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Abstract

An (a, b)-biregular bipartite graph is a bipartite graph with bipartition (X,Y ) such that
each vertex in X has degree a and each vertex in Y has degree b. By the bipartite expander
mixing lemma, biregular bipartite graphs have nice pseudorandom and expansion properties
when the second largest adjacency eigenvalue is not large. In this paper, we prove several explicit
properties of biregular bipartite graphs from spectral perspectives. In particular, we show that

for any (a, b)-biregular bipartite graph G, if the spectral gap is greater than 2(k−1)√
(a+1)(b+1)

, then G

is k-edge-connected; and if the spectral gap is at least 2k√
(a+1)(b+1)

, then G has at least k edge-

disjoint spanning trees. We also prove that if the spectral gap is at least (k−1)max{a,b}

2
√

ab−(k−1)max{a,b}
,

then G is k-connected for k ≥ 2; and if the spectral gap is at least 6k+2max{a,b}√
(a−1)(b−1)

, then G has at

least k edge-disjoint spanning 2-connected subgraphs. We have stronger results in the paper.

MSC 2020: 05C50, 05C48, 05C40, 05C70

Key words: eigenvalue, pseudorandom bipartite graph, biregular graph, connectivity, edge connectivity,

spanning tree packing

1 Introduction

An expander graph is a sparse graph that has strong connectivity properties, quantified using vertex,
edge or spectral expansion. Expander graphs have many applications in computer science such as
complexity theory, communication network, and the theory of error-correcting codes. Expanders are
usually regular graphs, however, unbalanced bipartite expanders are better suited for applications
in many situations. In particular, an idea of bipartite expander graphs called magical graphs can
be used to construct super concentrators and good error correcting codes, see [34] for more details.
In this paper, we study bipartite expander properties from spectral perspectives.

Let λi := λi(G) denote the ith largest eigenvalue of the adjacency matrix of a simple graph G
on n vertices, for i = 1, 2, · · · , n. By the Perron-Frobenius Theorem, λ1 is always positive (unless
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G has no edges) and |λi| ≤ λ1 for all i ≥ 2. If G is not a complete graph, then λ2 is nonnegative.
Let λ = max2≤i≤n |λi| = max{|λ2|, |λn|}, that is, λ is the second largest absolute eigenvalue. For
a d-regular graph, it is well known that λ1 = d. A d-regular graph on n vertices with the second
largest absolute eigenvalue λ is called an (n, d, λ)-graph. The Alon-Boppana bound [1] states that
λ ≥ 2

√
d− 1−o(1). For non-bipartite d-regular graph G, if λ(G) ≤ 2

√
d− 1, then G is a Ramanujan

graph. Basically, Ramanujan graphs are those graphs attaining the Alon-Boppana bound, and thus
are expander graphs with optimal asymptotic spectral properties.

A pseudorandom graph with n vertices of edge density p is a graph that behaves like a truly
random graph G(n, p). The first quantitative definition of pseudorandom graphs was introduced by
Thomason [47, 48] who defined jumbled graphs. It is well known that an (n, d, λ)-graph for which
λ = Θ(

√
d) is a very good pseudorandom graph, according to the celebrated expander mixing

lemma. For more about pseudorandom graphs, see the survey [37] by Krivelevich and Sudakov.

Theorem 1.1 (Expander mixing lemma). Let G be an (n, d, λ)-graph. Then for every two subsets

A and B of V (G),

∣

∣

∣

∣

e(A,B)− d

n
|A||B|

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤ λ

√

|A||B|
(

1− |A|
n

)(

1− |B|
n

)

,

where e(A,B) denotes the number of edges with one end in A and the other end in B (edges with

both ends in A ∩B are counted twice).

The expander mixing lemma is usually attributed to Alon and Chung [3]. However, this idea
was used earlier with a different form in the PhD thesis [32] of Haemers. In fact, Haemers provided
the expander mixing lemma for bipartite graphs.

An (X,Y )-bipartite graph is a bipartite graph with bipartition (X,Y ). An (X,Y )-bipartite
graph is called (a, b)-biregular if each vertex in X has degree a and each vertex in Y has degree
b. Note that we must have a|X| = b|Y |. It is known that λ1(G) =

√
ab and λn(G) = −

√
ab for

any (a, b)-biregular bipartite graph G on n vertices. Godsil and Mohar [24], Feng and Li [22], and
Li and Solé [39] proved an analog of Alon-Boppana bound that λ2 ≥

√
a− 1 +

√
b− 1 − o(1) for

(a, b)-biregular bipartite graphs. An (a, b)-biregular bipartite graph G is Ramanujan if λ2(G) ≤√
a− 1 +

√
b− 1. In other words, biregular bipartite Ramanujan graphs are those who attain the

optimal lower bound of λ2. When a = b, we obtain regular bipartite Ramanujan graphs. It is
proven in [43] that there are infinite many (a, b)-biregular bipartite Ramanujan graphs for a, b ≥ 3.
Explicit examples of biregular bipartite Ramanujan graphs were constructed in [20]. For random
biregular bipartite graphs, the second largest eigenvalue has been studied in [4] and [51], while the
the spectral distribution was studied in [19] and [49].

For convenience, an (a, b)-biregular (X,Y )-bipartite graph is also called an (X,Y, a, b)-graph.
The following bipartite expander mixing lemma first appeared in [32, Theorem 3.1.1] and also in
[33, Theorem 5.1], but this exact form and the proof can be found in [18].

Theorem 1.2 (Bipartite expander mixing lemma). Let G be an (X,Y, a, b)-graph on at least 3
vertices. Then for every two subsets A ⊆ X and B ⊆ Y ,

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

e(A,B)−
√
ab

√

|X||Y |
|A||B|

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤ λ2

√

|A||B|
(

1− |A|
|X|

)(

1− |B|
|Y |

)

.
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Note that a|X| = b|Y | and it follows that
√
ab√

|X||Y |
= b

|X| = a
|Y | . Since the spectrum of any

bipartite graph is symmetric about zero, λ2 actually is the third largest absolute eigenvalue. As
mentioned in [18], the bipartite expander mixing lemma is especially applicable when λ2 is small.

In this case, for any two subsets A ⊆ X and B ⊆ Y , e(A,B) is close to
√
ab√

|X||Y |
|A||B|. The edge

distribution is similar to the random bipartite graph and thus (X,Y, a, b)-graphs are pseudorandom
bipartite graphs.

2 Main results

In this section, we discover several explicit expander-related properties of biregular bipartite graphs,
including edge connectivity, vertex connectivity, spanning tree packing number, as well as rigidity
in the Euclidean plane. These extend results of pseudorandom graphs to pseudorandom bipartite
graphs.

2.1 Edge connectivity

The edge connectivity of a graph G, denoted by κ′(G), is the minimum number of edges whose
removal produces a disconnected graph. If κ′(G) ≥ k, then G is k-edge-connected. Krivelevich and
Sudakov [37] showed that any (n, d, λ)-graph G with d − λ ≥ 2 is d-edge-connected. The result
was improved by Cioabă [10] using λ2. In fact, Cioabă [10] proved that for d ≥ k ≥ 2, if G is a

d-regular graph of order n with λ2(G) < d − n(k−1)
(d+1)(n−d−1) , then κ′(G) ≥ k; and in particular, if

λ2(G) < d − 2(k−1)
d+1 , then κ′(G) ≥ k. These imply corresponding results in pseudorandom graphs.

We would also like to point out that the results were generalized to irregular cases in [30, 40]. Here
we prove an analogue for biregular bipartite graphs.

Theorem 2.1. Let G be an (X,Y, a, b)-graph with a, b ≥ k. If

λ2 <
√
ab− (k − 1)

√

|X||Y |

2

√

⌈

a+1
2

⌉⌈

b+1
2

⌉(

|X| −
⌈

b+1
2

⌉)(

|Y | −
⌈

a+1
2

⌉)

, (1)

then κ′(G) ≥ k. In particular, if

λ2 <
√
ab− k − 1

√

⌈

a+1
2

⌉⌈

b+1
2

⌉

, (2)

then κ′(G) ≥ k.

Note that λ1 − λ2 is usually called the spectral gap and λ1 =
√
ab for (X,Y, a, b)-graphs. The

spectral gap of biregular bipartite graphs has been shown to be very useful in error correcting codes,
matrix completion and community detection (see [4, 7, 46], among others). The above theorem
indicates that if the spectral gap is greater than k−1

√

⌈a+1

2
⌉⌈ b+1

2
⌉
, then G is k-edge-connected.

3



2.2 Vertex connectivity

The vertex connectivity of a graph G, denoted by κ(G), is the minimum number of vertices whose
removal produces a disconnected graph. If κ(G) ≥ k, then G is k-connected. By a result of
Fiedler [23] on algebraic connectivity, for a non-complete graph G, κ(G) ≥ δ − λ2, where δ is the
minimum degree of G. For any (n, d, λ)-graph G with d ≤ n/2, Krivelevich and Sudakov[37] showed
that κ(G) ≥ d− 36λ2/d, and the result was generalized in [27]. We study the vertex connectivity
of biregular bipartite graphs.

Theorem 2.2. Let G be an (X,Y, a, b)-graph with a, b ≥ k ≥ 2. If

λ2 ≤
√
ab− (k − 1)max{a, b}

2
√

ab− (k − 1)max{a, b}
, (3)

then κ(G) ≥ k.

In general, the theorem is not comparable with Fiedler’s result. But in many cases, it seems
our theorem can be better. For d-regular bipartite graphs G, the theorem indicates that if λ2 ≤
d − (k−1)

√
d

2
√
d−k+1

, then κ(G) ≥ k, which is stronger than Fiedler’s result when κ(G) ≤ 3d/4. For any

(a, b)-biregular bipartite graph with a ≥ b ≥ k ≥ 2, it implies that if λ2 ≤ √
a
(√

b− k−1
2
√
b−k+1

)

,

then κ(G) ≥ k. Apparently, the result would be better if G is unbalanced.

2.3 Edge-disjoint spanning trees

The spanning tree packing number (or simply STP number) of a graph G, denoted by τ(G), is
the maximum number of edge-disjoint spanning trees contained in G. The well known spanning
tree packing theorem (Theorem 3.1 in the next section) by Nash-Williams [44] and independently
by Tutte [50] provides a structural characterization of graphs G with τ(G) ≥ k. The spanning
tree packing number has been well studied from spectral perspectives. In fact, by the connection
between edge connectivity and the spanning tree packing number, the result of Cioabă [10] implies

that for any d-regular connected graph G, if λ2(G) < d− 2(2k−1)
d+1 for d ≥ 2k ≥ 4, then κ′(G) ≥ 2k,

and consequently τ(G) ≥ k. Cioabă and Wong [15] conjectured that the sufficient condition can
be improved to λ2(G) < d − 2k−1

d+1 , and they confirmed the conjecture for k = 2, 3. Gu et al. [30]
extended it to general graphs and provided some partial results. The conjecture of Cioabă and
Wong [15] was completely settled in [41], in which the authors proved for general graphs G that
if λ2(G) < δ − 2k−1

δ+1 for δ ≥ 2k ≥ 4, then τ(G) ≥ k, where δ denotes the minimum degree of
G. Stronger results via eigenvalues of other matrices were also obtained in [41]. Most recently,
the results of [41] have been shown to be essentially best possible in [14] by constructing extremal
graphs. Later on, a similar result in pseudorandom graphs was proved in [27] via expander mixing
lemma, and a spectral radius condition was obtained in [21].

We study the problem in biregular bipartite graphs. Indeed, the result in [41] for general graphs
can be applied to bipartite graphs, however, we can prove the following improved theorem.

Theorem 2.3. Let G be an (X,Y, a, b)-graph with a, b ≥ 2k. If

λ2 ≤
√
ab− k

√

⌈a+1
2 ⌉⌈ b+1

2 ⌉
,

then τ(G) ≥ k.
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The theorem indicates that if the spectral gap is at least k
√

⌈a+1

2
⌉⌈ b+1

2
⌉
, then G has at least k

edge-disjoint spanning trees.

2.4 Rigidity in the Euclidean plane

A d-dimensional bar-and-joint framework (G, p) is the combination of an undirected simple graph
G = (V (G), E(G)) and a map p : V (G) → Rd that assigns a point in Rd to each vertex of G. Let ‖·‖
denote the Euclidean norm in Rd. Two frameworks (G, p) and (G, q) are said to be equivalent (resp.,
congruent) if ‖p(u) − p(v)‖ = ‖q(u) − q(v)‖ holds for all uv ∈ E(G) (resp., for all u, v ∈ V (G)).
A framework (G, p) is generic if the coordinates of its points are algebraically independent over
Q. The framework (G, p) is rigid in Rd if there exists an ε > 0 such that every framework (G, q)
equivalent to (G, p) satisfying ‖p(u) − q(u)‖ < ε for all u ∈ V (G) is actually congruent to (G, p).
A generic framework (G, p) is rigid in Rd if and only if every generic framework of G is rigid in
Rd. Hence, generic rigidity can be considered as a property of the underlying graph. We say that
a graph G is rigid in Rd if every/some generic framework of G is rigid in Rd, and it is redundantly
rigid in Rd if G− e is rigid in Rd for every e ∈ E(G).

A framework (G, p) is globally rigid in Rd if every framework that is equivalent to (G, p) is
congruent to (G, p). It was proved in [25] that if there exists a generic framework (G, p) in Rd

that is globally rigid, then any other generic framework (G, q) in Rd is also globally rigid. Thus
we say that G is globally rigid in Rd if there exists a globally rigid generic framework (G, p) in Rd.
By a combination of the results in [17, 35], a graph G is globally rigid in R2 if and only if G is
3-connected and redundantly rigid, or G is a complete graph on at most three vertices.

In this paper, we consider rigidity in the Euclidean plane R2 only. Rigidity in R2 has been
well studied. For a subset X ⊆ V (G), let G[X] be the subgraph of G induced by X and E(X)
denote the edge set of G[X]. A graph G is sparse if |E(X)| ≤ 2|X| − 3 for every X ⊆ V (G) with
|X| ≥ 2. If in addition |E(G)| = 2|V (G)| − 3, then G is called a Laman graph. A graph G is
rigid in R2 if and only if G contains a spanning Laman subgraph. This characterization was first
discovered by Pollaczek-Geiringer [45] and rediscovered by Laman [38], and thus is also called the
Geiringer-Laman condition. Lovász and Yemini [42] gave a new characterization of rigid graphs
and showed that every 6-connected graph is globally rigid in R2. This result was improved by
[36] using an idea of mixed connectivity and later by [31] using a relaxation of connectivity called
essential connectivity.

Cioabă, Dewar and Gu [12] studied spectral conditions for rigidity and global rigidity in R2 via
algebraic connectivity. One of the results implies that for a graph G with minimum degree δ ≥ 6k,
if λ2(G) < δ − 2 − 2k−1

δ−1 , then G contains at least k edge-disjoint spanning rigid subgraphs. For
biregular bipartite graphs, we prove the following different result.

Theorem 2.4. Let G be an (X,Y, a, b)-graph with a, b ≥ 6k. If

λ2 ≤
√
ab− 3k +max{a, b}

√

⌈a−1
2 ⌉⌈ b−1

2 ⌉
,

then G has at least k edge-disjoint spanning rigid subgraphs.

It is well known that any rigid graph with at least 3 vertices is 2-connected. Thus Theorem 2.4
implies a sufficient condition for a biregular bipartite graph containing k edge-disjoint spanning
2-connected subgraphs, and so it can be considered as an extension of Theorem 2.3.
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Corollary 2.5. Let G be an (a, b)-biregular bipartite graph with a, b ≥ 6k. If

λ2 ≤
√
ab− 3k +max{a, b}

√

⌈a−1
2 ⌉⌈ b−1

2 ⌉
,

then G has at least k edge-disjoint spanning 2-connected subgraphs.

When k = 1, we obtain a sufficient condition for rigid graphs.

Corollary 2.6. Let G be an (a, b)-biregular bipartite graph with a, b ≥ 6. If

λ2 ≤
√
ab− 3 + max{a, b}

√

⌈a−1
2 ⌉⌈ b−1

2 ⌉
,

then G is rigid.

We also discover a similar condition for global rigidity.

Theorem 2.7. Let G be an (X,Y, a, b)-graph with a, b ≥ 6. If

λ2 ≤
√
ab− 3 + max{a, b}

√

⌈a−2
2 ⌉⌈ b−2

2 ⌉
,

then G is globally rigid.

The rigidity of regular Ramanujan graphs and regular bipartite Ramanujan graphs was studied
in [11]. Recall that an (a, b)-biregular bipartite graph is Ramanujan if λ2 ≤

√
a− 1 +

√
b− 1. Our

results imply the rigidity of (a, b)-biregular bipartite Ramanujan graphs for given values of a, b.

3 The proofs of main results

In this section, we will prove the theorems. One of the main tools is the bipartite expander mixing
lemma. Let V (G) = V in the proofs below.

3.1 The proofs of Theorems 2.1, 2.2 and 2.3

The proof of Theorem 2.1. Suppose to the contrary that there is a nonempty proper subset A
of V (G) such that e(A,V − A) ≤ k − 1. First, notice that A ∩X 6= ∅, for otherwise, A ⊆ Y and
so e(A,V − A) = b|A| ≥ k, a contradiction. Similarly A ∩ Y 6= ∅. Let A ∩ X = S, A ∩ Y = T ,
X − S = S′ and Y − T = T ′. Then (V − A) ∩ X = S′ and (V − A) ∩ Y = T ′. It follows that
e(A,V −A) = e(S, T ′) + e(S′, T ).

We claim that 2|S| ≥ b+ 1. Otherwise, 2|S| ≤ b, then e(A,V − A) = a|S| + b|T | − 2e(S, T ) ≥
a|S|+b|T |−2|S||T | ≥ a|S| ≥ k, which also leads to a contradiction. Similarly, we have 2|S′| ≥ b+1,
2|T | ≥ a+ 1 and 2|T ′| ≥ a+ 1. Let |X| = x, |Y | = y, |S| = s and |T | = t. By Theorem 1.2,

e(S, T ′) ≥
√
ab

√

|X||Y |
|S||T ′| − λ2

√

|S||T ′|
(

1− |S|
|X|

)(

1− |T ′|
|Y |

)

=

√
ab√
xy

· s(y − t)− λ2

√

s(y − t)
(

1− s

x

)

(

1− y − t

y

)

=

√
ab√
xy

· s(y − t)− λ2√
xy

√

s(y − t)(x− s)t.
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Similarly,

e(S′, T ) ≥
√
ab

√

|X||Y |
|S′||T | − λ2

√

|S′||T |
(

1− |S′|
|X|

)(

1− |T |
|Y |

)

=

√
ab√
xy

· (x− s)t− λ2√
xy

√

(x− s)ts(y − t).

Thus
e(A,V −A) = e(S, T ′) + e(S′, T )

≥
√
ab√
xy

· (s(y − t) + (x− s)t)− 2λ2√
xy

√

s(x− s)t(y − t).

≥
√
ab√
xy

· 2
√

s(x− s)t(y − t)− 2λ2√
xy

√

s(x− s)t(y − t).

=

√
ab− λ2√

xy
· 2

√

s(x− s)t(y − t).

It is not hard to see that s(x − s) is minimized at s = ⌈ b+1
2 ⌉ or s = x − ⌈ b+1

2 ⌉, and t(y − t) is
minimized at t = ⌈a+1

2 ⌉ or t = y − ⌈a+1
2 ⌉, and hence

e(A,V −A) ≥ 2
√
ab− 2λ2√

xy
·
√

⌈b+ 1

2

⌉(

x−
⌈b+ 1

2

⌉)⌈a+ 1

2

⌉(

y −
⌈a+ 1

2

⌉)

.

By (1), we have e(A,V −A) > k − 1, a contradiction. Therefore κ′(G) ≥ k.

To prove (2) is also sufficient, notice that x = |S|+|S′| ≥ 2⌈ b+1
2 ⌉ and so 1− ⌈ b+1

2
⌉

x
≥ 1

2 . Similarly,

1− ⌈a+1

2
⌉

y
≥ 1

2 . Thus

e(A,V −A) ≥ 2
√
ab− 2λ2√

xy
·
√

⌈b+ 1

2

⌉(

x−
⌈b+ 1

2

⌉)⌈a+ 1

2

⌉(

y −
⌈a+ 1

2

⌉)

= 2(
√
ab− λ2) ·

√

⌈b+ 1

2

⌉(

1− ⌈ b+1
2 ⌉
x

)⌈a+ 1

2

⌉(

1− ⌈a+1
2 ⌉
y

)

≥ (
√
ab− λ2) ·

√

⌈a+ 1

2

⌉⌈b+ 1

2

⌉

.

By (2), we have e(A,V −A) > k − 1, a contradiction. Therefore κ′(G) ≥ k.

The proof of Theorem 2.2. Suppose to the contrary that κ(G) ≤ k − 1. Let W be a vertex
cut with |W | ≤ k − 1 such that |W ∩ X| = k1, |W ∩ Y | = k2 and k1 + k2 ≤ k − 1. Suppose
that A1, A2, . . . , Ap are the components of G − W , where p ≥ 2. Without loss of generality, we
assume that e(A1,W ) ≤ e(A2,W ) ≤ · · · ≤ e(Ap,W ). On the one hand, we have e(A1, V − A1) =
e(A1,W ) ≤ k1a+k2b

p
≤ k1a+k2b

2 . On the other hand, let W ∩X = W1, W ∩ Y = W2, A1 ∩X = S,

A1 ∩ Y = T , X − (S ∪ W1) = S′ and Y − (T ∪W2) = T ′. It is easy to verify that |S| ≥ b − k1,
|T | ≥ a− k2, |S′| ≥ b− k1 and |T ′| ≥ a− k2. Let |X| = x, |Y | = y, |S| = s and |T | = t. Then, by

7



Theorem 1.2, we have

e(S, Y − T ) ≥
√
ab

√

|X||Y |
|S||Y − T | − λ2

√

|S||Y − T |
(

1− |S|
|X|

)(

1− |Y − T |
|Y |

)

=

√
ab√
xy

· s(y − t)− λ2

√

s(y − t)
(

1− s

x

)

(

1− y − t

y

)

=

√
ab√
xy

· s(y − t)− λ2√
xy

√

s(y − t)(x− s)t.

Similarly,

e(X − S, T ) ≥
√
ab

√

|X||Y |
|X − S||T | − λ2

√

|X − S||T |
(

1− |X − S|
|X|

)(

1− |T |
|Y |

)

=

√
ab√
xy

· (x− s)t− λ2√
xy

√

(x− s)ts(y − t).

Thus
e(A1, V −A1) = e(S, Y − T ) + e(X − S, T )

≥
√
ab√
xy

· (s(y − t) + (x− s)t)− 2λ2√
xy

√

s(x− s)t(y − t).

≥
√
ab√
xy

· 2
√

s(x− s)t(y − t)− 2λ2√
xy

√

s(x− s)t(y − t).

=

√
ab− λ2√

xy
· 2

√

s(x− s)t(y − t).

Observe that s(x− s) is minimized at s = b− k1, and t(y − t) is minimized at t = a− k2. Thus

e(A1, V −A1) ≥
2(
√
ab− λ2)√
xy

·
√

(b− k1)(x− (b− k1))(a − k2)(y − (a− k2)).

Since k = k1 + k2 > 0, at least one of k1 and k2 is more than 0. Assume that k1 > 0 (the case
k2 > 0 is similar). Then x = |S| + |S′| + k1 > 2(b − k1) and y = |T | + |T ′| + k2 ≥ 2(a − k2), and
hence 1− b−k1

x
> 1

2 and 1− a−k2
y

≥ 1
2 . Therefore,

e(A1, V −A1) ≥
2(
√
ab− λ2)√
xy

·
√

(b− k1)(x− (b− k1))(a− k2)(y − (a− k2))

= 2(
√
ab− λ2) ·

√

(b− k1)
(

1− b− k1
x

)

(a− k2)
(

1− a− k2
y

)

> (
√
ab− λ2) ·

√

(a− k2)(b− k1).

(4)

Notice that k1a+ k2b ≤ k1 max{a, b}+ k2 max{a, b} ≤ (k− 1)max{a, b}, and so (a− k2)(b− k1) =
ab− (k1a+ k2b) + k1k2 ≥ ab− (k − 1)max{a, b}. By (3) and (4),

e(A1, V −A1) > (
√
ab− λ2) ·

√

ab− (k − 1)max{a, b} ≥ (k − 1)max{a, b}
2

≥ k1a+ k2b

2
,

a contradiction. Thus κ(G) ≥ k.
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To prove Theorem 2.3, we need the spanning tree packing theorem. Let (V1, . . . , Vt) be a
sequence of disjoint vertex subsets of V (G) and e(V1, . . . , Vt) be the number of edges whose ends
lie in different Vi’s. The following fundamental theorem on spanning tree packing number was
established by Nash-Williams [44] and Tutte [50], independently.

Theorem 3.1 (Nash-Williams [44] and Tutte [50]). Let G be a connected graph. Then τ(G) ≥ k
if and only if for any partition (V1, . . . , Vt) of V (G),

e(V1, . . . , Vt) ≥ k(t− 1).

The proof of Theorem 2.3. Assume to the contrary that τ(G) ≤ k− 1. By Theorem 3.1, there
exists a partition (V1, V2, · · · , Vt) of V (G) such that

e(V1, V2, · · · , Vt) ≤ k(t− 1)− 1. (5)

Without loss of generality, we assume that e(V1, V −V1) ≤ e(V2, V − V2) ≤ · · · ≤ e(Vt, V −Vt). Let
p be the largest index such that e(Vp, V − Vp) ≤ 2k − 1. We first claim that p ≥ 2, for otherwise if
p ≤ 1, then e(V2, V − V2) ≥ 2k, and so

e(V1, V2, · · · , Vt) =
1

2

∑

1≤i≤t

e(Vi, V − Vi) ≥
1

2

∑

2≤i≤t

e(Vi, V − Vi) ≥ k(t− 1),

contradicting (5). Thus p ≥ 2.
We assert that Vi ∩ X 6= ∅ for 1 ≤ i ≤ p. If not, there exists some j (1 ≤ j ≤ p) such that

Vj ⊆ Y , and thus, e(Vj , V − Vj) = b|Vj| ≥ 2k, a contradiction. Similarly Vi ∩ Y 6= ∅ for 1 ≤ i ≤ p.
Let Vi ∩X = Si, Vi ∩ Y = Ti, X − Si = S′

i and Y − Ti = T ′
i where 1 ≤ i ≤ p. We next assert that

2|Si| ≥ b+ 1 for 1 ≤ i ≤ p. Otherwise if 2|Si| ≤ b for 1 ≤ i ≤ p, then

e(Vi, V − Vi) = a|Si|+ b|Ti| − 2e(Si, Ti)

≥ a|Si|+ b|Ti| − 2|Si||Ti|
≥ a|Si|+ b|Ti| − b|Ti| (since 2|Si| ≤ b)

= a|Si|
≥ 2k (since a ≥ 2k and |Si| ≥ 1),

a contradiction. Similarly, we have 2|S′
i| ≥ b+ 1, 2|Ti| ≥ a+ 1 and 2|T ′

i | ≥ a+ 1 for 1 ≤ i ≤ p.
Let |X| = x, |Y | = y, |Si| = si and |Ti| = ti where 1 ≤ i ≤ p. By Theorem 1.2, for 1 ≤ i ≤ p,

we have

e(Si, T
′
i ) ≥

√
ab

√

|X||Y |
|Si||T ′

i | − λ2

√

|Si||T ′
i |
(

1− |Si|
|X|

)(

1− |T ′
i |

|Y |

)

=

√
ab√
xy

· si(y − ti)− λ2

√

si(y − ti)
(

1− si
x

)

(

1− y − ti
y

)

=

√
ab√
xy

· si(y − ti)−
λ2√
xy

√

siti(y − ti)(x− si).

and

e(S′
i, Ti) ≥

√
ab

√

|X||Y |
|S′

i||Ti| − λ2

√

|S′
i||Ti|

(

1− |S′
i|

|X|

)(

1− |Ti|
|Y |

)

=

√
ab√
xy

· (x− si)ti −
λ2√
xy

√

siti(x− si)(y − ti).
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Thus, for 1 ≤ i ≤ p,

e(Vi, V − Vi) = e(Si, T
′
i ) + e(S′

i, Ti)

≥
√
ab√
xy

· (si(y − ti) + (x− si)ti)−
2λ2√
xy

√

si(x− si)ti(y − ti)

≥
√
ab√
xy

· 2
√

si(x− si)ti(y − ti)−
2λ2√
xy

√

si(x− si)ti(y − ti)

=
2(
√
ab− λ2)√
xy

·
√

si(x− si)ti(y − ti).

(6)

Note that si(x − si) attains the minimum value at si = ⌈ b+1
2 ⌉ and ti(y − ti) attains the minimum

value at ti = ⌈a+1
2 ⌉ for 1 ≤ i ≤ p. Thus

e(V1, V2, · · · , Vt) =
1

2

(

∑

1≤i≤p

e(Vi, V − Vi) +
∑

p+1≤i≤t

e(Vi, V − Vi)
)

≥ p(
√
ab− λ2)√
xy

·
√

si(x− si)ti(y − ti) + k(t− p)

≥ p(
√
ab− λ2)√
xy

·
√

⌈b+ 1

2

⌉(

x−
⌈b+ 1

2

⌉)⌈a+ 1

2

⌉(

y −
⌈a+ 1

2

⌉)

+ k(t− p).

Notice that x ≥ ∑

1≤i≤p |Si| ≥ p⌈ b+1
2 ⌉ and y ≥ ∑

1≤i≤p |Ti| ≥ p⌈a+1
2 ⌉. Then 1 − ⌈ b+1

2
⌉

x
≥ p−1

p
and

1− ⌈a+1

2
⌉

y
≥ p−1

p
, and hence

e(V1, V2, · · · , Vt) ≥
p(
√
ab− λ2)√
xy

·
√

⌈b+ 1

2

⌉(

x−
⌈b+ 1

2

⌉)⌈a+ 1

2

⌉(

y −
⌈a+ 1

2

⌉)

+ k(t− p)

= p(
√
ab− λ2) ·

√

⌈b+ 1

2

⌉(

1− ⌈ b+1
2 ⌉
x

)⌈a+ 1

2

⌉(

1− ⌈a+1
2 ⌉
y

)

+ k(t− p)

≥ p(
√
ab− λ2) ·

p− 1

p
·
√

⌈b+ 1

2

⌉⌈a+ 1

2

⌉

+ k(t− p)

= (p− 1)(
√
ab− λ2) ·

√

⌈b+ 1

2

⌉⌈a+ 1

2

⌉

+ k(t− p)

≥ (p− 1)k + k(t− p) = k(t− 1)

when λ2 ≤
√
ab− k

√

⌈a+1

2
⌉⌈ b+1

2
⌉
. This contradicts (5). Thus the result follows.

3.2 The proofs of Theorems 2.4 and 2.7

For any partition π of V (G), let EG(π) denote the set of edges in G whose endpoints lie in different
parts of π, and let eG(π) = |EG(π)|. A part is trivial if it contains a single vertex. Let Z ⊂ V (G),
and let π be a partition of V (G − Z) with n0 trivial parts v1, v2, . . . , vn0

. Denote by nZ(π) =
∑

1≤i≤n0
|Zi|, where Zi is the set of vertices in Z that are adjacent to vi for 1 ≤ i ≤ n0. For any
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v ∈ V (G), let NG(v) and dG(v) be the neighborhood and degree of v in G, respectively. For any
vertex v ∈ V (G) and any subset S ⊂ V (G), let dS(v) = |NG(v) ∩ S|.

Lemma 3.2 ([26]). A graph G contains k edge-disjoint spanning rigid subgraphs if for every Z ⊂
V (G) and every partition π of V (G− Z) with n0 trivial parts and n′

0 nontrivial parts,

eG−Z(π) ≥ k(3− |Z|)n′
0 + 2kn0 − 3k − nZ(π).

The proof of Theorem 2.4. Assume to the contrary that G contains no k edge-disjoint spanning
rigid subgraphs. By Lemma 3.2, there exist a subset Z of V and a partition π of V (G − Z) with
n0 trivial parts v1, v2, . . . , vn0

and n′
0 nontrivial parts V1, V2, . . . , Vn′

0
such that

eG−Z(π) ≤ k(3− |Z|)n′
0 + 2kn0 − 3k − nZ(π)− 1, (7)

where nZ(π) =
∑

1≤i≤n0
|Zi|, and Zi is the set of vertices in Z that are adjacent to vi for 1 ≤ i ≤ n0.

Let V (G − Z) = V ∗ and let δ be the minimum degree of G. Then δ = min{a, b} ≥ 6k. Observe
that dG−Z(vi) ≥ δ − |Zi| ≥ 6k − |Zi| for 1 ≤ i ≤ n0. Thus

eG−Z(π) =
1

2





∑

1≤i≤n′
0

e(Vi, V
∗ − Vi) +

∑

1≤j≤n0

dG−Z(vj)





≥ 1

2





∑

1≤i≤n′
0

e(Vi, V
∗ − Vi) + δn0 −

∑

1≤j≤n0

|Zj |





≥ 1

2





∑

1≤i≤n′
0

e(Vi, V
∗ − Vi) + 6kn0 − nZ(π)



 ,

and hence

eG−Z(π) ≥ 3kn0 −
1

2
nZ(π). (8)

We have the following two claims.

Claim 1. |Z| ≤ 2.
Otherwise, |Z| ≥ 3. By (7),

eG−Z(π) ≤ k(3− |Z|)n′
0 + 2kn0 − 3k − nZ(π)− 1 ≤ 2kn0 − 3k − nZ(π)− 1.

Combining this with (8) yields that kn0+3k+ 1
2nZ(π)+1 ≤ 0, which is impossible because n0 ≥ 0,

k ≥ 1 and nZ(π) ≥ 0.

Claim 2. n′
0 ≥ 2.

Otherwise, n′
0 ≤ 1. By Claim 1 and (7), we get

eG−Z(π) ≤ k(3− |Z|)n′
0 + 2kn0 − 3k − nZ(π)− 1 ≤ 2kn0 − k|Z| − 1− nZ(π).

Combining this with (8), we have kn0 + 1 + 1
2nZ(π) + k|Z| ≤ 0, which is also impossible.
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Assume that e(V1, V
∗ − V1) ≤ e(V2, V

∗ − V2) ≤ · · · ≤ e(Vn′
0
, V ∗ − Vn′

0
). Let q be the largest

index such that e(Vq, V
∗−Vq) ≤ 6k− 2k|Z|− 1. We first assert that q ≥ 2. If not, e(V2, V

∗−V2) ≥
6k − 2k|Z|. Then

eG−Z(π) =
1

2





∑

1≤i≤n′
0

e(Vi, V
∗ − Vi) +

∑

1≤j≤n0

dG−Z(vj)





≥ 1

2

(

(6k − 2k|Z|)(n′
0 − 1) + 6kn0 − nZ(π)

)

= k(3 − |Z|)n′
0 + 2kn0 − 3k − nZ(π)− 1 + kn0 + 1 + k|Z|+ 1

2
nZ(π)

> k(3 − |Z|)n′
0 + 2kn0 − 3k − nZ(π)− 1 (since |Z| ≥ 0, nZ(π) ≥ 0, k ≥ 1 and n0 ≥ 0),

contradicting (7). This implies that q ≥ 2. We next assert that Vi ∩X 6= ∅ for 1 ≤ i ≤ q. If not,
there exists some j (1 ≤ j ≤ q) such that Vj ⊆ Y . Combining this with Claim 1, |Vj | ≥ 2, k ≥ 1
and b ≥ 6k, we have

e(Vj , V
∗ − Vj) ≥ e(Vj , V − Vj)− |Z||Vj | = (b− |Z|)|Vj | ≥ 2(b− |Z|) > 6k − 2k|Z|,

a contradiction. Similarly Vi ∩ Y 6= ∅ for 1 ≤ i ≤ q. Let Vi ∩X = Si, Vi ∩ Y = Ti, X − Si = S′
i and

Y − Ti = T ′
i where 1 ≤ i ≤ q. We also assert that 2|Si| ≥ b + 1 − |Z| for 1 ≤ i ≤ q. If not, there

exists some j (1 ≤ j ≤ q) such that 2|Sj | ≤ b− |Z|. Since dVj
(v) ≤ max{|Sj |, |Tj |} for each v ∈ Z,

it follows that

e(Vj , V
∗ − Vj) ≥ a|Sj |+ b|Tj | − 2e(Sj , Tj)− |Z|max{|Sj |, |Tj |}

≥ a|Sj |+ b|Tj | − 2|Sj ||Tj | − |Z|max{|Sj |, |Tj |}
≥ a|Sj |+ |Z||Tj | − |Z|max{|Sj |, |Tj |} (since 2|Sj | ≤ b− |Z|)
≥ a (since 0 ≤ |Z| ≤ 2, |Tj | ≥ 1 and |Sj| ≥ 1)

≥ 6k − 2k|Z| (since a ≥ 6k, k ≥ 1 and 0 ≤ |Z| ≤ 2),

a contradiction. Similarly, we have 2|S′
i| ≥ b+ 1− |Z|, 2|Ti| ≥ a+ 1− |Z| and 2|T ′

i | ≥ a+ 1− |Z|
for 1 ≤ i ≤ q. Let |X| = x, |Y | = y, |Si| = si and |Ti| = ti where 1 ≤ i ≤ q. By using the same
argument as (6), we have

e(Vi, V − Vi) ≥
2(
√
ab− λ2)√
xy

·
√

si(x− si)ti(y − ti),

where 1 ≤ i ≤ q. Note that si(x − si) is minimized at si = ⌈ b+1−|Z|
2 ⌉, and ti(y − ti) is minimized

at ti = ⌈a+1−|Z|
2 ⌉. Then for 1 ≤ i ≤ q,

e(Vi, V − Vi) ≥
2(
√
ab−λ2)√
xy

·
√

⌈b+ 1−|Z|
2

⌉(

x−
⌈b+ 1−|Z|

2

⌉)⌈a+1− |Z|
2

⌉(

y−
⌈a+ 1−|Z|

2

⌉)

.

Notice that x ≥ ∑

1≤i≤q |Si| ≥ q⌈ b+1−|Z|
2 ⌉ and y ≥ ∑

1≤i≤q |Ti| ≥ q⌈a+1−|Z|
2 ⌉. Thus 1− ⌈ b+1−|Z|

2
⌉

x
≥

q−1
q

and 1− ⌈a+1−|Z|
2

⌉
y

≥ q−1
q
. Combining this with dG(v) ≤ max{a, b} for each v ∈ Z, e(Vi, V −Vi) ≥
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e(Vi, V
∗ − Vi) ≥ 6k − 2k|Z| for q + 1 ≤ i ≤ n′

0 and dG(vi) ≥ 6k for 1 ≤ i ≤ n0, we have

eG−Z(π)

=
1

2





∑

1≤i≤n′
0

e(Vi, V
∗ − Vi) +

∑

1≤j≤n0

dG−Z(vj)





≥ 1

2





∑

1≤i≤n′
0

e(Vi, V − Vi) +
∑

1≤j≤n0

dG(vj)− |Z|max{a, b}





≥ q(
√
ab− λ2) ·

√

⌈b+ 1− |Z|
2

⌉(

1−⌈ b+1−|Z|
2 ⌉
x

)⌈a+ 1− |Z|
2

⌉(

1−⌈a+1−|Z|
2 ⌉
y

)

+k(n′
0−q)(3−|Z|)

+

∑

1≤j≤n0
dG(vj)

2
− |Z|max{a, b}

2

≥ (q − 1)(
√
ab− λ2) ·

√

⌈a+ 1− |Z|
2

⌉⌈b+ 1− |Z|
2

⌉

+ k(n′
0 − q)(3− |Z|) + 3kn0 −

|Z|max{a, b}
2

= k(3−|Z|)n′
0+2kn0−3k−nZ(π)− 1+(q−1)(

√
ab−λ2) ·

√

⌈a+1−|Z|
2

⌉⌈b+1−|Z|
2

⌉

+kn0 + nZ(π)

+ qk|Z| − |Z|max{a, b}
2

− 3k(q − 1) + 1

≥ k(3− |Z|)n′
0 + 2kn0 − 3k − nZ(π)− 1 +

(

q − 1− |Z|
2

)

max{a, b}+ qk|Z|+ 1

(since λ2 ≤
√
ab− 3k+max{a,b}

√

⌈a−1

2
⌉⌈ b−1

2
⌉
, k ≥ 1, n0 ≥ 0, q ≥ 2 and nZ(π) ≥ 0)

> k(3−|Z|)n′
0 + 2kn0−3k−nZ(π)− 1 (since q ≥ 2, max{a, b} ≥ 6k, k ≥ 1 and 0 ≤ |Z| ≤ 2),

contradicting (7). Thus the result follows.

The proof of Theorem 2.7. By a combination of the results in [17, 35], a graph G with more
than 3 vertices is globally rigid in R2 if and only if G is 3-connected and redundantly rigid. Direct
calculation yields that

λ2 ≤
√
ab− 3 +max{a, b}

√

⌈a−2
2 ⌉⌈ b−2

2 ⌉
<

√
ab− max{a, b}

√

ab− 2max{a, b}
,

due to a ≥ 6 and b ≥ 6. By Theorem 2.2, G is 3-connected.
It remains to show that G is redundantly rigid. Suppose not, then there is an edge f of G such

that G−f is not rigid. Furthermore, by Lemma 3.2, there exist a subset Z of V (G) and a partition
π of V (G− f − Z) with n0 trivial parts v1, v2, . . . , vn0

and n′
0 nontrivial parts V1, V2, . . . , Vn′

0
such

that
eG−f−Z(π) ≤ (3− |Z|)n′

0 + 2n0 − 4− nZ(π). (9)

Note that eG−f−Z(π) ≥ eG−Z(π)− 1. Then

eG−Z(π) ≤ (3− |Z|)n′
0 + 2n0 − 3− nZ(π). (10)
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Let V (G− Z) = V ∗. Observe that dG−Z(vi) ≥ min{a, b} − |Zi| ≥ 6− |Zi| for 1 ≤ i ≤ n0. Thus

eG−Z(π) =
1

2





∑

1≤i≤n′
0

e(Vi, V
∗ − Vi) +

∑

1≤j≤n0

dG−Z(vj)



 ≥ 3n0 −
1

2
nZ(π). (11)

We get the following two claims.

Claim 1. |Z| ≤ 2.
Otherwise, |Z| ≥ 3. Combining this with (10) and (11), we have n0 + 3 + 1

2nZ(π) ≤ 0. This is
impossible because n0 ≥ 0 and nZ(π) ≥ 0.

Claim 2. n′
0 ≥ 2.

Otherwise, n′
0 ≤ 1. By Claim 1, (10) and (11), we have n0 + |Z| + 1

2nZ(π) ≤ 0. This implies
that n0 = 0, n′

0 = 1, nZ(π) = 0 and |Z| = 0. From (9), we obtain that eG−f−Z(π) ≤ −1, which is
impossible.

Assume that e(V1, V
∗−V1) ≤ e(V2, V

∗−V2) ≤ · · · ≤ e(Vn′
0
, V ∗−Vn′

0
). Let q be the largest index

such that e(Vq, V
∗ − Vq) ≤ 6 − 2|Z|. We first assert that q ≥ 2. If not, e(V2, V

∗ − V2) ≥ 7− 2|Z|.
Then

eG−Z(π) =
1

2





∑

1≤i≤n′
0

e(Vi, V
∗ − Vi) +

∑

1≤j≤n0

dG−Z(vj)





≥ 1

2

(

(7− 2|Z|)(n′
0 − 1) + 6n0 − nZ(π)

)

≥ (3− |Z|)n′
0 + 2n0 − 3− nZ(π) + n0 +

1

2
(n′

0 − 1) + |Z|+ 1

2
nZ(π)

> (3− |Z|)n′
0 + 2n0 − 3− nZ(π) (since |Z| ≥ 0, nZ(π) ≥ 0, n′

0 ≥ 2 and n0 ≥ 0),

contradicting (10). It follows that q ≥ 2. We next assert that Vi∩X 6= ∅ for 1 ≤ i ≤ q. If not, there
exists some j (1 ≤ j ≤ q) such that Vj ⊆ Y . Combining this with Claim 1, |Vj | ≥ 2 and b ≥ 6, we
have

e(Vj , V
∗ − Vj) ≥ e(Vj , V − Vj)− |Z||Vj| = (b− |Z|)|Vj | ≥ 2(b− |Z|) > 6− 2|Z|,

a contradiction. Similarly Vi ∩ Y 6= ∅ for 1 ≤ i ≤ q. Let Vi ∩X = Si, Vi ∩ Y = Ti, X − Si = S′
i

and Y − Ti = T ′
i where 1 ≤ i ≤ q. We assert that 2|Si| ≥ b− |Z| for 1 ≤ i ≤ q. If not, there exists

some j (1 ≤ j ≤ q) such that 2|Sj | ≤ b− |Z| − 1. Since dVj
(v) ≤ max{|Sj |, |Tj |} for each v ∈ Z, it

follows that

e(Vj , V
∗ − Vj) ≥ a|Sj |+ b|Tj | − 2e(Sj , Tj)− |Z|max{|Sj |, |Tj |}

≥ a|Sj |+ b|Tj | − 2|Sj ||Tj | − |Z|max{|Sj|, |Tj |}
≥ a|Sj |+ (|Z|+ 1)|Tj | − |Z|max{|Sj |, |Tj |} (since 2|Sj | ≤ b− |Z| − 1)

≥ a+ 1 (since 0 ≤ |Z| ≤ 2, |Tj | ≥ 1 and |Sj| ≥ 1)

≥ 7− 2|Z| (since a ≥ 6 and 0 ≤ |Z| ≤ 2),

a contradiction. Similarly, we have 2|S′
i| ≥ b−|Z|, 2|Ti| ≥ a−|Z| and 2|T ′

i | ≥ a−|Z| for 1 ≤ i ≤ q.
Let |X| = x, |Y | = y, |Si| = si and |Ti| = ti where 1 ≤ i ≤ q. By using the same argument as (6),
we have

e(Vi, V − Vi) ≥
2(
√
ab− λ2)√
xy

·
√

si(x− si)ti(y − ti),
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where 1 ≤ i ≤ q. Note that si(x − si) is minimized at si = ⌈ b−|Z|
2 ⌉, and ti(y − ti) is minimized at

ti = ⌈a−|Z|
2 ⌉. Then for 1 ≤ i ≤ q,

e(Vi, V − Vi) ≥
2(
√
ab− λ2)√
xy

·
√

⌈b− |Z|
2

⌉(

x−
⌈b− |Z|

2

⌉)⌈a− |Z|
2

⌉(

y−
⌈a− |Z|

2

⌉)

.

Notice that x ≥ ∑

1≤i≤q |Si| ≥ q⌈ b−|Z|
2 ⌉ and y ≥ ∑

1≤i≤q |Ti| ≥ q⌈a−|Z|
2 ⌉. Thus 1− ⌈ b−|Z|

2
⌉

x
≥ q−1

q
and

1− ⌈a−|Z|
2

⌉
y

≥ q−1
q
. Combining this with dG(v) ≤ max{a, b} for each v ∈ Z, e(Vi, V − Vi) ≥ 7− 2|Z|

for q + 1 ≤ i ≤ n′
0 and dG(vi) ≥ 6 for 1 ≤ i ≤ n0, we have

eG−Z(π)

≥ 1

2





∑

1≤i≤n′
0

e(Vi, V − Vi) +
∑

1≤j≤n0

dG(vj)− |Z|max{a, b}





≥ q(
√
ab− λ2) ·

√

⌈b− |Z|
2

⌉(

1−⌈ b−|Z|
2 ⌉
x

)⌈a− |Z|
2

⌉(

1−⌈a−|Z|
2 ⌉
y

)

+(n′
0−q)

(7

2
−|Z|

)

+ 3n0

− |Z|max{a, b}
2

≥ (q − 1)(
√
ab− λ2) ·

√

⌈a− |Z|
2

⌉⌈b− |Z|
2

⌉

+ (n′
0−q)

(7

2
−|Z|

)

+ 3n0 −
|Z|max{a, b}

2

= (3−|Z|)n′
0+2n0−3−nZ(π)+(q−1)(

√
ab−λ2) ·

√

⌈a−|Z|
2

⌉⌈b−|Z|
2

⌉

+n0 + nZ(π) + q|Z|

− |Z|max{a, b}
2

− 3(q − 1) +
n′
0 − q

2

≥ (3− |Z|)n′
0 + 2n0 − 3− nZ(π) +

(

q − 1− |Z|
2

)

max{a, b}+ q|Z|+ n0 +
n′
0 − q

2

(since λ2 ≤
√
ab− 3+max{a,b}

√

⌈a−2

2
⌉⌈ b−2

2
⌉
, n0 ≥ 0, q ≥ 2 and nZ(π) ≥ 0)

> (3−|Z|)n′
0+2n0−3−nZ(π) (since q ≥ 2, max{a, b} ≥ 6, n0 ≥ 0, n′

0 ≥ q and 0 ≤ |Z| ≤ 2),

contradicting (10). Thus the result follows.

4 Final remarks

By the bipartite expander mixing lemma, biregular bipartite graphs are kinds of pseudorandom
graphs and expanders. In this paper, we proved several spectral expansion properties of biregular
bipartite graphs via the second largest adjacency eigenvalue. There are two related problems that
we would like to mention.

Defined by Chvátal [9] in 1973, the toughness t(G) of a connected non-complete graph G is

defined as t(G) = min
{

|S|
ω(G−S)

}

, in which the minimum is taken over all proper subsets S of

V (G) such that G− S is disconnected and ω(G− S) denotes the number of components of G− S.
Toughness of regular graphs from eigenvalues was first studied by Alon [2] who proved that for

15



any connected d-regular graph G, t(G) > 1
3

(

d2

dλ+λ2 − 1
)

. Brouwer [5] independently showed that

t(G) > d
λ
− 2 for any connected d-regular graph G, and he also conjectured that t(G) ≥ d

λ
− 1 in

[5, 6]. The conjecture has been settled in [28] and was extended to general graphs in [29]. For
bipartite graphs, obviously the toughness is at most 1, and some spectral conditions were obtained
in [13, 16]. For (a, b)-biregular bipartite graphs, the upper bound on toughness can be improved
to min{a/b, b/a}. It would be interesting to investigate toughness of biregular bipartite graphs via
eigenvalues.

Let c be a positive integer. A c-forest is a forest with exactly c components. The cth-order

edge toughness of a graph G is defined as τc(G) = min
{

|F |
ω(G−F )−c

}

, where ω(G − F ) denotes the

number of components of G − F and the minimum is taken over all subsets F of E(G) such that
ω(G − F ) > c. Generalizing the spanning tree packing theorem, Chen, Koh and Peng [8] proved
that for positive integers k and c = 1, 2, · · · , |V (G)| − 1, a graph G has k edge-disjoint spanning
c-forests if and only if τc(G) ≥ k. For c = 1, this is a reformulation of Theorem 3.1. Cioabă and
Wong [15] proposed an open problem to find connections between eigenvalues and τc(G) for c ≥ 2.
It is interesting to study this question for biregular bipartite graphs.
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[14] S.M. Cioabă, A. Ostuni, D. Park, S. Potluri, T. Wakhare and W. Wong, Extremal graphs for
a spectral inequality on edge-disjoint spanning trees, Electron. J. Combin. 29 (2022) P2.56.
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[19] I. Dumitriu and T. Johnson, The Marčenko-Pastur law for sparse random bipartite biregular
graphs, Random Structures Algorithms 48(2) (2016) 313–340.

[20] S. Evra, B. Feigon, K. Maurischat and O. Parzanchevski, Ramanujan Bigraphs, arXiv preprint
arXiv:2312.06507 (2023).

[21] D. Fan, X. Gu and H. Lin, Spectral radius and edge-disjoint spanning trees, J. Graph Theory

104 (2023) 697–711.

[22] K. Feng and W.-C. W. Li, Spectra of hypergraphs and applications, J. Number Theory 60(1)
(1996) 1–22.

[23] M. Fiedler, Algebraic connectivity of graphs, Czechoslovak Math. J. 23 (1973) 298–305.

[24] C.D. Godsil and B. Mohar, Walk generating functions and spectral measures of infinite graphs,
Linear Algebra Appl. 107 (1988) 191–206.

[25] S.J. Gortler, A. Healy, D. Thurston, Characterizing generic global rigidity, Amer. J. Math.

132(4) (2010) 897–939.

17

http://arxiv.org/abs/2312.06507


[26] X. Gu, Spanning rigid subgraph packing and sparse subgraph covering, SIAM J. Discrete

Math. 32(2) (2018) 1305–1313.

[27] X. Gu, Toughness in pseudo-random graphs, European J. Combin. 92 (2021) 103255.

[28] X. Gu, A proof of Brouwer’s toughness conjecture, SIAM J. Discrete Math. 35 (2021) 948–952.

[29] X. Gu and W.H. Haemers, Graph toughness from Laplacian eigenvalues, Algebraic Combina-

torics 5(1) (2022) 53–61.

[30] X. Gu, H.-J. Lai, P. Li and S. Yao, Edge-disjoint spanning trees, edge connectivity and eigen-
values in graphs, J. Graph Theory 81 (2016) 16–29.

[31] X. Gu, W. Meng, M. Rolek, Y. Wang and G. Yu, Sufficient conditions for 2-dimensional global
rigidity, SIAM J. Discrete Math. 35(4) (2021) 2520–2534.

[32] W.H. Haemers, Eigenvalue techniques in design and graph theory, PhD thesis, 1979.

[33] W.H. Haemers, Interlacing eigenvalues and graphs, Linear Algebra Appl. 226-228 (1995) 593–
616.

[34] S. Hoory, N. Linial and A. Wigderson, Expander graphs and their applications, Bulletin of the

American Mathematical Society 43 (2006) 439–562.

[35] B. Jackson and T. Jordán, Connected rigidity matroids and unique realizations of graphs, J.
Combin. Theory Ser. B 94 (2005) 1–29.

[36] B. Jackson and T. Jordán, A sufficient connectivity condition for generic rigidity in the plane,
Discrete Appl. Math. 157 (2009) 1965–1968.

[37] M. Krivelevich and B. Sudakov, Pseudo-random graphs, More sets, graphs and numbers, Bolyai
Soc. Math. Stud. 15, Springer, Berlin, 2006, 199–262.

[38] G. Laman, On graphs and rigidity of plane skeletal structures, J. Engrg. Math. 4 (1970)
331–340.
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