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Abstract. A set of vertices in a graph forms a potential mazximal clique if
there exists a minimal chordal completion in which it is a maximal clique.
Potential maximal cliques were first introduced as a key tool to obtain an
efficient, though exponential-time algorithm to compute the treewidth of
a graph. As a byproduct, this allowed to compute the treewidth of various
graph classes in polynomial time.

In recent years, the concept of potential maximal cliques regained interest
as it proved to be useful for a handful of graph algorithmic problems. In
particular, it turned out to be a key tool to obtain a polynomial time
algorithm for computing maximum weight independent sets in Ps-free
and Ps-free graphs (Lokshtanov et al., SODA ‘14 [14] and Grzeskik et al.,
SODA ‘19 [10]). In most of their applications, obtaining all the potential
maximal cliques constitutes an algorithmic bottleneck, thus motivating
the question of how to efficiently enumerate all the potential maximal
cliques in a graph G.

The state-of-the-art algorithm by Bouchitté & Todinca can enumerate
potential maximal cliques in output-polynomial time by using exponen-
tial space, a significant limitation for the size of feasible instances. In
this paper, we revisit this algorithm and design an enumeration algo-
rithm that preserves an output-polynomial time complexity while only
requiring polynomial space.

Keywords: Potential Maximal Cliques - Enumeration - Graph algo-
rithms.
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1 Introduction

Potential maximal cliques are fascinating objects in graph theory. A potential
mazximal clique, or PMC for short, of a graph is a set of vertices inducing a max-
imal clique in some minimal triangulation of a graph (see Fig. 1 for an example).
These objects were originally introduced by Bouchitté and Todinca in the late
1990s [3] as a key tool to handle the computation of treewidth and minimum
fill-in of a graph, which are both NP-complete problems. To deal with these prob-
lems, the authors adopted an enumerative approach: their idea is to compute
the list of all PMCs of the input graph before processing them as quickly as pos-
sible. Just like for maximal cliques, the number of potential maximal cliques of
a graph can be large, typically exponential in the number of vertices. Therefore,
an algorithm enumerating the potential maximal cliques of a graph cannot in
general run in polynomial time. However, the algorithm proposed by Bouchitté
and Todinca can be used to build efficient exact exponential algorithms for the
NP-complete problems they considered. The guarantee of efficiency is given by

A A
NP

Fig. 1. (a) a simple graph on 4 vertices. (b) Two possible minimal triangulations of the
graph (dashed line or dotted line). (¢) Two minimal separators of the graph: {1,3} and
{2,4}. The potential maximal cliques of (a) include all the maximal cliques of all the
different minimal triangulations, that is to say, {1,2,3} and {1,3,4} from the dotted
triangulation and {1, 2,4}, {2, 3,4} from the dashed triangulation.

the output-polynomial complexity measure. An enumeration algorithm is said to
have output-polynomial time complexity if its running time is polynomial both
in the input size (as is usually the case) and in the number of solutions that
have to be returned. In some sense, it allows to capture a notion of running time
“per solution” rather than simply bounding the total execution time by an expo-
nential function. The output-polynomial complexity also guarantees a running
time that is polynomial in the input size only when the number of objects to be
generated is known to be polynomial, as it is the case for PMCs, or equivalently
for minimal separators, in some classes of graphs [3].

Due to their links with tree-decompositions and the computation of graph
parameters such as treewidth, being able to list the potential maximal cliques
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of a graph efficiently is still at the heart of several algorithms, including recent
ones [8,9,10,13,14]. Being able to guarantee the fastest possible complexity for
the enumeration of PMCs is thus of great interest. The currently best known
algorithm is the one proposed by Bouchitté and Todinca [5], which is quadratic
in the number of PMCs. In their series of papers, they asked whether a lin-
ear dependency can be achieved, but this problem is still open. On the other
hand, space usage is also an issue: their algorithm needs to remember all the
(exponentially many) solutions that have already been found. As memory is in
practice limited this can make the computation unfeasible, thus seeking a faster
algorithm without improving the space usage may not lead to practical benefits.

Despite growing interest on PMC enumeration, few advances have been made
on improving the complexity of the problem [11,12]. On a closely related topic,
one can mention the computation of all minimal triangulations of a graph, linked
with its tree-decompositions, which has received at least two algorithmic im-
provements during the past decade [7,6]. However it is still unknown if an im-
provement on the enumeration of all minimal triangulations can help to list the
PMCs more efficiently.

Our contribution. The main result of the current paper is an algorithm that
generates all the potential maximal cliques of a graph in polynomial space, while
keeping the output-polynomial time complexity status. First, in Section 3 we
show how to modify the original algorithm [5] to avoid duplicates: we refine the
tests inside the algorithm to be able not to explore the same solution twice.
Then in Section 4, we reduce the space usage of our version of Bouchitté and
Todinca’s algorithm by modifying the exploration strategy. The main effect of
this modification is that remembering all the solutions already found is no longer
needed. Of course, the execution time is affected, but in the end our algorithm
still has output-polynomial complexity, and uses only polynomial space.

2 Definitions and Theoretical Results

2.1 Notations and basic concepts

Throughout the paper, a graph will be denoted by G = (V, E). As usual, we use
n for the number of vertices (n = |V|) and m for the number of edges (m = | E|).
The neighborhood of a vertex w is the set N(u) = {v € V | wv € E}, and the
neighborhood of a set of vertices S is the set of vertices that have a neighbor in
S:N(S)={veV\S|Fues wekFE}

A minimal triangulation of the graph G = (V| E) is a chordal graph H =
(V,E UF) — that is, a graph without induced cycles of length 4 or more — such
that for any proper subset F’ of F, the graph H' = (V, E U F’) is not chordal.
The potential maximal cliques, or PMC's, of the graph G are the sets of vertices
inducing an inclusion-wise maximal clique in some minimal triangulation of G
(see Fig. 1b). The set of all PMCs of the graph G is denoted by Ig.

As highlighted by Bouchitté and Todinca [3], the potential maximal cliques
are closely related to other structures in graphs: the minimal separators. In
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the graph G, for two vertices a and b, a minimal (a,b) separator is a set S of
vertices of G such that ¢ and b that are in distinct connected components of
G\ S, and that is minimal for this property. The minimal separators of G are all
the minimal (a, b) separators for all pairs (a,b) of vertices (see Fig. 1¢). We will
use Ag to denote the set of all minimal separators of G. The minimal separators
are a crucial ingredient to build new PMCs; this is why we should be able to
generate them efficiently as well.

Finally, for algorithmic purposes, we consider the vertices of a graph G to be
arbitrarily ordered, that is to say, V = {v1,...,v,}. Then, for any 1 < i < n, we
define the graph G; as the subgraph of G induced by the vertex set {vq,...,v;}.
Therefore, G1 = ({v1},@) and for any ¢ < n, G441 contains exactly one more
vertex than G;, together with all the edges of G between it and vertices of G;.
For simplicity of notation, we will use II; and A, instead of IIg, and Ag, to
denote the sets of PMCs and minimal separators of Gj.

2.2 Background

To enumerate the potential maximal cliques of a graph, we base our algorithm
on the first one proposed by Bouchitté and Todinca. It uses an incremental
approach: the principle is to add the vertices one by one and generate at each
step ¢ the PMCs of the graph G; by extending the PMCs of GG;_; and generating
new ones from minimal separators of G;.

As our algorithm builds up on the original one given by Bouchitté and Tod-
inca [5], we rely on their proofs and terminology. Namely, to decide efficiently if
a set of vertices is a PMC, we will need the notion of full component. Initially
introduced for minimal separators, this definition can in fact be given for any
subset of the vertex set, even if its removal leaves the graph connected.

Definition 1 (Full Component). Given a set S of vertices of the graph G, a
connected component C of G\ S is full for S if every v € S has a neighbor in
C. That is to say, for any v € S there exists u € C' such that wv € E(G).

The potential maximal cliques have been characterized by Bouchitté and
Todinca using the full components [4, Theorem 3.15]. This characterization,
that we state thereafter, is very useful from an algorithmic point of view since it
provides a polynomial test for a subset of the vertices of a graph to be a PMC.

Theorem 1 (Characterization of PMCs [4]). Given a graph G = (V,E), a
subset K CV is a PMC of G if and only if

(a) there is no full component for K in G,
(b) for any two vertices x and y of K such that xy ¢ E, there exists a connected
component C of G\ K such that x,y € N(C).

Theorem 1 provides an efficient test to decide if a given subset of the vertices
of G is a PMC. The test can be run in time O(mn).

In our algorithm, as in the original one by Bouchitté and Todinca, the po-
tential maximal cliques will be computed incrementally. Bouchitté and Todinca



PMC Enumeration in Polynomial Space 5

proved that for any vertex a of a graph G, the PMCs of G can be obtained
either from PMCs in G \ {a}, or from minimal separators of G [5, Theorem 20].
However, they did not prove that this condition was sufficient. From Theorem 1,
we are able to deduce the following property of potential maximal cliques: any
PMC of G\ {a} can be uniquely extended to a PMC of G.

Proposition 1. Let G be a graph and a be any vertex of G. For any PMC K
of G\ {a}, exactly one between K and K U{a} is a PMC of G.

Proof. We define G’ := G\ {a}, so that G = G’ + a. Let K be a PMC of G’ and
suppose that K is not a PMC of G.

We start by proving that condition (b) of Theorem 1 remains true for K in
G. Let z and y € K such that zy ¢ F (if two such vertices exist, otherwise (b) is
true by emptiness). Since K is a PMC of G/, there exists a connected component
C’ of G’ \ K such that z and y both have neighbors in C’. We know that any
connected component of G’ \ K is contained in some connected component of
G \ K; in particular there exists a connected component C of G \ K such that
C’ C C. Consequently,  and y both have neighbors in C' and item (b) is true
for K in G = G’ + a.

Therefore, since K is not a PMC of G, it means that there exists a full
component for K in G = G’ +a. Necessarily this component contains a, otherwise
it would also be a connected component of G’ \ K, and by hypothesis it is not
full. In this case, we prove using Theorem 1 that K U {a} is a PMC of G.

(a) The connected components of G\ (K U{a}) are the same as those of G'\ K,
so for any connected component C' there exist elements of K C K U{a} that
do not have neighbors in C. Consequently, there are no full components for
KU{a}in G.

(b) Let z and y be two vertices of K U{a} such that zy ¢ E. If © # a and y # q,
then condition (b) is satisfied by « and y, since the connected components of
G\ (KU{a}) are the same as those of G\ K. Otherwise, we can assume z = a
and ay ¢ E(G). Since there exists a full component for K in G = G’ + a,
in particular there exists a connected component of G\ (K U {a}) such that
both a and y have neighbors in this component. Therefore, condition (b) is
satisfied.

Both conditions are satisfied, so by Theorem 1, K U {a} is a PMC of G and the
proposition is proved. Moreover, since the PMCs of a graph are incomparable
sets, we are sure that these are mutually exclusive: K and K U {a} cannot be
both PMCs of the same graph. a

Potential maximal cliques generation and minimal separators. In the current
best known algorithm for enumerating the PMCs, it is crucial to be able to pass
quickly through the list of all minimal separators, in what we called subroutine
GEN. The complexity status of the minimal separators enumeration problem has
evolved since the introduction of PMCs. In 2000, Berry et al. [2] provided a
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Algorithm 1: Potential maximal cliques enumeration by [5].

Input: A graph G = (V, E)
Output: The set of all potential maximal cliques IT,

1 I + {Ul}

2 fori=2,...,|V|do II; + @; ONE_MORE_VERTEX (G, i)

3 return I1,,

4 Function ONE_MORE_VERTEX (G, )

5 forall = € II;,_;, do

6 if IsPMC(7 U {v;},G;) then ADD 7 U {v;} to II;

7 if IsPMC(w,G;) then ADD = to I1;

8 forall S € A; do

9 if IsPMC(S U {wv;}, G;) then ADD S U {v;} to II;
10 if Vi ¢ S and S ¢ Aifl then

11 forall T € A; do

12 forall C' full component associated to S in G; do
13 L | if IsPMC(SU (TN C),G,) then ADD SU(TNC) to IT;

polynomial delay algorithm for the minimal separators enumeration, meaning
that the running time needed between two consecutive outputs is polynomial in
the input size only. However, it needs exponential space. In 2010, Takata [15]
managed to enumerate the minimal (a, b)-separators for one pair (a, b) with poly-
nomial delay in polynomial space. He also gave an output-polynomial algorithm
in polynomial space for minimal (a,b)-separators for all pairs (a,b). More re-
cently (WEPA 2019), Bergougnoux, Kanté and Wasa [1]| presented an algorithm
enumerating the minimal (a, b)-separators for all pairs (a, b) in polynomial space,
with (amortized) polynomial delay. From a theoretical point of view, it is the
currently best known algorithm for the enumeration of all minimal separators.

Original algorithm. Algorithm 1 shows the original strategy proposed in [5] for
PMC enumeration, based on an iterative argument: generate the set IT; of PMCs
of G; and keep it in memory to use it to compute II; 1 at the next step. New
potential maximal cliques can be found in two ways, either by expanding an
existing PMC from the previous step, or by extending a minimal separator. The
algorithm follows both roads, first try to expand existing cliques, then generate
new ones from minimal separators. This idea can be implemented by storing
the family of sets P = {II; | i € [1,n]}. The algorithm stops at the end of step
n, when the set IT, containing all the PMCs of G, = G has been generated,
and returns the whole set of solutions at the end of its execution. The strategy
is summarized in [5, Theorem 23], by the function One_More_Vertex, which is
called for all i = 1,...,n. The total time complexity is O(n?m|A¢|?). However,
the additional space required by the algorithm is O(|P]) = O(>_1, |I1;]) =
O(n|I,|), a bound that is clearly exponential in n because all the solutions for
all G; must be stored.
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3 Duplication Avoidance in the B&T Algorithm

Since our goal is to have a polynomial space algorithm, our first task is to rethink
the One_More_Vertex strategy in a way such that it does not output the same
solution twice.

Algorithm 2 still stores the family of sets P, but contains additional checks for
duplication avoidance, so that we never try to add the same potential maximal
clique twice to the same set. In particular, for a set D* generated at line 15
from the sets S*, T* and C*, the Not_Yet_Seen(D*) check works as follows: the
nested loops on S, T and C are run again to generate all the possible sets D until
D* is found for the first time. If D* is found from S*, T* and C* during this
procedure, then Not_Yet_Seen(D™*) returns true, otherwise it returns false.

Algorithm 2: PMC enumeration without duplication based on [5].
Input: A graph G = (V, E)
Output: The set of all potential maximal cliques IT,

1 I + {Ul}
2 fori=2,...,|V|do II; + &; NONDUP_ONE_MORE_VERTEX (G, i)
3 return I1,,
4 Function NONDUP_ONE_MORE_VERTEX (G, 7)
5 forall m € II,_y do // EXT(i)
6 if IsPMC(7 U {v;},G;) then append 7 U {v;} to IT;
7 if IsPMC(m,G;) then append 7 to II;
8 forall S € A; do // GEN(4i)
9 if IsPMC(S U {v;},G;) then
10 L if /IsPMC(S,Gi—1) then append S U {v;} to II;
11 if v; ¢ Sand S ¢ A;_; then
12 forall T € A; do
13 forall C' full component associated to S in G; do
14 if IsPMC(SU (T'NC),G;) then
15 D+ Su((TnC)
16 if Not_Yet_Seen(D) then
17 if /IsPMC(D,G;—1) then
18 if TNC # {v;} then
19 if v; € TNC then
20 if /IsPMC(D \ {v:},Gi—1) and
D\ {vi} ¢ A; then
21 ‘ append D to II;
22 else
23 ‘ append D to II;
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Lemma 1. Algorithm 2 is correct and produces the same potential maximal
cliques as the original Bouchitté and Todinca’s algorithm [5], without duplicates.

Proof. Algorithm 2 differs from the initial algorithm by [5] only in the highlighted
parts. The changes consist in introducing additional checks before adding some
given PMC to II;. Specifically, we add the following checks:

(i) Not_Yet_Seen(D) at line 16;
(74) !'IsPMC(S,G;_1) at line 10;

(#91) 'IsPMC(D,G;_1) at line 17,
(iv) TNC # {v;} at line 18;

i
(v) 'IsPMC(D \ {v;},Gi—1) and D\ {v;} € A; at line 20.

The PMC corresponding to a check is the PMC that is not added to I1; when such
check fails. Specifically, the PMC corresponding to check (i7) is SU{v;} (line 10),
while for all other checks the corresponding PMC is set D defined at line 15 (see
lines 21 and 23). As the underlying enumeration strategy is unchanged, the
correctness of our algorithm follow from these two statements:

1. check (7) fails if and only if D was previously processed by another choice
of S, T,C over the three for loops. The validity of this statement directly
follows from the definition of Function Not_Yet_Seen().

2. a check among (4i)-(v) fails in the call of Nondup_One_More_Vertex(G, i) if
and only if the corresponding potential maximal clique already belongs to
II; at that moment of computation.

These statements also guarantee that each solution is inserted only once into I7,,
during the execution of Algorithm 2, that is to say, no duplicate solution is pro-
cessed. In what follows we prove item 2 by analyzing checks (ii)-(v) separately.

First, assume that check (é¢) is reached and fails: this happens if and only if
SU{v;} is a potential maximal clique of G;, and S € II;_;, which is true if and
only if the for loop at line 5 considered m = S at some point, and the check at
line 6 was successful, meaning that S U {v;} was added to II; at that time.

Let us now consider checks (ii)-(v), all corresponding to the same potential
maximal clique D. For these checks we have a shared setting, i.e., checks (#ii)-(v)
happen when S € A; \ A;_; such that v; € S; T € A;; C is a full component
associated to S in Gy, and finally D = SU (T'N C) is a PMC of G;. We refer to
this specific setting as the common checks setting, and it will serve as a set of
hypotheses for the rest of the proof. Notice that this setting is the same set of
checks performed by Algorithm 1 to determine if D is a PMC in G;.

In the common checks setting, condition (éi%) is reached and fails if and only
if IsPMC(D,G;—1),i.e., D € II;,_;. This happens if and only if D was considered
as m during the forall loop at line 5 and the check at line 7 was successful (so
that D is a potential maximal clique of G;), thus if and only if D was added to
II; at that time.

Consider now check (iv): assuming the common checks setting, we reach and
fail this check if and only if (i74) succeeds and T'NC = {v;}, which is equivalent
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to D = S'U {v;}. Thus, this check fails if and only if D was already added at
line 6 or at line 10 (according to whether S € II,_; or not).

Finally, check (v) is reached, in the common checks setting, whenever (iii)
and (#v) succeed, and v; € T'NC. Thus for (v) to fail it is either that D\ {v;} is
a PMC of G;_1 or D\ {v;} is a minimal separator of G;. We have that D\ {v;} is
a PMC of G;_; if and only if the algorithm already processed the same set D on
line 7, thus we do not add it again to II;. As for the second part, we only need
to consider what happens when D \ {v;} is not a PMC of G;_1, but D\ {v;} is
a minimal separator of G;. This happens if and only if S = D\ {v;} was already
processed during the forall loop of line 8, and was added to II; at line 10. O

Lemma 2. Algorithm 2 has output polynomial time complexity of O(n8|IIg|*).

Proof. Before describing the complexity of the algorithm, note that the IsPMC
check function can be implemented to run in O(nm) time, using Theorem 1 and
[5, Corollary 12]. Additionally, we assume that we can generate the set A; with
O(n®*m) delay and polynomial space, using the algorithm from [1]. Finally, in
what follows we assume that the sets IT;, A; and each S € A; are implemented
as linked lists, so that we can append a new potential maximal clique to them
in O(1) time, while membership checks require linear time.

We start by analyzing the Nondup_One_More_Vertex function: this can be
calculated by summing the complexity of the first forall loop on line 5 and the
second forall loop on line 8, plus the O(n3m|A4;|) time required to compute
|A;|. The first loop, performs two IsPMC checks per element of IT;_;. Thus, its
total running time is O(|I1;—1|nm) = O(nm|Ilg|).

The costful part is the second forall loop. It executes |4;]| iterations, during
each of which we (a) perform two IsPMC checks (O(nm) time) at lines 9-10; (b)
check if v; belongs to S and if S belongs to A, 1, by scanning respectively S
and |A;_1] in O(|S]) = O(n) and O(|A;-1]); (c) perform the forall loop at
line 12. The complexity of the second loop is therefore O(|A;|(nm + |A;_1] +
n + C12)), where C1o is the complexity of the loop at line 12, which we now
analyze. The loop over T € A; counts |4;]| iterations, each of which costs O(n -
(n+nm+n?|A;]?)). Indeed, we iterate over all full components C' associated to
S in Gy, which can be n in the worst case (when each vertex is a separate full
connected component); for each of these we need to compute S U (7' N C) and
later check if v; € T'N C, which can both be done in O(n) time, then perform
up to three IsPMC calls in O(nm) time. Finally, we need further O(n?|A;|?) time
for computing Not_Yet_Seen, as implemented with the loop restart mentioned
above, and another O(]4;]) to check whether D \ v; belongs to A; at line 20.
Putting everything together we have:

O(JAi|(nm 4+ |As| + n | A (n(nm + n+n?|A2| +nm+ n +nm+ |A])))
| I | | I ) SN Wy | ] L ] | I— | L ] L ]
8 9-10 11 12 13 14-15 16 17 18-19 20

= O(|Ai|(n*| As]> + n®m| A;)) = O(n?| A (n] Ai* + m)).

This is the cost of a call to the second loop of Function Nondup_One_More_Vertex
with fixed ¢. Summing this cost with the cost of the first forall loop and of
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the computation of A; for all the n calls to the function from line 2 we obtain
the overall time complexity for Algorithm 2: O(n?m|Ilg| +n*m|Ag|+n?|Ac|?-
(n|Agl? +m)) = O(n*m|llg| + n*m|Ac| + 0’| Ag|? - (n]Ag|? +m)).

The total complexity of Algorithm 2 is polynomial in the number of PMCs
of the graph. To highlight this, we use the known inequality |IIg| > |Ag|/n [5].
Thus we obtain the final output-sensitive complexity of

O(n*m|IIg| + n'*m|Ag| + n3|Ag|*(n|Ag|? + m))
O(n*m|lg| + n°m|llg| + n®(n|g|)* - (nllg])*n + m))
= O(n°m|IIg| + n°m|Hg| + n°|Hg|* - (0| IIg|* +m)) = OB |IIg|*). O

4 Polynomial Space Algorithm

Algorithm 2 has output-sensitive time complexity and lists all the potential
maximal cliques without duplicates, but it still uses more than polynomial space
because it has to store the sets of solutions II; before returning I7,,. Therefore,
in this section we show how to adapt the algorithm to output solutions as soon
as they are found, without having to store II; for duplicate detection. The key
idea is to change the way in which we traverse the solution space from breadth-
first to depth-first. Said otherwise, once we get a PMC K in G;, we immediately
extend it to a PMC of G,,, which is always possible according to Proposition 1,
before looking for a new one. This idea is summarized in Algorithm 3.

First, we split the One_More_Vertex function into two parts: the EXT routine
extends a given potential maximal clique 7 in G; to a PMC of G by recurring
oni+1,7+2,...,n. The EXT procedure is presented here as a recursive function
in order to highlight the key idea of a depth-first traversal of the search space,
but it is easy to rewrite it iteratively, saving the additional space required for
handling recursion. The second part of the original function is the GEN routine,
which generates all the new PMCs of the graph G;, yielding them one by one
to the EXT procedure. In particular, we see the GEN function as a generator of
PMCs, i.e., the solutions are yielded during the execution while keeping the
internal state®. This way the total running time of the function does not change,
and we process each PMC immediately after it has been generated.

Proposition 2. Let K be a potential mazimal clique of G;. If K is not a PMC
of Git1, then it cannot be a PMC of any G; with j > i.

Proof. If K is a PMC of G; but not of G;41, then by Proposition 1 K U {v;41}
must be a PMC of G;41. So, K is strictly included in a PMC of G;y;. By
repeatedly applying this reasoning, K is also strictly included in some PMC of
G; for any j > 4. Therefore, since PMCs are not included in each other, K
cannot be a PMC of G for any j > 1. a

®Consider GEN(G, i) as an iterator over the set IT;. The first call, for each 4, will
compute everything needed to output m;,1 € II;. Then, when called with the same i, it
will produce 7;2 € II; without recomputing everything from scratch and so on.
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Algorithm 3: Depth-first algorithm for output-polynomial time, poly-
nomial space potential maximal clique enumeration.

Input: An integer ¢ corresponding to v; € V, a PMC 7 in G;_1 (G is implicit)

1 fori=1,...,|V| do

2 L forall 7’ € GEN(G,i) do EXT(i+1,7")

3 Function EXT (i, 7)

4 if i = n then output 7

5 if IsPMC(7 U {v;},G;) then EXT(i+ 1,7 U{v:})

6 else if IsPMC(m, G;) then EXT(i+ 1,7)

7 Function GEN(G, )

8 if i =1 then yield {v:} and return

9 forall S€ A, do // S is a minimal separator in G;
10 if /IsPMC(S,Gi—1) and IsPMC(S U {v;}, G;) then
11 L yield S U {v;}
12 if v; ¢ Sand S ¢ A;_; then
13 forall T € A; do

14 forall C' full component associated to S in G; do
15 if IsPMC(SU (T'NC),G;) then

16 D+ Su(Trna)

17 if Not_Yet_Seen(D) then

18 if /IsPMC(D,G;—1) then

19 if TNC # {v;} then

20 if v; €e TNC then

21 if .’ISPMC(D \ {1)7;}, Gi—l) and

D\ {vi} ¢ A; then

22 | yield D

23 else

24 | yield D

Corollary 1. Let K;, K; be two PMCs of G; and G; respectively. Then, K;
and K; cannot be extended to the same K in G, unless K; C K.

Proof. Assume, for the sake of contradiction, that K; and K; get extended to
the same K in G without being one the subset of the other. This extension
implies that K; C K and K; C K. Now consider, without loss of generality, the
set D = K; \ K;: D cannot be empty as K; ¢ K, and D C K, because K; and
K; got expanded to the same K.

However, by definition of set difference, vertices in D do not belong to K; in
G, so K; cannot be extended to the same K as K}, a contradiction. Thus we

conclude that K; and K can be extended to the same potential maximal clique
K in G only if K; C Kj. ad



12 C. Brosse et al.

Lemma 3. Algorithm &8 outputs all and only the potential mazximal cliques of
G, without duplication.

Proof. First, as Algorithm 3 is a rearrangement of Algorithm 2 in a depth-
first fashion, it must also output every PMC at least once. It remains to prove
that after splitting the algorithm in two distinct functions, every PMC of G
is produced by Algorithm 3 in exactly one way. Note that line 11 will never
output a duplicated PMC, since vertex v; is different Vi < n. Now suppose that
Algorithm 3 outputs a duplicated PMC K, we have two cases.

(a) The same set D is found twice by GEN at steps ¢ and j: it must be that ¢ # j
(we assume i < j w.lo.g.), i.e., the duplicated D comes from different calls
GEN(7) and GEN(j). This is because of the check at line 17 of Algorithm 3
that explicitly prevents this. Thus, D is a PMC in each step between i and
j by Proposition 2, including step j — 1, so it will be filtered by line 18.

(b) K is output twice by EXT: in this case K comes from two different sets K; and
K produced by GEN at different steps ¢ and j (with ¢ < j). By Corollary 1,
K; C Kj. Since K; and K; have been produced by GEN, they are PMCs of
G; and G respectively. Then, as a consequence of Proposition 1, for any
i < 1 < j there exists K; C Ky C K; such that K is a PMC of Gy. In
particular, if ¢/ = j — 1, K; \ v; (that is, Kj if v; ¢ K;) is a PMC of G;_4
and is therefore filtered at line 18 or 21.

Thus we conclude that Algorithm 3 cannot output duplicated solutions. O

Lemma 4. Algorithm 3 has output-polynomial time complezity and uses poly-
nomial space. Namely, it uses O(n®m?|Ilg|*) time and O(n?) space.

Proof. We first recall that, at each step 7, we can enumerate separators of 4A;
with O(n3m) delay by [1]. We start by analyzing the time complexity of the
body of the outermost for loop of line 1. We see the function GEN as an itera-
tor®, so that it yields new PMCs during its execution. The time complexity of
GEN(G, i) for a fixed i is O(n3m|A;| + n?|A;]? - (n|Ai|* + m)) (same as Algo-
rithm 2). The corresponding EXT call has maximum depth of O(n) and a cost
of O(nm) due to the IsPMC checks, yielding O(n?m) time worst case and re-
turning a new solution, by Proposition 1. Thus, for a fixed ¢, the total cost of
step i is O(n*m?|A;[*). Since |A;| < |Ag]| for all i, the total cost of Algorithm 3
is O(n®m?|Agl|*). As |IIg| > |Ag|/n we obtain the final output polynomial
complexity of O(n"m?|IIg|*).

The space usage is O(n® +m) = O(n?) due to the space complexity of the
listing algorithm for minimal separators [1]. Note that we do not explicitly store
any solution, as we immediately output it at the end of the EXT computation. 0O
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5 Conclusions

This paper shows that potential maximal cliques can be enumerated in output-
sensitive time using only polynomial space, rather than exponential space as
required by existing approaches. While the complexity of our algorithm is still
significant, this approach opens the way for the development of practical enu-
meration algorithms for PMCs, which would lead in turn to advancements on
related graph problems such as treewidth decomposition and maximum-weight
independent sets.
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