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Abstract

Every hereditary property can be characterized by finitely many min-
imal obstructions when restricted to either the class of cographs or the
class of Ps-reducible graphs. In this work we prove that also when re-
stricted to the classes of Ps-sparse graphs and Ps-extendible graphs (both
of which extend Ps-reducible graphs) every hereditary property can be
characterized by finitely many minimal obstructions.

We present complete lists of Ps-sparse and Pj-extendible minimal
obstructions for polarity, monopolarity, unipolarity, and (s, 1)-polarity,
where s is a positive integer. In parallel to the case of Ps-reducible graphs,
all the Ps-sparse minimal obstructions for these hereditary properties are
cographs.

1 Introduction

All graphs in this paper are simple and finite; we refer the reader to [1] for basic
terminology and notation not explicitly defined. For a graph G, we denote its

vertex set by Vi, and its complement by G. For graphs G and H, we denote
by G 4+ H the disjoint union of G and H, and by G & H the join of G and

H, i.e., the graph G + H. Naturally, the disjoint union of n copies of a graph
G is denoted by nG. Two subsets V; and V5 of Vi are said to be completely
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adjacent if every vertex of Vi is adjacent to any vertex of V5. Analogously, V4
is completely nonadjacent to V5 if no vertex in V; is adjacent to a vertex in V5.

If G and H are graphs, we write H < G to denote that H is an induced
subgraph of G. We say that G is an H -free graph if G does not have induced sub-
graphs isomorphic to H. Given a family of graphs H, we say that G is H-free if it
is H-free for every H € H. A k-clusteris the complement of a complete k-partite
graph, and a cluster is a k-cluster for some integer k. Clusters are character-
ized as Ps-free graphs, while k-clusters are precisely the {Ps, (k + 1)K }-free
graphs. Complementarily, complete multipartite graphs are precisely Ps-free
graphs, and complete s-partite graphs are precisely {Ps, K41 }-free graphs.

A property P of graphs is said to be hereditary if it is closed under taking
induced subgraphs. Given a hereditary property of graphs P, a P-obstruction
is a graph G that does not have the property P; if in addition G is such that
any proper induced subgraph of G has the property P, then G is said to be a
manimal P-obstruction.

For nonnegative integers s and k, an (s, k)-polar partition of a graph G is
a partition (A, B) of V such that G[A] is a complete multipartite graph with
at most s parts and G[B] is a k-cluster. A graph G is said to be (s, k)-polar if
V admits an (s, k)-polar partition. When we replace s or k with co, it means
that the number of parts of G[A] or G[B], respectively, is unbounded. A graph
is said to be monopolar or polar if it is a (1,00)- or an (oo, 00)-polar graph,
respectively. A unipolar partition of a graph G is a polar partition (4, B) of G
such that A is a clique. Naturally, a graph is said to be unipolar if it admits a
unipolar partition. Unipolar and monopolar graphs are particularly interesting
because many recognition algorithms for polar graphs on specific graph classes
first check whether the input graph is either unipolar or monopolar.

In the much larger context of matrix partitions, it was shown that for any
pair of fixed nonnegative integers, s and k, there are only finitely many minimal
(s, k)-polar obstructions [23], and therefore the class of (s, k)-polar graphs can
be recognized by a brute force algorithm in polynomial time. Also, unipolar
graphs have been shown to be efficiently recognizable [10, 20]. In contrast, the
problems of deciding whether a graph is polar and deciding whether a graph is
monopolar have been shown to be NP-complete [6, 21] even when restricted to
triangle-free planar graphs [8, 31]. Such results encouraged the study of polarity
and monopolarity in many graph classes as cographs [19], chordal graphs [18,
32|, permutation graphs [16, 17], trivially perfect graphs [33], line graphs [7],
triangle-free and claw-free graphs [8, 9], comparability graphs [10], and planar
graphs [30, 31], just to mention some of the most outstanding classes.

Cographs were introduced in [13], where it was proved that such graphs are
precisely the Py-free graphs, and also the graphs that can be obtained from
trivial graphs by disjoin union and join operations. Thus, for any nontrivial
cograph G, either G or G is disconnected. A rooted labeled tree uniquely
representing G (the cotree of G) can be constructed in O(|V] + |E|)-time using
LexBFS [5]. It follows from the uniqueness of the cotree representation of a
cograph that many algorithmic problems which are difficult for general graphs
can be efficiently solved on cographs by using its cotree [13]. Additionally,



cographs inherit efficient algorithms for some superclasses they belong to, like
distance hereditary, permutation, and comparability graphs.

Cographs possess many desirable structural properties, and they are also par-
ticularly interesting since real-life applications quite often involve graph models
where paths of length four are unlikely to appear. For the above reasons, the
study of cographs was naturally followed by the introduction of a wide variety
of cograph superclasses having both few induced P,’s and a unique tree repre-
sentation. For instance, a graph is said to be a Py-sparse graph if any set of five
vertices induces at most one Py, and a Py-extendible graph is a graph such that,
for any vertex subset W inducing a Py, there exists at most one vertex v ¢ W
which belongs to a P, sharing vertices with W.

Ekim, Mahadev and de Werra found the complete list of cograph minimal
polar obstructions as well as the exact list of cograph minimal (s, k)-polar ob-
structions when min{s, k} = 1 [19]. In the past few years, the study of (s, k)-
polarity in cographs has continued with the following main results. In [27], Hell,
Herndndez-Cruz and Linhares-Sales provided a full characterization of cograph
minimal (2,2)-polar obstructions. Bravo, Nogueira, Protti and Vianna exhib-
ited the exhaustive list of cograph minimal (2,1)-polar obstructions [4], and
Contreras-Mendoza and Hernandez-Cruz proved a simple recursive character-
ization for all the cograph minimal (s, 1)-polar obstructions for any arbitrary
integer s, as well as the complete list of cograph minimal monopolar obstruc-
tions [11]. The authors of the present work provided in [12] complete lists of
cograph minimal (oo, k)-polar obstructions for £ = 2 and k = 3, as well as a
partial recursive characterization for arbitrary values of k.

In this paper we study (s, k)-polarity on two cograph superclasses, namely
Py-sparse and Pys-extendible graphs. We give complete lists of minimal (s, 1)-
polar obstructions, minimal unipolar obstructions, minimal monopolar obstruc-
tions, and minimal polar obstructions on such cograph superclasses. Addition-
ally, we prove that any hereditary property has only finitely many minimal
obstructions in the classes of Py-sparse and Pj-extendible graphs. A summary
of our main results is included in in Section 8.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we review
some families of graphs generalizing cographs, emphasizing Pj-sparse and P;-
extendible graphs by their relevance in this paper. Section 3 is devoted to prove
that any hereditary property has finitely many minimal obstructions when re-
stricted to Pj-sparse or Ps-extendible graphs. Complete lists of P4-sparse and
Pj-extendible minimal unipolar obstructions are given in Section 4. In Sections 5
and 6 we provide complete lists of disconnected minimal (s, 1)- and (oo, 1)-polar
obstructions for general graphs, as well as technical results we need to charac-
terize connected Pj-sparse and Pj-extendible minimal (s, 1)- and (oo, 1)-polar
obstructions. Finally, in Section 7 we prove our main results about polarity on
cograph generalizations: we give complete characterizations for Ps-sparse and
Py-extendible minimal (s, 1)-, (00, 1)-, and (0o, 00)-polar obstructions. Conclu-
sions, work in progress, and some open problems and conjectures are presented
in Section 8.



2 Two families generalizing cographs

In [13], eight characterizations of cographs were presented; the most relevant
for this work are summarized in the following proposition.

Theorem 1 ([13]). Let G be a graph. The following statements are equivalent.

1. G can be constructed from trivial graphs by means of disjoint union and
complement operations (it is a cograph).

2. G can be constructed from trivial graphs by means of join and disjoint
unton operations.

3. G is a Py-free graph.

4. For any nontrivial induced subgraph H of G, either H or H is discon-
nected.

Clearly, the family of cographs is an auto-complementary and hereditary
class of graphs. Moreover, it follows from the structural characterizations of
cographs that they can be uniquely represented by a rooted labeled tree, its
cotree [13]. Cographs can be recognized and its cotree can be constructed in
linear time by a certifying LexBFS algorithm [5]. In addition, many algorith-
mic problems which are difficult on general graphs can be efficiently solved on
cographs using bottom-up algorithms on their cotrees.

Some real life applications involve graph models which are unlikely to have
more than some few induced paths on four vertices [14]. From this point of view,
cographs are the most restrictive class (Py-free), so a natural question is whether
some cograph superclass with weaker restrictions on the amount of induced Py’s
has similar properties, i.e., allows us to develop efficient algorithms for problems
which are difficult in general graphs. Below, we introduce some graph classes
with few induced paths of length three, which have the property of having a
constructive characterization from simple primitive graphs and using simple
graph operations. Such characterizations imply that these graph classes can be
recognized in linear time and a tree representation (similar to the cotree) can be
efficiently computed. Before introducing such families, we give some necessary
definitions.

A (1,1)-polar partition of a graph G is commonly called a split partition
of G. The graphs admitting a split partition are the split graphs and they are
characterized as the {2K3, Cy, C5 }-free graphs [24]. The {2K5, C4}-free graphs
are known as pseudo-split graphs. A graph G of order at least four is said to be a
headless spider if there exist a split partition (S, K) of V and a bijection f: S —
K such that either N(s) = {f(s)} for any s € S, or N(s) = K\ {f(s)} for every
s € S§. Given a graph G and an induced path P of length three, a partner
of P is a vertex v of G such that Vp U {v} induces some of Cs, P5, P, F' or its
complements (see Figure 3). Now, we introduce some cograph generalizations.

A graph G is said to be:

1. Py-reducible if any vertex belongs to at most one induced Pj.



[N)

. A (q,t)-graph if no set of at most ¢ vertices induces more than ¢ distinct
Py’s. The (5,1)-graphs are called Py-sparse graphs.

3. Ertended Py-reducible if both, G and G, are {Ps, F, P,net}-free graphs
(see Figure 1).

4. Eaxtended Py-sparse if both, G and G, are {Ps, I, P}-free graphs.

5. Py-lite if every induced subgraph of order at most six is either isomorphic
to a headless spider, or it contains at most two induced Py’s.

6. Py-extendible if for any vertex subset W inducing a Py, there exists at
most one vertex v ¢ W which belongs to a Py sharing vertices with .

7. Py-tidy if any induced P4 has at most one partner.

8. Py-laden if any induced subgraph of G of order at most six either is a split
graph or it contains at most two induced Py’s.

9. Extended Py-laden if any induced subgraph of G of order at most six either
is a pseudo-split graph or it contains at most two induced Py’s.

Figure 1: The net graph.

It is worth emphasizing that we are not really interested in general (g,t)-
graphs, but in (g, ¢ — 4)-graphs. This is due to, for any fixed g, (g, g — 4)-graphs
are known to have simple enough tree representations, while it remains unknown
whether (g, t)-graphs have such representations for arbitrary values of ¢ and ¢.

Giakoumakis and Vanherpe [25] observed that Ps-reducible graphs are the
graphs which are both Pj-sparse and Pj-extendible graphs. Some other rela-
tions between the graph classes introduced above can be established from their
definitions or using diverse characterizations for them. We represent the con-
tainment relationships between these classes in Figure 2, where an arc from a
class G to a class H means that H C G. We remark that any graph class repre-
sented in Figure 2 can be recognized, and a tree representation can be obtained,
in polynomial time. Moreover, in most cases this can be done in linear time.

In the following sections we state constructive characterizations for P;-sparse
and Pj-extendible graphs which will be the cornerstones for most of the work
in this paper.
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Figure 2: Relations between some graph classes with just a few induced Py’s.

2.1 Ps-sparse graphs

A graph is defined to be Pj-sparse if any vertex subset with at most five vertices
induces at most one P;. It follows directly from this definition that a graph
G is a Pj-sparse graph if and only if both, G and G, are {Cs, Ps, P, F'}-free
graphs (see Figure 3). Additionally, Jamison and Olariu gave a connectedness
characterization of Ps-sparse graphs based on spiders which we now introduce.

A graph G is a spider if its vertex set partitions into S, K and R in such a
way that G[S U K] is a headless spider with partition (S, K), R is completely
adjacent to K and completely nonadjacent to S. For a spider G = (S, K, R)
we say that S is its legs set, K is its body, and R is its head. A spider is called
thin (respectively thick) if d(s) =1 (respectively d(s) = |K|—1) for any s € S.
Notice that the complement of a thin spider is a thick spider, and vice versa,
and that a headless spider is precisely a spider with an empty head.

Theorem 2 ([29]). Let G be a graph. Then, G is a Py-sparse graph if and only
if for every nontrivial induced subgraph H of G, exactly one of the following
statements is satisfied

1. H s disconnected.
2. H is disconnected.

3. H is a spider.



2.2 Psj-extendible graphs

Let G be a graph, and let W be a proper subset of its vertex set. Denote
by S(W) the set of vertices x € V — W such that = belongs to a P, sharing
vertices with W. In case S(W) contains at most one vertex, we will say that
W has a proper extension. A set D of vertices is said to be an extension set if
D =WUS(W) for a set W which induces a Py and has a proper extension. An
extension set D is said to be separable if no vertex of D is both an endpoint of
some P, in G[D] and a midpoint of some Py.

In the above terms, P;-extendible graphs are the graphs such that every set
inducing a P4 has a proper extension. Notice that any extension set must induce
one of the eight graphs depicted in Figure 3, namely Py, C5, Ps, P, F' or their
complements. We call these graphs extension graphs. In addition, separable
extension sets must induce one of Py, P, F' or their complements. These graphs
are called separable extension graphs.

NC I\

O—e—e—O O—0O—0O0—0O O—0O—0O0—0 O—0O—0O0—0O
P4 05 P5 F5 (house)
/\ /\ | /I\
O—e—e—O O—e—e—O O—e—e—O O—e—e—O
P (banner) P F (fork, chair) F (kite)

Figure 3: The eight extension graphs. Black vertices are the midpoints of
separable extension graphs.

Let G be a separable extension graph. We define a G-spider as an (induced)
supergraph H of G such that Vg — Vi (denoted R) is completely adjacent to
the midpoints set of G (denoted K), and Vg — Vi is completely nonadjacent to
the endpoints set of G (denoted S). If H is a G-spider, we say that (S, K, R) is
a G-spider partition of H, and we refer to K, S and R as the body, the legs set,
and the head of H, respectively. Along this text we will say that a given graph
is an S-spider if it is a G-spider for some arbitrary separable extension graph
G.

Observe that every extension graph is trivially a Py-extendible graph but
the headless spiders on six vertices are examples of minimal P4-extendible ob-
structions. Thus, since any headless spider is a Pj-sparse graph and all the
forbidden Pj-sparse graphs are Pj-extendible, the classes of Pj;-sparse graphs
and Pj-extendible graphs are incomparable.

Jamison and Olariu gave the following connectedness characterization for
the class of Pj-extendible graphs in [28].



Theorem 3 ([28]). If G be a graph, then G is a Py-extendible graph if and only
if, for every nontrivial induced subgraph H of G, precisely one of the following
conditions is satisfied:

1. H s disconnected.
2. H is disconnected.
3. H is an extension graph.

4. There is a unique separable extension graph G such that H is a G-spider
with nonempty head.

The class of (6,2)-graphs clearly is another superclass of cographs which
is incomparable with Pj-sparse graphs. As the following result states, Py-
extendible graphs are closely related to (6,2)-graphs. With the help of this
theorem, analogous results for (6,2)-graphs can be obtained for each proposi-
tion about P,-extendible graphs. For the sake of length, we will not explicitly
state such results.

Theorem 4 ([2]). If G is a graph, then G is a (6,2)-graph if and only if G is
a Cs-free Py-extendible graph.

3 Well-quasi-orderings

Throughout this section, we show that any hereditary property has a finite
number of minimal obstructions when restricted to Ps-sparse or Pj-extendible
graphs. We will often use the following observation in the rest of the text
without mentioning it explicitly.

Remark 5. Let P be a hereditary property of graphs, and let H be a P-
obstruction. If G is a minimal P-obstruction such that H <, then G = H.

A poset (M, <) is called a well-quasi-ordering (WQO) if any infinite sequence
of elements {a;};en from M contains an increasing pair, that is to say, a pair
a; < a; such that i < j. Equivalently, (M, <) is a WQO if and only if M
contains neither an infinite decreasing chain nor an infinite antichain.

Let G be a graph class ordered by the induced subgraph relation, and let P be
a hereditary property on G. By Remark 5, the family of minimal P-obstructions
is an antichain. Moreover, any antichain in (G, <) is the family of minimal Q-
obstructions for a hereditary property Q. Then, since graphs ordered by the
induced subgraph relation do not have infinite decreasing chains, G is WQO by
the induced subgraph relation if and only if it contains no infinite antichain, or
equivalently, if every hereditary property on G has only finitely many minimal
obstructions. Peter Damaschke used the following theorem in [15] to prove
that cographs and P,-reducible graphs are WQO under the induced subgraph
relation.



Theorem 6 ([15]). Let G be a family of graphs, and let ¥ and 11 be sets of
unary and binary graph operations, respectively. Define partial orderings on %
and IT as follows:

o < ¢ if and only if 0(G) < ¢'(G) for all graphs G.
7 X " if and only if (G, H) < n'(G, H) for all graphs G, H.
Suppose that the following assertions are satisfied:

1. G is WQO by the induced subgraph relation.

2. Any o € X is monotonous (that is, H < G implies c(H) < o(G)), and
extensive (that is, for any graph G, G < o(G)).

3. Any w € Il is commutative, associative, and satisfies:

(a) if G <G and H < H', then n(G,H) < n(G',H'), and
(b) G,H < n(G, H).

4. (%,2) and (I, %) are WQO.

Then, the class I'(G, X, 11) of all graphs obtained by start graphs from G using
operations from ¥ and 11, is WQO under the induced subgraph relation.

In the following sections we provide new characterizations for both, P-sparse
and Pj-extendible graphs, in order to show that Theorem 6 can be used to prove
that such graph families (which are Pj-reducible superclasses), are WQO under
the induced subgraph relation.

3.1 Hereditary properties on P,-sparse graphs

Jamison and Olariu gave a constructive characterization for P,-sparse graphs
starting with trivial graphs and using three binary operations [29]. Next, we
establish a different constructive characterization for Pj-sparse graphs that is
more appropriate for our purposes. Our characterization starts with trivial
graphs, and headless spiders and it involves two binary operations as well as
two infinite families of unary graph operations. We start with the following
straightforward observation.

Remark 7. Disjoint union and join operations preserve Py-sparse graphs.

Let H be a graph, and let j be an integer, j > 2. The graph o;(H) is the
thin spider G = (S, K, R) such that |S| = |K| = j and G[R] = H. Analogously,
the graph 7,(G) is the thick spider G = (S, K, R) such that |S| = |K| = j
and G[R] = H. Notice that oo(H) = 72(H) for any graph H. The following
observation follows directly from the definition of Pj-sparse graphs.

Remark 8. Let j be an integer, j > 2. The graphs o;(H) and 7;(H) are Py-
sparse graphs if and only if H is a Py-sparse graph. In addition, any headless
spider is a Py-sparse graph.



Let IT be the set of binary operations whose only elements are the disjoint
union and join graph operations, and let ¥ = {0;},;>2 U {7;},;>3. Let us define
the following partial order on X:

o < ¢’ if and only if o(H) < ¢'(H) for all graphs H.

It is straightforward to show that oo < 03 <04 <X -+ and 02 X 73 X 74 =
T5 = -+, so it follows trivially that 3 is WQO by <. Analogously, it is easy to
show that the family of graphs G whose only elements are the trivial graph and
all headless spiders is WQO under the induced subgraph relation. Now we give
our characterization of Py-sparse graphs.

Theorem 9. Let G be a graph. The following statements are equivalent.
1. G is a Py-sparse graph.
2. G is obtained from trivial graphs by a finite sequence of £- and I1-operations.

Proof. We have from Theorem 2 and Remarks 7 and 8 that 2 implies 1. The
converse implication can be easily proved proceeding by induction on the order
of G and using Theorem 2. O

The theorem above shows that I'(G, 3, II) is precisely the class of P,-sparse
graphs. As we pointed before (G, <) and (%, <) are WQO and, since II is a finite
set, (I, <) is too, so the following corollary is a simple application of Theorem 6.

Corollary 10. The class of Py-sparse graphs is WQO under the induced sub-
graph relation. Equivalently, any hereditary property on Py-sparse graphs admits
a finite forbidden induced subgraph characterization.

3.2 Hereditary properties on P,-extendible graphs

A constructive characterization for Pj-extendible graphs starting with trivial
graphs and using 4 binary operations was given in [28]. Now, we establish
another constructive characterization for this class of graphs which, in contrast,
starts from a set of nine basic graphs and involves two binary operations as well
as five unary operations. The purpose of this new characterization is to prove
that the class of Pj-extendible graphs is WQO under the induced subgraph
relation by using Theorem 6.

Let G be the set of graphs whose elements are the trivial graph K; and the
eight extension graphs, that is, G = {Kj, Py,Cs, Ps, Ps, P, P, F, F'}. For each
separable extension graph S and any graph G, we define the graph og(G) as
the graph with vertex set Vs U Vg and edge set

EsUE¢gU{zy |z is a midpoint of S and y € Vg}.

For each separable extension graph .S, the unary operation og is its associated
separable extension operation. Let X be the set of the five separable extension
operations og, and let IT be the set of binary operations whose only elements
are the disjoint union and join operations.

10



Remark 11 ([28]). Let G be a graph whose vertex set partitions into two
nonempty disjoint sets V' and V" such that no Py in G contains vertices from
both V' and V". Then G is Py-extendible if and only if the subgraphs of G
induced by V' and V" are.

Observe that, from the remark above, Py-extendible graphs are clearly closed
under join and disjoint union operations. Now we use such remark for proving
that separable extension operations also preserve P-extendible graphs.

Lemma 12. The class of Py-extendible graphs is closed under separable exten-
sion operations, that is to say, for any Py-extendible graph G and any separable
extension graph S, og(G) is a Py-extendible graph.

Proof. By definition of og, the vertex set of og(G) partitions into Vg and Vg,
and by hypothesis the graphs induced by these sets are Ps-extendible. Now, by
Remark 11 we only need to prove that no P, has vertices in both Vg and V.
Assume the contrary to obtain a contradiction.

Let M be the set of midpoints of S, and let W be a vertex set inducing a
P, such that W N Vs # @ # W NVg. It is an easy observation that, since W
induces a Py, [WNVg| =1, [WnNV,| =3, and |WN M| < 2. So we have only
two possible cases, either [WNM| = 1or |WNM| = 2. Let u be the only vertex
in WnNVg.

First, assume that W has only one endpoint x of S and that y and z are
both midpoints of S. Let E be the edge set of 05(G). By definition of og we
have that uy,uz € F and uz ¢ E. Moreover, since W induces a Py, we have
that yz ¢ F and z is adjacent to exactly one of y and z. But this is impossible,
because the only separable extension graph with two nonadjacent midpoints is
P, but no endpoint of P distinguishes between its nonadjacent midpoints.

Otherwise, W has two endpoints, y and z, and one endpoint, =, of S. By
definition of og we have that uz € E and wy,uz ¢ E. Moreover, since W
induces a Py, we have that yz € F and x is adjacent to exactly one of y and
z. Here we have a contradiction, because the only separable extension graph
with two adjacent endpoints is P, but no midpoint of P distinguishes between
its adjacent endpoints. O

Theorem 13. Let G be a graph. The following statements are equivalent.
1. G is a Py-extendible graph.
2. G is obtained from G by a finite sequence of X- and II-operations.

Proof. The fact that 2 implies 1 follows easily from Lemma 12, the observation
after Remark 11, and since G is a subset of Pj-extendible graphs. For the con-
verse implication we proceed by induction on the order of G. From Theorem 3
we have that, if G is not trivial, one of the following cases is satisfied:

1. G is disconnected.

2. G is disconnected.

11



3. G is an extension graph.

4. there is a unique separable extension graph S such that G = og(H) for
some graph H.

In the first (second) case, G is the disjoint union (join) of two P-extendible
graphs G; and (G2, which by induction hypothesis can be constructed from G
by a finite sequence of - and Il-operations, so the result follows in this case.
The remaining cases are immediate. O

The theorem above shows that I'(G, 3, IT) is precisely the class of Ps-extendible
graphs. In addition, considering that G,3 and II are finite sets, it is easy to
justify the following consequence of Theorem 6.

Corollary 14. The class of Py-extendible graphs is WQO under the induced
subgraph relation. Equivalently, any hereditary property on Py-extendible graphs
admits a finite forbidden subgraph characterization.

The rest of the paper is devoted to the characterizations by forbidden induced
subgraphs of properties associated with polarity in Ps-sparse and Pj-extendible
graphs. We start with the characterization of minimal unipolar obstructions on
the mentioned graph classes.

4 Minimal unipolar obstructions

In this section we provide complete lists of minimal unipolar obstructions which
are Pj-sparse or Pj-extendible graphs. With that purpose in mind we intro-
duce some minimal unipolar obstructions that do not necessarily belong to the
mentioned graph classes.

A hole is a cycle of length at least 5. An antihole is the complement of a
hole. Holes and antiholes are said to be even or odd accordingly to their order.

Proposition 15. The graphs depicted in Figure 4 are minimal unipolar ob-
structions.

@] O o o O
O O
| /
o o0 o 5 5
| Wl
0o 0 O @]
2P K>3 odd antiholes

Figure 4: Some minimal unipolar obstructions.

Proof. To prove that these graphs are not unipolar, it is enough to observe that
for any clique K, G — K has an induced Pj3, so G — K is not a cluster. It is also
easy to verify that any vertex-deleted subgraph of these graphs is a unipolar
graph, so the result follows. o

12



The following two lemmas completely characterize minimal unipolar obstruc-
tions G (on general graphs) such that either G or G is disconnected. We use such
characterizations as the base for providing complete lists of minimal unipolar
obstructions for cographs, P,-sparse graphs and Pj-extendible graphs.

Lemma 16. If G is a graph, then G is a disconnected minimal unipolar ob-
struction if and only if G = 2P;5.

Proof. Let G be a disconnected minimal unipolar obstruction. By the mini-
mality of G, any of its components is a unipolar graph. In consequence, G has
at least two components which are not complete graphs, otherwise G would be
unipolar. Then, G has 2P3 as an induced subgraph, so G = 2P5;. The converse
implication follows from Proposition 15. o

Lemma 17. Let G be a graph. If G is disconnected, then G is a minimal
unipolar obstruction if and only if G = Ky 3.

Proof. First, suppose that G is a minimal unipolar obstruction. Notice that G
is not a bipartite graph, or G would admit a partition into two cliques, so it
would be a unipolar graph, which is impossible. Hence G contains an odd cycle
as an induced subgraph. Moreover, since odd antiholes are minimal unipolar
obstructions and G is disconnected, G does not contain odd cycles of length
greater than three as induced subgraphs. Thus, G contains a triangle. In
addition, since minimal unipolar obstructions do not have universal vertices, G
does not have isolated vertices, and any component of G has order at least two.
Therefore, since G has at least two connected components, it contains Ko + K3
as an induced subgraph, so G = Kj 3. The converse implication follows from
Proposition 15. o

Since the complement of any nontrivial connected cograph is a disconnected
cograph we have the following direct consequence of Lemmas 16 and 17.

Corollary 18. If G is a cograph, then G is a minimal unipolar obstruction if
and only if G = 2P5 or G = Ky 3.

Now, we use the characterization of Py-sparse graphs given in Theorem 2 to
give the explicit list of Py-sparse minimal unipolar obstructions.

Lemma 19. If G = (S, K, R) is a spider, then G is a unipolar graph if and
only if R =& or G[R] is unipolar.

Proof. Since unipolarity is a hereditary property, we have that G[R)] is unipolar
whenever G is. Conversely, for any unipolar partition (A, B) of G[R], (K U
A, S U B) is a unipolar partition of G. O

Corollary 20. If G is a Py-sparse graph, then G is a minimal unipolar ob-
struction if and only if G = 2P3 or G = Ky 3. In consequence, any Py-sparse
minimal unipolar obstruction is a cograph.

13



Proof. The first statement follows from Lemmas 16, 17 and 19, since we have
by Theorem 2 that any connected P,-sparse graph with connected complement
is a spider. The second statement follows directly from Corollary 18. o

We end this section by proving a result analogous to Corollary 20 for Pj-
extendible graphs. Notice that, for any extension graph but P, its midpoints
are a clique while its endpoints induce a cluster (see Figure 3). Then, the proof
of the following proposition is exactly the same as the proof of Lemma 19. The
case of P-spiders is covered in Lemma 22.

Lemma 21. Let H € {Py,P,F,F}. If G = (S, K, R) is an H-spider, then G
is a unipolar graph if and only if R = @ or G[R] is unipolar.

Lemma 22. If G = (S, K, R) is a P-spider, then G is a unipolar graph if and
only if either R is an empty set or a clique. In consequence, if G is a P-spider,
then it is not a minimal unipolar obstruction.

Proof. Let w be the only vertex of G[SUK] of degree 2 which is not adjacent to a
vertex of degree three, and let v and v be its neighbors. If R has two nonadjacent
vertices x and y, then G[{u, v, w, z,y] is isomorphic to Ks 3. Therefore, if G is a
unipolar graph, then R = @ or R is a clique. Conversely, if R is a clique and z
is the only vertex of G[SU K] of degree three, then (RU{z,u}, (SUK)\ {z,u})
is a unipolar partition of G. Hence, if G is not a unipolar graph, R contains
two nonadjacent vertices and G properly contains K» 3, so G is not a minimal
unipolar obstruction. O

Corollary 23. Let G be a Py-extendible graph. Then, G is a minimal unipolar
obstruction if and only if G € {2P3,K53,C5}.

Proof. We have from Theorem 3 that any connected Pj-extendible graph with
connected complement is either an extension graph, or an S-spider for some
separable extension graph S. It is easily to verify that the only extension graph
which is a minimal unipolar obstruction is C5, so the result follows from Lem-
mas 16, 17, 21 and 22. O

Now, we study (s, 1)-polarity, monopolarity and polarity in Pj-sparse and
Pj-extendible graphs. We start by giving complete lists of disconnected mini-
mal (s, 1)-polar obstructions for general graphs in Section 5, followed by some
technical results in Section 6 directed to provide complete lists of Py-sparse and
Py-extendible minimal (s,1)- (00, 1)-, and (oo, 00)-polar obstructions in Sec-
tion 7.

5 Disconnected minimal (s, 1)-polar obstructions
The following four lemmas completely characterize disconnected minimal (s, 1)-

polar obstructions for general graphs. They are simple generalizations of Lem-
mas 2 to 5 from [11], so we will only sketch the proofs.
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Figure 5: Some minimal (0o, 1)-polar obstructions.

Lemma 24. The seven graphs depicted in Figure 5 are minimal (s,1)-polar
obstructions for every integer s, s > 2. Hence, these graphs are minimal (oo, 1)-
polar obstructions.

Proof. 1t is routine to verify that, for each graph G in Figure 5, the following
assertions are satisfied: For any maximal clique K, G — K contains an induced
P3, and for any vertex v, G — v is a (2, 1)-polar graph. The result follows easily
from here. O

Lemma 25. Let s be an integer, s > 2. Every minimal (s, 1)-polar obstruction
different from Ky 4+ 2Ks and 2K + C4 has at most two connected components.

Moreover, if a minimal (s,1)-polar obstruction G distinct to the graphs de-
picted in Figure 5 has two connected components and it is not 2Ksy1, then
G = K, + H, where r € {1,2} and H is a connected graph that is not a com-
plete s-partite graph.

Proof. Let G be a minimal (s,1)-polar obstruction different from the graphs
depicted in Figure 5. Assume for a contradiction that G has at least three
connected components. Since s > 2, GG is not a split graph, so it contains 2K, Cy
or C5 as an induced subgraph. Having at least three connected components,
G contains some of Ky + 2K5,2K1 + Cy or K7 + C5 as an induced subgraph.
This results in a contradiction, because these graphs are minimal (s, 1)-polar
obstructions. Thus, G has at most two components. The rest of the statement
was previously proved in [11]. O

The proof of the following lemma has the same spirit than the proof of
Lemma 4 in [11], but it has been rewritten for the sake of clarity.
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Ky + (2K1 @ Ky)

Figure 6: The only minimal (s, 1)-polar obstruction different from 2K, with
exactly two connected components one of them being isomorphic to K.

Lemma 26. Let s be an integer, s > 2. If H is a connected graph such that
G = K3 + H is a minimal (s, 1)-polar obstruction other than 2K1, then H is
isomorphic to 2K1 ® K.

Proof. Tt is routine to verify that K5 4+ (2K & K;) is a minimal (s, 1)-polar
obstruction. From Lemma 25 we know that H is not a complete s-partite
graph, so H contains a copy of either P3 or K,.; as an induced subgraph.
Nevertheless, H is a Ps-free graph, for otherwise G would contain K; + 2K,
as a proper induced subgraph. Thus, H contains a copy of Ks11 as a proper
induced subgraph. Let K be a maximum clique in H, and let v € Vg — K. As
we argued above, H is a Ps-free graph, so v is adjacent to all but one vertex
w in K. Hence, for any s-subset V' of K N N(v), the graph H[V' U {v,w}] is
isomorphic to 2K; & K, so G 2 Ko 4 (2K; & Kj). O

The following lemma is a slight generalization of Lemma 5 in [11]. Since
the main ideas of the proof are very similar, we will only explain the significant
differences.

l s 1 '
/ \\
K+ (Ci® K1)

Figure 7: The only minimal (s,1)-polar obstruction different from those on
Figure 5 with exactly two connected components one of them being isomorphic
to K1 .
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Lemma 27. Let s be an integer, s > 2. If H is a connected graph such that
G = K1 + H is a minimal (s,1)-polar obstruction isomorphic to none of the
graphs depicted in Figure 5, then G is isomorphic to K1+ (Cy & Ks_1).

Proof. The graph H cannot be a split graph, so it contains an induced copy
of either 2K5,Cy or Cs. Nevertheless, by the minimality of G and since G 2
K1 + Cs we know that H is {2K3, Cs}-free, so it contains an induced cycle on
four vertices, C' = (c1, ¢2, ¢3,c4). Let v be a vertex in H — Vo, which must exist
since H is not a complete bipartite graph. Observe that, since G contains no
graph depicted in Figure 5 as an induced subgraph, v only could be adjacent to
either two nonadjacent vertices of C' or to every vertex of C.

Let Vi,V5 and V3 be the subsets of vertices of H that are not in C' and
that are adjacent to ¢; and c3, to co and ¢4, and to ¢; for every i € {1,2,3,4},
respectively. Notice that since H contains no induced K5 + Ps, Vi an V5 are
both independent sets, and V3 is completely adjacent to Vi3 U V5. In addition,
since H is P-free, we have that V; and V5 are completely adjacent. From here
is straightforward to notice that H — V3 is a complete bipartite graph.

Hence, H is the join of the complete bipartite graph H — V3 with H[V3],
which implies that H[V3] is not a complete (s — 2)-partite graph. One more
time, since Ko + P3 is not an induced subgraph of H we have that H is a Ps-
free graph, so H[V3] is too. Therefore, H[V3] contains a copy of Ks;_1 as an
induced subgraph, so the result follows. o

So far, we have characterized all disconnected minimal (s, 1)-polar obstruc-
tions, which are a constant number for any choice of s. We summarize this
result as follows.

Theorem 28. Let s be an integer, s > 2, and let G be a disconnected minimal
(s,1)-polar obstruction. Then G satisfies one of the following assertions:

1. G 1is isomorphic to one of the graphs depicted in Figure 5.
2. G=Z2Ksy.

3. G =Ky + (2K1 0 K).

4. GEKi 4+ (Ci & Ks1).

For any nontrivial cograph G, either G or its complement is disconnected
[13], so the complement of any nontrivial connected cograph is disconnected.
This fact was used in [11] to give a recursive characterization of all cograph min-
imal (s, 1)-polar obstructions. After giving a complete characterization of the
disconnected cograph minimal (s,1)-polar obstructions, the authors provided
a recursive construction for the disconnected cograph minimal (1, s)-polar ob-
structions (which are precisely the complements of connected cograph minimal
(s,1)-polar obstructions).

In the following section we will present very similar results for Pj-sparse
graphs and Pj-extendible graphs. In particular we will prove that all Py-sparse
minimal (s, 1)-polar obstructions are cographs, which turns out to be similar in
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flavor to a result obtained in [26], stating that all Py-sparse minimal obstructions
for (k, £)-coloring are cographs.

6 Connected minimal (s, 1)-polar obstructions

Theorem 28 characterizes disconnected minimal (s, 1)-polar obstructions for
general graphs. Thus, to completely characterize minimal (s, 1)-polar obstruc-
tions for a given class of graphs it suffices to characterize connected minimal
(s,1)-polar obstructions. To this end, in order to follow the strategy described
in the previous paragraphs for Pj-sparse and Py-extendible graphs, we notice
that the following lemma, which was stated and proved in [11] for the special
case of cographs, is also valid for general graphs.

Lemma 29. Let ¢t be an integer, t > 2, and for each i € {1,...,t}, let G; be
a minimal (1, k;)-polar obstruction that is a (1,k; + 1)-polar graph. Then, for
E=t—1+ 22:1 ki, the graph G = G1 + -+ + Gy is a minimal (1,k)-polar
obstruction that is a (1,k + 1)-polar graph.

In the following sections we show that the converse of Lemma 29 holds
for Ps-sparse and Pj-extendible graphs, that is to say, that any disconnected
minimal (1, k)-polar obstruction on such classes is the disjoint union of minimal
(1, k;)-polar obstructions for some integers k; < k.

6.1 Connected Pj-sparse minimal (s, 1)-polar obstructions

The induced path on three vertices is a minimal (0, k)-polar obstruction for any
integer k > 2 so, if a graph G contains Ps as a proper induced subgraph, then G
is not a minimal (0, k)-polar obstruction. Similarly, if G contains P3 as a proper
induced subgraph, then G is not a minimal (s, 0)-polar obstruction. From here,
the following observation follows easily.

Remark 30. Let G be a spider. If G is a headless spider or the head of G in-
duces a split graph, then G is a split graph that has both, Ps and its complement,
as proper induced subgraphs. Hence, G is not a minimal (s, k)-polar obstruction
for any election of s and k.

The following two propositions provide the basis for showing that any con-
nected Py-sparse minimal (k, 1)-polar obstruction has a disconnected comple-
ment.

Proposition 31. Let k be a positive integer, and let G = (S, K, R) be a spider
with nonempty head. Then, G is not a minimal (1, k)-polar obstruction.

Proof. Suppose for a contradiction that G is a minimal (1, k)-polar obstruction,
and let o € S be a leg of G. Let (4, B) be a (1, k)-polar partition of G — o.
Notice that |[K N A| < 1 because K is a clique and A is an independent set.
Therefore, since K has at least two vertices, K N B # @&. Moreover, since B
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induces a cluster, R is completely adjacent to K, and K N B # @, RN B is a
clique. Also notice that either K NA=g or RNA=0.

Now, if KNA # @, then R is a clique, G is a split graph, and therefore G is a
(1, k)-polar graph, which is impossible. Otherwise, if K C B, then (AU {c}, B)
is a (1, k)-polar partition of G, a contradiction. O

Since the complement of a spider is also a spider, and any minimal (oo, 1)-
polar obstruction is a minimal (k, 1)-polar obstruction for some positive integer
k, we have the following simple consequences of the previous proposition.

Corollary 32. Let k be a positive integer. If G is a spider, then G is neither
a minimal (k,1)-polar obstruction nor a minimal (0o, 1)-polar obstruction.

Corollary 33. Let k be a positive integer. If G is a Py-sparse minimal (k,1)-
polar obstruction, then G or its complement is disconnected.

Proof. Since G is a Py-sparse graph, if G and G are connected, we have from
Theorem 2 that G is a spider, but that is impossible by Corollary 32. Therefore,
either G or its complement is disconnected. O

The next two results, together with Lemma 29, provide us with a complete
structural characterization for disconnected Pj-sparse minimal (1, k)-polar ob-
structions.

Lemma 34. Lett be an integer, t > 2, and for each i € {1,...,t}, let G; be a
connected Py-sparse minimal (1, k;)-polar obstruction which is a (1, k; +1)-polar
graph. If G = G1+ -+ -+ Gy, then G is a minimal (1, k)-polar obstruction if and
only if k=t —1+>"_, ki.

Proof. Let k=t—1+ 25:1 ki. We have from Lemma 29 that G is a minimal
(1, k)-polar obstruction which is (1, k% 4 1)-polar, so we just need to show that
G is not a minimal (1, k)-polar obstruction for any x < k.

Let G be a connected Pj-sparse minimal (1, k;)-polar obstruction which is
(1,k; + 1)-polar. By Corollary 33, G is a disconnected minimal (k;,1)-polar
obstruction which is a (k; 4+ 1, 1)-polar graph. Then, it follows from Theorem 28
that, for any nonnegative integer x; such that k; < k;, G contains a proper
induced subgraph G’ that is both, a Pj-sparse minimal (k;, 1)-polar obstruction
and a (k; + 1,1)-polar graph. From here on, the proof follows as the proof of

Lemma 8 in [11]. O
Lemma 35. Let k be a nonnegative integer. If G is a disconnected Py-sparse
minimal (1,k)-polar obstruction with components Gi,...,Gt, then there exist
nonnegative integers ki, ..., ks such that for each i € {1,...,t}, G; is a con-

nected minimal (1, k;)-polar obstruction that is a (1,k; + 1)-polar graph, and
Zf.:l ki = k—t+ 1. (Notice that k; < k for any i € {1,...,t}, and G is a
(1, k 4 1)-polar graph.)
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Proof. This is a generalization of Lemma 9 in [11], which states the same result
for cographs. As in the original proof, it is easy to argue that each component
G; is a minimal (1, k;)-polar obstruction that is (1, k)-polar, where k; is the
maximum integer such that any proper induced subgraph of G; is (1, k;)-polar.

Then, by Corollary 33, G is a disconnected minimal (k;, 1)-polar obstruction
that is (k, 1)-polar, and we have from Theorem 28 that G; is a (k; + 1, 1)-polar

graph, so G; is (1, k; + 1)-polar. Finally, the result follows from Lemma 34. O

Analogous results to those obtained in this section for Pj-sparse will be
given for Ps-extendible graphs in the next section. As the reader can notice, the
technique used to obtain the results for both classes is the same, the differences
come from the connectedness characterizations for said families.

6.2 Connected Pj-extendible minimal (s, 1)-polar obstruc-
tions

We begin with some easily verifiable facts, stated without proof and bundled to
facilitate future references.

Remark 36. Let s,k be either in N or equal to co.

1. Py and F are split graphs but they are neither (0,00)- nor (co,0)-polar
graphs.

2. C5,Ps, and P are (1,2)- and (2,1)-polar, but they are neither (1,1)-,
(00,0)- nor (0, 00)-polar graphs.

3. An extension graph G is a minimal (s, k)-polar obstruction if and only if
G=Cs ands=k=1.

The following proposition allows us to show that any connected P;-extendible
minimal (1, k)-polar obstruction, other than C5, has a disconnected complement.

Lemma 37. Let k be a nonnegative integer, and let G be a separable extension
graph. If H = (S, K, R) is a G-spider with nonempty head, then H is not a
minimal (1, k)-polar obstruction.

Proof. The proof is divided in three cases, depending on G. If G is isomorphic to
Py, F or F then the midpoints set of G form a clique with at least two vertices,
while its endpoints set is an independent set, in which case the proof is the same
as Proposition 31.

Now, assume that G = P. Let v be the only vertex of G of degree one, and
let w be the support vertex of v; notice that w is a midpoint of G. Assume for
a contradiction that H is a minimal (1, k)-polar obstruction, and let (A, B) be
a (1, k)-polar partition of H —wv. If w € A, then there are two midpoints of G in
B, but in such a case RN A and RN B are both empty sets, which is impossible.
Then, w € B and (AU {v}, B) is a (1, k)-polar partition of H, a contradiction.
Hence, H is not a minimal (1, k)-polar obstruction.
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Finally, assume that G = P, and let v and w as in the previous paragraph.
Suppose for a contradiction that H is a minimal (1, k)-polar obstruction, and
let (A, B) be a (1, k)-polar partition of H —v. If w € A, the other midpoint
of G, v, is in B and at least one of the endpoints of G that is adjacent to w’
is also in B. Therefore, RN B = &. But w € A, so also RN A = &, which is
impossible. Hence, w € B and (AU {v}, B) is a (1, k)-polar partition of H, a
contradiction. Then, H is not a minimal (1, k)-polar obstruction. (]

Corollary 38. Let k be a nonnegative integer, and let H be a Py-extendible
minimal (1, k)-polar obstruction. If H % Cs, then H or its complement is
disconnected.

Proof. Since H is a P,-extendible graph, we have from Theorem 3 that, if H
and H are connected, then H is either an extension graph or a G-spider (with
nonempty head) for some separable extension graph G. Nevertheless we have
from Item 3 of Remark 36 and Lemma 37 that this is not the case, so either H
or its complement is disconnected. O

In the last two results of this section we provide a complete structural char-
acterization for disconnected Pj-extendible minimal (1, k)-polar obstructions.
It is worth noticing that statements in Lemmas 39 and 40 are the same that
those in Lemmas 34 and 35, respectively, except by the obvious difference of the
graph class.

Lemma 39. Let t be an integer, t > 2, and for each i € {1,...,t}, let G; be a
connected Py-extendible minimal (1, k;)-polar obstruction which is a (1,k; +1)-
polar graph. If G = G1+ -+ + Gy, then G is a minimal (1, k)-polar obstruction
if and only if k=t —14+Y'_, ki.

Proof. Let k=t—1+ 25:1 ki. We have from Lemma 29 that G is a minimal
(1, k)-polar obstruction which is (1,% + 1)-polar, so we just need to show that
G is not a minimal (1, k)-polar obstruction for any x < k.

Let G; be a connected Py-extendible minimal (1, k;)-polar obstruction which
is (1,k; + 1)-polar. By Corollary 38, we have that either G; = C5 or G is a
disconnected minimal (k;, 1)-polar obstruction which is a (k; +1, 1)-polar graph.
However, it follows from Theorem 28 that, for any nonnegative integer x; such
that k; < k;, G; contains a proper induced subgraph G} that is both, a Py-
extendible minimal (1, k;)-polar obstruction and a (1, k; + 1)-polar graph. From
here on, the proof follows as the proof of Lemma 8 in [11]. O

Lemma 40. Let k be a nonnegative integer. If G is a disconnected Py-extendible
minimal (1,k)-polar obstruction with components G1,...,Gy, then there exist
nonnegative integers ki, ..., ks such that for each i € {1,...,t}, G; is a con-
nected minimal (1, k;)-polar obstruction that is a (1,k; + 1)-polar graph, and
Zle ki = k—t+ 1. (Notice that k; < k for any i € {1,...,t}, and G is a
(1,k 4 1)-polar graph.)
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Proof. This is a generalization of Lemma 9 in [11], which states the same result
for cographs. As in the original proof, it is easy to argue that each component
G; is a minimal (1, k;)-polar obstruction that is (1, k)-polar, where k; is the
maximum integer such that any proper induced subgraph of G; is (1, k;)-polar.

Then, by Corollary 38, Gj is either Cs or a disconnected Pj-extendible min-
imal (k;, 1)-polar obstruction which is (k,1)-polar. However, it follows from
Theorem 28 and Item 3 of Remark 36 that G; is a (k; + 1,1)-polar graph, so
G; is a connected Py-extendible minimal (1, k;)-polar obstruction which is a
(1, k;)-polar graph. Finally, the result follows from Lemma 39. O

The next section is devoted to the most meaningful results of this paper,
including complete characterizations of minimal (s, 1)- (00, 1)- and (0o, 0o)-polar
obstructions on both, Pj-sparse and Pj-extendible graphs.

7 Main results

In order to analyze the minimal obstructions for polarity in the classes of Py-
sparse and Pj-extendible graphs we need a final lemma. Notice that it holds for
general graphs.

Lemma 41. If G is a graph, then G is a disconnected minimal polar obstruction
if and only if G = P3 + H where H is a minimal monopolar obstruction which
is not a minimal polar obstruction.

Proof. First, assume that H is a minimal (1, oo)-polar obstruction which is not
a minimal polar obstruction, and let G = P; + H. Assume for a contradiction
that G has a polar partition (A, B). Notice that G[A] is not an empty graph
because H is not a (1,00)-polar graph. Then G[A] is completely contained
in a component of G. Moreover, since any component of G is either P3 or a
component of H, and G[B] is a Ps-free graph, we have that ANVy = & so H
is a cluster, a contradiction. Hence, G is not a polar graph.

Let v € V. If v € Vi, let (A, B) be a (1, 00)-polar partition of H — v, and
let w € Vg — Vi be a vertex of degree 1. Then (A4', Vg — (A" U {v})), where
A" = AU {w}, is a (1, 00)-polar partition of G —v. Now, let v € Vg — V.
Then, since H is a polar graph and P; — v is a cluster, G — v is a polar graph.
Therefore G is a disconnected minimal polar obstruction.

For the converse, assume that G is a disconnected minimal polar obstruction.
Notice that, if all the components of G are (1, co0)-polar graphs, then G is also a
(1, 00)-polar graph, so G has a component H’ that contains a minimal (1, 00)-
polar obstruction H as an induced subgraph. Notice that by the minimality
of G, H is a polar graph. In addition, G has no complete components, so
any component of G contains an induced P5, and therefore G contains the
disjoint union of P; with a minimal (1, 00)-obstruction that is a polar graph
(H). Together with the minimality of G, this implies that G = P; + H. O
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7.1 P,-sparse graphs

The following result provides a complete recursive construction of Pj-sparse
minimal (s, 1)-polar obstructions.

Theorem 42. Let s be an integer, s > 2. If G is a Py-sparse graph, then G
is a minimal (s, 1)-polar obstruction if and only if G satisfies exactly one of the
following assertions:

1. G is isomorphic to one of the four cographs depicted in Figure 5.
2. G is isomorphic to some of 2K11, Ko+ (Ks ®2K1) or K1+ (Ks—1®Cy).

8. The complement of G is disconnected with components G1,...,Gy, each
G; is a minimal (1, s;)-polar obstruction whose complement is different
from the graphs in Figure 5, and s =t — 1+ 25:1 ;.

Proof. If G is disconnected, it follows from Theorem 28 that G is a minimal
(s,1)-polar obstruction if and only if G is either a Pj-sparse graph depicted
in Figure 5 (which can easily be checked to be a cograph), or it is isomorphic
to some of 2K 1, Ko + (Ks @ 2K3) or K1 + (Ks—1 @ C4). Otherwise, if G
is connected, Corollary 33 implies that G is a disconnected Pj-sparse minimal
(1, s)-polar obstruction, and the result follows from Lemma 35. (]

Corollary 43. There are exactly nine Py-sparse minimal (2,1)-polar obstruc-
tions; they are the graphs Fn, ..., Fg depicted in Figures 5 and 8.
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Figure 8: Some minimal (2, 1)-polar obstructions.

For any hereditary property P and any graph classes ¢ and H such that
G C H, the set of minimal P-obstructions in G clearly is a (possibly proper)
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subset of the set of minimal P-obstructions in H. The class of Ps-sparse graphs
has been observed to have a behavior which is very similar to cographs when
computing their minimal obstructions with respect to some hereditary prop-
erties. For example, Hannnebauer [26] proved that every Ps-sparse minimal
obstruction for (k, £)-coloring is a cograph. The following results show that the
same phenomenon occurs when we deal with (s,1)-, (00, 1)-, (00, 00)-polarity.

Theorem 44. Let s be a nonnegative integer. Any Py-sparse minimal (s,1)-
polar obstruction is a cograph.

Proof. Let G be a Pj-sparse minimal (s, 1)-polar obstruction. We proceed by
induction on s. The statement is clearly true for s < 1. Let s > 2. It follows from
Corollary 33 that G is not a spider, hence G or its complement is disconnected.

If G is disconnected, it follows from Theorem 28 that G is a cograph. Oth-
erwise, if G is disconnected, Lemma 35 implies that any component H of G is
a Pj-sparse minimal (1, k;)-polar obstruction for a nonnegative integer k; with
k; < k. Thus, H is a Ps-sparse minimal (k;, 1)-polar obstruction, and by induc-
tion hypothesis H (hence H) is a cograph. Since the disjoint union of cographs
is also a cograph, G (hence G) is a cograph. O

Corollary 45. If G is a Py-sparse graph, then G is a minimal (0o, 1)-polar
obstruction if and only if G is one of the four cographs depicted in Figure 5.

Proof. Let G be Py-sparse minimal (oo, 1)-polar obstruction. Then G is a min-
imal (s, 1)-polar obstruction for some nonnegative integer s. Moreover, by The-
orem 44 we have that G is a cograph minimal (oo, 1)-polar obstruction. Then,
from Theorem 12 in [11] we have that G is isomorphic to one of the cographs
depicted in Figure 5. The converse is proved in Lemma 24. o

Theorem 46. If G is a Py-sparse minimal polar obstruction, then G is a co-
graph.

Proof. First, assume for a contradiction that G is a spider, say G = (S, K, R).
Since headless spiders are split graphs, and thus polar graphs, R is not an empty
set. Moreover, by the minimality of G, G[R] admits a polar partition (4, B), and
then (AU K, BUS) would be a polar partition of G, contradicting the election
of G. Therefore G is not a spider. Thus, by Theorem 2, G or its complement is
disconnected. However, in both cases Lemma 41 and Corollary 45 imply that
G is a cograph. O

7.2 Pj-extendible graphs

The following result is analogous to Theorem 42; it provides a complete re-
cursive construction of Pj-extendible minimal (s, 1)-polar obstructions. Notice
that, since Cs is a Pj-extendible minimal (1, 1)-polar obstruction, there are Py-
extendible minimal (s,1)-polar obstructions which are not cographs for each
positive integer s.
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Theorem 47. Let s be an integer, s > 2. If G is a Py-extendible graph, then
G is a minimal (s,1)-polar obstruction if and only if G satisfies exactly one of
the following assertions:

1. G 1is isomorphic to one of the seven graphs depicted in Figure 5.
2. G is isomorphic to some of 2K 11, Ko+ (Ks ®2K1) or K1+ (Ks-1 ®Cy).

3. The complement of G is disconnected with components G1,...,Gy, each
G; is a minimal (1, s;)-polar obstruction whose complement is different
from the graphs in Figure 5, and s =t — 1+ Zf.:l ;.

Proof. If G is disconnected, it follows from Theorem 28 that G is a minimal
(s,1)-polar obstruction if and only if G is either a graph depicted in Figure 5,
or it is isomorphic to some of 2K 1, Ky + (Ks & 2K;) or K1 + (Ks—1 & Cy).
Otherwise, if G is connected, Corollary 38 and Item 3 of Remark 36 imply that G
is a disconnected Pj-extendible minimal (1, s)-polar obstruction, and the result
follows from Lemma 40. o

Corollary 48. There are exactly 13 Py-extendible minimal (2, 1)-polar obstruc-
tions; they are the graphs E1, ..., F13 depicted in Figures 5 and 8.

Unlike P,-sparse graphs, there are Py-extendible minimal monopolar and po-
lar obstructions which are not cographs. We give complete lists of such minimal
obstructions in the next results.

Corollary 49. If G is a Py-extendible graph, then G is a minimal (0o, 1)-polar
obstruction if and only if G is one of the graphs depicted in Figure 5.

Proof. Let G be a Pj-extendible minimal (0o, 1)-polar obstruction. Then G is
a minimal (s, 1)-polar obstruction for some integer s, s > 2. By Lemma 40
and Theorem 47 we conclude that G is isomorphic to one of the seven graphs
depicted in Figure 5. The converse is proved in Lemma 24. O

Theorem 50. If H is a Py-extendible minimal polar obstruction, then H or
its complement is the disjoint union of Ps with the complement of one of the
graphs depicted in Figure 5.

Proof. First, let assume for obtaining a contradiction that H is a G-spider
for some separable extension G, say H = (S,K,R). By Items 1 and 2 of
Remark 36, we have that R # &, and by the minimality of H, H[R] admits
a polar partition (A, B). But, no matter what separable extension G is, its
midpoints induce a complete multipartite graph while its endpoints induce a
cluster, so (AUK, BUS) is a polar partition of H, contradicting the assumption
that H was a G-spider. Thus, by Theorem 3, either H or its complement is
disconnected, and the result follows from Lemma 41 and Corollary 49. O
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8 Conclusions

In the present work we generalize some results related to hereditary properties in
cographs, providing similar results for two superclasses of P,-free graphs, namely
Py-sparse and P;-extendible graphs. The following five theorems summarize the
main contributions of this paper. Let G be any subclass of either P;-extendible
or P,-sparse graphs which is closed under both graph complements and induced
subgraphs.

Theorem 51. Let G be a graph in the class G. Then G is a minimal unipolar
obstruction if and only if G € {2P3, K5 3,C5}.

Theorem 52. Let G be a graph in the class G, and let s be an integer, s > 2.
Then G is a minimal (s,1)-polar obstruction if and only if G satisfies exactly
one of the following assertions:

1. G 1is isomorphic to one of the graphs depicted in Figure 5.
2. G is isomorphic to some of 2K 11, Ko+ (Ks ®2K1) or K1+ (Ks-1 ®Cy).

3. The complement of G is disconnected with components G1,...,Gy, each
G; is a minimal (1, s;)-polar obstruction whose complement is different
from the graphs in Figure 5, and s =t —1+ 25:1 S;-

Theorem 53. Let G be a graph in the class G. Then G is a minimal monopolar
obstruction if and only if G is one of the graphs depicted in Figure 5.

Theorem 54. Let G be a graph in the class G. Then, G is a minimal polar
obstruction if and only if either G or its complement is the join of P3 with one
of the graphs depicted in Figure 5.

Theorem 55. Any hereditary property P on the class G has only a finite number
of minimal P-obstructions.

Throughout this work we showed that any P,-sparse minimal obstruction
for unipolarity, monopolarity, polarity, and (s, 1)-polarity is a cograph. In ad-
dition, Hannnebauer [26] showed the following interesting result that generalize
its analogue for cographs, which was previously proved in [22].

Theorem 56 ([26]). Let H be a Py-sparse minimal (s, k)-polar obstruction.
Then H has at most (s + 1)(k + 1) vertices.

The observations above make us propose the following questions.

Problem 1. For any positive integers s and k, is every Py-sparse minimal
(s, k)-polar obstruction a cograph?

Problem 2. Can we establish an O(sk) upper bound for the order of the Py-
extendible minimal (s, k)-polar obstructions?
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It was independently shown in [3] and [26] that any Pj-sparse minimal ob-
struction for (k, £)-coloring is a cograph too, so we propose the following problem
generalizing Problem 1.

Problem 3. Which hereditary properties P satisfy that every Py-sparse minimal
P-obstruction is a cograph?

With the help of an interesting graph operation called partial complemen-
tation, Hell, Herndndez-Cruz and Linhares-Sales [27] gave the complete list of
cograph minimal (2,2)-polar obstructions. In a work in progress, we provide
analogous results for Pj-sparse and Pj-extendible graphs, as well as efficient
algorithms for finding maximal unipolar, monopolar, and polar subgraphs on
these families. Such algorithms are based on the unique tree representations for
the mentioned classes and they generalize those given in [19] for cographs.

As a future line of work, we propose to extend the results in this paper
to more general graph classes having few induced Pj’s, for instance, Py-tidy
graphs or extended P,-laden graphs, any of which contains both P,-sparse and
Py-extendible graphs. Another line of work is to characterize some other hered-
itary properties on cograph superclasses (see Figure 2) by their sets of mini-
mal obstructions. For example, it remains unknown whether the P;-extendible
minimal (k, £)-obstructions admit a simple structural characterization as their
analogous in cographs and Pj-sparse graphs.
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