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Abstract
We introduce Cluster Edge Modification problems with constraints on the size of the clusters
and study their complexity. A graph G is a cluster graph if every connected component of G is a
clique. In a typical Cluster Edge Modification problem such as the widely studied Cluster
Editing, we are given a graph G and a non-negative integer k as input, and we have to decide if
we can turn G into a cluster graph by way of at most k edge modifications—that is, by adding
or deleting edges. In this paper, we study the parameterized complexity of such problems, but
with an additional constraint: The size difference between any two connected components of the
resulting cluster graph should not exceed a given threshold. Depending on which modifications are
permissible—only adding edges, only deleting edges, both adding and deleting edges—we have three
different computational problems. We show that all three problems, when parameterized by k, admit
single-exponential time FPT algorithms and polynomial kernels. Our problems may be thought
of as the size-constrained or balanced counterparts of the typical Cluster Edge Modification
problems, similar to the well-studied size-constrained or balanced counterparts of other clustering
problems such as k-Means Clustering.
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1 Introduction

The term clustering refers to a broad range of methods that aim to group data points into
subgroups—or clusters, as they are often called—so that points within a cluster are “close” or
“similar” to one another and points in different clusters are “distant” or “dissimilar.” See the
surveys by Ezugwu et al. [20] and by Xu and Tian [56] for an overview of various clustering
models and algorithms. Applications of clustering in domains such as circuit design [35],
content-based image searching [4], load-balancing in wireless networks [42, 50] etc. require
clusters of reasonable sizes. And while popular clustering methods such as k-means explicitly
prescribe the number of clusters (the k in k-means stands for grouping into k clusters), there
is no guarantee for the sizes of the clusters, which may result in clusters with too few data
points. This prompted the study of “size-constrained” clustering that seeks to ensure size
guarantees for the clusters, and in particular, “balanced” clustering that requires all clusters
to be of roughly the same size; see, for example, [13, 43, 45] for results on size-constrained or
balanced variants of k-Means clustering. In this paper, we focus on graph-based clustering
with balance constraints.

ar
X

iv
:2

40
3.

03
83

0v
1 

 [
cs

.D
S]

  6
 M

ar
 2

02
4

mailto:jayakrishnan.madathil@glasgow.ac.uk
mailto:kitty.meeks@glasgow.ac.uk


2 Parameterized Algorithms for Balanced Cluster Edge Modification Problems

Cluster Editing, also called Correlation Clustering, is the canonical graph-based
clustering problem. A cluster graph is one in which every connected component is a clique,
and Cluster Editing asks if a given graph can be turned into a cluster graph by adding and
deleting at most k edges. The problem and its several variants have been studied extensively,
resulting in a large volume of literature, including approximation algorithms, parameterized
algorithms and heuristics [3, 5, 7, 8, 9, 10, 14, 16, 24, 49, 51]. Notice that the problem imposes
no restriction on the number of clusters or the size of each cluster. While variants of Cluster
Editing with constraints on the number of clusters have previously been studied [49, 24],
variants involving size or balance constraints have been largely overlooked. We study Cluster
Editing with balance constraints. In particular, we introduce appropriate problems in this
direction and design efficient parameterized algorithms and kernels (parameterized by the
number of modified edges). Our work shows that having constraints on the cluster size poses
fresh challenges.

Our Contribution
To formally define our problems, we introduce the following definition. For a non-negative
integer η, we say that a graph G is η-balanced if the (additive) size difference between any
two connected components of G is at most η; by the size of a connected component, we mean
the number of vertices in that component. Notice that the definition is equivalent to saying
that the size difference between a largest connected component and a smallest connected
component is at most η. Notice also that the definition of η-balanced graphs does not place
any restriction on the number of components. For example, a connected graph is η-balanced
for every η ≥ 0; so is an edge-less graph consisting of only isolated vertices.

We study problems of the following type. Given a graph G and non-negative integers
k and η, is it possible to turn G into an η-balanced cluster graph by way of at most k

edge modifications? We have three different computational problems depending on which
modifications are permissible—only edge additions, only edge deletions, both edge additions
and deletions. We formally define the problem corresponding to edge addition as follows.

Input: An n-vertex graph G and non-negative integers k and η.
Task: Decide if it is possible to add at most k edges to G so that the

resulting graph is an η-balanced cluster graph.

Balanced Cluster Completion (BCC)

We define the problems Balanced Cluster Deletion (BCD), in which only edge deletions
are permitted, and Balanced Cluster Editing (BCE), in which both edge deletions and
additions are permitted, analogously. We often refer to these problems as the completion,
deletion or editing versions, and we refer to the requirement that the resulting cluster graph
be η-balanced as the balance constraint. We note that these problems, to the best of our
knowledge, have never been studied in the literature.

Notice that each of the three problems—BCC, BCD and BCE—generalises its respective
counterpart without the balance constraint; we can simply take η = n, where n is the number
of vertices in the input graph, as any n-vertex graph is n-balanced. As a consequence,
we can immediately conclude that BCD and BCE (i.e., the deletion and editing versions)
are NP-hard; these follow respectively from the NP-hardness of Cluster Deletion and
Cluster Editing (i.e., the deletion and editing versions without the balance constraint) [49].
The case of BCC, however, is different, for without the balance constraint, the completion
version is polynomial-time solvable: we simply need to add edges until each connected
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component becomes a clique. But we observe that the NP-hardness of BCC follows from
a hardness result due to Froese et al. [26].1 Thus, all three problems—BCC, BCD and
BCE—are NP-hard.

Our Results. We show that all three problems—BCC, BCD and BCE—when parameterized
by k, admit FPT algorithms and polynomial kernels. Specifically, we prove the following
results.

1. BCC admits a 2O(k)nO(1) time algorithm and a kernel with 10k vertices.
2. BCD admits a 2knO(1) time algorithm and a kernel with O(k4) vertices.2
3. BCE admits a 2O(k)nO(1) time algorithm and a kernel with O(k3) vertices.

Although our FPT algorithms run in single-exponential time, the big-Oh in the 2O(k)

factor in the algorithms for BCC and BCE hides constants, which results in the running
times being cknO(1) with fairly large constants c; if we plug in all the hidden constants, we
would have c > 20 for BCC and c > 40 for BCE. This raises the immediate question whether
these problems admit algorithms that run in time cknO(1) for sufficiently small values of c,
say c = 2 or c = 3. We make significant progress towards answering this question by using
algebraic techniques.

4. We show that BCC and BCE admit algorithms that run in time 4k+o(k)nO(1).

Our results add to a long line of work on the parameterized complexity of graph modific-
ation problems (see [17]), and specifically on Cluster Editing and its variants [29, 11, 10,
9, 29, 21, 22, 30, 48, 14, 24]. In particular, after a series of improvements [28, 29, 11, 10], the
current fastest parameterized algorithm for Cluster Editing runs in time O(1.62k +n+m),
where n and m respectively are the number of vertices and edges in the input graph [9], and
the current smallest kernel, again, after a series of improvements [29, 21, 22, 30, 48], has
2k vertices [14, 16]. We must also emphasise that parameterized algorithms for Cluster
Editing and its variants are not only theoretically significant, but have been found to be
effective in practice, particularly in the clustering of biological data [47, 54]. Also, experi-
mental evaluations indicate that pre-processing methods inspired by kernelization algorithms
are useful in practice [10, 12, 37].

Overview of our challenges and techniques

Our results rely on a number of techniques—some of them well-worn and some of them
novel. Before we discuss them, we first highlight some of the challenges that our problems
pose, when compared to a typical graph modification problem. To begin with, for any
fixed η ≥ 0, the class of η-balanced graphs is not hereditary; a class of graphs is hereditary

1 Froese et al. [26] showed that the following problem, called Cluster Transformation by Edge
Addition, is NP-hard. We are given a cluster graph G and a non-negative integer k, and we have
to decide if we can add exactly k edges to G so that the resulting graph is also a cluster graph. The
reduction that shows the NP-hardness of this problem [26, Theorem 6] also shows the NP-hardness of
BCC. We outline a proof of this fact in Appendix A.

2 Using arguments that are nearly identical to the ones in our kernel for BCE, it is also possible to design
a kernel for BCD with O(k3) vertices. But we choose to present a kernel with O(k4) vertices as it
involves new and simple arguments. In particular, our arguments yield a simple kernel with O(k4)
vertices for Cluster Deletion (i.e., the deletion version without the balance constraint), which might
be of independent interest. But these arguments work only for the deletion version and do not extend
to the editing version.
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if it is closed under vertex deletions. For example, a graph with exactly two equal-sized
components is 0-balanced, but deleting one vertex will destroy the 0-balanced property. This
poses an immediate difficulty in designing kernels for our problems, as we cannot delete any
“irrelevant” vertex; for example, when designing a kernel for Cluster Editing, we can delete
any component of the input graph that is a clique (because no edge of such a component
needs to be modified), but that option is not available to us. Also, unlike Cluster Editing
and many other graph modification problems, for any of the three problems that we study,
we cannot enumerate all minimal solutions of size at most k in FPT time as the number of
such solutions may not be bounded by a function of k; see Example 1.

▶ Example 1. Consider BCC. For fixed k, we construct a yes-instance (G, k, η) of BCC as
follows. Let k ∈ N be a perfect square. Take η = 1 and n to be a sufficiently large integer
so that (n −

√
k)/

√
k is an integer. We define an n-vertex cluster graph G as follows: G

has exactly
√

k isolated vertices and exactly (n −
√

k)/
√

k components of size
√

k. Notice
that to turn G into an η-balanced cluster graph by adding at most k edges, we must either
merge all the isolated vertices into a single component by adding

(√
k

2
)

edges, or merge each
isolated vertex with a component of size

√
k, which requires the addition of

√
k ·

√
k = k

edges. For the latter option, notice that we have
((n−

√
k)/

√
k√

k

)
·
√

k! = nΩ(
√

k) ways in which
we can form a solution.

Despite the challenges noted above, we are still able to make use of techniques from
the existing literature. For example, we use the familiar strategy of branching on induced
paths on 3 vertices in our FPT algorithms for BCD and BCE. And we use a small-sized
modulator—a set of vertices whose removal will turn the input graph into a cluster graph—to
design our kernel for BCE. We also crucially rely on the fact that by modifying at most k

(non-)edges, we modify the adjacencies of at most 2k vertices. But these arguments alone are
inadequate for our problems. We now briefly outline some of the new arguments that we use.

Using a largest component as a control mechanism in kernelization. Consider an instance
(G, k, η) of BCC, the edge completion version. We argue that if (G, k, η) is a yes-instance,
then we only need to modify the smallest O(k) components of G whose total size is also
bounded by O(k). Yet, this does not immediately lead to a kernel because we cannot delete
the remaining components; by doing so, we might turn a no-instance into a yes-instance.
As mentioned, we simply cannot delete “irrelevant vertices.” But we need not keep all the
irrelevant vertices either; we only need to keep the largest component as a control mechanism
to help us preserve yes- and no-instances intact. We still need to reduce the size of the
largest component that we keep, which requires a case analysis involving the size of that
component, k and η. We use an argument along these lines in the deletion and editing
versions as well, but they require a host of other arguments too. We must add that this
argument also suggests that for BCC, the solution size k is perhaps too large a parameter,
as the solution size limits the size of the components that are modified.

Kernel for BCD based on the bound for Ramsey number of c-closed graphs. For BCD,
i.e., the deletion version, while we can design a kernel with O(k3) vertices, we present
a kernel with O(k4) vertices instead, as this kernel uses an elegant and completely new
set of arguments that rely on the recently introduced class of c-closed graphs [25]. For a
non-negative integer c, a graph G is c-closed if any two distinct non-adjacent vertices in G

have at most c − 1 common neighbours. We argue that if (G, k, η) is a yes-instance of BCD,
then any two non-adjacent vertices of G have at most k common neighbours, and thus G is
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(k + 1)-closed. We then fashion a reduction based on a polynomial bound for the Ramsey
number of c-closed graphs [39] to derive our kernel.

Enumerating all representative solutions using the partitions of an integer. Notice that
our FPT algorithms run in single-exponential time, i.e., in time 2O(k)nO(1). In light of our
kernels, algorithms that run in time 2kO(1) + nO(1) are quite straightforward. But improving
the exponential factor to 2O(k) is still non-trivial. In particular, as noted above, we cannot
enumerate all minimal solutions of size at most k in FPT time, let alone in time 2O(k)nO(1).
But we argue that we can still enumerate all “representative solutions” of size at most k

in time 2O(k)nO(1). To do this, we use our previous observation that we only modify the
adjacencies of at most 2k vertices if (G, k, η) is a yes-instance. Using this fact, we associate
every solution with a set of integers ℓ1, ℓ2, . . . , ℓt and a partition of ℓi for every i; we will
have the guarantee that ℓ1 + ℓ2 + · · · + ℓt ≤ 2k. By enumerating all possible choices for
ℓ1, ℓ2, . . . , ℓt and their partitions, we can enumerate all representative solutions. To bound
the running time, we then use a result due to Hardy and Ramanujan [36] that says that the
number of partitions of an integer ℓ is 2O(

√
ℓ).

Faster algorithms using fast polynomial multiplication. To design our algorithms for BCC
and BCE that run in time 4k+o(k)nO(1), we show that solving these problems amounts to
solving 2o(k) many instances of an assignment problem, where we have to assign balls of
different sizes to bins of different capacities subject to a cost constraint. And we show that
we can encode the solutions for this assignment problem as a polynomial so that solving the
problem amounts to computing a polynomial, for which we use the fact that we can multiply
two polynomials of degree d in time O(d log d) [46].

Related Work
Graph-based clustering in the parameterized complexity framework. Cluster Editing
was introduced by Ben-Dor et al. [8] and by Bansal et al. [7]. The problem is known
to be NP-hard [49]. As for the parameterized complexity of Cluster Editing, it is
textbook knowledge that the problem admits an algorithm that runs in time 3k · nO(1)

and a kernel with O(k3) vertices. As mentioned earlier, there has been a steady series of
improvements [28, 29, 11, 10, 21, 22, 30, 48], with the current best being a O(1.62k + n + m)
time algorithm [9] and a 2k-vertex kernel [14, 16]. Even though Cluster Editing was
conjectured to be solvable in subexponential time [14], this was later disproved (under the
Exponential Time Hypothesis) by Komusiewicz and Uhlmann [40]. On the approximation
algorithms front, the problem is known to be APX-hard [15], but constant factor approximation
algorithms were obtained by Ailon et al. [3], Bansal et al. [7] and Charikar et al. [15].

The variant of Cluster Editing with the additional requirement that there be p

components in the resulting cluster graph has also been studied in the literature. This
problem was shown to be NP-hard for every fixed p ≥ 2 by Shamir et al. [49], and a kernel
with (p + 2)k + p vertices was given by Guo [30]. Fomin et al. [24] showed that the problem
admits a sub-exponential algorithm running in time O(2O(

√
pk) + n + m) and that for p ≥ 6,

no algorithm running in time 2o(
√

k) exists unless the Exponential Time Hypothesis fails.
Froese et al. [26] studied Cluster Editing under a fairness constraint: Roughly speaking,
there are two kinds of vertices, red and blue, and for each color we require that the number
of vertices of that color involved in the edge edits must be almost proportional to the total
number of vertices of that color. Froese et al. [26] showed that this problem is NP-hard even
under various restricted settings, but admits an algorithm that runs in time 2O(k log k).
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Abu-Khzam [1] introduced a variant of Cluster Editing with multiple optimisation
objectives, including the total number of edge edits, the number of edge additions and
deletions incident with each vertex and a lower bound for the size of each connected
component of the resulting cluster graph. To the best of our knowledge, this is the only
work on Cluster Editing involving a constraint on the size of the connected components.
Abu-Khzam [1] showed that the problem is NP-hard even under restricted settings in which
the only constraints are on the number of edge additions and deletions incident with each
vertex. This special case has been studied by Komusiewicz and Uhlmann [40] and Gutin and
Yeo [34] as well.

Lokshtanov and Marx [44] introduced graph-based clustering problems where each “cluster”
has to satisfy local restrictions. They considered three main variants that ask if the vertices
of a graph can be partitioned in such a way that at most q edges leave each part and (a) the
size of each part is at most p, or (b) the number of non-edges in each part is at most p, or
(c) the maximum number of non-neighbors a vertex has in its part is at most p. Lokshtanov
and Marx [44] showed that all these variants admit algorithms that run in time 2O(p)nO(1)

and in time 2O(q)nO(1). These results, as noted by the authors, are not directly comparable
with results on Cluster Editing and its variants as the constraints here are on the number
of modifications that affect each cluster.

Clustering in the parameterized complexity framework. Apart from the graph-based
clustering results mentioned above, there have also been several works that explore the
parameterized complexity of various clustering problems. Recent examples include FPT-
approximation algorithms for k-Means Clustering with Outliers [2], parameterized
algorithm for Categorical Clustering with Size Constraints [23], lossy kernels
for Same Size Clustering [6] etc., the last of which in particular deals with k-Median
clustering with the additional requirement that the clusters be of equal size.

Organisation of the paper

The rest of the paper is organised as follows. In Section 2, we introduce some terminology
and notation. In Section 3, we discuss our kernelization results, with a subsection dedicated
to each of the three problems. Section 4 consists of our FPT algorithms, with Subsection 4.1
covering our 2O(k)nO(1) time algorithms for BCC and BCE, Subsection 4.2 covering our
4k+o(k)nO(1) algorithms for BCC and BCE, and Subsection 4.3 covering BCD. We organise
our results this way as opposed to having a section dedicated to each problem, because the
FPT algorithms for BCC and BCE use common arguments. In Section 5, we conclude with
some pointers for future work.

2 Preliminaries

For n ∈ N, we use [n] to denote the set {1, 2, . . . , n}, and [n]0 = [n] ∪ {0}. For integers a and
b with a ≤ b, we use [a, b] to denote the set {a, a + 1, a + 2, . . . , b}. For a multiset X and
x ∈ X, we denote the multiplicity of x in X by mul(x, X).

For a graph G, we use V (G) and E(G) to denote the vertex set and the edge set of G,
respectively. Consider a graph G. We use |G| as a shorthand for |V (G)|, i.e., the number
of vertices of G. For F ⊆

(
V (G)

2
)
, we use V (F ) to denote the set of vertices that are the

endpoints the elements of F , i.e., V (F ) = {v ∈ V (G) | vw ∈ F for some w ∈ V (G)}; for each
vertex v ∈ V (F ), we say that F modifies v. For F ⊆

(
V (G)

2
)

and a connected component H of
G, we say that F modifies H if F modifies at least one vertex of H. For F ⊆

(
V (G)

2
)

\ E(G),
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by G + F , we mean the graph with vertex set V (G) and edge set E(G) ∪ F . For F ⊆ E(G),
by G − F , we mean the graph with vertex set V (G) and edge set E(G) \ F . Also, for
F ⊆

(
V (G)

2
)
, by G△F , we denote the graph obtained from G by “editing” the edges and

non-edges of F ; that is, G△F is the graph whose vertex set is V (G) and edge set is the
symmetric difference of E(G) and F , i.e., E(G)△F = (E(G) \ F ) ∪ (F \ E(G)). We use
Λ(G) to denote the number of vertices in a largest connected component of G;
and λ(G) to denote the number of vertices in a smallest connected component
of G. For η ≥ 0 and a connected component H of G, we say that H is an η-blocker in G if
there exists a component H ′ of G such that ||H| − |H ′|| > η, i.e., the size difference between
H and H ′ strictly exceeds η. For η ≥ 0, we say that G is η-balanced if no component of G

is an η-blocker; that is, G is η-balanced if the size difference between no two components
exceeds η. For future reference, we record the following facts that follow immediately from
the definitions of an η-blocker and an η-balanced graph.

▶ Observation 2. Consider a graph G and η ≥ 0.
1. Consider a connected component H of G. Then H is an η-blocker if and only if H ′ is an

η-blocker for every component H ′ of G with |H ′| = |H|.
2. The graph G is η-balanced if and only if Λ(G) − λ(G) ≤ η.

▶ Observation 3. Let G be a graph.
1. Then, Λ(G′) ≤ Λ(G) for every subgraph G′ of G.
2. Suppose that G has at least two connected components. Let H be a connected component

of G, and let G′′ be the graph obtained from G by deleting H. Then, λ(G′′) ≥ λ(G).
3. Observe that the inequality in item 2 need not hold for all subgraphs G′′ of G.

Throughout this paper, whenever we deal with an instance (G, k, η) of one of the three
problems—BCC, BCD or BCE—by a solution for (G, k, η), we mean a set F ⊆

(
V (G)

2
)

such that |F | ≤ k and (a) in the case of BCC, F ⊆
(

V (G)
2

)
\ E(G) such that G + F is

an η-balanced cluster graph, (b) in the case of BCD, F ⊆ E(G) such that G − F is an
η-balanced cluster graph, and (c) in the case of BCE, G△F is an η-balanced cluster graph.

We use standard terminology from parameterized complexity. For terms not defined here,
we refer the reader to Cygan et. al [18].

3 Polynomial Kernels for Balanced Cluster Modification Problems

In this section, we show that BCC, BCD and BCE admit polynomial kernels.

3.1 Polynomial Kernel for Balanced Cluster Completion
We start with BCC. First of all, notice that given an instance (G, k, η) of BCC, we can
assume without loss of generality that G is a cluster graph, as every solution for (G, k, η)
must necessarily contain all the edges that we must add to make G a cluster graph. So,
throughout this paper, whenever we deal with BCC, we assume that the input graph is
a cluster graph. Accordingly, we restate the problem Balanced Cluster Completion
(BCC) as follows.

Input: An n-vertex cluster graph G and non-negative integers k and η.
Task: Decide if there exists F ⊆

(
V (G)

2
)

\E(G) such that |F | ≤ k and G+F

is an η-balanced cluster graph.

Balanced Cluster Completion (BCC)
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The following theorem is the main result of this subsection.

▶ Theorem 4. Balanced Cluster Completion admits a kernel with at most 10k vertices.

Throughout this subsection, (G, k, η) is a given instance of BCC. Consider a solution
F for the instance (G, k, η). Recall that for a vertex v ∈ V (G), we say that F modifies v if
v ∈ V (F ), and for a connected component H of G, we say that F modifies H if F modifies
at least one vertex of H. We first present an outline of our kernel.

Outline of the kernel. Given an instance (G, k, η) of BCC, we proceed as follows. We first
perform a couple of sanity checks (Reduction Rules 1 and 2) that eliminate obvious yes and
no-instances. Let H1, H2, . . . , Hr be an ordering of the connected components of G such that
|H1| ≤ |H2| ≤ · · · ≤ |Hr|. For a carefully chosen index s ∈ [r] such that

∑s
j=1 |Hj | = O(k),

we keep the components H1, H2, . . . , Hs and Hr, and delete Hs+1, Hs+2, . . . , Hr−1 (Reduction
Rule 3). This is possible because we argue that the components Hs+1, Hs+2, . . . , Hr−1 need
not get modified if (G, k, η) were a yes-instance. Finally, we delete sufficiently many vertices
from Hr so that we will have |Hr| = O(k), and we adjust η accordingly. These steps yield
the required kernel with O(k) vertices. ⌟

We now present a formal proof of Theorem 4. And we begin by applying the following
reduction rule, which rules out obvious yes-instances. Recall that the input graph G is a
cluster graph.

▶ Reduction Rule 1. If G is η-balanced, then we return a trivial yes-instance.

Assume from now on that Reduction Rule 1 is not applicable. We will use the following
two facts throughout this subsection. Suppose F is a solution for (G, k, η). (1) Since G and
G + F are both cluster graphs, F modifies a vertex v if and only if F modifies every vertex
in the connected component of G that contains v. In fact, F modifies v if and only if F

modifies every vertex in the connected component of G + F that contains v. (2) As |F | ≤ k,
F modifies |V (F )| ≤ 2k vertices. These facts immediately lead to the following lemma.

▶ Lemma 5. Assume that (G, k, η) is a yes-instance and let F ⊆
(

V (G)
2

)
\ E(G) be a solution

for (G, k, η). Let H be the set of connected components of G that F modifies. Then, (1)
|H| ≤ k for every H ∈ H, and (2)

∑
H∈H |H| ≤ 2k.

Proof. Consider H ∈ H. Since F modifies H, F contains at least one edge incident with
each vertex of H. And notice that each edge in F has at most one endpoint in V (H). Thus
F must contain at least |H| edges incident with V (H), and hence |H| ≤ |F | ≤ k. Now,
notice that since |F | ≤ k and since each edge in F modifies exactly two vertices, the number
of vertices that F modifies is at most 2|F | ≤ 2k. Notice also that F modifies a vertex v if
and only if F modifies every vertex in the connected component of G that contains v. Thus
F modifies every vertex of H for every H ∈ H. Hence statement (2) follows. ◀

Recall that Λ(G) and λ(G) respectively denote the number of vertices in a largest
connected component of G and the number of vertices in a smallest connected component of
G. We now prove the following lemma that establishes bounds on λ(G) and Λ(G), if (G, k, η)
were indeed a yes-instance.

▶ Lemma 6. If (G, k, η) is a yes-instance of BCC, then λ(G) ≤ k and Λ(G) ≤ 2k + η.

Proof. Assume that (G, k, η) is a yes-instance of BCC, and let F be a solution for (G, k, η).
Recall that since Reduction Rule 1 is not applicable, G is not η-balanced. Let G1 be a
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smallest connected component of G and G2 a largest connected component of G. Then
λ(G) = |G1| and Λ(G) = |G2|, and since G is not η-balanced, |G2| − |G1| > η. But then F

must modify G1. Hence, by Lemma 5, we have λ(G) = |G1| ≤ k.
To see that Λ(G) ≤ 2k + η, consider the graph G′ = G + F . Since F is a solution, we

have Λ(G′) − λ(G′) ≤ η. Let G′
1 and G′

2 be the connected components of G′ that contain
G1 and G2, respectively. (Notice that we may have G′

1 = G′
2.) Since F is a solution, the

graph G′ = G + F is η-balanced, and therefore, we have |G′
2| − |G′

1| ≤ η. Now, observe
the following facts. (1) Since |G1| ≤ k and |F | ≤ k, we have |G′

1| ≤ |G1| + |F | ≤ 2k.
(2) We have |G2| ≤ |G′

2| and hence |G2| − |G′
1| ≤ |G′

2| − |G′
1| ≤ η, which implies that

|G2| ≤ |G′
1| + η ≤ 2k + η. That is, Λ(G) = |G2| ≤ 2k + η. ◀

We now introduce the following reduction rule, the correctness of which follows im-
mediately from Lemma 6. Recall that we are still under the assumption that G is not
η-balanced.

▶ Reduction Rule 2. If λ(G) ≥ k + 1 or Λ(G) ≥ 2k + η + 1, then we return a trivial
no-instance.

Let r be the number of connected components of G. Fix an ordering (H1, H2, . . . , Hr)
of the components of G such that |H1| ≤ |H2| ≤ · · · ≤ |Hr|. Recall that since Reduction
Rules 1 and 2 are not applicable, we have |H1| = λ(G) ≤ k. We define s ∈ [r] as follows. Let
s be the largest index in [r] such that

∑∑∑s
j=1 |Hj| ≤ 4k. We now apply the following

reduction rule.

▶ Reduction Rule 3. If s + 1 < r, then we delete the components Hs+1, Hs+2, . . . , Hr−1
from G.

▶ Lemma 7. Reduction Rule 3 is safe.

Proof. Let G′ be the graph obtained from G by applying Reduction Rule 3. We will show
that (G, k, η) is a yes-instance of BCC if and only if (G′, k, η) is a yes-instance.

Assume that (G, k, η) is a yes-instance. We first prove the following claim.

▷ Claim 8. There exists a solution F for (G, k, η) such that F does not modify any of the
components Hs+1, Hs+2, . . . , Hr−1.

Proof. Let F be a solution for (G, k, η) such that of all the solutions for (G, k, η), F modifies
the fewest number of components from {Hs+1, Hs+2, . . . , Hr−1}. We will show that F does
not modify any of the components Hs+1, Hs+2, . . . , Hr−1. Assume for a contradiction that
F does modify Hq for some q ∈ [s + 1, r − 1].

We first claim that there exists q′ ∈ [s] such that F does not modify Hq′ . Suppose this is
not true. Then F modifies Hj for every j ∈ [s]. Thus, F modifies H1, H2, . . . , Hs and Hq,
where q ≥ s + 1. That is, F modifies at least |Hq| +

∑s
j=1 |Hj | ≥

∑s+1
j=1 |Hj | > 4k vertices,

which, by Lemma 5, is not possible; the last inequality holds because of the definition of s.
Fix q′ ∈ [s] such that F does not modify Hq′ .

We now construct another solution F ′ from F as follows. Informally, we obtain F ′ from F

by swapping the roles of Hq and Hq′ . More formally, let Let Fq ⊆ F be the set of edges in F

that have an endpoint in Hq, and let Xq =
⋃

v∈V (Hq){u ∈ V (G) \ V (Hq) | uv ∈ Fq}; that is,
Xq consists of the “non-Hq-endpoints” of the edges in Fq. Notice that since G+F is a cluster
graph and since Hq is a connected component of G, for a vertex u ∈ V (G), we have u ∈ Xq if
and only if u is not adjacent to any vertex of Hq in the graph G, but adjacent to every vertex
of Hq in the graph G + F , (in which case all the edges between u and Hq belong to Fq ⊆ F ).
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We thus have |Fq| = |Xq||Hq|. Now, let Fq′ = {uw ∈
(

V (G)
2

)
| u ∈ Xq and w ∈ V (Hq′)}; that

is, Fq′ consists of “new edges” between V (Hq′) and all those vertices in V (G) \ V (Hq) that
are modified by Fq. Notice that |Fq′ | = |Xq||Hq′ |. Finally, we define F ′ = (F \ Fq) ∪ Fq′ .
Notice that F ′ does not modify Hq and hence Hq is a component of G + F ′.

We now show that F ′ is also a solution for the instance (G, k, η). Let us first see that
|F ′| ≤ k. As q′ ≤ s < s + 1 ≤ q, we have |Hq′ | ≤ |Hq|, and hence |Fq′ | = |Xq||Hq′ | ≤
|Xq||Hq| = |Fq|. Notice also that Fq ∩ Fq′ = ∅. We thus have |F ′| = |(F \ Fq) ∪ Fq′ | =
|F | − |Fq| + |Fq′ | ≤ |F | ≤ k. Also, since G + F is a cluster graph, so is G + F ′. To show that
F ′ is a solution for (G, k, η), we now only need to show that G + F ′ is η-balanced. And for
this, it is enough to show that (i) Λ(G + F ′) ≤ Λ(G + F ) and (ii) λ(G + F ′) ≥ λ(G + F ),
which will imply that Λ(G + F ′) − λ(G + F ′) ≤ Λ(G + F ) − λ(G + F ) ≤ η. To see that (i)
and (ii) hold, observe that the only difference between the graphs G + F and G + F ′ are the
components of the these graphs that contain V (Hq) and V (Hq′). Let CF,q be the component
of G + F that contains V (Hq) and CF ′,q′ be the component of G + F ′ that contains Hq′ .
Because |Hq′ | ≤ |Hq| and CF,q − V (Hq) = CF ′,q′ − V (Hq′), we have |CF ′,q′ | ≤ |CF,q|. Let us
first see that (i) holds.
(a) If CF ′,q′ is a largest component of G+F ′, then Λ(G+F ′) = |CF ′,q′ | ≤ |CF,q| ≤ Λ(G+F ).
(b) If Hq is largest component of G + F ′, then again, Λ(G + F ′) = |Hq| < |CF,q| ≤ Λ(G + F ).
(c) If the previous two cases do not hold, then Λ(G + F ′) = Λ(G + F ), as every component

H ′ of G + F ′ such that H ′ ̸= CF ′,q′ and H ′ ̸= Hq is also a component of G + F .
In any case, (i) holds. Now, to see that (ii) holds, observe the following facts.
(a) If CF ′,q′ is a smallest component of G+F ′, then λ(G+F ′) = |CF ′,q′ | > |Hq′ | ≥ λ(G+F ).
(b) If Hq is a smallest component of G+F ′, then again, λ(G+F ′) = |Hq| ≥ |Hq′ | ≥ λ(G+F ).
(c) If the previous two cases do not hold, then λ(G + F ′) = λ(G + F ), as every component

H ′ of G + F ′ such that H ′ ̸= CF ′,q′ and H ′ ̸= Hq is also a component of G + F .
Thus (ii) holds as well. We have thus shown that F ′ is also a solution for (G, k, η). Notice
that (i) F modifies Hq but F ′ does not, and (ii) for every component Hj of G with j ∈
[s + 1, r − 1] \ {q}, F modifies Hj if and only if F ′ modifies Hj . Thus, F ′ modifies strictly
fewer components from {Hj | j ∈ [s + 1, r − 1]} than F does, which contradicts the definition
of F . ◁

Now, consider a solution F for (G, k, η). In light of Claim 8, we assume that F does not
modify any of the components Hs+1, Hs+2, . . . , Hr−1. We now argue that F is a solution
for (G′, k, η) as well. (Recall that G′ is the graph obtained from G by applying Reduction
Rule 3). Notice first that G′ + F is an induced subgraph of G + F , and hence G′ + F is a
cluster graph. To see that G′ + F is η-balanced, notice that each component of G′ + F is
also a component of G + F , and hence Λ(G′ + F ) ≤ Λ(G + F ) and λ(G′ + F ) ≥ λ(G + F ).
We thus have Λ(G′ + F ) − λ(G′ + F ) ≤ Λ(G + F ) − λ(G + F ) ≤ η. We have thus shown
that (G′, k, η) is a yes-instance.

Conversely, assume that (G′, k, η) is a yes-instance, and let R be a solution for (G′, k, η).
We claim that R is a solution for (G, k, η) as well. Notice that G + R is indeed a cluster
graph. So we only need to prove that G + R is η-balanced. Again, to prove this, it is enough
to prove that (i) Λ(G + R) ≤ Λ(G′ + R) and (ii) λ(G + R) ≥ λ(G′ + R), which will imply
that Λ(G + R) − λ(G + R) ≤ Λ(G′ + R) − λ(G′ + R) ≤ η.

Let CR,r be the component of G′ + R that contains V (Hr). Now, notice that every
component of G′ + R is also a component of G + R. In addition, G + R contains the
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components Hs+1, Hs+2, . . . , Hr−1. Hence, we have

Λ(G + R) = max {Λ(G′ + R), |Hs+1|, |Hs+2|, . . . , |Hr−1|}
= max {Λ(G′ + R), |Hr−1|} (Because |Hs+1| ≤ |Hs+2| ≤ · · · ≤ |Hr−1|.)
≤ max {Λ(G′ + R), |Hr|} (Because |Hr−1| ≤ |Hr|.)
≤ max {Λ(G′ + R), |CR,r|} (Because |Hr| ≤ |CR,r|.)
= Λ(G′ + R). (Because CR,r is a component of G′ + R.)

Let us now prove that λ(G + R) ≥ λ(G′ + R). As before, λ(G + R) =
min {λ(G′ + R), |Hs+1|, . . . , |Hr−1|} = min {Λ(G′ + R), |Hs+1|}. There are two possible
cases.

Case 1: R does not modify Hj for some j ∈ [s]. Then Hj is a component of G′ +
R. We thus have λ(G′ + R) ≤ |Hj | ≤ |Hs+1|, which implies that λ(G + R) =
min {λ(G′ + R), |Hs+1|} = λ(G′ + R).

Case 2: R modifies Hj for every j ∈ [s]. Then, by Lemma 5, we have
∑

j∈[s] |Hj | ≤ 2k. But
then, by the definition of s, we must have |Hs+1| ≥ 2k + 1. We now argue that G′ + R

contains a component of size at most 2k, which will imply that λ(G′ + R) ≤ 2k.
Since |Hs+1| ≥ 2k + 1, we have |Hr| ≥ |Hs+1| ≥ 2k + 1. Thus, by Lemma 5, R does not
modify the component Hr. But recall that the only components of G′ are H1, H2, . . . , Hs

and Hr. Since R does not modify Hr, we can conclude that G′ + R contains a component
with at most |G′| − |Hr| =

∑s
j=1 |Hj | ≤ 2k vertices. Therefore, λ(G′ + R) ≤ 2k < |Hs+1|,

which implies that λ(G + R) = min {λ(G′ + R), |Hs+1|} = λ(G′ + R).
We have thus shown that Λ(G + R) ≤ Λ(G′ + R) and λ(G + R) ≥ λ(G′ + R), which implies
that Λ(G + R) − λ(G + R) ≤ Λ(G′ + R) − λ(G′ + R) ≤ η. Thus G + R is η-balanced, and
hence (G, k, η) is a yes-instance. ◀

Assume from now on that Reduction Rule 3 is no longer applicable. Then G contains
s + 1 components: H1, H2, . . . , Hs and Hr, and we have

∑s
j=1 |Hj | ≤ 4k and Λ(G) = |Hr|.

We observe the following facts.

▶ Observation 9. 1. If η ≥ |Hr| = Λ(G), then (G, k, η) is a yes-instance as G is η-balanced;
and since Reduction Rule 1 is not applicable, we must have η < Λ(G).

2. If Λ(G) = |Hr| ≤ 4k, then we already have |G| = |Hr| +
∑s

j=1 |Hj | ≤ 4k + 4k = 8k. Thus,
(G, k, η) is a kernel with 8k vertices.

3. If η ≤ 4k, then since Reduction Rule 2 is not applicable, we have |Hr| = Λ(G) ≤ 2k + η ≤
2k + 4k = 6k. We thus have |G| = |Hr| +

∑s
j=1 |Hj | ≤ 6k + 4k = 10k. Thus, (G, k, η) is

a kernel with 10k vertices in this case.

In light of Observation 9, we apply the following reduction rule.

▶ Reduction Rule 4. If Λ(G) = |Hr| ≤ 4k or η ≤ 4k, then we simply return the instance
(G, k, η).

We assume from now on that Reduction Rule 4 is no longer applicable, and hence
Λ(G) = |Hr| > 4k and η > 4k. We define η′ = 4k and N = Λ(G) − (η − 4k).

▶ Observation 10. 1. Recall that we have η < Λ(G) (Observation 9-1). Therefore, N =
Λ(G) − (η − 4k) > η − (η − 4k) = 4k.

2. Recall also that we have Λ(G) ≤ 2k + η. Therefore, N = Λ(G) − (η − 4k) ≤ 2k + η −
(η − 4k) = 6k.
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We now apply the following reduction rule once.

▶ Reduction Rule 5. We delete Λ(G) − N (arbitrarily chosen) vertices from Hr; let us
denote the resulting component by H ′ and the resulting graph by G′. We return the instance
(G′, k, η′)

▶ Lemma 11. Reduction Rule 5 is safe.

Proof. Informally, Reduction Rule 5 is safe because we deleted Λ(G) − N = η − 4k vertices
from Hr and we decremented η by the same amount; that is, we set η′ = 4k = η − (η − 4k).
The safeness of the rule then follows from the facts that no solution for (G, k, η) modifies Hr as
|Hr| > 4k, and no solution for (G′, k, η′) modifies H ′ as |H ′| = Λ(G)− (Λ(G)−N) = N > 4k.
We now prove this more formally.

Recall that G consists of the connected components H1, H2, . . . , Hs and Hr; and G′

consists of the connected components H1, H2, . . . , Hs and H ′. Also, Λ(G) = |Hr|; and |H ′| =
|Hr| − (Λ(G) − N) = N . By Observation 10-1, we have N > 4k. That is, H ′ is a component
of G′ with at least 4k + 1 vertices. And by the definition of s, we have

∑s
j=1 |Hj | ≤ 4k. Thus

H ′ is the unique largest component of G′, and hence Λ(G′) = |H ′| = N .
Assume that (G, k, η) is a yes-instance, and let F be a solution for (G, k, η). We argue that

F is a solution for (G′, k, η′) as well. First, since |Hr| > 4k, by Lemma 5, F does not modify
Hr. Now, consider the graph G′ + F ; this graph is well-defined and it is indeed a cluster
graph as F does not modify Hr. In particular, F does not modify H ′ (as V (H ′) ⊆ V (Hr)).
Also, since

∑s
j=1 |Hj | ≤ 4k, |Hr| > 4k and |H ′| > 4k, Hr and H ′ respectively are the

unique largest components of G + F and G′ + F . Thus, Λ(G + F ) = |Hr| = Λ(G) and
Λ(G′+F ) = |H ′| = N = Λ(G′). Again, since F does not modify Hr, each component of G+F ,
except Hr, is also a component of G′ + F ; and each component of G′ + F , except H ′, is also
a component of G + F . In particular, a smallest component of G + F is a smallest component
of G′ +F , and vice versa. That is, λ(G+F ) = λ(G′ +F ). Since G+F is η-balanced, we have
Λ(G + F ) − λ(G + F ) ≤ η, which implies that Λ(G + F ) − (η − 4k) − λ(G + F ) ≤ η − (η − 4k),
which implies that N − λ(G′ + F ) ≤ 4k. That is, Λ(G′ + F ) − λ(G′ + F ) ≤ η′, and thus
G′ + F is η-balanced.

Conversely, assume that (G′, k′, η′) is a yes-instance, and let F ′ be a solution for (G′, k, η′).
Then, F ′ does not modify H ′, and we can argue that F ′ is a solution for (G, k, η). In fact, we
have (i) Λ(G + F ′) = |Hr| = Λ(G), (ii) Λ(G′ + F ′) = |H ′| = N = Λ(G′) and (iii) λ(G + F ′) =
λ(G′ +F ′). Since G′ +F ′ is η′-balanced, we have Λ(G′ +F ′)−λ(G′ +F ′) ≤ η′, which implies
that N − λ(G′ + F ′) ≤ η′, which implies that N + (η − 4k) − Λ(G′ + F ′) ≤ η′ + (η − 4k),
which implies that Λ(G + F ′) − λ(G + F ′) ≤ η. Thus G + F ′ is η-balanced. ◀

Consider the instance (G′, k, η′) returned by Reduction Rule 5. Recall that η′ = 4k and
|H ′| = N ≤ 6k (Observation 10). The components of G′ are H1, H2, . . . , Hs and H ′, and we
thus have |G′| =

∑s
j=1 |Hj | + |H ′| ≤ 4k + 6k = 10k. That is, (G′, k, η′) is a kernel with at

most 10k vertices. We have thus proved Theorem 4.

3.2 Polynomial Kernel for Balanced Cluster Deletion
We formally define the Balanced Cluster Deletion (BCD) problem as follows.

Input: A graph G and non-negative integers k and η.
Task: Decide if there exists F ⊆ E(G) such that |F | ≤ k and G − F is an

η-balanced cluster graph.

Balanced Cluster Deletion (BCD)
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We now show that BCD admits a kernel with O(k4) vertices. To design our kernel,
we rely on a structural property exhibited by yes-instances: We argue that if (G, k, η) is a
yes-instance, then any two non-adjacent vertices in G have at most k common neighbours.
To exploit this observation algorithmically, we turn to the class of c-closed graphs, which
was introduced by Fox et al. [25]. We define c-closed graphs below, and briefly summarise
their properties that we will be using.

c-Closed Graphs. For a positive integer c, we say that a graph G is c-closed if any two
distinct non-adjacent vertices in G have at most c − 1 neighbours in common. That is, for
distinct u, v ∈ V (G), we have |N(u) ∩ N(v)| ≤ c − 1 if uv /∈ E(G). We will use the following
lemma, which relies on the fact that c-closed graphs have polynomially bounded Ramsey
numbers.

▶ Lemma 12 ([39]). For a, b, c ∈ N, let Rc(a, b) = (a − 1)(b − 1) + (c − 1)
(b−1

2

)
+ 1.

There is an algorithm that, given a, b, c ∈ N and a c-closed graph G on at least Rc(a, b)
vertices as input, runs in polynomial time, and returns either a maximal clique in G of size
at least a or an independent set in G of size b.

Outline of the kernel. Consider an instance (G, k, η) of BCD. Our kernel has three main
steps. In the first step, we bound the number of vertices that belong to the
non-clique components of G by O(k4). We first bound the number of non-clique
components by k; this is straightforward as we must delete at least one edge from each
non-clique component to turn G into a cluster graph. We then bound the size of each
non-clique component by O(k3). To do this, we argue that if (G, k, η) is a yes-instance,
then every pair of non-adjacent vertices have at most k common neighbours, and thus G is
(k + 1)-closed. In particular, each non-clique component of G is (k + 1)-closed. To bound
the size of such components, we fashion a reduction rule based on Lemma 12 that works as
follows. For each non-clique component H of G of size at least Rk+1(k + 2, k + 2), we run the
algorithm of Lemma 12 on H (with a = b = k + 2 and c = k + 1). If the algorithm returns an
independent set of size k + 2, then we argue that (G, k, η) is a no-instance. If the algorithm
returns a maximal clique Q of size at least k +2, then we delete all the edges with exactly one
endpoint in V (Q); this is possible because we argue that Q must necessarily be a connected
component of G − F for every solution F for (G, k, η). When this reduction rule is no longer
applicable, every non-clique component will have size at most Rk+1(k + 2, k + 2) − 1 = O(k3).

Having dealt with non-clique components, we then turn to the clique-components of G.
We classify the clique-components of G into two types—small and large. By small cliques,
we mean cliques of size at most k + 1, and by large cliques, we mean cliques of size at least
k + 2. In the second step, we bound the number of vertices of G that belong to
small clique-components by O(k3). To do this, we show that for each j ∈ [k + 1], we
only need to keep at most k + 1 clique-components of size exactly j.

In the third step, we bound the number of vertices of G that belong to large
clique-components by O(k3). Specifically, we apply a reduction rule that works as follows.
Let H1, H2, . . . , Hr be the large clique-components of G such that |H1| ≤ |H2| ≤ · · · ≤ |Hr|.
If |H1| ≤ Rk+1(k + 2, k + 2) = O(k3), then we delete the components H2, H3, . . . , Hr−1;
otherwise, we delete the components H1, H2, . . . , Hr−1. This is possible because we argue
that no solution for (G, k, η) modifies the large clique-components. Finally, we bound |Hr|
by O(k3) by deleting sufficiently many vertices from Hr, and we adjust η accordingly. These
steps lead to the required kernel with O(k4) vertices. ⌟



14 Parameterized Algorithms for Balanced Cluster Edge Modification Problems

We now proceed to designing our kernel for BCD. Recall that for a graph G, Λ(G) and
λ(G) respectively denote the number of vertices in a largest connected component and a
smallest connected component of G. Consider an instance (G, k, η) of BCD. We first apply
the following reduction rule that eliminates obvious yes-instances.

▶ Reduction Rule 6. If G is an η-balanced cluster graph, then we return a trivial yes-instance.

We now apply the following reduction rule, which upper bounds η by Λ(G). The
correctness of the rule follows from the observation that η need never be larger than Λ(G).

▶ Reduction Rule 7. If η > Λ(G), then we return the instance (G, k, η̂), where η̂ = Λ(G).

▶ Lemma 13. Reduction Rule 7 is safe.

Proof. Suppose that η > Λ(G). Observe that for any set F ⊆ E(G), the graph G − F is
trivially η-balanced and trivially η̂-balanced. To see this, notice that as G − F is a subgraph
of G, we have Λ(G − F ) ≤ Λ(G) = η̂ < η. Therefore, we always have Λ(G − F ) − λ(G − F ) ≤
Λ(G − F ) ≤ η̂ < η. Thus, F is a solution for the instance (G, k, η) if and only if F is a
solution for the instance (G, k, η̂). ◀

Assume from now on that Reduction Rules 6 and 7 are no longer applicable. Since Rule 6
is not applicable, either G contains a non-clique component or G is a cluster graph but not
η-balanced. Since Reduction Rule 7 is not applicable, we have η ≤ Λ(G). We now apply a
series of reduction rules that deal separately with the non-clique components (Reduction
Rules 8 and 10), the components that are “small cliques” (Reduction Rule 11) and the
components that are “large” cliques (Reduction Rules 13-17). We begin with non-clique
components, and first apply the following reduction rule. The safeness of the rule follows
immediately from the fact that we must delete at least one edge from each non-clique
component of G to turn G into a cluster graph.

▶ Reduction Rule 8. If G contains at least k + 1 non-clique components, then we return a
trivial no-instance.

We assume from now on that Reduction Rule 8 is no longer applicable. Thus G has at
most k non-clique connected components. We now introduce the following reduction rule.

▶ Reduction Rule 9. If G contains two distinct non-adjacent vertices with at least k + 1
common neighbours, then we return a trivial no-instance.

▶ Lemma 14. Reduction Rule 9 is safe.

Proof. To prove the lemma, it is enough to show that (G, k, η) is a no-instance if G contains
two distinct non-adjacent vertices with at least k +1 common neighbours. Let u, v ∈ V (G) be
distinct vertices such that uv /∈ E(G) and |N(u) ∩ N(v)| ≥ k + 1, and let x1, x2, . . . , xk+1 ∈
V (G) be k+1 distinct common neighbours of u and v. Suppose that (G, k, η) is a yes-instance,
and let F be a solution for (G, k, η). Then G − F is a cluster graph. Since u and v are
non-adjacent, u and v must be in different connected components of G − F . Therefore, for
every i ∈ [k + 1], F must contain either the edge uxi or the edge vxi. Thus |F | ≥ k + 1,
which contradicts the fact that |F | ≤ k. ◀

Assume from now on that Reduction Rule 9 is no longer applicable. Thus any two distinct
non-adjacent vertices in G have at most k common neighbours, and hence G is (k + 1)-closed.
We now prove the following two lemmas, which we will use to fashion a reduction rule
(Reduction Rule 10) that bounds the size of non-clique components.
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▶ Lemma 15. If a connected component of G contains an independent set of size k + 2, then
(G, k, η) is a no-instance.

Proof. Let H be a connected component of G, and let I ⊆ V (H) be an independent set
of size k + 2 in H. Suppose now that (G, k, η) is a yes-instance, and let F ⊆ E(G) be a
solution for (G, k, η). Then G − F is a cluster graph, and in particular, H − F is a cluster
graph. Therefore, as the vertices of I are pairwise non-adjacent, every connected component
of H − F contains at most one vertex of I. Since |F | ≤ k and H is connected, the graph
H − F has at most k + 1 connected components. Then, as |I| = k + 2, by the pigeonhole
principle, there exists a connected component of H − F that contains at least two vertices of
I, which is a contradiction. ◀

▶ Lemma 16. Assume that (G, k, η) is a yes-instance. If G contains a maximal clique,
say Q, of size at least k + 2, then Q is a connected component of G − F for every solution
F ⊆ E(G) for (G, k, η).

Proof. Fix a solution F for (G, k, η). Let Q be a maximal clique in G of size at least k + 2.
Consider the cluster graph G − F . Notice that as |Q| ≥ k + 2, we have to delete at least k + 1
edges from Q to separate the vertices of Q into two or more connected components. Since
|F | ≤ k, we can conclude that Q is fully contained in a connected component of G − F . Now,
since Q is a maximal clique in G and since each component of G−F is a clique, the connected
component of G − F that contains Q does not contain any vertex from V (G) \ V (Q). We
can thus conclude that Q is a connected component of G − F . ◀

Based on Lemmas 12, 15 and 16, we now introduce the following reduction rule. The
correctness of the rule follows from Lemmas 15 and 16. Recall that we are under the
assumption that G is (k + 1)-closed.

▶ Reduction Rule 10. For each non-clique connected component H of G of size at least
Rk+1(k +2, k +2), we run the algorithm of Lemma 12 on H with c = k +1 and a = b = k +2.
If the algorithm returns an independent set of size k + 2, then we return a trivial no-instance.
And if the algorithm returns a maximal clique, say Q, of size at least k + 2, then we do as
follows. Let ℓ be the number of edges in G that have exactly one endpoint in V (Q). If ℓ > k,
then we return a trivial no-instance; otherwise, we delete all the edges from G that have
exactly one endpoint in V (Q) and decrement k by ℓ.

Assume from now on that Reduction Rule 10 is no longer applicable. We can immediately
derive the following bound for the number of vertices in G that belong to non-clique
components.

▶ Observation 17. Every non-clique component of G has size at most Rk+1(k+2, k+2)−1 =
O(k3). Since Reduction Rule 8 is no longer applicable, the number of non-clique components
is at most k. Thus the number of vertices in G that belong to non-clique components is
O(k4).3

We have thus bounded the number of vertices that belong to components that are not
cliques. We now bound the number of vertices that belong to components that are cliques.
To that end, we classify such components into two types as follows. Consider a connected

3 Observe that for the standard Cluster Deletion problem, i.e., deletion version without the balance
constraint, these arguments are sufficient to yield a kernel with O(k4) vertices, as we can safely delete
all connected components of the input graph that are cliques.
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component H of G. We say that H is manageable if H is a clique and |H| ≤ k + 1. And we
say that H is unmanageable if H is a clique and |H| > k + 1. Before we bound the number of
vertices that belong to these components, we prove the following lemma, which says that no
solution for (G, k, η) modifies an unmanageable component; this fact is essentially a corollary
to Lemma 16.

▶ Lemma 18. Assume that (G, k, η) is a yes-instance of BCD. Consider any solution
F ⊆ E(G) for (G, k, η). Let H be an unmanageable component of G. Then F does not
modify H; that is, H is a connected component of G − F .

Proof. First, by the definition of an unmanageable component, H is a clique of size at least
k +2; and since H is a connected component of G, H is a maximal clique in G. By Lemma 16,
H is a component of G − F . As H is a component of both G and G − F , we can conclude
that F does not modify H. ◀

We now bound the size of the components. First, to deal with manageable components,
we introduce the following reduction rule.

▶ Reduction Rule 11. For j ∈ [k + 1], if G has at least k + 2 manageable components of
size exactly j, then we delete one such component.

▶ Lemma 19. Reduction Rule 11 is safe.

Proof. Let (G′, k, η) be the instance obtained from (G, k, η) by a single application of
Reduction Rule 11. Let H be the connected component of G that we deleted from G to
obtain G′. Then H is a clique and |H| = j for some j ∈ [k + 2]; and G contains at least k + 1
other manageable components of size exactly j.

Assume that (G, k, η) is a yes-instance, and let F ⊆ E(G) be a minimal solution for
(G, k, η). We first prove the following claim, which says that F does not modify H.

▷ Claim 20. We have F ∩ E(H) = ∅.

Proof. Suppose for a contradiction that F ∩ E(H) ̸= ∅. We will show that the set FH =
F \ E(H) is also a solution for (G, k, η), which will contradict the minimality of F . Observe
first that G − FH is a cluster graph. To see this, notice that H is a connected component of
G − FH , and every other connected component of G − FH is also a connected component of
G−F . As H is a clique and G−F is a cluster graph, we can conclude that G−FH is a cluster
graph. Now, to complete the proof of the claim, we only need to prove that G − FH is η-
balanced. And for this, we will prove that Λ(G−FH) ≤ Λ(G−F ) and λ(G−FH) ≥ λ(G−F ),
which will imply that Λ(G − FH) − λ(G − FH) ≤ Λ(G − F ) − λ(G − F ) ≤ η. Again, as H is
a component of G − FH and every other component of G − FH is also a component of G − F ,
we have Λ(G − FH) ≤ max {|H|, Λ(G − F )}. Notice that since |F | ≤ k and since G contains
at least k + 2 manageable components of size exactly j = |H|, there exists a component H ′ of
G such that H ′ ̸= H, H ′ is a manageable component of size exactly j and F does not modify
H ′. Thus H ′ is a component of G − F . Therefore, |H ′| ≤ Λ(G − F ), which, along with
the fact that |H| = |H ′| = j, implies that Λ(G − FH) = max {|H|, Λ(G − F )} = Λ(G − F ).
Now, to see that λ(G − FH) ≥ λ(G − F ), we consider two cases depending on whether or
not H is a smallest component of G − FH . If H is a smallest component of G − FH , then
λ(G − FH) = |H| = |H ′| ≥ λ(G − F ); the last inequality follows from the fact that H ′ is
a component of G − F . On the other hand, if H is not a smallest component of G − FH ,
then, as every component of G − FH , and in particular a smallest component of G − FH ,
is also a component of G − F , we trivially have λ(G − FH) ≥ λ(G − F ). We thus have
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Λ(G − FH) − λ(G − FH) ≤ Λ(G − F ) − λ(G − F ) ≤ η, and hence G − FH is η-balanced,
which contradicts the assumption that F is a minimal solution for (G, k, η). ◁

We now show that F is a solution for (G′, k, η). As F does not modify H, we indeed have
F ⊆ E(H ′). Notice that each component of G′ − F is also a component of G − F , which
is an η-balanced cluster graph (in addition, G − F contains the component H). Therefore,
G′ − F is a cluster graph, and we have Λ(G′ − F ) ≤ Λ(G − F ) and λ(G′ − F ) ≥ λ(G − F ).
We thus have Λ(G′ − F ) − λ(G′ − F ) ≤ Λ(G − F ) − λ(G − F ) ≤ η, which shows that G′ − F

is η-balanced. We have thus shown that (G′, k, η) is a yes-instance.
Assume now that (G′, k, η) is a yes-instance of BCD, and let F ′ ⊆ E(G′) be a solution

for (G′, k, η). We claim that F ′ is a solution for (G, k, η) as well. Consider the graph G − F ′.
Notice that the only difference between the graphs G−F ′ and G′ −F ′ is that G−F ′ contains
the component H whereas G′ − F ′ does not. All the other components of G − F ′ are also
components of G′ − F ′. As H is a clique and G′ − F ′ is a cluster graph, we can conclude
that G − F ′ is also a cluster graph. We now prove that G′ − F ′ is η-balanced. To prove
this, notice that we only need to prove that H is not an η-blocker in G − F ′. Recall that G

contains at least k + 2 components of size exactly j = |H|. Therefore, G′ contains at least
k + 1 components of size exactly j. Then, as |F ′| ≤ k, there exists a component H ′′ of G′

such that |H ′′| = j and F ′ does not modify H ′′. That is, H ′′ is a component of G′ − F ′,
and therefore a component of G − F ′. Since H ′′ is not an η-blocker in G′ − F ′ and since
|H ′′| = |H| = j, we can conclude that H ′′ is not an η-blocker in G′ − F ′. But then, by
Observation 2, H is not an η-blocker in G − F ′. This completes the proof. ◀

▶ Observation 21. After an exhaustive application of Reduction Rule 11, for each j ∈ [k + 1],
G has at most k+1 manageable components of size exactly j. Hence the number of manageable
components of G is at most (k + 1)2 = O(k2), and the number of vertices of G that belong to
manageable components is at most

∑k+1
j=1 (k + 1)j = (k + 1)

∑k+1
j=1 j = (1/2)(k + 1)2(k + 2) =

O(k3).

We assume from now on that Reduction Rule 11 is no longer applicable. We have thus
bounded the number of vertices of G that belong to non-clique components (by O(k4);
Observation 17) or manageable components (by O(k3); Observation 21). If G has no
unmanageable component, then we already have |G| = O(k4), and thus the instance (G, k, η)
is the required kernel. (Recall that as Reduction Rule 8 is not applicable, we have η ≤
Λ(G) ≤ |G|.) This observation immediately leads to the following reduction rule.

▶ Reduction Rule 12. If G has no unmanageable component, then we simply return the
instance (G, k, η).

Assume from now on that Reduction Rule 12 is not applicable. So G has at least one
unmanageable component. Let r ≥ 1 be the number of unmanageable components of G, and
let H1, H2, . . . , Hr be an ordering of the unmanageable components of G such
that |H1| ≤ |H2| ≤ · · · ≤ |Hr|. Recall that to bound |G|, now we only need to bound the
number of vertices that belong to unmanageable components. To that end, we first introduce
the following reduction rule, which rules out an obvious no-instance.

▶ Reduction Rule 13. If |Hr| − |H1| > η, then we return a trivial no-instance.

▶ Lemma 22. Reduction Rule 13 is safe.

Proof. To prove the lemma, it is enough to prove that (G, k, η) is a no-instance if |Hr|−|H1| >

η. So suppose that |Hr| − |H1| > η and assume for a contradiction that (G, k, η) is a yes-
instance. Let F be a solution for (G, k, η). Then G − F is η-balanced. Since H1 and Hr
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are unmanageable components, they are both cliques of size at least k + 2; since they are
components of G, H1 and Hr are indeed maximal cliques in G. Then, by Lemma 18, F does
not modify H1 or Hr. That is, H1 and Hr are components of G − F . But this is not possible
as G − F is η-balanced. ◀

From now on, we assume that Reduction Rule 13 is not applicable. We now bound the
number of unmanageable components. To that end, we define s ∈ {0, 1} as follows:
s = 0 if |H1| > Rk+1(k + 2, k + 2), and s = 1 otherwise.

▶ Reduction Rule 14. If s + 1 < r, then we delete the components Hs+1, Hs+2, . . . , Hr−1.

▶ Lemma 23. Reduction Rule 14 is safe.

Proof. Assume that s + 1 < r. Let (G′, k, η) be the instance obtained from (G, k, η) by
applying Reduction Rule 14.

Assume that (G, k, η) is a yes-instance, and let F ⊆ E(G) be a solution for (G, k, η). Recall
that the components Hs+1, Hs+2, . . . , Hr−1 are all unmanageable components. By Lemma 18,
F does not modify the components Hs+1, Hs+2, . . . , Hr−1. Thus F ⊆ E(G′). Notice now
that each component of G′ − F is also a component of G − F . Thus, Λ(G′ − F ) ≤ Λ(G − F )
and λ(G′ −F ) ≥ λ(G−F ). We thus have Λ(G′ −F )−λ(G′ −F ) ≤ Λ(G−F )−λ(G′ −F ) ≤ η.
That is, G′ − F is η-balanced, and hence (G′, k, η) is a yes-instance.

Assume now that (G′, k, η) is a yes-instance, and let F ′ ⊆ E(G′) be a solution for
(G′, k, η). We claim that F ′ is a solution for (G, k, η) as well. Notice that each component
of G′ − F ′ is also a component of G − F ′; in addition, G − F ′ contains the components
Hs+1, Hs+2, . . . , Hr−1, which are all cliques. Thus G − F ′ is a cluster graph. So we only need
to prove that G − F ′ is η-balanced. And for that, as G′ − F ′ is η-balanced, we only need to
prove that for every j ∈ [s + 1, r − 1], the component Hj is not an η-blocker in G − F ′; that
is, ||Hj | − |H ′|| ≤ η for every connected component H ′ of G − F ′. To prove this, we will
consider several cases below. Fix j ∈ [s + 1, r − 1]. Consider Hj and any other connected
component H ′ of G − F ′.

Before we proceed further, we first highlight two arguments that we will repeatedly
use in the following case analysis. (A1) In several cases that we consider below, we will
show that λ(G′ − F ′) ≤ |Hj |, |H ′| ≤ Λ(G′ − F ′), which will imply that ||Hj | − |H ′|| ≤
Λ(G′ − F ′) − λ(G′ − F ′) ≤ η; the last inequality follows from the fact that G′ − F ′ is η-
balanced. (A2) Notice that Hr is a component of G′. In particular, Hr is an unmanageable
component of G′. Hence, by Lemma 18, F ′ does not modify Hr. Thus Hr is a component of
G′ − F ′, and hence |Hr| ≤ Λ(G′ − F ′). And since j < r, we have |Hj | ≤ |Hr| ≤ Λ(G′ − F ′).

Suppose first that F ′ does not modify H ′; that is, H ′ is a connected component of G, and
in particular, H ′ is a clique in G. There are two possible cases here depending on whether
H ′ is a manageable component or an unmanageable component.
Case 1: H ′ is an unmanageable component of G. That is, H ′ = Hi for some i ∈ [r]. Recall

that we have |H1| ≤ |H2| ≤ · · · |Hr|. Then, since Reduction Rule 13 is not applicable, we
have ||Hj | − |Hi|| ≤ |Hr| − |H1| ≤ η.

Case 2: H ′ is a manageable component of G. Hence H ′ ̸= Hi for any i ∈ [r], and in
particular, H ′ ̸= Hi for any i ∈ [s + 1, r − 1], and therefore, H ′ is a component of G′. And
since F ′ does not modify H ′, we can conclude that H ′ is a component of G′ − F ′. Thus,
λ(G′ − F ′) ≤ |H ′|. Recall now that Hj is an unmanageable component of G. By the
definitions of manageable and unmanageable components, we have |H ′| ≤ |Hj |. Recall also
that |Hj | ≤ |Hr| as j < r. We thus have λ(G′ − F ′) ≤ |H ′| ≤ |Hj | ≤ |Hr| ≤ Λ(G′ − F ′);
the last inequality follows from argument (A2) that we discussed above. We thus have
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λ(G′ − F ′) ≤ |H ′| ≤ |Hj | ≤ Λ(G′ − F ′), and thus by argument (A1) that we discussed
above, we have |Hj | − |H ′| ≤ Λ(G′ − F ′) − λ(G′ − F ′) ≤ η.

Suppose now that F does modify H ′. Let H be the connected component of G that
contains H ′. Notice that H ̸= Hi for any i ∈ [s+1, r−1]; and in particular, H is a component
of G′. Notice also that F ′ modifies H as H contains H ′. We again split the proof into two
cases depending on whether or not H is a clique.
Case 1: H is a clique. Then, as H is a component of G′, and since F ′ modifies H, Lemma 18

implies that H is a manageable component of G′ (and hence of G). We thus have
|H| ≤ |Hj |. As |H ′| ≤ |H|, we thus have |H ′| ≤ |Hj |. By argument (A2), we have |Hj | ≤
|Hr| ≤ Λ(G′ − F ′). Finally, as H ′ is a component of G′ − F ′, we have λ(G′ − F ′) ≤ |H ′|.
Putting all these together, we have λ(G′ − F ′) ≤ |H ′| ≤ |Hj | ≤ Λ(G′ − F ′), which by
argument (A1), implies that |Hj | − |H ′| ≤ η.

Case 2: H is not a clique. Then, by Observation 17, |H| ≤ Rk+1(k + 2, k + 2) − 1. Since H ′,
which is also a component of G′ − F ′, is contained in H, we have λ(G′ − F ′) ≤ |H ′| ≤
|H| ≤ Rk+1(k + 2, k + 2) − 1. We further split our analysis into two cases depending on
whether s = 0 or s = 1.
1. Suppose that s = 0. Then, by the definition of s, we have |H1| > Rk+1(k + 2, k + 2),

which implies that Λ(G′ − F ′) ≥ |Hr| ≥ |Hj | ≥ |H1| > Rk+1(k + 2, k + 2); the first
inequality follows from argument (A1). We thus have λ(G′ − F ′) ≤ |H ′| < Rk+1(k +
2, k+2) < |Hj | ≤ Λ(G′−F ′), which implies that |Hj |−|H ′| ≤ Λ(G′−F ′)−λ(G′−F ′) ≤
η.

2. Suppose that s = 1. We will first argue that λ(G′ − F ′) ≤ |Hj | ≤ Λ(G′ − F ′). Since
s = 1, H1 is a component of G′, and in fact, H1 is an unmanageable component of G′.
Hence, by Lemma 18, F ′ does not modify H1, and thus H1 is a component of G′ − F ′.
Therefore, λ(G′ − F ′) ≤ |H1|. As |H1| ≤ |Hj |, we thus have λ(G′ − F ′) ≤ |H1| ≤ |Hj |.
By argument (A2), we also have |Hr| ≤ Λ(G′ − F ′), and since |Hj | ≤ |Hr|, we have
|Hj | ≤ |Hr| ≤ Λ(G′ − F ′). We have thus shown that λ(G′ − F ′) ≤ |Hj | ≤ Λ(G′ − F ′).
Let us now prove that λ(G′ −F ′) ≤ |H ′| ≤ Λ(G′ −F ′). And to prove this, we only need
to argue that H ′ is a component of G′ − F ′. Recall that H ′ is a component of G − F ′,
and that H is the component of G that contains H ′. Now, since H is not a clique,
H ̸= Hi for any i ∈ [s + 1, r − 1], and therefore, H is a component of G′; this implies
that H ′ is a component of G′ −F ′, and therefore, λ(G′ −F ′) ≤ |H ′| ≤ Λ(G′ −F ′). Since
λ(G′−F ′) ≤ |Hj |, |H ′| ≤ Λ(G′−F ′), we have ||Hj | − |H ′|| ≤ Λ(G′−F ′)−λ(G′−F ′) ≤
η.

We have thus shown that G − F ′ is η-balanced. Therefore, F ′ is a solution for (G, k, η),
and thus, (G, k, η) is a yes-instance. ◀

Assume from now on that Reduction Rules 6-14 are no longer applicable. Thus, G consists of
non-clique components (at most k such components, with at most Rk+1(k+2, k+2)−1 = O(k3)
vertices in each of them; Observation 17), manageable components (at most O(k2) such
components, with at most k + 1 vertices in each of them; Observation 21), the component
Hr, and possibly the component H1. Notice that G contains H1 only if s = 1, in which case
we have |H1| ≤ Rk+1(k + 2, k + 2). To summarise, all components of G, except Hr, have size
at most Rk+1(k + 2, k + 2), and in particular, the number of vertices of G that belong
to components other than Hr is bounded by O(k4). Thus |G| = |Hr| + O(k4).
Hence, to bound |G|, we now need to bound only |Hr|. And to bound |Hr|, we first prove
the following lemma, which says that |Hr| cannot exceed Rk+1(k + 2, k + 2) + η if (G, k, η)
were indeed a yes-instance.
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▶ Lemma 24. If (G, k, η) is a yes-instance, then |Hr| ≤ Rk+1(k + 2, k + 2) + η.

Proof. Assume that (G, k, η) is a yes-instance, and let F be a solution for (G, k, η). As Hr

is an unmanageable component, by Lemma 18, F does not modify Hr, and hence Hr is a
component of G−F . Thus |Hr| ≤ Λ(G−F ). Now, since Reduction Rule 6 is not applicable, G

is not an η-balanced cluster graph. Thus, either G contains a non-clique component or G is a
cluster graph, but not η-balanced. In either case G contains a component Ĥ such that Ĥ ̸= Hr,
and hence |Ĥ| ≤ Rk+1(k+2, k+2). Thus λ(G) ≤ |Ĥ| ≤ Rk+1(k+2, k+2). Now, since G−F is
a spanning subgraph of G, we have λ(G−F ) ≤ λ(G) ≤ Rk+1(k+2, k+2). Finally, since G−F

is η-balanced, we have Λ(G−F )−λ(G−F ) ≤ η, which implies that Λ(G−F ) ≤ λ(G−F )+η.
We thus get |Hr| ≤ Λ(G − F ) ≤ λ(G − F ) + η ≤ Rk+1(k + 2, k + 2) + η. ◀

Lemma 24 immediately yields the following reduction rule.

▶ Reduction Rule 15. If |Hr| > Rk+1(k + 2, k + 2) + η, then we return a trivial no-instance.

Assume from now on that Reduction Rule 15 is not applicable. Hence |Hr| ≤ Rk+1(k +
2, k + 2) + η. We now observe the following facts.

▶ Observation 25. 1. Recall that since Reduction Rule 7 is not applicable, we have η ≤
Λ(G) ≤ max {|Hr|, Rk+1(k + 2, k + 2)}.

2. Recall also that since Reduction Rule 15 is not applicable, we have |Hr| ≤ Rk+1(k + 2, k +
2) + η.

3. If |Hr| ≤ 2Rk+1(k + 2, k + 2) = O(k3), then |G| is bounded by O(k4), and thus (G, k, η)
is a kernel with O(k4) vertices.

4. If η ≤ 2Rk+1(k + 2, k + 2), then since Reduction Rule 15 is not applicable, we have
|Hr| ≤ Rk+1(k + 2, k + 2) + η ≤ 3Rk+1(k + 2, k + 2) = O(k3). Thus, (G, k, η) is a kernel
with O(k4) vertices in this case as well.

In light of Observation 25, we apply the following reduction rule.

▶ Reduction Rule 16. If |Hr| ≤ 2Rk+1(k + 2, k + 2) or η ≤ 2Rk+1(k + 2, k + 2), then we
simply return the instance (G, k, η).

We assume from now on that Reduction Rule 16 is no longer applicable. Hence |Hr| >

2Rk+1(k + 2, k + 2) and η > 2Rk+1(k + 2, k + 2). Then, as every component of G except Hr

has size at most Rk+1(k + 2, k + 2), we can conclude that Hr is the unique largest component
of G, and thus |Hr| = Λ(G). Let η′ = 2Rk+1(k + 2, k + 2) and N = Λ(G) − (η − η′).

▶ Observation 26. 1. Recall that we have η ≤ Λ(G) (Observation 25-1). Therefore, N =
Λ(G) − (η − η′) ≥ η − (η − η′) = η′ = 2Rk+1(k + 2, k + 2).

2. Recall also that we have Λ(G) = |Hr| ≤ Rk+1(k + 2, k + 2) + η (Observation 25-2).
Therefore, N = Λ(G)−(η−η′) ≤ Rk+1(k+2, k+2)+η−(η−η′) = Rk+1(k+2, k+2)+η′ =
3Rk+1(k + 2, k + 2).

We now apply the following reduction rule once.

▶ Reduction Rule 17. We delete Λ(G) − N (arbitrarily chosen) vertices from Hr; let us
denote the resulting component by H ′ and the resulting graph by G′. We return the instance
(G′, k, η′).

▶ Lemma 27. Reduction Rule 17 is safe.
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Proof. Informally, Reduction Rule 17 is safe because we deleted Λ(G) − N = η − η′ vertices
from Hr and we decremented η by the same amount; that is, we set η′ = η − (η − η′).
The safeness of the rule then follows from the facts that no solution for (G, k, η) modifies
Hr as Hr is an unmanageable component of G, and no solution for (G′, k, η′) modifies H ′

as |H ′| = Λ(G) − (Λ(G) − N) = N ≥ 2Rk+1(k + 2, k + 2) ≥ k + 2, and thus H ′ is an
unmanageable component of G′. We now prove this more formally.

Recall that each component of G except Hr is a component of G′, and each component
of G′ except H ′ is a component of G. Also, each such component H ≠ Hr, H ′ (of G or G′)
has size at most Rk+1(k + 2, k + 2). But |Hr| > 2Rk+1(k + 2) and |H ′| = N ≥ 2Rk+1(k + 2),
and thus Hr is the unique largest component of G and H ′ is the unique largest component
of G′. That is, Λ(G) = |Hr| and Λ(G′) = |H ′|.

We now prove that the instances (G, k, η) and (G′, k, η′) are equivalent. Assume first
that (G, k, η) is a yes-instance, and let F be a solution for (G, k, η). We argue that F is
a solution for (G′, k, η′) as well. First, since Hr is an unmanageable component of G, by
Lemma 18, F does not modify Hr. Now, consider the graph G′ −F ; this graph is well-defined
as F does not modify Hr, and and it is indeed a cluster graph. In particular, F does not
modify H ′ (as V (H ′) ⊆ V (Hr)). Thus, F does not modify Hr or H ′, and hence Hr is
a component of G − F and H ′ is a component of G′ − F . Thus |Hr| ≤ Λ(G − F ) and
|H ′| ≤ Λ(G′ − F ). Now, as G − F is a subgraph of G, we have Λ(G − F ) ≤ Λ(G), which
implies that |Hr| ≤ Λ(G − F ) ≤ Λ(G) = |Hr|, and thus |Hr| = Λ(G − F ) = Λ(G). Using
similar arguments, we get N = |H ′| = Λ(G′ −F ) = Λ(G′). Observe now that since Reduction
Rule 6 is not applicable, G contains a component other than Hr, and hence G′ contains a
component other than H ′. Again, since F does not modify Hr, each component of G − F ,
except Hr, is also a component of G′ − F ; and each component of G′ − F , except H ′, is also
a component of G − F . In particular, a smallest component of G − F is a smallest component
of G′ −F , and vice versa. That is, λ(G−F ) = λ(G′ −F ). Since G−F is η-balanced, we have
Λ(G − F ) − λ(G − F ) ≤ η, which implies that Λ(G − F ) − (η − η′) − λ(G − F ) ≤ η − (η − η′),
which implies that N − λ(G′ − F ) ≤ η′. That is, Λ(G′ − F ) − λ(G′ − F ) ≤ η′, and thus
G′ − F is η-balanced.

Conversely, assume that (G′, k′, η′) is a yes-instance, and let F ′ be a solution for (G′, k, η′).
Then, as H ′ is an unmanageable component of G′, F ′ does not modify H ′, and we can
argue that F ′ is a solution for (G, k, η). In fact, we have (i) Λ(G − F ′) = |Hr| = Λ(G), (ii)
Λ(G′ −F ′) = |H ′| = N = Λ(G′) and (iii) λ(G−F ′) = λ(G′ −F ′). Since G′ −F ′ is η′-balanced,
we have Λ(G′ − F ′) − λ(G′ − F ′) ≤ η′, which implies that N − λ(G′ − F ′) ≤ η′, which implies
that N + (η − η′) − Λ(G′ − F ′) ≤ η′ + (η − η′), which implies that Λ(G − F ′) − λ(G − F ′) ≤ η.
Thus G − F ′ is η-balanced. ◀

Consider the instance (G′, k, η′) returned by Reduction Rule 17. Recall that η′ =
2Rk+1(k + 2, k + 2) and |H ′| = N ≤ 3Rk+1(k + 2, k + 2) = O(k3) (Observation 26). The
components of G′ are precisely those components of G, except Hr, and H ′. As |G′| =
|Hr| + O(k4), we have |G′| = |H ′| + O(k4) = O(k4). That is, (G′, k, η′) is a kernel with
O(k4) vertices. We have thus proved the following result.

▶ Theorem 28. Balanced Cluster Deletion admits a kernel with O(k4) vertices.

3.3 Polynomial Kernel for Balanced Cluster Editing

We formally define the Balanced Cluster Editing (BCE) problem as follows.
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Input: A graph G and non-negative integers k and η.
Task: Decide if there exists F ⊆ E(G) such that |F | ≤ k and G△F is an

η-balanced cluster graph.

Balanced Cluster Editing (BCE)

In this section, we show that BCE admits a kernel with O(k3) vertices. We first briefly
outline our strategy.

Outline of the kernel. Consider an instance (G, k, η) of BCE. We first construct a
modulator—a set S of vertices such that G−S is a cluster graph. If (G, k, η) is a yes-instance
then a modulator of size O(k) exists, and we can find such a modulator in polynomial time.
We then bound the number of components and the size of each component of G − S. To do
this, we first consider the components of G − S that have at least one neighbour in S; we
show that the number of such components is O(k2), and that the size of each such component
is O(k). Next, we consider the components of G − S that have no neighbour in S; notice
that these are indeed components of G. To bound the number of vertices that belong to such
components, we use arguments that are identical to the ones we used for BCD. That is, we
classify the components into two types—small and large—based on their sizes, and apply a
host of reduction rules to bound the number of vertices that belong to such components. ⌟

We now proceed to designing our kernel. To do this, we rely on the fact that a graph G is
a cluster graph if and only if G does not contain P3 as an induced subgraph, where P3 is the
path on three vertices. We say that an edge or non-edge uv ∈

(
V (G)

2
)

is part of an induced
P3 if there exists a vertex w ∈ V (G) such that the subgraph of G induced by {u, v, w} is a
P3. Notice now that if an edge uv ∈ E(G) is part of at least k + 1 distinct induced P3s—that
is, there exist k + 1 distinct vertices w1, w2, . . . , wk+1 such that G[{u, v, wi}] is a P3 for every
i ∈ [k + 1]—then every solution F for (G, k, η) must necessarily contain the edge uv; for
otherwise, for every i ∈ [k + 1], F must contain either uwi or vwi, which is not possible as
|F | ≤ k. A similar reasoning applies to non-edges uv that are part of at least k + 1 induced
P3s. These observations immediately lead to the following two reduction rules, which we
apply exhaustively.

▶ Reduction Rule 18. If an edge uv ∈ E(G) is part of at least k + 1 induced P3s, then delete
the edge uv from G and decrement k by 1.

▶ Reduction Rule 19. If a non-edge edge uv ∈
(

V (G)
2

)
\ E(G) is part of at least k + 1 induced

P3s, then add the edge uv to G and decrement k by 1.

We now apply the following two reduction rules. The first one rules out obvious yes-
instances, and the second one bounds η.

▶ Reduction Rule 20. If G is an η-balanced cluster graph, then we return a trivial yes-
instance.

▶ Reduction Rule 21. If η > max {Λ(G), k}, then we return the instance (G, k, η̂), where
η̂ = max {Λ(G), k}.

▶ Lemma 29. Reduction Rule 21 is safe.

Proof. Suppose that η > max {Λ(G), k}. Assume that (G, k, η) is a yes-instance, and let
F ⊆

(
V (G)

2
)

be a solution for (G, k, η). We will show that G△F is η̂ balanced. And for
that, it is enough to show that Λ(G△F ) ≤ max {Λ(G), k} = η̂. To prove this, consider a
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connected component H of G△F . We will show that |H| ≤ max {Λ(G), k} = η̂. If H is
fully contained in a connected component of G, then |H| ≤ Λ(G). So suppose this is not
the case. Then H intersects r distinct connected components of G for some r ≥ 2. Let
{X1, X2, . . . , Xr} be the unique partition of V (H) such that for each i ∈ [r], Xi is fully
contained in a connected component of G, and for distinct i, j ∈ [r], Xi and Xj are not
contained in the same connected component of G. Then

∑
i∈[r] |Xi| = |H|. Also, for distinct

i, j ∈ [r], as Xi and Xj are contained in distinct connected components of G, E(G) does not
contain any edge with one endpoint in Xi and the other in Xj . But as H is a connected
component of the cluster graph G△F , H is a clique, and therefore, E(H) contains all the
edges between Xi and Xj . Thus, for distinct i, j ∈ [r], we can conclude that F contains
all the edges between Xi and Xj ; that is,

⋃
{i,j}⊆([r]

2 ) {u, v | u ∈ Xi, v ∈ Xj} ⊆ F . We thus
have |F | ≥

∑
{i,j}∈([r]

2 ) |Xi||Xj | ≥
∑

i∈[r] |Xi| = |H|. That is, |H| ≤ |F | ≤ k. As H is an
arbitrary component of G△F , we can conclude that Λ(G△F ) ≤ max {Λ(G), k} = η̂, and
hence G△F is η̂-balanced.

Recall that we are under the assumption that η̂ = max {Λ(G), k} < η. Hence, for any
F ′ ⊆

(
V (G)

2
)
, if G△F ′ is η̂-balanced, then G△F ′ is η-balanced as well. Therefore, if (G, k, η̂)

is a yes-instance, then so is (G, k, η). ◀

Assume from now on that Reduction Rules 18-21 are no longer applicable. We will now
use the well-known fact that given a graph G and a non-negative integer k, in polynomial
time, we can either find a set of vertices S ⊆ V (G) such that |S| ≤ 3k and G − S is a cluster
graph, or conclude that (G, k) is a no-instance of Cluster Deletion (i.e., the deletion
version without the balance constraint). If (G, k) is a no-instance of Cluster Deletion,
then notice that (G, k, η) is a no-instance of BCD for any η ≥ 0. We state this result below
for future reference.

▶ Lemma 30 (folklore). There exists an algorithm that, given a graph G and a non-negative
integers k and η as input, runs in polynomial time, and either returns an inclusion-wise
minimal set S ⊆ V (G) such that |S| ≤ 3k and G − S is a cluster graph, or correctly returns
that (G, k, η) is a no-instance of BCE.

We invoke the algorithm of Lemma 30 on the instance (G, k, η). If the algorithm returns
that (G, k, η) is a no-instance, then we return a trivial no-instance of BCE. Otherwise, the
algorithm returns an inclusion-wise minimal set S such that |S| ≤ 3k and G − S is a cluster
graph; assume from now on that the algorithm of Lemma 30 returned such a set S. We will
use S and the fact that G − S is a cluster graph throughout the remainder of this section.
As G − S is a cluster graph, every connected component of G − S is a clique. Now, to bound
|G|, we will bound the number of connected components of G − S and the size of each such
component.

We classify the components of G − S into two types depending on whether or not a
component has a neighbour in S. Consider a connected component H of G − S. We say that
H is visible if a vertex in V (H) is adjacent to a vertex in S; otherwise, we say that H is
invisible. If H is visible, then for any vertex x ∈ S such that x is adjacent to a vertex in V (H),
we say that x sees the component H. We first bound the number of visible components.

▶ Reduction Rule 22. If there exists x ∈ S such that x sees at least 2k+2 distinct components
of G − S, then we return a trivial no-instance.

▶ Lemma 31. Reduction Rule 22 is safe.
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Proof. To prove the lemma, it is enough to prove that (G, k, η) is a no-instance if there exists
x ∈ S such that x sees at least 2k + 2 distinct components of G − S. Suppose such an x ∈ S

exists, and assume for a contradiction that (G, k, η) is a yes-instance. Let F be a solution
for (G, k, η). Then, as |F | ≤ k, F modifies at most 2k components of G − S. In particular,
F modifies at most 2k components of G − S that are seen by x. Then, since x sees at least
2k + 2 components of G − S, there exists two distinct components H and H ′ of G − S such
that x sees both H and H ′ and F does not modify either of those components. As x sees
both H and H ′, there exist vertices y ∈ V (H) and y′ ∈ V (H ′) such that xy, xy′ ∈ E(G).
Also, since H and H ′ are distinct components of G − S, we have yy′ /∈ E(G). Since F does
not modify H or H ′, we can conclude that xy, xy′ ∈ E(G△F ) and yy′ /∈ E(G△F ). But then
yxy′ is a P3 in G△F , which contradicts the assumption that G△F is a cluster graph. ◀

Assume from now on that Reduction Rule 22 is no longer applicable. Hence, for every
x ∈ S, x sees at most 2k +1 components of G−S. But notice that every visible component is
seen by at least one vertex of S. We can thus conclude that the number of visible components
of G − S is at most |S| · (2k + 1) ≤ 3k · (2k + 1) = O(k2). We record this observation below
for future reference.

▶ Observation 32. The number of visible components of G−S is at most |S|·(2k+1) = O(k2).

We now bound the size of each visible component by O(k). To that end, we classify the
visible components into two types. Consider a visible component H of G − S. We say that
H is a type-1 component if there exists x ∈ S such that x has both a neighbour and a
non-neighbour in V (H); otherwise, we say that H is a type-2 component. Observe that if H

is a type 1 component, then there exist y, z ∈ V (H) such that xyz is an induced P3. And
recall that as Reduction Rules 18 and 19 are not applicable, every edge and every non-edge
is part of at most k P3s. These observations immediately lead to the following lemma.

▶ Lemma 33. If H is a type-1 component of G − S, then |H| ≤ 2k.

Proof. Consider a type-1 component H of G − S. Then there exist x ∈ S and y, z ∈ V (H)
such that xy ∈ E(G) and xz /∈ E(G). Notice now that every vertex in V (H) is either a
neighbour or a non-neighbour of x. If V (H) contains at least k + 1 neighbours of x, say
y1, y2, . . . , yk+1, then xyiz is an induced P3 for every i ∈ [k +1]. Thus the non-edge xz is part
of at least k + 1 induced P3s, which is not possible, as Reduction Rule 19 is not applicable.
Similarly, if V (H) contains at least k + 1 non-neighbours of x, then the edge xy would be
part of at least k + 1 induced P3s, which is not possible either, as Reduction Rule 18 is not
applicable. Thus V (H) contains at most k neighbours and at most k non-neighbours of x,
and hence |H| ≤ k + k = 2k. ◀

Observe now that if H is a type-2 component, then (H is visible and) for every x ∈ S,
either x is adjacent to each vertex of H or x is not adjacent to any vertex of H. We use this
observation and the minimality of S to prove the following lemma, which bounds the size of
every type-2 component.

▶ Lemma 34. If H is a type-2 component of G − S, then |H| ≤ k.

Proof. Consider a type-2 component H of G − S. Then H is visible, and hence there exists
a vertex x ∈ S such that x sees H. And as H is a type-2 component, x is adjacent to every
vertex of H. In particular, G[V (H) ∪ {x}] is a clique. Observe now that x must see another
component H ′ ̸= H of G − S; otherwise, G − (S \ {x}) is a cluster graph, which contradicts
the fact that S is inclusion-wise minimal. Fix such a component H ′ such that H ′ ≠ H and x
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sees H, and fix a vertex y′ ∈ V (H ′) such that xy′ ∈ E(H). Notice now that for every vertex
y ∈ V (H), yxy′ is an induced P3. Hence, if |H| ≥ k + 1, then the edge xy′ would be part of
at least k + 1 induced P3s, which is not possible as Reduction Rule 18 is not applicable. We
can thus conclude that |H| ≤ k. ◀

▶ Observation 35. By Observation 32, G − S has at most |S|(2k + 1) ≤ 3k(2k + 1)
visible components. By Lemmas 33 and 34, the size of each such component is at most
2k. Hence the number of vertices of G − S that belong to the visible components is at most
3k(2k + 1) · 2k = O(k3).

We have thus bounded the number of vertices that belong to the visible components
of G − S. Now we only need to bound the number of vertices that belong to the invisible
components of G−S. To do this, we follow the same steps as we did for Balanced Cluster
Deletion. As the arguments are identical to that of BCD, we only briefly outline them
here. Recall first that each invisible component H has no neighbours in S, and hence H is a
connected component of G. Thus H is a clique and it is a connected component of G. We
classify the invisible components into two types—manageable and unmanageable—depending
on the size of the components. Consider an invisible component H. We say that H is
manageable if |H| ≤ k + 1; otherwise we say that H is unmanageable. Notice now that as
|F | ≤ k for every solution F , F modifies at most 2k components of G, and in particular F

modifies at most 2k manageable components. Thus, for any j ∈ [k + 1], if G contains more
than 2k + 1 manageable components of size exactly j, then we can safely delete one of them.
We thus have the following reduction rule, (which is similar to Reduction Rule 11 for BCD).

▶ Reduction Rule 23. For j ∈ [k + 1], if G has at least 2k + 2 manageable components, each
of size exactly j, then we delete one such component.

▶ Observation 36. After an exhaustive application of Reduction Rule 23, for each j ∈ [k + 1],
G has at most 2k + 1 manageable components of size exactly j. Hence the number of
manageable components of G is at most (k + 1)(2k + 1) = O(k2), and the number of vertices
of G that belong to manageable components is at most

∑k+1
j=1 (2k + 1)j = (2k + 1)

∑k+1
j=1 j =

(1/2)(2k + 1)(k + 1)(k + 2) = O(k3).

We have so far bounded the number of vertices of G that do not belong to the unmanage-
able components, and now we only have to bound the number of vertices that belong to the
unmanageable components. Before proceeding further, we make the following observation,
which summarises the bounds we have proved thus far. This will be useful in bounding the
number of vertices that belong to the unmanageable components.

▶ Observation 37. Recall that we have already bounded the number of vertices that belong
to the visible components of G − S by 6k2(2k + 1) (Observation 35); and the number of
vertices that belong to the manageable components of G by (1/2)(2k + 1)(k + 1)(k + 2)
(Observation 36); and we have |S| ≤ 3k (Lemma 30). In other words, we have bounded
the number of vertices of G that do not belong to the unmanageable components—and this
number is at most 6k2(2k + 1) + (1/2)(2k + 1)(k + 1)(k + 2) + 3k ≤ 10(2k + 1)3.

We now bound the number of vertices that belong to the unmanageable components. As
in the case of BCD, we first show that no solution for (G, k, η) modifies an unmanageable
component.

▶ Lemma 38. Assume that (G, k, η) is a yes-instance of BCE. Consider any solution
F ⊆

(
V (G)

2
)

for (G, k, η). Let H be an unmanageable component of G. Then F does not
modify H; that is, H is a connected component of G△F .
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Proof. Fix a solution F for (G, k, η), and consider an unmanageable component H. Consider
the cluster graph G△F . Recall that H is a clique of size at least k + 2. And as |H| ≥ k + 2,
we have to delete at least k + 1 edges from H to separate the vertices of H into two or more
connected components. Since |F | ≤ k, and in particular |F ∩ E(G)| ≤ k, we can conclude
that H is fully contained in a connected component of G△F . Notice now that H is indeed a
connected component of G△F , for otherwise, there exists a vertex v ∈ V (G) \ V (H) such
that H and v are in the same connected component of G△F . Then F , and in particular
F ∩ (

(
V (G)

2
)

\ E(G)), must contain all the edges between v and each vertex of H. That is, F

must contain at least |H| ≥ k + 2 edges. But this is not possible as |F | ≤ k. ◀

We now only need to bound the number of vertices that belong to the unmanageable
components. For this, we use arguments that are nearly identical to the ones we used for
BCD. So, we sketch the sequence of arguments without proofs in the following itemised list.
1. Let H1, H2, . . . , Hr be the unmanageable components of G such that |H1| ≤ |H2| ≤ · · · ≤

|Hr|.
2. Lemma 38 shows that no solution modifies an unmanageable component. Hence, if

(G, k, η) is a yes-instance and F ⊆
(

V (G)
2

)
is a solution for (G, k, η), then for every i ∈ [r],

Hi is also a component of G△F . So if |Hr|−|H1| > η, then we return a trivial no-instance
(identical to Reduction Rule 13 for BCD).

3. To bound the number of unmanageable components, we define s ∈ {0, 1} as follows:
s = 0 if |H1| > 10(2k + 1)3, and s = 1 otherwise. Our choice of the bound
10(2k + 1)3 is based on Observation 37, which says that the number of vertices that do
not belong to the unmanageable components is at most 10(2k + 1)3.

4. Now, if s + 1 < r, then we delete the components Hs+1, Hs+2, . . . , Hr−1 (identical to
Reduction Rule 14 for BCD). So, to bound |G|, we now only need to bound |Hr|; in
particular, we now have |G| = O(k3) + |Hr|.

5. We can show that if (G, k, η) is a yes-instance, then |Hr| ≤ 10(2k + 1)3 + η. To prove
this, we can argue that since Reduction Rule 20 is not applicable, the graph G and
consequently the graph G△F for any solution F for (G, k, η), contains a component of
size at most 10(2k + 1)3. Hence, if |Hr| > 10(2k + 1)3 + η, then we return a trivial no
instance.

6. Recall that every component of G, except possibly Hr, has size at most 10(2k + 1)3.
If |Hr| ≤ 20(2k + 1)3, then since Reduction Rule 21 is not applicable, we have η ≤
max {Λ(G), k} ≤ 20(2k + 1)3, and thus (G, k, η) is a kernel with O(k3) vertices.

7. If η ≤ 20(2k + 1)3, then as observed above, we have |Hr| ≤ 10(2k + 1)3 + η ≤ 30(2k + 1)3,
and thus we again have a kernel with O(k3) vertices.

8. In light of items 6 and 7 above, we can assume that |Hr| > 20(2k+1)3 and η > 20(2k+1)3.
Also, as every component of G except Hr has size at most 10(2k + 1)3, Hr is the unique
largest component of G, and thus Λ(G) = |Hr|. We set η′ = 20(2k + 1)3 and
N = Λ(G) − (η − η′).

9. As Reduction Rule 21 is not applicable, we have η ≤ max {Λ(G), k}. As Λ(G) = |Hr| > k,
we can conclude that η ≤ Λ(G). Therefore, N = Λ(G) − (η − η′) ≥ η − (η − η′) =
η′ = 20(2k + 1)3. We also have Λ(G) = |Hr| ≤ 10(2k + 1)3 + η, which implies that
N = Λ(G) − (η − η′) ≤ 10(2k + 1)3 + η − (η − η′) = 10(2k + 1)3 + η′ = 30(2k + 1)3. Thus,
20(2k + 1)3 ≤ N ≤ 30(2k + 1)3.

10. Finally, we delete Λ(G) − N (arbitrarily chosen) vertices from Hr; let us denote the
resulting component by H ′ and the resulting graph by G′. We return the instance
(G′, k, η′), which is the required kernel with O(k3) vertices. We thus have the following
theorem.
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▶ Theorem 39. Balanced Cluster Editing admits a kernel with O(k3) vertices.

4 FPT Algorithms for Balanced Cluster Modification Problems

In this section, we show that BCC, BCD and BCE admit FPT algorithms. We first deal
with BCC and BCE as algorithms for these problems use overlapping arguments, and then
deal with BCD separately.

4.1 FPT Algorithms for Balanced Cluster Completion and
Balanced Cluster Editing

In this subsection, we design algorithms for both BCC and BCE that run in time 2O(k)nO(1).
First, consider BCC, the edge completion version. Notice that for a yes-instance (G, k, η)
of BCC, every solution F ⊆

(
V (G)

2
)

\ E(G) for (G, k, η) “merges” certain components of G

together to form components of G + F . So, to solve BCC, we only need to decide which
components of G are merged with which other components. Now, in light of our kernel
for BCC (Theorem 4) with O(k) vertices—and hence O(k) components—we can assume
without loss of generality that G has O(k) components. Observe that an algorithm that runs
in time 2O(k log k)nO(1) is then quite straightforward: We simply need to go over all possible
partitions of the connected components of G, and check if we can merge each part into a
clique by adding at most k edges in total, and if the resulting cluster graph is η-balanced. It
is, however, less obvious if BCC admits an algorithm that runs in time 2O(k)nO(1). We show
that BCC does indeed admit such an algorithm. To design this algorithm, we argue that
we can naturally associate each solution F with a partition of |V (F )|, i.e., the number of
vertices that F modifies, and then we leverage the fact that the number of partitions of a
positive integer ℓ is 2O(

√
ℓ).

Partitions of an integer. For a positive integer ℓ, by a partition of ℓ, we mean writing
ℓ as a sum of positive integers where we ignore the order of the summands. For example,
1 + 4 + 6 + 6 is a partition of 17. As mentioned, the order of the summands is immaterial; so
4 + 6 + 1 + 6, 1 + 6 + 4 + 6, and 6 + 6 + 1 + 4 are all the same partition of 17. For convenience,
we represent a partition x1 + x2 + · · · + xt of ℓ by the multiset {x1, x2, . . . , xt}; for example,
we say that {1, 4, 6, 6} is a partition of 17. Consider ℓ ∈ N. Following standard convention,
we use p(ℓ) to denote the number of partitions of ℓ. We will use a result due to Hardy and
Ramanujan [36] that bounds p(ℓ), and the fact that we can enumerate all partitions of a
given integer ℓ in time proportional to p(ℓ) (see, for example, [38]).

▶ Proposition 40 (follows from [36]). There exists a constant C such that p(ℓ) ≤ 2C
√

ℓ for
every positive integer ℓ. Moreover, there is an algorithm that, given a positive integer ℓ as
input, runs in time 2O(

√
ℓ), and enumerates all partitions of ℓ.

Idea behind our algorithm for BCC. Consider a yes-instance (G, k, η) of BCC, and
let F ⊆

(
V (G)

2
)

\ E(G) be a solution for (G, k, η). Let G1, G2, . . . , Gt be the components
of G + F that were modified by F ; and for each i ∈ [t], let Gi1, Gi2, . . . , Giri

be the
components of G that were merged together to form the component Gi of G + F . Now,
since |F | ≤ k, we have |V (F )| ≤ 2k. That is, F modifies at most 2k vertices of G. And
observe that F modifies a vertex v if and only if F modifies every vertex in the connected
component of G + F that contains v. We thus have |G1| + |G2| + · · · + |Gt| = |V (F )|. In
other words, {|G1|, |G2|, . . . , |Gt|} is a partition of |V (F )|. Also, for each i ∈ [t], we have
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|Gi1|+ |Gi2|+ · · ·+ |Giri | = |Gi|; that is, {|Gi1|, |Gi2|, . . . , |Giri |} is a partition of |Gi|. Based
on these observations, we design our algorithm, which works as follows. We guess |V (F )| (at
most 2k guesses); for each such guess, we guess the partition {|G1|, |G2|, . . . , |Gt|}; and for
each such combination of guesses, we guess the partition {|Gi1|, |Gi2|, . . . , |Giri |} for each
i ∈ [t]; and we check if there is indeed a solution that is consistent with our guesses. Bounding
the running time requires a careful analysis, for which we use Proposition 40.

Notation and Preliminary Observations
To formally describe our algorithms, we first introduce the following terminology and state a
few preparatory results.

The sum of pairwise products function spp. For each partition X = {x1, x2, . . . , xt} of
a positive integer, we define spp(X) as follows: if X is a singleton set, i.e., t = 1, then
spp(X) = 0; otherwise, spp(X) =

∑
i,j∈[t]

i ̸=j

xixj . That is, spp(X) is the sum of pairwise

products of the elements of X. For example, for the partition X = {1, 4, 6, 6} of 17, we have
spp(X) = (1×4)+(1×6)+(1×6)+(4×6)+(4×6)+(6×6) = 4+6+6+24+24+36 = 100.

The completion of a cluster graph w.r.t. a multiset of partitions. Consider a cluster graph
G and a positive integer ℓ. Let X = {x1, x2, . . . , xt} be a partition of ℓ. We say that X is
G-valid if G contains t distinct connected components G1, G2, . . . , Gt such that |Gi| = xi for
every i ∈ [t]. Now, consider G, ℓ and X = {x1, x2, . . . , xt} as before. Let X1, X2, . . . , Xt be
such that for each i ∈ [t], Xi is a partition of xi. Notice then that the multiset4 X ′ =

⋃
i∈[t] Xi

is also a partition of ℓ. For G, ℓ, X = {x1, x2, . . . , xt} , X1, X2, . . . , Xt and X ′ as before such
that X ′ is G-valid, we define a completion of G with respect to (X, {X1, X2, . . . , Xt}) as
follows. For each i ∈ [t], let Xi = {xi1, xi2, . . . , xiri

}. As X ′ =
⋃

i∈[t] Xi is G-valid, G con-
tains

∑
i∈[t] ri distinct connected components G11, G12, . . . , G1r1 , G21, G22, . . . , G2r2 , . . . , Gt1,

Gt2, . . . , Gtrt
such that for every i ∈ [t], we have |Gij | = xij for every j ∈ [ri]. Fix such a

choice of
∑

i∈[t] ri components G11, G12, . . . , G1r1 , G21, G22, . . . , G2r2 , . . . , Gt1, Gt2, . . . , Gtrt .
By a completion of G with respect to (X, {X1, X2, . . . , Xt}), we mean the graph ob-
tained from G by turning the subgraph induced by

⋃
j∈[ri] V (Gij) into a clique for every

i ∈ [t]. Notice that as G is a cluster graph, each Gij is a clique, and hence to turn⋃
j∈[ri] V (Gij) into a clique, we need to add exactly zero edges if ri = 1, and other-

wise, we need to add exactly
∑

j,j′∈[ri]
j ̸=j′

|Gij ||Gij′ | =
∑

j,j′∈[r]
j ̸=j′

xijxij′ edges. In either

case, we need to add exactly spp(Xi) edges; recall that spp(Xi) = 0 if Xi = {xi1}
and spp(Xi) =

∑
j,j′∈[ri]

j ̸=j′
xijxij′ otherwise. Thus, a completion of G with respect to

(X, {X1, X2, . . . , Xt}) requires the addition of exactly
∑

i∈[t] spp(Xi) edges to G. Notice
that a completion of G with respect to (X, {X1, X2, . . . , Xt}) is also a cluster graph. Notice
also that such a completion of G need not be unique as there may be multiple choices
for the components G11, G12, . . . , G1r1 , G21, G22, . . . , G2r2 , . . . , Gt1, Gt2, . . . , Gtrt . But notice
that if G′ and G′′ are two distinct completions of G with respect to (X, {X1, X2, . . . , Xt}),
then G′ and G′′ both have the same number of components. Moreover, for any j ∈ N,

4 When dealing with the union of multisets A and B, by A ∪ B, we mean the “additive union” of A and
B—that is, for each element x ∈ A ∪ B, the multiplicity of x in A ∪ B is the sum of the multiplicity of
x in A and the multiplicity of x in B. For example, if A = {x, y, y, z, z, z} and B = {x, x, x, y, w}, then
A ∪ B = {x, x, x, x, y, y, y, z, z, z, w}.
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G′ and G′′ have exactly the same number of components of size exactly j; that is, if
G′

1, G′
2, . . . , G′

s are the components of G′ and G′′
1 , G′′

2 , . . . , G′′
s the components of G′′, then

{|G′
1|, |G′

2|, . . . , |G′
s|} = {|G′′

1 |, |G′′
2 |, . . . , |G′′

s |}. In particular, G′ is η-balanced if and only if
G′′ is η-balanced. We summarise this discussion in the following observations.

▶ Observation 41. Consider a cluster graph G, ℓ ∈ N, a partition X = {x1, x2, . . . , xt} of ℓ,
and X1, X2, . . . , Xt, where Xi is a partition of xi for every i ∈ [t]. Let X ′ be G-valid, where
X ′ =

⋃
i∈[t] Xi. Then, every completion of G with respect to (X, {X1, X2, . . . , Xt}) requires

the addition of exactly
∑

i∈[t] spp(Xi) edges to G. In other words, each completion of G with
respect to (X, {X1, X2, . . . , Xt}) is precisely a supergraph G+F of G, where F ⊆

(
V (G)

2
)
\E(G),

with the following properties: (i) G + F is a cluster graph, (ii) |F | =
∑

i∈[t] spp(Xi) and (iii)
|V (F )| = ℓ.

▶ Observation 42. Given G, ℓ, X = {x1, x2, . . . , xt} and X ′, where G is a cluster graph,
ℓ ∈ N, X = {x1, x2, . . . , xt} is a partition of ℓ, Xi is a partition of xi for every i ∈ [t], and
X ′ =

⋃
i∈[t] Xi, we can perform the following operations in polynomial time.

1. Check if X ′ is G-valid; this only requires checking for every x ∈ X ′ if G contains at least
mul(x, X ′) distinct components, each of size exactly x, where mul(x, X ′) is the multiplicity
of x in X ′.

2. Compute
∑

i∈[t] spp(Xi).
3. Construct a completion of G with respect to (X, {X1, X2, . . . , Xt}) (provided X ′ is G-valid),

and check whether it is η-balanced.

We will also need the following lemma to bound the running time of our algorithms.

▶ Lemma 43. For ℓ ∈ N, the number of choices for the pair (X, {X1, X2, . . . , Xt}), where
X = {x1, x2, . . . , xt} is a partition of ℓ and Xi is a partition of xi for every i ∈ [t], is 2O(ℓ).

Proof. Recall that for every ℓ ∈ N, p(ℓ) denotes the number of partitions of ℓ. Recall also
that by Proposition 40, there exists a constant C such that p(ℓ) ≤ 2C

√
ℓ for every ℓ ∈ N.

Now, fix ℓ ∈ N. For convenience, for each partition X of ℓ, where X = {x1, x2, . . . , xt},
let us denote the product p(x1)p(x2) · · · p(xt) by αℓ(X). Now, among all the partitions of
ℓ, let X∗ = {x∗

1, x∗
2, . . . , x∗

t∗} be a partition for which the function αℓ attains the maximum
value; that is, αℓ(X∗) = maxX αℓ(X), where the maximum is over all partitions X of ℓ.

Now, for each partition X of ℓ, where X = {x1, x2, . . . , xt}, notice that there are at
most p(x1)p(x2) · · · p(xt) = αℓ(X) choices for the multiset {X1, X2, . . . , Xt}, where Xi is a
partition of xi for every i ∈ [t]. Hence the number of choices for the pair (X, {X1, X2, . . . , Xt})
is at most∑

X
X is a partition of ℓ

αℓ(X) ≤
∑
X

X is a partition of ℓ

αℓ(X∗) (By the definition of X∗)

=
∑
X

X is a partition of ℓ

p(x∗
1)p(x∗

2) · · · p(x∗
t∗)

= p(ℓ)p(x∗
1)p(x∗

2) · · · p(x∗
t∗)

≤ 2C
√

ℓ · 2C
√

x∗
1 · 2C

√
x∗

2 · · · 2C
√

x∗
t∗ (By Proposition 40)

= 2C(
√

ℓ+
√

x∗
1+

√
x∗

2+···+
√

x∗
t∗ )

≤ 2C(ℓ+x∗
1+x∗

2+···+x∗
t∗ )

= 2O(ℓ),

where the last equality holds because x∗
1 + x∗

2 + · · · + x∗
t∗ = ℓ. ◀
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The Main Technical Lemma for BCC
We now prove the following lemma, which will establish the correctness of our algorithm.
Recall that in an instance (G, k, η) of BCC, the input graph G is a cluster graph.

▶ Lemma 44. Consider an instance (G, k, η) of BCC. If (G, k, η) is a yes-instance, then either
G is η-balanced or there exist an integer ℓ ∈ [2k] \ {1} and a partition X = {x1, x2, . . . , xt}
of ℓ such that there exists a multiset {X1, X2, . . . , Xt} of partitions, where Xi is a partition
of xi for each i ∈ [t], with the following properties:
1. X ′ is G-valid, where X ′ =

⋃
i∈[t] Xi;

2.
∑

i∈[t] spp(Xi) ≤ k; and
3. a completion of G with respect to (X, {X1, X2, . . . , Xt}) is η-balanced.

Proof. Consider an instance (G, k, η) of BCC. Assume that (G, k, η) is a yes-instance. If
G is η-balanced, then the lemma trivially holds. So, assume that G is not η-balanced. Let
F ⊆

(
V (G)

2
)

\ E(G) be a solution for (G, k, η). Let ℓ = |V (F )|; that is, ℓ is the number of
vertices that F modifies. As G is not η-balanced, F ̸= ∅, and hence ℓ = |V (F )| ≥ 2. Also, as
|F | ≤ k, we have ℓ = |V (F )| ≤ 2k. Thus ℓ ∈ [2k] \ {1}.

We now show that F corresponds to a partition X = {x1, x2, . . . , xt} of ℓ and a multiset
{X1, X2, . . . , Xt} of partitions that satisfy the properties required by the lemma. Let
G1, G2, . . . , Gt be the connected components of G + F that were modified by F ; and for
each i ∈ [t], let Gi1, Gi2, . . . , Giri

be the connected components of G such that V (Gi) =⋃
j∈[ri] V (Gij). That is, for each i ∈ [t], F “merges” the components Gi1, Gi2, . . . , Giri

together to form the component Gi of G + F . Thus, F =
⋃

i∈[t] Fi, where for each i ∈ [t], Fi

is the set containing all possible edges between V (Gij) and V (Gi′j′) for every pair of distinct
j, j′ ∈ [ri], i.e., Fi = {uv |∃j, j′ ∈ [ri] with j ̸= j′ such that u ∈ V (Gij), v ∈ V (Gij′)}.
Notice that |Fi| =

∑
j,j′∈[ri]

j ̸=j′
|Gij ||Gij′ |, and as the sets F1, F2, . . . , Ft are pairwise disjoint,

we have |F | =
∑

i∈[t] |Fi|. Also, as the set of vertices that are modified by F (i.e., V (F )) is
precisely

⋃
i∈[t] V (Gi), we have |

⋃
i∈[t] V (Gi)| =

∑
i∈[t] |Gi| = |V (F )| = ℓ.

It is now straightforward to define the partitions X and X1, X2, . . . , Xt, as required by the
statement of the lemma. For each i ∈ [t], let xi = |Gi| and xij = |Gij | for every j ∈ [ri]. Thus
X = {|G1|, |G2|, . . . , |Gt|} = {x1, x2, . . . , xt} is a partition of

∑
i∈[t] |Gi| = |V (F )| = ℓ; and

for each i ∈ [t], Xi = {|Gi1|, |Gi2|, |Giri
|} = {xi1, xi2, . . . , xiri

} is a partition of xi. As G con-
tains the distinct components G11, G12, . . . , G1r1 , G21, G22, . . . , G2r2 , . . . , Gt1, Gt2, . . . , Gtrt

,
X ′ is G-valid, where X ′ =

⋃
i∈[t] Xi. Also, observe that the graph G+F is precisely a comple-

tion of G with respect to (X, {X1, X2, . . . , Xt}); recall that we obtain G+F from G by turning
each

⋃
j∈[ri] V (Gij) into a clique for every i ∈ [t]. And as G+F is η-balanced, we can conclude

that a completion of G with respect to (X; X1, X2, . . . , Xt) is η-balanced. Finally, as observed
earlier, for each i ∈ [t], we have |Fi| =

∑
j,j′∈[ri]

j ̸=j′
|Gij ||Gij′ | =

∑
j,j′∈[ri]

j ̸=j′
xijxij′ = spp(Xi);

and k ≥ |F | =
∑

i∈[t] |Fi| =
∑

i∈[t] spp(Xi). This completes the proof of the lemma. ◀

Algorithm for BCC
We are now ready to describe our algorithm, which we call Algo-BCC.

Algo-BCC. Given an instance (G, k, η) of BCC as input, we proceed as follows. Recall
that G is a cluster graph.
Step 1. If G is η-balanced, then we return that (G, k, η) is a yes-instance, and terminate.
Step 2. If k ≤ 0, then we return that (G, k, η) is a no-instance, and terminate.
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Step 3. We use the algorithm of Proposition 40 to generate all partitions of ℓ for all ℓ ∈ [2k].
Step 4. For each ℓ ∈ [2k] \ {1}, we do as follows.
Step 4.1. For each partition X of ℓ, we do as follows.
Step 4.1.1. Let X = {x1, x2, . . . , xt}. For each multiset {X1, X2, . . . , Xt}, where Xi is a

partition of xi for every i ∈ [t], we do as follows.
Step 4.1.1.1. We consider the partition X ′ =

⋃
i∈[t] Xi of ℓ. If X ′ is G-valid,

∑
i∈[t] spp(Xi) ≤

k, and a completion of G with respect to (X, {X1, X2, . . . , Xt}) is η-balanced, then we
return that (G, k, η) is a yes-instance, and terminate.

Step 5. We return that (G, k, η) is a no-instance, and terminate.
The correctness of the algorithm follows from Observation 41 and Lemma 44. We now
analyse the running time.

▶ Lemma 45. Algo-BCC runs in time 2O(k)nO(1).

Proof. Observe that Steps 1, 2, 5 take only polynomial time. So does each execution of
Step 4.1.1.1 (Observation 42). By Proposition 40, Step 3 takes time 2O(

√
k). Now, in Step

4, we only need to go over at most 2k − 1 choices of ℓ; and we can assume without loss of
generality that k ≤

(
n
2
)
. That is, there are only nO(1) choices for ℓ. So to prove the lemma, it

is enough to prove that for each choice of ℓ, the number of choices for (X, {X1, X2, . . . , Xt})
is at most 2O(ℓ); Lemma 43 proves precisely this. The lemma now follows from the fact that
we only consider ℓ ≤ 2k in Step 4. ◀

We have thus proved the following result.

▶ Theorem 46. Balanced Cluster Completion admits an algorithm that runs in time
2O(k)nO(1).

▶ Remark 47 (Sub-exponential FPT-approximation for the cardinality-constrained version). While
Theorem 46 says that we can solve BCC in time 2O(k)nO(1), it is open whether we can solve
BCC in sub-exponential time, i.e., in time 2o(k)nO(1). It is also open whether BCC admits
a sub-exponential time FPT-approximation algorithm. But we note that by combining the
ideas that we used to prove Theorem 46 with ideas from the bin packing literature, we can
design a sub-exponential FPT-approximation scheme for the following problem: We are given
a cluster graph G and non negative integers γ1, γ2 and k, and we have to decide if we can
add at most k edges to G so that the resulting graph is a cluster graph, every component of
which has size at least γ1 and at most γ2. We call this problem Cardinality-Constrained
Cluster Completion (CCCC). For CCCC, we can design a family of algorithms with
the following guarantees. For every 0 < ε < 1/4, there is an algorithm that, given
an instance (G, k, γ1, γ2) of CCCC as input, runs in time 2O(k1−ε), and either
correctly reports that we have a no-instance or returns F ⊆

(V (G)
2

)
\ E(G) such

that |F | = O(k1+4ε), G + F is a cluster graph and every component of G + F

has size at least γ1/2 and at most 2γ2. Notice that for each ε, the running time is
2o(k) and the solution size is o(k2). To prove this, recall that in Algo-BCC, we guessed
ℓ ∈ [2k] \ {1}, X = {x1, x2, . . . , xt} and {X1, X2, . . . , Xt}—this is what resulted in the 2O(k)

factor in the running time (Lemma 45). But now, we guess ℓ, X and only a subset of
{X1, X2, . . . , Xt}—we guess Xi only if xi ≥ ℓ2ε, and the number of such xis is at most
ℓ1−2ε. Thus, by using Proposition 40 and the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we can bound the
number of guesses by 2O(ℓ1−ε). As for xis with xi < ℓ2ε, we follow a greedy approach (used
in the textbook 2-approximation algorithm, often called First-Fit, for the classic bin packing
problem, (see for example, [52, Chapter 9]), which results in a solution with O(k1+4ε) edges
and components with sizes at least γ1/2 and at most 2γ2.



32 Parameterized Algorithms for Balanced Cluster Edge Modification Problems

Towards our algorithm for BCE
We now deal with BCE, the editing version. Specifically, we prove the following theorem.

▶ Theorem 48. Balanced Cluster Editing admits an algorithm that runs in time
2O(k)nO(1).

To prove this theorem, we first argue that we can solve BCE in time 2O(k)nO(1) when the
input graph is a cluster graph. Specifically, we prove the following theorem.

▶ Theorem 49. BCE on cluster graphs admits an algorithm that runs in time 2O(k)nO(1).

Assuming Theorem 49, let us first complete the proof of Theorem 48.

Proof of Theorem 48. Recall that a graph G is a cluster graph if and only if G does not
contain P3 as an induced subgraph. Given an instance (G, k, η) of BCE, our algorithm works
as follows.
Step 1 If G is a cluster graph, then we use the algorithm of Theorem 49 to solve the problem.
Step 2 If Step 1 is not applicable and k > 0, then we branch on induced P3s; more precisely,

we greedily find an induced P3, say uvw, (i.e., u, v, w ∈ V (G) with uv, vw ∈ E(G) and
uw /∈ E(G)) and recursively call our algorithm on the three instances (G − uv, k − 1, η),
(G − vw, k − 1, η) and (G + uw, k − 1, η).

Step 3 If Steps 1 and 2 are not applicable, then G is not a cluster graph and k = 0, and we
return that (G, k, η) is a no-instance of BCE.

The correctness of this algorithm follows from the fact that we must modify every induced
P3 uvw in G by either deleting from G one of the edges uv and vw or by adding the edge
uw to G. As for the running time, Step 3 runs in polynomial time; we make 3 recursive
calls in each execution of Step 2, and we recurse only until k = 0, resulting in at most 3k

recursive calls; by Theorem 49, Step 1 takes time 2O(k)nO(1). Thus the overall running time
is bounded by 2O(k)nO(1). ◀

We now prove Theorem 49, for which we adopt a familiar strategy: We associate solutions
with partitions of an integer and use the bound for the number of partitions of an integer.

Idea behind our algorithm for BCE on cluster graphs. Consider an instance (G, k, η)
of BCE, where G is a cluster graph. Let F ⊆

(
V (G)

2
)

be a solution for (G, k, η), and
let F1 ⊆ F be the edges that we delete from G and F2 ⊆ F be the set of edges that
we add to G. We may think of the cluster graph G△F as obtained from G by a two-
step process: first by deleting from G the edges in F1 and then by adding to G − F1
the edges in F2. Let G′ = G − F1. Then G′ must be a cluster graph, and we have
G△F = (G − F1) + F2 = G′ + F2. Let ℓ1 = |V (F1)| and ℓ2 = |V (F2)|. Similar to
what we did in our algorithm for BCC, we can argue that F1 corresponds to a partition
Y = {y1, y2, . . . , ys} of ℓ1 and a multiset {Y1, Y2, . . . , Ys}, and F2 corresponds to a partition
X = {x1, x2, . . . , xt} of ℓ2 and a corresponding multiset {X1, X2, . . . , Xt}. Informally, each
Yi = {yi1, yi2, . . . , yiqi

} is a partition of yi and Yi corresponds to a component of G of
size exactly yi that gets split into components of sizes yi1, yi2, . . . , yqi when we delete F1.
Similarly, each Xi = {xi1, xi2, . . . , xiri

} corresponds to a component of G′ + F2 = G△F of
size xi that was formed by merging ri components of G′ of sizes xi1, xi2, . . . , xiri

. ⌟
To formalise the above idea, we now define a deletion of cluster graph with respect to a

multiset of partitions, similar to a completion of a cluster graph with respect to a multiset of
partitions that we defined earlier.
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Deletion of a cluster graph w.r.t. a multiset of partitions. Consider a cluster graph G

and a positive integer ℓ. Let Y = {y1, y2, . . . , ys} be a partition of ℓ. Recall that we say
that Y is G-valid if G contains s distinct components G1, G2, . . . , Gs such that |Gj | = yj

for every j ∈ [s]. Now, consider G, ℓ and X = {y1, y2, . . . , ys} such that Y is G-valid. Let
Y1, Y2, . . . , Ys be such that for each j ∈ [s], Yj =

{
yj1, yj2, . . . , yjqj

}
is a partition of yj . Since

Y is G-valid, G contains s distinct components G1, G2, . . . , Gs with |Gj | = yj for each j ∈ [s].
Fix such a set of s components; recall that each Gj is a clique. By a deletion of G with
respect to (Y, {Y1, Y2, . . . , Ys}), we mean the subgraph of G obtained by deleting edges so
that each Gj is turned into a cluster graph with exactly qj connected components of sizes
yj1, yj2, . . . , qjqj

. Notice that if qj = 1, i.e., Yj = {yj}, then Gj itself is the required cluster
graph and we do not need to delete any edges; otherwise qj ≥ 2, and we need to delete
exactly

∑
i,i′∈[qj ]

i ̸=i′
yjiyji′ edges. In either case, we need to delete exactly spp(Yj) edges to

turn Gj into a cluster graph with the required component sizes. Thus a deletion of G with
respect to (Y, {Y1, Y2, . . . , Ys}) requires the deletion of exactly

∑
j∈[s] spp(Yj) edges.

The Main Technical Lemma for BCE on cluster graphs
▶ Lemma 50. Consider an instance (G, k, η) of BCE, where G is a cluster graph. If (G, k, η)
is a yes-instance, then one of the following statements holds.
1. The instance (G, k, η) is a yes-instance of BCC.
2. The instance (G, k, η) is a yes-instance of BCD.
3. There exist integers ℓ1, ℓ2 ∈ [2k] \ {1} and partitions Y = {y1, y2, . . . , ys} of ℓ1 and X =

{x1, x2, . . . , xt} of ℓ2 such that there exist multisets {Y1, Y2, . . . , Ys} and {X1, X2, . . . , Xt}
of partitions, where Yj is a partition of yj for every j ∈ [s] and Xi is a partition of xi for
each i ∈ [t], with the following properties:
a. Y is G-valid;
b. X ′ is G′-valid, where X ′ =

⋃
i∈[t] Xi and G′ is a deletion of G with respect to

(Y, {Y1, Y2, . . . , Ys});
c. a completion of G′ with respect to (X, {X1, X2, . . . , Xt}) is η-balanced; and
d.

∑
j∈[s] spp(Yj) +

∑
i∈[t] spp(Xi) ≤ k.

Proof Sketch. Assume that (G, k, η) is a yes-instance of BCE, where G is a cluster graph.
If (G, k, η) is a yes-instance of BCC or a yes-instance of BCD, then the lemma trivially
holds. So, assume that neither of those is true. Let F ⊆

(
V (G)

2
)

be a solution for (G, k, η),
and let F1 = F ∩ E(G) and F2 = F \ F1. That is, F = F1 ∪ F2 and in particular,
F2 = F ∩ (

(
V (G)

2
)

\ E(G)).
Let ℓ1 = |V (F1)| and ℓ2 = |V (F2)|; that is, ℓ1 is the number of vertices that F1 modifies

and ℓ2 is the number of vertices that F2 modifies. As G is not a yes-instance of BCD, F1 ̸= ∅,
and as (G, k, η) is not a yes-instance of BCC, F2 ≠ ∅, and hence ℓ1 = |V (F1)| ≥ 2 and
ℓ2 = |V (F2)| ≥ 2 Also, as |F1| ≤ |F | ≤ k and |F2| ≤ |F | ≤ k, we have ℓ1 = |V (F1)| ≤ 2k and
ℓ2 = |V (F2)| ≤ 2k. Thus ℓ1, ℓ2 ∈ [2k] \ {1}.

We may think of the cluster graph G△F as obtained from G by a two-step process: first
by deleting from G the edges in F1 and then by adding to G − F1 the edges in F2. Let
G′ = G − F1. Then G′ is a cluster graph, and we have G△F = (G − F1) + F2 = G′ + F2.
We can argue that F1 corresponds to a partition Y = {y1, y2, . . . , ys} of ℓ1 and the corres-
ponding multiset {Y1, Y2, . . . , Ys}, and F2 corresponds to a partition X = {x1, x2, . . . , xt}
of ℓ2 and the corresponding multiset {X1, X2, . . . , Xt} of partitions that satisfy the prop-
erties required by the lemma. Intuitively, the partition Yj =

{
yj1, yj2, . . . , yjqj

}
of yj

corresponds to a component of G of size exactly yj that was split into components of sizes
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yj1, yj2, . . . , yjqj by deleting the edges in F1. Consequently, G′ is a deletion of G with respect
to (Y, {Y1, Y2, . . . , Ys}). Each Xi = {xi1, xi2, . . . , xiri

} corresponds to the components of G′

of sizes xi1, xi2, . . . , xiri
that were merged into a single component of G′ + F2 = G△F of size

xi. That is, G′ + F2 = G△F is a completion of G′ with respect to (X, {X1, X2, . . . , Xt}).
These arguments will also imply that

∑
j∈[s] spp(Yj) = |F1| and

∑
i∈[t] spp(Xi) = |F2|, and

thus
∑

j∈[s] spp(Yj) +
∑

i∈[t] spp(Xi) = |F1| + |F2| = |F | ≤ k. ◀

Algorithm for BCE on cluster graphs

We now design an algorithm for BCE on cluster graphs, which we call Algo-BCE-C. The
correctness of the algorithm follows from Lemma 50.

Algo-BCE-C. Given an instance (G, k, η) of BCE as input, where G is a cluster graph, we
proceed as follows.
Step 1. If (G, k, η) is a yes-instance of BCC or a yes-instance of BCD, we return that

(G, k, η) is a yes-instance of BCE, and terminate. To do this, we use the algorithms of
Theorems 46 and 64.

Step 2. If k ≤ 0, then we return that (G, k, η) is a no-instance, and terminate.
Step 3. We use the algorithm of Proposition 40 to generate all partitions of ℓ for all ℓ ∈ [2k].
Step 4. For every choice of ℓ1, ℓ2 ∈ [2k] \ {1}, we do as follows.
Step 4.1. For each choice of partitions Y of ℓ1 and X of ℓ2, we do as follows.
Step 4.1.1. Let Y = {y1, y2, . . . , ys} and X = {x1, x2, . . . , xt}. For each choice of multisets

Y = {Y1, Y2, . . . , Ys} and X = {X1, X2, . . . , Xt}, where Yj is a partition of yj for every
j ∈ [s] and Xi is a partition of xi for every i ∈ [t], we do as follows.

Step 4.1.1.1. If Y is G-valid, then we construct the graph G′, where G′ is a deletion of G

with respect to (Y, {Y1, Y2, . . . , Ys}), and we consider the partition X ′ =
⋃

i∈[t] Xi of ℓ2.
If X ′ is G′-valid, a completion of G′ with respect to (X, {X1, X2, . . . , Xt}) is η-balanced
and

∑
j∈[s] spp(Yj) +

∑
i∈[t] spp(Xi) ≤ k, then we return that (G, k, η) is a yes-instance,

and terminate.
Step 5. We return that (G, k, η) is a no-instance, and terminate.

We now analyse the running time of Algo-BCE-C.

▶ Lemma 51. Algo-BCE-C runs in time 2O(k)nO(1).

Proof. Observe that Steps 2 and 5 take only polynomial time. So does each execution of Step
4.1.1.1. By Theorems 46 and 64, Step 1 takes time 2O(k)nO(1). By Proposition 40, Step 3
takes time 2O(

√
k). Now, in Step 4, we only need to go over at most 2k −1 choices of ℓ1 and at

most 2k − 1 choices of ℓ2; and we can assume without loss of generality that k ≤
(

n
2
)
. That is,

there are only nO(1) choices for the pair (ℓ1, ℓ2). In Step 4.1, we go over all possible choices of
(Y, X). As Y is a partition of ℓ, by Proposition 40, Y has p(ℓ1) = 2O(

√
ℓ1) choices. Similarly,X

has p(ℓ2) = 2O(
√

ℓ2) choices. Thus, there are 2O(
√

ℓ1) ·2O(
√

ℓ2) = 2O(
√

ℓ1+
√

ℓ2) = 2O(
√

k) choices
for the pair (Y, X). Finally, by Lemma 43, for each choice of (ℓ1, ℓ2), the number of choices
for ((Y, {Y1, Y2, . . . , Ys}), (X, {X1, X2, . . . , Xt})) is at most 2O(ℓ1) · 2O(ℓ2) = 2O(k). Thus, the
overall running time of the algorithm is bounded by 2O(k)nO(1). ◀

This completes the proof of Theorem 49.
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4.2 Faster Algorithms for Balanced Cluster Completion and
Balanced Cluster Editing

In Section 4.1, we designed algorithms for BCC and BCE that run in time 2O(k)nO(1). We
now design algorithms for these problems that run in time 4k+o(k)nO(1).

The high level idea. We use BCC to illustrate the high level idea behind our algorithms;
these ideas extend to BCE as well. Consider a yes-instance (G, k, η) of BCC, and suppose
F ⊆

(
V (G)

2
)

\ E(G) is the solution that we are looking for; and G1, G2, . . . , Gt are the
components of the η-balanced cluster graph G+F that were modified by F , and for each i ∈ [t],
Gi1, Gi2, . . . , Giri

are the components of G that were merged together to form the component
Gi of G. In our previous algorithm for BCC (Algo-BCC), we guessed |V (F )|; then we guessed
X = {|G1|, |G2|, . . . , |Gt|}, and for each i ∈ [t], we guessed Xi = {|Gi1|, |Gi2|, . . . , |Giri

|}.
As X is a partition of |V (F )| ∈ [2k], and as the number of partitions of any integer ℓ is
2o(ℓ) (Proposition 40), we can guess X in time 2o(k). But guessing each Xi is what led
to the 2O(k) factor in the running time (Lemma 43); we now design a faster algorithm by
avoiding this time-consuming guess. To do this, we guess |V (F )| and X as before, and we
guess X ′ =

⋃
i∈[t] Xi instead of guessing each Xi separately. Notice that as X and X ′ are

partitions of |V (F )| ∈ [2k], we only make 2k · 2O(
√

k) · 2O(
√

k) = 2o(k) guesses. Once we make
our guesses, we check in time 22k = 4k if we can merge the components by adding at most k

edges; this is the more non-trivial step of our algorithm.
To check if we can merge the components, we think of the components G1, G2, . . . , Gt

of G + F as bins and for all i ∈ [t] the components Gi1, Gi2, . . . , Giri
of G as balls, where

the size a ball (or the capacity of a bin) is the size of the corresponding component. And in
the balls-and-bins parlance, merging the components of G to form the components of G + F

simply means assigning balls to bins so that the total size of balls assigned to each bin does
not exceed the capacity of that bin. Also, notice that to assign a ball of size |Gij | to a bin
of capacity |Gi|, we need to add exactly |Gij |(|Gi| − |Gij |) edges incident with V (Gij); we
think of this quantity as the cost of assigning this ball to this bin. So guessing the partitions
X and X ′ means guessing the capacities of the bins and the sizes of the balls. And for each
(X, X ′), we simply need to check if we can assign the balls to the bins subject to capacity
and cost constraints; we discuss below how we can do this in time 4knO(1). Notice that as X

and X ′ are partitions of |V (F )| ≤ 2k, we have |X|, |X ′| ≤ 2k; that is, we have at most 2k

balls and at most 2k bins. ⌟
To exploit these ideas and design our algorithms for BCC and BCE, we first define an

auxiliary problem called Balls in Bins (B-in-B) and design an algorithm for B-in-B. We
then show that we can reduce BCC and BCE to B-in-B.

4.2.1 An Algorithm for Balls in Bins
Consider a set of s balls (indexed by 1, 2, . . . , s) with sizes b1, b2, . . . , bs ∈ N, a set of t bins
(indexed by 1, 2, . . . , t) with capacities x1, x2, . . . , xt ∈ N. We are interested in assigning these
balls to the bins in such a way that for each bin j, the sum of the sizes of balls assigned to bin
j does not exceed the capacity of that bin. Formally, consider B ⊆ [s]. We define the volume
of B, denoted by vol(B), to be the sum of the sizes of the balls in B, i.e., vol(B) =

∑
i∈B bi

if B ̸= ∅ and vol(B) = 0 if B = ∅. By an assignment of the balls in B to the t bins (or simply
an assignment of B, for short), we mean a function β : B → [t] such that vol(β−1(j)) ≤ xj

for every j ∈ [t]. If β(i) = j for i ∈ [s] and j ∈ [t], then we say that ball i is assigned to bin j

(or that the ith ball is assigned to the jth bin) under the assignment β. Now, consider a



36 Parameterized Algorithms for Balanced Cluster Edge Modification Problems

cost function cost : [s] × [t] → N, where for every i ∈ [s] and j ∈ [t], cost(i, j) is the cost of
assigning the ith ball to the jth bin. For B′ ⊆ B ⊆ [s], and an assignment β : B → [t], the
cost of B′ under the assignment β is

∑
i∈B′ cost(i, β(i)), and we denote this quantity by

costβ(B′); when the assignment β is clear from the context, we may omit the subscript and
simply write cost(B′).

We now define the following problem.

Input: A set of s balls (indexed by 1, 2, . . . , s) with sizes b1, b2, . . . , bs ∈ N, a
set of t bins (indexed by 1, 2, . . . , t) with capacities x1, x2, . . . , xt ∈ N,
a budget W ∈ N, and a cost function cost : [s] × [t] → N ∪ {0} where
cost(i, j) is the cost of assigning the ith ball to the jth bin for every
i ∈ [s] and j ∈ [t].

Task: Decide if there exists an assignment of the balls in [s] to the t bins
such that the cost of the assignment is at most W .

Balls in Bins (B-in-B)

Observe that we can design a straightforward dynamic programming algorithm for B-in-B
that runs in time O⋆(3s) (assuming W is encoded in unary): for each subset B ⊆ [s], j ∈ [t]
and q ∈ [W ]0, we simply need to check if there is an assignment of B to the first j bins with
cost at most q. To execute this, we need to go over all subsets B of [s], and check if there
exist a subset B′ ⊆ B and q′ ≤ q such that we can assign B′ to the jth bin with cost at
most q′ and assign B \ B′ to the first j − 1 bins with cost at most q − q′, which will take
time O⋆(

∑
B⊆[s] 2|B|) = O⋆(

∑s
i=0

(
s
i

)
2i) = O⋆(3s). We now show that we can execute this

idea in time O⋆(2s) by resorting to algebraic techniques. Specifically, we prove the following
theorem.5

▶ Theorem 52. Balls in Bins admits an algorithm that runs in time O(2s · s3 · t · W 2).

To prove Theorem 52, we rely on the fact that we can efficiently multiply two polynomials.

▶ Proposition 53 ([46]). The product of two polynomials of degree d can be computed in
time O(d log d).

We now introduce the following notation and terminology, which we borrow from [19, 33].

Notation and Terminology. Consider B ⊆ [s]. The characteristic vector of B, denoted by
χ(B), is the s-length binary string whose ith bit is 1 if and only if i ∈ B. The Hamming
weight of a binary string is the number of 1s in that string. Notice that we can interpret a
binary string as the binary encoding of an integer and vice-versa. For example, we interpret
the string (1, 0, 0, 1, 0) to be the number 18 as the binary encoding of 18 is exactly 10010.
For B ⊆ [s], consider the monomial zχ(B), where z is an indeterminate and χ(B) is the
characteristic vector of B, interpreted as the binary encoding of an integer. The Hamming

5 Balls in Bins is a special case of the the Generalised Assignment Problem (GAP), which is
often phrased in terms of assigning jobs to machines. While GAP has been studied intensively in
the approximation algorithms framework, where the typical goals have been minimising the cost and
makespan (the maximum time taken by any machine to complete the jobs assigned to it), we are
unaware of an exact exponential time algorithm for GAP, along the lines of our algorithm in Theorem 52.
We refer the reader to Williamson and Shmoys [53, Chapter 11] for approximation algorithms for GAP
and its variants; and to Kundakcioglu and Alizamir [41] for an overview of literature on GAP.
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weight of a monomial zi is the Hamming weight of the binary encoding (interpreted as a
binary string) of i. Consider a polynomial P (z) and an integer i. The Hamming projection
of P (z) to i, denoted by Hi(P (z)), is the sum of the monomials of P of Hamming weight
exactly i. That is, Hi(P (z)) is the polynomial obtained from P (z) by removing all those
monomials of Hamming weight not equal to i. In particular, if P (z) has no monomial of
Hamming weight exactly i, then Hi(P (z)) is the zero polynomial. Finally, we define the
representative polynomial of P (z), denoted by R(P (z)), to be the polynomial obtained from
P (z) by replacing the coefficient of each (non-zero) monomial with 1. For example, consider
the polynomial P (z) = z8 + 2z6 + z5 + 3z2 + 9. Then H2(P (z)) = 2z6 + z5 as the binary
encodings of 6 and 5 respectively are 0110 and 0101, and they both have Hamming weight 2,
whereas the binary encodings of 8, 2 and 0 (the monomial 9 is 9z0) respectively are 1000,
0010 and 0000, none of which has Hamming weight 2. And R(P (z)) = z8 + z6 + z5 + z2 + 1.

Outline of our algorithm for B-in-B. Consider an instance of B-in-B with s balls, t bins
and budget W . The idea is to encode all possible assignments of balls in [s] to the t bins as
a polynomial, each monomial of which will correspond to an assignment. More specifically,
for each i ∈ [s]0, j ∈ [t], q ∈ [W ]0, we define a polynomial Pi,j,q(z), where each monomial of
Pi,j,q(z) will correspond to an assignment of a subset of exactly i balls to the first j bins so
that the total cost of this assignment is at most q (if at least one such assignment exists,
in which case each monomial will have Hamming weight exactly i; otherwise, Pi,j,q(z) will
just be the zero polynomial). In particular, for B ⊆ [s] with |B| = i, the polynomial Pi,j,q(z)
will contain the monomial zχ(B) if and only if there is an assignment of B to the first j bins
with cost at most q. We compute these polynomials iteratively by going from smaller to
larger values of j. The polynomial that we ultimately need to compute is Ps,t,W (z), and we
will have the guarantee that the given instance of B-in-B is a yes-instance if and only if
Ps,t,W (z) contains the monomial zχ([s]). ⌟

Before proceeding to the proof of Theorem 52, we state one crucial result that we will
rely on to establish the correctness of our algorithm. In our algorithm, we only check if there
is an assignment of the balls to the bins; we do not guess which subset of balls is assigned to
which bin. We must nonetheless ensure that the subsets of balls assigned to different bins
are indeed disjoint. For that, we use the following result, which hardwires this disjointness
requirement into the the polynomial Pi,j,q(z) that we will define.

▶ Proposition 54 ([19]). Let B1, B2 ⊆ [s]. Then B1 and B2 are disjoint if and only if the
Hamming weight of the monomial zχ(B1)+χ(B2) is |B1| + |B2|.

We are now ready to prove Theorem 52.

Proof of Theorem 52. Consider an instance of B-in-B, where we are given s balls (in-
dexed by 1, 2, . . . , s) with sizes b1, b2, . . . , bs, t bins (indexed by 1, 2, . . . , t) with capacities
x1, x2, . . . , xt, a cost function cost : [s] × [t] → N ∪ {0} and a budget W ∈ N.

For each i ∈ [s]0, j ∈ [t], q ∈ [W ]0, we will define a polynomial Pi,j,q(z), where each
monomial of Pi,j,q(z) will correspond to a (partial) assignment of a set of exactly i balls
to the first j bins such that the cost of the assignment is at most q. To that end, we will
first define an auxiliary polynomial Ai,j,q(z), each monomial of which will correspond to an
assignment of a set of exactly i balls to the jth bin such that the cost of the assignment is at
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most q. Formally, for every i ∈ [s]0, j ∈ [t], q ∈ [W ]0, we define

Ai,j,q(z) =
∑

B⊆[s]
|B|=i

vol(B)≤xj∑
r∈B

cost(r,j)≤q

zχ(B).

Notice that Ai,j,q(z) contains the monomial zχ(B) if and only if |B| = i and the balls in
B can be assigned to the jth bin with cost at most q. We now define Pi,j,q(z) for every
i ∈ [s]0, j ∈ [t], q ∈ [W ]0 as follows. We define Pi,1,q(z) = Ai,1,q(z). For j > 1, notice that
there exists an assignment of i balls to the first j bins with cost at most q if and only if there
exist an assignment of exactly i′ balls to jth bin with cost at most q′ and an assignment of
i − i′ balls to the first j − 1 bins with cost at most q − q′, for some i′ ∈ [i]0 and q′ ∈ [q]0. We
thus define

Pi,j,q(z) = R

Hi

 ∑
(i′,q′)∈[i]0×[q]0

Ai′,j,q′(z) · Pi−i′,j−1,q−q′(z)

 , (⋆ ⋆ ⋆)

where Hi(·) is the Hamming projection to i and R(·) is the representative polynomial. The
Hi(·) operator ensures that Pi,j,q(z) contains only monomials of Hamming weight exactly i

(which correspond to assignments of exactly i balls). And the R(·) operator ensures that the
coefficients of the polynomials we multiply always remain 1. In particular, the coefficient of
each (non-zero) monomial of Pi,j,q(z) (and Ai,j,q(z)) is 1.

We first compute Ai,j,q(z) for every i ∈ [s]0, j ∈ [t] and q ∈ [W ]0 by going over all subsets
B ⊆ [s]. We then compute Pi,j,q(z) using Equation (⋆⋆⋆). In particular, we use the algorithm
of Proposition 53 to compute the product Ai′,j,q′(z) · Pi−i′,j−1,q−q′(z) in Equation (⋆ ⋆ ⋆) for
every choice of (i′, q′). Finally, we return that the given instance of B-in-B is a yes-instance
if and only if the polynomial Ps,t,W (z) contains the monomial zχ([s]). (Notice that if the
given instance of B-in-B is a yes-instance, then we can find an assignment of [s] with cost at
most W by backtracking from Ps,t,W (z).)

Let us now analyse the running time of our algorithm. Since i ∈ [s]0, j ∈ [t] and q ∈ [W ]0,
we compute O(s · t · W ) polynomials. Each polynomial has degree at most 2s as the number
represented by any s-length binary string is at most 2s. Also, to compute Pi,j,q(z) using
Equation (⋆ ⋆ ⋆), we go over O(s · W ) choices of (i′, q′), and for each such choice, multiply
two polynomials of degree at most 2s; by Proposition 53, we can multiply two polynomials
of degree at most 2s in time O(2s · s). Finally, notice that we can apply the operators
R(·) and Hi(·) in time proportional to 2s. Hence the total running time is bounded by
O((s · t · W ) · (s · W ) · (2s · s)) = O(2s · s3 · t · W 2).

Finally, to establish the correctness of our algorithm, we prove the following claim.

▷ Claim 55. For any B ⊆ [s] with |B| = i, j ∈ [t] and q ∈ [W ]0, there exists an assignment
β : B → [j] with costβ(B) ≤ q if and only if the polynomial Pi,j,q(z) contains the monomial
zχ(B).

Assuming for now that Claim 55 holds, let us complete the proof of the theorem. Recall
that our algorithm returns yes if and only if the polynomial Ps,t,W (z) contains the monomial
zχ([s]), which by Claim 55, holds if and only if there is an assignment of [s] with cost at most
W . We can thus conclude that our algorithm returns yes if and only if there is an assignment
of [s] with cost at most W .
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Proof of Claim 55. Fix B ⊆ [s] with |B| = i. We prove the claim by induction on j.
Consider j = 1. Observe that there exists an assignment β that assigns B to the first

bin with cost at most q if and only if vol(B) ≤ x1 and costβ(B) =
∑

r∈B cost(r, 1) ≤ q,
which, by the definition of Ai,1,q(z), holds if and only if the polynomial Ai,1,q(z) = Pi,1,q(z)
contains the monomial zχ(B).

Assume now that the claim holds for j = j′ − 1. We prove that it holds for j = j′.
Suppose that there exists an assignment β : B → [j′] with cost(B) ≤ q. Let B̂ ⊆ B be

the set of balls that are assigned to bin j′ under β. Let î = |B̂| and q̂ = costβ(B̂). First, as
the î balls in B̂ are assigned to bin j′ under β with cost q̂, the polynomial Aî,j′,q̂(z) contains
the monomial zχ(B̂). Second, by the definition of B̂, the i − î = |B \ B̂| balls in B \ B̂ are
assigned to the first j′ − 1 balls under β with cost cost(B) − cost(B̂) ≤ q − q̂. Hence, by
the induction hypothesis, the polynomial Pi−î,j′−1,q−q̂(z) contains the monomial zχ(B\B̂).
Therefore the product Aî,j′,q̂(z) · Pi−î,j′−1,q−q̂(z) contains the monomial zχ(B̂)+χ(B\B̂). As
|B̂| + |B \ B̂| = i and cost(B̂) + cost(B \ B̂) = cost(B) ≤ q, the sum on the right hand
side of Equation (⋆ ⋆ ⋆) contains the summand Aî,j′,q̂(z) · Pi−î,j′−1,q−q̂(z), and hence the
monomial zχ(B̂)+χ(B\B̂). Finally, as the sets B̂ and B \ B̂ are disjoint, by Proposition 54, the
monomial zχ(B̂)+χ(B\B̂) has Hamming weight exactly |B̂| + |B \ B̂| = |B| = i. And applying
the operators Hi(·) and R(·) does not change the Hamming weight of this monomial. Finally,
notice again that as the sets B̂ and B \ B̂ are disjoint, χ(B̂) + χ(B \ B̂) (interpreted as
a binary sum) is precisely χ(B̂ ∪ (B \ B̂)) = χ(B). We can thus conclude that Pi,j′,q(z)
contains the monomial zχ(B).

Conversely, assume that the polynomial Pi,j′,q(z) contains the monomial zχ(B). Then,
by Equation (⋆ ⋆ ⋆), there exist i′ ∈ [i]0 and q′ ∈ [q]0 such that the product Ai′,j′,q′(z) ·
Pi−i′,j′−1,q−q′(z) contains the monomial zχ(B). For convenience, let i′′ = i−i′ and q′′ = q−q′.
Let za be a monomial of Ai′,j′,q′(z) and zp be a monomial of Pi′′,j−1,q′′ such that za · zp =
za+p = zχ(B). Notice that every monomial in Ai′,j′,q′(z) has Hamming weight exactly i′ and
every monomial in Pi′,j′−1,q′′(z) has Hamming weight exactly i′′. We can therefore conclude
that the monomials za and zp have Hamming weights i′ and i′′, respectively.

We will now show that the monomials za and zp respectively correspond to assignments
of subsets B′ ⊆ B and B′′ ⊆ [B] with B′ ∪ B′′ = B and B′ ∩ B′′ = ∅. First, by the definition
of Ai′,j′,q′(z), each monomial of Ai′,j′,q′(z) corresponds to an assignment of a set of exactly
i′ balls to bin j′ with cost at most q′. Let B′ ⊆ [s] with |B′| = i′ be the set of exactly i′ balls
such that the monomial za of Ai′,j′,q′(z) corresponds to the assignment of B′ to bin j′ (with
cost at most q′); let this assignment be denoted by β′. In particular, we have za = zχ(B′).
Second, let B′′ ⊆ [s] be such that χ(B′′) (interpreted as the binary encoding of an integer) is
precisely p. That is, zp = zχ(B′′). Notice that such a set B′′ exists as the monomial zp (and in
particular, the binary encoding of p) has Hamming weight i′′ ≤ s. Because of the same reason,
we can conclude that |B′′| = i′′. We thus have B′, B′′ ⊆ [s] with |B′| = i′, |B′′| = i′′ = i − i′

and zχ(B′) · zχ(B′′) = zχ(B′)+χ(B′′) = zχ(B). As the monomial zχ(B) = zχ(B′)+χ(B′′) has
Hamming weight |B| = i = i′ + i′′ = |B′| + |B′′|, by Proposition 54, we can conclude that
the sets B′ and B′′ are disjoint. Observe then that we must have B′, B′′ ⊆ B, for otherwise
we would not have χ(B′) + χ(B′′) = χ(B). As |B′′| = i′′ = i − i′ = |B| − |B′|, we can
conclude further that B′′ = B \ B′. We have thus argued that the polynomial Pi′′,j′−1,q′′

contains the monomial zp = zχ(B′′). By the induction hypothesis, there exists an assignment
β′′ : B′′ → [j′ − 1] of B′′ with costβ′′(B′′) ≤ q′′.

Let γ : B → [j′] be the assignment of B obtained by combining β′ and β′′ as follows:
We have γ(̃i) = β′(̃i) = j′ if ĩ ∈ B′ and γ(̃i) = β′′(̃i) if ĩ ∈ B′′. As B′ and B′′ are
disjoint and B′ ∪ B′′ = B, the assignment γ is well-defined. Notice that costγ(B) =
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costβ′(B′) + costβ′′(B′′) ≤ q′ + q′′ = q′ + (q − q′′) = q. Thus, γ is the required assignment
of B to the first j′ bins with cost at most q. ◁

This completes the proof of Theorem 52. ◀

4.2.2 An Algorithm for an Annotated Variant of Cluster Modification
To show that that BCC and BCE admit algorithms that runs in time 4k+o(k)nO(1), we do as
follows. We first define an annotated variant of Cluster Completion called Annotated
Cluster Modification (Anno-CM), and show that solving BCC and BCE amounts to
solving 2o(k) many instances of Anno-CM, each instance of which can be reduced to an
instance of B-in-B with s ≤ 2k balls, t ≤ 2k bins and budget W = 2k. Theorem 52 will then
yield 4k+o(k)nO(1) time algorithms for BCC and BCE.

Notation and Terminology. For multisets A and B, by the set difference A \ B, we
mean the “additive set difference” of A and B; that is, A \ B ⊆ A and for each x ∈ A,
mul(x, A \ B) = max {0, mul(x, A) − mul(x, B)}. For example, if A = {x, y, y, y, z, z, z} and
B = {x, x, y, w}, then A \ B = {y, y, z, z, z}. For a multiset X of non-negative integers and
η ≥ 0, we say that X is η-balanced if |x − y| ≤ η for every x, y ∈ X. For a graph G, by the
set of component sizes of G, denoted by CS(G), we mean the multiset of positive integers
where for each j ∈ N, the multiplicity of j in CS(G) is precisely the number of components of
G of size exactly j; that is, CS(G) is the multiset {|H| | H is a connected component of G}.
In particular, a graph G is η-balanced if and only if CS(G) is η-balanced. Consider a cluster
graph G and an integer ℓ ∈ N. Recall that for a partition X ′ = {x′

1, x′
2, . . . , x′

s} of ℓ, we say
that X ′ is G-valid if G contains s distinct components H1, H2, . . . , Hs such that |Hi| = x′

i

for every i ∈ [s]. For partitions X and X ′ of ℓ such that X ′ is G-valid, by a modification
of G with respect to (X, X ′), we mean a cluster graph Ĝ obtained from G by adding edges
so that CS(Ĝ) = (CS(G) \ X ′) ∪ X; that is, we obtain Ĝ from G by merging components so
that |X ′| components of G of sizes from X ′ are “replaced” by |X| components of sizes from
X. Notice that a modification of G w.r.t. (X, X ′) need not exist, and that a modification
need not be unique if one exists. Consider a modification Ĝ of G w.r.t. (X, X ′) (assuming
one exists). Notice that we can identify Ĝ with a function that maps X ′ to X: For each
x′ ∈ X ′, x′ is mapped to x ∈ X if and only if the component of G corresponding to x′ is
merged with other components to form a component of Ĝ of size exactly x, and we call
this function a witness for the modification Ĝ and denote it by witĜ. That is, the witness
for Ĝ is the function witĜ : X ′ → X, where for each x ∈ X, a component of Ĝ of size x

replaces exactly |wit−1(x)| components of G of sizes from the multiset wit−1(x); we thus
have

∑
x′∈wit−1(x) x′ = x for every x ∈ X. ⌟

▶ Observation 56. Consider a cluster graph G, partitions X = {x1, x2, . . . , xt} and X ′ =
{x′

1, x′
2, . . . , x′

s} of ℓ ∈ N such that X ′ is G-valid, and a modification Ĝ of G w.r.t. (X, X ′)
(assuming a modification exists). Corresponding to each x′

i ∈ X ′ and xj ∈ X such that
wit(x′

i) = xj , a component H of G with |H| = x′
i is merged with some other components of G

to form a component Ĥ of Ĝ with |Ĥ| = xj. To form Ĥ, notice that we need to add exactly
|Ĥ| − |H| = xj − x′

i edges incident with each vertex of H; in total, we need to add exactly
|H|(|Ĥ| − |H|) = x′

i(xj − x′
i) edges incident with V (H). Thus, |E(Ĝ) \ E(G)|, i.e., the total

number of edges we need to add to G to form Ĝ is precisely (1/2)
∑

i∈[s] (x′
i · (wit(x′

i) − x′
i));

the 1/2 accounts for the fact that each edge in E(Ĝ) \ E(G) is counted twice in the sum∑
i∈[s] (x′

i · (wit(x′
i) − x′

i)).
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We now define the following problem.

Input: A cluster graph, a non-negative integer k and two partitions X and
X ′ of an integer ℓ ∈ N such that X ′ is G-valid.

Task: Decide if there exists a modification Ĝ of G with respect to (X, X ′)
such that |E(Ĝ) \ E(G)| ≤ k.

Annotated Cluster Modification (Anno-CM)

▶ Theorem 57. Anno-CM admits an algorithm that runs in time 2ℓ · nO(1).

Proof. We will show that we can reduce Anno-CM to B-in-B. The theorem will then follow
from Theorem 52.

Given an instance (G, k, X, X ′) of Anno-CM, where X ′ = {x′
1, x′

2, . . . , x′
s} and X =

{x1, x2, . . . , xt} are partitions of ℓ ∈ N, we construct an instance of B-in-B as follows: We
take s balls indexed by 1, 2, . . . , s with sizes x′

1, x′
2, . . . , x′

s, and t bins indexed by 1, 2, . . . , t

with capacities x1, x2, . . . , xt, a budget W = 2k and a cost function cost : [s] → [t] where
cost(i, j) = x′

i(xj − x′
i) if xj ≥ x′

i and cost(i, j) = 2k + 1 otherwise.
Notice that we can construct this instance of B-in-B in polynomial time. Also, as X ′ and

X are partitions of ℓ, we have s = |X ′| ≤ ℓ and t = |X| ≤ ℓ; as X ′ is G-valid, we also have
ℓ ≤ n; finally, we can assume without loss of generality that k ≤

(
n
2
)
. As we have s, t ≤ ℓ ≤ n

and W = 2k ≤ 2
(

n
2
)
, Theorem 52 implies that we can solve this instance of B-in-B in time

2ℓnO(1). We return that the given instance of Anno-CM is a yes-instance if and only if the
constructed instance of B-in-B is a yes-instance.

To complete the proof, we only need to show that the two instances are equivalent. This
follows from the fact that every modification Ĝ of G w.r.t. (X, X ′) with |E(Ĝ) \ E(G)| ≤ k

corresponds to an assignment β : [s] → [t] with cost at most W = 2k and vice versa: For every
i ∈ [s] and j ∈ [t], we will have β(i) = j if and only if witĜ(x′

i) = xj . As it is straightforward
to verify that this correspondence between Ĝ and β indeed shows the equivalence between
the two instances, we omit the technical details. ◀

4.2.3 A Faster Algorithm for BCC
We now prove the following lemma, which shows that solving BCC amounts to solving 2o(k)

many instances of Anno-CM.

▶ Lemma 58. Consider an instance (G, k, η) of BCC. If (G, k, η) is a yes-instance, then
either G is η-balanced or there exist an integer ℓ ∈ [2k] \ {1} and partitions X and X ′ of ℓ

such that X ′ is G-valid, the multiset (CS(G) \ X ′) ∪ X is η-balanced, and (G, k, X, X ′) is a
yes-instance of Anno-CM.

Proof. Consider an instance (G, k, η) of BCC. Assume that (G, k, η) is a yes-instance. If G

is η-balanced, then the lemma trivially holds; recall that G is a cluster graph. So, assume
that G is not η-balanced. We will show that ℓ, X and X ′, as required by the statement of
lemma, exist by invoking Lemma 44.

By Lemma 44, there exist ℓ ∈ [2k]\{1} and a partition X = {x1, x2, . . . , xt} of ℓ such that
for each i ∈ [t], there exists a partition Xi of xi with the following properties: (1)

⋃
i∈[t] Xi

is G-valid, (2)
∑

i∈[t] spp(Xi) ≤ k, and (3) a completion of G w.r.t. (X, {X1, X2, . . . , Xt}) is
η-balanced.

Let Ĝ be a completion of G w.r.t. (X, {X1, X2, . . . , Xt}). Then, by Observation 41
and property (3) above, Ĝ is η-balanced; by Observation 41 and property (2) above,
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|E(Ĝ) \ E(G)| =
∑

i∈[t] spp(Xi) ≤ k. We take X ′ =
⋃

i∈[t] Xi. Then, by the definition
of a modification of G w.r.t. (X, X ′), Ĝ is a modification of G w.r.t. (X, X ′). And as
|E(Ĝ) ≤ E(G)| ≤ k, we can conclude that (G, k, X, X ′) is a yes-instance of Anno-CM.
Again, as Ĝ is a modification of G w.r.t. (X, X ′), we also have (CS(G) \ X ′) ∪ X = CS(Ĝ),
which is η-balanced as Ĝ is an η-balanced graph. Thus, ℓ, X and X ′ satisfy all the properties
required by the statement of the lemma. ◀

We are now ready to describe our algorithm for BCC, which we call Fast-Algo-BCC.

Fast-Algo-BCC. Given an instance (G, k, η) of BCC as input, we proceed as follows. Recall
that G is a cluster graph.
Step 1. If G is η-balanced, then we return that (G, k, η) is a yes-instance, and terminate.
Step 2. If k ≤ 0, then we return that (G, k, η) is a no-instance, and terminate.
Step 3. We use the algorithm of Proposition 40 to generate all partitions of ℓ for all ℓ ∈ [2k].
Step 4. For each ℓ ∈ [2k] \ {1}, we do as follows.
Step 4.1. For each pair of partitions X and X ′ of ℓ such that (CS(G) \X ′) ∪X is η-balanced,

we do as follows.
Step 4.1.1. We consider the instance (G, k, X, X ′) of Anno-CM, and use the algorithm of

Theorem 57 to solve this instance. If (G, k, X, X ′) is a yes-instance of Anno-CM, then
we return that (G, k, η) is a yes-instance of BCC, and terminate.

Step 5. We return that (G, k, η) is a no-instance, and terminate.

The correctness of Fast-Algo-BCC follows from Lemma 58. To analyse its running
time, observe that the most time-consuming step is Step 4.1.1., each execution of which
requires time 2ℓnO(1) (by Theorem 57). Also, by Proposition 40, the number of partitions
of an integer ℓ is 2O(

√
ℓ), and hence the number of pairs (X, X ′) that we consider in Step

4.1 is 2O(
√

ℓ) · 2O(
√

ℓ) = 2o(ℓ). Finally, we go over 2k − 1 choices of ℓ in Step 4, and as
we only consider ℓ ≤ 2k, we can conclude that the total running time is bounded by
2k · 2o(2k) · 22knO(1) = 4k+o(k)nO(1). We thus have the following result.

▶ Theorem 59. BCC admits an algorithm that runs in time 4k+o(k)nO(1).

4.2.4 A Faster Algorithm for BCE
We now turn to BCE. To design an algorithm for BCE, notice that as we did earlier, we
only need to design an algorithm for BCE when the input graph is a cluster graph, as we
can branch on induced P3s otherwise. Specifically, we prove the following theorem.

▶ Theorem 60. BCE on cluster graphs admits an algorithm that runs in time 4k+o(k)nO(1).

Assuming Theorem 60, let us first prove the following result.

▶ Theorem 61. BCE admits an algorithm that runs in time 4k+o(k)nO(1).

Proof Sketch. The proof is nearly identical to the proof of Theorem 48.
Given an instance (G, k, η) of BCE, our algorithm works as follows. If G is a cluster

graph, then we use the algorithm of Theorem 60 to solve the problem. Otherwise, we
find an induced P3, say uvw and recursively call our algorithm on the three instances
(G − uv, k − 1, η), (G − vw, k − 1, η) and (G + uw, k − 1, η).

As for the running time, notice that each time we find a P3, we make 3 recursive calls,
until k becomes 0 or the graph becomes a cluster graph G (whichever happens earlier).



J. Madathil and K. Meeks 43

Hence the total number of recursive calls is at most
∑k

i=0 3i. Now, on any branch of
the computation, as we first make i ∈ [k]0 edge modifications until the graph becomes a
cluster graph and only then invoke the algorithm of Theorem 60 with parameter k − i, the
latter step will only take time 4k−i+o(k−i)nO(1). Thus the total running time is bounded by∑k

i=0 3i · 4k−i+o(k−i)nO(1) ≤ 4k+o(k)nO(1). ◀

Now we only have to prove Theorem 60. Before moving to a formal proof of Theorem 60,
we highlight some of the key ideas first.

Ideas we use in our algorithm for BCE on cluster graphs. For the most part, we use a
combination of arguments we already used in our previous algorithm for BCE on cluster
graphs (Algo-BCE-C) and our 4k+o(k)nO(1) time algorithm for BCC (Fast-Algo-BCC). But
there are subtle differences. First of all, observe that a cluster graph G is completely specified
by its component sizes, i.e., the multiset CS(G); any two cluster graphs H and H ′ are
isomorphic if and only if CS(H) = CS(H ′). We will rely on this fact. Now, suppose (G, k, η)
is a yes-instance of BCE, where G is a cluster graph, and suppose F ⊆

(
V (G)

2
)

is the solution
that we are looking for. Let F1 ⊆ F be the set of edges that we delete from G and F2 = F \F1
be the set of edges that we add to G. Then G − F1 is a cluster graph. Also, F1 corresponds
to a pair of partitions (Y, Y ′) of ℓ1 = |V (F1)|: each y ∈ Y corresponds to a component of
G of size y that was split into smaller components when we deleted F1, and each y′ ∈ Y ′

corresponds to one of the “new” components of G − F1 of size y′ that was formed when we
deleted F1. Thus CS(G−F1) = (CS(G)\Y )∪Y ′. Once again, we obtain G′ from G by deleting
the edges of F1, or equivalently, we obtain G from G − F1 by adding the edges of F1. In other
words, (G − F1, |F1|, Y, Y ′) is a yes-instance of Anno-CM. But then, so is (G′, |F1|, Y, Y ′)
for any cluster graph G′ with CS(G′) = CS(G − F1). The rest of the arguments are identical
to those in Fast-Algo-BCC. We obtain G△F by adding the edges of F2 to the cluster graph
G − F1. That is, for appropriate partitions X and X ′ of |V (F2)|, (G − F1, |F2|, X, X ′) is a
yes-instance of Anno-CM, and therefore, (G′, |F2|, X, X ′) is a yes-instance of Anno-CM. So
in our algorithm, we guess |F1|, |F2|, |V (F1)|, |V (F2)|, Y, Y ′ and X, X ′ and we simply check
if (G′, |F1|, Y, Y ′) is a yes-instance of Anno-CM, and if (G′, |F2|, X, X ′) is a yes-instance of
Anno-CM, where G′ is an arbitrary cluster graph with CS(G′) = CS(G) \ Y ) ∪ Y ′. ⌟

We formalise the above ideas in the following lemma, which will establish the correctness
our algorithm for BCE on cluster graphs.

▶ Lemma 62. Consider an instance (G, k, η) of BCE, where G is a cluster graph. If (G, k, η)
is a yes-instance, then one of the following statements holds.
1. The instance (G, k, η) is a yes-instance of BCC.
2. The instance (G, k, η) is a yes-instance of BCD.
3. There exist integers k1, k2, ℓ1, ℓ2 with k1 + k2 ≤ k and ℓ1 ∈ [2k1] \ {1} , ℓ2 ∈ [2k2] \ {1}

such that there exist partitions Y and Y ′ of ℓ1 and X and X ′ of ℓ2 with the following
properties:
a. Y is G-valid;
b. (G′, k1, Y, Y ′) is a yes-instance of Anno-CM, where G′ is a cluster graph with CS(G′) =

(CS(G) \ Y ) ∪ Y ′;
c. X ′ is G′-valid;
d. the multiset (CS(G′) \ X ′) ∪ X is η-balanced;
e. (G′, k2, X, X ′) is a yes-instance of Anno-CM.

Proof Sketch. The proof closely follows the proof of Lemma 50. We only highlight the most
salient arguments. Assume that (G, k, η) is a yes-instance of BCE, and let F be a solution
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for (G, k, η). Let F1 ⊆ F be the set of edges that we delete from G and F2 = F \ F1 be the
set of edges that we add to G. Then G′ = G − F1 is a cluster graph.

We take ki = |Fi| and ℓi = |V (Fi)| for each i ∈ [2]. We associate F1 with a pair of
partitions Y and Y ′ of ℓ1; the partition Y corresponds to the components of G that are split
into smaller components when we delete F1, and the partition Y ′ corresponds to the “new”
components of G′ = G − F1 that are formed when we delete F1. In other words, we obtain
G from G′ by adding edges, and in particular, G is a modification of G′ w.r.t. (Y, Y ′). As
E(G)\E(G′) = F1 and |F1| = k1, (G′, k1, Y, Y ′) is a yes-instance of Anno-CM. We associate
F2 with a pair of partitions X and X ′ of ℓ2. The partition X ′ corresponds to the components
of G′ that are merged together to form the components of G′ + F2 = G△F ; the partition
X corresponds to the “new” components of G′ + F2 that are formed by merging together
components of G′. In other words, G′ + F2 = G△F is a modification of G w.r.t. (X, X ′),
and thus CS(G△F ) = (CS(G′ + F2) \ X ′) ∪ X. As E(G△F ) \ E(G′) = F2 and |F2| = k2,
(G′, k2, X, X ′) is a yes-instance of Anno-CM, and as the graph G△F is η-balanced, the
multiset CS(G△F ) = (CS(G′ + F2) \ X ′) ∪ X is η-balanced. ◀

Based on Lemma 62, we design an algorithm for BCE on cluster graphs, which we call
Fast-Algo-BCE-C.

Fast-Algo-BCE-C. Given an instance (G, k, η) of BCE as input, where G is a cluster graph,
we proceed as follows.

Step 1. If (G, k, η) is a yes-instance of BCC or a yes-instance of BCD, we return that
(G, k, η) is a yes-instance of BCE, and terminate. To do this, we use the algorithms of
Theorems 59 and 64.

Step 2. If k ≤ 0, then we return that (G, k, η) is a no-instance, and terminate.
Step 3. We use the algorithm of Proposition 40 to generate all partitions of ℓ for all ℓ ∈ [2k].
Step 4. For every choice of k1, k2 ∈ [k] with k1 + k2 ≤ k and ℓ1 ∈ [2k1] \ {1} , ℓ2 ∈ [2k2] \ {1},

we do as follows.
Step 4.1. For each pair of partitions Y and Y ′ of ℓ1 and each pair of partitions X and X ′

of ℓ2, such that Y is G-valid, we do as follows.
Step 4.1.1. We construct a cluster graph G′ with CS(G′) = (CS(G) \ Y ) ∪ Y ′.
Step 4.1.2 If X ′ is G′-valid, the multiset (CS(G′) \ X ′) ∪ X is η-balanced, and both

(G′, k1, Y, Y ′) and (G′, k2, X, X ′) are yes-instances of Anno-CM, then we return that
(G, k, η) is a yes-instance of BCE, and terminate. To check if (G′, k1, Y, Y ′) and
(G′, k2, X, X ′) are yes-instances of Anno-CM, we use the algorithm of Theorem 57.

Step 5. We return that (G, k, η) is a no-instance, and terminate.

The correctness of the algorithm follows from Lemma 62. We now analyse the running
time.

▶ Lemma 63. Fast-Algo-BCE-C runs in time 4k+o(k)nO(1).

Proof. Observe that Steps 2 and 5 take only polynomial time. By Theorems 59 and 64,
Step 1 takes time at most 4k+o(k)nO(1). By Proposition 40, Step 3 takes time 2O(

√
k) = 2o(k).

Now, in Step 4, we need to go over at most k + 1 choices of ki and at most 2ki − 1 choices of
ℓi for each i ∈ [2]; and we can assume without loss of generality that k ≤

(
n
2
)
. That is, there

are only nO(1) choices for the tuple (k1, k2, ℓ1, ℓ2). In Step 4.1, we go over all possible choices
of (Y, Y ′, X, X ′). As Y and Y ′ are partitions of ℓ1 ≤ 2k1 ≤ 2k, by Proposition 40, each
of them has at most p(2k) = 2O(

√
k) choices; similarly, each of X and X ′ also has at most
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p(2k) = 2O(
√

k) choices. Thus, there are 2O(
√

k) · 2O(
√

k) · 2O(
√

k) · 2O(
√

k) = 2O(
√

k) = 2o(k)

choices for the tuple (Y, Y ′, X, X ′). Finally, in Step 4.1.2, for each choice of (Y, Y ′, X, X ′),
we invoke the algorithm of Theorem 57 twice; on the instance (G′, k1, Y, Y ′), the algorithm
takes time 2ℓ1nO(1) ≤ 22k1nO(1) = 4k1nO(1); similarly, on the instance (G′, k1, Y, Y ′), it takes
time at most 4k2nO(1). Thus each execution of Step 4.1.2 takes time 4k1nO(1) + 4k2nO(1) ≤
4k1+k2nO(1) = 4knO(1). Therefore, the overall running time of the algorithm is bounded by
4k+o(k)nO(1). ◀

This completes the proof of Theorem 60.

4.3 FPT Algorithm for Balanced Cluster Deletion
In this section, we show that BCD admits an algorithm that runs in time 2knO(1). To design
this algorithm, we consider an auxiliary problem, where rather than requiring that the size
difference between the components of be bounded, we simply demand that the size of each
component be within a specified range. Formally, for integers γ1, γ2 ≥ 1, we say that a graph
G is (γ1, γ2)-cardinality-constrained if γ1 ≤ |H| ≤ γ2 for every connected component H of G.
We now define the Cardinality-Constrained Cluster Deletion problem as follows.

Input: A graph G and non-negative integers γ1, γ2 and k.
Task: Decide if there exists F ⊆ E(G) such that |F | ≤ k and G − F is a

(γ1, γ2)-cardinality-constrained cluster graph.

Cardinality-Constrained Cluster Deletion (CCCD)

Consider an instance (G, k, η) of BCD. Notice that (G, k, η) is a yes-instance of BCD if
and only if there exist positive integers γ1 and γ2 with γ2 − γ1 ≤ η such that (G, k, γ1, γ2) is
a yes-instance of CCCD. Thus, given an instance of BCD, we can guess all possible choices
for γ1 and γ2 and solve the corresponding instance of CCCD. As 1 ≤ γ1, γ2 ≤ n, we only
have at most n2 valid guesses. In short, to solve BCD, it is enough to solve at most n2

instances of CCCD. Hence, assuming that we can solve CCCD in time 2knO(1), we have
the following theorem.

▶ Theorem 64. Balanced Cluster Deletion admits an algorithm that runs in time
2knO(1).

As noted above, to prove Theorem 64, it is enough to prove the following theorem.

▶ Theorem 65. Cardinality-Constrained Cluster Deletion admits an algorithm
that runs in time 2knO(1).

The rest of this section is dedicated to proving Theorem 65. To that end, we first prove
the following lemma, which says that CCCD is polynomial-time solvable if the input graph
is a clique.

▶ Lemma 66. There is an algorithm that, given a clique G on n vertices and positive
integers γ1, γ2 ≤ n, runs in polynomial time, and either returns |F |, where F ⊆ E(G) is
a minimum-sized set of edges such that G − F is a (γ1, γ2)-cardinality-constrained cluster
graph, or correctly reports that no such set F (of any size) exists.

Proof. Let G, γ1, γ2 be given, where G is a clique on n vertices. Throughout this proof,
by an optimal solution, we mean a minimum-sized set F ⊆ E(G) such that G − F is a
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(γ1, γ2)-cardinality-constrained cluster graph (if such an F exists). First, if G is (γ1, γ2)-
cardinality-constrained, then F = ∅ is the unique optimal solution, and we return |F | = 0
accordingly. So, assume that this is not the case. Then, every optimal solution F must
split G into connected components, say t connected components H1, H2, . . . , Ht, such that
Hi is a clique and γ1 ≤ |Hi| ≤ γ2 for every i ∈ [t]. Then {V (H1), V (H2), . . . , V (Ht)} is a
partition of V (G), and as G is a clique and F is precisely the set of all edges in G with
exactly one endpoint in V (Hi) and the other in V (Hj) for some distinct i, j ∈ [t], we have
|F | =

∑
1≤i<j≤t |Hi||Hj |. Also, as γ1 ≤ |Hi| ≤ γ2 for every i ∈ [t], we must have n ≤ tγ2

and tγ1 ≤ n, or equivalently, ⌈n/γ2⌉ ≤ t ≤ ⌊n/γ1⌋. Informally, to find an optimal solution F ,
we guess t, i.e., the number of components of G − F , and find a partition {X1, X2, . . . , Xt}
of V (G) into t parts that minimises

∑
1≤i<j≤t |Xi||Xj |.6

In light of the above observations, our algorithm works as follows. Step 1: If there does
not exist an integer t such that ⌈n/γ2⌉ ≤ t ≤ ⌊n/γ1⌋, then we report that there does not
exist F ⊆ E(G) such that G − F is a (γ1, γ2)-cardinality-constrained cluster graph. Step 2:
Otherwise, for each t such that ⌈n/γ2⌉ ≤ t ≤ ⌊n/γ1⌋, we construct the following partition
{Xt

1, Xt
2, . . . , Xt

t } of V (G) into t parts. Step 2.1: We first initialise Xt
1 = Xt

2 = · · · = Xt
t = ∅.

Step 2.2: If there exists a vertex v ∈ V (G) \
⋃

i∈[t] Xt
i , we assign v to one of the t sets

as follows. Step 2.2.1: If there exists i ∈ [t] such that |Xt
i | < γ1, then we assign v to

Xt
i where i is the least index in [t] with |Xt

i | < γ1; Step 2.2.2: Otherwise, we assign v

to Xt
j where j is the least index in [t] such that |Xt

j | < γ2. Step 3: Finally, we return
mint

∑
1≤i<j≤t |Xt

i ||Xt
j |, where the minimum is over all integers t with ⌈n/γ2⌉ ≤ t ≤ ⌊n/γ1⌋.

Before proving that this algorithm is indeed correct, notice that for each choice of t, we
can construct {Xt

1, Xt
2, . . . , Xt

t } and compute
∑

1≤i<j≤t |Xt
i ||Xt

j | in polynomial time. And
as t has only at most n choices, our algorithm runs in polynomial time.

Now, to see that our algorithm is correct, fix t and consider the corresponding partition
{Xt

1, Xt
2, . . . , Xt

t } of V (G) that our algorithm constructs. Notice that in Step 2.2,1, we assign
exactly γ1 vertices to each Xt

i ; and in Step 2.2,2, once |Xt
i | = γ2, we no longer assign vertices

to Xt
i . Also, in Step 2.2.2, we assign a vertex to Xt

j only if |Xt
i | = γ2 for every i < j. These

observations imply that the partition {Xt
1, Xt

2, . . . , Xt
t } has the following properties.

(A). For every i ∈ [t], we have γ1 ≤ |Xt
i | ≤ γ2.

(B). We have |Xt
1| ≥ |Xt

2| ≥ · · · ≥ |Xt
t |.

(C). Finally, exactly one of the following statements holds: (i) n = tγ2 in which case
|Xt

i | = γ2 for every i ∈ [t]; (ii) n = tγ1 in which case |Xt
i | = γ1 for every i ∈ [t]; there

exists a unique index r ∈ [t] such that |Xt
i | = γ2 for every i < r and |Xt

i | = γ1 for every
i > r.

We now prove that the partition {Xt
1, Xt

2, . . . , Xt
t } is indeed optimal.

▷ Claim 67. For each fixed integer t with ⌈n/γ2⌉ ≤ t ≤ ⌊n/γ1⌋, we have
∑

1≤i<j≤t |Xt
i ||Xt

j | =
min

∑
1≤i<j≤t |Zi||Zj |, where the minimum is over all partitions {Z1, Z2, . . . , Zt} of V (G)

into t parts with γ1 ≤ |Zi| ≤ γ2 for every i ∈ [t].

Proof. Fix an integer t with ⌈n/γ2⌉ ≤ t ≤ ⌊n/γ1⌋ and a partition {Y1, Y2, . . . , Yt} of V (G)
such that γ1 ≤ |Yi| ≤ γ2 for every i ∈ [t] and

∑
1≤i<j≤t |Yi||Yj | = min

∑
1≤i<j≤t |Zi||Zj |,

where the minimum is over all partitions {Z1, Z2, . . . , Zt} of V (G) into t parts with γ1 ≤
|Zi| ≤ γ2 for every i ∈ [t]. Assume without loss of generality that |Y1| ≥ |Y2| ≥ · · · ≥ |Yt|.
Notice that to prove the claim, it is enough to prove that |Xt

i | ≤ |Yi| for every i ∈ [t], which

6 We will show later in the proof that we need not guess t; the quantity
∑

1≤i<j≤t
|Xi||Xj | is minimised

when t = ⌈n/γ2⌉.
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will imply that
∑

1≤i<j≤t |Xt
i ||Xt

j | ≤
∑

1≤i<j≤t |Yi||Yj |; in fact, |Xt
i | ≤ |Yi| for every i ∈ [t]

will imply that |Xt
i | = |Yi| for every i ∈ [t], as

∑
i∈[t] |Xt

i | =
∑

i∈[t] |Yi|, and this will in turn
imply that

∑
1≤i<j≤t |Xt

i ||Xt
j | =

∑
1≤i<j≤t |Yi||Yj |

We now prove that |Xt
i | ≤ |Yi| for every i ∈ [t]. Assume for a contradiction that there

exists an index r ∈ [t] such that |Xt
r| > |Yr|, and assume without loss of generality that r

is the least such index. Then, as
∑

i∈[t] |Xt
i | = n =

∑
i∈[t] |Yi|, there exists another index

s ∈ [t] such that |Ys| > |Xt
s|. We claim that s > r. To see this, recall that we have

γ1 ≤ |Xt
j |, |Yj | ≤ γ2 for every j ∈ [t]; then, as |Xt

r| > |Yr|, we can conclude that |Xt
r| > γ1.

But then Property (C) above implies that |Xt
j | = γ2 for every j < r, and therefore there

cannot exist s < r such that |Ys| > |Xt
s|. We can thus conclude that there exists s > r

such that |Ys| > |Xt
s|. Notice that we have γ2 ≥ |Xt

r| > |Yr| and γ1 ≤ |Xt
s| < |Ys|. Let

{Y ′
1 , Y ′

2 , . . . , Y ′
t } be the partition of V (G) obtained from {Y1, Y2, . . . , Yt} by moving exactly

one vertex from Ys to Yr. Notice then that |Y ′
s | = |Ys| − 1 ≥ γ1, |Y ′

r | = |Yr| + 1 ≤ γ2, and
|Y ′

i | = |Yi| for every i ∈ [t] \ {r, s}. In particular, γ1 ≤ |Y ′
i | ≤ γ2 for every i ∈ [t].

We will show that
∑

1≤i<j≤t |Y ′
i ||Y ′

j | <
∑

1≤i<j≤t |Yi||Yj |, which will contradict the
definition of {Y1, Y2, . . . , Yt}. To prove this, observe the following facts.
1. For i, j ∈ [t] \ {r, s}, we have |Y ′

i | = |Yi| and |Y ′
j | = |Yj |, and hence |Y ′

i ||Y ′
j | = |Yi||Yj |.

2. We have
∑

j∈[t]\{r,s}(|Y ′
j ||Y ′

r | + |Y ′
j ||Y ′

s |) =
∑

j∈[t]\{r,s} |Yj |(|Yr| + 1 + |Ys| − 1) =∑
j∈[t]\{r,s}(|Yj ||Yr| + |Yj ||Ys|).

3. We have |Y ′
r ||Y ′

s | < |Yr||Ys|. To see this, notice that |Y ′
r ||Y ′

s | = (|Yr| + 1)(|Ys| − 1) =
|Yr||Ys| − |Yr| + |Ys| − 1 < |Yr||Ys|, where the last inequality holds because |Yr| ≥ |Ys| as
r < s and |Y1| ≥ |Y2| ≥ · · · ≥ |Yt|.

We thus have∑
1≤i<j≤t

|Y ′
i ||Y ′

j | = |Y ′
r ||Y ′

s | +
∑

j∈[t]\{r,s}

(|Y ′
j ||Y ′

r | + |Y ′
j ||Y ′

s |) +
∑

i,j∈[t]\{r,s}

|Y ′
i ||Y ′

j |

< |Yr||Ys| +
∑

j∈[t]\{r,s}

(|Yj ||Yr| + |Yj ||Ys|) +
∑

i,j∈[t]\{r,s}

|Yi||Yj |

=
∑

1≤i<j≤t

|Yi||Yj |,

which is a contradiction. ◁

We have thus shown that for each t, the partition {Xt
1, Xt

2, . . . , Xt
t } is optimal. While this

shows that our algorithm is correct and thus completes the proof of the lemma, we can improve
our algorithm as follows. In Step 2, we need not go over all possible choices of t between
⌈n/γ2⌉ and ⌊n/γ1⌋; we will argue that an optimal solution is obtained at t = ⌈n/γ2⌉. That
is, we will prove that∑

1≤i<j≤⌈n/γ2⌉

|X⌈n/γ2⌉
i ||X⌈n/γ2⌉

j | = min
t

⌈n/γ2⌉≤t≤⌊n/γ1⌋

∑
1≤i<j≤t

|Xt
i ||Xt

j |. (♦♦♦)

Observe that the following claim implies Equation (♦♦♦).

▷ Claim 68. For each integer t with ⌈n/γ2⌉ ≤ t ≤ ⌊n/γ1⌋ − 1, we have
∑

1≤i<j≤t |Xt
i ||Xt

j | ≤∑
1≤i<j≤t+1 |Xt+1

i ||Xt+1
j |.

Proof. For each t with ⌈n/γ2⌉ ≤ t ≤ ⌊n/γ1⌋, let h(t) =
∑

1≤i<j≤t |Xt
i ||Xt

j |. Now fix t such
that ⌈n/γ2⌉ ≤ t ≤ ⌊n/γ1⌋ − 1. We will show that h(t) ≤ h(t + 1). Observe first that
n ≤ tγ2. Consider the partitions Xt

1, Xt
2, . . . , Xt

t and Xt+1
1 , Xt+1

2 , . . . , Xt+1
t+1 of V (G) that our

algorithm constructs. Notice that we must have |Xt+1
t+1 | = γ1 for our algorithm would not
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assign a vertex to Xt+1
t+1 in Step 2.2.2 as n ≤ tγ2. For every j ∈ [t], as |Xt+1

j | ≤ |Xt
j |, we also

assume without loss of generality that Xt+1
j = Xt

j \ Xt+1
t+1 .

Now, to prove that h(t) ≤ h(t + 1), we calculate the difference h(t + 1) − h(t) and show
that this quantity is at least 0. And to calculate h(t + 1) − h(t), notice that we only need to
account for the contribution of edges incident with Xt+1

t+1 to both h(t) and h(t + 1); as for
the other edges, notice that as Xt+1

j = Xt
j \ Xt+1

t+1 for every j ∈ [t], each edge not incident
with Xt+1

t+1 contributes equally to both h(t) and h(t + 1). In what follows, we will use the
fact that Xt+1

t+1 is the disjoint union of the t sets Xt+1
t+1 ∩ Xt

j for all j ∈ [t], and therefore,
γ1 = |Xt+1

t+1 | =
∑

j∈[t] |Xt+1
t+1 ∩ Xt

j |.
Let us first compute the number of edges that contribute 1 to h(t + 1) and 0 to h(t).

Notice that each such edge has exactly one endpoint in Xt+1
t+1 . In particular, the edge is

between Xt+1
t+1 and Xt+1

j for some j ∈ [t]. As noted above, Xt+1
t+1 is the disjoint union of

(Xt+1
t+1 ∩Xt

j) and
⋃

i∈[t]\{j} Xt+1
t+1 ∩Xt

i . Notice also that each edge between Xt+1
t+1 ∩Xt

j and Xt+1
j

contributes 1 to h(t + 1) and 0 to h(t). And the number of such edges is |Xt+1
t+1 ∩ Xt

j | · |Xt+1
j |.

As for the remaining edges between Xt+1
t+1 and Xt+1

j , notice that each such edge is between
Xt+1

t+1 ∩ Xt+1
i ⊆ Xt

i and Xt+1
j ⊆ Xt

j for some i ∈ [t] \ {j}, and each such edge contributes 1
to both h(t) and h(t + 1). Thus the number of edges that contribute 1 to h(t + 1) and 0 to
h(t) is precisely∑

j∈[t]

|Xt+1
t+1 ∩ Xt

j | · |Xt+1
j | ≥ γ1 ·

∑
j∈[t]

|Xt+1
t+1 ∩ Xt

j | (because |Xt+1
j | ≥ γ1)

= γ1 · |Xt+1
t+1 |

= γ2
1 .

Let us now compute the number of edges that contribute 1 to h(t) and 0 to h(t + 1). Notice
that each such edge has both its endpoints in Xt+1

t+1 . To compute the contribution of such
edges to h(t), notice that for every distinct pair i, j ∈ [t], each edge between Xt+1

t+1 ∩ Xt
i

and Xt+1
t+1 ∩ Xt

j contributes exactly 1 to h(t), and the number of such edges is exactly
|Xt+1

t+1 ∩ Xt
i | · |Xt+1

t+1 ∩ Xt
j |. The only remaining edges with both endpoints in Xt+1

t+1 are those
with both their endpoints in Xt+1

t+1 ∩ Xt
i for some i ∈ [t], and each such edge contributes

exactly 0 to h(t). Thus the number of edges that contribute 0 to h(t + 1) and 1 to h(t) is
precisely

∑
1≤i<j≤t

|Xt+1
t+1 ∩ Xt

i | · |Xt+1
t+1 ∩ Xt

j | ≤ 1
2

∑
j∈[t]

|Xt+1
t+1 ∩ Xt

j |

2

= 1
2

(
|Xt+1

t+1 |
)2

= (1/2)γ2
1 ,

where the first inequality holds because
∑

1≤i<j≤t 2xixj ≤
(∑

j∈[t] xj

)2
for any non-negative

numbers x1, x2, . . . , xt. We have thus shown that h(t + 1) − h(t) ≥ γ2
1 − (1/2)γ2

1 ≥ 0, and
therefore h(t + 1) ≥ h(t). ◁

Claim 68 implies Equation (♦♦♦), which in turn implies that in Step 2 of our algorithm, we
need to compute

∑
1≤i<j≤t |Xt

i ||Xt
j | for only t = ⌈n/γ2⌉. ◀

Observe that we can use the algorithm of Lemma 66 to solve CCCD when the input
graph is a cluster graph; we simply invoke the algorithm of Lemma 66 on each connected
component of G. We thus have the following corollary.
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▶ Corollary 69. CCCD is polynomial-time solvable on cluster graphs.

In light of Corollary 69, it is straightforward to design an FPT algorithm for CCCD on
general graphs. Recall that a graph G is a cluster graph if and only if G does not contain
P3 as an induced subgraph. So, given an instance (G, k, γ1, γ2) of CCCD, we branch on
induced P3s until the graph becomes P3-free and then invoke Corollary 69. We now formally
describe our algorithm, which we call Algo-CCCD.

Algo-CCCD. Given an instance (G, k, γ1, γ2) of CCCD, we do as follows.
Step 1: If G is a cluster graph, then we use the algorithm of Corollary 69 to solve the

problem.
Step 2: If Step 1 is not applicable and k > 0, then we greedily find an induced P3, say

uvw (i.e., uv, vw ∈ E(G) and uw /∈ E(G)) and recursively call Algo-CCCD on the two
instances (G − uv, k − 1, γ1, γ2) and (G − vw, k − 1, γ1, γ2).

Step 3: If the previous two steps are not applicable, then G is not a cluster graph and k = 0,
and we return that (G, k, γ1, γ2) is a no-instance.

Observe that Algo-CCCD runs in time 2knO(1). In each execution of Step 2, we make 2
recursive calls, and we recurse only until k becomes 0, and hence we make at most 2k recursive
calls. All the other steps of the algorithm take only polynomial time. This completes the
proof of Theorem 65.

5 Conclusion

We introduced new variants of the widely studied Cluster Editing problem, and designed
single-exponential time FPT algorithms and polynomial kernels for them. These results add
to a growing body of literature on algorithms for clustering under size or balance constraints.
Our work triggers several questions for future research. First, while our kernel for the
completion version has O(k) vertices, our kernels for the deletion and editing versions have
O(k4) and O(k3) vertices, respectively. Can we design O(k) kernels for these problems
as well? Second, it is known that Cluster Editing and Cluster Deletion do not
admit sub-exponential time FPT algorithms unless the Exponential Time Hypothesis (ETH)
fails [40]. This lower bound applies to BCD and BCC as well. But the case of BCC is
open: Can we design a sub-exponential time FPT algorithm for BCC or prove that such an
algorithm does not exist unless ETH fails? We must add that Remark 47 at least indicates
that a sub-exponential time FPT-approximation may be within our reach. Third, can we
extend our results to similar edge modification problems under balance constraints, for
example, the bipartite counterpart of Cluster Editing, called Bicluster Editing [31, 55]
and generalizations of Cluster Editing such as s-Plex Cluster Editing [32]? Fourth,
apart from these theoretical questions, it would be interesting to evaluate the practical
competitiveness of our algorithms, particularly the efficacy of the reduction rules that we use
in our kernelization algorithms on real-world or synthetic instances.
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A NP-hardness of Balanced Cluster Completion

To show that BCC is NP-hard, we use a reduction due to Froese et al. [26], which shows
that a related problem called Cluster Transformation by Edge Addition is NP-hard.
In Cluster Transformation by Edge Addition, we are given a cluster graph G and
a non-negative integer k, and we have to decide if we can add exactly k edges to G in
such a way that the resulting graph is also a cluster graph. Froese et al. [26] showed that
Cluster Transformation by Edge Addition is NP-hard by designing a reduction
from a problem called Numerical 3D-Matching. We will argue that this reduction also
shows the NP-hardness of BCC. Below, we reproduce the reduction from [26] and outline its
correctness.

In Numerical 3D-Matching, which is known to be strongly NP-hard [27], we are given
positive integers t, a1, a2, . . . , an, b1, b2, . . . , bn and c1, c2, . . . , cn, and we have to decide if
there exist bijections α, β, γ : [n] → [n] such that aα(i) + bβ(i) + cγ(i) = t for every i ∈ [n]. We
reduce Numerical 3D-Matching to BCC. Informally, the reduction works as follows. Given
an instance of Numerical 3D-Matching, we construct a cluster graph G by introducing a
“small” clique corresponding to each ai, a “medium” clique corresponding to each bi and a
“large” clique corresponding to each ci. We set k appropriately so that the only way we can
turn G into a 0-balanced cluster graph by adding at most k is by merging together one small
clique, one medium clique and one large clique.

Consider an instance I = (t, (ai)i∈[n], (bi)i∈[n], (ci)i∈[n]) of Numerical 3D-Matching.
As the problem is strongly NP-hard, we assume without loss of generality that ai, bi, ci ≤
nd for some constant d. We also assume that t > ai, bi, ci for every i ∈ [n] and that∑

i∈[t] ai + bi + ci = nt, as otherwise I is clearly a no-instance.
We construct an instance (G, k, η) of BCC as follows. First of all, we set η = 0. Now, let

A = n2d, B = n3d and C = n7d. For i ∈ [n], let a′
i = ai + A, b′

i = bi + B and c′
i = ci + C,

and we add three cliques of sizes a′
i, b′

i and c′
i to G; we call these cliques small, medium and

large, respectively. For convenience, we refer to these cliques by their sizes; for example, we
may refer to the clique a′

i. Let t′ = t + A + B + C, and we set

k = n

(
t′

2

)
− |E(G)| = n

(
t′

2

)
−

∑
i∈[n]

((
a′

i

2

)
+

(
b′

i

2

)
+

(
c′

i

2

))
.

We now argue that I is a yes-instance of Numerical 3D-Matching if and only if
(G, k, η) is a yes-instance of BCC. The forward direction is straightforward. Assume that I

is a yes-instance, and let α, β, γ : [n] → [n] be bijections such that aα(i) + bβ(i) + cγ(i) = t

for every i ∈ [n]. Then the cluster graph G′ obtained from G by merging the three cliques
a′

α(i), b′
β(i) and c′

γ(i) for each i ∈ [n] is 0-balanced. And it is straightforward to verify that
|E(G′) \ E(G)| = k.

The backward direction is more involved. Assume that (G′, k, η) is a yes-instance of
BCC, and let F ⊆

(
V (G)

2
)

be a solution for (G, k, η). As η = 0, the cluster graph G + F is
0-balanced. To show that I is a yes-instance, we use the following sequence of arguments.
1. For n ≥ 3 and d ≥ 1, we have n10d+1 ≤ k ≤ 2nd+1 [26, Lemma 7].
2. As a consequence, no two large cliques can be merged together, because each large clique

has size Ω(C) = Ω(n7d), and merging together two large cliques needs the addition of
Ω(n14) edges [26, Lemma 8].

3. This implies that the graph G + F has at least n components (one corresponding to each
large clique of G).
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4. As G + F is 0-balanced, we must merge each small clique and each medium clique
with a large clique. To see this, notice that the total number of vertices in all the
small and medium cliques together is

∑
i∈[n](a′

i + b′
i) =

∑
i∈[n](ai + A + bi + B) =

nA + nB +
∑

i∈[n](ai + bi) = O(n2d+1 + n3d+1 + nd+1) = O(n3d+1), whereas each large
clique has size Ω(C) = Ω(n7d). Item 2 now implies that each small clique is merged with
exactly one large clique, and similarly each medium clique is merged with exactly one
large clique.

5. Items 3 and 4 together imply that G + F has exactly n components.
6. As |G + F | = |G| =

∑
i∈[n](a′

i + b′
i + c′

i) =
∑

i∈[n](ai + A + bi + B + ci + C) = n(A + B +
C + t) = nt′, and G + F is 0-balanced with exactly n components, we can conclude that
each component of G + F has size exactly t′.

7. But then, as t′ = t + A + B + C = t + n2d + n3d + n7d and t ≤ 3nd, each component
of G + F must be formed by merging together one small, one medium and one large
clique [26, Lemma 13]. In other words, there exist bijections α′, β′, γ′ : [n] → [n] such
that for each i ∈ [n], we have a′

α′(i) + b′
β′(i) + c′

γ′(i) = t′

8. Based on Item 7, it is straightforward to argue that I is a yes-instance [26, Proof of
Theorem 6]. For each i ∈ [n], we have aα′(i) + bβ′(i) + cγ′(i) = a′

α′(i) − A + b′
β′(i) − B +

c′
γ′(i) − C = t′ − A − B − C = t. This shows that I is a yes-instance of Numerical

3D-Matching.
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