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Combinatorial problems such as combinatorial optimization and constraint satisfaction problems
arise in decision-making across various fields of science and technology. In real-world applications,
when multiple optimal or constraint-satisfying solutions exist, enumerating all these solutions—
rather than finding just one—is often desirable, as it provides flexibility in decision-making. However,
combinatorial problems and their enumeration versions pose significant computational challenges
due to combinatorial explosion. To address these challenges, we propose enumeration algorithms
for combinatorial optimization and constraint satisfaction problems using Ising machines. Ising ma-
chines are specialized devices designed to efficiently solve combinatorial problems. Typically, they
sample low-cost solutions in a stochastic manner. Our enumeration algorithms repeatedly sample
solutions to collect all desirable solutions. The crux of the proposed algorithms is their stopping
criteria for sampling, which are derived based on probability theory. In particular, the proposed al-
gorithms have theoretical guarantees that the failure probability of enumeration is bounded above by
a user-specified value, provided that lower-cost solutions are sampled more frequently and equal-cost
solutions are sampled with equal probability. Many physics-based Ising machines are expected to
(approximately) satisfy these conditions. As a demonstration, we applied our algorithm using sim-
ulated annealing to maximum clique enumeration on random graphs. We found that our algorithm
enumerates all maximum cliques in large dense graphs faster than a conventional branch-and-bound
algorithm specially designed for maximum clique enumeration. This demonstrates the promising
potential of our proposed approach.

I. INTRODUCTION

Combinatorial optimization and constraint satisfaction
play significant roles in decision-making across scien-
tific research, industrial development, and other real-life
problem-solving. Combinatorial optimization is the pro-
cess of selecting an optimal option, in terms of a spe-
cific criterion, from a finite discrete set of feasible alter-
natives. In contrast, constraint satisfaction is the pro-
cess of finding a feasible solution that satisfies speci-
fied constraints without necessarily optimizing any cri-
terion. Combinatorial problems—which encompass com-
binatorial optimization problems and constraint satisfac-
tion problems—arise in various real-world applications,
including chemistry and materials science [1–3], drug dis-
covery [4], system design [5], operational scheduling and
navigation [6–8], finance [9], and leisure [10].
Enumerating all optimal or constraint-satisfying solu-

tions is often desirable in practical applications [1, 2, 11,
12]. The target solutions of combinatorial problems (i.e.,
optimal or constraint-satisfying solutions) are not nec-
essarily unique. When multiple target solutions exist,
enumerating all these solutions—rather than finding just
one—provides flexibility in decision-making. This allows
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decision-makers to choose solutions that best fit addi-
tional preferences or constraints not captured in the ini-
tial problem modeling.

Despite their practical importance, combinatorial
problems and their enumeration versions pose significant
computational challenges. Many combinatorial problems
are known to be NP-hard [13]; in the worst-case scenar-
ios, the computation time to solve such a problem in-
creases exponentially with the problem size. Moreover,
enumerating all solutions generally requires more compu-
tational effort than finding just one solution. To address
these challenges, we propose enumeration algorithms for
combinatorial problems using Ising machines.

Ising machines are specialized devices designed to ef-
ficiently solve combinatorial problems [14]. The term
“Ising machine” comes from their specialization in find-
ing the ground states of Ising models (or spin glass mod-
els) in the statistical physics of magnets. Several seminal
studies on computations utilizing Ising models were pub-
lished in the 1980s [15], including the Hopfield network
[16, 17] with its application to combinatorial optimization
[6], the Boltzmann machine [18], and simulated anneal-
ing (SA) [5]. During the same period, early specialized
devices for Ising model simulation were also developed
[19, 20]. More recently, quantum annealing (QA) was
proposed in 1998 [21] and physically implemented in 2011
[22]. Furthermore, the quantum approximate optimiza-
tion algorithm (QAOA) [23], running on gate-type quan-
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tum computers, typically targets Ising model problems.
Currently, various types of Ising machines are available,
as reviewed in [14].

Many combinatorial problems are efficiently reducible
to finding the ground states of Ising models [24, 25].
Ising model problems are NP-hard [26]; thus, any NP
problems can be mapped to Ising model problems in the-
ory. Furthermore, the real-world applications mentioned
above can also be mapped to Ising model problems [1–
10]. Therefore, Ising machines are widely applicable to
real-world combinatorial problems.

A key feature of Ising machines, especially those based
on statistical, quantum, or optical physics, is that most of
them can be regarded as samplers from low energy states
of Ising models. For instance, SA simulates the thermal
annealing process of Ising models, where the system tem-
perature gradually decreases. If the cooling schedule is
sufficiently slow, the system is expected to remain in ther-
mal equilibrium during the annealing process, so the final
state distribution is close to the Boltzmann (or Gibbs)
distribution at a low temperature. In fact, the sampling
probability distribution converges to the uniform mea-
sure on the ground states, i.e., the Boltzmann distribu-
tion at absolute zero temperature, for a sufficiently slow
annealing schedule [27]. Furthermore, quantum and op-
tical Ising machines, such as (noisy) QA devices [28–30],
QAOA [31, 32], coherent Ising machines (CIMs) [4], and
quantum bifurcation machines (QbMs) [33], have theo-
retical or empirical evidence that they approximately re-
alize Boltzmann sampling at a low effective temperature.

We utilize Ising machines as samplers to enumerate all
ground states of Ising models. By repeatedly sampling
states using Ising machines, one can eventually collect all
ground states in the limit of infinite samples [34]. This
raises a fundamental practical question: When should we
stop sampling? In this article, we address this question
and derive effective stopping criteria based on probability
theory.

The remainder of this article is organized as follows.
In Sec. II, we formulate the combinatorial problems and
Ising model problems considered in this article, and de-
fine energy-ordered fair Ising machines and cost-ordered
fair samplers as sampler models. These sampler models
are necessary for deriving appropriate stopping criteria
for sampling. In Sec. III, we propose enumeration algo-
rithms for constraint satisfaction problems (Algorithm 1)
and combinatorial optimization problems (Algorithm 2).
These algorithms have theoretical guarantees that the
failure probability of enumeration is bounded above by a
user-specified value ǫ when using a cost-ordered fair sam-
pler (or an energy-ordered fair Ising machine). Detailed
theoretical analysis of the failure probability is provided
in Appendix A. Furthermore, in Sec. IV, we present a
numerical demonstration where we applied Algorithm 2
using SA to maximum clique enumeration on random
graphs. Finally, we conclude in Sec. V.

II. PROBLEM FORMULATION AND SAMPLER

MODELS

A. Combinatorial Problems and Ising Models

The combinatorial problems we consider in this article
are generally formulated as

minimize
x∈X

f(x), (1)

whereX is the finite discrete set of feasible solutions, and
f : X → R is the cost function to be minimized. If f is a
constant function, there is no preference between alterna-
tives, so all feasible solutions are target solutions; that is,
the problem is a constraint satisfaction problem. Other-
wise, it is a (single-objective) combinatorial optimization
problem. Typically, x is represented as an integer vector,
and the feasible set X is defined by equality or inequality
constraints on x.
In many cases, the combinatorial problem defined in

Eq. (1) can be mapped to an Ising model problem:

minimize
σ∈{−1,1}N

HIsing(σ). (2)

The Ising Hamiltonian HIsing is defined as

HIsing(σ) = −
N−1∑

i=1

N∑

j=i+1

Jijσiσj −
N∑

i=1

hiσi. (3)

Here, N , σi, Jij , and hi denote, respectively, the number
of spin variables, the ith spin variable, the interaction co-
efficient between two spins σi and σj , and the local field
interacting with σi. This Ising model should be designed
such that the ground states correspond to the target so-
lutions of the original problem. Standard techniques for
mapping combinatorial problems into Ising model prob-
lems can be found in [24, 25].

B. Cost-Ordered Fair Samplers

To derive appropriate stopping criteria for sampling,
we need to specify a class of samplers (or sampling prob-
ability distributions) to be considered. In this subsec-
tion, we define two classes of samplers, energy-ordered
fair Ising machines for Ising model problems and cost-
ordered fair samplers for general combinatorial problems.
In brief, these sampler models capture the following de-
sirable features of samplers for optimization: more pre-
ferred solutions are sampled more frequently, and equally
preferred solutions are sampled with equal probability.
First, let us introduce two conditions regarding the

sampling probability distribution of an Ising machine,
denoted by pIsing. For any two spin configurations σ1

and σ2,
{

HIsing(σ1) < HIsing(σ2) ⇒ pIsing(σ1) ≥ pIsing(σ2),

HIsing(σ1) = HIsing(σ2) ⇒ pIsing(σ1) = pIsing(σ2).

(4)
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The first condition—referred to as the energy-ordered
sampling condition—asserts that a spin configuration
with lower energy is sampled more frequently (or at
least with the same frequency) than a spin configuration
with higher energy. In contrast, the second condition—
referred to as the fair sampling condition—states that
two spin configurations with equal energy are sampled
with equal probability. For example, the Boltzmann dis-
tribution satisfies these two conditions. Therefore, it is
expected that the following Ising machines can be utilized
as (approximate) energy-ordered fair Ising machines for
appropriate parameter regimes (e.g., a sufficiently slow
annealing schedule), as they are (approximate) Boltz-
mann samplers: SA devices [27], (noisy) QA devices [28–
30], gate-type quantum computers with QAOA [31, 32],
CIMs [4], and QbMs [33]. Since the energy-ordered and
fair sampling conditions are weaker than the Boltzmann
sampling condition, a broader class of Ising machines
could be utilized as energy-ordered fair Ising machines.
Next, we extend the concept of energy-ordered fair

Ising machines to cost-ordered fair samplers for general
combinatorial problems. We define the cost-ordered and
fair sampling conditions regarding a sampling probability
distribution over feasible solutions of the combinatorial
problem defined in Eq. (1), denoted by p, as follows. For
any two feasible solutions x1 and x2,

{

f(x1) < f(x2) ⇒ p(x1) ≥ p(x2),

f(x1) = f(x2) ⇒ p(x1) = p(x2).
(5)

We define cost-ordered fair samplers as samplers that
generate only feasible solutions and follows a probability
distribution satisfying the conditions in Eq. (5). Since
Ising model problems are a subset of combinatorial prob-
lems, and all spin configurations are feasible solutions
in Ising model problems, energy-ordered fair Ising ma-
chines are also cost-ordered fair samplers for the Ising
model problems.
Cost-ordered fair samplers for general combinatorial

problems can be implemented by using energy-ordered
fair Ising machines. Typical Ising formulations of combi-
natorial problems preserve the order of preference among
solutions [24, 25]:

{

f(x1) < f(x2) ⇒ HIsing(σ1) < HIsing(σ2),

f(x1) = f(x2) ⇒ HIsing(σ1) = HIsing(σ2),
(6)

where σ1 and σ2 are the spin configurations correspond-
ing to feasible solutions x1 and x2, respectively. Under
this condition, the probability distribution over feasible
solutions generated by an energy-ordered fair Ising ma-
chine satisfies the cost-ordered and fair sampling condi-
tions as defined in Eq. (5). Note that not all possible spin
configurations that can be sampled by the Ising machine
correspond to feasible solutions of the original problem.
However, such infeasible solutions can be rejected dur-
ing sampling by checking constraint satisfaction, so that
the sampler generates only feasible solutions following

the cost-ordered fair sampling probability distribution.
(This rejection process will also be illustrated in the next
section.)

In the next section, we will present enumeration al-
gorithms for combinatorial problems using cost-ordered
fair samplers. Although we primarily focus on cost-
ordered fair samplers implemented using energy-ordered
fair Ising machines, our enumeration algorithms can em-
ploy a wider class of stochastic methods and computing
devices that satisfy the conditions in Eq. (5). Addition-
ally, the proposed algorithms can still work effectively
even if the sampler employed does not strictly meet the
conditions in Eq. (5) (see also Sec. IV). However, the
success probability has no theoretical guarantee in such
cases.

III. ALGORITHMS

This section describes our proposed algorithms that
enumerate all solutions to (1) a constraint satisfaction
problem and (2) a combinatorial optimization problem
using an Ising machine.

A. Preliminaries: Coupon Collector’s Problem

Our enumeration algorithms involve stopping criteria
inspired by the coupon collector’s problem, a classic prob-
lem in probability theory. This problem considers the
scenario where one needs to collect all distinct items
(coupons) through uniformly random sampling. For ex-
ample, the number of samples necessary to collect all

distinct items in a set of cardinality n, denoted by T
(n)
n ,

has the following tail distribution:

P
(

T (n)
n >

⌈

n ln
n

ǫ

⌉)

< ǫ, (7)

where ⌈ ⌉ denotes the ceiling function, and ǫ is any pos-
itive number less than one. (See also Lemma 1 in App-
pendix A2.) This inequality suggests that when sam-
pling is stopped at ⌈n ln(n/ǫ)⌉, the failure probability of
collecting all items is less than ǫ. Therefore, we could
employ ⌈n ln(n/ǫ)⌉ as the deadline for collecting all tar-
get solutions, if the number of target solutions n were
known in advance. However, the value of n is unknown
in practice. Furthermore, in a combinatorial optimiza-
tion problem, nonoptimal solutions are also sampled in
addition to optimal solutions. These challenges demand
an extension of the theory of the coupon collector’s prob-
lem, which we address in this article.

In the following two subsections, we expound our enu-
meration algorithms based on the extended theory of the
coupon collector’s problem. Mathematical details are
presented in Appendix A.
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FIG. 1. Pseudocode of Algorithm 1. The function SAMPLE is
a fair sampler of feasible solutions. The definition of κ1(ǫ),
which appears in line 6, is provided in Eq. (8). The failure
probability of Algorithm 1 is theoretically guaranteed to be
less than the user-specified failure tolerance ǫ (see Theorem 1
in Appendix A2).

B. Enumeration Algorithm for Constraint

Satisfaction Problems

First, we present an enumeration algorithm for con-
straint satisfaction problems, referred to as Algorithm 1
in this article. Algorithm 1 requires that the constraint
satisfaction problem to be solved have at least one fea-
sible solution and that a fair sampler of feasible solu-
tions be available. Note that for a constraint satisfaction
problem, the cost function f is considered constant; thus
the cost-ordered sampling condition is not required. The
pseudocode is shown in Fig. 1.
Algorithm 1 repeatedly samples feasible solutions for

a constraint satisfaction problem using the function
SAMPLE. This function returns a feasible solution uni-
formly at random. Such a fair sampler can be imple-
mented using a fair Ising machine that samples each
ground state of an Ising model with equal probability.
In general, it is easy to check whether a solution satisfies
the constraints; thus, SAMPLE can return only feasible so-
lutions by discarding infeasible samples generated by the
Ising machine.
As the sampling process is repeated and the number

of samples τ approaches infinity, the set of collected so-
lutions S converges to the set of all feasible solutions. To
stop the sampling process after a finite number of sam-
ples, Algorithm 1 sets the deadline for collecting m dis-
tinct solutions as ⌈m ln(mκ1/ǫ)⌉ form = 2, 3, . . . . Here, ǫ

is a tolerable failure probability for the enumeration and
is required to be less than 1/e (≃ 0.37). Note that we
typically set the tolerable failure probability ǫ to a much
smaller value, such as 0.01 (1%), so this requirement on ǫ
is not severe. The factor κ1 depends on ǫ but not on the
unknown number of target solutions to be enumerated.
It is defined as

κ1 :=
3−2α

1− e−β
+

1

1− e−
α

e−1
, (8)

where

α := ln
1

ǫ
− 1, (9)

β :=
1
e +

1
3 ln

1
3

1
e −

1
3

α. (10)

For instance, κ1 ≃ 1.14 when ǫ = 0.01. Intuitively, the
constant κ1—which is always larger than one—can be
regarded as a “correction” factor to the original deadline
in the coupon collector’s problem. It slightly extends the
deadline to compensate for the increased error chances
caused by the lack of information about the number of
target solutions (see Appendix A2 for detailed discus-
sion). If the number of collected solutions is fewer thanm
at τ = ⌈m ln(mκ1/ǫ)⌉, Algorithm 1 stops the sampling.
These specific deadlines ensure that the failure probabil-
ity for the enumeration remains below ǫ, as stated by
Theorem 1 in Appendix A2.

Figure 2 illustrates the sampling process in Algorithm
1. Each circle represents a sample generated by an Ising
machine. During the sampling process, samples with en-
ergy higher than the ground state energy of 0.0 (i.e.,
infeasible solutions) are discarded, as indicated by “x”
marks. This discarding process is part of the SAMPLE

subroutine in the pseudocode; thus, SAMPLE returns only
feasible solutions without “x” marks. After sampling the
first feasible solution (the first light-blue one), Algorithm
1 continues sampling until the deadline for collecting
m = 2 distinct solutions. This deadline is ⌈2 ln(2κ1/ǫ)⌉,
which equals 11 for ǫ = 0.01. Note that the sample count
τ , indicated by numbers under the circles of feasible so-
lutions, is incremented only when a feasible solution is
sampled. At the deadline τ = 11, the set of collected
solutions S contains two distinct feasible solutions (the
light-blue and green ones). Since the number of collected
solutions |S| equals m = 2, Algorithm 1 proceeds to
the next phase, aiming to collect m = 3 distinct solu-
tions. The next deadline is ⌈3 ln(3κ1/ǫ)⌉, which equals
18. However, at the deadline τ = 18, the number of col-
lected solutions |S| is still two, which is fewer than the
goal value m = 3. Therefore, Algorithm 1 stops sampling
and returns the set S containing the two distinct feasible
solutions.
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FIG. 2. An illustration of the sampling process in Algorithm
1. Each circle represents a sample generated by an Ising ma-
chine, with different colors indicating different solutions. The
value above each circle indicates the energy of the correspond-
ing solution. In this example, the ground state energy is 0.0,
so light-blue and green circles represent feasible solutions. In
contrast, circles of other colors correspond to infeasible so-
lutions, which are discarded during the sampling process, as
indicated by “x” marks. The numbers below the feasible so-
lutions indicate the sample count τ . The deadlines for m = 2
and 3 were calculated as ⌈m ln(mκ1/ǫ)⌉ with ǫ = 0.01.

C. Enumeration Algorithm for Combinatorial

Optimization Problems

Next, we present an enumeration algorithm for combi-
natorial optimization problems, referred to as Algorithm
2 in this article. Algorithm 2 requires that the combina-
torial optimization problem to be solved have at least one
feasible solution and that a cost-ordered fair sampler of
feasible solutions be available. The pseudocode is shown
in Fig. 3.
Enumerating all optimal solutions poses a challenge

that does not arise in enumerating all feasible solutions:
it is impossible to judge whether a sampled solution is
optimal or not without knowing the minimum cost value
in advance. Therefore, Algorithm 2 collects current best
solutions as provisional target solutions during sampling.
If a solution better than the provisional target solutions
is sampled, the algorithm discards the already collected
solutions and continues to collect new provisional target
solutions. As this process is repeated, the set of collected
solutions is expected to converge to the set of all optimal
solutions.
Specifically, Algorithm 2 holds the minimum cost value

among already sampled solutions in variable θ. To col-
lect provisional target solutions with cost value θ, the

FIG. 3. Pseudocode of Algorithm 2. The function SAMPLE is a
cost-ordered fair sampler of feasible solutions. The definition
of κ2(ǫ), which appears in line 5, is provided in Eq. (11). The
failure probability of Algorithm 2 is theoretically guaranteed
to be less than the user-specified failure tolerance ǫ (see The-
orem 2 in Appendix A3).

algorithm uses the subroutine ENUMERATE. This subrou-
tine is a modified version of Algorithm 1, which aims to
enumerate all feasible solutions with cost value θ. How-
ever, if a solution with cost value lower than θ is sampled
during enumeration, this subroutine stops collecting so-
lutions with cost value θ and resets the set of collected
target solutions S. In either case, the subroutine returns
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S and the current minimum cost value. If the ENUMERATE
subroutine stops enumeration without sampling a better
solution (i.e., the current minimum cost value does not
change), Algorithm 2 halts and returns S.

The deadline for collecting m distinct solutions em-
ployed in the ENUMERATE subroutine depends on κ2, in-
stead of κ1 which is used in Algorithm 1. The constant
κ2 is defined as

κ2 :=
4α

1− e−β

(

ζ(2α)−
5∑

k=1

1

k2α

)

+
2− e−

α
e−1

(
1− e−

α
e−1
)2 ,

(11)
where α and β are the same as those used in Eq. (8),
and ζ denotes the Riemann zeta function. If ǫ is less
than 1/e1.5(≃ 0.22), the Riemann zeta function ζ(2α)
converges, because the argument 2α = 2[ln(1/ǫ) − 1] is
greater than one. Note that this upper limit for allow-
able ǫ value is moderate, as we typically set the tolerable
failure probability to a much smaller value, such as 0.01
(1%). For instance, when ǫ = 0.01, κ2 ≃ 2.44. This spe-
cific design of κ2 ensures that the failure probability for
the enumeration remains below ǫ, as stated by Theorem 2
in Appendix A3.

The deadlines used in Algorithm 2 are longer than
those in Algorithm 1 (see also Figs. 2 and 4). This is
because κ2 is always larger than κ1, in order to compen-
sate for the increased error chances caused by the lack
of the information about the true minimum cost (see the
end of Appendix A3 for detailed discussion).

Figure 4 illustrates the sampling process in Algorithm
2. In contrast to Algorithm 1, Algorithm 2 does not re-
ject the first sample (the first red one) that is not a true
target solution. Instead, the algorithm collects it as a
provisional target solution and sets θ to its cost value
1.0. At this first stage, the algorithm aims to collect
all provisional target solutions with cost value 1.0 (the
red and yellow ones). However, before the deadline for
collecting m = 2 distinct solutions with cost value 1.0,
a better solution (the first light-blue one) is sampled.
Thus, the algorithm updates θ to 0.0 and resets S and
the sample count τ . At this second stage, the algorithm
aims to collect all provisional target solutions with cost
value 0.0 (the light-blue and green ones). Solutions with
cost value exceeding the new threshold θ = 0.0 are re-
jected during sampling, as indicated by the “x” marks.
Because θ = 0.0 is the true minimum of the cost function
in this example, no better solutions than the provisional
target solutions are sampled during the enumeration with
θ = 0.0. Consequently, the algorithm continues the enu-
meration until the deadline for m = 3 without updating
θ. Since the number of optimal solutions is two, the al-
gorithm halts at this deadline, returning S that contains
the two optimal solutions.

1.0 1.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 2.0 1.0 1.0 2.0

1.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

0.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

1.0 0.0

� 1.0 � = 0.0

� = 0.0

� = 0.0

� = 0.0

1 2 3 1 2

3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19

20

update �

deadline for � = 2

( = 2 �→ continue)

deadline for � = 3

( = 2 < �→ stop)

FIG. 4. An illustration of the sampling process in Algorithm
2. Each circle represents a sample generated by an Ising ma-
chine, with different colors indicating different solutions. The
“x” marks indicate the rejection of the samples. The value
above each circle indicates the energy of the corresponding
solution. Here, for simplicity, the energy of each feasible so-
lution is set to its cost value in the original problem. In this
example, the ground state energy is 0.0, so light-blue and
green circles represent the optimal solutions. The numbers
below the accepted solutions indicate the sample count τ .
Note that the sample count is reset when the current mini-
mum cost value θ is updated. The deadlines for m = 2 and 3
were calculated as ⌈m ln(mκ2/ǫ)⌉ with ǫ = 0.01. The sample
sequence is the same as that in Fig. 2.

D. Computational Complexity

Before concluding this section, we discuss the com-
putational complexity of the proposed enumeration al-
gorithms. Both Algorithm 1 and Algorithm 2 require
⌈(n+1) ln[(n+1)κ/ǫ]⌉ samples of target solutions to en-
sure successful collection of all n target solutions, where
κ is either κ1 or κ2. (Note that the algorithms stop at
the deadline for collecting n+ 1 distinct target solutions
in successful cases.) On the other hand, the expected
time to sample a target solution can be estimated by
Tsample/ptarget. Here, Tsample denotes the time to sample
a feasible solution (including both target and nontarget
ones) using a cost-ordered fair sampler, and ptarget repre-
sents the probability that the sampler generates a target
solution, i.e. ptarget =

∑

x∈argminx′ f(x′) p(x). Combin-
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ing these estimates, we obtain the expected computation
time of the proposed algorithms as:

⌈

(n+ 1) ln
(n+ 1)κ

ǫ

⌉

×
Tsample

ptarget
. (12)

Although the first factor does not directly depend on the
problem size (e.g., the number of variables), the second
factor may increase exponentially with the problem size
for NP-hard problems. Therefore, the computation time
is mainly dominated by the second factor, i.e., the sam-
pling performance of the cost-ordered fair sampler (or
the Ising machine employed). Moreover, the number of
target solutions n may also increase exponentially with
the problem size in worst-case scenarios.
An enumeration algorithm for constraint satisfaction

problems utilizing a fair Ising machine was previously
proposed by Kumar et al. [35] and later improved by
Mizuno and Komatsuzaki [36]. Their algorithm is the di-
rect ancestor of Algorithm 1 proposed in this article. In
their algorithm, the deadlines for collectingm distinct so-
lutions are set at large intervals (e.g., m = 2, 22, · · · , 2N ,
where N is the number of spin variables). This leads to
additional overhead in the number of samples required.
For instance, when n = 20, the required number of sam-
ples is ⌈32 ln(32κ/ǫ)⌉ in their algorithm. In contrast, our
Algorithm 1 requires a much smaller number of samples,
⌈21 ln(21κ1/ǫ)⌉, because in Algorithm 1, the deadlines
are set at every integer value of m. Furthermore, the fac-
tor κ in the previous algorithm is typically proportional
to N , while κ1 used in our Algorithm 1 is independent of
N . This improvement in the computational complexity
of Algorithm 1 results from the careful analysis of the
failure probability, which is detailed in Appendix A2.

IV. NUMERICAL DEMONSTRATION

This section presents a numerical demonstration of Al-
gorithm 2, the enumeration algorithm for combinatorial
optimization problems proposed in Sec. III C. As dis-
cussed in Sec. III D, the actual computation time of the
algorithm depends on the performance of the Ising ma-
chine employed. Furthermore, although the algorithm
has the theoretical guarantee on its success rate under
the cost-ordered fair sampling model, the success rate
could be different from the theoretical expectation due
to deviations in the actual sampling probability from the
theoretical model. Therefore, we evaluated the actual
computation time and success rate of Algorithm 2 for the
maximum clique problem, a textbook example of combi-
natorial optimization.

A. Maximum Clique Problem

A clique in an undirected graph G is a subgraph in
which every two distinct vertices are adjacent in G. Find-

ing a maximum clique, i.e., a clique with the largest num-
ber of vertices, is a well-known NP-hard combinatorial
optimization problem [13, 24, 37]. The maximum clique
problem has a wide range of real-world applications from
chemoinformatics to social network analysis [37]. In par-
ticular, enumerating all maximum cliques is desirable in
applications to chemoinformatics [2] and bioinformatics
[11].
The maximum clique problem on graph G can be for-

mulated as:

maximize
x∈{0,1}|VG|

∑

v∈VG

xv,

subject to ∀{u, v} ∈ EG, xuxv = 0,

(13)

where VG and EG denote the vertex set and the com-
plementary edge set (i.e., the set of nonadjacent vertex
pairs) of G, respectively. The symbol x collectively de-
notes the binary variables {xv}v∈VG

and represents a sub-
set of vertices in G. Here, each variable xv indicates
whether the vertex v is included in the subset (xv = 1)
or not (xv = 0). The constraints ensure that the vertex
subset does not include any nonadjacent vertex pairs. In
other words, these constraints exclude vertex subsets that
do not form a clique. Under the clique constraints, the
objective is to maximize the number of vertices included,
which equals

∑

v∈VG
xv.

Alternatively, the maximum clique problem can be for-
mulated as a quadratic unconstrained binary optimiza-
tion (QUBO) problem:

minimize
x∈{0,1}|VG|

−
∑

v∈VG

xv +A
∑

{u,v}∈EG

xuxv, (14)

where A is a positive constant that controls the penalty
for violating the clique constraints. If A is greater than
one, the optimal solutions of this QUBO formulation are
exactly the same as those of the original formulation [24].
By converting the binary variables xv to spin variables
σv (:= 1− 2xv), the QUBO problem becomes equivalent
to finding the ground state(s) of an Ising model.

B. Computation Methods

We generated Erdős-Rényi random graphs [38] to cre-
ate benchmark problems. The number of vertices of each
graph G, denoted by |VG|, was randomly selected from
the range of 10 to 500. The number of edges was deter-
mined to achieve an approximate graph density D, cal-

culated as
(
|VG|
2

)
D rounded to the nearest integer. The

graph density parameterD was set to 0.25, 0.5, and 0.75.
For each value of D, 100 random graphs were generated.
We solved the maximum clique problem on each graph

using Algorithm 2 with simulated annealing (SA). The
algorithm was implemented in Python, employing the
SimulatedAnnealingSampler from the D-Wave Ocean
Software [39]. The tolerant failure probability ǫ was set
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TABLE I. Computation time scaling with respect to the num-
ber of vertices |VG|, computed through the linear fitting shown
in Fig. 5.

Density D Algorithm 2 + SA Conventional Algorithm

0.25 O(1.015‖VG‖) O(1.010‖VG‖)

0.5 O(1.010‖VG‖) O(1.017‖VG‖)

0.75 O(1.025‖VG‖) O(1.038‖VG‖)

to 0.01. The penalty strength A in Eq. (14) was set to
a moderate value of two, as an excessively large penalty
strength may deteriorate the performance of SA. Addi-
tionally, we used default parameters for the SA function.
We also solved the same problems using a conven-

tional branch-and-bound algorithm as a reference. This
branch-and-bound algorithm is based on the Bron–
Kerbosch algorithm [40] with a pivoting technique pro-
posed by Tomita, Tanaka, and Takahashi [41]. This stan-
dard algorithm is implemented in the NetworkX pack-
age [42], called find cliques. We further modified this
find cliques function by incorporating a basic bound-
ing condition for efficient maximum clique search pro-
posed by Carraghan and Pardalos [43]. This algorithm
is exact, i.e., it enumerates all maximum cliques with a
100% success probability.
All computations were performed on a Linux machine

equipped with two Intel Xeon Platinum 8360Y processors
(2.40 GHz, 36 cores each).

C. Results and Discussion

1. Computation time

First, we compare the computation times of our
proposed algorithm (Algorithm 2 using SA) and the
conventional algorithm (Bron–Kerbosch combined with
the enhancements by Tomita–Tanaka–Takahashi and
Carraghan–Pardalos). The results are shown in Fig. 5
and Table I. For dense and large random graphs with a
graph density of 0.75 and more than 355 vertices, the
conventional algorithm did not finish even after 10 days
had passed. Therefore, we omit these computationally
demanding instances from the comparison.
In terms of the computation time scaling with respect

to the number of vertices, the performance of the conven-
tional algorithm is more susceptible to the graph density
than that of Algorithm 2 using SA. The rate of increase in
the computation time of the conventional algorithm be-
come significantly higher as the graph density increases.
In contrast, the rate of increase in the computation time
of Algorithm 2 only modestly changes with the graph
density. Consequently, for sparse graphs with D = 0.25,
the conventional algorithm exhibits better performance
than Algorithm 2, while for denser graphs with D = 0.5
and 0.75, our Algorithm 2 outperforms the conventional
algorithm.

Furthermore, we have found that our Algorithm 2 us-
ing SA requires less computation times than the conven-
tional algorithm also for maximum clique problems that
arise in a chemoinformatics application—atom-to-atom
mapping. This result has been reported in a separate
paper [2]. This improvement in the required computa-
tion time contributes to achieving accurate and practical
atom-to-atom mapping without relying on chemical rules
and machine learning.
These results do not demonstrate that our algorithm is

better than any existing algorithm for maximum clique
enumeration on any graph. However, the fact that our
algorithm—which uses the general-purpose SA—exhibits
superior performance to one of the conventional algo-
rithms specially designed for maximum clique enumer-
ation is noteworthy. This superiority in dense ran-
dom graphs and real chemical applications suggests the
promising potential of our proposed algorithm.

2. Success rate

Next, we examine the success rate of Algorithm 2. The
statistics of the number of successes are shown in Fig. 6.
A number of successes fewer than 97 is considered in-

compatible with the theoretical guarantee that the suc-
cess probability of Algorithm 2 is greater than 0.99 when
ǫ = 0.01. This assessment is based on the criteria that
the p-value is less than 0.05 and/or the 95% CI does not
include 0.99 [see Fig. 6(d) and (e)]. There is no such in-
compatibility for the 100 problems with D = 0.25. How-
ever, four problems with D = 0.5 and ten problems with
D = 0.75 exhibit such incompatibility. Additionally, in
all failure runs, the algorithm successfully identifies at
least one maximum clique but fails to find some of the
maximum cliques. These observation suggest that the
ground-state sampling using SA does not always satisfy
the fair sampling condition.
To assess the fairness of the ground-state sampling us-

ing SA, we conducted chi-squared tests for each problem,
using samples obtained during the 100 independent runs
of Algorithm 2. The results are shown in Fig. 7 and Ta-
ble II.
In Table II, we tentatively categorize sampling proba-

bility distributions on multiple ground states into “fair”
and “unfair” based on the p-values of the chi-squared
tests. Numbers in parentheses in the table indicate the
number of problems where the number of successes is
fewer than 97, suggesting incompatibility with the the-
oretical guarantee of Algorithm 2. From the table, it
is clear that all cases incompatible with the theoretical
guarantee are assigned to “unfair”, as we expected. Fur-
thermore, it is worth noting that there are many “unfair”
cases with estimated success probability compatible with
0.99. These facts can also be confirmed from Fig. 7(a).
As another indicator of the fairness of the ground-

state sampling, we also calculated the ratio of the maxi-
mum and minimum sampling probabilities among ground
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FIG. 5. Computation times required to enumerate all maximum cliques in random graphs with different graph densities D and
different numbers of vertices. The blue circles indicate the computation times of Algorithm 2 using SA. For each data point, the
mean computation time of all successful cases out of 100 independent runs was calculated. The relative standard errors have a
mean of 0.01 and a maximum of 0.07; thus, the error bars (not shown) are shorter than the diameter of the blue circles. The
sky-blue dashed lines represent linear fits to the computation times indicated by the blue circles for graphs with more than 250
vertices. The red diamonds indicate the computation times of the conventional algorithm (Bron–Kerbosch combined with the
enhancements by Tomita–Tanaka–Takahashi and Carraghan–Pardalos). For cases with computation times shorter than seven
days, the average of 10 independent runs was taken. For cases with computation times longer than seven days, only one run
was conducted to evaluate the computation time. The relative standard errors have a mean of 0.02 and a maximum of 0.33;
thus, the error bars (not shown) are shorter than the size of the red diamonds. The light-pink dashed lines represent linear fits
to the computation times indicated by the red diamonds for graphs with more than 250 vertices.

TABLE II. Number of problems in each category, defined as
follows: All refers to all problems solved. Unique denotes
problems with a unique ground state. “Fair” (respectively,
“Unfair”) represents problems with multiple ground states
where the ground-state sampling using SA has a p-value of
the chi-squared test greater than or equal to (respectively,
less than) 0.05. Note that categorizing sampling probability
distributions as “fair” and “unfair” based on the p-values is
not definitive; it only indicates whether each distribution is
considered compatible with the fair sampling condition or not
under the specified criterion. Additionally, numbers in paren-
theses indicate the number of problems where the number of
successes was less than 97, suggesting incompatibility with
the theoretical guarantee of Algorithm 2 under the criteria
shown in Fig. 6.

Density D All Unique “Fair” “Unfair”

0.25 100 (0) 16 (0) 8 (0) 76 (0)
0.5 100 (4) 17 (0) 11 (0) 72 (4)
0.75 74 (10) 11 (0) 12 (0) 51 (10)

states, denoted by pmax/pmin. Figure 7(b) indicates a
moderate negative correlation between the number of
successes and pmax/pmin, with Pearson correlation coeffi-
cient -0.69. As expected, larger variation in the sampling
probability tends to result in fewer successes.

Finally, we calculated the solution coverage defined as
the number of collected solutions divided by the total
number of the target solutions. For any problem solved,
the mean solution coverage of the 100 runs is greater
than or equal to 0.99. This implies that even though
the algorithm fails to enumerate all target solutions, only

a few solutions are uncollected. Indeed, the number of
uncollected solutions in failure runs is typically one, and
two or more uncollected solutions are observed only in
seven problems.

In summary, the ground-state sampling using SA is not
necessarily fair under the present setting. However, our
Algorithm 2 still works effectively even for such “unfair”
cases with high success probability and/or high solution
coverage, though there is no theoretical guarantee on the
success probability for such cases yet. To theoretically
ensure the success probability, one can employ other sam-
plers such as the Grover-mixer quantum alternating op-
erator ansatz algorithm [47], for which the fair sampling
condition is theoretically guaranteed. Alternatively, it
should be helpful to extend the present algorithm and
theory to allow variation in the sampling probability up
to a user-specified value of pmax/pmin.

V. CONCLUSIONS

We have developed enumeration algorithms for combi-
natorial problems, specifically (1) constraint satisfaction
and (2) combinatorial optimization problems, using Ising
machines as solution samplers. Appropriate stopping cri-
teria for solution sampling have been derived based on
the cost-ordered fair sampler model. If the solution sam-
pling satisfies the cost-ordered and fair sampling condi-
tions, the proposed algorithms have theoretical guaran-
tees that the failure probability is below a user-specified
value ǫ. Various types of physics-based Ising machines
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FIG. 6. Statistics of the number of successes of Algorithm 2. Panels (a)–(c) display histograms of the number of successes out
of 100 independent runs for problems with different graph densities. Panel (d) shows the p-values for each observed number of
successes, representing the probability of obtaining that number or fewer successes under the hypothesis that the true success
probability is 0.99. Panel (e) presents the 95% confidence intervals (CIs) [44, 45] (also referred to as compatibility intervals
[46]) for the estimated success probability based on each observed number of successes.
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FIG. 7. Fairness of the ground-state sampling using SA. Panel (a) shows the relationship between the number of successes and
the p-value of the chi-squared test, assessing the fairness of the ground-state sampling. A p-value closer to 0 suggests that the
observed sampling frequencies are unlikely under the hypothesis that the ground-state sampling is fair. For problems with a
unique ground state, the p-values are undefined; thus, data points for these problems are not plotted in this panel. Panel (b)
presents the correlation between the number of successes and the ratio of the maximum and minimum sampling probabilities
among ground states, denoted by pmax/pmin. This ratio is also an indicator of the fairness of the ground-state sampling: the
closer it is to 1, the more fair the ground-state sampling is.
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can likely be employed to implement (approximate) cost-
ordered fair samplers. Even though the sampling pro-
cess does not strictly satisfy the cost-ordered and fair
sampling conditions, the proposed algorithms may still
function effectively with high success probability and/or
high solution coverage, as demonstrated for the max-
imum clique enumeration using SA. Furthermore, we
showed that our Algorithm 2 using SA outperforms a
conventional algorithm for maximum clique enumeration
on dense random graphs and a chemoinformatics appli-
cation [2].
The proposed algorithms rely on the cost-ordered fair

sampler model: more preferred solutions are sampled
more frequently, and equally preferred solutions are sam-
pled with equal probability. Although this model cap-
tures desirable features of samplers for optimization and
serves as an archetypal model for this initial algorithm
development, relaxing the cost-ordered and/or fair sam-
pling conditions should be helpful for expanding the
applicable domain of sampling-based enumeration algo-
rithms.

Moreover, although we focus on using Ising machines
in this article, the proposed algorithms can be com-
bined with any types of solution samplers considered as
(approximate) cost-ordered fair samplers. For example,
when combined with a Boltzmann sampler of molecular
structures (in an appropriate discretized representation),
our algorithm can determine when to stop exploring the
molecular energy landscape without missing the global
minima. Developing sampling-based enumeration algo-
rithms combined with samplers in various fields should
also be a promising research direction.
We hope the enumeration algorithms proposed in this

article will contribute to future technological advance-
ments in sampling-based enumeration algorithms and
their interdisciplinary applications.
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Appendix A: Theoretical Analysis

This appendix presents a theoretical analysis of the
failure probabilities of Algorithms 1 and 2 proposed in
this article.

1. Notation

Let X be a finite set with cardinality n, and let
p : X → [0, 1] be a discrete probability distribution (prob-
ability mass function) on X . Consider the sampling pro-
cess fromX , comprising independent trials, each of which
is governed by p. We define random variables involved in
the sampling process under the probability distribution
p as follows [48]:

• x
(p)
τ : The item sampled on the τth trial. By defi-

nition, P (x
(p)
τ = x) = p(x) for any x ∈ X .

• S
(p)
τ : The set of distinct items that have been sam-

pled by the τth trial.

• x
(p)
i : The ith distinct item sampled during the pro-
cess; that is, the ith new distinct item not previ-
ously sampled.

• S
(p)
i : The set of the first i distinct sampled items,

i.e., {x
(p)
j | j = 1, . . . , i}.

• T
(p)
m : The number of trials needed to collect m dis-

tinct items; equivalently, the trial number at which

the mth distinct item x
(p)
i is first sampled.

• t
(p)
m : The number of trials needed to sample themth
distinct item after having sampled m − 1 distinct

items, i.e., T
(p)
m − T

(p)
m−1.

For instance, in the sample sequence—red (trial 1),
yellow (trial 2), red (trial 3), and blue (trial 4):

• x
(p)
3 = red, x

(p)
3 = blue.

• S
(p)
3 = {red, yellow}, S

(p)
3 = {red, yellow, blue}.

• T
(p)
3 = 4, t

(p)
3 = 2.

Furthermore, we define S
(p)
0 and S

(p)
0 as the empty set

and T
(p)
0 as zero, initializing the process. In the spe-

cial case where p is the discrete uniform distribution, we
replace the superscript (p) in the notation by (n) (the

cardinality of X), e.g., T
(n)
m .

2. Failure Probability of Algorithm 1

In this subsection, we evaluate the failure probability
of Algorithm 1. Since Algorithm 1 utilizes a fair sampler
of feasible solutions, we consider that X is the feasible
solution set with cardinality n and the sampling proba-
bility distribution p is the discrete uniform distribution
on X . Furthermore, Algorithm 1 samples one feasible
solution at the beginning (see line 1 in the pseudocode),
so Algorithm 1 always succeeds when n = 1. Hence, we
consider n ≥ 2.
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Algorithm 1 succeeds in enumerating all n feasible so-
lutions only when it meets all deadlines for collecting m
distinct feasible solutions (m = 2, . . . , n). In other words,

if T
(n)
m > ⌈m ln(mκ1/ǫ)⌉ for some m, Algorithm 1 halts

before collecting all feasible solutions. Therefore, the
failure probability of Algorithm 1 is bounded above by

the sum of P (T
(n)
m > ⌈m ln(mκ1/ǫ)⌉) over m = 2, . . . , n.

Thus, our primary goal is to evaluate the tail distribution

of T
(n)
m .

We start by evaluating the simplest case where m =
n, which corresponds to the classical coupon collector’s
problem.

Lemma 1. Suppose X is a finite set with cardinality n
and p is the discrete uniform distribution on X. Let ǫ
be a positive real number less than one. In the sampling

process dictated by p, the probability that T
(n)
n exceeds

⌈n ln(n/ǫ)⌉ is less than ǫ:

P
(

T (n)
n >

⌈

n ln
n

ǫ

⌉)

< ǫ. (A1)

Proof. The probability that an element x ∈ X has not
been sampled yet up to the τth trial is given by

P
(

x /∈ S(n)
τ

)

=

(

1−
1

n

)τ

< e−
τ
n . (A2)

Since T
(n)
n > τ means that there exists x ∈ X that has

not been sampled yet up to τ , the tail distribution of T
(n)
n

can be evaluated as follows:

P
(

T (n)
n > τ

)

= P

(
⋃

x∈X

{x /∈ S(n)
τ }

)

≤
∑

x∈X

P
(

x /∈ S(n)
τ

)

< ne−
τ
n . (A3)

By substituting ⌈n ln(n/ǫ)⌉ for τ in the above equation,
we establish the inequality to be proved.

Next, we generalize Lemma 1 to arbitrary m (≤ n).

Lemma 2. Suppose X is a finite set with cardinality n
and p is the discrete uniform distribution on X. Let ǫ
be a positive real number less than one. In the sampling
process dictated by p, for a positive integer m (≤ n),

the probability that T
(m)
n exceeds ⌈m ln(m/ǫ)⌉ is bounded

from above as follows:

P
(

T (n)
m >

⌈

m ln
m

ǫ

⌉)

<
(m

n

)⌈m ln m
ǫ ⌉+1

(
n

m

)

ǫ. (A4)

Proof. The random variable t
(n)
i follows the geometric

distribution given by

P
(

t
(n)
i = τi

)

=

(
i− 1

n

)τi−1
n− (i− 1)

n
. (A5)

This is because the event that t
(n)
i equals τi occurs when

the following two conditions are met. First, during the
first τi − 1 trials, the sampler generates any of the i − 1
already-sampled items. Second, on the τith trial, it sam-
ples one of the n− (i− 1) items not previously sampled.

Furthermore, the random variables t
(n)
1 , t

(n)
2 , . . . , t

(n)
m are

mutually independent, as the sampling trials are inde-
pendent. Consequently, we obtain

P
(

t
(n)
1 = τ1, t

(n)
2 = τ2, . . . , t

(n)
m = τm

)

=

m∏

i=1

(
i− 1

n

)τi−1
n− (i − 1)

n

=
1

nτ ′

n!

(n−m)!

m∏

i=1

(i− 1)τi−1, (A6)

where τ ′ =
∑m

i=1 τi, and the last step follows the equation
∏m

i=1[n− (i − 1)] = n!/(n−m)!.

The random variable T
(n)
m can be expressed as t

(n)
1 +

t
(n)
2 + · · ·+ t

(n)
m . If t

(n)
i = τi for each i from 1 to m, any

combination of positive integers τ1, τ2, . . . , τm, satisfying

the condition τ1+ τ2+ · · ·+ τm = τ ′, results in T
(n)
m = τ ′.

Let us introduce the set of such combinations, which is
given by

Cm(τ ′) :=

{(τ1, τ2, . . . , τm) ∈ Nm | τ1 + τ2 + · · ·+ τm = τ ′} .
(A7)

Now the tail distribution of T
(n)
m can be written as

P
(

T (n)
m > τ

)

=

∞∑

τ ′=τ+1

∑

τ1:m∈Cm(τ ′)

P
(

t
(n)
1 = τ1, t

(n)
2 = τ2, . . . , t

(n)
m = τm

)

=

∞∑

τ ′=τ+1

∑

τ1:m∈Cm(τ ′)

1

nτ ′

n!

(n−m)!

m∏

i=1

(i − 1)τi−1, (A8)

where τ is an arbitrary positive integer, and τ1:m denotes
a tuple (τ1, τ2, . . . , τm) collectively. The second summa-
tion over τ1:m on the right-hand side accounts for ev-
ery possible combination of τ1, τ2, . . . , τm that satisfies

T
(n)
m = τ ′. The first summation over τ ′ covers all cases

where T
(n)
m exceeds τ .

We further transform the above equation as follows:

P
(

T (n)
m > τ

)

=

∞∑

τ ′=τ+1

∑

τ1:m∈Cm(τ ′)

(m

n

)τ ′
n!

(n−m)!m!

m!

mτ ′

m∏

i=1

(i− 1)τi−1

≤
(m

n

)τ+1
(
n

m

) ∞∑

τ ′=τ+1

∑

τ1:m∈Cm(τ ′)

m!

mτ ′

m∏

i=1

(i− 1)τi−1

=
(m

n

)τ+1
(
n

m

)

P
(

T (m)
m > τ

)

. (A9)
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In the transformation from the first line to the second
line, we replace the factor (m/n)τ

′

with (m/n)τ+1 be-
cause (m/n) ≤ 1 and τ ′ ≥ τ + 1. The last step of the
transformation is according to Eq. (A8) where n is re-
placed by m. Substituting ⌈m ln(m/ǫ)⌉ for τ in the above
equation and applying Lemma 1 complete the proof.

This tail distribution estimate may be roughly inter-
preted as follows: Consider an event where the sampler
generates solutions only from a subset of X with cardi-
nality m. The probability that this event occurs at least
until the (τ + 1)th trial is (m/n)τ+1. Furthermore, un-
der this event, the probability that the number of trials
needed to collect all m solutions in this subset exceeds τ
is P (T

(m)
m > τ). Considering all possible combinations of

m solutions from X , an upper bound for the probability

that T
(n)
m exceeds τ would be given by

(
n

m

)(m

n

)τ+1

P
(

T (m)
m > τ

)

. (A10)

This expression appears in the last equation of the above
proof.
We now have an upper bound estimate for the tail

distribution of T
(n)
m . To calculate an upper bound for the

failure probability of Algorithm 1, we will sum P (T
(n)
m >

⌈m ln(mκ1/ǫ)⌉) over m = 2 to n. However, the upper
bound for the tail distribution derived in Lemma 2 is still
complex and difficult to sum overm. Therefore, our next
goal is to simplify the right-hand side of the inequality in
Lemma 2.

Lemma 3. Let n and m be positive integers satisfying
2 ≤ m ≤ n, and let ǫ be a positive real number less than
one. Then, the following inequality holds:

(m

n

)⌈m ln m
ǫ ⌉
(
n

m

)

<
(m

n

)αm

, (A11)

where α := ln(1/ǫ)− 1.

Proof. Define a function g by the following expression:

g(u) :=
(m

u

)⌈m ln m
ǫ ⌉
∏m

i=1[u− (i− 1)]

m!
(u ≥ m).

(A12)
The inequality to be proven can be expressed as g(n) ≤
(m/n)αm. Differentiating ln g(u) with respect to u gives

d

du
ln g(u) = −

⌈
m ln m

ǫ

⌉

u
+

m∑

i=1

1

u− (i− 1)

=
1

u

[
m∑

i=1

u

u− (i− 1)
−
⌈

m ln
m

ǫ

⌉
]

. (A13)

The summation
∑m

i=1 u/[u − (i − 1)] decreases as u in-
creases. Hence, for u ≥ m, the summation is upper
bounded by

∑m
i=1 m/[m− (i − 1)] [= m(1 + 1/2 + · · ·+

1/m)], which is the mth harmonic number multiplied by

m. Furthermore, the mth harmonic number (m ≥ 2) can
be evaluated as

m∑

i=1

1

m− (i− 1)
= 1 +

m∑

k=2

1

k

< 1 +

∫ m

1

ds

s

= 1 + lnm. (A14)

Therefore, we obtain

d

du
ln g(u) <

1

u

[

m(1 + lnm)−m ln
m

ǫ

]

= −
αm

u
, (A15)

where α = ln(1/ǫ) − 1. Integrating both sides of this
inequality from m to n yields

ln
g(n)

g(m)
< −αm ln

n

m
. (A16)

Because g(m) = 1, this inequality implies

g(n) =
(m

n

)⌈m ln m
ǫ ⌉
(
n

m

)

<
(m

n

)αm

. (A17)

This concludes the proof.

We further simplify the upper bound as follows:

Lemma 4. Let n and m be positive integers satisfying
m ≤ n, and let α be a positive real number. Then the
following inequalities hold:

(m

n

)αm

≤

(
2

n

)2α

e−β(m−2), if 2 ≤ m <
n

e
, (A18)

(m

n

)αm

≤ e
α

e−1 (m−n), if
n

e
< m ≤ n, (A19)

where β is defined as

β :=
1
e +

1
3 ln

1
3

1
e −

1
3

α. (A20)

Proof. The left-hand side of the inequalities can be writ-
ten as

(m

n

)αm

= exp
(

nα
(m

n

)

ln
(m

n

))

. (A21)

To evaluate the exponent in the above equation, we ex-
amine a function h defined as

h(u) := u lnu (A22)

for u ∈ [2/n, 1]. Here, the range of u corresponds to
2 ≤ m ≤ n via the relation u = m/n. The graph of
v = u lnu is shown in Fig. 8.
The function h is convex. Therefore, for all u1, u2 ∈

[2/n, 1] and all λ ∈ [0, 1],

h((1− λ)u1 + λu2) ≤ (1− λ)h(u1) + λh(u2). (A23)
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FIG. 8. The graph of v = u lnu. The straight lines (1) and (2)
provide upper bounds for the value of u ln u in the intervals
[2/n, 1/e] and [1/e, 1], respectively. These lines are used to
prove the two inequalities in this lemma.

This inequality is equivalent to

h(u) ≤ h(u1) +
h(u2)− h(u1)

u2 − u1
(u− u1), (A24)

where u [= (1 − λ)u1 + λu2] lies between u1 and u2.
The right-hand side of Eq. (A24) represents the line pass-
ing through points (u1, h(u1)) and (u2, h(u2)). We apply
this inequality to two intervals: [2/n, 1/e] and [1/e, 1], as
shown in Fig. 8.
First, suppose 2 ≤ m < n/e. This condition corre-

sponds to the interval [2/n, 1/e], implying n > 2e. Let
u1 = 2/n and u2 = 1/e. Then Eq. (A24) gives

h(u) ≤
2

n
ln

2

n
−

1
e + 2

n
ln 2

n
1
e − 2

n

(

u−
2

n

)

(A25)

for u ∈ [2/n, 1/e] [see the line (1) in Fig. 8]. We can verify
that the coefficient of u on the right-hand side decreases
as n increases. As we can see from Fig. 8, when n becomes
larger (i.e., 2/n becomes smaller), the slope of the line
(1) becomes steeper in the negative direction. Thus, the
coefficient attains its maximum value when n = 6, which
is the smallest integer satisfying n > 2e:

−
1
e +

2
n
ln 2

n
1
e −

2
n

≤ −
1
e + 1

3 ln
1
3

1
e − 1

3

= −
β

α
. (A26)

Therefore, we obtain

(m

n

)αm

= exp
[

nα · h
(m

n

)]

≤ exp

[

nα

(
2

n
ln

2

n
−

β

α

(
m

n
−

2

n

))]

=

(
2

n

)2α

e−β(m−2) (A27)

for 2 ≤ m < n/e. This is the first inequality of the
lemma.
Next, suppose n/e < m ≤ n, which corresponds to

the interval [1/e, 1]. Let u1 = 1 and u2 = 1/e. Then

Eq. (A24) gives

h(u) ≤ 0 +
− 1

e − 0
1
e − 1

(u− 1) =
u− 1

e− 1
(A28)

for u ∈ [1/e, 1] [see the line (2) in Fig. 8]. Therefore,
applying this inequality with u = m/n to Eq. (A21), we
obtain

(m

n

)αm

≤ exp

(

nα
m
n
− 1

e− 1

)

= exp

(
α

e− 1
(m− n)

)

(A29)

for n/e < m ≤ n. This is the second inequality of the
lemma.

Now we are ready to prove that the failure probability
of Algorithm 1 is less than ǫ.

Theorem 1. Let X be the set of all feasible solutions
to be enumerated. Suppose the number of feasible so-
lutions, denoted by n, is unknown. Let ǫ ∈ (0, 1/e) be
a user-specified tolerance for the failure probability of the
exhaustive solution enumeration. Then, using a fair sam-
pler that follows the discrete uniform distribution on X,
Algorithm 1 successfully enumerates all feasible solutions
in X with a probability exceeding 1− ǫ, regardless of the
unknown value of n.

Proof. As mentioned at the beginning of this subsection,
since Algorithm 1 always succeeds when n = 1, it is suf-
ficient to prove the theorem for n ≥ 2. Algorithm 1 fails
to exhaustively enumerate all solutions if and only if the
number of samples needed to collect m distinct solutions,

denoted by T
(n)
m , exceeds the deadline ⌈m ln(mκ1/ǫ)⌉ for

some positive integer m ∈ [2, n]. Here, κ1 is defined
in Eq. (8). Note that κ1 > 1, and thus (ǫ/κ1) < 1.
Therefore, the failure probability of Algorithm 1 can be
evaluated as

P

(
n⋃

m=2

{

T (n)
m >

⌈

m ln
mκ1

ǫ

⌉}
)

≤
n∑

m=2

P
(

T (n)
m >

⌈

m ln
mκ1

ǫ

⌉)

<

n∑

m=2

(m

n

)(ln κ1
ǫ
−1)m

(
ǫ

κ1

)

<

n∑

m=2

(m

n

)αm
(

ǫ

κ1

)

(A30)

The second last step in the derivation follows from Lem-
mas 2 and 3, and the inequality m/n ≤ 1. In the final
step, ln(κ1/ǫ)−1 is replaced by α [:= ln(1/ǫ)−1] because
κ1 > 1.
Now we aim to demonstrate that the summation

∑n
m=2(m/n)αm is less than κ1, which makes the right-

hand side of the above equation bounded above by ǫ.
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Using the inequalities given in Leamma 4, we get

n∑

m=2

(m

n

)αm

≤

⌊n
e ⌋∑

m=2

(
2

n

)2α

e−β(m−2)+
n∑

m=⌈n
e ⌉

e
α

e−1 (m−n),

(A31)
where ⌊ ⌋ denotes the floor function. For the right-hand
side, the first summation is considered to be zero when
⌊
n
e

⌋
< 2. Additionally, when ⌈n/e⌉ = 1, it is considered

that the variable m in the second summation starts at 2
instead of 1. Since the first term contributes only if n >
2e = 5.43 · · · , the factor (2/n)2α in the first summation
can be bounded above by (2/6)2α = 3−2α. Furthermore,
we can bound the finite summations from above by their
corresponding infinite geometric series. Therefore, we
obtain

n∑

m=2

(m

n

)αm

< 3−2α
∞∑

m=2

e−β(m−2) +

∞∑

m′=0

e−
α

e−1m
′

,

(A32)
where m′ denotes n − m. Since ǫ is set to be less than
1/e, the parameter α [= ln(1/ǫ) − 1] is positive, which
also implies that the parameter β, given in Eq. (A20), is
positive. Thus the common ratios of the geometric series,
exp(−β) and exp(−α/(e − 1)), are less than one. Con-
sequently, these geometric series converge, which leads
to

n∑

m=2

(m

n

)αm

<
3−2α

1− e−β
+

1

1− e−
α

e−1
. (A33)

The right-hand side equals κ1 by definition. Therefore,
we conclude that the failure probability of Algorithm 1
remains strictly below ǫ, irrespective of the value of n.

This proof clarifies that κ1 is designed to bound the
sum of the failure probabilities at each deadline for
m ∈ [2, n]. In other words, κ1 compensates for the in-
creased error chances caused by checking the number of
collected solutions at every deadline for m ∈ [2, n]—
which is necessitated by the lack of information about
n.
To derive κ1, we replace the finite summations by the

infinite summations. This transformation effectively re-
moves the dependence on the unknown value of n. Al-
though infinitely many redundant terms are included in
the infinite summations, they become exponentially small
as the index increases; thus, convergence is expected to be
fast. Indeed, the value of κ1 is around 1.14 when ǫ = 0.01,
which is only slightly larger than its lower bound, one.

3. Failure Probability of Algorithm 2

In this subsection, we evaluate the failure probability
of Algorithm 2. Since Algorithm 2 utilizes a cost-ordered
fair sampler of feasible solutions, we consider that X is
the feasible solution set with cardinality n and p is a

probability distribution on X satisfying the fair and cost-
ordered sampling conditions given in Eq. (5). Further-
more, Algorithm 2 initially samples one feasible solution
(see line 22 in the pseudocode), so it always succeeds
when n = 1. Hence, we consider n ≥ 2.
When the current minimum cost among sampled so-

lutions is θ, the algorithm discards samples with cost
exceeding θ. In other words, the sampler virtually gener-
ates samples from the set of feasible solutions with cost
lower than or equal to θ. To analyze Algorithm 2 with
this feature, we introduce the following notation: let us
define Xθ and Yθ as

Xθ := {x ∈ X | f(x) ≤ θ}, (A34)

Yθ := {x ∈ X | f(x) = θ}. (A35)

We denote the cardinalities of Xθ and Yθ by nθ and lθ,
respectively. The sampling probability distribution for θ,
denoted by pθ, is defined as:

pθ(x) :=

{
p(x)∑

x′∈Xθ
p(x′) , if x ∈ Xθ,

0, if x /∈ Xθ.
(A36)

The second line represents the rejection of x /∈ Xθ. This
sampling distribution also satisfies the cost-ordered and
fair sampling conditions: for any two feasible solutions
x1, x2 ∈ Xθ,

f(x1) < f(x2) ⇒ pθ(x1) ≥ pθ(x2), (A37)

f(x1) = f(x2) ⇒ pθ(x1) = pθ(x2). (A38)

Additionally, for θ > minx∈X f(x), the cost value for
x ∈ Xθ \ Yθ is less than that for any y ∈ Y by definition,
thus

y ∈ Yθ and x ∈ Xθ \ Yθ ⇒ pθ(y) ≤ pθ(x). (A39)

This condition is used in Lemma 5, as described below.
We first consider failure events where Algorithm 2

stops before sampling an optimal solution. In such cases,
the algorithm returns a set ofm−1 feasible solutions with
cost value θ, where 1 ≤ m− 1 ≤ lθ (i.e., 2 ≤ m ≤ lθ + 1)
and θ > minx∈X f(x). These failure events occur when
the following conditions are met during the sampling pro-
cess governed by pθ:

• The first m−1 sampled distinct solutions have cost

value θ; that is, S
(pθ)
m−1 ∈ Yθ.

• T
(pθ)
m exceeds the deadline for collecting m distinct

solutions.

The following lemma provides an upper bound for the
probability of such an event. (For simplicity, we omit
subscript θ in the lemma.)

Lemma 5. Let X be a finite set with cardinality n,
and let Y be a proper subset of X with cardinality l.
Assume that the probability distribution p, which gov-
erns the sampling process from X, satisfies the condi-
tions: (1) y1 ∈ Y and y2 ∈ Y ⇒ p(y1) = p(y2); (2)
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y ∈ Y and x ∈ X \ Y ⇒ p(y) ≤ p(x). Then, for
any positive integer m ∈ [2, l + 1] and any positive real

number ǫ less than one, the probability that T
(p)
m exceeds

⌈m ln(m/ǫ)⌉ and S
(p)
m−1 is a subset of Y is bounded from

above as follows:

P
(

T (p)
m >

⌈

m ln
m

ǫ

⌉

, S
(p)
m−1 ⊂ Y

)

<
(m

n

)⌈m ln m
ǫ ⌉+1

(
n

m

)

ǫ. (A40)

Proof. Due to the fist condition on p, we can denote the
equal probability of sampling y ∈ Y as pY , i.e., pY =
p(y) for all y ∈ Y . This sampling probability satisfies
pY ≤ 1/n, because if pY > 1/n, it would violate the
unit-measure axiom of probability:

∑

x∈X

p(x) =
∑

y∈Y

pY +
∑

x∈X\Y

p(x)

≥
∑

y∈Y

pY +
∑

x∈X\Y

pY

(∵ the second condition on p)

= npY > 1. (A41)

Given that S
(p)
i−1 ⊂ Y , there are l− (i− 1) uncollected

items in Y . The probability of sampling x
(p)
i from these

items at t
(p)
i = τi is calculated as

P
(

t
(p)
i = τi, x

(p)
i ∈ Y

∣
∣
∣ S

(p)
i−1 ⊂ Y

)

= [(i− 1)pY ]
τi−1 [l − (i − 1)] pY . (A42)

Similarly, the probability that t
(p)
i equals τi is given by

P
(

t
(p)
i = τi

∣
∣
∣ S

(p)
i−1 ⊂ Y

)

= [(i−1)pY ]
τi−1 [1− (i− 1)pY ] ,

(A43)

because any of the uncollected items in X can be x
(p)
i in

this case, and the probability of sampling such an item is
1−

∑

y∈S
(p)
i−1

pY = 1− (i − 1)pY . (Note that for the fair

sampling case where pY = 1/n, this probability distribu-
tion is equivalent to the geometric distribution, as shown
in the first equation of the proof of Lemma 2.) Further-

more, the random variables t
(p)
1 , t

(p)
2 , . . . , t

(p)
m are mutually

independent, reflecting the independence of sampling tri-
als. Additionally, we note that

S
(p)
j ⊂ Y ⇐⇒

j
∧

i=1

x
(p)
i ∈ Y. (A44)

Therefore, we get the following equation using the chain

rule:

P
(

t
(p)
1 = τ1, t

(p)
2 = τ2, . . . , t

(p)
m−1 = τm, S

(p)
m−1 ⊂ Y

)

=

[
m−1∏

i=1

P
(

t
(p)
i = τi, x

(p)
i ∈ Y

∣
∣
∣ S

(p)
i−1 ⊂ Y

)
]

× P
(

t(p)m = τm

∣
∣
∣ S

(p)
m−1 ⊂ Y

)

=

[
m−1∏

i=1

[(i − 1)pY ]
τi−1 [l − (i− 1)] pY

]

× [(m− 1)pY ]
τm−1 [1− (m− 1)pY ]

= pτ
′−1

Y [1− (m− 1)pY ]

[
m−1∏

i=1

[l− (i − 1)]

]

×

[
m∏

i=1

(i− 1)τi−1

]

, (A45)

where τ ′ denotes
∑m

i=1 τi. Since pY ≤ 1/n and 1− (m−
1)pY ≤ 1, we can derive the following inequality:

pτ
′−1

Y [1− (m− 1)pY ]

m−1∏

i=1

[l − (i− 1)]

≤
1

nτ ′−1

m−1∏

i=1

[l − (i− 1)]

=

∏m
i=1 [n− (i− 1)]

nτ ′

n
∏m−1

i=1 [l − (i− 1)]
∏m

i=1 [n− (i− 1)]

=

∏m

i=1 [n− (i− 1)]

nτ ′

m−1∏

i=1

(l + 1)− i

n− i

≤

∏m
i=1 [n− (i− 1)]

nτ ′ . (A46)

Here, we derive the final expression following the fact
that Y is a proper subset of X , which implies n ≥ l + 1.
In summary, we obtain the inequality

P
(

t
(p)
1 = τ1, t

(p)
2 = τ2, . . . , t

(p)
m = τm, S

(p)
m−1 ⊂ Y

)

≤ n−τ ′
m∏

i=1

(i− 1)τi−1 [n− (i − 1)] . (A47)

According to Eq. (A6) in the proof of Lemma 2, the right-

hand side equals the joint probability of t
(p)
1 , t

(p)
2 , . . . , t

(p)
m

for the case where p is the discrete uniform distribution

on X , i.e., P
(

t
(n)
1 = τ1, t

(n)
2 = τ2, . . . , t

(n)
m = τm

)

.

As in the proof of Lemma 2, we sum the joint proba-
bilities over all combinations of τ1, τ2, . . . , τm that result
in τ ′ > ⌈m ln(m/ǫ)⌉. This calculation yields

P
(

T (p)
m >

⌈

m ln
m

ǫ

⌉

, S
(p)
m−1 ⊂ Y

)

≤ P
(

T (n)
m >

⌈

m ln
m

ǫ

⌉)

. (A48)
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By applying the inequality established in Lemma 2 to
the above inequality, we establish the inequality stated
in the current lemma.

The inequality of Lemma 5 can also be roughly in-
terpreted as follows. The probability that all m − 1
already-sampled items belong to Y is maximized when
pY is maximized. In that case, the sampling probabil-
ity distribution p should be the uniform distribution on
X , because p(x) ≥ pY = 1/n holds for all x ∈ X , and
∑

x∈X p(x) = 1 must be satisfied. Thus, we consider the
fair sampling case, replacing superscripts (p) with (n).
Obviously,

P
(

T (n)
m >

⌈

m ln
m

ǫ

⌉

, S
(n)
m−1 ⊂ Y

)

≤ P
(

T (n)
m >

⌈

m ln
m

ǫ

⌉)

. (A49)

This equation is the same as the last equation of the
above proof, except for the difference between super-
scripts (n) and (p) on the left-hand sides.

Finally, we prove that the failure probability of Algo-
rithm 2 is less than ǫ. The following theorem is the main
theoretical result of this article.

Theorem 2. Let X be the set of all feasible solutions,
and let f : X → R be the cost function of a combinatorial
optimization problem. In addition, let ǫ ∈ (0, 1/e1.5) be a
user-specified tolerance for the failure probability associ-
ated with enumerating all optimal solutions. Then, using
a cost-ordered fair sampler on X, Algorithm 2 success-
fully enumerates all optimal solutions in argminx∈X f(x)
with a probability exceeding 1 − ǫ, regardless of the un-
known minimum value of f and the unknown number of
the optimal solutions.

Proof. The failure scenarios of Algorithm 2 fall into two
categories:

1. Algorithm 2 halts without having sampled any op-
timal solution.

2. Algorithm 2 halts having only collected a proper
subset of optimal solutions.

First, we consider the failure probability of the first
type: Algorithm 2 samples a feasible solution with cost
value θ > minx∈X f(x) and stops during the sampling
process for θ, which is governed by pθ. Let us denote
the event where Algorithm 2 samples a feasible solution
with cost value θ by Eθ. Given that the event Eθ occurs,
the algorithm stops during the sampling for θ when all
the first m− 1 sampled distinct solutions have cost value

θ (i.e., S
(pθ)
m−1 ⊂ Yθ), and T

(pθ)
m exceeds the deadline for

collecting m distinct solutions (m ∈ [2, lθ + 1]). Then,
based on Lemma 5, we can evaluate the probability of

this failure case, denoted by P fail
θ , as follows:

P fail
θ

= P

(
lθ+1⋃

m=2

{

T (pθ)
m >

⌈

m ln
mκ2

ǫ

⌉

∧S
(pθ)
m−1 ⊂ Yθ

}

∩ Eθ

)

≤
lθ+1∑

m=2

P
(

T (pθ)
m >

⌈

m ln
mκ2

ǫ

⌉

, S
(pθ)
m−1 ⊂ Yθ

)

<
ǫ

κ2

lθ+1∑

m=2

(
m

nθ

)⌈m ln
mκ2

ǫ ⌉+1(
nθ

m

)

. (A50)

Using Leamm 3, each term in the summation can be
simplified as

P fail
θ <

ǫ

κ2

lθ+1∑

m=2

(
m

nθ

)(ln κ2
ǫ
−1)m

<
ǫ

κ2

lθ+1∑

m=2

(
m

nθ

)αm

(A51)
where α = ln(1/ǫ)− 1. The replacement of ln(κ2/ǫ)− 1
by α is valid, because (m/nθ) ≤ 1, and κ2 > 1 implies
ln(κ2/ǫ) − 1 > α. Following the proof of Theorem 1,
we can derive the following upper bound of P fail

θ using
Lemma 4:

P fail
θ

<






⌊nθ
e ⌋∑

m=2

(
2

nθ

)2α

e−β(m−2) +

lθ+1∑

m=⌈nθ
e ⌉

e
α

e−1 (m−nθ)






ǫ

κ2

<

[(
2

nθ

)2α ∞∑

m=2

e−β(m−2) +

∞∑

m′=nθ−lθ−1

e−
α

e−1m
′

]

ǫ

κ2

=

[(
2

nθ

)2α
1

1− e−β
+

e−
α

e−1 (nθ−lθ−1)

1− e−
α

e−1

]

ǫ

κ2
, (A52)

where the parameter β is defined in Eq. (A20). Note
that the first term in the last expression can be omitted
if nθ < 2e.

Next, we consider the failure probability of the sec-
ond type: Algorithm 2 samples an optimal solution but
stops before collecting all optimal solutions. This failure
probability is essentially the same as the failure proba-
bility of Algorithm 1. Let fmin denote minx∈X f(x), and
let Efmin be the event where the algorithm samples an
optimal solution. Under Efmin , the sampling process is
governed by the probability distribution pfmin , which is
the uniform distribution on Xfmin . Thus, following the
proof of Theorem 1, we obtain an upper bound for the
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failure probability of the second type as:

P fail
fmin

= P

(nfmin⋃

m=2

{

T
(pfmin

)
m >

⌈

m ln
mκ2

ǫ

⌉}

∩ Efmin

)

≤

nfmin∑

m=2

P
(

T
(pfmin

)
m >

⌈

m ln
mκ2

ǫ

⌉)

<

[(
2

nfmin

)2α
1

1− e−β
+

1

1− e−
α

e−1

]

ǫ

κ2
. (A53)

Note that nfmin in the last expression is replaced by six
in Theorem 1, because the first term can be neglected
for nfmin < 6. However, we maintain the dependence on
nfmin for subsequent discussion.

The total failure probability is bounded above by the
sum of P fail

θ across all θ in the image of f , i.e., f [X ] :=
{θ ∈ R | ∃x ∈ X s.t. f(x) = θ}. Thus, the total failure
probability, denoted by P fail, satisfies the inequality

P fail <




1

1− e−β

∑

θ∈f [X]

(
2

nθ

)2α

+
1

1− e−
α

e−1



1 +
∑

θ∈f [X]\{fmin}

e−
α

e−1 (nθ−lθ−1)








ǫ

κ2
. (A54)

We evaluate the first summation in Eq. (A54). The
indexed family of sets {Xθ}θ∈f [X] is a strictly increasing
sequence with respect to θ. Specifically, for θ1, θ2 ∈ f [X ],
θ1 < θ2 ⇒ Xθ1 ( Xθ2 . Consequently, the sequence
{nθ}θ∈f [X] is a strictly increasing sequence with respect
to θ, that is, θ1 < θ2 ⇒ nθ1 < nθ2 . In other words,
the sequence {nθ}θ∈f [X] contains no duplicated values.
Furthermore, the terms for nθ ≤ 2e = 5.43 · · · can be ex-
cluded from the first summation. Thus, the first summa-
tion over θ is upper bounded by the infinite summation
over nθ ≥ 6 as follows:

∑

θ∈f [X]

(
2

nθ

)2α

<

∞∑

nθ=6

(
2

nθ

)2α

= 4α

(

ζ(2α)−
5∑

k=1

1

k2α

)

. (A55)

Here, we rewrite the infinite sum in terms of the Riemann
zeta function ζ(s) :=

∑∞
k=1 k

−s. Since ǫ is set to be less
than 1/e1.5, the argument 2α exceeds one. This ensures
the convergence of ζ(2α).
Next, we evaluate the second summation in Eq. (A54).

Suppose θ1 ∈ f [X ] \ {fmin}. Let θ0 be the largest
value among all θ ∈ f [X ] less than θ1. For θ0 and θ1,
Xθ1 = Xθ0 ∪ Yθ1 and Xθ0 ∩ Yθ1 = ∅ hold. This implies
nθ1 − lθ1 = nθ0 . Since the sequence {nθ0}θ0∈f [X] is a
strictly increasing sequence of positive integers, the se-
quence {nθ1 − lθ1}θ1∈f [X]\{fmin} is also a strictly increas-
ing sequence of positive integers. Therefore, the second
summation over θ is upper bounded by the infinite sum-

mation over positive integers nθ− lθ, which we denote by
k, as follows:

1 +
∑

θ∈f [X]\{fmin}

e−
α

e−1 (nθ−lθ−1) < 1 +

∞∑

k=1

e−
α

e−1 (k−1)

=
2− e−

α
e−1

1− e−
α

e−1
. (A56)

Finally, we derive an upper bound for the total failure
probability of Algorithm 2 as follows:

P fail

<

[

4α

1− e−β

(

ζ(2α)−
5∑

k=1

1

k2α

)

+
2− e−

α
e−1

(
1− e−

α
e−1

)2

]

ǫ

κ2
.
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Since the expression inside the brackets on the right-hand
side equals κ2 [Eq. (11)], the right-hand side equals ǫ.
Therefore, the failure probability of Algorithm 2 remains
below ǫ, irrespective of the minimum value of f and the
number of optimal solutions.

This proof clarifies that κ2 is designed to compensate
for the increased error chances caused by the lack of in-
formation about fmin as well as nfmin . In contrast, the
design of κ1 takes into account only the failure cases due
to ignorance of nfmin (i.e., the failure scenarios of the sec-
ond type in the above proof). Therefore, κ2 should be
larger than κ1. Indeed, κ2 includes κ1:
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