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Abstract

The connection between Hamiltonicity and the independence numbers of graphs has been a
fundamental aspect of Graph Theory since the seminal works of the 1960s. This paper presents
a novel algorithmic perspective on these classical problems. Our contributions are twofold.

First, we establish that a wide array of problems in undirected graphs, encompassing prob-
lems such as Hamiltonian Path and Cycle, Path Cover, Largest Linkage, and Topological Minor
Containment are fixed-parameter tractable (FPT) parameterized by the independence number
of a graph. To the best of our knowledge, these results mark the first instances of FPT problems
for such parameterization.

Second, we extend the algorithmic scope of the Gallai-Milgram theorem. The original the-
orem by Gallai and Milgram, asserts that for a graph G with the independence number α(G),
the vertex set of G can be covered by at most α(G) vertex-disjoint paths. We show that de-
termining whether a graph can be covered by fewer than α(G)− k vertex-disjoint paths is FPT

parameterized by k.
Notably, the independence number parameterization, which describes graph’s density, de-

parts from the typical flow of research in parameterized complexity, which focuses on parameters
describing graph’s sparsity, like treewidth or vertex cover.

1 Introduction

A significant portion of parameterized algorithms deals with optimization problems on sparse
graphs when specific graph parameters characterize the sparsity and structure of the graph. Such
parameters include treewidth, treedepth, or minimum vertex cover size. However, the parameter-
ized complexity of many problems needs to be understood more when it comes to the parameters
describing the graph’s density, such as its independence number, that is, the size of the maximum
independent set.

The initial step in exploring algorithmic properties of graphs with bounded independence num-
bers was taken by Ovetsky Fradkin and Seymour in their work [FS15]. They demonstrated that a
generalization of the edge-disjoint path problem, which they call “fusion”, can be solved in poly-
nomial time on digraphs with a constant independence number. The work of Ovetsky Fradkin and
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Seymour, as well as the follow-up research [LLM+20, MSSZ23], indicates that the class of digraphs
with bounded independence numbers exhibits sufficient structure for algorithmic exploitation.

In this paper, we leverage the structure of undirected graphs with bounded independence num-
bers to develop parameterized algorithms. Our approach is applicable to a wide range of combinato-
rial problems, including Hamiltonicity and path covers in undirected graphs. The interplay between
Hamiltonicity and independence numbers is a fundamental theme in Graph Theory, stemming from
the classic theorem of Gallai–Milgram [GM60]. Surprisingly, the computational complexity of the
Graph Hamiltonicity problem remained unresolved, even for graphs with an independence number
of α(G) = 3, until the recent work by Jedlicková and Kratochv́ıl [JK23]. Jedlicková and Kratochv́ıl
have demonstrated that not only Graph Hamiltonicity but also more general Hamiltonian-ℓ-Linkage
problems (which involve connecting ℓ pairs of vertices with vertex-disjoint paths covering all the
graph’s vertices) can be solved in polynomial time when the independence number α(G) of a graph
is constant.

The algorithms proposed by Jedlicková and Kratochv́ıl for Graph Hamiltonicity is an XP algo-
rithm for parameter α(G). This means that on an n-vertex graph G, the running times of these
algorithms are the form of nf(α(G)) for some function f . To the best of our knowledge, no fun-
damental NP-hard problem has been found to be FPT parameterized by α(G). (The only trivial
exception is coloring a graph G in a constant number of colors q because every yes-instance has at
most q · α(G) vertices.) This leads Jedlicková and Kratochv́ıl in [JK23] to an intriguing question:
What is the parameterized complexity of the Hamiltonian Path problem (and many other related
problems) parameterized by α(G)?

We find the situation concerning parameterization by α(G) unusual: Most algorithmic findings
in structural parameterization require that computing or approximating the corresponding graph
structural parameter is in FPT. For example, deciding whether a graph contains a Hamiltonian
cycle is FPT parameterized by the treewidth of a graph due to the following reasoning. First, for an
input integer k, there are (either exact or approximation) algorithms that either correctly decide
that the treewidth of the input graph is more than k or construct a tree decomposition of width
O(k) in time f(k) · nO(1) [Bod96, Kor21, RS86]. Then, the tree decomposition is used to decide
whether the graph is Hamiltonian in time g(k) · nO(1). In contrast, determining whether α(G) ≥ k
is W[1]-hard with parameter k [DF99]. Moreover, there is compelling evidence that the problem
does not admit an FPT approximation [LRSW22, KK22]. To overcome the intractability of the
independence number, we design algorithms with the following properties. For a given parameter
k, the algorithm either solves an optimization problem at hand (Hamiltonicity, Path Cover, etc.)
in FPT time with respect to k, or it correctly reports that the input graph does not fall within the
appropriate domain, meaning it has an independence number greater than k. Such algorithms are
what Raghavan and Spinrad referred to as robust [RS03].

Our contribution. To state formally our first main result, we need the following definitions.

Definition 1 (TM-model and TM-embedding). Let H, G be graphs, let M be a subgraph of G
and T ⊆ V (M) ⊆ V (G), such that all vertices of M \ T have degree 2. We say that (M,T ) is a
topological minor model (TM-model) of H in G if H is isomorphic to a graph obtained from M by
dissolving in M all vertices of M \T . Here, dissolving a vertex of degree two means deleting it while
making its neighbors adjacent. We further say that for the injective mapping f : V (H) → V (G)
induced by the isomorphism above, (M,f) is a topological minor embedding (TM-embedding) of H
in G. The size of a TM-model (M,T ) and of a TM-embedding (M,f) is the number of vertices in
M .

In other words, in a TM-embedding, the vertices of H are mapped to distinct vertices of G
such that the edges of H could be mapped to internally vertex-disjoint paths of G connecting the
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corresponding pairs of vertices of G. Moreover, the mapping from edges of H to paths in G can be
“read off” from the corresponding model subgraph M .

We also consider a more general variant of TM-embedding. In this variant, every vertex of H
is assigned a list of vertices of G where it could be mapped.

Definition 2 (List TM-embedding). For graphs H, G, and a mapping L : V (H) → 2V (G), we
say that TM-embedding M , f : V (H) → V (G) is a list topological minor embedding (list TM-
embedding), if for each h ∈ V (H), f(h) ∈ L(h).

Our first result is the theorem establishing that computing the list TM-embedding of maximum
size is FPT parameterized by the size of the maximum independent set in G and the size of the
graph H.

Theorem 1. There is an algorithm that, given graphs H,G, a list assignment L : V (H) → 2V (G)

and an integer parameter k ≥ 1, in time 2|H|O(k)
· 2k

O(k2)
· |G|O(1)

• either correctly reports that there is no list TM-embedding of H in G, or

• computes a TM-embedding of H in G of the maximum size, where the maximum is taken over
all list TM-embeddings of H in G, or

• outputs an independent set in G of size k.

List TM-embedding encompasses several vital problems in graph algorithms and Theorem 1
implies several corollaries.

• When graph H consists of a path P2 on two vertices whose lists are all vertices of V (G), then
this is the problem of finding a longest path in G. If this path contains |V (G)| vertices, this
is a Hamiltonian path. For H = C3, we get the problem of finding a longest cycle in G, the
generalization of computing a Hamiltonian cycle in G. By Theorem 1, these tasks could be
performed in time f(α(G)) · |G|O(1). This positively answers the open question from [JK23].

• In Path Cover, the task is to cover all vertices of G by at most p vertex-disjoint paths. By
Gallai–Milgram’s theorem [GM60], if p ≥ α(G) then a covering by at most p paths always
exists and we can assume that p < α(G). We can solve the problem by taking H to be
disjoint unions of at most p paths P1 and P2 assigning to each vertex of H the list containing
all vertices of V (G). Thus, Theorem 1 yields an algorithm of running time f(α(G)) · |G|O(1)

solving this problem. For Cycle Cover, that is when the graph H consists of at most p
disjoint copies of C3, we have the running time of f(α(G) + p) · |G|O(1).

• Jedlicková and Kratochv́ıl in [JK23] defined the following generalization of Path Cover.
In the Hamiltonian-ℓ-Linkage problem, we are given ℓ pairs of vertices (s1, t1), . . . , (sℓ, tℓ).
The task is to connect these pairs by disjoint paths that altogether traverse all vertices of
the graph. For ℓ = 1 this is the problem of deciding whether a graph for selected vertices
s and t contains a Hamiltonian s, t-path. Hamiltonian-ℓ-Linkage could be encoded as
List TM-embedding with H consisting of ℓ disjoint copies of P2. Let the vertices of these
P2’s be {xi, yi}, i ∈ {1, . . . , ℓ}. Then the list mapping L assigns {si} to xi and {ti} to yi.
By Theorem 1, Hamiltonian-ℓ-Linkage is solvable in time f(α(G) + ℓ) · |G|O(1), resolving
another open question of Jedlicková and Kratochv́ıl. By playing with different graphs H in
the List TM-embedding and Theorem 1, one easily obtains algorithms computing spanning
subgraphs with various properties like a spanning tree with at most ℓ leaves.
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• Another interesting scenario is the maximization variant of the T -Cycle problem. In the
Longest T -Cycle problem, we are given a graph G and a set T ⊆ V (G) of terminals.
The task is to decide whether there is a cycle passing through all terminals [BHT12, Kaw08,
Wah13]. We can reduce this problem to List TM-embedding by enumerating all |T |! orderings
in which terminal vertices occur in an optimal solution. For each guessed ordering, we apply
Theorem 1 for H being a cycle on |T | vertices such that each vertex of H is assigned to
precisely one terminal vertex, and the cyclic ordering of H corresponds to the guess. This
brings us to the f(α(G) + |T |) · |G|O(1) algorithm computing a cycle of maximum length
containing all T terminals. Similar arguments hold for a more general colored variant of
the problem. In this variant, we are given a graph G, and some of the vertices of G are
assigned colors from 1 to L. Then, the task is to find a longest cycle containing the maximum
number of colors [FGK+23]. Note that an optimal cycle can contain many vertices of the
same color. By guessing the colors participating in a solution cycle C and the ordering of
their first appearance in some cyclic ordering of C, we construct a cycle H on at most L
vertices. Every vertex of H is assigned the list of vertices of G corresponding to the guessed
color. This brings us to the algorithm of running time f(α(G) + L) · |G|O(1).

The Gallai–Milgram theorem from 1960 [GM60] states that the vertex set of every (directed
or undirected) graph can be covered by at most α(G) vertex-disjoint paths. Known constructive
proofs of the Gallai–Milgram theorem can be used to construct a graph path cover with a size of at
most α(G). Our following theorem presents a significant generalization of this algorithmic result
for undirected graphs: for an integer parameter k, deciding whether a graph G contains a path
cover of size at most α(G) − k is FPT, parameterized by k.

One of the corollaries of Theorem 1 is that deciding whether a graph G contains a Hamiltonian
path is FPT, parameterized by α(G). It is worth noting that Theorem 2 provides another non-trivial
extension of this result as we solve this problem by taking k = α(G) − 1 in the theorem.

Theorem 2. There is an algorithm that, given an n-vertex graph G and an integer parameter

k ≥ 1, in time 2k
O(k4)

· nO(1) outputs a path cover P of G and, furthermore,

• either correctly reports that P is a minimum-size path cover, or

• outputs together with P an independent set of size |P|+ k certifying that P contains at most
α(G) − k paths.

Related Work. The exploration of long paths and cycles in graphs represents a well-established
and actively pursued research direction within parameterized algorithms. Since the seminal intro-
duction of the color-coding technique by Alon, Yuster, and Zwick [AYZ95], substantial progress
in algorithmic methodologies has been achieved. Notably, a range of powerful algorithmic meth-
ods has been developed, including those by Bjorklund [Bjö14], Koutis [Kou08], Williams [Wil09],
and Zehavi [Zeh16]. This progress has also contributed to our understanding of significantly more
general and complex problems, such as topological minor embedding [GKMW11, FLP+20].

This progress also concerns structural parameterized complexity, especially in graphs of bounded
treewidth [CNP+11, BCKN13, CKN13, FLPS16, BST23]. However, the success of treewidth pa-
rameterization does not extend to more general graph width parameters. For example, the problem
of deciding graph Hamiltonicity is W[1]-hard when parameterized by the clique-width of a graph
[FGLS10]. For a comprehensive overview and further details on the algorithms for finding long
cycles and paths in graphs, the reader may refer to Chapters 10, 11, and 12 of the book by Cygan
et al. [CFK+15].
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The interplay of the independence number, connectivity, Hamiltonicity, and path cover is a
popular theme in Graph Theory, with a historical foundation dating back to the works of Dilworth
[Dil50], Gallai and Milgram [GM60], Nash-Williams [NW71], and Chvátal and Erdős [CE72]. An
excellent introduction to this aspect of Graph Theory can be found in the survey by Jackson and
Ordaz [JO90]. It is surprising that in graph algorithms, despite tremendous success in the study
of Hamiltonicity, connectivity, and topological minors on graphs of bounded treewidth, which are
sparse graphs, there has been almost no progress on graphs of bounded independence number.
The notable exceptions are the works of Ovetsky Fradkin and Seymour [FS15] and Jedlicková and
Kratochv́ıl [JK23]. The first work deals with the edge-disjoint path problem, and the second, most
relevant to our first theorem, focuses on Graph Hamiltonicity and Hamiltonian-ℓ-Linkage problems.
In the end of this section, we explain the most crucial differences between the approaches taken
in our work and the work of Jedlicková and Kratochv́ıl. Both papers by Ovetsky Fradkin and
Seymour and Jedlicková and Kratochv́ıl provide XP algorithms that run in polynomial time when
the independence number of a graph is constant.

Theorem 1 could also be treated as a contribution to the rapidly developing area of algorithms
on graphs, excluding some induced subgraphs like Pt or Ct [ACP+21, GLP+21]. (Every graph
with an independence number of k excludes the graph kK1 as an induced subgraph.) However, all
results in this area concern the computation of the maximum independent set or, more generally,
induced subgraphs of bounded treewidth. Hamiltonicity is a more complex problem; it becomes
NP-complete already on P5-free graphs (a superclass of split graphs) [BLS99].

Theorem 2 contributes to another popular trend in parameterized algorithms that explores the
algorithmic extensions of classic theorems from extremal graph theory. Examples of such works
include the algorithmic extensions of Dirac’s theorem by Fomin, Golovach, Sagunov, and Simonov
[FGSS20] or Hajnal–Szemerédi’s theorem by Gan, Han and Hu [GHH23].

1.1 Proof overview

Theorem 1: We explain here the main steps of the proof only for Hamiltonian-ℓ-linkages. An
extension to arbitrary list TM-embeddings is more technical but builds on similar ideas.

Let us start by sketching the XP algorithm of Jedlicková and Kratochv́ıl [JK23]. Their algo-
rithm solves Hamiltonian-ℓ-Linkage and runs in nf(α(G)+ℓ) time. Since Theorem 1 is a strict
improvement of the XP algorithm, we highlight crucial differences that allow us to achieve fixed-
parameter tractability for the more general problem. An essential step in the algorithm of Jedlicková
and Kratochv́ıl is the following lemma: If a graph G is Ω(α(G) · ℓ)-vertex-connected, then it is
Hamiltonian-ℓ-linked, meaning that a path cover of size ℓ exists with any given endpoints of the
paths.

The algorithm of [JK23] is recursive and requires k ≥ α(G) to be given in the input. (This
requirement is not a problem for an XP algorithm because k could be computed by a brute force
in time O(nα(G)).) When the input graph G is Ω(k · ℓ)-connected, the algorithm correctly reports
that G is Hamiltonian-ℓ-linked. Otherwise, when the connectivity is smaller, a minimum vertex
separator X of G has O(k · ℓ) vertices. Every connected component of G−X has an independence
number at most α(G) − 1, and the algorithm proceeds recursively on each component. For that,
the algorithm performs an exhaustive search of how the solution paths are split into parts by X.
For every connected component of G−X and each split, the algorithm also performs an exhaustive
search of entry and exit points of the parts of the paths in the component. Since the number of
parts is at most ℓ + 2|X|, this constitutes nO(ℓ+|X|) possible choices. By treating each set of entry
and exit points as new terminal vertices, the algorithm is called recursively on each component.
By restricting the depth of the recursion by α(G), the recursion reaches the subproblem where the
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graph has sufficiently high connectivity without significantly blowing up the number of paths.
Since the approach of Jedlicková and Kratochv́ıl exploits small separators separating highly

connected components, the first natural direction to explore is whether the generic tools about cuts
from the toolbox of parameterized algorithms could be leveraged to turn it into an FPT algorithm.
The recursive understanding technique introduced by Chitnis et al. [CCH+16] is arguably the most
powerful tool for designing FPT algorithms for such types of problems about cuts, as illustrated by
the meta-theorem of Lokshtanov et al. [LRSZ18]. Unfortunately, recursive understanding is not of
much help here due to the following reasons. To apply recursive understanding, one has to be able
to deal with the primary case of so-called (p, q)-unbreakable graphs. However, for our problem, this
primary case is not more straightforward than the case of general graphs.

This is why we employ a different method of decomposing the graph. To prevent the XP
running time, our algorithm avoids recursive calls to itself. Instead, it encapsulates the recursion
in a subroutine that in time f(k, ℓ) · nO(1) either output an independent set of G of size k or find
a vertex set S of size kO(k) · ℓ with the following property: Each connected component of G − S
is Ω(k · (ℓ + |S|))-connected. Set S breaks solution paths into at most ℓ + 2|S| parts. Some parts
belong to G[S], while others belong to G− S. Since the size of S is in kO(k) · ℓ, the paths in G[S]
could be enumerated in FPT (in k and ℓ) time. However, guessing the entry and exit points of
these parts, how it is done by Jedlicková and Kratochv́ıl, would be too time-consuming. Here is
precisely the moment when the property of the decomposition comes into play. Each connected
component of G − S is highly connected and thus is Hamiltonian-(ℓ + 2|S|)-linked. Therefore,
for any selection of the paths’ endpoints, the required collection of vertex-disjoint paths spanning
all component vertices always exists (unless empty). Therefore, it is sufficient for the algorithm
to enumerate all possible “patterns” of paths’ behavior between S and the components of G − S
without enumerating the entry-exit endpoints in G − S. The latter task reduces to computing a
maximum matching in an auxiliary graph. This way, the whole enumeration can be done in FPT

time.
Another complication comes from the fact that we do not require the α(G) < k assumption

and instead aim to find a solution or an independent set of size k. For that, a constructive version
of the high connectivity case is required. That is, given an Ω(k · ℓ)-connected graph and ℓ pairs of
endpoints, we need to be able to construct a family of ℓ disjoint paths with the given endpoints
spanning the graph or to find an independent set of size k. We employ the general result of Thomas
and Wollan [TW05]: In a 10ℓ-connected graph, a collection of ℓ vertex-disjoint paths with the given
endpoints always exists. However, the proof of Thomas and Wollan [TW05] is involved, and it is
not apparent whether it could be made constructive. Instead, we employ the property that our
graphs are of bounded independence number. We use a Ramsey-based argument, finding either an
independent set of size k or a large clique, and in the latter case, we can find the desired ℓ paths
by connecting the endpoints to the clique via Menger’s theorem.

We remark here that the relation between connectivity and linkages in graphs is well-studied.
In particular, a sequence of results, including the above-mentioned work of Thomas and Wol-
lan [TW05], guarantees the existence of ℓ vertex-disjoint paths between given pairs of endpoints
in a graph of connectivity Ω(ℓ). However, there is a lack of simple and efficient algorithms that
compute vertex-disjoint paths connecting the given ℓ pairs of endpoints, in an Ω(ℓ)-connected, or
even ℓΩ(1)-connected graph. Our contributions in that direction can be of independent interest to
the reader.

Finally, for Theorem 1, we additionally generalize the argument above from Hamiltonian-ℓ-
linkages to arbitrary list TM-embeddings. Here, once more, the non-recursive structure of the
algorithm proves helpful: With the same choice of the set S, we enumerate all possible behaviors
of the target model on S and between S and the connected components of G−S. Again, we avoid
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enumerating concrete terminals and connecting vertices in G−S, fixing only the general connection
pattern to S. While considerably more technical, the enumeration can still be done in FPT time.
Then, similarly to Hamiltonian-ℓ-linkages, it can be shown that one can always find a spanning
list TM-model in a highly-connecting component (or an independent set of size k), with arbitrary
locations of the terminals.

Theorem 2: To sketch our second main result, Theorem 2, we recall the proof of Gallai-Milgram
theorem for undirected graphs. It is based on the following observation: if there are more than
α(G) paths in a path cover of G, then there is an edge between two endpoints of distinct paths.
Then these two paths can be joined into a single one and the size of the path cover is reduced by
one. This proof gives a polynomial-time algorithm constructing a path cover of G consisting of at
most α(G) paths. Note that the algorithm does not have to know or compute α(G) itself: it is
enough to iteratively join a pair of paths with adjacent endpoints until it is no longer possible. The
algorithm can start from a trivial path cover consisting of |V (G)| empty paths.

The procedure above on its own does not provide any additional relation between the number
of paths p in the obtained path cover P and the independence number α(G) except for p ≤ α(G).
We propose a way to deal with this issue. First, we distinguish the paths in P into usual and
special. We call a path usual if its endpoints are distinct and there is no edge between them in
G. Otherwise, we call a path special. We argue that having usual paths in P is beneficial. For
example, if all paths in P are usual, then the endpoints of paths in P form an independent set of
size 2p as, otherwise, we would join two paths. In particular, this implies that p ≤ α(G)/2. Even
having k usual paths in P is enough since this yields an independent set of size p + k. Together
with P, this independent set is a feasible output for the algorithm of Theorem 2.

While special paths are unsuitable for constructing a large enough independent set, they are
suitable for joining. A special path is either a path of length zero or one, or a cycle of length at
least three (if considered together with the edge between the endpoints). Then, an edge between
two arbitrary vertices of two special paths is as helpful as an edge between endpoints: it allows us
to join the two paths and cover the vertices of their union by a single path. Our algorithm exploits
this property of special paths and joins them exhaustively until there is no edge between special
paths.

This property of special paths, in fact, gives us even more insight into the structure of G. Since
special paths are independent of each other, and there are less than k usual paths in P, taking just
one vertex from each special path constitutes an independent set of size greater than p− k. Taking
two non-adjacent vertices instead of one from 2k special paths gives an independent set of size at
least p + k, solving the problem immediately. Hence, the remaining case is when all but at most
2k special paths have vertex sets inducing cliques in G.

However, this structural insight alone is only half of the solution. To proceed further, we need
another and more sophisticated way of transforming the paths in P. Instead of joining two paths
as before, this transformation takes two special paths and one usual path, so there are two edges
without common endpoints connecting the special paths to the usual path. The transformation
produces three paths, and at least two of these paths are usual. Hence, this transformation reduces
the number of special paths and does not increase P.

The transformation above provides the remaining structural insight for the algorithm. When
this transformation and all the transformations above cannot be applied, a vertex set S of size less
than k separates all usual paths from at least p−4k special paths with vertex sets inducing cliques.
In an auxiliary Lemma 4, we prove that the small size of S can be exploited and irrelevant cliques
can be removed from G with respect to the size of an optimal path cover and the independence
number. After applying this polynomial-time routine, at most O(k2) special paths remain in P.
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The proof outline has come to the final case when p = O(k2). In this case, with Theorem 1
in hand, we aim to find the optimal path cover of G as discussed previously in this section. The
parameter choice in Theorem 1 is essential, and we choose it to be p + k. Thus, if the application
of Theorem 1 does not give an optimal path cover, it gives an independent set of size p+ k. Either
way, the algorithm produces a solution feasible for Theorem 2.

We finish the outline of the proof of Theorem 2 by noting that the algorithm described above
takes polynomial time, except for the application of Theorem 1.

2 Proof of Theorem 1: List TM-embedding parameterized by in-

dependence number

In this section, we prove Theorem 1. The proof consists of three main steps, deferred to
their respective subsections. The first step is the proof of the stronger version of the theorem for
highly connected graphs which we call Spanning Lemma. It shows that for any fixed injection
f : V (H) → V (G) the desired TM-embedding respecting f or an independent set can be found;
moreover, the found TM-embedding spans V (G). The second step is the so-called Merging Lemma,
that combines the solutions from several highly-connected components, provided that the size of
the separator between them is small. Finally, to obtain the proof of Theorem 1 itself, we show an
iterative procedure that either finds the desired separator, or an independent set.

2.1 Spanning Lemma

We first deal with highly-connected graphs. More precisely, we demonstrate that, given an
injective mapping f : V (H)→ V (G), we can either compute a TM-embedding of H in G respecting
f and spanning V (G), or find an independent set of size k in G; this holds if the connectivity of G
is sufficiently high. This step follows the approach of Jedlicková and Kratochv́ıl [JK23, Theorem 7],
who proved that for every k > 1 and ℓ > 1, if a graph G satisfies α(G) < k and G is max{kℓ, 10ℓ}-
connected, then G is Hamiltonian-ℓ-linked. Recall that a graph G is ℓ-linked if it has at least 2ℓ
vertices and for every set of ℓ disjoint pairs (sj, tj) of distinct vertices, there exist ℓ vertex-disjoint
paths in G such that the endpoints of the j-path are sj and tj, for each j ∈ [ℓ]. A graph is called
Hamiltonian-ℓ-linked if, in addition, the set of ℓ paths covers all vertices of G.

To adapt the approach of Jedlicková and Kratochv́ıl for our purposes, we need to address two
issues. The first issue is minor; we need to slightly strengthen the connectivity requirement to
simplify the case analysis and allow for possible coinciding endpoints of the paths (which is not
allowed in [JK23]). The second issue is more serious—the proof of Jedlicková and Kratochv́ıl is
not constructive, meaning that it cannot be used to construct the linkage. However, we need a
procedure constructing the linkage for computing a TM-embedding of H. The proof of Jedlicková
and Kratochv́ıl builds on the following result of Thomas and Wollan [TW05], which is also non-
constructive.

Proposition 1 (Corollary 1.3, [TW05]). If G is 10ℓ-connected then G is ℓ-linked.

We do not know how to make the proof of Proposition 1 constructive in general. However,
since the graphs of our interest have bounded independence number, we can use this property to
construct linkages in highly connected graphs. The algorithm in the following lemma serves as a
key starting subroutine in the proof of our result for highly-connected instances.

Lemma 1. There is an algorithm that, given integers k, ℓ ≥ 1, a 10ℓ-connected graph G, and a
family of vertex pairs (s1, t1), . . . , (sℓ, tℓ) such that si 6= ti for each i ∈ [ℓ], in time 2(k+ℓ)O(k)

+|G|O(1)
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outputs either an independent set of size k or a family of ℓ internally vertex-disjoint siti-paths Pi

for i ∈ [ℓ], that is, the i-th path connects si and ti and does not contain any other sj or tj as an
internal vertex.

Proof. Let T =
⋃ℓ

i=1{si, ti} be the set of vertices in the input pairs. We call the vertices in
T terminals. For simplicity, our algorithm first ensures that s1, t1, s2, t2, . . . , sℓ, tℓ are 2ℓ distinct
vertices, i.e., |T | = 2ℓ. For each vertex v ∈ T that appears in p > 1 input pairs, the algorithm
replaces v by p true twins, i.e., vertices that contain the neighborhood of v and are also adjacent to
each other. Then, each repeating occurrence of v in the input pairs is replaced by a distinct copy.
This transformation results in 2ℓ distinct terminal vertices. The requirement on 10ℓ-connectivity of
the graph still holds, and the modification does not increase the maximum size of an independent set.
Furthermore, given an independent set in the transformed graph, replacing each copy of a terminal
vertex with the corresponding original vertex of G gives an independent set in the original graph.
The same is true for paths avoiding terminal vertices: a path between copies is equivalent to the
path between original vertices. Therefore, the transformed input is equivalent to the original input,
and the respective solutions can be transformed in polynomial time. Henceforth, the algorithm
works with the transformed input, meaning that all vertices in the input pairs are distinct.

Observe that by Proposition 1, a family of vertex-disjoint siti-paths always exists. Hence, our
task is to construct such paths. First, we show that if G contains a clique of size 2ℓ, then the paths
can be constructed in polynomial time.

Claim 1. Let C be a given clique of size 2ℓ in G. Then a family of internally vertex-disjoint paths
P1, P2, . . . , Pℓ, where for each i ∈ [ℓ], Pi connects si with ti, can be constructed in polynomial time.

Proof of Claim 1. Since G is 2ℓ-connected, by Menger’s theorem [Men27, Die17], there are 2ℓ
internally vertex-disjoint paths connecting vertices of T =

⋃ℓ
i=1{si, ti} with distinct vertices of C.

These paths can be constructed in the standard fashion via a network flow algorithm; in particular,
using the Ford-Fulkerson algorithm [FF56] to find ℓ-flow in O(ℓ · |G|) running time. Then for each
i ∈ [ℓ], we have two paths, one connecting si with c2i−1 and the other connecting ti with c2i for
some c2i−1, c2i ∈ C. Note that it is possible that one or two of these paths are trivial, i.e., si = c2i−1

or ti = c2i can be true.
As C is a clique in G and c2i−1c2i ∈ E(G), these paths can be concatenated, resulting in the

siti-path Pi. Since c1, c2, . . . , c2ℓ are pairwise distinct, any two paths among P1, P2, . . . , Pℓ do not
share any common vertices. We obtain ℓ paths as required. y

When G is of bounded size, we employ brute-force enumeration.

Claim 2. If G has less than (k+2ℓ)k vertices, then paths P1, P2, . . . , Pℓ can be found in O(2(k+2ℓ)2k )
time.

Proof of Claim 2. It is sufficient to enumerate all possible subsets of edges of G contained in the
desired family of paths. When a subset S of edges is fixed by the algorithm, it is sufficient to check
that for each i ∈ [ℓ], there is a connected component in the graph with the vertex set V (G) and
the edge set S, that is a path between si and ti. If S satisfies this for each i ∈ [ℓ], the algorithm
stops and reports the corresponding components as P1, P2, . . . , Pℓ. y

It is left to explain how the algorithm constructs the clique C, given that G has at least (k+2ℓ)k

vertices. The essential tool here is the classical Ramsey’s theorem [Ram30], which guarantees a large
clique or independent set in a large enough graph. For completeness, we present the corresponding
polynomial-time subroutine based on the Ramsey number bound given by Erdős and Szekeres in
1935 [ES09].
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Claim 3. There is a polynomial-time algorithm that, given a graph G and two integers r, s > 0
such that |V (G)| ≥

(

r+s−2
r−1

)

, outputs either an independent set of size r or a clique of size s in G.

Proof of Claim 3. Note that G necessary has either an independent set of size r or a clique of
size s because the corresponding Ramsey number satisfies R(r, s) ≤

(

r+s−2
r−1

)

[ES09]. The algorithm
is recursive. Since r, s > 0, |V (G)| > 1 and G has at least one vertex, denote it by v. If r = 1
or s = 1, then algorithm outputs {v} and stops. For r, s ≥ 2, consider vertex sets A = NG(v)
and B = V (G) \ {v} \ A. Since |V (G)| = |A| + |B| + 1 and V (G) ≥

(

r+s−2
r−1

)

we have that either

|A| ≥
(

r+s−3
r−1

)

or |B| ≥
(

r+s−3
r−2

)

. If |A| ≥
(

r+s−3
r−1

)

then G[A] has either an independent set of size
r or a clique of size s− 1. In this case, the algorithm makes a recursive call to itself for the input
G[A], r > 0 and s− 1 > 0. If its output is a clique of size s− 1, the algorithm additionally appends
v to it, resulting in a clique of size s. Thus, the algorithm obtains either an independent set of size
r, or a clique of size s as required. The case of |B| ≥

(

r+s−3
r−2

)

is symmetric, as v can be appended
to any independent set in G[B].

Because the values of
(

x+y−2
y−1

)

=
(

x+y−2
x−1

)

for x ≤ r and y ≤ s can be computed in O(rs)
time using the recursive formula for binomial coefficients, we obtain that the running time of the
algorithm is O(n2) where n = |V (G)|. The proof of the claim is complete. y

Now, we are ready to complete the algorithm:

• If |V (G)| ≤ (k + 2ℓ)k, the algorithm applies the subroutine of Claim 2 to find the solution,
outputs it and stops.

• Otherwise, since (k + 2ℓ)k ≥
(

k+2ℓ−2
k−1

)

, the algorithm applies the subroutine of Claim 3 with
r = k and s = 2ℓ.

• If the output is an independent set of size k, the algorithm outputs it, and stops.

• Otherwise, the output is a clique of size 2ℓ in G. The algorithm uses the subroutine of Claim 1
to find the solution, then outputs it and stops.

The correctness of the algorithm and the upper bound on its running time follow from the
claims. The proof of the lemma is complete.

We now proceed to present an algorithm that, for a highly connected graph G, a graph H, and
a fixed mapping f : V (H)→ V (G), either constructs a TM-embedding of H in G respecting f and
spanning V (G), or finds an independent set of size k in G.

Lemma 2 (Spanning Lemma). Let H, G be graphs, such that H is non-empty. Let f : V (H) →
V (G) be an injective mapping, and let k be an integer. Let G additionally be (max{k + 2, 10} · h)-

connected, where h = |V (H)|+|E(H)|. There is an algorithm with running time 2(h+k)O(k)
+|G|O(1)

that computes either a subgraph M of G so that (M,f) is a TM-embedding of H in G spanning
V (G), or an independent set of size k in G.

Proof. First, the algorithm reduces to the case where H has no isolated vertices. Since each isolated
vertex v in H has a fixed image f(v) in G, the algorithm simply removes v from H and f(v) from G.
In the following steps of the algorithm, if a spanning TM-embedding of H is produced, the algorithm
extends this embedding with the removed images of isolated vertices. Such an embedding remains
spanning for G, while all described procedures are performed in polynomial time.

Note that removing an equal number of vertices from both G and H preserves the connectivity
constraint in the statement. From now on, every vertex of H has at least one incident edge, while
G is (max{k + 2, 10} · |E(H)|)-connected.
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In order to proceed, it is convenient to reformulate the problem in terms of disjoint paths: Given
ℓ vertex pairs (s1, t1), (s2, t2), . . . , (sℓ, tℓ) of distinct vertices in G, find a family of internally-disjoint
paths P1, P2, . . . , Pℓ such that Pi connects si with ti for each i ∈ [ℓ] and each vertex of G belongs to
at least one path, and the union of the paths spans V (G).

To see that the reformulation is equivalent, put ℓ = |E(H)| and (si, ti) = (f(xi), f(yi)), where
xi, yi are the endpoints of the i-th edge of H. Then, given the paths Pi, it is straightforward
to construct the subgraph M by taking the union of the paths; (M,f) then is the desired TM-
embedding of H in G. The reverse is also possible: given a TM-embedding (M,f) of H in G
spanning V (G), the respective path can be found by traversing M from f(xi) to f(yi). From now
on, we do not refer to TM-embeddings, but work with the equivalent disjoint-path statement above.

The first step of the algorithm is to find the initial family of paths P1, P2, . . . Pℓ, that satisfies
all constraints except for spanning V (G). That is, Pi is an siti-path, and for each i 6= j, Pi and Pj

have no common vertices except for possibly their endpoints. For this, the algorithm invokes the
algorithm of Lemma 1 as a subroutine. The call is valid since G is 10ℓ-connected, therefore in time
2(k+ℓ)O(k)

+ |G|O(1) the initial sequence P1, P2, . . . , Pℓ is produced.
The only step left is to ensure that the spanning constraint is satisfied by the path sequence.

The algorithm achieves this incrementally. That is, the algorithm enlarges one of the paths in the
sequence without violating any other constraints. If we show how this can be done exhaustively
and in polynomial time, it is clearly sufficient to find the desired TM-embedding.

We describe the enlargement process, akin to the method outlined in [JK23], with a key dis-
tinction. Unlike the scenario in [JK23], we lack assurance that G satisfies α(G) < k, making the
procedure potentially prone to failure. Therefore, we ensure that (a) the enlargement is completed
within polynomial time and (b) if the enlargement fails, an independent set of size k is identified
in G.

The procedure works as follows: If P1, P2, . . . , Pℓ span all vertices of G, the algorithm achieves
the desired outcome, reports the solution, and halts. Otherwise, let S =

⋃ℓ
i=1 V (Pi) denote the span

of the path sequence, with the assumption that S 6= V (G). The algorithm selects any x ∈ V (G)\S.
By the (k + 2)ℓ-connectivity of G, Menger’s theorem guarantees the existence of min{(k + 2)ℓ, |S|}
paths. Each path goes from x to S, and no two paths share any common vertex (including endpoints
in S) but x. One can find such paths by utilizing the Ford-Fulkerson algorithm [FF56] to find a
flow of size at most (k + 2)ℓ in O(kℓ · |G|) running time.

If |S| ≤ (k + 2)ℓ, then two of these paths end in s1 and v, where v is the neighbor of s1 in
P1. Denote these paths by Q1 and Q2. These two paths are internally disjoint, both starting in
x and ending in s1 and v, respectively. The algorithm enlarges P1 by replacing it with the path
(s1Q1x) ◦ (xQ2v) ◦ (vP1t1), that is, x becomes embedded in P1 between s1 and v. Here and next,
for a path P and vertices u, v on P we denote by uPv the subpath of P from u to v, and for two
paths P1 and P2 sharing an endpoint, we denote by P1 ◦ P2 their concatenation. This operation
strictly increases the span of the path sequence.

It is left for the algorithm to process the case (k + 2)ℓ < |S|. There are precisely (k + 2)ℓ paths
that were found by the Ford-Fulkerson algorithm, so at least kℓ paths end in internal vertices of
P1, P2, . . . , Pℓ. Hence, there is i ∈ [ℓ] such that at least k paths end in internal vertices of Pi.
The algorithm takes arbitrary k of them. Denote the k selected paths by Q1, Q2, . . . , Qk and their
respective endpoints in Pi by v1, v2, . . . , vk. For each a ∈ [k], let ua be the successor of va in Pi if
one follows vertices on Pi from si to ti.

If the set {u1, u2, . . . , uk} is an independent set in G, then the algorithm reports this independent
set and stops. Otherwise, there is an edge uaub in G for some a, b ∈ [k]. Without loss of generality,
va goes before vb on Pi in the order from si to ti. The algorithm then enlarges Pi by replacing it
with (siPiva) ◦ (vaQax) ◦ (xQbvb) ◦ (vbPiua) ◦ uaub ◦ (ubPisi). Again, x is embedded into Pi while
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no original vertices of Pi are lost, increasing the total span.
The algorithm repeats the described procedure until paths P1, P2, . . . , Pℓ span the whole vertex

set of G, or an independent set of size k is encountered. This procedure is repeated at most |V (G)|
times, so the total running time of this part is polynomial in the size of the instance.

The correctness of the algorithm follows from the discussion. The proof of the lemma is com-
plete.

2.2 Merging Lemma

With the highly-connected case at hand, we now move to the second key ingredient in the proof
of Theorem 1. We show that if the graph is not necessarily highly-connected, but contains a small-
sized vertex subset such that after its removal the remaining components are highly-connected,
then we can solve the instance in FPT time. Here, the parameter is the the size of the subset to
remove plus the size of H plus k. In essense, the proof boils down to reconstructing the global
solution from the solutions obtained on the highly-connected components via Lemma 2, therefore
we dub the result Merging Lemma, stated next.

Lemma 3 (Merging Lemma). Let G be a graph, let S ⊆ V (G) be a vertex subset in G, and let
C1, . . . , Ct be the connected components of G − S. Let H be a graph, let k be a parameter, and
L : V (H)→ 2V (G) be a list assignment. Assume that each component Ci is at least max{k+2, 10} ·
(3h+3s)-connected, where h = |V (H)|+ |E(H)|, s = |S|. There is an algorithm that either returns
a maximum-size list TM-embedding of H in G respecting the list assignment L, or correctly reports
that none exists, or returns an independent set in G of size k. The running time of the algorithm
is 2(s+h+k)O(k)

· |G|O(1).

Proof. The main idea of the proof is to enumerate all possible interactions of the desired TM-model
with S. We encapsulate the choice of the interaction in an object we call a cut descriptor, to be
formally defined next. Intuitively, a cut descriptor captures the behavior of a TM-model of H
in G in the subset S and its neighborhood: Given a TM-model (M,T ) of H in G, its respective
cut descriptor is obtained from M by dissolving all non-terminals outside of S, where vertices
not in S are represented implicitly by the index of their component. The latter part is crucial to
keep the number of choices the function of the parameter. As we will see later, such an implicit
representation is sufficient since Lemma 2 always provides a spanning TM-model (or an independent
set) and allows to fix an arbitrary injection of the terminals.

Formally, a cut descriptor is the tuple (W,MW , ξ, fW ), where W is a set of vertices (indexed
implicitly from 1 to |W |), MW is a graph with the vertex set S′ ∪W with S′ ⊆ S, ξ : W → [t]
is a mapping from W to indices of the components C1, . . . , Ct, and fW : V (H) → S′ ∪W is an
injective mapping from V (H) to vertices of MW . Denote TW = Im fW , and for each i ∈ [t], denote
Wi = {w ∈ W : ξ(w) ∈ Ci}. We require the following properties for (W,MW , ξ, fW ) to be a cut
descriptor:

CD1 (MW , fW ) is a TM-embedding of H in MW ;

CD2 every w ∈W is in TW ∪NMW
(S);

CD3 for each w,w′ ∈W with ξ(w) 6= ξ(w′), w and w′ are not adjacent in MW ;

CD4 MW [S] is a subgraph of G, and for each s ∈ S, h ∈ V (H) with fW (h) = s, s ∈ L(h);

CD5 there exists an injective assignment τ : W → V (G) such that i) τ(w) ∈ Cξ(w) ii) if there exists
h ∈ V (H) with fW (h) = w, then τ(w) ∈ L(h) iii) NMW

(w) ∩ S ⊆ NG(τ(w)).
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We first observe an upper bound on the number of extra vertices in a cut descriptor.

Claim 4. If (W,MW , ξ, fW ) is a cut descriptor, then |W | is at most h + 2s.

Proof of Claim 4. We call a vertex w ∈ W a terminal if w ∈ TW , and a connector otherwise.
From CD2, every connector in w is adjacent to a vertex of S in MW . Since fW is injective, number
of terminals in W is at most |V (H)|, therefore it remains to bound the number of connectors in
W by |E(H)| + 2s. Let w ∈ W be a connector that is adjacent to a terminal in S, the number of
such connectors is at most

∑

s∈S∩TW
|NMW

(s) ∩W | ≤ |E(H)|, since by CD1 every s ∈ S ∩ TW

has degree degH(h), where h is the unique pre-image of s with respect to fW , and no edge of H is
counted twice. Finally, the number of connectors in W adjacent only to non-terminals of S is at
most 2s, since every non-terminal has degree two in MW by CD1. y

We also argue that if any list TM-embedding of H in G exists, then there exists also a “matching”
cut descriptor. For a subgraph M of G and a subset C ∈ V (G), we say that M hits C if M [C]
contains an edge, M touches C if M [C] contains no edges but at least one vertex, and M avoids
C if V (M) ∩ C = ∅.

Claim 5. Let (M,f) be a list TM-embedding of H in G. Then there exist a cut descriptor
(W,MW , ξ, fW ) such that MW [S] = M [S], and for each i ∈ [t], M hits Ci if and only if MW

hits Wi, touches Ci if and only if MW touches Wi and |V (M) ∩ Ci| = |Wi|, and avoids Ci if and
only if Wi = ∅.

Proof of Claim 5. We construct the desired cut descriptor as follows. First, let W be the
subset of vertices in G that are either terminals in V (G) \ S or neighbors of S in the model M ,
i.e., W = (Im f \ S) ∪ NM (S). We then dissolve all vertices in V (M) \ (S ∪W ), which are all
non-terminals by definition of W , to obtain MW from M . We set fW as the respective mapping
of the terminals obtained from f . Clearly, CD1 is fulfilled for (MW , TW ), and CD2 also holds
immediately by construction. We set ξ so that Wi = W ∩ Ci for each i ∈ [t]. We now proceed to
verify the remaining properties of a cut descriptor.

For CD3, consider w,w′ ∈ W with ξ(w) 6= ξ(w′). Let w ∈ Wi, w
′ ∈ Wj in MW , i 6= j, and

w ∈ Ci, w
′ ∈ Cj in G. Since S separates Ci and Cj in G, and M is a subgraph of G, w and w′ are

not adjacent in M . By construction of MW , only non-terminals outside of S and W are dissolved;
every such non-terminal lies in Ci′ together with its neighbors, for some i′ ∈ [t], and dissolving it
only changes edges between vertices of Ci′ . Therefore, w and w′ are also not adjacent in MW .

We now move to CD4, by construction MW [S] = M [S] and is therefore a subgraph of G[S].
Moreover, f ≡ fW on S; let s be such that f(h) = fW (h) = s, then s ∈ L(h) since (M,f) is a list
TM-embedding respecting L.

Finally, for CD5, the assigment τ is given directly by construction as an identity assignment
on W ⊂ V (G). For each w ∈ W , τ(w) ∈ Cξ(w) by the construction of ξ. If fW (h) = w, then
w = τ(w) ∈ L(h) since f(h) = w and (M,f) is a list TM-embedding respecting L. By construction
of MW , the edges between W and S are never changed between M and MW , therefore NMW

(w)∩S =
NM (w) ∩ S, and the latter is a subset of NG(w) since M is a subgraph of G.

For the last claim of the lemma, we argue again by construction: since the dissolving operation
only affects edges inside Ci, for some i, and dissolving a vertex in Ci leaves Ci with at least one
edge inside, the status of the component (hit/touched/avoided) is always preserved between M
and MW . Specifically, if an edge of M was present in Ci, then after the dissolving, an edge is still
present in MW in Wi. If no edge but some vertices of M are present in Ci then all these vertices
are terminals or neighbors of S, and |M ∩ Ci| = |Wi|, and if no vertices of M are in Ci, then also
Wi is empty. y
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Now, the algorithm proceeds as follows. First, it branches over the choice of a cut descriptor.
Then, for a fixed cut descriptor, the algorithm picks an arbitrary assignment fulfilling CD5. Since
the assignment fixes the vertices of W in G, we run the algorithm of Lemma 2 on each Ci to find
a TM-model connecting the vertices of Wi as prescribed by MW . If any of the runs returns an
independent set of size k, we output it and stop. Otherwise, we augment the model (MW , TW ) to
a model (M,T ) of H in G via the returned model in each Ci. Out of all models of H in G obtained
in the branches, the algorithm returns the one of maximum size. The above algorithm is shown in
detail in Algorithm 1.

It remains to verify that Algorithm 1 is correct and to upper-bound its running time. The series
of claims presented next verifies the correctness of the algorithm. While checking the conditions
CD1–CD5 for a fixed cut descriptor in Line 5 is generally straightforward, we provide more details
for the condition CD5 by constructing τ directly.

Claim 6. In Line 5, the condition CD5 can be verified, and a suitable assignment τ can be con-
structed via a call to a maximum matching algorithm on an auxiliary bipartite graph of polynomial
size.

Proof of Claim 6. We construct an auxiliary bipartite graph B where the two parts are W and
V (G), and w ∈W , v ∈ V (G) are adjacent if setting τ(w) = v does not violate any of the conditions
i–iii) of CD5. That is, w and v are adjacent if and only if

• v /∈ S and v ∈ Cξ(w),

• if w ∈ Im fW with fW (h) = w, then v ∈ L(h),

• NMW
∩ S ⊆ NG(v).

Clearly, a suitable assignment τ exists if and only if a matching in B that covers W exists. y

Then, we show that invoking Lemma 2 with the given arguments is possible.

Claim 7. The call to Lemma 2 in Line 15 is valid.

Proof of Claim 7. By the condition in Line 12, Hi is not empty. The mapping τ |Ti
is indeed an

injective mapping from Ti = V (Hi) to Ci, where the latter is guaranteed by CD5, i). It remains to
verify that G[Ci] is max{k+2, 10} · (|V (Hi)|+ |E(Hi)|)-connected. By the statement of the lemma,
G[Ci] is max{k+2, 10}·(3h+3s)-connected, so it suffices to argue that |V (Hi)|+ |E(Hi)| ≤ 3h+3s.

We consider two kinds of edges in Hi separately. First, there are at most 2|E(H)| edges incident
to vertices in V (Hi)∩TW , since for each w ∈ Tw, degHi

(w) ≤ degMW
(w), and

∑

w∈TW
degMW

(w) ≤
2|E(H)|. Second, consider edges where both endpoints are connectors. By CD1–CD2, each
connector has degree two in MW and at least one neighbor in S. Therefore, two connectors
adjacent in Hi have in total two distinct edges into S. The size of the cut between S and W in
MW is at most 2s+ |E(H)|, since the total degree of terminals in S towards W is at most |E(H)|,
and every other vertex has degree two. Thus, the number of edges of the second type in Hi is at
most s + |E(H)|/2. The total number of edges in Hi is then at most 3

2 |E(H)|+ s.
For vertices, there are at most |V (H)| vertices in Hi that are in TW , and every other vertex is

a connector in MW . As above, every connector has at least one neighbor in S, and the cut size
between S and W is at most 2s + |E(H)|. Therefore, the total number of vertices in Hi is at most
|V (H)| + |E(H)|+ 2s, and |V (Hi)|+ |E(Hi)| ≤ |V (H)|+ 5

2 |E(H)| + 3s ≤ 3h + 3s. y

We are now able to show that we arrive at a TM-embedding of Hi in G[Ci], either after invoking
Lemma 2 such that the output is not an independent set or after taking the empty graph over τ(Ti).
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Input: Graphs G and H, mapping L : V (H)→ 2V (G), integer k, vertex subset S ⊆ V (G)
splitting G into components C1, . . . , Ct such that for each i ∈ [t], G[Ci] is
max{k + 2, 10}(3h + 3s)-connected, where h = |V (H)|+ |E(H)|, s = |S|.

Output: An independent set of size k in G, or a list TM-embedding of H in G respecting
L, or the output that no such TM-embedding exists.

1 M← ∅;
2 for |W | ← 0 to h + 2s do

3 W ←vertex set of size |W |;
4 foreach MW a graph on S ∪W , ξ : W → [t], fW : V (H)→ S ∪W do

5 verify CD1–CD4, verify CD5 by a matching instance and pick arbitrary suitable τ ;
6 if any of CD1–CD5 fail then
7 continue;
8 end

9 M ←MW , f ← fW ;
10 for i← 1 to t do
11 Ti ← {w ∈W : ξ(w) = i}, Hi = MW [Ti];
12 if Hi contains no edges then

13 O ← empty graph over the vertex set τ(Ti);

14 else

15 O ← invoke Lemma 2 with Hi, G[Ci], τ |Ti
, k;

16 end

17 if O is an independent set of size k then

18 return O.
19 else

20 Mi ← O; M ←M where M [Ti] is replaced by Mi;
21 foreach w ∈ (Ti ∩ Im fW ) do

22 f(f−1
W (w))← τ(w);

23 end

24 end

25 end

26 M←M∪ {(M,f)};

27 end

28 end

29 if M 6= ∅ then
30 return (M,f) ∈ M with max |M |.
31 else

32 return No solution.
33 end

Algorithm 1: Algorithm of Lemma 3.
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Claim 8. In Line 20, Mi is such that (Mi, τ |Ti
) is a TM-embedding of Hi in G[Ci].

Proof of Claim 8. In case Hi is empty, in Line 13 the algorithm constructs the empty graph over
τ(Ti), which is later assigned to Mi. Clearly, this is the desired TM-embedding.

If Hi is not empty, a call to Lemma 2 is made in Line 15. By Claim 7, the call is valid, and
therefore O is either an independent set of size k in G[Ci], or the subgraph Mi in the desired
TM-embedding. Since the condition statement before Line 20 explicitly verifies that O is not an
independent set of size k, in Line 20 the latter case holds. y

In case for each i ∈ [t] we obtain the desired TM-embedding of Hi in G[Ci], we argue that the
constructed (M,f) is indeed a valid list TM-embedding of H in G.

Claim 9. At Line 26, (M,f) is a list TM-embedding of H in G respecting L.

Proof of Claim 9. The algorithm starts with the TM-model MW of H in MW , and replaces
MW [Ti] by Mi for each i ∈ [t], where Mi is the TM-model of Hi in G[Ci]. The list condition for M
is fulfilled immediately since f and fW coincide, fW respects L on S via CD4, and τ respects L
via CD5, ii). We now argue that (M,f) is a TM-embedding of H in G.

First, we argue that M is a subgraph of G by considering three types of edges in M . Edges
with two endpoints in S are not changed between MW and M , and therefore are present in G since
MW [S] is a subgraph of G by CD4. Consider an edge between s ∈ S and v ∈ Ci, i ∈ [t], in M . By
construction of M , there exists an edge between s and w ∈ Wi in MW with τ(w) = v. By CD5,
NMW

(w) ∩ S ⊆ NG(τ(w)), meaning that s and v = τ(w) are adjacent in G. Finally, consider an
edge of M with both endpoints outside S. By construction, the edge is a part of Mi, for some
i ∈ [t], and is present in G since Mi is a subgraph of G[Ci].

Second, we claim that all vertices in V (M) \ Im f have degree two, and each v ∈ Im f with
v = f(hv) has degM (v) = degH(hv). Based on the above, the vertices of S do not change the degree
between MW and M , and MW is a TM-model of H. Consider a vertex v ∈ V (M)\ Im f \S, v ∈ Ci

for some i ∈ [t]. If v /∈ Ti, then v has degree two in Mi since Mi is a TM-model of Hi, and has the
same neighborhood in M by construction of M . If v ∈ Ti, then its degree coincides with the degree
of w in MW with τ(w) = v; the degree is also two since MW is a TM-model of H and w /∈ Im fW .
Finally, for a vertex v ∈ Im f \ S, v ∈ Ci for some i ∈ [t], v = τ(w) for some w ∈ Ti ∩ Im fW
and degMi

(v) = degHi
(w) since Mi is a TM-model of Hi. Similarly, NMW

(w) ∩ S = NM (v) ∩ S,
therefore degM (v) = degMi

(v) + |NM (v) ∩ S| = degHi
(w) + |NMW

(w) ∩ S| = degH(h), where
v = f(h), w = fW (h), since (MW , fW ) is a TM-model of H and all neighbors of w in MW are either
in S or in Ti by CD5.

We now argue that dissolving non-terminals in M results in a graph isomorphic to H via f .
We call the graph obtained after dissolving by H ′ and identify V (H ′) with a subset of V (M). For
hv, hu ∈ V (H), we show that f(hv), f(hu) are adjacent in H ′. Denote by v = f(hv), u = f(hu). If
v ∈ S, let v′ = v, otherwise v′ ∈ W is such that τ(v′) = v. We define u′ analogously to u. By the
choice of v′, u′, we have that fW (hv) = v′, fW (hu) = u′. Also, since (MW , fW ) is a TM-embedding
of H, v′ and u′ are connected by a path P ′ in MW whose all internal vertices are non-terminals.

Based on P ′, we construct a vu-path P in M whose all internal vertices are non-terminals.
First, replace all vertices of W in P ′ with their images given by τ . Second, for each two consecutive
vertices w1, w2 in P ′, such that w1, w2 ∈W , insert in P between τ(w1), τ(w2) the τ(w1)τ(w2)-path
in Mi, whose all internal vertices are not in Ti. Such a path exists because w1, w2 ∈ Ti for some
i ∈ [t] by CD3, and because Mi is a TM-model of MW [Ti] in G[Ci]. Since for any s ∈ S and w ∈W
that are neighbors in MW , vertices s and τ(w) are also neighbors in G by CD5, iii), P is indeed a
vu-path in G. By construction, all internal vertices are not in Im f . Hence v and u are adjacent
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in H ′. It remains to observe that degH′(v) = degM (v) = degH(hv) for any v, h with v = f(hv).
Therefore, H ′ is isomorphic to H via f , completing the proof. y

Next, we show that trying each possible cut descriptor guarantees that the largest list TM-
embedding is found.

Claim 10. The TM-embedding (M,f) returned on Line 30 is of maximum size among all suitable
list TM-embedding.

Proof of Claim 10. Consider the list TM-embedding (M∗, f∗) of H in G of maximum size.
By Claim 5, there exists a cut descriptor (W,MW , ξ, fW ) with MW [S] = M∗[S], and M∗ hits
(touches/avoids) Ci if and only if MW hits (touches/avoids) Wi for each i ∈ [t]. Consider the
TM-embedding (M,f) constructed by the algorithm at Line 26 with the cut descriptor set to
(W,MW , ξ, fW ). Note that since the algorithm reached Line 30, all calls to Lemma 2 resulted
in a TM-model, and M is successfully constructed. By construction, M [S] = MW [S] = M∗[S].
Observe also that if MW hits Wi, then the TM-model Mi returned by Lemma 2 spans Ci, meaning
|M ∩Ci| ≥ |M

∗∩Ci|. If M∗ touches Ci, then |M∗∩Ci| = |Wi|, and M has at least as many vertices
in Ci. If M∗ avoids Ci, |M

∗ ∩ Ci| = 0. Therefore, in each S, C1, C2, . . . , Ct, M has at least as
many vertices as M∗, meaning |M | ≥ |M∗|, proving the claim. y

We also argue that if the algorithm reports that no suitable TM-model is found, then indeed
none exists.

Claim 11. IfM is empty by the end of the algorithm, then no list TM-model of H in G respecting
L exists.

Proof of Claim 11. Assume a list TM-model of H in G exists. Then by Claim 5, there exists
also a cut descriptor. Consider the iteration of the algorithm with this cut descriptor. Since the
algorithm reaches Line 32, all calls to Lemma 2 resulted in a suitable TM-embedding being found,
therefore the algorithm necessarily adds a TM-embedding (M,f) toM at Line 26. This contradicts
the assumption that Line 32 is reached. y

Finally, we estimate the running time. First note that all lines except Line 4 and Line 15
incur at most a polynomial factor. By Lemma 2, up to polynomial factors Line 15 takes time
2(h+s+k)O(k)

, for each invocation. This holds since |V (Hi)| + |E(Hi)| ≤ 3h + 3s, see the proof of
Claim 7. Moving to Line 4, let w = h + 2s be the maximum size of W ; there are at most wt

choices for ξ, and at most |V (H)|s+w choices for fW . We may assume t ≤ k, since otherwise, an
independent set of size k can be found trivially by taking an arbitrary vertex from each Ci. We
now argue that with a fixed fW , there are at most (s+w)2(s+w) choices for MW that satisfy CD1.
Indeed, terminals are fixed by fW , therefore, it only remains to set the edges where at least one
endpoint is a non-terminal. Since every non-terminal has degree two in MW , there are at most
(s + w)2 choices for each non-terminal, and at most (s + w)2(s+w) choices in total. This part can

also be upper-bounded by (s + h)O(s+h) = 2(s+h)1+o(1)
. The overall running time is therefore at

most 2(s+h+k)O(k)
· |G|O(1).

2.3 Proof of Theorem 1

We are now ready to show the main result of this section, which we restate for convenience.

Theorem 1. There is an algorithm that, given graphs H,G, a list assignment L : V (H) → 2V (G)

and an integer parameter k ≥ 1, in time 2|H|O(k)
· 2k

O(k2)
· |G|O(1)
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• either correctly reports that there is no list TM-embedding of H in G, or

• computes a TM-embedding of H in G of the maximum size, where the maximum is taken over
all list TM-embeddings of H in G, or

• outputs an independent set in G of size k.

Input: Graphs G and H, mapping L : V (H)→ 2V (G), integer k.
Output: An independent set of size k in G, or a list TM-embedding of H in G respecting

L, or the output that no such TM-embedding exists.
1 S ← ∅;
2 for j ← 1 to ∞ do

3 C1, . . . , Ct ← connected components of G \ S;
4 if t ≥ k then

5 I ← {v1, . . . , vk}, where vi ∈ Ci;
6 return I.

7 end

8 κj ← 3 ·max{k + 2, 10} · (|V (H) + |E(H)|+ |S|);
9 if for each i ∈ [t], Ci is κj-connected then

10 break;
11 else

12 pick i s.t. Ci is not κj-connected;
13 find minimum separator S′ in G[Ci];
14 S ← S ∪ S′;

15 end

16 end

17 O ← invoke Lemma 3 on G, H, L, k, S;
18 return O.

Algorithm 2: Algorithm of Theorem 1.

Proof. We iteratively construct the vertex set S suitable for Lemma 3, then invoke Lemma 3. We
start by setting S = ∅, then iteratively find a separator in one of the connected components of
G−S, and add it to S. This happens until the connected components of G−S are all κ-connected,
where κ = 3 · max{k + 2, 10} · (|V (H)| + |E(H)| + |S|). If, at some point, there are at least k
connected components, we return the independent set constructed by taking a vertex from each
connected component. Otherwise, when the connectivity condition is fulfilled, we run Lemma 3
on the given input with the computed S, and return the output. See Algorithm 2 for a detailed
algorithm description.

We now argue that the algorithm is correct. If the algorithm returns at Line 6, then the output
is an independent set in G of size k. Otherwise, the algorithm eventually reaches Line 17, since
at every iteration of the main loop, the size of S increases by at least one. It is left to verify
that the call to Lemma 3 is valid. For that, we need that every connected component of G − S
is κ-connected, for κ = 3 · max{k + 2, 10} · (|V (H)| + |E(H)| + |S|). However, this is exactly the
condition at Line 10, and this is the only option for the algorithm to break out of the main loop
while reaching Line 6. Therefore, the algorithm’s output is correct by Lemma 3.

It remains to upper-bound the running time of the algorithm. For that, it is crucial to upper-
bound the size of S when the algorithm reaches Line 17. First, we observe that the main loop
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performs at most k iterations before it stops either at Line 6 or at Line 10. Specifically, at the start
of the j-th iteration, the number of connected components in G−S is at least j, which implies that
at iteration k, the loop necessarily stops at Line 6. This holds since each iteration increases the
number of connected components by at least one, since a separator of one of the former components
is added into S, while the remaining components are unchanged.

We now also observe that on the j-th iteration, the size of S increases by at most κj , since we
add to S the minimum separator S′ of some G[Ci], and G[Ci] is not κj-connected. Let sj be the
size of S at the start of the j-th iteration, and let α = 3 ·max{k + 2, 10}. We show the following
bound.

Claim 12. It holds that sj ≤ (α + 2)j · h, where h = |V (H)|+ |E(H)|.

Proof of Claim 12. We show the claim by induction. The claim holds for j = 1 since s1 = 0.
Assume the claim holds for sj, consider sj+1:

sj+1 ≤ sj + κj = sj + α · (sj + h) = (α + 1) · sj + α · h

≤ (α + 1) · (α + 2)j · h + α · h ≤ (α + 2)j+1 · h,

where the last inequality holds since α · h ≤ (α + 2)j · h for j ≥ 1. y

Since the number of iterations is at most k, the size of S by Line 17 is then at most sk = kO(k) ·h.
We now upper-bound the running time of Algorithm 1 by the running time bound of Lemma 3,
since clearly up to Line 17 the algorithm takes polynomial time. By Lemma 3, the total running

time is thus at most 2(hk
O(k))O(k)

· |G|O(1) = 2|H|O(k)
· 2k

O(k2)
· |G|O(1).

3 Proof of Theorem 2: Path cover bellow Gallai-Milgram

In this section, we prove Theorem 2. Recall that in the Path Cover problem, we are given a
graph G and integer p ≥ 1, and the task is to decide whether it is possible to cover G with at most p
vertex-disjoint paths. Throughout this section, by pc(G), we denote the minimum number of vertex-
disjoint paths required to cover G. A well-known theorem by Gallai and Milgram [GM60] guarantees
that pc(G) ≤ α(G). When we combine this theorem with Theorem 1, we obtain an algorithm

solving Path Cover in time time 2α(G)O(α(G)2)
· |G|O(1). Our contribution in Theorem 2 makes a

step further by establishing the tractability of Path Cover for parameterization k = α(G) − p,
that is “below” the bound of Gallai-Milgram’s theorem. We restate Theorem 2 here for the reader’s
convenience.

Theorem 2. There is an algorithm that, given an n-vertex graph G and an integer parameter

k ≥ 1, in time 2k
O(k4)

· nO(1) outputs a path cover P of G and, furthermore,

• either correctly reports that P is a minimum-size path cover, or

• outputs together with P an independent set of size |P|+ k certifying that P contains at most
α(G) − k paths.

We require two auxiliary results to prove Theorem 2. The first result is dealing with small
vertex separators of G. It provides a useful tool that for a small vertex separator S of G, reduces
the number of connected components in G− S and the value of pc(G) simultaneously.
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Lemma 4. Let G be a graph, S ⊆ V (G), and let C1, C2, . . . , Ct ⊆ V (G) \ S be disjoint sets such
that for each i ∈ [t], Ci is a clique of G inducing a connected component of G − S. Then there is
a polynomial time algorithm that, given G, S, and {Ci}i∈[t], outputs a set of at most 2|S|2 indices
X ⊆ [t] such that G has a minimum path cover containing a path with vertex set Ci for each
i ∈ [t] \X.

Proof. The construction of X is based on the following observation. We say that a path P in a
path cover P of G is degenerate if V (P ) = Ci for some i ∈ [t].

Claim 13. In any minimum path cover P of G, at most 2|S| of the sets C1, C2, . . . , Ct contain
vertices of non-degenerate paths of P.

Proof of Claim 13. Notice that if P has no path with an edge uv with u ∈ S and v ∈ Ci for some
i ∈ [t] then the clique Ci is covered by a degenerate path by the minimality of P. Hence, if Ci

contains a vertex of a non-degenerate path then P has a path P with an edge with one endpoint
in S and the other in Ci. Each vertex in S is incident to at most two edges in the paths from
P. Thus, at most 2|S| edges are in the path of P with one endpoint in S and the other in one of
C1, C2, . . . , Ct. Hence, at most 2|S| of the sets can contain vertices of non-degenerate paths. y

To construct X, for each vertex v ∈ S, we mark at most 2|S| cliques from {Ci}i∈[t] that contain
neighbors of v. If there are at most 2|S| such cliques, then we mark all of them. Otherwise, we
mark arbitrary 2|S| cliques containing neighbors of v. Then X is defined as the set of indices of
the marked cliques. It is straightforward that |X| ≤ 2|S|2 and X can be constructed in polynomial
time. We claim that there is a minimum path cover P of G such that for each i ∈ [t] \X, there is a
path P ∈ P satisfying V (P ) = Ci. In other words, each unmarked clique is covered by a degenerate
path.

Given a path cover P of G, we say that an edge uv of a path P ∈ P is bad if u ∈ S and v is
a vertex of an unmarked clique. We show that there is a minimum path cover P of G that does
not contain paths with bad edges. The proof is by contradiction. We choose P as a minimum path
cover of G that minimizes the total number of bad edges in the paths. Suppose that there is P ∈ P
that contain a bad edge uv with u ∈ S and v ∈ Ci for some i ∈ [t]. We have that Ci is unmarked
and has a neighbor of u. Then, by the definition of the marking procedure, there are at least 2|S|
marked cliques with neighbors of u. Because Ci contains a vertex of the non-degenerate path P ,
we obtain that there is a marked clique Cj for some j ∈ [t] with a neighbor w of u such that Cj is
covered by a degenerate path P ′ ∈ P by Claim 13. Because Cj is a clique, we can assume without
loss of generality that w is an end-vertex of P ′. Deleting the edge uv separates P into two paths Q
and Q′ having end-vertices v and u, respectively. We use the fact that uw ∈ E(G) and construct
the path Q̂ from Q′ and P ′ by joining their end-vertices u and w by the edge uw. Notice that Q
and Q̂ are vertex-disjoint and V (Q)∪ V (Q̂) = V (P ) ∪ V (P ′). This allows us to construct the path
cover P ′ by replacing P and P ′ in P by Q and Q̂. Because the number of paths in P ′ is the same
as in P, P ′ is a minimum path cover. However, the number of bad edges in the path of P ′ is less
than the number of bad edges in the paths of P, contradicting the choice of P. This proves that
there is a minimum path cover P of G that does not contain paths with bad edges.

To complete the proof, we remind that if a minimum path cover has no path with an edge uv
with u ∈ S and v ∈ Ci for some i ∈ [t] then the clique Ci is covered by a degenerate path. Thus,
there is a minimum path cover P of G such that for each i ∈ [t]\X, there is a path P ∈ P satisfying
V (P ) = Ci.

Our following auxiliary result is a “lighter version” of Theorem 2. It deals with the particular
case of pc(G) < kC .
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Lemma 5. There is an algorithm with running time 2k
O(k2C )

· nO(1) that, given an n-vertex graph
G, integer k ≥ 0 and a path cover of G with at most O(kC) paths for constant C ≥ 1, outputs a
path cover P of G and

• either correctly reports that P is a minimum-size path cover, or

• outputs together with P an independent set of size |P|+ k certifying that P contains at most
α(G) − k paths.

Proof. We present an algorithm A. The algorithm assumes that G contains at least one edge as,
otherwise, pc(G) = n and the minimum-size path cover consists of trivial paths.

Given G, k and a path cover P ′ of G of size p′, the algorithm A tries to find an optimal path
cover of G. To achieve that, the algorithm iterates an integer i from 1 up to p′ and an integer j
from 0 to i − 1. On each iteration, the algorithm constructs a graph Hij defined as the disjoint
union of j copies of K1 and i− j copies of K2, that is, G contains j isolated vertices and i− j ≥ 1
edges forming a matching. Notice that G admits a path cover with i paths if and only if Hij

has a spanning TM-model in G for some j ∈ {0, . . . , i − 1} because G has at least one edge and,
therefore, at least one path in a path cover of minimum size is nontrivial. The algorithm A thus
applies the algorithm of Theorem 1 as a subroutine to Hij, G and trivial list assignment L ≡ V (G),
with integer parameter set to p′ + k = O(kC). The subroutine works in

2|Hij |O(p′+k)
· 2(p

′+k)O((p′+k)2)
· nO(1) = 2k

O(k2C )
· nO(1)

running time.
If the outcome of the subroutine is an independent set I in G of size p′ + k, then the algorithm

outputs P ′ and I as the solution. Since |P ′| = p′, |I| ≥ |P ′|+ k is satisfied, so this solution satisfies
the lemma statement.

If the subroutine decides that Hij does not have TM-model in G or the maximum TM-model
of Hij in G is not spanning, then G cannot be covered with i paths and A continues to the next
iteration. If the subroutine gives a spanning TM-model of Hij in G, then the minimum path cover
size of G equals i and A transforms this TM-model into a path cover of G with i paths. Then A
outputs this optimal path cover of G and stops.

Note that A necessary stops and produces a correct solution at some iteration, as it iterates i
over {1, 2, . . . , p′} while 1 ≤ pc(G) ≤ p′. The proof of the lemma is complete.

We are ready to prove the main result of this section.

Proof of Theorem 2. We describe an algorithm that starts from a trivial path cover of G and then
gradually transforms it. These transformations are indicated as reduction rules and are performed
in polynomial time. We show that each such rule does not increase the number of paths in the
path cover. Moreover, each reduction rule necessarily reduces either the total number of paths or
the number of special (to be defined later) paths in the path cover.

A series of consecutive applications of the reduction rules always lead the algorithm to cases
when the algorithm can produce a solution satisfying theorem statement in f(k) · nO(1) time and
stop. We indicate such cases and the corresponding behavior of the algorithm as solution subrou-
tines. The algorithm runtime thus always ends with a solution subroutine run.

In what follows, we present the reduction rules and solution subroutines. Each of the reduction
rules reduces the number of paths in a path cover or reduces the number of some special paths.
Solution subroutines output path covers and independent sets. The rules and subroutines are given
in the order in which the algorithm checks their applicability. That is, the algorithm applies a
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reduction rule or solution subroutine only if no reduction rule or solution subroutine before it can
be applied.

When we reach the situation that the obtained path cover P and graph G that are irreducible,
we deduce that the instance has nice structural properties. In this case, the final solution subroutine
calls the algorithms of Lemmas 4 and 5.

The algorithm starts with initializing the path cover P with |V (G)| paths of length 0. Suppose
that at some stage of the algorithm, we have constructed a path cover with m paths for some
m ≥ 1. Let the current set of paths be P = {P1, P2, . . . , Pm}. We denote the endpoints of Pi by si
and ti.

The first reduction rule is straightforward and comes from the proof of the Gallai-Milgram
theorem for undirected graphs.

Reduction Rule 1. If there is an edge uv in G such that u ∈ {si, ti} and v ∈ {sj , tj} and i 6= j,
then join Pi and Pj into a single path via uv.

The correctness of Reduction Rule 1 is trivial, and it reduces the number of paths in P by one.
Clearly, the exhaustive application of Reduction Rule 1 to P yields m ≤ α(G), as {s1, s2, . . . , sp}
induces an independent set in G. When Reduction Rule 1 cannot be applied, then the only edges
in G allowed between the endpoints of paths in P are the edges of form siti.

Special and usual paths. We call a path Pi in the path cover special, if either si = ti, or Pi

consists of only edge siti, or its endpoints, are connected by the edge siti. If a path Pi is not special,
we call it usual. We claim that sufficiently many usual paths give a solution to the problem.

Claim 14. If at least k paths are usual in the path cover P = P1, . . . , Pm and Reduction Rule 1 is
not applicable, then m ≤ α(G)−k. Moreover, an independent set I in G of size m+k is computable
in polynomial time.

Proof of Claim 14. We show that G has an independent set I of size m + k. Initialize I with
{s1, s2, . . . , sp}. Since Reduction Rule 1 is not applicable, I is independent in G.

Let i1, i2, . . . , ik be k distinct indices of usual paths. Since each Pij is usual, tij 6= sij and sij is
not connected with tij . Also, Reduction Rule 1 is not applicable, so there is no edge between tij
and any vertex in I, while {ti1 , ti2 , . . . , tik} is also an independent set in G.

Put ti1 , ti2 , . . . , tik in I. We obtain an independent set of size m+k in G, consequently α(G)−k ≥
m. y

Claim 14 yields the corresponding solution subroutine for the algorithm.

Solution Subroutine 1. If there are at least k usual paths among P = P1, P2, . . . , Pm, output P
and I as in Claim 14.

From now on, we assume that P has less than k usual paths. The remaining reduction rules
deal primarily with special paths. The following rule reduces the total number of paths given that
G has an edge between any vertex of a special path and an endpoint of an arbitrary other path.

Reduction Rule 2. If Pi is a special path of length at least two and there is an edge in G
connecting some u ∈ V (Pi) with sj (or tj) for some j 6= i, then

1. Add edge siti to Pi, so it becomes a cycle;

2. Remove edge uv from Pi, where v is any neighbor of u in Pi, so it becomes an uv-path;

3. Join Pi and Pj via usj (or utj).
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Reduction Rule 2 replaces Pi and Pj with a path covering V (Pi) ∪ V (Pj), so P remains a path
cover implying that the rule is correct. The following reduction rule deals with an edge between
two vertices of distinct special paths. It is demonstrated in Figure 1a.

Reduction Rule 3. If Pi and Pj are special paths of length at least two for i 6= j, and there is an
edge in G connecting ui ∈ V (Pi) and uj ∈ V (Pj), then

1. Add edge sjtj to Pj , so it becomes a cycle;

2. Remove edge ujvj from Pj , so it becomes an ujvj-path.

3. Apply Reduction Rule 2 to Pi, Pj and uiuj .

Again, Reduction Rule 3 replaces Pi and Pj with a path covering V (Pi)∪ V (Pj), thus reducing
the number of paths in P. We claim the following.

Claim 15. If Reduction Rules 1,2, and 3 are not applicable, then for each pair of distinct special
paths Pi, Pj in P, there is no edge between V (Pi) and V (Pj) in G.

Proof of Claim 15. Assume that the reduction rules are not applicable, but there are paths
Pi, Pj ∈ P with i 6= j with an edge between ui ∈ V (Pi) and uj ∈ V (Pj). If both Pi and Pj consist
of more than two vertices, then Reduction Rule 3 is applicable. Thus, without loss of generality,
Pj consists of one or two vertices, so V (Pj) = {sj , tj} and uj ∈ {sj , tj}. If Pi consists of more than
two vertices, then Reduction Rule 2 is applicable, which is a contradiction. Then, the length of Pi

is less than three, implying that ui ∈ {si, ti}. In this case, Reduction Rule 1 is applicable, leading
us to the final contradiction. y

The claim is the basis for the next solution subroutine, which the algorithm applies next. We
explain how it works by proving the following claim.

Claim 16. If Solution Subroutine 1 and Reduction Rules 1,2, and 3 are not applicable, and there
are at least 2k special paths Pi such that V (Pi) is not a clique in G, then m < α(G)− k. Moreover,
an independent set I in G of size more than m + k is computable in polynomial time.

Proof of Claim 16. We construct an independent set I consisting of more than m + k vertices.
Since Solution Subroutine 1 is not applicable, there are more than m− k special paths. For each
special path Pi such that V (Pi) is not a clique, put two independent vertices of V (Pi) in I. For
each other special path, put its arbitrary vertex into I.

By Claim 15, I is an independent set in G. Since there are at least 2k non-cliques among vertex
sets of special paths, |I| > (m− k) + 2k = m + k. y

The solution subroutine based on Claim 16 is given below. The algorithm applies it when none
of the reduction rules and solution subroutines above are applicable.

Solution Subroutine 2. If there are at least 2k special paths Pi such that V (Pi) is not a clique
in G, then output P and an I as in Claim 16.

The algorithm then exploits the edges between special and usual paths in P. The following
reduction rule necessary reduces the number of special paths in P while not increasing the total
number of paths in P.

Reduction Rule 4. If Pi and Pj are special paths for i 6= j, and there is a usual path Pℓ, and
there are two edges uixi, ujxj in G with ui ∈ V (Pi), uj ∈ V (Pj), xi, xj ∈ V (Pℓ) and xi goes before
xj in Pℓ, then

23



a

si ti

sj tj

ui

uj

vi

vj

b

si ti

sj tj

ui

uj

vi

vj

sℓ tℓxi xj

Figure 1: Illustration of transformations performed in (a) Reduction Rule 3 and (b) Reduction
Rule 4.. Paths before the transformations are horizontal. Paths after the transformations are
highlighted in bold and have pairwise-distinct colors. Dashed lines represent absence of an edge.
Snake lines represent paths instead of single edges.

1. Make ui endpoint of Pi and uj endpoint of Pj similarly to the first two steps of Reduction
Rule 2;

2. Break Pℓ into three (or two) parts: the prefix part sℓPℓxi, the suffix part xjPℓtℓ, and (if
exists) the remaining middle part;

3. Join Pi with the prefix part via uixi;

4. Join Pj with the suffix part via ujxj.

Figure 1b illustrates the result of application of Reduction Rule 4. The following claim addresses
its correctness.

Claim 17. If Reduction Rules 1, 2 are not applicable, then Reduction Rule 4 reduces the number
of special paths in P and does not increase the number of paths in P.

Proof of Claim 17. The second part of the claim is trivial, since Reduction Rule 4 produces
three (or two, if xixj ∈ E(Pℓ)) paths by transforming three distinct paths Pi, Pj , Pℓ, so |P| cannot
increase.

To prove the first part, we show that the resulting visℓ-path and vjtℓ-path are usual. We denote
these two paths by Qi and Qj correspondingly. We give the proof only for Qi, since the proof for
Qj is symmetric.

We first show that |V (Qi)| ≥ 3. Since {ui, vi, xi, sℓ} ⊂ V (Qi), it is enough to show that there
are at least three distinct vertices among ui, vi, xi, sℓ. The only two pairs of vertices that can
coincide are ui, vi and xi, sℓ, since they belong to disjoint paths Pi and Pℓ correspondingly. Hence,
if |V (Qi)| < 3, then ui = vi and xi = sℓ both hold. But ui = vi implies that Pi has length 0 and
si = ti = ui. Then uixi = sisℓ, so sisℓ ∈ E(G), and Reduction Rule 1 is applicable for Pi and Pℓ.
This contradiction proves |V (Qi)| ≥ 3.

It is left to show that there is no edge between the endpoints of Qi, vi and sℓ. Indeed, if
visℓ ∈ E(G), then we have an edge between a special path Pi and an endpoint of Pℓ, then Reduction
Rule 2 is applicable. This contradiction proves the claim. y
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The list of reduction rules of the algorithm is exhausted. Starting from this point, the algorithm
exploits the structure of the graph, assuming that no reduction rule is applicable. In what follows,
we explain these structural properties. We also give the last solution subroutine of the algorithm.

Claim 18. If none of the Reduction Rules 1-5 and Solution Subroutines 1,2 can be applied to P,
then there exists S ⊆ V (G) with |S| < k such that V (Pi) is a connected component in G− S for at
least m− 2k special paths Pi. Moreover, such a set S could be constructed in polynomial time.

Proof of Claim 18. Since Claim 14 is not applicable, there are less than k usual paths in P. We
construct S by taking one or zero vertices from each usual path, so |S| < k holds automatically.
We now explain the choice of the vertex to put in S for each usual path.

Consider a usual path Pi ∈ P. We call a vertex u ∈ V (Pi) a connector if there is a special path
Pj and a vertex v ∈ V (Pj) with uv ∈ E(G). If Pi has exactly one connector, then we put this
connector in S. Otherwise, i.e. when Pi has zero or more than one connectors, we do not put any
vertex of Pi in S.

We show that at least m − 2k special paths that are isolated in G − S. First note that there
are at least m− k special paths in P, since the number of usual paths is bounded.

Assume now that Pj is a special path that is not isolated in G − S. Then there is an edge
uv with u ∈ V (Pi), v ∈ V (Pj), i 6= j and u /∈ S. By Claim 15, Pi can only be usual. Since u
is a connector of Pi and u /∈ S, Pi has two or more distinct connectors. As Reduction Rule 4 is
not applicable, all these connectors can only connect Pi with Pj . Hence, each usual path Pi gives
at most one non-isolated special path in G − S. Thus, at most k special paths in G − S are not
isolated, implying that at least (m− k)− k = m− 2k special paths are isolated in G− S. y

We are ready to present the final solution subroutine which combines all algorithmic results
given previously in this section.

Solution Subroutine 3. Perform the following steps:

1. Obtain S according to Claim 18 and put h := max{0,m − 4k};

2. Order paths in P so for each i ∈ [h], the vertices V (Pi) induce a complete connected compo-
nent in G− S;

3. Apply the algorithm of Lemma 4 to G, S and V (P1), V (P2), . . . , V (Ph) and obtain a set X
of at most 2k2 indices, where each i ∈ X satisfies i ∈ [h];

4. Obtain G′ and P ′ by removing V (Pj) from G and Pj from P, for each j such that j ∈ [h] and
j /∈ X;

5. Apply the algorithm of Lemma 5 as a subroutine to G′,P ′ and k′ := 2k and obtain a path
cover S ′ of G′ and (possibly) an independent set I ′ in G′;

6. Obtain a path cover S of G by adding all paths in P \ P ′ to S ′;

7. If I ′ was obtained, remove all vertices of S from I ′ and for each path Pj ∈ P \ P
′, add one

vertex of Pj to I ′. Denote the resulting set by I;

8. Output S and (if obtained) I.

We conclude the proof with a claim certifying the correctness of the solution subroutine. In
contrast with all previous rules and subroutines, Solution Subroutine 3 requires superpolynomial
(but FPT in k) running time.
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Claim 19. If Reduction Rules 1-5 and Solution Subroutines 1,2 are not applicable, then Solution

Subroutine 3 works in 2k
O(k4)

· |G|O(1) time and produces a feasible solution.

Proof of Claim 19. First note that at least m−4k complete connected components are guaranteed
in G−S by Claim 18 (S separates m−2k special paths) and inapplicability of Solution Subroutine 2
(at most 2k vertex sets of special paths are not cliques).

We now move on to establish the upper bound on the running time. All steps, except for
applying Lemma 5, are carried out in polynomial time. We have

|P ′| = |P| − h + |X| = m− h + |X| ≤ 4k + 2k2 = O(k2).

By applying Lemma 5 to G′, k′ and P ′, we obtain the running time 2k
O(k4)

· |G|O(1).
Set S is obtained from a path cover S ′ of G′ via adding paths covering V (G) \ V (G′). Hence

it is also a path cover. On the other hand, I is (if obtained) an independent set in G because
I ⊆ V (G− S) and I is independent in G− S.

Now we prove that either S is optimal or |I|− |S| ≥ k. First, let us consider the scenario where
I is not produced. This can occur only when the algorithm of Lemma 5 does not produce I ′. Then
Lemma 5 guarantees that S ′ is an optimal vertex cover of G′ and |S ′| = pc(G′). By Lemma 4,
removal of V (Pj) for any j ∈ [h] \X decreases pc(G) by one, so pc(G′) = pc(G)− (h− |X|). Since
|P \ P ′| = h− |X|, we have |S| = pc(G). It means that S is an optimal path cover of G.

Finally, let us consider the situation where I is produced. In this case, the algorithm in Lemma 5
provides S ′ and I ′ with |I ′ − |S ′| = k′ = 2k. We notice that

|I| ≥ |I ′| − |S|+ |P \ P ′| > |I ′| − k + (h− |X|).

As discussed in the previous paragraph, |S| − |S ′| = h− |X|. We conclude that

|I| − |S| = 2k + (|I| − |I ′|)− (|S| − |S ′|) > 2k + (−k + h− |X|) + (h− |X|) = k.

The feasibility of S and I is proved. y

This completes the proof of Theorem 2.

4 Conclusion

In conclusion, this paper shows that Hamiltonian Path/Cycle and Path Cover are FPT

parameterized by α(G). Furthermore, Path Cover is FPT parameterized “below” the Gallai–
Milgram bound.

We conclude with several open research questions. All our results concern undirected graphs.
The complexity of all these problems on directed graphs of small independence number remains
open. For example, we do not know whether Hamiltonian Cycle is NP-complete on directed
graphs with an independence number k for some fixed k ≥ 2. But we cannot exclude that the
problem may be in XP or even FPT parameterized by k. Parameterized complexity offers a powerful
toolbox for obtaining lower bounds for structural parameterization [CNP+11, FGL+19, FGLS10,
LMS18]. However, all these reductions use gadgets with large independence numbers. Obtaining
algorithmic lower bounds for parameterization with small independence number appears more
challenging.

A similar set of questions is about the analogue of Theorem 2 for directed graphs. The theorem
of Gallai and Milgram holds for directed graphs. However, whether it could be extended algorith-
mically or not is not known. The “simplest” question here is whether there is a polynomial-time
algorithm for computing a path cover of size α(G) − 1?
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