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Abstract
A property Π on a finite set U is monotone if for every X ⊆ U satisfying Π, every superset Y ⊆ U of
X also satisfies Π. Many combinatorial properties can be seen as monotone properties. The problem
of finding a minimum subset of U satisfying Π is a central problem in combinatorial optimization.
Although many approximate/exact algorithms have been developed to solve this kind of problem
on numerous properties, a solution obtained by these algorithms is often unsuitable for real-world
applications due to the difficulty of building accurate mathematical models on real-world problems.
A promising approach to overcome this difficulty is to enumerate multiple small solutions rather
than to find a single small solution. To this end, given a weight function w : U → N and an integer
k, we devise algorithms that approximately enumerate all minimal subsets of U with weight at most
k satisfying Π for various monotone properties Π, where “approximate enumeration” means that
algorithms output all minimal subsets satisfying Π whose weight at most k and may output some
minimal subsets satisfying Π whose weight exceeds k but is at most ck for some constant c ≥ 1.
These algorithms allow us to efficiently enumerate minimal vertex covers, minimal dominating sets
in bounded degree graphs, minimal feedback vertex sets, minimal hitting sets in bounded rank
hypergraphs, etc., of weight at most k with constant approximation factors.
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1 Introduction

Let U be a finite set. A property Π on U is monotone if for every X ⊆ U satisfying Π,
every superset Y ⊆ U of X also satisfies Π. Many basic combinatorial properties, such as
being a spanning subgraph of a graph, the linear dependency of columns of a matrix, and
being a transversal of a hypergraph, can be seen as a monotone property on suitable sets
U . Thus, many combinatorial optimization problems can be formulated as a minimization
problem with a monotone property over a finite set U . Due to the nature of combinatorial
problems, numerous minimization problems with monotone properties, such as the minimum
vertex cover problem and the minimum dominating set problem, are proven to be intractable.
Hence, the concept of approximation algorithms is one of the most popular approaches to
this difficulty, which aims to find a “good” solution with a provable guarantee on its weight.
However, in many real-world applications, such a “good” solution may be inadequate, even
if one can find a best one, due to ambiguous “true” objectives and/or informal unwritten
constraints. To tackle these issues, enumerating multiple good solutions would be a promising
approach. In this context, there are several attempts to enumerate multiple good solutions
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rather than to compute a single best solution, which have received considerable attention in
the last decades.

One of the best known attempts to achieve this goal is K-best enumeration [23,29,40,43].
An algorithm is called a K-best enumeration algorithm if it generates K distinct solutions
and there is no solution (strictly) better than those generated by the algorithm. Obviously,
the optimization counterpart corresponds to the case K = 1. Many K-best enumeration
algorithms have been developed in the literature: E.g., spanning trees [29], s-t paths [30, 40],
s-t cuts [52], and (weighted) perfect matchings [43] (See also [23], for more information).
Among others, enumerating multiple solutions with some specific order has attracted special
interests in the field of database research, which they call ranked enumeration [20, 46, 51].
When we wish to enumerate K solutions in the non-decreasing order of their quality, this is
equivalent to K-best enumeration.

A common obstacle to applying these approaches to enumerate multiple (best) solutions
with a monotone property Π is that the underlying minimization problem has to be tractable
since we need to find an optimal solution efficiently in the first place. As in Table 1, however,
many problems of finding a minimum subset satisfying Π, which we focus on in this paper,
are NP-hard. One of possible solutions to avoid this obstacle is due to [3, 24, 36]. They
relaxed the rigorous definition of the output order in ranked enumeration by considering
an approximation order. More precisely, an enumeration algorithm outputs solutions in
θ-approximation order for some θ ≥ 1 if, for every two solutions output by the algorithm,
the cost of the former solution is not worse than θ times the cost of the latter solution. This
notion was first introduced by Fagin et al. [24] and enables us to find an initial solution by
polynomial-time approximation algorithms. In particular, Ajami and Cohen [3] devised an
algorithm for enumerating (weighted) set covers in Hd-approximation order in polynomial
delay, where d is the largest size of a hyperedge and Hd is the sum of the first d numbers in
the harmonic series. However, the technique used in [3] may produce non-minimal solutions.
These non-minimal solutions can be considered redundant in the sense that for a smallest
solution X, there are exponentially many “approximate” solutions containing X, which
can be easily obtained from X. This redundancy highly affects the overall performance of
enumeration algorithms. They extended their algorithm so that it enumerates only minimal
solutions in approximation order. However, the running time of this extension is no longer
proven to be upper bounded by a polynomial in the number of minimal solutions. Our goal
here is to develop enumeration algorithms such that the outputs satisfy the approximation
quality requirement and the running time is upper bounded by the number of solutions.

1.1 Summary of our results
In this paper, given a monotone property Π on a finite set U , a weight function w : U → N,
and a positive integer k, our aim is to design algorithms that enumerate all the inclusion-wise
minimal subsets S of U satisfying Π whose weight w(S) is at most k. Here, we define
w(S) =

∑
e∈S w(e). We measure the running time of these algorithms in an output-sensitive

way (See [32,49], for more information). However, because our primary focus of this paper
is monotone properties whose minimization versions are NP-hard, there seems to be no
hope of developing even a polynomial-delay or incremental-polynomial time algorithm for
enumerating subsets satisfying those properties with weight at most k. Therefore, this paper
introduces yet another concept to enumerate multiple good solutions.

Suppose that we are given a function f : 2U → N and a positive integer k. Let R be
the collection of all feasible solutions in 2U and S = {S ∈ R : f(S) ≤ k}. An enumeration
algorithm A approximately enumerates S if it enumerates solutions R′ with S ⊆ R′ ⊆ R
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without duplication. In other words, we allow enumeration algorithms to output some feasible
solutions in R \ S but forbid to output non-feasible solutions in 2U \ R. The running time
of an approximate enumeration algorithm A is measured by both of the input size and
the cardinality of R′. Moreover, to evaluate the quality of solutions enumerated by A, we
define the approximation factor of A as the ratio maxS∈R′

f(S)
k . Given this, we call A is an

α-approximate enumeration algorithm when the approximation factor of A is at most α.
In this paper, we develop two frameworks for designing efficient approximate enumeration

algorithms for enumerating minimal subsets satisfying Π for several monotone properties
Π with constant approximation factors as shown in Theorems 4 and 5. The description of
these frameworks is general, and hence we can derive approximate enumeration algorithms
for many monotone properties in a unified way. We summarize some problems to which
we can apply our frameworks and known approximation and enumeration (without weight
constraints) results in Table 1. We would like to emphasize that our enumeration algorithms
never output a non-minimal feasible solution even if its weight is at most k, and works
efficiently even if k is large in contrast to parameterized enumeration algorithms [18,25].

We mainly focus on linear weight functions, that is, the weight of a solution is defined
to be the sum of weights of elements in it. However, our frameworks allow us to enu-
merate approximate solutions on more general weight functions. For instance, we obtain
a polynomial-delay 3-approximate enumeration algorithm for minimal vertex covers with
monotone submodular cost.

As further algorithmic contributions, we give polynomial-delay approximate enumeration
algorithms with constant approximation factors for two specific properties, Edge Domi-
nating Set and Steiner Subgraph1. For these properties, our framework for obtaining
a polynomial delay running time bound cannot be applied directly. To obtain polynomial
delay bounds with constant approximation factors, we present problem-specific techniques,
which would be of independent interest.

1.2 Technical overview of our framework
Although the concept of our approximate enumeration would be new, the approach to this is
rather well known. We employ the supergraph technique, which is frequently used in designing
enumeration algorithms in the literature [13, 15, 16, 35, 48]. In this technique, we consider
a directed graph G = (V, E) whose node set V corresponds to the set of solutions. The key
to designing an enumeration algorithm with the supergraph technique is to ensure that, by
appropriately defining the arc set E , G is strongly connected: If G is strongly connected, one
can enumerate all the nodes of G by traversing its arcs from an arbitrary node. In order to
define “arcs” from a solution, Cohen, Kimelfeld, and Sagiv [15] invented a general technique
to ensure the strong connectivity of G for enumerating maximal induced subgraphs with
hereditary properties or connected hereditary properties. In their technique, they consider
a subproblem of an enumeration problem, called an input-restricted problem, and if one
can efficiently solve this subproblem, they show that the entire enumeration problem can
be solved efficiently as well. In particular, if the input-restricted problem for a monotone
property Π can be solved in time polynomial in the input size, then we say that Π has a CKS
property. Note that as they used this term for hereditary properties on graphs, we slightly
abuse this notion for our purpose. Very recently, Cao [13] comprehensively discussed the

1 In our setting, every minimal Steiner subgraph is a (minimal) Steiner tree and hence our approximate
enumeration algorithm enumerates (minimal) Steiner trees only.
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Table 1 Summary of approximation factors of known polynomial-time approximation algorithms
for finding a minimum weight Π-set, known results for enumerating minimal Π-sets, and our results.
The approximation factors marked by ∗ are for unweighted graphs, and these marked by † are
obtained by reducing to the minimum weight d-hitting set problem. “DelP” and “IncP” stand for
“polynomial delay” and “incremental polynomial time”, respectively.

Property Π approx. enum. Our results

Sect. 4

Vertex Cover 2 DelP [50] 3 DelP
Bounded Degree-d Deletion 2 + ln d [44] DelP [13, 15] 3 + ln d DelP
Cluster Deletion 2 [4] DelP [13, 15] 3 DelP
Split Deletion 2 + ε [22, 41] DelP [13, 15] 3 + ε DelP
Pseudo Split Deletion 4† DelP [13, 15] 5 DelP
Threshold Deletion 4† DelP [13, 15] 5 DelP

Thm. 14 Star Forest Edge Deletion 3† DelP 4 DelP

Thm. 17
Dominating Set in

Degree-∆ Graphs
O(log ∆) [14] DelP [33] O(log ∆) DelP

Cor. 10

Star Forest Vertex Deletion 4† IncP [13] 6 IncP
Feedback Vertex Set 2 [8] DelP [48] 4 IncP
Caterpillar Deletion 7∗ [45] IncP 9∗ IncP
Planar-F Deletion O(1)∗ [26] IncP O(1)∗ IncP
Treewidth-η Deletion O(1)∗ [26] IncP O(1)∗ IncP

Cor. 11

Block Deletion 4∗ [1] IncP 6∗ IncP
Bicluster Deletion 4† IncP [15] 6 IncP
Cograph Deletion 4† DelP [11] 6 IncP
Trivially Perfect Deletion 4† DelP [13] 6 IncP

Thm. 12 d-Hitting Set d [7] IncP [10] (d+4)(d−1)
2 IncP

Thm. 21 Edge Dominating Set 2 [28] DelP [34] 5 DelP
Thm. 25 Steiner Subgraph 1.39 [12] DelP [37] 2.39 DelP

applicability of this technique.
To apply this technique to our problem setting, we need to define a supergraph whose

node set contains all minimal solutions of weight at most k. However, there are two obstacles
to this: (1) we need to find a “seed solution” of weight at most k, which is essentially difficult
to obtain, and (2) we need to ensure the strong connectivity of the supergraph defined on the
set of minimal solutions of weight at most k. Fortunately, in our approximation setting, we do
overcome these obstacles: (1) we can use known polynomial-time approximation algorithms
for finding a “seed solution”, and (2) for every two “small” minimal solutions, there is a path
between these solutions whose “internal solutions” are all small in the supergraph defined by
the weight constrained version of input-restricted problems. Given this, it suffices to show
that input-restricted problems with weight constraints can be solved efficiently.

More precisely, given a minimal subset X of U satisfying Π and x ∈ X, the input-
restricted problem requires to enumerate all minimal subsets R of U with w(R) ≤ k such
that (X \ {x}) ∪R satisfies Π. Without the weight constraint on R, it is the original version
of the input-restricted problem defined by Cohen et al. [15]. However, CKS properties
are rather restrictive. It is easy to observe that many monotone properties are not CKS
properties. In particular, the number of solutions of input-restricted problems can be
exponential in the input size. For such a property, Cohen et al. [15] showed that if the
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solutions of the input-restricted problem can be enumerated in incremental polynomial time,
the entire enumeration algorithm also runs in incremental polynomial time as well. We
develop approximate enumeration algorithms along this line. To solve weight-constrained
input-restricted problems, we can intensively exploit problem-specific structures. For instance,
to solve the weight constrained input-restricted problem for minimal feedback vertex sets,
it suffices to show that, given a vertex-weighted graph G, a minimal feedback vertex set
X of G, and x ∈ X, there is an incremental-polynomial time algorithm for enumerating
minimal feedback vertex sets R with x /∈ R and w(R) ≤ k in the graph G′ obtained from G

by deleting (X \ {x}). The key observation here is that G′ has treewidth at most two and
hence we can easily enumerate such sets by dynamic programming over tree decompositions.

For Edge Dominating Set and Steiner Subgraph, we exploit a new supergraph
technique that ensures the reachability from a “seed solution” to every small solution
by defining elaborated neighborhood relation in G, which is inspired by polynomial-delay
enumeration algorithms for minimal induced trivially perfect graphs [13] and minimal induced
Steiner subgraphs in claw-free graphs [38].

2 Running time of enumeration algorithms

We say that an enumeration algorithm runs in polynomial delay if the followings are upper
bounded by a polynomial in the input size |U |: (1) the maximum time interval between
any two consecutive outputs, (2) the preprocessing time, and (3) the postprocessing time.
An enumeration algorithm runs in incremental polynomial time if the ith solution can be
obtained in time (i + |U |)O(1). In other words, given a set O ⊆ 2U of solutions generated so
far, the algorithm runs in time (|O|+ |U |)O(1) to find a new solution not contained in O or
decide that every solution has already been contained in O. If the total running time of an
enumeration algorithm is upper bounded by a polynomial in both the input size and the
number of outputs, we say that the algorithm runs in output-polynomial time or polynomial
total time.

3 Preliminaries

Let G = (V, E) be a graph without self-loops and multiple edges. The vertex set and edge
set of G are denoted by V (G) and E(G), respectively. For a vertex v ∈ V , the neighborhood
or the set of neighbors of v is denoted by NG(v). The set of incident edges of v is denoted by
ΓG(v). We denote by dG(v) the degree of v in G, that is, dG(v) = |NG(v)|. The maximum
degree of a vertex in G is denoted by ∆G, and we call it the maximum degree of G. If
the graph G is clear from the context, we omit the subscript G in these notations. For
X ⊆ V , we denote by G[X] the subgraph of G induced by X. A graph H = (U, F ) is a
subgraph of G if U ⊆ V and F ⊆ E. Moreover, H is an induced subgraph of G if U ⊆ V

and F = {{u, v} ∈ E | u, v ∈ U}. For F ⊆ E, we denote by G− F the graph obtained from
G by deleting the edges in F , that is, G− F = (V, E \ F ).

Let U be a finite set and let Π be a monotone property over U . Let w : U → N be a
weight function. For X ⊆ U , we define w(X) as

∑
x∈X w(x). We call w(X) the weight of

X. A set X ⊆ U is called a Π-set if it satisfies Π. We say that X ⊆ U is a (Π, w, k)-set if
it is a Π-set and w(X) is at most k. When w is the unit weight function, we simply call it
(Π, k)-set. A subset X is a minimal (Π, w, k)-set (resp. minimal (Π, k)-set) if any proper
subset X ′ of X is not a (Π, w, k)-set (resp (Π, k)-set). Now, we define our problem as follows:
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Minimal (Π, w, k)-Sets Enumeration Problem
Input: A finite set U with monotone property Π, a weight function w : U → N, and a

positive integer k

Output: All minimal (Π, w, k)-sets of U

If we allow k to be arbitrarily large, then Minimal (Π, w, k)-Sets Enumeration
Problem is equivalent to a usual enumeration problem for minimal subsets satisfying Π.
However, we note that the problem is particularly difficult in general as mentioned in the
previous section. To cope with this difficulty, we allow us to use a “seed set”, which is an
arbitrary minimal (Π, w, ck)-set for some constant c > 1, as input. Since finding a minimum
vertex cover can be approximated in factor two, we can find such a “seed set” in polynomial
time for enumerating minimal Πvc-sets. Given such a “seed set”, we devise a polynomial-delay
algorithm for enumerating minimal Π-sets containing all the minimal (Π, w, k)-sets and some
minimal Π-sets enumerated by the algorithm may have weight exceeding k. Recall that
the approximation factor α of the algorithm is defined by α = k̃

k , where k̃ is the maximum
weight of a solution output by the algorithm. Formally, our goal is to solve the Minimal
(Π, w, k)-Sets Enumeration Problem approximately.

4 General frameworks for approximate enumeration

Our frameworks are based on the supergraph technique. In this technique, we consider a
directed graph G = (V, E) whose node set V corresponds to the collection of minimal Π-sets.
The key to designing an enumeration algorithm with the supergraph technique is to ensure
that, by appropriately defining the arc set E , G is strongly connected. To ensure the strong
connectivity of G, we define a “measure” between two Π-sets. This idea has been used for
enumeration of maximal induced subgraphs with hereditary properties2 [13,15,16,48] and
enumeration of minimal subsets for specific properties [9, 35]. In [15], Cohen et al. studied
enumeration problems for maximal induced subgraphs with hereditary properties or connected
hereditary properties. The crucial observation is as follows: For any pair H, H ′ of maximal
induced subgraphs satisfying some hereditary property Π, if we can define a neighborhood of
H such that the neighborhood contains H ′′ with |V (H) ∩ V (H ′)| < |V (H ′′) ∩ V (H ′)|, then
G becomes strongly connected since H has a neighbor H ′′ that is “closer” than H to H ′,
which implies there is a directed path from H to H ′ in G via the neighborhood relation.

We apply the essentially same idea to Minimal (Π, w, k)-Sets Enumeration Problem.
For a minimal Π-set S ⊆ U , we develop an enumeration algorithm for enumerating minimal
Π-sets S1, S2, . . . , St ⊆ U such that for every minimal Π-set S′, there is Si with |S ∪ S′| >
|Si ∪ S′|. The key difference from [15] is that we use the cardinality of the union with S′ as
a “measure” rather than that of the intersection, which is also important for approximation
guarantees. The following lemma is an easy observation.

▶ Lemma 1. Let S and S′ be minimal Π-sets. Then, S = S′ if and only if |S| = |S ∪ S′|.

Proof. The only if part is trivial. Since |S| = |S ∪ S′|, we have S′ ⊆ S. The minimality of S

implies that S = S′. ◀

To design a c-approximation enumeration algorithm for Minimal (Π, w, k)-Sets Enu-
meration Problem, our strategy is to construct a subgraph G′ of G such that

2 The property Π is hereditary if, for any graph satisfying Π, every induced subgraph also satisfies Π.
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G′ contains all the minimal (Π, w, k)-sets and
from an arbitrary minimal (Π, w, ck)-set S, there is a directed path to every minimal
(Π, w, ck)-set in G′,

where c is a value depending on the property Π and a known polynomial-time approximation
algorithm for finding seed solution S. To this end, we solve slightly generalized version of
the input-restricted problem, which is defined as follows.

Input-Restricted Minimal (Π, w, k)-Sets Problem ((Π, w, k)-IRP)
Input: A finite U with monotone property Π, a weight function w : U → N, a positive

integer k, a minimal Π-set X ⊆ U , and an element x ∈ X.
Output: All minimal subsets R ⊆ U \ {x} with w(R) ≤ k such that (X \ {x}) ∪ R is a Π-set.

The solutions of (Π, w, k)-IRP is denoted by S(U, Π, w, k, X, x). Since (Π, w, k)-IRP is
also an enumeration problem of a monotone property with an weight constraint, we can
apply approximate enumeration algorithms to it. Let A be an enumeration algorithm for
(Π, w, k)-IRP with approximation factor d. The collection of sets output by A is denoted by
SA(U, Π, w, k, X, x), that is, SA(U, Π, w, k, X, x) contains all inclusion-wise minimal R ⊆ U

with w(R) ≤ k such that (X \ {x}) ∪ R is a Π-set and may contain some inclusion-wise
minimal R ⊆ U with k < w(R) ≤ dk such that (X \ {x}) ∪ R is a Π-set. Note that for
R ∈ SA(U, Π, w, k, X, x), (X \ {x}) ∪R may not be a minimal Π-set. If no confusion arises,
we simply write S (resp. SA) to denote S(U, Π, w, k, X, x) (resp. SA(U, Π, w, k, X, x)).

A function µ(X̃) computes a minimal Π-set from a Π-set X̃ by greedily removing an
element e from X̃ as long as X̃ \ {e} is a Π-set. Note the resultant set of µ(X̃) is a subset
of X̃ and if the membership of Π can be checked in polynomial time, it is computed in
polynomial time as well. The following lemmas show basic properties of SA and µ(·).

▶ Lemma 2. Let X ⊆ U be a minimal Π-set and let x ∈ X. For distinct R, R′ ∈ SA,
µ((X \ {x}) ∪R) ̸= µ((X \ {x}) ∪R′).

Proof. It is sufficient to prove that R ⊆ µ((X \ {x}) ∪ R) for R ∈ SA. Suppose for
contradiction that R ∩ µ((X \ {x}) ∪ R) = T for some T ⊂ R. By the monotonicity of Π,
(X \ {x}) ∪ T is a Π-set, contradicting to the minimality of R. ◀

▶ Lemma 3. Let X ⊆ U be a minimal Π-set and let x ∈ X. Then, for every minimal
(Π, w, k)-set Y ⊆ U \{x} excluding x, there is R ∈ SA such that µ((X \{x})∪R)∪Y ⊂ X∪Y .

Proof. By the monotonicity of Π, (X \ {x}) ∪ Y is a Π-set. Then, there is an inclusion-wise
minimal set R ⊆ Y such that (X \ {x}) ∪R is a Π-set and w(R) ≤ w(Y ) ≤ k, which implies
that R ∈ SA. Since R ⊆ Y and x /∈ R, we have

X ∪ Y ⊃ (X \ {x} ∪R) ∪ Y ⊇ µ((X \ {x}) ∪R) ∪ Y,

completing the proof of the lemma. ◀

We define an arc from a minimal Π-set X to a minimal Π-set Z if Z = µ((X \ {x}) ∪R)
for some x ∈ X and R ∈ SA. By Lemmas 2 and 3, we can conclude that G has a directed
path from every minimal Π-set X to every minimal (Π, w, k)-set Y . Moreover, every internal
node Z on the path is a minimal (Π, w, w(X ∪ Y ))-set since Z ∪ Y ⊂ X ∪ Y . Now, we are
ready to describe our algorithm based on the supergraph technique shown in Algorithm 1.

▶ Theorem 4. Let U be a finite set, let Π be a monotone property over U , let w be a weight
function, and let k be a positive integer. Suppose that the membership of Π can be decided
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Algorithm 1 (c + d + 1)-approximate enumeration for Minimal (Π, w, k)-Sets Enumer-
ation Problem.

Input: A minimal Π-set S of U with w(S) ≤ ck for some c ≥ 1
1 Output S and add S to Q and O;
2 while Q is not empty do
3 Let X be a minimal Π-set in Q and delete it from Q;
4 foreach x ∈ X do
5 Compute SA(U, Π, w, k, X, x) by a d-approximate enumeration algorithm A;
6 foreach R ∈ SA(U, Π, w, k, X, x) do
7 Z ← µ((X \ {x}) ∪R);
8 if Z /∈ O then
9 Output Z and add Z to O;

10 if w(Z) < w(S) + k then
11 Add Z to Q;

in polynomial time and there is an output-polynomial time enumeration algorithm A for
(Π, w, k)-IRP with approximation factor d. Then, given a minimal Π-set of weight at most ck,
Algorithm 1 solves Minimal (Π, w, k)-Sets Enumeration Problem with approximation
factor c+d+1 in output polynomial time. Moreover, it is improved to incremental polynomial
time if A runs in incremental polynomial time.

Proof. We first show that Algorithm 1 outputs all the minimal (Π, w, k)-sets of U . Let S be
a minimal (Π, w, ck)-set, which is given as input. Let O be the collection of minimal Π-sets
generated by Algorithm 1. Suppose for contradiction that there is a minimal (Π, w, k)-set
Y that is not contained in O. We choose a minimal Π-set X and a minimal (Π, w, k)-set
Y in such a way that |X ∪ Y | is minimized over all minimal Π-sets X ∈ O and minimal
(Π, w, k)-sets Y /∈ O. We can choose such X as S ∈ O. Let x ∈ X \ Y . By Lemma 3, SA
contains R ⊆ U such that (X \ {x})∪R is a Π-set and µ((X \ {x})∪R)∪ Y ⊂ X ∪ Y . This
implies that |X ∪ Y | > |µ((X \ {x}) ∪R) ∪ Y |, which contradicts to the choices of X and
Y . Since the approximation factor of A is d and every minimal Π-set X computed in Q has
weight at most (c + 1)k, every minimal Π-set Z generated by Algorithm 1 has weight at most

w(Z) = w(µ((X \ {x})) ∪R) ≤ w(X) + w(R) ≤ (c + d + 1)k. (1)

Hence, the approximation factor of Algorithm 1 is c + d + 1.
As for the time complexity, suppose first that SA can be computed in output polynomial

time, namely O((|U |+ |SA|)t) for some constant t for each minimal Π-set X and x ∈ X. By
Lemma 2, for R ∈ SA, µ((X \ {x}) ∪R) is distinct from µ((X \ {x}) ∪R′) for any R′ ∈ SA
with R′ ̸= R. Thus, we have |SA| ≤ |O|. Therefore, the total running time is upper bounded
by ∑

X∈O

∑
x∈X

O((|U |+ |SA|)t) = O((|U |+ |O|)t+1),

which is polynomial in |U |+ |O|.
Suppose next that A runs in incremental polynomial time. Let O′ ⊆ O be a set of minimal

Π-sets that have already been generated by the entire algorithm at some point in the execution.
Now, consider the running time of the loop at line 4. Since Q contains sets in O′, the loop
repeats at most |O′| times without outputting a minimal Π-set Z at line 9. Moreover, for each
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Algorithm 2 A polynomial-delay (c+1)-approximate enumeration algorithm for Minimal
(Π, w, k)-Sets Enumeration Problem, where Π is a CKS property.

Input: A minimal Π-set S of U with w(S) ≤ ck for some c ≥ 1
1 Output S and add S to Q and O;
2 while Q is not empty do
3 Let X be a minimal Π-set in Q;
4 Delete X from Q, add X to O, and output X;
5 foreach x ∈ X do
6 Compute S(U, Π, w, k, X, x);
7 foreach R ∈ S(U, Π, w, k, X, x) do
8 Z ← µ((X \ {x}) ∪R);
9 if Z /∈ O then

10 if w(Z) < w(S) + k then
11 Add Z to Q;

X ∈ O′ and x ∈ X, either µ((X ∪ {x})∪R) /∈ O′ for some R ∈ SA or µ((X \ {x})∪R) ∈ O′

for all R ∈ SA. By Lemma 2, for each R ∈ SA, µ((X \ {x}) ∪R) is a unique solution among
SA. This implies that we can either find a solution µ((X \{x}∪R)) /∈ O′ or conclude that no
R ∈ SA with µ((X \ {x}) ∪R) /∈ O′ exists in time O(

∑
1≤i≤|O′|(i · |U |)t) = O(|U |t|O′|t+1),

where t is a constant depending on the running time of A. Therefore, the delay of the running
time after generating O′ is upper bounded by∑

X∈O′

∑
x∈X

O(|U |t · |O′|t+1) = O(|U |t+1 · |O′|t+2),

which yields an incremental polynomial time bound. ◀

As applications of Theorem 4, we give incremental-polynomial time approximate enu-
meration algorithms for many properties, such as Feedback Vertex Set, Treewidth-η
Deletion, Trivially Perfect Deletion, and d-Hitting Set.

When we can solve (Π, w, k)-IRP in |U |O(1) time, we can simultanously improve the run-
ning time and approximation factors of Minimal (Π, w, k)-Sets Enumeration Problem.

▶ Theorem 5. Suppose that S can be enumerated in |U |O(1) total time. Then, one can
solve Minimal (Π, w, k)-Sets Enumeration Problem with approximation factor c + 1 in
polynomial delay.

Proof. It is not hard to see that Algorithm 2 outputs all minimal (Π, w, k)-sets by the
same argument as in Theorem 4. Since all steps inside while loop at line 2 can be done in
polynomial time, the delay is upper bounded by a polynomial in |U |. Moreover, since we
add only (Π, w, (c + 1)k)-sets to Q, approximation factor of the algorithm is c + 1. ◀

To apply Theorems 4 and 5 to a specific monotone property Π, we need to develop a
polynomial-time algorithm for solving (Π, w, k)-IRP. Cohen, Kimelfeld, and Sagiv [15] and
Cao [13] showed that there are several properties on graphs can be solved the problem exactly
in polynomial time. In what follows, we say that Π is a CKS property [13] if the problem can
be computed in time polynomial in |U | for any k, X, and x. Cohen et al. and Cao showed
that the following graph properties are CKS properties.

▶ Proposition 6 ( [13, 15]). Let G = (V, E) be a graph. Let C be one of the following
classes of graphs; complete graphs, graphs with no edges, cluster graphs, complete bipartite
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graphs, complete p-partite graphs for any positive integer p, complete split graphs, split graphs,
pseudo-split graphs, threshold graphs, and graphs of maximum degree d for fixed d. Suppose
that Π is the property of being a vertex subset S ⊆ V such that G[V \ S] is in C. Then, Π is
a CKS property.

Moreover, the problem of computing a minimum vertex set whose removal leaves a
subgraph in a graph class listed in Proposition 6 can be approximated with a constant factor
in polynomial time. Therefore, our approximate enumeration framework can be applied
to those properties Π and enumerate minimal (Π, w, k)-sets with constant approximation
factors in polynomial delay.

Our frameworks can be used for more general weight functions. A function f : 2U → N is
monotone if f(X) ≤ f(Y ) for X ⊆ Y ⊆ U and is subadditive if f(X) + f(Y ) ≥ f(X ∪ Y ) for
X, Y ⊆ U . One of the famous examples of subadditive functions is a submodular function.
A function is submodular if f(X) + f(Y ) ≥ f(X ∪ Y ) + f(X ∩ Y ) for X, Y ⊆ U . To bound
the approximation factor of our enumeration algorithms for a monotone subadditive function
f , we can replace function w with f in inequality (1):

f(Z) = f(µ((X \ {x})) ∪R) ≤ f(X ∪R) ≤ f(X) + f(R) ≤ (c + d + 1)k,

where the first and second inequalities are obtained from the monotonicity and subadditivity
of f , respectively. This gives a polynomial-delay 3-approximate enumeration for minimal
vertex covers with monotone submodular cost by combining Theorem 5 with a polynomial-
time 2-approximation algorithm for the minimum vertex cover problem with submodular
cost function due to [31].

5 Applications of our framework

In this section, we give some concrete examples for efficient approximation enumeration
algorithms.

5.1 Approximate Enumeration for Vertex Deletion Problems with
Width Parameters

In this subsection, we particularly work on vertex deletion properties on graphs. Let G = (V, E)
be a graph. We say that a monotone property Π over V is a vertex deletion property if
for every minimal Π-set X of V and R ⊆ X, X \R is a minimal Π-set of G[V \R]. Many
properties can be formulated as vertex deletion properties. In particular, for a (possibly
infinite) family of graphs F , the property of being a vertex set whose removal breaks all
induced subgraphs isomorphic to any graph in F is a vertex deletion property.

To solve hard problems on graphs, width parameters, such as treewidth and cliquewidth,
have become ubiquitous tools, and Courcelle’s theorem [17] is a cornerstone result to develop
efficient algorithms on graphs when these parameters are small. If the treewidth (resp.
cliquewidth) of a graph is upper bounded by a constant, the problem of finding a minimum
weight vertex or edge set satisfying a property expressible by a formula in MSO2 (resp. MSO1)
can be solved in linear time [5,17]. There are numerous properties that are expressible in
MSO1 and MSO2. We refer to [19, 39] for the detailed definitions of these width parameters
and a brief introduction to Courcelle’s theorem.

For our purpose, we use the following lemmas.
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▶ Lemma 7. Let G = (V, E) be a graph with constant treewidth and let Π be a monotone
property on V . Suppose that Π can be expressed by a formula in MSO2. Then, for x ∈ V ,
one can enumerate all the minimal (Π, w, k)-sets excluding x in polynomial delay.

Proof. Let X ⊆ V . Let ϕ(X) be a predicate that is true if and only if X is a Π-set, which is
expressed by a formula in MSO2. As Π is monotone, the minimality of X can be expressed
as:

ϕm(X) := ϕ(X) ∧ ∀v ∈ V.(v ∈ X =⇒ ¬ϕ(X \ {v})).

Let I ⊆ V and let O ⊆ V \ I. Then, the property that there is a minimal Π-set X excluding
x such that I ⊆ X and O ∩X = ∅ is expressible with the following formula:

ϕm(x, I, O) := ∃X ⊆ V.(ϕm(X)∧∀v ∈ V.((v ∈ I =⇒ v ∈ X)∧(v ∈ (O∪{x}) =⇒ v ̸∈ X))).

Now, we can enumerate all the minimal (Π, w, k)-sets of excluding x in polynomial delay by
the K-best enumeration technique [40].

We first compute a minimum weight (Π, w, k)-set S excluding x by the optimization
version of Courcelle’s theorem with MSO2 formula ϕm(x, ∅, ∅). If w(S) > k, we do nothing.
Otherwise, we add a tuple (S, ∅, ∅) to a queue.
Remove a tuple (S′, I, O) from the queue that minimizes w(S′) among those in the queue.
Output S′ and do the following. We repeat this and the subsequent step unless the queue
is empty.
Let v1, v2, . . . , vt be the vertices in S \ I. For each 1 ≤ i ≤ t, we compute a minimal
(Π, w, k)-set S′′ including I ∪ {v1, . . . , vi−1} and excluding O ∪ {vi} with MSO2 formula
(x, I ∪{v1, . . . , vi−1}, O∪{vi}) that minimizes w(S′′). If w(S′′) ≤ k, add S′′ to the queue.

An essential difference from [40] is that, in the K-best enumeration, the algorithm terminates
immediately after generating K solutions. Thus, the correctness of this algorithm directly
follows from [40]. ◀

We also give an enumeration algorithm on bounded cliquewidth graphs. The proof is
analogous to the previous one and hence omitted here.

▶ Lemma 8. Let G = (V, E) be a graph with constant cliquewidth and let Π be a monotone
property over V . Suppose that Π can be expressed by a formula in MSO1. Then, for x ∈ V ,
one can enumerate all the minimal (Π, w, k)-sets excluding x in polynomial delay.

Now, we show the main result of this subsection.

▶ Theorem 9. Let G = (V, E) be a graph and let Π be a monotone vertex deletion property
over V that is expressible by a formula in MSO2 (resp. MSO1). Suppose that for every
Π-set X, the graph obtained from G by deleting X has constant treewidth (resp. constant
cliquewidth). Given a Π-set S of weight at most ck for some c > 0, one can enumerate all
the minimal (Π, w, k)-sets with approximation factor c + 2 in incremental polynomial time.

Proof. Let X ⊆ V be a minimal Π-set. Suppose that for every Π-set X, the treewidth (resp.
cliquewidth) of G[V \X] is at most a constant. Since adding a vertex increases its treewidth
by at most one (resp. cliquewidth to at most twice plus one [42]), G[V \ (X \ {x})] also has
a constant treewidth (resp. cliquewidth). For x ∈ X and R ⊆ V \ (X \ {x}), let ϕ(R, x) be
the predicate that is true if and only if R is a minimal Π-set of G[V \ (X \ {x})] excluding x,
which is expressed by a formula in MSO2 (resp. MSO1). By Lemmas 7 and 8, there is an
algorithm A that compute SA(V, Π, w, k, X, x) exactly in polynomial delay, and hence by
Theorem 4, we can enumerate all the minimal (Π, w, k)-sets in incremental polynomial time
with approximation factor c + 2. ◀
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Let F be a finite set of graphs that contains at least one planar graph. It is known
that every graph that does not contain a fixed planar graph H as a minor has a constant
treewidth [47]. The property ΠF of being a vertex set that hits all the minors of graphs in F
can be expressed in a MSO2 formula. Moreover, there is an O(1)-approximate algorithm for
finding a smallest cardinality ΠF -set [26] if F contains at least one planar graph. Note that for
weighted graphs, the best known approximation factor for this problem is polylogarithmic [2].
These facts yield the following corollary.

▶ Corollary 10. Let G = (V, E) be a graph. Let F be a set of graphs that contains at least one
planar graph and let ΠF be the vertex deletion property corresponding to every set S whose
removal from G leaves a graph does not contain any graph in F as a minor. Then, one can
enumerate all the minimal (Π, k)-sets with a constant approximation factor in incremental
polynomial time.

By Corollary 10, we have incremental polynomial-time approximate enumeration al-
gorithms for minimal feedback vertex sets, minimal caterpillar forest vertex deletion sets,
minimal star forest vertex deletion sets, minimal outerplanar vertex deletion sets, and mini-
mal treewidth-η vertex deletion sets for fixed integer η. We note that the approximation
algorithm due to [26] is randomized and the expected approximation factor is upper bounded
by a constant. Also note that, for specific problems, such as the minimum feedback vertex set
problem, the minimum caterpillar forest vertex set problem (also known as the pathwidth-one
vertex set deletion problem), and the minimum star forest vertex deletion set problem, they
admit deterministic constant factor approximation algorithms [8, 21,45]3.

As for dense graph classes, some graph classes have constant cliquewidth: Block graphs,
cographs, bipartite chain graphs, and trivially perfect graphs are of bounded cliquewidth.
Since the classes of cographs, bipartite chain graphs, and trivially perfect graphs can be
respectively characterized by finite sets of forbidden induced subgraphs, there are O(1)-
approximation algorithms for finding a minimum weight set S ⊆ V such that G[V \ S] is a
cograph, a bipartite chain graph or a trivially perfect graph. Although no characterization
by a finite set of forbidden induced subgraphs for block graphs is known, there is a constant
factor approximation algorithm for the minimum block graph vertex deletion problem on
unweighted graphs [1]. Moreover, the property of being a block graphs is expressible in MSO1
by using the fact that a graph is a block graph if and only if every biconnected component
induces a clique. Therefore, as another consequence of Theorem 9, we have the following
corollary.

▶ Corollary 11. Let G = (V, E) be a graph. Let C be one of the following classes of graphs;
cographs, bipartite chain graphs, and trivially perfect graphs. Let Π be the property of being
a set of vertices whose removal leaves a graph in C. Then, one can enumerate all the
minimal (Π, w, k)-sets with constant approximation factors in incremental polynomial time.
For block graphs, one can enumerate all the minimal (Π, k)-sets with approximation factor 6
in incremental polynomial time.

Since the property of being a set of vertices whose removal leaves a distance hereditary
graph is monotone and every distance hereditary graph has cliquewidth at most five, we
can apply our framework to this property. However, there is no known polynomial-time

3 In [45], they did not explicitly mention the approximability of the minimum caterpillar forest vertex
deletion set problem, while we can easily obtain a deterministic 7-approximation algorithm from their
argument.
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constant factor approximation algorithm for finding a minimum vertex set of this property.
The current best approximation factor is polylogarithmic in the input size due to Agrawal et
al. [2].

5.2 d-Hitting Set
Let H = (V, E) be a hypergraph. A hitting set of H is a subset S of V such that S ∩ e ≠ ∅ for
every e ∈ E . The existence of an output-polynomial time enumeration algorithm for minimal
hitting sets is a long-standing open problem in this field and the best known algorithm runs
in quasi-polynomial time in the size of input and output [27]. There are several studies for
developing efficient enumeration algorithms for special hypergraphs. In particular, if every
hyperedge contains at most d vertices for some fixed constant d ≥ 2, there is an incremental
polynomial time enumeration algorithm [10]. We say that such a hypergraph has rank at
most d and call a hitting set of rank-d hypergraphs a d-hitting set.

We show that minimal d-hitting sets of hypergraphs with weight at most k can be
enumerated in incremental-polynomial time with approximation factor (d+4)(d−1)

2 . It is
known that the problem of computing a minimum weight d-hitting set of H has a polynomial-
time d-approximation algorithm. We use this algorithm to compute a seed set.

▶ Theorem 12. Let H = (V, E) be a hypergraph with rank at most d. Then, there is
an incremental-polynomial (d+4)(d−1)

2 -approximate enumeration algorithm for enumerating
minimal d-hitting sets of H.

Proof. Let k be a positive integer. We show, by induction on d, that there is an approximate
enumeration algorithm for minimal d-hitting sets of H of weight at most k. If d = 2, then
the problem is equivalent to the vertex cover case, and hence, by Proposition 6, we have a
3-approximate polynomial delay enumeration algorithm.

Now, we assume that we can enumerate in incremental-polynomial time all the minimal
(d− 1)-hitting sets of weight at most k with the approximation factor (d+3)(d−2)

2 for every
hypergraph having rank at most d− 1. We consider an enumeration algorithm for minimal
d-hitting sets of H. Let ΠHS be the property of being a hitting set of a hypergraph H. Observe
that, for a minimal hitting set X ⊆ V of H and x ∈ X, Input-Restricted Minimal
(ΠHS, w, k)-Sets Problem for H can be seen as the problem of enumerating minimal
(d − 1)-hitting sets in a hypergraph H′ obtained from H by deleting all the hyperedges
intersecting with X \ {x} and removing x from each remaining hyperedge. By the induction
hypothesis, we can enumerate minimal (d− 1)-hitting sets of H′ with approximation factor
(d+3)(d−2)

2 in incremental-polynomial time. Since there is a polynomial-time d-approximation
algorithm for the minimum d-hitting set problem, by Theorem 4, we can enumerate all
the minimal d-hitting sets of H in incremental-polynomial time with approximation factor
d + (d+3)(d−2)

2 + 1 = (d+4)(d−1)
2 . ◀

5.3 Star Forest Edge Deletion
A graph is called a star forest if each component is a star graph. A star graph is a graph
isomorphic to K1,t, a complete bipartite graph of t + 1 vertices. The center of a star is a
vertex of degree greater than one. Note that we regard an isolated vertex or a complete
graph of two vertices as a star. A vertex v is called a leaf if degree of v is equal to one. Let
G = (V, E) be a graph. A vertex set S ⊆ V (resp. an edge set F ⊆ E) is called a star forest
vertex deletion set (resp. star forest edge deletion set) of G if G[V \S] (resp. G−F ) is a star
forest. Let ΠSFVD and ΠSFED be the properties of being a star forest vertex and edge deletion
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set of G, respectively. It is easy to see that both properties are monotone over V and E,
respectively.

▶ Lemma 13. ΠSFED is a CKS property.

Proof. Let G = (V, E) be a graph, X ⊆ E be a minimal star forest edge deletion set of G,
and e = {u, v} ∈ X. Let S be a collection of a set of edges R such that (X \ {e}) ∪ R is
star forest edge deletion. Since X is a minimal star forest deletion, G− (X \ {e}) contains
exactly one component C that is not a star. Hence, R only contains edges in C.

We consider two cases: (1) exactly one of dC(u) or dC(v) is more than one, or (2) both
dC(u) and dC(v) are more than one. In Case (1), we may assume dC(u) > 1. Since C is not
a star and C − {e} is a star, C contains w with dC(w) > 1 that is adjacent to u in C. This
implies that u is a leaf in G −X. There are two minimal star forest edge deletion sets R

of C without containing e: {{u, w}} and ΓC(w) \ {{u, w}}. Suppose that both dC(u) and
dC(v) are more than one, namely Case (2). As R does not contain e, at least one of u and v,
say u, is a leaf in C −R. Thus, R contains all edges but e incident to u. If v is also a leaf in
C − R (i.e., e is a component in C − R), then R contains all edges but e incident to v as
above. Otherwise, v is the center vertex of degree at least two in the star component C ′ of
C −R. Then, every neighbor w of v in C ′ must be a leaf. Therefore, R contains all edges
incident to w ∈ NC(v) except one edge {v, w}. By guessing whether u and v are leaves or
centers in C −R, we can uniquely determine minimal star forest edge deletion set R of C.

In all cases, there are only a constant number of possibility of minimal star forest edge
deletion set R of C. Hence, S contains a constant number of sets, which can be computed in
polynomial time. ◀

Since there is a polynomial-time 3-approximation algorithm for finding a minimum star
forest edge deletion set [21], by Theorem 5, we have the following theorem.

▶ Theorem 14. There is an approximate enumeration algorithm for minimal star forest
edge deletion sets with approximation factor 4 that runs in polynomial delay.

Contrary to this, we cannot directly apply our framework to the vertex counterpart. We
should remark that this does not imply there is no polynomial-delay enumeration algorithm
with constant approximation factor.

▶ Proposition 15. ΠSFVD is not a CKS property.

Proof. From a star graph K1,2n with leaves {v1, v2, . . . , v2n} for some integer n and the
center r, we construct a graph G = (V, E) by adding an edge between v2i−1 and v2i for each
1 ≤ i ≤ n. Let X = {r}. Then, X is a minimal star forest vertex deletion set of G. It is easy
to verify that there are exponentially many minimal star forest vertex deletion sets Y of
G[V ] that exclude r since for each 1 ≤ i ≤ n, Y contains either v2i−1 or v2i, which implies
that 2n possible combinations of Y . ◀

5.4 Dominating Set in Bounded Degree Graphs
Let G = (V, E) be a graph. We say that D ⊆ V is a dominating set of G if every vertex in
V is either contained in D or adjacent to a vertex in D. Let ΠDom be the property of being a
dominating set of G. Although it is not hard to see that ΠDom is not a CKS property, we can
prove that it does have a CKS property when the maximum degree of G is upper bounded
by a constant.
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▶ Lemma 16. ΠDom is a CKS property, provided every vertex of G has degree at most some
fixed constant ∆.

Proof. Let X be a minimal dominating set of G. Since the degree of every vertex of
G is at most ∆, there are a constant number of non-dominated vertices U ⊆ N(x) by
X \ {x}. Moreover, since such a vertex in U can be dominated by its neighbor, there are a
constant number of possibilities of minimal vertex addition. Therefore, S can be computed
in polynomial time. ◀

It is well known that the minimum dominating set problem admits a polynomial-time
O(log ∆)-approximation algorithm on graphs of maximum degree ∆ [14]. This yields the
following approximate enumeration.

▶ Theorem 17. There is an approximate enumeration algorithm for minimal dominating
sets on bounded degree graphs with approximation factor O(log ∆) runs in polynomial delay,
where ∆ is the maximum degree of input graphs.

6 Approximate enumeration beyond our frameworks

In this section, as another algorithmic contribution, we propose polynomial-delay constant
factor approximate enumeration algorithms for minimal edge dominating sets and minimal
Steiner subgraphs, which seem to be difficult to apply the previous frameworks directly.

6.1 Minimal edge dominating sets
Let G = (V, E) be a graph. Let n = |V | and m = |E|. A set D ⊆ E of edges is an edge
dominating set of G if every edge e in E either belongs to D or has an edge f ∈ D that
shares a common end vertex. Let w : E → N be a weight function. In the latter case, we say
that e is dominated by D or D dominates e. Let X ⊆ E be an edge dominating set of G.
When an edge e ∈ E is dominated by X, but is not dominated by X \ {x} for some x ∈ X, e

is called the private edge of x. Moreover, we say that x has the private edge e. Note that x

may have itself as the private edge. It is known that X is a minimal edge dominating set of
G if and only if any edge in X has at least one private edge. Let ΠEDS be the property of
being an edge dominating set of a graph G = (V, E).

Kanté et al. developed a polynomial-delay and polynomial-space enumeration algorithm
for minimal edge dominating sets [34]. Their algorithm is based on the reverse search
technique [6]. It would be highly nontrivial to extend their algorithm to our problem setting.
Moreover, unfortunately, ΠEDS is not CKS property. Figure 1 depicts such an example of G

and X. This implies that we cannot directly apply the framework in Section 4.
In this subsection, we show that it is still possible to approximately enumerate all minimal

edge dominating sets in polynomial delay with a constant approximation factor. To make
our idea clear, we first describe an algorithm for enumerating all minimal edge dominating
sets of G without weight constraints and postpone proving an approximation guarantee to
the last of this subsection.

The algorithm is also based on the supergraph technique. Thus, we need to build a
directed graph G = (V, E), where V is the set of minimal edge dominating sets of G and E is
the set of arcs based on two types of neighborhood. The precise definition of neighbors will
be given later. Intuitively speaking, to construct a directed path from X to Y , we repeatedly
exchange edges in X \Y with edges outside X. Let x = {u, v} ∈ X \Y . Note that Y contains
at least one edge e incident to u or v as otherwise x is not dominated by Y . If Y contains
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Figure 1 Example of an intractable case of the input-restricted problem. Thick lines indicate
edges in X. There are at least 2i minimal sets Y such that (X \ {x}) ∪ Y is an edge dominating
set of G since we can take independently z2j−1 or z2j for each 1 ≤ j ≤ i. Note that (X \ {x}) ∪ Y

needs not be minimal.

two edges e ∈ Γ(u) and f ∈ Γ(v), then the type-I neighbor of X with respect to (x, e, f)
is “closer” than X to Y . On the other hand, if Y does not contain any edges in Γ(v), we
cannot find a type-I neighbor which is “closer” to Y . Then we dare to choose a “detour”
by taking a type-II neighbor of X that covers Γ(v) from the “outside” of Γ(v). From this
type-II neighbor, we can construct a directed path to Y by tracing a type-I neighbor of each
minimal edge dominating set on the path.

To complete the description of G, we define two types of neighbors of a minimal edge
dominating set X defined as follows:

For any edge x = {u, v} in X, let e and f be edges such that e ∈ Γ(u) \ {x} and
f ∈ Γ(v)\{x}. Note that e or f might belong to X. We say that Z1 = µ((X\{x})∪{e, f})
is the type-I neighbor of X with respect to (x, e, f). When either Γ(u) \ {x} or Γ(v) \ {x}
is empty, say Γ(v) = {x}, then we define Z1 = µ((X \ {x}) ∪ {e}), and we also call it the
type-I neighbor of X with respect to (x, e).
For any edge x = {u, v} in X, let e ≠ x be an edge that shares an end vertex, say u,
with x. Define Wu,x,e(X) as an arbitrary minimal set of edges such that (X \ {x}) ∪
(Wu,x,e(X) ∪ {e}) is an edge dominating set of G with Wu,x,e(X) ∩ Γ(v) = ∅. Note
that Wu,x,e(X) may not be appropriately defined since Γ(v) may contain an edge that
cannot be dominated by any edge in E \ Γ(v). If Wu,x,e(X) is well-defined, we say that
Z2 = µ((X \{x})∪ (Wu,x,e(X)∪{e})) is the type-II neighbor of X with respect to (u, x, e).

Note that Wu,x,e(X) is a minimal set of edges that excludes x and dominates edges
of Γ(v) \ {x} not dominated by (X \ {x}) ∪ {e}. Thus, every edge in Wu,x,e(X) has the
private edge in Γ(v). This also implies Wu,x,e(X) contains at most |Γ(v)| ≤ ∆ edges. This
observation is useful to analyze the delay of the algorithm in Theorem 20. We can easily see
a type-I and type-II neighbor of X are always minimal edge dominating sets of G.

We first show that G is strongly connected. Let X and Y be two distinct minimal
edge dominating sets of G. We wish to prove that there is a neighbor Z of X such that
|Z ∪ Y | < |X ∪ Y |, that is, Z is “closer” to Y than X in G. However, X may not have such
a neighbor. To prove the strong connectivity of G, we show that if X ̸= Y , then there always
exists a desirable set Z with |Z ∪ Y | < |X ∪ Y | such that G has a directed path from X to Z.

▶ Lemma 18. Let X and Y be distinct two minimal edge dominating sets of G and let
x = {u, v} be an edge in X \ Y . Without loss of generality, Y contains an edge e incident to
u. If (a) Y contains an edge in Γ(v) or (b) X contains an edge in Γ(v) \ {x}, then X has a
type-I neighbor Z satisfying |Z ∪ Y | < |X ∪ Y |.

Proof. If (a) holds, that is, Y contains an edge f in Γ(v), then the type-I neighbor Z of X

with respect to (x, e, f) satisfies |Z ∪ Y | ≤ |(X \ {x}) ∪ {e, f} ∪ Y | < |X ∪ Y |.
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Figure 2 A running example of Lemma 19. We define Z0 = (X \ {x}) ∪ {{w3, w′
3}, {w2, w4}, e},

where Wu,x,e(X) = {{w3, w′
3}, {w2, w4}} and Z∗

0 = µ(Z0). Edges Wu,x,e(X) dominate undominated
edges of Γ(v) by X \ {x}. Z∗

1 = µ(Z∗
0 ∪ {{w2, w′

2}, {w4, w′
4}} \ {{w2, w4}}) is the type-I neighbor

with respect to ({w2, w4}, {w2, w′
2}, {w4, w′

4}). Then, we have |Z∗
1 ∪ Y | = 12 < 14 = |X ∪ Y |.

In what follows, we suppose that (a) does not hold but (b) holds. If Γ(v) contains
exactly one edge x, then the type-I neighbor Z of X with respect to (x, e) satisfies |Z ∪ Y | ≤
|(X \ {x}) ∪ {e} ∪ Y | < |X ∪ Y |. Thus, in what follows, we assume that Γ(v) contains more
than one edges. Note that |Γ(u)| is also more than one since Γ(u) has at least two edges e

and x.
Suppose that X contains edges in Γ(v) \ {x}. As Y has no edges incident to v and x /∈ Y ,

Y contains at least one edge e incident to u. By the assumption that X has an edge f in
Γ(v) \ {x}, x has no private edges incident to v at X, which implies that every private edge
of x at X is incident to u. Hence, Z ′ = (X \ {x}) ∪ {e, f} is an edge dominating set of G.
Moreover, |X ∪ Y | > |Z ′ ∪ Y | ≥ |µ(Z ′) ∪ Y | as x /∈ Y and e ∈ Y . Since Z = µ(Z ′) is the
type-I neighbor of X with respect to (x, e, f). ◀

We assume the condition of Lemma 18 does not hold, that is, Y ∩ Γ(v) = ∅ and
X ∩ Γ(v) = {x}. By this assumption, Y contains at least one edge e ∈ Γ(u) with e ≠ x.
Moreover, we assume that Γ(v) \ {x} contains at least one edge as otherwise the type-I
neighbor Z = µ((X \ {x}) ∪ {e}) of X satisfies |Z ∪ Y | < |X ∪ Y | and hence we are done.
From these assumptions, at Y , it follows that the edges in Γ(v) \ {x} are dominated by edges
not incident to v. Recall that Wu,x,e(X) is defined to be an arbitrary minimal set of edges
such that (X \ {x})∪ (Wu,x,e(X)∪{e}) is an edge dominating set with Wu,x,e(X)∩Γ(v) = ∅.
Such a set Wu,x,e(X) is well-defined since Y contains edges not in Γ(v) that dominates those
in Γ(v) \ {x}. This observation yields the following lemma.

▶ Lemma 19. Let X and Y be distinct minimal edge dominating sets of G. Let x ∈ X \ Y

with x = {u, v}. Suppose that Y ∩ Γ(v) = ∅, X ∩ Γ(v) = {x}, and Y contains an edge e ≠ x

incident to u. Then, X has a type-II neighbor Z∗
0 such that there is a directed path from Z∗

0
to a minimal edge dominating set Z with |Z ∪ Y | < |X ∪ Y |.

Proof. Let e1, e2, · · · , et be the edges in Wu,x,e(X) \ Y in an arbitrary order, where t =
|Wu,x,e(X) \ Y |, and let Z∗

0 = µ((X \ {x})∪ (Wu,x,e(X)∪{e})) be the type-II neighbor of X.
For each 1 ≤ i ≤ t, we define Z∗

i as follows. If ei /∈ Z∗
i−1, we define Z∗

i = Z∗
i−1. A concrete

example of Z∗
i can be found in Figure 2.
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Suppose otherwise that ei ∈ Z∗
i−1. Let wi ∈ N(v) that is one of the end vertices of ei.

Since Y has no edges incident to v and ei /∈ Y , there is an edge fi ∈ Y with fi ̸= ei that
dominates edge {v, wi}. Let w′

i ̸= wi be the other end vertex of ei (i.e., ei = {wi, w′
i}). If

both wi and w′
i are contained in N(v), then Y has an edge hi ∈ Γ(w′

i) \ Γ(v) as otherwise
edge {v, w′

i} is not dominated by Y , contradicting to the fact that Y is an edge dominating
set of G. We define Z∗

i as the type-I neighbor of Z∗
i−1 with respect to (ei, fi, hi). Suppose

next that w′
i is not contained in N(v). By the minimality of Wu,x,e(X), X has no edges

incident to wi. This implies that X contains an edge hi ∈ Γ(w′
i) dominating ei. We then

define Z∗
i as the type-I neighbor of Z∗

i−1 with respect to (ei, fi, hi) if hi ̸= x, and otherwise,
define Z∗

i as the type-I neighbor of Z∗
i−1 with respect to (ei, fi, e). Note that if hi = x, then

one of the end vertices of ei is u, and then Z∗
i is a legal type-I neighbor of Z∗

i−1. Finally, we
have Z∗

t and denote it by Z. Since fi ∈ Y , hi ∈ X ∪ Y , ei /∈ X ∪ Y for every 1 ≤ i ≤ t, and
e ∈ Y , we have Z ⊆ X ∪ Y . Moreover, as x /∈ Z, we have |X ∪ Y | > |Z ∪ Y |. ◀

Finally, we analyze the delay of the algorithm. Note that every minimal edge dominating
sets has O(n∆2) neighbors. Moreover, computing type-I and type-II neighbors can be done
in O(n∆) time. The detail of this analysis can be found in the proof of the next theorem.

▶ Theorem 20. One can enumerate all minimal edge dominating sets in a graph with
O(n2∆3) delay.

Proof. Each minimal edge dominating set of G has O(n∆2) neighbors and computing each
neighbor can be done in O(n∆) time, assuming that the operation µ(·) is done in time O(n∆).
Thus, we consider the time complexity to compute µ(X̃). Let X̃ be an edge dominating set
of G. Since Πeds is monotone property, we can compute µ(X̃) as the following procedure:
1. Let (e1, . . . , e|X̃|) be the edges in X̃.
2. For each 1 ≤ i ≤

∣∣X̃∣∣, if X̃ \ {ei} is an edge dominating set of G, then we update X̃ to
X̃ \ {ei}.

To check the condition that X̃\{ei} is an edge dominating set of G, it suffices to check whether∣∣(Γ(u) ∪ Γ(v)) ∩ (X̃ \ {ei})
∣∣ ≥ 1 for any {u, v} ∈ E. This can be done in O(∆) time for each

Step 2 of the above procedure by simply keeping track of the value
∣∣(Γ(u) ∪ Γ(u)) ∩ X̃

∣∣ for
each {u, v} ∈ E and updating it in O(∆) time when removing ei from X̃. Hence, we can
compute µ(X̃) in O(

∣∣X̃∣∣ ∆) time. Finally, we consider the cardinality of X̃ that appears in
our algorithm. In our algorithm, we use function µ(·) when computing type-I or type-II
neighbors of a minimal edge dominating set X. By the definition of neighbors, X̃ is either
of the form (X \ {x}) ∪ {e, f} or of the form (X \ {x}) ∪ (Wu,x,e(X) ∪ {e}). For the former
case, we have

∣∣X̃∣∣ ≤ |X|+ 2 and for the latter case, we have
∣∣X̃∣∣ ≤ |X|+ |Wu,x,e(X)|. Since

|Wu,x,e(X)| is at most ∆, which is observed at the definition of type-II neighbors, we have∣∣X̃∣∣ ≤ |X|+ ∆. Moreover, every minimal edge dominating set X is a star forest. To see this,
it suffices to show that any minimal edge dominating set contains neither a cycle C3 of three
vertices nor a path P4 of four vertices as a subgraph. If X contains a C3, then X \ {e} is also
an edge dominating set for any e ∈ E(C3). If X contains a P4 = (e1, e2, e3), then X \ {e2} is
also an edge dominating set, contradicting to the minimality of X. Thus, X is a star forest
and hence |X| ≤ n− 1. ◀

Since the best known delay of enumerating minimal edge dominating set is O(n6) due
to [34], our result even improves the delay of minimal edge dominating set enumeration. Note
that the algorithm in [34] runs in polynomial space, whereas ours runs in exponential space.

In order to extend the above enumeration algorithm to an approximate one for weight-
constrained minimal edge dominating sets, we slightly modify the algorithm. According to the
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definition of the type-II neighbor, we can arbitrarily choose a minimal edge set Wu,x,e(X) such
that (X \ {x})∪ (Wu,x,e(X)∪{e}) is an edge dominating set of G with Wu,x,e(X)∩Γ(v) = ∅.
However, for our approximate enumeration, Wu,x,e(X) must have small weight. We observe
that for every minimal edge dominating set Y of G with Y ∩ Γ(v) = ∅, there is an edge set
X∗ such that (X \ {x}) ∪ (X∗ ∪ {e}) is an edge dominating set of G, X∗ ∩ Γ(v) = ∅, and
w(X∗) ≤ w(Y ). This follows from the fact that (X \ {x}) ∪ (Y ∪ {e}) is indeed an edge
dominating set of G and Y ∩ Γ(v) = ∅.

To compute a small weight edge set X∗ such that (X \ {x}) ∪ (X∗ ∪ {e}) is an edge
dominating set of G and X∗ ∩ Γ(v) = ∅, we use a polynomial-time approximation algorithm
A for the minimum weight edge dominating set problem. Consider an edge-weighted graph
H =

⋃
u′∈U ′ Γ(u′), where U ′ is set of vertices that has incident edges that are not dominated

by (X \ {x}) ∪ {e}. For each edge e ∈ Γ(v) ∩ E(H), we set w′(e) := ∞ and for each edge
e ∈ E(H) \ Γ(v), we set w′(e) := w(e). It is not difficult to prove that Y ∩ E(H) is an
edge dominating set of H. We apply A to (H, w′) and have an edge set X ′ such that
(X \ {x})∪ (X ′ ∪ {e}) is an edge dominating set of G and X ′ ∩ Γ(v) = ∅. Moreover, we have
w(X∗) ≤ w(X ′) ≤ c · w(Y ), where c is the approximation factor of A.

The above lemma implies that every minimal edge dominating set on a suitable path
on G from X to Y does not have weight more than w(X) + (c + 1)w(Y ). Note that we
can compute Wu,x,e(X) in polynomial time with approximation factor c = 2 by a known
approximation algorithm [28]. Hence, the main theorem of this subsection is established.

▶ Theorem 21. There is a polynomial-delay 5-approximate enumeration algorithm for
enumerating minimal edge dominating sets using polynomial time preprocessing.

Proof. Let X be an arbitrary minimal edge dominating set of G with weight at most ck. We
can find X in time polynomial by [28] with c = 2. For every minimal edge dominating set Y of
weight at most k distinct from X, there is a type-I neighbor Z with |Z∪Y | < |X∪Y | or a type-
II neighbor Z∗

0 such that there is a directed path P = (Z∗
0 , Z∗

1 , . . . , Z∗
t = Z) from Z∗

0 to Z in G
with |Z ∪Y | < |X ∪Y |. Recall that, in the construction of Z∗

i , Z∗
i = µ((Z∗

i−1 \ {ei})∪{f, h})
for some ei ∈ Z∗

i−1\(X∪Y ) and f, h ∈ X∪Y . It follows that w(Z∗
i ∪X∪Y ) ≤ w(Z∗

i−1∪X∪Y )
for every 1 ≤ i ≤ t. Thus, for every 0 ≤ i ≤ t,

w(Z∗
i ∪ Y ) ≤ w(Z∗

0 ∪X ∪ Y )
≤ w((X \ {x}) ∪ (Wu,x,e(X) ∪ {e}) ∪X ∪ Y )
≤ w(X ∪ Y ) + 2 · w(Y ).

Since we compute Wu,x,e(X) by a polynomial-time 2-approximation algorithm of [28], we
have Wu,x,e(X) ≤ 2 · w(Y ). Thus, every “internal” minimal edge dominating set Z∗

i satisfies
w(Z∗

i ∪ Y ) ≤ w(X ∪ Y ) + 2 · w(Y ) ≤ 5k. Therefore, we can eventually find such a minimal
edge dominating set Z by traversing type-I or type-II neighbors of weight at most 5k. By
applying the same argument from Z to Y , every “internal” minimal edge dominating set
Z ′, we have w(Z ′ ∪ Y ) ≤ w(Z ∪ Y ) + 2 · w(Y ) < w(X ∪ Y ) + 2 · w(Y ) ≤ 5k. Therefore, by
generating a type-I or a type-II neighbors of weight at most 5k, we can, in polynomial delay,
enumerate all the minimal edge dominating sets of G of weight at most k with approximation
factor 5. ◀

6.2 Minimal Steiner subgraphs
Let G = (V, E) be a graph and let W ⊆ V be a set of terminals. In this subsection, we
assume that |W | ≥ 2. A subgraph H of G is a Steiner subgraph of (G, W ) if there is a
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path between every pair of vertices of W in H. It is easy to see that the property of being
a Steiner subgraph of (G, W ) is a monotone property over E. Moreover, every minimal
Steiner subgraph forms a tree, called a Steiner tree. There are polynomial-delay enumeration
algorithms for minimal Steiner trees [37,38]. These algorithms are based on branching and it
seems not to be easy to extend these algorithms to an approximate enumeration algorithm.
Therefore, the goal of this subsection is to enumerate all the minimal Steiner trees of (G, W )
in polynomial delay with an approximation guarantee.

Let ΠST be the property of being a minimal Steiner subgraph of (G, W ) and w : E → N
be a weight function. In this subsection, we may not distinguish between a subgraph and
the set of edges in it. Unfortunately, the property ΠST is not a CKS property. To see this,
we consider a graph with two adjacent terminals s and t. Let x be the edge between s and t.
Then, X = {x} is a minimal Steiner tree of this graph and every other minimal Steiner trees
is an s-t path avoiding x between s and t in the graph and hence there are exponentially
many such paths in general. Thus, ΠST is not a CKS property. However, we can solve
(ΠST, w, k)-IRP in polynomial delay since S(E, Π, w, k, X, x) contains all paths weight at
most k between the two components of X \ {x}, which can be enumerated in polynomial
delay by the k-best enumeration algorithm for s-t paths [40]. Moreover, since the minimum
Steiner tree problem is polynomial-time approximable with factor 1.39 [12], by plugging these
into Theorem 4, we obtain an incremental-polynomial time 3.39-approximate enumeration
algorithm for minimal Steiner subgraphs. In this subsection, we further improve this result
by giving a polynomial-delay 2.39-approximate enumeration algorithm for minimal Steiner
subgraphs.

The technique we used here is also the supergraph technique. To this end, we define the
neighbors of a minimal Steiner tree X ⊆ E of (G, W ) in the supergraph G as follows. We
extend function µ(·) in such a way that for a vertex set W ′ ⊆ V and a Steiner subgraph X

of (G, W ′), µ(X, W ′) is a minimal Steiner tree of (G, W ′) that is a subgraph of X. Let x be
an edge in X. Since X is a tree, there are exactly two components C1 and C2 of X \ {x}.
Recall that C1 and C2 are also considered as sets of edges. Let e = {u, v} be an edge incident
to a vertex in C1 with V (C1)∩ {u, v} = {u} and e ̸= x. Let C ′

1 = µ(C1 ∪ {e}, W1 ∪ {v}) and
C ′

2 = µ(C2, W2), where Wi := W ∩ V (Ci). Since C1 ∪ {e} and C2 are respectively Steiner
subgraphs of (G, W1∪{v}) and (G, W2), C ′

1 and C ′
2 are well-defined. Let Px,e be an arbitrary

shortest v-w path in G[V \ V (C ′
1)], where w is a vertex in C ′

2. Let us note that Px,e might
be a single vertex v when v = w. Observe that C ′

1 ∪ C ′
2 ∪ Px,e is a Steiner subgraph of

(G, W ). This follows from the fact that Px,e connects two components V (C ′
1) and V (C ′

2).
Then, Z = µ(C ′

1 ∪ C ′
2 ∪ Px,e) is defined to be a neighbor of X (with respect to (x, e)). The

neighbor of X is defined to be the union of all neighbors with respect to possible pairs x ∈ X

and e ∈ E \ {x}. The number of neighbors of each minimal Steiner tree X is O(nm), and we
can enumerate all neighbors of X in polynomial time.

If G is strongly connected, then we can enumerate all minimal Steiner trees in polynomial
delay. We begin with proving that G is strongly connected. Before proving the strong
connectivity of G, we observe the following auxiliary lemma, which are easy to verify.

▶ Lemma 22. Let X and Y be a pair of minimal Steiner trees of (G, W ), x ∈ X, and C1
and C2 be the two components of X \ {x}. Then, Y has a path P that connects C1 and C2.

Proof. Since X is a minimal Steiner tree of (G, W ), C1 and C2 have terminals w1 and w2,
respectively. As Y is also a Steiner subgraph of (G, W ), Y has a w1-w2 path P . Thus, P

contains a subpath between vertices in C1 and in C2. ◀

The idea to proving the strong connectivity is as follows. By Lemma 22, there is a
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path P between C1 and C2. If the shortest path Px,e is equal to P , then we are done: we
can find a neighbor Z ⊆ (X \ {e}) ∪ P of X, which implies |Z ∪ Y | < |X ∪ Y |. Otherwise,
by appropriately selecting edges for a neighbor Z ′ of Z, Z ′ contains “more edges” of P

than Z in some sense. By repeating this, we can eventually find a neighbor Z∗ satisfying
Z∗ ⊆ (X \ {e}) ∪ P , proving that |Z∗ ∪ P | ≤ |Z∗ ∪ Y | < |X ∪ Y |. The key to the strong
connectivity of G is the following lemma.

▶ Lemma 23. Let X and Y be a pair of minimal Steiner trees of (G, W ). Then, G has a
directed path from X to a minimal Steiner tree Z that satisfies |Z ∪ Y | < |X ∪ Y |.

Proof. Let x1 be an edge in X \ Y and let C1 and C2 be the components of X \ {x1}.
By Lemma 22, there is a path P in Y between vertices in C1 and in C2. Then, (X \{x1})∪P

is a Steiner subgraph of (G, W ). In the following, we show that there is a path from X to a
minimal Steiner tree Z ⊆ E of (G, W ) in G with Z ⊆ (X \ {x1}) ∪ P , implying that

|Z ∪ Y | ≤ |(X \ {x1}) ∪ P ∪ Y )| < |X ∪ Y | .

Let e1, . . . , et be the sequence of edges of P appearing in this order such that e1 and
et are incident to a vertex in C1 and a vertex in C2, respectively. For each 1 ≤ i ≤ t, we
let ei = {vi, vi+1}. As ei ∈ Y , we have x1 ≠ ei for 1 ≤ i ≤ t. We consider the neighbor
X1 of X with respect to (x1, e1). Let C ′

1 = µ(C1 ∪ {e}, W1 ∪ {v}) and C ′
2 = µ(C2, W2),

where Wi = W ∩ V (Ci). If X1 ⊆ (X \ {x1}) ∪ P , we are done. Assume otherwise. Let
Px1,e1 be the shortest path used in defining X1. By the assumption, we have Px1,e1 ̸= P .
Since Px1,e1 contains e1, P and Px1,e1 have common edge e1. Let ei1 be the edge in P such
that for every 1 ≤ i ≤ i1, ei ∈ Px1,e1 and ei1 /∈ Px1,e1 . By the definition of Px1,e1 , we have
i1 > 1. Let x2 ̸= ei1−1 be the edge of Px1,e1 that shares end vertex vi1 with ei1 . Then,
observe that the neighbor X2 of X1 with respect to (x2, ei1) has all edges e1, . . . , ei1 . This
follows from the fact that we define Px2,ei1

as a shortest path between the two components of
C ′′

1 = µ((X1 \{x2})∪{ei1}, W1∪{vi1+1}) and C ′′
2 = µ(X1 \{x2}, W2) and vi1+1 is considered

as a terminal, which implies that e1, . . . , ei1 are all bridges in C ′′
1 and thus these edges are

contained in X2. Moreover, we claim that X2 \C1 ∪C2 ∪ {e1, . . . , ei1} ∪Px2,ei1
. This follows

from the following facts: C ′′
1 ⊆ C1 ∪ {e1, . . . , ei1}; C ′′

2 ⊆ C2.
By repeatedly applying this argument, we can eventually find a minimal Steiner tree Z

that contains all edges in P and hence we have Z ⊆ C1∪C2∪{e1, . . . , et} ⊆ (X\{x1})∪P . ◀

Thus, we can enumerate all minimal Steiner trees in polynomial delay. Next, we prove
that we can approximately enumerate all minimal Steiner trees with the approximation
factor c + 1. Suppose that we have a polynomial-time c-approximation algorithm for finding
a minimum weight Steiner tree. Let X be a minimal Steiner tree of (G, W ) whose weight
is at most ck. By Lemma 23, G has a directed path from X to every minimal Steiner tree
Y with weight at most k. To show that we can approximately enumerate all solutions, we
prove that every internal node on the directed path has weight at most (c + 1)k.

▶ Lemma 24. Let X and Y be a pair of minimal Steiner tree of (G, W ) with weight at most
ck and k, respectively. Then, G has a directed path from X to Y on which any minimal
Steiner tree has weight at most (c + 1)k.

Proof. Let Z be a minimal Steiner tree of (G, W ) defined in Lemma 23. Then, G has
a directed path from X to Z. In the proof of Lemma 23, we have shown that Xj ⊆
C1 ∪ C2 ∪ {e1, . . . , eij−1} ∪ Pxj ,eij

for every minimal Steiner tree Xj on the path from X to
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Z. Since Pxj ,eij
is chosen as a shortest path, its weight is at most w({eij−1, . . . , et}). Thus,

we have

w(Xj) ≤ w(C1 ∪ C2 ∪ {e1, . . . , eij−1} ∪ Pxj ,eij
)

< w(X ∪ P )
≤ w(X ∪ Y )
≤ (c + 1)k.

By applying Lemma 23 again for Z and Y , every solution Z ′ from Z to Y , we also have

w(Z ′) ≤ w(Z ∪ Y ) < w(X ∪ Y ) ≤ (c + 1)k,

as Z ⊆ X ∪ Y , completing the proof of lemma. ◀

Note that there can be a directed path from X to Y in G that has an internal node
corresponding to a minimal Steiner tree with weight more than (c + 1)k. In our enumeration
algorithm, we simply ignore such solutions and, by Lemmas 23 and 24, the “trimmed”
supergraph still has a directed path from any solution with weight at most ck to any solution
with weight at most k. Therefore, we obtain the following theorem.

▶ Theorem 25. There is a polynomial-delay 2.39-approximate enumeration algorithm for
enumerating minimal Steiner trees using polynomial time preprocessing
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