arXiv:2008.05801v6 [cs.DM] 21 Jan 2022

Discrete Mathematics and Theoretical Computer Science DMTCS vol. 24:1, 2022, #3

An explicit construction of graphs of bounded degree that are far from being Hamiltonian

Isolde Adler Noleen Köhler

School of Computing, University of Leeds, UK

received 2021-01-20, revised 2021-09-15,2022-01-01, accepted 2022-01-02.

Hamiltonian cycles in graphs were first studied in the 1850s. Since then, an impressive amount of research has been dedicated to identifying classes of graphs that allow Hamiltonian cycles, and to related questions. The corresponding decision problem, that asks whether a given graph is Hamiltonian (i. e. admits a Hamiltonian cycle), is one of Karp’s famous NP-complete problems.

In this paper we study graphs of bounded degree that are far from being Hamiltonian, where a graph G on n vertices is far from being Hamiltonian, if modifying a constant fraction of n edges is necessary to make G Hamiltonian. We give an explicit deterministic construction of a class of graphs of bounded degree that are locally Hamiltonian, but (globally) far from being Hamiltonian. Here, locally Hamiltonian means that every subgraph induced by the neighbourhood of a small vertex set appears in some Hamiltonian graph. More precisely, we obtain graphs which differ in Θ(n) edges from any Hamiltonian graph, but non-Hamiltonicity cannot be detected in the neighbourhood of o(n) vertices.

Our class of graphs yields a class of hard instances for one-sided error property testers with linear query complexity. It is known that any property tester (even with two-sided error) requires a linear number of queries to test Hamiltonicity (Yoshida, Ito, 2010). This is proved via a randomised construction of hard instances. In contrast, our construction is deterministic. So far only very few deterministic constructions of hard instances for property testing are known. We believe that our construction may lead to future insights in graph theory and towards a characterisation of the properties that are testable in the bounded-degree model.

Keywords: Hamiltonian cycle, property testing, bounded-degree graphs, bounded-degree model, lower bound

1 Introduction

A Hamiltonian cycle in a graph G is a cycle that visits every vertex of G exactly once. A graph G is Hamiltonian if G contains a Hamiltonian cycle. Research on Hamiltonian graphs has a long and rich history, see e. g. Gould (1991). Dirac’s early Theorem Dirac (1952) gave sufficient conditions for Hamiltonicity, and subsequently, many further classes of Hamiltonian graphs were identified. Interestingly, it was shown by Robinson and Wormald that for d ≥ 3, almost all d-regular graphs are Hamiltonian Robinson and Wormald (1994).

Hamiltonian graphs play an important role in routing, including network design Wang et al. (2005); Parhami (2005), circuit design Wang et al. (2012), and computer graphics Zhang et al. (2013), as well as

ISSN subm. to DMTCS © 2022 by the author(s) Distributed under a Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License

in scheduling via tight links to the Travelling Salesperson Problem. Deciding whether a given graph is Hamiltonian is NP-complete Karp (1972), even on cubic planar graphs Garey et al. (1976).

In this paper we study graphs of bounded degree that are far from being Hamiltonian, where intuitively, a graph G is far from being Hamiltonian if many edge modifications (insertions or deletions) are necessary to make G Hamiltonian (note that deletions may help, because of the degree bound).

Motivation. The wider motivation for our study stems from the well-known tight connection between structural properties of graphs and their algorithmic properties, which has been used successfully for designing efficient algorithms for numerous problems, all the way to reaching the boundaries of efficient solvability. Hence for many important graph properties (where by property we simply mean an isomorphism closed graph class), the structure of graphs having the property is studied in great detail. We propose studying the structure of graphs that are far from having a given property. This is motivated by the area of property testing, in which computational decision problems are relaxed to distinguishing graphs that have a certain property from graphs that are far from having the property. We study graphs that are far from being Hamiltonian. Hamiltonicity is known to be hard for property testing Yoshida and Ito (2010); Goldreich (2020). However this is shown via a randomised construction. We give an explicit, deterministic construction of hard instances for testing Hamiltonicity. In computer science, explicit constructions are often of interest as they can further our understanding of the complexity of related computational problems, and knowledge of explicit structural properties and parameters can be exploited.

We now give more details. For a given ϵ in the real interval [0, 1], we say that a graph G of maximum degree d with n vertices is ϵ-close to being Hamiltonian, if at most ϵdn edge modifications (insertions or deletions) are needed to make G Hamiltonian, and G is ϵ-far from being Hamiltonian otherwise. Note that dn is an upper bound on the total number of edges in an n-vertex graph of degree at most d.

(a) Caterpillar (b) C_4’s arranged in a cycle.

Fig. 1: Example graphs which are far from being Hamiltonian but are not locally Hamiltonian.

It is easy to find graphs that are far from being Hamiltonian. For example, let G be a caterpillar graph on n = 2k vertices as shown in Figure 1 for k = 10 (i. e. G is a path of length k −1 where every vertex has a pendant edge). With a degree bound of at most 3, G is 1/13-far from being Hamiltonian, because n/4 edges need to be added to make G 2-connected. As another example, consider the graph H consisting of k 4-cycles (C_4’s) arranged in a cycle as shown in Figure 1 for k = 11. Assume k > 1. The graph H has n = 4k vertices and, with a degree bound of 3, H is 1/25-far from being Hamiltonian. This is because any Hamiltonian cycle in a graph has to traverse both edges incident to any vertex of degree 2. Hence in H a Hamiltonian cycle would have to traverse all four edges of every C_4. To avoid this we have to increase the degree of at least one of the degree 2 vertices for every C_4 and hence we have to add at least n/8 edges to make H Hamiltonian.

In both examples it is possible to see locally, in the neighbourhood of a constant number of vertices, that the graphs are not Hamiltonian. We ask whether there exist graphs that locally look as if they might be Hamiltonian, but globally they are far from being Hamiltonian, and we give a positive answer to this. More precisely, for δ ∈ (0, 1] we define a graph G with vertex set V and |V | = n to be δ-locally Hamiltonian if the subgraph induced by the neighbourhood of any subset S ⊆ V with |S| ≤ δn appears in some Hamiltonian graph on n vertices. We then show the following by giving an explicit construction (cf. Theorem 5.5).

There is a d ∈ N and there are constants δ := δ(d), ϵ := ϵ(d) ∈ (0, 1) and a sequence of d-bounded degree graphs (G_N )_{N∈N} of increasing order, such that G_N is δ-locally Hamiltonian and ϵ-far from being Hamiltonian for every N ∈ N.

A similar approach was taken in Bogdanov et al. (2002) for 3-colourability, where graphs, which are far from being 3-colourable but locally look 3-colourable, are implicitly obtained using a reduction from the constraint satisfaction problem (CSP). An explicit construction of a CSP, which is far from being satisfiable but every sublinear subset of constraints is satisfiable, is given. To our knowledge this is the only other known deterministic construction of a similar kind.

Property Testing. Property testing on graphs is a framework for studying sampling-based algorithms that solve a relaxation of classical decision problems. Given a graph G and a property P (e. g. trianglefreeness), the goal of a property testing algorithm, called a property tester, is to distinguish if a graph satisfies P or is far from satisfying P , where the definition of far depends on the model. Property testing of dense graphs is well understood through its tight links with Szemerédi’s regularity Lemma Alon et al. (2009). In Goldreich and Ron (2002), Goldreich and Ron introduced property testing on bounded-degree graphs, and since then much attention has been paid to property testing in sparse graphs. Nevertheless, our understanding of testability of properties in such graphs is still limited. In the bounded-degree graph model Goldreich and Ron (2002), the tester has oracle access to the input graph G with maximum degree d, where d is constant, and is allowed to perform neighbour queries to the oracle. That is, for any specified vertex v and index i ≤ d, the oracle returns the i-th neighbour of v if it exists or a special symbol ⊥ otherwise in constant time. A graph G with n vertices is called ε-far from satisfying a property P , if one needs to modify more than εdn edges to make it satisfy P . The goal now becomes to distinguish, with probability at least 2/3, if G satisfies a property P or is ε-far from satisfying P , for any specified proximity parameter ε ∈ (0, 1]. Here the choice of success probability 2/3 is arbitrary, any constant strictly greater than 1/2 can be used. A property P is testable with query complexity q(n) in the boundeddegree model, if for every ε ∈ (0, 1] there is an algorithm (an ε-tester), that makes this distinction while using at most q(n) oracle queries, where n is the size of the input graph. Property P is testable with onesided error if instances in P are always correctly identified. If q is independent of n, we have constant query complexity. Here the constant can depend on ε and d.

So far, it is known that some properties are constant-query testable, including subgraph-freeness, kedge connectivity, cycle-freeness, being Eulerian, degree-regularity Goldreich and Ron (2002), minorfreeness Benjamini et al. (2010); Hassidim et al. (2009); Kumar et al. (2019), hyperfinite properties Newman and Sohler (2013), k-vertex connectivity Yoshida and Ito (2012); Forster et al. (2020), and subdivision-freeness Kawarabayashi and Yoshida (2013). On the other hand there are some properties whose query complexity is sublinear but not constant, e. g. bipartiteness Goldreich and Ron (2002, 1999). Furthermore, there are some properties for which no tester with sublinear query complexity exists, e. g. Hamiltonicity Yoshida and Ito (2010); Goldreich (2020), 3-colourability Bogdanov et al. (2002), independent set size Goldreich (2020). Note that for any computable property there is a linear query complexity property tester, i. e. the tester, which accesses the entire graph and then uses any exact algorithm for the property, as we do not bound the running time of a property tester. We further want to point out that it is not true that NP-hard problems are in general hard for property testing, as Newman and Sohler (2013) shows that any property is constant query testable on the class of bounded-degree, planar graphs and many problems remain NP-hard even on bounded degree, planar graphs, e. g. Hamiltonicity Garey et al. (1976).

The major open problem in the area of property testing is finding a full characterisation of the testable properties in the bounded degree model. Ito et al. Ito et al. (2020) gave characterisations of one-sided error constant-query testable monotone graph properties, and one-sided error testable hereditary graph properties in the bounded-degree (directed and undirected) graph model. The characterisation is based on the presence of many forbidden configurations – subgraphs in the case of monotone properties and induced subgraphs in the case of hereditary properties. Note that Hamiltonicity is a property that is neither monotone nor hereditary. Hence we believe that our results advance our understanding of testability of such properties.

We show that any one-sided error property tester with sublinear query complexity needs to accept any locally Hamiltonian graph. Since every graph in our constructed class is locally Hamiltonian and far from being Hamiltonian we get the following, previously known lower-bound (see Yoshida and Ito (2010); Goldreich (2020)) as a direct consequence of Theorem 5.5 (cf. Corollary 6.2).

Hamiltonicity is not testable with one-sided error and query complexity o(n) in the bounded-degree model.

This provides evidence that using deterministic constructions is a viable route for finding lower bounds for property testing.

Structure of the paper. We begin with the preliminaries in Section 2. In Section 3 we introduce local Hamiltonicity, discuss distance to Hamiltonicity, and we provide our construction. The construction takes a d-regular graph and turns it into a graph of degree at most d + 3 with additional properties. In Section 4 we prove that there is a small ϵ such that any family of graphs obtained via the construction is ϵ-far from being Hamiltonian. Section 5 then shows that if we start our construction with d-regular expander graphs, we obtain a family that is locally Hamiltonian. In Section 6 we prove a known lower-bound for property testing from our construction.

2 Preliminaries

Let N denote the set of natural numbers including 0. We denote N_{≥n} := {m ∈ N : m ≥ n} and [n] := {1, . . . , n} for any n ∈ N (where we let [0] := ∅). For two sets A, B we use A△B to denote the symmetric difference of A and B.

This paper concerns simple undirected graphs, however, we will use directed graphs in our construction. Unless otherwise specified graphs are undirected.

An undirected graph G is a tuple (V (G), E(G)) where V (G) is a finite set of vertices and E(G) ⊆ {e ⊆ V (G) : |e| = 2} is the set of edges. A directed graph G is a tuple (V (G), E(G)) where V (G) is a finite set of vertices and E(G) ⊆ V ×V is the set of edges. For a directed graph G and a vertex v ∈ V (G) we denote the set of all incoming edges of v by E^−_G (v) and the set of all outgoing edges of v by E^+_G (v). The order of a graph G is the size of V (G).

An isomorphism from a graph G to a graph H is a bijective map f : V (G) → V (H) which preserves the edge relation, i. e., {v, w} ∈ E(G) iff {f(v), f(w)} ∈ E(H). Equivalently an isomorphism from a directed graph G to a directed graph H is a bijective map f : V (G) → V (H) such that (v, w) ∈ E(G) iff (f(v), f(w)) ∈ E(H). Two graphs G, H are called isomorphic, denoted by G ∼= H, if there is an isomorphism between them. A graph H is a subgraph of a graph G if V (H) ⊆ V (G) and E(H) ⊆ E(G). For any graph G and S ⊆ V (G) we let G[S] := (S, {{v, w} ∈ E(G) : v, w ∈ S}) be the subgraph of G induced by S. We call a subgraph H of G an induced subgraph of G if H is the subgraph of G induced by some set S ⊆ V (G). For a graph G and vertices v, w ∈ V (G) we say that v is a neighbour of w or that v is adjacent to w if {v, w} ∈ E(G). For S ⊆ V (G) we define the neighbourhood of S in G, denoted N_G(S) to be the set of vertices S ∪ {v ∈ V (G) : v is a neighbour of some w ∈ S}. This notion of neighbourhood is often referred to as the closed neighbourhood.

For a graph G (directed or undirected) the degree of a vertex v ∈ V (G), denoted deg_G(v), is the number of edges that contain vertex v. The degree of a graph G, denoted deg(G), is the maximum degree over all vertices. A graph is called d-regular if every vertex v ∈ V (G) has degree d, where d ∈ N. A graph has bounded degree d if deg(G) ≤ d, where d ∈ N. For d ∈ N we denote the class of all bounded degree d graphs by C_d.

A path of length ℓ in a graph G (undirected or directed) is a sequence (p_0, p_1, . . . , p_ℓ) of vertices of G such that {p_{i−1}, p_i} ∈ E(G)/(p_{i−1}, p_i) ∈ E(G) for i ∈ [ℓ]. A simple path in G is a path in which no vertex appears twice. A cycle is a path C = (c_0, . . . , c_ℓ) such that c_0 = c_ℓ and (c_1, . . . , c_ℓ) is a simple path. A Hamiltonian cycle is a cycle which contains every vertex of G. We call G Hamiltonian if G contains a Hamiltonian cycle. A path P^′ = (p^′_1, . . . , p^′_ℓ′ ) is a subpath of a cycle C = (c_0, . . . , c_ℓ) if there is an index i ∈ [ℓ] such that either p^′_j = p_{(i+j mod ℓ)} for every j ∈ [ℓ^′] or p^′_j = p_{(i+ℓ}′_{−j mod ℓ)} for every j ∈ [ℓ^′]. Note that this means that subpaths appear either in the path or in the reversed path. We choose this definition of subpath for convenient notation below.

For a graph G we define the expansion ratio to be

h(G) := min {S⊂V (G):|S|≤|V (G)|/2} |{e ∈ E(G) : |e ∩ S| = 1}| |S| . For d ∈ N and any constant ϵ > 0 we call a sequence (G_m)_{m∈N} of d-regular graphs of increasing number of vertices a family of ϵ-expanders if h(G_m) ≥ ϵ for all m ∈ N.

3 Local Hamiltonicity and distance to Hamiltonicity

In this section we introduce the central concepts in this paper and explain our construction. The proofs of the central properties of the construction are given in the next sections.

Definition 3.1 (ϵ-farness from being Hamiltonian). Let d ∈ N and ϵ ∈ [0, 1]. A graph G ∈ C_d is ϵ-far from being Hamiltonian if for every set E ⊆ {e ⊆ V (G) : |e| = 2} of size less than or equal to ϵd·|V (G)| the graph (V (G), E(G)△E) is not Hamiltonian.

Definition 3.2 (Locally Hamiltonian). Let C be a class of graphs and let δ ∈ (0, 1]. A graph G ∈ C is called δ-locally Hamiltonian on C if for every set S ⊆ V (G) of at most δ · |V (G)| vertices there is a Hamiltonian graph H := H_S ∈ C with |V (H)| = |V (G)|, a subset T := T_S ⊆ V (H) and an isomorphism from G[N_G(S)] to H[N_H (T )] which maps S onto T .

Note that by relaxing |V (G)| = |V (H)| to |V (H)| > |N_G(S)| we get an equivalent definition. As long as the Hamiltonian cycle in H contains at least one edge which is not in H[N_H (T )] we can contract or subdivide edges on the Hamiltonian cycle of H that are not in H[N_H (T )] to make |V (H)| = |V (G)|.

Remark 3.3. Let C be a graph class. Every Hamiltonian graph in C is δ-locally Hamiltonian for every δ ∈ (0, 1]. And every graph G ∈ C is 1-locally Hamiltonian iff G is Hamiltonian.

Let d ≥ 2. A graph G on n ≥ 2d vertices is 1/n-locally Hamiltonian on C_d iff the minimum degree of G is greater than 1. The ‘only if’ part is easy to see. The ‘if’ part is true because the closed neighbourhood of any vertex v contains at most d + 1 vertices and contains at least one path of length two. This path of length two can be completed into a Hamiltonian cycle without adding edges within the neighbourhood of v, because G contains at least d − 1 further vertices, via which we connect the vertices and the path of length two in the neighbourhood of v.

The next lemma states that if G ∈ C_d has many subsets of vertices whose neighbourhoods witness non-Hamiltonicity, then it is far from being Hamiltonian. Here we say that the neighbourhood of S ⊆ V (G) witnesses non-Hamiltonicity if for every Hamiltonian H ∈ C_d of the same order as G and every T ⊆ V (H) there is no isomorphism from G[N_G(S)] to H[N_H (T )] that maps S onto T . For example the neighbourhood of every vertex of degree 1 in a graph G witnesses non-Hamiltonicity of G and the neighbourhood of any connected component of G (unless G is connected) witnesses non-Hamiltonicity of G.

Lemma 3.4. Let d ∈ N_{≥2} and G ∈ C_d. For all 0 ≤ ϵ < 1/2d, there is a number λ = λ(ϵ, d) ∈ (0, 1) such that if there are λn subsets of V (G) whose (closed) neighbourhoods are pairwise disjoint and each witnesses non-Hamiltonicity, then G is ϵ-far from being Hamiltonian.

Proof: Let λ(ϵ, d) := 2dϵ. First note that if a set S ⊆ V (G) witnesses non-Hamiltonicity then every set E ⊆ {e ⊆ V (G) : |e| = 2}, for which (V (G), E(G)△E) is Hamiltonian, must contain e such that S ∩ e ≠ ∅. Since the λn neighbourhoods of sets witnessing non-Hamiltonicity are pairwise disjoint we get that the size of every set E ⊆ {e ⊆ V (G) : |e| = 2}, for which (V (G), E(G)△E) is Hamiltonian, is at least λn/2 = ϵdn and hence G is ϵ-far from being Hamiltonian.

Note that for the caterpillar (see Figure 1) such pairwise disjoint sets of vertices, whose neighbourhoods witness non-Hamiltonicity, are the singleton sets consisting of the vertices of degree one. Similarly, for the cycle of C_4’s (see Figure 1), we can choose the vertex set of every other C_4 on the cycle.

One might wonder if the converse of Lemma 3.4 is true, i. e., if G is ϵ-far from being Hamiltonian, then G contains a linear fraction of pairwise disjoint sets of vertices whose neighbourhoods witness non- Hamiltonicity. (This would actually imply the existence of a one-sided error property tester with constant query complexity.) Our examples below show that this is not the case. In fact it even shows that for some constant c ∈ N there is a class of graphs which are ϵ-far from being Hamiltonian but we cannot even find c sets of vertices with pairwise disjoint neighbourhoods witnessing non-Hamiltonicity. In other words there is a class of graphs which are ϵ-far from being Hamiltonian but δ-locally Hamiltonian for some δ, ϵ ∈ (0, 1).

v1v2v3. . . v31 Fig. 2: P (v1, . . . , v31).

v1v^3v5v^8v^9v12v^{14} w1w2w^3w^4w5w6 u^{31}u^{29} u24u23 u18

Fig. 3: A link from P (u1, . . . , u31) to P (v1, . . . , v31 ) via w1, . . . , w6.

3.1 Construction

In this section we introduce the main step of our construction of graphs which are locally Hamiltonian and far from being Hamiltonian. At a high level, we construct a graph G_E by choosing a d-regular base graph E and building G_E by introducing a path-gadget for every edge of E, connecting these path-gadgets into a large cycle and linking path gadgets together if the edges of E corresponding to the path gadgets are incident to the same vertex. We give the precise construction in the following.

First we create a gadget (see Figure 2 for illustration). Let v_1, . . . , v_{31} be a set of vertices. Then we let P (v_1, . . . , v_{31}) be the graph with vertex set {v_1, . . . , v_{31}} and edge set { {v_i, v_{i+1}}, {v_j , v_{j+3}}, {v_k, v_{k+5}} : i ∈ {1, . . . , 30}, j ∈ {2, 27}, k ∈ {6, 12, 15, 21} } . For a graph G with {u_1, . . . , u_{31}, v_1, . . . , v_{31}, w_1, . . . , w_6} ⊆ V (G), G[u_1, . . . , u_{31}] = P (u_1, . . . , u_{31}) and G[v_1, . . . , v_{31}] = P (v_1, . . . , v_{31}) we say that G contains a link from P (u_1, . . . , u_{31}) to P (v_1, . . . , v_{31}) via w_1, . . . , w_6 (see Figure 3 for illustration), if E(G) contains { {u_{23}, v_3}, {u_{18}, v_8}, {u_{29}, v_9}, {u_{24}, v_{14}},{v_5, w_1}, {w_1, w_2}, {w_2, w_3}, {w_3, u_{23}},

{u_{24}, w_4}, {w_4, w_5}, {w_5, w_6}, {w_6, v_{12}} } . Finally to any graph G we associate a directed graph ⃗G which is the graph that is obtained from G by replacing every edge {u, v} ∈ E(G) by the two directed edges (u, v) and (v, u). We can now define the graph construction.

Definition 3.5. Let E be a d-regular graph (the base graph) and f : E(⃗E) → {1, . . . , |E(⃗E)|} be any linear order on E(⃗E). We define the graph G_E as follows. V (G_E ) := {a^e_1, . . . , a^e_{31} : e ∈ E(⃗E)} ∪ {b^v_1, . . . , b^v_6 : v ∈ V (⃗E)}. E(G_E ) consists of the minimum set of edges such that

• G_E [a^e_1, . . . , a^e_{31}] = P (a^e_1, . . . , a^e_{31}) for every e ∈ E(⃗E),

• a^{f −1(i)} 31 is adjacent to a^{f −1(j)}_1 for every i ∈ [|E(⃗E)|], j := 1 if i = |E(⃗E)| and j := i + 1 otherwise and • G_E contains a link from P (a^{(u,v)}_1 , . . . , a^{(u,v)}_{31} ) to P (a^{(v,w)}_1 , . . . , a^{(v,w)}_{31} ) via b^v_1, . . . , b^v_6 for every triple of vertices u, v, w ∈ V (⃗E) with (u, v), (v, w) ∈ E(⃗E).

See Figure 4 for an illustration. We would like to point out that the minimality condition on the set of edges of G_E in the above definition is necessary, as omitting it would allow adding of any number of edges between different path gadgets.

Note that the construction of G_E depends on f as well as E, but since being locally Hamiltonian and being far from Hamiltonian are independent of which linear order f we use, we omit the dependency on f. Remark 3.6. If E is d-regular, for d ≥ 1, and |V (E)| = n, then the degree of G_E is at most d + 3 and |V (G_E )| = (6 + 31d)n.

Note 3.7. G_E contains a large cycle of length 31dn, i. e., the cycle (. . . . . . , a^{f −1(i−1)} 31 , a^{f −1(i)}_1 , a^{f −1(i)}_2 , . . . , a^{f −1(i)}_{31} , a^{f −1(i+1)}_1 , . . . . . . ).

However G_E also contains 6n vertices which are not part of this cycle.

4 The construction is far from being Hamiltonian

In this section we prove the following.

Theorem 4.1. For every d ∈ N_{≥2} there is ϵ = ϵ(d) ∈ (0, 1) such that for any d-regular graph E the graph G_E constructed in 3.5 is ϵ-far from being Hamiltonian.

To prove Theorem 4.1 we use the two technical lemmas below (Lemma 4.3 and Lemma 4.4). They will be applied to graphs G obtained from G_E by modifying a small fraction of the edges of G_E . Therefore they are stated for graphs G which share certain induced subgraphs with G_E . The first of the two lemmas (Lemma 4.3) states that if G has a Hamiltonian cycle and a certain induced subgraph, which also appears in G_E , then the Hamiltonian cycle has certain subpaths. The proof of Lemma 4.3 is illustrated in Figure 4. We will use the following easy observation in the proof of Lemma 4.3.

Remark 4.2. Let G be a graph, u ∈ V (G) a vertex of degree 2 and v, w the two neighbours of u. Then any cycle C containing the vertex u must contain (v, u, w) as a subpath.

Recall that subpaths appear either in the path or in the reversed path.

Lemma 4.3. Let E be any d-regular graph and G_E as defined in Definition 3.5. Pick v ∈ V (⃗E) and let S_v := {a^e_1, . . . , a^e_{31} : e ∈ E(⃗E), e contains v}∪{b^v_1, . . . , b^v_6}. Let G be a graph with S_v ⊆ V (G). Assume G_E [N_{GE} (S_v )] ∼= G[N_G(S_v )] and f : S_v → S_v defined by f(v) = v for v ∈ S_v is an isomorphism from G_E [S_v ] to G[S_v ]. Then for every Hamiltonian cycle C in G and every edge e ∈ V (⃗E) incident to v the following properties hold.

1. Either (a^e_1, . . . , a^e_5) or (a^e_1, a^e_2, a^e_5, a^e_4, a^e_3) is a subpath of C.

2. Either (a^e_{27}, . . . , a^e_{31}) or (a^e_{29}, a^e_{28}, a^e_{27}, a^e_{30}, a^e_{31}) is a subpath of C.

3. Either (a^e_{12}, . . . , a^e_{20}) or (a^e_{14}, a^e_{13}, a^e_{12}, a^e_{17}, a^e_{16}, a^e_{15}, a^e_{20}, a^e_{19}, a^e_{18}) is a subpath of C.

a^{(v,w)}_1a^{(v,w)}_6a^{(v,w)}_{12} a^{(v,w)}_{21}a^{(v,w)}_{27} a^{(u,v)}_{20}a^{(u,v)}_{26}a^{(w,x)}_5a^{(w,x)}_{11} b^v_1b^v2b^v5b^v_6 b^{w1}b^w2b^w5b^{w6}

Fig. 4: Close-up of GE with vertices of high degree (d + 1, d + 2 or d + 3) indicated by ‘fans’.

4. If e ∈ E^+_G (v) then either (a^e_6, . . . , a^e_{11}) or (a^e_8, a^e_7, a^e_6, a^e_{11}, a^e_{10}, a^e_9) is a subpath of C.

5. If e ∈ E^−_G (v) then either (a^e_{21}, . . . , a^e_{26}) or (a^e_{23}, a^e_{22}, a^e_{21}, a^e_{26}, a^e_{25}, a^e_{24}) is a subpath of C.

Proof: To prove (1) let us observe that a^e_1 and a^e_4 have degree 2 in G, as G_E [N_{GE} (S_v)] ∼= G[N_G(S_v )] and a^e_1 and a^e_4 have degree 2 in G_E . Hence (a^e_1, a^e_2) and (a^e_3, a^e_4, a^e_5) have to be subpaths of C as in Remark 4.2. Since a^e_2 has exactly three neighbours a^e_1, a^e_3 and a^e_5 in G_E and G_E [N_{GE} (S_v)] ∼= G[N_G(S_v )] we get that either (a^e_1, . . . , a^e_5) is a subpath of C or (a^e_1, a^e_2, a^e_5, a^e_4, a^e_3) is a subpath of C. Property (2) follows with a similar argumentation.

For (3) let us assume that neither (a^e_{12}, . . . , a^e_{17}) nor (a^e_{14}, a^e_{13}, a^e_{12}, a^e_{17}, a^e_{16}, a^e_{15}) appear in C as a subpath. Since both a^e_{13} and a^e_{16} have degree 2 in G, we know that (a^e_{12}, a^e_{13}, a^e_{14}) and (a^e_{15}, a^e_{16}, a^e_{17}) are subpaths of C. Hence neither (a^e_{14}, a^e_{15}) nor (a^e_{12}, a^e_{17}) are subpaths of C. Since both a^e_{15} and a^e_{17} have degree 3 in G, this implies that (a^e_{20}, a^e_{15}, a^e_{16}, a^e_{17}, a^e_{18}) is a subpath of C. Since a^e_{19} has degree 2, then (a^e_{20}, a^e_{15}, a^e_{16}, a^e_{17}, a^e_{18}, a^e_{19}, a^e_{20}) has to be a subpath of C. Since this is a cycle, C must be equal to (a^e_{20}, a^e_{15}, a^e_{16}, a^e_{17}, a^e_{18}, a^e_{19}, a^e_{20}) which contradicts the assumption that S_v is contained in C. A symmetric argument shows that either (a^e_{15}, . . . , a^e_{20}) or (a^e_{17}, a^e_{16}, a^e_{15}, a^e_{20}, a^e_{19}, a^e_{18}) has to be a subpath of C, proving (3).

We will prove (4) and (5) simultaneously using a counting argument. Let us first observe that for every edge e ∈ E(⃗E) incident to v we know that (a^e_6, a^e_7, a^e_8), (a^e_9, a^e_{10}, a^e_{11}), (a^e_{21}, a^e_{22}, a^e_{23}) and (a^e_{24}, a^e_{25}, a^e_{26}) are subpaths of C, because a^e_7, a^e_{10}, a^e_{22} and a^e_{25} have degree 2 in G. Let S be the set of all maximal subpaths of C which only contain vertices from {a^e_{21}, . . . , a^e_{26}, a^ẽ_6, . . . , a^ẽ_{11} : e ∈ E^−_{⃗E} (v), ẽ ∈ E^+_{⃗E} (v)}. Since there are no edges of the form {a^e_i , a^ẽ_j } for i, j ∈ {6, . . . , 11, 21, . . . , 26}, e ≠ ẽ ∈ E(⃗E), every subpath in S is either of length 2 or length 5. For every path P = (p_1, . . . , p_ℓ) ∈ S, we define the vertices u_P , w_P to be the neighbours of P on C, i.e. (u_P , p_1, . . . , p_ℓ, w_P ) is a subpath of C. Since G_E [N_{GE} (S_v)] ∼= G[N_G(S_v )] and every path P ∈ S is maximal, we know that u_P , w_P ∈ {a^e_{18}, a^e_{20}, a^e_{27}, a^e_{29}, a^ẽ_3, a^ẽ_5, a^ẽ_{12}, a^ẽ_{14} : e ∈ E^−_{⃗E} (v), ẽ ∈ E^+_{⃗E} (v)} ∪ {b^v_3, b^v_4}.

Properties (1),(3) imply that for every edge e ∈ E^−_{⃗E} (v), only one of the two vertices a^e_{18}, a^e_{20} and only one of the two vertices a^e_{27}, a^e_{29} can be in the set {u_P , w_P : P ∈ S}. Therefore the contribution of the set {a^e_{18}, a^e_{20}, a^e_{27}, a^e_{29} : e ∈ E^−_{⃗E} (v)} to the size of {u_P , w_P : P ∈ S} is at most 2|E^−_{⃗E} (v)|. Similarly, (2),(3) imply that for every edge ẽ ∈ E^+_{⃗E} (v) only one of the two vertices a^ẽ_3, a^ẽ_5 and only one of the two vertices a^ẽ_{12}, a^ẽ_{14} can be in the set {u_P , w_P : P ∈ S}. In addition, there are two not necessarily distinct edges e, ẽ ∈ E^+_{⃗E} (v) such that (a^e_1, . . . , a^e_5, b^v_1) and (b^v_6, a^ẽ_{12}, . . . , a^ẽ_{20}) are subpaths of C since b^v_1’s and b^v_6’s only other neighbour in G_E is b^v_2 or b^v_5 respectively. Hence the vertices a^e_3, a^e_5, a^ẽ_{12}, a^ẽ_{14} cannot be in {u_P , w_P : P ∈ S} for these two specific edges e, ẽ ∈ E^−_{⃗E} (v). Therefore, the contribution of the set {a^ẽ_3, a^ẽ_5, a^ẽ_{12}, a^ẽ_{14} : ẽ ∈ E^+_{⃗E} (v)} to the size of |{u_P , w_P : P ∈ S} is at most 2|E^+_{⃗E} (v)| − 2. Hence |{u_P , w_P : P ∈ S}| ≤ 2|E^+_{⃗E} (v)| − 2 + 2|E^−_{⃗E} (v)| + 2 = 4d where adding 2 accounts for the size of the set {b^v_3, b^v_4}. In addition, note that (1),(2), (3) and deg_G(b^v_2) = 2 and deg_G(b^v_5) = 2 imply that every maximal subpath of C only containing vertices in S_v \ {a^e_{21}, . . . , a^e_{26}, a^ẽ_6, . . . , a^ẽ_{11} : e ∈ E^−_{⃗E} (v), ẽ ∈ E^+_{⃗E} (v)} has length at least 2. Hence on C in between any two subpaths in S there is a subpath of at length at least 2, which implies that no two distinct subpaths in S can share a neighbour on C. Therefore we have |{u_P , w_P : P ∈ S}| = 2|S| and hence |S| ≤ 2d. On the other hand, if a path in S contains only 3 vertices (has length 2) then |S| > 2d, because every path in S contains either 3 or 6 vertices (as argued at the beginning of the proof), no vertex can appear on more than one path of S and |{v : P ∈ S, v appears on P }| = |{a^e_{21}, . . . , a^e_{26}, a^ẽ_6, . . . , a^ẽ_{11} : e ∈ E^−_{⃗E} (v), ẽ ∈ E^+_{⃗E} (v)}| = 12d. This yields a contradiction and hence (4) and (5) are true.

Let G be a graph with a^e_i , . . . , a^e_j ∈ V (G) for some edge e ∈ E(⃗E) and 1 ≤ i ≤ j ≤ 31. Assume C is a cycle in G which contains a^e_i , . . . , a^e_j . We say that C traverses the vertices a^e_i , . . . , a^e_j in order if (a^e_i , . . . , a^e_j ) is a subpath of C and we say that C traverses a^e_i , . . . , a^e_j out of order otherwise. Note that for certain 1 ≤ i ≤ j ≤ 31 and e ∈ E(⃗E) there is only one way in which a cycle C can traverse a^e_i , . . . , a^e_j out of order (as specified in Lemma 4.3).

The next lemma shows that for every vertex v ∈ V (⃗E) and every Hamiltonian cycle C in G_E the number of edges e ∈ E^−_{⃗E} (v) for which C traverses a^e_{12}, . . . , a^e_{20} out of order is exactly one larger than the number of edges ẽ ∈ E^+_{⃗E} (v) for which C traverses a^ẽ_{12}, . . . , a^ẽ_{20} out of order. This still holds for every graph G which contains a certain induced subgraph of G_E .

Lemma 4.4. Let E be any d-regular graph and G_E as defined in Definition 3.5. Let S_v := {a^e_1, . . . , a^e_{31} : e ∈ E(⃗E), e is incident to v} ∪ {b^v_1, . . . , b^v_6} for some v ∈ V (⃗E). Let G be a graph with S_v ⊆ V (G). Assume G_E [N_{GE} (S_v )] ∼= G[N_G(S_v)] and f : S_v → S_v defined by f(v) = v for v ∈ S_v is an isomorphism from G_E [S_v] to G[S_v]. Then for every Hamiltonian cycle C in G the cardinalities of the two sets

T^{in}_{v,C} := { e ∈ E^−_{⃗E} (v) : (a^e_{12}, a^e_{17}) is a subpath of C } and (1)

T^{out}_{v,C} := { e ∈ E^+_{⃗E} (v) : (a^e_{12}, a^e_{17}) or (a^e_{12}, b^v_6) is a subpath of C } (2) are equal.

Proof: First note that the condition G_E [N_{GE} (S_v)] ∼= G[N_G(S_v)] implies that no vertex in the set {a^e_{15}, . . . , a^e_{30}, a^ẽ_2, . . . , a^ẽ_{17} : e ∈ E^−_{⃗E} (v), ẽ ∈ E^+_{⃗E} (v)} ∪ {b^v_1, . . . , b^v_6} has neighbours in G \ S_v . This will implicitly be used in the following argument whenever we exhaustively consider neighbours of vertices in G as successors on C.

Let us first define a map F_{v,C} : T^{in}_{v,C} → T^{out}_{v,C} , given by F_{v,C} (e) := ẽ, where ẽ ∈ T^{out}_{v,C} is the edge such that (a^e_{18}, a^ẽ_8) is a subpath of C. We first have to argue that F_{v,C} is well defined.

By Lemma 4.3 (3), e ∈ T^{in}_{v,C} implies that (a^e_{14}, a^e_{13}, a^e_{12}, a^e_{17}, a^e_{16}, a^e_{15}, a^e_{20}, a^e_{19}, a^e_{18}) is a subpath of C. Since the two neighbours a^e_{17} and a^e_{19} of a^e_{18} are already part of this subpath this implies that (a^e_{18}, a^ẽ_8) has to be a subpath of C for some edge ẽ ∈ E^+_{⃗E} (v). This implies that (a^ẽ_6, . . . , a^ẽ_{11}) cannot be a subpath of C and hence, by Lemma 4.3 (4), (a^ẽ_8, a^ẽ_7, a^ẽ_6, a^ẽ_{11}, a^ẽ_{10}, a^ẽ_9) has to be a subpath of C. This further implies that (a^ẽ_{11}, a^ẽ_{12}) cannot be a subpath of C. Then if (a^ẽ_{12}, . . . , a^ẽ_{20}) is a subpath of C then (a^ẽ_{12}, b^v_6) has to be a subpath of C by excluding all possible other neighbours of a^ẽ_{12}. On the other hand if (a^ẽ_{12}, . . . , a^ẽ_{20}) is not a subpath of C then, by Lemma 4.3 (3), (a^ẽ_{14}, a^ẽ_{13}, a^ẽ_{12}, a^ẽ_{17}, a^ẽ_{16}, a^ẽ_{15}, a^ẽ_{20}, a^ẽ_{19}, a^ẽ_{18}) is a subpath of C and hence (a^ẽ_{12}, a^ẽ_{17}) is a subpath of C. Therefore ẽ ∈ T^{out}_{v,C} . This shows that F_{v,C} is well defined.

Furthermore F_{v,C} is injective since if (a^e_{18}, a^ẽ_8) and (a^e_{18}, a^{e′}_8 ) are subpaths of C then ẽ = e^′ because (a^e_{19}, a^e_{18}) is also a subpath of C. F_{v,C} is surjective as for ẽ ∈ T^{out}_{v,C} both (a^ẽ_{12}, a^ẽ_{17}) or (a^ẽ_{12}, b^v_6) being a subpath of C together with Lemma 4.3 (3) implies that (a^ẽ_{12}, a^ẽ_{11}) cannot be a subpath of C. This further implies that (a^ẽ_8, a^ẽ_7, a^ẽ_6, a^ẽ_{11}, a^ẽ_{10}, a^ẽ_9) is a subpath of C by Lemma 4.3 (4) and hence there is an edge e ∈ E^−_{⃗E} (v) such that (a^e_{18}, a^ẽ_8) is a subpath of C. Then with the same argument as before (a^e_{12}, a^e_{17}) is a subpath of C and hence e ∈ T^{in}_{v,C} and F_{v,C} (e) = ẽ. Therefore F_{v,C} is bijective which implies the statement of the lemma.

As a direct consequence from Lemma 4.4 we get that G_E cannot be Hamilonian for any base graph E. To see that this is true, suppose towards a contradiction that there is a Hamiltonian cycle C in G_E . Then by Lemma 4.4 the equation ∑ v∈V (⃗E) |T in v,C | = ∑ v∈V (⃗E) |T out v,C | must hold. Now every edge in ⋃ v∈V (⃗E) T in v,C is also contained in ⋃ v∈V (⃗E) T out v,C . However, since for every v ∈ V (E) the vertex b^v_6 ∈ G_E

has only one neighbour not of the form a^{(v,w)}_{12} , there must be edges (v, w) in ⃗E for which (a^{(v,w)}_{12} , b^v_6) is a subpath of C. Hence ⋃ v∈V (⃗E) T out v,C must contain some edges (all the edges (v, w) for which (a^{(v,w)}_{12} , b^v_6) is a subpath of C) that are not contained in ⋃ v∈V (⃗E) T in v,C , so the equation cannot hold, a contradiction.

Hence G_E cannot be Hamiltonian. This argument works similarly if a small number of edges in G_E have been altered and the equality from Lemma 4.4 still has to hold for many vertices as we will see in the following proof.

Proof Proof of Theorem 4.1: Let ϵ := 1/(8(d + 3)^2(6 + 31d)). Assume E is d-regular and n := |V (E)|. Let n^′ := V (G_E ) = (6 + 31d)n and d^′ := d + 3 be the degree of G_E .

Towards a contradiction let us assume that G_E is not ϵ-far to being Hamiltonian and let E be a set of edges in G_E such that |E| ≤ ϵd^′n^′ and the graph G := (V (G_E ), E(G_E )△E) is Hamiltonian. Let B ⊆ V (⃗E) be the set of vertices defined by

B :={v ∈ V (⃗E) : there is e ∈ E, i ∈ {1, . . . , 31}, ẽ ∈ E^−_G (v) ∪ E^+_G (v) such that a^ẽ_i ∈ e} ∪{v ∈ V (⃗E) : there is e ∈ E, i ∈ {1, . . . , 6} such that b^v_i ∈ e}. Note that |B| ≤ 4 · ϵd^′n^′, because every edge e ∈ E contributes at most 4 vertices to B, and hence |V (⃗E) \ B| ≥ n − 4ϵd^′n^′ > n/2. Let C be a Hamiltonian cycle in G. Then for every vertex v ∈ V (⃗E) \ B we have that S_v ⊆ V (G), G_E [N_{GE} (S_v )] ∼= G[N_G(S_v )] and f : S_v → S_v defined by f(v) = v for v ∈ S_v is an isomorphism from G_E [S_v ] to G[S_v] where S_v := {a^e_1, . . . , a^e_{31} : e ∈ E(⃗E), e is incident to v} ∪ {b^v_1, . . . , b^v_6}. Since C is Hamiltonian C contains all vertices in S_v for every v ∈ V (⃗E) \ B (amongst others). Hence by Lemma 4.4 we have |T^{in}_{v,C} | = |T^{out}_{v,C} | for every v ∈ V (⃗E) \ B where T^{in}_{v,C} and T^{out}_{v,C} are as defined in Equation 1 and Equation 2. Therefore ∑ v∈V (⃗E)\B |T^{in}_{v,C} | = ∑ v∈V (⃗E)\B |T^{out}_{v,C} |. (3)

Since for every v ∈ V (⃗E) \ B the vertex b^v_5 has degree 2 we know that (b^v_4 , b^v_5, b^v_6) is a subpath of C. Since every neighbour of b^v_6 in G apart from b^v_5 is of the form a^e_{12} for some e ∈ E^+_G (v), we know that for precisely one edge e ∈ E^+_G (v) the path (b^v_6 , a^e_{12}) is a subpath of C. Hence ∑ v∈V (⃗E)\B | | { e ∈ E^+_G (v) : (a^e_{12}, b^v_6) is a subpath of C }| | = |V (⃗E) \ B| > n 2 . (4)

Since every edge (u, v) ∈ E(⃗E) such that u, v ∈ V (⃗E) \ B contributes 1 to both sides of Equation 3, Equation 3 and Equation 4 imply that ∑ v∈V (⃗E)\B | | | { (u, v) ∈ E(⃗E) : u ∈ B, (a^{(u,v)}_{12} , a^{(u,v)}_{17} ) is a subpath of C }| | > n 2 .

But this is a contradiction as the number of edges (u, v) ∈ E(⃗E) for which u ∈ B is bounded from above by d^′|B| ≤ n/2. 5 Ensuring local Hamiltonicity

In this section we prove the following theorem.

Theorem 5.1. For every d ∈ N_{≥2} and every d-regular graph E with expansion ratio h(E) ≥ 1 the graph G_E constructed in Definition 3.5 is δ-locally Hamiltonian for some constant δ = δ(d) ∈ (0, 1].

Our proof strategy for Theorem 5.1 is to add edges to G_E which are incident to at most one vertex in N_{GE} (S) to obtain a graph H which is Hamiltonian, for any given S ⊆ V (G_E ) of size at most δ|V (G)|. We prove the Hamiltonicity of H by dividing the vertex set of H into pairwise disjoint small sets. For each of these sets we obtain a set of vertex disjoint paths which cover the entire small set and start and end in prescribed vertices. To conclude the proof of the Hamiltonicity of H we find a Hamiltonian cycle by patching together these paths. The next lemma will be used to show the existence of such paths for all those subsets of vertices of H which contain a vertex from S.

Lemma 5.2. Let E be any d-regular graph and G_E as defined in Definition 3.5. Let v ∈ V (⃗E) and S_v := {a^e_{18}, . . . , a^e_{31}, a^ẽ_1, . . . , a^ẽ_{17} : e ∈ E^−_{⃗E} (v), ẽ ∈ E^+_{⃗E} (v)} ∪ {b^v_1, . . . , b^v_6}. Let G be a graph such that G_E [S_v ] is a subgraph of G. Then for any two sets T^{in}_v ⊆ E^−_{⃗E} (v) and T^{out}_v ⊆ E^+_{⃗E} (v) with |T^{in}_v | − 1 = |T^{out}_v | there is a set of 2d pairwise vertex disjoint simple paths {P^{in}_e , P^{out}_ẽ : e ∈ E^−_{⃗E} (v), ẽ ∈ E^+_{⃗E} (v)} in G with the following properties.

• If e ∈ T^{in}_v then P^{in}_e is a path from a^e_{20} to a^e_{31}.

• If e ∈ E^−_{⃗E} (v) \ T^{in}_v then P^{in}_e is a path from a^e_{18} to a^e_{31}.

• If e ∈ T^{out}_v then P^{out}_e is a path from a^e_1 to a^e_{15}.

• If e ∈ E^+_{⃗E} (v) \ T^{out}_v then P^{out}_e is a path from a^e_1 to a^e_{17}.

• The set {x ∈ V (G) : x is contained in P^{in}_e or P^{out}_e for some e} is equal to S_v.

Proof: First we pick a vertex n(v) ∈ V (⃗E) such that (v, n(v)) /∈ T^{out}_v . This is possible because v has the same number of incoming and outgoing edges and |T^{in}_v | − 1 = |T^{out}_v |. Then |T^{in}_v | = |T^{out}_v ∪ {(v, n(v))}|, and hence we can find a bijection g : T^{in}_v → T^{out}_v ∪ {(v, n(v))}. Then we can define the paths as follows. For e ∈ T^{in}_v we let

P^{in}_e := (a^e_{20}, a^e_{19}, a^e_{18}, a^{g(e)}_8 , a^{g(e)}_7 , a^{g(e)}_6 , a^{g(e)}_{11} , a^{g(e)}_{10} , a^{g(e)}_9 , a^e_{29}, a^e_{28}, a^e_{27}, a^e_{30}, a^e_{31}),

P^{out}_{g(e)} := (a^{g(e)}_1 , . . . , a^{g(e)}_5 , b^v_1, b^v_2, b^v_3, a^e_{23}, a^e_{22}, a^e_{21}, a^e_{26}, a^e_{25}, a^e_{24}, b^v_4, b^v_5, b^v_6, a^{g(e)}_{12} , . . . , a^{g(e)}_{17} )

if g(e) = (v, n(v)) and

P^{out}_{g(e)} := (a^{g(e)}_1 , a^{g(e)}_2 , a^{g(e)}_5 , a^{g(e)}_4 , a^{g(e)}_3 , a^e_{23}, a^e_{22}, a^e_{21}, a^e_{26}, a^e_{25}, a^e_{24}, a^{g(e)}_{14} , a^{g(e)}_{13} , a^{g(e)}_{12} , a^{g(e)}_{17} , a^{g(e)}_{16} , a^{g(e)}_{15} ) if g(e) ≠ (v, n(v)). Furthermore for e ∈ E^−_{⃗E} (v) \ T^{in}_v we let P^{in}_e := (a^e_{18}, . . . , a^e_{31}) and for e ∈ E^+_{⃗E} (v) \ T^{out}_v we let P^{out}_e := (a^e_1, . . . , a^e_{17}). These paths clearly satisfy all conditions.

Proof Proof of Theorem 5.1: Let δ := 1/(2 · (6 + 31d)) and let S ⊆ V (G_E ) be any set of vertices with |S| ≤ δ · |V (G_E )|. We will find a Hamiltonian graph H by modifying G_E in such a way that G_E [N_{GE} (S)] is not affected by any modifications. In the following we exclude the trivial case S = ∅.

Let S_v := {a^e_{18}, . . . , a^e_{31}, a^ẽ_1, . . . , a^ẽ_{17} : e ∈ E^−_{⃗E} (v), ẽ ∈ E^+_{⃗E} (v)} ∪ {b^v_1, . . . , b^v_6} for every v ∈ V (⃗E). Let S^′ := {v ∈ V (⃗E) : S_v ∩ S ≠ ∅}. By Remark 3.6 |V (G_E )| = (6 + 31d) · |V (E)|. Since the sets S_v are pairwise disjoint this implies that |S^′| ≤ |S| ≤ δ · |V (G_E )| = 1/2 · |V (E)|. Let S^′ = {s^′_1, . . . , s^′_m} where m := |S^′|.

Claim 5.3. There are pairwise edge disjoint paths Q_1, . . . , Q_m in E such that Q_i is of the form Q_i = (q^1_i , . . . , q^{ℓi}_i ) for some ℓ_i ∈ N and q^{ℓi}_i = s^′_i, q^j_i ∈ S^′ for all j > 1 and q^1_i ∈ V (E) \ S^′.

Proof: By induction on the size of S^′. If |S^′| = 1 then this is trivially true. If |S^′| = n then h(E) ≥ 1 implies that there must be a vertex v with at least as many neighbours in V (E) \ S^′ as neighbours in S^′. Then S \ {v} has n − 1 vertices. Hence by induction hypothesis there is such a set of paths for S^′ \ {v}. But then we can extend every path which starts in v by a different edge so it starts in V (E) \ S. Let

Q_1, . . . , Q_m be as in Claim 5.3. Further, for every vertex v ∈ V (E) \ S^′ we pick one vertex u ∈ V (E) with (v, u) ∈ E(⃗E) and define n(v) := u. Now let E be the set {{ b^v_3, a^{(v,n(v))} 4 } , { b^v_4, a^{(v,n(v))} 13 } : v ∈ V (E) \ S^′ } ∪ {{ a^{(q1i ,q2i )} 14 , a^{(q1i ,q2i )}_{17} } : 1 ≤ i ≤ m } . We now define the graph H by setting V (H) := V (G_E ) and E(H) := E(G_E ) ∪ E. Note that H has degree d + 3, as we only added at most one edge to vertices of degree at most d + 1. Further note that by definition of S^′ we have that S ⊆ ⋃ v∈S^′ Sv . Since every edge in E is incident to at most one vertex

in N_G( ⋃ v∈S^′ Sv) it follows that if H is Hamiltonian then it fulfils the conditions from Definition 3.2.

Therefore, if we prove that H has a Hamiltonian cycle then G_E must be locally Hamiltonian.

Claim 5.4. There is a set of 2d pairwise vertex disjoint simple paths {P^{in}_e , P^{out}_ẽ : e ∈ E^−_{⃗E} (v), ẽ ∈ E^+_{⃗E} (v)} for every v ∈ V (⃗E) \ S^′ with the following properties.

• If e ∈ E^−_{⃗E} (v) then P^{in}_e is a path from a^e_{18} to a^e_{31}.

• If e = (q^1_i , q^2_i ) for some i ∈ [m] then P^{out}_e is a path from a^e_1 to a^e_{15}.

• If e ∈ E^+_{⃗E} (v) \ {(q^1_i , q^2_i ) : i ∈ [m]} then P^{out}_e is a path from a^e_1 to a^e_{17}.

• The set {x ∈ V (G) : x is contained in P^{in}_e or P^{out}_e for some e} is equal to S_v.

Proof: These conditions can be achieved by letting P^{in}_e := (a^e_{18}, . . . , a^e_{31}) for e ∈ E^−_{⃗E} (v). Additionally, for every edge e = (q^1_i , q^2_i ) we let P^{out}_e := (a^e_1, . . . , a^e_{14}, a^e_{17}, a^e_{16}, a^e_{15}) if q^2_i ≠ n(q^1_i ) and P^{out}_e = (a^e_1, . . . , a^e_4, b^v_3, b^v_2, b^v_1, a^e_5, . . . , a^e_{12}, b^v_6, b^v_5, b^v_4, a^e_{13}, a^e_{14}, a^e_{17}, a^e_{16}, a^e_{15}) otherwise. Finally for every e ∈ E^+_{⃗E} (v) \ {(q^1_i , q^2_i ) : i ∈ [m]} we set P^{out}_e := (a^e_1, . . . , a^e_{17}) for e = (v, w), w ≠ n(v) and P^{out}_e := (a^e_1, . . . , a^e_4, b^v_3, b^v_2, b^v_1, a^e_5, . . . , a^e_{12}, b^v_6, b^v_5, b^v_4, a^e_{13}, . . . , a^e_{17}) for e = (v, n(v)).

For v ∈ S^′ we define the sets T^{in}_v := {(q^{j−1}_i , q^j_i ) : i ∈ [m], j ∈ {2, . . . , ℓ_i}, q^j_i = v} and T^{out}_v := {(q^j_i , q^{j+1}_i ) : i ∈ [m], j ∈ {2, . . . , ℓ_i − 1}, q^j_i = v}. Since for every v ∈ S^′ there is exactly one path out of Q_1, . . . , Q_m that ends in v, we get that |T^{in}_v | − 1 = |T^{out}_v | and hence the preconditions for Lemma 5.2 are met. Therefore we obtain a set of paths {P^{in}_e , P^{out}_ẽ : e ∈ E^−_{⃗E} (v), ẽ ∈ E^+_{⃗E} (v)} for every v ∈ S^′ as in Lemma 5.2.

Since S_v ∩ S_w = ∅ for every pair v, w ∈ V (⃗E) with v ≠ w, we now have a set of pairwise vertex disjoint simple paths {P^{in}_e , P^{out}_e : e ∈ E(⃗E)} such that every vertex of H is contained in one of the paths. For every edge e ∈ E(⃗E) we now concatenate P^{out}_e with P^{in}_e to a path P_e. This is possible as for every edge e ∈ E(⃗E) the end vertex of P^{out}_e and the start vertex of P^{in}_e are adjacent. Let us briefly explain why they are adjacent. This is clearly true for every e which does not appear on any path Q_1, . . . , Q_m, because in this case P^{out}_e ends in a^e_{17} and P^{in}_e starts in a^e_{18}. In the case that e = (q^j_i , q^{j+1}_i ) for some i ∈ [m] and j ∈ {2, . . . , ℓ_i − 1} we have that P^{out}_e ends in a^e_{15} and P^{in}_e starts in a^e_{20} which are adjacent in H. This leaves the case that e = (q^1_i , q^2_i ) for some i ∈ [m]. Since q^1_i ∈ V (E) \ S^′ we get that P^{out}_e ends in a^e_{15} and since e ∈ T^{in}_{q2i} we get that P^{in}_e starts in a^e_{20}.

Finally we concatenate all paths P_e in the order given by the ordering f : E(⃗E) → [|E(⃗E)|] used in the construction of G_E . This gives us a cycle which contains every vertex in H precisely once. Hence H is Hamiltonian.

Theorem 5.5. There are d ∈ N and constants δ := δ(d), ϵ := ϵ(d) ∈ (0, 1) and a sequence of d-bounded degree graphs (G_N )_{N∈N} of increasing order such that G_N is δ-locally Hamiltonian and ϵ-far from being Hamiltonian for every N ∈ N.

Proof: Let D ∈ N and (E_N )_{N∈N} a sequence of D-bounded degree graphs with expansion ratio at least 1 of increasing order. For explicit constructions of such expanders, see for example Margulis (1973) or Reingold et al. (2002). Then for every N ∈ N we set G_N := G_{EN} be the graph constructed in Definition 3.5. By Theorem 4.1 and Theorem 5.1 there is a degree bound d and constants δ, ϵ ∈ (0, 1), whose size only depends on D, such that G_N has degree bounded by d and G_N is δ-locally Hamiltonian and ϵ-far from being Hamiltonian.

6 Application to property testing

In this section we introduce the bounded-degree model of property testing as introduced in Goldreich and Ron (2002) and then use our main result from Section 5 to prove the known sublinear lower bound for the complexity of property testing Hamiltonicity Yoshida and Ito (2010); Goldreich (2020) for one-sided error testers.

Let d ∈ N and let C_d be the class of graphs of bounded degree d. From now on, all graphs have dbounded degree. A property P on C_d is any subset of C_d which is closed under isomorphism. An algorithm that processes a graph G does not obtain an encoding of G as a bit string in the usual way. Instead, it has direct access to G using an oracle which answers neighbour queries in G in constant time. In addition, the algorithm receives the number n of vertices of G. We assume that the vertices of G are numbered 1, 2, . . . , n. The oracle accepts queries of the form (i, j), for i ≤ n, and j ≤ d, to which it responds with the j-th neighbour of i, or with ⊥ if i has less than j neighbours.

The running time of the algorithm is defined as usual, i. e. with respect to n. We assume a uniform cost model, i. e., we assume that all basic arithmetic operations including random sampling can be performed in constant time, regardless of the size of the numbers involved.

Distance. For two graphs G and H, both with n vertices, dist(G, H) denotes the minimum number of edges that have to be modified (i. e. inserted or removed) in G and H to make G and H isomorphic. For ϵ ∈ [0, 1], we say G and H are ϵ-close if dist(G, H) ≤ ϵdn. If G, H are not ϵ-close, then they are ϵ-far. Note that in particular, G and H are ϵ-far if their vertex numbers differ. A graph G is ϵ-close to a property P if G is ϵ-close to some H ∈ P. Otherwise, G is ϵ-far from P. Note that this generalises Definition 3.1. Definition 6.1 (ϵ-tester). Let P ⊆ C_d be a property and ϵ ∈ (0, 1]. An ϵ-tester for P is a probabilistic algorithm with oracle access to an input G ∈ C_d and auxiliary input n := |V (G)|. The algorithm does the following.

1. If G ∈ P, then the ϵ-tester accepts with probability at least 2/3.

2. If G is ϵ-far from P, then the ϵ-tester rejects with probability at least 2/3.

An ϵ-tester is called a one-sided error tester if it accepts every graph G ∈ P with probability 1.

The query complexity of an ϵ-tester is the maximum number of oracle queries made with respect to n. Let f : N → R be a function. A property P is testable with (one-sided error and) query complexity f(n), if for each ϵ ∈ (0, 1] and each n, there is a (one-sided error) ϵ-tester for P ∩ {G ∈ C_d : |V (G)| = n} on inputs from {G ∈ C_d : |V (G)| = n} with query complexity f(n).

We now obtain the following result as a corollary of Theorem 5.5.

Corollary 6.2. Hamiltonicity is not testable with one-sided error and query complexity o(n) in the bounded-degree model.

Proof: Pick d as in Theorem 5.5 and let P ⊆ C_d be the class of all Hamiltonian graphs of degree at most d. Towards a contradiction, assume that for every ϵ ∈ (0, 1] and n ∈ N there is a one sided-error ϵ-tester for P ∩ {G ∈ C_d : |V (G)| = n} with query complexity o(n). Let δ, ϵ ∈ (0, 1) be constants such that there is a sequence of d-bounded degree graphs (G_N )_{N∈N} of increasing order such that G_N is δ-locally Hamiltonian and ϵ-far from being Hamiltonian for every N ∈ N. Note that δ and ϵ exist by Theorem 5.5. Let T be an ϵ-tester for P with query complexity f(n) ∈ o(n). Since f(n) ∈ o(n) there must be n_0 ∈ N such that f(n) ≤ δn for all n ≥ n_0. Let N ∈ N such that |V (G_N )| ≥ n_0. Since G_N is ϵ-far from P there must be a sequence of queries (q_1, . . . , q_m) with m ≤ δn such that T queries the sequence (q_1, . . . , q_m) with non-zero probability and rejects G_N with non-zero probability after performing the queries (q_1, . . . , q_m). Let S be the set of vertices v ∈ V (G_N ) such that there is a query q_i = (v, j) for i ∈ [m]. Because G_N is δ-locally Hamiltonian and |S| ≤ δn there is a graph H ∈ P on n vertices and T ⊆ V (H) such that there is an isomorphism G_N [N_{GN} (S)] to H[N_H (T )] which maps S to T . Hence, after renaming the vertices in N_H (T ), the tester T gets exactly the same answers for queries in q_1, . . . , q_m for G_N and H. This implies that T queries the sequence (q_1, . . . , q_m) in H with non-zero probability and hence must reject H with non-zero probability. This contradicts the assumption that T was a one-sided error tester for Hamiltonicity.

Note 6.3. Note that the above argument is not sufficient for two-sided error testers. This is the case because a two-sided error tester would be allowed to reject H with probability < 1/3. As long as for sufficiently many other query sequences the two-sided error tester accepts H, it might still accept H with probability at least 2/3.

Acknowledgement

We thank the reviewers for helpful comments that improved the exposition in this paper.

References

I. Adler and F. Harwath. Property testing for bounded degree databases. In 35th Symposium on Theoretical Aspects of Computer Science, STACS 2018, February 28 to March 3, 2018, Caen, France, pages 6:1– 6:14, 2018.

N. Alon and V. D. Milman. λ1, isoperimetric inequalities for graphs, and superconcentrators. Journal of Combinatorial Theory, Series B, 38(1):73–88, 1985.

N. Alon, E. Fischer, M. Krivelevich, and M. Szegedy. Efficient testing of large graphs. Combinatorica, 20(4):451–476, 2000.

N. Alon, E. Fischer, I. Newman, and A. Shapira. A combinatorial characterization of the testable graph properties: it’s all about regularity. SIAM Journal on Computing, 39(1):143–167, 2009.

I. Benjamini, O. Schramm, and A. Shapira. Every minor-closed property of sparse graphs is testable.

Advances in Mathematics, 223(6):2200–2218, 2010.

A. Bogdanov, K. Obata, and L. Trevisan. A lower bound for testing 3-colorability in bounded-degree graphs. In 43rd Symposium on Foundations of Computer Science (FOCS 2002), 16-19 November 2002, Vancouver, BC, Canada, Proceedings, pages 93–102, 2002. doi: 10.1109/SFCS.2002.1181886. URL https://doi.org/10.1109/SFCS.2002.1181886.

B. Bollig and D. Kuske. An optimal construction of hanf sentences. Journal of Applied Logic, 10(2):

179–186, 2012. doi: 10.1016/j.jal.2012.01.002. URL http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jal. 2012.01.002.

A. Czumaj, P. Peng, and C. Sohler. Relating two property testing models for bounded degree directed graphs. In Proceedings of the 48th Annual ACM SIGACT Symposium on Theory of Computing, STOC 2016, Cambridge, MA, USA, June 18-21, 2016, pages 1033–1045, 2016.

R. Diestel. Graph Theory, 4th Edition, volume 173 of Graduate texts in mathematics. Springer, 2012.

ISBN 978-3-642-14278-9.

G. A. Dirac. Some Theorems on Abstract Graphs. Proceedings of the London Mathematical Society, s3-2 (1):69–81, 01 1952. ISSN 0024-6115. doi: 10.1112/plms/s3-2.1.69.

J. Dodziuk. Difference equations, isoperimetric inequality and transience of certain random walks. Transactions of the American Mathematical Society, 284(2):787–794, 1984.

H. Ebbinghaus and J. Flum. Finite model theory. Perspectives in Mathematical Logic. Springer, 1995.

ISBN 978-3-540-60149-4.

H. Fichtenberger, P. Peng, and C. Sohler. Every testable (infinite) property of bounded-degree graphs contains an infinite hyperfinite subproperty. In Proceedings of the Thirtieth Annual ACM-SIAM Symposium on Discrete Algorithms, pages 714–726. Society for Industrial and Applied Mathematics, 2019.

S. Forster, D. Nanongkai, L. Yang, T. Saranurak, and S. Yingchareonthawornchai. Computing and testing small connectivity in near-linear time and queries via fast local cut algorithms. In Proceedings of the Fourteenth Annual ACM-SIAM Symposium on Discrete Algorithms, pages 2046–2065. SIAM, 2020.

M. R. Garey, D. S. Johnson, and R. E. Tarjan. The planar hamiltonian circuit problem is NP-complete.

SIAM Journal on Computing, 5(4):704–714, 1976. doi: 10.1137/0205049. URL https://doi. org/10.1137/0205049.

O. Goldreich. Introduction to property testing. Cambridge University Press, 2017.

O. Goldreich. On testing hamiltonicity in the bounded degree graph model. In Electronic Colloquium on Computational Complexity (ECCC), volume 27, page 109, 2020.

O. Goldreich and D. Ron. A sublinear bipartiteness tester for bounded degree graphs. Combinatorica, 19(3):335–373, 1999. doi: 10.1007/s004930050060. URL https://doi.org/10.1007/ s004930050060.

O. Goldreich and D. Ron. Property testing in bounded degree graphs. Algorithmica, 32(2):302–343, 2002. ISSN 1432-0541. doi: 10.1007/s00453-001-0078-7. URL http://dx.doi.org/10. 1007/s00453-001-0078-7.

O. Goldreich and D. Ron. On proximity-oblivious testing. SIAM Journal on Computing, 40(2):534–566, 2011.

O. Goldreich, S. Goldwasser, and D. Ron. Property testing and its connection to learning and approximation. Journal of the ACM (JACM), 45(4):653–750, 1998.

R. J. Gould. Updating the hamiltonian problem - A survey. Journal of Graph Theory, 15(2):121–157, 1991. doi: 10.1002/jgt.3190150204. URL https://doi.org/10.1002/jgt.3190150204.

W. Hanf. The Theory of Models, chapter Model-theoretic methods in the study of elementary logic, pages 132–145. North Holland, 1965.

A. Hassidim, J. A. Kelner, H. N. Nguyen, and K. Onak. Local graph partitions for approximation and testing. In 2009 50th Annual IEEE Symposium on Foundations of Computer Science, pages 22–31. IEEE, 2009.

S. Hoory, N. Linial, and A. Wigderson. Expander graphs and their applications. Bulletin of the American Mathematical Society, 43(4):439–561, 2006.

H. Ito, A. Khoury, and I. Newman. On the characterization of 1-sided error strongly testable graph properties for bounded-degree graphs. Computational Complexity, 29(1):1, 2020. doi: 10.1007/ s00037-019-00191-6. URL https://doi.org/10.1007/s00037-019-00191-6.

R. M. Karp. Reducibility among combinatorial problems. In Complexity of Computer Computations, pages 85–103. Springer, 1972.

K.-i. Kawarabayashi and Y. Yoshida. Testing subdivision-freeness: property testing meets structural graph theory. In Proceedings of the 45th annual ACM Symposium on Theory of Computing, pages 437–446. ACM, 2013.

A. Kumar, C. Seshadhri, and A. Stolman. Random walks and forbidden minors ii: a poly(dε − 1)-query tester for minor-closed properties of bounded degree graphs. In Proceedings of the 51st Annual ACM SIGACT Symposium on Theory of Computing, pages 559–567, 2019.

L. Lovász. Large Networks and Graph Limits, volume 60 of Colloquium Publications. American Mathematical Society, 2012.

G. A. Margulis. Explicit constructions of expanders. Problemy Peredači Informacii, 9(4):71–80, 1973.

URL https://mathscinet.ams.org/mathscinet-getitem?mr=0484767.

I. Newman and C. Sohler. Every property of hyperfinite graphs is testable. SIAM Journal on Computing, 42(3):1095–1112, 2013.

B. Parhami. The hamiltonicity of swapped (OTIS) networks built of hamiltonian component networks.

Information Processing Letters, 95:441–445, 08 2005. doi: 10.1016/j.ipl.2005.05.009.

L. S. R. Fagin and M. Vardi. On monadic NP vs. monadic co-NP. Information and Computation, 120(1):

78–92, 1995.

O. Reingold, S. Vadhan, and A. Wigderson. Entropy waves, the zig-zag graph product, and new constantdegree expanders. Annals of Mathematics, pages 157–187, 2002.

R. W. Robinson and N. C. Wormald. Almost all regular graphs are hamiltonian. Random Structures & Algorithms, 5:363–374, 1994.

R. Rubinfeld and M. Sudan. Robust characterizations of polynomials with applications to program testing.

SIAM Journal on Computing, 25(2):252–271, 1996.

N.-C. Wang, C.-P. Yen, and C.-P. Chu. Multicast communication in wormhole-routed symmetric networks with hamiltonian cycle model. Journal of Systems Architecture, 51:165–183, 03 2005. doi: 10.1016/j. sysarc.2004.11.001.

Y.-M. Wang, S.-H. Chen, and M. Chao. An efficient hamiltonian-cycle power-switch routing for mtcmos designs. Proceedings of the Asia and South Pacific Design Automation Conference, ASP-DAC, pages 59–65, 01 2012. doi: 10.1109/ASPDAC.2012.6165026.

Y. Yoshida. Lower bounds on query complexity for testing bounded-degree csps. In Proceedings of the 26th Annual IEEE Conference on Computational Complexity, CCC 2011, San Jose, California, USA, June 8-10, 2011, pages 34–44, 2011. doi: 10.1109/CCC.2011.10. URL https://doi.org/10. 1109/CCC.2011.10.

Y. Yoshida and H. Ito. Query-number preserving reductions and linear lower bounds for testing. IEICE Transactions on Information and Systems, 93-D(2):233–240, 2010. doi: 10.1587/transinf.E93.D.233. URL https://doi.org/10.1587/transinf.E93.D.233.

Y. Yoshida and H. Ito. Property testing on k-vertex-connectivity of graphs. Algorithmica, 62(3-4):701– 712, 2012.

J. Zhang, C. Zheng, and X. Hu. Triangle mesh compression along the hamiltonian cycle. The Visual Computer, 29, 06 2013. doi: 10.1007/s00371-013-0808-2.