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Abstract

Given a graph G = (V, E), a signed Roman dominating function is a function
[V = {=1,1,2} such that for every vertex u € V: >y, f(v) > 1 and
for every vertex u € V with f(u) = —1, there exists a vertex v € N(u)
with f(v) = 2. The weight of a signed Roman dominating function f is
Y uey J(u). The objective of SIGNED ROMAN DOMINATION (SRD) problem
is to compute a signed Roman dominating function with minimum weight.
The problem is known to be NP-complete even when restricted to bipartite
graphs and planar graphs. In this paper, we advance the complexity study
by showing that the problem remains NP-complete on split graphs. In the
realm of parameterized complexity, we prove that the problem is W|2]-hard
parameterized by weight, even on bipartite graphs. We further show that
the problem is W|[1|-hard parameterized by feedback vertex set number (and
hence also when parameterized by treewidth or clique-width). On the positive
side, we present an FPT algorithm parameterized by neighbourhood diversity
(and by vertex cover number). Finally, we complement this result by proving
that the problem does not admit a polynomial kernel parameterized by vertex
cover number unless coNP C NP /poly.

Keywords: signed Roman domination, NP-complete, fixed-parameter
tractable, split graphs, feedback vertex set number, neighbourhood
diversity, vertex cover number

1. Introduction

DOMINATING SET (DS) problem is one of the first few problems that
were proved to be NP-complete [1] in 1972. Given a graph G = (V, F), a
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set S C V is a dominating set if for each vertex uw € V, [N[u] N S| > 1.
The objective of DS problem is to compute a minimum sized dominating set.
Since the inception of DS problem, many variants have been introduced. One
such variant is the ROMAN DOMINATION (RD) problem. The concept of RD
problem draws inspiration from the strategic positioning of legions to protect
the Roman Empire. The RD problem was introduced by Cockayne et al. [2]
in 2004. Given a graph G = (V, E), a Roman dominating function f: V —
{0, 1,2} is a labeling of vertices such that for each vertex u € V with f(u) = 0,
there exists a vertex v € N(u) with f(v) = 2. The goal of RD problem is
to obtain a Roman dominating function f with minimum weight. We now
define another variant of DS problem, namely, the SIGNED DOMINATION
problem (SD). A function f:V — {—1,1} is a signed dominating function,
if ZUGNM f(v) > 1, for every u € V. The objective of SD problem is to
compute a signed dominating function f with minimum weight.

Various versions of RD problem such as DOUBLE ROMAN DOMINA-
TION [3], GLOBAL ROMAN DOMINATION [4], EDGE ROMAN DOMINATION |[5],
WEAK ROMAN DOMINATION [6, 7] and TOTAL ROMAN DOMINATION |[§]
were studied from an algorithmic standpoint. In this work, we consider
a relatively new variant, namely the SIGNED ROMAN DOMINATION prob-
lem. The concept of SRD problem was introduced by Ahangar et al. |9
in 2014. A signed Roman dominating function on a graph G is a function
[V = {=1,1,2} such that for each u € V: }_ v, f(v) > 1, and every
vertex u for which f(u) = —1 is adjacent to a vertex v with f(v) = 2. The
weight of a signed Roman dominating function fis >, . f(«). The mini-
mum weight over all signed Roman dominating functions for G is denoted
by vsr(G). The objective of SRD problem is to compute vsz(G).

We formally define the problem as follows.

SIGNED ROMAN DOMINATION:

Input: An instance I = (G, k), where G = (V, E) is an undirected
graph and an integer k.

Output: Yes, if there exists a function f:V — {—1,1,2} such that
(1) e Fw) < k.

(2) Xovenp f(v) = 1 for each vertex u € V and

(3) there exists a vertex v € N(u) such that f(v) = 2 for each vertex
u with f(u) = —1; No, otherwise.




Known results. SRD problem was shown to be NP-complete even when
restricted to bipartite graphs and planar graphs [10]|. There exist methods
to obtain vs(G) in cycles and fan graphs [11]. Hong et al. [12] determined
vsr(G) for spider graphs and double star graphs. Yancai et al. [13] obtained
the value of v,z(G) for complete bipartite graphs and wheels. Ahangar et
al. [9] provided several upper and lower bounds on bipartite and general
graphs in terms of its order, size and vertex degrees. For instance, they have
shown that for a graph G with n vertices,

@) > A2+ 2A0+A+25+3 .
Tor\) = (A+1)2A+6+3) ’

where A and ¢ indicate the maximum degree and minimum degree of the
graph G, respectively. There are several combinatorial bounds obtained for
the problem on digraphs [14] and a class of planar graphs called convex
polytopes [15].

The DS problem has been extensively studied in the realm of parameter-
ized complexity. Raman et al. [16] proved that DS problem is W|2]-complete
for split graphs and bipartite graphs. There exists an O*(3™)-time FPT
algorithm for DS problem where tw denotes the treewidth [17].

The parameterized complexity of RD problem has been initiated by Fer-
nau et al. [18]. They showed that RD problem is known to be W|2]-complete
for general graphs. They have also presented FPT algorithms for graphs of
bounded treewidth and planar graphs. Zheng et al. [19] studied the kernel-
ization aspects of SIGNED DOMINATION on general graphs, planar graphs,
d-partite graphs, bounded degree graphs, r-regular graphs and grid graphs.

Zheng et al. [20] initiated the parameterized complexity of SD problem.
They showed that the problem is FPT parameterized by treewidth. They
also presented kernels for bipartite graphs, bounded degree graphs, regular
graphs and planar graphs. Later, Lin et al. [21] proved that the problem is
W|2|-hard parameterized by weight. They also presented an FPT algorithm
for subcubic graphs.

Our results. The primary motivation to study the complexity of SRD
problem is due to its ability to combine the properties of both RD problem
and SD problem. We attempted to analyze the complexity difference of SRD
problem to that of RD problem and SD problem. In this regard, we were
able to prove that SRD problem is W|1]-hard parameterized by treewidth
whereas both RD problem and SD problem admit FPT algorithms, which is
the key contribution of this work.



We obtain the following results for SRD problem in the realm of classical
and parameterized complexity.

The complexity of SRD problem on split graphs and chordal graphs is
open. In this regard, we study the complexity of the problem on split
graphs (a subclass of chordal graphs) and prove that the problem is
NP-complete.

We initiate the study on parameterized complexity of the problem by
proving that the problem is W|2|-hard parameterized by weight even
on bipartite graphs.

Both RD problem and SD problem are known to be FPT parameterized
by treewidth. In an attempt to solve the complexity of SRD problem
parameterized by treewidth, we obtain that the problem is W|1|-hard
for the larger parameter feedback vertex set number. This result implies
that SRD problem is W[1|-hard parameterized by treewidth and clique-
width as well.

As it is known that SRD problem is W[1]|-hard parameterized by clique-
width, we investigate the parameterized complexity of the problem for
a larger parameter neighbourhood diversity and provide an FPT algo-
rithm.

As the problem is FPT parameterized by vertex cover number, we
complement this result by showing that the problem does not admit a
polynomial kernel parameterized by vertex cover number unless coNP
C NP/poly.

The relationship between various graph parameters can be seen in Figure 1.

2. Preliminaries

Consider a graph G = (V, E) with V as the vertex set and E as the edge
set. For a vertex u € V, the open neighbourhood of u is denoted by N(u) =

{v:

(u,v) € E} and the closed neighbourhood of w is denoted by Nu| =

N(u)U{u}. The open neighbourhood of a set 7" C V' is denoted by N(T') =
(U N(u)) \ T and the closed neighbourhood by N[T] = N(T)UT. The

ueT

degree of a vertex u is represented by d(u) and d(u) = |N(u)|. A graph G
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Figure 1: Hasse diagram representing the relation between various structural parameters.
A directed edge from a parameter ki to ks indicates that k; < f(kg) for some computable
function f.

is r-regular if every vertex u € V has degree d(u) = r. A cubic graph is
a 3-regular graph. A vertex of degree one is called a pendant vertex. Path
length refers to the number of edges in the path.

Let f be a signed roman dominating function. We use the term label for
a vertex u to represent the value that f maps to, i.e., f(u). For a vertex u,
labelSum is defined as the sum of the labels of all the vertices in its closed
neighbourhood, i.e., ZveNM f(v). For a set T', weight of T' is the sum of
the labels of all the vertices in the set, i.e., > ., f(u). We say that a vertex
u € V is dominated if it satisfies the signed Roman dominating function
constraint. Apart from this, we use the standard notations as defined in [22].

Parameterized Complezity. A problem is said to be fixed-parameter tractable
(FPT) with respect to a parameter k, if it can be solved by an algorithm with
running time O(f (k) - n°W), where f is a computable function and n is the
size of the input. We use the notation O*(f(k)) to suppress polynomial
factors in m and represent running times of this form. A problem is W/1]-
hard with respect to a parameter if it is believed not to be fixed-parameter
tractable. In parameterized complexity, there exists a hierarchy of complexity
classes: FPT C W[1] € W|2] C ... C XP. For more information on param-



eterized complezity and kernelization, we refer the reader to [23] and [24],
respectively.

We define the graph classes that are used in this paper.

Definition 1 (Split graphs). A graph G is a split graph if the vertex set V
can be partitioned into two sets Vi and Vo such that the subgraph induced on
Vi is a clique and the subgraph induced on Vs is an independent set in G.

Definition 2 (Circle graphs). A graph is a circle graph if and only if there
exists a corresponding circle model in which the chords represent the vertices
of the graph and two chords intersect only if the corresponding vertices are
adjacent.

Now, we define the graph parameters that are used in this paper.

Definition 3 (Neighbourhood diversity). Let G = (V, E) be a graph. Two
vertices u and v are considered to be of the same type if and only if N(u)\
{v} = N)\ {u}. The neighbourhood diversity of G is the smallest value of
t for which there exists a partition of V into t sets Vi, Vs, ..., Vi such that all
the vertices in each set are of same type.

Definition 4 (Vertex cover number). Given a graph G = (V, E), vertex cover
number is the cardinality of the smallest set C' C V' such that the subgraph
induced by G\ C' is an independent set.

Definition 5 (Feedback vertex set number). For a graph G = (V, E), the
parameter feedback vertex set number is the cardinality of the smallest vertex
subset F' C'V such that G\ F is a disjoint union of trees.

3. NP-complete on Split Graphs

In this section, we prove that SRD problem is NP-complete on split
graphs, a subclass of chordal graphs. We provide a polynomial-time re-
duction from DS problem on cubic graphs to prove that SRD problem is
NP-complete.

The complexity result related to DS problem on cubic graphs is given as
follows.

Theorem 3.1 ([|25]). DS problem on cubic graphs is NP-complete.



Given an instance I = (G, k) of DS problem where G is a cubic graph,
we construct an instance I’ = (G', k — 3n) of SRD problem as follows.

e We begin by creating five copies of the vertex set V(G), denoted by A,
B, C, D and X and include them in G'. Vertex u; € V(@) is denoted
by a; in A, b; in B, ¢; in C, d; in D and z; in X.

o We create three sets E,Y and Z, each of size [2FH] Let E =

{61, 62, ceey e|'2n—2k+4-‘}, Y = {yl;yQ; ...,y|—2n—2k+4'|} and Z = {Zl, 227 ceey Z|-2n—2k+4-|}.

e For each pair of vertices a; € A and x; € X, we add an edge between
a; and z; if and only if u; € Neg(u;).

e For each i € [n], we make z; € X adjacent to a;, b;, ¢; and d;.
e For each i € [[22/417] we make ¢; € E adjacent to both y; and z;.

e We form a clique from the vertices of the set AUBUCUDUFE.

This concludes the construction of G’. See Figure 2 for an illustration.

Observe that G’ is a split graph, where the subgraph induced by AU B U
C'UD U FE forms a clique and the subgraph induced by X UY U Z forms an
independent set in G'.

Lemma 1. [ has a dominating set of size at most k if and only if I' has a
signed Roman dominating function of weight at most k — 3n.

Proof. (=) Let S be a dominating set of size at most k. We obtain a signed
Roman dominating function f as follows.

(—1, fwe(BUCUDUXUYUZ),

flw) = 1, ifwe | U {a,}) ,

o u; ¢S

2, fwelFEU U{%})
\ u; €S

e Vertex u € X is adjacent to four vertices in A, at least one with the
label 2 while the others are assigned the label 1. Vertex w is also
adjacent to three vertices with the label —1, one from each of the sets
B, C'and D. Although u has the label —1, the labelSum of u is at
least one. Hence, we have that, each vertex u € X has a labelSum of
at least one and also has a neighbour in A with the label 2.
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Figure 2: Reduced instance G’ from an instance of the dominating set G and k = 2. Edges
between the vertices of the clique AU BUC U D U E are not shown in the figure. The
edges incident on the vertex x; are colored in blue.
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e Vertex u € Y U Z has the label —1 and the only neighbour of v in E
has the label 2. Therefore, we have that each vertex u € Y U Z has a
labelSum of one and also has a neighbour in £ with the label 2.

e The weight of the clique AU BUC U D U F is at least four.

e Vertex u € A is adjacent to all the vertices in the clique AUBUCUDUE
and also adjacent to three vertices in X with the label —1. We have

that each vertex u € A has a labelSum of at least one and also has a
neighbour in A with the label 2.

e Vertex u € F is adjacent to all the vertices in the clique AUBUCUDUFE
and also adjacent to two vertices in Y U Z with the label —1. We have
that each vertex u € E has a labelSum of at least one.

e Vertex u € BUC U D is adjacent to all the vertices in the clique
AUBUCUDUE and also adjacent to one vertex in X with the label
—1. We have that each vertex u € B U C U D has a labelSum of at
least three and also has a neighbour in £ with the label 2.

The weight of Aisn+k, Bis —n, C'is —n, D is —n, X is —mand FUY UZ
is zero. As each vertex in G’ is dominated, we conclude that f is a signed
Roman dominating function of weight £ — 3n.

(<) Let f be a signed Roman dominating function of weight at most k — 3n.
We obtain the dominating set S as follows.

e Each vertex in F is adjacent to two pendant vertices in Y UZ. We label
each vertex in E with 2 and each vertex in Y U Z with —1, leading to a
weight of zero for the set FUY UZ. Any other labeling for the vertices
in FUY U Z would lead to a positive weight.

e At this point, we have 5n more vertices to label with a weight of £ — 3n.
In order to have a positive labelSum for the vertices in A, the weight
of AUBUC UD should be at least k — 2n — 1. Hence, we must label
all the vertices in X with —1.

e Each vertex in X is adjacent to three vertices in A and exactly one
vertex in each of the three sets B, C' and D. Therefore, the vertices in
BUCUD are assigned the label —1 in f.



e We have a weight of n + k for the vertices in A. At most k vertices in
A can be labeled 2 while the others are labeled 1. For each vertex in X
to have a positive labelSum, at least one of its neighbours in A must
be labeled 2.

e k vertices from A that are assigned the label 2 will correspond to the
k-vertex dominating set S for G.

O

Hence, from Theorem 3.1 and Lemma 1, we arrive at the following theo-
rem.

Theorem 3.2. SRD problem on split graphs is NP-complete.

As split graphs is a subclass of chordal graphs, we have the following
result.

Corollary 1. SRD problem on chordal graphs is NP-complete.

4. WJ2]-hard Parameterized by Weight

In this section, we investigate the parameterized complexity of SRD prob-
lem parameterized by weight. We prove that the problem is W|2]-hard even
on bipartite graphs. To prove this, we provide a parameterized reduction
from DS problem. Given a graph G = (V, E), a set S C V is a dominating
set if every vertex u € V'\ S has a neighbour in S. The decision version of
DS problem asks whether there exists a dominating set of size at most k.

The complexity result related to DS problem from the literature is given
as follows.

Theorem 4.1 ([26]). DS problem on bipartite graphs is W[2[-hard parame-
terized by solution size.

Construction. Given an instance I = (G, k) of DS problem, we transform
it into an instance I’ = (G’, k) of SRD problem as follows. For each vertex
v € V(G), we construct a gadget as follows. We add exactly d(v) + 1 paths
of length two. The paths are denoted by P, P, ..., and Py)4+1. The vertices
of path P; are denoted by x;,y; and z; with z; adjacent to v. We add two
pendant vertices adjacent to z; for i € {1,2,...,d(v) + 1}. The set containing
the pendant vertices adjacent to z; is denoted by @Q);. We add two pendant
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Figure 3: Construction of G’ from G. Here, D is used as a placeholder for d(v) + 1.

vertices adjacent to y; and one pendant vertex adjacent to the vertices y; for
i €{2,...,d(v)+1}. The set containing the pendant vertices adjacent to y; is
denoted by Ry and the pendant vertex adjacent to y; for i € {2,...,d(v) + 1}
is denoted by r;. This concludes the construction of I’. See Figure 3 for an
illustration.

Lemma 2. [ has a dominating set of size at most k if and only if I' has
signed Roman dominating function of weight at most k.

Proof. (=) Let S C V be a dominating set of size at most k£ and f be a
weighted signed Roman dominating function. Even though there exists a
gadget for each vertex in V(G), for simpler notations, we consider only one
gadget that corresponds to a vertex u € V(G) and argue regarding the labels
that the vertices of the gadget could take in f. The labels remain the same
for each such gadget. We consider a vertex u € V(G) and its corresponding
gadget in this proof. We use D in place of d(u) + 1.

The corresponding signed Roman dominating function f is given as fol-
lows.

—1, iwa( U {«xtu U QURU U {Ti}>,

i€{1,2,...,D} i€{1,2,...,D} i€{2,3,...,D}

flw) =<1, ifwe(w|vgs),
2, ifwe (SU U {yz,zl}>

L ie{1,2,...,D}
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Each vertex from U  z; has a positive labelSum due to the posi-
i€{1,2,..,D}
tive labels of both its neighbours y; and u. As the vertices U =
i€{1,2,..,D}
have the label —1 in f, they have a neighbour y; with label two.

Each vertex from  |J  y; has a positive labelSum due the label two
ie{1,2,..,D}
of itself and its neighbour z;.

Each vertex from U  # has a positive labelSum due to the label
ie{1,2,...,D}
two of itself and its neighbor ;.

Each vertex from U Q; has a positive labelSum due to the label
1€{1,2,...,D}
two of its neighbour z;. As the vertices of  |J @, have the label
ie{1,2,..,D}
two in f, their only neighbour z; has the label two.

Each vertex from Ry U |J ; has a positive labelSum due to the
label two of its only neighbor y;. As the vertices of R;U |J  r; have
the label —1 in f, their only neighbour y; has the label two.

Vertex u € V(G) has a labelsum of —|D| — 1 from the gadget, and a
labelSum of at least |D| + 2 from its closed neighbours Ng[u]. Hence,
u has a positive labelSum.

Each vertex w € V(G’) has a positive labelSum and each vertex w € V(G')
with f(w) = —1 has a vertex v € N(w) with f(v) = 2. Weight of the gadget
adjacent to u € V(G) is —1. There are n such gadgets (one for each vertex
in V(G)), with a total weight of —n. At most k vertices from V(G) get the
label two while the rest n — k get the label one. The weight of V' (G) becomes
n+ k. Hence, the weight of the signed Roman dominating function f will be
at most k.

(<) Let f be the minimum weighted signed Roman dominating function of
weight at most k.

e Each vertex y; and z; must be assigned the label two in f as the pendant

vertices adjacent to these vertices are assigned the label —1. The weight
of the set {y;, z;,r:} UQ; for i € {2,3,...,D} is one. If we chose to
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label any pendant vertex from {r;} U @Q; with 1 or 2, then we need a
weight of at least two for the set {y;, z;, 7} U Q;. The weight of the set
{1, 21} U R UQ, is zero. If we chose to label any pendant vertex from
Ry U@ with 1 or 2, then we need a weight of at least two for the set
{y1,21,71} U @q. Hence, in f, each pendant vertex must be assigned
the label —1.

At this point, the total weight of the set {y1, z; JUR,UQU U {wi, 2z, 7 }U
i€{2,3,...,D}
Q;is D —1. In order, to bring down the weight of each gadget, we must

label the vertices in U @ with —1. The reason why any vertex
ie{1,2,..,D}
from U x; do not get a positive label, will be explained later in
i€{1,2,..,D}
this proof.

After assigning the label —1 to each vertex in U @, the total
i€{1,2,..,D}
weight of the gadget becomes —1.

Consider a vertex z; adjacent to the vertex u € V(G). As z; has a
labelSum of one from its closed neighbours in the gadget, vertex u
cannot have the label —1. Hence, each vertex u € V(G) is assigned one
among the labels from {1, 2}.

As the weight of f is at most k and the weight of the gadget adjacent
to each vertex is —1, the weight of V(G) will be at most n + k in G'.

At most k vertices in V(@) are assigned the label 2, while the rest are
assigned the label 1.

At this point, each vertex u € V(G) with a degree D has a labelSum of
—(D + 1) from its neighbours in the gadget. In order for u to acquire
a positive labelSum, at least one of its closed neighbours from V(G)
must be assigned the label 2. As we label at most k vertices from V(G)
with 2, the overall weight of f will be at most k.

Let us assume that there exists some vertex from )  z; with the
ie{1,2,..,D}

label 1, then the weight of V(G) should not be more than n + k — 2.

We can label at most k — 2 vertices from V(G) with 2. This leads to at

least one vertex other than u from V(G) to have non-positive labelSum.

13



Hence, we conclude that each vertex in U 2 must be assigned
i€{1,2,...,.D}
the label —1 to obtain a minimum weighted signed Roman dominating

function f.

e Finally, we conclude that the vertices of G in G’ that receive the label
2 in f will correspond to the dominating set in G.

O
Claim 1. If G is a bipartite graph then G’ is a bipartite graph.

Proof. Let G = AUB and u € A. The corresponding bipartition after adding

the gadget to vertex uis {AU | wUPz}U{BU |J (2;Uz)UPy},
1€{1,2,...,.D} 1€{1,2,...,.D}

where Py represents the pendant vertices of Y and Pz represents the pendant

vertices of Z. Similarly, we can form the bipartition after adding the gadget

to all the vertices of G. Hence, G’ is bipartite. O]
From Lemma 2, Claim 1 and Theorem 4.1, we have the following result.

Theorem 4.2. SRD problem on bipartite graphs is W[2/-hard parameterized
by weight.

The result related to DS problem on circle graphs is given as follows.

Theorem 4.3 ([27]). DS problem on circle graphs is W/[1]-hard parameter-
1zed by solution size.

Claim 2. If G is a circle graph then G’ is a circle graph.

Proof. The circle representation of G’ with the gadget added for vertex w is
represented in Figure 4. As the pendant vertices can be drawn without any
crossings, they are not shown in the figure. In a similar way, we can represent
the gadget for each vertex of V(G), in a circle model. O

Similarly, from Lemma 2, Claim 2 and Theorem 4.3, we obtain the following
theorem.

Theorem 4.4. SRD problem on circle graphs is W[1]-hard parameterized by
weight.

14



Figure 4: Circle representation of G’

5. W][1]-hard Parameterized by Feedback Vertex Set Number

In this section, we study the parameterized complexity of SRD problem
parameterized by feedback vertex set number.

We provide a parameterized reduction from MULTIDIMENSIONAL RE-
LAXED SUBSET SUM (MRSS) problem to prove that SRD problem is W[1]-
hard. The MRSS problem is defined as follows.

MULTIDIMENSIONAL RELAXED SUBSET SUM:

Input: An integer k, a set S = {s1, 59, ..., 5, } of vectors with s; € NF
for every ¢ with 1 < i < n, a target vector ¢t € N* and an integer m.
Parameter: k+m

Output: Does there exist a subset S’ C S with || < m such that

s> t7

ses’

MRSS problem is known to be W|1|-hard parameterized by k + m, even
when all integers are given in unary [28].

Construction. Let I = (k,m,S,t) be an instance of MRSS problem and
for s; € S, max(s;) denotes the value of the largest coordinate of s;. We
construct the reduced instance I’ = (G, k') of SRD problem as follows.

e We create two sets of k vertices {uy, ug, ..., ux} and {vy, vo, ..., vy }.

15



We introduce a set D; with (> s;(j)) + t(j) vertices, for each j €
S$; €S
{1,2,...,k}.
(22 si(@)+t()

We introduce a set F; with [ C5 5 | vertices, for each j € {1,2, ..., k}.
We make two pendant vertices adjacent to each vertex of Fj. The set

containing the pendant vertices of F; is denoted by F;.

For each j € {1,2,....k}, we make one pendant vertex adjacent to u,;
and v;. The pendant vertex adjacent to u; and v; are denoted by 7}
and 77, respectively.

For each j € {1,2,...,k}, we make v; adjacent to each vertex in the
sets D; and F;. We also make u; adjacent to each vertex in the set D;.

For each s; € S, we create max(s;) paths of length one. The vertices
of each path is denoted by bl and ¢ where [ € {1,2, ..., maz(s;)}.

Let By, = U bl and Cy, = U cl.

le{1,2,....,max(s;)} le{1,2,...,max(s;)} ’
We also create a set of vertices {ay, as, ..., a,}. Vertex a; will be made
adjacent to each vertex in the set Bs,.

For each s; € S and j € {1,2,...,k}, we make u; adjacent to exactly
si(j) vertices in Cj, arbitrarily.

We make four pendant vertices adjacent to each vertex bl € By, all of
which are denoted by Z!.

We also create a path of length two containing the vertices w}, ! and

ylfori e {1,2,..,n} and [ € {1,2,...,max(s;)}. We make w'! adjacent

to b and z! and we make ! adjacent to y!.

Let W, = U wﬁv X = U '1"%7 Y, =
1e{1,2,....,maz(s;)} 1e{1,2,...,max(s;)} 1e{1,2,....,maxz(s;)}

yl and Z,, = U ZL.

le{1,2,...,max(s;)}

For each vertex c. € C,, we create two paths of two vertices each. The
vertices of the first path are denoted by ¢! and h! and the vertices of
the second path are denoted by p! and ¢!. We make ¢! adjacent to g
and pt.

16



P1 P2

F E
0 7«% . 7«%
)
(h i )

1 2

G €

1 2

by by
ay

G

Figure 5: Reduced instance of SRD problem constructed from MRSS problem instance
S={(21),(1,2),1,1)},t=(3,3),k=2,m=2.

[ Let GSZ' - U 957 Hsi = U hi’ P5i = U

le{1,2,...,max(s;)} 1e{1,2,....,max(s;)} 1e{1,2,...,max(s;)}
pland Q,, = U q.
le{1,2,...,max(s;)}
This completes the construction of the SRD problem instance I’. For
more details, see Figure 5 and Figure 6.

We set &' = > (3-max(s;)+1) — > ((D2 si(4)) +t(4)) +2k +m

$;€S je{1,2,....,k} s;€S
and the feedback vertex setis  |J  (u; Uv;) of size 2k.
jE{1,2,..,k}

Lemma 3. If (k,m,S,t) is a yes instance of MRSS problem then there
exists a signed Roman dominating function of weight at most k'.

Proof. Let S C S such that |S’| <m and > s; >t.

s;€8’
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!

Figure 6: Gadgets for the vertices of the sets B;, (on the left) and Cs, (on the right).

The corresponding signed Roman dominating function f is given as fol-

lows.

(-1, ifwe( U (PuD;u{r,r}u U (H,UQ,UZ,)

7

Je{1.2,....k} ie{1,2,...n}
i€{1,2,...,n} 1€{1,2,....,n}
SiGS/ Si¢S’

1, ifwe U X,uY,)u U W,udl,U{al}) ],

i€{1,2,....,n} i1€{1,2,....,n}
SZ'ES/ Siésl
2, ifwe U (F}U{ujvvj}>u U (BSiUGSiUPSi>
je{1,2,...k} i€{1,2,...n}
U U (€, Ufa}) | U U X,
1€{1,2,....,n} 1€{1,2,....,n}
\ s;,€95’ SﬁéS’

e As the vertices of F; have the label 2 and the vertices of P; have the
label —1, each vertex of P; has a labelSum of exactly one and also has
a neighbour with label 2.

e Each vertex of F; has a labelSum of two due to the positive labels of
the vertex itself and its neighbour v;.

e Vertex v; has a labelSum of at least one, the positive weight of F is at
least the negative weight of D; and the positive weight of one obtained
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from the combined vertices v; and r? will contribute to the positive
labelSum of v;.

Vertex u; is adjacent to Y s;(j) vertices from C. Among this, at
$; €S
least t(j) vertices gets the label 2 and at most (Y s;(j)) — t(j) gets
S; €S
the label 1. The weight of the vertices adjacent to u; in C' is at least

(( ZS si(7)) + t(j)). The weight of D; is —(( ZS si(j)) +t(j)). The
S; € S; €
combined weight of the vertices adjacent to u; in D;UC is non-negative.

The positive weight of one obtained from the combined vertices u; and
r]l will contribute to the positive labelSum of w;.

Vertices T} and 7"]2 have positive labelSum as their only neighbour (u;

and v;, respectively) has the label 2.

Each vertex of C, has a positive labelSum as all its neighbours from

U  u; have the label 2.
jE{1,2,,k}

Each vertex of By, has a labelSum of eactly one, the labels of its neigh-
bours ¢, w! and a; depends on whether s; € 5.

7

Vertex a; has a positive labelSum as all its neighbours from B;, have
the label 2.

Each vertex w € W, has a positive labelSum as b has the label 2,
and one among z! and the vertex w itself gets a positive label based on
whether s; € 5.

l

i

Each vertex of X, has a positive labelSum as one of its neighbours w
and y! has a positive label based on whether s; € 5.

Each vertex of Y, has a labelSum of one as its only neighbour gets the
label 1 or 2 based on whether s; € 5.

Each vertex of Z,, has a labelSum of one, as their only neighbour b!
has the label 2.

Each vertex of G, and P;, has a positive labelSum due to the positive
label of ¢! and the vertex itself.
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e Each vertex of Hy, and (), has a positive labelSum due to the label 2
of its neighbour ¢! and p! respectively.

Each vertex w € V(G’) has a positive labelSum and each vertex w € V(G’)
with f(w) = —1 has a vertex v € N(w) with f(v) = 2. Let s; € 5, the
combined weight of the vertices {a;} U Bs, U C5, UG, U Hg, U Py, U Q. U
Ws, UX,, UY,, U Zg, is 3-max(s;) + 2. Let s; ¢ ', the combined weight of
the vertices {a;} U B, UCs, UGs, U Hy, U Py, UQ,, UW,, U X, UY,, UZg, is
3 - max(s;) + 1. The weight of the set F; U P; is zero. The weight of D; is
—((> s:(J)) +t(j)). The weight of {u;,v;,7},r3} is two. Hence, the weight

VR
$; €S
of the signed Roman dominating function f is ¥ = > (3 - max(s;) + 1)
s$;€S
= > (X s() +t()) +2k +m. O

je{1,2,....k} si€S

Lemma 4. Let f a minimum weighted signed Roman dominating function.
For each j € {1,2,...,k}, each vertex in F; is assigned the label 2 and each
vertex in Pj is assigned the label —1 in f.

Proof. Given a minimum weighted signed Roman dominating function f.
There are three ways to label the vertex v; and its adjacent pendant vertex

2.
r;in f.

Case 1. f(v;) =2 and f(r?) = —1.
Case 2. f(v;) = f(r7) = 1.
Case 3. f(v;) = —1 and f(r?) = 2.

By swapping the labels of the vertices in case 3, we obtain case 1, and it
is easy to see that if there exist a minimum weighted f with case 3 then there
must exist a minimum weighted f with case 1 as well. Hence, we conclude
that there exists a minimum weighted f from one among case 1 and case 2.
As there exists a minimum weighted f with f(v;) =1 or f(v;) = 2, we label
the vertices of F; with 2 and the pendant vertices from P; with —1. This
leads to a minimum weight for F; U P; and each vertex of Fj has a positive
labelSum. Hence, we conclude that there exists a minimum weighted f with
each vertex of F; with the label 2 and the vertices of P; with the label —1. [

Lemma 5. Let f a minimum weighted signed Roman dominating function.
For each j € {1,2,...,k}, v; is assigned the label 2 and sz- 15 assigned the label
—1n f.
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Proof. From Lemma 4, each vertex of F} has the label 2. The weight of
F;UD,; is at least 0 (exactly zero if all the vertices of D; have the label —1).
In order for v; to have a positive labelSum, the Welght of {v;,r ]} must be
at least 1. We label the vertex v; with 2 and rj with —1, which is superior
to labeling both v; and rJQ- with 1. Hence, we conclude that there exists a
minimum weighted f with v; getting the label 2 and the adjacent pendant
vertex 7 getting the label —1. O

Lemma 6. Let f be a minimum weighted signed Roman domination func-
tion. For each s; € S, the weight of {a;} U Bs, UCs, UG, U Hs, U Py, UQs, U
W, UX,, UY, UZ, 15

4-maz(s;) + 2 if f(v
3-max(s;) + 1 if f(v
3-max(s;) + 2 if f(v
3-max(s;) +2 if f(v
each vertex w € Cj,.

5. 3-max(s;) + 5 if f(v) = —1 for some vertez v € Cj,.

= —1 for each vertex v € C,.

=1 for each vertex v € Cs,.

= 2 for each vertex v € C,.

= 2 for some vertex v € Cs, and f(w) # —1 for

Ll e
— N —

Proof. Let f be a minimum weighted signed Roman dominating function.
We fix the label of ¢! and then argue about the labels of other vertices in
each case.

Case 1. Let f(cl) = —1 for each vertex ¢! € Cj,.
e The labeling for the vertices f(g!), f(hl), f(pl) and f(q ) that will lead

to a minimum weighted f is f(g}) = 1, f(h}) = 1, f(p}) = 1, f(¢}) =

1. This is true because, as f(cl) = —1, for f(g!) to have a positive
labelSum with minimum weight, we must set f(g!) = 1 and f(hl) = 1.
Same is the case for p! and ¢!.

e As b} has four pendant vertices adjacent to it, to obtain a minimum
weighted f, we set f(bl) = 2 and f(w) = —1 for each vertex w € Z\.

This leads to a minimum weighted f because if we label f(bl) = —1
and f(z) = 2 for each vertex z € Z!, weight of f increases by at least
four.

e As bl has a labelSum of —3 from its closed neighbours in {cl, bi} U Z!
we set f(w!) =2 and f(a;) = 2.

e Accordingly, we get f(z!) =2, f(3}) = —1.
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The weight of {a;} U Bs, UCs, UG, U Hy, U P, UQ,, UW,, UX, UY;, UZ,
in this case is 4 - max(s;) + 2.

Case 2. Let f(c!) = 1 for each vertex ¢} € (..

e The labeling for the vertices f(g!), f(hl), f(p!) and f(q!) that will lead
to a minimum weighted £ is f(gh) = 2, /(A1) = —1. f(p}) = 2, f(g!) =
—1. As f(cl) = 1, for f(g!) to have a positive labelSum either f(g!) = 2
and f(hl) = —1 or f(¢!) = 1 and f(h!) = 1, the former labeling is
superior to the latter due to the lesser weight of {g!, hl}. Same is the
case for pl and ¢'.

e Based on the argument in case 1 regarding the labels of b, and Z!, we
set f(b!) =2 and f(z) = —1 for each vertex z € Z\.

e At this point, the labelSum of b} from its closed neighbours in {ct, bl} U
Zlis —1, we set f(w!) =1 and f(a;) = 1.

e Similarly, we get f(xﬁ) =2, f(yf) = —1.

The weight of {a;} U Bs, UCs, UG, U H, U P, UQ,, UW,, U X, UY;, U Z,,
in this case is 3 - max(s;) + 1.

Case 3. Let f(c!) = 2 for each vertex ¢} € C,.

e The labeling for the vertices f(g!), f(R), f(p!) and f(q!) that will lead
to & minimum weighted f is f(g}) = 2, f(hl) = 1, f(p}) = 2, f(¢}) =
—1. As f(cl) = 2, for f(g!) to have a positive labelSum either f(g!) = 2
and f(h!) = —1 or f(g}) = 1 and f(hl) = 1, the former labeling is
superior to the latter due to the lesser weight of {g!, hl}. Same is the
case for p! and ¢!.

e Based on the argument in case 1 regarding the labels of bl and Z!, we
set f(bl) =2 and f(z) = —1 for each vertex z € Z!.

e At this point, the labelSum of b from its closed neighbours in {c}, !} U
Z!is zero, we set f(w!) = —1 and f(a;) = 2. We can not set f(al), as
al adjacent to each vertex of b!. Setting both f(w!) =1 and f(a;) =1,

would lead to a larger weight.

o As f(w}) =—1, we get f(a}) =1, f(y}) = 1.
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The weight of {a;} U Bs, UCs, UG, U Hy, U P, UQ,, UW,, UX, UY;, UZ,
in this case is 3 - max(s;) + 2.

Case 4. Let f(c!) =2 for some vertex ¢} € Cy, and f(c!) =1 for the rest of
!
¢ € C,.

e If f(cl) = 1, the weight of {b, ¢}, g}, hl, p, ¢}, wl, 2k, 4!} U Z! will be three
and f(a;) = 2.

e The weight of {bl, L, g/, b, pl, ¢t wi, 2k, 4} U Z! will be three if f(cl) =

The total weight of {a;} UB,, UCs, UG5, UH, UP;, UQs, UW,, UX,, UY, UZ,,
is 5+ 3 - (max(s;) — 1), which is 3 - maz(s;) + 2.

Case 5. Let f(c!) = —1 for some vertex ¢} € C,.
e The weight of {bl, L, ¢!, bl  pl, ¢t wi, 2L, 4t} U Z! will be six and f(a;) = 2.

e The weight of {b, ¢!, g, b, pl, ¢}, wh, 2t yty U Z! will be three if f(cl) =
or f(¢;) =2.

The total weight {a;} UB, UC, UG, UH,, UP;,UQ,, UW, UX, UY;,UZ,,
is 6 + 3 - (max(s;) — 1) + 2, which is 3 - max(s;) + 5. O

Lemma 7. Let f a minimum weighted signed Roman dominating function.
For each j € {1,2,....k}, u; is assigned the label 2 and 7“]1. 15 assigned the
label —1 in f.

Proof. Consider a minimum weighted signed Roman dominating function f.
There are two ways to label the vertex u; and its adjacent pendant vertex 7“]1-
in f.

Case 1. u; is labeled 2 and the adjacent pendant vertex 7“]1. is labeled —1.
Case 2. Both u; and 7“]1 are assigned the label 1.

In case 1, the weight of {uj,rjl-} is one where as in case 2, the weight of
{uj, 1} is two. In both the cases the labelSum of r is positive. In case 1, the
labelSum of u; from the set {u;,7;} is one where as in case 2, the labeISum
of u; from the set {u;,r 1} is two. In case 1, we can swap the label of any
neighbour of u; (excluding rj) of label 1 with label 2 to increase the labelSum
of u; by one, with the same weight as that in case 2. From Lemma 6, it is
evident that the vertices of C' have labels from {1,2} in minimum weighted
f. Therfore, there always exists a neighbour for u; from C' with label 1, due
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to which the swap of a neighbour of u; from C' with label 1 to label 2 is
always possible. Hence, we conclude that the case 1 is always superior to
case 2. Therefore, we conclude that there exists a minimum weighted signed

Roman dominating function f with label 2 for u; and the label —1 for rjl.. m

Lemma 8. Let f be a minimum weighted signed Roman dominating func-
tion. For each j € {1,2,...,k}, f(v) = —1 for allv € D;.

Proof. From Lemma 6, we have that, if f(cl) = 1 for each ¢} € C,, the weight
of {a;}UB,,UC,,UG,,UH, UP, UQ,, UW, UX, UY; UZ, is 3-max(s;)+1.
If f(cl) = 2 either for one vertex or subset of vertices of Cj,, the weight of f
is 3-max(s;)+2. For each s; € S, the vertices in Cy, are adjacent to a subset

k
of vertices in |J{u;,v;}. To obtain the minimum weight, the vertices in Cj,
j=1
cannot be assigned the label —1. As each vertex in Cj, has labels from {0, 1},
vertex u; has a positive labelSum from its neighbours in |J Cj,. Hence, we
8;€8

can assign the label —1 to a subset of vertices in D;. Note that, even if we
choose to label all the vertices of D; with —1, the labelSum of v; would still
be positive. So, it only depends on u; regarding the number of vertices from
D; that takes the label —1.

Now we argue that, every minimum weighted minus dominating function
f assigns the label —1, for each vertex in Dj, for all j € {1,2,...,k}. For
the sake of contradiction, let us assume that a subset of vertices in D, are
labeled 0. Then, we select a vertex v from D; with the label 1 and change
its label from 1 to —1. Simultaneously, we select a vertex adjacent to u; in
(s, from some s; € S and change its label from —1 to 1. After this transition
in the labels, the labelSum of u; remains unchanged and the labelSum does
not decrease for any vertex in the graph. Due to Lemma 6, the weight of the
set As, U Bs, U C, will either be 3 - maxz(s;) + 1 or 3 - max(s;) + 2. During
this transition in the labels, the weight of D,, for some j € {1,2,....k},
decreases by one, in each iteration. Whereas the weight of J (As,UB;,UCS,),

;€S

increases by one, at most n times, once for each s; € S. For the first n times
during this transition, there may not be any decrease in the weight of f,
but thereafter, the weight of f decreases by one, in each iteration. Hence,
after n + ¢ transitions, we obtain a function f whose weight is reduced by c.
In order to obtain the minimum weighted minus dominating function f, the

transition has to happen until all the vertices in D, are labeled —1. Therefore,
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we conclude that, every minimum weighted minus dominating function f
assigns the label —1, for every vertex v € D;, for all j € {1,2,...,k}. ]

Lemma 9. If there exists a signed Roman dominating function of weight at
most k' then (k,m,S,t) is a yes instance of MRSS problem.

Proof. Let f be a signed Roman dominating function of weight ¥ = >

;€S8
3-maz(si) +1) — > ((X () +1()) +2k +m.

je{1,2,....k}  s;€8

e Due to Lemma 4, Lemma 5, Lemma 7 and Lemma 8, we fix the labels
of P=—-1,F;=2v;=2,D; = —1,u; = 2, le» = —1 and rjz- = —1 for
each j € {1,2,...,k}.

o After assigning the labels to {u;,v;, le-, T’JQ} and to the vertices in sets
P;, F; and D;, vertex u; has a negative labelSum of —(( > s;(j)) +

$; €S
t(j)) + 1. For vertex u; to have a positive labelSum, we must set
positive labels for its neighbours in C'. The labelSum of its neighbours

from C must be at least (> s;(7)) + t(4).

$; €S

e At this point, we are left with a weight of > (3-max(s;) + 1) +m for
$; €S
U ({a;}UB,,UCs, UG5, UH,, UP;, UQs, UW, UX UY; UZ ). From
s; €S
Lemma 6, we have that, for some s; € S, if we label all the vertices in

Cs, with 1, then the minimum weight of {a;} U By, UCs, U G, U Hy, U
P, UQs, UW, UX, UY; UZ, is 3-max(s;) + 1 and for some s; € S,
if we label a subset of vertices in C,, with 2, then the minimum weight
of {a;} UBs, UCs, UG, U H, U P, UQ,, UW,, U X, UY;, U Z, will
be 3 - max(s;) + 2, needing an extra weight of one for each such set.

e Based on the remaining weight of > (3 - max(s;) + 1) + m for {a;} U
s; €S

B, UCs, UGs, UH,, U P, UQ, UW, UX, UY, UZ,, we can afford
to label the vertices in C,, with 2 for at most m such sets.

e Hence, we obtain that, if there exist m sets from Cf, that bring positive
labelSum to each vertex in Uje{l,Q,...,k;} uj, then there exist m vectors
from S that surpass t.

[]
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From Lemma 3 and Lemma 9, we arrive at the following theorem.

Theorem 5.1. SRD problem parameterized by feedback vertex set number is
W/[1]-hard.

The parameters treewidth, clique-width are bounded by a function of the
larger parameter feedback vertex set number. Hence, we obtain the following
result for treewidth and clique-width.

Corollary 2. SRD problem is W/[1]-hard parameterized by treewidth or
clique-width.

6. FPT Parameterized by Neighbourhood Diversity

From Corollary 2, we have that SRD problem is W|[1|-hard parameterized
by clique-width. In this section, we study the parameterized complexity of
SRD problem parameterized by neighbourhood diversity and present an FPT
algorithm.

Lampis [29] proved that the neighbourhood diversity can be found in
polynomial-time. For the rest of this section, we assume that the partition
into t sets V4, V5, ..., V; is given to us. It is to be noted that by the definition of
neighbourhood diversity, each partition among V, V5, ...,V is either a clique
or an independent set.

In order to show the fixed-parameter tractability, we transform the prob-
lem into an instance of Integer Linear Programming (ILP) which is known
to be FPT in the number of variables. The existing result related to ILP is
given as follows.

Theorem 6.1 ([30]). The p-variable Integer Linear Programming problem
can be solved using O(p>°P+°®). [,.1og(M N)) arithmetic operations and space
polynomial in L, where L is the number of bits in the input, N is the mawi-
mum absolute value any variable can take, and M 1is an upper bound on the
absolute value of the minimum taken by the objective function.

o Let V7, V5, ..., V; represent the partition of the vertex set V' into corre-
sponding sets. We use C' to denote the union of cliques and I to denote
the union of independent sets among Vi, V5, ..., V;.

e Let f be the minimum weighted signed Roman dominating function.
We define three boolean variables a;, b; and ¢; for each partition V;.
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The variable a; indicates whether there exists a vertex in V; with the
label —1 in f. Similarly, the variables b; and ¢; indicate whether there
exists a vertex in V; with the label 1 in f and with the label 2 in f,
respectively.

e We guess from each partition V; whether there exists a vertex v with
f(v) = —1. If true, we set a; = 1 otherwise we set a; = 0. We also
guess from each partition whether there exists a vertex v with f(v) = 1.
If true, we set b; = 1 otherwise we set b; = 0. Similarly, we guess from
each partition whether there exists a vertex v with f(v) = 2. If true, we
set ¢; = 1 otherwise we set ¢; = 0. For any partition V;, if a; = 0,b; = 0
and ¢; = 0 then we simply reject the guess.

e For each partition V; € I with a; = 1, we check whether there exists
a partition V; € N(V;) with ¢; = 1. For each partition V; € C with
a; = 1, we check whether ¢; = 1 or there exists a partition V; € N(V})
with ¢; = 1. If for any partition, the above condition is not met, we
reject the guess. The above conditions are to check whether there exists
a neighbour with the label 2 to a vertex in V; with the label —1.

e For each partition V;, we define a variable x; that indicates the sum of
the labels of all the vertices in V;.

Here, we transform the problem into an instance of ILP which is known to
be FPT parameterized by the number of variables.

The ILP formulation for the problem is given as follows.
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Minimize > x; + > x; —

i|{aﬁé1/\bi:1/\ci:1} i‘{aiz:l/\bi:l/\ci:l}
> 22; + > (22;+1) +
i|[{ai=1Ab;=1Ac; #1A|V;|=0(mod2)} i|[{ai=1Ab;=1Ac; #1A|V;|=1(mod2)}
t|{ai=1Ab;£1Ac;=1A|V;|=0(mod3)} i|{ai=1Ab;£1Ac;=1A|V;|=1(mod3)}

i|{ai=1Ab;#1Ac;=1A|V;|=2(mod3)}
Subject to

(Cl) z; + A>1foreach V; € C.

(C2) =1+ A>1foreachV; € and a; = 1.

(C3) 1+ A>1foreach V; € I and a; # 1 and b; = 1.

(C4) 2+ A>1foreach V;e T and a; #1, b; #1 and ¢; = 1.

(C5) |Vi| +1 < x; < 2|Vi| — 1, for each V; with a; # 1, b; = 1 and

C;, = 1.

(C6) —|Vi| +5 < z; < 2|V;| — 4, for each V; with a; = 1,b; = 1 and
C;, = 1.

(C7) [#1 +1<x < L%j — 1, for each V; with a; = 1,b; = 1 and
Ci7'é 1.

(C8) L#J +1 < <[] +1, for each V; with a; = 1,b; # 1 and

3
C;, = 1.
Where A = > 755 +
j‘{‘/jEN(%)/\ajfl/\bjil/\Cjil}
x; + > 45
JH{V;EN(Vi)Aaj=1Abj=1Ac;=1} JHV;EN (Vi) Aaj=1Abj=1Ac;#LA|V;|=0(mod2)}
JHVGEN (Vi) Aaj=1Abj=1Ac;#1IA|V;|=1(mod2)}

JHVF;EN (Vi) Aaj=1Abj#1Ac;=1A|V;|=0(mod3)}
> (3z; - 1) +
JHVF;EN (Vi) Aa;=1Abj#1Ac;=1A|V;|=1(mod3)}

(3$j Sl 1)
JHVG;EN (Vi) Aa;j=1Abj#1Ac;=1A|V;|=2(mod3)}

We now discuss the constraints given in the ILP formulation.

(C1) For each partition V; that is a clique, sum of the labels of V; and the
labels of its neighbouring partitions must be at least one.
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(C2) For each partition V; that is an independent set, if a; = 1, then there
exists a vertex in V¥ with label —1. In order for V¥ to have a positive
labelSum, the value —1 plus the sum of the labels of its neighboring partitions
must be at least one.

(C3) For each partition V; that is a independent set, if a; # 1 and b; = 1,
then there exists some vertex in V;* with the label 1 and no vertex of label
—1 exists. In order for V;* to have a positive labelSum, the value 1 plus the
sum of the labels of its neighbouring partitions must be at least one.

(C4) For each partition V; that is a independent set, if a; # 1, b; # 1 and
c; = 1, then there exists some vertex in V¥ with the label 2 and no vertex
from labels {—1,1} exists. In order for V;* to have a positive labelSum, the
value 2 plus the sum of the labels of its neighbouring partitions must be at

least one.

(C5) Consider a partition V; with a; # 1, b; = 1 and ¢; = 1. The value of z;
is minimum if there are |V;| — 1 vertices with the label 1 and one vertex with
the label 2. Therefore, the lower bound for z; is |V;| + 1. The value of x; is
maximum if there are |V;| — 1 vertices with the label 2 and one vertex with
the label 1. Hence, the upper bound is 2|V;| — 1.

(C6) Consider a partition V; with a; = 1,b; = 1 and ¢; = 1. The value of z; is
minimum if there are |V;| — 2 vertices with the label —1 and one vertex each
with the label 1 and 2. Therefore, the lower bound for z; is —|V;| + 5. The
value of x; is maximum if there are |V;| — 2 vertices with the label 2 and one
vertex each with the label 1 and —1. Hence, the upper bound is 2|V;| — 4.

(C7) Consider a partition V; with a; = 1,b; = 1 and ¢; # 1. The value
of x; is minimum if there are |V;| — 1 vertices with the label —1 and one
vertex with the label 1. Therefore, the lower bound for x; is —|V;| + 2. The
value of z; is maximum if there are |V;| — 1 vertices with the label 1 and
one vertex with the label —1. Hence, the upper bound is |V;| — 2. If |V]
is odd then z; could take only odd values between —|V;| + 2 and |V;| — 2.
Thus, z; € [2- ([ +1) + 1,2 (|%] — 1) +1]. Whereas if |Vj] is even
then x; could take only even values between —|V;| + 2 and |V;| — 2. Thus, z;
€2 (M +1.2- (15 -]

(C8) Consider a partition V; with a; = 1,b; # 1 and ¢; = 1. The value of x; is
minimum if there are |V;| — 1 vertices with the label —1 and one vertex with
the label 2. Therefore, the lower bound for z; is —|V;| 4+ 3. The value of x; is
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maximum if there are |V;| — 1 vertices with the label 2 and one vertex with
the label —1. Hence, the upper bound is 2 - |V;| — 3. If |V;]| is 0 (mod 3), we
have that z; € [3- (| =% | +1),3- ([%1] +1)]. Whereas if [V;| is 1 (mod 3),
we have that ; € [3- ([ =4F | +1) — 1,3 ([%0] + 1) —1]. Similarly, if |V}]
is 2 (mod 3), we have that z; € [3 - (L#J +1)+1,3- ((%1 +1)+1].

Now we discuss on how we assign labels to the vertices for the vertices
in each partition V;. We consider the guess on the values of a;, b; and ¢;, for
the partition V;.

e For each partition V; with a; # 1, b; # 1 and ¢; = 1, we assign the label
2 to each vertex of V; in f.

e For each partition V; with a; # 1, b; = 1 and ¢; # 1, we assign the label
1 to each vertex of V; in f.

e For each partition V; with a; = 1,b; # 1 and ¢; # 1, we assign the label
—1 to each vertex of V; in f.

For all the other partitions, we assign the labels based on the outcome of ILP
formulation.

e For each partition V; with a; # 1, b; = 1 and ¢; = 1, we label each vertex
of V; from {1, 2} such that the weight of V; is exactly x; and there must
exist two vertices u and v in the partition such that f(u) = 1 and

) =2.

e For each partition V; with a¢; = 1, b; = 1 and ¢; = 1, we label each
vertex of V; from {—1, 1,2} such that the weight of V; is exactly z; and
there must exist three vertices u,v and w in the partition such that

f(u)=—1, f(v) =1 and f(w) = 2.

e For each partition V; with a; = 1, b; = 1 and ¢; # 1, we label each vertex
of V; from {—1,1} such that the weight of V; is exactly x; and there
must exist two vertices v and v in the partition such that f(v) = —1

and f(v) = 1.

e Similarly, for each partition V; with a; = 1, b; # 1 and ¢; = 1, we label
each vertex of V; from {—1,2} such that the weight of V; is exactly x;
and there must exist two vertices u and v in the partition such that

flv)=—=1and f(v) = 2.
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In this way, we label the vertices of the partitions Vi, Vs, ..., V;.

In our ILP formulation, we have ¢ variables. The values of all the vari-
ables and the objective function are upper bounded by n. With the help of
Theorem 6.1, we will be able to solve the problem in O*(8* - t°®)) time.

Hence, we arrive at the following theorem.

Theorem 6.2. SRD problem 1is fixed-parameter tractable parameterized by
netghbourhood diversity.

As the parameter neighbourhood diversity is bounded by a function of
the larger parameter vertex cover number, we obtain the following result.

Corollary 3. SRD problem is fixed-parameter tractable parameterized by
vertex cover number.

7. No Polynomial Kernel Parameterized by Vertex Cover Number

From Corollary 3, we have that SRD problem is FPT parameterized by
vertex cover number. In this section, we complement this result by proving
that the problem does not admit a polynomial kernel parameterized by vertex
cover number unless coNP C NP /poly.

We provide a polynomial parameter transformation (PPT) from the well-
known RED-BLUE DOMINATING SET (RBDS) problem to prove that SRD
problem does not admit a polynomial kernel parameterized by vertex cover
number unless coNP C NP /poly. In this regard, we define the concept of
polynomial parameter transformation.

Definition 6. Consider two parameterized languages P and (). There exists
a polynomial parameter transformation from P to Q if there is a polynomial
time computable function f : > " XN — >"* XN, a polynomial p : N —
N such that (z,k) € P if and only if f(x, k) € Q and k' < p(k) where
F((@, k) = (', 1.

The problem RBDS is defined as follows.

Problem. RED-BLUE DOMINATING SET

Input. A bipartite graph G = (X UY, E) and an integer k

Output. Does there exist a subset S C X of size at most k that
dominates Y'?

The following result is from the literature.
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Theorem 7.1 ([24]). RBDS problem parameterized by |Y'| does not admit a
polynomial kernel unless coNP C NP /poly.

Construction. Consider an instance I = (G, k) of RBDS problem, we
construct the corresponding SRD problem instance I’ = (G’, k) as follows.

e We create three distinct copies X, Xo and X3 of X and two distinct
copies Y] and Y5 of Y in G'.

e The vertex corresponding to u € X is denoted by X{, X and Xg
in X7, Xy and X3 respectively. Similarly, the vertex corresponding to
u €Y is denoted by Y{* and Y5" in Y; and Y; respectively.

e We make each vertex u € Y; adjacent to the vertices, XlN ¢ i X4
and XJ" ¢ in X,. We also make each vertex u € Y adjacent to the
vertices, X2°™ in X, and X2¢™ in X3,

e We add three pendant vertices to each vertex of the sets Y; and Y5.
The pendant vertices adjacent to the vertices of the sets Y and Y5 are
denoted by the sets P; and P, respectively.

This completes the construction of the reduced instance G’. For more details,
see Figure 7 for an illustration.

We set k' = —2|Y| — | X| + 4k and the set corresponding to vertex cover
number is Y] UY; of size 2|Y|.

Lemma 10. There exists a subset S C X of size at most k that dominates
Y if and only if there exists a signed Roman dominating function f of weight
at most k'.

Proof. (=) Let S be a subset of X that dominates Y. The corresponding
signed Roman dominating function f is given as follows.

~1, fwe (Pluqu U(XTUX;?)),
v¢S
flw) = 1, iwa(XzU U(Xfoé’))>
veES

2, ifwe (Y{UYs)

\

e The vertices in the sets Y; and Y5 gets a positive labelSum from their
adjacent vertices in X; U X, U X3.
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n
X1
Y2 2 P,
Ys T3
Ya
(a) G (b) G

Figure 7: (a) a graph G with & = 2 and (b) the graph G’ with ¥’ = —3
e The vertices in the sets X, Xy and X3 also has a positive labelSum
due to the positive labels of their neighbours in Y; U Y5.

e The pendant vertices in the sets P, and P, have a positive labelSum
due to the positive labels of their neighbours in Y; U Y5.

Each vertex u € V(G’) has a positive labelSum and the weight of the signed
Roman dominating function is &' = —2|Y| — | X| + 4k.

(<) Let f be a signed Roman dominating function of weight £’ = —2|Y| —
|X| + 4k.

e The pendant vertices P, U P, must get the label —1 in f and their

neighbours in Y must get the label 2 in f. Hence, the total weight of
P1UP2UY’1UYv2 is —2|Y|

e The weight of the vertex set X, Xy and X3 combined must be at most
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—|X| + 4k. The only way to achieve such a weight is to have the label
—1 for majority of the vertices in X;, X5 and Xj.

We can assign the label —1 to each vertex in X; U X5 U X3, as the
subgraph induced on the vertex set X; U X5 U X3 is an independent set
and the labelSum of each vertex in X; U X5 U X3 remains at least one.
But, we have to label a subset of vertices from X; U X, U X3 with —1,
in a way that, each vertex in Y; U Y5 will have a positive labelSum.

The sum of the labels of each vertex in Y; U Y5 from its neighbours in
XiUXoUX3UY;UY; must be at least two. Therefore, we must label
some vertices in X; U Xy U X3 with 1.

A subset of the vertices in X; U Xy U X3 receives a label from {1,2},
while the majority are assigned the label —1. Since X5 is adjacent to
both Y; and Y5, we label all the vertices in X5 with 2. We label all
vertices in X7 and X3 with —1, except k vertices in each of them, which
are assigned the label 1. These k vertices with label 1 in X; and X3
correspond to the k-sized subset of X that dominates Y in the RBDS
instance.

]

With this, we arrive at the following result.

Theorem 7.2. SRD problem does not admit a polynomial kernel parameter-
ized by vertex cover number unless coNP C NP /poly.

8. Conclusion

In this paper, we investigated the complexity aspects of SRD problem. We
proved that the problem is NP-complete on split graphs. We also showed
that the problem is W[2]-hard parameterized by weight on bipartite graphs
and W/[1]-hard parameterized by weight on circle graphs. Further, we proved
that the problem is W[1]-hard parameterized by feedback vertex set number
(and hence for treewidth), whereas SD problem and RD problem admit FPT
algorithms for treewidth. This result differentiates the parameterized com-
plexity of SRD problem from that of SD problem and RD problem. Later,
we presented an FPT algorithm parameterized by neighbourhood diversity.
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In addition, we proved that the problem does not admit a polynomial kernel
parameterized by vertex cover number unless coNP C NP /poly.

We conclude the paper with the following open questions.

1. What is the complexity of SRD problem on trees, cographs, block
graphs and interval graphs?

2. What is the parameterized complexity of SRD problem for various
structural parameters such as distance to disjoint paths, pathwidth,
twin cover number, feedback edge set number, max-leaf number, dis-
tance to cluster and modular-width?

3. What is the parameterized complexity of SRD problem parameterized
by weight on split graphs and chordal bipartite graphs?

4. Does there exists a polynomial kernel for the SRD problem parameter-
ized by distance to clique, neighbourhood diversity and feedback edge
set number?
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