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Abstract
Given a bipartite graph G = (U ∪ V, E), a left-perfect many-to-one matching is a subset M ⊆ E

such that each vertex in U is incident with exactly one edge in M . If U is partitioned into some
groups, the matching is called fair if for every v ∈ V , the difference between the number of vertices
matched with v in any two groups does not exceed a given threshold. In this paper, we investigate
parameterized complexity of fair left-perfect many-to-one matching problem with respect to the
structural parameters of the input graph. In particular, we prove that the problem is W[1]-hard with
respect to the feedback vertex number, tree-depth and the maximum degree of U , combined. Also,
it is W[1]-hard with respect to the path-width, the number of groups and the maximum degree of U ,
combined. In the positive side, we prove that the problem is FPT with respect to the treewidth and
the maximum degree of V . Also, it is FPT with respect to the neighborhood diversity of the input
graph (which implies being FPT with respect to vertex cover and modular-width). Finally, we prove
that the problem is FPT with respect to the tree-depth and the number of groups.
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1 Introduction

A left-perfect many-to-one matching for a bipartite graph G with a bipartition (U, V ) is a
subset of edges M ⊆ E(G) such that each vertex in U is incident with exactly one edge in M .
In this paper, we study the problem of finding a left-perfect many-to-one matching which
satisfies a fairness Max-Min criterion. In particular, the set U is colored with a set of colors
C and we aim to find a left-perfect many-to-one matching M such that for each vertex v ∈ V ,
the number of vertices matched to v of all colors are almost equitable with a prescribed
tolerance, i.e. the difference of most and least frequent colors of vertices matched with each
vertex in V is bounded by a given constant. The concept of fairness in matching problems
have many applications in different assignment problems in which you are going to allocate
to each object (e.g. jobs, schools, hospitals, constituencies) a number of representatives
(e.g. employees, students, doctors, voters) such that the assigned items to each object are
fairly distributed with some sense such as age, ethnic, region, type, etc. Computational
complexity of this problem has been firstly studied in [4] and it is proved that the problem is
NP-hard even when |C| = ∆U = ∆V = 3, where |C| is the number of colors, ∆U and ∆V are
the maximum degree of vertices in U and V , respectively. It is also proved in [4] that the
problem is FPT with respect to |V | (see Theorem 1) and polynomial solvable for complete
bipartite graphs. We will generalize two former results by proving that the problem is FPT
with respect to the neighborhood diversity of the input graph. In [4], fair matching problem
is also studied with another fairness measure called margin of victory (MoV) which is defined
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Figure 1 Example of a left-perfect many-to-one fair matching

as the difference of most and second most frequent colors in matched vertices of each vertex
in V .

Our Contributions

In this paper, we investigate the parameterized complexity of fair matching problem with
respect to different structural parameters of the input graph such as vertex cover number (vc),
treewidth (tw), path-width (pw), mudular-width (mw), clique-width (cw), tree-depth (td),
neighborhood diversity (nd), feedback vertex number (fvn) and feedback edge number (fen)
as well as the intrinsic parameters such as the number of colors and the maximum degree of
both parts in the input graph. In particular, we prove that the problem is FPT with respect
to feedback edge number (Theorem 5), neighborhood diversity (Theorem 7) and thus vertex
cover number. It is also FPT with respect to treewidth and ∆V , combined (Theorem 6). On
the negative side, by a parameterized reduction from Multicolored Clique we prove that
it is W[1]-hard with respect to the feedback vertex number, tree-depth and ∆U , combined
(Theorem 3). Moreover, if we consider the number of colors |C| as a parameter, we can prove
that the problem is FPT with respect to tree-depth and |C| (Theorem 8). We also prove
that in this result tree-depth cannot be replaced with path-width, since it is W[1]-hard with
respect to path-width, |C| and ∆U , combined (Theorem 4 by a parameterized reduction
from Unary Bin Packing). A summary of our main results is depicted in Figure 2. For
definition of notions in parameterized complexity, see [7]. Also, for the definition of structural
parameters of graphs see [20].

Related Work

The first study of a fairness notion in combinatorial problems dates back to 1989 in [22]
where the Fair Edge Deletion problem is studied. In this problem, we are going to
delete some edges of the graph to obtain an acyclic subgraph such that the number of
deleted edges incident with each vertex is bounded by a given constant. In general, a Fair
Deletion Problem seeks for a set of elements (vertices or edges) S of a graph G such that
the subgraph obtained by deletion of S from G satisfies a given property and the number
of deleted elements in the neighborhood of each vertex is minimized. The parameterized
complexity of these problems is investigated in [18, 19, 23]. Two special problems in the class
of fair vertex deletion problems are Fair Vertex Cover and Fair Feedback Vertex
Set problems in which we are seeking for a vertex cover (resp. a feedback vertex set) S
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Figure 2 Summary of our main results regarding Generalized Fair Matching problem. An
arrow from f to g means that g is bounded by a function of f and so W[1]-hardness result with
respect to f implies W[1]-hardness with respect to g. Parameters marked by green are proved to be
FPT. Parameters marked by red are proved to be W[1]-hard and the situation of the parameter
marked by yellow is unknown.

such that the number of neighbors of every vertex in S is bounded by a given constant. In
[18] it is proved that Fair Vertex Cover is W[1]-hard with respect to tree-depth and
feedback vertex number of the input graph and FPT with respect to modular-width of the
input graph. In [15], it is proved that Fair Feedback Vertex Set is W[1]-hard with
respect to tree-depth and FPT with respect to neighborhood diversity of the input graph.

A generalization of Fair Vertex Cover problem is Fair Hitting Set in which we
are given a universe U and two families F and B of subsets of U and we are looking for a
subset S ⊆ U of a given size k which hits every element of F and its intersection with each
B ∈ B is bounded by a given constant. In [13], among other results, it is proved that the
problem is W[1]-hard with respect to k and if every element of U appears in at most q sets
in B and d sets in F , then it is FPT with respect to q, d and k.

The Max-Min fairness measure is also considered in Fair Short Path problem [3] in
which we are given a graph G whose vertex set is colored, two vertices s, t and two integers
ℓ, δ and the question is that if there exists an s − t−path P of length at most ℓ such that the
difference of the numbers of vertices in P in each two color classes is bounded by δ. Bentert
et al. [3] proved that Fair Short Path is in XP and W[1]-hard with respect to the number
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of colors and is FPT with respect to ℓ and δ.
The margin of victory fairness measure (MoV) is studied e.g. in Fair Connected

Districting problem in which we are given a vertex-colored graph and we are looking
for a partition of vertices into k districts (connected subgraphs) such that each district is
ℓ-fair with MoV measure. This problem is firstly introduced by Stoica et al. [24] and, the
parameterized complexity of the problem is investigated in [5] In particular, it is proved that
the problem is W[1]-hard with respect to treewidth, k and the number of colors, combined.
Also, it is W[1]-hard with respect to feedback edge number and k, combined. It is also FPT
with respect to vertex cover number and the number of colors, combined.

The notion of fairness is also studied widely in the literature of machine learning such as
data clustering [1, 2, 11, 12], matroids and matchings [6], influence maximization [17] and
graph mining [8, 16].

2 Preliminaries

For positive integers m, n, m < n, let us define [m, n] = {m, m + 1, . . . , n} and [n] = [1, n].
For a graph G = (V, E) and two subsets A, B ⊆ E the set E(A, B) denotes the set of all
edges in E with one endpoint in A and one endpoint in B. Also, for a vertex v ∈ V , we say
that v is complete (resp. incomplete) to A if v is adjacent (resp. nonadjacent) to all vertices
in A.

Let G = (U ∪ V, E) be a bipartite graph. For an edge set M ⊆ E and a vertex
x ∈ U ∪ V , let us define M(x) be the set of all vertices y such that xy is in M , i.e.
M(x) = {y ∈ U ∪V : xy ∈ M}. We say that M is a many-to-one matching if for every vertex
u ∈ U , we have |M(u)| ≤ 1. A many-to-one matching is called left-perfect if |M(u)| = 1 for
all u ∈ U .

Now, let C be a set of colors and col : U → C be a coloring of vertices in U . For
a set U ′ ⊆ U and a color c ∈ C, we define U ′

c as the set of all vertices in U ′ with color
c. Also, define Gc = G[Uc ∪ V ]. Now, let ℓ be an integer. we say that U ′ is ℓ-fair if
maxc∈C |U ′

c| − minc∈C |U ′
c| ≤ ℓ. A many-to-one matching is called ℓ-fair if for every vertex

v ∈ V , M(v) is ℓ-fair. Now, we define Fair Matching problem as follows.

Fair Matching
Input: A bipartite graph G = (U ∪ V, E), a coloring col : U → C and a non-negative

integer ℓ.
Question: Is there a left-perfect many-to-one matching for G which is ℓ-fair?

We can also generalize the concept of ℓ-fairness as follows. Suppose that L : V → N∪ {0}
is a threshold function which assigns an integer to each vertex in V . Then, a many-to-one
matching is called L-fair if for every vertex v ∈ V , M(v) is L(v)-fair. generalized fair
matching can be defined as follows.

Generalized Fair Matching
Input: A bipartite graph G = (U ∪ V, E), a set of colors C, a coloring col : U → C

and a threshold function L : V → N ∪ {0}.
Question: Is there a left-perfect many-to-one matching for G which is L-fair?

In [4], it is proved that Fair Matching in FPT with respect to k = |V |. In fact, they
proposed the following ILP formulation for the problem.
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Let M be a many-to-one matching and for each vertex v ∈ V , let xv (resp. yv) be
the minimum (resp. maximum) number of vertices of some color c ∈ C matched to v,
i.e. xv = maxc∈C M(v)c, yv = minc∈C M(v)c. For a vertex w ∈ U ∪ V , let NG(w) be
the set of neighbors of w in G. For each W ⊆ U ∪ V , let NG(W ) = ∪w∈W NG(w). Also,
define νG(W ) = {w′ ∈ U ∪ V : NG(w′) ⊆ W}. Moreover, for each c ∈ C, let us define
Nc(W ) = NGc(W ) and νc(W ) = NGc(W ). then, we can define the following ILP with
variables xv, yv, v ∈ V .

ILP1:∑
v∈W

yv ≥ max
c∈C

|νc(W )| ∀ W ⊆ V (1)∑
v∈W

xv ≤ min
c∈C

|Nc(W )| ∀ W ⊆ V (2)

0 ≤ yv − xv ≤ ℓ ∀v ∈ V (3)
xv, yv ∈ Z+ ∪ {0} ∀v ∈ V (4)

It is proved in [4] that ILP1 has a feasible solution if and only if the graph G has a left-perfect
many-to-one matching which is ℓ-fair. ILP1 has O(k) variables and O(2k) constraints. So,
by a result of Lenstra [21], it can be solved in time O∗(kO(k)) and so Fair Matching is FPT
with respect to k. It can be easily seen that in Condition (3), ℓ can be replaced with L(v)
and so this result is also valid for Generalized Fair Matching.

▶ Theorem 1. Let G = (U ∪ V, E) be the input graph and |V | = k. Then, Generalized
Fair Matching can be solved in time O∗(kO(k)).

In order to prove that Generalized Fair Matching is FPT with respect to (td, |C|), we
will write another ILP formulation for this problem (see ILP2) which has many more number
of variables but the structure of the associated graph to this ILP is related to the structure
of the input graph. For this, we need some results in parameterized complexity of integer
linear programming (ILP). Consider a standard form of ILP as follows.

min{w.x | Ax = b, l ≤ x ≤ u, x ∈ Zn}, (5)

where A is an integer m × n matrix, b ∈ Zm and l, u ∈ (Z ∪ {±∞})n. It is known that
solving an ILP in its general form is NP-hard, however it can be solved in FPT time when
the structure of the coefficient matrix A is confined with a special parameter. To do this,
we associate to A two graphs, namely primal and dual graphs as follows. The primal graph
GP (A) is the graph whose vertex set is corresponding to the columns of A and two vertices
corresponding to columns j1, j2 are adjacent if there is a row i such that Aij1 and Aij2

are non-zero. Similarly, the dual graph GD(A) is defined as the graph with vertex set
corresponding to the rows of A and two vertices corresponding to rows i1, i2 are adjacent if
there is a column j such that Ai1j and Ai2j are non-zero. The primal and dual tree-depth of
A denoted by tdP (A) and tdD(A) respectively is defined as the tree-depth of the primal and
dual graph, respectively. We need the following results which asserts that ILP can be solved
in FPT time with respect to the dual tree-depth of A and ∥A∥∞.

▶ Theorem 2. [9] The ILP in (5) can be solved in time O∗((∥A∥∞ + 1)2tdD(A)).

3 W[1]-hard Results

In this section, we prove two W[1]-hard results regarding Generalized Fair Matching.
In the first result the parameters are feedback vertex number, tree-depth and ∆U , combined
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and reduction is from Multicolored Clique. In the second result, the parameters are
path-with, number of colors and ∆U , combined and the reduction is from Unary Bin
Packing.

▶ Theorem 3. Generalized Fair Matching is W[1]-hard with respect to (fvn, td) even
on graphs with ∆U = 2 where fvn and td are the feedback vertex number and the tree-depth
of the input graph and ∆U is the maximum degree of vertices in U .

Proof. We give a parameterized reduction from Multicolored Clique which is known to
be W[1]-hard with respect to the size of the clique ℓ [10].

Multicolored Clique
Input: A graph G = (V, E) where the vertex set V is partitioned into ℓ independent

sets U1, . . . , Uℓ.
Question: Is there a clique of size ℓ in G?

Let G = (U1 ∪ · · · ∪ Uℓ, E) be an instance of Multicolored Clique such that for each
a ∈ [ℓ], |Ua| = n. We define an ordering on the vertices in each Ua and if there is an edge
between i-th vertex in Ua and j-th vertex in Ub, we denote such edge by ij ∈ E(Ua, Ub).
Now, we construct an instance G′ = (U ′ ∪ V ′, E′) of Generalized Fair Matching whose
feedback vertex number and tree-depth are O(ℓ2) and ∆U = 2. The set of colors is defined
as C = {(a, i) : a ∈ [ℓ], i ∈ [0, n]}, so |C| = (n + 1)ℓ.

Firstly, for each edge ij ∈ E(Ua, Ub), we construct the gadget Hab
ij which is defined

as follows. The bipartite graph Hab
ij has a bipartition (U, V ) where V = {v1, v2, v3} and

U = Uab
ij ∪ U ba

ji , where Uab
ij is a set of n − i vertices with colors (b, i + 1), . . . , (b, n) and U ba

ji

is a set of n − j vertices with colors (a, j + 1), . . . , (a, n). The set Uab
ij is complete to {v1, v2}

and U ba
ji is complete to {v2, v3}. There is no more edges in Hab

ij .
Secondly, For every subset of colors Ĉ ⊆ C, we define the gadget H[Ĉ] as follows. The

bipartite graph H[Ĉ] has a bipartition (Û , V̂ ) where |Û | = |Ĉ| and for each color c ∈ Ĉ,
there is exactly one vertex uc in Û of color c. There is a vertex v̄ ∈ V̂ which is complete Û .
Also, each vertex uc in Û has a private neighbor vc in V̂ . Also, L(v̄) = 0 and L(vc) = 1 for
all c ∈ Ĉ. There is no more edges in H[Ĉ].

Now, we construct the graph H as follows. The bipartite graph H has a bipartition
UH ∪ VH , where VH = {v0, vab, v′

ai; a, b ∈ [ℓ], a ̸= b, i ∈ [n]} and

UH =
⋃

a∈[0,ℓ]

Ua

⋃
a,b∈[ℓ]

Ua,b

⋃
a,b∈[ℓ],i∈[n]

Ua,b,i.

For each a, b ∈ [ℓ], a ̸= b and i ∈ [n], Ua is a set of n vertices all with color (a, 0), Ua,b,i is a
set of i vertices of colors (b, 1), . . . , (b, i), U0 is a set of nℓ vertices with colors (a, i), a ∈ [ℓ],
i ∈ [n], and finally, Ua,b is a set of (n + 1)(ℓ − 1) vertices with colors (c, i), c ∈ [ℓ] \ {b},
i ∈ [0, n]. Adjacencies are as follows. The vertex v0 is complete to U0 ∪ U1 ∪ · · · ∪ Uℓ. vab is
complete to Uab

⋃
i∈[n] Ua,b,i and v′

ai is complete to
⋃

b∈[ℓ] Ua,b,i as well as i-th vertex in Ua.
Finally, the bipartite graph G′ = (U ∪ V, E′) is constructed as follows. We take a copy

of H and for each edge ij ∈ E(Ua, Ub), we add a disjoint gadget Hab
ij and then identify the

vertex v1 with the vertex vab and the vertex v3 with the vertex vba. Also, for every vertex
v ∈ V \ {v0, vab, a, b ∈ [ℓ], a ̸= b}, setting Ĉv to be the set of colors in C not appearing in the
neighbors of v, we add a disjoint gadget H[Ĉv] and identify v̄ with v (see Figure 3). Note
that for every vertex v ∈ V except vertices in the gadgets H[Ĉ], we have L(v) = 0.

Now, we prove that this is a parameterized reduction.
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Figure 3 The graph G′.

Proof of Sufficiency. Let G = (U1 ∪ · · · ∪ Uℓ, E) be a yes-instance of Multicolored
Clique and for all a ∈ [ℓ], ia-th vertex in Ua form a clique of size ℓ in G. We will construct
a fair matching M in G′ as follows. For each a ∈ [ℓ], v0 is matched to ia in Ua along with all
vertices in U0. Also, for each a, b ∈ [ℓ], a ̸= b, vab is matched to all vertices in Ua,b,ia

along
with all vertices in Uab

iaib
∪ Ua,b. Now, for each a ∈ [ℓ] and each i ̸= ia, the vertex v′

a,i is
matched to all its neighbors. Finally, for each a, b ∈ [ℓ], a ̸= b, each i, j ∈ [n] where i ̸= ia, in
the gadget Hab

ij , the vertex v2 is matched to all its neighbors. Every vertex in U which is
not yet matched, is in some H[Ĉv]. So, we match these unmatched vertices to their pendent
neighbors. It is clear that M is a left-perfect matching. To see that M is L-fair, note that if
v ∈ V \ {v0, vab, a, b ∈ [ℓ], a ̸= b}, then v is either matched to all its neighbors, or matched
to none of its neighbors. Also, since the clique of G has only one element in each Ua, v0 is
matched to one vertex of color (a, 0) and it pendent neighbors are of colors (a, i), i ∈ [n].
So, v0 is fair. Finally, the vertex vab is matched to vertices in Ua,b,ia

which are of colors
(b, 1), . . . , (b, ia) along with vertices in Uab

iaib
which are of colors (b, ia + 1), . . . , (b, n). Other

colors appear in vertices of Ua,b. So, vab is also fair.
Proof of Necessity. Now, suppose that G′ has a left-perfect L-fair matching M . Since M

is left-perfect, all pendant vertices in U are matched with their unique neighbors. Thus, v0
has to be matched with only one vertex with color (a, 0) for each a ∈ [ℓ]. Suppose that v0 is
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matched to ia-th vertex in Ua. We show that these vertices i1, . . . , iℓ form a clique in G. Let
a, b ∈ [ℓ], a ̸= b. Since ia is matched with v0, v′

a,ia
is matched to no vertex. Therefore, vab is

matched to all vertices in Ua,b,ia
. Now, since vab is fair, it should be matched with vertices

of colors (b, ia + 1), . . . , (b, n). We show that these vertices should be in some gadget Hab
iaj ,

for some j. To see this, note that in the gadget Hab
ij , the vertex v2 is either matched to all

its neighbors, or none of its neighbors. Therefore, vab is either matched to all vertices in Uab
ij ,

or none of vertices in Uab
ij . This implies that vab is matched to all vertices in Uab

iaj , for some
j, in the gadget Hab

iaj . Now, we show that j = ib. Note that the vertex v2 in Hab
iaj is matched

to no vertex. So, vertices in U ba
jia

are matched to vba. If j ̸= ib, then vba is matched to either
two neighbors of the same color (a, ib), or no vertex of color (a, j). This contradiction implies
that j = ib and therefore, ia and ib are adjacent. Therefore, G = (U1 ∪ · · · ∪ Uℓ, E) is a
yes-instance of Multicolored Clique.

Finally, note that in the graph G′, we have ∆U = 2 and if one removes all vertices vab,
a, b ∈ [ℓ] then the remaining graph is a forest consisting of trees of depth at most 4. Thus, the
feedback vertex number and the tree-depth of G′ is at most O(ℓ2). Moreover, the number of
vertices of G′ is at most O(nℓ3 + n2ℓ2 + nℓm), where m is the number of edges of G. Hence,
this is a parameterized reduction and the proof is complete. ◀

▶ Theorem 4. Generalized Fair Matching is W[1]-hard with respect to (pw, |C|, ∆U )
where pw is the path-width of the input graph, ∆U is the maximum degree of vertices in U

and |C| is the number of colors.

Proof. We give a reduction form Unary Bin Packing which is known to be W[1]-hard
with respect to the number of bins m [14].

Unary Bin Packing
Input: A number of positive integers x1, . . . , xn, m and B which are given in unary

encoding and we have
∑n

i=1 xi = mB.
Question: Can we partition x1, . . . , xn into m bins of capacity B?

Let (x1, . . . , xn; m, B) be an instance of Unary Bin Packing and we construct an
instance of Generalized Fair Matching where the path-width of the graph as well as
the number of colors and the maximum degree of vertices in U is O(m).

First, let C = [m + 1] be the set of colors and H = (UH ∪ VH ; EH) be the bipartite graph
constructed as follows. The vertex set UH consists of the disjoint union of sets X, Yi and
Xij , i ∈ [n] and j ∈ [m], where |X| = B, |Xij | = xi and |Yi| = (m − 1)xi for each i ∈ [n] and
j ∈ [m]. Each vertex in Xij has color j and each vertex in X ∪ Yi has color m + 1. Also,
we have VH = {v0, vij , i ∈ [n], j ∈ [m]}. For all vertices v ∈ VH we have L(v) = 0. Now, the
edges of H are defined as follows. First, v0 is complete to X and ∪n

i=1 ∪m
j=1 Xij . Also, each

vertex vij is complete to Xij ∪ Yi (see Figure 6). We also construct two gadgets as follows.

Gadget H[Ĉ, k]

For every positive integer k and every subset of colors Ĉ ⊆ C, we define a gadget H[Ĉ, k] as
follows. The bipartite graph H[Ĉ, k] has a bipartition (U, V ) where |U | = |Ĉ|k and for each
color c ∈ Ĉ, there are k vertices u1

c , . . . , uk
c ∈ U of color c. There is a vertex v̄ ∈ V which is

complete to U . Also, each vertex ui
c ∈ U has a private neighbor vi

c in V . Also, L(v) = 0 and
L(vi

c) = 1 for all c ∈ Ĉ. There is no more edges in H[Ĉ, k] (see Figure 4).
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v

u1
c u2

c uk
c

...

v1
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c vk
c

...

Figure 4 The gadget graph H[Ĉ, k].

Gadget H1[k, l]

Also, for each positive integer k and each l ∈ [m], we construct a gadget H1[k, l] as follows. The
bipartite graph H1[k, l] has a bipartition (U, V ) where U = {ui, u′

i, u′′
j , u′′′

j ; i ∈ [k], j ∈ [k −2]}
and V = {v̂, v′

i, v′′
j ; i ∈ [2, k], j ∈ [2, k − 1]}. For all v ∈ V , we have L(v) = 0. All vertices

u1, . . . , uk are of color l. The vertex u′
1 is of color l + 2 (mod m). For each i ∈ [2, k], the

vertex u′
i is of color l + 1 (mod m). For each j ∈ [k − 2], the vertex u′′

j is of color l and the
vertex u′′′

j is of color l + 2. The edges are as follows. The vertex v̂ is adjacent to all ui, i ∈ [k].
Each vertex vi is adjacent to ui and u′

i. For each i ∈ [2, k], v′
i is adjacent to u′

i. Also, v′
2 is

adjacent to u′
1. For each j ∈ [k − 2], u′′

j is adjacent to v′
j+1 and v′′

j+1. For each j ∈ [k − 2],
u′′′

j is adjacent to v′′
j+1 and v′

j+2. Now, for each vertex v ∈ V , let Ĉv be the set of colors in
C which are absent in neighbors of v. For each vertex v ∈ V \ {v̂}, we add a gadget H[Ĉv, 1]
and identify v̄ and v (see Figure 5).

Now, we are ready to construct the reduction. The graph G is defined as follows. We
take the graph H and for each i ∈ [n] and j ∈ [m], we add a disjoint copy of the gadget
H1[xi, j + 1] (j + 1 is taken module m) and identify v̂ to vij . Also, let Ĉij be the set of colors
in C which are absent in neighbors of vij . Finally, we add a gadget H[Ĉij , xi] and identify v̄

and vij . Let G be the obtained graph (see Figure 6).

Proof of Sufficiency. Suppose that (x1, . . . , xn, m, B) is a yes-instance of Unary Bin
Packing and A1, . . . , Am are the bins such that

∑
xi∈Aj

xi = B for each j ∈ [m]. We are
going to obtain a fair matching in G as follows. Fix some i ∈ [n]. If xi is in bin Aj , then v0
is matched to all vertices in Xij . The vertex v0 is also matched with B neighbors of color
m + 1. Also, in the gadget H1[xi, j + 1] corresponding to vij , the vertices v1, . . . , vxi

and
v′′

2 , . . . , v′′
xi−1 are matched to all their neighbors. For each t ∈ [2, xi] and each c ∈ Ĉv′

t
, in

the gadget H[Ĉv′
t
, 1] corresponding to v′

t, the vertex v1
c is matched to its unique neighbor.

Finally, in the gadget H[Ĉij , xi] corresponding to vij , the vertices v1
c , . . . , vxi

c are matched to
its unique neighbor, for all c ∈ Ĉij .

Now, for each j′ ∈ [m] \ {j}, vij′ is matched to all vertices in Xij′ . Also, vij′ is matched
to xi vertices in Yi (this can be done since |Yi| = (m − 1)xi). Now, in the gadget H[Ĉij′ , xi]
corresponding to vij′ , the vertex v̂ (which is identified with vij′) is matched to all its neighbors.
In the gadget H1[xi, j′ + 1] corresponding to vij′ , the vertices v′

2, . . . , v′
xi

and v̂ (which is
identified with vij′) are matched to all its neighbors. Also, for each vt in H1[xi, j′ + 1],
t ∈ [xi], and for each v′′

t in H1[xi, j′ + 1], t ∈ [2, xi − 1], in its corresponding gadget H[Ĉvt
, 1],

the vertex v1
c is matched to its unique neighbor, for all c ∈ Ĉvt

. Since the size of items in
each bin is equal to B, v0 has B matched neighbor in each color. Other vertices v ∈ V with
L(v) = 0 have equal matched neighbors in each color. Hence, the obtained matching is an
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H[Ĉv1 , 1]
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′
2

, 1]H[Ĉ
v

′′
2

, 1]H[Ĉ
v

′
3

, 1]H[Ĉ
v

′
k

, 1]

Figure 5 The gadget graph H1[k, l].

L-fair matching.

Proof of necessity. Suppose that M is an L-fair matching for G. Fix some i ∈ [n]. For
each j ∈ [m], we have either |Mm+1(vij)| = xi or |Mm+1(vij)| = 0. To see this, consider the
vertex v′

xi
in the gadget H1[xi, j + 1] corresponding to the vertex vij . Since L(v′

xi
) = 0, v′

xi

is matched either with all its neighbors or none of them. In the former case, the vertices
v1, . . . vxi

and v′′
2 , . . . v′′

xi−1 are matched with no vertex and v′
2, . . . v′

xi−1 are matched to all
their neighbors. Thus, u1, . . . , uxi are matched with vij . Since L(vij) = 0, vij has exactly xi

matched neighbors in Yi. In the latter case, since M is left perfect, the vertices v′′
2 , . . . v′′

xi−1
are matched to all its neighbors and v′

2, . . . , v′
xi

are matched to no vertex. So, v1, . . . , vxi

are matched to all its neighbors. Thus, vij is not matched to u1, . . . , uxi
and so has no

matched neighbor in Yi. Hence, the number of matched neighbors of vij in Yi is either 0
or xi. Thus, exactly m − 1 vertices among vi1, . . . , vim are matched with vertices in Yi and
exactly one vertex say vij0 is matched to no vertex in Yi and so is matched to no vertex in
Xij0 . Therefore, vertices in Xij0 are matched to v0. Now, we put the item xi to the bin Aj0 .
This gives a partition of the set {x1, . . . , xn} into m bins A1, . . . , Am. Now, since v0 has B

matched neighbors in the color class m + 1, v0 has also B matched neighbor in each color
class i ∈ [m]. This implies that the sum of item sizes in each bin Ai is equal to B and thus
(x1, . . . , xn; m, B) is a yes-instance of Unary Bin Packing.

Moreover, the path-width of the graph H is at most m + 1. To see this, note that if one
remove v0 from H we obtain n disjoint bipartite graphs where each one has a part of size
m. Also, each of the gadgets H[Ĉ, k] and H1[k, l] has path-width at most 3 (since H[Ĉ, k]
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v0

X11 Xn1 X1m Xnm

v11 v1m

Y1 Yn

...

... ...

...

vn1 vnm

...

...

H1[x1, 2]

H1[xn, 2]

H1[x1, 1]

H1[xn, 1]

H[Ĉ11, x1]

H[Ĉn1, xn]
H[Ĉ1m, x1] H[Ĉnm, xn]

X...

Figure 6 The constructed graph G.

is a tree of depth two and if one remove v̂ from H1[k, l], a subdivision of a caterpillar is
obtained). Therefore, the path-width of the graph G is at most m + 4. Also, the number
of colors is m + 1 and all vertices in U ∩ V (G) are of degree at most m (vertices in Yi have
degree equal to m), so ∆U = m. Finally, the graph H has at most O(m2B) vertices and
each added gadget has at most O(mB) vertices. So, the size of G is at most a polynomial
in m and B. Also, the input of Unary Bin Packing is given in unary encoding. Hence,
this is a parameterized reduction and so Generalized Fair Matching is W[1]-hard with
respect to the path-width of the input graph, the number of colors and ∆U . ◀

4 FPT Results

In this section, we prove that Generalized Fair Matching is FPT with respect to treewidth
and ∆V (combined), tree-depth and number of colors (combined), fen and neighborhood
diversity.

▶ Theorem 5. Generalized Fair Matching can be solved in time O(2fenn log n), where
n and fen are the number of vertices and the feedback edge number of the input graph,
respectively.

Proof. Suppose that the input graph is a bipartite graph G = (U ∪ V, E) and F is a subset
of E such that |F | = fen and G−F is acyclic. Also, the coloring col : U → C and a threshold



12

function L : V → N ∪ {0} are given. Fix a subset F ′ ⊆ F such that F ′ is a many-to-one
matching and suppose that F ′ is included in the solution. Also, define U ′ as a subset of U

consisting of vertices which are matched by edges in F ′, i.e. U ′ = {u ∈ U : ∃uv ∈ F ′} and
for every vertex v ∈ V and c ∈ C, let mv

c be the number of vertices of color c which are
matched by v in F ′, i.e. mv

c = |{u ∈ Uc : uv ∈ F ′}|. Now, remove from G all vertices in U ′

and all edges in F and let T be a connected component of the obtained graph which is a tree.
For a subtree T ′ of T and a many-to-one matching M for T ′, we say that a vertex v ∈ V

is L̃(v)-fair in M , if we have maxc,c′∈C |Mc(v)| + mv
c − |Mc′(v)| − mv

c′ ≤ L(v). Also, we say
that M is L̃-fair if all of vertices v ∈ V ∩ V (T ′) are L̃(v)-fair in M .

Let T be rooted at an arbitrary vertex u0 ∈ U . For every vertex w ∈ U ∪ V with parent
z ∈ U ∪ V , we define p(w) = z (for convenience, we define p(u0) = u0) and Tw as the subtree
of T consisting of all vertices in T which are descendant of w (including w itself) and also let
Twz be obtained from Tw by adding the edge wz.

We define two functions f : U ∪ V → {0, 1} and g : U ∪ V → {0, 1} as follows. First,
for every w ∈ U ∪ V , we define f(w) = 1 if and only if there exists an L̃-fair left-perfect
many-to-one matching for Tw. Also, for every u ∈ U , we define g(u) = 1 if and only if there
exists a left-perfect many-to-one matching M for Tup(u) such that M(u) = p(u) and for every
vertex v ∈ V (Tu) ∩ V , v is L̃(v)-fair in M . Moreover, for every v ∈ V , we define g(v) = 1 if
and only if there exists an L̃-fair left-perfect many-to-one matching M for Tvp(v) (note that
in this case p(v) ∈ M(v)). It is clear that the answer to Generalized Fair Matching is
yes if and only if there exists an F ′ ⊆ F such that f(u0) = 1.

Now, we compute the value of the functions f, g recursively by traversing the tree upward.
First, suppose that u ∈ U has k children v1, . . . , vk. If there exists some i ∈ [k] such that
g(vi) = 1 and f(vj) = 1 for all j ∈ [k] \ {i}, then we have f(u) = 1 (since u has to matched
with one of vertices v1, . . . , vk), otherwise we define f(u) = 0. Also, if for all j ∈ [k] we
have f(vj) = 1, then we have g(u) = 1 (since u is matched to its parent and no vertex vj is
matched to u). Otherwise, we have g(u) = 0.

Now, let v ∈ V have k children u1, . . . , uk. If there exists i ∈ [k] such that f(ui) = g(ui) =
0, then there is no feasible solution and the answer is no. So, suppose that for each ui, either
f(ui) = 1 or g(ui) = 1. Now, for each c ∈ C, let n1

c be the number of vertices ui of color c

such that f(ui) = 0 and g(ui) = 1 and let n2
c be the number of vertices ui of color c such that

f(ui) = 1 and g(ui) = 1. Note that if f(ui) = 0 and g(ui) = 1, then ui should be matched
with its parent v and if f(ui) = 1 and g(ui) = 1, then ui is allowed to be matched with
its parent v. Therefore, in any L̃-fair matching M for Tv, we have |Mc(v)| ∈ [n1

c , n1
c + n2

c ].
Define A = maxc∈C(n1

c + mv
c) and B = minc∈C(n1

c + n2
c + mv

c). We claim that f(v) = 1 if
and only if A − B ≤ L(v). To see this, note that if A − B > L(v), then there are some colors
c, c′ such that |Mc(v)| + mv

c − |Mc′(v)| − mv
c′ ≥ n1

c + mv
c − (n1

c′ + n2
c′ + mv

c′) = A − B > L(v)
and thus, f(v) = 0. Now, suppose that A − B ≤ L(v). For each color c ∈ C, define
ℓc = max(min(A, B), n1

c + mv
c). It is evident that n1

c ≤ ℓc − mv
c ≤ n1

c + n2
c . So, we can

choose ℓc − mv
c vertices of color c among children ui’s of v with g(ui) = 1 and match it

with u such that for any unmatched child uj , we have f(uj) = 1. Note that for any two
colors c, c′ ∈ C, if A ≤ B, then we have ℓc − ℓc′ = A − A = 0 and if A ≥ B, then we have
ℓc − ℓc′ ≤ max(B, n1

c + mv
c) − B ≤ A − B ≤ L(v). Therefore, v is L̃(v)-fair. Finally, for

every unmatched child uj , we have f(uj) = 1, so we have an L̃-fair left-perfect many-to-one
matching for Tuj . The union of all these matchings form an L̃-fair left-perfect many-to-one
matching for Tv and so f(v) = 1.

Computing g(v) is very similar to computation of f(v) with only one difference that v

should be matched with its parent p(v). Let p(v) be of color c0. We do the same computations
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as above and just add n1
c0

by one and we have g(v) = 1 if and only if A − B ≤ L(v).
Using the above recursion, we can find the value of f for the root u0 and it is clear that

a solution exists if and only if there is some F ′ ⊆ F for which f(u0) = 1. Also, the runtime
of the algorithm is at most O(2fenn log n) (because we have to do the above process for each
subset of F and in each round, computing the numbers n1

c , n2
c , A and B takes O(n log n)

time). ◀

Using a dynamic programming, we can prove that Generalized Fair Matching is
FPT with respect to (tw, ∆V ).

▶ Theorem 6. Generalized Fair Matching can be solved in time O∗(twtw 2|∆V |(tw +3)),
where ∆V is the maximum degree of vertices in V and tw is the treewidth of the input graph
(assuming that nice tree decomposition of width tw is given).

Proof. Consider an instance G = (U ∪ V, E) endowed with the coloring col : U → C and a
threshold function L : V → N ∪ {0}. Also, let (T, {Bt}t∈V (T )) be a nice tree-decomposition
for G of width tw and O(tw |V (G)|) nodes. For each vertex t ∈ V (T ), let Gt be the subgraph
of G induced on all vertices in Bt′ where t′ is a descendant of t. Define U t = U ∩ Bt and
V t = V ∩ Bt. Also, for each u ∈ U t, define a variable xu as follows.

xu =


0 u is matched with no vertex in V (Gt),
out u is matched with a vertex in V (Gt) \ Bt,
v u is matched with the vertex v ∈ Bt.

Then, for each v ∈ V t and each color c ∈ C, define a variable yc
v which is equal to the

number of vertices in V (Gt) \ Bt with color c matched with v. Finally, define zc
v = |{u ∈

Bt : xu = v, col(u) = c}|, i.e. the number of vertices in Bt with color c matched with v. It
is clear that yc

v + zc
v ∈ [0, ∆V ]. Now, define (x, y) = (xu, yc

v; u ∈ U t, v ∈ V t, c ∈ C) and the
function ft, where ft(x, y) is equal to one if and only if there exists a many-to-one matching
M for Gt such that for all vertices v ∈ (V ∩ V (Gt)) \ Bt, v is L(v)-fair, for each vertex
u ∈ (U ∩ V (Gt)) \ Bt, u is matched to a vertex and also, for each u ∈ U t and v ∈ V t, M

is compatible with (x, y), i.e. xu = v if uv ∈ M , xu = out, if M(u) is in V (Gt) \ Bt and
xu = 0 if M(u) = ∅. Also, |Mc(v)| = yc

v + zc
v, for all c ∈ C. It is clear that the answer of

Generalized Fair Matching is yes if and only if fr(∅, ∅) = 1, where r is the root of T

(note that Br = ∅).
First, we enumerate the domain size of ft, i.e. the number of vectors (x, y). Each xu

can take |V t| + 2 values, so x can take (|V t| + 2)|Ut| values. Also, let v ∈ V t and let k be
the number of color classes in which v has a neighbor. It is clear that k ≤ |∆V | and each
variable yc

v can take values in [0, |Nc(v)|]. Hence, the number of possible vectors (yc
v; c ∈ C)

is at most∏
c∈C

(|Nc(v)| + 1) ≤
(

|∆V |
k

+ 1
)k

≤ 2|∆V |. (6)

Therefore, the number of vectors (x, y) is at most

(|V t| + 2)|Ut|2|∆V |.|V t| ≤ O(twtw 2|∆V ||V t|).

First inequality in (6) holds because the product is maximized when all |Nc(v)| are equal
and the last inequality in (6) holds because the function (|∆V |/k + 1)k is increasing in terms
of k.

Now, we will recursively find the value of the function ft on each (x, y) in terms of the
value of ft′ for the children t′ of t. We consider the following three possibilities.
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Case 1. t is an introduce node.

Suppose that t has a unique child t′, where Bt = Bt′ ∪ {w}. Firstly, let w ∈ U and the color
of w is c0. If xw = out, then ft(x, y) = 0 (since w has no neighbor in V (Gt) \ Bt). If xw = 0
or xw = v for some v ∈ Bt, then

ft(x, y) = ft′(xu, yc
v; u ∈ U t \ {w}, v ∈ V t, c ∈ C).

Secondly, let w ∈ V . If yc
w ̸= 0 for some c ∈ C, then ft(x, y) = 0 (since w has no neighbor

in V (Gt) \ Bt). Also, if xu = w for some u which is not adjacent to w, then evidently
ft(x, y) = 0. Now, suppose that yc

w = 0 for all c ∈ C and if xu = w, then u is adjacent to w.
For all u ∈ U t, define

x̂u =
{

0 xu = w,

xu otherwise.

Then,
ft(x, y) = ft′(x̂u, yc

v; u ∈ U t, v ∈ V t \ {w}, c ∈ C).

Computing ft for each (x, y) takes O(|U t|) time.

Case 2. t is a forget node.

Suppose that t has a unique child t′, where Bt = Bt′ \{w}. Firstly, let w ∈ U and col(u) = c0.
Consider all values xw ∈ {v; v ∈ N(w) ∩ Bt} ∪ {out}. If xw = v0, for some v0 ∈ N(w) ∩ Bt,
then for every v ∈ V t and c ∈ C, define

ŷc
v =

{
yc

v − 1 v = v0, c = c0,

yc
v otherwise.

Also, if xw = out, then define ŷc
v = yc

v. Now,

ft(x, y) = max
xw∈{v;v∈N(w)∩Bt}∪{out}

ft′(xw, xu, ŷc
v; u ∈ U t, v ∈ V t, c ∈ C).

Secondly, let w ∈ V . Let Ũ be the set of all vertices u ∈ U t such that xu = out and u is
adjacent to w. For each subset Y ⊆ Ũ and each u ∈ U t, define

x̂u(Y ) =
{

w u ∈ Y,

xu otherwise.

Also, for each c ∈ C, define nc = |(Nc(w) ∩ V (Gt)) \ Bt′ |. Now, if there exist some Y ⊆ Ũ

and some integers yc
w ∈ [0, nc], c ∈ C, such that

max
c

(yc
w + |Y ∩ Uc|) − min

c
(yc

w + |Y ∩ Uc|) ≤ L(w),

and

ft′(x̂u(Y ), yc
v, yc

w; u ∈ U t, v ∈ V t, c ∈ C) = 1,

then, ft(x, y) = 1. Otherwise, we have ft(x, y) = 0.
If w ∈ U , then the number of values of xw is at most O(|V t|). If w ∈ V , then the size

of Ũ is at most |∆V | and by (6), the number of values for yc
w is at most 2|∆V |. Therefore,

computing ft for each (x, y) takes time at most O(|V t| + |C||U t|22|∆V |) = O∗(22|∆V |).
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Case 3. t is a join node.

Suppose that t has two children t′, t′′, where Bt = Bt′ = Bt′′ . Now, for each u ∈ U t, define
x′

u and x′′
u such that if xu ̸= out, then x′

u = x′′
u = xu, and if xu = out, then (x′

u, x′′
u) = (0, out)

or (out, 0). Also, for each v ∈ V t and c ∈ C, define y′c
v and y′′c

v such that y′c
v + y′′c

v = yc
v.

Then, we have

ft(x, y) = max
x′

u,x′′
u,y′c

v,y′′c
v

min(ft′(x′
u, y′c

v; u ∈ U t, v ∈ V t, c ∈ C), ft′′(x′′
u, y′′c

v; u ∈ U t, v ∈ V t, c ∈ C)).

The number of possible values for x′
u and x′′

u is at most 2|Ut| and the number of possible
values for y′c

v and y′′c
v is at most 2|∆V | (with an argument similar to (6)). Therefore,

computing ft for each (x, y) takes time at most O(2|Ut|+|∆V |).
Finally, we compute the runtime of the whole algorithm. The number of nodes in the

tree decomposition is at most O(tw n), where n is the number of vertices of G. Hence, the
runtime of the whole algorithm is at most

O∗(twtw 2|∆V ||V t| max{22|∆V |, 2|Ut|+|∆V |}) ≤ O∗(twtw 2|∆V |(tw +3)).

◀

The following theorem asserts that Generalized Fair Matching is FPT with respect
to neighborhood diversity and thus it is FPT with respect to vertex cover number (this can
be viewed as a generalization of the result of [4] which asserts that fair matching is FPT
with respect to |V |).

▶ Theorem 7. If the input graph has n vertices with neighborhood diversity nd, then
Generalized Fair Matching can be solved in O∗(ndO(nd)) time.

Proof. Let G = (U ∪ V, E) be the input graph along with the coloring col : U → C and a
threshold function L : V → N ∪ {0}. Without loss of generality, we can assume that G has
no isolated vertex. Moreover, we can remove all connected components isomorphic to K2
(because for any connected component uv of G with u ∈ U and v ∈ V , if L(v) = 0, then the
answer is no and if L(v) ≥ 1, then we can add the edge uv to the matching and v is trivially
L-fair).

Now, suppose that (V1, . . . , Vnd) is a partition of U ∪ V , such that G[Vi] is either a clique
or a stable set and for each i ̸= j, Vi is either complete or incomplete to Vj . Since G has no
connected component isomorphic to K1 and K2, for each i, either Vi ⊆ U or Vi ⊆ V . So,
assume that V1, . . . , Vt ⊆ V and Vt+1, . . . , Vnd ⊆ U .

Now, define an auxiliary bipartite graph G′ = (U ∪ V ′, E′), where V ′ = {v1, . . . , vt} and
u ∈ U is adjacent to vi in G′ if and only if u is complete to Vi in G. Also, define the threshold
function L′ : V ′ → N∪{0}, as L′(vi) =

∑
v∈Vi

L(v). Now, we claim G has an L-fair matching
if and only if G′ has an L′-fair matching.

To see this, note that if M is an L-fair matching for G, then define M ′ to be the matching
where uvi ∈ M ′ if and only if there is an edge uv ∈ M , for some v ∈ Vi. For every two color
classes Uc and Uc′ and every vertex v ∈ V , we have |Mc(v)| − |Mc′(v)| ≤ L(v). Therefore,
for each i ∈ [t], we have

|M ′
c(vi)| − |M ′

c′(vi)| =
∑
v∈Vi

(|Mc(v)| − |Mc′(v)|) ≤
∑
v∈Vi

L(v) = L′(vi).
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Thus, M ′ is an L′-fair matching for G′. Now, suppose that M ′ is an arbitrary L′-fair matching
for G′. Fix an i ∈ [t]. Suppose that Vi = {v1, . . . vs} where ℓj = L(vj) for each j ∈ [s]. Also,
for each c ∈ C, let |M ′

c(vi)| = L′(vi)qc + rc, where 0 ≤ rc < L′(vi). Define the sequence of
integers (r1

c , . . . , rs
c), where r1

c = ℓ1,. . . , rk
c = ℓk, rk+1

c = rc −
∑k

j=1 ℓj , rk+2
c = · · · = rs

c = 0
(note that if rc ≤ ℓ1, then define r1

c = rc, r2
c = · · · , rs

c = 0). Now, partition M ′
c(vi) into s

disjoint subsets M1
c , . . . , Ms

c , where |M j
c | = qcℓj + rj

c . Define the matching M for G where
Mc(vj) = M j

c . Now, we prove that M is an L-fair matching for G. For this, let c, c′ ∈ C be
two colors and vj ∈ Vi. We have to prove that |Mc(vj)| − |Mc′(vj)| ≤ ℓj . Since M ′ is L′-fair,
we have |M ′

c(vi)| − |M ′
c′(vi)| = L′(vi)(qc − qc′) + rc − rc′ ≤ L′(vi). We consider the following

two cases. If rc > rc′ , then, qc − qc′ ≤ 0. So, |Mc(vj)| − |Mc′(vj)| = (qc − qc′)ℓj + rj
c − rj

c′ ≤
rj

c ≤ ℓj . Now, if rc ≤ rc′ , then qc − qc′ ≤ 1 and rj
c ≤ rj

c′ for all j ∈ [s]. Therefore,
|Mc(vj)| − |Mc′(vj)| = (qc − qc′)ℓj + rj

c − rj
c′ ≤ ℓj . Hence, M is an L-fair matching.

Hence, solving the problem for G is reduced to solving the problem for G′ which can be
done in time O∗(ndO(nd)) by Theorem 1. ◀

Note that in bipartite graphs, neighborhood diversity and modular-width are equal. So,
Theorem 7 is also valid for the modular-width.

For the last result of the paper, applying a result in parametrized complexity of integer
programming, we prove that Generalized Fair Matching is FPT with respect to (td, |C|).

▶ Theorem 8. If the tree-depth of the input graph is equal to td and |C| be the number of
colors, then Generalized Fair Matching can be solved in time O∗(22td(|C|+1)).

Proof. Let (G = (U ∪ V, E), col, L) be an instance of Generalized Fair Matching. We
propose an ILP formulation for the problem as follows. For each edge uv ∈ E, we have a
variable xuv which is equal to one if and only if uv is within the solution M . Also, for each
vertex v ∈ V , we define the variables xv and yv to be respectively the maximum and the
minimum number of vertices of some color c ∈ C matched to v. So, we have the following
ILP formulation:

ILP2:∑
v∈V

xuv = 1, ∀ u ∈ U, (7)

yv − xv ≤ L(v), ∀ v ∈ V, (8)

xv ≤
∑

u∈Uc

xuv ≤ yv, ∀ v ∈ V, c ∈ C, (9)

xuv ∈ {0, 1}, xv, yv ∈ N ∪ {0} ∀ uv ∈ E, v ∈ V.

Condition (7) guarantees that the matching is left-perfect and Conditions (8) and (9)
guarantee fairness of the matching. Now, we compute the dual graph G̃ of ILP2 as follows.
The vertex set of G̃ corresponds to the constraints, so V (G̃) = U ∪ V ∪ (V × [|C|]). There
are |U | + |V | constraints in (7) and (8) which have no common variable. So U ∪ V is a stable
set in G̃. For each v ∈ V , there are |C| + 1 constraints in (8) and (9) which share common
variables xv and yv, so {v} ∪ ({v} × [|C|]) forms a clique of size |C| + 1 in G̃. For each vertex
v ∈ V and u ∈ Uc, for some color c, the constraints corresponding to u in (7) and constraints
corresponding to (v, c) in (9) have the common variable xuv if and only if u is adjacent to v

in Gc. There is no more edges in G̃. The schematic of the graph G̃ is depicted in Figure 7.
Let G′ be the graph obtained from G by blowing up each vertex of V to a clique of size
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U1 Uc

(v1, 1) (v1, c) (vk, 1) (vk, c)

v1 vk

...

...
...

...

...V

V × [c]

U

Figure 7 The schematic of the dual graph G̃.

|C| + 1. It is clear that G̃ is a subgraph of G′ and so td(G̃) ≤ td(G′) ≤ (|C| + 1) td. The
last inequality is because in the td-decomposition of G with depth td, we can replace each
vertex v ∈ V with a path of |C| + 1 vertices to obtain a td-decomposition for G′ of depth
at most (|C| + 1) td and the topological height at most td. Finally, if A is the coefficient
matrix of ILP2, then it is clear that ∥A∥∞ = 1. By Theorem 2, ILP2 can be solved in
O∗((∥A∥∞ + 1)2tdD(A)) = O∗(22td(|C|+1)). Hence, Generalized Fair Matching can be
solved in FPT time with respect to td +|C|. ◀

5 Concluding Remark

In this paper, the structural complexity landscape of Generalized Fair Matching problem
has been investigated. It is proved that the boundary of W[1]-hardness is feedback vertex
number and tree-depth. Also, we proved that when we add the number of colors as a
parameter, then the boundary is moved from tree-depth to path-width. The complexity class
for some parameters are remained unknown, which are listed below.

In Theorems 3 and 8, we proved that Generalized Fair Matching is W[1]-hard with
respect to (fvn, td) and FPT with respect to (td, |C|). So, it is natural to ask if the
problem is FPT with respect to (fvn, |C|)?
In Theorem 6, we proved that Generalized Fair Matching is FPT with respect to
(tw, ∆V ), where both parameters are in the exponent in the running time. This gives rise
to the question if the problem is in XP with respect to tw? Also, the W[1]-hardness of
the problem with respect to (cw, ∆V ) is unknown.
In Theorem 7, we proved that Generalized Fair Matching is FPT with respect to
nd and since vc ≤ O(2nd), it is also FPT with respect to vc. Therefore, we can ask if the
problem admits a polynomial kernel with respect to vc? Moreover, the parameter vertex
integrity is a generalization of vertex cover number, so one may ask if the problem is
FPT with respect to vi?
Finally, all FPT results are also valid for Fair Matching problem in which all vertices in
V have the same threshold ℓ. However, in W[1]-hardness results, our reductions construct
graphs where the threshold of vertices in V are zero and one. So, it is also valuable if one
can find reductions that all vertices have the same threshold (for instance zero).
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