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Abstract

In this paper we introduce Sampling with a Black Boz, a generic technique for the design
of parameterized approximation algorithms for vertex deletion problems (e.g., VERTEX COVER,
FEEDBACK VERTEX SET, etc.). The technique relies on two components:

o A Sampling Step. A polynomial time randomized algorithm which given a graph G returns
a random vertex v such that the optimum of G \ {v} is smaller by 1 than the optimum of
G with some prescribed probability q. We show such algorithms exists for multiple vertex
deletion problems.

e A Black Box algorithm which is either an exact parameterized algorithm or a polynomial
time approximation algorithm.

Our technique combines these two components together. The sampling step is applied iteratively
to remove vertices from the input graph, and then the solution is extended using the black box
algorithm. The process is repeated sufficiently many times so that the target approximation
ratio is attained with a constant probability. The main novelty of our work lies in the analysis
of the framework and the optimization of the parameters it uses.

We use the technique to derive parameterized approximation algorithm for several vertex
deletion problems, including FEEDBACK VERTEX SET, d-HITTING SET and ¢-PATH VERTEX
COVER. In particular, for every approximation ratio 1 < f < 2, we attain a parameter-
ized p-approximation for FEEDBACK VERTEX SET which is faster than the parameterized S-
approximation of [Jana, Lokshtanov, Mandal, Rai and Saurabh, MFCS 23’]. Furthermore, our
algorithms are always faster than the algorithms attained using Fidelity Preserving Transfor-
mations [Fellows, Kulik, Rosamond, and Shachnai, JCSS 18’].

1 Introduction

A vast body of research has been dedicated to basic vertex deletion problems such as VERTEX
COVER, 3-HITTING SET and FEEDBACK VERTEX SET. In these problems, the objective is to
delete a minimum cardinality set of vertices from the input (hyper-)graph so that the remaining
(hyper-)graph satisfies a specific property (edge-free, cycle-free, etc.). As many of these problems
are NP-hard, multiple algorithmic results focus on either polynomial time approximations or exact
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parameterized algorithms. In between these two classes of algorithms lies the class of parameterized
approrimation algorithms. These algorithms aim to provide approximation ratios which cannot be
attained in polynomial time. They operate within a parameterized running time, which is faster
than the exact, parameterized state-of-the-art.

In this paper we explore how existing exact parameterized algorithms and polynomial time
approximation algorithms can be used together with sampling steps to derive efficient parameterized
approximation algorithms. Informally, a sampling step with success probability ¢ € (0,1) is a
polynomial time algorithm which, given an input graph G = (V| E), returns a random vertex
v € V. The vertex v should satisfy, with probability ¢ or more, that removing v from G reduces
its optimum (i.e., the number of vertices one needs to remove from the graph for it to satisfy the
property) by 1. As we show in this paper, such algorithms can be easily obtained for various vertex
deletion problems.

Our technique, Sampling with a Black Boz, applies the sampling step t times and subsequently
uses the existing parameterized /approximation algorithms to complete the solution. The whole
process is executed sufficiently many times so that a S-approximate solution is found with a constant
probability. The main novelty of our work lies in the analysis of the framework, involving tail bounds
for binomial distribution and optimization of the parameters used by the technique.

Sampling with a Black-Box is applicable to a wide collection of vertex deletion problems.
We show sampling steps exist for every vertex deletion problems, for which the property can
be described by a finite set of forbidden vertex induced hypergraphs, such as d-HITTING SET,
£-PATH VERTEX COVER and DIRECTED FEEDBACK VERTEX SET ON TOURNAMENTS. We fur-
ther provide sampling steps for FEEDBACK VERTEX SET (FVS) and PATHWIDTH ONE VERTEX
DELETION, where the set of forbidden hypergraphs is infinite. Moreover, even though our setting
doesn’t explicitly allow it, the results developed in this paper also apply to some problems in the
directed graph setting. In particular, we show that there exists a sampling step for DIRECTED
FEEDBACK VERTEX SET ON TOURNAMENTS. Thus, the technique is applicable for each of these
problems.

We compare Sampling with a Black Box to existing benchmarks.

e In [28], Jana, Lokshtanov, Mandal, Rai, and Saurabh developed a parameterized -approximation
for FEEDBACK VERTEX SET (FVS) for every 1 < 8 < 2. The objective in FVS is to remove
a minimum number of vertices from an undirected graph, so the remaining graph does not
contain cycles. Their approach relies on the same ingredients as ours: utilize the state of art
parameterized and approximation algorithms in conjunction with a variant of the well known
randomized branching rule of Becker et al. [3].

Similar to [28], we utilize the randomized branching rule of [3] to derive a sampling step
with success probability i. We use Sampling with a Blackbox together with this sampling
step to attain a parameterized S-approximation for FEEDBACK VERTEX SET, for every 1 <
B < 2. Though we use the same core principles, we attain a faster running time for every
approximation ratio between 1 and 2 — see comparison in Figure 1.

The improved running time stems from our tighter analysis and careful selection of param-
eters, which also provides flexibility in the design of the sampling steps. For example, to
attain a parameterized 1.1-approximation for FVS, the authors of [28] use ideas from [3] to
derive a simple algorithm which randomly picks an edge in the graph G such that at least
one of its endpoints is in a minimum solution with probability % If the selected edge satisfies
this property we refer to it as correct. In their scheme, every time an edge is picked, both
its endpoints are added to the solution, reducing the optimum by one while increasing the
solution size by two, assuming the picked edge is correct.
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Figure 1: Comparison of the running times for FEEDBACK VERTEX SET. The z-axis corresponds
to the approximation ratio, while the y-axis corresponds to the base of the exponent in the running

time. A dot at (5, ¢) means that there is a parameterized -approximation for FVS in time ¢*-n@).

The analysis in [28] only considers the case in which the picked edges are always correct. This
allows for a simple analysis and renders the parameter selection straightforward. Keeping
our focus on a 1.1-approximation, the algorithm has to pick 0.1 -k edges before it invokes the
state-of-art parameterized algorithm with the parameter &’ = 0.9 - k. The success probability
of the above — the probability that all picked edges are correct and therefore a 1.1-approximate
solution is attained - is 0.5%1% and the running time is ¢%9% . nP™  where ¢ = 2.7 is the
running time of the best known exact parameterized algorithm for FVS [33]. This leads to a
running time of 20-1% . 0-9F ~ 2 62,

A major limiting factor in the analysis of [28] is the focus on the event in which all picked
edges are correct. For example, to attain a parameterized 1.1-approximation one can consider
picking 0.09% edges (and add both endpoints to the solution), and then invoke the exact
parameterized algorithm with &/ = 0.92k. Now, this procedure finds a 1.1-approximate
solution if 0.08% (or more) of the picked edges are correct. A careful analysis shows that the
probability of such event is ~ 0.708%09% ~ 0.969%. By repeating this procedure W times,
a 1.1-approximate solution is found with a constant probability. The overall running time is

(Wc&))k -nOPW ~ 257 . nOM) which is already an improvement over [28].

The above example illustrates the power of a more flexible analysis and a careful selection
of parameters such as the number of sampled edges. Furthermore, our approach allows for
more powerful sampling steps- instead of picking both endpoints of the selected edges, we
can select one at random. Intuitively, the benefit of sampling one vertex at a time is that
it increases the variance of the number vertices selected from the optimum, therefore raising
the probability of the rare event the analysis is focused on. This change leads to a further
improvement to the running time. Overall, we attained a parameterized 1.1-approximation
for FVS in time 2.483% . n@).

e In [23], Fellows, Kulik, Rosamond and Shachnai provided a generic technique, called Fidelity



7\ T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T ‘ T T T T ‘ T \7

i ——  Our Results 1

B Fellows et al. [23] | |

. 16| .

2 i |

O [ -
=

g i |

£ i |

< 14 n

° i |

= i |

et i il

S | |

2 1.2) .

< | |

M L |

1 N

L L ‘ L L ‘ L L ‘ L L ‘ L L ‘ L L ‘ L i

1 1.2 1.4 1.6 1.8 2
p

Figure 2: Comparison of the running times for 3-PATH VERTEX COVER. The z-axis corresponds
to the approximation ratio, while the y-axis corresponds to the base of the exponent in the running

time. A dot at (5, ¢) means that there is a parameterized S-approximation for FVS in time ¢*-n@1).

Preserving Transformations, which can be applied for every vertex deletion problem in which
the property can be described by a finite set of forbidden vertex induced subgraphs. Assuming
the maximum number of vertices in a forbidden induced subgraph is 7, and the problem has
an exact parameterized ¢ - n®1) algorithm, the technique of [23] yields a S-approximation
in time cr=1F . nOM 1 We prove that the running time we obtain for every problem in the
class is always faster than the running time attained by [23], for every 1 < 8 < 7. Figure 2
provides a comparison between the running times we attain and those of [23] for 3-PATH
VERTEX COVER, in which the objective is to remove vertices from a graph so the remaining
graph does not have a path of 3 vertices.

1.1 Related Work

The field of parameterized approximation aims to derive approximation algorithms which run in
parameterized running time. In the classic setting, the considered problem is one which is not
expected to have an exact parameterized algorithm, and further has a hardness of approximation
lower bound which indicates that a polynomial time a-approximation is unlikely to exist, for some
a > 1. In such a setting, the objective is to derive a [S-approximation algorithm that runs in
parameterized running time for 5 < «, or to show that such an algorithm cannot exist (subject to
common complexity assumptions). In recent years, there has been a surge of breakthrough results
in the field, providing both algorithms (e.g., [32, 25, 20, 39, 37, 4, 1, 19, 27]) and hardness of
approximation results (e.g., [26, 34, 47, 15, 6, 40, 29, 35, 16]).

Within the broad field of parameterized approximations, a subset of works consider problems
which are in FPT. For problems in FPT, there is always a parameterized S-approximation algorithm
for all 8 > 1, as the exact algorithm is also an approximation algorithm. Therefore, the main focus

'The result in [23] was stated for VERTEX COVER and 3-HITTING SET, but can be easily generalized to the stated
result.



of these works is on the trade-off between approximation and running time.

A prominent approach to attain such parameterized-approximation algorithms relies on using
existing exact parameterized algorithms as black-box. In [8] the authors showed that an exact
parameterized ¢® - n©1) algorithm for VERTEX COVER implies a parameterized S-approximation
in time ¢2~#*_ The same running time has been attained for VERTEX COVER by Fellows et al.
[23] through a more generic framework which can be applied to additional problems.

Other works focused on directly designing parameterized approximation algorithms. In [10,
9] Brankovic and Fernau provided parameterized approximation algorithms for VERTEX COVER
and 3-HITTING SET. The designed algorithms are branching algorithms which involve branching
rules aimed for approximation and interleave approximative reduction rules. The works provide,
among others, a parameterized 1.5-approximation for VERTEX COVER in time 1.0883* - n°® and
a parameterized 2-approximation for 3-HITTING SET in time 1.29% . n©M),

In [30], Kulik and Shachnai showed that the use of randomized branching can lead to signifi-
cantly faster parameterized-approximation algorithms. In particular, they attained a parameterized
1.5-approximation for VERTEX COVER in time 1.017% - n®1) and a parameterized 2-approximation
for 3-HITTING SET in time 1.0659% - n®1) . The idea in randomized branching is that the algorithm
picks one of the branching options at random. Subsequently, a good approximation is attained as
long as the randomly picked options are not too far from the correct options. The branching rules
used by [30] are fairly involved in comparison to the sampling steps used by this paper and their
analysis required a non-trivial mathematical machinery.

While [30] showed that randomized branching is a powerful technique for the design of parameterized-
approximation algorithms, it has only been applied to a limited set of problems. In [30], the authors
provided applications of the technique for VERTEX COVER and 3-HITTING SET. Furthermore, for
approximation ratios close to 1, the randomized-branching algorithms are inferior to the exact al-
gorithms in terms of running times (or to the combination of those with [23]). A central goal of this
paper is to overcome some of these difficulties: Sampling with a Black Box harnesses the power of
randomized branching, it is applicable for a wide set of problems, and always improves upon the
running times attained using the best known exact algorithms in conjunction with [23].

As already mentioned, in [28], the authors developed parameterized approximation algorithms
for FVS using the combination of randomized branching and existing algorithms as black-box.
Their work indeed served as a motivation for this paper. We point out that the approach in [28] is
restricted for FVS and the resulting running times are inferior to ours.

The concept of randomly sampling a partial solution, which is subsequently extended using
a parameterized algorithm, is central to the monotone local search technique of Fomin, Gaspers,
Lokshtanov and Saurabh [24]. Later variants of this technique are designed to obtain exponential
time approximation algorithms [21, 22, 13]. They also use the same basic argument, which states
that sampling a partial solution not too far from the optimum suffices to attain an approximate
solution with high probability.

Organization Section Section 2 gives several standard definitions used throughout the paper. In
Section 3 we formally state the results of the paper. Section 4 lists applications of the technique
for several problems. Additional applications are given in Section 8. Section 5 provide our main
algorithm together with its proof of correctness. In Section 6 we provide a simpler formula for
the running time Sampling with a Black Box for several cases. In Section 7 we derive sampling
steps for several problems. Section 9 provides the proof that the running time of Sampling with
a Black Box is faster than Fidelity Preserving Transformations. Finally, we discuss our results in
Section 10. For the sake of presentation, we include the proofs of some claims in the appendix.



2 Preliminaries

In this section, we present several standard concepts and notations used throughout this paper.

Graph Notations. Given an hypergraph G = (V, E) we use V(G) =V and E(G) = E to denote
the sets of vertices and hyperedges of the graph (respectively).

Vertex Induced Subhypergraphs and Vertex Deletion. Given a a hypergraph G = (V| E)
and a subset of vertices U C V | the vertex induced subhypergraph of G and U is the hypergraph
G[U] = (U, E") where E' .= {e € E | e C U}. We also define the vertex deletion of U from G by
G\ U = G[V \ U]. For a single vertex u € V(G) we use the shorthand G\ v = G\ {v}.

Hypergraph Properties. A hypergraph property is a set Il of hypergraphs such that for every
G € II and G’ isomorphic to G it holds that G’ € II as well. A hypergraph property II is called
hereditary if for every G € II and U C V(G) it holds that G[U] € II as well. Furthermore, we
say that II is polynomial-time decidable if given a hypergraph G we can decide in polynomial-time
whether G € II or not. We assume that all hypergraph properties discussed in this paper are
hereditary and polynomial-time decidable; that is by saying the II is a hypergraph property we also
mean that it is hereditary and polynomial-time decidable.

A closed set of hypergraph. We say that a set G of hypergraph is closed if every vertex induced
subhypergraph of a graph in G is also in G. That is, for every G € G and S C V(G) it also holds
that G[S] € G.

Kullback-Leibler Divergence Given two number a,b € [0, 1], the Kullback-Leibler divergence
of a and b is

a 1—a
D —a-1 (f) 1—a)-1 .
(a]|b) =a-In b +(1—-a) n(l—b)
We follow that standard convention that 0-1n0 =10 - ln% = 0, which implies

1-1

D(1|b)=1-In (zl))+(1_1)'ln<1b> = —In(b). (1)

3 Our Results

In this section we formally state our results, starting with some formal definitions. The definitions
of vertex deletion problems and parameterized approximation algorithms are given in Section 3.1.
Section 3.2 provides the definition of sampling steps. Then, we state our main result in Section 3.3.
The comparison of our results to those of [23] is finally given in Section 3.4.

3.1 Vertex Deletion Problems

The focus of this paper is the class of (G,1I)-Vertex Deletion problems. For any hypergraph
property IT and a closed set of hypergraphs G, the input for (G,II)-Vertex Deletion ((G,II)-Del
for short) is a hypergraph G € G. A solution is a subset of vertices S C G(V') such that G\ S € II.
We use SOL(G) = {S C G(V) |G\ S € IT} to denote the set of all solutions. The objective is to find
a smallest cardinality solution S € SOLpj(G). In the decision version of the problem, we are given



a hypergraph G € G, an integer k£ > 0 and we are asked whether there exists a set S € SOLpj(G)
such that |S| < k.

The family of (G,II)-Vertex Deletion problems include many well known problems. Some
notable examples are:

e VERTEX COVER. In this case G corresponds to graphs, i.e. hypergraphs with edge cardinality
exactly 2. The hypergraph property II consists of all edgeless graphs.

e VERTEX COVER on graphs of degree at most 3. Similar to the case above, in this case G
corresponds to graphs of degree at most 3. II again consists of all edgeless graphs.

e d-HIiTTING SET. Similar to Vertex Cover, in this case G corresponds to hypergraphs with
edge cardinality exactly d. II also consists of all edgeless hypergraphs.

e FEEDBACK VERTEX SET. In this case G is the set of all graphs and II is the set of graphs
that have no cycles.

We use OPTg 1(G) to denote the size of an optimal solution for G € G with respect to the
(G,II)-Vertex Deletion problem. That is, OPTg 11(G) = min {]S| ‘ S e SOLH(G)}. If G and II are
known by context we use OPT instead of OPTg py.

Our goal is to develop parameterized approzimation algorithms for (G,II)-Vertex Deletion

problems, where the parameter is the solution size. Such algorithms return a solution of size « - k
or less (with probability at least %) if the optimum of the instance is at most k

Definition 3.1 (Parameterized Approximation). Let II be a hypergraph property and G be a closed
set of hypergraphs. An algorithm A is a randomized parameterized a-approximation algorithm for
(G,II)-Vertex Deletion if it takes a graph G € G and an integer k > 0 as input, and returns a
solution S € SOL1(G) which satisfies the following.

o IfOPTgn(G) <k, then Pr(|S| < a-k) > 1.
Moreover, the running time of A is f(k)-n®D) for some function f.

We note that the above definition of parameterized approximation algorithms captures the
classic definition of exact parameterized algorithms (o = 1) and polynomial time approximation
algorithms (f(k) = O(1)) as special cases. Sampling with a Black-Box converts a randomized
parameterized a-approximation algorithm A which runs in time ¢ - n®® to a randomized parame-
terized S-approximation algorithm B which runs in time d* - n®M) | The conversion relies on a simple
problem dependent sampling step. In all our application the algorithm A is either the state-of-art
exact parameterized algorithm (i.e., « = 1), or the state-of-art polynomial time algorithm (i.e.,

¢ = 1) for the problem.

3.2 Sampling Steps

We exploit inherent properties of a specific (G, IT)-Vertex Deletion problem to come up with basic
sampling strategies. From a high-level perspective, a sampling step is a polynomial-time algorithm
that takes as input a hypergraph G € G \ II and returns a vertex v € V(G), such that the size of
the optimal solution of G \ v decreases by 1, with a prescribed probability.

Definition 3.2 (Sampling Step). Let G be a closed set of hypergraph, I1 be a hypergraph property and
g € (0,1). A sampling step with success probability ¢ is a polynomial time randomized algorithm
R that takes as input a hypergraph G € G\ II and returns a vertex v € V(G) such that

Pr (opTH(G \ v) < OPT(G) — 1) > q.
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For example, consider VERTEX COVER, which is a (G,II)-Vertex Deletion problem where
G is the set of all graphs and II consists of all edgeless graphs. The following is a very simple
sampling step for VERTEX COVER with success probability %: pick an arbitrary edge and return
each of its endpoints with probability % This algorithm clearly runs in polynomial time. Moreover,
for each VERTEX COVER S of G and for each edge e, at least one of the endpoints of e belongs to
S. Therefore, its a sampling step with success probability ¢ = % for VERTEX COVER. We provide
sampling steps for the general case where II is defined by a finite set of forbidden subgraphs, for
FEEDBACK VERTEX SET and for PATHWIDTH ONE VERTEX DELETION.

On their own, sampling steps can be easily used to derive parameterized approximation algo-
rithms. To obtain a S-approximation, one may use the sampling step -k times, where each execu-
tion returns a vertex v which is removed from the graph and added to the solution S. After 5-k steps,
with some probability P, the set .S of returned vertices is indeed a solution. Thus, by repeating this
multiple sampling step for % times, one gets a S-approximate solution with probability % By care-

—k
fully tracing the probability in the above argument, we show that P ~ (exp (B -D (% H q))) ,

as demonstrated by the following lemma.?

Lemma 3.3. Let G be a closed set of hypergraphs and 11 be an hypergraph property such that there
is a sampling step with success probability q for (G,I1)-Del. Then for every 1 < g < % there is

a randomized parameterized B-approzimation for (G,II)-Del which runs in time d* - nfM

Zon(s-0(3 )

where
The proof of Lemma 3.3 can be found in Section 5. Observe that exp <(11 -D <(1> q)) =1
q

for every ¢ € (0,1). Thus, Lemma 3.3 provides a polynomial time %—approximation algorithm for
(G,1I)-Del. This justifies the restriction of the lemma to 8 < %.

While Lemma 3.3 provides a parameterized S-approximation algorithm for essentially any 3, the
resulting algorithms are often clearly far from optimal. For example, for FEEDBACK VERTEX SET
(FVS) we provide a sampling step with success probability %. Thus, by Lemma 3.3 we get a

parameterized 1.1-approximation for FVS which runs in time ~ 2.944F . n®1) However, FVS has
an ezact parameterized algorithm which runs in time 2.7% - n©®). That is, the running time of the
approximation algorithm is slower than that of the exact algorithm. Our goal is to combine the
sampling step with the exact algorithm to attain improved running time in such cases.

3.3 Sampling with a Black-Box

Our main theorem states the following: a sampling step with success probability ¢, together with a
parameterized a-approximation algorithm A which runs in time ¢#-n®®) | can be used to obtain a -
approximation algorithm B. By Lemma 3.3, the sampling step can be used to obtain a randomized
parameterized a-approximation which runs in time (exp (a -D (é H q)))k -n®M) | Our assumption
is that A is at least as fast as the algorithm provided by Lemma 3.3, hence we only consider the
case in which ¢ < exp (a -D (é H q))

We use the following functions to express the running time of B. Define two function d, (¢, ¢, q)
and 5;‘ight(a, ¢, q) as the unique numbers 0} (o, ¢, q) € (1, and (5;‘ight(a, ¢,q) € [a, 00) which satisfy

*(lgme) (i) =Gl e

(%
*Recall D (- || -) stands for the Kullback-Leibler divergence which has been defined in Section 2.
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We write 0jy = Ofip (v, ¢, q) and 5right =
context. The following lemma provides conditions which guarantee that 4 and o
defined in certain domains.

OJigne (@ ¢, @) if the values of a, ¢ and g are clear from the

*
right A€ well

Lemma 3.4. For everyc>1,0<q <1 and a > 1 such that ¢ < exp (a -D (é H q)), the value of
5;kight(oz, ¢, q) is well defined. Furthermore, if oo > 1, then &g (v, ¢, q) is also well defined.

The proof of Lemma 3.4 can be found in Section 6. We note that D (é H %) is monotone in the
domains z € (1,a] and = € [a,00). Hence the values of o (v, ¢, q) and 07, (v, ¢, q) can be easily
evaluated to arbitrary precision using a simple binary search.

We use o}y, and (5:‘ight to express the running time of B. For every f,a > 1,0<¢<landc>1
such that ¢ < exp (a -D (é H q)), we define

1

0fens Pl 57— | ¢ ) —In(c)
c-exp( <‘};§;°_a Sy W) i) > 52 a
convert (a, B3, ¢, q) = 6D || ¢ ) —In(c) 3
( ) c- exp( e (S}fit_a) (B — a)) if 6 (ov,c,q) < B < a ®)
| exP (,8 -D (% H q)) otherwise

As we can compute dyp and 5;“ight, it follows we can also compute convert («, 3, ¢,q) to arbitrary
precision.
1

Recall that Lemma 3.3 provides a polynomial time E—approximation algorithm for (G, II)-Del.

Consequently, we restrict our consideration to a and g values that are less than or equal to %. Our
main technical result is the following.

Theorem 3.5 (Sampling with a Black-Box). Let G be a closed set of hypergraphs and 11 be a
hypergraph property. Assume the following:

e There is a sampling step with success probability q € (0,1) for (G,II)-Del.

e There is a randomized parameterized c-approzimation algorithm for (G,1I)-Del which runs
in time ¢* - n®W) for somec>1,1<a< é and ¢ < exp (a'D (i H q))

Then, for every 1 < g < é, there is a randomized parameterized [3-approzimation for (G,II)-Del

which runs in time (convert («, f3, ¢, q))k P

The proof of Theorem 3.5 is given in Section 5. For example, by Theorem 3.5, we can use
the sampling step with success probability % for FVS, together with the exact parameterized al-
gorithm for the problem which runs in time 2.7% - n©1) [33], to get a randomized parameterized
1.1-approximation algorithm with running time 2.49% . n®)_ The algorithm achieves a better run-
ning time than that of the exact parameterized algorithm, as well as the running time which can
be attain solely by the sampling step, i.e. 2.944%F . n®(1) (Lemma 3.3). We note that this running
time is also superior to the running time of 2.62% - n®M) for the same approximation ratio given in
[28].

The running time of the algorithm generated by Theorem 3.5 (i.e., the value of convert («, 8, ¢, q))
can always be computed efficiently, though this computation requires a binary search for the eval-
uation of 95y, and dj. For the special cases of v =1 and well as (o =2 and ¢ = 1) we provide a
closed form expression for convert («, 3, ¢, q).



Theorem 3.6 (simple formula for a = 1). For every 0 < ¢ < 1,1 < < = and ¢ > 1 such that

c<exp(1-D(1]|/q)) = it holds that

c- <1fc-q>
convert (1,5,¢,q) = 1=q
exp(B-D

(523 e) v

Theorem 3.7 (simple formula for o« =2 and ¢ =1). Let 0 < ¢ < % and 1 < B < 2. Then it holds
that

exo (8D (%a)) 18k

convert (2,4,1,q) = B—2 .
(%) if T < B <2

Both Theorems 3.6 and 3.7 follow from a closed form formula which we can attain for 5:ight
or dy for the specific values of o and ¢ considered in the theorems. The proof of Theorems 3.6

and 3.7 is given in Section 6.

3.4 Comparison to Fidelity Preserving Transformations

We compare our technique, Sampling with a Black-Box, with the technique of [23] for (G, II)-Vertex
Deletion problems in which II is defined by a finite set of forbidden vertex induced hypergraphs.

Definition 3.8. Let Q = {Fy,...,F;} be a finite set of hypergraphs for £ > 0. Then I is the
hypergraph property where a hypergraph G belongs to II* if and only if there is no vertex induced
subhypergraph X of G such that X is isomorphic to F;, for some 1 < i < (.

We note that I is always hereditary and polynomial-time decidable. We also note the the
family of graphs properties defined by a finite set of forbidden hypergraph suffices to define many
fundamental graph problems such as VERTEX COVER, d-HITTING SET, /-PATH VERTEX COVER
and DIRECTED FEEDBACK VERTEX SET ON TOURNAMENTS.

For a set of hypergraphs Q = {Fy,...,F;}, define n(Q) = max;<;<¢ |V (F;)|, the maximal
number of vertices of a hypergraph in Q. The following result has been (implicitly) given in [23].

Lemma 3.9 ([23]). Let Q be a finite set of hypergraphs and let G be a closed set of hyper-
graphs. Furthermore, assume there is an randomized exact parameterized ¢ - n®Y) algorithms
for (G,TI*)-Vertex Deletion. Then for every 1 < B < n(Q) there is a randomized parameterized
B-approzimation algorithm for (G,11*)-Vertex Deletion which runs in time

n()-=8,
cn(@)-17" . n

o(1)

There is a simple and generic way to design a sampling step for II®. The sampling step finds
a set of vertices S C V(G) of the input graph such that G[V] is isomorphic for a graph in 2, and
returns a vertex from S uniformly at random. This leads to the following lemma.

Lemma 3.10. Let Q be a finite set of hypergraphs and let G be a closed set of hypergraphs. There

is a sampling step for (G, HQ)-VerteX Deletion with success probability ﬁ

A formal proof for Lemma 3.10 is given in Section 7. Together with Theorem 3.5 the lemma
implies the following.
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Corollary 3.11. Let ) be a finite set of hypergraphs and G be a closed set of hypergraphs. Further-

more, assume there is a randomized exact parameterized c*-n®Y) algorithms for (g, HQ)—Vertex Deletion.
Then for every 1 < B < n(2) there is a randomized parameterized [-approximation algorithm for
(G,T1*)-Vertex Deletion which runs in time

1 k
convert | 1,8,¢c, ——= 00,
(comvert (1.1 5755))

Observe that Lemma 3.9 and Corollary 3.11 only differ in the resulting running time. The
following lemma implies that for every 1 < < n(f2) the running time of Corollary 3.11, the
running time of Sampling with a Black-Box, is always strictly better than the running time of
Lemma 3.9, the result of [23].

Lemma 3.12. For every n € N such thatn > 2, 1 <c<n and 1 < S <n it holds that
1 n=8
convert <1,B,c, > < ¢n-1,

n

The proof of Lemma 3.12 is given in Section 9.

4 Applications

In this section we will describe some problems to which our results can be applied. For each
problem, we utilize sampling steps to obtain parameterized approximation algorithms. We also
compare the running time of our algorithm with a benchmark whenever applicable.

4.1 Feedback Vertex Set

Recall that given a graph G and integer k, the FEEDBACK VERTEX SET problem asks whether
there exists a set S C V(G) of size at most k such that G \ S is acyclic. FEEDBACK VERTEX SET
can also be described as a (G, II)-Vertex Deletion problem, where G is the set of all graphs and
IT is the set of graphs that have no cycles. First, we demonstrate that there exists a sampling step
for FEEDBACK VERTEX SET.

Lemma 4.1. FEEDBACK VERTEX SET has a sampling step with success probability %.

The proof of Lemma 4.1 can be found in Section 7.1. The sampling step presented in Section 7.1
begins by removing vertices of degree at most 1. Then, a vertex is sampled from the remaining
vertices, where the sampling probability for each vertex is proportional to its degree in the remaining
graph.

In [33], the authors present an FPT algorithm which runs in time 2.7% - n®M (ie., in the
terminology of this paper, a = 1,¢ = 2.7). Moreover, FEEDBACK VERTEX SET also has a 2-
approximation algorithm that runs in polynomial time (i.e., & = 2, ¢ = 1) [2]. In the following,
we demonstrate how the sampling step, together with the existing algorithms, is used to develop a
new approximation algorithm with a better running time.

Theorem 4.2. For each 1 < 8 < 2, FEEDBACK VERTEX SET has a B-approximation algorithm
which runs in time d* - n®® where

d_{ZT(?fl if 1< 6 <1402

(57 if1402<8<2’ (4)

11



Proof. Let A; denote the FPT algorithm from [33] and Ay denote the 2-approximation algorithm
from [2] that runs in polynomial time. Note that when we consider [-approximation algorithms,
we can focus on the values of 5 in the range 1 < 8 < 2 because of As, as for larger values of 5 we
immediately get a S-approximation algorithm that runs in polynomial time.

By using A; and Theorem 3.6, the first S-approximation algorithm we obtain has the running
time d* - n°M) where

2.7-(0.433)771 if 1 <f<1.481
d= (5)

exp (5-@ (% H i)) i£1.481 < < 2.

Similarly, by using A2 and Theorem 3.7, the second g-approximation algorithm we obtain has
the running time d* - n®1) where

d:{eXp (54)(%”%)) if1<8<1.333 .

(172 if1.333<8<2

Note that for each 1 < 3, we can choose the algorithm with the faster running time out of
(5) and (6). Therefore we compare the base of the exponents in the running time and pick the

n(13
smallest one. After a straightforward calculation, one can observe that for 1 < 8 < lngfsg ~ 1.402,

2.7 - (13—3)6 ! is the smallest number. Similarly, for 1.402 < § < 2, the smallest number becomes

(%)'372. Therefore, for each 1 < 8 < 2, we obtain an algorithm with a a running time of d* - n®®)
where

(7)

O]

{2.7- (4371 if1 < 8 < 1.402

(1) if1.402< <2

In [28], the authors present a S-approximation algorithm for each 1 < 5 < 2. It can be visually
(see Fig. 1) and numerically (see Table 1) verified that our algorithm demonstrates a strictly better
running-time .

B | Our Algorithm (7) | [28]

1.1 2.483 2.620
1.2 2.284 2.467
1.3 2.101 2.160
1.4 1.932 1.942
1.5 1.732 1.778
1.6 1.552 1.649
1.7 1.390 1.56
1.8 1.246 1.319
1.9 1.116 1.149

Table 1: Comparison of the base of exponents of different algorithms for FVS. For each row with a £
value b, a value d in the second or third column implies a b-approximation algorithm with running
time d¥ - n©M),
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4.2 Pathwidth One Vertex Deletion

Given a graph G and integer k, the PATHWIDTH ONE VERTEX DELETION (POVD) problem ask
whether there exists a set S C V(G) of size at most k such that G\ S has pathwidth at most 1.
Initially, we demonstrate that there exists a sampling step for POVD.

Lemma 4.3. PATHWIDTH ONE VERTEX DELETION has a sampling step with probability %

The proof of Lemma 4.3 can be found in Section 7.2. The sampling step for POVD is very similar
to that for FVS, with a slight modification. Similar to FVS, POVD can be described by a set of
forbidden subgraphs. Moreover, the set of forbidden subgraphs for POVD includes one additional
graph with 7 vertices. Therefore POVD has a sampling step with probability %, instead of i as in
the case of FVS.

To the best of our knowledge, parameterized approximation algorithms have not been studied
for POVD. However, there exists an FPT algorithm for POVD with running time 3.888% . n@(1) (a =
1,c = 3.888) [44]. Next, we demonstrate how combining the aforementioned sampling step with a
parameterized algorithm yields a new approximation algorithm. Refer to Fig. 3 and Table 2 for
the corresponding running time.

Theorem 4.4. For each 1 < <7, PATHWIDTH ONE VERTEX DELETION has a [3-approzimation
algorithm which runs in time d* - n®Y) where

- (8)

3.888-(0.519)°71  if1<pB<18
{exp (5-2) (% H %)) if18<B<T.

Proof. Let A be the FPT algorithm from [44], with running time 3.888% - n®(1). By using A and
Theorem 3.6, we obtain a -approximation algorithm with running time d* - n®1) where

3.888-(0.519)°71  if1<pB<18
4= {exp(ﬁD(éH%)) if1.8< B <.

B | Value | B | Value | 8 | Value | B8 | Value | B | Value | 8 | Value
1.1 |3.6412 | 2.1 | 1.9391 | 3.1 | 1.3776 | 4.1 | 1.1573 | 5.1 | 1.0553 | 6.1 | 1.0107
1.2 | 3.4100 | 2.2 | 1.8498 | 3.2 | 1.3466 | 4.2 | 1.1433 | 5.2 | 1.0488 | 6.2 | 1.0083
1.3 13.1936 | 2.3 | 1.7713 | 3.3 | 1.3181 | 4.3 | 1.1303 | 5.3 | 1.0428 | 6.3 | 1.0063
1.4 129908 | 2.4 | 1.7018 | 3.4 | 1.2920 | 4.4 | 1.1183 | 5.4 | 1.0374 | 6.4 | 1.0046
1.5 | 2.8010 | 2.5 | 1.6399 | 3.5 | 1.2679 | 4.5 | 1.1071 | 5.5 | 1.0323 | 6.5 | 1.0031
1.6 | 2.6232 | 2.6 | 1.5844 | 3.6 | 1.2457 | 4.6 | 1.0968 | 5.6 | 1.0277 | 6.6 | 1.0020
1.7 | 2.4567 | 2.7 | 1.5346 | 3.7 | 1.2252 | 4.7 | 1.0871 | 5.7 | 1.0236 | 6.7 | 1.0011
1.8 | 2.3007 | 2.8 | 1.4895 | 3.8 | 1.2062 | 4.8 | 1.0782 | 5.8 | 1.0198 | 6.8 | 1.0005
1.9 | 2.1604 | 2.9 | 1.4487 | 3.9 | 1.1886 | 4.9 | 1.0700 | 5.9 | 1.0164 | 6.9 | 1.0001
2.0 | 2.0417 | 3.0 | 1.4115 | 4.0 | 1.1724 | 5.0 | 1.0624 | 6.0 | 1.0134

Table 2: The table displays the base of exponents for our algorithm designed for PATHWIDTH ONE
VERTEX DELETION. Each pair (b, d), listed in the same row and consecutive 5 and value columns,
represents a S-approximation algorithm with a running time dk - nPM),
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Figure 3: A plot of the running time of our algorithm for PATHWIDTH ONE VERTEX DELETION.
The z-axis corresponds to the approximation ratio, while the y-axis corresponds to the base of
the exponent in the running time. A point (3,d) in the plot describes a running time of the form
d* - n®W for a B-approximation.

4.3 (G,II)-Vertex Deletion for a finite set of forbidden sub-hypergraphs

There are many problems that can be described as (G, 1I)-Vertex Deletion problems in which II
is defined by a finite set € of forbidden vertex induced hypergraphs. For each of those problems,
by Lemma 3.10 there exists a sampling step with success probability %, where 7 is the maximum
number of vertices of a hypergraph in €). In the following, we will demonstrate how we can obtain
parameterized approximation algorithms for such problems. For the sake of presentation, we will
focus on a specific problem called 3-PATH VERTEX COVER.

Given a graph G, a subset of vertices S C V(G) is called an ¢-path Vertex Cover if every path of
length ¢ contains a vertex from S. The ¢-PATH VERTEX COVER problem asks whether there exists
an (-path Vertex Cover of size at most k where k is the parameter [11]. /-PATH VERTEX COVER
can be described as a (G,II)-Vertex Deletion where G is the set of graphs and II is the set
of graphs with maximum path length at most ¢ — 1. Alternatively, let F' be a path with /¢
vertices where we define Q := {F} and n(Q2) := ¢. It holds that ¢-PATH VERTEX COVER is
equivalent to (G,II)-Vertex Deletion. Therefore, by Lemma 3.10, there is a sampling step
for /-PATH VERTEX COVER with success probability %.

In the following, we will consider £ = 3, i.e. the problem 3-PATH VERTEX COVER.

There exists an FPT algorithm for t-PATH VERTEX COVER hat runs in time 1.708% . n@()
(a =1,c=1.708) [14]. Moreover, there is also a 2-approximation algorithm that runs in polynomial
time. (a=2,c=1) [45].

Theorem 4.5. For each 1 < 8 < 2, 3-PATH VERTEX COVER has a B-approzimation algorithm
which runs in time d* - n°® where

1708 (0.644)°7" if 1 < B < 1.6143 ©
~ (05772

if1.6143 < B < 2
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Proof. Let A; denote the FPT algorithm from [14] and Ay denote the 2-approximation algorithm
from [45] that runs in polynomial time. Because of As, as in the case of FEEDBACK VERTEX SET,
we can focus on the values of 5 in the range 1 < g < 2.

By using A; and Theorem 3.6, it holds that for each 8 > 1 there exists a S-approximation that
runs in time d¥ - n®M where

(10)

1.708 - (0.644)°71  if 1< 8 < 1.752
exp (5 D (% H %)) if1.752 < B <2.

By using Ay together with Theorem 3.7, it holds that for every 1 < < 2 there exists a
B-approximation algorithm that runs in time d* - n®®) where

d_{exp(ﬁ-p(é”é)) if1<8<15 )
| (0.5)°2 if1.5< 8 <2

By taking the minimum of the running times in (10) and (11), the base of exponent becomes

1708 - (0.644)°7" if 1 < B < 1.6143
- (0.5)°72 if 1.6143 < 8 < 2

O

In [23], for each 1 < < 2, the authors present a [-approximation algorithm for 3-PATH

VERTEX COVER with running time 170837 % .n0() | As can be visually (see Fig. 2) or numerically
(see Table 3) verified, our algorithm has a strictly better running time for all values of 1 < < 2.

B | Our Algorithm (9) | [23]

1.1 1.6345 1.6628
1.2 1.5641 1.6189
1.3 1.4968 1.5762
14 1.4323 1.5345
1.5 1.3707 1.4940
1.6 1.3117 1.4545
1.7 1.2311 1.416
1.8 1.1487 1.3787
1.9 1.0718 1.3423

Table 3: Comparison of the base of exponents of different algorithms for 3-PATH VERTEX COVER.
For each row with a § value b, a value d in the second or third column implies a b-approximation
algorithm with running time d* - n®®),

5 Sampling with a Black Box

In this section we present our main technique, Sampling with a Black Box, and prove Theorem 3.5.
The technique is designed using three main components, enabling a modular analysis of each
part. We use the notion of (0, p,r,T)-procedure to abstract the outcome of iteratively executing
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a sampling step. We use this abstract notion in RandAndExtend which combines the (d,p,r,T)-
procedure together with the black box parameterized a-approximation algorithm. On its own,
RandAndExtend only attains a S-approximate solution with a low probability. Our main algorithm,
SamplingWithABlackBox, executes RandAndExtend multiple times to get a S-approximate solution
with a constant probability. The defined algorithm depends on a parameter 4, for which we find
the optimal value.

We start with the formal definition of a (d, p,r,T') -procedure. As already mentioned, a proce-
dure serves as an abstraction of iterative use of a sampling step. It returns a vertex set S C V(G)
with certain properties related to the size of S and the value of OPT(G \ S).

Definition 5.1. Let I be a hypergraph property and G be a closed set of hypergraphs. For all § > 1,
r>0,0<p<landT >0, a (§,p,r,T)-procedure for (G,1II) is a polynomial time randomized
algorithm that takes as input a hypergraph G € G, an integer t > 0 and returns a set S C V(G)
with the following properties:

P1 It holds that | S| < § -t.

P2 Suppose that OPTg 11(G) < k for some k > 0. If t > T, then with probability at least % it
holds that G\ S has a solution of size at most max (0,k —t), i.e.

pt
Pr(OPTgﬂ(G \ S) < max (0, k — t)) >_P

T+
Additionally, we use the notation (6,p)-procedure to refer to a (d,p,r,T)-procedure for some
constants r,T' > 0.

Observe that if there is a (9, p) -procedure for (G,II)-Vertex Deletion, then we can make use
of it to obtain a § approximation as follows. Suppose G has a solution of size k. Then, by setting
t = k in Property P2, it holds that with probability at least %, G\ S has a solution of size 0,
ie. G\ S €Il . By our assumption, we can check in polynomial time whether a graph belongs
to the property II. By Property P1 it holds that |S| < § - k. Additionally, we can repeat this
algorithm p—* - n®® times to obtain a d-approximate solution constant probability. We summarize

these insights in the following observation.

Observation 5.2. If there is a (9, p) -procedure for (G,II)-Vertex Deletion, then there is param-
eterized §-approzimation algorithm for (G,II)-Vertex Deletion with running time (1/p)¥ - n®W.

In the remainder of Section 5, we fix the values of 0 < ¢ < 1,1 < a < %, 1 <8< % and
1 <c<exp (a -D (é H q)) to specific numbers, unless specified explicitly. For notational simplicity,
we omit «, 3, and ¢ from the subscript of functions dependent on these variables. Moreover, let 11
be a fixed polynomial-time decidable hypergraph property, G be a closed set of hypergraphs and
A be an a-approximation algorithm for the (G,II)-Vertex Deletion problem with running time

- nP1) Let us also define the set of values § can take, given a and .

Definition 5.3. For a, 8 > 1 such that o # (3, we define the set interval(w, ) as

[B,00) if B>«

interval(a, ) = {[1,5] if B<a.
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The next component in our technique is RandAndExtend, given in Algorithm 1. The algorithm
is configured with a (J,p)-procedure Ps,. Given an hypergraph G and an integer ¢ in the input,
the algorithm invokes the procedure Ps, which returns a random set S C V(G) of size at most
0 - t, and then runs the parameterized a-approximation algorithm A on the remaining hypergraph
G\ S. The idea is to hope that G'\ S has a solution of size at most B'k;‘;'t. Note that the parameter
for the a-approximation algorithm is also B -k:;&t’ which ensures that the approximation algorithm
returns a set of size at most 8- k — § - ¢, with high probability. In the event that this holds, by

adding S to the returned set, we obtain a solution with a size of at most (- k.

Algorithm 1 RandAndExtend
Configuration: 0 <p <1, § € interval(w, 3) and a (6, p,r,T")-procedure Ps, for (G,II).
Input: Hypergraph G € G, integers 0 < k < |[V(G)| and T <t < % -k

1. S ="Psp(G,t)

2 Y = A(G\ S, 201

3: Return SUY

Our main algorithm, given in Algorithm 2, begins by selecting a value for ¢*. This value ensures
the following: if the set S in Algorithm 1 contains at least ¢* many elements from a solution, then
G\ S has a solution of size at most w Note that this further implies that the set returned
by Algorithm 1 has size at most - k. Furthermore, Algorithm 2 utilizes Algorithm 1 and executes
it multiple times to ensure a S-approximate solution is attained with a constant probability.

Algorithm 2 SamplingWithABlackBox
Configuration: 0 < p <1, § € interval(ce, ) and a (§,p,r,T)-procedure Ps, for (G,II).
Input: Hypergraph G € G, integer 0 < k < |V(G)|
1t = [{;’:—gk] if B < a, and t* == Lf;:—ng it 8> a
2: if t* < T then
3: Return W if and only if there exists W C V(G) of size at most k such that W € SOL(G)
4: else
5 S=10
6: for 2-p~'" - (t* +1)" times do
7 S§=8U {RandAndExtend(G, k,t*)}

8: Return a minimum sized set in S

Lemma 5.4. Let0 < p <1, 6 € interval(w, ) and a (9, p,r,T)-procedure Ps,, for (G,II). Then
Algorithm 2 is a randomized parameterized -approximation algorithm for (G,II)-Del with running
time

£ (@.p)" - 00
where f(d,p) is given by

(6= 8) () + (8~ a)In (1)

f((svp) = €exp 5 — o

The proof of Lemma 5.4 can be found in Section 5.1.
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Algorithm 2 relies on the existence of a (4, p) -procedure, however, insofar we did not show how
to design one. We generate a (0, p)-procedure from a sampling step (Definition 3.2) via a simple
algorithm which iteratively invokes the sampling step. The pseudo-code of the algorithm is given
in Algorithm 3.

Algorithm 3 MultiSample

Configuration: A number § > 1 and a sampling step R for (G, 1I)-Del with success probability
q for some 0 < g < 1.

Input: Hypergraph G € G, integer t > 0

1: S+« 0
2: while |S| < §-tand G ¢ 1I do
3 v="R(G)
4: G=G\{v}
5 S =SuU{v}
6: return S
Define

¢(0,q) = exp (—5 D ((15 H q>> : (12)

The following lemma state that Algorithm 3 is indeed a (9, p) -procedure for p = ¢(9, q).

Lemma 5.5. Let 0 < ¢ < 1 and R be a sampling step for (G,1I)-Vertex Deletion with success

probability q. Then, for any 1 < § < %, Algorithm 3 is a (6, ¢ (9,q))-procedure for (G,II)-Del.
The proof of Lemma 5.5 can be found in Section 5.2. Lemma 5.5 implies that for § = é,

there exists a (%,1) -procedure for (G,II)-Vertex Deletion. Observe that this serves as a

(6,1)-procedure for § > %. Therefore, we make the following observation.

Observation 5.6. Let 0 < ¢ < 1 and R be a sampling step for (G,11)-Vertex Deletion with suc-
cess probability q. Then, for any 6 > %, there is a (0,1)-procedure for (G,II)-Vertex Deletion.

Furthermore, we can now prove Lemma 3.3 using Lemma 5.5 together with Observation 5.2.

Proof of Lemma 3.3. Assume there is a sampling step with success probability ¢ for (G,II)-Del,
and let 1 < 8 < %. Then by Lemma 5.5 there is a (3, (53, q)) -procedure for (G,II)-Del. Hence,
by Observation 5.2 there is a parameterized S-approximation for (G,II)-Del which runs in time

d* - n°1) where ) .
=5GP <B'D (B ”q)> |

Using the procedure from Lemma 5.5 together with Lemma 5.4 (Algorithm 2) we get the
following results.

O]

Lemma 5.7. Suppose that:
e There is a sampling step with success probability q € (0,1) for (G,II)-Del.

o There is a randomized parameterized a-approximation algorithm for (G,I1)-Del which runs

in time & - n@),
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Then, there is a randomized parameterized [3-approzimation algorithm for (G,I1)-Del with running

time A
(e F6) o
5€interval(a,ﬁ)ﬂ[1,é

where f(8,q) is defined as

(5 8) - In(e) + (8~ a) - In (k)
) —«

f((Sv Q) = f(57 ¢(6a Q)) = exp

Lemma 5.7 provides a § approximation algorithms whose running time is a solution for an
optimization problem. The final step towards the proof of Theorem 3.5 is to solve this optimization
problem.

Lemma 5.8. It holds that

min f(6,q) = convert (o, 3, ¢,q) .
éeinterval(a,ﬁ)ﬁ[l,%]

The proofs of Lemmas 5.7 and 5.8 can be found in Section 5.3. We now have everything to
proceed with the proof of Theorem 3.5.

Proof of Theorem 3.5. The claim follows immediately from Lemmas 5.7 and 5.8. O

5.1 Converting Procedures to Approximation Algorithms

In this section we will prove Lemma 5.4. To accomplish this, we will examine some properties
of Algorithm 1. First, we will show that Algorithm 1 indeed returns a solution W € SOLp(G).
Subsequently, we will establish that with a certain probability, the set returned has size at most
0B - k. Equipped with these results, we will proceed with the proof of Lemma 5.4.

Lemma 5.9. Let G € G be a hypergraph, and 0 < k <n, T <t < g -k be integers. Let W denote
the set returned by RandAndExtend(G, k,t), then it holds that W € SOL1(QG).

Proof. Let S be as defined in Algorithm 1. Since A is a parameterized a-approximation algorithm,
by Definition 3.1, Y is a solution of G \ S, i.e. Y € SOLp(G \ S). Equivalently, it holds that

(G\S)\ Y € I Since G\ (YUS) = ((G\S)\Y) € 11, it also holds that W = (Y U S) €
SOL(G). O

Lemma 5.10. Let t* be as defined in Algorithm 2, then it holds that

max O,B_a-k—l gt*gﬁ_a-k—i—l.
0 —« 00—«

Moreover, it also holds that t* < % k.

Proof. First, notice that for 0 € interval(e,f3), it holds that either § > f > a or § < 5 < a.

Hence, the term g:—g is always positive. By definition of t*, we also have

max(0. 2 7% k1) < [T il cp < [B2Y gl BT i
d— e 0 —« e
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If 8 > a, then we have

« _|B—« p—a B
t _\‘5—(1'4 Sé—a'k<g‘k

where the last inequality is true because o < 8 < §. Similarly, if 8 < «, then § < § as well and we

have 3 8 8
*— a_ . a_ . —_— ——
t_[a—é k-‘<{a—ﬂ kw_k<5k.

O

Lemma 5.11. Let G € G be a hypergraph, 0 < k < n be an integer and let t* be as defined in

Algorithm 2 such that t* > T. Moreover, let Z be the set returned by RandAndExtend(G, k,t*). If
OPTg (G) < k, then |Z| < 8 - k with probability at least %.

Proof. Suppose 0PTg 11(G) < k. Observe that Lemma 5.10 implies 0 < ¢* < % - k. We have

k—t*:ﬁ-k+<1—ﬂ>-k—5't —<t*—5't>
[0 « « (6]

:ﬁ'k_é't*+<1—5>-k+t*-<5_a>. (13)
o o

a

Claim 5.12. It holds that *- 5 < — (1= 2) - k.
Proof. Recall that for (0) € interval(q, ), it holds that either § > 8 > a or 0 < 5 < a.
If 3 > «, we have that ‘%T"‘ >0 and t* = {g:—g . k‘J < g:—g - k. Hence,

t*'5—a<ﬂ—a. d—a pP—«

< k- = -k:—<1—5>-k.
« 0 —« « o «

o

?:fﬁ : k-‘ > g_;a - k. Therefore, we also

Similarly, if 8 < «, then we have that ‘S?Ta < 0 and t* = [
get
d—a (-« d—a pP—«

t* - < k- = -k:—<1—5>-k.
« 0 —« « o o

Claim 5.12 implies that

k—t* :W+<1_B>.]€+t*.<6_a>
o o o
k

< 5'k_5't*+<1—ﬁ>-k—<1—5)-
« « «
_Bk—betr

(07

Finally, since t* < % - k, it also holds that 0 < W Therefore we get

Bk—6-t
A

max (0,k —t*) < (14)
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Now let S be as defined in Algorithm 1. According to Definition 5.1 and (14), with probability

at least (tfi%l)r, it holds that G\ S has a solution of size at most max (0, k — t*) < w Note

that in this scenario, the set returned by A(G \ S, W), i.e. Y, satisfies

‘Y‘SQ.M
«

—B k-5t (15)

with probability at least 3 by Definition 3.1. Moreover, since Z =Y U S and [S| < § - ¢ it holds
that
Y| <B-k—=06-t" = |Z|<B-k. (16)

Therefore we have
Pr(1Z|<B-k)>Pr([Y|<B-k—4§-t%
>Pr(Y|<p-k—0-t"| G\ S has a solution of size at most max (0, k — t¥))

- Pr (G \ S has a solution of size at most max (0, k — t*))

t*
—2 (tr+1)r
where the first inequality follows from (16) and the last one follows from (15). O

Now we are ready to prove Lemma 5.4.

Proof of Lemma 5.4. In order to show that Algorithm 2 is a randomized parameterized S-approximation
algorithm for (G,II)-Vertex Deletion problem, we need to prove that it satisfies Definition 3.1.
To that end, let S denote the set returned by Algorithm 2 and assume that 0PTg 11(G) < k.

If t* < T, by Line 3 in Algorithm 2, the set S returned by the algorithm satisfies S € SOLj(G)
and |S| < k < 8-k with probability 1. In this case Algorithm 2 satisfies Definition 3.1.

If t* > T, consider an iteration ¢ of the for loop in Line 6 in Algorithm 2, for 1 < ¢ <
2-p~% . (t* +1)". Let Y; denote the set returned by RandAndExtend(G, k, t*) in iteration i. Recall
that t* < % - k, therefore Lemma 5.9 implies that Y; € SOL(G).

On the other hand, by Lemma 5.11, it holds that [V;| < 8- k with probability at least %

*

Therefore we get

Pr(\S\>B-k):Pr<\Yg\>B-kf0r1§i§2-p_t*-(t*—i—l)r)

* 2. —t*, t*4+1)"
(i pt p ( )
2-(t*+1)r

<e! (17)

where the second equality holds since each iteration of the for loop is independent. Finally, (17)
implies that
Pr(s|<p k) >(1-1)>1
r . - = —.
- - e) 2
Now let us consider the running time of the algorithm.

B-k—4§-t*

Claim 5.13. The running time of the algorithm is ¢ «  -p~" -n
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. . . Bk—6:t* ..
Proof. Observe that if t* > T, each execution of RandAndExtend takes time ¢ « = . nOM) | This is

because the algorithm executes the (6, p, r,T) -procedure Ps ), and the parameterized approximation
algorithm, where the former has polynomial running time and the latter has a running time of

k—4-t*
S L00)

. Since the number of iterations is 2-p~*" - (#* + 1)", the total running time becomes

IR (4 1) ) = R e 00

since t* < [f;_;g : k;] = O(k) = O(n).

Now suppose t* < T and observe that k = O(1) because t* < T = O(1) and k < (t* + 1)-2:—‘3; =
O(1). Since the algorithm goes over all sets W C V(G) of size at most k, the running time is at
most n@*) = n®1) | Therefore we can conclude that the running time of the algorithm is upper

k—65-t* «
bounded by A pt O

J

Since t* > g:g -k — 1, by Lemma 5.10, we have

« o «

+— (18)

Therefore it holds that

T <</3k—‘”> ‘In(c) + ¢* - In <1>>
- p

< oxp <ﬂj - “25‘_0‘;)' L i) ne) + (?:z ke 1) In (;))
:exp<<ﬁ k (6((;a)_a)(.ﬁaa)'5'k>'1“<C)+<5—Z'k>'1“@))‘03'119
_exp<<ao;k(‘5(6__a)ﬁ)>-ln(c)—i—(?:z.k).ln(;)).cfi ;
:exp<§:§-k-ln(c)+§:z.k;.1n<;)>.Ci.;

- (5—ﬁ).1n(c)5+_(§—a).1n(;) r ;’ o

where the inequality follows from (18) and Lemma 5.10. Therefore, by Claim 5.13 and (19), the
running time of the algorithm is

f(67 p)k ! nO(l)'

5.2 Converting Sampling Steps to Procedures

In this section, we will prove Lemma 5.5 by developing several auxiliary lemmas. Let 0 < g < 1,
1 <6< % and R be a sampling step for (G,II)-Vertex Deletion, with success probability g.
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Consider Algorithm 3 with these parameters. We will demonstrate that there exists integers r and
T such that Algorithm 3 is a (6, ¢ (0,q),r,T)-procedure. To that end, we will need to show that
given a hypergraph G € G and ¢ > 0 as input, Algorithm 3 runs in polynomial time and satisfies
properties P1 and P2, as defined in Definition 5.1.

Note that neither the running time of the algorithm nor property P1 depend on the values of
r and T. Therefore, irrespective of the values of r and T, we will show that Algorithm 3 runs in
polynomial time and that property P1 holds. Then, we will show that there exists » and T for
which property P2 holds, implying the truth of Lemma 5.5.

Lemma 5.14. Algorithm 3 runs in polynomial time.

Proof. Since R is a sampling step for (G, II)-Vertex Deletion, it runs in polynomial time. More-
over, after n steps, G becomes empty and therefore belongs to II, as II is hereditary and includes
the empty graph. Therefore, the number of iterations of the while loop in Algorithm 3 is at most n.
Finally, membership to II can be tested in polynomial time since II is polynomial-time decidable.
Therefore, the whole algorithm runs in polynomial time. O

Lemma 5.15. Algorithm 3 satisfies property P1 in Definition 5.1.

Proof. Observe that the while loop in Algorithm 3 runs at most J - ¢ times. Moreover, in each
iteration of the for loop, the size of S increases by at most 1. Therefore the claim follows. O

Next, we demonstrate a simple feature of hereditary hypergraph properties. Intuitively, remov-
ing a vertex from a hypergraph does not increase the size of the optimal solution. The proof of
Lemma 5.16 can be found in Appendix D.

Lemma 5.16. LetII be a hereditary hypergraph property and G be a hypergraph. For anyv € V(G),
it holds that
0< OPTH(G) — UPTH(G \ v) <1.

Let &1,...,&, be ii.d. binary random variables and v € (0,1] such that Pr(§ = 1) > v for all
1 <i < n. The following inequality can be shown using standard arguments

Pr(Z{i > t> > exp(—? -D (; V>> .00,
i=1

In the following lemma, we prove a similar statement in our setting where the i.i.d. assumption is
dropped. Its proof can be found in Appendix B.

Lemma 5.17. Let 6,t > 1 be integers, v € (0,1] be a real number and &1, ...,& 54 € {0,1} be
random variables such that

Pr§=1[§{=m21,...,§-1=2j_1) >V

forall1 < j<|§-t| and (z1,...,2j-1) € {0,1}7L. Then, there exist integers v and T that depend
on 6§, such that for t > T it holds that
t
y) ) .

16t

Pr(ij > t) > ((5-t+1)_r-exp<—5-D ((15
=1
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Given a hypergraph G € G and t > 0 as input, let £ < |4 - t] be the number of iterations of the
while loop in Algorithm 3. Let Gy := G and for 1 < i < £, let G; denote the hypergraph G at the
end of the 7’th iteration. Similarly, let v; denote the vertex v at the end of the ¢’th iteration, i.e.
v; = R(Gi—1). For £ +1 < i < [d-t], welet G; = G;—1 and v; = v;—1. Furthermore, we define
the random variables Z; := 0 and

7 — OPT (G;—1) —OPT(G;) if1<i</
R if ¢ <i<|0-t]

for 1 < i < [§-t]. Intuitively, for 1 < i < ¢, Z; measures the decrease in the optimal solution
size, from G;_1 to G;. Note that, by definition, for ¢ < ¢ it holds that G; = G;—1 \ {v} for some
v € V (G;-1). Therefore, we have Z; € {0,1} by Lemma 5.16.

Lemma 5.18. For 1 <j < |§-t] and (z1,...,zj-1) € {0, 13771 it holds that
Pr(Zj =1|Z1=21,....2Zj—1 = mj_1> >q.
Proof. By the law of total probability, it holds that
Pr(Z, =112 = w1, Zyr =51 =
Pr(zj =1 Zi=a1,...,Zj-1 = xj-1,] gﬂ) Pr(j <0)+
Pr(zj 1| Zi=a1,..., Zjo1 = 1j-1,] >£) Pr(j>0). (20)
We have
Pr(ijl|Z1=961,---,Zj—1=$j—1,j§€>Zq (21)

because j < ¢ implies that G; = Gj—1 \ v where v = R (G;j_1). Since R is a sampling step for II
with success probability ¢, the inequality follows. Similarly, we have

PI"(ZJ':1|Z1::L‘1,...,Z]',1 ::Ejfl,j>f) =1, (22)

which holds because j > ¢ implies that Z; = 1 with probability 1, by definition. Therefore, by (20),
(21) and (22)
PI‘(Z]' =1 | Z1 = $1,...,Zj_1 = .73]'_1) > q.

O]

In the following lemma, we establish a lower bound on the probability that the graph returned
by the algorithm, i.e. G5, has a solution of size at most max (0, k — t). This lower bound is equal
to the probability that the sum of Z; for i from 1 to |0 - t| exceeds t.

Lemma 5.19. It holds that

i=1

[6-¢]
Pr(GLMJ has a solution of size at most max (0, k — t)) > Pr (Z Zi > t).

24



Proof. Let A be the event that (5.4 has a solution of size at most max (0, k —t), and let B be the

event that Ew Uz, >t F inally, let C' be the event that ¢ = |0 - ¢]. In the following, we say that
an event X implies another event Y if X C Y.

Let us write B = (BNC)U (BN C). It holds that (BN C) C C C A, because if £ < [ -¢],
then G|s.;) = Gy € Il and therefore G |s.4) has a solution of size 0. On the other hand, BN C implies

that £ = [§ -] and Zifj Z; > t. In this case, for each 1 < i < |J-¢], it holds that ¢ < |0 -t] =/
and Z; = OPT (G—1) — OPT (G;). Moreover,

|6t [0-t]
i=1 i=1
= OPT (Gg) — OPT (G'54))
which implies that

|6:t]
OPT (G|5.4) = OPT (Go) — (Z Zi)

=1

[6-¢]
(2
i=1
<k-t

<max (0,k —1t).

Therefore, (BN C) C A and it holds that B C A. Hence we get

16-]
Pr (Gw-tj has a solution of size at most max (0, k — t)) = Pr(A) > Pr(B) =Pr (Z Z; > t>

O
Lemma 5.20. There exists r,T > 0 such that Algorithm 3 satisfies property P2 in Definition 5.1.

Proof. Suppose that OPTg 11(G) < k for some k > 0 and let S be the set returned by Algorithm 3.
In order to prove the property P2 holds, we will show that there exists integers r,T" > 0 such
that for ¢ > T, it holds that (G'\ S) = G|, has a solution of size at most max (0, k — t), with

probability at least (60.0)" By Lemma 5.19 it holds that

(t+1)"
L6-¢]
Pr (GLMJ has a solution of size at most max (0, k — t)) > Pr (Z Zi > t). (23)
i=1

In light of (23), our goal is to establish a lower bound for the probability that Z}i? Z; > t. By
Lemmas 5.17 and 5.18, there exist » and T that depend on  such that for all £ > T, we have

(z ) 6t o 5-0 (1)) 2

Finally, we let 7" = max (§,7) and ' = 2 - r. Then, for all t > T”, it holds that
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1) =t 1) T >t 48) T =55 (t+1) T >+ (25)

where the last inequality holds because t > 7" > § — 1. By Lemma 5.19, (23), (24) and (25), for all
t > T we have

[6-t]
Pr <GL5-tJ has a solution of size at most max (0, k — t)) > Pr (Z Z; > t)
i=1

> (5-t+1)"'exp(_5'p <<1s Hq>>t
\

> (t+1)7" -exp<5 D ((15 ‘
=+ (o(0.0))

which implies that property P2 holds for 7" and r’. O

Finally, the proof of Lemma 5.5 simply follows from Lemmas 5.14, 5.15 and 5.20.

5.3 Which procedure to choose? Optimizing J.

In this section, we prove Lemmas 5.7 and 5.8. We first give the proof of Lemma 5.7. Then, with
the aim of proving Lemma 5.8, we analyze functions that arise during our analysis of the running
time of the algorithm.

Observe that Lemma 5.4 and Observation 5.6 together give a randomized parameterized (-
approximation algorithm for (G, II)-Del whose running time depends on §. More specifically, for
d > %, this running is time equal to

9=8,
00 _ 2k o)

0 — o

exp <(5_6)'ln(c)"‘(ﬁ—a)-ln(l))k

Since g:—g =1- g:—g is increasing for § € interval(a, ), the running time also increases for
0> é. Therefore it doesn’t make sense to consider values of § > é. This is why the range of ¢ is

constrained to be less than or equal to % in Lemma 5.7.

Proof of Lemma 5.7. For each 6 € interval(a, ) such that 1 < § < %, by Lemma 5.5 there is a
(6, #(9,q)) -procedure for (G,I1)-Del. Therefore, by Lemma 5.4, there is a randomized parameter-
ized f-approximation algorithm for (G, II)-Del with running time

F(5,6(6,9))* - n®1) = f(6,¢)" - n®D).

In particular, one can consider all possible § € (interval(a, B) N1, %]) and choose the § that

minimizes the running time. Therefore, there is a randomized parameterized B-approximation

~ k
algorithm for (G, II)-Del which runs in time (mindemterval(a’ﬂ)m[l’l} f(, q)) .00 O
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Our next goal is to prove Lemma 5.8. For fixed 0 < ¢ < 1, let us define
) (6-8) - n(0)+ (8 —a)-In (53
ho(8) =n(f(5,0)) = — (&)

:M.ln(c)Jrﬁ_a ‘In <¢(;,q)>

We omit the subscript and write h(d) instead of hy(d) whenever the values are clear from the
context. Note that minimizing A is equivalent to minimizing f as In is a monotone increasing

>,
|
o
>,
|
Q

function, in other words

min f(6,9) = exp< min hq(5)> : (26)
)L 2]

6€interval(a,,8)ﬁ[1,%} d€interval(a,f

Also observe that for any fixed § € interval(a,f), h(d) is a convex combination of In(c) and

In (m). To make use of this property, let us define the following function which is linear in the

variable x
0—x T — 1
=In(c) + 54(6) - (z — a) (27)
where
1
. In <m> —1In(c)
54(0) = 5 :
Moreover, we have
hq(é) = md,q(ﬁ)v (28)

and using this equivalence, the running time for an x approximation, for a fixed 4, can be stated
as d* - n®M) where d = exp (m(g’q(a:)).
In the following we will demonstrate that for 0 < ¢ < 1, the value of ¢ that minimizes hy(0)

(equivalently, f(d,¢)) and can be found by analyzing s4(9).

Lemma 5.21. Let 0 < g < 1. It holds that

hl(C) + (/3 - OZ) ) mindeinterval(a,ﬁ)ﬂ[Ll] SQ(6)> lfﬁ > o
min hq(0) = !

§€interva1(a,ﬁ)ﬂ[1,%] 1n(c> + (/8 - a) ’ max&einterval(a 8)N[1,4] Sq(‘s)) iff<a.
’ q

Proof. Observe that
hq(8) =1In(c) + s4(8) - (B — @)

which follows from (27) and (28). Assume that 8 > «. Since «, 8 and ¢ are independent of § and
(B—a) > 0, the value of § that minimizes hy(9) is the one for which the value of s4(d) is minimized.
The case of < « follows in the same way by noting that in this case (8 — «) < 0. O

Lemma 5.21 states that depending on the values of o and [, minimizing h,(J) is equivalent
to either minimizing or maximizing s,(9). Therefore, in what follows, we will study the analytical
properties of s,4(9).

27



1.6

14

1.2

0.8

0.6

0.4

1 B 1.4 1.6 1.8 2

Figure 4: Comparison of the functions msq(x) with varying § values (blue, green, and cyan),

alongside the function In <m> (red). Recall that m;4(x) is a linear function of z and mgs4(5) =

hq(6). Also observe that the functions In (@) and mg 4(z) meet at d.

Lemma 5.22. Let 0 < ¢ < 1. For § € (1,00) \ o, define

LT EY AT EX FA RS

It holds that 5
sign< Sq(5)> = sign <Fq(5)>. (29)
a0
Moreover, it also holds that % 54(0) = 0 if and only if T'q(5) = 0.

The proof of Lemma 5.22 can be found in Appendix D. The following lemma describes the
behavior of the function s,(d) over specific intervals. It demonstrates that s,(J) is unimodal over
intervals, meaning that it exhibits a strictly decreasing trend followed by a strictly increasing trend,
or vice versa, depending on the interval.

Lemma 5.23. The function sq(0) is strictly decreasing for a < 6 < (5;‘ight and strictly increasing
for 5fight <6< %. Moreover, if o > 1, then the function sq(9) is strictly increasing for 1 < 6 < 0jg
and strictly decreasing for oy, < 0 < a.

The proof of Lemma 5.23 can be found in Appendix D.

With these definitions and results, we are now able to calculate the minimum (or maximum)
of s4(0) over § € interval(a, 5) N[, %] In Lemmas 5.24 and 5.25, we separately consider the two
complementary cases based on whether « is greater than 8 or not.

Lemma 5.24. Let 0 < g < 1 such that ¢ < exp (a-D(é Hq)) Suppose that é > B > a and
B < 5;kight' Then

d€interval(a,

i 0) ) = 84(05 a1t )-
< 111111 )ﬂ[l,%} S(I( )) Sq( rlght)
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5left 6r1ght

—0.5 1

Figure 5: The plot of the function i(x) = D (é H J:) and y =D (é H q) — @ fora =1.2,g =05
and ¢ = 1.1. Note that 1(z) has a zero at 1 and it is monotone in intervals (1, 1] and [1,1).

Proof. We first show that a < §% < %. By deﬁnition it holds that §%

Siaht tht > a. To prove that

1
5;"1ght 4 Suppose for a contradiction that 6tht > q, ie. 5:1ght < ¢. Since K < q < , it holds
that
1 In(c 1
22l -2 (G mm) > Gl
@ o right
where the equality follows from the definition of 6r1ght Therefore we arrive at a contradiction.
By Lemma 5.23 it holds that s4(6) is decreasing in [av, 0y, | and increasing in [07,p,, 5 11 therefore
min $q(0) | = 8q(0% 1t )-
<5€interva1(oz,6)ﬂ[1,(1l} q( )> q( rlght)
O

Next, we state the analogue of Lemma 5.24 for the 5 > « case. The proof Lemma 5.25, which
is nearly identical to the proof of Lemma 5.24, can be found in Appendix D.

Lemma 5.25. Let (a, f3) 6 parameters, 0 < ¢ < 1, and ¢ > 1 such that ¢ < exp (a D(l H q
Suppose that 1 < f < « <3 L and g > O Then

max s. (0 — s (5%.).
<5€interval(a,5)n[1,(11] Q( )> Q( left)

Finally, we present the proof of Lemma 5.8.

Proof of Lemma 5.8. First, let us assume that 5 > a. By (26), it holds that

min f(6,q) = exp< min [ ]hq(6)>

6€interval(a,5)ﬂ[1,%] deinterval(a,B)N[1,+

S CERKRR (R IIC) ) S
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where the second equality follows from Lemma 5.21. For 5:ight > (3, we have

=c- exp<ln <m> o (B— 0‘>>

*
5ri ght o

* 1
6right D (6:ight
=c-exp

*
5right —a

= convert (o, 3, ¢, q)

where the first equality follows from Lemma 5.24, and the second and third equalities follow from

the definition of the functions sq(6) and ¢(, g) respectively. If 3 > &%, then it holds that

1 1
interval(a, ) N [1, =] C [O5ignts ~]-
q q

Therefore, by Lemma 5.23, the function s4(d) is strictly increasing over interval(cw, ) N 1, %]
Hence, we get

)

= convert («, 3, ¢,q) .

Therefore the claim holds for 8 > «. The proof for the case § < « is nearly identical to the one
above and is left to the reader. O

. . .
6 Properties of J;; and Siaht

In this section we show properties of the functions djq and 45, which has been defined in (2). We
first prove Lemma 3.4 which shows the functions are well defined. Then, we provide a closed formula
for 45y and 5:ight for some special cases. We also use the closed formulas to prove Theorems 3.6
and 3.7 which provide a closed formula for convert («, 3, ¢, q) in the these special cases.

Lemma 3.4. For everyc>1,0<q <1 and a > 1 such that ¢ < exp (a -D (é H q)), the value of
5jight(a,c, q) is well defined. Furthermore, if a > 1, then 0j, (cv, ¢, q) is also well defined.
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Proof. Note that ¢ < exp (a -D (é H q)) implies that D (é H q) — % > 0. Furthermore, observe
that D (é H 1:) is a differentiable, non-negative convex function of x and has a global minimizer at
é. Therefore, D (é H :Jc) is strictly decreasing for x < é and strictly increasing for x > é

Let us now consider the range Iy = [, 00). If 6 € I1, then % < é, consequently the function

D (é H %) is a strictly increasing function of § for § € I;. Additionally, it holds that

lim D (1 x> = lim D (1
x—0 [0

«
Hence, there exists a unique value of § € I such that

o(2]2) - (2]

!
which implies that 6;‘ight is well-defined. Similarly, let’s consider the case where o > 1 and define

the interval Is = (1,«]. In this case, the function D (é H %) is strictly decreasing for 6 € I5. By
(31), it holds that there exists a unique value of § € I» such that Eq. (32) holds. O

x) = . (31)

Next, we first give a closed formula for 5;‘ight in case a = 1.

Lemma 6.1. Leta=1,0< g <1 and c > 1 such that ¢ < =. Then we have

1
q
1

5:ight(av c,q) = ﬁ

Proof. Since 1 < ¢ < % it holds that i > 1 = a. Furthermore,

1
p (
e
The first and last equalities holds as « = 1 and due to (1). Therefore, by the definition of Oright
in (2) we have 67, (a, ¢, ) = i. O

cq

}) — “ln(g-¢) = —In(g) —In(c) = D <i Hq> ~In(o).

Theorem 3.6 is a simple consequence of Lemma 6.1.

Theorem 3.6 (simple formula for a = 1). For every 0 < ¢ < 1,1 < < % and ¢ > 1 such that
c<exp(1-D(1]/q)) = it holds that
B—1
(1z22) flep<t
c i <
convert (1,0, ¢,q) = ( 1—q X f 1— B q'cl
eXP(ﬁ'D<EHQ)) if e <B <3
Proof. Note that by Lemma 6.1, we have that 05, = 655, (1,¢,q) = ﬁ. By (3),if 5 < ﬁ, then
5:ight D (55‘11h{ Q> —In(c)
convert (1,8,¢,q) = c-exp 5 - (B—1)
right — (33)

_ C.exp<cﬂ1-9(c-qu)—1ﬂ(6) '(5_1))

1
1
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By the formula of Kullback-Leibler divergence we have,

L-D(c-qu)—]n(c) =94y <C q) + 1=cq -In (1—0(1) —In(c)
c-q c-q c-q I—¢q (34)
- () ()
q l—q )’
By (33) and (34) we have
1
— .D(c-qllq) —In(c
convert (1,5,¢,q) = c~exp(cq ( il 19) © (ﬁ—l))
cq
1 . l—cq
o Fam 1) ()
= ¢ exp — (5-1)
-
()
=c )
l—q
On the other hand, if 5 > i, again by (3) it follows that
convert (1, 3,¢,q) = exp (5 H )
Therefore, the theorem follows. O

Finally, we also provide a closed formula for dj; in case a = 2 and ¢ = 1. Here, we rely on the
fact that D (% H a:) is symmetric around %

Lemma 6.2. Leta=2,0<q < % = % and ¢ =1. Then we have

51*eft(avcv Q) = 1— q'

Proof. We first observe that l%q > 1 since ¢ > 0 and 1% <1 <2=qaasq< Thus,
%_q € (1, . Furthermore,

g = 1-
1 1 1 1 1 1
p(LIIL) o (Lliog) = (L]q) = (L) - 2
all = 2 2 @ a
—q
the second equality holds as D (% H :U) = % In (23:) + 2 -In (ﬁ) is symmetric around x =
) =

and the last equality holds as In(c) = In(1) = 0. Thus, we have ;¢ (a,c,q) = ﬁ by its definition
in (2). O

1
2

Theorem 3.7 (simple formula for « =2 and ¢ =1). Let 0 < ¢ < % and 1 < B < 2. Then it holds
that

eXP(B'D<%Hq)) fl<B<ii,

convert (2,04,1,q) = . \P2
(%) Y <f=2
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Proof. By Lemma 6.2 it holds that 0y, = 61 (2,1,¢q) = llfq by Lemma 6.2. In case 8 > 1%(1, by
(3) it holds that

6es - D (5 [ a) = m(1)
convert (2,3,1,q) = 1 - exp 5:3“ 5 (52))

left
1 .p 1—qllgq

o B 20D ()

L2
2ol (24) + 1% In (1L
:exp< q ( q>1_1 q <1 ‘I> (6_2)>

1—q

In case 1 < 8 < l%q, again by (3) it follows that

convert (2,3, 1,q) = exp (5 -D (; H q))

Therefore,the theorem holds. ]

7 Sampling Steps

In this section we provide sampling steps used by our applications. Sections 7.1 and 7.2 give
the sampling steps for FEEDBACK VERTEX SET and PATHWIDTH ONE VERTEX DELETION. In
Section 7.3 we give the generic sampling step for (G,1I)-Vertex Deletion problems in which IT is
defined by a finite set of forbidden sub-hypergraphs.

7.1 Feedback Vertex Set

In this section we will prove Lemma 4.1, that is we provide a sampling step for FEEDBACK VERTEX
SET (FVS) with success probability %. Let G denote the set of graphs and let IIF'® denote the set of
graphs without cycles. Observe that IIF'S is a hereditary hypergraph property. For an input graph
G, the FEEDBACK VERTEX SET problem asks whether there exists a set S C V(G) of size k such
that G\ S € IIF'S ie. G\ S is acyclic.

The sampling step for FVS is given in Algorithm 5. It starts by iteratively removing vertices of
degree at most 1, as described in Algorithm 4. Given an input graph G, we refer to the resulting
graph from this procedure as Core(G). It is evident that the sets of cycles in G and Core(G) are
equal because a vertex v € V(G) with degree at most 1 cannot be part of a cycle. Therefore, it
holds that

OPTyyrvs (Core(G)) = OPTyyevs (G). (35)

After computing Core(G)), the sampling step defines a weight for every vertex. The weight of
a vertex v of degree 2 (in Core(@)) is zero, and the weight of every other vertex is its degree. The
algorithm returns a random vertex, so the probability of every vertex to be returned is proportional
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Algorithm 4 Computing the Core(G) for a graph G
Input: Graph G

1: while G has a vertex u of degree at most 1 do

2: G < G —{u}, i.e.,, remove u from G

3: return G

Algorithm 5 Sampling Step for FEEDBACK VERTEX SET
Input: Graph G
1: G < Core(G)
2: if G has a connected component C' with maximum degree 2 then

3: return a vertex v € C uniformly at random
0 if deg(v) =2
4: For each v € V(G), define w(v) = .
deg(v) otherwise
5 W « ZUEV(G) w(v)
6: Sample a vertex v € V(G) with respect to probabilities %

7: return v

to is weight. The algorithm also handles a corner case which occurs if Core(G) contains a cycle of
vertices of degree 2 by sampling a random vertex from this cycle.
The proof of the next lemma is an adjustment of the arguments in [3] (see also [17]).

Lemma 7.1. Algorithm 5 is a sampling step for FVS with success probability i.
Lemma 4.1 is an immediate consequence of Lemma 7.1.

Proof of Lemma 7.1. Initially, let us demonstrate that the procedure operates within polynomial
time. Computing the Core(G) and determining whether the graph has a connected component
with maximum degree 2 takes linear time. Similarly, computing the values w(v) for each vertex
v € V(G) also takes linear time. Therefore, the entire algorithm runs in linear time.

By (35), we can, without loss of generality, assume that G has no vertices of degree less than 2.
Similarly, we can also assume that each component of G has at least one vertex of degree at least
3, because otherwise the algorithm returns a vertex v at Line 3 which satisfies

OPTprvs (G \ v) < OPTprus (G) — 1

with probability 1.

Claim 7.2. There exists a minimum feedback vertex set of G such that each vertex in it has degree
at least 3.

Proof. Let B be a minimum feedback vertex set. Since GG does not contain any vertices of degree
less than 2, B also does not contain any vertices of degree less than 2. Suppose B contains a vertex
v of degree exactly 2. We claim that there is always a vertex u € V(G) of degree at least 3 such
that (B \ {v}) U{u} is also a minimum feedback vertex set. Observe that this is enough to prove
the claim, as we can apply this step repeatedly as long as B contains a vertex of degree 2.

Since v is in a connected component of which contains a vertex of degree 3 or more, there is a
path from v to u, such that every vertex on the path expect w is of degree 2. Thus, every cycle C
in G that contains v also contains u. Therefore, (B \ {v})U{u} is also a minimum feedback vertex
set of G. a
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Let B be a minimum feedback vertex set of G such that each vertex has degree at least 3. In
the following, for a set X C V(G), we let w(X) = > __x w(x). The following claim argues that
the weight of B is large.

Claim 7.3. It holds that ——
A AY-)
3
Proof. Define R = V(G) \ B. We have
wB)= Y deg(

vER: deg(v)>3

- (Z deg<v>> | X des)

vER vER: deg(v)=2

— (Z deg(v)> —2-{v € R| deg(v) = 2}|

vER

- (Z deg<v>> 2. |Ry

vER

where Ry := {v € R | deg(v) = 2}. Observe that (}_,.pdeg(v)) is equal to the number of edges
between the vertices in B and R, plus twice the number of edges between vertices in R. Therefore
we get,

w(R) = |E(B,R)| +2- |E(G[R])| — 2 |Ry|
|E(B,R)|+2-|R| —2-|Ry|
|E(B, R)

(B,R)|+2-|R>3]

IN

where |R>3| = {v € R | deg(v) > 3} and |E(B,R)| = {(u,v) |u € B,v € R,(u,v) € E(G)}|.
Furthermore, the inequality holds because G[R] is a forest by definition. Since each v € R>3
contributes at least 3 to w(R), we have 3 - |R>3| < w(R) and

w(R)

w(R) < |B(B,R)| +2- 2

which implies that @ < |E(B, R)|. Finally, since w(B) > |E(B, R)|, it holds that

w(B) > |E(B, R)| > “’(BR).
_
Claim 7.3 implies that
priocn - B)_ w(B) L wm 1

W w(B)+w(V(G)\B) ~ w(B)+3-w(B) 4
Finally, since v € B implies 0PTprus (G \ v) < OPTpris (G) — 1, we get

Pr <OPTHFVS (G \ v) < OPTyprus (G) — 1> > Pr (U S B) >

AN
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7.2 Pathwidth One Vertex Deletion

Let G denote the set of graphs, and let II?°'? denote the set of graphs with pathwidth at most 1.
Given a graph G € G as input, the POVD (PATHWIDTH ONE VERTEX DELETION) problem asks
for a set S C V(G) such that G\ S belongs to ITP9? i.e., G\ S has pathwidth at most 1.

Let T5 be the graph with 7 vertices, where we take three paths with 3 vertices each, and identify
one of the degree 1 vertices of each path (see Fig. 6). Let 2 denote the set of all cycle graphs together
with the graph T5. An alternative characterization of IIF%'? is the following: a graph G belongs
to IIP9? if and only if G has no subgraph isomorphic to a graph in Q [42, 44]. Note that the set
of forbidden subgraphs in the case of FEEDBACK VERTEX SET is Q \ {72}, hence, it is natural to
adapt the sampling step for FEEDBACK VERTEX SET to POVD.

Figure 6: The graph 75

Algorithm 6 Sampling step for PATHWIDTH ONE VERTEX DELETION
Input: Hypergraph G € (G \ II?'P)
1: if G has a subgraph Z isomorphic to 75 then

2 return a vertex v € V(Z) uniformly at random
3: else if
4: then Run Algorithm 5 (Sampling Step for FEEDBACK VERTEX SET) on GG

Our sampling step for POVD, given in Algorithm 6 i, first checks whether G has a subgraph
isomorphic to T5. If this is the case, is samples a random vertex of this subgraph. If not, then G
should have a subgraph isomorphic to cycle and the sampling step for FVS is used.

The following lemma show that Lemma 4.3 holds.

Lemma 7.4. Algorithm 6 is a sampling step for POVD with success probability %

Proof. First, let us show that Algorithm 6 runs in polynomial time. Checking whether G has a
subgraph Z isomorphic to T5 can be done by going over all subgraphs of G of size 7, which takes
polynomial time. Moreover, Algorithm 5 runs in polynomial time by Lemma 7.1.

Define the partition (Gi, G2) of (G \ IIP®P) where

G ={Ge (g \ HPDVD) | G has a subgraph isomorphic to T»}.

and Gy = <(g \ TP\ g1> .

First assume that G € G; and let Z be the subgraph of G which is isomorphic to T5. Then, the
algorithm returns a vertex v € V(Z) sampled uniformly at random, at Line 2 of Algorithm 6. Now
let S € SOLprown (G), and observe that v € S implies that

OPTHPOVD(G \ 1)) < <OPTHPDVD (G) — 1).

Moreover, (V(Z) N S) # () because otherwise S is not a solution. Therefore

_V@#)ns|

1
Pr( OPTyrow < OPT1yrovp —-1)>P =.
r(0PTrron (G \ v) < OPTypon(G) — 1) = Pr (v € 8) v 27

(36)
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Now assume that G € Go. By the alternative characterization of IT?°"?_ it follows that G contains

a subgraph isomorphic to a graph in Q \ {T5}. Therefore, for G € Gs, it holds that
G\ S eI’ «— G\ S eIl

Therefore the problems (Go,I1P9P)-Vertex Deletion and (G, II¥'®)-Vertex Deletion are
equivalent. Moreover, Algorithm 5 is a sampling step for (Go, [IP9P)-Vertex Deletion with success
probability i, and by definition it returns a vertex v such that

Pr (OPTHPDVD (G \ ’U) < OPTHPOVD(G) — 1) > (37)

N

Therefore, by (36) and (37), Algorithm 6 is a sampling step for POV D with a success probability
of % O
7.3 (G,II)-Vertex Deletion for a finite set of forbidden sub-hypergraphs

We are left to prove Lemma 3.10. That is, we describe a sampling step for (G, II*)-Vertex Deletion
where IT is described by a finite set of forbidden subhypergraphs (Definition 3.8).

In the remainder of this section, let G be a fixed, closed set of hypergraphs, and let Q =
{F1,...,F;} be a fixed finite set of hypergraph. Recall () := max;<;<¢ |V (F;)|. The idea in the
sampling step for (G, TI?)-Vertex Deletion is very simple, if a hypergraph G' € G does not belong
to IT?, then G should have a subhypergraph Z isomorphic to Fj for some 1 < i < £. Moreover, any
solution S € SOLpe(G) should contain a vertex from Z, otherwise (G'\ S) & ITI®. We combine these
ideas in Algorithm 7.

Algorithm 7 Sampling step for (G, I%)-Vertex Deletion
Configuration: A closed set of hypergraphs G, a set of hypergraphs Q = {F1,..., Fy}, the hyper-
graph property IT%
Input: G € G\ 11
1: for 1 <i¢</¢do
2: for Z C V(G) such that |Z| = |F;| do
3 if G[Z] is isomorphic to F; then
4: Let v € Z be a vertex sampled uniformly at random
5 return v

Lemma 7.5. Algorithm 7 is a sampling step for (G,TI®)-Vertex Deletion with success probability
1

n(€)

We note that Lemma 3.10 follows immediately from Lemma 7.5.

Proof of Lemma 7.5. For each 1 < ¢ < {, the algorithm goes over all subsets of V(G) of size |F;|,
which takes time at most n@(F) = @) = nOM)  Checking whether G[Z] is isomorphic to Fj
takes constant time since |F;| is constant. Hence all in all, the algorithm runs in polynomial time.
Moreover, the algorithm always returns a vertex because G € (g \ HQ) and there exists Z C V(G)
such that Z is isomorphic to F; for some F; € II.

Now let v be the output of the algorithm and Z C V(G) be the set v is sampled from. Consider
S € SOLpa(G). Observe that if v € S, then S\ {v} is a solution for G \ v. Therefore,

Pr(v e S) < Pr (opTH(G \ v) < 0PT(G) — 1). (38)
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Next, observe that (Z N S) # (), because otherwise we would have (G \ S) & IT*® because Z is
isomorphic to F;. Since S € SOLpa(G), this implies that (Z N S) # 0.

Since v € Z is sampled uniformly, we get
LY 1

PT(UGS)— ’Z’ Z@Zm (39)

Finally, by (38) and (39), it holds that

Pr(OPTH(G \ v) < 0PT(G) — 1) >

8 Additional Applications

In this section, following Section 4, we present additional applications of our results.

8.1 3-Hitting Set

Observe that 3-HITTING SET is equivalent to (G,II)-Vertex Deletion where G is the set of all
hypergraphs with edge cardinality 3 and II is the set of all edgeless hypergraphs. Moreover, let
F be a hypergraph with a single edge of cardinality 3 and define Q := {F'} such that n(Q2) = 3.
Furthermore, let II be as in Definition 3.8. Note that (G,II)-Vertex Deletion is also equivalent
to (G,I1?)-Vertex Deletion, because for G € G, it holds that G € II if and only if G’ doesn’t have
an edge, i.e. there is no vertex induced subhypergraph of GG isomorphic to F'. By Lemma 7.5, there
is a sampling step for 3-HITTING SET with success probability %
We will utilize the FPT algorithm from [46] which runs in time 2.076% - n®(1).

Lemma 8.1. There is a randomized parameterized [3-approzimation algorithm for 3-HITTING SET

with running time
4k . n0)

where we have

2.076 - (0.462)°~1  if1 < B < 1.445
d—{ (de2y | H1<B (40)

exp (5-@(%”%)) if 1.445 < 8 < 3.
Proof. The lemma follows from the FPT algorithm of [46] (o = 1,¢ = 2.076) and Theorem 3.6 by
setting ¢ = % ]

In Fig. 7, we compare our results with those from [9], [23], and [30].

8.2 4-Path Vertex Cover

Recall the definition of /-PATH VERTEX COVER from Section 4.3. According to Lemma 3.10, there
is a sampling step for

4-PATH VERTEX COVER with a success probability %. Moreover, there exists an FPT algorithm
that runs in time 2.138% - n®M) (o = 1, ¢ = 2.138) [14], and a 3-approximation algorithm that runs
in polynomial time (o = 3,c=1) [12].
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Figure 7: Comparison of the running times of various algorithms for 3-HITTING SET. The z-axis
corresponds to the approximation ratio, while the y-axis corresponds to the base of the exponent
in the running time. A point (3, d) in the plot describes a running time of the form d* - n®® for
a [-approximation. The red point corresponds to the 2-approximation algorithm from [9], with a
running time of 1.29% - n®M) . Even though our result outperforms [9] and [23], it only improves
upon [30] for values of 8 such that g < 1.16.

Lemma 8.2. There is a randomized parameterized 3-approzimation algorithm for 4-PATH VERTEX COVER
with running time

FLINCIEY
where we have
2.138 - (0.621)° if1< B <1871
g_Jew (8D (% H i)) if 1.871 < B < 2.357
oxp ( ZBTPOA][025) (3 _ 5)) if2.357 < B < 3

Proof. Let A; denote the FPT algorithm from [14], which runs in 2.138% - n©M) time (o = 1,¢ =
2.138). Similarly, let Ay denote the 3-approximation algorithm from [12] that runs in polynomial
time (i.e., « = 3, ¢ = 1). Note that it suffices to consider 5 < 3 in the following, because for 5 > 3,
As serves as a polynomial-time § approximation algorithm.

By using A; and Theorem 3.6, the first S-approximation algorithm we obtain has the running
time d¥ - n°M) where

(41)

2.138- (0.621)°1  if1 < 8 < 1.871
{exp (5 D (% H i)) if1.871 <5< 3.

On the other hand, we have that o} (3, 1, i) = 2.357. Therefore, by using A, and Theorem 3.5,
for every 1 < 8 < 3 there exists a parameterized S-approximation algorithm which runs in time
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convert (3, 56,1, %)k -n°®) where

exp ( 2357P0A24]025) (3 _5)) if2.357 < B<3

(12)
exp 5-@(%”%)) if1<f8<2357.

1
convert (3,5, 1, 4) =

The lemma follows by selecting the smaller value between (41) and (42) for each 1 < § < 3. O

See Fig. 8 for a plot of d in Lemma 8.2, depending on the approximation ratio 5.
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Figure 8: A plot of the running times of various algorithms for 4-PATH VERTEX COVER. The z-axis
corresponds to the approximation ratio, while the y-axis corresponds to the base of the exponent
in the running time. A point (3, d) in the plot describes a running time of the form d* - n®®) for a
[B-approximation.

8.3 Directed Feedback Vertex Set on Tournaments

In this section, we demonstrate how our techniques extend to directed graph problems. Recall that
in the DIRECTED FEEDBACK VERTEX SET ON TOURNAMENTS problem, we are given a tournament
graph G and we would like to find a set of vertices S such that G \ S doesn’t have any directed
cycles. Although our technique normally applies to hypergraphs, we adapt it for directed graphs
by defining G as the set of all tournament graphs. Similarly, we define the graph property II to
consist of all tournament graphs that are cycle free. Note that a tournament is acyclic if and only
if it contains no directed triangle. It is not hard to show that our results for graph properties, with
a finite set of forbidden graphs, also apply in this setting. We omit the technical details.

By Lemma 3.10, there is a sampling step for DIRECTED FEEDBACK VERTEX SET ON TOUR-
NAMENTS with success probability % There is also a 2-approximation algorithm that runs in
polynomial time [36] (o« = 2,¢ = 1). Moreover, there is an FPT algorithm with running time
1.618F . n®M (a =1,¢ = 1.618) [31].
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Lemma 8.3. There is a randomized parameterized B-approximation algorithm for DIRECTED
FEEDBACK VERTEX SET ON TOURNAMENTS with running time

2* . pom

where we have

 [1.618-(0.691)°7" if 1< B <1.854
0.5°2 if 1.854 < B < 2

Proof. Let A; denote the FPT algorithm from [31], which runs in time 1.618% - n®1) (o = 1,¢ =
1.618). Similarly, let Ao denote the 2-approximation algorithm from [36] that runs in polynomial
time (i.e., @« =2, ¢ = 1). Note that it suffices to consider § < 2 because of As.
By using A; and Theorem 3.6, the first S-approximation algorithm we obtain has the running
time d* - n1) where
1.618-(0.691)°71  if1 < B <1.854

- {exp (5-2) (% H %)) if1.854 < 3 < 2.

By using As and Theorem 3.7, for every 1 < 8 < 2 there exists a parameterized S-approximation

(43)

algorithm which runs in time d* - n®1) where
exp (8-D(4]4)) if1<p=15
i [ (80 (3]3)) wr<ps (44)
0.5972 if 1.5 < B <2

The lemma follows by selecting the smaller value between (43) and (44) for each 1 < 5 < 2.

See Fig. 9 for a plot of d in Lemma 8.3, depending on the approximation ratio 5.
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Figure 9: A plot of the running time of our algorithm for DIRECTED FEEDBACK VERTEX SET ON
TOURNAMENTS. The z-axis corresponds to the approximation ratio, while the y-axis corresponds
to the base of the exponent in the running time. A point (3, d) in the plot describes a running time
of the form d¥ - n®®) for a S-approximation.
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8.4 Vertex Cover on Graphs with Maximal Degree 3

VERTEX COVER ON GRAPHS WITH MAXIMAL DEGREE 3 is the restriction of the VERTEX COVER
problem to graphs with maximum degree 3. It can be expressed as a (G,II)-Vertex Deletion
problem, where G corresponds to graphs with maximum degree 3 and the hypergraph property I1
consists of all edgeless graphs. Note that IT can be described by the forbidden subgraph K5, which
is an edge that consists of two vertices. Therefore, by Lemma 3.10 there exists a sampling step
with success probability %

In [5], the authors present a polynomial time approximation algorithm for any approximation
ratio arbitrarily close to 7/6. For simplicity, we will assume that a %—approximation algorithm
exists (o = %, ¢ = 1). Note that when we consider S-approximation algorithms, we can focus on
the values of 8 in the range 1 < § < % because of As. Moreover, there exists an FPT algorithm
with running time 1.1616% - n®M) [48] (a = 1,¢ = 1.1616).

Lemma 8.4. There is a randomized parameterized S-approrimation algorithm for
VERTEX COVER ON GRAPHS WITH MAXIMAL DEGREE 3 with running time

dF . n0)
where we have
1.1616 - (0.8384)7 1 if1<8<1.136
d= 45
exp(l-oow()(ggg?'l()ﬁ) - (1.166 — 5)) if 1.136 < 8 < 1.166 (45)

Proof. Let A; denote the FPT algorithm from [48], which runs in 1.1616% - n®M) time (a = 1,¢ =
1.1616). Similarly, let Ay denote the %—approximation algorithm from [5] that runs in polynomial
time (i.e., a = %, ¢ =1). Because of A, we only consider 5 < % ~ 1.166.

By using A; and Theorem 3.6, the first S-approximation algorithm we obtain has the running
time d* - n®1) where

1.1616 - (0.8384)"7! if 1 < 8 < 1.722
= (46)

exp (5 D (% H i)) i£1.722 < B < 2.

On the other hand, we have that dy (%, 1, %) = 1.008. Therefore, by using Ay and Theorem 3.5,
for every 1 < 8 < 2 there exists a parameterized S-approximation algorithm which runs in time

k
convert (%, 56,1, %) -n°M) where

- . exp ﬂ~D(%H%>) if 1< < 1.008
convert | —, 5, ,) =
<6 2 exp ( LOSPOI205) . (1 166 5)) if 1.008 < 8 < 1.166

See Fig. 10 for a plot of d in Lemma 8.4, depending on the approximation ratio 3.

9 Comparison to Fidelity Preserving Transformations

In this section we will prove Lemma 3.12 which implies that Sampling with a Black Box provides
better running time than Fidelity Preserving Transformations. Here we state the lemma once again
for completeness.
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Figure 10: A plot of  the running time of  our algorithm for

VERTEX COVER ON GRAPHS WITH MAXIMAL DEGREE 3. The z-axis corresponds to the ap-
proximation ratio, while the y-axis corresponds to the base of the exponent in the running time.
A point (8,d) in the plot describes a running time of the form d* - n®®) for a S-approximation.

Lemma 3.12. For every n € N such thatn > 2,1 <c<mn and 1 < B <n it holds that

1 =8
convert (1,5,0, ) < cn-1.
n

Proof. The statement in Lemma 3.12 is equivalent to

In <convert (1, B, ¢, 717>> < Z:f -In(c). (47)
Observe that for a = 1, (2) becomes
—In SRS —In <1> —In(e),
5:ight (1’ 2 %) "
which is equivalent to
right <17C7 ;) = g (48)

Also recall that we assume

)--+(6) -

1
c§exp(a-D<
o

In the following we will consider the two cases 8 < 5;‘ight and 8 > 5r1ght. We will demonstrate that
in both cases (47) holds.

Claim 9.1. Let 8 < &}, = . Then (47) holds.
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Proof. By substituting (48) in the definition of convert (1, B,c %), we get

In (convert <1,6,c, :})) = In(c) + p-1 (

7 c 1>
—-D(—-||—)—In(e) ] (50)
el \c (n U )
Furthermore, by the definition of the Kullback-Leibler divergence, we get that

7LD<C
c n

1—¢
1>:nﬁém<cm>+n.@_0>¢n n
n cn n c

n 1—-

1
n
zln(c)—l—ngc.ln(z:i).

(51)
Recall that we have o = 1 < 8 < I, therefore it holds that ¢ < 7. Furthermore, by (50) and (51),

1n<convert (1,576,71])) = In(c) + 5:1 . 77;C ‘In (Z:;)
—In(c) + (8- 1) - In (”‘)

. 52
— (52)
Next, observe that f];_i > 0 since 1 < ¢ < 1. Therefore, by using the fact that In(1 4+ z) >
x > —1, we obtain

1_%:for

-1 -1 =
ln<n )zn(l—l—c >> =
n—c¢ n

(53)
e n—1 n-1
where the last inequality holds because In(z) < z — 1 for > 1. Finally, by (52) and (53), we get
that

1
In (convert (1, B, c, )) =
n

=——"-1In(c)
and (47) holds.

Claim 9.2. Let 8 > 6y, = 1,

Then (47) holds.

(1,B,c, %), we have

ln<convert (1,5,0, 1>> =p5-D <1 H 1> =p-
n Bln

Proof. By definition of convert
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Next, we will first demonstrate that

1n<i::1[><nil-ln(§>. (55)

Define the function v(z) = % -1In (%) —In (;—j), and observe that v(n) = 0. Moreover, by
standard calculations, we have that v/(z) = W Note that v/(x) < 0 for < 7, i.e. the
function v(x) is decreasing for x < n. All in all, this implies that v(8) > 0 for all 8 < n, and
therefore (55) holds.

Moreover, we have

e R e

_ <n—5-n+ﬁ‘n—ﬂ—n+1> | (n)
= - In
n—1 B

1-5 U
1) (3) 9
By (54) and (56), it holds that

ln<convert (1,5,0, 717>> =In <Z> +(B—1)-In <§_i . Z)
ny, 1-8 "
<1n(ﬂ) T h(ﬂ)
_ (77—/3 .ln<n>
n—1 B

where the last step holds because % < ¢ by assumption. Therefore (47) holds. J

By Claims 9.1 and 9.2 we conclude that (47) holds. Therefore Lemma 3.12 holds as well. [

10 Discussion

In this paper we presented Sampling with a Black Box, a simple and generic technique for the de-
sign of parameterized approximation algorithms for vertex deletion problems. The technique relies
on sampling steps, polynomial time algorithms which return a random vertex whose removal re-
duces the optimum by one, with some success probability g. The technique combines the sampling
step with existing parameterized and approximation algorithms to derive efficient parameterized
approximation algorithms. We provide application for various problems, such as FEEDBACK VER-
TEX SET, -PATH VERTEX COVER, d-HITTING SET and DIRECTED FEEDBACK VERTEX SET ON
TOURNAMENTS.
We point out two directions for follow up works:
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e While Sampling with a Black Box provides faster parameterized approximation algorithms
for multiple problems, it does not provide a significant improvement for problems which
has been extensively studied from this angle, such as VERTEX COVER and 3-HITTING SET
[9, 10, 23, 30]. This can be potentially improved by replacing sampling steps with a more
generic procedure which can apply randomized branching rules [30]. Initial research suggests
this could result in better running times for several problems.

e Our results are focused on unweighted vertex deletion problems. Vertex deletion problems
can be naturally generalized for the weighted setting, in which each vertex v € V(G) has a
weight w(v) and the objective is to find a set S C V(G) of minimum weight ), ¢ w(v) such
that G'\ S satisfies the property II. In particular, parameterized approximation algorithms for
the special case of WEIGHTED VERTEX COVER has been recently considered in [38]. It would
be interesting to adjust Sampling with a Black Box to the weighted setting. For example,
such a result may improve the running times of [38] for WEIGHTED VERTEX COVER.

In [22] the authors applied a rounding procedure over weights in order to utilize the (approx-
imate) monotone local search technique of [13] in a weighted setting. Intuitively, a similar
approach may also be useful for Sampling with a Black Box.

In this paper we designed exponential time parameterized approximation algorithms for ver-
tex deletion problems. For many of the considered problems, such as VERTEX COVER and 3-
HITTING SET, it is known that, assuming the Exponential Time Hypothesis (ETH), there is no
sub-exponential time parameterized (exact) algorithms (see, e.g. [17]). However, it is less clear
whether the considered problems admit sub-exponential time parameterized approximation algo-
rithms for approximation ratios close to 1. The existence of strictly sub-exponential parameterized
approximation algorithms for VERTEX COVER for certain approximation ratio has been rules out,
assuming ETH, in [7]. However, we are not aware of a result which rules out a c®®) . n©1) param-
eterized (1 4 €)-approximation for VERTEX COVER (or other vertex deletion problem) for a some
constant € > 0. It would be interesting to explore whether recent tools in parameterized inap-
proximability, possibly together with the stronger Gap Exponential Time Hypothesis (GAP-ETH)
[18, 41], can lead to such a result.
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A Problem Definitions

In this section we will give formal definitions of the problems mentioned in this paper. Recall that
a feedback vertex set of a graph G is a subset of its vertices S C V(G) such that G\ S is acyclic.

FEEDBACK VERTEX SET (FVS)

Input: A graph G, an integer k.

Question: Does G have a feedback vertex set of size at most k7

(G,11)-Del Equivalence: G is the set of all graphs, II is the set of all graphs that have no
cycles.

PATHWIDTH ONE VERTEX DELETION (POVD)

Input: A graph G, an integer k.

Question: Is there a set of vertices S C V(G) of size at most k such that G\ S has pathwidth
at most 17

(G,1I)-Del Equivalence: G is the set of all graphs and II is the set of all graphs with pathwidth
at most 1 (i.e. the set of caterpillar graphs).

¢-PatH VERTEX COVER

Input: A graph G, an integer k.

Question: Is there a set of vertices S C V(G) of size at most k such that every path of length
¢ contains a vertex from S?

(G,11)-Del Equivalence: G is the set of all graph and II is the set of graphs with maximum
path length ¢ — 1.

d-HITTING SET

Input: A universe U, a set system S over U where each set S € S has size at most d, an
integer k.

Question: Is there a set W C U of size at most k such that W NS # ( for all S € S?
(G,1I)-Del Equivalence: G is the set of all hypergraphs with edge cardinality 3 and II is the
set of all edgeless hypergraphs.

DIRECTED FEEDBACK VERTEX SET ON TOURNAMENTS

Input: A tournament graph G, an integer k.

Question: Is there a set of vertices S C G of size at most k such that G\ S has no directed
cycles?

(G,1I)-Del Equivalence: G is the set of all tournament graphs and II is the set of all tourna-
ments that are cycle free.
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VERTEX COVER ON GRAPHS WITH MAXIMAL DEGREE 3

Input: A graph G with maximum degree 3, an integer k

Question: Is there a set of vertices S C V(G) of size at most k such that such that every edge
of G has at least one vertex from S7

(G,1I)-Del Equivalence: G is the set of all graphs with maximum degree 3 and II is the set
of all edgeless graphs.

B Probabilistic Concepts

Let D (z || y) denote the Kullback-Leibler divergence between two Bernoulli distributions with pa-
rameters x and y, i.e.
T 1—-2z
D(z y:::ﬂln()ﬂ— 1—x-1n< >
apy ARCEERNE

x 1—y 11—z
—:c‘ln<1_x-y>+ln<1_y>. (57)

In our analysis of procedures, we need the following technical result which is a special case of
Theorem 11.1.4 in [43].

Theorem B.1. For any 0 < p <1 and integer x > 1, let binom(x,p) denote the binomial random
variable with success probability p and number of trials x. For any 0 <y < z, it holds that

Pr (binom(z,p) > y) > (z +1)72 - exp (—x -D (% Hp)) .
Moreover, we also need the following lemma, which we use to lower bound the tail probability
of the sum of certain random variables.
Lemma B.2. Let Xi,...,X,, € {0,1} be random variables, let p € [0,1] and assume that
PrX;=1|X1=21,...,Xjo1=2j_1) >p
for all j € [n] and (x1,...,2j-1) € {0,1}971. Then, for every w € R it holds that

n
Pr ZXj > w | > Pr(binom(n,p) > w).
j=1

Proof. Let Y1,...,Y, be n independent Bernoulli random variables with Pr(Y; = 1) = p for every
j € [n]. Also, define Q, = >7%_, Y, and S; = >0, X for every £ € [n + 1]. By definition,
Qn+1 = Sp+1 = 0. Furthermore, the distribution of )1 is binom(n,p).

Claim B.3. For every { € [n+ 1] and w € R it holds that Pr(S; > w|Fp—1) > Pr(Q, > w).

Proof. We prove the claim by reverse induction over the value of /.
Base case: Let £ =n+ 1. Then S; = 0 = Q. Therefore Pr(S; > w|Fs—1) = Pr(Qy > w).
Induction step: assume the induction hypothesis holds for /41 € [n+1]\{1}. Let w € R. Then,

Pr(Sy > w|Fp—1) = E[1x,=1- Ls,;3>w-1 + Lx,=0 - Ls,1 3w | Fe-1]
= E [1x,—1-E [1s,.,5w-1 | Fe] + Ix,=0 - [Lsps 3w | Fe] | Fo-1]
> Eflx,=1Pr(Qe1>w—1)+ Lx,—0 - Pr(Qr41 > w) | Fy—1]

= Pr(Xy =1[F1) - Pr(Qes1 > w — 1) + Pr(Xy = 0] F1) - Pr(Qey1 > w),
(58)
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where the second equality follows from the tower property and the inequality holds by the induction
hypothesis. By (58) we have,

Pr(Sy > w|Fr_1) = Pr(Xe=1]Fp—1) - Pr(Qes1 > w—1) + Pr(Xy = 0| Fy_1) - Pr(Qrs1 > w)
> p-Pr(Qmuzw—1)+ (1 —p) Pr(Qu1 > w)
=Pr(Yo=1) - Pr(Qu1>w—1|Yr=1)+Pr(Y; =0) - Pr(Quy1 > w| Yy =0)
= Pr(Q/ > w).

The first inequality holds as Pr(Xy, = 1| Fy—1) > p and Pr(Qpr1 > w — 1) > Pr(Qpy1 > w). The
second equality holds a Pr(Y; = 1) = p and since Yy and Qg41 are independent. Thus, we proved
the induction hypothesis holds for ¢ and completed the proof. J

By Claim B.3, for every w € R it holds that

Pr ZX” >w | = Pr(S;>w) > Pr(Q; > w) = Pr(binom(n,p) > w).
j=1

We can combine Theorem B.1 and Lemma B.2 to obtain the following result.

Lemma 5.17. Let 0,t > 1 be integers, v € (0,1] be a real number and &1, ...,& 54 € {0,1} be
random variables such that

Pr¢ =114 =21,....§-1=2j-1) >V

forall1 < j < |§-t| and (z1,...,2j-1) € {0,1}71. Then, there exist integers v and T that depend
on 0, such that for t > T it holds that
t
,,> ) .

[6-¢]
. 1
Pr(jZ}@Zt)Z((S-tJrl) oexp<5oD<6

Proof. If 6 = 1, observe that

[6-t] t
Pr(Z £ > t) = Pr( & > t) > Pr (binom (t,v) > t) (by Lemma B.2)
j=1 =1
=Pr (binom (t,v) = t)
= exp (ln (I/))t
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where the last step holds because D (1| v) = In (%) Now suppose that § > 1 and let Ty = {ﬁ—‘
For t > Ts we have

L6-¢)
Pr(Z & = t) > Pr(binom(w “t|,v) > t) (by Lemma B.2)

j=1
> Pr(binom([é tl,v) = t)

z(m.u+q)4.@m<—p.u.p<hfﬂHu)>, (59)

where the last step follows from Theorem B.1.

Claim B.4. There exists a constant r > 0 that depends on § such that for each t > Ty it holds that

(L(S.tJ+1>_2.exp<—L5.tJ.D<L;H y>>2(6.t+1)_T.exp<_5.t.D<; 1/))

Proof. Let us define h(z) := - D (x| v). Then we have

(Lé-tJ+1)2~eXp<L5'tJ'D<LLT u)) z(Lé.tJJrl)z.exp( t h<L5ttJ>>

Since h is a differentiable function on (%, [ 61?75 J> we can approximate the value of h (L e J>

() = () (5 —5) o <60>

for some w € (%, m), using Mean Value Theorem. Note that

t 1 6 t—|05-t]

6-t] &  5-10-t]

R
S5
1
ST G- 1)
1
<53 (61)
<21 (62)

Qq

where (61) and hold because t > Ty > <1, which implies that § -t —¢t > 1 < §-t—1> ¢
By (62), the value of h'(w) is upper bounded by Cj := max we(d,5=1) R (w'). Note that Cs only

EREN)
depends on ¢ hence it is a constant.

Finally, by (60) and (61), it holds that

n(gta) () (st

1\ 1
th(=)+= Cs
< <5>+5 Cs (63)
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Therefore,

t

exp( 1941 (5

))—p< ;. h(mtﬂ))
@ exp( e h(é)) exp <(1S'05>
zexp<5.t.p<§ V)).@'Tm)m

where r > 2 is a large enough constant that depends on § such that exp( Cg) < (5 -Ts +

r—2
1) . J

Finally, by Claim B.4 and (59), there exist r, T5 > 0 that depend on § such that for ¢t > T5 we

.

16:t]

Pr<25j>t> 6-t+1)"" exp<—5-t-D<(15

C Technical Claims

Lemma C.1. It holds that

Kl ) 1 . 1-1
7 (l <¢<a,q>>> 1 (1—q> (64

)
and
o (¢=1)-In +1n(d-¢q) +1In(c)
= 54(0) = (1(5)_a>2 . (65)
Proof. Tt holds that
0 a 1-0
MD(aHb):1n<1_a-b>. (66)

Therefore, using the product rule for the derivative, we get

aaa<1“<¢><;,q>>> 7 (72 (51))
:D<(15Hq>+5-1n<1%(15-1;‘1>-<_512> by (66)
:é.ln(é-i:(}j)—i—ln(i:i)—(15-111(1%;'1;(])
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therefore (64) holds. Similarly, by using the quotient rule for the derivative, we get

0 ) =2 (1’“(@)—1“(0))

96 00—«

)
<% In <m>> (0 —a)— <ln ((b(;,q)) — 1n(c)>
(6 —a)?

1_%—n— n(c
:(5_Q)JH(L?2—JV<M3@>+I(). by (64)

Using the definition of ¢(4, ¢), we further have

D) 5 _(5—a)-ln(%>—5-D(%Hq)+ln(c)
g5 "0 = (6 —a)?

((5—04—(5+1)-1n(%% —ln<(% + In(c)
(0 —a)?
(—=1)-1In (%) +1In (6 - q) + In(c)
(0 —a)? '

Next, we state an equivalence which will be used frequently in the following section.

Lemma C.2. It holds that

exp(nfe) + (5 - a) -5,(3)) = exp (5D 5 H ).

Proof. The proof simply follows by substituting:

) In (¢>(§,q)> - ln(c))

exp(In(c) + (8= ) - 5,(8) ) = exp (1n<c> +(B-a)-

D Omitted Proofs

Lemma 5.16. LetII be a hereditary hypergraph property and G be a hypergraph. For anyv € V(G),
it holds that
0 < 0PT(G) — OPT(G \ v) < 1.
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Proof. Let A € SOL;(G) such that |A| = OPTr(G). It holds that
(G\v) \ (A\{v}) =G\ (AU{U}) e 1l

because II is hereditary and G\ (A U {v}) is a vertex induced subhypergraph of G \ A, which
belongs to II by the definition of A. Therefore, A\ {v} is a solution for G \ v and

OPTH(G \ v) < |A\ {v}] < OPTR(G). (67)

Similarly, let X € SOLp(G \ v) such that | X| = OPT(G \ v). We have

G\ (XU} = ((G\U)\X) el
by definition of X. Therefore, (X U {v}) € SOLy (G) and we have
OPT (G) < | X U{v}| <|X[+1<0PTp(G\v)+1. (68)
Finally, (67) and (68) together imply the lemma. O

Now, we provide the previously omitted proof of Lemma 5.23. For the sake of completeness, we
restate the lemma below.

Lemma 5.23. The function s4(3) is strictly decreasing for o < 6§ < 5jight and strictly increasing

for 6;(ight <i< é. Moreover, if o > 1, then the function sq(9) is strictly increasing for 1 < 6§ < 0
and strictly decreasing for dj, <6 < a.

Proof. By Lemma 5.22, the sign of the derivative of s,(d), i.e. Sigﬂ(aaé sq(é)), agrees with the sign

of T'4(8). Observe that the only term in I'y(5) that depends on § is a- D (1 | 1).
Consider the values of ¢ such that § > «, which implies that % < é Since D (é H x) is a strictly
decreasing function for z < é, and % is a strictly decreasing function of ¢, it follows that D (é H %)

is a strictly increasing function of § for § > «. Furthermore, observe that Fq(6fight) = 0. Therefore,

sign<;5 sq(a)) = sign (T (8)) < 0

for v < 0 < 0. Similarly,

sign<885 sq(5>> — sign (Ty(6)) > 0

for 65 <6 < %. Therefore, s4(d) is strictly decreasing for v < § < Oyigne and strictly increasing
for 5fight <o < %.

Now, assume that « > 1, and consider the values of ¢ such that 6 < «, which implies that
% > é Since D (é H x) is a strictly increasing function of = for x > é, it holds that D (é H %) is
a strictly decreasing function of § for § > a. We also have that I'q(0y,,,) = 0. Therefore, it holds
that

sign@é sq(5)> — sign (T, (5)) > 0
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for 1 <6 < éjy and
sigm(aa(S sq(d)) = sign (I';(d)) <0

for 6 < 0 < a. Therefore, s4(0) is a strictly increasing function for 1 < § < 4§ and a strictly
decreasing function for 5 <0 < a.
Therefore the lemma holds. O

Next we present the missing proof of Lemma 5.25. For completeness, we again state the lemma
here.

Lemma 5.25. Let (o, ) € parameters, 0 < ¢ < 1, and ¢ > 1 such that ¢ < exp (a- D (é H q)).
Suppose that 1 < < a < % and B3> djp. Then

(mas s0)) = syl

6€interval(a,ﬁ)ﬂ[1,%]

Proof. By the conditions of the lemma it holds that 6} € interval(w,$)N|[1, %] By Lemma 5.23
the function s,(0) is increasing in [1,d] and decreasing in [d}5, a]. Therefore,

. max ) S (5) = 3q<6l*eft)'
5€1nterval(a,ﬁ)ﬂ[1,a]

O
Let us now give the omitted proof of Lemma 5.22.
Lemma 5.22. Let 0 < ¢ < 1. For§ € (1,00) \ v, define
1 141
[y(0) =—-a-D (a H q) +a-D (a H 5) + In(c)
It holds that 5
sign| == s4(0) | =sign( 'y(d) ). (29)
90
Moreover, it also holds that % 54(0) = 0 if and only if I'q(5) = 0.
Proof. Since (§ — a)? > 0, by (65) it holds that % Sae,q(0) = 0 if and only if
l—q
(a—l)-ln(l 1>+In(5-q)+ln(c)—0. (69)
)
Moreover,
: 0 : 1—g¢q
sign{ Saeq(0) | =sign|{ (o —1)-In - +1In(6-q) +1In(c) . (70)
s
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where we let ¥ denote ¥ := (v — 1) - In (11_;3) +1n(d - q) + In(c) for for the sake of presenting the
following material. We have '

Wz(a—l)-ln(i:q> +1In(d-q) +In(c)

1
]

=—(a—1)-1 L3 ~1 5 +In(c)
= —(« n - n . n(c
:—a-((1—;)-ln<1:§]>+;'ln<§]>>+ln(c)
- 1 1—gq 1-14
_—a.<a.ln< -1_é>+ln<1_g>>+ln(c).

Next, by dividing and multiplying the term inside the logarithm by the same value, we get

Sl

L=}

(2] ean(2]2) oo e

where the last step follows from (57). Finally, the lemma holds by (69), (70) and (71).
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