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Abstract

In the Minimum Bisection problem input is a graph G and the goal is to partition the vertex set
into two parts A and B, such that ||A] — |B|| < 1 and the number k of edges between A and B is
minimized. The problem is known to be NP-hard, and assuming the Unique Games Conjecture even
NP-hard to approximate within a constant factor [Khot and Vishnoi, JJACM’15]. On the other hand,
a O(logn)-approximation algorithm [Récke, STOC ’08] and a parameterized algorithm [Cygan et al.,
ACM Transactions on Algorithms ’20] running in time k°*)n®M) is known.

The Minimum Bisection problem can be viewed as a clustering problem where edges represent
similarity and the task is to partition the vertices into two equally sized clusters while minimizing the
number of pairs of similar objects that end up in different clusters. Motivated by a number of egregious
examples of unfair bias in AI systems, many fundamental clustering problems have been revisited and
re-formulated to incorporate fairness constraints. In this paper we initiate the study of the Minimum
Bisection problem with fairness constraints. Here the input is a graph G, positive integers ¢ and k,
a function 8 : V(G) — {1,...,c} that assigns a color 5(v) to each vertex v in G, and c¢ integers
r1,72, -+ ,7.. The goal is to partition the vertex set of G into two almost-equal sized parts A and B
with at most k edges between them, such that for each color i € {1,...,c}, A has exactly r; vertices of
color i. Each color class corresponds to a group which we require the partition (A, B) to treat fairly,
and the constraints that A has exactly r; vertices of color ¢ can be used to encode that no group is
over- or under-represented in either of the two clusters.

We first show that introducing fairness constraints appears to make the Minimum Bisection problem
qualitatively harder. Specifically we show that unless FPT=W/1] the problem admits no f (c)no(l) time
algorithm even when k& = 0. On the other hand, our main technical contribution shows that is that
this hardness result is simply a consequence of the very strict requirement that each color class 7 has
ezactly r; vertices in A. In particular we give an f(k, ¢, e)n®®) time algorithm that finds a balanced
partition (A, B) with at most k edges between them, such that for each color i € [c], there are at most
(1 £ €)r; vertices of color i in A.

Our approximation algorithm is best viewed as a proof of concept that the technique introduced by
[Lampis, ICALP ’18] for obtaining FPT-approximation algorithms for problems of bounded tree-width
or clique-width can be efficiently exploited even on graphs of unbounded width. The key insight is that
the technique of Lampis is applicable on tree decompositions with unbreakable bags (as introduced
in [Cygan et al., STAM Journal on Computing '14]). An important ingredient of our approximation
scheme is a combinatorial result that may be of independent interest, namely that for every k, every
graph G admits a tree decomposition with adhesions of size at most O(k), unbreakable bags, and
logarithmic depth.
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1 Introduction

Clustering is one of the most fundamental problems in computer science. In a clustering problem, we are
typically interested in dividing the given collection of data points into a group of clusters, such that the
set of data points belonging to each cluster are more “similar” to each other, as compared to the points
belonging to other clusters. Depending on the specific setting and application, there are a number of
ways to model this abstract task of clustering as a concrete mathematical problem. We refer the reader
to surveys such as [32, 29, 3] for a detailed background and literature on the topic.

In one such model of clustering, the input is represented as a simple, undirected graph, and the
existence of an edge between a pair of vertices denotes that the two vertices are related to, or similar
to, each other. For example, this is how one models social networks as graphs [27] — the set of vertices
corresponds to people, and an edge represents that the two people are friends with each other. In this
setting, the classical MINIMUM BISECTION problem can be thought of as a clustering problem [33, 7] — we
are interested in finding two size-balanced clusters of vertices, such that the number of edges going across
the two clusters is minimized. More formally, in MINIMUM BISECTION problem, we are given a graph
G = (V, E) on n vertices, and a non-negative integer k, and the goal is to determine whether there exists
a balanced edge cut (A, B) of order k. Here, an edge cut (A, B) is a partition of V(G) into two non-empty
subsets A and B, an edge cut is balanced if ||A| —|B|| < 1, and the order of the cut (A, B) is the number of
edges with one endpoint in A and the other in B. The NP-completeness of MINIMUM BISECTION has long
been known [13], and it is extensively studied from the perspective of approximation and parameterized
algorithms. MINIMUM BISECTION admits a logarithmic approximation in polynomial time [28], and it
is hard to approximate within any constant factor, assuming the Unique Games Conjecture [19]. In the
realm of Parameterized Algorithms, one can solve the problem exactly in time 20(klogk) . nO() e it is
Fixed-Parameter Tractable (FPT) parameterized by & [10, 9].

More recently, the notion of fairness has gained prominence in the literature of clustering algorithms
— and algorithm design in general. This is motivated from the fact that, often the real-life data reflects
unconscious biases, and unless the algorithm is explicitly required to counteract these biases, the output
of the algorithm may have real-life consequences that are unfair ((see, e.g., [15, 26, 11]). Researchers
have proposed different models of fairness for the traditional center-based clustering problems, such as k-
MEDIAN/MEANS/CENTER. These models of fairness can be broadly classified into two types — individual
fairness, and group fairness. At a high level, individual fairness requires that the solution treats each of
the individuals (a point) in a fair way, e.g., every point has a cluster-center “nearby” [6]. On the other
hand, in the group fairness setting, the set of points is typically divided into multiple colors, where each
color represents, say a particular demographic (such as gender, ethnicity etc.). In this setting, the fairness
constraints are represented in terms of the colors as a group. There are multiple notions of group fairness
(see, e.g., [2, 6, 12, 23, 14, 18]), but to the specific interest to us is the color-balanced clustering model,
studied in [30, 17, 1]. Roughly speaking, in this setting we want the “local proportions” of all colors in
every cluster to be approximately equal to their “global proportions”. Inspired from this color-balanced
notion of fairness, study the following fair version of MINIMUM BISECTION.



FAIR BISECTION
Input: An instance (G, ¢, k,r°, x), where

e (G is an unweighted graph

e c and k are positive integers

e x : V(G) — cis a coloring function on V(@) using at most ¢ colors
o r°=(ry,---,r.) is a c length tuple of positive integers

Question: Does there exist an edge cut (A, B) of G of order at most k having exactly r; vertices
of color i in A for each i € [¢].

. J

In this problem formulation the color classes i € {1,...,c} are protected groups which are required
to be treated fairly by the clustering algorithm. The imposed fairness constraint for group ¢ is that, in
the edge cut (A, B), the set A contains precisely r; vertices colored i. We will say that an edge cut that
satisfies the fairness constraints imposed by the tuple r° is r°-fair. Thus, when r; is set to be precisely
half of the number ¢; of vertices colored i an 7°-fair edge cut must evenly split each color class across the
two sides A and B.

Our Results. It is quite easy to see that the existing parameterized algorithms [9, 10] for MINIMUM
BISECTION directly generalize to a n@(© k%) time algorithm for FAIR BISECTION!. Therefore, the first
natural question is whether it is possible to eliminate the dependence on ¢ in the exponent of n in the
running time. Our first result (Theorem 4) is that, assuming FPT # W([1], an f(c)n®() time algorithm
is not possible even when k£ = 0. In fact, this hardness result holds even in the special case where the
vertices of each color are required to be evenly split across both partitions (in particular, when 2r; = ¢;
for every ).

Our main technical contribution (Theorem 3) is to show that this hardness result is quite brittle.
Indeed, the requirement that each color class ¢ have exactly r; vertices in A is probably much too strong
in the color-balanced fairness setting. We are satisfied even if the number of vertices of each color class
is sufficiently close to the desired target number. We will say that an edge cut (4, B) is (e, r°)-fair if
A contains no more than r;(1 + €) of vertices colored i and B contains no more than (¢; — r;)(1 + €)
vertices colored i. We show (in Theorem 3) that there exists an algorithm that takes as input an instance
(G, c,lc,?:o,x), together with an e > 0, runs in time f(e, k,c¢)n®®, and if G has a balanced r°-fair edge
cut (A, B)

Our Methods. The hardness result of Theorem 4 is a fairly straightforward parameterized reduction
from MULTI-DIMENSIONAL SUBSET SUM parameterized by the dimension?, whose main purpose is to put
the parameterized approximation scheme of Theorem 3 in context. We only discuss here the methods in
the proof of of Theorem 3.

At a very high level the algorithm of Theorem 3 is the combination of two well-known techniques in
parameterized algorithms: dynamic programming over tree decompositions with unbreakable bags (in-
troduced by Cygan et al. [10]), and the geometric rounding technique of Lampis [20] for parameterized
approximation schemes for problems on graphs of bounded tree-width or clique-width. The conceptual

LA formal proof of this claim is a corollary of our Theorem 3
2The hardness of MULTI-DIMENSIONAL SUBSET SUM parameterized by the dimension is folklore, but we were unable to
find a reference, so for completeness we provide a proof.



novelty in (and perhaps the most interesting technical aspect of) our work is to realize that Lampis’
technique can be applied even to dynamic programming algorithms over tree decompositions with un-
bounded width to yield approximation schemes for parameterized problems on general graphs. Executing
on this vision requires a few non-trivial technical insights, which we will shortly highlight. However, to
describe these technical insights in more detail we first give a brief description of the two techniques that
we combine.

Lampis’ Geometric Rounding Technique. We first discuss how the technique of Lampis [20] applies
to tree decompositions of bounded width. A tree decomposition of a graph G is a pair (T, 3) where T is
a tree and £ is a function that assigns to each vertex ¢ € V(T a vertex set §(t) C V(G) (called a bag) in
G. To be a tree decomposition the pair (7', ) must satisfy the tree-decomposition axioms: (i) for every
v € V(G) the set {t € V(T) : v € B(t)} induces a non-empty and connected subgraph of 7', and (%) for
every edge uwv € E(Q) there exists a t € V(T) such that {u,v} C S(t). The width (or tree-width) of a
decomposition (T, 3) is defined as max;cy(7) |B(t)| — 1.

Roughly speaking, Lampis’ technique considers dynamic programming (DP) algorithms over a tree
decomposition (7, 3) of G of width k. In such an algorithm there is a DP-table for every node t of the
decomposition tree, and suppose that the entries in these tables are indexed by vectors in {1,2,... ,n}d
(for some integer d) , where n is the number of vertices of G. To decrease the size of the DP tables and
thereby also the running time of the algorithm, one “sparsifies” the DP table to only consider entries in
S?, where S = {[(1+6)?] : i > 0}. This makes the size of the DP table upper bounded by (log;5n)°@,
at the cost of introducing a multiplicative error of (1 + J) in every round of the DP algorithm (since now
vectors in {1,2,... ,n}d are “approximated” by their closest vector in Sd). If the decomposition tree 1" has
depth O(logn) the dynamic program only needs O(logn) rounds, and so the total error of the algorithm
is a multiplicative factor of (14 §)©U°8™) Setting § = €/log? n gives the desired trade-off between DP
table size (and therefore running time) and accuracy. Luckily, every tree decomposition of width k can
be turned into a tree decomposition of width at most 3k + 2 and depth O(logn) [4] and so this approach
works on all graphs of tree-width k.

Tree Decompositions with Unbreakable Bags. We now turn to the technique of Cygan et al. [10]
for MINIMUM BISECTION, namely dynamic programming over tree decompositions with small adhesions
and unbreakable bags. We again need to define a few technical terms. An adhesion of a tree decomposition
(T, B) of a graph G is a set S(u) N 3(v) for an edge uv € E(T). The adhesion size of a tree-decomposition
is just the maximum size of an adhesion of the decomposition. A tree decomposition (7', 8) is said to have
(g, k)-unbreakable bags if for every bag ((t) of the decomposition and every edge-cut (A, B) of order at
most k in G it holds that min(|A N 5(¢)|, |B N B(1)]) < q.

The main engine behind the algorithm of Cygan et al. [10] (see also [9]) is a structural theorem that for
every graph G and integer k there exists a tree decomposition (7', #) of G with adhesion size at most k& and
(k+1, k)-unbreakable bags. This is coupled with an observation that even though this tree decomposition
might have unbounded tree-width, we can still do dynamic programming over this tree decomposition,
keeping a DP table for every adhesion of the tree decomposition, rather than for every bag. However,
while tree-width based DP algorithms utilize a simple recurrence to calculate the DP table at a bag from
the tables of its children, Cygan et al. [10] need to turn to a clever “randomized contraction” (see [8])
based algorithm to compute the DP table for an adhesion from the DP tables of its children.

Combining Tree Decompositions with Unbreakable Bags and Geometric Rounding. As we
mentioned eariler, the technique of Cygan et al. [10] for MINIMUM BISECTION generalizes in a relatively
straightforward way, to give a f(k)n®© time algorithm for FAIR BISECTION. Here we do dynamic



programming over the tree decomposition of G with adhesions of size k and (k + 1, k)-unbreakable bags.
We have a DP table for every adhesion that is indexed by a vector in [n]¢ (this vector describes partial
solutions, where the ¢’th element of the vector is the number of vertices of color ¢ that have so far been
put on the A side in this partial solution).

We want to apply Lampis’ geometric rounding technique and “sparsify” the DP table to only consider
entries in S¢ where S = {|(1+0)"] : 4> 0}. There are a few technical obstacles to realizing this plan,
that we overcome. The most important one of them is that the depth reduction theorem of Bodlaender
and Hagerup [4] only applies to tree decompositions of bounded width, therefore it is not immediate
how to obtain a tree decomposition with small adhesions, unbreakable bags and logarithmic depth. A
closer inspection of the proof sketch of Bodlaender and Hagerup [4] reveals that a tree decomposition
with adhesions of size k and (k + 1, k)-unbreakable bags can be turned into a tree decomposition with
adhesions of size O(k), and logarithmic depth, such that each bag of the new decomposition is the union
of a constant number of bags of the old one (the bags in this new decomposition do not need to themselves
be unbreakable). Nevertheless we prove that some careful modifications to this tree decomposition are
sufficient to obtain a tree decomposition with adhesions of size O(k), logarithmic depth, and (O(k), k)-
unbreakable bags (see Theorem 2). We believe that Theorem 2 will be a useful tool for future applications
of Lampis’ geometric rounding technique to tree decompositions with unbreakable bags.

Organization of the Paper. We begin by defining the basic notions on graphs and tree decompositions
in Section 2. In Section 3, we prove Corollary 1 that shows how to obtain logarithmic-depth unbreakable
tree decompositions. Then, in Section 4, we use such a tree decomposition to design our exact and
approximate algorithms. In Section 5, we sketch the proof of our hardness result, which shows that FAIR
BISECTION is W([1]-hard parameterized by ¢ even when k& = 0. Finally, in Section 6, we give concluding
remarks and future directions.

2 Preliminaries

For an integer k, we denote the set {1,2,...,k} by [k]. For a graph G, an edge cut is a pair A, B C V(G)
such that AU B = V(G) and AN B = (. The order of an edge cut (A, B) is |E(A4, B)|, that is, the
number of edges with one endpoint in A and the other in B. For a subset X C V(G), let G\ X denote
the graph G|V (G) \ X]. For an edge cut (A4, B), and a subset X C V(G), the cut induced on X by (A, B)
is (AN X,BnNX).

Definition 1 (unbreakability). A set X C V(G) is (q, s)-edge-unbreakable if every edge cut (A, B) of
order at most s satisfies |ANX| < q or | BNX| <gq.

For a rooted tree T' and vertex t € V(T'), we denote by T; the subtree of T rooted at t. For a rooted
tree T' and a non-root vertex ¢t € V(T'), we denote the parent of ¢ by Z2(t). The depth of a tree T} is
the maximum length of a ¢ to leaf path in T;. For a node ¢, we denote htp(t) to be the the depth of the
subtree T} rooted at ¢ in T.

Another important notion that we need is of tree decomposition where bags are “highly connected”,
i.e., unbreakable. Towards this we first define tree decomposition, tree-width and associated notions and
notations that we make use of. For a rooted tree T and vertex v € V(T') we denote by T, the subtree of
T rooted at v. We refer to the vertices of T' as nodes.

A tree decomposition of a graph G is a pair (T, 3) where T is a rooted tree and (3 is a function from
V(T) to 2V such that the following three conditions hold.

(T1) U B(t) =VI(G);

teV(T)



(T2) For every uv € E(G), there exists a node ¢t € T such that 5(t) contains both v and v; and

(T3) For every vertex u € V(G), the set Ty, = {t € V(T') : uw € B(t)}, i.e., the set of nodes whose
corresponding bags contain u, induces a connected subtree of 7.

For every t € V(T') a set 5(t) C V(G), is called a bag. We can extend the function 5 to subsets of V(T')
in the natural way: for a subset X C V(T'), (X) = U,cx B(2).

For s,t € V(T) we say that s is a descendant of t or that t is an ancestor of s if t lies on the unique
path from s to the root; note that a node is both an ancestor and a descendant of itself. By child(t), we
denote the set of children of ¢ in 7. For any X C V(T'), define Gx = G[UexB(V (17))].

We define an adhesion of an edge e = (t,tg) € E(T) to be the set o(e) := B(t) N B(ty), and an adhesion
of t € V(T) to be o(t) == o(t, Z(t)), or o(t) = 0 if the parent of ¢ does not exist, i.e., when ¢ is the root
of T'. We define the following notation for convenience:

W= U 8

s: descendant of ¢

a(t) =v()\o(t),  Gi=GH(t)] - E(Glo(t)]).

We say that a rooted tree decomposition (7', 3) of G is compact if for every node ¢t € V(T') for which
a(t) # 0 we have that Ga(t)] is connected and Ng(a(t)) = o(t).

2.1 Splitters

We start by defining the notion of splitters. We will need this for our color coding based dynamic
programming algorithm.

Definition 2 ([25]). An (n,k,{) splitter F is a family of functions from [n] — [£] such that for all S C [n],
|S| = k, there exists a function f € F that splits S evenly. That is, for all 1 < j, 5’ <4, |f~1(j')N S| and
|f7Y(5) N S| differ by at most one.

We will need following algorithm to compute splitters with desired parameters.

Theorem 1 ([25]). For all n,k > 1 one can construct an (n,k, k?) splitter family of size k°M) logn in
time k°Mnlogn.

The next lemma is a simple application of Theorem 1 from [22], and is used as a subroutine in our
algorithm for FAIR BISECTION.

Lemma 1 ([22]). There exists an algorithm that takes as input a set S, two positive integers s and so
that are less than |S|, and outputs a family S of subsets of S having size O((s1 + s2)°V log|S|) such
that for any two disjoint subsets X1 and Xo of S of size at most s1 and s, S contains a subset X that
satisfies X1 C X and Xo N X =0 in time O((s1 + s2)°1)[S|OM),

3 Obtaining a Low Depth Unbreakable Tree Decomposition

In this section we show that there exists a tree decomposition that has low (i.e., O(logn)) depth, small-
size (i.e., O(k)) adhesions, and (O(k), k)-unbreakable bags. To this end, we design a polynomial-time
algorithm that, given a tree decomposition with small adhesions and unbreakable bags, produces a tree
decomposition with the aforementioned properties. In the next section, we design a dynamic programming
algorithm over such a low depth decomposition to obtain an FPT approximation for FAIR BISECTION.



In our algorithm, we use the notion of a tree partition of a graph, which, informally speaking, capture
the “tree-likeness” of a graph. Tree partitions were introduced by [31, 16]. This notion is easier to define
and to think about, compared to tree decompositions. Although tree partitions are not as versatile as tree
decompositions when it comes to algorithm design, there are a few circumstances—such as ours—where
they are useful. A formal definition follows.

Definition 3 (Tree Partition). A tree partition of a graph G is a pair (T,T) where T is a tree and
T : V(G) — V(T) is a function from V(G) to V(T) such that for each e = (u,v) € E(G) either
T(u) = 7(v) or (1(u),7(v)) € E(T). A rooted tree partition (T, T) with root r is the tree partition (T,T)
where the tree T is a rooted tree with root r.

We remark that we use calligraphic font (7) to denote trees corresponding to Tree Partitions to easily
distinguish them from graphs that are trees. Observe that for a tree T, the pair (T = T, 7) where 7(v) = v
for each v € T is a trivial tree partition of T'.

For our result we only use tree partitions of trees. Given a tree decomposition (7, 3) with small
adhesions and unbreakable bags, our goal in this section is to use (T, 5) to obtain a tree decomposition of
bounded height without blowing up the adhesion size and unbreakability guarantees too much. For this
we first find a tree partition (7,7) of T' that satisfies additional properties, such as logarithmic depth and
for each t € V(T), it holds that |7~%(¢)| < 4. Using this tree partition, we obtain a tree decomposition
(T, p1) whose underlying tree is T, and each bag £1(t), t € V(T) is a union of at most 4 bags of (7', 3);
B1(t) = Uyer—1(1) B(z). This tree decomposition already has bounded height, small adhesion size and
each bag is a union of at most four unbreakable bags of (7, 5). From here with some extra work we obtain
a tree decomposition with unbreakable bags as well. For this we use other properties of (7, 7) to modify
(T, B1) to obtain our desired tree decomposition.

As outlined above, for our result we need tree partitions of a tree satisfying some properties. We now
define such tree partitions below and show how to find one in polynomial time.

Definition 4 (Nice Tree Partition). A tree partition (T,7) of a tree T is said to be a nice tree partition
if it satisfies the following properties:

1. T has depth at most [logy |V (T)|]
2. for each t € V(T), 1 < |77(t)| < 4.
5. for each t € V(T), T[V}] is a subtree of T, where V; = U,ev (1) ~Hz).

We now show how to find a nice tree partition of a tree in polynomial time. For this we use a recursive
procedure. The core idea in each recursive step is to map a balanced separator b of the tree to the root of
the tree partition. To ensure the connectivity properties of a tree partition, we have a set M of marked
vertices in the tree that are always mapped to the root of the tree partition in addition to b. Then for each
connected component in the forest obtained by removing M U {b} from the tree, we mark new vertices
and recurse. We need some extra work to make sure that every node in the tree partition is mapped to
by only a constant number of nodes in the tree. For this we ensure that in each recursive call we mark
only a few (< 2) new vertices.

Lemma 2. Given a tree T on n wvertices with root r, one can in polynomial time compute a rooted nice
tree partition (T,7) of T with root r such that T(r) = rr.

Proof. We now design a procedure FindBalancedTP that takes as argument a tree 7', and a non-empty
set M C V(T") of size at most 2, and returns a rooted nice tree partition (77,7') of T with root 7/, such



that M C 7~1(r'). We will invoke this procedure on the input tree T with M = {r}, where r is the root
of T to obtain a rooted nice tree partition (7,7) of T.
In the procedure FindBalancedTP(7”, M) we carry out the following steps:

e We find a balanced bisector b of T and initialize M’ = M U {b}.

e If all vertices in M’ do not lie on a path in T’, we add an extra vertex x to M’. Let x be the last
common vertex on the path from m; to mg and the path from mj to b in T'. Modify M’ = M'U{z}.

e For each tree H in the forest 77\ M’, we recursively call FindBalancedTP(H ,My) where My =
Np/(M')NV(H) is the set of neighbors of vertices in M’ in H. Let (H,7y) be the tree partition
returned by this procedure call.

e We now construct a tree partition (77,7") with root r’. We assign 7/~!(r') = M’. Then for each
tree H in the forest 7"\ M’, we make H a subtree of T’ by attaching the root of H as a child to r’.
Further for each t € V(H) we assign 7/~ 1(t) = 7 (t).

e We return (77,77).

We now prove by induction on the number of vertices in the tree that, for any tree 7" with root 7/,
and any non-empty subset M C V(T") with 0 < |M| < 2, the procedure FindBalancedTP(7", M) returns
a rooted nice tree partition (77,7') of 7" with root 7 such that M C 7'~1(+/).

Base Case |V(T")| =1 or V(T') = M': In this case V(T’) = {r'} and 7(+') = M’. Observe that
0 < |M'| < 4. This is because the procedure is called with a non-empty set M of size at most two. Then,
the procedure initializes M’ = M, and adds at most two other vertices (b and x) in V(T") to M’. Thus
(T7,7') is a nice tree partition with root ' and M C 7/~1(+/).

Now we prove the inductive case where V(T") has size i, i > 1 and V(T") # M’. For this we assume
the inductive hypothesis that the procedure returns a tree partition with the desired properties for all
trees H having less than i vertices and non-empty sets M’ C V(H) of size at most two.

Let H be a tree in the forest 77\ M’. We now show that |V (H)| < [|V(1")|/2] and 1 < |[Mp| < 2. By
construction M’ contains the vertex b, a balanced bisector of 7”. Thus V (H) has size at most [|V(T")|/2].
|Mp| > 1since H contains at least one child of M’ since it is a tree in the forest 7"\ M’. To show |My| < 2,
we first show there is a vertex s in M’ such that in the forest 7"\ {s} every vertex s’ € M'\{s} is contained
in a different tree. If all vertices in M U {b} do not lie on a path in 7’ then s is just the vertex = we
added to M’ in the second step of the procedure. If the vertices of M U {b} lie on a path P in 7" then
M’ = M U {b}. In this case if |M’| < 2, then s is any vertex in M’. On the other hand if |[M’'| = 3, then
s is the second vertex from M’ in the path P. Due to the property of s, H may contain a child of s and
a child of one other s’ € M"\ {s}. Thus |[My| < 2.

Since H is a tree with |V (H)| < [|[V(T")|/2] and 1 < |Mpg| < 2, by induction the tree partition (H, s )
returned by the call to the procedure FindBalancedTP(H ,My) is a nice tree partition with root rz and
MH - TI__Il(T’H).

We now show that (7,7’) is a rooted tree partition of 7" with root /. First we show that each vertex
v € T is mapped to exactly one vertex t € T by 7/. If v € M’, then 7(v) is mapped to . If v € H,
H € T'\ M’ then since (H,7y) is a rooted tree partition of H, 7(v) = 7 (v) by construction. Next we
show that each edge (z,y) € T' satisfies either 7/(z) = 7/(y) or (7'(z),7'(y)) € E(T), by considering three
cases. (i) If z,y € M’, then this is trivially true. (ii) If z,y ¢ M’ then z,y must belong to some tree
H € T'\ M’ and thus by induction (7'(z) = 7 (z),7'(y) = u(y)) € E(T). (iii) lf x € M" and y ¢ M’,
by construction, 7(x) =+’ and y € My for some H € T'\ M’. Since My C 7 (ry) and ry is a child of
r'in T, (7'(x) = r,7'(y) = ru) € E(T).



M C 7'7Y(r') just by construction. We now prove properties (1) — (4) in Definition 4 to show

that (77,7') is a nice tree partition. Recall that for each H € T'\ M’, H is a subtree of 7" with ry
being a child of 7 in 7’. Then, since |V (H)| < %, by inductive hypothesis, % has depth at most
[logs(|V(T7)|/2)] = [loga(|]V(T")])] — 1. Therefore, 7' has depth [log, [V (T7)|], since the addition of the
root 7’ increases the depth by 1. For each t' € V(T7), 1 < |[7'71(#)] < 4 since 1 < |7/71(r")| < 4 and for
each H € T'\ M’ and for each t € V(H), 1 < |5 (t)| < 4. For each t' € V/(T"), T'[Vy/] is a subtree of T",

where Vi = U,ev (77 7/~1(z) because for each H € T'\ M’ and t € V(H), H[V;] is a subtree of H, where
+/
Vi = Usevian 75" (x) and H is subtree of T'. This completes the proof. O

Let (T,/) be a rooted tree decomposition of a graph G with root r, (g, k)-unbreakable bags and
adhesions of size at most k. Further let (7,7) be a rooted nice tree partition of 7" with root r7 as
provided by Lemma 2. We now show that we can obtain a natural rooted tree decomposition (7, 31) of
G where the tree in the decomposition is 7. Here 1 : V(T) — 2V(%) and 6 (t) = Uzer—10 B(2)-

From now on we fix G, (T,3),(T,7), and 1 for the rest of the section. We remark that to prove
(T,B1) is a tree decomposition we will not need the nice properties of (7,7) nor the properties of the
bags and adhesions in (7, 3). We will later use them to deduce some helpful structural properties of
(T7 51)

Figure 1 is the accompanying figure for the proof of the following lemma.
Lemma 3. The pair (T, 1) is a tree decomposition of G.

Proof. We show that (7, 1) satisfies the three properties required for it to be a tree decomposition of G.
We first show that for each vertex v € V(G), there is a bag (1(t), t € T containing v, i.e v € $1(t). Since
(T,7) is a tree partition of T, every vertex in 7' is mapped to a vertex in 7 by 7. So for each x € T, by
definition of f1, S(z) C Bi(7(x)). Thus since (7T, ) is a tree decomposition of G, each vertex v € V(G)
is contained in some bag f(z), x € V(T) and thus v € p1(t), where t = 7(z).

Next we show that for each edge (u,v) € E(G), there exists a bag (1(t), t € T such that u,v € 51(t).
Since (T, B) is a tree decomposition of G, there exists a bag f(x), € T such that u,v € §(x). Therefore
by definition of 51, u,v € p1(t = 7(x)).

Let v € V(G) and let 371 (v) = {& € V(T) : v € B(z)} and B (v) = {t € V(T) : v € B1(t)}. Since
(T, ) is a tree decomposition of G, the set 3~!(v) induces a connected subgraph of T. We now show
that 5y L(v) is a connected subgraph of 7. Suppose not, let X; be a connected component in By L(w)
such that there is no edge in E(T) from X; to 87 '(v) \ Xi1. Let X = Uiex,{z 12 € 1)} N B~ H(v).
Since 37!(v) is connected, there is an edge (u,v) in E(T) with v € X and v € X \ 37!(v). Observe that
7(u) € X7 and 7(v) € B; '(v) \ X1 by definition of X; and X. Thus 7(u) # 7(v) and since (7, 7) is a tree
partition of T, (7(u),7(v)) is an edge in 7. This contradicts our assumption that there is no edge from
X1 to By (v)\ Xy in B(T) and proves that 8, (v) is connected. All three properties combined show that
(T, 1) is a tree decomposition of G. O

Observe that since (7,7) is a nice tree partition of T, the tree decomposition (7, 1) has depth at
most [logy |V(G)|] and each of its bags is a union of at most four bags of (T, 5). We now prove a few
other useful properties of (7, 51) that will help us design our desired tree decomposition.

Lemma 4. There exists a function v : V(T) — V(T), and a set Yz C 51(t) for each node t € V(T), that
satisfy, for each node t € V(T), the following properties:

1. || < 8k

2. If t is not the root rr then B1(Z(t)) N F1(t) C Yy



Figure 1: Left: Tree decomposition (7', 3) with bags colored for easy understanding. Right: ree decompo-
sition (7, 81) that is constructed using a tree partition (7,7). The bags in (T, 3) are mapped according
to 7 to (T, 31). The bags in 771(t), t € T can overlap as demonstrated by bags 3, 7,10 but their overlap
is small and contained in Y;.

Figure 2: This shows the final tree decomposition (7%, 8*) constructed using (T, 3) and (7T, $1) as shown
in Fig 1. (T, 5*) is our desired tree decomposition with low depth, unbreakable bags and small adhesions.



3. for each distinct z,y € T1(t), B(x) N B(j) C Y
4. for each child t. of t in T, it holds that t = 7(y(t.)) and B1(t.) N G1(t) C Y U B(v(tc))
Furthermore, v and the sets Y; for each t € V(T) can be computed in polynomial time.

Proof. For e = (z,2') € E(T), let o(e) = B(x) N B(2) be the adhesion of edge e in (T, ).

For rr, let Tpp = Uzer—1(opy 0((z, #(2))) and y(r7) = 7. For t € V(T), t # rr, let By = {e:e =
(z,y) € E(T),z € 71 (2(t)),y € 7~(t)}. Then let V; = User-1rp) o((2, Z(@))) UUep, ole).

For each z in 771(Z(t)), there exists at most one y € 7~ 1(¢) such that (x,y) € E(T). This is because
T[V;] is connected, where ¢t = ey (7;) 771(x). If  has an edge to two vertices in 7(¢), then there would
be a cycle in T. Thus, |E;| < 4. Further since 7 is from a nice tree partition, [771(¢)| < 4|. Therefore
|Y:| < 8k for each t € V(T).

For t # ry, t € V(T). Since (T, f) is a tree decomposition and E; are the only set of edges in T
between vertices in 771(t) and 771(£(t)). Further since (7, 31) is a tree decomposition with i (t) =
Uer10 B@), Bu(2(1) 1 fr(t) € Vi

Recall that (T, ) is a tree decomposition. Therefore, for any two nodes x,y € V(T), consider a vertex
v € B(x)NB(y). Note that v must belong to every bag of the node appearing on the unique x to y path in
T. Let z € V(T') be the least common ancestor of  and y — note that z may be equal to = or y or neither.
Suppose z € {x,y}. Then, v must appear in S(z) N B(L(x)) = o(x, P(z)), as well as in o(y, Z(y)).
Otherwise, if z = z (w.l.o.g.), then v € o(y, Z(y)). Since Y; D o(z, Z(x)) Uo(y, #(y)), we get the third
property.

Let t. € V(T), t. # ry. Further let t = Z(t.) in T. We now show that for all but at most one
vertex x € 71(t), Bi(te) N B(x) C Yy If for all 2 € 771, B1(t.) N B(x) C Y; then we assign v(t.) = y for
some y € 7~ 1. In this case, property 4 directly holds. Otherwise there is one vertex = € 77!(¢) such that
B1(te) N B(x) is not a subset of Y;, then we assign 7(t.) = x. Here too, property 4 holds.

To complete the proof, we show that for all but at most one vertex x € 7-1(t), B1(t.) N B(x) C Y;.
Since T is a nice tree partition, T[V; ] is a subtree of T', where Vi, = U,cv(7.) 771(x). Next V4, does not
contain r because t. # v and 7(r;) = r7. Further V;,_ is tree in the forest T\ 771(¢). Every vertex in
77-1(t) has at most one neighbor in V;_ otherwise it will form a cycle. Since T is a rooted tree there is at
most one node x € 771(t) whose neighbor in V;, is not an ancester(or parent) of x. Thus for all others

B(x) N Pi(te) C o(x, Z(x)) C Yr. O

Let v: V(T) = V(T) and Y; C Bi(t) for each node ¢t € T be function and sets given by Lemma 4. We
now define a pair (7, 5*) based on T', T, v and Y; that we will prove to be a tree decomposition of G having
all our desired properties including unbreakable bags. Let T be a graph with V(T™) = V(T) U V(T)
and B(T*) = {(r(z),z) : 2 € T}U{(y(t),t) : t € T\ {rr}}. Also let g*: V(T*) — 2(%) be a function
with 8*(t) = Vi, for t € T and p*(x) = Y,y U B(z) for € T. We now show that (7%, 3%) is a tree
decomposition of G (see Figure 2).

Lemma 5. (T*, 3*) is a rooted tree decomposition of G. Further (T*, 3*) satisfies the following properties:
1. every adhesion of (T, 3*) is of size at most 8k
2. every bag of (T*,3*) is (¢ + 8k, k)-unbreakable in G.
3. T* has depth at most 2[log, |V (G)|]

Proof. We first prove T* is a tree. By definition, 7™ has at most |V(T™)| — 1 edges. To show T* is
connected, we prove that each vertex in V(T™) can reach rr in 7. If v € T \ {rr}, then there is
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a path (t1 = v),t2,---,(t; = r7) from v to rr in 7. Let ¢ € [l — 1]. Observe that ¢; is a child of
tiv1 in T and t;41 = 7(7y(t;)) by property 4 in Lemma 4. Thus by construction of 7%, (t;,7y(t;)) and
(v(ti), tix1) € E(T*), where tj11 = 7(y(t;)). Further v(¢;) # ~(t;) for each distinct pair 4, j € [l — 1] since
T(y(t:)) = tit1 # tjy1 = 7(7v(t5)). Thus (t1 = v),v(t1),t2,¥(t2), -+, (t; = r7) is a path from v to rr
in T*. Further notice that this path does not contain any vertex from 77!(v) since v(t;) ¢ 771 (v) for
i € [l —1]. For each x € T, either 7(z) = ry or there is a path from 7(z) to r without using x in 7.
Also by construction (z,7(z)) is an edge in 7 and thus there is a path from z to r.

Next we show that (7%, %) is a tree decomposition of G. For each vertex z € V(T), it holds that
z € V(T*) and fB(x) C B*(z). Thus since (T, 3) is a tree decomposition, each vertex v € V(G) and edge
e € E(G) is contained in some bag f(x) in (T, 3) and thus in the bag 8*(x) in (7%, 8*). Lastly we need
to show that for each node v € V(G), the bags containing v in (T*, 8*) form a connected component in
T*. We first make an observation relating (7, 31) and (7*,3*). Fort € T, let X; = {t}U7~!(t). Observe
that for each ¢ € T, contracting the bags corresponding to vertices in Xy in (7%, 5*) into a single bag
yields us the tree decomposition (7, 31).

Let v € V(G) and let t € T be the node closest to the root in 7 whose bag contains v, i.e v € 1(t).
Such a node exists since (7, (1) is a rooted tree decomposition. Further let 5*(1) and 8*(I") be two bags
containing v in (7%, 5*), I,I’ € X;. We show that each bag in the path from !’ to [ in (T™*, 3*) contains
v. Ifl = t,I' € 771(¢), then (I,I') € E(T*). Otherwise [,I' € 7=1(t). Here B(I) N B(I') C Y; (Lemma 4,
property 3) and thus v belongs to 5*(t) = Y;. Further (,¢), (¢,I') € E(T*) and thus (I,¢,0') is a path in
T* whose each bag contains v.

From now, we fix [ to be a node defined as follows. If v € 8*(t), then | = t; otherwise let [ € 771(¢)
be the unique node in X; such that v € 3*(x). Let I’ be a node in 7 \ X; such that v € 5*(I'). We show
that each bag in the path from I’ to [ contains v. This will show that the bags containing v in (7%, 5*)
form a connected component in 7. This is because all nodes can reach [ using a path whose each bag
contains v.

Observe that I’ is an ancestor of [ and that I’ € Xy, | € X;, where t # t. Further let P be the path
from I’ to [ in T. We first show that all bags 8*(y) where y € P\ X; contain v. Then we divide further
into subcases to show that the same is true for each y € P N X; as well. Since v € 81(t') and v € 541(t),
there is a path (t; = t'),t2, -, (t =t) from t' to ¢ in (T, 1) in which each bag 51 (t;), ¢ € [g— 1] contains
v. Further for each i € [¢— 1], v € Y}, since the adhesion (1 (t;) N B1(tit1) C Vi, by property 2 of Lemma 4.

The path P\ X; is either (I, t1,v(t1), t2,v(t2), -+ ,tq—1) or ((t1 = U'),v(t1),t2,v(t2), - ,tq—1). By
definition of 8%, 8*(t;) = Yj;,j € [¢ — 1] and B8*(v(t:)) = Yr(y(,)) U B(t:), @ € [¢ — 2]. By property 4 of
Lemma 4, 7(y(t;)) = tiy1 and so Yy, € 8*(y(t;)). Thus for each i € [¢ — 1] and for each j € [¢q — 2],
veYy,, B*(ti) =Yy, and Yy, , C B*(y(t;)). This shows that for each y € P\ Xy, v € 5*(y).

Now we have cases for proving v € *(y) for each y € PN X;. By our assumption, v € *(1). (a)
If PN X, = {l}, then we are done. (b) If |[P N X;| = 2 then P N X; has to be (y(t4—1),t; = [). Here
by an argument similar to we did for v(t;), j € [¢ — 2], Y3, C B*(7(tq—1)) and thus since 5*(I) = Y;,,
v € [*(y(tgq—1)). (c) Finally the only other possibility for P N X is (y(t4—1),tq,!). Here I # ~(t;—1). By
property 4 of Lemma 4, 1(t;—1) N B1(ty) C Yy, U B(7y(tg—1)). We know that v € f1(t4—1) N P1(ty). Thus
v e Yy, UB(Y(tg—1)). Since f*(v(ty)) = Yi, UB(Y(ty-1)), v € B*(7(tq)). But here since I # t, [ should have
been the unique node in X; whose bag contains v. So this case cannot occur. This completes the proof
of the connectivity property and show that (7, 8*) is a tree decomposition.

We now prove properties 1 — 3. (1) By Lemma 4, for each y € T, |Y;| < 8k. Further for each t € T,
B*(t) = Yy and for each x € T, 8*(z)NB* (L (x)) = B*(z)NB*(T(x)) = (B(x)UY;(2)) N Yr(2) = Yr(z). Thus
each adhesion in (7, 3*) has size at most 8k. (2) Foreacht € T, *(t) = Y; and |Y;| < 8k. Foreachz € T,
B(z) is (g, k)-unbreakable and 8*(x) = B(x) U Y, (,). Thus each bag in (7, 8*) is (q + 8k, k)-unbreakable.
(3) For each x € T', #(x) = 7(X). Further for each ¢ € T, contracting the bag corresponding to vertices
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in X; in (7, 5*) into a single bag yields (7, 51). Since the depth of T is at most [log, |V (G)|], the depth
of T* is at most 2[log, |V (G)]]. O

We are now ready to prove our main theorem.

Theorem 2. There exists a polynomial-time algorithm that takes input an n-vertex graph G and positive
integers k and q, and a rooted tree decomposition (T, ) of G satisfying the following properties:

1. every adhesion of (T, 3) is of size at most k
2. every bag of (T, ) is (q, k)-unbreakable in G
and finds a compact tree decomposition (T', ') of G satisfying the following properties:
1. every adhesion of (T',3') is of size at most 8k
2. every bag of (T", ') is (q + 8k, k)-unbreakable in G.
3. T' has depth at most 2[logyn].

Proof. Let (T, 3) be the input tree decomposition of G. We first compute a nice tree partition (7,7) of
T using Lemma 2. Then we obtain the tree decomposition (7, 51) of G where 8; : V(G) — V(T) and
Br1(t) = Uzer—1() B(x) — it is a tree decomposition by Lemma 3.

Let §* : V(T*) — 2V(%) be a function with *(t) = Y;, for t € T and B*(z) = Yr(z) U B(x) for z € T.
We compute the tree decomposition (7%, 8*) with V(T*) = V(T) U V(T) and E(T*) = {(7(z),z) : = €
TU{(~(t),t) : t € T\ {rr}}. By Lemma 5 it satisfies all our required properties except compactness.
We can in polynomial time obtain a compact tree decomposition (7", ') whose each bag is a subset of
some bag of (T*, *) and whose height is the same as 7* [5]. Thus the tree decomposition (77, 3") will
satisfy all our required properties. ]

Proposition 1 ([9]). Given an n-vertex graph G and an integer k, one can in time 201085, 0(1)

a rooted compact tree decomposition (T, ) of G such that:

compute

1. Every adhesion of (T, 3) is of size at most k.
2. Every bag By of (T, ) is (i,i)-unbreakable in G for every i € [k].

The following corollary directly follows from a known result ([9]) that outputs a tree decomposition
of a graph satisfying the premise of Corollary 1 in time 20(*108%) . ,O() Proposition 1 and Theorem 2.

2(’)(k log k)

Corollary 1. Given an n-vertex graph G and an integer k, one can in time n®D) compute a

rooted compact tree decomposition (T, ) of G such that:
1. Every adhesion of (T, ) is of size at most 8k.
2. Every bag of (T, 3) is (9k, k)-unbreakable in G.

3. T has depth at most 2[logy n].
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4 Exact and Approximation algorithms

Let (G,c,k,r°, x) be an instance of FAIR BISECTION and let n = |[V(G)|. We start by invoking the
algorithm of Theorem 1 with G and k to obtain a rooted compact tree decomposition (7', 5) of G, having
(9k, k)-edge-unbreakable bags and adhesions of size at most 8k. This takes time 90 (klogk), O(1) - Recall
that an edge cut (A, B) is (e, 7°)-fair if A contains no more than r;(1+€) vertices colored i and B contains
no more than (¢; — r;)(1 + €) vertices colored i.

Theorem 3. Given an instance (G,c,k,r°,x) of FAIR BISECTION and € > 0 there exists an algorithm
that in time 20(klogk) . (E)O(C) -nPW finds an (e,7°)-fair edge cut of G if one exists and else returns no.

Given a subset S C V(G), we use x°(S) to denote the ¢ length tuple where the i" entry is the number
of vertices v in S having color i, i.e. x(v) = i. We remark that throughout this section, we use ° to
denote tuples of integers of length c. Further we use operators such as +, —, scalar multiplication, and [
on tuples, which perform the respective operations on each entry in the tuple(s).

For a node ¢ € V(T) recall that ’Y(t) = Us: descendant oftﬁ(5)7 Oé(t) = ’y(t)\a(t), Gt = G[f)/(t)] -
E(G[o(t)]). We perform bottom-up dynamic programming on (7, 3). For each node t € V(T'), we first
define a Boolean function f; : {0,--- ,k} x 2°) x {0,--- ,n}° x {0,--- ,n}¢ — {True, False}. For each
integer w € {0,--- ,k}, subset A; C o(t), and ¢ length tuples a® and b° with a®,b° € {0,--- ,n}® we define

Definition 5. f;(w, A, a°,b°) = True if there exists an edge cut (A, B) of Gy that satisfies the following
properties:

1. (A, B) has order at most w.
2. Ano(t) = A

3. x°(ANna(t)) =a°

4 C(BRa) =1

If such a cut does not exist, fi(w,As,a° b°) = False. Further if fi(w, A, a°,b°) = True, we say an edge
cut (A, B) of Gy that satisfies properties 1 — 4 realizes fi(w, A, a°,b°).

From the definition of f; one can make the following observation. Let r be the root of T'.

Observation 1. (G,c° k,r°,x) is a yes-instance to FAIR BISECTION if and only if for f.(k,0,r°, c° —
r°) = True, where r is the root of T.

In order to reduce the size of the domain of f (and hence the running time), we work with the reduced
domain D = {(1 +8) i > 0}. This will approximate the number of vertices of each color at either side
of the cut to the nearest power of 1 + §, where § > 0 is a parameter whose value will be fixed later.

Let C; be the set of all possible edge-cuts (A, B) of G¢. To compute f; we have a table M, : {0, -, k} x
20(t) x D¢ x D¢ — {C; U L} that satisfies properties M; — f; and f; — M; (defined below in Definition
6 and 8). M, will help us to approximately obtain f;. Let z > 0 be a sufficiently large constant; for
example, z = 10 suffices. We have Definition 6 and Definition 8 that will be crucial towards proving the
correctness of the approximation algorithm.

Definition 6 (Property M; — f;). If My(w, A, a®,b°) # L then 3 2° € {0,--- ,n} and y° € {0,--- ,n}
such that:
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o fi(w, Ay, x°,y°) = True and My(w, Ay, a®,b°) is an edge-cut that realizes fi(w, Ay, x°,y°)
o i° < a°< (1 + 5)z~ht(t) log?n | a®

e }° < yo < (1 4 5)z-ht(t) 10g2n e

Definition 7 (Global-feasible edge cut). An edge cut (A, B) is global-feasible if there exists an edge cut
(A', B") of G having order at most k which induces the cut (A, B) on AU B.

Definition 8 (Property f; — My). If fi(w, Ay, 2°,y°) = True and there is a global-feasible edge cut (A, B)
of Gt that realizes it then 3 a® € D¢ and b° € D¢ such that:

o Mi(w, A, a®,b°) # L
o a®°<z°<(l+ 5)z-ht(t) log>n . g0
o b°<y° < (1+ 5)z~ht(t) log?n , po
Definition 9 (Good M;). Fort € V(T), we say M, is good if it satisfies properties My — fy and f — M.

Lemma 6. For each ¢ > 0 and 6 = 2zlog3 , if fr(k,¢,7°,¢® —r°) = True and M, is good, then 3

a®,b° € D¢ such that M,(k, p,a°,b°) is a (€,7°)-fair edge cut of G. Here r is the root of T.

Proof. We first show a useful bound relating § and e.

Claim 1. If 6 = m, then (1 + 6)Z'log3” < 1+ €. Furthermore, log; sn = (logn/e)o(l).

Proof. Follows from the fact that In(1 +¢) > 5 > §, since € € (0, 1), which implies that (14 5)Z’log3” <

€
27
In(1
exp (flog% - zlog? n) < exp ( ( +6) -zlog®n) =1+c¢ O

Let f.(k,¢,r°,¢° —r°) = True and M, satisfy properties M, — f, and f, — M,. Since ht(T) = logn,
by the previous claim (1 + 5)Z'ht(t) log?n <1+ e€. So by property f, — M,, 3 a°,b° € D¢ such that:

M, (k,p,a°,b°) # L
e a’<r°<(l+e€)-a
e 0° < c®—r°<(1+¢€)-0°
Further by property M, — f;, since M,(k,$,a®,b°) # L, 3 2°,y° € {0,--- ,n} such that:
o fr(k,¢,2°,y°) = True and M, (k,$,a°,b°) is an edge-cut that realizes f,(k, ¢, z°,y°)
e a®<z°<(1+4€)-a°<(1+¢)-r°
e I°<y°<(1+¢)-0°<(1+¢€)-(r°—c°)
Thus, M, (k,$,a°,b°) is a (e,r°)-fair edge-cut of G. This completes our proof. O

Lemma 6 shows us that computing a good table M efficiently is sufficient for obtaining our final
approximation. We now state as a theorem that we can compute a good M; assuming a good My has
been computed for each ¢’ € child(t).

Lemma 7. There exists an algorithm that takes as input t € V(T'), § > 0, (T,f), and a good My for
each t' € child(t) and computes a good My in time 2°%198F) (log, s n)O(©pO0),
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We will prove Lemma 7 later. Before that, we now prove our main result, Theorem 3, assuming
Lemma 7.

Proof of Theorem 3. Let § = m. In our algorithm we compute M by computing good M; using

Lemma 7 for each t € V(T'), bottom up, starting from leaves of T' to root of T. We finally go over each
a®,b° € D¢ and output a cut M, (k, ¢,a°,b°) that is a (e, r°)-fair edge cut of G if one exists.

The correctness follows directly from the definition of f and Lemma 6. The time taken by our
algorithm is equal to the size of domain of M times the time taken to compute each entry in M. The
size of the domain of M is at most 2°%) (log, , 5 n)?(©In®M) because |D| < log; s n and all adhesions in
(T, B) have size at most 8k. The time taken to compute each entry in M is 20108%) (1og, s n)O)pOM)

by Lemma 7. Thus, the total time taken is 29 1°8%) (log, s n)O©)nO1) which is 20(klogk) (E)O(C) -nO)

by Claim 1 and a standard case analysis on whether ¢ < log)ﬁ) gn. O

4.1 Computing M;: Proof of Lemma 7

In this subsection we prove Lemma 7. In particular we design an algorithm that takes as input a graph
G, the tree decomposition (T, 3) and a node t of T, together with dynamic programming tables My for
every child ¢’ of ¢, and outputs the appropriate dynamic programming table M; (which is good) for ¢.
This algorithm is an adaptation of a similar step performed by Cygan et al. [10] in their algorithm for
the MINIMUM BISECTION problem. The algorithm of Cygan et al. [10] proceeds by a random coloring
step, followed by a “knapsack”-like dynamic programming algorithm. Our algorithm proceeds in a similar
manner, but faces the following key difficulty: in order to keep time and space bounded by f(k, ¢, €)n®M)
we can only store approximate values in the knapsack dynamic programming table (the table satisfies
soundness and completeness properties similar to Definition 9). Therefore, after computing each entry of
the table (from previous entries) we need to perform a rounding step that introduces a (1 + (@)O(l))
multiplicative factor in the error bound. The standard way of solving KNAPSACK involves considering
each item in the input one by one, however this would lead to the rounding error possibly accumulating
and getting out of hand. We overcome this by organizing the dynamic program in a complete binary
tree. That is, split the items in two equal sized groups, compute dynamic programming tables for the
two groups recursively, and combine the dynamic programming tables to the two halves to a dynamic
programming for all the items. This ensures that the total error is upper bounded by a multiplicative
factor of (1 + (@)O(l))o(log3 ") =14 O(e).

We now begin the formal exposition. The way our algorithm will work is by defining a chain of “true”
functions which we will compute approximately and use to compute the approximate value of the function

higher up in the chain. First we define a useful object.

Definition 10 (H;, H;\ X). Let Hy be the graph obtained from G[B(t)] after making each adhesion o(t'),
t' € child(t)U{t} a clique. Further for X C B(t), let Hy\ X be the graph obtained by removing the vertices
of X from Hy. We say Hy \ X is a refinement of an edge cut (A, B) of G¢ if X and each component in
H \ X is either a subset of A or a subset of B.

We have the following lemma regarding {Py,--- , P,}, the set of connected components in H; \ X,
X C B(t). The Lemma follows directly from the definition of H; and H; \ X. We remark that here we
view a connected component Py, ¢ € [p] as a set of vertices. See Figure 3 for an example of how the
objects in Lemma 8 look.

Lemma 8. For X C 3(t), let {P1,---, Py} be the set of connected components in Hy\ X and let Py = X.
Further for £ € {1,--- p}, let A() = {o(t') : ¢’ € child(t) U{t}, o(t') C P,U Py,o(t') NPy # 0} be the set
of adhesions having vertices only from P, U Py. Then we have the following properties:

16



Figure 3: Exposition for Lemma 8. The adhesions are shown in red color. The adhesions in A; are shown
in dashed red.

o For each £1,0y € {1,--- ,p}, {1 # Lo, there are no edges between Py, and Py, in G.

e For each l1,0y € {1,--- ,p}, €1 # L2, A(f1) N A(l2) = 0.

For a subset X C B(t), we define function f* and table M;X to help us compute M;. For X C §(¢),
we first define the Boolean function fX : {0,---,k} x 2°®) x {0,--- ,n}¢ x {0,--- ,n}¢ — {True, False}.
For each integer w € {0,--- ,k}, subset Ay C o(t), and ¢ length tuples a® and b° with a°,b° € {0,--- ,n}¢
we define

Definition 11. f{X (w, A;,a°,b°) = True if there exists an edge cut (A, B) of Gy that satisfies the following
properties:

1. (A, B) realizes fi(w, A¢,a®,b°)
2. Hy\ X s a refinement of (A, B)

If such a cut does not exist, f;* (w, As,a°,b°) = False. Further if f;* (w, As,a°,b°) = True, we say an edge
cut (A, B) of Gy that satisfies properties 1 and 2 realizes fi* (w, A¢,a®,b°).

Recall that C; is the set of all possible edge-cuts (A, B) of Gy. To compute f¥ we have a table
MX {0, -k} x2°®) x D¢ x D¢ — {C,U L} that satisfies properties M;X — X and fX — M; (defined
below in Definition 12 and 13).

Definition 12 (Property MX — fX). If M (w, As,a°,b°) # L then 3 2° € {0,--- ,n} and y° €
{0, ,n} such that:

® ftX(wvAt?anyo) = True and MtX(w,At,ao,bo) is an edge-cut that realizes ftX(w,At,xo,yo)
o a° < a° < (14 48)htDlog®n 4o
o b° <yt < (1 4 5)z~ht(t)log2n s

Definition 13 (Property fX — MX). If f(w, A, 2°,9°) = True and there is a global-feasible edge cut
(A, B) of Gt that realizes it then 3 a° € D¢ and b° € D° such that:

o M¥(w, Ay, a°,b°) # L

o a° < a° < (14 8)htDlog®n 4o

17



o p° <y < (1 + 5)z~ht(t) log?n | bo

Definition 14 (Good M;X). For X C B(t), we say M;X is good if it satisfies properties M* — fX and
[ = MX.

As a first step of our algorithm we use Lemma 1 with 3(t), s; = 9k and sy = 8k? + k to obtain
a family B; of subsets of 5(t). We have the following observation to capture the properties of B; that
directly follow from Lemma 1.

Observation 2. B; has size at most k°® O(logn) and each set X € By is a subset of B(t); X C B(t).
Further for any two disjoint subsets X1 and Xo of B(t) of size at most 9k and 8k* + k, B; contains a
subset X that satisfies X1 C X and Xo N X = 0.

We have the following

Lemma 9. If fi(w, Ay, 2°,9y°) = True and there is a global feasible edge cut (A, B) of Gy that realizes it,
then 3X € B(t) such that (A, B) realizes fiX(w, Ay, 2°,7°).

Proof. (A, B) is a global feasible edge cut of G having weight at most k. Let A(t) := {o(s)} U {o(?) :
t’ is a child of ¢t} be the set of adhesions of children of ¢ and o(t). We say an adhesion o(t') in A(t) is
broken if o(t') N A # 0 and o(t') N B # 0.

Since (T, ) is (9k, k) unbreakable, either |A N B(t)| or |B N B(t)| is at most 9k. Assume w.l.o.g that
AN B(t)] < 9k. Let A* = AN B(t).

Next let B* be the set of vertices in B N 3(t) either (i) incident to a cut edge in (A, B) or (ii) part
of a broken adhesion in A(t). Let B* = B’ U B”. There are at most k vertices in B N 3(t) adjacent to a
cut edge in (A, B) because (A, B) has at most k cut edges. Next there are at most k broken adhesions
because T' is compact; each broken adhesion can be associated with a unique cut edge. So there can be
at most 8k? vertices in a broken adhesion from B N B(t) — recall that each adhesion in (T, 3) has size at
most 8k. Thus |B*| < k + 8k2.

By Observation 2, 3X € B, such that B* C X and A*NX = (). Lastly, it is easy to observe that H;\ X
is a refinement of (A4, B) because B* C X and A* N X = (). Thus (4, B) also realizes f{X(w, A, 2°,y°),
completing the proof. O

Lemma 10. There exists an algorithm that takes as input t € V(T), X C 5(t), § >0, (T, ), and a good
My for each t' € child(t) and computes a good M in time 20 (log, , s n)°©@nOW).

We now prove Lemma 7 assuming Lemma 10 which we prove in the next subsection.

Proof of Lemma 7. We use Lemma 1 to compute B;. Then for each X € B; we use Lemma 10 to
compute M;X. Finally for each (w, A, a°,b°) in the domain of My, we compute M;(w, A;,a°,b°). We set
Mi(w, Ay, a®,b°) = L if MX(w, As,a®,b°) = L for all X € B;. Otherwise we set M;(w, Az, a®,b°) to an
arbitrary M/ (w, As,a°,b°) # 1, X € B;.

For correctness we need to show that M; is good. We first prove property f; — M;. Suppose
fi(w, Ay, x°,y°) = True and there is a global feasible edge cut (A, B) of G; that realizes it. Then by
Lemma 9, 3X € B, such that f{X(w, A;,2°,9°) = True and (A, B) realizes it. By Lemma 10, M;¥ is good
and so Ja°,b° € D¢ such that

o MX(w, Ay, a®b°) # L
e a°<z°< (1 +5)z-ht(t) log?n | a®

o b° < y° < (1 + 5)z~ht(t) log?n | o
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So by the working of our algorithm M;(w, Ay, a®,b°) # L. This proves property f; — M;.
Next we prove property M; — fi. Suppose M;(w, A;,a°,b°) # L, then by the working of our algorithm
My (w, Ay, a°,b°) = M{¥ (w, Ay, a®,b°) for some X € B;. Now again since M;X is good, 3x°,%° such that:

® ftX(wv Ay, x°,9°) = True and MtX(w,At,ao, b°) is an edge-cut that realizes ftX(w, Ay, 2°,9°)
e a® <x° < (1+ 5)z~ht(t) log?n | 40

o 1° <0 < (1 + 5)z~ht(t)log2n e

By definition of f;X and M;X, this implies that f;(w, A¢, 2°,9°) = True and My (w, Az, a®,b°) = M (w, Ay, a®, b°)

is an edge-cut that also realizes fi(w, A, z°,y°). This proves property M; — f;.

We now compute the running time of our algorithm. Lemma 1 takes time 20(*1°6k)O(logn). Then
for each X € By, Lemma 10 takes time 2°%) (log;, 57)°©n®1) to compute M;X. Then computing M;
takes time (|D(M;)| - |B;])°™M3. Thus the algorithm in total takes time 20 108F)(log, . sn)OnOM) . O

4.2 Computing M: Proof of Lemma 10

In this section we show how to compute a good M;X, X € B; assuming a good M has been computed
for each t' € child(t). To compute M;¥, we will do a‘“knapsack style” dynamic programming to fill tables
(that we define soon) over a tree of bounded depth so that the error accumulation is O(logy n) and not
too much. We first define this tree.

Definition 15. For an integer i > 0, we denote by T* a binary tree of depth at most [logy(i)] having
V(T)={0,--- ,i} with i being the root and 0 being a leaf.

We note that we fix X € B, throughout this section. Let {Fy = X, P,---,P,} be the connected
components in H;\ X. We now define some notations to help define functions g and g< and corresponding
approximate tables N and N< that will help us compute MtX .

Let P<y = Ujev(np) P;. Let A(t) = {o(t') : t’ € child(t)}. Given a non negative integer ¢, that is less
than or equal to p, we define the set A({) to be the set of all adhesions in the set A(¢) that only have
vertices from P, U X and have a non empty intersection with Pj.

AW) = {o(t) : o(t)) € A®),0(t') € P U X, o(t') N P, 0}

Also, we denote by A<({) = Ué’eV(ﬁ") A(¢'), the union of all sets A(¢'), where ¢ is in the subtree T/
(subtree of 77 rooted at £). Further we define the graph G({) = G[X U P] UU,ea() Gv, be the
subgraph induced by all vertices in X U Py UUyyeaq) V(Gr). Further we define the graph G<(¢) =
G[X U P U Uo(t’)GAS(Z) Gy, be the subgraph induced by all vertices in X U P<, U UO’(t/)GAS w0 V(Gv).

We now define a function g : {0,--- ,p} x {0,--+ ,k} x 2°®) x {0,--- ,n}° x {0,--- ,n}¢ x {T,F} —
{True, False}. For each integer ¢ € {0,---,p}, w € {0,--- ,k}, za € {T,F}, A, C o(t) and tuples
z°,y° € {0,--- ,n}¢ we define:

Definition 16. g(¢,w, Ay, 2°,y°,x4) = True if there exists an edge cut (A, B) of G({) — E(G[o(t)]) that
satisfies the following properties:

1. (A, B) has order at most w.

2. Ano(t) = A4, NV(G()

3

we use D(-) to denote the domain of a function or table
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3. BbCAorPCB
4 X°(A\o(t) = a°
5. x°(B\a(t)) = y°
6. Ifxa=T, then X C A else X C B.

If such a cut does not exist, g(¢,w, Ay, z°,y°, x4) = False. Further if g(¢,w, Ay, x°,y°, x4) = True, we say
an edge cut (A, B) of G({) — E(G[o(t)]) that satisfies all the properties realizes g({,w, A¢, x°,y°, x4).

We define another function g< : {0,--- ,p} x {0, -, k} x 270 % {0,--- ,n}¢ x {0,--- ,n}¢ x {T,F} —
{True, False}. For each integer w € {0,---,k}, ¢ € {0,---,p}, Ay C o(t), xa € {T,F} and tuples
a®,b° € {0,--- ,n}¢ we define:

Definition 17. g<({,w, Ay, 2°,y°,x4) = True if there exists an edge cut (A, B) of G<(¢) — E(Glo(t)])
that satisfies the following properties:

(A, B) has order at most w

ANa(t) = A NV (G<(0))

V' e V(T}), Po € A or Py C B.

x°(A\o(t) = a°

X°(B\o(t) =y°

o Ifxa=T, then X C A and X C B otherwise.

If such a cut does not exist, g<({,w, A¢,z°,y°,xa) = False. Further if g<(¢,w, As, x°,y°, x4) = True, we
say an edge cut (A, B) of G<(£)—E(G[o(t)]) that satisfies all the properties realizes g<({,w, A, x°,y°,x4).

In order to compute g and g< approximately, we have tables N and N<. Let C; be the set of all possible
edge cuts of G(¢) — E(G[o(t)]) and let C<, be the set of all possible edge cuts of G<(¢) — E(G[o(t)]).
Further let N : {0,---,p} x {0,--- ,k} x 2°®) x D¢ x D¢ x {T,F} — {Cy, L} and N< : {0,--- ,p} x
{0,--+ &} x 270 x D¢ x D¢ x {T,F} — {C<y, L}. We will compute N< such that it satisfies properties
NL — g% and ¢g¢ — NY (defined below) and use it to set M;X.

Definition 18 (Property Né — gé). If Nc(byw, At,a°,b°,x4) # L then 3 2°,y° € {0,--- ,n}¢ such that:
o g<(l,w, Ay, x°,y°, x4) = True and N<({,w, A¢,a°,b°, x4) realizes g< (£, w, A, x°,y°,x4).
o a°<z°<(1+ 5)z-((ht(t)71) log? n-+ht(¢)logn) . 4o
o 1° < 1P < (1 +5)7(ht(H)—1)log? nihe(£) logn) . po

Here ht({) is the height of node ¢ in tree TP.

Definition 19 (Property gé — Né) If g<(l,w, Ay, x°,y°, x4) = True and there is a global-feasible edge
cut (A, B) of G<(¢) — E(Glo(t)]) that realizes it then 3 a°,b° € D¢ such that:

o No(l,w, As,a°, 0% x4) # L

e a° < 2°< (1 + 6)z~((ht(t)—1)log2 n+ht(¢)logn) | a®
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o )° <y < (1+ 5)Z~((ht(t)—1)log2 n+ht(¢)logn) . po
Definition 20 (Good Ng) We say Né is good if it satisfies properties Né — géS and gé — Né
Definition 21 (Property N — g). If N({,w, Ay, a®,b°,x4) # L then 3 z°,y° € {0, -+ ,n}° such that:
o g(l,w, Ay, x°,y°, k) = True and N(¢,w, Ay, a°,b°,x 4) realizes g(€,w, A, 2°,y°,x4).
e a° < 2°< (1 + 5)2-(ht(t)—1)log2 n+2logn | 40
e ° <y < (14 5)z~(ht(t)—1)1og2n+2logn O

Here ht({) is the height of node ¢ in tree TP and ht

Definition 22 (Property g — N). If g(¢,w, A, 2°,y°,x4) = True and there is a global-feasible edge cut
(A,B) of G({) — E(G[o(t)]) that realizes it then 3 a°,b° € D° such that:

o N(lyw,As,a®,b°,x4) # L
e a®<2° < (1+ 5)z~(ht(t)—1)1og2 n+2logn | 40
o b° <y < (14 5)z~(ht(t)—l)log2n+2logn b°
Definition 23 (Good N). We say N is good if it satisfies properties N — g and g — N.

We now state that a good N and N< can be computed efficiently. We will prove Lemma 12 in the
next subsection.

Lemma 11. There exists an algorithm that computes a good N in time 20 (logys n)CEpoM),

Lemma 12. There exists an algorithm that takes as input a good N<(q,.) for each q € child(l) and a
good N({,.) and returns a good N<(,.) in time 2°%) (log;, 5n)?©nOM).

We are now ready to prove Lemma 10 that gives an algorithm for computing M;* assuming Lemma 12.

Proof of Lemma 10. We first compute a good N< using Lemma 12. Let (w, A;,a°,b°) € D(M;X). We
now set M (w, A;,a°,b°) using N<. Let My = N<(p,w, Ay,a°,b°,T) and Mg = N<(p,w, A¢,a®,b°, F).

1 JifMp=Mp=_1
M (w, Ay, a®,0°) = { Mp ,if Mp # L

My , otherwise

We now show that the M;X we computed is good. We first show property M — fX. Let
M (w, Ay,a®,b°) # 1. Then it is set to N<(p,w, A, a®,b°,24 = T) or N<(p,w, A, a°,b°, x4 = F).
Since N< is good, 3 2°,y° € {0,--- ,n}° such that:

o g<(p,w, A, x°,y°, x4) = True and N<(p,w, As,a®,b°, x 4) realizes g<(p, w, A, 2°,y°, z4).
e a° < 2°< (1 + 5)z~((ht(t)—1)1og2 n+ht(p) logn)} . a®
o 1° <0 < (1 + 5)z~((ht(t)—1)log2 n+ht(p) 10gn)} Lo
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By definition of g<, f(w,As,2°,9°) = True and M;* (w, As,a°,b°) realizes it. Since ht(p) < logn,
z° < (1+ 6)z~ht(t) log2n a® and y° < (1+ 6)z-ht(t) log?n  po

We now show property fX — M;X. Suppose f*(w, As,2°,9°) = True and there is a global-feasible
cut (A, B) that realizes it, then by definition of fX and g<, g<(p,w, A;, 2°,9°,24) = True for x4 = True
or x4 = False and (A, B) realizes it. Now since N< is good, then 3 a°,b° € D¢ such that:

o N<(p,w, Ay, a°,b°,24) # L
e a° < a° < (1 + 5)2'((ht(t)*l) log? n+ht(p) logn))} ca® < (1 + 5)z-ht(t) log2n a°
o 1° <y° < (1 + 5)z-((ht(t)—1)log2 n+ht(p) logn))} e < (1 + 5)z-ht(t) log?n . b

By the working of our algorithm, M;X (w, As,a°,b°) # L. The running time follows from Lemma 12 and
the bound on size of domain of M;¥. O

We now show how to compute a good N< to prove Lemma 12. For this, we first define some necessary
notations.

Definition 24. For a tree T and a node x € V(T), let famy(z) = childr(x) U {z}. A w-configuration is
a triple (v, vy, vy) where:
e vy, : famy(l) — [n] is a function such that Z v(q) <w
gefamr(z)
o v :famy(l) — D°

o vy :famy(l) = D¢

Definition 25. A w-configuration (vy,v,,vy) is (€,w, A, a®,b°, x 4)-feasible, where (£, w, Ay, a°,b°,24) €
D(N<) if it satisfies:

o Ifepy=T:

=13 vq) — [ehildr ()] - x° (X \ o(t)] < a°

gefamy(£)

-1 ) w@]<w

gefam(£)

o Ifxa=F:

gefamy(£)

13 %(q) — [ehildr ()] - x°(X \ o(t)] < b°

gefamy(£)
o N(l,vw(l), A, vg(€),vp(0),xa) # L
e For each q € child(f), N<(q,vw(q), At, V4 (), v (q), xa) # L

Next we compute N< using good N and N< of its children to prove Lemma 12.
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Proof of Lemma 12. If there is no (¢, w, A, a°, b°, x 4)-feasible w-configuration, then set N< (¢, w, As,a°,0°,x4) =
L. Otherwise let (v, v;,1p) be an (¢, w, Ag,a°, b°, x 4)-feasible w-configuration.

Let G be the family of graphs G(¢) and G<(q), for each ¢ € child(¢). Observe that for any two graph
G1,G9 € G, the graphs G; \ X and G2 \ X do not have any common vertices. Further there are no
edges between V(V(G1) \ X) and V(V(G2) \ X). Thus we can obtain the cut (A*, B*) of G<(¢) by
combining the A-side and B-side of the cuts N<(q, v(q), A¢, v;(q),v5(q), x4) for each g € child(¢) and the
cut N (¢, vy (0), A, vg(£), V5 (€),x4). The common vertex set is X and by definition of N< and N, X C A*
ifxg=Tor X CB*if x4y =F. In this case set N<({,w, As,a°,b°,24) = (A*, B¥).

On careful observation, one can see that N< is good for ¢ using the fact that N is good and N< is
good for each child ¢ of £ along with the notion of feasible w-configuration. O

4.3 Computing N*: Proof of Lemma 11

We note that we fix ¢ € p and the connected component P, throughout this section. We now define some
notations to help define function h< and corresponding approximate table H< that will help us compute
N¢.

Let the set of adhesions A(¢) associated with Py be A(¢) = {A1, Ag,---, A}, where z = | A(¢)|. We
now perform a dynamic programming over the binary tree 77 for computing N¢. This will be very similar
to what we did for computing N<.

Let A(l,m) = Ujey(1z) Aj- We define the graph G(¢,m) = G[X U Pyl U U, )ea(e,m) G, to be the
subgraph induced by all vertices in X U Pp U Uyuea@m) VI(Gr).

We now define a function h : {0, --- , 2} x{0,--- ,k}x2°®x{0,--- ,n}°x{0,--- ,n}x{T,F}x{T,F} —
{True, False}. For each integer m € {0,---,z}, w € {0,--- ,k}, za € {T,F}, zy € {T,F}, A; C o(t) and
tuples z°,4° € {0,--- ,n}° we define:

Definition 26. h(m,w, A, 2°,y°, x4, x¢) = True if there exists an edge cut (A, B) of G({,m)— E(G[o(t)])
that satisfies the following properties:

~

. (A, B) has order at most w.
2. Ano(t)=ANV(GE,m))

3. x°(A\o(t)) = a°

4 (B o(t) = y°

5 Ifxa =T, then X C A else X C B.
6. If gy =T, then Py C A else P, C B

If such a cut does not exist, h(m,w, Ay, x°,y°, x4, x¢) = False. Further if h(m,w, Ay, z°,y°, x4, x¢) = True,
we say an edge cut (A, B) of G(¢£,m)—E(G|o(t)]) that satisfies all the properties realizes h(m,w, A, x°,y°, x4, x¢).

In order to compute h approximately, we have table H. Let Cy ,, be the set of all possible edge cuts of
G(¢,m) — E(G[o(t)]). Further let H : {0,---, 2} x{0,- - ,k} x2°® x{0,--- ,n}*x{0,--- ,n}°x {T,F} x
{T,F} = {Crm,L}. We will compute H such that it satisfies properties H — h and h — H (defined
below) and use it to set N

Definition 27 (Property H — h). If H(m,w, Ay, a®,b°,x4,2¢) # L then 3 2°,y° € {0,--- ,n}° such
that:

o h(m,w, A, z°,y°, xa, xp) = True and H(m,w, Ay, a®,b°, x4, x¢) realizes h(m,w, Ay, z°,y°, x4, xp).
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o a° < 2° < (1 + §)=(ht(M)-1)log® nt2ht(m)} . 5o
o b° < y° < (14 §)>(MtH-1)log® nt2ht(m)y . po
Here ht(m) is the height of node m in tree T=.
Definition 28 (Property h — H). If h(m,w, Ay, 2°,y°, x4, x¢) = True and there is a global-feasible edge
cut (A, B) of G({,m) — E(G[o(t)]) that realizes it then 3 a°,b° € D¢ such that:
o H(m,w,Ay,a®,b°, xg,x5) # L
o a®<z°<(1+ 5)z-(ht(t)71)log2 n+2ht(m)} . a®
o b° <y < (1 + 5)z-(ht(t)fl)log2 n+2ht(m)} P
Definition 29 (Good H). We say H is good if it satisfies properties H — h and h — H.

Given a good H, we can compute N (¢, .) as follows: N (¢, w, A, a°,b°,x4) = Lif H(z,w, Ay,a®,b°, x4, x0) =
1L for both zy = T and xy = F. Else we can set N({,w, A¢,a°,b°,x4) to H(z,w, A, a®,b°, x4, ) such
that xy # L. We can easily verify N is good if H is good. This proves Lemma 11.

A good H can be computed by using Mt),(, t" € child(t). This can be done in a similar manner to N<
by defining a feasible configuration and merging cuts.

Definition 30. A w-configuration (v, vy, vy) is (m,w, A, a®,b°, x4, x¢)-feasible if it satisfies the follow-
mg:
o Ifrpo=Tandzy=T:
= [ Y vag) —[childr(0)] - x°(X \ (1)) — [child7(£)] - x° (P \ o (t))] < a°

gefam(£)

-1 ) w]<w

gefam(£)
o [fxpa=T and xy=F:
-1 > vaa) = [childr(0)] - x°(X \ o(t)] < a°

gefamy(£)

=13 v(q) — [childr ()] - x° (P \ o(t)] < b°

gefamy(£)
o Iferao=Fandx,=T:
- [ > vale) = Ichildr ()] x° (P \ o(t)] < a®

gefamy(£)

13 %(q) — Iehildr ()] - x°(X \ o(t)] < b°

gefamy(£)

o Ifrpo=Fandxy=F:

-1 ) w@l<a

gefamy(£)
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= [ > wle)— lchildr ()] - x°(X \ () — [child7(£)] - X° (P \ o(t))] < b°
gefamy(£)

o Let Ay, = o(t') and Ay C o(t') such that:

—o(YNX CAp ifza=T and o(t') N X = 0 otherwise
— ot )YNP, C Ay ifwg="T and o(t') N Py = 0 otherwise
— Aino(t')=0o(t)N Ay

then M (vi(m), Ay, vg(m), vg(m)) # L,
o For each q € child(¢), H(q,vw(q), At,vg(q),v5(q), xa,20) # L

For H(m,w, A¢,a°,b°, x4, xp), if there is no feasible (m,w, A, a®,b°, x4, 2¢)-configuration, we set it
to L. If there is such a configuration, we build and set it to the following cut. We obtain a cut (A*, B*) by
combining the A-side and B-side of the cuts, M (v, (m), Ay, v2(m), vy (m)) and H (g, vi(q), A, v2(q), vE(q), 4, T¢),
Vg € child(¢). By definition of a feasible (m,w, A, a®,b°, x4, x¢)-configuration, all these cuts are # L.
It is also easy to see that such a cut can indeed be formed. This is because the only common vertices
are from X and P, which are on fixed side A or B according to x4 and z, and the cuts share no edges
between them. We set H(m,w, A, a®,b°, x4, x7) = (A*, B*).

To complete the proof we need to show that the table H constructed is good. Using induction, we
can assume that for each ¢ € child(l), H(q,.) is good and M is good. These properties along with the
definition of H and the notion of feasible configuration, can be used to verify that H(m,.) is good. One
thing to note here is that a multiplicative rounding error of (1 + §)? is introduced during this process
which is reflected in properties H — h and h — H. This completes our proof.

5 W][l]-Hardness of Fair Bisection Parameterized by the Number of
Colors

In this section, we establish the W[1]-hardness of FAIR BISECTION. To this end, we first consider the
following problem.

MULTI-DIMENSIONAL SUBSET SUM
Input: An instance (V,T'), where

o V={Vy,...,V,}, such that each V; € V is a d-dimensional vector, i.e., V; € Z‘éo.
o T'c Zéo is the d-dimensional target vector.

Question: Does there exist a subset U C V such that > ., Vi =T7

Although it is folklore that MULTI-DIMENSIONAL SUBSET SuM (MDSS) is W[1]-hard parameterized by
the dimension d, we are unable to find a reference for this result. Thus, we give a reduction from BINARY
CONSTRAINTED SATISFACTION PROBLEM to MDSS, where the former problem defined as follows.
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BINARY CONSTRAINTED SATISFACTION PROBLEM
Input: An instance (X,C), where

o X ={x1,x9,...,2x} is a set of k variables.

e (Cis afamily of constraints, where each constraint C; ; € C corresponds to some (x;,x;) € ()2(),
such that C; ; € [n| x [n] is the set of allowed pairs.

Question: Does there exist an assignment f : X — [n], such that for each C;; € C corresponding
to (x4, x;), it holds that (f(z;), f(z;)) € Ci;?

We have the following result from [24, 21].

Proposition 2 ([24, 21]). BINARY CONSTRAINTED SATISFACTION PROBLEM is W|1]-hard parameterized
by k = | X|, even in the special case where each variable x; € X appears in 2 or 3 constraints.

Our reduction from BINARY CONSTRAINTED SATISFACTION PROBLEM (BCSP) to MDSS shows that
the latter problem is W[1]-hard even when the integer entries in each vector are bounded by a polynomial
in n. Then, we reduce MDSS to FAIR BISECTION in two steps. As the first step, given an instance (V,T)
of MDSS, we reduce it to a special case, which we call MULTI-DIMENSIONAL PARTITION (MDP), where
the target vector T is exactly half of the sum of entries along each dimension. Then, we reduce MDP to
FAIR BISECTION, showing the W[1]-hardness of the latter problem.

Reduction from BCSP to MDSS

Given an instance (X,C) of BINARY CONSTRAINTED SATISFACTION PROBLEM satisfying the property
from Proposition 2, we reduce it to an instance of MULTI-DIMENSIONAL SUBSET SUM as follows. For
each z; € X, let d; = |C(z;)| be the number of constraints z; appears in. Note that d; € {2,3}. Let
d= Zle d;, and note that d < 3k. Let us define three large integers as follows: N = 100n, A = 60n and
B = 40n.

Now, we will define a set of d-dimensional vectors. To this end, we number the dimensions from 1
to d. For each pair (z;,C; ), where C;; € C(x;), we associate a distinct dimension from [d], which we
identify by the pair (x;,C; ;). Note that this association is a bijection. Now, for each x; € X, and each
a € [n], we add a vector V(x;,a) that has entries A + a in the dimensions associated with pairs (z;,-),
and 0 everywhere else. Note that the vector V(z;,a) has either two or three non-zero entries.

Now, we add a few more vectors to V. For each C;; € C, and each allowed pair (a,b), such that the
first coordinate corresponds to x; and second coordinate corresponds to b, we add a vector V(C; ;, a,b) to
VY, as follows. The vector V(C; j,a,b) has entry B — a in the dimension corresponding to (z;, C; ;), entry
B —b in the dimension corresponding to (x;,C; j), and 0 everywhere else. Note that the vectors in V have
non-negative entries. Finally, the target vector T is defined as the d-dimensional vector with NV = A+ B
in each dimension.

Forward direction. Suppose (X,C) is a yes-instance, then let f : X — C be an assignment that is
compatible with every constraint. We show that there exists a subset & C V such that » .,V = T. For
each (z;,C; ), we add the vector V(z;, f(x;)) to U. Furthermore, for each C;; € C, we add the vector
(Cij, f(x4), f(z4)) toU. Now, we claim that the vectors in ¢ add up to T'. Indeed, consider the dimension
corresponding to (z;,C; ), and note that only the vectors of the form V(z;,-) and V(Cj;,-, ) can have
non-zero entries in these dimensions. Now, U contains only two such vectors: namely Vi = V (z;, f(z;)),
and Vo = V(Cj, f(x;), f(z;)). Recall that V; and V have entries A + f(z;) and B — f(z;) in this
dimension, which implies that their sum is A + B = N. This concludes the forward direction.
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Reverse direction. Let &/ C V be a subset of vectors that add up to T'. We first claim that, for
every x;, the set & must contain exactly one vector of the form V(z;,-). Indeed, consider the dimension
corresponding to (z;, C; ;) for some C;; € C(x;), and note that the entries in the vectors in ¢/ add up to
exactly N along this dimension. We consider several cases.

1. If U contains at least 2 vectors of the form V(z;,-), then the sum of the entries in this coordinate
is at least 24 > N. Since all vectors have non-negative coordinates, this is a contradiction.

2. If U contains no vector of the form V(x;,-), then we consider different cases. If U contains at most
two vectors of the form V(C; j,-,-), then their sum in this coordinate is at most 2B < N, which is
a contradiction. Suppose U contains ¢ > 3 vectors of the form V(Cj,-,-), then their sum in this
coordinate is ¢B — t, where t < gn. Therefore, ¢B —t >=39n - ¢ > N, for any ¢ > 3, which is also
a contradiction.

Thus, U contains exactly one vector of the form V(z;,-). Now, we show that for each pair (z;,C; ;), it
also contains exactly one vector of the form V(C; j,-,-). Again, consider the dimension corresponding to
(xi,C; ), and consider different cases.

1. If U contains zero vectors of the form V(C; j,-,-), then the sum of the entries along this dimension
is A+ a, for some 0 < a < n. However, N — A = 60n > n > a, which is a contradiction.

2. If U contains g > 2 vectors of the form V(Cj ;,-,-), then the sum of the entries along this dimension
is at least A+a+qgB —qn = A+ gB —qn = A+ q(39n) > N for any ¢ > 2. This is also a
contradiction.

Thus, U contains exactly one vector of the form V(z;,-), say (zi,a). We set f(x;) = a. This vector
contains A + a in the dimension corresponding to (x;,C; ;) for each C;; € C(z;). For this C;;, U also
contains exactly one vector of the form V(Cj ;,,-). It follows that this vector must be V(C; j,a,-), since
the entries along the dimension corresponding to (z;,C; ;) must add up to A + B. Therefore, f(z;) = a
is compatible with C; ;. It follows that the instance (X,C) of BINARY CONSTRAINTED SATISFACTION
PROBLEM admits a satisfying assignment.

We conclude with the following result.

Proposition 3. MULTI-DIMENSIONAL SUBSET SuM is W[1]-hard parameterized by d, the number of
dimensions, even with the following assumptions:

1. All the entries in the vectors are non-negative integers bounded by a polynomial in the number of
vectors,

2. Target vector is c1 for some positive integer c, which is bounded by a polynomial in n, such that
(20)- 1<) ey Ve

Reduction from MDSS to Fair Bisection

Let (V,T) be an instance satisfying the properties stated in Proposition 3. Now, we reduce MULTI-
DIMENSIONAL SUBSET SUM to MULTI-DIMENSIONAL PARTITION, a special case of MULTI-DIMENSIONAL
SUBSET SUM, where the target vector is exactly the half of the sum of each coordinate. To achieve
this, first we add a vector V' to V, whose entries are chosen from {c¢ + 1,c¢ + 2} of appropriate parity,
such that all the entries in the vector S obtained by adding all the vectors in (the new) V, are even.
Note the addition of V/ does not change a yes-instance to a no-instance or vice versa, and properties 1
and 2 from Proposition 3 continue to hold. Now, we add a vector S — 2T > 0 to V, and change the
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target vector to S/2. It is straightforward to see that the resulting instance is equivalent to the original
instance of MULTI-DIMENSIONAL SUBSET SUM, which we refer to as an instance of MULTI-DIMENSIONAL
PARTITION.

Let V be the set of vectors that are input to MULTI-DIMENSIONAL PARTITION (note that the target
vector is automatically defined). We give a parameter-preserving reduction to FAIR BISECTION, as follows.
For a vector V; € V, let V;[j] denote the entry in the jth coordinate, where 1 < j < d. Note that V;[j] is a
non-negative integer. Let s; = Z;lzl Vi[j]. For the vector V;, we proceed as follows. For each 1 < j < d,

let C;; be a set of V;[j] many distinct vertices of color j. Let C; = U;l:1 C;;. We select an arbitrary
vertex u € (, and connect all the remaining vertices in C; to u such that the resulting graph Gj is a star
centered at u. For each V; € V, we create graphs G; in this manner. Finally, let G denote the disjoint
union of all graphs G; defined in this manner. It is easy to see that a fair bisection of cut-size 0 exists iff
V is a yes-instance of MULTI-DIMENSIONAL PARTITION. This establishes the following theorem.

Theorem 4. FAIR BISECTION is W([1]-hard parameterized by the number of colors ¢, even when k, the
cut-size 1S zero.

6 Conclusion

In this paper, we initiated the study of FAIR BISECTION from the perspective of parameterized algorithms.
We showed that the problem is W][1]-hard parameterized by the number of colors ¢, even when k = 0;
thus, we cannot hope to generalize the FPT algorithm to FAIR BISECTION with a running time of the
form f(k,c) - n®®. On the other hand, the known 20*10gk) . nO) algorithm for MINIMUM BISECTION
([9, 10]) extends to FAIR BISECTION in a straightforward manner with running time 20(*logk) . ,,O(c),
Our main result is that FAIR BISECTION admits an FPT-approximation algorithm that finds an (e, r)-fair

bisection in time 20k logk) . (g)o(c) -n@W)_ In fact, by setting e = 1/(2n), we can obtain the previously
mentioned exact algorithm as a corollary.

We note that our approximation algorithm also works in the setting where a vertex can belong to
multiple color classes. Furthermore, our technique can be extended to FAIR ¢-SECTION problem, where
we want to partition the vertex set into g parts such that (i) at most k edges with endpoints in different
parts, and (ii) each part has proportional representation from each color — here, the algorithm will have
an XP dependence on gq.

Our main conceptual contribution is the observation that it is possible to design parameterized ap-
proximation algorithms by applying the technique of Lampis [20] to dynamic programming algorithms
over tree decompositions with unbreakable bags. Towards this goal we designed an algorithm that given
a graph G and integer k computes a (9k, k)-unbreakable tree decomposition of G with logaritmic depth
and adhesions of size at most 8k in time 20*10gk)nOM)  We expect that this will be a useful tool for
obtaining parameterized approximation algorithms for other problems by using Lampis [20]-style dynamic
programming over tree decompositions with unbreakable bags.
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