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Subgraph Sparsification and Nearly Optimal Ultrasparsifiers
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Abstract

We consider a variation of the spectral sparsification problem where we are required to keep
a subgraph of the original graph. Formally, given a union of two weighted graphs G and W
and an integer k, we are asked to find a k-edge weighted graph Wj such that G + Wy is a
good spectral sparsifer of G + W. We will refer to this problem as the subgraph (spectral)
sparsification. We present a nontrivial condition on G and W such that a good sparsifier exists
and give a polynomial time algorithm to find the sparsifer.

As a significant application of our technique, we show that for each positive integer k, every
n-vertex weighted graph has an (n—1+k)-edge spectral sparsifier with relative condition number
at most 7 logn O(loglogn) where O() hides lower order terms. Our bound is within a factor of

O(loglogn) from optimal. This nearly settles a question left open by Spielman and Teng about
ultrasparsifiers, which is a key component in their nearly linear-time algorithms for solving
diagonally dominant symmetric linear systems.

We also present another application of our technique to spectral optimization in which the
goal is to maximize the algebraic connectivity of a graph (e.g. turn it into an expander) with a
limited number of edges.
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1 Introduction

Sparsification is an important technique for designing efficient graph algorithms, especially for dense
graphs. Informally, a graph G is a sparsifer of G if they are similar in a particular measure (which is
important to the application that one has in mind), and that G has linear or nearly linear number
of edges. Various notions of graph approximation and sparsification have been considered in the
literature. For example, Chew’s [6] spanners (for shortest path planning) have the property that
the distance between every pair of vertices in G is approximately the same as in G. Benczur and
Karger’s [4] cut-sparsifiers (for cuts and flows) have the property that the weight of the boundary
of every set of vertices is approximately the same in G as in G.

In this paper, we will mainly be interested in the spectral notion of graph similarity introduced
by Spielman and Teng [18], [20]: we say that a weighted undirected graph H is a k-approximation
of another G if for all z € RV,

el Lor < xT/Jéa: < wal Loz (1)

where for a weighted undirected graph G, L¢ is the Laplacian matriz of G defined as the following:
For each Lg(i,1) is equal to the sum of weights of all edges incident to vertex ¢ and for i # j,
La(i,5) = —w; j, where w; ; is the weight on edge (4, ).

In [18, 20], the following spectral sparsification problem is considered. Given a weighted graph
G = (V,E,w), an integer m < |E|, and & > 1, find a graph G = {V, E, @} such that |F| < m
and G is a k-approximation of G. We will refer to this problem and its corresponding optimization
problem as the SPECTRAL SPARSIFICATION. Spielman and Teng showed that every weighted graph
has a nearly linear-sized spectral sparsifier and gave a nearly linear-time algorithm for computing
such a sparsifier. Recently, Batson, Spielman, and Srivastava [3] gave a beautiful, polynomial-time
construction to produce a linear-sized spectral sparsifier.

In this paper, we introduce a variation of the spectral sparsification problem which we will refer
to as the SUBGRAPH SPARSIFICATION. In our version, we are given two weighted graphs G and
W, an integer k and x > 1. The goal is to find a k-edge weighted graph W} such that (G + W) is
a k-approximation of (G + W). The challenge in the new version of the sparsification problem is
that we have to respect part of the graph, i.e., G, and only modify part of graph given in W.

As the main technical contribution of the paper, we give a nontrivial condition about G and
W such that a good sparsifier exists. Our proof critically uses the intuition of Batson, Spielman,
and Srivastava [3], that uses potential functions that guide an incremental process for selecting
the edges of the sparisifier. We will refer to that as as the BSS process. We have enhanced their
approach with new understanding about subspace sparsification and spectral approximation.

Our challenge, at high level, is the following. The BSS process uses two carefully chosen barriers
(see Section 2) so that at each step, all eigenvalues can be kept far enough from these barriers.
They have ©(n) edges to select. So they consider the entire n-dimensional space and have step size
©(1/n) on these barriers.

On the other hand, we can only add k edges, where k can be arbitrarily smaller than n.
The addition of each edge can only increase smallest eigenvalue to the second smallest eigenvalue.
Therefore the addition of k edges can only improve the subspace defined by the & smallest eigenvalue.
Now, the critical part of the argument is that to build a good sparsifier, we need to ensure that
the addition of the edges does not increase the high spectra by too much. So in our incremental
process, we need to keep track of two subspaces, a fixed one defined by the k smallest eigenvalues
and a floating one defined by the higher spectra.



We developed an analysis for performing spectral analysis in the projection of a sequence of two
subspaces, which might be interesting on its own right. Our analysis also provide a nice example
for using majorization.

Our ability to conduct sparsification on a subgraph enables us to obtain improved results for
a few problems on spectral optimization. The first application that we consider is the problem of
finding ultrasparsifiers as defined in Spielman and Teng [18]. For parameters x > 1 and k& > 1,
a weighted undirected graph U is a (k, k)-ultrasparsifier of another graph G, if U has at most
n— 1+ k edges, and Ly = Lg =X k- Ly. Ultrasarsifiers are essential in the application of the
preconditioning techniques for solving linear systems [18, 20]. It has been shown in [18] that every
weighted undirected graph G has a (%logo(l) n, k) ultrasparsifiers, for any k. As a significant
application of our subgraph sparsification technique, we show that for every positive integer k,
every n-vertex weighted graph has a (% logn O(log logn), k)-ultrasparsifier. Our bound is within a
factor of O(log log) from the optimal. This new result nearly settles a question about ultrasparsifiers
left open by Spielman and Teng.

At high level, our solution to ultrasparsification is quite simple, once we have our subgraph
sparsification result. Given a weighted graphG, we first construct a low-stretch spanning tree
[2, 7, 1] T of G. We then apply an elegant result of Spielman and Woo [21] which states that the
sum of the relative condition numbers of L5 and L is equal to the total stretch to embed G onto
T. We will also use Spielman—Woo’s tail distribution bound on the number of relative eigenvalues
of L and L7 that are larger than a given parameter.

Algorithmically, we start with the best available [1] low-stretch spanning tree T of G whose
total stretch is nlogné(log logn). We then consider the subgraph sparsification problem defined
by T and W = ——E _G. We apply the structure theorem of Spielman and Woo [21] to

nlognO(loglogn)

show that (7, W) satisfy our condition for subgraph sparsification and apply our result to show
that there exists a k-edge weighted graph W; whose edges are in W such that T'+ W}, is a spectral
approximation of T'4 W. It is then not hard to prove that T4 W}, is an a (% logn O(loglogn), k)-
ultrasparsifier.

As another application of our technique on subgraph sparsification, we consider the following
spectral optimization problem studied in [5]: Given a graph G and a parameter k, we are asked
to find k edges amongst a set of candidate edges to add to G so as to maximize its algebraic
connectivity. Algebraic connectivity has emerged as an important parameter for measuring the
robustness and stability of a network and is an essential factor in the performance of various
search, routing and information diffusion algorithms.

The spectral optimization considered in this paper is known to be NP-hard [15] and no ap-
proximation guarantee for it was known prior to our work. We give an SDP-based approximation
algorithm for the problem. Our techniques for subgraph sparsification enable us to develop a novel
rounding scheme in order to find a combinatorial solution. Since the integrality gap of the SDP is
unbounded, our analysis involves adding a separate upper bound, which is roughly the k-th largest
eigenvalue of the Laplacian of G to approximate the optimum solution.

2 Preliminaries

Matrix Notation and Definitions. We denote the Laplacian of a graph G by L. For brevity, we
write G1 <X G to denote L, < L¢,. For an n X n matrix A, let Apin(4) = A1(A4) < Xg(A) < -+ <
A (A) = Amax(A) be the set of eigenvalues in the increasing order. Let A' be the pseudoinverse



of A. If A is symmetric, AT is also symmetric and AAT = ATA = Pinay, where P4y is the
orthogonal projection on Im(A). Let A e B = tr A” B be the Frobenius product of matrices A and
B. We define the condition number of a non-singular matrix A as & = || Al|||A~}]|, which is equal
t0 Amax(A)/Amin(A4) if A is a (symmetric) positive definite matrix. For positive definite matrices
A, B with Im A = Im B, we define the relative condition number as

T Ax T Bz
k(A,B) = max —m—— max ———.
ag¢ker B x!1 Bx  z¢ker A x1 Ax

Ultrasparsifiers. We say that a graph is k—ultra-sparse if it has at most n — 1 + k edges. We
note that a spanning tree is O—ultra-sparse. A (k, k) ultra-sparsifier of a graph G = (V, E,w) is a
k—ultra-sparse subgraph of G such that U <G < k- U [18].

3 Matrix Sparsifiers

In this section, we prove an analog of the sparsification theorem of Batson, Spielman, and Srivas-
tava [3].

Definition 3.1. (Graph Patch) Let G be a (weighted) graph. A graph W on the vertices of G is
a (k, T, \*)-patch for G if the following properties hold",

L N1 (L6 LG 1) = Mot (L) 2LG (Lo w)?) 2 X
2. tr(Lw Ll ) <T.

We prove that for every patch, there exists a “patch sparsifier” supported on O(k) edges.
Specifically, we prove the following theorem.

Claim 3.2. Let W = (V, Ew,{We}ecky,) be a (k,T,\*)-patch for G with edge weights w. and
N > 8k. Then there is a weighted graph Wi, = (V, Ew,, {we}eeEwk) with edge weights we such that

1. Wy has at most N edges; Ew, C Ey .
2. cymin(N/T, )N Lorw =X Latw, = c2Layw, for some absolute constants ¢; and cs.
3. The total weight of edges, ZEGEWk Wy, is at most min(1, N/T) 3 cp,, We.

We say that Wy, is a patch sparsifier of W with respect to G.

The claim will follow immediately from the following theorem, which is is of independent inter-
est. We will also show another (related) application of this theorem in Section 5.

Theorem 3.3. Suppose we are given a positive definite n x n matrix X and a sequence of matrices
Y; = vl (i=1,...,m) with

X—|—§:Yi:M*,

i=1

e have )\k+1(£GLTG+W) = )\lﬁq(([,TG+W)1/2£ZG(L',TG+W)1/2)7 since A;(AB) = A\(BA) for every two square matri-
ces A and B



and Amax(M*) < 1. Additionaly, suppose each matriz Y; has cost cost; and Z?; cost; = 1. Let
A= Mer1(X), and T = [tr(M* — X)]. Then for every N > 8k there exists a set of weights w;
with [{w; : w; # 0} = N such that the matriz M = X + ", w;Y; satisfies,

C1 mln(N/T, 1) AT )\min(M*) < )\min(M) < )\max(M) < ¢,
where ¢1 and co are some absolute constants, and Y ;- wicost; < min(1, N/T).

Proof Overview. Our proof closely follows the approach of Batson, Spielman, and Srivas-
tava [3]. We construct matrix M in N steps; at each step we choose an index i and weight w;
and add w;Y; to the sum X + > " w;Y;. Recall that Batson, Spielman, and Srivastava define two
“barriers” | and v and maintain the property that all eigenvalues of M lie between [ and u. At
each step, they increase [ and u and update matrix M so that this property still holds. Finally, the
ratio between u and | becomes very close to 1, which means that Ay (M) is very close to Apax(M).
During this process, they keep track not only of the smallest and largest eigenvalues of M but of
all n eigenvalues to avoid accumulation of eigenvalues in neighborhoods of [ and u. To this end,

they define two potential functions, the lower potential function ®;(M) = > ", W and the

upper potential function ®*(M) =Y ", #_(M), and then ensure that ®;(M) and ®“(M) do not
increase over time. That guarantees that all eigenvalues of M stay far away from [ and wu.

In our proof, however, we cannot keep an eye on all eigenvalues. After each step, only one
eigenvalue increases, and thus we need 6(n) steps to increase all eigenvalues participating in the
definition of ®;(M). But our goal is to “patch” X in roughly k steps. So we focus our attention
only on k smallest and T largest eigenvalues.

Let S be the eigenspace of X corresponding to k smallest eigenvalues, and Pg be the projection

onto S. We define the lower potential function as follows,

k
®(A) = tr(Ps(A —II)Ps)" = Z

i=1

S S
Ai(Alg) =T

where A|g denotes the restriction of A to the space S (A|g is a k x k matrix). Note that the space
S is fixed, and the eigenvector corresponding to the smallest eigenvalue will not necessarily lie in
S after a few steps. We want to ensure that after NV steps,

Zin}!S = cmin(N/T, 1) ZY;!S = cmin(N/T,1)(M* — X)
=1 =1

S

or in other words, Amin((Z(X7, wiYi)Z)|g) > cmin(N/T, 1), where Z = ((Ps(M* — X)Ps)T)"/%.

To this end, we show how to update M and [ so that ®;(Z(3> %, w;Y;)Z) does not increase, and
[ equals cmin(N/T, 1) after N steps. It remains to lower bound Ay, (M) in the entire space. We
know that all eigenvalues of X (and therefore, of M) in S+ are at least \*. We show that that
together with an upper bound on Ayax (M) implies that Apin(M) > ¢q min(N/T, 1) - X*Apin (M™)
(the product of the lower bounds on Ay, in spaces S and S+ divided by the upper bound on Apay)-

Similarly, we amend the definition of the upper potential function. Since we need to bound Ay ax
in the entire space, we cannot restrict ®“(M) to a fixed subspace. For a matrix A, we consider
the eigenspace of A corresponding to its largest T eigenvalues. Denote it by L(A); denote the



projection onto L(A) by Pr4). Then

N
_ 1
®"(A) = tr(Preay(ul — A) 7 Preay) = tr(Ppay(ul — A)Ppa)t = > “—NA)
i=n—T+1 ¢

Note that both definitions of ®*(A) — in terms of regular inverse and in terms of pseudoinverse —
are equivalent since L(A) is an invariant subspace of A. However, ®;(A) is not equal to tr(Pg(A —
II)~!Pg) in general since S is not necessarily an invariant subspace of A.

Our algorithm and analysis are similar to those of Batson, Spielman, and Srivastava [3]. How-
ever, several complications arise because we are controlling eigenvalues in different subspaces and,
moreover, one of these subspaces, L(A), is not fixed.

Let us summarize the proof. We construct the matrix M iteratively in N steps. Let A@ be the

matrix and wgq) be the weights after ¢ steps. We define an auxiliary matrix B(9) as Z(A@ — X)Z.
We have,

AD =X+ 3wy BW =3 wl"2v,2 = 2(A9 - X)Z.

We will ensure that the following properties hold after each step (for some values of constants [y,
dr, ug, v, €L, €U, which we will specify later).

1. @, (BY) < ¢, and d%0(A0)) < ¢

2. Each matrix A@ and B is obtained by a rank-one update of the previous one:

Alat)) = A@ 44y, BlUtD = B 4 17v,7
for some 1.
3. Lower and upper potentials do not increase. Namely, for every ¢ =0,1,..., N,

@uotatou (Alrtl)) < euotadu (AW < e and By (g1)5, (BUT) < Bippgs, (BW) < ey

4. At each step g, )\min(B(q)|S) >1=ly+qdr and )\max(A(q)) < u = ug+qdy. In particular, this
condition ensures that all terms in the definitions of upper and lower potentials are positive.

5. At each step g, the total cost is at at most ¢/ max(N,T): ngq)costi < g/ max(N,T).

We present the complete proof in Sections 3.2 and 3.3. In Section 3.2, we first find conditions
under which we can update A@ and u (Lemma 3.10), and B and I (Lemma 3.11). Then we
show that both conditions can be simultaneously satisfied (Lemma 3.12). In Section 3.1.2, we prove
several theorems that we need later to deal with a non-fixed subspace L(A). Finally, in Section 3.3,
we combine all pieces of the proof together.

3.1 Some Basic Facts about Matrices

3.1.1 Sherman—Morrison Formula

We use the Sherman—Morrison Formula, which describes the behavior of the inverse of a matrix
under rank-one updates. We first state the formula for regular inverse [8], and then we show that
a similar expression holds for the pseudoinverse.



Lemma 3.4 (Sherman-Morrison Formula). If A is a nonsingular n x n matriz and Y = voT is a

rank-one update, then

A7ty A1

A+y)yt=at-— = _

(A+Y) 1+AleY
Lemma 3.5. If A is a symmetric (possibly singular) n x n matriz, Y = vo’ is a rank-one update,
then Aty At

Y
A+PYP) =AT - ——— _
(A+ ) 1+ At oY’

where P is the orthogonal projection on Im(A).
Proof. Let v = Pvand Y = PYP = 57 . Note that ATY AT = ATY AT, since PAT = P, and
AT oY =tr A'Y = tr AT(PY P) = tr(PATP)Y = AT e V.

We need to verify that

. ATY AT ATY AT .
T—i = T_77 = .
(A+Y)<A 1+AToY> <A 1+AT.Y>(A+Y) F

Since A is a symmetric matrix, AA" = ATA = P. Since P> = P, PYP = Y and YA'Y =
0! AT = (A e Y)oT = (AeY)Y. We calculate,

ATY AT P

A+V) (At - 222 ) — aAaT+yvAl — _ 1+ AteY
(A+ )< 1+AT0Y> - YAl yvavar T4
_ l—i—ATo}_/)}_/AT . .
=P YAT—( ~ Py vAt YA =P
+ 1+ At eY +
Similarly,
ATY AT _
At 27 _YA+Y)=P
( 1JFAT.Y)( +Y)

3.1.2 Majorization

Lemma 3.6. (Majorization) For every positive semidefinite matriz A, every projection matriz P,
and every r € {1,...,n}

YA = D A(PAP). (2)
i=n—r+1 i=n—r+1
In particular, Apax(A) > Amax(PAP).
Proof. Let eq,...,e, be an orthonormal eigenbasis of A so that e; has eigenvalue \;(A). Similarly,

let é1,..., €, be an orthonormal eigenbasis of PAP so that é; has eigenvalue \;(PAP). Write

n

€ = Z(ej, éi>€j.

J=1



Note that if A\;(PAP) # 0 then é; € In(PAP) C Im(P) and Pé; = ¢;. Then

n

M(PAP) = 8T PAPE; = ;A% = Y _(e;,&)2\;(A).

j=1
If \;(PAP) = 0 then trivially
Xi(PAP) Z e],eZ
Therefore,
Z Ai(PAP) Z Z (e, E)° N _Z< > (ej,éi>2> Aj(A).
i=n—r+1 i=n—r+1j=1 7j=1 \i=n—r+1

That is, Y1, 1 Aj(PAP) is at most the sum of A;(A) with weights Y1 . (e;, €)% The total
weight of all A{(A),..., A\, (A) is 7:

n

Yo DlgEt= Y el =

i=n—r+1j=1 i=n—r+1
—_——
llé:]l?
The weight of each eigenvalue A;(A) in the sum is at most 1:

n

S e <Y (e at =1
i=1

i=n—r+1
Therefore, the sum does not exceed the sum of the r largest eigenvalues » 7" . A.(A). O

Corollary 3.7. For every positive semidefinite matriz A, every projection matrix P and u >
Amax(A), the following inequality holds.

n n

u — 1 _ 71 = u
M SR N R PR TE R @

Proof. The statement follows from the Karamata Majorization Inequality. The inequality claims
that for every two non-increasing sequences that satisfy (2) and for every increasing convex function

/. )
> A Z F(PAP)).
i=n—k+1 i=n—k+1
Plugging in f(x) = ﬁ (defined on (0,u)), we obtain the desired inequality. O

Lemma 3.8. Let A be a positive semidefinite matriz such that A < I,,. Assume Tr(A) <r e N.
Then for every positive semidefinite matric M, A e M < Zi]iN_T,H Ai(M).



Proof. By von Neumann’s inequality [14], AeM = tr(AM) < > Ni(A)Xi(M). Since Y1 Xi(A) <
rand all \;(A) < 1, we can easily see that the above product achieves its maximum when the largest
r eigenvalues of A are 1 and the rest are 0. In this case, we have, Ao M < > | Ni(A)N(M) =

Z:’L:n—r-i-l /\Z(M) O
As a corollary we get the following result.

Corollary 3.9. Let X, M* and T be as in Theorem 3.3. Then for any positive semidefinite matriz
U, we have U e (M* = X) <>7" . N(U).

3.2 Barrier Shifts

In this section, we analyze how we can update matrices A@ and B@, and increment barriers
[ and 7 so that the upper and lower potentials do not increase. Let us think of ®“(A) as a
function of an n? dimensional vector (consisting of entries of A). Then in the first approximation
QU (A 4+ 1Y) =~ ®¥HOU(A) + tY e U, where U is the gradient of &+ at A (U is an n x n
matrix). Thus the potential function does not increase, ®*“+% (A 4 tY) < ®“(A), roughly when
tY e m < 1. Similarly, ®;45, (B+1tY) < ®;(B), roughly when tY e m >1,
where L is the gradient of ®;,5, at B. Following [3], we make these statements precise (we need
to take into account lower order terms). We define matrices Uy and Lp,

((u+op)l — A)_2
Pu(A) — putov(A)
(Ps(B — (l+5L)I)Ps)

P45, (B) — @1(B)

Lemma 3.10. (Upper Barrier Shift) Suppose Amaz(A) < u and Y = vv’ is a rank-one update. If
UsoY < 1 then ®TU(A+1Y) < ®%(A) and Amax(A+tY) < u+6p.

Uy = + ((u+dp)I — A~

Lp= — (Ps(B — (1+6,)I)Ps)!

Proof. Let v’ = u+ 6y and P = Pp(a4sy). By the Sherman-Morrison formula (Lemma (3.4)), we
can write the updated potential as:

B ot I =AY @ - AL
U+5U — rr . 1 — 't _ 1
o (A4+tY)=trPW'I—-—A—tY)""P=trP <(uI AT+ It T—A) Tey P

tP(u'l — A)~YY('T - A)~ P
1t —A)Tey
tu'l — A)~2
1—t(ul—A)"1leY
tu'l — A)~2
1—t(wWlI—A)"leY

=tr P(u/T — A)7'P +tr

< PUTU(PAP) +

< (I)“+5U (A) +

(W'l —A)2eY
i —(@l—A)TeY

= 9"(4) — (B"(A) — 2V (A4)) +

Here, we used Corollary 3.7 for the inequality on line 4.
Substituting Uy @ Y < 1/t gives ®*T0U (A +tY) < ®%(A). The statement about Apay follows
from continuity of eigenvalues. O



Lemma 3.11. (Lower Barrier Shift) Suppose Amin(Blg) > |+ 61 and Y = vvl is a rank-one
update. If Lp oY > 1/t then ®1 5, (B +tY) < ®)(B) and Amin((B+tY)|g) > 1+ 6r.

Proof. We proceed as in the proof for the upper potential. Let I’ = [ + §;, and P = Pg. By the
Sherman-Morrison formula for the pseudoinverse (Lemma 3.5), we have:

®p5, (B+1tY) =tr(P(B+tY —I'T)P)! = tr(P(B - I'I)P + tPY P)!
ttr(P(B = I'I)P)'Y (P(B — ') P)1)
1+t(P(B—II)P) eY

- 2 o
= (I)l(B) + (q)l-i-(SL (B) - q>l(B)) - 12{6((5(3 l_Il)/i))P)T fy

=tr(P(B-1'T)P)' —

Note that matrix Uy is positive semidefinite. Rearranging shows that ®;.5, (B+Y) < ®;(B) when
L(m) > 1/t. It is immediate that Ayin(Ps(A+trml)Ps) > 1+ 6, since Apin(PsAPs) > 146p. O

Now we prove that we can choose Y; and t so that conditions of both lemmas are satisfied.

Lemma 3.12. (Both Barriers) If ®“(A) < ey and ®;(B) < €1, and ey, €L, 0y, 01 satisfy

1 1
0< —+ey+max(N,T) < — —eg,
5U 5L

and X, Y;, cost;, Z, T and N as in Theorem 3.3, M* — X is non-singular on S, then there exists
i and positive t for which

Lpe(ZY;Z)>1/t>UyeY;, and (4)
cost; -t < 1/max(N,T). (5)

We will use the following lemma
Lemma 3.13. /" UygeY; < % +ey and Yt Lpe (Z2Y;Z) > 5 —€L.

Proof. 1. We use Corollary 3.9 to bound the Frobenius product of Y; with each of the two summands
in the definition of U4 (note that they are positive semidefinite), we get

f:UAOYZ':UAOiYiZUAO(M*—X)
i=1

B ((u+5U)I A)~?
o (I)u(A) — putiu (A)

U 2
Z Ai < +5U(I>u+6U A)) (((u+5U)I_A)_1)

i=n—T+1

| N

Py . T+1m + Z
- (I)u(A) (I)u-l—(SU



Note that the first term is at most 1/dy, since

n

1 - 1
2 (0t 00— N(A)? = 2 (= M (A) (w00 = N(A)

i=n—T+1 i=n—T+1
_i Zn: 1 B 1 B <I>u(A)—<I>u+5U(A)
Ty T \u— Ai(A) (utou) = Ai(A) - U

and the second term equals ®%*90 (A). Thus 7", UseY; < ey + 1/p.
2. Let P be the projection on Im(M* — X). Since (M* — X) is non-singular on S, PPy = Ps. We
have,

Y LpeZYViZ=ILpe) ZV,Z=LpeZ(M* —X)Z=LgeP
i=1 i=1
—tr ((PS(B — (L +3dr)I)Ps)
D146, (B) — ©1(B)

_(Ps(B-(1+ 5L>I>Ps>*>

k
_ 21 (A\i(Blg) (l+5L Zk:
D145, (B) — = A B|s (I+9r)
2 1/5L — €L,
where the last line follows from Claim 3.6 in [3].
U
Proof. (Of Lemma 3.12) For the previous lemma, we get: Y ;" (Ua ® Y; + max(N,T)cost;) <
% + ey + max(N,T) < Lp e (2Y;Z). Thus for some i, Uy ® Y; + max(N,T)cost; < Lp o (ZY;Z).
Letting t = (Lp ® (ZY;Z))™!, we satisfy (4) and (5). O
3.3 Proof of Theorem 3.3

Now we are ready to prove Theorem 3.3. We assume that M* — X is non-singular on S (which we
can ensure by an arbitrary small pertrubation).
We start with A = X, BO) = 0 and all weights wgo) = 0. We define parameters as follows,

dr, = 1/(2max(N,T)), er, =1/(441), lo = —4kor,

oy = 40p, ey = 1/(441), ug = 470 + 1,
so as to satisfy conditions of Lemma 3.12, ®*(A©)) = *(X) = Z;‘F 1 m <T/(up—1)=
ey, ®(BO) = Zf = lo = —k/ly=€r, 1/0y + ey +max(N,T) = 3 max(N,T) = 1/6;, —er. Then

we iteratively apply Lemma 3.12. At iteration ¢, we find an 1ndex 1 and a positive ¢ such that
Lpoy(ZY;Z) > 1/t > Uy (Yi), costi -t < 1/max(N,T), and increment the weight of matrix Y;

by t: wgqﬂ) = wgq) + t; update [ = 1+ 6, and uw = u + dy. The total cost increases by at most

1/max(N,T). Finally, after N iterations we obtain matrices A®Y) and BN) with
Amax(AMN)) < wg 4+ Nop = 2(N + T)/ max(N, T) + 1 = Opax
)\min(B(N)‘S) > g+ Nop = (N/2 — 2k)/ max(N,T) = Omin-

10



Now consider an arbitrary unit vector v. Let v = vg + vg., where vg € S and vgr L S. Since

BMN) > 0,4, Pg and vs € S,
U%A(N)U (X + (Ps(M* — X)PS)1/2B(N)(PS(M* _ X)Ps)l/z)vs

(X + (PS(M* X)PS)I/zeminPS(PS(M* - X)Ps)l/z)'us

= Hmin'USM Vs + (1 - Hmin)'UgX'US > emin)\min(M*)HUSHz-

T
Vs
T
Vg

On the other hand, U£¢ AMyg1 < OnaxllvsL]. Thus from the triangle inequality for the norm
induced by AN we get

(0T AM)Y2 > 9125 (M) || —0Y2 oge || = 022 Amin(M)Y2 = (0124012 Auin (M) /?) 0511 |

min min max min

On the other hand, since S is an eigenspace of X corresponding to k smallest eigenvalues,
(T AM )2 > (T X0) /2 > (WL, Xvgi)Y2 > X2 jug.|].

One of the two bounds above for (vIA™)v)1/2 increases and the other decreases as ||vgy| in-

91/ min M* 1/2
mip 1111152 ) . Therefore, (’UTA(N)U)I/ 2>
)\*1/2+0111ax+0 )\mln(M*)l/2

min

creases. They are equal when |jvg.| =

L2 NA1/2 ) i (M*)1/2

A*l/Q’I;‘}n/ngrerln/li NI We conclude that
Amin(AN)) = min T ANy > Omin A" Amin (M) .
U:II’U”:l ()\*1/2 + 0311/2 4 Hjn/li)\mln(M*)l/2)

Plugging in the values of parameters, we get the statement of the theorem for M = AWN). The
total cost is at most N/ max(N,T) = min(1, N/T). O

Finally, we prove Claim 3.2.
Claim 3.2. Let V = Im(Lgyw) = ker(Layw)®. Let L. be the Laplacian of the edge e. Define

X = (L) LalLhn)?) ‘v’
Ye = we<(£c+w)1/2£e(£g+w)l/2) ‘V’

cost, = we/ <Zd€EW wd) .

Since L + ZZ&EW wele = Laiw, we have X + ZeEEW Y. = I. By the definition of the (k, T, \*)-
patch, tr(I — X) < T and \* < \**1(X). We apply Theorem 3.3 to matrices X, Y, and M* = I.
We obtain a set of weights p. — supported on at most N edges — such that

ermin(V/T1) N S din (X 43, 267e) S Do (X4 2, 067e) S 2
Let W, = pewe. Weights w; define subgraph Wj with at most N edges. It follows that

c1 min(N/T, 1))\*»CG+W = £G+Wk <o LGrw-

The total weight of edges of Wy is 3" c ), PeWe = (D_pc iy, PeCOSte) D gepyyy Wa < min(1, N/T) > e wa.
U
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4 Constructing Nearly-Optimal Ultrasparsifiers

We now apply our subgraph sparsification to build ultrasparsifiers. Recall that a weighted graph U
is a (k, k)-ultrasparsifier of another graph G if U < G < k-U and U has only n— 1+ k edges, where
n is the number of vertices in U and G. The main result of this section is the following theorem.

Theorem 4.1. For any integer k > 0, every graph has an (% logn O(log log n), k) -ultrasparsifier.

Our basic idea to build a good ultrasparsifier U is quite simple. Without loss of generality, we
can assume that G is connected and has O(n) edges. Otherwise given a graph G, we can first find a
linear size sparsifier using [3], for each of its connected components, and build a good ultrasparsifier
for each component. Because U is only k edges aways from a tree, our construction starts with
good tree T'. As it will be much more clear below, the quality of a tree is measured by its stretch,
as introduced by Alon, Karp, Peleg and West [2].

Suppose T' is a spanning tree of G = (V, E,w). For any edge e € E, let e1,--- ,ep € F be
the edges on the unique path in T connecting the endpoints of e. The stretch of e w.r.t. T is
given by stp(e) = w(e)(Zle @) The stretch of the graph G with respect to 7" is defined by
str(G) = > .cpstr(e). Our construction will start with a spanning tree with the lowest possible
stretch. By [1], we can in polynomial time grow a spanning tree 7" with

st7(G) = O(nlognloglog n(logloglogn)?).

Remark 4.2. For the sake of simplicity of the presentation, we will show the construction of
ultrasparsifiers with O (k) edges. We note that by choosing the appropriate constants, the number
of edges can be made exactly k.

Let k = ¢1 - str(G)/k for a sufficiently large constant ¢;. Our job is to choose ©(k) more
weighted edges W and set U = T + W such that co-U =G <X k-U, for a constant co. To this end,
let W = (1/(c3k)) - G, for some constant c3. Then, G = c3x - W < ¢c3x - (W + T). Also, because
T <G, we have T+ W <X (1+1/(c3k))G =< ¢4 - G, for a constant ¢4. Therefore, if we can find a
O(k)-edge subgraph W of W such that T4+ W =< ©(1) - (T + W), we can then build a n — 1+ 0 (k)
edge graph U = T + W satisfying co - U < G < k- U (if we choose our constants ¢;’s carefully).

To apply our subgraph sparsification results to construct W, we use the following structure
result of Spielman and Woo ([21]: Theorem 2.1 and Corollary 2.2).

1/2 1/2

ﬁGETT ) = str(G). (2) For every t > 0, the
greater than t is at most sty(G)/t.

Lemma 4.3. (Theorem 2.1 in [21]) (1) Tr(ETT
/2

1/2 1
number of eigenvalues of ETT / EgﬁTT
We now use Lemma 4.3 to prove the following lemma, from which Theorem 4.1 follows directly.

Lemma 4.4. W is a (k,O(k),O(1))-patch for T.

Proof. Let \; = )\,-((.CTT+W)1/2£T(£TT+W)1/2) be the i-th eigenvalue, and y; be the corresponding

eigenvector. Let z; = L%F/fwyi. Then,

Lo, I Loz
o=\ all Y2, (rt 1/2y _ T; LTT _ i i
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implying

ellLox;  1-N <1 - )\i> str(G)  str(G)
= N\ C3R = C3C1 = Iy

I Loz, k k

ciez 1=\

%

It follows from the definition of \; that 0 < A\; < 1. Hence, (1 — X\ji—1)/Xi—1 > (1 — X\;)/\;. By
Courant—Fischer theorem and the property 2 of Lemma 4.3, we have k < —£ kg1

— Ci1C3 1_>‘k+1
ci1c3 —
Akt1 2 Tias = ©(1). We also have,

. Therefore,

1
tr (Lh) P Lw (Lh)?) < e (D) 2Lw (L)) = — s (L)) 2La(ch)?)
3K
k
P &0 (G) = —— = 6(k).
63clstT(G)S r(G) 31 (k)
We proved that W is a (k,O(k),©(1))-patch for T O

We next show that the parameters of the ultrasparsifiers we obtained are optimal, up to low
order terms.

Theorem 4.5. Let G be a Ramanujan d-reqular expander graph, for some constant d. Let U a
(k, N) wltrasparsifier for G. Then k > % logn.

Proof. Let T be a low-stretch spanning tree of G, as above. As mentioned in [1], str(G) =

Q(mlogn) where m is the number of edges of the original graph. From lemma 4.3, and the

conditions on the stretch of T we have Tr(LgLr!) = str(G) > C - nlogn for some constant C.
Since 7 Lgx = O(1) for the expander, the above inequality implies that Sy m >nlogn

where z; are the eigenvectors of Lg(Lr)!. It is immediate from Markov’s inequality that there exists

some k such that =7 Lrz), < n%gkn Assume that for all i < k we have z;T Lrx; < xp! Loz <
n?olgkn (Otherwise take k' < k appropriately). Then also Ai(Lr) < n(fggkn By the minmax theorem

for eigenvalues this implies that adding N = k — 2 edges to T will result to a graph U with
Ao (Ly) < Mo(L7) < =SE . Thus any ultrasparsifier U with N edges will have

nlogn "’

Cik
nlogn

nlogn nlogn

BT — (8

Ca = Xa(Lg) < kXa(Ly) < >

5 Maximizing Algebraic Connectivity by Adding few edges

In this section, we present an approximation algorithm for the following problem: given a graph
G = (V, Epgse), a set of candidate edges E.qnq, and a parameter k, add at most k candidate edges
to G so as to maximize its algebraic connectivity, that is, find a subset £ C E.4,q that maximizes
X2(Lcyr). The problem was introduced by Ghosh and Boyd [5], who presented a heuristic for it.
It is known that the problem is NP-hard [15]. But prior to this work, no approximation algorithm
was known for it.

We use two upper bounds for the cost of the combinatorial solution in order to prove an
approximation guarantee: one upper bound is the SDP value, Agpp, and the other is A\p12(Lq)

13



(see Lemma 5.1). Note that neither of these two bounds are good approximations for the value of
the optimum solution by themselves (for instance, if G consists of n isolated vertices, (V) Ecgnqg) iS
an expander, k < n, then the value of the combinatorial solution is 0 but Aspp ~ k/n), but their
combinations lead to a good upper bound for the optimum solution A\ppr.

For clarity and simplicity of exposition, we assume here that (V, Epgse) and (V, Eggng) are
bounded degree graphs with the maximum degree A. Our algorithm uses a natural semidefinite
relaxation that was also used by Ghosh and Boyd [5]. We introduce a variable w, (the weight of the
edge e) for each candidate edge e € E4,,4; add constraints that all edge weights are between 0 and 1,
and the total weight is at most k. Then we require that Ao(La+>_, weLe) > Aspp (where L, is the
Laplacian of the edge ). We do that by adding an SDP constraint Lo+, weLe = AsprPu,. 1yt
where Py ;)1 is the projection on the space orthogonal to (1,...,1)*. We get the following SDP
relaxation.

maximize: Agpp,

subject to: Lo + Z wele = Aspp - P, 1)1,
e€EFcand

Z we < k,

e€Ecand

0 <we <1 for every e € Eeund-

We solve the semidefinite program and obtain solution {we }ecr,,,,- The total weight of all edges
is k, however, the number of edges involved, or the support of the solution could be significantly
higher than k.

We use our algorithm to sparsify the SDP solution using Theorem 3.3. More precisely, we
apply Theorem 3.3 with X = Lg/(4A) and Y, = w;L./(4A) restricted to the space (1,...,1)*,
N =8k, T =tr(>, weLe)/(4A) < k and cost; = w; (we divide L and L. by 4A to ensure that
Amax (X +>°.Y;) < 1). We get a set of weights p. supported on at most 8k edges s.t.

1

1
EM(&#Z) peweLe) = Amin<X+§63 peYe) > cAm(X)Amin(X{; Ye) 2 errysMera(La) s

That is, we obtain a combinatorial weighted solution w, = p;w; whose value is at least cAp12(La)Aspp/(44)
(if £+ 2 > n, the value is at least cAgpp). We next show that Aspp > Aopr and A\p12(G) > Aopr.
Therefore, the value of the solution is at least cAZ pp/A.

Lemma 5.1. The value of the optimal solution, Aopr, is at most Agro(Lq).

Proof. Consider the optimal solution E. Let Lg be the Laplacian of the graph formed by FE.
Note that rank(Lg) < |E| < k, therefore, dimker Lr > n — k. Let S be the k + 1-dimensional
space spanned by the eigenvectors of L corresponding to \o(Lg), ..., Akr2(Lg). Since dim S +
dimker £ > n, spaces S and ker Lr have a non-trivial intersection. Choose a unit vector v €
ker SNLp. We have v(Lg+ Lg)vT < Mig2(Lg) +0 = A\pi2(Lg). Also v is orthogonal to the vector
(1,...,1)*. Therefore, \opr = Xo(Lg + LE) < Mg2(La). O

The edges in the support of w,, E = {0, : W, # 0}, form a non-weighted combinatorial solution.
Since Amax(Lx + Y, WeLe) = O(A), all weights 10, are bounded by O(A), and thus the algebraic
connectivity of G + E is at least cA\py2(La)Aspp/A%.
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Theorem 5.2. There is a polynomial time approxzimation algorithm that finds a solution of value
at least c/\QOPT/A supported on at most 8k edges with total weight at most k. If k > n the algorithm
finds a constant factor approximation.

We present two corollaries for special instances of the problem.

Corollary 5.3. If it is possible to make G an expander by adding k edges (and thus Aopr ~ A),
then the algorithm finds a constant factor approximation.

Note that if the graph formed by candidate edges is an expander then the value of the following
SDP solution we = k/|Ecanag| for each edge e € E.gnq is Q(k/n), thus Aspp > ck/n.

Corollary 5.4. If the graph formed by candidate edges is an expander, then the approximation
algorithm from Theorem 5.2 finds a solution of value at least c%)\opqx

Remark 5.5. It is possible to get rid of the dependence on A in Theorem 5.2 and Corollary 5.4
and obtain approximation guarantees of cmin(Aopr, )\20 pr) and %)\OPT respectively. We omit the
details in this extended abstract.
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