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—— Abstract

In this paper, we study a multicut-mimicking network for a hypergraph over terminals T" with a
parameter c. It is a hypergraph preserving the minimum multicut values of any set of pairs over T’
where the value is at most ¢. This is a new variant of the multicut-mimicking network of a graph
in [Wahlstréom ICALP’20], which introduces a parameter ¢ and extends it to handle hypergraphs.
Additionally, it is a natural extension of the connectivity-c mimicking network introduced by
[Chalermsook et al. SODA’21] and [Jiang et al. ESA’22] that is a (hyper)graph preserving the
minimum cut values between two subsets of terminals where the value is at most c.

We propose an algorithm for a hypergraph that returns a multicut-mimicking network over
terminals T with a parameter ¢ having |T|c®("1°8¢) hyperedges in p' ™M) 4 |T|(c" log n)o(”)
where p and r are the total size and the rank, respectively, of the hypergraph.
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1 Introduction

Graph sparsification is a fundamental tool in theoretical computer science. By reducing
the size of a graph while preserving specific properties, such as the value of an objective
function or its approximation, graph sparsification significantly enhances computational
efficiency. This is particularly crucial for practical applications with limited resources and for
handling large-scale data in real-world problems. Due to these advantages, various types of
sparsification results have been presented over the decades, including spanners [5, 10], flow
sparsification [7, 16], and cut sparsification [6]. Additionally, their applications have been
widely studied, such as in designing dynamic algorithms [12]. In this paper, we focus on
graph sparsification specifically tailored for hypergraph separation and cut problems.
Hypergraph separation and cut problems have garnered significant attention due to
their extensive applications and theoretical challenges. These problems are particularly
compelling because hypergraphs offer more accurate modeling of many complex real-world
scenarios compared to normal graphs. Examples include VLSI layout [1], data-pattern-
based clustering [27], and social tagging networks [29]. The transition from graph to
hypergraph separation problems opens up new avenues for research, driven by the need
to address the unique properties and complexities inherent in hypergraphs. Researchers
have thus increasingly focused on developing graph algorithms and theoretical frameworks
for hypergraph problems, such as the small set expansion problem in hypergraphs [21],
spectral sparsification in hypergraphs [2, 14], and connectivity-c mimicking problem in
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hypergraphs [11]. This growing interest underscores the critical importance of hypergraph
separation and cut problems in both theoretical and practical applications.

One of the key problems in (hyper)graph sparsification is the mimicking problem. It aims
to find a graph that preserves minimum cut sizes between any two subsets of vertices called
terminals. A cut between two sets of vertices is a set of edges whose removal disconnects the
given two sets. Kratsch et al. [15] showed that there is a mimicking network with O(73) edges,
where 7 is the number of edges incident to terminals. Chalermsook et al. [3] introduced a
constraint version, called connectivity-c mimicking problem, that aims to preserve minimum
cut sizes between every two subsets of terminals where the size is at most ¢, and they showed
that there is such a graph with O(kc*) edges, which was later improved to O(kc?) [18], where
k is the number of terminals. This result was extended to hypergraphs by Jiang et al. [11].

A crucial variant of the mimicking problem is the multicut-mimicking problem. A multicut
of pairs of vertices is a set of (hyper)edges whose removal disconnects each given pair. Studies
have shown that the multicut problem is highly beneficial in various applications, including
network design, optimization, and security, where maintaining specific connectivity while
minimizing resources is necessary compared to cut problems [13]. It is already known that
the problem is NP-hard even for graphs [9, 23]. A multicut-mimicking network for a set
of terminals in a (hyper)graph is a (hyper)graph that preserves the size of the minimum
multicut for any set of pairs of terminals. Kratsch et al. [15] proposed a method to obtain
Ok) edges,
where k and 7 are the numbers of terminals and incident edges to terminals, respectively.
Wahlstrom [28] refined this method and reduced the number of edges to 701°87),

Unlike the mimicking problem, there is no existing result for the constraint version
of multicut-mimicking network problem, even for graphs. We further study the multicut-
mimicking problem by introducing a parameter c. Precisely, we present an algorithm to

a multicut-mimicking network by contracting edges in a graph except at most 7

compute a hypergraph, that preserves the size of the minimum multicut for any set of pairs
of terminals where the size is at most ¢, with a linear size in the number of terminals while
the previous best-known result for multicut-mimicking network, without the parameter c,
has an exponential size [15]. It will allow for more refined control over the sparsification
process, enabling the construction of smaller and more efficient networks. For instance, this
notion in mimicking problem was utilized for a dynamic connectivity problem [12].

Our result. In this paper, we study wvertex sparsifiers for multiway connectivity with a
parameter ¢ > 0. Our instance (G, T, c¢) consists of an undirected hypergraph G, terminal
set T C V(G), and a parameter c. Precisely, we construct a hypergraph that preserves
minimum multicut values over T" where the value is at most c. It is the first result for the
multicut-mimicking networks adapting the parameter ¢ even for graphs.

Previously, the best-known multicut-mimicking network had a quasipolynomial size in the
total degree of terminals in T' [28], specifically |07 |°(°819T) By introducing the parameter
¢, we demonstrate that a multicut-mimicking network for (G, T, ¢) exists with a size linear
in |T'|. This allows us to utilize the near-linear time framework of Jiang et al. [11] to find
a mimicking network using the expander decomposition of Long and Saranurak [20]. Our
result is summarized in Theorem 1. Here, m = |E(G)| and r is the rank of G.

» Theorem 1. For (G,T,c), we can compute a multicut-mimicking network of at most
kcOr1o8 ) hyperedges in pt o) +k(c" 18 ¢ log n) O "Im time, where k = |T| andp =3 .. le].

Outline. Our work extends the framework from connectivity-c mimicking networks for
hypergraphs, introduced by Jiang et al. [11], to multicut-mimicking networks, as well as adapt-
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ing methods from multicut-mimicking networks for graphs, introduced by Wahlstrom [28], to
hypergraphs with a parameter c. While we broadly follow the previous approaches, we extend
the concepts and methods used in the previous studies to fit the multicut-mimicking problem
in hypergraphs with the parameter c. This extension allows us to handle the complexities of
hypergraphs effectively.

We introduce notions used in this paper in Section 2 and illustrate an efficient algorithm
to compute a small-sized multicut-mimicking network outlined in Theorem 1 in Section 3.
We give an upper bound for the size of minimal multicut-mimicking networks of hypergraphs
in Section 4, which is a witness for the performances of our algorithm outlined in Theorem 1.

2 Preliminaries

A hypergraph G is a pair (V(G), E(G)), where V(G) denotes the set of vertices and F(G) is
a collection of subsets of V(G) referred to as hyperedges. If the context is clear, we write V'
and E. The rank of G is defined as the size of its largest hyperedge. For a vertex v € V, a
hyperedge e is said to be incident to v if v € e. For a vertex set X C V, let 05X denote the
set of hyperedges in E containing at least one vertex from X and one from V '\ X, and let
E(X) denote the set of hyperedges fully contained in X. Additionally, we let G/e denote the
contraction of a hyperedge e in G obtained by merging all vertices in e into a single vertex
and modifying the other hyperedges accordingly. A path in a hypergraph is defined as a
sequence of hyperedges such that any two consecutive hyperedges contain a common vertex.

Consider a partition (Xi,...,Xs) of a vertex set X C V. We call each subset X; a
component of this partition. Additionally, the cut of (X1,...,X;) in G is defined as the
set of hyperedges of G intersecting two different components. We let [a] = {1,...,a} and
[a,b] = {a,...,b} for integers a < b. Furthermore, let | X| denote the number of elements of
a set X. For a hyperedge e € E(G), we let |e] to denote the number of vertices in e.

In this paper, an instance (G, T, c) consists of a hypergraph G, a set T'C V(G), and a
positive constant c¢. We refer to the vertices in T' as terminals. For a set R of pairs of T, a
multicut of R in G is a set of hyperedges F C F(G) such that every connected component
in G\ F contains at most one element of every pair {¢,¢'} € R. We construct a multicut-
mimicking network H of (G, T,c) that is a hypergraph obtained from G by contraction
of hyperedges which preserves the size of minimum multicut for all set R of pairs over T'
where the size is at most c. Precisely, if a multicut F of R exists in G with |F| < ¢, then a
multicut F’ of R exists in H with |F'| < |F|. We say H is minimal if no contraction H/e is
a multicut-mimicking network of (G, T, c). Analogously, we define a minimal instance. We
address the multicut-mimicking problem by utilizing multiway cuts.

2.1 Multiway Cuts and Essential Edges

We refer to a partition of terminals T as a terminal partition. For a terminal partition
T, a hyperedge set I is termed a multiway cut of T if any two terminals from different
components in 7 are not connected in G \ F. Furthermore, if there is no multiway cut of
size less than |F|, then F' is called a minimum multiway cut of T in G. Let min-cutg(T)
denote the minimum multiway cut size of the partition in G. A hyperedge e € E(G) is said
to be essential for (G, T, c) if there exists a terminal partition 7 with min-cutg(7) < ¢ such
that every minimum multiway cut of 7 in G contains e. Otherwise, e is non-essential.

Multicuts and multiway cuts in graphs are closely related [28, Proposition 2.2]. We observe
that this close relation also holds in hypergraphs. Briefly, a contraction of a non-essential
hyperedge is a multicut-mimicking network by Lemma 2.
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Figure 1 The colored square points mark terminals in the graph. (a) The edges e and e’ are both
non-essential edges. (b) Contraction {e, e’} cannot preserve the minimum cut between red terminals
and blue terminals.

» Lemma 2. For a hyperedge e of G, G/e is a multicut-mimicking network for (G, T, c) if
and only if e is non-essential for (G,T,c).

Proof. If e is essential for (G,T,c), then min-cutg/.(7) > min-cutg(7) for some terminal
partition 7 where any minimum multiway cut of 7 for T contains e and min-cutg(7T) < c.
Let R be the set of all pairs of T" where two elements are from different components in 7.
Any multicut of R is a multiway cut of 7, and vice versa. Thus the minimum multicut value
of R in G/e is strictly larger than the value in G. Thus, the ‘if’ direction holds.

To prove the ‘only if’ direction, we assume that e is non-essential, then fix an arbitrary
set R of pairs of T' which has a minimum multicut F' in G of size at most ¢. Let T be
the terminal partition according to G\ F. Any multiway cut 7 is a multicut of R and
min-cutg(7) < |F|. There is a multiway cut of 7 in G excluding e of size at most |F| since
e is non-essential. Therefore, there is a minimum multiway cut of 7 in G/e of size at most
|F'| which is also a minimum multicut of R in G/e. This implies that the minimum multicut
value of R in G/e cannot exceed that in G. Since contracting a hyperedge cannot decrease
any minimum multicut value, G/e preserves the minimum multicut value of R. In conclusion,
G/e is a multicut-mimicking network. |

A multicut-mimicking network is minimal if and only if every hyperedge is essential. Note
that we cannot contract multiple non-essential hyperedges simultaneously. This is because
even if two hyperedges e and e’ are non-essential in (G, T, ¢), the contraction G/{e, €'} might
not be a multicut-mimicking network of (G, T,c) even for a graph G, not a hypergraph.
Figure 1 shows a counterexample. In this paper, we construct a multicut-mimicking network
by finding and contracting non-essential hyperedges one by one.

2.2 Restricted Hypergraphs and Subinstances

The subinstance (é[X},TX, ex) of (G, T,c) for X C V(G) is constructed as follows. Refer
to Figure 2 (a-b). For each hyperedge e € 90X, we insert a vertex a., and we choose an
arbitrary terminal ¢, in e N (X NT). If no such terminal exists, we insert a new vertex t..
We refer to ae,t. as the anchored terminals of e, and (e N X) U {ae,t.} as the restricted
hyperedge of e, denoted by ex. We obtain G[X ] from G through the following: i) add the
anchored terminals of the hyperedges in X, ii) replace the hyperedges in X with their
restricted hyperedges, and iii) delete the vertices V' \ X and the hyperedges E(V \ X). We
call it the restricted hypergraph of G for X. Let Tx denote the set of all terminals in TN X
and the anchored terminals, and ¢x = min{c, |Tx|}. All subinstances preserve all essential
hyperedges in the original instance by Lemma 3. Figure 2 sketches its proof.

» Lemma 3. If a hyperedge e is non-essential in a subinstance (é[X},TX,cX), then e is
also non-essential in the original instance (G, T,c). Furthermore, e is not in dgX.
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Figure 2 Illustration of proof of Lemma 3. (a) Illustration of a terminal partition 7 and G \ F.
The dotted circle separates X (inside) and V \ X (outside). (b) Illustration of G[X], terminal
partition Tx, and the vertex partition consisting of G[X] \ Fx. Blue and red squared points are
anchored terminals a.s and t.s, respectively, for ¢’ € 0X. (c) Tllustration of G \ (Fx U F). The
multiway cut (Fx U F) is a minimum multiway cut of 7~ and excluding e.

Proof. Note that e is not a restricted hyperedge since a restricted hyperedge e’y is the unique
cut separating two anchored terminals a.s and t., within e’y. Thus, e is in E(X) C E(G).
We fix an arbitrary terminal partition 7 of T" with min-cutg(7) < ¢, and we construct a
minimum multiway cut of T excluding e. Let F' be a minimum multiway cut of 7 in G, and
let F=F\ (E(X)UdX). Note that F'\ F is the set of hyperedges in the multiway cut F
intersecting X. Note that if F has the hyperedge e, then e is in F'\ F.

We obtain a multiway cut of 7 from X by replacing F'\ F as a multiway cut excluding e
using the subinstance (G[X], Tx,cx). Recall that T is the union of 7N X and the anchored
terminals a. and ¢ for each restricted hyperedges €’y with ¢’ € 9X. Furthermore, a.’s are
not in the original graph G. Let Tx be the terminal partition of T'x constructed as follows.
First, we start from the partition Tx of T'N X according to G \ F. Then we insert ¢/ for
each e’y € 9X into an arbitrary component in 7Tx which is connected in G\ F if t., ¢ TN X.
Finally, we insert a.s for each e’y € 0X into the same component in Tx with ¢ if ¢’ ¢ F,
otherwise, we insert the isolated component {a. } into Tx. By construction, the restricted
hyperedges of F' on X form a multiway cut of the terminal partition 7x of Tx of which the
size is at most cx = min{c, |Tx|}. Since e is not an essential hyperedge (G[X], Tx, cx), there
is a minimum multiway cut of Tx in G[X] excluding e. Let Fx be the set of hyperedges €’
in the original graph G where its restricted hyperedge €’y is in the minimum multiway cut of

Tx excluding e.

We demonstrate that Fx U F is a multiway cut of 7 in G excluding e. This completes
the proof since it excludes e and its size is at most that of F' which is a minimum multiway
cut of 7. For this, we fix an arbitrary path 7w in G between two components of 7, and we
show that it contains at least one hyperedge in Fx U F. Recall that F is a multiway cut of
7T, and thus, 7 has a hyperedge in F. If 7 is fully contained in G[X] or G[V \ X], our claim
holds naturally. Furthermore, if 7 > ¢’ with ¢’ € F N 0X, then the anchored terminals a/
and te are in the different components in Ty by construction. Thus, €’ is a hyperedge in F,
which implies our claim holds. In the other scenario, 7 is decomposed into several subpaths
by the hyperedges 0X. If a subpath fully contained in é[V \ X] has a hyperedge in F', the
hyperedge is in F. For a subpath fully contained in G[X], the subpath is not in G \ Fy if it
is not in G\ F since Fx corresponds to the multiway cut of Tx of Tx according to G \ F.
In conclusion, 7 has a hyperedge in Fx U F. Thus, Fx U F is a multiway cut of 7 in G. <«
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3 Efficient Algorithm for Computing Multicut-Mimicking Networks

In this section, we design an algorithm to compute a minimal multicut-mimicking network
for (G, T, c), where G is a hypergraph. We broadly follow the approach of Jiang et al. [11].
Since their original algorithm was designed for mimicking networks, not multicut-mimicking
networks, we need to modify their algorithm. First, we introduce their algorithm briefly.
Jiang et al. [11] designed an algorithm to find a connectivity-¢ mimicking network for
hypergraphs using the expander decomposition of Long and Saranurak [20]. Precisely, they
designed an algorithm to find a connectivity-c¢ mimicking network of size linear in |7’ for an
expander G with terminals T, and then, they extended it for a general hypergraph using the
expander decomposition. For a parameter ¢ > 0, a hypergraph G (and instance (G, T, ¢)) is
called a ¢-expander if either E(X) or E(V \ X) has at most ¢~!|0X| hyperedges for any
vertex set X C V(G). The following explains the key idea of their and our algorithm.
Recall that contracting a non-essential hyperedge obtains a smaller mimicking network by
Lemma 2. Generally, a non-essential hyperedge can be found by comparing every terminal
partition and subset of hyperedges, which is time-consuming. However, if we suppose
that the given instance is an expander, then we can do this more efficiently by comparing
useful terminal partitions and their minimum multiway cuts instead of whole partitions and
hyperedge subsets. We adapt concepts used in the previous research such as useful terminal
partitions to suit our needs, and we newly introduce the concept core of a multiway cut
which refers to a small-sized vertex set including whole hyperedges of the multiway cut.

Useful terminal partitions, connected multiway cuts, and cores. Assume that the instance
(G, T,c) is a ¢p-expander and G is a connected hypergraph. For a multiway cut F' in G, we
define the core of F' as the union C' of connected components X in G\ F with |[E(X)| < ¢~ F|.
The definition of an expander guarantees that at most one component in G \ F' has more
than ¢~!|F| hyperedges. Therefore, the multiway cut F includes all hyperedges OC and is
contained in E(C)UJC. We say F is a connected multiway cut in (G, T, ¢) if it is a minimum
multiway cut of some terminal partition with |F| < ¢ and T'N C is connected in G[C], where
C' is the core of F and G [C] is the restricted hypergraph defined in Section 2.2. A terminal
partition is said wuseful if every minimum multiway cut of it is a connected multiway cut.

Since every core of connected multiway cuts has a small number of vertices and hyperedges
in ¢-expander, we can enumerate all of them efficiently. Additionally, since a core includes its
corresponding multiway cut, we can also enumerate all connected multiway cuts and useful
partitions. Details are in Section 3.1. The most interesting property is that comparing all
useful partitions is sufficient to find a non-essential hyperedge.

» Lemma 4. A hyperedge e € E is essential for (G, T,c) if and only if there is a useful
partition such that every minimum multiway cut for it contains e.

Proof. The ‘if” direction is trivial since it is consistent with the definition of essential. For the
only if” direction, we assume that e is essential for (G,T,¢). Let T be a terminal partition
minimizing min-cutg(7) of which every minimum multiway cut involves e. In the following,
we show that T is a useful partition by contradiction. Figure 3 illustrates this proof.

3

Assume that 7 is not a useful partition for (G, T, ¢), and let F' be a minimum multiway
cut of 7 which is not a connected multiway cut. If the core of F is V(G), then F is a
connected multiway cut. Therefore, the core is the complement of some connected component
X in G\ F. Let C be the connected component in G — X that intersects the hyperedge
e. Refer to Figure 3(a). Then we decompose the multiway cut F into F, and F where
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Figure 3 Illustration of the proof of Lemma 4. (a) Illustration of the terminal partition 7 and
the vertex partition according to G \ F. The middle gray area is X. The right three red areas form
C. (b) Illustration of the terminals partition 7’ and the partition of G \ F’. (c) Illustration of the
partition G\ (F' U F). F' U F is a multiway cut of 7 excluding e.

F,=FNE(CUX)and F = F\ F.. By the construction, we have F, C F and e € F,. We
construct a minimum multiway cut of 7 excluding e that completes the proof.

Let 7' be the terminal partition according to G \ F.. Since F, C F and we chose T
as minimizing min-cutg(7) while any minimum multiway cut of 7 contains e, there is a
multiway cut F’ of 77 excluding e. We claim that F’ U F' is a minimum multiway cut of 7~
excluding e which contradicts and completes the proof. Refer to Figure 3(b-c). Note that
the multiway cut has a size at most |F'| and excludes e by construction. Thus, it is sufficient
to show that there is no path in G'\ (F' U F') between two components in 7.

Consider a path 7 in G between two terminals in different components in 7. Note that 7
is not a path in G\ F, and thus, 7 is not in G\ F, or G\ F. Recall that F” is the multiway
cut of the terminal partition according to G \ F,. That means 7 is not in G\ F” if it is not
in G'\ F,. Therefore, there is no path in G'\ (F’ U F) between two components in 7. <

3.1 Useful Terminal Partitions in Expanders

In this section, we explain how to efficiently enumerate all useful terminal partitions and
their minimum multiway cuts. Then, we explain how to compute a multicut-mimicking
network for an expander using the enumerated list along with Lemma 4. Here, the instance
(G,T,c) is a ¢-expander and G is a connected hypergraph.

The key is based on Observation 5. Briefly, cores in a ¢-expander have a small number of
vertices and hyperedges. The observation enables us to find all cores of connected multiway
cuts and subsequently enumerate all useful partitions. However, it is possible to enumerate
terminal partitions that are not useful. Therefore, we need to prune the enumerated lists for
useful terminal partitions and their minimum multiway cuts.

» Observation 5. For a connected multiway cut F' and its core C, the restricted hypergraph
G[C] is connected and has at most (3¢~ + 1)|F| hyperedges.

Proof. First, we show that G[C] has at most (3¢~" + 1)|F| hyperedges Since we assume
that G is a ¢-expander, at most one connected component in G'\ F has more than ¢~ !|F|
hyperedges within. If there is such a component X, then the core C' is V' \ X. Furthermore
G[V \ X] has at most ¢—'|F| + | F| hyperedges since we have |E(V \ X)| < ¢~!|F| from the
assumption that G is a ¢-expander, and thus, the lemma holds. In the following, we suppose
that every connected component has at most ¢~1|F| hyperedges, and let (V1,..., V) be the
vertex partition consisting of all connected components in G \ F.

Note that F(G) is decomposed by E(Vi),...,E(V;), and F. For the smallest index
J*in [s] with 37,0 [E(V3)| > ¢~ F|, the following inequalities hold by the ¢-expander
condition:
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Y IEW)<¢7MF| and Y |E(Vi)| < ¢ F.
i€y —1] i€[j*+1,s]

Thus, G has at most (3¢~" + 1)|F| hyperedges since the size of F(V«) is at most ¢—*|F].

We show that G[C] is connected. Recall that every terminal T N C' is connected in G[C].
As observed before, V' \ C is connected in G\ F'. This implies that the anchored terminals in
G [C] are also connected to T'N C. Precisely, we have 9C' C F' by construction. Additionally,
for a hyperedge e € F, if there is no path in G\ (F'\ €) between a vertex in e and T'NC, then
we can obtain a smaller multiway cut F’ then F' so that the terminal partitions according to
G\ F and G\ F’, respectively, are equal. This contradicts that F' is a minimum multiway cut
of some terminal partition, thus, this scenario does not happen. Furthermore, for a vertex in
G[C] not connected to T N C, it is connected to an anchored terminal in G[C], and thus, it
is connected to 7N C. In conclusion, G [C] is a connected hypergraph. |

Enumerating connected multiway cuts. Jiang et al. [11] designed an algorithm to enumerate
all connected vertex sets C with |0C| < ¢, |E(C)| < M, and t € C in the ¢-expander G when
a vertex t € V(G) and two integers ¢, M are given as an input. Algorithm 2 is the pseudocode
of the algorithm. This algorithm takes (r(M + ¢))°("® time. Additionally, the number of
enumerated connected vertex sets is at most (r(M 4 ¢))°("¢). We use this algorithm along
with Observation 5 for enumerating all connected multiway cuts.

Note that every connected multiway cut has a core C with |E(C)| < (3¢~ + 1)c by
Observation 5. Furthermore, each of their core must contain a terminal ¢ € T since a connected
multiway cut is a minimum multiway cut of some terminal partition of T'. By utilizing the
above algorithm for every terminal in T by fixing two integers ¢ and M = (3¢~! + 1)c, we
can enumerate all cores C for every connected multiway cut in (G, T, c). Additionally, by
enumerating all hyperedge sets F’ in E(C) U (0gC) with |F’| < ¢ and 9C C F’, we can
enumerate multiway cuts including all connected multiway cuts. Since F(C) has at most
(3¢~ + 1)c hyperedges, each C' enumerates (c¢_1)o(c) multiway cuts. Algorithm 1 provides
the pseudocode of this process.

In conclusion, we enumerate |T|(rc¢~")°"®) multiway cuts including all connected mul-
tiway cuts of size at most ¢ in |T|(rcp=1)9®) time. Furthermore, there are at most
|T|(rcg=")O¢) terminal partitions of T' contributed by the enumerated multiway cuts since
at most rc¢ number of connected components are occurred by removing at most ¢ hyperedges.
These terminal partitions include all useful partitions since a minimum multiway cut of a
useful partition is a connected multiway cut.

Pruning useful terminal partitions. To check whether a terminal partition is useful or not,
we need to verify if C' N T is connected in G[C] for each core C' of its minimum multiway
cuts. Specifically, it is sufficient to check the inclusion-wise minimal cores among them. For
this, we utilize important cuts R, which inclusion-wise maximizes R C V while maintaining
the size of the cut OR. The definition aligns with our needs as outlined in Lemma 6.

For two disjoint vertex sets A and B, let R be a vertex set containing A while excluding
B. We say OR is an important cut of (A, B) if there is no R’ 2 R excluding B with
|OR'| < |OR]|. This definition holds even if A = {). In a directed graph, an important cut is
defined analogously by setting OR as the outgoing arcs from R to V' \ R. Furthermore, there
is an FPT algorithm for enumerating all important cuts in a directed graph [8].

» Lemma 6. For a terminal partition T with min-cute(T) < ¢, the following are equivalent:



K. Cho and E. Oh

Algorithm 1 ConnectedMultiwayCuts(G, ¢, ¢)

Input: A hypergraph G who is ¢-expander and ¢ > 0
Output: All connected multiway cuts FF C E(G) in G.
C+0
for each vertex t € V(G) do
C < C U EnumerateCutsHelp(G,t,0 ;¢,3co~! + ¢)
end for
F«{}
for each C € C and a hyperedge set F' C E(C) with |0C U F'| < ¢ do
F+— FU{oCUF'}
end for
return F

Algorithm 2 EnumerateCutsHelp(G, ¢, X; ¢, M)

Input: A hypergraph G, a vertex t in G, X C V, and two integers ¢, M > 0
Output: All connected vertex set C in G — X with ¢t € C, |0cC| < ¢, |E(C)| < M.
1. if |X| > rc then
2: return {}
3: else

4: Run DFS in G[V \ X] starting from ¢ and STOP after visiting M + 1 edges
5: C «+ visited vertex set

6: E « visited hyperedge set

7: if |0¢C| < ¢ and |E| < M then

8: return C

9: end if

10 C<+{}

11: for each v € C' do

12: C + C U EnumerateCutsHelp(G,t, X U {v};c, M)
13: end for

14: return C

15: end if

(1) T is a useful terminal partition of T, and

(ii) Every minimum multivay cut F of T is a connected multiway cut if some component T' in

T and important cut R of (T', T\T") satisfy OR C F, |E(R)| > c¢~!, and FNE(R) = 0.

Proof. Note that (i) — (ii) direction is trivial since it is consistent with the definition of
useful. We demonstrate the reverse direction using contradiction.

Let 7 be a terminal partition satisfying (ii). For an arbitrary minimum multiway cut F'
of T, we show that it is a connected multiway cut which implies (i). If the core of F is V,
then it is trivial since G is a connected hypergraph. Otherwise, the core of F' is V' \ X for a
connected component X in G\ F with |E(X)| > c¢~! because G is a ¢-expander. Recall
that a core of a multiway cut is the whole vertex set or the complement set of the largest
connected component according to the multiway cut. In this proof, we obtain a component
T’ of T and an important cut R with R D X outlined in this lemma so that they would be
a witness that 7'\ X is connected in G[V \ X].

Let T’ be the terminal component in 7 intersecting X. If X has no terminal in T, then
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we choose an arbitrary component 7’ in 7. Let OR be an important cut of (X, 7T\ T") with
|OR| < |0X|, where X is the union of all components according to G'\ F' which intersects 7.
We obtain a multiway cut F’ of T from F by replacing the hyperedges contained in E(R)
with OR. Then the following conditions hold:

X CR,ORCF,and F'NE(R) =0,

|E(R)| > c¢!, and

F’ is a minimum multiway cut of T.

The first condition holds by construction. The second one holds due to X C R and
|E(X)| > cg~!. Note that the obtained F” is a multiway cut of 7 by construction. Further-
more, its size is at most |F| — [0X| 4+ |0R| which is at most |F|. Thus, the last condition
also holds. Recall that F' is a minimum multiway cut of T.

By the above conditions, we have that F’ is a minimum multiway cut of 7, and also
a connected multiway cut where V' \ R is the core of F’ by (ii). Furthermore, T'\ X is
connected in G[V'\ X] as it is connected in G[V \ Rl and V \ R ¢ V C X. In conclusion, F
is a connected multiway cut, and thus, the lemma holds. |

We construct an auxiliary directed graph D™ to enumerate important cuts in G. For
instance (G, T, c), the vertex set of D" is the union of V(G) and two copies Ej, and Eoy; of
E(G). For a hyperedge e in E(G), we use ej, and eqyt to denote the copies of e in Ei, and
Eout, respectively, and we insert one arc from e;, to eqy. For each v € V(G) and e € E(Q)
with v € e, we insert 2c¢ parallel arcs from v to e;, and from ey to v. Important cuts in G
correspond one-to-one with those in D",

We can enumerate all important cuts of G by applying the FPT algorithm for D", There
are at most 22" number of important cuts in G, and they can be enumerated in 29"
time [8], where m = |E(G)|. By Lemma 6, we can prune all useful terminal partitions in
IT|(reg=1)°P)m time among the |T|(rcg=1)°®) enumerated candidates.

Lemma 7 summarizes this section. In the remainder, we give an algorithm to compute a
minimal multicut-mimicking network for ¢-expander using it.

» Lemma 7. There are |T|(rce=")°") useful partitions and their minimum multiway cuts
in a ¢-expander (G,T,c). We can enumerate all of them in |T|(rcé=")OT)m time.

Proof. Recall that n and m denote the number of vertices and hyperedges, respectively, in G.
We can enumerate all k(rcp=1)°¢) number of connected multiway cuts of size at most ¢ in
k(rcg=1)Oe) time. Thus, k(rcg=')°("¢) terminal partitions are obtained including all useful
partitions. In the following, we select out all useful partitions among them in k(rcqﬁ_l)o(’”c)m
time. Subsequently, we prune all minimum multiway cuts.

To prune useful partitions, we construct a directed graph D™ which preserves all important
cuts in G of size at most ¢ in Section 3.1. The vertex set of D" is the union of V(G) and
two copies Ei, and Eoy of E(G). For a hyperedge e in E(G), we use e, and eqyt; to denote
the copied e in Ei, and Fo, respectively. For each v € V(G) and e € E(G) with v € e, we
insert 2¢ parallel arcs from v to ej, and from ey to v. Additionally, we insert one arc from
ein t0 eou for every e € E(G). The obtained directed graph D™ preserves all important cuts
of size at most ¢ in G by Observation 8.

» Observation 8. For disjoint A, B C V(G) and R D A with |0gR)| < ¢, g R is an important
cut of (A, B) in G if and only if {em — €out | € € Og R} is that in D™°.

Proof. Let F = {ein — €out | € € g R}, and R4 be the reachable vertices from R in D"\ F.
The goal is to show that OR is an important cut of (A4, B) in G if and only if Opinc R 4 is that in
Dire. Tt is trivial that the vertex set R4 NV (G) in D™ contains R in V(G). Additionally, the



K. Cho and E. Oh

others V(G) \ R is excluded by R4. The ‘if’ direction naturally holds from this observation.

Precisely, if O R is not an important cut in G, there is a cut {ei, — eout | € € dgR'} in D"
with R C R' and [0R| > |OR'|. The reachable vertex set R/, from R’ in D"\ F is a witness
that dpinc R4 is not an important cut in D"

For the ‘only if ’ direction, we suppose that F is not an important cut in D™, and
consider Ry D R, with |OpincR4| is at most |F'|. Note that there are 2c number of outgoing
arcs from v to e, (and from el to v) in D" when v € /. Thus, R/, includes e/, where €’ is

incident to some vertex in R’y N V(G) in G. Additionally, el is excluded by R/, where €’ is
incident to some vertex in V(G) \ R/, in G. From these observations, we have that R/, is

a proper superset of R4 if and only if R/, N V(G) is a proper superset of R4 NV (G) = R.

Furthermore, |0pincR'y| > |0c(R'y NV (G))|. Thus, R/, NV (G) is the witness that g R is not
an important cut in G. In conclusion, {ei, — eout | € € g R} is an important cut in D" if
JcR is that in G. <

Therefore, we can obtain all important cuts of size at most ¢ in G by applying the
following lemma for D",

» Lemma 9 ([8, Theorem 8.36]). For a directed graph D and two disjoint vertex sets
A, B C V(D), there are 2°() number of important (A, B)-cuts of size at most c. Furthermore,
all of them can be enumerated in 209 (|E(D)| + |V(D)|) time.

Since the directed graph D" has at most 2rc(n + m) arcs, the algorithm outlined in
Lemma 9 enumerates 2°(¢) important cuts in G in r22°(©)m time. Note that n < rm.

For a terminal partition 7 and an important cut OR of (T7, T\T"') where T" is a component
of T, we can check the condition (ii) of Lemma 6 in (c¢~1)?()m time. Precisely, we first
check whether |E(R)| > c¢~" and |OR| < ¢. Then check all (c¢~1)?(©) number of minimum
multiway cuts F' are connected multiway cut or not where F' is the union of R and a subset
of E(V '\ R) of size at most c. Note that |E(V \ R)| is at most c¢~! since our instance is a
¢-expander.

Since there are at most rc components in T, we can check whether a terminal partition
T is a useful terminal partition or not in r2(c¢_1)o(0)m time by Lemma 4 and Lemma 9. In
conclusion, we can prune all useful partition in k(rc¢=1)°m time among k(rcg=1)0(re)
candidates. In the following, we prune all minimum multiway cuts of the useful terminal
partitions among k(rc¢~1)°(¢) candidates.

When we have exactly all useful partitions, we can prune all minimum multiway cuts
among the enumerated multiway cuts at the first phase by comparing the sizes of multiway
cuts contributing the same useful partition of 7. Recall that a minimum multiway cut of a
useful partition is a connected multiway cut.

In conclusion, we can enumerate all useful terminal partitions and their minimum multiway
cuts in k(re¢=1)?"m time. Furthermore, the number of them is at most k(rcg=)C¢). <

3.2 Algorithm for ¢-Expanders

In this section, we illustrate how to obtain a minimal instance H with respect to a ¢-expander
(G,T,c) for ¢ > 0. Precisely, we give a detailed proof for Lemma 10. Note that a minimal
multicut-mimicking network has at most |T|cO(Tlog ¢} hyperedges by Theorem 13. Here,
k=1T|, m = |E(G)|, and r is the rank of G.

» Lemma 10. For a ¢-expander (G, T, c), we can find a minimal multicut-mimicking network
in |T|(re¢=1)C)m time. Moreover, it has at most |T|cP("1°8) hyperedges.

11
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Algorithm. If the instance has at most O(c¢~1) hyperedges, then we enumerate all multiway
cuts where the size is at most ¢, and their consisting terminal partitions. Then we find a
non-essential hyperedge e and contract it. Recursively, we find and contract a non-essential
hyperedge in the (G/e, T, c) until in which every hyperedge is essential.

If G has more than (3c¢~! + ¢) hyperedges, then we detect all essential hyperedges using
Lemma 4. Precisely, we enumerate all useful partitions and their minimum multiway cuts
where the size is at most ¢ using Lemma 7. Recall that the enumerated multiway cuts are
connected multiway cuts. Then we check whether a hyperedge e is essential by detecting all
minimum multiway cuts containing e and all useful partitions contributed by them. Precisely,
for each of the useful partitions, check whether another minimum multiway cut exists except
them while excluding e. If e is essential, then we move to the next hyperedge. Otherwise,
we contract e and move to the next hyperedge for detecting non-essential hyperedges in
(G/e,T,c). After the first iteration, we do not call the algorithm again outlined in Lemma 7.
Instead, we delete every multiway cut containing e among the enumerated minimum multiway
cuts before moving to the next iteration, where e is the contracted non-essential hyperedge.

We visit every hyperedge at most once until (i) at most (3c¢~! + ¢) hyperedges are
left or (ii) every hyperedge has been visited. When we reach the case (i), we compute a
multicut-mimicking network of the current instance using the algorithm for the case that
m € O(c¢™!) which is already illustrated. In the latter case, every hyperedges is essential in
the current instance. Thus, we return it as a solution of the original instance.

Correctness. Note that a contraction of a ¢-expander is also a ¢-expander. Furthermore,
contraction of a non-essential hyperedge is a multicut-mimicking network by Lemma 2.

The algorithm for the instance with m < (3cg~! + ¢) is trivial since it is a brute force
algorithm. For the instance with m > (3c¢~! + ¢), its correctness is guaranteed by Lemma 4
and an observation: no new connected multiway cut is occurred by contracting a non-
essential hyperedge while m > (3c¢~! + ¢). Precisely, if (G/e, T, c) has more than (3cp~! +c)
hyperedges, a connected multiway cut in (G/e, T, ¢) is also that in (G, T, ¢). This observation
implies that all useful partitions and their minimum multiway cuts in (G /e, T, ¢) were already
enumerated at the beginning of this algorithm. In the following, we prove the observation.

For a multiway cut F' in a contraction G/e with |F| < ¢, it corresponds to a multiway cut
F in the original graph G with the same size. This implies that if F' is a minimum multiway
cut of a terminal partition in G'/e, then F is also that in G. Note that F does not contain e.
We suppose that F is a connected multiway cut of (G/e, T, c), and we show that F is that
in (G,T,c). Let C and C be the cores of F in G/e and F in G, respectively. If C' and C
are equal, then F is a connected multiway cut. For the other case, there are two possible
cases: C' C C or C'C C. This is because the size of a connected component in G\ F cannot
be increased by contracting a hyperedge e not in F. The first case C C C occurs only if
C contains the hyperedge e. Then TN C = T N C is connected in G[C’], and thus, F is a
connected multiway cut in G. The latter case C' C C only if the size of V'\ C is decreased
under c¢~! by contracting e. In such a case, C' = V(G/e). That means |E(G/e)| = |E(C)|
and it is at most 3c¢~! + ¢ by Observation 5.

Time complexity. Recall that if G has O(c¢~") hyperedges, there are (cp~')9() number
of multiway cuts of size at most ¢. Moreover, at most (rc¢')2("®) number of terminal
partitions are obtained by the multiway cuts. Then we can find all essential hyperedges in
(re¢=1)P(¢) time, and also a non-essential hyperedge e if exists. Therefore, we can meet a
point that all hyperedges are essential before O(c¢~') iterations, it takes (re¢=1)¢) time.
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In the following, we analyze the case for m > (3co~! + ¢).

We enumerate all useful partitions and their minimum multiway cuts using Lemma 7. It
takes k(rco=1))m time and k(rcg™)°(") number of connected multiway cuts and useful
partitions are given. Moreover, each multiway cut constitutes at most (rc)o(w) number
of useful partitions. Thus, determining a hyperedge e is essential takes | F.|(rc)®) time,
where | F,| denotes the number of connected multiway cuts including e. In the same time
complexity, we can delete all connected multiway cuts containing e. Since each multiway cut
consists of at most ¢ hyperedges, 3 |Fe| is at most k(rcg=1)C). Totally, the algorithm
takes k(rcp'))m time until we meet points (i) or (ii). When we halt at (ii) then the
algorithm returns the current instance, and at (i) it requires (rc¢=)?("®) additional time.
In conclusion, the algorithm takes k(rcg=1)C<)m time.

3.3 Near-Linear Time Algorithm for General Hypergraphs

In this section, we obtain a multicut-mimicking network for a general instance (G, T, c), by
recursively calling MimickingExpander. The submodule MimickingExpander computes a small
multicut-mimicking network based on the expander decomposition of Long and Saranurak [20]
and the algorithm for a ¢-expander with ¢ > 0 outlined in Lemma 10. However, its return is
not sufficiently small, and thus, we obtain a much smaller solution by applying it recursively.

MimickingExpander(G;T,c). Welet n = |V(G)|, m = |E(G)|, and ¢~ = drcMr1o8c]og® n,
where the multicut-mimicking network returned by Lemma 10 has at most kc¢™71°8¢ hyper-
edges for an expander with k terminals. When the submodule is called, we first decompose
the vertex set V(G) into the vertex partition (Vi,...,V;) so that the size of the cut of
(Vi,...,Vs) is at most ¢m log®n and each G[V;] is a ¢-expander for j € [s]. There is a p'*+o(1)
time algorithm computing such a vertex partition [20], where p = > __p |e|.

» Lemma 11 ([20, Theorem C.3]). For a hypergraph G and ¢=* € m°®") | There exists a
randomized algorithm computing a vertex partition (V1,...,Vs) in p M) time so that:
GV}] is a ¢-expander for j € [s] and
the size of (Vi,...,Vs) cut in G is at most ¢mlog®n,
where G[V;] is the separated subgraph of G with respect to V; fori € [s] and p = Y oecr el

A

Every subinstance (G[V;], T}, ¢;) is a ¢-expander, where ¢; = min{c, |T;|} and T} is the
union of T'NV; and anchored terminals in G[V;]. For each (G[V;], Ty, ¢;), we construct a
multicut-mimicking network H; by Lemma 10. Finally, we return the multicut-mimicking
network H by gluing Hy,..., Hs;. Precisely, we merge all restricted hyperedges having a
common anchored terminal and remove all anchored terminals not in V. The following
lemma summarizes the performance of this submodule.

» Lemma 12. MimickingExpander(G;T,c) returns a multicut-mimicking network of (G, T, c)
with (|T|cCT198¢) 4 (m/2)) hyperedges in (p*T°M) + |T|(c"1°8logn)CIm) time.

Proof. Recall that ¢~! = 4rc¢M71°8¢log® n. The time complexity of this algorithm holds
by Lemma 10 and Lemma 11. We first demonstrate that the returned H has at most
|T|cO1o8€) 4 m/2 hyperedges. Note that each H; has at most |T;|cM"1°8¢ hyperedges.
Additionally, the size of the cut of (V1,...,V;) is limited to ¢m log® n by Lemma 11, and
thus, we have that >, |T;| is at most (k + 2r¢m log®n). Consequently, the returned
H has at most (k + 2rém log® n)cMrlose hyperedges. Since we set ¢! = 4rcMrlose log®n,
H has at most |T|cO("1°8¢) + m/2 hyperedges. In the following, we demonstrate that the
obtained H from gluing Hy, ..., H, is a multicut-mimicking network of (G, T, c).

13
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Recall that the algorithm outlined in Lemma 10 obtains H; by contracting non-essential
hyperedges Fj in (G’[VjLTj,cj) sequentially for j € [s]. We define an ordering e <; €’
between two contracted non-essential hyperedges in F; when e is contracted before €’ in the
algorithm. Furthermore, we extend the orderings <;’s as < for every contracted hyperedges
UjersFj so that e < ¢’ if e <; €’ for some j € [s], otherwise, e <X ¢’ and ¢’ < e. Then H is
the same as the contraction in G' by contracting UF; sequentially in increasing order of <.
This is because the cut of (V4,...,V;) are not contracted.

We fix a hyperedge e € F;. By Lemma 3 and Lemma 10, e is non-essential in (G', T, ¢),
where G’ is obtained by contracting all hyperedges ¢/ =< e in G sequentially. Precisely,
e is non-essential in the contraction of all ¢’ € F; with ¢/ <; e in (G[V;],Tj,¢;) by the
algorithm outlined in Lemma 10. Moreover, the contraction constitutes a subinstance of
(G',T,c) since the other hyperedges contracted before e do not intersect V;. Thus, e is a
non-essential hyperedge in (G',T,c¢) by Lemma 3. In conclusion, H is a contraction in G
and a multicut-mimicking network of (G, T, ¢). <

Overall algorithm. For an instance (G, T, c), we initialize Gy = G and obtain the multicut-
mimicking network G; by MimickingExpander(G;_1; T, c) for i € [[log m]], inductively. Finally,
we return Giog.m)- This algorithm corresponds to Theorem 1.

» Theorem 1. For (G,T,c), we can compute a multicut-mimicking network of at most
kcO(rloee) hyperedges in p'+oM) +k(c" 98¢ log n) "I m time, where k = |T| andp =", |e|.

Proof. Every G; for i € [[logm]] is a multicut-mimicking network for the original instance
(G,T,c) by Lemma 12. We show that Giog., has kcOUoge) hyperedges.

For ¢ € [[logm]], let m; denote the number of hyperedges in G; for i € [[logm]]. Then
“-1) holds by Lemma 12 along with mo = m.
Inductively, we can bound mjog.,), Which is the number of hyperedges in the returned
multicut-mimicking network Gfiog m1, as JcO(rloge)

In conclusion, we return a multicut-mimicking network of (G, T, ¢) with at most k¢
hyperedges. Furthermore, calling MimickingExpander’s takes p'to(1) 4 k(c1eg<log n)o(”) .
(mo +my + -+ Mpggm]—1) time by Lemma 12. Furthermore, (mg + - - + Miog m]—1) is
at most (2m + kcP("1°8 ) [log m]). For the sufficiently large m with kcC("198¢) € mo(1) the
time complexity is in (p'T°M) + k(c"1°8¢1ogn)©(") . m) time. The proof is complete. <

the recurrence relation m; < (k:co(“og ) 4

O(rlogc)

4 Bound for Minimal Instances

To complete the proof of Lemma 10 (and Theorem 1), we need to show that a minimal
multicut-mimicking network for an expander (G, T, ¢) has at most \T|CO(T log¢) hyperedges.
This section demonstrates it for not only expanders but also general instances. Precisely, we
show the following theorem in this section. Here, r is the rank of G.

» Theorem 13. Every minimal instance (G, T,c) has at most |T|cO("1°8¢) hyperedges.

In this section, we consider the scenario that every terminal in 7" has degree one in G. It
is sufficient since the other case can be reduced to this scenario by inserting ¢ + 1 dummy
terminals instead of each terminal ¢ in T" that are adjacent only to ¢. This reduction does not
increase the rank or the parameter ¢ while increasing the number of terminals by at most ¢
times. However, this increase does not affect the asymptotic complexity in Theorem 13. The
following explains the previous works and introduces the notions used in this section.

We broadly follow the approach of Wahlstrom [28]. He utilized the framework of Kratsch
et al. [15] for multicut-mimicking networks in graphs without the parameter c. We incorporate
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the unbreakable concept to address the parameter c. Additionally, we slightly modify the
dense concept used in the previous work to account for hypergraphs.

Unbreakable and dense. For a subinstance (G[X],Tx,cx) with respect to X ¢ V(G),
the terminal set T'x includes T'N X and up to two anchored terminals for each restricted
hyperedge e € d¢X. Hence, |Tx| < 2|0 X|+|T N X|. We denote the value 2|0 X |+ |T N X|
as capy(X; G), or capy(X) if the context is clear. Furthermore, we define the following:

Unbreakable: An instance (G, T, ¢) is said to be d-unbreakable for d > 0 if |[TNX| <d
for any vertex set X C V(G) with |[TNX| <|T\ X| and |[0X]| <ec.
Dense: An instance (G, T, ¢) is said to be a-dense for a > 0 if |E(X)| < (capp(X))* for
any vertex set X CV with 0 < |[E(X)| < |E(V \ X)| and |0X]| < c.

Wahlstrom [28] also used the concept of dense defining it based on the vertices instead of
E(-). Since he addressed graphs, it was guaranteed that |E(X)| = Q(|X|) by using connective
assumption. However, this is not for hypergraphs. Thus, we slightly modify the definition.

In Section 4.2, we prove Theorem 13 for unbreakable and dense instances using the notions
introduced in Section 4.1. Section 4.3 explains how to extend this proof for general instances.

4.1 Matroids and Representative Sets

We use the notion of matroids and representative sets as in the previous work, which is a
generalization of the notion of linear independence in vector spaces. Formally, a matroid
(S,Z) consists of a universe set S and an independent set T C 2° with () € T satisfying:

If BeZ and A C B, then A € 7, and
If A, B € T with |A| < |B], then there exists x € B\ A such that AU {z} € T.

For a matroid (S,7), its rank is the size of the largest set in Z. It is said to be representable
if there is a matrix over a field whose columns are indexed by the elements of S such that:
F C S isin 7 if and only if the columns indexed by F are linearly independent over the field.

Representative sets. Kratsch et al. [15] introduced a framework for computing non-essential
vertices using the notion of representative sets. We employ the framework. For this purpose,
we introduce two operations: truncation and direct sum along with Lemma 14. For a matroid
(S,7) and an integer r > 0, the r-truncation of (S,Z) is defined as a matroid (S,Z") such
that F' C S is contained in 7’ if and only if |F| < r and F' € Z. Note that an r-truncation
has rank at most r. For matroids My, ..., M over disjoint universes with M; = (S;,Z;) for
i € [s], their direct sum is defined as a matroid (S,Z) such that S is the union of all S;, and
a subset F' of S is in Z if and only if F' can be decomposed into s disjoint subsets, each of
which is independent in M;. The direct sum of matroids also satisfies the matroid axioms.

For a matroid (S,Z) and two subsets A, B of S, we say A extends B if AN B = () and
AUB€Z. For J C 2% asubset J* of J is called a representative set if for any set B C S,
there is a set A* € J* that extends B when there is a set A € J that extends B.

» Lemma 14 ([15, Lemma 3.4]). Let My = (51,71),..., Ms = (Ss,Zs) be matroids repre-
sented over the same finite field and with pairwise disjoint universe sets. Let J be a collection
of sets containing one element from S; for each i € [s]. Then, some representative set of J
in the direct sum of all matroids M; has a size at most the product of the ranks of all M.

15



16

Mimicking Networks for Constrained Multicuts in Hypergraphs

Uniform and (hyperedge) gammoids. We use two classes of representable matroids: uniform
matroids and gammoids. They, along with their truncation and direct sum, are representable
over any large field [8, 15, 19, 24, 26].

Uniform matroid: For a set S and an integer r > 0, the uniform matroid on S of rank
r is the matroid in which the universe set is S and the independent set consists of the
sets containing at most r elements in S.

Gammoid: For a directed graph D = (V, A) and two subsets S and U of V', a gammoid
defined on (D, S,U) is a matroid (U,Z) where Z consists of the sets X C U such that
there are | X| pairwise vertex-disjoint paths in D from S to X.

In this paper, we deal with hyperedge multicuts/multiway cuts in hypergraphs, and thus
we need the hypergraphic counterparts. Therefore, we define and use hyperedge gammoids.

Hyperedge gammoid: For a hypergraph G and a terminal set T'C V(G), we consider
a directed graph D't defined as follows. First, we start from the undirected graph DsP'it
of which the vertex set is E(G) and ee’ € E(D*) for two e, ¢’ in E(G) (and V (D*P't))
if and only if e N e’ is not empty. Then, we replace each undirected edge with two-way
directed arcs. Furthermore, we insert a copy Egnk of E(G) into V (D't). We call the copy
in Egnk of a hyperedge e € E(G) a sink-only copy of e, and denote it by sink(e). We insert
one-way arcs from €’ to sink(e) on D't for every ¢/ € E(G) where €/ N e is not empty.
The hyperedge gammoid of (G,T) is the gammoid on (D" 95T C E(G), E(G) U Egink)-

Recall that a path of a hypergraph is defined as a sequence of hyperedges such that any
two consecutive hyperedges contain a common vertex. If a path starts or ends at a hyperedge
containing a terminal ¢, we say that it starts or ends at ¢ to make the description easier. For
a subset I’ of E(G) U Egink, let Fg be the set of hyperedges e of E(G) where e or sink(e) is
contained in F'. Even if F' contains both e and sink(e), e appears in Fr exactly once.

» Observation 15. F' C FE(G) U Egjnk is independent in the hyperedge gammoid of (G, T) if
and only if there exist |F| pairwise edge-disjoint paths from T to Fg in G with two exceptions:
Two paths can end at e € E(G) if e € F and sink(e) € F, and
One path can pass through e while another path ends at e if e ¢ F but sink(e) € F.

Proof. By the construction, F' is independent in the hyperedge gammoid of (G, T, c) if and
only if there exist |F| pairwise vertex-disjoint paths in D*** from 9T to F. These vertex-
disjoint paths in D% correspond to edge-disjoint paths in G, except at the hyperedges and
their sink-only copies. Since sink-only copies have no outgoing arcs, they do not appear at
the starting or internal nodes of the paths. Thus, the observation holds. <

4.2 Essential Hyperedges in Unbreakable and Dense Instances

Assume that (G,T,c) is d-unbreakable and a-dense with ¢ < d < |T| and a > 35rlogd,
where 7 is the rank of G. In this section, we show that (G, T, c) contains at most |T'|d*~!
essential hyperedges which directly implies Theorem 13 for O(c)-unbreakable and ©(rlog c)-
dense instances. Precisely, if there are more than |T|d*~! hyperedges, then at least one is
non-essential, and thus, the instance is not minimal. Here, k = |T'| and r is the rank of G.

The following matroids would be a witness for our claim with ¢g = 30r:

One uniform matroid on E of rank (k + c), where k = (d/2)*~ %2,

One (k 4 ¢ + 1)-truncation My of the hyperedge gammoid of (G, T), and

ig copies My, ..., M, of the (d + ¢+ 1)-truncation of the hyperedge gammoid of (G, T),
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For a hyperedge e, its appearance in the universe sets of the uniform matroid on E is
denoted by e". In the universe set of M; for i € [0, o], e; and sink;(e) denote the hyperedge
and its sink-only copy, respectively. Note that sink-only copies have no outgoing arc in D',
where the hyperedge gammoid is defined on the directed graph D't refer to Section 4.1.

Let M denote the direct sum of the (ip + 2) matroids described above. For a hyperedge
e € E(G), let J(e) = {e"}U{sinkg(e), .. .,sink;,(e)}. Then, we let J* be the representative set

of {J(e) | e € E(G)} outlined in Lemma 14. The set J* consists of all essential hyperedges.

» Lemma 16. J* contains all J(€) where € is an essential hyperedge for (G, T, c).

Proof. We fix an essential hyperedge € and show that J(€) is in J*. To do this, we construct

an independent set in M extended by J(€), but not extended by J(e) for any hyperedge e # e.

Let T be a terminal partition with min-cutg(7) < ¢ such that every minimum multiway
cut of 7 includes e. We fix a minimum multiway cut F' of 7 in G, and let (Vo,..., V)
be the vertex partition according to G \ F'. We assume that the component V{, maximizes
|T N Vy| among Vj, ..., Vs, and Vi maximizes |E (V)| among Vi, ..., V;. Additionally, the
other components Vs, ...,V are sorted in the decreasing order of cap(-) values. Let Egma
denote the union of E(V;,41), E(Vig+2),- .-, E(V5).

Then we consider the following sets whose union will be a witness showing that J(€)
is in any representative set of {J(e) | e € E(G)}. Let A" denote the subset {e" | e €
(Esman U F) \ {€}} of the universe set of the uniform matroid on E of rank x + c¢. Let A%
be the subset {e; | e € FUO(T NV;)} of the universe set of M; for i € [0,ig]. We need to
demonstrate three assertions: (i) A" is extended by {(€)"} in the uniform matroid on E of
rank s + ¢, (ii) A% is extended by {sink;(€)} in M; for i € [0, o], and (iii) any J(e) with
e # € cannot extend A = A" U (Uie[o,io]A%) in M. By combining these assertions, we can
conclude that A is extended in M by J(é) only, which completes the proof of Lemma 16.

Assertion (i). Recall that the size of F' is at most ¢. Then A" is extended by {(€)"} in the
uniform matroid on E of rank x + ¢ if |Esman| < & because € is not in (Egman U F') \ {e}.

We first show that . capp(V;) < (3d 4 2rc). Note that every component V; has at
most d terminals of T for j € [s] because (G, T, ¢) is d-unbreakable. Precisely, if a component
V; has more than d terminals, then V also contains more than d terminals since we chose
Vb as containing the most terminals, and thus, the d-unbreakable property is violated from
[V; NT[, [T\ Vj| > d. Let = be the smallest index in [s] such that >, [T NV > d. By
choosing « in this manner, the total size of 7'MV} for all indices 1 < j < z is at most d, and
for all indices j > z is also at most d due to the d-unbreakable property. Due to |[TNV,| < d,
we have ) jels] |T' N V;| < 3d. Moreover, since each hyperedge in F' can intersect at most r
components and capy(V;) = 2[0cVj| + |T'N V|, we have 3. capr(V;) < (3d + 2rc).

Now we focus on the components V; y1,...,V, as follows. Since (G,T,c) is a-dense,
|E(V;)| < (capp(V;))® for j € [2,s] by the a-dense property.! Thus, the ordering capy(Vz) >
.- > capyp(Vs) implies that cap(V;) < (3d + 2r¢)/(j — 1). Therefore, we have

pewi= X e ¥ (Y 2w (3

j€liot1,s] jeliot1,s] ‘0 jeliotd,s]
< (d/4) - re < (/2T (12 r < (d/2) T = k.

L E(V)| = min{| (V)] [E(V\ V))|} < capy(V;)® for j € [2,5].
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The inequalities follow from g = 30r, s < r¢, and the assumption we made at the beginning
of this subsection: ¢ < d < k and « > 35rlogd > (ip + 2)logd.? It implies |AY] < k+c— 1
due to (€)" ¢ A". Therefore, {(€)"} extends A" in the uniform matroid on E of rank & + c.

Assertion (ii). As we observed in the proof of Assertion(i), each component V; has at
most d terminals for j € [s]. Additionally, it is clear that |T'NVy| < |T'| = k. These imply
that |A§| < ¢+ k and |A%| < ¢+ d for i € [ip] from the facts that all terminals in 7" has
degree 1 and |F| < ¢. Thus, A% U {sink;(€)} satisfies the truncation condition of M; for
any 4 € [0,40]. In the following, we fix an index 7 € [0, ] and demonstrate that {sink;(€)}
extends A% in the hyperedge gammoid of (G, T). Recall that any minimum multiway cut of
T contains €, and F is a minimum multiway cut of 7 in which |F| < c.

We show that there are |F| + 1 pairwise edge-disjoint paths from 7'\ V; to F in G if
we allow using € € F twice. This implies that {sink;(€)} U A% and A% are independent in
M, by Observation 15 since we set A% = {e; | e € FUI(T NV;)}. Furthermore, it implies
that {sink;(€)} extends A% in M,. We suppose that there are no such |F| + 1 edge-disjoint
paths from 7'\ V; to F'. By the Menger’s theorem for hypergraphs [30], there exists another
hyperedge set F’ separating T\ V; and F excluding e with |F’| < |F|. Additionally, any path
between two terminals in different components in T contains a hyperedge in F', consequently,
it also contains a hyperedge in F’. Thus, F’ is a minimum multiway cut of 7 excluding
e. This contradicts that € is essential. In conclusion, {sink;(€)} extends A% in M, for any
i €10, iq].

Assertion(iii). We establish that any set J(e) for a hyperedge e # e cannot extend A =
A" U (Uie[o,io]A%) in M. There are two cases: e is in Egna U F or e is in E(V;) for some
J € [0,ig]. Here, Egman is the union of E(Viy11), E(Viy42),..., E(Vs). In the first case,
e! € A" by construction, and thus, {e"} cannot extend A, in any matroid. Therefore, J(e)
cannot extend A in M.

Consider the latter case that e is in E(V;) for some index ¢ € [0,io]. In this scenario,
{sink;(e)} extends A% in M, only if there is a path from T \ V; to e excluding F by
Observation 15. However, there is no such path in G \ F since V; D e is not connected to
T\V;in G\ F. Thus, {sink;(e)} cannot extend A% in M, consequently, J(e) cannot extend
An M. |

Lemma 17 holds by Lemma 14 and Lemma 16.

» Lemma 17. If (G, T,c) is d-unbreakable and a-dense with o > 35rlogd, ¢ < d <k, and
m > kd*~!, then there is a non-essential hyperedge.

Proof. It is sufficient to demonstrate that |7*| is at most kd®*~! by Lemma 16. According to
Lemma 14, the size of J* is bounded by the product of the ranks of the uniform matroid and
M;’s. Therefore, we have the following from ¢ < d < k, k = (d/2)*"%~1 and a > 3i + 6.

a—ig—2
T < (k4+c+D)(d+c+ 1) (k4 c) < 3ot pglott. (2) < kd* !,

In conclusion, if m > kd®~!, a hyperedge is not in [7* which is non-essential by Lemma 16. <

-1 —ig—3
2 Precisely, these assumption give us 7 - (%) “ < (%) 7 which implies the last inequality.
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4.3 Non-Essential Hyperedge in a General Instance

In this section, we show that a minimal multicut-mimicking network of (G, T, ¢) has at most
|T|cC(1og¢) hyperedges. For this achievement, we start by assuming that (G, T, ¢) has more

than |T]c?("1°8¢) hyperedges, and find a subinstance that has a non-essential hyperedge.

Note that the obtained hyperedge is also non-essential in (G, T, ¢) by Lemma 3, and thus,
(G, T,c) is not minimal by Lemma 2.

First, we find a 5c-unbreakable subinstance (G’, 7", ¢) of |T"|c*"1°8¢) hyperedges. Then
we recursively find a subinstance of a (5¢)-unbreakable instance until it satisfies the conditions
in Lemma 17. It has a non-essential hyperedge which is non-essential in the original instance.

Construction of unbreakable subinstance. We suppose that (G, T, ¢) is an instance with
m > 5|T| - B(c), where B(c) = (5¢)3°("+2)108(50)=1 Let 1 and m be the rank and the number
of hyperedges, respectively, of G. Our goal is computing a 5c-unbreakable subinstance
(G',T',¢c) of (G, T, c) such that it has more than |T’| - 5(c¢) hyperedges and |T’| > 5¢. For
this, we construct a vertex partition (Vi,...,Vs) in a greedy manner so that the subinstances
corresponding to the components are 5e-unbreakable.

We recursively construct a vertex partition starting from the initial partition (V(G))
until every component of the partition corresponds to a 5c-unbreakable subinstance. Assume
that we have a partition (Vi,..., V) at some point such that the subinstance (G[V;], T}, ¢;)
with respect to some component V; is not 5c-unbreakable. Recall that ¢; = min{e, |T;|}
and T; is the union of T'NV; and anchored terminals. By the definition of the unbreakable
property, there exists a vertex subset X in G[V;] with 10¢:v;) X | < ¢; such that [ X NT;| > e
and |T; \ X| > 5c. Then we decompose V; into V; N X and V; \ X in the current partition.
Notice that every subinstance in the partition contains at least 5¢ terminals in T; at any
point by construction. Thus, the subinstances preserve ¢; = ¢ due to ¢; = min{e, |T;|}.

For the finally obtained vertex partition (Vi,..., V), we demonstrate that >, [T3] is
at most 5/7'|. The number of decomposing iterations called is equal to s — 1, where s denotes
the size of the returned partition. Thus the following inequality holds which implies that s is
at most [T'|/c, and 3, [T < 5[T:
5es < Z |T;| < |T| + 4es.

i€[s]

The first inequality is obtained from |T;| > 5¢ for any ¢ € [s]. Additionally, the last one holds
since each separating iteration generates at most 4¢ (anchored) terminals.

For the obtained vertex partition (V,..., V), at least one subinstance (G[V;], T}, ) has
more than |T;|3(c) hyperedges. This is because if every instances has at most |T;|5(c)
hyperedges, then G has at most 3, |Ti|8(c) < 5|T[B(c) hyperedges, which contradicts for
the assumption that m > 5|T|8(c), where m = |E(G)|.

In conclusion, if (G, T, ¢) has more than 5|T|8(c) hyperedges, then it has a subinstance
(G[Vi], Ty, ¢) which is 5e-unbreakable and has more than |T;|3(c) hyperedges, where (c) =
(5¢)35(r+2)10g(5)=1 " Tp the rest of this section, we focus on a (5¢)-unbreakable instance
(G, T,c) with more than |T'|c?("1°8¢) hyperedges. However, it increases the hyperedge size
only if the hyperedge has less than two terminals. Additionally, once increased hyperedge
has two (anchored) terminals. Thus, the rank is increased by at most one even if we obtain
a subinstance recursively.

In the following, we recursively find a subinstance of a (5¢)-unbreakable instance until it
satisfies the conditions in Lemma 17. It has a non-essential hyperedge, furthermore, it is also
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non-essential in the original instance. Note that constructing a subinstance might increase
the size of a hyperedge by inserting two anchored terminals for a restricted hyperedge. In
the remainder, we fix r as the rank of the original instance to avoid confusion.

Construction of non-minimal instance. We suppose that (G, T, ¢) is d-unbreakable with
d = min{5c¢, |T|}. Then we show that if G has more than |T|d*()=" hyperedges, (G, T,c)
has a non-essential hyperedge by inductively along m, where a(c) = 35(r + 2) log(5¢). Recall
that r is a fixed constant so that the rank of (G, T, ¢) is at most r + 1, and « is the constant
derived from ¢ only. For simplicity, we use « to denote a(c) when the context is clear. If
(G,T,c) is a-dense, then it has a non-essential hyperedge by Lemma 17.

When (G, T,c) is not a-dense, there is a witness vertex set X C V with 0 < |E(X)| <
IE(V\ X)|, |10X| < ¢, and |E(X)| > (capp(X))*.2 If X NT| > |T \ X|, we replace X with
V'\ X. Note that the following inequalities still hold: |0X| < ¢, |E(X)| > (capp(X))?, and
|[E(V'\ X)| > 0. The first one holds since 90X = 9(V \ X), and the second one holds since
|7 N X| and capy(X) are decreased by the replacement while |E(X)| is increased. The last
holds since we chose X so that E(X), E(V\X) # 0. Additionally, the size of TNX is at most d
since our instance is d-unbreakable. We move to the subinstance (G’ [X], Tx, cx) with respect
to X, where cx = min{c, |[Tx|} and Tx is the union of terminals 7'N X and the anchored
terminals. Recall that the size of Tx is at most cap;(X;G) = |T N X| 4+ 2|0X| < d + 2e¢.
Lemma 18 ensures the safeness of this inductive proof.

» Lemma 18. (G[X],Tx,cx) is dx-unbreakable with dx = min{5cx, |Tx|}. Additionally,

A~

G[X] has more than |TX\d§(/—1 hyperedges but less than |E(G)|, where o/ = a(cx).

A

Proof. We first show that (G[X],Tx,cx) is dx-unbreakable. For this, we show that the
size of Tx is at most 2dx, this implies that (G[X],TX,CX) is dx-unbreakable since the
instance is |T'x |/2-unbreakable clearly.* Recall that the size of T'x is at most cap,(X;G) =
|T N X|+ 2|0X|. Therefore, the size of Tx is at most d + 2¢ since we chose X so that the
size of X and T'N X are at most ¢ and d, respectively. Note that we have d + 2¢ < 7c¢ from
d = min{5¢,|T|}. Furthermore, this implies that |Tx| < 2dx from dx = min{5cx, |Tx|}
with ¢x = min{c, |Tx |}, and thus, (G[X], Tx, cx) is dx-unbreakable.

Recall that we chose X so that F(V \ X) is not empty and |E(X)| > (capp(X;G))*(©).
It is trivial that G[X] has strictly less than m hyperedges. Furthermore, G[X] has more

than \TX|d§_1 hyperedges. Precisely, we have
[B(GIX))| > |Tx|* > |Tx|dy .
Recall that dx < |Tx| < capp(X;G) and o = a(ex) < afe) by cx < c. <

We recursively obtain a subinstance until it becomes a-dense. Note that k,d, m, and «
change during the recursion while the rank is always at most r + 1, where k and m denote
the number of terminals and hyperedges, respectively, in the current instance. However,
Lemma 18 guarantees that m > kd®~! holds at each step. Moreover, m is strictly decreased.
Thus, we always reach a d-unbreakable and a-dense instance satisfying the conditions of
Lemma 17, and it has a non-essential hyperedge. It is easy to show that the hyperedge is
also non-essential in the original instance by applying Lemma 3 recursively.

In conclusion, a d-unbreakable instance (G, T, ¢) with m > |T|d*()=! and d = min{5¢, |T'|}
has a non-essential hyperedge. This section proves Theorem 13.

3 (G, T, c) is a-dense if |E(Y)| < (capy(Y))® for any Y C V with 0 < |[E(Y)| < |E(V\Y)| and |3Y| < c.
4 Forany Y C V(G), |TNY] or |T\Y] is at most |T|/2.
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O(rlogc)

» Theorem 13. Every minimal instance (G, T, c) has at most |T'|c hyperedges.

5 Conclusion and Further Works

We demonstrate that if a hypergraph instance (G, T, ¢) has more than |T'|c?("1°8) hyperedges,
then we can always get a smaller-sized multicut-mimicking network by contracting a hyperedge.
Furthermore, we propose an efficient algorithm to find it. In conclusion, we introduce an
efficient algorithm that constructs a multicut-mimicking network with |T|CO(T log¢) hyperedges.
As a natural next step, further exploration could focus on reducing the time complexity
or the size of the returned multicut-mimicking network. For instance, is there a multicut-
mimicking network of size |T|c©(°8(")? Additionally, investigating further variations of
vertex sparsifiers, such as considering trade-offs between the network size, running time, and
solution quality (approximating factor), would be valuable in future research.

Approximated sparsification. Graph sparsification has an approximated version that reduces
the size of a graph (or hypergraph) while maintaining the objective function value up to a
multiplicative factor ¢, called quality. For example, our multicut-mimicking network research
was focused on ¢ = 1. Additionally, there are previous researches focused on achieving quality
bounds ¢ € O(log |T|/loglog|T|) and lower bound ¢ € Q(1/log|T'|/loglog |T|) for the 2-way
cut problem in graphs [4, 17, 22, 25]. Investigating the trade-offs between the solution quality,
network size, and running time for multiway cuts would be valuable.
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