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Abstract
In the general AntiFactor problem, a graph G and, for every vertex v of G, a set Xv ⊆ N of
forbidden degrees is given. The task is to find a set S of edges such that the degree of v in S is not in
the set Xv. Standard techniques (dynamic programming plus fast convolution) can be used to show
that if M is the largest forbidden degree, then the problem can be solved in time (M + 2)tw · nO(1)

if a tree decomposition of width tw is given. However, significantly faster algorithms are possible
if the sets Xv are sparse: our main algorithmic result shows that if every vertex has at most x
forbidden degrees (we call this special case AntiFactorx), then the problem can be solved in time
(x+ 1)O(tw) · nO(1). That is, AntiFactorx is fixed-parameter tractable parameterized by treewidth
tw and the maximum number x of excluded degrees.

Our algorithm uses the technique of representative sets, which can be generalized to the
optimization version, but (as expected) not to the counting version of the problem. In fact, we show
that #AntiFactor1 is already #W[1]-hard parameterized by the width of the given decomposition.
Moreover, we show that, unlike for the decision version, the standard dynamic programming algorithm
is essentially optimal for the counting version. Formally, for a fixed nonempty set X, we denote
by X-AntiFactor the special case where every vertex v has the same set Xv = X of forbidden
degrees. We show the following lower bound for every fixed set X: if there is an ε > 0 such that
#X-AntiFactor can be solved in time (maxX + 2 − ε)tw · nO(1) given a tree decomposition of
width tw, then the Counting Strong Exponential-Time Hypothesis (#SETH) fails.
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1 Introduction

Matching problems and their generalizations form a well studied class of problems in
combinatorial optimization and computer science [30]. A perfect matching is a set S of edges
such that every vertex has degree exactly 1 in S; finding a perfect matching is known to be
polynomial-time solvable [19, 24, 36]. In the f -Factor problem, an integer f(v) is given for
each vertex v and the task is to find a set of edges where every vertex v has degree exactly
f(v). A simple transformation reduces f -Factor to finding a perfect matching. Conversely,
in f -AntiFactor the task is to find a set S of edges where the degree of v is not f(v) [38].

The problems above can be unified under the General Factor (GenFac) problem
[12, 31, 33], where one is given a graph G and an associated set of integers Bv for every
vertex v of G. The objective is to find a subgraph such that every vertex v has its degree
in Bv. Cornuéjols [12] showed that the complexity of GenFac depends on the maximum
gap of the sets Bv. The maximum gap of a set B (denoted by max-gap(B)) is defined as the
largest contiguous sequence of integers not in B but whose boundaries are in B. Cornuéjols
[12] showed that if max-gap(Bv) ≤ 1, then GenFac is polynomial-time solvable. In a sense,
we can say that this case is the only one that is polynomial-time solvable. Formally, for a
fixed, finite set B of integers, B-Factor is the special case of GenFac where every vertex
has the same set Bv = B of allowed degrees. It follows from a result of Dalmau and Ford
[16] that if B is a fixed finite set such that max-gap(B) > 1, then B-Factor is NP-hard.

Given the hardness of B-Factor in general, Marx et al. [33] studied the complexity of
the problem on bounded treewidth graphs. Recall the long history of study on treewidth,
which is a measure for how “tree-like” a graph is, [3, 4, 6]. For a wide range of hard problems,
algorithms with running time of the form f(k)·nO(1) exist if the input graph comes with a tree
decomposition of width k. In many cases even the best possible form of f(k) in the running
time is known (under suitable complexity assumptions, such as the Strong Exponential
Time Hypothesis (SETH) [26]). Marx et al. [33] use a combination of standard dynamic
programming techniques with fast subset convolution (cf. [40]) to give optimal (under SETH)
(maxB + 1)twnO(1) time algorithms for the decision, optimization, and counting versions.

I Theorem 1.1 (Theorems 1.3–1.6 in [33]). Fix a finite, non-empty set B ⊆ N.
We can count in time (maxB + 1)twnO(1) the solutions of a certain size for a B-Factor
instance if we are given a tree decomposition of width tw.
For any ε > 0, there is no (maxB + 1− ε)pwnO(1) algorithm for the following problems,
even if we are given a path decomposition of width pw, unless SETH (resp. #SETH) fails:
B-Factor and Min-B-Factor if 0 /∈ B and max-gap(B) > 1,
Max-B-Factor if max-gap(B) > 1,
#B-Factor if B 6= {0}.

We study the complementary problem of X-AntiFactor for finite sets X of excluded
degrees.

I Definition 1.2 (X-AntiFactor). Let x ∈ N be fixed. AntiFactorx is the decision
problem of finding for an undirected graph G where all vertices v are assigned a finite set
Xv ⊆ N with |Xv| ≤ x, a set S ⊆ E(G) such that for all v ∈ V we have degS(v) /∈ Xv.

For a fixed X ⊆ N with |X| = x, we define X-AntiFactor as the restriction of
AntiFactorx to those graphs where all vertices are labeled with the same set X.

I Note. X-Factor, the special case of GenFac where every vertex has set X, precisely
corresponds to X-AntiFactor where we set X := N \X.
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The decision and minimization versions are trivially solvable if 0 /∈ X as the empty set is a
valid solution. Further, if X does not contain two consecutive numbers, then X has no gap
of size at least two. In this case, by results from Cornuéjols [12] and Dudycz and Paluch [18],
the decision, maximization and minimization version of X-Factor are poly-time solvable.

Our Results. One could expect that similar results can be obtained for X-AntiFactor as
for B-Factor, but this is very far from the truth and the exact complexity ofX-AntiFactor
is much less clear. In the B-Factor problem, a partial solution (a set of edges that we
intend to further extend to a solution) can have degree at most maxB at each vertex, which
is the main reason one needs (maxB + 1)twnO(1) running time. For X-AntiFactor, a
vertex can also have degree larger than maxX in a (partial) solution, but all degrees larger
than maxX are equivalent in some sense. Therefore, the natural running time we expect is
(maxX + 2)twnO(1). We show that this running time can be achieved, but requires some
modification of the convolution to handle the state “degree more than maxX.”

I Theorem 1.3. Let X ⊆ N be finite and fixed. Given an X-AntiFactor instance and its
tree decomposition of width tw. Then we can count the number of solutions of size exactly s
in time (maxX + 2)twnO(1) for all s simultaneously.

However, there are many cases where algorithms significantly faster than (maxX + 2)twnO(1)

are possible. At first, this may seem unlikely: at each node of the tree decomposition,
the partial solutions can have up to (maxX + 2)tw+1 different equivalence classes1 and
it may seem necessary to find a partial solution for each of these classes. Nevertheless,
we show that the technique of representative sets can be used to achieve a running time
lower than the number of potential equivalence classes. Representative sets were defined by
Monien [37] for use in an FPT algorithm for k-Path, and subsequently found use in many
different contexts, including faster dynamic programming algorithms on tree decompositions
[1, 5, 7, 20, 21, 22, 28, 35, 39]. The main idea is that we do not need to find a partial
solution for each equivalence class, but it is sufficient to find a representative set of partial
solutions such that if there is a partial solution that is compatible with some extension, then
there is a partial solution in our set that is also compatible with this extension. Our main
algorithmic result shows that if X is sparse, then this representative set can be much smaller
than (maxX + 2)tw+1, yielding improved algorithms. In particular, AntiFactorx is FPT
parameterized by tw and x.

I Theorem 1.4. One can decide in time (x+ 1)O(tw)nO(1) whether there is a solution of a
certain size for AntiFactorx assuming a tree decomposition of width tw is given.

We note that Theorem 1.4 clearly distinguishes X-AntiFactor from B-Factor. By the
known lower bounds from Marx et al. [33] (cf. Theorem 1.1), a similar result for B-Factor
is not possible. In light of Theorem 1.4, it is also far from obvious to determine the exact
complexity of X-AntiFactor for a fixed set X. The combinatorial properties of the set
X influence the complexity of the problem in a subtle way and new algorithmic techniques
seem to be needed to fully exploit this. Currently, we do not have a tight bound similar
to Theorem 1.1 for every fixed X. Instead we propose a candidate for the combinatorial
property that influences the complexity: We define a bipartite compatibility graph for every
set X and conjecture that the maximum size of a so-called half-induced matching is the key

1 Recall that in a graph with treewidth tw, the largest bag has size tw + 1.
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property to obtain a faster algorithm via representative sets. See Conjecture 4.5 for a formal
statement.

We use such half-induced matchings of large size to show a lower bound for AntiFactorx
that, assuming SETH, complements the algorithm in Theorem 1.4 up to constant factors in
the exponent (see Theorem 5.5). Moreover, if there is a half-induced matching of size h, then,
assuming SETH, we show that there is no (h− ε)twnO(1) algorithm for X-AntiFactor for
any ε > 0 (Theorem 5.4). Although, in this case the representative set cannot be smaller
than (h− ε)tw+1 for any ε > 0 (Lemma 4.4) we do not have matching upper bounds at this
point. There are two main reasons why it is difficult to obtain tight upper bounds:

Representative set bounds. In Theorem 1.4, the upper bound on the size of represen-
tative sets are based on earlier algebraic techniques [21, 22, 28, 39]. It is not clear how
they can be extended to the combinatorial notion of half-induced matchings.
Join nodes. Even if we have tight bounds on the size of representative sets there
is an additional issue that can increase the running time. At join nodes of the tree
decomposition, we need to compute from two representative sets a third one. Doing this
operation in a naive way results in a running time that is at least the square of the bound
on the size of the representative set. If we want to have a running time that matches the
size of the representative set, we need a more clever way of handling join nodes.

Representative sets of the form we study here could be relevant for other problems and tight
bounds for such representative sets could be of fundamental importance. In particular, the
notion of half-induced matchings could be a key property in other contexts as well.

Counting Problems. We also investigate the #AntiFactor problem, where we need
to count the total number of solutions satisfying the degree constraints. The idea of
representative sets is fundamentally incompatible with exact counting: if we need to count
every solution, then we cannot ignore certain partial solutions even if they can be always
replaced by others. Therefore, the algorithm of Theorem 1.4 cannot be extended to the
counting version.2 In fact, we show that already #AntiFactor1 is unlikely to be FPT by
showing the following stronger statement for path decompositions.

I Theorem 1.5. There is a fixed constant c such that #AntiFactor1 cannot be solved in
time O(npw−c) on graphs with n vertices given a path decomposition of width pw, unless
#SETH is false. Furthermore, #AntiFactor1 is #W[1]-hard parameterized by pathwidth.

Recall that #SETH (cf. [14, 17]) is actually a weaker assumption than SETH. Hence, the first
result is stronger than a version based on SETH. Moreover, the algorithm from Theorem 1.3
is essentially optimal for #X-AntiFactor.

I Theorem 1.6. Let X ⊆ N be a non-empty, finite and fixed set. For any constant ε > 0,
there is no algorithm that can solve #X-AntiFactor in time (maxX + 2− ε)pwnO(1) given
a graph along with a path decomposition of width pw, unless #SETH fails.

Organization. The paper is organized as follows. Section 2 presents the algorithms of
Theorems 1.3 and 1.4. Section 3 introduces representative sets and proves the results we
need in our algorithms. Section 4 introduces half-induced matchings and discusses some
combinatorial properties related to representative sets. Sections 5–7 present the lower bounds
for the decision, optimization, and counting versions, respectively. One special case, the
counting version of Edge Cover is treated separately in Section 8.

2 Counting the solutions approximately is a problem of independent interest.
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2 Algorithms

In this section, we use without loss of generality “nice” tree decompositions that have
introduce edge nodes (see, e.g., [15] for formal definitions). When given a node t of a tree
decomposition, we denote by Bt the bag of t, by Vt the vertices introduced at the subtree
rooted at t, and by Et the edges introduced in the subtree rooted at t.

2.1 Parameterizing by the Maximum Excluded Degree
The proof of Theorem 1.3 follows mostly the ideas of the algorithm for GenFac from
Theorem 1.3 in [33]. The main difference is that X is finite and thus X is cofinite. Therefore,
every degree d ≥ maxX + 1 is valid for a solution and we identify all such states d with the
state maxX + 1, denoted by > in the following. This modification can be handled quite
easily for the leaf, introduce vertex, introduce edge and forget nodes. As the convolution
technique for the join nodes does not directly transfer, we use another result from [40] which
additionally involves zeta and Möbius transforms to obtain the improved running time for
the cofinite case.

To simplify notation, we set U = [0,maxX] ∪ {>} in the following.

Algorithm. The dynamic program fills a table c such that, for all nodes t of the tree
decomposition, all functions f : Bt → U , and all possible sizes s ∈ [0,m], it holds that
c[t, f, s] = a if and only if there are a partial solutions S ⊆ Et with |S| = s such that, for
all v ∈ Vt \ Bt, degS(v) /∈ X and, for all v ∈ Bt, we have degS(v) = f(v) if f(v) 6= > and
degS(v) > maxX otherwise.

If the node t is a leaf node, introduce vertex node, introduce edge node, or forget node,
then the values c[t, f, s] can be easily computed from the values for c[t′, ·, ·] where t′ is the
unique child of t in the tree decomposition. For each node t, this computation takes time
(maxX + 2)twnO(1) as m ∈ O(n2).

It remains to compute the table entries for the join nodes t. Unless mentioned otherwise,
k denotes the size of the bag we consider.

I Lemma 2.1. For a given join node t let t1 and t2 be the children. Assume we are given
all values of c[t1, ·, ·] and c[t2, ·, ·]. Then, for all (valid) f and s, we can compute the value
of c[t, f, s] in time (maxX + 2)twnO(1).

We define ⊕ coordinatewise by extending the standard addition as follows:

∀u, v ∈ U : u⊕ v :=

> if u = > ∨ v = > ∨ u+ v > maxX
u+ v else

Recall that, for the join node t and given f and s, we want to compute the following:

c[t, f, s] :=
∑

f1,f2 : Bt→U
s.t. f1⊕f2=f

∑
s1+s2=s

c[t1, f1, s1] · c[t2, f2, s2].

I Remark. The naive computation of c[t, ·, ·] takes time |U |k ·m·|U |2k ·m·nO(1) = |U |3k ·nO(1).

For the ease of notation, we refer to the values of the table c[t1, ·, ·] by a new table c1
and likewise for c2 and t2. We further omit t from the index of c such that this table only
contains the new values we want to compute.
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We follow the ideas of the proof of Theorem 2 in [40]. We impose a partial ordering � on
U where u � >, for all u ∈ U , and undefined otherwise. We extend this to functions (and
also vectors) such that for f1, f2 : Bt → U we have f1 � f2 if and only if f1(x) � f2(x), for
all x ∈ Bt. Observe that this partial ordering does not extend the standard ordering ≤.

I Definition 2.2 (Variant of Definition 6 in [40]). We define the zeta transform of each table
t ∈ {c, c1, c2} as follows:

ζ(t)(f, s) :=
∑
g�f

t[g, s].

For the computation of c[f, s], we make use of the following lemma.

I Lemma 2.3 (Proposition 7 in [40]). Given the memoisation table A(f, x) indexed by state
colorings f ∈ Uk over the label set U and some additional indices x with domain I, 3 the zeta
transform ζ(A) of A based on the partial order � can be computed in O(|U |kk|I|) arithmetic
operations. Also, given ζ(A), A can be reconstructed in O(|U |kk|I|) arithmetic operations.

Using this lemma, it is clear that it suffices to compute only the zeta transform of the table
c, as the original values can be recovered afterwards. This transformation introduces an
additional overhead of (maxX + 2)knO(1) in the running time as we choose I such that
|I| ∈ poly(n).

I Lemma 2.4. For a fixed set S ⊆ Bt, we can compute ζ(c)(f, s), for all s ∈ [0,m] and
f : Bt → U with f−1(>) = S, in time O((maxX + 1)k−|S| ·m ·maxX · k2 · log(m ·maxX)).

Proof. We let S = Bt \ S be the complement of S with respect to Bt. We decompose the
function f as f = 〈f>, f0〉 where f> : S → {>} ⊆ U and f0 : S → [0,maxX] ⊆ U .

Using the definition of the partial ordering �, the zeta-transform, and the fact that
f−1(>) = S, we get:

ζ(c)(f, s) =
∑
g�f

c[g, s] =
∑

g>�f>
c[〈g>, f0〉, s]

=
∑

g>�f>

∑
f1,f2 : Bt→U

s.t. f1⊕f2=〈g>,f0〉

∑
s1+s2=s

c1[f1, s1] · c2[f2, s2]

=
∑

g>�f>

∑
g1,g2 : S→U

s.t. g1⊕g2=g>

∑
f1,f2 : S→U

s.t. f1+f2=f0

∑
s1+s2=s

c1[〈g1, f1〉, s1] · c2[〈g2, f2〉, s2]

Now, observe that, for each pair g1, g2, there is a unique g> � f> such that g1 ⊕ g2 = g>.
Thus, we sum over each such pair exactly once.

=
∑

g1,g2�f>

∑
f1,f2 : S→U

s.t. f1+f2=f0

∑
s1+s2=s

c1[〈g1, f1〉, s1] · c2[〈g2, f2〉, s2]

We reorder the terms using that the gi’s are chosen independently from the fi’s.

=
∑

f1,f2 : S→U
s.t. f1+f2=f0

∑
s1+s2=s

 ∑
g1�f>

c1[〈g1, f1〉, s1]

 ·
 ∑
g2�f>

c2[〈g2, f2〉, s2]



3 I might have more than one dimension.
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We exploit that f−1
1 (>) = f−1

2 (>) = ∅ and apply the definition of the ζ-transform.

=
∑

f1,f2 : S→U
s.t. f1+f2=f0

∑
s1+s2=s

ζ(c1)(〈f>, f1〉, s1) · ζ(c2)(〈f>, f2〉, s2)

As the vertices v with f(v) = > are fixed by assumption, the codomain of the functions f1
and f2 can be restricted to [0,maxX] as the value > cannot occur anymore. Hence, the sum
almost corresponds to a standard convolution.

We apply the same techniques as the one for the GenFac-algorithm presented in [33] or
originally in [40]. To simplify notation, we set k∗ := k − |S| in the following. We define two
functions a1, a2 : [0,maxX]k∗ × [0, k∗maxX] × [0,m] → Fp, for some prime p > 2|E|. For
i = 1, 2, for all F ∈ [0, k∗maxX], and for all f ′ : S → [0,maxX], we set:

ai(f, F, s) :=

ζ(ci)(〈f>, f ′〉, s) if
∥∥f ′∥∥ = F

0 otherwise
where

∥∥f ′∥∥ :=
∑
v∈Bt

f ′(v).

It suffices to compute the following cyclic (i.e., addition is done modulo maxX + 1) and
non-cyclic convolution for all f ′ ∈ [0,maxX]k∗ , F ∈ [0, k∗maxX], and s ∈ [0,m]:

a(f ′, F, s) :=
∑

f1+f2≡f ′

∑
F1+F2=F
s1+s2=s

a1(f1, F1, s1) · a2(f2, F2, s2)

Then, for all f ′ : S̄ → [0,maxX] and s ∈ [0,m], we set ζ(c)(〈f>, f ′〉, s) = a(f ′,
∥∥f ′∥∥ , s).

Though the sum ranges over f1 + f2 ≡ f ′ where the addition is computed modulo maxX + 1
for each component, we effectively just sum values if f1 + f2 = f . This is due to the fact
that we otherwise have that ‖f1‖+‖f2‖ >

∥∥f ′∥∥.
By Lemma 3 in [40], we can compute all table entries ζ(c)(f, s) in time

O
(

(maxX + 1)k
∗
·m ·maxX · k∗ ·

(
k∗ log(maxX + 1) + log(k∗m ·maxX)

))
. J

Now, we can prove how to compute the table entries for the join nodes.

Proof of Lemma 2.1. First, we compute the zeta transform of c1 and c2 by invoking
Lemma 2.3. This takes time O((maxX + 2)kkm).

Lemma 2.4 shows how to handle the case when the set of vertices mapped to > is fixed.
Actually we do not have this assumption as we consider all possible functions f . Instead,
we iterate over all subsets S ⊆ Bt and guess by this the vertices v with f(v) = >. Then,
for each such S, we compute ζ(c)(f, s) where f−1(>) = S. We use the binomial theorem to
bound the running time for this computation:∑

S⊆Bt

O
(

(maxX + 1)k−|S| ·m ·maxX · k2 · log(m ·maxX)
)

=O
(
m ·maxX · k2 · log(m ·maxX)

)
·
∑
s∈[0,k]

(
k

s

)
· (maxX + 1)k−s

=O
(
m ·maxX · k2 · log(m ·maxX)

)
· (maxX + 2)k

Using Lemma 2.3, we recover the values of c from ζ(c) in time O((maxX + 2)kkm). By this
the final running time follows. J
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2.2 Parameterizing by the Number of Excluded Degrees
In this section we prove Theorem 1.4 which shows that AntiFactorx is FPT parameterized
by treewidth and the size x of the set. We first show a naive algorithm, i.e., the standard
dynamic programming approach, solving the problem. In a second step, we improve this
algorithm by using representative sets. That is, we do not store all solutions but only so
much information such that we can correctly solve the decision and optimization version.

2.2.1 Naive Algorithm
Let Xv ⊆ N be the set assigned to vertex v with |Xv| ≤ x. Let n be the number of vertices
of G and m the number of edges of G. Let U = [0, n] be the universe of the values in the
following.

The idea is to fill a table ParSol[·, ·] with partial solutions. That is, for all nodes t of the
tree decomposition with bag Bt of size k and all s ∈ [0,m], we have ParSol[t, s] ⊆ UBt and
a ∈ ParSol[t, s] if and only if there is a set S ⊆ Et with |S| = s such that degS(v) /∈ Xv, for
all v ∈ Vt \Bt, and degS(v) = a[v], for all v ∈ Bt.

Dynamic Program. Initialize the table ParSol with ∅ for every entry. We fill the table
iteratively, for all nodes t of the tree decomposition and all s ∈ [0,m], in the following way,
depending on s and the type of t.
Leaf Node. As Bt = ∅, we set ParSol[t, 0] := {∅}.
Introduce Vertex Node. Assume v is introduced at t, i.e., Bt = Bt′ ∪ {v}. We define

ParSol[t, s] := {av 7→0 | a ∈ ParSol[t′, s]}.

Introduce Edge Node. Assume the edge e = uv is introduced at the node t. We combine
the cases where e is not selected for the solution and where e is selected. Thus, we define:

ParSol[t, s] := ParSol[t′, s] ∪ {au7→a(u)+1,v 7→a(v)+1 | a ∈ ParSol[t′, s− 1]}.

Forget Node. Assume vertex v is forgotten at t, i.e., Bt = Bt′ \ {v}. We define

ParSol[t, s] := {a|Bt | a ∈ ParSol[t′, s] : a[v] /∈ Xv}.

Join Node. Assume t1 and t2 are the two children of t with Bt = Bt1 = Bt2 . Then we define

ParSol[t, s] := {a1 + a2 | a1 ∈ ParSol[t1, s1], a2 ∈ ParSol[t2, s2], s1 + s2 = s}.

Let r be the root of the tree decomposition with Br = ∅. For a given s ∈ [0,m], the algorithm
finally checks if ParSol[r, s] 6= ∅, i.e., ParSol[r, s] contains the empty vector. Otherwise no
solution exists. The correctness of this algorithm follows directly from its definition. Note
that the computation might take time Ω(ntw+1) since the largest bag has size tw + 1.

2.2.2 Improving the Naive Algorithm
The final algorithm is based on the naive algorithm but makes use of so-called representative
sets to keep the size of the set stored for each node of the tree decomposition small.

We first define the notion of representative set to state the final algorithm. In Section 3
we show how to actually compute the representative sets.
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I Definition 2.5 (H-Compatibility). Let H = (U ∪̇ V,E) be an undirected (potentially
infinite) bipartite graph. We say that a ∈ U is H-compatible with b ∈ V , denoted by a ∼H b,
if (a, b) ∈ E. 4

Based on this compatibility notation, we define the H-representation of a set.

I Definition 2.6 (H-Representation). Let H = (U ∪̇ V,E) be an undirected (potentially
infinite) bipartite graph. For any S ⊆ U , we say that S ′ ⊆ S H-represents S, denoted by
S ′ ⊆H-rep S if for every b ∈ V : ∃a ∈ S : a ∼H b ⇐⇒ ∃a′ ∈ S ′ : a′ ∼H b.

For the algorithm we make use of this H-compatibility and H-representation where we use
the following graphs.

I Definition 2.7 (Compatibility Graph). For a set B = {v1, . . . , vk} of k vertices with sets
X1, . . . , Xk of excluded degrees, we define the compatibility graph CB as follows:

V (CB) = Uk ∪̇ V k where the elements in U, V are copies of numbers, i.e., U, V = N.
E(CB) = {((i1, . . . , ik), (j1, . . . , jk)) | ∀ ` ∈ [k] : i` + j` 6∈ X`}.

For a node t with bag Bt of the tree decomposition, we denote by Ct the graph CBt .

The intuition is that the vertices in Uk represent the degrees of the constructed partial
solution. The vertices in V k correspond to the degrees of some (disjoint) partial solution one
might see in the future. The edges then “check” whether both solutions can be combined,
i.e., the degree of each vertex is valid with respect to the union of the solutions.

Final Algorithm. The improved algorithm applies the same operations as the naive algorithm
to fill a table c. Then, the algorithm computes a Ct-representative set for the table entries
and just stores these values in c. Only these values are used in the next steps to compute
the other table entries.

We show that this preserves the correctness of the algorithm.

B Claim 2.8. For all t, s: c[t, s] ⊆Ct-rep ParSol[t, s].

Proof. For ease of notation, we write a ∼t b in the following if we mean a ∼Ct b. When given
an a ∈ ParSol[t, s], we denote an arbitrary partial solution that agrees with a by S(a).

Let ĉ[t, s] be the table entry before the algorithm computes the representative set. By the
transitivity of H-representation, it suffices to show that ĉ[t, s] ⊆Ct-rep ParSol[t, s] to prove the
claim. As ĉ[t, s] ⊆ ParSol[t, s], it suffices to show the forward direction from the definition of
Ct-representation. The proof is a structural induction on the tree decomposition.
Leaf Node. Obviously true as ParSol[t, s] only contains the empty vector.
Introduce Vertex Node. Let v be the vertex introduced at t and let t′ be the unique child

of t. Given some a ∈ ParSol[t, s] and some b such that a ∼t b.
As v is not incident to any edges yet, a[v] = 0 which implies b[v] /∈ Xv. Thus, a|Bt′ ∼t′ b|Bt′
and a|Bt′ ∈ ParSol[t′, s]. The induction hypothesis gives us some a′ ∈ c[t′, s] such that
a′ ∼t′ b|Bt′ . Thus, a

′
v 7→0 ∼t b and further a′v 7→0 ∈ ĉ[t, s].

Introduce Edges Node. Let uv be the edge introduced at t and let t′ be the unique child of
t. Given some a ∈ ParSol[t, s] and some b such that a ∼t b.

If uv /∈ S(a), then a ∈ ParSol[t′, s] and the induction hypothesis provides some
a′ ∈ c[t′, s] with a′ ∼t′ b. We further get a′ ∈ ĉ[t, s].

4 Though the graph is undirected, we use tuples to denote the edges. By this the first value denotes the
vertex from U and the second value the vertex from V .
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If uv ∈ S(a), let a = au 7→a(u)−1,v 7→a(v)−1. Observe that a ∈ ParSol[t′, s − 1] and
a ∼t′ b where b = bu7→b(u)+1,v 7→b(v)+1. Again, the induction hypothesis provides some
a′ ∈ c[t′, s − 1] such that a′ ∼t′ b. With a′ = a′u7→a′(u)+1,v 7→a′(v)+1, we then directly
get a′ ∈ ĉ[t, s] and further a′ ∼t b.

Forget Node. Let v be the vertex forgotten at t and let t′ be the unique child of t. Given
some a ∈ ParSol[t, s] and some b such that a ∼t b.
There must be some c /∈ Xv such that av 7→c ∈ ParSol[t′, s]. Further av 7→c ∼t′ bv 7→0.
The IH provides some a′ ∈ c[t′, s] such that a′ ∼t′ bv 7→0. Hence, a′[v] /∈ Xv and thus,
a′|Bt ∈ ĉ[t, s] and a′|Bt ∼t b.

Join Node. Let t1 and t2 be the children of t. Given some a ∈ ParSol[t, s] and some b such
that a ∼t b.
By the definition of the tree decomposition, S(a) can be partitioned according to the
decomposition. Thus, there are a1 ∈ ParSol[t1, s1] and a2 ∈ ParSol[t2, s2] such that
a1 + a2 = a and s1 + s2 = s. From the definition of Ct-compatibility, we directly get
a1 ∼t b+ a2 and a2 ∼t b+ a1.
The induction hypothesis provides some a′1 ∈ c[t1, s1] such that a′1 ∼t b + a2. As this
is equivalent to a2 ∼t b + a′1, we can apply the induction hypothesis once more to get
some a′2 ∈ c[t2, s2] such that a′2 ∼t b+ a′1. As this is equivalent to a′1 + a′2 ∼t b, the claim
follows since a′1 + a′2 ∈ ĉ[t, s]. C

I Lemma 2.9. Assume there is an algorithm that can, for given B = {v1, . . . , vk} with
|Xv| ≤ x for all v ∈ B, compute, for a set S ⊆ [0, n]k, a new set S ′ ⊆CB -rep S of size Size(k)
in time Time(k, |S|), where Time and Size are allowed to depend on CB and x.

Then, we can decide, for a given AntiFactorx instance, whether there is a solution of size
exactly s in time Time(tw+1, (m+1)·Size(tw+1)2)nO(1) and Time(pw+1, 2 Size(pw+1))nO(1)

given a tree and a path decomposition of width tw and pw, respectively.

Proof. We can assume that Time and Size are non-decreasing functions and inductively that
the size of the given table entries is bounded by Size(tw + 1). The running time follows
immediately by bounding the size of c[t, s] and then computing its representative set. The
correctness follows directly from Claim 2.8. J

3 Computing Representative Sets

As mentioned in the previous section, one can think of Ct-compatibility as checking whether
the given partial solution of degree a fits together with some partial solution of degree c
arriving in the future. This is done via the bipartition of the compatibility graph and the
(non-)existence of the edges, i.e., checking if a+ c is not in X. To compute the representative
set we avoid this two step procedure by defining the more standard k-q-compatibility.

I Definition 3.1 (k-q-Compatibility). Let k and q be positive integers. For an a ∈ Nk and a
b ∈

(N
q

)k, we say a is k-q-compatible with b, denoted by a ∼kq b, if and only if, for all i ∈ [k],
it holds that a[i] /∈ b[i].

For our purposes we can relate the two compatibility definitions as follows: In Ct-compatibility
one computes a+ c and checks if a+ c /∈ X. Instead k-q-compatibility checks if a /∈ X − c.
While both checks are equivalent at this point, the new compatibility version considers all
possible sets of size at most q = |X| and not just X − c for all c. Hence, k-q-compatibility is
independent from the sets Xv which are assigned to the vertices v of the graph.
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I Remark. One can also define k-q-compatibility using H-compatibility for a bipartite graph
H from Definition 2.6: One side of the nodes represents Nk and the other side

(N
q

)k. Then,
we have an edge between a ∈ Nk and b ∈

(N
q

)k if and only if a[i] /∈ b[i] for all i ∈ [k].

We extend the notion of compatibility in the standard way to k-q-representation.

I Definition 3.2 (k-q-Representation). Let k and q be positive integers. Given a set S ⊆ Nk,
and a set S ′ ⊆ S. We say S ′ k-q-represents S, denoted by S ′ ⊆kq-rep S, if and only if for all
b ∈

(N
q

)k: ∃a ∈ S : a ∼kq b ⇐⇒ ∃a′ ∈ S ′ : a′ ∼kq b.

For both notations, we omit the value k from the notation if k = 1. It remains to check that
k-q-compatibility generalizes Ct-compatibility.

I Lemma 3.3. Let B be a set of k vertices where each v ∈ B is assigned a set Xv such that
|Xv| ≤ x. Then, the following holds for all S,S ′ ⊆ Nk: If S ′ ⊆kx-rep S, then S ′ ⊆CB -rep S.

Proof. To simplify notation we set C = CB in the following.
Let a ∈ S be such that there is some b ∈ Nk with a ∼C b. This implies that a[v]+b[v] /∈ Xv

for all v ∈ B. Rearranging terms yields a[v] /∈ Xv − b[v] := {z − b[v] | z ∈ Xv} from which
we get that a ∼kx (X1 − b[v1], . . . , Xk − b[vk]). As S ′ ⊆kx-rep S, there is some a′ ∈ S ′ such
that a′ ∼kx (X1 − b[v1], . . . , Xk − b[vk]). We directly get a′[v] /∈ Xv − b[v] or equivalently
a′[v] + b[v] /∈ Xv, for all v ∈ B. By the definition of C-representation, we get a′ ∼C b. J

Matroids. For the computation of the representative sets we make use of matroids. They
allow us to formally state the operations we are using.

I Definition 3.4 (Matroid). A matroid is a pairM = (E, I), where we refer to I ⊆ 2E as
the independent sets ofM, satisfying the following axioms:
1. ∅ ∈ I
2. if I1 ⊆ I2 and I2 ∈ I, then I1 ∈ I
3. if I1, I2 ∈ I and |I1| < |I2|, then there is some x ∈ I2 \ I1 such that I1 ∪ {x} ∈ I
In this paper we consider only uniform matroids as they are sufficient for our purpose.

I Definition 3.5 (Uniform Matroid). Let U be some universe with n elements and r ∈ N.
Then, Ur,n = (U,

(
U
≤r
)
) is the uniform matroid of rank r, that is, the matroid over the ground

set U where the independent sets are all subsets of U of size at most r.

Later the rank of these uniform matroids corresponds to the number of excluded degrees
(plus one). Since the matroid contains all subset of size at most the rank, we automatically
consider all possibilities for upcoming solutions.

There are results proving the existence of small representative sets for matroids [21, 22, 28].
Since these results are usually for general matroids, they also apply to uniform matroids
which we use here. However, as we are not considering a single matroid but the product of
several matroids, the previous results can only be applied partially to our setting. Moreover,
one can suspect that these results can be improved by exploiting properties of the uniform
matroids. In the following we show two different approaches to compute the representative
sets. Surprisingly both are incomparable to each other: The first method gives the faster
algorithm when parameterizing by treewidth while the second method gives the faster
algorithm when parameterizing by pathwidth.
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3.1 First Method
Our first algorithm is based on a previous result for computing representative sets. Despite
the fact that Lemma 3.6 is a special case of Lemma 3.4 in [28], our proof uses a completely
different technique as we exploit that the given matroids are uniform.

Let ω be the matrix multiplication coefficient in the following, i.e., ω < 2.37286 [2].

I Lemma 3.6. LetM1, . . . ,Mk be k uniform matroids, each of rank r, with integer universes
U1, . . . , Uk. Given a set S ⊆ U1× · · ·×Uk, we can find a set S ′ ⊆kr−1-rep S of size rk in time
O(|S| · rk(ω−1)k).

We essentially follow the proof of Theorem 12.15 in [15] and modify it at those places where
we can get better results. Before we start with the proof, we first introduce some notation
and results related to matroids.

It is known that every uniform matroids U = (U, I) of rank r can be represented by a
r × |U | Vandermonde matrix M (where the first row consists only of 1s) over the finite field
with p elements, where p must be larger than |U |. Each column of M then corresponds
to one element in U . If a subset of these columns is independent, then the corresponding
elements form an independent set in I. For all A ⊆ U , we define M (A) as the submatrix of
M consisting only of those columns that correspond to elements from A.

For a matrix M with r rows, let M [I] denote the submatrix of M containing only the
rows indexed by the elements of I ⊆ [r].

We use the following observation in the proof of Lemma 3.6.

I Observation 3.7 (Observation 12.17 in [15]). Let A ∈ U and B ⊆ U with |B| = r − 1.
Then, A ∼r−1 B if and only if det([M (A) |M (B)]) 6= 0.

Proof of Lemma 3.6. Assume that M1, . . . ,Mk are the matrix representations of the ma-
troidsM1, . . . ,Mk. Enumerate all elements I of [r]k in an arbitrary order I1, . . . , Irk .

Then, for all A ∈ S, we compute the vector vA, where, for all j ∈ [rk], we set

vA[j] :=
k∏
i=1

Mi[Ij [i], A[i]].

Construct a rk × |S| matrix Q, where the vectors vA are the columns of Q. Then, find a
column basis BQ of Q and output the set S ′ = {A | vA ∈ BQ} as solution. Obviously BQ
contains at most rk elements.

Computing the vectors vA takes time O(|S| · rk · k) in total. As the computation of the
basis takes time O(|S| · rk(ω−1)), the complete procedure requires time O(|S| · rk(ω−1) · k).

Correctness. It remains to show that the set S ′ indeed k-q-represents S. For this we start
with some observations about the vectors we just computed. Let A ∈ U1 × · · · × Uk and
B ∈

(
U1
r−1
)
× · · · ×

(
Uk
r−1
)
in the following.

By Observation 3.7 and the coordinatewise definition of k-q-compatibility, we get

A ∼kr−1 B ⇐⇒
k∏
i=1

det
([
M

(A[i])
i |M (B[i])

i

])
6= 0. (1)

Since |A[i]| = 1, it holds that, for all j ∈ [rk],

vA[j] =
k∏
i=1

Mi[Ij [i], A[i]] =
k∏
i=1

det
(
M

(A[i])
i [Ij [i]]

)
.
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Now, for all Ij , we define Ij ∈
(
r
r−1
)k such that Ij [`] := [r] \ {Ij [`]}, for all ` ∈ [k]. We set:

uB [j] =
k∏
i=1

det
(
M

(B[i])
i [Ij [i]]

)
.

To simplify notation, we set σj = (−1)
∑rk

i=1
Ij [i].

Using the Laplacian expansion to rewrite the computation of the determinant in Equiva-
lence (1), we get:

A ∼kr−1 B ⇐⇒
rk∑
j=1

σjvA[j]uB [j] 6= 0. (2)

Let A ∈ S such that A ∼kr−1 B for some suitable B. We know that
∑rk

j=1 σjvA[j]uB [j] 6= 0.
As we are given a column basis BQ for the matrix Q, we can write vA such that

vA =
∑
A′∈S′

λA′vA′ .

We can substitute this in the sum of Equivalence (2) to get

0 6=
rk∑
j=1

σjvA[j]uB [j] =
rk∑
j=1

∑
A′∈S′

λA′σjvA′ [j]uB [j] =
∑
A′∈S′

λA′
rk∑
j=1

σjvA′ [j]uB [j].

Hence, there must be at least one A′ ∈ S ′ such that
∑rk

j=1 σjvA′ [j]uB[j] 6= 0. By Equiva-
lence (2), this implies that A′ ∼kr−1 B which completes the proof. J

To finish the algorithm for AntiFactorx from Theorem 1.4, it remains, by Lemma 3.3, to
compute a k-x-representative set as |Xv| ≤ x. To achieve this we define k uniform matroids
with universe {0, . . . , n} and rank x+ 1. Then, plugging in the values from Lemma 3.6 into
Lemma 2.9, directly gives the following result. Note that we can assume x ≤ n.

I Corollary 3.8. Given a tree and a path decomposition, AntiFactorx can be solved in
time (x+ 1)(ω+1)·twnO(1) and (x+ 1)ω·pwnO(1), respectively.

3.2 Second Method
Kratsch and Wahlström showed [28, Lemma 3.4] a method to compute representative set of
products of matroids when the underlying matroid is general. It is known that computing
representative sets for a single uniform matroid can be done faster ([21, Section 4] and [39,
Section 3]). As the result by Kratsch and Wahlström heavily depends on the algorithm
for general matroids (i.e., they do not use it as a black box), we cannot combine it with
the improved algorithms for uniform matroids. In the previous section we modified an
algorithm to exploit the properties of uniform matroids. In this section, we directly use the
faster algorithm for a single uniform matroid to give algorithms not depending on matrix
multiplication.

I Lemma 3.9 (Modified version of Theorem 4.15 in [21]). There is an algorithm that, for a
universe U of size n, given a set S ⊆

(
U
p

)
and an integer q, computes in time O(|S| · (1−

t)−q · 2o(q+p) · logn) a subfamily S ′ ⊆q-rep S such that |S ′| ≤ t−p(1− t)−q · 2o(q+p). Where
0 < t < 1 can be chosen arbitrarily.
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We combine Lemma 3.9 with the result from Lemma 2.9 to prove Lemma 3.10.

I Lemma 3.10. Assuming a tree and path decomposition is given, AntiFactorx can be
solved in time (x+ 1)4.1·tw2o(x·tw)nO(1) and (x+ 1)2.28·pw2o(x·pw)nO(1), respectively.

Proof. Let U = [0, n]. By Theorem 1.4, it remains to compute the representative set of a
given set S. Create k copies U (1), . . . , U (k) of U , that is U (i) = {j(i) | j ∈ U}, and define
Û = U (1) ∪ · · · ∪ U (k). The copies of the universe allow us to distinguish between the values
for the different dimensions. For all A ∈ S, we let Â := {u(i)

j | A[i] = uj} and define
Ŝ := {Â | A ∈ S}.

Finally, we define M to be the uniform matroid of rank (x + 1)k with universe Û of
k(n+ 1) elements. Clearly all sets in Ŝ are independent sets. Then, we apply Lemma 3.9
with p = k and q = xk where we choose the parameter t later to get a set Ŝ ′ ⊆xk-rep Ŝ of
size |Ŝ ′| ≤ t−k(1− t)−xk · 2o(xk+k) in time |Ŝ| · (1− t)−xk · 2o(xk+k) · log kn.

It remains to set t such that the running time of the final algorithm is minimized. For
the parameterization by treewidth this means minimizing(

t−k(1− t)−xk · 2o(xk+k)
)2
· (1− t)−xk · 2o(xk+k) · log kn ≤ t−2k(1− t)−3xk · 23·o(xk) · logn.

It suffices to minimize t−2(1 − t)−3x which is achieved by setting t = 2/(3x + 2). When
replacing this in the above runtime the claim follows by simple computations. The coefficient
follows from considering the case for x = 2, which is maximizing the runtime. 5

For the parameterization by pathwidth we have to choose a different parameter as we
can exploit that there are no join nodes. We minimize

2 · t−k(1− t)−xk · 2o(xk+k) · (1− t)−xk · 2o(xk+k) · log kn ≤ t−k(1− t)−2xk · 22·o(xk) · logn

by setting t = 1/(2x+ 1) which leads to the claimed running time. J

4 Half-Induced Matchings

In this section, we introduce half-induced matchings and show relations to compatibility
graphs and representative sets. We use these properties later to prove the lower bounds for
the decision and optimization version of X-AntiFactor and AntiFactorx.

I Definition 4.1 (Half-induced Matching). Let G = (U ∪̇ V,E) be a bipartite graph. G has a
half-induced matching of size ` if there are pairwise different a1, . . . , a` ∈ U and pairwise
different b1, . . . , b` ∈ V such that (1) (ai, bi) ∈ E, for all i, but (2) (ai, bj) 6∈ E, for all j > i.

By an abuse of notation, CX denotes the compatibility graph for a vertex with set X of
forbidden degrees. We show that arithmetic progressions in the set of excluded degrees are
sufficient to obtain large half-induced matchings in the corresponding compatibility graph.

I Lemma 4.2. If X contains an arithmetic progression of length `, but not one of length
`+ 1, then CX has a half-induced matching of size `+ 1.

Proof. Let a, a + d, a + 2d, . . . , a + (` − 1)d ∈ X be an arithmetic progression with d ≥ 1
such that a+ `d 6∈ X. We construct the following half-induced matching in CX where, for all
i ∈ [`+ 1], we set ai := d(i− 1) and bi := a+ (`+ 1− i)d.

5 The case where x ≤ 1 is polynomial time solvable and thus not relevant.
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Then, for all i ∈ [`+1], we have ai+bi = d(i−1)+a+(`+1− i)d = a+`d 6∈ X and hence,
(ai, bi) ∈ E(CX). Similarly, for all i ∈ [`] and all i < j ∈ [` + 1], we have (ai, bj) 6∈ E(CX)
because ai + bj = d(i− 1) + a+ (`+ 1− j)d = a+ (`+ i− j)d ∈ X. J

Conversely to the previous lemma, we also prove that arithmetic progressions are necessary
to obtain large half-induced matchings.

I Lemma 4.3. Let X ⊆ N with |X| = ` ≥ 2. Suppose CX contains a half-induced matching
of size `+ 1. Then, X is an arithmetic progression.

Proof. Let a1, . . . , a`+1 and b1, . . . , b`+1 be the vertices of the half-induced matching of size
`+ 1 in CX . Then, we have the following constraints:

a1 + b2 ∈ X, a1 + b3 ∈ X, . . . , a1 + b`+1 ∈ X
a2 + b3 ∈ X, . . . , a2 + b`+1 ∈ X

Let X = {x1, x2, . . . , x`} where xi ≤ xi+1. From a1 + bj 6= a1 + bj′ for any j 6= j′, we get

{a1 + b2, a1 + b3, . . . , a1 + b`+1} = X.

Now, consider the second set of constraints. As the bj are pairwise different, there is some i
such that

{a2 + b3, a2 + b4, . . . , a2 + b`+1} = X \ {xi}.

We set d := a2 − a1. Assuming d > 0, we get x` + d /∈ X and thus

{x1 + d, x2 + d, x3 + d, . . . , x`−1 + d} = X \ {xi}.

Now, observe that x1 cannot belong to the left-hand side because d > 0 and x1 = min(X).
Thus, we have that i = 1. Similarly, for a2 − a1 = d < 0 we can argue that i = `. Without
loss of generality consider the former case. Then, we have that xi + d = xi+1, for all i ∈ [`].
Hence, X is an arithmetic progression of length `. J

For a graph C and an integer k > 1, we extend ∼C and ⊆C-rep to k dimensions, denoted by
∼kC and ⊆kC-rep, such that the C-compatibility must hold for each dimension.

I Lemma 4.4. Let X ⊆ N, and ε > 0 and ` ≥ 2 be constants. Then, there exists a constant
k depending only on ε and ` such that the following holds. Suppose the compatibility graph
CX contains a half-induced matching of size `. Then, there is a set S ⊆ Nk such that every
representative set S ′ ⊆kCX-rep S has size |S ′| ≥ (`− ε)k.

Before we prove the lemma, we briefly discuss its implications. The running time of the
algorithm for X-AntiFactor from Theorem 1.4 depends on the size of the representative
sets computed. Lemma 4.4 implies that any such algorithm using representative sets in a
similar way takes time at least (`− ε)pw. This can be seen as an unconditional version of the
lower bounds for the decision and optimization version shown in Theorems 5.4 and 6.2.

Proof. We set the value of k later. Let the half-induced matching be between A,B ⊆ N
with A = {a1, . . . , a`} and B = {b1, . . . , b`}. We define indexing functions indA and indB
such that indA(ai) = indB(bi) = i. For s ∈ Ak, we define indA(s) =

∑
i∈[k] indA(s[i]). We

partition Ak into sets Sq with q ∈ [` · k] such that

Sq = {s ∈ Ak | indA(s) = q}.
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Hence, there exists some q′ ∈ [` · k] such that

|Sq′ | ≥
`k

` · k
.

Let S = Sq′ be the set for which we want a lower bound on the size of its representative sets.
To simplify notation, we let q = q′. Now, consider some s ∈ S. We claim that s is the unique
compatible element for t ∈ Bk, where

t[i] = bindA(s[i]).

It is clear that s ∼kCX t. Suppose there is some other s′ ∈ S such that s′ ∼kCX t. Then,
since indA(s) = indA(s′) = q and since s 6= s′, there is some index j such that indA(s[j]) >
indA(s′[j]). The jth index of s′+t is aindA(s′[j])+bindA(s[j]) because s′[j] = aindA(s′[j]). However,
observe that this sum must be in X from the fact that there is a half-induced matching
between A and B in CX and the fact that indA(s[j]) > indA(s′[j]). This is a contradiction,
implying that s is the only compatible partner of t. Thus, s is forced to belong to any
representative set S ′ ⊆kCX -rep S.

Since the above argument holds for all s ∈ S, we conclude that the only representative set
for S is itself. Now, we set k to be large enough such that k log(`− ε) ≤ k log(`)− log(` · k).
Then, we have

|S| ≥ `k

` · k
≥ (`− ε)k. J

We conjecture that the converse of Lemma 4.4 is also true. For example, for X =
{10, 100, 1000, . . .} the largest half-induced matching in CX is of size three, a constant,
(even though X itself is infinite). Intuitively, the size of the representative set itself must be
small because knowing any two forbidden degrees of a vertex in the future solution is enough
for us to deduce the degree of the vertex in the partial solution.

I Conjecture 4.5. Let X ⊆ N and ` ≥ 2 be a constant. Then, there exists a constant k
depending only on ` such that the following holds. Suppose the largest half-induced matching in
CX has size `. Then, every S ⊆ Nk has a representative set S ′ ⊆kCX-rep S with |S ′| ≤ `k+o(k).

Recall, the runtime of the algorithm in Theorem 1.3 depends on maxX but the lower bound
in Theorem 5.4 on the size ` of the half-induced matching. With Conjecture 4.5 it seems
reasonable to get algorithms for the decision and optimization version based on representative
sets with a running time depending on `. This would complement the lower bound. Note,
by Theorem 7.3, the (maxX + 2)pwnO(1) algorithm for the counting version is essentially
optimal.

5 Lower Bounds for the Decision Version

In this section we prove the lower bounds for the decision version of X-AntiFactor and
AntiFactorx. Instead of showing the lower bound directly, we first define the following
intermediate problem and show the hardness of this problem.

I Definition 5.1 (X-AntiFactorR). Let X ⊆ N be fixed and finite. Let G = (VS ∪̇ VC , E)
be a vertex labeled graph such that

all vertices in VS, called simple vertices, are labeled with set X,
all vertices v ∈ VC , called complex vertices, are labeled with a relation Rv that is given
as a truth table such that Rv ⊆ 2I(v) where I(v) is the set of edges incident to v in G.
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A set Ê ⊆ E is a solution for G if (1) for v ∈ VS: deg
Ê

(v) /∈ X and (2) for v ∈ VC :
I(v) ∩ Ê ∈ Rv.

X-AntiFactor with Relations (X-AntiFactorR) is the problem of deciding if such
an instance G has a solution.

We show our lower bounds based on this problem definition.

I Lemma 5.2 (Lower Bound for X-AntiFactorR). Let X ⊆ N be a fixed set which contains
a half-induced matching of size h ≥ 2.

Let fX : N→ R+ be an arbitrary function that may depend on the set X.
For every constant ε > 0, there is no algorithm that can solve X-AntiFactorR in time

(h− ε)pw+fX(∆∗)nO(1), where ∆∗ = maxbag B
∑
v∈B∩VC deg(v), even if we are given a path

decomposition of width pw, unless SETH fails.

In a second step we remove the relations and replace them by appropriate gadgets. To
be able to reuse the reduction later we introduce a slightly more general version of the
problem. For two finite sets X,Y ⊆ N, we define (X,Y )-AntiFactor as the generalization
of X-AntiFactor where we allow the sets X and Y to be assigned to the vertices. We show
hardness when 0 ∈ X and when max-gap(X) > 1. The former is to ensure that there are no
trivial solutions and the latter ensures that the problem is not polynomial-time solvable [12].
Recall that max-gap(X) is the size of the largest contiguous sequence of integers not in X
but whose boundaries are in X.

I Lemma 5.3. Fix a finite set X ⊆ N such that 0 ∈ X and max-gap(X) > 1. Let
Y ⊆ N be arbitrary. There is a many-one reduction from Y -AntiFactorR to (X,Y )-
AntiFactor such that pathwidth increases by at most f(∆∗) and size by a factor of f(∆∗),
where ∆∗ = maxbag B

∑
v∈B∩VC deg(v).

By combining the lower bound for the intermediate problem from Lemma 5.2 with the reduc-
tion from Lemma 5.3, we can show the lower bounds for X-AntiFactor and AntiFactorx.

I Theorem 5.4 (Lower Bound for Decision Version I). Fix a finite set X ⊆ N such that
0 ∈ X and max-gap(X) > 1,
and X contains a half-induced matching of size h.

For every constant ε > 0, there is no algorithm that can solve X-AntiFactor in time
(h− ε)pwnO(1) even if we are given a path decomposition of width pw, unless SETH fails.

Proof. Let H be a given X-AntiFactorR instance for which we apply Lemma 5.3 with
X = Y to obtain the X-AntiFactor instance G.

We know nG ≤ nH · f(∆∗H) and pwG ≤ pwH + f(∆∗H). Assume we are given a faster
algorithm for X-AntiFactor and run this algorithm on the instance G in the following
time:

(h− ε)pwG · nO(1)
G ≤ (h− ε)pwH+f(∆∗H) · (nH · f(∆∗H))O(1)

≤ (h− ε)pwH+f(∆∗H)+f ′′(∆∗H) · nO(1)
H

≤ (h− ε)pwH+f ′′(∆∗H) · nO(1)
H

Thus, the running time directly contradicts SETH by Lemma 5.2. J

The following Theorem 5.5 extends Theorem 5.4 to the more general AntiFactorx problem
and shows a more informative lower bound.
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v

{h− 1}

(a) The simple vertex v before the modifications.

X

v′

vleft vright

RrightRleft

(b) The gadget replacing vertex v.

Figure 1 The transformation in the proof of Lemma 5.2. The red, orange, green, and blue edges
represent the left-external, left-internal, right-internal, and right-external edges, respectively.

I Theorem 5.5 (Lower Bound for Decision Version II). For all x ≥ 3 and ε > 0, AntiFactorx
cannot be solved in time (x + 1 − ε)pwnO(1) on graphs given with a path decomposition of
width pw, unless SETH fails.

Proof. We set Y := {2, 4, . . . , 2x} and X := {0, 2, 3}. By Lemma 4.2, Y contains a half-
induced matching of size x+ 1. Moreover, X contains a gap of size two.

We use Lemma 5.3 to transform a Y -AntiFactorR instance into an (X,Y )-AntiFactor
instance. From |X|, |Y | ≤ x and by the properties of X and Y , the claim follows directly. J

5.1 Replacing Finite Sets by Cofinite Sets

In this section, we prove Lemma 5.2, i.e., the lower bound for X-AntiFactorR, based on a
lower bound from [33] for the intermediate problem B-FactorR.

I Definition 5.6 (B-FactorR (Definition 4.1 in [33])). Let B ⊆ N be fixed of finite size.
G = (VS ∪̇ VC , E) is an instance of B-Factor with Relations (B-FactorR) if all nodes
in VS are labeled with set B and all nodes v ∈ VC are labeled with a relation Rv that is given
as a truth table such that the following holds:
1. Let I(v) be the set of edges incident to v in G. Then Rv ⊆ 2I(v).
2. There is an even cv > 0 such that for all x ∈ Rv we have hw(x) = cv.
A set Ê ⊆ E is a solution for G if (1) for v ∈ VS: deg

Ê
(v) ∈ B and (2) for v ∈ VC :

I(v) ∩ Ê ∈ Rv. B-FactorR is the problem of deciding if such an instance has a solution.
We call VS the set of simple nodes and VC the set of complex nodes.

We use the corresponding lower bound for B-FactorR and the restrictions to the graph as
a starting point for our construction.

I Lemma 5.7 (Corollaries 4.7 and 4.8 in the full version of [33]). Let B ⊆ N be a fixed and
finite set. Given a B-FactorR instance

and its path decomposition of width pw with ∆∗ = maxbag B
∑
v∈B∩VC deg(v),

moreover the simple vertices form an independent set and each simple vertex is only
connected to 2 complex nodes by exactly maxB (parallel) edges each,
and we are given the promise that with respect to any solution the degree of the simple
vertices is exactly maxB.

Assume B-FactorR can be solved in such a case in (maxB + 1− ε)pw+fB(∆∗)nO(1) time for
some ε > 0 and some function fB : N → R+ that may depend on the set B. Then SETH
fails. Moreover the result also holds for #B-FactorR and #SETH.

To show a lower bound for X-AntiFactorR, it suffices to replace the simple vertices with set
B by an appropriate gadgets consisting of simple vertices with set X and complex vertices.
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Modification of the Graph. Let a0, . . . , ah−1 and b0, . . . , bh−1 be the labels of the half-
induced matching of size h of X and let U be the maximum over these labels. Let H be a
B-FactorR instance as stated in Lemma 5.7 with maxB = h− 1.6 We replace each simple
vertex by the following gadget and keep the other vertices unchanged (see Figure 1).

By assumption, each simple vertex v is incident to 2(h− 1) edges which we can partition
into two sets of size h− 1 depending on their endpoints. We call these groups of edges the
left-external and right-external edges. We remove v and connect the left-external edges to a
new complex vertex vleft with relation Rleft. The right-external edges are connected similarly
to another new complex vertex vright with relation Rright. As a last step, we create a new
simple vertex v′ with set X. We connect v′ by U (parallel) edges to vleft and call these edges
the left-internal edges. Additionally, we connect v′ by U parallel edges to vright and call these
edges the right-internal edges.

The relation Rleft accepts if and only if, for some i ∈ [0, h− 1], exactly i left-external and
exactly ah−1−i left-internal edges are selected. Similarly, Rright accepts if and only if, for
some j ∈ [0, h− 1], exactly bj right-internal and exactly j right-external edges are selected.

We claim that the above replacement does not change the existence of solutions. For
this we show that the number of selected left-external edges plus the number of selected
right-external edges is at most h− 1 for each such modification. Then, by the properties in
Lemma 5.7, they sum to exactly h− 1 selected edges.

If i left-external edges are selected, then v′ is incident to ah−1−i selected left-internal
edges, by definition of Rleft. As Rright rejects when vright is incident to exactly k selected
right-internal edges where k 6= bj for all j, vertex v′ must be incident to bj right-internal
edges for some j. By the definition of the half-induced matching, we get ah−1−i + bj ∈ X if
j > h− 1− i. Thus, some bh−1−i−i′ with h− 1− i ≥ i′ ≥ 0 must be chosen. The relation
Rright maps the bh−1−i−i′ selected right-internal edges to h− 1− i− i′ selected right-external
edges. Thus, the gadget is incident to i+ (h− 1− i− i′) = h− 1− i′ ≤ h− 1 edges in total.

As v was only adjacent to complex vertices, we can merge the complex vertices vleft and
vright with the existing complex vertices and thus, also the corresponding relations.

We analyze how the size and the pathwidth change. Replacing the simple vertices by
the gadget does not change the pathwidth of the graph but only increases the degree of the
complex vertices (due to the merging of the relations). Hence, ∆∗ increases to at most ∆∗ ·U .
As U only depends on the set X, it can be bounded by f̂(maxX) for some function f̂ .

Proof of Lemma 5.2. Let H be a given B-FactorR instance where B = {h− 1} for which
we apply the above construction to obtain the X-AntiFactorR instance G.

Since the size and the pathwidth of G and H are the same, we denote them by n and pw
in the following. From the construction we get ∆∗G ≤ ∆∗H · f̂(maxX). Assume we are given
a faster algorithm for X-AntiFactorR for some function fX . We run this algorithm on the
instance G in the following time:

(h− ε)pw+fX(∆∗G) · nO(1) ≤ (h− ε)pw+fX(∆∗H ·f̂(maxX)) · nO(1)

≤ ((h− 1) + 1− ε)pw+f ′X(∆∗H) · nO(1)

As X is fixed, f̂(maxX) can be seen as part of the function f ′X which is allowed to depend
on B and thus also on X. By Lemma 5.7, the running time directly contradicts SETH. J

6 It actually suffices to set B = {h− 1}.
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5.2 Replacing the Relations
It remains to prove Lemma 5.3, where we replace the relations by appropriate graphs. We
use the same definition of realization as in [33].

I Definition 5.8 (Realization (Definition 5.1 in [33])). Let R ⊆ {0, 1}k be a relation. Let G
be a node-labeled graph with dangling edges D = {d1, . . . , dk} ⊆ E(G). We say that graph
G realizes R if for all D′ ⊆ D: D′ ∈ R if and only if there is a solution S ⊆ E(G) with
S ∩D = D′.

By assumption we have max-gap(X) > 1 and 0 ∈ X. Hence, we can use some of the
constructions from [33] although a careful analysis is necessary since we are now using the
cofinite set X and the original constructions are for finite sets. Nevertheless, this makes the
construction easier, as we know that X always contains an even and an odd number, e.g.,
maxX + 1 and maxX + 2.

I Definition 5.9. We denote by HW(d)
∈S the symmetric d-ary relation that only accepts if the

Hamming weight of the input (i.e., the number of ones) is contained in S.
To simplify notation we set HW(d)

=k = HW(d)
∈{k} and EQd = HW(d)

∈{0,d}. We call the latter
relations also equality relations.

We write HW=k for the set of all relations HW(d)
=k with d ≥ 1.

I Lemma 5.10. We can realize the relations HW(1)
=1 and EQk, for all k ≥ 1, by simple graphs

of at most k · (maxX)O(1) vertices of degree at most maxX + 3.

Proof. We use ideas from Lemma 5.4 and Item 1 of Lemma 5.8 in [33].
We first construct a HW(2)

=2 gadget. For this we take a clique with minX + 1 > 1 vertices
and split one edge into two dangling edges. As we know that any degree d ≤ minX is
forbidden, both dangling edges must always be selected.
Next, we realize HW(1)

∈{0,1} which is equivalent to EQ1. For this we take a new vertex
v and force 2d(maxX + 1)/2e edges to it by using d(maxX + 1)/2e copies of a HW(2)

=2
gadget. Adding one dangling edge to v gives the stated gadget, as the vertex v already
has 2d(maxX + 1)/2e ≥ maxX + 1 neighbors and adding more neighbors does not make
the solution invalid.
For a HW(1)

=1 gadget we connect a HW(2)
=2 gadget and a EQ1 gadget. The unused edge of the

HW(2)
=2 gadget acts as the dangling edge.

It suffices to realize EQd+1 where d = max-gap(X) > 1. Then, we can realize EQk for
arbitrary k by connecting ` = d(k − 2)/(d − 1)e copies of a EQd gadget in a path-like
manner. To k − `(d− 1)− 2 dangling edges we add one EQ1 gadget each such that the
EQd+1 gadget has the correct arity.
From max-gap(X) = d, we know that there is some a ≥ 1 such that [a, a+ d+ 1] ∩X =
[a+1, a+d]. We start with a new vertex v and force a edges to v using the HW(1)

=1 relations.
Then, it suffices to add d+ 1 dangling edges to v to realize EQd+1. J

We additionally need HW(k)
=1 gadgets which we realize next.

I Lemma 5.11. For all k ≥ 1, we can realize the relations HW(k)
=1 by simple graphs of at most

k · (maxX)O(1) vertices of degree at most maxX + 3.

Proof. It suffices to construct HW(2)
=1 and HW(3)

=1 as the case k = 1 transfers directly from
the previous lemma. Then, we realize the other relations inductively: Assume we already
realized HW(1)

=` for some ` ≥ 3. We connect a HW(1)
=` and a HW(1)

=3 node to a common HW(1)
=2 node.
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Replacing the relations by their realization, completes the construction. See Lemma 5.5 in
[33] for more details.

The construction of HW(2)
=1 and HW(3)

=1 follows the construction from Lemma 5.8 in [33].
Since X has a gap of size at least 2, there is some d ≥ 2 and some a ≥ 1 such that
[a, a+ d+ 1]∩X = {a, a+ d+ 1}. To construct HW(k)

=1 , for k = 2, 3, create two vertices u and
v. Create k copies of an EQ3 gadgets and for each copy connect one dangling edge to u, one
dangling edge to v, and use the last dangling edge as a dangling edge for the HW(k)

=1 gadget.
Attach a+ d pendant nodes with relation HW(1)

=1 to u and attach a− 1 pendant nodes with
relation HW(1)

=1 to v. This realizes HW(k)
=1 because at most one of the k edges connecting u to

the EQ3 gadgets can be selected since a− 1 + k ∈ X and at least 1 of the k edges connecting
v to the EQ3 gadgets has to be selected since a+ d ∈ X. J

Based on the results in [14] and their extension to B-Factor in Theorem 5.2 of [33], one
can easily show Lemma 5.12. These constructions use only EQk and HW(k)

=1 gadgets which are
available to us via Lemmas 5.10 and 5.11. Moreover, as we can realize EQk and HW(k)

=1 , for all
k, we do not need to impose any restrictions on the relations we want to realize.

I Lemma 5.12. Let R ⊆ {0, 1}e be any relation. Then, we can realize R by a simple graph
of at most f(e) · (maxX)O(1) vertices with degree at most maxX + 3.

With Lemma 5.12 we can prove the correctness of the second step of our reduction, which
removes the relations from the graph.

Proof of Lemma 5.3. For a given Y -AntiFactorR instance H, replace all complex ver-
tices and their relations by the realizations guaranteed by Lemma 5.12 to get an (X,Y )-
AntiFactor instance G. This step uses only vertices with set X while the vertices with set
Y remain unchanged.

Observe that the size of the realizations of a relation with degree d is bounded by f(d)
for some function f which might depend on X. By this we can bound the size of G by
nG ≤ nH ·f(∆∗H). We additionally modify the path decomposition. We replace each complex
vertex in a bag B by the vertices of the realization of the corresponding relation. Thus, the
size of the bags increases at most by ∆∗H · f(∆∗H) which can be bounded by f ′(∆∗H) for some
appropriate f ′. J

6 Lower Bounds for the Optimization Version

For the optimization version we need to consider the minimization and the maximization
version. Observe that when assuming 0 ∈ X (i.e., the empty set is not a valid solution),
the hardness and lower bounds for these two problems follow from the decision version.
Further, the minimization version is trivial if 0 /∈ X, as the empty set is the unique smallest
solution. Thus, it suffices to focus on the maximization version where 0 /∈ X, i.e., the empty
set is always a valid solution. As the optimization version is polynomial time solvable if all
gaps are of size at most one [18], we can assume that at least one gap has size at least two.
Surprisingly it can be shown that if there is only one gap of size larger than two and this gap
is from 1 to k for some k ≥ 1, then the maximization version can be solved in polynomial
time.

I Theorem 6.1. Let X = [1, k] for some k ≥ 1. Then, Max-X-AntiFactor can be solved
in polynomial time.
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Proof. We want to find a subset of edges such that every vertex has either 0 or at least k+ 1
selected incident edges.

The algorithm is as follows, where V are the vertices of the given graph G and G[W ]
returns the induced graph on the vertices of W ⊆ V :
1. Let W = V .
2. Repeatedly remove all vertices v ∈W with degG[W ](v) ≤ k from W .
3. Return E(G[W ]) as the solution.
Clearly the algorithm runs in polynomial time, as each vertex can be removed at most once
and the check of the degree can be done in time linear in the size of the graph.

As each vertex in W has degree at least k and the vertices in V \W have degree 0, the
output is a valid solution. Observe that all vertices in V \W must have degree 0 for all
possible solutions. Thus, all solutions must be a subset of the edges of the induced graph
G[W ]. Hence, the returned solution is indeed maximum. J

For the case when 0 6∈ X together with X 6= [1, k], for all k ≥ 1, we show similar lower
bounds as for the decision version. These lower bounds are again based on half-induced
matchings.
I Theorem 6.2 (Lower Bound for Maximization Version I). Fix a finite set X ⊆ N such that

max-gap(X) > 1
and X contains a half-induced matching of size h ≥ 2.

For every constant ε > 0, there is no algorithm that can solve Max-X-AntiFactor in time
(h− ε)pwnO(1) even if we are given a path decomposition of width pw, unless SETH fails.
The underlying reduction is again split into two parts. The first one is a lower bound for
Max-X-AntiFactorR and follows the same procedure as for the decision version.
I Lemma 6.3 (Lower Bound for Max-X-AntiFactorR). Let X ⊆ N be a fixed set such
that it contains a half-induced matching of size h ≥ 2.

Let fX : N→ R+ be an arbitrary function that may depend on X.
For every constant ε > 0, there is no algorithm that can solve Max-X-AntiFactorR in

time (h− ε)pw+fX(∆∗)nO(1), where ∆∗ = maxbag B
∑
v∈B∩VC deg(v), even if we are given a

path decomposition of width pw, unless SETH fails.
As for the decision version, the second step follows the ideas from [33] but we have to
modify the constructions to take care of the cofinite set of allowed degrees. We define
Max-(X,Y )-AntiFactor in the natural way, as we did for the decision version.
I Lemma 6.4. Fix a finite set X ⊆ N such that 0 /∈ X and max-gap(X) > 1 but X 6= [1, k],
for all k ≥ 1. Let Y ⊆ N be arbitrary.

There is a many-one reduction from Max-Y -AntiFactorR to Max-(X,Y )-AntiFactor
such that pathwidth increases by at most f(∆∗), the size by a factor of f(∆∗), and the degree
to at least maxX + 2, where ∆∗ = maxbag B

∑
v∈B∩VC deg(v).

Using Lemmas 6.3 and 6.4, we prove the lower bound when parameterizing by the set.

Proof of Theorem 6.2. The proof combines Lemmas 6.3 and 6.4. The analysis of the size
and the running time is the same as for the decision version in Theorem 5.4. J

Additionally, we show a lower bound when parameterizing by the number of excluded degrees.
Again this proof follows the one from the decision version.
I Theorem 6.5 (Lower Bound for Maximization Version II). For all x ≥ 3 and ε > 0, Max-
AntiFactorx cannot be solved in time (x + 1 − ε)pwnO(1) on graphs given with a path
decomposition of width pw, unless SETH fails.
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6.1 Replacing the Relations
We can again use some of the machinery from the lower bound for Max-B-Factor in [33].
As for the decision version, we need to carefully check the construction as the set of allowed
degrees is now cofinite.

We start by defining the realization of a relation for the maximization version which
varies slightly from the definition for the decision version, as we cannot rule out the existence
of solutions in all cases.

I Definition 6.6 (Realization (cf. Definition 6.1 in [33])). Let R ⊆ {0, 1}k be a relation. Let
G be a graph with dangling edges D = {d1, . . . , dk}. We say that G realizes R with penalty
β if we can efficiently construct/find an α > 0 such that for every D′ ⊆ D:

If D′ ∈ R, then there is a solution S ⊆ E(G) such that S ∩D = D′ and |S| = α.
If D′ 6∈ R, then, for every solution S ⊆ E(G) such that S ∩D = D′, we have |S| ≤ α− β.

The construction of the most basic building block, i.e., forcing edges to be in the solution,
still applies since there is a gap of size at least 2 in X.

I Lemma 6.7 (Lemma 6.6 in [33]). There is a function f : N→ N such that the following
holds. We can realize HW(2)

=2 (with distinct portal vertices) with arbitrary penalty β by simple
graphs using f(β) vertices with set X and degree at most maxX + 1.

We use this as a building block to realize HW(k)
=1 and EQk relations, following which we argue

that all relations can be realized.

I Lemma 6.8. There is a function f : N × N → N such that the following holds. For any
k ≥ 1, we can realize HW(k)

=1 and EQk with arbitrary penalty β by simple graphs using f(β, k)
vertices of degree at most maxX + 3.

Proof. We know max-gap(X) > 1. Let a ≥ 0 be such that [a, a+ d+ 1] ∩X = [a+ 1, a+ d].
We realize the relations in several steps since some of our constructions for HW(k)

=1 depend on
EQk′ gadgets and vice versa.

HW(1)
∈{0,1}:

7 Force at least maxX + 1 edges to a new vertex v by d(maxX + 1)/2e copies
of a HW(2)

=2 node. Add one dangling edge to this vertex v and replace all nodes by their
realizations. Note that the relation HW(1)

∈{0,1} is always satisfied and hence, we never need
the penalty of the HW(2)

=2 nodes, i.e., setting it to 1 is already sufficient.
HW(1)

=1: We connect a HW(2)
=2 gadget to a HW(1)

∈{0,1} gadget from above. Replace both relations
by their realizations with penalty β + 1. It is clear that unless the dangling edge is
selected, we have a penalty of at least β because the relation HW(2)

=2 is not satisfied.
HW(d+1)
∈{0,d+1}: Start with a new vertex and force a edges to it by making it adjacent to a

copies of a HW(1)
=1 node. Further, add d+ 1 dangling edges to the new vertex and replace

all nodes by their realization with a penalty of β + 2.
HW(2)

=1: Create two complex vertices v1 and v2 with relation HW(d+1)
∈{0,d+1}. For all i ∈ [d− 1]

(we know d− 1 ≥ 1), create a new vertex ui, connect it to v1 and v2, and attach a+ d

vertices with relation HW(1)
=1 to ui. Unless the HW(1)

=1 nodes incur a penalty, each ui needs
at least one of their edges to v1 or v2 to be selected because a+ d ∈ X.

7 Strictly speaking this gadget does not realize HW(1)
∈{0,1} as the solution size varies depending on whether

the dangling edge is selected or not. We write EQ1 if we use a gadget that is indeed realizing this relation.
The same holds for such gadgets of higher degree.
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Now we have two cases. If a > 0, then connect v1 and v2 to a new vertex u0 connected
to a − 1 vertices with relation HW(1)

=1. Vertex u0 needs at most one of its edges to the
HW(d+1)
∈{0,d+1} node to be selected because a 6∈ X, a+ 1 ∈ X.

If a = 0, then we know that we have another gap between a′ and a′ + d′ + 1 for some
a′ > 0 and d′ ≥ 1. Connect v1 and v2 to a new vertex u0 which is connected to a′− 1 ≥ 0
vertices with relation HW(1)

=1. Similar arguments apply as before.
Finally, we replace all relations by their realizations with a penalty of β + 2.
HW(3)

=1: When a > 0, we can realize this in the same way as HW(2)
=1 by using the construction

with three HW(d+1)
∈{0,d+1} vertices vi instead of two.

When a = 0, we first do the following: Connect a vertex to d − 1 nodes with relation
HW(1)

=1 and 3 nodes with relation HW(2)
=1. Add one dangling edge to each of the HW(2)

=1 gadgets.
When all nodes are replaced with realizations of penalty β + 3, this realizes a HW(3)

=1 or a
HW(3)
∈{0,1} depending on whether d+ 2 ∈ X. In the former case, we are done.

In the latter case, we reuse the construction for HW(2)
=1 once more. Similarly as for the case

a > 0, we use three vertices with relation HW(d+1)
∈{0,d+1} instead of two. Then, replace the

vertex u0 and its attached HW(1)
=1 nodes by the realization of HW(1)

∈{0,1} which we created
above. As before, we replace all vertices by their realization with penalty β + 3.
HW(k)

=1 : By the previous items, the cases k = 1, 2, 3 are already handled. For larger k we
use the same inductive construction as the one from Lemma 5.5 in [33]. We connect a
HW(k)

=1 gadget and a HW(3)
=1 gadget to a common HW(2)

=1 gadget. The degree of this gadget is
k + 1. If either the HW(3)

=1 or the HW(k)
=1 gadget are incident to exactly one edge, then the

other gadget is also incident to one edge because of the shared HW(2)
=1 gadget. Recursively

replace all gadget by their realization with penalty β + 1 as each additionally selected
edge forces one more relation to be invalid.
EQk: Create vertices v1, . . . , vk and u1, . . . , uk, all with relation HW(d+1)

∈{0,d+1}. We connect vi
to vi+1 and ui to ui+1, for all i ∈ [k−1]. Moreover we connect vi and ui to (d+1)−3 ≥ 0
shared HW(2)

=1 nodes by on edge each. The vertices v1 and u1 are connected by one more
HW(2)

=1 node. Similarly for vk and uk. Then, we make one HW(1)
∈{0,1} node adjacent to each

ui and add one dangling edge to each vi. Replacing all relations by their realization with
penalty β + 2k(d+ 1) completes the construction.
If zero or k dangling edges are selected, then we can select all edges incident to the uis
or vis, respectively. Since v1 and u1 are always connected by a HW(2)

=1 node, 8 we cannot
create a larger solution without violating any relation. As we can extend this selection to
the realizations, the size of the solution is in both cases the same.
Now, assume that ` ∈ [k − 1] dangling edges are selected. Then, for any solution, we
know that there must be some vi and vi+1 such that at least one of these two relations
is not satisfied. Hence, we loose a factor of β + 2k(d + 1). Further observe that the
graph contains 2k(d+ 1) edges. Hence, we loose a factor of β compared to the optimal
solution. For this to work we crucially need that the nodes with relation HW(d+1)

∈{0,d+1} and
HW(1)
∈{0,1} are no realizations so that the dangling edges are not included in the size of the

solutions. J
As for the decision version, it suffices to realize EQk and HW(k)

=1 . Then, we can use the same
construction as in Theorem 6.2 in [33] to realize arbitrary relations. As we can realize EQk
and HW(k)

=1 , for all k and not just specific k, we do not need any constraints for the relation.

8 If d = 2, the nodes vi, ui are not be connected for all i ∈ [2, k − 1].
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I Lemma 6.9. There is a function f : N × N → N such that the following holds. Let
R ⊆ {0, 1}e be a relation. Then, we can realize R with arbitrary penalty β by simple graphs
using f(e, β) vertices of degree at most maxX + 3.

With this lemma we can prove the second step of our reduction, namely Lemma 6.4.

Proof of Lemma 6.4. We follow the outline of the proof for the decision version from
Lemma 5.3. For the realizations of the relations we set the penalty to be twice the degree of
the relation. Thus, the size depends only on the degree of the relation (and the set X).

Consider the realization of a complex vertex of degree δ. Assume we try to create a larger
solution by additionally selecting up to δ incident edges. Thus, if this selection does not
satisfy the relation (otherwise the total size does not change by definition) we lose a factor of
2δ by the choice of the penalty. Hence, this selection does not increase the size of the solution
and, therefore, all relations must be satisfied. See Lemma 6.3 in [33] for a detailed proof. J

7 Lower Bounds for the Counting Version

In this section we prove the two lower bounds for the counting version. While the lower
bound for the decision and maximization version of X-AntiFactor rely on half-induced
matching, we avoid this dependence for #X-AntiFactor by using interpolation techniques.
This allows us to show a tight lower bound compared to the running time of the algorithm
from Theorem 1.3. For the case when X = {0}, that is #EdgeCover, we show a completely
independent but also tight lower bound in Section 8.

We also parameterize by the size x of the set of forbidden degrees. We design a new con-
struction to prove the #W[1]-hardness of #AntiFactorx, even if x = 1, when parameterizing
by treewidth. Hence, #AntiFactorx is most likely not fixed-parameter tractable.

Both bounds use the same two-step approach as for the decision and optimization version;
we first show the hardness of an intermediate problem which uses arbitrary relations and
then remove these relations by a chain of reductions to obtain the actual lower bounds.

Parameterizing by the Maximum of the Set. We first show a lower bound for the inter-
mediate problem #X-AntiFactorR, which is the counting version of X-AntiFactorR.
Recall that we define ∆∗ = maxbag B

∑
v∈B∩VC deg(v) for a graph which contains relations.

I Lemma 7.1 (Lower Bound for #X-AntiFactorR). Let X ⊆ N be a fixed, non-empty and
finite set.

For every constant ε > 0, there is no algorithm that can solve #X-AntiFactorR in
time (maxX + 2 − ε)pwnO(1) even if we are given a path decomposition of width pw and
∆∗ ∈ O(maxX), unless #SETH fails.

We make use of Lemma 7.2 to remove the relations. We extend the definition of (X,Y )-
AntiFactor in the natural way to the counting version #(X,Y )-AntiFactor.

I Lemma 7.2. Let X ⊆ N be a finite set such that X 6⊆ {0}. Let Y ⊆ N be arbitrary
(possibly be given as input).

There is a Turing reduction from #Y -AntiFactorR to #(X,Y )-AntiFactor increasing
the size from n to n·f(maxX), decreasing ∆∗ to zero, and increasing pw to pw+∆∗ ·f(maxX).

Combining Lemmas 7.1 and 7.2, we can prove the first lower bound for the counting version.
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I Theorem 7.3 (Lower Bound for Counting Version I). Let X ⊆ N be a finite and fixed
set such that X 6⊆ {0}. For every constant ε > 0, there is no algorithm that can solve
#X-AntiFactor in time (maxX + 2− ε)pwnO(1) even if we are given a path decomposition
of width pw, unless #SETH fails.

Proof. For a given #X-AntiFactorR instance H with ∆∗H ∈ maxX we apply Lemma 7.2
with X = Y to obtain a #X-AntiFactor instance G.

We know nG ≤ nH · f(maxX), and pwG ≤ pwH + ∆∗H · f(maxX). Assume the claimed
algorithm exists, for some ε > 0, and run it on this instance:

(maxX + 2− ε)pwG · nO(1)
G ≤ (maxX + 2− ε)pwH+∆∗H ·f(maxX) · (nH · f(maxX))O(1)

≤ (maxX + 2− ε)pwH+∆∗H ·f(maxX)+f ′(maxX) · nO(1)
H

By our assumption, we have ∆∗H ∈ O(maxX). Since X is fixed, we can treat maxX as a
constant. Hence, the term ∆∗H · f(maxX) + f ′(maxX) in the exponent contributes only a
constant. Thus, the running time directly contradicts #SETH by Lemma 7.1. J

Parameterizing by the Size of the Set. If we do not fix the set X but only the size of the
set, the decision and optimization version of AntiFactorx are still FPT parameterized by
treewidth. For #AntiFactorx the following result conditionally rules out such algorithms.

I Lemma 7.4. There exists a constant c such that there is no O(np−c) algorithm for
#AntiFactorR1 on n-vertex graphs with ∆∗ ∈ O(1), even if only one set is used and we are
given a path decomposition of width p, unless #SETH is false.

Combined with Lemma 7.2 to remove the relations, we get the hardness result in Theorem 7.5.

I Theorem 7.5 (Lower Bound for Counting Version II). There exists a constant c such that
there is no O(np−c) algorithm for #AntiFactor1 on n-vertex graphs, even if we are given
a path decomposition of width p, unless #SETH is false.

Proof. Let G be a given #AntiFactorR1 instance which uses just one set Y ⊆ N with
|Y | = 1. Use Lemma 7.2 with X = {2} to transform G into a #AntiFactor1 instance H.

Now assume the claim is false, i.e., for all c > 0, there is a O(npwH−c
H ) algorithm. Run

this algorithm on the new instance H:

O(npwH−c
H ) ≤ O(npwG+O(1)−c

G ) ≤ O(npw−(c−O(1))
G ) ≤ O(npw−c′

G ).

Hence, for all c′, there is an O(npwG−c
′

G ) algorithm for #AntiFactorR1 . This contradicts
#SETH by Lemma 7.4. J

We prove Lemma 7.4 by a reduction from the #W[1]-hard problem Counting Colorful
Hitting k-Sets. Hence, the following result holds by applying Lemma 7.2 as before.

I Theorem 7.6. #AntiFactor1 is #W[1]-hard.

7.1 High-level Construction for SETH Lower Bound
We show the hardness of #X-AntiFactorR, i.e., Lemma 7.1, by a reduction from #B-
Factor. Recall, for the decision and optimization version we added some gadgets between
the (simple) vertices and their neighbors. For the counting version we use a different approach
which only attaches gadgets to the (simple) vertices without altering the remaining graph
structure. As this modification is not directly possible, the reduction splits into multiple
steps. See Figure 2 for an illustration of these steps.
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#B-Factor

#Min-[0, x]-AntiFactor edge-weighted
#[0, x]-AntiFactor

edge- and relation weighted
#X-AntiFactorR

edge-weighted
#X-AntiFactorR#X-AntiFactorR

Theorem 1.1

Lemma 7.7

Lemma 7.8

Lemma 7.9

Lemma 7.10

Lemma 7.11

Lemma 7.1

Figure 6

Figure 2 The reduction in the proof of Lemma 7.1, i.e., the lower bound of #X-AntiFactorR,
follows from a chain of reduction where, for some x ≥ 0, we have B = {x+ 1} and X ⊆ N is a finite
and non-empty set with maxX = x. The combined reduction is shown by a dotted line.
For each problem on the left side a lower bound is formally proved, while for the problems on the
right only reductions are stated.

The first step makes the transition from a finite set of allowed degrees (i.e., the #B-
Factor problem) to a simple cofinite set of allowed degrees (i.e., #[0, x]-AntiFactor for
some x ≥ 0). Formally, we show in Lemma 7.7 a lower bound for #Min-X-AntiFactor
with X = [0, x] and x ≥ 0.
The #Min-X-AntiFactor problem is the variant of #X-AntiFactor where we only
count solutions of minimum size.
In the second step we remove the requirement of counting only minimum solutions. In
Lemma 7.8 we use interpolation techniques to reduce from #Min-X-AntiFactor to the
edge-weighted #X-AntiFactor problem where X = [0, x] with x ≥ 0.
For the edge-weighted version of the problem the edges are assigned weights by which
they contribute to the solution if they are selected. The weight of a solution is the product
of the weights of the selected edges. The output of the problem is the sum of all weighted
solutions. The unweighted problem can be seen as assigning weight 1 to all edges.
As a third step we transition from simple cofinite sets of allowed degrees to arbitrary
cofinite sets of allowed degrees. This step introduces relations, a technique we have already
seen in earlier problems. Formally, Lemma 7.9 shows a reduction from the problem of
the previous step to the edge- and relation-weighted #X-AntiFactorR problem.
In this problem each accepted input of a relation is assigned a (rational) weight. Then,
an accepted input contributes by this weight to the solution. The weight of the solution
is the product of the weights of the relations multiplied by the weights of the selected
edges. The problem without relation-weights can be obtained by assigning weight 1 to all
accepted inputs and weight 0 to all rejected inputs.
The last two steps are dedicated to removing the weights from the relations and from the
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edges. We remove the relation-weights in Lemma 7.10 by using additional edge-weights.
The last step in Lemma 7.11 removes these edge-weights by an appropriate Turing-
reduction combined with known techniques for the interpolation of multivariate polyno-
mials.

The Holant Framework. We use the Holant framework (cf. [10, 11, 23, 25, 27, 32]) to
contextualize several versions of #AntiFactor. The framework was already extensively
used in proving the #SETH lower bounds for Counting Perfect Matchings [14] and
Counting General Factors [33].

In the Holant framework, we are given a signature graph Ω = (V,E), where every edge
e ∈ E has a weight we. Every vertex v ∈ V is labeled with a signature fv : {0, 1}I(v) → Q,
where I(v) is the incidence vector of edges incident to v. A solution is a subset of edges such
that the signature for each vertex is non-zero. The weight of a solution is the product of
the weights of all edges in the solution multiplied by the product of the signatures of all the
vertices. Then, the Holant of Ω is defined as the sum of the weights of all solutions.

Holant(Ω) =
∑

x∈{0,1}E(Ω)

∏
e∈x

we
∏

v∈V (Ω)

fv(x|I(v)).

The Holant problem is easily seen to be a weighted generalization of the counting versions
of GenFac and AntiFactor. For example, the problem #X-AntiFactor is a Holant
problem on unweighted graphs where every vertex has the following symmetric relation.

f(z) =

1 if hw(z) 6∈ X
0 if hw(z) ∈ X

where hw(·) is the Hamming weight operator. We call vertices with such functions to be
HW∈X nodes.

For relations R1, . . . , Rk, we define Holant(R1, . . . , Rk) to be the set of Holant problems
where every edge is unweighted and every vertex has signature Rj , for some j ∈ [k]. By an
abuse of notation also let Rj be a family of relations. For example, we may use Holant(HW=1)
when every vertex has relation HW(k)

=1 , for some k.
The edge- and relation-weighted version of #X-AntiFactorR corresponds to a variant

of the Holant problem where we have the signature HW∈X for all simple vertices not having a
specified signature.

The edge-weighted version of #X-AntiFactorR corresponds to a variant of the Holant
problem where we additionally require that the value of the signatures is either 0 or 1, i.e.,
they only accept or reject.

The Chain of Reductions. We prove the lower bound in Lemma 7.7 by a reduction from
#B-FactorR where B = {maxX+1}. Observe that a direct reduction to #X-AntiFactor
is non-trivial although B ⊆ X: Let H be a given #B-FactorR instance. When treating H
as a #X-AntiFactorR instance G, each solution of H is also a solution for G because of
our choice of B. However, the converse is not true. Indeed, as X is finite (and thus the set
of allowed degree is cofinite), the degree of the solutions for G can be larger than maxX + 1.
We avoid this issue by only counting solutions which have minimum size. Then, no vertex
can have degree larger than maxX + 1 in the solution.

I Lemma 7.7. Let X = [0, x− 1] be a fixed set for some x ≥ 1. For every constant ε > 0,
there is no algorithm that can, even if we are given a path decomposition of width pw, solve
#Min-X-AntiFactor in time (x+ 1− ε)pwnO(1), unless #SETH fails.
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Proof. Assume the claimed algorithm for #Min-X-AntiFactor exists. We use this al-
gorithm to give a faster algorithm for #B-Factor where B := {maxX + 1} = {x} to
contradict #SETH by Theorem 1.1.

Let H be an instance of #B-Factor. Use Theorem 1.1 to check if H has a solution, i.e.,
an x-factor. If H has no such solution, then return 0 as solution. Otherwise, we replace
all vertices in H with set B (of allowed degrees) by vertices with the set X (of forbidden
degrees) to obtain an instance G of #Min-X-AntiFactor. Then, we apply the algorithm
for #Min-X-AntiFactor and return the number of solutions.

We first analyze the runtime of the algorithm for #B-Factor. By Theorem 1.1, it can
be checked in time (maxB + 1)pwnO(1) = (x+ 1)pwnO(1) if H has a solution. Given H, the
construction of instance G takes time polynomially in the size of H. Hence, the claimed
algorithm for #Min-X-AntiFactor directly contradicts Theorem 1.1 assuming the above
algorithm is correct.

It remains to argue that the above procedure correctly solves #B-Factor. By definition,
we have B ⊆ N \X and thus, every solution for H is also a solution for G. Hence, we get

# Sol(H) ≤ # Sol(G)

To show the converse of this inequality, we can assume that H has a solution S0 (the algorithm
checked this initially). Consider a minimum solution S of G that is not an x-factor (the
other case is trivial). Since X = [0, x− 1], there must be some vertex v ∈ V (G) such that
degS(v) > x. We get

2|S| =
∑

v∈V (G)

degS(v) > |V (G)| · x.

Recall, we assumed that H has a solution S0 and moreover, S0 is an x-factor. Using that all
vertices are incident to exactly x selected edges in S0, we have

2|S0| =
∑

v∈V (H)

degS0(v) = |V (H)| · x.

Hence, S is of larger size than S0 which contradicts the assumption that S is a minimum
solution for G.

Therefore, there is no vertex v in S with degS(v) > x which proves that S is a solution
for H and we get

#Sol(G) ≤ #Sol(H)

which concludes the proof. J

As a next step we remove the restriction of counting only minimum solutions. For this we
introduce edge-weights and compute the (weighted) number of solutions. Then, we recover
the number of solutions for the original instance by polynomial interpolation techniques.

I Lemma 7.8. Let X = [0, x− 1] ⊆ N be a finite and non-empty set for some x ≥ 1. There
is a Turing-reduction from #Min-X-AntiFactor to edge-weighted #X-AntiFactor with
a single edge-weight running in time nO(1) without changing the pathwidth of the graph.

Proof. Let G be an instance of #Min-X-AntiFactor. For a positive integer w, we define
the instance Gw of edge-weighted #X-AntiFactor as the modification of G, where we put
weight w on every edge of G.
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B

v̂

(a) The simple vertex be-
fore the modification.

X
α β

R
v

(b) The gadget resulting from
Lemma 7.9.

R′
u1

ur

...

(c) The modifications of the complex ver-
tices from Lemma 7.10. The vertices ui

are assigned relation HW(1)
∈{0,1}.

Figure 3 The modifications of the vertices in the different steps of the reductions (cf. Lemmas 7.9
and 7.10). The outer edges are shown in red, the inner edges are shown in blue, and the weighted
edges in black.

For all i ∈ [0,m], where m denotes the number of edges of G, we denote by ai the number
of solutions of G with respect to #X-AntiFactor that have size exactly i. Note, ai includes
solutions that do not have minimum size.

With this notation, we can rewrite the number of solutions of Gw as

#Sol(Gw) =
m∑
i=0

aiw
i.

If we treat w as a variable, #Sol(Gw) can be seen as a polynomial in w of degree at most m.
We use the oracle-access to #X-AntiFactor to compute #Sol(Gw) for m+ 1 different

values of w. Then we can easily, i.e., in time polynomially in m, recover the coefficients of
#Sol(Gw). With i∗ = min{i ∈ [0,m] | ai 6= 0} we get that G has ai∗ solutions with respect
to #Min-X-AntiFactor.

Since the construction of Gw can be done in polynomial time and recovering the ais also
takes polynomial time, this finishes the proof. J

The next step now drops the requirement on X to be a contiguous interval. Instead arbitrary
finite sets are allowed, which results in arbitrary cofinite sets of allowed degrees. However, to
remove this constraint we have to make use of (weighted) relations.

I Lemma 7.9. Let X ⊆ N be a fixed, non-empty and finite set. There is a many-one
reduction from edge-weighted #[0,maxX]-AntiFactor with r weights to edge- and relation-
weighted #X-AntiFactorR with at most r+ maxX + 2 weights such that the size increases
by a constant factor, ∆∗ of the resulting instances is maxX + 1 and pathwidth increases only
by 1.

For the reduction we construct a gadget and attach to each (simple) vertex a copy of this
gadget. The gadget is such that each vertex is incident to at least maxX + 1 selected edges
from the original graph. We define the relation-weights such that all other solutions cancel
out and hence, all solutions are also valid for #[0,maxX]-AntiFactor. We exploit the fact
that the set X does not allow certain combinations of selected incident edges but once a
vertex is incident to at least maxX + 1 selected edges, all states are essentially equivalent
(with respect to X).

Proof of Lemma 7.9. We start with an edge-weighted #[0,maxX]-AntiFactor instance
H and apply the following transformation, illustrated in Figures 3a and 3b, for each simple
vertex v̂ to obtain an instance G of #X-AntiFactorR.
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Transformation. We remove v̂ (with set B) and create a simple vertex v (with set X) and
a complex vertex uv. We connect v to all neighbors of v̂ in H and call these edges outer
edges. We connect v and uv by maxX + 1 parallel edges which we call inner edges.9 We
assign the set X to v and the relation R to uv. (The relation R is actually the same for all
simple vertices.) For all β ∈ [0,maxX + 1], relation R accepts exactly one (arbitrary) set of
exactly β selected inner edges with weight wβ . All other sets of selected edges are accepted
with weight 0, i.e., rejected. Before we define the weights, we provide some intuition.

The weights for relation R are chosen such that v is always incident to k selected outer
edges, for some k ≥ maxX + 1. For this we exploit that the weights wβ might also be
negative. Then, the “bad” solutions cancel out and only the “good” solutions contribute to
the total number of solutions.

If we denote by α the number of selected outer edges and by β the number of selected
inner edges, then the weights must satisfy

maxX+1∑
β=0

α+β/∈X

wβ =

1 α ≥ maxX + 1
0 α ≤ maxX

. (3)

If we consider each wβ as a variable, then the constraints from Equation (3) form a system
of linear equations with maxX + 2 variables. Observe further that all constraints with
α ≥ maxX + 1 are identical. Hence, there are maxX + 2 constraints. Now consider the
matrixM formed by the coefficients of Equation (3). Observe that the anti-diagonal ofM and
all entries below are ones as maxX + 1,maxX + 2, . . . /∈ X. Moreover, every entry one row
above the anti-diagonal in M is zero by the fact that maxX ∈ X. This observation directly
implies that the sums for α+ 1 and α differ by (at least) one summand, i.e., by wmaxX−α.
Hence, the matrix M is invertible and there is a solution to Equation (3). Moreover, when
starting with the sums for maxX + 1 and maxX, we can find the value for w0 and eliminate
it from the system of linear equations. Then, we repeat this process to iteratively eliminate
w1 up to wmaxX+1.

We conclude that there are values for each wβ such that Equation (3) hold. Moreover, the
above procedure already finds these values in time polynomially in the number of variables,
which is maxX + 2.

Finalizing the Reduction. Since the weights for the gadget are chosen such that the
remaining graph does not see a difference between the vertex v̂ and this new gadget, we
can replace all simple vertices by this procedure to get an edge- and relation-weighted
#X-AntiFactorR instance which we denote by G.

Recall that H is the initial edge-weighted #X-AntiFactor instance. We have nG ≤ 2nH ,
∆∗G = maxX + 1, and pwG ≤ pwH + 1. This finishes the proof. J

The next step of our reduction removes the weights from the relations by using additional
weighted edges.

I Lemma 7.10. Let X ⊆ N be an arbitrary set (possibly given as input).
We can many-one reduce edge- and relation-weighted #X-AntiFactorR with r different

weights to edge-weighted #X-AntiFactorR with at most r weights such that

9 Though these parallel edges disappear later, one could place EQ2 nodes on them to obtain a simple
graph.
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the size increases by a multiplicative factor of O(r),
∆∗ increases to ∆∗ + r + 1,
and pw increases to pw + 1.

Proof. We apply the following procedure to each complex vertex u (that uses weights). See
Figure 3c for an illustration of the modification. Let R be the relation of u. Let w1, . . . , wr′

be the r′ < r different weights used by R. Assume without loss of generality that r′ = r.
For all i ∈ [r], we add a vertex ui with relation HW(1)

∈{0,1} and make it adjacent to u by an
edge of weight wi.

Based on R, we design a new relation R′ as follows: Whenever R accepts the input x
with weight wi, for some i ∈ [r], then R′ accepts x but additionally requires that the edge to
ui is selected while the edges to the other ui′ remain unselected.

One can easily check that this modification does not change the solution. Moreover, the
pathwidth increases by at most 1 and the degree of the complex vertices by at most r. J

In the next step of our reduction, we remove the edge weights from the graph. First observe
that we do not have to change edges of weight 1. Furthermore, we can simply remove all
edges with weight 0.

I Lemma 7.11. Let X ⊆ N be a finite and non-empty set (possibly given as input). There
is a Turing-reduction from edge-weighted #X-AntiFactorR with r different weights to
unweighted #X-AntiFactorR running in time nO(r). The reduction is such that

the size increases by a multiplicative factor of O(log2(n)),
the degree of the simple vertices stays the same,
∆∗ increases to ∆∗ +O(1),
and pw increases to pw +O(1).

Proof. We use the same interpolation technique already used in [14] and later in [33] to
remove the edge weights.

We replace the edge weights w1, . . . , wr by variables x1, . . . , xr and treat the value of the
solution as an r-variate polynomial P .

Observe that, for each i ∈ [r], P has degree at most m < n2 in xi. Assume we can choose
n2 values for each xi independently. If we can evaluate P on all (n2)r combinations of values,
then, by Lemma 1 in [13], we can recover the coefficients of P in nO(r) time. Finally, we
output P (w1, . . . , wr).

It remains to show that we can achieve n2 different values for each xi. We first show
how to realize edge weights of the form 2i. We replace the edge of weight 2i by a chain
of 2i+ 3 edges where, for all j ∈ [i], the 2j + 1th edge is a parallel edge.10 We assign the
relation HW=1 to all vertices that are introduced by this gadget. When the original edge was
selected, we have, for each j ∈ [i], two choices for selecting one of the 2i+ 1th parallel edges.
Moreover, these choices are independent from each other. This contributes a weight of 2i to
the solution. If the original edge was not selected, then we only have a unique solution; we
select the edges that are not parallel edges, i.e., the 2nd, 4th, . . . , edge.

We use this as building block to realize arbitrary positive weights W . From the binary
representation of W we get a set S = {s1, . . . , s`} ⊆ N such that W =

∑`
i=1 2si . Let the

edge of weight W be between the vertices v and u. We create new vertices v1, v
′
1, . . . , v`, v

′
`

and u1, u
′
1, . . . , u`, u

′
` all with relation HW=1. Set v`+1 = v and u`+1 = u. For all i ∈ [`], we

10To avoid parallel edges, one can place one EQ2 node on each parallel edge.
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connect vi to v′i and connect v′i to vi+1 and similarly for ui, u′i, ui+1. For all i ∈ [`], we add
an edge of weight 2si between vi and ui. We use the previous method to realize the weight
of these edge. The total weight sums up to W if exactly one weighted edge can be selected
at a time. Now assume the edge from vi to ui is selected. Then, the edges from ui to u′i is
not selected. By the relation of u′i, the edge from u′i to ui+1 must be selected. Therefore, the
weighted edge from ui+1 to vi+1 cannot be selected. As the edge ui+1 to u′i+1 also cannot be
selected and the argument applies recursively to the vertices ui′ and u′i′ with i′ < i, no other
weighted edge can be selected.

Thus, it suffices to consider the weights from 1 to n2. Adding the parallel edges and
the paths increases pathwidth only by a constant. The same holds for ∆∗ as the degree of
each vertex is at most three. The size increases by a factor of O(log2(n)) as we introduce
O(log(n)) many new vertices and the gadget for weight 2i is of size O(i). J

I Note. The previous construction uses weights between 1 and n2. By this choice the size
increases by a logarithmic factor (in n) only. Now assume that the construction would use
weights from 21 to 2n2 . This choice could lead to a polynomial blow-up of the size of the
graph. While this is not an issue for the lower bound for #X-AntiFactor, this lemma
could not be applied for the proof of the #W[1]-hardness which we give later.
Now, we can combine the previous steps and prove the lower bound for #X-AntiFactorR.

Proof of Lemma 7.1. Let H be an edge-weighted #Min-X-AntiFactor instance with
O(1) different edge-weights. We apply Lemmas 7.8–7.11 to obtain nO(maxX)

H instances Gi of
#X-AntiFactorR. As X is fixed, there are nO(1)

H such instances.
For each such instance Gi, we get nGi ≤ O(nH log2(nH)), ∆∗Gi ∈ O(maxX), and

pwGi ≤ pwH +O(1). Assume a fast algorithm for #X-AntiFactorR exists for some ε > 0.
Then, since ∆∗Gi ∈ O(1), we can run this algorithm on all these instances Gi and recover the
solution for H. The total running time of this process is

n
O(1)
H ·

∑
i

(maxX + 2− ε)pwGi · nO(1)
Gi

≤
∑
i

(maxX + 2− ε)pwH+O(1) · (nH log2(nH))O(1)

≤ (maxX + 2− ε)pwH · nO(1)
H .

Thus, the running time directly contradicts #SETH by Lemma 7.7. J

7.2 High-level construction for #W[1]-Hardness
In this section, we show the proof of Lemma 7.4, i.e., the lower bound for #AntiFactorR1 .
For this we use a similar high-level idea as for the previous subsection. However, we do not
start from #SAT but from Counting Colorful Hitting k-Sets (#k-ColHS).

I Definition 7.12 (#k-ColHS). Given k disjoint sets U1, U2, . . . , Uk of n elements each and
sets A1, A2, . . . , Am each a subset of

⋃
i∈[k] Ui, find the size of the set

S = {(s1, s2, . . . , sk) ∈ U1 × U2 × · · · × Uk | ∀j ∈ [m] ∃i ∈ [k] : si ∈ Aj}

We use a known lower bound for #k-ColHS as an initial step of our proof.

I Lemma 7.13 (Lemma 6.1 from [14]). For each fixed k ≥ 2, the following holds. If there
exists an ε > 0 such that, for each d ∈ N, there is an O(nk−ε) time algorithm for #k-ColHS
on instances with universe size n and O(kd · logd n) sets, then #SETH fails. Here, the
constant factor in the running time may depend on d.
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The main result of this section is Lemma 7.14.

I Lemma 7.14. There is a polynomial time many-one reduction from #k-ColHS with a
universe size of n elements each and m sets to relation-weighted #AntiFactorR1 with 3
different weights such that the size is bounded by O(k · n ·m), the total degree of the complex
nodes is O(1), and the pathwidth is at most k +O(1).

We combine Lemma 7.14 with the intermediate steps from Section 7.1 to prove Lemma 7.4.
This also proves Theorem 7.6 since all our reductions are parameter preserving and #k-ColHS
is #W[1]-hard [14].

Proof of Lemma 7.4. For a given #k-ColHS instance H we apply Lemma 7.14 to get a
relation-weighted #AntiFactorR1 instance, then use Lemma 7.10 to transform this into an
edge-weighted #AntiFactorR1 instance, and finally apply Lemma 7.11 to transform this
into polynomially many unweighted #AntiFactorR1 instance Gi.

For each such instance Gi, we get nGi ≤ O(n ·m · k · log2(n ·m · k)) and pwG = k + c1
for some constant c1 > 0.

Note that Lemma 7.11 adds an overhead of O((n ·m ·k)c2), for some c2 > 0, to the running
time. Assume that, for all c > 0, there is an O(Npw−c) time algorithm for #AntiFactorR1
on instances of size N and pathwidth pw. We apply this algorithm to all instances and get
the following time bound:

O

(n ·m · k)c2 +
∑
i

n
pwGi−c
Gi

 ≤ O((n ·m · k)c2 ·
(
n ·m · k · log2(n ·m · k)

)k+c1−c
)

With c3 = c1 + c2, this can be bound by

≤ O
((

n ·m · k · log2(n ·m · k)
)
k+c3−c

)
≤ O

(
(n ·m · k)k+c3−c · log2(k+c3−c)(n ·m · k)

)
Since logaN ≤ N b, for large enough N , we get:

≤ O
(

(n ·m · k)k+c3−c · (n ·m · k)c4
)

≤ O
(
nk+c5−c ·mk+c5−c · kk+c5−c

)
≤ O

(
nk+c5−c(kd logd n)k+c5−c · kk+c5−c

)
We again use the above bound for the logd(n) and the fact that k is fixed:

≤ O(nk+c5−cn) = O(nk+c5+1−c).

By choosing c > c5 + 1, we have an algorithm for #k-ColHS that runs in time O(nk−ε), for
some constant ε > 0. This contradicts Lemma 7.13. J

In the remaining part of the section we prove Lemma 7.14.
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Figure 4 High-level construction of the #AntiFactorR
1 instance. The boxes containing Gj

i and
Jj

i describe the gadgets F j
i . The details of the gadgets Gj

i are shown in Figure 5.

Idea of the Construction. We reduce #k-ColHS to relation-weighted #AntiFactorR1 .
Let k be the number of sets Ui, n the size of the sets Ui, and m the number of set Aj we
want to hit. We follow a similar high-level construction as for previous SETH based lower
bounds and derive the construction from a k ×m grid. The ith row corresponds to set Ui
and the jth column to the set Aj . See Figure 4 for an illustration.

At the crossing point of the ith row and the jth column, the gadget F ji checks whether
the element selected from Ui hits the set Aj . For the encoding of the elements, we connect
F ji and F j+1

i by n − 1 edges such that a selection of ` edges encodes the selection of the
` + 1th element from Ui. Moreover, F ji is connected to F ji+1 by a single edge. This edge
indicates whether Aj was hit by an element from Ui′ for some i′ ≤ i.

We first formally describe the gadgets F ji . Then, we construct the graph and these gadgets
such that the pathwidth of the construction is not too large, i.e., bounded by k +O(1).

Fix a gadget F ji in the following. Let in1, . . . , inn−1 be the edges to F j−1
i , let out1, . . . , outn−1

be the edges to F j+1
i , let inv be the (vertical) edge to F ji−1, and let outv be the (vertical)

edge to F ji+1. We define F ji such that it satisfies the following constraints.
1. The selection of the outgoing edges must be monotonous.

Formally, there must be an ` ∈ [n] such that the edges out1, . . . , outn−` are not selected
but the edges outn−`+1, . . . , outn−1 are selected.

2. F ji ensures that the information about the selected element is transferred consistently.
That is, for all ` ∈ [n], edge in` is selected if and only if edge out` is selected.

3. F ji checks whether the element from Ui hits the set Aj . This information is encoded by
the edge between F ji and F ji+1.
If inv is selected, then outv is selected. Otherwise, outv is selected if and only if there
is an ` ∈ [n] such that exactly `− 1 edges from in1, . . . , inn−1 are selected and the `th
element in Ui is contained in Aj .

Construction of the Instance. We set X = {n− 2} which is possible as only the size of X
is fixed and not X itself. The graph is formally defined as follows:

For all i ∈ [k] and all j ∈ [m], there is a vertex Jji .
For all i ∈ [k] and all j ∈ [m], there is a weighted gadget Gji such that Gji is connected to
Jji and Jj+1

i by n− 1 parallel edges each and to Gji±1 by a single edge each. The weights
are defined later.
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For all i ∈ [k] and all j ∈ [m], the vertex Jji together with the gadget Gji constitute the
gadget F ji from above.
For all i ∈ [n], there is a monotonicity gadget whose behavior is identical to the one of
the F ji s for edges out1, . . . , outn−1 (i.e., the first property from above) and attach it to
J1
i by n− 1 parallel edges. These gadgets are defined later as the fourth stage of Gji .

For all i ∈ [n], attach n− 1 fresh vertices to Gmi .
For all j ∈ [m], there is a vertex with relation HW(1)

=0 that is adjacent to Gj1.
For all j ∈ [m], there is a vertex with relation HW(1)

=1 that is adjacent to Gjk.

Proof of Correctness. Assume that we choose the weights for Gji such that the combined
behavior of Jji and Gji corresponds to that of F ji as we described it above. Then, it is clear
that there is a one-to-one correspondence between the solutions for the #k-ColHS instance
and the solutions for the #X-AntiFactorR instance. For this we crucially depend on
the nodes with relations HW(1)

=0 and HW(1)
=1. The HW(1)

=0 relations ensure that every set Aj is
initially not hit. Since the gadgets Gji propagate the selection of the top edge to the bottom
edge whenever the set is not hit by the selected element, there must be some Gji′ such that
the element from Ui′ hits Aj . Otherwise the relation HW(1)

=1 cannot be satisfied, but this is
forbidden.

We first show how to define the weights for the Gji such that we can treat Gji and Jji
together as the F ji gadget. Observe that the degree of Gji is large and more specifically
depends on the input. Hence, we cannot treat Gji as a complex node. Thus, in a second
step we construct the Gji from smaller building blocks such that pathwidth and degree are
constants.

Defining the Weights. We focus on a fixed F ji and thus Gji in the following. By the
monotonicity assumption, we know that we can describe the signature of F ji by a function
f̂(α, inv, γ, outv), where α denotes the number of selected edges from {in`}` and γ denotes
the number of selected edges from {out`}`. It actually suffices to consider the function
f(α, γ), with the same meaning for α and γ as for f̂ where we have

f̂(α, inv, γ, outv) =


0 inv = 1 ∧ outv = 0
f(α, γ) inv = outv
f(α, γ) inv = 0 ∧ outv = 1 ∧ the γ + 1th element of Ui hits Aj

By the definition of F ji , we need f(α, α) = 1, for all α, and f(α, γ) = 0, whenever γ 6= α.
Now, consider the signature of Gji and let β denote the number of selected edges between

Jji and Gji . We can sue the same arguments to denote this signature by g(β, γ) if we
additionally impose monotonicity constraints on the ingoing and outgoing edges. From the
definition of X we get:

f(α, γ) =
n−1∑
β=0

α+β 6=n−2

g(β, γ)

To satisfy the constraints for f , one can easily check that it suffices to set
for all γ 6= n− 1: g(n− 2− γ, γ) := −1,
for all δ 6= n− 1: g(n− 1, δ) = g(δ, n− 1) := 1,
g(n− 1, n− 1) := −(n− 2),
and g(β, γ) = 0 otherwise.
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As seen above, we lift the function g to all inputs of Gji by imposing that the edges going
to Jji are selected monotonically. But in contrast to the previous requirement for the edges
in` of F ji , now, for some ` ∈ [n], the top/first ` edges out1, . . . , out` are selected and the
bottom n− 1− ` edges out`+1, . . . , outn are not selected.

Construction of the Gadgets. It remains to define the gadgets Gji . We decompose the
gadget into four stages as shown in Figure 5. We informally describe the purpose of the
stages and then define the relations formally. For this we refer to the edges as left, top,
bottom, and right edges and abbreviate them by `, t, b, r. If there are more than one edge on
one side, we enumerate them from left to right or from top to bottom.
1. Check whether the ingoing edges are selected monotonically starting from the top. While

doing this, select the `th edge going to the next stage if and only if the first `− 1 edges
are selected. The vertical edges encode whether all ingoing edges of the blocks above
have been selected.
We formally define M = {`tb, tr, ∅}.

2. This stage assigns the different weights to the solutions depending on the number of
selected ingoing and outgoing edges. By the first and last stage (monotonicity gadgets),
this information is encoded by the position of the selected edge coming from the first
stage and the position of the selected edge going to the third stage. The first and second
vertical edge encodes whether n− 1 ingoing edges and n− 1 outgoing edges are selected,
respectively.
We define R0 = {`r, `t2b2, t1b1r, ∅, t1b1, t2b2, t1t2b1b2}. The input `r of R0 is assigned
weight −1 and all other accepted inputs are assigned weight 1. RW completely agrees
with R0 except that the input t1t2b1b2 is assigned weight −(n− 2).

3. If the `th edge from the bottom is selected, then this corresponds to element u` being
selected from Ui. We propagate this information to the next stage. If u` is contained
in Aj , then we assign relation C+ to the `th block from the bottom and otherwise the
relation C0. The vertical edges are selected if the set has been hit by any element (possibly
also by some element from some Ui′ with i′ < i).
We define C0 = {∅, `r, tb, `tbr} and C+ = C0 ∪ {`br}.

4. This stage is a rotated version of the first stage. That is, if the `th edge from the bottom
is selected, then we select `− 1 outgoing edges. The vertical edges now correspond to the
fact whether all outgoing edges from below have been selected.
We define M ′ = {tbr, `b, ∅}.

B Claim 7.15. The pathwidth of the final graph is k +O(1).

Proof. We use a mixed search strategy to clean the graph from left to right. For this we
place searchers on the vertices Jj1 , for all j, and clean the monotonicity gadgets going from
top to bottom.

The remaining graph is cleaned in m rounds. For the jth round we clean the gadgets Gji
from top to bottom. Before cleaning each Gji we place one searcher on Jj+1

i and afterwards
we remove the searcher from Jji . Then, we continue with the next row until all Gji are cleaned
and we proceed to the j + 1th round. C

For the correctness of the final construction it remains to show that the gadget Gji together
with vertex Jji satisfy all properties of F ji . For this we observe that the fourth stage of Gji
ensures property (1) of F ji . The third stage ensures the third property and the first and
second stage together with Jji ensure property (2) by the choice of the weights.
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Figure 5 The gadget Gj
i checks whether the element from Ui hits the set Aj (here u3, u4, u6 hit

Aj and the other elements not). It additionally ensures together with Jj
i that the information about

this selected element is consistent in the whole graph. The different stages are separated by dashed
lines.

7.3 Replacing the Relations
In this section, we show the reduction from #Y -AntiFactorR to #(X,Y )-AntiFactor,
i.e., we prove Lemma 7.2, by a chain of reductions (cf. Figure 6). We make use of the Holant
framework, which was also used in [33], to formally state the results. The first step uses
Lemmas 7.5 and 7.6 from [33]. Observe for this that the lemmas work for #B-Factor even
when B is cofinite, that is #B-AntiFactor because the simple vertices of the instance are
not changed in any way.

I Lemma 7.16 (Lemma 7.5 and 7.6 in [33]). There is a polynomial-time Turing reduction
from #X-AntiFactorR to Holant(HW∈X , HW=1) such that the maximum degree increases to
at least 6 and the pathwidth increases by at most a constant depending only on ∆∗, where ∆∗
denotes the maximum total degree of the complex nodes in any bag of the path decomposition.

#Y -AntiFactorR

Holant(HW∈Y , HW∈X) Holant(HW∈Y , w[1, 1], w[−1, 1], w[0, 1])

Holant(HW∈Y , HW=1)

Holant(HW∈Y , HW∈X , w[−1, 1], w[0, 1])Holant(HW∈Y , HW∈X , w[0, 1])

Lemma 7.16

Lemmas 7.18–7.20
(Lemma 7.17)

Lemma 7.21

Lemma 7.21

Lemma 7.21

Lemma 7.23

Lemma 7.2

Figure 6 Steps in the chain of reductions from #Y -AntiFactorR to #(X,Y )-AntiFactor,
i.e., Holant(HW∈Y

, HW∈X
). Dotted lines indicate results obtained by combined reductions.
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I Note. Lemma 7.5 in [33] requires that the relation is even, i.e., the Hamming weight of
every accepted input is even. We can easily make every relation even by adding an additional
input that is selected whenever the parity of the original input is odd. This additional input
is then connected to a EQ1 node, which can easily be realized by forcing maxX + 1 edges to
a fresh vertex using HW(1)

=1 nodes.
Before proceeding with the next steps, we define, for all x, y ∈ Z, w[x, y] as a new type of
node which has one dangling edge e and the following signature:

f(e) =

x if e is not selected
y if e is selected

.

Observe that HW(1)
=1 is precisely w[0, 1] and HW(1)

∈{0,1} corresponds to w[1, 1]. In the following
constructions we additionally use a w[−1, 1] node. We use the w[x, y] notation in the following
wherever possible.

I Lemma 7.17. Let X ⊆ N be a finite set such that X 6⊆ {0}. Let R1, . . . , Rd be d arbitrary
relations for some d ≥ 0. There is a polynomial-time Turing reduction from

Holant(R1, . . . , Rd, HW∈X , HW=1) to Holant(R1, . . . , Rd, HW∈X , w[1, 1], w[−1, 1], w[0, 1])

such that ∆∗ increases to ∆∗ · f(maxX) and pw increases to pw + ∆∗ · f(maxX).

For the proof of Lemma 7.17 we distinguish the following cases depending on the structure
of X:
1. max-gap(X) > 1:

a. X 6= [k] for all k ≥ 2
b. X = [k] for some k ≥ 2

2. max-gap(X) = 1: In this case, X contains no two consecutive numbers but contains at
least one positive integer.

3. max-gap(X) = 0: In this case, there is a k ≥ 1 such that X = [0, k].
Note that the uncovered case X = {0} corresponds to the edge-cover problem. In this case,
our techniques to realize relations fail. However, we show the tight lower bound by a separate
reduction in Section 8.

We group Cases 1b and 3 together such that we are left with three separate proofs. Then,
Lemma 7.17 follows from Lemmas 7.18–7.20.

I Lemma 7.18 (Case 1a of Lemma 7.17). Let X ⊆ N be a finite set such that max-gap(X) > 1
and X 6= [k] for some k ≥ 2. Let R1, . . . , Rd be d arbitrary relations for some d ≥ 0. There
is a polynomial-time many-one reduction from

Holant(R1, . . . , Rd, HW∈X , HW=1) to Holant(R1, . . . , Rd, HW∈X , w[1, 1], w[0, 1])

such that ∆∗ increases to ∆∗ · f(maxX) and pw increases to pw + ∆∗ · f(maxX).

Proof. Since max-gap(X) = d > 1, there is some a ≥ 0 such that [a, a + d + 1] ∩ X =
[a+ 1, a+ d]. We show how to get HW(2)

=1 and HW(3)
=1 nodes. This is enough to get HW(`)

=1 nodes
for arbitrary ` by using the construction from Lemma 5.11 (cf. Lemma 5.5 from [33] for more
details).

We follow the process from Lemma 5.8 from [33] to first get a EQ3 node: We first construct
a EQd+1 node by forcing a edges to a new vertex using w[0, 1] nodes. Adding d− 2 copies of
a w[1, 1] node to this EQd+1 node gives us a EQ3 node.
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w[1, 1] w[−1, 1]

v

w[0, 1]k − 1`



Figure 7 Construction of the gadget in Lemma 7.19 and Lemma 7.20.

Next we construct a HW(2)
=1 node. Since max-gap(X) > 1 and X 6= [k], there are a′ > 0

and d′ > 0 such that [a′, a′ + d′ + 1] ∩X = [a′ + 1, a′ + d′]. Take two EQ3 nodes and set one
edge of each of them as a dangling edge. Using the remaining two edges, connect each of
them to two vertices u and v. Attach a′ − 1 copies of a w[0, 1] node to u and maxX copies
of a w[0, 1] node to v. Observe that, by virtue of u, at most one EQ3 node can have its edges
selected and by virtue of v, at least one EQ3 node must have its edges selected. Thus, exactly
one dangling edge must be selected in any solution.

To get a HW(3)
=1 node we distinguish two cases. If d′ ≥ 2 or a ≥ 1 (and d ≥ 2), we can use

the same approach as for the HW(2)
=1 node but using three EQ3 nodes instead. For the case

a = 0 and d′ = 1, this construction is not sufficient. Then, we force d − 1 edges to a new
vertex and add three HW(2)

=1 nodes via one edge to it. The remaining edges of the HW(2)
=1 nodes

are the dangling edges. If d+ 2 ∈ X, then we get a HW(3)
=1 gadget and we are done. Otherwise

we have a HW(3)
∈{0,1} gadget. In this case we can use the construction for the HW(2)

=1 gadget with
three EQ3 nodes and replace the vertex u by this HW(3)

∈{0,1} gadget. J

I Lemma 7.19 (Case 2 of Lemma 7.17). Let X ⊆ N be a finite set such that max-gap(X) = 1.
Let R1, . . . , Rd be d arbitrary relations for some d ≥ 0. There is a polynomial-time many-one
reduction from

Holant(R1, . . . , Rd, HW∈X , HW=1) to Holant(R1, . . . , Rd, HW∈X , w[1, 1], w[−1, 1], w[0, 1])

such that ∆∗ increases to ∆∗ · f(maxX) and pw increases to pw + ∆∗ · f(maxX).

Proof. Let k = maxX. Since max-gap(X) = 1 and k ∈ X, we have k− 1, k+ 1 6∈ X. Create
a vertex v and attach k − 1 copies of a w[0, 1] node, one w[1, 1] node (by a red edge) and a
w[−1, 1] node (by a blue edge) to it. Finally, we add ` dangling edges to v. See Figure 7 for
an illustration. We claim that v acts as a HW(`)

=1 node.
Because of the k − 1 different w[0, 1] nodes, v cannot be incident to exactly one more

edge.
Suppose no dangling edges are chosen. Then, we can extend the solution by selecting
neither of the blue and red edges or selecting both of them. The number of solutions is
1 + (−1) = 0 and therefore, this is not a possibility. 11

Suppose more than one dangling edge is chosen. Then, we can pick any combination of
the red and blue edges. The number of solutions is 1− 1 + 1− 1 = 0. As before, this is
not a possibility.
Suppose exactly one dangling edge is chosen. Then, we must pick at least one of the red
or blue edges. The number of solutions is 1− 1 + 1 = 1.

11Technically this is a solution but contributes 0 to the Holant and thus can be ignored (or treated as
invalid).
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Thus, the only solution is to pick exactly one dangling edge. J

I Lemma 7.20 (Cases 1b and 3 of Lemma 7.17). For some integer k, let X = [0, k] with
k ≥ 1 or X = [k] with k ≥ 2. Let R1, . . . , Rd be d arbitrary relations for some d ≥ 0. There
is a polynomial-time Turing reduction from

Holant(R1, . . . , Rd, HW∈X , HW=1) to Holant(R1, . . . , Rd, HW∈X , w[1, 1], w[−1, 1], w[0, 1])

such that ∆∗ increases to ∆∗ · f(maxX) and pw increases to pw + ∆∗ · f(maxX).

Proof. We first reduce from Holant(HW∈X , HW=1) to Holant(HW∈X , HW∈{0,1}) using Lemma 7.8
from [33]. Then, the construction is the same as for the reduction in Lemma 7.19. See
Figure 7 for the construction.

We claim that v acts as a HW(`)
∈{0,1} node. Note that after attaching the k − 1 different

w[0, 1] nodes, v must have at least two more selected incident edges (zero and one are not
allowed).

Suppose more than one dangling edge is chosen. Then, we can pick any combination of
the red and blue edges. The number of solutions is 1− 1 + 1− 1 = 0. Therefore, this is
not a possibility.
Suppose no dangling edges are chosen. Then, we can extend the solution only by selecting
the blue and the red edge simultaneously. The number of solutions is 1.
Suppose exactly one dangling edge is chosen. Then, we must pick at least one of the red
or blue edges. The number of solutions is 1− 1 + 1 = 1.

Thus, the only solution is to pick exactly one or zero dangling edges. J

Next, we show that we can realize w[x, y] nodes. In particular, we can get the w[1, 1],
w[−1, 1], and w[0, 1] nodes introduced by Lemma 7.17.

I Lemma 7.21. Let X ⊆ N be a fixed, finite set with X 6⊆ {0}. Let R1, . . . , Rd be
d arbitrary relations for some d ≥ 0. The following holds for arbitrary values x and
y. There is a polynomial-time Turing reduction from Holant(R1, . . . , Rd, HW∈X , w[x, y]) to
Holant(R1, . . . , Rd, HW∈X) such that ∆∗ decreases and pw increases to pw + ∆∗ · f(maxX).

Proof. We use Lemma 7.11 from [33] as our prototype. However, some arguments from their
proof do not follow in our case.

Let G be an instance of Holant(HW∈X , w[x, y]) and let U be the set of w[x, y] nodes in
G. Let Ai denotes the number of possible solutions in G where for exactly i of the w[x, y]
nodes the dangling edge is not selected and for the other |U | − i nodes the dangling edge is
selected. Then, we have

Holant(G) =
|U |∑
i=0

Aix
iy|U |−i. (4)

For a new parameter d, we construct graphs Gd from G where we replace each w[x, y] node
by a gadget Hd which has exactly one dangling edge. The construction of Hd is given later
as it depends on X. Let h0(d) denote the number of solutions for Hd when the dangling
edge is not selected and h1(d) when the dangling edge is selected. We get

Holant(Gd) =
|U |∑
i=0

Aih0(d)ih1(d)|U |−i = h1(d)|U |
|U |∑
i=0

Ai

(
h0(d)
h1(d)

)i
.
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z︷ ︸︸ ︷ z︷ ︸︸ ︷ z︷ ︸︸ ︷ z︷ ︸︸ ︷

Figure 8 Gadget to realize w[x, y] nodes in Case 1. Red nodes are HW(1)
∈{0,1} nodes.

Assume we can find at least |U |+ 1 values for d such that for all values the ratios h0(d)/h1(d)
are pairwise different. After computing Holant(Gd) for these values of d we can recover the
value of each Ai. By Equation (4), we can finally output the value of Holant(G).

It remains to construct the gadgets Hd and to find the values for d. We construct the
gadgets in a way such that there are constants F1, F2, and F3 only depending on X with

h0(d) := F0 · h0(d− 1) + F1 · h1(d− 1) h0(1) := F0

h1(d) := F1 · h0(d− 1) + F2 · h1(d− 1) h1(1) := F1.

Given these properties of Hd, we use Proposition 7.22 to find sufficiently many values for d.

I Proposition 7.22 (Special Case of Proposition 7.7 in [33]). Given three constants F0, F1,
and F2 with F0F2 6= (F1)2 and F0, F1 6= 0. Let {An}n∈N, {Bn}n∈N be two sequences with[

An
Bn

]
= M ·

[
An−1
Bn−1

]
= Mn · U where M =

[
F0 F1
F1 F2

]
and U =

[
A0
B0

]
=
[
F0
F1

]
.

Then {An/Bn}n∈N is a sequence which does not contain any repetitions.

Proof. By Proposition 7.7 in [33] we need to show that M is invertible and U is not an
eigenvector of M . By assumption, M is obviously invertible. Now, assume that U is
an eigenvector of M . Then, there is some λ 6= 0 such that (F0)2 + (F1)2 = λF0 and
F1(F0 +F2) = λF1. This implies F1(F0)2 + (F1)3 = F1(F0)2 +F0F1F2 which contradicts the
assumptions. J

As a last step we construct the Hd gadgets.

Case 1: 0 ∈ X or 1 6∈ X. We first show how to get a HW(1)
∈{0,1} node.

If 0, 1 6∈ X, then any vertex with a dangling edge acts as a HW(1)
∈{0,1} node.

If 0 ∈ X, 1 6∈ X, then attach maxX + 1 pendant vertices to any vertex v. Then, v acts
as a HW(1)

∈{0,1} node.
If 0 ∈ X, 1 ∈ X, then take a clique of size min(X) + 1 and split the edge between two ver-
tices into two dangling edges. This now acts as a HW(2)

=2 node. Attaching d(maxX + 1)/2e
copies of such a HW(2)

=2 node to a new vertex with one dangling edge gives us a HW(1)
∈{0,1}

node.

The gadget Hd consists of a path of d vertices with a dangling edge on the first vertex.
For an integer z ≥ maxX + 1 that we choose later, attach z pendant HW(1)

∈{0,1} nodes to each
vertex in the path. See Figure 8 for an illustration. By this definition, we get

F0 =
∑

i≥0:i∈X

(
z

i

)
, F1 =

∑
i≥0:i+1∈X

(
z

i

)
, and F2 =

∑
i≥0:i+2∈X

(
z

i

)
.
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z︷ ︸︸ ︷ z︷ ︸︸ ︷ z︷ ︸︸ ︷ z︷ ︸︸ ︷

Figure 9 Gadget to realize w[x, y] nodes in Case 2. Red nodes are EQ2 nodes.

We claim that there is a z such that the assumptions from Proposition 7.22 hold. If
we can choose z larger than maxX + 1, then F0, F1, and F2 are never equal to 0. For
contradictions sake, suppose that F0F2 = (F1)2. We first expand the equations above. Then
for every z, ∑

i∈X

(
z

i

)
 ∑
i+2∈X

(
z

i

) =
( ∑
i+1∈X

(
z

i

))2

2z −
∑
i∈X

(
z

i

)2z −
∑

i+2∈X

(
z

i

) =
(

2z −
∑

i+1∈X

(
z

i

))2

which implies 2zQ1(z) = Q2(z), where

Q1(z) =

2
∑

i+1∈X

(
z

i

)
−
∑
i∈X

(
z

i

)
−
∑

i+2∈X

(
z

i

)
Q2(z) =

( ∑
i+1∈X

(
z

i

))2

−

∑
i∈X

(
z

i

) ∑
i+2∈X

(
z

i

).
For large enough z, we argue that Q1(z) is not identically zero. Observe that the second
term in Q1(z) gives a non-zero zmaxX monomial whereas the other two terms cannot give a
monomial of this degree. Now, since X is a fixed, finite set, Q1 and Q2 are polynomials with
constant degree. Thus, Q1(z) is zero only for finitely many z. Hence, there are infinitely
many (positive) z such that Q1(z) is non-zero. For each such z we have

|2zQ1(z)| = |Q2(z)|.

This is immediately a contradiction since 2z ∈ ω(zc), for any constant c, if z is large enough.
Thus, there is some positive integral value of z such that F0F2 6= (F1)2. We use this value
of z in the construction of the gadget. Note that z only depends on X and can thus be
precomputed.

Case 2: 0 6∈ X, 1 ∈ X. In this case, we first get an EQ2 node in the following way. We
create a clique of size min(X \ {0}) + 1 and split one edge into two dangling edges.

For the gadget Hd, we create a path of length d and add a dangling edge to the first
vertex. To each vertex in the path, attach z many EQ2 nodes via both of its dangling edges,
where z is chosen later such that 2z ≥ maxX + 1. See Figure 9 for an illustration. We get

F0 =
∑

i≥0:2i∈X

(
z

i

)
, F1 =

∑
i≥0:2i+1∈X

(
z

i

)
, and F2 =

∑
i≥0:2i+2∈X

(
z

i

)
.
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Suppose there is no z such that F0F2 6= (F1)2. Then, for every z,

∑
2i∈X

(
z

i

)
 ∑

2i+2∈X

(
z

i

) =
( ∑

2i+1∈X

(
z

i

))2

2z −
∑

2i∈X

(
z

i

)2z −
∑

2i+2∈X

(
z

i

) =
(

2z −
∑

2i+1∈X

(
z

i

))2

which implies 2zQ1(z) = Q2(z), where

Q1(z) =

2
∑

2i+1∈X

(
z

i

)
−
∑

2i∈X

(
z

i

)
−

∑
2i+2∈X

(
z

i

)
Q2(z) =

( ∑
2i+1∈X

(
z

i

))2

−

∑
2i∈X

(
z

i

) ∑
2i+2∈X

(
z

i

).
As before, Q1(z) is not identically zero for large enough z. The first term of Q1(z) gives a
constant of 2, the second term cannot give a constant since 0 6∈ X, and the third term gives
a constant of −1 if 2 ∈ X. Thus, Q1(z) has a non-zero constant term and hence, is zero only
for finitely many z. Therefore, for infinitely many positive values of z, we have

|2zQ1(z)| = |Q2(z)|.

This is a contradiction since 2z ∈ ω(zc), for any constant c, and Q1 and Q2 are polynomials of
constant degree. Thus, we can choose a z such that F0F2 6= (F1)2 to do the interpolation. J

I Lemma 7.23. Let X ⊆ N be a fixed, finite set with X 6⊆ {0}. Let R1, . . . , Rd be d arbitrary
relations for some d ≥ 0. There is a polynomial-time Turing reduction from

Holant(R1, . . . , Rd, HW∈X , w[1, 1], w[−1, 1], w[0, 1]) to Holant(R1, . . . , Rd, HW∈X)

such that ∆∗ decreases and pw increases to pw + ∆∗ · f(maxX).

Proof. We first use Lemma 7.21 to remove the w[1, 1] nodes. Observe that this can alterna-
tively be done by a simple construction using a fresh vertex with maxX + 1 forced edges.
Then, we apply Lemma 7.21 two more times to remove the w[−1, 1] nodes and finally the
w[0, 1] nodes. J

Now, we can prove the reduction from #Y -AntiFactorR to #(X,Y )-AntiFactor.

Proof of Lemma 7.2. By the reduction of Lemma 7.16, we can reduce #Y -AntiFactorR
to Holant(HW∈Y , HW=1). This can trivially be reduced to Holant(HW∈Y , HW∈X , HW=1) as we
do not have any vertices with relation HW∈X . Then, we invoke Lemmas 7.17 and 7.23
such that the vertices with relation HW∈Y are not changed (or used for any construction).
By this we end the reduction with Holant(HW∈Y , HW∈X) which precisely corresponds to
#(X,Y )-AntiFactor. J
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8 Lower Bound for Counting Edge Covers

Observe that the construction in the previous section does not apply for the case X = {0},
which precisely corresponds to #EdgeCover. Due to its special structure, we show a
different reduction in this section which still leads to the expected hardness result.

I Theorem 8.1. For every constant ε > 0, no algorithm can solve #EdgeCover in time
(2− ε)pwnO(1) even if a path decomposition of width pw is given, unless #SETH fails.

The main step towards proving this lower bound is to show a lower bound for #MaxIndSet.

I Definition 8.2 (Counting Maximum Independent Sets (#MaxIndSet)). Given a graph
G = (V,E). Let I = {I ⊆ V | ∀{u, v} ∈ E : u ∈ I ∨ v ∈ I} and M = maxI∈I |I|.

Compute |{I ∈ I |M = |I|}|.

We split the lower bound for #EdgeCover into the following steps.

1. Lemma 8.3 reduces the counting version of SAT to a variant of SAT where we want to
count the satisfying assignments given the promise that the formula is satisfiable.

2. In Lemma 8.4 we show a lower bound for #MaxIndSet on low degree graphs under
#SETH.

3. Lemma 8.10 extends the previous lower bound to regular graphs.
4. To prove the lower bound in Theorem 8.1, we reduce #MaxIndSet on regular graphs to

#EdgeCover using ideas from [8, 9].
We start with the reduction from #SAT to the variant of #SAT.

I Lemma 8.3. Given a SAT formula φ with n variables and m clauses, we can construct in
time linear in the output size a SAT formula ψ on n+ 1 variables and m+ n clauses such
that #SAT (φ) + 1 = #SAT (ψ).

Proof. Let x1, . . . , xn be the variables of φ and x0 be a free variable. We define ψ such
that ψ ≡ (x0 ∨ φ) ∧ (¬x0 ∨ (x1 ∧ · · · ∧ xn)). One can easily see that the assignment
x0 = x1 = · · · = xn = true is satisfying for ψ. Further, for x0 = true this is the only satisfying
assignment. For x0 = false the satisfying assignments of φ directly transfer to ψ.

One can easily transform the right-hand side into a CNF by adding x0 to each clause of
φ and additionally adding, for all i ∈ [n], the clauses (¬x0 ∨ xi). J

Lokshtanov, Marx and Saurabh have shown a lower bound of (2− ε)pwnO(1) for finding some
maximum independent set on graphs with pathwidth pw under SETH [29]. However, their
reduction is not parsimonious and, therefore, does not hold under #SETH. We strengthen
this result by showing a lower bound for #MaxIndSet based on the weaker assumption of
#SETH.

I Lemma 8.4. For every constant ε > 0, there is an r > 0 such that #MaxIndSet on
graphs with maximum degree r cannot be solved in time (2− ε)pwnO(1), even if we are given
a path decomposition of width pw, unless #SETH fails.

Proof. Let φ be a SAT instance with n variables and m clauses. By Lemma 8.3, we can
assume that φ is satisfiable. We construct a graph Gφ which mainly consists of two types
of gadgets. The first type encodes the assignment and ensures that this information is
transferred consistently while the second one checks if a clause is satisfied by the encoded
assignment. The ideas for both types of gadgets is that the size of the maximum independent
set decreases significantly if the properties of these gadgets are not fulfilled. For this we



46 Anti-Factor Is FPT Parameterized by Treewidth and List Size

bound the size of the maximum independent set for each type of gadget separately. Finally,
we argue that the number of maximum independent sets of Gφ corresponds to the number of
satisfying assignments of the formula φ.

Encoding Assignments. We group g variables together, where g is chosen later. For each
group, we encode the partial assignments by subsets of vertices such that each partial
assignment corresponds to some S ⊆ [d] of size d/2, where d is also chosen later as an even
integer. The high-level construction has a grid-like structure: There are t := dn/ge rows,
one for each group of variables, and m columns, one for each clause. See Figure 10 for an
illustration of the construction.

We repeat the following construction for every i ∈ [t], denoting the group, and every
j ∈ [m], denoting the clause. We create a gadget Dj

i with d new input vertices vji,1, . . . , v
j
i,d

which ensures the consistency of the encoded assignments.
We encode the partial assignments to the variables of the ith group by subsets of these

vertices (or their indices from [d]). To each assignment we assign a unique subset of [d]
of size exactly d/2. This is possible as we set d such that

(
d
d/2
)
≥ 2g.12 We assign the all

zeros assignment to the remaining subsets of [d] of size exactly d/2. Then, every subset of
[d] of size d/2 or rather the corresponding selection of the input vertices encodes a partial
assignment for the ith group.

To ensure the assignment is consistent for all j, we add d cliques to Dj
i , each with

(
d
d/2
)

vertices. Each vertex of such a clique is identified with a unique subset of size d/2 from [d].
We denote the vertex for the set S in the `th clique by wji,S,`. For all S ⊆ [d] with |S| = d/2
and all ` ∈ [d], we connect wji,S,` to the vertices vji,k and vj+1

i,k , for all k ∈ [d] \ S. 13 That
is, if the vertices {vji,k | k ∈ S} are selected, where S ⊆ [d] and |S| = d/2, then we can also
select the vertices {wji,S,`}` by the definition of the graph.

B Claim 8.5. The maximum independent sets of Dj
i have size exactly d/2 + d.

Proof. For arbitrary S ⊆ [d] with |S| = d/2 (depending on the assignment), we select the
vertices {vji,k | k ∈ S} and the vertices wji,S,`, for all ` ∈ [d].

Now, assume that there is a independent set where more than d/2+d vertices are selected.
Trivially each of the d cliques can contribute at most one vertex to the total number. Hence,
there must be more than d/2 input vertices selected. Then, all sets of d/2 input vertices
intersect with the set of selected input vertices. Thus, all vertices of the cliques are adjacent
to at least one selected input vertex. As a consequence this is not an independent set and
the bound is tight. C

As a next step, we consider, for a fixed i, all Dj
i together.

B Claim 8.6. Let i ∈ [t] be fixed. The size of the maximum independent set in the graph
induced by D1

i , . . . , D
m
i is exactly (d/2 + d)m if and only if for each Dj

i the same subset
of vertices (with respect to the indices) is selected. Otherwise the size of the maximum
independent set is smaller.

Proof. The “if” follows directly by the definition of the graph and by bounding the size for
each Cji individually using Claim 8.5.

12Note that for different i, we could use in principle different mappings.
13For j = m, the vertices are connected only to the first set of vertices, as the vertices vm+1

i,k do not exist.
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Figure 10 High-Level construction of the graph for d = 4. The hexagons represent 6-cliques
where the blue vertex corresponds to the vertex of set S = {1, 4}.

For the “only if” direction we are given an maximum independent set of size (d/2 + d)m.
Assume there is an j ∈ [m] and some S, S′ ⊆ [d] with |S| = |S′| = d/2 and S 6= S′ such that
the vertices {vji,k | k ∈ S} and the vertices {vj+1

i,k | k ∈ S′} are selected. Thus, there is some
k ∈ S′ \ S such that wji,S,` is connected to vj+1

i,k . As we are given an independent set, either
none of the vertices wji,S,` is selected or vj+1

i,k is not selected. Therefore, the size can be at
most (d/2 + d)m− 1 by using the upper bound from Claim 8.5 for the remaining gadgets.

C

By Claim 8.6, for a fixed i, the assignment is actually the same for each Dj
i when considering

a maximum independent set. We say that the partial assignment is consistently encoded if
the maximum independent set has the size from Claim 8.6.

Encoding the Clauses. The clause gadget checks whether a specific clause is satisfied by
the encoded partial assignments. See Figure 11 for an illustration of the construction. For
the construction we fix some clause Cj of φ. We omit j as superscript from all vertices in
the following to simplify notation. Without loss of generality we assume that Cj contains
only variables from the first k groups.

The gadget consists of three types of vertices:
1. We create vertices u0, . . . , uk and s0, . . . , sk and connect each pair ui, si by an edge.

Moreover, for all i ∈ [k], we connect si−1 to ui. The idea is that the vertices si represent
the “satisfied” state while the vertices ui represent the “unsatisfied” state.

2. We repeat the following procedure for all i ∈ [k]. We introduce vertices vss,i,`, vuu,i,`,
and v�s,i,` which are pairwise connected for each ` ∈ [d], i.e., for each ` the vertices form
a triangle. We make vss,i,` adjacent to ui−1 and ui. Likewise, we connect vuu,i,` to si−1
and si. Additionally, we connect v�s,i,` to ui.
For all ` ∈ [d], we connect the vertices vuu,i,` and vss,i,` to wi,S,` for each S ⊆ [d] with
|S| = d/2 that represent a satisfying partial assignment. Conversely, for all ` ∈ [d],
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u0

s0

ui−1

si−1si

ui

sk

uk

vuu,i,`

vss,i,`
v�s,i,`

Figure 11 The clause gadget from the lower bound for #MaxIndSet with d = 2, k = 3. The
split hexagons correspond to the d cliques of each group where the top part contains the wi,S,` with
not satisfying S and the bottom part the ones with satisfying S. Black and gray edges connect
vertices of the same and different type, respectively.

we connect the vertex v�s,i,` to wi,S,` for each S representing an unsatisfying partial
assignment.
The idea is as follows. The vertices vuu,i,` are selected if the clause is not yet satisfied
and the clause is also not satisfied by the assignment for the ith group. The vertices
vss,i,` are selected if the clause is already satisfied but not satisfied by the assignment for
the ith group. The vertices v�s,i,` are selected if the clause is satisfied by the assignment
for the ith group independent from whether the clause is already satisfied.

3. We make s0 and uk adjacent to d new vertices, each. This ensures that in a maximum
independent set the vertices s0 and uk are not selected. Instead, the vertices u0 and sk
should be selected. Which corresponds to the case that the clause is initially not satisfied
but eventually is satisfied.

For the proof of correctness, we only count the vertices that are newly introduced. That is,
we do not count the vertices wi,S,`.

B Claim 8.7. If the assignment is consistently encoded and satisfies the clause, then there is
a unique maximal independent set with (k + 1) + (kd) + (2d) vertices.

Proof. We select k + 1 vertices of the first type, kd vertices of the second type, and 2d
vertices of the third type. Bounding the size of the maximum independent set for each type
of vertices separately, shows that no independent set can be of larger size.

By these observations, we must select all vertices of the third type. As we must select,
for all i ∈ [0, k], either si or ui, the vertex u0 must be selected. We select the other vertices
in rounds.

If ui−1 is selected, we cannot select vss,i,` for the independent set. By the above observation
and since we want to construct an independent set, we must select either all vuu,i,` vertices,
for ` ∈ [d], or all v�s,i,` vertices, for ` ∈ [d]. Observe that we can only select the vertices
v�s,i,` if the assignment for group i is satisfying because these vertices are only connected
to the vertices that represent an unsatisfying assignment. Conversely, the vertices vuu,i,`
can only be selected if the assignment is unsatisfying, as they are connected to vertices
representing a satisfying assignment.

If si−1 is selected, we cannot select vuu,i,` for the independent set because of the adjacency
of these two vertices. We know that si must also be selected, as ui cannot be selected.
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Therefore, either all vss,i,` vertices, for ` ∈ [d], or all v�s,i,` vertices, for ` ∈ [d], are selected.
Depending on the assignment which we are given, we can apply the same argument as before.

By this procedure, we eventually arrive at a point, where either uk or sk must be selected.
Since the clause is satisfied by the encoded assignment, there is some c ∈ [k] such that uc−1
and sc are selected. Thus, sk is selected and we can also select the remaining vertices of the
third type, namely the ones adjacent to uk. C

B Claim 8.8. Assume the assignment is consistently encoded. If the maximum independent
set has size (k + 1) + (kd) + (2d), then this assignment satisfies the clause.

Proof. From the definition of the graph, we get that k + 1 vertices of the first type, kd
vertices of the second type, and 2d vertices of the third type must be selected.

Therefore, u0 and sk must be selected. Since, for all i ∈ [k], either ui or si must be
selected and the fact that the vertices si−1 and ui are adjacent, there must be some c ∈ [k]
such that u0, . . . , uc−1 and sc, . . . , sk are selected. This especially implies that none of the
vertices vuu,c,` and vss,c,`, for any ` ∈ [d], can be selected because they are connected to sc
and uc−1, respectively. Therefore, the vertices v�s,c,` must be selected. This is only possible
if, for some S corresponding to a satisfying assignment, the vertices wc,S,` are selected. Thus,
the assignment satisfies the clause. C

Analysis of the Construction. For the final part of the lower bound, it remains to analyze
the pathwidth of the graph Gφ and to bound the largest degree. Both properties depend on
the parameters d and g we still need to set.

B Claim 8.9. The pathwidth of the graph Gφ is bounded by dn/ge · d+
(
d
d/2
)

+ d+O(1).

Proof. We use a mixed search approach. For this reason, we iterate over all clauses and
clean the clause gadget and the corresponding columns starting from the first row (which
corresponds to the first group of variables). We place d searchers on the input vertices of the
next gadget and then clean the cliques and clause gadget sequentially by cleaning repetition
by repetition. As the cliques are not connected to each other, this requires only

(
d
d/2
)

+O(1)
searchers. Moreover, the cliques are only connected to vertices that already have a searcher
on them, that is, the vertices vji,k, vss,i,`, vuu,i,`, and v�s,i,l, for a fixed `, as we place searcher
simultaneously on them. Thus, we can clean the clause gadgets with O(1) searchers. C

The degree of the vertices is bounded by
(
d
d/2
)

+ 2d + O(1). We choose the value for the
parameter r from the lemma statement to be precisely this value. As we see in the remaining
proof, the value of d depends on ε only.

Lower Bound. Assume we are given an algorithm for #MaxIndSet with running time
(2− ε)pwNO(1) for a graph with N vertices and maximum degree r for some ε > 0. We use
this algorithm to count the number of satisfying assignments of a SAT formula φ in time
(2− δ)nnO(1) where δ > 0.

We choose an α > 1 such that (2− ε)α ≤ (2− δ) for some suitable ε > δ > 0. For ease of
notation, we define ε′ = log(2− ε) and δ′ = log(2− δ). Hence, we have that ε′ · α ≤ δ′ < 1.
Now, we choose some 0 < β < 1 such that αβ > 1. To sue the construction from above, we set
d to be an even integer large enough such that g := bβdc > 0, d ≤ αbβdc, and d ≤ 2(1−β)d+1.

We first show that we can encode all partial assignments by our choice of parameters.
For this, it suffices to bound

(2b
b

)
from below by 4b/b which follows directly by induction
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starting from b = 4. Then, we get(
d

d/2

)
≥ 2d+1

d
≥ 2βd ≥ 2g.

Now, for the formula φ, we construct the graph Gφ as given above and count the number of
maximum independent sets. Since we know that φ is satisfiable, the number of maximum
independent sets corresponds to the number of satisfying assignments.

The running time of the whole procedure can be bound by

(2− ε)pw(n+m)O(1) ≤ (2− ε)d
n
g e·d+( d

d/2)+d+O(1)(n+m)O(1)

≤ (2− ε)
n
g ·d+( d

d/2)+2d+O(1)(n+m)O(1).

Observe that d does not depend on the input formula but just on ε. Thus, the term
(2− ε)(

d
d/2)+2d+O(1) contributes only a constant factor to the overall running time and can

be hidden by the (n+m)O(1) term.

≤ (2− ε)
n
g ·d(n+m)O(1)

≤ 2ε
′ n
bβdc ·d(n+m)O(1)

By our choice of d, α, and β we get

≤ 2ε
′αn(n+m)O(1) ≤ 2δ

′n(n+m)O(1) ≤ (2− δ)n(n+m)O(1).

This running time now immediately contradicts #SETH and the claim follows. J

The next step extends the previous result to regular graphs.

I Lemma 8.10. For every constant ε > 0, there is an r > 0 such that #MaxIndSet
on r-regular graphs given with a path decomposition of width pw cannot be solved in time
(2− ε)pwnO(1), unless #SETH fails.

Proof. Let ε > 0 be an arbitrary constant. By Lemma 8.4, there is some r′ > 0 (just
depending on ε) such that #MaxIndSet on graphs of maximum degree r′ cannot be solved
in time (2− ε)pwnO(1), unless #SETH fails. Let G be such a #MaxIndSet instance. We
modify G such that we get a regular graph H.

Set r to be the odd number of r′ and r′ + 1. We first construct a gadget J containing a
distinguished vertex vJ as portal that is “forced” to not be in any solution of the #MaxIndSet
instance. For this gadget, we first take a clique with r + 1 vertices and remove an edge
between two arbitrary vertices. Then, add an edge from both of these vertices to a new vertex
vJ . We repeat this process (r − 1)/2− 1 more times resulting in (r − 1)/2 modified cliques.
We denote the resulting gadget by J and look at vJ as the portal vertex of J . Observe that
vJ has degree r − 1 whereas all other vertices in the gadget have degree r. Observe that
J has a unique maximum independent set of size r − 1 which does not contain vJ , that is,
the independent set where, for each of the (r − 1)/2 modified cliques, the two non-adjacent
vertices are selected.

Now, for each vertex u in G, we introduce r − deg(u) copies of the gadget J and make
all copies of vJ adjacent to u. Let H denote the resulting r-regular graph. Observe that H
retains all the maximum independent sets from G.

The size of the graph H can be bounded by O(nr3) and the pathwidth increases by an
additive term of r + 2 compared to the pathwidth of G. Recall that r depends on r′ which
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only depends on the fixed ε. When running the claimed algorithm on the modified instance
H, the change of the size and pathwidth contributes only a constant to the running time
which asymptotically does not change the running time. By Lemma 8.4, this contradicts
#SETH. J

Now we have everything ready for the last step of the reduction where we reduce from
#MaxIndSet on regular graphs to #EdgeCover.

Proof of Theorem 8.1. For a given ε > 0, we know from Lemma 8.10, that there is an r > 0
such that #MaxIndSet on r-regular graphs cannot be solved in time (2− ε)pwnO(1), unless
#SETH fails. Let H = (V,E) be such an r-regular #MaxIndSet instance. We follow the
ideas from the #P-completeness proof of #EdgeCover in [8] to obtain a Turing reduction
from #MaxIndSet to #EdgeCover.

Let Ij(H) be the number of independent sets of size exactly j in H. We subdivide all
edges of H by placing a new vertex on each edge. Let G be the resulting graph and let U be
the set of new vertices. Let Ni(G) be the number of subsets E′ ⊆ E(G) such that i vertices
of V are not covered and all vertices of U are covered. We follow a similar argument as in
[8, 9] to count the number of subgraphs that contribute to Ni(G).

B Claim 8.11. With the notation as before, it holds that

3rn/2−jrIj(H) =
n∑
i=j

(
i

j

)
Ni(G).

Proof. We prove the claim by analyzing how independent sets for H can be transformed
into edge covers of G. The first formulation covers with the left-hand side and the second
corresponds to the right-hand side.

For some independent set S ⊆ V (H) of size j in H, consider some vertex v ∈ S. Let
(v, v1), . . . , (v, vr) be the incident edges of u. Suppose these edges are subdivided to get
the edges (v, u1), (u1, v1), . . . , (v, ur), (ur, vr) for some u1, . . . , ur ∈ U . We select none of
(v, u1), . . . , (v, ur) and select all of (u1, v1), . . . , (ur, vr) in the solution. We repeat the previous
selection procedure for every v ∈ S. Now, observe that there are rn/2− jr edges in H that
are not incident to a vertex from S. For each of these edges, there is a unique vertex u ∈ U
subdividing this edge in G. We select at least one of the two subdividing edges incident to
u; there are three possible ways to do this. The number of possible ways for this forms the
left-hand side of the equation.

For the right-hand side, observe that the above process creates every subset of edges in
G where S is not covered and all of U is covered. If a selection E′ ⊆ E(G) leaves exactly i
vertices, say S′ ⊆ V , uncovered in G, then the above process generates E′ only if S ⊆ S′.
This means that there are exactly

(
i
j

)
sets S of size j for which the process creates E′. C

By Claim 8.11, it suffices to recover the values of Ni(G) to recover the values of Ij(H).
Let Nij(G) be the number of edge subsets of G that leave exactly i vertices in V and

exactly j vertices in U uncovered. We attach paths of length m (i.e., with m edges) to all
vertices v ∈ V and attach paths of length k to all vertices u ∈ U . Let the resulting graph
be Gm,k. For a path of length ` (i.e., with ` edges), let M` be the number of edge covers of
such a path. Observe that M` = M`−1 + M`−2 with M1 = M2 = 1 which is precisely the
definition of the Fibonacci numbers.

Now, consider an edge subset E′ of G that leaves exactly i vertices in V and exactly j
vertices in U uncovered. (Note that E′ contributes towards Nij(G).) We analyze how E′
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can be extended to an edge cover of Gm,k. For a vertex v ∈ V ∪U that is already covered by
some edge we can choose an edge cover of the path attached to v that either covers v or not.
For a vertex v ∈ V ∪ U that is not covered by any edge we must choose an edge cover of the
path attached to v that also covers v. Denote by #EC(Gm,k) the number of edge covers of
Gm,k. Then, by the above observations, we get

#EC(Gm,k) =
n∑
i=0

rn/2∑
j=0

M i
m(Mm +Mm−1)n−iM j

k(Mk +Mk−1)rn/2−jNij(G)

= Mn
mM

rn/2
k

n∑
i=0

(
1 + Mm−1

Mm

)n−i n∑
j=0

(
1 + Mk−1

Mk

)rn/2−j
Nij(G).

We interpret #EC(Gm,k) as a polynomial in the two variables 1 + Mm−1/Mm and 1 +
Mk−1/Mk. We use the algorithm for #EdgeCover to get the value of #EC(Gm,k). Since
the M`s correspond to Fibonacci numbers, we know that M`/M`−1 takes infinitely many
distinct values (though the sequence is converging). Hence, we can use interpolation to
recover Nij(G) for all values of i and j. Since Ni(G) = Ni0(G), we can recover the number
of maximum independent sets of H, that is Ij∗ where j∗ = max{j′ | Ij′ 6= 0}.

The only remaining task is to argue that we do not affect the pathwidth much. Observe
that we only subdivided edges and attached graphs of constant pathwidth to vertices. Both of
these steps do not alter the pathwidth by more than a constant. Thus, given a (2− ε)pwnO(1)

algorithm for #EdgeCover, we get a (2 − δ)pwnO(1) algorithm for #MaxIndSet on
r-regular graphs. By Lemma 8.10, this contradicts #SETH. J
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