arXiv:1806.01667v1 [cs.DS] 5 Jun 2018

Fast Dynamic Programming on Graph Decompositions^∗

Johan M. M. van Rooij^† Hans L. Bodlaender^† Erik Jan van Leeuwen^‡

Peter Rossmanith^§ Martin Vatshelle^‡

January 28, 2020

Abstract

In this paper, we consider three types of graph decompositions, namely tree decompositions, branch decompositions, and clique decompositions. We improve the running time of dynamic programming algorithms on these graph decompositions for a large number of problems as a function of the treewidth, branchwidth, or cliquewidth, respectively. Such algorithms have many practical and theoretical applications.

On tree decompositions of width k, we improve the running time for Dominating Set to O^∗(3^k). Hereafter, we give a generalisation of this result to [ρ, σ]-domination problems with finite or cofinite ρ and σ. For these problems, we give O^∗(s^k)-time algorithms. Here, s is the number of ‘states’ a vertex can have in a standard dynamic programming algorithm for such a problems. Furthermore, we give an O^∗(2^k)-time algorithm for counting the number of perfect matchings in a graph, and generalise this result to O^∗(2^k )-time algorithms for many clique covering, packing, and partitioning problems. On branch decompositions of width k, we give an O^∗(3^{ω2 k})-time algorithm for Dominating Set, an O^∗(2^{ω2 k})-time algorithm for counting the number of perfect matchings, and O^∗(s^{ω2 k})-time algorithms for [ρ, σ]-domination problems involving s states with finite or cofinite ρ and σ. Finally, on clique decompositions of width k, we give O^∗(4^k )-time algorithms for Dominating Set, Independent Dominating Set, and Total Dominating Set.

The main techniques used in this paper are a generalisation of fast subset convolution, as introduced by Björklund et al., now applied in the setting of graph decompositions and augmented such that multiple states and multiple ranks can be used. In the case of branch decompositions, we combine this approach with fast matrix multiplication, as suggested by Dorn. Recently, Lokshtanov et al. have shown that some of the algorithms obtained in this paper have running times in which the base in the exponents is optimal, unless the Strong Exponential-Time Hypothesis fails.

1 Introduction

Width parameters of graphs and their related graph decompositions are important concepts in the theory of graph algorithms. Many investigations show that problems that are N Phard on general graphs become polynomial or even linear-time solvable when restricted to the class of graphs in which a given width parameter is bounded. However, the constant factors involved in the upper bound on the running times of such algorithms are often large and

∗Preliminary parts of this paper have appeared under the title ‘Dynamic Programming on Tree Decompositions Using Generalised Fast Subset Convolution’ on the 17th Annual European Symposium on Algorithms (ESA 2009), Lecture Notes in Computer Science 5757, pages 566-577, and under the title ‘Faster Algorithms on Branch and Clique Decompositions’ on the 35th International Symposium Mathematical Foundations of Computer Science (MFCS 2010), Lecture Notes in Computer Science 6281, pages 174-185.

†Department of Information and Computing Sciences, Utrecht University, P. O. Box 80.089, NL-3508 TB Utrecht, The Netherlands, jmmrooij@cs.uu.nl, hansb@cs.uu.nl

‡Department of Informatics, University of Bergen, P. O. Box 7803, NO-5020 Bergen, Norway,

E.J.van.Leeuwen@ii.uib.no, Martin.Vatshelle@ii.uib.no

§Department of Computer Science, RWTH Aachen University, DE-52056 Aachen, Germany,

rossmani@cs.rwth-aachen.de depend on the parameter. Therefore, it is often useful to find algorithms where these factors grow as slow as possible as a function of the width parameter k.

In this paper, we consider such algorithms involving three prominent graph-width parameters and their related decompositions: treewidth and tree decompositions, branchwidth and branch decompositions, and cliquewidth and k-expressions or clique decompositions. These three graph-width parameters are probably the most commonly used ones in the literature. However, other parameters such as rankwidth [58] or booleanwidth [18] and their related decompositions also exist.

Most algorithms solving combinatorial problems using a graph-width parameter consist of two steps:

1. Find a graph decomposition of the input graph of small width.

2. Solve the problem by dynamic programming on this graph decomposition.

In this paper, we will focus on the second of these steps and improve the running time of many known algorithms on all three discussed types of graph decompositions as a function of the width parameter. The results have both theoretical and practical applications, some of which we survey below.

We obtain our results by using variants of the covering product and the fast subset convolution algorithm [6] in conjunction with known techniques on these graph decompositions. These two algorithms have been used to speed up other dynamic programming algorithms before, but not in the setting of graph decompositions. Examples include algorithms for Steiner Tree [6, 57], graph motif problems [4], and graph recolouring problems [59]. An important aspect of our results is an implicit generalisation of the fast subset convolution algorithm that is able to use multiple states. This contrasts to the set formulation in which the covering product and subset convolution are defined: this formulation is equivalent to using two states (in and out). Moreover, the fast subset convolution algorithm uses ranked Möbius transforms, while we obtain our results by using transformations that use multiple states and multiple ranks. It is interesting to note that the state-based convolution technique that we use reminds of the technique used in Strassen’s algorithm for fast matrix multiplication [65].

Some of our algorithms also use fast matrix multiplication to speed up dynamic programming as introduced by Dorn [32]. To make this work efficiently, we introduce the use of asymmetric vertex states. We note that matrix multiplication has been used for quite some time as a basic tool for solving combinatorial problems. It has been used for instance in the All Pairs Shortest Paths problem [63], in recognising triangle-free graphs [49], and in computing graph determinants. One of the results of this paper is that (generalisations of) fast subset convolution and fast matrix multiplication can be combined to obtain faster dynamic programming algorithms for many optimisation problems.

Treewidth-Based Algorithms. Tree-decomposition-based algorithms can be used to effectively solve combinatorial problems on graphs of small treewidth both in theory and in practice. Practical algorithms exist for problems like partial constraint satisfaction [54]. Furthermore, tree-decomposition-based algorithms are used as subroutines in many areas such as approximation algorithms [31, 37], parameterised algorithms [28, 30, 56, 68], exponentialtime algorithms [39, 62, 70], and subexponential-time algorithms [17, 28, 40].

Many N P-hard problems can be solved in polynomial time on a graphs whose treewidth is bounded by a constant. If we assume that a graph G is given with a tree decomposition T of G of width k, then the running time of such an algorithm is typically polynomial in the size of G, but exponential in the treewidth k. Examples of such algorithms include many kinds of vertex partitioning problems (including the [ρ, σ]-domination problems) [67], edge colouring problems such as Chromatic Index [8], or other problems such as Steiner Tree [53].

Concerning the first step of the general two-step approach above, we note that finding a tree decomposition of minimum width is N P-hard [3]. For fixed k, one can find a tree decomposition of width at most k in linear time, if such a decomposition exists [9]. However, the constant factor involved in the running time of this algorithm is very high. On the other hand, tree decompositions of small width can be obtained efficiently for special graph classes [10], and there are also several good heuristics that often work well in practice [13].

Concerning the second step of this two-step approach, there are several recent results about the running time of algorithms on tree decompositions, with special considerations for the running time as a function of the width of the tree decomposition k. For several vertex partitioning problems, Telle and Proskurowski showed that there are algorithms that, given a graph with a tree decomposition of width k, solve these problems in O(c^kn) time [67], where c is a constant that depends only on the problem at hand. For Dominating Set, Alber and Niedermeier gave an improved algorithm that runs in O(4^k n) time [2]. Similar results are given in [1] for related problems: Independent Dominating Set, Total Dominating Set, Perfect Dominating Set, Perfect Code, Total Perfect Dominating Set, Red-Blue Dominating Set, and weighted versions of these problems.

If the input graph is planar, then other improvements are possible. Dorn showed that Dominating Set on planar graphs given with a tree decomposition of width k can be solved in O^∗(3^k ) time [34]; he also gave similar improvements for other problems. We obtain the same result without requiring planarity.

In this paper, we show that the number of dominating sets of each given size in a graph can be counted in O^∗(3^k) time. After some modifications, this leads to an O^∗(nk^23^k )-time algorithm for Dominating Set. We also show that one can count the number of perfect matchings in a graph in O^∗(2^k) time, and we generalise these results to the [ρ, σ]-domination problems, as defined in [67].

For these [ρ, σ]-domination problems, we show that they can be solved in O^∗(s^k) time, where s is the natural number of states required to represent partial solutions. Here, ρ and σ are subsets of the natural numbers, and each choice of these subsets defines a different combinatorial problem. The only restriction that we impose on these problems is that we require both ρ and σ to be either finite or cofinite. That such an assumption is necessary follows from Chappelle’s recent result [20]: he shows that [ρ, σ]-domination problems are W[1]-hard when parameterised by the treewidth of the graph if σ is allowed to have arbitrarily large gaps between consecutive elements and ρ is cofinite. The problems to which our results apply include Strong Stable Set, Independent Dominating Set, Total Dominating Set, Total Perfect Dominating Set, Perfect Code, Induced p-Regular Subgraph, and many others. Our results also extend to other similar problems such as Red-Blue Dominating Set and Partition Into Two Total Dominating Sets.

Finally, we define families of problems that we call γ-clique covering, γ-clique packing, or γ-clique partitioning problems: these families generalise standard problems like Minimum Clique Partition in the same way as the [ρ, σ]-domination problems generalise Domination Set. The resulting families of problems include Maximum Triangle Packing, Partition Into l-Cliques for fixed l, the problem to determine the minimum number of odd-size cliques required to cover G, and many others. For these γ-clique covering, packing, or partitioning problems, we give O^∗(2^k)-time algorithms, improving the straightforward O^∗(3^k)-time algorithms for these problems.

Branchwidth-Based Algorithms. Branch decompositions are closely related to tree decompositions. Like tree decompositions, branch decompositions have shown to be an effective tool for solving many combinatorial problems with both theoretical and practical applications. They are used extensively in designing algorithms for planar graphs and for graphs excluding a fixed minor. In particular, most of the recent results aimed at obtaining faster exact or parameterised algorithms on these graphs rely on branch decompositions [32, 35, 40, 41]. Practical algorithms using branch decompositions include those for ring routing problems [21], and tour merging for the Travelling Salesman Problem [22].

Concerning the first step of the general two-step approach, we note that finding the branchwidth of a graph is N P-hard in general [64]. For fixed k, one can find a branch decomposition of width k in linear time, if such a decomposition exists, by combining the results from [9] and [15]. This is similar to tree decompositions, and the constant factors involved in the running time of this algorithms are very large. However, in contrast to tree decompositions for which the complexity on planar graphs is unknown, there exists a polynomial-time algorithm that computes a branch decomposition of minimal width of a planar graph [64]. For general graphs several useful heuristics exist [21, 22, 46].

Concerning the second step of the general two-step approach, Dorn has shown how to use fast matrix multiplication to speed up dynamic programming algorithms on branch decompositions [32]. Among others, he gave an O^∗(4^k)-time algorithm for the Dominating Set problem. On planar graphs, faster algorithms exist using so-called sphere-cut branch decompositions [36]. On these graphs, Dominating Set can be solved in O^∗(3^{ω2 k}) time, where ω is the smallest constant such that two n × n matrices can be multiplied in O(n^ω ) time. Some of these results can be generalised to graphs that avoid a minor [35]. We obtain the same results without imposing restrictions on the class of graphs to which our algorithms can be applied.

In this paper, we show that one can count the number of dominating sets of each given size in a graph in O^∗(3^{ω2 k}) time. We also show that one can count the number of perfect matchings in a graph in O^∗(2^{ω2 k}) time, and we show that the [ρ, σ]-domination problems with finite or cofinite ρ and σ can be solved in O^∗(s^{ω2 k}) time, where s is again the natural number of states required to represent partial solutions.

Cliquewidth Based Algorithms. The notion of cliquewidth was first studied by Courcelle et al. [25]. The graph decomposition associated with cliquewidth is a k-expression, which is sometimes also called a clique decomposition. Similar to treewidth and branchwidth, many well-known problems can be solved in polynomial time on graphs which cliquewidth is bounded by a constant [26].

Whereas the treewidth and branchwidth of any graph are closely related, its cliquewidth can be very different from both of them. For example, the treewidth of the complete graph on n vertices is equal to n − 1, while its cliquewidth is equal to 2. However, the cliquewidth of a graph is always bounded by a function of its treewidth [27]. This makes cliquewidth an interesting graph parameter to consider on graphs where the treewidth or branchwidth is too high for obtaining efficient algorithms.

Concerning the first step of the general two-step approach, we note that, like the other two parameters, computing the cliquewidth of general graphs is N P-hard [38]. However, graphs of cliquewidth 1, 2, or 3 can be recognised in polynomial time [24]. For k ≥ 4, there is a fixed-parameter-tractable algorithm that, given a graph of cliquewidth k, outputs a 2^{k+1} expression.

Concerning the second step, the first singly-exponential-time algorithm for Dominating Set on clique decompositions of width k is an O^∗(16^k )-time algorithm by Kobler and Rotics [51]. The previously fastest algorithm for this problem has a running time of O^∗(8^k), obtained by transforming the problem to a problem on boolean decompositions [18]. In this paper, we present a direct algorithm that runs in O^∗(4^k) time. We also show that one can count the number of dominating sets of each given size at the cost of an extra polynomial factor in the running time. Furthermore, we show that one can solve Independent Dominating Set in O^∗(4^k ) and Total Dominating Set in O^∗(4^k ) time.

We note that there are other width parameters of graphs that potentially have lower values than cliquewidth, for example rankwidth (see [58]) and booleanwidth (see [18]). These width parameters are related since a problem is fixed-parameter tractable parameterised by cliquewidth if and only if it is fixed-parameter tractable parameterised by rankwidth or booleanwidth [18, 58]. However, for many problems the best known running times for these problems are often much better as a function of the cliquewidth than as a function of the rankwidth or booleanwidth. For example, dominating set can be solved on rank decompositions of width k in O^∗(2^{34 k2 + 234 k}) time [19, 44] and on boolean decompositions of width k in O(8^k) time [18].

Optimality, Polynomial Factors. We note that our results attain, or are very close to, intuitive natural lower bounds for the problems considered, namely a polynomial times the amount of space used by any dynamic programming algorithm for these problems on graph decompositions. Similarly, it makes sense to think about the number of states necessary to represent partial solutions as the best possible base of the exponent in the running time: this equals the space requirements. Currently, this is O^∗(3^k ) space for Dominating Set on tree decompositions and branch decompositions and O^∗(4^k) space on clique decompositions.

Very recently, this intuition has been strengthened by a result of Lokshtanov et al. [55]. They prove that it is impossible to improve the exponential part of the running time for a number of tree-decomposition-based algorithms that we present in this paper, unless the Strong Exponential-Time Hypothesis fails. That is, unless there exist an algorithm for the general Satisfiability problem running in O((2 − ϵ)^n) time, for any ϵ > 0. In particular, this holds for our tree decomposition based algorithms for Dominating Set and Partition Into Triangles.

We see that our algorithms on tree decompositions and clique decompositions all attain this intuitive lower bound. On branch decompositions, we are very close. When the number of states that one would naturally use to represent partial solutions equals s, then our algorithms run in O^∗(s^{ω2 k}) time, where ω/2 < 1.188. Under the hypothesis that ω = 2, which could be the true value of ω, our algorithms do attains this space bound.

Because of these seemingly-optimal exponential factors in the running times of our algorithms, we spend quite some effort to make the polynomial factors involved as small as possible. In order to improve these polynomial factors, we need to distinguish between different problems based on a technical property for each type of graph decomposition that we call the de Fluiter property. This property is related to the concept of finite integer index [16, 29].

Considering the polynomial factors of the running times of our algorithms sometimes leads to seemingly strange situations when the matrix multiplication constant is involved. To see this, notice that ω is defined as the smallest constant such that two n × n matrices can be multiplied in O(n^ω ) time. Consequently, any polylogarithmic factor in the running time of the corresponding matrix-multiplication algorithm disappears in an infinitesimal increase of ω. These polylogarithmic factors are additional polynomial factors in the running times of our algorithms on branch decompositions. In our analyses, we pay no extra attention to this, and we only explicitly give the polynomial factors involved that are not related to the time required to multiply matrices.

Also, because many of our algorithms use numbers which require more than a constant amount of bits to represent (often n-bit numbers are involved), the time and space required to represent these numbers and perform arithmetic operations on these numbers affects the polynomial factors in the running times of our algorithms. We will always include these factors and highlight them using a special notation (i+(n) and i×(n)).

Model of Computation. In this paper, we use the Random Access Machine (RAM) model with O(k)-bit word size [42] for the analysis of our algorithms. In this model, memory access can be performed in constant time for memory of size O(c^k), for any constant c. We consider addition and multiplication operations on O(k)-bit numbers to be unit-time operations. For an overview of this model, see for example [45].

We use this computational model because we do not want the table look-up operations to influence the polynomial factors of the running time. Since the tables have size O^∗(s^k), for a problem specific integer s ≥ 2, these operations are constant-time operations in this model.

Paper Organisation This paper is organised as follows. We start with some preliminaries in Section 2. In Section 3, we present our results on tree decompositions. This is followed by our results on branch decompositions in Section 4 and clique decompositions in Section 5. To conclude, we briefly discuss the relation between the de Fluiter properties and finite integer index in Section 6. Finally, we give some concluding remarks in Section 7.

2 Preliminaries

Let G = (V, E) be an n-vertex graph with m edges. We denote the open neighbourhood of a vertex v by N(v) and the closed neighbourhood of a v by N[v], i.e., N(v) = {u ∈ V | {u, v} ∈ E} and N[v] = N(v) ∪ {v}. For a vertex subset U ⊆ V , we denote by G[U] the subgraph induced by U, i.e., G[U] = (U, E ∩ (U × U)). We denote the powerset of a set S by 2^S .

For a decomposition tree T , we often identify T with the set of nodes in T , and we write E(T ) for the edges of T . We often associate a table with each node or each edge in a decomposition tree T . Such a table A can be seen as a function, while we write |A| for the size of A, that is, the total space required to store all entries of A.

We denote the time required to add and multiply n-bit numbers by i+(n) and i×(n), respectively. Currently, i×(n) = n log(n)2^{O(log∗(n))} due to Fürer’s algorithm [43], and i+(n) = O(n). Note that i×(k) = i+(k) = O(k) due to the chosen model of computation.

2.1 Combinatorial Problems Studied

A dominating set in a graph G is a set of vertices D ⊆ V such that for every vertex v ∈ V \ D there exists a vertex d ∈ D with {v, d} ∈ E, i.e, ⋃ v∈D N[v] = V . A dominating set D in G is a ρ σ Standard problem description {0, 1, . . .} {0} Independent Set {1, 2, . . .} {0, 1, . . .} Dominating Set {0, 1} {0} Strong Stable Set/2-Packing/ Distance-2 Independent Set {1} {0} Perfect Code/Efficient Dominating Set {1, 2, . . .} {0} Independent Dominating Set {1} {0, 1, . . .} Perfect Dominating Set {1, 2, . . .} {1, 2, . . .} Total Dominating Set {1} {1} Total Perfect Dominating Set {0, 1} {0, 1, . . .} Nearly Perfect Set {0, 1} {0, 1} Total Nearly Perfect Set {1} {0, 1} Weakly Perfect Dominating Set {0, 1, . . .} {0, 1, . . . , p} Induced Bounded Degree Subgraph {p, p + 1, . . .} {0, 1, . . .} p-Dominating Set {0, 1, . . .} {p} Induced p-Regular Subgraph

Table 1: [ρ, σ]-domination problems (taken from [66, 67]).

minimum dominating set if it is of minimum cardinality among all dominating sets in G. The classical N P-hard problem Dominating Set asks to find the size of a minimum dominating set in G. Given a (partial) solution D of Dominating Set, we say that a vertex d ∈ D dominates a vertex v if v ∈ N[d], and that a vertex v is undominated if N[v] ∩ D = ∅. Besides the standard minimisation version of the problem, we also consider counting the number of minimum dominating sets, and counting the number of dominating sets of each given size.

A matching in G is a set of edges M ⊆ E such that no two edges are incident to the same vertex. A vertex that is an endpoint of an edge in M is said to be matched to the other endpoint of this edge. A perfect matching is a matchings in which every vertex v ∈ V is matched. Counting the number of perfect matchings in a graph is a classical #P-complete problem [69].

A [ρ, σ]-dominating set is a generalisation of a dominating set introduced by Telle in [66, 67].

Definition 2.1 ([ρ, σ]-dominating set) Let ρ, σ ⊆ N. A [ρ, σ]-dominating set in a graph G is a subset D ⊆ V such that: • for every v ∈ V \ D: |N(v) ∩ D| ∈ ρ; • for every v ∈ D: |N(v) ∩ D| ∈ σ. The [ρ, σ]-domination problems are the computational problems of finding [ρ, σ]-dominating sets; see Table 1. Of these problems, we consider several variants: the [ρ, σ]-existence problems ask whether a [ρ, σ]-dominating set exists in a graph G; the [ρ, σ]-minimisation and [ρ, σ]- maximisation problems ask for the minimum or maximum cardinality of a [ρ, σ]-dominating set in a graph G; and the [ρ, σ]-counting problems ask for the number of [ρ, σ]-dominating sets in a graph G. In a [ρ, σ]-counting problem, we sometimes restrict ourselves to counting [ρ, σ]-dominating sets of minimum size, maximum size, or of each given size.

Throughout this paper, we assume that ρ and σ are either finite or cofinite. Another type of problems we consider are clique covering, packing, and partitioning problems. Because we want to give general results applying to many different problems, we will define a class of problems of our own: we define the notion of γ-clique covering, γ-clique packing, and γ-clique partitioning problems.

We start by defining the γ-clique problems and note that their definitions somewhat resemble the definition of [ρ, σ]-domination problems.

Definition 2.2 (γ-clique covering, packing, and partitioning) Let γ ⊆ N \ {0}, let G be a graph, and let C be a collection of cliques from G such that the size of every clique in C is contained in γ. We define the following notions:

• C is a γ-clique cover of G if C covers the vertices of G, i.e, ⋃ C∈C C = V .

γ problem type Standard problem description {1, 2, . . .} partitioning, minimisation Minimum clique partition {2} partitioning, counting Count perfect matchings {3} covering Minimum triangle cover of vertices {3} packing Maximum triangle packing {3} partitioning Partition into triangles {p} partitioning Partition into p-cliques {1, 3, 5, 7, . . .} covering Minimum cover by odd-cliques

Table 2: γ-clique covering, packing and partitioning problems.

• C is a γ-clique packing of G if the cliques are disjoint, i.e, for any two C1, C2 ∈ C: C1 ∩ C2 = ∅. • C is a γ-clique partitioning of G if it is both a γ-clique cover and a γ-clique packing.

The corresponding computational problems are defined in the following way. The γ-clique covering problems asks for the cardinality of the smallest γ-clique cover. The γ-clique packing problems asks for the cardinality of the largest γ-clique packing. The γ-clique partitioning problems asks whether a γ-clique partitioning exists. For these problems, we also consider their minimisation, maximisation, and counting variants. See Table 2 for some concrete example problems. We note that clique covering problems in the literature often ask to cover all the edges of a graph: here we cover only the vertices.

Throughout this paper, we assume that γ is decidable in polynomial time, that is, for every j ∈ N we can decide in time polynomial in j whether j ∈ γ.

2.2 Graph Decompositions

We consider dynamic programming algorithms on three different kinds of graph decompositions, namely tree decompositions, branch decompositions, and clique decompositions.

2.2.1 Tree Decompositions

The notions of a tree decomposition and treewidth were introduced by Robertson and Seymour [60] and measure the tree-likeness of a graph.

Definition 2.3 (tree decomposition) A tree decomposition of a graph G consists of a tree T in which each node x ∈ T has an associated set of vertices Xx ⊆ V (called a bag) such that ⋃ x∈T Xx = V and the following properties hold:

1. for each {u, v} ∈ E, there exists a node x ∈ T such that {u, v} ∈ Xx.

2. if v ∈ Xx and v ∈ Xy, then v ∈ Xz for all nodes z on the path from node x to node y in T .

The width tw(T ) of a tree decomposition T is the size of the largest bag of T minus one. The treewidth of a graph G is the minimum treewidth over all possible tree decompositions of G. We note that the minus one in the definition exists to set the treewidth of trees to one. In this paper, we will always assume that tree decompositions of the appropriate width are given.

Dynamic programming algorithms on tree decompositions are often presented on nice tree decompositions, which were introduced by Kloks [50]. We give a slightly different definition of a nice tree decomposition.

Definition 2.4 (nice tree decomposition) A nice tree decomposition is a tree decomposition with one special node z called the root with Xz = ∅ and in which each node is one of the following types:

1. Leaf node: a leaf x of T with Xx = {v} for some vertex v ∈ V .

2. Introduce node: an internal node x of T with one child node y; this type of node has Xx = Xy ∪ {v}, for some v /∈ Xy . The node is said to introduce the vertex v.

3. Forget node: an internal node x of T with on child node y; this type of node has Xx = Xy \ {v}, for some v ∈ Xy . The node is said to forget the vertex v.

4. Join node: an internal node x with two child nodes l and r; this type of node has Xx = Xr = X_l. We note that this definition is slightly different from the usual. In our definition, we have the extra requirements that a bag Xx associated with a leaf x of T consists of a single vertex v (Xx = {v}), and that the bag Xz associated with the root node Z is empty (Xz = ∅).

Given a tree decomposition consisting of O(n) nodes, a nice tree decomposition of equal width and also consisting of O(n) nodes can be found in O(n) time [50]. By adding a series of forget nodes to the old root, and by adding a series of introduce nodes below an old leaf node if its associated bag contains more than one vertex, we can easily modify any nice tree decomposition to have our extra requirements within the same running time.

By fixing the root of T , we associate with each node x in a tree decomposition T a vertex set Vx ⊆ V : a vertex v belongs to Vx if and only if there exists a bag y with v ∈ Xy such that either y = x or y is a descendant of x in T . Furthermore, we associate with each node x of T the induced subgraph Gx = G[Vx] of G. I.e., Gx is the following graph: Gx = G [⋃ {Xy | y = x or y is a descendant of x} ]

For an overview of tree decompositions and dynamic programming on tree decompositions, see [12, 48].

2.2.2 Branch Decompositions

Branch decompositions are related to tree decompositions and also originate from the series of papers on graph minors by Robertson and Seymour [61].

Definition 2.5 (branch decomposition) A branch decomposition of a graph G is a tree T in which each internal node has degree three and in which each leaf x of T has an assigned edge ex ∈ E such that this assignment is a bijection between the leaves of T and the edges E of G.

If we would remove any edge e from a branch decomposition T of G, then this cuts T into two subtrees T1 and T2. In this way, the edge e ∈ E(T ) partitions the edges of G into two sets E1, E2, where Ei contains exactly those edges in the leaves of subtree Ti. The middle set Xe associated to the edge e ∈ E(T ) is defined to be the set of vertices Xe ⊆ V that are both an endpoint of an edge in the edge partition E1 and an endpoint of an edge in the edge partition E2, where E1 and E2 are associated with e. That is, if Vi = ⋃ Ei, then Xe = V1 ∩V2. The width bw(T ) of a branch decomposition T is the size of the largest middle set associated with the edges of T . The branchwidth bw(G) of a graph G is the minimum width over all possible branch decompositions of G. In this paper, we always assume that a branch decomposition of the appropriate width is given.

Observe that vertices v of degree one in G are not in any middle set of a branch decomposition T of G. Let u be the neighbour of such a vertex v. We include the vertex v in the middle set of the edge e of T incident to the leaf of T that contains {u, v}. This raises the branchwidth to max{2, bw(G)}. Throughout this paper, we ignore this technicality.

The treewidth tw(G) and branchwidth bw(G) of any graph are related in the following way:

Proposition 2.6 ([61]) For any graph G with branchwidth bw(G) ≥ 2: bw(G) ≤ tw(G) + 1 ≤ ⌊ 3 2 bw(G) ⌋

To perform dynamic programming on a branch decomposition T , we need T to be rooted. To create a root, we choose any edge e ∈ E(T ) and subdivide it, creating edges e1 and e2 and a new node y. Next, we create another new node z, which will be our root, and add it together with the new edge {y, z} to T . The middle sets associated with the edges created by the subdivision are set to Xe, i.e., Xe_1 = Xe_2 = Xe. Furthermore, the middle set of the new edge {y, z} is the empty set: X_{{y,z}} = ∅.

We use the following terminology on the edges in a branch decomposition T giving similar names to edges as we would usually do to vertices. We call any edge of T that is incident to a leaf but not the root a leaf edge. Any other edge is called an internal edge. Let x be the lower endpoint of an internal edge e of T and let l, r be the other two edges incident to x. We call the edges l and r the child edges of e.

Definition 2.7 (partitioning of middle sets) For a branch decomposition T , let e ∈ E(T ) be an edge not incident to a leaf with left child l ∈ E(T ) and right child r ∈ E(T ). We define the following partitioning of Xe ∪ X_l ∪ Xr :

1. The intersection vertices: I = Xe ∩ X_l ∩ Xr . 2. The forget vertices: F = (X_l ∩ Xr ) \ I.

3. The vertices passed from the left: L = (Xe ∩ X_l) \ I. 4. The vertices passed from the right: R = (Xe ∩ Xr ) \ I.

Notice that this is a partitioning because any vertex in at least one of the sets Xe, X_l, Xr must be in at least two of them by definition of a middle set.

Because each bag has size at most k, the partitioning satisfies the properties: |I| + |L| + |R| ≤ k |I| + |L| + |F | ≤ k |I| + |R| + |F | ≤ k We associate with each edge e ∈ E(T ) of a branch decomposition T the induced subgraph Ge = G[Ve] of G. A vertex v ∈ V belongs to Ve in this definition if and only if there is a middle set f with f = e or f below e in T with v ∈ X_f . That is, v is in Ve if and only if v is an endpoint of an edge associated with a leaf of T that is below e in T , i.e.: Ge = G [⋃ {X_f | f = e or f is below e in T } ]

For an overview of branch decomposition based techniques, see [48].

2.2.3 k-Expressions and Cliquewidth

Another notion related to the decomposition of graphs is cliquewidth, introduced by Courcelle et al. [25].

Definition 2.8 (k-expression) A k-expression is an expression combining any number of the following four operations on labelled graphs with labels {1, 2, . . . , k}:

1. create a new graph: create a new graph with one vertex having any label, 2. relabel: relabel all vertices with label i to j (i ≠ j),

3. add edges: connect all vertices with label i to all vertices with label j (i ≠ j), 4. join graphs: take the disjoint union of two labelled graphs.

The cliquewidth cw(G) of a graph G is defined to be the minimum k for which there exists a k-expression that evaluates to a graph isomorphic to G.

The definition of a k-expression can also be turned into a rooted decomposition tree. In this decomposition tree T , leafs of the tree T correspond to the operations that create new graphs, effectively creating the vertices of G, and internal vertices of T correspond to one of the other three above operations described above. We call this tree a clique decomposition of width k. In this paper, we always assume that a given decomposition of the appropriate width is given.

In this paper, we also ssume that any k-expression does not contain superfluous operations, e.g., a k-expression does apply the operation to add edges between vertices with labels i and j twice in a row without first changing the sets of vertices with the labels i and j, and it does not relabel vertices with a given label or add edges between vertices with a given label if the set of vertices with such a label is empty. Under these conditions, it is not hard to see that any k-expressions consists of at most O(n) join operations and O(nk^2) other operations.

More information on solving problems on graphs of bounded cliquewidth can be found in [26].

2.3 Fast Algorithms to Speed Up Dynamic Programming

In this paper, we will use fast algorithms for two standard problems as subroutines to speed up dynamic programming. These are fast multiplication of matrices, and fast subset convolution.

Fast Matrix Multiplication. In this paper, we let ω be the smallest constant such that two n × n matrices can be multiplied in O(n^ω ) time; that is, ω is the matrix multiplication constant. Currently, ω < 2.376 due to the algorithm by Coppersmith and Winograd [23].

For multiplying an (n × p) matrix A and a (p × n) matrix B, we differentiate between p ≤ n and p > n. Under the assumption that ω = 2.376, an O(n^{1.85} p^{0.54}) time algorithm is known if p ≤ n [23]. Otherwise, the matrices can be multiplied in O(^p_n n^ω ) = O(pn^{ω−1}) time by matrix splitting: split the matrices A and B into^p_n many n × n matrices A1, . . . A p_n and B1, . . . B p_n , multiply each of the^p_n pairs Ai × Bi, and sum up the results.

Fast Subset Convolution. Given a set U and two functions f, g : 2^U → Z, their subset convolution (f ∗ g) is defined as follows: (f ∗ g)(S) = ∑ X⊆S f(X)g(S \ X) The fast subset convolution algorithm by Björklund et al. can compute this convolution using O(k^22^k ) arithmetic operations [6].

Similarly, Björklund et al. define the covering product (f ∗c g) and the packing product (f ∗p g) of f and g in the following way: (f ∗c g)(S) = ∑ X,Y ⊆S X∪Y =S f(X)g(Y ) (f ∗p g)(S) = ∑ X,Y ⊆S X∩Y =∅ f(X)g(Y )

These products can be computed using O(k2^k) arithmetic operations [6].

In this paper, we will not directly use the algorithms of Björklund et al. as subroutines. Instead, we present their algorithms based on what we will call state changes. The result is exactly the same as using the algorithms by Björklund et al. as subroutines. We choose to present our results in this way because it allows us to easily generalise the fast subset convolution algorithm to a more complex setting than functions with domain 2^U for some set U.

3 Dynamic Programming on Tree Decompositions

Algorithms solving N P-hard problems in polynomial time on graphs of bounded treewidth are often dynamic programming algorithms of the following form. The tree decomposition T is traversed in a bottom-up manner. For each node x ∈ T visited, the algorithm constructs a table with partial solutions on the subgraph Gx, that is, the induced subgraph on all vertices that are in a bag Xy where y = x or y is a descendant of x in T . Let an extension of such a partial solution be a solution on G that contains the partial solution on Gx, and let two such partial solutions P1, P2 have the same characteristic if any extension of P1 also is an extension of P2 and vice versa. The table for a node x ∈ T does not store all possible partial solutions on Gx: it stores a set of solutions such that it contains exactly one partial solution for each possible characteristic. While traversing the tree T , the table for a node x ∈ T is computed using the tables that had been constructed for the children of x in T .

This type of algorithm typically has a running time of the form O(f(k)poly(n)) or even O(f(k)n), for an some function f that grows at least exponentially. This is because the size of the computed tables often is (at least) exponential in the treewidth k, but polynomial (or even constant) in the size of the graph G. See Proposition 3.1 for an example algorithm.

In this section, we improve the exponential part of running time for many dynamic programming algorithms on tree decompositions for a large class of problems. When the number of partial solutions of different characteristics stored in the table is O^∗(s^k), previous algorithms typically run in time O^∗(r^k) for some r > s. This is because it is hard for these algorithms to compute a new table for a node in T with multiple children. In this case, the state meaning

1 this vertex is in the dominating set.

0_1 this vertex is not in the dominating set and has already been dominated. 0_0 this vertex is not in the dominating set and has not yet been dominated. 0_? this vertex is not in the dominating set and may or may not be dominated.

Table 3: Vertex states for the Dominating Set problem.

algorithm often needs to inspect exponentially many combinations of partial solutions from it children per entry of the new table. We will show that algorithms with a running time of O^∗(s^k) exist for many problems.

This section is organised as follows. We start by setting up the framework that we use for dynamic programming on tree decompositions by giving a simple algorithm in Section 3.1. Here, we also define the de Fluiter property for treewidth. Then, we give our results on Dominating Set in Section 3.2, our results on counting perfect matchings in Section 3.3, our results on [ρ, σ]-domination problems in Section 3.4, and finally our results on the γ-clique covering, packing, and partitioning problems in Section 3.5.

3.1 General Framework on Tree Decompositions

We will now give a simple dynamic programming algorithm for the Dominating Set problem. This algorithm follows from standard techniques for treewidth-based algorithms, and we will give faster algorithms later.

Proposition 3.1 There is an algorithm that, given a tree decomposition of a graph G of width k, computes the size of a minimum dominating set in G in O(n5^k i+(log(n))) time.

Proof: First, we construct a nice tree decomposition T of G of width k from the given tree decomposition in O(n) time.

Similar to Telle and Proskurowski [67], we introduce vertex states 1, 01, and 00 that characterise the ‘state’ of a vertex with respect to a vertex set D that is a partial solution of the Dominating Set problem: v has state 1 if v ∈ D; v has state 01 if v ∉ D but v is dominated by D, i.e., there is a d ∈ D with {v, d} ∈ E; and, v has state 00 if v ∉ D and v is not dominated by D; see also Table 3.

For each node x in the nice tree decomposition T , we consider partial solutions D ⊆ Vx, such that all vertices in Vx \ Xx are dominated by D. We characterise these sets D by the states of the vertices in Xx and the size of D. More precisely, we will compute a table Ax with an entry Ax(c) ∈ {0, 1, . . . , n} ∪ {∞} for each c ∈ {1, 01, 00}^{|Xx|}. We call c ∈ {1, 01, 00}^{|Xx|} a colouring of the vertices in Xx. A table entry Ax(c) represents the size of the partial solution D of Dominating Set in the induced subgraph Gx associated with the node x of T that satisfies the requirements defined by the states in the colouring c, or infinity if no such set exists. That is, the table entry gives the size of the smallest partial solution D in Gx that contains all vertices in Xx with state 1 in c and that dominates all vertices in Gx except those in Xx with state 00 in c, or infinity if no such set exists. Notice that these 3^{|Xx|} colourings correspond to 3^{|Xx|} partial solutions with different characteristics, and that it contains a partial solution for each possible characteristic.

We now show how to compute the table Ax for the next node x ∈ T while traversing the nice tree decomposition T in a bottom-up manner. Depending on the type of the node x (see Definition 2.4), we do the following:

Leaf node: Let x be a leaf node in T . The table consists of three entries, one for each possible colouring c ∈ {1, 01, 00} of the single vertex v in Xx. Ax({1}) = 1 Ax({01}) = ∞ Ax({00 }) = 0 Here, Ax(c) corresponds to the size of the smallest partial solution satisfying the requirements defined by the colouring c on the single vertex v.

Introduce node: Let x be an introduce node in T with child node y. We assume that when the l-th coordinate of a colouring of Xx represents a vertex u, then the same coordinate of a colouring of Xy also represents u, and that the last coordinate of a colouring of Xx represents the newly introduced vertex v. Now, for any colouring c ∈ {1, 01, 00}^{|Xy |}: Ax(c × {01}) = { Ay(c) if v has a neighbour with state 1 in c ∞ otherwise Ax(c × {00}) = { Ay(c) if v has no neighbour with state 1 in c ∞ otherwise For colourings with state 1 for the introduced vertex, we say that a colouring cx of Xx matches a colouring cy of Xy if: • For all u ∈ Xy \ N(v): cx(u) = cy (u). • For all u ∈ Xy ∩ N(v): either cx(u) = cy(u) = 1, or cx(u) = 01 and cy (u) ∈ {01, 00}.

Here, c(u) is the state of the vertex u in the colouring c. We compute Ax(c) by the following formula: Ax(c × {1}) = { ∞ if c(u) = 00 for some u ∈ N(v) 1 + min{Ay (c^′) | c^′ matches c} otherwise

It is not hard to see that Ax(c) now corresponds to the size of the partial solution satisfying the requirements imposed on Xx by the colouring c..

Forget node: Let x be a forget node in T with child node y. Again, we assume that when the l-th coordinate of a colouring of Xx represents a vertex u, then the same coordinate of a colouring of Xy also represents u, and that the last coordinate of a colouring of Xy represents vertex v that we are forgetting. Ax(c) = min{Ay(c × {1}), Ay(c × {01})} Now, Ax(c) corresponds to the size of the smallest partial solution satisfying the requirements imposed on Xx by the colouring c as we consider only partial solutions that dominate the forgotten vertex.

Join node: Let x be a join node in T and let l and r be its child nodes. As Xx = X_l = Xr , we can assume that the same coordinates represent the same vertices in a colouring of each of the three bags.

Let cx(v) be the state that represents the vertex v in colouring cx of Xx. We say that three colourings cx, c_l, and cr of Xx, X_l, and Xr , respectively, match if for each vertex v ∈ Xx:

• either cx(v) = c_l(v) = cr (v) = 1, • or cx(v) = c_l(v) = cr (v) = 00,

• or cx(v) = 01 while c_l(v) and cr (v) are 01 or 00, but not both 00.

Notice that three colourings cx, c_l, and cr match if for each vertex v the requirements imposed by the states are correctly combined from the states in the colourings on both child bags c_l and cr to the states in the colourings of the parent bag cx. That is, if a vertex is required by cx to be in the vertex set of a partial solution, then it is also required to be so in c_l and cr ; if a vertex is required to be undominated in cx, then it is also required to be undominated in c_l and cr ; and, if a vertex is required to be not in the partially constructed dominating set but it is required to be dominated in cx, then it is required not to be in the vertex sets of the partial solutions in both c_l and cr , but it must be dominated in one of both partial solutions.

The new table Ax can be computed by the following formula: Ax(cx) = min cx,cl,cr match A_l(c_l) + Ar(cr ) − #1(cx) Here, #1(c) stands for the number of 1-states in the colouring c. This number needs to be subtracted from the total size of the partial solution because the corresponding vertices are counted in each entry of A_l(c_l) as well as in each entry of Ar(cr ). One can easily check that this gives a correct computation of Ax.

After traversing the nice tree decomposition T , we end up in the root node z ∈ T . As Xz = ∅ and thus Gz = G, we find the size of the minimum dominating set in G in the single entry of Az.

It is not hard to see that the algorithm stores the size of the smallest partial solution of Dominating Set in Ax for each possible characteristic on Xx for every node x ∈ T . Hence, the algorithm is correct.

For the running time, observe that, for a leaf or forget node, O(3^{|Xx|}i+(log(n))) time is required since we work with log(n)-bit numbers. In an introduce node, we need more time as we need to inspect multiple entries from Ay to compute an entry of Ax. For a vertex u outside N(v), we have three possible combinations of states, and for a vertex u ∈ N(v) we have four possible combinations we need to inspect: the table entry with cx(u) = cy (u) = 00, colourings with cx(u) = cy (u) = 1, and colourings with cx(u) = 01 while cy(u) = 00 or cy (u) = 01. This leads to a total time of O(4^{|Xx |}i+(log(n))) for an introduce node. In a join node, five combinations of states need to be inspected per vertex requiring O(5^{|Xx|}i+(log(n))) time in total. As the largest bag has size at most k + 1 and the tree decomposition T has O(n) nodes, the running time is O(n5^k i+(log(n))). □

Many of the details of the algorithm described in the proof of Proposition 3.1 also apply to other algorithms described in this section. We will not repeat these details: for the other algorithms we will only specify how to compute the tables Ax for all four kinds of nodes.

We notice that the above algorithm computes only the size of a minimum dominating set in G, not the dominating set itself. To construct a minimum dominating set D, the tree decomposition T can be traversed in top-down order (reverse order compared to the algorithm of Proposition 3.1). We start by selecting the single entry in the table of the root node, and then, for each child node y of the current node x, we select an the entry in Ay which was used to compute the selected entry of Ax. More specifically, we select the entry that was either used to copy into the selected entry of Ax, or we select one, or in a join node two, entries that lead to the minimum that was computed for Ax. In this way, we trace back the computation path that computed the size of D. During this process, we construct D by adding each vertex that is not yet in D and that has state 1 in c to D. As we only use colourings that lead to a minimum dominating set, this process gives us a minimum dominating set in G.

Before we give a series of new, fast dynamic programming algorithms for a broad range of problems, we need the following definition. We use it to improve the polynomial factors involved in the running times of the algorithms in this section.

Definition 3.2 (de Fluiter property for treewidth) Given a graph optimisation problem Π, consider a method to represent the different characteristics of partial solutions used in an algorithm that performs dynamic programming on tree decomposition to solve Π. Such a representation of partial solutions has the de Fluiter property for treewidth if the difference between the objective values of any two partial solutions of Π that are associated with a different characteristic and can both still be extended to an optimal solution is at most f(k), for some non-negative function f that depends only on the treewidth k.

This property is named after Babette van Antwerpen-de Fluiter, as this property implicitly play an important role in her work reported in [16, 29]. Note that although we use the value ∞ in our dynamic programming tables, we do not consider such entries since they can never be extended to an optimal solution. Hence, these entries do not influence the de Fluiter property. Furthermore, we say that a problem has the linear de Fluiter property for treewidth if f is a linear function in k.

Consider the representation used in Proposition 3.1 for the Dominating Set problem. This representation has the de Fluiter property for treewidth with f(k) = k + 1 because any table entry that is more than k + 1 larger than the smallest value stored in the table cannot lead to an optimal solution. This holds because any partial solution of Dominating Set D that is more than k + 1 larger than the smallest value stored in the table cannot be part of a minimum dominating set. Namely, we can obtain a partial solution that is smaller than D and that dominates the same vertices or more by taking the partial solution corresponding to the smallest value stored in the table and adding all vertices in Xx to it.

For a discussion of the de Fluiter properties and their relation to the related property finite integer index, see Section 6.

3.2 Minimum Dominating Set

Alber et al. showed that one can improve the straightforward result of Proposition 3.1 by choosing a different set of states to represent characteristics of partial solutions [1, 2]: they obtained an O^∗(4^k )-time algorithm using the set of states {1, 01, 0_?} (see Table 3). We obtain an O^∗(3^k )-time algorithm by using yet another set of states, namely {1, 00, 0_?}.

Note that 0_? represents a vertex v that is not in the vertex set D of a partial solution of Dominating Set, while we do not specify whether v is dominated; i.e., given D, vertices with state 01 and with state 00 could also have state 0_?. In particular, there is no longer a unique colouring of Xx with states for a specific partial solution: a partial solution can correspond to several such colourings. Below, we discuss in detail how we can handle this situation and how it can lead to faster algorithms.

Since the state 00 represents an undominated vertex and the state 0_? represents a vertex that may or may not be dominated, one may think that it is impossible to guarantee that a vertex is dominated using these states. We circumvent this problem by not just computing the size of a minimum dominating set, but by computing the number of dominating sets of each fixed size κ with 0 ≤ κ ≤ n. This approach does not store (the size of) a solution per characteristic of the partial solutions, but counts the number of partial solutions of each possible size per characteristic. We note that the algorithm of Proposition 3.1 can straightforwardly be modified to also count the number of (minimum) dominating sets.

For our next algorithm, we use dynamic programming tables in which an entry Ax(c, κ) represents the number of partial solutions of Dominating Sets on Gx of size exactly κ that satisfy the requirements defined by the states in the colouring c. That is, the table entries give the number of partial solutions in Gx of size κ that dominate all vertices in Vx \ Xx and all vertices in Xx with state 01, and that do not dominate the vertices in Xx with state 00. This approach leads to the following result.

Theorem 3.3 There is an algorithm that, given a tree decomposition of a graph G of width k, computes the number of dominating sets in G of each size κ, 0 ≤ κ ≤ n, in O(n^33^ki×(n)) time.

Proof: We will show how to compute the table Ax for each type of node x in a nice tree decomposition T . Recall that an entry Ax(c, κ) counts the number of partial solution of Dominating Set of size exactly κ in Gx satisfying the requirements defined by the states in the colouring c.

Leaf node: Let x be a leaf node in T with Xx = {v}. We compute Ax in the following way: Ax({1}, κ) = { 1 if κ = 1 0 otherwise Ax({00}, κ) = { 1 if κ = 0 0 otherwise Ax({0_?}, κ) = { 1 if κ = 0 0 otherwise Notice that this is correct since there is exactly one partial solution of size one that contains v, namely {v}, and exactly one partial solution of size zero that does not contain v, namely ∅. Introduce node: Let x be an introduce node in T with child node y that introduces the vertex v, and let c ∈ {1, 01, 00}^{|Xy |}. We compute Ax in the following way: Ax(c × {1}, κ) = 0 if v has a neighbour with state 00 in c 0 if κ = 0 Ay(c, κ − 1) otherwise Ax(c × {00}, κ) = { 0 if v has a neighbour with state 1 in c Ay (c, κ) otherwise Ax(c × {0_?}, κ) = Ay(c, κ) As the state 0_? is indifferent about domination, we can copy the appropriate value from Ay. With the other two states, we have to set Ax(c, κ) to zero if a vertex with state 00 can be dominated by a vertex with state 1. Moreover, we have to update the size of the set if v gets state 1.

Forget node: Let x be a forget node in T with child node y that forgets the vertex v. We compute Ax in the following way: Ax(c, κ) = Ay(c × {1}, κ) + Ay(c × {0_?}, κ) − Ay(c × {00}, κ) The number of partial solutions of size κ in Gx satisfying the requirements defined by c equals the number of partial solutions of size κ that contain v plus the number of partial solutions of size κ that do not contain v but where v is dominated. This last number can be computed by subtracting the number of such solutions in which v is not dominated (state 00) from the total number of partial solutions in which v may be dominated or not (state 0_?). This shows the correctness of the above formula.

The computation in the forget node is a simple illustration of the principle of inclusion/exclusion and the related Möbius transform; see for example [7].

Join node: Let x be a join node in T and let l and r be its child nodes. Recall that Xx = X_l = Xr .

If we are using the set of states {1, 00, 0_?}, then we do not have the consider colourings with matching states in order to compute the join. Namely, we can compute Ax using the following formula: Ax(c, κ) = ∑ κl +κr =κ+#1(c) A_l(c, κ_l) · Ar(c, κr ) The fact that this formula does not need to consider multiple matching colourings per colouring c (see Proposition 3.1) is the main reason why the algorithm of this theorem is faster than previous results.

To see that the formula is correct, recall that any partial solution of Dominating Set on Gx counted in the table Ax can be constructed from combining partial solutions G_l and Gr that are counted in A_l and Ar, respectively. Because an entry in Ax where a vertex v that has state 1 in a colouring of Xx counts partial solutions with v in the vertex set of the partial solution, this entry must count combinations of partial solutions in A_l and Ar where this vertex is also in the vertex set of these partial solutions and thus also has state 1. Similarly, if a vertex v has state 00, we count partial solutions in which v is undominated; hence v must be undominated in both partial solutions we combine and also have state 00. And, if a vertex v has state 0_?, we count partial solutions in which v is not in the vertex set of the partial solution and we are indifferent about domination; hence, we can get all combinations of partial solutions from G_l and Gr if we also are indifferent about domination in A_l and Ar which is represented by the state 0_?. All in all, if we fix the sizes of the solutions from G_l and Gr that we use, then we only need to multiply the number of solutions from Ar and A_l of this size which have the same colouring on Xx. The formula is correct as it combines all possible combinations by summing over all possible sizes of solutions on G_l and Gr that lead to a solution on Gx of size κ. Notice that the term #1(c) under the summation sign corrects the double counting of the vertices with state 1 in c.

After the execution of this algorithm, the number of dominating sets of G of size κ can be found in the table entry Az(∅, κ), where z is the root of T .

For the running time, we observe that in a leaf, introduce, or forget node x, the time required to compute Ax is linear in the size of the table Ax. The computations involve n-bit numbers because there can be up to 2^n dominating sets in G. Since c ∈ {1, 00, 0_?}^{|Xx |} and 0 ≤ κ ≤ n, we can compute each table Ax in O(n3^k i+(n)) time. In a join node x, we have to perform O(n) multiplications to compute an entry of Ax. This gives a total of O(n^23^ki×(n)) time per join node. As the nice tree decomposition has O(n) nodes, the total running time is O(n^33^k i×(n)). □

The algorithm of Theorem 3.3 is exponentially faster in the treewidth k compared to the previous fastest algorithm of Alber et al. [1, 2]. Also, no exponentially faster algorithm exists unless the Strong Exponential-Time Hypothesis fails [55]. The exponential speed-up comes from the fact that we use a different set of states to represent the characteristics of partial solutions: a set of states that allows us to perform the computations in a join node much faster. We note that although the algorithm of Theorem 3.3 uses underlying ideas of the covering product of [6], no transformations associated with such an algorithm are used directly.

× 1 0_1 0_0 1 1 0_1 0_1 0_1 0_0 0_1 0_0

× 1 0_1 0_? 1 1 0_1 0_1 0_? 0_1 0_?

× 1 0_? 0_0 1 1 0_? 0_?

0_0 0_0

Figure 1: Join tables for the Dominating Set problem. From left to right they correspond to Proposition 3.1, the algorithm from [1, 2], and Theorem 3.3.

To represent the characteristics of the partial solutions of the Dominating Set problem, we can use any of the following three sets of states: {1, 01, 00}, {1, 01, 0_?}, {1, 00, 0_?}. Depending on which set we choose, the number of combinations that we need to inspect in a join node differ. We give an overview of this in Figure 1: each table represents a join using a different set of states, and each state in an entry of such a table represents a combination of the states in the left and right child nodes that need to be inspected to the create this new state. The number of non-empty entries now shows how many combinations have to be considered per vertex in a bag of a join node. Therefore, one can easily see that a table in a join node can be computed in O^∗(5^k), O^∗(4^k ), and O^∗(3^k ) time, respectively, depending on the set of states used. These tables correspond to the algorithm of Proposition 3.1, the algorithm of Alber et al. [1, 2], and the algorithm of Theorem 3.3, respectively.

The way in which we obtain the third table in Figure 1 from the first one reminds us of Strassen’s algorithm for matrix multiplication [65]: the speed-up in this algorithm comes from the fact that one multiplication can be omitted by using a series of extra additions and subtractions. Here, we do something similar by adding up all entries with a 01-state or 00- state together in the 0_?-state and computing the whole block of four combinations at once. We then reconstruct the values we need by subtracting to combinations with two 00-states.

The exponential speed-up obtained by the algorithm of Theorem 3.3 comes at the cost of extra polynomial factors in the running time. This is n^2 times the factor due to the fact that we work with n-bit numbers. Since we compute the number of dominating sets of each size κ, 0 ≤ κ ≤ n, instead of computing a minimum dominating set, some extra polynomial factors in n seem unavoidable. However, the ideas of Theorem 3.3 can also be used to count only minimum dominating sets Using that Dominating Set has the de Fluiter property for treewidth, this leads to the following result, where the factor n^2 is replaced by the much smaller factor k^2.

Corollary 3.4 There is an algorithm that, given a tree decomposition of a graph G of width k, computes the number of minimum dominating sets in G in O(nk^23^k i×(n)) time.

Proof: We notice that the representation of the different characteristics of partial solutions used in Theorem 3.3 has the linear de Fluiter property when used to count the number of minimum dominating sets. More explicitly, when counting the number of minimum dominating sets, we need to store only the number of partial solutions of each different characteristic that are at most k + 1 larger in size than the smallest partial solution with a non-zero entry. This holds, as larger partial solutions can never lead to a minimum dominating set since taking any set corresponding to this smallest non-zero entry and adding all vertices in Xx leads to a smaller partial solution that dominates at least the same vertices.

In this way, we can modify the algorithm of Theorem 3.3 such that, in each node x ∈ T , we store a number ξx representing the size of the smallest partial solution and a table Ax with the number of partial solutions Ax(c, κ) with ξx ≤ κ ≤ ξx + k + 1.

In a leaf node x, we simply set ξx = 0. In an introduce or forget node x with child node y, we first compute the entries Ax(c, κ) for ξy ≤ κ ≤ ξy + k + 1 and then set ξx to the value of κ corresponding to the smallest non-zero entry of Ax. While computing Ax, the algorithm uses Ay(c, κ) = 0 for any entry Ay(c, κ) that falls outside the given range of κ. Finally, in a join node x with child nodes r and l, we do the same as in Theorem 3.3, but we compute only the entries with κ in the range ξ_l + ξr − (k + 1) ≤ κ ≤ ξ_l + ξr + (k + 1). Furthermore, as all terms of the sum with κ_l or κr outside the range of A_l and Ar evaluate to zero, we now have to evaluate only O(k) terms of the sum. It is not hard to see that all relevant combinations of partial solutions from the two child nodes l and r fall in this range of κ.

The modified algorithm computes O(n) tables of size O(k3^k ), and the computation of each entry requires at most O(k) multiplications of n-bit numbers. Therefore, the running time is O(nk^23^ki×(n)). □ A disadvantage of the direct use of the algorithm of Corollary 3.4 compared to Proposition 3.1 is that we cannot reconstruct a minimum dominating set in G by directly tracing back the computation path that gave us the size of a minimum domination set. However, as we show below, we can transform the tables computed by Theorem 3.3 and Corollary 3.4 that use the states {1, 00, 0_?} in O^∗(3^k ) time into tables using any of the other sets of states. These transformations have two applications. First of all, they allow us to easily construct a minimum dominating set in G from the computation of Corollary 3.4 by transforming the computed tables into different tables as used in Proposition 3.1 and thereafter traverse the tree in a top-down fashion as we have discussed earlier. Secondly, they can be used to switch from using n-bit numbers to O(k)-bit numbers, further improving the polynomial factors of the running time if we are interested only in solving the Dominating Set problem.

Lemma 3.5 Let x be a node of a tree decomposition T and let Ax be a table with entries Ax(c, κ) representing the number of partial solutions of Dominating Set of Gx of each size κ, for some range of κ, corresponding to each colouring c of the bag Xx with states from one of the following sets:

{1, 01, 00} {1, 01, 0_?} {1, 00, 0_?} (see Table 3)

The information represented in the table Ax does not depend on the choice of the set of states from the options given above. Moreover, there exist transformations between tables using representations with different sets of states using O(|Xx||Ax|) arithmetic operations.

Proof: We will transform Ax such that it represents the same information using a different set of states. The transformation will be given for fixed κ and can be repeated for each κ in the given range.

The transformations work in |Xx| steps. In step i, we assume that the first i−1 coordinates of the colouring c in our table Ax use the initial set of states, and the last |Xx| − i coordinates use the set of states to which we want to transform. Using this as an invariant, we change the set of states used for the i-th coordinate at step i.

Transforming from {1, 01, 00} to {1, 00, 0_?} can be done using the following formula in which Ax(c, κ) represents our table for colouring c, c1 is a subcolouring of size i − 1 using states {1, 01, 00}, and c2 is a subcolouring of size |Xx| − i using states {1, 00, 0_?}. Ax(c1 × {0_?} × c2, κ) = Ax(c1 × {01} × c2, κ) + Ax(c1 × {00 } × c2, κ) We keep entries with states 1 and 00 on the i-th vertex the same, and we remove entries with state 01 on the i-th vertex after computing the new value. In words, the above formula counts the number partial solutions that do not containing the i-th vertex v in their vertex sets by adding the number of partial solutions that do not contain v in their vertex sets and dominate it to the number of partial solutions that do not contain v in the vertex sets and do not dominate it. This completes the description of the transformation.

To see that the new table contains the same information, we can apply the reverse transformation from the set of states {1, 00, 0_?} to the set {1, 01, 00} by using the same transformation with a different formula to introduce the new state: Ax(c1 × {01 } × c2, κ) = Ax(c1 × {0_?} × c2, κ) − Ax(c1 × {00 } × c2, κ) A similar argument applies here: the number of partial solutions that dominate but do not contain the i-th vertex v in their vertex sets equals the total number of partial solutions that do not contain v in their vertex sets minus the number of partial solutions in which v is undominated.

The other four transformations work similarly. Each transformation keeps the entries of one of the three states 01, 00, and 0_? intact, computes the entries for the new state by a coordinate-wise addition or subtraction of the other two states, and removes the entries using the third state from the table. To compute an entry with the new state, either the above two formula can be used if the new state is 01 or 0_?, or the following formula can be used if the new state is 00: Ax(c1 × {00 } × c2, κ) = Ax(c1 × {0_?} × c2, κ) − Ax(c1 × {01 } × c2, κ) For the above transformations, we need |Xx| additions or subtractions for each of the |Ax| table entries. Hence, a transformation requires O(|Xx||Ax|) arithmetic operations. □

We are now ready to give our final improvement for Dominating Set.

Corollary 3.6 There is an algorithm that, given a tree decomposition of a graph G of width k, computes the size of a minimum dominating set in G in O(nk^23^k ) time.

We could give a slightly shorter proof than the one given below. This proof would directly combine the algorithm of Proposition 3.1 with the ideas of Theorem 3.3 using the transformations from Lemma 3.5. However, combining our ideas with the computations in the introduce and forget nodes in the algorithm of Alber et al. [1, 2] gives a more elegant solution, which we prefer to present.

Proof: On leaf, introduce, and forget nodes, our algorithm is exactly the same as the algorithm of Alber et al. [1, 2], while on a join node it is similar to Corollary 3.4. We give the full algorithm for completeness.

For each node x ∈ T , we compute a table Ax with entries Ax(c) containing the size of a smallest partial solution of Dominating Set that satisfies the requirements defined by the colouring c using the set of states {1, 01, 0_?}.

Leaf node: Let x be a leaf node in T . We compute Ax in the following way:

Ax({1}) = 1 Ax({01}) = ∞ Ax({0_?}) = 0

Introduce node: Let x be an introduce node in T with child node y introducing the vertex v. We compute Ax in the following way: Ax(c × {01}) = { Ay(c) if v has a neighbour with state 1 in c ∞ otherwise Ax(c × {0_?}) = Ay(c) Ax(c × {1}) = 1 + Ay(ϕ_{N(v):01 →0?} (c))

Here, ϕ_{N(v):01→0?} (c) is the colouring c with every occurrence of the state 01 on a vertex in N(v) replaced by the state 0_?.

Forget node: Let x be a forget node in T with child node y forgetting the vertex v. We compute Ax in the following way: Ax(c) = min{Ay(c × {1}), Ay(c × {01})} Correctness of the operations on a leaf, introduce, and forget node are easy to verify and follow from [1, 2].

Join node: Let x be a join node in T and let l and r be its child nodes. We first create two tables A^′_l and A^′_r. For y ∈ {l, r}, we let ξy = min { Ay(c^′) | c^′ ∈ {1, 01, 0_?}^{|Xy |} } and let A^′_y

have entries A^′_y(c, κ) for all c ∈ {1, 01, 0_?}^{|Xy |} and κ with ξy ≤ κ ≤ ξy + k + 1: A^′_y(c, κ) = { 1 if Ay(c) = κ 0 otherwise

After creating the tables A^′_l and A^′_r, we use Lemma 3.5 to transform the tables A^′_l and A^′_r such that they use colourings c with states from the set {1, 00, 0_?}. The initial tables A^′_y do not contain the actual number of partial solutions; they contain a 1-entry if a corresponding partial solution exists. In this case, the tables obtained after the transformation count the number 1-entries in the tables before the transformation. In the table A^′_x computed for the join node x, we now count the number of combinations of these 1-entries. This suffices since any smallest partial solution in Gx that is obtained by joining partial solutions from both child nodes must consist of minimum solutions in G_l and Gr .

We can compute A^′_x by evaluating the formula for the join node in Theorem 3.3 for all κ with ξ_l + ξr − (k + 1) ≤ κ ≤ ξ_l + ξr + (k + 1) using the tables A^′_l and A^′_r. If we do this in the same way as in Corollary 3.4, then we consider only the O(k) terms of the formula where κ_l and κr fall in the specified ranges for A_l and Ar , respectively, as other terms evaluate to zero. In this way, we obtain the table A^′_x in which entries are marked by colourings with states from the set {1, 00, 0_?}. Finally, we use Lemma 3.5 to transform the table A^′_x such that it again uses colourings with states from the set {1, 01, 0_?}. This final table gives the number of combinations of 1-entries in A_l and Ar that lead to partial solutions of each size that satisfy the associated colourings. Since we are interested only in the size of the smallest partial solution of Dominating Set of each characteristic, we can extract these values in the following way:

Ax(c) = min{κ | A^′_x(c, κ) ≥ 1; ξ_l + ξr − (k + 1) ≤ κ ≤ ξ_l + ξr + (k + 1)}

For the running time, we first consider the computations in a join node. Here, each state transformation requires O(k^23^k) operations by Lemma 3.5 since the tables have size O(k3^k). These operations involve O(k)-bit numbers since the number of 1-entries in A_l and Ar is at most 3^{k+1}. Evaluating the formula that computes A^′_x from the tables A^′_l and A^′_r costs O(k^23^k ) multiplications. If we do not store a log(n)-bit number for each entry in the tables Ax in any of the four kinds of nodes of T , but store only the smallest entry using a log(n)-bit number and let A^′_x contain the difference to this smallest entry, then all entries in any of the A^′_x can also be represented using O(k)-bit numbers. Since there are O(n) nodes in T , this gives a running time of O(nk^23^k ). Note that the time required to multiply the O(k)-bit numbers disappears in the computational model with O(k)-bit word size that we use. □

Corollary 3.6 gives the currently fastest algorithm for Dominating Set on graphs given with a tree decomposition of width k. Essentially, what the algorithm does is fixing the 1- states and applying the covering product of Björklund et al. [6] on the 01-states and 0_?-states, where the 01-states need to be covered by the same states from both child nodes. We chose to present our algorithm in a way that does not use the covering product directly, because reasoning with states allows us to generalise our results in Section 3.4.

We conclude by stating that we can directly obtain similar results for similar problems using exactly the same techniques:

Proposition 3.7 For each of the following problems, there is an algorithm that solves them, given a tree decomposition of a graph G of width k, using the following running times:

• Independent Dominating Set in O(n^33^k) time,

• Total Dominating Set in O(nk^24^k ) time,

• Red-Blue Dominating Set in O(nk^2 2^k) time,

• Partition Into Two Total Dominating Sets in O(n6^k ) time.

Proof: (Sketch) Use the same techniques as in the rest of this subsection. We emphasise only the following details.

With Independent Dominating Set, the factor n^3 comes from the fact that this (minimisation) problem does not have the de Fluiter property for treewidth. However, we can still use O(k)-bit numbers. This holds because, even though the expanded tables A^′_l and A^′_r have size at most n3^k , they still contain the value one only once for each of the 3^k characteristics before applying the state changes. Therefore, the total sum of the values in the table, and thus also the maximum value of an entry in these tables after the state transformations is 3^k; these can be represented by O(k)-bit numbers.

With Total Dominating Set, the running time is linear in n while the extra polynomial factor is k^2. This is because this problem does have the linear de Fluiter property for treewidth.

With Red-Blue Dominating Set, an exponential factor of 2^k suffices as we can use two states for the red vertices (in the red-blue dominating set or not) and two different states for the blue vertices (dominated or not).

With Partition Into Two Total Dominating Sets, we note that we can restrict ourselves to using six states when we modify the tree decomposition such that every vertex always has at least one neighbour and hence is always dominated by at least one of the two

× 0 1 0 0 1 1 1 × 0 ? 0 0 ? ̸?

Figure 2: Join tables for counting the number of perfect matchings. We used the symbol ̸? in the last table because the direct combination of two ?-states can lead to matching a vertex twice.

partitions. Furthermore, the polynomial factors are smaller because this is not an optimisation problem and we do not care about the sizes of both partitions. □

3.3 Counting the Number of Perfect Matchings

The next problem we consider is the problem of computing the number of perfect matchings in a graph. We give an O^∗(2^k )-time algorithm for this problem. This requires a slightly more complicated approach than the approach of the previous section. The main difference is that here every vertex needs to be matched exactly once, while previously we needed to dominate every vertex at least once. After introducing state transformations similar to Lemma 3.5, we will introduce some extra counting techniques to overcome this problem.

The obvious tree-decomposition-based dynamic programming algorithm uses the set of states {0, 1}, where 1 means this vertex is matched and 0 means that it is not. It then computes, for every node x ∈ T , a table Ax with entries Ax(c) containing the number of matchings in Gx with the property that the only vertices that are not matched are exactly the vertices in the current bag Xx with state 0 in c. This algorithm will run in O^∗(3^k) time; this running time can be derived from the join table in Figure 2. Similar to Lemma 3.5 in the previous section, we will prove that the table Ax contains exactly the same information independent of whether we use the set of states {0, 1} or {0, ?}, where ? represents a vertex for which we do not specify whether it is matched or not. I.e., for a colouring c, we count the number of matchings in Gx, where all vertices in Vx \ Xx and all vertices in Xx with state 1 in c are matched, all vertices in Xx with state 0 in c are unmatched, and all vertices in Xx with state ? can either be matched or not.

Lemma 3.8 Let x be a node of a tree decomposition T and let Ax be a table with entries Ax(c) representing the number of matchings in Gx matching all vertices in Vx \Xx and corresponding to each colouring c of the bag Xx with states from one of the following sets: {1, 0} {1, ?} {0, ?} The information represented in the table Ax does not depend on the choice of the set of states from the options given above. Moreover, there exist transformations between tables using representations with different sets of states using O(|Xx||Ax|) arithmetic operations.

If one defines a vertex with state 1 or ? to be in a set S, and a vertex with state 0 not to be in S, then the state changes essentially are Möbius transforms and inversions, see [6]. The transformations in the proof below essentially are the fast evaluation algorithms from [6].

Proof: The transformations work almost identical to those in the proof of Lemma 3.5. In step 1 ≤ i ≤ |Xx|, we assume that the first i − 1 coordinates of the colouring c in our table use one set of states, and the last |Xx| − i coordinates use the other set of states. Using this as an invariant, we change the set of states used for the i-th coordinate at step i.

Transforming from {0, 1} to {0, ?} or {1, ?} can be done using the following formula. In this formula, Ax(c) represents our table for colouring c, c1 is a subcolouring of size i − 1 using states {0, 1}, and c2 is a subcolouring of size |Xx| − i using states {0, ?}: Ax(c1 × {?} × c2) = Ax(c1 × {0} × c2) + Ax(c1 × {1} × c2) In words, the number of matchings that may contain some vertex v equals the sum of the number of matchings that do and the number of matchings that do not contain v.

The following two similar formulas can be used for the other four transformations: Ax(c1 × {1} × c2) = Ax(c1 × {?} × c2) − Ax(c1 × {0} × c2) Ax(c1 × {0} × c2) = Ax(c1 × {?} × c2) − Ax(c1 × {1} × c2) In these transformations, we need |Xx| additions or subtractions for each of the |Ax| table entries. Hence, a transformation requires O(|Xx||Ax|) arithmetic operations. □

Although we can transform our dynamic programming tables such that they use different sets of states, this does not directly help us in obtaining a faster algorithm for counting the number of perfect matchings. Namely, if we would combine two partial solutions in which a vertex v has the ?-state in a join node, then it is possible that v is matched twice in the combined solution: once in each child node. This would lead to incorrect answers, and this is why we put a ̸? instead of a ? in the join table in Figure 2. We overcome this problem by using some additional counting tricks that can be found in the proof below.

Theorem 3.9 There is an algorithm that, given a tree decomposition of a graph G of width k, computes the number of perfect matchings in G in O(nk^22^k i×(k log(n))) time.

Proof: For each node x ∈ T , we compute a table Ax with entries Ax(c) containing the number of matchings that match all vertices in Vx \ Xx and that satisfy the requirements defined by the colouring c using states {1, 0}. We use the extra invariant that vertices with state 1 are matched only with vertices outside the bag, i.e., vertices that have already been forgotten by the algorithm. This prevents vertices being matched within the bag and greatly simplifies the presentation of the algorithm.

Leaf node: Let x be a leaf node in T . We compute Ax in the following way: Ax({1}) = 0 Ax({0}) = 1 The only matching in the single vertex graph is the empty matching.

Introduce node: Let x be an introduce node in T with child node y introducing the vertex v. The invariant on vertices with state 1 makes the introduce operation trivial: Ax(c × {1}) = 0 Ax(c × {0}) = Ay(c) Forget node: Let x be a forget node in T with child node y forgetting the vertex v. If the vertex v is not matched already, then it must be matched to an available neighbour at this point: Ax(c) = Ay(c × {1}) + ∑ u∈N(v),c(u)=1 Ay(ϕu:1→0(c) × {0})

Here, c(u) is the state of u in c and ϕu:1→0(c) is the colouring c where the state of u is changed from 1 to 0. This formula computes the number of matchings corresponding to c, by adding the number of matchings in which v is matched already to the number of matchings of all possibly ways of matching v to one of its neighbours. We note that, because of our extra invariant, we have to consider only neighbours in the current bag Xx. Namely, if we would match v to an already forgotten vertex u, then we could have matched v to u in the node where u was forgotten.

Join node: Let x be a join node in T and let l and r be its child nodes.

The join is the most interesting operation. As discussed before, we cannot simply change the set of states to {0, ?} and perform the join similar to Dominating Set as suggested by Table 2. We use the following method: we expand the tables and index them by the number of matched vertices in X_l or Xr , i.e., the number of vertices with state 1. Let y ∈ {l, r}, then we compute tables A^′_l and A^′_r as follows: A^′_y(c, i) = { Ay(c) if #1(c) = i 0 otherwise

Next, we change the state representation in both tables A^′_y to {0,?} using Lemma 3.8. These tables do not use state 1, but are still indexed by the number of 1-states used in the previous representation. Then, we join the tables by combining all possibilities that arise from i 1-states in the previous representation using states {0, 1} (stored in the index i) using the following formula: A^′_x(c, i) = ∑ il +ir =i A^′_l(c, i_l) · A^′_r(c, ir ) As a result, the entries A^′_x(c, i) give us the total number of ways to combine partial solutions from G_l and Gr such that the vertices with state 0 in c are unmatched, the vertices with state ? in c can be matched in zero, one, or both partial solutions used, and the total number of times the vertices with state ? are matched is i.

Next, we change the states in the table A^′_x back to {0, 1} using Lemma 3.8. It is important to note that the 1-state can now represent a vertex that is matched twice because the ?-state used before this second transformation represented vertices that could be matched twice as well. However, we can find those entries in which no vertex is matched twice by applying the following observation: the total number of 1-states in c should equal the sum of those in its child tables, and this sum is stored in the index i. Therefore, we can extract the number of perfect matchings for each colouring c using the following formula: Ax(c) = A^′_x(c, #1(c)) In this way, the algorithm correctly computes the tables Ax for a join node x ∈ T . This completes the description of the algorithm.

The computations in the join nodes again dominate the running time. In a join node, the transformations of the states in the tables cost O(k^22^k) arithmetic operations each, and the computations of A^′_x from A^′_l and A^′_r also costs O(k^22^k ) arithmetic operations. We will now show that these arithmetic operations can be implemented using O(k log(n))-bit numbers. For every vertex, we can say that the vertex is matched to another vertex at the time when it is forgotten in T , or when its matching neighbour is forgotten. When it is matched at the time that it is forgotten, then it is matched to one of its at most k + 1 neighbours. This leads to at most k + 2 choices per vertex. As a result, there are at most O(k^n) perfect matchings in G, and the described operations can be implemented using O(k log(n))-bit numbers.

Because a nice tree decomposition has O(n) nodes, the running time of the algorithm is O(nk^22^ki×(k log(n))). □

The above theorem gives the currently fastest algorithm for counting the number of perfect matchings in graphs with a given tree decompositions of width k. The algorithm uses ideas from the fast subset convolution algorithm of Björklund et al. [6] to perform the computations in the join node.

3.4 [ρ, σ]-Domination Problems

We have shown how to solve two elementary problems in O^∗(s^k) time on graphs of treewidth k, where s is the number of states per vertex used in representations of partial solutions. In this section, we generalise our result for Dominating Set to the [ρ, σ]-domination problems. We show that we can solve all [ρ, σ]-domination problems with finite or cofinite ρ and σ in O^∗(s^k) time. This includes the existence (decision), minimisation, maximisation, and counting variants of these problems.

For the [ρ, σ]-domination problems, one can also use colourings with states to represent the different characteristics of partial solutions. Let D be the vertex set of a partial solution of a [ρ, σ]-domination problem. One set of states that we use involves the states ρj and σj , where ρj and σj represent vertices not in D, or in D, that have j neighbours in D, respectively. For finite ρ, σ, we let p = max{ρ} and q = max{σ}. In this case, we have the following set of states: {ρ0, ρ1, . . . , ρp, σ0, σ1, . . . , σq }. If ρ or σ are cofinite, we let p = 1 + max{N \ ρ} and q = 1 + max{N \ σ}. In this case, we replace the last state in the given sets by ρ_{≥p} or ρ_{≥q} , respectively. This state represents a vertex in the vertex set D of the partial solution of the [ρ, σ]-domination problem that has at least p neighbours in D, or a vertex not in D with at least q neighbours in D, respectively. Let s = p + q + 2 be the number of states involved.

Dynamic programming tables for the [ρ, σ]-domination problems can also be represented using different sets of states that contain the same information. In this section, we will use three different sets of states. These sets are defined as follows.

Definition 3.10 Let State Set I, II, and III be the following sets of states: • State Set I: {ρ0, ρ1, ρ2, . . . , ρp−1, ρp/ρ_{≥p}, σ0, σ1, σ2, . . . , σq−1, σq /σ_{≥q} }. • StateSet II: {ρ0, ρ_{≤1}, ρ_{≤2}, . . . , ρ_{≤p−1}, ρ_{≤p}/ρ_N, σ0, σ_{≤1}, σ_{≤2}, . . . , σ_{≤q−1}, σ_{≤q} /σ_N}. • State Set III: {ρ0, ρ1, ρ2, . . . ρp−1, ρp/ρ_{≥p−1}, σ0, σ1, σ2, . . . , σq−1, σq /σ_{≥q−1}}. The meaning of all the states is self-explanatory: ρ_{condition} and σ_{condition} consider the number of partial solutions of the [ρ, σ]-domination problem that do not contain (ρ-state) or do contain (σ-state) this vertex with a number of neighbours in the corresponding vertex sets satisfying the condition. The subscript N stands for no condition at all, i.e., ρ_N = ρ_{≥0}: all possible number of neighbours in N. We note that the notation ρp/ρ_{≥p} in Definition 3.10 is used to indicate that this set uses the state ρp if ρ is finite and ρ_{≥p} if ρ is cofinite.

Lemma 3.11 Let x be a node of a tree decomposition T and let Ax be a table with entries Ax(c, κ) representing the number of partial solutions of size κ to the [ρ, σ]-domination problem in Gx corresponding to each colouring c of the bag Xx with states from any of the three sets from Definition 3.10. The information represented in the table Ax does not depend on the choice of the set of states from the options given in Definition 3.10. Moreover, there exist transformations between tables using representations with different sets of states using O(s|Xx||Ax|) arithmetic operations.

Proof: We apply transformations that work in |Xx| steps and are similar to those in the proofs of Lemmas 3.5 and 3.8. In the i-th step, we replace the states at the i-th coordinate of c. We use the following formulas to create entries with a new state.

We will give only the formulas for the ρ-states. The formulas for the σ-states are identical, but with ρ replaced by σ and p replaced by q. We note that we slightly abuse notation below since we use that ρ_{≤0} = ρ0.

To obtain states from State Set I not present in State Set II or III, we can use: Ax(c1 × {ρj } × c2, κ) = Ax(c1 × {ρ_{≤j} } × c2, κ) − Ax(c1 × {ρ_{≤j−1}} × c2, κ) Ax(c1 × {ρ_{≥p}} × c2, κ) = Ax(c1 × {ρ_N} × c2, κ) − Ax(c1 × {ρ_{≤p−1}} × c2, κ) Ax(c1 × {ρ_{≥p}} × c2, κ) = Ax(c1 × {ρ_{≥p−1}} × c2, κ) − Ax(c1 × {ρp−1} × c2, κ) To obtain states from State Set II not present in State Set I or III, we can use: Ax(c1 × {ρ_{≤j} } × c2, κ) = j∑ l=0 Ax(c1 × {ρ_l} × c2, κ)

Ax(c1 × {ρ_N} × c2, κ) = Ax(c1 × {ρ_{≥p}} × c2, κ) + p−1∑ l=0 Ax(c1 × {ρ_l} × c2, κ)

Ax(c1 × {ρ_N} × c2, κ) = Ax(c1 × {ρ_{≥p−1}} × c2, κ) + p−2∑ l=0 Ax(c1 × {ρ_l} × c2, κ) To obtain states from State Set III not present in State Set I or II, we can use the same formulas used to obtain states from State Set I in combination with the following formulas: Ax(c1 × {ρ_{≥p−1}} × c2, κ) = Ax(c1 × {ρ_{≥p}} × c2, κ) + Ax(c1 × {ρp−1} × c2, κ) Ax(c1 × {ρ_{≥p−1}} × c2, κ) = Ax(c1 × {ρ_N} × c2, κ) − Ax(c1 × {ρ_{≤p−2}} × c2, κ) As the transformations use |Xx| steps in which each entry is computed by evaluating a sum of less than s terms, the transformations require O(|Xx||Ax|) arithmetic operations. □

We note that similar transformations can also be used to transform a table into a new table that uses different sets of states on different vertices in a bag Xx. For example, we can use State Set I on the first two vertices (assuming some ordering) and State Set III on the other |Xx|−2 vertices. We will use a transformation of this type in the proof of Theorem 3.13.

To prove our main result for the [ρ, σ]-domination problems, we will also need more involved state transformations than those given above. We need to generalise the ideas of the proof of Theorem 3.9. In this proof, we expanded the tables A_l and Ar of the two child nodes l and r such that they contain entries A_l(c, i) and Ar (c, i), where i was an index indicating the number of 1-states used to create the ?-states in c. We will generalise this to the states used for the [ρ, σ]-domination problems.

Below, we often say that a colouring c of a bag Xx using State Set I from Definition 3.10 is counted in a colouring c^′ of Xx using State Set II. We let this be the case when, all partial solutions counted in the entry with colouring c in a table using State Set I are also counted in the entry with colouring c^′ in the same table when transformed such that it uses State Set II. I.e., when, for each vertex v ∈ Xx, c(v) and c^′(v) are both σ-states or both ρ-states, and if c(v) = ρi or c(v) = σi, then c^′(v) = ρ_{≤j} or c^′(v) = σ_{≤j} for some j ≥ i.

Consider the case where ρ and σ are finite. We introduce an index vector ⃗i = (iρ1, iρ2, . . . , iρp, iσ1, iσ2, . . . , iσq ) that is used in combination with states from State Set II from Definition 3.10. In this index vector, iρj and iσj represent the sum over all vertices with state ρ_{≤j} and σ_{≤j} of the number of neighbours of the vertex in D, respectively. We say that a solution corresponding to a colouring c using State Set I from Definition 3.10 satisfies a combination of a colouring c^′ using State Set II and an index vector ⃗i if: c is counted in c^′, and for each iρj or iσj , the sum over all vertices with state ρ_{≤j} and σ_{≤j} in c^′ of the number of neighbours of the vertex in D equals iρj or iσj , respectively.

We clarify this with an example. Suppose that we have a bag of size three and a dynamic programming table indexed by colourings using the set of states {ρ0, ρ1, ρ2, σ0} (State Set I) that we want to transform to one using the set states {ρ0, ρ_{≤1}, ρ_{≤2}, σ0} (State Set II): thus ⃗i = (i_{ρ1}, i_{ρ2}). Notice that a partial solution corresponding to the colouring c = (ρ_0, ρ_1, ρ_2) will be counted in both c^′_1 = (ρ0, ρ_{≤2}, ρ_{≤2}) and c^′_2 = (ρ_{≤1}, ρ_{≤1}, ρ_{≤2}). In this case, c satisfies the combination (c^′_1,⃗i = (0, 3)) since the sum of the subscripts of the states in c of the vertices with state ρ_{≤1} in c^′_1 equals zero and this sum for the vertices with state ρ_{≤2} in c^′_1 equals three. Also, c satisfies no combination of c^′_1 with an other index vector. Similarly, c satisfies the combination (c^′_2,⃗i = (1, 2)) and no other combination involving c^′_2.

In the case where ρ or σ are cofinite, the index vectors are one shorter: we do not count the sum of the number of neighbours in D of the vertices with state ρ_N and σ_N.

What we will need is a table containing, for each possible combination of a colouring using State Set II with an index vector, the number of partial solutions that satisfy these. We can construct such a table using the following lemma.

Lemma 3.12 Let x be a node of a tree decomposition T of width k. There exists an algorithm that, given a table Ax with entries Ax(c, κ) containing the number of partial solutions of size κ to the [ρ, σ]-domination problem corresponding to the colouring c on the bag Xx using State Set I from Definition 3.10, computes in O(n(sk)^{s−1}s^{k+1}i+(n)) time a table A^′_x with entries A^′_x(c, κ,⃗i) containing the number partial solutions of size κ to the [ρ, σ]-domination problem satisfying the combination of a colouring using State Set II and the index vector ⃗i.

Proof: We start with the following table A^′_x using State Set I: A^′_x(c, κ,⃗i) = { Ax(c, κ) if ⃗i is the all-0 vector 0 otherwise

Since there are no colourings with states ρ_{≤j} and σ_{≤j} yet, the sum of the number of neighbours in the vertex set D of the partial solutions of vertices with these states is zero.

Next, we change the states of the j-th coordinate at step j similar to Lemma 3.11, but now we also updates the index vector ⃗i: A^′_x(c1 × {ρ_{≤j} } × c2, κ,⃗i) = j∑ l=0 A^′_x(c1 × {ρ_l} × c2, κ,⃗i_{iρj →(iρj −l)})

A^′_x(c1 × {σ_{≤j} } × c2, κ,⃗i) = j∑ l=0 A^′_x(c1 × {σ_l} × c2, κ,⃗i_{iσj →(iσj −l)}) Here, ⃗i_{iρj →(iρj −l)} denotes the index vector ⃗i with the value of iρj set to iρj − l.

If ρ or σ are cofinite, we simply use the formula in Lemma 3.11 for every fixed index vector ⃗i for the ρ_N-states and σ_N-states. We do so because we do not need to keep track of any index vectors for these states.

For the running time, note that each index iρj , iσj can have only values between zero and sk because there can be at most k vertices in Xx that each have at most s neighbours in D when considered for a state of the form ρ_{≤j} or σ_{≤j} , as j < p or j < q, respectively.

The new table has O(n(sk)^{s−2}s^{k+1}) entries since we have s^{k+1} colourings, n + 1 sizes κ, and s − 2 indices that range over sk values. Since the algorithm uses at most k + 1 steps in which it computes a sum with less than s terms for each entry using n-bit numbers, this gives a running time of O(n(sk)^{s−1}s^{k+1}i+(n)). □

We are now ready to prove our main result of this section.

Theorem 3.13 Let ρ, σ ⊆ N be finite or cofinite, and let p, q and s be the values associated with the corresponding [ρ, σ]-domination problem. There is an algorithm that, given a tree decomposition of a graph G of width k, computes the number of [ρ, σ]-dominating sets in G of each size κ, 0 ≤ κ ≤ n, in O(n^3(sk)^{2(s−2)}s^{k+1}i×(n)) time.

Notice that, for any given [ρ, σ]-domination problem, s is a fixed constant. Hence, Theorem 3.13 gives us O^∗(s^k)-time algorithms for these problems.

Proof: Before we give the computations involved for each type of node in a nice tree decomposition T , we slightly change the meaning of the subscript of the states ρ_{condition} and σ_{condition}. In our algorithm, we let the subscripts of these states count only the number of neighbours in the vertex sets D of the partial solution of the [ρ, σ]-domination problem that have already been forgotten by the algorithm. This prevents us from having to keep track of any adjacencies within a bag during a join operation. We will update these subscripts in the forget nodes. This modification is similar to the approach for counting perfect matchings in the proof of Theorem 3.9, where we matched vertices in a forget node to make sure that we did not have to deal with vertices that are matched within a bag when computing the table for a join node.

We will now give the computations for each type of node in a nice tree decomposition T . For each node x ∈ T , we will compute a table Ax(c, κ) containing the number of partial solutions of size κ in Gx corresponding to the colouring c on Xx for all colourings c using State Set I from Definition 3.10 and all 0 ≤ κ ≤ n. During this computation, we will transform to different sets of states using Lemmas 3.11 and 3.12 when necessary. Leaf node: Let x be a leaf node in T .

Because the subscripts of the states count only neighbours in the vertex set of the partial solutions that have already been forgotten, we use only the states ρ0 and σ0 on a leaf. Furthermore, the number of σ-states must equal κ. As a result, we can compute Ax in the following way:

Ax(c, κ) = 1 if c = {ρ0} and κ = 0 1 if c = {σ0} and κ = 1 0 otherwise

Introduce node: Let x be an introduce node in T with child node y introducing the vertex v.

Again, the entries where v has the states ρj or σj , for j ≥ 1, will be zero due to the definition of the (subscripts of) the states. Also, we must again keep track of the size κ. Let ς be the state of the introduced vertex. We compute Ax in the following way:

Ax(c × {ς}, κ) = Ay(c, κ) if ς = ρ0 Ay(c, κ − 1) if ς = σ0 and κ ≥ 1 0 otherwise

Forget node: Let x be a forget node in T with child node y forgetting the vertex v.

The operations performed in the forget node are quite complicated. Here, we must update the states such that they are correct after forgetting the vertex v, and we must select those solutions that satisfy the constraints imposed on v by the specific [ρ, σ]-domination problem. We will do this in three steps: we compute intermediate tables A1, A2 in the first two steps and finally Ax in step three. Let c(N(v)) be the subcolouring of c restricted to vertices in N(v). Step 1 : We update the states used on the vertex v. We do so to include the neighbours in D that the vertex v has inside the bag Xx in the states used to represent the different characteristics. Notice that after including these neighbours, the subscripts of the states on v represent the total number of neighbours that v has in D. The result will be the table A1, which we compute using the following formulas where #σ (c) stands for the number of σ-states in the colouring c: A1(c × {ρj }, κ) = { Ay(c × {ρ_{j−#σ (c(N(v)))}}, κ) if j ≥ #σ(c(N(v))) 0 otherwise A1(c × {σj }, κ) = { Ay(c × {σ_{j−#σ (c(N(v)))}}, κ) if j ≥ #σ (c(N(v))) 0 otherwise If ρ or σ are cofinite, we also need the following formulas: A1(c × {ρ_{≥p}}, κ) = Ay(c × {ρ_{≥p}}, κ) + p−1∑ i=p−#σ (c(N(v))) Ay(c × {ρi}, κ)

A1(c × {σ_{≥q} }, κ) = Ay(c × {σ_{≥q} }, κ) + q−1∑ i=q−#σ (c(N(v))) Ay(c × {σi}, κ) Correctness of these formulas is easy to verify.

Step 2 : We update the states representing the neighbours of v such that they are according to their definitions after forgetting v. All the required information to do this can again be read from the colouring c.

We apply Lemma 3.11 and change the state representation for the vertices in N(v) to State Set III (Definition 3.10) obtaining the table A^′_1(c, κ); we do not change the representation of other vertices in the bag. That is, if ρ or σ are cofinite, we replace the last state ρ_{≥p} or σ_{≥q} by ρ_{≥p−1} or σ_{≥q−1}, respectively, on vertices in Xy ∩ N(v). We can do so as discussed below the proof of 3.11.

This state change allows us to extract the required values for the table A2, as we will show next. We introduce the function ϕ that will send a colouring using State Set I to a colouring that uses State Set I on the vertices in Xy \N(v) and State Set III on the vertices in Xy ∩N(v). This function updates the states used on N(v) assuming that we would put v in the vertex set D of the partial solution. We define ϕ in the following way: it maps a colouring c to a new colouring with the same states on vertices in Xy \ N(v) while it applies the following replacement rules on the states on vertices in Xy ∩ N(v): ρ1 → ρ0, ρ2 → ρ1, . . . , ρp → ρp−1, ρ_{≥p} → ρ_{≥p−1}, σ1 → σ0, σ2 → σ1, . . . , σq → σq−1, σ_{≥q} → σ_{≥q−1}. Thus, ϕ lowers the counters in the conditions that index the states by one for states representing vertices in N(v). We note that ϕ(c) is defined only if ρ0, σ0 ∉ c.

Using this function, we can easily update our states as required: A2(c × {σj }, κ) = { A^′_1(ϕ(c) × {σj }, κ) if ρ0, σ0 ∉ c(N(v)) 0 otherwise A2(c × {ρj }, κ) = A^′_1(c × {ρj }, κ) In words, for partial solutions on which the vertex v that we will forget has a σ-state, we update the states for vertices in Xy ∩ N(v) such that the vertex v is counted in the subscript of the states. Entries in A2 are set to 0 if the states count no neighbours in D while v has a σ-state in c and thus a neighbour in D in this partial solution.

Notice that after updating the states using the above formula the colourings c in A2 again uses State Set I from Definition 3.10.

Step 3 : We select the solutions that satisfy the constraints of the specific [ρ, σ]-domination problem on v and forget v. Ax(c, κ) = ( ∑ i∈ρ A2(c × {ρi}, κ) ) + ( ∑ i∈σ A2(c × {σi}, κ) )

We slightly abuse our notation here when ρ or σ are cofinite. Following the discussion of the construction of the table Ax, we conclude that this correctly computes the required values. Join node: Let x be a join node in T and let l and r be its child nodes. Computing the table Ax for the join node x is the most interesting operation.

First, we transform the tables A_l and Ar of the child nodes such that they use State Set II (Definition 3.10) and are indexed by index vectors using Lemma 3.12. As a result, we obtain tables A^′_l and A^′_r with entries A^′_l(c, κ, ⃗g) and A^′_r(c, κ,⃗h). These entries count the number of partial solutions of size κ corresponding to the colouring c such that the sum of the number of neighbours in D of the set of vertices with each state equals the value that the index vectors ⃗g and ⃗h indicate. Here, D is again the vertex set of the partial solution involved. See the example above the statement of Lemma 3.12.

Then, we compute the table Ax(c, κ,⃗i) by combining identical states from A^′_l and A^′_r using the formula below. In this formula, we sum over all ways of obtaining a partial solution of size κ by combining the sizes in the tables of the child nodes and all ways of obtaining index vector ⃗i from ⃗i = ⃗g + ⃗h.

A^′_x(c, κ,⃗i) = ∑ κl+κr =κ+#σ (c) ∑ iρ1=gρ1 +hρ1 · · · ∑ iσq =gσq +hσq A^′_l(c, κ_l, ⃗g) · A^′_r(c, κr ,⃗h)

We observe the following: a partial solution D in A^′_x that is a combination of partial solutions from A^′_l and A^′_r is counted in an entry in A^′_x(c, κ,⃗i) if and only if it satisfies the following three conditions.

1. The sum over all vertices with state ρ_{≤j} and σ_{≤j} of the number of neighbours of the vertex in D of this combined partial solution equals iρj or iσj , respectively.

2. The number of neighbours in D of each vertex with state ρ_{≤j} or σ_{≤j} of both partial solutions used to create this combined solution is at most j.

3. The total number of vertices in D in this joined solution is κ.

Let Σ^l_ρ(c), Σ^l_σ (c) be the weighted sums of the number of ρj -states and σj -states with 0 ≤ j ≤ l in c, respectively, defined by:

Σ^l_ρ(c) = l∑ j=1 j · #ρ_j (c) Σ^l_σ (c) = l∑ j=1 j · #σ_j (c)

We note that Σ^1_ρ(c) = #ρ_1 (c) and Σ^1_σ (c) = #σ_1 (c).

Now, using Lemma 3.11, we change the states used in the table A^′_x back to State Set I. If ρ and σ are finite, we extract the values computed for the final table Ax in the following way: Ax(c, κ) = A^′_x ( c, κ, (Σ^1_ρ(c), Σ^2_ρ(c), . . . , Σ^p_ρ(c), Σ^1_σ (c), Σ^2_σ (c), . . . , Σ^q_σ (c)) ) If ρ or σ are cofinite, we use the same formula but omit the components Σ^p_ρ(c) or Σ^q_σ (c) from the index vector of the extracted entries, respectively.

Below, we will prove that the entries in Ax are exactly the values that we want to compute. We first give some intuition. In essence, the proof is a generalisation of how we performed the join operation for counting the number of perfect matchings in the proof of Theorem 3.9. State Set II has the role of the ?-states in the proof of Theorem 3.9. These states are used to count possible combinations of partial solutions from A_l and Ar. These combinations include incorrect combinations in the sense that a vertex can have more neighbours in D than it should have; this is analogous to counting the number of perfect matchings, where combinations were incorrect if a vertex is matched twice. The values Σ^l_ρ(c) and Σ^l_σ (c) represent the total number of neighbours in D of the vertices with a ρj -states or σj -states with 0 ≤ j ≤ l in c, respectively. The above formula uses these Σ^l_ρ(c) and Σ^l_σ (c) to extract exactly those values from the table A^′_x that correspond to correct combinations. That is, in this case, correct combinations for which the number of neighbours of a vertex in D is also correctly represented by the new states.

We will now prove that the computation of the entries in Ax gives the correct values. An entry in Ax(c, κ) with c ∈ {ρ0, σ0}^k is correct: these states are unaffected by the state changes and the index vector is not used. The values of these entries follow from combinations of partial solutions from both child nodes corresponding to the same states on the vertices.

Now consider an entry in Ax(c, κ) with c ∈ {ρ0, ρ1, σ0}^k . Each ρ1-state comes from a ρ_{≤1}- state in A^′_x(c, κ,⃗i) and is a combination of partial solutions from A_l and Ar with the following combinations of states on this vertex: (ρ0, ρ0), (ρ0, ρ1), (ρ1, ρ0), (ρ1, ρ1). Because we have changed states back to State Set I, each (ρ0, ρ0) combination is counted in the ρ0-state on this vertex, and thus subtracted from the combinations used to form state ρ1: the other three combinations remain counted in the ρ1-state. Since we consider only those solutions with index vector iρ_1 = Σ^1_ρ(c), the total number of ρ1-states used to form this joined solution equals Σ^1_ρ(c) = #ρ_1 (c). Therefore, no (ρ1, ρ1) combination could have been used, and each partial solution counted in A(c, κ) has exactly one neighbour in D on each of the ρ1-states, as required.

We can now inductively repeat this argument for the other states. For c ∈ {ρ0, ρ1, ρ2, σ0}^k, we know that the entries with only ρ0-states and ρ1-states are correct. Thus, when a ρ2-state is formed from a ρ_{≤2}-state during the state transformation of Lemma 3.11, all nine possibilities of getting the state ρ_{≤2} from the states ρ0, ρ1, and ρ2 in the child bags are counted, and from this number all three combinations that should lead to a ρ0 and ρ1 in the join are subtracted. What remains are the combinations (ρ0, ρ2), (ρ1, ρ2), (ρ2, ρ2), (ρ1, ρ1), (ρ1, ρ2), (ρ2, ρ0). Because of the index vector of the specific the entry we extracted from A^′_x, the total sum of the number of neighbours in D of these vertices equals Σ^2_ρ, and hence only the combinations (ρ0, ρ2), (ρ1, ρ1), and (ρ2, ρ0) could have been used. Any other combination would raise the component iρ2 of ⃗i to a number larger than Σ^2_ρ.

If we repeat this argument for all states involved, we conclude that the above computation correctly computes Ax if ρ and σ are finite. If ρ or σ are cofinite, then the argument can also be used with one small difference. Namely, the index vectors are one component shorter and keep no index for the states ρ_N and σ_N. That is, at the point in the algorithm where we introduce these index vectors and transform to State Set II using Lemma 3.12, we have no index corresponding to the sum of the number of neighbours in the vertex set D of the partial solution of the vertices with states ρ_N and σ_N. However, we do not need to select entries corresponding to having p or q neighbours in D for the states ρ_{≥p} and σ_{≥q} since these correspond to all possibilities of getting at least p or q neighbours in D. When we transform the states back to State Set I just before extracting the values for Ax from A^′_x, entries that have the state ρ_{≥p} or σ_{≥q} after the transformation count all possible combinations of partial solutions except those counted in any of the other states. This is exactly what we need since all combinations with less than p (or q) neighbours are present in the other states.

After traversing the whole decomposition tree T , one can find the number of [ρ, σ]- dominating sets of size κ in the table computed for the root node z of T in Az (∅, κ).

We conclude with an analysis of the running time. The most time-consuming computations are again those involved in computing the table Ax for a join node x. Here, we need O(n(sk)^{s−1}s^{k+1}i+(n)) time for the transformations of Lemma 3.12 that introduce the index vectors since max{|Xx| | x ∈ T } = k + 1. However, this is still dominated by the time required to compute the table A^′_x: this table contains at most s^{k+1}n(sk)^{s−2} entries A^′_x(c, κ,⃗i), each of which is computed by an n(sk)^{s−2}-term sum. This gives a total time of O(n^2(sk)^{2(s−2)}s^{k+1}i×(n)) since we use n-bit numbers. Because the nice tree decomposition has O(n) nodes, we conclude that the algorithm runs in O(n^3(sk)^{2(s−2)}s^{k+1}i×(n)) time in total. □

This proof generalises ideas from the fast subset convolution algorithm [6]. While convolutions use ranked Möbius transforms [6], we use transformations with multiple states and multiple ranks in our index vectors.

The polynomial factors in the proof of Theorem 3.13 can be improved in several ways. Some improvements we give are for [ρ, σ]-domination problems in general, and others apply only to specific problems. Similar to s = p + q + 2, we define the value r associated with a [ρ, σ]-domination problems as follows:

r = max{p − 1, q − 1} if ρ and σ are cofinite max{p, q − 1} if ρ is finite and σ is cofinite max{p − 1, q} if ρ is confinite and σ is finite max{p, q} if ρ and σ are finite

Corollary 3.14 (General [ρ, σ]-Domination Problems) Let ρ, σ ⊆ N be finite or cofinite, and let p, q, r, and s be the values associated with the corresponding [ρ, σ]-domination problem. There is an algorithm that, given a tree decomposition of a graph G of width k, computes the number of [ρ, σ]-dominating sets in G of each size κ, 0 ≤ κ ≤ n, in O(n^3(rk)^{2r} s^{k+1}i×(n)) time. Moreover, there is an algorithm that decides whether there exist a [ρ, σ]-dominating set of size κ, for each individual value of κ, 0 ≤ κ ≤ n, in O(n^3(rk)^{2r} s^{k+1}i×(log(n) + k log(r))) time.

Proof: We improve the polynomial factor (sk)^{2(s−2)} to (rk)^{2r} by making the following observation. We never combine partial solutions corresponding to a ρ-state in one child node with a partial solution corresponding to a σ-state on the same vertex in the other child node. Therefore, we can combine the components of the index vector related to the states ρj and σj for each fixed j in a single index. For example consider the ρ1-states and σ1-states. For these states, this means the following: if we index the number of vertices used to create a ρ1-state and σ1-state in i1 and we have i1 vertices on which a partial solution is formed by considering the combinations (ρ0, ρ1), (ρ1, ρ0), (ρ1, ρ1), (σ0, σ1), (σ1, σ0), or (σ1, σ1), then non of the combinations (ρ1, ρ1) and (σ1, σ1) could have been used. Since the new components of the index vector range between 0 and rk, this proves the first running time in the statement of the corollary.

The second running time follows from reasoning similar to that in Corollary 3.6. In this case, we can stop counting the number of partial solutions of each size and instead keep track of the existence of a partial solution of each size. The state transformations then count the number of 1-entries in the initial tables instead of the number of solutions. After computing the table for a join node, we have to reset all entries e of Ax to min{1, e}. For these computations, we can use O(log(n) + k log(r))-bit numbers. This is because of the following reasoning. For a fixed colouring c using State Set II, each of the at most r^{k+1} colourings using State Set I that can be counted in c occur with at most one index vector in the tables A^′_l and A^′_r. Note that these are r^{k+1} colourings, not s^{k+1} colourings, since ρ-states are never counted in a colouring c where the vertex has a σ-state and vice versa. Therefore, the result of the large summation over all index vectors ⃗g and ⃗h with ⃗i = ⃗g + ⃗h can be bounded from above by (r^k)^2. Since we sum over n possible combinations of sizes, the maximum is nr^{2k} allowing us to use O(log(n) + k log(r))-bit numbers. □

As a result, we can, for example, compute the size of a minimum-cardinality perfect code in O(n^3k^23^ki×(log(n))) time. Note that the time bound follows because the problem is fixed and we use a computational model with O(k)-bit word size.

Corollary 3.15 ([ρ, σ]-Optimisation Problems with the de Fluiter Property) Let ρ, σ ⊆ N be finite or cofinite, and let p, q, r, and s be the values associated with the corresponding [ρ, σ]-domination problem. If the standard representation using State Set I of the minimisation (or maximisation) variant of this [ρ, σ]-domination problem has the de Fluiter property for treewidth with function f, then there is an algorithm that, given a tree decomposition of a graph G of width k, computes the number of minimum (or maximum) [ρ, σ]-dominating sets in G in O(n(f(k))^2(rk)^{2r}s^{k+1}i×(n)) time. Moreover, there is an algorithm that computes the minimum (or maximum) size of such a [ρ, σ]-dominating set in O(n(f(k))^2(rk)^{2r}s^{k+1}i×(log(n) + k log(r))) time.

Proof: The difference with the proof of Corollary 3.14 is that, similar to the proof of Corollary 3.4, we can keep track of the minimum or maximum size of a partial solution in each node of the tree decomposition and consider only other partial solutions whose size differs at most f(k) of this minimum or maximum size. As a result, both factors n (the factor n due to the size of the tables, and the factor n due to the summation over the sizes of partial solutions) are replaced by a factor f(k). □

As an application of Corollary 3.15, it follows for example that 2-Dominating Set can be solved in O(nk^64^ki×(log(n))) time.

Corollary 3.16 ([ρ, σ]-Decision Problems) Let ρ, σ ⊆ N be finite or cofinite, and let p, q, r, and s be the values associated with the corresponding [ρ, σ]-domination problem. There is an algorithm that, given a tree decomposition of a graph G of width k, counts the number of [ρ, σ]-dominating sets in G in O(n(rk)^{2r} s^{k+1}i×(n)) time. Moreover, there is an algorithm that decides whether there exists a [ρ,σ]-dominating set in O(n(rk)^{2r} s^{k+1}i×(log(n)+k log(r))) time.

Proof: This result follows similarly as Corollary 3.15. In this case, we can omit the size parameter from our tables, and we can remove the sum over the sizes in the computation of entries of A^′_x completely. □

As an application of Corollary 3.16, it follows for example that we can compute the number of strong stable sets (distance-2 independent sets) in O(nk^23^ki×(n)) time.

× 0 1 0 0 1 1 1 × 0 1 0 0 1 1 1 1

Figure 3: Join tables for γ-clique problems: the left table corresponds to partitioning and packing problems and the right table corresponds to covering problems.

3.5 Clique Covering, Packing and Partitioning Problems

The final class of problems that we consider for our tree decomposition-based-algorithms are the clique covering, packing, and partitioning problems. To give a general result, we defined the γ-clique covering, γ-clique packing, and γ-clique partitioning problems in Section 2.1; see Definition 2.2. For these γ-clique problems, we obtain O^∗(2^k) algorithms.

Although any natural problem seems to satisfy this restriction, we remind the reader that we restrict ourselves to polynomial-time decidable γ, that is, given an integer j, we can decide in time polynomial in j whether j ∈ γ or not. This allows us to precompute γ ∩{1, 2, . . . , k+1} in time polynomial in k, after which we can decide in constant time whether a clique of size l is allowed to be used in an associated covering, packing, or partitioning.

We start by giving algorithms for the γ-clique packing and partitioning problems. Theorem 3.17 Let γ ⊆ N \ {0} be polynomial-time decidable. There is an algorithm that, given a tree decomposition of a graph G of width k, computes the number of γ-clique packings or γ-clique partitionings of G using κ, 0 ≤ κ ≤ n, cliques in O(n^3k^22^ki×(nk +n log(n))) time.

Proof: Before we start dynamic programming on the tree decomposition T , we first compute the set γ ∩ {1, 2, . . . , k + 1}.

We use states 0 and 1 for the colourings c, where 1 means that a vertex is already in a clique in the partial solution, and 0 means that the vertex is not in a clique in the partial solution. For each node x ∈ T , we compute a table Ax with entries Ax(c, κ) containing the number of γ-clique packings or partitionings of Gx consisting of exactly κ cliques that satisfy the requirements defined by the colouring c ∈ {1, 0}^{|Xx|}, for all 0 ≤ κ ≤ n.

The algorithm uses the well-known property of tree decompositions that for every clique C in the graph G, there exists a node x ∈ T such that C is contained in the bag Xx (a nice proof of this property can be found in [14]). As every vertex in G is forgotten in exactly one forget node in T , we can implicitly assign a unique forget node xC to every clique C, namely the first forget node that forgets a vertex from C. In this forget node xC , we will update the dynamic programming tables such that they take the choice of whether to pick C in a solution into account.

Leaf node: Let x be a leaf node in T . We compute Ax in the following way: Ax({0}, κ) = { 1 if κ = 0 0 otherwise Ax({1}, κ) = 0 Since we decide to take cliques in a partial solution only in the forget nodes, the only partial solution we count in Ax is the empty solution.

Introduce node: Let x be an introduce node in T with child node y introducing the vertex v. Deciding whether to take a clique in a solution in the corresponding forget nodes makes the introduce operation trivial since the introduced vertex must have state 0: Ax(c × {1}, κ) = 0 Ax(c × {0}, κ) = Ay(c, κ) Join node: In contrast to previous algorithms, we will first present the computations in the join nodes. We do so because we will use this operation as a subroutine in the forget nodes.

Let x be a join node in T and let l and r be its child nodes. For the γ-clique partitioning and packing problems, the join is very similar to the join in the algorithm for counting the number of perfect matchings (Theorem 3.9). This can be seen from the corresponding join table; see Figure 3. The only difference is that we now also have the size parameter κ. Hence, for y ∈ {l, r}, we first create the tables A^′_y with entries A^′_y(c, κ, i), where i indexes the number of 1-states in c. Then, we transform the set of states used for these tables A^′_y from {1, 0} to {0, ?} using Lemma 3.8, and compute the table A^′_x, now with the extra size parameter κ, using the following formula: A^′_x(c, κ, i) = ∑ κl+κr =κ ∑ i=il+ir A^′_l(c, κ_l, i_l) · A^′_r(c, κr, ir )

Finally, the states in A^′_x are transformed back to the set {0, 1}, after which the entries of Ax can be extracted that correspond to the correct number of 1-states in c. Because the approach described above is a simple extension of the join operation in the proof of Theorem 3.9 which was also used in the proof of Theorem 3.13, we omit further details.

Forget node: Let x be a forget node in T with child node y forgetting the vertex v. Here, we first update the table Ay such that it takes into account the choice of taking any clique in Xy that contains y in a solution or not.

Let M be a table with all the (non-empty) cliques C in Xy that contain the vertex v and such that |C| ∈ γ, i.e., M contains all the cliques that we need to consider before forgetting the vertex v. We notice that the operation of updating Ay such that it takes into account all possible ways of choosing the cliques in M is identical to letting the new Ay be the result of the join operation on Ay and the following table AM : AM (c×{1}, κ) = 1 if all the 1-states in c form a clique with v in M and κ = 1 1 if c is the colouring with only 0-states and κ = 0 0 otherwise AM (c×{0}, κ) = 0 It is not hard to see that this updates Ay as required since AM (c, κ) is non-zero only when a clique in M is used with size κ = 1, or if no clique is used and κ = 0.

If we consider a partitioning problem, then Ax(c, κ) = Ay(c × {1}, κ) since v must be contained in a clique. If we consider a packing problem, then Ax(c, κ) = Ay(c×{1}, κ)+Ay(c× {0}, κ) since v can but does not need to be in a clique. Clearly, this correctly computes Ay.

After computing Az for the root node z of T , the number of γ-clique packings or partitionings of each size κ can be found in Az (∅, κ).

For the running time, we first observe that there are at most O(n2^k ) cliques in G since T has O(n) nodes that each contain at most k + 1 vertices. Hence, there are at most O((n2^k)^n) ways to pick at most n cliques, and we can work with O(nk + n log(n))-bit numbers. As a join and a forget operation require O(n^2k^22^k) arithmetical operations, the running time is O(n^3k^22^k i×(nk + n log(n))). □

For the γ-clique covering problems, the situation is different. We cannot count the number of γ-clique covers of all possible sizes, as the size of such a cover can be arbitrarily large. Even if we restrict ourselves to counting covers that contain each clique at most once, then we need numbers with an exponential number of bits. To see this, notice that the number of cliques in a graph of treewidth k is at most O^∗(2^k ) since there are at most O(2^k) different cliques in each bag. Hence, there are at most 2^{O∗(2k )} different clique covers, and these can be counted using only O^∗(2^k )-bit numbers. Therefore, we will restrict ourselves to counting covers of size at most n because minimum covers will never be larger than n.

A second difference is that, in a forget node, we now need to consider covering the forgotten vertex multiple times. This requires a slightly different approach.

Theorem 3.18 Let γ ⊆ N \ {0} be polynomial-time decidable. There is an algorithm that, given a tree decomposition of a graph G of width k, computes the size and number of minimum γ-clique covers of G in O(n^3 log(k)2^ki×(nk + n log(n))) time.

Proof: The dynamic programming algorithm for counting the number of minimum γ-clique covers is similar to the algorithm of Theorem 3.17. It uses the same tables Ax for every x ∈ T with entries Ax(c, κ) for all c ∈ {0, 1}^{|Xx |} and 0 ≤ κ ≤ n. And, the computations of these tables in a leaf or introduce node of T are the same.

Join node: Let x be a join node in T and let l and r be its child nodes. The join operation is different from the join operation in the algorithm of Theorem 3.17 as can be seen from Figure 3. Here, the join operation is similar to our method of handling the 01-states and 00-states for the

Dominating Set problem in the algorithm of Theorem 3.3. We simply transform the states in A_l and Ar to {0, ?} and compute Ax using these same states by summing over identical entries with different size parameters: Ax(c, κ) = ∑ κl +κr =κ A_l(c, κ_l) · Ar(c, κr)

Then, we obtain the required result by transforming Ax back to using the set of states {1, 0}. We omit further details because this works analogously to Theorem 3.3. The only difference with before is that we use the value zero for any A_l(c, κ_l) or Ar(c, κr) with κ_l, κr < 0 or κ_l, κr > n as these never contribute to minimum clique covers.

Forget node: Let x be a forget node in T with child node y forgetting the vertex v. In contrast to Theorem 3.17, we now have to consider covering v with multiple cliques. In a minimum cover, v can be covered at most k times because there are no vertices in Xx left to cover after using k cliques from Xx.

Let AM be as in Theorem 3.17. What we need is a table that contains more than just all cliques that can be used to cover v: it needs to count all combinations of cliques that we can pick to cover v at most k times indexed by the number of cliques used. To create this new table, we let A^0_M = AM , and let A^j_M be the result of the join operation applied to the table A^{j−1}_M with itself. Then, the table A^j_M counts all ways of picking a series of 2^j sets C1, C2, . . . , C_2j , where each set is either the empty set or a clique from M. To see that this holds, compare the definition of the join operation for this problem to the result of executing these operations repeatedly. The algorithm computes A^{⌈log(k)⌉}_M . Because we want to know the number of clique covers that we can choose, and not the number of series of 2^{⌈log(k)⌉} sets C1, C2, . . . , C_2⌈log(k)⌉ , we have to compensate for the fact that most covers are counted more than once. Clearly, each cover consisting of κ cliques corresponds to a series in which 2^{⌈log(k)⌉} − κ empty sets are picked: there are

(_2⌈log(k)⌉ κ ) possibilities of picking the empty sets and κ! permutations of picking each of the κ cliques in any order. Hence, we divide each entry AM (c, κ) by κ! (_2⌈log(k)⌉ κ ) . Now, A^{⌈log(k)⌉}

M contains the numbers we need for a join with Ay.

After performing the join operation with Ay and A^{⌈log(k)⌉}_M obtaining a new table Ay, we select the entries of Ay that cover v: Ax(c, κ) = Ay(c × {1}, κ).

If we have computed Az for the root node z of T , the size of the minimum γ-clique cover equals the smallest κ for which Az (∅, κ) is non-zero, and this entry contains the number of such sets.

For the running time, we find that in order to compute A^{⌈log(k)⌉}_M , we need O(log(k)) join operations. The running time then follows from the same analysis as in Theorem 3.17. □

Similar to previous results, we can improve the polynomial factors involved. Corollary 3.19 Let γ ⊆ N \ {0} be polynomial-time decidable. There are algorithms that, given a tree decomposition of a graph G of width k:

1. decide whether there exists a γ-clique partition of G in O(nk^22^k) time.

2. count the number of γ-clique packings in G or the number of γ-clique partitionings in G in O(nk^22^k i×(nk + n log(n))) time.

3. compute the size of a maximum γ-clique packing in G, maximum γ-clique partitioning in G, or minimum γ-clique partitioning in G of a problem with the de Fluiter property for treewidth in O(nk^42^k ) time.

4. compute the size of a minimum γ-clique cover in G of a problem with the de Fluiter property for treewidth in O(nk^2 log(k)2^k) time, or in in O(nk^22^k) time if |γ| is a constant.

5. compute the number of maximum γ-clique packings in G, maximum γ-clique partitionings in G, or minimum γ-clique partitionings in G of a problem with the de Fluiter property for treewidth in O(nk^42^k i×(nk + n log(n))) time.

6. compute the number of minimum γ-clique covers in G of a problem with the de Fluiter property for treewidth in O(nk^2 log(k)2^k i×(nk + n log(n))) time, or in O(nk^22^ki×(nk + n log(n))) time if |γ| is a constant.

Proof: Proof (Sketch) Similar to before. Either use the de Fluiter property to replace a factor n^2 by k^2, or omit the size parameter to completely remove this factor n^2 if possible. Moreover, we can use O(k)-bit numbers instead of O(nk + n log(n))-bit numbers if we are not counting the number of solutions. In this case, we omit the time required for the arithmetic operations because of the computational model that we use with O(k)-bit word size. For the γ-clique cover problems where |γ| is a constant, we note that we can use A^p_M for some constant p because, in a forget node, we need only a constant number of repetitions of the join operation on A^0_M instead of log(k) repetitions. □

By this result, Partition Into Triangles can be solved in O(nk^22^k ) time. For this problem, Lokshtanov et al. proved that the given exponential factor in the running time is optimal, unless the Strong Exponential-Time Hypothesis fails [55].

We note that in Corollary 3.19 the problem of deciding whether there exists a γ-clique cover is omitted. This is because this problem can easily be solved without dynamic programming on the tree decomposition by considering each vertex and testing whether it is contained in a clique whose size is a member of γ. This requires O(nk2^k ) time in general, and polynomial time if |γ| is a constant.

4 Dynamic Programming on Branch Decompositions

Dynamic programming algorithms on branch decompositions work similar to those on tree decompositions. The tree is traversed in a bottom-up manner while computing tables Ae with partial solutions on Ge for every edge e of T (see the definitions in Section 2.2.2). Again, the table Ae contains partial solutions of each possible characteristic, where two partial solutions P1 and P2 have the same characteristic if any extension of P1 to a solution on G also is an extension of P2 to a solution on G. After computing a table for every edge e ∈ E(T ), we find a solution for the problem on G in the single entry of the table A_{{y,z}}, where z is the root of T and y is its only child node. Because the size of the tables is often (at least) exponential in the branchwidth k, such an algorithm typically runs in O(f(k)poly(n)) time, for some function f that grows at least exponentially. See Proposition 4.1 for an example algorithm.

In this section, we improve the exponential part of the running time for many dynamic programming algorithms on branch decompositions. A difference to our results on tree decompositions is that when the number of partial solutions stored in a table is O^∗(s^k), then our algorithms will run in O^∗(s^{ω2 k}) time. This difference in the running time is due to the fact that the structure of a branch decomposition is different to the structure of a tree decomposition. A tree decomposition can be transformed into a nice tree decomposition, such that every join node x with children l, r has Xx = Xr = X_l. But a branch decomposition does not have such a property: here we need to consider combining partial solutions from both tables of the child edges while forgetting and introducing new vertices at the same time.

This section is organised as follows. We start by setting up the framework that we use for dynamic programming on branch decompositions by giving a simple algorithm in Section 4.1. Hereafter, we give our results on Dominating Set in Section 4.2, our results on counting perfect matchings in Section 4.3, and our results on the [ρ, σ]-domination problems in Section 4.4.

4.1 General Framework on Branch Decompositions

We will first give a simple dynamic programming algorithm for the Dominating Set problem. This algorithm follows from standard techniques on branchwidth-based algorithms and will be improved later.

Proposition 4.1 There is an algorithm that, given a branch decomposition of a graph G of width k, counts the number of dominating sets in G of each size κ, 0 ≤ κ ≤ n, in O(mn^26^k i×(n)) time.

Proof: Let T be a branch decomposition of G rooted at a vertex z. For each edge e ∈ E(T ), we will compute a table Ae with entries Ae(c, κ) for all c ∈ {1, 01, 00}^{Xe} and all 0 ≤ κ ≤ n. Here, c is a colouring with states 1, 01, and 00 that have the same meaning as in the treedecomposition-based algorithms: see Table 3. In the table Ae, an entry Ae(c, κ) equals the number of partial solutions of Dominating Set of size κ in Ge that satisfy the requirements defined by the colouring c on the vertices in Xe. That is, the number of vertex sets D ⊆ Ve of size κ that dominate all vertices in Ve except for those with state 00 in colouring c of Xe, and that contain all vertices in Xe with state 1 in c.

The described tables Ae are computed by traversing the decomposition tree T in a bottomup manner. A branch decompositions has only two kinds of edges for which we need to compute such a table: leaf edges, and internal edges which have two child edges. Leaf edges: Let e be an edge of T incident to a leaf of T that is not the root. Then, Ge = G[Xe] is a two-vertex graph with Xe = {u, v}. Note that {u, v} ∈ E.

We compute Ae in the following way:

Ae(c, κ) = 1 if κ = 2 and c = (1, 1) 1 if κ = 1 and either c = (1, 01) or c = (01, 1) 1 if κ = 0 and c = (00, 00) 0 otherwise

The entries in this table are zero unless the colouring c represents one of the four possible partial solutions of Dominating Set on Ge and the size of this solution is κ. In these non-zero entries, the single partial solution represented by c is counted.

Internal edges: Let e be an internal edge of T with child edges l and r. Recall the definition of the sets I, L, R, F induced by Xe, X_l, and Xr (Definition 2.7).

Given a colouring c, let c(I) denote the colouring of the vertices of I induced by c. We define c(L), c(R), and c(F ) in the same way. Given a colouring ce of Xe, a colouring c_l of X_l, and a colouring cr of Xr , we say that these colourings match if they correspond to a correct combination of two partial solutions with the colourings c_l and cr on X_l and Xr which result is a partial solution that corresponds to the colouring ce on Xe. For a vertex in each of the four partitions I, L, R, and F of Xe ∪ X_l ∪ Xr , this means something different:

• For any v ∈ I: either ce(v) = c_l(v) = cr (v) ∈ {1, 00}, or ce(v) = 01 while c_l(v), cr(v) ∈ {00 , 01} and not c_l(v) = cr (v) = 00. (5 possibilities)

• For any v ∈ F : either c_l(v) = cr (v) = 1, or c_l(v), cr (v) ∈ {00 , 01} while not c_l(v) = cr (v) = 00. (4 possibilities)

• For any v ∈ L: ce(v) = c_l(v) ∈ {1, 01, 00}. (3 possibilities) • For any v ∈ R: ce(v) = cr (v) ∈ {1, 01, 00}. (3 possibilities)

That is, for vertices in L or R, the properties defined by the colourings are copied from A_l and Ar to Ae. For vertices in I, the properties defined by the colouring ce is a combination of the properties defined by c_l and cr in the same way as it is for tree decompositions (as in Proposition 3.1). For vertices in F , the properties defined by the colourings are such that they form correct combinations in which the vertices may be forgotten, i.e., such a vertex is in the vertex set of both partial solutions, or it is not in the vertex set of both partial solutions while it is dominated.

Let κ_{#1} = #1(cr (I ∪ F )) be the number of vertices that are assigned state 1 on I ∪ F in any matching triple ce, c_l, cr . We can count the number of partial solutions on Ge satisfying the requirements defined by each colouring ce on Xe using the following formula: Ae(ce, κ) = ∑ ce ,cl,cr match ∑ κl +κr =κ+κ#1 A_l(c_l, κ_l) · Ar(cr , κr )

Notice that this formula correctly counts all possible partial solutions on Ge per corresponding colouring ce on Xe by counting all valid combinations of partial solutions on G_l corresponding to a colouring c_l on X_l and partial solutions Gr corresponding to a colouring cr on Xr .

Let {y, z} be the edge incident to the root z of T . From the definition of A_{{y,z}}, A_{{y,z}}(∅, κ) contains the number of dominating sets of size κ in G_{{y,z}} = G.

For the running time, we observe that we can compute Ae in O(n) time for all leaf edges e of T . For the internal edges, we have to compute the O(n3^k ) values of Ae, each of which requires O(n) terms of the above sum per set of matchings states. Since each vertex in I has 5 possible matching states, each vertex in F has 4 possible matching states, and each vertex in L or R has 3 possible matching states, we compute each Ae in O(n^25^{|I|}4^{|F |}3^{|L|+|R|}i×(n)) time.

Under the constraint that |I| + |L| + |R|, |I| + |L| + |F |, |I| + |R| + |F | ≤ k, the running time is maximal if |I| = 0, |L| = |R| = |F | =^1_2 k. As T has O(m) edges and we work with n-bit numbers, this leads to a running time of O(mn^24^{12 k}3^ki×(n)) = O(mn^26^ki×(n)). □

The above algorithm gives the framework that we use in all of our dynamic programming algorithms on branch decompositions. In later algorithms, we will specify only how to compute the tables Ae for both kinds of edges.

De Fluiter Propery for Branchwidth. We conclude this subsection with a discussion on a de Fluiter property for branchwidth. We will see below that such a property for branchwidth is identical to the de Fluiter property for treewidth.

One could define a de Fluiter property for branchwidth by replacing the words treewidth and tree decomposition in Definition 3.2 by branchwidth and branch decomposition. However, the result would be a property equivalent to the de Fluiter property for treewidth. This is not hard to see, namely, consider any edge e of a branch decomposition with middle set Xe. A representation of the different characteristics on Xe of partial solutions on Ge used on branch decompositions can also be used as a representation of the different characteristics on Xx of partial solutions on Gx on tree decompositions, if Xe = Xx and Ge = Gx. Clearly, an extension of a partial solution on Ge with some characteristic is equivalent to an extension of the same partial solution on Gx = Ge, and hence the representations can be used on both decompositions. This equivalence of both de Fluiter properties follows directly.

As a result, we will use the de Fluiter property for treewidth in this section. In Section 5, we will also define a de Fluiter property for cliquewidth; this property will be different from the other two.

4.2 Minimum Dominating Set

We start by improving the above algorithm of Proposition 4.1. This improvement will be presented in two steps. First, we use state changes similar to what we did in Section 3.2. Thereafter, we will further improve the result by using fast matrix multiplication in the same way as proposed by Dorn in [32]. As a result, we will obtain an O^∗(3^{ω2 k}) algorithm for Dominating Set for graphs given with any branch decomposition of width k.

Similar to tree decompositions, it is more efficient to transform the problem to one using states 1, 00, and 0_? if we want to combine partial solutions from different dynamic programming tables. However, there is a big difference between dynamic programming on tree decompositions and on branch decompositions. On tree decompositions, we can deal with forget vertices separately, while this is not possible on branch decompositions. This makes the situation more complicated. On branch decompositions, vertices in F must be dealt with simultaneously with the computation of Ae from the two tables A_l and Ar for the child edges l and r of e. We will overcome this problem by using different sets of states simultaneously. The set of states used depends on whether a vertex is in L, R, I or F . Moreover, we do this asymmetrically as different states can be used on the same vertices in a different table Ae, A_l, Ar. This use of asymmetrical vertex states will later allow us to easily combine the use of state changes with fast matrix multiplication and obtain significant improvements in the running time.

We state this use of different states on different vertices formally. We note that this construction has already been used in the proof of Theorem 3.13.

Lemma 4.2 Let e be an edge of a branch decomposition T with corresponding middle set |Xe |, and let Ae be a table with entries Ae(c, κ) representing the number of partial solutions of Dominating Set in Ge of each size κ, for some range of κ, corresponding to all colourings of the middle set Xe with states such that for every individual vertex in Xe one of the following fixed sets of states is used:

{1, 01, 00} {1, 01, 0_?} {1, 00, 0_?} (see Table 3)

The information represented in the table Ae does not depend on the choice of the set of states from the options given above. Moreover, there exist transformations between tables using representations with different sets of states on each vertex using O(|Xx||Ax|) arithmetic operations.

Proof: Use the same |Xe|-step transformation as in the proof of Lemma 3.5 with the difference that we can choose a different formula to change the states at each coordinate of the colouring c of Xe. At coordinate i of the colouring c, we use the formula that corresponds to the set of states that we want to use on the corresponding vertex in Xe. □

We are now ready to give the first improvement of Proposition 4.1.

Proposition 4.3 There is an algorithm that, given a branch decomposition of a graph G of width k, counts the number of dominating sets in G of each size κ, 0 ≤ κ ≤ n, in O(mn^23^{32 k}i×(n)) time.

Proof: The algorithm is similar to the algorithm of Proposition 4.1, only we employ a different method to compute Ae for an internal edge e of T . Internal edges: Let e be an internal edge of T with child edges l and r.

We start by applying Lemma 4.2 to A_l and Ar and change the sets of states used for each individual vertex in the following way. We let A_l use the set of states {1, 0_?, 00} on vertices in I and the set of states {1, 01, 00} on vertices in L and F . We let Ar use the set of states {1, 0_?, 00} on vertices in I, the set of states {1, 01, 00} on vertices in R, and the set of states {1, 01, 0_?} on vertices in F . Finally, we let Ae use the set of states {1, 0_?, 00} on vertices in I and the set of states {1, 01, 00} on vertices in L and R. Notice that different colourings use the same sets of states on the same vertices with the exception of the set of states used for vertices in F ; here, A_l and Ar use different sets of states.

Now, three colourings ce, c_l and cr match if:

• For any v ∈ I: ce(v) = c_l(v) = cr (v) ∈ {1, 0_?, 00}. (3 possibilities) • For any v ∈ F : either c_l(v) = cr (v) = 1, or c_l(v) = 00 and cr (v) = 01, or c_l(v) = 01 and cr (v) = 0_?. (3 possibilities) • For any v ∈ L: ce(v) = c_l(v) ∈ {1, 01, 00}. (3 possibilities) • For any v ∈ R: ce(v) = cr (v) ∈ {1, 01, 00}. (3 possibilities) For the vertices on I, these matching combinations are the same as used on tree decompositions in Theorem 3.3, namely the combinations with states from the set {1, 0_?, 00} where all states are the same. For the vertices on L and R, we do exactly the same as in the proof of Proposition 4.1.

For the vertices in F , a more complicated method has to be used. Here, we can use only combinations that make sure that these vertices will be dominated: combinations with vertices that are in vertex set of the partial solution, or combinations in which the vertices are not in this vertex set, but in which they will be dominated. Moreover, by using different states for A_l and Ar , every combination of partial solutions is counted exactly once. To see this, consider each of the three combinations on F used in Proposition 4.1 with the set of states {1, 01, 00}. The combination with c_l(v) = 00 and cr (v) = 01 is counted using the same combination, while the other two combinations (c_l(v) = 01 and cr (v) = 00 or cr(v) = 01) are counted when combining 01 with 0_?.

In this way, we can compute the entries in the table Ae using the following formula: Ae(ce, κ) = ∑ ce ,cl,cr match ∑ κl +κr =κ+κ#1 A_l(c_l, κ_l) · Ar(cr , κr )

Here, κ_{#1} = #1(cr (I ∪ F )) again is the number of vertices that are assigned state 1 on I ∪ F in any matching triple ce, c_l, cr .

After having obtained Ae in this way, we can transform the set of states used back to {1, 01, 00} using Lemma 4.2.

For the running time, we observe that the combination of the different sets of states that we are using allows us to evaluate the above formula in O(n^23^{|I|+|L|+|R|+|F |}i×(n)) time. As each state transformation requires O(n3^k i+(n)) time, the improved algorithm has a running time of O(mn^23^{|I|+|L|+|R|+|F |}i×(n)). Under the constraint that |I| + |L| + |R|, |I| + |L| + |F |, |I| + |R| + |F | ≤ k, the running time is maximal if |I| = 0, |L| = |R| = |F | =^1_2 k. This gives a total running time of O(mn^23^{32 k}i×(n)). □

We will now give our faster algorithm for counting the number of dominating sets of each size κ, 0 ≤ κ ≤ n on branch decompositions. This algorithm uses fast matrix multiplication to speed up the algorithm of Proposition 4.3. This use of fast matrix multiplication in dynamic programming algorithms on branch decompositions was first proposed by Dorn in [32].

Theorem 4.4 There is an algorithm that, given a branch decomposition of a graph G of width k, counts the number of dominating sets in G of each size κ, 0 ≤ κ ≤ n, in O(mn^23^{ω2 k}i×(n)) time.

Proof: Consider the algorithm of Proposition 4.3. We will make one modification to this algorithm. Namely, when computing the table Ae for an internal edge e ∈ E(T ), we will show how to evaluate the formula for Ae(c, κ) for a number of colourings c simultaneously using fast matrix multiplication. We give the details below. Here, we assume that the states in the tables A_l and Ar are transformed such that the given formula for Ae(c, κ) in Proposition 4.3 applies.

We do the following. First, we fix the two numbers κ and κ_l, and we fix a colouring of I. Note that this is well-defined because all three tables use the same set of states for colours on I. Second, we construct a 3^{|L|} × 3^{|F |} matrix M_l where each row corresponds to a colouring of L and each column corresponds to a colouring of F where both colourings use the states used by the corresponding vertices in A_l. We let the entries of M_l be the values of A_l(c_l, κ_l) for the c_l corresponding to the colourings of L and F of the given row and column of M_l, and corresponding to the fixed colouring on I and the fixed number κ_l. We also construct a similar 3^{|F |} × 3^{|R|} matrix Mr with entries from Ar such that its rows correspond to different colourings of F and its columns correspond to different colourings of R where both colourings use the states used by the corresponding vertices in Ar. The entries of Mr are the values of Ar(cr , κ − κ_l − κ_{#1} ) where cr corresponds to the colouring of R and F of the given row and column of Mr , and corresponding to the fixed colouring on I and the fixed numbers κ and κ_l. Here, the value of κ_{#1} = #1(cr(I ∪ F )) depends on the colouring cr in the same way as in Proposition 4.3. Third, we permute the rows of Mr such that column i of M_l and row i of Mr correspond to matching colourings on F .

Now, we can evaluate the formula for Ae for all entries corresponding to the fixed colouring on I and the fixed values of κ and κ_l simultaneously by computing Me = M_l · Mr . Clearly, Me is a 3^{|L|} × 3^{|R|} matrix where each row corresponds to a colouring of L and each column corresponds to a colouring of R. If one works out the matrix product M_l · Mr , one can see that each entry of Me contains the sum of the terms of the formula for Ae(ce, κ) such that the colouring ce corresponds to the given row and column of Me and the given fixed colouring on I and such that κ_l + κr = κ + κ_{#1} corresponding to the fixed κ and κ_l. That is, each entry in Me equals the sum over all possible allowed matching combinations of the colouring on F for the fixed values of κ and κ_l, where the κr involved are adjusted such that the number of 1-states used on F is taken into account.

In this way, we can compute the function Ae by repeating the above matrix-multiplication-based process for every colouring on I and every value of κ and κ_l in the range from 0 to n. As a result, we can compute the function Ae by a series of n^2 3^{|I|} matrix multiplications.

The time required to compute Ae in this way depends on |I|, |L|, |R| and |F |. Under the constraint that |I| + |L| + |F |, |I| + |R| + |F |, |I| + |L| + |R| ≤ k and using the matrixmultiplication algorithms for square and non-square matrices as described in Section 2.3, the worst case arises when |I| = 0 and |L| = |R| = |F | =^k_2 . In this case, we compute each table Ae in O(n^2(3^{k2} )^ω i×(n)) time. This gives a total running time of O(mn^23^{ω2 k}i×(n)). □

Using the fact that Dominating Set has the de Fluiter property for treewidth, and using the same tricks as in Corollaries 3.4 and 3.6, we also obtain the following results.

Corollary 4.5 There is an algorithm that, given a branch decomposition of a graph G of width k, counts the number of minimum dominating sets in G in O(mk^23^{ω2 k}i×(n)) time.

Corollary 4.6 There is an algorithm that, given a branch decomposition of a graph G of width k, computes the size of a minimum dominating set in G in O(mk^23^{ω2 k}i×(k)) time.

4.3 Counting the Number of Perfect Matchings

The next problem we consider is the problem of counting the number of perfect matchings in a graph. To give a fast algorithm for this problem, we use both the ideas introduced in Theorem 3.9 to count the number of perfect matchings on graphs given with a tree decomposition and the idea of using fast matrix multiplication of Dorn [32] found in Theorem 4.4. We note that [32, 33] did not consider counting perfect matchings. The result will be an O^∗(2^{ω2 k} ) algorithm.

From the algorithm to count the number of dominating sets of each given size in a graph of bounded branchwidth, it is clear that vertices in I and F need special attention when developing a dynamic programming algorithm over branch decompositions. This is no different when we consider counting the number of perfect matchings. For the vertices in I, we will use state changes and an index similar to Theorem 3.9, but for the vertices in F we will require only that all these vertices are matched. In contrast to the approach on tree decompositions, we will not take into account the fact that we can pick edges in the matching at the point in the algorithm where we forget the first endpoint of the edge. We represent this choice directly in the tables Ae of the leaf edges e: this is possible because every edge of G is uniquely assigned to a leaf of T .

Our algorithm will again be based on state changes, where we will again use different sets of states on vertices with different roles in the computation.

Lemma 4.7 Let e be an edge of a branch decomposition T with corresponding middle set |Xe |, and let Ae be a table with entries Ae(c, κ) representing the number of matchings in He matching all vertices in Ve \ Xe and corresponding to all colourings of the middle set Xe with states such that for every individual vertex in Xe one of the following fixed sets of states is used:

{1, 0} {1, ?} {0, ?} (meaning of the states as in Lemma 3.8)

The information represented in the table Ae does not depend on the choice of the set of states from the options given above. Moreover, there exist transformations between tables using representations with different sets of states on each vertex using O(|Xx||Ax|) arithmetic operations.

Proof: The proof is identical to that of Lemma 4.2 while using the formulas from the proof of Lemma 3.8. □

Now, we are ready to proof the result for counting perfect matchings.

Theorem 4.8 There is an algorithm that, given a branch decomposition of a graph G of width k, counts the number of perfect matchings in G in O(mk^22^{ω2 k}i×(k log(n))) time.

Proof: Let T be a branch decomposition of G of branchwidth k rooted at a vertex z.

For each edge e ∈ E(T ), we will compute a table Ae with entries Ae(c) for all c ∈ {1, 0}^{Xe} where the states have the same meaning as in Theorem 3.9. In this table, an entry Ae(c) equals the number of matchings in the graph He matching all vertices in Ve \Xe and satisfying the requirements defined by the colouring c on the vertices in Xe. These entries do not count matchings in Ge but in its subgraph He that has the same vertices as Ge but contains only the edges of Ge that are in the leaves below e in T .

Leaf edges: Let e be an edge of T incident to a leaf of T that is not the root. Now, He = Ge = G[Xe] is a two vertex graph with Xe = {u, v} and with an edge between u and v.

We compute Ae in the following way: Ae(c) = { 1 if c = (1, 1) or c = (0, 0) 0 otherwise

The only non-zero entries are the empty matching and the matching consisting of the unique edge in He. This is clearly correct.

Internal edges: Let e be an internal edge of T with child edges l and r.

Similar to the proof of Theorem 3.9, we start by indexing the tables A_l and Ar by the number of 1-states used for later use. However, we now count only the number of 1-states used on vertices in I in the index. We compute indexed tables A^′_l and A^′_r with entries A^′_l(c_l, i_l) and A^′_r(cr , ir ) using the following formula with y ∈ {l, r}: A^′_y(cy , iy ) = { Ay(cy ) if #1(cy(I))) = iy 0 otherwise

Here, #1(cy (I)) is the number of 1-entries in the colouring cy on the vertices in I.

Next, we apply state changes by using Lemma 4.7. In this case, we change the states used for the colourings in A^′_r and A^′_l such that they use the set of states {0, 1} on L, R, and F , and the set of states {0, ?} on I. Notice that the number of 1-states used to create the ?-states is now stored in the index i_l of A^′_l(c, i_l) and ir of A^′_r(c, ir).

We say that three colourings ce of Xe, c_l of X_l and cr of Xr using these sets of states on the different partitions of Xe ∪ X_l ∪ Xr match if:

• For any v ∈ I: ce(v) = c_l(v) = cr (v) ∈ {0, ?}. (2 possibilities)

• For any v ∈ F : either c_l(v) = 0 and cr (v) = 1, or c_l(v) = 1 and cr (v) = 0. (2 possibilities)

• For any v ∈ L: ce(v) = c_l(v) ∈ {1, 0}. (2 possibilities) • For any v ∈ R: ce(v) = cr (v) ∈ {1, 0}. (2 possibilities)

Now, we can compute the indexed table A^′_e for the edge e of T using the following formula: A^′_e(ce, ie) = ∑ ce,cl,cr match ∑ il+ir =ie A^′_l(c_l, i_l) · A^′_r(cr , ir )

Notice that we can compute A^′_e efficiently by using a series of matrix multiplications in the same way as done in the proof of Theorem 4.4. However, the index i should be treated slightly differently from the parameter κ in the proof of Theorem 4.4. After fixing a colouring on I and the two values of ie and i_l, we still create the two matrices M_l and Mr . In M_l each row corresponds to a colouring of L and each column corresponds to a colouring of F , and in Mr each rows again corresponds to a colourings of F and each column corresponds to a colouring of R. The difference is that we fill M_l with the corresponding entries A^′_l(c_l, i_l) and Mr with the corresponding entries A^′_r(cr , ir ). That is, we do not adjust the value of ir for the selected A^′_r(cr , ir ) depending on the states used on F . This is not necessary here since the index counts the total number of 1-states hidden in the ?-states and no double counting can take place. This in contrast to the parameter κ in the proof of Theorem 4.4; this parameter counted the number of vertices in a solution, which we had to correct to avoid double counting of the vertices in F .

After computing A^′_e in this way, we again change the states such that the set of states {1, 0} is used on all vertices in the colourings used in A^′_e. We then extract the values of A^′_e in which no two 1-states hidden in a ?-state are combined to a new 1-state on a vertex in I. We do so using the indices in the same way as in Theorem 3.9 but with the counting restricted to I: Ae(c) = A^′_e(c, #1(c(I))) After computing the Ae for all e ∈ E(T ), we can find the number of perfect matchings in G = G_{{y,z}} in the single entry in A_{{y,z}} where z is the root of T and y is its only child.

Because the treewidth and branchwidth of a graph differ by at most a factor^3_2 (see Proposition 2.6), we can conclude that the computations can be done using O(k log(n))-bit numbers using the same reasoning as in the proof of Theorem 3.9. For the running time, we observe that we can compute each Ae using a series of k^22^{|I|} matrix multiplications. The worst case arises when |I| = 0 and |L| = |R| = |F | =^k_2 . Then the matrix multiplications require O(k^22^{ω2 k}) time. Since T has O(m) edges, this gives a running time of O(mk^22^{ω2 k}i×(k log(n))) time. □

4.4 [ρ, σ]-Domination Problems

We have shown how to solve two fundamental graph problems in O^∗(s^{ω2 k}) time on branch decompositions of width k, where s is the natural number of states involved in a dynamic programming algorithm on branch decompositions for these problem. Similar to the results on tree decompositions, we generalize this and show that one can solve all [ρ, σ]-domination problems with finite or cofinite ρ and σ in O^∗(s^{ω2 k}) time.

For the [ρ, σ]-domination problems, we use states ρj and σj , where ρj and σj represent that a vertex is not in or in the vertex set D of the partial solution of the [σ, ρ]-domination problem, respectively, and has j neighbours in D. This is similar to Section 3.4. Note that the number of states used equals s = p + q + 2.

On branch decompositions, we have to use a different approach than on tree decompositions, since we have to deal with vertices in L, R, I, and F simultaneously. It is, however, possible to reuse part of the algorithm of Theorem 3.13. Observe that joining two children in a tree decomposition is similar to joining two children in a branch decomposition if L = R = F = ∅. Since we have demonstrated in the algorithms earlier in this section that one can have distinct states and perform different computations on I, L, R, and F , we can essentially use the approach of Theorem 3.13 for the vertices in I.

Theorem 4.9 Let ρ, σ ⊆ N be finite or cofinite. There is an algorithm that, given a branch decomposition of a graph G of width k, counts the number of [ρ, σ]-dominating sets of G of each size κ, 0 ≤ κ ≤ n, of a fixed [ρ, σ]-domination problem involving s states in O(mn^2(sk)^{2(s−2)}s^{ω2 k}i×(n)) time.

Proof: Let T be the branch decomposition of G of width k rooted at the vertex z.

Recall the definitions of State Sets I and II defined in Definition 3.10. Similar to the proof of Theorem 3.13, we will use different sets of states to prove this theorem. In this proof, we mostly use State Set I while we let the subscripts of the states count only neighbours in D outside the current middle set. That is, we use states ρj and σj for our tables Ae, A_f , and Ag such that the subscripts j represent the number of neighbours in the vertex set D of each partial solution of the [σ, ρ]-domination problem outside of the vertex sets Xe, X_f and Xg , respectively. Using these states for colourings c, we compute the table Ae for each edge e ∈ E(T ) such that the entry Ae(c, κ) contains the number of partial solutions of the [ρ, σ]-domination problem on Ge consisting of κ vertices that satisfy the requirements defined by c.

Leaf edges: Let e be an edge of T incident to a leaf of T that is not the root. Now, Ge = G[Xe] is a two vertex graph.

We compute Ae in the following way:

Ae(c, κ) = 1 if c = (ρ0, ρ0) and κ = 0 1 if c = (ρ0, σ0) or c = (σ0, ρ0), and κ = 1 1 if c = (σ0, σ0) and κ = 2 0 otherwise

Since the subscripts of the states count only vertices in the vertex set of a partial solutions of the [ρ, σ]-domination problem on Ge that are outside the middle set Xe, we only count partial solutions in which the subscripts are zero. Moreover, the size parameter κ must equal the number of σ-states since these represent vertices in the vertex set of the partial solutions. Internal edges: Let e be an internal edge of T with child edges l and r.

The process of computing the table Ae by combining the information in the two tables A_l and Ar is quite technical. This is mainly due to the fact that we need to do different things on the different vertex sets I, L, R, and F . We will give a three-step proof.

Step 1: As a form of preprocessing, we will update the entries in A_l and Ar such that the subscripts will not count only the vertices in vertex sets of the partial solutions outside of X_l and Xr , but also some specific vertices in the vertex sets of the partial solutions in the middle sets. Later, we will combine the information from A_l and Ar to create the table Ae according to the following general rule: combining ρi and ρj gives ρi+j , and σi and σj gives σi+j . In this context, the preprocessing makes sure that the subscripts of the states in the result in Ae correctly count the number of vertices in the vertex sets of the partial solutions of the [ρ, σ]-domination problem.

Recall that for an edge e of the branch decomposition T the vertex set Ve is defined to be the vertex set of the graph Ge, that is, the union of the middle set of e and all middle sets below e in T . We update the tables A_l and Ar such that the subscripts of the states ρj and σj count the number of neighbours in the vertex sets of the partial solutions with the following properties:

• States used in A_l on vertices in L or I count neighbours in (V_l \ X_l) ∪ F .

• States used in A_l on vertices in F count neighbours in (V_l \ X_l) ∪ L ∪ I ∪ F .

• States used in Ar on vertices in I count neighbours in (Vr \ Xr ) (nothing changes here).

• States used in Ar on vertices in R count neighbours in (Vr \ Xr ) ∪ F .

• States used in Ar on vertices in F count neighbours in (Vr \ Xr ) ∪ R.

If we now combine partial solutions with state ρi in A_l and state ρj in Ar for a vertex in I, then the state ρi+j corresponding to the combined solution in Ae correctly counts the number of neighbours in the partial solution in Ve \ Xe. Also, states for vertices in L and R in Ae count their neighbours in the partial solution in Ve \ Xe. And, if we combine solutions with a state ρi in A_l and a state ρj in Ar for a vertex in F , then this vertex will have exactly i + j neighbours in the combined partial solution.

Although one must be careful which vertices to count and which not to count, the actual updating of the tables A_l and Ar is simple because one can see which of the counted vertices are in the vertex set of a partial solution (σ-state) and which are not (ρ-state).

Let A^∗_y be the table before the updating process with y ∈ {l, r}. We compute the updated table Ay in the following way: Ay(c, κ) = { 0 if ϕ(c) is not a correct colouring of Xy A^∗_y(ϕ(c), κ) otherwise

Here, ϕ is the inverse of the function that updates the subscripts of the states, e.g., if y = l and we consider a vertex in I with exactly one neighbour with a σ-state on a vertex in F in c, then it changes ρ2 into ρ1. The result of this updating is not a correct colouring of Xy if the inverse does not exist, i.e., if the strict application of subtracting the right number of neighbours results in a negative number. For example, this happens if c contains a ρ0- or σ0-state while it has neighbours that should be counted in the subscripts.

Step 2: Next, we will change the states used for the tables A_l and Ar, and we will add index vectors to these tables that allow us to use the ideas of Theorem 3.13 on the vertices in I.

We will not change the states for vertices in L in the table A_l, nor for vertices in R in the table Ar. But, we will change the states for the vertices in I in both A_l and Ar and on the vertices in F in Ar. On F , simple state changes suffice, while, for vertices on I, we need to change the states and introduce index vectors at the same time.

We will start by changing the states for the vertices in F . On the vertices in F , we will not change the states in A_l, but introduce a new set of states to use for Ar. We define the states ρ̄j and σ̄j . A table entry with state ρ̄j on a vertex v requires that the vertex has an allowed number of neighbours in the vertex set of a partial solution when combined with a partial solution from A_l with state ρj . That is, a partial solution that corresponds to the state ρi on v is counted in the entry with state ρ̄j on v if i + j ∈ ρ. The definition of σ̄j is similar.

Let A^∗_r be the result of the table for the right child r of e obtained by Step 1. We can obtain the table Ar with the states on F transformed as described by a coordinate-wise application of the following formula on the vertices in F . The details are identical to the state changes in the proofs of Lemmas 4.2 and 4.7. Ar (c1 × {ρ̄j } × c2) = ∑ i+j∈ρ A^∗_r (c1 × {ρi} × c2) Ar(c1 × {σ̄j } × c2) = ∑ i+j∈σ A^∗_r (c1 × {σi} × c2) Notice that if we combine an entry with state ρj in A_l with an entry with state ρ̄j from Ar, then we can count all valid combinations in which this vertex is not in the vertex set of a partial solution of the [ρ, σ]-domination problem. The same is true for a combination with state σj in A_l with state σ̄j in Ar for vertices in the vertex set of the partial solutions.

As a final part of Step 2, we now change the states in A_l and Ar on the vertices in I and introduce the index vectors ⃗i = (iρ1, iρ2, . . . , iρp, iσ1, iσ2, . . . , iσq ), where iρj and iσj index the sum of the number of neighbours in the vertex set of a partial solution of the [ρ, σ]-domination problem over the vertices with state ρ_{≤j} and σ_{≤j} , respectively. That is, we change the states used in A_l and Ar on vertices in I to State Set II of Definition 3.10 and introduce index vectors in exactly the same way as in the proof of Lemma 3.12, but only on the coordinates of the vertices in I, similar to what we did in the proofs of Lemmas 4.2 and 4.7. Because the states ρ_{≤j} and σ_{≤j} are used only on I, we note that that the component iρ_j of the index vector ⃗i count the total number of neighbours in the vertex sets of the partial solutions of the [ρ, σ]-domination problem of vertices with state ρ_{≤j} on I. As a result, we obtain tables A^′_l and A^′_r with entries A^′_l(c_l, κ_l, ⃗g) and A^′_r(cr , κr ,⃗h) with index vectors ⃗g and ⃗h, where these entries have the same meaning as in Theorem 3.13. We note that the components iρp and iσq of the index vector are omitted if ρ or σ is cofinite, respectively.

We have now performed all relevant preprocessing and are ready for the final step. Step 3: Now, we construct the table Ae by computing the number of valid combinations from A^′_l and A^′_r using fast matrix multiplication.

We first define when three colourings ce, c_l, and cr match. They match if:

• For any v ∈ I: ce(v) = c_l(v) = cr (v) with State Set II. (s possibilities)

• For any v ∈ F : either c_l(v) = ρj and cr (v) = ρ̄j , or c_l(v) = σj and cr (v) = σ̄j , with State Set I used for c_l and the new states used for cr . (s possibilities)

• For any v ∈ L: ce(v) = c_l(v) with State Set I. (s possibilities)

• For any v ∈ R: ce(v) = cr (v) with State Set I. (s possibilities)

State Set I and State Set II are as defined in Definition 3.10. That is, colourings match if they forget valid combinations on F , and have identical states on I, L, and R.

Using this definition, the following formula computes the table A^′_e. The function of this table is identical to the same table in the proof of Theorem 3.13: the table gives all valid combinations of entries corresponding to the colouring c that lead to a partial solution of size κ with the given values of the index vector ⃗i. The index vectors allow us to extract the values we need afterwards. A^′_e(ce, κ,⃗i) = ∑ ce,cl,cr match ∑ κl+κr =κ+#σ (c) ∑ iρ1 =gρ1+hρ1 · · · ∑ iσq =gσq +hσq A^′_l(c_l, κ_l, ⃗g) · A^′_r(cr , κr ,⃗h)

Here, #σ = #σ (cr(I ∪ F )) is the number of vertices that are assigned a σ-state on I ∪ F in any matching triple ce, c_l, cr.

We will now argue what kind of entries the table A^′_e contains by giving a series of observations.

Observation 4.1 For a combination of a partial solutions on G_l counted in A^′_l and a partial solution on Gr counted in A^′_r to be counted in the summation for A^′_e(c, κ,⃗i), it is required that both partial solutions contains the same vertices on X_l ∩ Xr (= I ∩ F ).

Proof: This holds because sets of matching colourings have a σ-state on a vertex if and only if the other colourings in which the same vertex is included also have a σ-state on this vertex. □ Observation 4.2 For a combination of a partial solutions on G_l counted in A^′_l and a partial solution on Gr counted in A^′_r to be counted in the summation for A^′_e(c, κ,⃗i), it is required that the total number of vertices that are part of the combined partial solution is κ.

Proof: This holds because we demand that κ equals the sum of the sizes of the partial solutions on G_l and Gr used for the combination minus the number of vertices in these partial solutions that are counted in both sides, namely, the vertices with a σ-state on I or F . □

Observation 4.3 For a combination of a partial solutions on G_l counted in A^′_l and a partial solution on Gr counted in A^′_r to be counted in the summation for A^′_e(c, κ,⃗i), it is required that the subscripts j of the states ρj and σj used in c on vertices in L and R correctly count the number of neighbours of this vertex in Ve \ Xe in the combined partial solution.

Proof: This holds because of the preprocessing we performed in Step 1. □

Observation 4.4 For a combination of a partial solutions on G_l counted in A^′_l and a partial solution on Gr counted in A^′_r to be counted in the summation for A^′_e(c, κ,⃗i), it is required that the forgotten vertices in a combined partial solution satisfy the requirements imposed by the specific [ρ, σ]-domination problem. I.e., if such a vertex is not in the vertex set D of the combined partial solutions, then it has a number of neighbours in D that is a member of ρ, and if such a vertex is in the vertex set D of the combined partial solution, then it has a number of neighbours in D that is a member of σ. Moreover, all such combinations are considered.

Proof: This holds because we combine only entries with the states ρj and ρ̄j or with the states σj and σ̄j for vertices in F . These are all required combinations by definition of the states ρ̄j and σ̄j . □

Observation 4.5 For a combination of a partial solutions on G_l counted in A^′_l and a partial solution on Gr counted in A^′_r to be counted in the summation for A^′_e(c, κ,⃗i), it is required that the total sum of the number of neighbours outside Xe of the vertices with state ρ_{≤j} or σ_{≤j} in a combined partial solution equals iρj or iσj , respectively.

Proof: This holds because of the following. First the subscripts of the states are updated such that every relevant vertex is counted exactly once in Step 1. Then, these numbers are stored in the index vectors at Step 2. Finally, the entries of A^′_e corresponding to a given index vector combine only partial solutions which index vectors sum to the given index vector ⃗i. □

Observation 4.6 Let D_l and Dr be the vertex set of a partial solution counted in A_l and Ar that are used to create a combined partial solution with vertex set D, respectively. After the preprocessing of Step 1, the vertices with state ρ_{≤j} or σ_{≤j} have at most j neighbours that we count in the vertex sets D_l and Dr , respectively. And, if a vertex in the partial solution from A_l has i such counted neighbours in D_l, and the same vertex in the partial solution from Ar has j such counted neighbours in Dr , then the combined partial solution has a total of i + j neighbours in D outside of Xe.

Proof: The last statement holds because we count each relevant neighbour of a vertex either in the states used in A_l or in the states used in Ar by the preprocessing of Step 1. The first part of the statement follows from the definition of the states ρ_{≤j} or σ_{≤j} : here, only partial solutions that previously had a state ρi and σi with i ≤ j are counted. □

We will now use Observations 4.1-4.6 to show that we can compute the required values for Ae in the following way. This works very similar to Theorem 3.13. First, we change the states in the table A^′_e back to State Set I (as defined in Definition 3.10). We can do so similar as in Lemma 3.11 and Lemmas 4.2 and 4.7. Then, we extract the entries required for the table Ae using the following formula: Ae(c, κ) = A^′_e ( c, κ, (Σ^1_ρ(c), Σ^2_ρ(c), . . . , Σ^p_ρ(c), Σ^1_σ (c), Σ^2_σ (c), . . . , Σ^q_σ (c)) ) Here, Σ^l_ρ(c) and Σ^l_σ (c) are defined as in the proof of Theorem 3.13: the weighted sums of the number of ρj - and σj -states with 0 ≤ j ≤ l, respectively.

If ρ or σ is cofinite, we use the same formula but omit the components Σ^p_ρ(c) or Σ^q_σ (c) from the index vector of the extracted entries, respectively.

That the values of these entries equal the values we want to compute follows from the following reasoning. First of all, any combination considered leads to a new partial solution since it uses the same vertices (Observation 4.1) and forgets vertices that satisfy the constraints of the fixed [ρ, σ]-domination problem (Observation 4.4). Secondly, the combinations lead to combined partial solutions of the correct size (Observation 4.2). Thirdly, the subscripts of the states used in Ae correctly count the number of neighbours of these vertices in the vertex set of the partial solution in Ve \ Xe. For vertices in L and R, this directly follows from Observation 4.3 and the fact that for any three matching colourings the states used on each vertex in L and R are the same. For vertices in I, this follows from exactly the same arguments as in the last part of the proof of Theorem 3.13 using Observation 4.5 and Observation 4.6. This is the argument where we first argue that any entry which colouring uses only the states ρ0 and σ0 is correct, and thereafter inductively proceed to ρj and σj for j > 0 by using correctness for ρj−1 and σj−1 and fact that we use the entries corresponding to the chosen values of the index vectors.

All in all, we see that this procedure correctly computes the required table Ae. After computing Ae in the above way for all e ∈ E(T ), we can find the number of [ρ, σ]- dominating sets of each size in the table A_{{y,z}}, where z is the root of T and y its only child because G = G_{{y,z}} and X_{{y,z}} = ∅. For the running time, we note that we have to compute the tables Ae for the O(m) edges e ∈ E(T ). For each table Ae, the running time is dominated by evaluating the formula for the intermediate table A^′_e with entries A^′_e(c, κ,⃗i). We can evaluate each summand of the formula for A^′_e for all combinations of matching states by s^{|I|} matrix multiplications as in Theorem 4.4. This requires O(n^2(sk)^{2(s−2)}s^{|I|}) multiplications of an s^{|L|} × s^{|F |} matrix and an s^{|F |} × s^{|R|} matrix. The running time is maximal if |I| = 0 and |L| = |R| = |F | =^k_2 . In this case, the total running time equals O(mn^2(sk)^{2(s−2)}s^{ω2 k}i×(n)) since we can do the computations using n-bit numbers. □

Similar to our results on the [ρ, σ]-domination problem on tree decompositions, we can improve the polynomial factors of the above algorithm in several ways. The techniques involved are identical to those of Corollaries 3.14, 3.15, and 3.16. Similar to Section 3.4, we define the value r associated with a [ρ, σ]-domination problems as follows:

r = max{p − 1, q − 1} if ρ and σ are cofinite max{p, q − 1} if ρ is finite and σ is cofinite max{p − 1, q} if ρ is confinite and σ is finite max{p, q} if ρ and σ are finite

Corollary 4.10 (General [ρ, σ]-Domination Problems) Let ρ, σ ⊆ N be finite or cofinite, and let p, q, r and s be the values associated with the corresponding [ρ, σ]-domination problem. There is an algorithm that, given a branch decomposition of a graph G of width k, computes the number of [ρ, σ]-dominating sets in G of each size κ, 0 ≤ κ ≤ n, in O(mn^2(rk)^{2r} s^{ω2 k}i×(n)) time. Moreover, there is an algorithm that decides whether there exist a [ρ, σ]-dominating set of size κ, for each individual value of κ, 0 ≤ κ ≤ n, in O(mn^2(rk)^{2r} s^{ω2 k}i×(log(n) + k log(r))) time.

Proof: Apply the modifications to the algorithm of Theorem 3.13 that we have used in the proof of Corollary 3.14 for [ρ, σ]-domination problems on tree decompositions to the algorithm of Theorem 4.9 for the same problems on branch decompositions. □

Corollary 4.11 ([ρ, σ]-Optimisation Problems with the de Fluiter Property) Let ρ, σ ⊆ N be finite or cofinite, and let p, q, r and s be the values associated with the corresponding [ρ, σ]-domination problem. If the standard representation using State Set I of the minimisation (or maximisation) variant of this [ρ, σ]-domination problem has the de Fluiter property for treewidth with function f, then there is an algorithm that, given a branch decomposition of a graph G of width k, computes the number of minimum (or maximum) [ρ, σ]-dominating sets in G in O(m[f(k)]^2(rk)^{2r} s^{ω2 k}i×(n)) time. Moreover, there is an algorithm that computes the minimum (or maximum) size of such a [ρ, σ]-dominating set in O(m[f(k)]^2(rk)^{2r} s^{ω2 k}i×(log(n) + k log(r))) time.

Proof: Improve the result of Corollary 4.10 in the same way as Corollary 3.15 improves Corollary 3.14 on tree decompositions. □

Corollary 4.12 ([ρ, σ]-Decision Problems) Let ρ, σ ⊆ N be finite or cofinite, and let p, q, r and s be the values associated with the corresponding [ρ, σ]-domination problem. There is an algorithm that, given a branch decomposition of a graph G of width k, counts the number of [ρ, σ]-dominating sets in G of a fixed [ρ, σ]-domination problem in O(m(rk)^{2r}s^{ω2 k}i×(n)) time. Moreover, there is an algorithm that decides whether there exists a [ρ,σ]-dominating set in O(m(rk)^{2r}s^{ω2 k}i×(log(n) + k log(r))) time.

Proof: Improve the result of Corollary 4.11 in the same way as Corollary 3.16 improves upon Corollary 3.15 on tree decompositions. □

5 Dynamic Programming on Clique Decompositions

On graphs of bounded cliquewidth, we mainly consider the Dominating Set problem. We show how to improve the complex O^∗(8^k)-time algorithm, which computes a boolean decomposition of a graph of cliquewidth at most k to solve the Dominating Set problem [18], to an O^∗(4^k )-time algorithm. Similar results for Independent Dominating Set and Total Dominating Set follow from the same approach.

Theorem 5.1 There is an algorithm that, given a k-expression for a graph G, computes the number of dominating sets in G of each size 0 ≤ κ ≤ n in O(n^3(k^2 + i×(n)) 4^k ) time.

Proof: An operation in a k-expression applies a procedure on zero, one, or two labelled graphs with labels {1, 2, . . . , k} that transforms these labelled graphs into a new labelled graph with the same set of labels. If H is such a labelled graph with vertex set V , then we use V (i) to denote the vertices of H with label i.

For each labelled graph H obtained by applying an operation in a k-expression, we will compute a table A with entries A(c, κ) that store the number of partial solutions of Dominating Set of size κ that satisfy the constraints defined by the colouring c. In contrast to the algorithms on tree and branch decompositions, we do not use colourings that assign a state to each individual vertex, but colourings that assign states to the sets V (1), V (2), . . . , V (k).

The states that we use are similar to the ones used for Dominating Set on tree decompositions and branch decomposition. The states that we use are tuples representing two attributes: inclusion and domination. The first attribute determines whether at least one vertex in V (i) is included in a partial solution. We use states 1, 0, and ? to indicate whether this is true, false, or any of both, respectively. The second attribute determines whether all vertices of V (i) are dominated in a partial solution. Here, we also use states 1, 0, and ? to indicate whether this is true, false, or any of both, respectively. Thus, we get tuples of the form (s, t), where the first components is related to inclusion and the second to domination, e.g., (1, ?) for vertex set V (i) represents that the vertex set contains a vertex in the dominating set while we are indifferent about whether all vertices in V (i) are dominated.

We will now show how to compute the table A for a k-expression obtained by using any of the four operations on smaller k-expressions that are given with similar tables for these smaller k-expressions. This table A contains an entry for every colouring c of the series of vertex sets {V (1), V (2), . . . , V (k)} using the four states (1, 1), (1, 0), (0, 1), and (0, 0). We note that the other states will be used to perform intermediate computations. By a recursive evaluation, we can compute A for the k-expression that evaluates to G. Create a new graph: In this operation, we create a new graph H with one vertex v with any label j ∈ {1, 2, . . . , k}. We assume, without loss of generality by permuting the labels, that j = k. We compute A by using the following formula where c is a colouring of the first k − 1 vertex sets V (i) and c_k is the state of V (k):

A(c × {c_k}, κ) = 1 if c_k = (1, 1), κ = 1, and c = {(0, 1)}^{k−1} 1 if c_k = (0, 0), κ = 0, and c = {(0, 1)}^{k−1} 0 otherwise

Since H has only one vertex and this vertex has label k, the vertex sets for the other labels cannot have a dominating vertex, therefore the first attribute of their state must be 0. Also, all vertices in these sets are dominated, hence the second attribute of their state must be 1. The above formula counts the only two possibilities: either taking the vertex in the partial solution or not.

Relabel: In this operation, all vertices with some label i ∈ {1, 2, . . . , k} are relabelled such that they obtain the label j ∈ {1, 2, . . . , k}, j ≠ i. We assume, without loss of generality by permuting the labels, that i = k and j = k − 1.

Let A^′ be the table belonging to the k-expression before the relabelling and let A be the table we need to compute. We compute A using the following formulas: A(c×{(0, 1)}×{(i, d)}, κ) = ∑ i1 ,i2 ∈{0,1} max{i1,i2 }=i ∑ d1,d2∈{0,1} min{d1,d2}=d A^′(c×{(i1, d1)}×{(i2, d2)}, κ)

A(c×{(i^∗, d^∗)}×{(i, d)}, κ) = 0 if (i^∗, d^∗) ≠ (0, 1) These formula correctly compute the table A because of the following observations. For V (i), the first attribute must be 0 and the second attribute must be 1 in any valid partial solution because V (i) = ∅ after the operations; this is similar to this requirement in the ‘create new graph’ operation. If V (j) must have a vertex in the dominating set, then this vertex must be in V (i) or V (j) originally. And, if all vertices in V (j) must be dominated, then all vertices in V (i) and V (j) must be dominated. Note that the minimum and maximum under the summations correspond to ‘and’ and ‘or’ operations, respectively.

Add edges: In this operation, all vertices with some label i ∈ {1, 2, . . . , k} are connected to all vertices with another label j ∈ {1, 2, . . . , k}, j ≠ i. We again assume, without loss of generality by permuting the labels, that i = k − 1 and j = k.

Let A^′ be the table belonging to the k-expression before adding the edges and let A be the table we need to compute. We compute A using the following formula: A(c × {(i1, d1)} × {(i2 , d2)}, κ) = ∑ d′1∈{0,1} max{d′1 ,i2}=d1

∑ d′2∈{0,1} max{d′2 ,i1}=d2 A(c × (i1, d^′_1) × (i2, d^′_2), κ)

This formula is correct as a vertex sets V (i) and V (j) contain a dominating vertex if and only if they contained such a vertex before adding the edges. For the property of domination, correctness follows because the vertex sets V (i) and V (j) are dominated if and only if they were either dominated before adding the edges, or if they become dominated by a vertex from the other vertex set because of the adding of the edges.

Join graphs: This operation joins two labelled graphs H1 and H2 with tables A1 and A2 to a labelled graph H with table A. To do this efficiently, we first apply state changes similar to those used in Sections 3 and 4. We use states 0 and ? for the first attribute (inclusion) and states 1 and ? for the second attribute (domination).

Changing A1 and A2 to tables A^∗_1 and A^∗_2 that use this set of states can be done in a similar manner as in Lemmas 3.5 and 4.2. We first copy Ay into A^∗_y, for y ∈ {1, 2} and then iteratively use the following formulas in a coordinate-wise manner:

A^∗_y(c1 × (0, 1) × c2, κ) = A^∗_y(c1 × (0, 1) × c2, κ) (1) A^∗_y(c1 × (?, 1) × c2, κ) = A^∗_y(c1 × (1, 1) × c2, κ) + A^∗_y(c1 × (0, 1) × c2, κ) (2) A^∗_y(c1 × (0, ?) × c2, κ) = A^∗_y(c1 × (0, 1) × c2, κ) + A^∗_y(c1 × (0, 0) × c2, κ) (3) A^∗_y(c1 × (?, ?) × c2, κ) = A^∗_y(c1 × (1, 1) × c2, κ) + A^∗_y(c1 × (1, 0) × c2, κ) + (4) A^∗_y(c1 × (0, 1) × c2, κ) + A^∗_y(c1 × (0, 0) × c2, κ) (5) We have already seen many state changes similar to these in Sections 3 and 4. Therefore, it is not surprising that we can now compute the table A^∗ in the following way, where the table A^∗ is the equivalent of the table A we want to compute only using the different set of states: A^∗(c, κ) = ∑ κ1 +κ2=κ A^∗_1(c, κ1) · A^∗_2(c, κ2)

Next, we apply state changes to obtain A from A^∗. These state changes are the inverse of those given above. Again, first copy A^∗ into A and then iteratively transform the states in a coordinate-wise manner using the following formulas: A(c1 × (0, 1) × c2, κ) = A(c1 × (0, 1) × c2, κ) A(c1 × (1, 1) × c2, κ) = A(c1 × (?, 1) × c2, κ) − A(c1 × (0, 1) × c2, κ) A(c1 × (0, 0) × c2, κ) = A(c1 × (0, ?) × c2, κ) − A(c1 × (0, 1) × c2, κ) A(c1 × (1, 0) × c2, κ) = A(c1 × (?, ?) × c2, κ) − A(c1 × (0, ?) × c2, κ) −A(c1 × (?, 1) × c2, κ) + A(c1 × (0, 1) × c2, κ) Correctness of the computed table A follows by exactly the same reasoning as used in Theorem 3.3 and in Proposition 4.3. We note that the last of the above formulas is a nice example of an application of the principle of inclusion/exclusion: to find the number of sets corresponding to the (1, 0) -state, we take the number of sets corresponding to the (?, ?)-state; then, we subtract what we counted to much, but because we subtract some sets twice, we need to add some number of sets again to obtain the required value.

The number of dominating sets in G of size κ can be computed from the table A related to the final operation of the k-expression for G. In this table, we consider only the entries in which the second property is 1, i.e., the entries corresponding to partial solutions in which all vertices in G are dominated. Now, the number of dominating sets in G of size κ equals the sum over all entries A(c, κ) with c ∈ {(0, 1), (1, 1)}.

For the running time, we observe that each of the O(n) join operations take O(n^24^ki×(n)) time because we are multiplying n-bit numbers. Each of the O(nk^2) other operations take O(n^24^k ) time since we need O(n4^k ) series of a constant number of additions using n-bit numbers, and i+(n) = O(n). The running time of O(n^3(k^2 + i×(n)) 4^k ) follows. □

Similar to the algorithms for Dominating Set on tree decompositions and branch decompositions in Section 3.2 and 4.2, we can improve the polynomial factors in the running time if we are interested only in the size of a minimum dominating set, or the number of these sets. To this end, we will introduce a notion of a de Fluiter property for cliquewidth. This notion is defined similarly to the de Fluiter property for treewidth; see Definition 3.2.

Definition 5.2 (de Fluiter property for cliquewidth) Consider a method to represent the different partial solutions used in an algorithm that performs dynamic programming on clique decompositions (k-expressions) for an optimisation problem Π. Such a representation has the de Fluiter property for cliquewidth if the difference between the objective values of any two partial solutions of Π that are stored for a partially evaluated k-expression and that can both still lead to an optimal solution is at most f(k), for some function f. Here, the function f depends only on the cliquewidth k.

The definition of the de Fluiter property for cliquewidth is very similar to the same notion for treewidth. However, the structure of a k-expression is different from tree decompositions and branch decompositions in such a way that the de Fluiter property for cliquewidth does not appear to be equivalent to the other two. This in contrast to the same notion for branchwidth that is equivalent to this notion for treewidth; see Section 4.1. The main difference is that k-expressions deal with sets of equivalent vertices instead of the vertices themselves.

The representation used in the algorithm for the Dominating Set problem above also has the de Fluiter property for cliquewidth.

Lemma 5.3 The representation of partial solutions for the Dominating Set problem used in Theorem 5.1 has the de Fluiter property for cliquewidth with f(k) = 2k.

Proof: Consider any partially constructed graph H from a partial bottom-up evaluation of the k-expression for a graph G, and let S be the set of vertices of the smallest remaining partial solution stored in the table for the subgraph H. We prove the lemma by showing that by adding at most 2k vertices to S, we can dominate all future neighbours of the vertices in H and all vertices in H that will receive future neighbours. We can restrict ourselves to adding vertices to S that dominate these vertices and not vertices in H that do not receive future neighbours, because Definition 5.2 considers only partial solutions on H that can still lead to an optimal solution on G. Namely, a vertex set V (i) that contains undominated vertices that will not receive future neighbours when continuing the evaluation of the k-expression will not lead to an optimal solution on G. This is because the selection of the vertices that will be in a dominating set happens only in the ‘create a new graph’ operations.

We now show that by adding at most k vertices to S, we can dominate all vertices in H, and by adding another set of at most k vertices to S, we can dominated all future neighbours of the vertices in H. To dominate all future neighbours of the vertices in H, we can pick one vertex from each set V (i). Next, consider dominating the vertices in each of the vertex sets V (i) and are not yet dominated and that will receive future neighbours. Since the ‘add edges’ operations of a k-expression can only add edges between future neighbours and all vertices with the label i, and since the ‘relabel’ operation can only merges the sets V (i) and not split them, we can add a single vertex to S that is a future neighbour of a vertex in V (i) to dominate all vertices in V (i). □

Using this property, we can easily improve the result of Theorem 5.1 for the case where we want to count only the number of minimum dominating sets. This goes in a way similar to Corollaries 3.4, 3.6, 4.5, and 4.6.

Corollary 5.4 There is an algorithm that, given a k-expression for a graph G, computes the number of minimum dominating sets in G in O(nk^24^ki×(n)) time.

Proof: For each colouring c, we maintain the size B(c) of any minimum partial dominating set inducing c, and the number A(c) of such sets. This can also be seen as a table D(c) of tuples. Define a new function ⊕ such that (A(c), B(c)) ⊕ (A(c^′), B(c^′)) = { (A(c) + A(c^′), B(c)) if B(c) = B(c^′) (A(c^∗), B(c^∗)) otherwise

where c^∗ = arg min{B(c), B(c^′)}. We will use this function to ensure that we count only dominating sets of minimum size.

We now modify the algorithm of Theorem 5.1 to use the tables D. For the first three operations, simply omit the size parameter κ from the formula and replace any + by ⊕. For instance, the computation for the third operation that adds new edges connecting all vertices with label V (i) to all vertices with label V (j), becomes: D(c × {(i1, d1)} × {(i2, d2)}) = ⨁ d′1 ∈{0,1} max{d′1,i2 }=d1

⨁ d′2∈{0,1} min{d′2 ,i1}=d2 D(c × (i1, d^′_1) × (i2, d^′_2))

For the fourth operation, where we take the union of two labelled graphs, we need to be more careful. Here, we use that the given representation of partial solutions has the de Fluiter property for cliquewidth. We first discard solutions that contain vertices that are undominated and will not receive new neighbours in the future, that is, we set the corresponding table entries to D(c) = (∞, 0). Then, we also discard any remaining solutions that are at least 2k larger than the minimum remaining solution.

Let D1(c) = (A1(c), B1(c)) and D2(c) = (A2(c), B2(c)) be the two resulting tables for the two labelled graphs H1 and H2 we need to join. To perform the join operation, we construct tables A1(c, κ) and A2(c, κ) as follows, with y ∈ {1, 2}: Ay(c, κ) = { Ay(c) if By (c) = κ 0 otherwise

In these tables, κ has a range of size 2k and thus this table has size O(k 4^k).

Now, we can apply the same algorithm for the join operations as described in Theorem 5.1. Afterwards, we retrieve the value of D(c) by setting A(c) = A(c, κ^′) and B(c) = κ^′, where κ^′ is the smallest value of κ for which A(c, κ) is non-zero.

For the running time, we observe that each of the O(k^2n) operations that create a new graph, relabel vertex sets, or add edges to the graph compute O(4^k ) tuples that cost O(i+(n)) time each since we use a constant number of additions and comparisons of an log(n)-bits number and an n-bits number. Each of the O(n) join operations cost O(k^24^ki×(n)) time because of the reduced table size. In total, this gives a running time of O(nk^24^k i×(n)). □

Finally, we show that one can use O(k)-bit numbers when considering the decision version of this minimisation problem instead of the counting variant.

Corollary 5.5 There is an algorithm that, given a k-expression for a graph G, computes the size of a minimum dominating sets in G in O(nk^24^k) time.

Proof: Maintain only the size B(c) of any partial solution satisfying the requirements of the colouring c in the computations involved in any of the first three operations. Store this table by maintaining the size ξ of the smallest solution in B that has no undominated vertices that will not get future neighbours, and let B contain O(log(k))-bit numbers giving the difference in size between the size of the partial solutions and the number ξ; this is similar to, for example, Corollary 3.6.

For the fourth operation, follow the same algorithm as in Corollary 5.4, using A(c, κ) = 1 if B(c) = κ and A(c, κ) = 0 otherwise. Since the total sum of all entries in this table is 4^k , the computations for the join operation can now be implemented using O(k)-bit numbers. See also, Corollaries 3.6 and 4.6. In the computational model with O(k)-bit word size that we use, the term in the running time for the arithmetic operations disappears since i×(k) = O(1). □

We conclude by noticing that O^∗(4^k) algorithms for Independent Dominating Set and Total Dominating Set follow from the same approach. For Total Dominating Set, we have to change only the fact that a vertex does not dominate itself at the ’create new graph’ operations. For Independent Dominating Set, we have to incorporate a check such that no two vertices in the solution set become neighbours in the ‘add edges’ operation.

6 Relations Between the de Fluiter Properties and Finite Integer Index

In the previous sections, we have defined de Fluiter properties for all three types of graph decompositions. This property is highly related to the concept finite integer index as defined in [16]. Finite integer index is a property used in reduction algorithms for optimisation problems on graphs of small treewidth [16] and is also used in meta results in the theory of kernelisation [11]. We will conclude by explaining the relation between the de Fluiter properties and finite integer index.

We start with a series of definitions. Let a terminal graph be a graph G together with an ordered set of distinct vertices X = {x1, x2, . . . , x_l} with each xi ∈ V . The vertices xi ∈ X are called the terminals of G. For two terminal graphs G1 and G2 with the same number of terminals, the addition operation G1 + G2 is defined to be the operation that takes the disjoint union of both graphs, then identifies each pair of terminals with the same number 1, 2, . . . , t, and finally removes any double edges created.

For a graph optimisation problem Π, Bodlaender and van Antwerpen-de Fluiter define an equivalence relation ∼_{Π,l} on terminal graphs with l terminals [16]: G1 ∼_{Π,l} G2 if and only if there exists an i ∈ Z such that for all terminal graphs H with l terminals:

π(G1 + H) = π(G2 + H) + i

Here, the function π(G) assigns the objective value of an optimal solution of the optimisation problem Π to the input graph G.

Definition 6.1 (finite integer index) An optimisation problem Π is of finite integer index if ∼_{Π,l} has a finite number of equivalence classes for each fixed l.

When one proves that a problem has finite integer index, one often gives a representation of partial solutions that has the de Fluiter property for treewidth; see for example [29]. That one can prove that a problem has finite integer index in this way can see from the following proposition.

Proposition 6.2 If a problem Π has a representation of its partial solutions of different characteristics that can be used in an algorithm that performs dynamic programming on tree decompositions and that has the de Fluiter property for treewidth, then Π is of finite integer index.

Proof: Let l be fixed, and consider an l-terminal graph G. Construct a tree decomposition T of G such that bag associated the root of T equals the set of terminals X of G. Note that this is always possible since we have not specified a bound on the treewidth of T . For an l-terminal graph H, one can construct a tree decomposition of G + H by making a similar tree decomposition of H and identifying the roots, which both have the same vertex set X.

Let G1, G2 be two l-terminal graphs to which we both add another l-terminal graph H through addition, i.e., Gi + H, and let T1, T2 be tree decompositions of these graphs obtained in the above way. For both graph, consider the dynamic programming table constructed for the node xX associated with the vertex set X by a dynamic programming algorithm for Π that has the de Fluiter property for treewidth. For these tables, we assume that the induced subgraph associated with xX of the decompositions equals Gi, that is, the bags of the nodes below xX contain all vertices in Gi, and vertices in H only occur in bags associated with nodes that are not descendants of xX in Ti.

Clearly, π(G1 + H) = π(G2 + H) if both dynamic programming tables are the same and G1[X] = G2[X], that is, if the tables are equal and both graphs have the same edges between their terminals. Let us now consider a more general case where we first normalise the dynamic programming tables such that the smallest valued entry equals zero, and all other entries contain the difference in value to this smallest entry. In this case, it is not hard to see that if both normalised dynamic programming tables are equal and G1[X] = G2[X], then there must exists an i ∈ Z such that π(G1 + H) = π(G2 + H) + i.

The dynamic programming algorithm for the problem Π can compute only finite size tables. Moreover, as the representation used by the algorithm has the de Fluiter property for treewidth, the normalised tables can only have values in the range 0, 1, . . . , f(k). Therefore, there are only a finite number of different normalised tables and a finite number of possible induced subgraphs on l vertices (terminals). We conclude that the relation ∼_{Π,l} has a finite number of equivalence classes. □

By the same Proposition it follows that problems that are not of finite integer index (e.g., Independent Dominating Set) do not have a representation of partial solutions that has the de Fluiter property for treewidth. We note that the converse of Proposition 6.2 is not necessarily true.

While we focused on the relation between finite integer index and the de Fluiter property for treewidth (or branchwidth), we do not know the relation between these concepts and the de Fluiter property for cliquewidth. This property seems to be very different to the other two. Finding the details on the relations between all these properties is beyond the scope of this paper as we only used the de Fluiter properties to improve the polynomial factors in the running times of the presented algorithms.

7 Conclusion

We have presented faster algorithms for a broad range of problems on three different types of graph decompositions. These algorithms were obtained by using generalisations of the fast subset convolution algorithm, sometimes combined with using fast multiplication of matrices. On tree decompositions and clique decompositions the exponential factor in the running times equal the space requirement for such algorithms. On branch decompositions, the running times of our algorithms come very close to this space bound. Additionally, a further improvement of the exponential factor in the running time for some problems on tree decompositions would contradict the Strong Exponential-Time Hypothesis.

We like to mention that, very recently, O^∗(c^k)-time algorithms for various problems on tree decompositions have been obtained, for some constant c ≥ 2, for which previously only O^∗(k^k)-time algorithms existed [28]. This includes problems like Hamilton Cycle, Feedback Vertex Set, Steiner Tree, Connected Dominating Set. Our techniques play an important role in this paper to make sure that the constants c in these algorithms are small and equal the space requirement. Here, c is often also small enough such that no faster algorithms exist under the Strong Exponential-Time Hypothesis [28]. It would be interesting to find a general result stating which properties a problem (or join operation on nice tree decompositions) must have to admit O(c^k)-time algorithms, where c is the space requirement of the dynamic programming algorithm.

To conclude, we note that, for some problems like counting perfect matchings, the running times of our algorithms on branch decompositions come close to the running times of the currently-fastest exact exponential-time algorithms for these problems. For this we use that the branchwidth of any graph is at most^2_3 n, e.g., see [47]. In this way, we directly obtain an O(2^{ω2 · 23 n}) = O(1.7315^n )-time algorithm for counting the number of perfect matchings. This running time is identical to the fast-matrix-multiplication-based algorithm for this problem by Björklund et al. [5]. We note that this result has recently been improved to O(1.6181^n ) by Koivisto [52]. Our algorithm improves this result on graphs for which we can compute a branch decomposition of width at most 0.5844n in polynomial time; this is a very large family of graphs since this bound is not much smaller that the given upper bound of^2_3 n.

Acknowledgements

The first author is grateful to Jan Arne Telle for introducing him to several problems solved in this paper at Dagstuhl seminar 08431, and for the opportunity to visit Bergen to work with Martin Vatshelle. The first author also thanks Jesper Nederlof for several useful discussions.

References

[1] Jochen Alber, Hans L. Bodlaender, Henning Fernau, Ton Kloks, and Rolf Niedermeier.

Fixed parameter algorithms for dominating set and related problems on planar graphs. Algorithmica, 33(4):461–493, 2002.

[2] Jochen Alber and Rolf Niedermeier. Improved tree decomposition based algorithms for domination-like problems. In Sergio Rajsbaum, editor, 5th Latin American Theoretical Informatics Symposium, LATIN 2002, volume 2286 of Lecture Notes in Computer Science, pages 613–628. Springer, 2002.

[3] Stefan Arnborg, Derek G. Corneil, and Andrzej Proskurowski. Complexity of finding embeddings in a k-tree. SIAM Journal on Algebraic and Discrete Methods, 8(2):277–284, 1987.

[4] Nadja Betzler, Michael R. Fellows, Christian Komusiewicz, and Rolf Niedermeier. Parameterized algorithms and hardness results for some graph motif problems. In Paolo Ferragina and Gad M. Landau, editors, 19th Annual Symposium on Combinatorial Pattern Matching, CPM 2008, volume 5029 of Lecture Notes in Computer Science, pages 31–43. Springer, 2008.

[5] Andreas Björklund and Thore Husfeldt. Exact algorithms for exact satisfiability and number of perfect matchings. Algorithmica, 52(2):226–249, 2008.

[6] Andreas Björklund, Thore Husfeldt, Petteri Kaski, and Mikko Koivisto. Fourier meets möbius: fast subset convolution. In David S. Johnson and Uriel Feige, editors, 39th ACM Symposium on Theory of Computing, STOC 2007, pages 67–74. ACM, 2007.

[7] Andreas Björklund, Thore Husfeldt, and Mikko Koivisto. Set partitioning via inclusionexclusion. SIAM Journal on Computing, 39(2):546–563, 2009.

[8] Hans L. Bodlaender. Polynomial algorithms for graph isomorphism and chromatic index on partial k-trees. Journal of Algorithms, 11(4):631–643, 1990.

[9] Hans L. Bodlaender. A linear-time algorithm for finding tree-decompositions of small treewidth. SIAM Journal on Computing, 25(6):1305–1317, 1996.

[10] Hans L. Bodlaender. A partial k-arboretum of graphs with bounded treewidth. Theoretical Computer Science, 209(1-2):1–45, 1998.

[11] Hans L. Bodlaender, Fedor V. Fomin, Daniel Lokshtanov, Eelko Penninkx, Saket Saurabh, and Dimitrios M. Thilikos. (Meta) kernelization. In 50th Annual IEEE Symposium on Foundations of Computer Science, FOCS 2009, pages 629–638. IEEE Computer Society, 2009.

[12] Hans L. Bodlaender and Arie M. C. A. Koster. Combinatorial optimization on graphs of bounded treewidth. The Computer Journal, 51(3):255–269, 2008.

[13] Hans L. Bodlaender and Arie M. C. A. Koster. Treewidth computations i. upper bounds.

Information and Computation, 208(3):259–275, 2010.

[14] Hans L. Bodlaender and Rolf H. Möhring. The pathwidth and treewidth of cographs.

SIAM Journal on Discrete Mathematics, 6(2):181–188, 1993.

[15] Hans L. Bodlaender and Dimitrios M. Thilikos. Constructive linear time algorithms for branchwidth. In Pierpaolo Degano, Roberto Gorrieri, and Alberto Marchetti- Spaccamela, editors, 24th International Colloquium on Automata, Languages and Programming, ICALP 1997, volume 1256 of Lecture Notes in Computer Science, pages 627– 637. Springer, 1997.

[16] Hans L. Bodlaender and Babette van Antwerpen-de Fluiter. Reduction algorithms for graphs of small treewidth. Information and Computation, 167(2):86–119, 2001.

[17] Hans L. Bodlaender and Johan M. M. van Rooij. Exact algorithms for intervalising colored graphs. To appear.

[18] Binh-Minh Bui-Xuan, Jan Arne Telle, and Martin Vatshelle. Boolean-width of graphs.

In Jianer Chen and Fedor V. Fomin, editors, 4th International Workshop on Parameterized and Exact Computation, IWPEC 2009, volume 5917 of Lecture Notes in Computer Science, pages 61–74. Springer, 2009.

[19] Binh-Minh Bui-Xuan, Jan Arne Telle, and Martin Vatshelle. H-join decomposable graphs and algorithms with runtime single exponential in rankwidth. Discrete Applied Mathematics, 158(7):809–819, 2010.

[20] Mathieu Chapelle. Parameterized complexity of generalized domination problems on bounded tree-width graphs. The Computing Research Repository, abs/1004.2642, 2010.

[21] William Cook and Paul D. Seymour. An algorithm for the ring-routing problem. Bellcore technical memorandum, Bellcore, 1993.

[22] William Cook and Paul D. Seymour. Tour merging via branch-decomposition. INFORMS Journal on Computing, 15(3):233–248, 2003.

[23] Don Coppersmith and Shmuel Winograd. Matrix multiplication via arithmetic progressions. Journal of Symbolic Computation, 9(3):251–280, 1990.

[24] Derek G. Corneil, Michel Habib, Jean-Marc Lanlignel, Bruce A. Reed, and Udi Rotics.

Polynomial time recognition of clique-width ≤ 3 graphs (extended abstract). In LATIN, pages 126–134, 2000.

[25] Bruno Courcelle, Joost Engelfriet, and Grzegorz Rozenberg. Handle-rewriting hypergraph grammars. Journal of Computer and System Sciences, 46(2):218–270, 1993.

[26] Bruno Courcelle, Johann A. Makowsky, and Udi Rotics. Linear time solvable optimization problems on graphs of bounded clique-width. Theory of Computing Systems, 33(2):125–150, 2000.

[27] Bruno Courcelle and Stephan Olariu. Upper bounds to the clique width of graphs.

Discrete Applied Mathematics, 101(1-3):77–114, 2000.

[28] Marek Cygan, Jesper Nederlof, Marcin Pilipczuk, Michał Pilipczuk, Johan M. M. van Rooij, and Jakub Onufry Wojtaszczyk. Solving connectivity problems parameterized by treewidth in single exponential time. In 52th Annual IEEE Symposium on Foundations of Computer Science, FOCS 2011. IEEE Computer Society, 2011. to appear.

[29] Babette de Fluiter. Algorithms for Graphs of Small Treewidth. PhD thesis, Utrecht University, 1997.

[30] Erik D. Demaine, Fedor V. Fomin, Mohammad T. Hajiaghayi, and Dimitrios M. Thilikos.

Subexponential parameterized algorithms on bounded-genus graphs and h-minor-free graphs. Journal of the ACM, 52(6):866–893, 2005.

[31] Erik D. Demaine and Mohammad T. Hajiaghayi. The bidimensionality theory and its algorithmic applications. The Computer Journal, 51(3):292–302, 2008.

[32] Frederic Dorn. Dynamic programming and fast matrix multiplication. In Yossi Azar and Thomas Erlebach, editors, 14th Annual European Symposium on Algorithms, ESA 2006, volume 4168 of Lecture Notes in Computer Science, pages 280–291. Springer, 2006.

[33] Frederic Dorn. Designing Subexponential Algorithms: Problems, Techniques & Structures.

PhD thesis, Department of Informatics, University of Bergen, Bergen, Norway, 2007. [34] Frederic Dorn. Dynamic programming and planarity: Improved tree-decomposition based algorithms. Discrete Applied Mathematics, 158(7):800–808, 2010.

[35] Frederic Dorn, Fedor V. Fomin, and Dimitrios M. Thilikos. Catalan structures and dynamic programming in H-minor-free graphs. In Shang-Hua Teng, editor, 19th ACM- SIAM Symposium on Discrete Algorithms, SODA 2008, pages 631–640. SIAM, 2008.

[36] Frederic Dorn, Eelko Penninkx, Hans L. Bodlaender, and Fedor V. Fomin. Efficient exact algorithms on planar graphs: Exploiting sphere cut branch decompositions. In Gerth Stølting Brodal and Stefano Leonardi, editors, 13th Annual European Symposium on Algorithms, ESA 2005, volume 3669 of Lecture Notes in Computer Science, pages 95–106, 2005.

[37] David Eppstein. Diameter and treewidth in minor-closed graph families. Algorithmica, 27(3):275–291, 2000.

[38] Michael R. Fellows, Frances A. Rosamond, Udi Rotics, and Stefan Szeider. Clique-width is NP-complete. SIAM Journal on Discrete Mathematics, 23(2):909–939, 2009.

[39] Fedor V. Fomin, Serge Gaspers, Saket Saurabh, and Alexey A. Stepanov. On two techniques of combining branching and treewidth. Algorithmica, 54(2):181–207, 2009.

[40] Fedor V. Fomin and Dimitrios M. Thilikos. A simple and fast approach for solving problems on planar graphs. In Volker Diekert and Michel Habib, editors, 21st Symposium on Theoretical Aspects of Computer Science, STACS 2004, volume 2996 of Lecture Notes in Computer Science, pages 56–67. Springer, 2004.

[41] Fedor V. Fomin and Dimitrios M. Thilikos. Dominating sets in planar graphs: Branchwidth and exponential speed-up. SIAM Journal on Computing, 36(2):281–309, 2006.

[42] Michael L. Fredman and Dan E. Willard. Surpassing the information theoretic bound with fusion trees. Journal of Computer and System Sciences, 47(3):424–436, 1993.

[43] Martin Fürer. Faster integer multiplication. SIAM Journal on Computing, 39(3):979– 1005, 2009.

[44] Robert Ganian and Petr Hlinený. On parse trees and Myhill-Nerode-type tools for fandling graphs of bounded rank-width. Discrete Applied Mathematics, 158(7):851–867, 2010.

[45] Torben Hagerup. Sorting and searching on the word RAM. In M. Morvan, C. Meinel, and D. Krob, editors, 15th International Symposium on Theoretical Aspects of Computer Science, STACS 1998, volume 1373 of Lecture Notes in Computer Science, pages 366– 398. Springer, 1998.

[46] Illya V. Hicks. Branchwidth heuristics. Congressus Numerantium, 159:31–50, 2002. [47] Illya V. Hicks. Graphs, branchwidth, and tangles! Oh my! Networks, 45(2):55–60, 2005.

[48] Illya V. Hicks, Arie M. C. A. Koster, and Elif Kolotoǧlu. Branch and tree decomposition techniques for discrete optimization. Tutorials in Operations Research 2005, pages 1–19, 2005.

[49] Alon Itai and Michael Rodeh. Finding a minimum circuit in a graph. SIAM Journal on Computing, 7(4):413–423, 1978.

[50] Ton Kloks. Treewidth, Computations and Approximations, volume 842 of Lecture Notes in Computer Science. Springer, 1994.

[51] Daniel Kobler and Udi Rotics. Edge dominating set and colorings on graphs with fixed clique-width. Discrete Applied Mathematics, 126(2-3):197–221, 2003.

[52] Mikko Koivisto. Partitioning into sets of bounded cardinality. In Jianer Chen and Fedor V. Fomin, editors, 4th International Workshop on Parameterized and Exact Computation, IWPEC 2009, volume 5917 of Lecture Notes in Computer Science, pages 258–263. Springer, 2009.

[53] Ephraim Korach and Nir Solel. Linear time algorithm for minimum weight steiner tree in graphs with bounded treewidth. Technical Report 632, Technion, Israel Institute of Technology, Computer Science Department, Haifa, Israel, 1990.

[54] Arie M. C. A. Koster, Stan P. M. van Hoesel, and Antoon W. J. Kolen. Solving partial constraint satisfaction problems with tree decomposition. Networks, 40(3):170–180, 2002.

[55] Daniel Lokshtanov, Dániel Marx, and Saket Saurabh. Known algorithms on graphs of bounded treewidth are probably optimal. The Computing Research Repository, abs/1007.5450, 2010.

[56] Daniel Mölle, Stefan Richter, and Peter Rossmanith. Enumerate and expand: Improved algorithms for connected vertex cover and tree cover. Theory of Computing Systems, 43(2):234–253, 2008.

[57] Jesper Nederlof. Fast polynomial-space algorithms using möbius inversion: Improving on steiner tree and related problems. In Susanne Albers, Alberto Marchetti-Spaccamela, Yossi Matias, Sotiris E. Nikoletseas, and Wolfgang Thomas, editors, 36th International Colloquium on Automata, Languages and Programming (1), ICALP 2009, volume 5555 of Lecture Notes in Computer Science, pages 713–725. Springer, 2009.

[58] Sang-il Oum and Paul D. Seymour. Approximating clique-width and branch-width.

Journal of Combinatorial Theory, Series B, 96(4):514–528, 2006.

[59] Oriana Ponta, Falk Hüffner, and Rolf Niedermeier. Speeding up dynamic programming for some NP-hard graph recoloring problems. In Manindra Agrawal, Ding-Zhu Du, Zhenhua Duan, and Angsheng Li, editors, 5th Annual Conference on Theory and Applications of Models of Computation, TAMC 2008, volume 4978 of Lecture Notes in Computer Science, pages 490–501. Springer, 2008.

[60] Neil Robertson and Paul D. Seymour. Graph minors. II. algorithmic aspects of treewidth. Journal of Algorithms, 7(3):309–322, 1986.

[61] Neil Robertson and Paul D. Seymour. Graph minors. X. obstructions to treedecomposition. Journal of Combinatorial Theory, Series B, 52(2):153–190, 1991.

[62] Alexander D. Scott and Gregory B. Sorkin. Linear-programming design and analysis of fast algorithms for max 2-CSP. Discrete Optimization, 4(3-4):260–287, 2007.

[63] Raimund Seidel. On the all-pairs-shortest-path problem in unweighted undirected graphs.

Journal of Computer and System Sciences, 51(3):400–403, 1995.

[64] Paul D. Seymour and Robin Thomas. Call routing and the ratcatcher. Combinatorica, 14(2):217–241, 1994.

[65] Volker Strassen. Gaussian elimination is not optimal. Numerische Mathematik, 14:354– 356, 1969.

[66] Jan Arne Telle. Complexity of domination-type problems in graphs. Nordic Journal of Computing, 1(1):157–171, 1994.

[67] Jan Arne Telle and Andrzej Proskurowski. Algorithms for vertex partitioning problems on partial k-trees. SIAM Journal on Discrete Mathematics, 10(4):529–550, 1997.

[68] Dimitrios M. Thilikos, Maria J. Serna, and Hans L. Bodlaender. Cutwidth I: A linear time fixed parameter algorithm. Journal of Algorithms, 56(1):1–24, 2005.

[69] Leslie G. Valiant. The complexity of computing the permanent. Theoretical Computer Science, 8:189–201, 1979.

[70] Johan M. M. van Rooij, Jesper Nederlof, and Thomas C. van Dijk. Inclusion/exclusion meets measure and conquer. In Amos Fiat and Peter Sanders, editors, 17th Annual European Symposium on Algorithms, ESA 2009, volume 5757 of Lecture Notes in Computer Science, pages 554–565. Springer, 2009.