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COMBINATORIAL UPPER BOUNDS FOR THE SMALLEST

EIGENVALUE OF A GRAPH

ARYAN ESMAILPOUR, SARA SAEEDI MADANI, DARIUSH KIANI

Abstract. Let G be a graph, and let λ(G) denote the smallest eigenvalue of G.
First, we provide an upper bound for λ(G) based on induced bipartite subgraphs of
G. Consequently, we extract two other upper bounds, one relying on the average
degrees of induced bipartite subgraphs and a more explicit one in terms of the
chromatic number and the independence number of G. In particular, motivated
by our bounds, we introduce two graph invariants that are of interest on their own.
Finally, special attention goes to the investigation of the sharpness of our bounds
in various classes of graphs as well as the comparison with an existing well-known
upper bound.

1. Introduction

Understanding the adjacency eigenvalues of a graph in terms of combinatorial
invariants and properties of the graph has been an important problem in spectral
graph theory. In particular, the smallest eigenvalue of a graph has been of special
interest to many authors, see for example [1], [7], [14], [15]. There are many papers
in the literature that study both lower bounds [1], [7], [8], and upper bounds [6],
[14] for the smallest eigenvalue.

The smallest eigenvalue of a graph is known to be closely related to its bipar-
tite subgraphs. This approach has taken the attention of several authors, see [2],
[3], [12], [14], and [16]. Moreover, because of this connection, it is natural to con-
sider the smallest eigenvalue as a measure of, roughly speaking, how bipartite the
graph is. The size of a graph’s maximum cut is one common way to interpret its
level of bipartiteness. Therefore, many approximation algorithms for the so-called
Max Cut problem which is an NP-hard problem have been provided through the
aforementioned point of view, see for example [1], [10], [17] and [18].

Aside from the size of the maximum cut, other invariants related to the smallest
eigenvalue have been defined to measure bipartiteness of a graph [2], [3], [5]. In
this paper, we define two additional invariants and study their connection to the
smallest eigenvalue. We focus on the smallest eigenvalue of a graph and provide
some combinatorial upper bounds for it. Then we extend our study by providing
several cases for which our bounds are sharp as well as comparing one of our bounds
with a nice bound due to Nikiforov [14].
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The organization of this paper is as follows. In Section 2, we prove our main
result which gives an upper bound for the smallest eigenvalue of a graph G, see
Theorem 2.1. This bound is based on the induced bipartite subgraphs of G. Mo-
tivated by this bound, we define a new graph invariant of G, denoted by η(G), see
Definition 2.2. Obtaining the exact value of this invariant for any graph is not easy,
but Corollary 2.3 gives an upper bound for it. The same corollary also improves
the bound given in Theorem 2.1. As a consequence of Theorem 2.1, we obtain an-
other upper bound relying on the average degrees of induced bipartite subgraphs
of G. Motivated by this result, we also define another graph invariant for G, denoted
by ι(G), see Definition 2.6. As a first step to compute this new invariant for any
graph, Corollary 2.7 gives an upper bound for it by improving Theorem 2.4. It is
clear that ι(G) is bounded above by mad(G), the so-called maximum average degree
of G. But, in Corollary 2.7, ι(G) can not be replaced by mad(G). We also extract
a more explicit upper bound for the smallest eigenvalue of G in Theorem 2.8. The
chromatic number and the independence number of G play an important role in this
bound.

In Section 3, we discuss several cases for which the bounds given in Section 2 are
sharp. First, we show that the class of graphs for which ι(G) is sharp is closed under
the Cartesian product of graphs. Next, we focus on certain classes of graphs and
evaluate the bound given in Theorem 2.8 for them. For this purpose, we consider
regular bipartite graphs and complete multipartite graphs with equal parts. In
addition, we construct a family of graphs, based on the join product of graphs, for
which the bounds given in Corollary 2.3 and Corollary 2.7 are not sharp. Indeed,
in Example 3.2 we show that the difference between −η(G) and λ(G) can grow to
O(|V (G)|) in general.

In Section 4, we compare our bound given in Theorem 2.8 with a nice well-known
bound given in [14] by Nikiforov. Indeed, we show that if χ(G) = 2 or 3, or if G is
planar, then our bound is less than or equal to Nikiforov’s, see Theorem 4.2. From
an asymptotic point of view, in Corollary 4.4, we deduce that the same result holds
for almost all Kt-free graphs for t = 3, 4.

Throughout the paper, all graphs are finite and simple, (i.e. with no loops, mul-
tiple and directed edges), and by eigenvalues of a graph, we mean eigenvalues of its
adjacency matrix.

2. Upper bounds for the smallest eigenvalue of a graph

Let G be a graph on n vertices with the adjacency matrix A and (adjacency)
eigenvalues λ1(G) ≥ λ2(G) ≥ · · · ≥ λn(G). For simplicity, we denote λn(G) by
λ(G). As usual, we denote the set of vertices and the set of edges of G by V (G) and
E(G), respectively. We denote the set of all induced bipartite subgraphs of G by
B(G). In this section, we provide some upper bounds for λ(G) in terms of certain
invariants of G. The following theorem is our first result.
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Theorem 2.1. Let G be a graph with at least two vertices. If H ∈ B(G) and

V (H) = V1 ∪ V2 is a bipartition of the vertices of H. Then

λ(G) ≤ −|E(H)|
√

|V1||V2|
.

Proof. We define the vector x = (x1, x2, ..., xn)
T such that

xi =















1√
|V1|

if i ∈ V1

−1√
|V2|

if i ∈ V2

0 otherwise

for any i = 1, . . . , n. It is clear that xTx = 2. On the other hand, it is easily seen
that

xTAx = 2
∑

{i,j}∈E(G)

xixj .

Therefore, by using the Rayleigh quotient, we have

(1) λ(G) ≤ xTAx

xTx
=

xTAx

2
=

∑

{i,j}∈E(G)

xixj .

By the definition of x, we have xixj 6= 0 if and only if i, j ∈ V1 ∪ V2. So, we get

(2)
∑

{i,j}∈E(G)

xixj =
∑

{i,j}∈E(H)

xixj =
∑

{i,j}∈E(H)

−1
√

|V1||V2|
=

−|E(H)|
√

|V1||V2|
.

By (1) and (2), we get

λ(G) ≤ −|E(H)|
√

|V1||V2|
,

as desired. �

Motivated by Theorem 2.1, we define the following invariant for graphs:

Definition 2.2. Let G be a graph with at least two vertices. Then we define

η(G) = max

{

|E(H)|
√

|V1||V2|
: H ∈ B(G) with the bipartition V1 ∪ V2

}

.

As an immediate consequence of Theorem 2.1, we get

Corollary 2.3. Let G be a graph with at least two vertices. Then

λ(G) ≤ −η(G).

Recall that the average degree of G, denoted by d(G) is 2|E(G)|
|V (G)|

. Using the notation

in Theorem 2.1, we have

d(H) =
2|E(H)|
|V1|+ |V2|

=
|E(H)|

1
2
(|V1|+ |V2|)

≤ |E(H)|
√

|V1||V2|
.

Therefore, we get
3



Theorem 2.4. Let G be a graph with at least two vertices and H ∈ B(G). Then

λ(G) ≤ −d(H).

Remark 2.5. Note that the statement of Theorem 2.4 can also be obtained by
another argument independent of the proof of Theorem 2.1. Indeed, first note that
it is well known for every graph T that λ1(T ) ≥ d(T ). We use the notation of
Theorem 2.1. Since H is a bipartite graph, we have λ(H) = −λ1(H). So we get

λ(H) ≤ −d(H).

Since H is an induced subgraph of G, by using the interlacing theorem, it can be
seen that

λ(G) ≤ −d(H).

Motivated by Theorem 2.4, we also define the following invariant for graphs.

Definition 2.6. Let G be a graph with at least two vertices. Then we define

ι(G) = max{d(H) : H ∈ B(G)}.
The following corollary immediately follows from Theorem 2.4.

Corollary 2.7. Let G be a graph with at least two vertices. Then

λ(G) ≤ −ι(G).

Recall that the maximum average degree of a graph G, denoted by mad(G) is
defined as

mad(G) = max{d(H) : H is a nonempty subgraph of G}.
This invariant of a graph has been considered by several authors for various purposes,
see for example [4] and [13]. It is clear that

ι(G) ≤ mad(G).

In contrast to ι(G), the maximum average degree of G does not provide a result
similar to Corollary 2.7. For example, if G is a complete graph with n ≥ 3 vertices,
then λ(G) = −1 while mad(G) = n− 1.

Applying Theorem 2.4, we give a more explicit upper bound for λ(G) in the next
theorem. Let α(G) be the independence number of G and χ(G) be the chromatic
number of G. We define

θ(G) = min{n/2, α(G)}.
Theorem 2.8. Let G be a graph with at least one edge. Then

λ(G) ≤ −|E(G)|
(

χ(G)
2

)

θ(G)
.

Proof. First note that one can see that G has an induced bipartite subgraph H such
that

(3) |E(H)| ≥ |E(G)|
(

χ(G)
2

) .

4



Suppose V (H) = V1∪V2 is a bipartition of the vertices of H . Since V1 and V2 are
independent sets in G, we have |V1|, |V2| ≤ α(G), and hence

|V1|+ |V2| ≤ 2θ(G).

So we have

(4) d(H) =
2|E(H)|
|V1|+ |V2|

≥ |E(H)|
θ(G)

.

Therefore, by (3) and (4), together with Theorem 2.4, we deduce that

λ(G) ≤ −|E(G)|
(

χ(G)
2

)

θ(G)
,

as desired. �

3. Evaluation on various classes of graphs

In this section, we provide several cases where the given bounds in Section 2 are
sharp.

3.1. Cartesian Product of Graphs: Let G1 and G2 be two graphs. Recall that
the Cartesian product of G1 and G2, denoted by G1�G2, is a graph whose vertex
set is

V (G1�G2) = {(v, w) : v ∈ V (G1), w ∈ V (G2)},
and two vertices (v1, w1) and (v2, w2) are adjacent in G1�G2 if either v1 = v2 and
{w1, w2} ∈ E(G2) or w1 = w2 and {v1, v2} ∈ E(G1). Now, suppose that the bound
provided in Corollary 2.7 is sharp for both G1 and G2. We show that it is also sharp
for G1�G2. Roughly speaking, the set of graphs for which the aforementioned bound
is sharp, is closed under the Cartesian product.

Proposition 3.1. Let G1 and G2 be two graphs with λ(G1) = −ι(G1) and λ(G2) =
−ι(G2). Then

λ(G1�G2) = −ι(G1�G2).

Proof. Let H1 and H2 be the induced bipartite subgraphs of G1 and G2 correspond-
ing to ι(G1) and ι(G2), respectively. It is well-known that

λ(G1�G2) = λ(G1) + λ(G2).

Since λ(G1) = −ι(G1) and λ(G2) = −ι(G2), we have

(5) λ(G1�G2) = −(ι(G1) + ι(G2)).

Since H1 and H2 are induced bipartite subgraphs of G1 and G2, one can see that
H1�H2 is also an induced bipartite subgraph of G1�G2 with

|E(H1�H2)| = |E(H1)||V (H2)|+ |E(H2)||V (H1)|
and

|V (H1�H2)| = |V (H1)||V (H2)|.
Therefore, we have

5



d(H1�H2) =
2(|E(H1)||V (H2)|+ |E(H2)||V (H1)|)

|V (H1)||V (H2)|

=
2|E(H1)|
|V (H1)|

+
2|E(H2)|
|V (H2)|

= ι(G1) + ι(G2).

Thus, by (5) we get

λ(G1�G2) = −d(H1�H2).

Since λ(G1�G2) ≤ −ι(G1�G2) by Corollary 2.7, and since ι(G1�G2) ≥ d(H1�H2),
we deduce that

λ(G1�G2) = −ι(G1�G2),

as desired. �

3.2. Regular bipartite graphs: Let d ≥ 1 and let G be a d-regular bipartite
graph with 2t vertices. It is well-known that λ(G) = −d. On the other hand, it
is a well-known consequence of Hall’s Marriage Theorem that any regular bipartite
graph has a perfect matching. Therefore, it is easy to see that α(G) = t, and hence
θ(G) = t. Since χ(H) = 2, the given bound in Theorem 2.8 turns to be

−|E(G)|
(

χ(G)
2

)

θ(G)
=

−td

t
= −d.

Thus, for any d-regular bipartite graphs this bound is sharp.

3.3. Complete multipartite graphs with equal parts: Let G be a complete
k-partite graph whose each part consists of t vertices, where k ≥ 2 and t ≥ 1. Then
λ(G) = −t. For the sake of convenience of the reader, we briefly argue this fact.
If k = 2, then G is a complete bipartite graph and it is a well-known fact that
λ(G) = −t. If k ≥ 3, then by considering G as the join of a complete (k−1)-partite
graph with t vertices in each part and the complement of a complete graph over
t vertices, one can use the formula given in [9, Theorem 2.1.8]. Then, by using
induction on k, it follows that λ(G) = −t.

On the other hand, it is obvious that θ(G) = α(G) = t, χ(G) = k and |E(G)| =
(

k

2

)

t2. Therefore, the upper bound given in Theorem 2.8 turns to be

−|E(G)|
(

χ(G)
2

)

θ(G)
= −t,

which shows that this bound is sharp for any multipartite graph with equal parts.

3.4. A family of graphs with nonsharp bounds. We close this section with
the following example which provides a family of dense graphs for which the bounds
given in Corollary 2.3 and Corollary 2.7 are not sharp. Indeed, the difference between
−η(G) and λ(G) can grow to O(|V (G)|) in general.

6



Example 3.2. Given a positive integer s, let Hs = 2Ks ∗ 2Ks be the join of two
copies of the disjoint union of two complete graphs Ks. More precisely, Hs is the
graph with the vertex set V (Hs) = V1 ∪ V2 ∪ V3 ∪ V4 and the edge set

E(Hs) = {{u, v} | u 6= v, u, v ∈ Vi, i ∈ {1, 2, 3, 4}}∪{{u, v} | u ∈ V1∪V2, v ∈ V3∪V4},
where V1 = {1, 2, . . . , s}, V2 = {s + 1, s + 2, . . . , 2s}, V3 = {2s + 1, 2s + 2, . . . , 3s}
and V4 = {3s+ 1, 3s+ 2, . . . , 4s}. Then, we show that

| − η(Hs)− λ(Hs)| ∈ O(|V (Hs)|).
It is easy to see that every induced bipartite subgraph ofHs has at most four vertices,
and hence η(Hs) = 2. On the other hand, the sets Vi’s for i = 1, 2, 3, 4, provide an
equitable partition for Hs with the following divisor matrix

E =









s− 1 0 s s
0 s− 1 s s
s s s− 1 0
s s 0 s− 1









= (s− 1)I + s









0 0 1 1
0 0 1 1
1 1 0 0
1 1 0 0









.

One can see that the least eigenvalue of E is equal to −(s+ 1). Hence, we have

λ(Hs) ≤ −(s + 1) = −(
|V (Hs)|

4
+ 1),

see for example [9, Theorem 3.9.5]. This implies that |−η(Hs)−λ(Hs)| ∈ O(|V (Hs)|),
as desired.

We would like to remark on an alternative tool for the above discussion on λ(Hs).
Indeed, similar to subsection 3.3, applying the formula given in [9, Theorem 2.1.8]
yields the precise value of λ(Hs). More precisely, it can be seen that in fact we have

λ(Hs) = −( |V (Hs)|
4

+ 1).

4. A comparison with Nikiforov’s bound

In this section, we compare the bound provided in Theorem 2.8 with the one given
in the following theorem by Nikiforov in [14] in several cases.

Theorem 4.1. [14, Theorem 1] Let G be a Kr+1-free graph on n vertices and m
edges where r ≥ 2. Then

λ(G) < −2r+1mr

rn2r−1
.

The next theorem provides certain families of graphs for which our bound in
Theorem 2.8 is sharper than the one given in Theorem 4.1.

Theorem 4.2. Let G be a graph with n vertices and m ≥ 1 edges. Suppose that one

of the following conditions holds:

(a) χ(G) = 2 or 3;
(b) G is a planar graph.

Then

− m
(

χ(G)
2

)

θ(G)
≤ −2r+1mr

rn2r−1
.

7



Proof. Suppose that G is r-colorable. Then it is clear that G is Kr+1-free and we
have

m
(

χ(G)
2

)

θ(G)
≥ 2m

r(r − 1)θ(G)
,

since 2 ≤ χ(G) ≤ r. Thus, if each of (a) or (b) holds, then we need to show that

2m

r(r − 1)θ(G)
≥ 2r+1mr

rn2r−1

or equivalently,

(6) n2r−1 ≥ (r − 1) θ(G)2rmr−1.

(a) By the well-known Turán’s theorem, we have m ≤ (1 − 1
r
)n

2

2
, see for exam-

ple [19]. Therefore, by (6), it suffices to show that

n2r−1 ≥ (r − 1) θ(G)2r
((r − 1)n2

2r

)r−1

or equivalently,

n ≥ 2θ(G)
(r − 1)r

rr−1

for r = 2, 3. By the definition of θ(G), it is easy to see that this is the case.
(b) Suppose that G is planar. Then it is 4-colorable, by the well-known 4-color

theorem. We have n ≥ 2. If n = 4 or 5, then one can easily check that (6) holds.
Now, suppose that n 6= 4, 5. Since G is planar, it is also known that m ≤ 3n − 6.
Therefore, to prove (6), it is enough to verify the following inequality

n6 ≥ 24(3n− 6)3,

since θ(G) ≤ n/2. One can easily see that the latter inequality holds for all desired
n 6= 4, 5. �

We would like to end this section with an asymptotic comparison. It is clear that
any r-colorable graph is Kr+1-free, but it is well-known that if n is large enough,
then the number ofKr+1-free graphs on {1, . . . , n} is strictly bigger than the number
of r-colorable graphs on {1, . . . , n}. Kolaitis et al. in [11] studied Kr+1-free graphs
from an asymptotic point of view. More precisely,

Theorem 4.3. [11, Theorem 1] Let Sn(r) be the number of Kr+1-free graphs on

{1, . . . , n}, and let Ln(r) be the number of labeled r-colorable graphs on {1, . . . , n}.
Then

lim
n→∞

(Sn(r)

Ln(r)

)

= 1.

Combining Theorem 4.2, part (a) and Theorem 4.3, we immediately get the fol-
lowing corollary.

Corollary 4.4. Let t = 3, 4. Then, for almost all Kt-free graphs, the inequality

given in Theorem 4.2 holds.
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minimal, II, Linear Algebra and its Applications, Vol. 429, (2008), 2168-2179.
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