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Abstract

Fast exact algorithms are known for Hamiltonian paths in undirected and directed
bipartite graphs through elegant though involved algorithms that are quite different
from each other. We devise algorithms that are simple and similar to each other while
having the same upper bounds. The common features of these algorithms is the use
of the Matrix-Tree theorem and sieving using roots of unity.

Next, we use the framework to provide alternative algorithms to count perfect
matchings in bipartite graphs on n vertices, i.e., computing the {0, 1}-permanent of a
square n/2 X n/2 matrix which runs in a time similar to Ryser.

We demonstrate the flexibility of our method by counting the number of ways to
vertex partition the graph into k-stars (a k-star consist of a tree with a root having k—1
children that are all leaves). Interestingly, our running time improves to O*((1+4¢x)™)
with €, — 0 as k — oo.

As an aside, making use of Bjorklund’s algorithm for exact counting perfect match-
ings in general graphs we show that the count of maximum matchings can be computed
in time O*(2") where v is the size of a maximum matching. The crucial ingredient
here is the famous Gallai-Edmonds decomposition theorem.

All our algorithms run in polynomial space.

1 Introduction

The determinant is ubiquitous in Mathematics and Theoretical Computer Science.
It is the signed sum of the product of the entries of an n X n matrix, picked by a
permutation by ranging over all the permutations. The corresponding unsigned sum
is called the permanent.

The determinant is computable in polynomial time [vzGG13] and even efficiently
parallelizable (see e.g. [Ber84, MV97]). On the contrary, due to Valiant [Val79] we
know that the permanent is #P-hard to compute, i.e., for any NP-language L counting
the number of witnesses for a word being in L is reducible to computing the permanent.
The contrast between the determinant and the permanent plays an important role in
Algebraic Complexity Theory.

In more graph theoretic terms, the permanent of a {0, 1} matrix A is the count of
the perfect matchings in the bipartite graph with A as its biadjacency matrix®.

Another pertinent object is the so called Hamiltonian which differs from the perma-
nent (or the determinant) where we restrict the permutations to n-cycles. Naturally,
the Hamiltonian of the adjacency matrix of a graph is the count of all Hamiltonian
cycles (i.e., simple cycles that include all vertices) in the graph. Like the permanent,
the Hamiltonian is #P-hard, but detecting the existence of a Hamiltonian path is
an NP-hard problem, unlike the detection of a perfect matching in bipartite graphs,
which has been known to be in polynomial time since the advent of the Hungarian
Method [Kuh55].

We will use a seemingly innocuous result to provide simple and uniform proofs of
the best known upper bounds on these, two, hard to compute objects — the permanent
and the Hamiltonian along with some of their restrictions and variants. The result we
use is the so-called Matrix Tree Theorem which counts the number of spanning trees

!The biadjacency matrix has rows enumerated by one part of the bipartite graph and columns enu-
merated by the other part with all entries zero except the ones which correspond to an edge between two
vertices of opposite parts.
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in a graph by reducing it to a single determinant computation. Notice that here we
are ambiguous about the exact version of matrix tree theorem we use — apart from the
theorem for undirected graphs there is also one for counting directed spanning trees
(or arborescences) in directed graphs — and we shall make use of both of these.

The trick is to view the patterns we want to count viz. perfect matchings/ Hamil-
tonian paths as a bijective subgraph of certain spanning trees in a graph closely related
to the input graph. But then we’ll have to “sieve-out” all but these certain trees so
that the count of remaining trees equals the count of the patterns.

Our technique and a summary of main results We associate a suit-
able weight with each edge of the graph in terms of certain variables. Recall that
for weighted graphs with adjacency matrix A, the weight of a permutation 7 is the
product of the entries A; ;) over i € [n]. Thus, if we plug in a product of certain
variables as the weight of an edge, the weight of each permutation will turn out to
be a monomial. The matrix tree theorem ensures that each (uncancelled) monomial
occurring in a certain determinant corresponds to a tree. Thus, if we sum up over
the monomials, assuming that the signs of all monomials agree, then the determinant
will yield a polynomial, in which none of the monomials cancel out. Furthermore, in
each monomial the sequence of exponents of various variables will closely depend on
the shape of the tree. Thus, for example, if we can ensure that (a) the polynomial
is homogeneous (i.e., each monomial degree is the same) and (b) the monomials of
interest correspond to a pre-specified degree sequence (such as, all of them are 2)
and (c¢) the unwanted monomials have at least one variable with an odd exponent,
then using well-known properties of monomials we can extract their coefficients. This
approach turns out to be elegant, trading off some tricky algorithmic ideas (such as
[Wil09, FGS18]) for the simplicity of plugging in +1 for each of the variables. This
substitution ensures that all monomials which have degree 2 in each variable yield
g variables while other monomials cancel out. This will yield a scaled version of the
desired monomial count.

We distil this argument into a recipe (which we describe and illustrate in ia the
example of counting Hamiltonian paths in undirected graphs). Essentially, the best
algorithm known for this problem is via Held-Karp [HK70] that runs in O*(2") time.
This is the “best” known algorithm because there is no algorithm that runs faster
than this by a factor of Q(2°™) for any constant € > 0. Our algorithm also runs in
O*(2™) time but is fundamentally different from Held-Karp.

Next, we provide two more examples of this recipe application that match the
best known running times of O*(2"/2) and O*(3"/?) for finding a Hamiltonian path
in bipartite undirected and bipartite directed graphs, respectively. While we cannot
count Hamiltonian paths in these two cases because we are unable to ensure that
the signs of the monomials are the same, using the isolation lemma [MVV87] we
can extract a witnessing Hamiltonian path in each of these cases, thereby solving the
decision problem. We also present some generalisations of these results.

Next, we turn to perfect matchings and show that perfect matchings can be counted
as fast as Ryser’s algorithm in the bipartite case through our recipe. We also show
that matchings of size k for any k can be counted in Ryser time in bipartite graphs,
i.e., O(2"/?) time. It is known that this is #W[1]-Hard [Cur13].

We also show that maximum matchings in bipartite graphs can be counted in
time O(2") where v is the size of the maximum matching. Bjorklund [Bjo14] had
already shown that “Ryser-time” suffices for counting perfect matchings in general,
i.e., non-bipartite graphs as well. As a short aside we show that the Gallai-Edmonds
decomposition — a venerable technique in matching theory — allows us to lift the
maximum matching result to general graphs using Bjorklund’s result as a black box.

In perfect matchings we cover all the vertices with n/2 disjoint edges. A perfect
matching is also called a perfect edge cover. As our final result we extend this result
to count the number perfect k-star covers of graph on n vertices, where a k-star is a
tree with one vertex of degree k — 1 attached to k — 1 leaves?. Somewhat paradoxically
the running time of our algorithm is (1 + €)™ for some €, — 0 as k — oco. Note that
detecting whether a graph G is k-star coverable is NP-Hard [GJ79, Problem GT12]

2We do not claim this as an induced structure, i.e., the star could induce edges other than the k — 1-
spokes
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for k£ > 3 unlike detecting a perfect matching which is polynomial time solvable. We
remark that all our algorithms run in polynomial space.
We summarise our results in table 1.

Table 1: Our Results

Problem Bound Previous Our Construction
Undir. Ham. Path Count 2" [HK70, Bar96] Appl. 0.1
Dir. Ham. Path Count 2" [HK70, Bar96] Appl. 0.2
Undir. Bip. Ham. Path Dec. on/2 [Bj614] Appl. 1.1
Dir. Bip. Ham. Path Dec. 3n/2 [BKK17] Appl. 1.2
Bip. Perfect Matching Count on/2 [Rys63] Appl. 2.1
Maximum Matching Count 2v Appl. 2.2
Perfect k-star Covering Count on/ (310¢7) Appl. 2.3

Related Work Perhaps the first example of an algebraic algorithm for a graph
problem dates back to Kirchoff’s matrix tree theorem from 1847. It essentially re-
duces the problem of counting the number of spanning trees in an undirected graph to
computing the determinant of a matrix associated with graph. More recently, in the
context of parametrized and exact algorithms, algebraic methods have enjoyed tremen-
dous success, starting with Koutis’ reduction for the problem of detecting a k-path
in a graph to detecting whether there exists a multilinear monomial in a polynomial
that itself is obtained from a matrix multiplication operation [Kou08]. With further
refinement from Williams, one can detect k-paths in general graphs in O*(2") time
with high success probability [Wil09]. Here, the polynomial (called walk polynomial)
enumerates all k-length walks, and multilinear monomials in that correspond precisely
to k-paths. The underlying algebraic algorithm is that, given a polynomial over a field
of characteristic 2, (the polynomial is implicitly given by a monotone algebraic cir-
cuit) whether there exists a multilinear monomial of degree k in the monomial-sum
expansion of the polynomial in time O*(2*) randomized time using group algebras.
For polynomials given by arithmetic circuits over fields of arbitrary characteristic
(where field operations can be done efficiently), Brand el al. [BDH18|, and Arvind
et al. [ACDM?22] gave randomized 0*(4.32%) time algorithm for detecting degree k-
multilinear monomials in the polynomial. See also [Pral9, Bra22, BKS23] for more
on k-multilinear monomial detection.

In general, the enumerating polynomial method involves designing a polynomial
that enumerates general enough substructures of the input graph, of a specified size
as monomials, such that, for the desired substructures the corresponding monomials
have a specific shape, e.g., multilinear, while undesired substructures do not have
the specific shape. For another example, Bjorklund’s O*(1.66™) time algorithm for
finding Hamiltonian cycles [Bj614], that broke the long standing barrier of O*(2")
running time, uses a polynomial that enumerates all labelled cycle covers in a graph.
Since Hamiltonian cycles are also cycle covers, they too appear in the polynomial.
Crucially, only for the non-Hamiltonian cycle covers the monomials corresponding
to them pair up and thus cancel when evaluated in a characteristic 2 field. And
the algebraic techniques in algorithms has found many fruitful applications since,
e.g., exact algorithms for problems like Steiner tree, disjoint paths, independent set,
chromatic number, graph motif problem, etc. See [KW16] for a survey.

The determinantal sieving technique [EKW24], introduced very recently, encom-
passes together many of the algebraic algorithms in a common framework. Given a
polynomial P(X) of degree d over a field of characteristic 2, and a linear matroid
M = (X,7) on X of rank k, we can test whether there exists a multilinear monomial
m of degree k in P(X) such that the set of variables that appear in m are indepen-
dent in M in O*(d2*) time. The idea is to design a linear matroid M over X and
P(X) will be a generating polynomial enumerating candidate subgraphs, that can be
computed efficiently (e.g., determinant of a matrix) such that the monomials corre-
sponding to the correct subgraphs are multilinear as well as the variable appearing in
them are independent in M. In particular, [EKW24], show fast exact algorithms for




finding long paths in undirected graphs using this technique. Their algorithm relies
on constructing an intricate matroid M of the determinantal sieving. The running
time comes from an involved analysis, and gives the best running time. Though, we
focus only on Hamiltonian paths and that too in bipartite (di)graph, our expositions
are much simpler, yet we get the same best running time.

Bjorklund et al. [BKK17], gave the best running time exact algorithm for find-
ing Hamiltonian cycles in directed bipartite graphs. They too use the matrix-tree
theorem, for modular counting of Hamiltonian paths, and counting k-out-branchings.
But, for detecting the Hamiltonian cycles, they modify the Laplacian matrix, so that
over exponentially many determinant sums, only the monomials that correspond to
Hamiltonian cycles (a single cycle that is a cycle cover), survive over a field of charac-
teristic 2 of suitable size. Their algorithm is inspired by a specific interpretation of the
directed matrix-tree theorem that directly analysing the determinant of the reduced
Laplacian. Their modification to the usual Laplacian, which they call quasi-Laplacian
do the job, but become very complicated. Compared to their construction, ours is
much simpler, and the proofs are straightforward, using the arguably simpler Cauchy-
Binet theorem based proof of directed matrix-theorem. We look for spanning trees
in the squared graph, and rely on the shape of the monomials corresponding to the
Hamiltonian paths, and sieve them by summing over all substitutions of cube roots of
unity.

Matrix tree theorem in parametrized and exact algorithms We re-
count that matrix tree theorem that has been used already in the context of parametrised
and exact algorithms algorithms—most notably for designing fixed parameter tractable
algorithms for connectivity problems, such as counting Hamiltonian paths, Steiner
tree, connected feedback vertex sets, etc., by doing dynamic programming over tree
decompositions. Bodlaender el al. employ the matrix tree theorem to keep track of
connected objects that form the desired subgraphs, in the dynamic programming over
tree decompositions [BCKN15]. Wlodarczyk further improved the algorithms using
Clifford algebras [Wlo17].

Vertex variables vs edge variables A notable difference between the ex-
isting algebraic algorithms for graph problems, e.g., detecting Hamiltonian paths or
long paths (as well as k-paths) [BKK17, EKW24], and our algorithms, is that we use
vertex variables instead of edge variables. For example, in [EKW24] (determinan-
tal sieving), for detecting long st-paths, edge variables are used. In [Bj614, BKK17]
too, edge variables are used, and the monomials in the generating polynomials are
by design multilinear. They rely on cancellations in characteristic 2 field, amongst
monomials that corresponds to non-desirable subgraphs, and use PIT-lemma to check
if in the final polynomial any good monomials remain. For sieving good monomials,
we rely on homogeneity of all the monomials and good monomials being multi-k-adic
(multi-quadratic, multi-cubic for k = 2,3 respectively).

Our construction don’t necessarily fit in the determinantal sieving paradigm. The
desirable monomials in our polynomials are not multilinear and it is not clear what
would be the construction of the matroid M over the variables.

Also, applying the cone-size based monomial detection technique for detecting
desirable monomials [FGS18], would give us a worse-off running time that we get by
sieving via roots of unity.

1.1 Organization

We provide a recipe for our approach by counting Hamiltonian paths in undirected
graphs in section 3, followed by illustrating the method for detecting Hamiltonian
paths in bipartite graphs (in directed and undirected) in Appl. 1.1, Appl. 1.2.
We then generalize these to graphs with a given large independent set in the graph,
in Appl. 1.1.1, Appl. 1.2.1. In the next section, section 4, we move onto counting
matchings and covering problems. We start with counting perfect matchings in bi-
partite graphs, in Appl. 2.1, followed by maximum matching count in Appl. 2.2, and
perfect k-star covering count in Appl. 2.3. We also show how to count the number of
k-matchings in bipartite graphs in Appl. 2.4.



For completeness, we provide the preliminaries in section 2. We provide formal
theorems and their in section 5. Finally, we conclude with section 6.

2 Preliminaries

Cauchy-Binet Theorem

Theorem 2.1 (Cauchy-Binet Theorem [Stal8]). Let A = (a;;) be an m X n matriz,
with 1 <i<m and 1< j<n. Let B = (b;;) be an n x m matriz with 1 <i <n and
1<j<m. (Thus AB is an m x m matriz.) If m > n, then det(AB) = 0. If m <n,
then

det(AB) =Y _(det A[S])(det B[S]),

s
where S ranges over all m-element subsets of {1,2,...,n}
Roots of unity For any k, there are k complex roots of unity, viz., 1, w,w?, ..., wk™!

that satisfy, 1 +w +w? + ... +w"~! = 0 where w is a primitive kth root of unity. For
any square matrix M of size n whose entries are from Z[w], det(M) can be computed
in polynomial time. We can treat w as a formal variable, and then compute the de-
terminant of the matrix M treating its entries as polynomials over w, in polynomial
time using [AAMO3]. Finally, dividing the resulting determinant with w* — 1, that can
be done in polynomial time using [HABO02], gives us the desired determinant of M in
Z|w].

Matrix Tree Theorems For a graph G, any acyclic and connected subgraph of
G is called a spanning tree of a G. For a directed graph G = (V, E) and specific vertex
r of G, an in-arborescence rooted at r, is a spanning tree of the underlying undirected
graph, such that in the in-degree of each vertex in the tree is exactly one, except for
7.

We now define incidence and in-incidence matrices of undirected and directed
graphs respectively.

Definition 2.1 (Incidence matrix). For any undirected graph G = (V,E) with n
vertices and m edges, its weighted incidence matriz B(G) is a matriz of size n X m
under an orientation o of its edges is,

w(e) if e is an outgoing edge from v
B(G)[v,e] =< —w(e) ife is an incoming edge at v
0 otherwise

where w(e) is the weight of the edge e.

Definition 2.2 (In-incidence matrix). For any directed graph G = (V, E), its in-
incidence matriz, Ni,(G) is a rectangular matriz of size n X m, with rows and columns
indezed by vertices and edges of G. It is defined as follows.

‘ | 1 ife is an incoming edge at v
Nin(G)v €] _{ 0 otherwise

For any undirected graph G, the spanning tree polynomial of G, sp(G) over X =

{z.le € E(G)} is
sp(G) = Z H Te,

TeT(G)eeT
where T (G) is the set of all spanning trees of G.

Theorem 2.2. [Matriz Tree Theorem] Let G be an undirected graph. Let X = {z.|e €
E(G)} be a set of formal variables. Let B(G) be the weighted incidence matriz of G
under an arbitrary orientation o, such that any edge e is given the weight x.. Let A,
be the matriz obtained from B(G) after removing the row corresponding to a vertex
r € V(G). Let C be the unweighted (or equivalently, when all edge weights are 1)
incidence matriz of G under the orientation o (after the row corresponding to r is
removed). Then,

sp(G) = det(A,CT).



For any directed graph G = (V,E) and a vertex r of G, the r-in-arborescence
polynomial of G, over X = {x.|le € E(G)} is,

Arbr(G) = Z H Le,

SETA(G) e€S

where 7,.(G) is the set of all r-rooted in-arborescences in G.

Theorem 2.3. [Directed Matriz Tree Theorem] Let G = (V, E) be a directed graph.
Let X = {x.|le € E(G)}. Let B(G) be the weighted incidence matriz of the undirected
graph underlying G, under the same orientation as the direction of edges in G, such
that the weight of any edge e is x.. Let A, be the matriz obtained from B(G) by
removing the row corresponding to r. Let C be the in-incidence matriz of G, after the
row corresponding to r has been removed. Then,

Arb,.(G) = det(A,CT).

The proofs of both the directed and undirected matrix tree theorems are provided
in section A for completeness.

Isolation lemma

Lemma 2.4 (Isolation lemma [MVVS87]). Let S be a finite set, S = {z1,22,...,2n},
and let F be a family of subsets of S, i.e., F C 25. When the elements of S are
assigned integer weights uniformly and independently at random from [4n],

3
Pr[There is a unique minimum weight set in F| > T

where the weight of a set is the sum of the weights of the elements in the set.

Matchings Let G = (V, E) be an undirected graph on n vertices. A matching M
is a subset of edges E of G such that no two edges in M share a common endpoint.
A matching M of G is a maximum matching of G if for all matchings M’ of G, we
have |[M| > |M’|. Moreover, M is said to be a perfect matching of G if |M| = n/2.
Edmonds alogirithm [Edm65] is a polynomial time algorithm to find a maximum
matching.. Denote by v = v(G) to be the size of the maximum matching in G.

Gallai-Edmonds Decomposition [LP86] Let G = (V,E) be an undirected
graph. Then, V(G) can be partitioned into three sets A(G), C(G), D(G) as follows: D
is the set of vertices that are left unmatched in at least one maximum matching of G,
A = (V\ D)NNg(D) where Ng(D) is the set of neighbors of D, and C' = V' \ (D U C).
Then the following holds:

1. The components of D(G) are factor-critical graphs, i.e., each component has an
odd number of vertices, and when any one of these vertices is removed, there is
a perfect matching of the remaining vertices.

2. The subgraph induced by C(G) has a perfect matching.

3. Every maximum matching in G has the following structure: it consists of a near-
perfect matching of each component of D(G), a perfect matching of C(G), and
edges from all vertices in A(G) to distinct components of D(G).

4. If D(G) has k components, then we have v(G) = (|V(G)| — k + |[A(G)]). In
particular, if the components of D are {D;};c[x], then v = % +A+>, \[)2771|

We know that the Gallai-Edmonds Decomposition of a graph G can be computed in
poly(n) time using Edmonds’ algorithm [Edm65].

Notations We denote [n] to be the set {1,2,...,n}. Given a polynomial p(X)
over X variables, and a monomial m over X, [m](p(X)) denotes the coefficient of the
monomial m in p(X).



3 Recipe and applications

Application 0.1: Counting Hamiltonian Paths in undirected graphs

Given an undirected unweighted graph G = (V, E) and two of its vertices s and
t, we are interested in counting the number of st-Hamiltonian paths in G. Since,
Hamiltonian paths are also spanning trees, the set of all spanning trees of G contains
all the Hamiltonian paths in G, as well. Let A; and C be the weighted (weight of edge
e is z.) and unweighted incidence matrices of G respectively (with row corresponding
to s removed). Let’s call the weighted version of G as H.

From matrix-tree theorem, we know that det(A,CT) gives the spanning tree poly-
nomial of G in edge variables . That is,

det(A,0T) = > [ (1)

TeT(G)eeT

where T (G) is the set of all spanning trees of G.
Substituting z,z, in place of z. for each edge e = {u, v} in eq. (1), we can write

det(A,CT) = > JJ adesr @, (2)

TET(G) veV

Here, deg;-(v) is the degree of the vertex v in T

Notice that for any st-Hamiltonian path T, its contribution in the sum in the RHS
of the above equation is exactly zgz; Hvev\{&t} x2. This is because the degree of
each internal vertex on a Hamiltonian path is exactly 2, and the endpoints of the
path, s and t have degree 1 each. Since for every st-Hamiltonian path, we have a

contribution of zsz;  [] 2, the coefficient of zsz; [] 22 in the polynomial

vEV\{s,t} veV\{s,t}
2TeT(C) H gacer ( gives us the number of st-Hamiltonian paths in G.

Multlplymg xsx¢ on both sides of the eq. (2) has the effect that the monomials
corresponding to Hamiltonian paths become homogeneous, i.e., ],y x2
Thus, we have that

#HamPaths(G, s,t) = ey a?] (z,2: det(4,07)). (3)

In the following, we will see a way to compute the coefficient of Il,eya2 in
rexedet(A,CT).
We claim that

> wergdet (A,CT) =2" - [Myeya?] (wers det(ACT)) (4)
ze{-1,1}n

where Z is the n-tuple consisting of variables for each vertex of G (arranged in lexico-
graphic order).

To see this, note that any monomial in x,2; det(A,CT) that corresponds to non-
Hamiltonian spanning tree has at least one leaf vertex, say u, that is distinct from
both s and ¢, and thus in the monomial degree of x, is one. Clearly, such monomials
will get cancelled in the summation over all substitution of vertex variables from
{=1,1}. On the other hand, monomials that have all variables appearing with even
degree will contribute 1 for each substitution. Moreover, the only monomials with
degree of all variables even in x,z;det(A,C"), are precisely those that correspond
to st-Hamiltonian paths, viz. Il,cy22. Thus, summing over all 2" substitutions of
vertex variables, we obtain eq. (4).

Finally, from egs. (3) and (4), we have

#HamPaths(G, s,t) = 2% Z zsze det (A,CT) . (5)
ze{-1,1}n

The eq. (5) gives a O*(2") time and polynomial space algorithm in a straight-
forward manner—for each substitution of the vertex variables from {—1,1}, we can
compute z7; det(A,CT) in polynomial time, and maintain an accumulating sum as
we iterate over all substitutions.

To summarize, we have shown the following.
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Figure 1: (a) A bipartite undirected graph G = (V1 U Va, E)(with extra vertex ¢’ attached
to t). (b) Square graph of G, restricted to Vj.

Theorem 3.1 ([Bar96)). There exists an algorithm, that given an undirected graph
G = (V, E) onn vertices, counts the number of Hamiltonian paths in G in time O*(2™)
and polynomial space.

We distil all of the above into a recipe that we use for the rest of the problems,
where we count (or detect) the number of subgraphs of a specific kind (depending on
the problem) in the input graph.

A recipe To compute the number of st-Hamiltonian paths in an undirected graph
G, do the following.

Construct a graph H. To construct H, assign weights to the edges of G as
follows. Let X = {z, | v € V(G)} be the set of vertex variables. Set the weight of
any edge {u,v} to be z,z,. Let A, be the weighted incidence matrix of H under an
arbitrary orientation, with the row corresponding to vertex s removed.

Construction of C. The matrix C is the unweighted incidence matrix of H
under the same orientation as in Ay, with the row corresponding to s removed.

Computation. The number of st-Hamiltonian Paths in G' can be computed as
follows:

1 T
#HamPaths(G, s, t) = on Z xsxy det (ASC’ )
ze{-1,1}"

We can count the number of Hamiltonian paths in directed graphs as well, using
almost the same construction as for undirected graphs; see Appl. 0.2.

Application 1.1: Detecting Hamiltonian Paths in bipartite undi-
rected graphs Given an undirected bipartite graph G = (V, U V4, E) on 2n vertices
and two specified vertices s € V; and t € V5, we are interested in deciding whether
there is a Hamiltonian path in G from s to ¢t. Let [V1| = |Va| = n.

Construction of H. First, introduce a new vertex ¢ in G and attach it to .
The modified graph is still bipartite, with the parts being V; U {¢'} and V5. Now the
graph H is constructed from the modified G by squaring G as follows. The vertex set
V(H) is just V3 U {t'} and there is an edge between u and v in H, labelled w, for any
w € Vo such that uwv is a valid path in G. Notice that there can be multi-edges in
H, though they must have distinct labels. See fig. 1 for an example. Let X be the set
of vertex variables, X = {x,|u € V(H)}. Let z be another formal variable.
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Figure 2: Spanning trees of the squared graph from fig. 1. (a) A spanning tree that is not
Hamiltonian, with weight zsxpz.25zy. (b) A Hamiltonian spanning tree, where all the V3
labels appear on some edge, with weight xsxgxgsc?lxt/. (c) A Hamiltonian spanning tree,

with weight :Esxgmzazfl:nt/, but in which some V5 labels are not covered.

The weight of an edge {u,v} that is labelled w is set to be W wwv) g 2. where
W (uwv) is chosen independently and uniformly at random from [4|E(H)|].

Construction of C'. The matrix C is a 0-1 valued matrix, and its rows are
indexed by the vertices in V5. The only non-zero entry in a column indexed by an
edge {u,v} that is labelled w is in the row w.

Computation. If there exists a Hamiltonian path from s to ¢ in G, then the
following holds with high probability:

> mapdet (ACT) #0, (6)

ze{—1,1}n+1

where Z is the (n+ 1)-tuple of distinct vertex variables from X, arranged lexicograph-
ically. Otherwise, if there does not exist any s to ¢ Hamiltonian path in G, then the
LHS in eq. (6) is always zero.

Result. The above effectively gives us a randomized algorithm (one sided error)
for detecting Hamiltonian paths in undirected bipartite graphs on n vertices, that runs
in O*(2""/ %) time and polynomial space. See theorem 5.1 for a proof.

Why it works. The idea is that the edges of any st-Hamiltonian path in G
can be partitioned into length-two paths that start and end in V7, and one edge that
is incident on t. The edges in H, by construction, correspond to such length-two
paths in G, with the label of the edge being the middle vertex of the length-two path.
Thus an st’-Hamiltonian path in H, in which all the vertices of V5 appear as labels
of the edges, corresponds to an st-Hamiltonian paths in G. For example, the st'-
Hamiltonian path in H shown in fig. 2b, all the vertices of V5 appear as labels, and
thus it corresponds to an st-Hamiltonian path in G. On the other hand, in fig. 2c,
in the highlighted st’-Hamiltonian path, label f is missing, and hence it does not
correspond to an st-Hamiltonian path in G.

The construction of C' and the summation over all substitution for X variables
from {—1,1} ensure that non-st’-Hamiltonian spanning trees, as well as ‘badly’ la-
belled st’-Hamiltonian paths, do not contribute to the LHS of eq. (6). Still, distinct
‘good’ labelled st’-Hamiltonian paths might cancel each other out. The randomly
chosen exponents of z in the edge weights, ensure that at least one survives the sum-
mation with high probability by isolation lemma. See theorem 5.1 for a full proof.

Application 1.1.1: Detecting Hamiltonian paths in undirected graphs
with large independent set

Given an undirected graph G as input, and a maximum independent set Vy of G
of size a(G), we can correctly detect whether there exists a Hamiltonian path in G
with high probability. We assume that both s and ¢ are in V' \ V5. We need to slightly
modify the construction used in the bipartite undirected graph case as follows.



Construction of H. The graph H has V' \ Vj as its vertex set. For each uwv
path in G, where w € Vj, there is an edge between uw and v in H, labelled w. Also,
for each edge {u,v} in G[V \ Vy], there are ¢ = |V (H)| — |Vp| — 1 parallel edges, each
labelled with a distinct labels from [g]. The weight of any edge {u,v} in H, that is
labelled ¢ € Vi U [q], is set to be V() g 2, Here W : E(H) — [4|E(H)]|] is a
random weight function on the labelled edges of H.

Construction of C'. The first |Vy| many rows of the matrix C are indexed by
vertices in V), and the remaining rows are indexed by numbers in [¢]. The non-zero
entry in the column of C corresponding to a uv edge that is labelled with a vertex
w in Vp appears in the row indexed by w. For an edge uv labelled with k € [¢], the
corresponding column in C' has non-zero entry only in row indexed by k. Note that
all the non-zero entries of C' are 1.

Computation. The following is true with high probability if there exists an
st-Hamiltonian path in G,

> zexy (det(A,CT))  #£0, (7)

ze{—1,1}In—a(G)]

where (@) is the size of any maximum independent set of G. When there does not
exist any s to ¢ Hamiltonian path in G, the LHS in eq. (7) is always zero.

Result. We can correctly detect whether there exists a Hamiltonian path in G
on n vertices with high probability (one sided error), given a maximum independent
set Vg of G, in ©*(2"~ (%)) time and polynomial space.

Why it works. The idea is that the edges of any st-Hamiltonian path in G
can be partitioned into length-two paths that start and end in V' \ V with the middle
vertex in Vj, and into edges with both endpoints in V' \ V4. The edges in H, by
construction correspond to such two length paths in G, with the label of the edge
being the middle vertex of the length-two path, and also to edges in G that have both
endpoints in V'\ Vj, each equipped with labels from [g]. Thus, an st-Hamiltonian path
in H in which all the vertices of V[ appear as labels of the edges in the Hamiltonian
path corresponds to an st-Hamiltonian paths in G. The labels from [g¢] for the copies
of edges in G[V \ Vp] are there to match the sizes of the matrices A; and C, so that
Cauchy-Binet theorem is applicable.

The construction of C' and the summation over all substitution for X-variables
from {—1,1} ensure that non st-Hamiltonian path spanning trees, as well as ‘badly’
labelled st-Hamiltonian paths, do not contribute to the LHS of eq. (7). Notice that in
any ‘good’ labelled Hamiltonian path of H, there are g edges with both endpoints in
V'\ Vo, and thus the ¢ distinct labels can cover them perfectly, so that the correspond-
ing set of columns in C is independent. Still, distinct ‘good’ labelled st’-Hamiltonian
paths might cancel with each other. The randomly chosen exponents of z in the edge
weights ensure that at least one survives the summation with high probability via the
isolation lemma, lemma 2.4.

Application 1.2: Detecting Hamiltonian paths in directed bipartite
graphs

As input, we have a directed bipartite graph G = (V4 U V5, E), and two specified
vertices s € V1 and t € Va, such that |Vi| = |Va]| = n. We are interested in deciding
whether there is a directed Hamiltonian path from s to ¢t in G.

The application of the recipe is almost the same as in the undirected bipartite case
earlier. We explain only the modifications from the undirected case in the following.
The construction of H is the same as before, except that H is a directed graph and
there is an edge (u,v) in H labelled w if there is a directed path uwv in G. The
weight assigned to this edge is 2V ("W p, 22 where W : E(H) — [4|E(H)|| is a
random weight function.

The construction of C' is the same as before. In the computation step, we replace
the product sz, appearing before the determinant in eq. (6) with 22z, and the order
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of the roots of unity to be 3 instead of 2. More specifically,

Z xixt/ det (ASC'T) #£0,

ze{l,w,w2}nt1

with high probability, if there exists a directed s to t Hamiltonian path in G. If
there does not exist any directed s to ¢ Hamiltonian path, then the LHS of the above
equation evaluates to zero with probability 1.

Thus, we get a randomized algorithm (one sided error) that correctly detects
whether there is a Hamiltonian path in a directed bipartite graph on n vertices, with
high probability and runs in time O*(3"/2) time and uses polynomial space. See the-
orem 5.2 for a proof.

Application 1.2.1: A 0*(3"*(©)) time algorithm for detecting Hamil-
tonian path in a directed graph.

Given a directed graph G as input, and a maximum independent set V of G of
size a(G), we can detect correctly whether there exists a Hamiltonian path in G with
high probability. We assume that both s and ¢ are in V'\ V. Again, the construction
is very similar to the bipartite case.

Construction of H. The graph H has V' \ Vj as its vertex set. For each wwwv
path in G (with w € Vp) there is an edge from u to v in H, labelled w, that is assigned
the weight zW(““’”)xumﬁ. Also, for each edge uv of G such that v and v both lie in
V' \ W there are ¢ = |V(H)| — |Vo| — 1 parallel edges in H from u to v, each labelled
with a distinct label from [g]. The weight of any edge wv in H, that is labelled ¢
(¢ € Vo U[q]) is set to be W)y, 22 Here W : E(H) — [4|E(H)|] is a random

weight function on the labelled edges of H.

Construction of C. The first |Vj| rows of the matrix C are indexed by the
vertices in V), and the remaining rows are indexed by numbers in [g]. The non-
zero entry in the column of C corresponding to an edge uv that is labelled with a
vertex w € Vp is in the row indexed by w. For an edge uv labelled with k € [q], the
corresponding column of C' has a non-zero entry only in the row indexed by k. Note
that all the non-zero entries of C' are 1.

Computation.

Z 22z (det(A,C 7)) £0

:Ee{l,w,w2}|”*0‘(G)‘

with high probability, if there exists a directed s to ¢ Hamiltonian path in G. Other-
wise, if there does not exist any directed s to ¢ Hamiltonian path in G, then LHS in
the above equation always evaluates to zero.

Result. Given a directed graph G on n vertices, and an independent set Vj
of G, we can correctly detect with high probability (one sided error), whether there
exists a directed Hamiltonian path in G' with high probability, in time O*(3"~ (%))
and polynomial space.

Why it works. The idea here is similar to Appl. 1.1.1. The construction of C
is also the same. We can ensure that det(A,[S]CT[S]) is non-zero only for spanning
trees S of H; that is, S need not be an in-arborescence, since we have traded the
in-incidence matrix of H with C, for saving variables on the Vj vertices. So, the
monomials that appear in x2z; det(A,[S]CT[S]) (before cancellations), correspond
to spanning trees, and not arborescences of H. But for each edge uv the factor of
r,22 in its weight, ensures that only the monomials corresponding to directed st-
Hamiltonian paths in H have HUGV( H) x3. And for all the other spanning trees,

the monomial corresponding to them in x2x; det(A,[S]CT[S]) will have at least one
variable appearing with degree not divisible by 3. Because, if the spanning tree is not
a Hamiltonian path, then there must be a leaf vertex that is distinct from both s and ¢,
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and thus the corresponding variable appears with degree either 2 or 1. Moreover, even
if the spanning tree is a Hamiltonian path but not a directed one, then either there is a
vertex variable that appears with degree 4 or 2 in the corresponding monomial. Such
monomials get cancelled in the summation over all cube-root-of-unity substitution for
vertex variables, similar to Appl. 1.2.

Again, there could be cancellation amongst monomials corresponding to good
Hamiltonian spanning trees, because the signs of the monomials are not all consis-
tent as in the directed spanning tree polynomial. The random weight function W
ensures that at least one monomial survives the summation with high probability due
to the isolation lemma, lemma 2.4.

4 Counting matchings and coverings

Application 2.1: Counting perfect matchings in bipartite graphs

As input we have a bipartite graph G = (V4 U Vo, E), such that V1| = |Va| = n.
We are interested in counting the number of perfect matchings in G. For this counting
problem, we illustrate the recipe in action.

Construction of H. The graph H is constructed from G by introducing a
special vertex s and adding an edge from it to every vertex in V;. Let X be the
set of vertex variable for vertices in Vi, i.e., X = {x, | v € V1}, and let y another
formal variable. The weights of the edges in H are defined as follows. For an edge
{u,v}, u € V1 and v € Vs, the weight is x,, and for an edge from s to a vertex in
V1, the weight is y. Let Ag be the weighted incidence matrix of H under an arbitrary
orientation, with the row corresponding to s removed.

Construction of C. The matrix C set to be the incidence matrix of the
unweighted incidence matrix of H under the same orientation as in Ag, with row
corresponding to the vertex s removed.

Computation. The number of perfect matchings in G can be computed as
follows.

#PM(G) = 5n 0 [y (xdet(4,0T))
ze{-1,1}»

where, x = ] ..
Ty, €X

Result. We can compute the number of perfect matchings in G (on 2n vertices)
in O*(2"™) time and polynomial space. See theorem 5.3 for a proof.

Why it works. The idea is that a spanning tree of H that includes all the edges
incident on s and in which the vertices of V; have degree 2 contains a perfect matching
of G. Moreover, any perfect matching of G can be extended to such a spanning tree of
H in a unique way. See fig. 3 for an illustrative example.

Application 2.2: Counting Maximum Matchings

For a graph G = (V, E), let v = v(G) denote the size (number of edges) of the
maximum matching in G. Denote by #MM(G) the number of maximum matchings
in G. First, we compute the Gallai-Edmonds Decomposition of G in polynomial time.
Let A,C,D be the parts of the Gallai-Edmonds Decomposition of G, and let the
connected components of D be {D;};c) for some k.

Construction of H. First, we define a weighted bipartite graph H = (A L

[k], E), such that there is an edge between a € A and i € [k] in H if there exists a
vertex d € D; that is adjacent to a in G. That is, E = {{a,i} | a € A,i € [k],3d €
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Figure 3: Matchings in a bipartite graph G = (V3 U V5, E) on 8 vertices. (a) A ‘good’
spanning tree containing a matching (graph edges are thick blue edges). The monomial
corresponding to the tree is y*z,2p2.24. (b) A ‘bad’ spanning tree; does not contain any

matching. Monomial corresponding to the tree is y*z2zyz,.

D;,{a,d} € E}. Weight of an edge {a,i} of H, w({a,i}), is given as follows.

w({a,i})= > #PM(D;\{d})

deD;:(a,d)EE

For any i € [k], let
Wi = Y #PM(D; \ {d})
deD;

where #PM(D; \ d) denotes the number of perfect matchings in the graph G[D;\ {d}].

Now, construct H from H as follows. Introduce a special vertex s and add edges
from it to all the vertices in AU [k]. So, H = ({s}UAU[k], EU{{s,t} |t € AU[k]}).
Let X be the sets of vertex variables for vertices in A, i.e., X = {z, | a € A} and let
Y = {y1,y2} be another set of formal variables. The edges in H are assigned weights
as follows: (i) for an edge {a,i} in E, the weight is w({a,i})zq, (i) for an edge from
s to a vertex in A, the weight is y1, (iii) and for an edge from s to any vertex in [£],
its weight is W;ys.

Construction of C. The matrix C set to be the incidence matrix of the
unweighted graph underlying H, with row corresponding to s removed.

Computation. The number of maximum matchings in G' can be computed as
follows.

1 _
#MM(CG) = #PM(C(@) - g > "™ ] (xdet(4.CT))
ze{—1,1}14l
where, x = [[, x Tu-

Notice that we can compute #PM(C(G)) in O*(2/€1/2) time using [Bj611] as a
black box (in case of bipartite graphs, we can use our construction for counting perfect
matching instead). In the construction of H, we need to compute #PM(D; \ d) for all
the components D; and all d € D;. These computations can again be performed in
O*(2UPi1=1/2) time using [Bj611]. Finally, computing the above sum takes O*(2/41)
time. Overall, the complexity is

O*(2101/2 1 37 2Di1=1/2 4 gl
which is in turn O*(2") due to item 4 of the Gallai-Edmonds Decomposition.
Result. We can count the number of maximum matchings in G in time O*(2¥(%))

and polynomial space, where v(G) is the size of any maximum matching in G. See the-
orem 5.5 for a proof.
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Why it works. From item 3, it is clear that the number of maximum match-
ings in G, #MM(G) is equal to #PM(C(G)) times the number of maximum matchings
in AU D. Moreover, every spanning tree of H that contains all the edges between s
and vertices in A, and exactly k — |A| edges between s and vertices in [k] such that
A vertices have degree 2, contains a maximum matching of H , and vice versa. The
weights w(a, i) and w(D;) are multiplied to the edges to account for the number of
ways a maximum matching of H can be extended to that of AU D.

Application 2.3: Counting perfect k-star covers

As input we have an undirected graph G = (V| E). We are interested in counting
the number of perfect k-star covers of G. A k-star is a tree on k vertices where one
vertex, called the centre of the star, has degree k — 1, and all other vertices are leaves.
In particular, a matching edge is a 2-star. A perfect cover of G with k-stars is a set of
vertex-disjoint subgraphs, each of them a k-star, that together cover all the vertices
of G.

We do this count in the following way:

1. Select a subset Vi C V of size n/k, and count the number of k-star covers of G
in which, for every k-star in the cover, its centre lies in Vj). Denote the number
of such k-star covers by #k-Stary, (G).

2. Then, the number of k-star covers of G is:

#k-Star(G) = Z #k-Stary, (G).

Vo€ (i)

We show how to compute #k-Stary, (G) for a fixed Vo C V.

Construction of H. The graph H is constructed from G by introducing a
special vertex s, and adding an edge from it to every vertex in V;. The only edges of
G that are present in H are those with one end point in V5 and the other in V' \ Vj.
Let X = {x, | u € Vp} be the set of vertex variables for vertices in Vp. Let y be
another formal variable. The weights of the edges in H are given as follows. For an
edge {u,v} of H, u € Vy and v € V' \ V), the weight is x,, and for an edge from s to
any vertex of V{, the weight is y.

Construction of C. The matrix C set to be the incidence matrix of the
unweighted graph underlying H, with row corresponding to s removed.

Computation. The number of k-star covers of G, where the centres of the
stars lie in Vj, can be computed as follows.

1 n
#h-Stary, (G) = 17 > [y"/*] (x det(A,CT))
ze{l,w,...,wk—1}n/k

k=1 are the kth roots of unity.

where x = [[, cx 2w and Lw,...,w
Why it works. The idea is that a spanning tree of H that contains all the
edges that are incident on s and has the degree of vertices in Vj as k corresponds to
a perfect k-star cover of G with the centres of the stars being in Vy. Moreover, any
perfect k-star cover of GG, where only the vertices in Vj are to be the centres of the
stars, can be extended to such a spanning tree of H in a unique way.
Next, we need to sum up over all n/k size subsets V of V. The overall complexity

is then O* ((n7k) k"/k) which is O* (2nH(1/k)+(nlog k)/k) \where H is the binary entropy

function. Here,
H(1/k) = (1/k)logk — (1 —1/k)log(1 — 1/k) < (2/k)logk

when k > 2. Thus the overall complexity is O*(23(n1ogk)/k),
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Result. We can compute the number of perfect k-star covers of a graph G on n
vertices in O*(23("1°8%)/k) time, and polynomial space. See theorem 5.7 for a proof.

Remark 4.1. Some observations:

1. The number of perfect k-star covers of a graph on n vertices for k = O(n%) for
5 € (0,1) can be computed in O* (20(”1751Og ")), i.e., O*(2°0M) time.

2. For k = ©(n), the number of perfect k-star covers of a graph on n vertices can
be computed in poly(n) time.

3. Notice that klim 2Blogk)/k — 1. Hence, the running time approaches an arbi-

c—» OO
trarily small exponential function as k grows larger.

Application 2.4: Counting k-Matchings in Bipartite Graphs

As input, we have a bipartite graph G = (V1 U Vs, E) such that |Vi| = ny, |Va| = no,
n1 < ng, and ny + ny = n. We are interested in counting the number of matchings of
size k in G, denoted #My(G), using the previous recipe.

Construction of H. The graph H is constructed from G, by introducing a
special vertex s, and adding an edge from it to every vertex in V3 U V5. The variable
sets are, X = {z, : v € Vi} and Y = {y1,y2}. The weights of the edges in H are as
follows. For an edge {u,v}, u € Vi,v € Vs, the weight is z,,, and for an edge from s
to any V; vertex, the weight is y; for ¢ € {1,2}.

Construction of C. The matrix C is set to be the incidence matrix of the
unweighted graph underlying H, with row corresponding to s removed.

Computation. The number of matchings of size k in G can be computed as
follows.

1 n no—
#MR(G) = o Y s ] (Br(X) det(4,CT))
ze{-1,1}"

where, Fr(X) is the elementary symmetric polynomial of degree k over the variables
X.

Notice that Ej(X) can be efficiently computed as Ej(X) = [tF]Tev, (1 + 1 - 2,)
where ¢ is a variable. The above gives a O*(2%/2) algorithm for counting k-matchings
for any k.

Why it works. The idea is that a spanning tree of H that contains all the
edges between s and V7, and exactly no — k edges between s and V5, such that exactly
k vertices of V7 have degree 2, contains a k size matching of G, and vice versa.

Result. We can count the number of k-matchings in a bipartite graph G, in
time O*(2"/2) and polynomial space, where 7 is the number of vertices in G. See the-
orem 5.4 for a proof.

5 Formal statements and their proofs

In this section, we give formal proofs of the claimed results in the applications.

Proof for Application 1.1

Theorem 5.1 ([Bj614]). Given an undirected bipartite graph G on n vertices, we can
correctly detect whether a Hamiltonian path exists in G with high probability in time
0*(2"/?) and polynomial space.

Proof. For notational convenience, we assume the graph has 2n 4+ 1 vertices (the +1
is because of t'). Using Cauchy-Binet theorem, we can write

det(A,CT) = Y det(AL[F])det(C[F)).

FCE(H)
|F|=n
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Columns of A, and C are indexed by the labelled edges E(H). Let F be a set of
n such edges. From the proof of theorem 2.2 (part (b)), if F' is a spanning tree
of H then det(As[F]) is +1 times the monomial corresponding to that tree, where
Tomuwo = TuTp2V(W): otherwise det(A,[F]) = 0. Moreover, det(C[F]) = +1 if
all the vertices in V5 are picked exactly once by some labelled edge in F'; otherwise
det(C[F]) = 0, since one of the rows of C[F| becomes an all zero row.

Therefore det (ASCT) is a signed sum of spanning trees of H in which every vertex
v € V4 appears as the label of exactly one edge in the tree. In other words, det (ASCT)
contains monomials corresponding to spanning trees of G in which all vertices of V5
have degree 2.

Let T be such a spanning tree of G with its corresponding monomial being T'( X, z).
Observe that if T has any odd degree vertex in V; other than s or ¢/, then

Z zsxpT (X, z) = 0.

ze{—1,1}n+1

Moreover if s and ¢’ are the only leaf vertices then T is a Hamiltonian path between
s and t' (equivalently t), and

Z rexyT(X, z) = 2"V

ze{—1,1}n+1

where W(T') = >, ,ver W(uwv). By lemma 2.4, W isolates a min-weight st Hamil-
tonian path with probability 3/4. Therefore, if G has a s,t Hamiltonian path then
with probability 3/4,

Z Ty det (ASC’T) #£0,

ze{-1,1}n

and if G has no s,t Hamiltonian path then the sum is 0.

For the runtime, observe that under each substitution of  from {—1,1}""1, we
can compute the determinant of A,C'T, i.e., determinant of a matrix whose entries are
univariate polynomials ( in z) of degree at most 4| E(H)|(n+1), which can be computed
in polynomial time [AAMO3, Theorem 3.2]. Since, there are 2"*! many determinants
to compute, we will be done in O*(2") time. We require only polynomial space to
accumulate the outer sum over all the substitutions. O

Proof for Application 1.2

Theorem 5.2 ([BKK17]). Given a directed bipartite graph G on n vertices, we can
correctly detect whether there exists a directed Hamiltonian path in G with high prob-
ability in O*(3"/?) time and polynomial space.

Proof. The proof is very similar to the undirected case. The columns of A; and C
are indexed by the labelled arcs E(H). Let F be a set of n such arcs. If F is a
spanning tree of H in the underlying undirected setting, then det(As[F]) is +1 times
the monomial corresponding to the tree, where Te—ywy = xuxf,zw(“w“); otherwise,
det(As[F]) = 0. As in the undirected case, det(C[F]) = +1 if all vertices in V5 are
picked exactly once by some labelled arc in F'; otherwise, det(C[F]) = 0.

In other words, det(A,C") is a signed sum of spanning trees (in the underlying
undirected graph) of G in which all vertices of V5 have both in-degree and out-degree
equal to 1. Let T be such a spanning tree of G, with corresponding monomial T'(X, z).
Observe that if T has a leaf w € V7 that is not s or ¢/, then the degree of x, in the
monomial T'(X, z) is either 1 or 2, depending on the arc of T' incident to w. Therefore,
if T has any leaf vertices in Vj other than s and ¢', then

Z 22ry T(X,2) = 0.

ze{lw,w?}ntl

Thus, the only trees for which this sum is non-zero are those in which s and ¢’ are the
only leaves. This occurs precisely when T is a path between s and ¢’ in the underlying
undirected version of H.

Now suppose that T is such an undirected path, but is not a directed path from
s to t’. Then there exists a vertex u € V; with in-degree 2 and out-degree 0 in T, in
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which case the degree of z, in T is 4; or with in-degree 0 and out-degree 2, in which
case the degree of z,, in T is 2. In either situation, the degree of x, in T'(X, z) is not
a multiple of 3, and therefore

Z 22y T(X,2) = 0.

ze{l,w,w?}ntt
If T is a Hamiltonian path from s to ¢/, then

S e T(X,2) = 3TV,

ze{l,w,w2}nt+l

where W (T') is the total weight of the arcs in T'. By the Isolation Lemma, lemma 2.4,
W isolates a minimum-weight Hamiltonian s — ¢’ path with probability 3/4. There-
fore, if G has an s-to-t Hamiltonian path, then with probability 3/4,

Z 22z det(A,CT) #0,

ze{l,w,w2}nt1

and if G has no s-to-t Hamiltonian path, then the sum is 0.

Proof for Application 2.1

Theorem 5.3 ([Rys63]). Given a bipartite graph G = (V1 U Va, E) on n vertices, the
number of perfect matchings in G can be computed in O*(2"/?) time and polynomial
space.

Proof. Let sp(X,y) = det(A,CT) be the spanning-tree polynomial of H. Then every
monomial of [y"]sp(X,y) corresponds to a spanning tree of H in which all edges be-
tween s and V; are included. Let T be such a tree, and let T'(X, y) be its corresponding
monomial. Observe that if any vertex u € V7 has degree 1, i.e., the only edge incident
to it is (s, w), then
> xEUT(X,y)) =0.
ze{-1,1}»
Moreover, if all vertices in V; have degree at least 2 in T, then every vertex in V3
is forced to have degree exactly 2; in this case, T contains a perfect matching of G.
Also, every perfect matching of G can be extended to such a tree in a unique way by
adding all edges from s to V;. For such a tree T', we have

S xT(X.y) = 2"

ze{-1,1}»

Thus

)

Z [y"](xsp(X,y)) = 2" x (number of perfect matchings in G).
ze{-1,1}n

Proof for Application 2.4

Theorem 5.4. Given a graph G = (V4 U Vo, E) on n vertices, the number of k-
matchings in G can be computed in O*(2"/?) time and polynomial space.

Proof. The proof of this is very similar to the perfect matching case. Again, let
sp(X,Y = {y1,y2}) = det(A,CT) be the spanning tree polynomial of H. Then every
monomial of [y y2"2 *]sp(X, y1,y2) corresponds to a spanning tree of H in which all
edges between s and V7, and exactly no — k edges between s and V5, are included. Let
T be such a tree, and let T(X, y1,y2) denote its corresponding monomial.

Let S be a subset of V; of size k, and let xs = Hueswu be the corresponding

monomial of Ej(X). Observe that if any vertex in S is a leaf of T', then

> wslyys M IT(X g1, y2)) = 0.
ze{-1,1}n
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Moreover, if none of the vertices in S is a leaf in 7', then T contains a matching of
size k of G that saturates S. Note that any k-matching of G that saturates S can be
extended to such a tree by adding all edges between s and V;, and between s and the
unmatched vertices in V5. For such trees, we have

Z zs [Py M (T(X, y1,y2)) = 2™ x (number of k-matchings of G saturating S).
ze{—1,1}n

Thus,

Z [yt yar2—*] (Be(X) det(ASC’T)) = 2™ x (number of k-matchings of G).
ze{—-1,1}™

O

Proof for Application 2.2

Theorem 5.5. Given a graph G = (ViUVa, E) on n vertices, the number of mazimum
matchings in G can be computed in O*(Q”(G)) time and polynomial space.

Proof. From the Gallai-Edmonds Decomposition (see item 3), it is clear that the
number of maximum matchings in G, #MM(G), is equal to #PM(C(G)) times the
number of maximum matchings in AU D. Suppose M is a maximum matching of H.
Then, using the properties of the Gallai-Edmonds Decomposition, we know that M
can be extended to a maximum matching of AU D in

wM) =[] wli- J[ W
(a,i)eM i€[k]
unmatched in M

ways. Moreover, any maximum matching of H is a matching of size |A| in H.

Now we mimic the proof of theorem 5.4. Let T be a spanning tree of H that
contains all edges from s to A, and exactly k — |A| edges between s and [k]. Clearly,
if any vertex in A is a leaf of T, then

S x My TMTX g, ) = 0.
fe{—l,l}"

Therefore, let us assume that T is a tree with all leaves on the [k] side. Such a tree T
contains a maximum matching of H, say M. For each vertex ¢ € [k] that is incident
to s in T (i.e., unmatched in M), the corresponding edge (s, ) contributes a factor of
W,; multiplied to the yo variable in the weight of (s,7). The edges (a,i), a € A and
i € [k], in T (i.e., the matching edges) contribute the factor w(a,i)z,.

Therefore, for such trees T', we have

E |A], k—[|A] _ 9lA| number of ways T can be 7
X [yl Ys ](T(Xﬂ Y1, y2)) =21 extended to a perfect matching of H).
ze{-1,1}n

Also, note that every perfect matching corresponds to some tree in H.
Thus, we have shown that

S My ) (x det(4,CT)) = 2141 x #MM(G[A U D).
ze{—1,1}4l

Proof for Application 2.3
We need the folllowing lemma for the proof.

Lemma 5.6. Let w be a primitive k-th root of unity. Then for any integer i with

1<i<k,
(0, ifi<k,
S
ze{l,w,w?,...,wk-1} k, Zf’t = k.
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Proof. If i = k then 2% = (w’)* = (w¥)7 = 1 for every term, so the sum is k.
If 1 <i <k then w’ # 1, and the sum is a geometric series:

k—1

ik
z‘j_l_(w) _1-1
E w" = L — .=,
; 1—w 1—w?
J=0
since (w')¥ = w®* = (w¥)? = 1 and the denominator in non-zero since w is primitive.

O

Theorem 5.7. Given an undirected graph G = (V, E) on n wvertices, the number of

k-star coverings in G can be computed in OF ((2(31(’“)/’“)”) time and polynomial
space.

Proof. The proof of this is very similar to the bipartite perfect matching case. Let
sp(X,y) = det(A,CT) be the spanning-tree polynomial of H. Then every monomial
of [y"™/*¥]sp(X,y) corresponds to a spanning tree of H such that all the edges between s
and Vj are taken by the tree. Let T be such a tree, and let its corresponding monomial
be T'(X,y). Observe from lemma 5.6 that if any of the vertices u € Vj has degree < k,
i.e., degree < k — 1 excluding the edge incident on s, then

Y xHITy) =o.

ze{l,w,...,wk=1}n/k

Therefore, we can assume that in all the trees that survive the sum, all the vertices
in Vj have degree exactly k, in which case T contains a perfect k-star cover of G with
Vo being the set of centres of the stars. Also, every perfect k-star cover of G with
centres allowed from Vj alone, can be extended to such a tree by adding all the edges
from s to V. For such a tree T, we have

> x [y F(T(X, ) = k"',

ze{l,w,...,wk—1}n/k

Thus,
ST M Gesp(X,y) = K

ze{l,w,...,wk—1}n/k

times the number of k-star covers of G where Vj is the set of centre vertices of the
stars.
O

Corollary 5.7.1. For all € > 0, there exists some K € N such that Vk > K, the
number of k-star covers can be counted in O*((1+ €)™) time in graphs on n vertices.

Application 0.2: Counting Hamiltonian Paths in directed graphs

As input, we have a directed graph G = (V, E), and two specified vertices s,t € V.
We are again interested in counting the number of directed hamiltonian paths from s
totin G.

The application of the recipe is almost same as the in the undirected case. We
explain only the modifications from the undirected case in the following. The con-
struction of H is same as before, except that H is a directed graph. The weight
assigned to an edge (u,v) is again x,x,.

The construction of C' is different from that in the undirected case. C' is now the
in-incidence matrix, where columns are labelled by edges, and rows by vertex, except
that the row corresponding to s is removed. The column (u,v) has 1 in the row v,
and 0 everywhere else.

Then we can count the number of directed hamiltonian paths in G from s to t as
follows:

1
#HamPaths(G, 5, ) = o > wewydet (ALCT)
ze{-1,1}

Theorem 5.8. [HK70] Given a directed bipartite graph G onn vertices, we can counts
the number of directed hamiltonian paths in G in time O*(2") and polynomial space.
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Proof. The proof is very similar to the undirected case. Let p(X) = Arbs(X) =
det(ASCT) be the s-arborescence polynomial, where x. = x,x,. Consider a monomial

of p, zs2:T(X), corresponding to an s-arborescence T. Again, if any variable x,, has
odd degree in z,2:T(X), then

Z zsx:T(X) =0,

ze{-1,1}n

and otherwise,

Z zsx:T(X) = 2™

ze{-1,1}"

Moreover, every directed Hamiltonian path from s to ¢ is an s-arborescence with only
s and t as the two leaves, and vice versa. Therefore,

> zap(X)

ze{-1,1}"

is 2" times #HamPaths(G, s, t).

6 Conclusion

We see our hamiltonian path algorithm as unifying the algorithms for detecting hamil-
tonian cycles in undirected bipartite [Bj614] and directed bipartite graphs [BKK17]. It
remains to be seen whether our technique for finding hamiltonian paths in undirected
bipartite graphs can be made amenable to general undirected graphs, like Bjorklund’s
algorithm [Bj614] potentially paving the way to break the O*(2™) barrier for directed
Hamiltonicity.

Turning to matchings, for counting maximum matching in general graphs we rely
on [Bj612] as a black box for counting perfect matchings in general graphs. It would
be very interesting if our technique could be used to simplify the algorithm of [Bj612].
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A Matrix Tree Theorems

We present a proof of directed and undirected matrix tree theorem, that only rely on
Cauchy-Binet Theorem.

Theorem 2.2. [Matriz Tree Theorem] Let G be an undirected graph. Let X = {z.|e €
E(G)} be a set of formal variables. Let B(G) be the weighted incidence matriz of G
under an arbitrary orientation o, such that any edge e is given the weight x.. Let A,
be the matriz obtained from B(G) after removing the row corresponding to a vertex
r € V(G). Let C be the unweighted (or equivalently, when all edge weights are 1)
incidence matriz of G under the orientation o (after the row corresponding to r is

removed). Then,
sp(G) = det(A,CT).

Proof. From Cauchy-Binet Theorem, we can write,

det (4,CT) = Y det(A[S])det(C[S)).

SCE(G)
|SI=IV(G)| -1

Hence, to prove the theorem, it would be enough to show that det(A,[S]) det(C[S]) is
[l.cs e if S € T(G), the set of all spanning trees of G, and zero otherwise.
That is, we need to show that, for S C E(G),|S| = |V(G)| — 1,

(a) if S is not a spanning tree of G, then det(C[S]) = 0,
(b) if S is a spanning tree of G, then det(A,[S]) is o(S)]]
{-1,1}, and
(c) if S is a spanning tree of G, then det(C[S]) = o(S5).
Proof of (a). S ¢ T(G), then det(C[S]) is zero. Since S is not a spanning tree,
as per the premise, there must exist a connected component @ in .S that does not
contain r. Then, summing together the rows of C[S] corresponding to vertices in @,

we get an all zero row. This is because, for every column corresponding to an e edge
in G[Q)] has both its non-zero entries (of opposite sign) in the rows corresponding to

ces Te, Where o(S5) €
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the endpoints of e, both of which must be in Q. But this means that rows of C[S] are
not independent and hence det(C[S]) must be zero.

Proof of (b) and (c). The idea is to show that the matrices A,.[S] and C[S] can be
made lower triangular, by the same reordering of their rows and columns, such that the
diagonal entries in the resulting matrices are all non-zero. Let the columns of A,[S]
be indexed by e;,,...,e;, ,. Let us assume that the tree S is rooted at r. We describe
the desired row and column permutations by an iterative process that removes a leaf
vertex in each round. We start with a leaf vertex v (ties broken lexicographically) of
S. Let {u,v} be the edge in S that is incident on v. We remove both the vertex v and
the edge {u, v} from S, and call the resulting tree S. In general, in the ith round, we
take a leaf vertex w of S and the edge e incident on w, and remove them from S. We
stop when S is only the vertex r. Let m, = v;,,vi,,...,v;, _, be the vertices of S in
the sequence they are removed from S, and let 7. = €;,,¢€j,,...,¢;,_, be the edge of §
in the sequence they are removed. Clearly, 7, and 7. are permutations of the vertices
and edges respectively, of S. We claim that, when the rows and columns of A,[S]
are rearranged as in 7, and 7, respectively, the resulting matrix is a lower triangular
matrix with all non-zero entries on the diagonal. To see this, we note that for any
k € [n — 1], the vertex v;, has no edge e;j,, for k < £ < n — 1 incident on it, since v;,
is a leaf node in the kth iteration. Also, the edge e;, must be incident on v;,. Taken
together, it means that, in the reordered matrix, A’[S], the kth diagonal entry is non-
zero and and all the entries in the row k to the right of the diagonal are zero. Hence
A![S] must be in the desired shape. Since, the matrices A, and C agree on zero/non-
zero entries including the sign, the same column and row permutations m, and 7,
must make C[S] lower triangular with all non-zero entries on the diagonal. We know
that the determinant of a lower triangular matrix is product of the diagonal entries,
the determinant of A7[S] should be 7(S)[].cg e, where 7(S) is 1 or —1 depending
on the number of negative values on the diagonal. Similarly, the determinant of the
reordered matrix C[S], C’[S], must be 7(S). In particular, working back to the original
matrices we must have that, det(A,[S]) = sign(7,) det(A;[S])sign(m.) = o(S) [[.cg Te
and det(C[S]) = sign(m.) det(C’[S])sign(m,) = o (9). O

Now, we see a proof of the directed matrix tree theorem, which gives a way to
count the number of in-arborescences rooted at a particular vertex, via a determinant
computation, similar to the undirected matrix tree theorem.

Theorem 2.3. [Directed Matriz Tree Theorem] Let G = (V, E) be a directed graph.
Let X = {x.|le € E(G)}. Let B(G) be the weighted incidence matriz of the undirected
graph underlying G, under the same orientation as the direction of edges in G, such
that the weight of any edge e is x.. Let A, be the matriz obtained from B(G) by
removing the row corresponding to r. Let C' be the in-incidence matriz of G, after the
row corresponding to r has been removed. Then,

Arb,(G) = det(A,CT).

Proof. The proof is similar to the proof of theorem 2.2. From Cauchy-Binet Theorem,
we can write,
det (A,CT) = Y det(A,[S])det(C[S]).
SCE(G)
IS|=IV(G)|-1

From the proof of theorem 2.2 for part (a), we have that det(A,[S]) must be zero if S
is not a spanning tree of the undirected graph underlying G. Since C' is a 0-1-valued
matrix, with exactly one non-zero entry in each column, for C[S] to be non-singular
C[S] must be a permutation matrix, i.e., each row and column of C[S] has exactly
one non-zero entry. This ensures that in the graph induced by S, the all the vertices,
except for 7 (row r is not present in C), must have in-degree exactly one, by definition
of C'. Hence, we are certain that det(A,[S]) det(C[S]) is non-zero if and only if S is an
arborescence rooted at r. In fact, we can show that det(A,[S])det(C[S]) is [,cg e
if S is an r-rooted in-arborescence of G. We can use the same reordering of rows and
columns of A, [S] and C[S], as in the proof of theorem 2.2 for part (b) and (c) to bring
convert them into lower triangular matrices. The orientation as per the arborescence,
ensures that the signs of both the determinant are same. O
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