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Abstract. This paper is concerned with subsequences that consist of
limited numbers of segments. We call a subsequence f-segmental if it is
composed of f factors. More precisely, any string of the form u1 . . . uf

is an f -segmental subsequence of a string v0u1v1 . . . ufvf . Since factors
are 1-segmental subsequences, this relativizes the notions of factors and
subsequences. This paper studies some basic problems concerning f -
segmental subsequences: namely, the longest common (f1, f2)-segmental
subsequence problem and the f -segmental subsequence matching prob-
lem. The former asks the longest string that is an fi-segmental subse-
quence of two input strings Ti with i = 1, 2. The latter asks whether an
input string P is an f -segmental subsequence of the other input string
T . We present polynomial-time algorithms for those problems and show
that the one for the f -segmental subsequence matching problem is op-
timal modulo sub-polynomial factors under the strong exponential-time
hypothesis.

Keywords: longest common subsequence · subsequence pattern match-
ing · conditional lower bound · dynamic programming.

1 Introduction

A subsequence of a string w is a string of the form u = u1 · · ·uk such that
w = v0u1v1 · · ·ukvk for some strings v0, u1, . . . , uk, vk ∈ Σ∗. Subsequences are
one of the most fundamental concepts in computer science and mathematics:
formal language theory, combinatorics of words, etc. and used in many areas like
concurrency modeling, database theory, and bioinformatics among others (see,
e.g., [17,15,8,13]). The problems involving the notion of subsequences in their
central concern include the longest common subsequence (LCS) problem, sub-
sequence pattern matching, episode matching, sequence alignment, and so on.
Efficient algorithms and the theoretical complexities of those problems and their
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variants have been studied intensively for a long period of time. Subsequence
pattern matching can be efficiently solved using finite state automata [3]. The
classical algorithm for the LCS problem is a very popular educative example with
an effective dynamic programming technique and at the same time is a represen-
tative example of a problem for which a lower bound of the time complexity is
known under the strong exponential-time hypothesis [1,2]. Other subsequence-
related problems for which such a conditional lower bound is known are, for
example, episode matching and (variants of) the edit distance problem [7,2].

Variations of constraints on subsequences have also been introduced and stud-
ied for more appropriate analyses of string data depending on expected applica-
tions. A representative constraint is concerned with the gaps v1, . . . , vk−1 among
segments u1, . . . , uk, which should be short enough so that the subsequence oc-
curs within a short interval of the whole text [22,14]. The length constraints can
be generalized to other types of properties [10,20]. Another type of favorable
property of a subsequence is to be composed of segments of a certain length or
longer. The similarity measures called LCS k and LCS≥k have been intensively
studied [6,11,5,24]. Li et al. [19] introduced and discussed another variant of
the LCS problem, where we must find an LCS u that is the concatenation of k
common substrings u1, . . . , uk of input strings w and w′ and an input integer k;
i.e., w = v0u1v1 · · ·ukvk and w′ = v′0u1v

′
1 · · ·ukv

′
k. Li et al. [18] and Banerjee et

al. [4] further studied related problems.

In this paper, calling a subsequence u1 . . . uk of a text v0u1v1 . . . ufvf f -
segmental, we investigate basic problems other than the variant of the LCS prob-
lem studied in [19,18,4]. Clearly, every subsequence is f -segmental for some f
and when f is small, they are “close” to factors, since every factor is a 1-segmental
subsequence. In this sense, this notion appears quite natural and would be use-
ful to investigate properties of subsequences close to substrings. For example, a
substring P of T will remain an f -segmental subsequence with small f after a
few characters are inserted into T . Longest common f -segmental subsequences
are expected to demonstrate properties between the classical longest common
factors and longest common subsequences.

Among several problems concerning subsequences, we investigate mainly two
basic problems: namely, the longest common segmental subsequence problem and
the segmental subsequence matching problem. The former asks the longest string
that is an f1-segmental subsequence of T1 and at the same time an f2-segmental
subsequence of T2 for two input strings T1 and T2. Note that differently from
the problem discussed [19,18,4], common subsequences of two strings do not
have to have common segmentations. For example, abcd is a common (2, 3)-
segmental subsequence of abecd and aebced. We present an algorithm solving
the problem in O(g1g2|T1||T2|) time where gi = min{fi,max{1, |Ti|− 2fi}}. The
f -segmental subsequence matching problem asks whether an input string P is an
f -segmental subsequence of the other input string T . We show that the problem
can be solved in O(|T ||P |) time for f ≥ 3, while it will be as cheap as O(|T |)
time for f ≤ 2. In addition, we show that no algorithm solves the problem
in O((|T ||P |)1−ǫ) time in for any ǫ > 0 for the general case under the strong
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exponential-time hypothesis. Finally, we raise some open questions of interest,
involving f -segmental subsequences.

2 Preliminaries

Let Σ be an alphabet. An element of Σ is called a character. An element of Σ⋆

is called a string. The empty string λ is the string of length 0. For any strings u
and v, we denote by uv the concatenation of the strings. For any string u and a
positive integer e, we define u0 = λ and ue = uue−1. For a sequence u1, . . . , uk of
strings, we define

∏k
i=1 ui = u1 · · ·uk. For a string T , the length of T is denoted

by |T |. If T = xyz holds for some strings x, y, z ∈ Σ⋆, then x, y, and z are called
a prefix, a factor, a suffix of T , respectively. For an integer i with 1 ≤ i ≤ |T |,
the ith character of T is denoted by T [i]. For integers i, j with 1 ≤ i ≤ j ≤ |T |,
the factor of T starting at position i and ending at position j is denoted by
T [i..j]. For a non-empty finite set X of strings, define mxl(S) to be the length of
a longest element of X . If X is empty, let mxl(X) = −∞. We say that string w
is a (k-segmental) subsequence of T if w = u1 · · ·uk and T = v0u1v1 · · · vk−1ukvk
hold for some strings u1, . . . , uk, v0, . . . , vk ∈ Σ∗. Also, such factors u1, . . . , uk of
T are called segments for w in T . The set of f -segmental subsequences of T is
denoted by

SubSeq≤f (T ) = { u1 · · ·uf | T = v0u1v1 · · · vf−1ufvf for some v0, . . . , vf ∈ Σ∗ } .

Note that we allow empty segments and thus SubSeq≤f (T ) ⊆ SubSeq≤f+1(T ) for
any f ≥ 0 and T ∈ Σ∗. The set of subsequences is SubSeq(T ) =

⋃

f SubSeq
≤f (T ) =

SubSeq≤⌈|T |/2⌉(T ) and the set of factors is SubSeq≤1(T ). Therefore, the notion
of f -segmental subsequences generalizes factors and subsequences. For example,
acdf ∈ SubSeq

≤3(abcdefg) \ SubSeq≤2(abcdefg).
This paper is concerned with the generalization of the longest common fac-

tor/subsequence problem and the (subsequence) matching problem.

Problem 1 (SegLCS problem). Given two strings T1 and T2 and two natural
numbers f1 and f2, compute mxl(SubSeq≤f1(T1) ∩ SubSeq≤f2(T2)).

Note that, this generalization is different from the longest k-CSS problem, an-
other generalization by Li et al. [19,18]. The longest k-CSS problem seeks for
a longest subsequence which has a common segmentation in two input strings.
For example, the longest 2-CSS of T1 = abced and T2 = aebcd is bc, while
abcd ∈ SubSeq≤2(T1) ∩ SubSeq≤2(T2).

Problem 2 (SegSPM problem). Given two strings T and P and a natural number
f , decide whether P ∈ SubSeq≤f (T ).

The function version of the above problem is formalized as follows.

Problem 3 (SegNum problem). Given two strings T and P , find the least number
f such that P ∈ SubSeq≤f (T ) if P ∈ SubSeq(T ); otherwise, return No.
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3 Algorithm for the SegLCS Problem

This section shows the following theorem.

Theorem 1. The SegLCS problem can be solved in O(g1g2n1n2) time for input
T1, T2, f1, f2, where na = |Ta| and ga = min{fa,max{⌈|Ta|/2⌉ − fa, 1}} for a =
1, 2.

Particularly when f1 = ⌈n1/2⌉ and f2 = ⌈n2/2⌉, the SegLCS problem is no dif-
ferent than the standard LCS problem and the time complexity of our algorithm
becomes O(n1n2).

The basic idea for small segmentation numbers is quite straightforward. We
maintain four four-dimensional dynamic programming tables, among which LBB

records the values mxl(SubSeq≤k1(T1[1..i1]) ∩ SubSeq
≤k2(T2[1..i2])) for 0 ≤ ia ≤

na and 0 ≤ ka ≤ fa with a = 1, 2. By definition, this gives the answer when
(i1, i2, k1, k2) = (n1, n2, f1, f2). When extending a current LCS candidate, we
should pay attention on whether we start a new segment or extend the last
segment. Define

SufSeq≤f (T ) = { u1 · · ·uf | T = v0u1v1 . . . vf−1uf for some v0, . . . , vf−1 ∈ Σ∗ } ,

which is a subset of SubSeq≤f(T ), with the restriction that the last segment must
be a suffix of T . Obviously, SubSeq≤f−1(T ) ⊆ SufSeq≤f (T ) ⊆ SubSeq≤f (T ). By
maintaining the following four tables, one can compute the SegLCS problem.

LBB[i1, i2, k1, k2] = mxl(SubSeq≤k1(T1[1..i1]) ∩ SubSeq≤k2(T2[1..i2])),

LBF[i1, i2, k1, k2] = mxl(SubSeq≤k1(T1[1..i1]) ∩ SufSeq≤k2(T2[1..i2])),

LFB[i1, i2, k1, k2] = mxl(SufSeq≤k1(T1[1..i1]) ∩ SubSeq≤k2(T2[1..i2])),

LFF[i1, i2, k1, k2] = mxl(SufSeq≤k1(T1[1..i1]) ∩ SufSeq≤k2(T2[1..i2])).

If any of i1, i2, k1, k2 is zero, then L∗[i1, i2, k1, k2] = 0 for all ∗ ∈ {BB,BF,FB,FF}.
One can easily compute L∗[i1, i2, k1, k2] inductively for i1, i2, k1, k2 > 0.

Now, we present an improvement on the naive algorithm particularly for the
case where the segmentation number fa is close to na/2 (but not larger than
⌈na/2⌉). Consider a factorization (v0, u1, v1, . . . , uk, vk) of T = v0u1v1 · · ·ukvk
that witnesses u1 · · ·uk ∈ SubSeq≤f (T ) with k ≤ f . To make the segmentation
number k small, some of the factors ui and vi must be long enough. More for-
mally, u1 · · ·uk ∈ SubSeq

≤f (T ) if and only if S(v0, u1, . . . , uk, vk) ≥ |T | − 2f for
the score S of the factorization defined by

S(w0, . . . , wm) = |w0|+
m
∑

j=1

(|wi| − 1) .

When extracting a subsequence scanning T from left to right, instead of keeping
track of the segmentation number k, we memorize the score of a factorization
that yields the subsequence. Once the score of a factorization of a prefix of T



Subsequence Pattern Matching with Segment Number Constraint 5

reaches |T | − 2f , any subsequence of the suffix may follow, so we do not have
to compute the exact score any further. When the segmentation constraint f is
close to |T |/2, the upper bound |T | − 2f will be close to zero.

We remark that when the last segment is a suffix of T , i.e., T = v0u1 · · · vk−1uk,
we have S(v0, u1, . . . , vk−1, uk) = |T | − 2k + 1. This appears that we need
a higher score than the previous case, where the factorization ends with vk.
But one also notices that, in this case, the score and the text length always
have opposite parities. Therefore, if S(v0, u1, . . . , vk−1, uk) ≥ |T | − 2f , then
S(v0, u1, . . . , vk−1, uk) ≥ |T |−2f+1. Hence, we can use the same score threshold
|T | − 2f for a factorization ending with the last segment uk to judge whether
the yielded subsequence is f -segmental.

Define

SubSeq≥ℓ(T ) = {u1 · · ·uk | T = v0u1 · · · vk−1ukvk for some v0 ∈ Σ∗ and

u1, v1, . . . , uk, vk ∈ Σ+ with S(v0, u1, . . . , uk, vk) ≥ ℓ } ,

SufSeq≥ℓ(T ) = {u1 · · ·uk | T = v0u1 · · · vk−1uk for some v0 ∈ Σ∗ and

u1, v1, . . . , uk ∈ Σ+ with S(v0, u1, . . . , vk−1, uk) ≥ ℓ } .

We remark that we disallow ui and vi with i > 0 to be empty in the definition
above, differently from SubSeq≤k and SufSeq≤k. In this way, the scores are always
non-negative.

Depending on whether fa is small or large, we use different types of dynamic
programming tables. For X1, X2 ∈ {B,F,B,F }, we consider the tables LX1X2

,
which shall satisfy

LX1X2
[i1, i2, p1, p2] = mxl

(

S1(T1[1..i1]) ∩ S2(T2[1..i2])
)

where

Sa =



















SubSeq≤pa if Xa = B,

SufSeq≤pa if Xa = F,

SubSeq≥pa

if Xa = B,

SufSeq≥pa

if Xa = F

for a = 1, 2. If fa is small, say fa ≤ na/4, we are interested only in Xa ∈ {B,F}
with 0 ≤ ia ≤ na and 0 ≤ pa ≤ fa; if fa is large, say fa > na/4, we are
interested only in Xa ∈ {B,F} with 0 ≤ ia ≤ na and 0 ≤ pa ≤ max{0, na −
2fa}. For example, if f1 is small and f2 is large, then we construct the four
tables LBB, LBF, LFB, LFF. The answer will be found as the maximum of the
(n1, n2, f1,max{0, n2 − 2f2})-entries of those tables. Hereafter, let ga = fa if fa
is small, and ga = max{0, na − 2fa} if fa is large. It remains to explain how to
initialize and update those tables.

Initialization. For i1 = 0 or i2 = 0, let LX1X2
[i1, i2, p1, p2] = min{q1, q2} where

qa =

{

0 if Xa = B or Xa = F ∧ pa > 0 or Xa = B ∧ pa ≤ ia,

−∞ otherwise
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for a = 1, 2. This is justified by the fact that for any p ≥ 0,

λ ∈ SubSeq≤p(λ) ∩ SufSeq≤1+p(λ) ∩ SubSeq≥p(T [1..p]) ,

λ /∈ SufSeq≤0(λ) ∪ SufSeq≥p(λ) ∪ SubSeq≥1+p(T [1..p]) .

Recurrence relations. The algorithm recursively compute LX1X2
[i1, i2, p1, p2] for

0 ≤ pa ≤ ga and 0 < ia ≤ na.

Suppose T1[i1] 6= T2[i2]. In this case, any common subsequence u of T1[1..i1]
and T2[1..i2] is a common subsequence of T1[1..i1 − 1] and T2[1..i2] or T1[1..i1]
and T2[1..i2 − 1]. Every subsequence u of T [1..i − 1] is that of T [1..i], where it
may be classified with different parameters. Notice that

– if u ∈ SubSeq≤k(T [1..i− 1]) or u ∈ SufSeq≤k(T [1..i− 1]),
then u ∈ SubSeq≤k(T [1..i]) and u ∈ SufSeq≤k+1(T [1..i]);

– if u ∈ SubSeq≥ℓ(T [1..i− 1]), then u ∈ SubSeq≥ℓ+1(T [1..i]);

– if u ∈ SufSeq≥ℓ(T [1..i− 1]), then u ∈ SubSeq≥ℓ(T [1..i]).

The converse of the above observation holds provided that the last charac-
ter T [i] of T [1..i] is not used in u. Say, u ∈ SubSeq≥ℓ(T [1..i]) implies u ∈

SubSeq≥ℓ−1(T [1..i − 1]) or u ∈ SufSeq≥ℓ(T [1..i − 1]) for ℓ ≥ 1. On the other

hand, the definition of SufSeq≥ℓ(T [1..i]) requires to use the last character T [i]
in its member subsequences. Based on this argument, we obtain

LX1X2
[i1, i2, p1, p2] = max({LX1Y2

[i1, i2 − 1, p1, p2 − q] | (Y2, q) ∈ Φ(X2, p2)}

∪ {LY1X2
[i1 − 1, i2, p1 − q, p2] | (Y1, q) ∈ Φ(X1, p1)})

where

Φ(B, p) = {(B, p), (F, p)}, Φ(F, p) =

{

{(B, p− 1), (F, p− 1)} if p > 0,

∅ if p = 0,

Φ(B, p) =

{

{(B, p− 1), (F, p)} if p > 0,

{(B, p), (F, p)} if p = 0,
Φ(F, p) = ∅.

Suppose T1[i1] = T2[i2]. In this case, a common subsequence u of T1[1..i1]
and T2[1..i2] may use the last characters of T1[1..i1] and T2[1..i2], and u[1..|u|−1]
is a common subsequence of T1[1..i1 − 1] and T2[1..i2 − 1].

Observe that for u = u′T [i],

– if u′ ∈ SubSeq≤k(T [1..i− 1]),
then u ∈ SubSeq

≤k+1(T [1..i]) and u ∈ SufSeq
≤k+1(T [1..i]);

– if u′ ∈ SufSeq≤k(T [1..i− 1]),
then u ∈ SubSeq≤k(T [1..i]) and u ∈ SufSeq≤k(T [1..i]);

– if u′ ∈ SubSeq≥ℓ(T [1..i− 1]), then u ∈ SufSeq≥ℓ(T [1..i]);

– if u′ ∈ SufSeq≥ℓ(T [1..i− 1]), then u ∈ SufSeq≥ℓ+1(T [1..i]).
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Since the longest common subsequence does not necessarily use the last matching
characters of T1[1..i1] and T2[1..i2], we obtain

LX1X2
[i1, i2, p1, p2] = max

(

{LX1Y2
[i1, i2 − 1, p1, p2 − q] | (Y2, q) ∈ Φ(X2, p2)}

∪ {LY1X2
[i1 − 1, i2, p1 − q, p2] | (Y1, q) ∈ Φ(X1, p1)}

∪ { 1 + LY1Y2
[i1 − 1, i2 − 1, p1 − q1, p2 − q2] |

(Y1, q1) ∈ Ψ(X1, p1) and (Y2, q2) ∈ Ψ(X2, p2)}
)

where

Ψ(B, p) =

{

{(B, p− 1), (F, p− 1)} if p > 0,

∅ if p = 0,

Ψ(F, p) =

{

{(B, p− 1), (F, p)} if p > 0,

∅ if p = 0,

Ψ(B, p) = ∅,

Ψ(F, p) =

{

{(B, p), (F, p− 1)} if p > 0,

{(B, p), (F, p)} if p = 0.

4 Algorithm for the SegSPM/SegNum Problem

The SegSPM problem can be reduced to the SegLCS problem: P ∈ SubSeq≤f (T )
if and only if mxl(SubSeq≤1(P )∩SubSeq≤f (T )) = |P |. This gives an O(f |T ||P |)-
time algorithm for the SegSPM problem. The problem of course can be reduced
to its function version, the SegNum problem. This section gives O(|T ||P |)-time
algorithms for the SegNum problem.

4.1 O(|T ||P |)-time Algorithms for the SegNum Problem

We present two algorithms for the SegNum problem. Roughly speaking, one is
based on counting the gaps vi and the other counts segments ui when extracting
a subsequence u1 . . . uk from v0u1v1 . . . ukvk.

Counting gaps Shapira and Storer considered Problem 3 in the context of gen-
eralized edit distance problems with block deletions, and proposed an O(|T |2|P |)-
time algorithm (Algorithm 2 of [21]). However, there is a room for improvements
in their algorithm, e.g., employing a standard memorization technique in func-
tion during_deletion appears to provide |T | times speedup. On the other hand,
Problem 3 can be seen as a special case of the global alignment with affine gap
penalty, where the gap open penalty equals 1, the gap extension penalty equals
0, and any gap in P is prohibited. Our algorithm below is inspired by alignment
algorithms with affine gap penalties [22,14,15,8,13].

Theorem 2. The SegNum problem can be solved in O(|T ||P |) time.
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Proof. By definition of SubSeq≤f (T ), if P ∈ SubSeq≤f (T ) holds, P is obtained
by deleting (1) a (possibly empty) prefix of T , (2) a (possibly empty) suffix of
T , and (3) at most f − 1 non-empty factors of T that are neither prefix nor
suffix from T . The smallest such number f can be computed as f = d + 1,
where d is the minimum number of edit operations to obtain P from T by (i)
deleting a prefix y that changes yx into x with cost 0, (ii) deleting a suffix y that
changes xy into x with cost 0, and (iii) deleting a string y that changes xyz into
xz with cost 1, where x, y, z ∈ Σ+. Thus, the standard dynamic programming
algorithm [23] can be applied, by designing the cost function properly as follows.
Both the substitution and insertion operations cost ∞ to be prohibited. The
block deletion of y costs 0 if y is either prefix or suffix, and costs 1 otherwise.
Precisely, we can compute the smallest cost d as follows. We utilize two tables D
and E of size n×m, where n = |T | and m = |P |. The value D[i, j] indicates the
edit distance between T [1..i] and P [1..j] ending with deletions of characters of
T , and the value E[i, j] gives the edit distance between T [1..i] and P [1..j], both
assuming that the deletion of a suffix of T costs 1 instead of 0. These two tables
are linked by the following recurrence relations.

D[i, 0] = E[i, 0] = 0 for 0 ≤ i ≤ n,

D[0, j] = E[0, j] = ∞ for 1 ≤ j ≤ m.

D[i, j] = min{D[i− 1, j], E[i− 1, j] + 1}, and

E[i, j] =

{

min{E[i− 1, j − 1], D[i, j]} (T [i] = P [j])

D[i, j] (T [i] 6= P [j])

for 1 ≤ i ≤ n and 0 ≤ j ≤ m.

The smallest cost d is given by min
1≤i≤n

{E[i,m]}, because we allow to delete a

suffix of T with cost 0. If d = ∞, it means that P /∈ SubSeq(T ).

The total running time is O(|T ||P |). ⊓⊔

Counting segments Another way of solving the SegNum problem is based on
the functions SubSeq≤k and SufSeq≤k like the algorithm proposed in Section 3.
Define

KB[i, j] = min({ k | P [1..j] ∈ SubSeq≤k(T [1..i]) } ∪ {∞}) ,

KF[i, j] = min({ k | P [1..j] ∈ SufSeq
≤k(T [1..i]) } ∪ {∞}) .

Note that 0 ≤ KF[i, j] − KB[i, j] ≤ 1. The final answer will be KB[n,m]. The
table is initialized by KB[i, 0] = 0 and KF[i, 0] = 1 for all i and KB[0, j] =
KF[0, j] = ∞ for all j > 0. Then for i, j > 0, if T [i] 6= P [j],

KB[i, j] = KB[i− 1, j] ,

KF[i, j] = KB[i− 1, j] + 1 ,
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Table 1. The three arrays lpf , lsf , and llpf for T = baacababbabcaacaabcba and
P = abbabaca. In llpf , the bold type emphasizes the values that are greater than
their left neighbors.

i 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21

T b a a c a b a b b a b c a a c a a b c b a

lpf 0 1 1 0 1 2 1 2 3 4 5 0 1 1 0 1 1 2 0 0 1

llpf 0 1 1 1 1 2 2 2 3 4 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5

lsf 0 1 3 2 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 2 1 3 2 1 1 0 0 0 1

and if T [i] = P [j],

KB[i, j] = min{KB[i− 1, j],KF[i− 1, j − 1]} ,

KF[i, j] = min{KB[i− 1, j] + 1, KF[i − 1, j − 1]} .

The algorithm runs in O(|T ||P |) time.

4.2 O(|T | + |P |)-time Algorithm for the SegSPM Problem with
f = 2

We show that a faster algorithm for the SegSPM problem is possible when the
segment number constraint f is at most two. If f = 1, the problem is nothing
more than the standard exact pattern matching, so that it can be solved in
O(|T | + |P |) time with O(1) space [12,9]. Here, we focus on the case where
f = 2.

Theorem 3. For fixed f = 2, the SegSPM problem can be decided in O(|T |+|P |)
time with O(|P |) space.

For a text T of length n and a pattern P of length m, we define three arrays
of size n as follows:

lpf [i] = max{l | P [1..l] = T [i− l+ 1..i]},

lsf [i] = max{l | P [m− l + 1..m] = T [i..i+ l − 1]},

llpf [i] = max{lpf [j] | j ≤ i}, for each 1 ≤ i ≤ n.

The value lpf [i] (resp. lsf [i]) represents the length of the longest prefix (resp.
suffix) of P , whose occurrence ends (resp. begins) at position i in T . Table 1
shows an example.

We can easily verify the next lemma.

Lemma 1. The following three conditions are equivalent.

(1) P ∈ SubSeq≤2(T ).
(2) lpf [i] + lsf [j] ≥ |P | for some 1 ≤ i < j ≤ n.
(3) llpf [i] + lsf [i+ 1] ≥ |P | for some 1 ≤ i < n.
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We now show a sketch of the proof of Theorem 3. At first, we remark that
by using the Knuth-Morris-Pratt (KMP) automaton [16] for P , we can compute
all values of lpf from left to right in O(n) time with O(m) space. Symmetrically,
lsf can be computed from right to left, by KMP automaton for the reverse of P .
Moreover, llpf is easily obtained from lpf .

After constructing these two KMP automata, our algorithm consists of the
following two phases. The first phase computes both lpf and llpf from left to
right. In the second phase, as soon as computing lsf at each position i from
right to left, we check the condition (3) in Lemma 1. If the condition is satisfied,
report it and terminate immediately. Otherwise, at the end, we conclude that
P 6∈ SubSeq

≤2(T ). The total running time is O(n + m). However, the space
requirement looks like O(n) due to the three arrays. We reduce it to O(m) as
follows. In the second phase, the array lsf actually does not need to be memorize,
because each value is used only once to check the condition. In the first phase,
lpf is just used to compute llpf , so that we only need llpf for the second phase.
Moreover, remark that the values in llpf are non-decreasing and range from 0 to
m. Thus, we memorize only pairs of the value llpf [i] and the position i at which
llpf [i− 1] < llpf [i] holds. (See Table 1, where these values are in bold.) It fits in
O(m) space.

5 Conditional Lower Bound on the SegSPM Problem

In this section, we argue that it seems difficult to significantly improve the time
efficiency of the algorithms for the SegSPM problem presented in the previous
section, though the problem is solved in linear time when f ≤ 2, under the
well-known conjecture called SETH.

Problem 4 (k-SAT problem). Given a propositional logic formula of conjunctive
normal form which has at most k literals in each clause, decide whether there
exists an interpretation that satisfies the input formula.

Conjecture 1 (The Strong Exponential-Time Hypothesis; SETH).
For any ǫ > 0, the k-SAT problem cannot be solved in 2(1−ǫ)n time, where n is
the number of variables, for all k ≥ 3.

Bille et al. [7] have shown a conditional lower bound on the complexity of
Episode Matching.

Problem 5 (Episode Matching). Given two strings T and P , compute a shortest
factor S of T such that P ∈ SubSeq(S).

Theorem 4 ([7]). For any ǫ > 0 and any α ≤ 1, Episode Matching on binary
strings T and P with |P | ∈ Θ(|T |α) cannot be solved in O((|T ||P |)1−ǫ) time,
unless SETH is false.

This section proves a conditional lower bound on the complexity of the SegSPM
problem by a reduction from Episode Matching. We use Theorem 4 with α = 1.
The proof by Bille et al. implies that only deciding whether a desired factor has
a certain length is already as hard.
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Corollary 1. For any ǫ > 0, given binary strings T and P with |P | ∈ Θ(|T |)
and an integer k ∈ N, one cannot decide whether there is a factor S of T such
that |S| ≤ k and P ∈ SubSeq(S) in O(|T |2−ǫ) time, unless SETH is false.

We show the following theorem using Corollary 1.

Theorem 5. For any ǫ > 0, no algorithm solves the SegSPM/SegNum problem
over an alphabet of size three in O((|T ||P |)1−ǫ) time, unless SETH fails.

Proof. Let T and P be instance strings of Episode Matching over {0, 1} with
|T | = n and |P | = m ∈ Θ(n). Define two strings over {0, 1, $} by

T ′ = ($0)2n−2$2T [1]$2T [2]$2 · · · $2T [n]$2(0$)2n−2 ,

P ′ = $2nP$2n

(see Example 1 below). Clearly |T ′|, |P ′| ∈ Θ(n). By Corollary 1, it is enough to
show that T has a factor of length k subsuming P as a subsequence if and only
if P ′ ∈ SubSeq≤f (T ′) where f = 3n+m+ k − 4.

Suppose P ∈ SubSeq(T [i..j]) where j − i + 1 = k. Then, $2P$2 is an m-
segmental subsequence of S = $2T [i]$2 · · · $2T [j]$2 in T ′, where the first and
the last segments have length three and the others consist of single characters.
Outside S, T ′ has n−k occurrences of $2, to which one can align $2 in the prefix
and the suffix $2n−2 of P ′. This gives n − k segments. Each of the remaining
(4n−4)−2(n−k) = 2(n+k−2) occurrences of $ in P ′ is aligned with those in the
prefix ($0)2n−2 and the suffix (0$)2n−2 of T ′. In total, we have P ′ ∈ SubSeq≤f (T ′)
for f = m+ (n− k) + 2(n+ k − 2) = 3n+m+ k − 4.

Suppose P ′ ∈ SubSeq≤f (T ′). Since P is preceded by 2n occurrences of $ in
P ′, P [1] cannot be aligned to any occurrence of 0 in the prefix ($0)2n−2 of T ′,
which has only 2n− 2 occurrences of $. Similarly P [m] cannot be aligned to any
0 in the suffix (0$)2n−2 of T ′. So, there must be i and j such that P [1] and P [m]
are aligned at T [i] and T [j], respectively. Obviously, P ∈ SubSeq(T [i..j]). That
is, T has a factor of length j − i + 1 that subsumes P as a subsequence. Here,
we require m segments to align P with T [i]$2 · · · $2T [j] in T ′. Let us consider
how $’s in P ′ can be aligned with T ′. They cannot be aligned with any of the
occurrences of $2 between T [i] and T [j]. The occurrence of $2 immediately before
and after P can be put into the segments of P [1] and P [m], respectively. This
does not require additional segments. Now T ′ has n − j + i − 1 occurrences of
$2. To make the segmentation number as low as possible, we must make each
segment as long as possible. Thus, we should align as many occurrences of $ in
P ′ as possible with those n− j+ i− 1 occurrences of $2, which gives n− j+ i− 1
segments, and this leaves 4n− 4− 2(n− j + i− 1) occurrences of $ in P ′. Those
remaining occurrences each will constitute single segments. Thus, in total, we
have m+ 4n− 4− (n− j + i − 1) = m+ 3n+ j − i − 3 segments at minimum.
Since this number is at most f = 3n+m+k−4, the length of T [i..j] is bounded
by j − i+ 1 ≤ f − (m+ 3n− 4) = k. ⊓⊔
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Example 1. Consider T = 0101 of length n = 4 and P = 00 of length m = 2,
where P is a subsequence of the factor T [1..3] of length k = 3 of T . The proof
of Theorem 5 constructs

T ′ = ($0)6$$0$$1$$0$$1$$(0$)6 ,

P ′ = $800$8 .

which can be aligned as

T ′ = $0$0$0$0$0$0$$0$$1$$0$$1$$0$0$0$0$0$0$ ,

P ′ = $ $ $ $ $ $ $$0 0$$ $$ $ $ $ $ ,

where the segmentation number is f = 13 = 3n+m+ k − 4.

6 Discussions

In this paper, we have studied some basic problems concerning f -segmental
subsequences. While the literature already studied a generalization of the LCS
problem for f -segmental subsequences and its variants [19,18,4], we have intro-
duced yet another generalization of the LCS problem, as well as the f -segmental
subsequence pattern matching problem, and presented dynamic programming
algorithms for those problems. Although the latter can be solved in linear time
for f ≤ 2, the quadratic time complexity is shown to be unavoidable under the
strong exponential-time hypothesis. Below, we raise a few open questions related
to the properties of f -segmental subsequences among many possible research di-
rections.

– Is it possible to decide whether P ∈ SubSeq≤f (T ) for fixed f ≥ 3 more
efficiently than O(mn) time? Our proof of the conditional lower bound uses
f ∈ Θ(m). Thus, for example, an O(fn)-time algorithm is not refused by
Theorem 5.

– Does the conditional lower bound on the time complexity of the SegSPM
problem (Theorem 5) hold for binary alphabets? We are somewhat optimistic
on this question. Using a similar technique by Bille et al. [7, Theorem 1],
one may be able to reduce the alphabet size, where we might need to use a
direct reduction from the orthogonal vector problem, from which Bille et al.
have shown the conditional lower bound on episode matching.

– Can we enumerate “minimal occurrences” of P in T as subsequences with at
most f segments as in the episode matching?

– Can we bound the size of subsequence DFAs for the SegSPM problem? Can
we efficiently construct such DFAs? One can see that a DFA accepting ex-
actly SubSeq≤f (T ) requires Θ(f |T |) states when T = (ab)n and f ≤ n/2,
but we do not know if there are any texts for which DFAs require more states
than Θ(f |T |).

– Is it possible to efficiently construct an indexing structure for T on which
one can efficiently decide whether P is an f -segmental subsequence of T ?
The above observation on the DFA size bound does not necessarily refute a
possibility of a more elaborated indexing structure of size O(|T |).
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