(m) preprocessing time, we can sample a cut C according to ¢ and compute X in O(1) time.

2. The relative variance of X is n!*°(1),

If these hold, then by taking average of n'*°(!) samples, we obtain an estimator for z(, (p) with relative
variance O(1) in O(m) + n'*°( time by Fact 2.2. (Recall that by Lemma 3.14, this gives an estimator for
zG(p) with relative bias O(1/n), which establishes Lemma 3.1.)

Property 1 essentially follows from prior work [CHLP24] (given later in Lemma 3.17). We focus on sat-
isfying Property 2 first. In fact, we show a stronger property. Define the likelihood ratio of a cut C as

p(C) = q(Cj)o.'—Z;(m’ i.e., the ratio of the fractional contribution p!C!/ z(p) of cut C to z;;,(p) and the proba-

bility q(C) of being sampled. Then,
2. For each cut C € C, we have p(C) < n'*o(),

Property 2’ implies property 2 because of the following lemma.

Lemma 3.15. Suppose 2 = Y.cccp'C! for some collection of cuts C, and X is an importance sampling
estimator such that X = p!°!/q(C) whenC € C and X = 0 otherwise. Here, q(C) is the probability of sampling
IC]

C. Then, the relative variance of X is upper bounded by the maximum likelihood ratio max ———.
cec q(C) - 2/

13



Proof. The relative variance is defined as

E[X?] L < E[X?] - (max X)E[X] = maxX
E?[X] T EX] T E’X]  E[X]
maXP|C|/CI(C) e

|C| zmaX?. O
T Seecql0) B a(0)-z

Sampling Algorithm on Approximate Tree Packing. Our goal in this section is to describe a distribu-

icl
q(Cf—ZC,G(m is n*°™ for all cuts C with £7 (C) < 2logn.

Note that the cuts C with £7 (C) > 2log n contribute only an O(1/n) fraction of z;(p) by Lemma 3.14.

tion g on cuts such that the likelihood ratio p(C) =

The distribution g is defined by a process that samples a random cut. For computational reasons, we first
sparsify the tree packing 7~ into another tree packing T by uniformly sampling O(1) trees in 7~ with
replacement. Using the implicit representation of 7, we can explicitly recover all trees in 7 in O(n) time.

Now, we uniformly sample a random tree T from the sparsified packing 7", and also uniformly sample
random integers ji, jo, . .., jr conditioned on }}; j; < 8logn and j; < |E(T) N E;| for all i € [L]. Then,
we uniformly sample j; edges from E(T) N E; (without replacement). The sampled edges uniquely define
a vertex bi-partition such that the set of edges in T crossing the bi-partition is exactly the set of sampled
edges. We output the cut corresponding to this bi-partition.

The next lemma bounds the likelihood ratio of this sampling procedure for the cuts involved in

plc!
q(C)-z;; (p)
z(,(p), under the additional assumption that pt > n=19% 3 In Section 3.4, we give a separate algorithm that
handles the p* < n=1%% case.
Lemma 3.16. Assume that n1+305lg,rl.p2”i < 1 for all i, and that p* > n~1°, With high probability, for each

cut C with €7 (C) < 2log n, the likelihood ratio of C is (log n)© 1/ p1+0(®)

Proof. We first establish a property of the sparsified 7 that holds with high probability. We define a certain
condition (namely (3.3)) on each cut C which we show holds with probability Q(6) forarandomtree T € 7.
Since the sparsified T consists of O(1) many random trees in 77, the probability that at least one T € T
~10logn Gince there are only |77| - O(n®1°8™) many possible cuts C
that can be returned by the sampler, by a union bound we conclude that at least one tree T € 7 satisfies
the condition for all cuts C we need to consider.

Now consider a fixed cut C € C, and define C; = C N E;. Sample atree T € 7", and define ji =GN E(T)|
foralli e [L].

For all i, define l;,’rl = max{l;,,i, yn}. By Lemma 3.11,

satisfies the condition is at least 1 — n

(er () < [ () < [ ]R3 = exp(Y i log R ). 62)
[ [ [ 2

For a given cut C, define C; = C N E;. By definition, the load ¢” (e) is the probability that a random tree
T € 7 contains edge e. Summing over all edges of C; and applying linearity of expectation, we obtain

3We can use any sufficiently large constant instead of 1000 here.
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Er-rljf] = ¢7(C;); note that this expectation is over a sample T drawn from 7~ instead of T. Summing

ji log lg;rm over all i, we obtain

> i log ié;wl = > €7(Cy)logkl, -

By Markov’s inequality, at least a Q(9) fraction of trees in 7~ satisfy

D itloghl,, < (1+8) > ¢ (Cp)logk,,. (3.3)

E
T~T

By our guarantee of ‘7’, at least one tree T € 7 also satisfies (3.3). In this case, we obtain
1 ~ -
~logn Z i< Z jrlogvn < Z jilogk, < (1+6) Z £7(Cy) logkl,, < (1+6)¢7(C) logn,

which implies that }}; ji < 2(1 + 8)¢7(C). Since £7(C) < 2logn and § < 1 by assumption, we have
2.i Ji < 8logn. In particular, it is possible for the algorithm to sample j; = jI for all i. The probability that
this occurs is the inverse of the number of combinations ji, jq, . . ., ji satisfying i Ji < 8lognand j; <
|E(T) N E;| for all i € [L]. The first inequality alone limits the number of combinations to (8logn)°®) =
(8logn)©(1/9) 50 the probability that j; = j for all i is (8 log n)~©(1/9).
Conditioned on j; = j; for all i, the cut C is sampled precisely when we sample exactly the edges C; N E(T)
from E; N E(T) for each i. The total number of possible samples (over all i) is

3.2

<

1 1

(3.3) -
< exp ((1 +6) > €7(Cy) log k,',m)

_ n(lg, )(1+5)ﬂ(ci)
TTiv2 :
i

Multiplying the probabilities together, the probability of sampling a tree T €~‘7~~ satisfying (3.3), and then
sampling j; = jI for all i, and then sampling exactly the edges C; NE(T) from E; NE(T) for each i is at least

l—;' (8logm) W [k, )~ 0+ (@,

This is a lower bound for the probability ¢(C) of sampling cut C. Note that since |7~’| = O(1), the 1/|7
term can be absorbed into (8logn)~©(1/9).

Finally, we bound the likelihood ratio

TTi+2

[C|
P LTS 0(1/9) 7 N1+8)ET(Ch)
C)=— < —- - (81 ||k i)
p(C) p .Z,—Z,P (8logn) i( )

Notice that

cl=1c1=2, > 12 ), Y 7 @ma =) 7 (Comy,

i eeC; i eeC; i
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SO

1 , T
p(C) < = l_[pt’ ()it (81og n) /D) . l—l(k )(1+O)ET(C)

TTi+2
i

Recall from Lemma 3.6 that z > ky,,,p?™ for all i. We have ky,,, > k,,,, by Lemma 3.11, so we can write

1 n 7€)/ (0) < l_[ 27rl+3 -e7(C) /7 (C) _ n (]; 2(148) 7ia\ — €7 (C) /£7(C)
- ”i+2p ) >
i i
and
. 7 (Ch)
p(c) < (Slogn)O(l/(S) . l_[ ((kﬁpr 2(1+5)7T,+2) l/t’(r(C) (k”l+2)1+5)
i
. ) 2(1+5) &7 (Cy)
— (810g n)0(1/5) . l_[ ((k”i”)—]/[r(c) 'pﬂl+2((1+15)3 IT(C)) (knl+2)1+5) ) (34)
i

Recall our assumption n1+30512,ri p*™ < 1 for all i. Notice that

1+156
14158 _ L 1+158 [ 7 — 1+158 1+158 14308 — 7T
( m+z) maX{kaHz’ \/ﬁ} < ( nkﬂi+2) - \/Yl * (kﬂ'i+2) * < n * kﬂ'i+2 < p l+2'

So, p™ivt < (l;;[i+ )~(1+159) Let us first assume that £7 (C) > 2 — §, so the exponent (1+5)3 - Zt,grlg'ca)) of pi+
is, for large enough constant K > 0,

1 2(1+95) 1 2(1+6)—Kéd Ké . 1 2(1+6) —Kéd Ké S Ké
(1+8)%  ¢7(C) (1+6)3 t7(0) 7 (C) ~ (1+6)3 2-65 t7(C) — T (C)
We write

T ( 1 _2<1+5)) T ( 1 _20148) K& ) Tisa (= K8 )
#2\+s)3 T (0 =p #2183 () T (0 P AT (o)

2(146) , _K&S KS
< (kﬂ ) (1+155)( 1+5)3 z“f<c)+l'f<6))p 72 (- 77ey)
i+

1+1553+2f7(_?(5) (;(6 Tiva (— 7_ )

— (k7T1+2) (1+5) ¢/ () ¢ C)p ¢ (C)
S __KS

—(148)+ 220 K g, (- KE ]

< (km+2) T (Cc) ¢ (c)p 14 (C)

(1+5)3 - 2[9(?)) + [f(‘é) is nonnegative, and

the second inequality uses 1+ 155 > (1 + &) since § < 1. Continuing from (3.4), we are left with

where the first inequality uses the fact that the new exponent

- . 240(8) _xs \ {7 (Ci)
pl€) < (s10gm 10 [ (/7€ ) FE (i, 776 )

i
T _ks.Co
T 7, i 7
_ (8logn)°1/9) . l—[ ((kmz) (km+z)2+o(5)) () l—[ (km+2pnl+z) T

i i

For the first product, we use the bound l%;rl = max{ky,,,, Vn} < y/nkn,,, to get

T 7

1_[ ((,2””2) (knl+z)2+0(5)) e < 1_[ ((kﬂm (m)zﬂ)@)) 7 (0)

i
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Jiteh}

_ l_[ ((km )0, 1+o(5)) rars)

Ty

< l_[ ( 1+o(5)) o)

_ n1+O(5)_

For the second product, we use the fact that ; € ©(1) and our assumption p* > n~1°% to obtain

Nalteh)

l—l(lzj’mzpnm)‘ o < 1—[( O(l)) /r(c) _ (n—O(l))—K5 — 00
i

We conclude that p(C) < (logn)©(1/9)p1*+0() ynder the additional assumption that £7 (C) > 2 — 6.

To handle the case £7 (C) < 2 — 8, observe that by Markov’s inequality, at least a Q(8) fraction of trees
T € T satisfy |C N E(T)| < 2, which means |C N E(T)| = 1. We can similarly argue, as in the beginning
of the proof, that with high probability at least one tree T € T satisfies |C N E(T)| = 1. Now suppose that
the single edge in C N E(T) is in E;. Then, with probability (8logn)~?(1/9) we have j; = 1 and jy = 0
for all i’ # i, and with probability 1/ |E; N E(T)| > 1/n. So overall, the cut C is sampled with probability
1/171- (8logn)=©1/9 . 1/n. It follows that

plCl
q(C) - z5(p) =400

concluding the proof. O

p(C) = = (8logn)°1/9) . p,

Running Time. Recall that we set § = ©(1/loglogn), so for any cut C with 2/(1+ ) < £*(C) < logn,
the likelihood ratio p(C) is n!*°(Y) by Lemma 3.16. By Lemma 3.15, the relative variance of X = p/€!/¢(C)
is n'*°() 5o the algorithm takes n'*°(") samples, obtaining an estimator for z;(p) with relative variance
O(1) and relative bias O(1/n).

To obtain the n'*°(!) samples efficiently, the algorithm uses the following lemma from [CHLP24]:

Lemma 3.17 (Lemma 3.8 of [CHLP24]). Given an unweighted undirected graph G = (V,E) and a tree T
spanning V, we can build a data structure S in m*°(V time such that the following query can be answered
in O(1) time: Given O(1) edges on T to define a cut C, return its cut value on G.

In particular, the algorithm initializes data structure S for each T € 7 and then, for n!*°(1) jterations,
performs the following: sample T € T and jy,...,j; and j; < 8log n edges from E(T) N E; for each i, and
then query the cut value using data structure S . To compute q(C), the algorithm needs to figure out
the probability that cut C is sampled. This probability can be determined by simple combinatorics after
computing |CN E;NE(T’)|forall trees T’ € 7. To compute these values in O(l) time per sample, initialize
data structure SEAT.T for each pair of trees T}, T, € 7 and i € [L]. Then |C NE; NE(T)| equals the output

1+0(1) )

of data structure Sg .  when queried the sampled edges of T. The overall running time is m

This concludes the analysis of the algorithm and establishes Lemma 3.1 for p* > n=10%,
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3.4 Very Reliable Case

This section handles the very reliable case p* < n™1%, We start by proving an analog of Lemma 3.14 —
note that we are defining z;;(p) differently from Lemma 3.14 for the very reliable case.

Lemma 3.18. Assume that p* < n™1%. Let z/.(p) = ZC:|C|<1.1)LP|C|' Then zj;(p) = (1 - 0(1/n)) zc(p).

Proof. By the standard cut-counting bound, we have

L'y p|C|__( D) p|C|)

? clzia 1.12<|C| <24 |C|>2A
<p- ( 4 11)L+Z 2(j+1) 1/1)
Jj=z2
< 4p01)t+n Zn2(j—1)p(j—1)/1
Jjz2
4,014 Ayj-1
<n'p™nt Y (nPph)y
j>2
which is O(1/n) since p* < n=1000, O

As in Section 3.3, the algorithm first samples a cut C according to some distribution g, i.e., each cut C is
sampled with probability ¢g(C), and then computes the estimator

0 otherwise.

~ {p|c|/q(C) if €] < 1.1,

By the same argument as in Section 3.3, Lemma 3.18 implies that the estimator X has relative bias O(1/n)
Il

to zg(p). It suffices to bound the likelihood ratio p(C) = m over all cuts C with |C| < 1.1A. These

cuts have ¢*(C) < |C|/x* < 2|C|/A < 2.2.

Algorithm Description. First, we compute a Gomory-Hu tree [GH61] of G, which is defined as follows:

Definition 3.19. For an undirected graph G = (V,E), a tree T on the set of vertices V is said to be a
Gomory-Hu tree of G if for every pair of vertices u,v € V, there is an (u, v)-mincut in T that has the same
bi-partition and the same cut value as an (u, v)-mincut in G.

Being a tree, each edge (#,v) on the Gomory-Hu tree defines a (u, v) min-cut; call these Gomory-Hu tree
cuts. There are n — 1 distinct Gomory-Hu tree cuts. We order their cut values in increasing order to form
alist L = (¢q,¢a,...,Cn_1). Also define ¢, = max{c,_1, 1.11}.

Next, the algorithm partitions the list into log log n levels as follows. Let k; = Lnl_zfij fori=1,2,...,loglogn.
Also define kg = 1 and kjoglogn+1 = n. For each level i = 1,2,...,loglogn + 1, the algorithm contracts all
ck,-connected components in G to form a subgraph G;. This can be achieved by contracting all edges on
the Gomory-Hu tree that correspond to cuts of value > c;. The algorithm computes a greedy tree packing
7; of O(1/€%) trees on each contracted graph G;, and then samples O(1) of them to form 7;. Let ¢; be the
load of 7; and let £ be the ideal load of G;, so that  ~¢0; £/
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The distribution g is defined by the following sampling procedure: First, we sample i uniformly from
{1,2,...,loglogn + 1}. Then, we uniformly sample a tree T € 7; and two edges in T (with replacement) to
define a cut C.

We bound the likelihood ratio in the next lemma:

Lemma 3.20. Assume p* < n~'%° With high probability, for each cut C with |C| < 1.1, the likelihood
ratio of C is O(n).

Proof. We start with the following observation:

Lemma 3.21 (Lemma 5 of [Tho08]). If we contract edges, then the ideal loads of remaining edges cannot
increase.

Since G; is formed by contraction from G, by Lemma 3.21, the ideal loads ¢/ in G; satisfy £/ (e) < £*(e)
for e € E(G;). Since £ =01 £, we have £;(e) < 1.01¢(e) < 1.01¢*(e) for all e € E(G;). We conclude the
following claim:

Claim 3.22. The following holds with high probability: ¢;(e) < 1.01¢*(e) foreachi € {1,2,...,loglogn+1}
and each e € E(G;).

This claim is now used to establish the next claim:

Claim 3.23. Foreachi € {1,2,...,loglogn+1}, if |C| € [ck,, ck,,,) and |C| < 1.14, then q(_lc) <0(1) k2.

Proof. Because |C| < c,,,, C does not separate any cy,,, -connected components of G. Because G, is
formed by contracting c,,,-connected components, C is preserved in G;;;. (In the case i = loglogn, note
that Gjoglog n+1 is the original graph.)

i+1

The above argument also implies that the min-cut of G is preserved in G;;;. Combined with the fact that
contraction cannot decrease min-cut value, we have that the min-cut value in G;,; is still A. Thus, the ideal
tree packing value 7}, > % by Fact 3.4. Because |C| < 1.14, we have ¢/, (C) < [C|/x},, < 2|C|/A < 2.2.
By Claim 3.22, in greedy tree packing 741, £i+1(C) < 1.01£,(C) < 2.3. Notice that £,,(C) = E[|T N C|]
for a uniformly random tree T in 7;,1. By Markov’s inequality, Pr[|T N C| > 3] < % < 0.8, which implies
Pr(|T N C| < 2] > 0.2. Since Trv1 is a random sample of O(1) trees in 751, with high probability there
exists some T € 75, such that |T N C| < 2. Moreover, this holds with high probability over all cuts C with

|C| < 1.1A since there are only n®") such cuts.

Given atree T € ‘7,-11 with |T N C| < 2, the cut C can be sampled if the one or two edges in T N C are
sampled by the algorithm. This happens with probability ——. So overall, g(C) > m C— o

K Tl K
where the first and second factor come from sampling the correct i and T € 7;,,. Rearranging and using
|Ti+1] = O(1) completes the proof of the claim. O

Finally, we need the following claim:
Claim 3.24. z(p) 2 k;p~ foralli € {1,2,...,loglogn + 1}.

Proof. In the list of Gomory-Hu tree cuts, ¢y, is the k;-th smallest cut, so there are k; distinct cuts of value
< c,. Their contribution to z(,(p) is at least k;p*:. ]
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To prove Lemma 3.20, we bound the likelihood ratio for all cuts C with |C| < 1.14 by combining the above
claims. Suppose |C| € [cy;, ck,,,). We have

IC] (1) - k2 A A
p—/ < pcki . 1 . 1Ck < O(l) ki+1 _ O~(1) ) nz(l_z—z—l)_(l_z—z) _ O~(n)
q(C) - z;(p) q(C)  kipi ki
We have covered the whole range [4, 1.14) because cx, = ¢; = A and Chioglogmis = Cn = max{1.1A,¢,_1} >
1.1A. This completes the proof of Lemma 3.20. O

We now use the connection between likelihood ratio and relative variance given by Lemma 3.15 to establish
the desired bound on the relative variance of the estimator for z;(p).

Corollary 3.25. The relative variance in the very reliable case of the estimator of z,(p) is at most O(n).

Running Time. For the sampled cut C, we can compute its overall sampling probability q(C) using the
data structure of Lemma 3.17 similar to the previous section. We need an additional preprocessing step to
construct a Gomory-Hu tree, which takes m1t() time [ALPS23]. In conclusion, the same running time
bound of m'*°()) continues to hold for the very reliable case.

Now, we have established bounds on the relative variance and running time of estimators of zé (p), as
defined differently in the two cases — reliable and very reliable. This concludes our proof of Lemma 3.1.

3.5 Using Bootstrapping to Improve Relative Bias

We have established an importance sampling algorithm which outputs an estimator of zg(p) with relative
bias O(1/n) and relative variance < 1. By Lemma 1.4, this is also an estimator of ug(p) with relative bias
O(1/logn). But, this is not sufficient for establishing Lemma 1.5. It turns out we can improve this bound
by viewing the importance sampling algorithm as a bootstrapping step.

Definition 3.26. Assume we are in the reliable case of Definition 3.12. Run the importance sampling
algorithm to get an estimator for zg(p) with relative bias O(1/n) and relative variance < 1 guaran-

teed by Lemma 3.1. By sampling from this estimator and applying Lemma 2.3, whp we can obtain a

2-approximation of zg(p), denoted z. The algorithm is still in the reliable case if z < % Ifz > %, we

switch to the unreliable case.

If we switch to the unreliable case according to the above criteria, we merely view the importance sampling
algorithm as a preprocessing step to distinguish reliable and unreliable cases. If we are still in the reliable
case, we run the importance sampling algorithm again to obtain an estimator, which serves as the output
of the algorithm. Since we have a stronger assumption than our surrogate assumption, we can exploit it
to guarantee a stronger bound for relative bias.

Lemma 3.27. IfZ > -, p < 0 and % is a 2-approximation of zG (p), then ug (p) > n~1~O(1/leglogn)
Proof. We have zg(p) > £ > L. Since p < 0, by Lemma 1.4, ug(p) > zg(p) > n~170(/leglogn), i

Lemma 3.28. Ifz(p) < n™', then xg(p) < n=%Wz5(p).

Proof. We will use the following lemmas from [Kar20]:
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Lemma 3.29 (Theorem 5.1 of [Kar20]). Forany p < 6, xg(p) < O(logn) - (p/b)*?z5(p). Here, 0 is defined
in Lemma 1.4, and b is defined such that u(b) = %

Lemma 3.30 (Theorem 7.1 of [Kar20]). For any a > 1, let zg o(p) be the expected number of failed cuts

whose value is at most @A, i.e., zG,a(p) = Xc.|c|<an plCl. Let b be such that u(b) = % Then,

zG a(b) > n—O(l/loga) ]

Since zg(p) < 1/n, we have p < 6. By Lemma 3.29, it suffices to show that (p/b)* = n=%()). Because
p < b, we have

zG.a(p) = Z pl€l = Z (1—))|C| blCl > (%)WL 2G,a(b)

C:|C|<ad C:|C|<ad b
So,
A 1/0{
(1_)) . (ZG,a(P)) B T
b ZG,(x(b)
where C is the hidden constant in Lemma 3.30. Choose @ = ¢°C, then (p/b)* = n~1/2¢C = p=Q(1) 4
desired. O

Lemma 3.31. Ifz < % and z is a 2-approximation of zg(p), then the estimator output by importance

sampling algorithm has n~%(") relative bias to ug (p).

Proof. For an importance sampling estimator, its expectation z’ satisfies (1-O(1/n))zg(p) < 2’ < zg(p) by
Lemmas 3.14 and 3.18. We have zg(p) < 2z < n™!. Using the inclusion-exclusion bound z(p) — xg(p) <
ug(p) < zo(p) and Lemma 3.28, we have (1 — 0(1/n))ug(p) < 2’ < (1 +n~2D)us(p). In conclusion the
importance sampling estimator has relative bias n=*™") to ug(p). O

Finally, we combine the results to prove Lemma 1.5. By Lemmas 3.13 and 3.27, we only switch to unreliable
case when the assumption of Lemma 1.5 does not hold. The algorithm outputs an importance sampling
estimator in the reliable case. Its relative bias is n~%(!) by Lemma 3.31. Its relative variance is < 1 by
Lemmas 3.15, 3.16 and 3.20. (The estimator takes average of n!*°(") samples.) This argument requires the
boostrapping step to correctly obtain a 2-approximation, which happens whp.

4 The Unreliable Case: Recursive Contraction

4.1 Description of the Algorithm

The algorithm is recursive. First, we recall the base cases from Section 1.3.

1. If n < 790, then we run Karger’s algorithm [Kar20] that gives an unbiased estimator for ug (p).

2. The second base case is to run Monte Carlo sampling when p > 0 for some threshold 6 whose value
is given by Lemma 1.4.

3. The final base case is invoked when Definition 3.12 and Definition 3.26 both hold. In this case, we
run the importance sampling algorithm in Section 3.
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We say the algorithm in the recursive case if we are not in any base case. By Lemmas 1.4, 3.13 and 3.27,
we have the following fact, which shows that the recursive case is a moderately unreliable case.

Fact 4.1. In the recursive case, we have n~'~0(1/loglogn) < 4, - (p) < p=(1/loglogn)

The random contraction algorithm is defined as follows: We say H ~ G(q) if H is generated from G by
contracting each edge independently with probability 1 — g. (We will define the value of g shortly.) We
repeat this process twice independently to generate independent samples Hy, H, ~ G(q), and recursively
obtain estimators X, X, for ug, (p/q) and um,(p/q) respectively. We return the average of X; and X, as
the estimator for ug(p).

In the random contraction algorithm above, we use ¢ = 27'/7, where y is defined next. This parameter
is related to the ideal tree packing from Section 3. Recall that £*(e) is the load on edge e in an ideal tree
packing. Let y* be the maximum threshold such that contracting edges e with £*(e) < 1/y* will result in at
most 6n nodes for § = ©(1/loglogn). Ideally, we would like to set y = y*, but we don’t know the ideal tree
packing. Instead, we (1 + §)-approximate the load on every edge by a greedy tree packing as described in
Definition 3.7. Call the loads induced by greedy tree packing as greedy loads. Now, we take the maximum
threshold y’ such that contracting edges with greedy load < 1/y’ produces at most én nodes. We sety =y’
if y’ < A, the min-cut value; else, we set y = A.

To make random contraction efficient, we want to ensure that m < n'*°() in every recursive step. We
would like to use standard cut sparsification to achieve this bound. But, sparsification introduces additional

1+®( L )
variance, which we also need to control. It turns out that the right choice is to have m < n Vieen | during

the recursion. When this is violated, we perform a sparsification step given by the following lemma. (The
lemma essentially follows Section 5 of [CHLP24], but our assumption is slightly weaker. We include a
proof in the appendix for completeness.)

Lemma 4.2. Given a graph G and failure probability p such that the algorithm is in the recursive case, we

can generate a sparsifier H with A = O(1) and a probability q < p, such that ug (q) is an unbiased estimator

1
logn

of ug(p) with relative second moment at most 2 + O ( ) The running time is O(m).

Whenever we perform sparsification, we also reduce the relative variance by branching into two recursive
calls Hy;, H, by making two independent calls to the sparsfication algorithm. We then recursively obtain
estimators Xj, X, for ug, (¢’) and ug, (q") respectively, and return the average of X; and X;. (The value of
¢’ is given by Lemma 4.2.)

4.2 Bias of the Estimator

Lemma 4.3. The algorithm outputs an estimator of ug(p) with relative bias n=*(),
Proof. The proof is by induction on vertex size. The first two base cases are unbiased. The last base case of
importance sampling has relative bias f = n~*(!) by Lemma 1.5.

In both inductive steps of random contraction and sparsification, we output the estimator X = )%

where Xj, X, are recursive estimators for u;, u, respectively, and E[u;] = E[uy] = ug(p). By the inductive
hypothesis, |[E[X1] — w1]| < fuy, |[E[Xz] — ua] < Bus.

5

[E[X] —uc(p)| = V2 [E[X1] + E[Xz] — E[u1] — E[u]|
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IA

Y2 (Eg, [[E[X1] = wi| | Hi] + En, [|E[Xz] = uz| | H]])
Y2 - (Eg, [fu1] + En, [ fuz])
B -uc(p). O

IA

4.3 Some Important Properties

We are left to bound the relative variance of the estimator and the running time of the algorithm. For this,
we first need to establish some properties of the parameter y that we used in the algorithm. Then, we argue
about the rate at which the vertex size decreases when we run random contraction. This is used both in
bounding relative variance and the running time of the algorithm.

Properties of y. First, we give two properties of y. Recall that § = ©(1/loglogn) is the parameter such
that greedy tree packing approximates the load on every edge in ideal tree packing up to a factor of 1 + §
by Lemma 3.8.

Fact4.4. y" € (1+£9)y’.

Proof. By definition, contracting edges with ¢*(e) < 1/y* gives < én nodes but contracting edges with

t*(e) < 1/y* gives > dn nodes. Now, we note the following:

1. First, for any edge e, if £*(e) < 1/y*, then £(e) < (1+ §)/y". Therefore, contracting all edges with
t(e) < (1+9)/y" also yields at most dn nodes. Hence, y" > y*/(1 + 6).

2. Next, suppose we contract all edges e with £(e) < (1 — 9)/y". All these edges have ¢£*(e) < 1/y".
Therefore, this contraction will yield > dn nodes. Therefore, y’ < y*/(1 - §). o

Fact 4.5. When ug(p) > n~1=C0/eglogn) it polds that us (p) > p(+9)v,

Proof. There are two cases depending on whether y = A or y = y’. In the first case, we have ug(p) > p* >
p(1+O(1/log log n))A.

In the second case, we first note that ug(p) > n~170(/loglegn) 4150 implies ug(p) > (Sn)~1~©(1/loglogn)

since
5—1—@(1/10g10gn) < O(loglogn)HO(l/loglogn) < nO(l/loglogn).

Next, recall that k; is the number of nodes after contracting all edges e with £*(e) < 1/7. By Lemma 3.6
and Fact 4.4, .
uG(p) = kyp?" = 8n- p?*O.

We combine this with ug(p) > (n)~1-©(/lglogn) \which is equivalent to

(uG(p))l+®(l/log10gn) > (5’1)—1.

Multiplying the two inequalities above, we get

(uG (p))2+®(1/loglog n) > p2(1+5)y.
Therefore, (ug(p))? > p*1*9Y, or equivalently, ug(p) > p1+o)r. o
Size Decrease. We show that the vertex size decreases sufficiently after a random contraction step.
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Lemma 4.6. Whp, it holds that for every random contraction step on an n-vertex graph, the vertex size after

L. 1 1
contraction is at most (5 +0 (loglogn)) n.

Proof. We first argue about a single random contraction step. Consider the clusters formed if we removed
all edges with ¢*(e) > 1/y*. Each cluster has min-ratio cut value > y*. Suppose a cluster has n; vertices.
We use the following claim to bound the cluster size after random contraction:

Claim 4.7. Suppose G has min-ratio cut =. Then H ~ G(q) has vertex size at most 1 + (1 + £€)q"n with
probability at least 1 — exp(—Q(&2n)).

Proof. Consider a continuous-time random process where each edge independently arrives at a time ¢,,
and the arrival times follow independent exponential distributions of rate 1. Let G; be the random graph
formed by contracting all edges arriving up to time t. Let n; and m, be the number of vertices and edges
in G, respectively. We consider how n; evolves during the process. Let t(k) be the first time when n, < k.
Initially ny = n and t(n) = 0. Now, n; decreases by 1 whenever an uncontracted edge (i.e., an edge
whose endpoints are vertices that haven’t been contracted to the same node yet) arrives. Since there are
m; uncontracted edges at time ¢, the earliest arrival time of an uncontracted edge after time t follows an
exponential distribution of rate m;. After any edge contraction, the nodes form a partition of G. Thus,

m; >
n,—1 =— 7.

Let Ap = t(k—1)—t(k). As discussed above, Ai follows an exponential distribution of rate m; ) > m(k-1).
Next, we couple each Ay with a new random variable defined by the aforementioned contraction process
on a star graph. Let R be a star on n vertices and n — 1 edges. We use the same notations as above for graph
R, but with a superscript of R. Note that during the contraction process, we always have mR = nf — 1.
Therefore, Af = tR(k—1) —tR(k) follows an exponential distribution of rate k— 1. Let A= Af /7. Then, A}
follows an exponential distribution of rate (k — 1)7. Because of the memoryless property of exponential
distributions and the independence of edges, A or Af for different k are independent. We can couple A

and A} so that each A is stochastically dominated by A, . Then,

t(k) = t(k) —t(n) = Z A, < Z A= Z AR tRj(Tk)

i=k+1 i=k+1 i=k+1

This implies n, < nfk,

The size of G(q) is n_1, 4, which is upper bounded by nR S ing nk ing is the vertex size of R after contracting
each edge with probability 1—¢”. So, its expectationis 1+¢” (n—1). By Hoeftding’s inequality, Pr[|V (H)| >
1+ (1+6)g"n] < exp(—=Q(&%n)). o

Then, by Claim 4.7, the size of the cluster after the random contraction step is at most 1+ (1+ 8)q" n;. By
the definition of y*, there are at most dn clusters. Therefore, the number of vertices after contraction is at
most dn + (1 + &)g" n. In the recursive contraction algorithm, we chose g such that g* = % We also have

that y < y’, which means ¢"" < 3. By Fact 4.4, we have y* > (1 - 8)y’. This implies that

£ i 1
Y o< (g 1—5< 1 1—5<1 o) .
¢ < @) S 0 s 0 (]

So, the number of vertices is at most ( +0 (loglogn)) n whp.

The failure probability of the bound above in a single random contraction step is exp(—Q(8%n)) by Claim 4.7.
So, we can apply a union bound over the polynomially many random contraction steps and conclude the
statement of the lemma. ]
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4.4 Relative Variance of the Estimator

We first prove bound the relative second moment of a random contraction step. By Lemma 1.4, in the
unreliable case, zg(p) is a sufficiently good approximation to ug(p), where zg(p) is the expected number
of failed cuts. So, instead of analyzing the relative variance of uy (p/q), we analyze the relative variance
of zy(p/q). We bound its second moment below:

Lemma 4.8. The relative second moment of zg(p/q) is2 + O (105)?;51") where H ~ G(q) and q¥ = 1/2.

Proof. We abbreviate cut value |C;| by ¢; in the proof. By Fact 4.5, we have that ug(p) > p+oY. Let
7 = (1+ 8)y such that ug(p) > p*. Then

q 7 =20 = p+0U/loglogn) = 3 4 O(1/loglogn).

The relative second moment is bounded as:

Elzu(p/q)’] 1

» ci+cj 1 e p ci+cj
GP)? @) [ (_) ]: . 2 1 le'(_)
clp clp cciec 4 G\ ¢, cieco q

1 chi PCi+Cj PCi+Cj
=— — + -+ i
|2 Y et 2 S
Z i 1 J z J
(z6(p)) G 1 ci#cyicing;|<i 4 cizcpiaing|>7 4

In the above expression, we distinguished between the cases C; = C; and C; # C;, and the second case is
further split into |C; N C;| < y and |C; N Cj| > y. We define:

2¢c;
V1=;chi

ci+cj
P
V2 - qlciﬂle
Ci¢Cj:|CiﬂCj|S)~/
CitCj
V3 = p .
q|CiﬂCj|

Cj¢CjZ|CiﬁCj|>)7

We first bound V;:

» _ (1 1 p¥ e
‘/1 _q YZPZCl :ZPZCI (E_?) = JZPCI .pcl Y(q (C, Y) _1)
Ci C; Ci

i

Let us also denote t; = % and f(t) = (g7 - w)! —w! = p%i~¥ (g~ (=¥ — 1) where w = p. Therefore,

Vimgl ) p ZP_EZPC” f(t).
C; q Ci

Fact 4.9. Suppose 0 < w < n~?(/logloen) and 2 < o < e. Function f(t) = (aw)! — w' has global maximum

loglogn
< 0 (lgeen)
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Proof. Let f'(t) = (ew)! —w' > f(t).

ﬂ = (ew)tln(ew) —wilnw=e'w’ (1 -(1- e‘t) 1né) )

dt
% =0att*=1In (101;%—8‘:))). Notice that 1 — (1 —e™?)In % is monotone decreasing, so dj; > 0whent < t*
and % < 0 when t > t*. Thus, f(#*) is a global maximum.
We now calculate the value of the global maximum. First, we get
o 1= logw - 1 SOloglogn .
log(ew) In(ew) logn
We have w!" < 1because w € (0,1) and t* > 0. So f(t*) < w! (ef =1) <O (%)‘ O

Combining this fact with p¥ < ug(p) < z6(p), 7% = 0(1), and zg(p) = Y, p©, we get

—y , loglogn
Vi—qV ) p*<0 : g 4.
BCEPIAE ( e ) (z6(p)) (45)

Next, we bound V; as follows:

ci+cj
V= Z 1|)C,mCJ| _q ch+c] q -v. ZPZCZ =q -v. (ZG(P))Z—C] Y. ZPZCZ (4.6)

c#Cpicinc;l<7 4

Finally, we bound V. Recall that xg(p) is the expected number of failed cut pairs in Lemma 1.4.

|CinC; | Y
=Y P'Cf“Cj'(g) <) P'C“C'( ) =g x6(p) P < g7 6 (p) 26(p).

Ci#C},|CiNC} [>T q Ci#C;

Since p < 0, Lemma 1.4 gives xg(p) <

1ogn - zG(p). Therefore,
Vs <q77 - x6(p) - 26(p) < (G(p))z @)

Putting the bounds on Vi, V, and V5 given by (4.5), (4.6), and (4.7) together, we get

Elzu(p/@’] _Vi+VetVs O(Ioglogn)
(za(P))? = (z6(p))? logn |-

We now use the following lemma from [CHLP24]:

Lemma 4.10 (Lemma 4.6 of [CHLP24]). Assume p < 0. If zg(p’) is an unbiased estimator of zg(p) with
relative variance n, and ug (p’) is an unbiased estimator of ug(p), then ug (p’) has relative variance at most

(1+0 (i) n+0 (i)

Combining Lemmas 4.8 and 4.10, we obtain the following:
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logn

Corollary 4.11. uy (p/q) is an unbiased estimator of ug(p) with relative second moment at most 2+0 (
We now use induction to bound the second moment of the overall estimator. This requires our bounds on
the base cases as well as that established for a recursive contraction step in Lemma 4.8 and the correspond-
ing bound for a sparsification step in Lemma 4.2.

Lemma 4.12. The second moment of the estimator given by the overall algorithm is at most (log n)©cglogn).
(uG(p))* whp.

Proof. Let X be the estimator given by the overall algorithm. We use induction on recursion depth to prove
E[X?] < (logn)Kloglogn . (45(p))? for a large constant K to be decided later.

Consider the base cases of the recursion. In the first case (Karger’s algorithm) and the second case (Monte
Carlo sampling), we get an unbiased estimator of ug(p) with relative variance at most 1 by Theorem 1.2
and Lemma 1.3. In the last base case, we get an estimator of ug(p) with relative bias at most n=?(") < 0.1
and relative variance at most 1 by Lemma 1.5. For such an estimator Y, we have E[Y] < 1.1ug(p) and
E[Y?] — E?[Y] < E?[Y]. The latter can be rewritten as

E[Y?] < 2-E*[Y] <2- (1.1lug(p))* <3 - (ug(p))™.

Therefore, the statement of the lemma holds for all the base cases.

Next, we consider the inductive step where the algorithm takes the average of two recursive calls. Let
X; and X; be the estimators returned by the two recursive calls; then, X = )#
depending on whether we are in a random contraction step or a sparsification step. First, we consider a
random contraction step. The sparsification step is similar and discussed at the end.

. We have two cases

Let H; and H, be the graphs resulting from random contraction. Now, we have

2
E[Xz] -E (X1 +X2)

1 1
= Ep, 1, [Z(E[XleI] +E[X;|H,)) + 5 *EXilHi] - EDG|H] |,

since X, X; are respectively independent of Hy, H;.

By the inductive hypothesis, E[X?|H;] < (log n;)Kloglogn .y (p/q))? for i = 1, 2. By applying Lemma 4.3
on the recursive calls, we have E[X;|H;] < 1.1ug, (p/q). We can now bound the second moment of X as
follows:

E[X?] <

5 [ Qog )€1 gy (p/9))? + (log )< 81" g (p/)?] + - EI1.1%up (p/ ), (p/ )]

- (log ny) K18 . B[ (ug, (p/q))?] + i - (log ng)X 10818 B[ (up, (p/q))*] + Elun, (p/q)] - Elum, (p/q)],
(4.8)

<

L

by independence of Hy, H,.
To bound the first two terms in Equation (4.8), note that by Corollary 4.11, we have

loglogn

Bl (ur, (p/9)?] < (2+o( :
ogn

)) (ug(p))? fori=1,2.
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To bound the last term in Equation (4.8), note that E[ug, (p/q)] = ug(p) since the random contraction step
is unbiased. Thus,

En, [ur, (/)] - En, [un, (/)] = (uc(p))*.

Putting all these bounds together, we get

B[X] < 5 ((logm)K*%1%8" + (log ny) K 02127 (z +0 (ﬁ)) (46 (p))? + (i (p))*
4 logn

Lemma 4.6 implies that n; < 0.9n across all steps of recursion whp. Then, logn; < logn — 0.1 in all the
recursion step whp. We get

X < (ogn - 0.0 057 (140 2E2E ) (g )+ (ucp)*

Therefore, by choosing a large enough constant K, we ensure that

Kloglogn
ey < Ooen e (1= ) (v o (SERR) 41 < gt
u ogn ogn

For a sparsification step, we can repeat the same argument but define Hy, H, as the sparsifiers instead of
the contracted graphs. By Lemma 4.2, ug,(q’) is also an unbiased estimator of ug(p) with relative second

moment at most 2+ O ( . The only caveat is that the vertex size does not decrease in the sparsification

logn |°
step itself. However, the vertex size decreases in the next step since it is a random contraction step. So,

we can repeat the same argument by combining two steps (with relative second moment 4 + O( loén) and

4 branches). m]

4.5 Running Time

We first state a bound on the expected number of uncontracted edges after random edge contractions in an
undirected graph. This was shown by Karger, Klein, and Tarjan [KKT95] in their celebrated randomized
MST paper.

Lemma 4.13 (Lemma 2.1 of [KKT95]). Given an undirected multigraph, if we contract each edge indepen-
dently with probability w, then the expected number of uncontracted edges is at most n/ .

We now use this bound to establish the following property enforced by the sparsification steps:

1+Q( )
Lemma 4.14. Assumem > n ( Vier ] and the algorithm executes a sparsification step followed by a contrac-
tion step. Let m" be the number ofedges in a resulting graph. Then, the following bounds hold in expectation:

m’ = O(n) and (m’)‘/@ < 1 m\/@

Proof. Sparsification generates a graph H with min-cut value Ay = O(1). Then we perform random con-

traction on H with g"# = 1/2. Because we defined yy < Ay, we have ﬁ = O(yy) = O(Ay). By Lemma 4.13,

the expected edge size of the graph after contraction is at most E[m’] = %{ = O(n - Ag) = O(n). (Note
that n is the vertex size before sparsification.)
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) +Q(—=) ~ 1—Q( 1 ) ) )
Under the assumption m > n lgn” we have E[m’] < O(n) < m Vien ] Notice that x¢ is concave

when a € (0,1) and we can apply Jensen’s inequality.

1

8 o195« in) 75 <l 5 ol <

when the constant in the Q(-) of the assumption in the lemma’s statement is sufficiently large. O

We are now prepared to bound the running time of the whole recursive algorithm.

1+o(1)£

Lemma 4.15. The algorithm runs in m ~OM) time in expectation.

Proof. Let T(n, m) be the expected running time of a recursive call on a graph with n vertices and m edges.
Recall that there are three types of nodes in the computation tree: base cases, contraction nodes, and
sparsification nodes. If the parent of a contraction node is a sparsification node, we call it an irregular
contraction node; otherwise, the contraction node is called a regular contraction node. First, we shortcut
all irregular contraction nodes (by making their parent the parent of their children). The running time
of all such irregular contraction nodes are accounted for by their parent sparsification nodes. Note that
each sparsification node has at most two irregular contraction nodes as children; hence, it accounts for
the cost of at most three nodes (itself and its two children irregular contraction nodes). Because of this
transformation, the number of children of a sparsification node can increase to at most 4.

In the rest of the discussion, we assume that the contraction tree has only three types of nodes: sparsifi-
cation nodes, regular contraction nodes and base cases (which are leaves of the computation tree). In the
first base case of n < ¢~0()), the running time is O(n?) = ¢ 00 by Theorem 1.2. The second and third
base cases take m'*°(!) time by Lemmas 1.3 and 1.5. In a sparsification node, the sparsification algorithm
in Lemma 4.2 takes O(m) time. In a contraction node, randomly contracting edges also takes O(m) time.
So, the time spent at any node of the computation tree is m'*°(!) in total (including the charge received by
a sparsification node from its children irregular contraction nodes).

Lemma 4.6 shows that whp each recursive contraction reduces the vertex size by a factor of % +0(53 : 110 o ).
In particular, this holds for a regular contraction node and its children, as well as a sparsification node and

its children inherited from an irregular contraction child.

First, we consider regular contraction nodes. Note that these nodes still have at most two children. More-
over, they satisfy m < n'*(") (which implies m'*°(!) < n'*°(1)) Therefore, the recurrence is

1 1
T(n,m) <n*°Wi2.T({2+0|———|] - nm]|. (4.9)
2 loglogn

1
Now, we consider a non-root sparsification node. This is more complicated because m > n1 (‘/@)
Recall that the running time incurred at this node (including that inherited from irregular contraction
children) is m'*°("). Consider the parent of the sparsification node. Let i, i1 respectively represent the
number of vertices and edges in the parent node. If the parent is a regular contraction node, then we have

1
m<m<h (\/log"). In this case, we can charge the m'*°(!) term to the parent’s recurence relation

Equation (4.9). Otherwise, the parent is a sparsification node and we have m = O(#) in expectation by
Lemma 4.14. So, we can also charge m!*°(") to the parent node. Finally, note that a sparsification node
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has at most 4 children. Let m’ denote the number of edges in any child of the sparsification node. We can
write the following recurrence for a sparsification node:

1 1
T(n,m) < oM L 4. T (( +0 (—)) n, m'), where m’ satisfies Lemma 4.14. (4.10)
loglogn

1
For the sake of the master theorem, we define a potential p = nlog n-m Ve" . The progress in the first term is

( +0 (1oglogn)) n,son’logn’ < ( +0 (10g10gn)) n-(logn—-Q(1)) < lnlogn. Lemma 4.14 measures
1 1

the progress in m VI"g" for the second recurrence (Equation (4.10)) by m’ = = O(n) and m’ Vioen < 2 -mVieen,
We have one of the following recurrence relations:

ﬂ

1
2

T(p) = p"*°) + 2T (p/f2)
T(p) = p'*°") + 4T (o/s).

1+o(1)£—

In either case, this solves to T(p) = p O(1) (including the base cases discussed above). Therefore,

T(n, m) — n1+o(1)€—0(1).

Note that the root node takes m'+°(!) time which isn’t chargeable elsewhere. Therefore, the overall running
time is m'*°() ¢=9() in expectation. o

So, we have obtained an algorithm that runs in m'*() ¢=9( time and obtains an estimator for ug (p) with

relative variance n°"). Overall, we repeat n°(!¢~2 times to get the (1 + ¢)-approximation for ug(p) whp,
thereby establishing Theorem 1.1.

5 Conclusion

In this paper, we gave an almost-linear time algorithm to compute the unreliability of an undirected graph.
Up to lower order (sub-polynomial) improvements, this brings to a close the line of work on designing fast
network unreliability algorithms. However, many related problems remain open and the general area of
understanding graph connectivity under random failures remains poorly understood. The complementary
problem of network reliability, that estimates the probability that an undirected graph stays connected
when every edge fails independently with some probability p, does not have close to linear time algo-
rithms, even in the dense case when m = ©(n?) [GJ19, GH20]. Another very interesting direction of
research is to generalize the unreliability problem to more complex forms of edge failure, e.g., by allow-
ing limited dependence between the failure events of different edges. A natural first step in this direction
would be to understand the unreliability problem on hypergraphs, i.e., when all constituents edges of a hy-
peredge fail together. For this problem, obtaining even a polynomial-time approximation scheme remains
open [CLP24].
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A Proof of Lemma 4.2

This section is devoted to prove Lemma 4.2, which we restate below.

Lemma 4.2. Given a graph G and failure probability p such that the algorithm is in the recursive case, we

can generate a sparsifier H with Ay = O(1) and a probability g < p, such that ug(q) is an unbiased estimator
of ug(p) with relative second moment at most 2 + O @) The running time is O(m).

We apply the following standard sparsification result:

Lemma A.1 (Corollary 2.4 of [Kar99a]). Given an unweighted undirected graph G with min-cut value A and
any parameter § € (0, 1), there exists & = O (13%) such that if a subgraph H is formed by picking each edge
independently with probability o in G, then the following holds whp: for every cut S, its value in H (denoted
du(S)) and its value in G (denoted d; (S)) are related by di (S) € [(1=98) - a-dg(S), (1+6) - a-ds(S)]. Note

that this implies that the min-cut value in H is A = O(logn/&?).

The running time of the sparsification algorithm is O(m).

1
logn

We apply the sparsification lemma (Lemma A.1) with parameter § = © ( ) to obtain a sparsifier graph

H. The graph H is generated by picking each edge independently with probability « = © (@) from G.
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We may assume wlog that 1 > Q(log® n), otherwise the statement is trivial with H = G and q = p. So,
a < 1. H has min-cut value Az = O(log/6%) = O(log” n), which is our desired property.

We choose g such that 1 — g = L2 Note that q < p because @ < 1 implies1 —¢q > 1—p.

24

It is clear that ug(q) is an unbiased estimator of ug(p), since keeping each edge with probability 1 — p is

equivalent to first choosing it with probability a and then keeping it with probability 1 — g = I?Tp

In the recursive case, we have n~1-C(/loglogn) < - (p) < p=R0/loglogn) by Fact 4.1. Combined with
Fact 2.5, we have n™* < p* < n=@(1/loglogn) Denote 7 = 1 — p. The above inequality implies

1 logn 1
r<1-etni o280 =T <ol 2 |=0 :
A o log’n log®n
A

Let Y, be the indicator that edge e is picked by the random graph H. For any edge e, we have

E[qYE] =aq+(1-a)=1-a(l—q)=p (A.11)
El¢™]=ag®+(1-a)=1-1(1+q) < (1-1)(1-19) =p- (1-19). (A-12)

We can bound E [¢?"¢] in two ways:

E 2Y,
[q ]31—1'(] (A.13)
p

E[¢"] 1-7q (-1 +1(1-9g) r(1-¢) 1
p2 < » = -1 _1+TTS1+2T(1_q)_1+0(/110gn). (A14)

Next we calculate the expectation and relative variance of zx(q). Notice that Y, ’s are independent for each
edge e. Use C;AC; to denote the symmetric difference (C; \ C;) U (C; \ ;) over two cuts C;, C;. Use dy ()
to denote the cut value function in H. First, we calculate the expectation of zx(q):

S| - e fiar] - £ [T2k 40 S
C; C; C

i e€Cj Ci

Elzn(q)] =E

Next, we bound the second moment of zy(q)

E [(zu(q))?] =E Z Z g (Covdin(©) | _ Z Z B [qzeeq YetSeec,; YE]

G G G G
=22 I1 =le™] [ sl 92" N3 pt(sfe])
C; Cj eeC,«ﬁC]« EGCiACj G Cj

We partition this sum into three parts and separately bound their ratios with (zg(p))>.

For terms with C; = C},

C . o E[ zye] Cj E[ zye] Cj
£ P (B¢ ]) Y 5 @)t Sart () ()
(z6(p))? (z6(p))? 2o pize(p) T G zg(p)
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A13) (1= 1a)* —ra\* (A.14
(S)(l 7q) S(l fq) (<)(1+O(
z6(p) p

A
! —1+0(— (A.15)
Alogn logn)" '

For terms with |C; N Cj| < A,

AC iNC; citCj E[qzye] IcinGl
Sicinc 1P - (B [g7%])' " _ Zjaingyl<a P " ( »? )
(z6(p))? (z6(p))?
e 1 A
(A.14) Z|Cl—ﬂCj|£)L pCZ 7 (1+O(Alogn)) 1 A 1
< <|1+0 =140 .
ZCZ.,CJ, peitei Alogn logn

For terms with |C; N Cj| > A and C; # C;, we have

s e B[ g2¥e] |CiNG; ]
Zci¢cj,|cimcj|>)t p|CiACj| ‘E [qzye]ICijl . Zci¢cj,|c,«ncj|>)t pIC,uCJI . ( [qp ])
(z6(p))? - (z6(p))?
(A13) Yesc,jenesa PV (1 - rg)? (1 - 7q)*
< Ci#Cj,|C ﬂcﬂ(jc‘l() 7 q < XG ([E )zG Ep));q) (by definition of xg (p)).

Applying )chg; < 10; — from Lemma 1.4, this is at most

1 (1-1q)? A15 1 1 1
: < —-|140 <0 .
logn  zg(p) logn logn logn

In conclusion, the total relative second moment of zy(g) is given by

Elzn(q)*] 1 1 1) 1
Za(p)? ~ (1 +o (@)) * (1 +0 (logn)) +o (logn) =20 (logn) '

Finally, we can apply Lemma 4.10 to bound the relative second moment of uy(q) by 2+ O (loé - )
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