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Abstract

In this paper, we address the problem of enumerating all frequent
maximal/closed trees. This is a classical and central problem in data
mining. Although many practical algorithms have been developed
for this problem, its complexity under “realistic assumptions” on tree
height has not been clarified. More specifically, while it was known
that the mining problem becomes hard when the tree height is at least
60, the complexity for cases where the tree height is smaller has not
yet been clarified. We resolve this gap by establishing results for these
tree mining problems under several settings, including ordered and
unordered trees, as well as maximal and closed variants.

1 Introduction

Pattern mining is a classical and central problem in the field of data mining.
The goal of this problem is to discover “important” or “interesting” patterns.
However, since it is difficult to mathematically formalize what constitutes
an “important pattern” or an “interesting pattern,” even the formulation of
pattern mining problems is nontrivial. Therefore, many studies adopt high
frequency as a necessary condition for a pattern to be considered important
or interesting.

Among the discrete structures considered in pattern mining, itemsets are
the most common. The frequent itemset mining problem, which enumerates
highly frequent itemsets, is formulated as follows. Given a set of items
U = {1, . . . , n}, a collection of m subsets X1, . . . ,Xm ⊆ U , and an integer
threshold θ, enumerate all subsets of U that are contained in at least θ
itemsets. For a subset of U , the number of itemsets Xi satisfying U ⊆ Xi

is called the frequency of U . If the frequency of U is at least θ, then U is a
frequent itemset.

In the frequent itemset mining, problems that enumerate more informa-
tive itemsets such as closed frequent itemsets and maximal frequent itemsets
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have also been studied. A frequent itemset P is closed if, for any itemset
P ′ ⊃ P , the frequency of P ′ is smaller than that of P . A frequent itemset P
is called maximal if it is not strictly contained in any other frequent item-
set. These problems have been studied from both theoretical and practical
perspectives [5, 24].

For the mining problems described above, the number of outputs may
be exponential in the input size, and polynomial time enumeration is im-
possible. Thus, output-sensitive analyzes that take the number of outputs
into account are commonly used for mining problems [14]. If an algorithm
runs in time polynomial in the sum of the input size and the number of
outputs, then the algorithm is called an output-polynomial time algorithm.
In addition, there is another evaluation criterion known as delay. This mea-
sure is defined as the worst-case time between outputting one solution and
outputting the next solution.

Strings and graphs are discrete structures considered in pattern mining
problems. The frequent subsequence mining problem is to enumerate all
subsequences that appear in at least θ strings as subsequences in a set of
strings. Similarly, the frequent subgraph mining problem is to enumerate
all graphs that appear in at least θ graphs in a set of graphs. As in itemset
mining, the enumeration of closed and maximal frequent subsequences and
subgraphs has been studied [7, 15,25].

In previous studies, three types of discrete structures were considered
in frequent closed/maximal pattern mining problems. This leads to six
different problem settings. Currently, the complexities of these problems
are known. Except for the enumeration of closed frequent itemsets, all
problems are known to be unsolvable in output-polynomial time unless P =
NP [5, 7, 13,24].

In closed/maximal frequent subgraph mining, even the problem of find-
ing a single closed/maximal frequent subgraph is NP-complete, which can be
shown easily by a reduction from the maximum clique problem. Using the
arguments in [13], it follows that closed/maximal frequent subgraph mining
is NP-hard even to find a single solution for many graph classes. Therefore,
the authors in [15] studied the complexity of this problem when restricted
to trees, one of the simplest graph classes. They showed that even when the
input consists of two trees, closed/maximal frequent subgraph mining does
not admit an output-polynomial-time algorithm unless P = NP. According
to their reduction, the problem becomes hard when the heights of the two
trees are at least 60.

Thus, maximal/closed frequent subgraph mining remains hard even when
the input graphs are restricted to (rooted) trees. In contrast, when consid-
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ering practical applications of mining problems on rooted trees, the height
of the trees is usually much smaller. One application of closed/maximal
frequent tree mining is the analysis of XML files [21,27]. XML is a markup
language used for data exchange between different systems and can be rep-
resented as labeled rooted trees. In the synthetic data generated in the
experiments by Zaki [26], the depth of rooted trees was set to around 10,
and in the real-world CSLOGS dataset, the average string length of the
string representation of rooted trees is 23.3 [26]. Moreover, for rooted tree
mining, many practical algorithms have been studied for various settings,
such as whether trees are labeled or ordered, and whether the output consists
of closed frequent subtrees or maximal frequent trees [3, 8–10,27].

For these realistic problem settings, the complexity of these mining prob-
lems has remained open. We investigate the complexity of these problems
when the height of each tree is small. As a positive result, we show the
following theorem.

Theorem 1. There is a polynomial-delay algorithm for enumerating closed
frequent trees of rooted unordered trees with a height of at most 2.

As negative results, we show the following hardness. Dualization (also
known as Minimal Transversal and Maximal Independent Set Enu-

meration in a hypergraph) is one of the most important open problems in
the field of enumeration algorithms, and whether an output-polynomial-time
algorithm exists has remained open for more than 30 years [11,12].

Theorem 2. If there is an output-polynomial time algorithm for enumer-
ating closed frequent trees of rooted unordered trees with height at most 2,
then Dualization can be solved in output-polynomial time.

Theorem 3. There is no output-polynomial time algorithm for enumerating
maximal frequent trees of rooted ordered trees with a height of at most 2
unless P = NP. Moreover, there is no output-polynomial time algorithm for
enumerating maximal frequent trees of rooted unordered trees with a height
of at most 5 unless P = NP.

2 Preliminaries

Let G = (V,E) be a graph. For a graph G, we denote the set of vertices
and edges of G as V (G) and E(G), respectively. A sequence of vertices
P = (v1, . . . , vk) is a v1-vk path if for any 1 ≤ i < j ≤ k, vi 6= vj and
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Table 1: Summary of our paper. PT = Polynomial-time solvable, PD =
Polynomial delay, Dual-hard = If it can be solved in output-polynomial
time, then Dualization can be solved in output-polynomial time, N-OP =
No output-polynomial time algorithms unless P = NP, - = Open.

Unordered/Closed Ordered/Closed Unordered/Maximal Ordered/Maximal
h = 1 PT PT PT PT
h = 2 PD Dual-hard PT if θ = |T | N-OP

3 ≤ h ≤ 4 - Dual-hard - N-OP
5 ≤ h ≤ 60 - Dual-hard N-OP N-OP
h ≥ 60 N-OP [15] Dual-hard N-OP [15] N-OP

{vi, vi+1} ∈ E. The length of a path P is defined by the number of vertices
in P minus one. A graph G is connected if G has a u-v path for any pair of
vertices u, v ∈ V .

A sequence of vertices P = (v1, . . . , vk) is a cycle if v1 equals vk, and
(v1, . . . , vk−1) is a path of length at least 2. If G is connected and has no
cycles, then G is a tree. We denote a tree as T . A rooted tree is a pair
(T, r), where T is a tree and r is a vertex in T . As a shorthand notation,
we denote a rooted tree (T, r) and the root as T and r(T ), respectively.
The height of a vertex v in T is the length of the r-v path. Moreover, the
height of T is the maximum length of r-v path for v ∈ V (T ). For a vertex
v, P = (v1 = r, . . . , vk = v) is the r-v path in T . A vertex vk−1 is the parent
of v, and the vertices v1, . . . , vk are ancestors of v. We denote the parent of
v as par(v). For a vertex v, a vertex u is a child of v if par(u) = v, and if v
is an ancestor of u, u is a descendant of v. We denote the set of children of
v as ch(v). A non-root vertex that has no children is a leaf. For rooted trees
T1 = (V1, E1) and T2 = (V2, E2), T2 is a subtree of T1 if V2 ⊆ V1, E2 ⊆ E1,
and u is a child of v in T1 if and only if u is a child of v in T2.

Let T be a rooted tree and v be a vertex in T . Dv is the set of descendants
of v. A rooted tree (Tv, v) is a subtree of T rooted at v, where Tv is a tree
(Dv , {{u,w} ∈ E(T ) | u,w ∈ Dv}). For two rooted trees T1 and T2, T1

is subtree isomorphic to T2 if T2 has a subtree T ′
2 and there is a bijection

ϕ : V (T ′
2) → V (T1) satisfying u is the parent of v in T2 if and only if ϕ(u)

is the parent of ϕ(v) in T1. We denote it as T1 �iso T2. If T1 �iso T2, we say
that T1 is contained in T2 as a subtree. If T1 �iso T2 and T2 �iso T1, then
we denote it as T1 =iso T2, and T1 is isomorphic to T2. A bijection ϕ is a
subtree isomorphism mapping. Especially, ϕ is a tree isomorphism mapping
if T1 is isomorphic to T2.

We define rooted ordered trees. For a rooted tree T and a partial order
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� on V (T ), (T,�) is a rooted ordered tree if � is a total order for ch(v) for
any v ∈ V (T ). When no confusion arises, we denote a rooted ordered tree
as T . For two rooted ordered trees T1 and T2, T1 is subtree isomorphic to
T2 if T2 has a subtree T ′

2 and there is a bijection ϕ : V (T ′
2) → V (T1) such

that u is the parent of v in T2 if and only if ϕ(u) is the parent of ϕ(v) in T1

and u � v if and only if ϕ(u) � ϕ(v). If T1 �iso T2 and T2 �iso T1, then we
denote it as T1 =iso T2, and T1 is equivalent to T2. A bijection ϕ is a subtree
isomorphism mapping. If T1 is equivalent to T2, ϕ is a tree isomorphism
mapping.

For a multiset of rooted unordered trees T = {T1, . . . , Tn}, the support
of T is the number of trees in T that contain T as a subtree. More precisely,
the support of T is defined by |{R ∈ T | T �iso R}|. We define the set
of trees in T that contains T as T (T ). A rooted tree T is θ-frequent if the
support of T is at least θ. Especially, a |T |-frequent tree is a common subtree
of T . A θ-frequent tree T is maximal if, for any distinct θ-frequent tree T ′,
T 6�iso T

′. When no confusion arises, we denote a (maximal) θ-frequent tree
as a (maximal) frequent tree. For a multiset of rooted trees T , a rooted
tree T is closed if, for any distinct rooted tree T ′ satisfying T �iso T

′, the
support of T is larger than the support of T ′. The above definition is given
in the same way for ordered trees.

In this paper, we discuss the following four mining problems.

Maximal Frequent Tree Mining

Input: A multiset of rooted unordered/ordered trees T and an integer
θ.

Output: All maximal θ-frequent ordered/unordered trees of T .

Closed Frequent Tree Mining

Input: A multiset of rooted unordered/ordered trees T and an integer
θ.

Output: All closed θ-frequent ordered/unordered trees of T .

3 Maximal Common Tree Mining

We address Maximal Common Tree Mining. It is a special case of Max-

imal Frequent Tree Mining and Closed Frequent Tree Mining by
setting θ = |T |. We show that when each rooted unordered tree has a height
of at most 2, the maximal common tree is uniquely determined. This obser-
vation is essential for our algorithm for Closed Frequent Tree Mining
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in the unordered case. In addition, we show the dual-hardness of Closed

Frequent Tree Mining in the ordered case.

3.1 Tractability of the Unordered Case

If T contains a tree of height 1, a maximal common tree of T is uniquely
determined. Thus, assume that T does not contain a tree of height 1. Let T2

be the set of rooted trees of height 2 and N be the multiset of non-negative
integers. We show that there is a bijection between T2 and N . We define a
function χ : T2 → N as χ(T ) := {|ch(v)| + 1 | v ∈ ch(r(T ))} and a relation
⊑ as follows.

Definition 1. For two multisets X,Y ∈ N , X ⊑ Y if there is an injection
ψ : X → Y satisfying x ≤ ψ(x) for any x ∈ X.

Lemma 4. A relation ⊑ is a partial order on N .

Proof. A relation ⊑ is reflexive and transitive based on the definition of ⊑.
Thus, we show that ⊑ is antisymmetric, that is, X ⊑ Y and Y ⊑ X imply
X = Y . Notice that |X| = |Y | if X ⊑ Y and Y ⊑ X.

We prove by induction on |X|. If |X| = 1, X = Y since x ≤ y and
y ≤ x hold. Suppose that |X| > 1. Since X ⊑ Y and Y ⊑ X, there
are injections ψY X : Y → X and ψXY : X → Y such that x ≤ ψXY (x)
and y ≤ ψY X(y) hold for any x ∈ X and y ∈ Y . We define a sequence
(w0, . . . , w|X|+|Y |) as follows. (i) w0 = x0, (ii) if i is odd, wi+1 = ψY X(wi),
and (iii) if i is even, wi+1 = ψXY (wi). From the condition of ψXY and
ψY X , w0 ≤, . . . ,≤ w|X|+|Y |. Since ψY X is injective, there exists an odd
integer j such that ψY X(wj) = x0. Therefore, w0 = . . . = wj = x0, and
{x0, . . . x(j−1)/2} = {y0, . . . , y(j−1)/2}. By the induction hypothesis, X \
{x0, . . . x(j−1)/2} = Y \{y0, . . . y(j−1)/2}. Therefore, ⊑ is antisymmetric, and
the statement holds.

We next show that there is a bijection between T2 and N .

Lemma 5. For any rooted trees T1, T2 ∈ T2, T1 �iso T2 if and only if
χ(T1) ⊑ χ(T2).

Proof. Suppose that T1 �iso T2. Let ϕ be a subtree isomorphism mapping.
Thus, for a vertex v ∈ ch(r(T1)), |ch(v)| ≤ |ch(ϕ(v))|. Therefore, χ(T1) ⊑
χ(T2).

Suppose that χ(T1) ⊑ χ(T2). From the assumption, there exists an
injection ϕ : χ(T1) → χ(T2) such that, for each x ∈ χ(T1), x ≤ ϕ(x).
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Moreover, from the definition of χ, x and ϕ(x) correspond to a vertex in
ch(r(T1)) and ch(r(T2)), respectively. We define a function ϕ′ : V (T1) →
V (T2) based on ϕ. For r(T1), ϕ′(r(T1)) = r(T2). For v ∈ ch(r(T1)), ϕ′(v) =
u, where u is a vertex in V (T2) satisfying ϕ(|ch(v)|) = |ch(u)|. Let v be a leaf
in V (T1), and let par (v) denote the parent of v. We define ϕ′(v) to be a leaf
whose parent is ϕ(par (v)). Since the number of leaves adjacent to par(v)
is at most the number of leaves adjacent to ϕ′(par (v)), this construction
defines an injection. Therefore, T1 �iso T2 .

Lemma 6. Let χ : T2 → N be a function defined by {|ch(v)| + 1 | v ∈
ch(r(T ))}. Then, χ is bijective.

Proof. We show that χ is surjective. For each X = {x1, . . . , x|X|} ∈ N , we
define TX = (VX , EX) as follows. The root r(TX) has |X| children, and each
child vi has xi leaves. Thus, TX is a rooted tree of height 2 and χ(TX) = X,
and χ is surjective.

We show that χ is injective. Let T1 and T2 be rooted trees in T2. Suppose
that χ(T1) = χ(T2). From Theorem 5, T1 �iso T2 and T2 �iso T1. Therefore,
T1 =iso T2, and χ is injective.

From the discussion above, χ is a bijection, and we can define an inverse
function χ−1. Using this fact, we show that the maximal common tree of
a multiset of rooted trees is unique. To this end, we first consider the case
of two rooted trees. In what follows, we identify a multiset of integers and
a sequence of integers in non-decreasing order. Let Ti be a rooted tree in
{T1, . . . , Tk} and χ(Ti) = (xi

1, . . . , x
i
di

), where di is the number of children of

r(Ti). We denote min({T1, . . . , Tk}) := (min1≤i≤k(xi
1), . . . ,min1≤i≤k(xi

dmin
),

where dmin is min1≤i≤k(di).

Theorem 7. Let T1 and T2 be two rooted trees with a height 2. A maximal
common tree of T1 and T2 is uniquely determined, and it is χ−1(min({T1, T2})).

Proof. Let Xdmin
be a multiset (x1

1, . . . , x
1
dmin

), where dmin is min(d1, d2).
Here, χ−1(Xdmin

) is subtree isomorphic to T1. From Theorem 5, χ−1(min({T1, T2}))
is subtree isomorphic to χ−1(Xdmin

). Thus, χ−1(min({T1, T2})) �iso T1.
Similarly, from Theorem 5, χ−1(min({T1, T2})) is subtree isomorphic to T2

and χ−1(min({T1, T2})) is a common tree of T1 and T2.
We next show that χ−1(min({T1, T2})) is a maximal common tree. Let

i be an integer at most dmin . We consider a sequence X obtained by adding
one to the i-th integer in (min(x1

1, x
2
1), . . . ,min(x1

dmin
, x2

dmin
)). From Theo-

rem 5, X is not contained in T1 or T2. Therefore, χ−1(min({T1, T2})) is
maximal.

7



We generalize the above theorem into a multiset of rooted trees T . In
what follows, we denote the set of all subtrees of T as st(T ). From the defi-
nition of a common tree, all common trees of {T1, . . . , Tk} are

⋂
1≤i≤k st(Ti).

We denote it as ct(T ). Moreover, we denote the set of all maximal common
trees of T as mct(T ). The following property of ct(·) is helpful for our proof.

Lemma 8. Let T be a multiset of rooted trees such that mct(T ) is uniquely
determined. Then ct(T ) = st(Tmax), where Tmax is the unique maximal
common tree of T .

Proof. We first show that any rooted tree T ∈ ct(T ) is subtree isomorphic
to Tmax . Since T is a common tree of T and Tmax is the unique maximal
common tree, T is a subtree isomorphic to Tmax as a subtree, and T ∈
st(Tmax).

Let T be a rooted tree in st(Tmax), that is, T �iso Tmax . For each tree
T ′ ∈ T , Tmax is subtree isomorphic to T ′ since Tmax is a common tree of T .
Since T �iso Tmax , T �iso Tmax �iso T

′, and T is a common tree of T .

Theorem 9. Let T be a multiset of rooted trees with a height 2. A maximal
common tree of T is uniquely determined, and it is χ−1(min(T )).

Proof. We prove by induction on the number of trees in T . If |T | = 1, the
statement holds. Recall that mct(T ) is the set of maximal trees in ct(T )
with respect to the relation �iso.

From the definition of ct(·), ct({T1, . . . , Tk}) = ct({T1})∩ct({T2, . . . , Tk}).
Since a maximal common tree of T1 is unique, and from the induction hy-
pothesis, both mct({T1}) and mct({T2, . . . , Tk}) are unique. Let R be the
maximal common tree of {T2, . . . , Tk}. From Theorem 8, ct(T ) is equiv-
alent to ct({T1}) ∩ ct({R}) from Theorem 8, and ct(T ) = ct({T1, R}).
From Theorem 7, {T1, R} has the unique maximal common tree. There-
fore, ct(T ) = st(mct{T1, R}) from Theorem 8, and the statement holds.

3.2 Hardness of the Ordered Case

We next address the ordered case. We show the Dual-hardness of Maximal

Common Tree Mining even if the height of each tree is at most 2. To
this end, we show the existence of an “almost” bijection between the set of
maximal independent sets in a hypergraph and the set of maximal common
trees. An almost bijection means that a bijection from the set of maximal
independent sets in a hypergraph to the set of maximal common trees can
be constructed, except for a constant number of maximal common trees.
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For a hypergraph H = (V, E), a set of vertices I is an independent set
if for any E ∈ E , E ∩ I 6= E. An independent set I is maximal if there
is no independent set I ′ such that I ′ ⊃ I. We denote the set of maximal
independent sets in H as mis(H).

In our reduction, we assume that H = (V, E) has no vertices that is con-
tained in all hyperedges. If such a vertex v exists, mis(H) can be partitioned
into V \ {v} and mis(H − v), where H − v = (V \ {v}, {E \ {v} | E ∈ E}).
Thus, the assumption can be adopted without loss of generality. Notice that
since H has no such vertices, the size of a maximum independent set is less
than |V | − 1. Furthermore, we identify each element of V with an integer
from 1 to |V |.

We construct |E| + 1 rooted trees S, T (E1), . . . , T (E|E|) as follows. Let
r be the root of S, and r has |V | children v1, . . . , v|V |. Each child vi has
one leaf as a child. For each Ei = {w1, . . . , w|Ei|} ⊆ V , we define T (Ei)
as follows. Without loss of generality, we assume that Ei is sorted, that is,
wj < wk if and only if j < k. The root of T (Ei) is ri, and ri has |V |+ |Ei|−1
children. The i-th child vi is a leaf if and only if i is equivalent to wj + j− 1
for some 1 ≤ j ≤ |Ei|. Otherwise, vi has a unique child ui. For each tree,
the order of the children of the root is determined by their indices. From the
above construction, it is easy to show that each tree T (Ei) contains a tree
W such that r(W ) has |V |−1 children, with each child having a unique leaf.
Hereafter, for U ⊆ V , we denote the tree obtained by the above construction
as T (U). For H = (V, E), we denote

⋃
E∈E{T (E)} as T (H).

Lemma 10. Let W be a rooted ordered tree such that the root of W has
|V | − 1 children and each child has a unique leaf. If H has no independent
sets with cardinality |V | − 1, then W is a maximal common tree of T (H).

Proof. From the construction of each tree T ∈ T (H), T has |V | − 1 children
that have a unique leaf. Thus, W is a common tree of T (H).

Suppose that W is non-maximal. Since W is non-maximal, there is a
rooted ordered tree W ′ that contains W . Since the height of each tree is 2
and W ′ is contained in S, r(W ′) has |V | children. Moreover, if all children
have a leaf, it contradicts that W ′ is contained in Ti ∈ T (H) for 1 ≤ i ≤ |E|
since the root of Ti has exactly |V | − 1 vertices that have only one child.
Therefore, r′ has a leaf vertex v as a child.

Suppose that v is the j-th child of r(W ′). Since W ′ is contained in
Ti ∈ T (H), there is an injection ϕ : V (W ′) → V (Ti). Since the root
of Ti has exactly |V | − 1 vertices that have at least one child, for each
u ∈ ch(r(W ′)) \ {v}, ϕ(u) is uniquely determined. Therefore, if j /∈ Ei,
W ′ is not subtree isomorphic to Ti. It implies that any Ei ∈ E contains vj ,
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and it contradicts the fact that H has no independent set with cardinality
|V | − 1.

From the above lemma and T (H) contains S, the root of every maximal
common tree has |V | children except for W . Thus, we can define the follow-
ing function χ the subtrees of S such that the root has |V | children to 2V .
For each subtree T of S, χ(T ) contains i if and only if the i-th child of T is
a non-leaf. Here, χ is a bijection, and we denote the tree defined by U ⊆ V
as χ−1(U).

Lemma 11. For U,U ′ ⊆ V , U ⊆ U ′ if and only if χ−1(U ′) 6�iso T (U).

Proof. Suppose that χ−1(U ′) �iso T (U). Let ϕ be a subtree isomorphism
mapping from V (χ−1(U ′)) to V (T (U)). Since r(T (U)) has at most |V | − 1
non-leaf children, χ−1(U ′) has a leaf vi such that ϕ(vi) is a leaf. From the
construction of χ−1(U ′), vi 6∈ U ′. However, U contains vi and U 6⊆ U ′.

Suppose that U ⊆ U ′. Without loss of generality, assume that U =
U ′ since χ−1(U) is contained in χ−1(U ′). We prove by induction on |U |.
Suppose that U = {u1}. The root of T (U) and χ−1(U) have |V | children.
However, the u1-th child of r(T (U)) has a child, and the u1-th child of
r(χ−1(U)) is a leaf. Therefore, χ−1(U) is not contained in T (U).

As an induction step, assume that U contains k > 1 vertices u1 < . . . <
uk. Let v1, . . . , v|V | be the children of r(χ−1(U)) and w1, . . . , w|V |+|U |−1 be
the children T (U). If χ−1(U) is subtree isomorphic to T (U), there is a
function ϕ from V (χ−1(U)) to V (T (U)). For the u1-th child vu1

, ϕ(vu1
)

is greater than wu1+1 since the wu1
is a leaf. Therefore, ϕ(vu2

) is greater
than the wu1

. Since a subtree consists of {r(T (U)), u2, . . . , u|V |+|E|−1} is
isomorphic T ({u2 − u1, . . . , uk − u1}), χ−1(U) 6�iso T (U).

Lemma 12. Let I be a maximal independent set of H. Then, χ−1(I) is a
maximal common tree of T (H).

Proof. We first show that χ−1(I) is a common tree of T (H). Suppose that
χ−1(I) is not a common tree. It implies that χ−1(I) 6�iso T (Ei) for some
Ei ∈ E . From Theorem 11, I is not an independent set since I ⊇ Ei.

We next show that χ−1(I) is maximal. Suppose that χ−1(I) is non
maximal. Let T ′ be a maximal common tree containing χ−1(I). From the
definition of χ, χ(T ′) ⊃ I. Since I is a maximal independent set of H, H
has a hyperedge E such that E ⊆ χ−1(T ′). From Theorem 11, χ−1(E) 6�iso

T (E). Since χ−1(E) �iso χ
−1(I), it contradicts the fact that T ′ is a common

tree of T (H).
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Lemma 13. Let T 6=iso W be a maximal common tree of T (H). Then,
χ(T ) is a maximal independent set of H.

Proof. Suppose that χ(T ) is a non independent set, that is, H has E ⊆ χ(T ).
From Theorem 11, χ−1(E) 6�iso T (E), it contradicts the fact that T is a
common tree of T (H) since χ−1(E) is contained in T .

Suppose that χ(T ) is non maximal. Let I ′ be a maximal independent
set of H. From Theorem 12, χ−1(I ′) is a common tree of T (H). From the
definition of χ, χ−1(I) �iso χ

−1(I ′). It contradicts the maximality of T .

From Theorems 12 and 13, χ is a bijection between mis(H) and the set
of maximal common trees of T (H). Moreover, for a rooted tree T , we can
obtain χ(T ) in polynomial time. Therefore, the following theorem holds.

Theorem 14. If Closed Frequent Tree Mining for the ordered case
can be solved in output-polynomial time, then Dualization can be solved
in output-polynomial time.

4 Closed Frequent Tree Mining

We present a polynomial-delay and polynomial-space algorithm for Closed

Frequent Tree Mining in the unordered case if each tree in T has a
height of at most 2. Before describing the details of our algorithm, we show
that Closed Frequent Tree Mining can be regarded as the problem of
enumerating a subset of T .

Theorem 15. Let T be a set of rooted trees with a height of at most 2.
Then, a rooted tree T is a closed tree of T if and only if T =iso Tmct , where
Tmct =iso mct(T (T )).

Proof. Let T be a closed tree. If T �iso Tmct and T 6=iso Tmct , then it
contradicts the fact that T is closed since T (T ) = T (Tmct).

Suppose that T =iso Tmct . From theorem 9, Tmct is the tree whose
associated integers are the pointwise minimum of χ(T ′) over all T ′ ∈ T (T ).
Suppose that T is non-closed. In this case, there is a rooted tree T ′ such
that T ′ contains T and T (T ) = T (T ′). However, since T =iso Tmct , T (T ′)
is a proper subset of T (T ). This contradicts the assumption that T is non-
closed, and hence T must be closed.

From the above theorem, Closed Frequent Tree Mining can be
regarded as the problem of enumerating all subsets of T ′ ⊆ T satisfying
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T ′ = T (mct(T ′)). In what follows, we present an algorithm for enumerating
all such subsets based on reverse search [1].

We provide an overview of reverse search. In reverse search, we define a
tree structure F rooted at R. The set of vertices in F is the set of closed
frequent trees, and we assume that we can find R in polynomial time. We
enumerate all closed frequent trees by traversing F from R. We define the
parent of a closed frequent tree T for each non-root T ∈ V (F) \ {R}. To
traverse F , the definitions of the neighbors of T are essential. As a key
point in the definition of the neighbors, the neighbors of T must be defined
so that it contains all closed frequent trees that have T as their parent. When
we define the parent and the neighbors satisfying these conditions, we can
traverse F from the root. More precisely, if the parent and the neighbors
can be found in polynomial time, then we can enumerate all closed frequent
trees in polynomial delay.

Our algorithm does not enumerate all closed trees but only the closed fre-
quent trees for a threshold θ. Therefore, when defining the parent–child rela-
tion, we ensure that the support of a parent is at least that of its child. This
guarantees the monotonicity of the tree structure, which in turn makes it
possible to enumerate all closed frequent trees. Several papers have proposed
techniques that use monotonicity along parent–child relationships [16,17,23].

We define the root, the parent, and the neighbors of each solution. As
the root of F , we define R := mct(T ). From Theorem 9, it can be found in
polynomial time. For a closed frequent tree T ∈ V (F) \ {R}, we define the
parent of T as follows. Since T is not the root R, T \ T (T ) 6= ∅. We can
find T (T ) in polynomial time since subtree isomorphism can be solved in
polynomial time [20]. We choose T ′ ∈ T \T (T ) such that mct(T (T )∪ {T ′})
is minimal with respect to a relation �iso. If several such trees T ′ exist, we
select one according to a predetermined rule. The parent of T is defined
by mct(T (T ) ∪ {T ′}). In this definition, the support of the parent of T is
greater than the support of T . Thus, if T is a closed frequent tree, then
its parent is also a closed frequent tree. Moreover, by applying the parent
relation at most |T | times, any closed tree becomes R. This means that this
parent relation does not make a cycle on F .

We define the neighbors of each closed frequent tree T . In our definition,
T has at most |V (T )| neighbors. For a vertex v ∈ V (T ), Tv is a rooted tree
obtained by adding a leaf u as a child of v. Since mct(T (Tv)) is a closed
tree, we define it as a neighbor of T .

We show that all children of T are contained in neighbors of T . To this
end, we show the following lemma.

12



Lemma 16. Let T be a closed tree and Tc be a child of T . Then, there is
a vertex v such that mct(T (Tv)) =iso Tc.

Proof. From the definition of the parent of T , T has a rooted tree T ′ such
that T =iso mct(T (Tc)∪{T ′}). Moreover, T has a vertex v such that Tv �iso

Tc since T is subtree isomorphic to Tc. Since T is closed and Tv �iso Tc,
T (T ) ⊃ T (Tv) ⊇ T (Tc). If mct(T (Tv)) is not tree isomorphic to Tc, T (Tv)
is not equivalent to T (Tc). Since Tv �iso Tc, T (Tv) is a proper superset of
T (Tc). If such T (Tv) exists, it contradicts the fact that Tc is a child of T
since mct(T (Tv)) �iso Tc.

From Theorem 16, we obtain a polynomial-delay and polynomial-space
algorithm using reverse search.

Theorem 17. If each tree of T has a height of at most 2, then Closed

Frequent Tree Mining can be solved in polynomial delay and polynomial
space.

5 Maximal Frequent Tree Mining

We show that Maximal Frequent Tree Mining has no output-polynomial
time algorithms unless P = NP in both cases. Describing the details of our
proof, we introduce a technique to show the hardness of the enumeration
problems. To show the hardness of the mining problem, we consider the
problem called the another solution problem (also called finished decision
problem [4], or additional problems [2]). This discussion is used as folklore
to show the hardness of mining (enumeration) problems [4–7, 18, 19]. For
details on the hardness of the another solution problem and enumeration
problems, see [4, 6, 18].

5.1 Hardness of the Unordered Case

We address Maximal Frequent Tree Mining for unordered rooted trees.
We show that this problem cannot be solved in output-polynomial time
unless P = NP, even if the height of each tree is at most 5. To this end, we
provide a reduction from (3,4)-SAT. (3,4)-SAT is a special case of 3-CNF
SAT. Each clause has at most three literals, and each literal appears at most
four times. It is known that it is NP-complete [22]. Another Maximal

Frequent Tree is a decision problem that, given a multiset of rooted trees
T and its maximal frequent trees S, asks whether there exists a maximal
frequent tree that is not contained in S. Our proof adapts the hardness proof
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Figure 1: Our reduction from (3,4)-SAT to Another Maximal Frequent

Tree.

from the paper [15] (Theorem 5.2) and provides a reduction from (3,4)-SAT.
In our reduction, we assume that the number of variables and clauses are
greater than 10.

We introduce notations. Let ϕ be a CNF formula C1 ∧ . . . ∧ Cm and
V (ϕ) = {x1, . . . , xn} be the set of variables in ϕ. A literal ai is an element
in {xi,¬xi} for a variable xi ∈ V (ϕ). For a CNF formula ϕ and a literal ai,
ϕ[ai] is the set of all clauses that contain ai. For an assignment α : V (ϕ) →
{true, false}, ϕ[α] is the set of clauses that are satisfied by α. Especially, α
satisfies ϕ if and only if ϕ[α] = ϕ. If ϕ[α] = ϕ, α is a satisfying assignment.

Figure 1 illustrates the construction of the trees ξ, ξ1, . . . , ξm and Γϕ

used in our reduction. Each tree is a rooted tree whose root is the vertex
positioned at the top of the figure. The construction of each tree is described
as follows.

• For a tree νm
j , the root of νm

j has m − j + 1 children. Each of these
children has exactly j leaves.

• A tree ζ is obtained by adding m children w1, . . . , wm. For each wi, a
subtree rooted at wi is νm

i .
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• A tree ζj is obtained by removing a child νm
j from ζ.

• For each 1 ≤ i ≤ n, the root of a tree µi has two children, u1
i and u2

i .
If xi satisfies cj , u1

i has νm
j as a child. If ¬xi satisfies cj , u2

i has νm
j as

a child.

Intuitively, a tree νm
j corresponds to a clause, and µi corresponds to a

set of clauses satisfied by a literal a. For a CNF formula ϕ, we construct
Tϕ = {ξ, ξ1, . . . , ξm,Γϕ}, θ = 2, and S = {ξ1, . . . , ξm}. For any 1 ≤ j ≤ m,
ξj is contained in ξ. Thus, ξi is a 2-frequent tree of Tϕ. We show that ξj is
maximal.

Lemma 18. For any νm
j and νm

k , νm
j �iso ν

m
k if and only if j = k.

Proof. If j = k, trivially νm
j �iso ν

m
k since νm

j is isomorphic to νm
k . Thus,

we prove the other direction by contradiction. Let ψ : V (νm
j ) → V (νm

k ) be
a subtree isomorphism mapping. Suppose that j < k. Since both the height
of νm

j and νm
k are 2, ψ(r(νm

j )) = r(νm
k ). Moreover, since j is smaller than

k, the number of children of r(νm
j ) is larger than the number of children of

r(νm
j ). It contradicts the fact that νm

j �iso ν
m
k .

Suppose that k < j. In this case, ψ(r(νm
j )) = r(νm

k ) also holds. However,
νm

j has m−j+1 children with j children and νm
k has m−k+1 children with

k children. Let u be a child of r(νm
j ) with j children, and w be a child of νm

k

with k children. Since ψ(u) 6= w, it contradicts that νm
j �iso ν

m
k .

Lemma 19. Rooted trees ξ1, . . . , ξm are maximal 2-frequent trees of Tϕ.

Proof. We first show that ξi is not contained in Γϕ as a subtree. Suppose that
ξj �iso Γϕ. Let ψ be a subtree isomorphism mapping from V (ξj) → V (Γϕ).
Since the heights of ξj and Γϕ are 5, ψ(r(ξj)) = r(Γϕ). Let u be a vertex
in ξj with the height 2. A subtree of ξj rooted at u is equivalent to ζj and
the number of children of u is m. If Γϕ has a vertex vi with the height 2
such that the subtree rooted at vi contains ζj, then ϕ has a literal a that
contains m − 1 clauses. In this case, ϕ breaks the condition of (3, 4)-SAT,
and ξi is not contained in Γϕ.

Let Ti be a maximal 2-frequent tree that contains ξi. Since ξi is not
contained in Γϕ, Ti is contained in two trees in {ξ, ξ1, . . . , ξm}. If Ti 6�iso ξ,
it contradicts the fact Ti is a 2-frequent tree. From Theorem 18, for any
k 6= j, νm

k does not contain νm
j as a subtree. Hence, ξj 6�iso ξk. Therefore,

Ti is not a 2-frequent tree and ξi is maximal.

To show the correctness of our reduction, we define a rooted tree Γα

based on an assignment α as follows. For an assignment α, we modify Γϕ
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as follows: For each i, if α(xi) = true, we remove the subtree of µi rooted
at u1

i in Figure 1, otherwise, we remove the subtree of µi rooted at u2
i . We

denote the resultant tree as Γα. For an assignment α of a CNF formula ϕ,
the following lemma holds

Lemma 20. Let α be an assignment of ϕ. There exists j satisfying Γα �iso

ξj if and only if α is not a satisfying assignment.

Proof. Suppose that α is not a satisfying assignment. In this case, there is
a clause Ck such that Ck /∈ ϕ[α]. Notice that Γα does not have νm

k as a
subtree from the construction of Γα. Thus, Γα is a subtree of ξk.

Suppose that Γα is a subtree of ξk for some k. Let Ck be the k-th clause
in ϕ and ψ be a subtree isomorphism mapping from V (Γα) → V (ξk). Since
both trees are of height 5, ψ(r(Γα)) = r(ξk). We prove that ϕ[α] does not
contain Ck by contradiction. Suppose that Ck ∈ ϕ[α], that is, Ck is satisfied
by α. Therefore, νm

k is contained in Γα as a subtree. From Theorem 18, ξk

does not contain νm
k as a subtree, and it is a contradiction.

From Theorems 19 and 20, the following lemma holds.

Lemma 21. If a CNF formula ϕ is satisfiable, then Tϕ has at least m + 1
maximal 2-frequent trees.

Proof. From Theorem 19, Tϕ has at least mmaximal 2-frequent trees ξ1, . . . , ξm.
Suppose that α is a satisfying assignment. In this case, since Γα is a subtree
of Γϕ and ξ, Γα is a 2-frequent tree of Tϕ. From Theorem 20, Γα is not
contained in ξj as a subtree. Therefore, there is a maximal 2-frequent tree
that contains Γα as a subtree, and the statement holds.

Conversely, we show that if Tϕ has at least m + 1 maximal 2-frequent
trees, ϕ has a satisfying assignment α. Let T be a maximal 2-frequent tree
of Tϕ satisfying T 6�iso ξj for any 1 ≤ j ≤ m. Since T 6�iso ξj for any
1 ≤ j ≤ m and T is 2-frequent, T is subtree isomorphic to Tϕ and ξ.

Lemma 22. Let T be a maximal 2-frequent tree of Tϕ that is not contained
in any ξ1, . . . , ξm as a subtree. Then, the height of T is 5.

Proof. We prove by contradiction. Let Γ4
ϕ be a tree obtained by removing

vertices with a height 5 in Γϕ. If the height of T is at most 4, T is contained
in Γ4

ϕ or µi as a subtree for some 1 ≤ i ≤ n. If T is contained in µi, T is
contained in ξj for some 1 ≤ j ≤ m since ϕ has no literals contained in all
clauses.
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Suppose that T is contained in Γ4
ϕ as a subtree. We show that T is

contained in ξ1. Let vj be a vertex in Γϕ corresponding to the root of νm
j .

In Γ4
ϕ, we remove all grandchildren of vj . Let Tvj

be the subtree rooted at vj

in Γ4
ϕ. Here, Tvi

is subtree isomorphic to Tvj
if and only if i < j. Therefore,

ξ1 contains T . It contradicts the maximality of T , and the height of T is
5.

Finally, the following lemma shows that a CNF formula ϕ is satisfiable
if Γα is a maximal 2-frequent tree of Tϕ.

Lemma 23. If Tϕ has at least m+ 1 maximal 2-frequent trees, then there
is an assignment α such that Γα is a maximal 2-frequent tree of Tϕ.

Proof. Let T be a maximal 2-frequent tree not contained in ξ1, . . . , ξm. Since
Tϕ consists of {ξ, ξ1, . . . , ξm,Γϕ}, T �iso ξ and T �iso Γϕ. From Theorem 22,
there are ψξ and ψϕ such that ψξ(r(T )) = r(ξ) and ψϕ(r(T )) = r(Γϕ). From
the maximality of T , r(T ) has n children. For each child v ∈ ch(r(T )), v
has only one child from the existence of ψξ. Therefore, a subtree rooted at
v corresponds to a subtree rooted at u1

i or u2
i in µi. Therefore, there is an

assignment α such that Γα is isomorphic to T . From Theorem 20, α is a
satisfying assignment.

Theorem 24. There are no output-polynomial time algorithms for Max-

imal Frequent Subtree Mining unless P = NP, even if the height of
each tree is at most 5.

5.2 Hardness of the Ordered Case

We show that there are no output-polynomial time algorithms for enumer-
ating all maximal frequent trees of rooted ordered trees T even if the height
of each tree is at most 2. To this end, we show the NP-completeness of
Another Maximal Frequent Tree for ordered trees. We provide a re-
duction from Another Maximal Frequent Itemset. An input for this
problem is a set of elements U = {1, . . . , n}, itemsets X = {X1, . . . ,Xk}, a
set of maximal frequent itemsets Y = {Y1, . . . , Yℓ}, and an integer η. The
task is to determine whether the set of all maximal frequent itemsets of X
is not equivalent to Y. The authors in [5] showed the NP-completeness of
the problem.

Our reduction is as follows. An integer θ is equivalent to η. For each
itemset Xi, we generate rooted trees Ti as follows. The root of Ti has n
children. If Xi contains an element j, we add a leaf to the j-th child of the
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root of Ti. For each maximal frequent itemset Yi, we generate a rooted tree,
applying the same rule. For an itemset X, we denote the resultant rooted
tree as T (X). As shorthand notation, we denote the union of the multiset
of resultant rooted trees of a set of itemsets X as T (X ).

We define θ rooted trees R = {R1, . . . , Rθ}. Each Rj has n− 1 children,
and each child has a unique leaf. Notice that each Ri is tree isomorphic to
Rj . We denote the multiset of rooted trees T (X)∪R as TR(X). Moreover, S
consists of T (Y) ∪ {R1}. From the above procedure, we obtain the instance
of Another Maximal Frequent Tree. Since S contains R1, if there
is another solution, the root of this tree has exactly n children. In this
construction, the following lemma holds.

Lemma 25. For two itemsets X1 and X2, T (X1) �iso T (X2) if and only if
X1 ⊆ X2.

Proof. Suppose that X1 ⊆ X2. We consider the following function ϕ :
V (T (X1)) → V (T (X2)). For the root r(T (X1)), ϕ(r(T (X1))) = r(T (X2)).
For the i-th child ci

1 of r1, ϕ(c1
i ) = c2

i , where c2
j is the j-th child of r(T (X2)).

From the construction of T (X1), the remaining vertices consist of a single
leaf that is a grandchild of the root. We denote a leaf ℓ1i with the parent c1

i

as vi . Since X1 ⊆ X2 T (X2) also contains a leaf ℓ2i with the parent c2
i . We

define ϕ(ℓ1i ) = ℓ2i . Therefore, T (X1) �iso T (X2).
Suppose that T (X1) is subtree isomorphic to T (X2). Therefore, there

is a subtree isomorphism mapping ϕ : V (T (X1)) → V (T (X2)). Since ϕ is
a subtree isomorphism mapping, ϕ(c1

i ) = c2
i . If X1 \ X2 6= ∅, X1 \ X2 has

an item j. In this case, c1
j has a child ℓ1j . On the other hand, c2

j is a leaf.
Therefore, the parent of ϕ(ℓ1j ) is not c2

j , and it contradicts that ϕ is a subtree
isomorphism mapping.

In the remainder of this subsection, we show that X has a maximal
frequent itemset not contained in Y if and only if TR(X ) has a maximal
frequent tree not contained in S.

Lemma 26. Let X be a maximal frequent itemset not contained in Y.
Then, TR(X ) has a rooted tree T with a frequency of at least η, and T 6�iso S
for any S ∈ S.

Proof. From Theorem 25, T (X) is contained in a tree in T (Xi) if and only
if X is contained in Xi. Since the occurrence of X is at least η, the occur-
rence of T (X) in T (X ) is at least η. Moreover, any tree in T (Y) does not
contain T (X) as a subtree from Theorem 25. Otherwise, it contradicts the
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maximality of X. Therefore, T (X) is a maximal frequent tree that is not
contained in T (Y).

Lemma 27. Let T be a maximal frequent tree of T (X ) not contained in
S. Then, there is an itemset X with a frequency of at least θ and X is not
contained in any itemset in Y.

Proof. We show that r(T ) has exactly n children. If r(T ) has less than
n children, R1 obtained by adding a leaf to r is still a frequent tree. It
contradicts the maximality of T . Therefore, T has exactly n children.

For the i-th child ci of r(T ), ci has at most one child. For T , we consider
an itemset X defined as follows. The i-th child ci has a child if and only if
X contains i. In this construction, T (X) = T . From Theorem 25, X is an
itemset with a frequency of at least θ and X is not contained any itemset
in Y.

From Theorems 26 and 27, if Maximal Frequent Tree Mining for
the ordered case can be solved in output-polynomial time, Another Max-

imal Itemset can be solved in polynomial time. Therefore, we obtain the
following theorem.

Theorem 28. There is no output-polynomial time algorithm for Maximal

Frequent Tree Mining, even if each ordered tree has a height of at most
2, unless P = NP.

6 Conclusion

In this paper, we investigate the complexity of frequent tree mining prob-
lems. In the ordered case, these problems are hard even if the height of each
tree is at most two. More precisely, mining the maximal frequent common
trees has no output-polynomial time unless P = NP even if the height of each
tree is at most two. In addition, mining the closed frequent common trees
is harder than Dualization. It means that if it can be solved in output-
polynomial time, then Dualization can be solved in output-polynomial
time.

In the unordered case, the mining of maximal common trees has no
output-polynomial time unless P = NP even if the height of each tree is
at most five. Moreover, the mining of closed frequent common trees can
be solved in polynomial delay if the height of each tree is at most two. As
future work, it would be interesting to investigate the complexity of Closed

Frequent Tree Mining when the height is at least three.
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