arXiv:2303.02283v1 [cs.DS] 4 Mar 2023

On Maximum Bipartite Matching with Separation

Pasin Manurangsi^1, Erel Segal-Halevi^2 and Warut Suksompong^3

1Google Research 2Ariel University 3National University of Singapore

Abstract

Maximum bipartite matching is a fundamental algorithmic problem which can be solved in polynomial time. We consider a natural variant in which there is a separation constraint: the vertices on one side lie on a path or a grid, and two vertices that are close to each other are not allowed to be matched simultaneously. We show that the problem is hard to approximate even for paths, and provide constant-factor approximation algorithms for both paths and grids.

1 Introduction

In the maximum bipartite matching problem, we are given a bipartite graph, and our goal is to compute a matching of maximum size in the graph [Cormen et al., 2009, Sec. 26.3]. This is a fundamental algorithmic problem with myriad applications. For instance, one may wish to assign meeting rooms in a company to groups of employees for use at a certain hour—an edge between a group and a meeting room indicates that the room is suitable for that group, and it is desirable for as many groups as possible to be assigned. Other examples include the allocation of students to time slots for a sports lesson— here, an edge specifies that the corresponding student is available during the associated time slot—or spectators to seats in a theater—an edge between a spectator and a seat means that the spectator finds the seat acceptable. It is well-known that maximum bipartite matching can be solved in polynomial time [Hopcroft and Karp, 1973].

In this paper, we consider a variant of maximum bipartite matching in which one side of the graph admits a spatial or temporal structure and there is a separation constraint, meaning that two vertices that are close to each other with respect to the structure should not be matched simultaneously. Separation constraints are realistic in the aforementioned examples. Indeed, one may want to avoid assigning neighboring rooms in order to prevent noise disturbance, or placing spectators in adjacent seats due to social distancing requirements. Similarly, a sports teacher may need to take a break between lessons to clean the facility or refresh herself. Despite being a natural variation of classic bipartite matching, this problem has not been previously studied to our knowledge.^1 Can we still compute a maximum matching in polynomial time even in the presence of separation constraints?

2 Preliminaries

Let G = (A, B, E) be a bipartite graph, where A and B are the two independent sets of vertices and E is the set of edges; in particular, each edge connects a vertex from A with a vertex from B. Let a = |A| and b = |B|. We will assume in Section 3 that the vertices in B form a one-dimensional structure, and in Section 4 that they form a two-dimensional structure.

1Somewhat relatedly, Elkind et al. [2021a,b, 2022] investigated the allocation of divisible (i.e., non-discrete) resources under separation.

We now list some tools from prior work that will be useful for establishing our results. For any positive integer t, denote by [t] the set {1, 2, . . . , t}.

Maximum k-Set Packing. In the Maximum k-Set Packing problem, we are given a universe U along with subsets S_1, . . . , S_M ⊆ U, each of size k. The goal is to find the maximum number of (pairwise) disjoint subsets.

Theorem 1 (Cygan [2013], Fürer and Yu [2014]). For any constants ε > 0 and k ∈ N where k ≥ 2, there is a polynomial-time (^{k+1}_3 + ε)-approximation algorithm for Maximum k-Set Packing.

We will also use the following APX-hardness of Maximum 3-Set Packing with bounded degree.^2 We say that an instance has degree d if each element appears in at most d subsets. Denote by S the collection of the subsets S_1, . . . , S_M .

Theorem 2 (e.g., Gupta et al. [2019]). For some constant ζ ∈ (0, 1/2), the following problem is NPhard: Given a Maximum 3-Set Packing instance (U, S) with degree 6, distinguish between^3

• (YES) There exist |U|/3 disjoint subsets;

• (NO) No (1 − ζ)|U|/3 subsets are disjoint.

Maximum Independent Sets and d-claw-free graphs. Recall that an independent set in a graph is a set of vertices such that no two vertices are connected by an edge. Finding a maximum-cardinality independent set is a well-known NP-hard problem, which also cannot be approximated to a constant factor unless P = NP [Zuckerman, 2007]. However, it admits polynomial-time constant-factor approximation algorithms for a class of graphs called d-claw-free graphs, which we define next.

In a graph H = (V_H , E_H ), a d-claw consists of a center u ∈ V_H and d talons v_1, . . . , v_d ∈ V_H such that there is an edge between the center and each talon but there is no edge between any pair of talons. (That is, {u, v_i} ∈ E_H for all i ∈ [d] but {v_i, v_j} /∈ E_H for all i, j ∈ [d].) A graph is d-claw-free if it does not contain a d-claw as an induced subgraph.

Theorem 3 (Neuwohner [2021]). There exists a constant ε > 0 such that, for any constant d ∈ N where d ≥ 4, there is a polynomial-time (d/2 − ε)-approximation algorithm for Maximum Independent Set in d-claw-free graphs.^4

3 One Dimension

In this section, we consider the one-dimensional setting and assume that the vertices in B lie on a path. For convenience, we will sometimes associate the vertices in B with the numbers in the set [b] = {1, . . . , b}. There is an integer separation parameter s ≥ 0; no two vertices in B with fewer than s vertices between them are allowed to be matched simultaneously. We call the resulting problem bipartite matching with separation. Note that canonical bipartite matching corresponds to the case s = 0.

2We remark that Theorem 2 is a restatement of Lemma 4.4 of Gupta et al. [2019], which is stated in terms of partitioning a degree-4 graph into vertex-disjoint triangles. The Maximum 3-Set Packing instance can be created by viewing the vertex set as the universe U and each triangle as a set of three vertices. Since the graph has degree 4, each element appears in at most (_4 2 ) = 6 subsets.

3Note that we can assume without loss of generality that M = |S| ≥ |U|/3 and that |U| is a multiple of 3, because we are clearly in the NO case if M < |U|/3 or if |U| is not a multiple of 3.

4A quasi-polynomial-time algorithm by Cygan et al. [2013] finds, for any ε > 0, a (d/3 + ε)-approximation for Maximum Independent Set in d-claw-free graphs.

A:v_1v_2v_3 v_4v_5v_6

w_1w_2

B:123456Block B1

789101112Block B2

131415161718Block B3

Figure 1: Graph illustrating the reduction in Theorem 4. Here, s = 1, u = 6, M = 3, S_1 = {1, 2, 3}, S_2 = {2, 3, 4}, S_3 = {4, 5, 6}, b = 18, k = 2. The thick edges denote the matching induced by the packing {S_1, S_3}.

3.1 Hardness

Our first result is perhaps surprising: for any s ≥ 1, deciding whether there exists a matching that involves all vertices in A, let alone finding a maximum matching, is already computationally difficult. In fact, we can even obtain an inapproximability result.

Theorem 4. In the one-dimensional setting, for any fixed s ≥ 1, there exists a constant ε > 0 such that distinguishing between the following two cases is NP-hard:

• (YES) There exists a matching of size a.

• (NO) Every matching has size less than (1 − ε)a.

Proof. The proof is by reduction from Maximum 3-Set Packing. Given a Maximum 3-Set Packing instance (U = [u], S = {S_1, . . . , S_M }) with degree 6, where u is a multiple of 3 and M ≥ u/3, we construct the bipartite graph G = (A, B = [b], E) as follows (see Figure 1):

• Let b = 3(s + 1)M and B = [b]. For each i ∈ [M], we refer to the vertices 3(s + 1)(i − 1) + 1, . . . , 3(s + 1)i as block B_i; so for each set S_i ∈ S, B has a block with 3(s + 1) vertices corresponding to S_i.

• Let A = {v_1, . . . , v_u} ∪ {w_1, . . . , w_k}, where k := 2(M − u/3).

• For all i ∈ [M], and for all u ∈ S_i, connect the three vertices 3(s + 1)(i − 1) + 1, 3(s + 1)(i − 1) + s + 2, 3(s + 1)(i − 1) + 2s + 3 ∈ B_i to the vertex v_u ∈ A. (See the solid edges in Figure 1.)

• For each i ∈ [M], connect the two vertices 3(s + 1)(i − 1) + 2, 3(s + 1)(i − 1) + s + 3 ∈ B_i to all vertices w_1, . . . , w_k ∈ A. (See the dashed edges in Figure 1.)

This completes the description of G. Clearly, G can be constructed in polynomial time.

(Completeness) Suppose that there exists I = {i_1, . . . , i_{u/3}} such that S_{i1} , . . . , S_{iu/3} are disjoint. Since each S_i has size 3, this also means that S_{i1} ∪ · · · ∪ S_{iu/3} = [u]. We construct the matching as follows (see the thick edges in Figure 1). For each i ∈ [M]:

• If i ∈ I, add to the matching three edges connecting the vertices in A corresponding to the elements of S_i to block B_i. Specifically, let e_1, e_2, e_3 denote the elements of S_i; add the edges (v_{e1} , 3(s + 1)(i − 1) + 1), (v_{e2} , 3(s + 1)(i − 1) + s + 2), (v_{e3} , 3(s + 1)(i − 1) + 2s + 3).

• If i /∈ I, add to the matching two edges between block B_i and the vertices w_j . Specifically, match 3(s + 1)(i − 1) + 2, 3(s + 1)(i − 1) + s + 3 to any unmatched vertices among w_1, . . . , w_k.

It follows from the construction that the separation constraint is respected. Note that the second step is valid since there are exactly M − u/3 = k/2 indices i outside I; indeed, this means that all of the vertices w_1, . . . , w_k are matched. Furthermore, S_{i1} ∪ · · · ∪ S_{iu/3} = [u] ensures that all of the vertices v_1, . . . , v_u are matched. Thus, this is a matching of size a = |A| with separation s.

(Soundness) Let ε = ζ/13, where ζ is as in Theorem 2. Suppose that there exists a matching W with separation s of size at least (1 − ε)a. Consider each block B_i; notice that the separation constraint implies that at most three vertices in this block can be matched. Let I denote the set of indices i such that exactly three vertices in B_i are matched. We have (1 − ε)a ≤ |W | ≤ 3|I| + 2(M − |I|). Plugging in a = 2M + u/3 and rearranging, we get |I| ≥ (1 − ε) ( 2M + u 3 ) − 2M ≥ (1 − ζ) · u 3 , where the latter inequality follows from our choice of ζ and from the fact that each element of U appears in at most 6 sets (implying that M ≤ 6u/3 = 2u). Finally, observe that for each i ∈ I, since block B_i has three vertices matched, these three vertices must be 3(s + 1)(i − 1) + 1, 3(s + 1)(i − 1) + s + 2, 3(s + 1)(i − 1) + 2s + 3. This implies that the subsets S_i for all i ∈ I are disjoint, and so at least (1 − ζ)u/3 subsets are pairwise disjoint.

Thus, by Theorem 2, distinguishing between the YES and NO cases is indeed NP-hard.

3.2 Approximation algorithms

In spite of Theorem 4, we show next that it is possible to achieve decent approximation in polynomial time. We start with the basic case s = 1. For this case, an easy 2-approximation algorithm is to find a maximum-cardinality matching (without the separation constraint) and remove either all the odd vertices in B or all the even vertices in B from the matching, whichever there are fewer. An improved approximation algorithm is given below.

Theorem 5. In the one-dimensional setting, for any fixed ε > 0, there exists a polynomial-time (4/3+ε)- approximation algorithm for computing a maximum matching of G with separation s = 1.

Proof. We create a Maximum 3-Set Packing instance as follows:

• Let U = A ∪ {0, . . . , b} be the universe.

• For every edge {a^′, b^′} ∈ E where a^′ ∈ A and b^′ ∈ B, create a subset S_{{a}′_{,b}′_} = {a^′, b^′ − 1, b^′}.

Note that there is a one-to-one correspondence between a matching of G with separation parameter 1 and a collection of disjoint sets from {S_e}_{e∈E} . Therefore, we may apply the Maximum 3-Set Packing algorithm from Theorem 1, which gives the desired (4/3 + ε)-approximation.

The next algorithm has a worse approximation ratio, but works for any s ≥ 1.

Theorem 6. There exists a constant ε > 0 such that, in the one-dimensional setting, for any fixed s ≥ 1, there exists a polynomial-time (2 − ε)-approximation algorithm for computing a maximum matching of G with separation s.

Proof. We will reduce to Maximum Independent Set in 4-claw-free graphs. Let H = (V_H , E_H ) be the “conflict graph” of the edges in G = (A, B, E) defined as follows:

• Let V_H = E. • For {a^′, b^′}, {a^{′′}, b^{′′}} ∈ E, add {{a^′, b^′}, {a^{′′}, b^{′′}}} to E_H if and only if a^′ = a^{′′} or |b^′ − b^{′′}| ≤ s.

Note that there is a one-to-one correspondence between a matching of G with separation parameter s and an independent set of H. We claim that H is 4-claw-free. This claim allows us to invoke the algorithm from Theorem 3, which immediately yields the desired result.

To see that the claim holds, suppose for the sake of contradiction that there is a 4-claw Ω in H, consisting of a center {a^′, b^′} and four talons {a_1, b_1}, {a_2, b_2}, {a_3, b_3}, {a_4, b_4}. Since there is an edge between the center and each talon, for each i ∈ [4], at least one of the following three conditions must hold: (i) a_i = a^′; (ii) b_i ∈ {b^′ − s, b^′ − s + 1, . . . , b^′}; (iii) b_i ∈ {b^′ + 1, . . . , b^′ + s}. By the pigeonhole principle, at least two talons must satisfy the same condition among the three conditions, so there must be an edge between the vertices corresponding to the two talons in H. Therefore, Ω cannot be a 4-claw, completing the proof of the claim.

3.3 Exact algorithm

Besides approximation, another interesting question is whether we can compute an exact maximum matching efficiently if we impose additional structure on the graph G. A natural assumption is that each vertex in A has edges to an interval of vertices in B—this reflects scenarios where each student is only available within an interval of consecutive time slots, or each spectator finds a certain block of seats to be acceptable. We show that this additional structure indeed allows the problem to be solved exactly, by reducing it to a scheduling problem.

Equal-length jobs with release times and deadlines. Suppose we are given n jobs, each job of the same integer length p ≥ 1. The i-th job has an integer release time r_i ≥ 0 and an integer deadline d_i ≥ 1. A schedule for a subset S ⊆ [n] is a list of starting times s_i for each i ∈ S that respects the constraints, i.e., s_i ≥ r_i and s_i + p ≤ d_i for each i ∈ S, and [s_i, s_i + p) ∩ [s_j, s_j + p) = ∅ for every pair of distinct i, j ∈ S. The throughput of a schedule is the number of jobs in the schedule.

Theorem 7 (Chrobak et al. [2021]). There exists an algorithm that, given n jobs with release times, deadlines, and identical lengths, computes a schedule that maximizes the throughput in time O(n^5).

Theorem 8. In the one-dimensional setting, for any fixed s ≥ 1, if each vertex in A has edges to a (possibly empty) interval of vertices in B, then there exists an algorithm that computes a maximum matching with separation s in polynomial time.

Proof. We reduce the problem to that of scheduling equal-length jobs with release times and deadlines. Specifically, we let the length of each job be p = s+1. For each vertex a^′ ∈ A with edges to a nonempty interval of vertices x_a′ , x_a′ + 1, . . . , y_a′ ∈ B, we create a job with release time r_a′ = x_a′ and deadline d_a′ = y_a′ + p. Note that there is a one-to-one correspondence between a matching of G with separation parameter s and a scheduling^5 of a subset of the jobs. Therefore, applying Theorem 7 to the constructed jobs yields a maximum matching with separation parameter s in polynomial time.

3.4 Extensions

Next, we briefly discuss some ways in which our positive results can be extended.

Groups of spectators. Motivated by the application of seating spectators in a theater (see Section 1), one can consider a setting in which the spectators come in groups of (equal) size g ≥ 1. Each group must be given a contiguous block of g seats, and blocks of different groups must be separated by at least s seats. Theorem 6 can be adapted to this setting. In the graph G, each vertex in the set A corresponds to

5We may assume without loss of generality that the start times in the schedules are integers, since we can round each start time down to an integer and the schedules remain feasible.

a group, and there is an edge between a^′ ∈ A and b^′ ∈ B if the block of g seats starting at b^′ is acceptable for group a^′. The conflict graph H includes the edge {{a^′, b^′}, {a^{′′}, b^{′′}}} in E_H if and only if a^′ = a^{′′} or b^{′′} ≤ b^′ ≤ b^{′′} + g + s − 1 or b^′ ≤ b^{′′} ≤ b^′ + g + s − 1. As in the proof of Theorem 6, this graph H is 4-claw free, so a polynomial-time (2 − ε)-approximation algorithm exists in this setting as well. The case where groups may have different sizes remains open.

Bilateral separation constraints. Theorem 6 can also be adapted to a setting in which the separation constraint is applied to both sides of the graph. The conflict graph in this case includes the edge {{a^′, b^′}, {a^{′′}, b^{′′}}} in E_H if and only if |a^′ − a^{′′}| ≤ s or |b^′ − b^{′′}| ≤ s. By similar arguments to the proof of Theorem 6, this conflict graph is 5-claw-free, so a polynomial-time (2.5 − ε)-approximation algorithm exists by Theorem 3.

Maximum-weight matching. Both Theorems 6 and 8 can be extended to a bipartite graph with weighted edges, where the goal is to find a matching that maximizes the sum of edge weights, subject to the separation constraint. Theorem 6 uses the algorithm of Neuwohner [2021], which is already designed for the maximum-weight independent set problem. For Theorem 8, instead of the algorithm by Chrobak et al. [2021], we can use an algorithm by Baptiste [1999]; this algorithm solves the scheduling problem with equal-length jobs, where the jobs have weights and the goal is to maximize the total weight of the jobs in the schedule, in time O(n^7).

4 Two Dimensions

In this section, we turn our attention to the two-dimensional case, which is a suitable representation for scenarios such as assigning seats in a theater. Specifically, we assume that the vertices in B form a grid, i.e., B = [β_1] × [β_2].

4.1 ℓ_1 metric

Given two points p = (p_x, p_y), p^′ = (p^′_x, p^′_y) ∈ R^2 , their ℓ_1 distance, also known as Manhattan or taxicab distance, is defined as ‖p − p^′‖_1 := |p_x − p^′_x| + |p_y − p^′_y|. The separation constraint stipulates that two points p, p^′ ∈ B should not both be matched if the ℓ_1 distance between them is at most s.

To facilitate the discussion below, for any point p ∈ R^2 and real number r ≥ 0, let B(p, r) := {p^′ ∈ R^2 | ‖p − p^′‖_1 ≤ r}. Furthermore, let p^↑ = p + (0, r/2), p^↓ = p − (0, r/2), p^→ = p + (r/2, 0), and p^← = p − (r/2, 0). We will use the following identity which is not hard to verify (see Figure 2): for any p ∈ R^2 and real number r ≥ 0, B(p, r) = B(p^↑, r/2) ∪ B(p^↓, r/2) ∪ B(p^→, r/2) ∪ B(p^←, r/2). (1) Theorem 9. There exists a constant ε > 0 such that, for any fixed s ≥ 1, in the two-dimensional setting, there exists a polynomial-time (3 − ε)-approximation algorithm for computing a maximum matching of G with separation parameter s in the ℓ_1 metric.

Proof. Similarly to the proof of Theorem 6, we reduce to Maximum Independent Set in 6-claw-free graphs. Let H = (V_H , E_H ) be the “conflict graph” of the edges in G defined as follows:

• Let V_H = E.

p↑p^↓p^→ p^←

Figure 2: Covering a ball of radius r in the ℓ_1 metric with four balls of radius r/2.

• Add {{a^′, p^′}, {a^{′′}, p^{′′}}} to E_H if and only if a^′ = a^{′′} or ‖p^′ − p^{′′}‖_1 ≤ s.

Note that there is a one-to-one correspondence between a matching of G with separation parameter s and an independent set of H. We claim that H is 6-claw-free. This claim allows us to invoke the algorithm from Theorem 3, which gives the desired result.

To see that the claim holds, suppose for the sake of contradiction that there is a 6-claw Ω in H, consisting of a center {a^′, p^′} and six talons {a_1, p_1}, . . . , {a_6, p_6}. Since there is an edge between the center to each talon, for each i ∈ [6], at least one of the following two conditions must hold: a_i = a^′, or p_i ∈ B(p^′, s) = B(p^{′↑}, s/2) ∪ B(p^{′↓}, s/2) ∪ B(p^{′→}, s/2) ∪ B(p^{′←}, s/2) (where the latter equality follows from Equation (1)). By the pigeonhole principle, there must exist i ≠ j such that the two talons {a_i, p_i}, {a_j , p_j } satisfy a_i = a_j = a^′ or p_i, p_j ∈ B(p^∗, s/2) for some p^∗ ∈ {p^{′↑}, p^{′↓}, p^{′→}, p^{′←}}. In either case, this implies that there is an edge between {a_i, p_i} and {a_j , p_j} in H. Hence, Ω cannot be a 6-claw, completing the proof of the claim.

4.2 Other metrics

Theorem 9 uses the ℓ_1 metric only through Equation (1); it can be extended to other metrics if one can prove a similar “covering” result.^6 Formally, for each metric μ : R^2 × R^2 → R_{≥0} , define its covering number covnum(μ) to be the smallest integer c such that, for every p ∈ R^2 and r ∈ R_{≥0} , the r-radius μball centered at p (i.e., B_μ(p, r) := {q ∈ R^2 | μ(p, q) ≤ r}) can be covered by c sets with μ-diameter r each. Equation (1) shows that covnum(ℓ_1) ≤ 4: an r-radius ℓ_1-ball can be covered by four sets with ℓ_1-diameter r.

Theorem 10. There exists a constant ε > 0 such that, for any metric μ and any fixed s > 0, in the twodimensional setting, there exists a polynomial-time (covnum(μ)/2 + 1 − ε)-approximation algorithm for computing a maximum matching of G with separation s in the metric μ.

Proof. Similarly to the proof of Theorem 9, we construct the conflict graph H and show that it is dclaw-free for d := covnum(μ) + 2. Indeed, suppose that any vertex {a^′, p^′} ∈ H is adjacent to d vertices in H, {a_1, p_1}, . . . , {a_d, p_d}. If two of these vertices {a_i, p_i}, {a_j , p_j } have a_i = a_j = a^′, then these vertices are adjacent to each other, so {a^′, p^′} is not the center of a d-claw. Otherwise, at least covnum(μ) + 1 vertices {a_i, p_i} have a_i ≠ a^′, which means that p_i ∈ B_μ(p^′, s). By the pigeonhole principle, at least two such points p_i, p_j are contained in the same set of diameter at most s from among the covnum(μ) sets covering B_μ(p^′, s). Hence, {a_i, p_i} and {a_j , p_j} are adjacent in H, so {a^′, p^′} is not the center of a d-claw.

Theorem 9 is a special case of Theorem 10, since covnum(ℓ_1) ≤ 4 by Equation (1).

6For other metrics, we do not require s to be an integer.

To obtain results for other metrics, we need upper bounds on their covering numbers. Consider, for example, the ℓ_∞ metric defined by ||p − p^′||_∞ := max{|p_x − p^′_x|, |p_y − p^′_y|}. It is easy to see that covnum(ℓ_∞) ≤ 4 (rotate Figure 2 by 45^∘), so Theorem 10 gives a (3 − ε)-approximation for this metric as well. The same holds for an asymmetric variant of ℓ_∞, defined by max{|p_x − p^′_x|/w_x, |p_y − p^′_y|/w_y}, where w_x, w_y are positive weights.^7 For this metric, the ball is a rectangle, which can be covered by four similar rectangles scaled by 1/2 from the original rectangle.

Consider now the Euclidean metric ℓ_2, defined by ||p−p^′||_2 := √ (p_x − p^′_x)^2 + (p_y − p^′_y)^2. We have covnum(ℓ_2) ≤ 6, since the unit disk can be covered by six 60^∘ sectors, each of which has diameter 1. This gives a (4 − ε)-approximation.

In fact, one can show that every norm-based metric μ has covnum(μ) ≤ 25; we give the proof of this bound below. This implies a (13.5 − ε)-approximation algorithm for any such metric.

Lemma 11. For any norm-based metric μ on R^2 , we have covnum(μ) ≤ 25.

Proof. By the triangle inequality, every μ-ball of radius r/2 has diameter at most r. Therefore, it is sufficient to prove that every μ-ball of radius r can be covered by at most 25 μ-balls of radius r/2 each. Consider the following greedy process of constructing a cover for B_μ(p, r):

• Initialize S := ∅.

• While B_μ(p, r) ⊈ ⋃ p^′∈S Bμ(p ′, r/2), add an arbitrary point in B_μ(p, r) \ ⋃ p^′∈S Bμ(p ′, r/2) to S. We claim that this process must stop after at most 25 points have been added to S; this immediately yields the desired cover of B_μ(p, r) of size at most 25.

Let v denote the volume (i.e., area) of the unit μ-ball. Due to the construction, every new point added to S is at μ-distance larger than r/2 from each point already in S. Therefore, by the triangle inequality, the balls B_μ(p^′, r/4) for different p^′ ∈ S are disjoint. As a result, we have^8

Vol ⋃ p^′∈S B_μ(p^′, r/4) = ∑ p^′∈S Vol(B_μ(p^′, r/4)) = |S| · v(r/4)^2. (2)

On the other hand, again by the triangle inequality, we have B_μ(p^′, r/4) ⊆ B_μ(p, 5r/4) for all p^′ ∈ S. It follows that Vol ⋃ p^′∈S B_μ(p^′, r/4) ≤ Vol(B_μ(p, 5r/4)) = (5r/4)^2 · v = 25r^2v/16.

Combining this with (2), we get |S| ≤ 25, as claimed.

Theorem 12. There exists a constant ε > 0 such that, for any fixed s > 0 and any norm-based metric μ, in the two-dimensional setting, there exists a polynomial-time (13.5 − ε)-approximation algorithm for computing a maximum matching of G with separation parameter s in the metric μ.

5 Future Directions

Our conflict graph H in the proofs of Theorems 6, 9, and 10 is more restricted than a general d-claw-free graph, so it might be possible to improve the approximation ratios if we perform more tailored analyses.

7To motivate this metric, consider a theater where the distance between adjacent rows is larger than the distance between adjacent columns, so every pair of spectators should be distanced by at least ⌈wx · s⌉ columns or ⌈wy · s⌉ rows.

8Here we use the property of norm-based metric spaces in R^2 that Vol(Bμ(p, r)) = r^2 · v.

Going back to the motivating application of seating spectators in a theater (see Section 1), one can consider an online setting in which each spectator (or group of spectators) must be seated before the next spectator (or group) arrives.

Matching with separation is a special case of an independent system of representatives (ISR) [Aharoni et al., 2007, Haxell, 2011]. Given a graph H = (V_H , E_H ) and n sets of vertices V_1, . . . , V_n ⊆ V_H , an ISR is a selection of at most one vertex from each V_i such that the selected vertices form an independent set in H. A matching with separation is in fact an ISR in the conflict graph H induced by the separation constraints (see the proof of Theorem 6), where the vertex sets V_1, . . . , V_n are defined by V_i := {{a^′, b^′} ∈ E | a^′ = a_i}, that is, the set of edges adjacent to vertex a_i ∈ A. While the mathematics literature on ISR-s focuses on sufficient conditions for existence, our results provide approximation algorithms for finding an ISR. It is interesting whether similar techniques can also be used to derive approximation algorithms for finding ISR-s in more general settings.

Acknowledgments

This work was partially supported by the Israel Science Foundation under grant number 712/20, by the Singapore Ministry of Education under grant number MOE-T2EP20221-0001, and by an NUS Start-up Grant. We are grateful to Jérôme Lang, Joe Briggs, Anton Petrunin, Saul Rodriguez Martin, and Noam D. Elkies for their helpful ideas.

References

Ron Aharoni, Eli Berger, and Ran Ziv. Independent systems of representatives in weighted graphs.

Combinatorica, 27(3):253–267, 2007.

Philippe Baptiste. Polynomial time algorithms for minimizing the weighted number of late jobs on a single machine with equal processing times. Journal of Scheduling, 2(6):245–252, 1999.

Marek Chrobak, Christoph Dürr, Wojciech Jawor, Łukasz Kowalik, and Maciej Kurowski. A note on scheduling equal-length jobs to maximize throughput. CoRR, abs/cs/0410046v2, 2021.

Thomas H. Cormen, Charles E. Leiserson, Ronald L. Rivest, and Clifford Stein. Introduction to Algorithms. MIT Press, 3rd edition, 2009.

Marek Cygan. Improved approximation for 3-dimensional matching via bounded pathwidth local search.

In Proceedings of the 54th Annual IEEE Symposium on Foundations of Computer Science (FOCS), pages 509–518, 2013.

Marek Cygan, Fabrizio Grandoni, and Monaldo Mastrolilli. How to sell hyperedges: the hypermatching assignment problem. In Proceedings of the 24th Annual ACM-SIAM Symposium on Discrete Algorithms (SODA), pages 342–351, 2013.

Edith Elkind, Erel Segal-Halevi, and Warut Suksompong. Graphical cake cutting via maximin share.

In Proceedings of the 30th International Joint Conference on Artificial Intelligence (IJCAI), pages 161–167, 2021a.

Edith Elkind, Erel Segal-Halevi, and Warut Suksompong. Keep your distance: Land division with separation. In Proceedings of the 30th International Joint Conference on Artificial Intelligence (IJCAI), pages 168–174, 2021b.

Edith Elkind, Erel Segal-Halevi, and Warut Suksompong. Mind the gap: Cake cutting with separation.

Artificial Intelligence, 313:103783, 2022.

Martin Fürer and Huiwen Yu. Approximating the k-set packing problem by local improvements. In Proceedings of the 3rd International Symposium on Combinatorial Optimization (ISCO), pages 408– 420, 2014.

Anupam Gupta, Euiwoong Lee, Jason Li, Pasin Manurangsi, and Michal Wlodarczyk. Losing treewidth by separating subsets. In Proceedings of the 30th Annual ACM-SIAM Symposium on Discrete Algorithms (SODA), pages 1731–1749, 2019.

Penny Haxell. On forming committees. The American Mathematical Monthly, 118(9):777–788, 2011.

John E. Hopcroft and Richard M. Karp. An n^{5/2} algorithm for maximum matchings in bipartite graphs.

SIAM Journal on Computing, 2(4):225–231, 1973.

Meike Neuwohner. An improved approximation algorithm for the maximum weight independent set problem in d-claw free graphs. In Proceedings of the 38th International Symposium on Theoretical Aspects of Computer Science (STACS), pages 53:1–53:20, 2021.

David Zuckerman. Linear degree extractors and the inapproximability of max clique and chromatic number. Theory of Computing, 3:103–128, 2007.