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Abstract
We introduce a new notion of acyclicity representation in labeled graphs, and present three applica-
tions thereof. Our main result is an algorithm that, given a graph G and a k-clique expression of G,
in time O(6knc) counts modulo 2 the number of feedback vertex sets of G of each size. We achieve
this through an involved subroutine for merging partial solutions at union nodes in the expression.
In the usual way this results in a one-sided error Monte-Carlo algorithm for solving the decision
problem in the same time. We complement these by a matching lower bound under the Strong
Exponential-Time Hypothesis (SETH). This closes an open question that appeared multiple times
in the literature [ESA 23, ICALP 24, IPEC 25].

We also present an algorithm that, given a graph G and a tree decomposition of width k of G, in
time O(3knc) counts modulo 2 the number of feedback vertex sets of G of each size. This matches
the known SETH-tight bound for the decision version, which was obtained using the celebrated
cut-and-count technique [FOCS 11, TALG 22]. Unlike other applications of cut-and-count, which
use the isolation lemma to reduce a decision problem to counting solutions modulo 2, this bound was
obtained via counting other objects, leaving the complexity of counting solutions modulo 2 open.

Finally, we present a one-sided error Monte-Carlo algorithm that, given a graph G and a k-clique
expression of G, in time O(18knc) decides the existence of a connected feedback vertex set of size t

in G. We provide a matching lower bound under SETH.
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1 Introduction

Given a graph G and an integer k, the Feedback Vertex Set problem asks whether there
is a set of at most k vertices that intersects all cycles in G. This well-known NP-hard problem
has been studied intensely in a variety of algorithmic paradigms. In particular, it is an
important benchmark problem in the study of optimal (dynamic programming) algorithms on
graph decompositions. Continuing this line of work, we study the parameterized complexity
of Feedback Vertex Set, and its connected variant, where we require the solution set to
induce a connected subgraph, relative to the treewidth and clique-width of the graph.

Parameterized complexity extends classical complexity by allowing complexity bounds to
depend not only on the input size but also on one or more parameters, which may quantify
various input properties. In particular, one aims to find so-called fixed-parameter tractable
algorithms whose running time is polynomial in the input size but (usually) exponential in
the parameter value, i.e., time f(k)nc for size n and parameter k. In recent years, there
has been much success in obtaining fine-grained bounds for the dependency f(k) on the
parameter that is possible for such algorithms, which includes (almost) matching lower
bounds conditioned on the (Strong) Exponential-Time Hypothesis (ETH resp. SETH).1

For graph problems, the most studied parameter is the treewidth of the input graph:
Intuitively, it is equal to the smallest value k such that the graph can be completely
decomposed along non-crossing separators of size at most k. A similar parameter, aimed
at dense graphs, is clique-width: Roughly, it is the smallest number k of labels, such that
the graph can be recursively constructed using creation of a single labeled vertex, relabeling,
adding edges between label classes, and disjoint union.

For many fundamental problems, the complexity relative to treewidth is quite well
understood. This was initiated by Lokshtanov et al. [29], who showed for many well-studied
problems, such as Independent Set, Dominating Set, and Maximum Cut parameterized
by treewidth that known dynamic programming (DP) algorithms with time O(αknc) are
optimal under SETH, for problem-specific α. For many other problems, however, including
connectivity problems like Connected Vertex Cover and Feedback Vertex Set,
it remained open whether the known algorithms with time O(αk log knc) were optimal (by
showing matching lower bounds), or whether they could be significantly improved upon. The
crux was that the natural approaches for DP would have to maintain connectivity patterns
of partial solutions, which leads to a kk factor in number of solutions and (hence) time. This
was resolved by Cygan et al. [16] by establishing O(αknc) time algorithms and matching
lower bounds modulo SETH for most of these problems. Their Cut&Count technique has
two key ingredients: (1) The isolation lemma probabilistically reduces to the special case
where we have a unique weighted solution of minimum weight (if one exists), so that we can
count (weighted) solutions modulo 2 to decide existence. (2) The main insight is that to
count modulo 2 the connected solutions, one can instead count modulo 2 the number of ways
that relaxed (possibly disconnected) solutions can be cut, because all disconnected solutions
will cancel out modulo 2. Notably, for Feedback Vertex Set this idea does not seem to
apply directly, so they instead count the number of solutions for each specified number of
vertices, edges, and connected components. This suffices to decide existence of a solution but
does not include an algorithm for counting solutions modulo 2.

1 ETH posits that there is c > 0 such that no algorithm solves 3-SAT in time O(2cn) where n is the
number of variables. SETH posits that for each c < 1 there is a clause size q such that no algorithm
solves q-SAT in time O(2cn).
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After these two pioneering works, there was much activity for establishing SETH-tight
bounds for a variety of problems under different parameters such as cutwidth [7, 19, 27, 31],
pathwidth [8, 13, 15], and modular treewidth [23]. The first to study connectivity problems
parameterized by clique-width were Bergougnoux and Kanté [2]. They provided deterministic
single-exponential time algorithms for many connectivity problems including the Feedback
Vertex Set problem. Since they use the rank-based approach of Bodlaender et al. [6],
they do not obtain SETH-tight bounds. Instead, there is an additional factor of ω, the
matrix multiplication exponent, in the exponent of the running times, which leaves a gap
even if ω = 2. The first SETH-tight algorithms for connectivity problems parameterized by
clique-width were introduced by Hegerfeld and Kratsch [23], who provided tight bounds for
both the Connected Vertex Cover and the Connected Dominating Set problems
using the Cut&Count technique. They left open to get such tight bounds also for Steiner
Tree, Connected Odd Cycle Transversal, and Feedback Vertex Set, but pointed
out obstructions with doing so via Cut&Count: For the first two, there remained a gap
between a Cut&Count-based algorithm and the seemingly best possible lower bound. For
the latter, already Bergougnoux and Kanté had pointed out that the approach of counting
solutions separately for each number of vertices, edges, and connected components would
incur a factor of nk when working with clique-width. Two recent works of Bojikian and
Kratsch [10, 9] closed the gap for Steiner Tree and Connected Dominating Set by
finding faster algorithms based on a new approach via connectivity patterns called “isolating
a representative” and avoiding Cut&Count. Only Feedback Vertex Set parameterized
by clique-width remained open.

Our contribution. We present a dynamic programming algorithm that counts (modulo 2)
the number of feedback vertex sets of a fixed size t in a graph in time O(6knc), given that
this graph is provided together with a k-clique expression. We achieve this running time by
introducing a new representation of acyclicity in graphs, which enables us to bypass counting
edges induced by a partial solution. We prove the following theorem:

▶ Theorem 1. There exists an algorithm that given a graph G together with a k-clique
expression of G for some integer value k and a positive integer t, counts (modulo 2) the
number of feedback vertex sets of size t in G in time O(6knc).

Our algorithm actually counts weighted feedback vertex sets, for any polynomially
bounded vertex-weight function. This allows us to use the isolation lemma to reduce the
decision version of the problem to the counting modulo 2 version with high probability. As a
result we get the following:

▶ Theorem 2. There exists a one-sided error Monte-Carlo algorithm that given a graph G

together with a k-clique expression of G for some value k ∈ N, and a positive integer t ∈ N,
decides whether G contains a feedback vertex set of size t in time O(6knc). Errors are limited
to false negatives, and the correct answer is output with probability at least 1/2.

We also provide a lower bound that excludes algorithms with running time O
(
(6 − ε)knc

)
for Feedback Vertex Set assuming SETH. As is the case for similar lower bounds for other
problems parameterized by clique-width and treewidth (with its linear variant pathwidth),
our lower bound holds even when parameterized by the linear clique-width [1, 20, 24]; where
each union operation requires that one of its operands is a single vertex.

▶ Theorem 3. Assuming SETH, the Feedback Vertex Set problem cannot be solved in
time O

(
(6 − ε)knc

)
for any ε > 0, even when the input graph G is provided with a linear

k-expression of G.
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We show that our representation technique also yields an independent treewidth-based
algorithm: by restricting the indices of the dynamic programming tables to the states realized
by a tree decomposition, one obtains an algorithm that runs in time O(3twnc) on a graph
G of treewidth tw, and counts (modulo 2) the number of feedback vertex sets of size t in
G. Again this is SETH-tight, since an algorithm with running time O((3 − ε)twnc) would
imply—using the isolation lemma—an algorithm for the decision version with the same
running time, which contradicts SETH [16].

▶ Theorem 4. There exists an algorithm that given a graph G together with a tree decom-
position of G of width tw and a positive integer t, counts (modulo 2) the number of feedback
vertex sets of size t in G in time O(3twnc).

We note that, to the best of our knowledge, these are the first SETH-tight algorithms
that correctly count (modulo 2) the number of feedback vertex sets when parameterized
by a structural parameter, as other known methods either count different objects (cut
and count [16]), or are based on the “Gaussian elimination” technique or on the “squared
determinant” technique, and hence, are not tight under SETH [6, 3].

As an additional application of our representation technique, we also show that acyclicity
representation can be combined with the “isolating a representative” technique of Bojikian
and Kratsch [10] resulting in an algorithm for the Connected Feedback Vertex Set
problem with running time O(18cwnc) proving the following theorem:

▶ Theorem 5. There exists a one-sided error Monte-Carlo algorithm that given a graph G

together with a k-clique expression of G for some value k ∈ N, and a positive integer t ∈ N,
decides whether G contains a connected feedback vertex set of size t in time O(18knc). Errors
are limited to false negatives, and the correct answer is output with probability at least 1/2.

We also prove the tightness of our running time, by ruling out algorithms with running
time O((18 − ε)lcwnc) under SETH, for all ε > 0, where lcw denotes the linear clique-width
of the graph. To the best of our knowledge, this is the largest known single-exponential lower
bound for a natural (non-generalized) problem parameterized by a structural parameter.
This poses a challenge in the construction of the lower bound.

▶ Theorem 6. Assuming SETH, the Connected Feedback Vertex Set problem cannot
be solved in time O

(
(18 − ε)knc

)
for any ε > 0, even when the input graph G is provided

with a linear k-expression of G.

In doing so, we close the gap for two additional connectivity problems relative to clique-
width. This leaves only one problem unresolved among those whose tight complexity relative
to treewidth was determined in the original work of Cygan et al. [16], which introduced the
Cut&Count technique, namely the Exact k-Leaf Spanning Tree problem. However, this
problem is at least W [1]-hard when parameterized by clique-width, since it generalizes the
Hamiltonian Path problem by setting k = 2 [17].

Organization. In Section 2 we provide an overview of our techniques. In Section 3 we
provide preliminaries and some notation. We present the main algorithm of this work in
Section 4 proving Theorem 1 and Theorem 2. We present the lower bound in Section 5. We
prove Theorem 4 in Section 6. Finally, we prove the Theorem 5 and Theorem 6 in Section 7
and conclude with final remarks in Section 8.
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2 Technique overview.

2.1 Upper bounds

As is typical with structural parameters, we assume that the input graph G is provided
together with a k-clique expression µ of G. The recursive definition of clique-expressions (see
Section 3) induces a syntax tree T of µ in a natural way, where each subtree Tx rooted at a
node x of T corresponds to a subexpression µx of µ. Since each subexpression µx defines a
subgraph Gx of G, we build our algorithms as bottom-up dynamic programming schemes
over T , where for each node x, we keep tables Tx that count (modulo 2) some notion of
partial solutions in the graph Gx.

Similar to other algorithms for Feedback Vertex Set [2, 6, 16], our algorithms count
rather induced forests in the graph, which are in one-to-one correspondence with feedback
vertex sets. We first show that this can be done by representing labeled graphs as multisets
of vectors, that count the number of times a label appears in each connected component of
the induced forest. We call these multisets patterns.

However, the total number of different patterns is super-exponential in n, and hence, is
too large to be used in an efficient dynamic programming algorithm. Therefore, we aim to
reduce the families of patterns into a simpler representation thereof, introducing the notion
of acyclicity representation. First, we add an isolated vertex v0 of a new label 0 to the graph.
This vertex will allow for a cleaner “reduced” representation of patterns. While the vertex v0
is isolated in the original graph, we will use some “rerouting technique” in the representation,
creating graphs where v0 is connected to other vertices. We call labeled graphs with this
added vertex v0 extended labeled graphs. Since the vertex v0 is the only vertex having label
0, we assume that each pattern contains a unique vector z with z0 = 1 and x0 = 0 for all
other vectors x in the pattern. we call z the zero vector of the pattern.

Essentially, we prove first that, in order to represent acyclicity in a labeled graph, it
suffices to upper bound the multiplicity of each label by 2, both in each connected component
and globally, eventually by removing isolated vertices, whose labels appear more than twice
in the graph. This results in multisets over vectors, where each index is upper bounded by
2, and where each vector has multiplicity at most two in the pattern. See Figure 1 for an
example of an extended labeled forest and its corresponding pattern.

1 1 1

2

1

0 22

22

(a) A 2-labeled forest F

〈0
2
0

 ,

1
1
1

 ,

0
0
1

 ,

0
0
1

〉

(b) The pattern p := patF

Figure 1 A k-labeled forest F (k = 2) and its corresponding pattern. Note that we upper
bound the multiplicity of each label in each connected component by 2, and the multiplicity of each
connected component by 2 as well. Removing additional unit-vectors happens in a later stage.

In the second step, we present a compact family of patterns PCS of size 6k. We show
that one can replace any family of partial solutions in Gx, for a node x of T , with a subset
of PCS , such that for any extension of a partial solution to a solution in the whole graph,
this extension is compatible with an odd number of partial solutions from the original family,
if and only if it is compatible with an odd number of patterns in the latter family.
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More formally, the family PCS consists of all patterns p where the only non-unit vector
of p is the zero vector. The size of the family follows then, since for each label i, we can
assign one of the six states: O if it does not appear in the pattern, D if it appears only
once in a unit vector, D∗ if it appears twice in unit vectors, C if it appears only once in the
zero vector, C+ if it appears once in a unit vector and once in the zero vector, and C∗ if it
appears twice in the zero vector. This builds a bijection between the patterns in PCS and
the set of mappings that assign to each label in [k] one of these six states.

In order to represent each family of patterns with a subset of PCS , we introduce a
count-preserving replacement rule: First, we show for a pattern p and three vectors x, y, z,
such that x and y + z are both in p, and for p0 = p \ {x, y + z}, that the three patterns
p0 ∪ ⟨x + z, y⟩,p0 ∪ ⟨x + y, z⟩,p0 ∪ ⟨x + z + y⟩ together represent p. Hence, our reduction rule
replaces a pattern p with these three patterns, by choosing x to be the zero vector of p, and
y + z to be any other non-unit vector different from x in p. This results in three patterns,
each having a smaller total sum of non-unit vectors different from the zero vector than the
same sum in p. Therefore, by applying this rule a finite number of times we get a family of
patterns R that represents p, such that for each pattern r ∈ R, each vector different from the
zero vector of r is a unit vector. This implies that R ⊆ PCS . See Figure 2 for an example of
this reduction rule.

〈1
1
0

 ,

0
2
1

〉 x=

1
1
0


−−−−−−−−−−−−→

y=

0
2
0

 z=

0
0
1


〈1

1
1

 ,

0
2
0

〉
,

〈1
2
0

 ,

0
0
1

〉
,

〈1
2
1

〉

Figure 2 The three patterns resulting from applying the reduction rule to the pattern p. We
choose x to be the zero vector as specified by the reduction rule. Note that the total sum of non-unit
vectors different from the zero vector decreases from 3 in p to 2, 0 and 0 in the three resulting
patterns, respectively. Note also that we keep the upper bound 2 on the sums in each index.

This count-preserving replacement argument allows us to restrict the dynamic program-
ming tables to the family PCS only, preserving the parity of the number of extensions of
partial solutions in Gx to solutions in the whole graph G. However, a bottleneck of this
approach is to process union nodes in the clique expression efficiently, combining all pairs of
partial solutions in the unified graphs. While this can be trivially done in time O(36knc), we
show that this can be done in (optimal) time O(6knc) by an involved convolution operation.

In general, fast convolution techniques have proven essential to process a join node in
a tree decomposition or a union node in a clique expression efficiently. Among others,
covering product, fast subset convolution, fast lattice convolution over power lattices, and
multidimensional fast fourier transformation have been used to process such nodes more
efficiently. Van Rooij [32] combined some of these techniques to develop a novel convolution
for the (σ, ρ)-Dominating Set problems, introducing the “Count and Filter” technique,
inspired by the infamous fast subset convolution of Björklund et al. [4]. The author states
that combinations of these convolution techniques cover a vast spectrum of convolution
requirements. However, essential for their proof was the fact, that their case only spanned a
convolution of depth two, where the filter was only applied in the later phase. Hence, by
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reverting the second step, one gets a closed form transformation (Zeta) that can be directly
inverted. In this paper, however, we encounter a more sophisticated 3-level convolution
(4-level for the connected variant) with two different filters. As one can see in the proof,
reverting the last step does not yield a closed form transformation. Therefore, a more
involved reversing process is needed. We show, somewhat surprisingly, that retracting the
convolution steps after applying the product still yields the right answer. We believe that
this convolution technique can be generalized to an arbitrary depth, and hence, can be of
independent interest.

We note that our convolution is tight, and it improves on a trivial convolution with time
O(36cwnc), and, to the best of our knowledge, on the best known algorithm for general
convolutions [11] with running time O(6(2ω/3) cwnc), where ω is the matrix multiplication
exponent, even for ω = 2.

Back to our algorithm, this results in an algorithm that correctly counts (modulo 2) the
number of weighted feedback vertex sets of size t in time O(6cwnc), when the weights are
bounded polynomially in n. Using the isolation lemma [30], we show that by choosing the
weights large enough, independently and uniformly at random, this results in an algorithm
that solves the decision version with high probability.

Connected feedback vertex set. In order to solve the Connected Feedback Vertex
Set problem parameterized by clique-width, we need to preserve connectivity of the solution
set in addition to the acyclicity of the remaining graph. We achieve this by combining
our acyclicity representation technique with a connectivity representation technique, that
was introduced recently by Bojikian and Kratsch [10], called “isolating a representative”.
Surprisingly, this results in a tight algorithm with running time O(18cwnc). In this technique,
each partial solution X is first represented by its connectivity pattern, defined as a set of
subsets of labels, where we add a set for each connected component C of Gx[X], that contains
the labels of all vertices of C. Compared to acyclicity representation, where we needed to
distinguish whether a label appears once or at least twice in a connected component, for
connectivity, it suffices to track existence, and hence, simple sets suffice.

However, a count-preserving replacement argument, similar to the one above, as the
authors suggest, would only reduce the size of the family to 4k (where each label has a state
O, D, C, or C+). Instead, they first introduce a notion of “existential representation”,
where the representing family does not preserve the parity of the number of compatible
partial solutions, but only preserves the existence of a compatible partial solution. In order
to achieve this, they define local operations, called actions over the nodes of T , that decide
for a given label (with state C), whether it will be used in the future to connect different
components of a partial solution (and hence, it can be added as a singleton safely, turning
its state to C+), or will not be used anymore (and hence, it can be safely removed from
all sets, turning its state to O). The resulting family can then be reduced to size 3k by a
count-preserving reduction argument similar to the one above.

A problem however arises, since the first step is only an existential representation, that
might not preserve the parity of the number of compatible partial solutions, while the second
step only preserves the parity, by possibly creating new compatible partial solutions. They
solve this problem by a double usage of the isolation lemma, where in addition to isolating
the solution itself, they also isolate an existential representative thereof—and hence, the
name “isolating a representative”. They achieve this by assigning different weights to the
actions taken to create each representative of a partial solution. They call the combinations
of actions taken to create a single representative an action sequence.
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Therefore, our partial solutions are pairs of a vertex set X and an action sequence π,
where we index the dynamic programming tables by the acyclicity-pattern of G \ X and by
the connectivity-pattern of the representative created by π from the partial solution X. This
results in 6 · 3 = 18 states per label. Again, we need to efficiently process union nodes in the
clique expression. We build upon the convolution technique introduced above, extending it
to a 4-level convolution, where we start by processing the connectivity part of the pattern.
We show that this can be done in time O(18knc), resulting in the claimed running time.

Treewidth algorithm. Finally, in order to count the number of feedback vertex sets of a
specific size when parameterized by treewidth, we make use of the same acyclicity repres-
entation technique. Essentially, in a tree decomposition, each vertex appears in a bag at
most once, compared to labels in a labeled graph, while the size of the bags is bounded
by the parameter. We start by defining a mapping ϕ that assigning to each vertex in the
graph a label i ∈ [k + 1] such that the restriction of ϕ to each bag is injective. Using these
labels, we can restrict the family of all patterns to patterns where each label appears at most
once. This turns our definition of patterns, as multisets of vectors into sets over subsets of
[k]. Essentially, it reduces the six states defined above into the “single” states O, D and C

resulting in the family of nice treewidth patterns TCS of size 3k+1. We use this family to
index the dynamic programming tables.

Similar to the algorithm when parameterized by clique-width, join nodes form a bottleneck
in this dynamic programming routine, where we need to efficiently combine all pairs of
partial solutions in the two children bags. We show that this can be done in time O(3knc)
by introducing an ordering over these states, and showing that the required convolution
corresponds to the join product of the kth power of the corresponding lattice. We refer to
Section 3 for a brief introduction of these terms. The running time then follows from a result
by Hegerfeld and Kratsch [21] that shows how to compute such convolutions efficiently.

2.2 Lower bounds
Feedback Vertex Set. In our lower bounds, we follow the general framework of SETH
based reductions for structural parameters debuted by Lokshtanov et al. [29]. However,
instead of reducing from the d-SAT problem, we reduce from the q-CSP-B problem defined
as follows: Given is a set of n variables for some integer n, and a set of m constraints, where
each constraint is defined over q variables, and specifies which assignments of values from
the set [B] to these variables are allowed. The goal is to decide whether there exists an
assignment of values from [B] to all variables, such that all constraints are satisfied.

We base our lower bound on a result by Lampis [28], that states, informally, that for each
fixed value of B, and each δ > 0, there exists a value of q, such that the q-CSP-B problem
cannot be solved in time O((B − δ)n), unless SETH fails. Hence, for our lower bound for
Feedback Vertex Set, we fix B = 6, and provide a reduction for each value of q, from
the q-CSP-6 problem to Feedback Vertex Set.

Intuitively, we translate each variable into a gadget of constant size, called path gadget.
We make use of the six states O, D, C, D∗, C+, and C∗ defined above and translate the
intersection of a solution with this gadget into one of these states. We also fix a bijective
mapping from these states to the different assignments of value from [6] to the corresponding
variable. We also define a so called constraint gadget corresponding to each constraint C.
We define the adjacencies between a constraint gadget and the path gadgets in such a way,
that ensures that the states defined in the path gadgets by a solution corresponds to an
assignment that satisfies the constraint C.
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In order to find an assignment that satisfies all constraints, we will add m copies of a path
gadget for each variable v, each corresponding to a different constraint, where consecutive
copies are connected by bilciques of size 2, spanning two “exit vertices” of each gadget, and
two “entry vertices” of the following gadget, resulting in a path sequence corresponding to
each variable v. This results in a grid structure, where each row is a sequence of path gadgets
corresponding to a variable v, and each column corresponds to a constraint C. We attach a
corresponding constraint gadget to each column.

The symmetric “biclique” cuts between consecutive path gadgets ensure that we can
build all these sequences by “spending” a single label (unit of clique-width) for each path
sequence, and a constant number of labels for the rest of the graph, building the whole graph
column by column, which bounds the clique-width of the resulting graph. We show that
these cuts are exactly enough to transition these six states.

In fact, we add 5n + 1 copies of these sequences of path gadgets for each variable, making
each such sequence (5n + 1)m long. This ensures that in any solution, there is one copy,
where all gadgets on each sequence are assigned the same state. Building on this, we show
that the given instance is a satisfiable, if and only if the resulting graph admits a feedback
vertex set of some fixed size.

Connected Feedback Vertex Set. For the Connected Feedback Vertex Set problem,
we follow the same general schema. However, in order to achieve the base 18, we combine
an acyclicity state with a connectivity state, resulting in 6 · 3 = 18 states per label, where
an acyclicity state defines how a label appears in an induced forest, while a connectivity
state defines the connectivity of a label in the solution set itself. However, a challenge arises,
since states like (O, O) are non-realizable, while the upper bound realizes them though the
existential representation technique mentioned above, and hence, cannot be trimmed.

In order to overcome this challenge, we make use of the fact, that connectivity represent-
ation from [10] is a two-step existential representation, that turns a set of 4 states into 3
required states for connectivity. Hence, we make use of the “fourth” redundant state, and
make careful choice of which 3 connectivity states to combine with each acyclicity state. This
does not only results in 18 realizable states, but also results in combinations that allow for
simpler realization, allowing to realize each state using three “boundary” vertices instead of
four in a more straightforward approach.

3 Preliminaries

For a computable function f and a parameter k, we denote by O∗(f(k)) a running time
O(f(k) · nc) for a constant value c that does not depend on f , where n is the size of input.
For a positive integer k, we define [k] := {1, . . . , k} and [k]0 := [k] ∪ {0}. We also denote by
the square brackets [P ] the Iverson bracket, which evaluates to 1 if the predicate P is true,
and to 0 otherwise. Finally, for a mapping α : U → V , and a pair of elements (a, b) with
b ∈ V , we define the extension α[a 7→ b] : U ∪ {a} → V using the square brackets as well,
where α[a 7→ b](a) = b and α[a 7→ b](u) = α(u) for all u ∈ U \ {a}. For a subset S ⊆ U , we
denote by α|S the restriction of α to S.

Given a mapping w : U → F for some set U and a ring F, that is explicitly defined as a
weight function, we define the weight of a set S ⊆ U as w(S) =

∑
u∈S w(u).

Graphs and clique-width. In this work we deal with undirected graphs only. We assume
that the inputs are simple undirected graphs. However, in the upper bound, we will extend
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the definition of a clique-expression into mutligraphs for ease of representation. When we
say we identify two vertices of a graph, we mean we remove both vertices and add a single
vertex adjacent to all their neighbors. In particular, in a multigraph, this might create loops
or multiedges between vertices.

A labeled graph is a graph G = (V, E) together with a labeling function lab: V → N. We
usually omit the function lab and assume that it is implicitly given with G. We say that
G is k-labeled, if it holds that lab(v) ≤ k for all v ∈ V . A labeled forest is a labeled graph
that is a forest. We define a clique expression µ as a well-formed expression defined by the
following operations on labeled graphs:

Introduce vertex i(v) for i ∈ N+. This operation constructs a graph containing a single
vertex and assigns label i to this vertex.
The relabel operation ρi→j(G) for i, j ∈ N+, i ≠ j. This operation changes the labels of
all vertices in G labeled i to the label j.
The join operation ηi,j(G) for i, j ∈ N+, i ̸= j. The constructed graph results from G by
adding all edges between the vertices labeled i and the vertices labeled j, i.e.

ηi,j(G) = (V, E ∪ {{u, v} : lab(u) = i ∧ lab(v) = j}).

The union operation G1 ⊎ G2. The resulting graph is the disjoint union of G1 and G2.

We denote the graph resulting from a clique expression µ by Gµ, and the constructed
labeling function by labµ. We associate with a clique expression µ a syntax tree Tµ (we omit
µ when clear from context) in the natural way, and associate with each node x ∈ V (T ) the
corresponding operation. For x ∈ V (T ), the subtree Tx rooted at x induces a subexpression
µx. We define Gx = Gµx , Vx = V (Gx), Ex = E(Gx) and labx = labµx . Given a set of
vertices S ⊆ V and a node x ∈ V, we denote Sx = S ∩ Vx.

We say that a clique expression µ is a k-expression if Gx is a k-labeled graph for all
x ∈ V (T ). We define the clique-width of a graph G (denoted by cw(G)) as the smallest
value k such that there exists a k-expression µ with Gµ isomorphic to G. We can assume
without loss of generality, that any given k-expression defining a graph G = (V, E) uses
at most O(|V |) union operations, and at most O(|V |k2) unary operations [2, 12]. A linear
k-expression µ is a k-expression, such that Tµ is a caterpillar, i.e. each union node has at
least one child that corresponds to an introduce vertex operation.

Finally, we call a clique expression irredundant, if for any join operation ηi,j(µ′) in µ it
holds that there are no edges between the vertices labeled i and the vertices labeled j in Gµ′ .

Vectors and multisets. For two sets U, R, a vectors v ∈ RU , and an element x ∈ U , we use
both notations vx and v[x] to index the element x in v depending on the context. We use the
square-bracket notation v[x] primarily when R is some ring (Z2) and v is some table indexed
by footprints of our algorithm. We also consider vectors as implicit mappings. Hence, for a
set S ⊆ R, v−1(S) denotes the set of all indices x ∈ U such that vx ∈ S. Finally, when R is
a ring with zero element 0, we define the support of v as the set U \ v−1(0), i.e. the set of all
indices that map to non-zero elements of R.

In this work we deal with multisets. Let U be some ground set. We denote by M (U)
the family of all multisets over U . We define the multiplicity function #S : U → N for a
multiset S, that assigns to each element u ∈ U its multiplicity in S. Each multiset is uniquely
defined by its multiplicity function. We say that p belongs to S, i.e. p ∈ S if it holds that
#S(p) ≥ 1. We define the union of two multisets, given by the sum of the multiplicities of
their elements, i.e. for R := S ∪ T it holds that #R(u) = #S(u) + #T (u) for each u ∈ U .
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We define the difference of two multiset R = S \ T , where for each u ∈ U it holds that
#R(u) = max{0, #S(u) − #T (u)}.

Convolutions, lattices and join product. Let ⋆ : S × S → S ∪ {⊥} be a binary operation
over a set S, where ⊥ does not belong to S, and represents a bad join. Given two tables
A, B ∈ FS for some ring F, the convolution of A and B over ⋆ (or over S if ⋆ is clear from
context) is defined as the table C = A⃝⋆ B, where for all x ∈ S it holds that

C[x] =
∑

y,z∈S
y⋆z=x

A[y] · B[z].

▶ Observation 7. Let U and V be two sets with a join operation defined over each of them,
and let ϕ be an isomorphism between U and V that preserves the join operation, such that
both ϕ and its inverse can be computed in polynomial time. If the convolution over V can be
computed in time f , then the convolution over U can be computed in time O∗(f + |U |).

We call an ordering ⪯ over a set S a join-semilattice, if for all elements a, b ∈ S there
exists a unique least upper bound a ∨ b (called the join of a and b). Given two tables
T1, T2 ∈ FS for some ring F, we define the join product of T1 and T2 as the table

T1⃝∨ T2[s] =
∑

a,b∈S
a∨b=s

T1[a] · T2[b].

▶ Remark 8. The join product of a lattice is the convolution defined by its join operation.

4 Clique-width Upper bound

4.1 Fusion clique expressions
We note that, in comparison to the typical settings where clique expressions are defined over
simple labeled graphs, we deal with labeled multigraphs along this upper bound. Hence, a
join might create a double edge between two vertices, if an edge already exists, resulting in a
cycle of length two. However, as mentioned earlier, we can assume that the given expression
is irredundant, and therefore, each edge is added only once. Hence, this results in the same
graph independent of whether we deal with simple graphs or multigraphs.

In fact, we will use a slightly modified version of clique expressions that will allow
deterministic representation at join nodes and fast convolution operations at union nodes.
We call these expressions fusion clique expressions, defined over the so called extended labeled
graphs, where a k-extended labeled graph is a k-labeled graph with additionally a single
vertex labeled 0 (called the zero-vertex). The operation i(v) create two isolated vertices, v

labeled i and v0 labeled 0. Join and relabel are defined in the same way, whereas for the
union operation, after unifying the two extended labeled graphs we identify the two vertices
labeled 0 into a single vertex. Therefore, the graph resulting from a fusion clique expression
is simply the graph resulting from adding v0 as an isolated vertex to the graph resulting
from the original clique expression without any modifications.

Fusion clique expressions are in fact a special case of fusion-tree expressions introduced
by Fürer [18], where we only apply the fusion operation to the label 0, directly after each
union operation, and we never include this label in any join or relabel operations. The reason
we define fusion clique expressions is that they simplify representation allowing to create an
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additional connected component where we accumulate adjacencies in a representation of a
partial solution. This will become clear in the next sections.

Given a k-labeled graph G, we define the canonical clique expression µG of G as the linear
clique expression defined as follows: Let v1, . . . vn be the vertices of G. First, we introduce
the vertices v1, . . . vn assigning the label k + i to vi, and we unify each vertex vi with the
part introduced so far. After that, for each edge {i, j} ∈ E(G), we add this edge by the join
ηk+i,k+j . Finally, we relabel each vertex vi to its final label by calling ρk+i→lab(vi). Note
that the resulting expression is a linear (n + k)-expression.

In the rest of this upper bound, we exclusively consider extended labeled graphs and
fusion clique expressions. Therefore, we might omit the words extended and fusion, and refer
to them as labeled forests and clique expressions respectively.

Let G = (V, E) be the input graph with n vertices and m edges, and t be the target
size of a feedback vertex set. Let µ be a k-expression of G, for some value k ∈ N, and let
T be the corresponding syntax tree of µ. Let V := V (T ) and r ∈ V be the root of T . We
define the ground set U = [k], and call it the set of labels. Let us also fix an integer W ,
and a weight function w : V → [W ] that both will be chosen later, where W is bounded
polynomially in n. We extend w with w(v0) = 0. Our goal is count (modulo 2) the number
of feedback vertex sets of size t and weight ω for each value of ω ∈ [Wn]0 in Gr that exclude
the vertex v0, which are exactly the feedback vertex sets of size t and weight ω in G, since v0
is isolated in Gr. This will allow us to apply the isolation lemma, by choose W large enough,
and choosing w uniformly at random from [W ] for each vertex independently.

In fact, instead of counting feedback vertex sets in Gr, we will count the number of
induced forests of size b and weight ω for all values of b ∈ [n]0 and ω ∈ [n · W ]0 that contain
the vertex v0. Clearly, a set X ⊆ V is a feedback vertex set of size t and weight ω in Gr if
and only if Vr \ X is a forest of size |Vr| − t. Therefore, the number of feedback vertex sets of
size t and weight ω in Gr that exclude the vertex v0 is equal to the number of forests of size
|Vr| − t = n + 1 − t and weight w(Vr \ X) in Gr that contain the vertex v0. This motivates
the following definition of a partial solution.

▶ Definition 9. A partial solution S ⊆ Vx at a node x ∈ V is a vertex set that contains the
zero-vertex, such that S induces a forest in Gx. Hence, a partial solution is a labeled forest.

Along this upper bound, we will use the letter b to index values in [n]0, and ω to index
values in [n · W ]0. We skip repeating their definitions to avoid redundancy.

4.2 Connectivity patterns
Since the number of partial solutions is huge, we cannot keep track of each partial solution
individually. Instead, we will keep footprints defined by these partial solutions, and count for
each footprints the number of partial solutions of each size and weight having this footprint.
We prove that this suffices to count all partial solutions correctly along T using dynamic
programming.

Intuitively, one can represent connectivity, by representing each connected component by
its labels, and by representing a partial solution by the set of all representations of all its
connected components. However, for acyclicity representation the situation is different, as
two connected components with different number of vertices labeled a specific label i are not
equivalent, and two partial solutions with different number of copies of the same component
are also not compatible. For example let S, S′ be two solutions both inducing two connected
components in Gx, one of them is a single vertex labeled i and the other in S is a single
vertex labeled j while in S′ is a single edge whose endpoints are both labeled j. Then by
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applying ηi,j(µ) one gets a valid partial solution for X but not for X ′. Hence, it seems that
keeping multiplicity is necessary for acyclicity representation. However, we show that it
suffices to keep multiplicity upper-bounded by two both for the labels appearing in each
connected component, and for the connected components themselves. We will use vectors
for counting the former, and multisets over these vectors for the latter. We first extend our
notation for multisets to capture this multiplicity upper bound.

▶ Definition 10. Let U be some ground set. We define M2(U) ⊆ M (U) as the family of
multisets with maximal multiplicity 2. Given a multiset R ∈ M (U) we define the multiset
R2

↓ ∈ M2(U) as the multiset resulting from R by upper bounding the multiplicity of each
element u ∈ U by 2, i.e. #

R2
↓
(u) = min{2, #R(u)}. We also define the two-union operation

∪2 over multisets, where S∪2 T := (S ∪ T )2
↓.

▶ Definition 11. Given two vectors u, v ∈ Z, we define the two-sum of u and v (denoted
u ⊕2 v), as the vector w ∈ Z, where for j ∈ [k]0 it holds that wj = min{2, uj + vj}.

▶ Definition 12. Let Z = ([k]0){0,1,2} be the family of all vectors assigning a value 0, 1 or
2 to each label i ∈ [k]0. A pattern p is a multiset of elements from Z, with multiplicity at
most 2, such that there exists exactly one vector v ∈ Z with v0 = 1 and #p(v) = 1, and it
holds that w0 = 0 for all other vectors w ∈ p different from v. We call v the zero-vector
of p and denoted by z(p). We denote by P ⊆ M (Z) the family of all patterns. We also
define the operator toti : P → N for i ∈ [k]0 as toti(p) :=

∑
v∈p vi. We define the set

label(p) := {i ∈ [k] : toti(p) > 0}.
Given a labeled graph H, we define the type of H (denoted λ(H) ∈ Z) as the vector that

assigns to each index j ∈ [k]0 the number of vertices labeled j in H, upper bounded by 2, i.e.(
λ(H)

)
j

:= min
{

2,
∣∣ lab−1

H (j)
∣∣}.

Given a labeled forest F , let C1, . . . Cℓ be the connected components of F . We define pat(F )
the pattern corresponding to F as

〈
λ(C1), . . . , λ(Cℓ)

〉2
↓. The condition on the zero-vector

is preserved by the assumption that there exists a single vertex labeled 0 in any (extended)
labeled graph G. Given a family of labeled forests F , we define pat(F) := △F ∈F

{
pat(F )

}
.

Given a pattern p, we define the canonical forest Fp of p as the labeled forest containing
a simple path Ci for each vector v(i) of p, where for each j ∈ [k]0, let c := v

(i)
j , then we add

c vertices labeled j to Ci.

1 1 1

2

1

0 22

22

(a) A 2-labeled forest F

〈0
2
0

 ,

1
1
1

 ,

0
0
1

 ,

0
0
1

〉

(b) The pattern p := patF

1 1

0 1 2

2 2

(c) The canonical forest Fp.

Figure 3 A k-labeled forest F (k = 2), its corresponding pattern and the corresponding canonical
forest. Note that we upper bound the multiplicity of each label in each connected component by 2,
and the multiplicity of each connected component by 2 as well.

In the following, we show that these patterns carry enough information about partial
solutions to correctly count the number of partial solutions using dynamic programming
over T . However, the number of all patterns is still very large, and hence, it is infeasible to
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index our dynamic programming scheme with all patterns. Therefore, we will even reduce
the family of all patterns into a smaller representative family, that preserves the parity of
the number of partial solutions over T .

▶ Definition 13. A clique extension τ is a clique expression such that there exists a single
clique-operation in τ with a variable operand x. Hence, τ can be seen as a mapping that takes
a clique expression µ as input, and outputs the clique expression τ(µ) obtained by replacing
the variable operand x in ν with µ. Hence, Tτ(µ) results from Tτ by plugging the syntax tree
Tµ at the node corresponding to x, i.e. Tµ is a subtree of Tτ(µ).

Given a clique extension τ , we define Gτ ′ and Vτ ′ for a subextension τ ′ of τ in a similar
way to clique expressions, where for vx the node corresponding to the variable x we define
Gvx

as the empty labeled graph.

▶ Definition 14. Let τ be some clique extension and F ′ be a partial solution of Gτ . For a
labeled forest F , we say that F is compatible with F ′ under τ (denoted F ↔τ F ′) if F ∪ F ′

induces an acyclic subgraph in Gτ(µF ) where µF is the canonical clique expression of F . We
say that F ′ is compatible with a pattern p under τ if Fp ↔τ F ′, where Fp is the canonical
forest of p.

Given two families of labeled forests F1, F2, we say that F1 is equivalent to F2 (F1 ≃ F2)
if it holds for each clique extension τ and each partial solution F ′ of Gτ that

|
{

F1 ∈ F1 : F1 ↔τ F ′}| ≡2 |
{

F2 ∈ F2 : F2 ↔τ F ′}|.

We say two labeled forests F1, F2, are equivalent (F1 ≃ F2), if it holds that {F1} ≃ {F2}, i.e.
if F1 is compatible with a partial solution F ′ of an extension τ if and only if F2 is compatible
with F ′ under τ . Finally, we say that two families of patterns P1, P2 are equivalent, if their
families of canonical forests are equivalent, i.e. if it holds that {Fp : p ∈ P1} ≃ {Fp : p ∈ P2}.

It is not hard to see that ≃ is an equivalence relation over labeled forests. Now we aim
to prove some equivalence relations over labeled forests. In order to achieve this, we start by
establishing some technical lemmas.

▶ Lemma 15. Let τ be a clique extension and F ′ be a partial solution of Gτ . Let F be a
labeled forest and C be a simple cycle in G̃ := Gτ(µF )[F ∪ F ′]. Then There exists a simple
cycle C ′ in G̃ such that for each connected component D of C ′ it holds that the vertices of
D ∩ C ′ appear as a continuous segment on C ′, and for each vector v ∈ Z there exist at most
two connected components D, D′ of G̃ intersecting C ′ with λ(D) = λ(D′) = v.

Proof. Let D be a connected component, whose intersection with C does not appear as a
continuous segment. We can assume that the first vertex of C belongs to D but not the
last by rotating C. Let C = v1, . . . vn, and let v2 be the last vertex of D appearing on C.
Then we can replace the part of the cycle between v1 and v2 by a path inside D, as D is
a connected component, whereas v2, . . . , vn, v1 is a path from v2 to v1 that intersects D

only in its endpoints. Hence, we get a cycle where vertices of D appear as a continuous
segment. Note that we have replaced a whole part of C between two vertices of D. Therefore,
for some other connected component D′ different from D whose vertices already appear
as a continuous segment, we have either removed all vertices of D′ from C, or kept them
untouched. Hence, we can repeat this process until all connected components appear as
continuous segments.

Now let v ∈ Z, and let D1, . . . Dℓ be the connected components of G̃ that intersect C

such that λ(Di) = v for all i ∈ [ℓ], given in the order they appear on C. Assume that ℓ ≥ 3.
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Let w be the first vertex of D2 appearing on C, and u be the vertex preceding w on C. Let
i be the label of w in F . Note that {u, w} /∈ E(F ), since D2 is a connected component of F .
Moreover, since λ(D2) = λ(Dℓ), it must hold that Dℓ contains a vertex w′ labeled i in F .
Hence, the edge {u, w′} must exist in G̃. We can then replace the part of C between u and
w with the edge {u, w′}, which results in a cycle C ′ that intersects at most two connected
components of G̃ of type v. Since we only delete vertices from the cycle, the resulting cycle
must preserve both continuous segments and the upper bound on the number of components
of each type intersecting the cycle. Hence, we can apply this process for each type v ∈ Z

consecutively, until we get a cycle C ′ that intersects at most two connected components of G̃

of each type. ◀

▶ Lemma 16. It holds for each labeled forest F and p := pat(F ) that F ≃ Fp.

Proof. Let τ be some clique extension, and let F ′ be a partial solution of Gτ . Let G̃ = Gτ(µF ),
and G̃p = Gτ(µFp ).

First assume that Fp ̸↔ F ′, then there exists a cycle C in G̃p. Let us fix an injective
mapping ι from the connected components of Fp to the connected components of F that
maps each connected component of Fp to a connected component of the same type in F . This
is possible by the definition fo pat(F ). Then one can turn C into a cycle in G̃ by replacing
each maximal segment s of C intersecting a connected component D of Fp with a path in
ι(D), whose endpoints have the same labels as the endpoints of s. This implies that F ̸↔ F ′.

Now assume that F ̸↔ F ′, and let C be a simple cycle in G̃. By Lemma 15, we can
assume that the vertices of each connected component of F intersecting C appear as a
continuous segment on C, and that for each type v ∈ Z there are at most two connected
components of F with λ(D) = v. Let D be the family of the connected components of F

that intersect C. Again we define the injective mapping ι between D and the connected
components of Fp that maps each component in D to a component of the same type in Fp.
This is possible, since for each v ∈ Z, Fp contains two components of type v if F contains
at least two, and Fp contains one component of this type if F contains one, and since D
contains at most two components of each type.

Hence, one can turn C into a cycle in G̃p by replacing each maximal segment s of C

intersecting a component D ∈ D with a path in ι(D), whose endpoints have the same labels
as the endpoints of s. This implies that Fp ̸↔ F ′. ◀

▶ Corollary 17. Given two labeled forests F1, F2 such that pat(F1) ≃ pat(F2), then it holds
that F1 is equivalent to F2.

Proof. Let p1 = pat(F1), and p2 = pat(F2). It holds by definition that Fp1 ≃ Fp2 , and by
Lemma 16 that Fp1 ≃ F1 and Fp2 ≃ F2. It follows by transitivity of ≃ that F1 ≃ F2. ◀

4.3 Nice patterns and Pattern representation
So far we have shown that patterns already carry enough information to represent partial
solutions over T . However, since the number of patterns is very large for our algorithm, we
define a special family of patterns, called the family of very nice patterns PCS of size 6k. We
show that one can find for any family of patterns representing a family of partial solutions
in Gx for some node x ∈ V, a family of very nice patterns that preserves the parity of the
number extensions of these partial solutions into solutions in the whole graph G. This allows
us to restrict the dynamic programming tables to patterns in PCS .
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▶ Definition 18. A pattern p is nice, if every vector of p different from the zero-vector is a
unit vector. A pattern p is very nice, if it is nice and it holds in addition for each i ∈ [k]
that

∑
v∈p vi ≤ 2. We denote by PCS ⊆ P the family of all very nice patterns.

▶ Definition 19. We define the set of states S0 = {O, D, D∗, C, C+, C∗}, where C stands for
Connectivity and D stands for disconnectivity. The star stands for double (dis-)connectivity,
C+ stands for the combination of both, and O stands for neither.

Let S = Sk
0 be the family of all vectors that assign a state s ∈ S to each label, and let

ϕCS be the canonical bijection from PCS to S that assigns to a pattern p ∈ PCS the vector
s := ϕCS(p), where for i ∈ [k] the state si as defined as follows:

si = O if vi = 0 for all v ∈ p,
si = D if #p(⟨ϵi⟩) = 1, and z(p)i = 0,
si = D∗ if #p(⟨ϵi⟩) = 2, and z(p)i = 0,
si = C+ if #p(⟨ϵi⟩) = 1, and z(p)i = 1,
si = C if #p(⟨ϵi⟩) = 0, and z(p)i = 1,
si = C∗ if #p(⟨ϵi⟩) = 0, and z(p)i = 2.

▶ Observation 20. It follows from the bijection ϕCS that |PCS | = 6k.

Even though we index the dynamic programming tables by the family PCS , we will
use the bijection ϕCS implicitly, by calling si the state of the label i in p. We also use this
bijection to define a fast convolution scheme that will allow us to process a union node more
efficiently.

Now we show that for any family of patterns, one can efficiently find an equivalent family
of very nice patterns. In the rest of this subsection, let p1, p2, p3, p4 ∈ P be four patterns,
and let v1, v2, v3 ∈ Z, and R ⊆ Z such that

p1 = ⟨v1, v2 ⊕2 v3⟩∪2 R,
p2 = ⟨v2, v1 ⊕2 v3⟩∪2 R,
p3 = ⟨v3, v1 ⊕2 v2⟩∪2 R, and
p4 = ⟨v1 ⊕2 v2 ⊕2 v3⟩∪2 R.

▶ Lemma 21. It holds for each clique extension τ and each partial solution F ′ of Gτ that if
F ′ is compatible with one of p1, p2, p3, then it is compatible with at least two of them.

Proof. For i ∈ [3], let Fi be the canonical forest of pi, and let Gi = Gτ(µFi
)[Fi ∪ F ′]. Finally,

Let Di be the component of Gi corresponding to vi, and D′
i be the component corresponding

to vi′ ⊕2 vi′′ , where i′ and i′′ are the two different values in [3] different from i.
For the sake of contradiction, assume that F ′ is compatible with p1, but it is not compatible

with p2 or with p3. We will show that this leads to a contradiction. The cases where F ′ is
compatible with p2 only, or with p3 only are symmetric, which would prove the lemma.

Hence, we assume that G2 and G3 contain cycles, but G1 doesn’t. Let C2, C3 be simple
cycles in G2 and G3 respectively. If C2 does not intersect D′

2, then it can be turned into
a cycle in G1, since each connected component of G2 other than D′

2 is a subgraph of a
connected component of G1. Formally speaking, such a cycle can be turned into a cycle
in G1 by replacing each segment of the cycle, intersecting the component corresponding
to v2 by the same part in the component corresponding to v2 ⊕2 v3 in G1. Hence, we can
assume that C2 intersects D′

2. By Lemma 15, we assume that C2 starts with a vertex of
D′

2 and only leaves D′
2 once, i.e. the vertices of the intersection form a prefix of C2. Let u2

and u′
2 be the first and the last vertices on C2 that belong to D′

2, and let i2 = lab(u2) and
j2 = lab(u′

2). Hence, the rest of C2 builds a path from u2 to u′
2 that intersects D2 only in

its endpoints. If (v1)i2 and (v1)j2 are both positive (or (v3)i2 and (v3)j2 are both positive),
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then we can replace the path between u2 and u′
2 with a path in D1 (or D′

1 resp.) getting
a cycle in G1. Hence, we can assume that (v1)i2 > 0 and (v3)j2 > 0 (as the other case is
symmetric). Analogously, we assume that C3 intersects D′

3, and that all vertices of D′
3 in

C3 appear as a prefix of C3 starting with u3 and ending in u′
3 labeled i3 and j3 respectively.

This already implies that G3 contains a path from u3 to u′
3 that intersects D′

3 only in its
endpoints. Moreover we can assume that (v1)i3 > 0 and (v2)j3 > 0.

Note that u′
2 and u′

3 correspond to two different vertices w2, w3 ∈ D′
1 respectively, where

w2 has the same label as u′
2 and w3 has the same label as u′

3. Moreover, G1 contains paths
P ′

2 and P ′
3 from D1 to w2 and w3 respectively. Since D′

1 is a connected component, the
concatenation of these two paths with the path between w2 and w′

2 in D′
1 yields a cycle in G1

which contradicts our assumption that F ′ is compatible with p1 but not with p2 or p3. ◀

▶ Lemma 22. It holds for each clique extension τ and each partial solution F ′ of Gτ that F ′

is compatible with all patterns p1, p2 and p3, if and only if it is compatible with p4 as well.

Proof. For i ∈ [4], let Gi := Gτ(µFi
)[Fi ∪ F ′]. For i ∈ [3], let Di be the connected component

of Gi corresponding to vi, and D′
i be the component corresponding to vi′ ⊕2 vi′′ , where i′ and

i′′ are the two different values in [3] different from i. Let D4 be the connected component of
G4 corresponding to v1 + v2 + v3. First assume that there exists i ∈ [3] such that F ′ is not
compatible with pi, and let C be a cycle in Gi. Then we can turn C into a cycle in G4 by
replacing any segment of C in Di or D′

i with a corresponding segment of D4 that starts and
ends with vertices of the same label as the original segment.

For the other direction, assume that F ′ is compatible with all p1, p2 and p3, and for the
sake of contradiction, assume that F ′ is not compatible with p4. Let C be a cycle in G4. If C

does not intersect D4, then it is not hard to see that this can be turned into a cycle in Gi for
all i ∈ [3] disjoint from Di and D′

i, since all four graphs agree outside of these components.
Hence, we can assume that C intersects D4. By Lemma 15, we can assume that the vertices
of D4 in C appear as a prefix of C. Let u be the first vertex of this segment and u′ be the
last vertex, and let ℓ and ℓ′ be the labels of u and u′ respectively. If there exists j ∈ [3] with
vj ≥ ϵℓ + ϵℓ′ , then we can replace the path between u and u′ with a path in Dj between
two vertices of the same labels as u and u′ getting a cycle in Gj . Otherwise, there exist two
different values j, j′ ∈ [3], such that (vj)ℓ > 0 and (vj′)ℓ′ > 0. Let j′′ be the unique value in
[3] \ {j, j′}. Then D′

j′′ contains two different vertices w and w′ labeled ℓ and ℓ′ respectively.
Hence, we can replace the path between u and u′ with a path in D′

j′′ between w and w′,
which results in a cycle in Gj′′ . This shows that Gj′′ contains a cycle, which contradicts the
assumption that F ′ is compatible with p1, p2 and p3. ◀

▶ Corollary 23. It holds that {p1} ≃ {p2}∆{p3}∆{p4}.

Proof. Let τ be some clique extension, and let F ′ be a partial solution of Gτ . We show that
F ′ is compatible with an even number of patterns among p1, p2, p3, p4. The proof follows
from the definition of representation.

If F ′ is compatible with none of the patterns, or all of them, then we are done. Otherwise,
F ′ must miss p4 by Lemma 22, and by the same lemma, at least one of p1, p2 and p3. But
since F ′ is compatible with at least one of them, it holds by Lemma 21 that F ′ is compatible
with at least two of them. Hence, F ′ is compatible with exactly two of p1, p2, p3. It follows in
all cases that F ′ is compatible with an even number of patterns out of p1, p2, p3, p4. Therefore,
F ′ is compatible with p1 if and only if it is compatible with an odd number of patterns out
of p2, p3, p4. Note that the symmetric difference does not change the parity of the number of
compatible patterns, since we only remove pairs of identical patterns. ◀
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▶ Procedure 24. Given a pattern p ∈ P, a vector v ∈ p different from z(p) and an index
j ∈ [k], we define the operation ReduceIndex(p, v, j) as follows: if vj = 0, or v is a unit
vector, then we return {p}. Otherwise, let z := z(p), v0 := v − ϵj, and R := p \ ⟨v, z⟩.
Then the operation returns the family ReduceIndex(p2, v0, j)∆{p3}∆{p4}, where p2, p3, p4
are defined as follows:

p2 = ⟨z ⊕2 ϵj , v0⟩∪2 R,
p3 = ⟨z ⊕2 v0, ϵj⟩∪2 R, and
p4 = ⟨z ⊕2 v0 ⊕2 ϵj⟩∪2 R.

▶ Lemma 25. The operation ReduceIndex(p, v, j) runs in polynomial time and outputs a
family of patterns P equivalent to p, where |P | ≤ 5. Moreover, it holds for each p′ ∈ P that
p′ results from p by replacing v with either the singleton ϵj or with a vector v′ that results
from v by setting v′

j = 0, and by possibly adding positive values to z(p).

Proof. The equivalence holds from Corollary 23, by choosing v1 = z(p), v2 = v0, v3 = ϵj ,
and R = p \ ⟨v, z⟩, as it follows for p1 := p that p1, p2, p3, p4 match the definitions provided
in the beginning of this subsection. The running time and the output size follow from the
observation that p3 and p4 already admit the desired form, and in p2 we decrease vj by 1,
where vj is upper bounded by 2. Hence, the recursion has depth at most 2. ◀

▶ Procedure 26. Given a family of patterns P ⊆ P, let ReduceToNice(P ) be the operation
defined by the following procedure: Let P0 := P , and for i ∈ [k], we define Pi from Pi−1 as
follows: First, we define P 0

i = Pi−1. Then we define P j
i from P j−1

i , where for p ∈ P j−1
i ,

let Rp = ReduceIndex(p, v, i) for some non-unit vector v ∈ p different from z(p) with vi ≥ 1
if such a pair v, i exists, or Rp = {p} otherwise. Then P j

i := △p∈P j−1
i

Rp. Let i∗ be the
smallest index such that P i∗

i = P i∗+1
i . Then we define Pi = P i∗

i . The operation outputs Pk.

▶ Lemma 27. The operation ReduceToNice(P ) is finite, and it outputs a nice family of
patterns P ′ equivalent to P .

Proof. We show by induction over i ∈ [k]0 that Pi is a family of patterns equivalent to Pi−1
(and hence to P ), such that for all j ≤ i and for all p ∈ Pi and all v ∈ p where vj > 0 we
have vj = z(p) or vj is a singleton. The base case holds trivially, since P0 = P . For the
induction step, assume that the claim holds for Pi−1. Then by Lemma 25 it holds that P j

i

results from Pi−1 by replacing some vectors v with either ϵi or by a vector v′ that results
from v setting v′

i = 0. Since we do not change any other index in these vectors, and since we
apply this operation exhaustively, the claim must hold for Pi.

The process is finite, since we deal with finite patterns only, and it holds that the maximum
number of non-identity vectors v in a pattern p ∈ P j

i with vi > 0 is strictly smaller than the
maximum number of such vectors in a pattern p ∈ P j−1

i for each j ≥ 1. ◀

▶ Procedure 28. We define the operation CleanPattern(p) that takes as input a nice pattern
p and returns a pattern p′, where p′ results from p by reducing the multiplicity of ϵi by
max{0, toti(p) − 2} for each i ∈ [k], i.e. p′ is a nice pattern with z(p) = z(p′), and toti(p′) =
min{2, toti(p)} for all i ∈ [k].

Intuitively, this operation reduces the total number of times each label appear in a nice
pattern to at most 2 by removing identity vectors only.

▶ Lemma 29. The operation CleanPattern(p) runs in polynomial time and outputs a very
nice pattern p′ equivalent to p.
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Proof. The running time follows from the fact that we only access and modify the multiplicity
of the identity vectors of the pattern, and check the values of z(p)i for some values i ∈ [k].
Now we show that p and p′ are equivalent.

Let τ be some clique extension, and let F ′ be a partial solution of Gτ . Let Gp :=
Gτ(µFp )[F ′ ∪ Fp], and Gq := Gτ(µFq )[F ′ ∪ Fq] If F ′ is compatible with Fp, then it is clearly
compatible with Fq, since Gq is a subgraph of Gp.

Now assume that F ′ is not compatible with Fp, and let C be a cycle in Gp. Since p is
a nice pattern, each connected component of Fp except for the one corresponding to z(p)
consists of a single vertex. By Lemma 15 we can assume that the intersection of C with the
component D corresponding to z(p) forms a continuous segment on C. Moreover, if this
segment is not empty, we can rotate the cycle and assume that it starts with this segment.
If there exists i ∈ [k] such that C visits at least three vertices of Fp labeled i. Let u, u′ be
the first two occurrences and w the last one. Then it must also hold that w is an isolated
vertex in Fp, since p is a nice pattern, and z(p)i ≤ 2.

Let w′ be the vertex following w on the cycle. Then both edges {u, w′} and {u′, w′} exist
in Gp, as {w, w′} is added by the clique extension, and all vertices u, u′, w have the same
label in Fp. Let x, x′ be the vertices following u and u′ on the cycle respectively. Let C ′ be
the cycle resulting from C by removing the part of the cycle between x and w if {u, w′} is
not the edge preceding u on the cycle, or the part between x′ and w otherwise. Then C ′ is a
cycle resulting from C by removing vertices only, and it contains at most two vertices of D

labeled i. We repeat this process for all such labels i getting a cycle C ′ where each label
appears at most twice. The cycle C ′ corresponds to a cycle in Gq since z(p) = z(q). ◀

▶ Procedure 30. Given a pattern p ∈ P, we define the operation Reduce(p), where for
P := ReduceToNice({p}), the operation outputs the family △p∈P CleanPattern(p).

▶ Corollary 31. Given a pattern p ∈ P, the operation Reduce(p) outputs a very nice family
of patterns equivalent to p.

Proof. This follows from Lemma 27 and Lemma 29, and by transitivity of representation. ◀

Now we define pattern operations that will allow us to modify a pattern corresponding to
a partial solution in a way that corresponds to applying a clique-operation to that partial
solution. These operations form the backbone of our dynamic programming algorithm.

▶ Definition 32. Given i, j ∈ [k] with i ̸= j, we define the predicate Acyci,j(p) over all
patterns p ∈ P, where Acyci,j(p) is true, if toti(p) = 0, totj(p) = 0, or the following two
conditions hold:

vi + vj ≤ 1 for all v ∈ p,
min{toti(p), totj(p)} ≤ 1.

Now we define the join operation ⊠i,j : T → P ∪ {⊥}, where ⊥ stands for a “bad pattern”,
as follows:

⊠i,j(p) =


⊥ : ¬ Acyci,j(p),
p : {i, j} ̸⊆ label(p),
p′ : Otherwise.

where p′ results from p as follows: let Si = ⟨v ∈ p : vi > 0⟩ and Sj = ⟨v ∈ p : vj > 0⟩, then p′

results from p by removing all vectors of Si ∪ Sj from p and adding their two-sum, i.e.

p′ :=
(

p \
(
Si ∪ Sj

))
∪2

〈 ∑
v∈Si

v ⊕2
∑
v∈Sj

v
〉

.
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▶ Lemma 33. Let F be a labeled forest, and let p = pat(F ). Let p′ = ⊠i,j(p), and
F ′ = ηi,j(F ). Then it holds that F ′ is acyclic if and only if Acyci,j(p) holds. Moreover,
assuming that Acyci,j(p) holds, then it holds that p′ = pat(F ′).

Proof. First, assume that Acyci,j(p) is false. We show that F ′ must contain a cycle. Hence,
it must hold that toti(p) ≥ 1 and totj(p) ≥ 1. If there exists v ∈ p with vi + vj ≥ 2, then
there exists a connected component D of F with

∣∣{v ∈ D : lab(v) ∈ {i, j}
}∣∣ ≥ 2. If D

contains a vertex u labeled i, and a vertex u′ labeled j, then the edge {u, u′} together with
the path between u and u′ in D form a cycle in F ′. Otherwise there must exist two distinct
vertices u and u′ in D assigned the same label. Without loss of generality, let this label be
i. Since totj(p) ≥ 1, there must exist a vertex w in F labeled j, but then the path u, w, u′

together with the path between u and u′ in D form a cycle in F ′. Hence, we assume that
vi + vj ≤ 1 for all v ∈ p. Then it must hold that min{toti(p), totj(p)} ≥ 2. Let u, u′ be two
distinct vertices labeled i, and w, w′ be two distinct vertices labeled j in F . Then u, w, u′, w′

is a cycle in F ′.
Now assume that Acyci,j(p) holds. For the sake of contradiction, assume that F ′ contains

a cycle C. Since F is a forest, C must use an edge {u, w} added by the operation ηi,j(F ),
where lab(u) = i and lab(w) = j. If u and w belong to the same connected component, then
there must exist a vector v ∈ p with vi + vj ≥ 2, which contradicts our assumption. So we
assume that u and w belong to two different components. Hence, there must exist a simple
path from u to w in F ′ not using the edge {u, w}. But since vi + vj ≤ 1 the components
of u and w do not contain any other vertices labeled u or v. Hence, the path from u to w

cannot visit any other vertices of their components in F , since otherwise these components
would contain other vertices labeled i or j. Hence, u must have another neighbor labeled
j and w must have another neighbor labeled i. But this contradicts the assumption that
min{toti(p), totj(p)} ≤ 1. Hence, F ′ must be acyclic.

Assuming that Acyci,j(p) holds, p′ = pat(F ′) follows from observing that ηi,j(F ) combines
all connected components of F containing vertices labeled i and j into a single component, if
both labels appear in the image of labF , and keeps F as it is otherwise. ◀

▶ Lemma 34. Let p ∈ PCS be a very nice pattern, and let i, j ∈ [k] with i ≠ j such that
Acyci,j(p) holds. Then it holds for p′ := ⊠i,j(p) that Reduce(p′) runs in polynomial time
and outputs at most 7 patterns.

Proof. If toti(p) = 0 or totj(p) = 0, then p′ = p, and the claim follows trivially. Otherwise,
if z(p)i ≥ 1 or z(p)j ≥ 1, then it holds that p′ results from p by removing all identity vectors
ϵi and ϵj from p, and adding them to z(p). In this case p′ is also a very nice pattern.

Now we assume that z(p)i = z(p)j = 0. Hence, p′ contains a single non-identity
vector v different from z(p′) with vk = 0 for all k ̸= {i, j}. Hence, ReduceToNice(p′) only
makes calls ReduceIndex(q, w, k) with k ∈ {i, j} and q \ ⟨w⟩ is a very nice pattern. This
implies that all calls of ReduceIndex(q, w, k) produce at least two very nice patterns. It
also holds by Acyci,j(p) that toti(p) + totj(p) ≤ 3. It follows that the recursion tree of the
ReduceIndex(q, w, k) calls, made by ReduceToNice(p′), has depth at most 3, width 3, and
each node has at last two children that are leaves. Hence, the operation runs in polynomial
time and outputs at most 7 patterns. ◀

▶ Definition 35. Given a vector v ∈ Z, and i, j ∈ [k], i ≠ j, we define the vector vi→j with:

(vi→j)ℓ =


0 : ℓ = i,

vi + vj : ℓ = j,

vℓ : otherwise.
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Given a pattern p ∈ P, we define the relabel operator pi→j as ⟨vi→j | v ∈ p⟩2
↓.

▶ Definition 36. Given two patterns p, q ∈ P, we define the operator ⊔2 where p⊔2 q results
from the union p∪2 q by replacing the vectors z(p) and z(q) with z(p) ⊕2 z(q) − ϵ0, i.e.

p⊔2 q =
(

(p ∪ q) \ ⟨z(p), z(q)⟩
)

∪2 ⟨z(p) + z(q) − ϵ0⟩.

▶ Observation 37. Let F, F ′ be labeled forests, and let p = pat(F ), p′ = pat(F ′). Then it
holds that p⊔2 p′ = pat(F ⊎ F ′), and pi→j = pat(ρi→j(F )) for all i, j ∈ [k] with i ̸= j.

4.4 Algorithm
Now we present the algorithm, given as the recursive formulas of our dynamic programming
tables. We follow with correctness proof, and we show that these tables can be computed in
the claimed time.

▶ Algorithm 1. We define the tables T b,ω
x : PCS → N for each x ∈ V and values b, ω,

recursively over V as follows:
Introduce vertex node µx = i(v): We set T 0,0

x [⟨ϵ0⟩] and T
1,w(v)
x [⟨ϵ0, ϵi⟩] to 1, and T b,ω

x [p]
to 0 for all other patterns p ∈ PCS and values b, ω.
Relabel node µx = ρi→j(µx′): We define T b,ω

x [p] =
∑

p′∈PCS

p′
i→j=p

T b,ω
x′ [p′].

Join node µx = ηi,j(µx′): We define T b,ω
x [p] =

∑
p′∈P

p∈Reduce(p′)

∑
p′′∈PCS

⊠i,j(p′′)=p′

T b,ω
x′ [p′′].

Union node µx = µx1 ⊎ µx2 : We define

T b,ω
x [p] =

∑
b1+b2=b

ω1+ω2=ω

∑
p1,p2∈PCS

p=p1⊔2 p2

T b1,ω1
x1

[p1] · T b2,ω2
x2

[p2]. (1)

▶ Definition 38. Let T̃ b,ω
x : P → N be the tables defined over P that follow the same recursive

definitions of T b,ω
x , but sum over patterns p′ ∈ P instead of PCS, and for join nodes skip

the outer sum, i.e. for join nodes we sum over patterns p′ ∈ P such that ⊠i,j(p′) = p.

▶ Lemma 39. It holds that T̃ b,ω
x [p] is congruent (modulo 2) to the number of partial solutions

F in Gx of size b + 1 and weight ω such that pat(F ) = p for each pattern p ∈ P.

Proof. We prove this lemma by induction over V. Note that the additional unit in b + 1
counts for the vertex v0, as the tables above do not count for this vertex, which allows a
cleaner formula for a union node. For a leaf node x, it holds that there exists two partial
solutions, the one containing v0 only of size 1 and weight 0, and the one containing both v

and v0 of size two and weight w(v). This corresponds exactly to the definition of T̃x at an
introduce vertex node.

Now let x be some non-leaf node, and assume that the claim holds for all children of
x. Let F ⊆ Vx, and let Fx = Gx[F ]. For a relabel node x, F is a partial solution at
x if and only if it is a partial solution at x′. Moreover, it holds by Observation 37 that
pat(Fx) = pat(ρi→j(Fx′)). Hence, the claim follows by the induction hypothesis.

For a join node, it holds that F is a partial solution in Gx if and only if it is a partial
solution in Gx′ and ηi,j(Fx) is acyclic. It hold by Lemma 33 that the later is the case if and
only if Acyci,j(pat(Fx′)) holds. Moreover, it holds by the same lemma, assuming that Fx is
acyclic, that pat(Fx) = ⊠i,j(pat(Fx′)). Hence, the claim follows by the induction hypothesis.



N. Bojikian, and S. Kratsch 21

Finally, for a union node x, since v0 is an isolated vertex in Gx, it holds that Gx results
from the disjoint union of Gx1 \ v0 and Gx2 \ v0 by adding v0 as an isolated vertex. Hence,
every partial solution F at x is the disjoint union of two partial solutions F1 and F2 at x1
and x2 respectively, with |F | = |F1| + |F2| − 1, as we count v0 twice. Hence, it holds that
|F | − 1 = (|F1| − 1) + (|F2| − 1). It also holds that w(F ) = w(F1) + w(F2), since w(v0) = 0.
The claim follows by applying the induction hypothesis at x1 and x2, since it holds from
Observation 37 that pat(F ) = pat(F1)⊔2 pat(F2). ◀

▶ Lemma 40. For each clique extension τ and each partial solution F ′ of Gτ , let Sτ,F ′ ⊆ PCS

be the set of all very nice patterns p such that Fp is compatible with F ′. Then it holds that
the number of partial solutions F of Gx of size b + 1 and weight ω such that F ∪ F ′ induces
a forest in Gτ(µF ) is congruent (modulo 2) to the sum

∑
p∈Sτ,F ′

T b,ω
x [p].

Proof. Let S̃τ,F ′ be the extension of Sτ,F ′ to P, i.e. S̃τ,F ′ = {p ∈ P : Fp ↔τ F ′}. It holds
by Corollary 17 that Fp is compatible with F ′ if and only if each partial solution F with
pat(F ) = p is compatible with F ′. Hence, it follows from Lemma 39 that the number of
partial solutions of size b + 1 and weight ω compatible with F ′ is congruent to the sum∑

p∈S̃τ,F ′ T̃ b,ω
x [p]. We claim that for each x ∈ V, for all values b, ω, for each clique extension

τ , and each partial solution F ′ of τ the following congruence holds:∑
p∈PCS

Fp↔τ F ′

T b,ω
x [p] ≡2

∑
p∈PCS

Fp↔τ F ′

T̃ b,ω
x [p].

We prove the claim by induction over x ∈ V. Let T = T b,ω
x and T̃ = T̃ b,ω

x . The claim
holds trivially for an introduce node, as T̃ [p] equals T [p] for all patterns p ∈ PCS , and equals
0 for all other patterns p ∈ P \ PCS . Now let x be a non-leaf node, and assume that the
claim holds for the children of x. For a relabel node (µx = ρi→j(µx′)), let T0 = T b,ω

x′ , and
T̃0 = T b,ω

x′ . Let τ ′ be the clique extension that results from τ by replacing the variable x

with ρi→j(x). Then the following must holds:

▷ Claim 41. It holds for each labeled forest F0 that F := ρi→j(F0) is compatible with F ′

under τ if and only if F0 is compatible with F ′ under τ ′.

This follows from the fact that τ(F ) and τ ′(F0) are the exact same expressions. It follows
that ∑

p∈PCS

Fp↔τ F ′

T [p] ≡2
∑

p′∈PCS

Fp′
i→j

↔τ F ′

T0[p′] ≡2
∑

p′∈PCS

ρi→j(Fp′ )↔τ F ′

T0[p′] ≡2
∑

p′∈PCS

Fp′ ↔τ′ F ′

T0[p′],

where the first congruence holds by the definition of the tables T b,ω, the second holds by
Observation 37, and the last one holds by Claim 41. Analogously, it holds that∑

p∈PCS

Fp↔τ F ′

T̃ [p] ≡2
∑

p′∈PCS

Fp′ ↔τ′ F ′

T̃0[p′].

It also holds by induction hypothesis, that∑
p′∈PCS

Fp′ ↔τ′ F ′

T̃0[p′] ≡2
∑

p′∈PCS

Fp′ ↔τ′ F ′

T0[p′].
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It follows that∑
p∈PCS

Fp↔τ F ′

T [p] ≡2
∑

p∈PCS

Fp↔τ F ′

T̃ [p].

For a join node (µx = ηi,j(µx′)), let T0 = T b,ω
x′ , and T̃0 = T b,ω

x′ . We define the table
T̂ : P → Z2, where for p ∈ P we define T̂ [p] =

∑
⊠i,j(p′)=p

T0[p′]. Let τ ′ be the clique extension

that results from τ by replacing the variable x with ηi,j(x). Again, it holds for a labeled
forest F0 that F := ηi,j(F0) is compatible with F ′ under τ if and only if F0 is compatible
with F ′ under τ ′. If follows, in an analogous way to a relabel node, and by usingLemma 33,
that ∑

p∈PCS

Fp↔τ F ′

T̂ [p] ≡2
∑

p′∈PCS

F⊠i,j (p′)↔τ F ′

T0[p′] ≡2
∑

p′∈PCS

ηi,j(Fp′ )↔τ F ′

T0[p′] ≡2
∑

p′∈PCS

Fp′ ↔τ′ F ′

T0[p′].

Analogously, it holds that∑
p∈PCS

Fp↔τ F ′

T̃ [p] ≡2
∑

p′∈PCS

Fp′ ↔τ′ F ′

T̃0[p′].

It also holds by induction hypothesis, that∑
p′∈PCS

Fp′ ↔τ′ F ′

T̃0[p′] ≡2
∑

p′∈PCS

Fp′ ↔τ′ F ′

T0[p′].

It follows that∑
p∈PCS

Fp↔τ F ′

T̂ [p] ≡2
∑

p∈PCS

Fp↔τ F ′

T̃ [p].

On the other hand, it holds by Corollary 31 that the support of T represents the support of
T̂ , and hence, that∑

p∈PCS

Fp↔τ F ′

T [p] ≡2
∑

p∈PCS

Fp↔τ F ′

T̂ [p].

Hence, it holds that∑
p∈PCS

Fp↔τ F ′

T [p] ≡2
∑

p∈PCS

Fp↔τ F ′

T̃ [p].

Finally, for union node, let x1, x2 be the children of x. We define τp(x) := τ(x ⊎ Fp).
Clearly, it holds that F ⊎ Fp ↔τ F ′ if and only if F ↔τp

F ′. It follows that∑
p∈PCS

Fp↔F ′

T [p] ≡2
∑

b1+b2=b
ω1+ω2=ω

∑
p1,p2∈PCS

F
p1⊔2 p2

↔F ′

T b1,ω1
x1

[p1] · T b2,ω2
x2

[p2]

≡2
∑

b1+b2=b
ω1+ω2=ω

∑
p2∈PCS

T b2,ω2
x2

[p2]
∑

p1∈PCS

F
p1⊔2 p2

↔F ′

T b1,ω1
x1
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≡2
∑

b1+b2=b
ω1+ω2=ω

∑
p2∈PCS

T b2,ω2
x2

[p2]
∑

p1∈PCS

Fp1 ⊎Fp2 ↔F ′

T b1,ω1
x1

≡2
∑

b1+b2=b
ω1+ω2=ω

∑
p2∈PCS

T b2,ω2
x2

[p2]
∑

p1∈PCS

Fp1 ↔τp2 F ′

T b1,ω1
x1

≡2
∑

b1+b2=b
ω1+ω2=ω

∑
p2∈PCS

T b2,ω2
x2

[p2]
∑

p1∈P
Fp1 ↔τp2 F ′

T̃ b1,ω1
x1

≡2
∑

b1+b2=b
ω1+ω2=ω

∑
p2∈PCS

T b2,ω2
x2

[p2]
∑

p1∈PCS

Fp1 ⊎Fp2 ↔F ′

T̃ b1,ω1
x1

≡2
∑

b1+b2=b
ω1+ω2=ω

∑
p1∈PCS

T̃ b1,ω1
x1

[p1]
∑

p2∈PCS

Fp1 ⊎Fp2 ↔F ′

T b2,ω2
x2

≡2
∑

b1+b2=b
ω1+ω2=ω

∑
p1∈PCS

T̃ b1,ω1
x1

[p1]
∑

p2∈PCS

Fp1 ↔τp1 F ′

T b2,ω2
x2

≡2
∑

b1+b2=b
ω1+ω2=ω

∑
p1∈PCS

T̃ b1,ω1
x1

[p1]
∑

p2∈PCS

Fp1 ↔τp1 F ′

T̃ b2,ω2
x2

≡2
∑

b1+b2=b
ω1+ω2=ω

∑
p1,p2∈P

Fp1 ⊎Fp2 ↔F ′

T̃ b1,ω1
x1

[p1] · T̃ b2,ω2
x2

[p2]

≡2
∑

b1+b2=b
ω1+ω2=ω

∑
p1,p2∈P

F
p1⊔2 p2

↔F ′

T̃ b1,ω1
x1

[p1] · T̃ b2,ω2
x2

[p2] ≡2
∑
p∈P

Fp↔F ′

T̃ [p],

where the first and the last congruences hold by the definitions of the tables T and T̃

respectively, and the third and the second to last by Observation 37. ◀

▶ Corollary 42. The graph G admits an odd number of feedback vertex sets of size b and
weight ω if and only if it holds that

∑
p∈PCS

T
n−b,w(V )−ω
r [p] ≡2 1.

Proof. It holds that the number of feedback vertex sets of size b and weight ω in G is equal
to the number of partial solutions F in Gr of size n + 1 − b and weight w(V ) − ω. The
corollary follows then from Lemma 40 by observing that each partial solution is compatible
with the partial solution {v0}, and hence, the number of these solutions is congruent (modulo
2) to the sum over all patterns in Sτ,∅ = PCS , where τ(x) = x. ◀

4.5 Running time

Now we bound the running time of the algorithm. First we show how to efficiently process
a union node x ∈ V using a fast convolution technique, assuming that all tables T b,ω

x′ are
given for all children x′ of x. We start by formally introducing the notion of convolution,
and presenting a specific binary operation ⋆ over the set of states (Definition 19), whose
convolution over Z2 intuitively corresponds to the union formula of our algorithm.

▶ Definition 43. We define the binary operation ∗ : S × S → S given by the following table:
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∗ O D D∗ C C+ C∗

O O D D∗ C C+ C∗

D D D∗ D∗ C+ C+ C∗

D∗ D∗ D∗ D∗ C+ C+ C∗

C C C+ C+ C∗ C∗ C∗

C+ C+ C+ C+ C∗ C∗ C∗

C∗ C∗ C∗ C∗ C∗ C∗ C∗

We define the binary operation ⋆ over S as the kth power of ∗.

The following result follows from observing that the operation ⊔2 over PCS acts locally
on each label, and that for every single label it coincides with the operation ∗.

▶ Observation 44. The bijection ϕCS defined in Definition 19 is an isomorphism between
the operation ⊔2 restricted to PCS and the operation ⋆ over S. That is, for all p1, p2 ∈ PCS,
it holds that ϕCS(p1⊔2 p2) = ϕCS(p1) ⋆ ϕPCS

(p2).

Now we show that the convolution over this operation corresponds to the recursive formula
defined at a union node in our algorithm.

▶ Lemma 45. If the convolution ⃝⋆ of tables in SZ2 can be computed in time f , then all
tables T b,ω

x for all values b and ω at a union node x ∈ V can be computed in time O∗(f + 6k).

Proof. In order to compute the tables T b,ω
x at a union node (Equation (1) of Algorithm 1),

we iterate over all values b, ω. For each, we iterate over all values b1, b2, ω1, ω2 with b1 +b2 = b

and ω1 + ω2 = ω, and we compute the convolution of T b1,ω1
x1

and T b2,ω2
x2

over ⊔2 . We add the
resulting table to T b,ω

x . The correctness follows directly by the definition of the tables T b,ω
x .

It holds by Observation 44, that ϕCS is an isomorphism between the operation ⊔2 restricted
to PCS and the operation ⋆ over S. Hence, it follows by Observation 7 that the convolution
of T b1,ω1

x1
and T b2,ω2

x2
over ⊔2 can be computed in time O∗(f + 6k). Since we only iterate over

a polynomial number of values of b, ω, b1, b2, ω1, and ω2, we get a total running time of
O∗(f + 6k) to compute all tables T b,ω

x at the union node x. ◀

At the end of this section we show that this convolution can be computed in time O∗(6k)
indeed proving the following lemma:

▶ Lemma 46. The convolution ⃝⋆ of two tables in ZS
2 can be computed in time O∗(6k).

Now we bound the running time of the entire algorithm by proving the following lemma:

▶ Lemma 47. All tables T b,ω
x for x ∈ V and all values b, ω can be computed in time O∗(6k).

Proof. We achieve this by computing the tables T b,ω
x as defined in Algorithm 1 by a bottom

up dynamic programming over T . Therefore, we can assume for each node x ∈ V, that all
tables T b,ω

x′ are already given for all children x′ of x. Since we assume that |V| is bounded
polynomially in n, it suffices to prove this bound individually for each node x ∈ V. We start
by bounding the running time for introduce, relabel and join nodes.

For an introduce node x, we iterate over all values b, ω and all patterns p ∈ PCS and
set the value of T b,ω

x [p] individually. For a relabel node µx = ρi→j(µx′), we iterate over
all patterns p′ ∈ PCS and all values b, ω, we compute the pattern p = p′

i→j , and we add
T ′b,ω

x [p′] to T b,ω
x [p]. For a join node µx = ηi,j(µx′), we iterate over all patterns p′′ ∈ P and

all b, ω, and compute the pattern p′ = ⊠i,j(p′′). Then we add T b,ω
x′′ [p′′] to all entries T b,ω

x [p]
for all p ∈ Reduce(p′).
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In total, for each node x we iterate over a polynomial number of values b, ω, and it holds
by Observation 20 that |PCS | = 6k. Finally, it holds by Lemma 34 that | Reduce(p′)| ≤ 7,
and that Reduce(p′) can be computed in polynomial time for a pattern p′ that results from a
very nice patterns p′′ ∈ PCS by a join operation. Hence, all tables T b,ω

x at introduce, relabel
or join nodes can be computed in time O∗(6k). Finally, for a union node x ∈ V , the running
time follows by inserting the bound O∗(6k) from Lemma 46 into Lemma 45. ◀

Before we prove Lemma 46, let us show how this already implies the claimed algorithms
in Theorem 1 and Theorem 2.

Proof of Theorem 1. We fixes W = 1 and w(v) = 1 for all v ∈ V . Hence a feedback vertex
set of size b has weight b as well. The algorithm computes all tables T b,ω

x for each x ∈ V and
all values b, ω as defined in Algorithm 1, and outputs the value s :=

∑
p∈PCS

T n−t,n−t
r [p],

where r is the root node of T . It holds by Corollary 42 that s is equal to the number of
feedback vertex sets of size t in G modulo 2. It follows from Lemma 47 that this algorithm
runs in time O∗(6k). ◀

4.6 Isolation Lemma
So far, we have shown that the algorithm counts (modulo 2) the number of solutions of size
b and weight ω. Now we reduce the decision version of Feedback Vertex Set to the
counting (modulo 2) version using the isolation lemma [30]. We show that by a careful choice
of W , and by choosing the weight function w uniformly at random, we can isolate a unique
minimum weight solution of a specific size t with high probability, if such a solution exists.

▶ Definition 48. A weight function w : U → Z isolates a set family F ⊆ 2U , if there exists
a unique S′ ⊆ F with w(S′) = minS∈F w(S).

▶ Lemma 49 ([30]). Let F ⊆ 2U be a set family over a universe U with |F| > 0, and let
N > |U | be an integer. For each u ∈ U , choose a weight w(u) ∈ {1, 2, . . . N} uniformly and
independently at random. Then it holds that Pr[w isolates F ] ≥ 1 − |U |/N .

▶ Lemma 50. Assume that G contains a feedback vertex set of size t. Let W = 2|V |, and
let us fix w by choosing w(v) independently and uniformly at random in [W ] for each vertex
v ∈ V . Let Q be a minimum-weight feedback vertex set of G of size t. Then Q is unique with
probability at least 1/2.

Proof. Let Q ⊆ 2V be the family of all feedback vertex sets of size t in G. Since we choose
w(v) independently and uniformly at random for each v ∈ V , it follows by Lemma 49 that w

isolates Q with probability at least 1 − |V |/W = 1 − |V |/(2|V |) = 1/2. ◀

Proof of Theorem 2. The algorithm first fixes W = 2 · |V | as chosen in Lemma 50 and fixes
w by choosing the weight of each vertex independently and uniformly at random in [W ].
Then it computes all tables T b,ω

x for each x ∈ V and all values b, ω as defined in Algorithm 1.
The algorithm then accepts if sω :=

∑
p∈PCS

T t,ω
r [p] ≡2 1 for any value ω where r is the root

node of T , or it rejects otherwise.
If G does not admit a feedback vertex set of size t, then it follows from Corollary 42 that

the sum sω is even for all values ω, and hence the algorithm rejects. Otherwise, we assume
that G admits a feedback vertex set of size t, and let ω0 be the minimum weight of such a
set. Then it follows from Lemma 50 that there exists a unique feedback vertex set of size t

and weight ω0 with probability at least 1/2. It follows in this case that sω0 ≡2 1 and hence,
the algorithm accepts. The running time of the algorithm follows from Lemma 47. ◀
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4.7 Fast union operation

All that is left is to prove Lemma 46, i.e., to show that the convolution over ⋆ can be
computed in time O∗(6k). In order to do so, we apply a multilayered version of the fast Zeta
transform [4] combined with the “Count and Filter” technique of van Rooij [32]. We start
with formal definitions:

▶ Definition 51. Let (S, ≤) be a partially ordered set, and F be some ring. We define the Zeta
transformation ζ≤ : FS → FS over ≤, where for f : S → F we define ζ≤f(a) =

∑
b≤a f(b).

Similarly, we define the Mobius transformation µ≤ over ≤ as µ≤f(a) =
∑

b≤a µ≤(b, a)f(a),
where µ≤(b, a) = 1 if b = a, or

∑
b<c≤a µ(c, a).

We cite the following results from van Rooij [32]:

▶ Lemma 52 ([32, Proposition 5]). Let ≤ be a join-semilattice over a finite set S of size L,
and let ⪯ be the kth power of ≤. Then both Zeta and Mobius transformations over ⪯ can be
computed in time O∗(Lk).

▶ Lemma 53 ([32, Proof of Lemma 4]). It holds for all x, y ∈ S that
∑

x≤z≤y µ≤(z, y) = 1 if
x = y and 0 otherwise.

▶ Corollary 54 ([32, Lemma 4]). It holds for each mapping f : S → F that µ(ζ(f)) = f .

Now we define a lattice ⪯ that reflects the ordering structure of our union operation.

▶ Definition 55. We define the lattice ≤ over S0 as given by the following Hasse diagram:

≤:

O

D

D∗

C

C+

C∗

Let ⪯ be the kth power of this lattice.

Note that the operation ∨≤ is quite close to the join operation ∗, as they only differ on
the pair (D, D) and the pairs in {C, C+} × {C, C+}. The reason for this is is that lattices’
joins fall short of capturing the multiplicity of specific states without introducing additional
states. Therefore, we will aim to decompose this lattice into three separate lattices, such that,
if applied in the right order, one can filter out “bad” combinations between them, correctly
simulating the join operation ⋆.

▶ Definition 56. We define the orderings ≤1, ≤2, ≤3 over S0 given by the following Hasse
diagrams:
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≤1:

O

D

D∗ C

C+

C∗ ≤2:

O

D

D∗

C

C+

C∗ ≤3:

O

D

D∗

C

C+

C∗

We denote by ⪯1, ⪯2, ⪯3 the kth powers of the lattices ≤1, ≤2, ≤3 respectively. For i ∈
{1, 2, 3}, let ∨i = ∨⪯i

, ζi := ζ⪯i
and µi := µ⪯i

be the join, Zeta and Mobius transformations
of these orderings respectively.

Now we are ready to present the main part of this section, where we show that by applying
the Zeta transformations over these three orderings in the right order, and by correctly
filtering these transformations, we transform the convolution problem into a pointwise product
of two tables. The crux of this proof is to show that by transforming this product back in
the reverse order of these transformations, we get exactly the convolution of the two original
tables.

▶ Definition 57. We define the sets SC := {C, C+}, SC∗ := {C∗} and SD := {D}. We
also define SA := S0 \ {D, C∗}. Given a mapping f : S → Z2 and a set X ⊆ S0 (mainly one
of the sets SC , SC∗ , SD, SA), we define the mapping f |Xi , where for x ∈ S we define

f |Xi (x) := f(x) ·
[
|f−1(X)| = i

]
.

Let f (1) = ζ1f , f
(1)
i = f (1)|SC

i , f
(2)
i = ζ2f

(1)
i , f

(2)
i,j = f

(2)
i |SD

j and f
(3)
i,j = ζ3f

(2)
i,j .

Intuitively, we will use SC and SD to bound the number of times these states appear on
both sides of a join operation, while the partition of S0 into SC∗ , SA, SD corresponds to the
decomposition of ≤ into the orderings ≤1, ≤2 and ≤3 respectively.

Before we proceed with the next lemma, we present some more notation and provide
some intuition that aids understanding.

▶ Definition 58. Given a state x ∈ S, we define Cx = x−1(SC), Dx = x−1(SD), C∗
x =

x−1(SC∗), and Ax = x−1(SA) as the sets of indices assigned the corresponding states. Given
a state y ∈ S and a set X ⊆ S0, we define yX as the restriction of y to the preimage of X.

▶ Observation 59. Let X be either SC or SD, and y, z ∈ S be two states. Then Xz are the
set of indices of z assigned a state in X, and yXz

is the restriction of y to these indices.
Since XyXz

is the set of indices of yXz , assigned states in X, it follows that XyXz
= Xy ∩ Xx.

▶ Lemma 60. It holds for all x ∈ S that f
(3)
i,j (x) =

∑
y⪯x

[∣∣CyCx

∣∣ = i
][∣∣DyDx

∣∣ = j
]
f(y).

Proof. It holds that f (1)(x) =
∑

y⪯1x

f(y), i.e. f(y) appears in the sum, if y only differs from

x at positions in C∗
x. Therefore, it holds that

f
(2)
i (x) =

∑
yC∗

x
⪯1xC∗

x
,yAx ⪯2xAx

yDx =xDx

[∣∣CyCx

∣∣ = i
]
f(y),
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and hence,

f
(2)
i,j (x) =

∑
yC∗

x
⪯1xC∗

x
,yAx ⪯2xAx

yDx =xDx

[∣∣CyCx

∣∣ = i
][∣∣DyDx

∣∣ = j
]
f(y).

The claim follows from the fact that x ⪯ y holds if and only if yC∗
x

⪯1 xC∗
x
, yAx

⪯2 xAx
and

yDx
⪯3 xDx

hold. ◀

For two mappings f, g : S → Z2, we denote by f · g the pointwise product of the two
mappings, i.e.

(
f · g

)
(x) = f(x) · g(x) for all x ∈ S. From now on, we fix two arbitrary

mappings f, g : S → Z2, and an arbitrary state x ∈ S. For i, j ∈ [k], we define

h
(3)
i,j =

∑
i1+i2=i
j1+j2=j

f
(3)
i1,j1

· g
(3)
i2,j2

.

Now we show that by reversing the sequence of applications of ζ on the resulting product,
one obtains exactly the convolution ⃝⋆ . We start by defining this reversing process.

▶ Definition 61. Given a mapping h
(3)
i,j : S → Z2, we define h

(2)
i,j := µ3h

(3)
i,j . We define h

(2)
i

for each values i ∈ [k], where h
(2)
i (z) := h

(2)
i,j (z) for j =

∣∣Dz

∣∣. We define h
(1)
i := µ2h

(2)
i and

h(1), where we define h(1)(z) := h
(1)
i (z) for i =

∣∣Cz

∣∣. Finally, we define h = µ1h(1).

The following observation is a direct consequence of Lemma 60.

▶ Observation 62. It holds that

h
(3)
i,j (x) =

∑
y,z⪯x

[∣∣CyCx

∣∣ +
∣∣CzCx

∣∣ = i
][∣∣DyDx

∣∣ +
∣∣DzDx

∣∣ = j
]
f(y) · g(z).

▶ Lemma 63. It holds that

h
(2)
i (x) =

∑
y,z⪯x

yD⋆zD=xD

[∣∣CyCx

∣∣ +
∣∣CzCx

∣∣ = i
]
f(y) · g(z).

Proof. In order to prove the claim we first show the correctness of following equality: It
holds for z ⪯ y ⪯3 x, and X ∈ {SC , SD} that

z−1(X) ∩ y−1(X) = z−1(X) ∩ x−1(X). (2)

“⊆”: It follows from y ⪯3 x that y−1(X) ⊆ x−1(X), since all states D, C and C+ are maximal
in the ordering ⪯3. Hence, z−1(X) ∩ y−1(X) ⊆ z−1(X) ∩ x−1(X).
“⊇”: For X = SC , the claim follows from y ⪯3 x, as the elements of SC are minimal in the
ordering ⪯3. For X = SD, it holds for ℓ ∈ x−1(SD) ∩ z−1(SD) that yℓ ∈ {O, D}. But then
it follows from z ⪯ y and from zℓ = D that yℓ = D. Hence, z−1(X) ∩ x−1(X) ⊆ y−1(X).
The claim follows.

Note that Equation (2) can also be written as

DzDy
= DzD

and CzCy
= CzC

. (3)

Now we are ready to prove the lemma. It holds that

h
(2)
i,j (x) = µ3h

(3)
i,j (x)
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=
∑

y⪯3x

µ3(y, x)
∑

z1,z2⪯y

[∣∣C(z1)Cy

∣∣ +
∣∣C(z2)Cy

∣∣ = i
][∣∣D(z1)Dy

∣∣ +
∣∣D(z2)Dy

∣∣ = j
]
f(z1)g(z2)

=
∑

y⪯3x

µ3(y, x)
∑

z1∨z2=y′⪯y

[∣∣C(z1)C

∣∣ +
∣∣C(z2)C

∣∣ = i
][∣∣D(z1)D

∣∣ +
∣∣D(z2)D

∣∣ = j
]
f(z1)g(z2)

=
∑
y′⪯x

z1∨z2=y′

[∣∣C(z1)C

∣∣ +
∣∣C(z2)C

∣∣ = i
][∣∣D(z1)D

∣∣ +
∣∣D(z2)D

∣∣ = j
]

· f(z1) · g(z2)
∑

y′⪯y⪯3x

µ3(y, x)

=
∑
y′⪯x

z1∨z2=y′

[∣∣C(z1)C

∣∣ +
∣∣C(z2)C

∣∣ = i
][∣∣D(z1)D

∣∣ +
∣∣D(z2)D

∣∣ = j
]

· f(z1) · g(z2) ·
∑

y′
C∗ ⪯yC∗ =xC∗

y′
A⪯yA=xA

∑
y′

D
⪯3yD⪯3xD

µ3(yD, xD)

=
∑
y′⪯x

y′
D=xD

∑
z1∨z2=y′

[∣∣C(z1)C

∣∣ +
∣∣C(z2)C

∣∣ = i
][∣∣D(z1)D

∣∣ +
∣∣D(z2)D

∣∣ = j
]
f(z1) · g(z2)

=
∑

z1,z2⪯x
(z1)D∨3(z2)D=xD

[∣∣C(z1)C

∣∣ +
∣∣C(z2)C

∣∣ = i
][∣∣D(z1)D

∣∣ +
∣∣D(z2)D

∣∣ = j
]
f(z1) · g(z2).

The third equality holds by Equation (3). In the fifth equality, we partition y′, y and x into
their restrictions to the sets C∗, A, D, since yC∗ = xC∗ and yA = xA must hold for y ⪯3 x.
The equality then holds by noting that µ3(y, x) = µ3(yD, xD) for y ⪯3 x. The last equality
holds by Lemma 53.

Since it holds that h
(2)
i (x) = h

(2)
i,j (x) for j = x−1(SD), it holds that

h
(2)
i (x) =

∑
z1,z2⪯x

(z1)D∨3(z2)D=xD

[∣∣C(z1)C

∣∣+
∣∣C(z2)C

∣∣ = i
][∣∣D(z1)D

∣∣+
∣∣D(z2)D

∣∣ = |Dx|
]
f(z1) ·g(z2).

(4)

We claim that (z1)D ∨3 (z2)D = xD and |D(z1)D
| + |D(z2)D

| = |Dx| hold, if and only if it
holds that (z1)D ⋆ (z2)D = xD, as the only way for (z1)ℓ ∨ (z2)ℓ = D but (z1)ℓ ∗ (z2)ℓ ̸= D is
if (z1)ℓ = (z2)ℓ = D. But then there must exist another index ℓ′ ∈ D with both (z1)ℓ′ and
(z2)ℓ′ different from O, which contradicts the assumption that (z1)D ∨3 (z2)D = xD. Hence,
it must hold that (z1)D ⋆ (z2)D = xD and the lemma follows. ◀

▶ Lemma 64. It holds that

h(1)(x) =
∑

y,z⪯x
yD⋆zD=xD
yA⋆zA=xA

f(y) · g(z).

Proof. We first prove the following equality: It holds for all z ⪯ y ⪯2 x that

CzCy
= CzC

. (5)

“⊆”: It follows from y ⪯2 x that Cy ⊆ C since C+ is maximal in ⪯2, and C+ is the only
state larger than C under ⪯2. The claim follows.
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“⊇”: Let ℓ ∈ x−1(SD) ∩ z−1(SD) it follows from z ⪯ y that yℓ ∈ {O, D, C∗}. But then it
follows from y ⪯2 x that yℓ ∈ {D, C}. Hence, ℓ ∈ Cy. The claim follows.

Now we prove the lemma. It holds that

h
(1)
i (x) = µ2h

(2)
i (x)

=
∑

y⪯2x

µ2(y, x)
∑

z1,z2⪯y
(z1)D⋆(z2)D=yD

[∣∣C(z1)Cy

∣∣ +
∣∣C(z2)Cy

∣∣ = i
]
f(z1) · g(z2)

=
∑

y⪯2x

µ2(y, x)
∑

z1∨z2=y′⪯y
(z1)D⋆(z2)D=xD

[∣∣C(z1)C

∣∣ +
∣∣C(z2)C

∣∣ = i
]
f(z1) · g(z2)

=
∑
y′≺x

∑
z1∨z2=y′

(z1)D⋆(z2)D=xD

[∣∣C(z1)C

∣∣ +
∣∣C(z2)C

∣∣ = i
]
f(z1) · g(z2)

∑
y′⪯y⪯2x

µ2(y, x)

=
∑
y′≺x

∑
z1∨z2=y′

(z1)D⋆(z2)D=xD

[∣∣C(z1)C

∣∣ +
∣∣C(z2)C

∣∣ = i
]
f(z1) · g(z2)

∑
y′

D=yD=xD

y′
C∗ ≤yC∗ =xC∗

∑
y′

A⪯2yA⪯2xA

µ2(yA, xA)

=
∑
y′≺x

y′
A=xA

∑
z1∨z2=y′

(z1)D⋆(z2)D=xD

[∣∣C(z1)C

∣∣ +
∣∣C(z2)C

∣∣ = i
]
f(z1) · g(z2)

=
∑

z1,z2≺x
(z1)A∨(z2)A=xA

(z1)D⋆(z2)D=xD

[∣∣C(z1)C

∣∣ +
∣∣C(z2)C

∣∣ = i
]
f(z1) · g(z2).

The third equality holds by Equation (5). In the fifth equality, we partition y′, y and x

into their restrictions to the sets C∗, A, D, where y′
D = yD = xD holds by definition, and

yC∗ = xC∗ holds for y ⪯2 x. The equality then holds since it holds that µ2(y, x) = µ2(yA, xA)
for y ⪯2 x. Finally, the last equality holds by Lemma 53.

Since it holds that h(1)(x) = µ2h
(1)
i (x) for i =

∣∣x−1(SC)
∣∣, it follows that

h(1)(x) =
∑

z1,z2⪯x
(z1)A∨3(z2)A=xA

(z1)D⋆(z2)D=xD

[∣∣C(z1)C

∣∣ +
∣∣C(z2)C

∣∣ = |Cx|
]
f(z1) · g(z2). (6)

We claim that (z1)A ∨2 (z2)A = xA and |C(z1)C
| + |C(z2)C

| = |xC | hold, if and only if it holds
that (z1)A ⋆ (z2)A = xA, as the only way for (z1)ℓ ∨ (z2)ℓ ∈ SC but (z1)ℓ ∗ (z2)ℓ /∈ SC is if
(z1)ℓ, (z2)ℓ ∈ SC . But then there must exist another index ℓ′ ∈ D with (z1)ℓ′ , (z2)ℓ′ /∈ SC ,
which contradicts the assumption that (z1)A ∨3 (z2)A = xA. Hence, it must hold that
(z1)A ⋆ (z2)A = xA and the lemma follows. ◀

The following result follows directly from the definitions of ⋆, h(1) and ζ1 by Corollary 54.

▶ Corollary 65. It holds that h(1) = ζ1(f⃝⋆ g), and hence, f⃝⋆ g = µ1h(1).

Proof of Lemma 46. Given the mappings f and g, we start by computing the mappings
f (1), f

(1)
i , f

(2)
i , f

(2)
i,j and f

(3)
i,j as defined above for all values i, j ∈ [k]. Similarly, we compute

the mappings g(1), g
(1)
i , g

(2)
i , g

(2)
i,j and g

(3)
i,j . Each of these computations can be done in time
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O∗(6k) by Lemma 52. We then compute the mapping h = f · g in Oh(6k) time by iterating
over all states x ∈ S and computing h(x) = f(x) · g(x). Finally, we compute the mappings
h

(2)
i,j , h

(2)
i , h

(1)
i , h(1) and h for all values of i, j ∈ [k] as defined in Definition 61. Each of these

computations can be done in time O∗(6k) by Lemma 52. Hence, the whole process runs in
time O∗(6k), and it holds by Corollary 65 that h = f⃝⋆ g. ◀

5 Lower bound

In this section, we prove Theorem 3, showing that our upper bound is essentially tight. Our
lower bound is conditioned on the Strong Exponential-Time Hypothesis (SETH) stated as
follows:

▶ Conjecture 66 (SETH [25, 26]). For any positive value δ there exists an integer d such
that the d-SAT problem cannot be solved in time O∗((2 − δ)n), where n denotes the number
of the variables.

We prove our claim by a reduction from the q-CSP-B problem based on the following
results:

▶ Theorem 67 ([28, Theorem 3.1]). For any B ≥ 2, ε > 0 we have the following: if the
SETH is true, then there exists a q such that n-variable q-CSP-B cannot be solved in time
O∗((B − ε)n).

First, let us define the n-variable q-CSP-B problem. Given is a set of variables Var =
{v1, . . . vn} with values in [B] and a set C = {C1, . . . Cm} of q-constraints, where a constraint
Cj = (Vj , Sj) is a pair consisting an ordered tuple of q variables Vj ∈ Varq and a set of
q-tuples of values Sj ⊆ [B]q.

A partial assignment α is a mapping from a subset S ⊆ Var to [B]. For a partial
assignment α : S → [B], let α̃ : Var → [B] ∪ {⊥} be the extension of α to all variables in Var
with α(v) =⊥ for v /∈ S. Then we say that a partial assignment α satisfies a constraint Cj if
the tuple α̃(Vj) is in Sj . The goal of the n-variable q-CSP-B problem is to find an assignment
α : Var → [B] satisfying all the constraints of C or to declare that no such assignment exists.

From now on, fix B = 6. Our lower bound follows similar tight lower bounds for structural
parameters [8, 28] based on SETH. We provide a parameterized reduction from the q-CSP-B
problem to the Feedback Vertex Set problem for each value of q, bounding the value of
the parameter in the resulting graph by a constant above n. We show that an algorithm with
running time O∗((6 − ϵ)lcw) for any positive value ϵ implies an algorithm with running time
O∗((6 − ϵ)n) for the q-CSP-B problem for any value of q, which contradicts SETH. Hence,
assuming SETH, the lower bound must hold.

5.1 Construction of the graph
Let I be the given instance of the q-CSP-B problem with n variables and m constraints. A
deletion edge ∆(u, v) between two vertices u and v in a graph G for two distinct vertices
u, v ∈ V (G) consists of the edge {u, v}, and a new vertex wu,v adjacent to u and v only. We
call the vertex wu,v a deletion vertex. For a set of vertices S ⊆ V , we denote by ∆S the set
consisting of S and all deletion vertices introduced by deletion edges between the vertices in
S.

The graph G consists of copies of fixed components of constant sizes, called gadgets. We
distinguish two kinds of gadgets in G, namely a path gadget and a constraint gadget. We
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Figure 4 On the left, the graph G consisting of n path sequences. We depict a path gadget as a
square with its clique vertices drawn inside of it. Each column corresponds to a constraint with a
constraint gadget hanging to it. The deletion edges between the first constraint gadget and the first
column are drawn as dotted lines, where the rest are omitted for clarity. From the drawn gadgets,
it can be seen that this graph G corresponds to an instance where the first constraint admits two
satisfying assignments, the second has four, and the third has two. The variables underlying the
first constraint are the second and the last variables, as the deletion edges are drawn accordingly.
On the right, we depict a path gadget. Normal edges are depicted as dashed lines, while deletion
edges are depicted as solid lines. The deletion edges are drawn between the cycles Ci and only
the clique vertex x2 for clarity. Note that a deletion edge to v2 means that if the path gadget has
state 2 then v2 must be in the solution (and hence, state O), a deletion edge to u1 means that v1 is
disconnected from r inside the gadget (and hence, state D), while a deletion edge to w3 means that
v3 is connected to r through u3 (state C).

distinguish a single vertex r in G called the root vertex and two more vertices g1 and g2 in
G, called guards.

More concretely, G consists of n path-like structures called path sequences (paths for
short), each consisting of c = (5n + 1)m consecutive path gadgets. Consecutive path gadgets
are connected by adding bicliques between two vertices of each path gadget (its exit vertices)
and two vertices (called the entry vertices) of the path gadget following it. These small
cuts give a path sequence its narrow path-like structure. The entry vertices of the first path
gadget of each path sequence are adjacent to g1, while the exit vertices of the last path
gadget are adjacent to g2.

For a path sequence Pi, let X1
i , . . . Xc

i be the path gadgets on Pi from left to right. We
divide Pi into (5n + 1) groups of size m each, called segments, where the ℓth segment Sℓ

i

consists of the path gadgets X
(ℓ−1)m+1
i , . . . , Xℓ·m

i . For ℓ ∈ [5n + 1], we call the set consisting
of the jth segment of each path sequences a section Sℓ. Finally, for j ∈ [c], we call the set
consisting of the j-th path gadget of each path sequence a column, i.e., for j ∈ [c] we have
Colj = {Xj

1 , . . . , Xj
n}. See Figure 4 for illustration.

We attach a constraint gadget to each column. Let S := {O, D, D∗, C, C+, C∗} be the
same set of states defined in the upper bound. A solution defines a state in each path gadget,
given by the intersection of the solution with its vertices. Each constraint gadget in a section
corresponds to a different constraint, and it ensures that the states defined by a solution in its
column corresponds to a satisfying assignment of this constraint. As noted above, each path
consists of 5n+1 segments. This ensures that for each solution S there exists some section Sℓ,
where it holds for each segment of this section, that all path gadgets of this segment admit
the same state under S. Such a state assignment corresponds to a satisfying assignment of
the instance I. Therefore, each solution S corresponds to a satisfying assignment of I.
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Path gadget X. A path gadget X consists of 6 vertices x1, . . . , x6, called the clique K and
of four cycles of length 3 each C1, . . . , C4. All clique vertices are adjacent to the root r, and
there is a deletion edge between each pair of them. Each cycle Ci consists of the vertices
vi, ui, wi, where ui is adjacent to r. The vertices v1 and v2 serve as the entry vertices of X,
and we call C1, C2 the entry cycles of X. Similarly, v3 and v4 serve as the exit vertices and
we call C3, C4 the exit cycles of X.

We define the transition mapping t : [B] → {O, D, C}4 given by the following mappings:
1 7→ (O, O, C, C), 2 7→ (D, O, C, D), 3 7→ (D, D, C, O)
4 7→ (C, O, D, D), 5 7→ (C, D, D, O), 6 7→ (C, C, O, O).

Intuitively, each state of S can be decomposed into two simple states in {O, D, C}. Hence,
each element in the image of t corresponds the transition between two states. A solution
S defines a simple state in each cycle Ci of a path gadget X given by the intersection of S

with the vertices of Ci. We construct path gadgets in such a way that the states defined
by any solution S in the entry and exit cycles form a valid transition (i.e., an element in
the image of t), and we call the corresponding index of this transition the state of this path
gadget defined by the solution S.

For each value o ∈ [6] and each value i ∈ [4], we add a deletion edge between the clique
vertex xo and the cycle Ci as follows: Let Z :=

(
t(o)

)
i

be the ith simple state in the oth
transition. We add a deletion edge between xo and vi if Z = O, between xo and ui if Z = D,
and between xo and wi if Z = C. This concludes the construction of a path gadget. For a
specific path gadget X̂, and an arbitrary path gadget vertex v ∈ X defined above, we denote
by v(X̂) the copy of v in the context of the gadget X̂.

We add all edges between the exit vertices of each path gadget and the entry vertices of
the following path gadget. We also add all edges between g1 and the entry vertices of the
first path gadget of each path sequence, and all edges between g2 and the exit vertices of the
last path gadget of each path sequence.

constraint gadget Z. For j ∈ [c], we attache a constraint gadget Zj to the jth column,
corresponding to the hth constraint Ch where j = ℓm + h for some integer value ℓ. Let
Sh = {s1, . . . sk}. Then Z consists of the k vertices z1 . . . zk, called the clique vertices as
well, with a deletion edge between each pair of them. For each ℓ ∈ [k] and each p ∈ [q], let
vi := (Vh)p be the pth variable in the constraint Ch, and let y := (sℓ)p be the value assigned
to vi by sℓ. Then we add a deletion edge between zℓ and xy′(Xj

i ) for all y′ ∈ [B] \ {y}, where
xy′(Xj

i ) is the copy of the clique vertex xy′ in the path gadget Xj
i . We call k the order of

the constraint gadget Z. This completes the description of a constraint gadget, and with
which the description of the graph G.

Budget. Now we define the target value b in the resulting instance (G, b). We define a
family of pairwise disjoint components F ⊆ 2V , and we define the mapping b : F → N as a
lower bound on the size of a feedback vertex set in each of these components. Finally, we
define b as the sum of b(X) for all X ∈ F . By the tightness of b, as we shall see in Lemma 70,
it holds that any solution of size b must contain exactly b(X) vertices in each such component
X ∈ F , and no other vertices.

Now we describe the family F . From each path gadget X in G, the family F contains
each cycle ∆Ci together with its deletion edges for i ∈ [4], and of the clique vertices ∆K

together with the deletion edges between them. The family F also contains each constraint
gadget in G. We define the mapping b as follows: we set b(∆Cℓ) = 1 for each cycle of a path
gadget, and b(∆K) = 5 for the clique vertices of a path gadget. For each constraint gadget
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Z of order k in G, we define b(Z) = k − 1.

5.2 Proof of correctness
▶ Lemma 68. There exists a constant k0 such that for k = n + k0, a linear k-expression of
G can be constructed in polynomial time.

Proof. We describe a linear k-expression of G. Let x0, x1, . . . be the nodes of T building
a simple path, and x′

i be the private neighbor of xi (if exists) in the caterpillar structure
of the syntax tree of a linear k-expression. Since we only use these nodes x′

i to introduce a
new vertex of some label ℓ, and then unify it at xi with the labeled graph built so far (i.e.
Gxi−1), we will just ignore these nodes and say that at xi we add a vertex labeled ℓ to Gxi−1 .
Hence, we consider x0, x1, . . . as timestamps of building G, and denote Gxi

by Gi. Similarly,
let µi = µxi , Vi = Vxi , Ei = Exi , and labi = labxi .

We reserve the first n labels for later, and use the label ℓforget := n + 1 to label vertices
whose incident edges have all been introduced before the current timestamp. When we say
we forget a vertex u at some timestamp xi, we mean that we relabel (the label of) this vertex
to ℓforget, i.e. it holds that µi := ρlabi−1(u)→ℓforget(µi−1), where we only apply this operation
when the vertex u has a unique label in Gi−1. We also reserve the label ℓtriangle := n + 2
to create deletion edges. Let xi be some timestamp. For u, v ∈ Vx, let i = labx(u) and
j = labx(v). When we say that we add a deletion edge between u and v, we assume first that
lab−1

x (i) = {u} and lab−1
x (j) = {v} (both have unique labels). In this case, we mean that

we add a new vertex wu,v labeled ℓtriangle, and we add all edges between u, v and wu,v, and
then we relabel wu,v to ℓforget. Since this is the only place where we use the label ℓtriangle in
the construction, it holds at any given timestamp xi that | lab−1

i (ℓtriangle)| ≤ 1.
Now we are ready to describe the linear k-expression of G. First, we introduce the vertices

r, g1 and g2 with labels ℓroot = n′ + 3, ℓg1 = n′ + 4, and ℓg2 = n′ + 5 respectively. These
are the only vertices that will be assigned these labels at any timestamp, and will never be
relabeled. Hence, for a vertex u of a unique label at any timestamp, we can make it adjacent
to any of them through a join operation without changing the adjacency of any other vertices
of the graph.

We divide the rest of the construction into c phases. In each phase we add a new column to
the construction, one by one, adding the jth column in the jth phase. Let xh be the timestamp
at the end of phase j. We will preserve the following invariant: It holds that labh(r) = ℓroot,
labh(g1) = ℓg1 , labh(g2) = ℓg2 , and for each i ∈ [n], that labh(v3(Xj

i )) = labh(v4(Xj
i )) = i.

All other vertices in Vh are labeled ℓforget at xh.
Now we describe the jth phase for each index j ∈ [c]. The phase starts by introducing the

vertices of the constraint gadget Zj , each having its own unique label (starting from n + 6).
We add all deletion edges between all these vertices. After that we build the path gadgets of
the current column one by one, where we build the ith path gadget of the current column
as follows: First we create all vertices of the path gadget assigning a unique label to each
vertex. We add the edges inside the path gadget, and between the path gadget and the root
as described in the construction of the graph. We also add the deletion edges between the
path gadget and the constraint gadget in its column. This is possible since all these vertices
have unique labels. We also add all edges between the entry vertices of the path gadget and
the exit vertices of the preceding path gadget (having label i), if this is not the first path
gadget, or with g1 otherwise. After that we forget the exit vertices of the preceding path
gadget, and we relabel the exit vertices of the current path gadget to the label i, and forget
all other vertices of the current path gadget.
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When we finish the construction of each column, we forget its constraint gadget. When
we finish the construction of the last column, we join the label ℓg2 of g2 with all labels i ∈ [n],
introducing the edges between g2 and the exit vertices of the last path gadget in each path
sequence. Clearly, this results in the graph G as described above. At each timestamp x, we
use at most n labels for the exit vertices, we also use the 5 reserved labels ℓforget, ℓtriangle,
ℓroot, ℓg1 , ℓg2 , and we uniquely label the vertices of at most one constraint gadget and one
path gadget, whose sizes are both constant. ◀

▶ Lemma 69. If I is satisfiable, then G admits a feedback vertex set of size b.

Proof. Let α be a satisfying assignment of I. We define the solution S ⊆ V of size b as the
set of the following vertices: From each path gadget Xj

i with α(vi) = y we include in S all
vertices xy′ for y′ ∈ [B]\{y}. For each ℓ ∈ [4] we also include vℓ if t(y)ℓ = O, uℓ if t(y)ℓ = D,
and wℓ if t(y)ℓ = C. From each constraint gadget Zj corresponding to a constraint Ch, we
include all vertices zℓ′ of the constraint gadget except for the vertex zℓ where sℓ = α(Vh).
The vertex zℓ exists, since α satisfies Ch.

We claim that S is a feedback vertex set of G of size b. The size follows from the fact
that we pack exactly b(X) vertices in each component X ∈ F . Now we show that G \ S is a
forest. By the choice of S, it contains at least one endpoint of each deletion edge between the
clique vertices, and a vertex of each cycle Ci of each path gadget. It also contains a least one
endpoint of each deletion edge between the vertices of a constraint gadget. Hence, cycles can
only appear as deletion edges between a clique vertex and a vertex of a constraint gadget, or
as a closed walk between passing through two consecutive path gadgets. Any other closed
walk in the graph must contain a cycle of one of these forms as a subsequence.

First, we exclude the first case. Assume there exists such a cycle, and let xy, zℓ be the
endpoints of the corresponding deletion edge, where xy is a clique-vertex of a path gadget
Xj

i and zℓ is a vertex of the constraint gadget Zj in the same column. Since xy is not in the
solution, it means that α(vi) = y. But then it follows from the choice of S that (Sℓ)i = y, and
hence, by the definition of a constraint gadget, there doesn’t exist a deletion edge between
xy and zℓ which is a contradiction.

Finally, let C be a cycle of the latter form. Let X, X ′ be two consecutive path gadgets
that intersect C. Let xy, xy′ be the clique vertices of X and X ′ respectively, excluded from
S. By the choice of S, there are no edges left between the cycles Ci and the clique vertices.
Hence, any minimal such cycle is either of the form v3(X), v1(X ′), v4(X), v2(X ′), i.e. between
exit and entry vertices only, or is of the form r, ui(X), vi(X), vi′(X ′), ui′(X ′). Both cases
can be excluded directly by inspecting the transitions mapping t, since the former requires a
tuple of four O, and the latter requires a tuple containing C both in its first two positions
and in its latter two positions. ◀

Now we aim to prove the other direction of this lemma. Let S be a fixed feedback vertex
set of G of size b. Let S = V \ S and Ĝ = G \ S. For a set X ⊆ V , we denote SX = S ∩ X.

▶ Lemma 70. It holds that S =
⋃̇

X∈F
SX , and for each X ∈ F that |SX | = b(X).

Proof. The lower bound |SX | ≥ b(X) holds for each family X ∈ F , since deletion edges
and the cycles Ci are all triangles. If the solution contains an addition vertex in one of the
component of F , or a vertex from outside these components, then it must hold that |S| > b,
which is a contradiction. ◀

If S contains a vertex wu,v added by a deletion edge ∆(u, v), then the set
(
S\{wu,v}

)
∪{u}

is a solution of at most the same size, since any cycle containing wu,v must also contain u.
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Hence, from now on, we can assume that S does ot contain any vertices added by deletion
edges. That means S contains at least one endpoint of each deletion edge, all but at most
one clique-vertex in each path gadget, and all but one vertex of the clique vertices of each
constraint gadget.

▶ Definition 71. Let X be some path gadget, and zs be the only clique vertex of X not in S

for some value s ∈ [6]. Then we call s the state of X defined by S (denoted by StateS(X)).
We omit S when clear from context.

▶ Lemma 72. For a path gadget X, we define GS
X = Ĝ

[
X ∪ {r}

]
. Let s = State(X). For

i ∈ [4] we define the following predicates:

ϕi := (vi ∈ S), χi := ¬ϕi ∧
(
vi, r are not connected in GS

X

)
, and ξi := ¬ϕi ∧ ¬χi.

Then all following implications hold:
s = 1 =⇒ ϕ1 ∧ ϕ2 ∧ ξ3 ∧ ξ4.
s = 2 =⇒ χ1 ∧ ϕ2 ∧ ξ3 ∧ χ4.
s = 3 =⇒ χ1 ∧ χ2 ∧ ξ3 ∧ ϕ4.
s = 4 =⇒ ξ1 ∧ ϕ2 ∧ χ3 ∧ χ4.
s = 5 =⇒ ξ1 ∧ χ2 ∧ χ3 ∧ ϕ4.
s = 6 =⇒ ξ1 ∧ ξ2 ∧ ϕ3 ∧ ϕ4.

Proof. It holds by definition, that the three predicates ϕi, χi, and ξi are pairwise disjoint for
each value i ∈ [4]. The predicate ϕi holds if and only if a vi ∈ S, χi holds if and only if ui ∈ S,
and ξi holds if and only if wi ∈ S. The lemma follows from the assumption, that S contains
one vertex of Ci, an endpoint of each deletion edge between Ci and the clique-vertices, and
all clique vertices of X except for one vertex. ◀

▶ Lemma 73. For each two consecutive path gadgets X1 and X2, let s1 be the state of X1
and s2 be the state of X2. Then it holds that s2 ≤ s1.

Proof. Assume this is not the case, and let X1 and X2 be two consecutive path gadgets
with states s1 and s2 respectively, such that s2 > s1. Let t(s1) = (p1, p2, p3, p4) and
t(s2) = (q1, q2, q3, q4) be the transition tuples of s1 and s2 respectively. Let P = {p3, p4}
and Q = {q1, q2}. Then it holds by Lemma 72, and since the cut between X1 and X2 is
a complete bipartite graph, that if C ∈ P ∩ Q, then v3(X1) is connected to r in GS

X1
and

v1(X2) is connected to r in GS
X2

, which together with the edge {v3(X1), v1(X2)} creates a
cycle. Moreover, if O /∈ P ∪ Q, then we get the cycle v3(X1), v1(X2), v4(X1), v2(X2) in Ĝ.
These two observations already imply contradictions for all pairs (s1, s2) with s2 > s1 except
for the case where s1 = 1. In this case it holds that p3 = p4 = C. Hence, both vertices v3
and v4 of X1 exist in Ĝ and are connected to r through u3 and u4 respectively. Therefore,
if Q ≠ {O}, then we get the cycle consisting of the two paths v3, u3, r and v4, u4, r in X1,
together with the path v3(X1), v1(X2), v4(X1) leading to a contradiction. ◀

▶ Lemma 74. If G admits a feedback vertex set of size b, then I is satisfiable.

Proof. Let us fix some path sequence, and consider the path gadgets X1
i . . . Xc

i on this path
sequence. Let si1 . . . sic

be the states of these path gadgets defined by S in order. Then by
Lemma 73 it holds that ij+1 ≤ ij for all j ∈ [c − 1]. Since we have exactly 6 states, there
can exist at most 5 different indices j with ij ̸= ij+1. Therefore, over all n path sequences,
there can exist at most 5n columns, such that some path gadget on each of these columns
has a different state than the following path gadget, which in turn, implies that at most
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5n sections exist with some path gadget in each of these sections having a different state
than the following path gadget. Since the graph G contains 5n + 1 sections, there must exist
at least one section in G, where each path gadget in this section has the same state as the
following path gadget.

Let us fix one such section Sr for r ∈ [5n+1]. For each segment Sr
i in this section (i ∈ [n]),

let si be the state of all path gadgets on this segment. Then we claim that α : Var → [B]
with α(vi) = si for all i ∈ [n] is a satisfying assignment of I. In order to see this, let Cj be
some constraint for j ∈ [m]. Let us consider the jth column of the rth section. Since S is a
solution, there must exist a vertex zℓ of the constraint gadget attached to this column in
the solution. Let sℓ be the tuple corresponding to zℓ. Let k ∈ [q] be some index, and let
vi = (Vj)k and y = (sℓ)k. Then it must hold that all clique vertices xy′ for y′ ̸= y are in
S, since Ĝ is acyclic. This implies that the path gadget in this column that belongs to the
ith path has state y, and hence, α(vi) = y. Since this holds for each k ∈ [q], it follows that
α(Vj) = sℓ, and hence, α satisfies Cj . Since this holds for each constraint Cj , it follows that
α is a satisfying assignment of I. ◀

Proof of Theorem 3. Assume that there exists an algorithm A that solves the Feedback
Vertex Set problem in time O∗((6 − ε)k) for some positive value ε > 0, when a linear
k-expression µ is given with the input graph G. Then given the instance I of the d-CSP-B
problem over n variables for B = 6 and some positive integer d, one can construct the graph
G together with the linear k-expression µ of G and choose the value b as described above,
where both µ and k are given by Lemma 68, and run A on the resulting instance. It holds
by Lemma 69 and Lemma 74 that G admits a feedback vertex set of size b if and only if I is
satisfiable. It holds by Lemma 68 that µ is a linear k-expression of G that can be constructed
in polynomial time, where k = n + k0 for some constant k0. Hence, the algorithm runs in
time O∗((6 − ε)n+k0) = O∗((6 − ε)n) which contradicts SETH by Theorem 67. ◀

6 Counting algorithm for treewidth

In this section we show that, informally speaking, by restricting our dynamic programming
algorithm to the states that appear in a tree decomposition, we get an algorithm that counts
(modulo 2) the number of feedback vertex sets of a fixed size in time O∗(3tw) given a tree
decomposition of width tw with input. This matches the best possible running time for the
decision version of this problem under SETH [16], and hence, it is also tight, since a better
algorithm for counting (modulo 2) would also break this bound for the decision version using
the isolation lemma. We formalize this idea through a dynamic programming algorithm
on a tree decomposition, where we index the dynamic programming tables by a smaller
(restricted) family of patterns. We start by restating the definitions of tree decompositions
and tree width.

▶ Definition 75. A tree decomposition of a graph G is a pair B = (T, B), where T is a tree
and B : V (T ) → 2V (G) is a mapping that assigns to each node x ∈ V (T ) a bag B(x) ⊆ V (G)
(also denoted Bx) such that:

For every vertex v ∈ V (G) there is some x ∈ V (T ) with v ∈ B(x),
for every edge {u, v} ∈ E(G) there is some x ∈ V (T ) with u, v ∈ B(x),
for every v ∈ V (G), the set {x ∈ V (T ) : v ∈ B(x)} induces a connected subtree of T .

The width of a tree decomposition is defined by maxx∈V (T ) |B(x)| − 1, and the tree-width of
G is the minimum width over all such decompositions.

We call a tree decomposition (T, B) nice if T is rooted at a node r, B(r) = ∅, and it holds
for every node x of T that either
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x is a leaf node and B(x) = ∅,
x has a single child x′ and B(x) = B(x′) ∪ {v} for v /∈ B(x′) (introduce vertex node),
x has a single child x′ and B(x) = B(x′) \ {v} for some v ∈ B(x′) (forget vertex node),
x has two children x1, x2 and B(x) = B(x1) = B(x2) (join node).

Finally, we define a very nice tree decomposition as a nice tree decomposition with additional
nodes x with a single child x′, called introduce edge node, with B(x) = B(x′), such that for
each edge e there exists a unique introduce edge node x corresponding to e with e ⊆ B(x).
We also assume that the node introducing an edge e = {u, v} is an ancestor of all join nodes
containing both u and v in their bags.

We define the graph Gx = (Vx, Ex) for a node x as the subgraph of G containing all
vertices and edges introduced in the subtree rooted at x. Hence, it holds for each join node x

that B(x) induces an independent set in Gx.

▶ Remark 76. It is well-known that for every tree decomposition B there exists a very
nice tree decomposition B′ of the same graph, having the same width. Moreover, such a
transformation from B to B′ can be done in polynomial time [14].

6.1 Boundaried graphs and graph labeling
From now on, let G′ = (V ′, E′) be the input graph over n vertices, and B′ be a tree
decomposition of G′ of width tw′. Let t be the target size of the feedback vertex sets we aim
to count. We can assume by Remark 76 that B′ is a very nice tree decomposition of G′ of
width tw′. We define k = tw′ +1 as the maximum size of a bag of B′. Let B = (T, B) be the
very nice tree decomposition resulting from B′ by adding a new vertex v0 (not in G′) to all
bags. This turns the leaf nodes of B′ into nodes that introduce the vertex v0. It holds that
B has width k := tw′ +1, since we increase the size of all bags exactly by one. Let V := V (T )
and let r ∈ V be the root of T . Then it holds that Br = {v0}.

It holds that the graph G = (V, E) that corresponds to B results from G′ by adding an
additional isolated vertex v0. We aim to count (modulo 2) the number of feedback vertex
sets of size t in G that exclude the vertex v0, which are exactly the feedback vertex sets of
G′ of size t, since v0 is isolated in G. In fact, similar to clique-width, we will count (modulo
2) the number of induced forests of size b in G that include the vertex v0, for all values of
b ∈ [n]0. It holds that the number of feedback vertex sets of size t in G that exclude v0 is
equal to the number of induced forests of size n + 1 − t in G that include v0. Again, this
motivates the following definition of a partial solution: A partial solution S ⊆ Vx at a node
x ∈ V is a set of vertices that contains v0, such that S induces a forest in Gx.

▶ Definition 77. We define the mapping ϕ : V → [k]0 such that the restriction of ϕ to any
bag Bx is injective as follows: Let x1, . . . xn be all forget nodes of T sorted in some top-down
ordering over T ′, and let xi be the forget node of a vertex vi for all i ∈ [n]. Then we fix the
mapping ϕ by iterating over all nodes xi in increasing order of i, and for each value of i we
fix ϕ(vi) as the smallest value ℓ ∈ N not in ϕ

(
Bxi

\ {vi}
)
. For v ∈ V , we call ϕ(v) the label

of a vertex v.

▶ Observation 78. It holds for all i ∈ [n] that the forget node of each vertex in Bxi is an
ancestor of xi, and hence, the label of each vertex in this bag, except for vi, is already fixed,
and the set ϕ

(
Bxi

\ {vi}
)

is well-defined. Moreover, it holds that v0 is the only vertex labeled
0, and that ϕ(v) ≤ k for all v ∈ V since k is the maximum size of a bag in B′. The restriction
of ϕ to each bag Bx is injective, since for any two vertices u, v sharing a bag Bx, the bag
corresponding to the forget node of one of these vertices contains the other, and hence, by the
choice of ϕ it holds that ϕ(u) ̸= ϕ(v).
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We will use the notion of graph boundary to define representation over treewidth. In-
tuitively, a boundary of a graph is a special set of vertices B that we use to extend this
graph to a super graph, and hence, it is a separator in the super graph, that separates the
original graph from the rest of the super graph. Mainly, in a tree decomposition, we will be
interested in the boundary Bx of the graph Gx for each node x, as G results from Gx by
adding vertices (and edges) separated from Gx by Bx. It is well-known for many problems,
that a boundary can carry enough information to correctly extend a partial solution to a
solution in the whole graph. We will formalize this for the Feedback Vertex Set problem.

▶ Definition 79. A boundaried graph is a graph G = (V, E) given together with a boundary
set B ⊆ V and an injective mapping ϕ : B → [k]0, such that B induces an independent set
in G. A boundaried forest is a boundaried graph that is a forest. We denote the boundaried
graph (G, B, ϕ) by G when B and ϕ are clear from context.

We say that two boundaried forests (F1, B1, ϕ1) and (F2, B2, ϕ2) are compatible if it holds
that ϕ1 and ϕ2 have equal images, and the following conditions hold: Let π be the unique
label-preserving bijection from B1 to B2, i.e. ϕ1(v) = ϕ2(π(v)) for all v ∈ B1, and let H be
the graph resulting from the union of F1 and F2 by identifying all pairs (v, π(v)) for v ∈ B1.
Then it must holds that H is acyclic. We call the process of identifying these pairs of vertices
the glueing of F1 and F2. Note that the glueing operation might create double edges (cycles
of length two) between two vertices.

We say that two families of boundaried forests F1 and F2 are equivalent, if it holds for
each boundaried forest H that H is compatible with an odd number of forests of F1 if and
only if it is compatible with an odd number of forests of F2.

6.2 Treewidth patterns
Now we characterize the needed conditions for acyclicity representation through the notion of
“patterns”. After that we define a more concise representation through a “reduce” operation
resulting in a more compact set of patterns.

▶ Definition 80. A (treewidth) pattern p is a partition of a subset Lp of [k]0 that contains
the element 0. We call Lp the label set of p, and we call the set containing 0 in p the zero set
of p (denoted Zp). Let T be the family of all treewidth patterns. We also define one special
pattern ⊥ not in T and call it the bad pattern. We denote by Φ the pattern {{0}} and call
it the empty pattern. We define the family TCS ⊆ T of all treewidth patterns, such that any
set different from Zp is a singleton.

For a pattern p ∈ T and i ∈ [k], we denote by p ∪ i the pattern ⊥ if i ∈ Lp, or p ∪
{

{i}
}

otherwise. We define p \ i as p itself, if i ∈ Lp, or as the pattern resulting from p by removing
i from the set of p that contains i. We remove the whole set {i} if it is a singleton.

Let G = (V, E) be a boundaried graph with boundary B ⊆ V containing a vertex v0 ∈ B.
Let ϕ : B → [k]0 be an injective mapping with ϕ(v0) = 0. For a partial solution S ⊆ V of G,
we define the pattern patG,B,ϕ(S) (omitting G, B and ϕ when clear from context) of G as
follows: for each connected component C of G[S] that intersects B, we add the set ϕ(C ∩ B)
to p, i.e. p contains a set for each connected component of G \ S, containing the labels that
appear in the boundary of this component.

It follows from the injectivity of ϕ, that each label appears in at most one set of pat(S).
Hence, pat(S) is a partition of a subset of [k]0. Since S is a partial solution, it holds
that v0 ∈ S, and hence, there exists a set X ∈ pat(S) with 0 ∈ X. Hence, pat(S) is a
pattern indeed. Given a boundaried forest F with boundary B, we denote by patF the pattern
patF,B,ϕ(V (F )). For a node x ∈ V, we also denote patGx,Bx,ϕ|Bx

(S) by patx(S).
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▶ Definition 81. Given a pattern p ∈ P, we define the canonical (boundaried) forest
(Gp = (Vp, Ep), Bp, ϕp) of p, where for each i ∈ Lp we add a vertex vi, and for each set S of
p we add another vertex wS and make it adjacent to all vertices vi with i ∈ S. Hence, Gp is a
disjoint union of stars, that contains one star for each set of p. We define B := {vi : i ∈ Lp}
and ϕ(vi) := i for all i ∈ Lp. It follows that pat(Gp) = p.

▶ Lemma 82. It holds for any two labeled forests (F1, B1, ϕ1) and (F2, B2, ϕ2) with pat(F1) =
pat(F2) that F1 is equivalent to F2.

Proof. Let (H, B, ϕ) be some boundaried forest compatible with F1. We show that H is
compatible with F2 as well. The other direction would then hold by symmetry. Let G1 be
the glueing of F1 and H. Let π1 be the bijection from B1 to B and π the bijection from B1
to B2 as defined in Definition 80. We define π2 := π1 ◦ π−1. Then π2 is a bijection from
B2 to B. Let G2 be the glueing of F2 and H given by π2. We claim that G2 is acyclic.
Assuming otherwise, let C be a simple cycle of G2. Let s1, . . . sℓ be the maximal segments
of C that belong to F2, and let D1, . . . , Dℓ be connected components of F2 that s1, . . . sℓ

belong to. Since it holds that pat(F1) = pat(F2), it holds for each connected component
D of F2 and for X = ϕ2(D ∩ B2), that there exists a connected component D′ of F1 with
ϕ1(D′ ∩ B1) = X. Hence, we can replace each segment si connecting two vertices u2 and v2
of F2 with a path of F1 connecting the unique vertices π(u2) and π(v2), turning C into a
cycle C ′ in G1, which contradicts the assumption that H is compatible with F1. ◀

Now we define pattern operations that correspond to the different manipulations of a
pattern corresponding to a partial solution under the different treewidth operations. We use
these operations to introduce our algorithm and prove its correctness.

▶ Definition 83. For two different labels i, j ∈ [k], we define the operation ⊠i,j : T → T ∪{⊥}
that takes as input a pattern p and outputs ⊥ if i and j belong to the same set of p, it outputs
p itself if i or j doesn’t appear in p, or outputs the pattern that results from p by merging the
sets that contain i and j otherwise.

▶ Observation 84. Let F be a labeled forest, and p = pat(F ). Let F ′ be the graph resulting
from F by adding the edge between the vertices labeled i and j if both exist, and let p′ = ⊠i,j(p).
Then p′ =⊥ if and only if F ′ contains a cycle, and p′ := patF ′ otherwise.

▶ Definition 85. We define the join operation over patterns ⊔ : T × T → T ∪ {⊥}, where
for p, q ∈ T with Lp = Lq, p ⊔ q is given by the following procedure: Let p0 = p and let
S1, . . . Sℓ be the sets of q. For each i in [ℓ], we define pi from pi−1 as follows: if pi−1 =⊥, or
if there exists a set of pi−1 containing two elements of Si, then pi :=⊥. Otherwise, pi results
from pi−1 by combining all sets that contain an element of Si. We define p ⊔ q = pℓ. Finally,
we define p ⊔ q =⊥ if Lp ̸= Lq.

▶ Observation 86. Let (G1, B1, ϕ1) and (G2, B2, ϕ2) be two labeled forests where the images
of ϕ1 and ϕ2 are equal. Let p1 = patG1 and p2 = patG2 . Then it holds that p1 ⊔ p2 =⊥ if
and only if the glueing H of G1 and G2 contains cycles. Moreover, if H is acyclic, then it
holds that patH = p1 ⊔ p2.

6.3 Pattern representation
Now we introduce a special (restricted) family of patterns that represents all patterns, and
show that this family suffices to represent acyclicity over a tree decomposition.
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▶ Definition 87. We say that two patterns p, q are compatible (p ↔ q), if their canonical
forests are. Given two families of treewidth patterns S and R, we say that R represents S

(R ∼ S), if their families of canonical forests are equivalent, i.e. if it holds for each pattern r

that the number of patterns of S compatible with r is congruent to the number of patterns of
R compatible with r.

▶ Observation 88. It holds that representation is an equivalence relation. Moreover, it holds
for three patterns p, q, r ∈ T that p ⊔ q ↔ r if and only if p ↔ q ⊔ r, since graph glueing is
both commutative and associative.

▶ Lemma 89. Let S1, S2, R1, R2 ⊆ T be four families of treewidth patterns such that R1
represents S1 and R2 represents S2. Then it holds that R1∆R2 represents S1∆S2.

Proof. Let q ∈ T be some a pattern. Let s1, s2, r1, r2 be the numbers of patterns in
S1, S2, R1, R2 compatible with q respectively. Then it holds by definition of representation
that s1 ≡2 r1 and s2 ≡2 r2, hence it holds that s1 + s2 ≡2 r1 + r2, but s1 + s2 is congruent
(modulo 2) to the number of patterns of S1∆S2 compatible with q, and r1 + r2 is congruent
to the number of patterns of R1∆R2 compatible with q. Hence, these two numbers are
congruent as well, and R1∆R2 represents S1∆S2. ◀

Now we show that for each family of patterns S ⊆ T , there exists a family of patterns
R ⊆ TCS that represents S. We achieve this through a reduce operation that follows the
same logic as ReduceToNice procedure defined for clique-width, but restricted to treewidth
patterns. Hence, the proofs of representation follow the same logic, but applied to treewidth
glueing operations instead of clique-width extension compatibility.

▶ Lemma 90. Let p = {S1, . . . Sn} be some pattern for n ≥ 3, and let X = S1, Y = S2, and
Z = S3 be three different sets of p. Let R = p \ {X, Y, Z} be the rest of p. We define the
following four patterns:

p1 = R ∪ {X ∪ Y, Z},
p2 = R ∪ {X ∪ Z, Y },
p3 = R ∪ {Y ∪ Z, X},
p4 = R ∪ {X ∪ Y ∪ Z}.

Then it holds that {p2, p3, p4} represents {p1}.

Proof. We show for any pattern q ∈ T that if q is compatible with one of p1, p2, p3, then q is
compatible with at least two of them. We also show that q is compatible with p4 if and only
if q is compatible with all p1, p2, p3. It follows from both claims for each pattern q ∈ T , that
q is compatible with an even number of patterns out of p1, p2, p3, p4 which proves the lemma.

Now we prove the first claim. Assume that q is compatible with neither p1 nor p2. We
show that, in this case, it cannot be compatible with p3 either. The other two cases are
symmetric. Let G1, G2, G3 be the glueing of Gp1 , Gp2 and Gp3 with Gq respectively, and let
C1 be a cycle in G1 and C2 be a cycle in G2. We show that G3 contains a cycle proving that
p3 is not compatible with q.

If C1 does not visit vertices of the connected component corresponding to X ∪ Y , then
C1 corresponds to a cycle in G3 by replacing each maximal segment s of C belonging to a
connected component of G1 by a path on G3 whose endpoints have the same labels as the
endpoints of s. This is possible, since each set of p1 other than X ∪ Y is a subset of a set of
p3. Similarly, if C2 does not contain vertices in the connected component corresponding to
X ∪Z, then C2 corresponds to a cycle in G3. Now we assume that C1 passes through vertices
in the connected component corresponding to X ∪ Y and C2 passes through vertices in the
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connected component corresponding to X ∪Z. Hence, we can assume that G1 contains a path
between two vertices of the component corresponding to X ∪Y that intersects this component
only in its endpoints. If there exists such a path where the labels of both endpoints belong
to the same set X or Y , then C1 corresponds to a cycle in G3 by the same argument above.
Hence, we assume that there exists a path with one endpoint labeled in X and the other
in Y . Similarly, we can assume that G2 contains a path between two vertices whose labels
are in X and Z, that intersect the component corresponding to X ∪ Z only in its endpoints.
However, these two paths correspond to paths in G3 ending in the same labels, since each set
of p1 different from X ∪ Y , and each set of p2 different from X ∪ Z is a subset of a set of p3.
Hence, we get the cycle consisting of the segments s1, s2, s3, s4, where s1 is a path between a
vertex v whose label belongs to X and a vertex u whose label belongs to Y , s3 is a segment
between a vertex w whose label belongs to Z and a vertex v′ whose label belongs to X, s2 is
a path between u and w that lays completely in the star corresponding to Y ∪ Z in G3, and
s4 is a path between v and v′ that lays in the star corresponding to X in G3. Hence, G3
contains a cycle, and p3 is not compatible with q.

Now we prove the second claim. Let G4 be the glueing of Gp4 and Gq. If Gi contains
a cycle for any value i ∈ [3], then one can turn this cycle into a cycle in G4, since each set
of pi is a subset of a set in p4. On the other hand, if G4 contains a cycle C, then we can
first assume that this cycle intersects the component S corresponding to X ∪ Y ∪ Z in a
single segment by short-cutting the cycle as follows: First rotate the cycle so that it doesn’t
begin with a vertex of S. Let v1 be the first vertex on C that belongs to S and v2 be the
last such vertex. Then we can replace the cycle with another cycle that intersects S in a
single segment by replacing the part between v1 and v2 by a simple path in S.

Let s be this segment, and let v1 be the first vertex of this segment, and v2 be the last.
Let i1, i2 be the labels of v1 and v2 respectively. Then one can replace C by a cycle in G1 if
{i1, i2} ⊆ X ∪ Y , by a cycle in G2 if {i1, i2} ⊆ X ∪ Z, or by a cycle in G3 if {i1, i2} ⊆ Y ∪ Z,
by replacing s, and each other maximal segment on the cycle belonging to a connected
component of G4, by a path between two vertices of the same labels. This is possible since
all other sets of p4 different from X ∪ Y ∪ Z are sets of pi for all i ∈ [3]. ◀

▶ Procedure 91. Given a pattern p ∈ T and i ∈ [k], we define the mapping ReduceIndex(p, i)
that outputs a set of patterns as follows: if i does not belong to p, or if the set containing
i in p is Zp or is a singleton, then we define ReduceIndex(p, i) := p. Otherwise, let X be
the set that contains i in p, let X̃ = X \ {i}, and let p0 = p \ {X, Zp}. Then we define
ReduceIndex(p, X, i) as the set containing the three patterns:

p2 = p0 ∪
{

Zp ∪ {i}, X̃
}

,
p3 = p0 ∪

{
Zp ∪ X̃, {i}

}
,

p4 = p0 ∪
{

Zp ∪ X̃ ∪ {i}
}

.

For p ∈ P, we define Reduce(p) as follows: Let P0 = {p}, and let i1, . . . iℓ be the indices
in [k] such that ij appears in p in a non-singleton set different from Zp for all j ∈ [ℓ]. Then
we define Pj := △

q∈Pj−1

ReduceIndex(q, ij) for each j ∈ [ℓ], and Reduce(p) := Pℓ.

▶ Lemma 92. It holds for any pattern p ∈ T that Reduce(p) runs in time O∗(3ℓ), where ℓ

is the number of labels of p that belong to a non-singleton set different from Zp, and outputs
a family of at most 3ℓ TCS patterns that represents p.

Proof. The bound on the size of the resulting family and on the running time hold since
the procedure runs in ℓ iterations, in each it replaces each pattern by at most 3 patterns in
polynomial time.
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It holds from Lemma 90 that ReduceIndex(p, i) represents p for all p ∈ T and all i ∈ [k]
by fixing p1 := p. We prove by induction over i ∈ [k]0, that Pi represents p and that for each
p ∈ Pi and each j ≤ i, that j appears in p if and only if it appears in p, and that it can
appear only in Zp or as a singleton.

The claim is trivial for j = 0 since P0 = {p}. Now fix j ∈ [ℓ] and assume that the claim
holds for Pj−1. Then it holds by Lemma 89 that Pj represents Pj−1 and by transitivity of
representation that Pj represents p. Moreover, each pattern of ReduceIndex(q, ij) results
from q by moving ij either to the set Zq, or to become a singleton, and possibly by merging
the set containing ij with Zq which proves the claim. ◀

6.4 The Algorithm
Now we are ready to present our algorithm, as a bottom-up dynamic programming scheme
over T indexed by the family TCS . Intuitively, the tables P b

x count (modulo 2) the number
of partial solutions of a fixed size at a node x, that are compatible with a pattern p ∈ TCS .

▶ Algorithm 2. We define the tables P b
x ∈ ZTCS

2 for all nodes x ∈ V, and all values b ∈ [n]0
recursively as follows:

Introduce vertex (v0): We define P b
x [p] = 1 if b = 0 and p = Φ, and 0 otherwise.

Introduce vertex (v ̸= v0) with child x′: Let i = ϕ(v). We define P b
x [p] = P b

x′ [p \ i] if
{i} ∈ p or i /∈ Lp, and 0 otherwise.
Forget vertex node (v) with child x′: Let i = ϕ(v). If i ∈ Lp, then we define P b

x [p] = 0.
Otherwise, we define

P b
x [p] =

∑
p′∈TCS

p′\i=p

P
b−[i∈Lp′ ]
x′ [p′].

Introduce edge ({u, v}) with child x′: Let i = ϕ(u) and j = ϕ(v). We define the tables
P̃ b

x ∈ ZT
2 and P b

x ∈ ZTCS
2 with

P̃ b
x [p] =

∑
q∈TCS ,

⊠i,j(q)=p

P b
x′ [q] and P b

x [p] =
∑

q∈T ,
p∈Reduce(p)

P̃ b
x [q].

Merge node with children x1, x2: For p ∈ TCS we define

P b
x [p] =

∑
b1+b2=b

∑
p1⊔p2=p

P b1
x1

[p1] · P b2
x2

[p2].

Now we show that the support of each table P b
x represents the family of all partial

solutions of size b at x. We prove this in two steps: First, we define the auxiliary tables Qb
x

that count (modulo 2) the number of partial solutions of size b at x having pattern p for each
pattern in T . In the second step, we show that the support of P b

x represents the support of
Qb

x for all nodes x ∈ V and all values b.

▶ Definition 93. We define the tables Qb
x ∈ ZT

2 for a nodes x ∈ V and b ∈ [n]0 recursively
as follows:

Introduce vertex (v0): We set Qb
x[p] = 1 if b = 0 and p = Φ, and 0 otherwise.

Introduce vertex (v ̸= v0) with child x′: Let i = ϕ(v). We define Qb
x[p] = Qb

x′ [p \ i] if
{i} ∈ p or i /∈ Lp, and 0 otherwise.
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Forget vertex node (v) with child x′: Let i = ϕ(v). If i ∈ Lp, we define Qb
x[p] = 0.

Otherwise, we define

Qb
x[p] =

∑
p′∈T
p′\i=p

Q
b−[i∈Lp′ ]
x′ [p′].

Introduce edge ({u, v}) with child x′: Let i = ϕ(u) and j = ϕ(v). We define

Qb
x[p] =

∑
q∈T ,

⊠i,j(q)=p

Qb
x′ [q].

Merge node with children x1, x2: For p ∈ T we define

Qb
x[p] =

∑
b1+b2=b

∑
p1⊔p2=p

Qb1
x1

[p1] · Qb2
x2

[p2].

▶ Lemma 94. It holds for all nodes x ∈ V, for all values b and for all p ∈ T that Qb
x[p] ≡2 1

if and only if there exists an odd number of partial solutions X, such that |X \ Bx| = b and
patx(X) = p.

Proof. We prove the claim by induction over the nodes x ∈ V. For a node introducing the
vertex v0, the only solution is the empty solution, with patx(∅) = Φ which corresponds to
the definition of the tables Qb

x at this node.
For an introduce vertex node v with ϕ(v) = i, and x′ the child of x, each partial solution

X ′ with |X ′ \ Bx = b at x′ and patx′(X ′) = p′ is a partial solution at x, where patx(X ′)
results from p′ by adding i as a singleton. Moreover, X ′ can be extended to a partial solution
X such that |X \ Bx′ | = |X ′ \ Bx| by adding v to the partial solution. In this case it holds
that patx′(X ′) = patx(X). Since these two cases cover all partial solutions at x, and no
partial solution at x has the label i in a non-singleton set, the correctness of the formula
follows by induction hypothesis at x′.

For a forget vertex node v labeled i, each partial solution X at x is a partial solution
at x′ where we exclude i from the pattern since it is not in the boundary at x anymore.
Moreover, it holds that |X \ Bx| = |X \ Bx′ | + [v ∈ X] since Bx′ \ Bx = {v}. The claim
follows by induction hypothesis.

For an add edge node {u, v}: Let i, j be the labels of u, v respectively. The lemma follows
from Observation 84 and the induction hypothesis at the child node x′, since each partial
solution X at x is a partial solution at x′ with patx(X) = ⊠i,j(patx′(X)) and vice versa.

Finally, for a join node x with children x1 and x2: each partial solution X at x with
|X \ Bx| = b is the union of two partial solutions X1, X2 at x1 and x2 respectively, such
that X1 ∩ Bx = X2 ∩ Bx and (X1 \ Bx) ∩ (X2 \ Bx) = ∅. Let b1 = |X1 \ Bx1 | and
b2 = |X2 \ Bx2 |. Then it holds that b1 + b2 = b. Moreover, it holds from Observation 88 that
patx(X) = patx1(X1) ⊔ patx2(X2). The claim follows by applying the induction hypothesis
at x1 and x2. ◀

Now we aim to show that the support of P b
x represents the support of Qb

x. In order to
show this we first prove that all pattern operations preserve representation, i.e. if R represents
S, then Op(R) represents Op(S). We start with a formal definition:

▶ Definition 95. Let Op be some pattern operator of arity r. We define the exclusive version
△

Op of Op as the mapping of the same parity that maps sets of patterns to sets of patterns,
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where for families of patterns S1, . . . Sr we define

△
Op(S1, . . . , Sr) = △

(p1,...,pr)∈S1×···×Sr

{Op(p1, . . . , pr)},

i.e., a pattern p belongs to
△

Op(S1, . . . , Sr) if and only if there exists an odd number of tuples
(p1, . . . , pr) that map to p with pi ∈ Si for all i ∈ [r].

For i, j ∈ [k] with i ≠ j we define
△
∪i as the exclusive version of ∪i,

△
⊔ as the exclusive

join ⊔,
△
\ i as the exclusive version of \i and

△
⊠i,j as the exclusive version of ⊠i,j.

Let Op be an operation of parity r over sets of patterns. Then we say that Op preserves
representation if it holds for all sets of patterns S1, . . . Sr and R1, . . . , Rr where Ri represents

Si for all i ∈ [k] that
△

Op(R1, . . . Rr) represents
△

Op(S1, . . . , Sr).

▶ Lemma 96. All operations
△
∪i,

△
\ i and

△
⊠i,j for all i, j ∈ [k], i ≠ j preserve representation.

Proof. First, we make the following claim: Let Op be some unary operation over patterns
such that for each pattern q there exists a set of patterns X, where Op(p) is compatible with

q if and only if p is compatible with an odd number of patterns of X. Then
△

Op preserves
representation. Let S, R ⊆ T such that R represents S, and let q be an arbitrary pattern.
Let X be the family described above. Then it holds that

|{p ∈
△

Op(S) : p ↔ q}| ≡2 |{p ∈ S : Op(p) ↔ q}|

≡2 |{p ∈ S, q′ ∈ X : p ↔ q′}| ≡2
∑

q′∈X

|{p ∈ S : p ↔ q′}|

≡2
∑

q′∈X

|{p ∈ R : p ↔ q′}| ≡2 |{p ∈ R, q′ ∈ X : p ↔ q′}|

≡2 |{p ∈ R : Op(p) ↔ q}| ≡2 |{p ∈
△

Op(R) : p ↔ q}|.

Now we use this claim to prove the lemma. For p ∪ i and a pattern q, let X := ∅ if i /∈ Lq,
and X := {p \ i} otherwise. In the former case, it holds that p ∪ i ̸↔ q for all patterns p,
and p is not compatible with any pattern of X (since X is empty). For the latter case, if
i ∈ Lp, then it holds that p ∪ i =⊥. If this is the case, or if Lp ̸= Lq \ {i}, then it holds that
p ∪ i ̸↔ q and p ̸↔ q \ i. Otherwise, we assume that i /∈ Lp and Lq = Lp ∪ i. Since Gp∪i

results from Gp by adding the vertices vi, wi with an edge between them as a new connected
component, with vi labeled i, the glueing of Gp∪i and Gq results from the glueing of Gp and
Gq\i by adding the edge {vi, w} and an edge between vi and the vertex wS where S is the
set containing i in q, i.e., by hanging a path (P2) at wS . Hence, the resulting graph is acyclic
if and only if the original graph is.

For p \ i: if i ∈ Lq then p \ i ̸↔ q for all patterns p. In this case, we define X = ∅.
Otherwise, assume that i /∈ Lq. We define X = {q, q ∪ i}. Since Lq ̸= Lq∪i, it holds for
each pattern p that p is compatible with at most one of q and q ∪ i. If i /∈ Lp, then it holds
that p \ i = p, and the claim is trivial in this case. Otherwise, it holds that i ∈ Lp and
hence, p ̸↔ q. If Lp ̸= Lq ∪ {i}, then p \ i ̸↔ q and p ̸↔ q ∪ i. Otherwise, the glueing of Gp

and Gq∪i results from the glueing of Gp\i and Gq by hanging a path (P2) at the vertex wS

corresponding to the set containing i in p. Hence, the resulting graph is acyclic if and only if
the original graph is.
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Finally, for ⊠i,j(p), let p′ := ⊠i,j(p) and q′ = ⊠i,j(q). We define X := {q′}. If Lp ̸= Lq

then it holds that ⊠i,j(p) ̸↔ q and p ̸↔ q′. Otherwise, if {i, j} ̸⊆ Lp then it holds that p′ = p

and q′ = q. Hence, the claim is trivial in this case. Finally, assume that i, j ∈ Lp = Lq.
Let r :=

{
{i, j}

}
∪ {{k} : k ∈ Lp \ {i, j}} be the pattern consisting out of the set {i, j} and

all other labels of Lp as singletons. Then it holds that Gp′ is the glueing of Gr and Gp,
and that Gq′ is the glueing of Gr and Gq. Since the glueing process is both associative and
commutative, it holds that the glueing of Gp′ and Gq is the same as the glueing of Gp and
Gq′ . Hence, p′ ↔ q if and only if p ↔ q′. ◀

▶ Lemma 97. Let S1, S2, R1, R2 ⊆ T be set of patterns such that R1 represents S1 and R2

represents S2. Let S := S1
△
⊔ S2 and R := R1

△
⊔ R2. Then R represents S.

Proof. It holds for each pattern r ∈ T

|{p ∈ R : p ↔ r}| ≡2 |{(q1, q2) ∈ R1 × R2 : q1 ⊔ q2 ↔ r}|

≡2
∑

q2∈R2

|{q1 ∈ R1 : q1 ⊔ q2 ↔ r}| ≡2
∑

q2∈R2

|{q1 ∈ R1 : q1 ↔ q2 ⊔ r}|

≡2
∑

q2∈R2

|{p1 ∈ S1 : p1 ↔ q2 ⊔ r}| ≡2
∑

p1∈S1

|{q2 ∈ R2 : p1 ↔ q2 ⊔ r}|

≡2
∑

p1∈S1

|{q2 ∈ R2 : q2 ↔ p1 ⊔ r}| ≡2
∑

p1∈S1

|{p2 ∈ S2 : p2 ↔ p1 ⊔ r}|

≡2
∑

p1∈S1

|{p2 ∈ S2 : p1 ⊔ p2 ↔ r}| ≡2 |{(p1, p2) ∈ S1 × S2 : p1 ⊔ p2 ↔ r}|

≡2 |{p ∈ S : p ↔ r}|,

where the third, the sixth and the seventh congruences follow from Observation 88. ◀

▶ Lemma 98. It holds for all nodes x and all values b that the support of Qb
x represents the

support of P b
x.

Proof. We prove the claim by induction over V. The claim is trivial at nodes introducing
the vertex v0, as both tables have the same support. Let Ib

x be the support of P b
x , and Jb

x

be the support of Qb
x. For an introduce vertex node with child x′, let i be the label of the

introduced vertex. It holds that Ib
x = (Ib

x′

△
∪ i)∆Ib−1

x′ and Jb
x = (Jb

x′

△
∪ i)∆Jb−1

x′ . The claim
follows from the fact that both ∆ and ∪i preserve representation. Similarly, for a forget

vertex node with label i, it holds that Ib
x = Ib

x′

△
\ i and Jb

x = Jb
x′

△
\ i. The claim follows from

the fact that \i preserves representation.
Now let x be an introduce edge {u, v} node, with ϕ(u) = i and ϕ(v) = j. It holds that

Jb
x =

△
⊠i,j(Jb

x′). Let Ỹ =
△
⊠i,j(Ib

x′). It holds from Lemma 96 that Ỹ represents Jb
x. Moreover,

it holds that Ib
x = Reduce(Ỹ ). It follows from Lemma 92 that Ib

x represents Ỹ and hence, by
transitivity of representation, it represents Jb

x. Finally, let x be a union node with children

x1, x2. Let b1, b2 ∈ [n]0 with b1 + b2 = b, and let Ib1,b2 = Ib1
x1

△
⊔ Ib2

x2
and Jb1,b2 = Jb1

x1

△
⊔ Jb2

x2
.

Then it holds by Lemma 97 that Ib1,b2 represents Jb1,b2 . Moreover, it holds by the definitions
of P and Q that Ib

x = △
b1+b2=b

Ib1,b2 and Jb
x = △

b1+b2=b

Jb1,b2 . It follows from Lemma 89 that

Ib
x represents Jb

x. ◀

▶ Corollary 99. It holds for each value b ∈ [n]0 that P n−b
r [Φ] = 1 if and only if there exists

an odd number of feedback vertex sets of size b in G.
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Proof. The number of feedback vertex sets of size t in G is equal to the number of feedback
vertex sets of size t in Gr that exclude the vertex v0, which is equal to the number of partial
solutions S of size n + 1 − t at r that contain the vertex v0. Since Br = {v0}, it holds
that patr(S) = Φ for all such partial solutions S, and that |S \ Br| = n − t. It follows by
Lemma 94 that the number of partial solutions of size n + 1 − t at r that contain the vertex
v0 is congruent (modulo 2) to Qn−t

r [Φ].
Since the pattern Φ is the only pattern compatible with Φ, it holds by Lemma 98 that

P n−t
r [Φ] ≡2 1 if and only if Qt

r[Φ] ≡2 1. It follows that P n−t
r [Φ] = 1 if and only if there exists

an odd number of feedback vertex sets of size t in G. ◀

6.5 Fast join operation
Now we define a set of states Z, and a canonical bijection ϕZ between TCS and Z. We define
a join operation ▼ over Z, such that ϕ is an isomorphism that preserves the join operations
between TCS and Z. We show how to compute the convolution over ▼ in time O∗(3k). As a
result, we show that a single join node can be processed in time O∗(3k).

▶ Definition 100. Let Z0 = {O, D, C} be a set of simple states. We define the family
of states Z := Zk

0 , and the bijection ϕZ between TCS and Z, where we map each pattern
p ∈ TCS to the state z defined by assigning to each label i ∈ [k] the state O if i /∈ Lp, D if
i ∈ Lp \ Zp, or C otherwise.

▶ Observation 101. It holds by the bijection ϕZ that |TCS | = 3k.

▶ Remark 102. Given a pattern p ∈ TCS , the bijection ϕZ(p) implicitly assigns a state
to each label i ∈ [k]. The family Z is actually the restriction of S (Definition 19) to the
simple states in Z0. Intuitively, compared to clique-width, each label appears in a treewidth
boundary at most once. This allows us to spare the so called “composed” states D∗, C+ and
C∗. Accordingly, ϕZ can be seen as the restriction of the bijection ϕCS from Definition 19.

▶ Definition 103. We define the binary operation ▽ : Z0 × Z0 → Z0 ∪ {⊥} as given by the
following table:

▽ O D C

O O ⊥ ⊥
D ⊥ D C

C ⊥ C ⊥

We define the operation ▼ as the kth power of ▽, where we replace any tuple in the output by
⊥, if any of its indices is equal to ⊥. Let ⃝▼ be the convolution of ▼ over Z2.

Let (Z0, ≤) be the ordering given by the single chain D ≤ C. We define the ordering ⪯
over TCS as the ordering the results from the kth power of ≤ by applying the bijection ϕZ ,
i.e. it holds that p ⪯ q if p(i) ≤ q(i) for all i ∈ [k].

▶ Observation 104. The bijection ϕZ is an isomorphism between the restriction of the
operation ⊔ to TCS and the operation ▼ over Z.

Now we show how to compute the convolution ⃝▼ in time O∗(3k) by utilizing a fast lattice
convolution technique over power lattices from [21]. We state the following lemma from
Hegerfeld and Kratsch [21] that builds on the work of Björklund et al. [5] for join lattices. We
restate the lemma in terms that fit our paper. While the lemma in the original work is stated
for lattices only, the proof also works for all orderings (S, ⪯), where for any element p ∈ S

the set {q ∈ S : q ⪯ p} induces a join-semilattice. We refer to [32] for a similar treatment.
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▶ Lemma 105 ([22, Corollary A.10.]). Let (S, ≤) be an ordering, such that {q ∈ S : q ≤ p}
for each p ∈ S is a join-semilattice, and let (S, ⪯) be the kth power of this lattice. Let
T1, T2 ∈ FS be two tables for some ring F. Assuming both the join operation over ⪯ and basic
math operations over F can be computed in polynomial time, then the join product T1⃝∨ T2
can be computed in time O∗(|S|k).

▶ Lemma 106. The convolution ⃝▼ over Z2 can be computed in time O∗(3k).

Proof. Let us fix two tables A1, A2 ∈ ZZ
2 . Our goal is to compute A1⃝▼A2 in time O∗(3k).

For a state s ∈ Z, let cp := |s−1(C)| be the number of labels having state C in s. For each
state s ∈ Z and each value i ∈ [k]0, we define the predicate χi(s) := (cs = i), i.e. χi(s) holds
if and only if s has exactly i indices with state C. For each value i ∈ [k], let Ai

1, Ai
2 ∈ ZZ

2 be
the tables defined from A1 and A2 respectively, where Ai

x[s] = [χi(s)] · Ax[s] for x ∈ {1, 2}
and s ∈ Z.

Let s1, s2 ∈ Z, and let s := s1 ∨ s2. We claim that s1 ∨ s2 = s1▼s2 if and only if
cs1 + cs2 = cs, and that p1▼p2 =⊥ otherwise. The inequality cs1 + cs2 ≥ cs holds, since for
each index i with si = C it must hold that at least on of s1 and s2 has state C at the index i.
If the equality does not hold, then there must exist a position i ∈ [k] with s1(i) = s2(i) = C,
and hence, s1▽s2 =⊥. Now assume that the equality holds. If s1▼s2 ̸= s, then there exists
i ∈ [k] with s1(i) = s2(i) = C, but then there must exist an index i′ with s(i′) = C and
both s1(i′) and s2(i′) different from C, which contradicts the assumption that s = s1 ∨ s2,
which proves the claim.

It follows from this claim that

A1⃝▼A2[s] =
∑

s1,s2∈Z
s1▼s2=s

A1[s1] · A2[s2]

=
∑

s1,s2∈Z
s1∨s2=s

[cs1 + cs2 = cs]A1[s1] · A2[s2]

=
k∑

i=0
cs

∑
s1,s2∈Z
s1∨s2=s

Ai
1[s1] · Acs−i

2 [s2]

=
k∑

i=0
(Ai

1⃝∨ Acs−i
2 )[s].

Therefore, A1⃝▼A2 can be computed by computing all join products Ai
1⃝∨ Aj

2 for i, j ∈ [k]0.
It follows from Lemma 105 that A1⃝▼A2 can be computed in time O∗(3k). ◀

6.6 Running time
▶ Lemma 107. Let x be a join node. Given all tables P b′

x′ for all children x′ of x and all
values b′, the tables P b

x for all values of b can be computed in time O∗(3k).

Proof. We iterate over all values b ∈ [n]0, and for each we compute the table P b
x as follows:

we iterate over all pairs b1, b2 ∈ [n]0 with b1 + b2 = b, and we compute the convolution of the
tables P b1

x1
and P b2

x2
over ⊔, where x1, x2 are the children of x. We add the resulting table to

P b
x . The correctness follows by the definition of the table P b

x at a join node (Algorithm 2).
It holds by Observation 104 that ϕZ is an isomorphism between the operation ⊔ restricted

to TCS and the operation ▼ over Z, and hence, by Lemma 106 and Observation 7 that the
convolution over ⊔ (restricted to TCS) can be computed in time O∗(3k). Since for each value
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b we iterate over at most n + 1 pairs (b1, b2) with b1 + b2 = b, and since we iterate over n + 1
values of b, the entire computation runs in time O∗(3k). ◀

▶ Corollary 108. All tables P b
x for all x ∈ V and b ∈ [n]0 can be computed in time O∗(3tw).

Proof. We achieve this through a bottom up dynamic programming over V. Since |V| is
bounded polynomially in n, and since we iterate over n + 1 values of b, it suffices to show that
the table T b

x for a fixed node x and a fixed value b can be computed in time O∗(3tw) given
all tables T b′

x′ for each child x′ of x and each value b′. Also, since |TCS | = 6k, we assume
that one can iterate over all entries T b′

x′ [p] for all p ∈ TCS in time O∗(3k).
Now we prove the claim by distinguishing the type of the a node x ∈ V. For a node

x introducing the vertex v0, this is trivial since we only set constant values. For a node
introducing a vertex v ̸= v0, this can be done by iterating over all patterns p ∈ PCS and by
adding the value of P b

x′ [p] to P b
x [p], and the value of P b

x′ [p] to P b
x [p ∪ i] if p ∪ i ̸=⊥. Similarly,

for a node forgetting a vertex v labeled i, we iterate over all patterns p ∈ TCS . We add to
P b

x [p \ i] the value of P b
x′ [p] if i /∈ Lp, or the value of P b−1

x′ [p] otherwise.
For a node introducing an edge {u, v}, we iterate over all patterns p ∈ T , we compute

the pattern q = ⊠−1
i,j (p), and the set S = Reduce(q). It holds by Lemma 92 that S can be

computed in polynomial time, and has size at most 9 patterns, since there are at most two
labels that appear in a non-singleton set of q different from Zq, i.e. ℓ ≤ 2. We add P b

x′ [p] to
P b

x [s] for each s ∈ S. Finally, for a join node x, the claim follows from Lemma 107, since
k = tw +1. ◀

Proof of Theorem 4. By Remark 76, we can assume that the tree decomposition B′ is very
nice, and we can compute the decomposition B that results from B′ by adding v0 to each
bag in polynomial time. It follows from Corollary 108 that all tables P b

x for all x ∈ V and
b ∈ [n]0 can be computed in time O∗(3k) = O∗(3tw), since k = tw +1, and from Corollary 99
that P b

r [Φ] is congruent (modulo 2) to the parity of the number of feedback vertex sets of
size b in G. ◀

7 Connected Feedback Vertex Set

7.1 Upper bound
In this section, we show that our acyclicity representation combined with the “isolating a
representative” technique of Bojikian and Kratsch [10] result in a tight algorithm for the
Connected Feedback Vertex Set with running time O∗(18cw). We provide a SETH
based matching lower bound. We start with some notation from [10]. In order to distinguish
our notation, we will call the families P and PCS the families of acyclicity patterns and the
family of very nice acyclicity patterns respectively.

Let (G, t) be the given instance. We can assume that t > 0, since for t = 0, we can
check in polynomial time whether G is a forest. Let us fix a vertex u0 ∈ V . We aim to find
a connected feedback vertex set of size b and weight ω, that contains the vertex u0 (but
excludes v0 in Gr). In the final algorithm, we will iterate over all choices of vertices u0 ∈ V ,
and run the algorithm for each independently. Hence, if a solution S of size t > 0 exists,
then any choice of u0 ∈ S will suffice. Therefore, we define a partial solution at a node x as
a set S ⊆ Vx that contains u0 if u0 ∈ Vx, but not v0, such that Gx − S is a forest.

▶ Definition 109. A connectivity pattern p is a set of subsets of [k]0, such that exactly one set
Zp of p contains the element 0 in it (called the zero set of p). We denote by Lp :=

⋃
S∈p S\{0}

the set of labels of p. We call inc(p) := Lp \ Zp the set of incomplete labels in p.
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Given a partial solution S ⊆ Vx at a node x ∈ Vx, we define the connectivity pattern
patC

x (S) induced by S at x as follows: for each connected component C of Gx[S], we add to
patC

x (S) the set {lab(v) : v ∈ C}, where we add 0 to the set corresponding to the component
that contains u0 if u0 ∈ Vx, or as a singleton otherwise.

We call a connectivity pattern p complete, if inc(p) = ∅, and we call a complete connectivity
pattern p nice, if each set of p different from Zp is a singleton. We denote by C the family
of all connectivity patterns, by CC the family of complete connectivity patterns, and by CCS

the family of nice connectivity patterns.

Intuitively, a pattern is complete, if each label that appears in p appears as a singleton as
well. Connectivity patterns represent connectivity in partial solutions, where the zero set
corresponds to the component containing u0. This can be seen as an additional vertex of a
special label, hanging to u0 if u0 ∈ Vx or as an isolated vertex otherwise. We use complete
patterns to create existential representation of connectivity patterns, and nice pattern to
create a representation of complete patterns in a counting sense (as defined in the previous
sections of this paper).

We denote a pattern {{i1
1, . . . i1

r1
}, . . . {it

1, . . . it
rt

}} by [i1
1i1

2 . . . i1
r1

, . . . , it
1it

2 . . . it
rt

] when this
does not cause confusion. We also sometimes omit the element 0 when it is a singleton. For
example, [ij] denotes the patter {{0}, {i, j}}, and [0] denotes the pattern {{0}}.

▶ Observation 110. Let S be a partial solution at a node x ∈ V with u0 ∈ S. Then Gx[S] is
connected if and only if patC

x (S) is a singleton.

Now we recall some of the pattern operations defined in [10], that allow to extend patterns
corresponding to all partial solutions of a specific size correctly over T .

▶ Definition 111. For two patterns p, q ∈ C and for i, j ∈ [k] with i ≠ j, we define the
operations pi→j, ⊠i,j(p) and p ⊕ q over connectivity patterns, where (p)i→j is the pattern
that results from p by replacing i with j in each set that contains i in p, and ⊠i,j(p) is the
pattern resulting from p be combining all sets that contain i or j, if both labels appear in p,
or is the pattern p itself otherwise. Finally, p ⊕ q is the pattern resulting from the union of p

and q by replacing their zero sets with the union of these two sets.

In order to prove the correctness of our algorithm, we will follow the two step scheme used
along this paper, by defining larger tables as a middle step, that count all partial solutions.
We then show that the dynamic programming tables of our algorithm represent these larger
tables. However, in order to keep simplicity, we will start by defining these larger tables
(over complete patterns) first, and prove their correctness.

In [10], the authors define the concept of actions, as operations over patterns, that produce
existential representation of a partial solution using complete patterns only. They introduced
the notion of an action sequence as the sequence of actions taken over T to produce each
pattern of such a representation. We will use these notions as a black box, and cite the
corresponding results from the original paper.

▶ Definition 112. An action is a mapping that takes as input a pattern p and an integer
i ∈ [4] and outputs a complete pattern, or ⊥. An action sequence π at a node x ∈ V is a
mapping that assigns to each node y ∈ Vx a value in [4]. Given a partial solution S ⊆ Vx, an
action sequence π generates a complete pattern p from S or ⊥.

▶ Lemma 113 ([10, Lemma 29]). Given a partial solution S at a node x ∈ V that contains
the vertex u0, the set S induces a connected subgraph of G, if and only if there exists an
action sequence that generates the pattern [0] from S.
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Let us fix a value D, and a weight function w′ : V × [4] → [D], that both will be chosen
later, where D is bounded polynomially in n. The function w′ assigns a weight to each action
sequence π at a node x, defined as w′(π) :=

∑
y∈Vx

w′(y, π(y)).
We restate the recursive formulas used to count action sequences from [10]. We use

wording that suits our presentation, and choose the set of terminals {u0}, i.e. we do not force
any vertex (other than u0) into the solution.

▶ Definition 114. We define the tables Db,ω,d
x ∈ ZCC

2 recursively over T as follows:
Introduce vertex v (µx = i(v)): If v ≠ u0, we set D

1,w(v),0
x [[0, i]] and D0,0,0

x [[0]] to 1.
Otherwise, let p = [0i], and for ℓ ∈ [2], let pℓ = Ac(p, ℓ). Then we set D1,w(v),w′(x,ℓ)[pℓ]
to 1. We set all the other values of Db,ω,d

x [p] to 0.
Relabel node µx = ρi→j(µx′): We define Db,ω,d

x [p] =
∑

p′∈CC

p′
i→j=p

Db,ω,d
x′ [p′].

Join node µx = ηi,j(µx′): We define Db,ω,d
x [p] =

∑
p′∈P,ℓ∈[4]
Ac(p′,ℓ)=p

∑
p′′∈CC

⊠i,j(p′′)=p′

D
b,ω,d−w′(x,ℓ)
x′ [p′′].

Union node µx = µx1 ⊎ µxℓ
: We define

Db,ω,d
x [p] =

∑
b1+b2=b

ω1+ω2=ω
d1+d2=d

∑
p1,p2∈CC
p=p1⊕p2

Db1,ω1,d1
x1

[p1] · Db2,ω2,d2
x2

[p2].

We cite the following result:

▶ Lemma 115 ([10, Lemma 31]). It holds that Db,ω,d
x [p] = 1 if and only if there exists an

odd number of pairs (S, π), with S ⊆ Vx such that v0 /∈ S, u0 ⊆ S, |S| = b, w(S) = ω, and π

is an action sequence of weight d at x producing the pattern p from S.

Our goal is to count such pairs (S, π), where additionally it holds that Gx \ S is a forest.
In order to do so, we combine connectivity patterns with acyclicity patterns in our states.

▶ Definition 116. Let I := P × CC be the set of all combinations of an acyclicity pattern
and a complete connectivity pattern. We define the tables Ab,ω,d

x ∈ ZI
2 recursively as follows:

Introduce vertex v (µx = i(v)): If v ̸= u0, we define A
1,w(v),0
x [⟨ϵ0⟩, [0, i]] = 1 and

A0,0,0
x [⟨ϵ0, ϵi⟩, [0]] = 1. Otherwise, let p = [0i], and for ℓ ∈ [2], let pℓ = Ac(p, ℓ). Then we

set D1,w(v),w′(x,ℓ)[⟨ϵ0⟩, pℓ] to 1. We set all other values Ab,ω,d
x [p, q] to 0.

Relabel node µx = ρi→j(µx′): We define Ab,ω,d
x [p, q] =

∑
p′∈P,q′∈CC

p′
i→j=p,q′

i→j=q

Ab,ω,d
x′ [p′, q′].

Join node µx = ηi,j(µx′): We define

Ab,ω,d
x [p, q] =

∑
p′∈P

⊠i,jp′=p

∑
ℓ∈[4]

∑
q′∈C

Ac(q′,ℓ)=q

∑
q′′∈CC

⊠i,j(q′′)=q′

A
b,ω,d−w′(x,ℓ)
x′ [p′, q′′].

Union node µx = µx1 ⊎ µxℓ
: We define

Ab,ω,d
x [p, q] =

∑
b1+b2=b

ω1+ω2=ω
d1+d2=d

∑
p1,p2∈P
p=p1⊔2 p2

∑
q1,q2∈CC
q=q1⊕q2

Ab1,ω1,d1
x1

[p1, q1] · Ab2,ω2,d2
x2

[p2, q2].

▶ Lemma 117. It holds for all x ∈ V, for all values of b, ω and d, and for all (p, q) ∈ I

that Ab,ω,d
x [(p, q)] = 1 if and only if there exists an odd number of pairs (S, π) with S ⊆ Vx

such that v0 /∈ S, u0 ∈ S if u0 ∈ Vx, |S| = b, w(S) = ω, pat(Gx − S) = p and π is an action
sequence at x producing the pattern q from S.
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Proof. We follow the same structure as in the proof of Lemma 39 using a bottom up induction
over T , where the correctness for an introduce node is straightforward. The correctness for
the other operations follow from the proof of [10, Lemma 31] and Lemma 39, where for each
pair (S, π) with pat(Gx \ S) = p and π produces q from S, it holds that the given formulas
correctly modify the patterns p and q according to the given clique-operation. For a join
node we also count for the extensions of π by assigning the different values in [4] to x. ◀

In [10], the authors define a notion of compatibility over connectivity patterns. Based
on this notion, they deduce a notion of representation similar to the equivalence relation
defined in Definition 14. They call it (parity) representation. More formally, a family of
connectivity patterns R represents another family S over the family CC , if for each pattern
p ∈ CC it holds that the R contains an odd number of pattern compatible with with p if and
only if S contains an odd number of patterns compatible with p.

Essentially, they prove that the operations ∆, ⊠i,j , pi→j , ⊔2 and Ac(p, i) preserve repres-
entation. Moreover, they define the operation PREP, that takes as input a complete pattern
p and outputs a family of CS-patterns that represents p. They prove the following result:

▶ Lemma 118 ([10, Corollary 45]). Given a complete connectivity pattern p ∈ CC , the
operation PREP(p) produces a set of nice connectivity patterns that represents p. Moreover,
if there exists a pattern q0 ∈ CCS, and values i, j ∈ [k] and ℓ ∈ [4] such that for q = ⊠i,j(q0)
it holds that p = Ac(q, ℓ), then PREP(p) can be computed in polynomial time, and produces
a set of at most 4 patterns.

We use these notions as a black box in our algorithm. Using the operation PREP, we aim
to reduce the set of indices I to a smaller set—namely PCS × CCS . We define the tables
T b,ω,d

x indexed by the latter set, that represent the tables Ab,ω,d
x . In order to achieve this, we

need to combine both notions of representation: connectivity- and acyclicity-representation.
We call two pairs (p, q), (p′, q′) ∈ I compatible, if it holds that p ↔ p′ and q ↔ q′. We say
that a set of pairs R ⊆ I represents another set S ⊆ I, if for each pair (p′, q′) ∈ I it holds
that R contains an odd number of pairs compatible with (p′, q′) if and only if S contains an
odd number of pairs compatible with (p′, q′).

▶ Algorithm 3. Let ICS = PCS ×CCS be a set of indices. We define the tables T b,ω
x ∈ ZICS

2
recursively over T as follows:

Introduce vertex v (µx = i(v)): If v ≠ u0, we define T
1,w(v),0
x [⟨ϵ0⟩, [0, i]] = 1 and

T 0,0,0
x [⟨ϵ0, ϵi⟩, [0]] = 1. Otherwise, let p = [0i], and for ℓ ∈ [2], let pℓ = Ac(p, ℓ). Then we

set D1,w(v),w′(x,ℓ)[⟨ϵ0⟩, pℓ] to 1. We set all other values T b,ω,d
x to 0.

Relabel node µx = ρi→j(µx′): We define T b,ω,d
x [p, q] =

∑
p′∈P,q′∈CC

p′
i→j=p,q′

i→j=q

T b,ω,d
x′ [p′, q′].

Join node µx = ηi,j(µx′): We define

T b,ω,d
x [p, q] =

∑
p′∈P

p∈Reduce(p′)

∑
p′′∈PCS

⊠i,jp′′=p′

∑
q∗∈CC

q∈PREP(q∗)

∑
ℓ∈[4]

∑
q′∈C

Ac(q′,ℓ)=q∗

∑
q′′∈CCS

⊠i,j(q′′)=q′

T
b,ω,d−w′(x,ℓ)
x′ [p′′, q′′].

Union node µx = µx1 ⊎ µxℓ
: We define

T b,ω,d
x [p, q] =

∑
b1+b2=b

ω1+ω2=ω
d1+d2=d

∑
p1,p2∈P
p=p1⊔2 p2

∑
q1,q2∈CC
q=q1⊕q2

T b1,ω1,d1
x1

[p1, q1] · T b2,ω2,d2
x2

[p2, q2].
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▶ Lemma 119. It holds for all x ∈ V, and all values b, ω, d and for all (p, q) ∈ I that∑
(p,q)∈ICS

p↔p′,q↔q′

Ab,ω,d
x [p, q] ≡2

∑
(p,q)∈ICS

p↔p′,q↔q′

T b,ω,d
x [p, q].

Proof. We claim that the support of T b,ω,d
x represents the support of Ab,ω,d

x which directly
implies the lemma. First observe that for two families R, S ⊆ I with R representing S, and
an operation over acyclicity patterns f that preserves representation, the extension of f to
I by preserving the second index preserves representation. Similarly, for an operation over
connectivity patterns g that preserves representation, the extension of g to I by preserving
the first index preserves representation.

Now we prove the claim by induction, where for an introduce node, the two tables have
the same support by definition. For a relabel node, the support of the tables at x result from
applying the operations pi→j and qi→j on the support of the children nodes, and for union
nodes, by applying ⊔2 and ⊕ on the supports of the children nodes, where we replace the
outer sum with ∆. The claim then holds since all these operations preserve representation.

For a join node, we first define the tables

T̃ b,ω,d
x =

∑
p′∈P

⊠i,jp′=p

∑
j∈[4]

∑
q′∈C

Ac(p′,j)=p

∑
p′′∈CC

⊠i,j(p′′)=p′

A
b,ω,d−w′(x,j)
x′ [q′, p′′].

Then it holds that the support of T̃ b,ω,d
x represents the support of Ab,ω,d

x for all values of b,
ω, d, since the operations ⊠i,j and Ac(q, ℓ) preserve representation. It also holds that the
support of T b,ω,d

x represents the support of T̃ b,ω,d
x , since the operations Reduce and PREP

preserve representation. It follows by transitivity of representation that T b,ω,d
x represents

Ab,ω,d
x . ◀

It is observed in [10] that the pattern [0] is the only complete connectivity pattern
compatible with the pattern [0] itself. Given this, the following corollary follows directly
from Lemma 117 and Lemma 119:

▶ Corollary 120. There exists an odd number of pairs (S, π), with S ⊆ Vr such that u0 ∈ S,
v0 /∈ S, S has size b and weight ω, Gr − S is a forest, and π generates the pattern [0] from
S, if and only if it holds that

∑
p∈PCS

T b,ω,d
x [p, [0]] ≡2 1.

Now we aim to bound the running time of the algorithm. As a bottleneck, we need to
process union nodes in time O∗(18k). In order to do so, we define the operation ⊔ over ICS

defined by applying ⊔2 on the first index, and ⊕ on the second, i.e. (p1, q1) ⊔ (p1, q2) = (p, q),
where p = p1⊔2 p2 and q = q1 ⊕ q2. We show that the convolution ⃝⊔ of ⊔ over Z2 can be
computed in time O∗(18k), which will allow us to process union nodes in the desired time.

▶ Lemma 121. The convolution of ⊔ over Z2 can be computed in time O∗(18k).

Proof. Let us define the ordering ⪯C over CCS , where p ⪯C q, if for each label i ∈ [k] it
holds that i ∈ Lp if and only if i ∈ Lq, and i ∈ Zp implies that i ∈ Zq. For a single label
i ∈ [k], we can define the state of i in p as O, if i /∈ LP , S if i ∈ Lp \ Zp, and R if i ∈ Zp.
Then it holds that ⪯C is the kth power of the ordering over single labels, defined by the
chain S ≤ R. Let ζC and µC be the Zeta and Mobius transforms of ⪯C respectively.

Let ζ1, ζ2, ζ3 and µ1, µ2, µ3 be the transforms defined in Definition 56. We define the
extensions of ζC , µC , and of all transforms ζℓ and µℓ for all ℓ ∈ [3] to ICS , by extending the
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ordering with the empty ordering on the other side, i.e. we extend ⪯C to ICS by defining
(p1, q1) ⪯C (p2, q2) if and only if p1 = p2 and q1 ⪯C q2, and we extend ⪯i by defining
(p1, q1) ⪯i (p2, q2) if and only if q1 = q2 and p1 ⪯i p2. Then each of these transforms can be
computed in time O∗(18k) by Lemma 52.

Given two tables T1, T2 ∈ ZICS
2 , we aim to compute the table T1⃝⊔ T2. We first compute

T̂1 = ζC(T1) and T̂2 = ζC(T2). We then compute the convolution T = T̂1⃝⋆ T̂2 as described in
the proof of Lemma 46 using the extensions of ζi and µi. We claim that the resulting table
equals ζC(T ), and hence the table T can be computed by applying µC to the resulting table.

Now we prove the claim. For ℓ ∈ [2], it holds by Lemma 60 that

(T̂ (3)
ℓ )i,j(x) =

∑
x′⪯C x

∑
y⪯x′

[∣∣CyCx

∣∣ = i
][∣∣DyDx

∣∣ = j
]
Ti(y).

It follows (similar to Observation 62) that

T
(3)
i,j (x) =

∑
x′⪯Cx

∑
y,z⪯x′

[∣∣CyCx

∣∣ +
∣∣CzCx

∣∣ = i
][∣∣DyDx

∣∣ +
∣∣DzDx

∣∣ = j
]
f(y) · g(z).

The claim follows directly from this, since the table T results from the tables T
(3)
i,j by applying

the transforms µ1, µ2, µ3, and by canceling the indices i and j, which all depend only on the
second index of a pair in ICS . Hence, the outer sum

∑
x′⪯Cx

stays as it is after each step. ◀

▶ Lemma 122. The tables T b,ω,d
x for all nodes x ∈ V and all values b, ω, d can be computed

in time O∗(18k).

Proof. Since it holds that V is bounded polynomially in n, and we only iterate over a
polynomial number of value b, ω, d, it suffices to bound the running time of computing T b,ω,d

x

for a each fixed node x and fixed values b, ω, d. For an introduce node, this is trivial, since
we set all values to constants. For a relabel node, we iterate ove all indices (p, q) ∈ ICS and
we add T b,ω,d

x′ [p, q] to T b,ω,d
x [pi→j , qi→j ].

For a join node, we iterate ove all indices (p0, q0) ∈ ICS , an we compute p := ⊠i,j(p0),
and q = ⊠i,j(q0). Let P = Reduce(p). For each ℓ ∈ [4], let qℓ = Ac(q, ℓ), and Qℓ = PREP(qℓ).
Then we add T

b,ω,d−w′(x,ℓ)
x [p, q] to T b,ω,d

x [p′, q′] for each pair (p′, q′) ∈ P × Qℓ.
Finally, for a union node, we iterate over all values b1, b2, ω1, ω2, d1, d2, such that

b1 + b2 = b, ω1 + ω2 = ω, and d1 + d2 = d. For each we compute the convolution
T b1,ω1,d1

x1
⃝⊔ T b2,ω2,d2

x2
, and add the resulting table to T b,ω,d

x . This can be done by Lemma 121
in tme O∗(18k) and corresponds exactly to the definition of T b,ω,d

x . ◀

So far we have shown that the number of pairs (S, π) generating the pattern [0] can be
counted efficiently. We use the isolation lemma to isolate a single such pair—and hence,
decide the existence of a connected feedback vertex set of a fixed size—with high probability.

▶ Lemma 123. Fix W = (2 +
√

2)n and D = (2 +
√

2)4|V|, and choose w and w′ by choosing
the image of each element independently und uniformly at random. Let (S, π) be a pair, such
that S is a minimum weight connected feedback vertex set of size b and π a minimum weight
actions sequence generating [0] from S. Then (S, π) is unique with probability at least 1/2.

Proof. Let F be the family of all connected feedback vertex sets of G. Then it follows from
Lemma 49 that w isolates F with probability at least 1 − 1/(2 +

√
2).

Let U = V × [4]. Then there is a canonical injective mapping that assigns to each action
sequence a subset of U , namely the set {(x, π(x)) : x ∈ V}. For a set S ⊆ V , let FS be the
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family of subsets of U corresponding to action sequences that generate the pattern [0] from S.
Then it follows from Lemma 49 that w′ isolates FU with probability at least 1 − 1/(2 +

√
2)

and independent of the choice of S. It follows that (S, π) is unique with probability at least(
1 − 1

2+
√

2

)2
= 1

2 . ◀

Proof of Theorem 5. We fix W = (2 +
√

2)n and D = (2 +
√

2)4|V| and choose w and w′

randomly as described in Lemma 123. The algorithm iterates over all choices u0 ∈ V , and
for each, it builds the tables T b,ω,d

x . The algorithm accepts if there exist values ω, d, such
that

∑
p∈PCS

T t,ω,d
x [(p, [0])] ≡2 1, an rejects otherwise.

It holds by Lemma 122 that the tables T can be computed in time O∗(18k). Since it
holds by Lemma 113, that a partial solution S containing the vertex u0 induces a connected
subgraph of Gr if and only if there exists an action sequence generating [0] from S, it holds
by Corollary 120 that, if no solution exists, then for all pairs (S, π), π does not generate [0]
from S, and hence,

∑
p∈PCS

T t,ω,d
x [(p, [0])] ≡2 0 for all values ω and d.

On the other hand, if a solution S containing some vertex u0 exists, then there exists an
action sequence π generating [0] from S. It holds then by Lemma 123 that with probability
at least 1/2, there exist values ω and d such that there exists a unique such pair (S, π) where
S has weight ω and π has weight d. It holds by Corollary 120 that this is the case, if and
only if the the sum

∑
p∈PCS

T t,ω,d
x [(p, [0])] is congruent to 1, and hence, with probability at

least one half, the algorithm outputs 1 for this choice of u0. Since we iterate over all choice of
u0 ∈ V , and since we assume that the solution is not empty, the algorithm finds the solution
with probability at least 1/2. ◀

7.2 Lower bound
Similar to Section 5, we also prove the lower bound through a reduction from the B-CSP-q
problem for each value of q. However, here we fix B = 18 instead of 6. We follow the same
graph construction G from Section 5 with some modifications. First, we define the number
of path gadgets on each path sequence c to be equal (17n + 1)m. We also add a vertex rC ,
and call it the connectivity root, and add two private neighbors adjacent to each other and
to rC only. We add an edge between rC and the entry vertices of the first path gadget of
each path sequence, and between rC and the exit vertices of the last path gadget of each
path sequence. We also add an edge between each vertex of a constraint gadget, and the
vertex rC . We also modify a path gadget as follows:

Path gadget. In a path gadget X, we replace the 6 clique vertices with 18 vertices x1, . . . x18,
all adjacent to rC , and we replace the two entry and the two exit cycles with three entry
structures C1, C2, C3, and three exit structures C4, C5, C6. Each of these structures Ci

consists of four vertices vi, v′
i, ui, u′

i, where ui and u′
i are adjacent to both vi and v′

i building
a bipartite clique K2,2. We also make ui adjacent to both r and rC , and v′

i adjacent to rC .
We add a deletion edge between vi and v′

i, and one between ui and u′
i. See Figure 5 for

graphical depiction.
We replace the 2-to-2 transition mapping t with a 3-to-3 transition mapping defined

as follows: We define the family of simple states Z = {D, C, S, R}, where D stands for
vi being excluded from the solution, and not connected to r through X, C stands for vi

being excluded from the solution and connected to r through X, S stands for vi being in the
solution but not connected to rC through X, and R stands for vi being in the solution and
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vi v
′

i

u
′

i
ui

rcr

Figure 5 An entry/exit structure of a path gadget. The vertex vi is the boundary vertex.

connected to rC through X. We define tC : [18] → Z3 × Z3 with tC(i) = (ti, t19−i) where
the values ti are give in the following list:

t1 = (R, R, R), t2 = (R, S, S), t3 = (S, S, S),
t4 = (D, R, R), t5 = (D, R, S), t6 = (D, S, S),
t7 = (C, R, R), t8 = (C, R, S), t9 = (C, S, S),
t10 = (D, D, R), t11 = (D, D, S), t12 = (D, D, D),
t13 = (C, D, R), t14 = (C, D, D), t15 = (C, D, D),
t16 = (C, C, R), t17 = (C, C, S), t18 = (C, C, C).

Therefore, for each i ∈ [18], the image tC(i) can be seen as a 6-tuple of states. We add
the deletion edges between xi and Cj for i ∈ [18] and j ∈ [6] as follows: Let X = tC(i)j , we
add a deletion edge between xi and vj if X ∈ {R, S}, or between xi and v′

i otherwise. We
also add a deletion edge between xi and uj if X ∈ {R, D}, or between xi and u′

j otherwise.
Intuitively, the first deletion edge decides whether the boundary vertex vi is in the solution,
where the second decides its connectivity under the state defined by tC(i).

We redefine the target size of a connected feedback vertex set b by setting b(∆K) = 15 for
the clique-vertices K together with their deletion edges, and by setting b(∆Cj) = 2. Clearly,
a solution must pack at least two vertices in each structure Cj , given the two deletion edges
between vi and v′

i and between ui and u′
i. We add rC together with the two vertices added

to create a triangle at rC to F , and define b(∆rC) = 1. Hence, it holds analogously, that a
solution of size b must again pack exactly b(X) vertices in each component X ∈ F . It also
holds that each solution must contain an endpoint of each deletion edge, and the vertex rC .

▶ Lemma 124. There exists a constant k0, such that for k = n + k0, a linear k-expression µ

of G can be constructed in polynomial time.

We build µ following the same steps of Lemma 68, where we add one label for rC , and
start by creating rC together with the triangle added at rC . The bound follows from the
fact, that we only increase the size of a path gadget by a constant.

▶ Lemma 125. If I is satisfiable, then G admits a connected feedback vertex set of size b.

Proof. Let α be a satisfying assignment. We describe a solution S of size b following the
proof of Lemma 69, where we add the vertex rC , and for a path gadget X on the ith path
sequence, we add all clique vertices of X to the solution, except the vertex xℓ for ℓ = α(i).
From each structure Ci, we add the two vertices of Ci to S sharing deletion edges with xℓ.
The bound on the size of S follows, since we add b(Z) vertices to S from each structure
Z ∈ F , and no other vertices.

Now we show that S is a valid solution. First, prove that S is a feedback vertex set. This
follows from the same arguments in Lemma 69, where for two consecutive path gadgets X
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and X ′, it holds by the choice of the mapping tC , that if at least two exit vertices of X are
excluded from the solution, then at most one entry vertex of X ′ is excluded, and if there
exists an exit structure, with both vi and ui excluded from the solution, then it holds for
each entry structure Cj of X ′, that if vj is excluded from the solution, then uj is included in
the solution. Finally, it also holds that if two exit structures of X have both the vertices vi

and ui excluded from the solution (corresponding to two states C in the image of tC), then
all entry vertices vj of X ′ are included in the solution.

Now we prove the connectivity of the solution. Since we assume that rC ∈ S, it suffices
to show that every vertex of S is connected to rC in G[S]. This holds trivially for the vertex
of each constraint gadget that belongs to S, since all these vertices are adjacent to rC . For a
path gadget X belonging to the ℓth path sequence, this also holds for all clique-vertices of
X and all vertices ui and v′

i that belong to S, since all these vertices are also adjacent to
rC . So we only need to argue about vertices u′

i and vi. Since u′
i is adjacent to both vi and

v′
i, and at least one of them belongs to S, it suffices to argue the connectivity of vi to rC .

If ui ∈ S, then this is trivial due to the edge between vi and ui. Therefore, we can assume
that vi belong to S but not ui. In this case, it must hold that the clique vertex not in S

has deletion edges to both vi and u′
i, and by construction of X that α(ℓ) = x for some state

x ∈ [18] with tC(x)i = S.
If vi is an entry vertices of the first path gadget, or an exit vertex of the last path gadget

in its path sequence, then it is adjacent to rC by definition. Otherwise, we can assume that
vi is an entry vertex of X, i.e. i ∈ [3], since the other case is symmetric. Let X ′ be the
path gadget preceding X. Since it holds for each state tx containing the state S, and for
y = 18 − x + 1 that ty contains R or ty contains S and tx contains R, it follows by the choice
of S that there exists j ∈ {4, 5, 6} where vj(X ′) belongs to S, and either uj(X ′) belongs to
S, or there exist i′ where vi′ and ui′ of X are both in S. By the construction of G, it holds
that vi and vi′ are both adjacent to uj(X ′), and hence, vi is connected to rC in G[S]. ◀

Now we aim to prove the other direction of the lemma. From now on, let S be a fixed
solution of size b. We define the state of a path gadget X defined by S (denoted State(X)) as
the unique value i ∈ [18] such that xi /∈ S. We prove a corresponding variant of Lemma 72,
and use it to show that the states defined by S along consecutive path gadgets can only
increase (analogous to Lemma 73).

▶ Lemma 126. Let REACHG(x, y) be the predicate, that decides whether the graph G

contains a path from x to y. For a path gadget X, let GS
X = G

[
(X ∪ {rC}

)
∩ S] and

GS
X = Ĝ

[
(X ∪ {r}) \ S

]
. We define the following predicates for each i ∈ [6]:

ϕS
i := (vi ∈ S ∧ ¬REACHGS

X
(vi, rC)), ϕR

i := (vi ∈ S ∧ REACHGS
X

(vi, rC)),

ϕD
i := (vi /∈ S ∧ ¬REACH

GS
X

(vi, rC)), ϕC
i := (vi /∈ S ∧ REACH

GS
X

(vi, rC)).

Then it holds for i ∈ [6], s := State(X) and X ∈ Z that ϕX
i holds if and only if tC(s)i = X,

i.e. if X is the ith states in the transition s.

Proof. It holds clearly, that the four predicates are pairwise disjoint. Hence, it suffices to
show that tC(s)i = X implies ϕX

i for all path gadgets X and all values i ∈ [6], but this
follows directly from the deletion edges between the clique vertices and the two vertices vi

and ui, since all adjacencies of vi ∈ S other than ui and u′
i are deletion vertices, and since u′

i

is only adjacent to vi and v′
i by non-deletion edges. ◀

▶ Lemma 127. Let X and X ′ be two consecutive path gadgets on the same path sequence.
Then it holds that State(X ′) ≤ State(X).
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Proof. Let x = State(X) and y = State(X ′), and for the sake of contradiction, assume that
y > x. Let us partition the states ti into six groups ot size 3 each. If x and y belong to
two different groups, then a contradiction follows by the same arguments from the proof of
Lemma 73, where the state C∗ corresponds to at least two occurrences of C, D∗ to at least
two occurrences of D, and C+ to an occurrence of C and at least one occurrence of D.

Now assume that both x and y belong to the same group. Let tC(x) = (X1, . . . X6) and
tC(y) = (Y1, . . . Y6). We define the sets X = {X4, X5, X6} and Y = {Y1, Y2, Y3}. If S belongs
to one of the sets X , Y, then the other set must contain S or R and it must also hold in
this case that R ∈ X ∪ Y, since otherwise, it holds by Lemma 126 that there exist a vertex
vi ∈ S where vi is not connected to rC in G[S] which contradicts the connectivity of S.

Hence, it holds that either y = 3k for some value k ∈ [6], or that y = 3k−1 and x = 3k−2.
Let us now distinguish two cases, if x and y belong to one of the first three groups (k ∈ [3]),
then it holds in case of y = 3k that S ∈ Y and R /∈ Y , and hence, it must hold that x = 3k as
well, since in this case, R appears in t19−x only when x = 3k, contradicting the assumption
that y > x. If y = 3k − 1 and x = 3k − 2, then S ∈ Y, but X does not contain S or R

contradicting our argument in the previous paragraph. Now assume that that x and y belong
to one of the latter three groups (i.e., k ∈ {4, 5, 6}), if y = 3k, then it holds that both S and
R are not contained in Y, and hence it must hold that x = 3k since for all other vales of x

it holds that S ∈ t19−x. Finally, for y = 3k − 1 and x = 3k − 2, it holds that S ∈ X , but
R /∈ X ∪ Y which also contradicts the argument in the previous paragraph. ◀

▶ Lemma 128. If G contains a connected feedback vertex set of size b, then I is satisfiable.

The proof follows Lemma 74, where it holds by Lemma 127 that on each path sequence
at most 17 state changes occur. Since the graph G contains 17n + 1 sections, there must
exist a section j ∈ [17n + 1], where all path gadgets of each segment on this section have the
same state. Then a satisfying assignment π can be built by assigning to each variable vi the
state assigned by S to all path gadgets on the jth segment of the ith path sequence. The
resulting assignment is then satisfying, since for each constraint of I, there exists a constraint
gadget corresponding to this constraint, attached to some column of this section, and that
the deletion edges between this constraint gadget and the path gadgets in its column ensure
that the assigned states satisfy this constraint.

Proof of Theorem 6. Assume that there exists an algorithm that solves the Connected
Feedback Vertex Set problem in time O∗((18 − ε)k) for some value ε > 0, given a linear
k-expression of the input graph G with input. Given an instance I of the q-CSP-B problem
over n variables for B = 18 and some value q ∈ N, we start by building the graph G and the
linear k-expression of G as described in Lemma 124. We run the algorithm on the instance
(G, b) as defined above.

It holds by Lemma 125 and Lemma 128 that G admits a connected feedback vertex set of
size b if and only if I is satisfiable. Since it holds by Lemma 124 that µ is a linear k-expression
of G that can be constructed in polynomial time for k = n + k0 for some constant k0, it holds
that the algorithm runs in time O∗((18 − ε)n) which contradicts SETH by Theorem 67. ◀

8 Conclusion

In this work, we presented a one-sided error Monte-Carlo algorithm for the Feedback
Vertex Set problem parameterized by clique-width with running time O∗(6cw), when
parameterized by the clique-width of the graph, based on a new notion of acyclicity repres-
entation in labeled graphs, and we provided a matching SETH-based lower bound. Based on
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this representation, we also presented an algorithm, that counts (modulo 2) the number of
solutions in time O∗(3tw) in graphs of treewidth tw. This matches the SETH-tight running
time of the decision version of this problem when parameterized by treewidth.

As an additional consequence of this representation, we presented an O∗(18cw) algorithm
for the Connected Feedback Vertex Set problem parameterized by clique-width. We
proved the tightness of our running time by providing a matching SETH-based lower bound.
In addition to acyclicity representation, we achieved the claimed running times for both
problems by developing an involved fast convolution technique.

As mentioned in the introduction, this leaves the tight complexity of only one problem
(relative to clique-width) unresolved among those whose tight complexity relative to treewidth
was determined in the original work of Cygan et al. [16], namely the Exact k-Leaf Spanning
Tree problem. While the problem is W [1]-hard, we believe that our technique could be
useful in achieving a single-exponential XP running time for this problem, as the same
challenge of counting edges and connected components arises in this problem, when trying
to adapt the Cut&Count technique to clique-width.

A further intriguing question is whether our convolution technique can be extended to
arbitrary depth and any number of filters, yielding a general framework that encompasses all
known acyclic convolution techniques for structural parameters.
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