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Abstract

The p-conductance measure proposed by Lovasz and Simonovits is a size-specific conduc-
tance score that identifies the set with smallest conductance while disregarding those sets
with volume smaller than a p fraction of the whole graph. Using p-conductance enables us
to study in new ways. In this manuscript we propose a modified spectral cut that is a natural
relaxation of the integer program of u-conductance and show the optimum of this program
has a two-sided Cheeger inequality with p-conductance.

1 Conductance and the Cheeger Inequality

Consider an undirected graph G = (V, E,w : E — R) with n vertices and m edges, the degree
of a vertex v is the sum of weights of edges adjacent to it, in other words d(v) = >, o w(v,u)
where w(v,u) is the weight of edge vu and for an non-existing edge, we have its weight being
Zero.

For a set S C V, we let

Vol(S) =Y " d(v)

vES

denote the volume of set S which is a well-known size measure of a vertex set, and we let
0S={weE:uecSvecS}

denote the cut between S and S := V' \ S and
|0S| = Z w(u,v)
uveds

denote the size of cut 0S. The conductance of S,

05|

P(S) = min{Vol(S), Vol(S)}
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measures how well-connected the set S is to the rest of the graph. Further, the conductance of
G,
¢(G) = min ¢(S)

ScVv

takes the minimum over all possible S and characterizes how well-connected the whole graph is.
For a graph, its degree matrix D is the diagonal matrix with D,, = d(v) and its graph
Laplacian matrix L is defined as

L=> wu)(l,-1,)(1,—1,)"

vuel

where 1g is the indicator vector for set S and we write 1, in short for 1,.
The Cheeger inequality gives a two-sided bound to the set of best conductance in a graph
via an eigenvector computation of its graph Laplacian [Che69, Chu07]. It says

20(G) > X2 > (@)’

where )\ is the second smallest eigenvalue of the normalized Laplacian D~/2LD~'/2. This
classical result bridges the gap between spectral theory and combinatorics and enable us to
study the combinatoric structures of a graph via algebraic tools.

2 Cheeger Inequality for p-conductance

As a metric conductance captures only a single structure in a graph—the set with the worst
bottleneck. The size-specific p-conductance value has the potential to be sensitive to multi-
ple sets. We first provide one modified spectral program inspired by p-conductance and then
theoretically show that its optimum has a two-sided Cheeger inequality with u-conductance.

2.1 The definition of y-conductance

The idea of p-conductance is a parameterized variant of conductance that arises from Markov
chain theory [L.S90]. Basically it computes the best set with smallest conductance disregarding
those sets with volume smaller than pVol(G). Formally, it is defined as !

¢u(G) = minimize  $(S) (1)
subject to pVol(G) < Vol(S) < (1 — u)Vol(G).

In the notation of p-conductance, the original conductance ¢(G) can be expressed as ¢o(G). So
by computing p-conductance for multiple us, we may be able gain additional information about
a graph. This will only be productive is ¢(G) arises only from a small set in the graph. If ¢(G)
arises from a set of nearly Vol(G)/2, then there are no differences between conductance and
p-conductance.

'Here we adopt a slightly different definition from the original paper. They are similar in spirit as they both
neglect sets with volume smaller than a specific volume but the original one involves a perturbed conductance.



2.2 A spectral program for p-conductance

Before we introduce our modified spectral program for p-conductance, let us first revisit the
relation between conductance and spectral cut to smooth the transition to our new program.
Basically, the problem of finding the set of smallest conductance is equivalent to (up to a constant
factor) the following integer program

o YLy
minimize ————
Scv YT D @)
subject to 1 = L 1g — L 1z
) ~ Vol(S) YT Vol(§) S
So the spectral cut
minimize @ La
e —
2RIV T Dx (3)

subject to x’d = 0.

is actually a relaxation of (2) by replacing @ with vectors orthogonal to d.
This inspires us to begin with considering the following integer program of p-conductance

. T
minimize L
SCcV ’(b ’¢

. B Vol(5) Vol(.5) )
subject to 1 = W s — W IS (4)
YT Dy =1

uVol(G) < Vol(S) < (1 — pu)Vol(G).

The difference between (4) and (2) is that we add one constraint on volume of S and we notice
that (2) is scale-invariant with regard to 1), therefore we re-scale 1 to make it satisfy ¢p D = 1.
Notice that the constraint ¢ Vol(G) <Vol(S) < (1—pu)Vol(G) implies that the entries of ¢ must be
delocalized, in other words there will be no entries with very large magnitude and no entries with
very small magnitude. This integer problem can be relaxed to the following spectral program

Ay = minimize ' Lz

zeRIVI
subject to x'd =0
' Dx =1
— (5)
< I
x| > o VieV.

=\ A= )Vol(G)’

2.3 Main Result

In this section, we demonstrate that a non-trivial relation is preserved by the relaxation from
(4) to (5) and the optimum of spectral program (5) has one two-sided Cheeger inequality with
p-conductance. Our main result is the following Theorem.



Theorem 2.1. Given a graph G and a constant 0 < p < 1/2, we have

1 . (12t (1= 20\
2¢H2)\H2§max{mm{<ﬁ¢“> 7(:“ ﬁb;ii'l(u_luéu)(ﬁo) },(@o)z}-

Here for simplicity we make the assumption that there always exists one set S with volume
between pVol(G) and (1 — u)Vol(G), otherwise discussing p-conductance for this specific p is
meaningless.

Now before we start proving our main theorem, let us first introduce a few algebraic identities
which will simplify our proof.

Lemma 2.2. For non-negative a;,b;, we have

a; e . a;
max 221 > min —.

Lemma 2.3. For a non-negative sequence {:Ei}le with bounded elements, in otherwords a >
x; >b>0,Yi € [k] , and non-negative A, B, {c;}_,, we have

A A A
k = % =z kL
B+b Zi:l C; B+ Zi:l CiT; B+a Zi:l C;

Further, for non-negative {d;}*_,, if A—a Zle d; > 0, we have

A—bZ?:ldi > A—Zledixi > A—CLZ?:Idi
B—I—be:lCi o B—I—Zleci:m o B—F(IZf:lCi'

Lemma 2.4. For two non-negative variables X,Y with bounded ratio, in other words, b > % >
a > 0, and non-negative constants A, B,C, D, we have

AX+BY>min Ab+ B Aa-+ B
CX +DY — Cb+D Ca+D|"

The three Lemmas above can be verified with straightforward algebra. Also, we have the
following fact.

Fact 1. \, > ¢3/2.

This is due to the observation that when pu = 0, (5) degenerates to (3) and A, is non-
decreasing with regard to u.
We split the proof of Theorem 2.1 into two parts, lower bound of ), and upper bound of A,,.

2.4 Proof for upper bound of A,
We prove the following Lemma, see also [HSG23].

Lemma 2.5. Given a graph G and a constant 0 < u < 1/2, we have

2, > A,
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Proof. Let S be the vertex set which achieves the optimal p-conductance. By our relaxation,
we know

b= Vol(S) 1o Vol(.5) )
Vol(S)Vol(G) ® ~ \| Vol(S)Vol(G) 5
is naturally in the feasible region of (5). Then, we have the corresponding objective value is
dS|Vol(G
¥y = V‘ol(’S)chl(%)
2|08
~ min{Vol(S), Vol(S)}
= 2¢u,
which implies A, < 2¢,,. [l

We can see the proof above is a direct result of the relaxation.

2.5 Proof for lower bound of A,

Now we arrive at the challenging part of the proof, lowering bounding A, via ¢,. Our proof is
mainly inspired by the proof in [Chu07]. The first part of our proof is exactly same, we restate
it here for completeness.

Let g denote the vector that achieves the optimum of (5). We order all vertices such that
g(v1) > g(v2) > --- > g(vy,) and denote S; = {v; | i € [j]} for Vj € [n], in other words S; is the
set of first j vertices.

Then, we decompose g into its positive components and negative components, denoted by
g, and g_ where

g (vi) = max(g(v;),0),
g_(v;) = max(—g(v;),0).
We have
9=94y—9g-,
g(vi)? =g, (v;)? +g_(v;)?, Vi € [n].
This is slightly different from the decomposition of g in [Chu07].

Define T
R(x) = %, v € RV,
We have
~ Yower(g(u) —g(v))?
o) ==% o dwlg(o?
o Luwen(9+(1) =g ()" + > ep(g—(u ) —g_(v))?

)?
B > ey d(v)g(v)? (6)
_ Ywern(9+(W) — 9, (0)° + ¥ ieplg-(w) —g-_(v))?
> vey A)g L (0)2 + 3 ey d(v)g_(v)?
> min{R(g, ), R(g_)}.




Table 1: Three key indices in our proof.

Index Definition Interpretation

h largest integer such that Vol(Sy) < Vol(G)/2  half fraction of volume
u largest integer such that Vol(S,) < uVol(G)  u fraction of volume
z largest integer such that g(z) > 0 z+1is zero point of g

where in the first inequality we use the fact that (g(u) — g(v))? > (g, (u) — g, (v))* + (g_(u) —
g_(v))? and the in the second inequality we use Lemma 2.2.
Without loss of generality, we assume R(g, ) is smaller. Notice that

Rig.) = Y wwer(@ () — g4 () 3 wep(94 (W) + 94 (v)°
i 2vev A0)g1(0)? D e p(9+(w) + g4 (v))?
> (ZquE(g+(u)2 _,_(U) ))

2 (Y,ev dv)g, (v)?)?

)
(S e — g, wi))l0SH ) "
2 (X 9+(”i)2d(vi))2 .

where in the first inequality we use Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and AM-GM inequality, the
second equality is by re-arranging summations.

To this point, our proof is exactly the same with [Chu07] except how we decompose g. But
here we notice that we can not simply lower bound |9.S;| via ¢q - min{Vol(S;), Vol(S;)} because
then the lower bound is not related to ¢,. Instead, we need to lower bound |0.S;| of those S;s
with min{Vol(S;), Vol(S S;)} > uVol(G) by ¢, - min{Vol(S;), Vol(S;)}, and |9S;| of other S;s by
¢o - min{Vol(S;), Vol(S;)}. This involves some case-by-case analysis.

Let us first introduce three important indices that appear repeatedly in our following proof.
They are summarized in Table 1. We begin with one Lemma revealing the relation between
these three indices.

Lemma 2.6. By definition of h,u, z, we have
1. u < h,
2. Vol(S,) € [uVol(G), (1 — u)Vol(G)],
3. u<z.
Proof. 1. Since p < 1/2, we have u < h by definition.

2. We prove Vol(S,) > uVol(G) by contradiction. Assume Vol(S,) < pVol(G). Notice

n

Zg Uz 'Uz Zg Uz 'Uz Z g(vz)d(vz)

i=z+1
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h
|
[
Vol(G) Vol(G)
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Vol(S;) ~ 1Vol(G)
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Figure 1: Relative positioning of indices u, h, z and the volumes of S, S,. There are two possible
positions for z. Here z; corresponds to the case z < h discussed in Lemma 2.7 and z, corresponds
to the case h < z discussed in Lemma 2.8.

where g(v;) > 0 for Vi € [z] and g(v;) < 0 for other is. Therefore because of the last two
constraints of (5), we have

z 1—u
7 (3 d 1)
Ezg” (vi) Z;VuWﬂ (vi) ZHJ/l— Vd
— I

v1

VMVd«n Vg \ml ol(
< —LvolG) - ] —E Ie
,uVol ,uVo (1-— Vol H)Vo

which contradicts g is a valid solution of (5).
By symmetry, we can prove that Vol(S,) < (1 — x)Vol(G) similarly.

3. This follows directly from the fact that Vol(S,) < uVol(G) < Vol(S,).
U

Figure 1 summarizes what we show in Lemma 2.6. Now we divide the discussion into two
cases based on the magnitude of h and z. The difference is that if h > z, then for any ¢ such that
g, (v;) > 0, we have Vol(S;) < Vol(G)/2, which implies min{Vol(S;), Vol(5;)} = Vol(S;) always
holds. But if h < z, then for those i € (h, z|, we have g (v;) > 0 and min{Vol(S;), Vol(S;)} =
Vol(S;) = Vol(G) — Vol(S;), which makes the analysis more complex.

For convenience, we let

p; = g+(vi)27Vi € [n]
0; =p; — P11, Vi € [n—1].

By definition, both p and & are non-negative and elements of p are non-increasing.
For the case h > z, we have the following Lemma.

Lemma 2.7. If h > z, then we have
1/ u? 1—2u  \°
R(gy) = 5 ( bu + ¢0> ,
T2\ —p)2™ (1 - p)?
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Proof. In this case for any i < 2z, Vol(S;) < Vol(S;). Using the relationship among h,u, z, which
isu <z < h, we get

<Ef:1 6|05i| >2
> i—1 Pid(vi)
<Zi":1 8|08 + > i—ui1 52-|88i|>2

> i1 Pid(vi)
> 1 <¢0 i1 0;Vol(S;) + ¢y, Zf:u—i—l d; Vol(5;) ) ?
2 Zf:l p;d(v;)

R(g+) > (a) =

N~ N

(b)

where in the last inequality we use the definitions of index u and conductance. By writing out
the summation and offsetting by one, we notice

Z(s ; Vol(S. <Z p;d(v; > — Pyut1 Vol(Sy)
Z pu—l—l )

and
> 8Vol(S;) = pyy i Vol(Sur1) + Y pid(v;)
i=u+1 i=u+2
=Py Vol(Su) + > pid(vi)
i:u—i—l
= sz (i) Z P; — Pyr1)d(vi)
=1

where in the first equality we use the fact g (v,41) = 0. Then we have

Rig,) > (b) = (%ZZ 1Pid(v) = (6 = ¢o>2§‘:1<pi—pu+1>d<v,->>2

Zz:l pid(vi)
<¢ (¢u — 90) 21 (P — pu+1)d(’0i)>2
a 2521 pid(vi)
L <¢ (@)Y (pi - pu+1>d<vi>>2 ©
B ! Z;H—ll pzd( )

l\?ll—‘ [\3|>i

where in the last inequality we basically truncate the summation in the denominator from 1 to
z to from 1 to u+ 1. This is due to the fact that ¢, > ¢o, > iy (P; — Pyr1)d(vi) >0, u < z and
the whole term inside square remains positive after truncation.



Then by some algebraic manipulation, we get

Rl = (o) % <¢u (S ¢0)§£€f}(§;(;il)’u+l)d(w)>2
- % <¢o + (¢ — ¢o)%)2
S ]
> <¢0 (6 S0 d(w)>2
3 (oo - )
which concludes the proof. Here in the first inequality we first use the fact that for Vi € [2],

Iz L—p
T vei@) < P =90 <

and then we apply Lemma 2.3 by taking x; = p; /P41

Another case is z > h, and we have the following result.

Lemma 2.8. If z > h, we have

1. 22 1-2 2
R(g+)2§m1n{<ﬁ¢u> 7(:“ <Z5;i‘tl(u_lu£)¢o> }

Proof. This case is more complicated because for i < h, Vol(S;) < Vol(S;), but for i € (h,z],

Vol(S;) > Vol(S;). So we need to be more careful when doing the analysis.
First, similar to previous case, we decompose the summation, and we get

1 (3721 6il0Si] >2
R > (a) == =
@2 0 =3 (F2
. 2
1 (X 8il0Sil + 3 8:l0Si] @
2 2 i1 pid(vi) '
Similar to proof of Lemma 2.7, we observe that
h U h
> 8i10Si| = 8il0Si| + Y 8:]0Si]
i=1 i=1 i=u+1
u h

i=1 i=u+1

u

h
= ou Z (pi - ph—i—l) d(v;) — (¢u — ¢o) Z(Pz - pu-i—l)d(vi)

i=1 i=1



where the second equality is similar to proof of Lemma 2.7 except that pj, . is not zero here.

Moreover, by Lemma 2.6, we know for Vi € (h,z], we have Vol(S;) € (1/2Vol(G), (1 —
©)Vol(@)], thus Vol(S;) > pVol(G), which implies |9S;| > ¢, Vol(S;). Therefore we get

Z 0;|0S;| > du Z §;Vol(S = ¢y (ph+1Vol (Shi1) — Z p;d(v;) ) , (8)

i=h+1 i=h+1 i=h+2

where in the equality we rearrange the summations and apply the fact that p,,; = 0.

If we plug in (7) and (8) into (d), we can get that

h u
(d) > % [(% Z (Pi — Phy1) d(vi) — (du — o) Z(Pz — Pyus1)d(01) + Gupp 1 Vol(Spi1)

i=1 i=1
z z 2
o Y wdo)) /(X pid<vi>)] ,
i=h+2 i=1
and then we apply Lemma 2.3 by considering pj 9, P 3,-..,P, as x;s and viewing other vari-

ables as constants. (In the corner case that h + 1 = z, then we can ignore this step.)

Via the fact pj, 9, Ppy3,- .., P, are upper bounded by p,. | , we have

h u
(@ S (B — Prosa) d(0s) — (0 — 60) S (Br — Pusa)d(v1)

=1 =1

OEE

z h 2
FOPL VOl (S) ~ Guns D () ) (e (V(S:) — Vol(S) + Zpidm))]

i=h+2 i=1

;(mzﬁzl( — i) (i) — (d — ¢o>2;;1<p2-—puH)d(vz-)+¢uph+1vO1<sz>>2
2 Ph 1 (VoL(S2) = Vol(Sn)) + iy pid(vi)

u

- % [<¢uph+1w01(5z) — Vol(Sn)) + (b”z?zlpid(”i) = (9u = ¢0) Z(pi — Pus1)d(vi)
i=1
h

2
Sy pa (VI(S.) — VO1<SZ>>> / (thWol(sz) —Vol(Si)) + sz-dwz-))]
=1

" _ 2
1 b, — (Pu — B0) Dim1 (P — Puy1)d(vi) + ¢u(Vol(Sz) — VoI(S.))prya (e)
2\ Pr i1 (Vol(S2) = Vol(Sy)) + Y20, pid(vi)
We can apply Lemma 2.3 to (e) by considering p,,o,P,13,---,P, as x;5 and viewing other

variables as constants. (In the corner case that u+ 1 > h, then we can ignore this step).

Via the fact that p, o, P,.3,...,p, are lower bounded by p;, ., and upper bounded by p,,, 1,
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we have

(8 — P0) i1 (Pi = Pus1)d(vi) + ¢u(VOL(S:) — Vol(S:))pps1
Prs1(Vol(S2) — Vol(Sy)) + o1y pid(v;)
(P — B0) Die 1 (D — Pyy1)d(vi) + ¢, (Vol(S.) — Vol(S.))py4q
" Py (Vol(S2) = Vol(Sk)) + 317 pid(vi) + Py a (VOL(Sh) — Vol (Sus1))
_ (Pu — ¢0) 211 (P — Pugr)d(vi) + ¢ (VoI(S;) — VOl(Sz))th
Pr1(Vol(S2) = Vol(Su41)) + i pid(vy) '

Thus we know that

(e) > 1 <¢ . (¢u - ¢0)Z;L:1(Pi —Pu+1) (v;) + ¢H(V01( 2) — VOI(SZ))ph+1>2. ()
=2 O Pt (VOI(S.) — Vol(Sut1)) + Sl pyd(v:)

If we take a close look at the fraction

(8 = ¢0) 2oict (Pi = Pug1)d(vi) + ¢u(VOI(S2) — Vol(S:))Ppi1
Ppy1(Vol(S:) — Vol(Sy+1)) + Zzu+11 p;d(v;) 7

again we apply Lemma 2.3 by considering p, ,; as ;s and viewing other variables as constants.
(Again, in the corner case that u = h, then we can ignore this step).

Via the fact that p,,; is lower bounded by p;.,, we see the fraction above is maximized
when p,, . is minimized, in other words when

DPyt+1 = Phya-

So we get a lower bound of (d) by sequentially relaxing it over a disjoint set of variables.
In summary, we have

1 (6 — d0) 41 (B; — Pry1)d(v) + Su(Vol(S2) — Vol(S.)py 1\
Blay) =0 =3 <¢“ P (VOI(S2) — Vol(Ss 1)) + Prad(oms) £ 5 prd(on) )
1 ( 4, — (Bn = 80 XA (P — P )d(v) + 6,(Vo(S:) = Vol(S:) Py ) ’
Y1 (Pi = Ppa1)d(vi) + ppy VoI(S2)

1 <¢0 i1 (P — Phy1)d(vi) + §u(VOU(G) — Vol (S.))py > ’

2 Y ic1 (g — Pry1)d(vi) 4+ Py VoI(S2)
1 ( 90 Yoty (P — P 1)d(vi) + ¢upp sy VOL(G) )2
2\ X1 (P; — Pra1)d(vi) + Dy (1 — p)Vol(G)

where in the first inequality we plug in p,,; = py,; and in the second inequality we apply
Lemma 2.3 via considering Vol(S,) as z;s and use the fact Vol(S,) < (1 — u)Vol(G) shown in
Lemma 2.6.

Let X =31 1 (p; — Ppy1)d(vi) and Y = p;, 1 (1 — p)Vol(G), notice that

0<X o Vol(Sy) P Phit N <(1—u)2_1>: 1—2u,
Y = (1=-pVol(G) Py L—p \" n p(1 = p)

(2)

IN
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then we have

$oX + ¢,V
R(g+)2(g)=%< T e )

X+Y
1 2 2 1-2 2
> L nin “p ) (M Pp + (1 —2u)¢o
2 1—p 1—p— p?
where the last inequality is due to Lemma 2.4. O

Now we are ready to prove Theorem 2.1.

Proof of Theorem 2.1. When 0 < u < 1/2, we have 1—p—pu? > 1—2u+ p?, therefore combining
Lemma 2.7, Lemma 2.8 and Fact 1 , we get

1 2 1-2 2
Auzim“{mm«ﬁ%) () }’(W}

Together with Lemma 2.5, we provide a two-sided Cheeger inequality. O

3 Computational considerations

We are unaware of any technique for directly solving (5). In another manuscript [HSG23], we
relax this to a semi-definite program and then further to a low-rank semi-definite program to
enable scalable computations.
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