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Abstract

The treewidth of a graph describes its tree-likeness by how well it can be decomposed by
small separators. It is defined as the minimum width of a tree decomposition of the graph.
When a graph is given together with a tree decomposition of small width, many problems
that are NP-hard in general can be solved efficiently. This motivates the problem where
we are given a graph G, and our task is to either compute a tree decomposition of G of
small width or to determine that the treewidth of G is large. A similar situation holds
also for other width parameters of graphs, in particular, the rankwidth.

In this thesis, we introduce a new algorithmic technique for computing width parameters
of graphs and the decompositions associated with them. Our method is inspired by proofs
about the existence of lean tree decompositions from the graph theory literature. The new
technique allows us to address several open questions from the literature on treewidth
and rankwidth. Specifically, we give two new algorithms for computing treewidth, a
dynamic data structure for maintaining tree decompositions, and a new algorithm for
computing rankwidth.

Our first contribution, where we introduce the technique, is a 2-approximation algorithm
for treewidth running in time 2O(k)n, where k is the treewidth and n the number of
vertices. This improves upon a previous work about 5-approximating treewidth within
the same running time.

As our second contribution, we extend our technique to compute treewidth exactly in
2O(k2)n4 time. This answers a long-standing open question in the literature about whether
there exists a 2o(k

3)nO(1) time exact algorithm for treewidth.

Our third contribution is a data structure for maintaining a tree decomposition of a
dynamic graph G that is updated by edge insertions and deletions. Our data structure
maintains a tree decomposition of width at most 6k+5, given a promise that the treewidth
of G is at most k. The amortized update time is 2k

O(1)
√

logn log logn, which is subpolynomial
in n for a fixed k. This partially answers an open question from the literature.
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Abstract in Norwegian

Trebredden til en graf beskriver dens likhet med trær ved hvor godt den kan dekom-
poneres ved hjelp av små separatorer. Den er definert som minimumsbredden av en
tre-dekomponering av grafen. Når en graf er gitt sammen med en tre-dekomponering
av liten bredde, kan mange problemer som generelt er NP-harde løses effektivt. Dette
gir grunn for å granske problemet hvor vi er gitt en graf G, og vår oppgave er å enten
beregne en tredekomponering av G med liten bredde eller å avgjøre at trebredden til G
er stor. En lignende situasjon gjelder også for andre breddeparametre av grafer, spesielt
rangbredden.

I denne avhandlingen introduserer vi en ny algoritmisk teknikk for å beregne bredde-
parametre av grafer og dekomponeringene assosiert med dem. Metoden vår er inspirert
av bevis fra grafteorilitteraturen om eksistensen av slanke tredekomponeringer. Den
nye teknikken gjør oss i stand til å takle flere åpne spørsmål fra litteraturen om tre-
bredde og rangbredde. Især gir vi to nye algoritmer for å beregne trebredde, en dynamisk
datastruktur for å vedlikeholde tre-dekomponeringer, og en ny algoritme for å beregne
rangbredde.

Vårt første bidrag, der vi introduserer teknikken, er en 2-tilnærmingsalgoritme for
trebredde med kjøretid 2O(k)n, der k er trebredden og n er antall noder. Dette er en
forbedring over tidligere arbeid, som gir en 5-tilnærming av trebredde innen samme
kjøretid.

I vårt andre bidrag utvider vi teknikken vår for å eksakt beregne trebredde i 2O(k2)n4 tid.
Dette gir svar på et gammelt åpent spørsmål i litteraturen om hvorvidt det eksisterer en
2o(k

3)nO(1)-tid eksakt algoritme for trebredde.

Vårt tredje bidrag er en datastruktur for å vedlikeholde en tredekomponering av en
dynamisk graf G som oppdateres ved innsetting og sletting av kanter. Datastrukturen
vedlikeholder en tredekomponering med bredde på maks 6k + 5, gitt et løfte om at
trebredden til G er maks k. Den amortiserte oppdateringstiden er 2k

O(1)
√

logn log logn, som

AbstractinNorwegian

Trebreddentilengrafbeskriverdenslikhetmedtrærvedhvorgodtdenkandekom-
poneresvedhjelpavsmåseparatorer.Denerdefinertsomminimumsbreddenaven
tre-dekomponeringavgrafen.Nårengrafergittsammenmedentre-dekomponering
avlitenbredde,kanmangeproblemersomgenerelterNP-hardeløseseffektivt.Dette
girgrunnforågranskeproblemethvorviergittengrafG,ogvåroppgaveeråenten
beregneentredekomponeringavGmedlitenbreddeelleråavgjøreattrebreddentilG
erstor.Enlignendesituasjongjelderogsåforandrebreddeparametreavgrafer,spesielt
rangbredden.

Idenneavhandlingenintrodusererviennyalgoritmiskteknikkforåberegnebredde-
parametreavgraferogdekomponeringeneassosiertmeddem.Metodenvårerinspirert
avbevisfragrafteorilitteraturenomeksistensenavslanketredekomponeringer.Den
nyeteknikkengjørossistandtilåtakleflereåpnespørsmålfralitteraturenomtre-
breddeograngbredde.Isærgirvitonyealgoritmerforåberegnetrebredde,endynamisk
datastrukturforåvedlikeholdetre-dekomponeringer,ogennyalgoritmeforåberegne
rangbredde.

Vårtførstebidrag,derviintrodusererteknikken,eren2-tilnærmingsalgoritmefor
trebreddemedkjøretid2O(k)n,derkertrebreddenognerantallnoder.Detteeren
forbedringovertidligerearbeid,somgiren5-tilnærmingavtrebreddeinnensamme
kjøretid.

Ivårtandrebidragutviderviteknikkenvårforåeksaktberegnetrebreddei2O(k2)n4tid.
Dettegirsvarpåetgammeltåpentspørsmålilitteraturenomhvorvidtdeteksistereren
2o(k

3)nO(1)-tideksaktalgoritmefortrebredde.

Vårttredjebidragerendatastrukturforåvedlikeholdeentredekomponeringaven
dynamiskgrafGsomoppdateresvedinnsettingogslettingavkanter.Datastrukturen
vedlikeholderentredekomponeringmedbreddepåmaks6k+5,gittetløfteomat
trebreddentilGermaksk.Denamortiserteoppdateringstidener2k
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Chapter 1

Introduction

Treewidth and tree decompositions, defined by Robertson and Seymour [1986a] and
introduced independently under various names by Bertele and Brioschi [1973], Halin [1976],
and Arnborg and Proskurowski [1989], have been influential in the fields of algorithms
and graph theory over the last 40 years. The treewidth of a graph measures how well
the graph can be decomposed by small separators. It describes the tree-likeness of the
graph in the sense that trees can be decomposed by separators of cardinality 1, while
graphs of treewidth k can be decomposed by separators of cardinality k. More precisely,
the treewidth of a graph is defined as the minimum width of a tree decomposition of it,
which is a certain way of arranging the vertices of the graph into a tree-shaped structure.
See Figure 1.1 for an illustration of a graph and a tree decomposition of it.

Formally, a tree decomposition of a graph G is a pair (T, bag), where T is a tree and bag

is a function bag : V (T )→ 2V (G) that maps nodes of T to sets of vertices of G called bags
so that (1) for every edge uv ∈ E(G), there exists a node t ∈ V (T ) with {u, v} ⊆ bag(t),
and (2) for every vertex v ∈ V (G), the set of nodes of T whose bags contain v forms a
non-empty connected subtree of T . The width of (T, bag) is the maximum size of a bag
minus one1, and the treewidth of G is the minimum width of a tree decomposition of G.
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Figure 1.1: A graph G whose vertices V (G) are indexed by the letters a, . . . , o (left), and
a tree decomposition of G of width 3− 1 = 2 (right). The tree decomposition shows that
the treewidth of G is at most 2. The treewidth of G is in fact exactly 2, because only
forests have treewidth less than 2.

the given tree decomposition, similar to dynamic programming algorithms for solving
problems on trees. The celebrated meta-theorem of Courcelle [1990] (see also [Arnborg
et al., 1991; Borie et al., 1992]) states that such dynamic programming algorithms,
running in time f(k) · n for some function f , exist for all graph problems expressible in
the so-called “counting monadic second-order logic” (CMSO2).2

The applications of treewidth are not limited only to graph problems, but extend to
various settings by associating the input with a graph that describes its structure in
an appropriate way [Chekuri and Rajaraman, 2000; Dechter and Pearl, 1989; Fomin
et al., 2018; Lauritzen and Spiegelhalter, 1988; Markov and Shi, 2008; Thorup, 1998].
Furthermore, algorithms for graphs of small treewidth are not only useful when solving
problems for inputs of small treewidth, but are frequently used as subroutines for solving
problems on planar graphs [Baker, 1994; Bodlaender et al., 2016b], minor-free graphs
[Demaine et al., 2005a; Flum and Grohe, 2001], and even on general graphs [Robertson
and Seymour, 1995]. We will review different applications of treewidth in Section 3.3.

What makes treewidth fundamental is not only its applications in algorithm design, but
also the fact that in many contexts treewidth describes exactly the boundary between easy
and hard inputs: Inputs with small treewidth can be solved efficiently, while all inputs
with large treewidth are hard [Grohe et al., 2001; Kreutzer and Tazari, 2010b; Robertson
and Seymour, 1986b; Seese, 1991].3 Even in situations where this is not the case,
treewidth serves as an important base case upon which alternative structural parameters
are designed.

2We will define CMSO2 in Subsection 3.3.2.
3Of course, stating that all inputs with large treewidth are “hard” usually comes with some technical

assumptions. We discuss these results in more detail in Subsection 3.3.4.
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One of these alternative structural parameters is the rankwidth of a graph, introduced
by Oum and Seymour [2006] in order to approximate a parameter called cliquewidth,
introduced earlier by Courcelle et al. [1993] (more explicitly in [Courcelle, 1995]).
Cliquewidth and rankwidth are more general parameters than treewidth in the sense
that they can be upper bounded by functions of treewidth. In particular, graphs of
treewidth k have cliquewidth at most 3 · 2k−1 and rankwidth at most k + 1 [Corneil and
Rotics, 2005; Oum, 2008a]. Unlike treewidth, cliquewidth and rankwidth can be small
also on dense graphs, for example, their values on complete graphs and complete bipar-
tite graphs are at most 2, while treewidth grows unboundedly. Many algorithmic results
have been generalized from the setting of treewidth to that of cliquewidth and rankwidth
[Courcelle et al., 2000, 2001; Kobler and Rotics, 2003], and indeed the original motivation
behind cliquewidth was to capture the “tree-like” graphs from the viewpoint of a variant
of CMSO2 called CMSO1 [Courcelle, 1995].

Most of the algorithms designed for graphs of small treewidth, or for graphs of small
rankwidth or cliquewidth, need the graph to be given together with a decomposition of
small width. In particular, the running times of the algorithms are not parameterized by
the widths of the input graphs, but instead by the widths of the given decompositions. This
makes the problem of computing small-width decompositions central in the algorithmic
theory of graph width parameters.

Contributions and outline of the thesis

In this thesis, we make multiple contributions to algorithms for computing graph width
parameters and associated decompositions of graphs, solving several open problems from
the literature. Our contributions are based on a new technique for computing graph width
parameters that we introduce in this thesis. Roughly speaking, our new technique allows
to improve decompositions by successive “local improvements”, which can be implemented
efficiently with the use of appropriate data structures. The graph-theoretic aspects of this
technique are inspired by proofs about the existence of so-called “lean tree decompositions”
by Thomas [1990] and Bellenbaum and Diestel [2002], although significantly generalized
in this thesis. The algorithmic aspects of the technique are completely new.

We introduce our technique in Chapter 4 by giving a new parameterized 2-approximation
algorithm for treewidth. In Chapter 5 we further generalize this technique, obtaining
parameterized exact and (1 + ε)-approximation algorithms for computing treewidth.
We discuss the literature of treewidth computation and our algorithms for computing
treewidth in Section 1.1 of this introduction chapter. In Chapter 6 we apply our technique
to design a data structure for efficiently maintaining small-width tree decompositions
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of dynamic graphs. This dynamic algorithm and the related literature are discussed in
Section 1.2. Finally, in Chapter 7 we give a parameterized algorithm for approximat-
ing rankwidth and cliquewidth. This, together with the literature on rankwidth and
cliquewidth is discussed in Section 1.3. Further introductory material related to the top-
ics of this thesis will be presented in Chapters 2 and 3. In Chapter 2 we present formal
definitions and preliminary results. We survey some introductory topics in detail in Chap-
ter 3, reviewing two previous algorithms for computing treewidth, applications of graph
width parameters, and the proof of [Bellenbaum and Diestel, 2002; Thomas, 1990] that
inspired our new technique. This thesis is concluded in Chapter 8 with open problems
and directions for future research.

1.1 Computing treewidth

Due to its importance, the problem of computing treewidth and tree decompositions has
a long and rich history. We summarize it in Table 1.1 and in words below.

Before diving into the literature, let us remark that for the purpose of using small-width
tree decompositions in applications, it is not necessary to compute an optimum-width
tree decomposition, but an approximately optimal decomposition is also suitable. For
example, if we are interested in using an algorithm that has a running time of 2O(k)n

when given a tree decomposition of width k, it still attains the same running time bound
even when given a tree decomposition of width 5k. However, the algorithm becomes
slower as the width grows, so minimizing the approximation ratio is a desirable goal.
Furthermore, as the algorithms making use of tree decompositions often run in time at
least exponential in the width k, it makes sense to allow similar running times also for
algorithms computing tree decompositions.

When Robertson and Seymour [1986a] introduced treewidth, they showed that for every
fixed constant k there exists a polynomial-time algorithm for testing if a given graph has
treewidth at most k. Curiously, their proof yielded only the existence of an algorithm,
without actually constructing it.4 However, concurrently with them, Arnborg et al. [1987]
gave an algorithm that computes a tree decomposition of width k, if one exists, in
time O(nk+2), where n is the number of vertices. Arnborg et al. also showed that for
unbounded k, the problem of deciding if a given graph has treewidth at most k is NP-hard.

4To construct the algorithm, one needs the set of minimal graphs of treewidth k + 1 under the graph
minor relation. This set was shown to be finite by Robertson and Seymour [1990], but without any upper
bound on its size. Upper bounds were given later by [Lagergren, 1998; Lagergren and Arnborg, 1991].
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algorithm, Robertson and Seymour [1995] also showed that for every fixed constant k
there exists a O(n2) time algorithm for testing if the treewidth of a given graph is at
most k.6

In the start of the 1990s, Matoušek and Thomas [1991], Lagergren [1996], and Reed [1992]
built upon the ideas of the 4-approximation algorithm of Robertson and Seymour [1995]
to improve its running time to be near-linear as a function of n. The algorithms of
Matoušek and Thomas [1991] and Lagergren [1996] run in time kO(k)n log2 n, and output
tree decompositions of width at most 6k + 5 and 8k + 7, respectively. The algorithm
of Reed [1992] runs in time kO(k)n log n and outputs a tree decomposition of width at
most 8k + 7. The algorithm of Lagergren [1996] is given as a parallel algorithm with
kO(k) log3 n running time on O(k2n) processors.

A direct, constructive FPT algorithm for computing treewidth exactly was given by
Bodlaender and Kloks [1996] and Lagergren and Arnborg [1991] (the conference versions
of both appearing concurrently at ICALP 19917). They showed that when given a tree
decomposition of width `, one can use dynamic programming to decide if treewidth is at
most k in time 2O((k+log `)·`2)n, and in the affirmative case output a tree decomposition of
width at most k. At the time in 1991, this implied a 2O(k3)n log2 n time exact algorithm
for computing an optimum-width tree decomposition, by first running the algorithm
of Lagergren [1996] (first appeared in [Lagergren, 1990]) to obtain an 8-approximate
tree decomposition in time kO(k)n log2 n, and then running the dynamic programming
algorithm on this 8-approximate tree decomposition.

Bodlaender [1996] showed that instead of using a separate approximation algorithm
for obtaining the tree decomposition to run dynamic programming on, one can use a
clever self-reduction scheme to assume that an approximately optimal tree decomposition
is always available. This led to a linear 2O(k3)n time algorithm for computing tree
decompositions of optimum width. We will review this algorithm in Section 3.2.

As for polynomial-time approximation of treewidth, Bodlaender et al. [1995] showed that
techniques introduced by Leighton and Rao [1999] can be used to O(log n)-approximate
treewidth in polynomial-time. Amir [2010] improved the approximation ratio of this
algorithm (again using the techniques of Leighton and Rao [1999]) to O(log k). Later, Feige
et al. [2008] gave a polynomial-time O(

√
log k)-approximation algorithm for treewidth,

which remains the best approximation ratio achieved in polynomial-time. Wu et al. [2014]

Section 1.3, but in the literature it has been interpreted as a 4-approximation algorithm for treewidth by
e.g. [Reed, 1992], [Kleinberg and Tardos, 2005, Chapter 10], and [Cygan et al., 2015, Chapter 7].

6This algorithm had the same caveat of needing the list of minor-minimal graphs of treewidth k+1 to
construct it as discussed above. See [Bodlaender, 1994; Fellows and Langston, 1994] for further discussion
and partial lifting of the constructivity issues in this algorithm.

7The conference version of [Bodlaender and Kloks, 1996] is [Bodlaender and Kloks, 1991].
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showed that assuming the “Small Set Expansion” conjecture, approximating treewidth is
NP-hard for any constant approximation ratio. The Small Set Expansion conjecture was
introduced by Raghavendra and Steurer [2010] and is a stronger version of the Unique
Games conjecture of Khot [2002].

We then return to FPT algorithms for treewidth, soon getting to the contributions of
this thesis. After the algorithm of Bodlaender [1996], the main question left about
FPT algorithms for treewidth was about the dependence on k. In particular, most of
the classical dynamic programming algorithms run in time 2O(k)n when given a tree
decomposition of width k, but no matching algorithm for constant-factor approximating
treewidth was known. This situation was remedied by Bodlaender et al. [2016a], who
gave a 2O(k)n time 5-approximation algorithm for treewidth. They used techniques that
combine ideas of Reed [1992] with additional data structures based on logarithmic-depth
tree decompositions [Bodlaender and Hagerup, 1998], the dynamic programming of
[Bodlaender and Kloks, 1996; Lagergren and Arnborg, 1991], and the self-reduction
scheme of Bodlaender [1996]. With these techniques, they also obtained a 2O(k)n log n

time 3-approximation algorithm for treewidth.

As the first contribution of this thesis, we give in Chapter 4 an algorithm that improves
upon both of the algorithms given by Bodlaender et al. [2016a].

Theorem 1.1. There is an algorithm that, given an n-vertex graph G and an integer
k, in time 2O(k)n either outputs a tree decomposition of G of width at most 2k + 1 or
determines that the treewidth of G is larger than k.

Perhaps more interesting than the theorem statement are the techniques behind the
algorithm of Theorem 1.1. The previous approximation algorithms for treewidth running
in time 2O(k)nO(1) are based on constructing a tree decomposition in a top-down manner,
as pioneered by Robertson and Seymour [1995]. The algorithm of Theorem 1.1 is instead
based on improving a tree decomposition by iterative “local improvements”, inspired by
the proofs of [Bellenbaum and Diestel, 2002; Thomas, 1990].

Compared to the algorithm of Bodlaender et al. [2016a], the algorithm of Theorem 1.1
has also faster running time as a function of k, being roughly 210.8k as opposed to more
than 290k. It is also arguably simpler, being significantly shorter to describe and avoiding
tricks such as algorithm selection based on the relation of n and k. Most significantly,
the new techniques we introduce for Theorem 1.1 lead, after further development, to the
other contributions of this thesis.

It was asked by Downey and Fellows in their monograph [Downey and Fellows, 1999,
Chapter 6.3] whether the dependence on k in Bodlaender’s algorithm for computing
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treewidth exactly could be improved from 2O(k3) to 2O(k). Later, Telle [Bodlaender
et al., 2006, Problem 2.7.1] asked the less ambitious question of whether there is any
FPT algorithm for treewidth whose running time as a function of k is better than 2O(k3).
The problem of obtaining a 2o(k

3)nO(1) time algorithm for treewidth was also asked by
Bodlaender et al. [2016a] and called a “long-standing open problem” by Bodlaender
et al. [2023]. We resolve this problem in Chapter 5 by further developing the techniques
introduced for Theorem 1.1.

Theorem 1.2. There is an algorithm that, given an n-vertex graph G and an integer k,
in time 2O(k2)n4 either outputs a tree decomposition of G of width at most k or determines
that the treewidth of G is larger than k. Moreover, the algorithm runs in space nO(1).

An interesting feature of the algorithm of Theorem 1.2 is that it does not use dynamic
programming on tree decompositions in any way, and in particular, runs in space
polynomial in n. The previous parameterized algorithms for computing treewidth exactly
are based on dynamic programming and use space at least exponential in k.

The proof of Theorem 1.2 has two parts. First, we introduce a problem called “Subset
Treewidth”, and show that by solving Subset Treewidth, one can use “local improvements”,
akin to those of Theorem 1.1 but significantly generalized, to improve tree decompositions
until they attain the optimum width. In the second part of the proof we give an algorithm
for solving the Subset Treewidth problem by branching, therefore avoiding dynamic
programming.

The techniques we introduce for Theorem 1.2 allow trading off the width of the re-
sulting tree decomposition for the running time, and result also in the following FPT
approximation scheme for treewidth, presented also in Chapter 5.

Theorem 1.3. There is an algorithm that, given an n-vertex graph G, an integer k, and
a rational ε with 0 < ε < 1, in time kO(k/ε)n4 either outputs a tree decomposition of G of
width at most (1 + ε)k or determines that the treewidth of G is larger than k. Moreover,
the algorithm runs in space nO(1).

In fact, the algorithm of Theorem 1.3 is the more natural and simpler one of the two
algorithms of Theorems 1.2 and 1.3, and results in a 2O(k2 log k)n4 time exact algorithm by
setting ε = 1/(k + 1), which already resolves the open problem of computing treewidth
in 2o(k

3)nO(1) time.

We will discuss future directions and open problems related to computing treewidth in
Chapter 8.
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1.2 Dynamic treewidth

The field of dynamic graph algorithms studies whether solutions to graph problems can
be maintained, under updates to graphs, faster than recomputing from scratch on every
update. Dynamic algorithms are useful not only for processing the constantly changing
real-world data, but also as subroutines for designing faster static algorithms [Sleator
and Tarjan, 1981].

We consider the following dynamic treewidth problem. We have a dynamic graph G that
is updated by insertions and deletions of edges, one edge at a time. We are furthermore
given at the initialization a parameter k and a promise that the treewidth of G will never
exceed k. The task is to maintain a tree decomposition of G of width bounded by a
function of k. Ideally, we would also like to maintain arbitrary dynamic programming
procedures on the tree decomposition, in order to maintain solutions to various problems
about G.

A common formalization used in the literature for the feature of maintaining any dynamic
programming procedure on a tree decomposition is that of maintaining whether G
satisfies a fixed property ϕ expressible in CMSO2. By the theorem of Courcelle [1990],
such properties of G can be decided by dynamic programming on a tree decomposition
of G, and in a certain sense, all properties decided by finite-state dynamic programming
on tree decompositions can be expressed in CMSO2 [Bojanczyk and Pilipczuk, 2016].
Examples of CMSO2-expressible properties include 3-colorability and Hamiltonicity.

A trivial solution to the dynamic treewidth problem is given by recomputing the tree
decomposition after every update with the linear-time algorithm of Bodlaender [1996] (or
of Bodlaender et al. [2016a], or of Theorem 1.1). Then, the tree decomposition is updated
in O(n) time for fixed k, and we can run Courcelle’s dynamic programming on it in linear
time after each update. In this light, the interesting challenge of dynamic treewidth is
to develop algorithms that run in time sublinear in n per update, or ideally, in time
O(log n) per update, for fixed k, matching the running times of various data structures
for dynamic trees [Alstrup et al., 2005; Frederickson, 1997; Sleator and Tarjan, 1981].

This question about dynamic algorithms for treewidth was first asked by Bodlaender [1993],
and then repeated by Dvořák et al. [2014], Alman et al. [2020], Chen et al. [2021], and
Majewski et al. [2023]. Before going to our contribution, let us review the existing
literature about the dynamic treewidth problem.

Bodlaender [1993] showed that for dynamic graphs of treewidth at most 2, tree decom-
positions of width at most 11 can be maintained with worst-case update time O(log n).

1.2Dynamictreewidth11

1.2Dynamictreewidth

Thefieldofdynamicgraphalgorithmsstudieswhethersolutionstographproblemscan
bemaintained,underupdatestographs,fasterthanrecomputingfromscratchonevery
update.Dynamicalgorithmsareusefulnotonlyforprocessingtheconstantlychanging
real-worlddata,butalsoassubroutinesfordesigningfasterstaticalgorithms[Sleator
andTarjan,1981].

Weconsiderthefollowingdynamictreewidthproblem.WehaveadynamicgraphGthat
isupdatedbyinsertionsanddeletionsofedges,oneedgeatatime.Wearefurthermore
givenattheinitializationaparameterkandapromisethatthetreewidthofGwillnever
exceedk.ThetaskistomaintainatreedecompositionofGofwidthboundedbya
functionofk.Ideally,wewouldalsoliketomaintainarbitrarydynamicprogramming
proceduresonthetreedecomposition,inordertomaintainsolutionstovariousproblems
aboutG.

Acommonformalizationusedintheliteratureforthefeatureofmaintaininganydynamic
programmingprocedureonatreedecompositionisthatofmaintainingwhetherG
satisfiesafixedpropertyϕexpressibleinCMSO2.BythetheoremofCourcelle[1990],
suchpropertiesofGcanbedecidedbydynamicprogrammingonatreedecomposition
ofG,andinacertainsense,allpropertiesdecidedbyfinite-statedynamicprogramming
ontreedecompositionscanbeexpressedinCMSO2[BojanczykandPilipczuk,2016].
ExamplesofCMSO2-expressiblepropertiesinclude3-colorabilityandHamiltonicity.

Atrivialsolutiontothedynamictreewidthproblemisgivenbyrecomputingthetree
decompositionaftereveryupdatewiththelinear-timealgorithmofBodlaender[1996](or
ofBodlaenderetal.[2016a],orofTheorem1.1).Then,thetreedecompositionisupdated
inO(n)timeforfixedk,andwecanrunCourcelle’sdynamicprogrammingonitinlinear
timeaftereachupdate.Inthislight,theinterestingchallengeofdynamictreewidthis
todevelopalgorithmsthatrunintimesublinearinnperupdate,orideally,intime
O(logn)perupdate,forfixedk,matchingtherunningtimesofvariousdatastructures
fordynamictrees[Alstrupetal.,2005;Frederickson,1997;SleatorandTarjan,1981].

ThisquestionaboutdynamicalgorithmsfortreewidthwasfirstaskedbyBodlaender[1993],
andthenrepeatedbyDvořáketal.[2014],Almanetal.[2020],Chenetal.[2021],and
Majewskietal.[2023].Beforegoingtoourcontribution,letusreviewtheexisting
literatureaboutthedynamictreewidthproblem.

Bodlaender[1993]showedthatfordynamicgraphsoftreewidthatmost2,treedecom-
positionsofwidthatmost11canbemaintainedwithworst-caseupdatetimeO(logn).

1.2Dynamictreewidth11

1.2Dynamictreewidth

Thefieldofdynamicgraphalgorithmsstudieswhethersolutionstographproblemscan
bemaintained,underupdatestographs,fasterthanrecomputingfromscratchonevery
update.Dynamicalgorithmsareusefulnotonlyforprocessingtheconstantlychanging
real-worlddata,butalsoassubroutinesfordesigningfasterstaticalgorithms[Sleator
andTarjan,1981].

Weconsiderthefollowingdynamictreewidthproblem.WehaveadynamicgraphGthat
isupdatedbyinsertionsanddeletionsofedges,oneedgeatatime.Wearefurthermore
givenattheinitializationaparameterkandapromisethatthetreewidthofGwillnever
exceedk.ThetaskistomaintainatreedecompositionofGofwidthboundedbya
functionofk.Ideally,wewouldalsoliketomaintainarbitrarydynamicprogramming
proceduresonthetreedecomposition,inordertomaintainsolutionstovariousproblems
aboutG.

Acommonformalizationusedintheliteratureforthefeatureofmaintaininganydynamic
programmingprocedureonatreedecompositionisthatofmaintainingwhetherG
satisfiesafixedpropertyϕexpressibleinCMSO2.BythetheoremofCourcelle[1990],
suchpropertiesofGcanbedecidedbydynamicprogrammingonatreedecomposition
ofG,andinacertainsense,allpropertiesdecidedbyfinite-statedynamicprogramming
ontreedecompositionscanbeexpressedinCMSO2[BojanczykandPilipczuk,2016].
ExamplesofCMSO2-expressiblepropertiesinclude3-colorabilityandHamiltonicity.

Atrivialsolutiontothedynamictreewidthproblemisgivenbyrecomputingthetree
decompositionaftereveryupdatewiththelinear-timealgorithmofBodlaender[1996](or
ofBodlaenderetal.[2016a],orofTheorem1.1).Then,thetreedecompositionisupdated
inO(n)timeforfixedk,andwecanrunCourcelle’sdynamicprogrammingonitinlinear
timeaftereachupdate.Inthislight,theinterestingchallengeofdynamictreewidthis
todevelopalgorithmsthatrunintimesublinearinnperupdate,orideally,intime
O(logn)perupdate,forfixedk,matchingtherunningtimesofvariousdatastructures
fordynamictrees[Alstrupetal.,2005;Frederickson,1997;SleatorandTarjan,1981].

ThisquestionaboutdynamicalgorithmsfortreewidthwasfirstaskedbyBodlaender[1993],
andthenrepeatedbyDvořáketal.[2014],Almanetal.[2020],Chenetal.[2021],and
Majewskietal.[2023].Beforegoingtoourcontribution,letusreviewtheexisting
literatureaboutthedynamictreewidthproblem.

Bodlaender[1993]showedthatfordynamicgraphsoftreewidthatmost2,treedecom-
positionsofwidthatmost11canbemaintainedwithworst-caseupdatetimeO(logn).

1.2 Dynamic treewidth 11

1.2 Dynamic treewidth

The field of dynamic graph algorithms studies whether solutions to graph problems can
be maintained, under updates to graphs, faster than recomputing from scratch on every
update. Dynamic algorithms are useful not only for processing the constantly changing
real-world data, but also as subroutines for designing faster static algorithms [Sleator
and Tarjan, 1981].

We consider the following dynamic treewidth problem. We have a dynamic graph G that
is updated by insertions and deletions of edges, one edge at a time. We are furthermore
given at the initialization a parameter k and a promise that the treewidth of G will never
exceed k. The task is to maintain a tree decomposition of G of width bounded by a
function of k. Ideally, we would also like to maintain arbitrary dynamic programming
procedures on the tree decomposition, in order to maintain solutions to various problems
about G.

A common formalization used in the literature for the feature of maintaining any dynamic
programming procedure on a tree decomposition is that of maintaining whether G
satisfies a fixed property ϕ expressible in CMSO2. By the theorem of Courcelle [1990],
such properties of G can be decided by dynamic programming on a tree decomposition
of G, and in a certain sense, all properties decided by finite-state dynamic programming
on tree decompositions can be expressed in CMSO2 [Bojanczyk and Pilipczuk, 2016].
Examples of CMSO2-expressible properties include 3-colorability and Hamiltonicity.

A trivial solution to the dynamic treewidth problem is given by recomputing the tree
decomposition after every update with the linear-time algorithm of Bodlaender [1996] (or
of Bodlaender et al. [2016a], or of Theorem 1.1). Then, the tree decomposition is updated
in O(n) time for fixed k, and we can run Courcelle’s dynamic programming on it in linear
time after each update. In this light, the interesting challenge of dynamic treewidth is
to develop algorithms that run in time sublinear in n per update, or ideally, in time
O(log n) per update, for fixed k, matching the running times of various data structures
for dynamic trees [Alstrup et al., 2005; Frederickson, 1997; Sleator and Tarjan, 1981].

This question about dynamic algorithms for treewidth was first asked by Bodlaender [1993],
and then repeated by Dvořák et al. [2014], Alman et al. [2020], Chen et al. [2021], and
Majewski et al. [2023]. Before going to our contribution, let us review the existing
literature about the dynamic treewidth problem.

Bodlaender [1993] showed that for dynamic graphs of treewidth at most 2, tree decom-
positions of width at most 11 can be maintained with worst-case update time O(log n).
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12 Introduction

The data structure also supports maintaining whether the graph satisfies any fixed
CMSO2-expressible property. The approach of Bodlaender relies on a specific structural
theorem for graphs of treewidth 2, which does not carry over to larger values of treewidth.
Bodlaender [1993] also observed that for every fixed k > 2, an update time of O(log n)

can be achieved in the setting when no edge insertions are allowed. But this setting is sig-
nificantly simpler, as no rebuilding of the tree decomposition is necessary. Independently
of Bodlaender, Cohen et al. [1993]8 gave a O(log2 n) worst-case update time dynamic
algorithm for maintaining tree decompositions of graphs of treewidth at most 2, and a
O(log n) update time dynamic algorithm for graphs of treewidth at most 3 in the setting
when no edge deletions are allowed.

After that, Frederickson [1998] and Hagerup [2000] studied the dynamic treewidth problem
for arbitrary fixed treewidth bound k, but in settings where either the updates to the
tree decomposition are supplied in the input, or the tree decomposition is never updated.
This sidesteps the main difficulty, namely, maintaining the tree decomposition itself.

With no further success in dynamic treewidth, several authors turned into more restrictive
graph parameters, in particular, to the parameters “treedepth” and “feedback vertex
number” that are both always at least treewidth minus one. Dvořák et al. [2014] showed
that CMSO2-expressible properties can be maintained on dynamic graphs of bounded
treedepth with constant (depending on treedepth and the property) time per update. The
running time of their data structure (the dependence on treedepth) was improved by Chen
et al. [2021]. Building upon the work of Alman et al. [2020] on dynamic feedback vertex
set, Majewski et al. [2023] showed that CMSO2-expressible properties can be maintained
in O(log n) time on dynamic graphs with bounded feedback vertex number.

Let us then return to dynamic treewidth. Goranci et al. [2021] gave the first sublinear time
dynamic algorithm for the general dynamic treewidth problem. They showed that tree
decompositions with no(1)-approximately optimal width can be maintained with amortized
update time no(1), under the assumption that the graph has bounded maximum degree.
The running time of their algorithm does not depend on the treewidth bound k. However,
because the width of the maintained tree decomposition can be superlogarithmic in n

even for graphs of bounded treewidth, their algorithm is not very useful in applications of
treewidth for solving NP-hard problems by dynamic programming on tree decompositions.
In particular, running even the simplest dynamic programming algorithms on a tree
decomposition maintained by their algorithm results in a superpolynomial running time
in n even when k is fixed.

8The author was not able to access the article [Cohen et al., 1993], and therefore our description of it
is based on that of Bodlaender [1993].
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This sidesteps the main difficulty, namely, maintaining the tree decomposition itself.

With no further success in dynamic treewidth, several authors turned into more restrictive
graph parameters, in particular, to the parameters “treedepth” and “feedback vertex
number” that are both always at least treewidth minus one. Dvořák et al. [2014] showed
that CMSO2-expressible properties can be maintained on dynamic graphs of bounded
treedepth with constant (depending on treedepth and the property) time per update. The
running time of their data structure (the dependence on treedepth) was improved by Chen
et al. [2021]. Building upon the work of Alman et al. [2020] on dynamic feedback vertex
set, Majewski et al. [2023] showed that CMSO2-expressible properties can be maintained
in O(log n) time on dynamic graphs with bounded feedback vertex number.

Let us then return to dynamic treewidth. Goranci et al. [2021] gave the first sublinear time
dynamic algorithm for the general dynamic treewidth problem. They showed that tree
decompositions with n

o(1)
-approximately optimal width can be maintained with amortized

update time n
o(1)

, under the assumption that the graph has bounded maximum degree.
The running time of their algorithm does not depend on the treewidth bound k. However,
because the width of the maintained tree decomposition can be superlogarithmic in n

even for graphs of bounded treewidth, their algorithm is not very useful in applications of
treewidth for solving NP-hard problems by dynamic programming on tree decompositions.
In particular, running even the simplest dynamic programming algorithms on a tree
decomposition maintained by their algorithm results in a superpolynomial running time
in n even when k is fixed.

8The author was not able to access the article [Cohen et al., 1993], and therefore our description of it
is based on that of Bodlaender [1993].
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1.2 Dynamic treewidth 13

In Chapter 6 of this thesis, we give the first solution for dynamic treewidth with amortized
update time sublinear in n for fixed k that maintains a tree decomposition whose width is
bounded by a function of k. In fact, the amortized update time of our dynamic treewidth
data structure is subpolynomial in n (no(1)) for any fixed treewidth bound k.

Theorem 1.4. There is a data structure that is initialized with an initially edgeless
n-vertex dynamic graph G and a parameter k. The data structure supports updating G by
edge insertions and deletions, and maintains a tree decomposition of G of width at most
6k+ 5 whenever the treewidth of G is at most k. When the treewidth of G is more than k,
the data structure contains a marker “Treewidth too large”. The amortized initialization
time is 2k

O(1)
n and the amortized update time is 2k

O(1)
√

logn log logn.

Moreover, the data structure can be provided a CMSO2 sentence ϕ upon initialization,
in which case it maintains whether ϕ is true in G whenever the marker “Treewidth too
large” is not present. In this case, the amortized initialization time is f(k, ϕ) · n and the
amortized update time is f(k, ϕ) · 2kO(1)

√
logn log logn, where f is a computable function.

A few remarks are in order. First, we note that the update time function 2k
O(1)
√

logn log logn

can be rewritten as 22k
O(1)

· 2
√

logn log logn if one wishes it to have a more traditional
FPT appearance. Second, in the statement of Theorem 1.4 we formalize the feature of
maintaining dynamic programming by maintaining CMSO2-expressible properties, but in
Chapter 6 we also give a framework of “prefix-rebuilding updates” that allows to plug
in any reasonable dynamic programming procedure on tree decompositions to the data
structure. Therefore, Theorem 1.4 directly extends to, for example, maintaining the
cardinality of the maximum independent set of G, and in that case, the running time
overhead over the basic maintenance of the decomposition is only 2O(k) instead of f(k, ϕ).
We also remark that the data structure of Theorem 1.4 persists even when the treewidth
of G exceeds k, in that case displaying the “Treewidth too large” marker, although this is
achieved by a standard trick of Eppstein et al. [1996].

The techniques in the proof of Theorem 1.4 build upon and extend the techniques
introduced for proving Theorems 1.1 to 1.3. In particular, at the heart of the dynamic
algorithm is a “refinement operation” that is used to improve and re-arrange the maintained
tree decomposition efficiently. It is used for controlling both the width and the depth of the
decomposition, of which the latter is ultimately is the key for achieving the subpolynomial
in n running time. The refinement operation extends the general version of the “local
improvement” method introduced for Theorems 1.2 and 1.3, but also uses techniques
from the proof of Theorem 1.1 for its efficient implementation. In addition to these
techniques, we also use several other techniques from the literature of treewidth computing
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as ingredients, for example the results of [Bodlaender and Hagerup, 1998; Bodlaender
and Kloks, 1996; Bojańczyk and Pilipczuk, 2022].

We will discuss (potential) applications of Theorem 1.4 and future directions related to
dynamic treewidth in Chapter 8.

1.3 Rankwidth, branchwidth, and cliquewidth

We then turn to graph width parameters other than treewidth, namely, rankwidth,
branchwidth, and cliquewidth. The branchwidth of graphs was introduced by Robertson
and Seymour [1991], and extended to a general framework of branchwidth of connectivity
functions by Oum and Seymour [2006]9. As the main application of this framework, Oum
and Seymour introduced also the parameter rankwidth. Let us start by presenting the
general definition of branchwidth of connectivity functions, and then work down to the
concrete instantiations.

Let V be a set. A function f : 2V → Z≥0 from the subsets of V to non-negative integers is
a connectivity function if (1) it is submodular, that is, f(A)+f(B) ≥ f(A∩B)+f(A∪B)

for all A,B ⊆ V , (2) it is symmetric, that is, f(A) = f(V \ A) for all A ⊆ V , and
(3) f(∅) = f(V ) = 0.10

A branch decomposition of a connectivity function f : 2V → Z≥0 is a pair (T, λ), where T
is a tree whose nodes have degree either 3 or 1, and λ is a bijection from V to the leaves
of T (see Figure 1.2). Every edge xy of T can be associated with a bipartition (A,B) of
V by partitioning the elements v ∈ V based on which connected component of T \ {xy}
the leaf λ(v) is. Then, the width of the edge xy is defined as f(A), which is equal to f(B)

because of the symmetry of f , and the width of (T, λ) is the maximum width of an edge
of T . The branchwidth of f is the minimum width of a branch decomposition of f .

When Oum and Seymour [2006] introduced branchwidth of connectivity functions, they
showed that if the function f can be evaluated in time γ(n), where n = |V |, then there is
an algorithm that in time O(8k · n7 · γ(n) · log n) either outputs a branch decomposition
of f of width at most 3k + 1, or concludes that the branchwidth of f is more than k.
Oum and Seymour [2007] also showed that an optimum-width branch decomposition of
f can be computed in time O(n8k+6 · γ(n) · log n).

9Branchwidth of connectivity functions could be argued to already be implicitly considered by
Robertson and Seymour [1991].

10We remark that the assumptions that f is non-negative and f(∅) = f(V ) = 0 are not significant
restrictions. If f : 2V → Z satisfies (1) and (2), then f−f(∅) satisfies (1), (2), and (3), and is non-negative.
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functionsbyOumandSeymour[2006]9.Asthemainapplicationofthisframework,Oum
andSeymourintroducedalsotheparameterrankwidth.Letusstartbypresentingthe
generaldefinitionofbranchwidthofconnectivityfunctions,andthenworkdowntothe
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Vbypartitioningtheelementsv∈VbasedonwhichconnectedcomponentofT\{xy}
theleafλ(v)is.Then,thewidthoftheedgexyisdefinedasf(A),whichisequaltof(B)

becauseofthesymmetryoff,andthewidthof(T,λ)isthemaximumwidthofanedge
ofT.Thebranchwidthoffistheminimumwidthofabranchdecompositionoff.

WhenOumandSeymour[2006]introducedbranchwidthofconnectivityfunctions,they
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Figure 1.2: A branch decomposition of a function f : 2V → Z≥0, where V = {a, b, c, . . . , h}.

In Chapter 7 we introduce a general framework for obtaining FPT 2-approximation
algorithms for different instantiations of branchwidth of connectivity functions. Unlike the
algorithms of Oum and Seymour, our framework does not work for arbitrary connectivity
functions, but requires the branch decompositions of the connectivity function to support,
informally speaking, “efficient dynamic programming” for computing certain objects.
Essentially, our framework states that all of the techniques from the proof of Theorem 1.1
can be extended to the setting of branchwidth of connectivity functions, but in order to
implement them efficiently, we need to be able to perform dynamic programming on the
branch decomposition.

The most significant applications of both our framework and the algorithm of Oum and
Seymour [2006] are about computing rankwidth, so let us next define rankwidth and
review literature about it.

1.3.1 Computing rankwidth

For a graph G and a set of vertices A ⊆ V (G), we defineMG(A) to be the |A|×|V (G)\A|
matrix that describes the edges of G between A and V (G) \ A by zeros and ones.
Then, denote by cutrkG(A) the rank of MG(A) over the binary field GF(2). Oum and
Seymour [2006] showed that the function cutrkG : 2V (G) → Z≥0 is a connectivity function,
and defined the rankwidth of G as the branchwidth of cutrkG and a rank decomposition
of G as a branch decomposition of cutrkG.

Rankwidth was introduced by Oum and Seymour [2006] to approximate a width parameter
called cliquewidth, which was introduced by Courcelle et al. [1993] in their study of logic
and automata on graphs, and defined in its present form by Courcelle [1995]. We postpone
the formal definition of cliquewidth to Subsection 2.3.5, but for this discussion it suffices
to know that Oum and Seymour [2006] showed that rankwidth (rw) and cliquewidth
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informallyspeaking,“efficientdynamicprogramming”forcomputingcertainobjects.
Essentially,ourframeworkstatesthatallofthetechniquesfromtheproofofTheorem1.1
canbeextendedtothesettingofbranchwidthofconnectivityfunctions,butinorderto
implementthemefficiently,weneedtobeabletoperformdynamicprogrammingonthe
branchdecomposition.

ThemostsignificantapplicationsofbothourframeworkandthealgorithmofOumand
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reviewliteratureaboutit.
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matrixthatdescribestheedgesofGbetweenAandV(G)\Abyzerosandones.
Then,denotebycutrkG(A)therankofMG(A)overthebinaryfieldGF(2).Oumand
Seymour[2006]showedthatthefunctioncutrkG:2V(G)→Z≥0isaconnectivityfunction,
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theformaldefinitionofcliquewidthtoSubsection2.3.5,butforthisdiscussionitsuffices
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and defined the rankwidth of G as the branchwidth of cutrkG and a rank decomposition
of G as a branch decomposition of cutrkG.
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(cw) are functionally equivalent in the sense that rw(G) ≤ cw(G) ≤ 2rw(G)+1 − 1 for all
graphs G. A good, and correct up to a constant factor, way of thinking about cliquewidth
is that it is like rankwidth, but instead of measuring the rank of MG(A) it simply counts
the number of different rows and columns of MG(A).11 A parameter closely related to
cliquewidth, called NLC-width, was also investigated by Wanke [1994].

The motivation behind cliquewidth is that it is a generalization of treewidth that is
suitable also for dense graphs. In particular, graphs of treewidth k have cliquewidth at
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11A cut function defined like this is not submodular, which is the motivation for defining rankwidth.
12The graph can have more edges than f(k) · n, but it is described succinctly only by the k-expression.
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wasthemotivationofOumandSeymour[2006]forintroducingrankwidthandgiving
thealgorithmforapproximatingbranchwidthofconnectivityfunctions.Theyapplied
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the algorithm for approximating branchwidth of connectivity functions. They applied
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to the best of our knowledge, already for rankwidth 2 no recognition algorithms faster
than O(n3) were known before Corollary 1.6.
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We then turn to branchwidth of graphs, which was introduced by Robertson and Sey-
mour [1991] as an alternative for treewidth that is more suitable in some settings, in
their case, that of “tangles”. Let us define branchwidth of graphs as a special case of
branchwidth of connectivity functions.

For a subset A ⊆ E(G) of edges of a graph G, we define the border δG(A) ⊆ V (G) of A
as the set of vertices that are incident both to an edge in A and to an edge in E(G) \ A.
It was observed by Robertson and Seymour [1991] that the function |δG| : 2E(G) → Z≥0

that maps sets of edges to cardinalities of their borders is a connectivity function. The
branchwidth of a graph G is then defined as the branchwidth of the function |δG|, and a
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edges of G that are mapped to the leaves of the branch decomposition.

Branchwidth (bw) is closely related to treewidth (tw), as the pair of inequalities bw(G) ≤
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parameters [Cook and Seymour, 2003; Fast and Hicks, 2017; Fomin and Thilikos, 2006].

As for computing branchwidth, we note that by the aforementioned relation with
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algorithm of Robertson and Seymour [1995] with running time 2O(k)n2, and the exact
algorithm of Bodlaender and Thilikos [1997] with running time f(k) · n, for some com-
putable function f . Also, Seymour and Thomas [1994] showed that branchwidth of planar
graphs can be computed in polynomial time.

In Chapter 7, we apply our framework for branchwidth of connectivity functions to obtain
the following algorithm for 2-approximating branchwidth of graphs.

Theorem 1.7. There is an algorithm that, given an n-vertex graph G and an integer
k, in time 2O(k)n either outputs a branch decomposition of G of width at most 2k or
determines that the branchwidth of G is larger than k.

This improves upon the 3-approximation algorithm with the same running time that
follows from Theorem 1.1. Compared to results prior to this thesis, the previous best
approximation ratio for branchwidth in time 2O(k)n was 7.5, which follows from the result
of Bodlaender et al. [2016a].

We will discuss open problems and potential applications of our framework to further
width parameters in Chapter 8.
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Chapter 2

Definitions and preliminary results

In this chapter we review the formal definitions and notation used in this thesis. We also
present some well-known auxiliary results about graph theory, algorithms, and width
parameters, which will be used in this thesis.

2.1 Basic notation

Before going into graphs, let us fix the basic mathematical notation we will use.

We denote the set of integers by Z, the set of non-negative integers by Z≥0, and the set of
positive integers by Z≥1. For two integers a and b, [a, b] = {x ∈ Z | a ≤ x ≤ b} denotes
the set of integers between a and b, including a and b. The set [a, b] is empty if b < a.
For an integer n, we denote by [n] the set [1, n], which is empty if n < 1.

We fix the convention that log denotes the base-2 logarithm. We also fix that ⊂ denotes
a strict subset and ⊆ a not-necessarily-strict subset. When we say that a set is maximal
we mean inclusion-wise maximality, and by minimal we mean inclusion-wise minimality.

A partition of a set X is a set C of disjoint non-empty subsets of X so that X =
⋃
C∈C C.

Note that in this definition the parts of a partition are not allowed to be empty, and they
are not indexed. We will later introduce additional definitions to talk about partitions
that allow empty sets and are indexed.

For a set X, we denote by
(
X
2

)
the set of all unordered pairs of distinct elements of X.

In particular, |
(
X
2

)
| =

(|X|
2

)
= |X|(|X| − 1)/2, where

(
n
k

)
denotes binomial coefficients.
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22 Definitions and preliminary results

For a function f : X → Y and a set Z ⊆ X, we denote the restriction of f to Z by f�Z .
In particular, f�Z is the function f�Z : Z → Y with f�Z(x) = f(x) for all x ∈ Z.

2.2 Graphs

We denote the set of vertices of a graph G by V (G) and the set of edges by E(G). The
edges of a graph are unordered pairs of distinct vertices, i.e., E(G) ⊆

(
V (G)

2

)
. In particular,

all graphs in this thesis are simple, i.e., are undirected, have no parallel edges, and no
self-loops. We say that vertices u, v ∈ V (G) are adjacent if uv ∈ E(G) and a vertex
u ∈ V (G) is incident to an edge e ∈ E(G) if e = uv for some v ∈ V (G).

Unless otherwise stated, we denote by n the number of vertices |V (G)| and by m the
number of edges |E(G)| of a graph G. In the context of running times of algorithms,
m means |V (G)|+ |E(G)| unless otherwise stated. This can also be interpreted as the
assumption that input graphs do not contain isolated vertices, as then |V (G)|+ |E(G)| =
O(m). We assume that graphs are represented in the adjacency list format, in which we
store for each vertex the list of all vertices adjacent to it. We will also use the adjacency
matrix format in Chapter 7, in which an n× n matrix represents the adjacencies. We
assume that vertices of graphs come from a totally ordered countable set, i.e., V (G) ⊂ Z≥1,
and they can be manipulated in constant time, as is standard in the word RAM model.

For a vertex v ∈ V (G), its neighborhood is NG(v) = {u | uv ∈ E(G)} and closed
neighborhood NG[v] = NG(v) ∪ {v}. For a set of vertices X ⊆ V (G), its neighborhood is
NG(X) =

⋃
v∈X NG(v) \X and closed neighborhood NG[X] = NG(X) ∪X. We drop the

subscript if the graph G is clear from the context. The degree of a vertex is the number
of neighbors of it, and a graph is subcubic if its maximum degree is at most 3.

We denote the subgraph of G induced by a set of vertices X ⊆ V (G) by G[X]. We also
use the notation G \X = G[V (G) \X]. A cut of a graph G is a pair (A,B) of disjoint
subsets of vertices A,B ⊆ V (G) so that A∪B = V (G). The graph G is bipartite if it has
a cut (A,B) so that the graphs G[A] and G[B] are edgeless, in which case we may say
that (A,B) is a bipartitioning cut of G. When G is a graph and A,B ⊆ V (G) are two
disjoint sets of vertices, we denote by G[A,B] the bipartite graph with the set of vertices
V (G[A,B]) = A ∪B and with E(G[A,B]) containing the edges of G with one endpoint
in A and one in B.

An independent set in a graph G is a set of vertices I ⊆ V (G) so that no two vertices in
I are adjacent to each other. A clique is a set W ⊆ V (G) so that

(
W
2

)
⊆ E(G). A vertex

cover of G is a set X ⊆ V (G) so that every edge of G is incident to at least one vertex in

22Definitionsandpreliminaryresults
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For a function f : X → Y and a set Z ⊆ X, we denote the restriction of f to Z by f�Z .
In particular, f�Z is the function f�Z : Z → Y with f�Z(x) = f(x) for all x ∈ Z.

2.2 Graphs

We denote the set of vertices of a graph G by V (G) and the set of edges by E(G). The
edges of a graph are unordered pairs of distinct vertices, i.e., E(G) ⊆ (V (G)

2 ). In particular,
all graphs in this thesis are simple, i.e., are undirected, have no parallel edges, and no
self-loops. We say that vertices u, v ∈ V (G) are adjacent if uv ∈ E(G) and a vertex
u ∈ V (G) is incident to an edge e ∈ E(G) if e = uv for some v ∈ V (G).

Unless otherwise stated, we denote by n the number of vertices |V (G)| and by m the
number of edges |E(G)| of a graph G. In the context of running times of algorithms,
m means |V (G)|+ |E(G)| unless otherwise stated. This can also be interpreted as the
assumption that input graphs do not contain isolated vertices, as then |V (G)|+ |E(G)| =
O(m). We assume that graphs are represented in the adjacency list format, in which we
store for each vertex the list of all vertices adjacent to it. We will also use the adjacency
matrix format in Chapter 7, in which an n× n matrix represents the adjacencies. We
assume that vertices of graphs come from a totally ordered countable set, i.e., V (G) ⊂ Z≥1,
and they can be manipulated in constant time, as is standard in the word RAM model.

For a vertex v ∈ V (G), its neighborhood is NG(v) = {u | uv ∈ E(G)} and closed
neighborhood NG[v] = NG(v) ∪ {v}. For a set of vertices X ⊆ V (G), its neighborhood is
NG(X) = ⋃v∈X NG(v) \X and closed neighborhood NG[X] = NG(X) ∪X. We drop the
subscript if the graph G is clear from the context. The degree of a vertex is the number
of neighbors of it, and a graph is subcubic if its maximum degree is at most 3.

We denote the subgraph of G induced by a set of vertices X ⊆ V (G) by G[X]. We also
use the notation G \X = G[V (G) \X]. A cut of a graph G is a pair (A,B) of disjoint
subsets of vertices A,B ⊆ V (G) so that A∪B = V (G). The graph G is bipartite if it has
a cut (A,B) so that the graphs G[A] and G[B] are edgeless, in which case we may say
that (A,B) is a bipartitioning cut of G. When G is a graph and A,B ⊆ V (G) are two
disjoint sets of vertices, we denote by G[A,B] the bipartite graph with the set of vertices
V (G[A,B]) = A ∪B and with E(G[A,B]) containing the edges of G with one endpoint
in A and one in B.

An independent set in a graph G is a set of vertices I ⊆ V (G) so that no two vertices in
I are adjacent to each other. A clique is a set W ⊆ V (G) so that (W2 ) ⊆ E(G). A vertex
cover of G is a set X ⊆ V (G) so that every edge of G is incident to at least one vertex in
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X. A matching in G is a set of edges M ⊆ E(G) so that every vertex of G is incident to
at most one edge in M .

We use the convention that a connected component of a graph G is a maximal set of
vertices C ⊆ V (G) so that G[C] is connected. We denote the set of connected components
of G by cc(G).

A path in a graph G is a sequence P = v1, v2, . . . , v` of distinct vertices of G so that
vi and vi+1 are adjacent in G for every i ∈ [` − 1]. The endpoints of P are v1 and v`,
and P may be called a v1-v`-path. For two sets of vertices A,B ⊆ V (G), the path P

may be called an A-B-path if v1 ∈ A and v` ∈ B. The intermediate vertices of P are
v2, . . . , v`−1. An edge is on the path P if it is the edge vivi+1 for some i ∈ [`− 1]. The
distance between vertices u and v is the least number of edges on an u-v-path, or infinite
if no u-v-path exists. We denote the set of vertices on P by V (P ) = {v1, . . . , v`}.

Let G be a graph and X ⊆ V (G). The graph torsoG(X) has vertices V (torsoG(X)) = X

and has uv ∈ E(torsoG(X)) if u, v ∈ X and there is a path from u to v whose all internal
vertices (if any) are in V (G) \ X. In particular, torsoG(X) is obtained from G[X] by
making NG(C) into a clique for every component C ∈ cc(G \X). We may omit G from
the subscript if it is clear from the context.

The contraction of an edge uv of a graph G means the operation that replaces the vertices
u and v by a new vertex w so that w is adjacent to every vertex of G to which u or v
were adjacent to (except for u and v themselves). All graphs in this thesis are simple, so
contraction does not create self-loops or parallel edges. If v is a degree-2 vertex of a graph
G, then suppressing v means the operation that adds an edge between the two neighbors
of v (if it does not already exist) and then deletes v. Note that the graph resulting from
suppressing v is isomorphic to the graph resulting from contracting either of the edges
incident to v. Subdividing an edge uv means adding a vertex w and edges wu and wv,
and then removing the edge uv. A graph H is a minor of a graph G if H is obtained
from G by vertex deletions, edge deletions, and edge contractions.

We sometimes say that G contains H as a minor if H is a minor of G. We say that G
is H-minor-free or excludes H as a minor if G does not contain H as a minor. A class
of graphs is H-minor-free if all graphs in it are H-minor-free, and simply minor-free if
there exists a graph H so that the class is H-minor-free. Slightly abusing the notation,
we may say that a graph G is minor-free, meaning that the statement about G should be
interpreted as concerning all graphs G in any fixed minor-free graph class.

A graph is planar if it can be drawn on the plane without crossings. By a theorem of
Kuratowski [1930], a graph G is planar if and only if it is K5-minor-free and K3,3-minor-
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X. A matching in G is a set of edges M ⊆ E(G) so that every vertex of G is incident to
at most one edge in M .

We use the convention that a connected component of a graph G is a maximal set of
vertices C ⊆ V (G) so that G[C] is connected. We denote the set of connected components
of G by cc(G).

A path in a graph G is a sequence P = v1, v2, . . . , v` of distinct vertices of G so that
vi and vi+1 are adjacent in G for every i ∈ [` − 1]. The endpoints of P are v1 and v`,
and P may be called a v1-v`-path. For two sets of vertices A,B ⊆ V (G), the path P

may be called an A-B-path if v1 ∈ A and v` ∈ B. The intermediate vertices of P are
v2, . . . , v`−1. An edge is on the path P if it is the edge vivi+1 for some i ∈ [`− 1]. The
distance between vertices u and v is the least number of edges on an u-v-path, or infinite
if no u-v-path exists. We denote the set of vertices on P by V (P ) = {v1, . . . , v`}.

Let G be a graph and X ⊆ V (G). The graph torsoG(X) has vertices V (torsoG(X)) = X

and has uv ∈ E(torsoG(X)) if u, v ∈ X and there is a path from u to v whose all internal
vertices (if any) are in V (G) \ X. In particular, torsoG(X) is obtained from G[X] by
making NG(C) into a clique for every component C ∈ cc(G \X). We may omit G from
the subscript if it is clear from the context.

The contraction of an edge uv of a graph G means the operation that replaces the vertices
u and v by a new vertex w so that w is adjacent to every vertex of G to which u or v
were adjacent to (except for u and v themselves). All graphs in this thesis are simple, so
contraction does not create self-loops or parallel edges. If v is a degree-2 vertex of a graph
G, then suppressing v means the operation that adds an edge between the two neighbors
of v (if it does not already exist) and then deletes v. Note that the graph resulting from
suppressing v is isomorphic to the graph resulting from contracting either of the edges
incident to v. Subdividing an edge uv means adding a vertex w and edges wu and wv,
and then removing the edge uv. A graph H is a minor of a graph G if H is obtained
from G by vertex deletions, edge deletions, and edge contractions.

We sometimes say that G contains H as a minor if H is a minor of G. We say that G
is H-minor-free or excludes H as a minor if G does not contain H as a minor. A class
of graphs is H-minor-free if all graphs in it are H-minor-free, and simply minor-free if
there exists a graph H so that the class is H-minor-free. Slightly abusing the notation,
we may say that a graph G is minor-free, meaning that the statement about G should be
interpreted as concerning all graphs G in any fixed minor-free graph class.

A graph is planar if it can be drawn on the plane without crossings. By a theorem of
Kuratowski [1930], a graph G is planar if and only if it is K5-minor-free and K3,3-minor-
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X.AmatchinginGisasetofedgesM⊆E(G)sothateveryvertexofGisincidentto
atmostoneedgeinM.

WeusetheconventionthataconnectedcomponentofagraphGisamaximalsetof
verticesC⊆V(G)sothatG[C]isconnected.Wedenotethesetofconnectedcomponents
ofGbycc(G).

ApathinagraphGisasequenceP=v1,v2,...,v`ofdistinctverticesofGsothat
viandvi+1areadjacentinGforeveryi∈[`−1].TheendpointsofParev1andv`,
andPmaybecalledav1-v`-path.FortwosetsofverticesA,B⊆V(G),thepathP

maybecalledanA-B-pathifv1∈Aandv`∈B.TheintermediateverticesofPare
v2,...,v`−1.AnedgeisonthepathPifitistheedgevivi+1forsomei∈[`−1].The
distancebetweenverticesuandvistheleastnumberofedgesonanu-v-path,orinfinite
ifnou-v-pathexists.WedenotethesetofverticesonPbyV(P)={v1,...,v`}.

LetGbeagraphandX⊆V(G).ThegraphtorsoG(X)hasverticesV(torsoG(X))=X

andhasuv∈E(torsoG(X))ifu,v∈Xandthereisapathfromutovwhoseallinternal
vertices(ifany)areinV(G)\X.Inparticular,torsoG(X)isobtainedfromG[X]by
makingNG(C)intoacliqueforeverycomponentC∈cc(G\X).WemayomitGfrom
thesubscriptifitisclearfromthecontext.

ThecontractionofanedgeuvofagraphGmeanstheoperationthatreplacesthevertices
uandvbyanewvertexwsothatwisadjacenttoeveryvertexofGtowhichuorv
wereadjacentto(exceptforuandvthemselves).Allgraphsinthisthesisaresimple,so
contractiondoesnotcreateself-loopsorparalleledges.Ifvisadegree-2vertexofagraph
G,thensuppressingvmeanstheoperationthataddsanedgebetweenthetwoneighbors
ofv(ifitdoesnotalreadyexist)andthendeletesv.Notethatthegraphresultingfrom
suppressingvisisomorphictothegraphresultingfromcontractingeitheroftheedges
incidenttov.Subdividinganedgeuvmeansaddingavertexwandedgeswuandwv,
andthenremovingtheedgeuv.AgraphHisaminorofagraphGifHisobtained
fromGbyvertexdeletions,edgedeletions,andedgecontractions.

WesometimessaythatGcontainsHasaminorifHisaminorofG.WesaythatG
isH-minor-freeorexcludesHasaminorifGdoesnotcontainHasaminor.Aclass
ofgraphsisH-minor-freeifallgraphsinitareH-minor-free,andsimplyminor-freeif
thereexistsagraphHsothattheclassisH-minor-free.Slightlyabusingthenotation,
wemaysaythatagraphGisminor-free,meaningthatthestatementaboutGshouldbe
interpretedasconcerningallgraphsGinanyfixedminor-freegraphclass.

Agraphisplanarifitcanbedrawnontheplanewithoutcrossings.Byatheoremof
Kuratowski[1930],agraphGisplanarifandonlyifitisK5-minor-freeandK3,3-minor-
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24 Definitions and preliminary results

free, where Kt denotes the complete graph on t vertices, and Ks,t the complete bipartite
graph with s vertices on one side and t on the other.

2.2.1 Separators and linkedness

Let A,B ⊆ V (G) be two sets of vertices in a graph G. We say that a set S ⊆ V (G)

separates A from B if every A-B-path contains a vertex from S. In this case S is called
an (A,B)-separator. If no A-B-path exists in G (for example, if A or B is empty), then
every set S ⊆ V (G), including the empty set, is an (A,B)-separator. We note that the
sets A and B are allowed to intersect in this definition, but for every (A,B)-separator S
it holds that A ∩ B ⊆ S, as otherwise there would be a trivial single-vertex A-B-path
avoiding S.

A separation of a graph G is a triple (A, S,B) of subsets of V (G) so that A, S, and B
are disjoint, V (G) = A ∪ S ∪ B, and there are no edges between A and B. The order
of a separation (A, S,B) is |S|. Note that if X, Y ⊆ V (G) and S is an (X, Y )-separator,
then there exists A,B ⊆ V (G) so that (A, S,B) is a separation of G, X ⊆ A ∪ S, and
Y ⊆ S ∪ B.

For two sets of vertices A,B ⊆ V (G), we denote by flowG(A,B) the size of a smallest
(A,B)-separator in G, dropping the subscript if it is clear form the context. Calling this
flow is motivated by the following classical theorem of Menger.

Theorem 2.1 (Menger [1927]). The size of a smallest (A,B)-separator is equal to the
maximum size of a collection of vertex-disjoint A-B-paths.

Here, a collection of vertex-disjoint A-B-paths means a collection P = {P1, . . . , P`} of
A-B-paths, so that every vertex of G is on at most one of the paths. In particular, also
the endpoints of the paths in P are pairwise disjoint.

By Theorem 2.1, for any two sets A,B ⊆ V (G), there exists a collection of flow(A,B)

vertex-disjoint A-B-paths. We will use the following algorithmic version of this fact.

Theorem 2.2 (Ford and Fulkerson [1956]). There is an algorithm, that given a graph G,
two sets of vertices A,B ⊆ V (G), and an integer k, in time O(k ·m) outputs either

• an (A,B)-separator of size at most k, or

• a collection of k vertex-disjoint A-B-paths.
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free, where Kt denotes the complete graph on t vertices, and Ks,t the complete bipartite
graph with s vertices on one side and t on the other.

2.2.1 Separators and linkedness

Let A,B ⊆ V (G) be two sets of vertices in a graph G. We say that a set S ⊆ V (G)

separates A from B if every A-B-path contains a vertex from S. In this case S is called
an (A,B)-separator. If no A-B-path exists in G (for example, if A or B is empty), then
every set S ⊆ V (G), including the empty set, is an (A,B)-separator. We note that the
sets A and B are allowed to intersect in this definition, but for every (A,B)-separator S
it holds that A ∩ B ⊆ S, as otherwise there would be a trivial single-vertex A-B-path
avoiding S.

A separation of a graph G is a triple (A, S,B) of subsets of V (G) so that A, S, and B
are disjoint, V (G) = A ∪ S ∪ B, and there are no edges between A and B. The order
of a separation (A, S,B) is |S|. Note that if X, Y ⊆ V (G) and S is an (X, Y )-separator,
then there exists A,B ⊆ V (G) so that (A, S,B) is a separation of G, X ⊆ A ∪ S, and
Y ⊆ S ∪ B.

For two sets of vertices A,B ⊆ V (G), we denote by flowG(A,B) the size of a smallest
(A,B)-separator in G, dropping the subscript if it is clear form the context. Calling this
flow is motivated by the following classical theorem of Menger.

Theorem 2.1 (Menger [1927]). The size of a smallest (A,B)-separator is equal to the
maximum size of a collection of vertex-disjoint A-B-paths.

Here, a collection of vertex-disjoint A-B-paths means a collection P = {P1, . . . , P`} of
A-B-paths, so that every vertex of G is on at most one of the paths. In particular, also
the endpoints of the paths in P are pairwise disjoint.

By Theorem 2.1, for any two sets A,B ⊆ V (G), there exists a collection of flow(A,B)

vertex-disjoint A-B-paths. We will use the following algorithmic version of this fact.

Theorem 2.2 (Ford and Fulkerson [1956]). There is an algorithm, that given a graph G,
two sets of vertices A,B ⊆ V (G), and an integer k, in time O(k ·m) outputs either

• an (A,B)-separator of size at most k, or

• a collection of k vertex-disjoint A-B-paths.

24 Definitions and preliminary results

free, where Kt denotes the complete graph on t vertices, and Ks,t the complete bipartite
graph with s vertices on one side and t on the other.

2.2.1 Separators and linkedness

Let A,B ⊆ V (G) be two sets of vertices in a graph G. We say that a set S ⊆ V (G)

separates A from B if every A-B-path contains a vertex from S. In this case S is called
an (A,B)-separator. If no A-B-path exists in G (for example, if A or B is empty), then
every set S ⊆ V (G), including the empty set, is an (A,B)-separator. We note that the
sets A and B are allowed to intersect in this definition, but for every (A,B)-separator S
it holds that A ∩ B ⊆ S, as otherwise there would be a trivial single-vertex A-B-path
avoiding S.

A separation of a graph G is a triple (A, S,B) of subsets of V (G) so that A, S, and B
are disjoint, V (G) = A ∪ S ∪ B, and there are no edges between A and B. The order
of a separation (A, S,B) is |S|. Note that if X, Y ⊆ V (G) and S is an (X, Y )-separator,
then there exists A,B ⊆ V (G) so that (A, S,B) is a separation of G, X ⊆ A ∪ S, and
Y ⊆ S ∪ B.

For two sets of vertices A,B ⊆ V (G), we denote by flowG(A,B) the size of a smallest
(A,B)-separator in G, dropping the subscript if it is clear form the context. Calling this
flow is motivated by the following classical theorem of Menger.

Theorem 2.1 (Menger [1927]). The size of a smallest (A,B)-separator is equal to the
maximum size of a collection of vertex-disjoint A-B-paths.

Here, a collection of vertex-disjoint A-B-paths means a collection P = {P1, . . . , P`} of
A-B-paths, so that every vertex of G is on at most one of the paths. In particular, also
the endpoints of the paths in P are pairwise disjoint.

By Theorem 2.1, for any two sets A,B ⊆ V (G), there exists a collection of flow(A,B)

vertex-disjoint A-B-paths. We will use the following algorithmic version of this fact.

Theorem 2.2 (Ford and Fulkerson [1956]). There is an algorithm, that given a graph G,
two sets of vertices A,B ⊆ V (G), and an integer k, in time O(k ·m) outputs either

• an (A,B)-separator of size at most k, or

• a collection of k vertex-disjoint A-B-paths.

24Definitionsandpreliminaryresults

free,whereKtdenotesthecompletegraphontvertices,andKs,tthecompletebipartite
graphwithsverticesononesideandtontheother.

2.2.1Separatorsandlinkedness

LetA,B⊆V(G)betwosetsofverticesinagraphG.WesaythatasetS⊆V(G)

separatesAfromBifeveryA-B-pathcontainsavertexfromS.InthiscaseSiscalled
an(A,B)-separator.IfnoA-B-pathexistsinG(forexample,ifAorBisempty),then
everysetS⊆V(G),includingtheemptyset,isan(A,B)-separator.Wenotethatthe
setsAandBareallowedtointersectinthisdefinition,butforevery(A,B)-separatorS
itholdsthatA∩B⊆S,asotherwisetherewouldbeatrivialsingle-vertexA-B-path
avoidingS.

AseparationofagraphGisatriple(A,S,B)ofsubsetsofV(G)sothatA,S,andB
aredisjoint,V(G)=A∪S∪B,andtherearenoedgesbetweenAandB.Theorder
ofaseparation(A,S,B)is|S|.NotethatifX,Y⊆V(G)andSisan(X,Y)-separator,
thenthereexistsA,B⊆V(G)sothat(A,S,B)isaseparationofG,X⊆A∪S,and
Y⊆S∪B.

FortwosetsofverticesA,B⊆V(G),wedenotebyflowG(A,B)thesizeofasmallest
(A,B)-separatorinG,droppingthesubscriptifitisclearformthecontext.Callingthis
flowismotivatedbythefollowingclassicaltheoremofMenger.

Theorem2.1(Menger[1927]).Thesizeofasmallest(A,B)-separatorisequaltothe
maximumsizeofacollectionofvertex-disjointA-B-paths.

Here,acollectionofvertex-disjointA-B-pathsmeansacollectionP={P1,...,P`}of
A-B-paths,sothateveryvertexofGisonatmostoneofthepaths.Inparticular,also
theendpointsofthepathsinParepairwisedisjoint.

ByTheorem2.1,foranytwosetsA,B⊆V(G),thereexistsacollectionofflow(A,B)

vertex-disjointA-B-paths.Wewillusethefollowingalgorithmicversionofthisfact.

Theorem2.2(FordandFulkerson[1956]).Thereisanalgorithm,thatgivenagraphG,
twosetsofverticesA,B⊆V(G),andanintegerk,intimeO(k·m)outputseither

•an(A,B)-separatorofsizeatmostk,or

•acollectionofkvertex-disjointA-B-paths.

24Definitionsandpreliminaryresults

free,whereKtdenotesthecompletegraphontvertices,andKs,tthecompletebipartite
graphwithsverticesononesideandtontheother.

2.2.1Separatorsandlinkedness

LetA,B⊆V(G)betwosetsofverticesinagraphG.WesaythatasetS⊆V(G)

separatesAfromBifeveryA-B-pathcontainsavertexfromS.InthiscaseSiscalled
an(A,B)-separator.IfnoA-B-pathexistsinG(forexample,ifAorBisempty),then
everysetS⊆V(G),includingtheemptyset,isan(A,B)-separator.Wenotethatthe
setsAandBareallowedtointersectinthisdefinition,butforevery(A,B)-separatorS
itholdsthatA∩B⊆S,asotherwisetherewouldbeatrivialsingle-vertexA-B-path
avoidingS.

AseparationofagraphGisatriple(A,S,B)ofsubsetsofV(G)sothatA,S,andB
aredisjoint,V(G)=A∪S∪B,andtherearenoedgesbetweenAandB.Theorder
ofaseparation(A,S,B)is|S|.NotethatifX,Y⊆V(G)andSisan(X,Y)-separator,
thenthereexistsA,B⊆V(G)sothat(A,S,B)isaseparationofG,X⊆A∪S,and
Y⊆S∪B.

FortwosetsofverticesA,B⊆V(G),wedenotebyflowG(A,B)thesizeofasmallest
(A,B)-separatorinG,droppingthesubscriptifitisclearformthecontext.Callingthis
flowismotivatedbythefollowingclassicaltheoremofMenger.

Theorem2.1(Menger[1927]).Thesizeofasmallest(A,B)-separatorisequaltothe
maximumsizeofacollectionofvertex-disjointA-B-paths.

Here,acollectionofvertex-disjointA-B-pathsmeansacollectionP={P1,...,P`}of
A-B-paths,sothateveryvertexofGisonatmostoneofthepaths.Inparticular,also
theendpointsofthepathsinParepairwisedisjoint.

ByTheorem2.1,foranytwosetsA,B⊆V(G),thereexistsacollectionofflow(A,B)

vertex-disjointA-B-paths.Wewillusethefollowingalgorithmicversionofthisfact.

Theorem2.2(FordandFulkerson[1956]).Thereisanalgorithm,thatgivenagraphG,
twosetsofverticesA,B⊆V(G),andanintegerk,intimeO(k·m)outputseither

•an(A,B)-separatorofsizeatmostk,or

•acollectionofkvertex-disjointA-B-paths.

24Definitionsandpreliminaryresults

free,whereKtdenotesthecompletegraphontvertices,andKs,tthecompletebipartite
graphwithsverticesononesideandtontheother.

2.2.1Separatorsandlinkedness

LetA,B⊆V(G)betwosetsofverticesinagraphG.WesaythatasetS⊆V(G)

separatesAfromBifeveryA-B-pathcontainsavertexfromS.InthiscaseSiscalled
an(A,B)-separator.IfnoA-B-pathexistsinG(forexample,ifAorBisempty),then
everysetS⊆V(G),includingtheemptyset,isan(A,B)-separator.Wenotethatthe
setsAandBareallowedtointersectinthisdefinition,butforevery(A,B)-separatorS
itholdsthatA∩B⊆S,asotherwisetherewouldbeatrivialsingle-vertexA-B-path
avoidingS.

AseparationofagraphGisatriple(A,S,B)ofsubsetsofV(G)sothatA,S,andB
aredisjoint,V(G)=A∪S∪B,andtherearenoedgesbetweenAandB.Theorder
ofaseparation(A,S,B)is|S|.NotethatifX,Y⊆V(G)andSisan(X,Y)-separator,
thenthereexistsA,B⊆V(G)sothat(A,S,B)isaseparationofG,X⊆A∪S,and
Y⊆S∪B.

FortwosetsofverticesA,B⊆V(G),wedenotebyflowG(A,B)thesizeofasmallest
(A,B)-separatorinG,droppingthesubscriptifitisclearformthecontext.Callingthis
flowismotivatedbythefollowingclassicaltheoremofMenger.

Theorem2.1(Menger[1927]).Thesizeofasmallest(A,B)-separatorisequaltothe
maximumsizeofacollectionofvertex-disjointA-B-paths.

Here,acollectionofvertex-disjointA-B-pathsmeansacollectionP={P1,...,P`}of
A-B-paths,sothateveryvertexofGisonatmostoneofthepaths.Inparticular,also
theendpointsofthepathsinParepairwisedisjoint.

ByTheorem2.1,foranytwosetsA,B⊆V(G),thereexistsacollectionofflow(A,B)

vertex-disjointA-B-paths.Wewillusethefollowingalgorithmicversionofthisfact.

Theorem2.2(FordandFulkerson[1956]).Thereisanalgorithm,thatgivenagraphG,
twosetsofverticesA,B⊆V(G),andanintegerk,intimeO(k·m)outputseither

•an(A,B)-separatorofsizeatmostk,or

•acollectionofkvertex-disjointA-B-paths.

24Definitionsandpreliminaryresults

free,whereKtdenotesthecompletegraphontvertices,andKs,tthecompletebipartite
graphwithsverticesononesideandtontheother.

2.2.1Separatorsandlinkedness

LetA,B⊆V(G)betwosetsofverticesinagraphG.WesaythatasetS⊆V(G)

separatesAfromBifeveryA-B-pathcontainsavertexfromS.InthiscaseSiscalled
an(A,B)-separator.IfnoA-B-pathexistsinG(forexample,ifAorBisempty),then
everysetS⊆V(G),includingtheemptyset,isan(A,B)-separator.Wenotethatthe
setsAandBareallowedtointersectinthisdefinition,butforevery(A,B)-separatorS
itholdsthatA∩B⊆S,asotherwisetherewouldbeatrivialsingle-vertexA-B-path
avoidingS.

AseparationofagraphGisatriple(A,S,B)ofsubsetsofV(G)sothatA,S,andB
aredisjoint,V(G)=A∪S∪B,andtherearenoedgesbetweenAandB.Theorder
ofaseparation(A,S,B)is|S|.NotethatifX,Y⊆V(G)andSisan(X,Y)-separator,
thenthereexistsA,B⊆V(G)sothat(A,S,B)isaseparationofG,X⊆A∪S,and
Y⊆S∪B.

FortwosetsofverticesA,B⊆V(G),wedenotebyflowG(A,B)thesizeofasmallest
(A,B)-separatorinG,droppingthesubscriptifitisclearformthecontext.Callingthis
flowismotivatedbythefollowingclassicaltheoremofMenger.

Theorem2.1(Menger[1927]).Thesizeofasmallest(A,B)-separatorisequaltothe
maximumsizeofacollectionofvertex-disjointA-B-paths.

Here,acollectionofvertex-disjointA-B-pathsmeansacollectionP={P1,...,P`}of
A-B-paths,sothateveryvertexofGisonatmostoneofthepaths.Inparticular,also
theendpointsofthepathsinParepairwisedisjoint.

ByTheorem2.1,foranytwosetsA,B⊆V(G),thereexistsacollectionofflow(A,B)

vertex-disjointA-B-paths.Wewillusethefollowingalgorithmicversionofthisfact.

Theorem2.2(FordandFulkerson[1956]).Thereisanalgorithm,thatgivenagraphG,
twosetsofverticesA,B⊆V(G),andanintegerk,intimeO(k·m)outputseither

•an(A,B)-separatorofsizeatmostk,or

•acollectionofkvertex-disjointA-B-paths.



2.2 Graphs 25

We note that even though there has been significant progress in algorithms for maximum
flow since 1956 (see [Chen et al., 2022]), we only use the algorithm of Theorem 2.2 in
this thesis.

We say that a set A ⊆ V (G) of vertices is linked into a set B ⊆ V (G) of vertices if
flow(A,B) = |A|. Note that this definition is asymmetric, in particular, if |A| < |B|,
then A can be linked into B but B cannot be linked into A. We will use the following
standard lemma about linkedness.

Lemma 2.3. If S is a minimum-size (A,B)-separator, then S is linked into A and B.

Proof. Suppose S is not linked into B, and let S ′ be an (S,B)-separator of size |S ′| < |S|.
Because every A-B-path contains a vertex from S, it follows that S ′ is also an (A,B)-
separator. However, then S ′ contradicts the fact that S is a minimum-size (A,B)-separator.
This shows that S is linked into B, and the fact that S is linked into A can be shown by
interchanging the roles of A and B in the proof.

We also say that A is strongly linked into B if A is linked into B, and furthermore, for
every (A,B)-separator S of size |S| = |A| it holds that either S = A or S = B.

2.2.2 Trees

A tree is a connected acyclic graph. We usually call vertices of trees nodes, to underline
that they are vertices of a tree. A subtree of a tree T is a subgraph of T that is a tree, in
particular, a subgraph that is connected. The degree-1 nodes of a tree are leaves. A tree
is cubic if all of its nodes except the leaves have degree 3.

Rooted trees

A rooted tree is a tree where one node is designated as the root. When talking about
rooted trees, we use the convention that the root is not a leaf, even if it would have
degree 1.

A node x of a rooted tree T is a descendant of a node y if the unique path from x to
the root contains y. If x is a descendant of y, then y is an ancestor of x. Note that
every node is both a descendant and an ancestor of itself. We define that x is a strict
descendant of y if x is a descendant of y and x 6= y. Strict ancestor is defined analogously.
We denote the set of descendants of a node x in a rooted tree T by descT (x). The parent
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every(A,B)-separatorSofsize|S|=|A|itholdsthateitherS=AorS=B.
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Atreeisaconnectedacyclicgraph.Weusuallycallverticesoftreesnodes,tounderline
thattheyareverticesofatree.AsubtreeofatreeTisasubgraphofTthatisatree,in
particular,asubgraphthatisconnected.Thedegree-1nodesofatreeareleaves.Atree
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We denote the set of descendants of a node x in a rooted tree T by descT (x). The parent

2.2 Graphs 25

We note that even though there has been significant progress in algorithms for maximum
flow since 1956 (see [Chen et al., 2022]), we only use the algorithm of Theorem 2.2 in
this thesis.

We say that a set A ⊆ V (G) of vertices is linked into a set B ⊆ V (G) of vertices if
flow(A,B) = |A|. Note that this definition is asymmetric, in particular, if |A| < |B|,
then A can be linked into B but B cannot be linked into A. We will use the following
standard lemma about linkedness.

Lemma 2.3. If S is a minimum-size (A,B)-separator, then S is linked into A and B.

Proof. Suppose S is not linked into B, and let S ′ be an (S,B)-separator of size |S ′| < |S|.
Because every A-B-path contains a vertex from S, it follows that S ′ is also an (A,B)-
separator. However, then S ′ contradicts the fact that S is a minimum-size (A,B)-separator.
This shows that S is linked into B, and the fact that S is linked into A can be shown by
interchanging the roles of A and B in the proof.

We also say that A is strongly linked into B if A is linked into B, and furthermore, for
every (A,B)-separator S of size |S| = |A| it holds that either S = A or S = B.

2.2.2 Trees

A tree is a connected acyclic graph. We usually call vertices of trees nodes, to underline
that they are vertices of a tree. A subtree of a tree T is a subgraph of T that is a tree, in
particular, a subgraph that is connected. The degree-1 nodes of a tree are leaves. A tree
is cubic if all of its nodes except the leaves have degree 3.

Rooted trees

A rooted tree is a tree where one node is designated as the root. When talking about
rooted trees, we use the convention that the root is not a leaf, even if it would have
degree 1.

A node x of a rooted tree T is a descendant of a node y if the unique path from x to
the root contains y. If x is a descendant of y, then y is an ancestor of x. Note that
every node is both a descendant and an ancestor of itself. We define that x is a strict
descendant of y if x is a descendant of y and x 6= y. Strict ancestor is defined analogously.
We denote the set of descendants of a node x in a rooted tree T by descT (x). The parent

2.2Graphs25

Wenotethateventhoughtherehasbeensignificantprogressinalgorithmsformaximum
flowsince1956(see[Chenetal.,2022]),weonlyusethealgorithmofTheorem2.2in
thisthesis.

WesaythatasetA⊆V(G)ofverticesislinkedintoasetB⊆V(G)ofverticesif
flow(A,B)=|A|.Notethatthisdefinitionisasymmetric,inparticular,if|A|<|B|,
thenAcanbelinkedintoBbutBcannotbelinkedintoA.Wewillusethefollowing
standardlemmaaboutlinkedness.

Lemma2.3.IfSisaminimum-size(A,B)-separator,thenSislinkedintoAandB.

Proof.SupposeSisnotlinkedintoB,andletS′bean(S,B)-separatorofsize|S′|<|S|.
BecauseeveryA-B-pathcontainsavertexfromS,itfollowsthatS′isalsoan(A,B)-
separator.However,thenS′contradictsthefactthatSisaminimum-size(A,B)-separator.
ThisshowsthatSislinkedintoB,andthefactthatSislinkedintoAcanbeshownby
interchangingtherolesofAandBintheproof.

WealsosaythatAisstronglylinkedintoBifAislinkedintoB,andfurthermore,for
every(A,B)-separatorSofsize|S|=|A|itholdsthateitherS=AorS=B.

2.2.2Trees

Atreeisaconnectedacyclicgraph.Weusuallycallverticesoftreesnodes,tounderline
thattheyareverticesofatree.AsubtreeofatreeTisasubgraphofTthatisatree,in
particular,asubgraphthatisconnected.Thedegree-1nodesofatreeareleaves.Atree
iscubicifallofitsnodesexcepttheleaveshavedegree3.

Rootedtrees

Arootedtreeisatreewhereonenodeisdesignatedastheroot.Whentalkingabout
rootedtrees,weusetheconventionthattherootisnotaleaf,evenifitwouldhave
degree1.

AnodexofarootedtreeTisadescendantofanodeyiftheuniquepathfromxto
therootcontainsy.Ifxisadescendantofy,thenyisanancestorofx.Notethat
everynodeisbothadescendantandanancestorofitself.Wedefinethatxisastrict
descendantofyifxisadescendantofyandx6=y.Strictancestorisdefinedanalogously.
WedenotethesetofdescendantsofanodexinarootedtreeTbydescT(x).Theparent
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of a non-root node x is the unique ancestor of x that is adjacent to x, and is denoted by
parentT (x). We may omit the subscript if it is clear from the context. If y is the parent
of x, then x is a child of y. A binary tree is a rooted tree where every node has at most
two children.

When manipulating rooted trees in algorithms, we assume that in addition to the adjacency
list, a pointer to the root is stored, and every node stores a pointer to its parent.

We note that although the parent of a node is defined only for rooted trees, we may call
the only node adjacent to a leaf node its parent even in non-rooted trees.

We define a rooted subtree of a rooted tree T as a subtree T ′ of T so that T ′ = T [desc(x)]

for some x ∈ V (T ). In that case, x is the root of T ′. When we talk about the subtree of
T rooted at x, we mean the rooted subtree T [desc(x)] of T .

We define that the depth of a node x ∈ V (T ) of a rooted tree T is equal to 0 if x is the
root, and otherwise equal to the depth of its parent plus one, and is denoted by depthT (x).
The height of x is equal to the number of vertices on a longest path from x to a leaf, and
is denoted by hgtT (x). In particular, the height of each leaf is 1. Note that the function
depth(x) takes values in [0, |V (T )| − 1] and the function hgt(x) takes values in [|V (T )|].
The height of a rooted tree T is the height of its root, and is denoted by hgt(T ).

A node z of a rooted tree T is the lowest common ancestor (LCA) of two nodes x and y
of T if z is an ancestor of both x and y, and subject to that, z maximizes depth(z). We
say that a set X ⊆ V (T ) of nodes is LCA-closed if for every two distinct nodes x, y ∈ X,
the LCA of x and y is in X. The LCA-closure of a set X of nodes is the unique minimal
superset Y ⊇ X of X so that Y is LCA-closed. The following lemma shows that Y is
indeed unique.

Lemma 2.4. Let X ⊆ V (T ) be a set of nodes in a rooted tree T , and L ⊆ V (T ) the set
that contains for every pair x, y ∈ X the LCA of x and y. Then, X ∪ L is LCA-closed.

Proof. Let x, y ∈ X ∪ L. If x is an ancestor or a descendant of y, then their LCA is x or
y, which is in X ∪L. Otherwise, there exists a descendant x′ of x in X and a descendant
y′ of y in X. The LCA of x′ and y′ is the LCA of x and y, and by definition is in L.

We also observe a bound on the size of the LCA-closure.

Lemma 2.5. If X ⊆ V (T ) is non-empty, then its LCA-closure has size at most 2|X|− 1.

Proof. We prove this by induction on |X|. The base base of |X| = 1 clearly holds. Now,
let |X| ≥ 2, let Y be the LCA-closure of X, choose x ∈ X, and let Y ′ be the LCA-closure
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ofanon-rootnodexistheuniqueancestorofxthatisadjacenttox,andisdenotedby
parentT(x).Wemayomitthesubscriptifitisclearfromthecontext.Ifyistheparent
ofx,thenxisachildofy.Abinarytreeisarootedtreewhereeverynodehasatmost
twochildren.

Whenmanipulatingrootedtreesinalgorithms,weassumethatinadditiontotheadjacency
list,apointertotherootisstored,andeverynodestoresapointertoitsparent.

Wenotethatalthoughtheparentofanodeisdefinedonlyforrootedtrees,wemaycall
theonlynodeadjacenttoaleafnodeitsparenteveninnon-rootedtrees.

WedefinearootedsubtreeofarootedtreeTasasubtreeT′ofTsothatT′=T[desc(x)]

forsomex∈V(T).Inthatcase,xistherootofT′.Whenwetalkaboutthesubtreeof
Trootedatx,wemeantherootedsubtreeT[desc(x)]ofT.

Wedefinethatthedepthofanodex∈V(T)ofarootedtreeTisequalto0ifxisthe
root,andotherwiseequaltothedepthofitsparentplusone,andisdenotedbydepthT(x).
Theheightofxisequaltothenumberofverticesonalongestpathfromxtoaleaf,and
isdenotedbyhgtT(x).Inparticular,theheightofeachleafis1.Notethatthefunction
depth(x)takesvaluesin[0,|V(T)|−1]andthefunctionhgt(x)takesvaluesin[|V(T)|].
TheheightofarootedtreeTistheheightofitsroot,andisdenotedbyhgt(T).

AnodezofarootedtreeTisthelowestcommonancestor(LCA)oftwonodesxandy
ofTifzisanancestorofbothxandy,andsubjecttothat,zmaximizesdepth(z).We
saythatasetX⊆V(T)ofnodesisLCA-closedifforeverytwodistinctnodesx,y∈X,
theLCAofxandyisinX.TheLCA-closureofasetXofnodesistheuniqueminimal
supersetY⊇XofXsothatYisLCA-closed.ThefollowinglemmashowsthatYis
indeedunique.

Lemma2.4.LetX⊆V(T)beasetofnodesinarootedtreeT,andL⊆V(T)theset
thatcontainsforeverypairx,y∈XtheLCAofxandy.Then,X∪LisLCA-closed.

Proof.Letx,y∈X∪L.Ifxisanancestororadescendantofy,thentheirLCAisxor
y,whichisinX∪L.Otherwise,thereexistsadescendantx′ofxinXandadescendant
y′ofyinX.TheLCAofx′andy′istheLCAofxandy,andbydefinitionisinL.

WealsoobserveaboundonthesizeoftheLCA-closure.

Lemma2.5.IfX⊆V(T)isnon-empty,thenitsLCA-closurehassizeatmost2|X|−1.

Proof.Weprovethisbyinductionon|X|.Thebasebaseof|X|=1clearlyholds.Now,
let|X|≥2,letYbetheLCA-closureofX,choosex∈X,andletY′betheLCA-closure
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of X \ {x}. Suppose two distinct strict ancestors a1 and a2 of x are in Y \ Y ′, and let a2

be a strict ancestor of a1. Now, if a1 is the LCA of x and y ∈ X, and a2 is the LCA of x
and z ∈ X, then a2 is in fact the LCA of y and z, so a2 ∈ Y ′, which is a contradiction.
Therefore, at most one strict ancestor of x is in Y \ Y ′, so |Y | ≤ |Y ′|+ 2 ≤ 2|X| − 1.

A prefix of a rooted tree T is a set Tpref ⊆ V (T ) of nodes so that T [Tpref ] is connected
and contains the root of T . Note that a prefix is by definition non-empty. An appendix
of a prefix Tpref is a node a ∈ V (T ) \ Tpref that is not in Tpref but whose parent is in
Tpref . The set of appendices of Tpref is denoted by appT (Tpref), where the subscript may
be dropped if T is clear from the context. We observe that if T is a binary tree, then
|app(Tpref)| ≤ |Tpref |+ 1.

2.3 Width parameters

We review the definitions of treewidth, branchwidth of connectivity functions, branchwidth
of graphs, rankwidth, and cliquewidth. We also introduce additional notation related to
them and summarize well-known facts. We refer to [Cygan et al., 2015, Chapter 7] for
introductory material on treewidth and to [Hliněný et al., 2008] for introductory material
on the other width parameters.

2.3.1 Treewidth

Following Robertson and Seymour [1986a], we define a tree decomposition of a graph G
to be a pair T = (T, bag), where T is a tree and bag : V (T )→ 2V (G) is a function that
satisfies

1. V (G) =
⋃
t∈V (T ) bag(t),

2. E(G) ⊆
⋃
t∈V (T )

(
bag(t)

2

)
, and

3. for every v ∈ V (G), it holds that T [{t ∈ V (T ) | v ∈ bag(t)}] is connected.

The set bag(t) of a node t ∈ V (T ) is called the bag of t. We will call the conditions of the
Items 1 to 3 the vertex condition, the edge condition, and the connectedness condition.
The width of a tree decomposition is the maximum size of a bag minus one, and is denoted
by width(T ). The treewidth of a graph is the minimum width of a tree decomposition of
it, and is denoted by tw(G).
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28 Definitions and preliminary results

For brevity, we will sometimes denote |T | = |V (T )|, V (T ) = V (T ), and E(T ) = E(T ),
and call nodes and edges of T nodes and edges of T . A tree decomposition is subcubic if T
is subcubic. For a set X ⊆ V (T ), we denote by bagsT (X) the union

⋃
t∈X bag(t) of bags

in X, dropping the subscript if T is clear from the context. We may also use bags(T ) to
denote the union of all bags of T (which is equal to V (G) if T is a tree decomposition of
G). For a subset X ⊆ V (T ), we denote by T �X the pair (T [X], bag�X), which may or may
not be a tree decomposition (recall that we use f�X to denote the restriction of a function).
For an edge xy ∈ E(T ) of the tree decomposition, the intersection bag(x) ∩ bag(y) is
called the adhesion of xy.

Let us now observe some basic properties of tree decompositions that will be often used
in this thesis without explicitly mentioning them. First, the connectedness condition
extends to sets of vertices as follows.

Lemma 2.6. Let (T, bag) be a tree decomposition of a graph G, and let X ⊆ V (G) so
that G[X] is connected. Then T [{t ∈ V (T ) | bag(t) ∩X 6= ∅}] is connected.

Proof. Let uv ∈ E(G[X]). The set {t ∈ V (T ) | bag(t) ∩ {u, v} 6= ∅} is connected in T
because both {t ∈ V (T ) | u ∈ bag(t)} and {t ∈ V (T ) | v ∈ bag(t)} are connected in T by
the connectedness condition, and by the edge condition there exists a node whose bag
contains both u and v. Now, the fact that T [{t ∈ V (T ) | bag(t) ∩X 6= ∅}] is connected
follows from the connectedness of G[X].

Then we prove the basic separation property of tree decompositions that any adhesion of
an edge separates the vertices on different sides of it from each other.

Lemma 2.7. Let (T, bag) be a tree decomposition of a graph G and (A,B) a cut of T
so that there is exactly one edge xy ∈ E(T ) with x ∈ A and y ∈ B. Then, the adhesion
bag(x) ∩ bag(y) is a (bags(A), bags(B))-separator in G.

Proof. Suppose not, and let S = bag(x)∩ bag(y) and uv ∈ E(G) be an edge of G so that
u ∈ bags(A) \ S and v ∈ bags(B) \ S. The subtree of bags that contain u intersects A,
and therefore does not intersect y because then it would intersect also x and u would be
in S. In particular, it is a subtree of T [A]. By a similar argument, the subtree of bags
that contain v is a subtree of T [B]. However, this contradicts the edge condition.

Note that Lemma 2.7 directly implies some weaker separation properties, for example,
that for any node t ∈ V (T ) the set bag(t) is a (bags(C1), bags(C2))-separator for any two
connected components C1, C2 ∈ cc(T \ {t}).
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Foranedgexy∈E(T)ofthetreedecomposition,theintersectionbag(x)∩bag(y)is
calledtheadhesionofxy.

Letusnowobservesomebasicpropertiesoftreedecompositionsthatwillbeoftenused
inthisthesiswithoutexplicitlymentioningthem.First,theconnectednesscondition
extendstosetsofverticesasfollows.
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inS.Inparticular,itisasubtreeofT[A].Byasimilarargument,thesubtreeofbags
thatcontainvisasubtreeofT[B].However,thiscontradictstheedgecondition.
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thatforanynodet∈V(T)thesetbag(t)isa(bags(C1),bags(C2))-separatorforanytwo
connectedcomponentsC1,C2∈cc(T\{t}).

28Definitionsandpreliminaryresults

Forbrevity,wewillsometimesdenote|T|=|V(T)|,V(T)=V(T),andE(T)=E(T),
andcallnodesandedgesofTnodesandedgesofT.AtreedecompositionissubcubicifT
issubcubic.ForasetX⊆V(T),wedenotebybagsT(X)theunion

⋃
t∈Xbag(t)ofbags

inX,droppingthesubscriptifTisclearfromthecontext.Wemayalsousebags(T)to
denotetheunionofallbagsofT(whichisequaltoV(G)ifTisatreedecompositionof
G).ForasubsetX⊆V(T),wedenotebyT�Xthepair(T[X],bag�X),whichmayormay
notbeatreedecomposition(recallthatweusef�Xtodenotetherestrictionofafunction).
Foranedgexy∈E(T)ofthetreedecomposition,theintersectionbag(x)∩bag(y)is
calledtheadhesionofxy.

Letusnowobservesomebasicpropertiesoftreedecompositionsthatwillbeoftenused
inthisthesiswithoutexplicitlymentioningthem.First,theconnectednesscondition
extendstosetsofverticesasfollows.

Lemma2.6.Let(T,bag)beatreedecompositionofagraphG,andletX⊆V(G)so
thatG[X]isconnected.ThenT[{t∈V(T)|bag(t)∩X6=∅}]isconnected.

Proof.Letuv∈E(G[X]).Theset{t∈V(T)|bag(t)∩{u,v}6=∅}isconnectedinT
becauseboth{t∈V(T)|u∈bag(t)}and{t∈V(T)|v∈bag(t)}areconnectedinTby
theconnectednesscondition,andbytheedgeconditionthereexistsanodewhosebag
containsbothuandv.Now,thefactthatT[{t∈V(T)|bag(t)∩X6=∅}]isconnected
followsfromtheconnectednessofG[X].

Thenweprovethebasicseparationpropertyoftreedecompositionsthatanyadhesionof
anedgeseparatestheverticesondifferentsidesofitfromeachother.

Lemma2.7.Let(T,bag)beatreedecompositionofagraphGand(A,B)acutofT
sothatthereisexactlyoneedgexy∈E(T)withx∈Aandy∈B.Then,theadhesion
bag(x)∩bag(y)isa(bags(A),bags(B))-separatorinG.

Proof.Supposenot,andletS=bag(x)∩bag(y)anduv∈E(G)beanedgeofGsothat
u∈bags(A)\Sandv∈bags(B)\S.ThesubtreeofbagsthatcontainuintersectsA,
andthereforedoesnotintersectybecausethenitwouldintersectalsoxanduwouldbe
inS.Inparticular,itisasubtreeofT[A].Byasimilarargument,thesubtreeofbags
thatcontainvisasubtreeofT[B].However,thiscontradictstheedgecondition.

NotethatLemma2.7directlyimpliessomeweakerseparationproperties,forexample,
thatforanynodet∈V(T)thesetbag(t)isa(bags(C1),bags(C2))-separatorforanytwo
connectedcomponentsC1,C2∈cc(T\{t}).

28 Definitions and preliminary results

For brevity, we will sometimes denote |T | = |V (T )|, V (T ) = V (T ), and E(T ) = E(T ),
and call nodes and edges of T nodes and edges of T . A tree decomposition is subcubic if T
is subcubic. For a set X ⊆ V (T ), we denote by bagsT (X) the union ⋃t∈X bag(t) of bags
in X, dropping the subscript if T is clear from the context. We may also use bags(T ) to
denote the union of all bags of T (which is equal to V (G) if T is a tree decomposition of
G). For a subset X ⊆ V (T ), we denote by T �X the pair (T [X], bag�X), which may or may
not be a tree decomposition (recall that we use f�X to denote the restriction of a function).
For an edge xy ∈ E(T ) of the tree decomposition, the intersection bag(x) ∩ bag(y) is
called the adhesion of xy.

Let us now observe some basic properties of tree decompositions that will be often used
in this thesis without explicitly mentioning them. First, the connectedness condition
extends to sets of vertices as follows.

Lemma 2.6. Let (T, bag) be a tree decomposition of a graph G, and let X ⊆ V (G) so
that G[X] is connected. Then T [{t ∈ V (T ) | bag(t) ∩X 6= ∅}] is connected.

Proof. Let uv ∈ E(G[X]). The set {t ∈ V (T ) | bag(t) ∩ {u, v} 6= ∅} is connected in T
because both {t ∈ V (T ) | u ∈ bag(t)} and {t ∈ V (T ) | v ∈ bag(t)} are connected in T by
the connectedness condition, and by the edge condition there exists a node whose bag
contains both u and v. Now, the fact that T [{t ∈ V (T ) | bag(t) ∩X 6= ∅}] is connected
follows from the connectedness of G[X].

Then we prove the basic separation property of tree decompositions that any adhesion of
an edge separates the vertices on different sides of it from each other.

Lemma 2.7. Let (T, bag) be a tree decomposition of a graph G and (A,B) a cut of T
so that there is exactly one edge xy ∈ E(T ) with x ∈ A and y ∈ B. Then, the adhesion
bag(x) ∩ bag(y) is a (bags(A), bags(B))-separator in G.

Proof. Suppose not, and let S = bag(x)∩ bag(y) and uv ∈ E(G) be an edge of G so that
u ∈ bags(A) \ S and v ∈ bags(B) \ S. The subtree of bags that contain u intersects A,
and therefore does not intersect y because then it would intersect also x and u would be
in S. In particular, it is a subtree of T [A]. By a similar argument, the subtree of bags
that contain v is a subtree of T [B]. However, this contradicts the edge condition.

Note that Lemma 2.7 directly implies some weaker separation properties, for example,
that for any node t ∈ V (T ) the set bag(t) is a (bags(C1), bags(C2))-separator for any two
connected components C1, C2 ∈ cc(T \ {t}).

28 Definitions and preliminary results

For brevity, we will sometimes denote |T | = |V (T )|, V (T ) = V (T ), and E(T ) = E(T ),
and call nodes and edges of T nodes and edges of T . A tree decomposition is subcubic if T
is subcubic. For a set X ⊆ V (T ), we denote by bagsT (X) the union ⋃t∈X bag(t) of bags
in X, dropping the subscript if T is clear from the context. We may also use bags(T ) to
denote the union of all bags of T (which is equal to V (G) if T is a tree decomposition of
G). For a subset X ⊆ V (T ), we denote by T �X the pair (T [X], bag�X), which may or may
not be a tree decomposition (recall that we use f�X to denote the restriction of a function).
For an edge xy ∈ E(T ) of the tree decomposition, the intersection bag(x) ∩ bag(y) is
called the adhesion of xy.

Let us now observe some basic properties of tree decompositions that will be often used
in this thesis without explicitly mentioning them. First, the connectedness condition
extends to sets of vertices as follows.

Lemma 2.6. Let (T, bag) be a tree decomposition of a graph G, and let X ⊆ V (G) so
that G[X] is connected. Then T [{t ∈ V (T ) | bag(t) ∩X 6= ∅}] is connected.

Proof. Let uv ∈ E(G[X]). The set {t ∈ V (T ) | bag(t) ∩ {u, v} 6= ∅} is connected in T
because both {t ∈ V (T ) | u ∈ bag(t)} and {t ∈ V (T ) | v ∈ bag(t)} are connected in T by
the connectedness condition, and by the edge condition there exists a node whose bag
contains both u and v. Now, the fact that T [{t ∈ V (T ) | bag(t) ∩X 6= ∅}] is connected
follows from the connectedness of G[X].

Then we prove the basic separation property of tree decompositions that any adhesion of
an edge separates the vertices on different sides of it from each other.

Lemma 2.7. Let (T, bag) be a tree decomposition of a graph G and (A,B) a cut of T
so that there is exactly one edge xy ∈ E(T ) with x ∈ A and y ∈ B. Then, the adhesion
bag(x) ∩ bag(y) is a (bags(A), bags(B))-separator in G.

Proof. Suppose not, and let S = bag(x)∩ bag(y) and uv ∈ E(G) be an edge of G so that
u ∈ bags(A) \ S and v ∈ bags(B) \ S. The subtree of bags that contain u intersects A,
and therefore does not intersect y because then it would intersect also x and u would be
in S. In particular, it is a subtree of T [A]. By a similar argument, the subtree of bags
that contain v is a subtree of T [B]. However, this contradicts the edge condition.

Note that Lemma 2.7 directly implies some weaker separation properties, for example,
that for any node t ∈ V (T ) the set bag(t) is a (bags(C1), bags(C2))-separator for any two
connected components C1, C2 ∈ cc(T \ {t}).

28Definitionsandpreliminaryresults

Forbrevity,wewillsometimesdenote|T|=|V(T)|,V(T)=V(T),andE(T)=E(T),
andcallnodesandedgesofTnodesandedgesofT.AtreedecompositionissubcubicifT
issubcubic.ForasetX⊆V(T),wedenotebybagsT(X)theunion⋃t∈Xbag(t)ofbags
inX,droppingthesubscriptifTisclearfromthecontext.Wemayalsousebags(T)to
denotetheunionofallbagsofT(whichisequaltoV(G)ifTisatreedecompositionof
G).ForasubsetX⊆V(T),wedenotebyT�Xthepair(T[X],bag�X),whichmayormay
notbeatreedecomposition(recallthatweusef�Xtodenotetherestrictionofafunction).
Foranedgexy∈E(T)ofthetreedecomposition,theintersectionbag(x)∩bag(y)is
calledtheadhesionofxy.

Letusnowobservesomebasicpropertiesoftreedecompositionsthatwillbeoftenused
inthisthesiswithoutexplicitlymentioningthem.First,theconnectednesscondition
extendstosetsofverticesasfollows.

Lemma2.6.Let(T,bag)beatreedecompositionofagraphG,andletX⊆V(G)so
thatG[X]isconnected.ThenT[{t∈V(T)|bag(t)∩X6=∅}]isconnected.

Proof.Letuv∈E(G[X]).Theset{t∈V(T)|bag(t)∩{u,v}6=∅}isconnectedinT
becauseboth{t∈V(T)|u∈bag(t)}and{t∈V(T)|v∈bag(t)}areconnectedinTby
theconnectednesscondition,andbytheedgeconditionthereexistsanodewhosebag
containsbothuandv.Now,thefactthatT[{t∈V(T)|bag(t)∩X6=∅}]isconnected
followsfromtheconnectednessofG[X].

Thenweprovethebasicseparationpropertyoftreedecompositionsthatanyadhesionof
anedgeseparatestheverticesondifferentsidesofitfromeachother.

Lemma2.7.Let(T,bag)beatreedecompositionofagraphGand(A,B)acutofT
sothatthereisexactlyoneedgexy∈E(T)withx∈Aandy∈B.Then,theadhesion
bag(x)∩bag(y)isa(bags(A),bags(B))-separatorinG.

Proof.Supposenot,andletS=bag(x)∩bag(y)anduv∈E(G)beanedgeofGsothat
u∈bags(A)\Sandv∈bags(B)\S.ThesubtreeofbagsthatcontainuintersectsA,
andthereforedoesnotintersectybecausethenitwouldintersectalsoxanduwouldbe
inS.Inparticular,itisasubtreeofT[A].Byasimilarargument,thesubtreeofbags
thatcontainvisasubtreeofT[B].However,thiscontradictstheedgecondition.

NotethatLemma2.7directlyimpliessomeweakerseparationproperties,forexample,
thatforanynodet∈V(T)thesetbag(t)isa(bags(C1),bags(C2))-separatorforanytwo
connectedcomponentsC1,C2∈cc(T\{t}).

28Definitionsandpreliminaryresults

Forbrevity,wewillsometimesdenote|T|=|V(T)|,V(T)=V(T),andE(T)=E(T),
andcallnodesandedgesofTnodesandedgesofT.AtreedecompositionissubcubicifT
issubcubic.ForasetX⊆V(T),wedenotebybagsT(X)theunion⋃t∈Xbag(t)ofbags
inX,droppingthesubscriptifTisclearfromthecontext.Wemayalsousebags(T)to
denotetheunionofallbagsofT(whichisequaltoV(G)ifTisatreedecompositionof
G).ForasubsetX⊆V(T),wedenotebyT�Xthepair(T[X],bag�X),whichmayormay
notbeatreedecomposition(recallthatweusef�Xtodenotetherestrictionofafunction).
Foranedgexy∈E(T)ofthetreedecomposition,theintersectionbag(x)∩bag(y)is
calledtheadhesionofxy.

Letusnowobservesomebasicpropertiesoftreedecompositionsthatwillbeoftenused
inthisthesiswithoutexplicitlymentioningthem.First,theconnectednesscondition
extendstosetsofverticesasfollows.

Lemma2.6.Let(T,bag)beatreedecompositionofagraphG,andletX⊆V(G)so
thatG[X]isconnected.ThenT[{t∈V(T)|bag(t)∩X6=∅}]isconnected.

Proof.Letuv∈E(G[X]).Theset{t∈V(T)|bag(t)∩{u,v}6=∅}isconnectedinT
becauseboth{t∈V(T)|u∈bag(t)}and{t∈V(T)|v∈bag(t)}areconnectedinTby
theconnectednesscondition,andbytheedgeconditionthereexistsanodewhosebag
containsbothuandv.Now,thefactthatT[{t∈V(T)|bag(t)∩X6=∅}]isconnected
followsfromtheconnectednessofG[X].

Thenweprovethebasicseparationpropertyoftreedecompositionsthatanyadhesionof
anedgeseparatestheverticesondifferentsidesofitfromeachother.

Lemma2.7.Let(T,bag)beatreedecompositionofagraphGand(A,B)acutofT
sothatthereisexactlyoneedgexy∈E(T)withx∈Aandy∈B.Then,theadhesion
bag(x)∩bag(y)isa(bags(A),bags(B))-separatorinG.

Proof.Supposenot,andletS=bag(x)∩bag(y)anduv∈E(G)beanedgeofGsothat
u∈bags(A)\Sandv∈bags(B)\S.ThesubtreeofbagsthatcontainuintersectsA,
andthereforedoesnotintersectybecausethenitwouldintersectalsoxanduwouldbe
inS.Inparticular,itisasubtreeofT[A].Byasimilarargument,thesubtreeofbags
thatcontainvisasubtreeofT[B].However,thiscontradictstheedgecondition.

NotethatLemma2.7directlyimpliessomeweakerseparationproperties,forexample,
thatforanynodet∈V(T)thesetbag(t)isa(bags(C1),bags(C2))-separatorforanytwo
connectedcomponentsC1,C2∈cc(T\{t}).

28Definitionsandpreliminaryresults

Forbrevity,wewillsometimesdenote|T|=|V(T)|,V(T)=V(T),andE(T)=E(T),
andcallnodesandedgesofTnodesandedgesofT.AtreedecompositionissubcubicifT
issubcubic.ForasetX⊆V(T),wedenotebybagsT(X)theunion⋃t∈Xbag(t)ofbags
inX,droppingthesubscriptifTisclearfromthecontext.Wemayalsousebags(T)to
denotetheunionofallbagsofT(whichisequaltoV(G)ifTisatreedecompositionof
G).ForasubsetX⊆V(T),wedenotebyT�Xthepair(T[X],bag�X),whichmayormay
notbeatreedecomposition(recallthatweusef�Xtodenotetherestrictionofafunction).
Foranedgexy∈E(T)ofthetreedecomposition,theintersectionbag(x)∩bag(y)is
calledtheadhesionofxy.

Letusnowobservesomebasicpropertiesoftreedecompositionsthatwillbeoftenused
inthisthesiswithoutexplicitlymentioningthem.First,theconnectednesscondition
extendstosetsofverticesasfollows.

Lemma2.6.Let(T,bag)beatreedecompositionofagraphG,andletX⊆V(G)so
thatG[X]isconnected.ThenT[{t∈V(T)|bag(t)∩X6=∅}]isconnected.

Proof.Letuv∈E(G[X]).Theset{t∈V(T)|bag(t)∩{u,v}6=∅}isconnectedinT
becauseboth{t∈V(T)|u∈bag(t)}and{t∈V(T)|v∈bag(t)}areconnectedinTby
theconnectednesscondition,andbytheedgeconditionthereexistsanodewhosebag
containsbothuandv.Now,thefactthatT[{t∈V(T)|bag(t)∩X6=∅}]isconnected
followsfromtheconnectednessofG[X].

Thenweprovethebasicseparationpropertyoftreedecompositionsthatanyadhesionof
anedgeseparatestheverticesondifferentsidesofitfromeachother.

Lemma2.7.Let(T,bag)beatreedecompositionofagraphGand(A,B)acutofT
sothatthereisexactlyoneedgexy∈E(T)withx∈Aandy∈B.Then,theadhesion
bag(x)∩bag(y)isa(bags(A),bags(B))-separatorinG.

Proof.Supposenot,andletS=bag(x)∩bag(y)anduv∈E(G)beanedgeofGsothat
u∈bags(A)\Sandv∈bags(B)\S.ThesubtreeofbagsthatcontainuintersectsA,
andthereforedoesnotintersectybecausethenitwouldintersectalsoxanduwouldbe
inS.Inparticular,itisasubtreeofT[A].Byasimilarargument,thesubtreeofbags
thatcontainvisasubtreeofT[B].However,thiscontradictstheedgecondition.

NotethatLemma2.7directlyimpliessomeweakerseparationproperties,forexample,
thatforanynodet∈V(T)thesetbag(t)isa(bags(C1),bags(C2))-separatorforanytwo
connectedcomponentsC1,C2∈cc(T\{t}).

28Definitionsandpreliminaryresults

Forbrevity,wewillsometimesdenote|T|=|V(T)|,V(T)=V(T),andE(T)=E(T),
andcallnodesandedgesofTnodesandedgesofT.AtreedecompositionissubcubicifT
issubcubic.ForasetX⊆V(T),wedenotebybagsT(X)theunion⋃t∈Xbag(t)ofbags
inX,droppingthesubscriptifTisclearfromthecontext.Wemayalsousebags(T)to
denotetheunionofallbagsofT(whichisequaltoV(G)ifTisatreedecompositionof
G).ForasubsetX⊆V(T),wedenotebyT�Xthepair(T[X],bag�X),whichmayormay
notbeatreedecomposition(recallthatweusef�Xtodenotetherestrictionofafunction).
Foranedgexy∈E(T)ofthetreedecomposition,theintersectionbag(x)∩bag(y)is
calledtheadhesionofxy.

Letusnowobservesomebasicpropertiesoftreedecompositionsthatwillbeoftenused
inthisthesiswithoutexplicitlymentioningthem.First,theconnectednesscondition
extendstosetsofverticesasfollows.

Lemma2.6.Let(T,bag)beatreedecompositionofagraphG,andletX⊆V(G)so
thatG[X]isconnected.ThenT[{t∈V(T)|bag(t)∩X6=∅}]isconnected.

Proof.Letuv∈E(G[X]).Theset{t∈V(T)|bag(t)∩{u,v}6=∅}isconnectedinT
becauseboth{t∈V(T)|u∈bag(t)}and{t∈V(T)|v∈bag(t)}areconnectedinTby
theconnectednesscondition,andbytheedgeconditionthereexistsanodewhosebag
containsbothuandv.Now,thefactthatT[{t∈V(T)|bag(t)∩X6=∅}]isconnected
followsfromtheconnectednessofG[X].

Thenweprovethebasicseparationpropertyoftreedecompositionsthatanyadhesionof
anedgeseparatestheverticesondifferentsidesofitfromeachother.

Lemma2.7.Let(T,bag)beatreedecompositionofagraphGand(A,B)acutofT
sothatthereisexactlyoneedgexy∈E(T)withx∈Aandy∈B.Then,theadhesion
bag(x)∩bag(y)isa(bags(A),bags(B))-separatorinG.

Proof.Supposenot,andletS=bag(x)∩bag(y)anduv∈E(G)beanedgeofGsothat
u∈bags(A)\Sandv∈bags(B)\S.ThesubtreeofbagsthatcontainuintersectsA,
andthereforedoesnotintersectybecausethenitwouldintersectalsoxanduwouldbe
inS.Inparticular,itisasubtreeofT[A].Byasimilarargument,thesubtreeofbags
thatcontainvisasubtreeofT[B].However,thiscontradictstheedgecondition.

NotethatLemma2.7directlyimpliessomeweakerseparationproperties,forexample,
thatforanynodet∈V(T)thesetbag(t)isa(bags(C1),bags(C2))-separatorforanytwo
connectedcomponentsC1,C2∈cc(T\{t}).
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We will need to bound the number of edges of graphs of small treewidth. For this, the
main intermediate lemma is the following.

Lemma 2.8. If a graph G has treewidth at most k, then G contains a vertex of degree
at most k.

Proof. Let (T, bag) be a tree decomposition of G of width at most k that minimizes
the number of nodes |V (T )|. If T would have a leaf ` whose only neighbor is a node p
so that bag(`) ⊆ bag(p), then we could remove the node ` from (T, bag) and obtain a
tree decomposition of G with a smaller number of nodes. Therefore, bag(`) \ bag(p) is
non-empty, and therefore there exists a vertex v of G that occurs only in the bag of `,
implying N(v) ⊆ bag(`) \ {v}, which implies that |N(v)| ≤ k.

The degeneracy of a graph G is the least integer d so that every subgraph of G has a
vertex of degree at most d. Because the treewidth of any subgraph of G is at most tw(G),
the result of Lemma 2.8 can be stated as that the degeneracy of G is at most tw(G).

A bound for the number of edges of G easily follows from Lemma 2.8.

Lemma 2.9. A graph G has at most tw(G) · |V (G)| edges.

Proof. This follows from Lemma 2.8 and the fact that removing a vertex from G does
not increase the treewidth of G.

Another application of Lemma 2.8 is the following data structure for checking adjacencies
on graphs of bounded treewidth.

Lemma 2.10. There is a data structure, that can be initialized with a graph G in time
O(tw(G) · n) and supports the query

• Adjacent(u, v): Given u, v ∈ V (G), return whether uv ∈ E(G) in time O(tw(G)).

Proof. By repeatedly removing vertices with the smallest degree, let us order the vertices
of G as v1, . . . , vn so that vi has at most tw(G) neighbors vj with j > i. Then, let us store
for each vi the set N+(vi) ⊆ N(vi) consisting of the neighbors vj of vi with j > i. This can
be done in time O(tw(G) · n). Then, the adjacent(vi, vj) query for i < j can be answered
by checking if vj ∈ N+(vi), which takes O(tw(G)) time because |N+(vi)| ≤ tw(G).

We sometimes assume implicitly that the data structure of Lemma 2.10 is available when
working with graphs of small treewidth.
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30 Definitions and preliminary results

We then recall the well-known property that taking minors does not increase treewidth.

Lemma 2.11. If H is a minor of G, then tw(H) ≤ tw(G).

Proof. For vertex and edge deletions it is obvious how to translate a tree decomposition
of G into a tree decomposition of H. For edge contractions, if an edge uv is contracted
into a new vertex w, then we replace each occurrence of u and v in the tree decomposition
by w.

Rooted tree decompositions

Often it will be convenient to assume that the tree T of a tree decomposition is rooted. A
rooted tree decomposition is a tree decomposition T = (T, bag) where T is a rooted tree.
Similarly, a binary tree decomposition is a tree decomposition where T is a binary tree.

The adhesion of a non-root node t ∈ V (T ) of a rooted tree decomposition is the intersection
bag(t) ∩ bag(parent(t)) of the bags of t and its parent, and is denoted by adhT (t), where
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Proof. Let us root T = (T, bag) at an arbitrary selected root. Then, choose v ∈ W that
maximizes depthT (forgetT (v)) among all vertices in W . Now, for all u ∈ W \ {v}, it holds
that forgetT (uv) = forgetT (v), implying W ⊆ bag(forgetT (v)).

Note that the idea of the proof of Lemma 2.12 can be used to devise a data structure that
given a clique W ⊆ V (G), returns a node t ∈ V (T ) with W ⊆ bag(t) in time O(|W |).

In algorithms that work on tree decompositions, it is often helpful to assume additional
properties of the tree decomposition. For example, it is a convenient, and often implicitly
made assumption in the literature, that the number of nodes of a tree decomposition of
an n-vertex graph is O(n), or kO(1)n, where k is the width of the tree decomposition. We
also make this assumption when talking about algorithms that take tree decompositions
as input. This assumption is justified by the following lemma, that transforms any tree
decomposition into a tree decomposition of such form.

Lemma 2.13. There is an algorithm, that given a tree decomposition (T, bag) of an
n-vertex graph G of width k, in time kO(1)|V (T )| returns a tree decomposition (T ′, bag′)

of G with |V (T ′)| ≤ n, and so that there exists an injective function φ : V (T ′)→ V (T )

so that for all t′ ∈ V (T ′), bag′(t′) = bag(φ(t′)).

Proof. Let us root (T, bag) at an arbitrary node with non-empty bag. Then, while (T, bag)

contains a node t with parent p so that bag(t) ⊆ bag(p), we delete t and attach all children
of t as children of p. This can be implemented by depth-first-search in kO(1)|V (T )| time.
This results in a tree decomposition (T ′, bag′) of G for which such function φ clearly
exists. Moreover, every node of (T ′, bag′) is a forget-node of some vertex, because if a
non-root node would not be a forget-node of a vertex then its bag would be a subset
of its parent’s bag. The root is a forget-node because its bag is non-empty. Therefore,
because each vertex of G has a unique forget-node, T ′ has at most n nodes.

The purpose of the function φ in the statement of Lemma 2.13 is to formalize the idea
that no matter how we measure the quality of tree decompositions, the tree decomposition
(T ′, bag′) outputted by the algorithm of the lemma is no worse than (T, bag).

Another convenient form of tree decompositions is binary tree decompositions.

Lemma 2.14. There is an algorithm, that given a tree decomposition (T, bag) of a graph
G of width k, in time O(k · |V (T )|) outputs a binary tree decomposition (T ′, bag′) of G
of width k so that |V (T ′)| ≤ O(|V (T )|).

Proof. Let us root (T, bag) at an arbitrary node r ∈ V (T ). Then, we process (T, bag)

bottom-up from the leaves to the root, and every time we encounter a node t with c ≥ 3
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Proof. Let us root T = (T, bag) at an arbitrary selected root. Then, choose v ∈ W that
maximizes depthT (forgetT (v)) among all vertices in W . Now, for all u ∈ W \ {v}, it holds
that forgetT (uv) = forgetT (v), implying W ⊆ bag(forgetT (v)).

Note that the idea of the proof of Lemma 2.12 can be used to devise a data structure that
given a clique W ⊆ V (G), returns a node t ∈ V (T ) with W ⊆ bag(t) in time O(|W |).

In algorithms that work on tree decompositions, it is often helpful to assume additional
properties of the tree decomposition. For example, it is a convenient, and often implicitly
made assumption in the literature, that the number of nodes of a tree decomposition of
an n-vertex graph is O(n), or kO(1)

n, where k is the width of the tree decomposition. We
also make this assumption when talking about algorithms that take tree decompositions
as input. This assumption is justified by the following lemma, that transforms any tree
decomposition into a tree decomposition of such form.

Lemma 2.13. There is an algorithm, that given a tree decomposition (T, bag) of an
n-vertex graph G of width k, in time kO(1)

|V (T )| returns a tree decomposition (T ′, bag′)

of G with |V (T ′)| ≤ n, and so that there exists an injective function φ : V (T ′)→ V (T )

so that for all t′ ∈ V (T ′), bag′(t′) = bag(φ(t′)).

Proof. Let us root (T, bag) at an arbitrary node with non-empty bag. Then, while (T, bag)

contains a node t with parent p so that bag(t) ⊆ bag(p), we delete t and attach all children
of t as children of p. This can be implemented by depth-first-search in kO(1)

|V (T )| time.
This results in a tree decomposition (T ′, bag′) of G for which such function φ clearly
exists. Moreover, every node of (T ′, bag′) is a forget-node of some vertex, because if a
non-root node would not be a forget-node of a vertex then its bag would be a subset
of its parent’s bag. The root is a forget-node because its bag is non-empty. Therefore,
because each vertex of G has a unique forget-node, T ′ has at most n nodes.

The purpose of the function φ in the statement of Lemma 2.13 is to formalize the idea
that no matter how we measure the quality of tree decompositions, the tree decomposition
(T ′, bag′) outputted by the algorithm of the lemma is no worse than (T, bag).

Another convenient form of tree decompositions is binary tree decompositions.

Lemma 2.14. There is an algorithm, that given a tree decomposition (T, bag) of a graph
G of width k, in time O(k · |V (T )|) outputs a binary tree decomposition (T ′, bag′) of G
of width k so that |V (T ′)| ≤ O(|V (T )|).

Proof. Let us root (T, bag) at an arbitrary node r ∈ V (T ). Then, we process (T, bag)

bottom-up from the leaves to the root, and every time we encounter a node t with c ≥ 3
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propertiesofthetreedecomposition.Forexample,itisaconvenient,andoftenimplicitly
madeassumptionintheliterature,thatthenumberofnodesofatreedecompositionof
ann-vertexgraphisO(n),orkO(1)
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children, we replace the node with a binary tree with c leaves with bags equal to bag(t).
The sum of the sizes of constructed binary trees is linear in the sum of the degrees of T ,
so therefore |V (T ′)| = O(|V (T )|).

Finally, a classical form of a tree decomposition with useful extra structure is that of nice
tree decompositions, which to the best of our knowledge was first used by Bodlaender and
Kloks [1996]. We follow the definition of [Cygan et al., 2015, Chapter 7]. A nice tree
decomposition is a binary tree decomposition (T, bag), where

1. bag(r) = ∅ for the root node r,

2. bag(`) = ∅ for every leaf node `, and

3. every non-leaf node t either

(a) has exactly one child c so that |bag(t) \ bag(c)|+ |bag(c) \ bag(t)| = 1, or

(b) has exactly two children c1 and c2 so that bag(t) = bag(c1) = bag(c2).

We recall the well-known fact that tree decompositions can be efficiently turned into nice
tree decompositions.

Lemma 2.15. There is an algorithm that, given a tree decomposition (T, bag) of an n-
vertex graph G of width k, in time kO(1)|V (T )| outputs a nice tree decomposition (T ′, bag′)

of G of width at most k and |V (T ′)| ≤ O(kn).

Proof. First, let us use the combination of Lemmas 2.13 and 2.14 to obtain a binary tree
decomposition (T0, bag0) of G of width at most k and |V (T0)| ≤ O(n).

First, we change (T0, bag0) by adding a new root adjacent only to the previous root
with an empty bag, and for each leaf a new child with an empty bag. The resulting
decomposition (T1, bag1) has width at most k, has |V (T1)| ≤ O(n), and satisfies Items 1
and 2 of the definition of nice tree decompositions.

Then, let us guarantee that for every node t of T1 with two children, the bags of the
children are equal to the bag of t by subdividing the edges between t and its children and
adding new bags equal to bag1(t) on the newly created nodes. The resulting decomposition
(T2, bag2) has width at most k, |V (T2)| ≤ O(n), still satisfies Items 1 and 2, and its nodes
with two children satisfy Item 3.

Then, for every edge ct of (T2, bag2), where c is a child of t, if |bag2(t) \ bag2(c)| +
|bag2(c) \ bag2(t)| > 1, let us subdivide the edge ct into a path where first the vertices in
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children,wereplacethenodewithabinarytreewithcleaveswithbagsequaltobag(t).
ThesumofthesizesofconstructedbinarytreesislinearinthesumofthedegreesofT,
sotherefore|V(T′)|=O(|V(T)|).

Finally,aclassicalformofatreedecompositionwithusefulextrastructureisthatofnice
treedecompositions,whichtothebestofourknowledgewasfirstusedbyBodlaenderand
Kloks[1996].Wefollowthedefinitionof[Cyganetal.,2015,Chapter7].Anicetree
decompositionisabinarytreedecomposition(T,bag),where

1.bag(r)=∅fortherootnoder,

2.bag(`)=∅foreveryleafnode`,and

3.everynon-leafnodeteither

(a)hasexactlyonechildcsothat|bag(t)\bag(c)|+|bag(c)\bag(t)|=1,or

(b)hasexactlytwochildrenc1andc2sothatbag(t)=bag(c1)=bag(c2).

Werecallthewell-knownfactthattreedecompositionscanbeefficientlyturnedintonice
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children, we replace the node with a binary tree with c leaves with bags equal to bag(t).
The sum of the sizes of constructed binary trees is linear in the sum of the degrees of T ,
so therefore |V (T ′)| = O(|V (T )|).

Finally, a classical form of a tree decomposition with useful extra structure is that of nice
tree decompositions, which to the best of our knowledge was first used by Bodlaender and
Kloks [1996]. We follow the definition of [Cygan et al., 2015, Chapter 7]. A nice tree
decomposition is a binary tree decomposition (T, bag), where

1. bag(r) = ∅ for the root node r,

2. bag(`) = ∅ for every leaf node `, and

3. every non-leaf node t either

(a) has exactly one child c so that |bag(t) \ bag(c)|+ |bag(c) \ bag(t)| = 1, or

(b) has exactly two children c1 and c2 so that bag(t) = bag(c1) = bag(c2).

We recall the well-known fact that tree decompositions can be efficiently turned into nice
tree decompositions.

Lemma 2.15. There is an algorithm that, given a tree decomposition (T, bag) of an n-
vertex graph G of width k, in time kO(1)

|V (T )| outputs a nice tree decomposition (T ′, bag′)

of G of width at most k and |V (T ′)| ≤ O(kn).

Proof. First, let us use the combination of Lemmas 2.13 and 2.14 to obtain a binary tree
decomposition (T0, bag0) of G of width at most k and |V (T0)| ≤ O(n).

First, we change (T0, bag0) by adding a new root adjacent only to the previous root
with an empty bag, and for each leaf a new child with an empty bag. The resulting
decomposition (T1, bag1) has width at most k, has |V (T1)| ≤ O(n), and satisfies Items 1
and 2 of the definition of nice tree decompositions.

Then, let us guarantee that for every node t of T1 with two children, the bags of the
children are equal to the bag of t by subdividing the edges between t and its children and
adding new bags equal to bag1(t) on the newly created nodes. The resulting decomposition
(T2, bag2) has width at most k, |V (T2)| ≤ O(n), still satisfies Items 1 and 2, and its nodes
with two children satisfy Item 3.

Then, for every edge ct of (T2, bag2), where c is a child of t, if |bag2(t) \ bag2(c)| +
|bag2(c) \ bag2(t)| > 1, let us subdivide the edge ct into a path where first the vertices in
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bag2(c) \ bag2(t) are “forgotten” one at a time, and then the vertices in bag2(t) \ bag2(c)

are “introduced” one at a time. The resulting decomposition (T3, bag3) has width at most
k, has |V (T3)| ≤ O(kn), satisfies Items 1 and 2, its nodes with two children satisfy Item 3,
and its nodes t with one children c satisfy that |bag2(t) \ bag2(c)|+ |bag2(c) \ bag2(t)| ≤ 1.

Finally, to turn (T3, bag3) into a nice tree decomposition, it suffices to contract edges ct
between a child c and a parent t, where t has only one child and bag3(c) = bag3(t).

All of the transformations from (T0, bag0) to the final nice tree decomposition can be
implemented in time kO(1)|V (T0)|, so the overall running time is kO(1)(|V (T )|+ |V (T0)|) =

kO(1)|V (T )|.

2.3.2 Branchwidth of connectivity functions

Chapter 7 of this thesis is about the graph width parameters rankwidth and branchwidth,
and their common generalization branchwidth of connectivity functions. We first give
the general definition of branchwidth of connectivity functions, and then define the
branchwidth and rankwidth of graphs in Subsections 2.3.3 and 2.3.4, respectively.

Connectivity functions

Let V be a set. A function f : 2V → Z from subsets of V to integers is submodular if

f(A) + f(B) ≥ f(A ∩ B) + f(A ∪ B) (2.16)

for all A,B ⊆ V . The function f is symmetric if f(A) = f(V \ A) for all A ⊆ V . In this
context, we denote A = V \ A.

Following the definition given by Robertson and Seymour [1991], we say that a function
f : 2V → Z≥0 is a connectivity function if it is both symmetric and submodular, and
f(∅) = f(V ) = 0. We note that requirements that f is non-negative and f(∅) = 0 are
not real restrictions, because it is easy to show that if f : 2V → Z is symmetric and
submodular, then the function f−f(∅) is also symmetric, submodular, and non-negative.1

1The proof of the non-negativity of f − f(∅) goes by applying (2.16) with A and B = A.
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34 Definitions and preliminary results

Branch decompositions

Let V be a set with |V | ≥ 2 and f : 2V → Z≥0 a connectivity function. A branch
decomposition of f , as defined by [Oum and Seymour, 2006], is a pair T = (T, λ), where
T is a cubic tree, and λ is a bijection from V to the leaves of T . In particular, the
number of leaves of T is |V |, and therefore as T is cubic, the number of nodes of T is
|V (T )| = 2|V | − 2. For brevity, we sometimes denote V (T ) = V (T ), E(T ) = E(T ), and
refer to nodes and edges of T as nodes and edges of T .

Let uv ∈ E(T ) be an edge of T . We denote by T [uv] ⊆ V the subset of V that is
mapped by λ to the leaves that are closer to u than v. In other words, T [uv] contains the
elements x ∈ V so that the unique path in T from λ(x) to u does not contain v. Note
that T [uv] = T [vu], and in particular that although uv and vu refer to the same edge of
T , in the context of this notation the order of u and v matters.

Now, we define the width of the edge uv ∈ E(T ) to be f(uv) = f(T [uv]) = f(T [vu]).
Then, the width of the branch decomposition T , denoted by width(T ), is the maximum
width of an edge of it. The branchwidth bw(f) of a connectivity function f is the minimum
width of a branch decomposition of it, or if |V | ≤ 1, we define the branchwidth of f to
be 0.

2.3.3 Branchwidth of graphs

The branchwidth of a graph was defined by Robertson and Seymour [1991]. Here we
give an equivalent definition as a special case of branchwidth of connectivity functions.
Let G be a graph. We define the branchwidth of G via a connectivity function that
maps subsets of E(G) to non-negative integers. In particular, the leaves of a branch
decomposition of G correspond to the edges of G.

Let X ⊆ E(G). The border δG(X) of X is the set of vertices δG(X) ⊆ V (G) that are
incident to both an edge in X and an edge in E(G) \X. Now, |δG| : 2E(G) → Z≥0 is the
function that maps each X ⊆ E(G) to the size |δG(X)| of its border.

Lemma 2.17. The function |δG| is a connectivity function.

Proof. It is obvious from the definition that δG(X) = δG(X), and therefore |δG| is
symmetric. For the submodularity, we first observe that if v ∈ δG(A ∩ B), then either
v ∈ δG(A) or v ∈ δG(B), and therefore δG(A ∩B) ⊆ δG(A) ∪ δG(B). It also follows that

δG(A ∪ B) = δG(A ∩ B) ⊆ δG(A) ∪ δG(B) = δG(A) ∪ δG(B),
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and therefore δG(A ∩ B) ∪ δG(A ∪ B) ⊆ δG(A) ∪ δG(B). Suppose that v is in both
δG(A ∩ B) and δG(A ∪ B) = δG(A ∩ B). Now, v is incident to edges in all A, B, A, and
B, implying that v is in both δG(A) and δG(B). Therefore, we obtain by counting that
|δG(A)|+ |δG(B)| ≥ |δG(A ∪ B)|+ |δG(A ∩ B)|.

Now we can define a branch decomposition of G to be a branch decomposition of |δG|
and the branchwidth of G, denoted by bw(G), to be the branchwidth of |δG|. Robertson
and Seymour [1991] showed the following relation of branchwidth and treewidth.

Lemma 2.18 (Robertson and Seymour [1991]). For all graphs G it holds that bw(G) ≤
tw(G) + 1 ≤ max(3

2
· bw(G), 2).

The idea of the proof of the bound tw(G) + 1 ≤ max(3
2
· bw(G), 2) is to map a branch

decomposition T = (T, λ) to a tree decomposition (T, bag) so that each leaf ` ∈ V (T )

has bag(`) = {u, v}, where uv ∈ E(G) and λ(uv) = `, and each non-leaf t ∈ V (T ) has
bag(t) = δG(T [xt])∪ δG(T [yt])∪ δG(T [zt]), where {x, y, z} = NT (t). The bound bw(G) ≤
tw(G) + 1 is shown by first showing that any tree decomposition can be transformed to
the form of the tree decomposition (T, bag) defined above without increasing its width,
and then reversing the construction.

2.3.4 Rankwidth

Rankwidth was defined by Oum and Seymour [2006]. Let G be a graph, A ⊆ V (G), and
recall that G[A,A] denotes the bipartite graph containing the edges with one endpoint in
A and other in A = V (G) \ A. Let MG(A) be the |A| × |A| matrix over the binary field
GF(2), whose rows are indexed by A and columns by A, and which describes the edges of
the graph G[A,A] by zeros and ones. We define cutrkG(A) to be the rank of MG(A).

Lemma 2.19 (Oum and Seymour [2006]). The function cutrkG : 2V (G) → Z≥0 is a
connectivity function.

Now, a rank decomposition of G is a branch decomposition of cutrkG, and the rankwidth
of G is the branchwidth of cutrkG, and is denoted by rw(G).

For branchwidth of graphs, it is clear that a partition {X,X} of E(G) with a small
value of |δG(X)| is “simple”, because the sets of edges X and X interact only via a small
number of vertices, namely δG(X). For rankwidth, the simplicity of cuts (A,A) with a
small value of cutrkG(A) is a bit more subtle. One way to capture it is via representatives
of sets of vertices.
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theformofthetreedecomposition(T,bag)definedabovewithoutincreasingitswidth,
andthenreversingtheconstruction.

2.3.4Rankwidth

RankwidthwasdefinedbyOumandSeymour[2006].LetGbeagraph,A⊆V(G),and
recallthatG[A,A]denotesthebipartitegraphcontainingtheedgeswithoneendpointin
AandotherinA=V(G)\A.LetMG(A)bethe|A|×|A|matrixoverthebinaryfield
GF(2),whoserowsareindexedbyAandcolumnsbyA,andwhichdescribestheedgesof
thegraphG[A,A]byzerosandones.WedefinecutrkG(A)tobetherankofMG(A).

Lemma2.19(OumandSeymour[2006]).ThefunctioncutrkG:2V(G)→Z≥0isa
connectivityfunction.

Now,arankdecompositionofGisabranchdecompositionofcutrkG,andtherankwidth
ofGisthebranchwidthofcutrkG,andisdenotedbyrw(G).

Forbranchwidthofgraphs,itisclearthatapartition{X,X}ofE(G)withasmall
valueof|δG(X)|is“simple”,becausethesetsofedgesXandXinteractonlyviaasmall
numberofvertices,namelyδG(X).Forrankwidth,thesimplicityofcuts(A,A)witha
smallvalueofcutrkG(A)isabitmoresubtle.Onewaytocaptureitisviarepresentatives
ofsetsofvertices.
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36 Definitions and preliminary results

Let A ⊆ V (G). We say that a set R ⊆ A is a representative of A if for every vertex
v ∈ A there exists a vertex u ∈ R so that N(v) \ A = N(u) \ A. In other words, every
neighborhood from A into A should be represented by some vertex in the representative.
A representative R is minimal if for every v ∈ A there exists exactly one such u ∈ R.
The following observation is vital for dynamic programming on rank decompositions of
small width.

Lemma 2.20. If cutrkG(A) ≤ k and R is a minimal representative of A, then |R| ≤ 2k.

Proof. The sets N(v) \ A for v ∈ A correspond to the rows of the matrix MG(A), and in
particular, the sets N(u) \ A for u ∈ R correspond to distinct rows of MG(A). Because
MG(A) has rank at most k, it can have at most 2k distinct rows.

2.3.5 Cliquewidth

Cliquewidth was introduced by Courcelle et al. [1993], and defined in its present form by
Courcelle [1995]. We give a definition that follows that of the latter reference.

For k ∈ Z≥1, a k-graph is a pair G = (G, µ), where G is a graph and µ : V (G) → [k]

is a function that labels the vertices of G with integers from [k]. A k-expression is an
algebraic expression that constructs k-graphs by using the following four operations.

• Introduce: Construct a k-graph (G, µ), where G is the single-vertex graph and
µ(v) = 1 for the only vertex v ∈ V (G).

• Union: Given two k-graphs (G1, µ1) and (G2, µ2), construct the disjoint union of
them, i.e., the k-graph (G, µ) with V (G) = V (G1)∪V (G2), E(G) = E(G1)∪E(G2),
µ(v) = µ1(v) for v ∈ V (G1), and µ(v) = µ2(v) for v ∈ V (G2).

• Relabel: Given a k-graph (G, µ) and two distinct integers x, y ∈ [k], construct
the k-graph (G, µ′), where µ′(v) = y for all v ∈ V (G) with µ(v) ∈ {x, y}, and
µ′(v) = µ(v) for other vertices v.

• Join: Given a k-graph (G, µ) and two distinct integers x, y ∈ [k], construct the
k-graph (G′, µ), where G′ is obtained from G by adding all edges uv with µ(u) = x

and µ(v) = y.

A k-expression of a graph G is a k-expression that constructs the k-graph (G, µ), where
µ(v) = 1 for all v ∈ V (G). The cliquewidth of a graph G, denoted by cw(G), is the
smallest k so that there exists a k-expression of G. It is not hard to observe (and indeed
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was observed for example by Courcelle et al. [2000]) that any k-expression can be turned
into an equivalent k-expression with at most kO(1) · n operations by removing redundant
operations. Therefore, we will assume that k-expressions have size bounded by kO(1) · n.

Rankwidth was introduced by Oum and Seymour [2006] to approximate cliquewidth.
They showed that the two parameters are tied together in the following way.

Lemma 2.21 (Oum and Seymour [2006]). For all graphs, rw(G) ≤ cw(G) ≤ 2rw(G)+1− 1.
Moreover, there is an algorithm that, given a graph G and a rank decomposition of G of
width k, in time 2O(k)n2 returns a (2k+1 − 1)-expression of G.

The rough idea of the construction of the (2k+1−1)-expression given a rank decomposition
of width k is to follow the rank decomposition and choose the labeling µ based on minimal
representatives. In particular, suppose we have rooted the tree T of a rank decomposition
T = (T, λ) at some node r, and consider an edge tp ∈ E(T ), where p is the parent
of t. Then, we wish to associate with tp a 2k-graph (G[T [tp]], µ), where µ is chosen
based on the partition of T [tp] into equivalence classes of NG(v) \ T [tp]. In particular,
if R = {u1, . . . , u`} is a minimal representative of T [tp], which has size at most ` ≤ 2k

by Lemma 2.20, then we label v ∈ T [tp] with i ∈ [2k] if NG(v) \ T [tp] = NG(ui) \ T [tp].
The idea of the construction is that, if x and y are the children of t, then the 2k-graph
corresponding to tp can be constructed from the 2k-graphs corresponding to xt and yt
via a (2k+1 − 1)-expression.

2.4 Computational complexity

We briefly review the main complexity-theoretic definitions relevant to this thesis. We as-
sume that the reader is familiar with the concept of NP-hardness, and refer to [Sipser, 2012,
Chapter 7]. We assume the word RAM model of computation with words of Θ(log n)

bits, where n is the input length, as is customary.

Amortized running time

When we say that some operation in a data structure has amortized running time of
f(x̄), where x̄ is a tuple of parameters, we mean that the total time for the first t
applications of this operation is at most t ·f(x̄) for every t ∈ Z≥0. When multiple different
operations in the same data structure, say op1, . . . , opp, have amortized running times
f1(x̄1), . . . , fp(x̄p), we interpret this as saying that the total running time of applying the
operations t1, . . . , tp times, respectively, is at most

∑p
i=1 ti · fi(x̄i). For example, if the
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Moreover,thereisanalgorithmthat,givenagraphGandarankdecompositionofGof
widthk,intime2O(k)n2returnsa(2k+1−1)-expressionofG.

Theroughideaoftheconstructionofthe(2k+1−1)-expressiongivenarankdecomposition
ofwidthkistofollowtherankdecompositionandchoosethelabelingµbasedonminimal
representatives.Inparticular,supposewehaverootedthetreeTofarankdecomposition
T=(T,λ)atsomenoder,andconsideranedgetp∈E(T),wherepistheparent
oft.Then,wewishtoassociatewithtpa2k-graph(G[T[tp]],µ),whereµischosen
basedonthepartitionofT[tp]intoequivalenceclassesofNG(v)\T[tp].Inparticular,
ifR={u1,...,u}̀isaminimalrepresentativeofT[tp],whichhassizeatmost`≤2k

byLemma2.20,thenwelabelv∈T[tp]withi∈[2k]ifNG(v)\T[tp]=NG(ui)\T[tp].
Theideaoftheconstructionisthat,ifxandyarethechildrenoft,thenthe2k-graph
correspondingtotpcanbeconstructedfromthe2k-graphscorrespondingtoxtandyt
viaa(2k+1−1)-expression.

2.4Computationalcomplexity

Webrieflyreviewthemaincomplexity-theoreticdefinitionsrelevanttothisthesis.Weas-
sumethatthereaderisfamiliarwiththeconceptofNP-hardness,andreferto[Sipser,2012,
Chapter7].WeassumethewordRAMmodelofcomputationwithwordsofΘ(logn)

bits,wherenistheinputlength,asiscustomary.

Amortizedrunningtime

Whenwesaythatsomeoperationinadatastructurehasamortizedrunningtimeof
f(x̄),wherex̄isatupleofparameters,wemeanthatthetotaltimeforthefirstt
applicationsofthisoperationisatmostt·f(x̄)foreveryt∈Z≥0.Whenmultipledifferent
operationsinthesamedatastructure,sayop1,...,opp,haveamortizedrunningtimes
f1(x̄1),...,fp(x̄p),weinterpretthisassayingthatthetotalrunningtimeofapplyingthe
operationst1,...,tptimes,respectively,isatmost

∑p
i=1ti·fi(x̄i).Forexample,ifthe
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initialization operation has amortized running time O(n) and the update operation has
amortized running time O(1), then the first update after the initialization is allowed to
run in Θ(n) time, but the total running time across the first n updates must be O(n).

Fixed-parameter tractability

We give a formal definition of fixed-parameter tractability. Our definition is similar to
that of [Courcelle and Engelfriet, 2012, Chapter 1], and is slightly more general than the
definitions of [Downey and Fellows, 2013, Chapter 2] and [Cygan et al., 2015, Chapter 1].2

Let Σ be a fixed alphabet. A parameterized problem is a pair (L, κ), where L ⊆ Σ∗ is a
language over Σ, and κ is a function κ : Σ∗ → Z≥0. An instance of (L, κ) is a word x ∈ Σ∗.

For example, the 3-coloring problem parameterized by treewidth can be encoded as a
pair (L, κ), where L ⊆ {0, 1}∗ is a language that contains a word x ∈ {0, 1}∗ if x is an
encoding of a graph that is 3-colorable, and κ is a function that maps words that encode
graphs to their treewidth, and words that do not encode graphs to 0.

A parameterized problem is fixed-parameter tractable (FPT) if there exists an algorithm
for deciding if x ∈ L with running time f(κ(x)) · |x|c for a computable function f and
a constant c. Such an algorithm is called a fixed-parameter algorithm, or just an FPT
algorithm. We also refer to the class of fixed-parameter tractable problems as FPT. A
slice-wise polynomial-time (XP) algorithm is an algorithm that runs in time |x|f(κ(x)) for
a computable function f . Note that every FPT algorithm is also an XP algorithm, but
not the other way around.

The standard argument for showing that a problem is probably not fixed-parameter
tractable is to show that it is hard for a complexity class called W[1]. The class W[1]
is a class of parameterized problems, which is believed to be a strict superset of the
class FPT (see e.g. [Downey and Fellows, 2013, Chapter 21] and [Cygan et al., 2015,
Chapter 13]). The formal definition of W[1] is complicated (we refer the reader to the
above two references), but W[1]-hardness can be defined via parameterized reductions to
the W[1]-complete problem of deciding if a graph contains a clique of size k, parameterized
by k.

A parameterized reduction from a problem P1 = (L1, κ1) to a problem P2 = (L2, κ2) is an
algorithm, that given an instance x1 of P1, runs in time f(κ1(x1)) · |x1|c for a computable
function f and a constant c, and outputs an instance x2 of P2 so that x2 ∈ L2 if and only

2The definitions in [Downey and Fellows, 2013, Chapter 2] and [Cygan et al., 2015, Chapter 1] do not
accommodate a natural way of stating that 3-coloring is fixed-parameter tractable parameterized by
cliquewidth, because they require an FPT algorithm to compute the exact value of the parameter, but
no exact FPT algorithms are known for cliquewidth.
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if x1 ∈ L1, and κ2(x2) ≤ g(κ1(x1)) for a computable function g. Then, a parameterized
problem P is W[1]-hard if there exists a parameterized reduction from the problem of
deciding if a given graph contains a clique of size k, parameterized by k, to the problem P .

Exponential time hypotheses

For problems known to be FPT, one can ask if the running time of a known FPT algorithm
is the best possible. This can be asked both for the dependence f on the parameter and
the exponent c of the polynomial in the running time. In the past 15 years, there has been
a lot of success in showing lower bounds for the function f on the running times of various
parameterized problems, assuming the so-called “Exponential Time Hypothesis” (ETH)
or the “Strong Exponential Time Hypothesis” (SETH) [Cygan et al., 2016; Lokshtanov
et al., 2018a,b]. The ETH, introduced by Impagliazzo and Paturi [2001] (see also
Impagliazzo et al. [2001]), states that there is no 2o(n) time algorithm for 3-SAT, where n
is the number of variables. Impagliazzo and Paturi [2001] also introduced the hypothesis
stating that for every ε > 0, there exists k so that there is no O((2− ε)n) time algorithm
for k-SAT, which was later dubbed the SETH.

So far there has been very little success in establishing tight lower bounds under the
(S)ETH for algorithms computing graph width parameters. In particular, to the best of
the author’s knowledge, no tight lower bounds under the ETH are known for computing
any of the width parameters that are the topics of this thesis. We discuss this further
in Chapter 8.

2.4Computationalcomplexity39

ifx1∈L1,andκ2(x2)≤g(κ1(x1))foracomputablefunctiong.Then,aparameterized
problemPisW[1]-hardifthereexistsaparameterizedreductionfromtheproblemof
decidingifagivengraphcontainsacliqueofsizek,parameterizedbyk,totheproblemP.

Exponentialtimehypotheses

ForproblemsknowntobeFPT,onecanaskiftherunningtimeofaknownFPTalgorithm
isthebestpossible.Thiscanbeaskedbothforthedependencefontheparameterand
theexponentcofthepolynomialintherunningtime.Inthepast15years,therehasbeen
alotofsuccessinshowinglowerboundsforthefunctionfontherunningtimesofvarious
parameterizedproblems,assumingtheso-called“ExponentialTimeHypothesis”(ETH)
orthe“StrongExponentialTimeHypothesis”(SETH)[Cyganetal.,2016;Lokshtanov
etal.,2018a,b].TheETH,introducedbyImpagliazzoandPaturi[2001](seealso
Impagliazzoetal.[2001]),statesthatthereisno2o(n)timealgorithmfor3-SAT,wheren
isthenumberofvariables.ImpagliazzoandPaturi[2001]alsointroducedthehypothesis
statingthatforeveryε>0,thereexistsksothatthereisnoO((2−ε)n)timealgorithm
fork-SAT,whichwaslaterdubbedtheSETH.

Sofartherehasbeenverylittlesuccessinestablishingtightlowerboundsunderthe
(S)ETHforalgorithmscomputinggraphwidthparameters.Inparticular,tothebestof
theauthor’sknowledge,notightlowerboundsundertheETHareknownforcomputing
anyofthewidthparametersthatarethetopicsofthisthesis.Wediscussthisfurther
inChapter8.

2.4Computationalcomplexity39

ifx1∈L1,andκ2(x2)≤g(κ1(x1))foracomputablefunctiong.Then,aparameterized
problemPisW[1]-hardifthereexistsaparameterizedreductionfromtheproblemof
decidingifagivengraphcontainsacliqueofsizek,parameterizedbyk,totheproblemP.

Exponentialtimehypotheses

ForproblemsknowntobeFPT,onecanaskiftherunningtimeofaknownFPTalgorithm
isthebestpossible.Thiscanbeaskedbothforthedependencefontheparameterand
theexponentcofthepolynomialintherunningtime.Inthepast15years,therehasbeen
alotofsuccessinshowinglowerboundsforthefunctionfontherunningtimesofvarious
parameterizedproblems,assumingtheso-called“ExponentialTimeHypothesis”(ETH)
orthe“StrongExponentialTimeHypothesis”(SETH)[Cyganetal.,2016;Lokshtanov
etal.,2018a,b].TheETH,introducedbyImpagliazzoandPaturi[2001](seealso
Impagliazzoetal.[2001]),statesthatthereisno2o(n)timealgorithmfor3-SAT,wheren
isthenumberofvariables.ImpagliazzoandPaturi[2001]alsointroducedthehypothesis
statingthatforeveryε>0,thereexistsksothatthereisnoO((2−ε)n)timealgorithm
fork-SAT,whichwaslaterdubbedtheSETH.

Sofartherehasbeenverylittlesuccessinestablishingtightlowerboundsunderthe
(S)ETHforalgorithmscomputinggraphwidthparameters.Inparticular,tothebestof
theauthor’sknowledge,notightlowerboundsundertheETHareknownforcomputing
anyofthewidthparametersthatarethetopicsofthisthesis.Wediscussthisfurther
inChapter8.

2.4 Computational complexity 39

if x1 ∈ L1, and κ2(x2) ≤ g(κ1(x1)) for a computable function g. Then, a parameterized
problem P is W[1]-hard if there exists a parameterized reduction from the problem of
deciding if a given graph contains a clique of size k, parameterized by k, to the problem P .

Exponential time hypotheses

For problems known to be FPT, one can ask if the running time of a known FPT algorithm
is the best possible. This can be asked both for the dependence f on the parameter and
the exponent c of the polynomial in the running time. In the past 15 years, there has been
a lot of success in showing lower bounds for the function f on the running times of various
parameterized problems, assuming the so-called “Exponential Time Hypothesis” (ETH)
or the “Strong Exponential Time Hypothesis” (SETH) [Cygan et al., 2016; Lokshtanov
et al., 2018a,b]. The ETH, introduced by Impagliazzo and Paturi [2001] (see also
Impagliazzo et al. [2001]), states that there is no 2

o(n)
time algorithm for 3-SAT, where n

is the number of variables. Impagliazzo and Paturi [2001] also introduced the hypothesis
stating that for every ε > 0, there exists k so that there is no O((2− ε)

n
) time algorithm

for k-SAT, which was later dubbed the SETH.

So far there has been very little success in establishing tight lower bounds under the
(S)ETH for algorithms computing graph width parameters. In particular, to the best of
the author’s knowledge, no tight lower bounds under the ETH are known for computing
any of the width parameters that are the topics of this thesis. We discuss this further
in Chapter 8.

2.4 Computational complexity 39

if x1 ∈ L1, and κ2(x2) ≤ g(κ1(x1)) for a computable function g. Then, a parameterized
problem P is W[1]-hard if there exists a parameterized reduction from the problem of
deciding if a given graph contains a clique of size k, parameterized by k, to the problem P .

Exponential time hypotheses

For problems known to be FPT, one can ask if the running time of a known FPT algorithm
is the best possible. This can be asked both for the dependence f on the parameter and
the exponent c of the polynomial in the running time. In the past 15 years, there has been
a lot of success in showing lower bounds for the function f on the running times of various
parameterized problems, assuming the so-called “Exponential Time Hypothesis” (ETH)
or the “Strong Exponential Time Hypothesis” (SETH) [Cygan et al., 2016; Lokshtanov
et al., 2018a,b]. The ETH, introduced by Impagliazzo and Paturi [2001] (see also
Impagliazzo et al. [2001]), states that there is no 2

o(n)
time algorithm for 3-SAT, where n

is the number of variables. Impagliazzo and Paturi [2001] also introduced the hypothesis
stating that for every ε > 0, there exists k so that there is no O((2− ε)

n
) time algorithm

for k-SAT, which was later dubbed the SETH.

So far there has been very little success in establishing tight lower bounds under the
(S)ETH for algorithms computing graph width parameters. In particular, to the best of
the author’s knowledge, no tight lower bounds under the ETH are known for computing
any of the width parameters that are the topics of this thesis. We discuss this further
in Chapter 8.

2.4Computationalcomplexity39

ifx1∈L1,andκ2(x2)≤g(κ1(x1))foracomputablefunctiong.Then,aparameterized
problemPisW[1]-hardifthereexistsaparameterizedreductionfromtheproblemof
decidingifagivengraphcontainsacliqueofsizek,parameterizedbyk,totheproblemP.

Exponentialtimehypotheses

ForproblemsknowntobeFPT,onecanaskiftherunningtimeofaknownFPTalgorithm
isthebestpossible.Thiscanbeaskedbothforthedependencefontheparameterand
theexponentcofthepolynomialintherunningtime.Inthepast15years,therehasbeen
alotofsuccessinshowinglowerboundsforthefunctionfontherunningtimesofvarious
parameterizedproblems,assumingtheso-called“ExponentialTimeHypothesis”(ETH)
orthe“StrongExponentialTimeHypothesis”(SETH)[Cyganetal.,2016;Lokshtanov
etal.,2018a,b].TheETH,introducedbyImpagliazzoandPaturi[2001](seealso
Impagliazzoetal.[2001]),statesthatthereisno2

o(n)
timealgorithmfor3-SAT,wheren

isthenumberofvariables.ImpagliazzoandPaturi[2001]alsointroducedthehypothesis
statingthatforeveryε>0,thereexistsksothatthereisnoO((2−ε)

n
)timealgorithm

fork-SAT,whichwaslaterdubbedtheSETH.

Sofartherehasbeenverylittlesuccessinestablishingtightlowerboundsunderthe
(S)ETHforalgorithmscomputinggraphwidthparameters.Inparticular,tothebestof
theauthor’sknowledge,notightlowerboundsundertheETHareknownforcomputing
anyofthewidthparametersthatarethetopicsofthisthesis.Wediscussthisfurther
inChapter8.

2.4Computationalcomplexity39

ifx1∈L1,andκ2(x2)≤g(κ1(x1))foracomputablefunctiong.Then,aparameterized
problemPisW[1]-hardifthereexistsaparameterizedreductionfromtheproblemof
decidingifagivengraphcontainsacliqueofsizek,parameterizedbyk,totheproblemP.

Exponentialtimehypotheses

ForproblemsknowntobeFPT,onecanaskiftherunningtimeofaknownFPTalgorithm
isthebestpossible.Thiscanbeaskedbothforthedependencefontheparameterand
theexponentcofthepolynomialintherunningtime.Inthepast15years,therehasbeen
alotofsuccessinshowinglowerboundsforthefunctionfontherunningtimesofvarious
parameterizedproblems,assumingtheso-called“ExponentialTimeHypothesis”(ETH)
orthe“StrongExponentialTimeHypothesis”(SETH)[Cyganetal.,2016;Lokshtanov
etal.,2018a,b].TheETH,introducedbyImpagliazzoandPaturi[2001](seealso
Impagliazzoetal.[2001]),statesthatthereisno2

o(n)
timealgorithmfor3-SAT,wheren

isthenumberofvariables.ImpagliazzoandPaturi[2001]alsointroducedthehypothesis
statingthatforeveryε>0,thereexistsksothatthereisnoO((2−ε)

n
)timealgorithm

fork-SAT,whichwaslaterdubbedtheSETH.

Sofartherehasbeenverylittlesuccessinestablishingtightlowerboundsunderthe
(S)ETHforalgorithmscomputinggraphwidthparameters.Inparticular,tothebestof
theauthor’sknowledge,notightlowerboundsundertheETHareknownforcomputing
anyofthewidthparametersthatarethetopicsofthisthesis.Wediscussthisfurther
inChapter8.

2.4Computationalcomplexity39

ifx1∈L1,andκ2(x2)≤g(κ1(x1))foracomputablefunctiong.Then,aparameterized
problemPisW[1]-hardifthereexistsaparameterizedreductionfromtheproblemof
decidingifagivengraphcontainsacliqueofsizek,parameterizedbyk,totheproblemP.

Exponentialtimehypotheses

ForproblemsknowntobeFPT,onecanaskiftherunningtimeofaknownFPTalgorithm
isthebestpossible.Thiscanbeaskedbothforthedependencefontheparameterand
theexponentcofthepolynomialintherunningtime.Inthepast15years,therehasbeen
alotofsuccessinshowinglowerboundsforthefunctionfontherunningtimesofvarious
parameterizedproblems,assumingtheso-called“ExponentialTimeHypothesis”(ETH)
orthe“StrongExponentialTimeHypothesis”(SETH)[Cyganetal.,2016;Lokshtanov
etal.,2018a,b].TheETH,introducedbyImpagliazzoandPaturi[2001](seealso
Impagliazzoetal.[2001]),statesthatthereisno2

o(n)
timealgorithmfor3-SAT,wheren

isthenumberofvariables.ImpagliazzoandPaturi[2001]alsointroducedthehypothesis
statingthatforeveryε>0,thereexistsksothatthereisnoO((2−ε)

n
)timealgorithm

fork-SAT,whichwaslaterdubbedtheSETH.

Sofartherehasbeenverylittlesuccessinestablishingtightlowerboundsunderthe
(S)ETHforalgorithmscomputinggraphwidthparameters.Inparticular,tothebestof
theauthor’sknowledge,notightlowerboundsundertheETHareknownforcomputing
anyofthewidthparametersthatarethetopicsofthisthesis.Wediscussthisfurther
inChapter8.

2.4Computationalcomplexity39

ifx1∈L1,andκ2(x2)≤g(κ1(x1))foracomputablefunctiong.Then,aparameterized
problemPisW[1]-hardifthereexistsaparameterizedreductionfromtheproblemof
decidingifagivengraphcontainsacliqueofsizek,parameterizedbyk,totheproblemP.

Exponentialtimehypotheses

ForproblemsknowntobeFPT,onecanaskiftherunningtimeofaknownFPTalgorithm
isthebestpossible.Thiscanbeaskedbothforthedependencefontheparameterand
theexponentcofthepolynomialintherunningtime.Inthepast15years,therehasbeen
alotofsuccessinshowinglowerboundsforthefunctionfontherunningtimesofvarious
parameterizedproblems,assumingtheso-called“ExponentialTimeHypothesis”(ETH)
orthe“StrongExponentialTimeHypothesis”(SETH)[Cyganetal.,2016;Lokshtanov
etal.,2018a,b].TheETH,introducedbyImpagliazzoandPaturi[2001](seealso
Impagliazzoetal.[2001]),statesthatthereisno2

o(n)
timealgorithmfor3-SAT,wheren

isthenumberofvariables.ImpagliazzoandPaturi[2001]alsointroducedthehypothesis
statingthatforeveryε>0,thereexistsksothatthereisnoO((2−ε)

n
)timealgorithm

fork-SAT,whichwaslaterdubbedtheSETH.

Sofartherehasbeenverylittlesuccessinestablishingtightlowerboundsunderthe
(S)ETHforalgorithmscomputinggraphwidthparameters.Inparticular,tothebestof
theauthor’sknowledge,notightlowerboundsundertheETHareknownforcomputing
anyofthewidthparametersthatarethetopicsofthisthesis.Wediscussthisfurther
inChapter8.



40 Definitions and preliminary results40Definitionsandpreliminaryresults 40Definitionsandpreliminaryresults

40 Definitions and preliminary results

40 Definitions and preliminary results40Definitionsandpreliminaryresults

40Definitionsandpreliminaryresults

40Definitionsandpreliminaryresults

40Definitionsandpreliminaryresults



Chapter 3

Survey of the literature

In this chapter we survey some previous results in more detail than we did in Chapter 1. We
start by reviewing the algorithms of Robertson and Seymour [1995] and Bodlaender [1996]
for computing treewidth. These have been the two most influential algorithms for
computing graph width parameters, and most of the later FPT algorithms for width
parameters are based on either of them. After that, we review applications of graph width
parameters in Section 3.3. Finally, in Section 3.4 we review the proof of [Bellenbaum and
Diestel, 2002; Thomas, 1990] on the existence of lean tree decompositions.

Several lemmas reviewed (and proved) in this chapter will be used and referred to later
in this thesis, and the ideas reviewed in Section 3.4 will be the starting point for ideas
introduced in the subsequent chapters. Nevertheless, the later chapters can be read
mostly independently of this chapter.

3.1 Robertson-Seymour algorithm

Robertson and Seymour [1995] gave an algorithm that, given a graph G and an integer
k, in time 2O(k)n2 either returns a branch decomposition of G of width at most 3k, or
concludes that the branchwidth of G is more than k. In the subsequent literature, perhaps
first by Reed [1992], this algorithm has been interpreted as the following theorem about
4-approximating treewidth.

Theorem 3.1 (Robertson and Seymour [1995]). There is an algorithm that, given an n-
vertex graph G and an integer k, in time O(33k ·k2 ·n2) either outputs a tree decomposition
of G of width at most 4k + 3, or concludes that tw(G) > k.
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forcomputingtreewidth.Thesehavebeenthetwomostinfluentialalgorithmsfor
computinggraphwidthparameters,andmostofthelaterFPTalgorithmsforwidth
parametersarebasedoneitherofthem.Afterthat,wereviewapplicationsofgraphwidth
parametersinSection3.3.Finally,inSection3.4wereviewtheproofof[Bellenbaumand
Diestel,2002;Thomas,1990]ontheexistenceofleantreedecompositions.
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inthisthesis,andtheideasreviewedinSection3.4willbethestartingpointforideas
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We follow this interpretation as a treewidth approximation algorithm, which has, in addi-
tion to Reed [1992], been reviewed also by [Kleinberg and Tardos, 2005, Chapter 10], [Flum
and Grohe, 2006, Chapter 11], [Cygan et al., 2015, Chapter 7], and [Pilipczuk, 2020]. We
first describe and analyze the algorithm in Subsection 3.1.1, and then in Subsection 3.1.2
briefly discuss the vast body of literature inspired by this algorithm.

3.1.1 The algorithm

The Robertson-Seymour algorithm constructs a rooted tree decomposition in a greedy,
top-down manner, from the root towards the leaves. The main idea is that no matter
what subset of vertices we choose to have in the root bag of the decomposition, we
can proceed the construction by chopping this set into smaller pieces by small balanced
separators. To express this idea more formally, let us introduce some notation.

Let W ⊆ V (G) be a set of vertices in a graph G. We say that a set S ⊆ V (G) is a
W -balanced separator if for every connected component C ∈ cc(G \ S) it holds that
|C ∩W | ≤ |W |/2. In particular, if W is large enough compared to S, then S must be
a separator of G that breaks the vertices in W in a balanced manner. Our first lemma
formalizes the idea that in graphs of small treewidth, there is an abundance of small
separators. In particular, every set W has a W -balanced separator of size tw(G) + 1.

Lemma 3.2. If G is a graph of treewidth k and W ⊆ V (G) is a set of vertices, then
there exists a W -balanced separator of size at most k + 1.

Proof. Let (T, bag) be a rooted tree decomposition of G of width k. Then, let t be a node
of (T, bag) so that |W ∩ bags(desc(t))| > |W |/2, but for all children c of t is holds that
|W ∩ bags(desc(c))| ≤ |W |/2. Such a node t can be found by starting from the root and
iteratively walking down while there exists a child c with |W ∩ bags(desc(c))| > |W |/2.

We claim that S = bag(t) is a W -balanced separator. Consider a connected component
C ∈ cc(G \ S). The set of nodes of T whose bags contain vertices from C forms a
connected subtree that is disjoint from t. If the subtree is contained in a subtree of T
rooted at some child c of t, then |W ∩C| ≤ |W ∩bags(desc(c))| ≤ |W |/2. Otherwise, if the
subtree is disjoint from the subtree of T rooted at t, then C is disjoint from bags(desc(t)),
implying that |W ∩ C| ≤ |W | − |W ∩ bags(desc(t))| < |W |/2.

Now we can describe a recursive method to construct an approximately optimal tree
decomposition of a graph G. At this point, we will not worry about how to actually
algorithmically implement this method, but instead only focus on the construction.
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Wefollowthisinterpretationasatreewidthapproximationalgorithm,whichhas,inaddi-
tiontoReed[1992],beenreviewedalsoby[KleinbergandTardos,2005,Chapter10],[Flum
andGrohe,2006,Chapter11],[Cyganetal.,2015,Chapter7],and[Pilipczuk,2020].We
firstdescribeandanalyzethealgorithminSubsection3.1.1,andtheninSubsection3.1.2
brieflydiscussthevastbodyofliteratureinspiredbythisalgorithm.

3.1.1Thealgorithm

TheRobertson-Seymouralgorithmconstructsarootedtreedecompositioninagreedy,
top-downmanner,fromtheroottowardstheleaves.Themainideaisthatnomatter
whatsubsetofverticeswechoosetohaveintherootbagofthedecomposition,we
canproceedtheconstructionbychoppingthissetintosmallerpiecesbysmallbalanced
separators.Toexpressthisideamoreformally,letusintroducesomenotation.

LetW⊆V(G)beasetofverticesinagraphG.WesaythatasetS⊆V(G)isa
W-balancedseparatorifforeveryconnectedcomponentC∈cc(G\S)itholdsthat
|C∩W|≤|W|/2.Inparticular,ifWislargeenoughcomparedtoS,thenSmustbe
aseparatorofGthatbreakstheverticesinWinabalancedmanner.Ourfirstlemma
formalizestheideathatingraphsofsmalltreewidth,thereisanabundanceofsmall
separators.Inparticular,everysetWhasaW-balancedseparatorofsizetw(G)+1.

Lemma3.2.IfGisagraphoftreewidthkandW⊆V(G)isasetofvertices,then
thereexistsaW-balancedseparatorofsizeatmostk+1.

Proof.Let(T,bag)bearootedtreedecompositionofGofwidthk.Then,lettbeanode
of(T,bag)sothat|W∩bags(desc(t))|>|W|/2,butforallchildrencoftisholdsthat
|W∩bags(desc(c))|≤|W|/2.Suchanodetcanbefoundbystartingfromtherootand
iterativelywalkingdownwhilethereexistsachildcwith|W∩bags(desc(c))|>|W|/2.

WeclaimthatS=bag(t)isaW-balancedseparator.Consideraconnectedcomponent
C∈cc(G\S).ThesetofnodesofTwhosebagscontainverticesfromCformsa
connectedsubtreethatisdisjointfromt.IfthesubtreeiscontainedinasubtreeofT
rootedatsomechildcoft,then|W∩C|≤|W∩bags(desc(c))|≤|W|/2.Otherwise,ifthe
subtreeisdisjointfromthesubtreeofTrootedatt,thenCisdisjointfrombags(desc(t)),
implyingthat|W∩C|≤|W|−|W∩bags(desc(t))|<|W|/2.

Nowwecandescribearecursivemethodtoconstructanapproximatelyoptimaltree
decompositionofagraphG.Atthispoint,wewillnotworryabouthowtoactually
algorithmicallyimplementthismethod,butinsteadonlyfocusontheconstruction.
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Figure 3.1: Illustration of the Robertson-Seymour algorithm. The graph G is depicted
on the left, with the set W , the separator S, and the connected components C1 and C2

of G \ S. The graphs G[C1 ∪ S] and G[C2 ∪ S], together with the sets WC1 and WC2 are
depicted in the middle. The construction of the tree decomposition T of G from the tree
decompositions T C1 and T C2 of G[C1 ∪ S] and G[C2 ∪ S] is depicted on the right.

The method takes as input a graph G and a set of vertices W ⊆ V (G). It outputs a
rooted tree decomposition of G that contains W as a subset of its root bag. Let us
furthermore assume that the treewidth of G is k, and that |W | = 2k + 3. If W is smaller
than 2k + 3, then we can add arbitrary vertices of G to it to make it larger (and if no
vertices in V (G) \W exist, then the single bag containing W = V (G) already forms a
desired tree decomposition).

Let us apply Lemma 3.2 to the set W . It gives us a W -balanced separator S of size
at most |S| ≤ k + 1. We construct a tree decomposition of G as follows. First, for
every component C ∈ cc(G \ S), we call the method recursively to construct a tree
decomposition of G[C ∪ S] that contains the set WC = (W ∩ C) ∪ S in its root bag. Let
us denote this tree decomposition by T C . Then, we construct a tree decomposition T
of G by letting its root bag be W ∪ S, and attaching the decompositions T C , for all
C ∈ cc(G \ S), from their roots as the children of the root bag W ∪ S. See Figure 3.1 for
an illustration.

We first argue that T is indeed a tree decomposition of G, assuming that each T C is a
tree decomposition of G[C ∪ S] that contains WC = (W ∩ C) ∪ S in its root bag.

Lemma 3.3. T is a tree decomposition of G.

Proof. Let us check the three conditions of tree decompositions. First, T satisfies the
vertex condition because all vertices of G are in at least one of the induced subgraphs
G[C ∪ S] for C ∈ cc(G \ S), so all vertices of G are already contained in the tree
decompositions T C . The same argument works for checking that T satisfies the edge
condition, as every edge of G is an edge of at least one induced subgraph G[C ∪ S].

We then check the connectedness condition for vertices v ∈ V (G) \ S. The vertex v is in
exactly one set C for C ∈ cc(G \ S), so v occurs in exactly one of the decompositions
T C . Therefore, because the decompositions T C satisfy the connectedness condition, the
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ofG\S.ThegraphsG[C1∪S]andG[C2∪S],togetherwiththesetsWC1andWC2are
depictedinthemiddle.TheconstructionofthetreedecompositionTofGfromthetree
decompositionsTC1andTC2ofG[C1∪S]andG[C2∪S]isdepictedontheright.

ThemethodtakesasinputagraphGandasetofverticesW⊆V(G).Itoutputsa
rootedtreedecompositionofGthatcontainsWasasubsetofitsrootbag.Letus
furthermoreassumethatthetreewidthofGisk,andthat|W|=2k+3.IfWissmaller
than2k+3,thenwecanaddarbitraryverticesofGtoittomakeitlarger(andifno
verticesinV(G)\Wexist,thenthesinglebagcontainingW=V(G)alreadyformsa
desiredtreedecomposition).

LetusapplyLemma3.2tothesetW.ItgivesusaW-balancedseparatorSofsize
atmost|S|≤k+1.WeconstructatreedecompositionofGasfollows.First,for
everycomponentC∈cc(G\S),wecallthemethodrecursivelytoconstructatree
decompositionofG[C∪S]thatcontainsthesetWC=(W∩C)∪Sinitsrootbag.Let
usdenotethistreedecompositionbyTC.Then,weconstructatreedecompositionT
ofGbylettingitsrootbagbeW∪S,andattachingthedecompositionsTC,forall
C∈cc(G\S),fromtheirrootsasthechildrenoftherootbagW∪S.SeeFigure3.1for
anillustration.

WefirstarguethatTisindeedatreedecompositionofG,assumingthateachTCisa
treedecompositionofG[C∪S]thatcontainsWC=(W∩C)∪Sinitsrootbag.

Lemma3.3.TisatreedecompositionofG.

Proof.Letuscheckthethreeconditionsoftreedecompositions.First,Tsatisfiesthe
vertexconditionbecauseallverticesofGareinatleastoneoftheinducedsubgraphs
G[C∪S]forC∈cc(G\S),soallverticesofGarealreadycontainedinthetree
decompositionsTC.ThesameargumentworksforcheckingthatTsatisfiestheedge
condition,aseveryedgeofGisanedgeofatleastoneinducedsubgraphG[C∪S].

Wethenchecktheconnectednessconditionforverticesv∈V(G)\S.Thevertexvisin
exactlyonesetCforC∈cc(G\S),sovoccursinexactlyoneofthedecompositions
TC.Therefore,becausethedecompositionsTCsatisfytheconnectednesscondition,the
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Figure 3.1: Illustration of the Robertson-Seymour algorithm. The graph G is depicted
on the left, with the set W , the separator S, and the connected components C1 and C2

of G \ S. The graphs G[C1 ∪ S] and G[C2 ∪ S], together with the sets W
C1

and W
C2

are
depicted in the middle. The construction of the tree decomposition T of G from the tree
decompositions T

C1
and T

C2
of G[C1 ∪ S] and G[C2 ∪ S] is depicted on the right.

The method takes as input a graph G and a set of vertices W ⊆ V (G). It outputs a
rooted tree decomposition of G that contains W as a subset of its root bag. Let us
furthermore assume that the treewidth of G is k, and that |W | = 2k + 3. If W is smaller
than 2k + 3, then we can add arbitrary vertices of G to it to make it larger (and if no
vertices in V (G) \W exist, then the single bag containing W = V (G) already forms a
desired tree decomposition).

Let us apply Lemma 3.2 to the set W . It gives us a W -balanced separator S of size
at most |S| ≤ k + 1. We construct a tree decomposition of G as follows. First, for
every component C ∈ cc(G \ S), we call the method recursively to construct a tree
decomposition of G[C ∪ S] that contains the set W

C
= (W ∩ C) ∪ S in its root bag. Let

us denote this tree decomposition by T
C
. Then, we construct a tree decomposition T

of G by letting its root bag be W ∪ S, and attaching the decompositions T
C
, for all

C ∈ cc(G \ S), from their roots as the children of the root bag W ∪ S. See Figure 3.1 for
an illustration.

We first argue that T is indeed a tree decomposition of G, assuming that each T
C
is a

tree decomposition of G[C ∪ S] that contains W
C

= (W ∩ C) ∪ S in its root bag.

Lemma 3.3. T is a tree decomposition of G.

Proof. Let us check the three conditions of tree decompositions. First, T satisfies the
vertex condition because all vertices of G are in at least one of the induced subgraphs
G[C ∪ S] for C ∈ cc(G \ S), so all vertices of G are already contained in the tree
decompositions T

C
. The same argument works for checking that T satisfies the edge

condition, as every edge of G is an edge of at least one induced subgraph G[C ∪ S].

We then check the connectedness condition for vertices v ∈ V (G) \ S. The vertex v is in
exactly one set C for C ∈ cc(G \ S), so v occurs in exactly one of the decompositions
T
C
. Therefore, because the decompositions T

C
satisfy the connectedness condition, the
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only thing to check is that if v ∈ W ∪ S, then v is in the root bag of T C , which is indeed
true. The same argument works for v ∈ S, in particular, in that case v is in the root bag
of T and in the root bags of every T C .

Then, we should verify that the recursive calls of the method satisfy the assumption that
the set WC asked to be in the root bag has size at most 2k + 3. This follows from the
fact that S is W -balanced separator, in particular

|WC | = |(W ∩ C) ∪ S| ≤ |W |/2 + k + 1 < 2k + 3.

The stronger property |WC | < 2k + 3 also implies that the recursion does not continue
forever, as the fact that WC is smaller than W implies that G[C ∪ S] is smaller than G.

Finally, what is the width of T ? The size of the root bag W ∪S is at most 2k+3+k+1 ≤
3k + 4, so we can state an invariant that the method returns a tree decomposition of
width at most 3k+ 3, and the induction works out to show that the width of the resulting
decomposition T is indeed at most 3k + 3.

Now, 3k + 3 is even better than the 4k + 3 we wanted, so what went wrong? The
problem with the method we described is that we did not give an algorithm for finding
the W -balanced separators of Lemma 3.2. With modern techniques ([Cygan et al., 2015,
Chapter 8], [Chen et al., 2009]), one could design a 2O(k)m time algorithm for finding
such separators, but there is a simpler solution by Robertson and Seymour [1995], which
is to resort to a weaker balance property, with the cost of a worse approximation ratio.

Lemma 3.4. If G is a graph of treewidth k and W ⊆ V (G) is a set of vertices with
|W | ≥ 2k + 3, then there exists a separation (A, S,B) of G with |S| ≤ k + 1 and
0 < |W ∩ A|, |W ∩ B| ≤ 2

3
|W |.

Proof. Let S be aW -balanced separator guaranteed by Lemma 3.2, and let {C1, . . . , C`} =

cc(G\S) be the connected components of G\S. Because |W \S| ≥ |W |−(k+1) > |W |/2,
at least two of the component intersect W , so let us assume that C1 and C` intersect W .
Furthermore, assume that C1 is the component with the largest intersection |Ci∩W | with
W . Now, let t ∈ [`− 1] be the greatest index less than ` so that

∑t
i=1 |Ci ∩W | ≤

2
3
|W |.

We claim that (A, S,B) = (
⋃t
i=1 Ci, S,

⋃`
i=t+1 Ci) is the desired separation.

As t ∈ [` − 1], both A and B intersect W . Also, |A ∩W | ≤ 2
3
|W | by definition, so it

remains to prove that |B∩W | ≤ 2
3
|W |. First, if |C1∩W | ≥ |W |/3, we are done as C1 ⊆ A

and A is disjoint from B. Otherwise, |Ci ∩W | < |W |/3 for all i ∈ [`], and therefore
if
∑t

i=1 |Ci ∩W | ≤ |W |/3, then
∑t+1

i=1 |Ci ∩W | ≤
2
3
|W |. If t + 1 < ` we contradict the

choice of t, and if t+ 1 = `, then B = C` and thus |B ∩W | ≤ |W |/2.
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onlythingtocheckisthatifv∈W∪S,thenvisintherootbagofTC,whichisindeed
true.Thesameargumentworksforv∈S,inparticular,inthatcasevisintherootbag
ofTandintherootbagsofeveryTC.
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factthatSisW-balancedseparator,inparticular
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Thestrongerproperty|WC|<2k+3alsoimpliesthattherecursiondoesnotcontinue
forever,asthefactthatWCissmallerthanWimpliesthatG[C∪S]issmallerthanG.

Finally,whatisthewidthofT?ThesizeoftherootbagW∪Sisatmost2k+3+k+1≤
3k+4,sowecanstateaninvariantthatthemethodreturnsatreedecompositionof
widthatmost3k+3,andtheinductionworksouttoshowthatthewidthoftheresulting
decompositionTisindeedatmost3k+3.

Now,3k+3isevenbetterthanthe4k+3wewanted,sowhatwentwrong?The
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only thing to check is that if v ∈ W ∪ S, then v is in the root bag of T
C
, which is indeed

true. The same argument works for v ∈ S, in particular, in that case v is in the root bag
of T and in the root bags of every T

C
.

Then, we should verify that the recursive calls of the method satisfy the assumption that
the set W

C
asked to be in the root bag has size at most 2k + 3. This follows from the

fact that S is W -balanced separator, in particular

|W
C
| = |(W ∩ C) ∪ S| ≤ |W |/2 + k + 1 < 2k + 3.

The stronger property |W
C
| < 2k + 3 also implies that the recursion does not continue

forever, as the fact that W
C
is smaller than W implies that G[C ∪ S] is smaller than G.

Finally, what is the width of T ? The size of the root bag W ∪S is at most 2k+3+k+1 ≤
3k + 4, so we can state an invariant that the method returns a tree decomposition of
width at most 3k+ 3, and the induction works out to show that the width of the resulting
decomposition T is indeed at most 3k + 3.

Now, 3k + 3 is even better than the 4k + 3 we wanted, so what went wrong? The
problem with the method we described is that we did not give an algorithm for finding
the W -balanced separators of Lemma 3.2. With modern techniques ([Cygan et al., 2015,
Chapter 8], [Chen et al., 2009]), one could design a 2O(k)

m time algorithm for finding
such separators, but there is a simpler solution by Robertson and Seymour [1995], which
is to resort to a weaker balance property, with the cost of a worse approximation ratio.

Lemma 3.4. If G is a graph of treewidth k and W ⊆ V (G) is a set of vertices with
|W | ≥ 2k + 3, then there exists a separation (A, S,B) of G with |S| ≤ k + 1 and
0 < |W ∩ A|, |W ∩ B| ≤

2
3 |W |.

Proof. Let S be aW -balanced separator guaranteed by Lemma 3.2, and let {C1, . . . , C`} =

cc(G\S) be the connected components of G\S. Because |W \S| ≥ |W |−(k+1) > |W |/2,
at least two of the component intersect W , so let us assume that C1 and C` intersect W .
Furthermore, assume that C1 is the component with the largest intersection |Ci∩W | with
W . Now, let t ∈ [`− 1] be the greatest index less than ` so that ∑t

i=1 |Ci ∩W | ≤
2
3 |W |.

We claim that (A, S,B) = (⋃t
i=1 Ci, S,⋃`

i=t+1 Ci) is the desired separation.

As t ∈ [` − 1], both A and B intersect W . Also, |A ∩W | ≤
2
3 |W | by definition, so it

remains to prove that |B∩W | ≤
2
3 |W |. First, if |C1∩W | ≥ |W |/3, we are done as C1 ⊆ A

and A is disjoint from B. Otherwise, |Ci ∩W | < |W |/3 for all i ∈ [`], and therefore
if ∑t

i=1 |Ci ∩W | ≤ |W |/3, then ∑t+1
i=1 |Ci ∩W | ≤

2
3 |W |. If t + 1 < ` we contradict the

choice of t, and if t+ 1 = `, then B = C` and thus |B ∩W | ≤ |W |/2.
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The utility of Lemma 3.4 is that the separations guaranteed by it can be found easily,
at least if we allow running time exponential in |W |. In particular, if we guess the
intersection (A ∩W,S ∩W,B ∩W ) of the separation and W , then the existence of a
separation as in Lemma 3.4 can be tested in time O(k ·m) by the algorithm of Ford and
Fulkerson (Theorem 2.2). By trying all possible intersections, whose number is upper
bounded by 3|W |, we obtain an O(3|W | · k ·m) time algorithm that given a graph G, an
integer k, and a set W ⊆ V (G) with |W | ≥ 2k + 3, either outputs a separation as in
Lemma 3.4 or concludes that the treewidth of G is more than k.

Now, let us describe the actual algorithm. The algorithm takes as an input

• a graph G,

• an integer k,

• and a set W ⊆ V (G) of size at most |W | ≤ 3k + 3,

and outputs either

• a binary tree decomposition T of G of width at most 4k + 3, such that W is a
subset of the root bag of T , or

• the conclusion that tw(G) > k.

The algorithm works as follows. First, if |W | < 3k+ 3, we add arbitrary vertices to W to
make it larger. If no such vertices exist, i.e., |V (G)| < 3k + 3, we can output the tree
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subgraphs of G. Because 2
3
|W |+ k + 1 ≤ 3k + 3, it holds that the sets WA and WB have

size at most 3k + 3, as required.

To analyze the running time, let us first analyze the total number of recursive calls.
We observe that the recursion tree of the algorithm is in fact isomorphic to the tree
decomposition outputted by it, so it suffices to analyze the number of nodes of it.

Lemma 3.5. The tree decomposition returned by the algorithm has O(n) nodes.

Proof. Let (T, bag) be the returned binary tree decomposition. We claim that for each
non-leaf node t ∈ V (T ) of (T, bag), it holds that either t is a forget-node of a vertex of G,
or t has a child that is a forget-node of a vertex of G, or both of its children are leaves.
This implies the conclusion because each vertex of G has exactly one forget-node and T
is a binary tree.

First, observe that if a bag of (T, bag) is created as W ∪ S, then it is a forget-node of all
vertices in S \W , because the intersection of this bag with its parent is W . It remains to
consider the case when S ⊆ W , in which case the node is not a forget-node of any vertex,
so we have to argue about its children. In this case, because |W ∩ A|, |W ∩ B| > 0, it
holds that |WA|, |WB| < |W |. Therefore, as both WA and WB are smaller than 3k + 3,
the recursive steps start with adding vertices to them, or terminating as leaves if no
vertices can be added. In the case of adding vertices, these nodes become forget-nodes of
the added vertices, so it must be that at least one of the children is a forget-node of a
vertex, or both of the children are leaves.

The time taken by one recursive call is O(33k · k · m) for the algorithmic version of
Lemma 3.4, plus the time taken to combine the tree decompositions T A and T B into T ,
which can be bounded by O(k ·n) because they have O(n) nodes. Therefore, as the number
of recursive steps is O(n), the total running time of the algorithm is O(33k · k ·m · n). By
Lemma 2.9 we can assume that m ≤ kn, so this can be upper bounded by O(33k · k2 · n2).

3.1.2 Related literature

The main idea of the Robertson-Seymour algorithm, that tree decompositions can be
constructed in a top-down greedy fashion by finding balanced separators, has turned
out to be very generally applicable in the context of approximating width parameters
of graphs. All algorithms for approximating treewidth listed in Table 1.1, except the
algorithms introduced in this thesis, build on this general template. Moreover, for width
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subgraphs of G. Because
2
3 |W |+ k + 1 ≤ 3k + 3, it holds that the sets W

A
and W

B
have

size at most 3k + 3, as required.

To analyze the running time, let us first analyze the total number of recursive calls.
We observe that the recursion tree of the algorithm is in fact isomorphic to the tree
decomposition outputted by it, so it suffices to analyze the number of nodes of it.

Lemma 3.5. The tree decomposition returned by the algorithm has O(n) nodes.

Proof. Let (T, bag) be the returned binary tree decomposition. We claim that for each
non-leaf node t ∈ V (T ) of (T, bag), it holds that either t is a forget-node of a vertex of G,
or t has a child that is a forget-node of a vertex of G, or both of its children are leaves.
This implies the conclusion because each vertex of G has exactly one forget-node and T
is a binary tree.

First, observe that if a bag of (T, bag) is created as W ∪ S, then it is a forget-node of all
vertices in S \W , because the intersection of this bag with its parent is W . It remains to
consider the case when S ⊆ W , in which case the node is not a forget-node of any vertex,
so we have to argue about its children. In this case, because |W ∩ A|, |W ∩ B| > 0, it
holds that |W

A
|, |W

B
| < |W |. Therefore, as both W

A
and W

B
are smaller than 3k + 3,

the recursive steps start with adding vertices to them, or terminating as leaves if no
vertices can be added. In the case of adding vertices, these nodes become forget-nodes of
the added vertices, so it must be that at least one of the children is a forget-node of a
vertex, or both of the children are leaves.

The time taken by one recursive call is O(3
3k
· k · m) for the algorithmic version of

Lemma 3.4, plus the time taken to combine the tree decompositions T
A
and T

B
into T ,

which can be bounded by O(k ·n) because they have O(n) nodes. Therefore, as the number
of recursive steps is O(n), the total running time of the algorithm is O(3

3k
· k ·m · n). By

Lemma 2.9 we can assume that m ≤ kn, so this can be upper bounded by O(3
3k
· k

2
· n

2
).

3.1.2 Related literature

The main idea of the Robertson-Seymour algorithm, that tree decompositions can be
constructed in a top-down greedy fashion by finding balanced separators, has turned
out to be very generally applicable in the context of approximating width parameters
of graphs. All algorithms for approximating treewidth listed in Table 1.1, except the
algorithms introduced in this thesis, build on this general template. Moreover, for width
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parameters other than treewidth, the first algorithms for approximating them have often
been adaptations of the Robertson-Seymour algorithm.

In particular, as we already mentioned, the subsequent FPT approximation algorithms for
treewidth by [Belbasi and Fürer, 2021, 2022; Bodlaender et al., 2016a; Lagergren, 1996; Ma-
toušek and Thomas, 1991; Reed, 1992] are based on the same top-down construction as
the Robertson-Seymour algorithm, but with different subroutines for finding the balanced
separator. The algorithms achieving subquadratic running time in n do this by occasion-
ally using a separator that is balanced with respect to V (G) instead of W , resulting in a
recursion tree of depth O(log n).

This construction is also the basis for polynomial-time approximation algorithms for
treewidth [Amir, 2010; Bodlaender et al., 1995; Feige et al., 2008; Fomin et al., 2018].
Indeed, one can observe that the only part of the algorithm that takes superpolynomial
time is that of finding a balanced separator of the set W . These approximation algorithms
work by replacing this part by a polynomial-time approximation algorithm for finding
balanced separators.

To turn to a slightly different context, the Robertson-Seymour algorithm was imple-
mented in parameterized logspace, that is, in space f(k) log n and time nf(k) by Elberfeld
et al. [2010]. Another adaptation was by Lokshtanov et al. [2017] to make the Robertson-
Seymour algorithm to run, in some sense, in a canonical way, which served as the central
ingredient of their algorithm to show that graph isomorphism is FPT parameterized by
treewidth. This result was also adapted to parameterized logspace by Elberfeld and
Schweitzer [2017].

In the context of other width parameters than treewidth, the algorithm of Oum and
Seymour [2006] for approximating branchwidth of connectivity functions works also
in a similar fashion as the Robertson-Seymour algorithm for treewidth, as well as the
subsequent rankwidth approximation algorithms by Oum [2008b]. Before Oum and
Seymour, similar ideas were used by Hliněný [2005] to give a 3-approximation algorithm
running in time f(k) · n3 for branchwidth of matroids represented over finite fields. A
construction similar to that of the Robertson-Seymour algorithm was used by Kim
et al. [2018] to obtain a 2O(k2 log k)n2 time 2-approximation algorithm for tree-cut width.

In the aforementioned settings of treewidth, rankwidth, branchwidth of connectivity
functions, and tree-cut width, the cuts or separators of the decompositions we are
seeking have submodularity properties. Perhaps surprisingly, the Robertson-Seymour
algorithm extends even to settings without submodularity. In particular, it was adapted
by Marx [2010a] for designing an XP approximation algorithm for a parameter called
“fractional hypertreewidth”. With a similar approach, XP approximation algorithms for
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treewidth by [Belbasi and Fürer, 2021, 2022; Bodlaender et al., 2016a; Lagergren, 1996; Ma-
toušek and Thomas, 1991; Reed, 1992] are based on the same top-down construction as
the Robertson-Seymour algorithm, but with different subroutines for finding the balanced
separator. The algorithms achieving subquadratic running time in n do this by occasion-
ally using a separator that is balanced with respect to V (G) instead of W , resulting in a
recursion tree of depth O(log n).

This construction is also the basis for polynomial-time approximation algorithms for
treewidth [Amir, 2010; Bodlaender et al., 1995; Feige et al., 2008; Fomin et al., 2018].
Indeed, one can observe that the only part of the algorithm that takes superpolynomial
time is that of finding a balanced separator of the set W . These approximation algorithms
work by replacing this part by a polynomial-time approximation algorithm for finding
balanced separators.

To turn to a slightly different context, the Robertson-Seymour algorithm was imple-
mented in parameterized logspace, that is, in space f(k) log n and time n

f(k)
by Elberfeld

et al. [2010]. Another adaptation was by Lokshtanov et al. [2017] to make the Robertson-
Seymour algorithm to run, in some sense, in a canonical way, which served as the central
ingredient of their algorithm to show that graph isomorphism is FPT parameterized by
treewidth. This result was also adapted to parameterized logspace by Elberfeld and
Schweitzer [2017].

In the context of other width parameters than treewidth, the algorithm of Oum and
Seymour [2006] for approximating branchwidth of connectivity functions works also
in a similar fashion as the Robertson-Seymour algorithm for treewidth, as well as the
subsequent rankwidth approximation algorithms by Oum [2008b]. Before Oum and
Seymour, similar ideas were used by Hliněný [2005] to give a 3-approximation algorithm
running in time f(k) · n

3
for branchwidth of matroids represented over finite fields. A

construction similar to that of the Robertson-Seymour algorithm was used by Kim
et al. [2018] to obtain a 2O(k2 log k)

n
2
time 2-approximation algorithm for tree-cut width.

In the aforementioned settings of treewidth, rankwidth, branchwidth of connectivity
functions, and tree-cut width, the cuts or separators of the decompositions we are
seeking have submodularity properties. Perhaps surprisingly, the Robertson-Seymour
algorithm extends even to settings without submodularity. In particular, it was adapted
by Marx [2010a] for designing an XP approximation algorithm for a parameter called
“fractional hypertreewidth”. With a similar approach, XP approximation algorithms for
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recursiontreeofdepthO(logn).

Thisconstructionisalsothebasisforpolynomial-timeapproximationalgorithmsfor
treewidth[Amir,2010;Bodlaenderetal.,1995;Feigeetal.,2008;Fominetal.,2018].
Indeed,onecanobservethattheonlypartofthealgorithmthattakessuperpolynomial
timeisthatoffindingabalancedseparatorofthesetW.Theseapproximationalgorithms
workbyreplacingthispartbyapolynomial-timeapproximationalgorithmforfinding
balancedseparators.

Toturntoaslightlydifferentcontext,theRobertson-Seymouralgorithmwasimple-
mentedinparameterizedlogspace,thatis,inspacef(k)lognandtimen

f(k)
byElberfeld

etal.[2010].AnotheradaptationwasbyLokshtanovetal.[2017]tomaketheRobertson-
Seymouralgorithmtorun,insomesense,inacanonicalway,whichservedasthecentral
ingredientoftheiralgorithmtoshowthatgraphisomorphismisFPTparameterizedby
treewidth.ThisresultwasalsoadaptedtoparameterizedlogspacebyElberfeldand
Schweitzer[2017].

Inthecontextofotherwidthparametersthantreewidth,thealgorithmofOumand
Seymour[2006]forapproximatingbranchwidthofconnectivityfunctionsworksalso
inasimilarfashionastheRobertson-Seymouralgorithmfortreewidth,aswellasthe
subsequentrankwidthapproximationalgorithmsbyOum[2008b].BeforeOumand
Seymour,similarideaswereusedbyHliněný[2005]togivea3-approximationalgorithm
runningintimef(k)·n

3
forbranchwidthofmatroidsrepresentedoverfinitefields.A

constructionsimilartothatoftheRobertson-SeymouralgorithmwasusedbyKim
etal.[2018]toobtaina2O(k2logk)
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2
time2-approximationalgorithmfortree-cutwidth.

Intheaforementionedsettingsoftreewidth,rankwidth,branchwidthofconnectivity
functions,andtree-cutwidth,thecutsorseparatorsofthedecompositionsweare
seekinghavesubmodularityproperties.Perhapssurprisingly,theRobertson-Seymour
algorithmextendseventosettingswithoutsubmodularity.Inparticular,itwasadapted
byMarx[2010a]fordesigninganXPapproximationalgorithmforaparametercalled
“fractionalhypertreewidth”.Withasimilarapproach,XPapproximationalgorithmsfor
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parameters called “α-treewidth” and “minor-matching hypertreewidth” were given by
Yolov [2018], and subsequently improved by Dallard et al. [2022].

The top-down template of the Robertson-Seymour algorithm extends also to settings
where we wish to compute a tree decomposition that may have large bags, but (1) the
large bags are required to have a specific structure and (2) the intersections of adjacent
bags, i.e., adhesions, are required to be small. In particular, the original case of a structure
like this is the decomposition of minor-free graphs by Robertson and Seymour [2003],
where the proof of obtaining the tree-like decomposition presented in [Robertson and
Seymour, 1991] indeed follows an outline similar to the Robertson-Seymour algorithm,
even though the original version was not presented as an algorithm. A subsequent
algorithmic version was given by Kawarabayashi and Wollan [2011]. Similar ideas were
applied for decomposing graphs excluding a topological minor by Grohe and Marx [2015],
for decomposing graphs into “unbreakable” bags by Cygan et al. [2019], and for finding
tree decompositions whose large bags must come from a specific graph class by Jansen
et al. [2023].

3.2 Bodlaender’s algorithm

Bodlaender [1996] gave a linear-time algorithm for computing optimum-width tree de-
compositions of bounded-treewidth graphs.

Theorem 3.6 (Bodlaender [1996]). There is an algorithm that, given an n-vertex graph
G and an integer k, in time 2O(k3)n either outputs a tree decomposition of G of width k,
or determines that tw(G) > k.

This algorithm consists of two main ingredients. The first ingredient is an algorithm for
computing optimum-width tree decompositions by dynamic programming, when given a
tree decomposition of small but not optimal width. This was given by Bodlaender and
Kloks [1996], and by Lagergren and Arnborg [1991].

Theorem 3.7 (Bodlaender and Kloks [1996]; Lagergren and Arnborg [1991]). There is
an algorithm that, given a graph G, a tree decomposition of G of width `, and an integer
k < `, in time 2O((k+log `)·`2)n outputs a tree decomposition of G of width k, if one exists.1

At the time in 1991, Theorem 3.7 implied a 2O(k3)n log2 n time exact algorithm for
computing treewidth, by first running the algorithm of Lagergren [1996] (first appeared

1The dependence 2O((k+log `)·`2) on k and ` is stated by neither Bodlaender and Kloks [1996] nor
Lagergren and Arnborg [1991], but is stated by Bodlaender [1996] and follows directly from the techniques
presented in [Bodlaender and Kloks, 1996].
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computing optimum-width tree decompositions by dynamic programming, when given a
tree decomposition of small but not optimal width. This was given by Bodlaender and
Kloks [1996], and by Lagergren and Arnborg [1991].

Theorem 3.7 (Bodlaender and Kloks [1996]; Lagergren and Arnborg [1991]). There is
an algorithm that, given a graph G, a tree decomposition of G of width `, and an integer
k < `, in time 2O((k+log `)·`2)

n outputs a tree decomposition of G of width k, if one exists.1

At the time in 1991, Theorem 3.7 implied a 2O(k3)
n log

2
n time exact algorithm for

computing treewidth, by first running the algorithm of Lagergren [1996] (first appeared
1The dependence 2O((k+log `)·`

2
)
on k and ` is stated by neither Bodlaender and Kloks [1996] nor

Lagergren and Arnborg [1991], but is stated by Bodlaender [1996] and follows directly from the techniques
presented in [Bodlaender and Kloks, 1996].
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parameterscalled“α-treewidth”and“minor-matchinghypertreewidth”weregivenby
Yolov[2018],andsubsequentlyimprovedbyDallardetal.[2022].

Thetop-downtemplateoftheRobertson-Seymouralgorithmextendsalsotosettings
wherewewishtocomputeatreedecompositionthatmayhavelargebags,but(1)the
largebagsarerequiredtohaveaspecificstructureand(2)theintersectionsofadjacent
bags,i.e.,adhesions,arerequiredtobesmall.Inparticular,theoriginalcaseofastructure
likethisisthedecompositionofminor-freegraphsbyRobertsonandSeymour[2003],
wheretheproofofobtainingthetree-likedecompositionpresentedin[Robertsonand
Seymour,1991]indeedfollowsanoutlinesimilartotheRobertson-Seymouralgorithm,
eventhoughtheoriginalversionwasnotpresentedasanalgorithm.Asubsequent
algorithmicversionwasgivenbyKawarabayashiandWollan[2011].Similarideaswere
appliedfordecomposinggraphsexcludingatopologicalminorbyGroheandMarx[2015],
fordecomposinggraphsinto“unbreakable”bagsbyCyganetal.[2019],andforfinding
treedecompositionswhoselargebagsmustcomefromaspecificgraphclassbyJansen
etal.[2023].

3.2Bodlaender’salgorithm

Bodlaender[1996]gavealinear-timealgorithmforcomputingoptimum-widthtreede-
compositionsofbounded-treewidthgraphs.

Theorem3.6(Bodlaender[1996]).Thereisanalgorithmthat,givenann-vertexgraph
Gandanintegerk,intime2O(k3)

neitheroutputsatreedecompositionofGofwidthk,
ordeterminesthattw(G)>k.

Thisalgorithmconsistsoftwomainingredients.Thefirstingredientisanalgorithmfor
computingoptimum-widthtreedecompositionsbydynamicprogramming,whengivena
treedecompositionofsmallbutnotoptimalwidth.ThiswasgivenbyBodlaenderand
Kloks[1996],andbyLagergrenandArnborg[1991].

Theorem3.7(BodlaenderandKloks[1996];LagergrenandArnborg[1991]).Thereis
analgorithmthat,givenagraphG,atreedecompositionofGofwidth`,andaninteger
k<`,intime2O((k+log`)·`2)

noutputsatreedecompositionofGofwidthk,ifoneexists.1

Atthetimein1991,Theorem3.7implieda2O(k3)
nlog

2
ntimeexactalgorithmfor

computingtreewidth,byfirstrunningthealgorithmofLagergren[1996](firstappeared
1Thedependence2O((k+log`)·`

2
)
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in [Lagergren, 1990]) to obtain an 8-approximate tree decomposition in kO(k)n log2 n

time, and then running the algorithm of Theorem 3.7 with this 8-approximate tree
decomposition. A year later, this could have been replaced by the kO(k)n log n time
8-approximation algorithm of Reed [1992].

The second ingredient of Theorem 3.6 is a self-reduction scheme given by Bodlaender [1996],
that states that any algorithm for computing treewidth that requires an approximately
optimal tree decomposition as an input can be turned into an algorithm without this
requirement, only with a small overhead in the running time. It was later also observed
by Bodlaender et al. [2016a] that this self-reduction scheme works in the context of
approximating treewidth as well. We will use this self-reduction scheme in multiple
results of this thesis, so next we state it in a formal and very general form.

Theorem 3.8 (Bodlaender [1996]). Let α ≥ 1 be a rational number. Suppose there is an
algorithm A, that given an n-vertex graph G, integer k, and a tree decomposition of G
of width at most 2 · α · (k + 1)− 1, in time TA(k, n) either outputs a tree decomposition
of G of width at most α · (k + 1) − 1 or determines that tw(G) > k. Then there is an
algorithm that in time kO(1) · (TA(k, n) + n) does the same, but without requiring a tree
decomposition as an input. Moreover, if A runs in space SA(k, n), then this algorithm
runs in space kO(1)n+ SA(k, n).

By inserting α = 1 and the algorithm of Theorem 3.7 as the algorithm A, the combination
of Theorems 3.7 and 3.8 implies Theorem 3.6. Theorem 3.8 was also used with α = 5

and α = 3 by Bodlaender et al. [2016a], and we use it with α = 2 in Chapter 4, and with
α = 1 and α = 1 + ε in Chapter 5.

We will give an informal overview the proof of Theorem 3.7 in Subsection 3.2.1, and
then give the full proof of Theorem 3.8 in Subsection 3.2.2. These proofs have also been
reviewed, for example, by Kloks [1994], Pilipczuk [2020], and Downey and Fellows [2013].
The algorithms of Theorem 3.7 and Theorem 3.8 have been very influential in computing
graph width parameters, so in Subsection 3.2.3 we briefly review the subsequent works
inspired by them.

3.2.1 Bodlaender-Kloks dynamic programming

We now give an informal overview the proof of Theorem 3.7. Our presentation is based
on that of Bodlaender and Kloks [1996].

Let T = (T, bag) be the given tree decomposition of width at most `, and by Lemma 2.15
assume that T is nice. For a node t ∈ V (T ), we denote by Gt = G[bagsT (descT (t))]
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in[Lagergren,1990])toobtainan8-approximatetreedecompositioninkO(k)nlog2n

time,andthenrunningthealgorithmofTheorem3.7withthis8-approximatetree
decomposition.Ayearlater,thiscouldhavebeenreplacedbythekO(k)nlogntime
8-approximationalgorithmofReed[1992].

ThesecondingredientofTheorem3.6isaself-reductionschemegivenbyBodlaender[1996],
thatstatesthatanyalgorithmforcomputingtreewidththatrequiresanapproximately
optimaltreedecompositionasaninputcanbeturnedintoanalgorithmwithoutthis
requirement,onlywithasmalloverheadintherunningtime.Itwaslateralsoobserved
byBodlaenderetal.[2016a]thatthisself-reductionschemeworksinthecontextof
approximatingtreewidthaswell.Wewillusethisself-reductionschemeinmultiple
resultsofthisthesis,sonextwestateitinaformalandverygeneralform.

Theorem3.8(Bodlaender[1996]).Letα≥1bearationalnumber.Supposethereisan
algorithmA,thatgivenann-vertexgraphG,integerk,andatreedecompositionofG
ofwidthatmost2·α·(k+1)−1,intimeTA(k,n)eitheroutputsatreedecomposition
ofGofwidthatmostα·(k+1)−1ordeterminesthattw(G)>k.Thenthereisan
algorithmthatintimekO(1)·(TA(k,n)+n)doesthesame,butwithoutrequiringatree
decompositionasaninput.Moreover,ifArunsinspaceSA(k,n),thenthisalgorithm
runsinspacekO(1)n+SA(k,n).

Byinsertingα=1andthealgorithmofTheorem3.7asthealgorithmA,thecombination
ofTheorems3.7and3.8impliesTheorem3.6.Theorem3.8wasalsousedwithα=5

andα=3byBodlaenderetal.[2016a],andweuseitwithα=2inChapter4,andwith
α=1andα=1+εinChapter5.

WewillgiveaninformaloverviewtheproofofTheorem3.7inSubsection3.2.1,and
thengivethefullproofofTheorem3.8inSubsection3.2.2.Theseproofshavealsobeen
reviewed,forexample,byKloks[1994],Pilipczuk[2020],andDowneyandFellows[2013].
ThealgorithmsofTheorem3.7andTheorem3.8havebeenveryinfluentialincomputing
graphwidthparameters,soinSubsection3.2.3webrieflyreviewthesubsequentworks
inspiredbythem.

3.2.1Bodlaender-Kloksdynamicprogramming

WenowgiveaninformaloverviewtheproofofTheorem3.7.Ourpresentationisbased
onthatofBodlaenderandKloks[1996].

LetT=(T,bag)bethegiventreedecompositionofwidthatmost`,andbyLemma2.15
assumethatTisnice.Foranodet∈V(T),wedenotebyGt=G[bagsT(descT(t))]
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in [Lagergren, 1990]) to obtain an 8-approximate tree decomposition in kO(k)
n log

2
n

time, and then running the algorithm of Theorem 3.7 with this 8-approximate tree
decomposition. A year later, this could have been replaced by the kO(k)

n log n time
8-approximation algorithm of Reed [1992].

The second ingredient of Theorem 3.6 is a self-reduction scheme given by Bodlaender [1996],
that states that any algorithm for computing treewidth that requires an approximately
optimal tree decomposition as an input can be turned into an algorithm without this
requirement, only with a small overhead in the running time. It was later also observed
by Bodlaender et al. [2016a] that this self-reduction scheme works in the context of
approximating treewidth as well. We will use this self-reduction scheme in multiple
results of this thesis, so next we state it in a formal and very general form.

Theorem 3.8 (Bodlaender [1996]). Let α ≥ 1 be a rational number. Suppose there is an
algorithm A, that given an n-vertex graph G, integer k, and a tree decomposition of G
of width at most 2 · α · (k + 1)− 1, in time TA(k, n) either outputs a tree decomposition
of G of width at most α · (k + 1) − 1 or determines that tw(G) > k. Then there is an
algorithm that in time kO(1)

· (TA(k, n) + n) does the same, but without requiring a tree
decomposition as an input. Moreover, if A runs in space SA(k, n), then this algorithm
runs in space kO(1)

n+ SA(k, n).

By inserting α = 1 and the algorithm of Theorem 3.7 as the algorithm A, the combination
of Theorems 3.7 and 3.8 implies Theorem 3.6. Theorem 3.8 was also used with α = 5

and α = 3 by Bodlaender et al. [2016a], and we use it with α = 2 in Chapter 4, and with
α = 1 and α = 1 + ε in Chapter 5.

We will give an informal overview the proof of Theorem 3.7 in Subsection 3.2.1, and
then give the full proof of Theorem 3.8 in Subsection 3.2.2. These proofs have also been
reviewed, for example, by Kloks [1994], Pilipczuk [2020], and Downey and Fellows [2013].
The algorithms of Theorem 3.7 and Theorem 3.8 have been very influential in computing
graph width parameters, so in Subsection 3.2.3 we briefly review the subsequent works
inspired by them.

3.2.1 Bodlaender-Kloks dynamic programming

We now give an informal overview the proof of Theorem 3.7. Our presentation is based
on that of Bodlaender and Kloks [1996].

Let T = (T, bag) be the given tree decomposition of width at most `, and by Lemma 2.15
assume that T is nice. For a node t ∈ V (T ), we denote by Gt = G[bagsT (descT (t))]
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the graph induced by the bags of the descendants of t. The idea of the algorithm is to
compute for each node t ∈ V (T ) a set of descriptions of tree decompositions of Gt of width
at most k, so that the set for t can be computed given the sets for the children of t, and
the set for the root node r is non-empty if and only if there exists a tree decomposition
of Gr = G of width at most k.

What should we remember about a tree decomposition T0 = (T0, bag0) of Gt to know
whether it can be extended to a tree decomposition of the graph Gt′ for some ancestor t′

of t? The first observation is, that if a vertex v ∈ V (Gt) is not in bag(t), then it is not
adjacent to any vertex outside of Gt, so we should have already determined whether edges
incident to it satisfy the edge condition. Therefore, it is not important to remember the
set bag0(x)\bag(t) for any x ∈ V (T0), but in order to bound the width, it is important to
remember the number |bag0(x) \ bag(t)| of such vertices in each bag of T0. In particular,
instead of remembering (T0, bag0), it suffices to remember the triple T1 = (T1, bag1, |bag0|),
where T1 = T0, bag1 is the function that maps x ∈ V (T1) to bag1(x) = bag0(x) ∩ bag(t),
and |bag0| the function mapping x ∈ V (T1) to |bag0(x)|.

Then we shall prune leaves of T1. Suppose that there is a leaf x of T1 with parent p, so
that bag1(x) ⊆ bag1(p). Do we actually need to remember x? If we removed x, then T1

would still have the node p with bag1(p) ⊇ bag1(x), and we know that we could take
any subset B ⊆ bag1(p) and create a new node adjacent to p with that B as its bag. If
|bag0(x)| > |bag1(x)|, then this new bag with B = bag1(x) would be even better than
the bag of x, as it would not contain any forgotten nodes, and otherwise it would be
identical to the bag of x. In either case, it is not useful to remember the node x or any
information about its bag. Therefore, as long as T1 has such a leaf x, we can remove
x. Let us denote the tree resulting by pruning such leaves exhaustively by T2, and let
T2 = (T2, bag1�V (T2), |bag0|�V (T2)).

Now T2 has at most |bag(t)| leaves, as each leaf bag must contain a vertex of bag(t) not
contained in the bag of its parent, and thus by the connectedness condition, not contained
anywhere else in T2. It follows that T2 has at most |bag(t)| − 1 nodes of degree more than
2. Let T ′2 be the tree obtained by suppressing all degree-2 nodes of T2. In particular, each
edge of T ′2 corresponds to a path of T2 whose endpoints have degree not equal to 2 and
whose internal nodes have degree equal to 2. Note that |V (T ′2)| ≤ 2 · |bag(t)|. We shall
remember enough information about T2 by remembering T ′2, and information about the
triple P = (P, bag1�V (P ), |bag0|�V (P )) for every path P of T2 corresponding to an edge
of T ′2.

Let P be a path of T2 corresponding to an edge of T ′2. First we divide P into segments
based on the sets bag1(x) for x ∈ V (P ). In particular, note that the connectedness
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thegraphinducedbythebagsofthedescendantsoft.Theideaofthealgorithmisto
computeforeachnodet∈V(T)asetofdescriptionsoftreedecompositionsofGtofwidth
atmostk,sothatthesetfortcanbecomputedgiventhesetsforthechildrenoft,and
thesetfortherootnoderisnon-emptyifandonlyifthereexistsatreedecomposition
ofGr=Gofwidthatmostk.

WhatshouldwerememberaboutatreedecompositionT0=(T0,bag0)ofGttoknow
whetheritcanbeextendedtoatreedecompositionofthegraphGt′forsomeancestort′

oft?Thefirstobservationis,thatifavertexv∈V(Gt)isnotinbag(t),thenitisnot
adjacenttoanyvertexoutsideofGt,soweshouldhavealreadydeterminedwhetheredges
incidenttoitsatisfytheedgecondition.Therefore,itisnotimportanttorememberthe
setbag0(x)\bag(t)foranyx∈V(T0),butinordertoboundthewidth,itisimportantto
rememberthenumber|bag0(x)\bag(t)|ofsuchverticesineachbagofT0.Inparticular,
insteadofremembering(T0,bag0),itsufficestorememberthetripleT1=(T1,bag1,|bag0|),
whereT1=T0,bag1isthefunctionthatmapsx∈V(T1)tobag1(x)=bag0(x)∩bag(t),
and|bag0|thefunctionmappingx∈V(T1)to|bag0(x)|.

ThenweshallpruneleavesofT1.SupposethatthereisaleafxofT1withparentp,so
thatbag1(x)⊆bag1(p).Doweactuallyneedtorememberx?Ifweremovedx,thenT1

wouldstillhavethenodepwithbag1(p)⊇bag1(x),andweknowthatwecouldtake
anysubsetB⊆bag1(p)andcreateanewnodeadjacenttopwiththatBasitsbag.If
|bag0(x)|>|bag1(x)|,thenthisnewbagwithB=bag1(x)wouldbeevenbetterthan
thebagofx,asitwouldnotcontainanyforgottennodes,andotherwiseitwouldbe
identicaltothebagofx.Ineithercase,itisnotusefultorememberthenodexorany
informationaboutitsbag.Therefore,aslongasT1hassuchaleafx,wecanremove
x.LetusdenotethetreeresultingbypruningsuchleavesexhaustivelybyT2,andlet
T2=(T2,bag1�V(T2),|bag0|�V(T2)).

NowT2hasatmost|bag(t)|leaves,aseachleafbagmustcontainavertexofbag(t)not
containedinthebagofitsparent,andthusbytheconnectednesscondition,notcontained
anywhereelseinT2.ItfollowsthatT2hasatmost|bag(t)|−1nodesofdegreemorethan
2.LetT′2bethetreeobtainedbysuppressingalldegree-2nodesofT2.Inparticular,each
edgeofT′2correspondstoapathofT2whoseendpointshavedegreenotequalto2and
whoseinternalnodeshavedegreeequalto2.Notethat|V(T′2)|≤2·|bag(t)|.Weshall
rememberenoughinformationaboutT2byrememberingT′2,andinformationaboutthe
tripleP=(P,bag1�V(P),|bag0|�V(P))foreverypathPofT2correspondingtoanedge
ofT′2.

LetPbeapathofT2correspondingtoanedgeofT′2.FirstwedividePintosegments
basedonthesetsbag1(x)forx∈V(P).Inparticular,notethattheconnectedness
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condition implies that there are at most 2 · |bag(t)| different sets bag1(x) on P , as each
vertex in bag(t) can be introduced and forgotten at most once as we travel P from one
end to another. Let P ′ = x1, . . . , xp be a maximal subpath of P so that the sets bag1(xi)

are equal to each other for all xi. Now, Bodlaender and Kloks show that if there exists
indices i < j ∈ [p] so that either |bag0(xi)| ≤ |bag0(xh)| ≤ |bag0(xj)| for all h ∈ [i, j] or
|bag0(xi)| ≥ |bag0(xh)| ≥ |bag0(xj)| for all h ∈ [i, j], then it is safe to suppress all nodes
between xi and xj in P ′. Intuitively, the reason is that if we imagine combining the
decomposition with another decomposition in a join node, then, if |bag0(xi)| ≤ |bag0(xh)|
for all h ∈ [i, j], we could match all bags that are matched with bags between xi and xj
with the bag of xi. We also need to keep the bag of xj to encode that in order to “slide”
the other decomposition over xj, one needs a small enough bag.

Let P ′′ be the path obtained from P ′ by exhaustively suppressing all nodes between
such pairs xi, xj. The mapping from P ′ to P ′′ depends only on the integer sequence
|bag0(x1)|, |bag0(x2)|, . . . , |bag0(xp)|, and indeed the corresponding integer sequence of
bag sizes for P ′′ is called the typical sequence of the sequence |bag0(x1)|, . . . , |bag0(xp)|
by Bodlaender and Kloks. They showed that the number of typical sequences of integers
between 0 and k is at most 2O(k).

Now, to describe P = (P, bag1�V (P ), |bag0|�V (P )) it suffices to record the sequence of
different sets bag1(xi) as we travel P from left to right, and for each of them the typical
sequence of the numbers |bag0(xi)| on the corresponding subpath of P . As discussed, there
are at most 2 · |bag(t)| different such sets bag1(xi) on P , and by using the connectedness
condition it can be shown that there are at most |bag(t)|O(|bag(t)|) possible sequences of
the bags bag1(xi). For each sequence we need to store up to 2 · |bag(t)| typical sequences,
so in total there can be at most

|bag(t)|O(|bag(t)|) · 2O(k)·2·|bag(t)| ≤ 2O((k+log `)·`)

different descriptions of such P .

Now, to describe T2 = (T2, bag1�V (T2), |bag0|�V (T2)), we write down the compressed tree
T ′2 with at most O(`) edges, and for each of its edges a description of the corresponding
path in T2 as discussed above. The number of trees with O(`) edges is `O(`) by Cayley’s
formula. Therefore, the total number of different descriptions of such T2 is

`O(`) · 2O((k+log `)·`)·O(`) ≤ 2O((k+log `)·`2).

Now, the dynamic programming records for each node t the set of all possible descriptions
of tree decompositions of Gt of width at most k. We omit from this overview the
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conditionimpliesthatthereareatmost2·|bag(t)|differentsetsbag1(x)onP,aseach
vertexinbag(t)canbeintroducedandforgottenatmostonceaswetravelPfromone
endtoanother.LetP′=x1,...,xpbeamaximalsubpathofPsothatthesetsbag1(xi)

areequaltoeachotherforallxi.Now,BodlaenderandKloksshowthatifthereexists
indicesi<j∈[p]sothateither|bag0(xi)|≤|bag0(xh)|≤|bag0(xj)|forallh∈[i,j]or
|bag0(xi)|≥|bag0(xh)|≥|bag0(xj)|forallh∈[i,j],thenitissafetosuppressallnodes
betweenxiandxjinP′.Intuitively,thereasonisthatifweimaginecombiningthe
decompositionwithanotherdecompositioninajoinnode,then,if|bag0(xi)|≤|bag0(xh)|
forallh∈[i,j],wecouldmatchallbagsthatarematchedwithbagsbetweenxiandxj
withthebagofxi.Wealsoneedtokeepthebagofxjtoencodethatinorderto“slide”
theotherdecompositionoverxj,oneneedsasmallenoughbag.

LetP′′bethepathobtainedfromP′byexhaustivelysuppressingallnodesbetween
suchpairsxi,xj.ThemappingfromP′toP′′dependsonlyontheintegersequence
|bag0(x1)|,|bag0(x2)|,...,|bag0(xp)|,andindeedthecorrespondingintegersequenceof
bagsizesforP′′iscalledthetypicalsequenceofthesequence|bag0(x1)|,...,|bag0(xp)|
byBodlaenderandKloks.Theyshowedthatthenumberoftypicalsequencesofintegers
between0andkisatmost2O(k).

Now,todescribeP=(P,bag1�V(P),|bag0|�V(P))itsufficestorecordthesequenceof
differentsetsbag1(xi)aswetravelPfromlefttoright,andforeachofthemthetypical
sequenceofthenumbers|bag0(xi)|onthecorrespondingsubpathofP.Asdiscussed,there
areatmost2·|bag(t)|differentsuchsetsbag1(xi)onP,andbyusingtheconnectedness
conditionitcanbeshownthatthereareatmost|bag(t)|O(|bag(t)|)possiblesequencesof
thebagsbag1(xi).Foreachsequenceweneedtostoreupto2·|bag(t)|typicalsequences,
sointotaltherecanbeatmost

|bag(t)|O(|bag(t)|)·2O(k)·2·|bag(t)|≤2O((k+log`)·̀)

differentdescriptionsofsuchP.

Now,todescribeT2=(T2,bag1�V(T2),|bag0|�V(T2)),wewritedownthecompressedtree
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pathinT2asdiscussedabove.ThenumberoftreeswithO(`)edgesisÒ(`)byCayley’s
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with the bag of xi. We also need to keep the bag of xj to encode that in order to “slide”
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are at most 2 · |bag(t)| different such sets bag1(xi) on P , and by using the connectedness
condition it can be shown that there are at most |bag(t)|O(|bag(t)|) possible sequences of
the bags bag1(xi). For each sequence we need to store up to 2 · |bag(t)| typical sequences,
so in total there can be at most
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different descriptions of such P .
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2 with at most O(`) edges, and for each of its edges a description of the corresponding
path in T2 as discussed above. The number of trees with O(`) edges is `O(`)
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descriptions of the transitions of the dynamic programming, as well as how they are
traversed backwards to actually return a tree decomposition of G of width at most k if
one exists.

3.2.2 Bodlaender’s self-reduction scheme

We then describe the self-reduction algorithm resulting in Theorem 3.8, given by Bodlaen-
der [1996]. In particular, we will give a completely self-contained proof of Theorem 3.8,
with slight differences compared to the original proof, but following the ideas of it.

Informally speaking, the main idea of Bodlaender’s self-reduction algorithm is to compute,
given a graph G, a graph G′ such that,

1. the treewidth of G′ is at most the treewidth of G,

2. any tree decomposition of G′ of width at most k can be turned into a tree decom-
position of G of width at most 2k + 1, and

3. |V (G′)| ≤ |V (G)| · (1− 1/kO(1)).

The algorithm proceeds by calling itself recursively on G′ to obtain a tree decomposition
T ′ of G′, then lifts T ′ by using the property of Item 2 to a tree decomposition T of G,
and finally runs the algorithm A to reduce the width of T .

How is the graph G′ obtained? The algorithm first computes a maximal matching M
in G, and then analyses the following cases. First, if M is large, that is, of size roughly
linear in |V (G)|, then G′ is obtained from G by contracting all edges in M . In the other
case when M is small, the vertices V (M) of M form a small vertex cover of G, which can
be used to either find a large number of vertices of G that can be “eliminated” without
increasing the treewidth of G, i.e., removed and having their neighborhoods turned into
cliques, or to conclude that G has large treewidth.

Let us then turn to a more formal description. A main concept of the algorithm is the
k-improved graph of a graph G, denoted by Ik(G). The graph Ik(G) is the supergraph of
G that is obtained by adding an edge between every two non-adjacent vertices u and v
if there is a collection of more than k internally vertex-disjoint paths between u and v,
i.e., if flowG(N(u), N(v)) > k. The motivation of this definition is the following lemma,
stating that from the viewpoint of tree decompositions of width at most k, the graphs G
and Ik(G) behave the same way.
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Lemma 3.9. If (T, bag) is a tree decomposition of G of width at most k, then (T, bag)

is also a tree decomposition of Ik(G).

Proof. Let (T, bag) be a tree decomposition of G of width at most k. We have to prove
that if vertices u and v of G are non-adjacent but flow(N(u), N(v)) > k, then there exists
a bag of (T, bag) that contains both u and v. Let u,v be such a pair and suppose there does
not exist such a bag. Let r be a node of (T, bag) with u ∈ bag(r) and let us root (T, bag)

at r. Let also t = forget(v) be the forget-node of v. We have that |adh(t)| ≤ k because
adh(t) ⊆ bag(t) \{v}. Moreover, (cmp(t), adh(t), V (G) \ (cmp(t)∪ adh(t))) is a separation
of G of order k, with v ∈ cmp(t) and u ∈ V (G)\(cmp(t)∪adh(t)) because u /∈ bag(t) and u
is in the root bag. Therefore, this separation contradicts that flowG(N(u), N(v)) > k.

A vertex v of a graph G is called a simplicial vertex if N(v) is a clique in G. We call v an
Ik-simplicial vertex if N(v) is a clique in Ik(G). In the case when the maximal matching
is small, the desired outcome of the algorithm will be a large collection of Ik-simplicial
vertices. This will be used in the following way.

Lemma 3.10. Let G be an n-vertex graph, k an integer, and S ⊆ V (G) an independent
set consisting of Ik-simplicial vertices of degree at most k in G. Let G′ be the graph
obtained from G by making N(v) into a clique for every v ∈ S, and then removing S. It
holds that

1. if tw(G) ≤ k, then tw(G′) ≤ tw(G), and

2. any tree decomposition of G′ of width at most k can be turned into a tree decompo-
sition of G of width at most k in time kO(1)n.

Proof. Let us first show Item 1. By Lemma 3.9, if T is a tree decomposition of G of
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of v is at most k, |bag(t′)| ≤ k + 1, and therefore adding it does not increase the width
of (T, bag) above k. Note that the proof of Lemma 2.12 gives an efficient algorithm for
finding such a node t, in particular, if (T, bag) is rooted, then it can be taken as the node
forget(u) that maximizes the depth among all u ∈ N(v).
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Ik-simplicialvertexifN(v)isacliqueinIk(G).Inthecasewhenthemaximalmatching
issmall,thedesiredoutcomeofthealgorithmwillbealargecollectionofIk-simplicial
vertices.Thiswillbeusedinthefollowingway.

Lemma3.10.LetGbeann-vertexgraph,kaninteger,andS⊆V(G)anindependent
setconsistingofIk-simplicialverticesofdegreeatmostkinG.LetG′bethegraph
obtainedfromGbymakingN(v)intoacliqueforeveryv∈S,andthenremovingS.It
holdsthat

1.iftw(G)≤k,thentw(G′)≤tw(G),and

2.anytreedecompositionofG′ofwidthatmostkcanbeturnedintoatreedecompo-
sitionofGofwidthatmostkintimekO(1)n.

Proof.LetusfirstshowItem1.ByLemma3.9,ifTisatreedecompositionofGof
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decompositionofG′becauseIk(G)\SisasupergraphofG′.
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Therefore,wesimplyaddanodet′adjacenttotwithbag(t′)=N[v].Becausethedegree
ofvisatmostk,|bag(t′)|≤k+1,andthereforeaddingitdoesnotincreasethewidth
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findingsuchanodet,inparticular,if(T,bag)isrooted,thenitcanbetakenasthenode
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thatifverticesuandvofGarenon-adjacentbutflow(N(u),N(v))>k,thenthereexists
abagof(T,bag)thatcontainsbothuandv.Letu,vbesuchapairandsupposetheredoes
notexistsuchabag.Letrbeanodeof(T,bag)withu∈bag(r)andletusroot(T,bag)

atr.Letalsot=forget(v)betheforget-nodeofv.Wehavethat|adh(t)|≤kbecause
adh(t)⊆bag(t)\{v}.Moreover,(cmp(t),adh(t),V(G)\(cmp(t)∪adh(t)))isaseparation
ofGoforderk,withv∈cmp(t)andu∈V(G)\(cmp(t)∪adh(t))becauseu/∈bag(t)andu
isintherootbag.Therefore,thisseparationcontradictsthatflowG(N(u),N(v))>k.

AvertexvofagraphGiscalledasimplicialvertexifN(v)isacliqueinG.Wecallvan
Ik-simplicialvertexifN(v)isacliqueinIk(G).Inthecasewhenthemaximalmatching
issmall,thedesiredoutcomeofthealgorithmwillbealargecollectionofIk-simplicial
vertices.Thiswillbeusedinthefollowingway.

Lemma3.10.LetGbeann-vertexgraph,kaninteger,andS⊆V(G)anindependent
setconsistingofIk-simplicialverticesofdegreeatmostkinG.LetG′bethegraph
obtainedfromGbymakingN(v)intoacliqueforeveryv∈S,andthenremovingS.It
holdsthat

1.iftw(G)≤k,thentw(G′)≤tw(G),and

2.anytreedecompositionofG′ofwidthatmostkcanbeturnedintoatreedecompo-
sitionofGofwidthatmostkintimekO(1)

n.

Proof.LetusfirstshowItem1.ByLemma3.9,ifTisatreedecompositionofGof
widthatmostk,thenTisalsoatreedecompositionofIk(G),andthereforebyremoving
theverticesinS,weobtainatreedecompositionofIk(G)\S,whichisalsoatree
decompositionofG′becauseIk(G)\SisasupergraphofG′.

ForItem2,let(T,bag)beatreedecompositionofG′.ByLemma2.12,andbecause
Sisanindependentset,foreveryv∈Sthereexistst∈V(T)sothatN(v)⊆bag(t).
Therefore,wesimplyaddanodet′adjacenttotwithbag(t′)=N[v].Becausethedegree
ofvisatmostk,|bag(t′)|≤k+1,andthereforeaddingitdoesnotincreasethewidth
of(T,bag)abovek.NotethattheproofofLemma2.12givesanefficientalgorithmfor
findingsuchanodet,inparticular,if(T,bag)isrooted,thenitcanbetakenasthenode
forget(u)thatmaximizesthedepthamongallu∈N(v).
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Then we show that either a large matching or a large number of Ik-simplicial vertices can
be found efficiently.

Lemma 3.11. There is an algorithm that, given an n-vertex graph G and an integer
k ≥ 1, in time kO(1)n either

1. determines that tw(G) > k,

2. returns a matching with at least n/O(k2) edges, or

3. returns an independent set S ⊆ V (G) consisting of Ω(n) Ik-simplicial vertices of
degree at most k.

Proof. First, if the number of edges m of G is more than nk, we can by Lemma 2.9 return
that tw(G) > k. Then, we can in O(m) = O(kn) time compute a maximal matching
M in G. If |M | ≥ n/(8k2), we conclude with the case 2. Otherwise, the vertices V (M)

of M form a vertex cover of G of size at most n/(4k2), i.e., every vertex v in the set
X = V (G) \ V (M) has N(v) ⊆ V (M). Let X ′ ⊆ X be the vertices in X with degree
at most 4k. We have that |X| ≥ n − n/(4k2) ≥ 3

4
n, and because m ≤ nk, we have

|X \X ′| ≤ n/4, implying that |X ′| ≥ n/2.

We define the graph GM to be the graph with the vertex set V (GM) = V (M) and edge
set obtained by having an edge between u, v ∈ V (GM) if either uv ∈ E(G), or if there
are more than k vertices w ∈ X ′ with {u, v} ⊆ N(w). Note that GM is a subgraph of the
k-improved graph Ik(G). Because the vertices in X ′ have degree at most 4k, the graph
GM can be be explicitly computed in time kO(1)n. Let X ′′ ⊆ X ′ be the vertices in X ′

whose neighborhood is a clique in GM . Because GM is a subgraph of Ik(G), the vertices
in X ′′ are Ik-simplicial. If |X ′′| ≥ n/4 and all vertices in X ′′ have degree at most k, we
return X ′′.

We claim that otherwise tw(G) > k. First, if X ′′ contains a vertex v of degree at least
k + 1, then N [v] is a clique of size at least k + 2 in Ik(G), and therefore tw(Ik(G)) > k,
implying tw(G) > k.

It remains to show that if |X ′′| < n/4, then tw(G) > k. For every vertex v ∈ X ′ \X ′′,
there exists a pair xy of distinct vertices of GM so that {x, y} ⊆ N(v) but xy /∈ E(GM).
In particular, xy is a “reason” why the neighborhood of v is not a clique in GM . Let us
fix arbitrarily a mapping r : X ′ \X ′′ →

(
V (GM )

2

)
that assigns one such reason for every

vertex in X ′ \ X ′′. We observe that the graph GM
? obtained by adding the edges r(v)

for all v ∈ X ′ \X ′′ to GM is a minor of the graph Ik(G) because the edge r(v) can be
created by contracting an edge incident to v. Therefore, if |E(GM

? )| > k · |V (GM
? )|, then

tw(Ik(G)) > k and thus tw(G) > k.
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ThenweshowthateitheralargematchingoralargenumberofIk-simplicialverticescan
befoundefficiently.

Lemma3.11.Thereisanalgorithmthat,givenann-vertexgraphGandaninteger
k≥1,intimekO(1)neither

1.determinesthattw(G)>k,

2.returnsamatchingwithatleastn/O(k2)edges,or

3.returnsanindependentsetS⊆V(G)consistingofΩ(n)Ik-simplicialverticesof
degreeatmostk.

Proof.First,ifthenumberofedgesmofGismorethannk,wecanbyLemma2.9return
thattw(G)>k.Then,wecaninO(m)=O(kn)timecomputeamaximalmatching
MinG.If|M|≥n/(8k2),weconcludewiththecase2.Otherwise,theverticesV(M)

ofMformavertexcoverofGofsizeatmostn/(4k2),i.e.,everyvertexvintheset
X=V(G)\V(M)hasN(v)⊆V(M).LetX′⊆XbetheverticesinXwithdegree
atmost4k.Wehavethat|X|≥n−n/(4k2)≥3

4
n,andbecausem≤nk,wehave

|X\X′|≤n/4,implyingthat|X′|≥n/2.

WedefinethegraphGMtobethegraphwiththevertexsetV(GM)=V(M)andedge
setobtainedbyhavinganedgebetweenu,v∈V(GM)ifeitheruv∈E(G),orifthere
aremorethankverticesw∈X′with{u,v}⊆N(w).NotethatGMisasubgraphofthe
k-improvedgraphIk(G).BecausetheverticesinX′havedegreeatmost4k,thegraph
GMcanbebeexplicitlycomputedintimekO(1)n.LetX′′⊆X′betheverticesinX′

whoseneighborhoodisacliqueinGM.BecauseGMisasubgraphofIk(G),thevertices
inX′′areIk-simplicial.If|X′′|≥n/4andallverticesinX′′havedegreeatmostk,we
returnX′′.

Weclaimthatotherwisetw(G)>k.First,ifX′′containsavertexvofdegreeatleast
k+1,thenN[v]isacliqueofsizeatleastk+2inIk(G),andthereforetw(Ik(G))>k,
implyingtw(G)>k.

Itremainstoshowthatif|X′′|<n/4,thentw(G)>k.Foreveryvertexv∈X′\X′′,
thereexistsapairxyofdistinctverticesofGMsothat{x,y}⊆N(v)butxy/∈E(GM).
Inparticular,xyisa“reason”whytheneighborhoodofvisnotacliqueinGM.Letus
fixarbitrarilyamappingr:X′\X′′→

(
V(GM)

2

)
thatassignsonesuchreasonforevery

vertexinX′\X′′.WeobservethatthegraphGM
?obtainedbyaddingtheedgesr(v)

forallv∈X′\X′′toGMisaminorofthegraphIk(G)becausetheedger(v)canbe
createdbycontractinganedgeincidenttov.Therefore,if|E(GM

?)|>k·|V(GM
?)|,then

tw(Ik(G))>kandthustw(G)>k.
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ThenweshowthateitheralargematchingoralargenumberofIk-simplicialverticescan
befoundefficiently.

Lemma3.11.Thereisanalgorithmthat,givenann-vertexgraphGandaninteger
k≥1,intimekO(1)neither

1.determinesthattw(G)>k,

2.returnsamatchingwithatleastn/O(k2)edges,or

3.returnsanindependentsetS⊆V(G)consistingofΩ(n)Ik-simplicialverticesof
degreeatmostk.

Proof.First,ifthenumberofedgesmofGismorethannk,wecanbyLemma2.9return
thattw(G)>k.Then,wecaninO(m)=O(kn)timecomputeamaximalmatching
MinG.If|M|≥n/(8k2),weconcludewiththecase2.Otherwise,theverticesV(M)

ofMformavertexcoverofGofsizeatmostn/(4k2),i.e.,everyvertexvintheset
X=V(G)\V(M)hasN(v)⊆V(M).LetX′⊆XbetheverticesinXwithdegree
atmost4k.Wehavethat|X|≥n−n/(4k2)≥3

4
n,andbecausem≤nk,wehave

|X\X′|≤n/4,implyingthat|X′|≥n/2.

WedefinethegraphGMtobethegraphwiththevertexsetV(GM)=V(M)andedge
setobtainedbyhavinganedgebetweenu,v∈V(GM)ifeitheruv∈E(G),orifthere
aremorethankverticesw∈X′with{u,v}⊆N(w).NotethatGMisasubgraphofthe
k-improvedgraphIk(G).BecausetheverticesinX′havedegreeatmost4k,thegraph
GMcanbebeexplicitlycomputedintimekO(1)n.LetX′′⊆X′betheverticesinX′

whoseneighborhoodisacliqueinGM.BecauseGMisasubgraphofIk(G),thevertices
inX′′areIk-simplicial.If|X′′|≥n/4andallverticesinX′′havedegreeatmostk,we
returnX′′.

Weclaimthatotherwisetw(G)>k.First,ifX′′containsavertexvofdegreeatleast
k+1,thenN[v]isacliqueofsizeatleastk+2inIk(G),andthereforetw(Ik(G))>k,
implyingtw(G)>k.

Itremainstoshowthatif|X′′|<n/4,thentw(G)>k.Foreveryvertexv∈X′\X′′,
thereexistsapairxyofdistinctverticesofGMsothat{x,y}⊆N(v)butxy/∈E(GM).
Inparticular,xyisa“reason”whytheneighborhoodofvisnotacliqueinGM.Letus
fixarbitrarilyamappingr:X′\X′′→

(
V(GM)

2

)
thatassignsonesuchreasonforevery

vertexinX′\X′′.WeobservethatthegraphGM
?obtainedbyaddingtheedgesr(v)

forallv∈X′\X′′toGMisaminorofthegraphIk(G)becausetheedger(v)canbe
createdbycontractinganedgeincidenttov.Therefore,if|E(GM

?)|>k·|V(GM
?)|,then

tw(Ik(G))>kandthustw(G)>k.
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Then we show that either a large matching or a large number of Ik-simplicial vertices can
be found efficiently.

Lemma 3.11. There is an algorithm that, given an n-vertex graph G and an integer
k ≥ 1, in time kO(1)

n either

1. determines that tw(G) > k,

2. returns a matching with at least n/O(k
2
) edges, or

3. returns an independent set S ⊆ V (G) consisting of Ω(n) Ik-simplicial vertices of
degree at most k.

Proof. First, if the number of edges m of G is more than nk, we can by Lemma 2.9 return
that tw(G) > k. Then, we can in O(m) = O(kn) time compute a maximal matching
M in G. If |M | ≥ n/(8k

2
), we conclude with the case 2. Otherwise, the vertices V (M)

of M form a vertex cover of G of size at most n/(4k
2
), i.e., every vertex v in the set

X = V (G) \ V (M) has N(v) ⊆ V (M). Let X ′ ⊆ X be the vertices in X with degree
at most 4k. We have that |X| ≥ n − n/(4k

2
) ≥

3
4n, and because m ≤ nk, we have

|X \X ′| ≤ n/4, implying that |X ′| ≥ n/2.

We define the graph G
M

to be the graph with the vertex set V (G
M

) = V (M) and edge
set obtained by having an edge between u, v ∈ V (G

M
) if either uv ∈ E(G), or if there

are more than k vertices w ∈ X ′ with {u, v} ⊆ N(w). Note that G
M

is a subgraph of the
k-improved graph Ik(G). Because the vertices in X ′ have degree at most 4k, the graph
G
M

can be be explicitly computed in time kO(1)
n. Let X ′′ ⊆ X ′ be the vertices in X ′

whose neighborhood is a clique in G
M
. Because G

M
is a subgraph of Ik(G), the vertices

in X ′′ are Ik-simplicial. If |X ′′| ≥ n/4 and all vertices in X ′′ have degree at most k, we
return X ′′.

We claim that otherwise tw(G) > k. First, if X ′′ contains a vertex v of degree at least
k + 1, then N [v] is a clique of size at least k + 2 in Ik(G), and therefore tw(Ik(G)) > k,
implying tw(G) > k.

It remains to show that if |X ′′| < n/4, then tw(G) > k. For every vertex v ∈ X ′ \X ′′,
there exists a pair xy of distinct vertices of G

M
so that {x, y} ⊆ N(v) but xy /∈ E(G

M
).

In particular, xy is a “reason” why the neighborhood of v is not a clique in G
M
. Let us

fix arbitrarily a mapping r : X ′ \X ′′ → (V (GM )
2 ) that assigns one such reason for every

vertex in X ′ \ X ′′. We observe that the graph G
M
? obtained by adding the edges r(v)

for all v ∈ X ′ \X ′′ to GM
is a minor of the graph Ik(G) because the edge r(v) can be

created by contracting an edge incident to v. Therefore, if |E(G
M
? )| > k · |V (G

M
? )|, then

tw(Ik(G)) > k and thus tw(G) > k.
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Then we show that either a large matching or a large number of Ik-simplicial vertices can
be found efficiently.

Lemma 3.11. There is an algorithm that, given an n-vertex graph G and an integer
k ≥ 1, in time kO(1)

n either

1. determines that tw(G) > k,

2. returns a matching with at least n/O(k
2
) edges, or

3. returns an independent set S ⊆ V (G) consisting of Ω(n) Ik-simplicial vertices of
degree at most k.

Proof. First, if the number of edges m of G is more than nk, we can by Lemma 2.9 return
that tw(G) > k. Then, we can in O(m) = O(kn) time compute a maximal matching
M in G. If |M | ≥ n/(8k

2
), we conclude with the case 2. Otherwise, the vertices V (M)

of M form a vertex cover of G of size at most n/(4k
2
), i.e., every vertex v in the set

X = V (G) \ V (M) has N(v) ⊆ V (M). Let X ′ ⊆ X be the vertices in X with degree
at most 4k. We have that |X| ≥ n − n/(4k

2
) ≥

3
4n, and because m ≤ nk, we have

|X \X ′| ≤ n/4, implying that |X ′| ≥ n/2.

We define the graph G
M

to be the graph with the vertex set V (G
M

) = V (M) and edge
set obtained by having an edge between u, v ∈ V (G

M
) if either uv ∈ E(G), or if there

are more than k vertices w ∈ X ′ with {u, v} ⊆ N(w). Note that G
M

is a subgraph of the
k-improved graph Ik(G). Because the vertices in X ′ have degree at most 4k, the graph
G
M

can be be explicitly computed in time kO(1)
n. Let X ′′ ⊆ X ′ be the vertices in X ′

whose neighborhood is a clique in G
M
. Because G

M
is a subgraph of Ik(G), the vertices

in X ′′ are Ik-simplicial. If |X ′′| ≥ n/4 and all vertices in X ′′ have degree at most k, we
return X ′′.

We claim that otherwise tw(G) > k. First, if X ′′ contains a vertex v of degree at least
k + 1, then N [v] is a clique of size at least k + 2 in Ik(G), and therefore tw(Ik(G)) > k,
implying tw(G) > k.

It remains to show that if |X ′′| < n/4, then tw(G) > k. For every vertex v ∈ X ′ \X ′′,
there exists a pair xy of distinct vertices of G

M
so that {x, y} ⊆ N(v) but xy /∈ E(G

M
).

In particular, xy is a “reason” why the neighborhood of v is not a clique in G
M
. Let us

fix arbitrarily a mapping r : X ′ \X ′′ → (V (GM )
2 ) that assigns one such reason for every

vertex in X ′ \ X ′′. We observe that the graph G
M
? obtained by adding the edges r(v)

for all v ∈ X ′ \X ′′ to GM
is a minor of the graph Ik(G) because the edge r(v) can be

created by contracting an edge incident to v. Therefore, if |E(G
M
? )| > k · |V (G

M
? )|, then

tw(Ik(G)) > k and thus tw(G) > k.
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ThenweshowthateitheralargematchingoralargenumberofIk-simplicialverticescan
befoundefficiently.

Lemma3.11.Thereisanalgorithmthat,givenann-vertexgraphGandaninteger
k≥1,intimekO(1)

neither

1.determinesthattw(G)>k,

2.returnsamatchingwithatleastn/O(k
2
)edges,or

3.returnsanindependentsetS⊆V(G)consistingofΩ(n)Ik-simplicialverticesof
degreeatmostk.

Proof.First,ifthenumberofedgesmofGismorethannk,wecanbyLemma2.9return
thattw(G)>k.Then,wecaninO(m)=O(kn)timecomputeamaximalmatching
MinG.If|M|≥n/(8k

2
),weconcludewiththecase2.Otherwise,theverticesV(M)

ofMformavertexcoverofGofsizeatmostn/(4k
2
),i.e.,everyvertexvintheset

X=V(G)\V(M)hasN(v)⊆V(M).LetX′⊆XbetheverticesinXwithdegree
atmost4k.Wehavethat|X|≥n−n/(4k

2
)≥

3
4n,andbecausem≤nk,wehave

|X\X′|≤n/4,implyingthat|X′|≥n/2.

WedefinethegraphG
M

tobethegraphwiththevertexsetV(G
M

)=V(M)andedge
setobtainedbyhavinganedgebetweenu,v∈V(G

M
)ifeitheruv∈E(G),orifthere

aremorethankverticesw∈X′with{u,v}⊆N(w).NotethatG
M

isasubgraphofthe
k-improvedgraphIk(G).BecausetheverticesinX′havedegreeatmost4k,thegraph
G
M

canbebeexplicitlycomputedintimekO(1)
n.LetX′′⊆X′betheverticesinX′

whoseneighborhoodisacliqueinG
M
.BecauseG

M
isasubgraphofIk(G),thevertices

inX′′areIk-simplicial.If|X′′|≥n/4andallverticesinX′′havedegreeatmostk,we
returnX′′.

Weclaimthatotherwisetw(G)>k.First,ifX′′containsavertexvofdegreeatleast
k+1,thenN[v]isacliqueofsizeatleastk+2inIk(G),andthereforetw(Ik(G))>k,
implyingtw(G)>k.

Itremainstoshowthatif|X′′|<n/4,thentw(G)>k.Foreveryvertexv∈X′\X′′,
thereexistsapairxyofdistinctverticesofG

M
sothat{x,y}⊆N(v)butxy/∈E(G

M
).

Inparticular,xyisa“reason”whytheneighborhoodofvisnotacliqueinG
M
.Letus

fixarbitrarilyamappingr:X′\X′′→(V(GM)
2)thatassignsonesuchreasonforevery

vertexinX′\X′′.WeobservethatthegraphG
M
?obtainedbyaddingtheedgesr(v)

forallv∈X′\X′′toGM
isaminorofthegraphIk(G)becausetheedger(v)canbe

createdbycontractinganedgeincidenttov.Therefore,if|E(G
M
?)|>k·|V(G

M
?)|,then

tw(Ik(G))>kandthustw(G)>k.
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ThenweshowthateitheralargematchingoralargenumberofIk-simplicialverticescan
befoundefficiently.

Lemma3.11.Thereisanalgorithmthat,givenann-vertexgraphGandaninteger
k≥1,intimekO(1)

neither

1.determinesthattw(G)>k,

2.returnsamatchingwithatleastn/O(k
2
)edges,or

3.returnsanindependentsetS⊆V(G)consistingofΩ(n)Ik-simplicialverticesof
degreeatmostk.

Proof.First,ifthenumberofedgesmofGismorethannk,wecanbyLemma2.9return
thattw(G)>k.Then,wecaninO(m)=O(kn)timecomputeamaximalmatching
MinG.If|M|≥n/(8k

2
),weconcludewiththecase2.Otherwise,theverticesV(M)

ofMformavertexcoverofGofsizeatmostn/(4k
2
),i.e.,everyvertexvintheset

X=V(G)\V(M)hasN(v)⊆V(M).LetX′⊆XbetheverticesinXwithdegree
atmost4k.Wehavethat|X|≥n−n/(4k

2
)≥

3
4n,andbecausem≤nk,wehave

|X\X′|≤n/4,implyingthat|X′|≥n/2.

WedefinethegraphG
M

tobethegraphwiththevertexsetV(G
M

)=V(M)andedge
setobtainedbyhavinganedgebetweenu,v∈V(G

M
)ifeitheruv∈E(G),orifthere

aremorethankverticesw∈X′with{u,v}⊆N(w).NotethatG
M

isasubgraphofthe
k-improvedgraphIk(G).BecausetheverticesinX′havedegreeatmost4k,thegraph
G
M

canbebeexplicitlycomputedintimekO(1)
n.LetX′′⊆X′betheverticesinX′

whoseneighborhoodisacliqueinG
M
.BecauseG

M
isasubgraphofIk(G),thevertices

inX′′areIk-simplicial.If|X′′|≥n/4andallverticesinX′′havedegreeatmostk,we
returnX′′.

Weclaimthatotherwisetw(G)>k.First,ifX′′containsavertexvofdegreeatleast
k+1,thenN[v]isacliqueofsizeatleastk+2inIk(G),andthereforetw(Ik(G))>k,
implyingtw(G)>k.

Itremainstoshowthatif|X′′|<n/4,thentw(G)>k.Foreveryvertexv∈X′\X′′,
thereexistsapairxyofdistinctverticesofG

M
sothat{x,y}⊆N(v)butxy/∈E(G

M
).

Inparticular,xyisa“reason”whytheneighborhoodofvisnotacliqueinG
M
.Letus

fixarbitrarilyamappingr:X′\X′′→(V(GM)
2)thatassignsonesuchreasonforevery

vertexinX′\X′′.WeobservethatthegraphG
M
?obtainedbyaddingtheedgesr(v)

forallv∈X′\X′′toGM
isaminorofthegraphIk(G)becausetheedger(v)canbe

createdbycontractinganedgeincidenttov.Therefore,if|E(G
M
?)|>k·|V(G

M
?)|,then

tw(Ik(G))>kandthustw(G)>k.
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ThenweshowthateitheralargematchingoralargenumberofIk-simplicialverticescan
befoundefficiently.

Lemma3.11.Thereisanalgorithmthat,givenann-vertexgraphGandaninteger
k≥1,intimekO(1)

neither

1.determinesthattw(G)>k,

2.returnsamatchingwithatleastn/O(k
2
)edges,or

3.returnsanindependentsetS⊆V(G)consistingofΩ(n)Ik-simplicialverticesof
degreeatmostk.

Proof.First,ifthenumberofedgesmofGismorethannk,wecanbyLemma2.9return
thattw(G)>k.Then,wecaninO(m)=O(kn)timecomputeamaximalmatching
MinG.If|M|≥n/(8k

2
),weconcludewiththecase2.Otherwise,theverticesV(M)

ofMformavertexcoverofGofsizeatmostn/(4k
2
),i.e.,everyvertexvintheset

X=V(G)\V(M)hasN(v)⊆V(M).LetX′⊆XbetheverticesinXwithdegree
atmost4k.Wehavethat|X|≥n−n/(4k

2
)≥

3
4n,andbecausem≤nk,wehave

|X\X′|≤n/4,implyingthat|X′|≥n/2.

WedefinethegraphG
M

tobethegraphwiththevertexsetV(G
M

)=V(M)andedge
setobtainedbyhavinganedgebetweenu,v∈V(G

M
)ifeitheruv∈E(G),orifthere
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Now assume |E(GM
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? ) so that there are more than k vertices
v ∈ X ′ \X ′′ so that r(v) = xy. However, then xy should be an edge of GM , and not be
the reason r(v) for any vertex, which is a contradiction.

We are now ready to prove Theorem 3.8, which we restate here. We remark that in
the proof we make the assumption that the running time function TA(k, n) of the given
algorithm A is, for any fixed k, non-decreasing and convex in n. This assumption holds
for any reasonable running time bound.

Theorem 3.8 (Bodlaender [1996]). Let α ≥ 1 be a rational number. Suppose there is an
algorithm A, that given an n-vertex graph G, integer k, and a tree decomposition of G
of width at most 2 · α · (k + 1)− 1, in time TA(k, n) either outputs a tree decomposition
of G of width at most α · (k + 1) − 1 or determines that tw(G) > k. Then there is an
algorithm that in time kO(1) · (TA(k, n) + n) does the same, but without requiring a tree
decomposition as an input. Moreover, if A runs in space SA(k, n), then this algorithm
runs in space kO(1)n+ SA(k, n).

Proof. Let kα = α · (k+ 1)− 1. We describe a recursive procedure, which is always called
with a graph Gr, so that tw(Gr) ≤ k if tw(G) ≤ k, where G is the original input graph.
Each recursive call either determines that tw(Gr) > k (and thus also tw(G) > k), or
returns a tree decomposition of Gr of width at most kα.

The base case of the recursion is an edgeless graph with treewidth 0, in which case we
can return in O(n) time a trivial tree decomposition of width 0.

Otherwise, in the start of each recursive call we use the algorithm of Lemma 3.11
with the inputs Gr and kα. If it returns that tw(Gr) > kα, we can return tw(G) > k

immediately. If it returns an independent set S of at least |S| ≥ Ω(|V (Gr)|) Ikα-simplicial
vertices of degree at most kα, we let G′r to be the graph obtained from Gr by making
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In the case when the algorithm of Lemma 3.11 returns a matching M of size |M | ≥
|V (G)|/O(k2), we contract the edges in M to obtain a graph GM

r and call the algorithm
recursively on GM

r . As contracting edges does not increase treewidth, the treewidth of
GM
r is at most the treewidth of Gr. Also, we can obtain a tree decomposition T of Gr
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of width at most 2kα + 1 from a tree decomposition T M of GM
r of width at most kα by

expanding the bags according to the matching, in particular, by replacing each occurrence
of a vertex wuv ∈ V (GM

r ) corresponding to a contracted edge uv ∈M by the vertices u
and v of GM . Then we use the algorithm A with T to either get a tree decomposition of
width at most kα or to determine that the treewidth of Gr is larger than k.

When we call the algorithm recursively, it holds that |V (G′r)| ≤ (1− Ω(1)) · |V (Gr)| or
|V (GM

r )| ≤ (1−1/O(k2))·|V (Gr)|. Therefore, in each recursive call the number of vertices
is multiplied by a factor of at most 1− 1/O(k2), and therefore the total running time can
be expressed as a recurrence T (k, n) = kO(1)n+ TA(k, n) + T (k, n− n/O(k2)), which can
be bounded by kO(1) · (TA(k, n) + n) by using the facts that TA(k, n) is non-decreasing
and convex in n for fixed k.

3.2.3 Related literature

The pathwidth of a graph is defined like treewidth, but with the restriction that the
tree T in the decomposition (T, bag) must be a path, in which case it is called a path
decomposition. Bodlaender and Kloks [1996] gave also an algorithm, that given a tree
decomposition of width `, in time 2O((k+log `)·`)n outputs a path decomposition of width
at most k if one exists. Either combining this with 2O(k)n time constant-approximation
of treewidth (Bodlaender et al. [2016a] or Theorem 1.1), or observing that the proof of
Theorem 3.8 can be adapted to the setting of pathwidth, yields a 2O(k2)n time algorithm
for computing optimum-width path decompositions.

Bodlaender and Thilikos [1997] extended the ideas of Theorem 3.7 to give a f(k) · n
time algorithm, for some computable function f , for constructing optimum-width branch
decompositions of graphs, parameterized by the branchwidth k.

The parameter cutwidth (also known as “minimum cut linear arrangement”), asks for a
linear ordering v1, . . . , vn of the vertices that minimizes the maximum number of edges
|E(G[{v1, . . . , vi}, {vi+1, vn}])| cut by cutting the graph G along the ordering. Using
techniques similar to Theorem 3.7, Thilikos et al. [2005] gave a f(k) · n time algorithm,
for some computable function f , for constructing an ordering of width at most k, if one
exists. An alternative f(k) · n time algorithm for cutwidth was given by Giannopoulou
et al. [2019]. A linear-time FPT algorithm was also given for a parameter called “linear-
width” by Bodlaender and Thilikos [2004]. Unifying frameworks for algorithms inspired
by the algorithm of Bodlaender and Kloks [1996] were given by Bodlaender et al. [2009]
and Soares [2013].
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Later, Jeong et al. [2021] further developed the ideas of Bodlaender and Kloks [1996] to
give an algorithm for constructing optimum-width branch decompositions of connectivity
functions that can be expressed in a certain linear-algebraic way with subspaces of vector
spaces over finite fields. This framework captures the branchwidth of linear matroids over
finite fields, the rankwidth of graphs, the branchwidth of graphs and hypergraphs, and the
carving width of graphs, yielding f(k) · n3 time algorithms for computing optimum-width
decompositions for each of them. Similar result for the path-like variants of these problems
were given earlier by the same authors [Jeong et al., 2017].

Bojańczyk and Pilipczuk [2022] showed, building on their earlier result [Bojanczyk and
Pilipczuk, 2016], that in a certain sense, optimum-width tree decompositions of graphs
can be encoded in monadic second-order logic. Their techniques give an alternative
viewpoint of the dynamic programming of Bodlaender and Kloks [1996], and we make use
of this in Chapter 6. Also, Bodlaender et al. [2023] gave additional structural insights on
the technique of typical sequences used in the algorithm of Bodlaender and Kloks [1996],
leading to a polynomial-time algorithm for cutwidth of series parallel directed graphs.

Perković and Reed [2000] gave a version of Theorem 3.6 that in the case when tw(G) > k

returns a subgraph G′ of G with tw(G′) > k and a tree decomposition of G′ of width at
most 2k. This was applied by Kawarabayashi et al. [2012] to give f(k) · n2 and f(H) · n2

time algorithms for the k-disjoint paths and H-minor-containment problems.

3.3 Applications

In this section we review some applications of graph width parameters in different
contexts. We start by reviewing the role and applications of treewidth in the Graph
Minors series of Robertson and Seymour in Subsection 3.3.1. In Subsection 3.3.2 we
review the monadic second-order logic of graphs, and the role of treewidth and cliquewidth
in it. The topic of Subsection 3.3.3 is the various algorithmic applications of treewidth.
Finally, in Subsection 3.3.4 we discuss some results related to width parameters with a
computational complexity flavor. The overarching theme of this section is to convince
the reader that treewidth, and sometimes cliquewidth and rankwidth, is a fundamental
parameter to study, and in many settings, the right parameter to study.
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init.ThetopicofSubsection3.3.3isthevariousalgorithmicapplicationsoftreewidth.
Finally,inSubsection3.3.4wediscusssomeresultsrelatedtowidthparameterswitha
computationalcomplexityflavor.Theoverarchingthemeofthissectionistoconvince
thereaderthattreewidth,andsometimescliquewidthandrankwidth,isafundamental
parametertostudy,andinmanysettings,therightparametertostudy.
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Figure 3.2: The 6× 6 grid graph.

3.3.1 Graph Minors

Treewidth was introduced in the Graph Minors series of Robertson and Seymour, and
many of the most significant applications of treewidth stem from there. The Graph
Minors series spans 23 articles and contains several fundamental results, most of which
are either directly related to treewidth, or use treewidth as an ingredient in the proof.
Perhaps the most famous result of the series is the resolution of Wagner’s conjecture.

Theorem 3.12 (Robertson and Seymour [2004]). If G1, G2, . . . is an infinite sequence
of graphs, then there exists i 6= j so that Gi is a minor of Gj.

The Grid Minor Theorem

While treewidth does play a role in the proof of Theorem 3.12, its significance becomes
more clear in the special case of Theorem 3.12 where the graphs G1, G2, . . . are planar,
or contain even a single planar graph. The proof of this special case has two ingredients,
of which the first one is the Grid Minor Theorem.

Theorem 3.13 (Robertson and Seymour [1986b]). There is a function f : Z≥0 → Z≥0, so
that if a graph G does not contain a planar graph H as a minor, then tw(G) ≤ f(|V (H)|).

This theorem is called the “Grid Minor Theorem” because the general case presented
in Theorem 3.13 is quite easily derived from the special case where the graph H is a
square grid. See Figure 3.2 for an illustration of grid graphs. The significance of grids
is also that the k × k grid has treewidth k, so Theorem 3.13 can be seen as saying that
treewidth of a graph G is “functionally equivalent” to the largest k such that G contains
a k × k grid as a minor, in the sense that k ≤ tw(G) ≤ f(k) for some function f . Note
that Theorem 3.13 fails for every non-planar graph H, because planar graphs do not
contain H as a minor but have unbounded treewidth, as shown by the grids.

The function f originally given by Robertson and Seymour [1986b] was very fast-growing,
but after a series of improvements [Leaf and Seymour, 2015; Robertson et al., 1994],
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Figure3.2:The6×6gridgraph.
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3.3.1 Graph Minors

Treewidth was introduced in the Graph Minors series of Robertson and Seymour, and
many of the most significant applications of treewidth stem from there. The Graph
Minors series spans 23 articles and contains several fundamental results, most of which
are either directly related to treewidth, or use treewidth as an ingredient in the proof.
Perhaps the most famous result of the series is the resolution of Wagner’s conjecture.

Theorem 3.12 (Robertson and Seymour [2004]). If G1, G2, . . . is an infinite sequence
of graphs, then there exists i 6= j so that Gi is a minor of Gj.

The Grid Minor Theorem

While treewidth does play a role in the proof of Theorem 3.12, its significance becomes
more clear in the special case of Theorem 3.12 where the graphs G1, G2, . . . are planar,
or contain even a single planar graph. The proof of this special case has two ingredients,
of which the first one is the Grid Minor Theorem.

Theorem 3.13 (Robertson and Seymour [1986b]). There is a function f : Z≥0 → Z≥0, so
that if a graph G does not contain a planar graph H as a minor, then tw(G) ≤ f(|V (H)|).

This theorem is called the “Grid Minor Theorem” because the general case presented
in Theorem 3.13 is quite easily derived from the special case where the graph H is a
square grid. See Figure 3.2 for an illustration of grid graphs. The significance of grids
is also that the k × k grid has treewidth k, so Theorem 3.13 can be seen as saying that
treewidth of a graph G is “functionally equivalent” to the largest k such that G contains
a k × k grid as a minor, in the sense that k ≤ tw(G) ≤ f(k) for some function f . Note
that Theorem 3.13 fails for every non-planar graph H, because planar graphs do not
contain H as a minor but have unbounded treewidth, as shown by the grids.

The function f originally given by Robertson and Seymour [1986b] was very fast-growing,
but after a series of improvements [Leaf and Seymour, 2015; Robertson et al., 1994],
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Chekuri and Chuzhoy [2016] proved a polynomial upper bound for f . The current best
upper bound for f , when H is the k × k grid, is O(k9 · poly log k) by Chuzhoy and
Tan [2021]. It has been conjectured by Robertson et al. [1994] that the best possible
bound Θ(k2 log k) would be the right answer, and by Demaine et al. [2009] that the
correct bound would be Θ(k3).

The second ingredient of the proof of the special case of Theorem 3.12 is to show that it
holds if there is an upper bound for the treewidth of the graphs in the sequence, which
was shown by Robertson and Seymour [1990]. Now, the Grid Minor Theorem implies
that if G1, G2, . . . is an infinite sequence of graphs so that there does not exists any i 6= j

such that Gi is a minor of Gj, and one graph in the sequence is planar, then there is an
upper bound for the treewidth of all graphs in this sequence, particularly f(|V (G`)|) if
G` is planar. This implies Theorem 3.12 in that case.

It is not hard to think of algorithmic applications of the Grid Minor Theorem. A direct
application is an FPT algorithm for deciding if a graph G contains a planar graph H

as a minor, parameterized by |V (H)|. By Theorem 3.13, we may immediately answer
yes if the treewidth of G is more than f(|V (H)|). If the treewidth of G is less than
f(|V (H)|), we may solve the problem by first using an FPT algorithm for computing a
tree decomposition, and then applying dynamic programming on the tree decomposition.
If the algorithm for computing a tree decomposition runs in time linear in n = |V (G)|,
then this gives an algorithm with running time g(|V (H)|) · n, for some function g that
depends on the function f , the treewidth algorithm, and the details of the dynamic
programming.

There are several variants and enhancements of the Grid Minor Theorem. In the context
when G is planar or minor-free, linear upper bounds for the function f have been
given by [Demaine and Hajiaghayi, 2008; Gu and Tamaki, 2012; Kawarabayashi and
Kobayashi, 2020; Robertson et al., 1994], with algorithmic applications that will be
discussed in Subsection 3.3.3.

Geelen et al. [2023] gave an analogue of the Grid Minor Theorem for rankwidth, showing
that graphs that exclude a “circle graph” as a “vertex-minor” have bounded rankwidth.
Both vertex-minors and circle graphs have technical definitions that we omit here.
Oum [2009] has conjectured a similar result about “pivot-minors” and bipartite circle
graphs, which would be stronger in that it would directly imply both Theorem 3.13 and
the aforementioned result about vertex-minors.

A version of the Grid Minor Theorem for directed graphs has been given by Kawarabayashi
and Kreutzer [2015]. It uses analogues of treewidth, grids, and minors for directed graphs
that were proposed by Johnson et al. [2001]. The author showed that “minor” in the Grid
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Minor Theorem can be replaced by “induced minor”, which is like minor but not allowing
edge deletions, if the graph G has bounded degree [Korhonen, 2023]. The conditions on
when such “Grid Induced Minor Theorem” holds have been further investigated by Alecu
et al. [2023].

The k-disjoint paths and H-minor-containment problems

In the k-disjoint paths problem we are given a graph G and k pairs of terminal vertices
(s1, t1), (s2, t2), . . . , (sk, tk), and the problem is find a collection P1, . . . , Pk of vertex-
disjoint paths, each Pi with endpoints si and ti. The H-minor-containment problem asks
if G contains the graph H as a minor. The main algorithmic results of the Graph Minors
series are FPT algorithms for the k-disjoint paths problem parameterized by k and for
the H-minor-containment problem parameterized by |V (H)|.

Theorem 3.14 (Robertson and Seymour [1995]). There is a computable function f , so
that there is an f(k) · n3 time algorithm for k-disjoint paths, and an f(|V (H)|) · n3 time
algorithm for H-minor-containment.

We stated both of the algorithms in the same theorem because Robertson and Sey-
mour [1995] in fact give an algorithm that solves a common generalization of the two
problems, called the “folio” problem. For their algorithm, Robertson and Seymour [1995]
introduced the irrelevant vertex technique. They showed that if a graph G has high
treewidth (compared to k or |V (H)|), then it is possible to locate an irrelevant vertex
in G, whose removal from G does not change the answer to the problem. Then, their
algorithm works by repeatedly removing irrelevant vertices, until the treewidth of G is
bounded by a function of the parameter, at which point the problem can be solved by
dynamic programming using treewidth.

The irrelevant vertex argument of Robertson and Seymour [1995] is divided into two
cases, depending on whether G contains a large clique as a minor. If G contains a large
clique minor, identifying an irrelevant vertex based on the clique minor is relatively easy.
When G does not contain a large clique minor but has large treewidth, their argument is
based on the Flat Wall Theorem, which is a version of the Grid Minor Theorem where
the grid is laid out in a planar-like piece of the graph. In this case, they use long and
complicated rerouting arguments, given in [Robertson and Seymour, 2012], to show that
any vertex central enough in the grid is irrelevant.

The combination of Theorems 3.12 and 3.14 yields a very general algorithmic result.
Theorem 3.12 implies that if C is a minor-closed class of graphs, that is, any minor of a
graph in C is also in C, then there is a finite collection of obstructions for C. In particular,
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inG,whoseremovalfromGdoesnotchangetheanswertotheproblem.Then,their
algorithmworksbyrepeatedlyremovingirrelevantvertices,untilthetreewidthofGis
boundedbyafunctionoftheparameter,atwhichpointtheproblemcanbesolvedby
dynamicprogrammingusingtreewidth.

TheirrelevantvertexargumentofRobertsonandSeymour[1995]isdividedintotwo
cases,dependingonwhetherGcontainsalargecliqueasaminor.IfGcontainsalarge
cliqueminor,identifyinganirrelevantvertexbasedonthecliqueminorisrelativelyeasy.
WhenGdoesnotcontainalargecliqueminorbuthaslargetreewidth,theirargumentis
basedontheFlatWallTheorem,whichisaversionoftheGridMinorTheoremwhere
thegridislaidoutinaplanar-likepieceofthegraph.Inthiscase,theyuselongand
complicatedreroutingarguments,givenin[RobertsonandSeymour,2012],toshowthat
anyvertexcentralenoughinthegridisirrelevant.

ThecombinationofTheorems3.12and3.14yieldsaverygeneralalgorithmicresult.
Theorem3.12impliesthatifCisaminor-closedclassofgraphs,thatis,anyminorofa
graphinCisalsoinC,thenthereisafinitecollectionofobstructionsforC.Inparticular,
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the set of graphs that are not in C but whose every (strict) minor is in C must be finite by
Theorem 3.12. To test if G ∈ C, one only needs to test for every obstruction H whether
H is a minor of G, and this can be done with the algorithm of Theorem 3.14. It follows
that for every minor-closed graph class C, there exists an algorithm for testing if G ∈ C
with running time O(n3). The constant hidden by the O-notation of course depends on
the class C, and the result shows only the existence of an algorithm, not how to construct
it, because there is no general method for finding the obstructions.

The dependence on n in the algorithms of Robertson and Seymour [1995] has been
improved to n2 by Kawarabayashi et al. [2012]. In the case when H (or G) is planar,
a f(|V (H)|) · n time algorithm for H-minor-containment follows from the Grid Minor
Theorem as we discussed earlier. A f(k) · n time algorithm for k-disjoint paths on planar
graphs was given by Reed et al. [1993] (see also [Reed, 1995]). Several authors have
improved the function f(k) on planar k-disjoint paths [Adler et al., 2017; Lokshtanov
et al., 2020a], culminating in the 2O(k2)n time algorithm by Cho et al. [2023]. Adler
et al. [2012] gave a 2O(|V (H)|)n + O(n2 log n) time algorithm for H-minor-containment
when G is planar.

After Robertson and Seymour, the irrelevant vertex technique has been applied to several
problems beyond Theorem 3.14. To name a few, Grohe [2004] used the irrelevant vertex
technique to show that the problem of finding planar drawings with the minimum number
of crossings is FPT parameterized by the number of crossings. Cygan et al. [2013] showed
that the k-disjoint paths problem is FPT on directed planar graphs. Baste et al. [2023]
used irrelevant vertices inside dynamic programming to show that for every minor-closed
graph class C there exists a 2O(tw(G) log tw(G))n time algorithm that, given an input graph
G, finds a minimum-size set X ⊆ V (G) so that G \X ∈ C.

3.3.2 Monadic second-order logic of graphs

Courcelle’s theorem [1990] gives a semi-automatic way of obtaining dynamic programming
algorithms on tree decompositions. All that one needs to do is to express the problem
in monadic second-order logic (MSO). For example, the 3-coloring problem can be
expressed in MSO by first defining a formula that tells if a set of vertices X ⊆ V (G) is
an independent set as

Ind(X) = ∀u,v∈V (G) (¬adj(u, v)) ∨ (¬u ∈ X) ∨ (¬v ∈ X)
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and then defining a sentence ϕ expressing 3-colorability as

ϕ = ∃X1,X2,X2⊆V (G) Ind(X1) ∧ Ind(X2) ∧ Ind(X3) ∧ (∀v∈V (G) v ∈ X1 ∨ v ∈ X2 ∨ v ∈ X3).

Now, ϕ is true in a graph G if and only if G is 3-colorable, which is equivalent to the
fact that there exists three independent sets X1, X2, X3 ⊆ V (G) so that every vertex of
G is in at least one of them. Note that it is not necessary to define that the sets X1, X2,
and X3 are disjoint, but this could also be defined in the sentence ϕ.

In the monadic second-order logic of graphs we can use the usual logical connectives ¬,
∨, and ∧, the equality = of vertices or edges, the quantifiers ∃ and ∀ that quantify over
single vertices or edges, or sets of vertices or edges, the binary predicate ∈ that tells
if a vertex belongs to a set of vertices or an edge belongs to a set of edges, the binary
predicate adj for telling if two vertices are adjacent, and the binary predicate inc for
telling if an edge is incident to a vertex. The length of an monadic second-order logic
formula is the number of symbols appearing in it.

There are in fact several variants of monadic second-order logic of graphs, and the one
described above is referred to as MSO2. In a slightly more general variant, called counting
monadic second-order logic and referred to as CMSO2, there exists for all constants
p, q ∈ Z≥0 a formula cardp,q(X) that tells if the cardinality of a set X is p modulo q. Now
we can state Courcelle’s theorem as follows.

Theorem 3.15 (Courcelle [1990]). There is an algorithm, that given a graph G, a tree
decomposition of G of width k, and a CMSO2 sentence ϕ, in time f(k, ϕ) · n returns
whether ϕ is true in G, where f(k, ϕ) is a computable function.

As many graph properties can be expressed in CMSO2 sentences ϕ of fixed size, Courcelle’s
theorem, together with algorithms for computing treewidth, imply the fixed-parameter
tractability of deciding these properties parameterized by treewidth. Classical examples
of such properties are Hamiltonicity and c-colorability for fixed c, although for them
there exists also simple hand-crafted dynamic programming algorithms that are much
more efficient than what follows from Courcelle’s theorem (e.g. [Bodlaender, 1988]).
However, Courcelle’s theorem has been used in applications where designing the dynamic
programming algorithm by hand would be overwhelmingly complicated, such as the
aforementioned crossing number algorithm of Grohe [2004].

Although Courcelle’s theorem is formulated only for decision problems, the techniques
behind it extend also to optimization and counting problems. Indeed, theorems similar
to Theorem 3.15 but for optimization and counting were given by Arnborg et al. [1991]
and Borie et al. [1992] (the latter independently of Courcelle and the former). Also, there
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andthendefiningasentenceϕexpressing3-colorabilityas

ϕ=∃X1,X2,X2⊆V(G)Ind(X1)∧Ind(X2)∧Ind(X3)∧(∀v∈V(G)v∈X1∨v∈X2∨v∈X3).

Now,ϕistrueinagraphGifandonlyifGis3-colorable,whichisequivalenttothe
factthatthereexiststhreeindependentsetsX1,X2,X3⊆V(G)sothateveryvertexof
Gisinatleastoneofthem.NotethatitisnotnecessarytodefinethatthesetsX1,X2,
andX3aredisjoint,butthiscouldalsobedefinedinthesentenceϕ.

Inthemonadicsecond-orderlogicofgraphswecanusetheusuallogicalconnectives¬,
∨,and∧,theequality=ofverticesoredges,thequantifiers∃and∀thatquantifyover
singleverticesoredges,orsetsofverticesoredges,thebinarypredicate∈thattells
ifavertexbelongstoasetofverticesoranedgebelongstoasetofedges,thebinary
predicateadjfortellingiftwoverticesareadjacent,andthebinarypredicateincfor
tellingifanedgeisincidenttoavertex.Thelengthofanmonadicsecond-orderlogic
formulaisthenumberofsymbolsappearinginit.

Thereareinfactseveralvariantsofmonadicsecond-orderlogicofgraphs,andtheone
describedaboveisreferredtoasMSO2.Inaslightlymoregeneralvariant,calledcounting
monadicsecond-orderlogicandreferredtoasCMSO2,thereexistsforallconstants
p,q∈Z≥0aformulacardp,q(X)thattellsifthecardinalityofasetXispmoduloq.Now
wecanstateCourcelle’stheoremasfollows.

Theorem3.15(Courcelle[1990]).Thereisanalgorithm,thatgivenagraphG,atree
decompositionofGofwidthk,andaCMSO2sentenceϕ,intimef(k,ϕ)·nreturns
whetherϕistrueinG,wheref(k,ϕ)isacomputablefunction.

AsmanygraphpropertiescanbeexpressedinCMSO2sentencesϕoffixedsize,Courcelle’s
theorem,togetherwithalgorithmsforcomputingtreewidth,implythefixed-parameter
tractabilityofdecidingthesepropertiesparameterizedbytreewidth.Classicalexamples
ofsuchpropertiesareHamiltonicityandc-colorabilityforfixedc,althoughforthem
thereexistsalsosimplehand-crafteddynamicprogrammingalgorithmsthataremuch
moreefficientthanwhatfollowsfromCourcelle’stheorem(e.g.[Bodlaender,1988]).
However,Courcelle’stheoremhasbeenusedinapplicationswheredesigningthedynamic
programmingalgorithmbyhandwouldbeoverwhelminglycomplicated,suchasthe
aforementionedcrossingnumberalgorithmofGrohe[2004].

AlthoughCourcelle’stheoremisformulatedonlyfordecisionproblems,thetechniques
behinditextendalsotooptimizationandcountingproblems.Indeed,theoremssimilar
toTheorem3.15butforoptimizationandcountingweregivenbyArnborgetal.[1991]
andBorieetal.[1992](thelatterindependentlyofCourcelleandtheformer).Also,there
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has been several approaches to general theorems for dynamic programming algorithms
on tree decompositions akin to Courcelle’s, but with a more reasonable running time
dependence on treewidth [Pilipczuk, 2011; Telle and Proskurowski, 1997].

Cliquewidth and CMSO1

Cliquewidth2 was introduced by Courcelle et al. [1993] to be an analogue of treewidth
for a variant of CMSO2 called CMSO1. A CMSO1 formula is like a CMSO2 formula, but
without the possibility to talk about the edges of the graph. In particular, we cannot
quantify over sets of edges, do not have the vertex-edge incidence predicate, and cannot
use the cardp,q(X) formula on sets of edges. However, we still have the adj predicate
describing adjacencies between vertices. We can still express 3-coloring in CMSO1, in
particular, our earlier example sentence ϕ is in fact an MSO1 sentence, but for example
Hamiltonicity cannot be expressed in CMSO1 [Courcelle and Engelfriet, 2012, Chapter 5].

Another way of thinking about CMSO1 and CMSO2 is that in CMSO2 graphs are encoded
as a logical structure with an universe V (G) ∪ E(G), with edges described by the vertex-
edge incidence predicate inc. In CMSO1 the universe is V (G), and edges are described by
the vertex-vertex adjacency predicate adj. The adj predicate can also be assumed to be
available in CMSO2 because it can be written using the inc predicate as

adj(u, v) = (u 6= v) ∧ ∃e∈E(G) inc(u, e) ∧ inc(v, e).

The “Courcelle’s theorem for cliquewidth” was already implicit in the early work of
Courcelle [1995], but was explicitly given by Courcelle et al. [2000].

Theorem 3.16 (Courcelle et al. [2000]). There is an algorithm that, given a k-expression
of a graph G and a CMSO1 sentence ϕ, in time f(k, ϕ) · n returns whether ϕ is true in
G, where f(k, ϕ) is a computable function. Furthermore, this algorithm extends to an
optimization variant of CMSO1.

As discussed earlier, bounded cliquewidth is a significant generalization of bounded
treewidth, so Theorem 3.16 is a significant generalization of Theorem 3.15 for problems
expressible in CMSO1. Note that even though a graph G with cliquewidth 2 can have
Θ(n2) edges, the algorithm of Theorem 3.16 runs in time linear in n, because it takes as
an input a k-expression of G, not the graph G. Here we assume that the k-expression has
length at most f(k) · n, and this is justified by the discussion in Subsection 2.3.5. Unlike

2In this subsection, we will exclusively talk about cliquewidth instead of rankwidth, but all the results
hold even when cliquewidth is replaced by rankwidth.
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Courcelle[1995],butwasexplicitlygivenbyCourcelleetal.[2000].

Theorem3.16(Courcelleetal.[2000]).Thereisanalgorithmthat,givenak-expression
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G,wheref(k,ϕ)isacomputablefunction.Furthermore,thisalgorithmextendstoan
optimizationvariantofCMSO1.

Asdiscussedearlier,boundedcliquewidthisasignificantgeneralizationofbounded
treewidth,soTheorem3.16isasignificantgeneralizationofTheorem3.15forproblems
expressibleinCMSO1.NotethateventhoughagraphGwithcliquewidth2canhave
Θ(n2)edges,thealgorithmofTheorem3.16runsintimelinearinn,becauseittakesas
aninputak-expressionofG,notthegraphG.Hereweassumethatthek-expressionhas
lengthatmostf(k)·n,andthisisjustifiedbythediscussioninSubsection2.3.5.Unlike
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for treewidth and Theorem 3.15, it is still an open question if there exists a version of
Theorem 3.16 that runs in time linear in the size of G for fixed k and ϕ, for graphs of
cliquewidth k given without a k-expression. As mentioned earlier, we make significant
progress on this question in Chapter 7, improving the dependence on n from n3 to n2.
Theorem 3.16 was extended also to counting problems by Courcelle et al. [2001].

The more profound aspects of MSO

So far we have treated the monadic second-order logic of graphs simply as a general tool
for constructing algorithms. However, the theory is deeper than that, and motivates the
notions of treewidth and cliquewidth by showing that they are the right parameters for
CMSO2 and CMSO1, respectively.

One consequence of the proof of Theorem 3.15 is that the CMSO2-theory of graphs of
bounded treewidth is decidable. This means that there exists an algorithm, that given
a CMSO2-sentence ϕ and an integer k, tests if ϕ is true in all graphs of treewidth at
most k [Courcelle, 1990]. Roughly speaking, this follows from the fact that the proof
of Theorem 3.15 gives a finite-state “tree automaton” processing tree decompositions
of width at most k, and one can analyze all possible runs of this automaton. The
converse of this was proven by Seese [1991]. He showed that if C is a class of graphs with
unbounded treewidth, then the MSO2-theory of C is undecidable. This indicates that the
role of treewidth in the proof of Theorem 3.15 cannot be exchanged for any other graph
parameter, unless that parameter is bounded by a function of treewidth.

Similar decidability result holds also for cliquewidth and CMSO1 [Courcelle, 1995].
Seese [1991] conjectured that the converse also holds in that setting. Courcelle and
Oum [2007] showed that if C is a class of graphs with unbounded cliquewidth, then the
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for treewidth and Theorem 3.15, it is still an open question if there exists a version of
Theorem 3.16 that runs in time linear in the size of G for fixed k and ϕ, for graphs of
cliquewidth k given without a k-expression. As mentioned earlier, we make significant
progress on this question in Chapter 7, improving the dependence on n from n

3
to n

2
.

Theorem 3.16 was extended also to counting problems by Courcelle et al. [2001].

The more profound aspects of MSO
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view the formula adjG(u, v) as a function that maps the input graph H to the output
graph G, and extend it to map graph classes to graph classes, in this example, class
C to the class of complements of graphs in C. MSO1 transductions map graph classes
to graph classes roughly like this, but with some additional features such as making
copies of vertices and guessing a coloring that can be talked about in the formula. MSO2

transductions are similar, but with the incidence predicate instead of adjacency. Courcelle
and Engelfriet [1995] showed that a class of graphs C has bounded treewidth if and only if
it is a subclass of an MSO2 transduction from the class of trees, and bounded cliquewidth
if and only if it is a subclass of an MSO1 transduction from the class of trees.

Finally, let us discuss a result that instead of showing that treewidth is the right
parameter for CMSO2, shows that CMSO2 is the right logic for dynamic programming on
tree decompositions. As we mentioned earlier, the proof of Courcelle [1990] not only gives
an algorithm, but shows that there exists an algorithm of a specific form. In particular,
the algorithm can be formulated as dynamic programming on binary tree decompositions,
that has f(k, ϕ) states per node, and the state of a node depends only on the states
of its children and the bag of the node. Courcelle [1990] conjectured also a converse of
this, that every property of graphs that can be recognized by such finite-state dynamic
programming on bounded-width tree decompositions can be defined in CMSO2. This
conjecture was proven by Bojanczyk and Pilipczuk [2016]. Bojanczyk et al. [2021] asked
whether an analogous statement holds for cliquewidth and CMSO1, and proved it in the
special case of linear cliquewidth, which is the path-like version of cliquewidth.

We also briefly note that Courcelle’s theorem has been extended to the setting of the
monadic second-order logic of matroids and matroid branchwidth by Hliněný [2006].
Hliněný and Seese [2006] gave also an analogue of Seese’s theorem in this setting.

3.3.3 Algorithms

In this subsection we survey some algorithmic applications of treewidth, rankwidth, and
cliquewidth that we did not already mention in the previous two subsections.

Dynamic programming on tree decompositions

The fundamental application of treewidth is of course dynamic programming on tree
decompositions of small width. Although this topic was already thoroughly explored in
the end of the 1980s and beginning of 1990s (e.g. [Arnborg and Proskurowski, 1989; Arn-
borg et al., 1991; Bodlaender, 1988; Borie et al., 1992; Courcelle, 1990; Telle and
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view the formula adjG(u, v) as a function that maps the input graph H to the output
graph G, and extend it to map graph classes to graph classes, in this example, class
C to the class of complements of graphs in C. MSO1 transductions map graph classes
to graph classes roughly like this, but with some additional features such as making
copies of vertices and guessing a coloring that can be talked about in the formula. MSO2

transductions are similar, but with the incidence predicate instead of adjacency. Courcelle
and Engelfriet [1995] showed that a class of graphs C has bounded treewidth if and only if
it is a subclass of an MSO2 transduction from the class of trees, and bounded cliquewidth
if and only if it is a subclass of an MSO1 transduction from the class of trees.

Finally, let us discuss a result that instead of showing that treewidth is the right
parameter for CMSO2, shows that CMSO2 is the right logic for dynamic programming on
tree decompositions. As we mentioned earlier, the proof of Courcelle [1990] not only gives
an algorithm, but shows that there exists an algorithm of a specific form. In particular,
the algorithm can be formulated as dynamic programming on binary tree decompositions,
that has f(k, ϕ) states per node, and the state of a node depends only on the states
of its children and the bag of the node. Courcelle [1990] conjectured also a converse of
this, that every property of graphs that can be recognized by such finite-state dynamic
programming on bounded-width tree decompositions can be defined in CMSO2. This
conjecture was proven by Bojanczyk and Pilipczuk [2016]. Bojanczyk et al. [2021] asked
whether an analogous statement holds for cliquewidth and CMSO1, and proved it in the
special case of linear cliquewidth, which is the path-like version of cliquewidth.

We also briefly note that Courcelle’s theorem has been extended to the setting of the
monadic second-order logic of matroids and matroid branchwidth by Hliněný [2006].
Hliněný and Seese [2006] gave also an analogue of Seese’s theorem in this setting.

3.3.3 Algorithms

In this subsection we survey some algorithmic applications of treewidth, rankwidth, and
cliquewidth that we did not already mention in the previous two subsections.

Dynamic programming on tree decompositions

The fundamental application of treewidth is of course dynamic programming on tree
decompositions of small width. Although this topic was already thoroughly explored in
the end of the 1980s and beginning of 1990s (e.g. [Arnborg and Proskurowski, 1989; Arn-
borg et al., 1991; Bodlaender, 1988; Borie et al., 1992; Courcelle, 1990; Telle and
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Proskurowski, 1997]), many techniques for nailing down the best dependence on the
width k were discovered in the last 15 years. Let us mention a few of them.

Consider first the minimum dominating set problem, which asks for a minimum-size set
of vertices X ⊆ V (G) so that N [X] = V (G). Telle and Proskurowski [1997] showed that
minimum dominating set can be solved in time 9kkO(1)n when given a tree decomposition
of width k, and Alber and Niedermeier [2002] improved this to 4kkO(1)n. Both of these
algorithms were relatively straightforward, unlike the next improvement to 3kkO(1)n by
van Rooij et al. [2009], which used a technique called “fast subset convolution”, introduced
by Björklund et al. [2007] (see also [Björklund et al., 2009]). With fast subset convolution,
van Rooij et al. [2009] also improved the dependence on k for many other problems in
the framework of “ [ρ, σ]-domination problems” of Telle and Proskurowski [1997].

Lokshtanov et al. [2018b] introduced a framework for showing the optimality of the
dependence on k in dynamic programming algorithms on tree decompositions, assuming
the SETH. They showed that there is no (2 − ε)knO(1) time algorithm for maximum
independent set nor a (3− ε)knO(1) time algorithm for minimum dominating set when
given a tree decomposition of width k, for any ε > 0, and several other lower bounds,
assuming the SETH. In particular, the aforementioned dynamic programming algorithm
for minimum dominating set using fast subset convolution is optimal. Lower bounds
forbidding 2o(k log k)nO(1) time algorithms on tree decompositions of width k for problems
like disjoint paths and chromatic number were given by Lokshtanov et al. [2018a].

For a long time it was not known whether the relatively straightforward 2O(k log k)n time
dynamic programming for connectivity problems such as Hamiltonian path, feedback
vertex set, and connected dominating set would be optimal. This was shown to not be the
case by Cygan et al. [2022]3, who gave 2O(k)nO(1) time algorithms for these and several
other “connectivity problems”. Their algorithm was rather atypical for an algorithm
parameterized by treewidth, being randomized and having superlinear dependence on
the number of vertices n. These defects were however fixed by Bodlaender et al. [2015],
who obtained deterministic 2O(k)n time algorithms for these problems using a different
linear-algebra based approach. Another alternative approach to obtain results similar
to Bodlaender et al. [2015] was given by the “representative sets” technique that was
introduced by Fomin et al. [2016] and further improved by Fomin et al. [2017].

3The conference version of [Cygan et al., 2022] appeared in 2011 [Cygan et al., 2011].
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linear-algebra based approach. Another alternative approach to obtain results similar
to Bodlaender et al. [2015] was given by the “representative sets” technique that was
introduced by Fomin et al. [2016] and further improved by Fomin et al. [2017].

3The conference version of [Cygan et al., 2022] appeared in 2011 [Cygan et al., 2011].
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widthkwerediscoveredinthelast15years.Letusmentionafewofthem.

Considerfirsttheminimumdominatingsetproblem,whichasksforaminimum-sizeset
ofverticesX⊆V(G)sothatN[X]=V(G).TelleandProskurowski[1997]showedthat
minimumdominatingsetcanbesolvedintime9
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linear-algebrabasedapproach.Anotheralternativeapproachtoobtainresultssimilar
toBodlaenderetal.[2015]wasgivenbythe“representativesets”techniquethatwas
introducedbyFominetal.[2016]andfurtherimprovedbyFominetal.[2017].

3Theconferenceversionof[Cyganetal.,2022]appearedin2011[Cyganetal.,2011].
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3.3 Applications 67

Dynamic programming on k-expressions and rank decompositions

We then turn to cliquewidth and rankwidth. In addition to the FPT results for CMSO1

problems parameterized by cliquewidth by Courcelle et al. [2000], XP algorithms parame-
terized by cliquewidth for problems not expressible in CMSO1, such as Hamiltonicity and
chromatic number, were given by [Espelage et al., 2001; Gerber and Kobler, 2003; Kobler
and Rotics, 2003; Suchan and Todinca, 2007; Wanke, 1994]. These two problems were
shown to be W[1]-hard parameterized by cliquewidth by Fomin et al. [2010].

As for improved FPT algorithms, Kobler and Rotics [2003] designed algorithms running in
time 2O(k)n for problems such as minimum dominating set and c-coloring for fixed c, when
given a k-expression. Much later, Lampis [2020] nailed down the dependence on k for
c-coloring, giving a (2c − 2)knO(1) time algorithm and showing that no (2c − 2− ε)knO(1)

time algorithm, for any ε > 0 and c ≥ 3, exists assuming the SETH.

Perhaps more interesting story than dynamic programming on k-expressions is dynamic
programming on rank decompositions. Currently, all known FPT algorithms for computing
k-expressions work via rankwidth, producing at best a k-expression with k = 2cw(G)+1− 1,
leading to at least double-exponential algorithms parameterized by cliquewidth even
for simple vertex-partitioning problems like maximum independent set or minimum
dominating set. Similar double-exponential dependence on cliquewidth results also from
naive dynamic programming on rank decompositions.

However, Bui-Xuan et al. [2010] (see also [Ganian and Hliněný, 2010]) showed that
by taking advantage of the “rank” in the definition of rankwidth, it is possible to
design 2O(k2)nO(1) time dynamic programming algorithms for rank decompositions of
width k. They designed such algorithms for various vertex-partitioning problems such
as maximum independent set, minimum dominating set, and c-coloring for fixed c.
Ganian and Hliněný [2010] gave also such an algorithm for feedback vertex set. As
rw(G) ≤ cw(G) and rankwidth can be constant-factor approximated in 2O(rw(G))nO(1)

time [Oum and Seymour, 2006], this implies 2O(cw(G)2)nO(1) time algorithms parameterized
by cliquewidth, without needing a k-expression. Further 2O(k2)nO(1) time algorithms on
rank decompositions of width k were given by Bui-Xuan et al. [2011] and Bergougnoux
and Kanté [2021], and the dependence 2O(k2) was shown to be optimal for maximum
independent set, assuming the ETH, by Bergougnoux et al. [2023]. Oum et al. [2014]
introduced a variant of rankwidth called “Q-rankwidth” to give 2O(cw(G) log cw(G))nO(1) time
algorithms for various vertex-partitioning problems parameterized by cliquewidth without
needing a k-expression.
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68 Survey of the literature

Beyond graph problems

So far we have focused on the applications of width parameters in graph problems, but
in fact many their most significant applications come from problems that are not about
graphs. Let us now discuss these applications.

How to use treewidth if we do not have a graph? The perhaps most common way of
associating an instance of a problem with a graph whose tree decompositions are useful
for solving the problem is the primal graph (also known as the Gaifman graph). Suppose
we have a problem whose instances can be expressed as pairs (V,C), where V is a set of
variables and C is a set of constraints, where each constraint c ∈ C concerns some subset
V (c) ⊆ V of the variables in the sense that we can tell whether an assignment of variables
satisfies the constraint based on just the assignment of V (c). Now, the vertices of the
primal graph of (V,C) are the variables V , and there is an edge between two vertices
u, v ∈ V if there is a constraint where u and v appear together, that is, exists c ∈ C
with {u, v} ⊆ V (c).

The constraint satisfaction problem (CSP) is a problem as above, where for each variable
v ∈ V we are given a finite domain D(v) from which its value can be chosen, and each
constraint c ∈ C is given by listing all of the assignments of values to the variables V (c)

that satisfy the constraint. The problem is to find an assignment that satisfies all of the
constraints. It was shown by Freuder [1990] and Dechter and Pearl [1989] that a CSP
with n variables whose each domain has size at most d can be solved in time n · dO(k)

if the input is given together with a tree decomposition of the primal graph of width k,
that is, for instances with primal treewidth k.

By observing a connection between CSPs and the “conjunctive query evaluation” problem
in databases, Kolaitis and Vardi [2000] showed that the evaluation problem can be solved
in polynomial time for queries with bounded primal treewidth. A related result purely
in the context of the conjunctive query evaluation problem was shown a bit earlier by
Chekuri and Rajaraman [2000], who introduced a parameter called “query-width”, showed
that the evaluation problem can be solved in polynomial time for queries with bounded
query-width if a corresponding decomposition is given, and that the query-width of a
query is at most its primal treewidth plus one. Other problem observed by [Chandra and
Merlin, 1977; Feder and Vardi, 1998] to be closely linked to conjunctive query evaluation
and CSPs is the homomorphism problem. Let us continue in the setting of CSPs.

The incidence graph of a CSP (V,C) has the union V ∪C of variables and constraints as
its vertices, and has an edge between a variable v ∈ V and a constraint c ∈ C if v ∈ V (c).
Note that the incidence graph is bipartite with a bipartitioning cut (V,C). It is not hard
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associatinganinstanceofaproblemwithagraphwhosetreedecompositionsareuseful
forsolvingtheproblemistheprimalgraph(alsoknownastheGaifmangraph).Suppose
wehaveaproblemwhoseinstancescanbeexpressedaspairs(V,C),whereVisasetof
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ByobservingaconnectionbetweenCSPsandthe“conjunctivequeryevaluation”problem
indatabases,KolaitisandVardi[2000]showedthattheevaluationproblemcanbesolved
inpolynomialtimeforquerieswithboundedprimaltreewidth.Arelatedresultpurely
inthecontextoftheconjunctivequeryevaluationproblemwasshownabitearlierby
ChekuriandRajaraman[2000],whointroducedaparametercalled“query-width”,showed
thattheevaluationproblemcanbesolvedinpolynomialtimeforquerieswithbounded
query-widthifacorrespondingdecompositionisgiven,andthatthequery-widthofa
queryisatmostitsprimaltreewidthplusone.Otherproblemobservedby[Chandraand
Merlin,1977;FederandVardi,1998]tobecloselylinkedtoconjunctivequeryevaluation
andCSPsisthehomomorphismproblem.LetuscontinueinthesettingofCSPs.
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itsvertices,andhasanedgebetweenavariablev∈Vandaconstraintc∈Cifv∈V(c).
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3.3 Applications 69

to observe that the treewidth of the incidence graph, i.e., the incidence treewidth, of a
CSP is at most its primal treewidth plus one, but the incidence treewidth can be 1 even
when the primal treewidth is |V | − 1. Chekuri and Rajaraman [2000] showed that the
query-width of a CSP is at most the treewidth of its incidence graph plus one, implying
that CSPs with bounded incidence treewidth can be solved in polynomial time. Even
more generally, it was shown by Gottlob and Pichler [2004] that the query-width of a
CSP is at most the cliquewidth of its incidence graph. Generalizations of query-width
were given by [Gottlob et al., 2002; Grohe and Marx, 2014; Marx, 2013].

The primal and incidence treewidth were also considered in the slightly different setting
of the Boolean satisfiability problem (SAT). One can think of SAT as like CSP, but with
domains of size 2 and constraints expressed by listing the assignments that do not satisfy
the constraint, instead of the assignments that satisfy the constraint. Szeider [2003]
observed that the Courcelle’s theorem for cliquewidth [Courcelle et al., 2000], or in fact
its formulation for directed graphs, implies that SAT is FPT parameterized by incidence
treewidth, or more generally, by the cliquewidth of the directed incidence graph. See
also the work of Ganian et al. [2013] on using rankwidth for SAT. Earlier, Alekhnovich
and Razborov [2011]4 had shown that SAT can be solved in time 2O(k)nO(1), where n
is the number of variables and k is the branchwidth of the hypergraph of the instance.
The branchwidth of the hypergraph was shown by Szeider [2003] to be approximately
equivalent to the treewidth of the primal graph.

Let us then briefly mention some other applications. In the context of probabilistic
inference in Bayesian networks, the running time of the influential “junction tree algorithm”
of Lauritzen and Spiegelhalter [1988] is characterized by the treewidth of the “moral
graph” of the Bayesian network (see also Dechter [1999]). This setting has in fact
motivated several authors to design heuristics for computing treewidth, e.g. [Gogate and
Dechter, 2004; Kjærulff, 1992]. In the context of compiler optimization, Thorup [1998]
showed that the register allocation problem can be efficiently approximated if the treewidth
of the control-flow graph of the program is small, and showed that the control-flow graphs
of “structured programs” in fact always have small treewidth. In quantum computing,
Markov and Shi [2008] showed that quantum circuits can be simulated in time 2O(k)nO(1),
where k is the treewidth of the underlying graph. Algorithms for solving linear equations
and linear programs with running times of form kO(1)n·poly log n, where k is the treewidth
of a certain graph associated with the input, were given by Fomin et al. [2018] and Dong
et al. [2021], respectively. Cunningham and Geelen [2007] used the branchwidth of
matroids in the context of integer linear programming.

4The conference version of Alekhnovich and Razborov [2011] appeared in 2002 [Alekhnovich and
Razborov, 2002].
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Figure 3.3: An illustration of the Baker’s scheme. The area in light red depicts the
vertices in a set Xq,k for some k and q, and the area in blue the vertices of G \Xq,k.

Baker’s scheme and local treewidth

We then turn from applications that are useful only if the inputs have small width to
applications where treewidth is used in a subroutine of an algorithm that works even on
graphs of large treewidth. These applications often turn up in algorithms for planar and
minor-free graphs, and sometimes can be extended all the way up to general graphs, like
we saw in Subsection 3.3.1 with the k-disjoint paths problem.

The maximum independent set and minimum dominating set problems are NP-hard to
constant-factor approximate on general graphs [Dinur and Steurer, 2014; Zuckerman, 2007].
However, for planar graphs, Baker [1994] gave approximation algorithms returning a
solution within an ε factor of the optimum and running in time 2O(1/ε)n, for any ε > 0.
The idea of her algorithm is to show that planar graphs can be sliced into components
of small treewidth without affecting the optimum solution much, and then solve each
component optimally by dynamic programming on tree decompositions.5

In more detail, Baker’s scheme is based on the following bounded local treewidth property
of planar graphs.

Lemma 3.17 (Baker [1994]; Robertson and Seymour [1984]). If G is a planar graph,
v ∈ V (G), d is an integer, and D ⊆ V (G) is the set of vertices that have distance at most
d to v, then tw(G[D]) ≤ O(d).

Baker’s algorithm for approximating independent set proceeds as follows (see also Fig-
ure 3.3). Let G be the input planar graph and assume that it is connected. Then, pick

5The conference version [Baker, 1983] of [Baker, 1994] pre-dates the wide adoption of treewidth, so it
actually uses hand-crafted dynamic programming on “k-outerplanar” graphs. The algorithm has been
interpreted as an application of treewidth in later literature, e.g., [Bodlaender, 1988; Eppstein, 2000].
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Wethenturnfromapplicationsthatareusefulonlyiftheinputshavesmallwidthto
applicationswheretreewidthisusedinasubroutineofanalgorithmthatworksevenon
graphsoflargetreewidth.Theseapplicationsoftenturnupinalgorithmsforplanarand
minor-freegraphs,andsometimescanbeextendedallthewayuptogeneralgraphs,like
wesawinSubsection3.3.1withthek-disjointpathsproblem.

ThemaximumindependentsetandminimumdominatingsetproblemsareNP-hardto
constant-factorapproximateongeneralgraphs[DinurandSteurer,2014;Zuckerman,2007].
However,forplanargraphs,Baker[1994]gaveapproximationalgorithmsreturninga
solutionwithinanεfactoroftheoptimumandrunningintime2O(1/ε)n,foranyε>0.
Theideaofheralgorithmistoshowthatplanargraphscanbeslicedintocomponents
ofsmalltreewidthwithoutaffectingtheoptimumsolutionmuch,andthensolveeach
componentoptimallybydynamicprogrammingontreedecompositions.5

Inmoredetail,Baker’sschemeisbasedonthefollowingboundedlocaltreewidthproperty
ofplanargraphs.

Lemma3.17(Baker[1994];RobertsonandSeymour[1984]).IfGisaplanargraph,
v∈V(G),disaninteger,andD⊆V(G)isthesetofverticesthathavedistanceatmost
dtov,thentw(G[D])≤O(d).

Baker’salgorithmforapproximatingindependentsetproceedsasfollows(seealsoFig-
ure3.3).LetGbetheinputplanargraphandassumethatitisconnected.Then,pick
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a vertex v ∈ V (G), let k = d1/εe, and for every q ∈ [0, k − 1] define that Xq,k ⊆ V (G)

is the set of vertices having distance q modulo k from v. It follows from Lemma 3.17
that for each q, the graph G \ Xq,k has treewidth at most O(k). This can be seen by
observing that each connected component C of G \Xq,k consists of vertices that are at
distance [d, d+ k − 1] from v, for some d ∈ Z≥0, and that after contracting all vertices
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generality of subgraph-closed graph classes where deciding FO can be FPT. The problem
of pinning down the induced subgraph-closed graph classes where FO is FPT is open, but
very actively worked on recently [Bonnet et al., 2022; Dreier et al., 2023; Torunczyk, 2023].

Bidimensionality

Another class of applications of treewidth for planar and minor-free graphs stems from
the Grid Minor Theorem (Theorem 3.13), or more precisely, from improved versions of
it for planar and minor-free graphs given by Robertson et al. [1994] and Demaine and
Hajiaghayi [2008]. In particular, Robertson et al. showed that if a planar graph G does not
contain the k × k grid as a minor, then tw(G) ≤ 6k − 5. Demaine and Hajiaghayi [2008]
generalized this result, showing that there is a function f : Z≥0 → Z≥0 so that if G
contains neither a graph H nor the k × k grid as a minor, then tw(G) ≤ f(|V (H)|) · k.

These results can be applied to design subexponential 2O(
√
k)nO(1) time FPT algorithms for

planar and minor-free graphs. For example, consider the minimum vertex cover problem
on planar graphs, parameterized by the solution size k. We can observe that (1) if a
graph H is a minor of a graph G, then the minimum vertex cover of H is not larger than
that of G, and (2) the size of a minimum vertex cover of the k × k grid is Θ(k2). By
combining (1) and (2) with the Grid Minor Theorem for planar graphs, it follows that if
we are seeking for a vertex cover of size at most k and the input graph has treewidth
more than O(

√
k), we can immediately return NO. Therefore, the non-trivial instances

have treewidth O(
√
k), so we obtain a 2O(

√
k)n time algorithm.

For some problems, for example dominating set, the property (1) does not hold because
edge deletions can increase the size of a minimum dominating set. However, Fomin
et al. [2011a] showed that on planar and apex-minor-free graphs, having treewidth Ω(k)

not only implies a k × k grid minor, but also a k × k “grid-like” graph as a contraction,
which can be interchanged with the grid to make the same argument work also for
minimum dominating set and related problems.

The first prototype of the aforementioned idea for subexponential FPT algorithms was per-
haps the 2O(

√
k)n time algorithm for dominating set on planar graphs by Alber et al. [2002].

Subsequently, this theory was significantly developed by [Demaine et al., 2005a,b, 2006]
and dubbed “bidimensionality”, referring to the fact that it is applicable if the parameter
has large value on grids, or on the grid-like graphs. In addition to subexponential FPT
algorithm, the ideas originating from bidimensionality were later applied also to approxi-
mation schemes [Demaine and Hajiaghayi, 2005; Fomin et al., 2011b] and kernelization
[Bodlaender et al., 2016b; Fomin et al., 2020] on minor-free graphs.
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3.3.4 Complexity

We have surveyed many applications of treewidth for algorithm design, and left many
more unmentioned due to space constraints. After spending so much effort in designing
algorithms parameterized by treewidth, it could be disappointing if there would be
another graph parameter that would have all the good qualities of treewidth, but be even
more general, capturing even more graphs. Of course, in some settings, like problems
expressible in CMSO1, this has indeed happened to some extent with the parameters
cliquewidth and rankwidth. In this subsection we survey complexity-theoretic arguments
giving evidence that treewidth is the right parameter for some problems, i.e., why one
sometimes cannot “beat treewidth”.

Graph classes with closure properties

The first such argument arises from the Grid Minor Theorem of Robertson and Seymour
(Theorem 3.13). Suppose that C is a minor-closed class of graphs. Then, the Grid Minor
Theorem implies that either there exists an upper bound for the treewidth of all graphs
in C, or C contains all planar graphs. Now, if Π is a graph problem that is NP-hard
on planar graphs but linear-time solvable on graphs of bounded treewidth, for example,
Hamiltonicity or 3-coloring, then we have the following dichotomy: If a minor-closed
graph class C has bounded treewidth, then Π is linear-time solvable on C, and otherwise
Π is NP-hard on C.

This easy argument was observed by Makowsky and Mariño [2003]. They also generalized
it to the setting of graph classes closed under topological minors and problems that are
NP-hard on planar graphs with maximum degree 3. Topological minors are like minors,
but instead of contraction, only the suppression of degree-2 vertices is allowed. Makowsky
and Mariño also observed that the argument does not extend to subgraph-closed graph
classes because of the following example. Let C be a graph class that for every n ∈ Z≥1

contains the graph obtained from the complete graph on n vertices by subdividing every
edge 22n times, and all of their subgraphs. Now, C has unbounded treewidth and is
subgraph-closed, but problems like Hamiltonicity and 3-coloring are polynomial-time
solvable on C because n-vertex graphs from C have treewidth O(log log n). In fact, all
CMSO2-expressible problems are linear-time solvable on this class C.7

Much more recently, Johnson et al. [2022] showed that one can get around the afore-
mentioned problem for subgraph-closed graph classes if one considers classes that are

7This does not hold in general for classes with treewidth O(log log n), but in this case can be shown
by a modification of the argument of [Makowsky and Mariño, 2003, Proposition 32].
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defined by excluding a finite family of graphs as subgraphs. They showed that for many
graph problems, for example, maximum independent set and minimum dominating set,
the problem is polynomial-time solvable on a graph class C defined by the exclusion of a
finite family H of subgraphs if and only if C has bounded treewidth, assuming P 6= NP.

Monadic second-order logic

As we recall from Subsection 3.3.2, the theorem of Seese [1991] gives evidence that
Courcelle’s theorem for MSO2 cannot be extended beyond treewidth. However, the
aforementioned construction of Makowsky and Mariño shows that a direct complexity-
theoretic analogue of Seese’s theorem is not true, even in subgraph-closed graph classes.
Nevertheless, Kreutzer and Tazari [2010b] (see also [Kreutzer and Tazari, 2010a]) showed
that after placing down definitions that forbid such frivolous constructions, one can prove
a complexity-theoretic analogue of Seese’s theorem for subgraph-closed classes.

Kreutzer and Tazari defined that the treewidth of a class C of graphs is strongly unbounded
by a function f : Z≥1 → Z≥1 and gap-degree γ ≥ 1 if there exists ε < 1, so that for all
n ∈ Z≥1 there is a graph Gn ∈ C such that

1. the treewidth of Gn is at least f(|V (Gn)|), and between n and O(nγ), and

2. given n, Gn can be constructed in time O(2n
ε
).

Then their results is as follows.

Theorem 3.18 (Kreutzer and Tazari [2010b]). If C is a subgraph-closed graph class,
and the treewidth of C is strongly unbounded by f(n) = log28α n and gap-degree γ for
some α > γ, then assuming the ETH, MSO2 is not XP parameterized by the length of the
sentence on the class C.

The idea of the proof of Theorem 3.18 is again to exploit the Grid Minor Theorem,
or in fact a “grid-like-minor” theorem of Reed and Wood [2012] since no polynomial
bounds for the Grid Minor Theorem were known at the time. It can indeed be seen as a
complexity-theoretic analogue of Seese’s theorem, since both proofs are based on encoding
a Turing machine in a grid minor. Ganian et al. [2014] gave a variant of Theorem 3.18
but with MSO1 and a different set of technical assumptions. Another variant, slightly
stronger than the one by Ganian et al. was given by Amarilli et al. [2016]. They also
gave similar results for “probabilistic” MSO. All of these results require the class C to be
subgraph-closed.
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defined by excluding a finite family of graphs as subgraphs. They showed that for many
graph problems, for example, maximum independent set and minimum dominating set,
the problem is polynomial-time solvable on a graph class C defined by the exclusion of a
finite family H of subgraphs if and only if C has bounded treewidth, assuming P 6= NP.

Monadic second-order logic

As we recall from Subsection 3.3.2, the theorem of Seese [1991] gives evidence that
Courcelle’s theorem for MSO2 cannot be extended beyond treewidth. However, the
aforementioned construction of Makowsky and Mariño shows that a direct complexity-
theoretic analogue of Seese’s theorem is not true, even in subgraph-closed graph classes.
Nevertheless, Kreutzer and Tazari [2010b] (see also [Kreutzer and Tazari, 2010a]) showed
that after placing down definitions that forbid such frivolous constructions, one can prove
a complexity-theoretic analogue of Seese’s theorem for subgraph-closed classes.

Kreutzer and Tazari defined that the treewidth of a class C of graphs is strongly unbounded
by a function f : Z≥1 → Z≥1 and gap-degree γ ≥ 1 if there exists ε < 1, so that for all
n ∈ Z≥1 there is a graph Gn ∈ C such that

1. the treewidth of Gn is at least f(|V (Gn)|), and between n and O(n
γ
), and

2. given n, Gn can be constructed in time O(2
nε

).

Then their results is as follows.

Theorem 3.18 (Kreutzer and Tazari [2010b]). If C is a subgraph-closed graph class,
and the treewidth of C is strongly unbounded by f(n) = log

28α
n and gap-degree γ for

some α > γ, then assuming the ETH, MSO2 is not XP parameterized by the length of the
sentence on the class C.

The idea of the proof of Theorem 3.18 is again to exploit the Grid Minor Theorem,
or in fact a “grid-like-minor” theorem of Reed and Wood [2012] since no polynomial
bounds for the Grid Minor Theorem were known at the time. It can indeed be seen as a
complexity-theoretic analogue of Seese’s theorem, since both proofs are based on encoding
a Turing machine in a grid minor. Ganian et al. [2014] gave a variant of Theorem 3.18
but with MSO1 and a different set of technical assumptions. Another variant, slightly
stronger than the one by Ganian et al. was given by Amarilli et al. [2016]. They also
gave similar results for “probabilistic” MSO. All of these results require the class C to be
subgraph-closed.
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Constraint satisfaction

We then turn to CSPs. Recall that an n-variable CSP with domains of size at most
d can be solved in time n · dO(k) if its primal treewidth is k. In particular CSP is XP
parameterized by primal treewidth. Grohe et al. [2001] showed that CSP cannot be
XP parameterized by any more general parameter of primal graphs. In particular, they
showed the following theorem.

Theorem 3.19 (Grohe et al. [2001]). If C is a graph class, then CSP restricted to
instances whose primal graphs are from C is polynomial-time if and only if C has bounded
treewidth, assuming FPT 6= W[1].

This result does not require any technical conditions or closure properties of C.8 The
explanation for why we avoid the technicalities of Theorem 3.18 is that here, the domain
size d can be arbitrarily large. In particular, in our counterexample class C constructed
by subdividing n-cliques 22n times, we do not have polynomial-time algorithm for CSP,
because by using domains of size d = 22n we could polynomial-time reduce the problem
of finding a clique of size n in a graph with 22n vertices to a CSP whose primal graph is
the n-clique subdivided 22n times.

Grohe [2007] generalized Theorem 3.19 to arbitrary classes of relational structures with
bounded arity, showing that in this case, “bounded treewidth modulo homomorphic
equivalence” characterizes the polynomial-time solvable classes. A version of this result
for counting problems was given by Dalmau and Jonsson [2004]. All of these results use
arguments based on the Grid Minor Theorem. By finding an argument without the Grid
Minor Theorem, Marx [2010b] gave a more quantitative version of Theorem 3.19.

Theorem 3.20 (Marx [2010b]). If C is a class of graphs with unbounded treewidth, and
there exists an algorithm with running time f(G) · (nd)o(tw(G)/ log tw(G)) for binary CSP
with n variables and domain size d on instances with primal graphs G ∈ C, for some
function f , then the ETH fails.

Here, binary CSP means that each constraint c has |V (c)| = 2. By Theorem 3.20, the
n · dO(k) time algorithm is (almost) optimal on every graph class C. To obtain lower
bounds such as the one in Theorem 3.20, one cannot rely on the Grid Minor Theorem.
Instead, Marx developed an alternative technique for embedding problems into graphs of

8Although it requires some conditions on how a supposed algorithm should behave on instances whose
primal graphs are not from C, or that C is recursively enumerable. See the discussion in [Marx, 2010b].
Throughout this section, we ignore these issues by not formally defining what it means for an algorithm
to work only on a restricted class of inputs.
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large treewidth by using the (approximative) duality between balanced separators and
concurrent flows introduced by Leighton and Rao [1999].

Finally, before moving from hardness on graph classes to hardness on individual graphs,
we briefly mention a couple more results. In the context of Bayesian networks, Chan-
drasekaran et al. [2008] and Kwisthout et al. [2010] gave results showing that bounded
treewidth is the only structural restriction that allows to perform inference in polynomial
time, under some technical assumptions. Amarilli and Monet [2022] showed that such a
result holds also for the problem of weighted counting of matchings in graphs.

Instance-specific hardness

Instead of showing that problems are hard on infinite graph classes, it would be satisfying
to show that every individual instance with high treewidth is hard. However, it is not
clear how such hardness would be formulated, as for every individual instance there exists
a trivial algorithm that solves the instance simply by hard-coding the answer. Even if we
would allow varying the solution, for example, by varying the weights of vertices, there
still would exist a constant-time algorithm for solving the problem on this graph, as the
input size would be constant.

Nevertheless, instance-specific hardness results can be given if we assume that the
algorithm solving the problem works in a certain way, in particular, if we restrict the
model of computation. This makes the most sense if there is some popular paradigm for
solving problems of certain type, and we restrict our attention to a model of computation
that captures this paradigm. This approach has also the additional benefit that we can
obtain unconditional lower bounds without resolving major open problems in complexity
theory, like P vs NP.

One such model of computation is that of resolution proofs for SAT (see e.g. [Buss
and Nordström, 2021]). If a SAT instance is unsatisfiable, then there always exists a
proof of unsatisfiability of a certain type, called a resolution proof. Many algorithms
for SAT, like clause learning solvers and the 2O(k)nO(1) time algorithm parameterized
by primal treewidth k, produce resolution proofs of unsatisfiability [Alekhnovich and
Razborov, 2011; Beame et al., 2004]. In fact, the primal treewidth-based algorithm
produces so-called regular resolution proofs.

A classical family of SAT instances used for showing lower bounds for regular resolution
is that of Tseitin formulas, which associate graphs G with SAT instances τ(G) encoding
certain parity conditions on G [Tseitin, 1968]. Building on the earlier work of Itsykson
et al. [2021] and de Colnet and Mengel [2023], Itsykson et al. [2022] showed that every
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webrieflymentionacouplemoreresults.InthecontextofBayesiannetworks,Chan-
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treewidthistheonlystructuralrestrictionthatallowstoperforminferenceinpolynomial
time,undersometechnicalassumptions.AmarilliandMonet[2022]showedthatsucha
resultholdsalsofortheproblemofweightedcountingofmatchingsingraphs.

Instance-specifichardness

Insteadofshowingthatproblemsarehardoninfinitegraphclasses,itwouldbesatisfying
toshowthateveryindividualinstancewithhightreewidthishard.However,itisnot
clearhowsuchhardnesswouldbeformulated,asforeveryindividualinstancethereexists
atrivialalgorithmthatsolvestheinstancesimplybyhard-codingtheanswer.Evenifwe
wouldallowvaryingthesolution,forexample,byvaryingtheweightsofvertices,there
stillwouldexistaconstant-timealgorithmforsolvingtheproblemonthisgraph,asthe
inputsizewouldbeconstant.

Nevertheless,instance-specifichardnessresultscanbegivenifweassumethatthe
algorithmsolvingtheproblemworksinacertainway,inparticular,ifwerestrictthe
modelofcomputation.Thismakesthemostsenseifthereissomepopularparadigmfor
solvingproblemsofcertaintype,andwerestrictourattentiontoamodelofcomputation
thatcapturesthisparadigm.Thisapproachhasalsotheadditionalbenefitthatwecan
obtainunconditionallowerboundswithoutresolvingmajoropenproblemsincomplexity
theory,likePvsNP.

OnesuchmodelofcomputationisthatofresolutionproofsforSAT(seee.g.[Buss
andNordström,2021]).IfaSATinstanceisunsatisfiable,thentherealwaysexistsa
proofofunsatisfiabilityofacertaintype,calledaresolutionproof.Manyalgorithms
forSAT,likeclauselearningsolversandthe2O(k)nO(1)timealgorithmparameterized
byprimaltreewidthk,produceresolutionproofsofunsatisfiability[Alekhnovichand
Razborov,2011;Beameetal.,2004].Infact,theprimaltreewidth-basedalgorithm
producesso-calledregularresolutionproofs.

AclassicalfamilyofSATinstancesusedforshowinglowerboundsforregularresolution
isthatofTseitinformulas,whichassociategraphsGwithSATinstancesτ(G)encoding
certainparityconditionsonG[Tseitin,1968].BuildingontheearlierworkofItsykson
etal.[2021]anddeColnetandMengel[2023],Itsyksonetal.[2022]showedthatevery
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regular resolution proof for an unsatisfiable Tseitin formula τ(G) must have length at
least 2Ω(tw(G)), for every graph G. This implies that any algorithm that produces regular
resolution proofs must run in time at least 2Ω(tw(G)) on Tseitin formulas τ(G), for all
graphs G. As the treewidth of the primal graph of τ(G) is at most tw(G) · log |τ(G)|,
where |τ(G)| is the length of τ(G), an almost matching upper bound of |τ(G)|O(tw(G))

follows from the algorithm of Alekhnovich and Razborov [2011].

Another related setting is that of knowledge compilation, which studies how certain
restricted Boolean circuits can represent the sets of all solutions of SAT formulas [Darwiche
and Marquis, 2002]. While these circuits have applications on their own, from the
algorithms perspective it is interesting that many algorithms for the problem of counting
the number of solutions of a SAT formula (#SAT) implicitly construct these circuits (see
e.g. [Muise et al., 2012]), and thus their running time is lower bounded by the size of a
smallest possible such circuit.

In particular, solving #SAT by dynamic programming on tree decompositions corresponds
to compilation to so-called “d-DNNF” circuits, yielding a 2O(k)nO(1) time algorithm for
constructing them, parameterized by the primal treewidth k. Amarilli et al. [2020] proved
a host of lower bounds for compilation of monotone SAT formulas. In particular, they
showed that for monotone SAT formulas with primal graphs of bounded degree, every
d-DNNF circuit has size at least 2Ω(k), where k is the primal treewidth. This means that
treewidth characterizes the sizes of d-DNNF circuits for such formulas.

The author considered in [Korhonen, 2021] a model of computation called “tropical
circuits” [Jerrum and Snir, 1982; Jukna, 2023], which, as argued by Jukna, models
dynamic programming algorithms. It was shown that for every graph G with treewidth k
and maximum degree ∆, any tropical circuit for solving the maximum weight independent
set problem has size at least 2Ω(k/∆). An upper bound of 2O(k)n is given by dynamic
programming on treewidth, so on bounded-degree graphs, treewidth captures the tropical
circuit complexity of maximum weight independent set.

Lastly, we mention that treewidth has been tightly related to complexity in restricted
models of computation such as AC0 [Li et al., 2017] and monotone arithmetic circuits
[Komarath et al., 2023]. Branchwidth has been related to tensor network complexity by
[Austrin et al., 2022].
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3.4 Lean tree decompositions

In this section we first review the proof of [Bellenbaum and Diestel, 2002; Thomas, 1990]
on the existence of lean tree decompositions, and then discuss how it leads us to the ideas
of Chapter 4.

A tree decomposition (T, bag) of a graph G is lean if for every two nodes t1, t2 ∈ V (T )

and subsets of bags X1 ⊆ bag(t1), X2 ⊆ bag(t2) it holds that either

• flow(X1, X2) = min(|X1|, |X2|), or

• there exists an edge st of T on the unique t1-t2-path in T such that flow(X1, X2) =

|bag(s) ∩ bag(t)|.

This means that in a lean tree decomposition every non-trivial separator between two
subsets of bags is explained by an adhesion of the decomposition. Note that the leannes
condition is non-trivial even when t1 = t2. In particular, as a special case it states that
if X1 and X2 are subsets of the same bag, then flow(X1, X2) = min(|X1|, |X2|). This
means that even the existence of any lean tree decomposition is non-trivial, as the trivial
single-bag tree decomposition is not lean unless the graph is a clique.

The original motivation of lean tree decompositions arose from the theory of graph minors.
They were used by Robertson and Seymour [1990] to show that Wagner’s conjecture
(Theorem 3.12) holds for graphs of bounded treewidth. For this result, Robertson and
Seymour applied the following theorem of Thomas [1990].

Theorem 3.21 (Thomas [1990]). For every graph G, there exists a lean tree decomposition
of width tw(G).

The preliminary version of the article [Robertson and Seymour, 1990] contained a weaker
version of Theorem 3.21 proven by Robertson and Seymour, but in the final version it
was replaced by the stronger and more elegant version of Thomas. Later, Bellenbaum
and Diestel [2002] gave an even shorter and more elegant proof of Theorem 3.21, although
using many ideas introduced by Thomas. Next we present a proof of Theorem 3.21 that
mostly follows the proof of Bellenbaum and Diestel [2002] .

We remind the reader that reading this proof is not a prerequisite for reading the rest
of the thesis, and warn that it can be a bit more complicated than, for example, the
material in Chapter 4. We also advise the reader that the interesting case of the leannes
condition from the viewpoint of this thesis is the single-bag case of t1 = t2, and the proof
becomes a bit easier if one thinks only about this case.

78Surveyoftheliterature

3.4Leantreedecompositions

Inthissectionwefirstreviewtheproofof[BellenbaumandDiestel,2002;Thomas,1990]
ontheexistenceofleantreedecompositions,andthendiscusshowitleadsustotheideas
ofChapter4.

Atreedecomposition(T,bag)ofagraphGisleanifforeverytwonodest1,t2∈V(T)

andsubsetsofbagsX1⊆bag(t1),X2⊆bag(t2)itholdsthateither

•flow(X1,X2)=min(|X1|,|X2|),or

•thereexistsanedgestofTontheuniquet1-t2-pathinTsuchthatflow(X1,X2)=

|bag(s)∩bag(t)|.

Thismeansthatinaleantreedecompositioneverynon-trivialseparatorbetweentwo
subsetsofbagsisexplainedbyanadhesionofthedecomposition.Notethattheleannes
conditionisnon-trivialevenwhent1=t2.Inparticular,asaspecialcaseitstatesthat
ifX1andX2aresubsetsofthesamebag,thenflow(X1,X2)=min(|X1|,|X2|).This
meansthateventheexistenceofanyleantreedecompositionisnon-trivial,asthetrivial
single-bagtreedecompositionisnotleanunlessthegraphisaclique.

Theoriginalmotivationofleantreedecompositionsarosefromthetheoryofgraphminors.
TheywereusedbyRobertsonandSeymour[1990]toshowthatWagner’sconjecture
(Theorem3.12)holdsforgraphsofboundedtreewidth.Forthisresult,Robertsonand
SeymourappliedthefollowingtheoremofThomas[1990].

Theorem3.21(Thomas[1990]).ForeverygraphG,thereexistsaleantreedecomposition
ofwidthtw(G).

Thepreliminaryversionofthearticle[RobertsonandSeymour,1990]containedaweaker
versionofTheorem3.21provenbyRobertsonandSeymour,butinthefinalversionit
wasreplacedbythestrongerandmoreelegantversionofThomas.Later,Bellenbaum
andDiestel[2002]gaveanevenshorterandmoreelegantproofofTheorem3.21,although
usingmanyideasintroducedbyThomas.NextwepresentaproofofTheorem3.21that
mostlyfollowstheproofofBellenbaumandDiestel[2002].

Weremindthereaderthatreadingthisproofisnotaprerequisiteforreadingtherest
ofthethesis,andwarnthatitcanbeabitmorecomplicatedthan,forexample,the
materialinChapter4.Wealsoadvisethereaderthattheinterestingcaseoftheleannes
conditionfromtheviewpointofthisthesisisthesingle-bagcaseoft1=t2,andtheproof
becomesabiteasierifonethinksonlyaboutthiscase.
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3.4.1 The proof

This subsection is dedicated to the proof of Theorem 3.21. The high-level outline of the
proof is as follows. We first take a tree decomposition (T, bag) that is “optimal” with
respect to a certain optimality criterion. Then, we show that if some pair X1, X2 of
subsets of bags would violate the leannes condition, we could use a minimum-size (X1, X2)-
separator to re-arrange the tree decomposition into an even better tree decomposition
according to the optimality criterion. This would contradict the optimality of (T, bag),
so (T, bag) must be lean.

Let us then give the proof in detail. For a tree decomposition (T, bag) of an n-vertex graph
G, we say that its width-vector is the (n+ 1)-element vector w̄ = (a0, a1, . . . , an), where
ai ∈ Z≥0 is the number of bags of size i. We consider the total order of width-vectors
where w̄1 = (a0, . . . , an) is smaller than w̄2 = (b0, . . . , bn) if there exists i so that ai < bi

and aj = bj for all j > i, i.e., the lexicographic order starting from the end of the vector.

Let T = (T, bag) be a tree decomposition of G with the smallest width-vector. Clearly,
width(T ) = tw(G), as otherwise an optimum-width tree decomposition of G would have
smaller width-vector. We will prove by contradiction that T is lean.

Suppose not. Then there exist nodes t1, t2 ∈ V (T ) and sets of vertices X1 ⊆ bag(t1),
X2 ⊆ bag(t2) so that flow(X1, X2) < min(|X1|, |X2|) and all adhesions of edges on the t1-
t2-path in T have size more than flow(X1, X2). Furthermore, let us select such quadruple
t1, t2, X1, X2 so that t1 and t2 have the minimum possible distance in T .

Then, we select an (X1, X2)-separator S of size |S| = flow(X1, X2) as follows. We define
a function d : V (G)→ Z≥0 so that d(v) is the distance between the unique t1-t2-path in
T and the closest bag containing v. Note that if v occurs on some bag on the t1-t2-path
then d(v) is 0, and otherwise a node tv with v ∈ bag(tv) minimizing the distance to the
path is unique. Now, we let S be an (X1, X2)-separator of size |S| = flow(X1, X2) that
minimizes

∑
v∈S d(v).

We use S to construct an improved tree decomposition of G. Let (C1, S, C2) be a
separation of G with X1 ⊆ C1 ∪ S and X2 ⊆ C2 ∪ S. We will construct a rooted tree
decomposition T 1 of G[C1 ∪ S] and a rooted tree decomposition T 2 of G[C2 ∪ S], so that
both of them contain S as a subset of their root bags. Then we will put them together
by adding an edge between their root bags.

Let i ∈ {1, 2} and j = 3− i. Informally speaking, the tree decomposition T i = (T i, bagi)

of G[Ci ∪ S] is constructed by taking a copy of T rooted at the node tj (note tj instead
of ti), then removing all vertices in Cj , then adding S to the root bag bagi(tj), and finally
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3.4.1 The proof

This subsection is dedicated to the proof of Theorem 3.21. The high-level outline of the
proof is as follows. We first take a tree decomposition (T, bag) that is “optimal” with
respect to a certain optimality criterion. Then, we show that if some pair X1, X2 of
subsets of bags would violate the leannes condition, we could use a minimum-size (X1, X2)-
separator to re-arrange the tree decomposition into an even better tree decomposition
according to the optimality criterion. This would contradict the optimality of (T, bag),
so (T, bag) must be lean.

Let us then give the proof in detail. For a tree decomposition (T, bag) of an n-vertex graph
G, we say that its width-vector is the (n+ 1)-element vector w̄ = (a0, a1, . . . , an), where
ai ∈ Z≥0 is the number of bags of size i. We consider the total order of width-vectors
where w̄1 = (a0, . . . , an) is smaller than w̄2 = (b0, . . . , bn) if there exists i so that ai < bi

and aj = bj for all j > i, i.e., the lexicographic order starting from the end of the vector.

Let T = (T, bag) be a tree decomposition of G with the smallest width-vector. Clearly,
width(T ) = tw(G), as otherwise an optimum-width tree decomposition of G would have
smaller width-vector. We will prove by contradiction that T is lean.

Suppose not. Then there exist nodes t1, t2 ∈ V (T ) and sets of vertices X1 ⊆ bag(t1),
X2 ⊆ bag(t2) so that flow(X1, X2) < min(|X1|, |X2|) and all adhesions of edges on the t1-
t2-path in T have size more than flow(X1, X2). Furthermore, let us select such quadruple
t1, t2, X1, X2 so that t1 and t2 have the minimum possible distance in T .

Then, we select an (X1, X2)-separator S of size |S| = flow(X1, X2) as follows. We define
a function d : V (G)→ Z≥0 so that d(v) is the distance between the unique t1-t2-path in
T and the closest bag containing v. Note that if v occurs on some bag on the t1-t2-path
then d(v) is 0, and otherwise a node tv with v ∈ bag(tv) minimizing the distance to the
path is unique. Now, we let S be an (X1, X2)-separator of size |S| = flow(X1, X2) that
minimizes ∑v∈S d(v).

We use S to construct an improved tree decomposition of G. Let (C1, S, C2) be a
separation of G with X1 ⊆ C1 ∪ S and X2 ⊆ C2 ∪ S. We will construct a rooted tree
decomposition T

1
of G[C1 ∪ S] and a rooted tree decomposition T

2
of G[C2 ∪ S], so that

both of them contain S as a subset of their root bags. Then we will put them together
by adding an edge between their root bags.

Let i ∈ {1, 2} and j = 3− i. Informally speaking, the tree decomposition T
i

= (T
i
, bag

i
)

of G[Ci ∪ S] is constructed by taking a copy of T rooted at the node tj (note tj instead
of ti), then removing all vertices in Cj , then adding S to the root bag bag

i
(tj), and finally
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fixing the connectedness condition in a minimal way. In particular, note that adding S
to the root bag can break the connectedness condition for vertices in S, and a minimal
fix to that is to add, for every v ∈ S, the vertex v to every bag on the path from the root
to the subtree containing the other occurrences of v.

Formally, T i = (T i, bagi) is constructed as follows. Consider T = (T, bag) to be rooted
at tj, and let T i to be a copy of the rooted tree T . To define the bags of T i, we first
define for all t ∈ V (T ) that

pulli(t) = {v ∈ S | forgetT (v) is a strict descendant of t in T}.

Note that when defining pulli, we consider T rooted at tj. Then,

bagi(t) = (bag(t) \ Cj) ∪ pulli(t)

for every t ∈ V (T ). Note that the purpose of the the vertices pulli(t) is to add S to the
root bag and fix the connectedness condition.

Let us first observe that T i is indeed a tree decomposition of G[Ci ∪ S].

Lemma 3.22. T i is a tree decomposition of G[Ci ∪ S].

Proof. The vertex condition follows from the vertex condition of T , because no vertices
in Ci ∪ S are deleted and all vertices in Cj are deleted. The same argument works for the
edge condition. The connectedness condition holds trivially for vertices in Ci, as their
occurrences are not altered compared to T . For vertices v ∈ S, we observe that if a bag
of T i contains v, then the pulli sets ensure that also the parent bag contains v, which
implies the connectedness condition.

A more surprising fact, which is at the heart of this proof and eventually the algorithms
of this thesis, is that the bags of T i are no larger than those of T .

Lemma 3.23. For every t ∈ V (T ) and i ∈ {1, 2}, it holds that |bagi(t)| ≤ |bag(t)|.

Proof. For clarity, we prove this for i = 1. The proof is the same for i = 2. Because
bag1(t) = (bag(t) \ C2) ∪ pull1(t), it suffices to prove that |pull1(t)| ≤ |bag(t) ∩ C2|.
Because S is a minimum-size (X1, X2)-separator, there exists a collection P = P1, . . . , P|S|

of |S| vertex-disjoint S-X2-paths (Lemma 2.3). Because (C1, S, C2) is a separation and
X2 ⊆ S ∪C2, these paths are disjoint from C1, in fact, all of their vertices except the first
ones are in C2. As pull1(t) ⊆ S, there is a subcollection P ′ ⊆ P of |pull1(t)| vertex-disjoint
pull1(t)-X2-paths.
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fixing the connectedness condition in a minimal way. In particular, note that adding S
to the root bag can break the connectedness condition for vertices in S, and a minimal
fix to that is to add, for every v ∈ S, the vertex v to every bag on the path from the root
to the subtree containing the other occurrences of v.

Formally, T
i

= (T
i
, bag

i
) is constructed as follows. Consider T = (T, bag) to be rooted

at tj, and let T
i
to be a copy of the rooted tree T . To define the bags of T

i
, we first

define for all t ∈ V (T ) that

pull
i
(t) = {v ∈ S | forgetT (v) is a strict descendant of t in T}.

Note that when defining pull
i
, we consider T rooted at tj. Then,

bag
i
(t) = (bag(t) \ Cj) ∪ pull

i
(t)

for every t ∈ V (T ). Note that the purpose of the the vertices pull
i
(t) is to add S to the

root bag and fix the connectedness condition.

Let us first observe that T
i
is indeed a tree decomposition of G[Ci ∪ S].

Lemma 3.22. T
i
is a tree decomposition of G[Ci ∪ S].

Proof. The vertex condition follows from the vertex condition of T , because no vertices
in Ci ∪ S are deleted and all vertices in Cj are deleted. The same argument works for the
edge condition. The connectedness condition holds trivially for vertices in Ci, as their
occurrences are not altered compared to T . For vertices v ∈ S, we observe that if a bag
of T

i
contains v, then the pull

i
sets ensure that also the parent bag contains v, which

implies the connectedness condition.

A more surprising fact, which is at the heart of this proof and eventually the algorithms
of this thesis, is that the bags of T

i
are no larger than those of T .

Lemma 3.23. For every t ∈ V (T ) and i ∈ {1, 2}, it holds that |bag
i
(t)| ≤ |bag(t)|.

Proof. For clarity, we prove this for i = 1. The proof is the same for i = 2. Because
bag

1
(t) = (bag(t) \ C2) ∪ pull

1
(t), it suffices to prove that |pull

1
(t)| ≤ |bag(t) ∩ C2|.

Because S is a minimum-size (X1, X2)-separator, there exists a collection P = P1, . . . , P|S|

of |S| vertex-disjoint S-X2-paths (Lemma 2.3). Because (C1, S, C2) is a separation and
X2 ⊆ S ∪C2, these paths are disjoint from C1, in fact, all of their vertices except the first
ones are in C2. As pull

1
(t) ⊆ S, there is a subcollection P ′ ⊆ P of |pull

1
(t)| vertex-disjoint

pull
1
(t)-X2-paths.
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Let us again view T as rooted at t2. Each path P ∈ P ′ intersects a bag of a strict
descendant of t because the forget-nodes of vertices in pull1(t) are strict descendants of
t. Also, P intersects X2 ⊆ bag(t2). Therefore, as G[P ] is connected, P must intersect
bag(t), and because pull1(t) is disjoint with bag(t), P in fact intersects bag(t) ∩ C2. The
fact that these paths are vertex-disjoint implies |bag(t) ∩ C2| ≥ |pull1(t)|.

Because S ⊆ bag1(t2) and S ⊆ bag2(t1), it is not hard to see that the tree decomposition
T ′ = (T ′, bag′) constructed by connecting (T 1, bag1) and (T 2, bag2) by an edge between
the root node t2 of T 1 and the root node t1 of T 2 is indeed a tree decomposition of G.
By Lemma 3.23, the width of T ′ is no larger than the width of T . However, it does not
yet imply that the width-vector of T ′ is smaller than that of T .

To prove that the width-vector of T ′ is smaller than the width-vector of T , we will use an
argument similar to that of Lemma 3.23, but in a stronger form, using the optimizations
for choosing t1, t2, and S that we asserted in the beginning of the proof. The argument
of Lemma 3.23 is in fact a special case of the argument of the following proof, but they
illustrate two different viewpoints, disjoint paths and separators.

Lemma 3.24. For every t ∈ V (T ) and i ∈ {1, 2}, the equality |bagi(t)| = |bag(t)| holds
only if bag(t) ⊆ Ci ∪ S.

Proof. For clarity, we prove this for i = 1. The proof is the same for i = 2. Observe that
it suffices to prove that either pull1(t) is empty or |pull1(t)| < |bag(t) ∩ C2|. For the sake
of contradiction, suppose that pull1(t) is non-empty and |pull1(t)| ≥ |bag(t) ∩ C2|. Let us
also again view T = (T, bag) as rooted at t2.

Claim 3.25. The set
S ′ = (S \ pull1(t)) ∪ (bag(t) ∩ C2)

is a (X1, X2)-separator and a (bag(t), X2)-separator.

Proof of the claim. We will prove that S ′ is a (C1 ∪ pull1(t), X2)-separator, which implies
the claim because X1 ⊆ C1 ∪ S ′ ∪ pull1(t) and bag(t) ⊆ C1 ∪ S ′.

Assume not, and let P be a shortest (C1 ∪ pull1(t))-(X2 \ S ′)-path in G \ S ′. Because
pull1(t) is a (C1, X2 \ S ′)-separator in G \ S ′, P contains no vertices in C1, and in fact all
vertices of P except the first are in C2. Because P is a connected set that intersects a
descendant of t and the root t2, it must intersect bag(t). However, bag(t) is disjoint with
pull1(t) and bag(t) ∩ C2 ⊆ S ′, so no such path P can exist in G \ S ′. C
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bag(t), and because pull
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(t) is disjoint with bag(t), P in fact intersects bag(t) ∩ C2. The

fact that these paths are vertex-disjoint implies |bag(t) ∩ C2| ≥ |pull
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(t)|.

Because S ⊆ bag
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(t1), it is not hard to see that the tree decomposition
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the root node t2 of T
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is indeed a tree decomposition of G.

By Lemma 3.23, the width of T ′ is no larger than the width of T . However, it does not
yet imply that the width-vector of T ′ is smaller than that of T .

To prove that the width-vector of T ′ is smaller than the width-vector of T , we will use an
argument similar to that of Lemma 3.23, but in a stronger form, using the optimizations
for choosing t1, t2, and S that we asserted in the beginning of the proof. The argument
of Lemma 3.23 is in fact a special case of the argument of the following proof, but they
illustrate two different viewpoints, disjoint paths and separators.
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of contradiction, suppose that pull
1
(t) is non-empty and |pull

1
(t)| ≥ |bag(t) ∩ C2|. Let us

also again view T = (T, bag) as rooted at t2.

Claim 3.25. The set
S ′ = (S \ pull

1
(t)) ∪ (bag(t) ∩ C2)

is a (X1, X2)-separator and a (bag(t), X2)-separator.

Proof of the claim. We will prove that S ′ is a (C1 ∪ pull
1
(t), X2)-separator, which implies

the claim because X1 ⊆ C1 ∪ S ′ ∪ pull
1
(t) and bag(t) ⊆ C1 ∪ S ′.

Assume not, and let P be a shortest (C1 ∪ pull
1
(t))-(X2 \ S ′)-path in G \ S ′. Because

pull
1
(t) is a (C1, X2 \ S ′)-separator in G \ S ′, P contains no vertices in C1, and in fact all

vertices of P except the first are in C2. Because P is a connected set that intersects a
descendant of t and the root t2, it must intersect bag(t). However, bag(t) is disjoint with
pull

1
(t) and bag(t) ∩ C2 ⊆ S ′, so no such path P can exist in G \ S ′. C
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Now, if |pull1(t)| > |bag(t) ∩ C2|, then |S ′| < |S|, which contradicts the fact that S is a
minimum-size (X1, X2)-separator. Otherwise, |S ′| = |S| and pull1(t) is non-empty. We
consider cases depending on whether t is on the t1-t2-path in T .

First, suppose that t 6= t1 and t is on the t1-t2-path. Our goal is to contradict the choice
of t1, in particular, to show that t should have been chosen instead. Recall that all
bags on the t1-t2-path, including bag(t), have size greater than flow(X1, X2) because the
quadruple t1, t2, X1, X2 violated the leannes condition. By Claim 3.25,

flow(bag(t), X2) ≤ |S ′| = flow(X1, X2) < min(|bag(t)|, |X2|).

As flow(bag(t), X2) ≤ flow(X1, X2), all adhesions on the t-t2-path have size greater than
flow(bag(t), X2), so t, t2, bag(t), X2 is also a quadruple that violates the leannes condition.
The distance between t and t2 is smaller than the distance between t1 and t2, so this
contradicts the choice of t1 and t2.

Then, suppose that t is not on the t1-t2-path or t = t1. We aim to contradict the choice of
S. Recall that all occurrences of vertices in pull1(t) are in the bags of strict descendants
of t. This implies that d(v) < d(u) for all v ∈ bag(t) and u ∈ pull1(t). As pull1(t) is
non-empty, it follows that

∑
v∈S′ d(v) <

∑
v∈S d(v), which contradicts the choice of S.

With the help of Lemma 3.24 we can prove that the width-vector of T ′ is smaller than
that of T . Our goal will be to show that there exists k > |S| so that T ′ has less bags of
size k than T , and for all ` > k at most as many bags of size ` as T .

Let i ∈ {1, 2} and j = 3− i. If |bagi(t)| = |bag(t)|, then by Lemma 3.24, bag(t) ⊆ Ci ∪S,
which implies that bagj(t) ⊆ S. In particular, either both bag1(t) and bag2(t) are smaller
than bag(t), or one of them has size |bag(t)| and another has size at most |S|. Let k be
the largest integer so that there is t ∈ V (T ) with |bag(t)| = k such that both bag1(t) and
bag2(t) are smaller than bag(t). If k > |S|, then the above arguments imply that this is
indeed the desired k to show that the width-vector of T ′ is smaller than the width-vector
of T , so it remains to prove that indeed k > |S|.

By Lemma 3.24 the equality |bagi(t)| = |bag(t)| cannot happen if bag(t) intersects Cj , so
it suffices to show that there exists t ∈ V (T ) so that |bag(t)| > |S| and bag(t) intersects
both C1 and C2. We show that such t exists on the t1-t2 path. Because each adhesion
bag(a) ∩ bag(b) of an edge ab on this path has size more than |S|, it cannot be that
bag(a) ⊆ Ci ∪ S and bag(b) ⊆ Cj ∪ S. However, because |Xi| > |S|, Xi ⊆ Ci ∪ S,
and Xi ⊆ bag(ti), we have that bag(t1) intersects C1 and bag(t2) intersects C2, so there
must be a bag on the path that intersects both C1 and C2. This finishes the proof of
Theorem 3.21.
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Now, if |pull
1
(t)| > |bag(t) ∩ C2|, then |S ′| < |S|, which contradicts the fact that S is a

minimum-size (X1, X2)-separator. Otherwise, |S ′| = |S| and pull
1
(t) is non-empty. We

consider cases depending on whether t is on the t1-t2-path in T .

First, suppose that t 6= t1 and t is on the t1-t2-path. Our goal is to contradict the choice
of t1, in particular, to show that t should have been chosen instead. Recall that all
bags on the t1-t2-path, including bag(t), have size greater than flow(X1, X2) because the
quadruple t1, t2, X1, X2 violated the leannes condition. By Claim 3.25,

flow(bag(t), X2) ≤ |S ′| = flow(X1, X2) < min(|bag(t)|, |X2|).

As flow(bag(t), X2) ≤ flow(X1, X2), all adhesions on the t-t2-path have size greater than
flow(bag(t), X2), so t, t2, bag(t), X2 is also a quadruple that violates the leannes condition.
The distance between t and t2 is smaller than the distance between t1 and t2, so this
contradicts the choice of t1 and t2.

Then, suppose that t is not on the t1-t2-path or t = t1. We aim to contradict the choice of
S. Recall that all occurrences of vertices in pull

1
(t) are in the bags of strict descendants

of t. This implies that d(v) < d(u) for all v ∈ bag(t) and u ∈ pull
1
(t). As pull

1
(t) is

non-empty, it follows that∑v∈S′ d(v) <∑v∈S d(v), which contradicts the choice of S.

With the help of Lemma 3.24 we can prove that the width-vector of T ′ is smaller than
that of T . Our goal will be to show that there exists k > |S| so that T ′ has less bags of
size k than T , and for all ` > k at most as many bags of size ` as T .

Let i ∈ {1, 2} and j = 3− i. If |bag
i
(t)| = |bag(t)|, then by Lemma 3.24, bag(t) ⊆ Ci ∪S,

which implies that bag
j
(t) ⊆ S. In particular, either both bag

1
(t) and bag

2
(t) are smaller

than bag(t), or one of them has size |bag(t)| and another has size at most |S|. Let k be
the largest integer so that there is t ∈ V (T ) with |bag(t)| = k such that both bag

1
(t) and

bag
2
(t) are smaller than bag(t). If k > |S|, then the above arguments imply that this is

indeed the desired k to show that the width-vector of T ′ is smaller than the width-vector
of T , so it remains to prove that indeed k > |S|.

By Lemma 3.24 the equality |bag
i
(t)| = |bag(t)| cannot happen if bag(t) intersects Cj , so

it suffices to show that there exists t ∈ V (T ) so that |bag(t)| > |S| and bag(t) intersects
both C1 and C2. We show that such t exists on the t1-t2 path. Because each adhesion
bag(a) ∩ bag(b) of an edge ab on this path has size more than |S|, it cannot be that
bag(a) ⊆ Ci ∪ S and bag(b) ⊆ Cj ∪ S. However, because |Xi| > |S|, Xi ⊆ Ci ∪ S,
and Xi ⊆ bag(ti), we have that bag(t1) intersects C1 and bag(t2) intersects C2, so there
must be a bag on the path that intersects both C1 and C2. This finishes the proof of
Theorem 3.21.
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(t)aresmallerthanbag(t).Ifk>|S|,thentheaboveargumentsimplythatthisis

indeedthedesiredktoshowthatthewidth-vectorofT′issmallerthanthewidth-vector
ofT,soitremainstoprovethatindeedk>|S|.

ByLemma3.24theequality|bag
i
(t)|=|bag(t)|cannothappenifbag(t)intersectsCj,so

itsufficestoshowthatthereexistst∈V(T)sothat|bag(t)|>|S|andbag(t)intersects
bothC1andC2.Weshowthatsuchtexistsonthet1-t2path.Becauseeachadhesion
bag(a)∩bag(b)ofanedgeabonthispathhassizemorethan|S|,itcannotbethat
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At first glance, the proof of Theorem 3.21 is not algorithmic. It starts with an imaginary
optimal tree decomposition, and proceeds by a proof by contradiction. However, we
can observe that this proof by contradiction in fact gives a procedure, that given a
tree decomposition that is not lean, improves it by improving the width-vector of it.
Because the width-vector cannot be improved forever, repeating this improvement must
eventually make any tree decomposition lean. With this procedure we obtain a lean tree
decomposition, but unlike in the statement of Theorem 3.21, it seems like we have no
guarantee on the width of it. However, it turns out that leannes itself is a strong enough
property to obtain a bound on the width as follows.

Lemma 3.26. If (T, bag) is a lean tree decomposition of a graph G, then the width of
(T, bag) is at most 3 · tw(G) + 2.

Proof. Denote tw(G) = k, and suppose that (T, bag) has width at least 3k + 3, meaning
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Lemma 3.26. At this point, we could ask how fast the procedure for improving non-lean
tree decompositions can be implemented, and whether the resulting approximation ratio
of 3 can be improved. These questions lead to the proof of Theorem 1.1 in Chapter 4.

Lastly, we note that in addition to this thesis, the ideas from the proof of Theorem 3.21
have been algorithmically applied in the context of computing unbreakable tree decomposi-
tions by Cygan et al. [2021]. They show that for any given parameter k, there exists a tree
decomposition whose adhesions have size at most k and the leannes conditions are satisfied
when t1 = t2 and X1 and X2 have size at most |X1|, |X2| ≤ k+ 1. Moreover, they give an
algorithm for computing such a tree decomposition in time 2O(k log k)nO(1). These unbreak-
able tree decompositions have been applied for obtaining FPT algorithms parameterized
by solution size for many different problems, for example, minimum bisection, Steiner
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In the purely graph-theoretic setting, analogues of Theorem 3.21 have been given for
several other width parameters. Geelen et al. [2002] showed that connectivity functions
admit optimal branch decompositions that are “linked”, which is a property analogous to
a weaker version of leannes that holds only for t1 6= t2. An analogue of Theorem 3.21 but
for tree-cut width was given by Giannopoulou et al. [2021]. Erde [2018] gave a general
framework for results like this, and as an application showed an analogue of Theorem 3.21
for matroid treewidth.
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Chapter 4

Fast 2-approximation algorithm for
treewidth

In this chapter we prove the following theorem about 2-approximating treewidth.

Theorem 1.1. There is an algorithm that, given an n-vertex graph G and an integer
k, in time 2O(k)n either outputs a tree decomposition of G of width at most 2k + 1 or
determines that the treewidth of G is larger than k.

As discussed before, the high-level idea behind the proof of Theorem 1.1 is to introduce
an algorithmic version of the tree decomposition improvement procedure in the proof of
[Bellenbaum and Diestel, 2002; Thomas, 1990], and then optimize its running time. In
this chapter, we follow a self-contained presentation and do not assume any familiarity
with the aforementioned proof.

4.1 Overview

We now give a high-level outline of the algorithm of Theorem 1.1 before formally presenting
it. The algorithm is based on applying iterative improvement operations to a tree
decomposition. By Theorem 3.8, suppose we have a tree decomposition T = (T, bag) of
a graph G, having width between 2k + 2 and 4k + 3. Our goal is to either conclude that
G has treewidth higher than k, or to improve the width of T to 2k + 1.

Let r be a node of T so that width(T ) = |bag(r)| − 1. We introduce an improvement
operation, that takes bag(r), and either concludes that the treewidth of G is more than k,
or transforms T into an improved tree decomposition T ′. The resulting tree decomposition
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Theorem1.1.Thereisanalgorithmthat,givenann-vertexgraphGandaninteger
k,intime2O(k)neitheroutputsatreedecompositionofGofwidthatmost2k+1or
determinesthatthetreewidthofGislargerthank.

Asdiscussedbefore,thehigh-levelideabehindtheproofofTheorem1.1istointroduce
analgorithmicversionofthetreedecompositionimprovementprocedureintheproofof
[BellenbaumandDiestel,2002;Thomas,1990],andthenoptimizeitsrunningtime.In
thischapter,wefollowaself-containedpresentationanddonotassumeanyfamiliarity
withtheaforementionedproof.

4.1Overview

Wenowgiveahigh-leveloutlineofthealgorithmofTheorem1.1beforeformallypresenting
it.Thealgorithmisbasedonapplyingiterativeimprovementoperationstoatree
decomposition.ByTheorem3.8,supposewehaveatreedecompositionT=(T,bag)of
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ortransformsTintoanimprovedtreedecompositionT′.Theresultingtreedecomposition
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T ′ has width at most the width of T , and it has less bags of size |bag(r)| than T has.
Therefore, applying |T | = O(n) improvement operations will be sufficient for decreasing
the width of T by one, and O(kn) improvement operations for decreasing the width
to 2k + 1.

A natural implementation of the improvements would give a running time of 2O(k)n

per operation, resulting in a total time of 2O(k)n2. We then introduce a modified,
“local”, version of the improvement operation, which makes certain optimizations in the
construction of T ′. With this optimized version, we then introduce a potential function
Φ(T ) that is initially bounded by 2O(k)n and for which Φ(T ′) < Φ(T ) holds, and show
that with the help of appropriate data structures each improvement operation can be
implemented in time 2O(k) · (Φ(T )− Φ(T ′)). This yields the running time 2O(k) · Φ(T ) =

2O(k)n over any sequence of improvement operations, resulting in Theorem 1.1.

The rest of this chapter is organized as follows. In Section 4.2 we introduce the improve-
ment operation and prove its main graph-theoretic properties. In Section 4.3 we introduce
the optimized version of the improvement operation and the potential function Φ, and
analyze them. Then, in Section 4.4 we show that the algorithm can be implemented in
2O(k)n time.

4.2 Improving a tree decomposition

In this section we describe the tree decomposition improvement operation and prove its
main graph-theoretic properties. Many ideas of this section are inspired by the proofs of
[Bellenbaum and Diestel, 2002; Thomas, 1990], but none of our proofs is directly from
therein. In particular, our construction of an improved tree decomposition differs from
their construction in that we “split” a tree decomposition into three parts, instead of
their two parts. This is crucial for obtaining 2-approximation instead of 3-approximation.
Our construction would also work for splitting a tree decomposition into more than three
parts, but this would not anymore improve the approximation ratio.

4.2.1 Splittable sets of vertices

Let G be a graph. We say that a set of vertices W ⊆ V (G) is splittable if V (G) can
be partitioned into four, possibly empty, sets (C1, C2, C3, S) so that there are no edges
between Ci and Cj for i 6= j and |(W ∩ Ci) ∪ S| < |W | holds for all i ∈ [3]. We call such
4-tuple a split of W .

88Fast2-approximationalgorithmfortreewidth

T′haswidthatmostthewidthofT,andithaslessbagsofsize|bag(r)|thanThas.
Therefore,applying|T|=O(n)improvementoperationswillbesufficientfordecreasing
thewidthofTbyone,andO(kn)improvementoperationsfordecreasingthewidth
to2k+1.

Anaturalimplementationoftheimprovementswouldgivearunningtimeof2O(k)n

peroperation,resultinginatotaltimeof2O(k)n2.Wethenintroduceamodified,
“local”,versionoftheimprovementoperation,whichmakescertainoptimizationsinthe
constructionofT′.Withthisoptimizedversion,wethenintroduceapotentialfunction
Φ(T)thatisinitiallyboundedby2O(k)nandforwhichΦ(T′)<Φ(T)holds,andshow
thatwiththehelpofappropriatedatastructureseachimprovementoperationcanbe
implementedintime2O(k)·(Φ(T)−Φ(T′)).Thisyieldstherunningtime2O(k)·Φ(T)=

2O(k)noveranysequenceofimprovementoperations,resultinginTheorem1.1.

Therestofthischapterisorganizedasfollows.InSection4.2weintroducetheimprove-
mentoperationandproveitsmaingraph-theoreticproperties.InSection4.3weintroduce
theoptimizedversionoftheimprovementoperationandthepotentialfunctionΦ,and
analyzethem.Then,inSection4.4weshowthatthealgorithmcanbeimplementedin
2O(k)ntime.

4.2Improvingatreedecomposition

Inthissectionwedescribethetreedecompositionimprovementoperationandproveits
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therein.Inparticular,ourconstructionofanimprovedtreedecompositiondiffersfrom
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Our construction would also work for splitting a tree decomposition into more than three
parts, but this would not anymore improve the approximation ratio.

4.2.1 Splittable sets of vertices

Let G be a graph. We say that a set of vertices W ⊆ V (G) is splittable if V (G) can
be partitioned into four, possibly empty, sets (C1, C2, C3, S) so that there are no edges
between Ci and Cj for i 6= j and |(W ∩ Ci) ∪ S| < |W | holds for all i ∈ [3]. We call such
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The next lemma shows that if a tree decomposition of a graph G has width larger than
2k + 1, then either a largest bag of the tree decomposition is splittable or the treewidth
of G is larger than k.

Lemma 4.1. Let G be a graph of treewidth ≤ k. Any set of vertices W ⊆ V (G) of size
|W | ≥ 2k + 3 is splittable.

Proof. By Lemma 3.2, there exists a W -balanced separator S of size |S| ≤ k + 1. By
the definition of W -balanced separator, for every connected component C ∈ cc(G \ S) it
holds that |C ∩W | ≤ |W |/2, but there may be more than three components. We claim
that these components can be merged into a partition C of V (G) \ S with at most three
parts so that for each part C ∈ C it holds that |C ∩W | ≤ |W |/2.

This merging can be achieved by a following process. Let initially C = cc(G \ S). While
C has at least four parts, let C1 and C2 be the two parts with the smallest values of
|Ci ∩W |. We replace C1 and C2 by their union C1 ∪ C2. In this case it must hold that
|(C1 ∪C2)∩W | ≤ |W |/2, because there were at least four parts, and C1 and C2 were the
two parts with the smallest values of |Ci ∩W |.

We end up with a partition C of V (G)\S with at most three parts so that |C∩W | ≤ |W |/2
for all C ∈ C and there are no edges between Ci and Cj for distinct Ci, Cj ∈ C. This
directly gives a split of W because |(W ∩ C) ∪ S| ≤ |W |/2 + k + 1 < |W |.

In the algorithm, the set W will always be the root bag of the rooted tree decomposition
T = (T, bag) we are improving, i.e., W = bag(r) for the root r of T . Moreover, it will
always be a largest bag, i.e., |W | = |bag(r)| = width(T ) + 1.

We impose additional restrictions on the splits that we consider. Recall that depthT (x) for
a node x of T is the distance from x to the root, forgetT (v) for a vertex v ∈ V (G) is the
unique node of T closest to the root whose bag contains v, and consider the vertex-depth
function depthT (v) = depthT (forgetT (v)). A split (C1, C2, C3, S) of W is a minimum split
of W if the split minimizes |S| among all splits of W , and among splits minimizing |S|,
it further minimizes depthT (S) =

∑
v∈S depthT (v). The improvement operation will be

performed using a minimum split of W .

4.2.2 The improvement operation

We describe the construction of an improved tree decomposition by using a minimum
split of the root bag. This construction is illustrated with an example in Figure 4.1.
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ThenextlemmashowsthatifatreedecompositionofagraphGhaswidthlargerthan
2k+1,theneitheralargestbagofthetreedecompositionissplittableorthetreewidth
ofGislargerthank.

Lemma4.1.LetGbeagraphoftreewidth≤k.AnysetofverticesW⊆V(G)ofsize
|W|≥2k+3issplittable.

Proof.ByLemma3.2,thereexistsaW-balancedseparatorSofsize|S|≤k+1.By
thedefinitionofW-balancedseparator,foreveryconnectedcomponentC∈cc(G\S)it
holdsthat|C∩W|≤|W|/2,buttheremaybemorethanthreecomponents.Weclaim
thatthesecomponentscanbemergedintoapartitionCofV(G)\Swithatmostthree
partssothatforeachpartC∈Citholdsthat|C∩W|≤|W|/2.

Thismergingcanbeachievedbyafollowingprocess.LetinitiallyC=cc(G\S).While
Chasatleastfourparts,letC1andC2bethetwopartswiththesmallestvaluesof
|Ci∩W|.WereplaceC1andC2bytheirunionC1∪C2.Inthiscaseitmustholdthat
|(C1∪C2)∩W|≤|W|/2,becausetherewereatleastfourparts,andC1andC2werethe
twopartswiththesmallestvaluesof|Ci∩W|.

WeendupwithapartitionCofV(G)\Swithatmostthreepartssothat|C∩W|≤|W|/2
forallC∈CandtherearenoedgesbetweenCiandCjfordistinctCi,Cj∈C.This
directlygivesasplitofWbecause|(W∩C)∪S|≤|W|/2+k+1<|W|.

Inthealgorithm,thesetWwillalwaysbetherootbagoftherootedtreedecomposition
T=(T,bag)weareimproving,i.e.,W=bag(r)fortherootrofT.Moreover,itwill
alwaysbealargestbag,i.e.,|W|=|bag(r)|=width(T)+1.

Weimposeadditionalrestrictionsonthesplitsthatweconsider.RecallthatdepthT(x)for
anodexofTisthedistancefromxtotheroot,forgetT(v)foravertexv∈V(G)isthe
uniquenodeofTclosesttotherootwhosebagcontainsv,andconsiderthevertex-depth
functiondepthT(v)=depthT(forgetT(v)).Asplit(C1,C2,C3,S)ofWisaminimumsplit
ofWifthesplitminimizes|S|amongallsplitsofW,andamongsplitsminimizing|S|,
itfurtherminimizesdepthT(S)=

∑
v∈SdepthT(v).Theimprovementoperationwillbe

performedusingaminimumsplitofW.

4.2.2Theimprovementoperation

Wedescribetheconstructionofanimprovedtreedecompositionbyusingaminimum
splitoftherootbag.ThisconstructionisillustratedwithanexampleinFigure4.1.
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Figure 4.1: Example of the improvement operation. A tree decomposition T = (T, bag)
of a graph G with V (T ) = {r, x, y, z, w} and V (G) = {a, b, c, d, e, f, g, h, i, j, k},
with root bag bag(r) = {a, b, c, d, e} (top). For a minimum split (C1, C2, C3, S) =
({a, c, k}, {b, g}, {d, e, f, j}, {h, i}) of bag(r), the constructed improved tree decomposition
(bottom). It holds that pull(r) = {h, i}, pull(x) = {h}, and pull(t) = ∅ for t ∈ {y, z, w}.

Let T = (T, bag) be a tree decomposition of a graph G, rooted at a node r, and
(C1, C2, C3, S) a minimum split of bag(r). We first give a slightly informal description of
the improvement operation and then a more formal description with additional notation.

For each i ∈ [3], we construct a tree decomposition T i = (T i, bagi) of the induced
subgraph G[Ci ∪ S] as follows. We first set T i to be the copy of T obtained by renaming
each node x ∈ V (T ) to xi. Then, the bags of T i are obtained by removing all other
vertices than Ci ∪ S from each bag of T , and then inserting each vertex v ∈ S to all bags
on the path from the root to the forget-node of v (excluding the forget-node, whose bag
already contains v). In particular, each T i will have a root bag bagi(ri) = (bag(r)∩Ci)∪S.
Then, the improved tree decomposition is obtained by combining T 1, T 2, and T 3 by
connecting them from their roots r1,r2, and r3 to a new node whose bag is equal to S.

Next we define the construction of the improved tree decomposition more formally with
the help of some additional notation. First, for each node x of the tree decomposition T
we define the subset of S inserted to bagi(xi) for all i ∈ [3] to be

pull(x) = {v ∈ S | forgetT (v) is a strict descendant of x in T}.

Note that pull(x) ⊆ S \ bag(x), and if y is an ancestor of x, then pull(x) ⊆ pull(y).
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Figure4.1:Exampleoftheimprovementoperation.AtreedecompositionT=(T,bag)
ofagraphGwithV(T)={r,x,y,z,w}andV(G)={a,b,c,d,e,f,g,h,i,j,k},
withrootbagbag(r)={a,b,c,d,e}(top).Foraminimumsplit(C1,C2,C3,S)=
({a,c,k},{b,g},{d,e,f,j},{h,i})ofbag(r),theconstructedimprovedtreedecomposition
(bottom).Itholdsthatpull(r)={h,i},pull(x)={h},andpull(t)=∅fort∈{y,z,w}.

LetT=(T,bag)beatreedecompositionofagraphG,rootedatanoder,and
(C1,C2,C3,S)aminimumsplitofbag(r).Wefirstgiveaslightlyinformaldescriptionof
theimprovementoperationandthenamoreformaldescriptionwithadditionalnotation.

Foreachi∈[3],weconstructatreedecompositionTi=(Ti,bagi)oftheinduced
subgraphG[Ci∪S]asfollows.WefirstsetTitobethecopyofTobtainedbyrenaming
eachnodex∈V(T)toxi.Then,thebagsofTiareobtainedbyremovingallother
verticesthanCi∪SfromeachbagofT,andtheninsertingeachvertexv∈Stoallbags
onthepathfromtheroottotheforget-nodeofv(excludingtheforget-node,whosebag
alreadycontainsv).Inparticular,eachTiwillhavearootbagbagi(ri)=(bag(r)∩Ci)∪S.
Then,theimprovedtreedecompositionisobtainedbycombiningT1,T2,andT3by
connectingthemfromtheirrootsr1,r2,andr3toanewnodewhosebagisequaltoS.

Nextwedefinetheconstructionoftheimprovedtreedecompositionmoreformallywith
thehelpofsomeadditionalnotation.First,foreachnodexofthetreedecompositionT
wedefinethesubsetofSinsertedtobagi(xi)foralli∈[3]tobe

pull(x)={v∈S|forgetT(v)isastrictdescendantofxinT}.

Notethatpull(x)⊆S\bag(x),andifyisanancestorofx,thenpull(x)⊆pull(y).
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Figure 4.1: Example of the improvement operation. A tree decomposition T = (T, bag)
of a graph G with V (T ) = {r, x, y, z, w} and V (G) = {a, b, c, d, e, f, g, h, i, j, k},
with root bag bag(r) = {a, b, c, d, e} (top). For a minimum split (C1, C2, C3, S) =
({a, c, k}, {b, g}, {d, e, f, j}, {h, i}) of bag(r), the constructed improved tree decomposition
(bottom). It holds that pull(r) = {h, i}, pull(x) = {h}, and pull(t) = ∅ for t ∈ {y, z, w}.

Let T = (T, bag) be a tree decomposition of a graph G, rooted at a node r, and
(C1, C2, C3, S) a minimum split of bag(r). We first give a slightly informal description of
the improvement operation and then a more formal description with additional notation.

For each i ∈ [3], we construct a tree decomposition T
i

= (T
i
, bag

i
) of the induced

subgraph G[Ci ∪ S] as follows. We first set T
i
to be the copy of T obtained by renaming

each node x ∈ V (T ) to x
i
. Then, the bags of T

i
are obtained by removing all other

vertices than Ci ∪ S from each bag of T , and then inserting each vertex v ∈ S to all bags
on the path from the root to the forget-node of v (excluding the forget-node, whose bag
already contains v). In particular, each T

i
will have a root bag bag

i
(r
i
) = (bag(r)∩Ci)∪S.

Then, the improved tree decomposition is obtained by combining T
1
, T

2
, and T

3
by

connecting them from their roots r
1
,r

2
, and r

3
to a new node whose bag is equal to S.

Next we define the construction of the improved tree decomposition more formally with
the help of some additional notation. First, for each node x of the tree decomposition T
we define the subset of S inserted to bag

i
(x

i
) for all i ∈ [3] to be

pull(x) = {v ∈ S | forgetT (v) is a strict descendant of x in T}.

Note that pull(x) ⊆ S \ bag(x), and if y is an ancestor of x, then pull(x) ⊆ pull(y).
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Then we can define the tree decomposition T i = (T i, bagi).

Definition 4.2 (The tree decomposition T i). Let (T, bag) be a tree decomposition rooted
at a node r and (C1, C2, C3, S) a minimum split of bag(r). For each i ∈ [3], the rooted
tree decomposition (T i, bagi) is obtained by setting T i to be the copy of T with each node
x renamed to xi, and for all x ∈ V (T ) setting bagi(xi) = (bag(x) ∩ (Ci ∪ S)) ∪ pull(x).

In other words, for each node x of T , each tree decomposition T i contains a node xi, so
that bagi(xi) is obtained from bag(x) by first removing all vertices not in (Ci ∪ S) and
then inserting the set pull(x). The insertions of the vertices in pull(x) can be seen as first
adding S to the bag of the root bagi(ri), and then fixing the connectedness condition by
“pulling up” vertices v ∈ S from their forget-nodes to the root. In particular, they ensure
that if pi is the parent of a node xi in T i, then bagi(xi) ∩ S ⊆ bagi(pi) ∩ S. This ensures
that the connectedness condition holds for vertices in S, and the rest of the conditions of
tree decompositions are easy to check to conclude that T i is a tree decomposition of the
induced subgraph G[Ci ∪ S].

The improved tree decomposition T ′ of T with respect to (C1, C2, C3, S) is then obtained
by taking the disjoint union of T 1, T 2, and T 3 and connecting each of them from their
roots to a new root node r′ whose bag is bag′(r′) = S.

Lemma 4.3. The improved tree decomposition is a tree decomposition of G.

Proof. As argued above, for each i ∈ [3], the tree decomposition T i is a tree decomposition
of the graph G[Ci ∪ S]. As S pairwise separates the sets of vertices Ci from each other, it
follows that each edge and vertex of G is in one of the induced subgraphs G[Ci ∪ S], and
therefore as T i is a tree decomposition of G[Ci ∪ S], the improved tree decomposition
satisfies the vertex and edge conditions of tree decompositions. The connectedness
condition for vertices not in S follows from the fact that each T i satisfies the connectedness
condition and that each vertex not in S appears in exactly one T i. For vertices in S, the
connectedness condition is satisfied because it is satisfied for each T i, S ⊆ bagi(ri), and
S = bag′(r′).

Next we prove the main lemma for arguing that that the improved tree decomposition is
indeed improved. The structure of the proof is to assume otherwise and then construct
a split (C ′1, C

′
2, C

′
3, S

′) that would contradict the fact that (C1, C2, C3, S) is a minimum
split. This argument is illustrated in Figure 4.2.

Lemma 4.4. Let T = (T, bag) be a rooted tree decomposition, W = bag(r) the root bag
of T , and (C1, C2, C3, S) a minimum split of W . For each node x of T and any pair of
distinct i, j ∈ [3] it holds that either |pull(x)| < |bag(x) ∩ (Ci ∪ Cj)| or pull(x) = ∅.
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ThenwecandefinethetreedecompositionTi=(Ti,bagi).

Definition4.2(ThetreedecompositionTi).Let(T,bag)beatreedecompositionrooted
atanoderand(C1,C2,C3,S)aminimumsplitofbag(r).Foreachi∈[3],therooted
treedecomposition(Ti,bagi)isobtainedbysettingTitobethecopyofTwitheachnode
xrenamedtoxi,andforallx∈V(T)settingbagi(xi)=(bag(x)∩(Ci∪S))∪pull(x).

Inotherwords,foreachnodexofT,eachtreedecompositionTicontainsanodexi,so
thatbagi(xi)isobtainedfrombag(x)byfirstremovingallverticesnotin(Ci∪S)and
theninsertingthesetpull(x).Theinsertionsoftheverticesinpull(x)canbeseenasfirst
addingStothebagoftherootbagi(ri),andthenfixingtheconnectednessconditionby
“pullingup”verticesv∈Sfromtheirforget-nodestotheroot.Inparticular,theyensure
thatifpiistheparentofanodexiinTi,thenbagi(xi)∩S⊆bagi(pi)∩S.Thisensures
thattheconnectednessconditionholdsforverticesinS,andtherestoftheconditionsof
treedecompositionsareeasytochecktoconcludethatTiisatreedecompositionofthe
inducedsubgraphG[Ci∪S].

TheimprovedtreedecompositionT′ofTwithrespectto(C1,C2,C3,S)isthenobtained
bytakingthedisjointunionofT1,T2,andT3andconnectingeachofthemfromtheir
rootstoanewrootnoder′whosebagisbag′(r′)=S.

Lemma4.3.TheimprovedtreedecompositionisatreedecompositionofG.

Proof.Asarguedabove,foreachi∈[3],thetreedecompositionTiisatreedecomposition
ofthegraphG[Ci∪S].AsSpairwiseseparatesthesetsofverticesCifromeachother,it
followsthateachedgeandvertexofGisinoneoftheinducedsubgraphsG[Ci∪S],and
thereforeasTiisatreedecompositionofG[Ci∪S],theimprovedtreedecomposition
satisfiesthevertexandedgeconditionsoftreedecompositions.Theconnectedness
conditionforverticesnotinSfollowsfromthefactthateachTisatisfiestheconnectedness
conditionandthateachvertexnotinSappearsinexactlyoneTi.ForverticesinS,the
connectednessconditionissatisfiedbecauseitissatisfiedforeachTi,S⊆bagi(ri),and
S=bag′(r′).

Nextweprovethemainlemmaforarguingthatthattheimprovedtreedecompositionis
indeedimproved.Thestructureoftheproofistoassumeotherwiseandthenconstruct
asplit(C′1,C

′
2,C

′
3,S

′)thatwouldcontradictthefactthat(C1,C2,C3,S)isaminimum
split.ThisargumentisillustratedinFigure4.2.
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Figure 4.2: Constructing a split (C ′1, C
′
2, C

′
3, S

′) of W from a split (C1, C2, C3, S) of W in
the proof of Lemma 4.4. The blue illustrates the set W , the orange the set bag(x), and
the green the set S. The set pull(x) is the part of S that is below bag(x).

Proof. By symmetry, we assume without loss of generality that i = 1, j = 2. Suppose
that |pull(x)| ≥ |bag(x) ∩ (C1 ∪ C2)| and pull(x) is non-empty. We claim that there
is a split (C ′1, C

′
2, C

′
3, S

′) of W with S ′ = (S \ pull(x)) ∪ (bag(x) ∩ (C1 ∪ C2)). This
split would contradict the minimality of the original split because |S ′| ≤ |S| and the
forget-nodes of vertices in pull(x) are strict descendants of x and thus strict descendants
of the forget-nodes of vertices in bag(x)∩ (C1∪C2), implying that depthT (u) < depthT (v)

for all u ∈ bag(x) ∩ (C1 ∪ C2) and v ∈ pull(x).

To show that there is indeed such a split (C ′1, C
′
2, C

′
3, S

′), first note that pull(x) does
not intersect W because bag(x) separates pull(x) from W and bag(x) ∩ pull(x) = ∅, so
W ∩ S ⊆ W ∩ S ′. Next we prove that the sets of vertices (W ∩ C1) \ S ′, (W ∩ C2) \ S ′,
and (W ∩ C3) \ S ′ are in different connected components of G \ S ′. This implies that we
can partition V (G) \ S ′ to (C ′1, C

′
2, C

′
3) so that W ∩ C ′i = (W ∩ Ci) \ S ′ and there are no

edges between C ′i and C ′j for i 6= j, implying that (C ′1, C
′
2, C

′
3, S

′) is a split of W .

Suppose that there is a path from (W∩Ck)\S ′ to (W∩C`)\S ′, with k 6= `, in G\S ′, and by
symmetry assume that k ∈ [2]. The path must intersect pull(x) before intersecting other
vertices of V (G) \ Ck because S ′ ∪ pull(x) ⊇ S separates Ck from V (G) \ Ck. Therefore
we have a path from W ∩Ck to pull(x) that is contained in (Ck ∪ pull(x)) \ S ′. This path
must have a vertex in bag(x) because bag(x) separates W from pull(x). However, because
k ∈ [2], bag(x) ∩ (Ck ∪ pull(x)) = bag(x) ∩ Ck ⊆ S ′, so this path cannot have a vertex in
bag(x).

Because bagi(xi) = (bag(x) \ (Cj ∪ Ck)) ∪ pull(x) where i, j, k is a permutation of 1, 2, 3,
Lemma 4.4 implies that |bagi(xi)| ≤ |bag(x)| for all i ∈ [3], and that |bagi(xi)| < |bag(x)|
if pull(x) is non-empty. This shows that the width of the improved tree decomposition is at
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′)ofWfromasplit(C1,C2,C3,S)ofWin
theproofofLemma4.4.TheblueillustratesthesetW,theorangethesetbag(x),and
thegreenthesetS.Thesetpull(x)isthepartofSthatisbelowbag(x).

Proof.Bysymmetry,weassumewithoutlossofgeneralitythati=1,j=2.Suppose
that|pull(x)|≥|bag(x)∩(C1∪C2)|andpull(x)isnon-empty.Weclaimthatthere
isasplit(C′1,C

′
2,C

′
3,S

′)ofWwithS′=(S\pull(x))∪(bag(x)∩(C1∪C2)).This
splitwouldcontradicttheminimalityoftheoriginalsplitbecause|S′|≤|S|andthe
forget-nodesofverticesinpull(x)arestrictdescendantsofxandthusstrictdescendants
oftheforget-nodesofverticesinbag(x)∩(C1∪C2),implyingthatdepthT(u)<depthT(v)

forallu∈bag(x)∩(C1∪C2)andv∈pull(x).

Toshowthatthereisindeedsuchasplit(C′1,C
′
2,C

′
3,S

′),firstnotethatpull(x)does
notintersectWbecausebag(x)separatespull(x)fromWandbag(x)∩pull(x)=∅,so
W∩S⊆W∩S′.Nextweprovethatthesetsofvertices(W∩C1)\S′,(W∩C2)\S′,
and(W∩C3)\S′areindifferentconnectedcomponentsofG\S′.Thisimpliesthatwe
canpartitionV(G)\S′to(C′1,C

′
2,C

′
3)sothatW∩C′i=(W∩Ci)\S′andthereareno

edgesbetweenC′iandC′jfori6=j,implyingthat(C′1,C
′
2,C

′
3,S

′)isasplitofW.

Supposethatthereisapathfrom(W∩Ck)\S′to(W∩C`)\S′,withk6=`,inG\S′,andby
symmetryassumethatk∈[2].Thepathmustintersectpull(x)beforeintersectingother
verticesofV(G)\CkbecauseS′∪pull(x)⊇SseparatesCkfromV(G)\Ck.Therefore
wehaveapathfromW∩Cktopull(x)thatiscontainedin(Ck∪pull(x))\S′.Thispath
musthaveavertexinbag(x)becausebag(x)separatesWfrompull(x).However,because
k∈[2],bag(x)∩(Ck∪pull(x))=bag(x)∩Ck⊆S′,sothispathcannothaveavertexin
bag(x).

Becausebagi(xi)=(bag(x)\(Cj∪Ck))∪pull(x)wherei,j,kisapermutationof1,2,3,
Lemma4.4impliesthat|bagi(xi)|≤|bag(x)|foralli∈[3],andthat|bagi(xi)|<|bag(x)|
ifpull(x)isnon-empty.Thisshowsthatthewidthoftheimprovedtreedecompositionisat
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the proof of Lemma 4.4. The blue illustrates the set W , the orange the set bag(x), and
the green the set S. The set pull(x) is the part of S that is below bag(x).

Proof. By symmetry, we assume without loss of generality that i = 1, j = 2. Suppose
that |pull(x)| ≥ |bag(x) ∩ (C1 ∪ C2)| and pull(x) is non-empty. We claim that there
is a split (C ′

1, C ′
2, C ′

3, S ′) of W with S ′ = (S \ pull(x)) ∪ (bag(x) ∩ (C1 ∪ C2)). This
split would contradict the minimality of the original split because |S ′| ≤ |S| and the
forget-nodes of vertices in pull(x) are strict descendants of x and thus strict descendants
of the forget-nodes of vertices in bag(x)∩ (C1∪C2), implying that depthT (u) < depthT (v)

for all u ∈ bag(x) ∩ (C1 ∪ C2) and v ∈ pull(x).

To show that there is indeed such a split (C ′
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3, S ′), first note that pull(x) does

not intersect W because bag(x) separates pull(x) from W and bag(x) ∩ pull(x) = ∅, so
W ∩ S ⊆ W ∩ S ′. Next we prove that the sets of vertices (W ∩ C1) \ S ′, (W ∩ C2) \ S ′,
and (W ∩ C3) \ S ′ are in different connected components of G \ S ′. This implies that we
can partition V (G) \ S ′ to (C ′
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3) so that W ∩ C ′i = (W ∩ Ci) \ S ′ and there are no
edges between C ′i and C ′j for i 6= j, implying that (C ′
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3, S ′) is a split of W .

Suppose that there is a path from (W∩Ck)\S ′ to (W∩C`)\S ′, with k 6= `, in G\S ′, and by
symmetry assume that k ∈ [2]. The path must intersect pull(x) before intersecting other
vertices of V (G) \ Ck because S ′ ∪ pull(x) ⊇ S separates Ck from V (G) \ Ck. Therefore
we have a path from W ∩Ck to pull(x) that is contained in (Ck ∪ pull(x)) \ S ′. This path
must have a vertex in bag(x) because bag(x) separates W from pull(x). However, because
k ∈ [2], bag(x) ∩ (Ck ∪ pull(x)) = bag(x) ∩ Ck ⊆ S ′, so this path cannot have a vertex in
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most the width of T . Moreover, the only case when |bagi(xi)| = |bag(x)| can hold is when
bag(x) ⊆ Ci ∪S, in which case it holds that bagi(xi) = bag(x) and bagj(xj) = bag(x)∩S
for j 6= i. Together with the fact that |bagi(ri)| < |bag(r)| and |S| < |bag(r)| by the
definition of a split, this implies that the number of bags of size |bag(r)| in the improved
tree decomposition is smaller than the number of bags of size |bag(r)| in T if bag(r) is a
largest bag of T .

At this point, we have ingredients for a quite simple 2-approximation algorithm for
treewidth running in time 2O(k)n2: By rooting the tree decomposition at a largest bag,
the improvement operation decreases the number of largest bags by one. As the number
of largest bags is initially at most n (recall Lemma 2.13), it suffices to perform at most
n iterations of the improvement operation to improve the width by one. By making
use of Theorem 3.8, we can assume to start with a 4-approximate tree decomposition,
so O(nk) iterations of the improvement operation are sufficient. Each iteration can be
implemented in 2O(k)n time by finding a minimum split by dynamic programming on
the tree decomposition we have, thus resulting in a total running time of 2O(k)n2. In the
following two sections we improve this to 2O(k)n.

4.3 Amortized local improvement

A direct implementation of the improvement operation of the previous section would
have running time Ω(n), which would result in Ω(n2) running time over n improvements.
In this section we introduce the pruned improvement operation that is a slightly changed
version of the improvement operation of the previous section. We show that the pruned
improvement operation can be implemented so that the number of nodes edited over
the course of the algorithm is bounded by 2O(k)n, and moreover that in each pruned
improvement operation the nodes edited form a subtree containing the root, i.e., a prefix.

The main idea behind the pruned improvement operation is to exploit the fact that,
as was discussed in the end of the previous section, |bagi(xi)| = |bag(x)| can hold only
in the case when bag(x) ⊆ Ci ∪ S, in which case bagi(xi) = bag(x). In this case, the
whole subtree of T rooted at x will be handled in constant time by directly copying it
to T i, and not constructing a subtree corresponding to it in T j for j 6= i. In the other
case, when |bagi(xi)| < |bag(x)| for all i ∈ [3], the work will be charged from a potential
function that is initially bounded by 2O(k)n.
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Figure 4.3: Example of the pruned improvement operation. A tree decomposition T =
(T, bag) of a graph G with V (T ) = {r, x, y, z, w} and V (G) = {a, b, c, d, e, f, g, h, i, j, k},
with root bag bag(r) = {a, b, c, d, e} (top). For a minimum split (C1, C2, C3, S) =
({a, c, k}, {b, g}, {d, e, f, j}, {h, i}) of bag(r), the constructed pruned improved tree de-
composition (bottom). The nodes r, x, and y are editable, and the nodes z and w are
covered by C3. Note that even though the vertex k is in C1, it occurs in pruned T 3

instead of pruned T 1 because the only node whose bag contains k is covered by C3.

4.3.1 Pruned improvement operation

We define the pruned improvement operation which will be used instead of the improve-
ment operation of Section 4.2. The pruned improvement operation is illustrated with an
example in Figure 4.3.

Let T = (T, bag) be a tree decomposition rooted at a node r and (C1, C2, C3, S) a
minimum split of bag(r). We say that a node x of T is editable if bag(x) intersects at
least two of the sets C1, C2, C3 and every ancestor of x is editable. The root r is always
editable because the definition of a split implies that bag(r) must intersect at least two
of the sets C1, C2, and C3, and therefore the set of editable nodes forms a prefix of T .

Observe that a node x that is not editable has a unique highest ancestor y (which may
be x itself) for which it holds that bag(y) ⊆ Ci ∪ S for some i ∈ [3]. In this case we say
that x is covered by Ci (or just covered without specifying Ci). When bag(y) ⊆ S, we
define that x is covered by C1, but not by C2 or C3, implying that every node that is not
editable is covered by exactly one Ci. Observe that by definition, if x is covered by Ci
then also all of its descendants are covered by Ci. In particular, T can be partitioned
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Figure4.3:Exampleoftheprunedimprovementoperation.AtreedecompositionT=
(T,bag)ofagraphGwithV(T)={r,x,y,z,w}andV(G)={a,b,c,d,e,f,g,h,i,j,k},
withrootbagbag(r)={a,b,c,d,e}(top).Foraminimumsplit(C1,C2,C3,S)=
({a,c,k},{b,g},{d,e,f,j},{h,i})ofbag(r),theconstructedprunedimprovedtreede-
composition(bottom).Thenodesr,x,andyareeditable,andthenodeszandware
coveredbyC3.NotethateventhoughthevertexkisinC1,itoccursinprunedT3

insteadofprunedT1becausetheonlynodewhosebagcontainskiscoveredbyC3.

4.3.1Prunedimprovementoperation

Wedefinetheprunedimprovementoperationwhichwillbeusedinsteadoftheimprove-
mentoperationofSection4.2.Theprunedimprovementoperationisillustratedwithan
exampleinFigure4.3.

LetT=(T,bag)beatreedecompositionrootedatanoderand(C1,C2,C3,S)a
minimumsplitofbag(r).WesaythatanodexofTiseditableifbag(x)intersectsat
leasttwoofthesetsC1,C2,C3andeveryancestorofxiseditable.Therootrisalways
editablebecausethedefinitionofasplitimpliesthatbag(r)mustintersectatleasttwo
ofthesetsC1,C2,andC3,andthereforethesetofeditablenodesformsaprefixofT.

Observethatanodexthatisnoteditablehasauniquehighestancestory(whichmay
bexitself)forwhichitholdsthatbag(y)⊆Ci∪Sforsomei∈[3].Inthiscasewesay
thatxiscoveredbyCi(orjustcoveredwithoutspecifyingCi).Whenbag(y)⊆S,we
definethatxiscoveredbyC1,butnotbyC2orC3,implyingthateverynodethatisnot
editableiscoveredbyexactlyoneCi.Observethatbydefinition,ifxiscoveredbyCi
thenalsoallofitsdescendantsarecoveredbyCi.Inparticular,Tcanbepartitioned
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composition (bottom). The nodes r, x, and y are editable, and the nodes z and w are
covered by C3. Note that even though the vertex k is in C1, it occurs in pruned T
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instead of pruned T
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because the only node whose bag contains k is covered by C3.

4.3.1 Pruned improvement operation

We define the pruned improvement operation which will be used instead of the improve-
ment operation of Section 4.2. The pruned improvement operation is illustrated with an
example in Figure 4.3.

Let T = (T, bag) be a tree decomposition rooted at a node r and (C1, C2, C3, S) a
minimum split of bag(r). We say that a node x of T is editable if bag(x) intersects at
least two of the sets C1, C2, C3 and every ancestor of x is editable. The root r is always
editable because the definition of a split implies that bag(r) must intersect at least two
of the sets C1, C2, and C3, and therefore the set of editable nodes forms a prefix of T .

Observe that a node x that is not editable has a unique highest ancestor y (which may
be x itself) for which it holds that bag(y) ⊆ Ci ∪ S for some i ∈ [3]. In this case we say
that x is covered by Ci (or just covered without specifying Ci). When bag(y) ⊆ S, we
define that x is covered by C1, but not by C2 or C3, implying that every node that is not
editable is covered by exactly one Ci. Observe that by definition, if x is covered by Ci
then also all of its descendants are covered by Ci. In particular, T can be partitioned
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into a prefix of editable nodes, and multiple rooted subtrees, each of which has a root x
with bag(x) ⊆ Ci ∪ S for some i ∈ [3] and whose all nodes are covered by Ci.

We also make the following observation.

Lemma 4.5. If a node x is covered, then pull(x) = ∅.

Proof. The node x has an ancestor y for which it holds that bag(y) ⊆ Ci ∪ S for some
i ∈ [3]. Now, as |bag(y) ∩ (Cj ∪ Ck)| = 0, where i, j, k is a permutation of 1, 2, 3,
by Lemma 4.4 it holds that pull(y) = ∅. By the definition of pull(x), we have that
pull(x) ⊆ pull(y) whenever y is an ancestor of x.

Next we define the tree decomposition T i in the pruned improvement operation.

Definition 4.6 (Pruned T i). Let T be a tree decomposition rooted at a node r and
(C1, C2, C3, S) a minimum split of bag(r). For each i ∈ [3], the pruned T i = (T i, bagi) is
obtained by replacing each node x of T by

1. a node xi with bagi(xi) = (bag(x) ∩ (Ci ∪ S)) ∪ pull(x) if x is editable,

2. a node xi with bagi(xi) = bag(x) if x is covered by Ci, or

3. nothing if x is covered by Cj for j 6= i.

For editable nodes, the construction of pruned T i is the same as the original construction
of T i. For a node x that is covered by Ci, a copy xi is created to the decomposition
T i, but no copies xj to T j for j 6= i are created. In particular, one may think of the
construction of pruned T i as first creating the original construction for the editable nodes,
and then for each node x that is covered by Ci and whose parent p is editable, copying
the subtree rooted at x from T to T i, attaching it as a child of pi.

Next we show that pruned T i can be used in the improvement operation instead of the
original T i.

Lemma 4.7. Let T = (T, bag) be a tree decomposition rooted at a node r and
(C1, C2, C3, S) a minimum split of bag(r). The tree decomposition T ′ constructed by con-
necting pruned T 1, T 2, T 3 from their roots r1, r2, r3 to a new node r′ with bag′(r′) = S

is a tree decomposition of G.

Proof. First, note that for every node x of T , either a node xi with bag′(xi) = bag(x)

appears in the construction, or the nodes xi with bag′(xi) = (bag(x) ∩ (Ci ∪ S)) ∪ pull(x)
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intoaprefixofeditablenodes,andmultiplerootedsubtrees,eachofwhichhasarootx
withbag(x)⊆Ci∪Sforsomei∈[3]andwhoseallnodesarecoveredbyCi.

Wealsomakethefollowingobservation.

Lemma4.5.Ifanodexiscovered,thenpull(x)=∅.

Proof.Thenodexhasanancestoryforwhichitholdsthatbag(y)⊆Ci∪Sforsome
i∈[3].Now,as|bag(y)∩(Cj∪Ck)|=0,wherei,j,kisapermutationof1,2,3,
byLemma4.4itholdsthatpull(y)=∅.Bythedefinitionofpull(x),wehavethat
pull(x)⊆pull(y)wheneveryisanancestorofx.

NextwedefinethetreedecompositionTiintheprunedimprovementoperation.

Definition4.6(PrunedTi).LetTbeatreedecompositionrootedatanoderand
(C1,C2,C3,S)aminimumsplitofbag(r).Foreachi∈[3],theprunedTi=(Ti,bagi)is
obtainedbyreplacingeachnodexofTby

1.anodexiwithbagi(xi)=(bag(x)∩(Ci∪S))∪pull(x)ifxiseditable,

2.anodexiwithbagi(xi)=bag(x)ifxiscoveredbyCi,or

3.nothingifxiscoveredbyCjforj6=i.

Foreditablenodes,theconstructionofprunedTiisthesameastheoriginalconstruction
ofTi.ForanodexthatiscoveredbyCi,acopyxiiscreatedtothedecomposition
Ti,butnocopiesxjtoTjforj6=iarecreated.Inparticular,onemaythinkofthe
constructionofprunedTiasfirstcreatingtheoriginalconstructionfortheeditablenodes,
andthenforeachnodexthatiscoveredbyCiandwhoseparentpiseditable,copying
thesubtreerootedatxfromTtoTi,attachingitasachildofpi.

NextweshowthatprunedTicanbeusedintheimprovementoperationinsteadofthe
originalTi.

Lemma4.7.LetT=(T,bag)beatreedecompositionrootedatanoderand
(C1,C2,C3,S)aminimumsplitofbag(r).ThetreedecompositionT′constructedbycon-
nectingprunedT1,T2,T3fromtheirrootsr1,r2,r3toanewnoder′withbag′(r′)=S

isatreedecompositionofG.

Proof.First,notethatforeverynodexofT,eitheranodexiwithbag′(xi)=bag(x)

appearsintheconstruction,orthenodesxiwithbag′(xi)=(bag(x)∩(Ci∪S))∪pull(x)
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for all i ∈ [3] appear in the construction. Therefore, as every vertex and edge of G is in
some induced subgraph G[Ci ∪ S] for i ∈ [3], the constructed tree decomposition satisfies
the vertex and edge conditions.

For the connectedness condition for a vertex v ∈ Ci, there are two cases. First, if v does
not appear in a bag of any editable node, then v must be completely contained in the
bags of a rooted subtree covered by some Cj , and therefore because this subtree is directly
copied to pruned T j , the connectedness condition is maintained. Second, if v appears in
a bag of an editable node, v will appear only in pruned T i. This is because now, if there
is a covered node x with v ∈ bag(x), it must be covered by Ci, because otherwise the bag
bag(y) of the highest covered ancestor y of x would not contain v, but y would separate x
from the editable nodes, violating the connectedness condition for v in T . Therefore for
each node x of the subtree containing v in T , there will be a node xi with v ∈ bagi(xi)

in pruned T i, and therefore the connectedness condition is satisfied for v.

Finally, we argue that the connectedness condition holds for each vertex v ∈ S. To this
end, we first observe that because the root is editable, it holds that S ⊆ bagi(ri) for every
i ∈ [3]. Second, we show that if v ∈ bagi(xi) for a non-root node xi of pruned T i, then it
also holds that v ∈ bagi(pi) for the parent pi of xi. If the parent p of x is editable, we
have that if v ∈ bagi(xi), then either v ∈ bag(p) or v ∈ pull(p) and thus v ∈ bagi(pi). If
both x and its parent p are covered by Ci, we have that if v ∈ bag(x), then v ∈ bag(p),
because pull(p) = ∅ by Lemma 4.5, implying that if v ∈ bagi(xi) then v ∈ bagi(pi).

The pruned improvement operation will be implemented by only editing the tree de-
composition for the editable nodes, and directly copying the covered rooted subtrees in
constant time by just changing pointers. In Section 4.4 we will argue that with the help
of appropriate data structures, the pruned improvement operation can be implemented in
time 2O(k)t, where t is the number of editable nodes. In order to do this, one remaining
property to require in the improvement operation is to maintain that T is subcubic, i.e.,
has maximum degree 3. Next we give the final definition of our improvement operation
that maintains this by duplicating each node ri if necessary.

Definition 4.8 (Pruned improved tree decomposition). Let T = (T, bag) be a subcubic
tree decomposition rooted at a node r and (C1, C2, C3, S) a minimum split of bag(r). The
pruned improved tree decomposition T ′ of T with respect to (C1, C2, C3, S) is constructed
by first constructing pruned T 1, T 2, T 3, then for each i ∈ [3], if ri has three children
ci1, ci2, and ci3, adding a new node si with bagi(si) = bagi(ri) connected to ri, ci1, and
ci2, removing the edges between ri and ci1, ci2, and then combining T 1, T 2, and T 3 by
connecting each ri to a new node r′ with bag′(r′) = S.
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foralli∈[3]appearintheconstruction.Therefore,aseveryvertexandedgeofGisin
someinducedsubgraphG[Ci∪S]fori∈[3],theconstructedtreedecompositionsatisfies
thevertexandedgeconditions.

Fortheconnectednessconditionforavertexv∈Ci,therearetwocases.First,ifvdoes
notappearinabagofanyeditablenode,thenvmustbecompletelycontainedinthe
bagsofarootedsubtreecoveredbysomeCj,andthereforebecausethissubtreeisdirectly
copiedtoprunedTj,theconnectednessconditionismaintained.Second,ifvappearsin
abagofaneditablenode,vwillappearonlyinprunedTi.Thisisbecausenow,ifthere
isacoverednodexwithv∈bag(x),itmustbecoveredbyCi,becauseotherwisethebag
bag(y)ofthehighestcoveredancestoryofxwouldnotcontainv,butywouldseparatex
fromtheeditablenodes,violatingtheconnectednessconditionforvinT.Thereforefor
eachnodexofthesubtreecontainingvinT,therewillbeanodexiwithv∈bagi(xi)

inprunedTi,andthereforetheconnectednessconditionissatisfiedforv.

Finally,wearguethattheconnectednessconditionholdsforeachvertexv∈S.Tothis
end,wefirstobservethatbecausetherootiseditable,itholdsthatS⊆bagi(ri)forevery
i∈[3].Second,weshowthatifv∈bagi(xi)foranon-rootnodexiofprunedTi,thenit
alsoholdsthatv∈bagi(pi)fortheparentpiofxi.Iftheparentpofxiseditable,we
havethatifv∈bagi(xi),theneitherv∈bag(p)orv∈pull(p)andthusv∈bagi(pi).If
bothxanditsparentparecoveredbyCi,wehavethatifv∈bag(x),thenv∈bag(p),
becausepull(p)=∅byLemma4.5,implyingthatifv∈bagi(xi)thenv∈bagi(pi).

Theprunedimprovementoperationwillbeimplementedbyonlyeditingthetreede-
compositionfortheeditablenodes,anddirectlycopyingthecoveredrootedsubtreesin
constanttimebyjustchangingpointers.InSection4.4wewillarguethatwiththehelp
ofappropriatedatastructures,theprunedimprovementoperationcanbeimplementedin
time2O(k)t,wheretisthenumberofeditablenodes.Inordertodothis,oneremaining
propertytorequireintheimprovementoperationistomaintainthatTissubcubic,i.e.,
hasmaximumdegree3.Nextwegivethefinaldefinitionofourimprovementoperation
thatmaintainsthisbyduplicatingeachnoderiifnecessary.

Definition4.8(Prunedimprovedtreedecomposition).LetT=(T,bag)beasubcubic
treedecompositionrootedatanoderand(C1,C2,C3,S)aminimumsplitofbag(r).The
prunedimprovedtreedecompositionT′ofTwithrespectto(C1,C2,C3,S)isconstructed
byfirstconstructingprunedT1,T2,T3,thenforeachi∈[3],ifrihasthreechildren
ci1,ci2,andci3,addinganewnodesiwithbagi(si)=bagi(ri)connectedtori,ci1,and
ci2,removingtheedgesbetweenriandci1,ci2,andthencombiningT1,T2,andT3by
connectingeachritoanewnoder′withbag′(r′)=S.
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The construction of the pruned improved tree decomposition maintains maximum degree
3 because pruned T i has the same maximum degree as T , and splitting the node ri into
ri and si ensures that the degree of ri is at most 2 in T i, implying it is at most 3 in T ′.

4.3.2 Amortization

We show that the total number of editable nodes over the course of a sequence of pruned
improvement operations is bounded by 2O(k)n. Here we use the property that bag(r) is a
largest bag of T , i.e., the width of T is assumed to be |bag(r)| − 1. For the amortization,
we define the following potential function on a tree decomposition T .

Definition 4.9. Let T be a tree decomposition, w an integer, and x a node of T . The
w-potential of x in T is

Φw,T (x) =

{
|bag(x)| · 3|bag(x)|, if |bag(x)| ≤ w and
3|bag(x)| · 3|bag(x)|, if |bag(x)| > w.

The w-potential of T is Φw(T ) =
∑

x∈V (T ) Φw,T (x).

The w-potential of a tree decomposition T of width k is bounded by O(3k · k · |T |). Next
we show that a pruned improvement operation on a largest bag of size w + 1 decreases
the w-potential by at least the number of editable nodes.

Lemma 4.10. Let T be a subcubic tree decomposition of width w rooted at a node r, and
assume |bag(r)| = w + 1. Let also (C1, C2, C3, S) be a minimum split of bag(r). If T ′ is
the pruned improved tree decomposition of T with respect to (C1, C2, C3, S) and t is the
number of editable nodes, then Φw(T ′) ≤ Φw(T )− t.

Proof. The tree decomposition T ′ will have four types of nodes: nodes xi corresponding
to covered nodes of T , nodes xi corresponding to editable non-root nodes of T , nodes ri

and si corresponding to the root of T , and the node r′ with bag′(r′) = S.

Let E be the set of editable nodes of T , excluding the root r. Let E ′ be the set of
nodes of T ′ corresponding to the nodes E , i.e., E ′ = {xi | x ∈ E and i ∈ [3]}. Define
Φw(E) =

∑
x∈E Φw,T (x) and Φw(E ′) =

∑
x′∈E ′ Φw,T ′(x′). As the contribution of covered

nodes is the same for Φw(T ′) and Φw(T ), we get that

Φw(T ′) ≤ Φw(T ) + Φw(E ′)− Φw(E)− Φw,T (r) + Φw,T ′(r′) +
∑
i∈[3]

(
Φw,T ′(ri) + Φw,T ′(si)

)
.
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Let us start by bounding Φw(E ′) − Φw(E). By applying Lemma 4.4 and the fact that
each editable node x intersects Ci for at least two different i ∈ [3], we get that for every
x ∈ E it holds that

|bag′(xi)| = |bag(x)| − |bag(x) ∩ (Cj ∪ Ck)|+ |pull(x)| < |bag(x)|,

where i, j, k is a permutation of 1, 2, 3. Therefore, by |bag(x)| ≤ w + 1 we get that∑
i∈[3]

Φw,T ′(xi) ≤ 3(|bag(x)| − 1) · 3|bag(x)|−1 ≤ (|bag(x)| − 1) · 3|bag(x)| ≤ Φw,T (x)− 1,

which implies Φw(E ′) ≤ Φw(E)− |E|, implying that

Φw(T ′) ≤ Φw(T )− |E| − Φw,T (r) + Φw,T ′(r′) +
∑
i∈[3]

(
Φw,T ′(ri) + Φw,T ′(si)

)
.

For bounding the potential of the nodes ri, si, and r′, first we observe that the definition
of a split implies

|bag′(r′)| ≤ |bag′(ri)| = |bag′(si)| < |bag(r)| = w + 1.

As |bag(r)| = w + 1, it holds that Φw,T (r) ≥ 9 · Φw,T ′(ri), and therefore

Φw,T (r) ≥ 1 + Φw,T ′(r′) +
∑
i∈[3]

(
Φw,T ′(ri) + Φw,T ′(si)

)
,

which implies
Φw(T ′) ≤ Φw(T )− |E| − 1,

which implies the conclusion, as the number of editable nodes is |E|+ 1.

By Lemma 4.10, the total number of editable nodes over all operations when improving
a tree decomposition T of width w using pruned improvement operations on largest bags
is bounded by Φw(T ) = 2O(w) · |T |, which by Lemma 2.13 can be assumed to be 2O(w)n.

4.4 Implementation in linear time

In this section we show that our algorithm can be implemented in 2O(k)n time. We give a
data structure that allows implementing the pruned improvement operation of Section 4.3
in 2O(k)t time, where t is the number of editable nodes, and in particular allows walking
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4.4Implementationinlineartime

Inthissectionweshowthatouralgorithmcanbeimplementedin2O(k)ntime.Wegivea
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over the tree decomposition to perform the operation to all largest bags in a total of
2O(k)n time.

4.4.1 Overview
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Theorem 1.1 up to a factor of kO(1) in the running time.
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we can obtain a subcubic tree decomposition of width w and O(n) nodes in wO(1)|T |
time, so we will assume that the input tree decomposition T has this form.
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root pointer to a node r of T . We treat T as rooted at r. We implement a data structure
that supports the following queries:
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a function from the nodes of T \ T ∗ whose parents are in T ∗ to the nodes of T ′,
specifying how T \ T ∗ will be connected to T ′. The root pointer r will be set to
the given node r′ ∈ V (T ′). Assumes that the constructed tree decomposition is
subcubic and has width at most w, and runs in time 2O(w)(|V (T ∗)|+ |V (T ′)|).

4.4Implementationinlineartime99

overthetreedecompositiontoperformtheoperationtoalllargestbagsinatotalof
2O(k)ntime.

4.4.1Overview

WetreatouralgorithmintheformthattheinputconsistsofagraphG,anintegerk,
andasubcubictreedecompositionTofGofwidthw,where2k+2≤w≤4k+3.
Thealgorithmeitheroutputsatreedecompositionofwidthatmostw−1,orconcludes
thatthetreewidthofGislargerthank.ItiseasytoseethatO(k)applicationsof
thisalgorithmgivesthealgorithmAofTheorem3.8andthereforealsothealgorithmof
Theorem1.1uptoafactorofkO(1)intherunningtime.

WenotethatgivenatreedecompositionTofwidthw,byusingLemmas2.13and2.14
wecanobtainasubcubictreedecompositionofwidthwandO(n)nodesinwO(1)|T|
time,sowewillassumethattheinputtreedecompositionThasthisform.

DuringthealgorithmwemaintainasubcubictreedecompositionT=(T,bag)anda
rootpointertoanoderofT.WetreatTasrootedatr.Weimplementadatastructure
thatsupportsthefollowingqueries:

1.Init(T,r):InitializesthedatastructurewithasubcubictreedecompositionTof
widthwandarootnoder∈V(T)intime2O(w)|T|.

2.Move(s):Movestherootpointerfromrtoanadjacentnodesintime2O(w).

3.Split():Returns⊥ifbag(r)isnotsplittable,otherwisesetstheinternalstateofthe
datastructuretorepresentaminimumsplit(C1,C2,C3,S)ofbag(r)andreturns
>.Runsintime2O(w).

4.State():AssumingtherehasbeenasuccessfulSplitqueryafterthepreviousInitor
Editquery,returnstheintersection(C1∩bag(r),C2∩bag(r),C3∩bag(r),S∩bag(r))

ofbag(r)andtheminimumsplit(C1,C2,C3,S)representedbytheinternalstate.
RunsintimewO(1).

5.Edit(T∗,T′,bag′,π,r′):GivenasubtreeT∗ofTwithr∈V(T∗),replacesT∗bya
givennewsubtreeT′andagivenbagfunctionbag′:V(T′)→2V(G).Here,πis
afunctionfromthenodesofT\T∗whoseparentsareinT∗tothenodesofT′,
specifyinghowT\T∗willbeconnectedtoT′.Therootpointerrwillbesetto
thegivennoder′∈V(T′).Assumesthattheconstructedtreedecompositionis
subcubicandhaswidthatmostw,andrunsintime2O(w)(|V(T∗)|+|V(T′)|).

4.4Implementationinlineartime99

overthetreedecompositiontoperformtheoperationtoalllargestbagsinatotalof
2O(k)ntime.

4.4.1Overview

WetreatouralgorithmintheformthattheinputconsistsofagraphG,anintegerk,
andasubcubictreedecompositionTofGofwidthw,where2k+2≤w≤4k+3.
Thealgorithmeitheroutputsatreedecompositionofwidthatmostw−1,orconcludes
thatthetreewidthofGislargerthank.ItiseasytoseethatO(k)applicationsof
thisalgorithmgivesthealgorithmAofTheorem3.8andthereforealsothealgorithmof
Theorem1.1uptoafactorofkO(1)intherunningtime.

WenotethatgivenatreedecompositionTofwidthw,byusingLemmas2.13and2.14
wecanobtainasubcubictreedecompositionofwidthwandO(n)nodesinwO(1)|T|
time,sowewillassumethattheinputtreedecompositionThasthisform.

DuringthealgorithmwemaintainasubcubictreedecompositionT=(T,bag)anda
rootpointertoanoderofT.WetreatTasrootedatr.Weimplementadatastructure
thatsupportsthefollowingqueries:

1.Init(T,r):InitializesthedatastructurewithasubcubictreedecompositionTof
widthwandarootnoder∈V(T)intime2O(w)|T|.

2.Move(s):Movestherootpointerfromrtoanadjacentnodesintime2O(w).

3.Split():Returns⊥ifbag(r)isnotsplittable,otherwisesetstheinternalstateofthe
datastructuretorepresentaminimumsplit(C1,C2,C3,S)ofbag(r)andreturns
>.Runsintime2O(w).

4.State():AssumingtherehasbeenasuccessfulSplitqueryafterthepreviousInitor
Editquery,returnstheintersection(C1∩bag(r),C2∩bag(r),C3∩bag(r),S∩bag(r))

ofbag(r)andtheminimumsplit(C1,C2,C3,S)representedbytheinternalstate.
RunsintimewO(1).

5.Edit(T∗,T′,bag′,π,r′):GivenasubtreeT∗ofTwithr∈V(T∗),replacesT∗bya
givennewsubtreeT′andagivenbagfunctionbag′:V(T′)→2V(G).Here,πis
afunctionfromthenodesofT\T∗whoseparentsareinT∗tothenodesofT′,
specifyinghowT\T∗willbeconnectedtoT′.Therootpointerrwillbesetto
thegivennoder′∈V(T′).Assumesthattheconstructedtreedecompositionis
subcubicandhaswidthatmostw,andrunsintime2O(w)(|V(T∗)|+|V(T′)|).

4.4 Implementation in linear time 99

over the tree decomposition to perform the operation to all largest bags in a total of
2O(k)

n time.

4.4.1 Overview

We treat our algorithm in the form that the input consists of a graph G, an integer k,
and a subcubic tree decomposition T of G of width w, where 2k + 2 ≤ w ≤ 4k + 3.
The algorithm either outputs a tree decomposition of width at most w − 1, or concludes
that the treewidth of G is larger than k. It is easy to see that O(k) applications of
this algorithm gives the algorithm A of Theorem 3.8 and therefore also the algorithm of
Theorem 1.1 up to a factor of kO(1)

in the running time.

We note that given a tree decomposition T of width w, by using Lemmas 2.13 and 2.14
we can obtain a subcubic tree decomposition of width w and O(n) nodes in wO(1)

|T |
time, so we will assume that the input tree decomposition T has this form.

During the algorithm we maintain a subcubic tree decomposition T = (T, bag) and a
root pointer to a node r of T . We treat T as rooted at r. We implement a data structure
that supports the following queries:

1. Init(T , r): Initializes the data structure with a subcubic tree decomposition T of
width w and a root node r ∈ V (T ) in time 2O(w)

|T |.

2. Move(s): Moves the root pointer from r to an adjacent node s in time 2O(w)
.

3. Split(): Returns ⊥ if bag(r) is not splittable, otherwise sets the internal state of the
data structure to represent a minimum split (C1, C2, C3, S) of bag(r) and returns
>. Runs in time 2O(w)

.

4. State(): Assuming there has been a successful Split query after the previous Init or
Edit query, returns the intersection (C1∩bag(r), C2∩bag(r), C3∩bag(r), S∩bag(r))

of bag(r) and the minimum split (C1, C2, C3, S) represented by the internal state.
Runs in time wO(1)

.

5. Edit(T ∗, T ′, bag′, π, r′): Given a subtree T ∗ of T with r ∈ V (T ∗), replaces T ∗ by a
given new subtree T ′ and a given bag function bag′ : V (T ′) → 2

V (G)
. Here, π is

a function from the nodes of T \ T ∗ whose parents are in T ∗ to the nodes of T ′,
specifying how T \ T ∗ will be connected to T ′. The root pointer r will be set to
the given node r′ ∈ V (T ′). Assumes that the constructed tree decomposition is
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We give a detailed description of the data structure in the next subsection. Then, in
Subsection 4.4.3 we give our algorithm, using the data structure. In Subsection 4.4.4 we
give a more fine-grained bound for the 2O(k) factor in the running time of the algorithm.

4.4.2 The data structure

We now describe the details of the data structure. The data structure is essentially a
dynamic programming table on the tree decomposition T , directed towards the root r.
The main idea of the Move(s) query is that moving the root r to an adjacent node s
changes the dynamic programming tables of only the nodes r and s, and therefore only
their tables should be recomputed. For the Split query an essential idea is that while the
properties of a split depend on the intersection of bag(r) with the split (C1, C2, C3, S),
the set bag(r) does not need to be “globally specified” to the dynamic programming
because the set bag(r) will also correspond to the root node of the dynamic programming.
The state queries are implemented by tracing the solution backwards in the dynamic
programming, and the edit query by removing the old subtree and computing the dynamic
programming tables for the new subtree in a bottom-up manner.

The dynamic programming used will be a quite standard application of dynamic pro-
gramming on tree decompositions for vertex partitioning problems. The perhaps most
non-standard part is the secondary optimization of depthT (S) required by the definition
of a minimum split. All of the 2O(w) factors in the running times of the data structure
operations are of form 4wwO(1), in particular the exponential factor 4w arising from the
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Stored information
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by restricting T to the subtree rooted at x, and G[Tx] the subgraph of G induced by
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This table entry stores ⊥ if there is no partition (C1, C2, C3, S) of V (G[Tx]) such that
|S| = h and there are no edges between C1, C2, C3. If there is such a partition, then
the minimum possible integer depthTx(S) over all such partitions is stored, defined as
depthTx(S) =

∑
v∈S depthTx(forgetTx(v)). In particular, if x = r, then depthTx(S) is the

function that should be minimized on a minimum split as a secondary measure after
minimizing |S|.
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Additionally, for each node x there may be an “internal state” stored in order to trace the
dynamic programming backwards to implement the State queries after a Split query. The
internal state is a pair ((C1 ∩B,C2 ∩B,C3 ∩B, S ∩B), h), specifying the table entry of
this node to which the minimum split fixed by the previous Split query corresponds.

We note that if x is a leaf node then |V (G[Tx])| ≤ w + 1, and therefore all entries
D[x][. . .][. . .] can be computed directly in 2O(w) time.

Transitions

Let x be a node with at most three children c1, c2, c3, with x having a bag B = bag(x)

and the children having bags B1 = bag(c1), B2 = bag(c2), and B3 = bag(c3). We next
describe how to compute in 2O(w) time the table entries D[x][. . .][. . .] given the table
entries D[c1][. . .][. . .], D[c2][. . .][. . .], and D[c3][. . .][. . .].

First, we edit the stored depths depthTci (S) in the entries D[{c1, c2, c3}][. . .][. . .] to cor-
respond to depths in Tx instead of Tci . In particular, we increment the stored depth
depthTci (S) in each entry D[ci][(C1∩Bi, C2∩Bi, C3∩Bi, S∩Bi)][h] 6= ⊥ by h−|S∩B∩Bi|.
Then we do the transition by first decomposing it into O(w) “nice” transitions of types
“introduce”, “forget”, and “join”. In particular, we simulate the construction of a nice tree
decomposition from Lemma 2.15 inside our tree decomposition.

In an introduce transition we have a node x with a bag B with a single child c with a
bag B′ ⊆ B and |B \ B′| = 1. In a forget transition we have a node x with a bag B
with a single child c with a bag B′ ⊇ B and |B′ \ B| = 1. In a join transition we have
a node x with a bag B with two children c1,c2, with bags B1,B2 with B = B1 = B2.
The decomposition into nice transitions is done by first forgetting every vertex not in
bag(x), then introducing every vertex in bag(x), and then joining, i.e., similarly to the
construction of nice tree decompositions in Lemma 2.15.

The transitions follow standard ideas of dynamic programming on tree decompositions
and can be performed in time 2O(w) as follows. We define D[. . .][. . .][h] = ⊥ for all h < 0

and for all h > w.

Introduce. Let {v} = B \B′. For each partition (C1 ∩B,C2 ∩B,C3 ∩B, S ∩B) of B
and each integer 0 ≤ h ≤ w we set

D[x][(C1 ∩B,C2 ∩ B,C3 ∩ B, S ∩ B)][h] =

D[c][(C1 ∩B \ {v}, C2 ∩ B \ {v}, C3 ∩ B \ {v}, S ∩ B \ {v})][h− |{v} ∩ S|],
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Transitions

Let x be a node with at most three children c1, c2, c3, with x having a bag B = bag(x)

and the children having bags B1 = bag(c1), B2 = bag(c2), and B3 = bag(c3). We next
describe how to compute in 2O(w)

time the table entries D[x][. . .][. . .] given the table
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if there are no edges between C1 ∩B, C2 ∩B, C3 ∩B, and otherwise to ⊥.

Forget. Let {v} = B′ \B. For each partition (C1 ∩B,C2 ∩B,C3 ∩B, S ∩B) of B and
each integer 0 ≤ h ≤ w we set

D[x][(C1 ∩B,C2 ∩ B,C3 ∩ B, S ∩ B)][h] =

min{ D[c][(C1 ∩ B ∪ {v}, C2 ∩ B,C3 ∩B, S ∩ B)][h],

D[c][(C1 ∩ B,C2 ∩B ∪ {v}, C3 ∩ B, S ∩ B)][h],

D[c][(C1 ∩ B,C2 ∩B,C3 ∩ B ∪ {v}, S ∩ B)][h],

D[c][(C1 ∩ B,C2 ∩ B,C3 ∩ B, S ∩ B ∪ {v})][h] },

where min(⊥, n) = n for any integer n.

Join. Let c1,c2 be the children of x. For each integer 0 ≤ h ≤ w and each partition
(C1 ∩ B,C2 ∩ B,C3 ∩ B, S ∩B) of B we set

D[x][(C1 ∩ B,C2 ∩B,C3 ∩ B, S ∩ B)][h] =

min
h1+h2=h+|S∩B|

(
D[c1][(C1 ∩B,C2 ∩ B,C3 ∩ B, S ∩ B)][h1]+

D[c2][(C1 ∩ B,C2 ∩ B,C3 ∩ B, S ∩ B)][h2]
)
,

where ⊥+n = ⊥ and min(⊥, n) = n for any integer n. Note that we do not double count
depthTx(v) for any v ∈ S because if v is in both subtrees of c1 and c2, then it is also in B
and therefore has depthTx(v) = 0.

Split query

Now the Split query amounts to iterating over all integers 0 ≤ h ≤ w and intersections
(C1 ∩ bag(r), C2 ∩ bag(r), C3 ∩ bag(r), S ∩ bag(r)) such that |(bag(r)∩Ci)|+ h < |bag(r)|
for all i ∈ [3], and returning ⊥ if all entries of D[r][. . .][. . .] corresponding to them
contain ⊥ and otherwise returning >. In the latter case, the internal state of the
root node r will be set to a pair ((C1 ∩ bag(r), C2 ∩ bag(r), C3 ∩ bag(r), S ∩ bag(r)), h)

such that D[r][(C1 ∩ bag(r), C2 ∩ bag(r), C3 ∩ bag(r), S ∩ bag(r))][h] is not ⊥, primarily
minimizes h, and secondarily minimizes the stored integer depthT (S). In particular, so
that (C1, C2, C3, S) is a minimum split and |S| = h.

Also, the internal states of all other nodes are invalidated, for example, by incrementing
a global counter.
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such that D[r][(C1 ∩ bag(r), C2 ∩ bag(r), C3 ∩ bag(r), S ∩ bag(r))][h] is not ⊥, primarily
minimizes h, and secondarily minimizes the stored integer depthT (S). In particular, so
that (C1, C2, C3, S) is a minimum split and |S| = h.

Also, the internal states of all other nodes are invalidated, for example, by incrementing
a global counter.
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4.4 Implementation in linear time 103

Move query

Consider a move from a node r to an adjacent node s. First, if there has been a successful
Split query after the previous Init or Edit query, but the children of r do not have valid
internal states, we use the internal state of r to compute the corresponding internal states
of its children by implementing the dynamic programming transitions backwards. In
particular, we can in time 2O(w) find the dynamic programming states of the children
of r that correspond to the split fixed by the previous successful Split query, and set
the internal states of the children to correspond to these dynamic programming states.
Now the node s is guaranteed to have a valid internal state before we move to it, and by
induction the current node r is always guaranteed to have a valid internal state.

Then, when moving the root from the node r to the node s, the only edge whose direction
towards the root changes is the edge between r and s. Therefore for all nodes x except
r and s the tree decomposition Tx rooted at x will stay exactly the same. Thus, we
first re-compute the dynamic programming table of r with a single transition and then
the dynamic programming table of s with a single transition, taking in total 2O(w) time.
Note that all of the re-computations of the dynamic programming tables happen after
computing the internal states, so the internal state of each node corresponds to the
dynamic programming table directed towards the node at which the previous successful
Split query was applied.

Init query

The dynamic programming tables are initialized with the already described transitions in
a bottom-up manner, starting from the leaves towards the root r. As each transition is
implemented in 2O(w) time, the initialization takes 2O(w)|T | time.

State query

With the move queries we have already guaranteed that the current node r has a valid
internal state corresponding to a minimum split (C1, C2, C3, S), if indeed there has been
a successful Split query after the previous Init or Edit query. Therefore we just return the
partition (C1 ∩ bag(r), C2 ∩ bag(r), C3 ∩ bag(r), S ∩ bag(r)) of the internal state.
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Edit query

Consider an edit query that replaces a subtree T ∗ by T ′, where r ∈ V (T ∗). Because
r ∈ V (T ∗), all the dynamic programming tables of nodes of T \ T ∗ are already oriented
towards the subtree T ∗, and therefore the tables for the new subtree T ′ can be constructed
in a bottom-up manner with |V (T ′)| transitions. Then, with at most |V (T ′)| Move

operations the root r can be moved to the specified root r′. Therefore, the total running
time is 2O(w)|V (T ′)|+ wO(1)|V (T ∗)|.

4.4.3 The algorithm

We now describe our algorithm, making use of the data structure. The goal is to traverse
the given tree decomposition T = (T, bag) of width w with the Move(s) operations, and
every time when a bag bag(r) of size |bag(r)| = w+ 1 is encountered, to apply the pruned
improvement operation.

We start by showing that when the root pointer r of the data structure is on a splittable
bag bag(r) of size |bag(r)| = w+1, the pruned improvement operation can be implemented
in time 2O(w)t, where t is the number of editable nodes.

Lemma 4.11. Let the state of the data structure be so that |bag(r)| = w + 1. There is
an algorithm that either in time 2O(w) reports that bag(r) is not splittable, or in time
2O(w)t transforms T into the pruned improved tree decomposition of T with respect to
a minimum split (C1, C2, C3, S) of bag(r), where t is the number of editable nodes. In
the latter case, the root pointer r of the data structure will be placed to some new node
introduced by the pruned improvement operation.

Proof. First, we use the Split query. If it returns ⊥ we return that bag(r) is not splittable.
Otherwise, it returns that bag(r) is splittable and sets the internal state of the data
structure to represent a minimum split (C1, C2, C3, S) of bag(r).

Then, as the editable nodes form a prefix TE ⊆ V (T ) of T containing r, we use the
Move and State queries to find the prefix TE, the nodes NT (TE) neighboring TE, and for
all nodes x ∈ NT [TE] the partitions (C1 ∩ bag(x), C2 ∩ bag(x), C3 ∩ bag(x), S ∩ bag(x)).
Because T is subcubic, this can be done with O(|TE|) Move and State queries by using
them to implement a depth-first search that returns from a subtree as soon as it finds a
node x with bag(x) ⊆ Ci ∪ S.

Then, we construct the pruned improved tree decomposition for editable nodes. For this,
we need to determine the sets pull(x) for all editable nodes x. We observe that by the
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Editquery

ConsideraneditquerythatreplacesasubtreeT∗byT′,wherer∈V(T∗).Because
r∈V(T∗),allthedynamicprogrammingtablesofnodesofT\T∗arealreadyoriented
towardsthesubtreeT∗,andthereforethetablesforthenewsubtreeT′canbeconstructed
inabottom-upmannerwith|V(T′)|transitions.Then,withatmost|V(T′)|Move

operationstherootrcanbemovedtothespecifiedrootr′.Therefore,thetotalrunning
timeis2O(w)|V(T′)|+wO(1)|V(T∗)|.

4.4.3Thealgorithm

Wenowdescribeouralgorithm,makinguseofthedatastructure.Thegoalistotraverse
thegiventreedecompositionT=(T,bag)ofwidthwwiththeMove(s)operations,and
everytimewhenabagbag(r)ofsize|bag(r)|=w+1isencountered,toapplythepruned
improvementoperation.

Westartbyshowingthatwhentherootpointerrofthedatastructureisonasplittable
bagbag(r)ofsize|bag(r)|=w+1,theprunedimprovementoperationcanbeimplemented
intime2O(w)t,wheretisthenumberofeditablenodes.

Lemma4.11.Letthestateofthedatastructurebesothat|bag(r)|=w+1.Thereis
analgorithmthateitherintime2O(w)reportsthatbag(r)isnotsplittable,orintime
2O(w)ttransformsTintotheprunedimprovedtreedecompositionofTwithrespectto
aminimumsplit(C1,C2,C3,S)ofbag(r),wheretisthenumberofeditablenodes.In
thelattercase,therootpointerrofthedatastructurewillbeplacedtosomenewnode
introducedbytheprunedimprovementoperation.

Proof.First,weusetheSplitquery.Ifitreturns⊥wereturnthatbag(r)isnotsplittable.
Otherwise,itreturnsthatbag(r)issplittableandsetstheinternalstateofthedata
structuretorepresentaminimumsplit(C1,C2,C3,S)ofbag(r).

Then,astheeditablenodesformaprefixTE⊆V(T)ofTcontainingr,weusethe
MoveandStatequeriestofindtheprefixTE,thenodesNT(TE)neighboringTE,andfor
allnodesx∈NT[TE]thepartitions(C1∩bag(x),C2∩bag(x),C3∩bag(x),S∩bag(x)).
BecauseTissubcubic,thiscanbedonewithO(|TE|)MoveandStatequeriesbyusing
themtoimplementadepth-firstsearchthatreturnsfromasubtreeassoonasitfindsa
nodexwithbag(x)⊆Ci∪S.

Then,weconstructtheprunedimprovedtreedecompositionforeditablenodes.Forthis,
weneedtodeterminethesetspull(x)foralleditablenodesx.Weobservethatbythe
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an algorithm that either in time 2O(w)

reports that bag(r) is not splittable, or in time
2O(w)

t transforms T into the pruned improved tree decomposition of T with respect to
a minimum split (C1, C2, C3, S) of bag(r), where t is the number of editable nodes. In
the latter case, the root pointer r of the data structure will be placed to some new node
introduced by the pruned improvement operation.

Proof. First, we use the Split query. If it returns ⊥ we return that bag(r) is not splittable.
Otherwise, it returns that bag(r) is splittable and sets the internal state of the data
structure to represent a minimum split (C1, C2, C3, S) of bag(r).

Then, as the editable nodes form a prefix TE ⊆ V (T ) of T containing r, we use the
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Then, we construct the pruned improved tree decomposition for editable nodes. For this,
we need to determine the sets pull(x) for all editable nodes x. We observe that by the
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definition of pull(x), it holds that if x has children c1, c2, and c3, then

pull(x) = pull(c1) ∪ pull(c2) ∪ pull(c3) ∪ (S ∩ (bag(c1) ∪ bag(c2) ∪ bag(c3))) \ bag(x).

Therefore, by using Lemma 4.5 that pull(x) = ∅ for covered nodes x, the sets pull(x) can
be computed in a bottom-up manner in |TE| ·wO(1) time. After computing the sets pull(x),
computing the pruned improved tree decomposition T ′E = (T ′E, bag′E) for the editable
nodes TE can be done directly by definition (Definitions 4.6 and 4.8) in |TE| · wO(1) time.

Then, we use the Edit operation to replace the prefix of editable nodes by the constructed
T ′E. Here, the mapping π from NT (TE) to V (T ′E) is determined as follows. For a node
x ∈ NT (TE), let i ∈ [3] so that bag(x) is covered by Ci, and let p be the parent of x in
T . Now, p ∈ TE, and in V (T ′E) there are three copies p1, p2, and p3 corresponding to p.
The mapping π is set so that π(x) = pi. The node r′ in the Edit operation is set to be
an arbitrary node in T ′E. This implements the construction of the pruned improved tree
decomposition.

In total, we used one Split operation, O(|TE|) Move and State operations, and one Edit

operation with subtrees of size O(|TE|), and therefore the total running time is 2O(w)|TE|
which is 2O(w)t.

Now, by Lemma 4.10, the total time used in the improvement operations implemented as
described in the proof of Lemma 4.11 is bounded by Φw(T ) · 2O(w) = 2O(w)n. What is left
is to show is that between the improvement operations, we can use the Move operations
to move the pointer r to the next node with a bag of size w + 1 so that the total number
of Move operations used is bounded by Φw(T ). We do this with a depth-first-search type
algorithm as we next describe.

We traverse the tree decomposition in a depth-first order with Move operations. For
simplicity, we add an extra starting node z with an empty bag and degree 1 to the
tree decomposition and set the root pointer r to z initially. Note that a node with
an empty bag cannot be editable, so the node z will never be edited by the pruned
improvement operation. For all nodes there are three states: unseen, open, and closed.
At the start the node z is open and other nodes are unseen. Our algorithm traverses the
tree decomposition according to the following cases:

1. The node r is open and has an unseen neighbor node s: Apply Move(s) and set the
node s as open.

2. The node r is open and has no unseen neighbors:
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x∈NT(TE),leti∈[3]sothatbag(x)iscoveredbyCi,andletpbetheparentofxin
T.Now,p∈TE,andinV(T′E)therearethreecopiesp1,p2,andp3correspondingtop.
Themappingπissetsothatπ(x)=pi.Thenoder′intheEditoperationissettobe
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decomposition.
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operationwithsubtreesofsizeO(|TE|),andthereforethetotalrunningtimeis2O(w)|TE|
whichis2O(w)t.

Now,byLemma4.10,thetotaltimeusedintheimprovementoperationsimplementedas
describedintheproofofLemma4.11isboundedbyΦw(T)·2O(w)=2O(w)n.Whatisleft
istoshowisthatbetweentheimprovementoperations,wecanusetheMoveoperations
tomovethepointerrtothenextnodewithabagofsizew+1sothatthetotalnumber
ofMoveoperationsusedisboundedbyΦw(T).Wedothiswithadepth-first-searchtype
algorithmaswenextdescribe.

Wetraversethetreedecompositioninadepth-firstorderwithMoveoperations.For
simplicity,weaddanextrastartingnodezwithanemptybaganddegree1tothe
treedecompositionandsettherootpointerrtozinitially.Notethatanodewith
anemptybagcannotbeeditable,sothenodezwillneverbeeditedbythepruned
improvementoperation.Forallnodestherearethreestates:unseen,open,andclosed.
Atthestartthenodezisopenandothernodesareunseen.Ouralgorithmtraversesthe
treedecompositionaccordingtothefollowingcases:

1.Thenoderisopenandhasanunseenneighbornodes:ApplyMove(s)andsetthe
nodesasopen.

2.Thenoderisopenandhasnounseenneighbors:
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2a. It holds that r = z: We are done, return T .

2b. It holds that |bag(r)| ≤ w: Set r as closed and apply Move(s) where s is an
open neighbor of r.

2c. It holds that |bag(r)| = w + 1: Apply Lemma 4.11. If it returns that bag(r) is
not splittable, then return that the treewidth of G is larger than k. Otherwise,
the new nodes inserted by the pruned improvement operation are set as unseen,
and then the root r is moved to a node that is open and adjacent to a newly
inserted node.

Next we prove two key invariants for arguing the correctness and running time of the
above described procedure, in particular that despite the improvement operations, the
main properties of the procedure are similar to a standard depth-first-search. First, we
show that the open nodes form a path in the tree decomposition.

Lemma 4.12. The above described procedure maintains the invariant that the open nodes
form a path x1, . . . , xt in T , where x1 = z and xt = r.

Proof. The case 1 maintains the invariant by appending one vertex to the end of the
path and the case 2b by removing the last vertex of the path. For the case 2c, we first
observe that the editable subtree contains the node r but not z because bag(z) is empty.
Therefore, because T is a tree and x1, . . . , xt is a path from z to r, removing the editable
subtree removes a suffix xi, . . . , xt of the path, where i ≥ 2. Then, the only node on the
path x1, . . . , xi−1 adjacent to the newly inserted nodes is xi−1, which is then chosen as
the new root r, and thus the invariant is maintained.

Then, we show that the open and unseen nodes form a subtree of T .

Lemma 4.13. The above described procedure maintains the invariant that the open and
unseen nodes form a subtree of T .

Proof. The cases that could change the set of closed nodes are case 2b and case 2c. In
the case 2b, by Lemma 4.12 the neighbor of r that is on the path between r and z is
open, and the other neighbors of r are closed. Therefore, setting r as closed corresponds
to removing a leaf node of the subtree of open and unseen nodes.

In the case 2c, all the neighbors of the nodes removed in the pruned improvement
operation are connected to the subtree of new nodes inserted, which are all set to unseen
and are connected to the path of open nodes maintained by Lemma 4.12.

Finally, we put everything together in the following lemma.
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Lemma 4.14. There is an algorithm that, given an n-vertex graph G, integer k, and
a cubic tree decomposition T of G of width w, where 2k + 2 ≤ w ≤ 4k + 3, in time
2O(w)|T | either outputs a tree decomposition of G of width at most w − 1 or decides that
the treewidth of G is larger than k.

Proof. The algorithm implements the above described procedure with the data structure
of Subsection 4.4.2. We first prove that the algorithm is correct if it terminates, and then
show that it indeed terminates in 2O(w)|T | time.

First, the algorithm is correct when it returns that the treewidth of G is larger than
k because in that case we have a set bag(r) of size |bag(r)| = w + 1 ≥ 2k + 3 that is
not splittable, and by Lemma 4.1 this implies that the treewidth of G is larger than k.
Second, consider the case that the algorithm terminates in the case 2a. In this case, by
Lemma 4.12, the only open node is the node r = z, and as all neighbors of r are closed,
Lemma 4.13 guarantees that all nodes except r are closed. As a node can get closed only
in case 2b, in which case the bag of the node is guaranteed to have size at most w, this
implies that all bags in this case must have size at most w, and therefore the width of T
must be at most w − 1. Therefore the algorithm is correct if it terminates.

By Lemma 4.10, the total number of editable nodes over the course of the algorithm is
at most Φw(T ) = 2O(w)|T |, and therefore the total number of nodes created by pruned
improvement operations is also at most 2O(w)|T |. It also implies that the total time spent
in case 2c of the procedure is bounded by 2O(w)Φw(T ) = 2O(w)|T |.

For bounding the Move operations applied in case 1 and case 2b of the procedure, observe
that both of them advance the state of a node either from unseen to open, or from open
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4.4.4 Analysis of the 2O(k) factor

We briefly give an upper bound for the 2O(k) factor in the running time of our algorithm,
in order to support our claim that this factor in our algorithm is significantly smaller
than in the algorithms of Bodlaender et al. [2016a].
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Lemma 4.14. There is an algorithm that, given an n-vertex graph G, integer k, and
a cubic tree decomposition T of G of width w, where 2k + 2 ≤ w ≤ 4k + 3, in time
2O(w)

|T | either outputs a tree decomposition of G of width at most w − 1 or decides that
the treewidth of G is larger than k.

Proof. The algorithm implements the above described procedure with the data structure
of Subsection 4.4.2. We first prove that the algorithm is correct if it terminates, and then
show that it indeed terminates in 2O(w)

|T | time.
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Lemma 4.12, the only open node is the node r = z, and as all neighbors of r are closed,
Lemma 4.13 guarantees that all nodes except r are closed. As a node can get closed only
in case 2b, in which case the bag of the node is guaranteed to have size at most w, this
implies that all bags in this case must have size at most w, and therefore the width of T
must be at most w − 1. Therefore the algorithm is correct if it terminates.

By Lemma 4.10, the total number of editable nodes over the course of the algorithm is
at most Φw(T ) = 2O(w)

|T |, and therefore the total number of nodes created by pruned
improvement operations is also at most 2O(w)

|T |. It also implies that the total time spent
in case 2c of the procedure is bounded by 2O(w)

Φw(T ) = 2O(w)
|T |.
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108 Fast 2-approximation algorithm for treewidth

First, we show that if the width w of the given tree decomposition is at least 3k+ 3, then
we can use splits where C3 = ∅.

Lemma 4.15. Let G be a graph of treewidth ≤ k. Any set of vertices W ⊆ V (G) of size
|W | ≥ 3k + 4 has a split of form (C1, C2, ∅, S).

Proof. Again, as in Lemma 4.1, let S be a balanced separator of W of size |S| ≤ k + 1,
and let us combine the two connected components Ci of G \ S with the smallest sizes
of Ci ∩W until we obtain a partition {C1, C2} of V (G) \ S. By considering the cases of
whether there is a component Ci with |W ∩ Ci| ≥ |W |/3 or not, we notice that we will
end up with |W ∩ Ci| ≤ 2|W |/3 for both i ∈ [2]. Therefore (C1, C2, ∅, S) is a split of W
because |(W ∩ Ci) ∪ S| ≤ 2|W |/3 + k + 1 < |W |.

Now, if the width w of the input tree decomposition is w ≥ 3k + 3, we apply a version
of the algorithm that only considers 2-way splits, i.e., fixes C3 = ∅. Note that this also
changes the definition of a minimum split to only minimize over splits with C3 = ∅, but
the proof of Lemma 4.4 still goes through identically, in particular noting that if Ci = ∅
in the original split, then the C ′i constructed for the contradiction argument will also be
empty.

Then, we note that the exponential factors 2O(w) in the running time of the data structure
come from the number of ways a partition (C1, C2, C3, S) of V (G) can intersect a bag
bag(x) of size at most w + 1. This is O(4w), and when C3 = ∅ this is O(3w). Therefore,
when w ≥ 3k + 3, the running time of the algorithm is bounded by (n+ Φw(T ))3wwO(1),
and when w < 3k + 3 the running time is bounded by (n+ Φw(T ))4wwO(1).

We note that also the factors 3|bag(x)| in the definition of the potential function can
be replaced by factors 2|bag(x)| in the case when C3 = ∅. Therefore, for the case when
w ≥ 3k + 3, the running time is 2w3wwO(1)n, which by w ≤ 4k + 3 is O(210.4kn). When
w < 3k + 3, the running time is 3w4wwO(1)n, which by w < 3k + 3 is O(210.8kn). Here
the factors polynomial in k are dominated by rounding up the exponential dependency
on k. Therefore, the total running time of the algorithm is O(210.8kn).

108Fast2-approximationalgorithmfortreewidth

First,weshowthatifthewidthwofthegiventreedecompositionisatleast3k+3,then
wecanusesplitswhereC3=∅.

Lemma4.15.LetGbeagraphoftreewidth≤k.AnysetofverticesW⊆V(G)ofsize
|W|≥3k+4hasasplitofform(C1,C2,∅,S).

Proof.Again,asinLemma4.1,letSbeabalancedseparatorofWofsize|S|≤k+1,
andletuscombinethetwoconnectedcomponentsCiofG\Swiththesmallestsizes
ofCi∩Wuntilweobtainapartition{C1,C2}ofV(G)\S.Byconsideringthecasesof
whetherthereisacomponentCiwith|W∩Ci|≥|W|/3ornot,wenoticethatwewill
endupwith|W∩Ci|≤2|W|/3forbothi∈[2].Therefore(C1,C2,∅,S)isasplitofW
because|(W∩Ci)∪S|≤2|W|/3+k+1<|W|.

Now,ifthewidthwoftheinputtreedecompositionisw≥3k+3,weapplyaversion
ofthealgorithmthatonlyconsiders2-waysplits,i.e.,fixesC3=∅.Notethatthisalso
changesthedefinitionofaminimumsplittoonlyminimizeoversplitswithC3=∅,but
theproofofLemma4.4stillgoesthroughidentically,inparticularnotingthatifCi=∅
intheoriginalsplit,thentheC′iconstructedforthecontradictionargumentwillalsobe
empty.

Then,wenotethattheexponentialfactors2O(w)intherunningtimeofthedatastructure
comefromthenumberofwaysapartition(C1,C2,C3,S)ofV(G)canintersectabag
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108 Fast 2-approximation algorithm for treewidth

First, we show that if the width w of the given tree decomposition is at least 3k+ 3, then
we can use splits where C3 = ∅.

Lemma 4.15. Let G be a graph of treewidth ≤ k. Any set of vertices W ⊆ V (G) of size
|W | ≥ 3k + 4 has a split of form (C1, C2, ∅, S).

Proof. Again, as in Lemma 4.1, let S be a balanced separator of W of size |S| ≤ k + 1,
and let us combine the two connected components Ci of G \ S with the smallest sizes
of Ci ∩W until we obtain a partition {C1, C2} of V (G) \ S. By considering the cases of
whether there is a component Ci with |W ∩ Ci| ≥ |W |/3 or not, we notice that we will
end up with |W ∩ Ci| ≤ 2|W |/3 for both i ∈ [2]. Therefore (C1, C2, ∅, S) is a split of W
because |(W ∩ Ci) ∪ S| ≤ 2|W |/3 + k + 1 < |W |.

Now, if the width w of the input tree decomposition is w ≥ 3k + 3, we apply a version
of the algorithm that only considers 2-way splits, i.e., fixes C3 = ∅. Note that this also
changes the definition of a minimum split to only minimize over splits with C3 = ∅, but
the proof of Lemma 4.4 still goes through identically, in particular noting that if Ci = ∅
in the original split, then the C ′i constructed for the contradiction argument will also be
empty.

Then, we note that the exponential factors 2O(w)
in the running time of the data structure

come from the number of ways a partition (C1, C2, C3, S) of V (G) can intersect a bag
bag(x) of size at most w + 1. This is O(4
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), and when C3 = ∅ this is O(3
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when w ≥ 3k + 3, the running time of the algorithm is bounded by (n+ Φw(T ))3
w
wO(1)

,
and when w < 3k + 3 the running time is bounded by (n+ Φw(T ))4

w
wO(1)

.
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on k. Therefore, the total running time of the algorithm is O(2

10.8k
n).

108 Fast 2-approximation algorithm for treewidth

First, we show that if the width w of the given tree decomposition is at least 3k+ 3, then
we can use splits where C3 = ∅.

Lemma 4.15. Let G be a graph of treewidth ≤ k. Any set of vertices W ⊆ V (G) of size
|W | ≥ 3k + 4 has a split of form (C1, C2, ∅, S).

Proof. Again, as in Lemma 4.1, let S be a balanced separator of W of size |S| ≤ k + 1,
and let us combine the two connected components Ci of G \ S with the smallest sizes
of Ci ∩W until we obtain a partition {C1, C2} of V (G) \ S. By considering the cases of
whether there is a component Ci with |W ∩ Ci| ≥ |W |/3 or not, we notice that we will
end up with |W ∩ Ci| ≤ 2|W |/3 for both i ∈ [2]. Therefore (C1, C2, ∅, S) is a split of W
because |(W ∩ Ci) ∪ S| ≤ 2|W |/3 + k + 1 < |W |.

Now, if the width w of the input tree decomposition is w ≥ 3k + 3, we apply a version
of the algorithm that only considers 2-way splits, i.e., fixes C3 = ∅. Note that this also
changes the definition of a minimum split to only minimize over splits with C3 = ∅, but
the proof of Lemma 4.4 still goes through identically, in particular noting that if Ci = ∅
in the original split, then the C ′i constructed for the contradiction argument will also be
empty.

Then, we note that the exponential factors 2O(w)
in the running time of the data structure

come from the number of ways a partition (C1, C2, C3, S) of V (G) can intersect a bag
bag(x) of size at most w + 1. This is O(4

w
), and when C3 = ∅ this is O(3

w
). Therefore,

when w ≥ 3k + 3, the running time of the algorithm is bounded by (n+ Φw(T ))3
w
wO(1)

,
and when w < 3k + 3 the running time is bounded by (n+ Φw(T ))4

w
wO(1)

.

We note that also the factors 3|bag(x)| in the definition of the potential function can
be replaced by factors 2|bag(x)| in the case when C3 = ∅. Therefore, for the case when
w ≥ 3k + 3, the running time is 2

w
3
w
wO(1)

n, which by w ≤ 4k + 3 is O(2
10.4k

n). When
w < 3k + 3, the running time is 3

w
4
w
wO(1)

n, which by w < 3k + 3 is O(2
10.8k

n). Here
the factors polynomial in k are dominated by rounding up the exponential dependency
on k. Therefore, the total running time of the algorithm is O(2

10.8k
n).

108Fast2-approximationalgorithmfortreewidth

First,weshowthatifthewidthwofthegiventreedecompositionisatleast3k+3,then
wecanusesplitswhereC3=∅.

Lemma4.15.LetGbeagraphoftreewidth≤k.AnysetofverticesW⊆V(G)ofsize
|W|≥3k+4hasasplitofform(C1,C2,∅,S).

Proof.Again,asinLemma4.1,letSbeabalancedseparatorofWofsize|S|≤k+1,
andletuscombinethetwoconnectedcomponentsCiofG\Swiththesmallestsizes
ofCi∩Wuntilweobtainapartition{C1,C2}ofV(G)\S.Byconsideringthecasesof
whetherthereisacomponentCiwith|W∩Ci|≥|W|/3ornot,wenoticethatwewill
endupwith|W∩Ci|≤2|W|/3forbothi∈[2].Therefore(C1,C2,∅,S)isasplitofW
because|(W∩Ci)∪S|≤2|W|/3+k+1<|W|.

Now,ifthewidthwoftheinputtreedecompositionisw≥3k+3,weapplyaversion
ofthealgorithmthatonlyconsiders2-waysplits,i.e.,fixesC3=∅.Notethatthisalso
changesthedefinitionofaminimumsplittoonlyminimizeoversplitswithC3=∅,but
theproofofLemma4.4stillgoesthroughidentically,inparticularnotingthatifCi=∅
intheoriginalsplit,thentheC′iconstructedforthecontradictionargumentwillalsobe
empty.

Then,wenotethattheexponentialfactors2O(w)
intherunningtimeofthedatastructure

comefromthenumberofwaysapartition(C1,C2,C3,S)ofV(G)canintersectabag
bag(x)ofsizeatmostw+1.ThisisO(4

w
),andwhenC3=∅thisisO(3

w
).Therefore,

whenw≥3k+3,therunningtimeofthealgorithmisboundedby(n+Φw(T))3
w
wO(1)

,
andwhenw<3k+3therunningtimeisboundedby(n+Φw(T))4

w
wO(1)

.

Wenotethatalsothefactors3|bag(x)|inthedefinitionofthepotentialfunctioncan
bereplacedbyfactors2|bag(x)|inthecasewhenC3=∅.Therefore,forthecasewhen
w≥3k+3,therunningtimeis2

w
3
w
wO(1)

n,whichbyw≤4k+3isO(2
10.4k

n).When
w<3k+3,therunningtimeis3

w
4
w
wO(1)

n,whichbyw<3k+3isO(2
10.8k

n).Here
thefactorspolynomialinkaredominatedbyroundinguptheexponentialdependency
onk.Therefore,thetotalrunningtimeofthealgorithmisO(2

10.8k
n).

108Fast2-approximationalgorithmfortreewidth

First,weshowthatifthewidthwofthegiventreedecompositionisatleast3k+3,then
wecanusesplitswhereC3=∅.

Lemma4.15.LetGbeagraphoftreewidth≤k.AnysetofverticesW⊆V(G)ofsize
|W|≥3k+4hasasplitofform(C1,C2,∅,S).

Proof.Again,asinLemma4.1,letSbeabalancedseparatorofWofsize|S|≤k+1,
andletuscombinethetwoconnectedcomponentsCiofG\Swiththesmallestsizes
ofCi∩Wuntilweobtainapartition{C1,C2}ofV(G)\S.Byconsideringthecasesof
whetherthereisacomponentCiwith|W∩Ci|≥|W|/3ornot,wenoticethatwewill
endupwith|W∩Ci|≤2|W|/3forbothi∈[2].Therefore(C1,C2,∅,S)isasplitofW
because|(W∩Ci)∪S|≤2|W|/3+k+1<|W|.

Now,ifthewidthwoftheinputtreedecompositionisw≥3k+3,weapplyaversion
ofthealgorithmthatonlyconsiders2-waysplits,i.e.,fixesC3=∅.Notethatthisalso
changesthedefinitionofaminimumsplittoonlyminimizeoversplitswithC3=∅,but
theproofofLemma4.4stillgoesthroughidentically,inparticularnotingthatifCi=∅
intheoriginalsplit,thentheC′iconstructedforthecontradictionargumentwillalsobe
empty.

Then,wenotethattheexponentialfactors2O(w)
intherunningtimeofthedatastructure

comefromthenumberofwaysapartition(C1,C2,C3,S)ofV(G)canintersectabag
bag(x)ofsizeatmostw+1.ThisisO(4

w
),andwhenC3=∅thisisO(3

w
).Therefore,

whenw≥3k+3,therunningtimeofthealgorithmisboundedby(n+Φw(T))3
w
wO(1)

,
andwhenw<3k+3therunningtimeisboundedby(n+Φw(T))4

w
wO(1)

.

Wenotethatalsothefactors3|bag(x)|inthedefinitionofthepotentialfunctioncan
bereplacedbyfactors2|bag(x)|inthecasewhenC3=∅.Therefore,forthecasewhen
w≥3k+3,therunningtimeis2

w
3
w
wO(1)

n,whichbyw≤4k+3isO(2
10.4k

n).When
w<3k+3,therunningtimeis3

w
4
w
wO(1)

n,whichbyw<3k+3isO(2
10.8k

n).Here
thefactorspolynomialinkaredominatedbyroundinguptheexponentialdependency
onk.Therefore,thetotalrunningtimeofthealgorithmisO(2

10.8k
n).

108Fast2-approximationalgorithmfortreewidth

First,weshowthatifthewidthwofthegiventreedecompositionisatleast3k+3,then
wecanusesplitswhereC3=∅.

Lemma4.15.LetGbeagraphoftreewidth≤k.AnysetofverticesW⊆V(G)ofsize
|W|≥3k+4hasasplitofform(C1,C2,∅,S).

Proof.Again,asinLemma4.1,letSbeabalancedseparatorofWofsize|S|≤k+1,
andletuscombinethetwoconnectedcomponentsCiofG\Swiththesmallestsizes
ofCi∩Wuntilweobtainapartition{C1,C2}ofV(G)\S.Byconsideringthecasesof
whetherthereisacomponentCiwith|W∩Ci|≥|W|/3ornot,wenoticethatwewill
endupwith|W∩Ci|≤2|W|/3forbothi∈[2].Therefore(C1,C2,∅,S)isasplitofW
because|(W∩Ci)∪S|≤2|W|/3+k+1<|W|.

Now,ifthewidthwoftheinputtreedecompositionisw≥3k+3,weapplyaversion
ofthealgorithmthatonlyconsiders2-waysplits,i.e.,fixesC3=∅.Notethatthisalso
changesthedefinitionofaminimumsplittoonlyminimizeoversplitswithC3=∅,but
theproofofLemma4.4stillgoesthroughidentically,inparticularnotingthatifCi=∅
intheoriginalsplit,thentheC′iconstructedforthecontradictionargumentwillalsobe
empty.

Then,wenotethattheexponentialfactors2O(w)
intherunningtimeofthedatastructure

comefromthenumberofwaysapartition(C1,C2,C3,S)ofV(G)canintersectabag
bag(x)ofsizeatmostw+1.ThisisO(4

w
),andwhenC3=∅thisisO(3

w
).Therefore,

whenw≥3k+3,therunningtimeofthealgorithmisboundedby(n+Φw(T))3
w
wO(1)

,
andwhenw<3k+3therunningtimeisboundedby(n+Φw(T))4

w
wO(1)

.

Wenotethatalsothefactors3|bag(x)|inthedefinitionofthepotentialfunctioncan
bereplacedbyfactors2|bag(x)|inthecasewhenC3=∅.Therefore,forthecasewhen
w≥3k+3,therunningtimeis2

w
3
w
wO(1)

n,whichbyw≤4k+3isO(2
10.4k

n).When
w<3k+3,therunningtimeis3

w
4
w
wO(1)

n,whichbyw<3k+3isO(2
10.8k

n).Here
thefactorspolynomialinkaredominatedbyroundinguptheexponentialdependency
onk.Therefore,thetotalrunningtimeofthealgorithmisO(2

10.8k
n).

108Fast2-approximationalgorithmfortreewidth

First,weshowthatifthewidthwofthegiventreedecompositionisatleast3k+3,then
wecanusesplitswhereC3=∅.

Lemma4.15.LetGbeagraphoftreewidth≤k.AnysetofverticesW⊆V(G)ofsize
|W|≥3k+4hasasplitofform(C1,C2,∅,S).

Proof.Again,asinLemma4.1,letSbeabalancedseparatorofWofsize|S|≤k+1,
andletuscombinethetwoconnectedcomponentsCiofG\Swiththesmallestsizes
ofCi∩Wuntilweobtainapartition{C1,C2}ofV(G)\S.Byconsideringthecasesof
whetherthereisacomponentCiwith|W∩Ci|≥|W|/3ornot,wenoticethatwewill
endupwith|W∩Ci|≤2|W|/3forbothi∈[2].Therefore(C1,C2,∅,S)isasplitofW
because|(W∩Ci)∪S|≤2|W|/3+k+1<|W|.

Now,ifthewidthwoftheinputtreedecompositionisw≥3k+3,weapplyaversion
ofthealgorithmthatonlyconsiders2-waysplits,i.e.,fixesC3=∅.Notethatthisalso
changesthedefinitionofaminimumsplittoonlyminimizeoversplitswithC3=∅,but
theproofofLemma4.4stillgoesthroughidentically,inparticularnotingthatifCi=∅
intheoriginalsplit,thentheC′iconstructedforthecontradictionargumentwillalsobe
empty.

Then,wenotethattheexponentialfactors2O(w)
intherunningtimeofthedatastructure

comefromthenumberofwaysapartition(C1,C2,C3,S)ofV(G)canintersectabag
bag(x)ofsizeatmostw+1.ThisisO(4

w
),andwhenC3=∅thisisO(3

w
).Therefore,

whenw≥3k+3,therunningtimeofthealgorithmisboundedby(n+Φw(T))3
w
wO(1)

,
andwhenw<3k+3therunningtimeisboundedby(n+Φw(T))4

w
wO(1)

.

Wenotethatalsothefactors3|bag(x)|inthedefinitionofthepotentialfunctioncan
bereplacedbyfactors2|bag(x)|inthecasewhenC3=∅.Therefore,forthecasewhen
w≥3k+3,therunningtimeis2

w
3
w
wO(1)

n,whichbyw≤4k+3isO(2
10.4k

n).When
w<3k+3,therunningtimeis3

w
4
w
wO(1)

n,whichbyw<3k+3isO(2
10.8k

n).Here
thefactorspolynomialinkaredominatedbyroundinguptheexponentialdependency
onk.Therefore,thetotalrunningtimeofthealgorithmisO(2

10.8k
n).



Chapter 5

Exact and (1 + ε)-approximation
algorithms for treewidth

In this chapter we prove the following theorem about computing treewidth exactly.

Theorem 1.2. There is an algorithm that, given an n-vertex graph G and an integer k,
in time 2O(k2)n4 either outputs a tree decomposition of G of width at most k or determines
that the treewidth of G is larger than k. Moreover, the algorithm runs in space nO(1).

With similar techniques, we also prove the following theorem about approximating
treewidth within a factor of (1 + ε), for any given rational ε with 0 < ε < 1.

Theorem 1.3. There is an algorithm that, given an n-vertex graph G, an integer k, and
a rational ε with 0 < ε < 1, in time kO(k/ε)n4 either outputs a tree decomposition of G of
width at most (1 + ε)k or determines that the treewidth of G is larger than k. Moreover,
the algorithm runs in space nO(1).

The proofs of both Theorem 1.2 and Theorem 1.3 cleanly split into two parts. In the first
part, we show that algorithms for a problem called Subset Treewidth imply algorithms
for treewidth, and algorithms for a problem called Partitioned Subset Treewidth imply
(1 + ε)-approximation algorithms for treewidth. Both of these are new problems that we
define soon. In the second part, we then give the algorithms for Subset Treewidth and
Partitioned Subset Treewidth, which then imply Theorem 1.2 and Theorem 1.3. The
first part can be seen as a generalization of the improvement operation introduced in the
previous chapter. Related techniques are also used in the second part.
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Inthischapterweprovethefollowingtheoremaboutcomputingtreewidthexactly.
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5.1 Subset Treewidth

We then introduce the Subset Treewidth problem. Let G be a graph and X ⊆ V (G).
Recall that torsoG(X) is the graph obtained from G[X] by making N(C) a clique for each
C ∈ cc(G\X). A torso tree decomposition in a graph G is a pair (X, T ), where X ⊆ V (G)

and T is a tree decomposition of torsoG(X). The width of a torso tree decomposition
(X, T ) is the width of T , and we say that (X, T ) covers a set W ⊆ V (G) if X ⊇ W .

We are now ready to define the Subset Treewidth problem.

Definition 5.1 (Subset Treewidth). In the Subset Treewidth problem the input is a graph
G, integer k, and a set of vertices W ⊆ V (G) of size |W | = k + 2. The problem is to
either return a torso tree decomposition of width at most k that covers W or determine
that the treewidth of G is at least k + 1.

Note that torsoG(V (G)) = G, which implies that if the treewidth of G is at most k, then
any set W ⊆ V (G) can be covered by a torso tree decomposition of width at most k
simply by taking X = V (G). In particular, at least one of the cases of Subset Treewidth
can always be returned (sometimes either one of them).

In Section 5.2 we show the following connection between treewidth and Subset Treewidth.
In the statement, n denotes the number of vertices and k the treewidth.

Theorem 5.2. Given an algorithm for Subset Treewidth with running time T (k, n),
where T (k, n) is increasing in both k and n, an algorithm for treewidth with running
time T (2k, n) · O(nk) + kO(1)n4 can be constructed. Moreover, if the algorithm for Subset
Treewidth runs in space nO(1), then the algorithm for treewidth runs in space nO(1).

Then, in Section 5.5 we give the following algorithm for Subset Treewidth.

Theorem 5.3. There is a 2O(k2)n2 time nO(1) space algorithm for Subset Treewidth.

Combining Theorems 5.2 and 5.3 yields a 2O(k2)n3 + kO(1)n4 time algorithm for treewidth,
in particular, Theorem 1.2.

For the approximation result, we use a variant of Subset Treewidth called Partitioned
Subset Treewidth. This variant also turns up naturally when designing an algorithm for
Subset Treewidth.

Definition 5.4 (Partitioned Subset Treewidth). In the Partitioned Subset Treewidth
problem the input is a graph G, integer k, set of vertices W ⊆ V (G) of size |W | = k + 2,
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and a partition {W1, . . . ,Wt} of W into t cliques Wi of G. The problem is to either
return a torso tree decomposition of width at most k that covers W or determine that the
treewidth of G is at least k + 1.

Partitioned Subset Treewidth is like Subset Treewidth, but the given set W is partitioned
into t cliques, where t is an additional parameter. When t is small, we obtain a more
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particular, in Section 5.4 we give the following algorithm.
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The rest of this chapter is organized as follows. In Section 5.2 we prove Theorems 5.2
and 5.6. Then in Section 5.3 we presents both known and new lemmas about objects
called “important separators”, which will be used in the later sections. Then in Section 5.4
we prove Theorem 5.5, and building on that, in Section 5.5 we prove Theorem 5.3.

5.2 Computing treewidth via Subset Treewidth

In this section we show that algorithms for Subset Treewidth and Partitioned Subset
Treewidth imply algorithms for treewidth. In particular, we prove Theorems 5.2 and 5.6.
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Figure 5.1: Transforming a tree decomposition T into an improved tree decomposition
T ′ by using a torso tree decomposition (X, TX). Here, cc(G \X) = {C1, C2, C2}.

5.2.1 Overview

The main intermediate lemma that implies Theorems 5.2 and 5.6 is that given a solution
(X, TX) for Subset Treewidth where the set W is a largest bag of a tree decomposition
T , we show that T can be transformed into a tree decomposition T ′ that is improved
compared to T . In particular, the width of T ′ is at most the width of T , and the number
of bags of size |W | in T ′ is strictly less than in T . This will be more formally stated as
Lemma 5.14.

We now briefly sketch the idea of the transformation of T into T ′ (see Figure 5.1). Assume
that W = bag(r) is a largest bag of T = (T, bag), which is rooted at the node r ∈ V (T ),
and let (X, TX) be a torso tree decomposition that covers W and has width at most
|W | − 2. The improved tree decomposition T ′ is constructed by starting with TX , and
then for every connected component C ∈ cc(G \X) constructing a tree decomposition TC
and attaching TC to TX . The rooted tree decomposition TC = (T, bagC) is constructed
from T by first removing all vertices not in N [C], and then forcing the neighborhood
N(C) to be in the root bag bagC(r) of TC . This is similar to the construction of the tree
decomposition T i in Section 4.2, with C playing the role of Ci and N(C) playing the role
of S. Then, by the definition of torsoG(X), every set N(C) for C ∈ cc(G \X) is a clique
in torsoG(X), so for each TC there exists a bag in TX to which TC can be attached from
its root.

To bound the width of each TC , we will use similar argument as in Section 4.2, except now
we do not start by optimizing any criterion on X, but instead implement the exchange
argument algorithmically. This results in a procedure that given (X, TX), either improves
T or improves (X, TX), which we use iteratively until T is improved.
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Figure5.1:TransformingatreedecompositionTintoanimprovedtreedecomposition
T′byusingatorsotreedecomposition(X,TX).Here,cc(G\X)={C1,C2,C2}.

5.2.1Overview

ThemainintermediatelemmathatimpliesTheorems5.2and5.6isthatgivenasolution
(X,TX)forSubsetTreewidthwherethesetWisalargestbagofatreedecomposition
T,weshowthatTcanbetransformedintoatreedecompositionT′thatisimproved
comparedtoT.Inparticular,thewidthofT′isatmostthewidthofT,andthenumber
ofbagsofsize|W|inT′isstrictlylessthaninT.Thiswillbemoreformallystatedas
Lemma5.14.

WenowbrieflysketchtheideaofthetransformationofTintoT′(seeFigure5.1).Assume
thatW=bag(r)isalargestbagofT=(T,bag),whichisrootedatthenoder∈V(T),
andlet(X,TX)beatorsotreedecompositionthatcoversWandhaswidthatmost
|W|−2.TheimprovedtreedecompositionT′isconstructedbystartingwithTX,and
thenforeveryconnectedcomponentC∈cc(G\X)constructingatreedecompositionTC
andattachingTCtoTX.TherootedtreedecompositionTC=(T,bagC)isconstructed
fromTbyfirstremovingallverticesnotinN[C],andthenforcingtheneighborhood
N(C)tobeintherootbagbagC(r)ofTC.Thisissimilartotheconstructionofthetree
decompositionTiinSection4.2,withCplayingtheroleofCiandN(C)playingtherole
ofS.Then,bythedefinitionoftorsoG(X),everysetN(C)forC∈cc(G\X)isaclique
intorsoG(X),soforeachTCthereexistsabaginTXtowhichTCcanbeattachedfrom
itsroot.

ToboundthewidthofeachTC,wewillusesimilarargumentasinSection4.2,exceptnow
wedonotstartbyoptimizinganycriteriononX,butinsteadimplementtheexchange
argumentalgorithmically.Thisresultsinaprocedurethatgiven(X,TX),eitherimproves
Torimproves(X,TX),whichweuseiterativelyuntilTisimproved.
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5.2.1 Overview

The main intermediate lemma that implies Theorems 5.2 and 5.6 is that given a solution
(X, TX) for Subset Treewidth where the set W is a largest bag of a tree decomposition
T , we show that T can be transformed into a tree decomposition T ′ that is improved
compared to T . In particular, the width of T ′ is at most the width of T , and the number
of bags of size |W | in T ′ is strictly less than in T . This will be more formally stated as
Lemma 5.14.

We now briefly sketch the idea of the transformation of T into T ′ (see Figure 5.1). Assume
that W = bag(r) is a largest bag of T = (T, bag), which is rooted at the node r ∈ V (T ),
and let (X, TX) be a torso tree decomposition that covers W and has width at most
|W | − 2. The improved tree decomposition T ′ is constructed by starting with TX , and
then for every connected component C ∈ cc(G \X) constructing a tree decomposition TC
and attaching TC to TX . The rooted tree decomposition TC = (T, bagC) is constructed
from T by first removing all vertices not in N [C], and then forcing the neighborhood
N(C) to be in the root bag bagC(r) of TC . This is similar to the construction of the tree
decomposition T

i
in Section 4.2, with C playing the role of Ci and N(C) playing the role

of S. Then, by the definition of torsoG(X), every set N(C) for C ∈ cc(G \X) is a clique
in torsoG(X), so for each TC there exists a bag in TX to which TC can be attached from
its root.

To bound the width of each TC , we will use similar argument as in Section 4.2, except now
we do not start by optimizing any criterion on X, but instead implement the exchange
argument algorithmically. This results in a procedure that given (X, TX), either improves
T or improves (X, TX), which we use iteratively until T is improved.
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We remark that this is a generalization of the improvement operation of the previous
chapter. In particular, a split (C1, C2, C3, S) of W , as defined in Section 4.2, can always
be turned into a torso tree decomposition (X, TX) with X = W ∪ S that has width at
most |W | − 2. The construction of TX is simply a star with three leaves, where the bag
of the center is S, and the bags of the leaves are (W ∩ Ci) ∪ S for all i ∈ [3].

While for 2-approximation such simple solution for Subset Treewidth with TX of bounded
size is guaranteed to exists, for approximation ratios below 2 we believe that the size of
TX cannot be bounded, and therefore work in the full generality of Subset Treewidth.

The rest of this section is organized as follows. In Subsection 5.2.2 we prove the “Pulling
Lemma” for manipulating torso tree decompositions without increasing their width.
Then in Subsection 5.2.3 we show the main intermediate lemma about improving tree
decompositions. Finally, in Subsection 5.2.4 we derive Theorems 5.2 and 5.6 from this
lemma.

5.2.2 Pulling Lemma

We prove a lemma that will be used throughout this section, Sections 5.4 and 5.5, and
also in Chapter 6, to argue that a separator S can be incorporated as a bag of a torso tree
decomposition if it satisfies certain properties. We call it the “Pulling Lemma” because
the separator S will be “pulled” along disjoint paths into a bag of the tree decomposition.
It is closely related to the techniques used in the previous chapter for improving tree
decompositions. A similar argument has also been used by [Bodlaender and Koster, 2006].

Before proving the Pulling Lemma, we start with a simple auxiliary lemma.

Lemma 5.7. Let (X, (T, bag)) be a torso tree decomposition in a graph G, and let
Y ⊆ V (G) so that G[Y ] is connected. The nodes {t ∈ V (T ) | bag(t) ∩ Y 6= ∅} induce a
(possibly empty) connected subtree of T .

Proof. By the definition of torsoG(X), any u-v-path in G[Y ] with u, v ∈ X can be mapped
into an u-v-path in torsoG(X)[Y ∩ X], and therefore torsoG(X)[Y ∩ X] is connected.
Then, the conclusion follows from the corresponding property of tree decompositions
(Lemma 2.6).

Then we prove the Pulling Lemma.

Lemma 5.8 (Pulling Lemma). Let G be a graph and (X, (T, bag)) a torso tree decom-
position in G. Let (A, S,B) be a separation of G so that there exists a node r ∈ V (T )
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so that S is linked into bag(r) ∩ (S ∪ B). There exists a torso tree decomposition
((X ∩ A) ∪ S, (T ′, bag′)) so that

1. T ′ = T

2. for all t ∈ V (T ), |bag′(t)| ≤ |bag(t)|, and

3. S ⊆ bag′(r).

Moreover, when G, (X, (T, bag)), (A, S,B), and r are given as inputs, the torso tree
decomposition ((X ∩ A) ∪ S, (T ′, bag′)) can be constructed in kO(1)(|V (T )| + m) time,
where k is the width of (X, (T, bag)).

Proof. Index the vertices of S by S = {s1, s2, . . . , s|S|}. Because S is linked into the set
bag(r)∩ (S ∪B), there are vertex-disjoint paths P1, . . . , P|S|, so that for each i ∈ [|S|], Pi
is a path from si to bag(r) ∩ (S ∪ B), and all vertices of Pi are contained in S ∪ B.

To construct (T ′, bag′), we set T ′ = T , and for each t ∈ V (T ) we set

bag′(t) = (bag(t) \ (S ∪ B)) ∪ {si | Pi ∩ bag(t) 6= ∅}.

We have that |bag′(t)| ≤ |bag(t)|, because for each inserted vertex si we removed a
vertex in Pi (note that the inserted vertex and the removed vertex could both be the
same vertex si). By definition every Pi intersects bag(r), and thus S ⊆ bag′(r). Denote
X ′ = (X ∩A)∪S. It remains to show that (T ′, bag′) is a tree decomposition of torso(X ′).

First, the tree decomposition (T ′, bag′) satisfies the vertex condition because no vertices
in X ∩A were removed, and as argued before S ⊆ bag′(r). Second, (T ′, bag′) satisfies the
connectedness condition because the occurrences of vertices in X ∩ A were not altered,
and by Lemma 5.7 the sets {t ∈ V (T ) | Pi ∩ bag(t) 6= ∅} induce connected subtrees of T .

For the edge condition, consider an edge uv ∈ E(torso(X ′)). There is a path between
u and v whose intermediate vertices are contained in V (G) \X ′. If there would be an
intermediate vertex in B, then u, v ∈ S, implying {u, v} ⊆ bag′(r), so it remains to
consider the cases where there are no intermediate vertices or all intermediate vertices
are in A \X ′ = A \X. It follows that if in this case u, v ∈ X, then uv ∈ E(torso(X)),
so the edge condition of (T ′, bag′) in this case holds by the edge condition of (T, bag).
Also if u, v ∈ S, then again {u, v} ⊆ bag′(r), so the remaining case is uv = siv, where
si ∈ S \X and v ∈ X \ S. Now, si and the intermediate vertices on the path between si
and v are in a connected component C of G \X. Because v ∈ X and bag(r) ⊆ X, this
implies that N(C) contains both v and at least one vertex on the path Pi, and therefore
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Moreover,whenG,(X,(T,bag)),(A,S,B),andraregivenasinputs,thetorsotree
decomposition((X∩A)∪S,(T′,bag′))canbeconstructedinkO(1)(|V(T)|+m)time,
wherekisthewidthof(X,(T,bag)).

Proof.IndextheverticesofSbyS={s1,s2,...,s|S|}.BecauseSislinkedintotheset
bag(r)∩(S∪B),therearevertex-disjointpathsP1,...,P|S|,sothatforeachi∈[|S|],Pi
isapathfromsitobag(r)∩(S∪B),andallverticesofPiarecontainedinS∪B.

Toconstruct(T′,bag′),wesetT′=T,andforeacht∈V(T)weset

bag′(t)=(bag(t)\(S∪B))∪{si|Pi∩bag(t)6=∅}.

Wehavethat|bag′(t)|≤|bag(t)|,becauseforeachinsertedvertexsiweremoveda
vertexinPi(notethattheinsertedvertexandtheremovedvertexcouldbothbethe
samevertexsi).BydefinitioneveryPiintersectsbag(r),andthusS⊆bag′(r).Denote
X′=(X∩A)∪S.Itremainstoshowthat(T′,bag′)isatreedecompositionoftorso(X′).

First,thetreedecomposition(T′,bag′)satisfiesthevertexconditionbecausenovertices
inX∩Awereremoved,andasarguedbeforeS⊆bag′(r).Second,(T′,bag′)satisfiesthe
connectednessconditionbecausetheoccurrencesofverticesinX∩Awerenotaltered,
andbyLemma5.7thesets{t∈V(T)|Pi∩bag(t)6=∅}induceconnectedsubtreesofT.

Fortheedgecondition,consideranedgeuv∈E(torso(X′)).Thereisapathbetween
uandvwhoseintermediateverticesarecontainedinV(G)\X′.Iftherewouldbean
intermediatevertexinB,thenu,v∈S,implying{u,v}⊆bag′(r),soitremainsto
considerthecaseswheretherearenointermediateverticesorallintermediatevertices
areinA\X′=A\X.Itfollowsthatifinthiscaseu,v∈X,thenuv∈E(torso(X)),
sotheedgeconditionof(T′,bag′)inthiscaseholdsbytheedgeconditionof(T,bag).
Alsoifu,v∈S,thenagain{u,v}⊆bag′(r),sotheremainingcaseisuv=siv,where
si∈S\Xandv∈X\S.Now,siandtheintermediateverticesonthepathbetweensi
andvareinaconnectedcomponentCofG\X.Becausev∈Xandbag(r)⊆X,this
impliesthatN(C)containsbothvandatleastonevertexonthepathPi,andtherefore
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as N(C) is a clique in torso(X) there is a node t ∈ V (T ) with N(C) ⊆ bag(t) and it will
hold that {si, v} ⊆ bag′(t).

Because (T, bag) has width k and |S| ≤ k + 1, the construction can be implemented in
kO(1)(|V (T )|+m) time.

Note that the condition |bag′(t)| ≤ |bag(t)| implies that the width of (T ′, bag′) is at most
the width of (T, bag).

5.2.3 Improving a tree decomposition

We will define a weighted version of linkedness. For a weight function d : V (G)→ Z and
a set S ⊆ V (G), we denote d(S) =

∑
v∈S d(v).

Definition 5.9 (d-linked). Let G be a graph, A,B ⊆ V (G), and d : V (G)→ Z a weight
function. The set A is d-linked into B if for every (A,B)-separator S it holds either that
|S| > |A|, or that |S| = |A| and d(S) ≥ d(A).

Note that if A is d-linked into B then A is linked into B. We say that an (A,B)-separator
S with |S| < |A|, or with |S| = |A| and d(S) < d(A) witnesses that A is not d-linked
into B. Then, we say that a torso tree decomposition (X, (T, bag)) is d-linked into a set
of vertices W ⊆ V (G) if for every node t ∈ V (T ) it holds that bag(t) is d-linked into W .
We say that a pair (t, S), where t ∈ V (T ) and S is a (bag(t),W )-separator witnessing
that bag(t) is not d-linked into W witnesses that (X, (T, bag)) is not d-linked into W .

Next we will show that if (X, T ) is a torso tree decomposition that covers W , then given
a pair (t, S) that witnesses that (X, T ) is not d-linked into W , we can, in some sense,
improve (X, T ) while maintaining that it covers W and not increasing its width. We
define Φd(X) = |X| · n(k + 1) + d(X) as the measure in which sense we will improve
(X, T ), where n is the number of vertices of G and k is the width of T .

Lemma 5.10. There is an algorithm, that takes as an input a graph G, a set of vertices
W ⊆ V (G), a torso tree decomposition (X, T ) in G of width k that covers W , a weight
function d : V (G)→ [n], and a pair (t, S) that witnesses that (X, T ) is not d-linked into
W , and in time kO(1)(|V (T )|+m) returns a torso tree decomposition (X ′, T ′) that covers
W , has width at most k, has at most |V (T )| nodes, and has Φd(X

′) < Φd(X).

Proof. Denote T = (T, bag). After a kO(1)m time flow computation we may assume
that S is a minimum size (bag(t),W )-separator, because if S was not a minimum size
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Wesaythatapair(t,S),wheret∈V(T)andSisa(bag(t),W)-separatorwitnessing
thatbag(t)isnotd-linkedintoWwitnessesthat(X,(T,bag))isnotd-linkedintoW.

Nextwewillshowthatif(X,T)isatorsotreedecompositionthatcoversW,thengiven
apair(t,S)thatwitnessesthat(X,T)isnotd-linkedintoW,wecan,insomesense,
improve(X,T)whilemaintainingthatitcoversWandnotincreasingitswidth.We
defineΦd(X)=|X|·n(k+1)+d(X)asthemeasureinwhichsensewewillimprove
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(bag(t),W )-separator then any minimum size (bag(t),W )-separator also witnesses that
bag(t) is not d-linked into W . This implies that S is linked into bag(t).

Let (A, S,B) be a separation withW ⊆ A∪S and bag(t) ⊆ B∪S. DenoteX ′ = (X∩A)∪S.
We apply the Pulling Lemma (Lemma 5.8) with the torso tree decomposition (X, (T, bag)),
the separation (A, S,B), and the node t to construct a torso tree decomposition (X ′, T ′)
of width at most k and at most |V (T )| nodes. As W ⊆ X and W ⊆ A ∪ S, we have that
W ⊆ X ′, so (X ′, T ′) covers W . It remains to prove that Φd(X

′) < Φd(X).

Because bag(t) ⊆ S ∪ B and bag(t) ⊆ X, we have that |X ′| ≤ |X| − |bag(t)|+ |S| and
d(X ′) ≤ d(X)− d(bag(t)) + d(S). Therefore, if |S| < |bag(t)|, then |X ′| < |X|, implying
Φd(X

′) < Φd(X) because d(S) < n(k + 1). If |S| = |bag(t)| and d(S) < d(bag(t)), then
|X ′| ≤ |X| and d(X ′) < d(X), implying Φd(X

′) < Φd(X).

Then, our goal is to show that either a torso tree decomposition (X, TX) of width k − 1

that covers a largest bag W of a tree decomposition T of width k can be used to improve
T , or we find a pair (t, S) witnessing that (X, TX) is not d-linked into W for a certain
function d, in which case we can improve (X, TX) by applying Lemma 5.10. The proof
will use similar ideas as we used in Section 4.2.

Let T = (T, bag) be a tree decomposition of G rooted at a node r ∈ V (T ). We define
the weight function dT : V (G)→ [|V (T )|] so that dT (v) = depthT (forgetT (v)) + 1, i.e., as
the vertex-depth function plus one. Note that this is similar to the function used for the
definition of a minimum split in Subsection 4.2.1.

Lemma 5.11. Let T = (T, bag) be a tree decomposition of G of width k, rooted at a
node r with bag(r) = W and |W | = k + 1. There is an algorithm that given a torso tree
decomposition (X, TX), where TX = (TX , bagX), that covers W and has width at most
k − 1, in time kO(1)(|T |+ |TX |) either

1. constructs a tree decomposition of G of width at most k, having strictly less bags of
size k + 1 than T , and having at most n nodes, or

2. returns a pair (t, S) where t ∈ V (TX) and S ⊆ V (G) that witnesses that (X, TX) is
not dT -linked into W .

Proof. Our goal is to construct a tree decomposition T ′ = (T ′, bag′) of G, and then show
that if it does not satisfy the conditions of Item 1, then we find the pair (t, S) of Item 2.

First, for every connected component C of G \X, we will construct a tree decomposition
TC = (TC , bagC) of N [C], so that N(C) is in the root bag of TC . For a node t ∈ V (T ),
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(bag(t),W)-separatorthenanyminimumsize(bag(t),W)-separatoralsowitnessesthat
bag(t)isnotd-linkedintoW.ThisimpliesthatSislinkedintobag(t).

Let(A,S,B)beaseparationwithW⊆A∪Sandbag(t)⊆B∪S.DenoteX′=(X∩A)∪S.
WeapplythePullingLemma(Lemma5.8)withthetorsotreedecomposition(X,(T,bag)),
theseparation(A,S,B),andthenodettoconstructatorsotreedecomposition(X′,T′)
ofwidthatmostkandatmost|V(T)|nodes.AsW⊆XandW⊆A∪S,wehavethat
W⊆X′,so(X′,T′)coversW.ItremainstoprovethatΦd(X

′)<Φd(X).

Becausebag(t)⊆S∪Bandbag(t)⊆X,wehavethat|X′|≤|X|−|bag(t)|+|S|and
d(X′)≤d(X)−d(bag(t))+d(S).Therefore,if|S|<|bag(t)|,then|X′|<|X|,implying
Φd(X

′)<Φd(X)becaused(S)<n(k+1).If|S|=|bag(t)|andd(S)<d(bag(t)),then
|X′|≤|X|andd(X′)<d(X),implyingΦd(X

′)<Φd(X).

Then,ourgoalistoshowthateitheratorsotreedecomposition(X,TX)ofwidthk−1

thatcoversalargestbagWofatreedecompositionTofwidthkcanbeusedtoimprove
T,orwefindapair(t,S)witnessingthat(X,TX)isnotd-linkedintoWforacertain
functiond,inwhichcasewecanimprove(X,TX)byapplyingLemma5.10.Theproof
willusesimilarideasasweusedinSection4.2.

LetT=(T,bag)beatreedecompositionofGrootedatanoder∈V(T).Wedefine
theweightfunctiondT:V(G)→[|V(T)|]sothatdT(v)=depthT(forgetT(v))+1,i.e.,as
thevertex-depthfunctionplusone.Notethatthisissimilartothefunctionusedforthe
definitionofaminimumsplitinSubsection4.2.1.

Lemma5.11.LetT=(T,bag)beatreedecompositionofGofwidthk,rootedata
noderwithbag(r)=Wand|W|=k+1.Thereisanalgorithmthatgivenatorsotree
decomposition(X,TX),whereTX=(TX,bagX),thatcoversWandhaswidthatmost
k−1,intimekO(1)(|T|+|TX|)either

1.constructsatreedecompositionofGofwidthatmostk,havingstrictlylessbagsof
sizek+1thanT,andhavingatmostnnodes,or

2.returnsapair(t,S)wheret∈V(TX)andS⊆V(G)thatwitnessesthat(X,TX)is
notdT-linkedintoW.

Proof.OurgoalistoconstructatreedecompositionT′=(T′,bag′)ofG,andthenshow
thatifitdoesnotsatisfytheconditionsofItem1,thenwefindthepair(t,S)ofItem2.

First,foreveryconnectedcomponentCofG\X,wewillconstructatreedecomposition
TC=(TC,bagC)ofN[C],sothatN(C)isintherootbagofTC.Foranodet∈V(T),
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denote by pull(t, C) the vertices

pull(t, C) = {v ∈ N(C) | forgetT (v) is a strict descendant of t in T}.

To construct the tree decomposition TC , we first set

TC = T [{t ∈ V (T ) | C ∩ bag(t) 6= ∅}],

i.e., TC is the subtree of T induced by the bags that intersect C. Observe that TC is
connected because G[C] is connected. Then for each t ∈ V (TC) we set

bagC(t) = (bag(t) ∩N [C]) ∪ pull(t, C).

We let the root node of TC to be the node rC ∈ V (TC) that is the closest to r in T . Note
that because TC is a connected subtree of T , the node rC is uniquely defined.

Claim 5.12. TC is a tree decomposition of N [C] and N(C) ⊆ bagC(rC).

Proof of the claim. First, for the vertices C and edges in G[C] the decomposition
clearly satisfies the vertex, edge, and connectedness conditions because T satisfied these
conditions. For the edge condition for edges between C and N(C) and the vertex condition
for vertices in N(C), note that each such edge must be in a bag that intersects C, and
because for every vertex of N(C) there exists such an edge we have that every vertex of
N(C) must occur in some bag that intersects C.

It remains to prove the connectedness condition for vertices in N(C) and the edge
condition for edges in G[N(C)]. For a vertex v ∈ N(C), either (1) v ∈ bag(rC) and v is
not in pull(t, C) for any t ∈ V (TC), or (2) forgetT (v) ∈ V (TC)\{rC} and v ∈ pull(t, C) for
all t on the path from the parent of forgetT (v) to the root rC . Therefore, the connectedness
condition is maintained for vertices in N(C). This also shows that N(C) ⊆ bagC(rC),
which implies the edge condition for edges in G[N(C)]. C

Now, our complete construction of T ′ is to attach the tree decompositions TC for all
components C of G \X from their roots to the tree decomposition TX . Because N(C) is
a clique in torso(X), the decomposition TX contains a bag containing N(C) to which TC
can be attached.

Next we show that this construction can be implemented in kO(1)(|T |+ |TX |) time. In
particular, first, the connected components C and their neighborhoods can be found in
kO(1)m = kO(1)|T | time. Then, we observe that the sum of |TC | over all components C is
at most (k + 1)|T | because T has width k and the components C are disjoint. By first
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ToconstructthetreedecompositionTC,wefirstset

TC=T[{t∈V(T)|C∩bag(t)6=∅}],

i.e.,TCisthesubtreeofTinducedbythebagsthatintersectC.ObservethatTCis
connectedbecauseG[C]isconnected.Thenforeacht∈V(TC)weset

bagC(t)=(bag(t)∩N[C])∪pull(t,C).

WelettherootnodeofTCtobethenoderC∈V(TC)thatistheclosesttorinT.Note
thatbecauseTCisaconnectedsubtreeofT,thenoderCisuniquelydefined.

Claim5.12.TCisatreedecompositionofN[C]andN(C)⊆bagC(rC).

Proofoftheclaim.First,fortheverticesCandedgesinG[C]thedecomposition
clearlysatisfiesthevertex,edge,andconnectednessconditionsbecauseTsatisfiedthese
conditions.FortheedgeconditionforedgesbetweenCandN(C)andthevertexcondition
forverticesinN(C),notethateachsuchedgemustbeinabagthatintersectsC,and
becauseforeveryvertexofN(C)thereexistssuchanedgewehavethateveryvertexof
N(C)mustoccurinsomebagthatintersectsC.

ItremainstoprovetheconnectednessconditionforverticesinN(C)andtheedge
conditionforedgesinG[N(C)].Foravertexv∈N(C),either(1)v∈bag(rC)andvis
notinpull(t,C)foranyt∈V(TC),or(2)forgetT(v)∈V(TC)\{rC}andv∈pull(t,C)for
alltonthepathfromtheparentofforgetT(v)totherootrC.Therefore,theconnectedness
conditionismaintainedforverticesinN(C).ThisalsoshowsthatN(C)⊆bagC(rC),
whichimpliestheedgeconditionforedgesinG[N(C)].C

Now,ourcompleteconstructionofT′istoattachthetreedecompositionsTCforall
componentsCofG\XfromtheirrootstothetreedecompositionTX.BecauseN(C)is
acliqueintorso(X),thedecompositionTXcontainsabagcontainingN(C)towhichTC
canbeattached.

NextweshowthatthisconstructioncanbeimplementedinkO(1)(|T|+|TX|)time.In
particular,first,theconnectedcomponentsCandtheirneighborhoodscanbefoundin
kO(1)m=kO(1)|T|time.Then,weobservethatthesumof|TC|overallcomponentsCis
atmost(k+1)|T|becauseThaswidthkandthecomponentsCaredisjoint.Byfirst
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computing pointers from vertices of G to bags containing them, and then using the fact
that |N(C)| ≤ k + 1, each tree decomposition TC can be constructed in kO(1)|TC | time,
which sums up to kO(1)|T |. Then, it remains to attach each tree decomposition TC to a
node of TX whose bag contains N(C). For this, observe that if we consider TX rooted,
then N(C) is contained in the bag of the node forgetTX (v) for the v ∈ N(C) for which
forgetTX (v) maximizes depthTX (forgetTX (v)).

Next we give the main argument for extracting the witness of Item 2 if (T ′, bag′) does
not satisfy Item 1.

Claim 5.13. Let C be a component of G \ X and x ∈ V (TX) a node of TX with
N(C) ⊆ bagX(x). For every node t ∈ V (TC) we have either that

(i) |bagC(t)| < |bag(t)| or bagC(t) = bag(t), or that

(ii) the set (bagX(x)\pull(t, C))∪(bag(t)\N [C]) witnesses that bagX(x) is not dT -linked
into W .

Proof of the claim. Item (i) is true if pull(t, C) is empty, so suppose pull(t, C) is non-
empty and |bagC(t)| ≥ |bag(t)|. By the definition of bagC(t) this implies |pull(t, C)| ≥
|bag(t) \N [C]|. Note that pull(t, C) ⊆ bagX(x). We will show that in this case

S = (bagX(x) \ pull(t, C)) ∪ (bag(t) \N [C])

separates bagX(x) from W . Therefore S witnesses that bagX(x) is not dT -linked into W ,
because by |pull(t, C)| ≥ |bag(t) \N [C]| we have that |S| ≤ |bagX(x)|, and moreover we
have dT (S) < dT (bagX(x)) because for every vertex v1 ∈ pull(t, C) and v2 ∈ bag(t), it
holds that dT (v1) > dT (v2) because forgetT (v1) is a strict descendant of t while forgetT (v2)

is an ancestor of t.

To show that S separates bagX(x) from W , it is sufficient to show that it separates
pull(t, C) fromW because bagX(x)\S = pull(t, C). Consider a shortest path in G\S that
starts in pull(t, C) and ends in W . If this path would intersect N [C] anywhere else than
in its first vertex, then it would intersect pull(t, C) twice because N(C) \ S = pull(t, C)

and W ∩ C = ∅, which would contradict that it is a shortest path. Therefore, it
intersects N [C] only in its first vertex. Then, because for each v ∈ pull(t, C) the node
t ∈ V (T ) separates forgetT (v) from r in T , it holds that bag(t) separates pull(t, C) from
bag(r) = W . Therefore, the path must intersect bag(t), and therefore as bag(t) and
pull(t, C) are disjoint, it must intersect bag(t) \N [C]. However, bag(t) \N [C] ⊆ S, and
therefore no such path exists in G \ S. C
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computingpointersfromverticesofGtobagscontainingthem,andthenusingthefact
that|N(C)|≤k+1,eachtreedecompositionTCcanbeconstructedinkO(1)|TC|time,
whichsumsuptokO(1)|T|.Then,itremainstoattacheachtreedecompositionTCtoa
nodeofTXwhosebagcontainsN(C).Forthis,observethatifweconsiderTXrooted,
thenN(C)iscontainedinthebagofthenodeforgetTX(v)forthev∈N(C)forwhich
forgetTX(v)maximizesdepthTX(forgetTX(v)).

NextwegivethemainargumentforextractingthewitnessofItem2if(T′,bag′)does
notsatisfyItem1.

Claim5.13.LetCbeacomponentofG\Xandx∈V(TX)anodeofTXwith
N(C)⊆bagX(x).Foreverynodet∈V(TC)wehaveeitherthat

(i)|bagC(t)|<|bag(t)|orbagC(t)=bag(t),orthat

(ii)theset(bagX(x)\pull(t,C))∪(bag(t)\N[C])witnessesthatbagX(x)isnotdT-linked
intoW.

Proofoftheclaim.Item(i)istrueifpull(t,C)isempty,sosupposepull(t,C)isnon-
emptyand|bagC(t)|≥|bag(t)|.BythedefinitionofbagC(t)thisimplies|pull(t,C)|≥
|bag(t)\N[C]|.Notethatpull(t,C)⊆bagX(x).Wewillshowthatinthiscase

S=(bagX(x)\pull(t,C))∪(bag(t)\N[C])

separatesbagX(x)fromW.ThereforeSwitnessesthatbagX(x)isnotdT-linkedintoW,
becauseby|pull(t,C)|≥|bag(t)\N[C]|wehavethat|S|≤|bagX(x)|,andmoreoverwe
havedT(S)<dT(bagX(x))becauseforeveryvertexv1∈pull(t,C)andv2∈bag(t),it
holdsthatdT(v1)>dT(v2)becauseforgetT(v1)isastrictdescendantoftwhileforgetT(v2)

isanancestoroft.

ToshowthatSseparatesbagX(x)fromW,itissufficienttoshowthatitseparates
pull(t,C)fromWbecausebagX(x)\S=pull(t,C).ConsiderashortestpathinG\Sthat
startsinpull(t,C)andendsinW.IfthispathwouldintersectN[C]anywhereelsethan
initsfirstvertex,thenitwouldintersectpull(t,C)twicebecauseN(C)\S=pull(t,C)

andW∩C=∅,whichwouldcontradictthatitisashortestpath.Therefore,it
intersectsN[C]onlyinitsfirstvertex.Then,becauseforeachv∈pull(t,C)thenode
t∈V(T)separatesforgetT(v)fromrinT,itholdsthatbag(t)separatespull(t,C)from
bag(r)=W.Therefore,thepathmustintersectbag(t),andthereforeasbag(t)and
pull(t,C)aredisjoint,itmustintersectbag(t)\N[C].However,bag(t)\N[C]⊆S,and
thereforenosuchpathexistsinG\S.C
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Now, for all nodes of the constructed decompositions TC we check if Item (i) of Claim 5.13
holds, and if it does not hold we return the pair (x, (bagX(x)\pull(t, C))∪(bag(t)\N [C])).
This can be done in kO(1)|T | time.

Then, it remains to prove that if Item (i) of Claim 5.13 holds for all nodes of all of the
decompositions TC , then T ′ has width at most k and has strictly less bags of size k + 1

than T . First, clearly T ′ has width at most k as none of the decompositions TC have
larger width than T and TX has smaller width than T . It remains to prove that T ′ has
less bags of size k + 1 than T .

Consider any node t ∈ V (T ), and suppose that there are two distinct components C1 and
C2 of G\X so that both C1 and C2 intersect bag(t) and |bagC1

(t)| = |bagC2
(t)| = |bag(t)|.

Now, by Item (i) of Claim 5.13 it holds that bagC1
(t) = bagC2

(t) = bag(t). Therefore,
as bagC1

(t) ⊆ N [C1] and bagC2
(t) ⊆ N [C2], it holds that bag(t) ⊆ N(C1) ∩ N(C2),

which implies that bag(t) is a clique in torso(X), and therefore has size at most k.
Therefore, for any node t ∈ V (T ) with a bag of size |bag(t)| = k + 1, there is at most one
corresponding node t in the decompositions TC across all components C with a bag of
size |bagC(t)| = k + 1. For the root node r, as bag(r) ⊆ X, none of the components C
intersect bag(r), and therefore no decomposition TC contains a node corresponding to
it. All other bags of T ′ are from TX and have size at most k, so as |bag(r)| = k + 1, it
follows that T ′ has strictly less bags of size k + 1 than T .

Finally, by Lemma 2.13 we can reduce the number of nodes of T ′ to at most n within
the same time without increasing the width or the number of bags of size k + 1.

Then, we combine Lemmas 5.10 and 5.11 into a single lemma showing that to improve T
it is sufficient to find a torso tree decomposition in G that covers a largest bag of T and
has width smaller than T .

Lemma 5.14. Let T = (T, bag) be a tree decomposition of G of width k and |T | ≤ n,
rooted at a node r ∈ V (T ) with bag(r) = W and |W | = k + 1. There is an algorithm that
given a torso tree decomposition (X, TX) that covers W and has width at most k − 1, in
time kO(1)(|TX | + n3) constructs a tree decomposition of G of width at most k, having
strictly less bags of size k + 1 than T , and having at most n nodes.

Proof. First, we apply Lemma 2.13 to reduce the number of nodes of TX to at most n.
Then, we repeatedly apply Lemma 5.11 together with Lemma 5.10. In particular, if
Lemma 5.11 returns the tree decomposition of Item 1 we are done, and if it returns a pair
(t, S) that witnesses that (X, TX) is not dT -linked into W then we apply Lemma 5.10,
which decreases ΦdT (X) by at least one. Because ΦdT (X) is initially O(kn2) and ΦdT (X)
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(t)=bag(t).Therefore,
asbagC1

(t)⊆N[C1]andbagC2
(t)⊆N[C2],itholdsthatbag(t)⊆N(C1)∩N(C2),

whichimpliesthatbag(t)isacliqueintorso(X),andthereforehassizeatmostk.
Therefore,foranynodet∈V(T)withabagofsize|bag(t)|=k+1,thereisatmostone
correspondingnodetinthedecompositionsTCacrossallcomponentsCwithabagof
size|bagC(t)|=k+1.Fortherootnoder,asbag(r)⊆X,noneofthecomponentsC
intersectbag(r),andthereforenodecompositionTCcontainsanodecorrespondingto
it.AllotherbagsofT′arefromTXandhavesizeatmostk,soas|bag(r)|=k+1,it
followsthatT′hasstrictlylessbagsofsizek+1thanT.

Finally,byLemma2.13wecanreducethenumberofnodesofT′toatmostnwithin
thesametimewithoutincreasingthewidthorthenumberofbagsofsizek+1.

Then,wecombineLemmas5.10and5.11intoasinglelemmashowingthattoimproveT
itissufficienttofindatorsotreedecompositioninGthatcoversalargestbagofTand
haswidthsmallerthanT.

Lemma5.14.LetT=(T,bag)beatreedecompositionofGofwidthkand|T|≤n,
rootedatanoder∈V(T)withbag(r)=Wand|W|=k+1.Thereisanalgorithmthat
givenatorsotreedecomposition(X,TX)thatcoversWandhaswidthatmostk−1,in
timekO(1)(|TX|+n3)constructsatreedecompositionofGofwidthatmostk,having
strictlylessbagsofsizek+1thanT,andhavingatmostnnodes.

Proof.First,weapplyLemma2.13toreducethenumberofnodesofTXtoatmostn.
Then,werepeatedlyapplyLemma5.11togetherwithLemma5.10.Inparticular,if
Lemma5.11returnsthetreedecompositionofItem1wearedone,andifitreturnsapair
(t,S)thatwitnessesthat(X,TX)isnotdT-linkedintoWthenweapplyLemma5.10,
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|T | time.
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decompositions TC , then T ′ has width at most k and has strictly less bags of size k + 1

than T . First, clearly T ′ has width at most k as none of the decompositions TC have
larger width than T and TX has smaller width than T . It remains to prove that T ′ has
less bags of size k + 1 than T .
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it is sufficient to find a torso tree decomposition in G that covers a largest bag of T and
has width smaller than T .

Lemma 5.14. Let T = (T, bag) be a tree decomposition of G of width k and |T | ≤ n,
rooted at a node r ∈ V (T ) with bag(r) = W and |W | = k + 1. There is an algorithm that
given a torso tree decomposition (X, TX) that covers W and has width at most k − 1, in
time kO(1)

(|TX | + n
3
) constructs a tree decomposition of G of width at most k, having

strictly less bags of size k + 1 than T , and having at most n nodes.

Proof. First, we apply Lemma 2.13 to reduce the number of nodes of TX to at most n.
Then, we repeatedly apply Lemma 5.11 together with Lemma 5.10. In particular, if
Lemma 5.11 returns the tree decomposition of Item 1 we are done, and if it returns a pair
(t, S) that witnesses that (X, TX) is not dT -linked into W then we apply Lemma 5.10,
which decreases ΦdT (X) by at least one. Because ΦdT (X) is initially O(kn
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must be non-negative, the total number of iterations is at most O(kn2), giving a total
running time of kO(1)n3 plus kO(1)|TX | from the application of Lemma 2.13.

5.2.4 Reducing treewidth to Subset Treewidth

Now we can prove Theorem 5.2, in particular, that algorithms for Subset Treewidth imply
algorithms for treewidth.

Theorem 5.2. Given an algorithm for Subset Treewidth with running time T (k, n),
where T (k, n) is increasing in both k and n, an algorithm for treewidth with running
time T (2k, n) · O(nk) + kO(1)n4 can be constructed. Moreover, if the algorithm for Subset
Treewidth runs in space nO(1), then the algorithm for treewidth runs in space nO(1).

Proof. Our goal is to provide the algorithm A of Theorem 3.8 with α = 1 and TA(k, n) =

T (2k, n) · O(nk) + kO(1)n4. In particular, by Theorem 3.8 we can assume that the input
contains a tree decomposition of width at most 2k + 1, and our goal is to improve its
width to k or to determine that the treewidth of the input graph G is larger than k. Let
T = (T, bag) be the input tree decomposition. By Lemma 2.13 we assume that |T | ≤ n.

Then, we repeat the following process as long as the width of T is larger than k. Let
W = bag(r) be a largest bag of T , and note that in this case |W | ≥ k + 2. We use the
algorithm for Subset Treewidth to either get a torso tree decomposition that covers W
and has width at most |W | − 2 or to conclude that the treewidth of G is larger than
|W | − 2 ≥ k. If we conclude that the treewidth of G is larger than k we are ready and
can immediately return. If the algorithm returns such a torso tree decomposition, we
apply Lemma 5.14 to improve T , in particular, to decrease the number of bags of size
|W | and not increase the width, and maintain that |T | ≤ n.

We can decrease the number of largest bags while not increasing the width at most
n · (k + 1) times before the width decreases from 2k + 1 to k, and therefore the algorithm
works with O(nk) applications of the algorithm for Subset Treewidth and Lemma 5.14. In
all of the applications, the parameter k for Subset Treewidth is at most 2k, where k is the
original parameter for treewidth. The total running time from the applications of Subset
Treewidth is therefore T (2k, n) · O(nk), and the total running time from the applications
of Lemma 5.14 is kO(1)n3 · O(kn) = kO(1)n4, giving the desired running time.

We then turn to Theorem 5.6, in particular, to proving that algorithms for Partitioned
Subset Treewidth imply approximation algorithms for treewidth. The main idea for this
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mustbenon-negative,thetotalnumberofiterationsisatmostO(kn2),givingatotal
runningtimeofkO(1)n3pluskO(1)|TX|fromtheapplicationofLemma2.13.

5.2.4ReducingtreewidthtoSubsetTreewidth

NowwecanproveTheorem5.2,inparticular,thatalgorithmsforSubsetTreewidthimply
algorithmsfortreewidth.

Theorem5.2.GivenanalgorithmforSubsetTreewidthwithrunningtimeT(k,n),
whereT(k,n)isincreasinginbothkandn,analgorithmfortreewidthwithrunning
timeT(2k,n)·O(nk)+kO(1)n4canbeconstructed.Moreover,ifthealgorithmforSubset
TreewidthrunsinspacenO(1),thenthealgorithmfortreewidthrunsinspacenO(1).

Proof.OurgoalistoprovidethealgorithmAofTheorem3.8withα=1andTA(k,n)=

T(2k,n)·O(nk)+kO(1)n4.Inparticular,byTheorem3.8wecanassumethattheinput
containsatreedecompositionofwidthatmost2k+1,andourgoalistoimproveits
widthtokortodeterminethatthetreewidthoftheinputgraphGislargerthank.Let
T=(T,bag)betheinputtreedecomposition.ByLemma2.13weassumethat|T|≤n.

Then,werepeatthefollowingprocessaslongasthewidthofTislargerthank.Let
W=bag(r)bealargestbagofT,andnotethatinthiscase|W|≥k+2.Weusethe
algorithmforSubsetTreewidthtoeithergetatorsotreedecompositionthatcoversW
andhaswidthatmost|W|−2ortoconcludethatthetreewidthofGislargerthan
|W|−2≥k.IfweconcludethatthetreewidthofGislargerthankwearereadyand
canimmediatelyreturn.Ifthealgorithmreturnssuchatorsotreedecomposition,we
applyLemma5.14toimproveT,inparticular,todecreasethenumberofbagsofsize
|W|andnotincreasethewidth,andmaintainthat|T|≤n.

Wecandecreasethenumberoflargestbagswhilenotincreasingthewidthatmost
n·(k+1)timesbeforethewidthdecreasesfrom2k+1tok,andthereforethealgorithm
workswithO(nk)applicationsofthealgorithmforSubsetTreewidthandLemma5.14.In
alloftheapplications,theparameterkforSubsetTreewidthisatmost2k,wherekisthe
originalparameterfortreewidth.ThetotalrunningtimefromtheapplicationsofSubset
TreewidthisthereforeT(2k,n)·O(nk),andthetotalrunningtimefromtheapplications
ofLemma5.14iskO(1)n3·O(kn)=kO(1)n4,givingthedesiredrunningtime.

WethenturntoTheorem5.6,inparticular,toprovingthatalgorithmsforPartitioned
SubsetTreewidthimplyapproximationalgorithmsfortreewidth.Themainideaforthis
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is to show that we can always partition W into t parts and make them cliques, while
increasing the treewidth of G by only O(|W |/t).

Lemma 5.15. Let G be a graph of treewidth at most k, ε a rational with 0 < ε < 1, and
W ⊆ V (G) a set of vertices of size |W | ≤ 4k + 4. There exists a partition of W into
t = O(1/ε) parts W1, . . . ,Wt, so that after making each part into a clique the treewidth
of G is at most k + εk.

Proof. If ε < 1/k we can return the trivial partition of W into single vertices. Therefore
we can assume that εk ≥ 1.

Consider a rooted tree decomposition T = (T, bag) of G of width k, and assume that
T is a nice tree decomposition (recall the definition from Subsection 2.3.1). Note that
because T is nice, each node of T is a forget-node of at most one vertex of G. By further
subdividing T , we also assume that each forget-node has exactly one child. We say that
a node is a W -forget node if it is a forget-node of a vertex w ∈ W . Let us process T
from the leaves towards the root, i.e., in the post-order, and maintain a set of “deleted”
nodes D ⊆ V (T ).

Suppose we are processing a node t ∈ V (T ) and let R ⊆ descT (t) be the nodes of T that
are descendants of t and reachable from t in T \D. Note that t ∈ R and R ⊆ V (T ) \D.
Now, if R contains at least εk/2 W -forget-nodes or t is the root we add a part to the
partition of W and modify the tree decomposition as follows. We let W ′ ⊆ W be the
vertices in W whose forget-nodes are in R. We add W ′ as a part of the partition, and
add W ′ to the bags of all nodes in R. Then, we add all nodes in R to D.

Observe that |W ′| ≤ εk follows from the facts that we process the tree in post-order, each
node can have at most two children, each node can be a forget-node of at most one vertex,
each forget-node has one child, and εk ≥ 1. Therefore, the sizes of the bags of nodes in
R increased by at most εk, and moreover they will not increase again because they were
added to D. Therefore, the resulting tree decomposition has width at most k + εk. We
also observe that the resulting tree decomposition is indeed a tree decomposition after
making such W ′ into a clique: All the new edges are contained in the bags of all nodes in
R, and the subtree condition is maintained because the forget-nodes of vertices in W ′ are
in R.

Now, each created part of the partition except the part corresponding to the root has size at
least εk/2, so in total the number of parts is at most |W |/(εk/2)+1 ≤ 16

ε
+1 = O(1/ε).

Now, by using Lemma 5.15 we can prove Theorem 5.6 similarly to Theorem 5.2.
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Proof.Ifε<1/kwecanreturnthetrivialpartitionofWintosinglevertices.Therefore
wecanassumethatεk≥1.

ConsiderarootedtreedecompositionT=(T,bag)ofGofwidthk,andassumethat
Tisanicetreedecomposition(recallthedefinitionfromSubsection2.3.1).Notethat
becauseTisnice,eachnodeofTisaforget-nodeofatmostonevertexofG.Byfurther
subdividingT,wealsoassumethateachforget-nodehasexactlyonechild.Wesaythat
anodeisaW-forgetnodeifitisaforget-nodeofavertexw∈W.LetusprocessT
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nodesD⊆V(T).

Supposeweareprocessinganodet∈V(T)andletR⊆descT(t)bethenodesofTthat
aredescendantsoftandreachablefromtinT\D.Notethatt∈RandR⊆V(T)\D.
Now,ifRcontainsatleastεk/2W-forget-nodesortistherootweaddaparttothe
partitionofWandmodifythetreedecompositionasfollows.WeletW′⊆Wbethe
verticesinWwhoseforget-nodesareinR.WeaddW′asapartofthepartition,and
addW′tothebagsofallnodesinR.Then,weaddallnodesinRtoD.

Observethat|W′|≤εkfollowsfromthefactsthatweprocessthetreeinpost-order,each
nodecanhaveatmosttwochildren,eachnodecanbeaforget-nodeofatmostonevertex,
eachforget-nodehasonechild,andεk≥1.Therefore,thesizesofthebagsofnodesin
Rincreasedbyatmostεk,andmoreovertheywillnotincreaseagainbecausetheywere
addedtoD.Therefore,theresultingtreedecompositionhaswidthatmostk+εk.We
alsoobservethattheresultingtreedecompositionisindeedatreedecompositionafter
makingsuchW′intoaclique:Allthenewedgesarecontainedinthebagsofallnodesin
R,andthesubtreeconditionismaintainedbecausetheforget-nodesofverticesinW′are
inR.
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applications of the algorithm for Partitioned Subset Treewidth, with t = O(1/ε) and k at
most 4k + 2, where k is the original parameter for treewidth.

5.3 Important separators

Before going into the algorithms for Subset Treewidth and Partitioned Subset Treewidth,
in this section we provide preliminary results about objects called important separators.
The algorithms for Subset Treewidth and Partitioned Subset Treewidth will extensively
make use of them. Most of the results given in this section are from the prior literature,
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but we believe that Lemmas 5.23 and 5.24 are new, although they are not very difficult
to prove.

The notion of important separator was introduced by Marx [2006]. Before giving the
definition, let us start with some auxiliary definitions. Let G be a graph, A,B ⊆ V (G),
and S an (A,B)-separator in G. We say that S is a minimal (A,B)-separator if no subset
of S is an (A,B)-separator. When A, S ⊆ V (G), we denote by reachG(A, S) ⊆ V (G) \ S
the set of vertices reachable from A\S in G\S. Note that if A ⊆ S, then reachG(A, S) = ∅.
We define reachNG (A, S) = (A ∩ S) ∪ NG(reachG(A, S)) ⊆ S to denote the subset of S
that can be seen from A. Note that if S is an (A,B)-separator, then reachNG (A, S) is also
an (A,B)-separator and reachG(A, reachNG (A, S)) = reachG(A, S). It follows that if S is
a minimal (A,B)-separator, then S = reachNG (A, S) = reachNG (B, S). We may omit the
graph G from the subscript if it is clear from the context. Then we are ready to define
important separators.

Definition 5.16 (Important separator). Let A,B ⊆ V (G) be two sets of vertices. A
minimal (A,B)-separator S is called an important (A,B)-separator if there exists no
(A,B)-separator S ′ with |S ′| ≤ |S| and reach(A, S) ⊂ reach(A, S ′).

We remark that Definition 5.16 allows an important (A,B)-separator to be the empty
set in the case when B is not reachable from A in G, or when A or B is empty.

The following lemma is a straightforward consequence of Definition 5.16.

Lemma 5.17. For every (A,B)-separator S, there exists an important (A,B)-separator
S ′ so that |S ′| ≤ |S| and reach(A, S) ⊆ reach(A, S ′).

Proof. Take an (A,B)-separator S ′ with |S ′| ≤ |S| and reach(A, S) ⊆ reach(A, S ′) that
maximizes |reach(A, S ′)|, and subject to that minimizes |S ′|. The separator S ′ is a
minimal (A,B)-separator because deleting vertices from S ′ does not make |reach(A, S ′)|
smaller. Then, if S ′ was not an important separator, the definition of important separators
would give an (A,B)-separator S ′′ that would contradict the choice of S ′.

We say that an important (A,B)-separator S ′ dominates an (A,B)-separator S if S ′

satisfies the conditions of Lemma 5.17. For our algorithm, we need a property that a
smallest important separator that dominates S is linked into S in a certain way.

Lemma 5.18. Let S be an (A,B)-separator and S ′ a smallest important (A,B)-separator
that dominates S. It holds that S ′ is linked into S ∩ (reach(A, S ′) ∪ S ′).

Proof. Denote S ′′ = S ∩ (reach(A, S ′) ∪ S ′). Note that reachN(A, S) ⊆ reach(A, S ′) ∪ S ′,
which implies that reachN(A, S) ⊆ S ′′, which implies that S ′′ is an (A, S ′)-separator
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butwebelievethatLemmas5.23and5.24arenew,althoughtheyarenotverydifficult
toprove.

ThenotionofimportantseparatorwasintroducedbyMarx[2006].Beforegivingthe
definition,letusstartwithsomeauxiliarydefinitions.LetGbeagraph,A,B⊆V(G),
andSan(A,B)-separatorinG.WesaythatSisaminimal(A,B)-separatorifnosubset
ofSisan(A,B)-separator.WhenA,S⊆V(G),wedenotebyreachG(A,S)⊆V(G)\S
thesetofverticesreachablefromA\SinG\S.NotethatifA⊆S,thenreachG(A,S)=∅.
WedefinereachNG(A,S)=(A∩S)∪NG(reachG(A,S))⊆StodenotethesubsetofS
thatcanbeseenfromA.NotethatifSisan(A,B)-separator,thenreachNG(A,S)isalso
an(A,B)-separatorandreachG(A,reachNG(A,S))=reachG(A,S).ItfollowsthatifSis
aminimal(A,B)-separator,thenS=reachNG(A,S)=reachNG(B,S).Wemayomitthe
graphGfromthesubscriptifitisclearfromthecontext.Thenwearereadytodefine
importantseparators.

Definition5.16(Importantseparator).LetA,B⊆V(G)betwosetsofvertices.A
minimal(A,B)-separatorSiscalledanimportant(A,B)-separatorifthereexistsno
(A,B)-separatorS′with|S′|≤|S|andreach(A,S)⊂reach(A,S′).

WeremarkthatDefinition5.16allowsanimportant(A,B)-separatortobetheempty
setinthecasewhenBisnotreachablefromAinG,orwhenAorBisempty.

ThefollowinglemmaisastraightforwardconsequenceofDefinition5.16.

Lemma5.17.Forevery(A,B)-separatorS,thereexistsanimportant(A,B)-separator
S′sothat|S′|≤|S|andreach(A,S)⊆reach(A,S′).

Proof.Takean(A,B)-separatorS′with|S′|≤|S|andreach(A,S)⊆reach(A,S′)that
maximizes|reach(A,S′)|,andsubjecttothatminimizes|S′|.TheseparatorS′isa
minimal(A,B)-separatorbecausedeletingverticesfromS′doesnotmake|reach(A,S′)|
smaller.Then,ifS′wasnotanimportantseparator,thedefinitionofimportantseparators
wouldgivean(A,B)-separatorS′′thatwouldcontradictthechoiceofS′.

Wesaythatanimportant(A,B)-separatorS′dominatesan(A,B)-separatorSifS′

satisfiestheconditionsofLemma5.17.Forouralgorithm,weneedapropertythata
smallestimportantseparatorthatdominatesSislinkedintoSinacertainway.

Lemma5.18.LetSbean(A,B)-separatorandS′asmallestimportant(A,B)-separator
thatdominatesS.ItholdsthatS′islinkedintoS∩(reach(A,S′)∪S′).

Proof.DenoteS′′=S∩(reach(A,S′)∪S′).NotethatreachN(A,S)⊆reach(A,S′)∪S′,
whichimpliesthatreachN(A,S)⊆S′′,whichimpliesthatS′′isan(A,S′)-separator
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andSan(A,B)-separatorinG.WesaythatSisaminimal(A,B)-separatorifnosubset
ofSisan(A,B)-separator.WhenA,S⊆V(G),wedenotebyreachG(A,S)⊆V(G)\S
thesetofverticesreachablefromA\SinG\S.NotethatifA⊆S,thenreachG(A,S)=∅.
Wedefinereach

N
G(A,S)=(A∩S)∪NG(reachG(A,S))⊆StodenotethesubsetofS

thatcanbeseenfromA.NotethatifSisan(A,B)-separator,thenreach
N
G(A,S)isalso

an(A,B)-separatorandreachG(A,reach
N
G(A,S))=reachG(A,S).ItfollowsthatifSis

aminimal(A,B)-separator,thenS=reach
N
G(A,S)=reach

N
G(B,S).Wemayomitthe

graphGfromthesubscriptifitisclearfromthecontext.Thenwearereadytodefine
importantseparators.

Definition5.16(Importantseparator).LetA,B⊆V(G)betwosetsofvertices.A
minimal(A,B)-separatorSiscalledanimportant(A,B)-separatorifthereexistsno
(A,B)-separatorS′with|S′|≤|S|andreach(A,S)⊂reach(A,S′).

WeremarkthatDefinition5.16allowsanimportant(A,B)-separatortobetheempty
setinthecasewhenBisnotreachablefromAinG,orwhenAorBisempty.

ThefollowinglemmaisastraightforwardconsequenceofDefinition5.16.

Lemma5.17.Forevery(A,B)-separatorS,thereexistsanimportant(A,B)-separator
S′sothat|S′|≤|S|andreach(A,S)⊆reach(A,S′).

Proof.Takean(A,B)-separatorS′with|S′|≤|S|andreach(A,S)⊆reach(A,S′)that
maximizes|reach(A,S′)|,andsubjecttothatminimizes|S′|.TheseparatorS′isa
minimal(A,B)-separatorbecausedeletingverticesfromS′doesnotmake|reach(A,S′)|
smaller.Then,ifS′wasnotanimportantseparator,thedefinitionofimportantseparators
wouldgivean(A,B)-separatorS′′thatwouldcontradictthechoiceofS′.

Wesaythatanimportant(A,B)-separatorS′dominatesan(A,B)-separatorSifS′

satisfiestheconditionsofLemma5.17.Forouralgorithm,weneedapropertythata
smallestimportantseparatorthatdominatesSislinkedintoSinacertainway.

Lemma5.18.LetSbean(A,B)-separatorandS′asmallestimportant(A,B)-separator
thatdominatesS.ItholdsthatS′islinkedintoS∩(reach(A,S′)∪S′).

Proof.DenoteS′′=S∩(reach(A,S′)∪S′).Notethatreach
N

(A,S)⊆reach(A,S′)∪S′,
whichimpliesthatreach

N
(A,S)⊆S′′,whichimpliesthatS′′isan(A,S′)-separator
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and reach(A, S ′′) = reach(A, S). Suppose that S ′ is not linked into S ′′, and let S? be
a minimum-size (S ′′, S ′)-separator. Now, S? is an (A,B)-separator of size |S?| < |S ′|
and because it is minimal (S ′′, S ′)-separator and S ′ is disjoint from reach(A, S ′′), it is
disjoint from reach(A, S ′′) = reach(A, S), implying reach(A, S) ⊆ reach(A, S?). Therefore,
an important (A,B)-separator that dominates S? would also dominate S and be smaller
than S ′, which contradicts the choice of S ′.

We also need the following observation about minimal separators.

Lemma 5.19. If S is a minimal (A,B)-separator and S ′ an (A,B)-separator with
reach(A, S) ⊆ reach(A, S ′), then S ′ is an (S,B)-separator.

Proof. This is implied by S = reachN(A, S) and reachN(A, S) ⊆ reach(A, S ′) ∪ S ′.

We will then prove upper bounds on the numbers of important separators and give
enumeration algorithms for them. The proofs of Lemmas 5.20 and 5.22 are from the
literature, but we present them here to make this chapter self-contained and to give
context for the similar proofs of Lemmas 5.23 and 5.24. The basic tool for proving
bounds on important separators will be the following property of important separators of
minimum size given by Marx [2006].

Lemma 5.20 (Marx [2006]). For any A,B ⊆ V (G), there exists exactly one important
(A,B)-separator S of size |S| = flow(A,B). Moreover, for this S, the set of important
(A,B)-separators is equal to the set of important (S,B)-separators. Also, this S can be
found in time O(|S| ·m).

Proof. Assume there exists an important (A,B)-separator S1 of size flow(A,B), and
an important (A,B)-separator S2 so that reach(A, S1) 6⊆ reach(A, S2). Define SA =

reachN(A, S1 ∪ S2) and SB = reachN(B, S1 ∪ S2). We will show that SB contradicts the
fact that S2 is an important (A,B)-separator.

We observe that if a vertex v is in both SA and SB, then v is in both S1 and S2, because if
v was not in Si for i ∈ [2], then Si would not be an (A,B)-separator because there would
be an A-B-path in G \ Si by first taking the path in reach(A, S1 ∪ S2) from A to v, and
then taking the path in reach(B, S1 ∪ S2) from v to B. As SA ∪ SB ⊆ S1 ∪ S2, it follows
that |SA| + |SB| ≤ |S1| + |S2|. Because SA is an (A,B)-separator we have |SA| ≥ |S1|,
implying |SB| ≤ |S2|.

We observe that reach(A, SB) ⊇ reach(A, S1) ∪ reach(A, S2). By the assumption
reach(A, S1) 6⊆ reach(A, S2), it follows that reach(A, S2) ⊂ reach(A, SB). This contradicts
the fact that S2 is an important (A,B)-separator.
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andreach(A,S′′)=reach(A,S).SupposethatS′isnotlinkedintoS′′,andletS?be
aminimum-size(S′′,S′)-separator.Now,S?isan(A,B)-separatorofsize|S?|<|S′|
andbecauseitisminimal(S′′,S′)-separatorandS′isdisjointfromreach(A,S′′),itis
disjointfromreach(A,S′′)=reach(A,S),implyingreach(A,S)⊆reach(A,S?).Therefore,
animportant(A,B)-separatorthatdominatesS?wouldalsodominateSandbesmaller
thanS′,whichcontradictsthechoiceofS′.

Wealsoneedthefollowingobservationaboutminimalseparators.

Lemma5.19.IfSisaminimal(A,B)-separatorandS′an(A,B)-separatorwith
reach(A,S)⊆reach(A,S′),thenS′isan(S,B)-separator.

Proof.ThisisimpliedbyS=reachN(A,S)andreachN(A,S)⊆reach(A,S′)∪S′.

Wewillthenproveupperboundsonthenumbersofimportantseparatorsandgive
enumerationalgorithmsforthem.TheproofsofLemmas5.20and5.22arefromthe
literature,butwepresentthemheretomakethischapterself-containedandtogive
contextforthesimilarproofsofLemmas5.23and5.24.Thebasictoolforproving
boundsonimportantseparatorswillbethefollowingpropertyofimportantseparatorsof
minimumsizegivenbyMarx[2006].

Lemma5.20(Marx[2006]).ForanyA,B⊆V(G),thereexistsexactlyoneimportant
(A,B)-separatorSofsize|S|=flow(A,B).Moreover,forthisS,thesetofimportant
(A,B)-separatorsisequaltothesetofimportant(S,B)-separators.Also,thisScanbe
foundintimeO(|S|·m).

Proof.Assumethereexistsanimportant(A,B)-separatorS1ofsizeflow(A,B),and
animportant(A,B)-separatorS2sothatreach(A,S1)6⊆reach(A,S2).DefineSA=

reachN(A,S1∪S2)andSB=reachN(B,S1∪S2).WewillshowthatSBcontradictsthe
factthatS2isanimportant(A,B)-separator.

WeobservethatifavertexvisinbothSAandSB,thenvisinbothS1andS2,becauseif
vwasnotinSifori∈[2],thenSiwouldnotbean(A,B)-separatorbecausetherewould
beanA-B-pathinG\Sibyfirsttakingthepathinreach(A,S1∪S2)fromAtov,and
thentakingthepathinreach(B,S1∪S2)fromvtoB.AsSA∪SB⊆S1∪S2,itfollows
that|SA|+|SB|≤|S1|+|S2|.BecauseSAisan(A,B)-separatorwehave|SA|≥|S1|,
implying|SB|≤|S2|.

Weobservethatreach(A,SB)⊇reach(A,S1)∪reach(A,S2).Bytheassumption
reach(A,S1)6⊆reach(A,S2),itfollowsthatreach(A,S2)⊂reach(A,SB).Thiscontradicts
thefactthatS2isanimportant(A,B)-separator.
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and reach(A, S ′′) = reach(A, S). Suppose that S ′ is not linked into S ′′, and let S
?
be

a minimum-size (S ′′, S ′)-separator. Now, S
?
is an (A,B)-separator of size |S

?
| < |S ′|

and because it is minimal (S ′′, S ′)-separator and S ′ is disjoint from reach(A, S ′′), it is
disjoint from reach(A, S ′′) = reach(A, S), implying reach(A, S) ⊆ reach(A, S

?
). Therefore,

an important (A,B)-separator that dominates S
?
would also dominate S and be smaller

than S ′, which contradicts the choice of S ′.

We also need the following observation about minimal separators.

Lemma 5.19. If S is a minimal (A,B)-separator and S ′ an (A,B)-separator with
reach(A, S) ⊆ reach(A, S ′), then S ′ is an (S,B)-separator.

Proof. This is implied by S = reach
N

(A, S) and reach
N

(A, S) ⊆ reach(A, S ′) ∪ S ′.

We will then prove upper bounds on the numbers of important separators and give
enumeration algorithms for them. The proofs of Lemmas 5.20 and 5.22 are from the
literature, but we present them here to make this chapter self-contained and to give
context for the similar proofs of Lemmas 5.23 and 5.24. The basic tool for proving
bounds on important separators will be the following property of important separators of
minimum size given by Marx [2006].

Lemma 5.20 (Marx [2006]). For any A,B ⊆ V (G), there exists exactly one important
(A,B)-separator S of size |S| = flow(A,B). Moreover, for this S, the set of important
(A,B)-separators is equal to the set of important (S,B)-separators. Also, this S can be
found in time O(|S| ·m).

Proof. Assume there exists an important (A,B)-separator S1 of size flow(A,B), and
an important (A,B)-separator S2 so that reach(A, S1) 6⊆ reach(A, S2). Define SA =

reach
N

(A, S1 ∪ S2) and SB = reach
N

(B, S1 ∪ S2). We will show that SB contradicts the
fact that S2 is an important (A,B)-separator.

We observe that if a vertex v is in both SA and SB, then v is in both S1 and S2, because if
v was not in Si for i ∈ [2], then Si would not be an (A,B)-separator because there would
be an A-B-path in G \ Si by first taking the path in reach(A, S1 ∪ S2) from A to v, and
then taking the path in reach(B, S1 ∪ S2) from v to B. As SA ∪ SB ⊆ S1 ∪ S2, it follows
that |SA| + |SB| ≤ |S1| + |S2|. Because SA is an (A,B)-separator we have |SA| ≥ |S1|,
implying |SB| ≤ |S2|.

We observe that reach(A, SB) ⊇ reach(A, S1) ∪ reach(A, S2). By the assumption
reach(A, S1) 6⊆ reach(A, S2), it follows that reach(A, S2) ⊂ reach(A, SB). This contradicts
the fact that S2 is an important (A,B)-separator.
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Therefore, if S is an important (A,B)-separator of size flow(A,B), then for every other
important (A,B)-separator S ′ it holds that reach(A, S) ⊆ reach(A, S ′). It follows that
there is a unique important (A,B)-separator S of size flow(A,B). By Lemma 5.19 all
other important (A,B)-separators are (S,B)-separators. As S = reachN(A, S) and for
every minimal (S,B)-separator S ′ it holds that reach(A, S ′) ⊇ reach(A, S), it follows that
the set of important (A,B)-separators is equal to the set of important (S,B)-separators.

For finding such S of size at most k in O(|S| ·m) time, we note that if we apply the
Ford-Fulkerson algorithm for computing flow(B,A) with a reduction that makes two
copies of each vertex, and so that the source corresponds to B, then such S corresponds
to the vertices whose one copy is reachable from the source in the residual graph and the
another copy is not.

All three main lemmas of this section (Lemmas 5.22 to 5.24) will be based on the recursion
provided by the following lemma.

Lemma 5.21 (Chen et al. [2009]; Marx and Razgon [2014]). Let S be the important
(A,B)-separator of size |S| = flow(A,B) and v ∈ S \ B. The set of important (A,B)-
separators S ′ with v /∈ S ′ is equal to the set of important (S ∪N(v), B)-separators.

Proof. As reach(A, S) ⊂ reach(A, S ′) and v ∈ reachN(A, S), we have v ∈ reach(A, S ′),
implying that every important (A,B)-separator S ′ with v /∈ S ′ is a (S∪N(v), B)-separator,
and in particular an important (S ∪ N(v), B)-separator, because every (S ∪ N(v), B)-
separator is also an (A,B)-separator. Moreover, because no important (S ∪ N(v), B)-
separator contains v, no such separator S ′ can be dominated by a separator S ′′ with
v ∈ S ′′, implying that the important (S ∪N(v), B)-separators are exactly the important
(A,B)-separators S ′ with v /∈ S ′.

The following upper bound on the number of important separators was given implicitly
by Chen et al. [2009] and explicitly in Marx and Razgon [2014].

Lemma 5.22 (Chen et al. [2009]; Marx and Razgon [2014]). For any A,B ⊆ V (G), there
are at most 4k important (A,B)-separators of size at most k, and they can be enumerated
in time 4kkO(1)m and space nO(1).

Proof. We will prove by that the number of important (A,B)-separators of size at most
k is at most 22k−flow(A,B) ≤ 4k. The proof is by induction on 2k − flow(A,B), and will
naturally give a recursive algorithm for enumerating them in time 22k−flow(A,B). Note that
if flow(A,B) > k, then there are no important (A,B)-separators of size at most k, and if
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ForfindingsuchSofsizeatmostkinO(|S|·m)time,wenotethatifweapplythe
Ford-Fulkersonalgorithmforcomputingflow(B,A)withareductionthatmakestwo
copiesofeachvertex,andsothatthesourcecorrespondstoB,thensuchScorresponds
totheverticeswhoseonecopyisreachablefromthesourceintheresidualgraphandthe
anothercopyisnot.

Allthreemainlemmasofthissection(Lemmas5.22to5.24)willbebasedontherecursion
providedbythefollowinglemma.

Lemma5.21(Chenetal.[2009];MarxandRazgon[2014]).LetSbetheimportant
(A,B)-separatorofsize|S|=flow(A,B)andv∈S\B.Thesetofimportant(A,B)-
separatorsS′withv/∈S′isequaltothesetofimportant(S∪N(v),B)-separators.

Proof.Asreach(A,S)⊂reach(A,S′)andv∈reachN(A,S),wehavev∈reach(A,S′),
implyingthateveryimportant(A,B)-separatorS′withv/∈S′isa(S∪N(v),B)-separator,
andinparticularanimportant(S∪N(v),B)-separator,becauseevery(S∪N(v),B)-
separatorisalsoan(A,B)-separator.Moreover,becausenoimportant(S∪N(v),B)-
separatorcontainsv,nosuchseparatorS′canbedominatedbyaseparatorS′′with
v∈S′′,implyingthattheimportant(S∪N(v),B)-separatorsareexactlytheimportant
(A,B)-separatorsS′withv/∈S′.

Thefollowingupperboundonthenumberofimportantseparatorswasgivenimplicitly
byChenetal.[2009]andexplicitlyinMarxandRazgon[2014].
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Therefore, if S is an important (A,B)-separator of size flow(A,B), then for every other
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there is a unique important (A,B)-separator S of size flow(A,B). By Lemma 5.19 all
other important (A,B)-separators are (S,B)-separators. As S = reach
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(A, S) and for

every minimal (S,B)-separator S ′ it holds that reach(A, S ′) ⊇ reach(A, S), it follows that
the set of important (A,B)-separators is equal to the set of important (S,B)-separators.

For finding such S of size at most k in O(|S| ·m) time, we note that if we apply the
Ford-Fulkerson algorithm for computing flow(B,A) with a reduction that makes two
copies of each vertex, and so that the source corresponds to B, then such S corresponds
to the vertices whose one copy is reachable from the source in the residual graph and the
another copy is not.

All three main lemmas of this section (Lemmas 5.22 to 5.24) will be based on the recursion
provided by the following lemma.

Lemma 5.21 (Chen et al. [2009]; Marx and Razgon [2014]). Let S be the important
(A,B)-separator of size |S| = flow(A,B) and v ∈ S \ B. The set of important (A,B)-
separators S ′ with v /∈ S ′ is equal to the set of important (S ∪N(v), B)-separators.

Proof. As reach(A, S) ⊂ reach(A, S ′) and v ∈ reach
N

(A, S), we have v ∈ reach(A, S ′),
implying that every important (A,B)-separator S ′ with v /∈ S ′ is a (S∪N(v), B)-separator,
and in particular an important (S ∪ N(v), B)-separator, because every (S ∪ N(v), B)-
separator is also an (A,B)-separator. Moreover, because no important (S ∪ N(v), B)-
separator contains v, no such separator S ′ can be dominated by a separator S ′′ with
v ∈ S ′′, implying that the important (S ∪N(v), B)-separators are exactly the important
(A,B)-separators S ′ with v /∈ S ′.

The following upper bound on the number of important separators was given implicitly
by Chen et al. [2009] and explicitly in Marx and Razgon [2014].

Lemma 5.22 (Chen et al. [2009]; Marx and Razgon [2014]). For any A,B ⊆ V (G), there
are at most 4

k
important (A,B)-separators of size at most k, and they can be enumerated

in time 4
k
kO(1)

m and space nO(1)
.

Proof. We will prove by that the number of important (A,B)-separators of size at most
k is at most 2

2k−flow(A,B)
≤ 4

k
. The proof is by induction on 2k − flow(A,B), and will

naturally give a recursive algorithm for enumerating them in time 2
2k−flow(A,B)

. Note that
if flow(A,B) > k, then there are no important (A,B)-separators of size at most k, and if
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flow(A,B) = 0, then the empty set is the unique important (A,B)-separator. Therefore,
the base case of 2k − flow(A,B) ≤ 0 holds.

Then assume k ≥ flow(A,B) ≥ 1, and by Lemma 5.20 let S be the unique important
(A,B)-separator of size |S| = flow(A,B). If S ⊆ B, then S is the only important (A,B)-
separator. Otherwise, choose v ∈ S \B arbitrarily. For every important (A,B)-separator
S ′ it holds either that v ∈ S ′ or that v /∈ S ′. If S ′ is of the former type, then S ′ \ {v} is
an important (S \ {v}, B \ {v})-separator in G \ {v}. As flowG\{v}(S \ {v}, B \ {v}) =

flow(A,B) − 1 and |S ′ \ {v}| = |S ′| − 1, the number of such separators S ′ of size
at most k is by induction at most 22(k−1)−(flow(A,B)−1) = 22k−flow(A,B)/2. If S ′ is of
the latter type, then by Lemma 5.21 S ′ is an important (S ∪ N(v), B)-separator. As
flow(S ∪N(v), B) ≥ flow(A,B) + 1, the number of such separators S ′ of size at most k
is by induction at most 22k−(flow(A,B)+1) = 22k−flow(A,B)/2. Therefore, the total number of
important (A,B)-separators of size at most k is at most 22k−flow(A,B).

We will next show that there exists a set of size at most k that intersects every important
(A,B)-separator of size at most k, i.e., a hitting set for important (A,B)-separators of
size at most k, and that such a hitting set can be computed efficiently. To the best of
our knowledge this is a novel lemma about important separators, though its proof is only
a small variant of the proof of Lemma 5.22.

Lemma 5.23 (Important Separator Hitting Lemma). There is an algorithm that given
two sets A,B ⊆ V (G) and an integer k, in time kO(1)m outputs a set H of size at most
k so that H intersects every non-empty important (A,B)-separator of size at most k.

Proof. When B is not reachable from A, we can let H be the empty set. When B is
reachable from A, we show by induction that there exists such a set H of size at most
max(0, k − flow(A,B) + 1), which implies the lemma because in this case flow(A,B) ≥ 1.

This holds in the base case k < flow(A,B) because then there exists no (A,B)-separators
of size at most k so we can take H as the empty set. Now assume that k ≥ flow(A,B)

and that this holds when the difference of k and flow(A,B) is smaller.

By Lemma 5.20, let S be the unique important (A,B)-separator of size flow(A,B). If
S intersects B, then all important (A,B)-separators intersect S ∩ B and we are done
by outputting any vertex of S ∩B. Otherwise, assume that S does not intersect B and
let v be any vertex v ∈ S. By Lemma 5.21, all important (A,B)-separators that do not
intersect v are important (S ∪N(v), B)-separators. As flow(S ∪N(v), B) > flow(A,B),
by induction assumption we construct H by taking the union of v and the hitting set for
important (S ∪N(v), B)-separators of size at most k.

126Exactand(1+ε)-approximationalgorithmsfortreewidth

flow(A,B)=0,thentheemptysetistheuniqueimportant(A,B)-separator.Therefore,
thebasecaseof2k−flow(A,B)≤0holds.

Thenassumek≥flow(A,B)≥1,andbyLemma5.20letSbetheuniqueimportant
(A,B)-separatorofsize|S|=flow(A,B).IfS⊆B,thenSistheonlyimportant(A,B)-
separator.Otherwise,choosev∈S\Barbitrarily.Foreveryimportant(A,B)-separator
S′itholdseitherthatv∈S′orthatv/∈S′.IfS′isoftheformertype,thenS′\{v}is
animportant(S\{v},B\{v})-separatorinG\{v}.AsflowG\{v}(S\{v},B\{v})=

flow(A,B)−1and|S′\{v}|=|S′|−1,thenumberofsuchseparatorsS′ofsize
atmostkisbyinductionatmost22(k−1)−(flow(A,B)−1)=22k−flow(A,B)/2.IfS′isof
thelattertype,thenbyLemma5.21S′isanimportant(S∪N(v),B)-separator.As
flow(S∪N(v),B)≥flow(A,B)+1,thenumberofsuchseparatorsS′ofsizeatmostk
isbyinductionatmost22k−(flow(A,B)+1)=22k−flow(A,B)/2.Therefore,thetotalnumberof
important(A,B)-separatorsofsizeatmostkisatmost22k−flow(A,B).

Wewillnextshowthatthereexistsasetofsizeatmostkthatintersectseveryimportant
(A,B)-separatorofsizeatmostk,i.e.,ahittingsetforimportant(A,B)-separatorsof
sizeatmostk,andthatsuchahittingsetcanbecomputedefficiently.Tothebestof
ourknowledgethisisanovellemmaaboutimportantseparators,thoughitsproofisonly
asmallvariantoftheproofofLemma5.22.

Lemma5.23(ImportantSeparatorHittingLemma).Thereisanalgorithmthatgiven
twosetsA,B⊆V(G)andanintegerk,intimekO(1)moutputsasetHofsizeatmost
ksothatHintersectseverynon-emptyimportant(A,B)-separatorofsizeatmostk.

Proof.WhenBisnotreachablefromA,wecanletHbetheemptyset.WhenBis
reachablefromA,weshowbyinductionthatthereexistssuchasetHofsizeatmost
max(0,k−flow(A,B)+1),whichimpliesthelemmabecauseinthiscaseflow(A,B)≥1.

Thisholdsinthebasecasek<flow(A,B)becausethenthereexistsno(A,B)-separators
ofsizeatmostksowecantakeHastheemptyset.Nowassumethatk≥flow(A,B)

andthatthisholdswhenthedifferenceofkandflow(A,B)issmaller.

ByLemma5.20,letSbetheuniqueimportant(A,B)-separatorofsizeflow(A,B).If
SintersectsB,thenallimportant(A,B)-separatorsintersectS∩Bandwearedone
byoutputtinganyvertexofS∩B.Otherwise,assumethatSdoesnotintersectBand
letvbeanyvertexv∈S.ByLemma5.21,allimportant(A,B)-separatorsthatdonot
intersectvareimportant(S∪N(v),B)-separators.Asflow(S∪N(v),B)>flow(A,B),
byinductionassumptionweconstructHbytakingtheunionofvandthehittingsetfor
important(S∪N(v),B)-separatorsofsizeatmostk.
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(A,B)-separator of size |S| = flow(A,B). If S ⊆ B, then S is the only important (A,B)-
separator. Otherwise, choose v ∈ S \B arbitrarily. For every important (A,B)-separator
S ′ it holds either that v ∈ S ′ or that v /∈ S ′. If S ′ is of the former type, then S ′ \ {v} is
an important (S \ {v}, B \ {v})-separator in G \ {v}. As flowG\{v}(S \ {v}, B \ {v}) =

flow(A,B) − 1 and |S ′ \ {v}| = |S ′| − 1, the number of such separators S ′ of size
at most k is by induction at most 2

2(k−1)−(flow(A,B)−1)
= 2

2k−flow(A,B)
/2. If S ′ is of

the latter type, then by Lemma 5.21 S ′ is an important (S ∪ N(v), B)-separator. As
flow(S ∪N(v), B) ≥ flow(A,B) + 1, the number of such separators S ′ of size at most k
is by induction at most 2

2k−(flow(A,B)+1)
= 2

2k−flow(A,B)
/2. Therefore, the total number of

important (A,B)-separators of size at most k is at most 2
2k−flow(A,B)

.

We will next show that there exists a set of size at most k that intersects every important
(A,B)-separator of size at most k, i.e., a hitting set for important (A,B)-separators of
size at most k, and that such a hitting set can be computed efficiently. To the best of
our knowledge this is a novel lemma about important separators, though its proof is only
a small variant of the proof of Lemma 5.22.

Lemma 5.23 (Important Separator Hitting Lemma). There is an algorithm that given
two sets A,B ⊆ V (G) and an integer k, in time kO(1)

m outputs a set H of size at most
k so that H intersects every non-empty important (A,B)-separator of size at most k.

Proof. When B is not reachable from A, we can let H be the empty set. When B is
reachable from A, we show by induction that there exists such a set H of size at most
max(0, k − flow(A,B) + 1), which implies the lemma because in this case flow(A,B) ≥ 1.

This holds in the base case k < flow(A,B) because then there exists no (A,B)-separators
of size at most k so we can take H as the empty set. Now assume that k ≥ flow(A,B)

and that this holds when the difference of k and flow(A,B) is smaller.

By Lemma 5.20, let S be the unique important (A,B)-separator of size flow(A,B). If
S intersects B, then all important (A,B)-separators intersect S ∩ B and we are done
by outputting any vertex of S ∩B. Otherwise, assume that S does not intersect B and
let v be any vertex v ∈ S. By Lemma 5.21, all important (A,B)-separators that do not
intersect v are important (S ∪N(v), B)-separators. As flow(S ∪N(v), B) > flow(A,B),
by induction assumption we construct H by taking the union of v and the hitting set for
important (S ∪N(v), B)-separators of size at most k.
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We will also need the following bound on important separators, which is also proven by a
slight variation of the proof of Lemma 5.22. Note that we do not provide an enumeration
algorithm in this case, the combinatorial bound is enough for us.

Lemma 5.24. For any two sets A,B ⊆ V (G), there are at most kk−flow(A,B) important
(A,B)-separators of size at most k.

Proof. Again, we prove the lemma by induction on k − flow(A,B). By Lemma 5.20, it
holds in the base case k − flow(A,B) = 0, so assume k − flow(A,B) ≥ 1 and that the
lemma holds for smaller values of k − flow(A,B).

Let S be the unique important (A,B)-separator of size |S| = flow(A,B) < k. For any
important (A,B)-separator S ′ distinct from S there exists v ∈ S \S ′, and by Lemma 5.21
such S ′ is an important (S ∪N(v), B)-separator. As flow(S ∪N(v), B) > flow(A,B), we
get by induction that the total number of important (A,B)-separators of size at most k is

1 + |S| · kk−(flow(A,B)+1) ≤ 1 + (k − 1) · kk−flow(A,B)/k ≤ kk−flow(A,B).

5.4 Algorithm for Partitioned Subset Treewidth

This section is devoted to proving Theorem 5.5, in particular to giving a kO(kt)n2 time
algorithm for Partitioned Subset Treewidth. The algorithm will be a branching algorithm
that uses important separators.

Throughout this section we assume that the number of edges in the input graph is at
most kn, as if this would not hold, we could immediately return that the treewidth is
more than k. To make the problem suitable for branching, we now introduce a more
general definition of Partitioned Subset Treewidth than given in Section 5.1.

An instance of Partitioned Subset Treewidth is a triple I = (G, {W1, . . . ,Wt}, k), where
G is a graph, t and k are positive integers with t ≤ k + 2, and {W1, . . . ,Wt} is a set
of t terminal cliques, each Wi ⊆ V (G) being a clique of size at most k + 1 in G. We
denote the union of the terminal cliques by ŴI =

⋃t
i=1 Wi. Note that unlike in the

definition of Section 5.1, we do not require that {W1, . . . ,Wt} is a partition of ŴI , and
neither we require that |ŴI | = k + 2. While these properties hold in the initial inputs, in
the recursive steps the set ŴI can become larger, and the terminal cliques can become
overlapping. The parameters t and k will not increase in the recursive steps, implying
that |ŴI | ≤ t(k + 1) always holds.
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Wewillalsoneedthefollowingboundonimportantseparators,whichisalsoprovenbya
slightvariationoftheproofofLemma5.22.Notethatwedonotprovideanenumeration
algorithminthiscase,thecombinatorialboundisenoughforus.

Lemma5.24.ForanytwosetsA,B⊆V(G),thereareatmostkk−flow(A,B)important
(A,B)-separatorsofsizeatmostk.

Proof.Again,weprovethelemmabyinductiononk−flow(A,B).ByLemma5.20,it
holdsinthebasecasek−flow(A,B)=0,soassumek−flow(A,B)≥1andthatthe
lemmaholdsforsmallervaluesofk−flow(A,B).
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ThissectionisdevotedtoprovingTheorem5.5,inparticulartogivingakO(kt)n2time
algorithmforPartitionedSubsetTreewidth.Thealgorithmwillbeabranchingalgorithm
thatusesimportantseparators.

Throughoutthissectionweassumethatthenumberofedgesintheinputgraphisat
mostkn,asifthiswouldnothold,wecouldimmediatelyreturnthatthetreewidthis
morethank.Tomaketheproblemsuitableforbranching,wenowintroduceamore
generaldefinitionofPartitionedSubsetTreewidththangiveninSection5.1.

AninstanceofPartitionedSubsetTreewidthisatripleI=(G,{W1,...,Wt},k),where
Gisagraph,tandkarepositiveintegerswitht≤k+2,and{W1,...,Wt}isaset
oftterminalcliques,eachWi⊆V(G)beingacliqueofsizeatmostk+1inG.We
denotetheunionoftheterminalcliquesbyŴI=
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holds in the base case k − flow(A,B) = 0, so assume k − flow(A,B) ≥ 1 and that the
lemma holds for smaller values of k − flow(A,B).
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that|ŴI|≤t(k+1)alwaysholds.

5.4AlgorithmforPartitionedSubsetTreewidth127

Wewillalsoneedthefollowingboundonimportantseparators,whichisalsoprovenbya
slightvariationoftheproofofLemma5.22.Notethatwedonotprovideanenumeration
algorithminthiscase,thecombinatorialboundisenoughforus.

Lemma5.24.ForanytwosetsA,B⊆V(G),thereareatmostk
k−flow(A,B)

important
(A,B)-separatorsofsizeatmostk.

Proof.Again,weprovethelemmabyinductiononk−flow(A,B).ByLemma5.20,it
holdsinthebasecasek−flow(A,B)=0,soassumek−flow(A,B)≥1andthatthe
lemmaholdsforsmallervaluesofk−flow(A,B).

LetSbetheuniqueimportant(A,B)-separatorofsize|S|=flow(A,B)<k.Forany
important(A,B)-separatorS′distinctfromSthereexistsv∈S\S′,andbyLemma5.21
suchS′isanimportant(S∪N(v),B)-separator.Asflow(S∪N(v),B)>flow(A,B),we
getbyinductionthatthetotalnumberofimportant(A,B)-separatorsofsizeatmostkis

1+|S|·k
k−(flow(A,B)+1)

≤1+(k−1)·k
k−flow(A,B)

/k≤k
k−flow(A,B)

.

5.4AlgorithmforPartitionedSubsetTreewidth

ThissectionisdevotedtoprovingTheorem5.5,inparticulartogivingakO(kt)
n

2
time

algorithmforPartitionedSubsetTreewidth.Thealgorithmwillbeabranchingalgorithm
thatusesimportantseparators.

Throughoutthissectionweassumethatthenumberofedgesintheinputgraphisat
mostkn,asifthiswouldnothold,wecouldimmediatelyreturnthatthetreewidthis
morethank.Tomaketheproblemsuitableforbranching,wenowintroduceamore
generaldefinitionofPartitionedSubsetTreewidththangiveninSection5.1.

AninstanceofPartitionedSubsetTreewidthisatripleI=(G,{W1,...,Wt},k),where
Gisagraph,tandkarepositiveintegerswitht≤k+2,and{W1,...,Wt}isaset
oftterminalcliques,eachWi⊆V(G)beingacliqueofsizeatmostk+1inG.We
denotetheunionoftheterminalcliquesbyŴI=⋃t
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that|ŴI|≤t(k+1)alwaysholds.

5.4AlgorithmforPartitionedSubsetTreewidth127

Wewillalsoneedthefollowingboundonimportantseparators,whichisalsoprovenbya
slightvariationoftheproofofLemma5.22.Notethatwedonotprovideanenumeration
algorithminthiscase,thecombinatorialboundisenoughforus.

Lemma5.24.ForanytwosetsA,B⊆V(G),thereareatmostk
k−flow(A,B)

important
(A,B)-separatorsofsizeatmostk.

Proof.Again,weprovethelemmabyinductiononk−flow(A,B).ByLemma5.20,it
holdsinthebasecasek−flow(A,B)=0,soassumek−flow(A,B)≥1andthatthe
lemmaholdsforsmallervaluesofk−flow(A,B).

LetSbetheuniqueimportant(A,B)-separatorofsize|S|=flow(A,B)<k.Forany
important(A,B)-separatorS′distinctfromSthereexistsv∈S\S′,andbyLemma5.21
suchS′isanimportant(S∪N(v),B)-separator.Asflow(S∪N(v),B)>flow(A,B),we
getbyinductionthatthetotalnumberofimportant(A,B)-separatorsofsizeatmostkis

1+|S|·k
k−(flow(A,B)+1)

≤1+(k−1)·k
k−flow(A,B)

/k≤k
k−flow(A,B)

.

5.4AlgorithmforPartitionedSubsetTreewidth

ThissectionisdevotedtoprovingTheorem5.5,inparticulartogivingakO(kt)
n

2
time

algorithmforPartitionedSubsetTreewidth.Thealgorithmwillbeabranchingalgorithm
thatusesimportantseparators.

Throughoutthissectionweassumethatthenumberofedgesintheinputgraphisat
mostkn,asifthiswouldnothold,wecouldimmediatelyreturnthatthetreewidthis
morethank.Tomaketheproblemsuitableforbranching,wenowintroduceamore
generaldefinitionofPartitionedSubsetTreewidththangiveninSection5.1.

AninstanceofPartitionedSubsetTreewidthisatripleI=(G,{W1,...,Wt},k),where
Gisagraph,tandkarepositiveintegerswitht≤k+2,and{W1,...,Wt}isaset
oftterminalcliques,eachWi⊆V(G)beingacliqueofsizeatmostk+1inG.We
denotetheunionoftheterminalcliquesbyŴI=⋃t
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A solution of an instance of Partitioned Subset Treewidth is a torso tree decomposition
(X, T ) that covers ŴI and has width at most k. We say that an instance I is a yes-
instance if there exists a solution of it and a no-instance otherwise. Our algorithm will
either return a solution or conclude that I is a no-instance, in particular, it will not use
the freedom in the definition to return that the treewidth of G is larger than k without
concluding that I is a no-instance (other than for the bound on the number of edges in
the initial instance).

5.4.1 Overview

We now give an informal overview of the algorithm, without detailed proofs. All claims
that are only sketched here are proven with details in the subsequent subsections. We
will first sketch a kO(k)nO(1) time algorithm in the case when there are only two terminal
cliques W1 and W2. This showcases the most important ideas of our algorithm.

Reduction rule

Let W1,W2 be the two terminal cliques, S a minimum size (W1,W2)-separator, and
(A, S,B) the corresponding separation with W1 ⊆ A ∪ S and W2 ⊆ B ∪ S. We will
argue that we can make S into a new terminal clique and recursively solve the problem
on the graphs G[A ∪ S] and G[B ∪ S]. More formally, we denote by G ⊗ S the graph
obtained from G by making S a clique, and then denote by I / (A, S) the instance
(G[A∪ S]⊗ S, {W1, S}, k) and by I / (B, S) the instance (G[B ∪ S]⊗ S, {W2, S}, k). We
argue that there exists a solution of I if and only if there exists solutions of both I / (A, S)

and I / (B, S).

Observe that because both I / (A, S) and I / (B, S) contain the separator S as a
terminal clique but their graphs are disjoint otherwise, any solution of I / (A, S) can be
combined with any solution of I / (B, S) into a solution of I by simply connecting the
tree decompositions by an edge between the bags containing S. To argue that if there
exists a solution of I then there exists solutions of both I / (A, S) and I / (B, S), we apply
the Pulling Lemma (Lemma 5.8). Because S is a minimum size (W1,W2)-separator, S is
linked intoW1 and intoW2. Therefore, in order to show that a solution of I /(A, S) exists,
we consider a hypothetical solution (X, (T, bag)) of I, and apply the Pulling Lemma
(Lemma 5.8) with the separation (A, S,B) and r ∈ V (T ) being a node with W2 ⊆ bag(r).
In particular, note that S is linked into bag(r) ∩ (S ∪B) ⊇ W2. This constructs a torso
tree decomposition ((X ∩ A) ∪ S, (T ′, bag′)) of width at most k where S is a bag, which
can be observed to be a torso tree decomposition also in G[A∪ S]⊗ S because S is a bag
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of (T ′, bag′), and to cover W1 ∪ S because W1 ⊆ A ∪ S and W1 ⊆ X, and therefore is a
solution of I / (A, S). The existence of a solution of I / (B, S) is proven similarly.

Observe that this reduction rule makes progress as long as S 6= W1 and S 6= W2, and
thus we apply the rule as long as there exists such minimum size (W1,W2)-separator S.
Recall that we say that W1 is strongly linked into W2 if W1 is linked into W2 and the
only minimum size (W1,W2)-separators are W1, and W2 in the case when |W1| = |W2|.

Leaf pushing

Assume now that we cannot make any more progress by the reduction rule, and let
|W1| ≤ |W2|, implying that W1 is strongly linked into W2. Our goal is now to make
progress by increasing the size of W1. We observe that for any solution (X, (T, bag))

that minimizes |X|, it holds that if ` is a leaf node of T and p is the parent of `, then
bag(`)\bag(p) ⊆ W1∪W2. Furthermore, we can assume that bag(p) = bag(`)\{w}, where
w is a forget-vertex of `, and therefore bag(`)\bag(p) ⊆ W1 or bag(`)\bag(p) ⊆ W2. Then,
observe that if bag(`)\bag(p) intersectsWi, it must hold thatWi ⊆ bag(`) becauseWi is a
clique. Therefore, (T, bag) either contains a bag that contains both W1 and W2, in which
case |W1 ∪W2| ≤ k + 1 and there is a trivial single-bag solution, or (T, bag) has exactly
two leaves and for one of them it holds that W1 ⊆ bag(`) and bag(`) \ bag(p) ⊆ W1 \W2.

Now, our goal will be, informally, to increase the size of W1 by guessing a vertex in
bag(`) \W1 and adding it to W1. We let w be the forget-vertex of `, and observe that the
parent bag bag(p) = bag(`) \ {w} is a (W1,W2)-separator. This shows that bag(`) \W1

must be non-empty, because otherwise bag(p) would be a (W1,W2)-separator of size
|W1| − 1, contradicting that W1 is linked into W2. Denote G′ = G \ (W1 \ {w}), and
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Figure 5.2: Illustration of the leaf pushing argument. The picture on the left depicts the
graph G along with the terminal cliques W1 and W2, and the leaf bag bag(`) ⊇ W1. The
picture in the middle depicts the parent bag bag(p) = bag(`) \ {w} and the forget-vertex
w ∈ W1. The picture on the right depicts the graph G′ = G\(W1\{w}) and an important
({w},W2 \W1)-separator S.
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of(T′,bag′),andtocoverW1∪SbecauseW1⊆A∪SandW1⊆X,andthereforeisa
solutionofI/(A,S).TheexistenceofasolutionofI/(B,S)isprovensimilarly.

ObservethatthisreductionrulemakesprogressaslongasS6=W1andS6=W2,and
thusweapplytheruleaslongasthereexistssuchminimumsize(W1,W2)-separatorS.
RecallthatwesaythatW1isstronglylinkedintoW2ifW1islinkedintoW2andthe
onlyminimumsize(W1,W2)-separatorsareW1,andW2inthecasewhen|W1|=|W2|.

Leafpushing

Assumenowthatwecannotmakeanymoreprogressbythereductionrule,andlet
|W1|≤|W2|,implyingthatW1isstronglylinkedintoW2.Ourgoalisnowtomake
progressbyincreasingthesizeofW1.Weobservethatforanysolution(X,(T,bag))

thatminimizes|X|,itholdsthatif`isaleafnodeofTandpistheparentof`,then
bag(`)\bag(p)⊆W1∪W2.Furthermore,wecanassumethatbag(p)=bag(`)\{w},where
wisaforget-vertexof`,andthereforebag(`)\bag(p)⊆W1orbag(`)\bag(p)⊆W2.Then,
observethatifbag(`)\bag(p)intersectsWi,itmustholdthatWi⊆bag(`)becauseWiisa
clique.Therefore,(T,bag)eithercontainsabagthatcontainsbothW1andW2,inwhich
case|W1∪W2|≤k+1andthereisatrivialsingle-bagsolution,or(T,bag)hasexactly
twoleavesandforoneofthemitholdsthatW1⊆bag(`)andbag(`)\bag(p)⊆W1\W2.

Now,ourgoalwillbe,informally,toincreasethesizeofW1byguessingavertexin
bag(`)\W1andaddingittoW1.Weletwbetheforget-vertexof`,andobservethatthe
parentbagbag(p)=bag(`)\{w}isa(W1,W2)-separator.Thisshowsthatbag(`)\W1

mustbenon-empty,becauseotherwisebag(p)wouldbea(W1,W2)-separatorofsize
|W1|−1,contradictingthatW1islinkedintoW2.DenoteG′=G\(W1\{w}),and
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Figure5.2:Illustrationoftheleafpushingargument.Thepictureontheleftdepictsthe
graphGalongwiththeterminalcliquesW1andW2,andtheleafbagbag(`)⊇W1.The
pictureinthemiddledepictstheparentbagbag(p)=bag(`)\{w}andtheforget-vertex
w∈W1.ThepictureontherightdepictsthegraphG′=G\(W1\{w})andanimportant
({w},W2\W1)-separatorS.
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of (T ′, bag′), and to cover W1 ∪ S because W1 ⊆ A ∪ S and W1 ⊆ X, and therefore is a
solution of I / (A, S). The existence of a solution of I / (B, S) is proven similarly.

Observe that this reduction rule makes progress as long as S 6= W1 and S 6= W2, and
thus we apply the rule as long as there exists such minimum size (W1,W2)-separator S.
Recall that we say that W1 is strongly linked into W2 if W1 is linked into W2 and the
only minimum size (W1,W2)-separators are W1, and W2 in the case when |W1| = |W2|.

Leaf pushing

Assume now that we cannot make any more progress by the reduction rule, and let
|W1| ≤ |W2|, implying that W1 is strongly linked into W2. Our goal is now to make
progress by increasing the size of W1. We observe that for any solution (X, (T, bag))

that minimizes |X|, it holds that if ` is a leaf node of T and p is the parent of `, then
bag(`)\bag(p) ⊆ W1∪W2. Furthermore, we can assume that bag(p) = bag(`)\{w}, where
w is a forget-vertex of `, and therefore bag(`)\bag(p) ⊆ W1 or bag(`)\bag(p) ⊆ W2. Then,
observe that if bag(`)\bag(p) intersectsWi, it must hold thatWi ⊆ bag(`) becauseWi is a
clique. Therefore, (T, bag) either contains a bag that contains both W1 and W2, in which
case |W1 ∪W2| ≤ k + 1 and there is a trivial single-bag solution, or (T, bag) has exactly
two leaves and for one of them it holds that W1 ⊆ bag(`) and bag(`) \ bag(p) ⊆ W1 \W2.

Now, our goal will be, informally, to increase the size of W1 by guessing a vertex in
bag(`) \W1 and adding it to W1. We let w be the forget-vertex of `, and observe that the
parent bag bag(p) = bag(`) \ {w} is a (W1,W2)-separator. This shows that bag(`) \W1

must be non-empty, because otherwise bag(p) would be a (W1,W2)-separator of size
|W1| − 1, contradicting that W1 is linked into W2. Denote G′ = G \ (W1 \ {w}), and
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Figure 5.2: Illustration of the leaf pushing argument. The picture on the left depicts the
graph G along with the terminal cliques W1 and W2, and the leaf bag bag(`) ⊇ W1. The
picture in the middle depicts the parent bag bag(p) = bag(`) \ {w} and the forget-vertex
w ∈ W1. The picture on the right depicts the graph G′ = G\(W1\{w}) and an important
({w},W2 \W1)-separator S.
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of (T ′, bag′), and to cover W1 ∪ S because W1 ⊆ A ∪ S and W1 ⊆ X, and therefore is a
solution of I / (A, S). The existence of a solution of I / (B, S) is proven similarly.
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of(T′,bag′),andtocoverW1∪SbecauseW1⊆A∪SandW1⊆X,andthereforeisa
solutionofI/(A,S).TheexistenceofasolutionofI/(B,S)isprovensimilarly.

ObservethatthisreductionrulemakesprogressaslongasS6=W1andS6=W2,and
thusweapplytheruleaslongasthereexistssuchminimumsize(W1,W2)-separatorS.
RecallthatwesaythatW1isstronglylinkedintoW2ifW1islinkedintoW2andthe
onlyminimumsize(W1,W2)-separatorsareW1,andW2inthecasewhen|W1|=|W2|.

Leafpushing

Assumenowthatwecannotmakeanymoreprogressbythereductionrule,andlet
|W1|≤|W2|,implyingthatW1isstronglylinkedintoW2.Ourgoalisnowtomake
progressbyincreasingthesizeofW1.Weobservethatforanysolution(X,(T,bag))

thatminimizes|X|,itholdsthatif`isaleafnodeofTandpistheparentof`,then
bag(`)\bag(p)⊆W1∪W2.Furthermore,wecanassumethatbag(p)=bag(`)\{w},where
wisaforget-vertexof`,andthereforebag(`)\bag(p)⊆W1orbag(`)\bag(p)⊆W2.Then,
observethatifbag(`)\bag(p)intersectsWi,itmustholdthatWi⊆bag(`)becauseWiisa
clique.Therefore,(T,bag)eithercontainsabagthatcontainsbothW1andW2,inwhich
case|W1∪W2|≤k+1andthereisatrivialsingle-bagsolution,or(T,bag)hasexactly
twoleavesandforoneofthemitholdsthatW1⊆bag(`)andbag(`)\bag(p)⊆W1\W2.

Now,ourgoalwillbe,informally,toincreasethesizeofW1byguessingavertexin
bag(`)\W1andaddingittoW1.Weletwbetheforget-vertexof`,andobservethatthe
parentbagbag(p)=bag(`)\{w}isa(W1,W2)-separator.Thisshowsthatbag(`)\W1

mustbenon-empty,becauseotherwisebag(p)wouldbea(W1,W2)-separatorofsize
|W1|−1,contradictingthatW1islinkedintoW2.DenoteG′=G\(W1\{w}),and
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Figure5.2:Illustrationoftheleafpushingargument.Thepictureontheleftdepictsthe
graphGalongwiththeterminalcliquesW1andW2,andtheleafbagbag(`)⊇W1.The
pictureinthemiddledepictstheparentbagbag(p)=bag(`)\{w}andtheforget-vertex
w∈W1.ThepictureontherightdepictsthegraphG′=G\(W1\{w})andanimportant
({w},W2\W1)-separatorS.
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pictureinthemiddledepictstheparentbagbag(p)=bag(`)\{w}andtheforget-vertex
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observe that in the graph G′ the set bag(`) \W1 = bag(p) \W1 is a ({w},W2 \W1)-
separator. We will then show that the subset bag(`) \W1 of bag(`) can be replaced
by an important ({w},W2 \W1)-separator. In particular, we will argue that there is
an important ({w},W2 \W1)-separator S 6= {w} in the graph G′ so that there exists a
solution containing a bag W1 ∪ S. See Figure 5.2 for an illustration of these objects.

Let S be an important ({w},W2 \W1)-separator in the graph G′ so that it dominates
bag(`)\W1 and minimizes |S| among all such important separators. Denote the separation
corresponding to S by (A, S,B) = (reachG′({w}, S), S, V (G′)\ (S ∪ reachG′({w}, S))). By
Lemma 5.18, S is linked into (A∪ S)∩ (bag(`) \W1). Then, by adding W1 \ {w} back to
the graph and to the separation, we get that (A, S ∪W1 \ {w}, B) is a separation of G
and S ∪W1 \ {w} is linked into (A∪S ∪W1 \ {w})∩ bag(`) (the vertices in W1 \ {w} are
linked by trivial one-vertex paths). We then apply the Pulling Lemma (Lemma 5.8) with
the hypothetical solution (X, (T, bag)), the separation (B, S ∪W1 \{w}, A), and the node
`, to argue that there exists a torso tree decomposition ((X∩B)∪S∪W1 \{w}, (T ′, bag′))

of width at most k, containing a bag S ∪W1 \ {w}. As |S| ≤ |bag(`) \W1|, this can be
turned into a solution of I by inserting w into the bag S ∪W1 \ {w}. Therefore there
exists a solution of I with a bag W1∪S, and in particular it is safe to replace the terminal
clique W1 by W1 ∪ S, also replacing G by G⊗ (W1 ∪ S).

Now, we are able to increase the size of W1 by guessing the forget-vertex w ∈ W1 and an
important separator S and branching to (G⊗ (W1 ∪ S), {W1 ∪ S,W2}, k). However, by
applying the reduction rule we might immediately lose most of the progress by finding
a (W1 ∪ S,W2)-separator S ′ of size |S ′| < |W1 ∪ S| and ending up with an instance
with terminal cliques {S ′,W2}. Nevertheless, we can ensure that such S ′ must have size
|S ′| > |W1| by using the facts that W1 is strongly linked into W2 and the way S was
selected. In particular, in the end, after applying the reduction rule possibly several
times, we can guarantee that if initially |W1| = |W2|, then each resulting instance has
terminal cliques of sizes at least |W1|+ 1 and |W2|, and if initially |W1| < |W2|, then each
resulting instance has terminal cliques of sizes at least |W1|+ 1 and |W1|+ 1. It follows
that the depth of the resulting branching tree is at most 2k, as the sizes of the terminal
cliques are bounded by k + 1.

Then, as the number of important separators of size at most k is at most 4k (Lemma 5.22),
this results in a branching tree of degree k4k and depth 2k, resulting in a (k4k)2knO(1) =

2O(k2)nO(1) time algorithm. To improve this to kO(k)nO(1) time, we observe that in order
to make progress, it is sufficient to guess only one vertex of the important separator S
and add it to W1, instead of guessing the whole important separator S. To this end, we
use the Important Separator Hitting Lemma (Lemma 5.23) that gives a set of size k that
intersects all important separators of size at most k, and therefore allows to guess one
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observethatinthegraphG′thesetbag(`)\W1=bag(p)\W1isa({w},W2\W1)-
separator.Wewillthenshowthatthesubsetbag(`)\W1ofbag(`)canbereplaced
byanimportant({w},W2\W1)-separator.Inparticular,wewillarguethatthereis
animportant({w},W2\W1)-separatorS6={w}inthegraphG′sothatthereexistsa
solutioncontainingabagW1∪S.SeeFigure5.2foranillustrationoftheseobjects.

LetSbeanimportant({w},W2\W1)-separatorinthegraphG′sothatitdominates
bag(`)\W1andminimizes|S|amongallsuchimportantseparators.Denotetheseparation
correspondingtoSby(A,S,B)=(reachG′({w},S),S,V(G′)\(S∪reachG′({w},S))).By
Lemma5.18,Sislinkedinto(A∪S)∩(bag(`)\W1).Then,byaddingW1\{w}backto
thegraphandtotheseparation,wegetthat(A,S∪W1\{w},B)isaseparationofG
andS∪W1\{w}islinkedinto(A∪S∪W1\{w})∩bag(`)(theverticesinW1\{w}are
linkedbytrivialone-vertexpaths).WethenapplythePullingLemma(Lemma5.8)with
thehypotheticalsolution(X,(T,bag)),theseparation(B,S∪W1\{w},A),andthenode
`,toarguethatthereexistsatorsotreedecomposition((X∩B)∪S∪W1\{w},(T′,bag′))

ofwidthatmostk,containingabagS∪W1\{w}.As|S|≤|bag(`)\W1|,thiscanbe
turnedintoasolutionofIbyinsertingwintothebagS∪W1\{w}.Thereforethere
existsasolutionofIwithabagW1∪S,andinparticularitissafetoreplacetheterminal
cliqueW1byW1∪S,alsoreplacingGbyG⊗(W1∪S).

Now,weareabletoincreasethesizeofW1byguessingtheforget-vertexw∈W1andan
importantseparatorSandbranchingto(G⊗(W1∪S),{W1∪S,W2},k).However,by
applyingthereductionrulewemightimmediatelylosemostoftheprogressbyfinding
a(W1∪S,W2)-separatorS′ofsize|S′|<|W1∪S|andendingupwithaninstance
withterminalcliques{S′,W2}.Nevertheless,wecanensurethatsuchS′musthavesize
|S′|>|W1|byusingthefactsthatW1isstronglylinkedintoW2andthewaySwas
selected.Inparticular,intheend,afterapplyingthereductionrulepossiblyseveral
times,wecanguaranteethatifinitially|W1|=|W2|,theneachresultinginstancehas
terminalcliquesofsizesatleast|W1|+1and|W2|,andifinitially|W1|<|W2|,theneach
resultinginstancehasterminalcliquesofsizesatleast|W1|+1and|W1|+1.Itfollows
thatthedepthoftheresultingbranchingtreeisatmost2k,asthesizesoftheterminal
cliquesareboundedbyk+1.

Then,asthenumberofimportantseparatorsofsizeatmostkisatmost4k(Lemma5.22),
thisresultsinabranchingtreeofdegreek4kanddepth2k,resultingina(k4k)2knO(1)=

2O(k2)nO(1)timealgorithm.ToimprovethistokO(k)nO(1)time,weobservethatinorder
tomakeprogress,itissufficienttoguessonlyonevertexoftheimportantseparatorS
andaddittoW1,insteadofguessingthewholeimportantseparatorS.Tothisend,we
usetheImportantSeparatorHittingLemma(Lemma5.23)thatgivesasetofsizekthat
intersectsallimportantseparatorsofsizeatmostk,andthereforeallowstoguessone
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exists a solution of I with a bag W1∪S, and in particular it is safe to replace the terminal
clique W1 by W1 ∪ S, also replacing G by G⊗ (W1 ∪ S).

Now, we are able to increase the size of W1 by guessing the forget-vertex w ∈ W1 and an
important separator S and branching to (G⊗ (W1 ∪ S), {W1 ∪ S,W2}, k). However, by
applying the reduction rule we might immediately lose most of the progress by finding
a (W1 ∪ S,W2)-separator S ′ of size |S ′| < |W1 ∪ S| and ending up with an instance
with terminal cliques {S ′,W2}. Nevertheless, we can ensure that such S ′ must have size
|S ′| > |W1| by using the facts that W1 is strongly linked into W2 and the way S was
selected. In particular, in the end, after applying the reduction rule possibly several
times, we can guarantee that if initially |W1| = |W2|, then each resulting instance has
terminal cliques of sizes at least |W1|+ 1 and |W2|, and if initially |W1| < |W2|, then each
resulting instance has terminal cliques of sizes at least |W1|+ 1 and |W1|+ 1. It follows
that the depth of the resulting branching tree is at most 2k, as the sizes of the terminal
cliques are bounded by k + 1.

Then, as the number of important separators of size at most k is at most 4
k
(Lemma 5.22),

this results in a branching tree of degree k4
k
and depth 2k, resulting in a (k4

k
)
2k
nO(1)

=

2O(k2)
nO(1)

time algorithm. To improve this to kO(k)
nO(1)

time, we observe that in order
to make progress, it is sufficient to guess only one vertex of the important separator S
and add it to W1, instead of guessing the whole important separator S. To this end, we
use the Important Separator Hitting Lemma (Lemma 5.23) that gives a set of size k that
intersects all important separators of size at most k, and therefore allows to guess one
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vertex in an important separator of size at most k by a branching degree of k instead of
4k, resulting in a (k2)2knO(1) = kO(k)nO(1) time algorithm.

More than two terminal cliques

Generalizing the just sketched kO(k)nO(1) time algorithm for two terminal cliques into
the kO(kt)nO(1) algorithm for t terminal cliques of Theorem 5.5 does not require major
new ideas, but requires several technical considerations. In the algorithm for t terminal
cliques, we will in addition to the leaf pushing branching do branching on merging two
different terminal cliques into one, which should be done whenever we guess that there
exists a solution where the two terminal cliques are in a same bag. The “real” definition of
the measure of the instance will also be more involved, in particular, instead of depending
on the sizes of terminal cliques, the measure depends on a notion of “flow potential” of a
terminal clique. The flow potential has a technical definition, but for all terminal cliques
Wi except for a uniquely largest one it will be equal to the flow from Wi into the union
of the other terminal cliques. The measure of a uniquely largest terminal clique must be
special to encode that we make progress, for example, in the case when there are two
terminal cliques W1 and W2 with |W1| = |W2| and after branching we end up with two
terminal cliques of sizes |W1|+ 1 and |W2|. The measure will also take into account the
number of terminal cliques, in particular, it will “encode” that decreasing the number
of terminal cliques with the expense of making the flow potential of one terminal clique
worse still means making overall progress.

The rest of this section is organized as follows. In Subsection 5.4.2 we introduce the
measure flow potential for quantifying the progress of the algorithm. In Subsection 5.4.3
we give a reduction rule to simplify instances by safe separations. In Subsection 5.4.4 we
give the two branching rules of the algorithm, and in Subsection 5.4.5 we describe the
algorithm and put together its correctness proof. Finally, in Subsection 5.4.6 we analyze
the running time.

5.4.2 Flow potential

We define the measure flow potential that will be used for quantifying the progress of the
algorithm. We warn the reader that this definition can be unintuitive, but we have not
managed to come up with a simpler alternative.

Let G be a graph and X, Y ⊆ V (G) two sets of vertices. If X ⊂ V (G), then the flow
potential from X to Y , denoted by flow-ΦG(X, Y ) is the minimum order of a separation
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algorithmandputtogetheritscorrectnessproof.Finally,inSubsection5.4.6weanalyze
therunningtime.

5.4.2Flowpotential

Wedefinethemeasureflowpotentialthatwillbeusedforquantifyingtheprogressofthe
algorithm.Wewarnthereaderthatthisdefinitioncanbeunintuitive,butwehavenot
managedtocomeupwithasimpleralternative.

LetGbeagraphandX,Y⊆V(G)twosetsofvertices.IfX⊂V(G),thentheflow
potentialfromXtoY,denotedbyflow-ΦG(X,Y)istheminimumorderofaseparation
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(A, S,B), where X ⊆ A ∪ S, Y ⊆ B ∪ S, and B 6= ∅. If X = V (G), then we define
flow-ΦG(X, Y ) = |X|. We observe that

flowG(X, Y ) ≤ flow-ΦG(X, Y ) ≤ |X|.

Note that flowG(X, Y ) < flow-ΦG(X, Y ) if and only if |X| > |Y |, Y is strongly linked into
X, and X intersects all connected components of G \ Y . We will also use the property
that if Y1 ⊆ Y2, then flow-ΦG(X, Y1) ≤ flow-ΦG(X, Y2).

Let I = (G, {W1, . . . ,Wt}, k) be an instance. For a terminal clique Wi, we denote by
W I(Wi) =

⋃
j∈[t]\{i}Wj the union of the other terminal cliques in I. We define the flow

potential of Wi in I to be

flow-ΦI(Wi) = flow-ΦG(Wi,W I(Wi)).

Note that flow-ΦI(Wi) 6= flowG(Wi,W I(Wi)) can hold only if Wi is the unique largest
terminal clique of I.

5.4.3 Safe separations

We say that a separation (A, S,B) is a strict separation if both A and B are non-empty.
In this subsection we introduce a reduction rule based on identifying a strict separation
(A, S,B), making S a clique and enforcing S to be covered, and then solving the different
sides of S independently of each other. In particular, we show that this reduction is safe
if (A, S,B) satisfies certain conditions that we define next.

Definition 5.25 (Safe separation). Let I = (G, {W1, . . . ,Wt}, k) be an instance and
(A, S,B) a strict separation of G. We say that (A, S,B) is a safe separation of I if there
exists terminal cliques Wa and Wb (possibly a = b) so that S is linked into (A ∪ S) ∩Wa

and into (B ∪ S) ∩Wb.

We say that such terminal cliques Wa and Wb are the spanning terminal cliques of the
safe separation. Note that safe separations can be classified into two types: those where
S is a subset of some terminal clique Wi and we can take Wa = Wb = Wi, and those
where a 6= b and S is a minimum size (Wa,Wb)-separator. The purpose of our definition
is to be a common generalization of these two types.

Next we introduce notation for reduction by safe separations. In Section 5.5 this notation
will also be used with separations that are not necessarily safe.
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Wesaythataseparation(A,S,B)isastrictseparationifbothAandBarenon-empty.
Inthissubsectionweintroduceareductionrulebasedonidentifyingastrictseparation
(A,S,B),makingSacliqueandenforcingStobecovered,andthensolvingthedifferent
sidesofSindependentlyofeachother.Inparticular,weshowthatthisreductionissafe
if(A,S,B)satisfiescertainconditionsthatwedefinenext.

Definition5.25(Safeseparation).LetI=(G,{W1,...,Wt},k)beaninstanceand
(A,S,B)astrictseparationofG.Wesaythat(A,S,B)isasafeseparationofIifthere
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WesaythatsuchterminalcliquesWaandWbarethespanningterminalcliquesofthe
safeseparation.Notethatsafeseparationscanbeclassifiedintotwotypes:thosewhere
SisasubsetofsometerminalcliqueWiandwecantakeWa=Wb=Wi,andthose
wherea6=bandSisaminimumsize(Wa,Wb)-separator.Thepurposeofourdefinition
istobeacommongeneralizationofthesetwotypes.

Nextweintroducenotationforreductionbysafeseparations.InSection5.5thisnotation
willalsobeusedwithseparationsthatarenotnecessarilysafe.
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Let I = (G, {W1, . . . ,Wt}, k) be an instance and (A, S,B) a separation with |S| ≤ k + 1.
We denote by {W1, . . . ,Wt}/ (A, S) the set obtained from {W1, . . . ,Wt} by first removing
each Wi with Wi ∩ A = ∅, and then inserting S if no superset of S is present. Recall
that G ⊗ S denotes the graph obtained from G by making S a clique. We define
G / (A, S) = G[A ∪ S]⊗ S, and then I / (A, S) = (G / (A, S), {W1, . . . ,Wt} / (A, S), k).
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separation, then I / (A, S) has at most t terminal cliques. This is because if all terminal
cliques of I intersect A, then (A, S,B) can be a safe separation only if the spanning
terminal clique Wb is a superset of S.

The reduction rule used in the algorithm will be that if there exists a safe separation
(A, S,B), then solve the instances I / (A, S) and I / (B, S) independently of each other.
If either of them returns NO, then return NO, and if both of them return a solution,
denoted by (XA, TA) and (XB, TB), respectively, then return the solution obtained by
combining these solutions on the separator S. More formally, if TA and TB are tree
decompositions that both contain a bag containing S, then we denote by TA ∪S TB the
tree decomposition obtained by taking the disjoint union of TA and TB and connecting
them by an edge between bags containing S. Then, the combined solution is denoted by
(XA ∪XB, TA ∪S TB).

In the next two lemmas we show that this reduction is correct. We start by proving that
if both I / (A, S) and I / (B, S) return a solution, then the constructed solution is a
solution of I. This holds in fact for any separation (A, S,B).

Lemma 5.26. Let I = (G, {W1, . . . ,Wt}, k) be an instance and (A, S,B) a separation.
If (XA, TA) is a solution of I / (A, S) and (XB, TB) a solution of I / (B, S), then
(XA ∪XB, TA ∪S TB) is a solution of I.

Proof. First, note that both {W1, . . . ,Wt} / (A, S) and {W1, . . . ,Wt} / (B, S) contain
a superset of S, so both XA and XB are supersets S. Also, any terminal clique in
{W1, . . . ,Wt} is either in {W1, . . . ,Wt} / (A, S), in {W1, . . . ,Wt} / (B, S), or is a subset
of S, so XA ∪XB is a superset of ŴI .

Because S is a clique in both G/ (A, S) and in G/ (B, S), it is contained in a bag of both
TA and TB, and therefore the construction TA ∪S TB is well-defined. Because G / (A, S)

and G/(B, S) intersect only in S, it holds that XA∩XB = S, which implies that TA∪S TB
satisfies the connectedness condition to be a tree decomposition of torsoG(XA ∪ XB).
The vertex condition is trivially satisfied. For the edge condition, consider an edge
uv ∈ E(torsoG(XA ∪ XB)). Because (A, S,B) is a separation and S ⊆ XA ∪ XB, it
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LetI=(G,{W1,...,Wt},k)beaninstanceand(A,S,B)aseparationwith|S|≤k+1.
Wedenoteby{W1,...,Wt}/(A,S)thesetobtainedfrom{W1,...,Wt}byfirstremoving
eachWiwithWi∩A=∅,andtheninsertingSifnosupersetofSispresent.Recall
thatG⊗SdenotesthegraphobtainedfromGbymakingSaclique.Wedefine
G/(A,S)=G[A∪S]⊗S,andthenI/(A,S)=(G/(A,S),{W1,...,Wt}/(A,S),k).

Notethatif(A,S,B)isasafeseparation,then|S|≤k+1becauseSislinkedintoa
spanningterminalcliqueWaand|Wa|≤k+1.Also,observethatif(A,S,B)isasafe
separation,thenI/(A,S)hasatmosttterminalcliques.Thisisbecauseifallterminal
cliquesofIintersectA,then(A,S,B)canbeasafeseparationonlyifthespanning
terminalcliqueWbisasupersetofS.

Thereductionruleusedinthealgorithmwillbethatifthereexistsasafeseparation
(A,S,B),thensolvetheinstancesI/(A,S)andI/(B,S)independentlyofeachother.
IfeitherofthemreturnsNO,thenreturnNO,andifbothofthemreturnasolution,
denotedby(XA,TA)and(XB,TB),respectively,thenreturnthesolutionobtainedby
combiningthesesolutionsontheseparatorS.Moreformally,ifTAandTBaretree
decompositionsthatbothcontainabagcontainingS,thenwedenotebyTA∪STBthe
treedecompositionobtainedbytakingthedisjointunionofTAandTBandconnecting
thembyanedgebetweenbagscontainingS.Then,thecombinedsolutionisdenotedby
(XA∪XB,TA∪STB).

Inthenexttwolemmasweshowthatthisreductioniscorrect.Westartbyprovingthat
ifbothI/(A,S)andI/(B,S)returnasolution,thentheconstructedsolutionisa
solutionofI.Thisholdsinfactforanyseparation(A,S,B).

Lemma5.26.LetI=(G,{W1,...,Wt},k)beaninstanceand(A,S,B)aseparation.
If(XA,TA)isasolutionofI/(A,S)and(XB,TB)asolutionofI/(B,S),then
(XA∪XB,TA∪STB)isasolutionofI.

Proof.First,notethatboth{W1,...,Wt}/(A,S)and{W1,...,Wt}/(B,S)contain
asupersetofS,sobothXAandXBaresupersetsS.Also,anyterminalcliquein
{W1,...,Wt}iseitherin{W1,...,Wt}/(A,S),in{W1,...,Wt}/(B,S),orisasubset
ofS,soXA∪XBisasupersetofŴI.

BecauseSisacliqueinbothG/(A,S)andinG/(B,S),itiscontainedinabagofboth
TAandTB,andthereforetheconstructionTA∪STBiswell-defined.BecauseG/(A,S)

andG/(B,S)intersectonlyinS,itholdsthatXA∩XB=S,whichimpliesthatTA∪STB
satisfiestheconnectednessconditiontobeatreedecompositionoftorsoG(XA∪XB).
Thevertexconditionistriviallysatisfied.Fortheedgecondition,consideranedge
uv∈E(torsoG(XA∪XB)).Because(A,S,B)isaseparationandS⊆XA∪XB,it
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BecauseSisacliqueinbothG/(A,S)andinG/(B,S),itiscontainedinabagofboth
TAandTB,andthereforetheconstructionTA∪STBiswell-defined.BecauseG/(A,S)

andG/(B,S)intersectonlyinS,itholdsthatXA∩XB=S,whichimpliesthatTA∪STB
satisfiestheconnectednessconditiontobeatreedecompositionoftorsoG(XA∪XB).
Thevertexconditionistriviallysatisfied.Fortheedgecondition,consideranedge
uv∈E(torsoG(XA∪XB)).Because(A,S,B)isaseparationandS⊆XA∪XB,it

5.4AlgorithmforPartitionedSubsetTreewidth133

LetI=(G,{W1,...,Wt},k)beaninstanceand(A,S,B)aseparationwith|S|≤k+1.
Wedenoteby{W1,...,Wt}/(A,S)thesetobtainedfrom{W1,...,Wt}byfirstremoving
eachWiwithWi∩A=∅,andtheninsertingSifnosupersetofSispresent.Recall
thatG⊗SdenotesthegraphobtainedfromGbymakingSaclique.Wedefine
G/(A,S)=G[A∪S]⊗S,andthenI/(A,S)=(G/(A,S),{W1,...,Wt}/(A,S),k).

Notethatif(A,S,B)isasafeseparation,then|S|≤k+1becauseSislinkedintoa
spanningterminalcliqueWaand|Wa|≤k+1.Also,observethatif(A,S,B)isasafe
separation,thenI/(A,S)hasatmosttterminalcliques.Thisisbecauseifallterminal
cliquesofIintersectA,then(A,S,B)canbeasafeseparationonlyifthespanning
terminalcliqueWbisasupersetofS.

Thereductionruleusedinthealgorithmwillbethatifthereexistsasafeseparation
(A,S,B),thensolvetheinstancesI/(A,S)andI/(B,S)independentlyofeachother.
IfeitherofthemreturnsNO,thenreturnNO,andifbothofthemreturnasolution,
denotedby(XA,TA)and(XB,TB),respectively,thenreturnthesolutionobtainedby
combiningthesesolutionsontheseparatorS.Moreformally,ifTAandTBaretree
decompositionsthatbothcontainabagcontainingS,thenwedenotebyTA∪STBthe
treedecompositionobtainedbytakingthedisjointunionofTAandTBandconnecting
thembyanedgebetweenbagscontainingS.Then,thecombinedsolutionisdenotedby
(XA∪XB,TA∪STB).

Inthenexttwolemmasweshowthatthisreductioniscorrect.Westartbyprovingthat
ifbothI/(A,S)andI/(B,S)returnasolution,thentheconstructedsolutionisa
solutionofI.Thisholdsinfactforanyseparation(A,S,B).

Lemma5.26.LetI=(G,{W1,...,Wt},k)beaninstanceand(A,S,B)aseparation.
If(XA,TA)isasolutionofI/(A,S)and(XB,TB)asolutionofI/(B,S),then
(XA∪XB,TA∪STB)isasolutionofI.

Proof.First,notethatboth{W1,...,Wt}/(A,S)and{W1,...,Wt}/(B,S)contain
asupersetofS,sobothXAandXBaresupersetsS.Also,anyterminalcliquein
{W1,...,Wt}iseitherin{W1,...,Wt}/(A,S),in{W1,...,Wt}/(B,S),orisasubset
ofS,soXA∪XBisasupersetofŴI.
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TAandTB,andthereforetheconstructionTA∪STBiswell-defined.BecauseG/(A,S)

andG/(B,S)intersectonlyinS,itholdsthatXA∩XB=S,whichimpliesthatTA∪STB
satisfiestheconnectednessconditiontobeatreedecompositionoftorsoG(XA∪XB).
Thevertexconditionistriviallysatisfied.Fortheedgecondition,consideranedge
uv∈E(torsoG(XA∪XB)).Because(A,S,B)isaseparationandS⊆XA∪XB,it
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combiningthesesolutionsontheseparatorS.Moreformally,ifTAandTBaretree
decompositionsthatbothcontainabagcontainingS,thenwedenotebyTA∪STBthe
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Proof.First,notethatboth{W1,...,Wt}/(A,S)and{W1,...,Wt}/(B,S)contain
asupersetofS,sobothXAandXBaresupersetsS.Also,anyterminalcliquein
{W1,...,Wt}iseitherin{W1,...,Wt}/(A,S),in{W1,...,Wt}/(B,S),orisasubset
ofS,soXA∪XBisasupersetofŴI.

BecauseSisacliqueinbothG/(A,S)andinG/(B,S),itiscontainedinabagofboth
TAandTB,andthereforetheconstructionTA∪STBiswell-defined.BecauseG/(A,S)

andG/(B,S)intersectonlyinS,itholdsthatXA∩XB=S,whichimpliesthatTA∪STB
satisfiestheconnectednessconditiontobeatreedecompositionoftorsoG(XA∪XB).
Thevertexconditionistriviallysatisfied.Fortheedgecondition,consideranedge
uv∈E(torsoG(XA∪XB)).Because(A,S,B)isaseparationandS⊆XA∪XB,it
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must hold that u, v ∈ A ∪ S or u, v ∈ B ∪ S. If u, v ∈ S, then there clearly is a bag
containing them, so by assume without loss of generality that u ∈ A and v ∈ A ∪ S.
The internal vertices of the path between u and v must be in A \ XA, and therefore
uv ∈ E(torsoG/(A,S)(XA)), implying that uv is in some bag of TA. Therefore TA ∪S TB
satisfies the edge condition.

We then show the other direction of correctness by applying the Pulling Lemma
(Lemma 5.8).

Lemma 5.27. Let I = (G, {W1, . . . ,Wt}, k) be an instance and (A, S,B) a safe separa-
tion. If I is a yes-instance, then both I / (A, S) and I / (B, S) are yes-instances.

Proof. By the symmetry of the definition of safe separation, it suffices to show that
I / (A, S) is a yes-instance.

Let Wa and Wb be the spanning terminal cliques of (A, S,B) and (X, (T, bag)) a solution
of I. Because Wb is a clique in G and is contained in X, there exists a node r ∈ V (T )

withWb ⊆ bag(r), which implies that S is linked into bag(r)∩(B∪S). We use the Pulling
Lemma (Lemma 5.8) with the separation (A, S,B) and the node r to obtain a torso tree
decomposition ((X ∩A)∪ S, (T ′, bag′)) of width at most k containing a bag containing S.
We observe that ((X ∩ A) ∪ S, (T ′, bag′)) is a torso tree decomposition also in G[A ∪ S],
and because it covers S and (T ′, bag′) contains a bag containing S, it is also a torso tree
decomposition in G / (A, S). Because every terminal clique in {W1, . . . ,Wt} / (A, S) is a
subset of (X ∩ A) ∪ S, we have that ((X ∩ A) ∪ S, (T ′, bag′)) covers ŴI/(A,S).

Next we will give three lemmas arguing that the flow potentials “behave well” when
breaking the instance by safe separations. In particular, properties that naturally hold for
flow also hold for flow potential. We start by considering a situation where the breaking
does not change the terminal cliques.

Lemma 5.28. Let I = (G, {W1, . . . ,Wt}, k) be an instance and (A, S,B) a separation.
If {W1, . . . ,Wt} / (A, S) = {W1, . . . ,Wt}, then flow-ΦI/(A,S)(Wi) ≥ flow-ΦI(Wi) for all
terminal cliques Wi.

Proof. Observe that in this case, W I/(A,S)(Wi) = W I(Wi), and therefore it suffices to
prove that flow-ΦG(Wi,W I(Wi)) ≤ flow-ΦG/(A,S)(Wi,W I(Wi)).

We argue by the definition of flow potential. First, if Wi = A ∪ S, this holds trivially,
so assume that Wi ⊂ A ∪ S. Let (A′, S ′, B′) be a separation in G / (A, S) of minimum
order so that Wi ⊆ A′ ∪ S ′, W I(Wi) ⊆ B′ ∪ S ′, and B′ is non-empty. Now, S is a clique
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mustholdthatu,v∈A∪Soru,v∈B∪S.Ifu,v∈S,thenthereclearlyisabag
containingthem,sobyassumewithoutlossofgeneralitythatu∈Aandv∈A∪S.
TheinternalverticesofthepathbetweenuandvmustbeinA\XA,andtherefore
uv∈E(torsoG/(A,S)(XA)),implyingthatuvisinsomebagofTA.ThereforeTA∪STB
satisfiestheedgecondition.

WethenshowtheotherdirectionofcorrectnessbyapplyingthePullingLemma
(Lemma5.8).

Lemma5.27.LetI=(G,{W1,...,Wt},k)beaninstanceand(A,S,B)asafesepara-
tion.IfIisayes-instance,thenbothI/(A,S)andI/(B,S)areyes-instances.

Proof.Bythesymmetryofthedefinitionofsafeseparation,itsufficestoshowthat
I/(A,S)isayes-instance.

LetWaandWbbethespanningterminalcliquesof(A,S,B)and(X,(T,bag))asolution
ofI.BecauseWbisacliqueinGandiscontainedinX,thereexistsanoder∈V(T)

withWb⊆bag(r),whichimpliesthatSislinkedintobag(r)∩(B∪S).WeusethePulling
Lemma(Lemma5.8)withtheseparation(A,S,B)andthenodertoobtainatorsotree
decomposition((X∩A)∪S,(T′,bag′))ofwidthatmostkcontainingabagcontainingS.
Weobservethat((X∩A)∪S,(T′,bag′))isatorsotreedecompositionalsoinG[A∪S],
andbecauseitcoversSand(T′,bag′)containsabagcontainingS,itisalsoatorsotree
decompositioninG/(A,S).Becauseeveryterminalcliquein{W1,...,Wt}/(A,S)isa
subsetof(X∩A)∪S,wehavethat((X∩A)∪S,(T′,bag′))coversŴI/(A,S).

Nextwewillgivethreelemmasarguingthattheflowpotentials“behavewell”when
breakingtheinstancebysafeseparations.Inparticular,propertiesthatnaturallyholdfor
flowalsoholdforflowpotential.Westartbyconsideringasituationwherethebreaking
doesnotchangetheterminalcliques.

Lemma5.28.LetI=(G,{W1,...,Wt},k)beaninstanceand(A,S,B)aseparation.
If{W1,...,Wt}/(A,S)={W1,...,Wt},thenflow-ΦI/(A,S)(Wi)≥flow-ΦI(Wi)forall
terminalcliquesWi.

Proof.Observethatinthiscase,WI/(A,S)(Wi)=WI(Wi),andthereforeitsufficesto
provethatflow-ΦG(Wi,WI(Wi))≤flow-ΦG/(A,S)(Wi,WI(Wi)).

Wearguebythedefinitionofflowpotential.First,ifWi=A∪S,thisholdstrivially,
soassumethatWi⊂A∪S.Let(A′,S′,B′)beaseparationinG/(A,S)ofminimum
ordersothatWi⊆A′∪S′,WI(Wi)⊆B′∪S′,andB′isnon-empty.Now,Sisaclique
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TheinternalverticesofthepathbetweenuandvmustbeinA\XA,andtherefore
uv∈E(torsoG/(A,S)(XA)),implyingthatuvisinsomebagofTA.ThereforeTA∪STB
satisfiestheedgecondition.

WethenshowtheotherdirectionofcorrectnessbyapplyingthePullingLemma
(Lemma5.8).

Lemma5.27.LetI=(G,{W1,...,Wt},k)beaninstanceand(A,S,B)asafesepara-
tion.IfIisayes-instance,thenbothI/(A,S)andI/(B,S)areyes-instances.

Proof.Bythesymmetryofthedefinitionofsafeseparation,itsufficestoshowthat
I/(A,S)isayes-instance.

LetWaandWbbethespanningterminalcliquesof(A,S,B)and(X,(T,bag))asolution
ofI.BecauseWbisacliqueinGandiscontainedinX,thereexistsanoder∈V(T)

withWb⊆bag(r),whichimpliesthatSislinkedintobag(r)∩(B∪S).WeusethePulling
Lemma(Lemma5.8)withtheseparation(A,S,B)andthenodertoobtainatorsotree
decomposition((X∩A)∪S,(T′,bag′))ofwidthatmostkcontainingabagcontainingS.
Weobservethat((X∩A)∪S,(T′,bag′))isatorsotreedecompositionalsoinG[A∪S],
andbecauseitcoversSand(T′,bag′)containsabagcontainingS,itisalsoatorsotree
decompositioninG/(A,S).Becauseeveryterminalcliquein{W1,...,Wt}/(A,S)isa
subsetof(X∩A)∪S,wehavethat((X∩A)∪S,(T′,bag′))coversŴI/(A,S).

Nextwewillgivethreelemmasarguingthattheflowpotentials“behavewell”when
breakingtheinstancebysafeseparations.Inparticular,propertiesthatnaturallyholdfor
flowalsoholdforflowpotential.Westartbyconsideringasituationwherethebreaking
doesnotchangetheterminalcliques.

Lemma5.28.LetI=(G,{W1,...,Wt},k)beaninstanceand(A,S,B)aseparation.
If{W1,...,Wt}/(A,S)={W1,...,Wt},thenflow-ΦI/(A,S)(Wi)≥flow-ΦI(Wi)forall
terminalcliquesWi.

Proof.Observethatinthiscase,WI/(A,S)(Wi)=WI(Wi),andthereforeitsufficesto
provethatflow-ΦG(Wi,WI(Wi))≤flow-ΦG/(A,S)(Wi,WI(Wi)).

Wearguebythedefinitionofflowpotential.First,ifWi=A∪S,thisholdstrivially,
soassumethatWi⊂A∪S.Let(A′,S′,B′)beaseparationinG/(A,S)ofminimum
ordersothatWi⊆A′∪S′,WI(Wi)⊆B′∪S′,andB′isnon-empty.Now,Sisaclique
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must hold that u, v ∈ A ∪ S or u, v ∈ B ∪ S. If u, v ∈ S, then there clearly is a bag
containing them, so by assume without loss of generality that u ∈ A and v ∈ A ∪ S.
The internal vertices of the path between u and v must be in A \ XA, and therefore
uv ∈ E(torsoG/(A,S)(XA)), implying that uv is in some bag of TA. Therefore TA ∪S TB
satisfies the edge condition.

We then show the other direction of correctness by applying the Pulling Lemma
(Lemma 5.8).

Lemma 5.27. Let I = (G, {W1, . . . ,Wt}, k) be an instance and (A, S,B) a safe separa-
tion. If I is a yes-instance, then both I / (A, S) and I / (B, S) are yes-instances.

Proof. By the symmetry of the definition of safe separation, it suffices to show that
I / (A, S) is a yes-instance.

Let Wa and Wb be the spanning terminal cliques of (A, S,B) and (X, (T, bag)) a solution
of I. Because Wb is a clique in G and is contained in X, there exists a node r ∈ V (T )

withWb ⊆ bag(r), which implies that S is linked into bag(r)∩(B∪S). We use the Pulling
Lemma (Lemma 5.8) with the separation (A, S,B) and the node r to obtain a torso tree
decomposition ((X ∩A)∪ S, (T ′, bag′)) of width at most k containing a bag containing S.
We observe that ((X ∩ A) ∪ S, (T ′, bag′)) is a torso tree decomposition also in G[A ∪ S],
and because it covers S and (T ′, bag′) contains a bag containing S, it is also a torso tree
decomposition in G / (A, S). Because every terminal clique in {W1, . . . ,Wt} / (A, S) is a
subset of (X ∩ A) ∪ S, we have that ((X ∩ A) ∪ S, (T ′, bag′)) covers ŴI/(A,S).

Next we will give three lemmas arguing that the flow potentials “behave well” when
breaking the instance by safe separations. In particular, properties that naturally hold for
flow also hold for flow potential. We start by considering a situation where the breaking
does not change the terminal cliques.

Lemma 5.28. Let I = (G, {W1, . . . ,Wt}, k) be an instance and (A, S,B) a separation.
If {W1, . . . ,Wt} / (A, S) = {W1, . . . ,Wt}, then flow-ΦI/(A,S)(Wi) ≥ flow-ΦI(Wi) for all
terminal cliques Wi.

Proof. Observe that in this case, W I/(A,S)(Wi) = W I(Wi), and therefore it suffices to
prove that flow-ΦG(Wi,W I(Wi)) ≤ flow-ΦG/(A,S)(Wi,W I(Wi)).

We argue by the definition of flow potential. First, if Wi = A ∪ S, this holds trivially,
so assume that Wi ⊂ A ∪ S. Let (A′, S ′, B′) be a separation in G / (A, S) of minimum
order so that Wi ⊆ A′ ∪ S ′, W I(Wi) ⊆ B′ ∪ S ′, and B′ is non-empty. Now, S is a clique
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must hold that u, v ∈ A ∪ S or u, v ∈ B ∪ S. If u, v ∈ S, then there clearly is a bag
containing them, so by assume without loss of generality that u ∈ A and v ∈ A ∪ S.
The internal vertices of the path between u and v must be in A \ XA, and therefore
uv ∈ E(torsoG/(A,S)(XA)), implying that uv is in some bag of TA. Therefore TA ∪S TB
satisfies the edge condition.

We then show the other direction of correctness by applying the Pulling Lemma
(Lemma 5.8).

Lemma 5.27. Let I = (G, {W1, . . . ,Wt}, k) be an instance and (A, S,B) a safe separa-
tion. If I is a yes-instance, then both I / (A, S) and I / (B, S) are yes-instances.

Proof. By the symmetry of the definition of safe separation, it suffices to show that
I / (A, S) is a yes-instance.

Let Wa and Wb be the spanning terminal cliques of (A, S,B) and (X, (T, bag)) a solution
of I. Because Wb is a clique in G and is contained in X, there exists a node r ∈ V (T )

withWb ⊆ bag(r), which implies that S is linked into bag(r)∩(B∪S). We use the Pulling
Lemma (Lemma 5.8) with the separation (A, S,B) and the node r to obtain a torso tree
decomposition ((X ∩A)∪ S, (T ′, bag′)) of width at most k containing a bag containing S.
We observe that ((X ∩ A) ∪ S, (T ′, bag′)) is a torso tree decomposition also in G[A ∪ S],
and because it covers S and (T ′, bag′) contains a bag containing S, it is also a torso tree
decomposition in G / (A, S). Because every terminal clique in {W1, . . . ,Wt} / (A, S) is a
subset of (X ∩ A) ∪ S, we have that ((X ∩ A) ∪ S, (T ′, bag′)) covers ŴI/(A,S).

Next we will give three lemmas arguing that the flow potentials “behave well” when
breaking the instance by safe separations. In particular, properties that naturally hold for
flow also hold for flow potential. We start by considering a situation where the breaking
does not change the terminal cliques.

Lemma 5.28. Let I = (G, {W1, . . . ,Wt}, k) be an instance and (A, S,B) a separation.
If {W1, . . . ,Wt} / (A, S) = {W1, . . . ,Wt}, then flow-ΦI/(A,S)(Wi) ≥ flow-ΦI(Wi) for all
terminal cliques Wi.

Proof. Observe that in this case, W I/(A,S)(Wi) = W I(Wi), and therefore it suffices to
prove that flow-ΦG(Wi,W I(Wi)) ≤ flow-ΦG/(A,S)(Wi,W I(Wi)).

We argue by the definition of flow potential. First, if Wi = A ∪ S, this holds trivially,
so assume that Wi ⊂ A ∪ S. Let (A′, S ′, B′) be a separation in G / (A, S) of minimum
order so that Wi ⊆ A′ ∪ S ′, W I(Wi) ⊆ B′ ∪ S ′, and B′ is non-empty. Now, S is a clique

134Exactand(1+ε)-approximationalgorithmsfortreewidth

mustholdthatu,v∈A∪Soru,v∈B∪S.Ifu,v∈S,thenthereclearlyisabag
containingthem,sobyassumewithoutlossofgeneralitythatu∈Aandv∈A∪S.
TheinternalverticesofthepathbetweenuandvmustbeinA\XA,andtherefore
uv∈E(torsoG/(A,S)(XA)),implyingthatuvisinsomebagofTA.ThereforeTA∪STB
satisfiestheedgecondition.

WethenshowtheotherdirectionofcorrectnessbyapplyingthePullingLemma
(Lemma5.8).

Lemma5.27.LetI=(G,{W1,...,Wt},k)beaninstanceand(A,S,B)asafesepara-
tion.IfIisayes-instance,thenbothI/(A,S)andI/(B,S)areyes-instances.

Proof.Bythesymmetryofthedefinitionofsafeseparation,itsufficestoshowthat
I/(A,S)isayes-instance.

LetWaandWbbethespanningterminalcliquesof(A,S,B)and(X,(T,bag))asolution
ofI.BecauseWbisacliqueinGandiscontainedinX,thereexistsanoder∈V(T)

withWb⊆bag(r),whichimpliesthatSislinkedintobag(r)∩(B∪S).WeusethePulling
Lemma(Lemma5.8)withtheseparation(A,S,B)andthenodertoobtainatorsotree
decomposition((X∩A)∪S,(T′,bag′))ofwidthatmostkcontainingabagcontainingS.
Weobservethat((X∩A)∪S,(T′,bag′))isatorsotreedecompositionalsoinG[A∪S],
andbecauseitcoversSand(T′,bag′)containsabagcontainingS,itisalsoatorsotree
decompositioninG/(A,S).Becauseeveryterminalcliquein{W1,...,Wt}/(A,S)isa
subsetof(X∩A)∪S,wehavethat((X∩A)∪S,(T′,bag′))coversŴI/(A,S).

Nextwewillgivethreelemmasarguingthattheflowpotentials“behavewell”when
breakingtheinstancebysafeseparations.Inparticular,propertiesthatnaturallyholdfor
flowalsoholdforflowpotential.Westartbyconsideringasituationwherethebreaking
doesnotchangetheterminalcliques.

Lemma5.28.LetI=(G,{W1,...,Wt},k)beaninstanceand(A,S,B)aseparation.
If{W1,...,Wt}/(A,S)={W1,...,Wt},thenflow-ΦI/(A,S)(Wi)≥flow-ΦI(Wi)forall
terminalcliquesWi.

Proof.Observethatinthiscase,WI/(A,S)(Wi)=WI(Wi),andthereforeitsufficesto
provethatflow-ΦG(Wi,WI(Wi))≤flow-ΦG/(A,S)(Wi,WI(Wi)).

Wearguebythedefinitionofflowpotential.First,ifWi=A∪S,thisholdstrivially,
soassumethatWi⊂A∪S.Let(A′,S′,B′)beaseparationinG/(A,S)ofminimum
ordersothatWi⊆A′∪S′,WI(Wi)⊆B′∪S′,andB′isnon-empty.Now,Sisaclique
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mustholdthatu,v∈A∪Soru,v∈B∪S.Ifu,v∈S,thenthereclearlyisabag
containingthem,sobyassumewithoutlossofgeneralitythatu∈Aandv∈A∪S.
TheinternalverticesofthepathbetweenuandvmustbeinA\XA,andtherefore
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decompositioninG/(A,S).Becauseeveryterminalcliquein{W1,...,Wt}/(A,S)isa
subsetof(X∩A)∪S,wehavethat((X∩A)∪S,(T′,bag′))coversŴI/(A,S).

Nextwewillgivethreelemmasarguingthattheflowpotentials“behavewell”when
breakingtheinstancebysafeseparations.Inparticular,propertiesthatnaturallyholdfor
flowalsoholdforflowpotential.Westartbyconsideringasituationwherethebreaking
doesnotchangetheterminalcliques.

Lemma5.28.LetI=(G,{W1,...,Wt},k)beaninstanceand(A,S,B)aseparation.
If{W1,...,Wt}/(A,S)={W1,...,Wt},thenflow-ΦI/(A,S)(Wi)≥flow-ΦI(Wi)forall
terminalcliquesWi.

Proof.Observethatinthiscase,WI/(A,S)(Wi)=WI(Wi),andthereforeitsufficesto
provethatflow-ΦG(Wi,WI(Wi))≤flow-ΦG/(A,S)(Wi,WI(Wi)).

Wearguebythedefinitionofflowpotential.First,ifWi=A∪S,thisholdstrivially,
soassumethatWi⊂A∪S.Let(A′,S′,B′)beaseparationinG/(A,S)ofminimum
ordersothatWi⊆A′∪S′,WI(Wi)⊆B′∪S′,andB′isnon-empty.Now,Sisaclique
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mustholdthatu,v∈A∪Soru,v∈B∪S.Ifu,v∈S,thenthereclearlyisabag
containingthem,sobyassumewithoutlossofgeneralitythatu∈Aandv∈A∪S.
TheinternalverticesofthepathbetweenuandvmustbeinA\XA,andtherefore
uv∈E(torsoG/(A,S)(XA)),implyingthatuvisinsomebagofTA.ThereforeTA∪STB
satisfiestheedgecondition.

WethenshowtheotherdirectionofcorrectnessbyapplyingthePullingLemma
(Lemma5.8).

Lemma5.27.LetI=(G,{W1,...,Wt},k)beaninstanceand(A,S,B)asafesepara-
tion.IfIisayes-instance,thenbothI/(A,S)andI/(B,S)areyes-instances.

Proof.Bythesymmetryofthedefinitionofsafeseparation,itsufficestoshowthat
I/(A,S)isayes-instance.

LetWaandWbbethespanningterminalcliquesof(A,S,B)and(X,(T,bag))asolution
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withWb⊆bag(r),whichimpliesthatSislinkedintobag(r)∩(B∪S).WeusethePulling
Lemma(Lemma5.8)withtheseparation(A,S,B)andthenodertoobtainatorsotree
decomposition((X∩A)∪S,(T′,bag′))ofwidthatmostkcontainingabagcontainingS.
Weobservethat((X∩A)∪S,(T′,bag′))isatorsotreedecompositionalsoinG[A∪S],
andbecauseitcoversSand(T′,bag′)containsabagcontainingS,itisalsoatorsotree
decompositioninG/(A,S).Becauseeveryterminalcliquein{W1,...,Wt}/(A,S)isa
subsetof(X∩A)∪S,wehavethat((X∩A)∪S,(T′,bag′))coversŴI/(A,S).

Nextwewillgivethreelemmasarguingthattheflowpotentials“behavewell”when
breakingtheinstancebysafeseparations.Inparticular,propertiesthatnaturallyholdfor
flowalsoholdforflowpotential.Westartbyconsideringasituationwherethebreaking
doesnotchangetheterminalcliques.

Lemma5.28.LetI=(G,{W1,...,Wt},k)beaninstanceand(A,S,B)aseparation.
If{W1,...,Wt}/(A,S)={W1,...,Wt},thenflow-ΦI/(A,S)(Wi)≥flow-ΦI(Wi)forall
terminalcliquesWi.

Proof.Observethatinthiscase,WI/(A,S)(Wi)=WI(Wi),andthereforeitsufficesto
provethatflow-ΦG(Wi,WI(Wi))≤flow-ΦG/(A,S)(Wi,WI(Wi)).

Wearguebythedefinitionofflowpotential.First,ifWi=A∪S,thisholdstrivially,
soassumethatWi⊂A∪S.Let(A′,S′,B′)beaseparationinG/(A,S)ofminimum
ordersothatWi⊆A′∪S′,WI(Wi)⊆B′∪S′,andB′isnon-empty.Now,Sisaclique
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If{W1,...,Wt}/(A,S)={W1,...,Wt},thenflow-ΦI/(A,S)(Wi)≥flow-ΦI(Wi)forall
terminalcliquesWi.

Proof.Observethatinthiscase,WI/(A,S)(Wi)=WI(Wi),andthereforeitsufficesto
provethatflow-ΦG(Wi,WI(Wi))≤flow-ΦG/(A,S)(Wi,WI(Wi)).

Wearguebythedefinitionofflowpotential.First,ifWi=A∪S,thisholdstrivially,
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in G/ (A, S), so either S ⊆ A′ ∪ S ′ or S ⊆ B′ ∪ S ′. If S ⊆ A′ ∪ S ′ then (A′ ∪B, S ′, B′) is
a separation in G, and if S ⊆ B′ ∪ S ′ then (A′, S ′, B′ ∪B) is a separation in G. In either
case, flow-ΦG(Wi,W I(Wi)) ≤ |S ′| = flow-ΦG/(A,S)(Wi,W I(Wi)).

We then argue that for most of the terminal cliques the flow potential does not decrease
when going from I to I / (A, S).

Lemma 5.29. Let I = (G, {W1, . . . ,Wt}, k) be an instance, (A, S,B) a separation, and
Wi a terminal clique of both I and I/(A, S) so that there exists some other terminal clique
Wj 6= Wi of I / (A, S) that is a superset of S. Then, flow-ΦI/(A,S)(Wi) ≥ flow-ΦI(Wi).

Proof. We observe that because Wj ⊇ S, it holds that W I/(A,S)(Wi) = (W I(Wi)∩A)∪S.
Therefore, it suffices to prove that

flow-ΦG(Wi,W I(Wi)) ≤ flow-ΦG/(A,S)(Wi, (W I(Wi) ∩ A) ∪ S).

We argue by the definition of flow potential. First, if Wi = A ∪ S, the lemma holds
trivially, so assume that Wi ⊂ A ∪ S. Let (A′, S ′, B′) be a separation in G / (A, S) of
minimum order so that Wi ⊆ A′ ∪ S ′, (W I(Wi) ∩A) ∪ S ⊆ B′ ∪ S ′, and B′ is non-empty.
Now, because S ⊆ B′ ∪ S ′, we have that (A′, S ′, B′ ∪B) is a separation in G. Note that
W I(Wi) ⊆ S ′ ∪ B′ ∪ B, so it follows that

flow-ΦG(Wi,W I(Wi)) ≤ |S ′| = flow-ΦG/(A,S)(Wi, (W I(Wi) ∩ A) ∪ S).

Then, we reduce the task of analyzing the flow potentials of I / (A, S) into three cases.

Lemma 5.30. Let I = (G, {W1, . . . ,Wt}, k) be an instance and (A, S,B) a safe separa-
tion. At least one of the following holds:

1. I / (A, S) has less terminal cliques than I,

2. {W1, . . . ,Wt} / (A, S) = {W1, . . . ,Wt}, or

3. S is a terminal clique of I / (A, S) but not of I, and there exists a terminal clique
Wi of I with Wi ∩ B 6= ∅ and flow-ΦI/(A,S)(S) ≥ flow-ΦI(Wi).

Proof. Let Wa and Wb be the spanning terminal cliques of (A, S,B). If Wb ⊆ A∪S, then
Wb is also a superset of S because S is linked into Wb ∩ (S ∪ B), and either Item 1 or

5.4AlgorithmforPartitionedSubsetTreewidth135

inG/(A,S),soeitherS⊆A′∪S′orS⊆B′∪S′.IfS⊆A′∪S′then(A′∪B,S′,B′)is
aseparationinG,andifS⊆B′∪S′then(A′,S′,B′∪B)isaseparationinG.Ineither
case,flow-ΦG(Wi,WI(Wi))≤|S′|=flow-ΦG/(A,S)(Wi,WI(Wi)).

Wethenarguethatformostoftheterminalcliquestheflowpotentialdoesnotdecrease
whengoingfromItoI/(A,S).

Lemma5.29.LetI=(G,{W1,...,Wt},k)beaninstance,(A,S,B)aseparation,and
WiaterminalcliqueofbothIandI/(A,S)sothatthereexistssomeotherterminalclique
Wj6=WiofI/(A,S)thatisasupersetofS.Then,flow-ΦI/(A,S)(Wi)≥flow-ΦI(Wi).

Proof.WeobservethatbecauseWj⊇S,itholdsthatWI/(A,S)(Wi)=(WI(Wi)∩A)∪S.
Therefore,itsufficestoprovethat

flow-ΦG(Wi,WI(Wi))≤flow-ΦG/(A,S)(Wi,(WI(Wi)∩A)∪S).

Wearguebythedefinitionofflowpotential.First,ifWi=A∪S,thelemmaholds
trivially,soassumethatWi⊂A∪S.Let(A′,S′,B′)beaseparationinG/(A,S)of
minimumordersothatWi⊆A′∪S′,(WI(Wi)∩A)∪S⊆B′∪S′,andB′isnon-empty.
Now,becauseS⊆B′∪S′,wehavethat(A′,S′,B′∪B)isaseparationinG.Notethat
WI(Wi)⊆S′∪B′∪B,soitfollowsthat

flow-ΦG(Wi,WI(Wi))≤|S′|=flow-ΦG/(A,S)(Wi,(WI(Wi)∩A)∪S).

Then,wereducethetaskofanalyzingtheflowpotentialsofI/(A,S)intothreecases.

Lemma5.30.LetI=(G,{W1,...,Wt},k)beaninstanceand(A,S,B)asafesepara-
tion.Atleastoneofthefollowingholds:

1.I/(A,S)haslessterminalcliquesthanI,

2.{W1,...,Wt}/(A,S)={W1,...,Wt},or

3.SisaterminalcliqueofI/(A,S)butnotofI,andthereexistsaterminalclique
WiofIwithWi∩B6=∅andflow-ΦI/(A,S)(S)≥flow-ΦI(Wi).

Proof.LetWaandWbbethespanningterminalcliquesof(A,S,B).IfWb⊆A∪S,then
WbisalsoasupersetofSbecauseSislinkedintoWb∩(S∪B),andeitherItem1or
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Wearguebythedefinitionofflowpotential.First,ifWi=A∪S,thelemmaholds
trivially,soassumethatWi⊂A∪S.Let(A′,S′,B′)beaseparationinG/(A,S)of
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WI(Wi)⊆S′∪B′∪B,soitfollowsthat

flow-ΦG(Wi,WI(Wi))≤|S′|=flow-ΦG/(A,S)(Wi,(WI(Wi)∩A)∪S).

Then,wereducethetaskofanalyzingtheflowpotentialsofI/(A,S)intothreecases.

Lemma5.30.LetI=(G,{W1,...,Wt},k)beaninstanceand(A,S,B)asafesepara-
tion.Atleastoneofthefollowingholds:

1.I/(A,S)haslessterminalcliquesthanI,

2.{W1,...,Wt}/(A,S)={W1,...,Wt},or

3.SisaterminalcliqueofI/(A,S)butnotofI,andthereexistsaterminalclique
WiofIwithWi∩B6=∅andflow-ΦI/(A,S)(S)≥flow-ΦI(Wi).
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in G/ (A, S), so either S ⊆ A′ ∪ S ′ or S ⊆ B′ ∪ S ′. If S ⊆ A′ ∪ S ′ then (A′ ∪B, S ′, B′) is
a separation in G, and if S ⊆ B′ ∪ S ′ then (A′, S ′, B′ ∪B) is a separation in G. In either
case, flow-ΦG(Wi,W I(Wi)) ≤ |S ′| = flow-ΦG/(A,S)(Wi,W I(Wi)).

We then argue that for most of the terminal cliques the flow potential does not decrease
when going from I to I / (A, S).

Lemma 5.29. Let I = (G, {W1, . . . ,Wt}, k) be an instance, (A, S,B) a separation, and
Wi a terminal clique of both I and I/(A, S) so that there exists some other terminal clique
Wj 6= Wi of I / (A, S) that is a superset of S. Then, flow-ΦI/(A,S)(Wi) ≥ flow-ΦI(Wi).

Proof. We observe that because Wj ⊇ S, it holds that W I/(A,S)(Wi) = (W I(Wi)∩A)∪S.
Therefore, it suffices to prove that

flow-ΦG(Wi,W I(Wi)) ≤ flow-ΦG/(A,S)(Wi, (W I(Wi) ∩ A) ∪ S).

We argue by the definition of flow potential. First, if Wi = A ∪ S, the lemma holds
trivially, so assume that Wi ⊂ A ∪ S. Let (A′, S ′, B′) be a separation in G / (A, S) of
minimum order so that Wi ⊆ A′ ∪ S ′, (W I(Wi) ∩A) ∪ S ⊆ B′ ∪ S ′, and B′ is non-empty.
Now, because S ⊆ B′ ∪ S ′, we have that (A′, S ′, B′ ∪B) is a separation in G. Note that
W I(Wi) ⊆ S ′ ∪ B′ ∪ B, so it follows that

flow-ΦG(Wi,W I(Wi)) ≤ |S ′| = flow-ΦG/(A,S)(Wi, (W I(Wi) ∩ A) ∪ S).

Then, we reduce the task of analyzing the flow potentials of I / (A, S) into three cases.

Lemma 5.30. Let I = (G, {W1, . . . ,Wt}, k) be an instance and (A, S,B) a safe separa-
tion. At least one of the following holds:

1. I / (A, S) has less terminal cliques than I,

2. {W1, . . . ,Wt} / (A, S) = {W1, . . . ,Wt}, or

3. S is a terminal clique of I / (A, S) but not of I, and there exists a terminal clique
Wi of I with Wi ∩ B 6= ∅ and flow-ΦI/(A,S)(S) ≥ flow-ΦI(Wi).

Proof. Let Wa and Wb be the spanning terminal cliques of (A, S,B). If Wb ⊆ A∪S, then
Wb is also a superset of S because S is linked into Wb ∩ (S ∪ B), and either Item 1 or
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We then argue that for most of the terminal cliques the flow potential does not decrease
when going from I to I / (A, S).

Lemma 5.29. Let I = (G, {W1, . . . ,Wt}, k) be an instance, (A, S,B) a separation, and
Wi a terminal clique of both I and I/(A, S) so that there exists some other terminal clique
Wj 6= Wi of I / (A, S) that is a superset of S. Then, flow-ΦI/(A,S)(Wi) ≥ flow-ΦI(Wi).

Proof. We observe that because Wj ⊇ S, it holds that W I/(A,S)(Wi) = (W I(Wi)∩A)∪S.
Therefore, it suffices to prove that

flow-ΦG(Wi,W I(Wi)) ≤ flow-ΦG/(A,S)(Wi, (W I(Wi) ∩ A) ∪ S).

We argue by the definition of flow potential. First, if Wi = A ∪ S, the lemma holds
trivially, so assume that Wi ⊂ A ∪ S. Let (A′, S ′, B′) be a separation in G / (A, S) of
minimum order so that Wi ⊆ A′ ∪ S ′, (W I(Wi) ∩A) ∪ S ⊆ B′ ∪ S ′, and B′ is non-empty.
Now, because S ⊆ B′ ∪ S ′, we have that (A′, S ′, B′ ∪B) is a separation in G. Note that
W I(Wi) ⊆ S ′ ∪ B′ ∪ B, so it follows that

flow-ΦG(Wi,W I(Wi)) ≤ |S ′| = flow-ΦG/(A,S)(Wi, (W I(Wi) ∩ A) ∪ S).

Then, we reduce the task of analyzing the flow potentials of I / (A, S) into three cases.

Lemma 5.30. Let I = (G, {W1, . . . ,Wt}, k) be an instance and (A, S,B) a safe separa-
tion. At least one of the following holds:

1. I / (A, S) has less terminal cliques than I,

2. {W1, . . . ,Wt} / (A, S) = {W1, . . . ,Wt}, or

3. S is a terminal clique of I / (A, S) but not of I, and there exists a terminal clique
Wi of I with Wi ∩ B 6= ∅ and flow-ΦI/(A,S)(S) ≥ flow-ΦI(Wi).

Proof. Let Wa and Wb be the spanning terminal cliques of (A, S,B). If Wb ⊆ A∪S, then
Wb is also a superset of S because S is linked into Wb ∩ (S ∪ B), and either Item 1 or
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inG/(A,S),soeitherS⊆A′∪S′orS⊆B′∪S′.IfS⊆A′∪S′then(A′∪B,S′,B′)is
aseparationinG,andifS⊆B′∪S′then(A′,S′,B′∪B)isaseparationinG.Ineither
case,flow-ΦG(Wi,WI(Wi))≤|S′|=flow-ΦG/(A,S)(Wi,WI(Wi)).

Wethenarguethatformostoftheterminalcliquestheflowpotentialdoesnotdecrease
whengoingfromItoI/(A,S).

Lemma5.29.LetI=(G,{W1,...,Wt},k)beaninstance,(A,S,B)aseparation,and
WiaterminalcliqueofbothIandI/(A,S)sothatthereexistssomeotherterminalclique
Wj6=WiofI/(A,S)thatisasupersetofS.Then,flow-ΦI/(A,S)(Wi)≥flow-ΦI(Wi).

Proof.WeobservethatbecauseWj⊇S,itholdsthatWI/(A,S)(Wi)=(WI(Wi)∩A)∪S.
Therefore,itsufficestoprovethat

flow-ΦG(Wi,WI(Wi))≤flow-ΦG/(A,S)(Wi,(WI(Wi)∩A)∪S).

Wearguebythedefinitionofflowpotential.First,ifWi=A∪S,thelemmaholds
trivially,soassumethatWi⊂A∪S.Let(A′,S′,B′)beaseparationinG/(A,S)of
minimumordersothatWi⊆A′∪S′,(WI(Wi)∩A)∪S⊆B′∪S′,andB′isnon-empty.
Now,becauseS⊆B′∪S′,wehavethat(A′,S′,B′∪B)isaseparationinG.Notethat
WI(Wi)⊆S′∪B′∪B,soitfollowsthat

flow-ΦG(Wi,WI(Wi))≤|S′|=flow-ΦG/(A,S)(Wi,(WI(Wi)∩A)∪S).

Then,wereducethetaskofanalyzingtheflowpotentialsofI/(A,S)intothreecases.

Lemma5.30.LetI=(G,{W1,...,Wt},k)beaninstanceand(A,S,B)asafesepara-
tion.Atleastoneofthefollowingholds:

1.I/(A,S)haslessterminalcliquesthanI,

2.{W1,...,Wt}/(A,S)={W1,...,Wt},or

3.SisaterminalcliqueofI/(A,S)butnotofI,andthereexistsaterminalclique
WiofIwithWi∩B6=∅andflow-ΦI/(A,S)(S)≥flow-ΦI(Wi).

Proof.LetWaandWbbethespanningterminalcliquesof(A,S,B).IfWb⊆A∪S,then
WbisalsoasupersetofSbecauseSislinkedintoWb∩(S∪B),andeitherItem1or
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Lemma5.30.LetI=(G,{W1,...,Wt},k)beaninstanceand(A,S,B)asafesepara-
tion.Atleastoneofthefollowingholds:

1.I/(A,S)haslessterminalcliquesthanI,

2.{W1,...,Wt}/(A,S)={W1,...,Wt},or

3.SisaterminalcliqueofI/(A,S)butnotofI,andthereexistsaterminalclique
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Proof.LetWaandWbbethespanningterminalcliquesof(A,S,B).IfWb⊆A∪S,then
WbisalsoasupersetofSbecauseSislinkedintoWb∩(S∪B),andeitherItem1or
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Item 2 holds. Then, if Wb intersects B and also some other terminal clique intersects B,
Item 1 holds. It remains to prove that if Wb is the only terminal clique that intersects B
and I / (A, S) has the same number of terminal cliques as I, then Item 3 holds.

In this case, S is a terminal clique of I / (A, S) but not of I, and W I/(A,S)(S) = W I(Wb),
implying that it suffices to prove that flow-ΦG(Wb,W I(Wb)) ≤ flow-ΦG/(A,S)(S,W I(Wb)).
We argue by the definition of flow potential. Because (A, S,B) is a strict separation, it
holds that S ⊂ A ∪ S. Let (A′, S ′, B′) be a separation in G / (A, S) of minimum order so
that S ⊆ A′ ∪ S ′, W I(Wb) ⊆ B′ ∪ S ′, and B′ is non-empty. Now, because S ⊆ A′ ∪ S ′,
we have that (A′ ∪ B, S ′, B′) is a separation in G. As Wb ⊆ A′ ∪ B ∪ S ′, it follows that
flow-ΦG(Wb,W I(Wb)) ≤ |S ′| = flow-ΦG/(A,S)(S,W I(Wb)).

We then show that safe separations can be found efficiently.

Lemma 5.31. There is a kO(1)m time algorithm for finding a safe separation or deciding
that none exist.

Proof. We try all pairs of terminal cliques Wa and Wb and find safe separations whose
spanning terminal cliques Wa and Wb are.

Let (A, S,B) be a safe separation and Wa and Wb its spanning terminal cliques. First,
consider safe separators where (A, S,B) where S ⊆ Wa or S ⊆ Wb. Assume without
loss of generality that S ⊆ Wa. We can find such safe separations by checking if G \Wa

has at least two connected components, and also trying all w ∈ Wa and checking if
G \ (Wa \ {w}) has at least two connected components.

Then, consider safe separations (A, S,B) spanned by Wa and Wb so that S is not a
subset of Wa or Wb. In this case Wa intersects A and Wb intersects B, and S is a
(Wa,Wb)-separator. By the symmetry of the definition we may assume that |Wa| ≤ |Wb|.
If Wa is strongly linked into Wb, then no such safe separators exists. Then, if Wa is
not strongly linked into Wb, any minimum size (Wa,Wb)-separator S with S 6= Wa and
S 6= Wb corresponds to a safe separator, and can be found by standard flow computations
in kO(1)m time.

Then, we state the fact that applying safe separations makes all pairs of terminal cliques
strongly linked into each other.

Lemma 5.32. If I has no safe separations, then for each pair of terminal cliques Wi,Wj

with |Wi| ≤ |Wj|, it holds that Wi is strongly linked into Wj.
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Item2holds.Then,ifWbintersectsBandalsosomeotherterminalcliqueintersectsB,
Item1holds.ItremainstoprovethatifWbistheonlyterminalcliquethatintersectsB
andI/(A,S)hasthesamenumberofterminalcliquesasI,thenItem3holds.

Inthiscase,SisaterminalcliqueofI/(A,S)butnotofI,andWI/(A,S)(S)=WI(Wb),
implyingthatitsufficestoprovethatflow-ΦG(Wb,WI(Wb))≤flow-ΦG/(A,S)(S,WI(Wb)).
Wearguebythedefinitionofflowpotential.Because(A,S,B)isastrictseparation,it
holdsthatS⊂A∪S.Let(A′,S′,B′)beaseparationinG/(A,S)ofminimumorderso
thatS⊆A′∪S′,WI(Wb)⊆B′∪S′,andB′isnon-empty.Now,becauseS⊆A′∪S′,
wehavethat(A′∪B,S′,B′)isaseparationinG.AsWb⊆A′∪B∪S′,itfollowsthat
flow-ΦG(Wb,WI(Wb))≤|S′|=flow-ΦG/(A,S)(S,WI(Wb)).

Wethenshowthatsafeseparationscanbefoundefficiently.

Lemma5.31.ThereisakO(1)mtimealgorithmforfindingasafeseparationordeciding
thatnoneexist.

Proof.WetryallpairsofterminalcliquesWaandWbandfindsafeseparationswhose
spanningterminalcliquesWaandWbare.

Let(A,S,B)beasafeseparationandWaandWbitsspanningterminalcliques.First,
considersafeseparatorswhere(A,S,B)whereS⊆WaorS⊆Wb.Assumewithout
lossofgeneralitythatS⊆Wa.WecanfindsuchsafeseparationsbycheckingifG\Wa

hasatleasttwoconnectedcomponents,andalsotryingallw∈Waandcheckingif
G\(Wa\{w})hasatleasttwoconnectedcomponents.

Then,considersafeseparations(A,S,B)spannedbyWaandWbsothatSisnota
subsetofWaorWb.InthiscaseWaintersectsAandWbintersectsB,andSisa
(Wa,Wb)-separator.Bythesymmetryofthedefinitionwemayassumethat|Wa|≤|Wb|.
IfWaisstronglylinkedintoWb,thennosuchsafeseparatorsexists.Then,ifWais
notstronglylinkedintoWb,anyminimumsize(Wa,Wb)-separatorSwithS6=Waand
S6=Wbcorrespondstoasafeseparator,andcanbefoundbystandardflowcomputations
inkO(1)mtime.

Then,westatethefactthatapplyingsafeseparationsmakesallpairsofterminalcliques
stronglylinkedintoeachother.

Lemma5.32.IfIhasnosafeseparations,thenforeachpairofterminalcliquesWi,Wj

with|Wi|≤|Wj|,itholdsthatWiisstronglylinkedintoWj.
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Item 2 holds. Then, if Wb intersects B and also some other terminal clique intersects B,
Item 1 holds. It remains to prove that if Wb is the only terminal clique that intersects B
and I / (A, S) has the same number of terminal cliques as I, then Item 3 holds.

In this case, S is a terminal clique of I / (A, S) but not of I, and W I/(A,S)(S) = W I(Wb),
implying that it suffices to prove that flow-ΦG(Wb,W I(Wb)) ≤ flow-ΦG/(A,S)(S,W I(Wb)).
We argue by the definition of flow potential. Because (A, S,B) is a strict separation, it
holds that S ⊂ A ∪ S. Let (A′, S ′, B′) be a separation in G / (A, S) of minimum order so
that S ⊆ A′ ∪ S ′, W I(Wb) ⊆ B′ ∪ S ′, and B′ is non-empty. Now, because S ⊆ A′ ∪ S ′,
we have that (A′ ∪ B, S ′, B′) is a separation in G. As Wb ⊆ A′ ∪ B ∪ S ′, it follows that
flow-ΦG(Wb,W I(Wb)) ≤ |S ′| = flow-ΦG/(A,S)(S,W I(Wb)).

We then show that safe separations can be found efficiently.

Lemma 5.31. There is a kO(1)
m time algorithm for finding a safe separation or deciding

that none exist.

Proof. We try all pairs of terminal cliques Wa and Wb and find safe separations whose
spanning terminal cliques Wa and Wb are.

Let (A, S,B) be a safe separation and Wa and Wb its spanning terminal cliques. First,
consider safe separators where (A, S,B) where S ⊆ Wa or S ⊆ Wb. Assume without
loss of generality that S ⊆ Wa. We can find such safe separations by checking if G \Wa

has at least two connected components, and also trying all w ∈ Wa and checking if
G \ (Wa \ {w}) has at least two connected components.

Then, consider safe separations (A, S,B) spanned by Wa and Wb so that S is not a
subset of Wa or Wb. In this case Wa intersects A and Wb intersects B, and S is a
(Wa,Wb)-separator. By the symmetry of the definition we may assume that |Wa| ≤ |Wb|.
If Wa is strongly linked into Wb, then no such safe separators exists. Then, if Wa is
not strongly linked into Wb, any minimum size (Wa,Wb)-separator S with S 6= Wa and
S 6= Wb corresponds to a safe separator, and can be found by standard flow computations
in kO(1)

m time.

Then, we state the fact that applying safe separations makes all pairs of terminal cliques
strongly linked into each other.

Lemma 5.32. If I has no safe separations, then for each pair of terminal cliques Wi,Wj

with |Wi| ≤ |Wj|, it holds that Wi is strongly linked into Wj.
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Item2holds.Then,ifWbintersectsBandalsosomeotherterminalcliqueintersectsB,
Item1holds.ItremainstoprovethatifWbistheonlyterminalcliquethatintersectsB
andI/(A,S)hasthesamenumberofterminalcliquesasI,thenItem3holds.

Inthiscase,SisaterminalcliqueofI/(A,S)butnotofI,andWI/(A,S)(S)=WI(Wb),
implyingthatitsufficestoprovethatflow-ΦG(Wb,WI(Wb))≤flow-ΦG/(A,S)(S,WI(Wb)).
Wearguebythedefinitionofflowpotential.Because(A,S,B)isastrictseparation,it
holdsthatS⊂A∪S.Let(A′,S′,B′)beaseparationinG/(A,S)ofminimumorderso
thatS⊆A′∪S′,WI(Wb)⊆B′∪S′,andB′isnon-empty.Now,becauseS⊆A′∪S′,
wehavethat(A′∪B,S′,B′)isaseparationinG.AsWb⊆A′∪B∪S′,itfollowsthat
flow-ΦG(Wb,WI(Wb))≤|S′|=flow-ΦG/(A,S)(S,WI(Wb)).

Wethenshowthatsafeseparationscanbefoundefficiently.

Lemma5.31.ThereisakO(1)
mtimealgorithmforfindingasafeseparationordeciding

thatnoneexist.

Proof.WetryallpairsofterminalcliquesWaandWbandfindsafeseparationswhose
spanningterminalcliquesWaandWbare.

Let(A,S,B)beasafeseparationandWaandWbitsspanningterminalcliques.First,
considersafeseparatorswhere(A,S,B)whereS⊆WaorS⊆Wb.Assumewithout
lossofgeneralitythatS⊆Wa.WecanfindsuchsafeseparationsbycheckingifG\Wa

hasatleasttwoconnectedcomponents,andalsotryingallw∈Waandcheckingif
G\(Wa\{w})hasatleasttwoconnectedcomponents.

Then,considersafeseparations(A,S,B)spannedbyWaandWbsothatSisnota
subsetofWaorWb.InthiscaseWaintersectsAandWbintersectsB,andSisa
(Wa,Wb)-separator.Bythesymmetryofthedefinitionwemayassumethat|Wa|≤|Wb|.
IfWaisstronglylinkedintoWb,thennosuchsafeseparatorsexists.Then,ifWais
notstronglylinkedintoWb,anyminimumsize(Wa,Wb)-separatorSwithS6=Waand
S6=Wbcorrespondstoasafeseparator,andcanbefoundbystandardflowcomputations
inkO(1)

mtime.

Then,westatethefactthatapplyingsafeseparationsmakesallpairsofterminalcliques
stronglylinkedintoeachother.

Lemma5.32.IfIhasnosafeseparations,thenforeachpairofterminalcliquesWi,Wj

with|Wi|≤|Wj|,itholdsthatWiisstronglylinkedintoWj.
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Proof. If Wi would not be strongly linked into Wj, then the separator contradicting
strong linkedness would give a safe separation.

5.4.4 Branching

We do two types of branching in our algorithm, terminal clique merging and leaf pushing.

Terminal clique merging

The first type of branching is that we guess that two terminal cliques Wi and Wj are in a
same bag in some solution, and therefore we can actually merge them into one terminal
clique. We introduce some notation for this operation and analyze the flow potential
under it.

Let I = (G, {W1, . . . ,Wt}, k) be an instance. For two distinct terminal cliques Wi and
Wj with |Wi ∪Wj| ≤ k + 1, we denote by {W1, . . . ,Wt} × (Wi,Wj) the set obtained by
removing Wi and Wj from {W1, . . . ,Wt} and inserting Wi ∪Wj (if Wi ∪Wj is already
present, nothing is inserted). We make Wi ∪Wj into a clique in this operation so we
denote G × (Wi,Wj) = G ⊗ (Wi ∪ Wj) and by I × (Wi,Wj) we denote the instance
(G× (Wi,Wj), {W1, . . . ,Wt} × (Wi,Wj), k).

Next we observe that the terminal clique merging does not decrease the flow potentials
of the other terminal cliques.

Lemma 5.33. Let I = (G, {W1, . . . ,Wt}, k) be instance and Wi,Wj,W` ∈ {W1, . . . ,Wt}
three distinct terminal cliques. It holds that flow-ΦI×(Wi,Wj)(W`) ≥ flow-ΦI(W`).

Proof. This follows directly from the facts that W I(W`) = W I×(Wi,Wj)(W`) and any
separation of G× (Wi,Wj) is also a separation of G.

We also observe that any solution of I × (Wi,Wj) is also a solution of I.

We say that I is maximally merged if for any pair of two distinct terminal cliques Wi and
Wj it holds that either |Wi ∪Wj| > k + 1 or I × (Wi,Wj) is a no-instance. In particular,
we can conclude that I is maximally merged after branching on all different ways to
merge two terminal cliques and not finding a solution.
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Proof.IfWiwouldnotbestronglylinkedintoWj,thentheseparatorcontradicting
stronglinkednesswouldgiveasafeseparation.

5.4.4Branching

Wedotwotypesofbranchinginouralgorithm,terminalcliquemergingandleafpushing.

Terminalcliquemerging

ThefirsttypeofbranchingisthatweguessthattwoterminalcliquesWiandWjareina
samebaginsomesolution,andthereforewecanactuallymergethemintooneterminal
clique.Weintroducesomenotationforthisoperationandanalyzetheflowpotential
underit.

LetI=(G,{W1,...,Wt},k)beaninstance.FortwodistinctterminalcliquesWiand
Wjwith|Wi∪Wj|≤k+1,wedenoteby{W1,...,Wt}×(Wi,Wj)thesetobtainedby
removingWiandWjfrom{W1,...,Wt}andinsertingWi∪Wj(ifWi∪Wjisalready
present,nothingisinserted).WemakeWi∪Wjintoacliqueinthisoperationsowe
denoteG×(Wi,Wj)=G⊗(Wi∪Wj)andbyI×(Wi,Wj)wedenotetheinstance
(G×(Wi,Wj),{W1,...,Wt}×(Wi,Wj),k).

Nextweobservethattheterminalcliquemergingdoesnotdecreasetheflowpotentials
oftheotherterminalcliques.

Lemma5.33.LetI=(G,{W1,...,Wt},k)beinstanceandWi,Wj,W`∈{W1,...,Wt}
threedistinctterminalcliques.Itholdsthatflow-ΦI×(Wi,Wj)(W`)≥flow-ΦI(W`).

Proof.ThisfollowsdirectlyfromthefactsthatWI(W`)=WI×(Wi,Wj)(W`)andany
separationofG×(Wi,Wj)isalsoaseparationofG.

WealsoobservethatanysolutionofI×(Wi,Wj)isalsoasolutionofI.

WesaythatIismaximallymergedifforanypairoftwodistinctterminalcliquesWiand
Wjitholdsthateither|Wi∪Wj|>k+1orI×(Wi,Wj)isano-instance.Inparticular,
wecanconcludethatIismaximallymergedafterbranchingonalldifferentwaysto
mergetwoterminalcliquesandnotfindingasolution.
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separationofG×(Wi,Wj)isalsoaseparationofG.

WealsoobservethatanysolutionofI×(Wi,Wj)isalsoasolutionofI.
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Leaf pushing

A terminal clique Wi is a potential forget-clique of I if there exists a solution (X, (T, bag))

of I so that T contains a leaf node ` with a parent p so that Wi ⊆ bag(`) and bag(p) =

bag(`) \ {w} for some w ∈ Wi \W I(Wi). The leaf pushing operation will make progress
by adding a vertex to a potential forget-clique.

Next we show that a maximally merged yes-instance has at least two potential forget-
cliques. The fact that there are at least two of them will be important since we do not
necessarily make progress by leaf pushing a uniquely largest terminal clique.

Lemma 5.34. Let I = (G, {W1, . . . ,Wt}, k) be a yes-instance that is maximally merged
and has t ≥ 2. The instance I has at least two potential forget-cliques.

Proof. Let (X, (T, bag)) be a solution of I that first minimizes |X| and subject to that
minimizes |V (T )|. First, if |V (T )| = 1, then all terminal cliques would be contained in
the only bag of (T, bag), and I would not be maximally merged. Therefore |V (T )| ≥ 2

and T has at least two leaves.

Claim 5.35. For any leaf node ` of T with parent p, it holds that bag(`) \ bag(p) ⊆ ŴI.

Proof of the claim. Suppose that bag(`) \ bag(p) contains a vertex x ∈ V (G) \ ŴI . Let
(T ′, bag′) be the tree decomposition obtained from (T, bag) by removing x from bag(`).
We claim that then (X \ {x}, (T ′, bag′)) is a solution of I that would contradict the
minimality of |X|. It holds that X \ {x} covers ŴI and that the width of (T ′, bag′) is at
most k, so it remains to argue that (T ′, bag′) is a tree decomposition of torsoG(X \ {x}).
Because x occurred only in the bag bag(`), (T ′, bag′) satisfies the vertex condition and
the connectedness condition. For the edge condition, it suffices to prove that any path
from x to X \ {x} intersects bag(`) \ {x}. This follows from Lemma 5.7 by considering a
modified version of (T, bag) where a bag containing bag(`) \ {x} is inserted between `
and p. C

Now, let `, p ∈ V (T ) be some leaf-parent pair. We have that bag(`) \ bag(p) is non-empty
because otherwise we could decrease |V (T )| by removing `. Therefore, by Claim 5.35
there exists a terminal clique Wi that intersects bag(`) \ bag(p). Because Wi is a clique
and the decomposition covers Wi, we know that Wi ⊆ bag(`). We can modify (T, bag)

by adding nodes between ` and p so that the vertices in bag(`) \ bag(p) are forgotten
one-by-one, and that a vertex w ∈ Wi ∩ (bag(`) \ bag(p)) is the first to be forgotten.
In particular, this results in a decomposition where the parent of ` is a node p′ with
bag(p′) = bag(`) \ {w}. Now, if w would be in some other terminal clique Wj 6= Wi, then
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Leafpushing
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(T′,bag′)bethetreedecompositionobtainedfrom(T,bag)byremovingxfrombag(`).
Weclaimthatthen(X\{x},(T′,bag′))isasolutionofIthatwouldcontradictthe
minimalityof|X|.ItholdsthatX\{x}coversŴIandthatthewidthof(T′,bag′)isat
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A terminal clique Wi is a potential forget-clique of I if there exists a solution (X, (T, bag))

of I so that T contains a leaf node ` with a parent p so that Wi ⊆ bag(`) and bag(p) =

bag(`) \ {w} for some w ∈ Wi \W I(Wi). The leaf pushing operation will make progress
by adding a vertex to a potential forget-clique.

Next we show that a maximally merged yes-instance has at least two potential forget-
cliques. The fact that there are at least two of them will be important since we do not
necessarily make progress by leaf pushing a uniquely largest terminal clique.

Lemma 5.34. Let I = (G, {W1, . . . ,Wt}, k) be a yes-instance that is maximally merged
and has t ≥ 2. The instance I has at least two potential forget-cliques.

Proof. Let (X, (T, bag)) be a solution of I that first minimizes |X| and subject to that
minimizes |V (T )|. First, if |V (T )| = 1, then all terminal cliques would be contained in
the only bag of (T, bag), and I would not be maximally merged. Therefore |V (T )| ≥ 2

and T has at least two leaves.

Claim 5.35. For any leaf node ` of T with parent p, it holds that bag(`) \ bag(p) ⊆ ŴI.

Proof of the claim. Suppose that bag(`) \ bag(p) contains a vertex x ∈ V (G) \ ŴI . Let
(T ′, bag′) be the tree decomposition obtained from (T, bag) by removing x from bag(`).
We claim that then (X \ {x}, (T ′, bag′)) is a solution of I that would contradict the
minimality of |X|. It holds that X \ {x} covers ŴI and that the width of (T ′, bag′) is at
most k, so it remains to argue that (T ′, bag′) is a tree decomposition of torsoG(X \ {x}).
Because x occurred only in the bag bag(`), (T ′, bag′) satisfies the vertex condition and
the connectedness condition. For the edge condition, it suffices to prove that any path
from x to X \ {x} intersects bag(`) \ {x}. This follows from Lemma 5.7 by considering a
modified version of (T, bag) where a bag containing bag(`) \ {x} is inserted between `
and p. C

Now, let `, p ∈ V (T ) be some leaf-parent pair. We have that bag(`) \ bag(p) is non-empty
because otherwise we could decrease |V (T )| by removing `. Therefore, by Claim 5.35
there exists a terminal clique Wi that intersects bag(`) \ bag(p). Because Wi is a clique
and the decomposition covers Wi, we know that Wi ⊆ bag(`). We can modify (T, bag)

by adding nodes between ` and p so that the vertices in bag(`) \ bag(p) are forgotten
one-by-one, and that a vertex w ∈ Wi ∩ (bag(`) \ bag(p)) is the first to be forgotten.
In particular, this results in a decomposition where the parent of ` is a node p′ with
bag(p′) = bag(`) \ {w}. Now, if w would be in some other terminal clique Wj 6= Wi, then
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Proofoftheclaim.Supposethatbag(`)\bag(p)containsavertexx∈V(G)\ŴI.Let
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Wj ⊆ bag(`) would hold because bag(`) is the only bag containing w, but then I would
not be maximally merged. Therefore, Wi is a potential forget-clique.

Finally, to show that there are at least two potential forget-cliques, note that if Wi

intersects bag(`) \ bag(p) for two different leaf-parent pairs `1, p1 and `2, p2, then because
Wi ⊆ bag(`1) and Wi ⊆ bag(`2), by the connectedness condition it would hold that
Wi ⊆ bag(p1), contradicting that Wi intersects bag(`1) \ bag(p1). Therefore, for every
leaf-parent pair `, p we can assign a unique terminal clique Wi, and therefore as there are
at least two leaves there are at least two potential forget-cliques.

We introduce notation for the leaf pushing operation. Let I = (G, {W1, . . . ,Wt}, k) be
an instance, Wi a terminal clique, and A ⊆ V (G) a set of vertices that is disjoint from
Wi and |Wi ∪ A| ≤ k + 1. We denote by {W1, . . . ,Wt}+ (Wi, A) the set obtained from
{W1, . . . ,Wt} by replacing the terminal clique Wi by Wi ∪ A. Again, if Wi ∪ A already
exists, we just remove Wi. We denote G+ (Wi, A) = G⊗ (Wi ∪A) and by I + (Wi, A) we
denote the instance (G+ (Wi, A), {W1, . . . ,Wt}+ (Wi, A), k). Observe that any solution
of I + (Wi, A) is also a solution of I. Observe also that if I + (Wi, A) is a yes-instance
and A′ ⊆ A, then I + (Wi, A

′) is also a yes-instance.

Next we prove the main leaf pushing lemma, in particular that we can increase the size
of a potential forget-clique by guessing an important separator.

Lemma 5.36. Let I = (G, {W1, . . . ,Wt}, k) be a maximally merged yes-instance with
t ≥ 2 and no safe separators and Wi a potential forget-clique of I. There exists a vertex
w ∈ Wi \W I(Wi) and in the graph G\ (Wi \{w}) a non-empty important ({w}, ŴI \Wi)-
separator S disjoint from Wi so that I + (Wi, S) is a yes-instance.

Proof. By the definition of potential forget-clique, let (X, (T, bag)) be a solution so
that (T, bag) contains a leaf node ` with a parent p so that Wi ⊆ bag(`) and bag(p) =

bag(`) \ {w} for w ∈ Wi \W I(Wi). Denote W f
i = Wi \ {w}.

By Lemma 5.7 it holds that bag(p) = bag(`) \ {w} separates w from X \ {w}, and
therefore separates w from ŴI \ {w}. Therefore, in the graph G \W f

i , the set bag(`) \Wi

is a ({w}, ŴI \Wi)-separator. The set ŴI \Wi is non-empty because I is maximally
merged and t ≥ 2.

Let S be a smallest important ({w}, ŴI \ Wi)-separator in G \ W f
i that dominates

bag(`)\Wi. The separator S does not contain w because w ∈ reachG\W f
i

({w}, bag(`)\Wi),
and therefore S is disjoint from Wi. The separator S is non-empty because otherwise W f

i

would separate w from ŴI \Wi and be a safe separator. Let (A, S,B) be the separation
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Wj⊆bag(`)wouldholdbecausebag(`)istheonlybagcontainingw,butthenIwould
notbemaximallymerged.Therefore,Wiisapotentialforget-clique.

Finally,toshowthatthereareatleasttwopotentialforget-cliques,notethatifWi

intersectsbag(`)\bag(p)fortwodifferentleaf-parentpairs`1,p1and`2,p2,thenbecause
Wi⊆bag(`1)andWi⊆bag(`2),bytheconnectednessconditionitwouldholdthat
Wi⊆bag(p1),contradictingthatWiintersectsbag(`1)\bag(p1).Therefore,forevery
leaf-parentpair`,pwecanassignauniqueterminalcliqueWi,andthereforeasthereare
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Wj ⊆ bag(`) would hold because bag(`) is the only bag containing w, but then I would
not be maximally merged. Therefore, Wi is a potential forget-clique.

Finally, to show that there are at least two potential forget-cliques, note that if Wi

intersects bag(`) \ bag(p) for two different leaf-parent pairs `1, p1 and `2, p2, then because
Wi ⊆ bag(`1) and Wi ⊆ bag(`2), by the connectedness condition it would hold that
Wi ⊆ bag(p1), contradicting that Wi intersects bag(`1) \ bag(p1). Therefore, for every
leaf-parent pair `, p we can assign a unique terminal clique Wi, and therefore as there are
at least two leaves there are at least two potential forget-cliques.

We introduce notation for the leaf pushing operation. Let I = (G, {W1, . . . ,Wt}, k) be
an instance, Wi a terminal clique, and A ⊆ V (G) a set of vertices that is disjoint from
Wi and |Wi ∪ A| ≤ k + 1. We denote by {W1, . . . ,Wt}+ (Wi, A) the set obtained from
{W1, . . . ,Wt} by replacing the terminal clique Wi by Wi ∪ A. Again, if Wi ∪ A already
exists, we just remove Wi. We denote G+ (Wi, A) = G⊗ (Wi ∪A) and by I + (Wi, A) we
denote the instance (G+ (Wi, A), {W1, . . . ,Wt}+ (Wi, A), k). Observe that any solution
of I + (Wi, A) is also a solution of I. Observe also that if I + (Wi, A) is a yes-instance
and A′ ⊆ A, then I + (Wi, A′) is also a yes-instance.

Next we prove the main leaf pushing lemma, in particular that we can increase the size
of a potential forget-clique by guessing an important separator.

Lemma 5.36. Let I = (G, {W1, . . . ,Wt}, k) be a maximally merged yes-instance with
t ≥ 2 and no safe separators and Wi a potential forget-clique of I. There exists a vertex
w ∈ Wi \W I(Wi) and in the graph G\ (Wi \{w}) a non-empty important ({w}, ŴI \Wi)-
separator S disjoint from Wi so that I + (Wi, S) is a yes-instance.

Proof. By the definition of potential forget-clique, let (X, (T, bag)) be a solution so
that (T, bag) contains a leaf node ` with a parent p so that Wi ⊆ bag(`) and bag(p) =

bag(`) \ {w} for w ∈ Wi \W I(Wi). Denote W
f
i = Wi \ {w}.

By Lemma 5.7 it holds that bag(p) = bag(`) \ {w} separates w from X \ {w}, and
therefore separates w from ŴI \ {w}. Therefore, in the graph G \W

f
i , the set bag(`) \Wi

is a ({w}, ŴI \Wi)-separator. The set ŴI \Wi is non-empty because I is maximally
merged and t ≥ 2.

Let S be a smallest important ({w}, ŴI \ Wi)-separator in G \ W
f
i that dominates

bag(`)\Wi. The separator S does not contain w because w ∈ reachG\W f
i

({w}, bag(`)\Wi),
and therefore S is disjoint from Wi. The separator S is non-empty because otherwise W

f
i

would separate w from ŴI \Wi and be a safe separator. Let (A, S,B) be the separation
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Proof. By the definition of potential forget-clique, let (X, (T, bag)) be a solution so
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Wj⊆bag(`)wouldholdbecausebag(`)istheonlybagcontainingw,butthenIwould
notbemaximallymerged.Therefore,Wiisapotentialforget-clique.

Finally,toshowthatthereareatleasttwopotentialforget-cliques,notethatifWi

intersectsbag(`)\bag(p)fortwodifferentleaf-parentpairs`1,p1and`2,p2,thenbecause
Wi⊆bag(`1)andWi⊆bag(`2),bytheconnectednessconditionitwouldholdthat
Wi⊆bag(p1),contradictingthatWiintersectsbag(`1)\bag(p1).Therefore,forevery
leaf-parentpair`,pwecanassignauniqueterminalcliqueWi,andthereforeasthereare
atleasttwoleavesthereareatleasttwopotentialforget-cliques.

Weintroducenotationfortheleafpushingoperation.LetI=(G,{W1,...,Wt},k)be
aninstance,Wiaterminalclique,andA⊆V(G)asetofverticesthatisdisjointfrom
Wiand|Wi∪A|≤k+1.Wedenoteby{W1,...,Wt}+(Wi,A)thesetobtainedfrom
{W1,...,Wt}byreplacingtheterminalcliqueWibyWi∪A.Again,ifWi∪Aalready
exists,wejustremoveWi.WedenoteG+(Wi,A)=G⊗(Wi∪A)andbyI+(Wi,A)we
denotetheinstance(G+(Wi,A),{W1,...,Wt}+(Wi,A),k).Observethatanysolution
ofI+(Wi,A)isalsoasolutionofI.ObservealsothatifI+(Wi,A)isayes-instance
andA′⊆A,thenI+(Wi,A′)isalsoayes-instance.

Nextweprovethemainleafpushinglemma,inparticularthatwecanincreasethesize
ofapotentialforget-cliquebyguessinganimportantseparator.

Lemma5.36.LetI=(G,{W1,...,Wt},k)beamaximallymergedyes-instancewith
t≥2andnosafeseparatorsandWiapotentialforget-cliqueofI.Thereexistsavertex
w∈Wi\WI(Wi)andinthegraphG\(Wi\{w})anon-emptyimportant({w},ŴI\Wi)-
separatorSdisjointfromWisothatI+(Wi,S)isayes-instance.

Proof.Bythedefinitionofpotentialforget-clique,let(X,(T,bag))beasolutionso
that(T,bag)containsaleafnode`withaparentpsothatWi⊆bag(`)andbag(p)=

bag(`)\{w}forw∈Wi\WI(Wi).DenoteW
f
i=Wi\{w}.

ByLemma5.7itholdsthatbag(p)=bag(`)\{w}separateswfromX\{w},and
thereforeseparateswfromŴI\{w}.Therefore,inthegraphG\W

f
i,thesetbag(`)\Wi

isa({w},ŴI\Wi)-separator.ThesetŴI\Wiisnon-emptybecauseIismaximally
mergedandt≥2.

LetSbeasmallestimportant({w},ŴI\Wi)-separatorinG\W
f
ithatdominates

bag(`)\Wi.TheseparatorSdoesnotcontainwbecausew∈reachG\Wf
i

({w},bag(`)\Wi),
andthereforeSisdisjointfromWi.TheseparatorSisnon-emptybecauseotherwiseW

f
i

wouldseparatewfromŴI\Wiandbeasafeseparator.Let(A,S,B)betheseparation
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Wiand|Wi∪A|≤k+1.Wedenoteby{W1,...,Wt}+(Wi,A)thesetobtainedfrom
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exists,wejustremoveWi.WedenoteG+(Wi,A)=G⊗(Wi∪A)andbyI+(Wi,A)we
denotetheinstance(G+(Wi,A),{W1,...,Wt}+(Wi,A),k).Observethatanysolution
ofI+(Wi,A)isalsoasolutionofI.ObservealsothatifI+(Wi,A)isayes-instance
andA′⊆A,thenI+(Wi,A′)isalsoayes-instance.
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separatorSdisjointfromWisothatI+(Wi,S)isayes-instance.

Proof.Bythedefinitionofpotentialforget-clique,let(X,(T,bag))beasolutionso
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thereforeseparateswfromŴI\{w}.Therefore,inthegraphG\W

f
i,thesetbag(`)\Wi

isa({w},ŴI\Wi)-separator.ThesetŴI\Wiisnon-emptybecauseIismaximally
mergedandt≥2.
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i

({w},bag(`)\Wi),
andthereforeSisdisjointfromWi.TheseparatorSisnon-emptybecauseotherwiseW

f
i
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in G \W f
i with B = reachG\W f

i
({w}, S) and A = V (G) \ (W f

i ∪ B ∪ S), which implies
ŴI \Wi ⊆ A ∪ S. By Lemma 5.18, S is linked into (bag(`) \Wi) ∩ (B ∪ S) in G \W f

i .

By adding W f
i back to the graph and to the separator, we get that (A, S ∪W f

i , B) is a
separation of G, and moreover S∪W f

i is linked into bag(`)∩ (B∪S∪W f
i ) (the vertices in

W f
i are linked by trivial one-vertex paths). Let X ′ = (X∩A)∪S∪W f

i and (X ′, (T ′, bag′))

be the torso tree decomposition obtained by applying the Pulling Lemma (Lemma 5.8)
with (X, (T, bag)), the separation (A, S ∪W f

i , B), and the node ` of T .

Now, (X ′, (T ′, bag′)) has width at most k and it covers ŴI \ {w}. Let t be the node of T ′

so that S ∪W f
i ⊆ bag′(t). We construct a torso tree decomposition (X ′∪{w}, (T ′′, bag′′))
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iwithB=reachG\Wf

i
({w},S)andA=V(G)\(Wf

i∪B∪S),whichimplies
ŴI\Wi⊆A∪S.ByLemma5.18,Sislinkedinto(bag(`)\Wi)∩(B∪S)inG\Wf

i.

ByaddingWf
ibacktothegraphandtotheseparator,wegetthat(A,S∪Wf

i,B)isa
separationofG,andmoreoverS∪Wf

iislinkedintobag(`)∩(B∪S∪Wf
i)(theverticesin

Wf
iarelinkedbytrivialone-vertexpaths).LetX′=(X∩A)∪S∪Wf

iand(X′,(T′,bag′))

bethetorsotreedecompositionobtainedbyapplyingthePullingLemma(Lemma5.8)
with(X,(T,bag)),theseparation(A,S∪Wf

i,B),andthenode`ofT.

Now,(X′,(T′,bag′))haswidthatmostkanditcoversŴI\{w}.LettbethenodeofT′

sothatS∪Wf
i⊆bag′(t).Weconstructatorsotreedecomposition(X′∪{w},(T′′,bag′′))

byaddingaleaft′adjacenttotwithbag′′(t′)=S∪Wi.Because|S|≤|bag(`)\Wi|,
itfollowsthat|bag′′(t′)|≤|bag(`)|≤k+1.Also,(X′∪{w},(T′′,bag′′))coversS∪ŴI,
andthereforeitremainstoprovethat(T′′,bag′′)isindeedatreedecompositionof
torso(X′∪{w}).Itsatisfiesthevertexconditionbecause(T′,bag′)satisfiedthevertex
conditionforX′andthevertexwisinthebagbag′′(t′).Itsatisfiestheconnectedness
conditionbecause(T′,bag′)satisfiedtheconnectednesscondition,thevertexwisinno
bagof(T′,bag′),andS∪Wf

i⊆bag′(t).Itremainstoprovethat(T′′,bag′′)satisfies
theedgecondition,whichfollowsfromtheedgeconditionof(T′,bag′)andthefactthat
S∪Wf

iseparateswfromX′.

Inthealgorithm,wewillapplyLemma5.36togetherwiththeImportantSeparator
HittingLemma(Lemma5.23).Inparticular,wewilladdonlyasinglevertexofStoWi

intheactualleafpushingbranching.NextweshowthatifWiisnotauniquelargest
terminalclique,addinganyvertextoWiincreasesitsflowpotential.

Lemma5.37.LetI=(G,{W1,...,Wt},k)beaninstancewitht≥2thathasnosafe
separations.Letalsoi∈[t]sothat|Wi|≤kandexistsj6=isothat|Wj|≥|Wi|and
WjisnotasupersetofWi,andletv∈V(G)\Wi.Thenflow-ΦI+(Wi,{v})(Wi∪{v})≥
flow-ΦI(Wi)+1.

Proof.ItsufficestoshowthatWi∪{v}hasflowpotentialflow-ΦI+(Wi,{v})(Wi∪{v})=

|Wi∪{v}|.Supposeotherwise,inparticularsupposethatthereexistsaseparation
(A,S,B)withWi∪{v}⊆A∪S,WI+(Wi,{v})(Wi∪{v})⊆B∪S,Bnon-empty,and
|S|<|Wi∪{v}|.Notethat|S|<|Wi∪{v}|impliesthatalsoAisnon-empty,andnote
thatbecauseWj6=Wi∪{v},wehavethatWj⊆WI+(Wi,{v})(Wi∪{v})⊆B∪S.In
particular,Sisa(Wi,Wj)-separator.BecauseIhasnosafeseparations,byLemma5.32,
WiisstronglylinkedintoWj.Therefore,because|S|≤|Wi|≤|Wj|,eitherS=Wior
S=Wj.However,ineithercase(A,S,B)wouldbeasafeseparationofI,whichisa
contradiction.
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i ∪ B ∪ S), which implies

ŴI \Wi ⊆ A ∪ S. By Lemma 5.18, S is linked into (bag(`) \Wi) ∩ (B ∪ S) in G \W
f
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By adding W
f
i back to the graph and to the separator, we get that (A, S ∪W

f
i , B) is a

separation of G, and moreover S∪W
f
i is linked into bag(`)∩ (B∪S∪W

f
i ) (the vertices in

W
f
i are linked by trivial one-vertex paths). Let X ′ = (X∩A)∪S∪W

f
i and (X ′, (T ′, bag′))

be the torso tree decomposition obtained by applying the Pulling Lemma (Lemma 5.8)
with (X, (T, bag)), the separation (A, S ∪W

f
i , B), and the node ` of T .
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and therefore it remains to prove that (T ′′, bag′′) is indeed a tree decomposition of
torso(X ′ ∪ {w}). It satisfies the vertex condition because (T ′, bag′) satisfied the vertex
condition for X ′ and the vertex w is in the bag bag′′(t′). It satisfies the connectedness
condition because (T ′, bag′) satisfied the connectedness condition, the vertex w is in no
bag of (T ′, bag′), and S ∪W

f
i ⊆ bag′(t). It remains to prove that (T ′′, bag′′) satisfies

the edge condition, which follows from the edge condition of (T ′, bag′) and the fact that
S ∪W

f
i separates w from X ′.

In the algorithm, we will apply Lemma 5.36 together with the Important Separator
Hitting Lemma (Lemma 5.23). In particular, we will add only a single vertex of S to Wi

in the actual leaf pushing branching. Next we show that if Wi is not a unique largest
terminal clique, adding any vertex to Wi increases its flow potential.

Lemma 5.37. Let I = (G, {W1, . . . ,Wt}, k) be an instance with t ≥ 2 that has no safe
separations. Let also i ∈ [t] so that |Wi| ≤ k and exists j 6= i so that |Wj| ≥ |Wi| and
Wj is not a superset of Wi, and let v ∈ V (G) \Wi. Then flow-ΦI+(Wi,{v})(Wi ∪ {v}) ≥
flow-ΦI(Wi) + 1.

Proof. It suffices to show that Wi ∪ {v} has flow potential flow-ΦI+(Wi,{v})(Wi ∪ {v}) =

|Wi ∪ {v}|. Suppose otherwise, in particular suppose that there exists a separation
(A, S,B) with Wi ∪ {v} ⊆ A ∪ S, W I+(Wi,{v})(Wi ∪ {v}) ⊆ B ∪ S, B non-empty, and
|S| < |Wi ∪ {v}|. Note that |S| < |Wi ∪ {v}| implies that also A is non-empty, and note
that because Wj 6= Wi ∪ {v}, we have that Wj ⊆ W I+(Wi,{v})(Wi ∪ {v}) ⊆ B ∪ S. In
particular, S is a (Wi,Wj)-separator. Because I has no safe separations, by Lemma 5.32,
Wi is strongly linked into Wj. Therefore, because |S| ≤ |Wi| ≤ |Wj|, either S = Wi or
S = Wj. However, in either case (A, S,B) would be a safe separation of I, which is a
contradiction.
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Inthealgorithm,wewillapplyLemma5.36togetherwiththeImportantSeparator
HittingLemma(Lemma5.23).Inparticular,wewilladdonlyasinglevertexofStoWi

intheactualleafpushingbranching.NextweshowthatifWiisnotauniquelargest
terminalclique,addinganyvertextoWiincreasesitsflowpotential.

Lemma5.37.LetI=(G,{W1,...,Wt},k)beaninstancewitht≥2thathasnosafe
separations.Letalsoi∈[t]sothat|Wi|≤kandexistsj6=isothat|Wj|≥|Wi|and
WjisnotasupersetofWi,andletv∈V(G)\Wi.Thenflow-ΦI+(Wi,{v})(Wi∪{v})≥
flow-ΦI(Wi)+1.

Proof.ItsufficestoshowthatWi∪{v}hasflowpotentialflow-ΦI+(Wi,{v})(Wi∪{v})=

|Wi∪{v}|.Supposeotherwise,inparticularsupposethatthereexistsaseparation
(A,S,B)withWi∪{v}⊆A∪S,WI+(Wi,{v})(Wi∪{v})⊆B∪S,Bnon-empty,and
|S|<|Wi∪{v}|.Notethat|S|<|Wi∪{v}|impliesthatalsoAisnon-empty,andnote
thatbecauseWj6=Wi∪{v},wehavethatWj⊆WI+(Wi,{v})(Wi∪{v})⊆B∪S.In
particular,Sisa(Wi,Wj)-separator.BecauseIhasnosafeseparations,byLemma5.32,
WiisstronglylinkedintoWj.Therefore,because|S|≤|Wi|≤|Wj|,eitherS=Wior
S=Wj.However,ineithercase(A,S,B)wouldbeasafeseparationofI,whichisa
contradiction.
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Algorithm 1 A kO(kt)n2 time algorithm for Partitioned Subset Treewidth.
Input: Instance I = (G, {W1, . . . ,Wt}, k).
Output: Either a solution of I or NO.
1: if t = 1 or |V (G)| ≤ k + 2 then return Case-analysis(I) . Lemma 5.38
2: if Exists a safe separation (A, S,B) then
3: return Combine(Solve(I / (A, S)), Solve(I / (B, S)))
4: for all i, j ∈ [t] with i 6= j and |Wi ∪Wj| ≤ k + 1 do
5: sol ← Solve(I × (Wi,Wj))
6: if sol 6= NO then return sol

7: if Exists i, j ∈ [t] with Wi ⊂ Wj then return NO
8: for all i ∈ [t] so that |Wi| ≤ k and exists j 6= i with |Wj| ≥ |Wi| do
9: for all w ∈ Wi \W I(Wi) do

10: H ← ImpSepHittingSetG\(Wi\{w})({w}, ŴI \Wi, k) . Lemma 5.23
11: for all v ∈ H \ {w} do
12: sol ← Solve(I + (Wi, {v}))
13: if sol 6= NO then return sol

14: return NO

5.4.5 The algorithm

In this subsection, we put the reduction rules and branching together to a complete
algorithm for Partitioned Subset Treewidth, and analyze the algorithm.

First, we need the following lemma to handle corner cases.

Lemma 5.38. Instances with t = 1 or |V (G)| ≤ k + 2 can be solved in O(m) time.

Proof. If t = 1, then because |W1| ≤ k + 1, there is a trivial solution where X = W1 and
the tree decomposition has a single bag containing X. When |V (G)| ≤ k+ 2, we consider
the following cases. First, if |ŴI | ≤ k + 1, then again the trivial single-bag solution
suffices. Otherwise, we have that X = ŴI = V (G), and there exists a solution if and
only if G is not a complete graph.

The algorithm for Partitioned Subset Treewidth is presented in the pseudocode Algorithm 1
and described in detail below. In the pseudocode, we denote the recursive calls of the
algorithm by the function “Solve”.

First, on Line 1, Algorithm 1 handles the special cases of t = 1 and |V (G)| ≤ k + 2

by Lemma 5.38. Then, on Lines 2 and 3 the reduction by safe separations discussed in
Subsection 5.4.3 is implemented. In particular, if there exists a safe separation (A, S,B),
then the instances I / (A, S) and I / (B, S) are solved recursively, and if both of them
return a solution the solutions are combined to a solution of I, and if either of them
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thentheinstancesI/(A,S)andI/(B,S)aresolvedrecursively,andifbothofthem
returnasolutionthesolutionsarecombinedtoasolutionofI,andifeitherofthem
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returnasolutionthesolutionsarecombinedtoasolutionofI,andifeitherofthem
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suffices.Otherwise,wehavethatX=ŴI=V(G),andthereexistsasolutionifand
onlyifGisnotacompletegraph.

ThealgorithmforPartitionedSubsetTreewidthispresentedinthepseudocodeAlgorithm1
anddescribedindetailbelow.Inthepseudocode,wedenotetherecursivecallsofthe
algorithmbythefunction“Solve”.

First,onLine1,Algorithm1handlesthespecialcasesoft=1and|V(G)|≤k+2

byLemma5.38.Then,onLines2and3thereductionbysafeseparationsdiscussedin
Subsection5.4.3isimplemented.Inparticular,ifthereexistsasafeseparation(A,S,B),
thentheinstancesI/(A,S)andI/(B,S)aresolvedrecursively,andifbothofthem
returnasolutionthesolutionsarecombinedtoasolutionofI,andifeitherofthem



142 Exact and (1 + ε)-approximation algorithms for treewidth

returns NO, then we return NO. The function “Combine” on Line 3 denotes an operation
that returns NO if either of its arguments is NO, and if its arguments are a solution
(XA, TA) of I / (A, S) and a solution (XB, TB) of I / (B, S) then it returns the solution
(XA ∪XB, TA ∪S TB) of I.

Then, the terminal clique merging branching discussed in Subsection 5.4.4 is implemented
on Lines 4 to 6. In particular, the algorithm branches on merging all pairs of terminal
cliques Wi,Wj with |Wi ∪Wj| ≤ k + 1 and returns a solution if any of the resulting
instances were yes-instances. After this, I is maximally merged, and this is immediately
used on Line 7 to return NO if some terminal clique is a subset of some other terminal
clique.

Then, the leaf pushing branching discussed in Subsection 5.4.4 is implemented on Lines 8
to 13. The algorithm branches on all candidates for a potential forget-clique Wi that is
not a uniquely largest terminal clique, and a vertex w ∈ Wi for which there exists an
important ({w}, ŴI \Wi)-separator S in the graph G\ (Wi \{w}) so that w and S satisfy
the conditions of Lemma 5.36. The algorithm does not branch on all such important
separators S, but instead uses the Important Separator Hitting Lemma (Lemma 5.23) to
obtain a set of vertices H of size at most k that intersects all important ({w}, ŴI \Wi)-
separators S of size at most k in the graph G \ (Wi \ {w}). Then, a single vertex of such
an important separator can be guessed by guessing a single vertex in H, so the algorithm
branches on all vertices in H \ {w} to add to Wi. Finally, on Line 14 the algorithm
concludes that I is a no-instance if none of the branches returned a solution.

The algorithm runs in space nO(1), because each individual recursive call clearly runs in
time and space nO(1), and the depth of the recursion is nO(1) because at each recursive call
either the number of vertices of the graph decreases, or the number of terminal cliques
decreases, or the sum of the sizes of the terminal cliques increases, but the number of
terminal cliques never increases.

We then prove the correctness of Algorithm 1. Its running time will be analyzed in
Subsection 5.4.6.

We start by proving that Algorithm 1 is correct when it returns a solution.

Lemma 5.39. If Algorithm 1 returns a solution, then it is a solution of I.

Proof. For the case analysis of Line 1 this is by Lemma 5.38. Then, we use induction on
the recursion tree, assuming that the lemma holds for recursive calls of the algorithm.

Now, whenever Algorithm 1 returns on Line 3 after finding a safe separation (A, S,B)

and combining solutions of I / (A, S) and I / (B, S) into a solution of I, it is correct
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returnsNO,thenwereturnNO.Thefunction“Combine”onLine3denotesanoperation
thatreturnsNOifeitherofitsargumentsisNO,andifitsargumentsareasolution
(XA,TA)ofI/(A,S)andasolution(XB,TB)ofI/(B,S)thenitreturnsthesolution
(XA∪XB,TA∪STB)ofI.

Then,theterminalcliquemergingbranchingdiscussedinSubsection5.4.4isimplemented
onLines4to6.Inparticular,thealgorithmbranchesonmergingallpairsofterminal
cliquesWi,Wjwith|Wi∪Wj|≤k+1andreturnsasolutionifanyoftheresulting
instanceswereyes-instances.Afterthis,Iismaximallymerged,andthisisimmediately
usedonLine7toreturnNOifsometerminalcliqueisasubsetofsomeotherterminal
clique.

Then,theleafpushingbranchingdiscussedinSubsection5.4.4isimplementedonLines8
to13.Thealgorithmbranchesonallcandidatesforapotentialforget-cliqueWithatis
notauniquelylargestterminalclique,andavertexw∈Wiforwhichthereexistsan
important({w},ŴI\Wi)-separatorSinthegraphG\(Wi\{w})sothatwandSsatisfy
theconditionsofLemma5.36.Thealgorithmdoesnotbranchonallsuchimportant
separatorsS,butinsteadusestheImportantSeparatorHittingLemma(Lemma5.23)to
obtainasetofverticesHofsizeatmostkthatintersectsallimportant({w},ŴI\Wi)-
separatorsSofsizeatmostkinthegraphG\(Wi\{w}).Then,asinglevertexofsuch
animportantseparatorcanbeguessedbyguessingasinglevertexinH,sothealgorithm
branchesonallverticesinH\{w}toaddtoWi.Finally,onLine14thealgorithm
concludesthatIisano-instanceifnoneofthebranchesreturnedasolution.

ThealgorithmrunsinspacenO(1),becauseeachindividualrecursivecallclearlyrunsin
timeandspacenO(1),andthedepthoftherecursionisnO(1)becauseateachrecursivecall
eitherthenumberofverticesofthegraphdecreases,orthenumberofterminalcliques
decreases,orthesumofthesizesoftheterminalcliquesincreases,butthenumberof
terminalcliquesneverincreases.

WethenprovethecorrectnessofAlgorithm1.Itsrunningtimewillbeanalyzedin
Subsection5.4.6.

WestartbyprovingthatAlgorithm1iscorrectwhenitreturnsasolution.

Lemma5.39.IfAlgorithm1returnsasolution,thenitisasolutionofI.

Proof.ForthecaseanalysisofLine1thisisbyLemma5.38.Then,weuseinductionon
therecursiontree,assumingthatthelemmaholdsforrecursivecallsofthealgorithm.

Now,wheneverAlgorithm1returnsonLine3afterfindingasafeseparation(A,S,B)

andcombiningsolutionsofI/(A,S)andI/(B,S)intoasolutionofI,itiscorrect
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cliques Wi,Wj with |Wi ∪Wj| ≤ k + 1 and returns a solution if any of the resulting
instances were yes-instances. After this, I is maximally merged, and this is immediately
used on Line 7 to return NO if some terminal clique is a subset of some other terminal
clique.

Then, the leaf pushing branching discussed in Subsection 5.4.4 is implemented on Lines 8
to 13. The algorithm branches on all candidates for a potential forget-clique Wi that is
not a uniquely largest terminal clique, and a vertex w ∈ Wi for which there exists an
important ({w}, ŴI \Wi)-separator S in the graph G\ (Wi \{w}) so that w and S satisfy
the conditions of Lemma 5.36. The algorithm does not branch on all such important
separators S, but instead uses the Important Separator Hitting Lemma (Lemma 5.23) to
obtain a set of vertices H of size at most k that intersects all important ({w}, ŴI \Wi)-
separators S of size at most k in the graph G \ (Wi \ {w}). Then, a single vertex of such
an important separator can be guessed by guessing a single vertex in H, so the algorithm
branches on all vertices in H \ {w} to add to Wi. Finally, on Line 14 the algorithm
concludes that I is a no-instance if none of the branches returned a solution.

The algorithm runs in space nO(1)
, because each individual recursive call clearly runs in

time and space nO(1)
, and the depth of the recursion is nO(1)

because at each recursive call
either the number of vertices of the graph decreases, or the number of terminal cliques
decreases, or the sum of the sizes of the terminal cliques increases, but the number of
terminal cliques never increases.

We then prove the correctness of Algorithm 1. Its running time will be analyzed in
Subsection 5.4.6.

We start by proving that Algorithm 1 is correct when it returns a solution.

Lemma 5.39. If Algorithm 1 returns a solution, then it is a solution of I.

Proof. For the case analysis of Line 1 this is by Lemma 5.38. Then, we use induction on
the recursion tree, assuming that the lemma holds for recursive calls of the algorithm.
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Lemma5.39.IfAlgorithm1returnsasolution,thenitisasolutionofI.

Proof.ForthecaseanalysisofLine1thisisbyLemma5.38.Then,weuseinductionon
therecursiontree,assumingthatthelemmaholdsforrecursivecallsofthealgorithm.

Now,wheneverAlgorithm1returnsonLine3afterfindingasafeseparation(A,S,B)

andcombiningsolutionsofI/(A,S)andI/(B,S)intoasolutionofI,itiscorrect

142Exactand(1+ε)-approximationalgorithmsfortreewidth

returnsNO,thenwereturnNO.Thefunction“Combine”onLine3denotesanoperation
thatreturnsNOifeitherofitsargumentsisNO,andifitsargumentsareasolution
(XA,TA)ofI/(A,S)andasolution(XB,TB)ofI/(B,S)thenitreturnsthesolution
(XA∪XB,TA∪STB)ofI.

Then,theterminalcliquemergingbranchingdiscussedinSubsection5.4.4isimplemented
onLines4to6.Inparticular,thealgorithmbranchesonmergingallpairsofterminal
cliquesWi,Wjwith|Wi∪Wj|≤k+1andreturnsasolutionifanyoftheresulting
instanceswereyes-instances.Afterthis,Iismaximallymerged,andthisisimmediately
usedonLine7toreturnNOifsometerminalcliqueisasubsetofsomeotherterminal
clique.

Then,theleafpushingbranchingdiscussedinSubsection5.4.4isimplementedonLines8
to13.Thealgorithmbranchesonallcandidatesforapotentialforget-cliqueWithatis
notauniquelylargestterminalclique,andavertexw∈Wiforwhichthereexistsan
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by induction and Lemma 5.26. The cases when the algorithm returns a solution after
terminal clique merging on Line 6 or after leaf pushing on Line 13 are correct by induction
and the facts that any solution of I × (Wi,Wj) is also a solution of I and any solution of
I + (Wi, {v}) is also a solution of I.
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and if I would be a yes-instance, then I × (Wi,Wj) would also be a yes-instance.

It remains to argue that if Algorithm 1 returns from the final Line 14, then I is a
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a vertex w ∈ Wi and in G \ (Wi \ {w}) a non-empty important ({w}, ŴI \Wi)-separator
S disjoint from Wi so that I + (Wi, S) is a yes-instance. Some iteration of Line 9 will
choose this vertex w ∈ Wi, and it holds that H ∩ S 6= ∅, so some iteration of Line 11
will choose a vertex v ∈ S. Because I + (Wi, S) is a yes-instance, I + (Wi, {v}) is also a
yes-instance, so by induction we get that Algorithm 1 would return on Line 13, which is
a contradiction.

5.4.6 Running time analysis

We then prove that the running time of Algorithm 1 is kO(kt)n2. For this, we introduce
the measures ΦI(Wi) of a terminal clique and Φ(I) of the instance.

We define the measure of a terminal clique based on its flow potential as

ΦI(Wi) = 3k + 3− flow-ΦI(Wi).
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Observe that 2k + 2 ≤ ΦI(Wi) ≤ 3k + 3, which in particular implies that the sum of
measures of two terminal cliques is always at least k + 1 larger than the measure of a
single terminal clique.

Then, the measure of the instance is defined as

Φ(I) =
t∑
i=1

ΦI(Wi).

Note that (2k + 2)t ≤ Φ(I) ≤ (3k + 3)t. We will show the running time of the algorithm
to be of form kO(Φ(I))n2 = kO(kt)n2.

To this end, we will show that breaking the instance by a safe separation does not increase
the measure, and that both the terminal clique merging branching of Line 5 and the leaf
pushing branching of Line 12 decrease the measure by at least one. We start by proving
the property for safe separations, using Lemmas 5.28 to 5.30.

Lemma 5.41. Let I = (G, {W1, . . . ,Wt}, k) be an instance and (A, S,B) a safe separa-
tion. It holds that Φ(I / (A, S)) ≤ Φ(I).

Proof. We consider the three cases of Lemma 5.30. First, if I / (A, S) has less terminal
cliques than I, let t′ < t be the number of terminal cliques of I / (A, S). Recall from the
definition of I / (A, S) that all terminal cliques of I / (A, S) except possibly S are also
terminal cliques of I, and moreover I / (A, S) has at least one terminal clique that is a
superset of S. Therefore, the conditions of Lemma 5.29 apply for at least t′ − 1 terminal
cliques Wi of I / (A, S), in particular, for them flow-ΦI/(A,S)(Wi) ≥ flow-ΦI(Wi) holds
by Lemma 5.29 and therefore for them ΦI/(A,S)(Wi) ≤ ΦI(Wi). Because the measure of a
terminal clique is at least 2k + 2 and at most 3k + 3, it follows that

Φ(I / (A, S)) ≤ Φ(I) + 3k + 3− (2k + 2)(t− (t′ − 1))

≤ Φ(I) + 3k + 3− (2k + 2) · 2

≤ Φ(I)− k − 1.

Then, if {W1, . . . ,Wt} / (A, S) = {W1, . . . ,Wt}, the lemma follows directly from
Lemma 5.28.

Then, if both I and I / (A, S) have t terminal cliques and there is a terminal clique Wi

of I with Wi ∩ B 6= ∅, then I does not contain any terminal clique that is a subset of
A∪ S and a superset of S and therefore for all terminal cliques Wj of I / (A, S) except S
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Observe that 2k + 2 ≤ ΦI(Wi) ≤ 3k + 3, which in particular implies that the sum of
measures of two terminal cliques is always at least k + 1 larger than the measure of a
single terminal clique.

Then, the measure of the instance is defined as

Φ(I) =
t∑
i=1

ΦI(Wi).

Note that (2k + 2)t ≤ Φ(I) ≤ (3k + 3)t. We will show the running time of the algorithm
to be of form kO(Φ(I))

n
2

= kO(kt)
n

2
.

To this end, we will show that breaking the instance by a safe separation does not increase
the measure, and that both the terminal clique merging branching of Line 5 and the leaf
pushing branching of Line 12 decrease the measure by at least one. We start by proving
the property for safe separations, using Lemmas 5.28 to 5.30.

Lemma 5.41. Let I = (G, {W1, . . . ,Wt}, k) be an instance and (A, S,B) a safe separa-
tion. It holds that Φ(I / (A, S)) ≤ Φ(I).

Proof. We consider the three cases of Lemma 5.30. First, if I / (A, S) has less terminal
cliques than I, let t′ < t be the number of terminal cliques of I / (A, S). Recall from the
definition of I / (A, S) that all terminal cliques of I / (A, S) except possibly S are also
terminal cliques of I, and moreover I / (A, S) has at least one terminal clique that is a
superset of S. Therefore, the conditions of Lemma 5.29 apply for at least t′ − 1 terminal
cliques Wi of I / (A, S), in particular, for them flow-ΦI/(A,S)(Wi) ≥ flow-ΦI(Wi) holds
by Lemma 5.29 and therefore for them ΦI/(A,S)(Wi) ≤ ΦI(Wi). Because the measure of a
terminal clique is at least 2k + 2 and at most 3k + 3, it follows that

Φ(I / (A, S)) ≤ Φ(I) + 3k + 3− (2k + 2)(t− (t′ − 1))

≤ Φ(I) + 3k + 3− (2k + 2) · 2

≤ Φ(I)− k − 1.

Then, if {W1, . . . ,Wt} / (A, S) = {W1, . . . ,Wt}, the lemma follows directly from
Lemma 5.28.

Then, if both I and I / (A, S) have t terminal cliques and there is a terminal clique Wi

of I with Wi ∩ B 6= ∅, then I does not contain any terminal clique that is a subset of
A∪ S and a superset of S and therefore for all terminal cliques Wj of I / (A, S) except S
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Tothisend,wewillshowthatbreakingtheinstancebyasafeseparationdoesnotincrease
themeasure,andthatboththeterminalcliquemergingbranchingofLine5andtheleaf
pushingbranchingofLine12decreasethemeasurebyatleastone.Westartbyproving
thepropertyforsafeseparations,usingLemmas5.28to5.30.
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terminalcliquesofI,andmoreoverI/(A,S)hasatleastoneterminalcliquethatisa
supersetofS.Therefore,theconditionsofLemma5.29applyforatleastt′−1terminal
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we have by Lemma 5.29 that flow-ΦI/(A,S)(Wj) ≥ flow-ΦI(Wj). Therefore, we have that

Φ(I / (A, S)) ≤ Φ(I) + ΦI/(A,S)(S)− ΦI(Wi),

which by flow-ΦI/(A,S)(S) ≥ flow-ΦI(Wi) (Lemma 5.30) implies Φ(I / (A, S)) ≤ Φ(I).

Next, we observe that the terminal clique merging branching of Line 5 decreases the
measure of the instance.

Lemma 5.42. Let I = (G, {W1, . . . ,Wt}, k) be an instance and Wi, Wj two distinct
terminal cliques. It holds that Φ(I × (Wi,Wj)) ≤ Φ(I)− k − 1.

Proof. This follows from Lemma 5.33 and the facts that ΦI(Wi) + ΦI(Wj) ≥ 4k + 4 and
ΦI×(Wi,Wj)(Wi ∪Wj) ≤ 3k + 3.

Then, we observe that Lemma 5.37 implies that the leaf pushing branching of Line 12
decreases the measure of the instance.

Lemma 5.43. Let I = (G, {W1, . . . ,Wt}, k) be an instance with t ≥ 2 that has no safe
separations. Let also i ∈ [t] so that |Wi| ≤ k and exists j 6= i so that |Wj| ≥ |Wi| and Wj

is not a superset of Wi, and let v ∈ V (G) \Wi. It holds that Φ(I + (Wi, {v})) ≤ Φ(I)− 1.

Proof. Observe that adding a vertex to a terminal clique does not decrease the flow
potentials of other terminal cliques. Therefore, the lemma holds by Lemma 5.37.

Then for the reduction by safe separations we have to argue that the sum of the sizes of
the instances I / (A, S) and I / (B, S) is less than the size of I. For this, we formally
define the size of I to be

size(I) = max(1, (k + 2)|V (G)| − (k + 2)2).

Note that size(I) = 1 if and only if |V (G)| ≤ k + 2.

We show that if (A, S,B) is a strict separation and |S| ≤ k + 1, then with respect to
the size(I) measure, the instances I / (A, S) and I / (B, S) are in total smaller than I if
|V (G)| ≥ k + 3.

Lemma 5.44. Let I = (G, {W1, . . . ,Wt}, k) be instance with |V (G)| ≥ k+3 and (A, S,B)

a strict separation with |S| ≤ k+ 1. Then size(I / (A, S)) + size(I / (B, S)) ≤ size(I)− 1.
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isnotasupersetofWi,andletv∈V(G)\Wi.ItholdsthatΦ(I+(Wi,{v}))≤Φ(I)−1.

Proof.Observethataddingavertextoaterminalcliquedoesnotdecreasetheflow
potentialsofotherterminalcliques.Therefore,thelemmaholdsbyLemma5.37.

Thenforthereductionbysafeseparationswehavetoarguethatthesumofthesizesof
theinstancesI/(A,S)andI/(B,S)islessthanthesizeofI.Forthis,weformally
definethesizeofItobe

size(I)=max(1,(k+2)|V(G)|−(k+2)2).

Notethatsize(I)=1ifandonlyif|V(G)|≤k+2.

Weshowthatif(A,S,B)isastrictseparationand|S|≤k+1,thenwithrespectto
thesize(I)measure,theinstancesI/(A,S)andI/(B,S)areintotalsmallerthanIif
|V(G)|≥k+3.
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Then, we observe that Lemma 5.37 implies that the leaf pushing branching of Line 12
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Lemma 5.43. Let I = (G, {W1, . . . ,Wt}, k) be an instance with t ≥ 2 that has no safe
separations. Let also i ∈ [t] so that |Wi| ≤ k and exists j 6= i so that |Wj| ≥ |Wi| and Wj

is not a superset of Wi, and let v ∈ V (G) \Wi. It holds that Φ(I + (Wi, {v})) ≤ Φ(I)− 1.

Proof. Observe that adding a vertex to a terminal clique does not decrease the flow
potentials of other terminal cliques. Therefore, the lemma holds by Lemma 5.37.

Then for the reduction by safe separations we have to argue that the sum of the sizes of
the instances I / (A, S) and I / (B, S) is less than the size of I. For this, we formally
define the size of I to be

size(I) = max(1, (k + 2)|V (G)| − (k + 2)
2
).

Note that size(I) = 1 if and only if |V (G)| ≤ k + 2.

We show that if (A, S,B) is a strict separation and |S| ≤ k + 1, then with respect to
the size(I) measure, the instances I / (A, S) and I / (B, S) are in total smaller than I if
|V (G)| ≥ k + 3.

Lemma 5.44. Let I = (G, {W1, . . . ,Wt}, k) be instance with |V (G)| ≥ k+3 and (A, S,B)

a strict separation with |S| ≤ k+ 1. Then size(I / (A, S)) + size(I / (B, S)) ≤ size(I)− 1.
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wehavebyLemma5.29thatflow-ΦI/(A,S)(Wj)≥flow-ΦI(Wj).Therefore,wehavethat

Φ(I/(A,S))≤Φ(I)+ΦI/(A,S)(S)−ΦI(Wi),

whichbyflow-ΦI/(A,S)(S)≥flow-ΦI(Wi)(Lemma5.30)impliesΦ(I/(A,S))≤Φ(I).

Next,weobservethattheterminalcliquemergingbranchingofLine5decreasesthe
measureoftheinstance.

Lemma5.42.LetI=(G,{W1,...,Wt},k)beaninstanceandWi,Wjtwodistinct
terminalcliques.ItholdsthatΦ(I×(Wi,Wj))≤Φ(I)−k−1.

Proof.ThisfollowsfromLemma5.33andthefactsthatΦI(Wi)+ΦI(Wj)≥4k+4and
ΦI×(Wi,Wj)(Wi∪Wj)≤3k+3.

Then,weobservethatLemma5.37impliesthattheleafpushingbranchingofLine12
decreasesthemeasureoftheinstance.

Lemma5.43.LetI=(G,{W1,...,Wt},k)beaninstancewitht≥2thathasnosafe
separations.Letalsoi∈[t]sothat|Wi|≤kandexistsj6=isothat|Wj|≥|Wi|andWj

isnotasupersetofWi,andletv∈V(G)\Wi.ItholdsthatΦ(I+(Wi,{v}))≤Φ(I)−1.

Proof.Observethataddingavertextoaterminalcliquedoesnotdecreasetheflow
potentialsofotherterminalcliques.Therefore,thelemmaholdsbyLemma5.37.

Thenforthereductionbysafeseparationswehavetoarguethatthesumofthesizesof
theinstancesI/(A,S)andI/(B,S)islessthanthesizeofI.Forthis,weformally
definethesizeofItobe

size(I)=max(1,(k+2)|V(G)|−(k+2)
2
).

Notethatsize(I)=1ifandonlyif|V(G)|≤k+2.

Weshowthatif(A,S,B)isastrictseparationand|S|≤k+1,thenwithrespectto
thesize(I)measure,theinstancesI/(A,S)andI/(B,S)areintotalsmallerthanIif
|V(G)|≥k+3.

Lemma5.44.LetI=(G,{W1,...,Wt},k)beinstancewith|V(G)|≥k+3and(A,S,B)

astrictseparationwith|S|≤k+1.Thensize(I/(A,S))+size(I/(B,S))≤size(I)−1.
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Proof. First, because (A, S,B) is a strict separation, |V (G)| ≥ k + 3, and k ≥ 1, both of
size(I / (A, S)) + 2 ≤ size(I) and size(I / (B, S)) + 2 ≤ size(I) hold. This implies that
the lemma holds whenever size(I / (A, S)) = 1 or size(I / (B, S)) = 1. It remains to
consider the case where size(I / (A, S)) > 1 and size(I / (B, S)) > 1, in particular where
|A ∪ S| ≥ k + 3 and |B ∪ S| ≥ k + 3.

In this case

size(I / (A, S)) + size(I / (B, S))

=(k + 2)|A ∪ S| − (k + 2)2 + (k + 2)|B ∪ S| − (k + 2)2

=(k + 2)(|A ∪ S|+ |B ∪ S|)− 2(k + 2)2

=(k + 2)(|V (G)|+ |S|)− 2(k + 2)2

=(k + 2)(|V (G)|+ |S| − k − 2)− (k + 2)2

≤size(I)− 1.

We then put the running time analysis together.

Lemma 5.45. Algorithm 1 runs in time kO(kt)n2.

Proof. First, we observe that all of the operations in a single call of the recursive procedure
can be performed in kO(1)m′ time, where m′ is the number of edges in the instance given
to the recursive call. In particular, the case analysis of Line 1 can be implemented in
kO(1)m′ time by Lemma 5.38, reducing by safe separations on Lines 2 and 3 can be
implemented in kO(1)m′ time by Lemma 5.31, for terminal clique merging on Lines 4 to 6
this is trivial, and for leaf pushing on Lines 8 to 13 it is an application of the Important
Separator Hitting Lemma (Lemma 5.23).

By the definition of I / (A, S), observe that at each recursive call the current graph can
be obtained from an induced subgraph of the original graph by adding all edges inside
the terminal cliques, and therefore we can bound m′ ≤ kO(1)m ≤ kO(1)n, where m is the
number of original edges. Therefore, the running time of the algorithm can be bounded
by kO(1)n ·R(I), where R(I) is the total number of recursive calls.

We show by induction that the number of recursive calls is bounded by

R(I) ≤ size(I) · ((k + 2)3)Φ(I) = kO(1)n · kO(kt) = kO(kt)n.
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First, when the algorithm returns on Line 1, this holds because size(I) ≥ 1 and Φ(I) ≥ 1

always. Then we can assume that t ≥ 2 and |V (G)| ≥ k + 3. If there exists a safe
separation (A, S,B), then the number of recursive calls is

R(I) =1 + R(I / (A, S)) + R(I / (B, S))

≤1 + (size(I / (A, S)) + size(I / (B, S))) · ((k + 2)3)Φ(I) (by Lemma 5.41)

≤size(I) · ((k + 2)3)Φ(I). (by Lemma 5.44)

If no safe separators exist, then all recursive calls are from terminal clique merging on
Line 5 and leaf pushing on Line 12. By Lemma 5.42, for recursive calls made from
terminal clique merging on Line 5 it holds that Φ(I × (Wi,Wj)) ≤ Φ(I) − 1, and
by Lemma 5.43, for recursive calls made from leaf pushing on Line 12 it holds that
Φ(I + (Wi, {v})) ≤ Φ(I)− 1. The total number of recursive calls from Lines 5 and 12 is
at most t2 + tk2 ≤ (k + 2)3 − 1, so we get that

R(I) ≤1 + ((k + 2)3 − 1) · size(I) · ((k + 2)3)Φ(I)−1 ≤ size(I) · ((k + 2)3)Φ(I).

This finishes the proof of Theorem 5.5, and together with Theorem 5.6 they imply
Theorem 1.3.

5.5 Faster algorithm for Subset Treewidth

This section is devoted to proving Theorem 5.3, in particular, to giving a 2O(k2)n2

time algorithm for Subset Treewidth. The algorithm of the previous section already
gives a kO(k2)n2 time algorithm for Subset Treewidth, so this section can be seen as
an optimization of the base of the exponent from kO(1) to O(1). We will re-use many
definitions and lemmas of Section 5.4. In particular, we use the definition of an instance
of Partitioned Subset Treewidth from Section 5.4, observing that an instance of Subset
Treewidth can be seen as an instance of Partitioned Subset Treewidth having initially
t = |W | = k + 2 terminal cliques of size 1.

The algorithm for Subset Treewidth will use similar concepts to the algorithm for
Partitioned Subset Treewidth, but a different approach for making progress in the
branching. The main measure of progress will be parameter q that states that there are
no solutions that contain “internal separations” of order < q. Here, an internal separation
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timealgorithmforSubsetTreewidth.Thealgorithmoftheprevioussectionalready
givesakO(k2)n2timealgorithmforSubsetTreewidth,sothissectioncanbeseenas
anoptimizationofthebaseoftheexponentfromkO(1)toO(1).Wewillre-usemany
definitionsandlemmasofSection5.4.Inparticular,weusethedefinitionofaninstance
ofPartitionedSubsetTreewidthfromSection5.4,observingthataninstanceofSubset
TreewidthcanbeseenasaninstanceofPartitionedSubsetTreewidthhavinginitially
t=|W|=k+2terminalcliquesofsize1.

ThealgorithmforSubsetTreewidthwillusesimilarconceptstothealgorithmfor
PartitionedSubsetTreewidth,butadifferentapproachformakingprogressinthe
branching.Themainmeasureofprogresswillbeparameterqthatstatesthatthereare
nosolutionsthatcontain“internalseparations”oforder<q.Here,aninternalseparation
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of a solution (X, T ) means a separation (A, S,B) so that S is a subset of some bag of
T , and the terminal cliques intersect both A and B. The goal will be to increase q, by
first pushing two terminal cliques to be of size at least ≥ q by using a version of leaf
pushing that guesses the whole important separator instead of only one vertex, and then
guessing how a hypothetical internal separation of order q would split the terminal cliques
and breaking the instance by an important separator of size q pushed towards the side
with two terminal cliques of size ≥ q. We will also argue about internal separations that
contain only a small number of “original” terminal vertices behind them, in particular, we
will use an observation that if a solution has an internal separation (A, S,B) so that at
most k + 1− |S| original terminal vertices are “behind” the terminal cliques intersecting
A, then the whole A-side of the solution can be replaced by just a single bag containing
S and the original terminal vertices behind it.

The rest of this section is organized as follows. In Subsection 5.5.1 we introduce the
concept of a terminal clique covering an original terminal vertex and based on that the
concept of a degenerate separation. In Subsection 5.5.2 we introduce a new parameter to
measure the progress of the algorithm and argue how different operations on instances
preserve so called “valid instances”. In Subsection 5.5.3 we discuss the branching rules
of the algorithm and in Subsection 5.5.4 we describe the algorithm and put together its
correctness proof. In Subsection 5.5.5 we analyze the running time.

5.5.1 Terminal covers and degenerate separations

We extend the definition of an instance of Partitioned Subset Treewidth given in Section 5.4.
We now keep track also of the original input graph GO and the set of original terminal
verticesWO, which were the original input to the Subset Treewidth problem. In particular,
|WO| = k + 2. Observe that the recursive algorithm of Section 5.4 maintains that if
I = (G, {W1, . . . ,Wt}, k) is an instance in some recursive call, then V (G) ⊆ V (GO)

and E(G) ⊇ E(torsoGO(V (G))). The operations I × (Wi,Wj) and I + (Wi, A) trivially
maintain this because they change G only by adding edges, and the I / (A, S) operation
with a separation (A, S,B) maintains this because S becomes a clique in G / (A, S).

Terminal covers

Let I = (G, {W1, . . . ,Wt}, k) be an instance, GO the original graph, and WO the set of
original terminal vertices. We say that a terminal clique Wi covers an original terminal
vertex w ∈ WO if Wi is a ({w}, V (G))-separator in GO. We observe that in the algorithm
of the previous section, at every point for every original terminal vertex there exists a
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ofasolution(X,T)meansaseparation(A,S,B)sothatSisasubsetofsomebagof
T,andtheterminalcliquesintersectbothAandB.Thegoalwillbetoincreaseq,by
firstpushingtwoterminalcliquestobeofsizeatleast≥qbyusingaversionofleaf
pushingthatguessesthewholeimportantseparatorinsteadofonlyonevertex,andthen
guessinghowahypotheticalinternalseparationoforderqwouldsplittheterminalcliques
andbreakingtheinstancebyanimportantseparatorofsizeqpushedtowardstheside
withtwoterminalcliquesofsize≥q.Wewillalsoargueaboutinternalseparationsthat
containonlyasmallnumberof“original”terminalverticesbehindthem,inparticular,we
willuseanobservationthatifasolutionhasaninternalseparation(A,S,B)sothatat
mostk+1−|S|originalterminalverticesare“behind”theterminalcliquesintersecting
A,thenthewholeA-sideofthesolutioncanbereplacedbyjustasinglebagcontaining
Sandtheoriginalterminalverticesbehindit.

Therestofthissectionisorganizedasfollows.InSubsection5.5.1weintroducethe
conceptofaterminalcliquecoveringanoriginalterminalvertexandbasedonthatthe
conceptofadegenerateseparation.InSubsection5.5.2weintroduceanewparameterto
measuretheprogressofthealgorithmandarguehowdifferentoperationsoninstances
preservesocalled“validinstances”.InSubsection5.5.3wediscussthebranchingrules
ofthealgorithmandinSubsection5.5.4wedescribethealgorithmandputtogetherits
correctnessproof.InSubsection5.5.5weanalyzetherunningtime.

5.5.1Terminalcoversanddegenerateseparations

WeextendthedefinitionofaninstanceofPartitionedSubsetTreewidthgiveninSection5.4.
WenowkeeptrackalsooftheoriginalinputgraphGOandthesetoforiginalterminal
verticesWO,whichweretheoriginalinputtotheSubsetTreewidthproblem.Inparticular,
|WO|=k+2.ObservethattherecursivealgorithmofSection5.4maintainsthatif
I=(G,{W1,...,Wt},k)isaninstanceinsomerecursivecall,thenV(G)⊆V(GO)

andE(G)⊇E(torsoGO(V(G))).TheoperationsI×(Wi,Wj)andI+(Wi,A)trivially
maintainthisbecausetheychangeGonlybyaddingedges,andtheI/(A,S)operation
withaseparation(A,S,B)maintainsthisbecauseSbecomesacliqueinG/(A,S).

Terminalcovers

LetI=(G,{W1,...,Wt},k)beaninstance,GOtheoriginalgraph,andWOthesetof
originalterminalvertices.WesaythataterminalcliqueWicoversanoriginalterminal
vertexw∈WOifWiisa({w},V(G))-separatorinGO.Weobservethatinthealgorithm
oftheprevioussection,ateverypointforeveryoriginalterminalvertexthereexistsa
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measuretheprogressofthealgorithmandarguehowdifferentoperationsoninstances
preservesocalled“validinstances”.InSubsection5.5.3wediscussthebranchingrules
ofthealgorithmandinSubsection5.5.4wedescribethealgorithmandputtogetherits
correctnessproof.InSubsection5.5.5weanalyzetherunningtime.

5.5.1Terminalcoversanddegenerateseparations

WeextendthedefinitionofaninstanceofPartitionedSubsetTreewidthgiveninSection5.4.
WenowkeeptrackalsooftheoriginalinputgraphGOandthesetoforiginalterminal
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terminal clique that covers it, and moreover every terminal clique covers at least one
original terminal vertex.

In the algorithm of this section we maintain a mapping tc : WO → {W1, . . . ,Wt} from
the original terminal vertices to the current terminal cliques, so that for all w ∈ WO,
the terminal clique tc(w) covers w. We extend the definition of an instance to include
the mapping tc, in particular an instance is now a 4-tuple I = (G, {W1, . . . ,Wt}, k, tc).
(The instance also implicitly contains GO and WO, but we do not write them explicitly
because they do not change in the branching.)

Let us now define how the mapping is maintained under the operation I / (A, S), where
(A, S,B) is a separation. Let S ′ be a terminal clique of I / (A, S) that is a superset of
S. If there are multiple such terminal cliques, then let S ′ be the lexicographically first
choice. Then, we define

tc(w) / (A, S) =

S ′ if tc(w) ⊆ B ∪ S

tc(w) otherwise.

Now, we define I /(A, S) = (G/(A, S), {W1, . . . ,Wt}/(A, S), k, tc/(A, S)). The following
lemma shows that this correctly maintains the mapping tc.

Lemma 5.46. Let I = (G, {W1, . . . ,Wt}, k, tc) be an instance, GO the original graph,
and w ∈ WO an original terminal vertex. Let also (A, S,B) be a separation of G. If
tc(w) ⊆ B ∪ S, then any terminal clique of I / (A, S) that is a superset of S covers w in
I / (A, S). Otherwise, tc(w) is a terminal clique of I / (A, S) and covers w in I / (A, S).

Proof. First, if tc(w) intersects A, in which case tc(w) ∈ {W1, . . . ,Wt} / (A, S), the fact
that tc(w) covers w in I / (A, S) holds directly by the fact that tc(w) covers w in I.

Then, consider the case when tc(w) ⊆ B ∪ S. Recall that by definition tc(w) is a
({w}, V (G))-separator in GO. We will show that S is a ({w}, V (G / (A, S)))-separator in
GO. Consider any path from w to V (G / (A, S)) = A ∪ S in GO. Because tc(w) covers w
in I, this path intersects tc(w), and therefore it has a suffix that is a tc(w)-A ∪ S-path
in GO. Now, because E(G) ⊇ E(torsoGO(V (G))), we can map the suffix into a tc(w)-
A ∪ S-path in G by just removing vertices in GO \ V (G) from it. Then, because S is a
(tc(w), A ∪ S)-separator in G, this path must intersect S, and therefore the path from
w to A ∪ S in GO must also intersect S, and therefore S is a ({w}, A ∪ S)-separator in
GO.
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terminalcliquethatcoversit,andmoreovereveryterminalcliquecoversatleastone
originalterminalvertex.

Inthealgorithmofthissectionwemaintainamappingtc:WO→{W1,...,Wt}from
theoriginalterminalverticestothecurrentterminalcliques,sothatforallw∈WO,
theterminalcliquetc(w)coversw.Weextendthedefinitionofaninstancetoinclude
themappingtc,inparticularaninstanceisnowa4-tupleI=(G,{W1,...,Wt},k,tc).
(TheinstancealsoimplicitlycontainsGOandWO,butwedonotwritethemexplicitly
becausetheydonotchangeinthebranching.)

LetusnowdefinehowthemappingismaintainedundertheoperationI/(A,S),where
(A,S,B)isaseparation.LetS′beaterminalcliqueofI/(A,S)thatisasupersetof
S.Iftherearemultiplesuchterminalcliques,thenletS′bethelexicographicallyfirst
choice.Then,wedefine

tc(w)/(A,S)=

S′iftc(w)⊆B∪S

tc(w)otherwise.

Now,wedefineI/(A,S)=(G/(A,S),{W1,...,Wt}/(A,S),k,tc/(A,S)).Thefollowing
lemmashowsthatthiscorrectlymaintainsthemappingtc.

Lemma5.46.LetI=(G,{W1,...,Wt},k,tc)beaninstance,GOtheoriginalgraph,
andw∈WOanoriginalterminalvertex.Letalso(A,S,B)beaseparationofG.If
tc(w)⊆B∪S,thenanyterminalcliqueofI/(A,S)thatisasupersetofScoverswin
I/(A,S).Otherwise,tc(w)isaterminalcliqueofI/(A,S)andcoverswinI/(A,S).

Proof.First,iftc(w)intersectsA,inwhichcasetc(w)∈{W1,...,Wt}/(A,S),thefact
thattc(w)coverswinI/(A,S)holdsdirectlybythefactthattc(w)coverswinI.

Then,considerthecasewhentc(w)⊆B∪S.Recallthatbydefinitiontc(w)isa
({w},V(G))-separatorinGO.WewillshowthatSisa({w},V(G/(A,S)))-separatorin
GO.ConsideranypathfromwtoV(G/(A,S))=A∪SinGO.Becausetc(w)coversw
inI,thispathintersectstc(w),andthereforeithasasuffixthatisatc(w)-A∪S-path
inGO.Now,becauseE(G)⊇E(torsoGO(V(G))),wecanmapthesuffixintoatc(w)-
A∪S-pathinGbyjustremovingverticesinGO\V(G)fromit.Then,becauseSisa
(tc(w),A∪S)-separatorinG,thispathmustintersectS,andthereforethepathfrom
wtoA∪SinGOmustalsointersectS,andthereforeSisa({w},A∪S)-separatorin
GO.
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original terminal vertex.

In the algorithm of this section we maintain a mapping tc : WO → {W1, . . . ,Wt} from
the original terminal vertices to the current terminal cliques, so that for all w ∈ WO,
the terminal clique tc(w) covers w. We extend the definition of an instance to include
the mapping tc, in particular an instance is now a 4-tuple I = (G, {W1, . . . ,Wt}, k, tc).
(The instance also implicitly contains GO and WO, but we do not write them explicitly
because they do not change in the branching.)

Let us now define how the mapping is maintained under the operation I / (A, S), where
(A, S,B) is a separation. Let S ′ be a terminal clique of I / (A, S) that is a superset of
S. If there are multiple such terminal cliques, then let S ′ be the lexicographically first
choice. Then, we define

tc(w) / (A, S) =



S ′ if tc(w) ⊆ B ∪ S

tc(w) otherwise.

Now, we define I /(A, S) = (G/(A, S), {W1, . . . ,Wt}/(A, S), k, tc/(A, S)). The following
lemma shows that this correctly maintains the mapping tc.

Lemma 5.46. Let I = (G, {W1, . . . ,Wt}, k, tc) be an instance, GO the original graph,
and w ∈ WO an original terminal vertex. Let also (A, S,B) be a separation of G. If
tc(w) ⊆ B ∪ S, then any terminal clique of I / (A, S) that is a superset of S covers w in
I / (A, S). Otherwise, tc(w) is a terminal clique of I / (A, S) and covers w in I / (A, S).

Proof. First, if tc(w) intersects A, in which case tc(w) ∈ {W1, . . . ,Wt} / (A, S), the fact
that tc(w) covers w in I / (A, S) holds directly by the fact that tc(w) covers w in I.

Then, consider the case when tc(w) ⊆ B ∪ S. Recall that by definition tc(w) is a
({w}, V (G))-separator in GO. We will show that S is a ({w}, V (G / (A, S)))-separator in
GO. Consider any path from w to V (G / (A, S)) = A ∪ S in GO. Because tc(w) covers w
in I, this path intersects tc(w), and therefore it has a suffix that is a tc(w)-A ∪ S-path
in GO. Now, because E(G) ⊇ E(torsoGO(V (G))), we can map the suffix into a tc(w)-
A ∪ S-path in G by just removing vertices in GO \ V (G) from it. Then, because S is a
(tc(w), A ∪ S)-separator in G, this path must intersect S, and therefore the path from
w to A ∪ S in GO must also intersect S, and therefore S is a ({w}, A ∪ S)-separator in
GO.

5.5 Faster algorithm for Subset Treewidth 149

terminal clique that covers it, and moreover every terminal clique covers at least one
original terminal vertex.

In the algorithm of this section we maintain a mapping tc : WO → {W1, . . . ,Wt} from
the original terminal vertices to the current terminal cliques, so that for all w ∈ WO,
the terminal clique tc(w) covers w. We extend the definition of an instance to include
the mapping tc, in particular an instance is now a 4-tuple I = (G, {W1, . . . ,Wt}, k, tc).
(The instance also implicitly contains GO and WO, but we do not write them explicitly
because they do not change in the branching.)

Let us now define how the mapping is maintained under the operation I / (A, S), where
(A, S,B) is a separation. Let S ′ be a terminal clique of I / (A, S) that is a superset of
S. If there are multiple such terminal cliques, then let S ′ be the lexicographically first
choice. Then, we define

tc(w) / (A, S) =



S ′ if tc(w) ⊆ B ∪ S

tc(w) otherwise.

Now, we define I /(A, S) = (G/(A, S), {W1, . . . ,Wt}/(A, S), k, tc/(A, S)). The following
lemma shows that this correctly maintains the mapping tc.

Lemma 5.46. Let I = (G, {W1, . . . ,Wt}, k, tc) be an instance, GO the original graph,
and w ∈ WO an original terminal vertex. Let also (A, S,B) be a separation of G. If
tc(w) ⊆ B ∪ S, then any terminal clique of I / (A, S) that is a superset of S covers w in
I / (A, S). Otherwise, tc(w) is a terminal clique of I / (A, S) and covers w in I / (A, S).

Proof. First, if tc(w) intersects A, in which case tc(w) ∈ {W1, . . . ,Wt} / (A, S), the fact
that tc(w) covers w in I / (A, S) holds directly by the fact that tc(w) covers w in I.

Then, consider the case when tc(w) ⊆ B ∪ S. Recall that by definition tc(w) is a
({w}, V (G))-separator in GO. We will show that S is a ({w}, V (G / (A, S)))-separator in
GO. Consider any path from w to V (G / (A, S)) = A ∪ S in GO. Because tc(w) covers w
in I, this path intersects tc(w), and therefore it has a suffix that is a tc(w)-A ∪ S-path
in GO. Now, because E(G) ⊇ E(torsoGO(V (G))), we can map the suffix into a tc(w)-
A ∪ S-path in G by just removing vertices in GO \ V (G) from it. Then, because S is a
(tc(w), A ∪ S)-separator in G, this path must intersect S, and therefore the path from
w to A ∪ S in GO must also intersect S, and therefore S is a ({w}, A ∪ S)-separator in
GO.

5.5FasteralgorithmforSubsetTreewidth149

terminalcliquethatcoversit,andmoreovereveryterminalcliquecoversatleastone
originalterminalvertex.

Inthealgorithmofthissectionwemaintainamappingtc:WO→{W1,...,Wt}from
theoriginalterminalverticestothecurrentterminalcliques,sothatforallw∈WO,
theterminalcliquetc(w)coversw.Weextendthedefinitionofaninstancetoinclude
themappingtc,inparticularaninstanceisnowa4-tupleI=(G,{W1,...,Wt},k,tc).
(TheinstancealsoimplicitlycontainsGOandWO,butwedonotwritethemexplicitly
becausetheydonotchangeinthebranching.)

LetusnowdefinehowthemappingismaintainedundertheoperationI/(A,S),where
(A,S,B)isaseparation.LetS′beaterminalcliqueofI/(A,S)thatisasupersetof
S.Iftherearemultiplesuchterminalcliques,thenletS′bethelexicographicallyfirst
choice.Then,wedefine

tc(w)/(A,S)=



S′iftc(w)⊆B∪S

tc(w)otherwise.

Now,wedefineI/(A,S)=(G/(A,S),{W1,...,Wt}/(A,S),k,tc/(A,S)).Thefollowing
lemmashowsthatthiscorrectlymaintainsthemappingtc.

Lemma5.46.LetI=(G,{W1,...,Wt},k,tc)beaninstance,GOtheoriginalgraph,
andw∈WOanoriginalterminalvertex.Letalso(A,S,B)beaseparationofG.If
tc(w)⊆B∪S,thenanyterminalcliqueofI/(A,S)thatisasupersetofScoverswin
I/(A,S).Otherwise,tc(w)isaterminalcliqueofI/(A,S)andcoverswinI/(A,S).

Proof.First,iftc(w)intersectsA,inwhichcasetc(w)∈{W1,...,Wt}/(A,S),thefact
thattc(w)coverswinI/(A,S)holdsdirectlybythefactthattc(w)coverswinI.

Then,considerthecasewhentc(w)⊆B∪S.Recallthatbydefinitiontc(w)isa
({w},V(G))-separatorinGO.WewillshowthatSisa({w},V(G/(A,S)))-separatorin
GO.ConsideranypathfromwtoV(G/(A,S))=A∪SinGO.Becausetc(w)coversw
inI,thispathintersectstc(w),andthereforeithasasuffixthatisatc(w)-A∪S-path
inGO.Now,becauseE(G)⊇E(torsoGO(V(G))),wecanmapthesuffixintoatc(w)-
A∪S-pathinGbyjustremovingverticesinGO\V(G)fromit.Then,becauseSisa
(tc(w),A∪S)-separatorinG,thispathmustintersectS,andthereforethepathfrom
wtoA∪SinGOmustalsointersectS,andthereforeSisa({w},A∪S)-separatorin
GO.
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We also define the maintenance of tc under terminal clique merging by

tc(w)× (Wi,Wj) =

Wi ∪Wj if tc(w) = Wi or tc(w) = Wj

tc(w) otherwise.

Now, I × (Wi,Wj) = (G × (Wi,Wj), {W1, . . . ,Wt} × (Wi,Wj), k, tc × (Wi,Wj)). This
maintains the mapping tc correctly because if Wi is a ({w}, V (G))-separator in GO, then
also Wi ∪Wj is a ({w}, V (G))-separator in GO.

Similarly, when adding vertices to terminal cliques it is defined by

tc(w) + (Wi, A) =

Wi ∪ A if tc(w) = Wi

tc(w) otherwise.

Then, I + (Wi, A) = (G+ (Wi, A), {W1, . . . ,Wt}+ (Wi, A), k, tc + (Wi, A)). Again, this
clearly maintains the mapping tc correctly.

For a terminal clique Wi, we denote by #tcI(Wi) the number of original terminal vertices
mapped toWi by tc, i.e., #tcI(Wi) = |{w ∈ WO | tc(w) = Wi}|. Note that the operations
I × (Wi,Wj) and I + (Wi, A) preserve the invariant that #tcI(Wi) ≥ 1 for all terminal
cliques Wi, and the operation I / (A, S) for a separation (A, S,B) preserves this if there
is at least one terminal clique that is a subset of B ∪ S or a superset of S, which will be
always the case when this operation is used.

Degenerate separations

Let I = (G, {W1, . . . ,Wt}, k, tc) be an instance, and (X, (T, bag)) a solution of I. We
say that a separation (A, S,B) of G is an internal separation of the solution (X, (T, bag))

for I if S ⊆ bag(t) for some t ∈ V (T ) and ŴI intersects both A and B.

We say that an internal separation (A, S,B) is degenerate if

|S|+
∑

Wi|Wi∩A 6=∅

#tcI(Wi) ≤ k + 1.

Note that if a solution contains a degenerate internal separation (A, S,B), then for
the purpose of obtaining a solution of the original instance we can, slightly informally
speaking, replace the decomposition on the A-side of the separation by just a single bag
S ∪{w ∈ WO | tc(w)∩A 6= ∅} because the definition states that this bag has size at most
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Wesaythataninternalseparation(A,S,B)isdegenerateif

|S|+
∑

Wi|Wi∩A6=∅

#tcI(Wi)≤k+1.

Notethatifasolutioncontainsadegenerateinternalseparation(A,S,B),thenfor
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Wesaythataninternalseparation(A,S,B)isdegenerateif

|S|+∑
Wi|Wi∩A6=∅

#tcI(Wi)≤k+1.

Notethatifasolutioncontainsadegenerateinternalseparation(A,S,B),thenfor
thepurposeofobtainingasolutionoftheoriginalinstancewecan,slightlyinformally
speaking,replacethedecompositionontheA-sideoftheseparationbyjustasinglebag
S∪{w∈WO|tc(w)∩A6=∅}becausethedefinitionstatesthatthisbaghassizeatmost



5.5 Faster algorithm for Subset Treewidth 151

k+1. In particular, we observe that for the original instance there always exists a solution
where every degenerate internal separation is a separation between a leaf bag and the rest
of the decomposition, with the leaf bag containing only the separator S and the original
terminal vertices “behind” S. Now, our goal is to perform a pre-branching step that by
using important separators guesses, in some sense, a maximal set of degenerate internal
separations, and after that arrives to an instance where no solution has a degenerate
internal separation.

We say that an instance I = (G, {W1, . . . ,Wt}, k, tc) is valid if it is a yes-instance and
has no solution (X, (T, bag)) that has a degenerate internal separation for I. Otherwise,
we say that I is invalid. Next we show that by performing the pre-branching step, we
can assume that we start with a valid instance.

Lemma 5.47 (Pre-branching). There is an algorithm, that given a graph G, integer k,
and a set W with |W | = k+2, in time 2O(k2)m and space nO(1) enumerates 2O(k2) instances
(G, {W1, . . . ,Wt}, k, tc) with t ≤ k + 2 so that any solution of any of the instances can
in time kO(1)m be turned into a torso tree decomposition of width at most k in G that
covers W , and moreover if such a torso tree decomposition exists, then at least one of the
returned instances is valid.

Proof. Let the initial instance be I = (G, {W1, . . . ,W|W |}, k, tc), where {W1, . . . ,W|W |}
is a partition of W = WO into single vertices and tc(w) = {w}. We then branch on all
possible ways to perform terminal clique merging operations (recall the definitions from
Subsection 5.4.4). There are kO(k) possible sequences of terminal clique merging.

Observe that any solution of any of the resulting instances is a torso tree decomposition
of width at most k in G that covers W , and moreover if a solution exists, then at least
one of the resulting instances is a maximally merged yes-instance. Notice also that
#tcI(Wi) = |Wi| holds for all terminal cliques Wi in instances obtained in this manner.
We will then prove the lemma with the assumption that we start with an instance for
which #tcI(Wi) = |Wi| holds, and in particular, if the starting instance is a maximally
merged yes-instance, then at least one of the outputs will be a valid instance.

We will do branching that maintains a partition of terminal cliques into processed
terminal cliques and unprocessed terminal cliques. Initially, all of the terminal cliques are
unprocessed. This branching will always maintain that for unprocessed terminal cliques
Wi it holds that #tcI(Wi) ≥ |Wi|, and in the “success” branches the following invariants
will be maintained

1. I is a yes-instance,
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k+1. In particular, we observe that for the original instance there always exists a solution
where every degenerate internal separation is a separation between a leaf bag and the rest
of the decomposition, with the leaf bag containing only the separator S and the original
terminal vertices “behind” S. Now, our goal is to perform a pre-branching step that by
using important separators guesses, in some sense, a maximal set of degenerate internal
separations, and after that arrives to an instance where no solution has a degenerate
internal separation.

We say that an instance I = (G, {W1, . . . ,Wt}, k, tc) is valid if it is a yes-instance and
has no solution (X, (T, bag)) that has a degenerate internal separation for I. Otherwise,
we say that I is invalid. Next we show that by performing the pre-branching step, we
can assume that we start with a valid instance.

Lemma 5.47 (Pre-branching). There is an algorithm, that given a graph G, integer k,
and a set W with |W | = k+2, in time 2O(k2)

m and space nO(1)
enumerates 2O(k2)

instances
(G, {W1, . . . ,Wt}, k, tc) with t ≤ k + 2 so that any solution of any of the instances can
in time kO(1)

m be turned into a torso tree decomposition of width at most k in G that
covers W , and moreover if such a torso tree decomposition exists, then at least one of the
returned instances is valid.

Proof. Let the initial instance be I = (G, {W1, . . . ,W|W |}, k, tc), where {W1, . . . ,W|W |}
is a partition of W = WO into single vertices and tc(w) = {w}. We then branch on all
possible ways to perform terminal clique merging operations (recall the definitions from
Subsection 5.4.4). There are kO(k)

possible sequences of terminal clique merging.

Observe that any solution of any of the resulting instances is a torso tree decomposition
of width at most k in G that covers W , and moreover if a solution exists, then at least
one of the resulting instances is a maximally merged yes-instance. Notice also that
#tcI(Wi) = |Wi| holds for all terminal cliques Wi in instances obtained in this manner.
We will then prove the lemma with the assumption that we start with an instance for
which #tcI(Wi) = |Wi| holds, and in particular, if the starting instance is a maximally
merged yes-instance, then at least one of the outputs will be a valid instance.

We will do branching that maintains a partition of terminal cliques into processed
terminal cliques and unprocessed terminal cliques. Initially, all of the terminal cliques are
unprocessed. This branching will always maintain that for unprocessed terminal cliques
Wi it holds that #tcI(Wi) ≥ |Wi|, and in the “success” branches the following invariants
will be maintained

1. I is a yes-instance,

5.5 Faster algorithm for Subset Treewidth 151

k+1. In particular, we observe that for the original instance there always exists a solution
where every degenerate internal separation is a separation between a leaf bag and the rest
of the decomposition, with the leaf bag containing only the separator S and the original
terminal vertices “behind” S. Now, our goal is to perform a pre-branching step that by
using important separators guesses, in some sense, a maximal set of degenerate internal
separations, and after that arrives to an instance where no solution has a degenerate
internal separation.

We say that an instance I = (G, {W1, . . . ,Wt}, k, tc) is valid if it is a yes-instance and
has no solution (X, (T, bag)) that has a degenerate internal separation for I. Otherwise,
we say that I is invalid. Next we show that by performing the pre-branching step, we
can assume that we start with a valid instance.

Lemma 5.47 (Pre-branching). There is an algorithm, that given a graph G, integer k,
and a set W with |W | = k+2, in time 2O(k2)

m and space nO(1)
enumerates 2O(k2)

instances
(G, {W1, . . . ,Wt}, k, tc) with t ≤ k + 2 so that any solution of any of the instances can
in time kO(1)

m be turned into a torso tree decomposition of width at most k in G that
covers W , and moreover if such a torso tree decomposition exists, then at least one of the
returned instances is valid.

Proof. Let the initial instance be I = (G, {W1, . . . ,W|W |}, k, tc), where {W1, . . . ,W|W |}
is a partition of W = WO into single vertices and tc(w) = {w}. We then branch on all
possible ways to perform terminal clique merging operations (recall the definitions from
Subsection 5.4.4). There are kO(k)

possible sequences of terminal clique merging.

Observe that any solution of any of the resulting instances is a torso tree decomposition
of width at most k in G that covers W , and moreover if a solution exists, then at least
one of the resulting instances is a maximally merged yes-instance. Notice also that
#tcI(Wi) = |Wi| holds for all terminal cliques Wi in instances obtained in this manner.
We will then prove the lemma with the assumption that we start with an instance for
which #tcI(Wi) = |Wi| holds, and in particular, if the starting instance is a maximally
merged yes-instance, then at least one of the outputs will be a valid instance.

We will do branching that maintains a partition of terminal cliques into processed
terminal cliques and unprocessed terminal cliques. Initially, all of the terminal cliques are
unprocessed. This branching will always maintain that for unprocessed terminal cliques
Wi it holds that #tcI(Wi) ≥ |Wi|, and in the “success” branches the following invariants
will be maintained

1. I is a yes-instance,

5.5FasteralgorithmforSubsetTreewidth151

k+1.Inparticular,weobservethatfortheoriginalinstancetherealwaysexistsasolution
whereeverydegenerateinternalseparationisaseparationbetweenaleafbagandtherest
ofthedecomposition,withtheleafbagcontainingonlytheseparatorSandtheoriginal
terminalvertices“behind”S.Now,ourgoalistoperformapre-branchingstepthatby
usingimportantseparatorsguesses,insomesense,amaximalsetofdegenerateinternal
separations,andafterthatarrivestoaninstancewherenosolutionhasadegenerate
internalseparation.

WesaythataninstanceI=(G,{W1,...,Wt},k,tc)isvalidifitisayes-instanceand
hasnosolution(X,(T,bag))thathasadegenerateinternalseparationforI.Otherwise,
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2. for every processed terminal clique Wi there exists no solution that contains a
degenerate internal separation (A, S,B) so that A intersects Wi, and

3. there exists no solution that contains a degenerate internal separation (A, S,B) so
that more than one terminal clique intersects A.

Initially, the invariant #tcI(Wi) ≥ |Wi| holds as discussed earlier. Also, if I is initially
a maximally merged yes-instance, the invariant of Item 1 holds by definition, and the
invariant of Item 2 initially holds by the fact that there are no processed terminal cliques.
The invariant of Item 3 initially holds if I is maximally merged, because if there would be
a solution (X, (T, bag)) with a degenerate internal separation (A, S,B), so that at least
two terminal cliques intersect A, then by the definition |S|+

∑
Wi|Wi∩A 6=∅#tcI(Wi) ≤ k+1

and the fact that #tcI(Wi) ≥ |Wi| we could replace the solution on the subgraph induced
by A ∪ S by just a single bag S ∪

⋃
Wi|Wi∩A 6=∅Wi, and conclude that I is not maximally

merged.

The branching works as follows. While there exists an unprocessed terminal clique Wi, we
branch on the cases that either there exists no solution that contains a degenerate internal
separation (A, S,B) with Wi ∩ A 6= ∅, recursing to the case where we just mark Wi as
processed, or that there exists a solution that contains a degenerate internal separation
(A, S,B) so that Wi ∩ A 6= ∅, and in this case we recurse on all cases that are obtained
by taking an important (Wi,W I(Wi))-separator S ′ of size |S ′| ≤ k + 1 − #tcI(Wi),
letting (A′, S ′, B′) = (reachG(Wi, S

′), S ′, V (G) \ (reachG(Wi, S
′) ∪ S ′)), and recursing to

the instance I /(B′, S ′) with S ′ marked as processed if it is a terminal clique of I /(B′, S ′).

Observe that the branching cannot decrease #tcI(Wi) for any unprocessed terminal clique
Wi, so the invariant that #tcI(Wi) ≥ |Wi| for them is maintained. Note also that in each
branch, the number of unprocessed terminal cliques decreases. In particular, in the corner
case when S ′ is not a terminal clique of I / (B′, S ′), it holds that the terminal cliques of
I / (B′, S ′) are a subset of the terminal cliques of I but do not contain Wi. As the number
of important separators S ′ of size at most k is at most 4k by Lemma 5.22, we branch to
at most 4k + 1 directions every time, and therefore as initially there are at most k + 2

unprocessed terminal cliques, the branching tree has size at most (4k + 1)k+2 = 2O(k2).

The leaves of the branching tree have no unprocessed terminal cliques and will be the
instances we output. Note that because when taking the important separator S ′ we
impose the condition |S ′| ≤ k + 1−#tcI(Wi), which by #tcI(Wi) ≥ |Wi| implies that
|S ′| + |Wi| ≤ k + 1, we can construct from a solution of I / (B′, S ′) a solution of I by
just attaching a bag Wi ∪ S ′ as a neighbor of a bag containing S ′. Therefore, from any
solution of the outputted instance we can construct a solution of the original instance.
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2. for every processed terminal clique Wi there exists no solution that contains a
degenerate internal separation (A, S,B) so that A intersects Wi, and

3. there exists no solution that contains a degenerate internal separation (A, S,B) so
that more than one terminal clique intersects A.
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and the fact that #tcI(Wi) ≥ |Wi| we could replace the solution on the subgraph induced
by A ∪ S by just a single bag S ∪⋃Wi|Wi∩A 6=∅Wi, and conclude that I is not maximally
merged.

The branching works as follows. While there exists an unprocessed terminal clique Wi, we
branch on the cases that either there exists no solution that contains a degenerate internal
separation (A, S,B) with Wi ∩ A 6= ∅, recursing to the case where we just mark Wi as
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Observe that the branching cannot decrease #tcI(Wi) for any unprocessed terminal clique
Wi, so the invariant that #tcI(Wi) ≥ |Wi| for them is maintained. Note also that in each
branch, the number of unprocessed terminal cliques decreases. In particular, in the corner
case when S ′ is not a terminal clique of I / (B′, S ′), it holds that the terminal cliques of
I / (B′, S ′) are a subset of the terminal cliques of I but do not contain Wi. As the number
of important separators S ′ of size at most k is at most 4

k
by Lemma 5.22, we branch to

at most 4
k

+ 1 directions every time, and therefore as initially there are at most k + 2

unprocessed terminal cliques, the branching tree has size at most (4
k

+ 1)
k+2

= 2O(k2)
.

The leaves of the branching tree have no unprocessed terminal cliques and will be the
instances we output. Note that because when taking the important separator S ′ we
impose the condition |S ′| ≤ k + 1−#tcI(Wi), which by #tcI(Wi) ≥ |Wi| implies that
|S ′| + |Wi| ≤ k + 1, we can construct from a solution of I / (B′, S ′) a solution of I by
just attaching a bag Wi ∪ S ′ as a neighbor of a bag containing S ′. Therefore, from any
solution of the outputted instance we can construct a solution of the original instance.
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amaximallymergedyes-instance,theinvariantofItem1holdsbydefinition,andthe
invariantofItem2initiallyholdsbythefactthattherearenoprocessedterminalcliques.
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asolution(X,(T,bag))withadegenerateinternalseparation(A,S,B),sothatatleast
twoterminalcliquesintersectA,thenbythedefinition|S|+∑Wi|Wi∩A6=∅#tcI(Wi)≤k+1

andthefactthat#tcI(Wi)≥|Wi|wecouldreplacethesolutiononthesubgraphinduced
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Wi,sotheinvariantthat#tcI(Wi)≥|Wi|forthemismaintained.Notealsothatineach
branch,thenumberofunprocessedterminalcliquesdecreases.Inparticular,inthecorner
casewhenS′isnotaterminalcliqueofI/(B′,S′),itholdsthattheterminalcliquesof
I/(B′,S′)areasubsetoftheterminalcliquesofIbutdonotcontainWi.Asthenumber
ofimportantseparatorsS′ofsizeatmostkisatmost4
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Theleavesofthebranchingtreehavenounprocessedterminalcliquesandwillbethe
instancesweoutput.NotethatbecausewhentakingtheimportantseparatorS′we
imposethecondition|S′|≤k+1−#tcI(Wi),whichby#tcI(Wi)≥|Wi|impliesthat
|S′|+|Wi|≤k+1,wecanconstructfromasolutionofI/(B′,S′)asolutionofIby
justattachingabagWi∪S′asaneighborofabagcontainingS′.Therefore,fromany
solutionoftheoutputtedinstancewecanconstructasolutionoftheoriginalinstance.
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Note that if the invariants of Items 1 to 3 hold for some outputted instance, then it is
a valid instance. Therefore, it remains to argue that if the invariants of Items 1 to 3
initially hold, then they hold for at least one of the branches.

Suppose that the invariants of Items 1 to 3 hold for I, and let Wi be an unprocessed
terminal clique that we are branching on. First, if there exists no solution that contains
a degenerate internal separation (A, S,B) so that A intersects Wi, the invariants are
clearly maintained by just marking Wi processed as it does not change the set of solutions
of the instance or the set Ŵ . Then, suppose there exists a solution (X, (T, bag)) that
contains a degenerate internal separation (A, S,B) so that A intersects Wi. First, by
Item 3, Wi must be the only terminal clique that intersects A. Then, we consider a
hypothetical solution (X, (T, bag)) and a degenerate internal separation (A, S,B) of it so
that reachG(Wi, S) is the largest possible over all such (X, (T, bag)) and (A, S,B). We
note that Wi ⊆ A ∪ S and W I(Wi) ⊆ B ∪ S, so S is a (Wi,W I(Wi))-separator. Then
we let S ′ to be a smallest important (Wi,W I(Wi))-separator that dominates S, and
will argue that the branch that selects S ′ as the important separator will maintain the
invariants. We denote (A′, S ′, B′) = (reachG(Wi, S

′), S ′, V (G) \ (reachG(Wi, S
′) ∪ S ′)).

Note that Wi intersects A′ because Wi intersects reachG(Wi, S). We will argue that
I / (B′, S ′) satisfies the invariants of Items 1 to 3.

Item 1. First, to show that I / (B′, S ′) is a yes-instance, we use that by Lemma 5.18,
S ′ is linked into S ∩ (A′ ∪ S ′). We apply the Pulling Lemma (Lemma 5.8) with the
separation (B′, S ′, A′), the torso tree decomposition (X, (T, bag)), and the bag of (T, bag)

that contains S, and obtain a torso tree decomposition ((X ∩ B′) ∪ S ′, (T ′, bag′)) of no
larger width that covers ŴI/(B′,S′), showing that I / (B′, S ′) is a yes-instance.

Item 3. Then, to argue that I / (B′, S ′) does not have solutions with degenerate
internal separations (A, S,B) with multiple terminal cliques intersecting A, suppose that
(Xd, (Td, bagd)) is a solution of I / (B′, S ′) that contains a degenerate internal separation
(Ad, Sd, Bd) so that at least two terminal cliques of I / (B′, S ′) intersect Ad. Now, because
Wi is the only terminal clique of I that intersects A′ and by the fact that |S ′| ≤ |S| and
|Wi|+ |S| ≤ k + 1 we can turn (Xd, (Td, bagd)) into a solution (Xd ∪Wi, (T

′
d, bag′d)) of I

by just attaching a bag Wi ∪ S ′ to a bag of (T ′d, bag′d) that contains S ′.

Then, if S ′ ⊆ Sd ∪ Bd, we consider the separation (Ad, Sd, Bd ∪ A′) of G. The set ŴI
intersects Ad because at least two terminal cliques of I / (B′, S ′) intersect Ad, and it
intersects Bd ∪ A′ because Wi intersects A′, and therefore (Ad, Sd, Bd ∪ A′) is an internal
separation for the solution (Xd∪Wi, (T

′
d, bag′d)) of I. In this case, as Ad ⊆ B′, all terminal

cliques of I / (B′, S ′) that intersect Ad are also terminal cliques of I that intersect Ad and

5.5FasteralgorithmforSubsetTreewidth153

NotethatiftheinvariantsofItems1to3holdforsomeoutputtedinstance,thenitis
avalidinstance.Therefore,itremainstoarguethatiftheinvariantsofItems1to3
initiallyhold,thentheyholdforatleastoneofthebranches.

SupposethattheinvariantsofItems1to3holdforI,andletWibeanunprocessed
terminalcliquethatwearebranchingon.First,ifthereexistsnosolutionthatcontains
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′)∪S′)).

NotethatWiintersectsA′becauseWiintersectsreachG(Wi,S).Wewillarguethat
I/(B′,S′)satisfiestheinvariantsofItems1to3.

Item1.First,toshowthatI/(B′,S′)isayes-instance,weusethatbyLemma5.18,
S′islinkedintoS∩(A′∪S′).WeapplythePullingLemma(Lemma5.8)withthe
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Note that if the invariants of Items 1 to 3 hold for some outputted instance, then it is
a valid instance. Therefore, it remains to argue that if the invariants of Items 1 to 3
initially hold, then they hold for at least one of the branches.

Suppose that the invariants of Items 1 to 3 hold for I, and let Wi be an unprocessed
terminal clique that we are branching on. First, if there exists no solution that contains
a degenerate internal separation (A, S,B) so that A intersects Wi, the invariants are
clearly maintained by just marking Wi processed as it does not change the set of solutions
of the instance or the set Ŵ . Then, suppose there exists a solution (X, (T, bag)) that
contains a degenerate internal separation (A, S,B) so that A intersects Wi. First, by
Item 3, Wi must be the only terminal clique that intersects A. Then, we consider a
hypothetical solution (X, (T, bag)) and a degenerate internal separation (A, S,B) of it so
that reachG(Wi, S) is the largest possible over all such (X, (T, bag)) and (A, S,B). We
note that Wi ⊆ A ∪ S and W I(Wi) ⊆ B ∪ S, so S is a (Wi,W I(Wi))-separator. Then
we let S ′ to be a smallest important (Wi,W I(Wi))-separator that dominates S, and
will argue that the branch that selects S ′ as the important separator will maintain the
invariants. We denote (A′, S ′, B′) = (reachG(Wi, S ′), S ′, V (G) \ (reachG(Wi, S ′) ∪ S ′)).
Note that Wi intersects A′ because Wi intersects reachG(Wi, S). We will argue that
I / (B′, S ′) satisfies the invariants of Items 1 to 3.

Item 1. First, to show that I / (B′, S ′) is a yes-instance, we use that by Lemma 5.18,
S ′ is linked into S ∩ (A′ ∪ S ′). We apply the Pulling Lemma (Lemma 5.8) with the
separation (B′, S ′, A′), the torso tree decomposition (X, (T, bag)), and the bag of (T, bag)

that contains S, and obtain a torso tree decomposition ((X ∩ B′) ∪ S ′, (T ′, bag′)) of no
larger width that covers ŴI/(B′,S′), showing that I / (B′, S ′) is a yes-instance.

Item 3. Then, to argue that I / (B′, S ′) does not have solutions with degenerate
internal separations (A, S,B) with multiple terminal cliques intersecting A, suppose that
(Xd, (Td, bagd)) is a solution of I / (B′, S ′) that contains a degenerate internal separation
(Ad, Sd, Bd) so that at least two terminal cliques of I / (B′, S ′) intersect Ad. Now, because
Wi is the only terminal clique of I that intersects A′ and by the fact that |S ′| ≤ |S| and
|Wi|+ |S| ≤ k + 1 we can turn (Xd, (Td, bagd)) into a solution (Xd ∪Wi, (T ′

d, bag′
d)) of I

by just attaching a bag Wi ∪ S ′ to a bag of (T ′
d, bag′

d) that contains S ′.

Then, if S ′ ⊆ Sd ∪ Bd, we consider the separation (Ad, Sd, Bd ∪ A′) of G. The set ŴI
intersects Ad because at least two terminal cliques of I / (B′, S ′) intersect Ad, and it
intersects Bd ∪ A′ because Wi intersects A′, and therefore (Ad, Sd, Bd ∪ A′) is an internal
separation for the solution (Xd∪Wi, (T ′

d, bag′
d)) of I. In this case, as Ad ⊆ B′, all terminal
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larger width that covers ŴI/(B′,S′), showing that I / (B′, S ′) is a yes-instance.

Item 3. Then, to argue that I / (B′, S ′) does not have solutions with degenerate
internal separations (A, S,B) with multiple terminal cliques intersecting A, suppose that
(Xd, (Td, bagd)) is a solution of I / (B′, S ′) that contains a degenerate internal separation
(Ad, Sd, Bd) so that at least two terminal cliques of I / (B′, S ′) intersect Ad. Now, because
Wi is the only terminal clique of I that intersects A′ and by the fact that |S ′| ≤ |S| and
|Wi|+ |S| ≤ k + 1 we can turn (Xd, (Td, bagd)) into a solution (Xd ∪Wi, (T ′

d, bag′
d)) of I

by just attaching a bag Wi ∪ S ′ to a bag of (T ′
d, bag′

d) that contains S ′.

Then, if S ′ ⊆ Sd ∪ Bd, we consider the separation (Ad, Sd, Bd ∪ A′) of G. The set ŴI
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oftheinstanceorthesetŴ.Then,supposethereexistsasolution(X,(T,bag))that
containsadegenerateinternalseparation(A,S,B)sothatAintersectsWi.First,by
Item3,WimustbetheonlyterminalcliquethatintersectsA.Then,weconsidera
hypotheticalsolution(X,(T,bag))andadegenerateinternalseparation(A,S,B)ofitso
thatreachG(Wi,S)isthelargestpossibleoverallsuch(X,(T,bag))and(A,S,B).We
notethatWi⊆A∪SandWI(Wi)⊆B∪S,soSisa(Wi,WI(Wi))-separator.Then
weletS′tobeasmallestimportant(Wi,WI(Wi))-separatorthatdominatesS,and
willarguethatthebranchthatselectsS′astheimportantseparatorwillmaintainthe
invariants.Wedenote(A′,S′,B′)=(reachG(Wi,S′),S′,V(G)\(reachG(Wi,S′)∪S′)).
NotethatWiintersectsA′becauseWiintersectsreachG(Wi,S).Wewillarguethat
I/(B′,S′)satisfiestheinvariantsofItems1to3.

Item1.First,toshowthatI/(B′,S′)isayes-instance,weusethatbyLemma5.18,
S′islinkedintoS∩(A′∪S′).WeapplythePullingLemma(Lemma5.8)withthe
separation(B′,S′,A′),thetorsotreedecomposition(X,(T,bag)),andthebagof(T,bag)

thatcontainsS,andobtainatorsotreedecomposition((X∩B′)∪S′,(T′,bag′))ofno
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vice versa, and therefore at least two terminal cliques of I intersect Ad and (Ad, Sd, Bd∪A′)
is degenerate also for I, which would contradict that I satisfies the invariant of Item 3.

The other case is that S ′ intersects Ad and is a subset of Ad ∪ Sd, in which case we
consider the separation (Ad ∪ A′, Sd, Bd) of G. The set ŴI intersects Ad ∪ A′ because
Wi intersects A′, and it intersects Bd because Bd ⊆ B′ and ŴI ∩ B′ = ŴI/(B′,S′) ∩ B′,
and therefore it is an internal separation for the solution (Xd ∪Wi, (T

′
d, bag′d)) of I. At

least two terminal cliques of I intersect Ad ∪ A′ because Wi intersects A′, and some
terminal clique of I / (B′, S ′) that is also a terminal clique of I must intersect Ad because
all but at most one terminal clique of I / (B′, S ′) is a terminal clique of I and at least
two terminal cliques of I / (B′, S ′) intersect Ad. Now, because S ′ intersects Ad and all
terminal vertices covered by terminal cliques of I that are subsets of A′∪S ′ were mapped
into S ′ or to the superset of S ′ in I / (B′, S ′), the internal separation (Ad ∪ A′, Sd, Bd) is
degenerate for I, which would contradict that I satisfies the invariant of Item 3.

Item 2. Then, to argue that I / (B′, S ′) has no solution with a degenerate internal
separation (A, S,B) with a processed terminal clique intersecting A, letWj be a processed
terminal clique of I / (B′, S ′) and suppose that (Xd, (Td, bagd)) is a solution of I / (B′, S ′)

that contains a degenerate internal separation (Ad, Sd, Bd) so thatWj intersects Ad but no
other terminal clique of I / (B′, S ′) intersects Ad. (Note that if also some other terminal
clique intersects Ad, then we are in the already proven case of Item 3.) Again, because
Wi is the only terminal clique of I that intersects A′ and by the facts that |S ′| ≤ |S| and
|Wi|+ |S| ≤ k + 1 we can turn (Xd, (Td, bagd)) into a solution (Xd ∪Wi, (T

′
d, bag′d)) of I

just by attaching a bag Wi ∪ S ′ to a bag of (Td, bagd) that contains S ′.

Then, if S ′ ⊆ Sd ∪Bd, we consider the separation (Ad, Sd, Bd ∪ A′) of G. Now, because
S ′ ⊆ Sd ∪ Bd but Wj intersects Ad, we have that Wj 6= S ′, implying that Wj is also a
terminal clique of I and therefore Ad intersects ŴI , and Bd ∪ A′ intersects ŴI because
Wi intersects A′, and therefore (Ad, Sd, Bd ∪ A′) is an internal separation of the solution
(Xd ∪Wi, (T

′
d, bag′d)) for I. Because Wj is a processed terminal clique of I / (B′, S ′) and

a terminal clique of I, and Wj 6= Wi and Wj 6= S ′, Wj is also a processed terminal clique
of I, and moreover because Ad ⊆ B′, also no other terminal cliques of I intersect Ad,
and therefore we contradict that I satisfies the invariant of Item 2.

The other case is that S ′ intersects Ad and is a subset of Ad ∪ Sd. Note that in this
case S ′ ⊆ Wj and Wj is the only terminal clique of I / (B′, S ′) that is a superset of
S ′. We then consider the separation (Ad ∪ A′, Sd, Bd) of G. Because Wi intersects A′

and Bd ⊆ B′ this is an internal separation for I. Note that because Wi ⊆ A′ ∪ S ′,
the original terminal vertices mapped to Wi in I are mapped to Wj in I / (B′, S ′).
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viceversa,andthereforeatleasttwoterminalcliquesofIintersectAdand(Ad,Sd,Bd∪A′)
isdegeneratealsoforI,whichwouldcontradictthatIsatisfiestheinvariantofItem3.

TheothercaseisthatS′intersectsAdandisasubsetofAd∪Sd,inwhichcasewe
considertheseparation(Ad∪A′,Sd,Bd)ofG.ThesetŴIintersectsAd∪A′because
WiintersectsA′,anditintersectsBdbecauseBd⊆B′andŴI∩B′=ŴI/(B′,S′)∩B′,
andthereforeitisaninternalseparationforthesolution(Xd∪Wi,(T

′
d,bag′d))ofI.At

leasttwoterminalcliquesofIintersectAd∪A′becauseWiintersectsA′,andsome
terminalcliqueofI/(B′,S′)thatisalsoaterminalcliqueofImustintersectAdbecause
allbutatmostoneterminalcliqueofI/(B′,S′)isaterminalcliqueofIandatleast
twoterminalcliquesofI/(B′,S′)intersectAd.Now,becauseS′intersectsAdandall
terminalverticescoveredbyterminalcliquesofIthataresubsetsofA′∪S′weremapped
intoS′ortothesupersetofS′inI/(B′,S′),theinternalseparation(Ad∪A′,Sd,Bd)is
degenerateforI,whichwouldcontradictthatIsatisfiestheinvariantofItem3.

Item2.Then,toarguethatI/(B′,S′)hasnosolutionwithadegenerateinternal
separation(A,S,B)withaprocessedterminalcliqueintersectingA,letWjbeaprocessed
terminalcliqueofI/(B′,S′)andsupposethat(Xd,(Td,bagd))isasolutionofI/(B′,S′)

thatcontainsadegenerateinternalseparation(Ad,Sd,Bd)sothatWjintersectsAdbutno
otherterminalcliqueofI/(B′,S′)intersectsAd.(Notethatifalsosomeotherterminal
cliqueintersectsAd,thenweareinthealreadyprovencaseofItem3.)Again,because
WiistheonlyterminalcliqueofIthatintersectsA′andbythefactsthat|S′|≤|S|and
|Wi|+|S|≤k+1wecanturn(Xd,(Td,bagd))intoasolution(Xd∪Wi,(T

′
d,bag′d))ofI

justbyattachingabagWi∪S′toabagof(Td,bagd)thatcontainsS′.

Then,ifS′⊆Sd∪Bd,weconsidertheseparation(Ad,Sd,Bd∪A′)ofG.Now,because
S′⊆Sd∪BdbutWjintersectsAd,wehavethatWj6=S′,implyingthatWjisalsoa
terminalcliqueofIandthereforeAdintersectsŴI,andBd∪A′intersectsŴIbecause
WiintersectsA′,andtherefore(Ad,Sd,Bd∪A′)isaninternalseparationofthesolution
(Xd∪Wi,(T

′
d,bag′d))forI.BecauseWjisaprocessedterminalcliqueofI/(B′,S′)and

aterminalcliqueofI,andWj6=WiandWj6=S′,Wjisalsoaprocessedterminalclique
ofI,andmoreoverbecauseAd⊆B′,alsonootherterminalcliquesofIintersectAd,
andthereforewecontradictthatIsatisfiestheinvariantofItem2.

TheothercaseisthatS′intersectsAdandisasubsetofAd∪Sd.Notethatinthis
caseS′⊆WjandWjistheonlyterminalcliqueofI/(B′,S′)thatisasupersetof
S′.Wethenconsidertheseparation(Ad∪A′,Sd,Bd)ofG.BecauseWiintersectsA′

andBd⊆B′thisisaninternalseparationforI.NotethatbecauseWi⊆A′∪S′,
theoriginalterminalverticesmappedtoWiinIaremappedtoWjinI/(B′,S′).
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WiintersectsA′,andtherefore(Ad,Sd,Bd∪A′)isaninternalseparationofthesolution
(Xd∪Wi,(T

′
d,bag′d))forI.BecauseWjisaprocessedterminalcliqueofI/(B′,S′)and

aterminalcliqueofI,andWj6=WiandWj6=S′,Wjisalsoaprocessedterminalclique
ofI,andmoreoverbecauseAd⊆B′,alsonootherterminalcliquesofIintersectAd,
andthereforewecontradictthatIsatisfiestheinvariantofItem2.

TheothercaseisthatS′intersectsAdandisasubsetofAd∪Sd.Notethatinthis
caseS′⊆WjandWjistheonlyterminalcliqueofI/(B′,S′)thatisasupersetof
S′.Wethenconsidertheseparation(Ad∪A′,Sd,Bd)ofG.BecauseWiintersectsA′

andBd⊆B′thisisaninternalseparationforI.NotethatbecauseWi⊆A′∪S′,
theoriginalterminalverticesmappedtoWiinIaremappedtoWjinI/(B′,S′).

154 Exact and (1 + ε)-approximation algorithms for treewidth

vice versa, and therefore at least two terminal cliques of I intersect Ad and (Ad, Sd, Bd∪A′)
is degenerate also for I, which would contradict that I satisfies the invariant of Item 3.

The other case is that S ′ intersects Ad and is a subset of Ad ∪ Sd, in which case we
consider the separation (Ad ∪ A′, Sd, Bd) of G. The set ŴI intersects Ad ∪ A′ because
Wi intersects A′, and it intersects Bd because Bd ⊆ B′ and ŴI ∩ B′ = ŴI/(B′,S′) ∩ B′,
and therefore it is an internal separation for the solution (Xd ∪Wi, (T ′

d, bag′
d)) of I. At

least two terminal cliques of I intersect Ad ∪ A′ because Wi intersects A′, and some
terminal clique of I / (B′, S ′) that is also a terminal clique of I must intersect Ad because
all but at most one terminal clique of I / (B′, S ′) is a terminal clique of I and at least
two terminal cliques of I / (B′, S ′) intersect Ad. Now, because S ′ intersects Ad and all
terminal vertices covered by terminal cliques of I that are subsets of A′∪S ′ were mapped
into S ′ or to the superset of S ′ in I / (B′, S ′), the internal separation (Ad ∪ A′, Sd, Bd) is
degenerate for I, which would contradict that I satisfies the invariant of Item 3.

Item 2. Then, to argue that I / (B′, S ′) has no solution with a degenerate internal
separation (A, S,B) with a processed terminal clique intersecting A, letWj be a processed
terminal clique of I / (B′, S ′) and suppose that (Xd, (Td, bagd)) is a solution of I / (B′, S ′)

that contains a degenerate internal separation (Ad, Sd, Bd) so thatWj intersects Ad but no
other terminal clique of I / (B′, S ′) intersects Ad. (Note that if also some other terminal
clique intersects Ad, then we are in the already proven case of Item 3.) Again, because
Wi is the only terminal clique of I that intersects A′ and by the facts that |S ′| ≤ |S| and
|Wi|+ |S| ≤ k + 1 we can turn (Xd, (Td, bagd)) into a solution (Xd ∪Wi, (T ′

d, bag′
d)) of I

just by attaching a bag Wi ∪ S ′ to a bag of (Td, bagd) that contains S ′.

Then, if S ′ ⊆ Sd ∪Bd, we consider the separation (Ad, Sd, Bd ∪ A′) of G. Now, because
S ′ ⊆ Sd ∪ Bd but Wj intersects Ad, we have that Wj 6= S ′, implying that Wj is also a
terminal clique of I and therefore Ad intersects ŴI , and Bd ∪ A′ intersects ŴI because
Wi intersects A′, and therefore (Ad, Sd, Bd ∪ A′) is an internal separation of the solution
(Xd ∪Wi, (T ′

d, bag′
d)) for I. Because Wj is a processed terminal clique of I / (B′, S ′) and

a terminal clique of I, and Wj 6= Wi and Wj 6= S ′, Wj is also a processed terminal clique
of I, and moreover because Ad ⊆ B′, also no other terminal cliques of I intersect Ad,
and therefore we contradict that I satisfies the invariant of Item 2.

The other case is that S ′ intersects Ad and is a subset of Ad ∪ Sd. Note that in this
case S ′ ⊆ Wj and Wj is the only terminal clique of I / (B′, S ′) that is a superset of
S ′. We then consider the separation (Ad ∪ A′, Sd, Bd) of G. Because Wi intersects A′

and Bd ⊆ B′ this is an internal separation for I. Note that because Wi ⊆ A′ ∪ S ′,
the original terminal vertices mapped to Wi in I are mapped to Wj in I / (B′, S ′).
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vice versa, and therefore at least two terminal cliques of I intersect Ad and (Ad, Sd, Bd∪A′)
is degenerate also for I, which would contradict that I satisfies the invariant of Item 3.
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and therefore it is an internal separation for the solution (Xd ∪Wi, (T ′

d, bag′
d)) of I. At
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that contains a degenerate internal separation (Ad, Sd, Bd) so thatWj intersects Ad but no
other terminal clique of I / (B′, S ′) intersects Ad. (Note that if also some other terminal
clique intersects Ad, then we are in the already proven case of Item 3.) Again, because
Wi is the only terminal clique of I that intersects A′ and by the facts that |S ′| ≤ |S| and
|Wi|+ |S| ≤ k + 1 we can turn (Xd, (Td, bagd)) into a solution (Xd ∪Wi, (T ′

d, bag′
d)) of I

just by attaching a bag Wi ∪ S ′ to a bag of (Td, bagd) that contains S ′.

Then, if S ′ ⊆ Sd ∪Bd, we consider the separation (Ad, Sd, Bd ∪ A′) of G. Now, because
S ′ ⊆ Sd ∪ Bd but Wj intersects Ad, we have that Wj 6= S ′, implying that Wj is also a
terminal clique of I and therefore Ad intersects ŴI , and Bd ∪ A′ intersects ŴI because
Wi intersects A′, and therefore (Ad, Sd, Bd ∪ A′) is an internal separation of the solution
(Xd ∪Wi, (T ′

d, bag′
d)) for I. Because Wj is a processed terminal clique of I / (B′, S ′) and

a terminal clique of I, and Wj 6= Wi and Wj 6= S ′, Wj is also a processed terminal clique
of I, and moreover because Ad ⊆ B′, also no other terminal cliques of I intersect Ad,
and therefore we contradict that I satisfies the invariant of Item 2.

The other case is that S ′ intersects Ad and is a subset of Ad ∪ Sd. Note that in this
case S ′ ⊆ Wj and Wj is the only terminal clique of I / (B′, S ′) that is a superset of
S ′. We then consider the separation (Ad ∪ A′, Sd, Bd) of G. Because Wi intersects A′

and Bd ⊆ B′ this is an internal separation for I. Note that because Wi ⊆ A′ ∪ S ′,
the original terminal vertices mapped to Wi in I are mapped to Wj in I / (B′, S ′).
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viceversa,andthereforeatleasttwoterminalcliquesofIintersectAdand(Ad,Sd,Bd∪A′)
isdegeneratealsoforI,whichwouldcontradictthatIsatisfiestheinvariantofItem3.

TheothercaseisthatS′intersectsAdandisasubsetofAd∪Sd,inwhichcasewe
considertheseparation(Ad∪A′,Sd,Bd)ofG.ThesetŴIintersectsAd∪A′because
WiintersectsA′,anditintersectsBdbecauseBd⊆B′andŴI∩B′=ŴI/(B′,S′)∩B′,
andthereforeitisaninternalseparationforthesolution(Xd∪Wi,(T′

d,bag′
d))ofI.At

leasttwoterminalcliquesofIintersectAd∪A′becauseWiintersectsA′,andsome
terminalcliqueofI/(B′,S′)thatisalsoaterminalcliqueofImustintersectAdbecause
allbutatmostoneterminalcliqueofI/(B′,S′)isaterminalcliqueofIandatleast
twoterminalcliquesofI/(B′,S′)intersectAd.Now,becauseS′intersectsAdandall
terminalverticescoveredbyterminalcliquesofIthataresubsetsofA′∪S′weremapped
intoS′ortothesupersetofS′inI/(B′,S′),theinternalseparation(Ad∪A′,Sd,Bd)is
degenerateforI,whichwouldcontradictthatIsatisfiestheinvariantofItem3.

Item2.Then,toarguethatI/(B′,S′)hasnosolutionwithadegenerateinternal
separation(A,S,B)withaprocessedterminalcliqueintersectingA,letWjbeaprocessed
terminalcliqueofI/(B′,S′)andsupposethat(Xd,(Td,bagd))isasolutionofI/(B′,S′)

thatcontainsadegenerateinternalseparation(Ad,Sd,Bd)sothatWjintersectsAdbutno
otherterminalcliqueofI/(B′,S′)intersectsAd.(Notethatifalsosomeotherterminal
cliqueintersectsAd,thenweareinthealreadyprovencaseofItem3.)Again,because
WiistheonlyterminalcliqueofIthatintersectsA′andbythefactsthat|S′|≤|S|and
|Wi|+|S|≤k+1wecanturn(Xd,(Td,bagd))intoasolution(Xd∪Wi,(T′

d,bag′
d))ofI

justbyattachingabagWi∪S′toabagof(Td,bagd)thatcontainsS′.

Then,ifS′⊆Sd∪Bd,weconsidertheseparation(Ad,Sd,Bd∪A′)ofG.Now,because
S′⊆Sd∪BdbutWjintersectsAd,wehavethatWj6=S′,implyingthatWjisalsoa
terminalcliqueofIandthereforeAdintersectsŴI,andBd∪A′intersectsŴIbecause
WiintersectsA′,andtherefore(Ad,Sd,Bd∪A′)isaninternalseparationofthesolution
(Xd∪Wi,(T′

d,bag′
d))forI.BecauseWjisaprocessedterminalcliqueofI/(B′,S′)and

aterminalcliqueofI,andWj6=WiandWj6=S′,Wjisalsoaprocessedterminalclique
ofI,andmoreoverbecauseAd⊆B′,alsonootherterminalcliquesofIintersectAd,
andthereforewecontradictthatIsatisfiestheinvariantofItem2.

TheothercaseisthatS′intersectsAdandisasubsetofAd∪Sd.Notethatinthis
caseS′⊆WjandWjistheonlyterminalcliqueofI/(B′,S′)thatisasupersetof
S′.Wethenconsidertheseparation(Ad∪A′,Sd,Bd)ofG.BecauseWiintersectsA′

andBd⊆B′thisisaninternalseparationforI.NotethatbecauseWi⊆A′∪S′,
theoriginalterminalverticesmappedtoWiinIaremappedtoWjinI/(B′,S′).
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If any other terminal clique of I than Wi intersects Ad ∪ A′, then it must either be
also a terminal clique of I / (B′, S ′) that intersects Ad (in particular, Wj) or a subset
of A′ ∪ S ′ whose covered original terminal vertices are mapped to Wj in I / (B′, S ′).
In that case, we contradict that I satisfies the invariant of Item 3. Then, if the only
terminal clique of I that intersects Ad ∪ A′ is Wi, we observe that Sd is a (Wi,W I(Wi))-
separator, and moreover because Sd does not intersect A′ and S ′ intersects Ad we have
that reachG(Wi, S

′) ⊂ reachG(Wi, Sd). Because #tcI/(B′,S′)(Wj) ≥ #tcI(Wi), it holds
that |Wi|+ |Sd| ≤ k+1, and therefore (Ad∪A′, Sd, Bd) is a degenerate internal separation
for I, and therefore as reachG(Wi, S) ⊆ reachG(Wi, S

′) ⊂ reachG(Wi, Sd), it contradicts
the choice of (A, S,B).

5.5.2 Maintaining valid instances

We introduce a new parameter of the instance based on the minimum order of a an
internal separation in a solution. In particular, we maintain a integer q so that, informally
speaking, in the success branches it is guaranteed that there exists no solution that
contains an internal separation of order less than q. More formally, we further extend the
definition of an instance to now be a 5-tuple I = (G, {W1, . . . ,Wt}, k, tc, q), re-using all
previous definitions but now also including an integer q ∈ [0, k + 2]. We now say that I
is valid if it is a yes-instance, there exists no solution that contains a degenerate internal
separation, and there exists no solution that contains an internal separation of order less
than q. Otherwise, we say that I is invalid. Note that a valid instance in the sense of
Subsection 5.5.1 can be turned into valid instance of this sense by just setting q = 0. The
definitions /, ×, and + used for manipulating the instance are extended so that they do
not change q. The rest of this section will be devoted to designing a branching algorithm
for either finding a solution of I or concluding that I is invalid.

We first give a general lemma that will be used for arguing that if we break the instance
by a separation (A, S,B), then the resulting instances I / (A, S) and I / (B, S) are valid.

Lemma 5.48. Let I = (G, {W1, . . . ,Wt}, k, tc, q) be a valid instance and (A, S,B) a
separation of G so that at least one terminal clique either intersects A or is a superset
of S and at least one terminal clique either intersects B or is a superset of S. If both
I / (A, S) and I / (B, S) are yes-instances, then both I / (A, S) and I / (B, S) are valid.

Proof. By symmetry it suffices to prove that I / (A, S) is valid, so for the sake of
contradiction suppose that I / (A, S) is invalid. Because I / (A, S) is a yes-instance, it
has a solution that contains a degenerate internal separation or an internal separation of
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Inthatcase,wecontradictthatIsatisfiestheinvariantofItem3.Then,iftheonly
terminalcliqueofIthatintersectsAd∪A′isWi,weobservethatSdisa(Wi,WI(Wi))-
separator,andmoreoverbecauseSddoesnotintersectA′andS′intersectsAdwehave
thatreachG(Wi,S

′)⊂reachG(Wi,Sd).Because#tcI/(B′,S′)(Wj)≥#tcI(Wi),itholds
that|Wi|+|Sd|≤k+1,andtherefore(Ad∪A′,Sd,Bd)isadegenerateinternalseparation
forI,andthereforeasreachG(Wi,S)⊆reachG(Wi,S

′)⊂reachG(Wi,Sd),itcontradicts
thechoiceof(A,S,B).

5.5.2Maintainingvalidinstances

Weintroduceanewparameteroftheinstancebasedontheminimumorderofaan
internalseparationinasolution.Inparticular,wemaintainaintegerqsothat,informally
speaking,inthesuccessbranchesitisguaranteedthatthereexistsnosolutionthat
containsaninternalseparationoforderlessthanq.Moreformally,wefurtherextendthe
definitionofaninstancetonowbea5-tupleI=(G,{W1,...,Wt},k,tc,q),re-usingall
previousdefinitionsbutnowalsoincludinganintegerq∈[0,k+2].WenowsaythatI
isvalidifitisayes-instance,thereexistsnosolutionthatcontainsadegenerateinternal
separation,andthereexistsnosolutionthatcontainsaninternalseparationoforderless
thanq.Otherwise,wesaythatIisinvalid.Notethatavalidinstanceinthesenseof
Subsection5.5.1canbeturnedintovalidinstanceofthissensebyjustsettingq=0.The
definitions/,×,and+usedformanipulatingtheinstanceareextendedsothattheydo
notchangeq.Therestofthissectionwillbedevotedtodesigningabranchingalgorithm
foreitherfindingasolutionofIorconcludingthatIisinvalid.

Wefirstgiveagenerallemmathatwillbeusedforarguingthatifwebreaktheinstance
byaseparation(A,S,B),thentheresultinginstancesI/(A,S)andI/(B,S)arevalid.

Lemma5.48.LetI=(G,{W1,...,Wt},k,tc,q)beavalidinstanceand(A,S,B)a
separationofGsothatatleastoneterminalcliqueeitherintersectsAorisasuperset
ofSandatleastoneterminalcliqueeitherintersectsBorisasupersetofS.Ifboth
I/(A,S)andI/(B,S)areyes-instances,thenbothI/(A,S)andI/(B,S)arevalid.

Proof.BysymmetryitsufficestoprovethatI/(A,S)isvalid,soforthesakeof
contradictionsupposethatI/(A,S)isinvalid.BecauseI/(A,S)isayes-instance,it
hasasolutionthatcontainsadegenerateinternalseparationoraninternalseparationof
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Subsection 5.5.1 can be turned into valid instance of this sense by just setting q = 0. The
definitions /, ×, and + used for manipulating the instance are extended so that they do
not change q. The rest of this section will be devoted to designing a branching algorithm
for either finding a solution of I or concluding that I is invalid.

We first give a general lemma that will be used for arguing that if we break the instance
by a separation (A, S,B), then the resulting instances I / (A, S) and I / (B, S) are valid.

Lemma 5.48. Let I = (G, {W1, . . . ,Wt}, k, tc, q) be a valid instance and (A, S,B) a
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Proof. By symmetry it suffices to prove that I / (A, S) is valid, so for the sake of
contradiction suppose that I / (A, S) is invalid. Because I / (A, S) is a yes-instance, it
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IfanyotherterminalcliqueofIthanWiintersectsAd∪A′,thenitmusteitherbe
alsoaterminalcliqueofI/(B′,S′)thatintersectsAd(inparticular,Wj)orasubset
ofA′∪S′whosecoveredoriginalterminalverticesaremappedtoWjinI/(B′,S′).
Inthatcase,wecontradictthatIsatisfiestheinvariantofItem3.Then,iftheonly
terminalcliqueofIthatintersectsAd∪A′isWi,weobservethatSdisa(Wi,WI(Wi))-
separator,andmoreoverbecauseSddoesnotintersectA′andS′intersectsAdwehave
thatreachG(Wi,S′)⊂reachG(Wi,Sd).Because#tcI/(B′,S′)(Wj)≥#tcI(Wi),itholds
that|Wi|+|Sd|≤k+1,andtherefore(Ad∪A′,Sd,Bd)isadegenerateinternalseparation
forI,andthereforeasreachG(Wi,S)⊆reachG(Wi,S′)⊂reachG(Wi,Sd),itcontradicts
thechoiceof(A,S,B).

5.5.2Maintainingvalidinstances

Weintroduceanewparameteroftheinstancebasedontheminimumorderofaan
internalseparationinasolution.Inparticular,wemaintainaintegerqsothat,informally
speaking,inthesuccessbranchesitisguaranteedthatthereexistsnosolutionthat
containsaninternalseparationoforderlessthanq.Moreformally,wefurtherextendthe
definitionofaninstancetonowbea5-tupleI=(G,{W1,...,Wt},k,tc,q),re-usingall
previousdefinitionsbutnowalsoincludinganintegerq∈[0,k+2].WenowsaythatI
isvalidifitisayes-instance,thereexistsnosolutionthatcontainsadegenerateinternal
separation,andthereexistsnosolutionthatcontainsaninternalseparationoforderless
thanq.Otherwise,wesaythatIisinvalid.Notethatavalidinstanceinthesenseof
Subsection5.5.1canbeturnedintovalidinstanceofthissensebyjustsettingq=0.The
definitions/,×,and+usedformanipulatingtheinstanceareextendedsothattheydo
notchangeq.Therestofthissectionwillbedevotedtodesigningabranchingalgorithm
foreitherfindingasolutionofIorconcludingthatIisinvalid.

Wefirstgiveagenerallemmathatwillbeusedforarguingthatifwebreaktheinstance
byaseparation(A,S,B),thentheresultinginstancesI/(A,S)andI/(B,S)arevalid.

Lemma5.48.LetI=(G,{W1,...,Wt},k,tc,q)beavalidinstanceand(A,S,B)a
separationofGsothatatleastoneterminalcliqueeitherintersectsAorisasuperset
ofSandatleastoneterminalcliqueeitherintersectsBorisasupersetofS.Ifboth
I/(A,S)andI/(B,S)areyes-instances,thenbothI/(A,S)andI/(B,S)arevalid.

Proof.BysymmetryitsufficestoprovethatI/(A,S)isvalid,soforthesakeof
contradictionsupposethatI/(A,S)isinvalid.BecauseI/(A,S)isayes-instance,it
hasasolutionthatcontainsadegenerateinternalseparationoraninternalseparationof
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order < q. Let (XA, TA) be such a solution of I / (A, S) and (XB, TB) any solution of
I / (B, S).

By Lemma 5.26, (XA ∪XB, TA ∪S TB) is a solution of I. Let (A′, S ′, B′) be the internal
separation of (XA, TA). Now, as S is a clique in G / (A, S), we have two cases, either
S ⊆ B′ ∪ S ′ or S ⊆ A′ ∪ S ′ and S intersects A′.

First, if S ⊆ B′ ∪ S ′, then consider the separation (A′, S ′, B ∪B′) of G. In this situation
we have that ŴI intersects A′ because ŴI/(A,S) intersects A′ and S ⊆ B′ ∪ S ′, and that
ŴI intersects B ∪ B′ because if it does not intersect B, then ŴI/(A,S) = ŴI , in which
case it must intersect B′. Therefore, (A′, S ′, B ∪ B′) is an internal separation of the
solution (XA ∪ XB, TA ∪S TB) of I, and therefore if |S ′| < q we are done in this case.
If (A′, S ′, B′) is degenerate internal separation of (XA, TA) in I / (A, S), then it is also
a degenerate internal separation of (XA ∪XB, TA ∪S TB) because the original terminal
vertices mapped to terminal cliques that intersect A′ are the same in both I and I / (A, S)

because A′ ⊆ A.

Then, if S ⊆ A′ ∪ S ′ and S intersects A′, consider the separation (A′ ∪ B, S ′, B′) of
G. By the same arguments as in the earlier case, we get that (A′ ∪ B, S ′, B′) is an
internal separation of the solution (XA ∪XB, TA ∪S TB) of I, and again if |S ′| < q we are
immediately done. Now, if (A′, S ′, B′) is a degenerate internal separation of (XA, TA) in
I / (A, S), then (A′ ∪B, S ′, B′) is degenerate in I because all original terminal vertices
mapped to terminal cliques intersecting B in I are mapped to a superset of S in I /(A, S),
which intersects A′.

It follows that breaking the instance by safe separations preserves the validity.

Lemma 5.49. If I is valid and (A, S,B) is a safe separation, then both I / (A, S) and
I / (B, S) are valid.

Proof. By Lemma 5.27 both I / (A, S) and I / (B, S) are yes-instances. Because (A, S,B)

is a safe separation, at least one terminal clique intersects A or is a superset of S and at
least one terminal clique intersects B or is a superset of S. Therefore by Lemma 5.48
both I / (A, S) and I / (B, S) are valid.

Then, we observe that safe separations (A, S,B) of order < q can be turned into internal
separations of order < q if ŴI intersects both A and B.

Lemma 5.50. If an instance I = (G, {W1, . . . ,Wt}, k, tc, q) has a safe separation
(A, S,B) of order < q so that ŴI intersects both A and B, then I is invalid.
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ByLemma5.26,(XA∪XB,TA∪STB)isasolutionofI.Let(A′,S′,B′)betheinternal
separationof(XA,TA).Now,asSisacliqueinG/(A,S),wehavetwocases,either
S⊆B′∪S′orS⊆A′∪S′andSintersectsA′.

First,ifS⊆B′∪S′,thenconsidertheseparation(A′,S′,B∪B′)ofG.Inthissituation
wehavethatŴIintersectsA′becauseŴI/(A,S)intersectsA′andS⊆B′∪S′,andthat
ŴIintersectsB∪B′becauseifitdoesnotintersectB,thenŴI/(A,S)=ŴI,inwhich
caseitmustintersectB′.Therefore,(A′,S′,B∪B′)isaninternalseparationofthe
solution(XA∪XB,TA∪STB)ofI,andthereforeif|S′|<qwearedoneinthiscase.
If(A′,S′,B′)isdegenerateinternalseparationof(XA,TA)inI/(A,S),thenitisalso
adegenerateinternalseparationof(XA∪XB,TA∪STB)becausetheoriginalterminal
verticesmappedtoterminalcliquesthatintersectA′arethesameinbothIandI/(A,S)

becauseA′⊆A.
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internalseparationofthesolution(XA∪XB,TA∪STB)ofI,andagainif|S′|<qweare
immediatelydone.Now,if(A′,S′,B′)isadegenerateinternalseparationof(XA,TA)in
I/(A,S),then(A′∪B,S′,B′)isdegenerateinIbecausealloriginalterminalvertices
mappedtoterminalcliquesintersectingBinIaremappedtoasupersetofSinI/(A,S),
whichintersectsA′.

Itfollowsthatbreakingtheinstancebysafeseparationspreservesthevalidity.

Lemma5.49.IfIisvalidand(A,S,B)isasafeseparation,thenbothI/(A,S)and
I/(B,S)arevalid.

Proof.ByLemma5.27bothI/(A,S)andI/(B,S)areyes-instances.Because(A,S,B)

isasafeseparation,atleastoneterminalcliqueintersectsAorisasupersetofSandat
leastoneterminalcliqueintersectsBorisasupersetofS.ThereforebyLemma5.48
bothI/(A,S)andI/(B,S)arevalid.

Then,weobservethatsafeseparations(A,S,B)oforder<qcanbeturnedintointernal
separationsoforder<qifŴIintersectsbothAandB.

Lemma5.50.IfaninstanceI=(G,{W1,...,Wt},k,tc,q)hasasafeseparation
(A,S,B)oforder<qsothatŴIintersectsbothAandB,thenIisinvalid.
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caseitmustintersectB′.Therefore,(A′,S′,B∪B′)isaninternalseparationofthe
solution(XA∪XB,TA∪STB)ofI,andthereforeif|S′|<qwearedoneinthiscase.
If(A′,S′,B′)isdegenerateinternalseparationof(XA,TA)inI/(A,S),thenitisalso
adegenerateinternalseparationof(XA∪XB,TA∪STB)becausetheoriginalterminal
verticesmappedtoterminalcliquesthatintersectA′arethesameinbothIandI/(A,S)

becauseA′⊆A.

Then,ifS⊆A′∪S′andSintersectsA′,considertheseparation(A′∪B,S′,B′)of
G.Bythesameargumentsasintheearliercase,wegetthat(A′∪B,S′,B′)isan
internalseparationofthesolution(XA∪XB,TA∪STB)ofI,andagainif|S′|<qweare
immediatelydone.Now,if(A′,S′,B′)isadegenerateinternalseparationof(XA,TA)in
I/(A,S),then(A′∪B,S′,B′)isdegenerateinIbecausealloriginalterminalvertices
mappedtoterminalcliquesintersectingBinIaremappedtoasupersetofSinI/(A,S),
whichintersectsA′.

Itfollowsthatbreakingtheinstancebysafeseparationspreservesthevalidity.

Lemma5.49.IfIisvalidand(A,S,B)isasafeseparation,thenbothI/(A,S)and
I/(B,S)arevalid.

Proof.ByLemma5.27bothI/(A,S)andI/(B,S)areyes-instances.Because(A,S,B)

isasafeseparation,atleastoneterminalcliqueintersectsAorisasupersetofSandat
leastoneterminalcliqueintersectsBorisasupersetofS.ThereforebyLemma5.48
bothI/(A,S)andI/(B,S)arevalid.

Then,weobservethatsafeseparations(A,S,B)oforder<qcanbeturnedintointernal
separationsoforder<qifŴIintersectsbothAandB.
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order < q. Let (XA, TA) be such a solution of I / (A, S) and (XB, TB) any solution of
I / (B, S).

By Lemma 5.26, (XA ∪XB, TA ∪S TB) is a solution of I. Let (A′, S ′, B′) be the internal
separation of (XA, TA). Now, as S is a clique in G / (A, S), we have two cases, either
S ⊆ B′ ∪ S ′ or S ⊆ A′ ∪ S ′ and S intersects A′.

First, if S ⊆ B′ ∪ S ′, then consider the separation (A′, S ′, B ∪B′) of G. In this situation
we have that ŴI intersects A′ because ŴI/(A,S) intersects A′ and S ⊆ B′ ∪ S ′, and that
ŴI intersects B ∪ B′ because if it does not intersect B, then ŴI/(A,S) = ŴI , in which
case it must intersect B′. Therefore, (A′, S ′, B ∪ B′) is an internal separation of the
solution (XA ∪ XB, TA ∪S TB) of I, and therefore if |S ′| < q we are done in this case.
If (A′, S ′, B′) is degenerate internal separation of (XA, TA) in I / (A, S), then it is also
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internal separation of the solution (XA ∪XB, TA ∪S TB) of I, and again if |S ′| < q we are
immediately done. Now, if (A′, S ′, B′) is a degenerate internal separation of (XA, TA) in
I / (A, S), then (A′ ∪B, S ′, B′) is degenerate in I because all original terminal vertices
mapped to terminal cliques intersecting B in I are mapped to a superset of S in I /(A, S),
which intersects A′.

It follows that breaking the instance by safe separations preserves the validity.

Lemma 5.49. If I is valid and (A, S,B) is a safe separation, then both I / (A, S) and
I / (B, S) are valid.

Proof. By Lemma 5.27 both I / (A, S) and I / (B, S) are yes-instances. Because (A, S,B)

is a safe separation, at least one terminal clique intersects A or is a superset of S and at
least one terminal clique intersects B or is a superset of S. Therefore by Lemma 5.48
both I / (A, S) and I / (B, S) are valid.

Then, we observe that safe separations (A, S,B) of order < q can be turned into internal
separations of order < q if ŴI intersects both A and B.

Lemma 5.50. If an instance I = (G, {W1, . . . ,Wt}, k, tc, q) has a safe separation
(A, S,B) of order < q so that ŴI intersects both A and B, then I is invalid.
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order<q.Let(XA,TA)besuchasolutionofI/(A,S)and(XB,TB)anysolutionof
I/(B,S).

ByLemma5.26,(XA∪XB,TA∪STB)isasolutionofI.Let(A′,S′,B′)betheinternal
separationof(XA,TA).Now,asSisacliqueinG/(A,S),wehavetwocases,either
S⊆B′∪S′orS⊆A′∪S′andSintersectsA′.

First,ifS⊆B′∪S′,thenconsidertheseparation(A′,S′,B∪B′)ofG.Inthissituation
wehavethatŴIintersectsA′becauseŴI/(A,S)intersectsA′andS⊆B′∪S′,andthat
ŴIintersectsB∪B′becauseifitdoesnotintersectB,thenŴI/(A,S)=ŴI,inwhich
caseitmustintersectB′.Therefore,(A′,S′,B∪B′)isaninternalseparationofthe
solution(XA∪XB,TA∪STB)ofI,andthereforeif|S′|<qwearedoneinthiscase.
If(A′,S′,B′)isdegenerateinternalseparationof(XA,TA)inI/(A,S),thenitisalso
adegenerateinternalseparationof(XA∪XB,TA∪STB)becausetheoriginalterminal
verticesmappedtoterminalcliquesthatintersectA′arethesameinbothIandI/(A,S)

becauseA′⊆A.

Then,ifS⊆A′∪S′andSintersectsA′,considertheseparation(A′∪B,S′,B′)of
G.Bythesameargumentsasintheearliercase,wegetthat(A′∪B,S′,B′)isan
internalseparationofthesolution(XA∪XB,TA∪STB)ofI,andagainif|S′|<qweare
immediatelydone.Now,if(A′,S′,B′)isadegenerateinternalseparationof(XA,TA)in
I/(A,S),then(A′∪B,S′,B′)isdegenerateinIbecausealloriginalterminalvertices
mappedtoterminalcliquesintersectingBinIaremappedtoasupersetofSinI/(A,S),
whichintersectsA′.

Itfollowsthatbreakingtheinstancebysafeseparationspreservesthevalidity.

Lemma5.49.IfIisvalidand(A,S,B)isasafeseparation,thenbothI/(A,S)and
I/(B,S)arevalid.

Proof.ByLemma5.27bothI/(A,S)andI/(B,S)areyes-instances.Because(A,S,B)

isasafeseparation,atleastoneterminalcliqueintersectsAorisasupersetofSandat
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Proof. If I would be valid, then by Lemma 5.27 both I / (A, S) and I / (B, S) are
yes-instances. Let (XA, TA) be a solution of I / (A, S) and (XB, TB) be a solution of
I / (B, S). By Lemma 5.26, (XA ∪ XB, TA ∪S TB) is a solution of I. However, now
(A, S,B) is an internal separation of order < q and thus I is invalid.

Then, we show that the notion of maximally merged plays well together with the definition
of valid instances.

Lemma 5.51. Let I = (G, {W1, . . . ,Wt}, k, tc, q) be an instance. If for all pairs of
distinct terminal cliques Wi,Wj either |Wi ∪Wj| > k+ 1 holds or I × (Wi,Wj) is invalid,
then I is either maximally merged or invalid.

Proof. Suppose this holds and I is valid but not maximally merged. Now, there exists a
pair of distinct terminal cliques Wi,Wj so that |Wi ∪Wj| ≤ k + 1 and I × (Wi,Wj) is
a yes-instance but invalid. Let (X, (T, bag)) be a solution of I × (Wi,Wj) and (A, S,B)

an internal separation of (X, (T, bag)) that is either degenerate or has |S| < q. Now,
(X, (T, bag)) is also a solution of I, and because ŴI = ŴI×(Wi,Wj), (A, S,B) is also
an internal separation for I. First, if |S| < q, then I is invalid. Then, if (A, S,B) is
degenerate for I× (Wi,Wj), then for I only a smaller number of original terminal vertices
are mapped into terminal cliques that intersect A, so (A, S,B) is degenerate for I.

5.5.3 Branching

In our algorithm, if there are less than 2 terminal cliques of size ≥ q we will perform
leaf pushing branching to create more terminal cliques of size ≥ q. Unlike in the leaf
pushing of Section 5.4, in the leaf pushing of this section we will add the whole important
separator to the terminal clique. We show that like this, we can make a terminal clique
of size < q into size ≥ q by guessing a single important separator.

Lemma 5.52. Let I = (G, {W1, . . . ,Wt}, k, tc, q) be a maximally merged valid instance
with t ≥ 2, no safe separators, and Wi a potential forget-clique of I. There is a
vertex w ∈ Wi \ W I(Wi) and in the graph G \ (Wi \ {w}) a non-empty important
({w}, ŴI \Wi)-separator S disjoint from Wi so that I + (Wi, S) is a valid instance and
q + 1 ≤ |Wi ∪ S| ≤ k + 1.

Proof. Let w and S be chosen so that I + (Wi, S) is a yes-instance, which can be done
by Lemma 5.36. Now, suppose that I + (Wi, S) is invalid and let (X, T ) and (A′, S ′, B′)

be the solution and the internal separation that show that I + (Wi, S) is invalid. Note
that (X, T ) is also a solution of I.
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Proof.IfIwouldbevalid,thenbyLemma5.27bothI/(A,S)andI/(B,S)are
yes-instances.Let(XA,TA)beasolutionofI/(A,S)and(XB,TB)beasolutionof
I/(B,S).ByLemma5.26,(XA∪XB,TA∪STB)isasolutionofI.However,now
(A,S,B)isaninternalseparationoforder<qandthusIisinvalid.

Then,weshowthatthenotionofmaximallymergedplayswelltogetherwiththedefinition
ofvalidinstances.

Lemma5.51.LetI=(G,{W1,...,Wt},k,tc,q)beaninstance.Ifforallpairsof
distinctterminalcliquesWi,Wjeither|Wi∪Wj|>k+1holdsorI×(Wi,Wj)isinvalid,
thenIiseithermaximallymergedorinvalid.

Proof.SupposethisholdsandIisvalidbutnotmaximallymerged.Now,thereexistsa
pairofdistinctterminalcliquesWi,Wjsothat|Wi∪Wj|≤k+1andI×(Wi,Wj)is
ayes-instancebutinvalid.Let(X,(T,bag))beasolutionofI×(Wi,Wj)and(A,S,B)

aninternalseparationof(X,(T,bag))thatiseitherdegenerateorhas|S|<q.Now,
(X,(T,bag))isalsoasolutionofI,andbecauseŴI=ŴI×(Wi,Wj),(A,S,B)isalso
aninternalseparationforI.First,if|S|<q,thenIisinvalid.Then,if(A,S,B)is
degenerateforI×(Wi,Wj),thenforIonlyasmallernumberoforiginalterminalvertices
aremappedintoterminalcliquesthatintersectA,so(A,S,B)isdegenerateforI.

5.5.3Branching

Inouralgorithm,iftherearelessthan2terminalcliquesofsize≥qwewillperform
leafpushingbranchingtocreatemoreterminalcliquesofsize≥q.Unlikeintheleaf
pushingofSection5.4,intheleafpushingofthissectionwewilladdthewholeimportant
separatortotheterminalclique.Weshowthatlikethis,wecanmakeaterminalclique
ofsize<qintosize≥qbyguessingasingleimportantseparator.

Lemma5.52.LetI=(G,{W1,...,Wt},k,tc,q)beamaximallymergedvalidinstance
witht≥2,nosafeseparators,andWiapotentialforget-cliqueofI.Thereisa
vertexw∈Wi\WI(Wi)andinthegraphG\(Wi\{w})anon-emptyimportant
({w},ŴI\Wi)-separatorSdisjointfromWisothatI+(Wi,S)isavalidinstanceand
q+1≤|Wi∪S|≤k+1.

Proof.LetwandSbechosensothatI+(Wi,S)isayes-instance,whichcanbedone
byLemma5.36.Now,supposethatI+(Wi,S)isinvalidandlet(X,T)and(A′,S′,B′)

bethesolutionandtheinternalseparationthatshowthatI+(Wi,S)isinvalid.Note
that(X,T)isalsoasolutionofI.
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({w},ŴI\Wi)-separatorSdisjointfromWisothatI+(Wi,S)isavalidinstanceand
q+1≤|Wi∪S|≤k+1.

Proof.LetwandSbechosensothatI+(Wi,S)isayes-instance,whichcanbedone
byLemma5.36.Now,supposethatI+(Wi,S)isinvalidandlet(X,T)and(A′,S′,B′)

bethesolutionandtheinternalseparationthatshowthatI+(Wi,S)isinvalid.Note
that(X,T)isalsoasolutionofI.

5.5 Faster algorithm for Subset Treewidth 157

Proof. If I would be valid, then by Lemma 5.27 both I / (A, S) and I / (B, S) are
yes-instances. Let (XA, TA) be a solution of I / (A, S) and (XB, TB) be a solution of
I / (B, S). By Lemma 5.26, (XA ∪ XB, TA ∪S TB) is a solution of I. However, now
(A, S,B) is an internal separation of order < q and thus I is invalid.

Then, we show that the notion of maximally merged plays well together with the definition
of valid instances.

Lemma 5.51. Let I = (G, {W1, . . . ,Wt}, k, tc, q) be an instance. If for all pairs of
distinct terminal cliques Wi,Wj either |Wi ∪Wj| > k+ 1 holds or I × (Wi,Wj) is invalid,
then I is either maximally merged or invalid.

Proof. Suppose this holds and I is valid but not maximally merged. Now, there exists a
pair of distinct terminal cliques Wi,Wj so that |Wi ∪Wj| ≤ k + 1 and I × (Wi,Wj) is
a yes-instance but invalid. Let (X, (T, bag)) be a solution of I × (Wi,Wj) and (A, S,B)

an internal separation of (X, (T, bag)) that is either degenerate or has |S| < q. Now,
(X, (T, bag)) is also a solution of I, and because ŴI = ŴI×(Wi,Wj), (A, S,B) is also
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Proof.IfIwouldbevalid,thenbyLemma5.27bothI/(A,S)andI/(B,S)are
yes-instances.Let(XA,TA)beasolutionofI/(A,S)and(XB,TB)beasolutionof
I/(B,S).ByLemma5.26,(XA∪XB,TA∪STB)isasolutionofI.However,now
(A,S,B)isaninternalseparationoforder<qandthusIisinvalid.

Then,weshowthatthenotionofmaximallymergedplayswelltogetherwiththedefinition
ofvalidinstances.

Lemma5.51.LetI=(G,{W1,...,Wt},k,tc,q)beaninstance.Ifforallpairsof
distinctterminalcliquesWi,Wjeither|Wi∪Wj|>k+1holdsorI×(Wi,Wj)isinvalid,
thenIiseithermaximallymergedorinvalid.

Proof.SupposethisholdsandIisvalidbutnotmaximallymerged.Now,thereexistsa
pairofdistinctterminalcliquesWi,Wjsothat|Wi∪Wj|≤k+1andI×(Wi,Wj)is
ayes-instancebutinvalid.Let(X,(T,bag))beasolutionofI×(Wi,Wj)and(A,S,B)

aninternalseparationof(X,(T,bag))thatiseitherdegenerateorhas|S|<q.Now,
(X,(T,bag))isalsoasolutionofI,andbecauseŴI=ŴI×(Wi,Wj),(A,S,B)isalso
aninternalseparationforI.First,if|S|<q,thenIisinvalid.Then,if(A,S,B)is
degenerateforI×(Wi,Wj),thenforIonlyasmallernumberoforiginalterminalvertices
aremappedintoterminalcliquesthatintersectA,so(A,S,B)isdegenerateforI.

5.5.3Branching

Inouralgorithm,iftherearelessthan2terminalcliquesofsize≥qwewillperform
leafpushingbranchingtocreatemoreterminalcliquesofsize≥q.Unlikeintheleaf
pushingofSection5.4,intheleafpushingofthissectionwewilladdthewholeimportant
separatortotheterminalclique.Weshowthatlikethis,wecanmakeaterminalclique
ofsize<qintosize≥qbyguessingasingleimportantseparator.

Lemma5.52.LetI=(G,{W1,...,Wt},k,tc,q)beamaximallymergedvalidinstance
witht≥2,nosafeseparators,andWiapotentialforget-cliqueofI.Thereisa
vertexw∈Wi\WI(Wi)andinthegraphG\(Wi\{w})anon-emptyimportant
({w},ŴI\Wi)-separatorSdisjointfromWisothatI+(Wi,S)isavalidinstanceand
q+1≤|Wi∪S|≤k+1.

Proof.LetwandSbechosensothatI+(Wi,S)isayes-instance,whichcanbedone
byLemma5.36.Now,supposethatI+(Wi,S)isinvalidandlet(X,T)and(A′,S′,B′)

bethesolutionandtheinternalseparationthatshowthatI+(Wi,S)isinvalid.Note
that(X,T)isalsoasolutionofI.
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First, if ŴI intersects both A′ and B′, then (X, T ) and (A′, S ′, B′) directly show that
also I is invalid. In particular, in the case when (A′, S ′, B′) is degenerate for I + (Wi, S),
note that if a terminal clique of I intersects A′ then also the corresponding terminal
clique of I + (Wi, S) also intersects A′, and therefore (A′, S ′, B′) is also degenerate for I.

Then, if ŴI does not intersect A′ but S does, we have that Wi ⊆ S ′ and S ⊆ A′ ∪ S ′.
In this case, denote Rw = reachG({w}, S ∪ Wi \ {w}) and consider the separation
(A′′, S ′′, B′′) = (A′ ∪Rw, S

′ \Rw, B
′ \Rw). This is a separation because the neighborhood

of Rw is a subset of S∪Wi ⊆ A′∪S ′. Moreover, it is an internal separation of (X, T ) for I
because w ∈ A′′ and ŴI ∩B′ = ŴI ∩B′′ because Rw ∩ ŴI = {w} and w /∈ B′. If |S ′| < q

then this immediately shows that I is invalid. If (A′, S ′, B′) is degenerate for I + (Wi, S),
then (A′′, S ′′, B′′) is degenerate for I, because by the fact that w ∈ Wi \W I(Wi), the
only terminal clique of I that intersects A′′ is Wi, and #tcI(Wi) = #tcI+(Wi,S)(Wi ∪ S)

in this case.

Then, if ŴI does not intersect B′ but S does, we do an analogous argument, in par-
ticular we again denote Rw = reachG({w}, S ∪Wi \ {w}) and consider the separation
(A′′, S ′′, B′′) = (A′ \Rw, S

′ \Rw, B
′ ∪Rw). By the same argument as previously, this is

an internal separation of (X, T ) for I. Again, if |S ′| < q then I is invalid. If (A′, S ′, B′)

is degenerate for I + (Wi, S), then (A′′, S ′′, B′′) is degenerate for I, because if a terminal
clique of I intersects A′′ then a corresponding terminal clique of I + (Wi, S) intersects A′.

Finally, to show that |Wi ∪ S| ≥ q + 1, we have that if |Wi ∪ S| ≤ q would hold, then
(Wi \ {w}) ∪ S would be a ({w}, ŴI \Wi)-separator of size < q. This would give an
internal separation (A, (Wi \ {w}) ∪ S,B) with w intersecting A and ŴI \ (Wi ∪ S)

intersecting B. Note that ŴI \ (Wi∪S) 6= ∅ because otherwise I would not be maximally
merged.

Then, once there are at least two terminal cliques of size ≥ q, the algorithm will guess
how a hypothetical internal separation of order q would separate the terminal cliques, and
find a corresponding separation by guessing an important separator. For this argument it
will be crucial that the separator S of such an internal separation (A, S,B) will be linked
into the terminal cliques of size ≥ q.

Lemma 5.53. Let I = (G, {W1, . . . ,Wt}, k, tc, q) be a valid instance, and (A, S,B) an
internal separation of a solution of I of order |S| = q. Then S is linked into any terminal
clique of I of size at least q.

Proof. Let Wi be a terminal clique of I of size |Wi| ≥ q and suppose S is not linked into
Wi. By symmetry suppose Wi ⊆ A ∪ S, and by definition of internal separation let Wj
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alsoIisinvalid.Inparticular,inthecasewhen(A′,S′,B′)isdegenerateforI+(Wi,S),
notethatifaterminalcliqueofIintersectsA′thenalsothecorrespondingterminal
cliqueofI+(Wi,S)alsointersectsA′,andtherefore(A′,S′,B′)isalsodegenerateforI.

Then,ifŴIdoesnotintersectA′butSdoes,wehavethatWi⊆S′andS⊆A′∪S′.
Inthiscase,denoteRw=reachG({w},S∪Wi\{w})andconsidertheseparation
(A′′,S′′,B′′)=(A′∪Rw,S

′\Rw,B
′\Rw).Thisisaseparationbecausetheneighborhood

ofRwisasubsetofS∪Wi⊆A′∪S′.Moreover,itisaninternalseparationof(X,T)forI
becausew∈A′′andŴI∩B′=ŴI∩B′′becauseRw∩ŴI={w}andw/∈B′.If|S′|<q

thenthisimmediatelyshowsthatIisinvalid.If(A′,S′,B′)isdegenerateforI+(Wi,S),
then(A′′,S′′,B′′)isdegenerateforI,becausebythefactthatw∈Wi\WI(Wi),the
onlyterminalcliqueofIthatintersectsA′′isWi,and#tcI(Wi)=#tcI+(Wi,S)(Wi∪S)

inthiscase.

Then,ifŴIdoesnotintersectB′butSdoes,wedoananalogousargument,inpar-
ticularweagaindenoteRw=reachG({w},S∪Wi\{w})andconsidertheseparation
(A′′,S′′,B′′)=(A′\Rw,S

′\Rw,B
′∪Rw).Bythesameargumentaspreviously,thisis

aninternalseparationof(X,T)forI.Again,if|S′|<qthenIisinvalid.If(A′,S′,B′)

isdegenerateforI+(Wi,S),then(A′′,S′′,B′′)isdegenerateforI,becauseifaterminal
cliqueofIintersectsA′′thenacorrespondingterminalcliqueofI+(Wi,S)intersectsA′.

Finally,toshowthat|Wi∪S|≥q+1,wehavethatif|Wi∪S|≤qwouldhold,then
(Wi\{w})∪Swouldbea({w},ŴI\Wi)-separatorofsize<q.Thiswouldgivean
internalseparation(A,(Wi\{w})∪S,B)withwintersectingAandŴI\(Wi∪S)

intersectingB.NotethatŴI\(Wi∪S)6=∅becauseotherwiseIwouldnotbemaximally
merged.

Then,oncethereareatleasttwoterminalcliquesofsize≥q,thealgorithmwillguess
howahypotheticalinternalseparationoforderqwouldseparatetheterminalcliques,and
findacorrespondingseparationbyguessinganimportantseparator.Forthisargumentit
willbecrucialthattheseparatorSofsuchaninternalseparation(A,S,B)willbelinked
intotheterminalcliquesofsize≥q.

Lemma5.53.LetI=(G,{W1,...,Wt},k,tc,q)beavalidinstance,and(A,S,B)an
internalseparationofasolutionofIoforder|S|=q.ThenSislinkedintoanyterminal
cliqueofIofsizeatleastq.

Proof.LetWibeaterminalcliqueofIofsize|Wi|≥qandsupposeSisnotlinkedinto
Wi.BysymmetrysupposeWi⊆A∪S,andbydefinitionofinternalseparationletWj
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Then, if ŴI does not intersect A′ but S does, we have that Wi ⊆ S ′ and S ⊆ A′ ∪ S ′.
In this case, denote Rw = reachG({w}, S ∪ Wi \ {w}) and consider the separation
(A′′, S ′′, B′′) = (A′ ∪Rw, S ′ \Rw, B′ \Rw). This is a separation because the neighborhood
of Rw is a subset of S∪Wi ⊆ A′∪S ′. Moreover, it is an internal separation of (X, T ) for I
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be a terminal clique that intersects B. Now, let S ′ be a minimum size (Wi, S)-separator,
in particular having size |S ′| < q and S ′ linked into both Wi and S. Note that S ′ also
separates Wj from Wi, in particular S ′ gives a separation (A′, S ′, B′) so that Wi ⊆ A′∪S ′

and B ⊆ B′, implying that Wi ∩ A′ 6= ∅ and Wj ∩ B′ 6= ∅.

Let (X, T ) be the solution of I whose internal separation (A, S,B) is. Note that T has a
bag containing S, and a bag containing Wi. We use the Pulling Lemma (Lemma 5.8)
with (X, T ), (A′, S ′, B′) and the bag containing S to construct a solution of I / (A′, S ′)

and then with (X, T ), (B′, S ′, A′) and the bag containing Wi to construct a solution
of I / (B′, S ′). Now, by combining the solutions of I / (A′, S ′) and I / (B′, S ′) using
Lemma 5.26 we get a solution of I whose internal separation (A′, S ′, B′) is. This implies
that I is invalid because |S ′| < q, Wi intersects A′, and Wj intersects B′.

We then introduce notation for arguing about guessing how a hypothetical internal
separation of order q separates the terminal cliques. Let I = (G, {W1, . . . ,Wt}, k, tc, q)

be an instance. For t′ ⊆ [t], we denote ŴI [t′] =
⋃
i∈t′ Wi. Let (tL, tR) be a partition of [t]

into two non-empty sets, in particular representing a partition of the terminal cliques.
We call (tL, tR) q-biased if |Wi| ≥ q implies that i ∈ tR.

We then give the main lemma that asserts how internal separations of order q can be
guessed by guessing the partition (tL, tR) of terminal cliques induced by them and an
important (ŴI [tL], ŴI [tR])-separator.

Lemma 5.54. Let I = (G, {W1, . . . ,Wt}, k, tc, q) be a maximally merged valid instance
that has no safe separations and has at least two terminal cliques of size at least q.
Suppose that I has a solution that has an internal separation of order q. Then, there
exists a q-biased partition (tL, tR) of [t] and an important (ŴI [tL], ŴI [tR])-separator S
of size |S| = q with reachG(ŴI [tL], S) 6= ∅, corresponding to a separation (A, S,B) =

(reachG(ŴI [tL], S), S, V (G)\(reachG(ŴI [tL], S)∪S)) so that both I /(A, S) and I /(B, S)

are valid instances.

Proof. Let (A, S,B) be an internal separation of order q of a solution (X, T ) of I. Note
that because I does not have safe separations, either all terminal cliques of size ≥ q

intersect A or all terminal cliques of size ≥ q intersect B. By permuting A and B if
necessary, assume that all terminal cliques of size ≥ q intersect B. Let (tL, tR) be the
partition of [t] that is obtained by assigning terminal cliques that intersect B into tR and
the others into tL. Note that at least one terminal clique intersects A because (A, S,B)

is an internal separation and at least two terminal cliques of size ≥ q intersect B.

Now, S is a (ŴI [tL], ŴI [tR])-separator. Moreover, S is a minimal (ŴI [tL], ŴI [tR])-
separator, because otherwise the subset of S would give an internal separation of order
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beaterminalcliquethatintersectsB.Now,letS′beaminimumsize(Wi,S)-separator,
inparticularhavingsize|S′|<qandS′linkedintobothWiandS.NotethatS′also
separatesWjfromWi,inparticularS′givesaseparation(A′,S′,B′)sothatWi⊆A′∪S′

andB⊆B′,implyingthatWi∩A′6=∅andWj∩B′6=∅.

Let(X,T)bethesolutionofIwhoseinternalseparation(A,S,B)is.NotethatThasa
bagcontainingS,andabagcontainingWi.WeusethePullingLemma(Lemma5.8)
with(X,T),(A′,S′,B′)andthebagcontainingStoconstructasolutionofI/(A′,S′)

andthenwith(X,T),(B′,S′,A′)andthebagcontainingWitoconstructasolution
ofI/(B′,S′).Now,bycombiningthesolutionsofI/(A′,S′)andI/(B′,S′)using
Lemma5.26wegetasolutionofIwhoseinternalseparation(A′,S′,B′)is.Thisimplies
thatIisinvalidbecause|S′|<q,WiintersectsA′,andWjintersectsB′.

Wethenintroducenotationforarguingaboutguessinghowahypotheticalinternal
separationoforderqseparatestheterminalcliques.LetI=(G,{W1,...,Wt},k,tc,q)

beaninstance.Fort′⊆[t],wedenoteŴI[t′]=
⋃

i∈t′Wi.Let(tL,tR)beapartitionof[t]

intotwonon-emptysets,inparticularrepresentingapartitionoftheterminalcliques.
Wecall(tL,tR)q-biasedif|Wi|≥qimpliesthati∈tR.

Wethengivethemainlemmathatassertshowinternalseparationsoforderqcanbe
guessedbyguessingthepartition(tL,tR)ofterminalcliquesinducedbythemandan
important(ŴI[tL],ŴI[tR])-separator.

Lemma5.54.LetI=(G,{W1,...,Wt},k,tc,q)beamaximallymergedvalidinstance
thathasnosafeseparationsandhasatleasttwoterminalcliquesofsizeatleastq.
SupposethatIhasasolutionthathasaninternalseparationoforderq.Then,there
existsaq-biasedpartition(tL,tR)of[t]andanimportant(ŴI[tL],ŴI[tR])-separatorS
ofsize|S|=qwithreachG(ŴI[tL],S)6=∅,correspondingtoaseparation(A,S,B)=

(reachG(ŴI[tL],S),S,V(G)\(reachG(ŴI[tL],S)∪S))sothatbothI/(A,S)andI/(B,S)

arevalidinstances.

Proof.Let(A,S,B)beaninternalseparationoforderqofasolution(X,T)ofI.Note
thatbecauseIdoesnothavesafeseparations,eitherallterminalcliquesofsize≥q

intersectAorallterminalcliquesofsize≥qintersectB.BypermutingAandBif
necessary,assumethatallterminalcliquesofsize≥qintersectB.Let(tL,tR)bethe
partitionof[t]thatisobtainedbyassigningterminalcliquesthatintersectBintotRand
theothersintotL.NotethatatleastoneterminalcliqueintersectsAbecause(A,S,B)

isaninternalseparationandatleasttwoterminalcliquesofsize≥qintersectB.

Now,Sisa(ŴI[tL],ŴI[tR])-separator.Moreover,Sisaminimal(ŴI[tL],ŴI[tR])-
separator,becauseotherwisethesubsetofSwouldgiveaninternalseparationoforder
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be a terminal clique that intersects B. Now, let S ′ be a minimum size (Wi, S)-separator,
in particular having size |S ′| < q and S ′ linked into both Wi and S. Note that S ′ also
separates Wj from Wi, in particular S ′ gives a separation (A′, S ′, B′) so that Wi ⊆ A′∪S ′

and B ⊆ B′, implying that Wi ∩ A′ 6= ∅ and Wj ∩ B′ 6= ∅.

Let (X, T ) be the solution of I whose internal separation (A, S,B) is. Note that T has a
bag containing S, and a bag containing Wi. We use the Pulling Lemma (Lemma 5.8)
with (X, T ), (A′, S ′, B′) and the bag containing S to construct a solution of I / (A′, S ′)

and then with (X, T ), (B′, S ′, A′) and the bag containing Wi to construct a solution
of I / (B′, S ′). Now, by combining the solutions of I / (A′, S ′) and I / (B′, S ′) using
Lemma 5.26 we get a solution of I whose internal separation (A′, S ′, B′) is. This implies
that I is invalid because |S ′| < q, Wi intersects A′, and Wj intersects B′.

We then introduce notation for arguing about guessing how a hypothetical internal
separation of order q separates the terminal cliques. Let I = (G, {W1, . . . ,Wt}, k, tc, q)

be an instance. For t′ ⊆ [t], we denote ŴI [t′] = ⋃i∈t′ Wi. Let (tL, tR) be a partition of [t]

into two non-empty sets, in particular representing a partition of the terminal cliques.
We call (tL, tR) q-biased if |Wi| ≥ q implies that i ∈ tR.

We then give the main lemma that asserts how internal separations of order q can be
guessed by guessing the partition (tL, tR) of terminal cliques induced by them and an
important (ŴI [tL], ŴI [tR])-separator.

Lemma 5.54. Let I = (G, {W1, . . . ,Wt}, k, tc, q) be a maximally merged valid instance
that has no safe separations and has at least two terminal cliques of size at least q.
Suppose that I has a solution that has an internal separation of order q. Then, there
exists a q-biased partition (tL, tR) of [t] and an important (ŴI [tL], ŴI [tR])-separator S
of size |S| = q with reachG(ŴI [tL], S) 6= ∅, corresponding to a separation (A, S,B) =

(reachG(ŴI [tL], S), S, V (G)\(reachG(ŴI [tL], S)∪S)) so that both I /(A, S) and I /(B, S)

are valid instances.

Proof. Let (A, S,B) be an internal separation of order q of a solution (X, T ) of I. Note
that because I does not have safe separations, either all terminal cliques of size ≥ q

intersect A or all terminal cliques of size ≥ q intersect B. By permuting A and B if
necessary, assume that all terminal cliques of size ≥ q intersect B. Let (tL, tR) be the
partition of [t] that is obtained by assigning terminal cliques that intersect B into tR and
the others into tL. Note that at least one terminal clique intersects A because (A, S,B)

is an internal separation and at least two terminal cliques of size ≥ q intersect B.

Now, S is a (ŴI [tL], ŴI [tR])-separator. Moreover, S is a minimal (ŴI [tL], ŴI [tR])-
separator, because otherwise the subset of S would give an internal separation of order
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andB⊆B′,implyingthatWi∩A′6=∅andWj∩B′6=∅.
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with(X,T),(A′,S′,B′)andthebagcontainingStoconstructasolutionofI/(A′,S′)
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ofI/(B′,S′).Now,bycombiningthesolutionsofI/(A′,S′)andI/(B′,S′)using
Lemma5.26wegetasolutionofIwhoseinternalseparation(A′,S′,B′)is.Thisimplies
thatIisinvalidbecause|S′|<q,WiintersectsA′,andWjintersectsB′.

Wethenintroducenotationforarguingaboutguessinghowahypotheticalinternal
separationoforderqseparatestheterminalcliques.LetI=(G,{W1,...,Wt},k,tc,q)

beaninstance.Fort′⊆[t],wedenoteŴI[t′]=⋃i∈t′Wi.Let(tL,tR)beapartitionof[t]

intotwonon-emptysets,inparticularrepresentingapartitionoftheterminalcliques.
Wecall(tL,tR)q-biasedif|Wi|≥qimpliesthati∈tR.

Wethengivethemainlemmathatassertshowinternalseparationsoforderqcanbe
guessedbyguessingthepartition(tL,tR)ofterminalcliquesinducedbythemandan
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arevalidinstances.

Proof.Let(A,S,B)beaninternalseparationoforderqofasolution(X,T)ofI.Note
thatbecauseIdoesnothavesafeseparations,eitherallterminalcliquesofsize≥q

intersectAorallterminalcliquesofsize≥qintersectB.BypermutingAandBif
necessary,assumethatallterminalcliquesofsize≥qintersectB.Let(tL,tR)bethe
partitionof[t]thatisobtainedbyassigningterminalcliquesthatintersectBintotRand
theothersintotL.NotethatatleastoneterminalcliqueintersectsAbecause(A,S,B)

isaninternalseparationandatleasttwoterminalcliquesofsize≥qintersectB.

Now,Sisa(ŴI[tL],ŴI[tR])-separator.Moreover,Sisaminimal(ŴI[tL],ŴI[tR])-
separator,becauseotherwisethesubsetofSwouldgiveaninternalseparationoforder
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important(ŴI[tL],ŴI[tR])-separator.

Lemma5.54.LetI=(G,{W1,...,Wt},k,tc,q)beamaximallymergedvalidinstance
thathasnosafeseparationsandhasatleasttwoterminalcliquesofsizeatleastq.
SupposethatIhasasolutionthathasaninternalseparationoforderq.Then,there
existsaq-biasedpartition(tL,tR)of[t]andanimportant(ŴI[tL],ŴI[tR])-separatorS
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< q, meaning that I would not be valid. Let Wi be a terminal clique of size ≥ q.
By Lemma 5.53, S is linked into Wi. Let S ′ be a smallest important (ŴI [tL], ŴI [tR])-
separator that dominates S. Because S is a minimal (ŴI [tL], ŴI [tR])-separator, by
Lemma 5.19 S ′ is a (S, ŴI [tR])-separator, which implies that |S ′| = q and S ′ is linked
into Wi. Also, by minimality of S and Lemma 5.18, we have that S ′ is linked into S.
Moreover, as ŴI [tL] intersects A, we have that ŴI [tL] intersects reachG(ŴI [tL], S ′) and
in particular reachG(ŴI [tL], S ′) 6= ∅.

Now, let (A′, S ′, B′) = (reachG(ŴI [tL], S ′), S ′, V (G) \ (reachG(ŴI [tL], S ′) ∪ S ′)). Observe
that S ⊆ A′ ∪ S ′ and Wi ⊆ B′ ∪ S ′. We then use the Pulling Lemma (Lemma 5.8) to
construct solutions of I/(A′, S ′) and I/(B′, S ′). A solution of I/(A′, S ′) is constructed by
applying the lemma with the torso tree decomposition (X, T ), the separation (A′, S ′, B′),
and the node of T whose bag contains Wi. Symmetrically, a solution of I / (B′, S ′)

is constructed by applying the lemma with the torso tree decomposition (X, T ), the
separation (B′, S ′, A′), and the node of T whose bag contains S.

Now, both I / (A′, S ′) and I / (B′, S ′) are yes-instances, so it remains to prove that they
are valid. First, because I is maximally merged and there are at least two terminal
cliques of size ≥ q, it holds that |ŴI [tR]| ≥ q + 1, implying that ŴI [tR] intersects B′.
Also, as argued before ŴI [tL] intersects A′. Therefore, by Lemma 5.48 both I / (A′, S ′)

and I / (B′, S ′) are valid.

5.5.4 The algorithm

We then describe the 2O(k2)n2 time algorithm for Subset Treewidth.

Given input (G,W, k), the algorithm first uses pre-branching (Lemma 5.47) to enumerate
2O(k2) instances of Partitioned Subset Treewidth, so that any solution to any of the
instances can in kO(1)m time be turned into a torso tree decomposition in G of width k
that covers W , and moreover if such a torso tree decomposition exists, then at least one
of the instances is valid. For each resulting instance, we then use a recursive procedure
that either concludes that a given instance is invalid, or returns a solution to the instance.
This recursive procedure is described in pseudocode Algorithm 2, and we also give a
detailed description of it next.

First, on Line 1 the algorithm uses Lemma 5.38 to handle the corner cases of t = 1 and
|V (G)| ≤ k + 2. Then, on Lines 2 to 6 the reduction by safe separations is performed. In
particular, if there exists a safe separation (A, S,B), then if |S| < q and Ŵ intersects
both A and B, we can by Lemma 5.50 conclude that the instance is invalid. Otherwise,
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<q,meaningthatIwouldnotbevalid.LetWibeaterminalcliqueofsize≥q.
ByLemma5.53,SislinkedintoWi.LetS′beasmallestimportant(ŴI[tL],ŴI[tR])-
separatorthatdominatesS.BecauseSisaminimal(ŴI[tL],ŴI[tR])-separator,by
Lemma5.19S′isa(S,ŴI[tR])-separator,whichimpliesthat|S′|=qandS′islinked
intoWi.Also,byminimalityofSandLemma5.18,wehavethatS′islinkedintoS.
Moreover,asŴI[tL]intersectsA,wehavethatŴI[tL]intersectsreachG(ŴI[tL],S′)and
inparticularreachG(ŴI[tL],S′)6=∅.

Now,let(A′,S′,B′)=(reachG(ŴI[tL],S′),S′,V(G)\(reachG(ŴI[tL],S′)∪S′)).Observe
thatS⊆A′∪S′andWi⊆B′∪S′.WethenusethePullingLemma(Lemma5.8)to
constructsolutionsofI/(A′,S′)andI/(B′,S′).AsolutionofI/(A′,S′)isconstructedby
applyingthelemmawiththetorsotreedecomposition(X,T),theseparation(A′,S′,B′),
andthenodeofTwhosebagcontainsWi.Symmetrically,asolutionofI/(B′,S′)

isconstructedbyapplyingthelemmawiththetorsotreedecomposition(X,T),the
separation(B′,S′,A′),andthenodeofTwhosebagcontainsS.

Now,bothI/(A′,S′)andI/(B′,S′)areyes-instances,soitremainstoprovethatthey
arevalid.First,becauseIismaximallymergedandthereareatleasttwoterminal
cliquesofsize≥q,itholdsthat|ŴI[tR]|≥q+1,implyingthatŴI[tR]intersectsB′.
Also,asarguedbeforeŴI[tL]intersectsA′.Therefore,byLemma5.48bothI/(A′,S′)

andI/(B′,S′)arevalid.

5.5.4Thealgorithm

Wethendescribethe2O(k2)n2timealgorithmforSubsetTreewidth.

Giveninput(G,W,k),thealgorithmfirstusespre-branching(Lemma5.47)toenumerate
2O(k2)instancesofPartitionedSubsetTreewidth,sothatanysolutiontoanyofthe
instancescaninkO(1)mtimebeturnedintoatorsotreedecompositioninGofwidthk
thatcoversW,andmoreoverifsuchatorsotreedecompositionexists,thenatleastone
oftheinstancesisvalid.Foreachresultinginstance,wethenusearecursiveprocedure
thateitherconcludesthatagiveninstanceisinvalid,orreturnsasolutiontotheinstance.
ThisrecursiveprocedureisdescribedinpseudocodeAlgorithm2,andwealsogivea
detaileddescriptionofitnext.

First,onLine1thealgorithmusesLemma5.38tohandlethecornercasesoft=1and
|V(G)|≤k+2.Then,onLines2to6thereductionbysafeseparationsisperformed.In
particular,ifthereexistsasafeseparation(A,S,B),thenif|S|<qandŴintersects
bothAandB,wecanbyLemma5.50concludethattheinstanceisinvalid.Otherwise,
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instances can in kO(1)

m time be turned into a torso tree decomposition in G of width k
that covers W , and moreover if such a torso tree decomposition exists, then at least one
of the instances is valid. For each resulting instance, we then use a recursive procedure
that either concludes that a given instance is invalid, or returns a solution to the instance.
This recursive procedure is described in pseudocode Algorithm 2, and we also give a
detailed description of it next.

First, on Line 1 the algorithm uses Lemma 5.38 to handle the corner cases of t = 1 and
|V (G)| ≤ k + 2. Then, on Lines 2 to 6 the reduction by safe separations is performed. In
particular, if there exists a safe separation (A, S,B), then if |S| < q and Ŵ intersects
both A and B, we can by Lemma 5.50 conclude that the instance is invalid. Otherwise,
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intoWi.Also,byminimalityofSandLemma5.18,wehavethatS′islinkedintoS.
Moreover,asŴI[tL]intersectsA,wehavethatŴI[tL]intersectsreachG(ŴI[tL],S′)and
inparticularreachG(ŴI[tL],S′)6=∅.

Now,let(A′,S′,B′)=(reachG(ŴI[tL],S′),S′,V(G)\(reachG(ŴI[tL],S′)∪S′)).Observe
thatS⊆A′∪S′andWi⊆B′∪S′.WethenusethePullingLemma(Lemma5.8)to
constructsolutionsofI/(A′,S′)andI/(B′,S′).AsolutionofI/(A′,S′)isconstructedby
applyingthelemmawiththetorsotreedecomposition(X,T),theseparation(A′,S′,B′),
andthenodeofTwhosebagcontainsWi.Symmetrically,asolutionofI/(B′,S′)

isconstructedbyapplyingthelemmawiththetorsotreedecomposition(X,T),the
separation(B′,S′,A′),andthenodeofTwhosebagcontainsS.

Now,bothI/(A′,S′)andI/(B′,S′)areyes-instances,soitremainstoprovethatthey
arevalid.First,becauseIismaximallymergedandthereareatleasttwoterminal
cliquesofsize≥q,itholdsthat|ŴI[tR]|≥q+1,implyingthatŴI[tR]intersectsB′.
Also,asarguedbeforeŴI[tL]intersectsA′.Therefore,byLemma5.48bothI/(A′,S′)

andI/(B′,S′)arevalid.
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Wethendescribethe2O(k2)
n

2
timealgorithmforSubsetTreewidth.

Giveninput(G,W,k),thealgorithmfirstusespre-branching(Lemma5.47)toenumerate
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instancesofPartitionedSubsetTreewidth,sothatanysolutiontoanyofthe
instancescaninkO(1)

mtimebeturnedintoatorsotreedecompositioninGofwidthk
thatcoversW,andmoreoverifsuchatorsotreedecompositionexists,thenatleastone
oftheinstancesisvalid.Foreachresultinginstance,wethenusearecursiveprocedure
thateitherconcludesthatagiveninstanceisinvalid,orreturnsasolutiontotheinstance.
ThisrecursiveprocedureisdescribedinpseudocodeAlgorithm2,andwealsogivea
detaileddescriptionofitnext.

First,onLine1thealgorithmusesLemma5.38tohandlethecornercasesoft=1and
|V(G)|≤k+2.Then,onLines2to6thereductionbysafeseparationsisperformed.In
particular,ifthereexistsasafeseparation(A,S,B),thenif|S|<qandŴintersects
bothAandB,wecanbyLemma5.50concludethattheinstanceisinvalid.Otherwise,
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separatorthatdominatesS.BecauseSisaminimal(ŴI[tL],ŴI[tR])-separator,by
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thatS⊆A′∪S′andWi⊆B′∪S′.WethenusethePullingLemma(Lemma5.8)to
constructsolutionsofI/(A′,S′)andI/(B′,S′).AsolutionofI/(A′,S′)isconstructedby
applyingthelemmawiththetorsotreedecomposition(X,T),theseparation(A′,S′,B′),
andthenodeofTwhosebagcontainsWi.Symmetrically,asolutionofI/(B′,S′)

isconstructedbyapplyingthelemmawiththetorsotreedecomposition(X,T),the
separation(B′,S′,A′),andthenodeofTwhosebagcontainsS.

Now,bothI/(A′,S′)andI/(B′,S′)areyes-instances,soitremainstoprovethatthey
arevalid.First,becauseIismaximallymergedandthereareatleasttwoterminal
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Algorithm 2 Recursive procedure of a 2O(k2)n2 time algorithm for Subset Treewidth.
Input: Instance I = (G, {W1, . . . ,Wt}, k, tc, q).
Output: Either a solution of I or INVALID.
1: if t ≤ 1 or |V (G)| ≤ k + 2 then return Case-analysis(I) . Lemma 5.38
2: if Exists a safe separation (A, S,B) then
3: if |S| < q and ŴI intersects both A and B then
4: return INVALID
5: else
6: return Combine(Solve(I / (A, S)), Solve(I / (B, S)))
7: for all i, j ∈ [t] with i 6= j and |Wi ∪Wj| ≤ k + 1 do
8: sol ← Solve(I × (Wi,Wj))
9: if sol 6= INVALID then return sol

10: if q > k + 1 then return INVALID
11: if Less than 2 terminal cliques of size ≥ q then . Lemma 5.52
12: for all i ∈ [t] so that |Wi| < q and exists j 6= i with |Wj| ≥ |Wi| do
13: for all w ∈ Wi do
14: for all Important ({w}, ŴI \ Wi)-separators S in G \ (Wi \ {w}) with
|S| ≤ k do

15: if q + 1 ≤ |Wi ∪ S| ≤ k + 1 then
16: sol ← Solve(I + (Wi, S))
17: if sol 6= INVALID then return sol

18: else . Lemma 5.54
19: for all q-biased bipartitions (tL, tR) of [t] do
20: for all Important (ŴI [tL], ŴI [tR])-separators S with |S| = q do
21: Let (A, S,B) = (reachG(ŴI [tL], S), S, V (G) \ (reachG(ŴI [tL], S) ∪ S))
22: if

∑
Wi|Wi∩A 6=∅#tcI(Wi) > k + 1− q then

23: sol ← Combine(Solve(I / (A, S)), Solve(I / (B, S)))
24: if sol 6= INVALID then return sol

25: return Solve((G, {W1, . . . ,Wt}, k, tc, q + 1))

we recursively solve the instances I / (A, S) and I / (B, S) (recursive application of the
algorithm is denoted by the function “Solve” in the pseudocode), and if both of them
return a solution then we return the solution obtained from combining them, and if either
of them return INVALID then we return INVALID. In particular, the function “Combine”
on Line 6 denotes an operation that returns INVALID if either of its arguments is INVALID,
and if its arguments are a solution (XA, TA) of I / (A, S) and a solution (XB, TB) of
I / (B, S) then it returns the solution (XA ∪XB, TA ∪S TB) of I.

Then, on Lines 7 to 9 the algorithm does terminal clique merging branching. In particular,
the algorithm branches on merging all pairs of terminal cliques Wi,Wj with |Wi ∪Wj| ≤
k + 1 and returns a solution if any of the branches returned a solution. After this, by
Lemma 5.51 we can assume that I is either maximally merged or invalid. This is used
on Line 10 to justify that if q > k + 1 we can return INVALID because any solution of a
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Algorithm2Recursiveprocedureofa2O(k2)n2timealgorithmforSubsetTreewidth.
Input:InstanceI=(G,{W1,...,Wt},k,tc,q).
Output:EitherasolutionofIorINVALID.
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3:if|S|<qandŴIintersectsbothAandBthen
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5:else
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|S|≤kdo
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16:sol←Solve(I+(Wi,S))
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19:forallq-biasedbipartitions(tL,tR)of[t]do
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24:ifsol6=INVALIDthenreturnsol

25:returnSolve((G,{W1,...,Wt},k,tc,q+1))

werecursivelysolvetheinstancesI/(A,S)andI/(B,S)(recursiveapplicationofthe
algorithmisdenotedbythefunction“Solve”inthepseudocode),andifbothofthem
returnasolutionthenwereturnthesolutionobtainedfromcombiningthem,andifeither
ofthemreturnINVALIDthenwereturnINVALID.Inparticular,thefunction“Combine”
onLine6denotesanoperationthatreturnsINVALIDifeitherofitsargumentsisINVALID,
andifitsargumentsareasolution(XA,TA)ofI/(A,S)andasolution(XB,TB)of
I/(B,S)thenitreturnsthesolution(XA∪XB,TA∪STB)ofI.

Then,onLines7to9thealgorithmdoesterminalcliquemergingbranching.Inparticular,
thealgorithmbranchesonmergingallpairsofterminalcliquesWi,Wjwith|Wi∪Wj|≤
k+1andreturnsasolutionifanyofthebranchesreturnedasolution.Afterthis,by
Lemma5.51wecanassumethatIiseithermaximallymergedorinvalid.Thisisused
onLine10tojustifythatifq>k+1wecanreturnINVALIDbecauseanysolutionofa
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|S| ≤ k do

15: if q + 1 ≤ |Wi ∪ S| ≤ k + 1 then
16: sol ← Solve(I + (Wi, S))
17: if sol 6= INVALID then return sol

18: else . Lemma 5.54
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21: Let (A, S,B) = (reachG(ŴI [tL], S), S, V (G) \ (reachG(ŴI [tL], S) ∪ S))
22: if ∑Wi|Wi∩A 6=∅#tcI(Wi) > k + 1− q then
23: sol ← Combine(Solve(I / (A, S)), Solve(I / (B, S)))
24: if sol 6= INVALID then return sol

25: return Solve((G, {W1, . . . ,Wt}, k, tc, q + 1))

we recursively solve the instances I / (A, S) and I / (B, S) (recursive application of the
algorithm is denoted by the function “Solve” in the pseudocode), and if both of them
return a solution then we return the solution obtained from combining them, and if either
of them return INVALID then we return INVALID. In particular, the function “Combine”
on Line 6 denotes an operation that returns INVALID if either of its arguments is INVALID,
and if its arguments are a solution (XA, TA) of I / (A, S) and a solution (XB, TB) of
I / (B, S) then it returns the solution (XA ∪XB, TA ∪S TB) of I.

Then, on Lines 7 to 9 the algorithm does terminal clique merging branching. In particular,
the algorithm branches on merging all pairs of terminal cliques Wi,Wj with |Wi ∪Wj| ≤
k + 1 and returns a solution if any of the branches returned a solution. After this, by
Lemma 5.51 we can assume that I is either maximally merged or invalid. This is used
on Line 10 to justify that if q > k + 1 we can return INVALID because any solution of a
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2
timealgorithmforSubsetTreewidth.

Input:InstanceI=(G,{W1,...,Wt},k,tc,q).
Output:EitherasolutionofIorINVALID.
1:ift≤1or|V(G)|≤k+2thenreturnCase-analysis(I).Lemma5.38
2:ifExistsasafeseparation(A,S,B)then
3:if|S|<qandŴIintersectsbothAandBthen
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5:else
6:returnCombine(Solve(I/(A,S)),Solve(I/(B,S)))
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25:returnSolve((G,{W1,...,Wt},k,tc,q+1))

werecursivelysolvetheinstancesI/(A,S)andI/(B,S)(recursiveapplicationofthe
algorithmisdenotedbythefunction“Solve”inthepseudocode),andifbothofthem
returnasolutionthenwereturnthesolutionobtainedfromcombiningthem,andifeither
ofthemreturnINVALIDthenwereturnINVALID.Inparticular,thefunction“Combine”
onLine6denotesanoperationthatreturnsINVALIDifeitherofitsargumentsisINVALID,
andifitsargumentsareasolution(XA,TA)ofI/(A,S)andasolution(XB,TB)of
I/(B,S)thenitreturnsthesolution(XA∪XB,TA∪STB)ofI.

Then,onLines7to9thealgorithmdoesterminalcliquemergingbranching.Inparticular,
thealgorithmbranchesonmergingallpairsofterminalcliquesWi,Wjwith|Wi∪Wj|≤
k+1andreturnsasolutionifanyofthebranchesreturnedasolution.Afterthis,by
Lemma5.51wecanassumethatIiseithermaximallymergedorinvalid.Thisisused
onLine10tojustifythatifq>k+1wecanreturnINVALIDbecauseanysolutionofa
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20:forallImportant(ŴI[tL],ŴI[tR])-separatorsSwith|S|=qdo
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3:if|S|<qandŴIintersectsbothAandBthen
4:returnINVALID
5:else
6:returnCombine(Solve(I/(A,S)),Solve(I/(B,S)))
7:foralli,j∈[t]withi6=jand|Wi∪Wj|≤k+1do
8:sol←Solve(I×(Wi,Wj))
9:ifsol6=INVALIDthenreturnsol

10:ifq>k+1thenreturnINVALID
11:ifLessthan2terminalcliquesofsize≥qthen.Lemma5.52
12:foralli∈[t]sothat|Wi|<qandexistsj6=iwith|Wj|≥|Wi|do
13:forallw∈Wido
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20:forallImportant(ŴI[tL],ŴI[tR])-separatorsSwith|S|=qdo
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maximally merged instance with at least two terminal cliques must contain an internal
separation.

For the main branching of the algorithm there are two cases. Either there are less than 2
terminal cliques of size ≥ q, or there are at least 2 terminal cliques of size ≥ q. We first
describe the case when there are less than 2 terminal cliques of size ≥ q. In this case, on
Lines 11 to 17 the algorithm performs leaf pushing branching according to Lemma 5.52.
In particular, the algorithm guesses a potential forget-clique Wi that is not a uniquely
largest terminal clique, a vertex w ∈ Wi, and an important ({w}, Ŵ \Wi)-separator S in
the graph G \ (Wi \ {w}) so that q + 1 ≤ |Wi ∪ S| ≤ k + 1, and branches on adding S to
Wi. For iterating over such important separators, we use the algorithm of Lemma 5.22
to iterate over all important separators of size at most k and check the conditions. The
purpose of this branching is to increase the number of terminal cliques of size ≥ q.

When there are at least 2 terminal cliques of size ≥ q, the algorithm branches on Lines 18
to 24 on how the internal separation of order q would partition the terminal cliques in the
solution, according to Lemma 5.54. The algorithm guesses the q-biased bipartition (tL, tR)

of [t] and an important (Ŵ [tL], Ŵ [tR])-separator S of size q. Then we denote the separation
corresponding to it by (A, S,B) = (reachG(ŴI [tL], S), S, V (G) \ (reachG(ŴI [tL], S)∪ S)),
and if this separation would not be a degenerate internal separation solves the instances
I / (A, S) and I / (B, S) recursively and combines the solutions in the same manner
as when recursing on safe separations. Again, we use the algorithm of Lemma 5.22 for
iterating over such important separators. Finally, on Line 25, if none of the branches
returned a solution the algorithm does a recursive call with an increased value of q.

The algorithm can clearly be implemented in space nO(1), in particular, on Lines 14
and 20 we use the nO(1) space enumeration of important separators of Lemma 5.22.
We then prove the correctness of Algorithm 2. Its running time will be analyzed in
Subsection 5.5.5.

First we show that the algorithm is correct when it returns a solution.

Lemma 5.55. If Algorithm 2 returns a solution, then it is a solution of I.

Proof. We prove the lemma by induction on the recursion tree. When the algorithm
returns on Line 1 from the case analysis, this follows from the correctness of the case
analysis.

When breaking the instance by a safe separation (A, S,B) and returning on Line 6 a
solution formed by combining solutions of I / (A, S) and I / (B, S), the correctness
follows from induction and Lemma 5.26. For terminal clique merging on Line 9 and

162Exactand(1+ε)-approximationalgorithmsfortreewidth

maximallymergedinstancewithatleasttwoterminalcliquesmustcontainaninternal
separation.

Forthemainbranchingofthealgorithmtherearetwocases.Eithertherearelessthan2
terminalcliquesofsize≥q,orthereareatleast2terminalcliquesofsize≥q.Wefirst
describethecasewhentherearelessthan2terminalcliquesofsize≥q.Inthiscase,on
Lines11to17thealgorithmperformsleafpushingbranchingaccordingtoLemma5.52.
Inparticular,thealgorithmguessesapotentialforget-cliqueWithatisnotauniquely
largestterminalclique,avertexw∈Wi,andanimportant({w},Ŵ\Wi)-separatorSin
thegraphG\(Wi\{w})sothatq+1≤|Wi∪S|≤k+1,andbranchesonaddingSto
Wi.Foriteratingoversuchimportantseparators,weusethealgorithmofLemma5.22
toiterateoverallimportantseparatorsofsizeatmostkandchecktheconditions.The
purposeofthisbranchingistoincreasethenumberofterminalcliquesofsize≥q.

Whenthereareatleast2terminalcliquesofsize≥q,thealgorithmbranchesonLines18
to24onhowtheinternalseparationoforderqwouldpartitiontheterminalcliquesinthe
solution,accordingtoLemma5.54.Thealgorithmguessestheq-biasedbipartition(tL,tR)

of[t]andanimportant(Ŵ[tL],Ŵ[tR])-separatorSofsizeq.Thenwedenotetheseparation
correspondingtoitby(A,S,B)=(reachG(ŴI[tL],S),S,V(G)\(reachG(ŴI[tL],S)∪S)),
andifthisseparationwouldnotbeadegenerateinternalseparationsolvestheinstances
I/(A,S)andI/(B,S)recursivelyandcombinesthesolutionsinthesamemanner
aswhenrecursingonsafeseparations.Again,weusethealgorithmofLemma5.22for
iteratingoversuchimportantseparators.Finally,onLine25,ifnoneofthebranches
returnedasolutionthealgorithmdoesarecursivecallwithanincreasedvalueofq.

ThealgorithmcanclearlybeimplementedinspacenO(1),inparticular,onLines14
and20weusethenO(1)spaceenumerationofimportantseparatorsofLemma5.22.
WethenprovethecorrectnessofAlgorithm2.Itsrunningtimewillbeanalyzedin
Subsection5.5.5.

Firstweshowthatthealgorithmiscorrectwhenitreturnsasolution.

Lemma5.55.IfAlgorithm2returnsasolution,thenitisasolutionofI.

Proof.Weprovethelemmabyinductionontherecursiontree.Whenthealgorithm
returnsonLine1fromthecaseanalysis,thisfollowsfromthecorrectnessofthecase
analysis.

Whenbreakingtheinstancebyasafeseparation(A,S,B)andreturningonLine6a
solutionformedbycombiningsolutionsofI/(A,S)andI/(B,S),thecorrectness
followsfrominductionandLemma5.26.ForterminalcliquemergingonLine9and
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returns on Line 1 from the case analysis, this follows from the correctness of the case
analysis.

When breaking the instance by a safe separation (A, S,B) and returning on Line 6 a
solution formed by combining solutions of I / (A, S) and I / (B, S), the correctness
follows from induction and Lemma 5.26. For terminal clique merging on Line 9 and
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maximallymergedinstancewithatleasttwoterminalcliquesmustcontainaninternal
separation.

Forthemainbranchingofthealgorithmtherearetwocases.Eithertherearelessthan2
terminalcliquesofsize≥q,orthereareatleast2terminalcliquesofsize≥q.Wefirst
describethecasewhentherearelessthan2terminalcliquesofsize≥q.Inthiscase,on
Lines11to17thealgorithmperformsleafpushingbranchingaccordingtoLemma5.52.
Inparticular,thealgorithmguessesapotentialforget-cliqueWithatisnotauniquely
largestterminalclique,avertexw∈Wi,andanimportant({w},Ŵ\Wi)-separatorSin
thegraphG\(Wi\{w})sothatq+1≤|Wi∪S|≤k+1,andbranchesonaddingSto
Wi.Foriteratingoversuchimportantseparators,weusethealgorithmofLemma5.22
toiterateoverallimportantseparatorsofsizeatmostkandchecktheconditions.The
purposeofthisbranchingistoincreasethenumberofterminalcliquesofsize≥q.

Whenthereareatleast2terminalcliquesofsize≥q,thealgorithmbranchesonLines18
to24onhowtheinternalseparationoforderqwouldpartitiontheterminalcliquesinthe
solution,accordingtoLemma5.54.Thealgorithmguessestheq-biasedbipartition(tL,tR)

of[t]andanimportant(Ŵ[tL],Ŵ[tR])-separatorSofsizeq.Thenwedenotetheseparation
correspondingtoitby(A,S,B)=(reachG(ŴI[tL],S),S,V(G)\(reachG(ŴI[tL],S)∪S)),
andifthisseparationwouldnotbeadegenerateinternalseparationsolvestheinstances
I/(A,S)andI/(B,S)recursivelyandcombinesthesolutionsinthesamemanner
aswhenrecursingonsafeseparations.Again,weusethealgorithmofLemma5.22for
iteratingoversuchimportantseparators.Finally,onLine25,ifnoneofthebranches
returnedasolutionthealgorithmdoesarecursivecallwithanincreasedvalueofq.

ThealgorithmcanclearlybeimplementedinspacenO(1)
,inparticular,onLines14

and20weusethenO(1)
spaceenumerationofimportantseparatorsofLemma5.22.

WethenprovethecorrectnessofAlgorithm2.Itsrunningtimewillbeanalyzedin
Subsection5.5.5.

Firstweshowthatthealgorithmiscorrectwhenitreturnsasolution.

Lemma5.55.IfAlgorithm2returnsasolution,thenitisasolutionofI.

Proof.Weprovethelemmabyinductionontherecursiontree.Whenthealgorithm
returnsonLine1fromthecaseanalysis,thisfollowsfromthecorrectnessofthecase
analysis.

Whenbreakingtheinstancebyasafeseparation(A,S,B)andreturningonLine6a
solutionformedbycombiningsolutionsofI/(A,S)andI/(B,S),thecorrectness
followsfrominductionandLemma5.26.ForterminalcliquemergingonLine9and
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of[t]andanimportant(Ŵ[tL],Ŵ[tR])-separatorSofsizeq.Thenwedenotetheseparation
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thegraphG\(Wi\{w})sothatq+1≤|Wi∪S|≤k+1,andbranchesonaddingSto
Wi.Foriteratingoversuchimportantseparators,weusethealgorithmofLemma5.22
toiterateoverallimportantseparatorsofsizeatmostkandchecktheconditions.The
purposeofthisbranchingistoincreasethenumberofterminalcliquesofsize≥q.

Whenthereareatleast2terminalcliquesofsize≥q,thealgorithmbranchesonLines18
to24onhowtheinternalseparationoforderqwouldpartitiontheterminalcliquesinthe
solution,accordingtoLemma5.54.Thealgorithmguessestheq-biasedbipartition(tL,tR)
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leaf pushing on Line 17 this follows from induction and the fact that any solution of
I × (Wi,Wj) or I + (Wi, S) is also solution of I. When combining solutions on Line 24
the correctness again follows Lemma 5.26 and induction. For the final line Line 25 it
follows from induction.

Then we show that the algorithm is correct when it returns that I is invalid.

Lemma 5.56. If Algorithm 2 returns INVALID, then I is invalid.

Proof. We prove the lemma by induction on the recursion tree. When the algorithm
returns on Line 1 from the case analysis, this follows from the correctness of the case
analysis.

When returning INVALID on Line 4 if a safe separation (A, S,B) with |S| < q and ŴI
intersecting both A and B exists, the correctness is given in Lemma 5.50. For returning
INVALID from the safe separation recursion on Line 6, we have that if I is valid, then
by Lemma 5.49 both I / (A, S) and I / (B, S) are valid, and therefore the correctness
follows from induction.

After terminal clique merging on Lines 7 to 9, by induction and Lemma 5.51 we may
assume that I is either invalid or maximally merged, and in particular in the rest of this
proof we may assume that I is maximally merged, as the conclusion trivially holds when
I is invalid. Then, for returning INVALID on Line 10 if q > k + 1, we have that in this
case if t ≥ 2 and I is maximally merged it must be invalid because then any solution
must either contradict that I is valid or have all of the terminal cliques in a single bag,
which would contradict that I is maximally merged.

For returning INVALID on the final Line 25 there are two cases depending on the number
of terminal cliques of size ≥ q.

First, if there are less than 2 terminal cliques of size ≥ q, we use Lemma 5.52. Towards
contradiction assume that I is valid but we return INVALID from Line 25. By Lemma 5.34,
I has at least two potential forget-cliques, and some iteration of Line 12 fixed such
potential forget-clique Wi, and some iteration of Lines 13 to 15 fixed a vertex w ∈ Wi

and an important ({w}, ŴI \Wi)-separator S in G \ (Wi \ {w}) satisfying the conditions
of Lemma 5.52. Now, by Lemma 5.52, I + (Wi, S) is a valid instance, so by induction
Algorithm 2 would return on Line 17.

Then, if there are at least 2 terminal cliques of size ≥ q, we use Lemma 5.54. To-
wards contradiction assume that I is valid but we return INVALID from Line 25.
By induction, (G, {W1, . . . ,Wt}, k, tc, q + 1) is invalid, implying that either I is in-
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leafpushingonLine17thisfollowsfrominductionandthefactthatanysolutionof
I×(Wi,Wj)orI+(Wi,S)isalsosolutionofI.WhencombiningsolutionsonLine24
thecorrectnessagainfollowsLemma5.26andinduction.ForthefinallineLine25it
followsfrominduction.

ThenweshowthatthealgorithmiscorrectwhenitreturnsthatIisinvalid.

Lemma5.56.IfAlgorithm2returnsINVALID,thenIisinvalid.

Proof.Weprovethelemmabyinductionontherecursiontree.Whenthealgorithm
returnsonLine1fromthecaseanalysis,thisfollowsfromthecorrectnessofthecase
analysis.

WhenreturningINVALIDonLine4ifasafeseparation(A,S,B)with|S|<qandŴI
intersectingbothAandBexists,thecorrectnessisgiveninLemma5.50.Forreturning
INVALIDfromthesafeseparationrecursiononLine6,wehavethatifIisvalid,then
byLemma5.49bothI/(A,S)andI/(B,S)arevalid,andthereforethecorrectness
followsfrominduction.

AfterterminalcliquemergingonLines7to9,byinductionandLemma5.51wemay
assumethatIiseitherinvalidormaximallymerged,andinparticularintherestofthis
proofwemayassumethatIismaximallymerged,astheconclusiontriviallyholdswhen
Iisinvalid.Then,forreturningINVALIDonLine10ifq>k+1,wehavethatinthis
caseift≥2andIismaximallymergeditmustbeinvalidbecausethenanysolution
musteithercontradictthatIisvalidorhavealloftheterminalcliquesinasinglebag,
whichwouldcontradictthatIismaximallymerged.

ForreturningINVALIDonthefinalLine25therearetwocasesdependingonthenumber
ofterminalcliquesofsize≥q.

First,iftherearelessthan2terminalcliquesofsize≥q,weuseLemma5.52.Towards
contradictionassumethatIisvalidbutwereturnINVALIDfromLine25.ByLemma5.34,
Ihasatleasttwopotentialforget-cliques,andsomeiterationofLine12fixedsuch
potentialforget-cliqueWi,andsomeiterationofLines13to15fixedavertexw∈Wi

andanimportant({w},ŴI\Wi)-separatorSinG\(Wi\{w})satisfyingtheconditions
ofLemma5.52.Now,byLemma5.52,I+(Wi,S)isavalidinstance,sobyinduction
Algorithm2wouldreturnonLine17.

Then,ifthereareatleast2terminalcliquesofsize≥q,weuseLemma5.54.To-
wardscontradictionassumethatIisvalidbutwereturnINVALIDfromLine25.
Byinduction,(G,{W1,...,Wt},k,tc,q+1)isinvalid,implyingthateitherIisin-
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and an important ({w}, ŴI \Wi)-separator S in G \ (Wi \ {w}) satisfying the conditions
of Lemma 5.52. Now, by Lemma 5.52, I + (Wi, S) is a valid instance, so by induction
Algorithm 2 would return on Line 17.

Then, if there are at least 2 terminal cliques of size ≥ q, we use Lemma 5.54. To-
wards contradiction assume that I is valid but we return INVALID from Line 25.
By induction, (G, {W1, . . . ,Wt}, k, tc, q + 1) is invalid, implying that either I is in-

5.5 Faster algorithm for Subset Treewidth 163

leaf pushing on Line 17 this follows from induction and the fact that any solution of
I × (Wi,Wj) or I + (Wi, S) is also solution of I. When combining solutions on Line 24
the correctness again follows Lemma 5.26 and induction. For the final line Line 25 it
follows from induction.

Then we show that the algorithm is correct when it returns that I is invalid.

Lemma 5.56. If Algorithm 2 returns INVALID, then I is invalid.

Proof. We prove the lemma by induction on the recursion tree. When the algorithm
returns on Line 1 from the case analysis, this follows from the correctness of the case
analysis.

When returning INVALID on Line 4 if a safe separation (A, S,B) with |S| < q and ŴI
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valid or there exists a solution of I that contains an internal separation of order q.
Therefore, we can assume that I satisfies the preconditions of Lemma 5.54. Now,
let (tL, tR) be the q-biased partition of [t] and S the important (ŴI [tL], ŴI [tR])-
separator of size |S| = q with reachG(ŴI [tL], S) 6= ∅ given by Lemma 5.54, and let
(A, S,B) = (reachG(ŴI [tL], S), S, V (G) \ (reachG(ŴI [tL], S) ∪ S)). By Lemma 5.54,
both I / (A, S) and I / (B, S) are valid. Some iteration of Lines 19 and 20 will fix
such (tL, tR) and S, and therefore some iteration of Line 21 will fix such (A, S,B). If∑

Wi|Wi∩A 6=∅#tcI(Wi) > k+ 1− q holds, we would have returned from Line 24 and obtain
a contradiction.

It remains to show that if I is valid, then
∑

Wi|Wi∩A 6=∅#tcI(Wi) > k+ 1− q indeed holds
for such (A, S,B). Because reachG(ŴI [tL], S) 6= ∅, we have that ŴI [tL] intersects A, and
because there are at least two terminal cliques of size ≥ q and I is maximally merged,
we have that ŴI [tR] intersects B. Therefore, because both I / (A, S) and I / (B, S) are
valid, we can construct from their solutions a solution of I so that (A, S,B) is its internal
separation. However, if

∑
Wi|Wi∩A 6=∅#tcI(Wi) ≤ k + 1− q would hold, then this would

be a degenerate internal separation.

5.5.5 Running time analysis

We analyze the running time of Algorithm 2. Throughout, we let δ = k + 2− k/ log k,
and consider q ≥ δ to be large and q < δ to be small (recall that log denotes the base-2
logarithm). In order to simplify the analysis we will also assume that k ≥ 64. If k < 64

we use the algorithm of Section 5.4, which runs in O(n2) time in this case.

Informally, the idea of choosing δ = k + 2− k/ log k is that once q ≥ δ, a single leaf push
takes a terminal clique to size at least δ, and after that the terminal clique is only k/ log k

vertices away from the maximum size, implying that we can “pay” kO(1) branching degree
for increasing the size by one and still end up with 2O(k2)nO(1) running time. In the other
case, when q < δ, we use the absence of degenerate internal separations to argue that
there should be at least k/ log k original terminal vertices behind any internal separation
of order q and amortize the cost of the branching on the original terminal vertices. We
note that any choice of δ between k + 2− k/ log k and k + 2− log k would be sufficient
for the analysis, but we fix the value δ = k + 2− k/ log k.

We now define the measure of a terminal clique based on cases depending on q and δ. We
note that even though we use similar notation to Section 5.4, the measure of this section
is unrelated to the measure of Section 5.4. The measure of a terminal clique Wi is
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validorthereexistsasolutionofIthatcontainsaninternalseparationoforderq.
Therefore,wecanassumethatIsatisfiesthepreconditionsofLemma5.54.Now,
let(tL,tR)betheq-biasedpartitionof[t]andStheimportant(ŴI[tL],ŴI[tR])-
separatorofsize|S|=qwithreachG(ŴI[tL],S)6=∅givenbyLemma5.54,andlet
(A,S,B)=(reachG(ŴI[tL],S),S,V(G)\(reachG(ŴI[tL],S)∪S)).ByLemma5.54,
bothI/(A,S)andI/(B,S)arevalid.SomeiterationofLines19and20willfix
such(tL,tR)andS,andthereforesomeiterationofLine21willfixsuch(A,S,B).If ∑

Wi|Wi∩A6=∅#tcI(Wi)>k+1−qholds,wewouldhavereturnedfromLine24andobtain
acontradiction.

ItremainstoshowthatifIisvalid,then
∑

Wi|Wi∩A6=∅#tcI(Wi)>k+1−qindeedholds
forsuch(A,S,B).BecausereachG(ŴI[tL],S)6=∅,wehavethatŴI[tL]intersectsA,and
becausethereareatleasttwoterminalcliquesofsize≥qandIismaximallymerged,
wehavethatŴI[tR]intersectsB.Therefore,becausebothI/(A,S)andI/(B,S)are
valid,wecanconstructfromtheirsolutionsasolutionofIsothat(A,S,B)isitsinternal
separation.However,if

∑
Wi|Wi∩A6=∅#tcI(Wi)≤k+1−qwouldhold,thenthiswould

beadegenerateinternalseparation.

5.5.5Runningtimeanalysis

WeanalyzetherunningtimeofAlgorithm2.Throughout,weletδ=k+2−k/logk,
andconsiderq≥δtobelargeandq<δtobesmall(recallthatlogdenotesthebase-2
logarithm).Inordertosimplifytheanalysiswewillalsoassumethatk≥64.Ifk<64

weusethealgorithmofSection5.4,whichrunsinO(n2)timeinthiscase.

Informally,theideaofchoosingδ=k+2−k/logkisthatonceq≥δ,asingleleafpush
takesaterminalcliquetosizeatleastδ,andafterthattheterminalcliqueisonlyk/logk

verticesawayfromthemaximumsize,implyingthatwecan“pay”kO(1)branchingdegree
forincreasingthesizebyoneandstillendupwith2O(k2)nO(1)runningtime.Intheother
case,whenq<δ,weusetheabsenceofdegenerateinternalseparationstoarguethat
thereshouldbeatleastk/logkoriginalterminalverticesbehindanyinternalseparation
oforderqandamortizethecostofthebranchingontheoriginalterminalvertices.We
notethatanychoiceofδbetweenk+2−k/logkandk+2−logkwouldbesufficient
fortheanalysis,butwefixthevalueδ=k+2−k/logk.

Wenowdefinethemeasureofaterminalcliquebasedoncasesdependingonqandδ.We
notethateventhoughweusesimilarnotationtoSection5.4,themeasureofthissection
isunrelatedtothemeasureofSection5.4.ThemeasureofaterminalcliqueWiis
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valid or there exists a solution of I that contains an internal separation of order q.
Therefore, we can assume that I satisfies the preconditions of Lemma 5.54. Now,
let (tL, tR) be the q-biased partition of [t] and S the important (ŴI [tL], ŴI [tR])-
separator of size |S| = q with reachG(ŴI [tL], S) 6= ∅ given by Lemma 5.54, and let
(A, S,B) = (reachG(ŴI [tL], S), S, V (G) \ (reachG(ŴI [tL], S) ∪ S)). By Lemma 5.54,
both I / (A, S) and I / (B, S) are valid. Some iteration of Lines 19 and 20 will fix
such (tL, tR) and S, and therefore some iteration of Line 21 will fix such (A, S,B). If
∑Wi|Wi∩A 6=∅#tcI(Wi) > k+ 1− q holds, we would have returned from Line 24 and obtain
a contradiction.

It remains to show that if I is valid, then∑Wi|Wi∩A 6=∅#tcI(Wi) > k+ 1− q indeed holds
for such (A, S,B). Because reachG(ŴI [tL], S) 6= ∅, we have that ŴI [tL] intersects A, and
because there are at least two terminal cliques of size ≥ q and I is maximally merged,
we have that ŴI [tR] intersects B. Therefore, because both I / (A, S) and I / (B, S) are
valid, we can construct from their solutions a solution of I so that (A, S,B) is its internal
separation. However, if ∑Wi|Wi∩A 6=∅#tcI(Wi) ≤ k + 1− q would hold, then this would
be a degenerate internal separation.

5.5.5 Running time analysis

We analyze the running time of Algorithm 2. Throughout, we let δ = k + 2− k/ log k,
and consider q ≥ δ to be large and q < δ to be small (recall that log denotes the base-2
logarithm). In order to simplify the analysis we will also assume that k ≥ 64. If k < 64

we use the algorithm of Section 5.4, which runs in O(n
2
) time in this case.

Informally, the idea of choosing δ = k + 2− k/ log k is that once q ≥ δ, a single leaf push
takes a terminal clique to size at least δ, and after that the terminal clique is only k/ log k

vertices away from the maximum size, implying that we can “pay” kO(1)
branching degree

for increasing the size by one and still end up with 2O(k2)
nO(1)

running time. In the other
case, when q < δ, we use the absence of degenerate internal separations to argue that
there should be at least k/ log k original terminal vertices behind any internal separation
of order q and amortize the cost of the branching on the original terminal vertices. We
note that any choice of δ between k + 2− k/ log k and k + 2− log k would be sufficient
for the analysis, but we fix the value δ = k + 2− k/ log k.

We now define the measure of a terminal clique based on cases depending on q and δ. We
note that even though we use similar notation to Section 5.4, the measure of this section
is unrelated to the measure of Section 5.4. The measure of a terminal clique Wi is
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wehavethatŴI[tR]intersectsB.Therefore,becausebothI/(A,S)andI/(B,S)are
valid,wecanconstructfromtheirsolutionsasolutionofIsothat(A,S,B)isitsinternal
separation.However,if∑Wi|Wi∩A6=∅#tcI(Wi)≤k+1−qwouldhold,thenthiswould
beadegenerateinternalseparation.

5.5.5Runningtimeanalysis

WeanalyzetherunningtimeofAlgorithm2.Throughout,weletδ=k+2−k/logk,
andconsiderq≥δtobelargeandq<δtobesmall(recallthatlogdenotesthebase-2
logarithm).Inordertosimplifytheanalysiswewillalsoassumethatk≥64.Ifk<64

weusethealgorithmofSection5.4,whichrunsinO(n
2
)timeinthiscase.

Informally,theideaofchoosingδ=k+2−k/logkisthatonceq≥δ,asingleleafpush
takesaterminalcliquetosizeatleastδ,andafterthattheterminalcliqueisonlyk/logk

verticesawayfromthemaximumsize,implyingthatwecan“pay”kO(1)
branchingdegree

forincreasingthesizebyoneandstillendupwith2O(k2)
nO(1)

runningtime.Intheother
case,whenq<δ,weusetheabsenceofdegenerateinternalseparationstoarguethat
thereshouldbeatleastk/logkoriginalterminalverticesbehindanyinternalseparation
oforderqandamortizethecostofthebranchingontheoriginalterminalvertices.We
notethatanychoiceofδbetweenk+2−k/logkandk+2−logkwouldbesufficient
fortheanalysis,butwefixthevalueδ=k+2−k/logk.

Wenowdefinethemeasureofaterminalcliquebasedoncasesdependingonqandδ.We
notethateventhoughweusesimilarnotationtoSection5.4,themeasureofthissection
isunrelatedtothemeasureofSection5.4.ThemeasureofaterminalcliqueWiis

164Exactand(1+ε)-approximationalgorithmsfortreewidth

validorthereexistsasolutionofIthatcontainsaninternalseparationoforderq.
Therefore,wecanassumethatIsatisfiesthepreconditionsofLemma5.54.Now,
let(tL,tR)betheq-biasedpartitionof[t]andStheimportant(ŴI[tL],ŴI[tR])-
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Then, when q < δ, first consider the case when {W1, . . . ,Wt} contains a terminal clique
S ′ ⊇ S with S ′ ⊆ A ∪ S, in which case {W1, . . . ,Wt} / (A, S) ⊂ {W1, . . . ,Wt}. In this
case we have that

#tcI/(A,S)(S
′) = #tcI(S

′) +
∑

Wi∈{W1,...,Wt}\{W1,...,Wt}/(A,S)

#tcI(Wi).

Therefore, as min(|Wi|, q) ≤ min(|S ′|, q), we have that

ΦI/(A,S)(S
′) ≤ ΦI(S

′) +
∑

Wi∈{W1,...,Wt}\{W1,...,Wt}/(A,S)

ΦI(Wi)− 6k,

implying

Φ(I / (A, S)) ≤ Φ(I)− 6k · |{W1, . . . ,Wt} \ {W1, . . . ,Wt} / (A, S)| ≤ Φ(I)− 6k.

In the final case {W1, . . . ,Wt} does not contain a terminal clique S ′ ⊇ S with S ′ ⊆ A∪S,
so {W1, . . . ,Wt}/ (A, S) = {W1, . . . ,Wt}∪{S}\{Wi ∈ {W1, . . . ,Wt} | Wi ⊆ S ∪B} and

#tcI/(A,S)(S) =
∑

Wi∈{W1,...,Wt}|Wi⊆S∪B

#tcI(Wi).

By min(|Wi|, q) ≤ min(|S|, q) this implies that

ΦI/(A,S)(S) ≤ 6k +
∑

Wi∈{W1,...,Wt}|Wi⊆S∪B

ΦI(Wi)− 6k,

which by |{Wi ∈ {W1, . . . ,Wt} | Wi ⊆ S ∪ B}| ≥ 2 and #q(I) − #q(I / (A, S)) ≤ 1

implies that Φ(I / (A, S)) ≤ Φ(I)− 5k.

We then show that breaking the instance by a safe separation on Line 6, i.e., when the
safe separation (A, S,B) has either order ≥ q or ŴI intersects only one of A and B, does
not increase the measure.

Lemma 5.58. Let I = (G, {W1, . . . ,Wt}, k, tc, q) be an instance with t ≥ 2 and (A, S,B)

a safe separation with |S| ≥ q or ŴI ⊆ A∪S or ŴI ⊆ B∪S. Then Φ(I / (A, S)) ≤ Φ(I).

Proof. First, if ŴI ⊆ B∪S, then I/(A, S) has only one terminal clique so Φ(I/(A, S)) = 1.
Then, if ŴI ⊆ A∪S, there is a terminal clique S ′ ⊇ S with S ′ ⊆ A∪S because (A, S,B)

is a safe separator, and therefore we have that {W1, . . . ,Wt} / (A, S) ⊆ {W1, . . . ,Wt},
and moreover all terminal cliques Wi ∈ {W1, . . . ,Wt} \ {W1, . . . ,Wt} / (A, S) are subsets
of S and thus have size |Wi| ≤ |S| ≤ |S ′| and the original terminal vertices mapped
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whichby|{Wi∈{W1,...,Wt}|Wi⊆S∪B}|≥2and#q(I)−#q(I/(A,S))≤1

impliesthatΦ(I/(A,S))≤Φ(I)−5k.

WethenshowthatbreakingtheinstancebyasafeseparationonLine6,i.e.,whenthe
safeseparation(A,S,B)haseitherorder≥qorŴIintersectsonlyoneofAandB,does
notincreasethemeasure.

Lemma5.58.LetI=(G,{W1,...,Wt},k,tc,q)beaninstancewitht≥2and(A,S,B)

asafeseparationwith|S|≥qorŴI⊆A∪SorŴI⊆B∪S.ThenΦ(I/(A,S))≤Φ(I).

Proof.First,ifŴI⊆B∪S,thenI/(A,S)hasonlyoneterminalcliquesoΦ(I/(A,S))=1.
Then,ifŴI⊆A∪S,thereisaterminalcliqueS′⊇SwithS′⊆A∪Sbecause(A,S,B)

isasafeseparator,andthereforewehavethat{W1,...,Wt}/(A,S)⊆{W1,...,Wt},
andmoreoverallterminalcliquesWi∈{W1,...,Wt}\{W1,...,Wt}/(A,S)aresubsets
ofSandthushavesize|Wi|≤|S|≤|S′|andtheoriginalterminalverticesmapped
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Then, if ŴI ⊆ A∪S, there is a terminal clique S ′ ⊇ S with S ′ ⊆ A∪S because (A, S,B)

is a safe separator, and therefore we have that {W1, . . . ,Wt} / (A, S) ⊆ {W1, . . . ,Wt},
and moreover all terminal cliques Wi ∈ {W1, . . . ,Wt} \ {W1, . . . ,Wt} / (A, S) are subsets
of S and thus have size |Wi| ≤ |S| ≤ |S ′| and the original terminal vertices mapped

166Exactand(1+ε)-approximationalgorithmsfortreewidth

Then,whenq<δ,firstconsiderthecasewhen{W1,...,Wt}containsaterminalclique
S′⊇SwithS′⊆A∪S,inwhichcase{W1,...,Wt}/(A,S)⊂{W1,...,Wt}.Inthis
casewehavethat

#tcI/(A,S)(S′)=#tcI(S′)+∑
Wi∈{W1,...,Wt}\{W1,...,Wt}/(A,S)

#tcI(Wi).

Therefore,asmin(|Wi|,q)≤min(|S′|,q),wehavethat

ΦI/(A,S)(S′)≤ΦI(S′)+∑
Wi∈{W1,...,Wt}\{W1,...,Wt}/(A,S)

ΦI(Wi)−6k,

implying

Φ(I/(A,S))≤Φ(I)−6k·|{W1,...,Wt}\{W1,...,Wt}/(A,S)|≤Φ(I)−6k.

Inthefinalcase{W1,...,Wt}doesnotcontainaterminalcliqueS′⊇SwithS′⊆A∪S,
so{W1,...,Wt}/(A,S)={W1,...,Wt}∪{S}\{Wi∈{W1,...,Wt}|Wi⊆S∪B}and

#tcI/(A,S)(S)=∑
Wi∈{W1,...,Wt}|Wi⊆S∪B

#tcI(Wi).

Bymin(|Wi|,q)≤min(|S|,q)thisimpliesthat

ΦI/(A,S)(S)≤6k+∑
Wi∈{W1,...,Wt}|Wi⊆S∪B

ΦI(Wi)−6k,

whichby|{Wi∈{W1,...,Wt}|Wi⊆S∪B}|≥2and#q(I)−#q(I/(A,S))≤1

impliesthatΦ(I/(A,S))≤Φ(I)−5k.

WethenshowthatbreakingtheinstancebyasafeseparationonLine6,i.e.,whenthe
safeseparation(A,S,B)haseitherorder≥qorŴIintersectsonlyoneofAandB,does
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asafeseparationwith|S|≥qorŴI⊆A∪SorŴI⊆B∪S.ThenΦ(I/(A,S))≤Φ(I).
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to them get mapped to S ′ in I / (A, S), implying that Φ(I / (A, S)) ≤ Φ(I). Then, if
|S| ≥ q, this follows from Lemma 5.57.

We then show that terminal clique merging decreases the measure by at least k.

Lemma 5.59. Let I = (G, {W1, . . . ,Wt}, k, tc, q) be an instance with t ≥ 2. It holds
that Φ(I × (Wi,Wj)) ≤ Φ(I)− k.

Proof. Observe that

Φ(I × (Wi,Wj)) ≤ Φ(I) + ΦI×(Wi,Wj)(Wi ∪Wj)− ΦI(Wi)− ΦI(Wj) + k

(where the +k comes from the fact that #q(I × (Wi,Wj)) = #q(I) − 1 might hold).
Therefore, Φ(I × (Wi,Wj)) ≤ Φ(I) − k holds when q ≥ δ because in that case
ΦI×(Wi,Wj)(Wi ∪Wj) ≤ 6k and ΦI(Wi) + ΦI(Wj) ≥ 8k.

When, q < δ, first if Wi ∪ Wj ∈ {W1, . . . ,Wt}, we just map more original terminal
vertices into a larger terminal clique and decrease the measure by at least 12k. In
the other case, we have that #tcI×(Wi,Wj)

(Wi ∪Wj) = #tcI(Wi) + #tcI(Wj), which by
|Wi ∪Wj| ≥ max(|Wi|, |Wj|) implies that ΦI(Wi) + ΦI(Wj)−ΦI×(Wi,Wj)(Wi ∪Wj) ≥ 6k,
implying Φ(I × (Wi,Wj)) ≤ Φ(I)− 5k.

We then show that increasing the value of q decreases the measure by at least k.

Lemma 5.60. Let I1 = (G, {W1, . . . ,Wt}, k, tc, q) and I2 = (G, {W1, . . . ,Wt}, k, tc, q+1)

and t ≥ 2. It holds that Φ(I2) ≤ Φ(I1)− k.

Proof. Observe that the measures of each terminal cliques do not decrease, in particular,
if q + 1 ≥ δ and q < δ, then the measure goes from at least 6k to at most 6k. Then, the
measure of the instance decreases 3k from the term (k + 2− q) · 3k and increases by at
most 2k from the term (2−#q(I)) · k.

We then show that if the instance has less than 2 terminal cliques of size ≥ q, then
increasing the size of a terminal clique from less than q to at least q decreases the measure
by at least k.

Lemma 5.61. Let I = (G, {W1, . . . ,Wt}, k, tc, q) be an instance with t ≥ 2, Wi a
terminal clique of I, and S ⊆ V (G). If #q(I) < 2, |Wi| < q, and |Wi ∪ S| ≥ q, then
Φ(I + (Wi, S)) ≤ Φ(I)− k.

5.5FasteralgorithmforSubsetTreewidth167

tothemgetmappedtoS′inI/(A,S),implyingthatΦ(I/(A,S))≤Φ(I).Then,if
|S|≥q,thisfollowsfromLemma5.57.

Wethenshowthatterminalcliquemergingdecreasesthemeasurebyatleastk.

Lemma5.59.LetI=(G,{W1,...,Wt},k,tc,q)beaninstancewitht≥2.Itholds
thatΦ(I×(Wi,Wj))≤Φ(I)−k.

Proof.Observethat

Φ(I×(Wi,Wj))≤Φ(I)+ΦI×(Wi,Wj)(Wi∪Wj)−ΦI(Wi)−ΦI(Wj)+k

(wherethe+kcomesfromthefactthat#q(I×(Wi,Wj))=#q(I)−1mighthold).
Therefore,Φ(I×(Wi,Wj))≤Φ(I)−kholdswhenq≥δbecauseinthatcase
ΦI×(Wi,Wj)(Wi∪Wj)≤6kandΦI(Wi)+ΦI(Wj)≥8k.

When,q<δ,firstifWi∪Wj∈{W1,...,Wt},wejustmapmoreoriginalterminal
verticesintoalargerterminalcliqueanddecreasethemeasurebyatleast12k.In
theothercase,wehavethat#tcI×(Wi,Wj)

(Wi∪Wj)=#tcI(Wi)+#tcI(Wj),whichby
|Wi∪Wj|≥max(|Wi|,|Wj|)impliesthatΦI(Wi)+ΦI(Wj)−ΦI×(Wi,Wj)(Wi∪Wj)≥6k,
implyingΦ(I×(Wi,Wj))≤Φ(I)−5k.

Wethenshowthatincreasingthevalueofqdecreasesthemeasurebyatleastk.

Lemma5.60.LetI1=(G,{W1,...,Wt},k,tc,q)andI2=(G,{W1,...,Wt},k,tc,q+1)

andt≥2.ItholdsthatΦ(I2)≤Φ(I1)−k.

Proof.Observethatthemeasuresofeachterminalcliquesdonotdecrease,inparticular,
ifq+1≥δandq<δ,thenthemeasuregoesfromatleast6ktoatmost6k.Then,the
measureoftheinstancedecreases3kfromtheterm(k+2−q)·3kandincreasesbyat
most2kfromtheterm(2−#q(I))·k.

Wethenshowthatiftheinstancehaslessthan2terminalcliquesofsize≥q,then
increasingthesizeofaterminalcliquefromlessthanqtoatleastqdecreasesthemeasure
byatleastk.

Lemma5.61.LetI=(G,{W1,...,Wt},k,tc,q)beaninstancewitht≥2,Wia
terminalcliqueofI,andS⊆V(G).If#q(I)<2,|Wi|<q,and|Wi∪S|≥q,then
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Proof. If Wi ∪ S ∈ {W1, . . . ,Wt}, then I + (Wi, S) = I × (Wi,Wi ∪ S) and this holds by
Lemma 5.59. Otherwise, observe that increasing the size of a terminal clique (while keeping
the mapping tc same) cannot decrease its measure, and therefore as #q(I + (Wi, S)) ≥
#q(I) + 1, it holds that Φ(I + (Wi, S)) ≤ Φ(I)− k.

We then argue how the measure behaves when we break the instance by a separation
(A, S,B) of order q and I / (B, S) has the same number of terminal cliques as I. In
particular, this corresponds to Line 23 of Algorithm 2 when |tL| = 1. This lemma is the
main motivation of the somewhat involved definition of the measure and δ.

Lemma 5.62. Let I = (G, {W1, . . . ,Wt}, k, tc, q) be an instance with t ≥ 2. Let (A, S,B)

be a separation so that |S| ≥ q and there is a terminal clique Wi with Wi ⊆ A∪S, |Wi| < q,
and #tcI(Wi) > k + 1− q. It holds that Φ(I / (B, S)) ≤ Φ(I)−min(k, (q − |Wi|) log k).

Proof. First, if I / (B, S) has less terminal cliques than I, then Φ(I / (B, S)) ≤ Φ(I)− k
by Lemma 5.57. Then, we assume that Wi is the only terminal clique that is a subset of
A ∪ S and I / (B, S) has the same number of terminal cliques as I. In this case, because
#q(I / (B, S)) ≥ #q(I), we have Φ(I / (B, S)) ≤ Φ(I) + ΦI/(B,S)(S)−ΦI(Wi). We also
have that #tcI/(B,S)(S) = #tcI(Wi). We consider the cases q < δ and q ≥ δ.

First, when q < δ

#tcI(Wi) > k + 1− δ > k + 1− (k + 2− k/ log k) > k/ log k − 1 ≥ log k,

where the last inequality follows from k ≥ 64. This implies that

Φ(I / (B, S)) ≤Φ(I) + (k + 2− q) ·#tcI/(B,S)(S)− (k + 2− |Wi|) ·#tcI(Wi)

≤Φ(I)− (q − |Wi|) ·#tcI(Wi)

≤Φ(I)− (q − |Wi|) · log k.

Then, consider the case when q ≥ δ. If |Wi| < δ, then ΦI/(B,S)(S) ≤ 5k and ΦI(Wi) = 6k,
implying that Φ(I / (B, S)) ≤ Φ(I)− k. Then, if |Wi| ≥ δ,

Φ(I / (B, S)) ≤ Φ(I) + (k + 2− q) · log k − (k + 2− |Wi|) · log k

≤ Φ(I)− (q − |Wi|) · log k.

We then put the lemmas together to prove the running time of Algorithm 2.
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Proof.IfWi∪S∈{W1,...,Wt},thenI+(Wi,S)=I×(Wi,Wi∪S)andthisholdsby
Lemma5.59.Otherwise,observethatincreasingthesizeofaterminalclique(whilekeeping
themappingtcsame)cannotdecreaseitsmeasure,andthereforeas#q(I+(Wi,S))≥
#q(I)+1,itholdsthatΦ(I+(Wi,S))≤Φ(I)−k.

Wethenarguehowthemeasurebehaveswhenwebreaktheinstancebyaseparation
(A,S,B)oforderqandI/(B,S)hasthesamenumberofterminalcliquesasI.In
particular,thiscorrespondstoLine23ofAlgorithm2when|tL|=1.Thislemmaisthe
mainmotivationofthesomewhatinvolveddefinitionofthemeasureandδ.
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byLemma5.57.Then,weassumethatWiistheonlyterminalcliquethatisasubsetof
A∪SandI/(B,S)hasthesamenumberofterminalcliquesasI.Inthiscase,because
#q(I/(B,S))≥#q(I),wehaveΦ(I/(B,S))≤Φ(I)+ΦI/(B,S)(S)−ΦI(Wi).Wealso
havethat#tcI/(B,S)(S)=#tcI(Wi).Weconsiderthecasesq<δandq≥δ.

First,whenq<δ
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≤Φ(I)−(q−|Wi|)·logk.

WethenputthelemmastogethertoprovetherunningtimeofAlgorithm2.
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Lemma 5.63. Algorithm 2 runs in time 2O(k2)n2.

Proof. First we observe that all of the operations in a single call of the recursive procedure
can be performed in 2O(k)m′ time, where m′ is the number of edges in the instance given to
the recursive call. In particular, the case analysis of Line 1 can be implemented in O(m′)

time by Lemma 5.38, safe separations can be found in kO(1)m′ time by Lemma 5.31,
the terminal clique merging of Lines 7 to 9 can be implemented in kO(1) time, the
branching on Lines 11 to 17 when there are less than 2 terminal cliques of size ≥ q can
be implemented in kO(1)4km′ = 2O(k)m′ time by Lemma 5.22, and also the branching on
Lines 18 to 24 when there are at least 2 terminal cliques of size ≥ q can be implemented
in kO(1)2t4km′ = 2O(k)m′ time.

By the definition of I / (A, S), observe that at each recursive call the current graph can
be obtained from an induced subgraph of the original graph by adding all edges inside
the terminal cliques, and therefore we can bound m′ ≤ kO(1)m ≤ kO(1)n, where m is the
number of original edges. Therefore, the running time of the algorithm can be bounded
by 2O(k)n ·R(I), where R(I) is the total number of recursive calls.

We show by induction that the number of recursive calls is bounded by

R(I) ≤ size(I) · 16Φ(I) ≤ 2O(k2)n

(where size(I) is defined in Subsection 5.4.6), which then implies the conclusion because
2O(k)n · 2O(k2)n = 2O(k2)n2.

First, when the algorithm returns from the case analysis of Line 1, this holds because
size(I) ≥ 1 and Φ(I) ≥ 1. Then we can assume that t ≥ 2 and |V (G)| ≥ k + 3. If there
exists a safe separation (A, S,B), then the number of recursive calls is

R(I) =1 + R(I / (A, S)) + R(I / (B, S))

≤1 + (size(I / (A, S)) + size(I / (B, S))) · 16Φ(I) by Lemma 5.58 and induction

≤size(I) · 16Φ(I). by Lemma 5.44

Now, let R1(I) denote the total number of calls in the recursion trees from terminal
clique merging on Line 8. By Lemma 5.59, induction, and the fact that k ≥ 64, we have
that

R1(I) ≤ (k + 2)2 · size(I) · 16Φ(I)−k ≤ size(I) · 16Φ(I)/5.
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Lines18to24whenthereareatleast2terminalcliquesofsize≥qcanbeimplemented
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BythedefinitionofI/(A,S),observethatateachrecursivecallthecurrentgraphcan
beobtainedfromaninducedsubgraphoftheoriginalgraphbyaddingalledgesinside
theterminalcliques,andthereforewecanboundm′≤kO(1)m≤kO(1)n,wheremisthe
numberoforiginaledges.Therefore,therunningtimeofthealgorithmcanbebounded
by2O(k)n·R(I),whereR(I)isthetotalnumberofrecursivecalls.

Weshowbyinductionthatthenumberofrecursivecallsisboundedby

R(I)≤size(I)·16Φ(I)≤2O(k2)n

(wheresize(I)isdefinedinSubsection5.4.6),whichthenimpliestheconclusionbecause
2O(k)n·2O(k2)n=2O(k2)n2.

First,whenthealgorithmreturnsfromthecaseanalysisofLine1,thisholdsbecause
size(I)≥1andΦ(I)≥1.Thenwecanassumethatt≥2and|V(G)|≥k+3.Ifthere
existsasafeseparation(A,S,B),thenthenumberofrecursivecallsis

R(I)=1+R(I/(A,S))+R(I/(B,S))
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Then, let R2(I) denote the total number of calls in the recursion tree from the final
Line 25 where q is incremented. By induction and Lemma 5.60, we have that

R2(I) ≤ size(I) · 16Φ(I)−k ≤ size(I) · 16Φ(I)/5.

Now, consider the case when there are less than two terminal cliques of size ≥ q, and
let R3(I) denote the total number of calls in the recursion tree from Line 16 where the
leaf pushing branching is done. By induction, Lemma 5.22, Lemma 5.61, and k ≥ 64, we
have that

R3(I) ≤ (k + 2)2 · 4k · size(I) · 16Φ(I)−k ≤ size(I) · 16Φ(I)/5.

This finishes the running time analysis in the case when there are less than 2 terminal
cliques of size ≥ q, as in this case we have that

R(I) ≤ 1 + R1(I) + R2(I) + R3(I) ≤ size(I) · 16Φ(I).

It remains to consider the case when there are at least two terminal cliques of size ≥ q.
Let R4(I) denote the total number of calls in the recursion tree from Line 23 when
|tL| ≥ 2 and R5(I) the total number of calls when |tL| = 1. Recall that in all cases
|tR| ≥ 2.

First, let |tL| ≥ 2 and consider a single call from Line 23. As ŴI [tL] ⊆ A ∪ S and
ŴI [tR] ⊆ B ∪ S, we have that both I / (A, S) and I / (B, S) have less terminal cliques
than I, and therefore by induction, Lemma 5.57, and Lemma 5.44 the number of calls
for fixed (A, S,B) is at most

size(I) · (16Φ(I/(A,S)) + 16Φ(I/(B,S))) ≤ 2 · size(I) · 16Φ(I)−k.

Then, the total number of calls from Line 23 in this case is

R4(I) ≤ 2t · 4k · 2 · size(I) · 16Φ(I)−k ≤ size(I) · 16Φ(I)/5.

Now, let |tL| = 1 and consider a single call from Line 23. As |tR| ≥ 2, we again have by
Lemma 5.57 that Φ(I / (A, S)) ≤ Φ(I)− k. Let Wi be the single terminal clique with
i ∈ tL. We have by Lemma 5.62 that Φ(I / (B, S)) ≤ Φ(I)−min(k, (q − |Wi|) log k).

Because I has no safe separations, |Wi| < q, and there is a terminal clique of size
≥ q, we have that flowG(Wi,W I(Wi)) = |Wi|, which implies by Lemma 5.24 that the
number of important (Wi,W I(Wi))-separators of size q is at most kq−|Wi|. Combining
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LetR4(I)denotethetotalnumberofcallsintherecursiontreefromLine23when
|tL|≥2andR5(I)thetotalnumberofcallswhen|tL|=1.Recallthatinallcases
|tR|≥2.

First,let|tL|≥2andconsiderasinglecallfromLine23.AsŴI[tL]⊆A∪Sand
ŴI[tR]⊆B∪S,wehavethatbothI/(A,S)andI/(B,S)havelessterminalcliques
thanI,andthereforebyinduction,Lemma5.57,andLemma5.44thenumberofcalls
forfixed(A,S,B)isatmost
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BecauseIhasnosafeseparations,|Wi|<q,andthereisaterminalcliqueofsize
≥q,wehavethatflowG(Wi,WI(Wi))=|Wi|,whichimpliesbyLemma5.24thatthe
numberofimportant(Wi,WI(Wi))-separatorsofsizeqisatmostkq−|Wi|.Combining
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Then, let R2(I) denote the total number of calls in the recursion tree from the final
Line 25 where q is incremented. By induction and Lemma 5.60, we have that

R2(I) ≤ size(I) · 16
Φ(I)−k ≤ size(I) · 16

Φ(I)
/5.

Now, consider the case when there are less than two terminal cliques of size ≥ q, and
let R3(I) denote the total number of calls in the recursion tree from Line 16 where the
leaf pushing branching is done. By induction, Lemma 5.22, Lemma 5.61, and k ≥ 64, we
have that

R3(I) ≤ (k + 2)
2
· 4

k
· size(I) · 16

Φ(I)−k ≤ size(I) · 16
Φ(I)

/5.

This finishes the running time analysis in the case when there are less than 2 terminal
cliques of size ≥ q, as in this case we have that

R(I) ≤ 1 + R1(I) + R2(I) + R3(I) ≤ size(I) · 16
Φ(I)

.

It remains to consider the case when there are at least two terminal cliques of size ≥ q.
Let R4(I) denote the total number of calls in the recursion tree from Line 23 when
|tL| ≥ 2 and R5(I) the total number of calls when |tL| = 1. Recall that in all cases
|tR| ≥ 2.

First, let |tL| ≥ 2 and consider a single call from Line 23. As ŴI [tL] ⊆ A ∪ S and
ŴI [tR] ⊆ B ∪ S, we have that both I / (A, S) and I / (B, S) have less terminal cliques
than I, and therefore by induction, Lemma 5.57, and Lemma 5.44 the number of calls
for fixed (A, S,B) is at most

size(I) · (16
Φ(I/(A,S))

+ 16
Φ(I/(B,S))

) ≤ 2 · size(I) · 16
Φ(I)−k.

Then, the total number of calls from Line 23 in this case is

R4(I) ≤ 2
t
· 4

k
· 2 · size(I) · 16

Φ(I)−k ≤ size(I) · 16
Φ(I)

/5.

Now, let |tL| = 1 and consider a single call from Line 23. As |tR| ≥ 2, we again have by
Lemma 5.57 that Φ(I / (A, S)) ≤ Φ(I)− k. Let Wi be the single terminal clique with
i ∈ tL. We have by Lemma 5.62 that Φ(I / (B, S)) ≤ Φ(I)−min(k, (q − |Wi|) log k).

Because I has no safe separations, |Wi| < q, and there is a terminal clique of size
≥ q, we have that flowG(Wi,W I(Wi)) = |Wi|, which implies by Lemma 5.24 that the
number of important (Wi,W I(Wi))-separators of size q is at most k

q−|Wi|. Combining

170 Exact and (1 + ε)-approximation algorithms for treewidth

Then, let R2(I) denote the total number of calls in the recursion tree from the final
Line 25 where q is incremented. By induction and Lemma 5.60, we have that

R2(I) ≤ size(I) · 16
Φ(I)−k ≤ size(I) · 16

Φ(I)
/5.

Now, consider the case when there are less than two terminal cliques of size ≥ q, and
let R3(I) denote the total number of calls in the recursion tree from Line 16 where the
leaf pushing branching is done. By induction, Lemma 5.22, Lemma 5.61, and k ≥ 64, we
have that

R3(I) ≤ (k + 2)
2
· 4

k
· size(I) · 16

Φ(I)−k ≤ size(I) · 16
Φ(I)

/5.

This finishes the running time analysis in the case when there are less than 2 terminal
cliques of size ≥ q, as in this case we have that

R(I) ≤ 1 + R1(I) + R2(I) + R3(I) ≤ size(I) · 16
Φ(I)

.

It remains to consider the case when there are at least two terminal cliques of size ≥ q.
Let R4(I) denote the total number of calls in the recursion tree from Line 23 when
|tL| ≥ 2 and R5(I) the total number of calls when |tL| = 1. Recall that in all cases
|tR| ≥ 2.

First, let |tL| ≥ 2 and consider a single call from Line 23. As ŴI [tL] ⊆ A ∪ S and
ŴI [tR] ⊆ B ∪ S, we have that both I / (A, S) and I / (B, S) have less terminal cliques
than I, and therefore by induction, Lemma 5.57, and Lemma 5.44 the number of calls
for fixed (A, S,B) is at most

size(I) · (16
Φ(I/(A,S))

+ 16
Φ(I/(B,S))

) ≤ 2 · size(I) · 16
Φ(I)−k.

Then, the total number of calls from Line 23 in this case is

R4(I) ≤ 2
t
· 4

k
· 2 · size(I) · 16

Φ(I)−k ≤ size(I) · 16
Φ(I)

/5.

Now, let |tL| = 1 and consider a single call from Line 23. As |tR| ≥ 2, we again have by
Lemma 5.57 that Φ(I / (A, S)) ≤ Φ(I)− k. Let Wi be the single terminal clique with
i ∈ tL. We have by Lemma 5.62 that Φ(I / (B, S)) ≤ Φ(I)−min(k, (q − |Wi|) log k).

Because I has no safe separations, |Wi| < q, and there is a terminal clique of size
≥ q, we have that flowG(Wi,W I(Wi)) = |Wi|, which implies by Lemma 5.24 that the
number of important (Wi,W I(Wi))-separators of size q is at most k

q−|Wi|. Combining

170Exactand(1+ε)-approximationalgorithmsfortreewidth
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with Lemma 5.22 and the fact that q ≤ k here, we actually obtain an upper bound of

min(kq−|Wi|, 4k) ≤ 4min(k,(q−|Wi|) log k).

Now, for fixed Wi, by induction and Lemma 5.44 the number of recursive calls is
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R5(I) =
t∑
i=1

R5(I, i) ≤ (k + 2) · size(I) · 16Φ(I)/10k ≤ size(I) · 16Φ(I)/5.

This finishes the running time analysis of the case when there are at least 2 terminal
cliques of size ≥ q, as in this case we have that

R(I) ≤ 1 + R1(I) + R2(I) + R4(I) + R5(I) ≤ size(I) · 16Φ(I).

Putting together with the pre-branching of Lemma 5.47, this finishes the proof of
Theorem 5.3, and together with Theorem 5.2 they imply Theorem 1.2.
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Chapter 6

Dynamic treewidth

In this chapter we give a data structure for maintaining tree decompositions of bounded
width. In particular, we prove the following theorem.

Theorem 1.4. There is a data structure that is initialized with an initially edgeless
n-vertex dynamic graph G and a parameter k. The data structure supports updating G by
edge insertions and deletions, and maintains a tree decomposition of G of width at most
6k+ 5 whenever the treewidth of G is at most k. When the treewidth of G is more than k,
the data structure contains a marker “Treewidth too large”. The amortized initialization
time is 2k

O(1)
n and the amortized update time is 2k

O(1)
√

logn log logn.

Moreover, the data structure can be provided a CMSO2 sentence ϕ upon initialization,
in which case it maintains whether ϕ is true in G whenever the marker “Treewidth too
large” is not present. In this case, the amortized initialization time is f(k, ϕ) · n and the
amortized update time is f(k, ϕ) · 2kO(1)

√
logn log logn, where f is a computable function.

The proof of Theorem 1.4 builds on the Subset Treewidth problem and torso tree
decompositions introduced in the previous chapter, but also uses several other techniques
from the literature of treewidth computing.

6.1 Overview

In this section we give an informal overview of the proof of Theorem 1.4. We first
give a high-level description of the data structure in Subsection 6.1.1, and then in
Subsections 6.1.2 and 6.1.3 we sketch the proofs of the most important technical ingredients.
At the end of this section, we overview the organization of the rest of this chapter.
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174 Dynamic treewidth

We remark that some statements made in this section are simplified compared to the their
formal versions presented later, and thus may not be formally true. However, their intent
is to be “morally correct” in the sense that analogous, but more technical, statements are
proved in the later sections. Lemma statements that are not marked as “informal” are
formally correct.

6.1.1 High-level description

Let n be the number of vertices and k the given parameter that bounds the treewidth of
the dynamic graph G. Our goal is to maintain a binary tree decomposition T of height
at most h = 2O(k log k

√
logn log logn) and width at most 6k + 5, and at the same time any

dynamic programming scheme, or more formally, a “tree decomposition automaton”, on
T . In this overview, we assume that the treewidth of G is always at most k. Relaxing this
assumption to the setting of Theorem 1.4 is relatively straightforward with the technique
of “delaying invariant-breaking insertions” of Eppstein et al. [1996].

The goal of maintaining such a tree decomposition is reasonable because of a lemma of
Bodlaender and Hagerup [1998] that states that any tree decomposition of width k can
be turned into a binary tree decomposition of height O(log n) and width at most 3k + 2.

Now, assuming T is a binary tree decomposition of height hgt(T ) ≤ h and width O(k), the
operations of adding an edge or deleting an edge can be implemented in time f(k) ·hgt(T ),
for some function f depending on the dynamic programming we are maintaining, as
follows. Let us assume that we store the existence of an edge uv at the highest node
whose bag contains both u and v, i.e., at the node forgetT (uv). Now, when deleting the
edge uv, it suffices to find the node forgetT (uv), update information about the existence
of this edge stored in this node, and then update dynamic programming tables of the
nodes on the path from this node to the root, taking f(k) · hgt(T ) time.

In the edge addition operation between vertices u and v, we let Pu and Pv be the paths
in T from forgetT (u) and forgetT (v), respectively, to the root, add u and v to all bags on
Pu ∪ Pv, add the information about the existence of the edge uv to the root node, and
update dynamic programming tables on Pu ∪ Pv, again taking in total f(k) · hgt(T ) time.
Let us emphasize that only the node forgetT (uv) is “aware” of the existence of the edge
uv, as opposed to the more intuitive alternative of all the bags containing both u and v
being “aware” of uv. This is crucial for the fact that the dynamic programming tables of
only O(hgt(T )) nodes have to be recomputed after an edge addition or deletion.
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istobe“morallycorrect”inthesensethatanalogous,butmoretechnical,statementsare
provedinthelatersections.Lemmastatementsthatarenotmarkedas“informal”are
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dynamicprogrammingscheme,ormoreformally,a“treedecompositionautomaton”,on
T.Inthisoverview,weassumethatthetreewidthofGisalwaysatmostk.Relaxingthis
assumptiontothesettingofTheorem1.4isrelativelystraightforwardwiththetechnique
of“delayinginvariant-breakinginsertions”ofEppsteinetal.[1996].

Thegoalofmaintainingsuchatreedecompositionisreasonablebecauseofalemmaof
BodlaenderandHagerup[1998]thatstatesthatanytreedecompositionofwidthkcan
beturnedintoabinarytreedecompositionofheightO(logn)andwidthatmost3k+2.

Now,assumingTisabinarytreedecompositionofheighthgt(T)≤handwidthO(k),the
operationsofaddinganedgeordeletinganedgecanbeimplementedintimef(k)·hgt(T),
forsomefunctionfdependingonthedynamicprogrammingwearemaintaining,as
follows.Letusassumethatwestoretheexistenceofanedgeuvatthehighestnode
whosebagcontainsbothuandv,i.e.,atthenodeforgetT(uv).Now,whendeletingthe
edgeuv,itsufficestofindthenodeforgetT(uv),updateinformationabouttheexistence
ofthisedgestoredinthisnode,andthenupdatedynamicprogrammingtablesofthe
nodesonthepathfromthisnodetotheroot,takingf(k)·hgt(T)time.

Intheedgeadditionoperationbetweenverticesuandv,weletPuandPvbethepaths
inTfromforgetT(u)andforgetT(v),respectively,totheroot,adduandvtoallbagson
Pu∪Pv,addtheinformationabouttheexistenceoftheedgeuvtotherootnode,and
updatedynamicprogrammingtablesonPu∪Pv,againtakingintotalf(k)·hgt(T)time.
LetusemphasizethatonlythenodeforgetT(uv)is“aware”oftheexistenceoftheedge
uv,asopposedtothemoreintuitivealternativeofallthebagscontainingbothuandv
being“aware”ofuv.Thisiscrucialforthefactthatthedynamicprogrammingtablesof
onlyO(hgt(T))nodeshavetoberecomputedafteranedgeadditionordeletion.
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Now, the only issue is that the edge addition operation could cause the width of T to
increase to more than 6k+ 5. In this case we have to modify T in order to make its width
smaller, while still maintaining small height. The main technical contribution of this
chapter is to show that such changes to tree decompositions can indeed be implemented
efficiently.

Recall that in the edge addition operation, we increased the sizes of bags in a subtree
consisting of the union Pu ∪ Pv of two paths, each between a node and the root. In
particular, all of the nodes with too large bags are contained in the prefix Pu ∪ Pv of T
of size at most 2 · hgt(T ) (recall that a prefix of a rooted tree is a connected set of nodes
that contains the root). Now, our idea is to generalize the improvement operation of
Chapter 5, so that instead of improving only a single bag, it can be given a prefix of T
and it improves the whole prefix. Roughly speaking, we will solve the Subset Treewidth
problem with W = bags(Pu ∪ Pv), and then use the torso tree decomposition to improve
T as in Chapter 5. Of course, several additional techniques will be needed for bounding
the height, and for implementing the operation in time roughly linear in |Tpref |. However,
compared to Chapter 5 we have the advantage of being allowed a worse dependence on k,
and being required to maintain only an approximately optimal tree decomposition.

This generalization of the improvement operation that we develop for maintaining tree
decompositions in the dynamic setting will be called the refinement operation. The defini-
tion and properties of the operation are technical and will be described in Subsection 6.1.2,
but let us give here an informal description of what is achieved by the operation. The
refinement operation takes as an input a prefix Tpref of the tree decomposition T that we
are maintaining, and informally stated, replaces Tpref by a tree decomposition of width
at most 6k + 5 and height at most O(log n). The operation also edits other parts of T ,
but in a way that makes them only better in terms of sizes of bags, in a similar fashion
as the amortization in Chapter 4. In particular, if we use the refinement operation on
Tpref = Pu ∪ Pv after an edge addition operation that made the width exceed 6k + 5 in
the nodes in Pu ∪ Pv, the operation brings the width of T back to at most 6k + 5. The
amortized running time of the refinement operation is 2k

O(1) |Tpref | log n (times factors
depending on the dynamic programming maintained), and it can increase the height of
T by at most O(log n).

With the refinement operation, we have a tool for keeping the width of the maintained
tree decomposition T bounded by 6k + 5. However, each application of the refinement
operation can increase the height of T by Ω(log n), so we need also a tool for decreasing
the height. We develop such a tool by a combination of a carefully chosen potential
function and a strategy to decrease the potential function “for free” by using the refinement

6.1Overview175

Now,theonlyissueisthattheedgeadditionoperationcouldcausethewidthofTto
increasetomorethan6k+5.InthiscasewehavetomodifyTinordertomakeitswidth
smaller,whilestillmaintainingsmallheight.Themaintechnicalcontributionofthis
chapteristoshowthatsuchchangestotreedecompositionscanindeedbeimplemented
efficiently.

Recallthatintheedgeadditionoperation,weincreasedthesizesofbagsinasubtree
consistingoftheunionPu∪Pvoftwopaths,eachbetweenanodeandtheroot.In
particular,allofthenodeswithtoolargebagsarecontainedintheprefixPu∪PvofT
ofsizeatmost2·hgt(T)(recallthataprefixofarootedtreeisaconnectedsetofnodes
thatcontainstheroot).Now,ourideaistogeneralizetheimprovementoperationof
Chapter5,sothatinsteadofimprovingonlyasinglebag,itcanbegivenaprefixofT
anditimprovesthewholeprefix.Roughlyspeaking,wewillsolvetheSubsetTreewidth
problemwithW=bags(Pu∪Pv),andthenusethetorsotreedecompositiontoimprove
TasinChapter5.Ofcourse,severaladditionaltechniqueswillbeneededforbounding
theheight,andforimplementingtheoperationintimeroughlylinearin|Tpref|.However,
comparedtoChapter5wehavetheadvantageofbeingallowedaworsedependenceonk,
andbeingrequiredtomaintainonlyanapproximatelyoptimaltreedecomposition.

Thisgeneralizationoftheimprovementoperationthatwedevelopformaintainingtree
decompositionsinthedynamicsettingwillbecalledtherefinementoperation.Thedefini-
tionandpropertiesoftheoperationaretechnicalandwillbedescribedinSubsection6.1.2,
butletusgivehereaninformaldescriptionofwhatisachievedbytheoperation.The
refinementoperationtakesasaninputaprefixTprefofthetreedecompositionTthatwe
aremaintaining,andinformallystated,replacesTprefbyatreedecompositionofwidth
atmost6k+5andheightatmostO(logn).TheoperationalsoeditsotherpartsofT,
butinawaythatmakesthemonlybetterintermsofsizesofbags,inasimilarfashion
astheamortizationinChapter4.Inparticular,ifweusetherefinementoperationon
Tpref=Pu∪Pvafteranedgeadditionoperationthatmadethewidthexceed6k+5in
thenodesinPu∪Pv,theoperationbringsthewidthofTbacktoatmost6k+5.The
amortizedrunningtimeoftherefinementoperationis2k

O(1)|Tpref|logn(timesfactors
dependingonthedynamicprogrammingmaintained),anditcanincreasetheheightof
TbyatmostO(logn).

Withtherefinementoperation,wehaveatoolforkeepingthewidthofthemaintained
treedecompositionTboundedby6k+5.However,eachapplicationoftherefinement
operationcanincreasetheheightofTbyΩ(logn),soweneedalsoatoolfordecreasing
theheight.Wedevelopsuchatoolbyacombinationofacarefullychosenpotential
functionandastrategytodecreasethepotentialfunction“forfree”byusingtherefinement

6.1Overview175

Now,theonlyissueisthattheedgeadditionoperationcouldcausethewidthofTto
increasetomorethan6k+5.InthiscasewehavetomodifyTinordertomakeitswidth
smaller,whilestillmaintainingsmallheight.Themaintechnicalcontributionofthis
chapteristoshowthatsuchchangestotreedecompositionscanindeedbeimplemented
efficiently.

Recallthatintheedgeadditionoperation,weincreasedthesizesofbagsinasubtree
consistingoftheunionPu∪Pvoftwopaths,eachbetweenanodeandtheroot.In
particular,allofthenodeswithtoolargebagsarecontainedintheprefixPu∪PvofT
ofsizeatmost2·hgt(T)(recallthataprefixofarootedtreeisaconnectedsetofnodes
thatcontainstheroot).Now,ourideaistogeneralizetheimprovementoperationof
Chapter5,sothatinsteadofimprovingonlyasinglebag,itcanbegivenaprefixofT
anditimprovesthewholeprefix.Roughlyspeaking,wewillsolvetheSubsetTreewidth
problemwithW=bags(Pu∪Pv),andthenusethetorsotreedecompositiontoimprove
TasinChapter5.Ofcourse,severaladditionaltechniqueswillbeneededforbounding
theheight,andforimplementingtheoperationintimeroughlylinearin|Tpref|.However,
comparedtoChapter5wehavetheadvantageofbeingallowedaworsedependenceonk,
andbeingrequiredtomaintainonlyanapproximatelyoptimaltreedecomposition.

Thisgeneralizationoftheimprovementoperationthatwedevelopformaintainingtree
decompositionsinthedynamicsettingwillbecalledtherefinementoperation.Thedefini-
tionandpropertiesoftheoperationaretechnicalandwillbedescribedinSubsection6.1.2,
butletusgivehereaninformaldescriptionofwhatisachievedbytheoperation.The
refinementoperationtakesasaninputaprefixTprefofthetreedecompositionTthatwe
aremaintaining,andinformallystated,replacesTprefbyatreedecompositionofwidth
atmost6k+5andheightatmostO(logn).TheoperationalsoeditsotherpartsofT,
butinawaythatmakesthemonlybetterintermsofsizesofbags,inasimilarfashion
astheamortizationinChapter4.Inparticular,ifweusetherefinementoperationon
Tpref=Pu∪Pvafteranedgeadditionoperationthatmadethewidthexceed6k+5in
thenodesinPu∪Pv,theoperationbringsthewidthofTbacktoatmost6k+5.The
amortizedrunningtimeoftherefinementoperationis2k

O(1)|Tpref|logn(timesfactors
dependingonthedynamicprogrammingmaintained),anditcanincreasetheheightof
TbyatmostO(logn).

Withtherefinementoperation,wehaveatoolforkeepingthewidthofthemaintained
treedecompositionTboundedby6k+5.However,eachapplicationoftherefinement
operationcanincreasetheheightofTbyΩ(logn),soweneedalsoatoolfordecreasing
theheight.Wedevelopsuchatoolbyacombinationofacarefullychosenpotential
functionandastrategytodecreasethepotentialfunction“forfree”byusingtherefinement

6.1 Overview 175

Now, the only issue is that the edge addition operation could cause the width of T to
increase to more than 6k+ 5. In this case we have to modify T in order to make its width
smaller, while still maintaining small height. The main technical contribution of this
chapter is to show that such changes to tree decompositions can indeed be implemented
efficiently.

Recall that in the edge addition operation, we increased the sizes of bags in a subtree
consisting of the union Pu ∪ Pv of two paths, each between a node and the root. In
particular, all of the nodes with too large bags are contained in the prefix Pu ∪ Pv of T
of size at most 2 · hgt(T ) (recall that a prefix of a rooted tree is a connected set of nodes
that contains the root). Now, our idea is to generalize the improvement operation of
Chapter 5, so that instead of improving only a single bag, it can be given a prefix of T
and it improves the whole prefix. Roughly speaking, we will solve the Subset Treewidth
problem with W = bags(Pu ∪ Pv), and then use the torso tree decomposition to improve
T as in Chapter 5. Of course, several additional techniques will be needed for bounding
the height, and for implementing the operation in time roughly linear in |Tpref |. However,
compared to Chapter 5 we have the advantage of being allowed a worse dependence on k,
and being required to maintain only an approximately optimal tree decomposition.

This generalization of the improvement operation that we develop for maintaining tree
decompositions in the dynamic setting will be called the refinement operation. The defini-
tion and properties of the operation are technical and will be described in Subsection 6.1.2,
but let us give here an informal description of what is achieved by the operation. The
refinement operation takes as an input a prefix Tpref of the tree decomposition T that we
are maintaining, and informally stated, replaces Tpref by a tree decomposition of width
at most 6k + 5 and height at most O(log n). The operation also edits other parts of T ,
but in a way that makes them only better in terms of sizes of bags, in a similar fashion
as the amortization in Chapter 4. In particular, if we use the refinement operation on
Tpref = Pu ∪ Pv after an edge addition operation that made the width exceed 6k + 5 in
the nodes in Pu ∪ Pv, the operation brings the width of T back to at most 6k + 5. The
amortized running time of the refinement operation is 2

kO(1)
|Tpref | log n (times factors

depending on the dynamic programming maintained), and it can increase the height of
T by at most O(log n).

With the refinement operation, we have a tool for keeping the width of the maintained
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operation if the height is too large. In particular, the potential function we use is

Φ(T ) =
∑
t∈V (T )

(γ · k)|bag(t)| · hgt(t),

where γ is a fixed constant that we define in Subsection 6.5.1. This function has the
properties that it does not increase too much in the edge addition operation (the increase
is at most kO(k)hgt(T )2), it plays well together with the details of the amortized analysis
of the refinement operation (the factor (γ · k)|bag(t)| comes from there in a similar fashion
as we had 3|bag(t)| in the potential in Chapter 4), and because of the factor hgt(t), it
naturally admits smaller values on trees of smaller height.

In Subsection 6.1.3 we outline a strategy that, provided the height of T exceeds
2Ω(k log k

√
logn log logn), selects a prefix Tpref so that applying the refinement operation on

Tpref decreases the value of Φ(T ), and moreover the running time of the refinement opera-
tion can be bounded by this decrease. In particular, this means that as long as the height
is more than 2Ω(k log k

√
logn log logn), we can apply such a refinement operation “for free” in

terms of amortized running time, and moreover decrease the value of the potential. As
the potential cannot keep decreasing forever, repeated applications of such an operation
eventually lead to improving the height to at most 2O(k log k

√
logn log logn).

6.1.2 The refinement operation

We then overview how the refinement operation works (see Figure 6.1 for an illustration
of it). First, given the prefix Tpref that we wish to improve, we find a set of vertices
X ⊇ bags(Tpref) so that torsoG(X) has treewidth at most 2k + 1 (here we have 2k + 1

instead of k for a technical reason we will explain), i.e., we solve a variant of Subset
Treewidth. Then, we compute an optimum-width tree decomposition T X of torsoG(X) and
use the lemma of Bodlaender and Hagerup [1998] to make it a binary tree decomposition
of height O(log n), resulting in T X having width at most 6k + 5. Now T X will form a
prefix of the new refined tree decomposition. It remains to construct tree decompositions
T C for each connected component C of G \X and attach them to T X .

Recall that a node of T is an appendix of Tpref if it is not in Tpref but its parent is. For
each appendix a ∈ app(Tpref) of Tpref , let Ta = (Ta, baga) = T �desc(a) be the restriction of
T to the subtree rooted at a. Note that because of X ⊇ bags(Tpref), for each connected
component C of G \ X there exists a unique appendix a of Tpref such that all bags
containing vertices from C are in Ta. Moreover, the restriction (Ta, baga�N [C]) to the
closed neighborhood N [C] of C is a tree decomposition of the induced subgraph G[N [C]]

minus the edges inside N(C).
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operationiftheheightistoolarge.Inparticular,thepotentialfunctionweuseis

Φ(T)=
∑
t∈V(T)

(γ·k)|bag(t)|·hgt(t),

whereγisafixedconstantthatwedefineinSubsection6.5.1.Thisfunctionhasthe
propertiesthatitdoesnotincreasetoomuchintheedgeadditionoperation(theincrease
isatmostkO(k)hgt(T)2),itplayswelltogetherwiththedetailsoftheamortizedanalysis
oftherefinementoperation(thefactor(γ·k)|bag(t)|comesfromthereinasimilarfashion
aswehad3|bag(t)|inthepotentialinChapter4),andbecauseofthefactorhgt(t),it
naturallyadmitssmallervaluesontreesofsmallerheight.

InSubsection6.1.3weoutlineastrategythat,providedtheheightofTexceeds
2Ω(klogk

√
lognloglogn),selectsaprefixTprefsothatapplyingtherefinementoperationon

TprefdecreasesthevalueofΦ(T),andmoreovertherunningtimeoftherefinementopera-
tioncanbeboundedbythisdecrease.Inparticular,thismeansthataslongastheheight
ismorethan2Ω(klogk

√
lognloglogn),wecanapplysucharefinementoperation“forfree”in

termsofamortizedrunningtime,andmoreoverdecreasethevalueofthepotential.As
thepotentialcannotkeepdecreasingforever,repeatedapplicationsofsuchanoperation
eventuallyleadtoimprovingtheheighttoatmost2O(klogk

√
lognloglogn).

6.1.2Therefinementoperation

Wethenoverviewhowtherefinementoperationworks(seeFigure6.1foranillustration
ofit).First,giventheprefixTprefthatwewishtoimprove,wefindasetofvertices
X⊇bags(Tpref)sothattorsoG(X)hastreewidthatmost2k+1(herewehave2k+1

insteadofkforatechnicalreasonwewillexplain),i.e.,wesolveavariantofSubset
Treewidth.Then,wecomputeanoptimum-widthtreedecompositionTXoftorsoG(X)and
usethelemmaofBodlaenderandHagerup[1998]tomakeitabinarytreedecomposition
ofheightO(logn),resultinginTXhavingwidthatmost6k+5.NowTXwillforma
prefixofthenewrefinedtreedecomposition.Itremainstoconstructtreedecompositions
TCforeachconnectedcomponentCofG\XandattachthemtoTX.

RecallthatanodeofTisanappendixofTprefifitisnotinTprefbutitsparentis.For
eachappendixa∈app(Tpref)ofTpref,letTa=(Ta,baga)=T�desc(a)betherestrictionof
Ttothesubtreerootedata.NotethatbecauseofX⊇bags(Tpref),foreachconnected
componentCofG\XthereexistsauniqueappendixaofTprefsuchthatallbags
containingverticesfromCareinTa.Moreover,therestriction(Ta,baga�N[C])tothe
closedneighborhoodN[C]ofCisatreedecompositionoftheinducedsubgraphG[N[C]]

minustheedgesinsideN(C).
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operation if the height is too large. In particular, the potential function we use is

Φ(T ) = ∑
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(γ · k)|bag(t)| · hgt(t),

where γ is a fixed constant that we define in Subsection 6.5.1. This function has the
properties that it does not increase too much in the edge addition operation (the increase
is at most kO(k)

hgt(T )
2
), it plays well together with the details of the amortized analysis

of the refinement operation (the factor (γ · k)|bag(t)| comes from there in a similar fashion
as we had 3|bag(t)| in the potential in Chapter 4), and because of the factor hgt(t), it
naturally admits smaller values on trees of smaller height.

In Subsection 6.1.3 we outline a strategy that, provided the height of T exceeds
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Tpref decreases the value of Φ(T ), and moreover the running time of the refinement opera-
tion can be bounded by this decrease. In particular, this means that as long as the height
is more than 2
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, we can apply such a refinement operation “for free” in

terms of amortized running time, and moreover decrease the value of the potential. As
the potential cannot keep decreasing forever, repeated applications of such an operation
eventually lead to improving the height to at most 2O(k log k
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6.1.2 The refinement operation

We then overview how the refinement operation works (see Figure 6.1 for an illustration
of it). First, given the prefix Tpref that we wish to improve, we find a set of vertices
X ⊇ bags(Tpref) so that torsoG(X) has treewidth at most 2k + 1 (here we have 2k + 1

instead of k for a technical reason we will explain), i.e., we solve a variant of Subset
Treewidth. Then, we compute an optimum-width tree decomposition T

X
of torsoG(X) and

use the lemma of Bodlaender and Hagerup [1998] to make it a binary tree decomposition
of height O(log n), resulting in T

X
having width at most 6k + 5. Now T
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prefix of the new refined tree decomposition. It remains to construct tree decompositions
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for each connected component C of G \X and attach them to T
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Recall that a node of T is an appendix of Tpref if it is not in Tpref but its parent is. For
each appendix a ∈ app(Tpref) of Tpref , let Ta = (Ta, baga) = T �desc(a) be the restriction of
T to the subtree rooted at a. Note that because of X ⊇ bags(Tpref), for each connected
component C of G \ X there exists a unique appendix a of Tpref such that all bags
containing vertices from C are in Ta. Moreover, the restriction (Ta, baga�N [C]) to the
closed neighborhood N [C] of C is a tree decomposition of the induced subgraph G[N [C]]

minus the edges inside N(C).
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Figure 6.1: The refinement operation. The left picture illustrates the tree decomposition T ,
with the prefix Tpref encircled and the vertices in X ⊇ bags(Tpref) depicted in gray. The
appendices of Tpref are circled by boldface, and the components of G \X are denoted by
C1, . . . , C5. The right picture illustrates the tree decomposition constructed from T by
the refinement using X, in particular, by taking the tree decomposition T X of torsoG(X),
and gluing the tree decompositions T Ci for components Ci of G \X to it. The subtree
consisting of the three nodes above T C3 , T C4 , T C5 is constructed in order to keep the
tree binary after reattaching T C3 , T C4 , T C5 .

Because T X is a tree decomposition of torsoG(X), it has a bag that contains N(C). We
wish to attach (Ta, baga�N [C]) from its root a under this bag. In order to achieve this
while satisfying the connectedness condition of tree decompositions, we need to have
the set N(C) in the root of (Ta, baga�N [C]). We denote by T C = (TC , bagC) the tree
decomposition obtained from (Ta, baga�N [C]) by “forcing” N(C) to be in the root bag
bagC(a), in particular, by inserting N(C) to bagC(a) and then fixing the connectedness
condition by inserting each vertex v ∈ N(C) to all bags on the unique path from a

to forgetTa(v). Then, T C is a tree decomposition of G[N [C]] whose root bag contains
N(C), and therefore it can be attached to the bag of T X that contains N(C). These
attachments may make the resulting tree decomposition non-binary, so finally we need
to expand high-degree nodes into binary trees. This concludes the informal description
of the refinement operation. The actual definition is a bit more involved, as it will be
necessary to (1) select X in a particular way, (2) treat in some cases multiple different
components C in Ta as if they were one component, and (3) prune out unnecessary bags
of T C in a similar fashion as in the amortization in Chapter 4.

From the description of the refinement operation sketched above it should be clear that
the resulting tree decomposition is indeed a tree decomposition of G. Also, because the
height of T X is at most O(log n) and the height of each attached decomposition T C is at
most hgt(T ), the height of the resulting tree decomposition is at most hgt(T ) +O(log n).
Recall that our goal is that if all bags of size more than 6k + 6 are contained in Tpref ,
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consistingofthethreenodesaboveTC3,TC4,TC5isconstructedinordertokeepthe
treebinaryafterreattachingTC3,TC4,TC5.

BecauseTXisatreedecompositionoftorsoG(X),ithasabagthatcontainsN(C).We
wishtoattach(Ta,baga�N[C])fromitsrootaunderthisbag.Inordertoachievethis
whilesatisfyingtheconnectednessconditionoftreedecompositions,weneedtohave
thesetN(C)intherootof(Ta,baga�N[C]).WedenotebyTC=(TC,bagC)thetree
decompositionobtainedfrom(Ta,baga�N[C])by“forcing”N(C)tobeintherootbag
bagC(a),inparticular,byinsertingN(C)tobagC(a)andthenfixingtheconnectedness
conditionbyinsertingeachvertexv∈N(C)toallbagsontheuniquepathfroma

toforgetTa(v).Then,TCisatreedecompositionofG[N[C]]whoserootbagcontains
N(C),andthereforeitcanbeattachedtothebagofTXthatcontainsN(C).These
attachmentsmaymaketheresultingtreedecompositionnon-binary,sofinallyweneed
toexpandhigh-degreenodesintobinarytrees.Thisconcludestheinformaldescription
oftherefinementoperation.Theactualdefinitionisabitmoreinvolved,asitwillbe
necessaryto(1)selectXinaparticularway,(2)treatinsomecasesmultipledifferent
componentsCinTaasiftheywereonecomponent,and(3)pruneoutunnecessarybags
ofTCinasimilarfashionasintheamortizationinChapter4.

Fromthedescriptionoftherefinementoperationsketchedaboveitshouldbeclearthat
theresultingtreedecompositionisindeedatreedecompositionofG.Also,becausethe
heightofTXisatmostO(logn)andtheheightofeachattacheddecompositionTCisat
mosthgt(T),theheightoftheresultingtreedecompositionisatmosthgt(T)+O(logn).
Recallthatourgoalisthatifallbagsofsizemorethan6k+6arecontainedinTpref,
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Because T
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is a tree decomposition of torsoG(X), it has a bag that contains N(C). We
wish to attach (Ta, baga�N [C]) from its root a under this bag. In order to achieve this
while satisfying the connectedness condition of tree decompositions, we need to have
the set N(C) in the root of (Ta, baga�N [C]). We denote by T
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(a), in particular, by inserting N(C) to bag
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(a) and then fixing the connectedness

condition by inserting each vertex v ∈ N(C) to all bags on the unique path from a

to forgetTa(v). Then, T
C
is a tree decomposition of G[N [C]] whose root bag contains

N(C), and therefore it can be attached to the bag of T
X

that contains N(C). These
attachments may make the resulting tree decomposition non-binary, so finally we need
to expand high-degree nodes into binary trees. This concludes the informal description
of the refinement operation. The actual definition is a bit more involved, as it will be
necessary to (1) select X in a particular way, (2) treat in some cases multiple different
components C in Ta as if they were one component, and (3) prune out unnecessary bags
of T

C
in a similar fashion as in the amortization in Chapter 4.

From the description of the refinement operation sketched above it should be clear that
the resulting tree decomposition is indeed a tree decomposition of G. Also, because the
height of T

X
is at most O(log n) and the height of each attached decomposition T

C
is at

most hgt(T ), the height of the resulting tree decomposition is at most hgt(T ) +O(log n).
Recall that our goal is that if all bags of size more than 6k + 6 are contained in Tpref ,

6.1 Overview 177

T
X

T
C3

T
C4

T
C5

C1

Tpref

C2

C3 C4

C5

→

T
C1

T
C2

Figure 6.1: The refinement operation. The left picture illustrates the tree decomposition T ,
with the prefix Tpref encircled and the vertices in X ⊇ bags(Tpref) depicted in gray. The
appendices of Tpref are circled by boldface, and the components of G \X are denoted by
C1, . . . , C5. The right picture illustrates the tree decomposition constructed from T by
the refinement using X, in particular, by taking the tree decomposition T

X
of torsoG(X),

and gluing the tree decompositions T
Ci

for components Ci of G \X to it. The subtree
consisting of the three nodes above T

C3
, T

C4
, T

C5
is constructed in order to keep the

tree binary after reattaching T
C3
, T

C4
, T

C5
.

Because T
X

is a tree decomposition of torsoG(X), it has a bag that contains N(C). We
wish to attach (Ta, baga�N [C]) from its root a under this bag. In order to achieve this
while satisfying the connectedness condition of tree decompositions, we need to have
the set N(C) in the root of (Ta, baga�N [C]). We denote by T

C
= (T

C
, bag

C
) the tree

decomposition obtained from (Ta, baga�N [C]) by “forcing” N(C) to be in the root bag
bag

C
(a), in particular, by inserting N(C) to bag

C
(a) and then fixing the connectedness

condition by inserting each vertex v ∈ N(C) to all bags on the unique path from a

to forgetTa(v). Then, T
C
is a tree decomposition of G[N [C]] whose root bag contains

N(C), and therefore it can be attached to the bag of T
X

that contains N(C). These
attachments may make the resulting tree decomposition non-binary, so finally we need
to expand high-degree nodes into binary trees. This concludes the informal description
of the refinement operation. The actual definition is a bit more involved, as it will be
necessary to (1) select X in a particular way, (2) treat in some cases multiple different
components C in Ta as if they were one component, and (3) prune out unnecessary bags
of T

C
in a similar fashion as in the amortization in Chapter 4.

From the description of the refinement operation sketched above it should be clear that
the resulting tree decomposition is indeed a tree decomposition of G. Also, because the
height of T

X
is at most O(log n) and the height of each attached decomposition T

C
is at

most hgt(T ), the height of the resulting tree decomposition is at most hgt(T ) +O(log n).
Recall that our goal is that if all bags of size more than 6k + 6 are contained in Tpref ,

6.1Overview177

T
X

T
C3

T
C4

T
C5

C1

Tpref

C2

C3C4

C5

→

T
C1

T
C2

Figure6.1:Therefinementoperation.TheleftpictureillustratesthetreedecompositionT,
withtheprefixTprefencircledandtheverticesinX⊇bags(Tpref)depictedingray.The
appendicesofTprefarecircledbyboldface,andthecomponentsofG\Xaredenotedby
C1,...,C5.TherightpictureillustratesthetreedecompositionconstructedfromTby
therefinementusingX,inparticular,bytakingthetreedecompositionT

X
oftorsoG(X),

andgluingthetreedecompositionsT
Ci

forcomponentsCiofG\Xtoit.Thesubtree
consistingofthethreenodesaboveT

C3
,T

C4
,T

C5
isconstructedinordertokeepthe

treebinaryafterreattachingT
C3
,T

C4
,T

C5
.

BecauseT
X

isatreedecompositionoftorsoG(X),ithasabagthatcontainsN(C).We
wishtoattach(Ta,baga�N[C])fromitsrootaunderthisbag.Inordertoachievethis
whilesatisfyingtheconnectednessconditionoftreedecompositions,weneedtohave
thesetN(C)intherootof(Ta,baga�N[C]).WedenotebyT

C
=(T

C
,bag

C
)thetree

decompositionobtainedfrom(Ta,baga�N[C])by“forcing”N(C)tobeintherootbag
bag

C
(a),inparticular,byinsertingN(C)tobag

C
(a)andthenfixingtheconnectedness

conditionbyinsertingeachvertexv∈N(C)toallbagsontheuniquepathfroma

toforgetTa(v).Then,T
C
isatreedecompositionofG[N[C]]whoserootbagcontains

N(C),andthereforeitcanbeattachedtothebagofT
X

thatcontainsN(C).These
attachmentsmaymaketheresultingtreedecompositionnon-binary,sofinallyweneed
toexpandhigh-degreenodesintobinarytrees.Thisconcludestheinformaldescription
oftherefinementoperation.Theactualdefinitionisabitmoreinvolved,asitwillbe
necessaryto(1)selectXinaparticularway,(2)treatinsomecasesmultipledifferent
componentsCinTaasiftheywereonecomponent,and(3)pruneoutunnecessarybags
ofT

C
inasimilarfashionasintheamortizationinChapter4.

Fromthedescriptionoftherefinementoperationsketchedaboveitshouldbeclearthat
theresultingtreedecompositionisindeedatreedecompositionofG.Also,becausethe
heightofT

X
isatmostO(logn)andtheheightofeachattacheddecompositionT

C
isat

mosthgt(T),theheightoftheresultingtreedecompositionisatmosthgt(T)+O(logn).
Recallthatourgoalisthatifallbagsofsizemorethan6k+6arecontainedinTpref,

6.1Overview177

T
X

T
C3

T
C4

T
C5

C1

Tpref

C2

C3C4

C5

→

T
C1

T
C2

Figure6.1:Therefinementoperation.TheleftpictureillustratesthetreedecompositionT,
withtheprefixTprefencircledandtheverticesinX⊇bags(Tpref)depictedingray.The
appendicesofTprefarecircledbyboldface,andthecomponentsofG\Xaredenotedby
C1,...,C5.TherightpictureillustratesthetreedecompositionconstructedfromTby
therefinementusingX,inparticular,bytakingthetreedecompositionT

X
oftorsoG(X),

andgluingthetreedecompositionsT
Ci

forcomponentsCiofG\Xtoit.Thesubtree
consistingofthethreenodesaboveT

C3
,T

C4
,T

C5
isconstructedinordertokeepthe

treebinaryafterreattachingT
C3
,T

C4
,T

C5
.

BecauseT
X

isatreedecompositionoftorsoG(X),ithasabagthatcontainsN(C).We
wishtoattach(Ta,baga�N[C])fromitsrootaunderthisbag.Inordertoachievethis
whilesatisfyingtheconnectednessconditionoftreedecompositions,weneedtohave
thesetN(C)intherootof(Ta,baga�N[C]).WedenotebyT

C
=(T

C
,bag

C
)thetree

decompositionobtainedfrom(Ta,baga�N[C])by“forcing”N(C)tobeintherootbag
bag

C
(a),inparticular,byinsertingN(C)tobag

C
(a)andthenfixingtheconnectedness

conditionbyinsertingeachvertexv∈N(C)toallbagsontheuniquepathfroma

toforgetTa(v).Then,T
C
isatreedecompositionofG[N[C]]whoserootbagcontains

N(C),andthereforeitcanbeattachedtothebagofT
X

thatcontainsN(C).These
attachmentsmaymaketheresultingtreedecompositionnon-binary,sofinallyweneed
toexpandhigh-degreenodesintobinarytrees.Thisconcludestheinformaldescription
oftherefinementoperation.Theactualdefinitionisabitmoreinvolved,asitwillbe
necessaryto(1)selectXinaparticularway,(2)treatinsomecasesmultipledifferent
componentsCinTaasiftheywereonecomponent,and(3)pruneoutunnecessarybags
ofT

C
inasimilarfashionasintheamortizationinChapter4.

Fromthedescriptionoftherefinementoperationsketchedaboveitshouldbeclearthat
theresultingtreedecompositionisindeedatreedecompositionofG.Also,becausethe
heightofT

X
isatmostO(logn)andtheheightofeachattacheddecompositionT

C
isat

mosthgt(T),theheightoftheresultingtreedecompositionisatmosthgt(T)+O(logn).
Recallthatourgoalisthatifallbagsofsizemorethan6k+6arecontainedinTpref,

6.1Overview177

T
X

T
C3

T
C4

T
C5

C1

Tpref

C2

C3C4

C5

→

T
C1

T
C2

Figure6.1:Therefinementoperation.TheleftpictureillustratesthetreedecompositionT,
withtheprefixTprefencircledandtheverticesinX⊇bags(Tpref)depictedingray.The
appendicesofTprefarecircledbyboldface,andthecomponentsofG\Xaredenotedby
C1,...,C5.TherightpictureillustratesthetreedecompositionconstructedfromTby
therefinementusingX,inparticular,bytakingthetreedecompositionT

X
oftorsoG(X),

andgluingthetreedecompositionsT
Ci

forcomponentsCiofG\Xtoit.Thesubtree
consistingofthethreenodesaboveT

C3
,T

C4
,T

C5
isconstructedinordertokeepthe

treebinaryafterreattachingT
C3
,T

C4
,T

C5
.

BecauseT
X

isatreedecompositionoftorsoG(X),ithasabagthatcontainsN(C).We
wishtoattach(Ta,baga�N[C])fromitsrootaunderthisbag.Inordertoachievethis
whilesatisfyingtheconnectednessconditionoftreedecompositions,weneedtohave
thesetN(C)intherootof(Ta,baga�N[C]).WedenotebyT

C
=(T

C
,bag

C
)thetree

decompositionobtainedfrom(Ta,baga�N[C])by“forcing”N(C)tobeintherootbag
bag

C
(a),inparticular,byinsertingN(C)tobag

C
(a)andthenfixingtheconnectedness

conditionbyinsertingeachvertexv∈N(C)toallbagsontheuniquepathfroma

toforgetTa(v).Then,T
C
isatreedecompositionofG[N[C]]whoserootbagcontains

N(C),andthereforeitcanbeattachedtothebagofT
X

thatcontainsN(C).These
attachmentsmaymaketheresultingtreedecompositionnon-binary,sofinallyweneed
toexpandhigh-degreenodesintobinarytrees.Thisconcludestheinformaldescription
oftherefinementoperation.Theactualdefinitionisabitmoreinvolved,asitwillbe
necessaryto(1)selectXinaparticularway,(2)treatinsomecasesmultipledifferent
componentsCinTaasiftheywereonecomponent,and(3)pruneoutunnecessarybags
ofT

C
inasimilarfashionasintheamortizationinChapter4.

Fromthedescriptionoftherefinementoperationsketchedaboveitshouldbeclearthat
theresultingtreedecompositionisindeedatreedecompositionofG.Also,becausethe
heightofT

X
isatmostO(logn)andtheheightofeachattacheddecompositionT

C
isat

mosthgt(T),theheightoftheresultingtreedecompositionisatmosthgt(T)+O(logn).
Recallthatourgoalisthatifallbagsofsizemorethan6k+6arecontainedinTpref,

6.1Overview177

T
X

T
C3

T
C4

T
C5

C1

Tpref

C2

C3C4

C5

→

T
C1

T
C2

Figure6.1:Therefinementoperation.TheleftpictureillustratesthetreedecompositionT,
withtheprefixTprefencircledandtheverticesinX⊇bags(Tpref)depictedingray.The
appendicesofTprefarecircledbyboldface,andthecomponentsofG\Xaredenotedby
C1,...,C5.TherightpictureillustratesthetreedecompositionconstructedfromTby
therefinementusingX,inparticular,bytakingthetreedecompositionT

X
oftorsoG(X),

andgluingthetreedecompositionsT
Ci

forcomponentsCiofG\Xtoit.Thesubtree
consistingofthethreenodesaboveT

C3
,T

C4
,T

C5
isconstructedinordertokeepthe

treebinaryafterreattachingT
C3
,T

C4
,T

C5
.

BecauseT
X

isatreedecompositionoftorsoG(X),ithasabagthatcontainsN(C).We
wishtoattach(Ta,baga�N[C])fromitsrootaunderthisbag.Inordertoachievethis
whilesatisfyingtheconnectednessconditionoftreedecompositions,weneedtohave
thesetN(C)intherootof(Ta,baga�N[C]).WedenotebyT

C
=(T

C
,bag

C
)thetree

decompositionobtainedfrom(Ta,baga�N[C])by“forcing”N(C)tobeintherootbag
bag

C
(a),inparticular,byinsertingN(C)tobag

C
(a)andthenfixingtheconnectedness

conditionbyinsertingeachvertexv∈N(C)toallbagsontheuniquepathfroma

toforgetTa(v).Then,T
C
isatreedecompositionofG[N[C]]whoserootbagcontains

N(C),andthereforeitcanbeattachedtothebagofT
X

thatcontainsN(C).These
attachmentsmaymaketheresultingtreedecompositionnon-binary,sofinallyweneed
toexpandhigh-degreenodesintobinarytrees.Thisconcludestheinformaldescription
oftherefinementoperation.Theactualdefinitionisabitmoreinvolved,asitwillbe
necessaryto(1)selectXinaparticularway,(2)treatinsomecasesmultipledifferent
componentsCinTaasiftheywereonecomponent,and(3)pruneoutunnecessarybags
ofT

C
inasimilarfashionasintheamortizationinChapter4.

Fromthedescriptionoftherefinementoperationsketchedaboveitshouldbeclearthat
theresultingtreedecompositionisindeedatreedecompositionofG.Also,becausethe
heightofT

X
isatmostO(logn)andtheheightofeachattacheddecompositionT

C
isat

mosthgt(T),theheightoftheresultingtreedecompositionisatmosthgt(T)+O(logn).
Recallthatourgoalisthatifallbagsofsizemorethan6k+6arecontainedinTpref,



178 Dynamic treewidth

then the width of the refined tree decomposition is at most 6k + 5. The width of T X

is clearly at most 6k + 5. To bound the sizes of the bags of T C after the insertions of
vertices in N(C), we have to argue similarly as in Chapters 4 and 5, and for this we need
to assert extra properties of X.

Let us call a set of vertices X ⊆ V (G) a k-closure of Tpref if X ⊇ bags(Tpref) and the
treewidth of torsoG(X) is at most 2k + 1. In particular, the set X in the refinement
operation is a k-closure of Tpref . We say that a k-closure X is linked into Tpref if for each
component C of G \ X, the set N(C) is linked into bags(Tpref). The key property for
controlling the width of T C is that if X is linked into Tpref , then each bag of T C has size
at most the size of the corresponding bag in T . In particular, let Ta = (Ta, baga) be a
subtree of T rooted at an appendix a of Tpref , and C a component of G \X contained in
the bags in Ta. We can bound the size of bagC(t) for any t ∈ V (Ta) as follows.

Lemma 6.1. If X is linked into Tpref , then |bagC(t)| ≤ |baga(t)|.

The proof of Lemma 6.1 is similar to the proofs in Section 5.2. It implies that if Tpref

contains all bags of size more than 6k + 6 and X is linked into Tpref , then the tree
decomposition resulting from refinement will have width at most 6k + 5. We note
that the existence of a k-closure of Tpref that is linked into Tpref is non-trivial, but
before going into that let us immediately generalize the notion of linkedness in order
to obtain a stronger form of Lemma 6.1. For a set of vertices S, we again denote by
d(S) =

∑
v∈S depthT (forgetT (v)) the sum of the values of the vertex-depth function on

vertices in S, and say that a k-closure X is d-linked into Tpref if it is linked into Tpref , and
additionally for each neighborhood N(C), there are no separators S with |S| = |N(C)|
and d(S) < d(N(C)) separating N(C) from bags(Tpref).

Recall that our potential function is Φ(T ) =
∑

t∈V (T )(γ · k)|bag(t)| · hgt(t). By using d-
linkedness similarly as in Section 5.2 and the potential function similarly as in Section 4.3
we can prove that the actual definition of the refinement operation satisfies the following
properties.

Lemma 6.2 (Informal). Let X be a d-linked k-closure of Tpref , a an appendix of Tpref ,
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treewidth of torsoG(X) is at most 2k + 1. In particular, the set X in the refinement
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each Ci in Lemma 6.2 can actually be the union of multiple different components with the
same neighborhood N(Ci), and we can actually charge a bit extra from the potential for
each of these “connected components”. This extra potential will be used for constructing
the binary trees for the high-degree attachment points.

After setting technical details aside, the main takeaway of Lemma 6.2 is that constructing
the decompositions T C is “free” in terms of the potential. The only place where we could
use a lot of time or increase the potential a lot is finding the set X and constructing the
tree decomposition T X . For bounding this, we give a lemma asserting that we can assume
X to have size at most kO(1)|Tpref |, and in addition to have an even stronger structural
property that will be useful in the height reduction scheme. We prove the following
statement using the Dealternation Lemma of Bojańczyk and Pilipczuk [2022]. The bound
2k + 1 in the definition of k-closure comes from this proof. Recall the definition that
cmp(t) = bags(desc(t)) \ bag(t) for a node t of T .

Lemma 6.3. Let G be a graph of treewidth at most k, and T a tree decomposition of G
of width O(k). For any prefix Tpref of T , there exists a k-closure X of Tpref so that for
each appendix a ∈ app(Tpref) it holds that |X ∩ cmp(a)| ≤ O(k4).

As T is a binary tree, Tpref has at most |Tpref | + 1 appendices, so by Lemma 6.3, Tpref

admits a k-closure with at most O(k4|Tpref |) vertices. By using such a k-closure, we
can bound the size of T X by kO(1)|Tpref |. As each node in T X has potential at most
kO(k)(hgt(T )+ log n) in the resulting decomposition, we get that the refinement operation
increases the total potential by at most kO(k)(|Tpref |·(hgt(T )+log n)). In particular, in the
refinement operation applied directly after edge insertion, we have that |Tpref | ≤ 2|hgt(T )|,
so the potential function increases by at most kO(k)hgt(T )2 (note that hgt(T ) ≥ log n).

Let us now turn to two issues that we have delayed for some time. How to guarantee
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each Ci in Lemma 6.2 can actually be the union of multiple different components with the
same neighborhood N(Ci), and we can actually charge a bit extra from the potential for
each of these “connected components”. This extra potential will be used for constructing
the binary trees for the high-degree attachment points.

After setting technical details aside, the main takeaway of Lemma 6.2 is that constructing
the decompositions T

C
is “free” in terms of the potential. The only place where we could

use a lot of time or increase the potential a lot is finding the set X and constructing the
tree decomposition T

X
. For bounding this, we give a lemma asserting that we can assume

X to have size at most kO(1)
|Tpref |, and in addition to have an even stronger structural

property that will be useful in the height reduction scheme. We prove the following
statement using the Dealternation Lemma of Bojańczyk and Pilipczuk [2022]. The bound
2k + 1 in the definition of k-closure comes from this proof. Recall the definition that
cmp(t) = bags(desc(t)) \ bag(t) for a node t of T .

Lemma 6.3. Let G be a graph of treewidth at most k, and T a tree decomposition of G
of width O(k). For any prefix Tpref of T , there exists a k-closure X of Tpref so that for
each appendix a ∈ app(Tpref) it holds that |X ∩ cmp(a)| ≤ O(k

4
).

As T is a binary tree, Tpref has at most |Tpref | + 1 appendices, so by Lemma 6.3, Tpref

admits a k-closure with at most O(k
4
|Tpref |) vertices. By using such a k-closure, we

can bound the size of T
X

by kO(1)
|Tpref |. As each node in T

X
has potential at most

kO(k)
(hgt(T )+ log n) in the resulting decomposition, we get that the refinement operation

increases the total potential by at most kO(k)
(|Tpref |·(hgt(T )+log n)). In particular, in the

refinement operation applied directly after edge insertion, we have that |Tpref | ≤ 2|hgt(T )|,
so the potential function increases by at most kO(k)

hgt(T )
2
(note that hgt(T ) ≥ log n).

Let us now turn to two issues that we have delayed for some time. How to guarantee
that the k-closure X is d-linked, and how to actually find such an X? We say that a
k-closure is c-small if it satisfies the condition of Lemma 6.3 for some concrete bound
c ≤ O(k

4
) that can be obtained from the proof of Lemma 6.3. The following lemma that

uses similar ideas to the proofs in Section 4.2 and Section 5.2 gives a way to guarantee
d-linkedness.

Lemma 6.4. Let Tpref be a prefix of a tree decomposition. If X is a c-small k-closure of
Tpref that among all c-small k-closures of Tpref primarily minimizes |X|, and secondarily
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With Lemma 6.4, we can use dynamic programming for finding c-small k-closures that
are d-linked. In particular, we adapt the dynamic programming of Bodlaender and
Kloks [1996] for computing treewidth into computing c-small k-closures that optimize for
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sameneighborhoodN(Ci),andwecanactuallychargeabitextrafromthepotentialfor
eachofthese“connectedcomponents”.Thisextrapotentialwillbeusedforconstructing
thebinarytreesforthehigh-degreeattachmentpoints.

Aftersettingtechnicaldetailsaside,themaintakeawayofLemma6.2isthatconstructing
thedecompositionsT

C
is“free”intermsofthepotential.Theonlyplacewherewecould

usealotoftimeorincreasethepotentialalotisfindingthesetXandconstructingthe
treedecompositionT

X
.Forboundingthis,wegivealemmaassertingthatwecanassume

XtohavesizeatmostkO(1)
|Tpref|,andinadditiontohaveanevenstrongerstructural

propertythatwillbeusefulintheheightreductionscheme.Weprovethefollowing
statementusingtheDealternationLemmaofBojańczykandPilipczuk[2022].Thebound
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Letusnowturntotwoissuesthatwehavedelayedforsometime.Howtoguarantee
thatthek-closureXisd-linked,andhowtoactuallyfindsuchanX?Wesaythata
k-closureisc-smallifitsatisfiestheconditionofLemma6.3forsomeconcretebound
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4
)thatcanbeobtainedfromtheproofofLemma6.3.Thefollowinglemmathat
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d-linkedness.

Lemma6.4.LetTprefbeaprefixofatreedecomposition.IfXisac-smallk-closureof
Tprefthatamongallc-smallk-closuresofTprefprimarilyminimizes|X|,andsecondarily
minimizesd(X),thenXisd-linkedintoTpref.

WithLemma6.4,wecanusedynamicprogrammingforfindingc-smallk-closuresthat
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the conditions in the lemma. This is similar to the dynamic programming in Section 4.4,
but with a lot of technical details related to running Bodlaender-Kloks with the graph
torsoG(X). By maintaining these dynamic programming tables throughout the algorithm,
we get that given Tpref , we can in time 2k

O(1) |Tpref | find an c-small k-closure X of Tpref

that is d-linked, and also the graph torsoG(X).

6.1.3 Height reduction

In this subsection we sketch the height reduction scheme, in particular, the following
lemma.

Lemma 6.5 (Height reduction). Let T be the tree decomposition we are maintaining. If
hgt(T ) > 2Ω(k log k

√
logn log logn), then there exists a prefix Tpref of T so that the refinement

operation on Tpref results in a tree decomposition T ′ with Φ(T ′) < Φ(T ) and runs in time
2k

O(1)
(Φ(T )− Φ(T ′)).

To sketch the proof of Lemma 6.5, let us build a certain model of accounting how the
potential Φ(T ) changes in a refinement operation with a prefix Tpref . First, recall that
Lemma 6.2 takes care of the potential in the tree decompositions T C for components C of
G \X, and the only place we need to worry about increasing the potential are the nodes
of T X . In the previous section we bounded this increase by kO(k)(|Tpref | · (hgt(T ) + log n)),
where in particular the factor hgt(T ) + log n comes from the fact that after attaching the
tree decomposition T C , the height of a node in T X could be as large as hgt(T ) + log n.
This upper bound was sufficient for the refinement operation performed after an edge
addition to control the width, but to prove Lemma 6.5 we need a more fine-grained view.

Consider the following model. We start with the tree decomposition T X of height O(log n),
and attach the tree decompositions of the components T C to it one by one. Each time we
attach a tree decomposition T C , we increase the height of at most O(log n) nodes in T X

(because hgt(T X) ≤ O(log n)), and this height is increased by at most hgt(T C), which is
at most hgt(a), where a is the appendix of Tpref whose subtree contains C. While there
can be many components C contained in Ta, observe that Lemma 6.3 implies that in
fact such components can have only at most kO(k) different neighborhoods N(C), and
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torsoG(X).Bymaintainingthesedynamicprogrammingtablesthroughoutthealgorithm,
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thatisd-linked,andalsothegraphtorsoG(X).

6.1.3Heightreduction
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lemma.
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the conditions in the lemma. This is similar to the dynamic programming in Section 4.4,
but with a lot of technical details related to running Bodlaender-Kloks with the graph
torsoG(X). By maintaining these dynamic programming tables throughout the algorithm,
we get that given Tpref , we can in time 2

kO(1)
|Tpref | find an c-small k-closure X of Tpref

that is d-linked, and also the graph torsoG(X).

6.1.3 Height reduction

In this subsection we sketch the height reduction scheme, in particular, the following
lemma.

Lemma 6.5 (Height reduction). Let T be the tree decomposition we are maintaining. If
hgt(T ) > 2

Ω(k log k
√

logn log logn)
, then there exists a prefix Tpref of T so that the refinement

operation on Tpref results in a tree decomposition T ′ with Φ(T ′) < Φ(T ) and runs in time
2
kO(1)

(Φ(T )− Φ(T ′)).

To sketch the proof of Lemma 6.5, let us build a certain model of accounting how the
potential Φ(T ) changes in a refinement operation with a prefix Tpref . First, recall that
Lemma 6.2 takes care of the potential in the tree decompositions T

C
for components C of

G \X, and the only place we need to worry about increasing the potential are the nodes
of T

X
. In the previous section we bounded this increase by kO(k)

(|Tpref | · (hgt(T ) + log n)),
where in particular the factor hgt(T ) + log n comes from the fact that after attaching the
tree decomposition T

C
, the height of a node in T

X
could be as large as hgt(T ) + log n.

This upper bound was sufficient for the refinement operation performed after an edge
addition to control the width, but to prove Lemma 6.5 we need a more fine-grained view.

Consider the following model. We start with the tree decomposition T
X
of height O(log n),

and attach the tree decompositions of the components T
C
to it one by one. Each time we

attach a tree decomposition T
C
, we increase the height of at most O(log n) nodes in T

X

(because hgt(T
X

) ≤ O(log n)), and this height is increased by at most hgt(T
C

), which is
at most hgt(a), where a is the appendix of Tpref whose subtree contains C. While there
can be many components C contained in Ta, observe that Lemma 6.3 implies that in
fact such components can have only at most kO(k)

different neighborhoods N(C), and
therefore at most kO(k)

different attachment points in T
X
. In particular, after handling

technical details about the binary trees used to flatten high-degree attachment points,
we can assume that an appendix a of Tpref is responsible for increasing the height of at
most kO(k)

log n nodes in T
X
. Moreover, it increases the height of those nodes by at most

hgt(a) each, so in total it is responsible for increasing the potential by kO(k)
· hgt(a) · log n.
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Figure 6.2: Construction of Tpref in height reduction. The consecutive paths extracted by
the construction procedure are depicted in red, blue, and green. Their union constitutes
Tpref . Big trees are depicted in sea-green, shallow trees are depicted in cyan.

Denote Φ(Tpref) =
∑

t∈Tpref
(γ · k)|bag(t)| · hgt(t), i.e., the value of the potential on the nodes

in Tpref . The above discussion, combined with Lemma 6.2, leads to the following lemma.

Lemma 6.6 (Informal). Let Tpref be a prefix of a tree decomposition T and T ′ the tree
decomposition resulting from refining T with Tpref . It holds that

Φ(T ′) ≤ Φ(T )− Φ(Tpref) + kO(k) · |Tpref | · log n+
∑

a∈app(Tpref)

kO(k) · hgt(a) · log n.

Now, in order to prove Lemma 6.5, it is sufficient to prove that if T has too large height,
then there exists a prefix Tpref so that

Φ(Tpref) > ck log n

|Tpref |+
∑

a∈app(Tpref)

hgt(a)

 ,

where ck is some large enough number depending on k. (Here, the required ck comes
from the number of attachment points and the potential function, so some ck = kO(k) is
sufficient.) In our proof, the left hand side Φ(Tpref) in fact will be larger than the right
hand side ck log n

(
|Tpref |+

∑
a∈app(Tpref)

hgt(a)
)
by an arbitrary constant factor, which

gives also the required property that the refinement operation on such a prefix Tpref will
run in time 2k

O(1)
(Φ(T )− Φ(T ′)).

We first sketch how to find such Tpref when hgt(T ) > nε for some ε > 0 and k is small
compared to n. See Figure 6.2 for an illustration. Assume for simplicity that |V (T )| = n.
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inTpref.Theabovediscussion,combinedwithLemma6.2,leadstothefollowinglemma.

Lemma6.6(Informal).LetTprefbeaprefixofatreedecompositionTandT′thetree
decompositionresultingfromrefiningTwithTpref.Itholdsthat
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Denote Φ(Tpref) = ∑t∈Tpref (γ · k)|bag(t)| · hgt(t), i.e., the value of the potential on the nodes
in Tpref . The above discussion, combined with Lemma 6.2, leads to the following lemma.

Lemma 6.6 (Informal). Let Tpref be a prefix of a tree decomposition T and T ′ the tree
decomposition resulting from refining T with Tpref . It holds that

Φ(T ′) ≤ Φ(T )− Φ(Tpref) + kO(k)
· |Tpref | · log n+ ∑

a∈app(Tpref)

kO(k)
· hgt(a) · log n.

Now, in order to prove Lemma 6.5, it is sufficient to prove that if T has too large height,
then there exists a prefix Tpref so that

Φ(Tpref) > ck log n


|Tpref |+ ∑

a∈app(Tpref)

hgt(a)


,

where ck is some large enough number depending on k. (Here, the required ck comes
from the number of attachment points and the potential function, so some ck = kO(k)

is
sufficient.) In our proof, the left hand side Φ(Tpref) in fact will be larger than the right
hand side ck log n(|Tpref |+∑a∈app(Tpref) hgt(a)) by an arbitrary constant factor, which
gives also the required property that the refinement operation on such a prefix Tpref will
run in time 2

kO(1)
(Φ(T )− Φ(T ′)).

We first sketch how to find such Tpref when hgt(T ) > n
ε
for some ε > 0 and k is small

compared to n. See Figure 6.2 for an illustration. Assume for simplicity that |V (T )| = n.
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182 Dynamic treewidth

The natural strategy is to start by setting Tpref to be the path from the root to the deepest
leaf in T . Then we have Φ(Tpref) ≥ Ω(n2ε). However, Tpref may have nε/2 appendices that
each have height nε/2, so it is possible that

∑
a∈app(Tpref)

hgt(a) · log n ≥ n2ε · log n/4. The
key observation is that in this case, many subtrees rooted at the appendices a ∈ app(Tpref)

must be even more unbalanced than T is, having height at least nε/2 while containing at
most 4 · n1−ε nodes. In particular, let us say that a subtree rooted on an appendix a is
big if it contains more than ck · n1−ε · log n nodes, and shallow if hgt(a) ≤ nε/(ck · log n).
Now, there can be at most n/(ck · n1−ε · log n) = nε/(ck · log n) big subtrees, so they
contribute at most kO(k) · n2ε/ck to the sum

∑
a∈app(Tpref)

kO(k) · hgt(a) · log n. Similarly,
the shallow subtrees also contribute at most kO(k) · n2ε/ck to the sum, so by making the
constant ck large enough, the sum coming from subtrees that are big or shallow is only a
tiny fraction of Φ(Tpref).

Then, there are subtrees rooted at appendices that are neither big nor shallow. These
subtrees are small and deep, hence they seem even more unbalanced than T . We apply
the same strategy to those trees recursively. For each appendix a whose subtree is small
and deep, we insert to Tpref the path Pa from a to its deepest descendant. As the subtree
is deep, we have that Φ(Tpref) increases by Φ(Pa) = Ω(n2ε/(ck · log n)2). Now, when
analyzing the appendices of Pa, we again apply the strategy to handle subtrees that are
big or shallow by charging them from Φ(Pa), and then handling subtrees that are both
small and deep recursively. This time, the right definition of big will be to have at least
n1−2ε(log n · ck)3 nodes, and the right definition of shallow will be to have height at most
nε/(ck · log n)2. More generally, on the i-th level of such recursion we can call a subtree
big if it contains more than n1−iε(log n · ck)i·(i+1)/2 nodes, and shallow if its height is at
most nε/(ck · log n)i. When ε is a constant, this recursion can continue only for a constant
number of levels before no subtree can be both small and deep, simply because it would
require the subtree to have larger height than the number of nodes. Therefore, in the
end we are able to find a prefix Tpref that satisfies the requirements of Lemma 6.5.

It is not surprising that selecting the height limit to be nε is not optimal. In particular, the
same strategy as outlined above will work if we select the initial height to be of the form
2Ω(k log k

√
logn log logn), resulting in showing that we can maintain height 2O(k log k

√
logn log logn)

and thus obtain amortized update time of 2k
O(1)
√

logn log logn.

Organization

The rest of this chapter is organized as follows. First, in Section 6.2 we give a framework
for formalizing the maintenance of dynamic programming schemes on dynamic tree
decomposition. Then, in Section 6.3 we introduce k-closures and prove structural results
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leafinT.ThenwehaveΦ(Tpref)≥Ω(n2ε).However,Tprefmayhavenε/2appendicesthat
eachhaveheightnε/2,soitispossiblethat
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mustbeevenmoreunbalancedthanTis,havingheightatleastnε/2whilecontainingat
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constantcklargeenough,thesumcomingfromsubtreesthatarebigorshallowisonlya
tinyfractionofΦ(Tpref).

Then,therearesubtreesrootedatappendicesthatareneitherbignorshallow.These
subtreesaresmallanddeep,hencetheyseemevenmoreunbalancedthanT.Weapply
thesamestrategytothosetreesrecursively.Foreachappendixawhosesubtreeissmall
anddeep,weinserttoTprefthepathPafromatoitsdeepestdescendant.Asthesubtree
isdeep,wehavethatΦ(Tpref)increasesbyΦ(Pa)=Ω(n2ε/(ck·logn)2).Now,when
analyzingtheappendicesofPa,weagainapplythestrategytohandlesubtreesthatare
bigorshallowbychargingthemfromΦ(Pa),andthenhandlingsubtreesthatareboth
smallanddeeprecursively.Thistime,therightdefinitionofbigwillbetohaveatleast
n1−2ε(logn·ck)3nodes,andtherightdefinitionofshallowwillbetohaveheightatmost
nε/(ck·logn)2.Moregenerally,onthei-thlevelofsuchrecursionwecancallasubtree
bigifitcontainsmorethann1−iε(logn·ck)i·(i+1)/2nodes,andshallowifitsheightisat
mostnε/(ck·logn)i.Whenεisaconstant,thisrecursioncancontinueonlyforaconstant
numberoflevelsbeforenosubtreecanbebothsmallanddeep,simplybecauseitwould
requirethesubtreetohavelargerheightthanthenumberofnodes.Therefore,inthe
endweareabletofindaprefixTprefthatsatisfiestherequirementsofLemma6.5.

Itisnotsurprisingthatselectingtheheightlimittobenεisnotoptimal.Inparticular,the
samestrategyasoutlinedabovewillworkifweselecttheinitialheighttobeoftheform
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Organization

The rest of this chapter is organized as follows. First, in Section 6.2 we give a framework
for formalizing the maintenance of dynamic programming schemes on dynamic tree
decomposition. Then, in Section 6.3 we introduce k-closures and prove structural results
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about them. In Section 6.4 we give our data structure for computing k-closures and
auxiliary objects related to them. Section 6.5 is dedicated to the refinement operation
and Section 6.6 to the height improvement scheme. Finally, after gathering all of the
ingredients, we put the proof of Theorem 1.4 together in Section 6.7. We remark that the
material with the most novelty is presented in Sections 6.3, 6.5, and 6.6, while Sections 6.2
and 6.4 are mostly about definitions and relatively straightforward consequences of known
results.

6.2 Dynamic dynamic programming

In this section1 we introduce a framework for dynamic maintenance of dynamic pro-
gramming tables, and other information, on tree decompositions, under specific types of
updates called prefix-rebuilding updates. To this end, we also formalize dynamic program-
ming on tree decompositions by tree decomposition automata. We also give applications of
this framework, although the applications presented in this section are simple corollaries
of known results. A more involved application, namely our data structure for computing
k-closures, will be given in Section 6.4.

We remark that maintenance of runs of automata on dynamic trees and tree decompo-
sitions has already been investigated in the literature, even for the much more general
problem of dynamic enumeration. See for example the works of Hagerup [2000], Niew-
erth [2018], and Amarilli et al. [2019], and the bibliographic discussion within. In
particular, many (although not all) results contained in this section could be in princi-
ple derived from [Amarilli et al., 2018, Lemma 7.3], but not in a black-box manner and
without concrete bounds on update time. The material in Section 4.4 could also be con-
sidered to be a predecessor of the material in this section, for the special case we needed
in Chapter 4.

6.2.1 Prefix-rebuilding data structures

In our algorithm, we will maintain dynamic programming schemes on tree decompositions
that are updated by prefix rebuilding-updates. These updates, informally speaking, change
some rooted tree decomposition T = (T, bag) by editing some prefix Tpref ⊆ V (T ) of the
tree T and the bags of the prefix. A prefix-rebuilding data structure is responsible for
maintaining some information on the tree decomposition under prefix-rebuilding updates,
so that the time to update the data structure is proportional to the size |Tpref | of the

1We attribute the joke in the title of the section to Chen et al. [2021].
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changed prefix, times some overhead per node, which typically depends only on the width.
This generalizes the ideas used in Section 4.4 for re-computing the dynamic programming
tables only for the editable nodes.

The tree decompositions maintained by prefix-rebuilding data structures will store in
addition the edges of the dynamic graph G we maintain, and thus represent also G.
Furthermore, we will require that the maintained tree decomposition is binary (i.e., the
tree T is a binary tree), for the same reasons as the tree decomposition in Chapter 4 was
required to be subcubic.

Formally, we define an annotated tree decomposition of a graph G to be a triple T =

(T, bag, edges), where

• (T, bag) is a binary tree decomposition of G, and

• the function edges : V (T )→ 2E(G) maps each node t ∈ V (T ) to the set edges(t) =

{uv ∈ E(G) | forget(T,bag)(uv) = t}, that is, to the set of edges for which t is the
unique node closest to the root containing both endpoints of the edge.

Note that edges is uniquely determined from G and (T, bag), and conversely, G is uniquely
determined from (T, bag, edges). Given a set X ⊆ V (T ), the restriction of (T, bag, edges)

to X, denoted (T, bag, edges)�X , is the tuple (T [X], bag�X , edges�X).

Next, consider an update changing an annotated tree decomposition (T, bag, edges) to
another annotated tree decomposition (T ′, bag′, edges′). This update can also change
the underlying graph G, in particular, it changes G to be the graph uniquely deter-
mined by (T ′, bag′, edges′). The update is a prefix-rebuilding update if (T ′, bag′, edges′)

is created from (T, bag, edges) by replacing a prefix Tpref of T with a new rooted tree
T ? and then “re-attaching” the subtrees of T rooted at the appendices of Tpref be-
low the nodes of T ′pref . Formally, a prefix-rebuilding update is described by a tuple
u = (Tpref , T

′
pref , T

?, bag?, edges?, π) where

• Tpref ⊆ V (T ) is a prefix of T ,

• T ′pref ⊆ V (T ′) is a prefix of T ′ satisfying

(T, bag, edges)�V (T )\Tpref
= (T ′, bag′, edges′)�V (T ′)\T ′

pref

• (T ?, bag?, edges?) = (T ′, bag′, edges′)�T ′
pref

and

• π : app(Tpref) → T ′pref is a function that maps the appendices of Tpref to nodes of
T ′pref such that for each appendix a ∈ app(Tpref), the parent of a in T ′ is π(a).
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anotherannotatedtreedecomposition(T′,bag′,edges′).Thisupdatecanalsochange
theunderlyinggraphG,inparticular,itchangesGtobethegraphuniquelydeter-
minedby(T′,bag′,edges′).Theupdateisaprefix-rebuildingupdateif(T′,bag′,edges′)

iscreatedfrom(T,bag,edges)byreplacingaprefixTprefofTwithanewrootedtree
T?andthen“re-attaching”thesubtreesofTrootedattheappendicesofTprefbe-
lowthenodesofT′pref.Formally,aprefix-rebuildingupdateisdescribedbyatuple
u=(Tpref,T

′
pref,T

?,bag?,edges?,π)where
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It is straightforward that (T ′, bag′, edges′) can be uniquely determined from (T, bag, edges)
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update. The size of u, denoted |u|, is defined as |Tpref |+ |T ′pref |. It is also straightforward
that given u, a representation of (T, bag, edges) can be turned into a representation of
(T ′, bag′, edges′) in time `O(1) · |u|, where ` is the maximum of the widths of (T, bag, edges)

and (T ′, bag′, edges′).

A dynamic data structure is an `-prefix-rebuilding data structure with overhead τ , where
τ is typically a function of `, if it stores an annotated tree decomposition (T, bag, edges)

of width at most ` and supports the following operations.
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decomposition of width at most `. Runs in time `O(1) · τ · |V (T )|.

• Update(u): Applies the prefix-rebuilding update described by u to the stored
annotated tree decomposition (T, bag, edges). Assumes that the result is indeed an
annotated tree decomposition of width at most `. Runs in time `O(1) · τ · |ū|.

Usually, the overhead τ will correspond to the time necessary to recompute any auxiliary
information associated with each node of the decomposition undergoing the update. For
example, the height of a node t in an annotated tree decomposition can be inferred in
O(1) time from the heights of the (at most two) children of t, so the overhead required
to recompute the heights of the nodes after the update is τ = O(1).

Prefix-rebuilding data structures will usually implement an additional operation allowing
to efficiently query the current state of the data structure. For example, next we state
a data structure that allows us to access various auxiliary information about the tree
decomposition.

Lemma 6.7. For every integer `, there exists an `-prefix-rebuilding data structure with
overhead O(1) that maintains an annotated tree decomposition T = (T, bag, edges) of a
dynamic graph G, and additionally implements the following operations.

• hgt(t): Given a node t ∈ V (T ), returns the height of t in T . Runs in time O(1).
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rooted at t, i.e., |descT (t)|. Runs in time O(1).

• forget(v): Given a vertex v ∈ V (G), returns the node forgetT (v), i.e., the unique
bag closest to the root that contains v. Runs in time O(1).
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The proof of Lemma 6.7 uses standard arguments on dynamic programming on tree
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• Strengthen(û): Given a weak description û of a prefix-rebuilding update, returns a
description u of a prefix-rebuilding update such that |u| = O(û) and applying û and
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Weshowthataweakdescriptionûofaprefix-rebuildingupdatecanbeturnedintoa
descriptionuofaprefix-rebuildingupdatesuchthat|u|=O(|û|)andtheannotatedtree
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decomposition(T′,bag′,edges′)resultingfromapplyinguisthesameastheoneresulting
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edges? function can be determined from (T ?, bag?) and the edges function restricted to
T̂pref ∪ app(T̂pref). The running time and the bound on |u| follow from the fact that the
tree decompositions are binary.

By using the data structure from Lemma 6.8, we can assume when constructing prefix-
rebuilding updates that do not change G that it is sufficient to construct a weak description,
but when implementing prefix-rebuilding data structures that the Update method receives
a (not weak) description.

6.2.2 Tree decomposition automata

We now introduce our notion of automata processing tree decompositions. While this
notion is tailored here to our specific purposes, the idea of processing tree decompositions
using various kinds of automata dates back to the work of Courcelle [1990] and is a
thoroughly researched topic, see for example [Downey and Fellows, 2013, Chapter 12] and
[Flum and Grohe, 2006, Chapters 10 and 11]. Hence, this subsection can be considered a
formalization of folklore.

Boundaried graphs

We will work with graphs with specified boundaries, as formalized next.

Definition 6.9 (Boundaried graph). A boundaried graph is a graph G together with a set
of vertices ∂G ⊆ V (G), called the boundary, such that G has no edge with both endpoints
in ∂G. A boundaried tree decomposition of a boundaried graph G is a triple (T, bag, edges)

that is an annotated tree decomposition of G where in addition we require that ∂G is
contained in the root bag.

When speaking about a boundaried tree decomposition (T, bag, edges) of a boundaried
graph G, we redefine the adhesion of the root of T to be ∂G, rather than the empty set.
Note that to be concise, in our definition a boundaried tree decomposition is always an
annotated tree decomposition (which also implies that T is binary).

Suppose T = (T, bag, edges) is a boundaried tree decomposition of a boundaried graph
G and x is a node of T . Then we say that x induces a boundaried graph Gx and its
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edges?functioncanbedeterminedfrom(T?,bag?)andtheedgesfunctionrestrictedto
T̂pref∪app(T̂pref).Therunningtimeandtheboundon|u|followfromthefactthatthe
treedecompositionsarebinary.

ByusingthedatastructurefromLemma6.8,wecanassumewhenconstructingprefix-
rebuildingupdatesthatdonotchangeGthatitissufficienttoconstructaweakdescription,
butwhenimplementingprefix-rebuildingdatastructuresthattheUpdatemethodreceives
a(notweak)description.

6.2.2Treedecompositionautomata

Wenowintroduceournotionofautomataprocessingtreedecompositions.Whilethis
notionistailoredheretoourspecificpurposes,theideaofprocessingtreedecompositions
usingvariouskindsofautomatadatesbacktotheworkofCourcelle[1990]andisa
thoroughlyresearchedtopic,seeforexample[DowneyandFellows,2013,Chapter12]and
[FlumandGrohe,2006,Chapters10and11].Hence,thissubsectioncanbeconsidereda
formalizationoffolklore.

Boundariedgraphs

Wewillworkwithgraphswithspecifiedboundaries,asformalizednext.

Definition6.9(Boundariedgraph).AboundariedgraphisagraphGtogetherwithaset
ofvertices∂G⊆V(G),calledtheboundary,suchthatGhasnoedgewithbothendpoints
in∂G.AboundariedtreedecompositionofaboundariedgraphGisatriple(T,bag,edges)

thatisanannotatedtreedecompositionofGwhereinadditionwerequirethat∂Gis
containedintherootbag.

Whenspeakingaboutaboundariedtreedecomposition(T,bag,edges)ofaboundaried
graphG,weredefinetheadhesionoftherootofTtobe∂G,ratherthantheemptyset.
Notethattobeconcise,inourdefinitionaboundariedtreedecompositionisalwaysan
annotatedtreedecomposition(whichalsoimpliesthatTisbinary).

SupposeT=(T,bag,edges)isaboundariedtreedecompositionofaboundariedgraph
GandxisanodeofT.ThenwesaythatxinducesaboundariedgraphGxandits
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boundaried tree decomposition Tx = (Tx, bagx, edgesx), defined as

V (Gx) =bagsT (descT (x)),

E(Gx) =
⋃

y∈descT (x)

edges(y)

∂Gx =adhT (x), and

Tx = (Tx, bagx, edgesx) =T �descT (x).

It is clear that Tx defined as above is a boundaried tree decomposition of Gx. We use the
above notation only when the boundaried tree decomposition T is clear from the context.

Automata

We now introduce our automaton model.

Definition 6.10 (Tree decomposition automaton). A (deterministic) tree decomposition
automaton of width ` consists of

• a state set Q,

• a set of accepting states F ⊆ Q,

• an initial mapping ι that maps every boundaried graph G on at most `+ 1 vertices
to a state ι(G) ∈ Q, and

• a transition mapping δ that maps every 7-tuple of form (B,X, Y, Z, J, q′, q′′), where
B is a set of size at most `+1, X, Y, Z ⊆ B, J ∈

(
B
2

)
\
(
X
2

)
, q′ ∈ Q, and q′′ ∈ Q∪{⊥}

to a state δ(B,X, Y, Z, J, q′, q′′) ∈ Q.

The run of a tree decomposition automaton A on a boundaried tree decomposition
(T, bag, edges) of a boundaried graph G is the unique labeling ρA : V (T ) → Q satis-
fying the following properties.

• For every leaf node x of T , we have

ρA(x) = ι(Gx).

• For every non-leaf node x of T with one child y, we have

ρA(x) = δ(bag(x), adh(x), adh(y), ∅, edges(x), ρA(y),⊥).
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∂Gx=adhT(x),and

Tx=(Tx,bagx,edgesx)=T�descT(x).

ItisclearthatTxdefinedasaboveisaboundariedtreedecompositionofGx.Weusethe
abovenotationonlywhentheboundariedtreedecompositionTisclearfromthecontext.

Automata

Wenowintroduceourautomatonmodel.

Definition6.10(Treedecompositionautomaton).A(deterministic)treedecomposition
automatonofwidth`consistsof

•astatesetQ,

•asetofacceptingstatesF⊆Q,

•aninitialmappingιthatmapseveryboundariedgraphGonatmost+̀1vertices
toastateι(G)∈Q,and

•atransitionmappingδthatmapsevery7-tupleofform(B,X,Y,Z,J,q′,q′′),where
Bisasetofsizeatmost+̀1,X,Y,Z⊆B,J∈

(
B
2

)
\
(
X
2

)
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toastateδ(B,X,Y,Z,J,q′,q′′)∈Q.

TherunofatreedecompositionautomatonAonaboundariedtreedecomposition
(T,bag,edges)ofaboundariedgraphGistheuniquelabelingρA:V(T)→Qsatis-
fyingthefollowingproperties.

•ForeveryleafnodexofT,wehave

ρA(x)=ι(Gx).

•Foreverynon-leafnodexofTwithonechildy,wehave

ρA(x)=δ(bag(x),adh(x),adh(y),∅,edges(x),ρA(y),⊥).
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Definition6.10(Treedecompositionautomaton).A(deterministic)treedecomposition
automatonofwidth`consistsof
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• For every non-leaf node x of T with two children y and z, we have

ρA(x) = δ(bag(x), adh(x), adh(y), adh(z), edges(x), ρA(y), ρA(z)).

A tree decomposition automaton A accepts (T, bag, edges) if ρA(r) ∈ F , where r is the
root of T .

Note that in the transitions described above, nodes with one child are treated by passing
a “dummy state” ⊥ /∈ Q to the transition function instead of a state. Note that this allows
δ also to recognize when there is only one child. Also, the automata model presented
above could in principle distinguish the left child y from the right child z and treat states
passed from them differently. However, this will never be the case in our applications.
In all constructed automata, the transition mapping will be symmetric with respect to
swapping the role of the children y and z.

We say that a tree decomposition automaton A has evaluation time τ if the functions ι
and δ can be evaluated on any tuple of their arguments in time τ , and moreover for a
given q ∈ Q it can be decided whether q ∈ F in time τ . Note that we do not require the
state set Q to be finite. In fact, in most of our applications it will be infinite, but we will
be able to efficiently represent and manipulate the states.

We will often run a tree decomposition automaton on a non-boundaried annotated tree
decomposition of a non-boundaried graph G. In such cases, we simply apply all the above
definitions while treating G as a boundaried graph with an empty boundary.

For technical reasons we will also use nondeterministic tree decomposition automata,
which are defined just like in Definition 6.10, except that ι and δ are the initial relation
and the transition relation, instead of mappings, and the state set Q is required to be
finite. In particular, ι is a relation consisting of pairs of the form (G, q), where G is
a boundaried graph on at most ` + 1 vertices, and q ∈ Q. Similarly, δ is a relation
consisting of pairs of the form ((B,X, Y, Z, J, q′, q′′), q), where (B,X, Y, Z, J, q′, q′′) is a
7-tuple like in the domain of the transition mapping, and q ∈ Q. Then a run of a
nondeterministic automaton A on a boundaried tree decomposition (T, bag, edges) is a
labeling ρ of the nodes of T with states such that (Gx, ρ(x)) ∈ ι for every leaf node x,
((bag(x), adh(x), adh(y), ∅, edges(x), ρ(y),⊥), ρ(x)) ∈ δ for every node x with one child y,
and ((bag(x), adh(x), adh(y), adh(z), edges(x), ρ(y), ρ(z)), ρ(x)) ∈ δ for every node x with
two children y and z. Note that a nondeterministic tree decomposition automaton may
have multiple runs on a single tree decomposition. We say that A accepts (T, bag, edges)

if there is a run of A on (T, bag, edges) that is accepting, that is, the state associated
with the root node is accepting.

6.2Dynamicdynamicprogramming189

•Foreverynon-leafnodexofTwithtwochildrenyandz,wehave

ρA(x)=δ(bag(x),adh(x),adh(y),adh(z),edges(x),ρA(y),ρA(z)).

AtreedecompositionautomatonAaccepts(T,bag,edges)ifρA(r)∈F,whereristhe
rootofT.

Notethatinthetransitionsdescribedabove,nodeswithonechildaretreatedbypassing
a“dummystate”⊥/∈Qtothetransitionfunctioninsteadofastate.Notethatthisallows
δalsotorecognizewhenthereisonlyonechild.Also,theautomatamodelpresented
abovecouldinprincipledistinguishtheleftchildyfromtherightchildzandtreatstates
passedfromthemdifferently.However,thiswillneverbethecaseinourapplications.
Inallconstructedautomata,thetransitionmappingwillbesymmetricwithrespectto
swappingtheroleofthechildrenyandz.

WesaythatatreedecompositionautomatonAhasevaluationtimeτifthefunctionsι
andδcanbeevaluatedonanytupleoftheirargumentsintimeτ,andmoreoverfora
givenq∈Qitcanbedecidedwhetherq∈Fintimeτ.Notethatwedonotrequirethe
statesetQtobefinite.Infact,inmostofourapplicationsitwillbeinfinite,butwewill
beabletoefficientlyrepresentandmanipulatethestates.

Wewilloftenrunatreedecompositionautomatononanon-boundariedannotatedtree
decompositionofanon-boundariedgraphG.Insuchcases,wesimplyapplyalltheabove
definitionswhiletreatingGasaboundariedgraphwithanemptyboundary.

Fortechnicalreasonswewillalsousenondeterministictreedecompositionautomata,
whicharedefinedjustlikeinDefinition6.10,exceptthatιandδaretheinitialrelation
andthetransitionrelation,insteadofmappings,andthestatesetQisrequiredtobe
finite.Inparticular,ιisarelationconsistingofpairsoftheform(G,q),whereGis
aboundariedgraphonatmost`+1vertices,andq∈Q.Similarly,δisarelation
consistingofpairsoftheform((B,X,Y,Z,J,q′,q′′),q),where(B,X,Y,Z,J,q′,q′′)isa
7-tuplelikeinthedomainofthetransitionmapping,andq∈Q.Thenarunofa
nondeterministicautomatonAonaboundariedtreedecomposition(T,bag,edges)isa
labelingρofthenodesofTwithstatessuchthat(Gx,ρ(x))∈ιforeveryleafnodex,
((bag(x),adh(x),adh(y),∅,edges(x),ρ(y),⊥),ρ(x))∈δforeverynodexwithonechildy,
and((bag(x),adh(x),adh(y),adh(z),edges(x),ρ(y),ρ(z)),ρ(x))∈δforeverynodexwith
twochildrenyandz.Notethatanondeterministictreedecompositionautomatonmay
havemultiplerunsonasingletreedecomposition.WesaythatAaccepts(T,bag,edges)

ifthereisarunofAon(T,bag,edges)thatisaccepting,thatis,thestateassociated
withtherootnodeisaccepting.
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•Foreverynon-leafnodexofTwithtwochildrenyandz,wehave

ρA(x)=δ(bag(x),adh(x),adh(y),adh(z),edges(x),ρA(y),ρA(z)).

AtreedecompositionautomatonAaccepts(T,bag,edges)ifρA(r)∈F,whereristhe
rootofT.

Notethatinthetransitionsdescribedabove,nodeswithonechildaretreatedbypassing
a“dummystate”⊥/∈Qtothetransitionfunctioninsteadofastate.Notethatthisallows
δalsotorecognizewhenthereisonlyonechild.Also,theautomatamodelpresented
abovecouldinprincipledistinguishtheleftchildyfromtherightchildzandtreatstates
passedfromthemdifferently.However,thiswillneverbethecaseinourapplications.
Inallconstructedautomata,thetransitionmappingwillbesymmetricwithrespectto
swappingtheroleofthechildrenyandz.

WesaythatatreedecompositionautomatonAhasevaluationtimeτifthefunctionsι
andδcanbeevaluatedonanytupleoftheirargumentsintimeτ,andmoreoverfora
givenq∈Qitcanbedecidedwhetherq∈Fintimeτ.Notethatwedonotrequirethe
statesetQtobefinite.Infact,inmostofourapplicationsitwillbeinfinite,butwewill
beabletoefficientlyrepresentandmanipulatethestates.

Wewilloftenrunatreedecompositionautomatononanon-boundariedannotatedtree
decompositionofanon-boundariedgraphG.Insuchcases,wesimplyapplyalltheabove
definitionswhiletreatingGasaboundariedgraphwithanemptyboundary.

Fortechnicalreasonswewillalsousenondeterministictreedecompositionautomata,
whicharedefinedjustlikeinDefinition6.10,exceptthatιandδaretheinitialrelation
andthetransitionrelation,insteadofmappings,andthestatesetQisrequiredtobe
finite.Inparticular,ιisarelationconsistingofpairsoftheform(G,q),whereGis
aboundariedgraphonatmost`+1vertices,andq∈Q.Similarly,δisarelation
consistingofpairsoftheform((B,X,Y,Z,J,q′,q′′),q),where(B,X,Y,Z,J,q′,q′′)isa
7-tuplelikeinthedomainofthetransitionmapping,andq∈Q.Thenarunofa
nondeterministicautomatonAonaboundariedtreedecomposition(T,bag,edges)isa
labelingρofthenodesofTwithstatessuchthat(Gx,ρ(x))∈ιforeveryleafnodex,
((bag(x),adh(x),adh(y),∅,edges(x),ρ(y),⊥),ρ(x))∈δforeverynodexwithonechildy,
and((bag(x),adh(x),adh(y),adh(z),edges(x),ρ(y),ρ(z)),ρ(x))∈δforeverynodexwith
twochildrenyandz.Notethatanondeterministictreedecompositionautomatonmay
havemultiplerunsonasingletreedecomposition.WesaythatAaccepts(T,bag,edges)

ifthereisarunofAon(T,bag,edges)thatisaccepting,thatis,thestateassociated
withtherootnodeisaccepting.
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190 Dynamic treewidth

In the context of nondeterministic automata, by evaluation time we mean the time
needed to decide whether a given pair belongs to any of the relations ι or δ, or to
decide whether a given state is accepting. Note that if A is a nondeterministic tree
decomposition automaton with a finite state set Q, then we can determinize it, i.e.,
find a deterministic automaton A′ that accepts the same tree decompositions, using the
standard powerset construction. Then the state set of A′ is 2Q. In the following, all
automata are deterministic unless explicitly stated.

6.2.3 Automata constructions

We now present four automata constructions that we will use.

Tree decomposition properties automata

We first construct two very simple automata that are used in Lemma 6.7 for maintaining
properties of the tree decomposition itself.

Lemma 6.11. For every integer ` there exists tree decomposition automata H` and S`
of width `, with the following properties. For any graph G, annotated tree decomposition
(T, bag, edges) of G of width at most `, and any node x of T , ρH`(x) is equal to hgt(Tx)

and ρS`(x) is equal to |V (Tx)|. The evaluation times of H` and S` are O(1).

Proof. The state sets of both of the automata are Z≥1. Let us define for all n ∈ Z≥1 that
max(n,⊥) = n and n+⊥ = n. For the height automaton H`, the initial mapping and
the transition mapping are defined as (here _ denotes any input value)

ι(_) = 1

δ(_,_,_,_,_, q′, q′′) = 1 + max(q′, q′′).

For the size automaton S`, the initial mapping and the transition mapping are defined as

ι(_) = 1

δ(_,_,_,_,_, q′, q′′) = 1 + q′ + q′′.

It is straightforward to see that these automata satisfy the required properties.
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CMSO2-types automaton

As discussed in Subsection 3.3.2, the classical theorem of Courcelle [1990] states that there
is an algorithm that given a CMSO2 sentence ϕ and an n-vertex graph G together with a
tree decomposition of width at most `, decides whether ϕ is true in G in time f(`, ϕ) · n,
where f is a computable function. One way of proving Courcelle’s theorem is to construct
a dynamic programming procedure that processes the provided tree decomposition in a
bottom-up fashion. This dynamic programming procedure can be understood as a tree
decomposition automaton in the sense of Definition 6.10, yielding the following result.

Lemma 6.12 (Courcelle [1990]). For every integer ` and CMSO2 sentence ϕ, there exists
a tree decomposition automaton A`,ϕ of width `, so that for any graph G and its annotated
tree decomposition (T, bag, edges) of width at most `, A`,ϕ accepts (T, bag, edges) if and
only if ϕ is true in G. The evaluation time is bounded by f(`, ϕ) for some computable
function f .

Bodlaender-Kloks automaton

As discussed in Section 3.2, Bodlaender and Kloks [1996] gave an algorithm that, given a
graph G, a tree decomposition T of G of width at most `, and a number k < `, decides
whether the treewidth of G is at most k in time 2O((k+log `)·`2) · |T |. From the overview of
the proof given in Subsection 3.2.1, it is not hard to see that this dynamic programming
can be understood as a nondeterministic tree decomposition automaton with 2O((k+log `)·`2)

states (or as a deterministic tree decomposition automaton with more states). Thus, from
the work of Bodlaender and Kloks we can immediately deduce the following statement.

Lemma 6.13. For every pair of integers k ≤ ` there is a nondeterministic tree decom-
position automaton BKk,` of width ` so that for any graph G and its annotated tree
decomposition (T, bag, edges) of width at most `, BKk,` accepts (T, bag, edges) if and only
if the treewidth of G is at most k. The state set of BKk,` is of size 2O((k+log `)·`2) and can
be computed in time 2O((k+log `)·`2). The evaluation time of BKk,` is 2O((k+log `)·`2) as well.

The automaton BKk,` will be the only nondeterministic automaton we use. We remark that
since the property of having treewidth at most k can be expressed in CMSO2

2, Lemma 6.13
with an unspecified bound on the evaluation time also follows from Lemma 6.12. The
reason behind formulating Lemma 6.13 explicitly is to keep track of the evaluation time
more precisely in further arguments. This is also the reason for formulating it as a
nondeterministic automaton.

2This can be done, for instance, by stating that the given graph does not contain any of the forbidden
minor obstructions for having treewidth at most k.
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As discussed in Subsection 3.3.2, the classical theorem of Courcelle [1990] states that there
is an algorithm that given a CMSO2 sentence ϕ and an n-vertex graph G together with a
tree decomposition of width at most `, decides whether ϕ is true in G in time f(`, ϕ) · n,
where f is a computable function. One way of proving Courcelle’s theorem is to construct
a dynamic programming procedure that processes the provided tree decomposition in a
bottom-up fashion. This dynamic programming procedure can be understood as a tree
decomposition automaton in the sense of Definition 6.10, yielding the following result.

Lemma 6.12 (Courcelle [1990]). For every integer ` and CMSO2 sentence ϕ, there exists
a tree decomposition automaton A`,ϕ of width `, so that for any graph G and its annotated
tree decomposition (T, bag, edges) of width at most `, A`,ϕ accepts (T, bag, edges) if and
only if ϕ is true in G. The evaluation time is bounded by f(`, ϕ) for some computable
function f .

Bodlaender-Kloks automaton

As discussed in Section 3.2, Bodlaender and Kloks [1996] gave an algorithm that, given a
graph G, a tree decomposition T of G of width at most `, and a number k < `, decides
whether the treewidth of G is at most k in time 2O((k+log `)·`2)

· |T |. From the overview of
the proof given in Subsection 3.2.1, it is not hard to see that this dynamic programming
can be understood as a nondeterministic tree decomposition automaton with 2O((k+log `)·`2)

states (or as a deterministic tree decomposition automaton with more states). Thus, from
the work of Bodlaender and Kloks we can immediately deduce the following statement.

Lemma 6.13. For every pair of integers k ≤ ` there is a nondeterministic tree decom-
position automaton BKk,` of width ` so that for any graph G and its annotated tree
decomposition (T, bag, edges) of width at most `, BKk,` accepts (T, bag, edges) if and only
if the treewidth of G is at most k. The state set of BKk,` is of size 2O((k+log `)·`2)

and can
be computed in time 2O((k+log `)·`2)

. The evaluation time of BKk,` is 2O((k+log `)·`2)
as well.

The automaton BKk,` will be the only nondeterministic automaton we use. We remark that
since the property of having treewidth at most k can be expressed in CMSO2

2, Lemma 6.13
with an unspecified bound on the evaluation time also follows from Lemma 6.12. The
reason behind formulating Lemma 6.13 explicitly is to keep track of the evaluation time
more precisely in further arguments. This is also the reason for formulating it as a
nondeterministic automaton.

2This can be done, for instance, by stating that the given graph does not contain any of the forbidden
minor obstructions for having treewidth at most k.
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192 Dynamic treewidth

We also need a deterministic version of the Bodlaender-Kloks automaton.

Lemma 6.14. For every pair of integers k ≤ ` there is a (deterministic) tree decom-
position automaton BKdk,` of width ` so that for any graph G and its annotated tree
decomposition (T, bag, edges) of width at most `, BKdk,` accepts (T, bag, edges) if and only
if the treewidth of G is at most k. The evaluation time of BKdk,` is 2O((k+log `)·`2).

Proof. Follows from the work of Bodlaender and Kloks [1996], or from Lemma 6.13 by
keeping track of the set of reachable states.

6.2.4 Dynamic maintenance of automata runs

Having defined the automata we are going to use, we now show that runs of determinis-
tic tree decomposition automata can be maintained efficiently under prefix-rebuilding
updates.

Lemma 6.15. Let A = (Q,F, ι, δ) be a tree decomposition automaton of width ` and
evaluation time τ . Then there exists an `-prefix-rebuilding data structure with overhead τ
that additionally implements the operation

• State(t): Given a node t of T , returns ρA(t). Runs in time O(1).

Proof. At every point in time, the data structure stores the annotated tree decompo-
sition (T, bag, edges), and for every node t ∈ V (T ) the state ρA(t) in the run of A on
(T, bag, edges). This allows for answering queries in constant time, as requested.

For initialization, we just compute the run of A on (T, bag, edges) in a bottom-up manner.
The states for leaves are computed according to the initialization mapping, while the
states for internal nodes are computed according to the transition mapping bottom-up.
This requires time τ per node, so O(τ · |V (T )|) in total.

To apply a prefix-rebuilding update with a description u = (Tpref , T
′
pref , T

?, bag?, edges?, π),
the representation of (T, bag, edges) can be easily rebuilt in time `O(1) · |u| by building
the tree T ? and reattaching the subtrees rooted at appendices of Tpref to T ? according
to π, using a single pointer change per appendix. Observe here that the information
about the run of A on the reattached subtrees does not need to be altered, except for the
appendices of T ′pref , for which the run could have to be altered because their adhesions
could change. Hence, it remains to compute the states associated with the nodes of
T ′pref ∪ app(T ′pref) in the run of A on the new decomposition (T ′, bag′, edges′). This can be
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done by processing T ′pref ∪ app(T ′pref) in a bottom-up manner, and computing each state
using either the initialization mapping ι (for the leaves of T ′) or the transition mapping
δ (for the non-leaf nodes), in total time O(τ · |T ′pref ∪ app(T ′pref)|) ≤ O(τ · |u|).

Let us now complete the proof of Lemma 6.7, which we restate here.

Lemma 6.7. For every integer `, there exists an `-prefix-rebuilding data structure with
overhead O(1) that maintains an annotated tree decomposition T = (T, bag, edges) of a
dynamic graph G, and additionally implements the following operations.

• hgt(t): Given a node t ∈ V (T ), returns the height of t in T . Runs in time O(1).

• size(t): Given a node t ∈ V (T ), returns the number of nodes in the subtree of T
rooted at t, i.e., |descT (t)|. Runs in time O(1).

• forget(v): Given a vertex v ∈ V (G), returns the node forgetT (v), i.e., the unique
bag closest to the root that contains v. Runs in time O(1).

Proof. Lemma 6.15 combined with Lemma 6.11 immediately gives an `-prefix-rebuilding
data structure implementing the first two operations. Therefore, it suffices to implement
an `-prefix-rebuilding data structure with overhead O(1) that implements the operation
forget(v).

Consider a prefix-rebuilding update changing T = (T, bag, edges) to T ′ = (T ′, bag′, edges′).
Observe that a prefix-rebuilding update can change the highest node where v occurs
only if v ∈ bagsT (Tpref ∪ app(Tpref)), and in particular, in that case the highest node of
(T ′, bag′, edges′) where v occurs will be in T ′pref ∪ app(T ′pref). Both |Tpref ∪ app(Tpref)| and
|T ′pref ∪ app(T ′pref)| are linear in |u|, so we simply maintain the mapping forget(v) explicitly
by recomputing it for all vertices v ∈ bagsT (Tpref ∪ app(Tpref)).

We also provide two prefix-rebuilding data structures that will be used in Section 6.7.
The first is about maintaining whether G satisfies a CMSO2-expressible property.

Lemma 6.16. For every integer ` and CMSO2 sentence ϕ, there exists an `-prefix-
rebuilding data structure with overhead f(`, ϕ), for some computable function f , that
maintains an annotated tree decomposition T = (T, bag, edges) of a dynamic graph G,
and additionally implements the following operation.

• Evaluate(): Returns whether ϕ is true in G, in O(1) time.

Proof. Follows from combining Lemma 6.15 with the automaton of Lemma 6.12.
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The second is about maintaining the treewidth of G.

Lemma 6.17. For every pair of integers k ≤ `, there exists an `-prefix-rebuilding
data structure with overhead 2O(`3) that maintains an annotated tree decomposition T =

(T, bag, edges) of a dynamic graph G, and additionally implements the following operation.

• Treewidth(): Returns whether tw(G) ≤ k, in O(1) time.

Proof. Follows from combining Lemma 6.15 with the automaton of Lemma 6.14.

6.3 Closures

In this section, we introduce the graph-theoretical notion of a closure and present several
results about them. Closures will be closely related to torso tree decompositions of
Chapter 5, and they will be the key objects in the refinement operation of our algorithm.

Recall that torsoG(X) is the graph obtained from G[X] by making for every C ∈ cc(G\X)

the neighborhood N(C) into a clique. A k-closure of a set of vertices W is defined as
follows.

Definition 6.18 (k-closure). Let k be an integer, G a graph, and W ⊆ V (G). Then, a
set X ⊆ V (G) is called a k-closure of W in G if

W ⊆ X and tw(torsoG(X)) ≤ 2k + 1.

This is similar to the definition of a torso tree decomposition that covers a set W in
Chapter 5. Having treewidth bounded by 2k + 1 despite being named k-closure is a
bit unintuitive, but this is motivated by that in this section we will prove that if G
has treewidth at most k, then any set W ⊆ V (G) has a k-closure that satisfies certain
properties.

6.3.1 Small closures

In our algorithm, the setW in the definition of k-closure will be chosen as the union of bags
of some prefix of the tree decomposition (T, bag) we are maintaining, i.e., W = bags(Tpref)

for some prefix Tpref of T . We will be interested in closures X that are “small” compared
to the prefix Tpref . The size of X should not be much larger than the size of Tpref , and
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ThisissimilartothedefinitionofatorsotreedecompositionthatcoversasetWin
Chapter5.Havingtreewidthboundedby2k+1despitebeingnamedk-closureisa
bitunintuitive,butthisismotivatedbythatinthissectionwewillprovethatifG
hastreewidthatmostk,thenanysetW⊆V(G)hasak-closurethatsatisfiescertain
properties.

6.3.1Smallclosures

Inouralgorithm,thesetWinthedefinitionofk-closurewillbechosenastheunionofbags
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forsomeprefixTprefofT.WewillbeinterestedinclosuresXthatare“small”compared
totheprefixTpref.ThesizeofXshouldnotbemuchlargerthanthesizeofTpref,and
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moreover, we will also require a more intricate smallness condition. This condition asserts
that for every appendix a ∈ app(Tpref), only a bounded number of vertices from the bags
of the subtree rooted at a will be selected to the closure.

Definition 6.19 (c-small). Let (T, bag) be a tree decomposition of G and Tpref a prefix
of T . Let also c be an integer. Then we say that a set X ⊇ bags(Tpref) is c-small with
respect to (T, bag) if for every appendix a ∈ app(Tpref), it holds that |X ∩ cmp(a)| ≤ c.

Note that c-smallness of X implies that |X| ≤ c · |app(Tpref)| + |bags(Tpref)|, which in
particular if T is binary implies that |X| ≤ (c+ width(T, bag) + 1) · (|Tpref |+ 1).

We show in this subsection that if tw(G) ≤ k and width(T, bag) ≤ `, then for any prefix
Tpref there exists a O(`4)-small k-closure of Tpref . This will be called the Small Closure
Lemma.

Let us start with an auxiliary lemma for constructing k-closures from tree decompositions.
This lemma explains the treewidth bound 2k + 1 in the definition of k-closure. Recall
that a set of nodes S ⊆ V (T ) in a rooted tree T is LCA-closed if for each pair x, y ∈ S,
the LCA of x and y is also in S.

Lemma 6.20. Let (T, bag) be a rooted tree decomposition of a graph G of width at most k.
Let also S ⊆ V (T ) be an LCA-closed set of nodes of T . Then,

tw(torsoG(bags(S))) ≤ 2k + 1.

Proof. We construct a rooted tree T ′ in the following way. Let V (T ′) = S and let t1 be
a parent of t2 in T ′ if and only if t1 is a strict ancestor of t2 in T and the path between
t1 and t2 in T does not contain any other nodes in S. Since S is LCA-closed, it can be
verified that T ′ is indeed a rooted tree. We then construct a tree decomposition (T ′, bag′)

by defining bag′ as follows.

bag′(t) =

bag(t) if t is the root of T ′,

bag(t) ∪ bag(parentT ′(t)) otherwise.

We claim that (T ′, bag′) is a tree decomposition of torsoG(bags(S)) of width at most
2k + 1. The vertex condition is trivial, and the connectedness condition follows from
the connectedness condition on (T, bag). For the edge condition, consider an edge uv
of torsoG(bags(S)). We have that u, v ∈ bags(S) and there exists a path P between u
and v in G that is internally disjoint with bags(S). Pick two nodes tu, tv ∈ S such that
u ∈ bag(tu) and v ∈ bag(tv). For each node t on the path between tu and tv in T ′, the bag
bag(t) must contain either u or v, as otherwise, bag(t) ⊆ bags(S) would be a separator
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moreover,wewillalsorequireamoreintricatesmallnesscondition.Thisconditionasserts
thatforeveryappendixa∈app(Tpref),onlyaboundednumberofverticesfromthebags
ofthesubtreerootedatawillbeselectedtotheclosure.

Definition6.19(c-small).Let(T,bag)beatreedecompositionofGandTprefaprefix
ofT.Letalsocbeaninteger.ThenwesaythatasetX⊇bags(Tpref)isc-smallwith
respectto(T,bag)ifforeveryappendixa∈app(Tpref),itholdsthat|X∩cmp(a)|≤c.

Notethatc-smallnessofXimpliesthat|X|≤c·|app(Tpref)|+|bags(Tpref)|,whichin
particularifTisbinaryimpliesthat|X|≤(c+width(T,bag)+1)·(|Tpref|+1).

Weshowinthissubsectionthatiftw(G)≤kandwidth(T,bag)≤`,thenforanyprefix
TprefthereexistsaO(`4)-smallk-closureofTpref.ThiswillbecalledtheSmallClosure
Lemma.

Letusstartwithanauxiliarylemmaforconstructingk-closuresfromtreedecompositions.
Thislemmaexplainsthetreewidthbound2k+1inthedefinitionofk-closure.Recall
thatasetofnodesS⊆V(T)inarootedtreeTisLCA-closedifforeachpairx,y∈S,
theLCAofxandyisalsoinS.

Lemma6.20.Let(T,bag)bearootedtreedecompositionofagraphGofwidthatmostk.
LetalsoS⊆V(T)beanLCA-closedsetofnodesofT.Then,

tw(torsoG(bags(S)))≤2k+1.

Proof.WeconstructarootedtreeT′inthefollowingway.LetV(T′)=Sandlett1be
aparentoft2inT′ifandonlyift1isastrictancestoroft2inTandthepathbetween
t1andt2inTdoesnotcontainanyothernodesinS.SinceSisLCA-closed,itcanbe
verifiedthatT′isindeedarootedtree.Wethenconstructatreedecomposition(T′,bag′)

bydefiningbag′asfollows.

bag′(t)=

bag(t)iftistherootofT′,

bag(t)∪bag(parentT′(t))otherwise.

Weclaimthat(T′,bag′)isatreedecompositionoftorsoG(bags(S))ofwidthatmost
2k+1.Thevertexconditionistrivial,andtheconnectednessconditionfollowsfrom
theconnectednessconditionon(T,bag).Fortheedgecondition,consideranedgeuv
oftorsoG(bags(S)).Wehavethatu,v∈bags(S)andthereexistsapathPbetweenu
andvinGthatisinternallydisjointwithbags(S).Picktwonodestu,tv∈Ssuchthat
u∈bag(tu)andv∈bag(tv).ForeachnodetonthepathbetweentuandtvinT′,thebag
bag(t)mustcontaineitheruorv,asotherwise,bag(t)⊆bags(S)wouldbeaseparator
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bag(t) if t is the root of T ′,

bag(t) ∪ bag(parentT ′(t)) otherwise.

We claim that (T ′, bag′) is a tree decomposition of torsoG(bags(S)) of width at most
2k + 1. The vertex condition is trivial, and the connectedness condition follows from
the connectedness condition on (T, bag). For the edge condition, consider an edge uv
of torsoG(bags(S)). We have that u, v ∈ bags(S) and there exists a path P between u
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between u and v in G disjoint with {u, v}, contradicting the existence of P . Hence, one
of the following must hold.

• Both u and v belong to bag(t) for some t ∈ S. Then u, v ∈ bag′(t), so the edge
condition is satisfied for the edge uv.

• We have u ∈ bag(t1), v ∈ bag(t2) for some nodes t1, t2 ∈ S that are adjacent in
T ′. Without loss of generality, assume that t1 is the parent of t2. Then, since
bag′(t2) = bag(t1) ∪ bag(t2), we infer that u, v ∈ bag′(t2).

We conclude that (T ′, bag′) is indeed a tree decomposition of torsoG(bags(S)). Since each
bag of (T ′, bag′) has size at most 2k + 2, the proof is finished.

Lemma 6.20 already shows that every set W ⊆ V (G) in a graph G with tw(G) ≤ k

admits a k-closure X of size at most O(k · |W |). Indeed, consider a tree decomposition
(Topt, bagopt) of G of optimum width. For each vertex v ∈ W , select into S a node
t ∈ V (Topt) such that v ∈ bagopt(t). Then, take the LCA-closure of S (which increases
|S| by a factor of at most 2 by Lemma 2.5) and apply Lemma 6.20.

However, this does not yield the additional condition that X contains only a bounded
number of vertices from each subtree rooted at an appendix of Tpref . To prove this, we will
use the Dealternation Lemma of Bojańczyk and Pilipczuk [2022]. Intuitively, this lemma
states that for every tree decomposition (T, bag) of G, there exists an optimum-width
tree decomposition (Topt, bagopt) that is “well-structured” with respect to (T, bag). The
idea will be to apply Lemma 6.20 in the fashion described in the previous paragraph with
this well-structured optimum-width tree decomposition.
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The following definition shows how to turn an elimination tree of G into a tree decompo-
sition.

Definition 6.22. Assume that T is an elimination tree of G. A tree decomposition
induced by T is the tree decomposition (T, bag), where for each v ∈ V (G), we set bag(v)

to contain v and each ancestor of v connected by an edge of G to any descendant of v.

That (T, bag) constructed as in Definition 6.22 is indeed a tree decomposition of G is
argued in [Bojańczyk and Pilipczuk, 2022, Section 3]. It is now natural to define the width
of an elimination tree T as the width of the tree decomposition induced by T . Clearly,
each elimination tree has width lower-bounded by tw(G). On the other hand, every
graph G has an elimination tree of width exactly tw(G) [Bojańczyk and Pilipczuk, 2022,
Lemma 3.6].

Let us then define factors of trees. Informally, a factor of a rooted tree T is a well-
structured “chunk” of T . Formally, a factor of a rooted tree T is a subset of V (T ) that is
either

• a tree factor : a set Φ = descT (r) for some node r ∈ V (T ), which is called the root
of Φ,

• a forest factor : a set Φ =
⋃`
i=1 Φi, where Φ1, . . . ,Φ` are tree factors whose roots

r1, . . . , r` have the same parent, or

• a context factor : a set Φ = Φ1 \ Φ2, where Φ1 is a tree factor and Φ2 ⊂ Φ1 is a
forest factor. The root of Φ is the root of Φ1, while the roots of the trees factors
comprising Φ2 are called the appendices of Φ.

Note that every tree factor is also a forest factor.

We can now state the Dealternation Lemma.

Lemma 6.23 (Dealternation Lemma, Bojańczyk and Pilipczuk [2022]). Let (T, bag) be
a tree decomposition of G of width at most `. Then there exists an elimination tree F of
G of width tw(G) such that for every node t ∈ V (T ), the set cmp(t) is a disjoint union
of at most O(`3) factors of F .

Small Closure Lemma

We now show how the Dealternation Lemma implies the Small Closure Lemma.
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Definition6.22.AssumethatTisaneliminationtreeofG.Atreedecomposition
inducedbyTisthetreedecomposition(T,bag),whereforeachv∈V(G),wesetbag(v)

tocontainvandeachancestorofvconnectedbyanedgeofGtoanydescendantofv.

That(T,bag)constructedasinDefinition6.22isindeedatreedecompositionofGis
arguedin[BojańczykandPilipczuk,2022,Section3].Itisnownaturaltodefinethewidth
ofaneliminationtreeTasthewidthofthetreedecompositioninducedbyT.Clearly,
eacheliminationtreehaswidthlower-boundedbytw(G).Ontheotherhand,every
graphGhasaneliminationtreeofwidthexactlytw(G)[BojańczykandPilipczuk,2022,
Lemma3.6].

Letusthendefinefactorsoftrees.Informally,afactorofarootedtreeTisawell-
structured“chunk”ofT.Formally,afactorofarootedtreeTisasubsetofV(T)thatis
either

•atreefactor:asetΦ=descT(r)forsomenoder∈V(T),whichiscalledtheroot
ofΦ,

•aforestfactor:asetΦ=⋃`
i=1Φi,whereΦ1,...,Φ`aretreefactorswhoseroots

r1,...,r`havethesameparent,or

•acontextfactor:asetΦ=Φ1\Φ2,whereΦ1isatreefactorandΦ2⊂Φ1isa
forestfactor.TherootofΦistherootofΦ1,whiletherootsofthetreesfactors
comprisingΦ2arecalledtheappendicesofΦ.

Notethateverytreefactorisalsoaforestfactor.

WecannowstatetheDealternationLemma.
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ofatmostO(`

3
)factorsofF.

SmallClosureLemma

WenowshowhowtheDealternationLemmaimpliestheSmallClosureLemma.

6.3Closures197

ThefollowingdefinitionshowshowtoturnaneliminationtreeofGintoatreedecompo-
sition.

Definition6.22.AssumethatTisaneliminationtreeofG.Atreedecomposition
inducedbyTisthetreedecomposition(T,bag),whereforeachv∈V(G),wesetbag(v)

tocontainvandeachancestorofvconnectedbyanedgeofGtoanydescendantofv.

That(T,bag)constructedasinDefinition6.22isindeedatreedecompositionofGis
arguedin[BojańczykandPilipczuk,2022,Section3].Itisnownaturaltodefinethewidth
ofaneliminationtreeTasthewidthofthetreedecompositioninducedbyT.Clearly,
eacheliminationtreehaswidthlower-boundedbytw(G).Ontheotherhand,every
graphGhasaneliminationtreeofwidthexactlytw(G)[BojańczykandPilipczuk,2022,
Lemma3.6].

Letusthendefinefactorsoftrees.Informally,afactorofarootedtreeTisawell-
structured“chunk”ofT.Formally,afactorofarootedtreeTisasubsetofV(T)thatis
either

•atreefactor:asetΦ=descT(r)forsomenoder∈V(T),whichiscalledtheroot
ofΦ,

•aforestfactor:asetΦ=⋃`
i=1Φi,whereΦ1,...,Φ`aretreefactorswhoseroots

r1,...,r`havethesameparent,or

•acontextfactor:asetΦ=Φ1\Φ2,whereΦ1isatreefactorandΦ2⊂Φ1isa
forestfactor.TherootofΦistherootofΦ1,whiletherootsofthetreesfactors
comprisingΦ2arecalledtheappendicesofΦ.

Notethateverytreefactorisalsoaforestfactor.

WecannowstatetheDealternationLemma.

Lemma6.23(DealternationLemma,BojańczykandPilipczuk[2022]).Let(T,bag)be
atreedecompositionofGofwidthatmost`.ThenthereexistsaneliminationtreeFof
Gofwidthtw(G)suchthatforeverynodet∈V(T),thesetcmp(t)isadisjointunion
ofatmostO(`

3
)factorsofF.

SmallClosureLemma

WenowshowhowtheDealternationLemmaimpliestheSmallClosureLemma.

6.3Closures197

ThefollowingdefinitionshowshowtoturnaneliminationtreeofGintoatreedecompo-
sition.

Definition6.22.AssumethatTisaneliminationtreeofG.Atreedecomposition
inducedbyTisthetreedecomposition(T,bag),whereforeachv∈V(G),wesetbag(v)

tocontainvandeachancestorofvconnectedbyanedgeofGtoanydescendantofv.

That(T,bag)constructedasinDefinition6.22isindeedatreedecompositionofGis
arguedin[BojańczykandPilipczuk,2022,Section3].Itisnownaturaltodefinethewidth
ofaneliminationtreeTasthewidthofthetreedecompositioninducedbyT.Clearly,
eacheliminationtreehaswidthlower-boundedbytw(G).Ontheotherhand,every
graphGhasaneliminationtreeofwidthexactlytw(G)[BojańczykandPilipczuk,2022,
Lemma3.6].

Letusthendefinefactorsoftrees.Informally,afactorofarootedtreeTisawell-
structured“chunk”ofT.Formally,afactorofarootedtreeTisasubsetofV(T)thatis
either

•atreefactor:asetΦ=descT(r)forsomenoder∈V(T),whichiscalledtheroot
ofΦ,

•aforestfactor:asetΦ=⋃`
i=1Φi,whereΦ1,...,Φ`aretreefactorswhoseroots

r1,...,r`havethesameparent,or

•acontextfactor:asetΦ=Φ1\Φ2,whereΦ1isatreefactorandΦ2⊂Φ1isa
forestfactor.TherootofΦistherootofΦ1,whiletherootsofthetreesfactors
comprisingΦ2arecalledtheappendicesofΦ.

Notethateverytreefactorisalsoaforestfactor.

WecannowstatetheDealternationLemma.

Lemma6.23(DealternationLemma,BojańczykandPilipczuk[2022]).Let(T,bag)be
atreedecompositionofGofwidthatmost`.ThenthereexistsaneliminationtreeFof
Gofwidthtw(G)suchthatforeverynodet∈V(T),thesetcmp(t)isadisjointunion
ofatmostO(`

3
)factorsofF.

SmallClosureLemma

WenowshowhowtheDealternationLemmaimpliestheSmallClosureLemma.

6.3Closures197

ThefollowingdefinitionshowshowtoturnaneliminationtreeofGintoatreedecompo-
sition.

Definition6.22.AssumethatTisaneliminationtreeofG.Atreedecomposition
inducedbyTisthetreedecomposition(T,bag),whereforeachv∈V(G),wesetbag(v)

tocontainvandeachancestorofvconnectedbyanedgeofGtoanydescendantofv.

That(T,bag)constructedasinDefinition6.22isindeedatreedecompositionofGis
arguedin[BojańczykandPilipczuk,2022,Section3].Itisnownaturaltodefinethewidth
ofaneliminationtreeTasthewidthofthetreedecompositioninducedbyT.Clearly,
eacheliminationtreehaswidthlower-boundedbytw(G).Ontheotherhand,every
graphGhasaneliminationtreeofwidthexactlytw(G)[BojańczykandPilipczuk,2022,
Lemma3.6].

Letusthendefinefactorsoftrees.Informally,afactorofarootedtreeTisawell-
structured“chunk”ofT.Formally,afactorofarootedtreeTisasubsetofV(T)thatis
either

•atreefactor:asetΦ=descT(r)forsomenoder∈V(T),whichiscalledtheroot
ofΦ,

•aforestfactor:asetΦ=⋃`
i=1Φi,whereΦ1,...,Φ`aretreefactorswhoseroots

r1,...,r`havethesameparent,or

•acontextfactor:asetΦ=Φ1\Φ2,whereΦ1isatreefactorandΦ2⊂Φ1isa
forestfactor.TherootofΦistherootofΦ1,whiletherootsofthetreesfactors
comprisingΦ2arecalledtheappendicesofΦ.

Notethateverytreefactorisalsoaforestfactor.

WecannowstatetheDealternationLemma.

Lemma6.23(DealternationLemma,BojańczykandPilipczuk[2022]).Let(T,bag)be
atreedecompositionofGofwidthatmost`.ThenthereexistsaneliminationtreeFof
Gofwidthtw(G)suchthatforeverynodet∈V(T),thesetcmp(t)isadisjointunion
ofatmostO(`

3
)factorsofF.

SmallClosureLemma

WenowshowhowtheDealternationLemmaimpliestheSmallClosureLemma.



198 Dynamic treewidth

Lemma 6.24 (Small Closure Lemma). Let k and ` be integers with k ≤ ` and G be
a graph with tw(G) ≤ k. Let (T, bag) be a tree decomposition of G of width at most `
and Tpref ⊆ V (T ) a prefix of T . Then there exists a c-small k-closure of bags(Tpref) with
respect to (T, bag), for c = O(`4).

Proof. We begin by applying Lemma 6.23 to (T, bag) and getting an elimination tree F
of G of width tw(G), for which cmp(t) for each t ∈ V (T ) can be decomposed into at most
f(`) = O(`3) factors of F . We remind that V (F ) = V (G).

Let (F, bagF ) be the tree decomposition induced by F , in particular, where bagF (v) for
v ∈ V (G) is defined as the set containing v and every ancestor of v in F incident to
an edge whose other endpoint is a descendant of v. As discussed before, (F, bagF ) has
width tw(G). Then let W be the LCA-closure of bagsT (Tpref) in F . We claim that the set

X =
⋃
v∈W

bagF (v)

is an ((`+ 1) · f(`))-small k-closure of bagsT (Tpref) with respect to (T, bag). It remains to
prove this.

Claim 6.25. The set X is a k-closure of bagsT (Tpref).

Proof of the claim. Since bagsT (Tpref) ⊆ W and v ∈ bagF (v) for each v ∈ W , we have
that bagsT (Tpref) ⊆ W ⊆ X, as required. It remains to show that tw(torsoG(X)) ≤ 2k+ 1.
Because W is LCA-closed in F , Lemma 6.20 applies to W and the tree decomposition
(F, bagF ), finishing the proof. C

Claim 6.26. Let a ∈ app(Tpref) and let Φ be a factor of F with Φ ⊆ cmp(a). Then
|Φ ∩X| ≤ `+ 1.

Proof of the claim. Since a is an appendix of Tpref , it follows from the definition of cmp(a)

that cmp(a) is disjoint with bagsT (Tpref). Thus, Φ is also disjoint with bagsT (Tpref).

First, assume that Φ is a forest factor. Then Φ is downwards closed, meaning that if
a vertex belongs to Φ, then all its descendants also belong to Φ. Since W consists of
bagsT (Tpref) and a subset of ancestors of bagsT (Tpref) in F , it follows that Φ is disjoint
with W . Now, for each v ∈ W , the set bagF (v) comprises v and some ancestors of v in
F . So again, Φ is disjoint with each set bagF (v) for v ∈ W and thus disjoint with X.

Now assume that Φ is a context factor. Recall that Φ = Φ1 \Φ2, where Φ1 is a tree factor
and Φ2 ⊂ Φ1 is a forest factor. The appendices of Φ have a common parent, which we
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provethis.

Claim6.25.ThesetXisak-closureofbagsT(Tpref).

Proofoftheclaim.SincebagsT(Tpref)⊆Wandv∈bagF(v)foreachv∈W,wehave
thatbagsT(Tpref)⊆W⊆X,asrequired.Itremainstoshowthattw(torsoG(X))≤2k+1.
BecauseWisLCA-closedinF,Lemma6.20appliestoWandthetreedecomposition
(F,bagF),finishingtheproof.C
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First,assumethatΦisaforestfactor.ThenΦisdownwardsclosed,meaningthatif
avertexbelongstoΦ,thenallitsdescendantsalsobelongtoΦ.SinceWconsistsof
bagsT(Tpref)andasubsetofancestorsofbagsT(Tpref)inF,itfollowsthatΦisdisjoint
withW.Now,foreachv∈W,thesetbagF(v)comprisesvandsomeancestorsofvin
F.Soagain,ΦisdisjointwitheachsetbagF(v)forv∈WandthusdisjointwithX.

NowassumethatΦisacontextfactor.RecallthatΦ=Φ1\Φ2,whereΦ1isatreefactor
andΦ2⊂Φ1isaforestfactor.TheappendicesofΦhaveacommonparent,whichwe
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call s. By the disjointness of bagsT (Tpref) with Φ, we see that each vertex of bagsT (Tpref)

is either outside of Φ1 or inside some subtree of Φ2.

Consider u, v ∈ bagsT (Tpref) such that their LCA is in Φ1. If either u or v is outside of
Φ1, then their LCA is also outside of Φ1. Therefore, both u and v belong to Φ2. In this
case, it can be easily seen that their LCA either belongs to Φ2 (if both u and v are from
the same rooted tree of Φ2) or is equal to s (otherwise). Thus,

Φ1 ∩W ⊆ Φ2 ∪ {s}.

Note that Φ2 ∪ {s} induces a connected subtree of F containing s and some rooted
subtrees attached to s.

Again, for each v ∈ W , the set bagF (v) comprises v and some ancestors of v. Hence, for
v ∈ W \ Φ1, the set bagF (v) is disjoint with Φ. Therefore,

Φ ∩X ⊆
⋃

v∈Φ2∪{s}

Φ ∩ bagF (v).

Now let v ∈ Φ2 ∪ {s} and x ∈ Φ ∩ bagF (v). By the definition of bagF , x is either

• equal to v, in which case x ∈ Φ2 ∪ {s}, so necessarily x = s, or

• an ancestor of v that is connected by an edge to a descendant y of v. But since
also x ∈ Φ, we get that x is also an ancestor of s. Also, y is a descendant of s (as y
is a descendant of v and v is a descendant of s). We conclude that x ∈ bagF (s).

In both cases we have x ∈ bagF (s) and therefore

Φ ∩X ⊆ bagF (s).

As (F, bagF ) is a tree decomposition of width tw(G) ≤ k ≤ `, the statement of the claim
follows immediately. C

Claim 6.27. Let a be an appendix of Tpref . Then |cmp(a) ∩X| ≤ (`+ 1) · f(`).

Proof of the claim. Because we obtained F by applying the Dealternation Lemma
(Lemma 6.23), cmp(a) can be partitioned into at most f(`) disjoint factors of F . By
Claim 6.26, each such factor intersects X in at most `+ 1 elements. C

The proof of the Small Closure Lemma follows immediately from Claims 6.25 and 6.27.
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isadescendantofvandvisadescendantofs).Weconcludethatx∈bagF(s).

Inbothcaseswehavex∈bagF(s)andtherefore
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As(F,bagF)isatreedecompositionofwidthtw(G)≤k≤`,thestatementoftheclaim
followsimmediately.C
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Proofoftheclaim.BecauseweobtainedFbyapplyingtheDealternationLemma
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6.3.2 Linked closures

Having established the existence of c-small closures for sufficiently large c, we now show
a structural result about such closures, the Closure Linkedness Lemma. This corresponds
to the d-linkedness of torso tree decompositions defined in Section 5.2, but has a slightly
different definition3. The proof of the Closure Linkedness Lemma will also be similar to
the proof of Lemma 5.10, the main difference being that here we need to be careful to
maintain c-smallness.

For the convenience of the reader, let us first restate the Pulling Lemma from Section 5.2.
(We will not need the algorithmic part of it in this chapter.)

Lemma 5.8 (Pulling Lemma). Let G be a graph and (X, (T, bag)) a torso tree decom-
position in G. Let (A, S,B) be a separation of G so that there exists a node r ∈ V (T )

so that S is linked into bag(r) ∩ (S ∪ B). There exists a torso tree decomposition
((X ∩ A) ∪ S, (T ′, bag′)) so that

1. T ′ = T

2. for all t ∈ V (T ), |bag′(t)| ≤ |bag(t)|, and

3. S ⊆ bag′(r).

Moreover, when G, (X, (T, bag)), (A, S,B), and r are given as inputs, the torso tree
decomposition ((X ∩ A) ∪ S, (T ′, bag′)) can be constructed in kO(1)(|V (T )| + m) time,
where k is the width of (X, (T, bag)).

Then, let d : V (G) → Z be an arbitrary weight function, and for S ⊆ V (G) denote
d(S) =

∑
v∈S d(v). We define d-minimal closures.

Definition 6.28 (d-minimal). Let k and c be integers and d : V (G) → Z a weight
function. Let also G be a graph, T a tree decomposition of G, and Tpref a prefix of T .
Then, we say that a c-small k-closure X of bags(Tpref) is d-minimal if for every c-small
k-closure X ′ of bags(Tpref), one of the following conditions holds.

• |X ′| > |X|

• |X ′| = |X| and d(X ′) ≥ d(X)

3The definition used in this chapter could have also been used in Chapter 5, but not the other way
around.
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Similarly to Chapters 4 and 5, the function d we use will be the vertex-depth function
dT : V (G) → Z≥0 of a rooted tree decomposition T that maps each v ∈ V (G) to the
non-negative integer dT (v) = depthT (forgetT (v)).

We also recall the definition of d-linked from Section 5.2.

Definition 5.9 (d-linked). Let G be a graph, A,B ⊆ V (G), and d : V (G)→ Z a weight
function. The set A is d-linked into B if for every (A,B)-separator S it holds either that
|S| > |A|, or that |S| = |A| and d(S) ≥ d(A).

We are now ready to prove the Closure Linkedness Lemma.

Lemma 6.29 (Closure Linkedness Lemma). Let k and c be integers, and d : V (G)→ Z
a weight function. Let G be a graph, T a tree decomposition of G, Tpref a prefix of T , and
X a d-minimal c-small k-closure of bags(Tpref). Then for each C ∈ cc(G \X), the set
N(C) is d-linked into bags(Tpref).

Proof. Let W = bags(Tpref). For the sake of contradiction, assume we have a component
C ∈ cc(G\X) such that its neighborhood N(C) is not d-linked into W . By Definition 5.9,
there exists an (N(C),W )-separator S such that either |S| < |N(C)|, or |S| = |N(C)|
and d(S) < d(N(C)). Without loss of generality, assume that S is such a separator
with the minimum possible size, which implies that S is linked into both N(C) and W .
Naturally, S gives a separation (A, S,B) such that W ⊆ A ∪ S and N(C) ⊆ S ∪ B.

Now, construct a new set X ′ from X as follows:

X ′ = (X ∩ A) ∪ S.

We claim that X ′ is also a c-small k-closure of W . Note that since N(C) is contained
in X and disjoint from X ∩ A, we have that X ′ ⊆ (X \ N(C)) ∪ S. Therefore, |X ′| ≤
|X| − |N(C)| + |S| and d(X ′) ≤ d(X) − d(N(C)) + d(S). So if |S| < |N(C)|, we
have |X ′| < |X|, and if |S| = |N(C)| and d(S) < d(N(C)), then |X ′| ≤ |X| and
d(X ′) < d(X). So provided that X ′ is indeed a c-small k-closure of W , X cannot be
d-minimal, contradicting our assumption.

Claim 6.30. The set X ′ is a k-closure of W .

Proof of the claim. Since W is disjoint with B and X is a k-closure of W , we get that
X ′ ⊇ W .

Aiming to use the Pulling Lemma (Lemma 5.8), we let (TX , bagX) to be a tree decomposi-
tion of torsoG(X) of width at most 2k+ 1. As N(C) is a clique in torsoG(X), there exists
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Similarly to Chapters 4 and 5, the function d we use will be the vertex-depth function
dT : V (G) → Z≥0 of a rooted tree decomposition T that maps each v ∈ V (G) to the
non-negative integer dT (v) = depthT (forgetT (v)).

We also recall the definition of d-linked from Section 5.2.

Definition 5.9 (d-linked). Let G be a graph, A,B ⊆ V (G), and d : V (G)→ Z a weight
function. The set A is d-linked into B if for every (A,B)-separator S it holds either that
|S| > |A|, or that |S| = |A| and d(S) ≥ d(A).

We are now ready to prove the Closure Linkedness Lemma.

Lemma 6.29 (Closure Linkedness Lemma). Let k and c be integers, and d : V (G)→ Z
a weight function. Let G be a graph, T a tree decomposition of G, Tpref a prefix of T , and
X a d-minimal c-small k-closure of bags(Tpref). Then for each C ∈ cc(G \X), the set
N(C) is d-linked into bags(Tpref).

Proof. Let W = bags(Tpref). For the sake of contradiction, assume we have a component
C ∈ cc(G\X) such that its neighborhood N(C) is not d-linked into W . By Definition 5.9,
there exists an (N(C),W )-separator S such that either |S| < |N(C)|, or |S| = |N(C)|
and d(S) < d(N(C)). Without loss of generality, assume that S is such a separator
with the minimum possible size, which implies that S is linked into both N(C) and W .
Naturally, S gives a separation (A, S,B) such that W ⊆ A ∪ S and N(C) ⊆ S ∪ B.

Now, construct a new set X ′ from X as follows:

X ′ = (X ∩ A) ∪ S.

We claim that X ′ is also a c-small k-closure of W . Note that since N(C) is contained
in X and disjoint from X ∩ A, we have that X ′ ⊆ (X \ N(C)) ∪ S. Therefore, |X ′| ≤
|X| − |N(C)| + |S| and d(X ′) ≤ d(X) − d(N(C)) + d(S). So if |S| < |N(C)|, we
have |X ′| < |X|, and if |S| = |N(C)| and d(S) < d(N(C)), then |X ′| ≤ |X| and
d(X ′) < d(X). So provided that X ′ is indeed a c-small k-closure of W , X cannot be
d-minimal, contradicting our assumption.

Claim 6.30. The set X ′ is a k-closure of W .

Proof of the claim. Since W is disjoint with B and X is a k-closure of W , we get that
X ′ ⊇ W .

Aiming to use the Pulling Lemma (Lemma 5.8), we let (TX , bagX) to be a tree decomposi-
tion of torsoG(X) of width at most 2k+ 1. As N(C) is a clique in torsoG(X), there exists
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Proof.LetW=bags(Tpref).Forthesakeofcontradiction,assumewehaveacomponent
C∈cc(G\X)suchthatitsneighborhoodN(C)isnotd-linkedintoW.ByDefinition5.9,
thereexistsan(N(C),W)-separatorSsuchthateither|S|<|N(C)|,or|S|=|N(C)|
andd(S)<d(N(C)).Withoutlossofgenerality,assumethatSissuchaseparator
withtheminimumpossiblesize,whichimpliesthatSislinkedintobothN(C)andW.
Naturally,Sgivesaseparation(A,S,B)suchthatW⊆A∪SandN(C)⊆S∪B.

Now,constructanewsetX′fromXasfollows:

X′=(X∩A)∪S.

WeclaimthatX′isalsoac-smallk-closureofW.NotethatsinceN(C)iscontained
inXanddisjointfromX∩A,wehavethatX′⊆(X\N(C))∪S.Therefore,|X′|≤
|X|−|N(C)|+|S|andd(X′)≤d(X)−d(N(C))+d(S).Soif|S|<|N(C)|,we
have|X′|<|X|,andif|S|=|N(C)|andd(S)<d(N(C)),then|X′|≤|X|and
d(X′)<d(X).SoprovidedthatX′isindeedac-smallk-closureofW,Xcannotbe
d-minimal,contradictingourassumption.

Claim6.30.ThesetX′isak-closureofW.

Proofoftheclaim.SinceWisdisjointwithBandXisak-closureofW,wegetthat
X′⊇W.

AimingtousethePullingLemma(Lemma5.8),welet(TX,bagX)tobeatreedecomposi-
tionoftorsoG(X)ofwidthatmost2k+1.AsN(C)isacliqueintorsoG(X),thereexists
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r ∈ V (TX) with N(C) ⊆ bagX(r). Because S is linked into N(C), N(C) ⊆ bagX(r), and
N(C) ⊆ (S ∪ B), we get that S is linked into bagX(r) ∩ (S ∪ B), so we satisfy the pre-
conditions of applying the Pulling Lemma with the separation (A, S,B) and the node r.
This produces a tree decomposition of torsoG(X ′) of width at most 2k + 1. C

Claim 6.31. The set X ′ is c-small.

Proof of the claim. Recall that X ⊇ W , where W = bags(Tpref). Therefore, as C is
a connected component of G \X, the entire connected component C must be contained
within cmp(a) for some appendix a of Tpref . Hence, N(C) ⊆ cmp(a) ∪ adh(a). Also,
adh(a) ⊆ W . As (cmp(a), adh(a), V (G) \ (cmp(a) ∪ adh(a))) is a separation of G, and S
is a minimum-size (N(C),W )-separator, it follows that S ⊆ cmp(a) ∪ adh(a). In other
words, vertices outside of cmp(a) ∪ adh(a) are not useful towards the separation of N(C)

from W .

Now, for an appendix a′ 6= a of Tpref , cmp(a′) is disjoint from cmp(a) ∪ adh(a). This is
because cmp(a′) is disjoint from W ⊇ adh(a) and from cmp(a) (as a and a′ are not in the
ancestor-descendant relationship in T ). Therefore, S is disjoint with cmp(a′) and thus,
by the definition of X ′,

|X ′ ∩ cmp(a′)| = |(X ∩ A) ∩ cmp(a′)| ≤ |X ∩ cmp(a′)| ≤ c.

Hence, the smallness condition is not violated for the appendix a′.

In order to prove that the smallness condition is not violated for the appendix a, we
observe that N(C) ∩W ⊆ S (as S separates N(C) from W ), so also N(C) ∩ adh(a) ⊆ S.
Therefore, |N(C) ∩ adh(a)| ≤ |S ∩ adh(a)|, and we get that

|N(C) ∩ cmp(a)| = |N(C)| − |N(C) ∩ adh(a)| ≥ |S| − |S ∩ adh(a)| = |S ∩ cmp(a)|.

Now, as X ′ ⊆ (X \N(C)) ∪ S and N(C) ⊆ X, we infer that

|X ′ ∩ cmp(a)| ≤ |X ∩ cmp(a)| − |N(C) ∩ cmp(a)|+ |S ∩ cmp(a)| ≤ |X ∩ cmp(a)| ≤ c.C

By Claims 6.30 and 6.31 we infer thatX ′ is a c-small k-closure ofW . This is a contradiction
to the d-minimality of X.

The dT -linkedness of a closure will be used in Section 6.5 to bound the width of the
tree decomposition resulting from the refinement operation, similarly as it was used in
Section 5.2. The utility of Lemma 6.29 is that it suggests a method for finding c-small
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r ∈ V (TX) with N(C) ⊆ bagX(r). Because S is linked into N(C), N(C) ⊆ bagX(r), and
N(C) ⊆ (S ∪ B), we get that S is linked into bagX(r) ∩ (S ∪ B), so we satisfy the pre-
conditions of applying the Pulling Lemma with the separation (A, S,B) and the node r.
This produces a tree decomposition of torsoG(X ′) of width at most 2k + 1. C

Claim 6.31. The set X ′ is c-small.

Proof of the claim. Recall that X ⊇ W , where W = bags(Tpref). Therefore, as C is
a connected component of G \X, the entire connected component C must be contained
within cmp(a) for some appendix a of Tpref . Hence, N(C) ⊆ cmp(a) ∪ adh(a). Also,
adh(a) ⊆ W . As (cmp(a), adh(a), V (G) \ (cmp(a) ∪ adh(a))) is a separation of G, and S
is a minimum-size (N(C),W )-separator, it follows that S ⊆ cmp(a) ∪ adh(a). In other
words, vertices outside of cmp(a) ∪ adh(a) are not useful towards the separation of N(C)

from W .

Now, for an appendix a′ 6= a of Tpref , cmp(a′) is disjoint from cmp(a) ∪ adh(a). This is
because cmp(a′) is disjoint from W ⊇ adh(a) and from cmp(a) (as a and a′ are not in the
ancestor-descendant relationship in T ). Therefore, S is disjoint with cmp(a′) and thus,
by the definition of X ′,

|X ′ ∩ cmp(a′)| = |(X ∩ A) ∩ cmp(a′)| ≤ |X ∩ cmp(a′)| ≤ c.

Hence, the smallness condition is not violated for the appendix a′.

In order to prove that the smallness condition is not violated for the appendix a, we
observe that N(C) ∩W ⊆ S (as S separates N(C) from W ), so also N(C) ∩ adh(a) ⊆ S.
Therefore, |N(C) ∩ adh(a)| ≤ |S ∩ adh(a)|, and we get that

|N(C) ∩ cmp(a)| = |N(C)| − |N(C) ∩ adh(a)| ≥ |S| − |S ∩ adh(a)| = |S ∩ cmp(a)|.

Now, as X ′ ⊆ (X \N(C)) ∪ S and N(C) ⊆ X, we infer that

|X ′ ∩ cmp(a)| ≤ |X ∩ cmp(a)| − |N(C) ∩ cmp(a)|+ |S ∩ cmp(a)| ≤ |X ∩ cmp(a)| ≤ c.C

By Claims 6.30 and 6.31 we infer thatX ′ is a c-small k-closure ofW . This is a contradiction
to the d-minimality of X.

The dT -linkedness of a closure will be used in Section 6.5 to bound the width of the
tree decomposition resulting from the refinement operation, similarly as it was used in
Section 5.2. The utility of Lemma 6.29 is that it suggests a method for finding c-small
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k-closures closures that satisfy this dT -linkedness property. In particular, it is sufficient
to find a dT -minimal c-small k-closure. Note that this is analogous to finding minimum
splits in Chapter 4.

6.3.3 Blockages and explored nodes

We then introduce concepts of blockages and explored nodes. These are related to the
concept of editable nodes used in Chapter 4. Blockages and explored nodes will be used
in the refinement operation in Section 6.5, and in Section 6.4 we give a data structure for
computing them along with k-closures.

Let us then define blockages. We assume that T = (T, bag) is a tree decomposition of a
graph G, and X is a k-closure of bags(Tpref) for a prefix Tpref of T and some integer k.

Definition 6.32. A node t ∈ V (T ) \ Tpref is a blockage in T with respect to Tpref and X
if no strict ancestor of t is a blockage, and either

• adh(t) ⊆ N [C] for some component C ∈ cc(G \X) that intersects adh(t), in which
case t is called a component blockage covered by C, or

• adh(t) ⊆ X and adh(t) is a clique in torsoG(X), in which case t is called a clique
blockage.

Note that the adhesion of a component blockage intersects exactly one component
C ∈ cc(G \X).

Since T , Tpref and X will usually be known from the context, we will usually just say
that t is a blockage. We denote the set of blockages by Blockages(Tpref , X).

By definition, no two blockages are in an ancestor-descendant-relationship, and no blockage
is in Tpref , implying that there exists a prefix T ′pref ⊇ Tpref so that Blockages(Tpref , X) =

app(T ′pref). The nodes in T ′pref are called explored, and the set of the explored nodes is
denoted by T ′pref = Expl(Tpref , X). The other nodes are called unexplored.

6.4 Computing closures

In this section we show that the objects defined in the previous section can be computed
efficiently in a tree decomposition that is changing dynamically under prefix-rebuilding
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SinceT,TprefandXwillusuallybeknownfromthecontext,wewillusuallyjustsay
thattisablockage.WedenotethesetofblockagesbyBlockages(Tpref,X).

Bydefinition,notwoblockagesareinanancestor-descendant-relationship,andnoblockage
isinTpref,implyingthatthereexistsaprefixT′pref⊇TprefsothatBlockages(Tpref,X)=

app(T′pref).ThenodesinT′prefarecalledexplored,andthesetoftheexplorednodesis
denotedbyT′pref=Expl(Tpref,X).Theothernodesarecalledunexplored.
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Inthissectionweshowthattheobjectsdefinedintheprevioussectioncanbecomputed
efficientlyinatreedecompositionthatischangingdynamicallyunderprefix-rebuilding
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k-closuresclosuresthatsatisfythisdT-linkednessproperty.Inparticular,itissufficient
tofindadT-minimalc-smallk-closure.Notethatthisisanalogoustofindingminimum
splitsinChapter4.

6.3.3Blockagesandexplorednodes

Wethenintroduceconceptsofblockagesandexplorednodes.Thesearerelatedtothe
conceptofeditablenodesusedinChapter4.Blockagesandexplorednodeswillbeused
intherefinementoperationinSection6.5,andinSection6.4wegiveadatastructurefor
computingthemalongwithk-closures.

Letusthendefineblockages.WeassumethatT=(T,bag)isatreedecompositionofa
graphG,andXisak-closureofbags(Tpref)foraprefixTprefofTandsomeintegerk.

Definition6.32.Anodet∈V(T)\TprefisablockageinTwithrespecttoTprefandX
ifnostrictancestoroftisablockage,andeither

•adh(t)⊆N[C]forsomecomponentC∈cc(G\X)thatintersectsadh(t),inwhich
casetiscalledacomponentblockagecoveredbyC,or

•adh(t)⊆Xandadh(t)isacliqueintorsoG(X),inwhichcasetiscalledaclique
blockage.

Notethattheadhesionofacomponentblockageintersectsexactlyonecomponent
C∈cc(G\X).

SinceT,TprefandXwillusuallybeknownfromthecontext,wewillusuallyjustsay
thattisablockage.WedenotethesetofblockagesbyBlockages(Tpref,X).

Bydefinition,notwoblockagesareinanancestor-descendant-relationship,andnoblockage
isinTpref,implyingthatthereexistsaprefixT′pref⊇TprefsothatBlockages(Tpref,X)=
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updates. At this point, we fix dT : V (G)→ Z to be the vertex-depth function dT (v) =

depthT (forgetT (v)) of the annotated tree decomposition T that we are maintaining. In
particular, we will give a prefix-rebuilding data structure, that supports an operation
that given a prefix Tpref , returns a dT -minimal c-small k-closure X of bags(Tpref), for
some fixed integers c and k, the graph torsoG(X) and the sets Blockages(Tpref , X) and
Expl(Tpref , X).

6.4.1 Closure automaton

As the first ingredient of our data structure, we give an automaton for computing small
closures within subtrees of a tree decomposition. Recall that when given a prefix Tpref ,
we are interested in closures X that for each appendix a ∈ app(Tpref), contain at most c
vertices from cmp(a), but all vertices from adh(a) because adh(a) ⊆ bags(Tpref). In this
subsection, we give a tree decomposition automaton for understanding all non-isomorphic
ways how the selection of the c vertices can affect the eventual graph torsoG(X), and for
optimizing this selection according to dT -minimality.

Recall the definitions on boundaried graphs, boundaried tree decompositions, and tree
decomposition automata introduced in Subsection 6.2.2. We start with a few more
definitions.

Let G be a boundaried graph. We say that two sets of non-boundary vertices Y, Z ⊆
V (G) \ ∂G are torso-equivalent if there is an isomorphism between torsoG(Y ∪ ∂G) and
torsoG(Z ∪ ∂G) that fixes every vertex of ∂G. Note that being torso-equivalent is an
equivalence relation and for every integer c, let ∼c,G be the restriction of this equivalence
relation to subsets of V (G) \ ∂G of size at most c. Note ∼c,G has at most 2O((c+|∂G|)2)

equivalence classes.

Suppose further that T = (T, bag, edges) is a boundaried tree decomposition of G. We
define the vertex-depth function dT : V (G) → Z≥0 for boundaried graphs similarly as
for graphs: dT (v) = depthT (forgetT (v)), i.e., dT (v) is depth of the closest node to the
root that contains v. For a set Y ⊆ V (G), we have dT (Y ) =

∑
v∈Y dT (v). Recalling that

there is a total order � on the vertices of G (inherited from Z≥1, as we assume that
V (G) ⊂ Z≥1), subsets of V (G) can be compared as follows. We define a total order �T
on sets of vertices by setting Y �T Y ′ for Y, Y ′ ⊆ V (G) if

• dT (Y ) < dT (Y ′), or

• dT (Y ) = dT (Y ′) and Y is lexicographically not larger than Y ′ with respect to �.

204Dynamictreewidth

updates.Atthispoint,wefixdT:V(G)→Ztobethevertex-depthfunctiondT(v)=

depthT(forgetT(v))oftheannotatedtreedecompositionTthatwearemaintaining.In
particular,wewillgiveaprefix-rebuildingdatastructure,thatsupportsanoperation
thatgivenaprefixTpref,returnsadT-minimalc-smallk-closureXofbags(Tpref),for
somefixedintegerscandk,thegraphtorsoG(X)andthesetsBlockages(Tpref,X)and
Expl(Tpref,X).

6.4.1Closureautomaton

Asthefirstingredientofourdatastructure,wegiveanautomatonforcomputingsmall
closureswithinsubtreesofatreedecomposition.RecallthatwhengivenaprefixTpref,
weareinterestedinclosuresXthatforeachappendixa∈app(Tpref),containatmostc
verticesfromcmp(a),butallverticesfromadh(a)becauseadh(a)⊆bags(Tpref).Inthis
subsection,wegiveatreedecompositionautomatonforunderstandingallnon-isomorphic
wayshowtheselectionofthecverticescanaffecttheeventualgraphtorsoG(X),andfor
optimizingthisselectionaccordingtodT-minimality.

Recallthedefinitionsonboundariedgraphs,boundariedtreedecompositions,andtree
decompositionautomataintroducedinSubsection6.2.2.Westartwithafewmore
definitions.

LetGbeaboundariedgraph.Wesaythattwosetsofnon-boundaryverticesY,Z⊆
V(G)\∂Garetorso-equivalentifthereisanisomorphismbetweentorsoG(Y∪∂G)and
torsoG(Z∪∂G)thatfixeseveryvertexof∂G.Notethatbeingtorso-equivalentisan
equivalencerelationandforeveryintegerc,let∼c,Gbetherestrictionofthisequivalence
relationtosubsetsofV(G)\∂Gofsizeatmostc.Note∼c,Ghasatmost2O((c+|∂G|)2)

equivalenceclasses.

SupposefurtherthatT=(T,bag,edges)isaboundariedtreedecompositionofG.We
definethevertex-depthfunctiondT:V(G)→Z≥0forboundariedgraphssimilarlyas
forgraphs:dT(v)=depthT(forgetT(v)),i.e.,dT(v)isdepthoftheclosestnodetothe
rootthatcontainsv.ForasetY⊆V(G),wehavedT(Y)=

∑
v∈YdT(v).Recallingthat

thereisatotalorder�ontheverticesofG(inheritedfromZ≥1,asweassumethat
V(G)⊂Z≥1),subsetsofV(G)canbecomparedasfollows.Wedefineatotalorder�T
onsetsofverticesbysettingY�TY′forY,Y′⊆V(G)if

•dT(Y)<dT(Y′),or

•dT(Y)=dT(Y′)andYislexicographicallynotlargerthanY′withrespectto�.
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For a non-empty set of subsets S of V (G), we let minT S be the �T -smallest element of
S. This allows us to define the c-small torso representatives as

repsc(G, T ) = {(dT (minTK), torsoG(minTK ∪ ∂G)) | K is an equivalence class of ∼c,G} .

Note that each member of an equivalence class of ∼c,G has the same size, so at this point
we do not optimize for the size even though it will later be needed to find dT -minimal
closures. The set repsc(G, T ) depends on both the boundaried graph G and its boundaried
tree decomposition T . Also, the size of repsc(G, T ) is equal to the number of equivalence
classes of ∼c,G, which, as noted, is at most 2O((c+|∂G|)2).

The closure automaton is provided in the following lemma.

Lemma 6.33. For every pair of integers c, ` there is a tree decomposition automaton
R = Rc,` of width ` so that for any graph G and its annotated tree decomposition
T = (T, bag, edges) of width at most `, the run of R on T satisfies

ρR(x) = repsc(Gx, Tx) for all x ∈ V (T ).

The evaluation time of R is 2O((c+`)2).

Proof. For the state set Q of R we take the set of all sets of pairs of the form (p,H),
where p ∈ Z≥0 and H is a graph on at most c+ `+ 1 vertices. The final states of R are
irrelevant for the lemma statement, hence we can set F = ∅. As for the initial mapping ι,
for a boundaried graph H on at most `+ 1 vertices we can set ι(H) = repsc(H, T0), where
T0 is the trivial one-node boundaried tree decomposition of H in which all vertices and
edges are put in the root bag. It is straightforward to see that ι(H) can be computed in
time 2O((c+`)2) directly from the definition.

It remains to define the transition mapping δ. For this, it suffices to prove the following.
Suppose T = (T, bag, edges) is a boundaried tree decomposition of a boundaried graph
G and x is a node of T with children y and z. Then knowing

Ry = repsc(Gy, Ty), Rz = repsc(Gz, Tz),

as well as bag(x), edges(x), and the adhesions of x, y, z, one can compute

Rx = repsc(Gx, Tx)

in time 2O((c+`)2). Formally, we would also need such an argument for the case when x
has only one child y, but this follows from the argument for the case of two children
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Foranon-emptysetofsubsetsSofV(G),weletminTSbethe�T-smallestelementof
S.Thisallowsustodefinethec-smalltorsorepresentativesas

repsc(G,T)={(dT(minTK),torsoG(minTK∪∂G))|Kisanequivalenceclassof∼c,G}.

Notethateachmemberofanequivalenceclassof∼c,Ghasthesamesize,soatthispoint
wedonotoptimizeforthesizeeventhoughitwilllaterbeneededtofinddT-minimal
closures.Thesetrepsc(G,T)dependsonboththeboundariedgraphGanditsboundaried
treedecompositionT.Also,thesizeofrepsc(G,T)isequaltothenumberofequivalence
classesof∼c,G,which,asnoted,isatmost2O((c+|∂G|)2).

Theclosureautomatonisprovidedinthefollowinglemma.

Lemma6.33.Foreverypairofintegersc,`thereisatreedecompositionautomaton
R=Rc,̀ofwidth`sothatforanygraphGanditsannotatedtreedecomposition
T=(T,bag,edges)ofwidthatmost`,therunofRonTsatisfies

ρR(x)=repsc(Gx,Tx)forallx∈V(T).

TheevaluationtimeofRis2O((c+`)2).

Proof.ForthestatesetQofRwetakethesetofallsetsofpairsoftheform(p,H),
wherep∈Z≥0andHisagraphonatmostc++̀1vertices.ThefinalstatesofRare
irrelevantforthelemmastatement,hencewecansetF=∅.Asfortheinitialmappingι,
foraboundariedgraphHonatmost+̀1verticeswecansetι(H)=repsc(H,T0),where
T0isthetrivialone-nodeboundariedtreedecompositionofHinwhichallverticesand
edgesareputintherootbag.Itisstraightforwardtoseethatι(H)canbecomputedin
time2O((c+`)2)directlyfromthedefinition.

Itremainstodefinethetransitionmappingδ.Forthis,itsufficestoprovethefollowing.
SupposeT=(T,bag,edges)isaboundariedtreedecompositionofaboundariedgraph
GandxisanodeofTwithchildrenyandz.Thenknowing

Ry=repsc(Gy,Ty),Rz=repsc(Gz,Tz),

aswellasbag(x),edges(x),andtheadhesionsofx,y,z,onecancompute
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206 Dynamic treewidth

by considering a dummy second child z with an empty bag. So we focus only on the
two-children case.

For any pair of sets Y ⊆ cmp(y) and Z ⊆ cmp(z), define Gx(Y, Z) to be the graph with
the set of vertices Y ∪ Z ∪ bag(x) and the edge set consisting of the union of the edges
of the graphs torsoGy(Y ∪ adh(y)) and torsoGz(Z ∪ adh(z)), and the set edges(x). The
following claim is straightforward.

Claim 6.34. For any triple of sets X ⊆ bag(x) \ adh(x), Y ⊆ cmp(y) and Z ⊆ cmp(z),
we have

torsoGx(X ∪ Y ∪ Z ∪ adh(x)) = torsoGx(Y,Z)(X ∪ Y ∪ Z ∪ adh(x)).

To compute Rx, we first construct a family of candidates C as follows. Consider every
pair of pairs (py, Hy) ∈ Ry and (pz, Hz) ∈ Rz, and every X ⊆ bag(x) \ adh(x). Let
Y = V (Hy) \ adh(y) and Z = V (Hz) \ adh(z), and note that the graph Gx(Y, Z) is the
union of graphs Hy, Hz, and (bag(x), edges(x)). If |X ∪ Y ∪ Z| ≤ c, then we add to C
the pair

(py + pz + |Y |+ |Z|, torsoGx(Y,Z)(X ∪ Y ∪ Z ∪ adh(x))).

Otherwise, if |X ∪ Y ∪ Z| > c, no pair is added to C. The first coordinate of the pair
added to C is equal to dTx(X ∪ Y ∪ Z) because X ⊆ bag(x) and Y, Z ⊆ V (Gx) \ bag(x).
By Claim 6.34, the second coordinate of the pair added to C is equal to the graph
torsoGx(X ∪ Y ∪ Z ∪ adh(x)).

Further, we have
|C| ≤ |Ry| · |Rz| · 2`+1 ≤ 2O((c+`)2),

and C can be computed in time 2O((c+`)2).

Next, the candidates are filtered as follows. As long as in C there is are distinct pairs
(p,H) and (p′, H ′) such that H and H ′ are isomorphic by an isomorphism that fixes
adh(x), we remove the pair that has the larger first coordinate. If both pairs have the
same first coordinate, remove the one where the vertex set of the second coordinate
is larger in �. Clearly, this filtering procedure can be performed exhaustively in time
2O((c+`)2).

Thus, after filtering, all second coordinates of the pairs in C are pairwise non-equivalent
in ∼c,Gx . It is now straightforward to see using a simple exchange argument that Rx is
equal to C after the filtering. This constitutes the definition and the algorithm computing
the transition function δ.
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Otherwise,if|X∪Y∪Z|>c,nopairisaddedtoC.Thefirstcoordinateofthepair
addedtoCisequaltodTx(X∪Y∪Z)becauseX⊆bag(x)andY,Z⊆V(Gx)\bag(x).
ByClaim6.34,thesecondcoordinateofthepairaddedtoCisequaltothegraph
torsoGx(X∪Y∪Z∪adh(x)).

Further,wehave
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andCcanbecomputedintime2O((c+`)2).

Next,thecandidatesarefilteredasfollows.AslongasinCthereisaredistinctpairs
(p,H)and(p′,H′)suchthatHandH′areisomorphicbyanisomorphismthatfixes
adh(x),weremovethepairthathasthelargerfirstcoordinate.Ifbothpairshavethe
samefirstcoordinate,removetheonewherethevertexsetofthesecondcoordinate
islargerin�.Clearly,thisfilteringprocedurecanbeperformedexhaustivelyintime
2O((c+`)2).

Thus,afterfiltering,allsecondcoordinatesofthepairsinCarepairwisenon-equivalent
in∼c,Gx.ItisnowstraightforwardtoseeusingasimpleexchangeargumentthatRxis
equaltoCafterthefiltering.Thisconstitutesthedefinitionandthealgorithmcomputing
thetransitionfunctionδ.
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and C can be computed in time 2O((c+`)2)
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Next, the candidates are filtered as follows. As long as in C there is are distinct pairs
(p,H) and (p′, H ′) such that H and H ′ are isomorphic by an isomorphism that fixes
adh(x), we remove the pair that has the larger first coordinate. If both pairs have the
same first coordinate, remove the one where the vertex set of the second coordinate
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in ∼c,Gx . It is now straightforward to see using a simple exchange argument that Rx is
equal to C after the filtering. This constitutes the definition and the algorithm computing
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6.4.2 Data structure for closures

We are now ready to state the prefix-rebuilding data structure for computing closures.
Recall the definitions of blockages and explored nodes from Subsection 6.3.3.

Lemma 6.35. For all integers c, `, k with ` ≥ k and `, c ≤ kO(1), there exists an `-
prefix-rebuilding data structure with overhead 2O((c+`)2), that maintains an annotated tree
decomposition T = (T, bag, edges) of a dynamic graph G, and additionally supports the
following query.
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– a dT -minimal c-small k-closure X of bags(Tpref),
– the graph torsoG(X),
– the sets Blockages(Tpref , X) and Expl(Tpref , X), and
– for all t ∈ Blockages(Tpref , X) the information whether t is a clique blockage
or a component blockage.

This operation runs in time 2O(k·(c+`)2) · |Expl(Tpref , X)|.

The rest of this section is dedicated to the proof of Lemma 6.35.

For the proof, we fix the following two tree decomposition automata.

• R = Rc,` is the closure automaton for parameters c and `, provided by Lemma 6.33.

• BK = BK2k+1,c+` is the Bodlaender-Kloks nondeterministic automaton for parame-
ters 2k + 1 and c+ `, provided by Lemma 6.13.
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2O((c+`)2) · |u| as requested. It remains to implement the operation Closure(Tpref). For this,
we may assume that the stored annotated tree decomposition (T, bag, edges) is labeled
with the run ρR of R on (T, bag, edges). This means that for every x ∈ V (T ), we have
access to repsc(Tx, bagx, edgesx).

Consider a query Closure(Tpref). We break answering this query into two steps. In the
first step, we compute a dT -minimal c-small k-closure X of bags(Tpref), together with
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2O((c+`)2)·|u|asrequested.ItremainstoimplementtheoperationClosure(Tpref).Forthis,
wemayassumethatthestoredannotatedtreedecomposition(T,bag,edges)islabeled
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torsoG(X). This will take time 2O(k(c+`)2) · |Tpref |. In the second step, we find the sets
Blockages(Tpref , X) and Expl(Tpref , X). This will take time 2O((c+`)2) · |Expl(Tpref , X)|.

Finding the closure and its torso

For brevity, let A = app(Tpref) be the set of appendices of Tpref . For a ∈ A, let

R(a) = repsc(Ta, baga, edgesa)

and recall that R(a) for all a ∈ A is stored in the data structure. Let Λ be the set of
all mappings λ with domain A such that λ(a) ∈ R(a) for all a. For λ ∈ Λ and a ∈ A,
let dλ(a) and Hλ(a) be the first, respectively the second coordinate of λ(a), and let
sλ(a) = |V (Hλ(a)) \ adh(a)|. For λ ∈ Λ we define Hλ to be the graph with

V (Hλ) = bags(Tpref) ∪
⋃
a∈A

V (Hλ(a)) and

E(Hλ) =
⋃

t∈Tpref

edges(t) ∪
⋃
a∈A

E(Hλ(a)),

and sλ and dλ to be the integers

sλ =
∑
a∈A

sλ(a) and

dλ =
∑
a∈A

(
dλ(a) + depthT (a) · sλ(a)

)
.

By the definition of repsc, we have that

• Hλ = torsoG(V (Hλ)),

• sλ = |V (Hλ)| − |bags(Tpref)|, and

• dλ = dT (V (Hλ))− dT (bags(Tpref))

for all λ ∈ Λ.

Further, for each a ∈ A, the set R(a) comprises all possible non-isomorphic torsos that
can be obtained by picking at most c vertices within cmp(a), and with each possible torso
R(a) stores a realization with the least possible total depth. This immediately implies
the following statement.

Claim 6.36. Let λ ∈ Λ be such that the treewidth of Hλ is at most 2k + 1 and, among
such mappings λ, sλ is minimum, and among those dλ is minimum. Then V (Hλ) is a
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dT -minimal c-small k-closure of bags(Tpref). Further, if no such λ exists, then there is no
c-small k-closure of bags(Tpref).

By Claim 6.36, it suffices to find λ ∈ Λ that primarily minimizes sλ and secondarily dλ

such that Hλ has treewidth at most 2k + 1, or conclude that no such λ exists. Indeed,
then we can output X = V (Hλ) and torsoG(X) = Hλ as the output to the query. Note
here that once a mapping λ as above is found, one can easily construct Hλ in time
(`+ c)O(1) · |Tpref | right from the definition. Informally speaking, to find a suitable λ we
analyze the possible runs of the Bodlaender-Kloks automaton BK on the natural tree
decomposition of Hλ inherited from Tpref , for different choices of λ. More formally, this is
done as follows.

Let S = Tpref ∪ A. For x ∈ S let Sx = descT (x) ∩ S, Tpref,x = descT (x) ∩ Tpref , Ax =

descT (x) ∩A, and Λx be defined just like Λ, but for domain Ax instead of A. For λ ∈ Λx,
define Hλ

x to be the graph with
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x has a boundaried
tree decomposition (T λx , bagλx, edgesλx) naturally inherited from (T, bag, edges) as
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⋃
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2
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for all a ∈ Ax.

Note that the width of this tree decomposition is at most c+ `.

Let Z = Z≥0 ∪ {+∞}. Let us use a total order on pairs in Z× Z where we first compare
the first elements and if they are equal the second elements. In a bottom-up fashion, for
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x and d

λ
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s
λ
(a) and

d
λ
x = ∑
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(a)) .

We treat H
λ
x as a boundaried graph with boundary adh(x). Then, H

λ
x has a boundaried

tree decomposition (T
λ
x , bag

λ
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λ
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2 ) for all a ∈ Ax.
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λ
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λ
intime

(`+c)O(1)
·|Tpref|rightfromthedefinition.Informallyspeaking,tofindasuitableλwe
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every x ∈ S we compute the mapping ζx : Q× 2(adh(x)
2 ) → Z× Z defined as follows: for

q ∈ Q and W ⊆
(

adh(x)
2

)
, ζx(q,W ) is the minimum value of (sλx, d

λ
x) among λ ∈ Λx such

that

• BK has a run on (T λx , bagλx, edgesλx) in which x is labeled with q, and

•
⋃
a∈Ax E(Hλ(a)) ∩

(
adh(x)

2

)
= W .

In case there is no λ as above, we set ζx(q,W ) = (+∞,+∞).

We now argue that the mappings ζx can be computed in a bottom-up manner. This
follows from the following rules, whose correctness is straightforward.

• For every a ∈ A, ζa(q,W ) is the minimum pair (s, d) such that there is (d,H) ∈ R(a)

with the following properties:
(
H \

(
adh(a)

2

)
, q
)
∈ ι, E(H) ∩

(
adh(a)

2

)
= W , and

|V (H) \ adh(a)| = s.

• For every x ∈ Tpref with no children, ζx(q,W ) = (0, 0) if (Gx, q) ∈ ι and W = ∅,
and ζx(q,W ) = (+∞,+∞) otherwise.

• For every x ∈ Tpref with one child y, ζx(q,W ) is the minimum (s, d) such that the
following holds. There exist q′ ∈ Q and W ′ ⊆

(
adh(y)

2

)
with (s′, d′) = ζy(q

′,W ′) such
that ((

bag(x), adh(x), adh(y), ∅, edges(x) ∪W ′ \
(

adh(x)

2

)
, q′,⊥

)
, q

)
∈ δ,

W = W ′ ∩
(

adh(x)

2

)
,

s = s′, and

d = d′ + s′.

If there are no q′,W ′ as above, then ζx(q,W ) = (+∞,+∞).

• For every x ∈ Tpref with two children y and z, ζx(q,W ) is the minimum (s, d) such
that the following holds. There exist q′, q′′ ∈ Q, W ′ ⊆

(
adh(y)

2

)
, and W ′′ ⊆

(
adh(z)

2

)
with (s′, d′) = ζy(q

′,W ′) and (s′′, d′′) = ζz(q
′′,W ′′) such that
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If there are no q′, q′′,W ′,W ′′ as above, then ζx(q,W ) = (+∞,+∞).

Using the rules above, all mappings ζx for x ∈ S can be computed in total time
2O(k(`+c)2) · |Tpref |, because |Q| ≤ 2O(k(`+c)2) and the evaluation time of BK is 2O(k(`+c)2).

By the properties of BK asserted in Lemma 6.13, the minimum (sλ, dλ) among those
λ ∈ Λ for which Hλ has treewidth at most k is equal to minq∈F ζr(q, ∅), where r is the
root of T . The latter minimum can be computed in time 2O(k(`+c)2) knowing ζr. Finally,
to find λ ∈ Λ witnessing the minimum, it suffices to retrace the dynamic programming in
the standard way. That is, when computing mappings ζx, for every computed value of
ζx(q,W ) we memorize how this value was obtained. After finding q ∈ F that minimizes
ζr(q, ∅) we recursively retrace how the value of ζr(q, ∅) was obtained along S in a top-
down manner, up to values computed in the nodes of A. The ways in which these values
were obtained gives us the mapping λ. This concludes the construction of the closure
X = V (Hλ) and the graph torsoG(X) = Hλ.

Finding blockages

Having constructed X = V (Hλ) together with torsoG(X) = Hλ, we proceed to finding
the sets Blockages(Tpref , X) and Expl(Tpref , X). We may assume that every vertex of X
has been marked as belonging to X (which can be done after computing X in time
O(|X|) ≤ (c+ `)O(1) · |Tpref |), hence checking whether a given vertex belongs to X can be
done in constant time. We also recall that by Lemma 2.10, checking whether two vertices
are adjacent in Hλ can be done in time O(k).

First, we observe that for every node x ∈ V (T ) \ Tpref , we can efficiently find out the
information about the behavior of X in the subtree rooted at x. Denote Xx = X∩cmp(x).

Claim 6.37. Given a node x ∈ V (T )\Tpref , one can compute Xx and torsoGx(Xx∪adh(x))

in time 2O((c+`)2).

Proof of the claim. For every (d,H) ∈ repsc(Tx, bagx, edgesx), call H a candidate if
V (H) \ adh(x) ⊆ X. Note that we can find all candidates in time (c + `)O(1) ·
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|repsc(Tx, bagx, edgesx)| ≤ 2O((c+`)2) by inspecting all elements of repsc(Tx, bagx, edgesx)

one by one. Now, because there exists exactly one candidate with V (H) \ adh(x) = Xx,
we have that torsoGx(Xx ∪ adh(x)) is equal to the largest (in terms of the number of
vertices) candidate. C

Next, for a node x ∈ V (T ), we define profile(x) ⊆
(

bag(x)
2

)
to be the set comprising of all

pairs {u, v} ⊆ bag(x) such that in G there is path connecting u and v that is internally
disjoint with X. (Note that this definition concerns u and v both belonging and not
belonging to X.) Note that if x ∈ Tpref , we have bag(x) ⊆ X and profile(x) consists of
all edges of torsoG(X) with both endpoints in bag(x). Consequently, for such x we can
compute profile(x) in time `O(1).

Next, we show that knowing the profile of a parent we can compute the profile of a child.

Claim 6.38. Suppose x is the parent of y in T and y /∈ Tpref . Then given profile(x), the
set profile(y) can be computed in time 2O((c+`)2).

Proof of the claim. Let J be the graph on vertex set bag(y) whose edge set is the union of

• edges(y),
• all edges present in profile(x) with both endpoints in adh(x), and
• all edges present in torsoGz(Xz ∪ adh(z)) that have both endpoints in adh(z), for

every child z of y.

Note that J can be constructed in time 2O((c+`)2) using Claim 6.37. Now, it is straight-
forward to see that profile(y) consists of all pairs {u, v} ⊆ bag(y) such that in J there
is a path connecting u and v that is internally disjoint with X ∩ bag(y). Using this ob-
servation, profile(y) can be now constructed in time `O(1), because J has at most `+ 1

vertices. C

Having established Claim 6.38, we can finally describe the procedure that finds the
blockages and explored nodes. The procedure inspects the appendices a ∈ A one by one,
and upon inspecting a it finds all blockages that are descendants of a. To this end, we
start a depth-first search in Ta from a. At all times, together with the node x ∈ V (Ta)

which is currently processed in the search, we also store profile(x). Initially, profile(a) can
be computed using Claim 6.38, where the profile of the parent of a, which belongs to
Tpref , can be computed in time `O(1), as argued. When the search enters a node y from
its parent x, profile(y) can be computed from profile(x) using Claim 6.38 again. Observe
that knowing profile(x) and that no ancestor of x is a blockage, it can be determined in
time (c+ `)O(1) whether x is a blockage as follows.
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HavingestablishedClaim6.38,wecanfinallydescribetheprocedurethatfindsthe
blockagesandexplorednodes.Theprocedureinspectstheappendicesa∈Aonebyone,
anduponinspectingaitfindsallblockagesthataredescendantsofa.Tothisend,we
startadepth-firstsearchinTafroma.Atalltimes,togetherwiththenodex∈V(Ta)

whichiscurrentlyprocessedinthesearch,wealsostoreprofile(x).Initially,profile(a)can
becomputedusingClaim6.38,wheretheprofileoftheparentofa,whichbelongsto
Tpref,canbecomputedintimeÒ(1),asargued.Whenthesearchentersanodeyfrom
itsparentx,profile(y)canbecomputedfromprofile(x)usingClaim6.38again.Observe
thatknowingprofile(x)andthatnoancestorofxisablockage,itcanbedeterminedin
time(c+`)O(1)whetherxisablockageasfollows.
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• If adh(x) ⊆ X and profile(x) ⊇
(

adh(x)
2

)
, then x is a clique blockage.

• If there exists u ∈ adh(x) \X such that {u, v} ∈ profile(x) for all v ∈ adh(x) \ {u},
then x is a component blockage.

Consequently, if x is a blockage, we output x and do not pursue the search further.
Otherwise, if x is not a blockage, the search recurses to the children of x.

This procedure outputs all blockages and the information whether they are clique blockages
or component blockages. By furthermore outputting all the nodes entered in the depth-
first search that are not blockages, and the prefix Tpref , we can also output the set
of explored nodes Expl(Tpref , X). The total number of nodes visited by the search is
|Expl(Tpref , X)∪Blockages(Tpref , X)| ≤ O(|Expl(Tpref , X)|), and for each node we use time
2O((c+`)2), so that total running time is 2O((c+`)2) · |Expl(Tpref , X)|.

6.5 Refinement operation

In this section we introduce the refinement operation, which is the main ingredient of our
dynamic algorithm for maintaining small-width tree decompositions. In particular, the
refinement operation will be used for controlling the width of the decomposition, and in
Section 6.6 we further build on it to also control the height.

Throughout this section, we denote by G the n-vertex dynamic graph we are maintaining,
and assume that the treewidth of G is always at most k (this assumption will be partially
lifted later). The goal is to maintain an annotated tree decomposition T = (T, bag, edges)

of G of width at most ` = 6k + 5 (we usually write T = (T, bag) when we are not using
the edges function). As a result of the edge addition operation, the width of T can
intermittently grow to 6k + 6.

The refinement operation takes as an input a prefix Tpref of T that contains all bags of size
more than 6k + 6. It transforms T into a tree decomposition T ′ that has width at most
6k+5. The high-level idea of this transformation is to first compute a dT -minimal c-small
k-closure X of bags(Tpref), then compute a logarithmic-depth tree decomposition T X of
torsoG(X) of width at most 6k+5, and then attach tree decompositions T C of components
C ∈ cc(G \X) to T X similarly as in the improvement operation of Section 5.2. However,
to control the (amortized) running time of the operation and the exact properties of T ′,
we will need to carefully implement and analyze the operation. Some of the properties
of the refinement operation will be used in Section 6.6 for designing a height-reduction
scheme to keep the height of T bounded by 2O(k log k

√
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•Ifadh(x)⊆Xandprofile(x)⊇
(

adh(x)
2

)
,thenxisacliqueblockage.

•Ifthereexistsu∈adh(x)\Xsuchthat{u,v}∈profile(x)forallv∈adh(x)\{u},
thenxisacomponentblockage.

Consequently,ifxisablockage,weoutputxanddonotpursuethesearchfurther.
Otherwise,ifxisnotablockage,thesearchrecursestothechildrenofx.

Thisprocedureoutputsallblockagesandtheinformationwhethertheyarecliqueblockages
orcomponentblockages.Byfurthermoreoutputtingallthenodesenteredinthedepth-
firstsearchthatarenotblockages,andtheprefixTpref,wecanalsooutputtheset
ofexplorednodesExpl(Tpref,X).Thetotalnumberofnodesvisitedbythesearchis
|Expl(Tpref,X)∪Blockages(Tpref,X)|≤O(|Expl(Tpref,X)|),andforeachnodeweusetime
2O((c+`)2),sothattotalrunningtimeis2O((c+`)2)·|Expl(Tpref,X)|.

6.5Refinementoperation

Inthissectionweintroducetherefinementoperation,whichisthemainingredientofour
dynamicalgorithmformaintainingsmall-widthtreedecompositions.Inparticular,the
refinementoperationwillbeusedforcontrollingthewidthofthedecomposition,andin
Section6.6wefurtherbuildonittoalsocontroltheheight.

Throughoutthissection,wedenotebyGthen-vertexdynamicgraphwearemaintaining,
andassumethatthetreewidthofGisalwaysatmostk(thisassumptionwillbepartially
liftedlater).ThegoalistomaintainanannotatedtreedecompositionT=(T,bag,edges)

ofGofwidthatmost`=6k+5(weusuallywriteT=(T,bag)whenwearenotusing
theedgesfunction).Asaresultoftheedgeadditionoperation,thewidthofTcan
intermittentlygrowto6k+6.

TherefinementoperationtakesasaninputaprefixTprefofTthatcontainsallbagsofsize
morethan6k+6.IttransformsTintoatreedecompositionT′thathaswidthatmost
6k+5.Thehigh-levelideaofthistransformationistofirstcomputeadT-minimalc-small
k-closureXofbags(Tpref),thencomputealogarithmic-depthtreedecompositionTXof
torsoG(X)ofwidthatmost6k+5,andthenattachtreedecompositionsTCofcomponents
C∈cc(G\X)toTXsimilarlyasintheimprovementoperationofSection5.2.However,
tocontrolthe(amortized)runningtimeoftheoperationandtheexactpropertiesofT′,
wewillneedtocarefullyimplementandanalyzetheoperation.Someoftheproperties
oftherefinementoperationwillbeusedinSection6.6fordesigningaheight-reduction
schemetokeeptheheightofTboundedby2O(klogk

√
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Section 6.6 we further build on it to also control the height.

Throughout this section, we denote by G the n-vertex dynamic graph we are maintaining,
and assume that the treewidth of G is always at most k (this assumption will be partially
lifted later). The goal is to maintain an annotated tree decomposition T = (T, bag, edges)

of G of width at most ` = 6k + 5 (we usually write T = (T, bag) when we are not using
the edges function). As a result of the edge addition operation, the width of T can
intermittently grow to 6k + 6.

The refinement operation takes as an input a prefix Tpref of T that contains all bags of size
more than 6k + 6. It transforms T into a tree decomposition T ′ that has width at most
6k+5. The high-level idea of this transformation is to first compute a dT -minimal c-small
k-closure X of bags(Tpref), then compute a logarithmic-depth tree decomposition T

X
of

torsoG(X) of width at most 6k+5, and then attach tree decompositions T
C
of components

C ∈ cc(G \X) to T
X

similarly as in the improvement operation of Section 5.2. However,
to control the (amortized) running time of the operation and the exact properties of T ′,
we will need to carefully implement and analyze the operation. Some of the properties
of the refinement operation will be used in Section 6.6 for designing a height-reduction
scheme to keep the height of T bounded by 2O(k log k
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This section is organized as follows. First, in Subsection 6.5.1 we introduce our potential
function for the analysis of the amortized running time of the refinement operation.
Then, in Subsection 6.5.2 we describe how the decompositions T C are constructed for
components C ∈ cc(G \X), given a closure X. In Subsection 6.5.3 we describe how the
decompositions T C are grouped together based on the neighborhoods N(C). Finally, in
Subsection 6.5.4 we give a formal statement of the refinement operation and finish the
description and analysis of it.

6.5.1 Potential function

The (amortized) running time of the refinement operation is analyzed with a potential
function we introduce now. This potential function generalizes some ideas of the potential
function used in Section 4.3, but will be more complicated.

For a node t of a tree decomposition T = (T, bag), we define its potential by the formula

Φ`,T (t) = g`(|bag(t)|) · hgtT (t),

where
g`(x) = (84(`+ 1))x+1 for every x ≥ 0.

Note that since ` = 6k + 5, we have that g`(x) = kO(x), and therefore if T has width
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Intuitively, the factor g`(|bag(t)|) in the potential function allows us to update the tree
decomposition by replacing the node t with O(`) copies of t, where each copy t′ has the
same height as t but the bag of t′ is strictly smaller than that of t. This is analogous to
replacing each bag with three smaller bags in Section 4.3. We remark that the constant
84 comes from 4 · 21, where the 21 will come from Lemma 6.51.

The purpose of the second factor hgtT (t) is to penalize tree decompositions with too large
height. In Section 6.6 it will be used for the height-reduction scheme. We remark that
the only purpose of the hgtT (t) factor is the height-reduction scheme, in particular, the
running time of the refinement operation could also be analyzed without it.

For a subset W ⊆ V (T ), we denote

Φ`,T (W ) =
∑
t∈W

Φ`,T (t),
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and similarly, for the whole tree decomposition T = (T, bag), we set

Φ`(T ) = Φ`,T (V (T )) =
∑
t∈V (T )

Φ`,T (t).

6.5.2 Refinement of components

Throughout this and the following subsection, let us fix that T = (T, bag) is a binary
tree decomposition of G of width at most ` + 1 = 6k + 6, Tpref is a prefix of T (given
as an input for the refinement operation) that contains all bags of size ` + 2, and
X ⊇ bags(Tpref) is a dT -minimal c-small k-closure of bags(Tpref) for the vertex-depth
function dT (v) = depthT (forgetT (v)), and c ≤ O(k4).

In the refinement operation, we would like to construct the new binary tree decomposition
T ′ by combining a tree decomposition T X of torsoG(X) with tree decompositions T C

corresponding to components C ∈ cc(G \X), each of which is a tree decomposition of the
graph G[N [C]] and contains N(C) in its root bag. While this is the high-level intuition,
this process will actually be a bit more complicated. For example, we have no control on
the number of connected components of G \X (e.g. if G is a star and X is its center), so
we actually cannot iterate through all of the components. This subsection is dedicated to
resolving technicalities like this.

Let us start with a structural lemma about blockages that we will need in this subsection.

Lemma 6.39. If t ∈ Blockages(Tpref , X), then cmp(t) ∩X = ∅.

Proof. Assume otherwise. Then, we claim that the set X ′ = X \ cmp(t) is also a c-small
k-closure of bags(Tpref), contradicting the dT -minimality of X. In fact, we will show that
torsoG(X ′) is a subgraph of torsoG(X).

First, if t is a clique blockage, then this clearly holds because adh(t) separates X ∩ cmp(t)

from X ′, and is a clique in both torsoG(X) and torsoG(X ′).

Then, assume t is a component blockage covered by a component C ∈ cc(G \X), and
suppose there is a component C ′ ∈ cc(G \X ′) so that N(C ′) contains a pair of distinct
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Φ`(T ) = Φ`,T (V (T )) = ∑
t∈V (T )

Φ`,T (t).

6.5.2 Refinement of components

Throughout this and the following subsection, let us fix that T = (T, bag) is a binary
tree decomposition of G of width at most ` + 1 = 6k + 6, Tpref is a prefix of T (given
as an input for the refinement operation) that contains all bags of size ` + 2, and
X ⊇ bags(Tpref) is a dT -minimal c-small k-closure of bags(Tpref) for the vertex-depth
function dT (v) = depthT (forgetT (v)), and c ≤ O(k

4
).

In the refinement operation, we would like to construct the new binary tree decomposition
T ′ by combining a tree decomposition T

X
of torsoG(X) with tree decompositions T

C

corresponding to components C ∈ cc(G \X), each of which is a tree decomposition of the
graph G[N [C]] and contains N(C) in its root bag. While this is the high-level intuition,
this process will actually be a bit more complicated. For example, we have no control on
the number of connected components of G \X (e.g. if G is a star and X is its center), so
we actually cannot iterate through all of the components. This subsection is dedicated to
resolving technicalities like this.

Let us start with a structural lemma about blockages that we will need in this subsection.

Lemma 6.39. If t ∈ Blockages(Tpref , X), then cmp(t) ∩X = ∅.

Proof. Assume otherwise. Then, we claim that the set X ′ = X \ cmp(t) is also a c-small
k-closure of bags(Tpref), contradicting the dT -minimality of X. In fact, we will show that
torsoG(X ′) is a subgraph of torsoG(X).

First, if t is a clique blockage, then this clearly holds because adh(t) separates X ∩ cmp(t)

from X ′, and is a clique in both torsoG(X) and torsoG(X ′).

Then, assume t is a component blockage covered by a component C ∈ cc(G \X), and
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Classification of nodes and components

We now further classify the unexplored nodes of T into two categories. Note that for every
unexplored node t ∈ V (T ), there exists a unique ancestor a of t in Blockages(Tpref , X) (it
might be that a = t). If a is a component blockage covered by a component C, then we
say that t is a covered node, covered by the component C. If a is clique blockage, then
we say that t is a clique-blocked node. This partitions V (T ) into the prefix of explored
nodes Expl(Tpref , X), and the subtrees rooted at appendices a ∈ app(Expl(Tpref , X)), each
of which consists entirely of either (1) covered nodes covered by the same component
C ∈ cc(G \X), or (2) clique-blocked nodes.

We classify the components C ∈ cc(G \ X) into three categories. We say that C is a
proper component if C intersects bags(Expl(Tpref , X)). Observe that if C is not proper,
then C ⊆ cmp(t) for some blockage t. If the blockage t is a component blockage covered
by a component C ′, then we say that C is a covered component covered by C ′. Note that
in this case C ′ must be a proper component because it intersects adh(t) implying that it
intersects bags(Expl(Tpref , X)). Otherwise, if t is a clique blockage, then we say that C is
a clique-blocked component.

Construction of the decompositions

Then we define the tree decomposition T C = (TC , bagC) for a proper component C. First,
we let

TC = T [{t ∈ Expl(Tpref , X) | bag(t) ∩ C 6= ∅} ∪ {t ∈ V (T ) | t is covered by C}].

In other words, TC is the subtree of T induced by the nodes that are either (1) explored
and whose bags intersect C, or (2) are covered by C. Because X ⊇ bags(Tpref), V (TC) is
disjoint from Tpref . Note that TC is indeed connected, because if a blockage t is covered
by C, then C intersects adh(t) by definition, so parent(t) ∈ V (TC). The connectedness of
TC implies that there exists a unique minimum-depth node r ∈ V (T ) that is in V (TC).
The tree TC will be treated as rooted at r.

Then, similarly to Chapters 4 and 5 (in fact, exactly the same as in the proof of
Lemma 5.11), we define for t ∈ V (T ) and a proper component C that

pull(t, C) = {v ∈ N(C) | forgetT (v) is a strict descendant of t in T}.
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Classification of nodes and components

We now further classify the unexplored nodes of T into two categories. Note that for every
unexplored node t ∈ V (T ), there exists a unique ancestor a of t in Blockages(Tpref , X) (it
might be that a = t). If a is a component blockage covered by a component C, then we
say that t is a covered node, covered by the component C. If a is clique blockage, then
we say that t is a clique-blocked node. This partitions V (T ) into the prefix of explored
nodes Expl(Tpref , X), and the subtrees rooted at appendices a ∈ app(Expl(Tpref , X)), each
of which consists entirely of either (1) covered nodes covered by the same component
C ∈ cc(G \X), or (2) clique-blocked nodes.

We classify the components C ∈ cc(G \ X) into three categories. We say that C is a
proper component if C intersects bags(Expl(Tpref , X)). Observe that if C is not proper,
then C ⊆ cmp(t) for some blockage t. If the blockage t is a component blockage covered
by a component C ′, then we say that C is a covered component covered by C ′. Note that
in this case C ′ must be a proper component because it intersects adh(t) implying that it
intersects bags(Expl(Tpref , X)). Otherwise, if t is a clique blockage, then we say that C is
a clique-blocked component.

Construction of the decompositions

Then we define the tree decomposition T
C

= (T
C
, bag

C
) for a proper component C. First,

we let

T
C

= T [{t ∈ Expl(Tpref , X) | bag(t) ∩ C 6= ∅} ∪ {t ∈ V (T ) | t is covered by C}].

In other words, T
C
is the subtree of T induced by the nodes that are either (1) explored

and whose bags intersect C, or (2) are covered by C. Because X ⊇ bags(Tpref), V (T
C

) is
disjoint from Tpref . Note that T

C
is indeed connected, because if a blockage t is covered

by C, then C intersects adh(t) by definition, so parent(t) ∈ V (T
C

). The connectedness of
T
C
implies that there exists a unique minimum-depth node r ∈ V (T ) that is in V (T

C
).

The tree T
C
will be treated as rooted at r.

Then, similarly to Chapters 4 and 5 (in fact, exactly the same as in the proof of
Lemma 5.11), we define for t ∈ V (T ) and a proper component C that

pull(t, C) = {v ∈ N(C) | forgetT (v) is a strict descendant of t in T}.
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Then, we define bagC by setting

bagC(t) =

(bag(t) ∩N [C]) ∪ pull(t, C) if t ∈ Expl(Tpref , X)

bag(t) otherwise.

Note the similarity to the pruned improvement operation of Section 4.3. Let us then
argue that T C is indeed a tree decomposition.

Lemma 6.40. Let C be a proper component and denote by C̃ the union of C and the
components of G \X that are covered by C. Then, T C is a tree decomposition of N [C̃],
and the root bag of T C contains N(C) = N(C̃).

Proof. First, if a component C ′ ∈ cc(G \X) is a subset of cmp(t) for a blockage t covered
by C, then by Lemma 6.39, N(C ′) ⊆ adh(t), which by adh(t) ⊆ N [C] implies that
N(C ′) ⊆ N(C). This implies that N(C) = N(C̃).

Then, let us check the conditions of tree decompositions. Note that V (TC) contains all
nodes of T whose bags intersect C̃, which immediately implies the vertex condition for
vertices in C̃. Also because of this, for each edge uv ∈ E(G) with u ∈ C̃ and v ∈ N [C̃],
there must be t ∈ V (TC) so that {u, v} ⊆ bag(t), implying that {u, v} ⊆ bagC(t). This
proves the edge condition for all edges except those with both endpoints in N(C), and
the vertex condition for vertices in N(C). To show that no bag of T C contains vertices
outside of N [C̃], observe that this holds by definition for t ∈ Expl(Tpref , X), and for other
nodes by the definition of component blockage and Lemma 6.39. This finishes the proof
of the vertex condition.

Let r ∈ V (TC) be the root of TC and v ∈ N(C). If all occurrence of v in T would be
outside of the subtree rooted at r, then T would not satisfy the edge condition, so either
v ∈ bag(r), or v ∈ pull(r, C). In both cases, v ∈ bagC(r), so therefore N(C) ⊆ bagC(r),
finishing also the proof of the edge condition.

For the connectedness condition, for each v ∈ C̃ this holds because the set of nodes whose
bag contains v in T and in T C are the same. For vertices v ∈ N(C), we observe that
because cmp(t) ∩ X = ∅ for each blockage t (Lemma 6.39), forgetT (v) must be either
explored or not a descendant of r, and thus the additions of v to bags preserves that the
subtree of v is connected.

We then bound the sizes of bags of T C . This is a similar argument as we used in
Sections 4.2 and 5.2, in particular, by using the dT -minimality of X.

Lemma 6.41. For t ∈ Expl(Tpref , X), it holds that |bagC(t)| < |bag(t)|.
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theremustbet∈V(TC)sothat{u,v}⊆bag(t),implyingthat{u,v}⊆bagC(t).This
provestheedgeconditionforalledgesexceptthosewithbothendpointsinN(C),and
thevertexconditionforverticesinN(C).ToshowthatnobagofTCcontainsvertices
outsideofN[C̃],observethatthisholdsbydefinitionfort∈Expl(Tpref,X),andforother
nodesbythedefinitionofcomponentblockageandLemma6.39.Thisfinishestheproof
ofthevertexcondition.

Letr∈V(TC)betherootofTCandv∈N(C).IfalloccurrenceofvinTwouldbe
outsideofthesubtreerootedatr,thenTwouldnotsatisfytheedgecondition,soeither
v∈bag(r),orv∈pull(r,C).Inbothcases,v∈bagC(r),sothereforeN(C)⊆bagC(r),
finishingalsotheproofoftheedgecondition.

Fortheconnectednesscondition,foreachv∈C̃thisholdsbecausethesetofnodeswhose
bagcontainsvinTandinTCarethesame.Forverticesv∈N(C),weobservethat
becausecmp(t)∩X=∅foreachblockaget(Lemma6.39),forgetT(v)mustbeeither
exploredornotadescendantofr,andthustheadditionsofvtobagspreservesthatthe
subtreeofvisconnected.
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argue that T

C
is indeed a tree decomposition.

Lemma 6.40. Let C be a proper component and denote by C̃ the union of C and the
components of G \X that are covered by C. Then, T

C
is a tree decomposition of N [C̃],

and the root bag of T
C
contains N(C) = N(C̃).

Proof. First, if a component C ′ ∈ cc(G \X) is a subset of cmp(t) for a blockage t covered
by C, then by Lemma 6.39, N(C ′) ⊆ adh(t), which by adh(t) ⊆ N [C] implies that
N(C ′) ⊆ N(C). This implies that N(C) = N(C̃).

Then, let us check the conditions of tree decompositions. Note that V (T
C

) contains all
nodes of T whose bags intersect C̃, which immediately implies the vertex condition for
vertices in C̃. Also because of this, for each edge uv ∈ E(G) with u ∈ C̃ and v ∈ N [C̃],
there must be t ∈ V (T

C
) so that {u, v} ⊆ bag(t), implying that {u, v} ⊆ bag

C
(t). This

proves the edge condition for all edges except those with both endpoints in N(C), and
the vertex condition for vertices in N(C). To show that no bag of T

C
contains vertices

outside of N [C̃], observe that this holds by definition for t ∈ Expl(Tpref , X), and for other
nodes by the definition of component blockage and Lemma 6.39. This finishes the proof
of the vertex condition.

Let r ∈ V (T
C

) be the root of T
C
and v ∈ N(C). If all occurrence of v in T would be

outside of the subtree rooted at r, then T would not satisfy the edge condition, so either
v ∈ bag(r), or v ∈ pull(r, C). In both cases, v ∈ bag

C
(r), so therefore N(C) ⊆ bag

C
(r),

finishing also the proof of the edge condition.

For the connectedness condition, for each v ∈ C̃ this holds because the set of nodes whose
bag contains v in T and in T

C
are the same. For vertices v ∈ N(C), we observe that

because cmp(t) ∩ X = ∅ for each blockage t (Lemma 6.39), forgetT (v) must be either
explored or not a descendant of r, and thus the additions of v to bags preserves that the
subtree of v is connected.

We then bound the sizes of bags of T
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. This is a similar argument as we used in
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bag(t)otherwise.
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isindeedatreedecomposition.

Lemma6.40.LetCbeapropercomponentanddenotebyC̃theunionofCandthe
componentsofG\XthatarecoveredbyC.Then,T
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isatreedecompositionofN[C̃],

andtherootbagofT
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containsN(C)=N(C̃).
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Then,letuschecktheconditionsoftreedecompositions.NotethatV(T
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Proof. By the definition of bagC(t), it suffices to prove that |pull(t, C)| < |bag(t) \N [C]|.

First, suppose that pull(t, C) = ∅, in which case we need to prove that bag(t) is not a
subset of N [C]. However, if bag(t) would be a subset of N [C], then adh(t) would be a
subset of N [C], so some ancestor of t would be a blockage, so t /∈ Expl(Tpref , X).

It remains to prove that if pull(t, C) is non-empty, then |pull(t, C)| < |bag(t) \ N [C]|.
For this proof, recall that dT (v) = depthT (forgetT (v)) for all v ∈ V (G). For the sake of
contradiction, assume that pull(t, C) is non-empty and |pull(t, C)| ≥ |bag(t) \N [C]|. We
claim that now,

S = (N(C) \ pull(t, C)) ∪ (bag(t) \N [C])

is an (N(C), bags(Tpref))-separator that contradicts the fact that N(C) is dT -linked into
bags(Tpref), which by Lemma 6.29 contradicts that X is dT -minimal.

First, note that because pull(t, C) ⊆ N(C), we indeed have that |S| ≤ |N(C)|. Moreover,
because for each v ∈ pull(t, C) the highest bag containing v is a strict descendant
of t, we have for all v ∈ pull(t, C) and u ∈ bag(t) that dT (v) > dT (u), implying
that dT (S) < dT (N(C)). It remains to prove that S indeed separates N(C) from
bags(Tpref). For this, it suffices to prove that it separates pull(t, C) from bags(Tpref),
because N(C) \ S = pull(t, C).

Suppose P is a shortest path from pull(t, C) to bags(Tpref) in G \ S. Because C is disjoint
from bags(Tpref) and N(C) \ S = pull(t, C), we have that P intersects N [C] only on its
first vertex. However, observe that because the nodes of T whose bags contain vertices
from pull(t, C) are strict descendants of t, and t is a descendant of an appendix of Tpref ,
it holds that bag(t) separates pull(t, C) from bags(Tpref), and therefore P must intersect
bag(t). However, as bag(t) is disjoint from pull(t, C), the intersection of P and bag(t)

must be in bag(t) \N [C], but bag(t) \N [C] ⊆ S, so no such path P can exist, implying
that S is an (N(C), bags(Tpref))-separator.

Because the other bags of T C = (TC , bagC) are directly copied from T , it follows that
|bagC(t)| ≤ |bag(t)| for all t ∈ V (TC), so the width of T C is at most `.

In addition to constructing the decompositions T C for proper components C, we will copy
clique-blocked subtrees of T in the refinement. In particular, for each clique blockage t,
the tree decomposition rooted at it is copied without any changes. For a clique blockage t
we define T t = T �descT (t) = (T [descT (t)], bag�descT (t)), and view T t as rooted at t.

Lemma 6.42. Let t be a clique blockage. Then, T t is a tree decomposition of the graph
G[cmp(t) ∪ adh(t)].
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frompull(t,C)arestrictdescendantsoft,andtisadescendantofanappendixofTpref,
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Lemma6.42.Lettbeacliqueblockage.Then,Ttisatreedecompositionofthegraph
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Proof. Straightforward verification of properties of tree decompositions. (This holds
in fact for any rooted subtree of a tree decomposition, so we do not use properties of
blockages.)

The refinement forest

We define the refinement forest of T with respect to Tpref and X to be the collection
ReFo(Tpref , X) of binary tree decompositions that contains

• for every proper component C ∈ cc(G \X) the tree decomposition T C , and

• for every clique blockage t the tree decomposition T t.

Note that Lemma 6.41 and the construction of T t imply that all tree decompositions in
the refinement forest have width at most `.

Lemma 6.43. For every vertex v ∈ V (G) \X, there is exactly one tree decomposition in
ReFo(Tpref , X) that contains v, and for every edge uv ∈ E(G) with v ∈ V (G) \X, there
is a tree decomposition in the refinement forest that contains a bag containing {u, v}.

Proof. Let v ∈ C ′ for C ′ ∈ cc(G\X). If C ′ is a covered by a proper component C, or C ′ is
a proper component C, then by Lemma 6.40 T C contains v, and for every u ∈ N(v) also
a bag containing {u, v}. If C ′ is a clique-blocked component, then there exists a clique
blockage t ∈ V (T ) so that C ′ ⊆ cmp(t), implying that v is in the tree decomposition T t.
Because N(C ′) ⊆ adh(t), by Lemma 6.42 it also holds that for every u ∈ N(v), there is a
bag of T t that contains {u, v}.

Let T̃ = (T̃ , ˜bag) ∈ ReFo(Tpref , X) be a tree decomposition in the refinement forest. The
interface of T̃ is the set X ∩ bags(T̃ ), i.e., the vertices of X in T̃ , and is denoted by
Int(T̃ ). If T̃ = T C for a proper component C, then Int(T̃ ) = N(C) by Lemma 6.40, and
if T̃ = T t for a clique blockage t, then Int(T̃ ) = adh(t) by Lemma 6.42. In both cases,
the interface Int(T̃ ) is a clique in torsoG(X) and a subset of the root bag of T̃ .

Next we upper bound the total potential of the refinement forest. We include a term
|Expl(Tpref , X)\Tpref | to be able to charge the running time of the refinement operation from
the potential. Furthermore, we also include an additional term 42 ·g`(|Int(T̃ )|) ·hgt(T̃ ) for
every tree decomposition T̃ . This potential will be later used for constructing additional
bags of size |Int(T̃ )| to combine the trees of the forest.
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Proof. Straightforward verification of properties of tree decompositions. (This holds
in fact for any rooted subtree of a tree decomposition, so we do not use properties of
blockages.)

The refinement forest

We define the refinement forest of T with respect to Tpref and X to be the collection
ReFo(Tpref , X) of binary tree decompositions that contains

• for every proper component C ∈ cc(G \X) the tree decomposition T
C
, and

• for every clique blockage t the tree decomposition T
t
.

Note that Lemma 6.41 and the construction of T
t
imply that all tree decompositions in

the refinement forest have width at most `.

Lemma 6.43. For every vertex v ∈ V (G) \X, there is exactly one tree decomposition in
ReFo(Tpref , X) that contains v, and for every edge uv ∈ E(G) with v ∈ V (G) \X, there
is a tree decomposition in the refinement forest that contains a bag containing {u, v}.

Proof. Let v ∈ C ′ for C ′ ∈ cc(G\X). If C ′ is a covered by a proper component C, or C ′ is
a proper component C, then by Lemma 6.40 T

C
contains v, and for every u ∈ N(v) also

a bag containing {u, v}. If C ′ is a clique-blocked component, then there exists a clique
blockage t ∈ V (T ) so that C ′ ⊆ cmp(t), implying that v is in the tree decomposition T

t
.

Because N(C ′) ⊆ adh(t), by Lemma 6.42 it also holds that for every u ∈ N(v), there is a
bag of T

t
that contains {u, v}.

Let T̃ = (T̃ , ˜bag) ∈ ReFo(Tpref , X) be a tree decomposition in the refinement forest. The
interface of T̃ is the set X ∩ bags(T̃ ), i.e., the vertices of X in T̃ , and is denoted by
Int(T̃ ). If T̃ = T

C
for a proper component C, then Int(T̃ ) = N(C) by Lemma 6.40, and

if T̃ = T
t
for a clique blockage t, then Int(T̃ ) = adh(t) by Lemma 6.42. In both cases,

the interface Int(T̃ ) is a clique in torsoG(X) and a subset of the root bag of T̃ .

Next we upper bound the total potential of the refinement forest. We include a term
|Expl(Tpref , X)\Tpref | to be able to charge the running time of the refinement operation from
the potential. Furthermore, we also include an additional term 42 ·g`(|Int(T̃ )|) ·hgt(T̃ ) for
every tree decomposition T̃ . This potential will be later used for constructing additional
bags of size |Int(T̃ )| to combine the trees of the forest.
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Proof.Straightforwardverificationofpropertiesoftreedecompositions.(Thisholds
infactforanyrootedsubtreeofatreedecomposition,sowedonotusepropertiesof
blockages.)

Therefinementforest

WedefinetherefinementforestofTwithrespecttoTprefandXtobethecollection
ReFo(Tpref,X)ofbinarytreedecompositionsthatcontains

•foreverypropercomponentC∈cc(G\X)thetreedecompositionT
C
,and

•foreverycliqueblockagetthetreedecompositionT
t
.

NotethatLemma6.41andtheconstructionofT
t
implythatalltreedecompositionsin

therefinementforesthavewidthatmost`.

Lemma6.43.Foreveryvertexv∈V(G)\X,thereisexactlyonetreedecompositionin
ReFo(Tpref,X)thatcontainsv,andforeveryedgeuv∈E(G)withv∈V(G)\X,there
isatreedecompositionintherefinementforestthatcontainsabagcontaining{u,v}.

Proof.Letv∈C′forC′∈cc(G\X).IfC′isacoveredbyapropercomponentC,orC′is
apropercomponentC,thenbyLemma6.40T

C
containsv,andforeveryu∈N(v)also

abagcontaining{u,v}.IfC′isaclique-blockedcomponent,thenthereexistsaclique
blockaget∈V(T)sothatC′⊆cmp(t),implyingthatvisinthetreedecompositionT

t
.

BecauseN(C′)⊆adh(t),byLemma6.42italsoholdsthatforeveryu∈N(v),thereisa
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t
thatcontains{u,v}.

LetT̃=(T̃,˜bag)∈ReFo(Tpref,X)beatreedecompositionintherefinementforest.The
interfaceofT̃isthesetX∩bags(T̃),i.e.,theverticesofXinT̃,andisdenotedby
Int(T̃).IfT̃=T

C
forapropercomponentC,thenInt(T̃)=N(C)byLemma6.40,and

ifT̃=T
t
foracliqueblockaget,thenInt(T̃)=adh(t)byLemma6.42.Inbothcases,

theinterfaceInt(T̃)isacliqueintorsoG(X)andasubsetoftherootbagofT̃.

Nextweupperboundthetotalpotentialoftherefinementforest.Weincludeaterm
|Expl(Tpref,X)\Tpref|tobeabletochargetherunningtimeoftherefinementoperationfrom
thepotential.Furthermore,wealsoincludeanadditionalterm42·g`(|Int(T̃)|)·hgt(T̃)for
everytreedecompositionT̃.Thispotentialwillbelaterusedforconstructingadditional
bagsofsize|Int(T̃)|tocombinethetreesoftheforest.
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Lemma 6.44. It holds that

|Expl(Tpref , X) \ Tpref |+
∑

T̃ ∈ReFo(Tpref ,X)

Φ`(T̃ ) + 42 · g`(|Int(T̃ )|) · hgt(T̃ )

≤ Φ`,T (V (T ) \ Tpref) + kO(k) ·
∑

a∈app(Tpref)

hgtT (a).

Proof. First, let Y1 ⊆ V (T ) be the set of clique-blocked nodes of T , and let
ReFo1(Tpref , X) ⊆ ReFo(Tpref , X) be the set of tree decompositions in the refinement
forest that correspond to clique blockages. We observe that∑

T̃ ∈ReFo1(Tpref ,X)

Φ`(T̃ ) = Φ`,T (Y1), (6.45)

because the clique-blocked subtrees are directly copied from T to the refinement forest.

Then, let Y2 ⊆ V (T ) be the set of covered nodes of T , and let ReFo2(Tpref , X) =

ReFo(Tpref , X) \ ReFo1(Tpref , X) be the set of tree decompositions in the refinement forest
that correspond to proper components. Let T C = (TC , bagC) ∈ ReFo2(Tpref , X), and
let t ∈ V (TC). If t ∈ Y2, then T C is the only decomposition in ReFo2(Tpref , X) that
contains t, hgtTC (t) ≤ hgtT (t), and bagC(t) = bag(t). Then, let Y3 = Expl(Tpref , X) \ Tpref ,
and observe that if t /∈ Y2, then t ∈ Y3. In this case, t occurs in all decompositions T C

so that bag(t) ∩ C 6= ∅, implying that t occurs in at most ` + 1 such decompositions.
Furthermore, we observe that hgtTC (t) ≤ hgtT (t), and by Lemma 6.41, it holds that
|bagC(t)| < |bag(t)|. Putting these observations together, we obtain that∑

T̃ ∈ReFo2(Tpref ,X)

Φ`(T̃ ) ≤ Φ`,T (Y2) +
∑
t∈Y3

(`+ 1) · g`(|bag(t)| − 1) · hgtT (t)

Because g`(x) = (84(`+ 1))x+1, we get that∑
T̃ ∈ReFo2(Tpref ,X)

Φ`(T̃ ) ≤ Φ`,T (Y2) + Φ`,T (Y3)/84. (6.46)

Putting (6.45) and (6.46) together, we obtain∑
T̃ ∈ReFo(Tpref ,X)

Φ`(T̃ ) ≤ Φ`,T (Y1 ∪ Y2) + Φ`,T (Y3)/84.

Then we bound
∑
T̃ ∈ReFo(Tpref ,X) 42 · g`(|Int(T̃ )|) · hgt(T̃ ). We start by bounding it for

decompositions in ReFo1(Tpref , X). Let T̃ ∈ ReFo1(Tpref , X), in particular, T̃ = T t for
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some clique blockage t. Note that in this case

g`(|Int(T̃ )|) · hgt(T̃ ) = g`(|adh(t)|) · hgtT (t).

Suppose first that t ∈ app(Tpref). For those clique blockages t, the sum is bounded by
kO(k) ·

∑
a∈app(Tpref)

hgtT (a). Then, suppose t /∈ app(Tpref), in particular, parentT (t) ∈ Y3.
In this case, observe that if bag(parentT (t)) = adh(t) would hold, then some strict ancestor
of t would be a clique blockage, implying that t would not be a clique blockage. Therefore,
|bag(parentT (t))| > |adh(t)|. As T is binary, each node in Y3 can be a parent of at most
two clique blockages, so we obtain∑

T̃ ∈ReFo1(Tpref ,X)

42 · g`(|Int(T̃ )|) · hgt(T̃ )

≤kO(k) ·
∑

a∈app(Tpref)

hgtT (a) +
∑
t∈Y3

42 · 2 · g`(|bag(t)| − 1) · hgtT (t)

≤kO(k) ·
∑

a∈app(Tpref)

hgtT (a) + Φ`,T (Y3)/6.

(In the last step, we can divide by 6 because `+ 1 ≥ 6.)

Finally, we bound
∑
T̃ ∈ReFo2(Tpref ,X) 42 · g`(|Int(T̃ )|) · hgt(T̃ ). Let T̃ = T C = (TC , bagC)

for some proper component C, and let rC ∈ Y3 be the root of TC . Now,

g`(|Int(T̃ )|) · hgt(T̃ ) ≤ g`(|N(C)|) · hgtT (rC)

≤ g`(|bag(rC)| − 1) · hgtT (rC),

where the last inequality follows from the facts that N(C) ⊆ bagC(rC) and by Lemma 6.41
|bagC(rC)| < |bag(rC)|. Because each node in Y3 can be the root rC for at most ` + 1

proper components C, we get that∑
T̃ ∈ReFo2(Tpref ,X)

42 · g`(|Int(T̃ )|) · hgt(T̃ )

≤
∑
t∈Y3

(`+ 1) · 42 · g`(|bag(t)| − 1) · hgtT (t)

≤ Φ`,T (Y3)/2.
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smallness and the fact that |adh(a)| ≤ `+1, we have that |X∩(cmp(a)∪adh(a))| ≤ c+`+1.
Because |Int(T̃ )| ≤ 2k + 2 (as X is a k-closure and Int(T̃ ) is a clique in torsoG(X)), it
holds that the number of different interfaces is at most (c+ `+ 2)2k+2, which is bounded
by kO(k).

As the last result of this subsection, we show that a representation of the refinement
forest can be computed efficiently when given the output of Lemma 6.35. For this let
us first define the representation of ReFo(Tpref , X). The representation is a list of length
|ReFo(Tpref , X)| that for each T̃ = (T̃ , ˜bag) ∈ ReFo(Tpref , X) contains a tuple consisting
of Int(T̃ ), hgt(T̃ ), and in addition,

• if T̃ = T C for a proper component C, the restriction T C�Expl(Tpref ,X) and a mapping
from blockages that are covered by C to the nodes of T C�Expl(Tpref ,X) below which
they should be attached to construct T C , and

• if T̃ = T t for a clique blockage t, the node t.

We then give the algorithm to compute the representation.

Lemma 6.49. The prefix-rebuilding data structure of Lemma 6.35 can be extended so
that the Closure(Tpref) operation also returns the representation of ReFo(Tpref , X).

Proof. In order to compute the heights hgt(T̃ ) for the representation, we maintain also
the prefix-rebuilding data structure of Lemma 6.7 to be able to query the heights of
nodes of T . Now, given the output of the Closure(Tpref) operation of Lemma 6.35, our
goal is to compute the representation of ReFo(Tpref , X) in time kO(1) · |Expl(Tpref , X)|. We
remind the reader that the output of the Closure(Tpref) operation contains a dT -minimal
c-small k-closure X of bags(Tpref), the graph torsoG(X), the sets Blockages(Tpref , X) and
Expl(Tpref , X), and for each blockage whether it is a clique blockage or component blockage.

First, given this information, computing the tuples for the decompositions in ReFo(Tpref , X)

corresponding to clique blockages is straightforward to do in kO(1) · |Expl(Tpref , X)| time.

Then we compute for each proper component C the sets C ∩ bags(Expl(Tpref , X)) and
N(C). Let GE be the graph on the vertex set V (GE) = bags(Expl(Tpref , X)) \ X that
contains the edges of G[V (GE)], and for every component blockage t a clique on adh(t)\X.

Claim 6.50. For u, v ∈ V (GE), there exists an u-v-path in GE if and only if there exists
an u-v-path in G \X.
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bykO(k).

Asthelastresultofthissubsection,weshowthatarepresentationoftherefinement
forestcanbecomputedefficientlywhengiventheoutputofLemma6.35.Forthislet
usfirstdefinetherepresentationofReFo(Tpref,X).Therepresentationisalistoflength
|ReFo(Tpref,X)|thatforeachT̃=(T̃,˜bag)∈ReFo(Tpref,X)containsatupleconsisting
ofInt(T̃),hgt(T̃),andinaddition,

•ifT̃=TCforapropercomponentC,therestrictionTC�Expl(Tpref,X)andamapping
fromblockagesthatarecoveredbyCtothenodesofTC�Expl(Tpref,X)belowwhich
theyshouldbeattachedtoconstructTC,and
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Wethengivethealgorithmtocomputetherepresentation.
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Proof.Inordertocomputetheheightshgt(T̃)fortherepresentation,wemaintainalso
theprefix-rebuildingdatastructureofLemma6.7tobeabletoquerytheheightsof
nodesofT.Now,giventheoutputoftheClosure(Tpref)operationofLemma6.35,our
goalistocomputetherepresentationofReFo(Tpref,X)intimekO(1)·|Expl(Tpref,X)|.We
remindthereaderthattheoutputoftheClosure(Tpref)operationcontainsadT-minimal
c-smallk-closureXofbags(Tpref),thegraphtorsoG(X),thesetsBlockages(Tpref,X)and
Expl(Tpref,X),andforeachblockagewhetheritisacliqueblockageorcomponentblockage.

First,giventhisinformation,computingthetuplesforthedecompositionsinReFo(Tpref,X)

correspondingtocliqueblockagesisstraightforwardtodoinkO(1)·|Expl(Tpref,X)|time.

ThenwecomputeforeachpropercomponentCthesetsC∩bags(Expl(Tpref,X))and
N(C).LetGEbethegraphonthevertexsetV(GE)=bags(Expl(Tpref,X))\Xthat
containstheedgesofG[V(GE)],andforeverycomponentblockagetacliqueonadh(t)\X.

Claim6.50.Foru,v∈V(GE),thereexistsanu-v-pathinGEifandonlyifthereexists
anu-v-pathinG\X.
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Proof of the claim. First, consider an u-v-path in GE. The edges of it that are not edges
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x, y ∈ V (GE) but z1, . . . , zp /∈ V (GE). We claim that then xy ∈ E(GE). Because
{z1, . . . , zp} is a connected set in G disjoint from bags(Expl(Tpref , X)), it holds that
{z1, . . . , zp} ⊆ cmp(t) for some blockage t. Now because xz1 and zpy are edges of G and
x, y ∈ bags(Expl(Tpref , X)), it must be that x, y ∈ adh(t). This implies that the path can
be translated into an u-v-path in GE. C

Now the sets C ∩ bags(Expl(Tpref , X)) for proper components C can be computed in
kO(1) · |Expl(Tpref , X)| time by first computing GE explicitly and then its connected
components. Note that G[V (GE)] can be computed explicitly because all of its edges
are stored in edges(Expl(Tpref , X)), where (T, bag, edges) is the stored annotated tree
decomposition.

To compute the sets N(C), first recall that by Lemma 6.39, X ⊆ bags(Expl(Tpref , X)).
The vertices v ∈ N(C) that are in adh(t) for some component blockage t covered by
C can be found by iterating through blockages. If v ∈ N(C) is not in the adhesion of
any component blockage t covered by C, then there exists u ∈ C so that uv ∈ E(G)

and forgetT (uv) ∈ Expl(Tpref , X), so such vertices v can be found by iterating through
Expl(Tpref , X) and inspecting the edges map. Therefore, computing the sets N(C) for all
proper components C can be done in kO(1) · |Expl(Tpref , X)| total time.

Then for each component C we compute the highest node in Expl(Tpref , X) whose bag
intersects C, and then by using depth-first search from it, compute the restriction
T C�Expl(Tpref ,X) and the mapping from blockages that are covered by C to the nodes of
T C�Expl(Tpref ,X) below which they should be attached to construct T C . By using the height
data structure, we can also simultaneously compute hgt(T C). For each C, this takes
kO(k) · |T C�Expl(Tpref ,X)| time, which sums up to kO(1) · |Expl(Tpref , X)| total time.

6.5.3 Combining the components

Suppose we have constructed the refinement forest ReFo(Tpref , X), and we have a tree
decomposition T X of torsoG(X). Because the interface of each tree decomposition in
ReFo(Tpref , X) is a clique in torsoG(X), it is clear that they can be combined to create
a tree decomposition of G, in the fashion of the construction in Section 5.2. However,
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the naive way of combining these tree decompositions could make the resulting tree
decomposition not binary.

A natural idea is to then append auxiliary binary trees to T X , so that every tree
decomposition in the refinement forest will have its own attachment point. However, this
increases the potential of the resulting tree decomposition, so we have to be careful with
the details of how this is implemented to control this increase. In this subsection we
discuss the first part of constructing these binary trees, which is that for every interface
B = Int(T̃ ) of a tree decomposition T̃ ∈ ReFo(Tpref , X), we construct a tree decomposition
T B gathering all of the tree decompositions in ReFo(Tpref , X) with the interface B to a
single tree decomposition.

The following lemma, inspired by Huffman coding, will be crucial for bounding the
potential of such T B.

Lemma 6.51. Let h1, . . . , hm be positive integers and let Q = h1 + . . .+hm. Then, there
exists a binary tree T of height O(logQ) and leaves labeled h1, . . . , hm in some order such
that

∑
t∈V (T ) lheight(t) ≤ 21Q, where

lheight(t) =

label(t) if t is a leaf,

1 + max{lheight(c) | c is a child of t} otherwise.

Moreover, given h1, . . . , hm, such a tree can be computed in time O(m+ logQ).

Proof. Let λ : Z≥1 → Z≥0 be the function given by the formula λ(a) = dlog ae (recall
that log denotes the base-2 logarithm). In other words, λ(a) is the smallest non-negative
integer such that 2λ(a) ≥ a. This implies that 2λ(a) < 2a.

We partition h1, . . . , hm into λ(Q) groups D0, . . . , Dλ(Q) as follows: We put hi in Dj if
Q

2j+1 < hi ≤ Q
2j
. This is a well-defined partition as these intervals for j = 0, . . . , λ(Q) are

disjoint and their union covers the interval [1, Q].

Now, for each non-empty group Di let us create a binary tree Ti as follows. Let the
elements of Di be d1, . . . , da. Then, let Ti be an arbitrary binary tree with a leaves labeled
d1, . . . , da, where all leaves are at distance at most λ(a) from the root. As 2λ(a) ≥ a, such
a tree exists. If Di is empty, we assume that Ti is empty as well.

As the next step create a path P = t0, . . . , tλ(Q) rooted at t0. For each i = 0, . . . , λ(Q), if
Di is non-empty, assign the root of Ti as a child of ti. Remove the suffix of P that has no
subtrees attached to it. This completes the description of desired T . One can readily see
that the construction can be computed in time O(m+ logQ).
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increasesthepotentialoftheresultingtreedecomposition,sowehavetobecarefulwith
thedetailsofhowthisisimplementedtocontrolthisincrease.Inthissubsectionwe
discussthefirstpartofconstructingthesebinarytrees,whichisthatforeveryinterface
B=Int(T̃)ofatreedecompositionT̃∈ReFo(Tpref,X),weconstructatreedecomposition
TBgatheringallofthetreedecompositionsinReFo(Tpref,X)withtheinterfaceBtoa
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disjointandtheirunioncoverstheinterval[1,Q].

Now,foreachnon-emptygroupDiletuscreateabinarytreeTiasfollows.Letthe
elementsofDibed1,...,da.Then,letTibeanarbitrarybinarytreewithaleaveslabeled
d1,...,da,whereallleavesareatdistanceatmostλ(a)fromtheroot.As2λ(a)≥a,such
atreeexists.IfDiisempty,weassumethatTiisemptyaswell.

AsthenextstepcreateapathP=t0,...,tλ(Q)rootedatt0.Foreachi=0,...,λ(Q),if
Diisnon-empty,assigntherootofTiasachildofti.RemovethesuffixofPthathasno
subtreesattachedtoit.ThiscompletesthedescriptionofdesiredT.Onecanreadilysee
thattheconstructioncanbecomputedintimeO(m+logQ).
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226 Dynamic treewidth

What remains is to prove the required properties of T . As each Ti has height O(logQ)

and the path P has length O(logQ), it is clear that the height of T is O(logQ) as well.

Next, we will prove a bound on the sum of lheight(t) for a particular Ti. Let the elements
of Di be d1, . . . , da ∈ ( Q
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Q
2i

]. Let us group the nodes t ∈ V (Ti) by their distance j to
the farthest leaf in the subtree of Ti rooted at t. For j = 0, the group comprises the
leaves of Ti. The leaves are labeled by Di, so their values of lheight do not exceed Q

2i
.

Next, the nodes at distance j ≥ 1 from the farthest leaf have the value of lheight at most
Q
2i

+ j and there are at most 2λ(a)−j of them (which follows from the fact that each such
node is at depth at most λ(a)− j in Ti). Hence, we have the bound
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Summing (6.52) over all i = 0, 1, . . . , λ(Q), we get that
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What remains is to bound the sum of lheight for the nodes of P . Define
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+ 2λ(Q)− i+ 2.

We now prove lheight(ti) ≤ xi by induction on i. Each node ti ∈ V (P ) has at most two
children, the root ri of Ti if Di is non-empty, and the node ti+1 on the path P if ti+1

exists. First, by the induction assumption, lheight(ti+1) ≤ xi+1 ≤ xi − 1.
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228 Dynamic treewidth

The point of this construction is that now, for every t ∈ TBpref it holds that hgtTB(t) =

lheight(t), where lheight(t) is from the statement of Lemma 6.51. This means in particular
that

∑
t∈TBpref

hgtTB(t) ≤ 21 ·
∑
T̃ ∈ReFoB(Tpref ,X)(hgt(T̃ ) + 1).

We then observe some basic properties of T B.

Lemma 6.53. It holds that

1. T B is a tree decomposition of G[
⋃
T̃ ∈ReFoB(Tpref ,X) bags(T̃ )],

2. T B has width at most `,

3. the root bag of T B is equal to B, and

4. hgt(T B) ≤ O(log |T |+ log k) + maxT̃ ∈ReFoB(Tpref ,X) hgtT (Source(T̃ )).

Proof. For Item 1, the vertex and edge conditions follow directly from vertex and
edge conditions of the decompositions in ReFoB(Tpref , X), and the fact that B is a
(bags(T̃1), bags(T̃2)-separator for any distinct T̃1, T̃2 ∈ ReFoB(Tpref , X). The connectedness
condition follows from the fact that B is a subset of the root bag of every decomposi-
tion in ReFoB(Tpref , X). Item 2 follows from the fact that every tree decomposition in
ReFo(Tpref , X) has width at most `, and Item 3 is direct from the definition of T B.

Because |ReFoB(Tpref , X)| ≤ O(k · |T |) and hgt(T̃ ) ≤ |T | for all T̃ ∈ ReFo(Tpref , X),
we have that

∑
hi ≤ O(k · |T |2) for the integers h1, . . . , hm given to the algorithm

of Lemma 6.51. Therefore, hgt(TBpref) ≤ O(log |T | + log k), implying that hgt(T B) ≤
O(log |T |+ log k) + maxT̃ ∈ReFoB(Tpref ,X) hgt(T̃ ), which by Lemma 6.47 implies Item 4.

Then, we define the grouped refinement forest of T with respect to Tpref and X to be
GReFo(Tpref , X) = {T B | ReFoB(Tpref , X) 6= ∅}, i.e., the set of binary tree decompositions
containing T B for every set B that is the interface of some tree decomposition in the
refinement forest. We analyze the total potential of the trees in GReFo(Tpref , X).

Lemma 6.54. It holds that

|Expl(Tpref , X) \ Tpref |+
∑

T B∈GReFo(Tpref ,X)

Φ`(T B)

≤ Φ`,T (V (T ) \ Tpref) + kO(k) ·
∑

a∈app(Tpref)

hgtT (a).

Proof. By the construction of T B, it holds that

Φ`(T B) = Φ`,T B(TBpref) +
∑

T̃ ∈ReFoB(Tpref ,X)

Φ`(T̃ ),
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implying that∑
T B∈GReFo(Tpref ,X)

Φ`(T B) =
∑

T̃ ∈ReFo(Tpref ,X)

Φ`(T̃ ) +
∑

T B∈GReFo(Tpref ,X)

Φ`,T B(TBpref) (6.55)

The plan to first bound the latter sum and then apply Lemma 6.44. By the construction
of T B, it holds that

Φ`,T B(TBpref) =
∑
t∈TBpref

g`(|B|) · hgtTB(t) = g`(|B|) ·
∑
t∈TBpref

hgtTB(t).

Then, the construction of TBpref by Lemma 6.51 guarantees that∑
t∈TBpref

hgtTB(t) ≤ 21 ·
∑

T̃ ∈ReFoB(Tpref ,X)

hgt(T̃ ) + 1

≤ 42 ·
∑

T̃ ∈ReFoB(Tpref ,X)

hgt(T̃ ),

which implies
Φ`,T B(TBpref) ≤ 42 · g`(|B|) ·

∑
T̃ ∈ReFoB(Tpref ,X)

hgt(T̃ ),

which in turn implies∑
T B∈GReFo(Tpref ,X)

Φ`,T B(TBpref) ≤
∑

T̃ ∈ReFo(Tpref ,X)

42 · g`(|Int(T̃ )|) · hgt(T̃ ). (6.56)

Now, Lemma 6.44 states that

|Expl(Tpref , X) \ Tpref |+
∑

T̃ ∈ReFo(Tpref ,X)

Φ`(T̃ ) + 42 · g`(|Int(T̃ )|) · hgt(T̃ )

≤ Φ`,T (V (T ) \ Tpref) + kO(k) ·
∑

a∈app(Tpref)

hgtT (a),

which yields the conclusion by combining with (6.55) and (6.56)

Then we analyze the sum of the heights of the grouped refinement forest, for the purpose
of later analysis of the potential when the tree decompositions T B are attached to a
tree decomposition T X of torsoG(X). For a rather technical reason, in this analysis we
subtract O(log |T |) from the height of each tree in GReFo(Tpref , X).
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230 Dynamic treewidth

Lemma 6.57. There exists a constant α, so that∑
T B∈GReFo(Tpref ,X)

(
hgt(T B)− α · log |T |

)
≤ kO(k) ·

∑
a∈app(Tpref)

hgtT (a).

Proof. If |T | < k, then the lemma clearly holds, so assume that k ≤ |T |. In that case,
by Lemma 6.53, the height of T B is at most

O(log |T |) + max
T̃ ∈ReFoB(Tpref ,X)

hgtT (Source(T̃ )),

so by letting α depend on the constant hidden by the O-notation in the O(log |T |) term,
our goal will be to bound the sum∑

T B∈GReFo(Tpref ,X)

max
T̃ ∈ReFoB(Tpref ,X)

hgtT (Source(T̃ )).

For T B ∈ GReFo(Tpref , X), let us define the source appendix Source(T B) ∈ app(Tpref)

of T B to be the source appendix Source(T̃ ) for T̃ ∈ ReFoB(Tpref , X) that maximizes
hgtT (Source(T̃ )). Now, our goal is to bound∑

T B∈GReFo(Tpref ,X)

hgtT (Source(T B)).

By Lemma 6.48, for every a ∈ app(Tpref) it holds that

|{Int(T̃ ) | T̃ ∈ ReFo(Tpref , X) and Source(T̃ ) = a}| ≤ kO(k),

which implies |{T B | Source(T B) = a}| ≤ kO(k), and therefore∑
T B∈GReFo(Tpref ,X)

hgtT (Source(T B)) ≤
∑

a∈app(Tpref)

kO(k) · hgtT (a),

which concludes the proof.

We then define the representation of the grouped refinement forest GReFo(Tpref , X) as a list
that contains for every interface B = Int(T̃ ) of a tree decomposition T̃ ∈ ReFo(Tpref , X)

the restriction T B�V (TBpref)
and the mapping from the leaves of T B�V (TBpref)

to decompositions
in ReFo(Tpref , X) indicating how they should be attached to T B�V (TBpref)

to construct T B.

Lemma 6.58. Given the representation of ReFo(Tpref , X), the representation of
GReFo(Tpref , X) can be computed in kO(1) · |ReFo(Tpref , X)|+ kO(k) · |Tpref | · log |T | time.
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Proof. First, we compute the set of distinct interfaces in time kO(1) · |ReFo(Tpref , X)| by
bucket sorting. Then, for each interface B, we know the heights of the decompositions in
ReFoB(Tpref , X) from the representation of ReFo(Tpref , X), and apply Lemma 6.51 with
them. With the output of Lemma 6.51, it is straightforward to construct T B�V (TBpref)

in
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implies the conclusion.

6.5.4 Refinement operation

We are now almost ready to fully describe the refinement operation. Before going into
it, let us state the Bodlaender-Hagerup Lemma for making tree decompositions into
logarithmic depth.

Lemma 6.59 ([Bodlaender and Hagerup, 1998, Lemma 2.2]). There is an algorithm that
given a graph G and a tree decomposition (T, bag) of G of width `, in time O(` · |V (T )|)
returns a binary tree decomposition (T ′, bag′) of G of height O(log |V (T )|), width at most
3`+ 2, and with |V (T ′)| = O(|V (T )|).

Then we give the refinement operation. It is given as a form of a prefix-rebuilding data
structure, in order to give a clean interface upon which we can build on in the later
sections. We remark that this prefix-rebuilding data structure assumes the promise that
the treewidth of G is at most k, without checking if this promise holds. Later, additional
wrappers will be placed on top of it to guarantee that this promise always holds.

Lemma 6.60. Let k be an integer and ` = 6k+5. There exists an (`+1)-prefix-rebuilding
data structure with overhead 2O(k8), that maintains an annotated tree decomposition
T = (T, bag, edges) of a graph G of treewidth at most k, and additionally supports the
operation
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sections.Weremarkthatthisprefix-rebuildingdatastructureassumesthepromisethat
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232 Dynamic treewidth

• Refine(Tpref): Given a prefix Tpref of T so that Tpref contains all nodes of T with
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The rest of this section is dedicated to the proof of Lemma 6.60.
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• an instance Daux of the (`+ 1)-prefix-rebuilding data structure from Lemma 6.7 for
maintaining various auxiliary information about T ,
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to compute closures and related objects, initialized with the parameters k, `+ 1,
and c = O(`4) for the integer c given by Lemma 6.24, and

• an instance Dstrengthen of the (`+ 1)-prefix-rebuilding data structure from Lemma 6.8
to turn weak descriptions of prefix-rebuilding updates into descriptions of prefix-
rebuilding updates.

All of these three prefix-rebuilding data structures will always hold the same annotated
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recompute the decomposition (T, bag, edges) according to u, and pass u to the inner data
structures Daux, Dclosure, and Dstrengthen. The initialization of the data structure is similarly
easy. The overhead 2O(k8) follows from the overhead 2O((c+`)2) of Dclosure.
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From now on, we focus on the Refine operation. Let Tpref ⊆ V (T ) be the given prefix of T
which includes all bags of T of size `+ 2. By Lemma 6.24, the fact that G has treewidth
at most k, and the choice of c, there exists a c-small k-closure of bags(Tpref). By applying
the Closure(Tpref) operation of Lemma 6.35, we obtain in time 2O(k9) · |Expl(Tpref , X)|

• a dT -minimal c-small k-closure X of bags(Tpref),

• the graph torsoG(X), and

• the sets Blockages(Tpref , X) and Expl(Tpref , X), and for every blockage whether it is
a clique blockage or a component blockage.

Furthermore, by applying Lemmas 6.49 and 6.58, we obtain the representations of the
refinement forest ReFo(Tpref , X) and the grouped refinement forest GReFo(Tpref , X), with
an additional running time of kO(1) · |Expl(Tpref , X)|+ kO(k) · |Tpref | · log |T |.

Constructing T ′

We then define the resulting tree decomposition T ′, and the transformation from T into
T ′. Let us first compute a suitable tree decomposition T X of torsoG(X).

Lemma 6.61. We can in time 2O(k3)|Tpref | compute a binary tree decomposition T X =

(TX , bagX) of torsoG(X) so that

• the width of T X is at most 6k + 5,

• the height of T X is at most O(log |Tpref |+ k),

• for every clique B ⊆ X of torsoG(X), there exists a leaf node tB ∈ V (TX) so that
bagX(tB) = B, and

• |V (TX)| ≤ 2O(k)|Tpref |.

Proof. As X is c-small for c ∈ O(k4) and (T, bag) is binary, |X| ≤ O(k4 · |Tpref |). Because
X is a k-closure, the treewidth of torsoG(X) is at most 2k + 1. We use the algorithm of
Bodlaender [1996] (Theorem 3.6 in this thesis) to compute a tree decomposition T Xinit of
torsoG(X) of width at most 2k + 1 in time 2O(k3)|X| = 2O(k3)|Tpref |. By Lemma 2.13, we
can assume that |T Xinit| ≤ |X|.

Then we use the lemma of Bodlaender and Hagerup [1998] (Lemma 6.59) to turn T Xinit

into a binary tree decomposition T Xlog of width at most 6k + 5, height at most O(log |X|),
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and with |T Xlog| ≤ O(|X|). This takes time O(k · |X|). Without changing these stated
bounds, we can also assume that the root bag of T Xlog is empty.

Finally, we obtain T X by editing T Xlog so that for every subset of a bag of T Xlog, there exists
a leaf bag in T X that is equal to this subset. This can be done by subdividing each edge
of T Xlog, with the bag of the introduced subdivision node identical to the bag of its only
child, and creating a new subtree of depth O(k) under it containing as leaves all subsets
of that bag. This increases the height first by a factor of 2 and then by an additive term
of O(k), resulting in the height of T X being O(log |X|+ k), which as |X| ≤ O(k4 · |Tpref |)
is at most O(log |Tpref | + log k4 + k) = O(log |Tpref | + k). It increases the number of
nodes by a factor of 2O(k), resulting in |T X | ≤ 2O(k)|X| ≤ 2O(k)|Tpref |. This step can be
implemented in 2O(k)|Tpref | time.

Now the tree decomposition T ′ = (T ′, bag′) is constructed by taking T X = (TX , bagX),
and for each T B ∈ GReFo(Tpref , X), attaching T B from its root as a child of a leaf node
tB ∈ V (TX) with bagX(tB) = B.

Lemma 6.62. T ′ is a tree decomposition of G and its width is at most `.

Proof. Let us first check the vertex and edge conditions. Because T ′ contains T X , it
satisfies them for vertices and edges in G[X]. For vertices in V (G)\X and edges incident to
them, Lemma 6.43 states that each of them is in some tree decomposition of ReFo(Tpref , X),
implying that each of them is in some tree decomposition of GReFo(Tpref , X).

For the connectedness condition of a vertex v ∈ V (G) \X, Lemma 6.43 states that v is in
exactly one tree decomposition of ReFo(Tpref , X), implying that it is in exactly one tree
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description û of a prefix-rebuilding update that turns T into T ′. We then use Dstrengthen
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234Dynamictreewidth

andwith|T
X

log|≤O(|X|).ThistakestimeO(k·|X|).Withoutchangingthesestated
bounds,wecanalsoassumethattherootbagofT

X
logisempty.

Finally,weobtainT
X

byeditingT
X

logsothatforeverysubsetofabagofT
X

log,thereexists
aleafbaginT

X
thatisequaltothissubset.Thiscanbedonebysubdividingeachedge

ofT
X

log,withthebagoftheintroducedsubdivisionnodeidenticaltothebagofitsonly
child,andcreatinganewsubtreeofdepthO(k)underitcontainingasleavesallsubsets
ofthatbag.Thisincreasestheheightfirstbyafactorof2andthenbyanadditiveterm
ofO(k),resultingintheheightofT

X
beingO(log|X|+k),whichas|X|≤O(k

4
·|Tpref|)

isatmostO(log|Tpref|+logk
4

+k)=O(log|Tpref|+k).Itincreasesthenumberof
nodesbyafactorof2O(k)

,resultingin|T
X
|≤2O(k)

|X|≤2O(k)
|Tpref|.Thisstepcanbe

implementedin2O(k)
|Tpref|time.

NowthetreedecompositionT′=(T′,bag′)isconstructedbytakingT
X

=(T
X
,bag

X
),

andforeachT
B
∈GReFo(Tpref,X),attachingT

B
fromitsrootasachildofaleafnode

tB∈V(T
X

)withbag
X

(tB)=B.

Lemma6.62.T′isatreedecompositionofGanditswidthisatmost`.

Proof.Letusfirstcheckthevertexandedgeconditions.BecauseT′containsTX,it
satisfiesthemforverticesandedgesinG[X].ForverticesinV(G)\Xandedgesincidentto
them,Lemma6.43statesthateachofthemisinsometreedecompositionofReFo(Tpref,X),
implyingthateachofthemisinsometreedecompositionofGReFo(Tpref,X).

Fortheconnectednessconditionofavertexv∈V(G)\X,Lemma6.43statesthatvisin
exactlyonetreedecompositionofReFo(Tpref,X),implyingthatitisinexactlyonetree
decompositionT

B
∈GReFo(Tpref,X),implyingthatT′satisfiestheconditionbecause

T
B
satisfiesit.Forv∈X,wehavethatifv∈bags(T

B
)∩X,thenv∈B,implyingthat

visintherootbagofT
B
,whichtogetherwiththefactsthatT

X
andeachT

B
satisfies

theconnectednessconditionimpliesthatT′satisfiestheconnectednesscondition.

Forthewidth,byLemma6.53eachT
B
haswidthatmost`,andbyLemma6.61T

X

haswidthatmost`,sothereforeT′haswidthatmost`.

Giventheseobjects,itisstraightforwardtocombinetherepresentationsofReFo(Tpref,X)

andGReFo(Tpref,X)returnedbyLemmas6.49and6.58withT
X

toconstructaweak
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We now have implemented the Refine operation with running time

2O(k9) · |Expl(Tpref , X)| (Lemma 6.35)

+2O(k3) · |Tpref | (Lemma 6.61)

+kO(1) · |Expl(Tpref , X)|+ kO(k) · |Tpref | · log |T | (Lemmas 6.49 and 6.58)

≤2O(k9) · |Expl(Tpref , X)|+ kO(k) · |Tpref | · log |T | (6.63)

It remains to analyze the potential change, and relate this running time to it.

Analysis of the potential

Because Φ`,T ′(V (T ′) \ V (TX)) = Φ`,T ′

(⋃
T B∈GReFo(Tpref ,X) V (TB)

)
, Lemma 6.54 implies

Φ`,T ′(V (T ′) \ V (TX)) + |Expl(Tpref , X) \ Tpref |
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which by |V (TX)| ≤ 2O(k) · |Tpref | implies that∑
t∈V (TX)

hgtT ′(t) ≤ 2O(k) · |Tpref | · log |T |+
∑

t∈V (TX)

hgt(φ(t)).

In fact, for any fixed constant α, it holds that∑
t∈V (TX)

hgtT ′(t) ≤ 2O(k) · |Tpref | · log |T |+
∑

t∈V (TX)

(hgt(φ(t))− α · log |T |) . (6.66)

Now, our goal is to bound
∑

t∈V (TX) (hgt(φ(t))− α · log |T |) for the constant α of
Lemma 6.57. Because hgt(T X) ≤ O(log |T | + k), each T B can be a descendant of
at most O(log |T | + k) nodes in TX . In particular, |φ−1(T B)| ≤ O(log |T | + k) for all
T B ∈ GReFo(Tpref , X). This implies that∑

t∈V (TX)

(hgt(φ(t))− α · log |T |)

≤O(log |T |+ k) ·
∑

T B∈GReFo(Tpref ,X)

(
hgt(T B)− α · log |T |

)
By plugging in Lemma 6.57, we conclude that∑

t∈V (TX)

(hgt(φ(t))− α · log |T |)

≤O(log |T |+ k) · kO(k) ·
∑

a∈app(Tpref)

hgtT (a)

≤kO(k) · log |T | ·
∑

a∈app(Tpref)

hgtT (a)

By combining this with (6.66), we conclude the proof.

Let us denote by Q = kO(k) · log |T | ·
(
|Tpref |+

∑
a∈app(Tpref)

hgtT (a)
)
the upper bound

given by Lemma 6.65. Combining Equation (6.64) and Lemma 6.65 yields

Φ`(T ′) + |Expl(Tpref , X)| ≤ Φ`,T (V (T ) \ Tpref) +Q, (6.67)

which is the desired conclusion after ignoring |Expl(Tpref , X)|, which will be used only for
the running time bound.
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6.6 Height improvement

In this section we leverage the refinement operation of Section 6.5 to design a data structure
that allows us to maintain a tree decomposition of small height. As in Section 6.5, we
assume that the dynamic n-vertex graph G we are maintaining is promised to have
treewidth at most k. Let us give the statement of the height improvement data structure.

Lemma 6.68. Let k ∈ Z≥0 and ` = 6k + 5. The (`+ 1)-prefix-rebuilding data structure
from Lemma 6.60 maintaining an annotated tree decomposition T = (T, bag, edges) can
be extended to additionally support the following operation.
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anditreturnsthesequenceofdescriptionsoftheprefix-rebuildingupdatesapplied.
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Lemma 6.68 is used for keeping the height of the maintained tree decomposition at most
2O(k log k

√
logn log logn), in particular, after each update to the tree decomposition, we call

ImproveHeight to ensure that the height of the decomposition stays sufficiently small. Note
here that all prefix-rebuilding updates performed by ImproveHeight in order to decrease
the height of the decomposition are essentially “free” in terms of amortized running time,
because the running time of ImproveHeight is fully amortized by the decrease in the
potential value, i.e., Φ`(T )− Φ`(T ′).

As an additional byproduct, Lemma 6.68 also keeps the number of nodes of the maintained
tree decomposition bounded by kO(k) · n log n, which is necessary because we have the
factor log |T | in the running time of some operations.

The rest of this section is dedicated to the proof of Lemma 6.68.

6.6.1 Unbalanced binary trees

The idea of ImproveHeight is to show that if the height of the tree decomposition T is
too large, then there exists a prefix Tpref so that applying the Refine(Tpref) operation
of Lemma 6.60 decreases the potential Φ`(T ) significantly. The main combinatorial
argument for finding such prefix Tpref is the following lemma about binary trees. Recall
that for a rooted tree T and t ∈ V (T ), we denote size(t) = |descT (t)|.

Lemma 6.69. Let c ≥ 2 and T be a binary tree with n ≥ 2 nodes. If the height of T is
at least 2Ω(

√
logn log c), then there exists a prefix Tpref of T so that

c ·

|Tpref |+
∑

a∈app(Tpref)
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 ≤ ∑
t∈Tpref

hgt(t).

Moreover, if a representation of T is already stored and supports the functions hgt(t) and
size(t) for t ∈ V (T ) in O(1) time, then such Tpref can be found in O(|Tpref |) time.

Proof. Let us prove the lemma for the height bound hgt(T ) ≥ 2d
√

logn log c with the
constant d = 4. Because a tree with n nodes can have height at most n, we can assume
that d

√
log n log c ≤ log n, which implies that log c ≤ log n/d2, which in turn implies that

log c ≤
√

log n log c/d.

Let P be a longest root-leaf path in T . Note that this implies |P | = hgt(T ) and∑
t∈P hgt(t) ≥ |P |2/2. The idea is that the prefix Tpref will be obtained as a union of the

prefix P , and prefixes obtained by recursive calls (i.e., induction) on subtrees rooted at
the appendices of P that satisfy the preconditions of the lemma. For this, we say that an
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TheideaofImproveHeightistoshowthatiftheheightofthetreedecompositionTis
toolarge,thenthereexistsaprefixTprefsothatapplyingtheRefine(Tpref)operation
ofLemma6.60decreasesthepotentialΦ`(T)significantly.Themaincombinatorial
argumentforfindingsuchprefixTprefisthefollowinglemmaaboutbinarytrees.Recall
thatforarootedtreeTandt∈V(T),wedenotesize(t)=|descT(t)|.
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atleast2Ω(

√
lognlogc),thenthereexistsaprefixTprefofTsothat

c·

|Tpref|+
∑

a∈app(Tpref)

hgt(a)

≤∑
t∈Tpref

hgt(t).

Moreover,ifarepresentationofTisalreadystoredandsupportsthefunctionshgt(t)and
size(t)fort∈V(T)inO(1)time,thensuchTprefcanbefoundinO(|Tpref|)time.

Proof.Letusprovethelemmafortheheightboundhgt(T)≥2d
√

lognlogcwiththe
constantd=4.Becauseatreewithnnodescanhaveheightatmostn,wecanassume
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LetPbealongestroot-leafpathinT.Notethatthisimplies|P|=hgt(T)and ∑
t∈Phgt(t)≥|P|2/2.TheideaisthattheprefixTprefwillbeobtainedasaunionofthe

prefixP,andprefixesobtainedbyrecursivecalls(i.e.,induction)onsubtreesrootedat
theappendicesofPthatsatisfythepreconditionsofthelemma.Forthis,wesaythatan
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We show that the lemma can be recursively applied on appendices that are both deep
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Then we bound the sum of the heights of appendices of P that are not deep. Let
Ashallow ⊆ app(P ) be the set of appendices of P that are not deep. By the definition of
deep appendices and the fact that |Ashallow| ≤ |P |, we get

∑
a∈Ashallow

hgt(a) ≤ |P |2/(4c).

Because app(P ) \ Tpref = Abig ∪ Ashallow and
∑

t∈P hgt(t) ≥ |P |2/2, we obtain

c ·

|P |+ ∑
a∈app(P )\Tpref

hgt(a)

 ≤ |P |2/2 ≤∑
t∈P

hgt(t). (6.72)

By combining (6.71) and (6.72), we get that Tpref satisfies the desired conclusion. We
observe that the recursive procedure for finding such Tpref can be implemented in time
O(|Tpref |) when having access to the hgt(t) and size(t) functions.

6.6.2 Reducing the height

We then apply Lemma 6.69 to prove Lemma 6.68.

Proof of Lemma 6.68. Recall that we maintain an instance Daux of the (` + 1)-prefix-
rebuilding data-structure from Lemma 6.7, in particular, in constant time we can access
the height hgt(t) of each node t and the subtree size size(t).

First, suppose Φ`(T ) ≥ cd · cΦ · n log n, where cΦ = g`(` + 1) = kO(k) and cd is a
constant depending on the constants in the O-notation in the Bodlaender-Hagerup
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running time of this is

2O(k8)(|T |+ |T ′|) + 2O(k3)n ≤ 2O(k8)Φ`(T ) ≤ 2O(k8)(Φ`(T )− Φ`(T ′)).

Then we can assume Φ`(T ) < cdcΦ ·n log n, implying in particular that |T | < kO(k)n log n.
Let us choose c1 = kO(k) · log |T | = kO(k) · log n so that the inequality in the statement of
Lemma 6.60 holds in the form

Φ`(T ′) ≤ Φ`,T (V (T ) \ Tpref) + c1 ·

|Tpref |+
∑

t∈app(Tpref)

hgt(t)

 ,

which can be re-arranged to the form

Φ`(T )− Φ`(T ′) ≥ Φ`,T (Tpref)− c1 ·

|Tpref |+
∑

t∈app(Tpref)

hgt(t)

 . (6.73)

Let also c2 be the constant hidden by the Ω-notation in Lemma 6.69. If

hgt(T ) ≤ 2c2·
√

logn log(2c1) ≤ 2O(
√
k log k logn log logn),

then T already satisfies the claimed height bound and we return without applying any
prefix-rebuilding updates.

Otherwise, we apply Lemma 6.69 with the tree T and the constant c = 2c1. As we satisfy
the preconditions, it returns a prefix Tpref so that

2c1 ·

|Tpref |+
∑

a∈app(Tpref)

hgt(a)

 ≤ ∑
t∈Tpref

hgt(t) ≤ Φ`,T (Tpref), (6.74)

meaning in particular that if we apply the refine operation of Lemma 6.60 with this prefix,
then by the combination of (6.73) and (6.74), it holds that

Φ`(T )− Φ`(T ′) ≥ c1 ·

|Tpref |+
∑

t∈app(Tpref)

hgt(t)


Moreover, as c1 ≥ log |T |, in this case the running time of the refine operation is bounded
by 2O(k9)(Φ`(T )−Φ`(T ′)), which is also an upper bound for the size of the prefix-rebuilding
update given by it. Because Φ`(T )−Φ`(T ′) ≥ |Tpref |, the running time of the application
of Lemma 6.69 can also be bounded by O(|Tpref |) ≤ O(Φ`(T )− Φ`(T ′)).
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Let also c2 be the constant hidden by the Ω-notation in Lemma 6.69. If

hgt(T ) ≤ 2
c2·√logn log(2c1)

≤ 2O(
√
k log k logn log logn)

,

then T already satisfies the claimed height bound and we return without applying any
prefix-rebuilding updates.

Otherwise, we apply Lemma 6.69 with the tree T and the constant c = 2c1. As we satisfy
the preconditions, it returns a prefix Tpref so that

2c1 ·


|Tpref |+ ∑

a∈app(Tpref)

hgt(a)


≤ ∑

t∈Tpref

hgt(t) ≤ Φ`,T (Tpref), (6.74)

meaning in particular that if we apply the refine operation of Lemma 6.60 with this prefix,
then by the combination of (6.73) and (6.74), it holds that

Φ`(T )− Φ`(T ′) ≥ c1 ·


|Tpref |+ ∑

t∈app(Tpref)

hgt(t)


Moreover, as c1 ≥ log |T |, in this case the running time of the refine operation is bounded
by 2O(k9)

(Φ`(T )−Φ`(T ′)), which is also an upper bound for the size of the prefix-rebuilding
update given by it. Because Φ`(T )−Φ`(T ′) ≥ |Tpref |, the running time of the application
of Lemma 6.69 can also be bounded by O(|Tpref |) ≤ O(Φ`(T )− Φ`(T ′)).
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As Φ`(T ′) < Φ`(T ), we managed to decrease the potential in time 2O(k9)(Φ`(T )−Φ`(T ′)).
The resulting tree decomposition T ′ has width at most ` if T has width at most `. This
did not necessarily improve the height to the desired bound, so we repeat this process
until the height is improved. The total running time is 2O(k9)(Φ`(T )− Φ`(T ′′)), where
T ′′ is the final obtained tree decomposition with the desired height bound.

6.7 Putting things together

We are now ready to complete the proof of Theorem 1.4. We will do this in three steps,
first giving a version that simply maintains a tree decomposition when given a promise
that treewidth is at most k, then adding the “Treewidth too large” feature, and finally
adding support for CMSO2.

6.7.1 Maintaining a tree decomposition

We now start with the basic maintenance of annotated tree decompositions. The point of
the following lemma is that the data structure outputs the sequence of descriptions of
prefix-rebuilding updates, so we can later build more features on top of it.

Lemma 6.75. There is a data structure, that for an integer k and a dynamic n-vertex
graph G that is promised to have treewidth at most k at all times, maintains an annotated
tree decomposition T = (T, bag, edges) of G of width at most 6k + 6 by using prefix-
rebuilding updates, and supports the following operations.

• Initalize(G, k): Given an edgeless n-vertex graph G and an integer k ≥ 0, initalize
the data structure with them. Runs in amortized 2O(k9)n time and returns the initial
annotated tree decomposition T .

• AddEdge(u, v): Given two vertices u, v ∈ V (G) with uv /∈ E(G), add the edge uv
to G. Runs in amortized 2O(k9+k log k

√
logn log logn) time and returns the sequence of

prefix-rebuilding updates used to update T .

• DeleteEdge(u, v): Given two vertices u, v ∈ V (G) with uv ∈ E(G), delete the
edge uv from G. Runs in worst-case 2O(k8+k log k

√
logn log logn) time and returns the

sequence of prefix-rebuilding updates used to update T .

After each operation, the resulting tree decomposition has width at most 6k + 5, but the
intermittent tree decompositions in the sequences of updates may have width up to 6k + 6.
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This subsection is dedicated to the proof of Lemma 6.75. We first describe the data
structure and analyze the running times and potential changes of individual operations,
and then present amortized analysis of the whole data structure.

Let ` = 6k + 5. In our data structure we store

• the annotated tree decomposition T = (T, bag, edges) of G of width at most `+ 1,

• an instance Drefine of the (`+ 1)-prefix-rebuilding data structure from Lemmas 6.60
and 6.68 initialized with the same value of k as our main data structure, supporting
the operations Refine(Tpref) and ImproveHeight(), and having overhead 2O(k8),

• an instance Daux of the (` + 1)-prefix-rebuilding data structure from Lemma 6.7,
supporting the operations hgt(t) for t ∈ V (T ) and forget(v) for v ∈ V (G), and
having overhead O(1),

• an instance Dstrengthen of the (`+1)-prefix-rebuilding data structure from Lemma 6.8,
supporting the operation Strengthen(û) for a weak description û of a prefix-rebuilding
update, and having overhead O(1).

All of the data structures store the same annotated tree decomposition T . In particular,
all prefix-rebuilding updates performed by Drefine are applied also to the instance of T
that we store, and are forwarded to Daux and Dstrengthen. After the initialization and after
each operation, we maintain the invariant that T is an annotated tree decomposition of G
of width at most `, height at most h = 2O(k log k

√
logn log logn), and has |T | ≤ kO(k) · n log n.

Initialization

As for the initialization, because G has no edges, we can initialize T = (T, bag, edges) with
T being a complete binary tree (of height O(log n)) with n nodes and each bag containing
a different vertex of V (G). Obviously, for each t ∈ V (T ), we have edges(t) = ∅. The
initializations of Drefine, Daux, and Dstrengthen take 2O(k8) ·n time. The initial decomposition
T satisfies that Φ`(T ) ≤ O(kn) since the average height of a node in T is O(1), and
g`(1) = O(k).

Edge addition

Then consider the edge addition operation, where we add an edge uv. Towards that
goal, we must first ensure that the edge condition is satisfied for the new edge, i.e., both

6.7Puttingthingstogether243

ThissubsectionisdedicatedtotheproofofLemma6.75.Wefirstdescribethedata
structureandanalyzetherunningtimesandpotentialchangesofindividualoperations,
andthenpresentamortizedanalysisofthewholedatastructure.

Let`=6k+5.Inourdatastructurewestore

•theannotatedtreedecompositionT=(T,bag,edges)ofGofwidthatmost+̀1,

•aninstanceDrefineofthe(+̀1)-prefix-rebuildingdatastructurefromLemmas6.60
and6.68initializedwiththesamevalueofkasourmaindatastructure,supporting
theoperationsRefine(Tpref)andImproveHeight(),andhavingoverhead2O(k8),

•aninstanceDauxofthe(+̀1)-prefix-rebuildingdatastructurefromLemma6.7,
supportingtheoperationshgt(t)fort∈V(T)andforget(v)forv∈V(G),and
havingoverheadO(1),

•aninstanceDstrengthenofthe(+̀1)-prefix-rebuildingdatastructurefromLemma6.8,
supportingtheoperationStrengthen(̂u)foraweakdescriptionûofaprefix-rebuilding
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u and v belong to the same bag of T . Let tu = forgetT (u) and tv = forgetT (v) be the
forget-nodes of u and v, respectively, in T . Then, let Pu be the nodes of T on the path
from tu to the root, and Pv the the nodes of T on the path from tv to the root. We
update T by adding v to all bags of the nodes Pu ∪ Pv \ {tv}. Note that the sets Pu and
Pv can be computed in time O(|Pu|+ |Pv|) by walking up from tu and tv.

This update of T together with adding the edge can be implemented with prefix-rebuilding
updates in two steps. First, it is simple to construct a weak description û of a prefix-
rebuilding update of size |Pu ∪Pv| that adds v to all bags on Pu ∪Pv \ {tv}, and by using
Dstrengthen apply it to our decomposition T and to our prefix-rebuilding data structures.
Now, both u and v are in bag(tu), so we can add the edge uv by a prefix-rebuilding update
that simply adds uv to edges(tu). Note that indeed, tu will be the forget-node of uv
because tu is still the forget-node of u. A description of size |Pu| of such prefix-rebuilding
update is easy to construct, and we apply it again to T and all prefix-rebuilding data
structures.

However, now the decomposition may have width `+ 1. To counteract this, we call the
Refine(Pu ∪ Pv) operation of Drefine. Note that Pu ∪ Pv covers all bags of size ` + 2, so
the call satisfies the precondition of Lemma 6.60 and the annotated tree decomposition
produced by Refine has width at most `. However, the decomposition might now have
too large height or size. We resolve this issue by invoking the height improvement
operation (ImproveHeight), resulting in T having width at most `, height at most h =

2O(k log k
√

logn log logn), and size at most |T | ≤ kO(k) · n log n. The final tree decomposition
satisfies all of the prescribed invariants. We then make sure that our annotated tree
decomposition T and the other prefix-rebuilding data structures correspond to the
annotated tree decomposition stored by Drefine by also applying the same prefix-rebuilding
updates to them, and finally output the sequence of descriptions of prefix-rebuilding
updates applied.

Let us then analyze the running time and the potential change. For this, let T0 be
the tree decomposition before the edge addition operation, T1 the tree decomposition
after adding the edge uv but before improving its width, T2 the tree decomposition after
applying Refine, and T3 the final tree decomposition after applying ImproveHeight. As
|Pu ∪ Pv| ≤ h, the first step of turning T0 into T1 runs in 2O(k8)h time. Furthermore,
Φ`(T1) ≤ Φ`(T0) +kO(k)h2, because only the bags in Pu∪Pv change. The Refine operation
runs in time

2O(k9) ·
(
h2 · log |T1|+ Φ`(T1)− Φ`(T2)

)
≤2O(k9) · (h2 · log n+ Φ`(T0)− Φ`(T2)),
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that simply adds uv to edges(tu). Note that indeed, tu will be the forget-node of uv
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structures.
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Refine(Pu ∪ Pv) operation of D

refine
. Note that Pu ∪ Pv covers all bags of size ` + 2, so

the call satisfies the precondition of Lemma 6.60 and the annotated tree decomposition
produced by Refine has width at most `. However, the decomposition might now have
too large height or size. We resolve this issue by invoking the height improvement
operation (ImproveHeight), resulting in T having width at most `, height at most h =

2O(k log k
√

logn log logn)
, and size at most |T | ≤ kO(k)

· n log n. The final tree decomposition
satisfies all of the prescribed invariants. We then make sure that our annotated tree
decomposition T and the other prefix-rebuilding data structures correspond to the
annotated tree decomposition stored by D

refine
by also applying the same prefix-rebuilding

updates to them, and finally output the sequence of descriptions of prefix-rebuilding
updates applied.

Let us then analyze the running time and the potential change. For this, let T0 be
the tree decomposition before the edge addition operation, T1 the tree decomposition
after adding the edge uv but before improving its width, T2 the tree decomposition after
applying Refine, and T3 the final tree decomposition after applying ImproveHeight. As
|Pu ∪ Pv| ≤ h, the first step of turning T0 into T1 runs in 2O(k8)

h time. Furthermore,
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2
, because only the bags in Pu∪Pv change. The Refine operation
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and we have that
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Edge deletion

Deleting an edge uv from G is much simpler. We do not change the tree decomposition
(T, bag) at all, only remove uv from the set edges(forgetT (uv)). Recall that forgetT (uv)

is either forgetT (u) or forgetT (v), whichever has smaller height, so we can locate it by
using the data structure Daux. It is easy to construct a description of a prefix-rebuilding
update of size at most h that removes uv from edges(forgetT (uv)), so we do that, and
apply it to our decomposition T and our prefix-rebuilding data structures. This runs in
worst-case time

2O(k8)h = 2O(k8+k log k
√

logn log logn),

and does not change the potential.

Amortized analysis

Let T0 be the initial annotated tree decomposition, and Ti the stored annotated tree
decomposition after the i-th edge addition update. Now, because the edge deletion
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operation does not change the potential, the total running time of the initialization
operation and the first p edge addition operations is

2O(k8)n+ 2O(k9) ·

(
p · h2 · log n+

p∑
i=1

Φ`(Ti−1)− Φ`(Ti)

)
. (6.76)

Because Φ`(Ti) is non-negative, Φ`(T0) ≤ O(kn), and Φ`(Ti) ≤ Φ`(Ti−1) + kO(k) ·h2 · log n,
we get that

p∑
i=1

Φ`(Ti−1)− Φ`(Ti) ≤ O(kn) + p · kO(k) · h2 · log n,

implying that (6.76) can be bounded by

2O(k9) · (n+ p · h2 log n) ≤ 2O(k9) · (n+ p · 2O(k log k
√

logn log logn)),

which gives the desired amortized running times of the initialization and edge addition
operations. This finishes the proof of Lemma 6.75.

6.7.2 Additional features

We then complete the proof of Theorem 1.4.

As the first step, we make the data structure of Lemma 6.75 reject edge additions that
would increase the treewidth above k. For this, we use the prefix-rebuilding data structure
of Lemma 6.14 for maintaining the exact treewidth of G.

Now we give the slightly enhanced version of the data structure of Lemma 6.75.

Lemma 6.77. There is a data structure similar to that of Lemma 6.75, but instead of
assuming that the treewidth of G is always at most k, the AddEdge operation returns
“Treewidth too large” and does not update the annotated tree decomposition or the graph G
if the update would increase the treewidth of G above k.

Proof. We maintain two versions of the data structure of Lemma 6.75, one with the
original value of k, called Dk, and one with k + 1 instead, called Dk+1. Let ` = 6k + 5

and `′ = 6(k + 1) + 5. We also maintain an instance DBK of the (`′ + 1)-prefix-rebuilding
data structure of Lemma 6.17 for maintaining whether treewidth is at most k, with the
original value of k, relaying to it all prefix-rebuilding updates applied by Dk+1 so that it
maintains the same annotated tree decomposition as Dk+1.

Now, the initialization and edge deletion operations are simply relied to both Dk and
Dk+1, but the edge addition is first relied only to Dk+1. After applying the edge addition
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operationdoesnotchangethepotential,thetotalrunningtimeoftheinitialization
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operations.ThisfinishestheproofofLemma6.75.

6.7.2Additionalfeatures

WethencompletetheproofofTheorem1.4.

Asthefirststep,wemakethedatastructureofLemma6.75rejectedgeadditionsthat
wouldincreasethetreewidthabovek.Forthis,weusetheprefix-rebuildingdatastructure
ofLemma6.14formaintainingtheexacttreewidthofG.

NowwegivetheslightlyenhancedversionofthedatastructureofLemma6.75.

Lemma6.77.ThereisadatastructuresimilartothatofLemma6.75,butinsteadof
assumingthatthetreewidthofGisalwaysatmostk,theAddEdgeoperationreturns
“Treewidthtoolarge”anddoesnotupdatetheannotatedtreedecompositionorthegraphG
iftheupdatewouldincreasethetreewidthofGabovek.
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operation does not change the potential, the total running time of the initialization
operation and the first p edge addition operations is
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which gives the desired amortized running times of the initialization and edge addition
operations. This finishes the proof of Lemma 6.75.

6.7.2 Additional features

We then complete the proof of Theorem 1.4.

As the first step, we make the data structure of Lemma 6.75 reject edge additions that
would increase the treewidth above k. For this, we use the prefix-rebuilding data structure
of Lemma 6.14 for maintaining the exact treewidth of G.

Now we give the slightly enhanced version of the data structure of Lemma 6.75.

Lemma 6.77. There is a data structure similar to that of Lemma 6.75, but instead of
assuming that the treewidth of G is always at most k, the AddEdge operation returns
“Treewidth too large” and does not update the annotated tree decomposition or the graph G
if the update would increase the treewidth of G above k.

Proof. We maintain two versions of the data structure of Lemma 6.75, one with the
original value of k, called Dk, and one with k + 1 instead, called Dk+1. Let ` = 6k + 5

and `′ = 6(k + 1) + 5. We also maintain an instance D
BK

of the (`′ + 1)-prefix-rebuilding
data structure of Lemma 6.17 for maintaining whether treewidth is at most k, with the
original value of k, relaying to it all prefix-rebuilding updates applied by Dk+1 so that it
maintains the same annotated tree decomposition as Dk+1.

Now, the initialization and edge deletion operations are simply relied to both Dk and
Dk+1, but the edge addition is first relied only to Dk+1. After applying the edge addition
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iftheupdatewouldincreasethetreewidthofGabovek.

Proof.WemaintaintwoversionsofthedatastructureofLemma6.75,onewiththe
originalvalueofk,calledDk,andonewithk+1instead,calledDk+1.Let`=6k+5

and`′=6(k+1)+5.WealsomaintainaninstanceD
BK

ofthe(`′+1)-prefix-rebuilding
datastructureofLemma6.17formaintainingwhethertreewidthisatmostk,withthe
originalvalueofk,relayingtoitallprefix-rebuildingupdatesappliedbyDk+1sothatit
maintainsthesameannotatedtreedecompositionasDk+1.

Now,theinitializationandedgedeletionoperationsaresimplyreliedtobothDkand
Dk+1,buttheedgeadditionisfirstreliedonlytoDk+1.Afterapplyingtheedgeaddition

246Dynamictreewidth

operationdoesnotchangethepotential,thetotalrunningtimeoftheinitialization
operationandthefirstpedgeadditionoperationsis

2O(k8)
n+2O(k9)

·(p·h2
·logn+

p
∑
i=1

Φ`(Ti−1)−Φ`(Ti)).(6.76)

BecauseΦ`(Ti)isnon-negative,Φ`(T0)≤O(kn),andΦ`(Ti)≤Φ`(Ti−1)+kO(k)
·h

2
·logn,

wegetthat
p
∑
i=1

Φ`(Ti−1)−Φ`(Ti)≤O(kn)+p·kO(k)
·h

2
·logn,

implyingthat(6.76)canbeboundedby

2O(k9)
·(n+p·h

2
logn)≤2O(k9)

·(n+p·2O(klogk
√

lognloglogn)
),

whichgivesthedesiredamortizedrunningtimesoftheinitializationandedgeaddition
operations.ThisfinishestheproofofLemma6.75.

6.7.2Additionalfeatures

WethencompletetheproofofTheorem1.4.

Asthefirststep,wemakethedatastructureofLemma6.75rejectedgeadditionsthat
wouldincreasethetreewidthabovek.Forthis,weusetheprefix-rebuildingdatastructure
ofLemma6.14formaintainingtheexacttreewidthofG.

NowwegivetheslightlyenhancedversionofthedatastructureofLemma6.75.

Lemma6.77.ThereisadatastructuresimilartothatofLemma6.75,butinsteadof
assumingthatthetreewidthofGisalwaysatmostk,theAddEdgeoperationreturns
“Treewidthtoolarge”anddoesnotupdatetheannotatedtreedecompositionorthegraphG
iftheupdatewouldincreasethetreewidthofGabovek.

Proof.WemaintaintwoversionsofthedatastructureofLemma6.75,onewiththe
originalvalueofk,calledDk,andonewithk+1instead,calledDk+1.Let`=6k+5

and`′=6(k+1)+5.WealsomaintainaninstanceD
BK

ofthe(`′+1)-prefix-rebuilding
datastructureofLemma6.17formaintainingwhethertreewidthisatmostk,withthe
originalvalueofk,relayingtoitallprefix-rebuildingupdatesappliedbyDk+1sothatit
maintainsthesameannotatedtreedecompositionasDk+1.

Now,theinitializationandedgedeletionoperationsaresimplyreliedtobothDkand
Dk+1,buttheedgeadditionisfirstreliedonlytoDk+1.Afterapplyingtheedgeaddition

246Dynamictreewidth

operationdoesnotchangethepotential,thetotalrunningtimeoftheinitialization
operationandthefirstpedgeadditionoperationsis

2O(k8)
n+2O(k9)

·(p·h2
·logn+

p
∑
i=1

Φ`(Ti−1)−Φ`(Ti)).(6.76)

BecauseΦ`(Ti)isnon-negative,Φ`(T0)≤O(kn),andΦ`(Ti)≤Φ`(Ti−1)+kO(k)
·h

2
·logn,

wegetthat
p
∑
i=1

Φ`(Ti−1)−Φ`(Ti)≤O(kn)+p·kO(k)
·h

2
·logn,

implyingthat(6.76)canbeboundedby

2O(k9)
·(n+p·h

2
logn)≤2O(k9)

·(n+p·2O(klogk
√

lognloglogn)
),

whichgivesthedesiredamortizedrunningtimesoftheinitializationandedgeaddition
operations.ThisfinishestheproofofLemma6.75.

6.7.2Additionalfeatures

WethencompletetheproofofTheorem1.4.

Asthefirststep,wemakethedatastructureofLemma6.75rejectedgeadditionsthat
wouldincreasethetreewidthabovek.Forthis,weusetheprefix-rebuildingdatastructure
ofLemma6.14formaintainingtheexacttreewidthofG.

NowwegivetheslightlyenhancedversionofthedatastructureofLemma6.75.

Lemma6.77.ThereisadatastructuresimilartothatofLemma6.75,butinsteadof
assumingthatthetreewidthofGisalwaysatmostk,theAddEdgeoperationreturns
“Treewidthtoolarge”anddoesnotupdatetheannotatedtreedecompositionorthegraphG
iftheupdatewouldincreasethetreewidthofGabovek.

Proof.WemaintaintwoversionsofthedatastructureofLemma6.75,onewiththe
originalvalueofk,calledDk,andonewithk+1instead,calledDk+1.Let`=6k+5

and`′=6(k+1)+5.WealsomaintainaninstanceD
BK

ofthe(`′+1)-prefix-rebuilding
datastructureofLemma6.17formaintainingwhethertreewidthisatmostk,withthe
originalvalueofk,relayingtoitallprefix-rebuildingupdatesappliedbyDk+1sothatit
maintainsthesameannotatedtreedecompositionasDk+1.

Now,theinitializationandedgedeletionoperationsaresimplyreliedtobothDkand
Dk+1,buttheedgeadditionisfirstreliedonlytoDk+1.Afterapplyingtheedgeaddition

246Dynamictreewidth

operationdoesnotchangethepotential,thetotalrunningtimeoftheinitialization
operationandthefirstpedgeadditionoperationsis

2O(k8)
n+2O(k9)

·(p·h2
·logn+

p
∑
i=1

Φ`(Ti−1)−Φ`(Ti)).(6.76)

BecauseΦ`(Ti)isnon-negative,Φ`(T0)≤O(kn),andΦ`(Ti)≤Φ`(Ti−1)+kO(k)
·h

2
·logn,

wegetthat
p
∑
i=1

Φ`(Ti−1)−Φ`(Ti)≤O(kn)+p·kO(k)
·h

2
·logn,

implyingthat(6.76)canbeboundedby

2O(k9)
·(n+p·h

2
logn)≤2O(k9)

·(n+p·2O(klogk
√

lognloglogn)
),

whichgivesthedesiredamortizedrunningtimesoftheinitializationandedgeaddition
operations.ThisfinishestheproofofLemma6.75.

6.7.2Additionalfeatures

WethencompletetheproofofTheorem1.4.

Asthefirststep,wemakethedatastructureofLemma6.75rejectedgeadditionsthat
wouldincreasethetreewidthabovek.Forthis,weusetheprefix-rebuildingdatastructure
ofLemma6.14formaintainingtheexacttreewidthofG.

NowwegivetheslightlyenhancedversionofthedatastructureofLemma6.75.

Lemma6.77.ThereisadatastructuresimilartothatofLemma6.75,butinsteadof
assumingthatthetreewidthofGisalwaysatmostk,theAddEdgeoperationreturns
“Treewidthtoolarge”anddoesnotupdatetheannotatedtreedecompositionorthegraphG
iftheupdatewouldincreasethetreewidthofGabovek.

Proof.WemaintaintwoversionsofthedatastructureofLemma6.75,onewiththe
originalvalueofk,calledDk,andonewithk+1instead,calledDk+1.Let`=6k+5

and`′=6(k+1)+5.WealsomaintainaninstanceD
BK

ofthe(`′+1)-prefix-rebuilding
datastructureofLemma6.17formaintainingwhethertreewidthisatmostk,withthe
originalvalueofk,relayingtoitallprefix-rebuildingupdatesappliedbyDk+1sothatit
maintainsthesameannotatedtreedecompositionasDk+1.

Now,theinitializationandedgedeletionoperationsaresimplyreliedtobothDkand
Dk+1,buttheedgeadditionisfirstreliedonlytoDk+1.Afterapplyingtheedgeaddition



6.7 Putting things together 247

to Dk+1, we can determine with DBK whether it would increase the treewidth of G above
k, and if so, we simply apply the edge deletion operation for Dk+1 to reverse the addition
and return “Treewidth too large” . If the treewidth of G stays at most k, we relay the edge
addition operation also to Dk.

The sequences of descriptions of prefix-rebuilding updates returned are those returned
by Dk. We can observe that this extra maintenance keeps the running time of the data
structure within the same bounds as claimed in Lemma 6.75.

We then apply the technique of delaying invariant-breaking insertions by Eppstein
et al. [1996] to make our data structure resilient for the treewidth of G growing above
k. This makes the running time bounds slightly weaker in that now the running time of
edge deletion is also amortized.

Lemma 6.78. There is a data structure, that for an integer k and a dynamic n-vertex
graph G, maintains either

• an annotated tree decomposition T = (T, bag, edges) of G of width at most 6k + 6,
in which case G has treewidth at most k, or

• a marker “Treewidth too large”, in which case G has treewidth more than k.

The data structure supports the following operations.

• Initalize(G, k): Given an edgeless n-vertex graph G and an integer k ≥ 0, initalize
the data structure with them. Runs in amortized 2O(k9)n time and returns the initial
annotated tree decomposition T .

• UpdateEdge(u, v): Given two vertices u, v ∈ V (G), add the edge uv to G if
uv /∈ E(G), and otherwise remove the edge uv from G. Runs in amortized
2O(k9+k log k

√
logn log logn) time, and returns either “Treewidth too large”, indicating

that the treewidth of G is more than k, or a sequence of prefix-rebuilding updates
used to update T , relative to the previous state when tw(G) ≤ k.

After each update operation that does not return “Treewidth too large”, the resulting tree
decomposition has width at most 6k + 5, but the intermittent tree decompositions in the
sequences of updates may have width up to 6k + 6.

Proof. First, with standard techniques using binary search trees, we can maintain a data
structure with initialization time O(1) and update time O(log n) that can return, given
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u, v ∈ V (G), whether uv ∈ E(G). We maintain an explicit representation of E(G) at all
times like this. It can be used for telling if an edge update is an addition or deletion.

We use an instantiation D of the data structure of Lemma 6.77, initialized with the same
edgeless graph G and integer k, to maintain an annotated an annotated tree decomposition
T of a subgraph G′ of G with V (G′) = V (G), with the invariants that

1. tw(G′) ≤ k and

2. if E(G) \ E(G′) is non-empty, then there exists uv ∈ E(G) \ E(G′) so that adding
uv to G′ would increase its treewidth above k.

Now, whenever G = G′, we have that tw(G) ≤ k and the tree decomposition T held by
D is a tree decomposition of G. When G 6= G′, it holds that tw(G) > k.

This can be implemented as follows. We relay all edge additions also to the data structure
D, but if they are rejected, add them to a binary search tree that represents the set
E(G) \ E(G′).

For edge deletion operations, we first check if the edge is in E(G) \ E(G′) and in that
case delete it from just the binary search tree. If the edge is in G′ we relay the deletion
operation to D. In both cases, at the end of the edge deletion operation we iteratively
pick edges from E(G) \ E(G′) and attempt to insert them to D, stopping at the first
rejected attempt, at which point we know that the case of Item 2 holds.

Whenever E(G) \ E(G′) is empty after an update operation, we output the sequence of
all descriptions of prefix-rebuilding updates that D has returned after the previous time
E(G) \ E(G′) held.

The amortized update time is the same as for D up to a constant factor, because for
any sequence of p updates to G, we apply at most 2p operations on D, and the O(log n)

overhead for maintaining the binary search trees is dominated by the 2O(
√

logn log logn)

running time of D.

We then finish the proof of Theorem 1.4, which we restate here.

Theorem 1.4. There is a data structure that is initialized with an initially edgeless
n-vertex dynamic graph G and a parameter k. The data structure supports updating G by
edge insertions and deletions, and maintains a tree decomposition of G of width at most
6k+ 5 whenever the treewidth of G is at most k. When the treewidth of G is more than k,
the data structure contains a marker “Treewidth too large”. The amortized initialization
time is 2k

O(1)
n and the amortized update time is 2k

O(1)
√

logn log logn.
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Moreover, the data structure can be provided a CMSO2 sentence ϕ upon initialization,
in which case it maintains whether ϕ is true in G whenever the marker “Treewidth too
large” is not present. In this case, the amortized initialization time is f(k, ϕ) · n and the
amortized update time is f(k, ϕ) · 2kO(1)

√
logn log logn, where f is a computable function.

Proof. The first part of the statement of the theorem is immediate from Lemma 6.78,
with the kO(1) bounds being O(k9).

For the second part, let D be an instantiation of the data structure of Lemma 6.78 with
the same parameter k. We relay all updates to D.

Now, let ϕ be the CMSO2 sentence given upon initialization. We use Lemma 6.16 to
instantiate a (6k + 6)-prefix-rebuilding data structure DCMSO2 , with overhead f(k, ϕ) for
a computable function f , that can be queried whether ϕ is true in the graph held by
it. We relay all prefix-rebuilding updates returned by D also to DCMSO2 . Now, whenever
tw(G) ≤ k, the annotated tree decompositions held by D and DCMSO2 are the same, so
we can use DCMSO2 to report if ϕ is true in G. This adds an overhead of f(k, ϕ) to both
the initialization and the updates, but does not change the running times otherwise.
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Moreover,thedatastructurecanbeprovidedaCMSO2sentenceϕuponinitialization,
inwhichcaseitmaintainswhetherϕistrueinGwheneverthemarker“Treewidthtoo
large”isnotpresent.Inthiscase,theamortizedinitializationtimeisf(k,ϕ)·nandthe
amortizedupdatetimeisf(k,ϕ)·2kO(1)

√
lognloglogn,wherefisacomputablefunction.

Proof.ThefirstpartofthestatementofthetheoremisimmediatefromLemma6.78,
withthekO(1)boundsbeingO(k9).

Forthesecondpart,letDbeaninstantiationofthedatastructureofLemma6.78with
thesameparameterk.WerelayallupdatestoD.

Now,letϕbetheCMSO2sentencegivenuponinitialization.WeuseLemma6.16to
instantiatea(6k+6)-prefix-rebuildingdatastructureDCMSO2,withoverheadf(k,ϕ)for
acomputablefunctionf,thatcanbequeriedwhetherϕistrueinthegraphheldby
it.Werelayallprefix-rebuildingupdatesreturnedbyDalsotoDCMSO2.Now,whenever
tw(G)≤k,theannotatedtreedecompositionsheldbyDandDCMSO2arethesame,so
wecanuseDCMSO2toreportifϕistrueinG.Thisaddsanoverheadoff(k,ϕ)toboth
theinitializationandtheupdates,butdoesnotchangetherunningtimesotherwise.
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Chapter 7

Fast 2-approximation algorithms for
rankwidth and branchwidth

In this chapter we show that both the graph-theoretic and the algorithmic ideas introduced
in Chapter 4 for 2-approximating treewidth can be generalized for 2-approximating
branchwidth of connectivity functions. We first show that branch decompositions of
connectivity functions can be improved with a similar improvement operation as was used
in Chapter 4, until the decomposition has 2-approximately optimal width. Then, we show
that these improvement operations can be implemented efficiently for those connectivity
functions whose branch decompositions support efficient dynamic programming for
computing certain objects, analogous to the dynamic programming in Section 4.4.

We then show that this efficient dynamic programming can indeed be implemented for
the graph width parameters rankwidth and branchwidth. This results in 2-approximation
algorithms for them. The most significant result of this chapter is the following.

Theorem 1.5. There is an algorithm that, given an n-vertex graph G and an integer
k, in time 22O(k)

n2 either outputs a rank decomposition of G of width at most 2k or
determines that the rankwidth of G is larger than k.

The running time is quadratic in the number of vertices n, because in the context of
rankwidth, no result analogous to Bodlaender’s technique (Theorem 3.8) is known. In
particular, the algorithm works by n iterations, so that in each iteration we add one
vertex to the graph and to the rank decomposition from the previous iteration, obtaining
a rank decomposition of width at most 2k + 1, and then use the improvement technique
to improve the width to 2k. Therefore, by showing that the width can be improved from
2k + 1 to 2k in time 22O(k)

n by the improvement technique, we obtain a 22O(k)
n2 time

algorithm.

Chapter7

Fast2-approximationalgorithmsfor
rankwidthandbranchwidth

Inthischapterweshowthatboththegraph-theoreticandthealgorithmicideasintroduced
inChapter4for2-approximatingtreewidthcanbegeneralizedfor2-approximating
branchwidthofconnectivityfunctions.Wefirstshowthatbranchdecompositionsof
connectivityfunctionscanbeimprovedwithasimilarimprovementoperationaswasused
inChapter4,untilthedecompositionhas2-approximatelyoptimalwidth.Then,weshow
thattheseimprovementoperationscanbeimplementedefficientlyforthoseconnectivity
functionswhosebranchdecompositionssupportefficientdynamicprogrammingfor
computingcertainobjects,analogoustothedynamicprogramminginSection4.4.

Wethenshowthatthisefficientdynamicprogrammingcanindeedbeimplementedfor
thegraphwidthparametersrankwidthandbranchwidth.Thisresultsin2-approximation
algorithmsforthem.Themostsignificantresultofthischapteristhefollowing.

Theorem1.5.Thereisanalgorithmthat,givenann-vertexgraphGandaninteger
k,intime22O(k)

n2eitheroutputsarankdecompositionofGofwidthatmost2kor
determinesthattherankwidthofGislargerthank.

Therunningtimeisquadraticinthenumberofverticesn,becauseinthecontextof
rankwidth,noresultanalogoustoBodlaender’stechnique(Theorem3.8)isknown.In
particular,thealgorithmworksbyniterations,sothatineachiterationweaddone
vertextothegraphandtotherankdecompositionfromthepreviousiteration,obtaining
arankdecompositionofwidthatmost2k+1,andthenusetheimprovementtechnique
toimprovethewidthto2k.Therefore,byshowingthatthewidthcanbeimprovedfrom
2k+1to2kintime22O(k)
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For branchwidth of graphs, we can start with a 3-approximately optimal decomposition
by first 2-approximating treewidth with the algorithm of Theorem 1.1, and therefore we
obtain a very similar looking result as was obtained for treewidth in Chapter 4.

Theorem 1.7. There is an algorithm that, given an n-vertex graph G and an integer
k, in time 2O(k)n either outputs a branch decomposition of G of width at most 2k or
determines that the branchwidth of G is larger than k.

Organization

The rest of this chapter is organized as follows. We first introduce some additional
notation related to branch decompositions in Section 7.1. Then, in Section 7.2 we show
our main combinatorial results, in particular, the improvement operation for branch
decompositions of connectivity functions and its main properties. Then, in Section 7.3
we give our algorithmic framework, stating that branch decompositions of connectivity
functions can be efficiently improved until they are 2-approximately optimal if they
support certain dynamic programming. We give the implementation of this dynamic
programming for rankwidth in Section 7.4, resulting in Theorem 1.5, and for branchwidth
of graphs in Section 7.5, resulting in Theorem 1.7.

7.1 Notation on branch decompositions

Recall the definitions of connectivity functions and branch decompositions from Sec-
tion 2.3. In this section we introduce some additional notation for manipulating branch
decompositions.

Let V be a set. A bipartition of V is a pair (C1, C2) of disjoint subsets C1, C2 ⊆ V so that
C1 ∪C2 = V . We allow a bipartition of V to contain an empty set (or if V is empty, both
C1 and C2 are empty), so a bipartition is not necessarily a partition as defined earlier.
Similarly, a tripartition of V is a triple (C1, C2, C3) of disjoint subsets Ci ⊆ V so that
their union equals V .

Let r = uv ∈ E(T ) be an edge of a branch decomposition T = (T, λ). We introduce
notation with the intuition that T is treated as rooted at the edge r. The r-subtree of
a node w ∈ V (T ) is the subtree of T induced by nodes x ∈ V (T ) such that w is on the
unique shortest path from x to {u, v}. Note that the r-subtree of w always contains w,
and contains at most one of u and v. For a node w ∈ V (T ), we denote by Tr[w] ⊆ V the
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subset of V mapped by λ to the leaves in the r-subtree of w. Note that Tr[u] = T [uv],
Tr[v] = T [vu], and for any w ∈ V (T ) it holds that either Tr[w] ⊆ Tr[u] or Tr[w] ⊆ Tr[v].

A node x is an r-ancestor of a node w if w is in the r-subtree of x. The r-parent of a
node w ∈ V (T ) \ {u, v} is the node next to w on the unique shortest path from w to
{u, v}. If x is an r-ancestor of w, then w is an r-descendant of x, and if p is the r-parent
of w, then w is an r-child of p. Note that every non-leaf node has exactly two r-children,
and leaf nodes have no r-children.

7.2 Combinatorial framework

In this section we prove our combinatorial results, which essentially state that the im-
provement operation of Chapter 4 can be adapted to the setting of branch decompositions
of connectivity functions. Throughout we use the convention that f : 2V → Z≥0 is a
connectivity function.

7.2.1 Improvement operation

The central concept of our algorithm is the improvement operation, analogous to the
improvement operation of Chapter 4. Before defining it, we need the definition of a
partial branch decomposition.

Definition 7.1 (Partial branch decomposition). A partial branch decomposition on a set
C is a pair (T, λ), where T is a cubic tree and λ is an injection from C to the leaves of T .

In particular, a partial branch decomposition can have leaves to which no elements are
mapped. Let (T, λ) be a branch decomposition of f and let Ci ⊆ V . We denote by
(T, λ�Ci) the partial branch decomposition on the set Ci obtained by restricting the
mapping λ to only Ci. Then we can define the improvement operation (see Figure 7.1).

We define a tripartition of a set V to be a triple (C1, C2, C3) of disjoint subsets Ci ⊆ V

so that their union equals V . Note that {C1, C2, C3} is not necessarily a partition of
V , because it can contain empty sets. Similarly, a bipartition of V is a pair (C1, C2) of
disjoint subsets C1, C2 ⊆ V so that C1 ∪ C2 = V .

Definition 7.2 (Improvement). Let T = (T, λ) be a branch decomposition, uv ∈ E(T )

an edge of T , and (C1, C2, C3) a tripartition of V . We define the improvement of T with
(uv, C1, C2, C3) as the following branch decomposition.
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A node x is an r-ancestor of a node w if w is in the r-subtree of x. The r-parent of a
node w ∈ V (T ) \ {u, v} is the node next to w on the unique shortest path from w to
{u, v}. If x is an r-ancestor of w, then w is an r-descendant of x, and if p is the r-parent
of w, then w is an r-child of p. Note that every non-leaf node has exactly two r-children,
and leaf nodes have no r-children.

7.2 Combinatorial framework

In this section we prove our combinatorial results, which essentially state that the im-
provement operation of Chapter 4 can be adapted to the setting of branch decompositions
of connectivity functions. Throughout we use the convention that f : 2

V
→ Z≥0 is a

connectivity function.

7.2.1 Improvement operation

The central concept of our algorithm is the improvement operation, analogous to the
improvement operation of Chapter 4. Before defining it, we need the definition of a
partial branch decomposition.

Definition 7.1 (Partial branch decomposition). A partial branch decomposition on a set
C is a pair (T, λ), where T is a cubic tree and λ is an injection from C to the leaves of T .

In particular, a partial branch decomposition can have leaves to which no elements are
mapped. Let (T, λ) be a branch decomposition of f and let Ci ⊆ V . We denote by
(T, λ�Ci) the partial branch decomposition on the set Ci obtained by restricting the
mapping λ to only Ci. Then we can define the improvement operation (see Figure 7.1).

We define a tripartition of a set V to be a triple (C1, C2, C3) of disjoint subsets Ci ⊆ V

so that their union equals V . Note that {C1, C2, C3} is not necessarily a partition of
V , because it can contain empty sets. Similarly, a bipartition of V is a pair (C1, C2) of
disjoint subsets C1, C2 ⊆ V so that C1 ∪ C2 = V .

Definition 7.2 (Improvement). Let T = (T, λ) be a branch decomposition, uv ∈ E(T )

an edge of T , and (C1, C2, C3) a tripartition of V . We define the improvement of T with
(uv, C1, C2, C3) as the following branch decomposition.
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Figure 7.1: An example of the improvement operation. A branch decomposition (T, λ)
of a function f : 2V → Z≥0 with V = {a, b, c, d, e, f, g, h} (top). For a tripartition
(C1 = {a, b, g}, C2 = {c, e, f}, C3 = {d, h}), we have the partial branch decompositions
(T1, λ1) = (T, λ�{a,b,g}), (T2, λ2) = (T, λ�{c,e,f}), and (T3, λ3) = (T, λ�{d,h}) (middle), and
the improvement of (T, λ) with (uv, C1, C2, C3) (bottom).
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(C1={a,b,g},C2={c,e,f},C3={d,h}),wehavethepartialbranchdecompositions
(T1,λ1)=(T,λ�{a,b,g}),(T2,λ2)=(T,λ�{c,e,f}),and(T3,λ3)=(T,λ�{d,h})(middle),and
theimprovementof(T,λ)with(uv,C1,C2,C3)(bottom).
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For each i ∈ [3], let Ti = (Ti, λi) = (T, λ�Ci), and let uivi be the copy of the edge
uv in Ti. Now, let T ′ = (T ′, λ′) be a partial branch decomposition on V obtained by
first inserting a node wi on the edge uivi of each Ti (i.e. V (Ti) ← V (Ti) ∪ {wi} and
E(Ti)← E(Ti) ∪ {uiwi, wivi} \ {uivi}), then taking the disjoint union of T1, T2, T3, and
then inserting a node t adjacent to w1, w2, w3, connecting the disjoint union into a tree.
Finally, the improvement is obtained by simplifying T ′ by iteratively removing leaves that
are not labeled by λ′, and suppressing degree-2 nodes.

We observe that if T ′ is an improvement of T with (r, C1, C2, C3), then every edge of
T ′ either corresponds to a bipartition (Ci, Ci) of V or to a bipartition of V of form
(Tr[w] ∩ Ci, Tr[w] ∩ Ci), where w ∈ V (T ) (see also Figure 7.2). More formally as follows.

Lemma 7.3. Let T be a branch decomposition, r ∈ E(T ), and (C1, C2, C3) a tripartition
of V . Let T ′ be the improvement of T with (r, C1, C2, C3). It holds that

{{T ′[u′v′], T ′[v′u′]} | u′v′ ∈ E(T ′)} =⋃
i∈[3]

(
{{Ci, Ci}} ∪ {{Tr[w] ∩ Ci, Tr[w] ∩ Ci} | w ∈ V (T )}

)
\ {{∅, V }}.

Note that as a branch decomposition is a cubic tree, no two edges correspond to the same
bipartition, i.e., the set {{T [uv], T [vu]} | uv ∈ E(T )} has size |E(T )|.

7.2.2 Improving with splits

Now we state the definitions and results of our combinatorial framework, postponing the
proofs to Subsections 7.2.3 and 7.2.4. First we define a split of a set W ⊆ V .

Definition 7.4 (Split). Let W ⊆ V . A tripartition (C1, C2, C3) of V is a split of W if
for every i ∈ [3], f(Ci) < f(W ), f(Ci ∩W ) < f(W ), and f(Ci ∩W ) < f(W ).

We note that because of the condition f(Ci ∩W ) < f(W ), it holds that Ci 6= V for every
i ∈ [3]. However, it can be that Ci = ∅. We also observe that splits are symmetric in the
sense that re-ordering the sets C1, C2, C3 or interchanging W with W does not change
whether (C1, C2, C3) is a split.

The first main property of splits, analogous to Lemma 4.1, is that for every set W with
large enough f(W ) there exists a split.

Lemma 7.5. If W ⊆ V such that f(W ) > 2bw(f), then there exists a split of W .
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Foreachi∈[3],letTi=(Ti,λi)=(T,λ�Ci),andletuivibethecopyoftheedge
uvinTi.Now,letT′=(T′,λ′)beapartialbranchdecompositiononVobtainedby
firstinsertinganodewiontheedgeuiviofeachTi(i.e.V(Ti)←V(Ti)∪{wi}and
E(Ti)←E(Ti)∪{uiwi,wivi}\{uivi}),thentakingthedisjointunionofT1,T2,T3,and
theninsertinganodetadjacenttow1,w2,w3,connectingthedisjointunionintoatree.
Finally,theimprovementisobtainedbysimplifyingT′byiterativelyremovingleavesthat
arenotlabeledbyλ′,andsuppressingdegree-2nodes.

WeobservethatifT′isanimprovementofTwith(r,C1,C2,C3),theneveryedgeof
T′eithercorrespondstoabipartition(Ci,Ci)ofVortoabipartitionofVofform
(Tr[w]∩Ci,Tr[w]∩Ci),wherew∈V(T)(seealsoFigure7.2).Moreformallyasfollows.

Lemma7.3.LetTbeabranchdecomposition,r∈E(T),and(C1,C2,C3)atripartition
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\{{∅,V}}.

Notethatasabranchdecompositionisacubictree,notwoedgescorrespondtothesame
bipartition,i.e.,theset{{T[uv],T[vu]}|uv∈E(T)}hassize|E(T)|.

7.2.2Improvingwithsplits

Nowwestatethedefinitionsandresultsofourcombinatorialframework,postponingthe
proofstoSubsections7.2.3and7.2.4.FirstwedefineasplitofasetW⊆V.

Definition7.4(Split).LetW⊆V.Atripartition(C1,C2,C3)ofVisasplitofWif
foreveryi∈[3],f(Ci)<f(W),f(Ci∩W)<f(W),andf(Ci∩W)<f(W).

Wenotethatbecauseoftheconditionf(Ci∩W)<f(W),itholdsthatCi6=Vforevery
i∈[3].However,itcanbethatCi=∅.Wealsoobservethatsplitsaresymmetricinthe
sensethatre-orderingthesetsC1,C2,C3orinterchangingWwithWdoesnotchange
whether(C1,C2,C3)isasplit.

Thefirstmainpropertyofsplits,analogoustoLemma4.1,isthatforeverysetWwith
largeenoughf(W)thereexistsasplit.

Lemma7.5.IfW⊆Vsuchthatf(W)>2bw(f),thenthereexistsasplitofW.
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improving with (uv, C1, C2, C3) where (C1, C2, C3) is a split of W “locally improves” the
branch decomposition around the edge uv in the sense that the widths of the new edges
corresponding to the edge uv will be of form f(Ci) < f(W ), f(Ci ∩W ) < f(W ), and
f(Ci ∩W ) < f(W ) (recall Figure 7.2). We then define minimum splits analogously to
Chapter 4, in order to argue that the improvement operation globally improves the branch
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is a split of W .
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7.2.3 Existence of a split

Now we prove that if f(W ) > 2bw(f), then there exists a split of W , that is, we prove
Lemma 7.5. The idea of the proof is that we take an optimum-width branch decomposition
T ? of f , i.e., a branch decomposition T ? with width(T ?) = bw(f) < f(W )/2, and argue
that either a bipartition of V corresponding to some edge of T ? or a tripartition of V
corresponding to some node of T ? results in a split of W .

We define an orientation of a set C ⊆ V with respect to a set W ⊆ V . This will be used
for orienting the edges of the optimal branch decomposition T ? based on W .

Definition 7.9 (Orientation). Let C,W ⊆ V . We say that

• the set W directly orients C if f(C ∩W ) < f(C ∩W ) and f(C ∩W ) < f(C ∩W ),

• the set W inversely orients C if it directly orients C, and

• the set W disorients C if it neither directly nor inversely orients C.

Note that the definition of orienting is symmetric with respect to complementing W , i.e.,
W (directly, inversely, dis)-orients C if and only if W (directly, inversely, dis)-orients
C. Next we show that if there is an edge of an optimal branch decomposition that is
disoriented according to Definition 7.9, then it corresponds to a split of W .

Lemma 7.10. Let C,W ⊆ V . If W disorients C and f(C) < f(W )/2, then (C,C, ∅) is
a split of W .

Proof. By possibly interchanging C with C, without loss of generality we can assume
that f(C ∩W ) ≤ f(C ∩W ) and f(C ∩W ) ≥ f(C ∩W ). By these inequalities and since
f(C) = f(C) < f(W )/2, to show that (C,C, ∅) is a split of W , it suffices to prove that
f(C ∩W ) < f(W ) and f(C ∩W ) < f(W ).

First, we have

f(C ∩W ) ≤ f(C) + f(W )− f(C ∪W ) (submodularity)

≤ f(C) + f(W )− f(C ∩W ) (symmetry). (7.11)

Then, by submodularity

f(C ∩W ) + f(C ∩W ) ≥ f(W ) + f(∅) > 2f(C),
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implying f(C ∩W ) > f(C), implying by (7.11) that f(C ∩W ) < f(W ). The proof
of f(C ∩ W ) < f(W ) is the same with the roles of C and C, and of W and W ,
interchanged.

Now, to prove Lemma 7.5, we take an optimum-width branch decomposition T ? of f
and orient each edge uv with (T ?[uv], T ?[vu]) = (C,C) towards v if W directly orients
C and towards u if W inversely orients C. If no such orientation exists, i.e., W disorients
C, then Lemma 7.10 shows that (C,C, ∅) is a split of W and we are done, so for the
remainder of the proof assume that every edge is indeed oriented.

Lemma 7.12. No edge of T ? is oriented towards a leaf.

Proof. Suppose there is an edge of T ? = (T ?, λ?) oriented towards a leaf ` ∈ V (T ?), and
let v = λ−1(`). Thus W directly orients V \ {v}, implying f(W \ {v}) < f(W ∩ {v}) and
f(W \ {v}) < f(W ∩ {v}). However, one of the sets W ∩ {v} or W ∩ {v} must be empty
and therefore either f(W ∩ {v}) = 0 or f(W ∩ {v}) = 0, implying f(W \ {v}) < 0 or
f(W \ {v}) < 0, but f cannot take values less than 0, so we get a contradiction.

Now, by walking in T ? according to the orientation, we end up finding an internal node
towards which all incident edges are oriented. The following lemma shows that this node
indeed gives a split of W , and therefore completes the proof of Lemma 7.5.

Lemma 7.13. Let W ⊆ V , and (C1, C2, C3) a tripartition of V so that for each i ∈ [3],
f(Ci) < f(W )/2 and W directly orients Ci. Then (C1, C2, C3) is a split of W .

Proof. Since W directly orients Ci, we have f(Ci ∩W ) < f(C i ∩W ). Therefore,

2f(Ci ∩W ) < f(Ci ∩W ) + f(Ci ∩W )

< 2f(Ci) + 2f(W )− f(Ci ∪W )− f(Ci ∪W ) (submodularity)

< 2f(Ci) + 2f(W )− f(V )− f(W ) (submodularity)

< 2f(Ci) + f(W ) < 2f(W )

Therefore, f(Ci ∩W ) < f(W ). The proof that f(Ci ∩W ) < f(W ) is the same with the
roles of W and W interchanged.
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implyingf(C∩W)>f(C),implyingby(7.11)thatf(C∩W)<f(W).Theproof
off(C∩W)<f(W)isthesamewiththerolesofCandC,andofWandW,
interchanged.

Now,toproveLemma7.5,wetakeanoptimum-widthbranchdecompositionT?off
andorienteachedgeuvwith(T?[uv],T?[vu])=(C,C)towardsvifWdirectlyorients
CandtowardsuifWinverselyorientsC.Ifnosuchorientationexists,i.e.,Wdisorients
C,thenLemma7.10showsthat(C,C,∅)isasplitofWandwearedone,soforthe
remainderoftheproofassumethateveryedgeisindeedoriented.

Lemma7.12.NoedgeofT?isorientedtowardsaleaf.

Proof.SupposethereisanedgeofT?=(T?,λ?)orientedtowardsaleaf`∈V(T?),and
letv=λ−1(`).ThusWdirectlyorientsV\{v},implyingf(W\{v})<f(W∩{v})and
f(W\{v})<f(W∩{v}).However,oneofthesetsW∩{v}orW∩{v}mustbeempty
andthereforeeitherf(W∩{v})=0orf(W∩{v})=0,implyingf(W\{v})<0or
f(W\{v})<0,butfcannottakevalueslessthan0,sowegetacontradiction.

Now,bywalkinginT?accordingtotheorientation,weendupfindinganinternalnode
towardswhichallincidentedgesareoriented.Thefollowinglemmashowsthatthisnode
indeedgivesasplitofW,andthereforecompletestheproofofLemma7.5.

Lemma7.13.LetW⊆V,and(C1,C2,C3)atripartitionofVsothatforeachi∈[3],
f(Ci)<f(W)/2andWdirectlyorientsCi.Then(C1,C2,C3)isasplitofW.

Proof.SinceWdirectlyorientsCi,wehavef(Ci∩W)<f(Ci∩W).Therefore,

2f(Ci∩W)<f(Ci∩W)+f(Ci∩W)

<2f(Ci)+2f(W)−f(Ci∪W)−f(Ci∪W)(submodularity)

<2f(Ci)+2f(W)−f(V)−f(W)(submodularity)

<2f(Ci)+f(W)<2f(W)

Therefore,f(Ci∩W)<f(W).Theproofthatf(Ci∩W)<f(W)isthesamewiththe
rolesofWandWinterchanged.
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Therefore, f(Ci ∩W ) < f(W ). The proof that f(Ci ∩W ) < f(W ) is the same with the
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implyingf(C∩W)>f(C),implyingby(7.11)thatf(C∩W)<f(W).Theproof
off(C∩W)<f(W)isthesamewiththerolesofCandC,andofWandW,
interchanged.

Now,toproveLemma7.5,wetakeanoptimum-widthbranchdecompositionT
?
off

andorienteachedgeuvwith(T
?
[uv],T

?
[vu])=(C,C)towardsvifWdirectlyorients

CandtowardsuifWinverselyorientsC.Ifnosuchorientationexists,i.e.,Wdisorients
C,thenLemma7.10showsthat(C,C,∅)isasplitofWandwearedone,soforthe
remainderoftheproofassumethateveryedgeisindeedoriented.

Lemma7.12.NoedgeofT
?
isorientedtowardsaleaf.

Proof.SupposethereisanedgeofT
?

=(T
?
,λ

?
)orientedtowardsaleaf`∈V(T

?
),and

letv=λ−1
(`).ThusWdirectlyorientsV\{v},implyingf(W\{v})<f(W∩{v})and

f(W\{v})<f(W∩{v}).However,oneofthesetsW∩{v}orW∩{v}mustbeempty
andthereforeeitherf(W∩{v})=0orf(W∩{v})=0,implyingf(W\{v})<0or
f(W\{v})<0,butfcannottakevalueslessthan0,sowegetacontradiction.

Now,bywalkinginT
?
accordingtotheorientation,weendupfindinganinternalnode

towardswhichallincidentedgesareoriented.Thefollowinglemmashowsthatthisnode
indeedgivesasplitofW,andthereforecompletestheproofofLemma7.5.

Lemma7.13.LetW⊆V,and(C1,C2,C3)atripartitionofVsothatforeachi∈[3],
f(Ci)<f(W)/2andWdirectlyorientsCi.Then(C1,C2,C3)isasplitofW.

Proof.SinceWdirectlyorientsCi,wehavef(Ci∩W)<f(Ci∩W).Therefore,

2f(Ci∩W)<f(Ci∩W)+f(Ci∩W)

<2f(Ci)+2f(W)−f(Ci∪W)−f(Ci∪W)(submodularity)

<2f(Ci)+2f(W)−f(V)−f(W)(submodularity)

<2f(Ci)+f(W)<2f(W)

Therefore,f(Ci∩W)<f(W).Theproofthatf(Ci∩W)<f(W)isthesamewiththe
rolesofWandWinterchanged.
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7.2.4 Improving globally

Then, we show that by selecting the split as a minimum split of T , the improvement
operation by using it indeed improves T globally. In particular, we prove Theorem 7.8.

The key intermediate definition will be linked splits. Let A ⊆ B ⊆ V . The set A is
linked into B if for all sets S with A ⊆ S ⊆ B it holds that f(A) ≤ f(S). Then, let
T be a branch decomposition, r = uv ∈ E(T ) an edge of T , and W = T [uv]. A split
(r, C1, C2, C3) of T is linked if for every i ∈ [3] it holds that

1. W ∩ Ci is linked into W ,

2. if Ci r-cuts an r-descendant w of u, then f((W ∩ Ci) ∪ Tr[w]) > f(W ∩ Ci), and

3. the same conditions hold when W is interchanged with W and u is interchanged
with v.

Then we prove the main lemma of this subsection.

Lemma 7.14. If (r, C1, C2, C3) is a minimum split of T , then (r, C1, C2, C3) is linked.

Proof. Suppose that (r, C1, C2, C3) is a minimum split of T that is not linked. Without
loss of generality, assume that it violates either Item 1 or Item 2 in the definition of
linkedness (note that by symmetry we can interchange the roles of W and W , and of u
and v). In particular, there exists i ∈ [3] and a set S with W ∩ Ci ⊆ S ⊆ W so that
either

1. f(S) < f(W ∩ Ci), or

2. f(S) = f(W ∩ Ci) and S = (W ∩ Ci) ∪ Tr[w] for some r-descendant w of u so that
Ci r-cuts w.

We moreover fix such set S that minimizes f(S). We will use the set S to construct a
new split that contradicts the minimality of (r, C1, C2, C3). To simplify notation, assume
without loss of generality that i = 1.

Now, we let the new split be

(r, C ′1, C
′
2, C

′
3) = (r, C1 ∪ S,C2 \ S,C3 \ S).

We first bound the values f(C ′j ∩W ) and f(C ′j ∩W ) for all j ∈ [3]. Because S ⊆ W , we
have C ′j ∩W = Cj ∩W for all j ∈ [3], implying f(C ′j ∩W ) < f(W ). Also, by definition,
f(C ′1 ∩W ) = f(S) ≤ f(C1 ∩W ) < f(W ).
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7.2.4Improvingglobally

Then,weshowthatbyselectingthesplitasaminimumsplitofT,theimprovement
operationbyusingitindeedimprovesTglobally.Inparticular,weproveTheorem7.8.

Thekeyintermediatedefinitionwillbelinkedsplits.LetA⊆B⊆V.ThesetAis
linkedintoBifforallsetsSwithA⊆S⊆Bitholdsthatf(A)≤f(S).Then,let
Tbeabranchdecomposition,r=uv∈E(T)anedgeofT,andW=T[uv].Asplit
(r,C1,C2,C3)ofTislinkedifforeveryi∈[3]itholdsthat

1.W∩CiislinkedintoW,

2.ifCir-cutsanr-descendantwofu,thenf((W∩Ci)∪Tr[w])>f(W∩Ci),and

3.thesameconditionsholdwhenWisinterchangedwithWanduisinterchanged
withv.

Thenweprovethemainlemmaofthissubsection.

Lemma7.14.If(r,C1,C2,C3)isaminimumsplitofT,then(r,C1,C2,C3)islinked.

Proof.Supposethat(r,C1,C2,C3)isaminimumsplitofTthatisnotlinked.Without
lossofgenerality,assumethatitviolateseitherItem1orItem2inthedefinitionof
linkedness(notethatbysymmetrywecaninterchangetherolesofWandW,andofu
andv).Inparticular,thereexistsi∈[3]andasetSwithW∩Ci⊆S⊆Wsothat
either

1.f(S)<f(W∩Ci),or

2.f(S)=f(W∩Ci)andS=(W∩Ci)∪Tr[w]forsomer-descendantwofusothat
Cir-cutsw.

WemoreoverfixsuchsetSthatminimizesf(S).WewillusethesetStoconstructa
newsplitthatcontradictstheminimalityof(r,C1,C2,C3).Tosimplifynotation,assume
withoutlossofgeneralitythati=1.

Now,weletthenewsplitbe

(r,C′1,C
′
2,C

′
3)=(r,C1∪S,C2\S,C3\S).

Wefirstboundthevaluesf(C′j∩W)andf(C′j∩W)forallj∈[3].BecauseS⊆W,we
haveC′j∩W=Cj∩Wforallj∈[3],implyingf(C′j∩W)<f(W).Also,bydefinition,
f(C′1∩W)=f(S)≤f(C1∩W)<f(W).
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Claim 7.15. For j ∈ {2, 3}, it holds that f(C ′j ∩W ) ≤ f(Cj ∩W ).

Proof of the claim. Let D = Cj ∩W . We observe that

f(S) ≤ f(D ∩ S) (7.16)

because W ∩ C1 ⊆ D ∩ S ⊆ W , but S minimizes f(S) among such sets. Then,

f(C ′j ∩W ) = f(D ∩ S) = f(D ∪ S) (symmetry)

≤ f(D) + f(S)− f(D ∩ S) (submodularity)

≤ f(D) = f(D) ((7.16) and symmetry)

C

Then we bound the values f(C ′j) for j ∈ [3].

Claim 7.17. For j ∈ [3], it holds that f(C ′j) ≤ f(Cj).

Proof of the claim. If j = 1, let D = Cj, and if j ∈ {2, 3}, let D = Cj. Now, C1 ⊆ D,
and our goal is to prove that f(D ∪ S) ≤ f(D). We observe that

f(S) ≤ f(D ∩ S) (7.18)

because W ∩ C1 ⊆ D ∩ S ⊆ W , but S minimizes f(S) among such sets. Then,

f(D ∪ S) ≤ f(D) + f(S)− f(D ∩ S) (submodularity)

≤ f(D). by (7.18)

C

We have now proven that (C ′1, C
′
2, C

′
3) is indeed a split of W . We then wish to show that

(r, C ′1, C
′
2, C

′
3) contradicts that (r, C1, C2, C3) is a minimum split of T .

First, suppose that the case of Item 1 holds, i.e., f(S) < f(W ∩ C1). Now,

f(C ′1) = f(C1 ∪ S) ≤ f(C1) + f(S)− f(C1 ∩ S) (submodularity)

≤ f(C1) + f(S)− f(C1 ∩W ) (by C1 ∩ S = C1 ∩W )

< f(C1). (by f(S) < f(W ∩ C1))

By combining with Claim 7.17, we get that (C ′1, C
′
2, C

′
3) has smaller sum-width than

(C1, C2, C3), and therefore contradicts that (r, C1, C2, C3) is a minimum split of T .
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′
2, C

′
3) cuts less

nodes of T than (r, C1, C2, C3), and therefore contradicts that (r, C1, C2, C3) is a minimum
split of T .
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Then, assume that Ci r-cuts w, and suppose without loss of generality that w is an r-
descendant of u. Let Di = W ∩Ci. By Lemma 7.14 (r, C1, C2, C3) is linked, and therefore
by Item 2 of the definition it holds that f(Di ∪ Tr[w]) > f(Di). By submodularity,
f(Di ∩ Tr[w]) < f(Tr[w]), which concludes the proof as Di ∩ Tr[w] = Ci ∩ Tr[w].
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In this section we present our algorithmic framework for designing FPT 2-approximation
algorithms for computing branch decompositions. In particular, we show that a sequence
of improvement operations decreasing the width of a branch decomposition from k to
k−1 or concluding k ≤ 2bw(f) can be implemented in time t(k) ·2O(k) ·n for connectivity
functions f whose branch decompositions support certain type of dynamic programming
with running time t(k) per node. The concrete implementation of this framework for
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holdsthatf(Tr[w]∩Ci)≤f(Tr[w]).Moreover,theequalityholdsonlyifTr[w]∩Ci=Tr[w]

orTr[w]∩Ci=∅.

Proof.IfCidoesnotr-cutw,thenTr[w]∩Ci∈{Tr[w],∅}.Inbothofthesecases,itis
straightforwardtoverifythattheconclusionholds.

Then,assumethatCir-cutsw,andsupposewithoutlossofgeneralitythatwisanr-
descendantofu.LetDi=W∩Ci.ByLemma7.14(r,C1,C2,C3)islinked,andtherefore
byItem2ofthedefinitionitholdsthatf(Di∪Tr[w])>f(Di).Bysubmodularity,
f(Di∩Tr[w])<f(Tr[w]),whichconcludestheproofasDi∩Tr[w]=Ci∩Tr[w].

7.3Algorithmicframework

InthissectionwepresentouralgorithmicframeworkfordesigningFPT2-approximation
algorithmsforcomputingbranchdecompositions.Inparticular,weshowthatasequence
ofimprovementoperationsdecreasingthewidthofabranchdecompositionfromkto
k−1orconcludingk≤2bw(f)canbeimplementedintimet(k)·2O(k)

·nforconnectivity
functionsfwhosebranchdecompositionssupportcertaintypeofdynamicprogramming
withrunningtimet(k)pernode.Theconcreteimplementationofthisframeworkfor
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rankwidth, with t(k) = 22O(k) , is provided in Section 7.4 and for graph branchwidth, with
t(k) = 2O(k), in Section 7.5.

7.3.1 Amortized analysis

A naive implementation of the improvement operation (as described in Definition 7.2)
would use Ω(n) time on each improvement, which would result in the running time of
Ω(n2) over the course of n improvements. In this section we show that the improvement
operations can be implemented so that over any sequence of improvement operations
using minimum splits of a branch decomposition of width at most k, the total work done
in improving the branch decomposition amortizes to 2O(k)n.

The efficient implementation of improvements is based on the notion of the edit set of
a minimum split of T . Informally, the edit set of a minimum split (r, C1, C2, C3) of T
consists of the nodes of the subtree of T obtained after pruning all r-subtrees whose
leaves are entirely from one of the sets Ci. Formally, as follows.

Definition 7.20 (Edit set). Let T be a branch decomposition, r ∈ E(T ), and
(r, C1, C2, C3) a minimum split of T . The edit set of (r, C1, C2, C3) is the set R ⊆ V (T )

of nodes of T that are cut by (r, C1, C2, C3), i.e.,

R = {w ∈ V (T ) | Tr[w] intersects at least two sets from {C1, C2, C3}}.

Note that for a minimum split (uv, C1, C2, C3) of T , both u and v are necessarily in the
edit set. We formalize the intuition about edit sets in the following lemma. It will be
implicitly used in many of our arguments.

Lemma 7.21. Let T = (T, λ) be a branch decomposition, r = uv ∈ E(T ), (r, C1, C2, C3)

a minimum split of T , R the edit set of (r, C1, C2, C3), and T ′ the improvement of T
with (r, C1, C2, C3). It holds that

(1) every node in R is non-leaf,

(2) the nodes of R induce a connected subtree T [R] of T , and

(3) there exists an edge r′ ∈ E(T ′) so that for every w ∈ V (T ) \ R there is a node
w′ ∈ V (T ′) with Tr[w] = T ′r′ [w′].

Proof. For (1), the set Tr[w] of a leaf w consists of one element. Thus it is not cut by
(r, C1, C2, C3). For (2), first note that {u, v} ⊆ R. Then, consider a node w ∈ R \ {u, v},
and let p be the r-parent of w. It holds that Tr[w] ⊆ Tr[p], so p must also be in R.
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t(k)=2O(k),inSection7.5.

7.3.1Amortizedanalysis

Anaiveimplementationoftheimprovementoperation(asdescribedinDefinition7.2)
woulduseΩ(n)timeoneachimprovement,whichwouldresultintherunningtimeof
Ω(n2)overthecourseofnimprovements.Inthissectionweshowthattheimprovement
operationscanbeimplementedsothatoveranysequenceofimprovementoperations
usingminimumsplitsofabranchdecompositionofwidthatmostk,thetotalworkdone
inimprovingthebranchdecompositionamortizesto2O(k)n.

Theefficientimplementationofimprovementsisbasedonthenotionoftheeditsetof
aminimumsplitofT.Informally,theeditsetofaminimumsplit(r,C1,C2,C3)ofT
consistsofthenodesofthesubtreeofTobtainedafterpruningallr-subtreeswhose
leavesareentirelyfromoneofthesetsCi.Formally,asfollows.

Definition7.20(Editset).LetTbeabranchdecomposition,r∈E(T),and
(r,C1,C2,C3)aminimumsplitofT.Theeditsetof(r,C1,C2,C3)isthesetR⊆V(T)

ofnodesofTthatarecutby(r,C1,C2,C3),i.e.,

R={w∈V(T)|Tr[w]intersectsatleasttwosetsfrom{C1,C2,C3}}.

Notethatforaminimumsplit(uv,C1,C2,C3)ofT,bothuandvarenecessarilyinthe
editset.Weformalizetheintuitionabouteditsetsinthefollowinglemma.Itwillbe
implicitlyusedinmanyofourarguments.

Lemma7.21.LetT=(T,λ)beabranchdecomposition,r=uv∈E(T),(r,C1,C2,C3)

aminimumsplitofT,Rtheeditsetof(r,C1,C2,C3),andT′theimprovementofT
with(r,C1,C2,C3).Itholdsthat

(1)everynodeinRisnon-leaf,

(2)thenodesofRinduceaconnectedsubtreeT[R]ofT,and

(3)thereexistsanedger′∈E(T′)sothatforeveryw∈V(T)\Rthereisanode
w′∈V(T′)withTr[w]=T′r′[w′].

Proof.For(1),thesetTr[w]ofaleafwconsistsofoneelement.Thusitisnotcutby
(r,C1,C2,C3).For(2),firstnotethat{u,v}⊆R.Then,consideranodew∈R\{u,v},
andletpbether-parentofw.ItholdsthatTr[w]⊆Tr[p],sopmustalsobeinR.
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For (3), observe that by the definition of edit set for every node w ∈ V (T ) \R it holds
that Tr[w] ⊆ Ci for some i. This implies that the r-subtree of w appears identically in
T ′, and therefore T ′ consists of the r-subtrees of all w ∈ NT (R) and a connected subtree
inserted in the place of R and connected to NT (R). As |R| ≥ 2, this inserted subtree
contains at least one edge, which we can designate as r′.

Next we define the neighborhood partition of an edit set R.

Definition 7.22 (Neighborhood partition). Let (r, C1, C2, C3) be a minimum split and R
its edit set. The neighborhood partition of R is the partition (N1, N2, N3) of the neighbors
NT (R) of R, where Ni = {w ∈ NT (R) | Tr[w] ⊆ Ci}.

Note that the neighborhood partition is indeed a partition of NT (R) by the definition of
edit set.

Next we give an algorithm for performing the improvement operation in O(|R|) time,
given the edit set R and its neighborhood partition.
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(r, C1, C2, C3) a minimum split of T . Given the edit set R of (r, C1, C2, C3) and the
neighborhood partition (N1, N2, N3) of R, T can be turned into the improvement of T
with (r, C1, C2, C3) in O(|R|) time. Moreover, all information stored in nodes V (T ) \R
is preserved and the other nodes are marked as new.

Proof. We create three copies T1, T2, T3 of the induced subtree T [R]. We denote the
copy of a node x ∈ R in Ti by xi, and denote Ri = {xi | x ∈ R}. To each Ti

we also insert a new node wi on the edge uivi, i.e., let V (Ti) ← V (Ti) ∪ {wi} and
E(Ti)← E(Ti) \ {ui, vi} ∪ {uiwi, wivi}. We then insert a new center node t and connect
each wi to it.

For each node y ∈ Ni, let p ∈ R be the r-parent of y. We remove the edge yp and insert
the edge ypi. It remains to remove all nodes of R, and then iteratively remove degree-1
nodes and suppress degree-2 nodes in R1 ∪R2 ∪R3 ∪ {t, w1, w2, w3}.

For the running time, these operations can be done in time linear in |R|+ |R1|+ |R2|+
|R3|+ |N1|+ |N2|+ |N3| = O(|R|) because T is represented as an adjacency list and the
maximum degree of T is 3.

The outline of the improvement operation in our framework is that the dynamic program-
ming outputs the edit set R and its neighborhood partition in O(t(k) · |R|) time, then
the algorithm of Lemma 7.23 computes the improvement in O(|R|) time, and then the
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|R3|+|N1|+|N2|+|N3|=O(|R|)becauseTisrepresentedasanadjacencylistandthe
maximumdegreeofTis3.
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dynamic programming tables of the |R| new nodes are computed in O(t(k) · |R|) time.
To bound the sum of the sizes of the edit sets R over the course of the algorithm, we
introduce the following potential function.

Definition 7.24 (k-potential). Let T be a branch decomposition of a connectivity func-
tion f . The k-potential of T is

Φk(T ) =
∑

e∈E(T )
f(e)<k

f(e) · 3f(e) +
∑

e∈E(T )
f(e)≥k

4 · f(e) · 3f(e).

When working with k-potentials, we will use the following notation. For x ≥ 0, let

Φk(x) =

{
x · 3x, if x < k

4 · x · 3x, otherwise,

For W ⊆ V , we will use Φk(W ) to denote Φk(f(W )). With this notation, the k-potential
of T is

Φk(T ) =
∑

uv∈E(T )

Φk(T [uv]).

The k-potential of a branch decomposition T is at most O(3width(T ) ·width(T ) · |T |), which
is 2O(k) · |T | when width(T ) = O(k).

Next we show that performing a improvement operation with an edit set R decreases the
k-potential by at least |R|.
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(r, C1, C2, C3), and T ′ be the improvement of T with (r, C1, C2, C3). Then it holds that
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Proof. We use the notation that W = T [uv]. Note that

Φk(T ) = Φk(k) +
∑

w∈(V (T )\{u,v})

Φk(Tr[w]) (7.26)

and that by Lemma 7.3

Φk(T ′) =
∑
i∈[3]

Φk(Ci) +
∑

w∈V (T )

Φk(Ci ∩ Tr[w])

 . (7.27)
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Then

Φk(T )− Φk(T ′) = Φk(T )−
∑
i∈[3]

(
Φk(Ci) +

∑
w∈V (T )

Φk(Ci ∩ Tr[w])

)

≥ Φk(T )−
∑
i∈[3]

(
Φk(Ci) +Φk(Ci ∩W ) + Φk(Ci ∩W )

+
∑

w∈(V (T )\{u,v})

Φk(Ci ∩ Tr[w])

)
,

where the last inequality is obtained by taking Ci∩Tr[u] = Ci∩W and Ci∩Tr[v] = Ci∩W
out of the sum.

By the definition of a split of W , we have that Φk(Ci) ≤ Φk(k − 1) and Φk(Ci ∩W ) ≤
Φk(k− 1). Then by interleaving the sums (7.26) and (7.27), we have that Φk(T )−Φk(T ′)
is at least

Φk(k)− 9Φk(k − 1) +
∑

w∈(V (T )\{u,v})

Φk(Tr[w])−
∑
i∈[3]

Φk(Ci ∩ Tr[w])

 .

By observing Φk(k)− 9 · Φk(k − 1) ≥ 2, we lower bound Φk(T )− Φk(T ′) by

2 +
∑

w∈(V (T )\{u,v})

Φk(Tr[w])−
∑
i∈[3]

Φk(Ci ∩ Tr[w])

 .

Let us note that for w /∈ R, Φk(Tr[w]) =
∑

i∈[3] Φk(Ci ∩ Tr[w]) because Tr[w] is a subset
of some Ci and Φk(∅) = 0. Also by Theorem 7.8, for any node w in the edit set and every
i it holds that f(Ci ∩ Tr[w]) < f(Tr[w]), implying Φk(Tr[w])−

∑
i∈[3] Φk(Ci ∩ Tr[w]) ≥ 1.

By making use of these observations, we conclude that

Φk(T )− Φk(T ′) ≥ 2 +
∑

w∈(R\{u,v})

Φk(Tr[w])−
∑
i∈[3]

Φk(Ci ∩ Tr[w])

 ≥ |R|.

In particular, when performing a sequence of improvement operations with minimum
splits of T on edges r of width f(r) = width(T ) = k, the sum of the sizes of edit sets
across all of the operations is at most O(3k · k · |T |).
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where the last inequality is obtained by taking Ci∩Tr[u] = Ci∩W and Ci∩Tr[v] = Ci∩W
out of the sum.
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Let us note that for w /∈ R, Φk(Tr[w]) = ∑i∈[3] Φk(Ci ∩ Tr[w]) because Tr[w] is a subset
of some Ci and Φk(∅) = 0. Also by Theorem 7.8, for any node w in the edit set and every
i it holds that f(Ci ∩ Tr[w]) < f(Tr[w]), implying Φk(Tr[w])−∑i∈[3] Φk(Ci ∩ Tr[w]) ≥ 1.
By making use of these observations, we conclude that

Φk(T )− Φk(T ′) ≥ 2 + ∑
w∈(R\{u,v})
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Φk(Tr[w])−∑
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≥ |R|.

In particular, when performing a sequence of improvement operations with minimum
splits of T on edges r of width f(r) = width(T ) = k, the sum of the sizes of edit sets
across all of the operations is at most O(3

k
· k · |T |).
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7.3.2 Improvement data structure

We define the improvement data structure to formally capture what is required from the
underlying dynamic programming in our framework.

Definition 7.28 (Improvement data structure). Let f be a connectivity function and
k an integer. An improvement data structure of f with running time t(k) maintains a
branch decomposition T of f with width(T ) ≤ k rooted on an edge r = uv ∈ E(T ) and
supports the following operations.

• Init(T , uv): Given k ∈ Z≥0, a branch decomposition T of f with width(T ) ≤ k, and
an edge uv ∈ E(T ), initialize the data structure in O(t(k) · |T |) time.

• Move(vw): Move the root edge r = uv to an incident edge vw, i.e., set r ← vw.
Runs in O(t(k)) time.

• Width(): Return f(uv) in O(t(k)) time.

• CanImprove(): Returns true if there exists a split of W = T [uv] and false otherwise.
Runs in time O(t(k)). Once CanImprove() has returned true, the following can be
invoked:

– EditSet(): Let (r, C1, C2, C3) be a minimum split of T , R the edit set of
(r, C1, C2, C3), and (N1, N2, N3) the neighborhood partition of R. Returns R
and (N1, N2, N3). Runs in O(t(k) · |R|) time.

– Improve(R, (N1, N2, N3)): Implements the improvement operation described in
Lemma 7.23. That is, computes the improvement of T by removing the edit
set R and inserting a connected subtree of |R| nodes in its place. Sets r to an
arbitrary edge between two newly inserted nodes (such an edge exists because
|R| ≥ 2). Runs in O(t(k) · |R|) time.

• Output(): Outputs T in O(t(k) · |T |) time.

We explain how our algorithm uses the improvement data structure in Subsection 7.3.3. Let
us here informally explain how the improvement data structure is typically implemented
using dynamic programming. The formal descriptions for rankwidth and branchwidth of
graphs constitute Sections 7.4 and 7.5.

For each node w of T , the improvement data structure stores a dynamic programming
table of size O(t(k)) that represents information of the r-subtree of w in such a way that
the dynamic programming tables of the nodes u and v combined together can be used to
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detect the existence of a split of W = T [uv]. Now, the Init(T , uv) operation is to compute
these dynamic programming tables in a bottom-up fashion for all nodes from the leaves
towards the root uv, using O(t(k)) time per node. The Move(vw) operation changes
the root edge uv to an incident edge vw. For implementing Move(vw), we observe the
following useful property.

Lemma 7.29. Let T be a branch decomposition, r = uv ∈ E(T ) an edge of T , and
r′ = vw ∈ E(T ) another edge of T incident to r. For all nodes x ∈ V (T ) \ {v}, the
r-subtree of x is the same as the r′-subtree of x.

In particular, as the dynamic programming table of a node depends only on its r-subtree,
it suffices to re-compute only the dynamic programming table of the node v in O(t(k))

time when using Move(vw). The Width() operation is typically implemented without
dynamic programming, using some other auxiliary data structure. The CanImprove()

operation is implemented by combining the information of the dynamic programming
tables of u and v in an appropriate way. Then, the EditSet() operation is implemented
by tracing the dynamic programming backwards, working with a representation of the
minimum split (r, C1, C2, C3) that allows for efficiently determining whether Ci and Tr[w]

intersect. The Improve(R, (N1, N2, N3)) operation is a direct application of Lemma 7.23
followed by computing the dynamic programming tables of the |R| new nodes inserted
by Lemma 7.23 in O(t(k) · |R|) time, and possibly also updating other auxiliary data
structures. The implementation of Output() is typically straightforward, as it just amounts
to outputting the branch decomposition that the data structure has been maintaining.

7.3.3 General algorithm

We present a general algorithm that uses the improvement data structure to either
improve the width of a given branch decomposition from k to k − 1 or to conclude that
it is already a 2-approximation, with running time t(k) · 2O(k)n.

Our algorithm is described as a pseudocode Algorithm 3. The algorithm is a depth-
first-search on the given branch decomposition T , where whenever we return from a
subtree via an edge uv of width f(uv) = k, we check if there exists a minimum split
(uv, C1, C2, C3) of T . If there is no such minimum split, then we conclude that T is
already a 2-approximation. If there is such minimum split, then we improve T with the
improvement operation. We need to be careful to proceed so that the improvement does
not break invariants of depth-first-search, and the extra work caused by improving with
an edit set R can be bounded by O(t(k) · |R|).
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268 Fast 2-approximation algorithms for rankwidth and branchwidth

Algorithm 3 Iterative improvement.
Input: Branch decomposition T = (T, λ) of a connectivity function f .
Output: A branch decomposition of f of width at most width(T )− 1 or the conclusion
that width(T ) ≤ 2bw(f).
1: Let k ← width(T )
2: Let state be an array initialized with the value unseen for all nodes of T , including

new nodes that will be created by the improvement operation.
3: Let s be an arbitrary leaf node of T
4: v ← s
5: u← the neighbor of v
6: state[v] ← open
7: state[u] ← open
8: while state[u] = open do
9: if exists w ∈ NT (u) with state[w] = unseen then

10: v ← u
11: u← w
12: state[u] ← open
13: else if f(uv) < k then
14: if v = s then return T
15: else
16: state[u] ← closed
17: u← v
18: v ← the node v ∈ NT (u) with state[v] = open
19: . Such a node v is unique.
20: else
21: if exists a minimum split (uv, C1, C2, C3) of T then
22: T ← Improve(T , (uv, C1, C2, C3))
23: . Where the improvement operation works as in Lemma 7.23, i.e., by

removing the edit set R and inserting a connected subtree of |R| nodes in its place.
24: v ← the node v ∈ NT (R) with state[v] = open
25: u← the node u ∈ NT (v) that was inserted by the improvement
26: . Such nodes v and u are unique.
27: state[u] ← open
28: else
29: conclude width(T ) ≤ 2bw(f)

Let us explain how Algorithm 3 is implemented with the improvement data structure.
We always maintain that the root edge uv in the improvement data structure corresponds
to the edge uv in Algorithm 3. We start by calling Init(T , uv) after Line 7. In the cases
of Line 9 and Line 15 the edge uv is changed to an incident edge vw, which is done by
the Move(vw) operation. The edge uv is changed also after the improvement operation.
There we can move to the appropriate edge with |R| Move(vw) operations. Now that the
edge uv of Algorithm 3 corresponds to the edge uv of the improvement data structure,
all non-elementary operations of Algorithm 3 can be performed with the improvement
data structure. In particular, checking f(uv) on Line 13 is done by Width(), Line 21
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LetusexplainhowAlgorithm3isimplementedwiththeimprovementdatastructure.
Wealwaysmaintainthattherootedgeuvintheimprovementdatastructurecorresponds
totheedgeuvinAlgorithm3.WestartbycallingInit(T,uv)afterLine7.Inthecases
ofLine9andLine15theedgeuvischangedtoanincidentedgevw,whichisdoneby
theMove(vw)operation.Theedgeuvischangedalsoaftertheimprovementoperation.
Therewecanmovetotheappropriateedgewith|R|Move(vw)operations.Nowthatthe
edgeuvofAlgorithm3correspondstotheedgeuvoftheimprovementdatastructure,
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corresponds to CanImprove(), and Line 22 corresponds to EditSet() and Improve(). The
returned edit set is also used to determine the node v on Line 24.

The rest of this section is devoted to proving the correctness and the running time of
Algorithm 3. The next lemma shows that adding the improvement operation does not
significantly change the properties of depth-first-search and provides the key argument
for proving the correctness.

Lemma 7.30. Algorithm 3 maintains the invariant that the nodes with state open form
a path w1, . . . , w` in T , where ` ≥ 2, w1 = s, w`−1 = v, and w` = u.

Proof. This invariant is satisfied at the beginning of the algorithm. There are three cases
in the if-else structure that do not terminate the algorithm and alter u, v, or the states,
i.e., the cases of Line 9, Line 15, and Line 21. The case of Line 9 maintains the invariant
by extending the path by one node. The case of Line 15 maintains the invariant by
removing the last node of the path. In the case of Line 21, recall that both u and v

are in the edit set R and the edit set is a connected subtree of T , so the improvement
removes some suffix wj, . . . , w` of the path. Together with the fact that w1 is a leaf and
thus w1 /∈ R (see Lemma 7.21), this implies that the node v determined in Line 24 must
be the node wj−1 of the path. Finally, the path is extended by one node in Lines 25
and 27.

The next lemma will be used to prove the correctness of Algorithm 3 in the case when it
returns an improved branch decomposition.

Lemma 7.31. If Algorithm 3 reaches Line 14, i.e., terminates by returning a branch
decomposition, then all nodes except v and u have state closed.

Proof. We show that Algorithm 3 maintains the invariant that if a node w is closed, then
all nodes w′ in the s-subtree of w are also closed. This is trivially maintained by the case
of Line 9. In other cases all of the neighbors of u except v are closed due to Lemma 7.30.
This implies that the case of Line 15 also maintains the invariant. The case of Line 21,
i.e., the improvement operation, maintains this because by Line 24, the union of the
edit set R and the path w1, . . . , w` defined in Lemma 7.30 is a connected subtree that
contains u, v, and s.

This invariant implies the conclusion of the lemma because at Line 14 all neighbors of u
except v are closed.

We are ready to prove the correctness and the running time of Algorithm 3. In particular,
next we complete the proof of the main theorem of this section.
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Therestofthissectionisdevotedtoprovingthecorrectnessandtherunningtimeof
Algorithm3.Thenextlemmashowsthataddingtheimprovementoperationdoesnot
significantlychangethepropertiesofdepth-first-searchandprovidesthekeyargument
forprovingthecorrectness.

Lemma7.30.Algorithm3maintainstheinvariantthatthenodeswithstateopenform
apathw1,...,w`inT,where`≥2,w1=s,w−̀1=v,andw=̀u.

Proof.Thisinvariantissatisfiedatthebeginningofthealgorithm.Therearethreecases
intheif-elsestructurethatdonotterminatethealgorithmandalteru,v,orthestates,
i.e.,thecasesofLine9,Line15,andLine21.ThecaseofLine9maintainstheinvariant
byextendingthepathbyonenode.ThecaseofLine15maintainstheinvariantby
removingthelastnodeofthepath.InthecaseofLine21,recallthatbothuandv

areintheeditsetRandtheeditsetisaconnectedsubtreeofT,sotheimprovement
removessomesuffixwj,...,w`ofthepath.Togetherwiththefactthatw1isaleafand
thusw1/∈R(seeLemma7.21),thisimpliesthatthenodevdeterminedinLine24must
bethenodewj−1ofthepath.Finally,thepathisextendedbyonenodeinLines25
and27.

ThenextlemmawillbeusedtoprovethecorrectnessofAlgorithm3inthecasewhenit
returnsanimprovedbranchdecomposition.

Lemma7.31.IfAlgorithm3reachesLine14,i.e.,terminatesbyreturningabranch
decomposition,thenallnodesexceptvanduhavestateclosed.

Proof.WeshowthatAlgorithm3maintainstheinvariantthatifanodewisclosed,then
allnodesw′inthes-subtreeofwarealsoclosed.Thisistriviallymaintainedbythecase
ofLine9.InothercasesalloftheneighborsofuexceptvareclosedduetoLemma7.30.
ThisimpliesthatthecaseofLine15alsomaintainstheinvariant.ThecaseofLine21,
i.e.,theimprovementoperation,maintainsthisbecausebyLine24,theunionofthe
editsetRandthepathw1,...,w`definedinLemma7.30isaconnectedsubtreethat
containsu,v,ands.

ThisinvariantimpliestheconclusionofthelemmabecauseatLine14allneighborsofu
exceptvareclosed.

WearereadytoprovethecorrectnessandtherunningtimeofAlgorithm3.Inparticular,
nextwecompletetheproofofthemaintheoremofthissection.
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270 Fast 2-approximation algorithms for rankwidth and branchwidth

Theorem 7.32. Let f be a connectivity function for which there exists a improvement
data structure with running time t(k). There is an algorithm that, given a branch
decomposition T = (T, λ) of f of width k, in time t(k) · 2O(k) · |T | either outputs a branch
decomposition of f of width at most k − 1, or correctly concludes that k ≤ 2bw(f).

Proof. It suffices to prove that Algorithm 3 is correct and runs in time t(k) · 2O(k)n

provided an improvement data structure with running time t(k).

We first show the correctness. The algorithm terminates with the conclusion width(T ) ≤
2bw(f) if and only if there is no split of W = T [uv], where f(W ) = width(T ). Therefore,
by Lemma 7.5, width(T ) = f(W ) ≤ 2bw(f). For the other case, let w 6= s be a node of T
and p be the s-parent of w. We note that the state of w can be closed only if f(wp) < k.
Therefore, by Lemma 7.31, when Algorithm 3 reaches Line 14, we have that f(wp) < k

for all w ∈ V (T ) \ {u, v}, and by Line 13 we also have f(uv) < k. Therefore we have
that f(e) < k for all edges e of T , implying that Algorithm 3 is correct when it returns a
branch decomposition.

Then we prove the running time. By the definition of a split and Theorem 7.8, the width
of T never increases. By Lemma 7.25, with every improvement, the potential function
drops by at least |R|, the size of the edit set. While we cannot control the size of the
edit set for each new improvement, the total sum of the sizes of the edit sets over all
the sequence of improvements does not exceed Φk(T ) = 2O(k)n. Thus the total running
time of the improvement operations is t(k) · 2O(k)n and the total number of new nodes
created over the course of the algorithm in improvement operations is 2O(k)n. All cases
of the algorithm advance the state of some node either from unseen to open or from open
to closed, and therefore the total number of operations is 2O(k)n and their total time
t(k) · 2O(k)n.

7.4 Approximating rankwidth

In this section we prove Theorem 1.5, that is, there is an algorithm that for an n-vertex
graph G and an integer k in time 22O(k)

n2 either computes a rank decomposition of width
at most 2k, or correctly concludes that the rankwidth of G is more than k. To this end,
we define “augmented rank decompositions”, show how to implement the improvement
data structure of Theorem 7.32 for augmented rank decompositions with running time
t(k) = 22O(k) , and then apply the algorithm of Theorem 7.32 together with iterative
compression.
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Theorem 7.32. Let f be a connectivity function for which there exists a improvement
data structure with running time t(k). There is an algorithm that, given a branch
decomposition T = (T, λ) of f of width k, in time t(k) · 2O(k)

· |T | either outputs a branch
decomposition of f of width at most k − 1, or correctly concludes that k ≤ 2bw(f).

Proof. It suffices to prove that Algorithm 3 is correct and runs in time t(k) · 2O(k)
n

provided an improvement data structure with running time t(k).

We first show the correctness. The algorithm terminates with the conclusion width(T ) ≤
2bw(f) if and only if there is no split of W = T [uv], where f(W ) = width(T ). Therefore,
by Lemma 7.5, width(T ) = f(W ) ≤ 2bw(f). For the other case, let w 6= s be a node of T
and p be the s-parent of w. We note that the state of w can be closed only if f(wp) < k.
Therefore, by Lemma 7.31, when Algorithm 3 reaches Line 14, we have that f(wp) < k

for all w ∈ V (T ) \ {u, v}, and by Line 13 we also have f(uv) < k. Therefore we have
that f(e) < k for all edges e of T , implying that Algorithm 3 is correct when it returns a
branch decomposition.

Then we prove the running time. By the definition of a split and Theorem 7.8, the width
of T never increases. By Lemma 7.25, with every improvement, the potential function
drops by at least |R|, the size of the edit set. While we cannot control the size of the
edit set for each new improvement, the total sum of the sizes of the edit sets over all
the sequence of improvements does not exceed Φk(T ) = 2O(k)

n. Thus the total running
time of the improvement operations is t(k) · 2O(k)

n and the total number of new nodes
created over the course of the algorithm in improvement operations is 2O(k)

n. All cases
of the algorithm advance the state of some node either from unseen to open or from open
to closed, and therefore the total number of operations is 2O(k)

n and their total time
t(k) · 2O(k)

n.

7.4 Approximating rankwidth

In this section we prove Theorem 1.5, that is, there is an algorithm that for an n-vertex
graph G and an integer k in time 2

2O(k)
n

2
either computes a rank decomposition of width

at most 2k, or correctly concludes that the rankwidth of G is more than k. To this end,
we define “augmented rank decompositions”, show how to implement the improvement
data structure of Theorem 7.32 for augmented rank decompositions with running time
t(k) = 2

2O(k)
, and then apply the algorithm of Theorem 7.32 together with iterative

compression.
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In this section we assume that the input graph G is stored in the adjacency matrix format.
In particular, we assume that given two vertices u, v ∈ G, we can check if uv ∈ E(G) in
O(1) time.

7.4.1 Definitions on rank decompositions

Let us introduce further definitions about rank decompositions.

Let G be a graph and A ⊆ V (G) a set of vertices. Recall from Section 2.3 that a set
R ⊆ A is a representative of A if for every vertex v ∈ A there exists a vertex u ∈ R with
N(v) \A = N(u) \A. The representative is minimal if for each v ∈ A there exists exactly
one such u ∈ R. The size of a minimal representative of A is at most 2cutrk(A).

To do computations on minimal representatives, we usually work with representatives
of cuts (A,A). In particular, we define that a pair (R,Q) with R ⊆ A and Q ⊆ A is
a (minimal) representative of (A,A) if R is a (minimal) representative of A and Q is a
(minimal) representative of A. We say that the size of (R,Q) is |R|+ |Q|.

Given some representative of (A,A), a minimal representative can be found in polynomial
time by the following lemma.

Lemma 7.33. Let A ⊆ V (G). Given a representative (R,Q) of (A,A), a minimal
representative of (A,A) can be computed in time (|R|+ |Q|)O(1).

Proof. Because G is stored as an adjacency matrix, we can explicitly construct the graph
G[R,Q] in time (|R| + |Q|)O(1). Now, any minimal representative of the cut (R,Q) of
G[R,Q] is a minimal representative of the cut (A,A) of G, and can easily be computed
in (|R|+ |Q|)O(1) time.

We will also need the following lemma to work with representatives.

Lemma 7.34. Let RA be a representative of A and RB a representative of B. Then
RA ∪RB is a representative of A ∪ B.

Proof. If N(v) \ A = N(u) \ A, then N(v) \ (A ∪ B) = N(u) \ (A ∪ B).

Next define the AR-representative of a vertex.

Definition 7.35 (AR-representative of a vertex). Let A ⊆ V (G), R a minimal represen-
tative of A, and v a vertex v ∈ A. The AR-representative of v, denoted by repAR(v), is
the vertex u ∈ R with N(u) \ A = N(v) \ A.
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We will also need the following lemma to work with representatives.
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InthissectionweassumethattheinputgraphGisstoredintheadjacencymatrixformat.
Inparticular,weassumethatgiventwoverticesu,v∈G,wecancheckifuv∈E(G)in
O(1)time.

7.4.1Definitionsonrankdecompositions

Letusintroducefurtherdefinitionsaboutrankdecompositions.

LetGbeagraphandA⊆V(G)asetofvertices.RecallfromSection2.3thataset
R⊆AisarepresentativeofAifforeveryvertexv∈Athereexistsavertexu∈Rwith
N(v)\A=N(u)\A.Therepresentativeisminimalifforeachv∈Athereexistsexactly
onesuchu∈R.ThesizeofaminimalrepresentativeofAisatmost2

cutrk(A)
.

Todocomputationsonminimalrepresentatives,weusuallyworkwithrepresentatives
ofcuts(A,A).Inparticular,wedefinethatapair(R,Q)withR⊆AandQ⊆Ais
a(minimal)representativeof(A,A)ifRisa(minimal)representativeofAandQisa
(minimal)representativeofA.Wesaythatthesizeof(R,Q)is|R|+|Q|.

Givensomerepresentativeof(A,A),aminimalrepresentativecanbefoundinpolynomial
timebythefollowinglemma.

Lemma7.33.LetA⊆V(G).Givenarepresentative(R,Q)of(A,A),aminimal
representativeof(A,A)canbecomputedintime(|R|+|Q|)O(1)

.

Proof.BecauseGisstoredasanadjacencymatrix,wecanexplicitlyconstructthegraph
G[R,Q]intime(|R|+|Q|)O(1)

.Now,anyminimalrepresentativeofthecut(R,Q)of
G[R,Q]isaminimalrepresentativeofthecut(A,A)ofG,andcaneasilybecomputed
in(|R|+|Q|)O(1)

time.

Wewillalsoneedthefollowinglemmatoworkwithrepresentatives.

Lemma7.34.LetRAbearepresentativeofAandRBarepresentativeofB.Then
RA∪RBisarepresentativeofA∪B.

Proof.IfN(v)\A=N(u)\A,thenN(v)\(A∪B)=N(u)\(A∪B).

NextdefinetheAR-representativeofavertex.

Definition7.35(AR-representativeofavertex).LetA⊆V(G),Raminimalrepresen-
tativeofA,andvavertexv∈A.TheAR-representativeofv,denotedbyrepAR(v),is
thevertexu∈RwithN(u)\A=N(v)\A.
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By the definition of a minimal representative, there exists exactly one AR-representative
of a vertex, so the function repAR(v) is well-defined. Using a minimal representative of
(A,A) we can compute repAR(v) efficiently.

Lemma 7.36. Let A ⊆ V (G). Given a vertex v ∈ A and a minimal representative (R,Q)

of (A,A), repAR(v) can be computed in (|R|+ |Q|)O(1) time.

Proof. Test for each u ∈ R if N(u) ∩Q = N(v) ∩Q.

We also define the AR-representative of a set.

Definition 7.37 (AR-representative of a set). Let A ⊆ V (G), R a minimal A-
representative, and X ⊆ A. The AR-representative of X, denoted by repAR(X) is the set
repAR(X) =

⋃
v∈X{repAR(v)}.

Because repAR(v) is well-defined, repAR(X) is also well-defined. By applying Lemma 7.36,
the AR-representative of a set X can be computed in |X| · (|R|+ |Q|)O(1) time. As any AR-
representative of a set is a subset of R, there are at most 2|R| different AR-representatives
of sets. Therefore if cutrk(A) ≤ k, there are at most 22k different AR-representatives of
sets.

Many computations on AR-representatives of sets rely on the following observation.

Lemma 7.38. Let A ⊆ V (G) be a set of vertices, X ⊆ A, Y ⊆ A, and let R be a
minimal representative of A, P be a minimal representative of X, and Q be a minimal
representative of Y . Let also X ′ ⊆ X and Y ′ ⊆ Y . Then it holds that repAR(X ′ ∪ Y ′) =

repAR(repXP (X ′) ∪ repYQ(Y ′)).

7.4.2 Augmented rank decompositions

In order to do dynamic programming efficiently on a rank decomposition, we define the
notion of an augmented rank decomposition.

Definition 7.39 (Augmented rank decomposition). An augmented rank decomposition is
a pair (T ,R), where T is a rank decomposition and R is an auxiliary array that stores for
each edge uv ∈ E(T ) a minimal representative (R[uv],R[vu]) of the cut (T [uv], T [vu]).

For an augmented rank decomposition (T ,R), root edge r ∈ E(T ), and a node w ∈ V (T )

we will also use the notation Rr[w] to denote the minimal representative of Tr[w] stored

272Fast2-approximationalgorithmsforrankwidthandbranchwidth

Bythedefinitionofaminimalrepresentative,thereexistsexactlyoneAR-representative
ofavertex,sothefunctionrepAR(v)iswell-defined.Usingaminimalrepresentativeof
(A,A)wecancomputerepAR(v)efficiently.

Lemma7.36.LetA⊆V(G).Givenavertexv∈Aandaminimalrepresentative(R,Q)

of(A,A),repAR(v)canbecomputedin(|R|+|Q|)O(1)time.

Proof.Testforeachu∈RifN(u)∩Q=N(v)∩Q.

WealsodefinetheAR-representativeofaset.

Definition7.37(AR-representativeofaset).LetA⊆V(G),RaminimalA-
representative,andX⊆A.TheAR-representativeofX,denotedbyrepAR(X)istheset
repAR(X)=

⋃
v∈X{repAR(v)}.

BecauserepAR(v)iswell-defined,repAR(X)isalsowell-defined.ByapplyingLemma7.36,
theAR-representativeofasetXcanbecomputedin|X|·(|R|+|Q|)O(1)time.AsanyAR-
representativeofasetisasubsetofR,thereareatmost2|R|differentAR-representatives
ofsets.Thereforeifcutrk(A)≤k,thereareatmost22kdifferentAR-representativesof
sets.

ManycomputationsonAR-representativesofsetsrelyonthefollowingobservation.

Lemma7.38.LetA⊆V(G)beasetofvertices,X⊆A,Y⊆A,andletRbea
minimalrepresentativeofA,PbeaminimalrepresentativeofX,andQbeaminimal
representativeofY.LetalsoX′⊆XandY′⊆Y.ThenitholdsthatrepAR(X′∪Y′)=

repAR(repXP(X′)∪repYQ(Y′)).

7.4.2Augmentedrankdecompositions

Inordertododynamicprogrammingefficientlyonarankdecomposition,wedefinethe
notionofanaugmentedrankdecomposition.

Definition7.39(Augmentedrankdecomposition).Anaugmentedrankdecompositionis
apair(T,R),whereTisarankdecompositionandRisanauxiliaryarraythatstoresfor
eachedgeuv∈E(T)aminimalrepresentative(R[uv],R[vu])ofthecut(T[uv],T[vu]).

Foranaugmentedrankdecomposition(T,R),rootedger∈E(T),andanodew∈V(T)

wewillalsousethenotationRr[w]todenotetheminimalrepresentativeofTr[w]stored
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in R. Note that because R[uv] ≤ 2cutrk(T [uv]), an augmented rank decomposition of width
k can be represented in space O(2kn).

Next we show that we can efficiently insert a vertex to an augmented rank decomposition.

Lemma 7.40. Let v ∈ V (G). Given an augmented rank decomposition (T ,R) of G\{v}
of width k, an augmented rank decomposition of G of width at most k+ 1 can be computed
in 2O(k)n time.

Proof. We obtain a rank decomposition T ′ of G by subdividing an arbitrary edge of T
and inserting v as a leaf connected to the node created by subdividing. The width of T ′

is at most k + 1 because adding one vertex to A increases cutrk(A) by at most one.

For the new edge incident with v, minimal representatives are easy to compute in O(n)

time. In particular, {v} is a minimal representative of {v} and a minimal representative
of V (G) \ {v} has one vertex from N(v) and one from V (G) \ (N(v) ∪ {v}).

All other edges of T ′ correspond to edges uv ∈ E(T ) in the sense that they correspond
to some cut (A′, A′) = (T [uv] ∪ {v}, T [vu]) of G. We start by setting for each such A′

the representative as R[uv] ∪ {v}. This is not necessarily a minimal representative of A′,
but we turn it into minimal later. Now we have representatives of size at most 2k + 1 for
the sides of cuts containing v.

For the sides of cuts not containing v, we compute minimal representatives by dynamic
programming. We root the decomposition at v and proceed from the leaves to the root.
For leaves, the minimal representatives have exactly one vertex, the leaf. For non-leaves,
we want to compute a minimal representative of a set B corresponding to a subtree with
v /∈ B such that B = B1 ∪ B2, where we have already computed minimal representatives
R1 and R2 of B1 and B2, and a representative RA of B of size |RA| ≤ 2k + 1. By
Lemma 7.34, R1 ∪ R2 is a representative of B, so (R1 ∪ R2, RA) is a representative of
(B,B) of size 2O(k), so we use Lemma 7.33 to compute a minimal representative of (B,B)

in time 2O(k).

7.4.3 Improvement data structure for rankwidth

This rest of this section devoted to proving the following lemma.

Lemma 7.41. There is a improvement data structure for rank decompositions with run-
ning time t(k) = 22O(k), where the Init operation requires an augmented rank decomposition
and the Output operation outputs an augmented rank decomposition.
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time.Inparticular,{v}isaminimalrepresentativeof{v}andaminimalrepresentative
ofV(G)\{v}hasonevertexfromN(v)andonefromV(G)\(N(v)∪{v}).

AllotheredgesofT′correspondtoedgesuv∈E(T)inthesensethattheycorrespond
tosomecut(A′,A′)=(T[uv]∪{v},T[vu])ofG.WestartbysettingforeachsuchA′

therepresentativeasR[uv]∪{v}.ThisisnotnecessarilyaminimalrepresentativeofA′,
butweturnitintominimallater.Nowwehaverepresentativesofsizeatmost2k+1for
thesidesofcutscontainingv.

Forthesidesofcutsnotcontainingv,wecomputeminimalrepresentativesbydynamic
programming.Werootthedecompositionatvandproceedfromtheleavestotheroot.
Forleaves,theminimalrepresentativeshaveexactlyonevertex,theleaf.Fornon-leaves,
wewanttocomputeaminimalrepresentativeofasetBcorrespondingtoasubtreewith
v/∈BsuchthatB=B1∪B2,wherewehavealreadycomputedminimalrepresentatives
R1andR2ofB1andB2,andarepresentativeRAofBofsize|RA|≤2k+1.By
Lemma7.34,R1∪R2isarepresentativeofB,so(R1∪R2,RA)isarepresentativeof
(B,B)ofsize2O(k),soweuseLemma7.33tocomputeaminimalrepresentativeof(B,B)

intime2O(k).

7.4.3Improvementdatastructureforrankwidth

Thisrestofthissectiondevotedtoprovingthefollowinglemma.

Lemma7.41.Thereisaimprovementdatastructureforrankdecompositionswithrun-
ningtimet(k)=22O(k),wheretheInitoperationrequiresanaugmentedrankdecomposition
andtheOutputoperationoutputsanaugmentedrankdecomposition.
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For leaves, the minimal representatives have exactly one vertex, the leaf. For non-leaves,
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The combination of Theorem 7.32 and lemma 7.41 implies the following corollary.

Corollary 7.42. There is an algorithm, that given an augmented rank decomposition
(T ,R) of G of width k, either outputs an augmented rank decomposition of G of width at
most k − 1 or correctly concludes that k ≤ 2 · rw(G) in time 22O(k)

n.

By inserting vertices one by one, Corollary 7.42 implies the main result of this chapter as
follows.

Theorem 1.5. There is an algorithm that, given an n-vertex graph G and an integer
k, in time 22O(k)

n2 either outputs a rank decomposition of G of width at most 2k or
determines that the rankwidth of G is larger than k.

Proof. Let us order the vertices of G as v1, . . . , vn, and for i ∈ [n] denote Gi =

G[{v1, . . . , vi}]. Note that rw(Gi) ≤ rw(G) for all i. Now, the algorithm works by
iteratively inserting vertices. In particular, after computing an augmented rank decompo-
sition (Ti,Ri) of Gi of width at most 2k, an augmented rank decomposition (Ti+1,Ri+1)

of Gi+1 of width at most 2k can be computed by using Lemma 7.40 to insert the vertex
vi+1, and then using Corollary 7.42 to improve the width to at most 2k. If the width of
Ti+1 is 2k + 1 but the algorithm of Corollary 7.42 returns that width(Ti+1) ≤ 2 · rw(Gi+1),
then we can return that the rankwidth of G is more than k.

Our improvement data structure is based on characterizing minimum splits of T by
dynamic programming on the augmented rank decomposition (T ,R) directed towards
the root edge r ∈ E(T ). In Subsection 7.4.4 we introduce the objects manipulated in this
dynamic programming and prove properties of them and in Subsection 7.4.5 we apply
this dynamic programming to provide the improvement data structure.

7.4.4 Dynamic programming

Bui-Xuan et al. [2010] characterized the rank cutrk(A) of a cut (A,A) by the existence of
an “embedding” of the bipartite graph G[A,A] into a certain bipartite graph Rk. Next we
define this notion of embedding. In our definition the function describing the embedding
is in some sense inversed. This inversion will make manipulating embeddings in dynamic
programming easier.

Definition 7.43 (Embedding). Let G and H be bipartite graphs and let (AG, BG) and
(AH , BH) be bipartitioning cuts of them. A function f : V (H)→ 2V (G) is an embedding
of G into H if
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• f(u) ∩ f(v) = ∅ for u 6= v,

• AG =
⋃
v∈AH f(v), BG =

⋃
v∈BH f(v), and

• for every pair (aH , bH) ∈ AH ×BH and every (a, b) ∈ f(aH)× f(bH), it holds that
ab ∈ E(G) if and only if aHbH ∈ E(H).

When talking about embeddings of G into H, we assume that the bipartitioning cuts
(AG, BG) and (AH , BH) are clear from the context. For the graph G, it will be that G is
constructed with the notation G[X, Y ], in which case the bipartitioning cut (AG, BG) of
G[X, Y ] is (X, Y ). For the graph H this will also be made clear soon.

Note that the embedding completely defines the edges of G[X, Y ] in terms of the edges
of H, and in particular gives a representative of (X, Y ) of size |V (H)|, as we formalize as
follows.

Lemma 7.44. Let G be a graph and (A,A) a cut of G. Let H be a bipartite graph with
a bipartition cut (AH , BH). Let f : V (H) → 2V (G) be an embedding of G[A,A] into H.
Let g be a function mapping each v ∈ V (H) to a subset of f(v) as

g(v) =

{
{u} where u ∈ f(v) if f(v) is non-empty,
∅ otherwise.

Then (
⋃
v∈AH g(v),

⋃
v∈BH g(v)) is a representative of (A,A) of size |V (H)|.

Next we define the graph Rk that will be used to characterize cutrk.

Definition 7.45 (Graph Rk [Bui-Xuan et al., 2010]). For each k ≥ 0, we denote by Rk

the bipartite graph with a bipartitioning cut (A,B), having for each subset X ⊆ [k] a
vertex aX ∈ A and a vertex bX ∈ B, (in particular, having |A| = 2k and |B| = 2k), and
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Definition 7.47 (Intersection f ∩X). Let f : V (H)→ 2A be a function and X ⊆ A be
a set. We denote by f ∩X the function f ∩X : V (H)→ 2X with (f ∩X)(v) = f(v)∩X.

We note that an intersection of an embedding and a set is again an embedding.

Lemma 7.48. Let A be a set, C ⊆ A, and X ⊆ A. If f : V (H)→ 2A is an embedding
of G[A ∩ C,A \ C] into H, then f ∩X is an embedding of G[X ∩ C,X \ C] into H.

Finally, we define the union of functions.

Definition 7.49 (Union f ∪ g). Let f : V (H) → 2X and g : V (H) → 2Y be functions.
We define function f ∪ g : V (H)→ 2X∪Y with (f ∪ g)(v) = f(v) ∪ g(v).

Representatives of embeddings

Next we define the AR-representative of an embedding, extending the definition of the
AR-representative of a set.

Definition 7.50 (AR-representative of an embedding). Let A ⊆ V (G), and R be a
minimal representative of A. Let also f : V (H) → 2A be an embedding. The AR-
representative of f is the function g : V (H)→ 2R, where g(v) = repAR(f(v)).

The AR-representative of an embedding is well-defined because the AR-representative
of a set is well-defined. If cutrk(A) ≤ k, then the number of AR-representatives of
embeddings into H is at most (22k)|V (H)|. In particular, the number of AR-representatives
of embeddings into Rk is at most (22k)2·2k = 22O(k) .

We will define the compatibility and the composition of two representatives of embeddings.
The intuition is that embeddings fX and fY of disjoint subgraphs can be merged into
an embedding fX ∪ fY if and only if their representatives are compatible. Moreover, the
representative of fX ∪ fY will be the composition of the representatives of fX and fY .

Let X and Y be disjoint subsets of V (G) and A = X ∪ Y . Let also R be a minimal
representative of A, RX a minimal representative of X, and RY a minimal representative
of Y . Let also H be a bipartite graph, gX : V (H)→ 2RX an XRX -representative of an
embedding, and gY : V (H)→ 2RY an YRY -representative of an embedding.

Definition 7.51 (Compatibility). Let (AH , BH) be the bipartitioning cut of H. The
representatives gX and gY are compatible if for every pair (aH , bH) ∈ AH × BH it holds
that
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AR-representativeofaset.
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ofembeddingsintoRkisatmost(22k)2·2k=22O(k).

Wewilldefinethecompatibilityandthecompositionoftworepresentativesofembeddings.
TheintuitionisthatembeddingsfXandfYofdisjointsubgraphscanbemergedinto
anembeddingfX∪fYifandonlyiftheirrepresentativesarecompatible.Moreover,the
representativeoffX∪fYwillbethecompositionoftherepresentativesoffXandfY.

LetXandYbedisjointsubsetsofV(G)andA=X∪Y.LetalsoRbeaminimal
representativeofA,RXaminimalrepresentativeofX,andRYaminimalrepresentative
ofY.LetalsoHbeabipartitegraph,gX:V(H)→2RXanXRX-representativeofan
embedding,andgY:V(H)→2RYanYRY-representativeofanembedding.

Definition7.51(Compatibility).Let(AH,BH)bethebipartitioningcutofH.The
representativesgXandgYarecompatibleifforeverypair(aH,bH)∈AH×BHitholds
that
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Definition 7.47 (Intersection f ∩X). Let f : V (H)→ 2
A
be a function and X ⊆ A be

a set. We denote by f ∩X the function f ∩X : V (H)→ 2
X

with (f ∩X)(v) = f(v)∩X.

We note that an intersection of an embedding and a set is again an embedding.

Lemma 7.48. Let A be a set, C ⊆ A, and X ⊆ A. If f : V (H)→ 2
A
is an embedding

of G[A ∩ C,A \ C] into H, then f ∩X is an embedding of G[X ∩ C,X \ C] into H.

Finally, we define the union of functions.

Definition 7.49 (Union f ∪ g). Let f : V (H) → 2
X

and g : V (H) → 2
Y
be functions.

We define function f ∪ g : V (H)→ 2
X∪Y with (f ∪ g)(v) = f(v) ∪ g(v).

Representatives of embeddings

Next we define the AR-representative of an embedding, extending the definition of the
AR-representative of a set.

Definition 7.50 (AR-representative of an embedding). Let A ⊆ V (G), and R be a
minimal representative of A. Let also f : V (H) → 2

A
be an embedding. The AR-

representative of f is the function g : V (H)→ 2
R
, where g(v) = repAR(f(v)).

The AR-representative of an embedding is well-defined because the AR-representative
of a set is well-defined. If cutrk(A) ≤ k, then the number of AR-representatives of
embeddings into H is at most (2

2k
)|V (H)|. In particular, the number of AR-representatives

of embeddings into Rk is at most (2
2k

)
2·2k

= 2
2O(k)

.

We will define the compatibility and the composition of two representatives of embeddings.
The intuition is that embeddings fX and fY of disjoint subgraphs can be merged into
an embedding fX ∪ fY if and only if their representatives are compatible. Moreover, the
representative of fX ∪ fY will be the composition of the representatives of fX and fY .

Let X and Y be disjoint subsets of V (G) and A = X ∪ Y . Let also R be a minimal
representative of A, RX a minimal representative of X, and RY a minimal representative
of Y . Let also H be a bipartite graph, gX : V (H)→ 2

RX
an XRX -representative of an

embedding, and gY : V (H)→ 2
RY

an YRY -representative of an embedding.

Definition 7.51 (Compatibility). Let (AH , BH) be the bipartitioning cut of H. The
representatives gX and gY are compatible if for every pair (aH , bH) ∈ AH × BH it holds
that
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1. for every (a, b) ∈ gX(aH)× gY (bH) it holds that ab ∈ E(G)⇔ aHbH ∈ E(H) and

2. for every (a, b) ∈ gY (aH)× gX(bH) it holds that ab ∈ E(G)⇔ aHbH ∈ E(H).

Note that compatibility can be tested in (|V (H)|+ |RX |+ |RY |)O(1) time. Next we show
that two embeddings can be merged into an embedding only if their representatives are
compatible.

Lemma 7.52. Let C ⊆ A be a set and let fA be an embedding of G[A∩C,A \C] into H.
If gX is the XRX -representative of fA ∩X and gY is the YRY -representative of fA ∩ Y ,
then gX and gY are compatible.

Proof. Let fX = fA∩X, fY = fA∩Y , and let (AH , BH) be the bipartitioning cut of H. For
the case of Item 1 of compatibility it suffices to prove for every pair (aH , bH) ∈ AH ×BH

and every (a, b) ∈ gX(aH)× gY (bH) that ab ∈ E(G) if and only if aHbH ∈ E(H).

As gX(aH) is an XRX -representative of fX(aH), there is a′ ∈ fX(aH) with N(a′) \X =

N(a) \X. Similarly there is b′ ∈ fY (bH) with N(b′) \Y = N(b) \Y . Therefore ab ∈ E(G)

if and only if a′b′ ∈ E(G). Since fX(aH) = fA(aH) ∩X and fY (bH) = fA(bH) ∩ Y , we
have that a′ ∈ fA(aH) and that b′ ∈ fA(bH). Because fA is an embedding it holds that
a′b′ ∈ E(G) if and only if aHbH ∈ E(H). This concludes the proof that the case of Item 1
of compatibility holds.

For the case of Item 2, it suffices to prove the same but for all (a, b) ∈ gY (aH)× gX(bH).
This is similar to the proof for the case of Item 1.

The composition is defined as the representative of the union.

Definition 7.53 (Composition). The composition of gX and gY is the function gA :

V (H)→ 2A defined by gA(v) = repAR(gX(v) ∪ gY (v)) for all v ∈ V (H).

By using a minimal (A,A)-representative (R,Q) the composition can be computed in
time (|V (H)|+ |R|+ |Q|+ |RX |+ |RY |)O(1).

Next we prove that two embeddings can be merged into an embedding if their representa-
tives are compatible, and in this case the composition gives the resulting representative.

Lemma 7.54. Let C ⊆ A be a set. Let gX be the XRX -representative of an embedding
fX of G[X ∩ C,X \ C] into H and gY the YRY -representative of an embedding fY of
G[Y ∩ C, Y \ C] into H. If gX and gY are compatible, then fX ∪ fY is an embedding of
G[A ∩ C,A \ C] into H so that the composition of gX and gY is the AR-representative of
fX ∪ fY .
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havethata′∈fA(aH)andthatb′∈fA(bH).BecausefAisanembeddingitholdsthat
a′b′∈E(G)ifandonlyifaHbH∈E(H).ThisconcludestheproofthatthecaseofItem1
ofcompatibilityholds.

ForthecaseofItem2,itsufficestoprovethesamebutforall(a,b)∈gY(aH)×gX(bH).
ThisissimilartotheproofforthecaseofItem1.

Thecompositionisdefinedastherepresentativeoftheunion.
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that two embeddings can be merged into an embedding only if their representatives are
compatible.

Lemma 7.52. Let C ⊆ A be a set and let fA be an embedding of G[A∩C,A \C] into H.
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A
defined by gA(v) = repAR(gX(v) ∪ gY (v)) for all v ∈ V (H).
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.
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G[A ∩ C,A \ C] into H so that the composition of gX and gY is the AR-representative of
fX ∪ fY .

7.4 Approximating rankwidth 277

1. for every (a, b) ∈ gX(aH)× gY (bH) it holds that ab ∈ E(G)⇔ aHbH ∈ E(H) and

2. for every (a, b) ∈ gY (aH)× gX(bH) it holds that ab ∈ E(G)⇔ aHbH ∈ E(H).

Note that compatibility can be tested in (|V (H)|+ |RX |+ |RY |)O(1)
time. Next we show

that two embeddings can be merged into an embedding only if their representatives are
compatible.

Lemma 7.52. Let C ⊆ A be a set and let fA be an embedding of G[A∩C,A \C] into H.
If gX is the XRX -representative of fA ∩X and gY is the YRY -representative of fA ∩ Y ,
then gX and gY are compatible.

Proof. Let fX = fA∩X, fY = fA∩Y , and let (AH , BH) be the bipartitioning cut of H. For
the case of Item 1 of compatibility it suffices to prove for every pair (aH , bH) ∈ AH ×BH

and every (a, b) ∈ gX(aH)× gY (bH) that ab ∈ E(G) if and only if aHbH ∈ E(H).

As gX(aH) is an XRX -representative of fX(aH), there is a′ ∈ fX(aH) with N(a′) \X =

N(a) \X. Similarly there is b′ ∈ fY (bH) with N(b′) \Y = N(b) \Y . Therefore ab ∈ E(G)

if and only if a′b′ ∈ E(G). Since fX(aH) = fA(aH) ∩X and fY (bH) = fA(bH) ∩ Y , we
have that a′ ∈ fA(aH) and that b′ ∈ fA(bH). Because fA is an embedding it holds that
a′b′ ∈ E(G) if and only if aHbH ∈ E(H). This concludes the proof that the case of Item 1
of compatibility holds.

For the case of Item 2, it suffices to prove the same but for all (a, b) ∈ gY (aH)× gX(bH).
This is similar to the proof for the case of Item 1.

The composition is defined as the representative of the union.

Definition 7.53 (Composition). The composition of gX and gY is the function gA :

V (H)→ 2
A
defined by gA(v) = repAR(gX(v) ∪ gY (v)) for all v ∈ V (H).

By using a minimal (A,A)-representative (R,Q) the composition can be computed in
time (|V (H)|+ |R|+ |Q|+ |RX |+ |RY |)O(1)

.

Next we prove that two embeddings can be merged into an embedding if their representa-
tives are compatible, and in this case the composition gives the resulting representative.

Lemma 7.54. Let C ⊆ A be a set. Let gX be the XRX -representative of an embedding
fX of G[X ∩ C,X \ C] into H and gY the YRY -representative of an embedding fY of
G[Y ∩ C, Y \ C] into H. If gX and gY are compatible, then fX ∪ fY is an embedding of
G[A ∩ C,A \ C] into H so that the composition of gX and gY is the AR-representative of
fX ∪ fY .

7.4Approximatingrankwidth277

1.forevery(a,b)∈gX(aH)×gY(bH)itholdsthatab∈E(G)⇔aHbH∈E(H)and

2.forevery(a,b)∈gY(aH)×gX(bH)itholdsthatab∈E(G)⇔aHbH∈E(H).

Notethatcompatibilitycanbetestedin(|V(H)|+|RX|+|RY|)O(1)
time.Nextweshow

thattwoembeddingscanbemergedintoanembeddingonlyiftheirrepresentativesare
compatible.
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Proof. Let (AH , BH) be the bipartitioning cut of H. We let fA = fX ∪ fY and observe
that fA is a function fA : V (H) → 2A that satisfies fA(u) ∩ fA(v) = ∅ for u 6= v,
(X∩C)∪(Y ∩C) = (A∩C) =

⋃
v∈AH fA(v), and (X\C)∪(Y \C) = (A\C) =

⋃
v∈BH fA(v).

Therefore fA is an embedding of G[A∩C,A\C] intoH if for every pair (aH , bH) ∈ AH×BH

and every (a, b) ∈ fA(aH)× fA(bH) it holds that ab ∈ E(G) if and only if aHbH ∈ E(H).
We say that fA is good for a pair (a, b) ∈ (A ∩ C) × (A \ C) if this holds for this
pair. Now fA is an embedding of G[A ∩ C,A \ C] into H if it is good for every pair
(a, b) ∈ (A ∩ C)× (A \ C).

Because fX is an embedding of G[X ∩ C,X \ C] into H we have that fX is good for all
pairs in (X ∩ C)× (X \ C) and therefore fA is good for all pairs in (X ∩ C)× (X \ C).
Analogously because fY is an embedding of G[Y ∩ C, Y \ C] into H we have that fA is
good for all pairs in (Y ∩ C)× (Y \ C). It remains to prove that fA is good for all pairs
in (X ∩ C)× (Y \ C) and in (Y ∩ C)× (X \ C).

Let (a, b) ∈ (X ∩C)× (Y \C). The set gX(aH) is a XRX -representative of fX(aH) ⊇ {a},
so there exists a′ ∈ gX(aH) so that N(a′) \ X = N(a) \ X. Similarly there exists
b′ ∈ gY (bH) so that N(b′) \Y = N(b) \Y . Therefore ab ∈ E(G) if and only if a′b′ ∈ E(G).
Now, by compatibility (Item 1) it holds that a′b′ ∈ E(G) if and only if aHbH ∈ E(G).
Therefore fA is good for (a, b).

The proof for (a, b) ∈ (Y ∩ C) × (X \ C) is symmetric, using compatibility (Item 2)
instead. Therefore fA is an embedding of G[A∩C,A\C] into H. Finally, by Lemma 7.38
the composition of gX and gY is the AR-representative of fA.

Improvement embeddings

In order to construct a minimum split (C1, C2, C3) ofW = T [uv], we build six embeddings
simultaneously in the dynamic programming, three to bound cutrk(Ci) and three to
bound cutrk(Ci ∩W ). We of course also need to bound cutrk(Ci ∩W ), but note that
G[(Ci ∩W ) ∩W, (Ci ∩W ) ∩W ] = G[∅,W ], so dynamic programming is not required for
building the side of W of the embedding G[Ci ∩W,Ci ∩W ].

Definition 7.55 (A-restricted improvement embedding). Let A ⊆ V (G). A 10-tuple

E = (fC1 , f
C
2 , f

C
3 , f

W
1 , fW2 , fW3 , k1, k2, k3, `)

is an A-restricted improvement embedding if there exists a tripartition (C1, C2, C3) of A
so that

1. for each i ∈ [3], fCi is an embedding of G[A ∩ Ci, A ∩ Ci] into Rki and
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Proof. Let (AH , BH) be the bipartitioning cut of H. We let fA = fX ∪ fY and observe
that fA is a function fA : V (H) → 2

A
that satisfies fA(u) ∩ fA(v) = ∅ for u 6= v,

(X∩C)∪(Y ∩C) = (A∩C) = ⋃v∈AH fA(v), and (X\C)∪(Y \C) = (A\C) = ⋃v∈BH fA(v).
Therefore fA is an embedding of G[A∩C,A\C] intoH if for every pair (aH , bH) ∈ AH×BH

and every (a, b) ∈ fA(aH)× fA(bH) it holds that ab ∈ E(G) if and only if aHbH ∈ E(H).
We say that fA is good for a pair (a, b) ∈ (A ∩ C) × (A \ C) if this holds for this
pair. Now fA is an embedding of G[A ∩ C,A \ C] into H if it is good for every pair
(a, b) ∈ (A ∩ C)× (A \ C).

Because fX is an embedding of G[X ∩ C,X \ C] into H we have that fX is good for all
pairs in (X ∩ C)× (X \ C) and therefore fA is good for all pairs in (X ∩ C)× (X \ C).
Analogously because fY is an embedding of G[Y ∩ C, Y \ C] into H we have that fA is
good for all pairs in (Y ∩ C)× (Y \ C). It remains to prove that fA is good for all pairs
in (X ∩ C)× (Y \ C) and in (Y ∩ C)× (X \ C).

Let (a, b) ∈ (X ∩C)× (Y \C). The set gX(aH) is a XRX -representative of fX(aH) ⊇ {a},
so there exists a′ ∈ gX(aH) so that N(a′) \ X = N(a) \ X. Similarly there exists
b′ ∈ gY (bH) so that N(b′) \Y = N(b) \Y . Therefore ab ∈ E(G) if and only if a′b′ ∈ E(G).
Now, by compatibility (Item 1) it holds that a′b′ ∈ E(G) if and only if aHbH ∈ E(G).
Therefore fA is good for (a, b).

The proof for (a, b) ∈ (Y ∩ C) × (X \ C) is symmetric, using compatibility (Item 2)
instead. Therefore fA is an embedding of G[A∩C,A\C] into H. Finally, by Lemma 7.38
the composition of gX and gY is the AR-representative of fA.

Improvement embeddings

In order to construct a minimum split (C1, C2, C3) ofW = T [uv], we build six embeddings
simultaneously in the dynamic programming, three to bound cutrk(Ci) and three to
bound cutrk(Ci ∩W ). We of course also need to bound cutrk(Ci ∩W ), but note that
G[(Ci ∩W ) ∩W, (Ci ∩W ) ∩W ] = G[∅,W ], so dynamic programming is not required for
building the side of W of the embedding G[Ci ∩W,Ci ∩W ].

Definition 7.55 (A-restricted improvement embedding). Let A ⊆ V (G). A 10-tuple

E = (f
C
1 , f

C
2 , f

C
3 , f

W
1 , f

W
2 , f

W
3 , k1, k2, k3, `)

is an A-restricted improvement embedding if there exists a tripartition (C1, C2, C3) of A
so that

1. for each i ∈ [3], f
C
i is an embedding of G[A ∩ Ci, A ∩ Ci] into Rki and
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2. for each i ∈ [3], fWi is an embedding of G[A ∩ Ci, A ∩ Ci] into R`.

Note that an A-restricted improvement embedding E uniquely defines such a tripartition
(C1, C2, C3) of A. We call such a tripartition the tripartition of E. We say that E cuts a
set if at least two sets in its tripartition (C1, C2, C3) intersect it, and that E r-cuts a node
w if it cuts Tr[w]. We call the quadruple (k1, k2, k3, `) the shape of E. An A-restricted
improvement embedding is k-bounded if k1, k2, k3, ` ≤ k.

In the following lemma we introduce the notation E ∩ X, where E is an A-restricted
improvement embedding and X ⊆ A.

Lemma 7.56. Let A ⊆ V (G), X ⊆ A, and

E = (fC1 , f
C
2 , f

C
3 , f

W
1 , fW2 , fW3 , k1, k2, k3, `)

be an A-restricted improvement embedding with tripartition (C1, C2, C3). The tuple

E ∩X = (fC1 ∩X, fC2 ∩X, fC3 ∩X, fW1 ∩X, fW2 ∩X, fW3 ∩X, k1, k2, k3, `)

is an X-restricted improvement embedding with tripartition (C1 ∩X,C2 ∩X,C3 ∩X).

Proof. By Lemma 7.48, for each i fCi ∩X is an embedding of G[X ∩ Ci, X ∩ Ci] to Rki

and fWi is an embedding of G[X ∩ Ci, X ∩ Ci] to R`.

We also define the union of improvement embeddings, extending the definition of the
union of embeddings.

Definition 7.57. Let X and Y be disjoint subsets,

E1 = (fC1 , f
C
2 , f

C
3 , f

W
1 , fW2 , fW3 , k1, k2, k3, `)

an X-restricted improvement embedding, and

E2 = (gC1 , g
C
2 , g

C
3 , g

W
1 , gW2 , gW3 , k1, k2, k3, `)

an Y -restricted improvement embedding with the same shape. We denote by E1 ∪ E2 the
10-tuple

E1 ∪ E2 = (fC1 ∪ gC1 , fC2 ∪ gC2 , fC3 ∪ gC3 , fW1 ∪ gW1 , fW2 ∪ gW2 , fW3 ∪ gW3 , k1, k2, k3, `).
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2. for each i ∈ [3], f
W
i is an embedding of G[A ∩ Ci, A ∩ Ci] into R`.

Note that an A-restricted improvement embedding E uniquely defines such a tripartition
(C1, C2, C3) of A. We call such a tripartition the tripartition of E. We say that E cuts a
set if at least two sets in its tripartition (C1, C2, C3) intersect it, and that E r-cuts a node
w if it cuts Tr[w]. We call the quadruple (k1, k2, k3, `) the shape of E. An A-restricted
improvement embedding is k-bounded if k1, k2, k3, ` ≤ k.

In the following lemma we introduce the notation E ∩ X, where E is an A-restricted
improvement embedding and X ⊆ A.

Lemma 7.56. Let A ⊆ V (G), X ⊆ A, and
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We also define the union of improvement embeddings, extending the definition of the
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Note that if the tripartition of X is (C1 ∩ X,C2 ∩ X,C3 ∩ X), the tripartition of Y
is (C1 ∩ Y,C2 ∩ Y,C3 ∩ Y ), and E1 ∪ E2 is indeed an X ∪ Y -restricted improvement
embedding, then the tripartition of E1 ∪ E2 is (C1, C2, C3).

We will use dynamic programming on the augmented rank decomposition (T ,R) to
compute improvement embeddings, minimizing the number of nodes of T cut by the
embedding.

Representatives of improvement embeddings

The definition of the AR-representative of an improvement embedding extends the
definition of the AR-representative of an embedding.

Definition 7.58 (AR-representative of improvement embedding). Let A ⊆ V (G) and R
a minimal representative of A. Let also

E = (fC1 , f
C
2 , f

C
3 , f

W
1 , fW2 , fW3 , k1, k2, k3, `)

be an A-restricted improvement embedding. The AR-representative of E is the tuple

(gC1 , g
C
2 , g

C
3 , g

W
1 , gW2 , gW3 , k1, k2, k3, `),

where each such g is the AR-representative of the corresponding embedding f .

The shape of the AR-representative of E is the same as the shape of E. When
cutrk(A) ≤ k, the number of AR-representatives of k-bounded improvement embed-
dings is (22O(k)

)6k4 = 22O(k) . We naturally extend the definitions of composition and
compatibility to representatives of improvement embeddings.

Let G be a graph, X and Y disjoint subsets of V (G), and A = X∪Y . Let also R be a min-
imal representative of A, RX a minimal representative of X, and RY a minimal represen-
tative of Y . Let EX = (fC1 , f

C
2 , f

C
3 , f

W
1 , fW2 , fW3 , k1, k2, k3, `) be the XRX -representative of

an X-restricted improvement embedding and EY = (gC1 , g
C
2 , g

C
3 , g

W
1 , gW2 , gW3 , k′1, k

′
2, k
′
3, `
′)

the YRY -representative of an Y -restricted improvement embedding.

Definition 7.59 (C-Compatibility). EX and EY are C-compatible if they have the same
shape and for each i ∈ [3], fCi and gCi are compatible.

Definition 7.60 (Compatibility). EX and EY are compatible if they are C-compatible
and for each i ∈ [3], fWi and gWi are compatible.

We derive the following lemma directly from Lemma 7.52.
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Lemma 7.61. Let E be an A-restricted improvement embedding. If EX is the XRX -
representative of E ∩X and EY is the YRY -representative of E ∩ Y , then EX and EY are
compatible.

Proof. Apply Lemma 7.52 to each embedding in E.

Next we define the composition of two representatives of improvement embeddings,
extending the definition of the composition of representatives of embeddings.

Definition 7.62 (Composition). If EX and EY are compatible, then the composition
of EX and EY is the pointwise composition of EX and EY , i.e., the composition is the
10-tuple

EA = (hC1 , h
C
2 , h

C
3 , h

W
1 , h

W
2 , h

W
3 , k1, k2, k3, `),

where for each i ∈ [3] hCi is the composition of fCi and gCi , and hWi is the composition of
fWi and gWi .

Next we prove the main lemma for computing improvement embeddings by dynamic
programming, which is an extension of Lemma 7.54.

Lemma 7.63. Let X and Y be disjoint sets, A = X ∪ Y , R a minimal representative of
A, RX a minimal representative of X, and RY a minimal representative of Y . Let E1 be
an X-restricted improvement embedding and E2 a Y -restricted improvement embedding.
Let EX be the XRX -representative of E1 and EY the YRY -representative of E2. If EX
and EY are compatible, then E1 ∪ E2 is an A-restricted improvement embedding and the
composition of EX and EY is the AR-representative of E1 ∪ E2.

Proof. Denote
E1 = (fC1 , f

C
2 , f

C
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W
1 , fW2 , fW3 , k1, k2, k3, `)

and
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W
3 , k1, k2, k3, `).

Let (CX
1 , C

X
2 , C

X
3 ) be the tripartition of E1 and (CY

1 , C
Y
2 , C

Y
3 ) the tripartition of E2. By

Lemma 7.54, fCi ∪ gCi is an embedding of G[CX
i ∪CY

i , A\ (CX
i ∪CY

i )] to Rki and fWi ∪ gWi
is an embedding of G[CX

i ∪ CY
i , A \ (CX

i ∪ CY
i )] to R` for every i. Therefore

E = (fC1 ∪ gC1 , fC2 ∪ gC2 , fC3 ∪ gC3 , fW1 ∪ gW1 , fW2 ∪ gW2 , fW3 ∪ gW3 , k1, k2, k3, `)

is an improvement embedding with tripartition (CX
1 ∪ CY

1 , C
X
2 ∪ CY

2 , C
X
3 ∪ CY

3 ). By
Lemma 7.54 the composition of EX and EY is the AR-representative of E.
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Finding the split

In the dynamic programming we will determine if there exists a split of W based on the
representatives of W -restricted improvement embeddings and the representatives of W -
restricted improvement embeddings. For this purpose we will define the root-compatibility
of two representatives of improvement embeddings, characterizing whether they can be
merged to yield a split of W .

Let W ⊆ V (G), RW a minimal representative of W , and RW a minimal representative of
W . Let also

EW = (fC1 , f
C
2 , f

C
3 , f

W
1 , fW2 , fW3 , k1, k2, k3, `)

be a WRW -representative of a W -restricted improvement embedding and

EW = (gC1 , g
C
2 , g

C
3 , g

W
1 , g

W
2 , gW3 , k1, k2, k3, `)

be a WRW
-representative of an W -restricted improvement embedding so that EW and

EW have the same shape.

Definition 7.64 (Root-compatibility). EW and EW are root-compatible if they are
C-compatible and

1. for each i, there exists an embedding fWi of G[∅,W ] into R` so that fWi is compatible
with the WRW

-representative of fWi and

2. for each i, there exists an embedding gWi of G[∅,W ] into R` so that gWi is compatible
with the WRW -representative of gWi .

The definition does not directly provide an efficient algorithm for checking root-
compatibility, but a couple of observations and brute force yields a 22O(k) time algorithm
as follows.

Lemma 7.65. Let cutrk(W ) ≤ k and suppose that the improvement embeddings is k-
bounded. Given EW , EW , RW , and RW , the root-compatibility of EW and EW can be
checked in time 22O(k).

Proof. We prove the case of Item 1. The case of Item 2 is similar.

Suppose there exists such an embedding fWi . Let (AH , BH) be the bipartitioning cut of
R` and let uH , vH ∈ BH be a pair of distinct vertices in BH . Suppose that there exists
u, v ∈ W such that N(u) ∩W = N(v) ∩W , u ∈ fWi (uH), and v ∈ fWi (vH). Note that
now, if we remove u from fWi (uH) and insert it into fWi (vH), we obtain an embedding
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merged to yield a split of W .

Let W ⊆ V (G), RW a minimal representative of W , and RW a minimal representative of
W . Let also
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i of G[∅,W ] into R` so that g
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with the WRW -representative of g
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The definition does not directly provide an efficient algorithm for checking root-
compatibility, but a couple of observations and brute force yields a 2

2O(k)
time algorithm

as follows.

Lemma 7.65. Let cutrk(W ) ≤ k and suppose that the improvement embeddings is k-
bounded. Given EW , EW , RW , and RW , the root-compatibility of EW and EW can be
checked in time 2

2O(k)
.

Proof. We prove the case of Item 1. The case of Item 2 is similar.

Suppose there exists such an embedding f
W
i . Let (AH , BH) be the bipartitioning cut of

R` and let uH , vH ∈ BH be a pair of distinct vertices in BH . Suppose that there exists
u, v ∈ W such that N(u) ∩W = N(v) ∩W , u ∈ f

W
i (uH), and v ∈ f

W
i (vH). Note that

now, if we remove u from f
W
i (uH) and insert it into f

W
i (vH), we obtain an embedding
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whose WRW
-representative is compatible with the same WRW -representatives as fWi .

Therefore, we can assume for any u, v ∈ W that if N(u) ∩W = N(v) ∩W , then there
exists vH ∈ BH so that {u, v} ⊆ fWi (vH).

As for any v ∈ W there is a vertex vR ∈ RW with N(v)∩W = N(vR)∩W , it is sufficient
to enumerate all intersections fWi ∩RW and assign each v to the same vertex of BH as vR.
Note that in this case, the WRW

-representative of fWi depends only on the intersection
fWi ∩RW . The number of the intersections is at most

(
2|RW |

)|BH | ≤ (22k)2k = 22O(k) and
each can be checked in time 2O(k).

We also introduce the definition of Ci-emptiness to denote whether none of the vertices
have been assigned to Ci in the tripartition.

Definition 7.66 (Ci-empty). Let ER = (fC1 , f
C
2 , f

C
3 , . . .) be the AR-representative of an

A-restricted improvement embedding. Let i ∈ [3], and let (AH , BH) be the bipartitioning
cut of Rki. ER is Ci-empty if for every v ∈ AH it holds that fCi (v) = ∅.

The definition of Ci-emptiness is for determining which of the parts of a corresponding
tripartition intersect A.

Lemma 7.67. Let ER be the AR-representative of an A-restricted improvement embedding
E and (C1, C2, C3) the tripartition of E. It holds that Ci = ∅ if and only if ER is Ci-empty.

Finally, we describe how to find splits based on representatives of improvement embed-
dings.

Lemma 7.68. Let T be a rank decomposition, uv = r ∈ E(T ), and W = T [uv]. Denote
X = W = Tr[u], Y = W = Tr[v], and let RX be a minimal representative of X and RY a
minimal representative of Y . There exists a split (C1, C2, C3) of W with cutrk(Ci) ≤ ki

for each i ∈ [3] if and only if there exists Eu, Ev, and ` such that

1. Eu is the XRX -representative of an X-restricted improvement embedding with shape
(k1, k2, k3, `) whose tripartition (C1 ∩X,C2 ∩X,C3 ∩X) is,

2. Ev is the YRY -representative of an Y -restricted improvement embedding with shape
(k1, k2, k3, `) whose tripartition (C1 ∩ Y,C2 ∩ Y,C3 ∩ Y ) is,

3. Eu and Ev are root-compatible, and

4. k1, k2, k3, ` < cutrk(W ).
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Proof. Let us first prove the if direction. Let
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tripartition (C1 ∩X,C2 ∩X,C3 ∩X) is. Let also

EY = (gC1 , g
C
2 , g

C
3 , g

W
1 , g

W
2 , gW3 , k1, k2, k3, `)

be a Y -restricted improvement embedding whose YRY -representative Eu is and whose
tripartition (C1 ∩ Y,C2 ∩ Y,C3 ∩ Y ) is.

As Eu and Ev are C-compatible, Lemma 7.54 implies that for each i ∈ [3], fCi ∪ gCi is an
embedding of G[Ci, Ci] to ki. Therefore by Lemma 7.46 it holds that cutrk(Ci) ≤ ki.

As Eu and Ev are root-compatible, by the definition of root-compatibility and Lemma 7.54
for each i there exists an embedding fWi of G[∅,W ] to R` so that fWi ∪fWi is an embedding
of G[Ci ∩W, (Ci ∩W ) ∪W ] = G[Ci ∩W,Ci ∩W ] to R`. Therefore by Lemma 7.46 it
holds that cutrk(Ci ∩W ) ≤ `.

Symmetrically, by root-compatibility there exists an embedding gWi of G[∅,W ] to R` so
that gWi ∪ gWi is an embedding of G[Ci ∩W, (Ci ∩W ) ∪W ] = G[Ci ∩W,Ci ∩W ] to R`.
Therefore by Lemma 7.46 it holds that cutrk(Ci ∩W ) ≤ `.

Then we prove the only if direction. Let (C1, C2, C3) be a split ofW , where cutrk(Ci) = ki.
Let also ` = cutrk(W )− 1. By Lemma 7.46, for each i there exists an embedding fCi of
G[Ci, Ci] to Rki , an embedding fWi of G[Ci ∩W,Ci ∩W ] to R`, and an embedding fWi
of G[Ci ∩W,Ci ∩W ] to R`.

Let
EX = (fC1 ∩X, fC2 ∩X, fC3 ∩X, fW1 ∩X, fW2 ∩X, fW3 ∩X, k1, k2, k3, `)

and note that the tripartition of EX is (C1 ∩X,C2 ∩X,C3 ∩X). Let also

EY = (fC1 ∩ Y, fC2 ∩ Y, fC3 ∩ Y, fW1 ∩ Y, fW2 ∩ Y, fW3 ∩ Y, k1, k2, k3, `)

and note that the tripartition of EY is (C1 ∩ Y,C2 ∩ Y,C3 ∩ Y ). Let Eu be the XRX -
representative of EX and Ev the YRY -representative of EY . Note that now, Eu and Ev
satisfy Items 1 and 2.

By Lemma 7.52, Eu and Ev are C-compatible. Note that also by Lemma 7.52, for each
i, fWi ∩ Y is an embedding of G[∅,W ] to R` whose YRY -representative is compatible
with the XRX -representative of fWi ∩X, and fWi ∩X is an embedding of G[∅,W ] whose
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XRX -representative is compatible with YRY -representative of fWi ∩ Y . Therefore Eu and
Ev are root-compatible by the definition of root-compatibility.

7.4.5 The data structure

Finally, we provide the improvement data structure for augmented rank decompositions
using dynamic programming building on the previous subsections. Throughout this
subsection, we assume that we are maintaining an augmented rank decomposition (T ,R)

of width width(T ) ≤ k and therefore we are only interested in k-bounded improvement
embeddings.

Concrete representatives

In order to maintain an augmented rank decomposition in the improvement operation,
we need to construct a minimal representative of each set Ci of the split (C1, C2, C3). To
do this, we maintain “concrete representatives” in the dynamic programming.

Definition 7.69 (Concrete representative). Let H be bipartite graph, A ⊆ V (G), and
f : V (H) → 2A a function. A concrete representative of f is a function g defined in
Lemma 7.44, i.e., a function g mapping each v ∈ V (H) to a subset of f(v) as follows:

g(v) =

{
{u} where u ∈ f(v) if f(v) is non-empty
∅ otherwise.

Let E = (fC1 , f
C
2 , f

C
3 , . . .) be an A-restricted improvement embedding. A concrete repre-

sentative of E is a triple (gC1 , g
C
2 , g

C
3 ), where each gCi is a concrete representative of fCi .

Note that a concrete representative can be represented in O(|V (H)|) space. By
Lemma 7.44, a concrete representative of an embedding of G[Ci, Ci] into H can be
turned into a representative of (Ci, Ci) of size |V (H)|. In particular, using a concrete
representative of a V (G)-restricted improvement embedding with tripartition (C1, C2, C3)

we can compute a minimal representatives of each Ci in time 2O(k).

We define the union of two concrete representatives naturally.

Definition 7.70 (Union of concrete representatives). Let fR be a concrete representative
of a function f : V (H)→ 2X and gR a concrete representative of a function g : V (H)→
2Y . We denote by fR ∪ gR the function mapping each v ∈ V (H) to a subset of f(v)∪ g(v)
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as follows:

(fR ∪ gR)(v) =

{
fR(v), if fR(v) 6= ∅
gR(v), otherwise.

The union of concrete representatives of improvement embeddings is the pointwise union
of such triples of concrete representatives.

Observe that such fR ∪ gR is a concrete representative of f ∪ g.

Dynamic programming tables

In the improvement data structure we maintain a dynamic programming table for each
node w ∈ V (T ). We call this table the r-table of the node w to signify that this table
contains information about the r-subtree of w. Next we formally define an r-table.

Definition 7.71 (r-table). For an augmented rank decomposition (T ,R), root edge
r ∈ E(T ), node w ∈ V (T ), and A = Tr[w], R = Rr[w], an r-table of w is a triple
(E , I, C), where

1. E is the set of all AR-representatives of k-bounded A-restricted improvement embed-
dings,

2. I is a function mapping each ER ∈ E to the least integer i such that there exists an
A-restricted improvement embedding E whose AR-representative ER is and which
r-cuts i nodes of the r-subtree of w, and

3. C is a function mapping each ER ∈ E to a concrete representative of an A-restricted
improvement embedding E such that ER is the AR-representative of E and E r-cuts
I(ER) nodes of the r-subtree of w.

Note that an r-table can be represented by making use of 22O(k) space.

To correctly construct the improvement that matches the concrete representation obtained,
we need to spell out some additional properties of r-tables, which will be naturally satisfied
by the way the r-tables will be constructed.

Definition 7.72 (Local and global representation). Let (T ,R) be an augmented rank
decomposition, r ∈ E(T ), w ∈ V (T ), A = Tr[w], and R = Rr[w]. An r-table (E , I, C) of
w locally represents an A-restricted improvement embedding E if there exists ER ∈ E so
that ER is the AR-representative of E, I(ER) is the number of nodes in the r-subtree of
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improvementembeddingEsuchthatERistheAR-representativeofEandEr-cuts
I(ER)nodesofther-subtreeofw.

Notethatanr-tablecanberepresentedbymakinguseof22O(k)space.

Tocorrectlyconstructtheimprovementthatmatchestheconcreterepresentationobtained,
weneedtospelloutsomeadditionalpropertiesofr-tables,whichwillbenaturallysatisfied
bythewayther-tableswillbeconstructed.

Definition7.72(Localandglobalrepresentation).Let(T,R)beanaugmentedrank
decomposition,r∈E(T),w∈V(T),A=Tr[w],andR=Rr[w].Anr-table(E,I,C)of
wlocallyrepresentsanA-restrictedimprovementembeddingEifthereexistsER∈Eso
thatERistheAR-representativeofE,I(ER)isthenumberofnodesinther-subtreeof
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w r-cut by E, and C(ER) is a concrete representative of E. The r-table of w globally
represents E if the r-tables of all nodes w′ in the r-subtree of w (including w itself) locally
represent E ∩ Tr[w′].

Definition 7.73 (Linked r-table). A linked r-table of w is a 4-tuple (E , I, C,L) so that
(E , I, C) is an r-table of w and for each ER ∈ E there exists an A-restricted improvement
embedding E so that

1. ER is the AR-representative of E,

2. (E , I, C) globally represents E, and

3. if w is non-leaf and has r-children w1 and w2 with r-tables (E1, I1, C1) and (E2, I2, C2),
then L is a function mapping ER to a pair L(ER) = (E1, E2) such that E1 ∈ E1,
E2 ∈ E2, E1 is the Tr[w1]Rr[w1]-representative of E∩Tr[w1], and E2 is the Tr[w2]Rr[w2]-
representative of E ∩ Tr[w2].

The existence of a linked r-table will be formally proved in Lemma 7.75 when also its
construction is given. Note that a linked r-table of a node w can be represented in 22O(k)

space. We start implementing the dynamic programming from the leaves.

Lemma 7.74. Let (T ,R) be an augmented rank decomposition, r ∈ E(T ), and w a leaf
node of T . A linked r-table of w can be constructed in time 2O(k).

Proof. Let A = Tr[w]. As |A| = 1, the number of A-restricted improvement embeddings
is 2O(k) and we can iterate over all of them and construct the r-table directly by definition.
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w r-cut by E, and C(ER) is a concrete representative of E. The r-table of w globally
represents E if the r-tables of all nodes w′ in the r-subtree of w (including w itself) locally
represent E ∩ Tr[w′].

Definition 7.73 (Linked r-table). A linked r-table of w is a 4-tuple (E , I, C,L) so that
(E , I, C) is an r-table of w and for each ER ∈ E there exists an A-restricted improvement
embedding E so that
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2. (E , I, C) globally represents E, and

3. if w is non-leaf and has r-children w1 and w2 with r-tables (E1, I1, C1) and (E2, I2, C2),
then L is a function mapping ER to a pair L(ER) = (E1, E2) such that E1 ∈ E1,
E2 ∈ E2, E1 is the Tr[w1]Rr[w1]-representative of E∩Tr[w1], and E2 is the Tr[w2]Rr[w2]-
representative of E ∩ Tr[w2].

The existence of a linked r-table will be formally proved in Lemma 7.75 when also its
construction is given. Note that a linked r-table of a node w can be represented in 2

2O(k)

space. We start implementing the dynamic programming from the leaves.

Lemma 7.74. Let (T ,R) be an augmented rank decomposition, r ∈ E(T ), and w a leaf
node of T . A linked r-table of w can be constructed in time 2O(k)

.

Proof. Let A = Tr[w]. As |A| = 1, the number of A-restricted improvement embeddings
is 2O(k)

and we can iterate over all of them and construct the r-table directly by definition.
Moreover, the r-table is by definition linked because A is the minimal representative of
itself and so there is bijection between A-restricted improvement embeddings and their
AA-representatives.

The next lemma is the main dynamic programming lemma. It specifies the computation
of linked r-tables for non-leaf nodes.
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in the r-subtree of w1 that E ∩X r-cuts, i2 is the number of nodes in the r-subtree of
w2 that E ∩ Y r-cuts, and iw = 1 if E r-cuts w and 0 otherwise. Moreover, the fact
whether E r-cuts w can be determined only by considering the AR-representative of E,
in particular by whether it is Ci-empty for at most one i.

We enumerate all pairs (E1, E2) ∈ E1 × E2. If E1 is compatible with E2, then by
Lemma 7.63, for any EX and EY such that E1 is a XRX -representative of EX and E2 is
a YRY -representative of EY it holds that E = EX ∪ EY is an A-restricted improvement
embedding such that E ∩ X = EX , E ∩ Y = EY , and the composition ER of E1 and
E2 is the AR-representative of E. Let us fix such EX and EY so that they are globally
represented by (E1, I1, C1) and (E2, I2, C2), respectively. If ER /∈ E , or ER ∈ E but
I(ER) > I1(E1) + I2(E2) + iw, we insert ER to E and set I(ER)← I1(E1) + I2(E2) + iw,
C(ER)← C1(E1) ∪ C2(E2) and L(ER)← (E1, E2). Now (E , I, C) globally represents E.

The fact that for all A-restricted improvement embeddings E we actually considered
a pair (E1, E2) ∈ E1 × E2 so that E1 is a XRX -representative of E ∩ X and E2 is a
YRY -representative of E ∩ Y follows from the definition of r-table and Lemma 7.56,
i.e., the fact that E ∩ X is an X-restricted improvement embedding and E ∩ Y is an
Y -restricted improvement embedding.

Now the Init(T , r) operation can be implemented in 22O(k) · |T | time by constructing a
linked r-table of each node in the order from leaves to root with |T | applications of
Lemma 7.75. For the Move(vw) operation, observe that the linked r-table of a node
x ∈ V (T ) depends only on the r-subtree of x, and therefore by Lemma 7.29 it suffices to
recompute only the linked r-table of v when using Move(vw). Therefore Move(vw) can be
implemented in 22O(k) time by a single application of Lemma 7.75. The operation Width()

is implemented without r-tables. It amounts to finding an embedding of G[R[uv],R[vu]]

to R`, for the smallest possible `, by brute-force in time 22O(k) . The Output() operation
also is straightforward as we just output the augmented rank decomposition we are
maintaining.

It remains to implement CanImprove(), EditSet(), and Improve(R, (N1, N2, N3)). The
following is the main lemma for them, providing the implementations of CanImprove()

and EditSet() and setting the stage for Improve(R, (N1, N2, N3)).

Lemma 7.76. Let (T ,R) be an augmented rank decomposition, uv = r ∈ E(T ), and
W = T [uv]. For each node w ∈ V (T ), let (Ew, Iw,Rw,Lw) be the linked r-table of w.
There is an algorithm that returns ⊥ if there is no split of W , and otherwise returns a
tuple (R,N1, N2, N3, C

R
1 , C

R
2 , C

R
3 ), where (r, C1, C2, C3) is a minimum split of T , R is the

edit set of (r, C1, C2, C3), (N1, N2, N3) is the neighborhood partition of R, and for each
i ∈ [3], CR

i is a minimal representative of Ci. The algorithm runs in time 22O(k)
(|R|+ 1).
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in the r-subtree of w1 that E ∩X r-cuts, i2 is the number of nodes in the r-subtree of
w2 that E ∩ Y r-cuts, and iw = 1 if E r-cuts w and 0 otherwise. Moreover, the fact
whether E r-cuts w can be determined only by considering the AR-representative of E,
in particular by whether it is Ci-empty for at most one i.

We enumerate all pairs (E1, E2) ∈ E1 × E2. If E1 is compatible with E2, then by
Lemma 7.63, for any EX and EY such that E1 is a XRX -representative of EX and E2 is
a YRY -representative of EY it holds that E = EX ∪ EY is an A-restricted improvement
embedding such that E ∩ X = EX , E ∩ Y = EY , and the composition ER of E1 and
E2 is the AR-representative of E. Let us fix such EX and EY so that they are globally
represented by (E1, I1, C1) and (E2, I2, C2), respectively. If ER /∈ E , or ER ∈ E but
I(ER) > I1(E1) + I2(E2) + iw, we insert ER to E and set I(ER)← I1(E1) + I2(E2) + iw,
C(ER)← C1(E1) ∪ C2(E2) and L(ER)← (E1, E2). Now (E , I, C) globally represents E.

The fact that for all A-restricted improvement embeddings E we actually considered
a pair (E1, E2) ∈ E1 × E2 so that E1 is a XRX -representative of E ∩ X and E2 is a
YRY -representative of E ∩ Y follows from the definition of r-table and Lemma 7.56,
i.e., the fact that E ∩ X is an X-restricted improvement embedding and E ∩ Y is an
Y -restricted improvement embedding.

Now the Init(T , r) operation can be implemented in 2
2O(k)
· |T | time by constructing a

linked r-table of each node in the order from leaves to root with |T | applications of
Lemma 7.75. For the Move(vw) operation, observe that the linked r-table of a node
x ∈ V (T ) depends only on the r-subtree of x, and therefore by Lemma 7.29 it suffices to
recompute only the linked r-table of v when using Move(vw). Therefore Move(vw) can be
implemented in 2

2O(k)
time by a single application of Lemma 7.75. The operation Width()

is implemented without r-tables. It amounts to finding an embedding of G[R[uv],R[vu]]

to R`, for the smallest possible `, by brute-force in time 2
2O(k)

. The Output() operation
also is straightforward as we just output the augmented rank decomposition we are
maintaining.

It remains to implement CanImprove(), EditSet(), and Improve(R, (N1, N2, N3)). The
following is the main lemma for them, providing the implementations of CanImprove()

and EditSet() and setting the stage for Improve(R, (N1, N2, N3)).

Lemma 7.76. Let (T ,R) be an augmented rank decomposition, uv = r ∈ E(T ), and
W = T [uv]. For each node w ∈ V (T ), let (Ew, Iw,Rw,Lw) be the linked r-table of w.
There is an algorithm that returns ⊥ if there is no split of W , and otherwise returns a
tuple (R,N1, N2, N3, C

R
1 , C

R
2 , C

R
3 ), where (r, C1, C2, C3) is a minimum split of T , R is the

edit set of (r, C1, C2, C3), (N1, N2, N3) is the neighborhood partition of R, and for each
i ∈ [3], C

R
i is a minimal representative of Ci. The algorithm runs in time 2

2O(k)
(|R|+ 1).
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Proof. Denote X = W = Tr[u], Y = W = Tr[v], let RX = Rr[u] and RY = Rr[v].

We iterate over all pairs (Eu, Ev) ∈ Eu × Ev satisfying the conditions in Lemma 7.68 and
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is, Ev is the YRY -representative of an Y -restricted improvement embedding EY that is
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3 ) = Cu(Eu)∪Cv(Ev). Now fCi is a concrete representative of an embedding

of G[(X ∩ Ci) ∪ (Y ∩ Ci), (X \ Ci) ∪ (Y \ Ci)] = G[Ci, Ci] to Rki , and therefore by
Lemma 7.44 we obtain a representative of (Ci, Ci) of size at most 2 · 2ki from fCi . We
compute a minimal representative CR

i of Ci in time 2O(k) by Lemma 7.33

We compute the edit set and the neighborhood partition with a BFS-type algorithm that
maintains a queue Q containing pairs (w,Ew), where w ∈ V (T ), with the invariant that
if w is in the r-subtree of u, then Ew is the Tr[w]Rr[w]-representative of EX ∩ Tr[w] and
if w is in the r-subtree of v, then Ew is the Tr[w]Rr[w]-representative of EY ∩ Tr[w]. We
start by inserting the pairs (u,Eu) and (v, Ev) to Q. Then, we iteratively pop a pair
(w,Ew) from the queue. If there is i such that Ew is Cj-empty for all j 6= i, then it holds
that Tr[w] ⊆ Ci, and therefore we insert w to Ni. Otherwise, we insert w to R, let w1 and
w2 be the r-children of w, and let (E1, E2) = Lw(Ew). We insert (E1, w1) and (E2, w2)

into Q. This maintains the invariant by the definition of a linked r-table.

For each node w ∈ R ∪ N1 ∪ N2 ∪ N3 we access tables indexed by Ew and determine
Ci-emptiness, so the work is bounded by |R ∪N1 ∪N2 ∪N3| · 22O(k)

= |R| · 22O(k) .

What is left is the Improve(R, (N1, N2, N3)) operation. Computing the improvement T ′

of T itself is a direct application of Lemma 7.23 and computing the linked r-tables of
the new nodes is done by |R| applications of Lemma 7.75, but in order to compute the
linked r-tables we must first make T ′ augmented, that is, for each new edge uv compute
a minimal representative of (T ′[uv], T ′[vu]). We use the minimal representatives of C1,
C2, and C3 returned by the algorithm of Lemma 7.76 for this.

Lemma 7.77. Let T be a rank decomposition, r ∈ E(T ), and (r, C1, C2, C3) a minimum
split of T . Let w be a non-leaf node of T and let w1 and w2 be the r-children of w.
Let i,j, and ` be such that {i, j, `} = [3]. Given minimal representatives of Tr[w1] ∩ Ci,
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computeaminimalrepresentativeCR
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WecomputetheeditsetandtheneighborhoodpartitionwithaBFS-typealgorithmthat
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ofTitselfisadirectapplicationofLemma7.23andcomputingthelinkedr-tablesof
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linkedr-tableswemustfirstmakeT′augmented,thatis,foreachnewedgeuvcompute
aminimalrepresentativeof(T′[uv],T′[vu]).WeusetheminimalrepresentativesofC1,
C2,andC3returnedbythealgorithmofLemma7.76forthis.

Lemma7.77.LetTbearankdecomposition,r∈E(T),and(r,C1,C2,C3)aminimum
splitofT.Letwbeanon-leafnodeofTandletw1andw2bether-childrenofw.
Leti,j,and`besuchthat{i,j,}̀=[3].GivenminimalrepresentativesofTr[w1]∩Ci,
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For each node w ∈ R ∪ N1 ∪ N2 ∪ N3 we access tables indexed by Ew and determine
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What is left is the Improve(R, (N1, N2, N3)) operation. Computing the improvement T ′

of T itself is a direct application of Lemma 7.23 and computing the linked r-tables of
the new nodes is done by |R| applications of Lemma 7.75, but in order to compute the
linked r-tables we must first make T ′ augmented, that is, for each new edge uv compute
a minimal representative of (T ′[uv], T ′[vu]). We use the minimal representatives of C1,
C2, and C3 returned by the algorithm of Lemma 7.76 for this.
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Tr[w2] ∩ Ci, Tr[w], Cj, and C`, a minimal representative of (Tr[w] ∩ Ci, Tr[w] ∩ Ci) can
be computed in 2O(k) time.

Proof. As (r, C1, C2, C3) is a minimum split of T , each of the given minimal representatives
has size at most 2k.

It holds that
Tr[w] ∩ Ci = (Tr[w1] ∩ Ci) ∪ (Tr[w2] ∩ Ci),

so by Lemma 7.34 we obtain a representative of Tr[w] ∩ Ci as the union of the given
minimal representatives of Tr[w1] ∩ Ci and Tr[w2] ∩ Ci. It also holds that

Tr[w] ∩ Ci = Tr[w] ∪ Ci = Tr[w] ∪ Cj ∪ C`,

so again by Lemma 7.34 we obtain a representative of Tr[w] ∩ Ci as the union of the
given minimal representatives of Tr[w], Cj, and C`. Now we have a representative of
(Tr[w] ∩ Ci, Tr[w] ∩ Ci) of size 2O(k), so we can use Lemma 7.33 to compute a minimal
representative in time 2O(k).

In particular, a minimal representative of Tr[w] is available in (T ,R) as R[pw], where
p is the r-parent of w, and minimal representatives of Tr[w1] ∩ Ci and Tr[w2] ∩ Ci are
available by doing the construction in an order towards the root r.

This completes the description of the improvement data structure for augmented rank
decompositions and thus also the proof of Lemma 7.41.

7.5 Approximating branchwidth of graphs

In this section we prove the following theorem.

Theorem 1.7. There is an algorithm that, given an n-vertex graph G and an integer
k, in time 2O(k)n either outputs a branch decomposition of G of width at most 2k or
determines that the branchwidth of G is larger than k.

For branchwidth we do not need iterative compression as we can use the algorithm of
Theorem 1.1 and the connection between branchwidth and treewidth [Robertson and
Seymour, 1991] (presented as Lemma 2.18 in this thesis) to obtain a branch decomposition
of G of width at most 3k in 2O(k)n time.
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givenminimalrepresentativesofTr[w],Cj,andC`.Nowwehavearepresentativeof
(Tr[w]∩Ci,Tr[w]∩Ci)ofsize2O(k),sowecanuseLemma7.33tocomputeaminimal
representativeintime2O(k).

Inparticular,aminimalrepresentativeofTr[w]isavailablein(T,R)asR[pw],where
pisther-parentofw,andminimalrepresentativesofTr[w1]∩CiandTr[w2]∩Ciare
availablebydoingtheconstructioninanordertowardstherootr.

Thiscompletesthedescriptionoftheimprovementdatastructureforaugmentedrank
decompositionsandthusalsotheproofofLemma7.41.

7.5Approximatingbranchwidthofgraphs

Inthissectionweprovethefollowingtheorem.

Theorem1.7.Thereisanalgorithmthat,givenann-vertexgraphGandaninteger
k,intime2O(k)neitheroutputsabranchdecompositionofGofwidthatmost2kor
determinesthatthebranchwidthofGislargerthank.

Forbranchwidthwedonotneediterativecompressionaswecanusethealgorithmof
Theorem1.1andtheconnectionbetweenbranchwidthandtreewidth[Robertsonand
Seymour,1991](presentedasLemma2.18inthisthesis)toobtainabranchdecomposition
ofGofwidthatmost3kin2O(k)ntime.
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The following is the main lemma for proving Theorem 1.7, and this section is devoted to
its proof.
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Because δ(X) = δ(X) and the number of edges in X incident to v is the degree of v minus
the number of edges in X incident to v, the border description of X can be computed
from the border description of X in O(|δ(X)|) time. It follows that given a branch
decomposition T , a corresponding augmented branch decomposition can be computed in
O(|T | · width(T )) time by using Lemma 7.80 O(|T |) times.

7.5.2 Borders of tripartitions

We define the partial solutions stored in dynamic programming tables.

Definition 7.81 (Border of a tripartition). Let A ⊆ E(G) and (C1, C2, C3) a tripartition
of A. The border of (C1, C2, C3) is the 9-tuple

(R1, R2, R3, r1, r2, r3, k1, k2, k3),

where for each i ∈ [3] it holds that Ri = δ(Ci)∩δ(A), ri = 0 if Ci = ∅ and otherwise ri = 1,
and ki is the number of vertices v ∈ V (G) \ δ(A) such that there exists an edge e1 ∈ Ci
incident to v and an edge e2 ∈ A \ Ci incident to v, i.e., ki = |δ(Ci) ∩ δ(A \ Ci) \ δ(A)|.

We call a border of tripartition k-bounded if for each i it holds that ki ≤ k. Note
that if |δ(A)| ≤ k, then the number of k-bounded borders of tripartitions of A is
≤ (2k)323k3 = 2O(k), and each of them can be represented in O(k) space.

We define the composition of borders of tripartitions to combine partial solutions.

Definition 7.82 (Composition). Let X and Y be disjoint subsets of E(G) and A =

X ∪ Y . Let RX = (RX
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Denote F = (δ(X) ∪ δ(Y )) \ δ(A). The composition of RY and RY is the 9-tuple
(R1, R2, R3, r1, r2, r3, k1, k2, k3), where for each i ∈ [3],

1. Ri = δ(A) ∩ (RX
i ∪RY

i ),

2. ri = max(rXi , r
Y
i ), and

3. ki = kXi + kYi + |F ∩ (RX
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i ) ∩ (RX
j ∪RX
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l )|, where {i, j, l} = [3].

Note that when the sets δ(X), δ(Y ), and δ(A) are given and have size ≤ k, the composition
can be computed in O(k) time.

Next we prove that the composition operation really combines partial solutions as
expected.
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Note that when the sets δ(X), δ(Y ), and δ(A) are given and have size ≤ k, the composition
can be computed in O(k) time.

Next we prove that the composition operation really combines partial solutions as
expected.
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Lemma 7.83. Let X and Y be disjoint subsets of E(G) and A = X ∪ Y . If RX

is the border of a tripartition (CX
1 , C

X
2 , C

X
3 ) and RY is the border of a tripartition

(CY
1 , C

Y
2 , C

Y
3 ), then the composition of RX and RY is the border of the tripartition

(CX
1 ∪ CY

1 , C
X
2 ∪ CY

2 , C
X
3 ∪ CY

3 ).

Proof. Let V X be the set of vertices incident to X and V Y the set of vertices incident
to Y . Let also F = (δ(X) ∪ δ(Y )) \ δ(A). Let i ∈ [3] and let j and l be such that
{i, j, l} = [3]. It holds that

δ(CX
i ∪ CY

i ) = (δ(CX
i ) ∪ δ(CY

i )) ∩ (δ(CX
j ) ∪ δ(CX

l ) ∪ δ(CY
j ) ∪ δ(CY

l ) ∪ δ(A)).

Therefore by observing that δ(A) = δ(A), δ(A) ∩ V X ⊆ δ(X), and δ(A) ∩ V Y ⊆ δ(Y ) we
get

δ(CX
i ∪ CY

i ) ∩ δ(A) = (δ(CX
i ) ∪ δ(CY

i )) ∩ δ(A) = (RX
i ∪RY

i ) ∩ δ(A),

so the sets R1, R2, and R3 in the composition are correct.

By observing that V X ∩ F ⊆ δ(X) and V Y ∩ F ⊆ δ(Y ), we have that

δ(CX
i ∪ CY

i ) ∩ F =F ∩ (δ(CX
i ) ∪ δ(CY

i )) ∩ (δ(CX
j ) ∪ δ(CX

l ) ∪ δ(CY
j ) ∪ δ(CY

l ))

=F ∩ (RX
i ∪RY

i ) ∩ (RX
j ∪RX

l ∪RY
j ∪RY

l ).

Since V X \ (F ∪ δ(A)) = V X \ δ(X) and V Y \ (F ∪ δ(A)) = V Y \ δ(Y ) are disjoint, we
get that

|δ(CX
i ∪CY

i ) \ (F ∪ δ(A))|

=|(δ(CX
i ) ∩ (δ(CX

j ) ∪ δ(CX
l )) \ δ(X)|+ |(δ(CY

i ) ∩ (δ(CY
j ) ∪ δ(CY

l )) \ δ(Y )|

=|δ(CX
i ) ∩ δ(X \ CX

i ) \ δ(X)|+ |δ(CY
i ) ∩ δ(Y \ CY

i ) \ δ(Y )|.

Hence the numbers k1, k2, and k3 in the composition are correct. The numbers r1, r2,
and r3 are correct by observing that CX

i ∪ CY
i is empty if and only if both CX

i and CY
i

are empty.

The next lemma gives the method for determining if there exists a split of W based on
borders of tripartitions.

Lemma 7.84. Let T be a branch decomposition, uv = r ∈ E(T ), and W = T [uv].
Denote X = W and Y = W . There exists a split (C1, C2, C3) of W with |δ(Ci)| = ki for
each i ∈ [3] if and only if there exists RX and RY such that
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andr3arecorrectbyobservingthatCX
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iisemptyifandonlyifbothCX
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ThenextlemmagivesthemethodfordeterminingifthereexistsasplitofWbasedon
bordersoftripartitions.

Lemma7.84.LetTbeabranchdecomposition,uv=r∈E(T),andW=T[uv].
DenoteX=WandY=W.Thereexistsasplit(C1,C2,C3)ofWwith|δ(Ci)|=kifor
eachi∈[3]ifandonlyifthereexistsRXandRYsuchthat
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Lemma7.84.LetTbeabranchdecomposition,uv=r∈E(T),andW=T[uv].
DenoteX=WandY=W.Thereexistsasplit(C1,C2,C3)ofWwith|δ(Ci)|=kifor
eachi∈[3]ifandonlyifthereexistsRXandRYsuchthat
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Lemma 7.83. Let X and Y be disjoint subsets of E(G) and A = X ∪ Y . If RX

is the border of a tripartition (C
X
1 , C

X
2 , C

X
3 ) and RY is the border of a tripartition

(C
Y
1 , C

Y
2 , C

Y
3 ), then the composition of RX and RY is the border of the tripartition

(C
X
1 ∪ C

Y
1 , C

X
2 ∪ C

Y
2 , C

X
3 ∪ C

Y
3 ).

Proof. Let V
X

be the set of vertices incident to X and V
Y
the set of vertices incident

to Y . Let also F = (δ(X) ∪ δ(Y )) \ δ(A). Let i ∈ [3] and let j and l be such that
{i, j, l} = [3]. It holds that

δ(C
X
i ∪ C

Y
i ) = (δ(C

X
i ) ∪ δ(C

Y
i )) ∩ (δ(C

X
j ) ∪ δ(C

X
l ) ∪ δ(C

Y
j ) ∪ δ(C

Y
l ) ∪ δ(A)).

Therefore by observing that δ(A) = δ(A), δ(A) ∩ V
X
⊆ δ(X), and δ(A) ∩ V

Y
⊆ δ(Y ) we

get
δ(C

X
i ∪ C

Y
i ) ∩ δ(A) = (δ(C

X
i ) ∪ δ(C

Y
i )) ∩ δ(A) = (R

X
i ∪R

Y
i ) ∩ δ(A),

so the sets R1, R2, and R3 in the composition are correct.

By observing that V
X
∩ F ⊆ δ(X) and V

Y
∩ F ⊆ δ(Y ), we have that

δ(C
X
i ∪ C

Y
i ) ∩ F =F ∩ (δ(C

X
i ) ∪ δ(C

Y
i )) ∩ (δ(C

X
j ) ∪ δ(C

X
l ) ∪ δ(C

Y
j ) ∪ δ(C

Y
l ))

=F ∩ (R
X
i ∪R

Y
i ) ∩ (R

X
j ∪R

X
l ∪R

Y
j ∪R

Y
l ).

Since V
X
\ (F ∪ δ(A)) = V

X
\ δ(X) and V

Y
\ (F ∪ δ(A)) = V

Y
\ δ(Y ) are disjoint, we

get that

|δ(C
X
i ∪C

Y
i ) \ (F ∪ δ(A))|

=|(δ(C
X
i ) ∩ (δ(C

X
j ) ∪ δ(C

X
l )) \ δ(X)|+ |(δ(C

Y
i ) ∩ (δ(C

Y
j ) ∪ δ(C

Y
l )) \ δ(Y )|

=|δ(C
X
i ) ∩ δ(X \ C

X
i ) \ δ(X)|+ |δ(C

Y
i ) ∩ δ(Y \ C

Y
i ) \ δ(Y )|.

Hence the numbers k1, k2, and k3 in the composition are correct. The numbers r1, r2,
and r3 are correct by observing that C

X
i ∪ C

Y
i is empty if and only if both C

X
i and C

Y
i

are empty.

The next lemma gives the method for determining if there exists a split of W based on
borders of tripartitions.

Lemma 7.84. Let T be a branch decomposition, uv = r ∈ E(T ), and W = T [uv].
Denote X = W and Y = W . There exists a split (C1, C2, C3) of W with |δ(Ci)| = ki for
each i ∈ [3] if and only if there exists RX and RY such that
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Lemma7.83.LetXandYbedisjointsubsetsofE(G)andA=X∪Y.IfRX

istheborderofatripartition(C
X
1,C

X
2,C

X
3)andRYistheborderofatripartition

(C
Y
1,C

Y
2,C

Y
3),thenthecompositionofRXandRYistheborderofthetripartition

(C
X
1∪C

Y
1,C

X
2∪C

Y
2,C

X
3∪C

Y
3).

Proof.LetV
X

bethesetofverticesincidenttoXandV
Y
thesetofverticesincident

toY.LetalsoF=(δ(X)∪δ(Y))\δ(A).Leti∈[3]andletjandlbesuchthat
{i,j,l}=[3].Itholdsthat

δ(C
X
i∪C

Y
i)=(δ(C

X
i)∪δ(C

Y
i))∩(δ(C

X
j)∪δ(C

X
l)∪δ(C

Y
j)∪δ(C

Y
l)∪δ(A)).

Thereforebyobservingthatδ(A)=δ(A),δ(A)∩V
X
⊆δ(X),andδ(A)∩V

Y
⊆δ(Y)we

get
δ(C

X
i∪C

Y
i)∩δ(A)=(δ(C

X
i)∪δ(C

Y
i))∩δ(A)=(R

X
i∪R

Y
i)∩δ(A),

sothesetsR1,R2,andR3inthecompositionarecorrect.

ByobservingthatV
X
∩F⊆δ(X)andV

Y
∩F⊆δ(Y),wehavethat

δ(C
X
i∪C

Y
i)∩F=F∩(δ(C

X
i)∪δ(C

Y
i))∩(δ(C

X
j)∪δ(C

X
l)∪δ(C

Y
j)∪δ(C

Y
l))

=F∩(R
X
i∪R

Y
i)∩(R

X
j∪R

X
l∪R

Y
j∪R

Y
l).

SinceV
X
\(F∪δ(A))=V

X
\δ(X)andV

Y
\(F∪δ(A))=V

Y
\δ(Y)aredisjoint,we

getthat

|δ(C
X
i∪C

Y
i)\(F∪δ(A))|

=|(δ(C
X
i)∩(δ(C

X
j)∪δ(C

X
l))\δ(X)|+|(δ(C

Y
i)∩(δ(C

Y
j)∪δ(C

Y
l))\δ(Y)|

=|δ(C
X
i)∩δ(X\C

X
i)\δ(X)|+|δ(C

Y
i)∩δ(Y\C

Y
i)\δ(Y)|.

Hencethenumbersk1,k2,andk3inthecompositionarecorrect.Thenumbersr1,r2,
andr3arecorrectbyobservingthatC

X
i∪C

Y
iisemptyifandonlyifbothC

X
iandC

Y
i

areempty.

ThenextlemmagivesthemethodfordeterminingifthereexistsasplitofWbasedon
bordersoftripartitions.

Lemma7.84.LetTbeabranchdecomposition,uv=r∈E(T),andW=T[uv].
DenoteX=WandY=W.Thereexistsasplit(C1,C2,C3)ofWwith|δ(Ci)|=kifor
eachi∈[3]ifandonlyifthereexistsRXandRYsuchthat
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1. RX = (RX
1 , R

X
2 , R

X
3 , r

X
1 , r

X
2 , r

X
3 , k

X
1 , k

X
2 , k

X
3 ) is the border of the tripartition (C1 ∩

X,C2 ∩X,C3 ∩X),

2. RY = (RY
1 , R

Y
2 , R

Y
3 , r

Y
1 , r

Y
2 , r

Y
3 , k

Y
1 , k

Y
2 , k

Y
3 ) is the border of the tripartition (C1 ∩

Y,C2 ∩ Y,C3 ∩ Y ),

3. the composition of RX and RY is (∅, ∅, ∅, r1, r2, r3, k1, k2, k3), where ki < |δ(W )| for
each i, and

4. for each i it holds that kXi + |RX
i | < |δ(W )| and kYi + |RY

i | < |δ(W )|.

Proof. Suppose that such RX and RY exists. By Lemma 7.83 and the fact that δ(E(G)) =

∅, (∅, ∅, ∅, r1, r2, r3, k1, k2, k3) is the border of (C1, C2, C3). By the definition of border
we have that ki = |δ(Ci)|. It remains to prove that |δ(Ci ∩W )| = kXi + |RX

i | and that
|δ(Ci ∩W )| = kYi + |RY

i | for each i. We have that

δ(W ∩ Ci) =(δ(W ∩ Ci) ∩ δ(W )) ∪ (δ(W ∩ Ci) ∩ δ(W \ Ci))

=(δ(X ∩ Ci) ∩ δ(X)) ∪ (δ(X ∩ Ci) ∩ δ(X \ Ci))
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information about how many nodes in the r-subtree of w they r-cut. We call this dynamic
programming table an r-table, to signify that it is directed towards r.

In this subsection we always assume that k is an integer such that width(T ) ≤ k, and
therefore we only care about k-bounded borders of tripartitions. Next we formally define
the contents of an r-table.

Definition 7.85 (r-table). Let T be a branch decomposition, r ∈ E(T ) an edge of T ,
w ∈ V (T ), and A = Tr[w]. The r-table of w is the pair (B, I), where B is the set of all
k-bounded borders of tripartitions of A, and I is a function mapping each R ∈ B to the
least integer i such that there exists a tripartition of A whose border R is and that r-cuts
i nodes of the r-subtree of w.

As there are 2O(k) k-bounded tripartitions of Tr[w], the r-table of w can be represented
in 2O(k) space.

Lemma 7.86. Let T be an augmented branch decomposition, r ∈ E(T ), and w a non-leaf
node of T with r-children w1 and w2. Given the r-tables of w1 and w2, the r-table of w
can be constructed in 2O(k) time.

Proof. Denote A = Tr[w], X = Tr[w1], and Y = Tr[w2]. Let (Bw1 , Iw1) and (Bw2 , Iw2) be
the r-tables of w1 and w2.

We construct the r-table (B, I) of w as follows. We iterate over all pairs

(RX , RY ) ∈ Bw1 × Bw2

and let B be the set of compositions of those pairs. This correctly constructs B by
Lemma 7.83 and the observation that if (C1, C2, C3) is a tripartition of A whose border
is k-bounded, then (C1 ∩ X,C2 ∩ X,C3 ∩ X) is a tripartition of X whose border is
k-bounded and (C1 ∩ Y,C2 ∩ Y,C3 ∩ Y ) is a tripartition of Y whose border is k-bounded.
For each R ∈ B we set I(R) as the minimum value of Iw1(RX) + Iw2(RY ) + iw over such
pairs RX , RY whose composition R is, where iw = 1 if R is of form (. . . , r1, r2, r3, . . .)

where r1 + r2 + r3 ≥ 2, and iw = 0 otherwise. This correctly constructs I by the
observations that (C1, C2, C3) r-cuts a node w′ in the r-subtree of w1 if and only if
(C1 ∩X,C2 ∩X,C3 ∩X) r-cuts w′, (C1, C2, C3) r-cuts a node w′ in the r-subtree of w2 if
and only if (C1 ∩ Y,C2 ∩ Y,C3 ∩ Y ) r-cuts w′, and that (C1, C2, C3) r-cuts w if and only
if r1 + r2 + r3 ≥ 2.

As |Bw1 ||Bw2 | = 2O(k), the running time is 2O(k).
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Now the Init(T , r) operation can be implemented in 2O(k) · |T | time by first making T
augmented by 2 · |T | applications of Lemma 7.80 and then constructing the k-bounded
r-tables of all nodes in the order from leaves to root by |T | applications of Lemma 7.86.
For the Move(vw) operation, we note the r-table of a node x ∈ V (T ) depends only on the
r-subtree of x, and therefore by Lemma 7.29 it suffices to recompute only the r-table of
the node v when using Move(vw). Therefore Move(vw) can be implemented in 2O(k) time
by a single application of Lemma 7.86. The Width() operation returns |δ(T [uv])|, which
is available because T is augmented. The Output() operation is also straightforward as it
just returns the branch decomposition we are maintaining.

The following lemma implements the operations CanImprove() and EditSet() based on
Lemma 7.84.

Lemma 7.87. Let T be a branch decomposition, uv = r ∈ E(T ), and W = T [uv].
For each node w ∈ V (T ) let (Bw, Iw) be the r-table of w. There is an algorithm that
returns ⊥ if there is no split of W , and otherwise returns a tuple (R,N1, N2, N3), where
(r, C1, C2, C3) is a minimum split of T , R is the edit set of (r, C1, C2, C3) and (N1, N2, N3)

is the neighborhood partition of R. The algorithm runs in time 2O(k)(|R|+ 1).
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What is left is the Improve(R, (N1, N2, N3)) operation. Computing the improvement of T
is done in O(|R|) time by applying Lemma 7.23. Computing the border descriptions of
the newly inserted edges can be done in a bottom-up fashion starting from N1 ∪N2 ∪N3

by 2|R| applications of Lemma 7.80. Then, computing the r-tables of the newly inserted
nodes can be done also in a similar fashion in 2O(k) · |R| time by |R| applications of
Lemma 7.86.

This completes the description of the improvement data structure for branch decomposi-
tions of graphs and thus also the proof of Lemma 7.78.
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Chapter 8

Conclusions

In this thesis, we introduced the local improvement technique for computing graph width
parameters. We applied this technique to a range of problems about FPT algorithms for
computing graph width parameters in various settings, from approximation to exact, from
static to dynamic, and from treewidth to rankwidth, solving several open problems from
the literature. Perhaps it could be argued that the local improvement technique represents
the third major technique for designing FPT algorithms for graph width parameters,
in addition to the top-down construction of Robertson and Seymour, and the dynamic
programming using typical sequences by Bodlaender, Kloks, Lagergren, and Arnborg.

In this chapter, we first summarize our contributions, then discuss follow-up works, and
then future directions and open problems.

8.1 Summary of contributions

We briefly summarize the contributions of Chapters 4 to 7 and provide additional remarks.

Fast 2-approximation algorithm for treewidth

In Chapter 4, we gave a O(210.8kn) time 2-approximation algorithm for treewidth. This
is an improvement over the 5-approximation algorithm by Bodlaender et al. [2016a], both
in terms of the approximation ratio and the running time as a function of k. Bodlaender
et al. did not explicitly analyze the factor 2O(k) in their algorithm’s running time, nor
did they attempt to optimize this factor in any way, but we note that their algorithm
makes use of dynamic programming with running time Ω(9w) on a tree decomposition
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of width w, where an upper bound for w is 30k, yielding a rough estimate of 295k for
this factor. While our algorithm constitutes progress in improving the dependency on
k, the worst-case bound of 210.8k is still far from practical. Nevertheless, we believe our
techniques could be useful in practical implementations. In fact, the MSVS heuristic
proposed by [Koster, 1999; Koster et al., 2002] already shares some similarities with our
algorithm.

More important than the running time bounds is the new technique. We designed
a tree decomposition improvement operation based on ideas from the proofs on lean
tree decompositions from the graph theory literature, and introduced several additional
techniques to improve the approximation ratio to 2 and make the resulting algorithm
run in linear time. To the best of our knowledge, these ideas have not been previously
used in the context of computing graph width parameters. As shown by Chapters 5 to 7
of this thesis, these ideas and their generalizations turned out to also be applicable to
several other problems in the field.

Exact and (1 + ε)-approximation algorithms for treewidth

In Chapter 5, we gave a 2O(k2)n4 time algorithm for deciding if a given graph has treewidth
at most k and computing the corresponding tree decomposition, and also a kO(k/ε)n4 time
(1 + ε)-approximation algorithm for the same problem. The former algorithm answers
the long-standing open question of whether there exists a 2o(k

3)nO(1) time algorithm for
treewidth, being the first improvement in the dependence on k in exact FPT algorithms
for treewidth since the 2O(k3)nO(1) time algorithms of Bodlaender and Kloks [1996], and
Lagergren and Arnborg [1991].

For our algorithms, we introduced a problem called Subset Treewidth, extended the local
improvement technique to show that algorithms for Subset Treewidth imply algorithms
for treewidth, and finally gave branching algorithms for solving Subset Treewidth. These
techniques are in contrast to previous FPT (and also XP) algorithms for computing
treewidth exactly, all of which use dynamic programming.

In both of the algorithms of Chapter 5, the running time dependence n4 on the number
of vertices n is unusually high for FPT algorithms for treewidth. The bottleneck lies in
the polynomial-time process of iteratively improving the torso tree decomposition (X, TX)

in Subsection 5.2.3. In particular, the running times in Theorems 1.2 and 1.3 could be
stated in a tighter way as 2O(k2)n3 + kO(1)n4 and kO(k/ε)n3 + kO(1)n4, respectively.

The statement of Theorem 5.2 connecting treewidth and Subset Treewidth is technical
because we paid attention to the factors polynomial in n, so let us here note that

300Conclusions

ofwidthw,whereanupperboundforwis30k,yieldingaroughestimateof295kfor
thisfactor.Whileouralgorithmconstitutesprogressinimprovingthedependencyon
k,theworst-caseboundof210.8kisstillfarfrompractical.Nevertheless,webelieveour
techniquescouldbeusefulinpracticalimplementations.Infact,theMSVSheuristic
proposedby[Koster,1999;Kosteretal.,2002]alreadysharessomesimilaritieswithour
algorithm.

Moreimportantthantherunningtimeboundsisthenewtechnique.Wedesigned
atreedecompositionimprovementoperationbasedonideasfromtheproofsonlean
treedecompositionsfromthegraphtheoryliterature,andintroducedseveraladditional
techniquestoimprovetheapproximationratioto2andmaketheresultingalgorithm
runinlineartime.Tothebestofourknowledge,theseideashavenotbeenpreviously
usedinthecontextofcomputinggraphwidthparameters.AsshownbyChapters5to7
ofthisthesis,theseideasandtheirgeneralizationsturnedouttoalsobeapplicableto
severalotherproblemsinthefield.

Exactand(1+ε)-approximationalgorithmsfortreewidth

InChapter5,wegavea2O(k2)n4timealgorithmfordecidingifagivengraphhastreewidth
atmostkandcomputingthecorrespondingtreedecomposition,andalsoakO(k/ε)n4time
(1+ε)-approximationalgorithmforthesameproblem.Theformeralgorithmanswers
thelong-standingopenquestionofwhetherthereexistsa2o(k

3)nO(1)timealgorithmfor
treewidth,beingthefirstimprovementinthedependenceonkinexactFPTalgorithms
fortreewidthsincethe2O(k3)nO(1)timealgorithmsofBodlaenderandKloks[1996],and
LagergrenandArnborg[1991].

Forouralgorithms,weintroducedaproblemcalledSubsetTreewidth,extendedthelocal
improvementtechniquetoshowthatalgorithmsforSubsetTreewidthimplyalgorithms
fortreewidth,andfinallygavebranchingalgorithmsforsolvingSubsetTreewidth.These
techniquesareincontrasttopreviousFPT(andalsoXP)algorithmsforcomputing
treewidthexactly,allofwhichusedynamicprogramming.

InbothofthealgorithmsofChapter5,therunningtimedependencen4onthenumber
ofverticesnisunusuallyhighforFPTalgorithmsfortreewidth.Thebottleneckliesin
thepolynomial-timeprocessofiterativelyimprovingthetorsotreedecomposition(X,TX)

inSubsection5.2.3.Inparticular,therunningtimesinTheorems1.2and1.3couldbe
statedinatighterwayas2O(k2)n3+kO(1)n4andkO(k/ε)n3+kO(1)n4,respectively.

ThestatementofTheorem5.2connectingtreewidthandSubsetTreewidthistechnical
becausewepaidattentiontothefactorspolynomialinn,soletusherenotethat

300Conclusions

ofwidthw,whereanupperboundforwis30k,yieldingaroughestimateof295kfor
thisfactor.Whileouralgorithmconstitutesprogressinimprovingthedependencyon
k,theworst-caseboundof210.8kisstillfarfrompractical.Nevertheless,webelieveour
techniquescouldbeusefulinpracticalimplementations.Infact,theMSVSheuristic
proposedby[Koster,1999;Kosteretal.,2002]alreadysharessomesimilaritieswithour
algorithm.

Moreimportantthantherunningtimeboundsisthenewtechnique.Wedesigned
atreedecompositionimprovementoperationbasedonideasfromtheproofsonlean
treedecompositionsfromthegraphtheoryliterature,andintroducedseveraladditional
techniquestoimprovetheapproximationratioto2andmaketheresultingalgorithm
runinlineartime.Tothebestofourknowledge,theseideashavenotbeenpreviously
usedinthecontextofcomputinggraphwidthparameters.AsshownbyChapters5to7
ofthisthesis,theseideasandtheirgeneralizationsturnedouttoalsobeapplicableto
severalotherproblemsinthefield.

Exactand(1+ε)-approximationalgorithmsfortreewidth

InChapter5,wegavea2O(k2)n4timealgorithmfordecidingifagivengraphhastreewidth
atmostkandcomputingthecorrespondingtreedecomposition,andalsoakO(k/ε)n4time
(1+ε)-approximationalgorithmforthesameproblem.Theformeralgorithmanswers
thelong-standingopenquestionofwhetherthereexistsa2o(k

3)nO(1)timealgorithmfor
treewidth,beingthefirstimprovementinthedependenceonkinexactFPTalgorithms
fortreewidthsincethe2O(k3)nO(1)timealgorithmsofBodlaenderandKloks[1996],and
LagergrenandArnborg[1991].

Forouralgorithms,weintroducedaproblemcalledSubsetTreewidth,extendedthelocal
improvementtechniquetoshowthatalgorithmsforSubsetTreewidthimplyalgorithms
fortreewidth,andfinallygavebranchingalgorithmsforsolvingSubsetTreewidth.These
techniquesareincontrasttopreviousFPT(andalsoXP)algorithmsforcomputing
treewidthexactly,allofwhichusedynamicprogramming.

InbothofthealgorithmsofChapter5,therunningtimedependencen4onthenumber
ofverticesnisunusuallyhighforFPTalgorithmsfortreewidth.Thebottleneckliesin
thepolynomial-timeprocessofiterativelyimprovingthetorsotreedecomposition(X,TX)

inSubsection5.2.3.Inparticular,therunningtimesinTheorems1.2and1.3couldbe
statedinatighterwayas2O(k2)n3+kO(1)n4andkO(k/ε)n3+kO(1)n4,respectively.

ThestatementofTheorem5.2connectingtreewidthandSubsetTreewidthistechnical
becausewepaidattentiontothefactorspolynomialinn,soletusherenotethat

300 Conclusions

of width w, where an upper bound for w is 30k, yielding a rough estimate of 2
95k

for
this factor. While our algorithm constitutes progress in improving the dependency on
k, the worst-case bound of 2

10.8k
is still far from practical. Nevertheless, we believe our

techniques could be useful in practical implementations. In fact, the MSVS heuristic
proposed by [Koster, 1999; Koster et al., 2002] already shares some similarities with our
algorithm.

More important than the running time bounds is the new technique. We designed
a tree decomposition improvement operation based on ideas from the proofs on lean
tree decompositions from the graph theory literature, and introduced several additional
techniques to improve the approximation ratio to 2 and make the resulting algorithm
run in linear time. To the best of our knowledge, these ideas have not been previously
used in the context of computing graph width parameters. As shown by Chapters 5 to 7
of this thesis, these ideas and their generalizations turned out to also be applicable to
several other problems in the field.

Exact and (1 + ε)-approximation algorithms for treewidth

In Chapter 5, we gave a 2O(k2)
n

4
time algorithm for deciding if a given graph has treewidth

at most k and computing the corresponding tree decomposition, and also a kO(k/ε)
n

4
time

(1 + ε)-approximation algorithm for the same problem. The former algorithm answers
the long-standing open question of whether there exists a 2

o(k3)
nO(1)

time algorithm for
treewidth, being the first improvement in the dependence on k in exact FPT algorithms
for treewidth since the 2O(k3)

nO(1)
time algorithms of Bodlaender and Kloks [1996], and

Lagergren and Arnborg [1991].

For our algorithms, we introduced a problem called Subset Treewidth, extended the local
improvement technique to show that algorithms for Subset Treewidth imply algorithms
for treewidth, and finally gave branching algorithms for solving Subset Treewidth. These
techniques are in contrast to previous FPT (and also XP) algorithms for computing
treewidth exactly, all of which use dynamic programming.

In both of the algorithms of Chapter 5, the running time dependence n
4
on the number

of vertices n is unusually high for FPT algorithms for treewidth. The bottleneck lies in
the polynomial-time process of iteratively improving the torso tree decomposition (X, TX)

in Subsection 5.2.3. In particular, the running times in Theorems 1.2 and 1.3 could be
stated in a tighter way as 2O(k2)

n
3

+ kO(1)
n

4
and kO(k/ε)

n
3

+ kO(1)
n

4
, respectively.

The statement of Theorem 5.2 connecting treewidth and Subset Treewidth is technical
because we paid attention to the factors polynomial in n, so let us here note that
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proposedby[Koster,1999;Kosteretal.,2002]alreadysharessomesimilaritieswithour
algorithm.

Moreimportantthantherunningtimeboundsisthenewtechnique.Wedesigned
atreedecompositionimprovementoperationbasedonideasfromtheproofsonlean
treedecompositionsfromthegraphtheoryliterature,andintroducedseveraladditional
techniquestoimprovetheapproximationratioto2andmaketheresultingalgorithm
runinlineartime.Tothebestofourknowledge,theseideashavenotbeenpreviously
usedinthecontextofcomputinggraphwidthparameters.AsshownbyChapters5to7
ofthisthesis,theseideasandtheirgeneralizationsturnedouttoalsobeapplicableto
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fortreewidth,andfinallygavebranchingalgorithmsforsolvingSubsetTreewidth.These
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8.1 Summary of contributions 301

Lemma 5.14 used together with iterative compression implies the following elegant
connection between treewidth and Subset Treewidth.

Theorem 8.1. For any function f : N→ N, there is an f(k) · nO(1) time algorithm for
treewidth if and only if there is an f(k) · nO(1) time algorithm for Subset Treewidth.

Here, the “if”-direction stems from iterative application of Lemma 5.14, inserting vertices
into the graph one by one. The “only if”-direction follows from the fact that the statement
of Subset Treewidth allows us to conclude that the treewidth of G is more than k,
which implies that any algorithm for treewidth is trivially also an algorithm for Subset
Treewidth.

The proof that algorithms for Subset Treewidth imply algorithms for treewidth signifi-
cantly generalizes the techniques introduced in Chapter 4. We further made use of this
generalization in the refinement operation of Chapter 6.

Dynamic treewidth

In Chapter 6 we gave a data structure for maintaining a tree decomposition of width
at most 6k + 5 of a dynamic graph G of treewidth at most k under edge insertions and
deletions, with amortized update time 2k

O(1)
√

logn log logn. Our data structure furthermore
supports maintaining any dynamic programming scheme on the tree decomposition, with
overhead depending on the running time of computing the state of a node based on the
states of its children, which is for example 2O(k) if we wish to maintain the cardinality of
the maximum independent set of G.

Our data structure is the first non-trivial solution to the dynamic treewidth problem that
maintains a tree decomposition with width bounded by a function of an arbitrary fixed
treewidth bound k. This addresses open problems asked by [Alman et al., 2020; Bod-
laender, 1993; Chen et al., 2021; Dvořák et al., 2014; Majewski et al., 2023], although it
is not clear whether we can count these problems as fully resolved, as the running time
2k

O(1)
√

logn log logn is probably not optimal.

The main ingredient of our data structure is the refinement operation, which builds on
the generalized version of the local improvement technique introduced in Chapter 5,
combining it with the amortization ideas introduced in Chapter 4 and several other
techniques from the literature of treewidth computing.

As we discussed in Subsection 3.3.3, treewidth is an important ingredient in many
algorithms, so we hope that the dynamic treewidth data structure will be useful for
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lifting these algorithms to the dynamic setting. Let us mention here a direct application
about H-minor-containment for planar graphs H, and postpone further discussion about
applications to the subsequent sections of this chapter.

Corollary 8.2. Let H be a planar graph. There exists a data structure, that for an
n-vertex dynamic graph G that is updated by edge insertions and deletions, maintains
whether H is a minor of G. The amortized initialization time on an edgeless n-vertex
graph G is f(|V (H)|) · n, and the amortized updated time is 2f(|V (H)|)·

√
logn log logn, for

some computable function f .

Proof. By the Grid Minor Theorem of Robertson and Seymour [1986b] (discussed as
Theorem 3.13 in Subsection 3.3.1), there exists an integer f(|V (H)|) so that if the
treewidth of G is more than f(|V (H)|), then G contains H as a minor. Now, we initialize
the dynamic treewidth data structure of Theorem 1.4 with the treewidth bound f(|V (H)|)
and a CMSO2 sentence ϕH that is true in G if and only if G contains H as a minor. Now,
whenever the data structure of Theorem 1.4 displays the marker “Treewidth too large” , we
know by the Grid Minor Theorem that H must be a minor of G. Otherwise, the data
structure tells whether ϕH is true in G, which tells whether H is a minor of G.

Fast 2-approximation algorithms for rankwidth and branchwidth

In Chapter 7 we gave a framework for designing FPT 2-approximation algorithms for
instantiations of branchwidth of connectivity functions. The main applications of this
framework are 2-approximation algorithms for rankwidth and branchwidth of graphs, with
running times 22O(k)

n2 and 2O(k)n, respectively. The algorithm for rankwidth answers
the open question of whether there exists a g(k)-approximation algorithm for rankwidth
running in time f(k) · nc, for c < 3 and functions g(k) and f(k). This problem had been
open since the work of Oum [2008b] and was explicitly asked by Oum [2017].

In particular, our algorithm for rankwidth has the major implication that now all CMSO1-
expressible problems can be solved in quadratic time on graphs of bounded rankwidth,
even when no decomposition is given as an input, in contrast to the previous cubic time.

Our framework extends the local improvement technique from the setting of treewidth
to the general setting of branchwidth of connectivity functions. We note that even
though a concept similar to lean tree decompositions was introduced for this setting
by Geelen et al. [2002], it appears that the definitions of Geelen et al. are too weak to
obtain approximation algorithms. Therefore we designed our own adaptation of the local
improvement technique to this setting.
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Inparticular,ouralgorithmforrankwidthhasthemajorimplicationthatnowallCMSO1-
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evenwhennodecompositionisgivenasaninput,incontrasttothepreviouscubictime.

Ourframeworkextendsthelocalimprovementtechniquefromthesettingoftreewidth
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8.2 Follow-up work

Before discussing future directions, we note that the author, along with coauthors, has
already addressed some natural follow-up questions arising from the contributions of this
thesis, particularly from Chapters 6 and 7. We mention two follow-up works not included
in the thesis due to time constraints.

Dynamic Baker’s scheme. Given the dynamic treewidth algorithm, it is natural to
ask if it can be used to lift classical applications of treewidth to the dynamic setting.
Together with Wojciech Nadara, Michał Pilipczuk, and Marek Sokołowski, we explored
this question about the Baker’s scheme (see Subsection 3.3.3) in [Korhonen et al., 2024].
We partly answered this question, giving a (1− ε)-approximation algorithm for maximum
weight independent set in dynamic apex-minor-free graphs with update time f(ε) · no(1),
where f(ε) is doubly-exponential in O(1/ε2), and also a similar algorithm for weighted
dominating set, but with an extra restriction of bounded degree. Ultimately, we did
not use the dynamic treewidth data structure in this algorithm, but instead used an
ad-hoc method for dealing with tree decompositions in the dynamic setting tailored for
the Baker’s scheme.

Dynamic rankwidth. With Marek Sokołowski, we recently generalized the dynamic
treewidth data structure of Chapter 6 to rankwidth [Korhonen and Sokołowski, 2024].
We obtained a similar result as in Theorem 1.4 but for rankwidth and CMSO1 instead
of treewidth and CMSO2. This dynamic rankwidth algorithm builds upon the dynamic
treewidth algorithm, and also further develops several techniques introduced in Chapter 7.
By using the dynamic rankwidth algorithm and additional ideas, we were able to also give
a f(k)·n·2

√
logn log logn+O(m) time algorithm for computing optimal rank decompositions,

for some computable function f . This algorithm also outputs a (2k+1 − 1)-expression for
cliquewidth within the same running time, implying that CMSO1-expressible problems
can be solved with that running time on graphs of cliquewidth k.

8.3 Future directions and open problems
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304 Conclusions

Further applications of local improvement

Let us start by discussing further potential settings in which our local improvement
technique could be applied.

The first obvious class of applications is width parameters that can be expressed as
special cases of branchwidth of connectivity functions. In Chapter 7 we applied our
framework to rankwidth and branchwidth of graphs. However, parameters such as carving
width, matroid branchwidth, and hypergraph branchwidth are also expressible within
this framework (see e.g. [Jeong et al., 2021]). The main reason for not pursuing these
directions further is that it is not clear if there are applications in these settings that
make significant improvements compared to already existing algorithms.

The techniques introduced in [Korhonen and Sokołowski, 2024] suggest that an analogue
of the Subset Treewidth problem also exists in the setting of branchwidth of connectivity
functions. It could be interesting to explore whether this would be useful for faster exact
FPT algorithms in this setting. In particular, could we design an exact FPT algorithm
for computing the branchwidth of graphs by using an approach similar to the one for
treewidth in Chapter 5? This is interesting not only for the sake of computing branchwidth
but the different formalism of branchwidth could help to gain a deeper understanding of
these techniques.

It appears that the local improvement technique requires some “submodularity properties”
of decompositions to work, ruling out its application to parameters like α-treewidth
[Yolov, 2018] and fractional hypertreewidth [Grohe and Marx, 2014], at least at first
glance. A width parameter that does not fall into the framework of branchwidth of
connectivity functions but enjoys these properties is the tree-cut width [Wollan, 2015], and
indeed there exists an analogue of lean tree decompositions in that setting [Giannopoulou
et al., 2021].

Another direction is the path-like parameters, like pathwidth, cutwidth, and the linear
analogue of branchwidth of connectivity functions. In these settings, analogues of lean
tree decompositions are known to exist [Kanté et al., 2023; Lagergren, 1998], but at
least superficially it appears that techniques related to them are not applicable for
approximation algorithms. As a concrete open problem, we ask the following.

Question 1. Is there a constant-factor approximation algorithm for pathwidth with
running time 2O(k)nO(1), where k is the pathwidth and n is the number of vertices?
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Further applications of local improvement

Let us start by discussing further potential settings in which our local improvement
technique could be applied.

The first obvious class of applications is width parameters that can be expressed as
special cases of branchwidth of connectivity functions. In Chapter 7 we applied our
framework to rankwidth and branchwidth of graphs. However, parameters such as carving
width, matroid branchwidth, and hypergraph branchwidth are also expressible within
this framework (see e.g. [Jeong et al., 2021]). The main reason for not pursuing these
directions further is that it is not clear if there are applications in these settings that
make significant improvements compared to already existing algorithms.

The techniques introduced in [Korhonen and Sokołowski, 2024] suggest that an analogue
of the Subset Treewidth problem also exists in the setting of branchwidth of connectivity
functions. It could be interesting to explore whether this would be useful for faster exact
FPT algorithms in this setting. In particular, could we design an exact FPT algorithm
for computing the branchwidth of graphs by using an approach similar to the one for
treewidth in Chapter 5? This is interesting not only for the sake of computing branchwidth
but the different formalism of branchwidth could help to gain a deeper understanding of
these techniques.

It appears that the local improvement technique requires some “submodularity properties”
of decompositions to work, ruling out its application to parameters like α-treewidth
[Yolov, 2018] and fractional hypertreewidth [Grohe and Marx, 2014], at least at first
glance. A width parameter that does not fall into the framework of branchwidth of
connectivity functions but enjoys these properties is the tree-cut width [Wollan, 2015], and
indeed there exists an analogue of lean tree decompositions in that setting [Giannopoulou
et al., 2021].

Another direction is the path-like parameters, like pathwidth, cutwidth, and the linear
analogue of branchwidth of connectivity functions. In these settings, analogues of lean
tree decompositions are known to exist [Kanté et al., 2023; Lagergren, 1998], but at
least superficially it appears that techniques related to them are not applicable for
approximation algorithms. As a concrete open problem, we ask the following.

Question 1. Is there a constant-factor approximation algorithm for pathwidth with
running time 2O(k)

nO(1)
, where k is the pathwidth and n is the number of vertices?
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8.3 Future directions and open problems 305

Computing treewidth

We then turn to the topic of computing treewidth. In Chapter 4 we made progress in
the questions of what is the smallest approximation ratio with which treewidth can be
approximated (1) in 2O(k)n time, or (2) in 2O(k)nO(1) time. In Chapter 5 we addressed
the questions of what is the asymptotically smallest function f(k) so that treewidth can
be (1) computed exactly in f(k) · nO(1) time, or (2) (1 + ε)-approximated, for every fixed
ε > 0, in f(k) · nO(1) time. While all of these questions remain open and would be very
interesting to make further progress in, let us specifically highlight a case that is an
important challenge in the author’s opinion.

Question 2. Is there a 1.99-approximation algorithm for treewidth, running in time
2O(k)nO(1), where k is the treewidth and n the number of vertices?

Possible routes for solving Question 2 could be an improved algorithm for Partitioned
Subset Treewidth when the number of parts is constant, or an entirely new approach.

On the lower bound side, we are not aware of any lower bounds under the ETH for
computing treewidth, apart from the lower bound that follows from the NP-hardness
proof of Arnborg et al. [1987]. By tracing the chain of reductions in the proof, we observe
in Appendix B of the arXiv version of Article 2 [Korhonen and Lokshtanov, 2022] that it
implies the following lower bound under the ETH.

Proposition 8.3. Assuming the ETH, there is no 2o(
√
n) time algorithm for computing

treewidth.

This of course implies also a 2o(
√
k) lower bound on the dependence on k, but nothing

better since the graph produced by the reduction is co-bipartite. It would be very
surprising if there were a subexponential time algorithm for treewidth, so on the lower
bound side we ask the following question.

Question 3. Does the ETH imply that there is no 2o(n) time algorithm for computing
treewidth?

An easier version of Question 3 would be to prove a lower bound 2o(k) for the dependence
on the treewidth k in FPT algorithms. While we believe that 2O(n) should be the right
running time in the non-parameterized setting, we do not conjecture where between 2O(k)

and 2O(k2) the right answer for the dependence on k in FPT algorithms should lie.

On the approximation side, the lower bound situation is even more dire, as even the
NP-hardness of constant-factor approximation is only known conditional to the Small Set
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Expansion conjecture [Raghavendra and Steurer, 2010; Wu et al., 2014]. In this setting,
the possibility for subexponential time algorithms seems more realistic than for exact
algorithms, so we ask the following question.

Question 4. Is there a 2o(n) time constant-factor approximation algorithm for treewidth?

Question 4 is closely related to the question of approximating balanced separator in
subexponential time, which is also open, see e.g. [Manurangsi and Trevisan, 2018].

Let us then discuss the running time dependence n4 on the number of vertices n in
the algorithms of Chapter 5, which is unusually high as we already noted. We believe
that improving the dependence on n in these algorithms significantly is an interesting
problem. Improving it below n3 should require new techniques, and below n2 could need
a completely new approach.

It seems that although the Bodlaender-Kloks dynamic programming is more than 30
years old, we are not aware of arguments for why it could not simply be optimized to run
in 2o(k

3)n time. As a possible direction for arguing that Bodlaender-Kloks is the optimal
“dynamic programming algorithm” for treewidth, we ask the following question about the
communication complexity of computing treewidth.

Question 5. Let k ∈ Z≥1, G be a graph, and (A, S,B) a separation of G of order
|S| ≤ O(k). Suppose Alice holds the graph G[A ∪ S] and Bob holds the graph G[B ∪ S],
and both know the set S. How many bits of information do they need to exchange to know
whether the treewidth of G is at most k?

Note that the Bodlaender-Kloks dynamic programming gives an upper bound of 2O(k3)

for the number of bits needed, but on the other hand, the algorithm of Chapter 5 does
not seem to imply an improved upper bound.

Dynamic treewidth

For dynamic treewidth, the main open problem is whether the running time of the data
structure can be improved. We ask three questions with increasing difficulty about this.

Question 6. Can the amortized update time of the dynamic treewidth data structure of
Theorem 1.4 be improved to (1) (log n)f(k), (2) f(k) · (log n)O(1), or (3) f(k) · log n, for
some function f(k) depending on the treewidth bound k?

We would be happy to answer these questions even with the width bound 6k + 5 of the
maintained tree decomposition in Theorem 1.4 weakened to any function g(k) on the
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treewidth bound k. In the author’s opinion, Question 6 is among the most important
open problems we ask here, due to its applications and fundamental nature. In the static
setting, the complexity of computing treewidth for fixed k was resolved over 30 years ago
by Bodlaender [1996]. Question 6 can be seen as asking for an analogue of Bodlaender’s
result in the dynamic setting.

We note that most of the techniques introduced in Chapter 6 appear to be suitable even
for achieving an update time of form f(k) · (log n)O(1). In particular, it could be that only
a slightly more clever height-reduction scheme would be required to improve Theorem 1.4
to solve the cases (1) and (2) of Question 6.

Other questions related to improving Theorem 1.4 are whether the amortized bounds can
be turned into worst-case bounds and whether the dependence on k could be improved.
While these questions are interesting, it is maybe too early to focus on them at this point,
before making progress on Question 6.

Let us then discuss potential applications of dynamic treewidth. We already mentioned
that to produce potential applications, one can take an application of treewidth in the
static setting, and ask whether it could be made dynamic, as we did in [Korhonen
et al., 2024] with the Baker’s scheme. As the area of dynamic FPT algorithms has
recently received increased attention (see e.g. [Alman et al., 2020; Chen et al., 2021; Grez
et al., 2022; Iwata and Oka, 2014; Olkowski et al., 2023]), we hope that dynamic treewidth
would see multiple applications in that context. One concrete fundamental question is
about dynamic planar k-disjoint paths.

Question 7. Is there a dynamic data structure for the k-disjoint paths problem on
dynamic planar graphs with (amortized) update time f(k) · no(1), where f(k) is some
function depending on the number of terminal pairs k.

Applying dynamic treewidth to improve the running times of static FPT algorithms,
like we did in [Korhonen and Sokołowski, 2024] with dynamic rankwidth, is another
interesting direction. Even more interesting would be if there would be applications of
dynamic treewidth outside of traditional FPT problems. For example, could replacing
dynamic trees in some applications with dynamic graphs of treewidth, say O(log log n),
be fruitful?

Computing rankwidth and cliquewidth

In Chapter 7 we made progress on the fundamental question of the complexity of
CMSO1-expressible problems on graphs of bounded rankwidth, and in [Korhonen and
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308 Conclusions

Sokołowski, 2024] we further improved upon the result of Chapter 7. Clearly, the ultimate
goal is to obtain a linear-time algorithm.

Question 8. Is there an algorithm, that given an n-vertex m-edge graph G, integer k,
and a CMSO1 sentence ϕ, in time f(k, ϕ) · (n+m) either decides whether ϕ is true in G
or concludes that the rankwidth of G is more than k, for some computable function f .

We formulated Question 8 as about CMSO1, as strictly speaking algorithms for computing
rankwidth are not known to directly imply an answer for it. However, the approach for
solving Question 8 should be to give a f(k) · (n+m) time g(k)-approximation algorithm
for rankwidth, for some functions f(k) and g(k) depending on the rankwidth k.

In the case of treewidth, typical dynamic programming algorithms on tree decompositions
of width k run in time 2O(k)n, and we can obtain this running time parameterized by
the treewidth k of a given graph even when we are not given a decomposition. For
cliquewidth, typical dynamic programming algorithms also run in time 2O(k)n when given
a k-expression, but we do not know how to obtain such running times parameterized by
the cliquewidth k when not given a k-expression. As discussed before, Oum et al. [2014]
obtained 2O(k log k)nO(1) time algorithms parameterized by cliquewidth k. We ask if this
can be improved.

Question 9. Is there a 2O(k)nO(1) time algorithm for maximum independent set parame-
terized by cliquewidth k, when a k-expression is not given?

Question 9 was also asked by Oum et al. [2014]. Another well-known open problem about
cliquewidth, asked by Fellows et al. [2009], is whether computing cliquewidth exactly is
FPT parameterized by cliquewidth, or even XP. This question appears to be open even for
g(k)-approximation, for a subexponential function g(k) depending on the cliquewidth k.
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