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An Approximation Algorithm for Covering Vertices by 47-Paths

Mingyang Gong* Zhi-Zhong Chen'* Guohui Lin* Zhaohui Zhan®

Abstract

This paper deals with the problem of finding a collection of vertex-disjoint paths in a given graph
G = (V, E) such that each path has at least four vertices and the total number of vertices in these paths is
maximized. The problem is NP-hard and admits an approximation algorithm which achieves a ratio of 2
and runs in O(|V|®) time. The known algorithm is based on time-consuming local search, and its authors
ask whether one can design a better approximation algorithm by a completely different approach. In this
paper, we answer their question in the affirmative by presenting a new approximation algorithm for the
problem. Our algorithm achieves a ratio of 1.874 and runs in O(min{|E|?|V[?,|V|?}) time. Unlike the
previously best algorithm, ours starts with a maximum matching M of G and then tries to transform M
into a solution by utilizing a maximum-weight path-cycle cover in a suitably constructed graph.
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1 Introduction

Throughout this paper, a graph always means a simple undirected graph without parallel edges or self-loops,
and an approximation algorithm always means one running in polynomial time. Let k be a positive integer.
Given a graph G = (V, E), M PC** is the problem of finding a collection of vertex-disjoint paths each with
at least k vertices in G so that the total number of vertices in these paths is maximized. Note that we can
assume that each path in the output collection has at most 2k — 1 vertices. This is because we can split a
path having 2k or more vertices into two or more paths each having at least £ and at most 2k — 1 vertices.
M PC¥* has numerous real-life applications such as transportation networks [9]. In this paper, we mainly
focus on M PC4+.

On one hand, M PC** is related to many important optimization problems. For example, Berman and
Karpinski [3] consider the maximum path cover problem, which is the problem of finding a collection of
vertex-disjoint paths in a given graph so that the total number of edges in the paths is maximized. For other
related path cover problems with different objectives, the reader is referred to [3] 11 15} 2] 16, 4} [8 [5] for more
details. On the other hand, M PCk* can be viewed as a special case of the mazimum-weight (2k — 1)-set
packing problem because the former can be easily reduced to the latter as follows. Recall that an instance of
the latter problem is a collection C of sets each having a non-negative weight and at most 2k — 1 elements.
The objective is to select a collection of pairwise-disjoint sets in C so that the total weight of the selected
sets is maximized. To reduce M PC** to the maximum-weight (2k — 1)-set packing problem, it suffices to
construct an instance C of the latter problem from a given instance graph G of M PCk*, where C is the
collection of all paths of G with at least k and at most 2k — 1 vertices and the weight of each path P in C
is the number of vertices in P. This reduction leads to an approximation algorithm for M PC** achieving
a ratio of k because the maximum-weight (2k — 1)-set packing problem can be approximated within a ratio
of & [10] or within a slightly better ratio of k — gz=goges + € [14] for any € > 0.

M PCH can be solved in polynomial time if & < 3 [5], but is NP-hard otherwise [I1]. Kobayashi et
al. [I1] design an approximation algorithm for M PC2* achieving a ratio of 4. Afterwards, Gong et al. [J]
give the formal definition of M PC** and present an approximation algorithm for M PC*+ which achieves
a ratio of p(k) < 0.4394k + 0.6576 and runs in O(]V|¥*1) time. The core of their algorithm is three local
improvement operations, each of which increases the number of vertices in the current solution by at least 1
if it is applicable. The algorithm stops when none of the three operations is applicable. They employ an
amortization scheme to analyze the approximation ratio of their algorithm by assigning the vertices in the
optimal solution to the vertices of the solution outputted by their algorithm. For the special case where
k = 4, they design two more local improvement operations to increase the number of vertices or the number
of paths with exactly 4 vertices in the current solution, and then use a more careful amortization scheme
to prove that the approximation ratio of their algorithm is bounded by 2 although the running time jumps
to O(]V[®). As an open question, they ask whether one can design better approximation algorithms for the
problem by completely different approaches.

In this paper, we answer their open question in the affirmative for the case where k = 4. Motivated by
the approaches in [12] [6] 5] for similar problems, one may want to design an approximation algorithm for
M PCF* by first computing a maximum path-cycle cover C of the input graph G and then transforming C
into a solution for G. Unfortunately, this approach to maximizing the number of edges does not seem to
work. Our new idea for designing a better approximation algorithm for M PC2* is to let the algorithm start
by computing a maximum matching M in the input graph G. The intuition behind this idea is that the
paths in an optimal solution for G can cover at most g|M | vertices. So, it suffices to find a solution for G
of which the paths cover a large fraction of the endpoints of the edges in M. To this purpose, our algorithm
then constructs a maximum-weight path-cycle cover C in an auxiliary graph suitably constructed from M
and G. Our algorithm further tries to use the edges in C to connect a large fraction of the edges of M into
paths with at least four vertices. If the algorithm fails to do so, then it will be able to reduce the problem
to a smaller problem and in turn uses recursion to get a good solution.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. Section 2 gives some basic definitions. Section 3 presents
the algorithm for M PC**. Section 4 analyzes the approximation ratio of the algorithm. Lastly, Section 5
concludes the paper with the main algorithm design ideas and some possible future research.



2 Basic Definitions
A number of symbols and terms are specified in Notations [TH9, and used in the rest of the paper.
Notation 1 For a graph G, V(G) denotes the vertex set of G and E(G) denotes the edge set of G.

Let G be a graph. For a subset F' of E(G), we use V(F) to denote the set {v € V(G) | v is an endpoint
of an edge in F'}. A spanning subgraph of G is a subgraph H with V(H) = V(G). For a set F of edges
in G, G — F denotes the spanning subgraph (V(G), E(G) \ F). In contrast, for a set F of edges with
V(F) C V(G) and F N E(G) = 0, G+ F denotes the graph (V(G), E(G) U F). The degree of a vertex
v in G, denoted by dg(v), is the number of edges incident to v in G. A vertex v of G is isolated in G if
dg(v) = 0. The subgraph induced by a subset U of V(G), denoted by G[U], is the graph (U, Ey), where
Ey = {{u,v} € E(G) | u,v € U}. Two vertex-disjoint subgraphs of G are adjacent in G if G has an edge
between them.

A cycle in G is a connected subgraph of G in which each vertex is of degree 2. A path in G is either a
single vertex of G or a connected subgraph of G in which exactly two vertices (called the endpoints) are of
degree 1 and the others (called the internal vertices) are of degree 2. A path component of G is a connected
component of G that is a path. If a path component is an edge, then it is called an edge component. The
order of a cycle or path P, denoted by |P|, is the number of vertices in P. A k-path of G is a path of order
k in G, while a k*-path of G is a path of order k or more in G. A triangle of G is a cycle of order 3 in G. A
matching of G is a (possibly empty) set of edges of G in which no two edges share an endpoint. A mazimum
matching of G is a matching of G whose size is maximized over all matchings of G. A path-cycle cover of G is
a set F of edges in G such that in the spanning subgraph (V(G), F), the degree of each vertex is at most 2.
A staris a connected graph in which at most one vertex is of degree > 2 and each of the remaining vertices
is of degree 1. The vertex of degree > 2 is called the center, while the other vertices are the satellites of the
star. Note that a single edge is not readily a star, but becomes so after one vertex is chosen to be the center
and accordingly the other becomes the satellite.

Notation 2 For a graph G,

e OPT(G) denotes an optimal solution for the instance graph G of MPCX, and opt(G) denotes the
total number of vertices in OPT(QG);

o ALG(G) denotes the solution for G outputted by a specific algorithm, and alg(G) denotes the total
number of vertices in ALG(G).

As aforementioned, we have the following fact:

Fact 1 The order of each path in any feasible solution is between 4 and 7.

3 The Algorithm for M PC**

Throughout the remainder of this paper, we fix an instance G of M PC4* for discussion. Let n = |V(G)|
and m = |E(G)].

Our algorithm for M PC4* consists of multiple phases. In the first phase, it computes a maximum
matching M in G in O(y/nm) time [13], initializes a subgraph H = (V(M), M), then repeatedly modifies
H and M (cf. Section B]) in such a way that M always remains to be a maximum matching of G with
M C E(H) and H eventually becomes a graph in which each connected component is an edge in M, a
triangle with one edge in M, a star with one edge in M, or a 5-path with two edges in M.

Lemma 1 |[V(M)| > 2opt(G).

PROOF. Consider an arbitrary path P in OPT(G). Let ey, ..., e; be the edges of P and suppose
that they appear in P in this order from one endpoint to the other. Obviously, M, = {e; | i is odd} is
a matching. If ¢ is odd, V(P) = V(M,); otherwise, exactly one vertex of P is not in V(M,). We claim
that [V(M,)| > 2|V(P)|. This is clearly true if £ is odd. So, we may assume below that ¢ is even. Then,



¢ > 4 because £ + 1 = [V(P)| > 4 and both ¢ and 4 are even. Now, since |V (M,)| > H%|V(P)|, we have

|V(M,)| > £|V(P)|. Note that UpM, is a matching and opt(G) = >, [V (P)|, where P ranges over all paths
in OPT(G). So, by the claim, [V/(M)| > 2opt(G). O

3.1 Modifying H and M

We here describe a process for modifying H and M iteratively. The process consists of two steps. During
the first step, the following will be an invariant.

Invariant 1 M C E(H) and each connected component K of H is an edge or a 5-path. Moreover, if K is
an edge, then this edge is in M ; if K is a 5-path, then the two edges of E(K) incident to the endpoints of K
are in M.

Initially, Invariant [ clearly holds.

Definition 1 An augmenting triple with respect to H is a triple (ug,eq = {vo, wo},e1 = {v1,w1}) such that
ug € V(G)\V(H), both ey and ey are edge components of H, and one of the following two conditions holds:

C1. {UO,’UQ}, {UQ,Ul} S E(G)
C2. {UO,’UQ}, {’wo,’Ul} S E(G)

Definition 2 Modifying H and M with an augmenting triple (ug,eq,e1) w.r.t. H is the operation of
modifying H and M as follows:

Case 1: Condition C1 holds. In this case, add ug and the edges {ug,vo}, {uo,v1} to H.

Case 2: Condition C2 holds. In this case, add ug and the edges {ug,vo}, {wo,v1} to H and then modify M
by replacing eq with {ug, vy}

It is possible that an augmenting triple (ug, €g, e1) satisfies both Conditions C1 and C2. If this happens,
then we prefer Condition C1, i.e., we modify H as in Case 1.
The first step of the modification process is as follows.

Step 1.1 Repeatedly modify H and M with an augmenting triple until no such triple exists.

Modifying M and H with a given augmenting triple takes O(1) time and produces one more 5-path in
H. So, there are at most O(n) repetitions in Step 1.1. To decide whether there is an augmenting triple
satisfying Condition C1, it suffices to check, for each vertex u € V(G)\ V(H), whether two edges incident to
w in G can be used to connect two edge components of H into a 5-path of G. So, this takes O(min{m? n3})
time. Similarly, to decide whether there is an augmenting triple satisfying Condition C2, it suffices to check,
for each edge component e = {v,w} of H, whether v has a neighbor v € V(G) \ V(H) and w has a neighbor
in V(M \ {e}). So, this takes O(min{m? ,n3}) time, too. In total, Step 1.1 takes O(min{m?n,n*}) time.
We have the following lemma on H and M when Step 1.1 terminates.

Lemma 2 When Step 1.1 terminates, the following statements on H and M hold:

1. M is a mazimum matching in G.

2. Each connected component of H is a 5-path or an edge of M. Moreover, if it is a 5-path, then the two
edges incident to the endpoints are in M.

3. If e = {v,w} is an edge component of H and u is a vertex of V(G)\ V(H) such that {u,v} € E(G),
then an edge of G can connect u (w, respectively) only to w (u, respectively) or the internal but not
the middle vertices of 5-paths in H.

ProOF. The first statement is true since M is modified by edge swapping only during Step 1.1.

The second statement is obvious too, since when an augmenting triple with respect to the current H and
M is identified, two edge components and an outside vertex are merged into a 5-path component, which
stays untouched till Step 1.1 terminates.



We next prove the third statement. Consider the vertex u € V(G) \ V(H). No edge of G can connect
u to a vertex not in V(M) or an endpoint of a 5-path, due to M being a maximum matching. No edge
of G can connect u to another edge component of H than e either, since otherwise Step 1.1 would still be
applicable. It follows that the only possible neighbors of u are the internal but not the middle vertices of
5-paths, besides the vertices v and w of e.

The third statement in the lemma holds for the vertex w for the same reasons, as one can swap the edge
{u,v} with the edge e of H to obtain an essentially equivalent graph. O

By Lemma 2] we continue to modify H (but not M) in the next step to add edges connecting the outside
vertices and the edge components.

Step 1.2 Add all those edges {u,v} € E(G) such that u € V(G) \ V(H) and v is an endpoint of an edge
component of H, as well as their endpoints u, to H.

Step 1.2 is done in O(m) time. We have the next lemma on H and M at the end of Step 1.2.

Lemma 3 Suppose H and M have been modified as in the above Steps 1.1-1.2 in O(min{m?n,n*}) time.
The following statements hold.

1. M is a mazimum matching in G.

2. Each connected component K of H is a 5-path, an edge, a triangle, or a star. Moreover, if K is a
5-path, then the two edges incident to the endpoints are in M ; otherwise, exactly one edge of E(K) is
in M.

3. If K1 and K» are two different connected components of H such that there is an edge {vi,v2} € E(G)
with v; € V(K;), and either Ky is a star and vy is its satellite or K1 is a triangle, then Ky is a 5-path
and vo is an internal but not the middle verter of Ks.

4. For each vertex u € V(G) \ V(H), every neighbor of u in G is an internal but not the middle vertex of
a 5-path in H.

ProoOF. The first statement follows from Lemma [ since M stays untouched during Step 1.2.

The second statement follows from Lemma [2] and the fact that when Step 1.1 terminates, the two
endpoints of an edge component of H cannot be adjacent to two distinct outside vertices due to M being a
maximum matching in G. That is, if the two endpoints of an edge component of H are not adjacent to any
outside vertex, then it remains as an edge component at the end of Step 1.2; if the two endpoints of an edge
component of H are adjacent to a common outside vertex, then it becomes a triangle component at the end
of Step 1.2; otherwise, exactly one of the two endpoints of an edge component of H is adjacent to one or
more outside vertices, and then it becomes a star component at the end of Step 1.2, with the endpoint being
the center. Note that all these possibilities are originated from an edge component and thus they contain
exactly one edge of M.

For the third statement, one sees that we may assume without loss of generality that v, is an outside
vertex of H when Step 1.1 terminates, i.e., the same as the vertex u in Lemma [} therefore, by Lemma
again v is an internal but not the middle vertex of a 5-path. The last statement holds again due to M being
a maximum matching in G. O

3.2 Bad components and rescuing them

We consider the subgraph H and the maximum matching M at the end of Step 1.2.
Definition 3 A bad component of H is a connected component that is not a 5-path.

In the sequel, a component always means a connected component. In the second phase, we rescue as
many bad components of H as possible, by performing three steps of operations.

Step 2.1 Construct a spanning subgraph G; of G of which the edge set consists of all the edges {v1, v} of
G such that v; and vo appear in different components of H and at least one of the components is bad.



Definition 4 A set F' of edges in G saturates a bad component K of H if at least one edge in F' is incident
to a vertex of K. The weight of F' is the number of bad components saturated by F'.

Lemma 4 A mazimum-weighted path-cycle cover in G1 can be computed in O(min{nm,n?}logn) time.

PROOF. The proof is a reduction to the maximum-weight [f, g]-factor problem. Recall that for two functions
f and g mapping each vertex v of an edge-weighted graph G’ to two non-negative integers f(v), g(v) with
f() < g(v), an [f, g]-factor of G’ is a set F of edges in G’ such that in the spanning subgraph (V(G’), F),
the degree of each vertex v is at least f(v) and at most g(v). The weight of an [f, g]-factor F' of G’ is the
total weight of the edges in F. Given G, f, and g, a maximum-weight [f, g]-factor of G’ can be computed
in O(m/n'logn') time [7], where m’ = |E(G’)| and n’ = |V (G")].

Let By, Bs,..., By, be the bad components of H. We construct an auxiliary edge-weighted graph G’ =
(V(G)U X, E(G1) U Fy UF) as follows:

o X ={z;,yi,z | 1 <i<h}.

o Iy = {{zi,v}, {yi,v} |veV(B;),1 <i<h}and Fr = {{z;,z:},{yi,2z:} | 1 <i < h}.

e The weight of each edge in F(G1) U F} is 0 while the weight of each edge in F5 is 1.

e For each vertex v € Jl_, V(By), let f(v) = g(v) = 2.

e For each v € V(G) — U?Zl V(B;), let f(v) =0 and g(v) = 2.

e Foreachi e {1,2,...,h}, f(x;) = f(y;) = f(z) =0 and g(x;) = g(y;) = |V (B))|, g(z:) = 1.

We next prove that the maximum weight of an [f, g]-factor of G’ equals the maximum weight of a
path-cycle cover of G.

Given a maximum-weight path-cycle cover C' of G1, we can obtain an [f, g]-factor F for G’ as follows:
Initially, we set F' = C. Then, for each bad component B; and each vertex v in B;, we perform one of the
following according to the degree of v in the graph (V(G), F).

o If the degree of v in the graph (V(G), F) is 0, then add the edges {v, z;},{v,y;} to F.

e If the degree of v in the graph (V(G), F) is 1, then add the edge {v,z;} to F', and further add the edge
{yi, zi} to F if it has not been added to F.

e If the degree of v in the graph (V(G), F) is 2, then add the edge {y;, z;} to F' if it has not been added
to F.

Clearly, F is an [f, g]-factor of G'. We claim that the weight of F' is no less than that of C. To see this,
consider a bad component B; saturated by C. Then, there exists a vertex v in B; such that C' contains an
edge incident to v. Hence, by the construction of F, F' contains {y;, z;}. Since the weight of {y;,2;} is 1, the
claim holds.

Conversely, given a maximum-weight [f, g]-factor F' of G’, we obtain a subset C of E(G;) with C' =
E(Gy) N F. Since g(v) = 2 for each vertex v € V(Gy), C is a path-cycle cover of G;. We claim that
the weight of C' is no less than that of F'. To see this, consider a bad component B; such that {z;, z;} or
{yi,2} is in F. Since g(z;) = 1, exactly one of {z;, 2} and {y;, 2;} is in F. Without loss of generality, we
assume {x;, 2} is in F. Then, there exists a vertex v in B; such that the edge {v,z;} is not in F. Since
f(v) = g(v) =2, C contains an edge incident to v and hence C' saturates B;. So, the claim holds.

By the above two claims, the maximum weight of an [f, g]-factor of G’ equals the maximum weight of
a path-cycle cover of G;. Now, since |V(G')| < 4n and |E(G')| < m + 4n, the running time is bounded by
O(min{mn,n?}logn). So, the lemma holds. O

Step 2.2. Compute a maximum-weight path-cycle cover C' of G1 (as in the proof of Lemma H).

Step 2.3. As long as C contains an edge e such that C'\ e has the same weight as C, repeatedly remove e
from C.

Notation 3
e (1 denotes the spanning subgraph of G constructed in Step 2.1.



o (' denotes the mazimum weight path-cycle cover of G1 computed at the end of Step 2.3.

o Mc denotes the subset of the mazimum matching M containing those edges in 5-paths of H or in bad
components of H saturated by C'.

The next lemma will be crucial for analyzing the approximation ratio of our algorithm.
Lemma 5 We have |V (Mc)| > 2opt(G).

PROOF. Let my be the total number of edges of M contained in the bad components of H. Let By,..., By
be the bad components such that no edge in OPT(G) is incident to any vertex of B;, i = 1,..., h. Note that
E(G1) N E(OPT(Q)) is a path-cycle cover of G7 with weight my — h.

Let ¢ be the number of bad components not saturated by C. Then, |M| = |M¢| + ¢ since each bad
component has exactly one edge in M by Lemma Moreover, the weight of the path-cycle cover C' is
myp — L. Since we compute a maximum-weight path-cycle cover of G; by Lemmald m, —h < m; — £ and in
turn h > 4.

A crucial point is that for each bad component B; with 1 <4 < h, no vertex of B; can appear in OPT(G)
because |opt(B;)| = 0 and OPT(G) has no edge connecting B; to the outside of B;. By this point, OPT(G)
is actually an optimal solution for the graph G, obtained from G by removing the vertices of B; for every
i €{1,...,h}. So, by Lemmalll |V (M,)| > 20pt(G), where M, is a maximum matching in G,.

Note that M, (U?:l E(B;)N M) is a matching of G and its size is |M,| + h because |E(B;) N M| =1

by LemmaBl Since M is a maximum matching of G, |[M,|+ h < |M]. Recall that h > £ and |M| = |M¢|+¢.
Hence, |M,| < |Mc| and |V(Mc)| > dopt(G). .

3.3 Structure of composite components of H + C

By Lemma[5l |V (Mc¢)| is relatively large compared to opt(G). Intuitively speaking, in order to obtain a good
approximate solution for G, it suffices to focus on M¢ instead of its superset M. That is, we may ignore the
edges of M in the bad components not saturated by C.

Notation 4

e H+C denotes the spanning subgraph (V(G), E(H)UC). In the sequel, we use K to refer to a component
in H+C.

e (H + C),, denotes the graph obtained from H + C by contracting each component of H into a single
node. In other words, the nodes of (H + C),, one-to-one correspond to the components of H and
two nodes are adjacent in (H + C)y, if and only if C contains an edge between the two corresponding
components.

We use (K), to refer to the component of (H + C)y, corresponding to the component K in H + C.

Definition 5 A composite component K of H + C is one that contains two or more components of H,
which are connected through the edges of C.
In contrast, an isolated component K of H + C is one that contains exactly one component of H.

Lemma 6 For each component (K ), of (H + C)p (see Notation[]), the following statements hold:

1. (K)p, is an isolated node, an edge, or a star.
2. If (K)m is an edge, then at least one endpoint of (K )., corresponds to a bad component of H.
3. If (K)m is a star, then each satellite of (K), corresponds to a bad component of H.

Proor. If K isisolated in H+C, then (K),, is an isolated node in (H +C),,. Otherwise, K is a composite
component of H + C. Suppose (K ), contains a 4T-path. Let vy, va,v3,v4 be the first four nodes of such a
4T -path from one endpoint to the other. By Step 2.3, we can remove the edge of C' corresponding to {va, v}
such that the weight of C' is unchanged since no node of (K),, becomes isolated. Such a contradiction shows
that there is no 4T-path, and similarly no cycle, in (K),,. It follows that (K),, is either an edge or a star.
This proves the first statement.



The other two statements follow from the construction of GGy in Step 2.1, the computation of C' in Steps
2.2 and 2.3, and the definition of (H 4 C),. O

By the second statement in Lemma [6, when (K),, is an edge, we choose an endpoint corresponding to a
bad component of H as the satellite, while the other endpoint as the center. This way, an edge becomes a
star.

Definition 6 For each composite component K of H 4+ C, its center element is the component of H corre-
sponding to the center of (K)m, and it is denoted as K. in the sequel; the other components of H contained
in K are the satellite elements of K.

A center (satellite, respectively) element of H + C is a center (satellite, respectively) element of some
composite component of H + C; an isolated 5-path of H + C' is also called a center element.

We remark that an isolated bad component of H +C' is not saturated by C, it contains an edge of M\ M¢,
and it is ignored from further discussion.

Lemma 7 The following statements hold:

1. Each center element K. of H 4+ C is a 5-path, an edge or a star but not a triangle of H; each satellite
element S of H + C' is an edge, a star or a triangle but not a 5-path of H.

2. Suppose v is a vertex of K. and some satellite element S is adjacent to v in H + C. If K. is a star,
then v is the center vertex of K. and thus v € V(M); if S is a triangle component of H, then K. is a
5-path and v is an internal but not the middle vertex of K.

PRrROOF. Suppose K, is a triangle of H. Then by the third statement in Lemma Bl K, is the center of a
composite component K of which each satellite element is a 5-path. The third statement in Lemma [0l says
that (K),, is an edge, and thus the 5-path should be the center element, a contradiction. Next, suppose S
is a satellite element of K, and suppose to the contrary S is a 5-path. Then, (K),, is an edge by the third
statement of Lemmal[f] and thus S should be the center element, again a contradiction. This proves the first
statement.

For the second statement, if K, is a star and v is a satellite of K, then the third statement in Lemma [3]
implies that S is a 5-path, and subsequently the third statement in Lemma [6l implies that (K),, is an edge,
again leading to a contradiction that S should be the center element. If S is a triangle of H, then by the
third statement of Lemma [3] K. is a 5-path and v is an internal but not the middle vertex of K.. This proves
the lemma. a

We define the following for the vertices of a center element K..

Definition 7 A vertex v of a center element K. is an anchor of H + C if K. is a 5-path or an edge, or K,
is a star and v is the center vertex of K.. The edge connecting v to a satellite element S in C is called the
rescue-edge for S and v is called the supporting anchor for S. For a nonnegative integer j, an anchor v is
a j-anchor if v is the supporting anchor for exactly j satellite elements of H + C'.

We note that, if K, is a star component of H, then the second statement in Lemma [7] implies that each
satellite of K. cannot be adjacent to any satellite element of H + C and thus is excluded from the above
definition of anchors. Since C is a path-cycle cover of (G; obtained in Step 2.3, each satellite element S of
H + C is adjacent to a unique anchor, and each anchor is a 0-, 1-, or 2-anchor.

Notation 5 For each component K of H+C, let s(K) denote the number of vertices in both K and V (M¢),
e, s(K)=|V(K)NV(Mc)]|.

If the center K. of K is a 5-path, then let vi, ..., vs be the anchors of K ordered from one endpoint to
the other on K.; if K. is an edge, then let vi,vs be the anchors of K ; otherwise, K. is a star and let v1 be
the unique anchor (which is the center vertex of K.) of K and let vy be the satellite vertex of K. such that
{’Ul, U2} e M.

Lemma 8 For each component K of H+ C, an OPT(K) can be computed in O(1) time.



PrOOF. Let S be the collection of the satellite elements of K. By Lemma [7] the center element K. is a
5-path, an edge or a star, and thus we distinguish three cases.

Firstly, if K. is a 5-path, then by Lemma [7] S is a triangle, an edge or a star, for each S € S. If S
is a triangle or an edge, then |V (S)| < 3. If S is a star and the center vertex of S is incident with the
rescue-edge for S, then we can remove all but one satellite vertex of S to keep opt(K) unchanged, which
leads to |V(S)] < 2. If one satellite vertex v of S is incident with the rescue-edge for S, then we remove all
satellites of S except v and one satellite not incident with the rescue-edge for S to keep opt(K) unchanged,
which leads to |[V(S)| < 3. In conclusion, |V (S)| < 3 for each S € S. Recall that each anchor is a 0-, 1-, or
2-anchor. It follows that |S| < 10 and after the vertex removal for each S € S, |[V(K)| <10x3+5 =35
and hence we can compute an OPT(K) in constant time.

Secondly, if K. is an edge, then by Lemmas [7] and Bl each S € S is an edge or a star and if S is a
star then the center vertex of S must be in the rescue-edge of S. Similarly as in the first case, if S is
an edge then |V(S)| = 2; if S is a star, then removing all but one satellite vertex of S from K does not
decrease opt(K), and so |V (S)| = 2 now. Note that |S| < 4. After the vertex removal for each S, we have
|[V(K)| <4 x 24 2=10 and hence we can compute an OPT(K) in constant time.

Lastly, K. is a star. By Lemma [7, each S € S must be adjacent to the center vertex of K., and thus
|S| < 2. Also, we can remove all but one satellite vertex of K. to keep opt(K) unchanged, i.e., |[V(K,.)| = 2.
Similarly to the second case above, for each S € S we have |V(S)| = 2 after removing some vertices of S if
necessary. It follows that |V (K)| <2 x 242 =6 and hence an OPT(K) can be computed in constant time.
This completes the proof. O

Generally speaking, by computing an OPT(K) for every K of H + C and outputting their union as
an approximate solution for G, we obtain an approximation algorithm for M PC24* achieving a ratio of

%maxK O;(f}z) because of Lemma [l unless K is critical and responsible, to be defined later. If K is an
isolated 5-path, then by Lemma [B] we have ofyi—f(K)) = 2. But if K is a composite component, O;i—?K)) is not

necessarily small (smaller than our target value which is about 1.4992). This motivates the next definition
of critical component.

s(K)

Definition 8 A critical component of H + C is a component K with ot ()

14
Z 1
Notation 6 Let v be an anchor of K.

e If v is a O-anchor, then let Q, be the vertex v; otherwise, @, denotes the longest path among those
paths in K each starts with v followed by an edge of C' incident to v.

e Ifv is a 2-anchor, then we use P, to denote the longest path among those paths in K each contains v
and the two edges of C incident to v.

Remark 1 When v is a 2-anchor, Q, can be a part of P,. By Lemmal[7, each satellite element of K is
either a triangle, an edge or a star. Therefore, if v is not a 0-anchor, then Q, is a 3- or 4-path; if v is a
2-anchor, then P, is a 5-, 6-, or T-path.

Lemma 9 Suppose K. is a 5-path. Then, the following statements hold:

1. Suppose the total number of 1- and 2-anchors is 5. Then, opt(K) > 17 if one of v1, vs, vs is a 2-anchor;
otherwise, opt(K) > 13.

2. Suppose the total number of 1- and 2-anchors is 4. Then, opt(K) > 15 if one of v1,vs,v5 is a 2-anchor;
otherwise, opt(K) > 12.

PROOF. Suppose the total number of 1- and 2-anchors is 5. So, there is no 0-anchor in K. The first case
is that one of vy, vs3,v5 is a 2-anchor. We assume w7 is a 2-anchor and the case when vs or vs is a 2-anchor
can be discussed similarly. Then, we can construct two vertex-disjoint 6*-paths by connecting {v;, v;41}
and Qy;, Qu,,,, j = 2,4 and a 5T -path P,,. So, opt(K) > 2 x 6 +5 = 17. We can assume v;,v3, V5 are
not 2-anchors. Then, we can construct a 6*-path by using {vy,v2} to connect Q,,, @, and a 7T-path by
connecting Q,,, Q,, with the 3-path vs-vs-vs. So, opt(K) > 13.



Suppose the total number of 1- and 2-anchors is 4 and one of vy, vs, v is a 2-anchor. We assume vy is a 2-
anchor and the case when v3 or vs is a 2-anchor can be discussed similarly. Then, we can construct a 6*-path
and a 4*-path by connecting Q.,, Qy,,, with {v;,vj41}, j = 2,4 and a 5T-path P,,. So, opt(K) > 15.

Now, we can assume v1, v3, v5 are not 2-anchors. Recall that K has exactly one 0-anchor. Suppose one
of vy,v4 is a O-anchor. Without loss of generality, we assume vy is a O-anchor. Then, we can construct
a 6T-path by using {v4,v5} to connect Q,,,Q.,, and a 7T-path by using the 3-path vi-vz-v3 to connect
Quv, s Qus- So, opt(K) > 13. Then, we can assume one of vy, vs,vs is the unique 0-anchor in K. We can
only discuss the case when v; is the unique 0-anchor and we can analyze the case when one of v3 or vs is
the O-anchor similarly. Then, we can construct two vertex-disjoint 67 -path by using {v;,vj+1} to connect

Quv;» Qujirs J = 2,4. So, in this case, opt(K) > 12, which completes the proof. O
Lemma 10 Suppose that K has no 2-anchor. Then, O;Sf)) < = and hence K is not critical.

PRrOOF. First, consider the case where K, is an edge. Then, either both v; and vs are 1-anchors of K, or
exactly one of v; and vy is a 1-anchor of K. In the former case, Q,, and Q,, are connected with {vy, v}
into a 6T-path in K. In the latter case, without loss of generality, we assume v is a 1-anchor. So, @,, can

be extended to a 4T-path with {v1,v2}. In conclusion, in either case % < 1 and hence K is not critical.

’ opt
If K. is a star, then vy is the unique 1-anchor where v is the center vertex of K.. So, s(K) =4 and we
can construct a 4%-path by connecting Q,, with {v1,v2} where vs is the vertex in V(M). It follows that

opt(K) > 4 and thus S(f()) <1 and K is not critical.

We next consider the case where K, is a 5-path. Then, opt(K) > 5 because of the 5-path. So, we may

assume that s(K) > 6 because otherwise 02%2) < % < % and we are done. Since K has no 2-anchor,

s(K) < 14. Thus, 8 < s(K) < 14 because s(K) is even. If K has at least four 1-anchors, then by Lemma [@]

opt(K) > 12, implying that Op(t( 12) < % < and we are done. Hence, we may assume that K has at most

three 1-anchors, i.e., s(K) < 10. It remains to distinguish two cases as follows.

Case 1: s(K) = 8. In this case, K has exactly two l-anchors. Either at least one endpoint of K, is a
l-anchor, or at least two internal vertices of K. are 1-anchors. In the former case, without loss of generality,
we assume v; is a l-anchor. Then, opt(K) > 7 because K, and Q,, are connected into a 7 -path in K. In
the latter case, opt(K) > 8 because we can construct two vertex-disjoint 4T-paths in K, each of which is
obtained by choosing two 1-anchors v;, vy, of K and connecting Q,,, Q,, with a subpath of K., respectively.

s(K) 8 14
) opt(K) = 7 11

Case 2: s(K) = 10. In this case, K has exactly three l-anchors. Either both endpoints of K. are
1-anchors, or at least two internal vertices of K are l-anchors. In the former case, opt(K) > 9 because K.,
Q.,, and Q,, are connected into a 9F-path in K. In the latter case, similarly to Case 1, opt(K) > 8. So, in

both cases, 02%2) <L O

So, in both cases

Lemma 11 Suppose that K has at least three 2-anchors. Then, the following statements hold and hence K
is not critical.

1. If K has five 2-anchors, then s(K) = 24 and opt(K) > 25.
2. If K has four 2-anchors, then s(K) < 22 and opt(K) > 20.
3. If K has three 2-anchors, then either s(K) = 20 and opt(K) > 17, or s(K) < 18 and opt(K) > 15.

PROOF. Since K has at least three 2-anchors, K. is a 5-path. Obviously, s(K) is even and s(K) < 24.
If K has at least four 2-anchors, then because of the vertex-disjoint 5T-paths P,; for each 2-anchor v;, the
first two statements in the lemma hold. Thus, we may assume that K has exactly three 2-anchors. Then,
opt(K) >3 x5 =15 and s(K) < 20.

If s(K) < 18, then 0;55—(12) < § and we are done. So, we may assume s(K) = 20. Then, three vertices
of K. are 2-anchors and the other two vertices of K, are 1-anchors. It follows that at least one of vy, v3, vs
is a 2-anchor. By the first statement of Lemma [l opt(K) > 17 and K is not critical, which completes the

proof. O
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Lemma 12 Suppose that K has ezxactly two 2-anchors. Then, K. is a 5-path or an edge and the following
statements hold:

1. If K. is an edge, then s(K) =10 and opt(K) > 10, and hence K is not critical.
2. If K. is a 5-path and s(K) < 12, then opt(K) > 10 and hence K is not critical.

3. Suppose that K. is a 5-path and s(K) = 18. If K is critical, then opt(K) € {13,14} and the two
non-middle internal vertices of K. are 2-anchors in K ; otherwise, opt(K) > 15.

4. Suppose that K. is a 5-path and s(K) = 16. If K is critical, then opt(K) = 12 and the two non-middle
internal vertices of K. are 2-anchors in K; otherwise, opt(K) > 13.

5. Suppose that K. is a 5-path and s(K) = 14. If K is critical, then opt(K) = 11 and K has only five
different structures as shown in Figure[d; otherwise, opt(K) > 12.

PrROOF. Note that if K. is a star, then it has exactly one anchor. So, by the first statement of Lemma [7],
K, is a 5-path or an edge. If K. is an edge, then clearly both vi,vs of K. are 2-anchors and hence
opt(K) > 2 x 5 = 10 because of the two vertex-disjoint 5*-paths P,, and P,,.

Suppose K. is a 5-path. Since K has exactly two 2-anchors, opt(K) > 2 x5 = 10 and s(K) < 18. Now, if
s(K) <12, then we are done. Thus, we can further assume that s(K) > 12 and in turn s(K) > 14 because
s(K) is even. Therefore, s(K) € {14, 16,18}.

Case 1: s(K) = 18. In this case, K has exactly seven satellite elements in total. Since K has only two
2-anchors, each vertex of K. is a 1- or 2-anchor in K. So, the total number of 1- and 2-anchors is 5. By
Lemma [0 if one of vy, vs, v5 is a 2-anchor, then opt(K) > 17 and pi(&) < 18 Hence K is not critical and
then we can assume none of v, v3, vs is a 2-anchor. That is, v, v4 are both 2 anchors and ’Ul, ’U2, v3 are both

l-anchors. By Lemma [0 again, opt(K) > 13. Obviously, if opt(K) > 15, then S 18 ﬁ and hence

opt(K) — 15
K is not critical. Otherwise, opt(K) = 13 or 14, and OpSE(K) = 18 or %.

Case 2: s(K) = 16. In this case, K has exactly six satellite elements in total. Since K has exactly two
2-anchors, the total number of 1- and 2-anchors is 4. By Lemma [9 if one of vy, v3,v5 is a 2-anchor, then
opt(K) > 15 and K is not critical. Similarly to Case 1, we can assume vg, v4 are both 2-anchors and two of

v1, V2, v3 are l-anchors. By Lemma [0 again, opt(K) > 12. Obviously, if opt( ) > 13, then S(f)) <1 E <

and hence K is not critical. Otherwise, opt(K) = 12 and Op(t(K) > 5

Case 3: s(K) = 14. In this case, K has exactly five satellite elements in total. If both v; and vy are
2-anchors in K, then K contains three vertex-disjoint 4T-paths (namely, P,,, P,,, and a 4T-path obtained by
connecting an edge of K. to Q,, for some i € {3,4,5} where v; is a 1-anchor). Hence opt(K) > 2x 544 = 14,
implying that K is not critical. Similarly, if both wv4, vs or vy, vs are 2-anchors in K, then opt(K) > 14,
implying that K is not critical. So, it remains to consider the following three subcases.

Case 3.1: vs is a 2-anchor in K. In this case, either some v; € {v1,v2} or some v; € {vy, v5} is the other
2-anchor of K. Without loss of generality, we assume the former case. If some v; € {v4,v5} is a 1-anchor in
K, then K contains three vertex-disjoint 4™-paths (namely, P,,, P,,, and a 4T-path obtained by connecting
the edge {vs4,v5} to P,;), and hence opt(K) > 2 x 544 = 12, implying that K is not critical. Thus, we may
assume that one of v; and v, is a 2-anchor and the other is a 1-anchor in K. Then, K contains a 6T-path
obtained by using the edge {v1,v2} to connect Q,, and @Q,,. Since this 6*-path and P,, are vertex-disjoint,

opt(K) >5+6 = 11 and hence (tgg) < L. If opt(K) > 12, then Os(f)) < 1 < 1 and therefore K is not

critical. Otherwise, opt(K) = 11 and K is crltical.

Case 3.2: Both vy and vy are 2-anchors in K. In this case, vy, vs, or vs is a l-anchor in K. We assume
that v; is a l1-anchor in K'; the other two cases can be similarly discussed. Then, besides P,,, K contains
a 6T-path obtained by using the edge {vi,v2} to connect @Q,, and Q.,,. So, opt(K) > 5+6 = 11. If

opt(K) > 12, then % < 12 and K is not critical. Thus, K can be critical only when opt(K) = 11.

Case 3.3: Either both v; and v4 are 2-anchors in K, or both ve and vs are 2-anchors in K. By symmetry,
we may assume the former case. If vy is a 1-anchor in K, then besides P,, and P,,, K contains a 4T-path
obtained by using the path {vs,v3} to connect @Q,,, implying that opt(K) > 2 x 54+ 4 = 14 and hence K is
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not critical. Similarly, if vs is a 1-anchor in K, then opt(K) > 14 and hence K is not critical. Hence, we may
assume that vs is a l-anchor in K. Then, similarly to Case 3.2, K can be critical only when opt(K) = 11. O

Lemma 13 Suppose that K has exactly one 2-anchor. Then, the following statements hold:

1. Suppose K. is an edge. If K is critical, then s(K) = 8 and opt(K) = 6; otherwise, either s(K) =6
and opt(K) > 5, or s(K) = 8 and opt(K) > 7.

2. Suppose K. is a star. Then, s(K) =6, opt(K) > 5 and hence K is not critical.

3. Suppose K. is a 5-path and s(K) > 12. Then, s(K) =12 and opt(K) > 10; s(K) = 14 and opt(K) >
12; s(K) = 16 and opt(K) > 13. Hence K is not critical.

4. Suppose that K. is a 5-path and s(K) = 10. If K is not critical, then opt(K) > 8; otherwise, opt(K) =7
and there is a pair (vi,v;) € {(v2,v1), (va,v5)} such that v; is a 2-anchor and v; is a 1-anchor in K.

5. Suppose that K. is a 5-path and s(K) = 8. If K is not critical, then opt(K) > 7; otherwise, either
opt(K) =5 or opt(K) = 6. Moreover, if opt(K) = 6, then one of the non-middle internal vertex of K
is a 2-anchor in K; if opt(K) =5, then the middle vertex of K. is a 2-anchor in K.

PROOF. We first prove the first statement. Without loss of generality, let v; be the unique 2-anchor in K.
If K contains no 1-anchor, then s(K) = 6 and opt(K) > 5 because of P,,, implying that K is not critical.
So, we may assume that v is a 1-anchor. Thus, s(K) = 8, and opt(K) > 6 because we can obtain a 6*-path
by using the edge {vi,v2} to connect Q,, and Q,,. If opt(K) > 7, O;(t—fK)) < £ and hence K is not critical.
Otherwise, opt(K) = 6, and K is critical and has the first structure in Figure [II

If K. is a star, then v; is a 2-anchor and s(K) = 6. We can obtain a 5T-path by choosing P,,. So,
opt(K) > 5 and K is not critical.

To prove the other statements, we assume that K, is a 5-path. Since K has exactly one 2-anchors and
s(K) is even, s(K) € {8,10,12,14,16}.

Case 1: s(K) = 16. In this case, one vertex of K. is a 2-anchor in K and each other vertex of K. is a

l-anchor in K. So, by the first statement of Lemma [0 opt(K) > 13 and (;Z(t—@) < %. Therefore, K is not

critical.

Case 2: s(K) = 14. In this case, K has exactly three 1-anchors and one 2-anchor. So, by the second
statement of Lemma 9] opt(K) > 12 and K is not critical.

Case 3: s(K) = 12. In this case, we distinguish three subcases as follows.

Case 3.1: vs is a 2-anchor in K. In this case, if both v; and v;41 are 1-anchors in K for some i € {1,4},
then besides P,,, K contains a 6'-path obtained by using the edge {v;, vi+1} to connect Q,, and Q.,,,. So,
opt(K) > 5+ 6 = 11 and K is not critical. Otherwise, exactly one of v; and vs is a l-anchor in K and
so is exactly one of v4 and vs, and besides P,,, K contains two 4"-paths obtained by connecting the edge
{vj,vj11} to Qu; or Q.,,, for each j € {1,4}. Therefore opt(K) > 2 x 445 =13 and K is not critical.

Case 8.2: vy or vy is a 2-anchor in K. By symmetry, we may assume v; is a 2-anchor in K. Then,
two vertices v; and v; in {va,...,v5} are l-anchors in K. So, besides P,,, K has a 6'-path (vertex-
disjoint from P,,) obtained by using the subpath of K. between v; and v; to connect Q,, and @Q,,;. Thus,
opt(K) > 5+ 6 = 11 and hence K is not critical.

Case 8.3: vy or vg is a 2-anchor in K. By symmetry, we may assume vy is a 2-anchor in K. If two
vertices in {v3,vy4,v5} are l-anchors in K, then as in Case 3.2, opt(K) > 11. So, we may assume that v;
is a 1-anchor in K. Then, K has a 6"-path obtained by using the edge {v1,v2} to connect Q,, and Q,,.
Moreover, K has a 4*-path obtained by connecting the edge {v;, vi+1} to Qu, or Qy,,, for some i € {3,4}
since one of vs, v4, vs is a 1-anchor. Thus, opt(K) > 6 + 4 = 10 and K is not critical.

Case 4: s(K) = 10. In this case, K has exactly one 2-anchor and exactly one 1-anchor.

Case 4.1: v; is a 2-anchor in K for some i € {1,3,5}. In this case, besides P,., K has a 4T-path (vertex-
disjoint from P,,) obtained by connecting the edge {vj,vj41} to Qq,; or Q,,,, for some j € {1,...,5}. So,
opt(K) > 5+ 4 =9 and K is not critical.
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Case 4.2: v; is a 2-anchor in K for some i € {2,4}. By symmetry, we may assume vy is the 2-anchor.
If some v; € {vs,vs,v5} is a l-anchor in K, then besides P,,, K has a 47-path (vertex-disjoint from P,,)
obtained by connecting the edge {v;,vj11} to Q., or Q,,,, for some j € {3,4}; so, opt(K) > 5+4 =19
and K is not critical. Thus, we may further assume that v; is a l-anchor in K. Then, K has a 7T-path
obtained by connecting K. to @Q,,, and hence opt(K) > 7. If opt(K) > 8, then K is not critical. Otherwise,
opt(K) =7 and K becomes critical.

Case 5: s(K) = 8. In this case, one vertex of K is a 2-anchor in K and the other vertices of K are 0-
anchors. If v; is a 2-anchor in K for some i € {1, 5}, then besides P,,, K has a 4*-path (indeed, a subpath of
K.) disjoint from P,,; so, opt(K) > 5+4 = 9 and K is not critical. Otherwise, either vs or some v; € {va,v4}

is a 2-anchor in K. In the former case, opt(K) > 5 by choosing K. and hence o;i—f(K)) < %. If opt(K) > 7,
s(K)

then opt () < % < % and K is not critical. By the third statement of Lemma [3] for each satellite element
of vs, if it is a star, then the center vertex must be in its rescue-edge. So, P, is a 5-path and hence if K is
critical, then opt(K) = 5.

In the latter case, K has a 6*-path obtained by connecting Q. to a subpath of K. with four vertices,
and hence opt(K) > 6 and 025@) < %. Obviously, if opt(K) > 7, then 025@) < % < % and K is not critical.
In summary, if K is critical, then either opt(K) = 5 or opt(K) = 6.

By the discussion for the case when s(K) = 8, v3 is a 2-anchor in K if opt(K) = 5, while either vy or vy
is a 2-anchor in K if opt(K) = 6. Then, the lemma follows. O

Now, Lemmas imply that a critical component K of H + C has one 2-anchor or two 2-anchors.
Furthermore, if K has one 2-anchor, then by Lemma[I3] K, is an edge or a 5-path and the possible structures
for K are shown in the first row of Figure [II Otherwise, K has two 2-anchors and K. is a 5-path. By
Lemma [I2] s(K) € {14,16,18} and Figure [Il except the first row shows all possible structures for K.

Remark 2 FEven if a satellite element S of K can be a star or triangle, we almost always draw only one
edge of S in Figure [ for simplicity. We will keep this convention in the subsequent figures.

Recall that every critical component K has one or two 2-anchors. We introduce the following definition
for such two 2-anchors.

Definition 9 A 2-anchor of H + C' is critical if it appears in a critical component of H + C. A satellite
element of H + C' is critical if its rescue-anchor is critical in H 4+ C.

Definition 10 Suppose that v is a 0- or 1-anchor in H 4+ C and S is a satellite element in H + C such that
S has a vertex w with {v,w} € E(G). Then, moving S to v in H + C is the operation of modifying C by
replacing the rescue-edge of S with the edge {v, w}.

By Figure Il we have the next fact.

Fact 2 For each critical component K of H+ C' and its critical satellite element S, the following statements
hold:

1. If we delete S from K, then K is no longer critical and will not become isolated.

2. If v is a 0-anchor of K such that v is adjacent to S in G, then moving S to v in H + C makes K no
longer critical.

3. If v is a 1-anchor in K, then moving S to v makes K remain critical only if one of the following two
cases happens:

(a) K has the first structure in Figure[d and the rescue-anchor of S is the unique 2-anchor in K. G
contains an edge {v,x}, where x appears in S and v is the unique 1-anchor in K.

(b) K has the last or the second last structure in Figure[dl and the rescue-anchor of S is the leftmost
2-anchor in K. G contains an edge {v,x}, where x appears in S and v is the unique 1-anchor in

K.
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Figure 1: The possible structures for a critical component K of H + C, where thick (respectively, dashed)
edges are in the matching M (respectively, the path-cycle cover C), thin edges are not in M U C, the filled

(respectively, blank) vertices are in (respectively, not in) V/(M), gray vertices are 2-anchors, and the fraction

s(K)
opt(K) "

on the right side of each structure is

ProoOF. Recall that K has one 2-anchor or two 2-anchors since K is critical. If we delete one critical
satellite element S of K, then the number of 2-anchors is reduced by one. If K has one 2-anchor, then after
the removal of S, K has no 2-anchor. So, by Lemma [[0] K is not critical. If K has two 2-anchors, then
s(K) € {14,16,18}. Thus, if we delete one critical satellite element of K, then s(K) € {12,14,16} and K
has one 2-anchor. By Lemma[I3] K is not critical now. Since K has at least one satellite element after the
removal of S, then K is not isolated. So, the first statement holds.

Note that v is a 0-anchor. So, moving S to v makes K reduce the number of 2-anchors by one. By a
similar proof of the first statement, the second statement holds.

If K has one 2-anchor, then by Lemmal[I3] either K is an edge, s(K) = 8 or K, is a 5-path, s(K) = 10. In
the former case, K has a same structure by symmetry after moving S to v. In the latter case, by Lemma [I3]
there is a pair (v;,v;) € {(v2,v1), (va,v5)} such that v; is a 2-anchor and v; is a l-anchor in K. Without
loss of generality, we assume vy is a 2-anchor and v; is a 1-anchor (the second structure in Figure[I)). Then
clearly, moving S to v; makes K no longer critical.

If K has two 2-anchors, s(K) € {14, 16,18} and K, is a 5-path by Lemma Furthermore, if s(K) €
{16, 18}, v, v4 are both 2-anchors. Hence moving S to v makes K no longer critical since at least one of
v2,v4 is not a 2-anchor. The remaining case is s(K) = 14. We can check the last five structures in Figure[I]
and we find the third statement holds. O

Definition 11 Let K be a composite component of H+ C. If K has a 1-anchor v such that G has an edge
between v and some critical satellite-element S of H+ C' in G and moving S to v in H 4+ C makes K critical
in H 4+ C, then we call K a responsible component of H + C' and call v a responsible 1-anchor of H + C'.

By the third statement in Fact 2l a component of H + C can be both critical and responsible only if it has
the first or one of the last two structures in Figure [1l
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Lemma 14 Suppose that a component K of H + C is both critical and responsible. If K has the first
structure in Figure [, then s(K) = 8 and we find a feasible solution with at least T vertices in O(1) time;
otherwise, s(K) = 14 and we find a feasible solution with at least 12 vertices in O(1) time.

PRrROOF. First, consider the case where K has the first structure in Figure [l Without loss of generality,
we assume v, and ve are the unique 2- and 1l-anchor, respectively. Since K is responsible, G contains an
edge {ve,x}, where x appears in a satellite element S whose rescue-anchor is v;. If S and @,, are not
vertex-disjoint, then we find the satellite element S’ other than S whose rescue-anchor is vy, and re-define
Q., to be the longest path among those paths in K which starts with v; and the rescue-edge of S’. Then,
G[V(K)] contains a 7*-path in which Q,,, the edge {v,z}, a path from z to v; in K, and Q,, appear in
this order.

Next, consider the case where K has one of the last two structures in Figure [l We assume the last
structure in Figure[I} the following discussion also applies to the other case similarly. Since K is responsible,
G contains an edge {v1, z}, where x appears in a satellite element S whose rescue-anchor is ve. If S and Q,,
are not vertex-disjoint, then we find the satellite element S’ other than S whose rescue-anchor is vs, and
re-define @, to be the longest path among those paths in K which starts with vy and the rescue-edge of S’.
Besides P,,, G contains a 7T-path obtained by connecting Q,,, the edge {v1,x}, a path from z to vz in K,
and Qy,. So, we can find a solution with at least 12 vertices, which completes the proof. O

By the above lemma, we know for each critical and responsible component K, we can find a feasible
solution for K in constant time, which is still denoted as OPT(K) for ease of presentation, with % < %.
Now, we can regard each critical and responsible component K as a non-critical component. So, any critical
component cannot be responsible or vice versa. Hereafter, a critical component always refers to a critical
but not responsible component and a responsible component always refers to a responsible but not critical
component.

By Definition [[1] the structure for a responsible component of H + C' can only be obtained by deleting
a critical satellite-element from one of the structures in Figure [l So, by Figure [Il we can list all possible

structures for responsible components of H + C', which are shown in Figure

3.4 Operations for modifying critical components

In this subsection, we define three operations for modifying C' (and accordingly one or more critical compo-
nents of H 4+ C) so that after the modification, H + C will hopefully have fewer critical components. Let v
be a vertex of a satellite element S in a critical component K and v’ be a vertex of K’ in H +C. We remark
that K and K’ may be the same. Suppose {v,v'} € E(G)\ C and we design the following three operations.

Operation 1 Suppose one the following two conditions is satisfied:

e v’ is a 0-anchor of K or

e v is a 1-anchor of K and modifying C by replacing the rescue-edge of S with the edge {v,v'} decreases
the number of critical components in H + C.

Then, the operation modifies C by replacing the rescue-edges of S with the edge {v,v'}. (c¢f. Figurel3)

Clearly, Operation [Tl does not change the weight of C' by the first statements in Fact 2l Suppose v’ is a
0-anchor. If K = K’, then after Operation[Il K is no longer critical by the second statement of Fact2l Then,
we suppose K # K’. Obviously, K is no longer critical but K’ may become critical after Operation [l So,
Operation [Il may not necessarily decrease but does not increase the number of critical components in H + C'.
Fortunately, Operation [Il changes v’ from a 0-anchor to a 1-anchor. So, Operation [Il decreases the number
of 0-anchors in H + C by 1 or the number of critical components in H + C by 1. Obviously, Operation [l
does not change the number of components in H + C.

Operation 2 Suppose v' is in a satellite-element S’ of K' and the center element K. of K' is an edge or
a star to which no satellite element other than S’ is adjacent in H + C. Then (cf. Figure[]), the operation
modifies C by replacing the rescue-edge of S with the edge {v,v'}.
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Figure 2: The possible structures for a responsible but not critical component K of H + C', where
thick (respectively, dashed) edges are in the matching M (respectively, the path-cycle cover C),
thin edges are not in M U C, the filled (respectively, blank) vertices are in (respectively, not in)

V (M), gray vertices are 2-anchors, red vertices are responsible 1-anchors (cf. Definition [2]), and

s(K)
opt(K) "

the fraction on the right side of each structure is

Obviously, Operation [2] does not change the weight of C' by the first statement of Fact 2l Note that K’
has no 2-anchor and hence K’ is not critical by Lemma[I0 So, K # K’ since K is critical. Moreover, after
Operation 2] S’ becomes the center element of K’ and hence Lemma [ still holds. Furthermore, by the first
statement in Fact 2 and Lemma [I2] K, K’ are not critical after Operation Pl and thus Operation 2] decreases
the number of critical components in H + C by 1. Clearly, Operation 2] does not change the number of
components in H + C. Before Operation 2] K’ may have one 0-anchor z. After Operation 2, z will be in a
satellite element of H + C' and hence will not be a 0-anchor, but S’ will become a center element with two
satellite elements adjacent to it in H + C, implying that one vertex of S’ may become a 0-anchor in H + C

(or not an anchor, if S’ is a star). In summary, Operation 2 does not increase the number of 0-anchors in
H+C.

Operation 3 Suppose v' appears in a satellite-element S of K’ and K/ is a 5-path or K is an edge or a
star to which at least one more satellite element other than S’ is adjacent in H + C. Then (c¢f. Figure[3),
the operation modifies C by replacing the rescue-edges of S and S" with the edge {v,v'}.

By the first statement of Fact 2] Operation Bl does not change the weight of C' since K, K’ will not be an
isolated bad component of H.

Operation 3] uses the edge {v, v’} to connect S and S’ into a new composite component K., of H + C.
Since both S and S’ are not 5-paths by the first statement of Lemma [7 either of them can be treated as the
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Figure 3: Two representative possible cases in Operation [l where the first (respectively, second) satisfies v
is a 0-anchor (respectively, 1-anchor) and the green edge is the edge {v,v'}.
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Figure 4: A representative possible case in Operation [2] and the green edge is the edge {v,v'}.

center element of K., and the other becomes the satellite element of K,,.,,. Note that K, has at most
one 0-anchor, and the rescue-anchor of S’ may be a 1-anchor before Operation[3l So, Operation [3 increases
the number of 0-anchors in H + C' by at most 2.

By Lemma[IQ K¢, is not critical. If K = K’, then clearly Operation [3] does not increase the number of
critical components in H + C. Otherwise, Operation Blmakes K not critical because of the first statement in
Fact 2] but it is possible that Operation [l makes K’ critical. In any case, Operation [3 does not increase the

number of critical components in H + C. Luckily, Operation Bl always increases the number of components
in H+4C by 1.

*—eo—OCO—0—e 06— OO 00 *—o—O—0—0 06— OO0

ot 1t

Figure 5: A representative possible case in Operation 3 and the green edge is the edge {v,v'}.

Lemma 15 If G has an edge {v,v'} such that v is in a critical satellite-element S of H+ C and v' ¢ V(S)
is neither a 2-anchor nor a responsible 1-anchor in H 4+ C, then one of Operations[, [2, and[3 is applicable.

PROOF. Suppose v’ belongs to a satellite element S” of K’. If K is an edge or a star and S’ is the unique
satellite element of K’, then Operation [2is applicable. Otherwise, K. is a 5-path or K, is an edge or a star
and K’ has at least two satellite elements by Lemma[1l So, Operation [3]is applicable.

We next assume v’ belongs to the center element K/ of K’'. By the second statement of Lemma [7] and
Definition [7, v’ is an anchor of K. Note that v’ is neither a 2-anchor nor a responsible 1-anchor. So, v’ is a
O-anchor or v’ is a 1-anchor such that moving S to K’ will not make K’ critical. It follows that Operation [I]
is applicable again, which completes the proof. O

Lemma 16 If we repeatedly perform Operations[1,[2, and[3 until none of them is applicable, then the number
of repetitions is bounded by O(n).
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PRroOOF. Let ng be the number of 0-anchors in H 4+ C', n, be the number of components in H + C, and n
be the number of critical components in H + C. Let g = ng + nee — 3n.. Recall that Operation [I] decreases
ng or ne. by 1 but does not change n. and Operation 2] decreases n.. by 1, does not change n., and does
not increase ng. As for Operation [ it increases n. by 1, increases ng at most 2, but does not increase
Nee- S0, each time we perform one of the operations, we decrease the value of g by at least 1. Note that
2n > g > —3n. Therefore, if we repeatedly perform the operations until none of them is applicable, then the
number of repetitions is at most O(n). O

3.5 Bounding opt(G)

Notation 7 Let R denote the set of vertices v € V(H) such that v is a 2-anchor or a responsible 1-anchor
in H+C.

Obviously, if K is an isolated 5-path of H+C, then each vertex of K is a 0-anchor and hence |[RNV (K)| =
0. Moreover, for each composite component K of H 4+ C, [RNV(K)| is bounded by the number of anchors
in K. Thus, if the center element K. of K is an edge, then |[RNV(K)| € {0,1,2}. If K. is a star, then
IRNV(K)| € {0,1}. Similarly, if K, is a 5-path, then |[R N V(K)| € {0,1,2,3,4,5}.

Notation 8 For the components in H + C, we define the notations as follows.

o Let IC be the set of components of H + C that are not isolated bad components of H.
e For eachi€ {0,1,2,3,4,5}, let K; C K be a subset of K such that [RNV(K)| = i.

o For each i € {1,2}, let IC; . be the set of critical components in K,.
(Comment: By Figure [, each critical component K of H + C has one or two 2-anchors and no
responsible 1-anchor since K is not responsible.)

o Let R, be the set of 2-anchors in the critical components of H + C'.
o U.=Uyer {w € V(H) | w appears in a critical satellite-element whose rescue-anchor is v}.
o Let G. = G[V(G)\ (R UU,).

5
Lemma 17 opt(G) < opt(G,) + 7ZZ|K:1|
i=1

Proor. Consider a critical satellite-element S whose rescue-anchor is in R.. Since S is a bad component
of H by Lemma[7, G[V(S)] contains no 4*-path. Moreover, if a vertex v ¢ V(S) is adjacent to S in G, then
v € R by Lemma [I5l and none of Operations[I] 2l and B is applicable. Thus, removing the vertices of R, U U,
from G destroys at most |R| paths of OPT(G). By Fact[Il each path has at most seven vertices. Moreover,
each un-destroyed path of OPT(G) still has at least four vertices. Hence, opt(G.) > opt(G) — 7|R|. Because
|R| = Zle i|K;|, the lemma holds. O

3.6 Summary of the algorithm

Let r = 15+27 6505 ~ 1.874 be the positive root to the quadratic equation 10r? — 15 — 7 = 0. Our algorithm
proceeds as follows.

0. If |[V(G)| < 4, then find an optimal solution by brute-force search, output it, and then halt.

1. Construct the graph H as follows:

(a) Compute a maximum matching M in G and initialize H to be the graph (V (M), M).
(b) Modify M and H by performing Steps 1.1 and 1.2 in Section Bl

2. Compute a maximum path-cycle cover C' and modify it as follows:

(a) Perform Steps 2.1, 2.2, and 2.3 in Section B2l to compute a maximum path-cycle cover C of edges
{v,w} € E(G) such that v and w are in different components of H and at least one of them is a
bad component.
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3. Repeatedly perform Operations[Il 2], and [Bin Section [3:4] to modify C, until none of them is applicable.

PRIl

4. If no component of H 4+ C' is critical, or K \+2\’C 7> r then

(a) compute OPT(K) for each component K of H + C' that is not an isolated bad component of H;
(b) output their union as a solution for G, and then halt.

7 Ik <

5. Otherwise, there exists at least one critical component in H + C and IEMESoW

(a) Recursively call the algorithm on the graph G, to obtain a solution ALG(G.).
(b) For each v € R, compute a 5T-path P, since v is an 2-anchor.
(c) Output the union of ALG(G.) and U,eg, Py, and halt.

5
77‘.

4 Analyzing the performance

In this section, we show that the approximation ratio achieved by our algorithm is at most r =
1.874. For brevity, we first define several notations.

154505
20 ~

Notation 9 We define the notation < as follows:

e For any K € K and a rational fraction 3, we write O;i(lg) = ¢, whenever opt(K) > b and s(K) < a.

(Comment: If S(Kiz) = %, then OS(—f(K)) < %, but not vice versa.)

s(K)
opt(K) —

o Fora K € K and a set F of rational fractions, we write St(K) F if for all 3 € F.

a
=%
e For a rational fraction § and a set F of rational fractions, we write F X ¢ if < < ¢ for all SeF.

Obviously, K = U?:o KC;. The next fact follows from Lemmas [TOHI4

Fact 3 The following statements hold:

1. For each K € Ky, <) 14

opt(K) S 11
2. For each K € Ky, Opfflz) =< {8,182} while for each K € K1\ K1, O;i—?K)) < {8 012 14 151
3. For each K € Ky c, 02%2) {}g, %g, }‘11} while for each K € Ko\ Ka,c, Opt(K) %, %, %, %7 % .
4. For each K € K3, O;(tﬁz) <{& 8B 5}

5. For each K € K4, O;(tgz) =< %.

6. For each K € K5, o;f)s,—f(K)) =< %.

Proor. If K € Ky, then K has no 2-anchor. By Lemma [I0] K is not critical and hence S(f()) < 2= If

K € Ky, then K is critical and K has exactly one 2-anchor (See the first line of Figure[Il). So, by LemmaIIS_L

O;i—?K)) = {%, %} If K € K\ Ky, then K is not critical and K has one 2-anchor or one responsible 1-anchor

ee the rst me ot Figure 2l). So, s € mce is not critica < 77 an
(S hﬁ line of Figure @). So, s(K) € {6,8,10,12,14,16}. Since K 1, 2B < 1 oand

Pt (K) 11
6 8 10 12 14 16
hence opt K) 5070811001213/

If K is in K, then K is critical and K has exactly two 2-anchors (See Figure [I] except the first line).

So, by Lemma [12] O;iKIg) = %g, }g, %‘11} If K € K\ Kap, then K is not critical. Furthermore, K has two

responsible 1- anchors one responsible 1-anchor and a 2-anchor or two 2-anchors. By the second structure
of F1gure|2|, t( K) = 1f K has two responsible 1-anchors. If K has a responsible 1-anchor and a 2-anchor,

then by Figure [2 Opt(K) = {}(2), %3, }g} Lastly, K has two 2-anchors and hence s(K) € {12,14,16,18}.

s(K) 12 14 16 18
Since K is not critical, we know ot () = {10, 50 130 17

, which completes the proof of the third statement.
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If K € K3, then by Figure 2] K has three 2-anchors or one 2-anchor and two responsible 1-anchors. By
Lemma [T1] and the second structure of the fourth line in Figure [2] 0255—6{)) =< {}f, %g, f(;} If K € K4 UKs,
then K has no responsible 1-anchor. By Lemma [[1] again, the lemma is proved. O

Lemma 18 Suppose that no component of H 4+ C is critical. Then, opt(G) < %alg(G).

PROOF. By Step 4 of the algorithm, alg(G) = >_ x cxc opt(K). Moreover, Definition § implies O;(t—fK)) < .

So, alg(G) =3 gex oPt(K) > 13 3 1 s(K) = 13|V(Mc)|. By Lemma[] the lemma is proved. O

Ki
Lemma 19 Suppose that at least one component of H+C' is critical and % > %7‘. Then, opt(G) <

r x alg(G).

PRrROOF. By Step 4 of the algorithm, alg(G) = ", opt(K), where K ranges over all components of H 4+ C
that is not a bad component of H. We can rewrite

Z opt(K) = Z Z opt(K) + Z Z opt(K) + Z Z opt(K). (1)

KeKk 1€{0,3,4,5} KeK; i€{1,2} KeK;\Ki,c i€{1,2} KeK;

By Lemma [ it suffices to show that |V( e ))‘ <4 zr. We can rewrite

VMe) = Y Y s+ Y Y s+ Y Y
i€{0,3,4,5} K€K; i€{1,2} KeK;\Ki,c i€{1,2} Kek; .
< D) D GE) =6+ > > (s(K)+ (4r — 6)i)
i€{0,3,4,5} K€K; 1€{1,2} KeK;\Ki,c

LYY ( 4r—6)7(5r—7)i)

i€{1,2} KeK;

- S Y s r—6)i)+ > > (s(K)+ (4r - 6)i)

1€{0,3,4,5} KEK; 1€{1,2} KeK;\K;,c

+ 3 3 s (8 — 4r)i), (2)

i€{1,2} KeK, .

where the last equality holds because 10r? — 15r — 7 = 0, while the inequality holds because

S -6+ > > (Ar—6)i = (4r-6 (Z K| = 1K1 el — 2|/C2,c|>

1€{0,3,4,5} KeK; i€{1,2} KeK;\Ki,c
4r — 6)(5r —
Q=00 =T 1, + 21K ).
For each i € {0,3,4,5} and each K € K;, we define s'(K) = s(K)+ (4r —6)i. Similarly, for each i € {1,2}
and each K € K;\ K; ., we define s'(K) = s(K) + (4r — 6)i. Moreover, for each i € {1,2} and each K € K, .,
we define s'(K) = s(K) — (8 —4r)i. Then, by Eqgs. (Il ), it suffices to show that OS'Z;EK) < 2rforall K € K,

V(M) "
c 4
ag@) =57

Consider a K € K. If K € Kg, then similarly to Lemma [I8 -2
second statement in Fact [3] we have
s'(K) ~ dr 4r+2 4r+4 4r+6 4r+8 4r+10 4r
oK) ~\5 "7 8 10 12 13 J-%
If K € Ko\ K2, then by the third statement in Fact B, we have

s'(K) - 8 —6 8 8 +2 8r+4 8 +6 <47“
opt(K) — |~ 6 '100 12 ' 13 ' 15 J— 5~

Y

in order to show that

;< g I K € K1\ Kie, then by the

OPt(
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If K € K3 UK4UKs5, then by the last two statements in Fact [B] we have

s'(K) 2 12r 12r+2 12r—6 16r 20r —6 4r
opt(K) —\15° 17 11 20 25 5

If K € Ky,¢, then by the second statement in Fact Bl we have

s'(K) dr 4r 42 4r
<! <
opt(K) — | 5 7 5

If K € Ky, by the third statement in Fact Bl we have

/ —
st(K) j{81" 2 8r 8T+2}j4§,

11 127 13

This completes the proof. O

Theorem 1 The running time of the algorithm is bounded by O(min{m?n? n>}) and the approzimation
ratio is at most r = 15+27 6505 ~ 1.874.

PROOF. It is easy to see that each of Operations[I] 2l and [ can be done in O(m). Since they are executed
at most O(n) repetitions in Step 3 of the algorithm by Lemmal[I@] it takes O(nm) time. By Lemmas[Bland @]
Steps 1 and 2 can be done in O(min{m?n,n*}) time. It is easy to verify that compared to these three steps,
the other steps take less time. Since the recursion depth is O(n), the algorithm takes O(min{m?n? n°})
time in total.

We next prove that the approximation ratio is at most r. The proof is done by induction on n. In the
base case, n < 4 and the algorithm outputs the optimal solution for G and hence we are done. Now suppose
that n > 5. By Lemmas[I§ and [19] we only need to consider the case where there exists a critical component

5 .
in H+C and % < . In this case, we have alg(G) > 5(|K1,c| +2|Ka.c|) + alg(Ge) by the last step
of the algorithm. By the inductive hypothesis, opt(G.) < r X alg(G.). According to Lemma [ we finally
obtain that

opt(G) 7300 ilKG| + opt(G.)

alg(G) = 5(|K1.e| + 2|K2.e]) + alg(Ge) —

This completes the proof. O

<

5 Conclusions

In this paper, we investigated the problem M PC2* to find a collection of vertex-disjoint paths, each con-
taining at least 4 vertices, such that the number of vertices in these paths is maximized. In [9], the authors
design an O(n®)-time 2-approximation algorithm based on several local improvement operations, where n is
the number of vertices in the input graph G = (V, E). They asked whether better approximation algorithms
are possible by a completely different method.

We answered this open question affirmatively in this paper, to construct a solution on top of a maximum
matching M. The key observation to this success is that the maximum matching M can be proven to
contain at least 4/5 of the vertices in the optimal solution. The subsequent construction involves extending
edges of M into 5-paths, computing a maximum-weight path-cycle cover C' of an auxiliary graph, and three
operations to modify the achieved subgraph. We not only reduce the running time to O(min{m?n?,n5}),
where m is the number of edges in the input graph, but also prove a better approximation ratio of 1.874 for
our algorithm.

Our design idea can be extended to M PC32T with some effort. However, new ideas are needed for the
general £ > 6. It is possible that the local operations we designed inside our algorithm can be developed
into local search algorithms with better performance ratios. Currently we do not have any inapproximability
result for M PCF* for any fixed constant k& > 4. Such negative results can be interesting to pursue.
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